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PROCEEDINGS  AND  DEBATES  OF  THE  \  04       CONGRESS,  SECOND  SESSION 


SENATE— Tuesday,  May  21,  1996 


The  Senate  met  at  9  a.m.,  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  THtJRMOND]. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  To- 
day's prayer  will  be  offered  by  our 
guest  Chaplain,  the  Reverend  Ron 
Mehl,  Beaverton  Foursquare  Church, 
Beaverton,  OR,  invited  by  Senator 
Mark  Hatfield. 

We  are  pleased  to  have  you  with  us. 


PRAYER 

The  gruest  Chaplain,  the  Reverend 
Ron  Mehl,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Let  us  pray: 

Dear  Father,  we  come  before  You 
this  morning  to  express  the  deep  need 
we  feel  as  a  nation  to  be  touched  by 
Your  mighty  power  and  sustained  by 
Your  sovereigm  grace.  We  thank  You 
for  the  gifted  leaders  You  have  placed 
in  positions  of  authority  in  our  land. 
We  know  that  great  leaders  are  first 
good  followers,  so  teach  us  to  hunger 
for  wisdom  from  above,  that  we  may 
know  what  is  the  right  thing  to  do,  and 
give  us  the  courage  to  do  it.  Resurrect 
in  us  a  deep  hunger  for  revival,  and 
awaken  in  us  a  passion  for  righteous- 
ness to  rule  and  reign  in  our  land.  This 
day  we  pray  for  our  leaders,  their  fami- 
lies and  friends,  and  ask  that  You 
might  reward  them  for  their  faithful- 
ness, sacrifice,  and  service.  Give  us  a 
revelation  of  Yourself.  Open  our  eyes 
to  the  truth  that  the  task  You  have 
called  us  to  is  greater  than  we  are. 
Today  we  acknowledge  our  utter  de- 
pendence upon  You  and  the  need  we 
feel  to  seek  Your  counsel  daily,  for  You 
are  the  fountainhead  of  all  truth,  the 
truth  that  truly  makes  us  free.  In  Your 
holy  and  mighty  name,  we  pray.  Amen. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
able  senior  Senator  from  Oregon,  Sen- 
ator Hatfield,  is  recognized. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
President. 


WELCOME  TO  REV.  DR.  RON  MEHL 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
my  great  pleasure  today  to  introduce 
to  my  colleagues  Rev.  Ron  Mehl,  pas- 
tor of  Beaverton  Foursquare  Church. 
Over   the   past   several   years,   I   have 


joined  the  ranks  of  Reverend  Mehl's  ad- 
mirers. Uncompromising  leadership 
and  commitment  to  God  have  enabled 
him  to  embody  the  Biblical  mandate  to 
"speak  the  truth  in  love." 

Reverend  Mehl  pastors  Oregon's  Bea- 
verton Foursquare  Church.  Twenty- 
three  years  under  his  gifted  teaching 
have  made  this  one  of  Oregon's  healthi- 
est and  most  dynamic  churches.  Thou- 
sands sit  in  the  pews  of  Beaverton 
Foursquare  weekly.  There  are  three 
services  on  Sunday,  perhaps  going  to  a 
fourth  because  of  the  tremendous  turn- 
out that  holds  some  2,500  or  3.000  people 
in  the  church  sanctuary. 

When  I  am  home,  I  count  myself  priv- 
ileged to  be  one  of  many  to  hear  Rev- 
erend Mehl's  Biblical  preaching. 

A  man  dedicated  to  pursuing  God's 
calling,  he  has  served  in  many  ways 
over  the  years.  Besides  being  a  gifted 
preacher  and  counselor.  Reverend  Mehl 
is  a  celebrated  author  of  three  books, 
one  of  which,  "God  Works  the  Night 
Shift,"  recently  won  the  Evangelical 
Christian  Publisher's  Gold  Medallion 
Award  in  the  category  of  "inspira- 
tional." 

The  Reverend  Billy  Graham,  whom 
we  recently  honored,  once  said.  "The 
greatest  form  of  praise  to  God  is  the 
sound  of  consecrated  feet  seeking  out 
the  lost  and  helpless."  Reverend  Mehl 
has  spent  the  majority  of  his  life  doing 
just  that — reaching  out  with  the  mes- 
sage of  Christ  and  encoxiraging  others 
to  do  the  same. 

In  I  Peter,  the  apostle  writes,  "Each 
one  should  use  whatever  gift  he  has  re- 
ceived to  serve  others,  faithfully  ad- 
ministering God's  grace  in  its  various 
forms. — I  Peter  4:10.  Reverend  Mehl  is  a 
faithful  steward  of  the  gifts  he  has  re- 
ceived and  is  an  able  administrator  of 
God's  grace. 

He  has  also  been  blessed  by  his  wife 
Joyce  and  their  two  sons,  Ron,  Jr.,  and 
Mark.  I  had  the  pleasure  of  getting  to 
know  Mark  3  years  ago  when  he  par- 
ticipated in  my  internship  program. 
Mark's  strong  character  shone  through 
during  his  brief  tenure  in  my  office,  a 
great  tribute  to  his  parents  in  their 
rearing. 

Again,  on  behalf  of  my  Senate  col- 
leagues we   are   privileged   that   Rev- 


erend Mehl  is  willing  to  fulfill  the  du- 
ties of  Senate  Chaplain  today,  and  I 
would  like  to  officially  welcome  him  to 
this  Chamber. 
I  yield  the  floor. 


SCHEDULE 


Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  will  immediately  resume  con- 
sideration of  Senate  Concurrent  Reso- 
lution 57,  the  concurrent  budget  resolu- 
tion. There  are  8.5  hours  of  debate  time 
remainijig  on  the  resolution  with  that 
time  equally  divided.  WTien  all  time 
has  expired  or  is  yielded  back.  Senators 
can  expect  a  large  number  of  consecu- 
tive rollcall  votes  on  or  in  relation  to 
amendments  to  the  budget  resolution. 
Those  votes  could  begin  as  early  as  this 
afternoon,  or,  if  necessary,  be  ordered 
to  begin  on  Wednesday  morning. 

I  now  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Senate  stand  in  recess  between  the 
hours  of  12:30  p.m.  and  2:15  p.m.,  in 
order  to  accommodate  the  weekly 
party  conferences,  and  that  the  time 
during  recess  be  deducted  from  the  re- 
maining debate  limitation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Campbell).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 


RESERVATION  OF  LEADER  TIME 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order.  Senate  leadership 
time  is  reserved. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate will  resume  consideration  of  Sen- 
ate Concurrent  Resolution  57,  which 
the  clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  57) 
setting  forth  the  congressional  budget  for 
the  U.S.  Government  for  fiscal  years  1997, 
1998.  1999,  2000.  2001,  and  2002. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  bill. 

Pending; 

Boxer  amendment  No.  3962.  to  preserve, 
protect,  and  strengrthen  the  Medicaid  pro- 
gram by  controlling  costs,  providing  State 
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nexibility.  and  restoring  critical  standards 
and  protections,  including  coverage  for  all 
populations  covered  under  current  law,  to  re- 
store $18  billion  in  excessive  cuts,  offset  by 
corporate  and  business  tax  reforms,  and  to 
express  the  sense  of  the  Senate  regarding 
certain  Medicaid  reforms. 

Wyden/Kerry  amendment  No.  3984,  to  ex- 
press the  sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  reve- 
nue assumptions. 

Wellstone  amendment  No.  3985,  to  express 
the  sense  of  the  Senate  on  tax  deductibility 
of  higher  education  tuition  and  student  loan 
interest  costs. 

Wellstone/Kerry  amendment  No.  3986,  to 
express  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  funds 
will  be  available  to  hire  new  police  officers 
under  the  Community  Oriented  Policing 
Service. 

Wellstone  amendment  No.  3987.  to  express 
the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  Congress  will 
not  enact  or  adopt  any  legislation  that 
would  increase  the  number  of  children  who 
are  hungry  or  homeless. 

Wellstone  amendment  No.  3988,  to  express 
the  sense  of  the  Senate  with  respect  to  main- 
taining current  expenditure  levels  for  the 
Low  Income  Home  Energy  Assistance  Pro- 
gram for  fiscal  year  1997. 

Wellstone  amendment  No.  3989.  to  express 
the  sense  of  the  Senate  with  respect  to  the 
interrelationship  between  domestic  violence 
and  welfare. 

Kerry  amendment  No.  3990,  to  restore  pro- 
posed outs  in  the  environment  and  natural 
resources  programs,  to  be  offset  by  the  ex- 
tension of  expired  tax  provisions  or  cor- 
porate and  business  tax  reforms. 

Kerry  amendment  No.  3991,  to  increase  the 
Function  500  totals  to  maintain  levels  of 
education  and  training  funding  that  will 
keep  pace  with  rising  school  enrollments  and 
the  demand  for  a  better-trained  workforce, 
to  be  offset  by  the  extension  of  expired  tax 
provisions  or  corporate  and  business  tax  re- 
forms. 

Kyi  amendment  No.  3995,  to  express  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  a  supermajor- 
ity  requirement  for  raising  taxes. 

Kyi  amendment  No.  3996  to  providing 
funding  for  the  Low  Income  Home  Energy 
Assistance  Program  through  fiscal  year  2000. 

Kennedy  amendment  No.  3997,  to  express 
the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the  reconcili- 
ation bill  should  maintain  the  existing  pro- 
hibition against  additional  charges  by  pro- 
viders under  the  medicare  program. 

Kennedy  amendment  No.  3998,  to  express 
the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the  reconcili- 
ation bill  should  not  include  any  changes  in 
Federal  nursing  home  quality  standards  or 
the  Federal  enforcement  of  such  standards. 

Kennedy  amendment  No.  3999,  to  express 
the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  provisions  of 
current  medicaid  law  protecting  families  of 
nursing  home  residents  from  experiencing  fi- 
nancial ruin  as  the  price  of  needed  care  for 
their  loved  ones  should  be  retained. 

Kennedy  amendment  No.  4000.  to  express 
the  sense  of  the  Senate  relating  to  the  pro- 
tection of  the  wages  of  construction  workers. 

Byrd  amendment  No.  4001,  to  increase 
overall  discretionary  spending  to  the  levels 
proposed  by  the  President,  offset  by  the  ex- 
tension of  expired  tax  provisions  or  cor- 
porate and  business  tax  reforms. 

Lott/Smith  amendment  No.  4002,  to  express 
the  sense  of  the  Congress  regarding  reim- 
bursement of  the  United  States  for  the  costs 
associated  with  Operations  Southern  Watch 
and  Provide  Comfort  out  of  revenues  gen- 
erated by  any  sale  of  petroleum  originating 
from  Iraq. 

Simpeon/Moynihan  amendment  No.  4003,  to 
express  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  all  Fed- 


eral spending  and  revenues  which  are  in- 
dexed for  inflation  should  be  calibrated  by 
the  most  accurate  inflation  indices  which 
are  available  to  the  Federal  government. 

Graham  amendment  No.  4007.  to  create  a  60 
vote  point  of  order  against  legislation  divert- 
ing savings  achieved  through  medicare 
waste,  fraud  and  abuse  enforcement  activi- 
ties for  purposes  other  than  improving  the 
solvency  of  the  Medicare  Federal  Hospital 
Insurance  Trust  Fund. 

Ashcroft  modified  amendment  No.  4008,  to 
provide  for  an  income  tax  deduction  for  the 
old  age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
taxes  paid  by  employees  and  self-employed 
individuals. 

Gramm  amendment  No.  4009.  to  express  the 
sense  of  the  Congress  that  the  1993  income 
tax  increase  on  Social  Security  benefits 
should  be  repealed. 

Brown  amendment  No.  4010,  to  express  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  there  should  be  a 
cap  on  the  application  of  the  civilian  and 
military  retirement  COLA. 

Harkin  amendment  No.  4011.  to  provide 
that  the  first  reconciliation  bill  not  include 
Medicaid  reform,  focusing  mainly  on  Welfare 
reform  by  shifting  Medicaid  changes  from 
the  first  to  the  second  reconciliation  bill. 

Harkin  (for  Specter)  amendment  No.  4012, 
to  restor  e  funding  for  education,  training, 
and  health  programs  to  a  Congressional 
Budget  Office  freeze  level  for  fiscal  year  1997 
through  an  across  the  board  reduction  in 
Federal  administrative  costs. 

Bumpers  amendment  No.  4013,  to  establish 
that  no  amounts  realized  from  sales  of  assets 
shall  be  scored  with  respect  to  the  level  of 
budget  authority,  outlays,  or  revenues. 

Bumpers  amendment  No.  4014,  to  eliminate 
the  defense  firewalls. 

Thompson  amendment  No.  3981,  to  express 
the  sense  of  the  Senate  on  the  funding  levels 
for  the  Presidential  Election  Campaign 
Fund. 

Murkowskl  amendment  No.  4015,  to  pro- 
hibit sense  of  the  Senate  amendments  from 
being  offered  to  the  budget  resolution. 

Simpson  (for  Kerrey)  amendment  No.  4016, 
to  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate  on  long 
term  entitlement  reforms. 

Snowe  amendment  No.  4017.  to  express  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  aggregates  and 
functional  levels  included  in  the  budget  reso- 
lution assume  that  savings  in  student  loans 
can  be  achieved  without  any  program  change 
that  would  Increase  costs  to  students  and 
parents  or  decrease  accessibility  to  student 
loans. 

Chafee/Breaux  amendment  No.  4018,  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute. 

Domenici  (for  Dole/Hatch/Helms)  amend- 
ment No.  4019.  to  express  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  the  Attorney  General  should  in- 
vestigate the  practice  regarding  the  prosecu- 
tion of  drug  smugglers. 

Feingold  amendment  N^.  3969,  to  eliminate 
the  tax  cut. 

Mr.  HATFIELD. 'Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  time  will  be  charged 
equally,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  pending  amend- 


ment before  the  Senate  be  temporarily 
set  aside  so  that  we  can  entertain  two 
amendments  by  previous  agreement, 
the  first  to  be  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Michigan,  the  second  to  be  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina. 
Both  have  been  cleared,  and  we  can 
move  ahead  on  them.  I  would  appre- 
ciate very  much  if  the  Chair  would  see 
fit  to  recognize  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  at  this  time  for  his  state- 
ment and  the  introduction  of  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Levin]  is  recognized. 

Mr.  LEVm.  I  thank  the  Chair.  I 
thank  my  good  friend  from  Nebraska. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4020 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  the  sense- 
of-the-Senate  amendment  which  I  will 
offer  in  a  moment  will  put  the  Senate 
on  record  in  support  of  sufficient  fund- 
ing in  order  that  the  National  Institute 
on  Drug  Abuse,  or  NIDA,  be  able  to 
continue  to  increase  the  pace  of  discov- 
ery of  an  antiaddiction  drug,  or  drugs, 
in  order  to  block  the  craving  for  illicit 
addictive  substances. 

This  sense-of-the-Senate  amendment 
expresses  our  sentiment  that  amounts 
that  are  appropriated  to  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health  should  be  in- 
creased by  amounts  above  the  fiscal 
year  1996  appropriations  for  this  form 
of  NIDA  research.  This  effort  is  to  dis- 
cover antiaddiction  drugs  so  that  the 
craving  which  exists  for  them  can  be 
blocked.  The  amounts  in  this  sense-of- 
the-Senate  resolution  are  based  on 
meetings  and  discussions  with  NIDA 
officials  about  what  resources  would  be 
necessary  to  expedite  the  development 
of  these  illicit  drug  blocking  agents, 
and  the  increase  that  would  be  rec- 
onmiended  here  in  the  sense-of-the- 
Senate  amendment  would  be  $33  mil- 
lion in  fiscal  year  1997,  $67,million  for 
fiscal  year  1998,  and  $100  million  for 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  1998  through 
2002. 

There  have  been  some  significant 
breakthroughs  already  by  NIDA.  NIDA 
researchers  have  recently  shown  that 
axjtivation  in  the  brain  of  one  tyije  of 
dopamine  receptor  suppresses  the  drug- 
seeking  behavior,  whereas  activation  of 
another  triggers  drug-seeking  behav- 
ior. Another  significaxit  finding  in  this 
past  year  is  the  successful  immuniza- 
tion of  aninaals  against  the 
psychostimulant  effects  of  cocaine.  In 
1993,  NIDA  announced  the  FDA  ap- 
proval of  a  medication  called  LAAM 
for  heroine  addiction.  One  of  LAAM's 
advajitages  over  methadone  is  that  it 
does  not  need  to  be  taken  daily. 

These  are  but  a  few  of  the  exciting 
discoveries  in  drug  abuse  research  that 
have  been  made  over  the  past  several 
yeairs. 

Stemming  the  tide  of  drug  addiction 
by  trying  to  find  these  anticraving  sub- 
stances is  in  the  best  interests  of  all  of 
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us,  particularly  the  innocent  victims  of 
dmg-related  offenses.  We  spend  at  the 
State  and  local  level  and  at  the  Federal 
level  billions  and  billions  and  billions 
of  dollars  to  incarcerate  people  who 
commit  ding-related  offenses. 

A  1992  report  by  the  Bureau  of  Jus- 
tice revealed  that  three  out  of  four  jail 
inmates  reported  illicit  drug  use  in 
their  lifetime  and  more  than  40  percent 
had  used  drugs  in  the  month  before 
their  offense,  with  27  percent  under  the 
influence  of  drugs  at  the  time  of  their 
offense.  A  significant  percentage  also 
said  that  they  were  trying  to  obtain 
money  for  drugs  when  they  conunitted 
their  crime. 

More  than  60  percent  of  juveniles  and 
young  adults  in  State-operated  juve- 
nile institutions  reported  using  illicit 
drugs  once  a  week  or  more  for  at  least 
a  month  during  some  time  in  the  re- 
cent past  and  almost  40  percent  re- 
ported being  under  the  influence  of 
drugs  at  the  time  of  their  offense. 

The  National  Institute  on  Drug 
Abuse  has  presented  us  with  some  un- 
precedented opportiinities  to  imder- 
stand  and  to  treat  addiction  and  to 
block  craving.  We  should  support  that 
effort  and  the  progress  which  has  been 
made  with  a  funding  level  which  will 
enhance  the  efforts  of  NIDA  to  achieve 
these  breakthroughs.  We  will  all  bene- 
fit. We  will  benefit  in  terms  of  our  safe- 
ty. We  will  benefit  in  terms  of  the  Na- 
tion's resources  if  we  can  finally  dis- 
cover agents  which  will  block  the  crav- 
ing for  cocaine  and  for  other  illicit 
drugs.  NIDA  does  the  majority  of  re- 
search in  this  area  in  the  world. 

So  I  hope  that  this  sense-of-the-Sen- 
ate amendment  will  be  adopted  which 
will  put  us  on  record  as  encouraging 
these  additional  funds  so  as  to  promote 
the  efforts  of  the  National  Institute  on 
Drug  Abuse.  I  now  will  send  this 
amendment  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report  the  amendment. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Levtn] 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  4020. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing new  section: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGABOING  THE 
NATIONAL  INSnTUTE  OF  DRUG 
ABUSE. 

(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  the  follow- 
ing: 

(1)  The  National  Institute  on  Drug  Abuse 
(hereafter  referred  to  in  this  section  as 
"NIDA")  a  part  of  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  (hereafter  referred  to  in  this  section 
as  "NIH")  supports  over  85  percent  of  the 
world's  drug  abuse  research  that  has  totally 
revolutionized  our  understanding  of  addic- 
tion. 

(2)  One  of  NIDA's  most  significant  areas  of 
research  has  been  the  identification  of  the 


neuroblologlcal  bases  of  all  aspects  of  addic- 
tion, including  craving. 

(3)  In  1993,  NIDA  announced  that  approval 
had  been  granted  by  the  Food  and  Drug  Ad- 
ministration of  a  new  medication  for  the 
treatment  of  heroin  and  other  opiate  addic- 
tion which  breaks  the  addict  of  dally  drug- 
seeking  behavior  and  allows  for  greater  com- 
pliance because  the  patient  does  not  need  to 
report  to  a  clinic  each  day  to  have  the  medi- 
cation administered. 

(4)  Among  NIDA's  most  remarkable  accom- 
plishments of  the  past  year  is  the  successful 
immunization  of  animals  against  the  psycho- 
stimulant effects  of  cocaine. 

(5)  NIDA  has  also  recently  announced  that 
it  is  making  substantial  progress  that  is 
critical  in  directing  their  efforts  to  identify 
potential  anti-cocaine  medications.  For  ex- 
ample, NIDA  researchers  have  recently 
shown  that  activation  in  the  brain  of  one 
type  of  dopamine  receptor  suppresses  drug- 
seeking  behavior  and  relapse,  whereas  acti- 
vation of  another,  triggers  drug-seeking  be- 
havior. 

(6)  NIDAs  efforts  to  speed  up  research  to 
stem  the  tide  of  drug  addiction  is  in  the  best 
interest  of  all  Americans. 

(7)  State  and  local  governments  spend  bil- 
lions of  dollars  to  incarcerate  persons  who 
commit  drug  related  offenses. 

(8)  A  1992  National  Report  by  the  Bureau  of 
Justice  Statistics  revealed  that  more  than  3 
out  of  4  jail  inmates  reported  drug  use  In 
their  lifetime,  more  than  40  percent  had  used 
drugs  in  the  month  before  their  offense  with 
27  percent  under  the  infiuence  of  drugs  at  the 
time  of  their  offense.  A  significant  number 
said  they  were  trying  to  get  money  for  drugs 
when  they  committed  their  crime. 

(9)  More  than  60  percent  of  juveniles  and 
young  adults  in  State-operated  juvenile  in- 
stitutions reported  using  drugs  once  a  week 
or  more  for  at  least  a  month  some  time  in 
the  past,  and  almost  40  percent  reported 
being  under  the  infiuence  of  drugs  at  the 
time  of  their  offense. 

(10)  This  concurrent  resolution  proposes 
that  budget  authority  for  the  NIH  (including 
NIDA)  be  held  constant  at  the  fiscal  year 

1996  level  of  $11,950,000,000  through  fiscal  year 
2002. 

(11)  At  such  appropriation  level,  it  would 
be  impossible  for  NIH  and  NIDA  to  maintain 
research  momentum  through  research 
project  grants. 

(12)  Level  funding  for  NIH  in  fiscal  year 

1997  would  reduce  the  number  of  competing 
research  project  grants  by  nearly  500,  from 
6.620  in  fiscal  year  1996  to  approximately 
6.120  competing  research  project  grants,  re- 
ducing NIK'S  ability  to  maintain  research 
momentum  and  to  explore  new  ideas  in  re- 
search. 

(13)  NIH  is  the  world's  preeminent  research 
institution  dedicated  to  the  support  of 
science  inspired  by  and  focused  on  the  chal- 
lenges of  human  Illness  and  health. 

(14)  NIH  programs  are  Instrumental  in  im- 
proving the  quality  of  life  for  Americans 
through  improving  health  and  reducing  mon- 
etary and  personal  costs  of  illnesses. 

(15)  The  discovery  of  an  anti-addiction 
drug  to  block  the  craving  of  illicit  addictive 
substances  will  benefit  all  of  American  soci- 
ety. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  (Ingress.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that  amounts  appropriated 
for  the  National  Institutes  of  Health— 

(1)  for  fiscal  year  1997  should  be  increased 
by  a  minimum  of  $33,000,000; 

(2)  for  fiscal  year  1998  should  be  increased 
by  a  minimum  of  $67,000,000; 

(3)  for  fiscal  year  1999  should  be  increased 
by  a  minimum  of  $100,000,000; 


(4)  for  fiscal  year  2000  should  be  increased 
by  a  minimum  of  $100,000,000; 

(5)  for  fiscal  year  2001  should  be  increased 
by  a  minimum  of  $100,000,000;  and 

(6)  for  fiscal  year  2002  should  be  increased 
by  a  minimum  of  $100,000,000; 

above  its  fiscal  year  1996  appropriation  for 
additional  research  into  an  anti-addiction 
drug  to  block  the  craving  of  illicit  addictive 
substances. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExON]  is  rec- 
ognized. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  thank  my  good  friend 
and  colleague  from  the  State  of  Michi- 
gan, Senator  Levin,  for  the  amendment 
that  I  had  indicated  earlier  has  been 
cleared  on  both  sides.  This  is  an  impor- 
tant sense-of-the-Senate  resolution, 
and  1  appreciate  the  cooperation  we 
have  had  from  Senator  Levin  and  his 
staff  on  this  matter. 

We  are  about  ready  to  have  proposed 
in  behalf  of  Senator  Helms  from  North 
Carolina  an  amendment  that  likewise 
has  been  cleared  on  both  sides.  Then  we 
can  move  the  adoption  of  those  by 
voice  vote.  Awaiting  the  arrival  of  one 
Member  on  the  Senate  floor,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  LEVIN  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  withhold. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  If  the  Senator  will  with- 
hold, let  me  simply  thank  my  good 
friend  from  Nebraska  and  his  staff  and 
the  staff  on  the  Republican  side  who 
have  worked  with  us  to  clear  this 
amendment.  As  always,  I  have  had 
great  response  from  my  friend  from  Ne- 
braska and  the  Republicans  on  this 
issue.  It  is  an  important  issue  for  all 
America.  I  am  grateful  for  their  help. 

Mr.  EKON.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4018 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  President,  I  wanted 
to  add  a  word  of  support  for  the  very 
diligent  effort  of  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  and  the  bipartisan  group 
he  has  gathered  together  to  offer  a 
budget  alternative.  I  am  very  mindful 
of  the  remarks  made  by  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  New  Mexico 
when  he  observed  yesterday  that  such 
a  change  in  budget,  to  be  enacted, 
would  literally  require  the  President's 
help  and  support.  Certainly  we  have 
learned  this  last  year;  that,  indeed, 
progress  for  reconciliation  has  to  in- 
clude the  President.  But  I  intend  to 
vote  for  the  Chafee  amendment.  I  think 
it  brings  two  factors  to  it  that  are 
worth  considering. 

First  of  all.  it  is  bipartisan.  It  is  the 
only  major  bipartisan  proposal  that  is 
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here  and,  I  think,  as  such,  has  a  chance 
of  making  it  all  the  way  through  rec- 
onciliation. 

Second,  I  am  going  to  support  it  be- 
cause, of  the  alternatives,  it  has  the 
strongest  impact  long  term,  that  is  be- 
yond the  6-year  window  or  the  7-year 
window.  Long  term,  it  Is  significantly 
better  in  deficit  reduction. 

For  those  two  reasons  I  salute  the  ef- 
forts of  ^Senator  Chafee,  and  I  will 
probably  vote  for  it. 

Mr.  Pretident,  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4020 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  wiU  inform  the  Senator  that  the 
pending  amendment  is  the  amendment 
offered  by  Mr.  Levin. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  am  back 
to  see  if  possibly  we  could  at  this  time 
clear  the  two  amendments  agreed  to 
earlier.  Has  the  amendment  by  the 
Senator  trora  North  Carolina  been  of- 
fered? 

I  am  prepared  to  yield  back  time  on 
the  Levin  amendment,  which  we  will 
agree  to  by  a  voice  vote.  I  likewise  as- 
sume we  will  move  forward  with  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina,  which  I  assume  has  been 
cleared  on  both  sides. 

I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  the 
time  on  the  Levin  amendment. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Do  I  have  the  time  in 
opposition?  I  yield  back  the  time  in  op- 
position to  the  Levin  amendment. 

THE  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
be  no  further  debate,  the  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  (No.  4020)  was  agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4021 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
regarding  the  extension  of  the  employer 
education  assistance  exclusion  under  sec- 
tion 127  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1986) 
Mr.  DOMENICL  Mr.  President,  I  send 

an  amendment  to  the  desk  on  behalf  of 

Senator  Helms.  I  ask  for  its  immediate 

consideration. 
The     PRESmiNG     OFFICER.     The 

clerk  will  report. 
The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 

as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Domen- 

ici].  for  Mr.  Helms,  proposes  an  amendment 

numbered  4021. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  THE 
EZTENSICm  OF  THE  EMPLOYER  EDU- 
CATION ASSISTANCE  EXCLUSION 
UNDER  ACTION  127  OF  THE  INTER- 
NAL REVENUE  CODE  OF  1966. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that— 
(1)  since  1978.  over  7,000.000  American  work- 
ers have  benefited  from  the  employer  edu- 


cation assistance  exclusion  under  section  127 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  by  being 
able  to  improve  their  education  and  acquire 
new  skills  without  having  to  pay  taxes  on 
the  benefit: 

(2)  American  companies  have  benefited  by 
improving  the  education  and  skills  of  their 
employees  who  in  turn  can  contribute  more 
to  their  company: 

(3)  the  American  economy  becomes  more 
globally  competitive  because  an  educated 
workforce  is  able  to  produce  more  and  to 
adapt  more  rapidly  to  changing  technologies; 

(4)  American  companies  are  experiencing 
unprecedented  global  competition  and  the 
value  and  necessity  of  life-long  education  for 
their  employees  has  increased; 

(5)  the  employer  education  assistance  ex- 
clusion was  first  enacted  in  1978; 

(6)  the  exclusion  has  been  extended  7  pre- 
vious times; 

(7)  the  last  extension  expired  December  31. 
1994;  and 

(8)  the  exclusion  has  received  broad  bipar- 
tisan support. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  revenue  level  assumed 
in  the  Budget  Resolution  accommodate  an 
extension  of  the  employer  education  assist- 
ance exclusion  under  section  127  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1986  from  January  1, 
1995.  through  December  31,  1996. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  this 
sense-of-the-Senate  resolution  calls  for 
the  extension  of  a  critical  education 
tax  provision  that  enables  American 
workers  to  further  their  education  and 
better  provide  for  their  families.  I  have 
vigorously  supported  this  education 
tax  credit  since  its  initial  authoriza- 
tion in  1978.  This  provision  has  allowed 
millions  of  American  men  and  women 
to  acquire  new  skills  and  pursue  their 
educational  goals. 

Our  Government,  being  a  republic, 
relies  on  the  promotion  of  a  moral  and 
principled  citizenry,  education  is  cen- 
tral to  the  continued  vitality  of  Amer- 
ica. President  Thomas  Jefferson  put  it 
this  way:  "If  a  nation  expects  to  be  ig- 
norant and  free,  in  a  state  of  civiliza- 
tion, it  expects  what  never  was  and 
never  will  be." 

The  Federal  Government  has  pro- 
moted education  and  individual  choice 
through  the  educational  assistance  ex- 
clusion, codified  at  section  127  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code,  a  provision 
that  allows  employees  to  receive  up  to 
$5,250  a  year,  tax-free,  in  educational 
benefits  from  their  respective  employ- 
ers. 

When  this  provision  expired  on  De- 
cember 31,  1994,  it  left  many  workers 
and  companies  uncertain  about  the 
Federal  Government's  commitment  to 
the  promotion  of  worker  education  and 
retraining.  That  uncertainty  increased 
last  year,  when  President  Clinton  ve- 
toed the  Balanced  Budget  Act  that 
would  have  extended  the  credit 
through  December  31,  1996. 

Mr.  President,  over  the  years,  this 
provision  has  enjoyed  wide  bipartisan 
support,  resulting  in  its  reauthoriza- 
tion seven  times.  I  hope  Senators  will 
once  again  support  extension  of  this 
education  t^x  credit  which  has  done  so 


much  to  help  our  Nation's  workers  and 
employers  alike.  Accordingly,  I  offer 
today  a  sense-of-the-Senate  resolution 
that  provides  that  Congress  should  in- 
clude, in  any  appropriate  tax  legisla- 
tion, an  extension  of  this  critically 
needed  tax  credit. 

Neither  the  need  for  education  nor 
the  need  for  acquiring  new  skills  stops 
when  a  young  i)erson  receives  a  high 
school  diploma.  Increasingly,  edu- 
cation and  worker  training  have  be- 
come lifelong  pursuits. 

My  home  State  of  North  Carolina  has 
been  hit  hard  by  plant  closings  during 
the  last  few  years.  The  textile  industry 
in  my  State  has  been  particularly  hard 
hit  as  thousands  of  workers  have  lost 
their  jobs.  I  could  cite  eye-popping  sta- 
tistics as  to  the  number  of  lost  jobs  but 
what  is  important  to  realize  is  that 
each  one  of  these  lost  jobs  represents 
an  individual  man  or  woman,  often  the 
lone  breadwinner  in  a  family. 

Many  workers  are  understandably 
concerned  about  job  security.  They 
worry  about  the  possibility  of  losing 
their  job  and  wonder  how  they  would 
provide  for  their  loved  ones  if  they  did 
suddenly  become  unemployed.  If  this 
education  provision  is  not  reauthorized 
then  many  more  workers  and  their 
families,  across  the  country,  will  suffer 
needless  anxiety  and  uncertainty. 

Mr.  President,  while  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment cannot  set  up  programs  to 
guarantee  that  every  American  has  a 
job,  we  can  act  to  ensure  our  Tax  Code 
encourages  workers  and  companies  to 
act  in  their  own  interest  by  promoting 
education  and  training. 

Without  this  exclusion,  many  em- 
ployers may  choose  to  end  these  bene- 
fits for  their  employees.  Those  employ- 
ers who  do  offer  these  benefits  will  sub- 
ject their  employees  to  additional  Fed- 
eral and  State  taxes.  A  fortunate  few 
may  be  able  to  meet  a  complex  IRS 
test  to  demonstrate  that  the  benefits 
are  sufficiently  job-related  so  as  to  be 
deductible.  These  additional  taxes  can 
easily  exceed  40  percent  of  the  amount 
paid  by  the  employer.  This  enormous 
tax  burden  can  be  decisive  in  prevent- 
ing an  employee  from  pursuing  an  edu- 
cation to  improve  his  or  her  career 
prospects  and  earning  ability. 

I  support  reauthorization  of  this  pro- 
vision because  it  empowers  individual 
employees  and  businesses  by  encourag- 
ing and  promoting  education  not 
through  a  monolithic  Government  bu- 
reaucracy but  through  the  removal  of  a 
harmful  and  destructive  hurdle  to  the 
pursuit  of  an  education. 

Over  the  years,  this  provision  has 
helped  more  than  7  million  working 
Americans  to  further  their  education 
and  to  acquire  additional  skills.  While 
the  importance  of  this  achievement  to 
those  individuals,  their  families  and 
their  companies  cannot  be  overstated, 
it  is  also  true  that  this  accomplish- 
ment has  served  our  Nation  well. 
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Last  week,  the  House  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  included  an  exten- 
sion of  the  tax  credit  for  employer  pro- 
vided education  assistance  in  its  mark- 
up of  the  Small  Business  Job  Protec- 
tion Act. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  hope  Senators 
will  demonstrate  their  support  for  the 
continuation  of  this  important  provi- 
sion and  vote  for  this  sense-of-the-Sen- 
ate resolution  to  reaffirm  the  Congress' 
commitment  to  improving  the  edu- 
cation of  American  workers. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  un- 
derstand this  amendment  is  acceptable 
to  Senator  ExoN,  as  the  Levin  amend- 
ment was  to  us;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  EXON.  It  is.  and  I  yield  back  any 
time  in  opposition  that  we  may  have 
on  this  side. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  And  I  yield  back 
time  Senator  HELMS  has  on  the  amend- 
ment and  ask  for  its  adoption. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered.  The  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  4021)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  F*resident,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  a 
vote  on  the  Levin  amendment  that  is 
now  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  We  have  adopted  it. 

Mr.  EXON.  Did  we  adopt  that? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Levin  amendment  was  adopted. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  move  to  reconsider 
the  vote  by  which  the  Levin  amend- 
ment was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  we  have  on  the  Chafee- 
Breaux  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There  is 
1  hour  of  debate  equally  divided. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  CHAFEE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island,  [Mr.  Chafee], 
is  recognized. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  half-hour  this  side  has  be  di- 
vided in  half,  with  half  to  me  and  the 
other  half  to  the  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

amendment  no.  4018 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  will  take  such  time 
as  I  need. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  years  1931  to 
1938,  the  people  of  England  failed  to 
heed  the  warnings  that  their  nation 
and,  indeed,  their  lives  were  in  peril. 
They  dismissed  voices,  such  as  that  of 
Winston  Churchill,  crjang  the  alarm. 


They  dismissed  him  as  a  warmonger 
and  a  scaremonger.  Despite  clear  proof 
that  Hitler  was  building  a  fierce  war 
machine,  the  people  of  Great  Britain 
preferred  to  ignore  such  evidence.  John 
F.  Kennedy  described  that  in  his  book, 
"Why  England  Slept."  And  in  his  his- 
tory of  World  War  n  entitled  "The 
Gathering  Storm"— that  was  the  first 
volume — Churchill  gave  the  theme  of 
that  volume  as  follows: 

How  the  English-speaking  people  through 
their  unwisdom,  carelessness  and  good  na- 
ture allowed  the  wicked  to  rearm. 

Mr.  President,  a  clear  analogy  can  be 
drawn  between  the  financial  peril  of 
the  United  States  in  the  immediate 
years  ahead  and  the  military  peril  of 
Great  Britain  in  the  years  referred  to, 
with  one  major  difference. 

No  one  disputes — no  one  disputes — 
the  fiscal  danger  our  Nation  faces  if  we 
do  not  control  these  entitlements. 

We  hear  a  whole  series  of  siren-like 
voices,  gentle  voices  saying.  "Don't  do 
anything  now.  Let's  have  more  study. 
Isn't  there  an  easier  way  of  correcting 
the  situation?  It's  an  election  year, 
let's  wait.  We  can't  do  anything  be- 
cause we  don't  have  the  President's 
support." 

Mr.  President,  we  can  follow  all  that 
kind  of  advice,  but  it  will  not  cure  the 
situation  one  iota,  and  the  only  way  to 
solve  the  financial  problem  that  this 
Nation  faces  is  to  do  something  about 
it  now.  Oh,  sure,  we  can  postpone  it. 
Every  year  we  postpone  makes  the  so- 
lution that  much  more  difficult. 

The  solution  of  the  centrist  group 
has  been,  first,  a  realistic  budget  that 
we  do  not  have  any  savings  that  really 
cannot  be  achieved.  We  do  not  say  we 
are  going  to  make  these  S300  billion 
savings  out  of  discretionary  accounts. 
We  know  that  will  not  occur.  Every 
Senator  knows  that  will  not  happen. 

So  what  we  have  done  is  said  the  so- 
lution to  this  is  to  state  the  CPI,  the 
Consumer  Price  Index,  in  a  realistic 
fashion,  and  we  have  not  taken  the 
high  side  of  the  recommendations. 
Many  of  the  witnesses  that  came  before 
the  Finance  Committee  said  the  CPI  is 
overstated  by  1  percent  at  least  and  as 
high  as  2  percent.  But,  no,  we  have 
gone  to  one-half  of  1  percent  because 
that  can  be  thoroughly  justified. 

Has  there  been  criticism  of  that?  Oh, 
yes,  there  has  been  criticism:  "Savings 
from  the  CPI  adjustment  should  not  be 
used  except  to  shore  up  the  Social  Se- 
curity fund."  That  is  what  we  do,  Mr. 
President.  We  have  a  statement  from 
the  Social  Security's  chief  actuary 
that  the  solvency  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity trust  fund,  as  a  result  of  the  CPI 
changes  recommended  by  the  centrist 
group,  will  extend  the  solvency  of  the 
Social  Security  fund. 

Some  say  that  if  you  change  the  CPI 
or  go  to  a  realistic  correct  tabulation 
of  the  CPI  that  you  are  going  back  on 
promises  made  to  Social  Security  re- 
cipients. That  is  absolutely  inaccurate. 


Nothing  in  the  centrist  plan  affects 
commitments  we  have  made  to  Social 
Security  recipients.  Congress  promised 
to  provide  cost-of-living  adjustments 
to  beneficiaries,  and  we  continue  to  do 
that  under  our  plan.  All  our  plan  does 
is  make  the  CPI  correct. 

Mr.  President,  I  notice  there  are  oth- 
ers waiting  to  speak,  so  I  will  reserve 
the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  BREAUX  addressed  the  chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana.  [Mr.  Breaux]  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  BREAUX.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
understanding  we  have  30  minutes  for 
the  proponents  and  30  minutes  for  the 
opponents. 

The  PltpsroiNG  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  BREAUX.  And  we  have  agreed  to 
divide  15  and  15  to  each  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  BREAUX.  I  yield  5  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Florida. 

The  PRESroiNG  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Florida,  [Mr.  Graham]  is  rec- 
ognized for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
my  friend  from  Louisiana.  It  is  a  pleas- 
ure to  have  worked  with  the  centrist 
coalition  in  the  last  several  months  in 
an  attempt  to  develop  a  balanced  budg- 
et based  on  a  realistic  set  of  principles. 

In  my  limited  time,  I  would  like  to 
make  two  points.  First,  if  this  Con- 
gress is  serious  about  achieving  what  is 
stated  to  be  its  No.  1  priority,  which  is 
to  develop  a  multiyear  balanced  budget 
plan  that  would  reduce  the  Federal  def- 
icit to  zero  at  the  earliest  practical 
date  {Lnd  then  to  keep  that  deficit  at 
zero  for  the  foreseeable  future,  I  sug- 
fgest  that  the  vote  that  we  are  about  to 
take  on  this  centrist  coalition  will  be 
the  ultimate  test  of  our  fidelity  to  that 
principle. 

There  is  no  other  opportunity  to  pass 
a  balanced  budget  in  1996  other  than 
that  which  is  presently  before  the  Sen- 
ate. The  reality  is  a  balanced  budget 
will  not  be  passed  which  is  totally 
written  by  Democrats.  We  established 
that  fact  in  the  early  1990°s.  A  balanced 
budget  proposition  will  not  be  passed 
which  is  written  and  supported  totally 
by  Republicans.  We  validated  that 
truth  in  1995. 

We  now  have  an  opportunity  to  vote 
on  a  plan  which  represents  a  moderate 
centrist  perspective  with  support  from 
significant  numbers  of  Senators  from  a 
variety  of  philosophical  and  regional 
amd  economic  backgrounds  which  does 
have  a  meaningful  chance  to  be  adopt- 
ed. That  is  the  fundamental  question: 
Are  we  going  to  reject  the  good  because 
it  falls  somewhat  short  of  our  own  per- 
sonal view  of  the  perfect,  or  are  we  to 
say  that  this  good  is  so  much  better 
than  the  alternative,  which  is  to  con- 
tinue to  have  these  enormous  Federal 
deficits  and  all  of  the  damage  that  they 
do  to  our  Nation  and  to  our  individual 
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lives?  Are  we  going  to  miss  the  oppor- 
tunity to  get  the  benefits  of  a  balanced 
budget,  including  the  very  substantial 
benefits  of  a  lower  interest  rate  over 
the  next  decade  than  that  which  we 
will  have  if  we  do  not  exercise  this  act 
of  discipline? 

I  believe,  Mr.  President,  that  the 
course  of  action  which  commends  itself 
to  this  Senate  is  to  adopt  the  centrist 
budget. 

I  would  like  to  speak  to  one  element 
of  the  budget  which  has  received  some 
comment  which  I  think  is  illustrative 
of  the  principles  that  underlie  the  cen- 
trist approach.  And  that  is  that  it  is 
pragmatic,  it  is  compassionate  and  it 
builds  in  structural  changes  that  will 
help  keep  a  budget  once  brought  to  bal- 
ance in  balance  for  the  foreseeable  fu- 
ture. 

Our  Medicare  Program  is  in  two 
parts.  One  part  relates  to  hospitals  and 
is  financed  through  a  trust  fund  sup- 
ported by  pajToU  taxes.  The  other  part 
relates  to  physician's  payments,  and  it 
is  supported  by  a  premium  paid  by  the 
beneficiaries  voluntarily. 

If  they  do  not  wish  to  receive  those 
physicians'  services,  they  can  elect  not 
to  do  so  and  not  to  pay  the  premium. 
The  balance  is  paid  by  the  general  tax 
revenue  of  the  Federal  Government. 

That  premium  has  been  set  for  most 
of  the  1990's  to  be  31.5  percent  of  the 
cost  of  providing  the  physicians'  serv- 
ices. Today  it  has  dropped  back  to  its 
pre-1990's  level  of  25  percent  of  the  cost. 
That  31  percent,  or  today's  25  percent, 
is  applied  to  all  of  the  some  35  million- 
plus  Medicare  beneficiaries,  the  most 
affluent  to  the  most  indigent. 

Our  plan  is  based  on,  first,  that  we 
should  raise  from  the  part  B  premium, 
the  premium  for  physicians'  ijayments, 
the  equivalent  of  31.5  percent  if  that 
amount  were  applied  to  all  of  the  35 
million  beneficiaries.  But  we  should 
not  distribute  the  premium  across  all 
beneficiaries  equally.  Rather,  it  should 
be  affluence  tested. 

We  propose  to  have  those  Social  Se- 
curity beneficiaries  who  are  under  200 
percent  of  poverty,  which  represents 
approximately  70  percent  of  the  bene- 
ficiaries, pay  the  current 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  used  his  5  minutes. 

Mr.  BREAUX.  I  give  1  additional 
minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  1  additional  nunute. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Pay  the  current  25 
percent.  Those  who  are  between  200 
percent  of  poverty  and  $50,000  for  an  in- 
dividual or  $75,000  for  a  couple  will  pay 
the  31.5  percent,  which  had  been  the 
premium  level  for  the  first  half  of  this 
decade.  Those  above  the  $50,000  or 
$75,000  per  couple,  will  pay  a  higher 
premium  based  on  their  income. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  is  fair, 
equitable,  and  compassionate  and 
makes  an  important  structural  change 
in  the  Medicare  ssrstem  which  will  help 


to  preserve  the  long-term  solvency  of 
our  Medicare  system. 

I  cite  this  one  example  as  illustrative 
of  the  approach  that  has  been  taken 
throughout  the  centrist  coalition  budg- 
et. But  the  fundamental  thing  that  rec- 
ommends it  is  its  bipartisan  nature, 
the  fact  that  it  is  reality,  both  eco- 
nomically and  politically.  This  has  a 
chance  to  actually  pass,  become  law 
and  make  a  difference  in  the  lives  of 
Americans.  I  urge  its  adoption. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  BREAUX.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Wiscon- 
sin. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wisconsin  has  4  minutes. 

Mr.  KOHL.  Mr.  President,  with  this 
week's  debate  on  the  budget  resolution, 
I  believe  the  Senate  has  moved  a  giant 
step  closer  to  implementing  a  balanced 
budget.  We  are  no  longer  debating 
whether  we  should  balance  the  budget. 
We  are  actually  choosing  between 
three  separate,  complete  balanced 
budget  proposals:  the  Republicans' 
budget  resolution,  the  President's  bal- 
anced budget  submission,  and  the  cen- 
trist coalition's  bipartisan  budget  plan 
now  pending  as  an  amendment. 

The  President's  plan  has  already 
been  defeated  in  a  party  line  vote — not 
a  surprising  result  ^  an  election  year. 
We  now  have  to  -ecide  whether  to 
adopt  the  Republicans'  budget  or  the 
only  bipartisan  balanced  budget  plan 
presented  in  the  Senate. 

If  we  are  serious  about  setting  the 
course  for  a  balanced  budget  this  year, 
I  think  we  must  choose  the  centrist 
plan.  The  Republicans'  budget,  as  Yogi 
Berra  said,  is  "deja  vu  all  over  again." 
It  is  virtually  identical  to  last  year's 
vetoed  budget  bill. 

The  Republican  budget  puts  forth  the 
same  plan  that  was  rejected  last  year 
by  the  public  and  the  President.  This  is 
the  plan  that  guided  us  through  a  year 
of  vetoes,  gridlock.  Government  shut- 
downs, and  stopgap  spending  measures. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  a  chance  to 
redeem  ourselves  in  the  eyes  of  the 
American  public.  They  have  seen  2 
years  of  partisanship,  bickering,  and 
gridlock.  In  one  vote  we  can  send  a 
message  that  we  can  work  together  in 
the  spirit  of  bipartisanship,  that  we 
can  brigge  our  differences  and  pass  a 
budget  that  is  honest,  balanced,  and 
fair. 

That  plan  is  the  centrist  budget  now 
before  us  as  an  amendment.  First,  and 
most  important,  this  is  the  only  plan 
on  the  table  that  is  bipartisan.  It  has 
been  developed  over  the  last  half  year 
by  11  Democratic  Senators  and  11  Re- 
publicaji  Senators.  We  have  worked  in 
a  way  that  I  believe  the  American  peo- 
ple want  us  to  work.  We  have  put  aside 
our  own  political  needs  and  party  posi- 
tions. We  have  compromised.  Our  pri- 
mary goal  was  a  balanced  budget — not 
a  partisan  victory.  And  the  result  is  an 


equitable  budget  plan  that  can  win  the 
support  of  a  majority  of  the  American 
people. 

The  budget  the  centrists  present 
today  contains  $679  billion  in  proposed 
savings  over  7  years.  Those  savings  are 
spread  across  almost  every  group  in  so- 
ciety and  almost  every  Government 
program.  Our  plan  has  lower  Medicare 
cuts  than  either  the  Republican  or 
Democratic  plans  but  enough  cuts  to 
guarantee  the  longrun  solvency  of  the 
progrram.  Our  plan  contains  a  modest 
tax  cut— $130  billion— that  will  allow  us 
to  do  some  targeted  tax  credits  for 
children  and  give  businesses  some  cap- 
ital gains  relief.  Our  plan  caps  the  out- 
of-control  growth  of  entitlements 
through  an  adjustment  in  the  CPI. 
And,  most  importantly,  our  plan 
achieves  real  and  sustainable  deficit 
elinunation. 

Mr.  President,  the  centrists  have  put 
together  a  solid,  bipartisan  balanced 
budget  plan.  I  believe  it  is  the  best — 
and  perhaps  the  only — choice  for  those 
Members  who  want  to  see  a  balanced 
budget  enacted  this  year. 

Mr.  President,  we  know  partisanship 
does  not  work.  If  we  go  down  that  road 
again  with  a  budget  that  only  gets  Re- 
publican votes,  then  we  may  see  some 
interesting  campaign  ads,  but  we  will 
not  see  a  balanced  budget. 

We  have  a  clear  choice  before  us 
today.  Vote  for  the  centrist  amend- 
ment, and  vote  for  bipartisanship,  hon- 
est budgeting,  shared  and  fair  sacrifice, 
and  the  last,  best  hope  for  a  balanced 
budget  in  this  Congress.  I  yield  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
srields  time? 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  srield  3 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Washing- 
ton. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington  [Mr.  Gorton],  is 
recognized  for  3  minutes. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  the  re- 
marks beginning  the  debate  this  morn- 
ing on  the  part  of  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  were  directly  on  point. 
Now  is  the  time  and  this  is  the  place 
for  the  oratory  to  end  and  the  true 
work  in  balancing  our  budget  and 
building  a  brighter  future  for  our  own 
generation,  for  our  children  and  ovir 
grandchildren,  is  to  begin.  There  are  no 
longer  any  real  excuses. 

A  year  ago,  for  the  very  first  time  for 
20  or  30  years,  this  Congress  actually 
passed  a  balanced  budget  that  was  then 
vetoed  by  the  President.  But  that  bal- 
anced budget  changed  the  entire  nature 
of  the  debate.  The  President  himself 
proposed  a  budget  that  was  balanced, 
as  inadequate  as  it  was  unfair,  but 
nonetheless  lip  service  to  this  propo- 
sition. 

Again,  this  year  we  have  before  us 
from  the  Budget  Committee,  with  my 
support,  a  budget  that  is  truly  bal- 
anced, but  the  execution  of  which  will 
almost  certainly  receive  another  veto 
from  a  President  in  an  election  year. 


May  21,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


11925 


This  group,  for  the  first  time  in  a 
decade,  two  decades,  three  decades,  has 
gotten  together,  on  a  bipartisan  basis, 
to  solve  the  greatest  problem  facing 
the  United  States  of  America,  Demo- 
crats and  Republicans  working  to- 
gether. It  has  a  proposal  that  in  the 
long  run  creates  a  greater  degree  of  fi- 
nancial stability  and  security  for  the 
people  of  the  United  States  than  do 
any  of  the  other  proposals.  Most  Mem- 
bers in  this  body  would  like  to  vote  for 
it  if  they  only  believed  that  it  would 
become  law. 

But,  Mr.  President,  we  cannot  tell 
whether  or  not  it  will  pass  the  House  of 
Representatives  unless  we  pass  it  here 
in  the  Senate.  We  do  not  know  whether 
a  President  would  respond  to  the  dy- 
namic of  it  passing  both  Houses  until  it 
has  passed  both  Houses.  So  the  ball  is 
in  our  court.  If  this  is  simply  a  good 
try  that  fails,  we  will  be  debating  the 
same  issues  over  and  over  and  over 
again,  but  we  will  not  have  done  what 
we  were  supposed  to  do  for  the  people 
of  our  country. 

If  we  pass  it,  maybe  it  will  be  de- 
feated in  some  future  place  in  this  po- 
litical debate  in  this  election  year.  But 
maybe  it  will  not.  Perhaps  it  will  build 
its  own  dynamic.  Let  us  give  it  that 
opportunity.  Mr.  President.  That  is 
what  we  were  elected  to  do. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
has  expired. 

Mr.  BREAUX.  Mr.  President,  I  in- 
quire of  the  Chair  how  much  time  our 
side  has. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  has  6  minutes  left. 

Mr.  BREAUX.  I  yield  myself  2  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  President,  yesterday  a  great  deal 
of  discussion  was  held  about  the  CPI 
adjustment.  I  just  want  to  make  a  cou- 
ple comments  because  many  Members 
said,  "We  like  your  budget,  but  the  CPI 
is  something  that  we  can't  handle.  We 
don't  think  it's  the  right  thing  to  do." 

We  have  had  three  hearings  in  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee — March  13 
of  last  year,  April  6  of  last  year,  and 
June  5  of  last  year — we  had  a  parade  of 
economists  before  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee. Every  one  of  them  to  a  person 
said  that  we  are  making  a  mistake  as 
a  country.  The  distinguished  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  said  that  yester- 
day. 

Every  year  we  make  a  mistake. 
Every  year  we  give  every  person  who  is 
on  an  entitlement  program  more  than 
they  should  get,  by  every  economists' 
professional  judgment.  They  say  we 
overestimate  what  their  increase 
should  be  from  anywhere  between  0.7 
and  2  percent. 

So  we  have  had  the  courage  to  make 
a  decision  that  we  will  fix  the  problem. 
We  will  correct  the  mistake.  We  will 
say  that  every  person  in  America  who 
is  entitled  to  an  entitlement  increase — 
Social  Security,  railroad  retirees.  Fed- 
eral retirees — we  will  give  you  a  more 


accurate  increase  in  your  benefits.  For 
instance,  in  Social  Security  it  says  in- 
stead of  getting  a  $20-a-month  increase, 
you  will  get  a  $16-a-month  increase. 
They  still  get  an  increase,  a  substan- 
tial increase.  It  is  $4  less  than  they 
would  have  gotten  under  the  incorrect 
formula,  but  everybody  knows  the  for- 
mula is  wrong.  The  formula  has  made  a 
mistake. 

Are  there  not  enough  people  in  this 
Congress  to  say  that  when  we  make  a 
mistake,  we  should  correct  it  and  rec- 
ognize it?  That  is  what  we  do  in  CPI. 

I  think  everybody  should  enthusiasti- 
cally stand  up  and  say  we  want  to 
guarantee  everybody  in  this  country 
gets  an  accurate  increase  based  on  in- 
flation. When  the  formula  is  wrong. 
Congress  should  have  the  courage  to  at 
least  correct  the  mistake.  That  is  the 
only  thing  we  do.  It  is  supported  by  a 
Republican  economist,  by  a  Demo- 
cratic economist,  and  by  everybody 
who  has  testified  before  the  Senate  Fi- 
nance Committee.  I  think  it  should  be 
adopted. 

I  reserve  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  WTio 
jrields  time  to  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota? 

Mr.  BREAUX.  I  inquire.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, how  much  time  do  we  have  re- 
maining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  4  minutes. 

Mr.  BREAUX.  Senator  Lieberman  re- 
quested some  time. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
happy  to  give  the  Senator  some  of  my 
time. 

Mr.  BREAUX.  We  will  give  3  minutes 
to  Senator  Conrad. 

Mr.  CONRAD.  I  thank  Senator 
CHAFEE  and  Senator  Breaux  for  this 
time. 

Mr.  President,  what  can  be  more 
clear?  We  are  headed  for  a  cliff.  Every- 
one who  has  examined  this  question 
tells  us  we  are  headed  for  a  cir- 
cumstance in  which  if  we  do  not 
change  course,  we  will  either  face  an 
82-percent  tax  rate  in  this  country  or  a 
one-third  cut  in  all  benefits.  That  is 
where  we  are  headed.  Make  no  mistake. 

There  are  many  things  that  must  be 
done  in  order  to  prevent  that  calamity 
from  occurring.  We  must  generate  sav- 
ings out  of  the  various  entitlement 
programs.  We  must  cut  other  spending. 
All  of  those  things  must  be  done. 

Mr.  President,  with  respect  to  the 
CPI  that  was  criticized  on  the  floor 
last  night,  the  technical  correction  in 
the  Consumer  Price  Index  that  our 
group  has  advocated  on  a  bipartisan 
basis,  this  is  a  question  of  a  mistake — 
a  mistake.  The  Consumer  Price  Index 
is  being  used  to  adjust  for  cost-of-liv- 
ing increases,  not  just  with  respect  to 
entitlement  programs  but  also  with  re- 
spect to  the  revenue  base  of  this  coun- 
try. 

The  economists  have  come  to  us  and 
said,  overwhelmingly,  "You  are  over- 


correcting  by  using  the  Consumer 
Price  Index.  It  is  not  a  cost-of-living 
index."  Even  the  people  who  draw  it  up 
at  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  will 
tell  you  it  is  not  a  cost-of-living  index. 
Yet,  that  is  what  we  are  using  it  for. 
The  economists  tell  us,  because  we  are 
doing  that,  we  are  making  a  mistake. 
They  say  the  mistake  is  between  0.7 
and  2  percent  a  year,  with  the  most 
likely  overstatement  being  1  percent. 

What  does  that  mean?  Over  10  years, 
that  means  we  are  spending  $600  billion 
by  mistake — by  mistake.  If  we  cannot 
correct  a  mistake  around  here  to  ad- 
dress preventing  the  calamity  that  is 
going  to  occur,  what  can  we  do?  If  this 
body  and  the  other  body  and  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  caimot  cor- 
rect mistakes  to  prevent  a  fiscal  ca- 
lamity, what  can  we  do? 

Mr.  President.  I  think  the  question 
has  to  be,  if  not  now,  when?  If  not  us, 
who?  If  we  cannot  correct  a  mistake  to 
prevent  a  financial  calamity,  then  we 
fail  in  our  responsibility. 

Mr.  BREAUX.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
the  remaining  time  we  have,  4  minutes, 
to  the  Senator  from  Connecticut,  Sen- 
ator Lieberman. 

Mr.  LIEBERMAN.  I  thank  my  friend 
and  colleague  from  Louisiana.  I  thank 
my  friend  from  North  Dakota,  who  I 
am  pleased  to  see  this  morning  para- 
phrasing the  words  of  the  Talmud, 
which  come  strongly  from  his  lips.  I 
appreciate  that  sentiment. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  thank  Sen- 
ators Chafee  and  Senator  Breaux  for 
convening  this  so-called  centrist  coali- 
tion. Frankly,  it  has  been  one  of  the 
most  satisfying  experiences  I  have  had 
in  the  8  years  I  have  been  in  the  Sen- 
ate, because  we  did  what  I  thought  we 
came  here  to  do,  which  was  to  forget 
that  we  are  Democrats  or  Republicans, 
focus  on  the  responsibility  that  we 
have  as  Americans,  elected  by  people 
from  all  parties  in  our  State,  and  deal 
with  central  and  obvious  problems — 
and,  in  this  case,  most  especially,  the 
imbalance  in  our  budget. 

Sometimes  when  I  look  at  the  course 
that  both  parties  are  taking  here, 
frankly,  on  matters  such  as  the  budget, 
it  seems  to  me  it  has  become  so  highly 
politicized  that  we  might  as  well  have 
our  press  secretaries  staffing  us  on 
budget  questions. 

This  centrist  coalition  attempted  to 
find  a  third  way.  The  group  was  driven 
by  the  knowledge  that  if  we  truly  want 
to  balance  the  budget,  it  is  going  to 
take  Members  of  both  parties,  working 
cooperatively,  to  do  so. 

Our  group  understands,  I  think,  the 
first  rule  of  compromise.  It  means  you 
cannot  alwasrs  have  your  way,  or,  put 
more  eloquently,  as  the  junior  Senator 
from  Utah.  Senator  Bennett,  did  in 
quoting  his  father,  "It  means  that  you 
attempt" — and  I  love  this  expression — 
"to  legislate  at  the  highest  level  at 
which  you  can  obtain  a  majority." 
That  is  perfect.  That  is  just  what  we 
attempted  to  do  in  this  group. 
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What  does  this  proposal  have?  It 
faces  the  big  problem  in  the  budget 
which  is  that  the  so-called  entitle- 
ments are  skjnrocketing.  If  we  let  them 
go,  they  will  eat  up  our  Government 
and  make  it  impossible  for  us  to  con- 
tinue to  do  what  people  want  us  to  do 
without  grossly  overtaxing  them.  It  ap- 
proaches entitlement  reform  not  in  a 
weak  and  defensive  way,  but  by  under- 
standing that  there  is  another  side  to 
this  question. 

Yes,  as  Medicaid  and  Medicare  go  up. 
people  are  benefiting,  but  people  are 
paying  for  them.  Just  to  state  it  brief- 
ly in  the  time  I  have,  how  can  we  ex- 
plain to  a  worker,  how  can  I  explain  to 
a  factory  worker  in  Connecticut  mak- 
ing 530,900  a  year  that  through  his  pay- 
check he  is  pajring  for  part  A  and 
through  his  tax  bills,  75  percent  of  part 
B  Medicare  for  a  senior  citizen  retired, 
making  $30,000  a  year,  with  no  kids  to 
send  through  college  or  feed  and 
clothe;  or  forget  the  $30,000— a  senior 
citizen  making  $50,000  or  $100,000  or  $1 
million.  It  is  unfair  to  the  people. 

We  have  a  reasonable  number  on  dis- 
cretionary spending,  the  most  reason- 
able of  any  of  the  budget  packages.  Mr. 
President,  we  have  a  sensible  tax  cut 
program  that  will  create  growth,  that 
stimulates  savings  and  investment 
through  capital  gains  cuts  and  through 
some  very  creative  programs  to  en- 
courage people  to  save  more.  Also,  to 
help  the  middle  class  in  targeted  areas, 
such  as  offering  a  deduction  and  help  in 
sending  their  kids  to  college,  which,  at 
least  In  Connecticut,  is  the  greatest 
burden  I  find  the  middle  class  is  shoul- 
dering as  I  talk  to  them  when  I  go 
around  the  State. 

This  is  a  solid,  balanced,  thoughtful 
progrram.  Mr.  President,  22  of  us— 11 
Democrats,  11  Republicans — have  put  it 
together.  I  hope  a  lot  of  our  colleagues 
surprise  us  and  join  us  in  getting  this 
moving  in  the  right  direction  toward 
balanced  growth  for  our  country. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  jrield 
myself  2  minutes. 

I  have  listened  to  the  presentation  of 
our  amendment,  and  I  must  say  I  want 
to  congratulate  every  Senator  who  has 
spoken  on  behalf  of  this  amendment.  I 
think  the  arguments,  really,  are  over- 
powering. 

Here  is  the  problem:  If  we  continue 
on  the  path  we  are  on  now  in  this  coun- 
try, every  one  of  the  entitlement  pro- 
grams is  going  to  be  in  a  very,  very  se- 
vere situation. 

What  did  the  entitlement  commis- 
sion say  when  they  reported  2  years 
ago?  This  is  what  they  found:  By  the 
year  2010— how  far  away  is  that?  Mr. 
President.  2010  is  14  years  away.  Spend- 
ing on  entitlement  programs — Social 
Security,  Medicare,  Medicaid,  welfare, 
all  of  the  entitlement  programs — where 
they  are  locked  in,  unless  we  do  some- 
thing, the  payments  on  those  pro- 
granis.  plus  the  interest  on  the  na- 


tional debt,  will  exceed  all  the  Federal 
tax  revenues.  All  the  money  that 
comes  into  the  Federal  Government 
will  be  inadequate  to  cover  those  enti- 
tlement programs;  not  a  nickel  left  for 
the  Park  System  or  for  maintaining 
our  highways  or  for  building  them  or 
the  FBI,  the  State  Department,  the 
Justice  Department,  whatever  it  is. 

Mr.  President,  obviously,  something 
has  to  be  done.  I  find  the  argruments  of 
the  opponents  difficult  to  understand. 
One  of  the  arguments  is,  "Well,  the 
President  has  not  said  he  is  for  this 
thing,  so  we  should  not  vote  for  it." 
What  are  we  hired  for?  We  are  hired,  it 
seems  to  me,  to  do  what  is  best  for  the 
country,  and  whether  the  President  is 
for  it  or  is  against  it  does  not  make 
any  difference.  He  cannot  vote  here  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate.  We  can.  It 
seems  to  me  to  make  our  vote  depend- 
ing on  whether  this  is  going  to  pass  or 
not  and  whether  the  President  is  for  it 
or  not  is  hardly  the  route  to  go. 

So  I  plead  with  my  colleagrues  to 
come  forward  and  support  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
take  1  more  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  1  more  minute. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  here  we 
have  a  chance  to  do  something.  In  my 
opening  remarks,  I  mentioned  the  situ- 
ation in  England  in  the  1930's  which 
John  F.  Kennedy  described  in  his  book 
"Why  England  Slept."  As  Winston 
Churchill  said  in  his  four-volume  his- 
tory of  the  war,  "The  Gathering 
Storm,"  he  said  the  English  people 
through  their  nonwisdom  and  careless- 
ness allowed  the  wicked  to  rearm. 

We  have  a  similar  situation,  not  a 
peril  fron;.abroad  militarily  but  a  peril 
from  within  financially.  The  good  news 
is  we  can  do  something  about  it.  What 
we  can  do  now  is  the  smartest;  but,  if 
we  wait,  it  becomes  that  much  more 
difficult. 

All  we  are  saying  is  one-half  of  1  per- 
cent correction,  as  it  should  be  and  as 
every  economist  that  has  come  before 
the  Finance  Committee  has  told  us  the 
correction  should  be  made.  Let  us  seize 
the  opportvmity,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  I  am  so 
very  proud  to  join  my  colleagues  in  the 
centrist  coalition  in  declaring  my  sup- 
port for  this  bipartisan  budget  resolu- 
tion. Everyone  in  this  Chamber  should 
take  a  close  look  at  our  amendment. 
Reading  this  plan  will  be  a  frustrating 
and  vexing  experience  for  the  critics 
who  are  always  anxious  to  label  legis- 
lation as  "extreme"  or  "timid"  or  "too 
conservative"  or  "too  liberal."  None  of 
those  tired  old  labels  apply  to  this 
budget  resolution. 


This  is  truly  a  blueprint  for  a  main- 
stream budget.  It  is  the  product  of 
many  weeks  and  months  of  com- 
promise and  negotiation  and  good  old- 
fashioned  "give  and  take."  On  issue 
after  issue.  Republicans  and  Democrats 
in  the  centrist  coalition  have  resolved 
areas  of  disagreement  by  "splitting  the 
difference"  or  "meeting  each  other 
halfway."  That  is  what  legislating  is 
all  about. 

For  every  element  of  this  plan  that 
Republicans  don't  like,  there  is  an- 
other provision  that  is  equally  trou- 
bling to  Democrats.  Under  this  budget 
resolution,  neither  party  would  score  a 
clear  "political  win"— but  the  Congress 
as  a  whole  and,  more  importantly,  the 
American  people  would  benefit  tremen- 
dously if  we  adopt  this  mainstream  ap- 
proach to  balancing  the  budget. 

The  most  striking  feature  of  our  plan 
is  that  we  do  not  shy  away  from  cor- 
recting the  inaccuracies  in  the  Con- 
sumer Price  Index  [CPI].  We  now  have 
almost  universal  agreement  that  the 
procedures  currently  used  for  calculat- 
ing the  CPI  are  flawed,  thereby  result- 
ing in  a  CPI  that  overstates  inflation, 
according  to  the  "exjwrts,"  by  at  least 
seven-tenths  of  a  percentage  point  and 
perhaps  as  much  as  2  percentage 
points.  Yet  neither  Republicans  nor 
Democrats  want  to  be  the  first  to  in- 
clude a  CPI  correction  in  its  budget. 

By  advancing  such  a  correction  in  a 
bipartisan  budget,  neither  party  will 
receive  the  full  blame  or  the  full  cred- 
it, depending  on  how  the  public  re- 
sponds, for  addressing  this  issue.  It  is 
no  secret  that  the  American  Associa- 
tion of  Retired  Persons  [AARP]  and 
other  seniors  groups  are  almost  vio- 
lently opposed  to  a  correction  of  the 
CPI.  But  we  haven't  heard  yet  from  the 
masses  of  working  people  who  will  con- 
tinue to  "pick  up  the  tab"  for  as  long 
as  we  continue  to  use  an  overstated 
CPI. 

We  may  well  be  pleasantly  surprised 
by  the  public's  reaction  when  they  find 
out  that  we  can  save  $126  billion— as 
this  centrist  coalition  plan  proposes — 
by  adopting  a  modest  five-tenths  of  a 
percent  reduction  in  the  CPI  over  the 
next  7  years.  This  reduction  Is  well 
below  the  official  range,  which  extends 
from  0.7  to  2.0.  by  which  the  experts 
tell  us  the  CPI  is  overstated.  We  adopt 
this  modest  figure  precisely  because  we 
want  to  make  clear  that  our  motiva- 
tion is  to  have  an  accurate  CPI— and 
that  our  actions  are  not  driven  solely 
by  budgetary  pressures. 

Nonetheless,  it  is  impossible  to  ig- 
nore the  fact  that  this  step  would  save 
$126  billion  over  7  years  and,  further- 
more, that  this  represents  $126  billion 
we  would  not  have  to  cut  from  edu- 
cation, child  care,  health  care,  trans- 
portation, infrastructure,  and  other 
important  priorities  as  we  work  to  bal- 
ance the  budget. 

It  seems  to  me  that  all  100  Members 
of  the  Senate  would  leap  in  unison  at 
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the  chance  to  embrace  this  provision, 
as  well  as  the  broader  package  we  are 
proposing.  Being  a  realistic  creature, 
however,  I  would  be  satisfied  if  only  51 
of  us  do  so  on  this  particular  vote.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  join  us  in  this 
bipartisan  effort. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Senator 
DOMENICI  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  myself  5  min- 
utes off  the  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  want  to  give  a  re- 
port to  the  Senate  about  where  we  are 
and  what  things  look  like. 

When  we  started  this  morning,  we 
had  BVi  hours  on  the  resolution. 

How  much  of  that  have  we  used  this 
morning? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Fifty- 
seven  minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  So  essentially  we  are 
now  down  to  about  7Vi  hours.  Assuming 
that  time  runs  uninterrupted  through- 
out the  day,  all  time  will  have  expired 
pursuant  to  the  unanimous  consent  re- 
quest at  5:30  p.m.  today.  Pending  at  the 
start  of  today  were  33  amendments 
that  have  been  laid  aside.  We  have  dis- 
posed of  15  amendments  either  by  roll- 
call  vote  or  voice..  Therefore,  as  of  this 
morning,  we  have  considered  48  amend- 
ments. 

The  consent  agreement  for  first-de- 
gree amendments  of  last  Thursday 
night  listed  about  75  amendments. 
Therefore,  there  could  be  as  many  as  27 
first-degree  amendments  still  to  be 
considered.  I  am  not  at  all  sure,  nor  do 
I  in  any  way  hold  Senators  to  the 
amendments  that  they  listed,  but  I 
think  we  still  have  to  find  out  a  little 
more  about  them. 

So  I  encourage  Senators  who  have 
first-degrree  amendments  left  on  this 
list  as  of  last  Thursday  night  which  we 
have  not  acted  on  yet  to  let  the  man- 
agers know  this  morning  if  you  still  in- 
tend to  offer  the  amendments.  I  assume 
Senator  Exon  would  join  me  in  urging 
that  they  try  to  let  us  know  this  morn- 
ing if  they  are  going  to  call  up  amend- 
ments. 

Mr.  EXON.  If  we  are  going  to  have 
any  order  at  all,  we  will  have  to  have 
that. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  So  as  I  look  down 
this  list  of  amendments  that  have  not 
yet  been  brought  up,  I  conclude  that 
after  removing  the  duplicative  amend- 
ment— this  is  my  own  assessment- 
there  are  only  10  or  12  first-degree 
amendments  left.  But  I  cannot  reach 
that  conclusion  without  the  help  of 
some  Senators  who  are  on  that  list. 

Not  counting  any  second  degrees  that 
may  be  considered,  this  should  give  us 
hope  that  we  can  finish  discussing  all 
the  amendments  in  the  50-hour  time 


period  and  maybe  even  start  voting 
late  this  afternoon.  That  depends  upon 
whether  it  will  be  more  accommodat- 
ing to  the  Senate  to  vote  all  day  to- 
morrow rather  than  to  start  tonight. 

We  need  some  guidance  from  Sen- 
ators whose  names  and  amendments 
are  still  on  this  list.  I  think  I  can  say 
as  of  now  that  there  are  very  few  Re- 
publican amendments  that  are  going  to 
be  called  up  off  the  list. 

So  I  urge  that  the  Democrat  Sen- 
ators that  have  amendments  listed  to 
let  us  know.  We  are  going  to  stay  here 
during  the  funeral  of  Admiral  Boorda 
right  up  until  12  o'clock  when  we  re- 
cess for  the  policy,  and  we  will  be  in  re- 
cess until  2:15.  During  that  time,  we 
will  obviously  do  nothing  here  on  the 
Senate  floor.  We  are  back  in  at  2:15. 

If  I  have  not  used  my  5  minutes  off 
the  resolution.  I  yield  back  whatever 
time  remains  and  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  yield  time  on 
the  pending  amendment? 

Mr.  EXON.  The  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska seeks  time  off  the  amendment. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  the  Senator 
as  much  time  off  that  as  he  needs.  I  am 
in  charge  of  the  opposition  time.  I  will 
give  him  as  much  time  as  he  wants. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  am  about  ready  to  jrield 
15  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Massa- 
chusetts, half  of  the  time. 

I  will  be  allotted  the  half  hour  re- 
maining on  the  pending  matter.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  If  you  want  Senator 
Kennedy  to  have  15  minutes  in  opposi- 
tion, I  yield  him  15  minutes. 

Mr.  EXON.  Maybe  we  could  settle 
something  right  now.  I  am  not  sure 
that  we  should  be  in  session  during  the 
important  matter  that  is  going  to  be 
taking  place  at  the  Washington  Cathe- 
dral. I  was  just  wondering  if  I  might 
have  the  attention  of  my  colleague.  I 
am  wondering  if  it  might  be  better  for 
us  to  recess  during  the  time  of  the  me- 
morial service  with  the  time  being 
charged  along  the  lines  just  outlined 
by  the  chairman  of  the  committee.  I 
just  say  let  us  take  that  under  advise- 
ment for  now. 

With  that,  if  the  Senator  flrom  Mas- 
sachusetts could  be  recognized  at  this 
time  as  previously  arranged. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Let  me  take  a 
minute  off  the  resolution  to  respond. 

I  will  be  glad,  in  the  next  10  minutes 
or  so,  to  discuss  this  issue  with  you.  I 
think  it  is  probably  more  important  to 
your  side  than  ours  because  we  do  not 
have  very  many  amendments  left.  But 
if  you  want  to  use  time  while  the 
Boorda  funeral  is  going  on  and  charge 
it  equally  rather  than  a  few  of  us  re- 
maining in  the  Senate,  if  you  think 
that  through  and  want  to  offer  it  to  us, 
I  am  thinking  I  will  probably  agree  to 
that. 


Mr.  EXON.  We  will  visit  about  it.  I 
hope  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
could  be  recognized  at  this  time  for  15 
minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Santorum).  The  Senator  from  Massa- 
chusetts is  recognized. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  my  friend.  Senator  EXON.  for 
yielding  15  minutes.  I  jrield  myself  12 
minutes. 

Mr.  President,  during  the  course  of 
this  budget  debate,  there  have  been 
several  proposed  amendments  express- 
ing a  fundamentally  bad  idea,  and  that 
is  legislating  a  change  in  the  Consumer 
Price  Index.  These  amendments  have 
been  offered  as  stand-alone,  sense-of-; 
the-Senate  amendments  and  as  part  of 
the  centrist  coalition  budget.  In  fact. 
20  percent  of  the  total  cuts  in  this 
budget  come  from  a  legislative  reduc- 
tion in  the  CPI. 

That  kind  of  arbitrary  action  by  Con- 
gress would  break  faith  with  the  elder- 
ly and  make  a  mockery  of  the  commit- 
ment of  both  parties  not  to  cut  Social 
Security.  It  would  raise  taxes  on  low- 
income,  working  families  quaJifj-ing 
for  the  eamed-income  tax  credit  and 
other  working  families  as  well.  It 
would  lead  to  lower  wage  increases  for 
millions  of  workers  throughout  the 
country  at  a  time  when  one  of  the  most 
serious  challenges  our  society  faces  is 
the  decline  in  the  living  standards  for 
all  but  the  wealthiest  families.  Such  a 
change  would  be  harshly  regressive  in 
its  impact.  It  would  be  unprecedented 
political  meddling  of  what  has  been  an 
impartial  factual  determination  of  the 
CPI. 

Reducing  the  CPI  would  reduce  cost- 
of-living  adjustments  for  millions  of 
Americans  receiving  Social  Security 
benefits,  military  pensions,  veterans 
pensions  and  civil  service  retirement. 
It  would  reduce  the  amount  of  supple- 
mental security  income  pajrments  to 
the  needy,  and  becaxise  of  indexing  of 
tax  brackets,  it  would  raise  income 
taxes  for  most  taxpayers  and  reduce 
the  eamed-income  tax  credit. 

Some  may  see  a  cut  in  the  CPI  as  a 
magic  bullet  to  balance  the  budget  and 
avoid  other  painful  choices,  but  it  is  a 
bullet  aimed  at  millions  of  Americans 
who-  need  help  the  most  and  who  do  not 
deserve  this  added  pain.  It  makes  no 
sense  to  fight  hard  to  save  Medicare 
and  then  attack  Social  Security.  Legis- 
lating an  arbitrary  reduction  in  the 
CPI  would  clearly  break  the  compact 
of  Social  Security.  That  compact  says 
work  hard,  play  by  the  rules,  contrib- 
ute to  the  system,  and  in  turn  you  will 
be  guaranteed  retirement  security 
when  you  are  old. 

An  essential  part  of  that  compact  is 
a  fair  Social  Security  COLA  so  that 
senior  citizez^s  can  be  sure  that  their 
hard-earned  Social  Security  benefits 
will  not  be  eaten  away  by  inflation. 
Overall,  more  than  three-quarters  of 
the  lower  spending  under  the  change 
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would  come  from  cuts  in  Social  Secu- 
rity alone.  Nearly  all  the  rest  would 
come  from  other  Federal  retirement 
programs.  It  is  the  elderly  who  pay 
heavily  if  Confess  adopts  this  change. 

Over  the  next  10  years,  a  half-percent 
cut  in  the  COLA  would  reduce  the  real 
value  of  the  median  income  beneficiary 
Social  Security  checks  by  $2,650.  By 
the  10th  year,  the  real  purchasing 
value  of  that  check  would  be  4.5  per- 
cent lower,  making  it  even  harder  than 
it  is  today  for  senior  citizens  to  stretch 
thefr  limited  incomes  to  pay  the  bills 
for  housing,  food  and  medical  care,  and 
other  necessities. 

Under  the  centrist  budget,  the  me- 
dian Social  Security  beneficiary  will 
see  the  value  of  tjie  benefits  they  have 
earned  cut  by  Sl^O  over  the  next  7 
years.  Let  me  repeat  that.  Under  the 
centrist  budget,  the  median  Social  Se- 
curity beneficiary  will  see  the  value  of 
the  benefits  they  have  earned  cut  by 
S1.200  over  the  next  7  years. 

Reducing  the  Social  Security  COLA 
is  a  direct  attack  on  the  retirement 
benefits  that  senior  citizens  have 
earned.  If  Congress  is  to  respect  family 
values,  it  has  to  value  families.  esi>e- 
cially  the  millions  of  elderly  families 
all  across  America. 

Changing  the  CPI  also  affects  the  def- 
icit by  increasing  taxes  because  income 
tax  brackets  and  the  earned  income  tax 
credit  are  indexed  to  inflation.  If  the 
tax  brackets  are  not  adjusted  for  infla- 
tion, taxes  go  up  and  the  earned  in- 
come tax  credit  goes  down. 

Failing  to  adjust  the  tax  bracket  hits 
middle-income  families  the  hardest.  A 
family  earning  S36.000  would  face  a  tax 
increase  that  as  a  percent  of  income 
would  be  more  than  four  times  as  large 
as  the  tax  increase  faced  by  a  family 
earning  $100,000.  Hardest  hit  are  the 
low-income,  hard-working  families;  13 
percent  of  the  total  tax  increase.  $6  bil- 
lion, would  be  paid  by  these  low-in- 
come, hard-working  families  under  the 
centrist  budget.  Has  not  income  in- 
equality grown  enough  without  legis- 
lating another  tax  increase  that  dis- 
proportionately harms  working  fami- 
lies? 

The  impact  of  cutting  the  CPI 
reaches  well  beyond  the  Federal  budg- 
et. It  is  also  a  dfrect  attack  on  the 
wages  of  working  families.  Many  work- 
ers have  CPI  adjustments  in  their  col- 
lective bargaining  contracts,  but  every 
pay  increase  is  affected  by  CPI.  If  the 
CPI  is  reduced  by  Congress,  wages  will 
be  lower,  too.  for  virtually  all  workers 
across  the  country. 

There  is  no  greater  source  of  dis- 
satisfaction in  American  families  than 
the  continuing  erosion  of  their  living 
standards.  Except  for  the  wealthy,  the 
story  of  the  past  two  decades  has  been, 
work  harder  and  earn  less.  Cutting  the 
CPI  will  make  a  bad  situation  even 
worse  by  putting  even  greater  down- 
ward pressure  on  the  wages  of  every 
American. 


One  argument  made  by  the  pro- 
ponents of  this  idea  of  lowering  the  CPI 
is  that  it  is  merely  an  overdue  tech- 
nical correction  that  should  be  sup- 
ported as  a  matter  of  good  government. 
This  claim  cannot  i)ass  the  truth-in-ad- 
vertising test.  The  technical  argument 
for  lowering  the  CPI  has  been  made  by 
the  Boskin  Commission,  which  was  ap- 
pointed by  the  Senate  Finance  Com- 
mittee to  examine  the  issue.  The  com- 
mission issued  a  report  in  September  of 
1994  which  identified  several  biases  in 
the  calculation.  The  commission  as- 
serted that  the  CPI  had  overstated  in- 
flation by  1.5  percent  a  year.  For  the 
future,  the  commission  predicted  the 
CPI  would  be  1  percent  a  year  too  high. 

The  major  problem  with  the  commis- 
sion's analysis  is  that  the  sources  of 
bias  it  identifies  are  also  identified  by 
the  nonpolitical,  professional  econo- 
mists at  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
in  the  Department  of  Labor.  They  have 
the  responsibility  for  setting  the  CPI 
each  year.  They  do  so  fairly  and  impar- 
tially. They  make  periodic  corrections 
to  take  account  of  any  biases  up  or 
down  that  affect  the  index.  The  Bureau 
already  plans  to  reduce  the  CPI  by 
about  two-tenths  of  1  percent  in  1997. 
This  reduction  is  already  assumed  in 
the  budget  projections  for  the  next  7 
years. 

The  issue  is  not  whether  there  should 
be  changes  in  the  CPI  but  who  should 
make  them  and  how  large  they  should 
be.  The  Boskin  Commission's  work  is  a 
poor  basis  for  changing  the  CPI.  As  the 
Commission  itself  acknowledged,  it  did 
little  original  research.  The  Commis- 
sion's membership  was  stacked  with 
economists  who  believed  that  the  CPI 
was  overstated.  According  to  Dean 
Baker,  an  economist  at  the  Economic 
Policy  Institute,  all  five  members  had 
previously  testified  they  believed  the 
CPI  was  overstated.  Economists  who 
gave  contrary  testimony  were  ex- 
cluded. 

According  to  Joel  Popkin,  another 
expert  on  the  CPI,  the  Commission 
comprised  five  of  the  six  witnesses  be- 
fore the  full  Finance  Committee  who 
gave  the  highest  estimates  of  bias.  As 
Mr.  Popkin  also  pointed  out,  the  in- 
terim report  of  the  conmiission  falls 
far  short  of  presenting  adequate  ■jus- 
tification for  its  conclusions,  and 
therefore  provides  no  basis  for  Con- 
gress to  change  tax  policies  or  entitle- 
ment policies  such  as  Social  Security. 

In  fact,  for  the  elderly,  the  group 
most  affected  by  any  change,  the  most 
authoritative  study  by  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics  suggests  that  the  CPI 
may  imderstate  rather  than  overstate 
the  true  increase  in  the  cost  of  living 
because  of  the  rapid  increase  in  the 
medical  costs  for  the  elderly. 

To  legislate  an  arbitrary  change  in 
the  CPI  would  be  unprecedented.  In  the 
entfre  history  of  the  CPI,  the  Congress 
has  never  tried  to  impose  a  politically 
driven  adjustment,  and  there  is  no  ex- 


cuse for  imposing  one  now.  Senior  citi- 
zens and  working  families  across  the 
country  depend  on  a  fair  CPI,  and  Con- 
gress should  keep  it  that  way. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  that 
provision  is  unwise  and  unjustified.  It 
provides,  according  to  their  own  pro- 
posal, total  cuts  of  $126  billion  over  7 
years.  That  will  be  a  Social  Security 
cut  of  some  $47  billion.  It  is  going  to 
amount  to  $1,205  for  the  median  Social 
Security  recipient,  and  it  is  going  to 
reduce  the  value  of  the  eamed-income 
tax  credit  by  $6  billion. 

Who  are  these  people?  They  are  men 
and  women  who  are  working,  making 
$25,000  to  $28,000  a  year.  That  is  where 
it  is  gradually  being  phased  out.  It  is 
going  to  take  $6  billion  out  of  thefr  re- 
sources. 

The  Democrats  are  over  here  talking 
about  increasing  the  minimum  wage. 
That  is  $3.2  billion  a  year.  They  are 
talking  about  taking  $6  billion  out  of 
families  with  children  that  are  on  the 
lower  economic  ladder.  To  believe  that 
these  families  are  part  of  the  problem 
in  terms  of  what  we  are  facing  in  this 
country,  I  think  is  unjustified  and  un- 
wise. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  the  basic  con- 
cept of  legislating  an  adjustment  in  the 
CPI,  that  some  are  willing  to  accept 
and  interject  based  upon  the  Boskin 
Commission,  which  was  basically 
flawed,  is  sending  a  very  powerful  mes- 
sage to  our  seniors.  The  elderly  in  this 
country  are  going  to  have  a  very  real 
reduction  in  terms  of  thefr  income  over 
a  period  of  years. 

It  is  sending  a  message  to  workers 
who  are  below  the  average  median  in- 
come in  this  country  that  it  is  OK  if 
they  are  going  to  lose  some  of  the  pro- 
tections they  have  now  prinuirily  fo- 
cused on  their  children.  It  is  going  to 
send  a  general  message  to  all  workers 
across  this  country  that  it  is  OK  that 
they  will  see  a  reduction  in  their  wages 
because  most  of  the  contracts  that  are 
signed  are  tied  to  the  CPI.  Here  we  are 
in  the  Chamber  of  the  Senate  with  just 
some  votes  effectively  saying  to  work- 
ers all  across  this  country  that  their 
incomes  are  going  to  go  down. 

So  this  is  a  very,  very  important  as- 
pect of  what  is  allegedly  the  com- 
promise proposal.  It  is  unwise.  It  is  un- 
justified. I  hope  for  that  reason  as  well 
as  others  that  the  Senate  will  not  ac- 
cept that  proposal. 

I  yield  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
had  a  wonderful  presentation  just  com- 
pleted about  why  this  Nation  does 
nothing  about  facing  up  to  the  prob- 
lems that  confront  us.  Sure  it  is  easy 
to  trash  any  proposal  that  comes  be- 
fore us.  That  is  what  we  see.  Not  one 
word — not  one  word  about  what  to  do 
about  the  crisis  our  country  faces  in 
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these  entitlement  programs  in  the  fu- 
ture years.  I  find  it  terribly  disappoint- 
ing that  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts chose  this  opportunity  to  go  out 
of  his  way  to  trash  all  the  proposals 
that  we  presented  but  not  a  word  about 
doing  something  about  it.  Right  here 
we  had  presented  why  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  refuses  to  face  up  to 
the  problems  we  have  before  us. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
reclaim  time  to  be  able  to  respond  for 
3  minutes?  May  I  have  3  minutes  to  re- 
spond to  the  assault  that  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  made  upon  me? 

Mr.  EXON.  Reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject, we  are  trying  to  get  something 
done  here  before  10:30.  I  thought  we  had 
an  orderly  process  going  on.  But  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts.  I  think, 
is  entitled  to  reclaim  the  time  he 
yielded  back,  given  the  insertion  of  the 
remarks  by  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 
land. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  How  much  time  did  I 
yield  back? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator yielded  back  3  minutes. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President.  I  re- 
claim that  time. 

Mr.  President,  with  all  respect  to  my 
good  friend  from  Rhode  Island,  in  the 
various  Republican  proposals  they  had 
$4.4  trillion  in,  effectively,  tax  breaks 
for  the  wealthiest  corporations  and 
companies  in  this  country.  And,  in- 
stead of  finding  that  $100  billion  over 
the  period  of  the  next  7  years  from  cor- 
porate welfare,  from  tax  breaks  that  go 
to  the  wealthiest  individuals  and  cor- 
porations and  drive  American  jobs 
overseas,  he  is  taking  it  out  on  the  el- 
derly and  workers  in  this  country.  So  I 
do  not  yield  to  those  words  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island.  When  you 
start  to  get  after  corporate  welfare. 
Senator,  when  you  start  to  support 
even  what  the  administration  talked 
about,  $60  billion,  when  we  start  hav- 
ing, in  your  proposal,  something  that 
is  reducing  that  corporate  welfare, 
then  you  will  have  some  credibility  in 
speaking  about  that.  Your  proposal 
eliminates  a  minuscule  $25  billion  in 
corporate  tax  loopholes— $25  billion 
versus  a  tax  cut  of  $100  billion.  In  total, 
your  proposal  cuts  over  $270  billion  in 
spending  for  the  elderly  and  the  less 
well  off  through  the  Medicare,  Medic- 
aid, welfare,  and  ETTC  programs.  I  have 
not  heard  you  speak  about  these  par- 
ticular issues  and  I  reject  the  criti- 
cisms of  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 
land. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  May  I  have  30  seconds? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  much  has 
been  said  about  CPI.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  at  this  point  an  article  by 
Mr.  Jim  Kliunpner  on  CPI  bias  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Fact  and  Fancy:  CPI  Buses  and  the 

Federal  Budget 

(By  Jim  Klumpner ') 

Does  the  consumer  price  index  have  an  up- 
ward bias?  The  author  believes  that,  while 
substitution  and  formula  biases  exist,  to- 
grether  they  might  amount  to  0.3  to  0.5  per- 
centage points.  Other  alleged  causes  of  bias 
are  not  considered  significant.  The  budget 
negotiators  already  have  incorporated  sub- 
stitution and  formula  adjustments  in  their 
baseline  assumptions.  To  go  beyond  this  is 
an  attempt  to  camouflage  an  increase  in 
taxes  and  a  cut  in  Social  Security,  which 
could  be  regressive  and  call  for  excessive  sac- 
rifice by  the  elderly. 

On  January  10, 1995,  Federal  Reserve  Chair- 
man Alan  Greenspan  suggested  that  adjusts 
ing  the  Consumer  Price  Index  (CPI)  for  al- 
leged upward  biases  might  produce  federal 
budget  savings  measures  in  hundreds  of  bil- 
lions of  dollars.  Understandably,  politicians 
and  political  commentators  found  this  very 
exciting,  being  largely  unencumbered  by 
technical  knowledge  about  it.  Gobs  of  free 
money?  Why  didn't  we  notice  this  before. 

Within  days.  Speaker  of  the  House  Newt 
Gingrich  let  loose  with  a  typically  vesuvial 
outburst:  "We  have  a  handful  of  bureaucrats 
who.  all  professional  economists  agree,  have 
an  error  in  their  calculations.  But  we  can't 
tell  these  people  to  get  it  right?  If  they  can't 
get  it  right  in  the  next  thirty  days  or  so.  we 
zero  them  out.  we  transfer  the  responsibility 
to  either  the  Federal  Reserve  or  the  Treas- 
ury and  tell  them  to  get  it  right.  "^  Like  his 
colleagues,  the  Speaker  was  untroubled  by 
subtleties,  such  as  the  conflict  of  interest 
posed  by  having  the  nation's  primary  infla- 
tion fighter  control  the  data  by  which  its 
performance  is  judged.  No  matter;  the  qual- 
ity of  federal  statistics  had  hit  the  bigtime. 

The  situation  to  which  this  has  now  led 
holds  rich  ironies  for  me.  Both  at  the  Senate 
Budget  Committee  and  at  the  Joint  Eco- 
nomic CJommittee  where  I  served  previously. 
I  have  worked  with  a  few  far-sighted  Demo- 
cratic members  of  Congress  to  promote  the 
integrity  of  the  federal  statistical  system. 
By  and  large,  this  effort  consisted  of  defend- 
ing agencies  like  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statis- 
tics (BLS)  from  penny-wise  but  pound-fool- 
ish budget  cuts.  We  were  privileged  to  have 
the  National  Association  of  Business  Econo- 
mists as  allies  in  this  effort,  even  though 
most  NABE  members  probably  wouldn't 
count  themselves  as  Democrats.  Now  all  of  a 
sudden,  the  cause  of  quality  statistics  seems 
to  have  acquired  a  horde  of  new  allies,  nmny 
of  them  Republican  politicians.  It  reminds 
me  of  a  response  that  Robert  Bedford  once 
gave  when  asked  what  it  was  like  to  have 
gorgeous  women  flock  to  him:  "Where  were 
they  before  I  became  rich  and  famous?" 

Unfortunately,  the  new  allies  of  statistical 
integrity  are  pursuing  their  cause  with  zeal 
and  urgency  typical  of  recent  converts.  Poli- 
ticians and  journalists  have  been  hazarding 
wild,  research-free  guesses  about  the  size  of 
CPI  bias  and  proposing  nonsensical  ways  to 
apply  their  new  enthusiasm  to  the  budget.  In 
this  murky  atmosphere,  it  is  important  that 
economists  at  least  see  the  issues  clearly.  As 
someone  who  worked  to  address  the  problem 
of  CPI  bias  before  it  became  so  fashionable, 
1  offer  in  this  paper  one  view  of  the  technical 
issues,  as  well  as  some  thoughts  about  how 
COLA  adjustments  might  figure  in  a  deal  to 
balance  the  budget. 


Footnotes  at  end  of  article. 


HOW  BIG  IS  THE  BIAS? 

Various  reputable  analysts  have  made 
guesses  about  the  size  of  possible  CPI  biases, 
and  their  guesses  span  a  rather  broad  range. 
The  BLS.  which  not  only  produces  the  CPI 
but  also  has  pioneered  much  of  the  research 
on  potential  biases,  tends  to  be  at  the  low 
end  of  the  range.  TTiey  estimate  very  small 
effects  for  the  individual  components  of  the 
overall  bias,  which  in  their  view  totals  about 
a  half  percentage  point  of  the  annual  infla- 
tion rate.  This  is  similar  to  the  conclusions 
of  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO). 
which  argued  for  a  range  of  0.2  to  0.7  percent- 
age points  in  early  1995.  Other  economists 
have  advanced  much  higher  estimates.  Most 
noteworthy  is  the  0.7  to  2.0-percentage-point 
range  proposed  last  September  by  a  commis- 
sion headed  by  Michael  Boskin  who.  I  hasten 
to  note,  has  long  been  an  ardent  advocate  for 
quality  statistics.^ 

It  should  not  be  too  surprising  that  re- 
spected economists  cite  such  a  large  plau- 
sible range  for  CPI  biases,  going  from  almost 
nothing  to  2.0  percent  per  year.  After  all.  we 
are  trying  to  estimate  the  extent  of  our  ig- 
norance. This  is  the  classic  boot-strap  prob- 
lem in  philosophy.  How  can  you  measure 
what  you  don't  know,  when  you  don't  know 
what  you  don't  know?  Of  course,  this  uncer- 
tainty among  the  experts  does  little  to  tem- 
per the  certitude  of  others. 

I  tend  to  line  up  with  the  smaller  bias  esti- 
mates endorsed  by  the  BLS  and  CBO.  and  I 
find  the  very  high  estimates  of  the  Boskin 
commission  implausible.  Fortunately,  there 
is  fairly  wide  agreement  on  what  kinds  of  bi- 
ases might  exist.  By  going  through  these 
comix>nents  one  by  one.  we  at  least  can  iso- 
late where  differences  in  opinion  lie. 
suBSTmmoN  bias 

The  substitution  bias  is  one  component  of 
this  problem  on  which  most  analysts  can 
agree.  When  the  CPI  is  used  as  a  measure  of 
the  cost  of  living,  it  fails  to  capture  consum- 
ers' ability  to  change  the  "market  basket" 
of  things  that  they  buy.  If  the  price  of  enter- 
tainment rises,  for  example,  consumers  can 
offset  the  impact  of  this  on  their  well-being 
by  purchasing  more  of  something  else,  like 
food.  A  price  index  with  fixed  expenditure 
weights  like  the  CPI  will  overstate  the  im- 
pact of  rising  prices  for  some  Items  because 
it  fails  to  account  for  consumers'  substi- 
tution of  other  items  whose  prices  have  risen 
slowly  or  fallen. 

When  prices  change  by  relatively  small 
amounts  over  short  periods  of  time,  substi- 
tution bias  isn't  much  of  a  problem.  Over 
long  periods  of  time,  however,  prices  can 
drift  substantially  up  or  down,  leading  to 
correspondingly  large  changes  in  consumers' 
purchasing  patterns.  Thus,  the  substitution 
bias  grows  over  time.  A  widespread  consen- 
sus exists  that  the  substitution  bias  averages 
about  0.2  percenta^re  points  over  the  course 
of  a  decade. 

BLS  argues  that  they  never  intended  the 
CPI  to  be  a  cost-of-living  index  and  that  they 
are  well  aware  that  a  fixed-weight  index  suf- 
fers from  substitution  bias  when  used  as  a 
cost-of-living  proxy.*  Nonetheless,  they  have 
accommodated  the  problem  in  the  only  way 
possible,  i.e.,  with  periodic  revisions  of  the 
expenditure  weights  to  reflect  more  current 
purchasing  patterns.  In  the  past,  this  was 
part  of  the  BLS'  regular  decennial 
rebenchmarking  of  the  CPI. 

Unfortunately,  funds  were  not  appro- 
priated in  a  timely  fashion  for  the  most  re- 
cent rebenchmarking.  As  a  consequence,  the 
new  index  will  not  be  ready  until  1996  rather 
than  this  year,  when  It  normally  should  have 
been  introduced.  Perhaps,  the  newly  found 
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urgency  concerning  quality  price  statistics 
will  lead  to  more  frequent  and  more  regular 
rebenchmarking  in  the  future.  For  now,  all 
of  the  participants  in  the  budget  debate  are 
assuming  that  the  reported  CPI  will  rise  at 
least  0^  percentage  point  less  than  it  other- 
wise would  have  after  1996. 

FORMULA  BIAS  AND  OUTLET  BIAS 

Formula  bias  results  from  the  sample  rota- 
tion procedures  used  by  BLS.  The  Bureau  up- 
dates 20  percent  of  its  surveyed  outlets  each 
year  in  an  effort  to  keep  their  mix  of  both 
outlets  and  items  more  current.  Past  BLS 
procedures,  in  combination  with  fixed  ex- 
penditure weights,  gave  improper  weights  to 
items  whose  prices  are  especially  volatile. 
For  instance,  if  an  item  happened  to  be  on 
sale  when  the  update  was  made,  its  fixed  ex- 
penditure share  corresponded  to  a  tempo- 
rarily overstated  number  of  units,  because  of 
its  temporarily  depressed  price.  When  the 
item's  price  returned  to  a  more  "normal" 
level,  the  impact  of  that  price  increase  was 
overstated  because  it  was  multiplied  by  an 
inflated  number  of  units.  Similarly,  items 
whose  prices  were  temporarily  high  were  un- 
dervalued, as  was  the  subsequent  fall  of  that 
price  to  a  "normal"  level. 

The  BLS  became  aware  of  the  formula  bias 
some  time  ago  and  has  been  working  to  cor- 
rect if  for  the  past  couple  of  years.*  They  are 
replacing  their  previous  procedures  with  a 
"seasoned"  sample,  which  should  more  accu- 
rately distinguish  short-term  price  volatility 
ftom  enduring  price  change.  BLS  expects 
that  this  work  will  be  complete  by  January 
1997.  Wheh  the  budget  negotiators  became 
aware  of  this.  Senators  Dole  and  Domenici 
and  Congressmen  Gingrich  and  Kasich  offi- 
cially requested  that  BLS  predict  what  the 
future  results  of  their  current  research 
would  show.  Though  somewhat  uncomfort- 
able with  the  request,  BLS  responded  that 
they  guessed  the  formula  bias  was  between 
0.1  and  0.3  percentage  points,  and  the  budget 
negotiators  have  now  built  this  assumption 
into  their  baselines  as  well. 

The  Boskin  commission's  September  re- 
port also  argued  that  there  is  an  outlet  bias, 
distinct  trom  formula  bias,  that  they  believe 
adds  another  0.2  percentage  points  to  re- 
ported inflation.  As  noted  above,  the  sample 
rotation  procedure  is  intended  partly  to  en- 
sure that  the  outlets  surveyed  are  those  at 
which  consumers  actually  shop.  BLS  is  con- 
Qdent  that  there  is  no  outlet  bias  independ- 
ent of  the  formulas  bias.  Indeed,  it  seems  un- 
believable that  the  price  division  at  BLS 
could  remain  ignorant  of  K-Mart.  Price  Club 
and  CompUSA  when  these  firms  spend  mil- 
lions of  advertising  dollars  to  make  certain 
that  the  rest  of  us  are  aware  they  exist. 

The  commission's  incorrect  ideas  about 
outlet  bias  and  somewhat  higher  estimate 
for  formula  bias  probably  are  the  inadvert- 
ent results  of  the  haste  with  which  the  Sep- 
tember report  was  put  together.  It  is  unfor- 
tunate that  the  commission  had  time  for 
only  the  briefest  of  briefings  from  the  BLS 
an&ljrsts  who  work  full-time  on  the  CPL 
Greater  familiarity  with  what  the  Bureau 
actually  is  doing  might  have  avoided  these 
misunderstandings,  as  well  as  some  of  the 
unrealistic  notions  about  quality  adjustment 
discussed  below. 

QUALITY  CHANGE  BUS  AND  NEW  PRODUCTS  BIAS 

Most  of  the  differences  between  econo- 
mists' estimates  of  CPI  bias  stems  from  dif- 
ferent views  about  quality  change  bias  and 
new  products  bias.  For  instance,  the  Boskin 
commission's  September  report  claimed  that 
these  two  effects  probably  accounted  for 
about  0.5  percentage  point  of  bias  and  might 


account  for  as  much  as  1.3  percentage  points. 
I  would  argue  that  the  effect  of  these  two 
factors  is  close  to  zero. 

The  basic  concept  underlying  these  two  ef- 
fects is  quite  straightforward.  Quality 
change  bias  occurs  when  the  characteristics 
of  an  item  change  at  the  same  time  that  its 
price  changes.  Some  of  the  price  change 
should  be  attributed  to  the  new  characteris- 
tics, but  some  should  be  interpreted  as  a 
change  in  the  price  of  the  old  characteris- 
tics. If  the  new  item  is  in  some  sense  twice 
as  good  as  the  old  item  and  its  price  is  also 
twice  as  high,  the  item's  quality-adjusted 
price  should  not  change. 

The  issue  of  new  products  bias  is  concep- 
tually similar  because  consumers  face  a  new 
range  of  offerings  in  the  marketplace,  just  as 
they  do  when  product  quality  changes.  For 
instance,  the  proper  way  to  analyze  the  in- 
troduction of  a  new  drug  that  replaces  a  sur- 
gical procedure  might  be  to  compare  the 
characteristics  of  these  two  treatments,  both 
of  which  are  expected  to  have  the  same 
therapeutic  result.  With  both  quality  adjust- 
ment and  new  products,  we  need  to  distin- 
guish "pure"  price  change  from  the  part  that 
reflects  consumers'  enhanced  welfare  due  to 
new  market  options. 

One  notable  paper  argues  that  the  flux  of 
new  offerings  available  in  the  marketplace  is 
itself  a  significant  contributor  to  consumer 
welfare,  even  if  the  items  are  not  all  that 
new.«  The  paper  arrives  at  this  conclusion  by 
examining  the  case  of  Apple-Cinnamon 
Cheerios.  The  conclusion  seems  to  derive 
from  estimating  the  considerable  surplus 
generated  by  marching  down  the  demand 
curve  from  its  intersection  with  the  price 
axis  to  the  place  where  it  intersects  the  sup- 
ply curve. 

What  appears  to  drive  the  analysis,  how- 
ever, is  the  assumption  of  imperfect  com- 
petition, which  implies  that  increased  pur- 
chases of  Apple-Cinnamon  Cheerios  don't 
merely  displace  other  cereal  purchases  and 
the  consumer  surplus  associated  with  them. 
It  seems  unreasonable  to  believe  that  house- 
holds stock  an  ever-increasing  quantity  of 
breakfast  cereal  to  accommodate  the  di2a!y- 
ing  variety  of  new  offerings.  Most  people  can 
only  eat  just  so  much  cereal. 

Discussion  of  quality  adjustment  and  new 
products  bias  raises  a  similar  metaphysical 
puzzle  to  the  one  mentioned  earlier  in  this 
article.  After  all,  "quality"  is  usually  distin- 
guished from  "quantity"  because  it  is  essen- 
tially nonquantifiable.  How  then  should  we 
measure  something  that  we  already  have  de- 
fined as  essentially  unmeasurable?  For  ex- 
ample, one  of  the  most  striking  aspects  of 
Windows  software  is  the  fact  that  its  prettier 
than  DOS.  There  is  no  obvious  way  to  at- 
tribute a  specific  portion  of  the  program's 
price  to  this  improvement  in  quality. 

In  addition,  economists  like  to  believe  that 
everything  can  be  reduced  to  market  prices, 
even  though  this  clearly  is  untrue  for  a  wide 
range  of  public  goods  for  which  markets  fail. 
For  instance,  the  required  installation  of 
smog  controls  on  autos  raises  their  price.  It 
is  doubtful  that  individual  consumers  per- 
ceive this  as  an  improvement  in  the  quality 
of  their  cars,  though  all  of  us  may  benefit 
from  the  cleaner  air  that  results.  How  does 
one  put  a  value  on  the  improvement  in  air 
quality  when  there  is  no  private  market  for 
clean  air?  How  should  we  evaluate  new 
antitheft  devices  on  cars  that  compensate 
for  rising  fear  of  crime? 

As  a  practical  matter,  BLS  already  makes 
a  serious  attempt  to  adjust  for  quality 
changes  where  they  believe  them  to  be  a 
problem.'  If  both  the  old  and  new  models  of 


some  item  exist  in  the  market  at  the  same 
time,  the  difference  between  the  prices  can 
be  used  to  estimate  the  proper  quality  ad- 
justment. For  some  other  items,  the  BLS  at- 
tempts to  measure  directly  the  additional 
cost  of  added  attributes,  as  they  did  with 
smog  equipment  on  autos.  Neither  of  these 
procedures  is  perfect,  but  the  imperfections 
necessarily  result  from  the  inherent 
unmeasurability  of  quality  itself. 

One  procedure  for  handling  quality  adjust- 
ment that  BLS  sometimes  employs  and  that 
appeals  to  most  economists  is  called  the  "he- 
donic"  technique.  This  involves  regnressing 
past  prices  of  an  item  on  past  changes  in  its 
characteristics.  The  coefficients  from  such  a 
regression  are  then  used  to  attribute  some  of 
the  item's  current  price  change  to  current 
changes  in  characteristics,  with  the  residual 
being  "pure"  price  change.  It  is  fairly  tricky 
to  decide  on  a  comprehensive  set  of  inde- 
pendent variables  so  that  the  results  do  not 
suffer  from  omitted  variables  bias.  This  is  a 
particular  danger  because  any  important 
unmeasurable  factors  necessarily  will  be 
omitted  by  their  very  nature. 

Another  serious  practical  difficulty  in 
making  quality  or  new  product  adjustments, 
whether  hedonic  or  not,  is  cost.  Large  quan- 
tities of  auxiliary  data  must  be  collected  for 
each  adjusted  item,  and  highly  trained 
econometricians  must  be  hired  to  do  the 
analysis.  Furthermore,  it  is  hard  to  know 
where  to  stop,  short  of  comprehensive  qual- 
ity adjustment  for  every  item  in  the  CPI.  It 
is  safe  to  say  that  BLS  does  as  much  quality 
adjustment  as  their  appropriations  allow. 
The  political  process  should  provide  the  nec- 
essary funds  if  there  now  is  a  burning  desire 
for  more. 

ARGUING  FROM  ANECDOTE 

Because  there  hasn't  been  a  comprehensive 
research  effort  to  adjust  a  broad  range  of 
items  in  the  CPI  or  to  account  for  newly  in- 
troduced goods,  arguments  in  these  areas 
usually  rely  on  anecdote.  The  danger  in  ar- 
guing trom  anecdote,  of  course,  is  that  an 
anecdote  may  seriously  misrepresent  the 
more  general  case.  I  believe  that  this  is  the 
source  of  error  in  the  very  high  estimates  for 
quality  adjustment  and  new  product  biases 
of  the  Boskin  commission  and  others. 

The  commission's  September  report  explic- 
itly notes  that  most  of  the  evidence  for  up- 
ward price  bias  due  to  these  two  factors 
comes  from  nonauto  consumer  durables.  The 
report  cites  VCRs,  televisions,  microwave 
ovens  and  PCs  as  hallmark  examples.  How- 
ever, Table  1  shows  that  nonauto  consumer 
durables  account  for  only  4.2  percent  of  the 
expenditure  weights  in  the  CPI.  House  fur- 
nishings, which  can  hardly  be  said  to  show 
rapid  increases  in  quality,  account  for  3.5 
percent  of  spending,  leaving  only  0.7  percent 
of  monthly  expenditures  for  the  whiz-bang 
stuff.  This  very  low  weight  stems  not  from 
low  prices  for  these  items  but  from  the  fact 
that  they  are  infrequently  purchased. 

Such  tiny  expenditure  weights  for  the 
goods  with  which  we  tjrpically  associate 
quality  improvement  must  imply  astronom- 
ical rates  of  improvement  in  order  to  justify 
the  quality  bias  assumed  by  the  Boskin  com- 
mission and  others.  For  example,  if  goods 
imparting  quality  bias  to  the  CPI  represent 
only  1  percent  of  the  index,  then  their  qual- 
ity would  have  to  improve  at  100  percent  per 
year  in  order  to  arrive  at  a  1.0-percentage- 
point  bias.  The  new  PC  that  I  bought  this 
year  certainly  is  better  than  the  one  I 
bought  six  years  ago,  but  it's  not  sixty-four 
times  as  good.  Advertisers'  gaseous  claims 
notwithstanding,  the  new  PC  has  not  revolu- 
tionized my  life  nor  had  an  important  im- 
pact on  my  well-being. 
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The  problem  of  small  expenditure  weights  ments.  and  new  furniture  in  particular  seems  that  BLS  already  has  taken  to  address  quai- 
ls especially  important  for  new  products  to  have  become  cheesier  in  my  opinion.  ity  adjustment  and  new  products  problems, 
bias.  Newly  introduced  items  necessarily  What  about  nondurables?  Food  and  bev-  the  very  high  estimates  of  these  biases  be- 
have tiny  expenditure  weights  because  they  erages  account  for  17.4  percent  of  the  index,  come  unbelievable.  I  would  argue  that,  if 
are  novelties.  The  Boskin  commission's  re-  Staples  like  meat,  poultry,  fish,  eggs,  milk,  these  factors  do  impart  an  upward  bias,  it  is 
port  complains  that  "the  microwave  oven  cheese,  fruits,  vegetables,  sugar,  flour,  etc.  ^  couple  tenths  of  a  percentage  point  at 
was  introduced  into  the  CPI  in  1978  and  the  ^^y  ^'^e  seen  some  improvements  in  ^ost.  The  most  important  spending  for  the 
VCR  and  personal  computer  in  1987.  years  freshness  and  selection,  although  nsing  sal-  average  household  still  has  to  do  with  basic 
after  they  were  first  sold  in  the  market-  rnonella  contamination  should  give  pause,  human  needs:  shelter,  food,  clothing,  trans- 
place."'  Even  now,  however,  these  items  Prepared  foods  may  have  shown  some  qual-  portation  and  basic  health  care.  The  great 
have  weights  measured  in  hundredths  of  a  I'^y  improvements  but  not  much.  Other  non-  q^^lity  improvements  in  these  areas  were 
percentage  point  and  properly  so.  Many  ^^^^^f  Xr^'S^Uklliifs  wK  achieved  long  ago.  Current  quality  advances 
households  do  not  even  own  PCs.  microwaves  ^Too"  suSlfes  (lotiSnt)  for  wS  oua^^^  '^^^^^  ^  ^^''^'^  ^  '"""^  ^^^  ^^^'''^^  ^ 
and  VCRs,  let  alone  Salad-Shooters.  Those  f °^°°  „^^^tifo  ".  ;^«^i^t«r;  ^^  accessories  to^ur  lives  or  to  situations  that 
Who  do  ow^  such  items  purchase  them  only  ^^^^S^XuTsfmces.'tSa^ount  for  56.6  occur  only  rarely. 

l?^?w.1^^/;nr^,d~H  J^  n^it^ofvp  r?nTln^^  P«"«'^'^  °^  expenditures?  A  whopping  28.0  per-  m  sum.  then.  I  believe  that  the  very  large 
tmy  weight  compared  to  things  like  rent  and  ^^^^  of  the  typical  consumer's  budget  is  overall  bias  that  some  analysts  allege  dis- 
food.  which  loom  large  in  the  average  con-  ^^j^^^  ^p  ^^^^  shelter.  Here,  the  Boskin  re-  torts  the  official  CPI  is  about  one-third 
sumer  s  budget.  BLS  must  make  a  judgment  ^^j.^  acknowledges  that  there  was  a  serious  science  and  about  two-thirds  virtual  reality, 
about  when  new  items  comprise  a  suffi-  downward  price  bias  in  the  past  that  resulted  a  firm  consensus  exists  regarding  the  substi- 
ciently  large  proportion  of  expenditures  to  ^j.^^  gLS'  inadequate  adjustment  for  aging  tution  and  formula  biases,  both  of  which 
justify  inclusion  in  the  CPI.  The  evidence  for  and  depreciation.  This  downward  bias  in  the  gLS  already  is  working  to  eliminate.  With 
these  high-profile  examples  suggests  that  the  cPl's  largest  single  item  has  been  corrected  r^-rd  to  the  alleged  outlet  bias,  some  ana- 
Bureau's  judgment  has  been  correct.  by  the  Bureau.  Utilities  account  for  7.0  per-  jygts  appear  to  be  misinformed  about  what 
TaJblel.— CPI  expenditure  weights.  1995  cent  of  spending,  and  there  certainly  has  bLS  actually  does.  And  with  regard  to  qual- 

been    little    improvement   here    except   for  jj.y  adjustment  and  new  products  bias,  large 

nnrahiP  aonrtt                                               10  6  P^o^^e  sei^ce.                                .^      ^  „  effects  appear  to  result  from  overly  enthu- 

Durable  Goods  106  Medical  care  services  are  another  6.0  per-  extrapolation,  if  not  wishful  think- 

cent,  and  the  situation  here  is  a  bit  ambigu-  .                      *^ 

n  ^  V  h-  1  ^  W  °^^'  Services  for  medical  crises  clearly  have  ^' 

Used  Vehicles 1.3  improved,  although  these  expenditures  are  the  cpi's  effect  on  the  federal  budget 

House  Furnishing  s.b  infrequent  by  their  very  nature,  and  the  out- 
Other  Durables 0^  of-pocket  costs  for  the  average  consumer  are  As  noted  at  the  beginning,  the  whole  rea- 

rather  small  on  a  monthly  basis.  On  the  son  that  these  issues  have  come  to  popular 

Nondurable  Goods 32.8  other  hand,  routine  visits  to  the  doctor  have  attention  is  that  small  changes  in  the  rate 

become  pretty  annoying.  Certainly,  if  there  at  which  government  spending  programs  and 

Food  and  Beverages  17.4  tas  been  progress  in  the  quality  of  medical  taxes  are  indexed  can  have  huge  effects  on 

Apparel 5.1  care,  it  has  had  only  marginal  effects  on  mo-  the  federal  deficit.  The  great  attraction  of 

Other  nondurables  10.3  rality.  morbidity  and  lost  work  time.  fiddling  with  the  CPI  is  that  it  can  be  used 

^^=^  The  anecdotal  evidence  for  the  remaining  to  extract  money  from  literally  millions  of 

Services  56.6  15.6  percent  of  spending  that  goes  to  other  taxpayers   and   benefit   recipients.   Table   2 

services  suggests  deterioration  as  often  as  shows  CBO's  official  estimates  of  the  budget 

Shelter 28.0  improvement.  Declining  test  scores  certainly  savings  that  would  result  from  reducing  CPI 

Utilities  7.0  aren't  reassuring  to  consumers  wondering  if  indexing  by  a  full  percentage  point.  Seven- 
Medical  Care  Services ,         6.0  they're  getting  their  money's  worth  for  out-  year  cumulative  savings  amount  to  S281  bil- 

Other  Services  15.6  of-pocket  education  expenses.   Smaller  air-  lion,  with  an  impact  of  almost  S82  billion  in 

Source  Boreau  of  Uibor  Statistics  plane  seats  and  deteriorating  public  trans-  FY  2002.  About  a  third  of  the  money  comes 

,  ^      ■             .                           '                 ,,^  portation    also    suggest    declining    quality,  from    higher   income    taxes,    another   third 

I  have  focused  my  argiunents  about  Quality  ghoe-box  movie  theaters  with  dinky  screens  comes  from  Social  Security,  almost  a  fifth 

adjustment  and  new  products  bias  on  the  O."?  ^^^^j  g^^jg  -^^^^  have  not  brightened  the  comes  from  reduced  debt  service  and  the  rest 
percent  of  the  CPI  that  the  proponents  of  movie-going  experience.  The  shopping  expe-  comes  from  other  federal  retirement  pro- 
large  bias  adjustments  usually  cite.  Perhaps  ^^^^^  j^ggi^  jg  i^gg  pleasant,  and  haircuts  are  grams  ETTC  and  SSI. 

there  are  other  components  of  the  CPI  with  ^out  the  same.  Of  course,  there  are  im-  ,  .  ^  ..»•,»« 
larger  expenditure  weights  that  have  had  p^veme„tsTthe  quality  of  some  consumer  J^^"^'^^f^nA7.^^^^'w  indlJ^ 
significant  quality  improvements  but  have  ^rvice  notably  KTiA  banking  budget  negotiations  to  scale  back  indenng 
been  ignored.  Let's  see.  The  point  here  is  not  whine  nostalgically  ^^der  the  guise  of  statistical  integrity.  The 
new  motor  vehicles  account  for  5.1  percent  that  nothing  is  as  good  as  it  used  to  be.  budget  negotiators  already  have  incor- 
of  the  CPI.  The  Boskin  report  Itself  notes  Rather  I  am  arguing  that  once  we  get  away  porated  baseline  changes  corresponding  to  a 
that  the  case  for  quality  adjustment  bias  from  a  few  high-profile  examples  related  to  0.4-percentage-point  adjustment  to  account 
here  is  murky.  They  cite  the  ambiguity  of  infrequently  purchased  household  appli-  fo""  BLS's  existing  efforts  to  elinunate  sub- 
balancing  the  negative  quality  adjustment  ances,  even  the  direction  of  quality  adjust-  stitution  and  formula  biases.  The  arguments 
for  decreasing  auto  size  with  the  positive  ad-  ment  is  ambiguous  at  best.  There  is  no  ques-  above  suggest  that  going  beyond  this  is  sci- 
justment  for  improved  fuel  efficiency,  itself  tion  that  modem  market  economies  produce  entifically  questionable.  However,  this  is  ex- 
a  function  of  the  (declining)  price  of  gaso-  a  great  deal  of  flux  in  the  range  of  products  actly  what  is  being  debated  as  this  is  being 
line.  Used  vehicles,  which  make  up  1.3  per-  offered,  but  many  of  the  offerings  are  mere-  written  in  December  1995:  an  additional  ad 
cent  of  the  index,  probably  did  show  some  tricious  rather  than  meritorious.  To  say  that  hoc  adjustment  to  account  for  purported 
upward  drift  in  quality  in  the  past,  but  BLS  all  of  this  change  represents  an  inexorable  (though  unmeasured)  quality  and  new  prod- 
has  taken  steps  to  account  for  this  since  improvement  in  the  average  consumer's  uct  bias.  This  seems  to  be  an  attempt  to  use 
1987.  As  mentioned  above,  household  furnish-  quality  of  life  is  panglossian.  statistical  subtleties  as  a  figleaf  for  increas- 
Ings  (3.5  percent  of  expenditures)  probably  Once  one  looks  at  the  relative  importance  ing  income  taxes  and  cutting  retirement 
haven't  shown  appreciable  quality  improve-  of  different  items  in  the  CPI  and  the  actions  benefits. 

TABLE  2.— REDUCTION  OF  DEFICIT  FROM  1.0  PERCENTAGE  POINT  CPI  ADJUSTMENT 

[In  iMllions  of  doUjrs] 

1996         1997         1998         1999         2000         2001         2002 

1^^                  ZZZZZZIZZZZZZZZZZZZZZIZZZZZZZIZZZZZ  Ti      5i      Ti     m     in     m     m 

s  ."''"-"! 3'      *■*      '*•'      "-^      ''■*     ^'     "•' 

SJl!!f!!Z;" --      2j      6j      101      »}      i«;j      ^j      ^\ 

»hef*».me«t ^^  ^^  ^^  ^^  ^^  ^^  ^ 

S^ •"• "ZZZr 0.0        -0.1        -Oi        -0.4        -0.7        -1.0        -1.4 

nT^~ '"  '  Oi  Oi  2.0  40  S.7         \U         HJ 

JSSS.^i;;5i;.rziz:i:izii:ii:i:::ziziiziz::  so     ^^■^    »»     37;.     m.9     65.9    hls 

Source:  ConfjtisotaA  Budfet  Ottcc. 
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That's  not  to  say  that  reducing  indexing 
should  be  considered  a  totally  unacceptable 
tool  for  deficit  reduction.  It  does  mean  that 
we  should  be  honest  about  what  we  are 
doing'.  What  is  being  proposed  this  year  used 
to  be  called  a  "diet  COLA.  "  a  catchy  term 
that  distinguishes  nicely  between  ad  hoc 
changes  and  those  based  on  scientific  re- 
search. Scaling  back  indexing  is  not  a  "cor- 
rection" of  the  CPI  and  does  not  "reduce" 
the  CPI.  One  Republican  senator  offered  and 
then  withdrew  an  amendment  to  this  year's 
Budget  Resolution  that  BLS  "shall  reduce 
the  annual  percent  change  in  the  consumer 
price  indexes  by  0.7  percentage  points."  (em- 
phasis added)  No  mention  here  about  just 
how  that  might  be  done,  but  plenty  of  con- 
fidence that  science  was  on  his  side. 

THE  EFFECTS  OF  A  DIET  COLA  ON  THE  INCOME 
DISTRIBUTION 

Whether  or  not  a  diet  COLA  ought  to  be  in- 
cluded in  a  comprehensive  budget  deal  de- 
pends upon  the  same  criteria  as  any  other 
deficit  reduction  tool:  How  is  the  burden  of 
deficit  reduction  apportioned  across  society, 
and  will  there  be  collateral  effects  that  are 
unpalatable?  Thus,  we  don't  ask  that  the 
budget  be  balanced  by  eliminating  the  De- 
fense Department,  because  it  would  be  unfair 
to  ask  the  defense  sector  to  bear  the  entire 
burden  of  deficit  reduction  and  because  it 
would  leave  the  nation  without  defenses. 

In  this  regard,  it  is  Important  to  note  that 
the  diet  COX>A  is  regressive  on  balance,  ex- 
tracting-pefatively  large  budget  savings  from 
low-income  households  and  relatively  small 
amounts  from  the  well-to-do.  Table  3  shows 
CBO's  estimates  of  a  diet  COLA's  impact.  It 
is  important  to  note  that  the  adjusted  fam- 
ily income  concept  used  in  the  table  includes 
the  employer's  share  of  payroll  taxes  for  So- 
cial Security  and  unemployment  insurance 
as  well  as  CBO's  attribution  of  the  corporate 
income  tax  by  income  class.  As  a  con- 
sequence, the  income  concept  also  is  ad- 
justed for  family  size,  but  that  has  a  much 
smaller  impact  on  the  distributional  conclu- 
sions. 

TABLE  3.— DISTRIBUTIONAL  EFFECTS  OF  REDUCED  CPI 
INDEXING 
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The  table  shows  that,  even  with  this  in- 
flated income  measure,  more  than  a  third  of 
the  diet  COLA's  total  burden  is  borne  by 
families  below  SSO.OOO  per  year,  or  about  45 
percent  of  all  families.  Fully  56  percent  of 
the  burden  falls  on  families  below  550,000  per 
year,  who  constitute  57  percent  of  all  fami- 
lies. The  table  also  shows  that  the  effect  on 
the  tax  side  is  mildly  progressive,  but  this  is 
offset  by  both  the  regressivity  and  larger  im- 
pact of  the  spending  side. 

Clearly,  this  creates  problems  for  those 
politicians  who  care  about  the  income  dis- 
tribution. It  is  one  thing  for  the  diet  COLA 
to  be  included  as  one  part  of  a  deficit  reduc- 


tion plan  that  is  progressive  in  its  overall 
profile.  However,  it  is  quite  another  thing  to 
add  a  diet  COLA  to  a  budget  plan  that  al- 
ready is  regressive  in  its  overall  effect. 

As  this  is  being  written,  a  group  of  fiscally 
conservative  Democrats,  known  as  the  Coali- 
tion or  Blue  Dogs,  has  proposed  a  clever  de- 
vice that  mitigates  the  regressive  effect  of 
the  diet  COLA  on  the  spending  side.  As  with 
other  diet  COLAs.  they  suggest  that  the 
cost-of-living  adjustment  for  various  spend- 
ing programs  be  keyed  to  the  official  CPI 
minus  some  specified  factor,  like  0.5  percent. 
However,  they  would  also  stipulate  that  the 
reduced  COLA  received  by  all  individual 
beneficiaries  of  a  program  be  equal  to  the 
dollar  amount  for  the  average  beneficiary. 
This  means  that  those  beneficiaries  who  are 
better  off  would  receive  a  diet  COLA  that 
also  was  a  smaller  percentage  adjustment 
than  otherwise.  Some  beneficiaries  well 
below  the  average  would  actually  come  out 
ahead. 

THE  EFFECTS  OF  THE  DIET  COLA  ON  THE  AGE 
DISTRIBUTION 

Part  of  the  reason  that  the  diet  COLA  has 
such  a  severe  effect  on  very  low  income  fam- 
ilies is  that  the  indexed  spending  programs 
are  almost  entirely  retirement  programs  and 
elderly  households  tend  to  have  low  incomes. 
This  highlights  another  distributional  issue 
for  those  who  care  about  such  things:  the  im- 
pact of  the  diet  COLA  on  the  age  distribu- 
tion. Here  again,  the  question  is  not  just  its 
effect  on  the  elderly  but  whether  that  effect 
compounds  sacrifices  called  for  elsewhere  in 
the  deficit  reduction  plan. 

The  proposals  being  offered  in  the  budget 
negotiations  already  get  the  bulk  of  their 
savings  from  Medicare  and  Medicaid.  All 
Medicare  spending  and  about  a  third  of  Med- 
icaid spending  goes  to  support  health  care 
for  the  elderly.  In  fact,  about  half  of  all  nurs- 
ing home  expenditures  are  paid  for  by  Medic- 
aid. The  most  severe  budget  plans  propose 
sharp  cuts  in  service  at  the  individual  level 
because  projected  program  growth  would  be 
insufficient  to  cover  increases  in  the  medical 
costs  and  the  number  of  beneficiaries. 

Adding  a  diet  COLA,  with  its  heavy  impact 
on  retirement  programs,  to  any  budget  plan 
with  large  Medicare  and  Medicaid  cuts  would 
be  doubly  severe  for  the  elderly.  These  are 
citizens  who  have  few  options  with  regard  to 
working  longer  or  harder  to  offset  the  effect 
of  cuts.  They  also  tend  to  have  fewer  health 
care  options,  because  the  medical  attention 
that  they  usually  need  is  acute  care  and  it 
often  is  too  late  for  preventive  care.  Expect- 
ing the  elderly  to  take  a  leading  role  in  med- 
ical cost  containment  through  individual 
choice  also  seems  unrealistic,  because  they 
may  see  choice  as  threatening  and  confusing 
rather  than  liberating.  Using  a  diet  COLA  to 
get  additional  budget  savings  on  top  of  the 
sacrifices  from  the  elderly  already  being  con- 
templated strikes  me  as  unjust. 

There  is  another  important  reason  to 
think  that  price  indexing  should  not  be 
scaled  back  for  retirement  programs.  Re- 
search suggests  that  these  programs  actually 
have  been  underindexed  in  the  past  because 
spending  patterns  for  the  elderly  differ  li-om 
those  of  consumers  in  general.  Two  years 
ago,  the  BLS  reformulated  the  raw  data  un- 
derlying the  CPI  to  take  account  of  the  dif- 
ferent expenditure  weights  in  the  "market 
basket"  of  the  typical  older  consumer.'  The 
results  shown  in  Table  4  indicate  that  this 
reconfigured  index  for  the  elderly  increased 
by  4.1  percentage  points,  or  8.2  percent,  more 
than  the  official  CPI  between  December  1982 
and  December  1993.  This  resulted  from  the 
greater  weight  of  out-of-pocket  medical  ex- 


penses for  the  elderly  and  the  smaller  weight 
for  transportation,  apparel,  and  restaurant 
meals.  Of  course,  out-of-pocket  medical  ex- 
penses for  the  elderly  would  become  an  even 
larger  item  in  the  household  budgets  of  the 
elderly  under  most  of  the  deficit  reduction 
plans  being  discussed. 

TABLE  4.— DECEMBER  TO  DECEMBER  CHANGE  IN  OFFI- 
CIAL CPI  AND  EXPERIMENTAL  PRICE  INDEX  FOR  THE 
ELDERLY 
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The  BLS  researchers  stressed  that  one 
would  need  a  much  more  comprehensive  ef- 
fort to  create  a  reliable  CPI  for  the  elderly. 
In  particular,  one  would  have  to  discern 
whether  they  shop  at  the  same  kinds  of  out- 
lets as  younger  consumers  and  whether  they 
purchase  the  same  kinds  of  items.  Anecdotal 
evidence  suggests  that  they  don't  and  the  di- 
vergence between  the  CPI  and  the  cost  of  liv- 
ing for  the  elderly  might  be  even  greater  if 
these  factors  were  taken  into  account.  It  ap- 
pears that  the  elderly  tend  to  shop  more  at 
neighborhood  stores  rather  than  discount 
outlets  and  that  they  have  limited  options  to 
save  by  buying  in  bulk. 

CONCLUSION 

As  a  longtime  proponent  of  better  statis- 
tics, the  sudden  awakening  of  interest  in 
price  measurement  issues  is  gratifying.  How- 
ever, I  am  dismayed  that  this  has  not  been 
accompanied  by  an  equal  commitment  to 
fund  or  even  to  acknowledge  the  analytical 
effort  needed  to  address  these  issues  sen- 
sibly. The  public  discussion  of  the  CPI's  bi- 
ases has  been  carried  away  on  a  tide  of  out- 
rageous claims  that  have  little  scientific 
basis.  Most  disturbing  is  the  apparent  will- 
ingness to  make  arbitrary  adjustments  to 
one  of  our  most  important  economic  indica- 
tors rather  than  improve  it  with  more  fi*- 
quent  updates  and  careful  research. 

Very  large  estimates  of  CPI  bias  that 
range  as  high  as  two  percentage  points  ap- 
pear to  iresult  flrom  ignorance  about  what  the 
CPI  actually  contains  and  what  the  BLS  ac- 
tually does.  Full-time  professionals  respon- 
sible for  properly  surveying  the  mix  of  out- 
lets certainly  are  aware  of  the  giant  discount 
chains  familiar  to  the  rest  of  us.  Claims  that 
BLS  has  not  addressed  the  most  important 
quality  adjustment  issue  are  patently  false. 
Speculations  about  huge  quality  bias  seem 
to  result  from  extrapolating  the  characteris- 
tics of  household  appliances  that  average 
consumers  buy  once  every  few  years  to  the 
much  larger  and  more  prosaic  spending  that 
they  do  every  month.  Arguing  that  the  CPI 
ignores  the  great  benefits  of  new  product  in- 
troductions probably  tails  to  note  that  most 
such  "new"  products  are  merely  new  styles. 

A  solid  scientific  consensus  does  exist  re- 
garding substitution  bias  and  formula  bias. 
Not  surprisingly,  BLS  already  is  moving  to 
correct  these  biases.  The  Bureau  also  at- 
tempts to  correct  for  quality  adjustment  and 
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new  product  biases  within  the  constraints  of 
their  budget.  Although  there  is  no  convinc- 
ing evidence  that  quality  biases  are  large  for 
items  that  they  do  not  adjust,  BLS  undoubt- 
edly would  welcome  additional  resources  for 
more  extensive  and  sophisticated  research. 
Presumably,  they  also  would  be  happy  to 
have  funds  for  more  frequent  rebench-  mark- 
ing and  more  frequent  sample  rotation. 

The  budget  negotiators  already  have  incor- 
porated adjustments  in  their  baseline  as- 
sumptions to  account  for  the  two  most  firm- 
ly established  components  of  the  CPI  bias; 
substitution  and  formula  bias.  Going  beyond 
this  is  not  justified  by  firm  evidence.  To  do 
so  while  claiming  a  scientific  justification 
amounts  to  an  attempt  to  camouflage  an  in- 
crease in  taxes  and  a  cut  in  Social  Security. 
A  diet  COLA  should  not  be  adopted  as  part  of 
a  deficit  reduction  plan  that  already  is  like- 
ly to  be  fairly  regressive  unless  some  effort 
is  made  to  counter  the  regressive  effects.  In 
addition  to  remediating  the  income 
regressivity  of  the  diet  COLA,  one  also  would 
need  to  ensure  that  it  was  not  part  of  a  defi- 
cit reduction  plan  that  called  for  excessive 
sacrifice  by  the  elderly,  whose  retirement 
benefits  may  well  have  been  underindexed  in 
the  past. 
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Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  hope  we 
could  move  ahead  now,  if  we  might, 
with  the  agreement. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  wonder  if  I  might 
have  that  30  seconds? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Then  I  would  ask  for 
30  seconds,  too. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
the  Senator  look  at  our  proposal.  He 
will  see  there  is  $25  billion  of  corporate 
welfare  cuts  that  he  is  discussing.  Per- 
haps if  he  became  more  familiar  with  it 
we  would  all  be  better  off. 

Mr.  LOTT  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Mississippi. 


HONORING  ADM.  JEREMY  M. 
'•MIKE"  BOORDA 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  the  Senate  proceed  to 
the  immediate  consideration  of  a  Sen- 
ate resolution  I  now  send  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  resolution  (S.  Res.  255)  to  honor  Admiral 
Jeremy  M.  "Mike"  Boorda. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  resolution. 

Mr.  LOTT.  >Ir.  President,  today  a 
grateful  nation  pays  its  final  tribute  to 
a  true  patriot  and  hero.  Admiral  Jer- 
emy "Mike"  Boorda,  who  died  on 
Thursday.  May  16,  1996,  at  the  age  of  56. 
There  will  be  a  memorial  service  today 
at  the  Washington  Cathedral  to  honor 
Admiral  Boorda.  I  want  to  take  this 
opportunity,  on  behalf  of  many  of  my 
colleagues  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  to 
honor  this  man  and  his  truly  vital  con- 
tributions to  our  Navy.  His  service  to 
our  Nation  was  a  model  to  which  every 
American  could  aspire. 

Admiral  Boorda  was  a  high  school 
dropout  who  joined  the  Navy  at  the 
young  age  of  16  as  a  seaman  recruit. 
After  rising  to  become  a  petty  officer 
first  class  in  1961,  at  the  urging  of  a 
chief  petty  officer.  Mike  Boorda  ap- 
plied for  admission  to  an  enlisted  com- 
missioning program,  but  he  had  no  con- 
fidence of  success.  He  was  selected  on 
his  second  application  and  commis- 
sioned an  officer  in  1962. 

In  1991  he  received  his  fourth  star  and 
became  the  commander-in-chief  of  Al- 
lied forces  in  Southern  Europe.  As 
CINCSOUTH.  he  was  in  charge  of  an  air 
strike  in  February  1994  against  four 
Bosnian  Serb  aircraft  flying  in  viola- 
tion of  the  U.N.  ban  on  fixed-wing 
flights.  This  was  the  first  time  that  a 
NATO  commander  had  ordered  alliance 
forces  to  use  deadly  force  on  an  offen- 
sive mission  in  the  organization's  44- 
year  history. 

On  April  23.  1994,  Admiral  Boorda  be- 
came the  25th  Chief  of  Naval  Oper- 
ations. He  assumed  command  of  the 
world's  greatest  Navy  while  it  was  still 
suffering  from  the  aftermath  of  the 
Tailhook  scandal.  Despite  Tailhook.  a 
rash  of  cases  of  sexual  misconduct,  and 
several  plane  crashes.  Mike  Boorda 
tackled  all  these  problems  with  energy 
that  many  of  us  could  not  match.  Why? 
Because  Mike  Boorda  loved  the  Navy. 

He  once  said.  "I  stayed  in  the  Navy 
because  I  love  going  to  sea.  I  hope  ev- 
erybody is  experiencing  that.  If  you're 
fortunate  enough  to  be  at  that  stage  in 
your  career  where  you  still  get  to  go  to 
sea.  relish  it.  Enjoy  it  and  have  fun. 
Realize  that  you  are  a  part  of  a  long 
line  of  people  who  have  gone  down  to 
the  sea  in  ships,  and  it's  a  special  thing 
to  do." 

Mike  Boorda  was  a  "Sailor's  Sailor." 
He  devoted  his  life  to  making  our  Na- 
tion more  secure  and  to  securing  a  bet- 
ter life  for  those  who  serve  our  coun- 
try. As  the  only  sailor  to  rise  from  E- 
1  to  become  Chief  of  Naval  Operations, 
he  knew  what  it  meant  to  be  at  the 
bottom  and  top  of  the  chain  of  com- 
mand. This  experience  instilled  in  him 
an  unwavering  desire  to  help  sailors 
and  their  families  serve  proudly  and 
live  in  a  manner  in  which  they  could  be 
proud. 


He  was  a  man  of  both  physical  and 
moral  courage.  From  Southeast  Asia  to 
Bosnia,  he  was  willing  to  put  his  life  on 
the  line  to  serve  his  Nation,  but  he  was 
also  willing  to  put  his  career  on  the 
line  for  the  sailors  he  loved  and  the 
principles  he  stood  for:  duty,  honor, 
and  commitment. 

Admiral  Boorda's  entire  Navy  career 
was  marked  by  a  single  characteris- 
tic— compassion.  He  cared  more  for 
others  than  he  ever  cared  for  himself. 
He  cared  more  for  his  Navy  than  he 
ever  cared  for  his  Navy  career.  All  that 
he  did  and  all  that  he  gave  will  live  on 
forever  in  the  men  and  women  that  he 
loved  so  much. 

More  than  anything,  he  loved  being 
around  sailors.  When  he  went  on  board 
a  ship  or  walked  into  a  room  full  of 
sailors,  you  could  see  the  twinkle  in 
his  eyes  and  a  caring  smile  come  across 
his  face.  He  made  sailors  and  their  fam- 
ilies feel  better  about  themselves  and 
better  about  what  they  did.  He  used  to 
say  almost  everyday,  "we  have  the  best 
sailors  in  the  world,  let's  treat  them 
that  way."  His  love  of  sailors  drove 
him  to  personally  talk  with  more  than 
200.000  sailors,  and  visit  more  than  100 
of  the  360  ships  in  the  fleet  in  his  2 
years  as  CNO. 

As  I  said  earlier,  he  was  a  man  of  the 
sea,  he  believed  that  going  to  sea,  get- 
ting underway,  was  about  the  most 
special  thing  one  could  do.  He  used  to 
joke  that  he  would  like  to  change 
places  with  the  younger  officers  so  he 
could  return  to  driving  ships  and  per- 
sonally leading  sailors.  He  prided  him- 
self on  his  ship  handling  skills  and 
talked  often  about  how  much  it  meant 
to  him  to  be  considered  one  of  the  best 
ship  drivers  in  our  Navy. 

Like  most  sailors,  he  was  a  story- 
teller. He  loved  to  captivate  an  audi- 
ence with  a  yam  about  his  days  at  sea, 
or  about  his  family,  especially  his 
grandchildren.  Almost  everyday  at  his 
office,  he  would  come  in  with  a  new 
tale  about  what  one  of  his  grand- 
children had  done  or  how  something  re- 
minded him  of  when  he  was  a  young 
seaman  or  junior  officer.  He  had  a  way 
about  him,  so  that  when  he  spoke,  ev- 
eryone would  instinctively  rise  and  fall 
on  his  every  word. 

He  was  a  man  of  great  humor  and  of 
great  humility.  At  serious  meetings  or 
in  tense  congressional  hearings,  he 
would  break  the  tension  with  his  dry 
and  self-effacing  sense  of  humor.  He 
also  never  spoke  of  "I" — he  only  six>ke 
of  "we"— when  talking  about  what  our 
Navy  had  accomplished.  He  would  go  to 
great  lengths  to  ensure  that  others 
were  not  embarrassed  or  publicly  hu- 
miliated when  things  went  wrong.  He 
alwajrs  took  responsibility  for  the  bad, 
and  always  avoided  praise  for  the  good. 

Admiral  Boorda  was  a  visionary  in 
naval  strategy.  When  he  became  CNO, 
he  recognized  that  the  post-cold-war 
era  required  a  strategy  that  retained 
the  Navy's  tradition  of  forward  pres- 
ence, but  he  also  knew  that  it  was 
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much  more  likely  that  we  were  going 
to  fight  near  land,  in  the  world's 
littorals.  He  transformed  the  Navy's 
approach  to  meet  this  new  strategy  sit- 
uation in  "Forward  .  .  .  From  the 
Sea."  the  strategy  that  will  carry  the 
Navy  into  the  ?lst  century. 

He  was  a  visionary  in  technology.  He 
spearheaded  such  projects  as  the  arse- 
nal ship,  the  new  attack  submarine, 
theater  ballistic  missile  defense,  aind 
cooperative  engagement  capability. 
These  programs,  and  many  others,  put 
the  Navy  on  the  cutting  edge  of  tech- 
nology and  did  so  in  a  way  that  was  ef- 
ficient, affordable,  and  fiexible.  He  also 
recognized  our  Navy  needed  a  strategy 
to  accompany  emerging  technology,  so 
he  developed  "2020  Vision,"  a  long 
range  plan  for  acquiring  and  using  fu- 
ture technology  to  achieve  our  strate- 
gic objectives. 

Because  he  cared  so  much  about  his 
sailors,  he  took  real  steps  to  improve 
their  lives:  He  significantly  increased 
military  housing  starts.  He  fought  for 
and  achieved  pay  raises  and  increases 
in  BAQ  amounts  and  eligibility.  De- 
spite significant  cuts  in  ships  and  sail- 
ors, he  was  able  to  prevent  a  rise  in  the 
deplosrment  time  of  sailors.  He  re- 
vamped the  officer  and  enlisted  evalua- 
tion system  so  that  it  provided  clear 
standards  and  accurately  reflected  per- 
formance, and  he  successfully  inte- 
grated women  into  combatant  ships 
and  aircraft  sqviadrons. 

Like  many  of  my  colleagues.  I  have 
had  the  privilege  of  working  closely 
with  Adm.  Mike  Boorda  for  several 
years.  I  came  to  admire  him  im- 
mensely—his intelligence,  common 
sense,  energy,  sense  of  humor,  and 
most  important,  his  conrmMtment  to 
our  Navy,  our  country,  and  his  family. 
Admiral  Boorda  once  said  of  Adm. 
Arleigh  Burke,  "he  defined  what  it 
means  to  be  a  naval  officer:  relentless 
in  combat,  resourceful  in  command, 
and  revered  by  his  crews.  He  was.  in- 
deed, 'a  sailor's  sailor'."  I  think  Admi- 
ral Boorda  also  exemplifies  these 
words. 

Adm.  Mike  Boorda  was  a  man  who 
loved  his  country  and  served  it  with 
distinction  flrom  the  age  of  16  to  the 
day  he  died.  He  was  an  American  suc- 
cess story  and  a  hero  who  will  be 
missed  by  all  of  us. 

Mr.  President,  I  submit  this  resolu- 
tion and  ask  for  its  immediate  consid- 
eration. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  jaeld  my- 
self as  much  time  as  I  am  in  need  of  off 
the  resolution. 

I  thank  Senator  Lott.  I  am  a  cospon- 
sor  of  the  amendment.  It  is  very  appro- 
priate. We,  on  this  side,  join  in  and 
thank  Mm  for  honoring  the  memory  of 
Mike  Boorda,  our  dear  and  departed 
colleague  who  we  shall  all  miss  very 
much.  Thank  you.  Senator  Lorr,  for 
the  excellent  statement  in  behalf  of  all 
of  us  in  the  U.S.  Senate. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  the  resolution  be  agreed 


to,  the  preamble  be  agreed  to,  the  mo- 
tion to  reconsider  be  laid  upon  the 
table  and  any  statements  relating  to 
the  resolution  appeax  at  the  appro- 
priate place  in  the  RECORD. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The    resolution    (S.    Res.    255)    was 
agreed  to. 
The  preamble  was  agreed  to. 
The   resolution,   with   its   preamble, 
reads  as  follows: 

S.  Res.  255 
Whereas     Admiral     Jeremy     M.     "Mike" 
Boorda  was  the  25th  Chief  of  Naval  Oper- 
ations: 

Whereas  as  the  Chief  of  Naval  Operations, 
Admiral  Boorda  commanded  the  foremost 
Navy  in  the  World; 

Whereas  Admiral  Boorda's  career  in  the 
Navy  reflected  his  lifelong  dedication  to  the 
United  Sti.tes  and  to  the  principles  he  held 
dear— duty,  honor,  and  commitment; 

Whereas  Admiral  Boorda  is  the  only  mem- 
ber of  the  Navy  ever  to  rise  from  the  lowest 
enlisted  grade  to  the  position  of  Chief  of 
Naval  Operations,  and  his  rise  gave  him  a 
full  and  unique  perspective  on  the  opportuni- 
ties and  obligations  of  command; 

Whereas  this  perspective  instilled  in  Admi- 
ral Boorda  an  unwavering  concern  for  the 
members  of  the  Navy  and  their  families; 

Whereas  as  Commander-in-Chief  of  NATO 
forces  in  Southern  Europe.  Admiral  Boorda 
ordered  the  first  offensive  use  of  deadly  force 
in  the  history  of  NATO,  an  air  strike  in  Feb- 
ruary 1994  against  four  Bosnian  Serb  aircraft 
flying  in  violation  of  a  United  Nations  ban 
on  such  flights; 

Whereas  Admiral  Boorda  was  a  visionary 
in  naval  strategy  who  recogmized  that  cir- 
cumstances in  the  post-Cold  War  era  made 
necessary  a  strategy  that  retained  a  forward 
presence  for  the  Navy  even  as  it  recognized 
that  future  Navy  operations  would  most 
likely  occur  in  the  littoral  zones  of  the 
world; 

Whereas  this  strategy,  which  Admiral 
Boorda  called  "Forward  .  .  .  From  the  Sea", 
will  serve  as  the  basis  for  Navy  strategy  well 
into  the  21st  century; 

Whereas  Admiral  Boorda  was  a  visionary 
in  naval  technology  who  spearheaded  pro- 
granas  for  the  development  of  the  arsenal 
ship,  the  new  attack  submarine,  theater  bal- 
listic missile  defense,  and  cooperative  en- 
gagement capabilities; 

Whereas  these  programs,  and  many  others 
spearheaded  by  Admiral  Boorda.  put  the 
Navy  on  the  cutting  edge  of  technology  and 
did  so  in  an  efficient,  affordable,  flexible 
manner; 

Whereas  Admiral  Boorda  recognized  the 
need  for  the  Navy  to  develop  a  strategy  for 
utilizing  emerging  technology  effectively 
and  developed  in  response  to  that  need  the 
plan  known  as  "20/20  Vision",  a  long-range 
plan  for  the  acquisition  and  utilization  of 
technology  in  the  future  in  order  to  achieve 
the  strategic  objectives  of  the  United  States; 
and 

Whereas  it  is  fitting  that  Admiral  Boorda 
be  remembered  as  he  described  Admiral 
Arleigh  Burke  when  saying  that  ".  .  .  he  de- 
fined what  it  means  to  be  a  naval  officer  re- 
lentless in  combat,  resourceful  in  command, 
and  revered  by  his  crews  ...  He  was,  indeed, 
a  sailor's  sailor.":  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  the  Senate  honors  Admiral 
Jeremy  M.  "Mike"  Boorda  for  a  career  that 
included  extraordinary  contributions  to  the 
defense  of  the  United  States  and  a  singular 


commitment  to  the  members  of  the  Navy 
and  thereby  exemplified  all  the  best  quali- 
ties in  an  officer  in  the  United  SUtes  Navy. 
Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  the 

floor. 
The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     Who 

yields  time? 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREE- 

MENT—SENATE CONCURRENT 

RESOLUTION  57 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  un- 
derstand that  in  a  minute  or  so  we  are 
going  to  go  in  recess.  We  will  be  in  re- 
cess until  2:15  this  afternoon.  We  would 
have  been  functioning  on  the  floor  here 
until  12:30  but  for  the  Boorda  funeral, 
and  then  been  in  recess  from  12:30  to 
2:15.  So  what  we  are  going  to  do  is  go 
in  recess  now.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  when  we  go  in  recess  at  10:30,  that 
we  reconvene  at  2:15  p.m.  this  after- 
noon. 

We  had  already  had  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  time  we  would  be  in  re- 
cess to  go  to  policy  meetings  would  be 
charged  against  the  resolution.  I  ask 
that  1  additional  hour  be  added  to  that 
time,  charged  against  the  resolution. 
That  means  that  half  of  the  time  we 
are  out  for  the  Boorda  funeral  will  be 
charged  to  Senate  business,  half  will  be 
left  on  the  resolution,  and  that  will  be 
equally  divided. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
agreed  to  this  on  this  side.  I  have 
checked  with  our  leader.  I  think  this  is 
the  proper  way  to  proceed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


RECESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  stands 
in  recess  until  2:15  p.m. 

Thereupon,  at  10:29  a.m.,  the  Senate 
recessed  until  2:15  p.m.;  whereupon,  the 
Senate  reassembled  when  called  to 
order   by   the   Presiding   Officer   (Ms. 

SNOWE). 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  concurrent  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  is  recognized. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Madam  President,  suffice  it  to  say, 
we  are  now  ready  for  business.  If  there 
is  any  Senator  who  wishes  to  offer  an 
amendment,  this  is  an  opportune  time 

to  do  it. 

The  basic  situation  is  this:  We  have 
approximately  4  hours  left  under  the 
agreement.  That  is  2  hours  on  each 
side.  We  have  a  large  number  of  amend- 
ments still  outstanding  and  Senators 
have  not  indicated  to  either  manager 
of  the  bill  whether  the  amendments  are 
actually  going  to  be  offered  or  not. 

I  suppose  the  question  is  being  asked, 
"Well,  when  are  we  going  to  start  vot- 
ing?" As  of  now,  the  time  will  run  out 


May  21,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATT 


11935 


on  the  resolution  sometime  between  6 
o'clock  and  6:30.  I  suggest  we  could  not 
start  voting  before  that  time,  unless 
time  is  yielded  back.  But  my  experi- 
ence has  been  that  normally  time  is 
not  shielded  back.  At  the  end.  we  have 
Senators  clamoring  for  time  and,  yet, 
the  time  will  have  run. 

So  it  appears  now,  unless  time  is 
yielded  back,  that  we  could  not  pos- 
sibly start  voting  any  earlier  than  6, 
probably  sometime  after  that.  There  is 
an  event  scheduled  tonight  that  is  ab- 
solutely going  to  prevent  us  from  being 
here  and  holding  roUcall  votes.  I  would 
think,  much  after  6  o'clock.  So  I  think 
it  is  safe  to  say  we  should  get  over  here 
and  get  our  work  done.  Maybe  we  catn 
get  one  or  two  roUcall  votes  in  before 
we  adjourn  for  the  day,  but  certainly 
that  is  not  assured. 

It  appears  to  me  now,  that  we  are 
looking  at  not  more  than  one  or  two 
rollcall  votes — if  that,  and  a  whole  se- 
ries of  individual  rollcall  votes,  maybe 
20  to  40,  somewhere  in  that  neighbor- 
hood, are  a  possibility  for  tomorrow 
and  the  days  and  hours  that  follow. 
When  Senator  DOMENICI  comes  to  the 
floor— and  I  think  he  will  be  here 
shortly — he  may  have  some  additional 
information  because  he  will  be  calling 
the  shots. 

So,  once  again,  in  the  absence  of  any- 
one offering  an  amendment  or  seeking 
recognition  at  this  time.  I  suggest  the 
absence  of  a  quorum,  with  the  time  to 
be  chairged  equally  to  each  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  KYL.  Madam  President,  I  ask 
vmanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KYL.  Thank  you.  Madam  Presi- 
dent. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  3996.  AS  MODIFIED 

Mr.  KYL.  Madam  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  my  amend- 
ment No.  3996  be  modified,  which  I  send 
to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

The  amendment  (No.  3996),  as  modi- 
fied, is  as  follows: 

On  page  4.  line  10,  decrease  the  amount  by 
S90.000.000. 

On  page  4,  line  11.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$181,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  12.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$181,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  13.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$181,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  19.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$85,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  20,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$174,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  21.  decrease  the  amount  by 
$181,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  22,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$181,000,000. 


line  3.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  4,  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  5,  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  6.  decresise  the  amount  by 
line  17.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  18.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  24.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  25.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  6.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  7,  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  13.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  14.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  24.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  25,  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  2,  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  3,  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  5,  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  6.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  8.  decrease  the  amount  by 
line  9.  decrease  the  amount  by 


On  page  5. 
$85,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
$174,000,000. 

On  page  5. 
S181.000.000. 

On  page  5, 
$181,000,000. 

On  page  31, 
S90.000.000. 

On  page  31. 
$85,000,000. 

On  page  31. 
S181. 000.000. 

On  page  31. 
$174,000,000. 

On  page  32. 
$181,000,000. 

On  page  32. 
$181,000,000. 

On  page  32, 
S181. 000.000. 

On  page  32, 
$181,000,000. 

On  page  52, 
$90,000,000. 

On  page  52. 
$85,000,000. 

On  page  53. 
S181 .000.000. 

On  page  53. 
$174,000,000. 

On  page  53. 
$181,000,000. 

On  page  53, 
$181,000,000. 

On  page  53. 
$181,000,000. 

On  page  53. 
$181,000,000. 

Mr.  KYL.  Madam  President.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum,  and  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  quorum 
time  be  charged  to  each  side  equally. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Madam  President. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  2  minutes  to  speak  as 
in  morning  business  on  a  bill  I  am  in- 
troducing. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

PRrVTLEGE  OF  THE  FLOOR 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Madam  President. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  Marty 
Gensler  be  permitted  privileges  of  the 
floor  for  the  duration  of  the  debate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Madam  President. 
I  thank  the  Chair. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  WELLSTONE.  per- 
taining to  the  introduction  of  S.  1786, 
are  located  in  today's  Record  under 
"Statements  on  Introduced  Bills  and 
Joint  Resolutions.") 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  yield  the  floor. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  EXON.  Madam  President.  I 
amend  the  request  for  the  quonmi  call 
with  the  proviso  that  the  time  be 
charged  equally  to  both  sides. 


The  PRESroiNG  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Madam  President. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  or4er 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESmrNG  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  concurrent  resolution. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Madam  President. 
I  thought  since  we  are  in  a  quorum  call 
I  might  just  briefly  summarize  since 
time  is  being  charged  to  both  sides — 
and  this  will  be  charged  to  our  side — 
several  amendments  that  I  have  intro- 
duced just  to  focus  colleagues'  atten- 
tion on  those  amendments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  yield  time? 

Mr.  EXON.  How  much  time  does  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  need? 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Five  minutes. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota  is  recognized. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  39«S 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Madam  President, 
I  actually  laid  down  these  amendments 
on  Friday.  But  I  thought  since  we  have 
a  quorum  call  and  time  is  being 
charged  to  both  sides — this  charged  to 
our  side — I  want  to  focus  attention  on 
several  of  the  amendments  that  I  laid' 
down  Friday.  One  of  those  amendments 
which  was  a  leadership  amendment — 
and  I  compliment  the  Chair  for  her 
very,  very  important  work  dealing 
with  higher  education — was  an  amend- 
ment that  I  introduced  as  a  sense  of  a 
Senate  that  any  tax  cuts  beyond  tax 
credits  for  children  and  families  ought 
to  go  for  an  annual  up  to  $10,000  deduc- 
tion that  families  can  take  to  help  pay 
for  the  cost  of  higher  education,  and 
that  would  include  tuition,  and  also 
the  interest  that  families  find  them- 
selves iwiying  on  the  debt. 

That  interest  is  extremely  important 
because  now,  unfortunately,  as  opposed 
to  at  least  when  I  went  to  school,  about 
80  percent  of  the  financial  aid  packages 
are  now  loans  as  opposed  to  grants.  It 
used  to  be  quite  different.  It  has  flip- 
flopped  in  the  last  15  years,  or  so.  I 
hope  that  this  money  will  go  to  higher 
education  making  it  more  affordable 
for  families,  or  it  has  to  go  to  deficit 
reduction. 

I  hope  that  this  amendment  really 
will  receive  strong  bipartisan  support. 
I  laid  the  amendment  down  as  an  edu- 
cation Senator.  Most  of  my  adult  life 
has  been  devoted  to  education.  I  laid 
this  amendment  down  as  a  leadership 
amendment  for  my  party.  But.  frankly. 
I  think  this  is  an  amendment  that  is 
important  to  the  Democrats  and  Re- 
publicans alike.  Since  we  are  going  to 
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have  a  rapid  succession  of  votes  on  lots 
of  amendments.  I  just  wanted  one  more 
time  to  focus  attention  on  this  amend- 
ment. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  3S8T 

The  second  amendment  that  I  might 
talk  about  very  briefly  was  an  amend- 
ment that  I  introduced  at  the  begrin- 
ning  of  104th  Congress  and,  frankly,  I 
regret  that  it  was  passed  finally  on  a 
voice  vote.  It  just  simply  said  that  the 
Senate  was  taking  the  position  that  we 
would  not  pass  any  legislation  that 
would  create  more  hunger  or  homeless- 
ness  among  children.  I  actually  lost  on 
the  vote  on  that  amendment  twice,  and 
then  it  was  passed  by  a  voice  vote.  But 
given  some  of  the  budget  proposals  and 
given  some  of  the.  I  think,  fairly  rigor- 
ous independent  studies  that  have 
taken  place  suggesting  that  as  a  mat- 
ter of  fact  we  are  in  part  taking  some 
actions  that  will  create  more  poverty 
among  children,  this  time  around  I 
want  to  get  a  recorded  vote. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  3986 

A  third  amendment  I  introduced, 
which  is  one  that  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  has  actually  taken  the  lead 
on,  just  simply  said  that  we  ought  to 
make  a  commitment  that  we  will  pro- 
vide the  fullyfUnding  called  for  in  the 
community  police  program— the  COPS 
Program. 

I  have  to  say  to  you.  Madam  Presi- 
dent, that  I  have  never  received  more 
positive  reports  with  any  Federal  pro- 
gram in  Minnesota  than  the  COPS  Pro- 
gram. A  one-page  form  filled  out  by 
COPS  going  to  Washington  with  money 
comii^  directly  back  to  police  chiefs 
and  sheriffs  used  for  really  fine 
proactAve  preventive,  important— not 
feel-good  law  enforcement — a  real  focus 
on  domestic  violence,  a  real  focus  on 
some  of  the  neighborhoods  most  rav- 
ished by  violence  in  our  cities,  and  a 
real  focus  on  youth,  on  some  of  the 
kids  that  are  in  the  most  trouble,  not 
exclusive  just  to  cities  but  in  rural 
communities  as  well.  So  I  hope  that 
there  will  be  very,  very  strong  support 
for  that. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  3969 

And  then  finally  one  other  amend- 
ment that  I  want  to  talk  about  very 
briefly— one  that  my  colleagues  are 
probably  less  familiar  with  but  I  think 
it  is  an  important  amendment.  And 
again,  the  Chair  has  taken  real  leader- 
ship on  this.  This  issue  has  become  un- 
fortunately a  more  important  issue  in 
this  country,  and  this  issue  deals  with 
the  central  importance  of  our  taking 
the  steps  that  we  need  to  take  as  a  na- 
tion to  reduce  violence  in  homes. 

This  amendment  says  that  in  the 
welfare  reform  we  do  we  must  allow 
States  to  take  into  account  the  special 
circumstances  of  a  mother  and  her 
children  who  have  been  in  homes  where 
there  has  been  violence;  who  have  been 
battered.  In  other  words,  one  size  does 
not  fit  all.  And  my  fear  is  that,  if  we 


are  not  careful,  what  we  are  going  to 
do  in  the  welfare  reform  area  is  we  are 
going  to  be  essentially  saying  to  a 
mother  that  you  have  to  work,  and  if 
you  do  not  work  that  is  it,  without 
taking  into  account  what  has  happened 
to  her. 

Remember.  It  took  Monica  Seles  2 
years  to  play  tennis  again  after  what 
happened  to  her.  What  is  going  to  hap- 
pen is  we  are  going  to  force  some  of  the 
women  and  children  back  into  very 
dangerous  homes?  We  have  to  take  into 
account  these  circumstances.  There 
have  been  several  studies.  The  Taylor 
Institute  came  out  with  a  study  sug- 
gesting that  a  shockingly  high  percent- 
age of  welfare  mothers  in  welfare  to 
workfare  programs  right  now  have  had 
to  deal  with  this  violence.  So  we  must 
take  that  into  account  in  the  welfare 
reform  area. 

I  have  used  up  my  time.  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  BIDEN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  3985 

Mr.  BIDEN.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  I  be  able  to  proceed  for  up  to  5 
minutes  on  an  amendment  No.  3985. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Thank  you.  Madam 
President. 

Madam  President,  this  is  the  amend- 
ment to  which  the  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota spoke  relating  to  the  tax  de- 
ductibility for  up  to  S10,000  for  higher 
education  payments.  A  number  of  us 
have  introduced  separate — and  some 
together— bills  and  sense-of-the-Senate 
resolutions  to  accomplish  just  that. 

The  President  I  believe  in  his  State 
of  the  Union  called  for  such  treatment. 
I  would  just  like  to  reiterate  what  my 
friend  firom  Minnesota  said. 

First  of  all,  this  is  only  a  resolution. 
I  wish  it  were  an  up-or-down  vote  on  a 
legislative  initiative  to  change  the  tax 
law  to  allow  parents  and/or  students  to 
deduct  up  to  S10,00O  of  the  costs  of  a 
college  education.  That  is  the  cost 
which  most  people  are  focusing  in  on. 
But,  it  is  not  just  4-year  colleges.  It 
can  be  a  2-year  college.  It  can  be  a 
postgraduate  undertaking. 

I  hear  my  friends— and  I  know  that 
the  Presiding  Officer  is  younger  than  I 
am  but  we  are  not  that  very  far  off,  the 
four  of  us  on  the  floor  here — I  hear  peo- 
ple of  our  generation  say  how  they 
worked  their  way  through  college.  I 
worked  my  way  through  college.  I  was 
able  to  get  some  financial  help  and 
some  scholarship  money  as  well  as  help 
from  my  parents.  But  I  worked  my  way 
through  college.  But  do  you  know 
what?  The  minimum  wage  was  $1.25 
cents,  and  the  total  cost  to  attend  our 
State  university,  the  University  of 
Delaware,  was  $325  a  semester  for  tui- 
tion. You  could  work  your  way  through 
college  if  you  were  willing  to  work. 

It  always  fascinates  me  when  I  hear 
people    my    age — I    am    now    53— talk 


about,  "Why  don't  they  do  what  we 
did— work  our  way  through  school?" 
because  now  the  minimum  wage  is 
under  $4.50  an  hour.  And  to  go  to  that 
same  great  university,  my  alma  mater, 
is  going  to  cost  them  about  $6,000  if 
they  are  an  in-State  student.  If  you  are 
unfortunate  enough  to  have  children 
like  many  of  us  do  here  who  decide— 
and  are  able — to  go  to  an  institution 
other  than  the  State  institution  which 
I  attended,  you  will  find  that  their  tui- 
tion and  room  and  board  is  $25,000  a 
year,  if  they  go  to  Georgetown  Univer- 
sity, which  one  of  my  sons  attended,  or 
to  Yale  where  another  son  is.  That  is 
$25,000  a  year.  We  do  not  all  go  there. 
Most  of  us,  as  in  my  case,  could  not  get 
there. 

I  am  very  proud  of  my  State  univer- 
sity, and  proud  of  having  gone  there. 
But  the  truth  of  the  matter  is  when  my 
dad  and  mom  were  helping  me  get 
there,  and  I  was  working  my  way 
through,  the  median  family  required 
only  something  on  the  irder  of  less 
than  3  to  4  percent  of  its  income  to 
send  someone  to  college.  Now  we  are 
talking  about  almost  9  to  10  percent.  If 
they  are  going  to  go  to  a  private  insti- 
tution, it  can  be  well  over  50  percent. 

So  you  cannot  work  your  way 
through  college  any  more  in  4  years  on 
a  minim\mi-wage  job.  You  cannot  do  it. 

So  an  awful  lot  of  students,  including 
even  many  of  our  children— and  we  are 
in  relative  terms  more  affluent  than 
the  average  American — have  loans.  My 
colleague,  the  former  professor,  knows 
more  about  this  than  I  do.  I  heard  him 
quote  the  statistic  that  we  have 
flipped.  It  used  to  be  that  most  of  the 
money  people  got  to  go  to  college  were 
grants,  and  a  minority  were  loans.  Now 
they  are  almost  all  loans  and  a  minor- 
ity are  grants. 

I  realize,  even  if  this  resolution 
passes,  it  is  not  going  to  change  the 
law.  But  maybe  it  will  put  us  on  record 
of  doing  something  that  is  long  over- 
due, just  as  we  give  businesses  a  tax 
break  for  investing  in  new  machinery 
and  new  plant  and  equipment  because 
it  generates  economic  growth — I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  2 
more  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  It  is  sound  policy  to  say 
to  a  business  that,  "If  you  invest  in 
this  new  piece  of  machinery,  it  will  in- 
crease productivity,  you  will  end  up 
hiring  more  people,  and  it  will  gen- 
erate income."  That  is  going  to  in- 
crease the  economic  growth  of  the  Na- 
tion. It  makes  sense  to  do  that.  Well, 
there  is  nothing  that  increases  the  eco- 
nomic growth  of  this  Nation  more  than 
investing  in  the  higher  education  of 
our  children. 

It  is  getting  increasingly  difficult  for 
young  men  and  women  like  me  who 
come  firom  a  middle-Income  house- 
hold—I  guess  technically  lower  middle- 
income,  but  a  middle-income  house- 
hold—to be  able  to  go  off  to  college. 
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It  is  just  getting  very,  very,  very 
hard.  If  my  father  were  making  the 
money  he  made  then  now,  he  would  be 
making  about  $34,000  a  year,  if  I  am  not 
mistaken.  He  had  four  children  he  sent 
to  college.  How  do  you  send  four  chil- 
dren to  the  State  university — the  State 
university — on  $34,000  a  year?  My  fa- 
ther, it  seems  to  me,  and  my  mother 
and  their  counterparts  today — my  dad 
is  now  80 — think  that  college  education 
is  the  single  most  important  legacy, 
other  than  our  religion,  other  than  our 
Catholicism,  in  my  case.  The  single 
most  important  thing  my  parents 
wanted  to  leave  with  me  was  to  have  a 
college  education,  which  they  did  not 
have. 

It  is  getting  awfully  hard  for  people 
to  do  it.  I  think  this  is  a  sound  invest- 
ment. I  think  it  is  just.  I  know  it  is  al- 
most oratory  if  it  is  only  a  resolution, 
but  it  increases  the  prospects  that  we 
will  find  the  wherewithal  to  go  on 
record  and  actually  change  the  law. 

So  I  thank  my  colleagues  for  their 
indulgence.  I  thank  my  friend  from 
Minnesota  for  his  leadership.  I  realize 
he  says  this  is  bipartisan.  I  heaxd  this 
idea  generated  from  my  Republican 
colleagues  as  well  as  my  Democratic 
colleagues.  I  thank  the  Chair.  I  yield 
the  floor. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Madam  President, 
in  just  10  seconds,  I  want  to  say  I  was 
really  remiss  in  the  beginning  when  I 
laid  down  the  amendment  in  not  saying 
that  it  was  on  behalf  of  myself  and 
Senator  BiDEN.  I  am  really  proud  to 
have  him  out  here  on  the  floor  speak- 
ing about  this. 

I  was  j\ist  going  to  say  to  my  col- 
league from  Delaware  that  if  you  think 
about  the  economics  of  this,  this  be- 
comes the  sort  of  central  middle-class 
issue,  working-family  issue,  because 
really  what  happens  is,  those  students 
who  can  get  the  grant  assistance  tend 
to  be  the  lower  income  students,  and 
then  if  you  are  in  the  very  high-income 
end,  you  can  pay  your  way.  But  it  is 
those  families  in  between  that  are  real- 
ly feeling  the  squeeze.  He  is  so  right  on 
the  mark. 

The  only  other  point  I  will  make. 
Madam  President,  which  is  why  I  hope 
this  is  adopted  as  a  statement  before 
the  Senate,  I  spent  a  great  deal  of  time 
on  campus.  It  takes  a  student  on  the 
average  of  6  years— it  is  getting  up 
near  7  years — and  that  is  because  they 
are  working  two  and  three  minimum- 
wage  jobs.  Most  students  are  working 
30,  45  hours  a  week  while  they  are 
going  to  school. 

The  other  thing  to  add  to  the  equa- 
tion, which  is  very  different  than  when 
we  went  to  school,  because  we  are  simi- 
lar in  age,  is  that  the  students  now  are 
no  longer  18  and  19  and  living  in  the 
dorm.  I  think  the  majority  of  students 
now,  if  not  the  majority  just  about 
close  to  the  majority  of  students  are 
30,  40,  45,  50,  going  back  to  school, 
many  of  them  women,  many  of  them 


with  children.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  this 
is  one  of  the  ways  in  which  many  fami- 
lies get  back  on  their  feet.  So  those 
students  who  really  have  children  feel 
this  economic  squeeze  as  well. 

I  think  this  is  just  a  critical  vote, 
and  I  hope  we  will  have  a  strong  vote 
for  it. 

I  yield  the  floor  and  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum  and  ask  that  the 
time  be  charged  equally  to  both  sides. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  EXON.  Madam  President,  I  ask 
unanimoxis  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  Madam  President,  I  am 
about  to  yield  whatever  time  he  may 
need  firom  our  side  to  the  minority 
leader.  But  before  I  do  that,  I  want  to 
renew  the  clarion  call  once  again.  We 
have,  according  to  our  records — this 
list  in  my  hand  which  I  will  not  bother 
to  count — lots  of  amendments  that 
have  been  offered,  have  been  debated, 
that  we  are  going  to  start  voting  on 
some  time. 

But  in  addition  to  that,  we  have 
about  28  to  30  amendments  that  Sen- 
ators have  indicated  to  the  managers 
are  going  to  be  offered.  This  would  be  a 
very  good  time  to  offer  them  because, 
if  we  do  not  see  some  movement  on 
some  of  these  things,  we  may  run  com- 
pletely out  of  time.  Then  Senators  are 
going  to  come  here  and  say,  "Why 
didn't  you  protect  me  in  offering  an 
amendment?" 

I  am  protecting  them  now.  The  chair- 
man of  the  conrmiittee  is  protecting 
those  on  his  side.  But  we  are  running 
out  of  patience  on  protection. 

So  I  plead  once  again  that  the  Sen- 
ators who  have  indicated  to  the  man- 
agers of  the  bill  that  they  are  going  to 
offer  amendments,  please  come  over 
and  do  so.  If  you  are  not  going  to  offer 
the  amendment,  please  call  the  cloak- 
room, the  respective  cloakroom, 
whether  Democrat  or  Republican,  and 
indicate  that  the  amendment  is  not 
going  to  be  offered.  That  will  give  us  a 
chance  to  better  manage  and  move  the 
proposition  along. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  set  the 
pending  amendment  aside. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  With  that.  I  yield  what- 
ever time  he  may  need  off  our  time  to 
the  minority  leader. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
INHOFE).  The  distinguished  minority 
leader. 

POINT  OF  ORDER 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
first  associate  myself  with  the  remarks 
of  the  distingxiished  ranking  member. 
We  are  down,  now.  to  the  final  couple 
of  hours.  I  really  hope  we  will  not  lose 


the  opportunity  to  have  a  good  debate 
on  whatever  issues  are  left  outstand- 
ing. I  think  there  has  been  a  real,  good- 
faith  effort  over  the  last  2Vi  days  to 
reach  this  point.  We  have  had  a  good 
debate.  I  hope  we  can  finish  it  off  now. 
There  are  virtually  no  Members  on  the 
floor  prepared  to  offer  amendments.  We 
ought  to  correct  that.  We  will  give  peo- 
ple an  opportunity  in  the  next  10  min- 
utes to  come  to  the  floor  and  offer  ad- 
ditional amendments. 

In  the  meantime.  I  want  to  call  at- 
tention to  a  concern  I  have  raised  a 
number  of  times  already  relating  to 
the  circumstances  in  which  we  find 
ourselves  on  this  particular  resolution. 
I  have  viewed  the  procedures  employed 
by  the  majority  all  through  the  104th 
Congress  with  increasing  concern.  Our 
side,  the  Democratic  caucus,  has  been 
systematically  deprived  of  the  oppor- 
tunity to  offer  legitimate  amendments. 
It  has  been  an  recurring  practice  on 
the  Senate  floor  over  the  last  several 
months  for  the  majority  to  offer  a  bill, 
to  fill  the  so-called  parliamentary  tree, 
preclude  Democrats  from  offering 
amendments,  and  then  file  cloture  so 
we  are  left  with  no  other  recourse  but 
to  vote  against  cloture  ajid  to  continue 
to  bottle  up  the  legislation.  It's  either 
that  or  accept  entire  bills  as  forced 
upon  us  by  the  majority  without  seek- 
ing to  exercise  our  fimdamental  rights 
as  Senators  to  debate  and  amend. 
Given  those  terms,  we've  had  no  choice 
but  to  vote  against  cloture.  We  have 
voiced  our  concern  over  and  over,  and 
will  continue  to  do  so,  about  this  fun- 
damental abuse  of  Senate  rules.  Demo- 
crats never  employed  such  extreme 
tactics  when  we  were  in  the  majority. 
I  hope  we  will  not  get  in  the  habit  of 
doing  so  in  the  future.  I  think  it  is 
wrong.  I  think  it  undermines  the  good- 
faith  effort  Republicans  and  Democrats 
need  to  demonstrate  in  moving  legisla- 
tion through  this  body. 

Certainly,  it's  legitimate  to  oppose 
legislation.  We  can  have  extended  de- 
bate. But  to  preclude  the  minority 
from  offering  even  a  single  amendment 
is  unprecedented,  and,  again,  simply 
wrong. 

We  are  moving  now  from  that  prac- 
tice to  another  one  that,  in  my  view,  is 
even  more  threatening  to  the  Senate  as 
an  institution.  This  resolution  will  do 
something  that  we  have  not  done  now 
in  more  than  20  years.  In  fact,  I  would 
say  in  all  of  the  modem  day  period  of 
the  budget  process,  we  have  never  done 
this.  Only  once,  right  as  we  were  begin- 
ning to  employ  the  reconciliation  proc- 
ess and  before  that  process  was  well 
understood,  did  we  ever  do  what  the 
Republicans  are  attempting  to  do  in 
this  budget  resolution. 

In  fact.  I  think  it's  arguable  that  the 
one  precedent  adduced  for  the  practice 
I'm  about  to  describe  is  not  a  precedent 
at  all — but  rather  a  rudimentary  mis- 
use of  the  term  "reconciliation"  that 
should  be  dismissed  as  an  example  of 
anything. 
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This  is  the  first  budget  resolution 
that  will  instruct  a  committee  to 
produce  a  reconciliation  measure  that 
actually  increases  the  deficit.  The  1974 
precedent  we  will  hear  about  was  based 
on  no  reconciliation  instruction.  And 
this  year's  unprecedented  abuse  there- 
fore calls  into  question  what  reconcili- 
ation is  about  in  the  first  place. 

We  all  know  what  reconciliation  was 
designed  to  be  and  what  it  has  been.  We 
all  know  that  we  pass  budget  resolu- 
tions with  reconciliation  instructions 
in  order  to  ensure  that  the  authorizing 
committees  hit  deficit  reduction  tar- 
gets. Some  way  of  enforcing  deficit  re- 
duction on  committees  is  the  sole  rea- 
son for  being  of  the  highly  privileged 
vehicle  we  call  reconciliation.  We  de- 
prive Senators  of  their  normal  rights 
to  debate  and  amend  only  because  we 
seek  to  ensure  that  the  committees  fol- 
low through  in  the  crucial  business  of 
exercising  fiscal  responsibility. 

That  is  the  reconciliation  process.  Its 
objective  is  to  continue  to  reduce  the 
deficit,  and  it  does  so  by  compelling 
committees  to  live  up  to  the  expecta- 
tions of  the  budget  resolution.  But 
what  are  we  doing  this  year?  As  I  say, 
except  for  the  rare  and  understandable 
circumstances  in  1974,  this  body  is 
doing  something  we  have  never  done 
before.  We  will  be  passing  a  reconcili- 
ation bill  in  three  parts,  one  part  of 
which  will  actually  increase  the  deficit 
dramatically — dramatically. 

I  must  tell  you,  what  goes  around 
comes  around.  I  cannot  see  any  reason 
why  Democrats — once  back  in  the  ma- 
jority— cannot  conveniently  begin  to 
use  reconciliation  packages  for  all 
kinds  of  legislative  agendas.  I  do  not 
see  why  we  may  not  ultinM.tely  author- 
ize through  a  budget  resolution  a  rec- 
onciliation package  for  each  month. 
Let  us  just  put  all  the  legislation  we 
want  to  do  in  each  reconciliation  pack- 
age. We  will  then  preclude  the  possibil- 
ity of  any  more  extended  debates,  pre- 
clude the  possibility  of  an  open  and 
&ee  discussion,  preclude  the  possibility 
of  amendments  in  some  cases.  We  will 
change  the  very  character  of  this  insti- 
tution in  a  very  permanent  way. 

I  am  not  sure  that  is  what  the  major- 
ity wants.  In  fact,  I'm  confident  most 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  do  not 
want  that.  I  know  if  they  were  in  the 
minority— they  would  certainly  not 
want  It.  And  I  know  that  most  of  my 
friends  on  the  other  side  do  not  exi)ect 
to  be  in  the  majority  forever. 

I  would  say  that  all  of  us,  regardless 
of  whether  we  are  in  the  majority  or 
minority,  want  to  protect  the  institu- 
tion of  the  Senate  and  its  rules.  That 
ought  to  be  one  of  our  foremost  goals. 
If  we  are  going  to  bend  and  change  the 
rules  so  dramatically  to  serve  the  po- 
litical needs  of  the  moment,  we  are  not 
living  up  to  our  responsibilities  to  the 
institution  of  the  Senate.  We  are  not 
living  up  to  what  our  predecessors  un- 
derstood  to   be   the   practice   of  this 


body.  And  we  are  not  living  up  to  the 
obligation  we  have  to  our  constituents 
to  preserve  the  legislative  freedoms 
and  protections  embodied  in  the  Sen- 
ate's rules  and  traditions. 

So,  it  is  with  great  concern  that  I 
call  attention  to  what  I  consider  to  be 
a  very,  very  dangerous  set  of  legisla- 
tive circumstances  mandated  by  this 
budget  resolution.  I  think  it  is  a  fun- 
damental abuse  of  the  budget  process. 
It  is  such  an  abuse  that  it  calls  into 
question  whether  the  document  before 
us  actually  constitutes  a  budget  reso- 
lution. 

I  would  argue  it  does  not.  I  argue 
that,  because  it  creates  a  budget  rec- 
onciliation bill  devoted  solely  to  wors- 
ening the  deficit,  it  should  no  longer 
deserve  the  limitations  on  debate  of  a 
budget  resolution.  Therefore,  I  raise  a 
point  of  order  that,  for  these  reasons, 
the  pending  resolution  is  not  a  budget 
resolution. 

The  PRESroiNG  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  wish  to  be  heard  on  the  point 
of  order  before  the  Chair  rules? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  in  deference  to  the  minority 
leader  I  should  be  heard.  I  obviously 
did  not  bring  this  resolution  to  the 
floor  without  consulting  with  the  Par- 
liamentarian. So  I  think  I  know  the 
answer  to  the  Senator's  question.  But  I 
do  not  think  that  we  should  let  the 
Chair  rule  and  then  only  have  time  if 
the  Senator  appeals  to  discuss  our  side, 
although  if  the  Senator  appeals  we  will 
also  take  some  additional  time. 

Mr.  President,  could  I  yield  myself  15 
minutes  off  the  resolution  or  do  I  have 
some  additional  time  because  of  the 
nature  of  the  situation? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
is  controlled  by  the  wording  of  the 
Budget  Act,  and  the  Senator  has  1  hour 
and  56  minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  myself  up  to 
15  minutes.  I  hope  I  will  not  use  that 
much. 

Might  I  say  to  the  distinguished  mi- 
nority leader  that  I  do  not  thir.k  there 
are  very  many  Senators — maybe  I 
would  yield  to  Senator  Byrd — who 
have  more  concern  about  protecting 
and  preserving  this  institution  than 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico.  I  truly 
think  the  Senate  is  a  very  special 
place,  and  it  has  a  lot  of  attributes 
that  make  it  that  way.  I  personally 
will  resist  any  efforts,  now  or  in  the  fu- 
ture, to  move  this  body  away  from  its 
historic  tradition  of  being  very  tree 
and  open  on  debate  and  having  one 
very  big  characteristic,  and  that  is 
that  most  thingrs  can  be  filibustered — 
open  debate. 

However.  I  submit  that  there  is  a 
Budget  Act  that  was  adopted  almost 
unanimously  by  the  Senate  that  for 
very  special  events  changed  both  of 
those  rules.  The  rule  that  an  amend- 
ment, that  a  bill  or  measure  can  be 
freely  amended  was  altered;  for  as  long 
as  we  have  that  Budget  Act  in  place. 
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that  will  not  be  the  rule  on  a  reconcili- 
ation bill. 

Second,  the  very  nature  of  the  budget 
resolution  denies  filibuster.  In  the  very 
statute  that  creates  it,  that  other  char- 
acteristic about  the  Senate — open  de- 
bate for  as  long  as  you  want — is  ne- 
gated. 

That  is  not  a  unilateral  decision  by 
this  Senator  or  Senator  EXON  or  the 
minority  leader.  That  decision  was 
made  when  the  Budget  Act  was  passed, 
for  there  are  time  restraints  on  every 
aspect  of  a  budget  including  50  on  the 
resolution,  20  when  it  comes  back  from 
conference.  Reconciliation  bills  have  a 
time  limit  on  them. 

Additionally  there  is  a  very  strict 
definition  of  germaneness  with  ref- 
erence to  offering  amendments  to  rec- 
onciliation bills. 

Now,  before  I  explain  that  we  are  not 
breaking  precedent  and  cite  for  the 
Senate  a  number  of  occasions  when  we 
have  heretofore  done  exactly  what  the 
Senator  is  complaining  about,  before 
we  do  that  I  would  suggest  that  the 
concern  that  whether  we  have  one  rec- 
onciliation bill,  two  or  three,  that  we 
are  going  to  be  able  to  do  all  the  legis- 
lation of  the  Senate  in  derogation  of 
the  quality  of  the  Senate  with  ref- 
erence to  open  debate  and  the  freedom 
of  amendment,  standing  in  the  way  of 
that  is  the  Byrd  rule. 

We  do  not  change  the  Bsnrd  rule  in 
this  budget  resolution.  There  again,  it 
establishes  that  if  you  intended  to  use 
a  reconciliation  instruction  in  that  bill 
to  just  change  the  substantive  law  be- 
cause you  had  not  been  able  to  pass  it 
somewhere  else,  it  will  get  knocked  out 
by  the  Byrd  rule. 

So  the  first  thing  I  was  worried  about 
is  if  we  do  this  in  this  sequence — and  I 
will  explain  to  the  Senate  why  we  did 
it  this  way— do  we  in  any  way  open  in 
any  additional  way  these  reconcili- 
ation bills  to  be  used  by  Senators  to 
amendment  processes,  to  amend  laws 
that  are  unrelated  and  in  no  way,  in  no 
way  germane  to  reducing  the  deficit. 
The  answer  I  got  unequivocally  is  that 
we  had  not  changed  that.  So  that  is 
point  No.  1. 

Second,  there  is  nothing  in  the  Budg- 
et Act — section  310  and  any  other  sec- 
tions— that  precludes  us  doing  more 
than  one  reconciliation  bill.  Section 
310(a)  provides  that  a  budget  resolution 
may  specify  the  total  amount  by 
which,  among  other  things,  revenues 
are  to  be  changed.  Section  310  dictates 
neither  the  magnitude  nor  the  direc- 
tion of  the  change.  Reconciliation  is  a 
neutral  budgetary  tool.  It  is  not  re- 
quired to  produce  deficit  reduction. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  Mr.  President,  on 
that  point  alone,  must  each  part  of  a 
reconciliation  bill  or  each  of  the  three 
reduce  the  deficit,  I  would  call  to  the 
Senate's  attention  that  in  1975  a  rec- 
onciliation instruction  and  a  bill 
passed  here  under  the  leadership  of  the 
Senator  ftom  Louisiana,  Russell  Long. 
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chairman  of  the  Finance  Committee— 
in  1975.  It  actually  was  used  to  reduce 
taxes,  thus  increasing  the  deficit — for 
that  very  purpose.  Clearly,  clearly,  I 
find  nothing  in  this  law  that  says  each 
reconciliation  bill  must  reduce  the  def- 
icit. 

Now,  let  me  tell  you  that  the  budget 
resolution  for  1994,  your  budget  resolu- 
tion for  the  year  1994  had  two  reconcili- 
ation instructions.  One  was  for  every- 
thing that  you  do  normally,  and  the 
other  was  to  change  the  debt  limit  of 
the  United  States  by  a  reconciliation 
bill — two  different  instructions,  two 
different  bills.  Now,  if  you  can  do  two 
because  it  fits  the  necessities  that  one 
side  of  the  aisle  has,  this  should  not 
mean  that  you  cannot  do  three  if  it  fits 
the  other  side. 

Now,  in  our  budget  resolution,  we  did 
this  in  three  steps.  This  process  would 
provide  more  extensive  consideration 
on  the  Senate  floor  of  our  legislative 
proposals  for  balancing  the  budget  in 
2002,  for  if  on  each  of  the  three  compo- 
nents there  are  20  hours  of  debate,  it 
seems  to  this  Senator  that  for  those 
who  want  more  time  to  debate,  and 
certainly  for  those  who  would  say  this 
process  we  have  adopted  is  closing  de- 
bate, the  exact  opposite  is  true.  There 
is  more  time  for  debate  on  each  of 
them  because  rather  than  20  hours  for 
a  big,  giant  bill,  there  will  be  three 
times  that  for  each  will  be  subject  to 
that  many  hours  of  debate. 

By  separating  these  proposals  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  into  what  we  might 
consider  manageable  issues,  we  permit 
Senators  to  address  their  concerns  con- 
tained in  each  of  the  bills.  Rather  than 
as  many  Senators  complain  about  the 
very  large  bill  that  has  taxes  in  it,  has 
all  kinds  of  entitlements  from  all  dif- 
ferent sides  in  an  all-or-nothing  propo- 
sition, we  permit  them  to  have  part  of 
it,  not  all  of  it,  in  one,  part  in  another, 
and  then,  of  course,  taxes  or  tax  reduc- 
tions at  the  end. 

The  first  bill  reconciles  savings 
equivalent  to  the  assumptions  con- 
tained in  a  resolution  for  welfare  re- 
form and  Medicaid,  and  the  commit- 
tees must  report  on  that. 

If  the  first  bill  is  enacted,  then  the 
second  bill  would  reconcile  all  commit- 
tees regarding  direct  savings.  The  com- 
mittees would  report,  by  July  12,  two 
totally  distinct  events  with  total  de- 
bate on  each  of  them  under  the  Budget 
Act.  If  both  the  first  and  the  second 
bills  are  enacted — if  they  are — then  a 
final  bill  reconciles  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee regarding  revenue  reductions. 

I  will  read  some  history  of  past  com- 
ments on  reconciliation.  Mr.  President, 
a  member  of  the  President's  own  ad- 
noinistration  has  in  the  past  advocated 
consideration  of  separate  packages.  In 
1982,  during  the  debate  on  the  rule  to 
take  up  one  of  four  reconciliation  bills 
In  the  House  of  Representatives  that 
year,  then-Member  of  Congress  Leon 
Panetta  said,  regarding  the  vote  on  the 
rule: 


This  is,  I  think,  one  of  the  most  Important 
votes  they  will  cast  this  session.  It  will  set 
the  stage  for  whether  we  can  deal  with  rec- 
onciliation on  an  orderly  basis,  allowing 
packages,  allowing  committees  to  come  to 
the  floor,  and  allowing  Members  to  vote  up 
or  down  on  those  issues,  or  whether  we  are 
going  to  capitulate  to  some  kind  of  chaos, 
the  same  kind  of  irresponsibility  that  we 
were  put  through  last  year  when  we  had  an 
up-or-down  vote  on  a  last-minute  800-page 
amendment. 

All  circumstances  are  not  alike.  One 
might  argue  that  Leon  Panetta  was  ar- 
guing about  a  completely  different  sit- 
uation. But,  Mr.  President,  I  think 
what  he  said  is  right.  It  does  not  mean 
you  have  to  have  more  than  one  rec- 
onciliation bill,  one  movement  or  ef- 
fort, and  bringing  the  laws  together 
and  changing  them  so  as  to  achieve  the 
goal  of  the  budget  resolution.  That  is 
what  a  bill  is  that  is  called  reconcili- 
ation. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  am  firmly  con- 
vinced that  we  are  doing  the  right 
thing.  I  believe  when  this  budget  reso- 
lution is  passed,  very  shortly  there- 
after there  will  be  a  very  healthy  de- 
bate on  a  portion  of  the  reconciliation 
package  that  we  passed  heretofore. 

I  call  to  the  Senate's  attention  that 
in  House  Concurrent  Resolution  64,  fis- 
cal year  1994,  the  House  Agricultural 
Committee  was  reconciled  for  outlay 
increases  for  fiscal  years  1994  through 
1998.  That  was  an  increased  reconcili- 
ation for  food  stamps. 

In  addition,  in  our  budget  resolution 
last  year.  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
67,  the  Finance  Conmiittee  was  rec- 
onciled for  a  revenue  reduction.  In  1975, 
I  repeat,  during  the  first  use  of  rec- 
onciliation pursuant  to  what  was  then 
H.  Con.  Res.  466,  both  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  and  the  Finance 
Committee  were  reconciled  for  revenue 
reductions. 

Mr.  President,  it  may  be  that  we  will, 
as  the  majority,  be  in  the  same  posi- 
tion someday,  in  the  minority,  with 
this  Budget  Act  still  Intact  and  the 
new  majority  may  indeed  want  to  offer 
one  resolution  with  everything  in  it. 
We  are  not  going  to  be  able,  based  on 
today,  to  say  they  cannot  do  that.  If 
they  choose  to  go  back  to  one  huge  rec- 
onciliation bill,  all  or  nothing,  they 
can.  If  they  choose,  Mr.  President  and 
fellow  Senators,  to  go  to  two,  the  rul- 
ing of  the  Chair  today  Mrtll  probably 
say  that  there  will  be  two.  K  they 
choose  to  do  three,  and  the  last  one  is 
a  tax  reduction  package,  then  I  assume 
we  will  be  in  a  position  where  we  can 
make  some  noise  about  it  on  the  floor, 
but  we  are  not  going  to  get  a  par- 
liamentary ruling  that  it  is  improper. 

Mr.  President,  I  repeat,  I  believe  the 
complexity  of  welfare  reform  and  Med- 
icaid are  sufficient  to  be  in  one  bill.  I 
believe  the  complexity  and  the  policy 
changes  for  those  two  proposals  are 
sufficient  to  be  in  one  bill. 

I  submit  that  all  the  other  entitle- 
ment programs  are  sufficient  to  be  In 


another  bill.  I  submit  that  the  Repub- 
licans are  committed,  the  President  is 
committed,  and  indeed  the  bipartisan 
package  is  committed  to  some  tax  re- 
ductions. There  is  argument  about 
which  ones.  But  I  submit  that  can  be 
done  under  precedent  as  far  back  as 
1975,  to  have  a  tax  reduction  reconcili- 
ation bill. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  am  sorry  I  talked 
so  long,  but  I  worked  on  this  for  a  long 
time.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  take  a  bit 
of  pride  in  it.  I  thought  this  was  a  far 
better  way  to  handle  the  business  of  a 
major  change  in  the  law  of  our  land 
and  tax  cuts  than  we  tried  last  year. 

I  truly  think  it  is  fair  to  the  Senate 
and  it  is  fair  to  the  public  for  they  will 
better  understand  what  we  are  doing. 
Since  that  is  the  case,  I  recommended 
it  to  both  the  House  and  the  Senate. 
That  is  why  we  are  here  today.  I  yield 
the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  point 
of  order  is  debated  imder  the  discretion 
of  the  Chair. 

Would  the  Senator  from  South  Da- 
kota desire  a  few  minutes? 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
understand  the  parliamentary  situa- 
tion, the  Chair  could  rule  and  then  the 
debate  is  anticipated  to  be  at  least  1 
hour  on  the  appeal  of  the  ruling  of  the 
Chair;  is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  I  prefer  to  have  the 
ruling  of  the  Chair.  I  anticipate  the 
ruling,  and  then  I  will  appeal  the  rul- 
ing. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  right. 
The  Chair  will  rule  that  the  resolution 
is  appropriate  and  the  point  of  order  is 
not  sustained. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
appeal  the  ruling  of  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
will  be  1  hour  equally  divided  between 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  and  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
no  desire  to  use  that  kind  of  time.  I 
know  there  are  a  number  of  Senators 
who  wish  to  offer  amiendments.  But  in 
the  interest  of  parliamentary  proce- 
dure, let  me  take  a  little  bit  of  time, 
and  then  we  will  present  a  series  of 
parliamentary  inquiries  that  may  help 
set  the  record  in  this  instance. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  ask  the  Senator, 
could  I  ask  a  question? 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  I  would  be  happy  to 
let  the  Senator. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Does  the  Senator  in- 
tend to  vote  on  this  separately  today 
or  within  the  series  of  votes  on  the 
amendments? 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  I  think  we  can  do  it 
in  the  series  of  votes  just  to  expedite 
things. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico,  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee, notes  that  we  have  seen  an  oc- 
casion such  as  this  arise.  I  alluded  to 
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that  circumstance  in  1974.  "That  was  20 
years  ago.  In  the  world  of  the  Budget 
Act,  that  20-year  period  is  a  lifetime. 
Congress,  and  in  particular  the  Senate, 
have  dramatically  changed  the  budget 
process  since  then. 

In  the  1980's,  the  Senate  adopted,  as 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  noted, 
the  Byrd  rule  to  restrain  and  limit  rec- 
onciliation. Since  the  early  1980's,  a 
long  history  of  using  the  reconciliation 
process  to  reduce  the  deficit  has 
evolved. 

The  chairman  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee noted  that  the  Byrd  rule  requires 
that  there  be  a  sufficient  offset  or  defi- 
cit-reduction— and  no  worsening  of  the 
deficit  in  the  outyears — to  a  reconcili- 
ation package  for  it  to  be  in  order.  But 
his  reconciliation  instructions  in  this 
resolution  trigger  a  tax  provision  that 
does  absolutely  no  deficit  reduction, 
and  certainly  worsens  the  deficit  be- 
yond the  window  of  the  resolution 
itself. 

Mr.  President,  that  being  the  case, 
only  two  outcomes  are  possible.  First, 
there  would  be  no  tax  reduction  after 
the  6th  year;  that  is.  that  tax  reduction 
anticipated  in  this  reconciliation  pack- 
age would  no  longer  apply  in  year  7  be- 
cause, if  it  did,  there  would  be  a  deficit 
created,  and  then  obviously  the  Byrd 
nile  would  apply.  Or,  second,  there  is 
some  sort  of  offset  which  is  not  delin- 
eated here.  If  that  is  the  case,  I'd  like 
to  hear  what  that  undisclosed  offset  is. 

This  difUcvilty  is  the  inevitable  re- 
sult of  using  reconciliation  improperly 
for  deHcit  creation  rather  than  deficit 
reduction.  The  fact  that  the  Bjrrd  rule 
creates  clear  problems  for  this  ap- 
proach only  confirms  that  this  resolu- 
tion's reconciliation  instruction  is  to- 
tally inappropriate. 

The  1970's  precedebt  did  not  involve  a 
budget  process  resolution  instructing 
the  committee  to  produce  a  reconcili- 
ation bill  that  worsens  the  deficit.  Sen- 
ator Long,  who  was  chairman  of  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  at  the  time,  simply 
came  down  to  the  floor  and  claimed 
that  the  tax  cut  bill  then  under  consid- 
eration was  a  reconciliation  bill. 
Again,  there  had  been  no  instruction  to 
the  Finance  Committee.  There  was  no 
previous  understanding  that  the  Sen- 
ate was  operating  under  reconciliation 
procedures. 

It  is  true  that  at  that  point  every- 
body stood  and  saluted.  But  that  does 
not  change  the  fact  that  the  chair- 
man's tax  cut  bill  should  not  have  been 
considered  a  reconciliation  bill  in  1974, 
as  the  budget  resolution  had  not  di- 
rected the  creation  of  a  reconciliation 
bUl  itself. 

So,  in  sum,  the  1974  precedent  was 
wrongly  decided.  I  hope  that  we  will 
not  build  upon  that  error  now  in  1996. 
The  Byrd  rule  and  other  subsequent 
amendments  to  the  Budget  Act  clearly 
imply  the  deficit  reducing  nature  of 
the  reconciliation  process. 

I  will  quote  the  language  of  313-B, 
section  1.  subsection  (b): 


Any  provision  producing  an  increase  in 
outlays  or  decrease  in  revenues  shall  be  con- 
sidered extraneous  if  the  net  effect  of  provi- 
sions reported  by  the  committee  reporting 
the  title  containing  the  provision  is  that  the 
committee  fails  to  achieve  its  reconciliation 
instruction. 

This  is  a  portion  of  the  Bjrrd  rule, 
and  in  expressly  singling  out  increased 
spending  and  tax  cuts  as  potentially  in- 
appropriate in  a  committee's  work 
product,  the  language  clearly  implies 
that  the  true  reconciliation  effort 
should  be  to  reduce  spending  or  in- 
crease taxes.  In  other  words,  the  proper 
reconciliation  function  is  deficit  reduc- 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  the  bottom  line  here 
is  that  if  a  reconciliation  bill  produces 
only  an  increase  in  outlays  or  a  de- 
crease in  revenues  it  is  subject  to  the 
Byrd  rule  and  therefore  extraneous. 
Given  those  conditions,  the  third  por- 
tion of  this  resolution's  reconciliation 
grouping  certainly  violates  the  Byrd 
rule  on  the  face  of  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  know  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  indicated  it  was  for 
managerial  facilitation  that  he  has 
presented  this  bifurcated  approach  to 
the  reconciliation  package.  I  must  say. 
I  think  "managerial"  can  explain  just 
about  anything.  Obviously,  managers 
want  all  kinds  of  devices  to  move  their 
agenda  along. 

In  any  case,  managerial  comfort  is  no 
justification  for  a  practice  that  clearly 
violates  many  decades  of  Senate  proce- 
dure. And  as  I've  said,  this  practice  is 
unprecedented.  It  is  dangerous.  It  is  ex- 
traordinarily harmful  to  the  institu- 
tion itself. 

Mr.  President,  I  make  a  i>arliamen- 
tary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator will  state  the  parliamentary  in- 
quiry. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  This  resolution  di- 
rects the  creation  of  three  reconcili- 
ation bills,  as  I  noted.  It  provides  that 
the  third  reconciliation  bill  shall  occur 
only  if  the  first  two  have  been  enacted. 

Is  it  the  opinion  of  the  Chair  that 
this  resolution  would  continue  to  be  a 
budget  resolution  if  it  directed  the  cre- 
ation of  that  third  reconciliation  bill — 
the  one  that  solely  worsens  the  defi- 
cit— even  under  circumstances  when 
the  Congress  had  failed  to  enact  the 
prior  two  reconciliation  bills? 

I  would  be  happy  to  repeat  the  in- 
quiry if  that  needs  to  be  done. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  would  respond  that  it  appears  to 
be  a  hypothetical  question,  and  I  am 
not  sure  it  would  help  to  repeat  it,  but 
you  might  try. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Let  me  rephrase  it, 
because  I  think  it  is  a  very  important 
question  and  I  do  not  think  it  is  hypo- 
thetical at  all.  In  fact,  it  deals  directly 
with  the  circumstances  at  hand. 

Is  it  the  opinion  of  the  Chair  that 
this  resolution  would  continue  to  be  a 
budget  resolution  if  it  directed  the  cre- 
ation of  only  that  third  reconciliation 


bill — the  one  that  solely  worsens  the 
deficit — even  under  circumstances 
when  the  Congress  had  failed  to  enact 
the  prior  two  reconciliation  bills? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  the 
Senator's  question  is.  can  the  budget 
resolution  direct  the  creation  of  a  rec- 
onciliation bill  which  lowers  revenues, 
the  answer  is  yes. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  A  second  parliamen- 
tary inquiry.  Is  it  the  opinion  of  the 
Chair  that  this  resolution  would  con- 
tinue to  be  a  budget  resolution  if  it  di- 
rected the  creation  of  only  that  third 
reconciliation  bill — the  one  that  solely 
worsens  the  deficit — and  did  not  direct 
the  enactment-  of  the  two  prior  rec- 
onciliation bills? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  an- 
swer is  yes. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  third 
inquiry.  The  pending  resolution  in- 
structs the  Finance  and  Ways  and 
Means  Committees  to  produce  a  bill 
that  cuts  taxes.  There  are  no  other  in- 
structions to  those  committees  with 
regard  to  that  reconciliation  bill.  Is  it 
the  opinion  of  the  Chair  that  it  would 
be  in  order  for  a  budget  resolution  to 
instruct  the  creation  of  a  reconcili- 
ation bill  that  increased  outlays  and 
gave  no  other  instructions  to  those 
committees  with  regard  to  that  rec- 
onciliation bill? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  the 
Byrd  rule  forbids  legislation  that  will 
increase  the  deficit  in  years  beyond 
those  covered  in  the  budget  resolution. 
If  this  third  reconciliation  bill  does  not 
find  a  way  to  end  or  offset  its  tax  cuts 
in  the  years  beyond  2002,  would  the  bill 
violate  the  Bjrrd  rule? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes.  it 
would. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Is  it  not  true,  unless 
the  budget  resolution  assumes  that  the 
tax  cuts  will  sunset  in  2002,  or  be  offset 
by  tax  increases  thereafter,  the  resolu- 
tion calls  for  a  reconciliation  bill  that 
would  violate  the  Byrd  rule? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  reso- 
lution cannot  make  assumptions  be- 
yond the  years  which  are  instructed. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  That  is  not  the  ques- 
tion. Mr.  President. 

What  I  am  asking  is  that  under  the 
Byrd  rule  there  must  be  a  determina- 
tion that  the  deficit  is  not  increased  by 
actions  taken  in  the  reconciliation  in- 
structions in  the  outyears,  in  the  years 
beyond  the  window. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Byrd 
rule  does  not  apply  to  reconciliation 
instructions.  It  applies  to  a  reconcili- 
ation bill. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  That  is  my  point.  Mr. 
President.  This  resolution  assumes 
that  a  reconciliation  bill  will  be  trig- 
gered that  will  violate  the  B3rrd  rule 
unless  it  is  tenninated  at  the  end  of 
2002  or  else  subsequently  offset. 

The  assumption  of  the  resolution  is 
that  tax  cuts  will  sunset  in  the  year 
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2002  or  be  offset  by  tax  increases  there- 
after in  order  for  it  not  to  be  in  viola- 
tion of  the  Byrd  rule,  is  that  not  cor- 
rect? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
budget  resolution  makes  no  assump- 
tions. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
ask  you  this:  Would  the  reconciliation 
bill  be  in  order  if  the  budget  resolution 
did  not  address  the  issue  of  deficit  re- 
duction beyond  that  6-year  timeframe? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  I  read  to 
you  under  extraneous  provisions  (e): 

A  provision  shall  be  considered  to  be  extra- 
neous if  it  increases  or  would  increase  net 
outlays  or  if  it  decreases  or  would  decrease 
revenues  during  a  fiscal  year  after  the  fiscal 
years  covered  by  such  a  reconciliation  bill  or 
reconciliation  resolution. 

This  only  applies  to  reconciliation 
bills. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Let  me  then  phrase 
my  question  another  way,  because  I 
think  we  can  now  clarify  this. 

The  reconciliation  bill  triggered  by 
this  resolution  would  not  be  in  order, 
in  other  words,  if  it  failed  either  to  off- 
set the  tax  cuts  or  to  sunset  them  after 
fiscal  year  2002,  is  that  not  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
just  note  parenthetically,  if  that  is  cor- 
rect, that  the  majority  party  is  the 
same  party  that  has  criticized  the 
President's  budget  because  the  Presi- 
dent sunsets  his  tax  cuts.  But  now  the 
majority  comes  before  us  with  a  rec- 
onciliation instruction  that  requires 
either  that  their  tax  cuts  be  abruptly 
sunsetted  in  the  year  2002  or  that  taxes 
be  increased  dramatically  after  that 
point  to  pay  for  the  continuing  tax 
cuts. 

Is  it  the  opinion  of  the  Chair  that  it 
is  in  order  for  a  budget  resolution  to 
call  for  the  creation  of  10  different  rec- 
onciliation bills  in  one  fiscal  year? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There  is 
no  number  limiting  the  number  of  rec- 
onciliation bills. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  this  is, 
in  my  view,  a  ludicrous  abuse  of  power. 
K  this  ruling  is  upheld  we  will  be  giv- 
ing more  and  more  power  to  the  Budget 
Committee,  power  cloaked  in  the  fast- 
track  protection  of  the  budget  process 
itself.  We  will  be  granting  immense 
power  to  the  majority.  If  this  prece- 
dent is  pushed  to  its  logical  conclusion, 
I  suspect  there  will  come  a  day  when 
all  legislation  will  be  done  through  rec- 
onciliation. 

A  decade  ago  the  Senate  wisely 
amended  the  reconciliation  process  by 
adding  the  Byrd  rule  to  ensure  that 
reconciliation  bills  would  be  narrowly 
drawn  and  limited  to  their  deficit  re- 
duction purpose. 

This  ruling  poses  a  serious  threat  to 
the  Budget  Committee  as  we  will  be- 
come more  and  more  like  the  House 
Rules  Committee  and  the  Senate  more 
and  more  like  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. 


For  those  of  us  who  want  deficit  re- 
duction, the  majority  seeks  a  very  dan- 
gerous precedent  today.  For  those  of 
you  who  believe  in  the  history  of  the 
Senate  and  unlimited  debate  and  the 
right  of  Senators  to  offer  amendments, 
the  majority  seeks  to  set  very  dan- 
gerous precedents  today. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  to  over- 
turn the  ruling  of  the  Chair.  If  we  do 
not.  the  Senate  will  surely  became  a 
different  place  and  a  much  diminished 
institution. 

Mr.  President,  I  note  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  South  Carolina, 
the  former  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee,  seeks  recognition  to  ad- 
dress this  issue.  And  I  am  sure  my  col- 
league, the  current  ranking  member  of 
Budget  committee,  does  so  as  well. 

I  jrield  the  floor  for  that  purpose. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICL  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  intend  to  stay  and  debate  the  issue 
very  long.  Perhaps  Senator  Gorton  can 
stay  in  my  stead. 

But  let  me  just  suggest  that  in  the 
view  of  this  Senator  the  Budget  Act  of- 
fers a  great  deal  of  latitude  to  the  U.S. 
Senate  and  to  the  Budget  Committee. 
It  can  be  controlled  by  the  U.S.  Senate, 
if  the  U.S.  Senate  chooses  to  do  so.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  even  on  the  Senator's 
point  of  order,  if  the  Senate  chooses  to 
sustain  his  appeal,  or  to  grant  his  ap- 
peal, the  Senate  will  have  decided  that 
it  does  not  in  this  reconciliation  bill 
intend  us  to  have  three  reconciliation 
bills.  I  believe  that  is  a  matter  for  the 
Senate. 

But  to  argue  that  in  this  instance 
when  you  are  contemplating  a  very 
large  reconciliation  bill  with  all  kinds 
of  things  in  it,  one  shot,  one  debate, 
one  vote  and  that  we  cannot  find  a  ju- 
dicioxis  way  to  do  better  than  that  by 
having  more  than  one  reconciliation 
bill,  more  than  one  opportunity  to  vote 
on  this,  seems  to  me  to  fly  in  the  face 
of  permitting  the  Senate  to  do  its  busi- 
ness in  the  best  way  that  it  can  under 
very  strict  rules  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee. And  I,  frankly,  believe  that 
this  is  a  better  way  to  handle  a  huge 
and  varied  number  of  bills— to  have 
more  than  one  debate.  And,  frankly,  we 
are  committed  to  a  balanced  budget 
and  to  the  balanced  budget  continuing 
on  beyond  the  2002.  We  do  not  intend  to 
have  tax  cuts  to  take  us  out  of  balance 
in  8  years.  That  would  be  matched  up 
against  entitlement  savings  that  go  on. 
It  will  be  matched  up  against  caps  on 
discretionary  programs  that  go  on. 

So  the  issue  of  us  being  forced  to  sun- 
set, and  in  some  way  that  is  under  the 
technical  ruling  today,  in  some  way 
that  puts  us  in  the  same  boat  with  the 
President  who  has  submitted  a  budget 
that  is  not  in  balance  under  the  same 
rules  that  the  Senate  applies,  and  then 
to  say  we  put  it  in  balance  by  trigger- 


ing and  closing  off  the  tax  cuts  and  to 
say  they  are  the  same,  to  me  just  flies 
absolutely  in  the  face  of  every  kind  of 
factual  assessment  you  want  to  make 
about  the  two  budgets. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  mi- 
nority leader. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ap- 
peal the  ruling  of  the  Chair,  and  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  already  appealed.  There  is  1 
hour  to  be  equally  divided. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Is  it  not  appropriate 
to  ask  for  thd^yeas  and  nays  at  this 
time?  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is  ap- 
propriate to  ask  for  them. 

Is  there  a  sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  am  about 
to  yield  whatever  is  yielded  from  our 
time  to  my  distinguished  friend  from 
South  Carolina. 

I  think  this  debate  has  been  abso- 
lutely fascinating  because  from  the 
very  beginning  of  the  budget  debate 
this  year  I  was  struck  by  what  I  had 
never  seen  before;  and.  that  is  three 
reconciliation  bills.  I  simply  say  that 
the  excellent  debate  that  has  taken 
place  highlights  the  fact,  and  proves 
beyond  any  doubt  what  I  have  always 
suspected — that  the  majority  in  this 
case  on  the  Budget  Conimittee  are  try- 
ing to  use  this  new  reconciliation  proc- 
ess to  protect  a  tax  cut  from  full  de- 
bate and  amendment,  something  they 
obviously  could  not  get  that  done 
under  the  usual  rules  of  the  Senate. 
The  budget  reconciliation  keeps  those 
of  us  who  are  opposed  to  that  kind  of  a 
proposition  from  using  the  traditional 
filibuster  techniques.  We  should  have  a 
debate.  We  should  have  all  of  the  rules 
in  place  when  we  talk  about  cutting  or 
raising  taxes. 

I  happen  to  feel  that  the  move  by  the 
majority  in  this  instance  is  an  undis- 
puted abuse  of  power  and  if  it  is  al- 
lowed to  occur,  will  it  cause  them 
great  heartbreak  in  the  future. 

Certainly  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  I  believe  has  been  on  the 
Budget  Committee  since  its  inception, 
and  I  think  there  are  few,  if  any  in  the 
body,  who  have  a  better  understanding 
of  what  the  intent  of  that  legislation 
is. 

I  am  pleased  to  yield  to  him  what- 
ever time  he  needs. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  thank  my  distin- 
guished friend,  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska. 

Mr.  President.  I  come  to  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  and  I  cannot  keep  up  with 
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everything  going  on.  I  heax  different 
things — such  as  a  "Reconciliation  Act 
of  1975"— which  are  totally  false. 

I  also  heard  someone  refer  to  Senator 
Long  as  having  been  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee — also  totally  false. 

When  I  hear  these  things  I  remember 
very,  very  clearly  the  history  of  rec- 
onciliation. I  can  tell  you  in  the  late 
1970's  we  used  to  kid  about  reconcili- 
ation over  on  the  House  side;  they  said 
they  could  not  even  pronounce  it.  And 
if  you  go  to  the  Record  you  will  find 
that  back  in  1975,  the  Revenue  Adjust- 
ment Act  to  which  they  are  now  refer- 
ring was  not  a  Reconciliation  Act. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  bill  (H.R.  S559)  to  make  changes  is  cer- 
tain income  tax  provisions  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954,  and  for  other  purposes. 

That  was  not  reconciliation.  I  know 
Senator  Long  could  use  language  loose- 
ly from  time  to  time.  But  that  was  not 
a  reconciliation  bill.  We  did  not  start 
reconciliation  until  December  1980.  I 
was  chairman  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee, and  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  was  on  the  Budget 
Committee  at  that  time.  And  I  am  sure 
the  Congressional  Record  will  reflect 
the  fact  that  the  first  reconciliation 
bill  in  the  history  of  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  of  America  was  in 
December  1980,  and  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  precedent  noted  by  the  Parlia- 
mentarian in  1975.  Back  then  we  only 
had  1-year  budgets. 

Now  let  me  speak  to  the  history  of 
reconciliation.  We  started  out  discuss- 
ing the  matter  with  our  colleagues  on 
the  House  side.  The  distinguished 
Member  from  the  State  of  Washington, 
Congressman  Adams  was  the  chairman 
at  that  time.  And  we  talked  back  and 
forth.  But  after  President  Carter  was 
defeated  on  a  Tuesday  in  November,  I 
went  over  that  Friday  to  the  White 
House,  after  we  received  new  budget 
numbers  fit)m  the  Congressional  Budg- 
et Office.  The  Congressional  Budget  Of- 
fice projection  of  revenues  and  outlays 
showed  that  the  deficit  was  going  up  to 
about  $43  billion.  I  said,  "Mr.  Presi- 
dent, no  Democrat  is  going  to  ever  get 
elected  if  we  don't  cut  the  deficit.  It  is 
going  to  be  the  largest  deficit  in  the 
history  of  the  Government."  He  said, 
"What  are  you  going  to  do?"  I  said, 
"Well,  there  is  a  fancy  word,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, reconciliation.  I  think  I  can  get 
Chairman  Giaimo  to  go  along."  I  had 
talked  to  Bob  ahead  of  time.  I  told  the 
president,  "What  it  means  is  cut;  to  go 
back  and  cut  those  things  that  were  al- 
ready allocated."  Now,  back  then  the 
fiscal  year  was  from  July  to  July.  We 
were  already  in  December  and  we  need- 
ed to  try  to  reduce.  That  is  the  history 
of  reconciliation — to  reduce  deficits. 

This  idea  of  coming  in  here  and  say- 
ing that  the  word  is  "change",  and  it 
does  not  specify  up  or  down  is  totally 
out  of  the  ballpark.  It  is  in  reference  to 
the  budget  process.  If  we  can  find  Mr. 


Giaimo  from  Connecticut  we  could 
bring  him  back  here  and  some  of  the 
others — Brock  Adams:  Jimmy  Jones 
who  is  now  the  Ambassador  down  in 
Mexico,  they  would  tell  you  that  rec- 
onciliation is  a  procedure  to  reduce  the 
deficit. 

The  whole  context  given  here  this 
afternoon  is  that  of  minority-majority, 
majority-minority,  and  aJl  of  that.  I 
understand  that.  The  distinguished  mi- 
nority leader  is  right  on  target.  But 
the  greatest  concern  is  that  we  may 
break  all  discipline  from  the  majority 
or  the  minority  in  the  United  States 
Congress  itself  if  we  go  this  route.  We 
have  to  overrule  this  nonsense.  This 
ruling  of  the  Chair  is  totally  spurious 
with  no  basis  whatsoever  in  fact. 

The  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  the 
bill  considered  in  1975  was  not  a  rec- 
onciliation bill,  it  was  a  tax  revenue 
act.  If  you  look  at  the  bill  you'll  see 
that  it  was  not  reconciliation.  And 
while  we  are  clearing  things  up,  some- 
one just  a  little  while  ago  said  Senator 
Long  was  chairman  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee. Not  only  was  he  not  chairman, 
he  never  served  on  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee. He  served  as  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  Finance.  We  had  our  dif- 
ferences with  Finance  all  along,  the 
difference  between  Senator  Muskie  and 
Senator  Long.  I  was  there  when  those 
particular  debates  were  going  on. 

I  would  plead  to  my  colleagues  very 
genuinely,  to  not  violate  the  Byxd  rule, 
which  was  to  keep  us  sort  of  in  harness 
and  not  just  willy-nilly  put  anything 
on  a  reconciliation  bill. 

Let  us  not  get  around  the  debate 
with  spurious  arguments  or  about  Sen- 
ator Long  as  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee  that  he  never  served  on,  or 
reconciliation  that  never  occurred  in 
1975. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  these  are  the 
hard  facts.  If  someone  would  get  out 
the  Congressional  Record  and  look 
back,  they  will  see  that  the  first  rec- 
onciliation bill  was  passed  by  the  Con- 
gress in  1980.  I  have  got  the  picture.  I 
have  got  the  firame.  I  am  sure  Giaimo 
has  the  similar  frame.  The  first  rec- 
onciliation act  in  the  history  of  this 
U.S.  Government  was  in  December, 
1980.  It  was  signed  by  President  Carter, 
and  was  5  years  subsequent  to  the  au- 
thority they  are  using  now  to  get 
around  what  is  going  on. 

The  problem  here  is  the  Presidential 
politics.  It  has  gotten  to  be  a  cancer  on 
this  entire  body.  The  plan  is:  we  will 
make  them  vote  on  welfare;  then  we 
will  make  them  vote  on  these  other 
things;  and  then,  finally  in  September, 
says  that  resolution,  just  before  the 
election,  we  will  bring  up  tax  cuts,  be- 
cause the  polls  say  everybody  is 
against  taxes.  So  we  will  just  put  them 
to  the  task. 

What  we  have  now  is  Presidential 
politics,  and  they  ought  to  be  ashamed 
of  themselves.  Their  authority  is  abso- 
lutely fallacious. 


I  happened  to  be  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee  at  the  time,  and  I 
told  the  President:  if  you  can  get 
Herke  Harris  and  Jim  Mclntyre  to 
leave  us  alone  *  *  *  because  they  were 
over  on  the  Hill  that  fall  trying  to  re- 
elect President  Carter,  putting  up 
money  hither  and  thither.  And  I  even 
went  at  that  time  to  our  liberal  spend- 
ing friends.  I  went  to  Senator  Warren 
Magnuson  of  Washington,  Senator 
Frank  Church  of  Idaho,  Senator  George 
McGovem  of  South  Dakota,  Senator 
John  Culver  of  Iowa,  Senator  Birch 
Bayh  of  Indiana,  Senator  Gaylord  Nel- 
son of  Wisconsin,  who  used  to  sit  right 
here,  and  I  said:  You  have  got  to  give 
us  one  vote.  We  have  got  to  cut  this 
thing  back;  otherwise,  we  are  going  to 
leave  the  biggest  deficit  in  the  history 
of  the  Government. 

The  whole  idea  of  the  reconcili- 
ation— and  I  am  giving  you  firsthand 
history;  it  is  honest  as  the  day  is 
long— was  to,  by  gosh,  cut  back  on  the 
deficit.  It  was  not  this  nebulous  argu- 
ment that  as  long  ais  it  is  a  change 
then  we  can  make  it  go  up.  I  never 
heard  of  such  a  thing.  We  would  have 
been  run  out  of  the  Senate  in  those 
days.  We  had  some  discipline,  some  un- 
derstanding of  responsibility,  some  ac- 
tion of  responsibility.  It  is  totally  irre- 
sponsible to  come  now  and  start  ruling 
that  you  can  put  up  a  reconciliation 
bill  since  it  is  a  change.  Every  bill  is  a 
change.  So  any  bill  can  be  called  rec- 
onciliation. You  can  go  up  and  you  can 
go  down  and  you  can  limit  the  debate. 
You  can,  as  they  call  it,  fill  up  the 
tree,  so  there  are  no  amendments  and 
there  is  a  time  limit  and  the  majority 
retires  firom  the  floor  and  goes  out  to 
watch  TV  or  something  because  they 
have  the  votes  locked  and  fixed.  It  is 
really  a  shame.  It  is  an  embarrassment 
to  this  particular  Senator  who  served 
as  the  chairman  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee, and  I  can  tell  you  the  whole  prece- 
dent given  by  the  Parliamentarian  is 
totally  out  of  the  whole  cloth. 

Mr.  DORGAN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  wonder  if  the  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  would  yield  me 
just  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  yield  to  the  Senator  firom 
North  Dakota? 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  have  been 
fascinated  in  listening  to  the  remarks, 
that  are  so  much  on  point,  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina.  I  was  there 
in  1980.  I  remember  being  called  down 
to  the  White  House  on  an  emergency 
basis  with  the  Senator  as  chairman  of 
the  committee.  Chairman  Giaimo  was 
there,  and  I  listened  with  keen  interest 
to  the  keen  recollection  of  the  facts, 
with  the  names  and  the  dates  and  the 
places  by  my  talented  colleague  from 
South  Carolina. 
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Mr.  President,  I  am  very  much  afraid 
that  we  are  proceeding  here  in  a  fash- 
ion that  the  majority  thinks  is  good 
politics.  It  is  going  to  have  dire,  dire 
consequences  in  the  future  if  we  con- 
tinue to  proceed  and  fail  to  ovemile 
the  Chair.  In  all  reality  we  know  our 
appeal  will  fail  because  the  Republican 
majority  of  53  has  the  votes  to  roll  us 
on  this  side  at  every  occasion. 

I  would  tell  the  Senate  that  other 
people  who  have  had  experience  as  Par- 
liamentarians do  not  agree  with  the 
ruling  of  the  Chair  in  this  instance. 
But  we  should  all  realize  and  recog- 
nize— and  the  people  in  the  gallery  or 
the  people  watching  on  television 
maybe  have  some  kind  of  questions — 
that  the  Parliamentarian,  of  course,  is 
appointed  by  the  party  in  the  majority, 
and  when  we  were  in  the  majority  we 
had  our  Parliamentarian.  Now  that  the 
Republicans  are  in  the  majority,  they 
are  entitled  to  and  have  their  Parlia- 
mentarian. 

We  like  to  keep  the  Parliamentarians 
as  nonpartisan  as  possible,  but  I  must 
admit  that  over  the  years  I  have  been 
here  I  have  seen  our  Parliamentarian 
rule  in  our  favor,  and  while  I  cannot 
prove  it.  I  happen  to  feel  that  today's 
Parliamentarian  rules  in  favor  of  the 
people  that  appointed  him.  So  the  Par- 
liamentarian is  not  like  a  Supreme 
Court  Judge  that  has  lifetime  tenure 
which  enables  him  or  her  to  make  de- 
terminations based  solely  upon  history 
and  fact.  I  would  be  the  last,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, to  indicate  that  politics  could 
possibly  be  involved  in  the  matter  be- 
fore us  today — but  sometimes  it  just 
might  be. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired.  There  are  27 
minutes  remaining  on  the  majority 
time. 

Mr.  EXON.  When  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  finishes — I  will  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota.  I  have 
been  advised  that  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  has  to  leave  at  4 
o'clock— I  yield  to  him  off  the  resolu- 
tion. 

Mr.  BOND.  Go  ahead. 

Mr.  EXON.  How  much  time  does  the 
Senator  firom  North  Dakota  wish? 

I  yield  the  Senator  whatever  time  he 
needs  off  the  resolution. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
just  take  30  seconds.  I  do  not  think  the 
majority  party  will  want  to  establish 
this  as  a  precedent.  They  would  be  here 
in  full  force,  very  angry  with  this,  were 
it  being  done  to  them,  were  we  to  cre- 
ate multiple  reconciliation  bills  in  this 
manner. 

But  the  main  point  I  want  to  make 
is,  we  are  told  that  this  third  reconcili- 
ation bill  would  violate  the  Byrd  rule 
unless  the  tax  reductions  are 
sunsetted,  or  unless  some  other  ex- 
penditure reductions  occur  or  some 
other  tax  increases  occur,  in  order  to 
pay  for  the  tax  cuts  in  the  out  years. 
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When  that  point  was  affirmed,  that  it 
would  violate  the  Byrd  rule  unless  that 
occurred,  the  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee  said  that  there  would  be 
caps  on  entitlements  and  other  expend- 
iture cuts  in  the  out  years.  They  would 
have  to  be  done  in  this  third  reconcili- 
ation bill. 

I  ask,  does  anybody  have  information 
about  what  we  are  talking  about? 
These  would  be  cuts  beyond  what 
comes  in  the  current  budget  rec- 
ommendations of  the  Senate,  so  what 
kind  of  caps  on  entitlements  or  future 
cuts  in  the  entitlement  programs  is  the 
majority  party  proposing  in  order  not 
to  violate  the  Byrd  rule?  I  ask  the 
question  only  because  the  chairman  of 
the  Budget  Conmiittee  made  this  point 
a  few  moments  ago.  If  that  is  the  in- 
tent, and  if  the  information  exists  to 
tell  us  and  the  American  people  what 
that  intent  is  in  more  specific  detail,  I 
think  now  would  be  the  time  for  the 
majority  to  give  us  those  details. 

Mr.  EXON.  Before  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  leaves,  may  I  ask  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 
kota? We  heard  a  great  deal  and  we 
have  had  a  lot  of  criticism  from  that 
side  of  the  aisle  on  the  President's 
budget  with  the  idea  that  it  has  a  trig- 
ger in  the  last  year  or  two  that  is  not 
factual,  not  upfront,  and  not  leveling 
with  the  American  people.  In  view  of 
the  fact  that  that  charge  had  been 
made,  whether  it  is  true  or  not,  and  I 
think  it  is  not,  could  the  same  thing 
not  be  said  with  regard  to  the  action 
taken  by  the  majority  in  this  case  by 
having  a  trigger  that  would  benefit 
them?  That  seems  to  be  all  right 

Mr.  DORGAN.  In  response  to  the  Sen- 
ator, that  is  exactly  the  case  that  ex- 
ists here.  Either  these  taLX  reductions 
in  the  third  reconciliation  bill  will  be 
sunsetted,  or  there  will  be  additional 
tax  increases  beyond  the  final  year,  or 
there  will  be  additional  cuts.  It  soimds 
like  a  trigger  to  me. 

I  am  told  now  by  the  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee  they  are  talking 
about  caps  on  entitlements  in  addition, 
to  what  we  see  in  the  budget.  My  ques- 
tion is,  what  would  those  be?  Will  they 
tell  us  and  the  American  people  what 
they  are  talking  about,  so  we  under- 
stand before  we  proceed  down  this 
road? 

Mr.  EXON.  I  thank  my  friend.  We  re- 
serve the  remainder  of  our  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Missouri. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4012 

Mr.  BOND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  my- 
self 10  minutes  off  of  the  resolution, 
not  on  this  point  in  specific. 

I  have  a  desire  to  talk  aboat  an 
amendment.  No.  4012,  the  Harkin 
amendment,  which  cuts  other  commit- 
tees and  adds  S2.7  billion  to  the  Labor. 
HHS  subcommittee.  I  say  that  for  the 
information  of  any  of  my  colleagues 
who  may  wish  to  join  in. 

Let  me  just  say  in  respect  to  the  dis- 
cussions we  have  had.  very  important 


discussions  over  the  procedure  in  the 
Budget  Act,  I  disagree  with  the  rank- 
ing member  on  the  other  side,  who  as- 
cribes politics  to  the  process  and  to  the 
Parliamentarian.  I  think  it  is  time  we 
had  some  good  policy,  because  in  the 
past  this  body,  with  the  active  involve- 
ment of  the  Presidents  of  the  United 
States,  has  run  up  a  $5  trillion  debt,  al- 
most S18.000  for  every  man.  woman,  and 
child  in  this  country. 

We  are  in  the  process  of  threatening 
the  disability  of  our  Government  budg- 
et and  the  economy  of  this  country  as 
a  whole  if  we  do  not  pass  a  budget  that 
responsibly  gets  us  on  a  path  to  bal- 
ance in  the  near  future.  The  budget 
resolution  before  us  proposes  to  do 
that.  It  is  a  difficult  budget.  It  is  not 
easy,  but  I  believe  it  is  one  that  merits 
support. 

There  was  discussion  about  the  budg- 
et the  President  supported.  That  budg- 
et has  been  voted  down.  That  budget 
proposed  spending  and  said  if  it  did  not 
get  to  zero  deficit  In  2002,  several  auto- 
matic actions  should  be  taken.  Those 
automatic  actions  lead  to  about  a  S16 
billion  tax  increase  and  increase  in 
spectrum  fees,  which  would  come  to  a 
middle-class  tax  increase  in  2002.  plus 
$67  billion  in  cuts  in  domestic  discre- 
tionary programs  that  would  be  ex- 
tremely painful  and,  frankly,  from 
what  we  have  heard  from  some  of  the 
administration  officials,  they  may 
even  have  no  intention  of  pursuing. 

Let  me  get  back  to  the  budget  that  is 
before  us  and,  in  particular,  the  Har- 
kin-Specter  amendment.  This  amend- 
ment. No.  4012,  proposes  to  increase  by 
$2.7  billion  the  amount  in  the  functions 
for  education,  training  and  social  serv- 
ices and  for  health  activities.  Every- 
body likes  to  be  for  education  and  for 
health  care.  That  sounds  very  appeal- 
ing. But  that  takes  money  out  of  other 
budgets  that  have  been  strapped — and 
severely  strapped  in  the  past.  I  note 
that  it  takes  money  out  of  the  defense 
budget  in  many  areas  where  there  is  no 
fat.  It  takes  money,  in  specific,  out  of 
the  budget  for  the  Veterans'  Adminis- 
tration and  EPA,  where  we  have  suf- 
fered great  cuts  in  the  past. 

Last  year  there  was  a  rescission  of  $7 
billion  out  of  the  funding  for  the  VA, 
HUD.  EPA  subcommittee.  Then,  in  the 
appropriations  bills,  there  was  about 
an  $8  billion  cut  in  these  functions. 
Here  the  amendment  before  us  would 
take  more  money  from  those  functions 
and  add  it  to  the  Labor.  HHS  sub- 
committee. Frankly,  that  budget  under 
this  bill  before  us  would  go  up  slightly 
for  education.  Certainly,  we  all  like 
education.  But  the  problem  is  very  se- 
rious when  you  take  a  look  at  where 
this  money  would  have  to  come  from. 

The  proponents  of  this  amendment 
say  it  will  come  out  of  administrative 
costs.  This  amendment  says  nothing 
about  administrative  costs.  It  just 
takes  $1.2  billion  out  of  one  place.  $1.5 
billion  out  of  another,  $1.4  billion  and 
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$1.4  billion.  It  does  not  say  anything 
about  administrative  costs.  It  does  not 
define  any  fat. 

The  cuts  that  were  taken  in  the  VA, 
HUD,  EPA  subcommittee  last  year 
were  draconian  cuts.  We  had  to  look 
everywhere  we  could  to  find  ways  to 
cut  low-priority  programs  to  enable  us 
to  fund  the  major  programs  funded  in 
EPA  and  Veterans'  Administration. 
Just  last  week,  this  body  voted  over- 
whelmingly, 75  to  23,  against  very  se- 
vere cuts  that  the  President  had  pro- 
posed to  take  out  of  veterans  medical 
care. 

In  addition,  I  think  every  Member  of 
this  body  will  recall  that  during  the  de- 
bates on  the  1996  appropriations  bill, 
the  current-year  standing  bills,  every- 
body wanted  to  spend  more  on  the  en- 
vironment. Everybody  had  something 
more  they  wanted  to  add  to  environ- 
mental spending.  Let  me  make  it  quite 
clear  that  if  this  amendment  is  adopt- 
ed, the  money  is  going  to  come  out  of 
the  environment  and/or  Veterans'  Ad- 
ministration health  care.  There  is  no 
other  pot  for  it  to  come  out  of.  There 
is  no  category  of  administrative  costs 
and  administrative  waste  that  is  going 
to  be  reduced.  This  money  is  going  to 
come  out  of  the  environment  and/or 
veterans  health  care. 

I  know  everybody  would  like  to  put 
more  money  in  education.  Certainly,  I 
would  as  well.  But  after  the  battles 
that  we  have  had  here,  to  try  to  get  the 
funds  increased  to  carry  out  the  vital 
environmental  programs  that  the  EPA 
is  charged  with,  I  would  be  very  sur- 
prised if  people  will  vote  to  cut  the  en- 
vironment, and  then  they  will  come 
back  to  this  floor  when  we  are  debating 
the  bill  itself  and  say,  "Why  can't  we 
put  more  money  in  the  environment?" 

Mr.  President,  a  vote  for  the  Harkin 
amendment  is  a  vote  to  take  money 
out  of  the  envlronmAit>lt  is  a  vote  to 
take  money  out  of  vA  medical  care. 
These  are  the  critics,  priorities  that 
would  be  hit  if  this  measure  is  to  be 
adopted. 

I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues  not  to 
support  this  amendment.  It  reflects 
some  serious  changes  from  the  judg- 
ment made  by  the  Budget  Conunittee 
and  it  will  take  down  funding,  approxi- 
mately $430  million  cut  for  HUD-VA 
would  be  just  about  equal  to  the  in- 
crease planned  for  VA  medical  care,  or 
it  would  equal  about  one-half  of  the 
planned  Superfund  reserve  fund  in- 
crease. 

These  are  vital  priorities  that  have 
been  debated  on  this  floor  in  the  past. 
We  spent  many  months  working  to  find 
additional  offsets  to  put  money  into 
the  environment.  And  if  any  of  my  col- 
leagues are  interested  in  the  environ- 
ment and  are  concerned  about  assuring 
that  we  have  adequate  funds  to  protect 
the  environment,  to  clean  it  up,  to 
leave  the  kind  of  environment  we  want 
to  leave  for  our  children,  I  urge  them 
not  to  support  this  amendment  to  take 
money  out  of  the  environment. 


Mr.  President,  I  reserve  the  remain- 
der of  the  time,  and  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina. 

POINT  OF  ORDER 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  just  1  minute. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  a  page  from  the 
"Major  Congrressional  Action"  of  the 
Congressional  Quarterly  Almanac  of 
1980. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

58.2  Billion  Reconciliation  Bill  Cleared 

For  the  first  time  in  the  six-year  history  of 
the  congressional  budget  process,  lawmakers 
in  1980  approved  "reconciliation"  legrislation 
desigmed  to  trim  the  fiscal  1981  budget  deficit 
by  more  than  J8.2  billion. 

The  bill  (HR  T765— PL  96-499)  cut  back  pro- 
grams already  on  the  books  to  achieve  out- 
lay savings  of  S4.6  billion  in  the  year  that 
began  Oct.  1,  1980.  It  included  revenue-rais- 
ing provisions  expected  to  yield  $3.6  billion 
during  the  year. 

Congress  completed  action  on  the  rec- 
onciliation bill  Dec.  3  when  the  Senate 
adopted  the  conference  report  on  the  meas- 
ure (H  Rept  96-1479)  by  an  83-4  vote.  The 
House  had  approved  the  conference  report 
earlier  that  day  334-45.  (Senate  vote  487,  p. 
70-S;  House  vote  581,  p.  168-H) 
»  Although  some  members  castigated  the 
bill  as  a  "backdoor"  method  for  creating  new 
federal  programs  and  expanding  old  ones, 
most  participants  in  debate  on  the  measure 
hailed  it  as  a  clear  signal  that  Congrress  in- 
tended to  get  control  of  federal  spending. 

As  Rep.  Delbert  L.  Latta,  R-Ohio.  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  House  Budget  Com- 
mittee, told  House  members:  "[I]f  any  of  my 
colleagues  are  thinking  about  voting  against 
this  reconciliation,  just  keep  this  in  mind, 
that  if  you  vote  against  it.  you  are  saying 
you  vote  for  $8.2  billion  more  deficit  for  fis- 
cal 1981." 

The  final  vote  on  reconciliation  was  the 
culmination  of  a  six-month  odyssey  that 
started  when  Congress  included  in  its  first 
1981  budget  resolution  (H  Con  Res  307)  a  pro- 
vision requiring  that  authorizing  commit- 
tees come  up  with  $6.4  billion  in  spending 
cuts  in  existing  programs  and  $4.2  billion  in 
new  revenues.  (Budget  resolution,  p.  108) 

The  Senate  approved  its  version  (S  2885),  S 
2939)  of  the  reconciliation  legislation  in  ac- 
tion June  30  and  July  23.  and  the  House 
passed  its  bill  Sept.  4.  The  largest  conference 
in  the  history  of  Congress,  including  more 
than  100  conferees,  convened  Sept.  18. 

The  conference  itself  took  two  months.  Al- 
though many  discrepancies  were  resolved 
quickly,  the  knottiest  issues — involving 
cost-of-living  increases  for  military  and  fed- 
eral retirees,  changes  in  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid, child  nutrition  programs,  mortgage  sub- 
sidy bonds  and  the  crude  oil  windfall  profits 
tax — delayed  a  final  compromise  until  late 
November. 

The  ultimate  conference  agreement  fell 
short  of  the  $10.6  billion  in  savingrs  targreted 
by  the  first  budget  resolution.  It  provided 
cuts  of  $4,631  billion  in  outlays  ($3,092  billion 
in  budget  authority)  and  $3,645  billion  in  new 
revenues,  for  a  total  package  of  $8,276  billion 
in  savings.  The  bill  projected  total  savings 
for  fiscal  1981-85  at  $50.38  billion  in  outlays 
and  $29.2  billion  in  additional  revenues. 


provisions 
As  cleared  by  Congress.  H.R.  7765  provided 
for  the  following  spending  reductions  and 
revenue  increases: 

SPENDING  reductions 

Education  and  Labor,  $840  million  in  budg- 
et authority  and  $826  million  in  outlays.  Sav- 
ings were  achieved  by  lowering  federal  child 
nutrition  subsidies  and  reducing  participa- 
tion by  higher-income  students  in  meals  pro- 
grams: facilitating  collection  of  and  increas- 
ing the  interest  rates  for  student  loans;  and 
limiting  cost-of-living  adjustments  for  Fed- 
eral Employees  Compensation  Act  benefits 
for  job-related  accidents  to  an  annual  basis. 

Conferees  also,  however,  extended  the  au- 
thorizations for  several  child  nutrition  pro- 
grams— extensions  that  were  not  part  of  ei- 
ther the  House  or  Senate  reconciliation  bills. 
(Story,  p.  453) 

Post  Office  and  Civil  Service.  $429  million 
in  budget  authority  and  $463  million  in  out- 
lays. Savings  were  achieved  by  cutting  the 
authorization  for  pubic  service  appropria- 
tions to  the  Postal  Service  and  repealing 
"look  back"  cost-of-living  (COLA)  benefits 
provisions  for  retiring  federal  employees, 
which  allowed  them  to  receive  the  benefit  of 
the  previous  COLA.  Conferees  did  not  change 
the  current  twice-a-year  COLA  benefits  for 
military  and  federal  retirees,  which  would 
have  saved  more  than  $700  million:  the  Sen- 
ate had  agrreed  to  this  modification.  Con- 
ferees also  prohibited  the  Postal  Service 
ftpm  doing  away  with  six-day  mail  deliv- 
eries. 

Highway.  Rail  and  Airport  Programs,  $375 
million  in  budget  authority  and  $917  million 
in  outlays.  Savings  were  achieved  by  limit- 
ing obligational  authority  for  highways,  re- 
ducing the  authorization  of  the  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration,  re- 
stricting railroad  rehabilitation,  limiting 
funds  for  airport  development,  planning  and 
noise  control  grants. 

Veterans*  Programs,  although  the  rec- 
onciliation bill  itself  did  not  make  any  cuts 
in  veterans'  programs,  the  conference  report 
cited  savings  of  $487  million  in  budget  au- 
thority and  $493  million  in  outlays  from  vet- 
erans' legislation  already  enacted.  These 
savings  came  f^om  limiting  burial  allow- 
ances and  terminating  certain  fiight  and  cor- 
respondence training. 

Small  Business.  S800  million  in  budget  au- 
thority and  $600  million  in  outlays.  The  sav- 
ings reflected  revisions  in  disaster  loan  pro- 
grams included  on  the  Small  Business  Devel- 
opment Act  of  1980  (PL  96-302).  (Story,  p.  546) 

Health.  $12  million  in  budget  authority  and 
$915  million  in  outlays.  Savings  were  to 
come,  in  part,  from  deferring  until  Septem- 
ber 1981  the  periodic  interim  payments  to 
hospitals  and  revising  Medicare  reimburse- 
ments so  they  were  based  on  fees  charged 
when  the  service  was  performed  rather  than 
when  the  claim  was  processed. 

Although  the  health  conferees  agreed  to 
more  than  80  new  provisions  in  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  prograims,  many  of  the  changes  re- 
sulted in  adding  costs  rather  than  savings. 
The  new  health  benefits  programs  included 
expansion  of  coverage  for  home  health  serv- 
ices, benefits  for  care  in  outpatient  rehabili- 
tation facilities  and  increases  in  pa3rments 
for  outpatient  physical  therapy.  (Story,  p. 
458) 

Unemployment  Compensation.  $32  million 
in  budget  authority  and  $147  million  in  out- 
lays. Savings  were  achieved  by  ending  the 
federal  reimbursement  to  states  for  com- 
pensation paid  to  former  Comprehensive  Em- 
ployment and  Training  Act  (CETA)  workers; 
eliminating  the  federal  payment  for  the  first 
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week  of  extended  benefits  in  states  that  did 
not  require  recipients  to  wait  a  week  before 
obtaining  benefits;  and  denying  extended 
benefits  to  those  who  did  not  meet  certain 
work-related  requirements. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  read 
the  first  three  paragraphs: 

For  the  first  time  in  the  six-year  history  of 
the  congressional  budget  process,  lawmakers 
in  1980  approved  "reconciliation"  legislation 
designed  to  trim  the  fiscal  1981  budget  deficit 
by  more  than  $8.2  million. 

The  bill  .  .  .  cut  back  programs  already  on 
the  books  to  achieve  outlay  savings  of  $4.6 
billion  in  the  year  that  began  Oct.  1.  1980.  It 
included  revenue-raising  provisions  expected 
to  yield  $3.6  billion  during  the  year. 

Congress  completed  action  on  the  rec- 
onciliation bill  Dec.  3  when  the  Senate 
adopted  the  conference  report  on  the  meas- 
ure ...  by  an  83-4  vote.  The  House  had  ap- 
proved the  conference  report  earlier  that  day 
334-45.  .  . 

And  on.  The  rest  of  it,  of  course,  is 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  facts  themselves  support  the  po- 
sition taken  here.  The  authority  for 
this  absurd  ruling  is  totally  out  of  con- 
text from  the  idea  of  the  budget  proc- 
ess and  restrictions  thereof.  It  was  in 
response  to  the  concurrent  resolution 
instructions  to  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee. It  was  not  a  reconciliation  bill. 
The  title  of  the  bill  itself  said: 

The  assistant  legrislative  clerk  read  as  fol- 
lows: "A  bill  (H.R.  5559)  to  make  changes  in 
certain  income  tax  provisions  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses." 

It  was  a  separate  bill.  It  was  not  rec- 
onciliation, because  we  tried  to  get 
reconciliation  earlier,  and  we  finally 
got  it  5  years  after  the  Budget  Act  had 
been  passed.  There  it  is.  The  Congres- 
sional Quairterly,  totally  impartial, 
said  the  first  reconciliation  act.  I  will 
get  the  other  Congressional  Records. 
So  the  very  authority  for  this  ruling  is 
totally  unfounded.  We  ought  to  over- 
rule this  ruling,  so  to  speak,  so  we  can 
maintain  the  integrity  of  the  budget 
process  and  the  integrity  of  the  Senate 
itself. 

I  thank  the  distinguished  ranking 
member. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  time  and 
time  again,  we  are  proving  the  point 
that  the  theory  behind  the  ruling  of 
the  Chair,  as  we  understand  it,  which  is 
totally  faulty,  has  been  destroyed 
— that  theory  has  been  destroyed  com- 
pletely—by the  fact  that  we  have  prov- 
en beyond  any  doubt  that  the  1975  act, 
or  whenever  it  was,  that  evidently  the 
Parliamentarian  is  using  as  a  basis  for 
his  theory  is  wrong. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Wrong  as  it  can  be. 

Mr.  EXON.  Senator  Long  was  on  an- 
other course  altogether.  He  was  cut- 
ting taxes.  He  was  not  using  the  rec- 
onciliation process,  as  we  know  and  un- 
derstand it,  as  part  of  the  budget  bill. 

The  fact  that  words  were  used  some- 
where along  the  line  is  totally  wrong 


when  a  Parliamentarian  so  rules  be- 
cause it  is  a  faulty  ruling,  and  I  think 
most  lawyers  who  look  at  it  objec- 
tively will  so  agree. 

I  retain  the  remainder  of  our  time, 
and  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  BOND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  the 
Senator  from  Texas,  is  he  prepared  to 
go  forward? 

Mr.  GRAMM.  I  am.  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  BOND.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Texas  8 
minutes  on  the  argvmient  on  the  appeal 
of  the  ruling  on  the  point  of  order. 

The  PRESroiNG  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Texas. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
one  thing  you  have  to  hand  our  Demo- 
cratic colleagues,  they  are  absolutely 
consistent  on  tax  policy.  They  are  al- 
ways consistent,  and  they  are  consist- 
ently wrong.  They  have  three  rules  on 
taxes,  and  they  never,  ever  violate 
them: 

Rule  No.  1  is  that  tax  increases  are 
always  fair,  they  are  always  the  right 
thing  to  do.  and  they  are  always  sup- 
ported. 

Rule  No.  2  is  that  tax  cuts  are  always 
unfair,  they  are  always  for  the  rich, 
just  as  only  rich  people  are  ever  taxed 
by  tax  increases,  and  they  are  totally 
consistent  in  applying  these  two  rules. 

If  there  were  a  rule  No.  3.  it  would  be 
"see  rules  1  and  2  above." 

What  Senator  Daschle  is  trying  to 
do  is  stop  us  from  voting  on  a  tax  cut, 
period.  I  remind  my  colleagues  that 
this  fund  that  we  are  setting  up,  this 
so-called  reserve  fund,  provides  a  tax 
cut  to  working  families,  basically  a 
$500  tax  credit  per  child  to  working 
families  who  now  have  the  highest  tax 
burden  in  American  history. 

When  I  was  a  boy  8  years  old  in  1950, 
the  average  family  in  America  with 
two  children  was  sending  $1  out  of 
every  $50  it  earned  to  Washington,  DC. 
Today,  the  average  family  with  two 
children  is  sending  $1  out  of  every  $4  it 
earns  to  Washington,  DC,  and  what  we 
are  trying  to  do  is  to  reduce  the  tax 
burden  on  working  families,  especially 
working  families  with  children. 

Under  our  budget,  we  cannot  give  a 
tax  cut  larger  than  the  spending  cuts 
that  we  have  written  in  the  budget  or 
we  are  violating  our  own  budget  and  we 
are  subject  to  a  point  of  order.  So  we 
are  not  debating  deficits  here,  we  are 
basically  debating  whether  or  not  we 
be  allowed  to  cut  spending  and  cut 
taxes  on  working  families. 

The  Democrats  always  take  the  view 
that  tax  increases  are  good  and  they 
are  always  on  the  rich.  In  1993.  when 
they  imposed,  without  a  single  Repub- 
lican vote,  the  largest  tax  increase  in 
American  history,  their  argument  was, 
this  is  a  tax  on  rich  people.  Nobody 
making  less  than  $115,000  a  year  is 
going  to  pay  this  tax.  Well,  it  turned 
out  it  had  a  gasoline  tax  in  it.  They 
tried  to  have  a  Btu  tax  equivalent  to  a 
gasoline  tax  of  7  cents  a  gallon.  What 


they  were  able  to  pass  was  a  4.3-cents  a 
gallon  tax  on  gasoline.  It  did  not  go  to 
build  highways.  It  went  to  general  ftind 
of  the  Government  to  spend.  They 
taxed  working  people  who  have  to  drive 
their  cars  and  their  trucks  to  work  to 
give  money  to  people  who  do  not  work. 

Secondly,  they  taxed  Social  Security 
benefits.  The  President  proposed  taxing 
anybody  who  was  rich,  by  his  defini- 
tion, who  made  $25,000  a  year. 

When  people  raised  questions  about 
it,  he  said:  "Well,  you  know,  many  of 
these  people  own  their  own  homes,  and 
if  they  had  to  rent  the  home  you  could 
count  that  as  income,  if  they  own  their 
refrigerator  and  they  rented  that,  if 
they  got  an  insurance  policy  or  a  little 
savings  account."  So  shamed  were 
Democrats  in  Congress  that  they  did 
raise  the  level  at  which  you  started 
taxing  their  Social  Security  benefits  to 
$34,000  a  year. 

By  their  definition,  those  are  rich 
people.  They  were  going  to  tax  John  Q. 
Astor,  we  were  told.  As  it  turned  out. 
80  percent  of  those  taxes  on  this  top  1 
percent  of  income  earners  turned  out 
to  be  Joe  Brown  and  Son  hardware 
store. 

But  the  one  thing  you  have  to  admire 
the  Democrats  about,  they  are  abso- 
lutely consistent.  And  that  is.  they  ad- 
ways  raise  taxes.  They  always  raise 
taxes.  And  they  always  say  that  only 
rich  people  pay  taxes. 

They  are  also  consistent  in  that  they 
never  support  cutting  taxes.  What  we 
are  trying  to  do  in  this  bill  is  to  give  a 
$500  tax  credit  for  working  families. 
That  tax  credit  phases  out  as  all  deduc- 
tions do.  at  high-income  levels. 

The  plain  truth  is,  most  American 
families  never  become  truly  economi- 
cally successful  until  they  are  older 
and  therefore  almost  by  definition 
their  children  have  grown  up.  gotten 
married,  graduated  from  college.  Mr. 
President,  75  percent  of  the  tax  cut  we 
are  talking  about  goes  to  families  that 
make  $75,000  or  less.  But  following 
their  basic  rule  that  every  tax  increase 
is  fair  and  every  tax  cut  is  unfair,  they 
are  against  it. 

I  just  wamt  to  remind  my  colleagues 
before  they  vote  on  this,  that  under  the 
Clinton  budget,  if  it  were  implemented, 
we  would  have  the  highest  tax  burden 
in  American  history  at  the  Federal 
level,  19.3  cents  out  of  every  $1  eau:Tied 
by  every  American  on  average  will 
come  to  the  Federal  Government  to  be 
spent. 

What  that  means  for  working  Ameri- 
cans is  that  for  the  first  time  in  his- 
tory, over  30  cents,  in  fact  30.4  cents, 
out  of  every  $1  earned  by  every  Amer- 
ican family  on  average  is  not  going  to 
be  spent  by  the  people  who  earned  it:  it 
is  going  to  be  spent  by  their  (Jovem- 
ment  at  the  State,  local,  or  Federal 
level. 

Our  colleagues  who  object  to  cutting 
taxes  for  working  families  say,  this  is 
only  fair.  What  they  really  believe  but 
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they  do  not  want  to  tell  us  is,  they  be- 
lieve Government  can  do  a  better  job  of 
spending  money  than  working  families 
can.  They  believe  that  a  two-wage 
earner  family  where  both  the  husband 
and  the  wife  are  out  working  hard, 
they  are  making  about  $50,000  a  year, 
or  S60,000  a  year,  when  they  combine 
their  two  incomes— we  are  trying  to  let 
them  keep  Sl.OOO  more  a  year  to  invest 
in  their  own  family  and  their  own  fu- 
ture. The  Democrats  are  trying  to  use 
a  parliamentary  maneuver  to  prevent 
us  from  voting  on  that  because  they 
want  to  spend  that  money.  They  do  not 
want  working  families  to  be  able  to 
spend  it. 

This  fits  their  principle.  In  the  mid- 
1980's  people  discovered  that  in  foreign 
policy  the  Democrats  always  blamed 
America  first.  What  we  are  discovering 
in  the  1990's  is  in  domestic  policy,  they 
always  tax  America  first.  According  to 
them,  every  tax  is  fair,  every  tax  cut  is 
unfair,  every  tax  increase  is  paid  for  by 
rich  people.  Even  if  they  are  Social  Se- 
curity recipients  making  S25,000  a  year, 
counting  half  of  their  Social  Security, 
even  if  they  are  driving  a  pickup  truck 
to  work.  Democrats  think  they  are  rich 
when  it  comes  to  raising  their  taxes. 

But  when  working  families  who  are 
struggling  every  single  day  to  make 
ends  meet—and  they  are  watching  the 
Government  squander  their  money — 
when  we  try  to  let  them  keep  Sl.OOO 
more  a  year  to  invest  in  their  own  chil- 
dren and  their  own  families,  somehow 
that  is  unfair,  somehow  suddenly  they 
are  rich.  '^— ^ 

In  truth,  for  the  Democrats,  anybody 
that  works  for  a  living  is  rich.  Well,  I 
think  working  families  can  do  a  better 
job.  That  is  why  I  think  it  is  absolutely 
imperative  that  we  defeat  this  par- 
liamentary maneuver  and  that  we  have 
an  opportunity  to  vote  on  cutting 
taxes  for  working  families.  I  think 
they  deserve  the  tax  cut.  I  intend  to 
vote  for  it.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  BOND  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Missouri. 

Mr.  BOND.  Mr.  President,  I  jrield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  require  off  the 
resolution.  I  ask  the  Senator  f^om 
Texas  if  he  will  spend  a  minute  with 
me. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Sure. 

Mr.  BOND.  Talking  about  the  tax- 
ation philosophy.  I  wonder  if  he  has 
taken  a  look  at  the  amendments  pre- 
sented on  this  budget  resolution. 

Does  the  Senator  see  a  theme  in  the 
amendments  that  have  been  presented 
in  this  budget  resolution? 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Well,  I  have  not  looked 
at  the  numbers.  I  would  like  to  be  edu- 
cated on  it.  But  as  I  look  at  them,  we 
have  a  minimum  of  six  amendments 
where  the  Democrats  want  to  raise 
taxes  and  spend  the  money.  And  the 
number  I  looked  at  is  that  the  tax  in- 
crease was  very  substantial,  over  $180 
billion  total. 


Mr.  BOND.  I  say  to  my  good  friend 
from  Texas,  I  show  to  my  other  friends, 
just  some  rough  calculations  we  have 
done.  So  far,  we  have  six  tax  increases 
that  are  proposed  in  amendments  on 
this  budget  resolution.  The  Senator 
from  West  Virginia,  Senator  ROCKE- 
FELLER, $50  billion;  Senator  Boxer,  $18 
billion:  Senator  Wyden,  $1  billion;  Sen- 
ator Kerry,  $48  billion;  Senator  Kerry, 
$6  billion;  Senator  BYRD,  $65  billion.  As 
we  calculate  that,  that  comes  up  to 
about  $188  billion. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  What  would  they  do 
with  that  money? 

Mr.  BOND.  As  I  understand  it,  I  say 
to  the  Senator,  that  would  not  go  for 
tax  relief.  That  would  go  for  increased 
spending. 

Now  we  are  getting  up — the  record 
was  set,  I  believe,  in  1993,  where  we  had 
a  $240  billion  tax  increase.  We  still 
have  a  few  hours  left  on  this  resolu- 
tion, and  all  we  need  is  about,  as  I  cal- 
culate it,  about  $52  billion  more  in  tax 
increases,  and  we  could  go  over  that 
$240  billion. 

Does  the  Senator  think  maybe  there 
is  an  effort  to  break  that  record? 

Mr.  GRAMM.  I  would  say,  if  the  Sen- 
ator would  yield,  it  is  their  record.  It 
was  the  1993  tax  increase.  And  let  me 
predict,  not  having  seen  what  taxes 
those  are.  I  bet  you  all  those  taxes  are 
supposedly  on  rich  people,  people  that 
drive  automobiles  and  trucks  ai^d  peo- 
ple that  work  for  a  living,  which  by 
definition  are  rich  people.  In  fact,  any- 
body that  is  taxed  is  rich  and  anybody 
whose  taxes  you  cut  are  rich. 

Mr.  BOND.  I  see  our  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Budget  Conrmiittee 
here,  whose  good  office  is  responsible 
for  helping  frame  this  overall  budget 
debate.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to  him  if  he 
has  some  comments  on  this  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Parliamentary  in- 
quiry. Since  I  was  absent,  I  would  like 
to  be  brought  current.  How  much  time 
in  toto  is  still  available  for  both  sides 
on  the  resolution? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
are  57  minutes  for  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico;  56  minutes  for  the  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Boy,  are  we  doing 
well.  We  must  just  be  in  sync. 

Mr.  EXON.  We  agree  on  something. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  am  going  to  speak 
to  this,  but  I  ask,  in  my  absence  has 
anybody  come  to  the  floor  with  addi- 
tional amendments?  Are  we  using  time 
to  make  our  points  here  or  is  somebody 
coming  with  amendments? 

Mr.  EXON.  The  Senator  and  I  have 
appealed  over  and  over  again  to  people 
to  come  to  the  floor  or  at  least  call  us 
and  tell  us  they  are  not  going  to  offer 
the  amendments.  We  have  heard  noth- 
ing from  our  side  of  the  aisle  on  that. 
If  the  Senator  has  heard  of  anybody  on 


his  side  of  the  aisle,  that  would  be  a 
step  in  the  right  direction. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  We  have  not. 

Mr.  EXON.  To  answer  the  Senator's 
question,  it  would  appear  to  me  that 
neither  Republican  Senators  nor  Demo- 
cratic Senators  seem  anxious  to  come 
over  and  claim  some  time  to  offer  the 
amendments  that  they  said  they 
thought  was  important  enough  to  be 
considered.  So  that  is  all  I  know  about 
the  proposition.  Nothing  evidently  has 
changed,  I  say  to  the  chairman  of  the 
conmiittee. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much. 

I  shortly  will  offer  three  amendments 
on  behalf  of  Senators  on  this  side,  one 
of  them  on  behalf  of  Senator  McCain 
and  two  on  behalf  of  Senator  Fair- 
cloth.  Obviously  we  will  not  speak  to 
them.  They  will  be  put  on  the  same  list 
for  a  vote  when  the  vote  comes. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  use  about  2 
minutes  here  to  just  make  an  observa- 
tion and  make  an  inquiry  of  the  Chair. 

First,  I  do  not  ask  the  Chair  or  the 
Parliamentarian  for  any  information 
on  this,  but  it  is  obvious  that  the  Byrd 
rule  by  definition  does  not  apply  to 
provisions  of  a  budget  resolution.  It  ap- 
plies to  the  legislative  langriiage  in  the 
reconciliation  bills. 

Having  said  that,  I  have  a  parliamen- 
tary inquiry.  It  is  brief.  If  a  reconcili- 
ation bill  reduced  revenues  in  the  out- 
years  beyond  the  period  of  the  rec- 
onciliation bill,  but  as  a  whole  did  not 
increase  the  deficit  by  virtue  of  offset- 
ting spending  reductions  or  revenue  in- 
creases, would  the  revenue  reductions 
violate  the  Byrd  rule? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  No,  they 
would  not. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  I  have  an  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  EXON.  May  I  inquire  of  my  col- 
league, we  have  additional  debate  that 
was  on  the  matter  before  the  Senate. 
Do  you  wish  us  to  finish  that  or  do  you 
want  to  go  ahead?  The  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  also  wants  to  speak. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  It  will  take  me  3 
minutes  to  get  these  amendments 
done. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4022 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
regarding:  spectrum  auctions  and  their  ef- 
fect on  the  integrity  of  the  budget  process) 
Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
an    amendment    regarding    spectrum 
openings  and  the  effect  of  their  integ- 
rity on  the  process,  and  I  send  the 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Domen- 
ICT],  for  Mr.  McCain,  proposes  an  amendment 
numbered  4022. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.    .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE— TRUTH  IN  BUDG- 
ETINC. 

It  is  the  Sense  of  the  Senate  that: 

(a)  The  Congressional  Budget  Office  has 
scored  revenue  expected  to  be  raised  from 
the  auction  of  Federal  Communications 
Commission  licenses  for  various  services; 

(b)  For  budget  scoring  purposes,  the  Con- 
gress has  assumed  that  such  auctions  would 
occur  in  a  prompt  and  expeditious  manner 
and  that  revenue  raised  by  such  auctions 
would  flow  to  the  federal  treasury; 

(c)  The  Resolution  assumes  that  the  reve- 
nue to  be  raised  from  auctions  totals  billions 
of  dollars; 

(d)  The  Resolution  makes  assumptions 
that  services  would  be  auctioned  where  the 
Federal  Communications  Commission  has 
not  yet  conducted  auctions  for  such  services, 
such  as  Local  Multipoint  Distribution  Serv- 
ice (LMDS),  licenses  for  paging  services, 
final  broadband  PCS  licenses,  narrow  band 
PCS  licenses,  licenses  for  unserved  cellular, 
and  Digital  Audio  Radio  (DARS).  and  other 
subscription  services,  revenue  from  which 
has  been  assumed  in  Congressional  budg- 
etary calculations  and  in  determining  the 
level  of  the  deficit;  and 

(e)  The  Commission's  service  rules  can  dra- 
matically affect  license  values  and  auction 
revenues  and  therefore  the  Commission 
should  act  expeditiously  and  without  further 
delay  to  conduct  auctions  of  licenses  in  a 
manner  that  maximizes  revenue,  increases 
efficiency,  and  enhances  competition  for  any 
service  for  which  auction  revenues  have  been 
scored  by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office 
and/or  counted  for  budgetary  purposes  in  an 
Act  of  Congress. 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  expresses  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  when  spectrum  auctions 
are  assumed  in  the  budget  resolution, 
that  those  auctions  should  occur  in  an 
expeditious  manner  and  in  a  manner 
that  is  most  efficient.  The  amendment 
does  not  force  the  FCC  to  act  on  any 
fashion  other  than  that  which  is  most 
appropriate. 

However,  Mr.  President.  I  am  con- 
cerned that  the  Commission  move  for- 
ward with  auctions. 

This  amendment  is  about  much  more 
than  auctions.  It  is  about  truth  in 
budgeting.  When  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee drafts  a  budget  plan  that  includes 
auctions,  it  is  assumed  that  those  auc- 
tions will  take  place.  To  the  Commis- 
sion's credit,  it  has  acted  to  auction 
much  of  the  spectnmi.  And  to  date, 
over  $20.2  billion  has  been  raised  by 
auction. 

But  we  must  continue  to  move  "for- 
ward. In  order  for  the  Government's 
books  to  actually  balance,  we  must 
bring  in  money  we  intend  to  spend. 

One  such  example  is  the  issue  of 
Local  Multipoint  Distribution  Service 
[LMDS].  The  Commission's  rulemaking 
proceeding  on  LMDS  is  over  3  years 
old.  For  3  years  we  have  been  waiting 
for  auction  revenues.  In  the  mean  time, 
LMDS  technology  which  was  developed 
by  American  entrepreneurs  is  being  im- 


plemented elsewhere  in  such  places  as 
Canada,  South  America,  and  Asia. 

LMDS  will  provide  homes  and  offices 
with  video,  telephony,  and  other  inter- 
active data  transfer  applications  in- 
cluding high  speed  Internet  connec- 
tions. In  residential  areas,  for  example, 
LMDS  could  provide  a  family  with  over 
60  digital  TV  stations,  200  video-on-de- 
mand channels,  two  telephone  lines, 
and  a  high-speed  Internet  connection. 

But,  Mr.  President,  again  let  me  re- 
peat that  this  amendment  is  not  about 
LMDS  or  any  other  specific  service. 
There  are  other  subscriptions  services 
that  are  set  to  be  auctioned  that  I 
would  hope  the  FCC  soon  acts  on.  I 
would  hope  that  the  Commission  move 
forward  on  those  matters  also  and  the 
FCC  view  this  amendment  as  our  im- 
primatur to  move  forward.  But  as  I 
noted,  this  amendment  is  about  the 
FCC  acting  in  an  expeditious  manner 
in  order  to  ensure  that  when  the  Con- 
gress assumes  that  money  will  be  com- 
ing in.  it  is  in  fact  coming  in. 

Mr.  President.  I  want  to  commend 
the  Budget  Committee  and  its  chair- 
man for  moving  the  issue  of  spectrum 
auctions  forward.  For  the  most  part,  it 
has  been  reconciliation  legislation  that 
has  mandated  past  auctions  The  Budg- 
et Conmiittee  has  recognized  that  spec- 
trum is  a  public  asset,  that  it  has  great 
value,  and  that  the  American  people 
should  not  only  benefit  by  its  use,  but 
should  benefit  from  its  sale. 

Now  we  must  ensure  that  the  auc- 
tions the  Budget  Committee  has  the 
foresight  to  call  for  do  indeed  occur.  I 
would  hope  the  Congress  would  adopt 
this  amendment  and  that  the  FCC 
would  act  as  instructed  by  the  Senate. 

AMENDBiENT  NO.  4023 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
regarding  welfare  reform) 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
proposed  by  Senator  Faircloth  and  ex- 
presses the  sense  of  the  Senate  that 
balanced  budget  legislation  should  also 
contain  a  strategy  for  reducing  the  na- 
tional debt.  I  send  the  amendment  to 
the  desk  and  ask  for  its  immediate  con- 
sideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  DOMEN- 
ICI], for  Mr.  Faircloth.  proposes  an  amend- 
ment numbered  4023. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  disi)ensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC    .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  WEL- 
FARE REFORM. 

The  Senate  finds  that— 

S.  Con.  Res.  57  assumes  substantial  savings 
from  welfare  reform;  and 

Children  bom  out  of  wedlock  are  five  times 
more  likely  to  be  poor  and  about  ten  times 


more  likely  to  be  extremely  poor  and  there- 
fore are  more  likely  to  receive  welfare  bene- 
fits than  children  from  two  parent  families; 
and 

High  rates  of  out-of-wedlock  births  axe  as- 
sociated with  a  host  of  other  social 
pathologies;  for  example,  children  of  single 
mothers  are  twice  as  likely  to  drop  out  of 
high  school;  boys  whose  fathers  are  absent 
are  more  likely  to  engage  in  criminal  activi- 
ties; and  girls  in  single-parent  families  are 
three  times  more  likely  to  have  children  out 
of  wedlock  themselves;  therefore 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  any  com- 
prehensive legislation  sent  to  the  President 
that  balances  the  budget  by  a  certain  date 
and  that  includes  welfare  reform  provisions 
and  that  is  agreed  to  by  the  Congress  and  the 
President  shall  also  contain  to  the  maximum 
extent  possible  a  strategy  for  reducing  the 
rate  of  out-of-wedlock  births  and  encourag- 
ing family  formation. 

Mr.  FAIRCLOTH.  Mr.  President. 
President  Clinton  devoted  two  of  his 
weekly  radio  addresses  this  month  to 
the  topic  of  welfare  reform. 

Like  President  Clinton.  I  was  elected 
in  1992.  and  welfare  reform  was  a  key 
issue  in  my  campaign.  Since  then  I 
have  introduced  welfare  reform  bills  in 
the  103d  Congress  and  in  this  Congress 
as  well. 

The  current  impasse  on  welfare  re- 
form has  existed  since  the  President's 
second  veto  of  welfare  legislation  sent 
to  him  by  the  Congress.  I  found  the 
President's  recent  remarks  on  welfare 
reform  to  be  particularly  aggravating 
because  so  much  agreement  exists  be- 
tween the  President  and  the  Congress 
on  the  problems  in  our  welfare  system, 
and  on  most  of  the  solutions,  and  yet 
bipartisan  legislation  passed  by  Con- 
gress has  not  become  law. 

In  his  May  4  address,  the  President 
said.  "The  American  people  need  a  wel- 
fare system  that  honors  American  val- 
ues: work,  family  and  personal  respon- 
sibility." 

The  issues  related  to  family  and  per- 
sonal responsibility  have  been  of  par- 
ticular interest  to  me.  In  fact  Presi- 
dent Clinton  and  I  strongly  agree  on 
the  problems  in  this  area.  On  January 
29  of  this  year,  when  the  President  ap- 
pointed Dr.  Henry  Foster  to  coordinate 
the  administration's  new  National 
Campaign  to  Reduce  Teen  Pregnancy, 
the  President  said: 

This  morning  we  want  to  talk  about  teen 
pregnancy,  because  it  is  a  moral  problem  and 
a  personal  problem  and  a  challenge  that  indi- 
vidual young  people  should  face  and  because 
it  has  reached  such  proportions  that  it  is  a 
very  significant  economic  and  social  problem 
for  the  United  States. 

He  went  on  to  say: 

We  know  *  •  *  that  almost  all  the  poor 
children  in  this  country  are  living  with  one 
parent;  that  there  are  very,  very  few  poor 
children,  without  regard  to  race,  region  or 
income,  living  in  two-parent  married  house- 
holds. 

He  continues  by  saying: 

We  know  that  there  are  an  awfUl  lot  of 
good,  single  parents  out  there  doing  their 
best,  but  we  also  know  it  would  be  better  if 
no  teenager  ever  had  a  child  out  of  wedlock: 
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that  it  is  not  the  li^ht  thin?  to  do.  and  it  is 
not  a  good  thing  for  the  children's  future  and 
for  the  future  of  the  country. 

Mr.  President,  I  agree  whole- 
heartedly with  those  points.  Seventy- 
two  percent  of  teenage  births  occur 
outside  of  marriage.  I  have  stood  here 
many  times  and  emphasized  that  wel- 
fare reform  that  does  not  aggressively 
seek  to  reverse  the  rising  rate  of  out- 
of-wedlock  births,  will  not  break  the 
cycle  of  welfare  dependency  that  is 
consuming  more  and  more  of  our  young 
people. 

I  have  not  been  alone  in  sounding  the 
alarm  on  this  problem.  Many  of  my  Re- 
publican colleagues  have  joined  me, 
and  we  have  all  learned  trom  our 
friend.  Senator  Moynihan,  who  first 
conducted  ground-breaking  research  on 
this  topic  almost  30  years  ago. 

It  is  my  strong  belief  that  illegrit- 
imacy  is  the  root  cause  of  welfare  de- 
pendency. Children  raised  in  single  par- 
ent homes  are  six  times  more  likely  to 
be  poor  than  those  raised  by  two  par- 
ents, and  girls  raised  in  single  parent 
homes  are  three  times  more  likely  to 
have  children  out  of  wedlock  as  well. 

During  last  year's  welfare  reform  de- 
bate, I  advocated  several  approaches 
aimed  at  reducing  illegitimacy.  I  sup- 
ported the  House  efforts  to  limit  the 
incentives  in  our  current  welfare  pro- 
gram tha.t,  in  effect,  reward  illegit- 
imacy. I  was  also  very  proud  that  our 
welfare  reform  bill  included  a  provision 
that  I  offered,  which  would  promote 
and  fund  programs  to  encourage  chil- 
dren to  abstain  from  sexual  activity 
before  marriage. 

I'll  let  the  President  finish  my  point 
on  illegitimacy.  In  the  statement  that 
accomiianied  the  welfare  reform  bill 
that  he  sent  to  Congress  in  1994,  he  said 
•'Preventing  teen  pregnancy  and  out- 
of-wedlock  births  is  a  critical  part  of 
welfare  reform."  I  agree. 

Mr.  President,  in  his  radio  addresses, 
the  President  has  highlighted  the 
agreement  that  exists  on  welfare  re- 
form and  also  praised  the  States  for 
work  they  have  done  on  their  own.  In 
his  most  recent  radio  address,  the 
President  tried  to  take  credit  for  inno- 
vative reforms  recently  proposed  by 
the  Republican  Governor  of  Wisconsin, 
Tommy  Thompson. 

I  think  it  is  ironic  that  the  greatest 
barrier  to  these  innovative  State  pro- 
grams is  the  current  Federal  welfare 
system  which  requires  States  to  nego- 
tiate a  lengthy,  and  potentially  par- 
tisan, waiver  process  through  the  De- 
partment of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices. By  refusing  to  sign  welfare  reform 
legislation,  the  President  is  denying 
States  the  flexibility  that  our  welfare 
reform  bill  was  designed  to  provide. 

Even  though  the  President  seemed  to 
have  endorsed  the  Wisconsin  plan  on 
Saturday,  today's  Washington  Post 
contained  a  statement  from  White 
House  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Harold 
Ickes,   that  details  of  the  Wisconsin 


proposal  would  have  to  be  changed  be- 
fore the  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  would  approve  the 
wavier. 

With  all  this  agreement  that  seems 
to  exist  between  the  Congress  and  the 
President,  why  can't  the  American  peo- 
ple have  the  welfare  reform  that  the 
Congress  has  passed,  and  the  President 
has  promised  them?  .   « 

Mr.  President,  my  amendment  sim- 
ply states  that  it  is  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  if  welfare  reform  is  in- 
cluded in  new  balanced  budget  legisla- 
tion, that  those  provisions  contain  a 
strategy  to  reduce  the  incidence  of  out 
of  wedlock  births  as  well  as  encourage 
the  formation  of  two-parent  families. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4024 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
regarding  reduction  of  the  national  debt) 
Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration.  This  is  on 
behalf  of  Senator  Faircloth  referenc- 
ing deficit  reduction  and  the  national 
debt. 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Domen- 
ici].  for  Mr.  Faircloth,  proposes  an  amend- 
ment numbered  4024. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous    consent    reading    of    the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 
The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC    .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  RE- 
DUCTION OF  THE  NATIONAL  DEBT. 

S.  Con.  Res.  57  projects  a  public  debt  in 
Fiscal  Year  1997  of  $5,400,000,000,000; 

S.  Con.  Res.  57  projects  that  the  public 
debt  will  be  6,500,000,000.000  In  the  Fiscal 
Year  2002  when  the  budget  resolution 
projects  a  unified  budget  surplus: 

This  accumulated  debt  represents  a  signifi- 
cant flnancial  burden  that  will  require  exces- 
sive taxation  and  lost  economic  opportunity 
for  future  generations  of  the  United  States; 
therefore 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  any  com- 
prehensive legislation  sent  to  the  President 
that  balances  the  budget  by  a  certain  date 
and  that  is  agreed  to  by  the  Congress  and  the 
President  shall  also  contain  a  strategy  for 
reducing  the  national  debt  of  the  Untied 
States. 

Mr.  FAIRCLOTH.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  would  very  simply  express 
the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  if  we  enact 
a  balanced  budget  plan  this  year — that 
such  legislation  should  also  contain  a 
strategy  for  reducing  the  national 
debt. 

The  budget  resolution  we  are  debat- 
ing today  is  a  plan  to  balance  the  budg- 
et by  the  year  2002.  But  by  the  year 
2002.  our  national  debt  will  be  $6.5  tril- 
lion. 

Mr.  President,  this  debt  represents  a 
massive  burden  on  the  American  people 
and  future  generations  of  Americans.  I 


am  deeply  concerned  about  this  debt 
burden  that  we  have  placed  on  our  chil- 
dren, grandchildren,  and  children  yet 
bom. 

The  budget  resolution  is  a  plan  to 
end  the  deficit  spending — which  is  cer- 
tainly what  we  need.  But  I  feel  just  as 
strongly  that  we  need  a  plan  to  reduce 
this  debt. 

It  took  this  country  nearly  200  years 
to  accumulate  a  debt  of  SI  trillion— and 
in  the  last  16  years  the  debt  will  have 
increased  fivefold.  This  is  not  a  Repub- 
lican or  Democrat  issue — we  don't  need 
to  assign  the  blame — we  just  need  to 
develop  a  solution. 

All  this  amendment  would  do  is  en- 
courage the  Senate — express  that  it  is 
our  sense  that  we  develop  proposals  to 
deal  with  this  massive  debt  burden. 

POINT  OF  ORDER 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  am  about 
to  3rield  whatever  time  he  might  need 
to  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina. 

I  wish  briefly  to  respond.  How  inter- 
esting it  is  that  the  debate  has  shifted 
from  the  very  legitimate  discussion 
that  we  were  having  here  with  regard 
to  the  faulty  ruling  of  the  Chair  to  a 
charge  that  Democrats  are  trying  to 
block  consideration  of  income  tax  re- 
ductions. Nothing  could  be  further 
ftom  the  truth. 

Just  repeating  irresponsible  charges 
over  and  over  again  without  providing 
any  backup  proof  is  nonsense.  That  has 
been  an  old  debating  technique  for  a 
long,  long  time.  When  the  facts  are  not 
on  your  side,  talk  nonsense. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  get  back, 
and  I  am  sure  my  friend  from  South 
Carolina  wants  to  get  back,  to  the  un- 
derlying problem  that  we  have  here 
that  is  far  more  than  just  one  single 
independent  ruling  of  the  Chair.  It  is 
going  to  have  far-reaching  adverse  ef- 
fects on  the  U.S.  Senate  for  as  long  as 
we  can  imagine  into  the  future. 

Instead  of  addressing  that,  the  Re- 
publicans come  forth  with  charts.  They 
say  we  are  trsring  to  stop  the  tax  cut. 
We  are  not  trying  to  stop  the  tax  cut. 
All  we  want  is  the  tax  cut  to  be 
brought  up  in  the  usual  fashion,  to  be 
debated  in  the  usual  fashion  under  the 
usual  procedures.  We  are  trying  to  ex- 
pose this  glaring  trick  that  the  Repub- 
licans are  trying,  by  separating  their 
reconstruction  instructions  into  three 
separate  bills.  The  last  one  with  regard 
to  tax  cuts  would  come  in  September  of 
this  year,  a  couple  months  before  the 
election.  Of  course,  I  would  be  the  last 
to  acctxse  the  Republicans  of  plashing 
politics  with  this  —let  me  be  the  first. 

We  have  just  seen  some  charts  pre- 
sented here.  They  have  done  this  be- 
fore. They  set  up  a  straw  man  on  fake 
straw  and  then  they  tear  it  down.  They 
just  had  a  list  of  Senators  up  there. 
They  totaled  up  what  those  Senators 
had  proposed  and  how  much  it  would 
cost.  No  one  has  advocated  raising 
taxes  by  the  amount  asserted  from  the 
Senator  &om  Missouri.  It  is  simply  not 
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the  case  that  one  can  add  up  all  of  the 
offsets  for  amendments  that  fail.  If  the 
Senate  chooses  not  to  use  an  offset  in 
one  aunendment,  it  is  perfectly  legriti- 
mate  to  try  and  use  the  same  offset  in 
a  second  amendment.  When  we  do  that, 
the  Republicans  set  up  a  straw  man- 
false  numbers,  false  charges,  false  as- 
sumptions. Once  again,  setting  up  a 
straw  man  may  fool  the  people  of  the 
United  States  temporarily,  but  not  for 
long. 

I  want  to  correct  just  one  more 
thing.  I  want  to  correct  the  record  on 
the  statistics  used  by  the  Senator  from 
Texas.  The  share  of  the  economy  that 
goes  to  revenues  to  fund  the  Govern- 
ment is  not  at  record  levels.  Let  me  re- 
peat that:  The  Senator  from  Texas  said 
that  the  share  of  the  economy  that 
goes  to  revenues  to  fund  the  Grovem- 
ment  is  not  at  record  levels.  It  was 
higher  in  1969.  It  was  higher  in  1970.  It 
was  higher  in  1982.  Sure,  sure,  we  would 
all  like  to  have  lower  taxes.  The  ques- 
tion is,  what  should  come  first?  What 
should  come  first,  Mr.  President?  Bal- 
ancing the  budget  of  the  United  States 
or  enacting  tax  cuts  that  we  all  would 
likely  vote  for  once  we  get  a  balanced 
budget? 

I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  you 
can  find  the  first  two  pages  of  the 
budget  resolution  conference  report  for 
fiscal  year  1976  referred  to  as  the  au- 
thority for  the  Parliamentarian's  rule 
about  reconciliation  back  in  1975.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  it  printed 
in  the  Record.  The  report  dated  April 
21,  1975  was  submitted  by  Mr.  Muskie, 
from  the  committee  of  conference.  It  is 
only  a  few  pages,  but  I  think  it  ought 
to  be  included. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

SECOND  Concurrent  Resolution  on  the 
Budget,  Fiscal  Year  1976 

Mr.  Muslcle,  trom  the  committee  on  con- 
ference, submitted  the  following  conference 
report  to  accompany  H.  Con.  Res.  466: 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis- 
agreeing votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  concurrent 
resolution 

H.  Con.  Res.  466)  revising  the  congressional 
budget  for  the  United  States  Government  for 
the  fiscal  year  1976,  and  directing  certain 
reconciliation  action,  having  met,  after  full 
and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  rec- 
ommend and  do  reconmiend  to  their  respec- 
tive Houses  as  follows:    - 

That  the  House  recede  from  Its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  fol- 
lows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  In- 
serted by  the  Senate  amendment  Insert  the 
following: 

That  the  Congress  hereby  determines  and  de- 
clares, pursuant  to  section  310(a)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974,  that  for  the  fiscal 
year  beginning  on  July  1, 1975 — 

(1)  The  appropriate  level  of  total  budget  out- 
lays is  {374.900,000,000; 

(2)  The  appropriate  level  of  total  new  budget 
authority  is  $408,000,000,000; 


(3)  The  amount  of  the  deficit  in  the  budget 
which  is  appropriate  in  the  light  of  economic 
conditions  and  all  other  relevant  factors  is 
$74,100,000,000; 

(4)  The  recommended  level  of  Federal  revenues 
is  $300,800,000,000.  and  the  House  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  and  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Finance  shall  submit  to  their  respective  Houses 
legislation  to  decrease  Federal  revenues  by  ap- 
proximately $6,400,000,000;  and 

(5)  ■  The  appropriate  level  of  the  public  debt  is 
$622,600,000,000. 

Sec.  2.  The  Congress  hereby  determines  and 
declares,  in  the  manner  provided  in  section 
301(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974. 
that  for  the  transition  quarter  be0nning  on 
July  1. 1976— 

(1)  The  appropriate  level  of  total  budget  out- 
lays is  $101,700,000,000; 

(2)  The  appropriate  level  of  total  budget  au- 
thority is  $91,100,000,000; 

(3)  The  amount  of  the  deficit  in  the  budget 
which  is  appropriate  in  the  light  of  economic 
conditioris-  and  all  other  relevant  factors  is 
$1 5.700. (Jbo. 000; 

(4)  The  recommended  level  Federal  revenues  is 
$86,000,000,000;  and 

(5)  The  appropriate  level  of  the  public  debt  is 
$641,000,000,000.  And  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  a 
careful  reading  of  this  particular  budg- 
et resolution  finds  no  reconciliation  in- 
structions. How  can  you  have  reconcili- 
ation without  reconciliation  instruc- 
tions? 

I  referred  in  my  original  comments 
to  the  fact  that  our  distinguished  col- 
league, the  chairman  of  the  Finance 
Committee  at  the  time.  Senator  Long, 
wanted  it  to  appear  as  reconciliation 
because  he  was  tnring  to  limit  debate 
and  limit  amendments.  He  was  prob- 
ably the  cleverest  of  all  Parliamentar- 
ians around  here.  He  always  stood  in 
the  well  there:  "Yes.  yes.  Senator,  I 
will  take  your  amendment."  He  just 
took  all  these  amendments,  went  over 
there,  and  you  would  never  see  them 
again.  I  remember  it  well. 

But  there  was,  as  the  record  will 
show,  no  reconciliation — he  called  it 
and  they  gave  him  limited  time,  but  it 
was  not  reconciliation.  As  chairman  of 
the  Finance  Committee,  he  was  com- 
pl3ring  with  a  particular  bill.  Just  like 
now,  under  this  concurrent  resolution 
that  we  direct  the  ConMnerce  Commit- 
tee or  the  Armed  Services  Committee 
or  any  other  committee,  and  they  com- 
ply. They  come  up  with  their  particu- 
lar bill.  That  is  not  reconciliation. 

As  further  authority,  Mr.  President,  I 
refer  to  the  statement  made  at  that 
particular  time  by  myself  on  December 
3, 1980. 1  quote: 

Every  Senator  who  signed  the  conference 
agreement,  and  every  Senator  who  votes  to 
adopt  it,  has  earned  a  share  of  the  credit  for 
this  first  historic  exercise  of  the  reconcili- 
ation power. 

That  was  the  first  time  we  were  able 
to  pass  a  reconciliation  bill.  December 
1980— there  was  not  any  kind  of  author- 
ity for  reconciliation  back  in  1975. 

Let  me  quote  Mr.  Henry  Bellmon, 
ranking  member  at  that  particular 
time  on  the  Republican  side: 


Mr.  President,  this  truly  is  a  historic  occa- 
sion. Today  we  complete  for  the  first  time  an 
Important  part  of  the  Budget  Act  called  rec- 
onciliation. 

Mr.  President,  you  cannot  be  more 
clear  than  that.  They  are  using  1975, 
the  actions  taken  by  the  chairman  of 
the  Finance  Committee  and  a  spurious 
ruling  at  that  particular  because  there 
was  no  such  thing  as  reconciliation  in- 
structions. Senator  Long  put  in,  as  I 
said,  and  I  read  the  particular  title,  a 
tax  bill.  It  is  a  separate  bill.  It  is  not 
reconciliation.  It  is  "a  bill  (H.R.  5559) 
to  make  changes  in  certain  income  tax 
provisions  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954."  That  is  not  a  reconcili- 
ation bill. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  I  am  continually 
hearing  from  my  distinguished  col- 
league firom  Texas,  and  they  run  him 
out  every  now  and  then  with  the  little 
charts,  about  the  biggest  tax  increase. 
It  is  all  Presidential  politics — the  big- 
gest tax  increase,  the  biggest  tax  in- 
crease. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent again  that  we  include  in  the 
RECORD  from  the  Washington  Post  an 
article  by  Judy  Mann  back  in  1995,  Jan- 
uary 1.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  the  ar- 
ticle be  printed  in  its  entirety  in  the 
RECORD. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
RECORD,  as  follows: 

(From  the  Washington  Post] 

FiDDLiNC  With  the  numbers 

(By  Judy  Mann) 

Grov.  Christine  Todd  Whitman,  the  Repub- 
lican meteor  trom  New  Jersey,  had  the  un- 
usual honor  for  a  first-term  governor  of 
being  asked  to  deliver  her  party's  response 
to  President  Clinton's  State  of  the  Union 
message  last  week. 

And  she  delivered  a  whopper  of  what  can 
most  kindly  be  called  a  glaring  inaccuracy. 

Sandwiched  into  her  Republican  sales 
pitch  was  the  kind  of  line  that  does  serious 
political  damage:  Clinton,  she  Intoned,  "im- 
posed the  biggest  tax  increase  In  American 
history." 

And  millions  of  Americans  sat  in  fi^nt  of 
their  television  sets,  perhaps  believing  that 
Clinton  and  the  Democrat-controlled  Con- 
gress had  done  a  real  number  on  them. 

The  trouble  is  that  this  poster  lady  for  tax 
cuts  was  not  letting  any  facts  get  In  her  way. 
But  don't  hold  your  breath  waiting  for  the 
talk  show  hosts  to  set  the  record  straight. 

The  biggest  tax  increase  In  history  did  not 
occur  in  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation 
Act  of  1993.  The  biggest  tax  Increase  in  post- 
World  War  n  history  occurred  in  1982  under 
President  Ronald  Reagan. 

Here  is  how  the  two  compare,  according  to 
Bill  Gale,  a  specialist  on  tax  policy  and  sen- 
ior fellow  at  the  Brookings  Institution.  The 
1993  act  raised  taxes  for  the  next  five  years 
by  a  gross  total  of  $268  billion,  but  with  the 
expansion  of  the  earned  income  tax  credit  to 
more  working  poor  families,  the  net  increase 
comes  to  J240.4  billion  in  1993.  The  Tax  E^q- 
ulty  and  Fiscal  Responsibility  Act  of  1962.  by 
comparison,  increased  taxes  by  a  net  of  $217.5 
billion  over  five  years.  Nominally,  then.  It  is 
true  that  the  1993  tax  bill  was  the  biggest  In 
history. 

But  things  don't  work  nominally.  "A  dol- 
lar now  is  worth  less  than  a  dollar  was  back 
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then,  so  that  a  tax  increase  of.  say  SIO  billion 
in  1982  would  be  a  tax  increase  of  S15  billion 
now,"  says  Gale.  In  fact,  if  you  adjust  for  the 
48  percent  change  in  price  level,  the  1982  tax 
increase  becomes  a  S32S.6  billion  increase  in 
1993  dollars.  And  that  makes  it  the  biggrest 
tax  increase  in  history  by  $85  billion. 

Moreover,  says  Gale,  the  population  of  the 
country  increased,  so  that,  on  a  per  person 
basis,  the  1993  tax  increase  is  lower  than  the 
one  in  1982,  and  the  gross  domestic  product 
increased  over  the  decade,  which  means  that 
personal  income  rose.  "Once  you  adjust  for 
price  translation,  it's  not  the  biggest,  and 
when  you  account  for  population  and  GDP,  it 
gets  even  smaller." 

He  raises  another  point  that  makes  this 
whole  business  of  tax  policy  just  a  bit  more 
complex  than  the  heroic  tax  slashers  would 
have  us  believe.  "The  question  is  whether 
[the  1993  tax  increase]  was  a  good  idea  or  a 
bad  idea,  not  whether  it  was  the  biggest  tax 
increase.  Suppose  it  was  the  biggest?  I  find  it 
fioistrating  that  the  level  of  the  debate  about 
stuff  like  this  as  carried  on  by  politicians  is 
generally  so  low." 

So  was  it  a  good  idea?  "We  needed  to  re- 
duce the  deficit,"  he  says,  "we  still  need  to 
reduce  the  deficit.  The  bond  market  re- 
sponded positively.  Interest  rates  fell.  There 
may  be  a  longer  term  benefit  in  that  it 
shows  Congress  and  the  president  are  capable 
of  cutting  the  deficit  even  without  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment." 

Other  long-term  benefits,  he  says,  are  that 
"more  capital  is  f^ed  up  for  private  invest- 
ment, and  ultimately  that  can  result  in  more 
productive  and  highly  paid  workers." 

How  bad  was  the  hit  for  those  few  who  did 
have  to  pay  more  taxes?  One  tax  attorney 
says  that  his  increased  taxes  were  more  than 
offset  by  savings  he  was  able  to  generate  by 
refinancing  the  mortgage  on  his  house  at  the 
lower  interest  rates  we've  had  as  a  result. 
The  1993  tax  increase  did  include  a  4.3-cent- 
a-gallon  rise  in  gasoline  tax,  which  hits  the 
middle  class.  But  most  of  us  did  not  have  to 
endure  an  income  tax  increase.  In  1992,  the 
top  tax  rate  was  31  percent  of  the  taxable  in- 
come over  S51,900  for  single  taxpayers  and 
S86,S00  for  married  couples  flling  jointly.  Two 
new  tax  brackets  were  added  in  1993:  36  per- 
cent for  singles  with  taxable  incomes  over 
SllS.OOO  and  married  couples  with  incomes 
over  $140,000;  and  39.6  percent  for  singles  and 
married  couples  with  taxable  incomes  over 
$250,000. 

Not  exactly  your  working  poor  or  even 
your  aveitige  family. 

The  rising  GOP  stars  are  finding  out  that 
when  they  say  or  do  something  stupid  or 
mendacious,  folks  notice.  The  jury  ought  to 
be  out  on  Whitman's  performance  as  gov- 
ernor until  we  see  the  effects  of  supply  side 
economics  on  New  Jersey.  But  in  her  first 
nationally  televised  perfonnance  as  a 
spokeswoman  for  her  party,  she  should  have 
Imown  better  than  to  give  the  country  only 
half  the  story.  In  the  process,  she  left  a  lot 
to  be  desired  in  one  quality  Americans  are 
looking  for  in  politicians:  honesty. 

The  PRESroiNG  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's 5  minutes  have  expired. 

Mr.  ROLLINGS.  Let  me  ask  for  2 
more  minutes. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  yield  2  more  minutes. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  thank  the  distin- 
gTiished  Senator. 

I  read  here:  The  biggest  tax  increase 
in  history  did  not  occur  in  the  Onmibus 
Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1993.  The 
biggest  tax  increase  in  post-World  War 
n  history  occurred  in  1982  under  Presi- 
dent Ronald  Reagan. 


So  I  hope  they  would  at  least  respect 
the  truth  every  now  and  again  and  quit 
referring  to  the  1993  reconciliation  bill 
as  the  "biggest  tax  increase."  I  hap- 
pened to  have  voted  for  it.  It  is  work- 
ing. It  has  the  deficit  cut  in  half.  In 
fact,  the  deficit  dropped  another  530 
billion  since  last  week. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  under  this 
limited  time  on  April  24, 1991,  we  put  in 
a  bill — '"we"  being  Senator  MOYNIHAN 
of  New  York,  Senator  Kasten  of  Wis- 
consin, and  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina— we  put  in  that  bill  to  cut 
$190  billion  in  tax  cuts  for  working 
Americans.  The  distinguished  Senator 
from  Texas  voted  against  it.  We  said, 
let  us  put  Social  Security  on  a  i)ay-as- 
you-go  baisls.  It  amounted  to  $190  bil- 
lion In  tax  cuts  on  working  Americans. 

You  can  keep  running  him  out  with 
his  charts,  but  I  am  going  to  run  out 
with  his  record.  He  had  a  chance  to 
vote  for  It,  and  he  voted  against  it. 

So  spare  us  this  particular  off-Broad- 
way act  that  we  have  to  watch  every 
other  day  or  so — the  biggest  tax  In- 
crease, and  working  Americans,  around 
the  kitchen  table,  and  who  Is  in  the 
wagon  and  who  is  pulling  It.  We  are  in 
the  wagon.  The  Congress  Is  In  the 
wagon.  The  people  outside  are  the  ones 
pulling  It.  The  President  is  the  one 
that  has  been  cutting  the  deficit.  And 
thank  heavens  for  President  Clinton, 
the  only  one  in  town  since  President 
Johnson  that  has  cut  the  deficit. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  just  to  add 
another  fact  to  the  statement  made  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  South 
Carolina,  that  largest  tax  cut  in  his- 
tory that  he  indicated  came  in  1982,  I 
believe.  Is  that  what  he  said? 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  That  is  correct,  tax 
increase. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  thought  it  might  be  in- 
teresting to  note  that  the  chairman  of 
the  Finance  Committee  at  the  time  of 
the  real  largest  tax  increase  in  history, 
chairman  of  the  committee  of  jurisdic- 
tion, the  Finance  Committee  at  that 
time,  was  Kansas  Senator  ROBERT 
Dole. 

I  srield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota. 

Mr.  CONRAD.  I  thank  the  ranking 
member,  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

I  must  say  that  I  was  surprised  to  see 
the  Senator  from  Texas  out  once  again 
railing  against  the  Democrats  in  the 
last  package  that  we  passed,  saying 
that  it  was  just  a  tax  package.  It  is 
very  Interesting. 

The  Senator  from  Texas  is  not  talk- 
ing much  these  days  about  deficits.  He 
is  not  talking  about  that  much  any- 
more. He  Is  not  talking  much  about 
debt  anymore  because  we  are  6  months 
away  from  an  election.  The  Repub- 
licans are  down  by  double  digits  in  the 
polls.  And  so  out  comes  the  tax  bogey- 
man. Let  us  haul  that  one  out  because 
that  one  seems  to  work  pretty  weU. 
Let  us  run  out  the  tax  bogeyman.  Let 


us  run  him  around  the  track  a  few 
times. 

Mr.  President,  let  us  read  the 
RECORD.  First  of  all,  the  biggest  tax  in- 
crease occurred  on  their  watch.  They 
controlled  the  White  House.  They  con- 
trolled the  U.S.  Senate.  They  passed 
the  biggest  tax  increase.  Why  did  they 
do  it?  Because  the  deficits  were  sky- 
rocketing. They  were  out  of  control.  So 
they  took  action. 

In  1993.  the  Democrats,  when  it  was 
on  our  watch — we  controlled  the  White 
House,  we  controlled  the  Senate,  and 
we  controlled  the  House — we  took  ac- 
tion. We  can  be  proud  of  the  action  we 
took  because  we  reduced  these  deficits. 
We  have  reduced  them  sharply.  Let  us 
just  look  at  the  record. 

Mr.  President,  this  compares  the 
records  of  President  Clinton,  President 
Bush,  and  President  Reagan.  This  is 
what  has  happened  to  the  deficits 
under  these  three  Presidents.  These  are 
the  deficits  in  billions  of  dollars  start- 
ing in  1980. 

Ronald  Reagan  was  elected.  The  defi- 
cit was  about  $70  billion  a  year.  Ronald 
Reagan  took  office.  By  the  way,  it  was 
not  just  Republican  control  of  the 
White  House;  the  Republicans  con- 
trolled this  body  as  well.  They  con- 
trolled the  U.S.  Senate,  and  they  had 
effective  control  of  the  U.S.  House  of 
Representatives.  Because  everyone  re- 
members what  budgets  passed  In  1981, 
in  1982,  in  1983,  it  was  boll  weevil 
Democrats  joining  with  the  Republican 
minority  in  the  House,  joining  with  the 
Senate  majority,  the  Republican  ma- 
jority in  the  Senate,  and  a  Republican 
President. 

What  happened?  Here  is  the  record  on 
deficits.  The  deficits  exploded.  They 
exploded  under  this  theory  of  supply- 
side  economics.  They  exploded  under 
this  notion  that  you  can  just  cut  taxes 
and  not  cut  spending,  and  that  some- 
how it  is  all  going  to  add  up.  The  defi- 
cits went  to  over  $200  billion  a  year. 

Then,  we  see  that  we  had  the  begin- 
ning of  the  Bush  administration,  and 
again  deficits  took  off.  This  time  they 
reached  $290  billion  a  year.  That  Is 
what  the  deficit  was  when  Bill  Clinton 
came  into  office.  Bill  Clinton  inherited 
a  $290  billion  budget  deficit. 

Look  at  the  i)erformance  based  on  a 
plan  that  we  passed  in  1993  without  a 
single  Republican  vote.  Not  one.  Not 
one.  The  deficit  has  gone  down  each 
and  every  year. 

This  morning  we  were  told  the  deficit 
for  this  year  will  probably  come  in  at 
less  than  $130  billion,  a  dramatic  reduc- 
tion in  the  budget  deficit,  in  part  be- 
cause of  economic  recovery  and  in  part 
because  of  the  plan  that  we  passed  in 
1993.  We  had  the  courage  to  stand  up 
and  do  what  needed  to  be  done. 

Mr.  President,  more  needs  to  be  done. 
It  is  not  going  to  happen  with  this  kind 
of  running  out  and  saying,  well,  we  can 
just  cut  all  the  revenue  of  the  Federal 
Government  and  somehow  it  will  all 
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add  up.  We  tried  that  before.  It  failed, 
and  it  failed  miserably.  Debt,  deficits 
and  decline,  that  is  the  direction  our 
friends  on  the  other  side,  at  least  some 
of  them,  seem  to  be  willing  to  take  us. 

Mr.  President,  we  should  never  ever 
go  back  to  that  policy  of  debt,  deficits 
and  decline.  That  way  lies  ruination. 

I  thank  the  Chair  and  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  EXON.  May  I  ask  a  question  of 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota. 

I  appreciated  the  Senator's  factual 
remarks,  and  just  to  back  up  what  the 
Senator  has  said,  that  is  just  not  a 
Democratic  Senator  saying  that.  That 
is  not  just  a  Democratic  Senator  say- 
ing that  based  on  the  facts.  The  same 
thing  was  said  by  the  Office  of  Manage- 
ment and  Budget  director  under  Presi- 
dent Reagan.  His  name  was  David 
Stockman,  and  he  admitted  publicly— 
and  I  believe  wrote  in  a  book — that  it 
was  a  sham  all  the  way  through.  In 
fact,  he  used  the  words  that  all  of  this 
period  the  Senator  has  just  alluded  to 
was  "fiscal  carnage."  And  he  admitted 
that  it  was  a  Republican  fiscal  carnage. 
I  just  wanted  to  emphasize  that.  I  am 
just  wondering  if  the  Senator  had  re- 
membered that  fact. 

Mr.  CONRAD.  I  actually  read  David 
Stockman's  book,  and  he  makes  very 
clear  that  this  was  a  policy  they  hoped 
somehow  would  all  add  up,  and  it  did 
not.  It  was  a  miserable  failure  that  dug 
a  very  deep  hole  for  this  country. 

Mr.  President,  the  facts  are  very 
clear.  This  Is  the  record.  Nobody  can 
dispute  these  numbers.  This  is  what 
happened. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's 5  minutes  have  expired. 

Mr.  CONRAD.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

AME2JDMBNT  NO.  4007 

Mr.  GRAHAM  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  advise  the  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee we  have  good  news;  a  Senator 
has  arrived  in  the  Chamber  to  talk 
about  an  amendment.  The  amendment 
was  previously  offered  but  the  Senator 
from  Florida  seeks  recognition,  and  at 
this  time  I  hope  we  could  allot  him  5 
minutes  charged  jointly  against  the 
two  sides. 

Mr.  GRAHAM  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Florida. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  have  no  objection 
to  the  time  allocation. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  on  Fri- 
day I  filed  amendment  No.  4007,  reserv- 
ing the  time  to  discuss  that  amend- 
ment until  today.  I  wish  to  use  at  least 
5  minutes  to  review  this  very  terse  but 
important  amendment. 

This  amendment,  Mr.  President,  pro- 
vides that  any  funds  which  were  de- 
rived by  the  more  aggressive  attack  on 
Medicare  firaud  would  be  returned  to 
the  Medicare  trust  fund.  We  are  facing 
two  Interrelated  challenges.  One  is 
combating  the  rampant  level  of  fraud 
which  exists  within  our  Medicare  pro- 
gram and  second  is  ensuring  the  sol- 
vency of  the  Medicare  trust  fund. 
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It  has  been  estimated  by  the  General 
Accounting  Office  that  the  rate  of 
Medicare  waste,  fraud  and  abuse  is  ap- 
proximately 10  percent  and  in  some 
areas  of  the  country  is  estimated  to  be 
twice  that  amovmt.  If  we  could  use 
even  the  more  conservative  estimate, 
an  additional  2  million  seniors  could  be 
served  each  year  through  Medicare  just 
by  reducing  the  level  of  Medicare 
fraud. 

Medicare  fraud  ought  to  be  the  first 
place  we  look  when  we  are  considering 
reductions  in  the  Medicare  Program. 
Fraud  undermines  public  confidence  In 
Medicare.  It  is  a  very  cost-efficient  ex- 
penditure. One  dollar  spent  on  sup- 
pressing Medicare  fraud  on  average 
will  return  in  excess  of  $10  in  reduced 
costs. 

There  are  a  nimiber  of  solutions, 
many  of  which  have  been  contained  in 
legislation  adopted  by  this  Senate, 
which  will  allow  for  a  comprehensive 
assault  on  Medicare  fraud.  We  have 
prescriptions  such  as  using  the  Medi- 
care Federal  hospital  Insurance  trust 
fund  as  part  of  the  source  of  financing, 
more  effective  investigations  and  pros- 
ecutions of  Medicare  fraud.  It  is  the  in- 
tent that  those  savings  derived  by  that 
more  effective  effort  be  returned  to  the 
trust  fund  both  to  reimburse  for  the  ex- 
penses that  have  come  out  of  the  trust 
fund  for  the  investigations  and  pros- 
ecutions and  also  the  return  to  the 
trust  fund  some  of  the  money  which 
was  pilfered  from  it  by  the  fraud  itself. 

Unfortunately,  Mr.  President,  these 
efforts  to  assure  that  the  savings  de- 
rived by  effective  programs  against 
Medicare  fraud  end  up  benefiting  the 
trust  fund  for  Medicare  have  been 
under  assault.  There  are  proposals,  for 
instance,  to  divert  these  funds  into  new 
Federal  spending  efforts,  efforts  that 
are  outside  of  the  Medicare  trust  fund. 
There  are  also  proposals  to  use  it  to  fi- 
nance new  tax  breaks. 

As  worthy  as  those  other  spending  ef- 
forts or  additional  tax  reductions 
might  be,  it  is  not  appropriate  to  use 
funds  derived  from  the  Medicare  trust 
fund  through  the  efforts  to  suppress 
fraud  which  it  finances  for  any  purpose 
other  than  assuring  the  solvency  of  the 
Medicare  trust  fund. 

So  the  amendment  I  have  filed,  which 
is  amendment  No.  4007,  essentially  es- 
tablishes, as  do  other  provisions  within 
this  budget  recollection  bill,  a  point  of 
order  which  states,  "It  shall  not  be  in 
order  for  the  Senate  to  consider  any 
reconciliation  bill,  conference  report  or 
otherwise  which  would  use  savings 
achieved  through  Medicare  waste, 
fraud  and  abuse  enforcement  activities 
as  offsets  for  purposes  other  than  im- 
proving the  solvency  of  the  Medicare 
Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund." 

So  that  is  the  essence  of  the  amend- 
ment. It  is  to  provide  procedural  pro- 
tections to  assure  this  Senate,  to  as- 
sure the  American  people,  and  espe- 


cially to  assure  the  over  35  million 
Americans  who  depend  upon  the  Medi- 
care trust  fund  for  their  hospital  pay- 
ments, that  any  funds  which  are  pil- 
fered from  that  trust  fund,  any  funds 
which  are  used  from  that  trust  fund  for 
purposes  of  effective  enforcement  will 
be  for  the  benefit  of  the  trust  fund. 

I  urge  adoption  of  this  amendment.  I 
thank  the  Chair.  I  thank  my  colleague. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  2 
minutes  from  our  time  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina. 

POINT  OF  ORDER 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  get  right  to  the  point  of  the  state- 
ment I  made  back  in  1980  when  I  was 
chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee  and 
Mr.  Giaimo  of  Connecticut,  was  chair- 
man on  the  House  side.  Before  I  could 
get  these  records  I  put  in  a  call  to  him. 
He  Is  down  in  Florida  just  below  Palm 
Beach.  He  verified  my  memory.  Lots  of 
times  my  memory  is  pretty  good  way 
back,  and  very  precise,  and  then  I  can- 
not remember  where  I  parked  the  car, 
so  I  always  like  to  double  check  when 
I  just  speak  from  memory.  He  verified 
that  Mr.  Bellmon  was  the  ranking 
member  on  the  Senate  side,  and  he  and 
all  the  records  show  that  the  bill  was 
not  a  reconciliation  bill.  There  were 
not  any  reconciliation  Instructions  in 
the  fiscal  '76  concurrent  resolution  on 
the  budget,  and  the  tax  bill  offered  by 
Senator  Long  of  Louisiana  as  the 
chairman  of  the  Finance  Committee 
was  not  a  part  of  reconciliation. 

I  thank  the  distinguished  Senator. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  398G 

Mr.  ABRAHAM  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Michigan. 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

I  would  yield  myself  5  minutes  to 
speak  on  and  in  relation  to  amendment 
No.  3986  by  Senators  Wellstone  and 
Kerry.  This  is  an  amendment  which 
pertains  to  the  violent  crime  reduction 
trust  fund.  It  is  a  sense-of-the-Senate 
amendment.  Since  the  time  has  not 
been  jrielded  back,  I  am  not  in  a  posi- 
tion at  this  point  to  offer  a  second-de- 
gree amendment  that  I  had  considered, 
but  I  anticipate  doing  that  at  the  ap- 
propriate moment. 

I  do  want  to  speak  in  relation  to  this 
issue  though  because  I  think  it  is  a 
fairly  significant  one.  The  sense-of-the- 
Senate  amendment  that  has  been  of- 
fered talks  in  terms  of  full  funding  of 
the  violent  crime  reduction  trust  fund. 
I  think,  Mr.  President,  we  should  go 
further  than  just  put  this  in  the  con- 
text of  a  sense  of  the  Senate.  Indeed, 
my  intention  is  to  offer  a  second-de- 
gree amendment  which  would  accom- 
plish the  goal  of  fully  funding  the  vio- 
lent crime  trxist  fund  by  moving  mon- 
eys for  the  years  2001  and  2002  firom 
f'jnction  600.  It  is  my  view  that  we 
should  also  stop,  the  administration 
should  be  much  more  up  front  and 
much  more  consistent  with  regard  to 
the  facts  concerning  the  COPS  Pro- 
grram,  and  I  think  in  addition  that  we 
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should  take  action  to  minimize  the  ad- 
ministrative overhead  in  relation  to 
the  COPS  Program.  The  second-degree 
amendment  which  I  will  offer  tomor- 
row along  with  Senator  Coverdell 
would  try  to  accomplish  both  of  these 
objectives.  Specifically,  under  the  cur- 
rent law  the  violent  crime  trust  fund  is 
set  to  expire  in  the  year  2000,  just  4 
years  from  now. 

This  amendment  that  we  intend  to 
offer  would  provide  the  funds  to  keep  it 
going  to  the  year  2002.  That  would 
mean  funds  for  the  prison  grants;  the 
GREAT  Program;  Violence-Against- 
Women  Program;  violent  crime  reduc- 
tion programs  for  the  Justice  Depart- 
ment; INS,  DEA.  FBI;  funding  for  the 
inunigration  initiative  and  border  con- 
trol programs;  Byrne  grants,  and  the 
COPS  Program. 

We  will  be  offering  this  amendment 
in  due  course  to  the  Wellstone  amend- 
ment because  we  feel  the  issue  deserves 
more  than  just  the  sense-of-the-Senate 
recognition.  We  believe  the  trust  fund 
needs  to  be  protected.  The  underlying 
Republican  budget  already  fully  funds 
the  trust  fund.  We  plan  to  carry  it  for- 
ward through  the  year  2002. 

In  terms  of  the  offset,  it  is  ovir  belief 
to  fund  this  there  would  be  correspond- 
ing reductions  to  function  600  in  the 
budget.  For  those  Members  who  might 
argue  we  should  not  be  reducing  this 
function  below  what  was  reported  by 
the  Senate  Budget  Committee,  I  point 
out  that  the  Republican  budget  in- 
cludes significantly  more  funding 
under  function  600  in  the  years  2001  and 
2002  than  the  President's  budget  that 
we  voted  on  last  week. 

Specifically,  over  those  2  years  the 
Republican  budget  currently  exceeds 
the  President's  budget  in  the  following 
areas:  Low-income  housing,  S4.26  bil- 
lion more;  refugee  and  entrant  assist- 
ance, S189  million  more;  child  care  and 
development  block  grants.  S330  million, 
the  WIC  program,  over  $1  billion  more, 
and  the  Commodity  Assistance  Pro- 
gram, S66  million  more. 

In  other  words,  even  after  the  amend- 
ment we  would  plan  to  bring  tomorrow 
is  adopted,  the  Republican  budget  will 
still  provide  more  funding  for  these 
programs  within  the  600  function  than 
the  budget  that  the  President  has  of- 
fered. At  the  same  time,  it  would  give 
us  the  ability  to  fully  fund  the  violent 
crime  trust  fond. 

So  at  this  point  I  conclude  my  re- 
marks in  that  I  must  become  the  Pre- 
siding Officer  here.  I  will  be  shielding 
time  to  the  Senator  from  Georgia  so 
that  he  might  make  further  comment 
on  this.  At  this  point  I  call  upon  him. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  may  I  ask 
how  much  time  the  Senator  from  Geor- 
gia will  need?  We  have  had  several 
speakers.  We  generally  go  back  and 
forth.  How  much  time  does  the  Senator 
wish? 


Mr.  ABRAHAM.  If  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  would  like  to  go  ahead,  I 
think  actually  the  Senator  from  Geor- 
gia will  take  over  this  seat  so  he  can 
take  it  upon  himself. 

Mr.  EXON.  With  that  understanding, 
I  am  pleased  to  yield  3  minutes  at  this 
time  to  the  Senator  from  Delaware.  I 
believe  under  the  rules  he  will  be  talk- 
ing on  an  amendment,  so  the  time 
should  be  charged  on  the  amendment, 
which  takes  it  jointly  off  of  each  side's 
time. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  manager.  I  was  going  to  resiwnd 
very,  very  briefly  to  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  who  just  spoke  about  the  vio- 
lent crime  trust  fund.  As  the  author  of 
that  trust  fund,  I  am  saying  I  am  de- 
lighted to  see  so  many  Republicans 
coming  aboard  now,  having  voted 
against  the  establishment  of  that  fund. 

I  agree  what  the  House  did  was  out- 
rageous and  the  proposals  to  cut  the 
violent  crime  trust  fund  are  equally 
outrageous.  I  want  to  point  out,  I  want 
to  remind  everybody  how  we  funded 
that.  The  Senator  from  Texas,  Senator 
Gramm.  was  a  cosponsor  of  the  funding 
of  that.  We  cut  it  by  agreeing  to  do 
what  none  of  the  previous  Presidents 
had  done,  cut  the  Federal  work  force 
by  272,000  people:  No  new  taxes.  No  new 
taxes.  We  funded  it  for  6  years. 

Now  I  welcome  the  support  for  the 
trust  fund  and  the  recognition  of  the 
need  for  it.  the  recognition  it  may 
make  sense  to  extend  it  beyond  the  6 
years  for  which  we  authorized  it.  The 
fact  of  the  matter  is,  when  I  introduced 
that  legislation  and  it  was  passed  with 
six  Republican  votes — excuse  my  ref- 
erence to  partisanship  here,  but  I  find 
everybody  is  cutting  the  COPS  pro- 
gram, they  come  and  cut  the  preven- 
tion programs,  there  are  fights  on  the 
floor  here  under  the  Republican  leader- 
ship to  cut  the  violence-against-women 
legislation — now  I  have  Republican 
leadership  talking  about  not  only  lik- 
ing the  trust  fund  but  wanting  to  ex- 
tend it  another  2  years.  I  think  that  is 
a  very  worthwhile  thing  to  do. 

I  hope,  if  there  is  a  genuine  intent  to 
do  that,  we  will  first  make  sure  you  all 
sign  on  and  we  are  not  going  to  cut  the 
trust  fund  now.  We  did  not  fully  fund 
the  crime  bill  trust  fund,  which  is  now 
the  crime  law  trust  fund,  last  year  to 
the  extent  that  there  was  money  in  the 
trust  fund  in  1996.  The  House  did  not 
fully  fund  the  trust  fund  this  year.  We 
did  not  and  are  not  fully  funding  it. 
The  money  is  there.  We  are  not  spend- 
ing any  money  that  had  not  had  the 
nickel  dropped  in  the  box.  You  take  a 
worker's  paycheck  who  no  longer 
works  for  the  Federal  Government  and 
you  put  it  in  the  box  and  you  hire  a 
cop,  you  build  a  prison  cell,  you  go  out 
and  deal  with  a  serious  prevention  pro- 
gram like  the  drug  courts,  you  go  out 
and  make  sure  you  build  more  boys 
clubs  and  girls  clubs. 

So,  I  hope  we  are  all  singing  from  the 
same  page  here  and  that  is  that.  A,  by 
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definition,  the  crime  bill  must  be  pret- 
ty good  if  we  are  extending  the  trust 
fund;  B,  if  we  are  going  to  extend  the 
trust  fvmd  another  2  years  we  should 
spend  all  that  is  in  the  trust  fvmd  for 
its  stated  purposes;  and,  C,  I  hope  we 
are  not  going  to  decide  we  are  going  to 
keep  kids  out  of  crime,  and  trouble, 
and  the  drug  stream  by  taking  away 
the  WIC  program  or  taking  away  other 
programs  to  fund  the  COPS.  There  are 
better  ways  to  do  it. 

But  I  am  anxious  and  willing  and  de- 
lighted that  there  is  the  support  for 
the  full  funding  of  the  trust  fund  and 
the  extension  of  the  trust  fund. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
ABRAHAM).  The  Senator  from  Georgia 
is  recognized. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  as 
the  manager  I  yield  myself  3  minutes 
to  support  the  statement  you  made, 
Mr.  President,  and  the  amendment  to 
be  offered  tomorrow.  I  appreciate  it, 
imderstanding  the  history  of  this  from 
the  Senator  from  Delaware.  My  sup- 
port for  his  amendment  is  based  in  con- 
junction with  setting  of  priorities. 
When  we  passed  the  crime  bill  we  were 
told  we  were  going  to  put  100.000  police 
officers  on  the  street.  Then,  on  May  12, 
1996,  George  Stephanopoulos  of  the 
White  House  claimed  under  this  COPS 
Program  it  would  not  be  100,000  police 
officers,  it  would  be  43,000  police  offi- 
cers. And  then  on  Thursday,  May  16 
— that  is  just  several  days  ago — the  At- 
torney General,  Janet  Reno,  stated, 
"What  I  am  advised  is  there  are  17,000 
officers  that  can  be  identified  as  being 
on  the  streets,"  as  a  result  of  the  COPS 
Program.  So,  from  100,000  to  43,000  now 
we  are  down  to  17,000  officers. 

I  think  it  is  appropriate  that  if  it  is 
less  than  20  percent  of  what  is  prom- 
ised we  ought  to  adjust  the  appropria- 
tion for  that  program,  which  is  of 
course  what  your  amendment  does,  Mr. 
President. 

In  reviewing  the  COPS  officials  ef- 
forts in  their  expenditures,  I  find  they 
rented  a  10-fIoor,  51,000  square  foot  of- 
fice building  to  administer  the  pro- 
gram at  a  cost  of  S1.5  million  a  year.  I 
would  rather  reinforce  the  priorities 
that  were  just  enumerated  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware  than  this  typical 
Washington  bureaucracy. 

They  have  five  full-time  Washington 
public  relations  specialists.  What  are 
they  there  for?  Do  we  need  public  rela- 
tions specialists  to  deal  with  putting 
cops  on  the  street?  The  answer  is  no. 

In  the  1995  budget,  this  program 
spent  $10  million  on  administrative 
costs  alone,  funding  130  positions. 
Meanwhile  the  administration  reduced 
by  100  positions  the  drug  czar's  office 
and  only  recently  has  Indicated  that 
would  be  repaired. 

For  fiscal  year  1996  this  program  pro- 
posed to  double — double  the  number  of 
administrative  officers  to  310  positions. 
Management  and  administration  would 
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reach  over  $29  million  by  fiscal  year 
1997,  under  the  President's  proposal. 

So,  what  we  have  here  is  a  program 
that  was  much  touted  that  would  put 
100,000  cops  on  the  street;  Then  we  said 
no,  it  is  only  43,000,  but  the  Justice  De- 
partment verified  that  less  than  20  per- 
cent, only  17  percent  of  that  program 
has  been  fulfilled.  The  reason  is,  it  is 
bait  and  switch.  It  gets  the  community 
into  the  program  but  then  after  3  years 
the  community  is  stuck  with  the  bill. 

In  the  meantime,  the  administrative 
support  of  the  program  has  it  as  if  we 
had  the  whole  shebang  out  on  the 
street.  So  it  is  time  to  scale  back  these 
administrative  positions,  this  10-story 
building,  this  51,000  square  feet,  and  get 
the  administration  down  to  the  level 
commensurate  with  the  actual  product 
that  this  program  has  produced. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent— and  I  will  not  do 
this  again  to  my  friend— that  I  have  3 
more  minutes. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  My  friend  from  Georgia 
has  his  facts  wrong,  with  all  due  re- 
spect. What  the  administration  said 
was,  we  have  already  funded,  of  the 
100,000  cops,  43,000  to  date.  When  the 
Republicans  were  telling  us  we  would 
not  get  20,000,  remember  Charlton 
Heston,  "Moses,"  was  on  TV  sajring 
this  is  only  20,000  cops  from  the  entire 
6  years  of  the  program. 

We  have  already  funded — who  being 
recruited,  being  hired  and  being 
trained — 43,000  cops  already.  Already. 
And  because  of  the  Biden  crime  bill, 
there  are  17,000  of  these  43,000  cops  on 
the  streets  as  we  speak,  with  the  re- 
maining 26.000  having  been  funded  and 
in  the  process  of  being  recruited,  hired 
and  trained. 

Now,  in  terms  of  administrative 
costs,  I  challenge  any  of  my  Repub- 
lican friends  to  pick  up  the  phone  and 
call  any  one  of  their  local  police  agen- 
cies and  ask  them  about  the  bureau- 
cratic morass  in  cost.  We  insisted  this 
get  down  to  a  one-page  application.  All 
the  cops  need  do  is  send  in  a  one-page 
application.  It  has  been  the  most  stun- 
ningly successful  nonbureaucratic  pro- 
gram that  has  been  around  in  the  last 
20  years. 

No.  2,  cost,  administrative  costs,  10- 
story  building,  whatever  that  was 
about.  The  100,000  cops  has  administra- 
tive costs  of  just  over  1  percent,  just 
over  1  percent  administrative  cost  for 
putting  100,000  cops  on  the  street  over 
the  duration  of  the  bill,  which  takes  6 
years. 

My  Republican  friends  have  come 
along  with  this  brilliant  idea  of  a  block 
grajit.  You  know  what  they  factor  in 
for  the  block  grant?  Three  percent 
overhead.  The  100,000  cops  program  is 
one-third  or  one-half  below  what  the 
Republican  proposal  calls  for  in  the 
block  grant  proposal.  It  is  actually  less 


than  the  block  grant.  This  is,  with  all 
due  respect,  poppycock. 

Folks,  nobody  thought  a  year  after 
this  program  was  underway  we  would 
have  it  going,  the  administration — any 
administration — would  have  it  going  as 
well  as  it  is:  17,000  cops  making  arrests 
as  we  speak  because  of  Federal  fimdlng 
for  cops  that  did  not  exist  a  year  and  a 
half  ago;  at  total  of  43.000  funded  being 
recruited,  being  hired  ancj  being 
trained  as  a  consequence  of  the  crime 
bill  right  now.  Right  now.  We  have  not 
gotten  to  100,000  yet.  No  one  said  that. 
It  was  always  said  it  would  take  the 
duration  of  time  to  get  to  the  full 
100,000. 

The  last  thing,  in  3  years  they  are 
going  to  have  to  pay  their  own  way — 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  BIDEN.  I  will  be  happy  to. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  I  do  not  want  to 
get  into  extended  debate. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  I  would  love  to. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  I  do  want  to  read 
the  quote: 

Next  week.  43.000  of  the  100.000  cops  will  be 
on  the  street. 

That  is  the  quote. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  in  re- 
sponse, that  is  Mr.  Stephanopoulos. 
who  knows  about  one-fiftieth  of  this  as 
I  do.  He  is  not  the  Attorney  General;  he 
is  not  anyone.  He  makes  mistakes  on 
occasion.  What  he  meant  to  say.  I  am 
sure,  is  43.000  funded  and  being  re- 
cruited, being  hired.  You  get  recruited 
and  hired  before  you  go  into  training. 
You  are  not  on  the  street  yet. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  trom  Delaware  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quonmi. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quonmi  and  ask 
that  it  be  charged  equally. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the 
Senator  trom  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  refer- 
ring again  to  the  Recorc  made  back  in 
1975.  The  Parliamentarian  points  out 


the  fact  that  Senator  Muskie  called  it 
the  reconciliation  bill  in  that  1975  dis- 
course. The  truth  of  the  matter  is  Sen- 
ator Hartke  raised  that  point. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum  while  I  search  for  the  par- 
ticular quote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call- the  roll. 

The  assistaiit  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  ROLLINGS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  just  reviewed  the 
particular  statement  by  Senator 
Muskie  back  in  1975.  As  I  alluded  in  my 
original  remarks.  Senator  Hartke  of 
Indiana  said,  "Where  do  you  get  that 
this  is  a  reconciliation  bill?  There  is  no 
reference."  Senator  Muskie  said,  "That 
is  what  Senator  Long  called  it."  He 
said,  "Just  by  calling  it  that,  does  it 
make  it  a  reconciliation  bill?" 

I  was  going  to  read  the  exact  quote, 
but  I  think  the  full  Rjecord  should  be 
included  here  at  this  point  with  respect 
to  that  special  act  in  1975.  It  is  used  as 
the  authority  that  was  a  reconciliation 
bill.  It  responded  to  the  second  concur- 
rent resolution. 

You  read  that  RECORD.  Mr.  Muskie 
came  on  the  floor  at  that  particular 
time.  He  was  catching  up  with  what 
Chairman  Long  of  Finance  was  doing 
and  was  trying  to  justify  it.  But  the 
truth  of  the  matter  is.  the  REC»RD  will 
clearly  show  that  the  tax  bill  was  only 
in  response  to  the  second  concurrent 
budget  resolution  and  not  any  rec- 
onciliation instructions.  That  was 
brought  out  by  Senator  Hartke.  The 
exact  discourse  will  be  included  in  the 
Record.  I  had  it  here. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  it  be  printed  in  the  RECORD. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
RECORD,  as  follows: 

[Prom  the  CongTession&I  Record.  Dec.  15. 
1975] 

Mr.  Muskie.  Mr.  President.  I  think  this 
mipht  be  a  good  point,  with  somewhat  of  a 
la?  in  floor  discussion,  to  discuss  the  pending 
legislation,  as  chairman  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee. I  shall  speak  briefly  of  the  relation- 
ship of  the  tax  reductions  contained  in  H.R. 
5559  and  the  requirements  of  the  congres- 
sional budget  process. 

The  second  concurrent  budget  resolution 
for  fiscal  year  1976.  which  is  now  binding 
upon  Congress,  provides  for  extension  of  the 
temporary  antirecession  tax  cuts  of  1975  at  a 
level  which  will  maintain  cuirent  tax  with- 
holding rates  until  the  end  of  June  1976.  The 
resolution  mandated  the  Finance  and  Ways 
and  Means  Committees  to  report  such  legis- 
lation— specifically,  legislation  which  would 
decrease  fiscal  year  1976  revenues  by  approxi- 
mately S6.4  billion  less  than  what  they  would 
be  under  existing  law.  H.R.  5558  meets  this 
standard. 

Extension  through  June  90.  1976.  of  the 
temporary  lower  withholding  rates  estab- 
lished last  spring  will  allow  adequate  time 
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for  Congress  carefully  to  develop  budget  tar- 
gets for  fiscal  year  1977  including  an  overall 
spending  ceiling  and  revenue  floor.  These 
targets  will  be  established  in  the  first  con- 
current resolution  to  be  adopted  by  Congress 
next  May.  This  schedule  will  allow  Congress 
to  establish  reasoned  and  accurate  fiscal 
year  1977  spending  and  revenue  decisions  at 
the  first  available  opportunity  under  the  new 
congressional  budget  discipline.  If  Congress 
determines  at  that  time  to  further  extend  or 
alter  the  original  1975  tax  reductions,  legrisla- 
tion  to  implement  that  decision  can  be  en- 
acted before  the  June  30.  1976.  expiration 
date. 

1  would  also  like  to  take  this  opportunity 
to  praise  the  Finance  Committee,  and  par- 
ticularly its  chairman,  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Louisiana.  Senator  Long,  for 
so  closely  integrating  the  vital  work  of  the 
Finance  Committee  into  the  framework  of 
the  new  congressional  budget  process.  Deci- 
sions affecting  Government  revenue  levels 
are  vital  both  to  eliminating  future  budget 
deficits  and  to  maintaining  the  momentum 
toward  economic  recovery.  Thus,  the  close 
coordination  of  the  tax  writing  committees 
with  the  budget  process  is  essential  if  the 
process  is  to  be  successful. 

The  fact  that  H.R.  5559,  as  reported  by  the 
Finance  Committee,  meets  the  reconcili- 
ation instruction  in  the  second  concurrent 
budget  resolution  is  proof  of  the  commit- 
ment of  the  Finance  Committee  to  the  suc- 
cessful working  of  the  new  budget  process. 

Since  H.R.  5559  constitutes  the  first  so- 
called  reconciliation  bill  required  to  be  re- 
ported in  the  Senate  under  the  Budget  Act, 
I  would  also  like  to  explain  very  briefly  how 
reconciliation  bills  fit  into  the  overall  budg- 
et process. 

In  recent  months,  I  periodically  informed 
the  Senate  as  to  the  consistency  of  various 
bills  with  the  budget  targets  established  by 
the  first  concurrent  resolution  last  spring. 
Subsequently,  the  second  concurrent  budget 
resolution  has  just  been  adopted  which  es- 
tablishes binding  overall  revenue,  spending, 
and  debt  figures  for  fiscal  year  1976. 

The  Budget  Act  provides  a  special  proce- 
dure to  Insure  rapid  enactment  of  legislation 
to  bring  current  congressional  legislative 
programs  Into  line  with  the  figures  estab- 
lished in  the  second  concurrent  resolution. 
This  legislation — which  can  affect  spending 
authority,  budget  authority,  revenues,  or  the 
public  debt  limit— is  known  as  a  reconcili- 
ation bill.  After  enactment  of  the  reconcili- 
ation legislation,  the  focus  of  the  budget 
process  will  shift  to  insuring  that  subsequent 
legislation  does  not  breach  the  second  reso- 
lution figures. 

The  Budget  Act  provides  that  legislation 
subsequent  to  a  reconciliation  bill  will  be 
subject  to  a  point  of  order  If  it  causes  either 
expenditures  to  exceed  the  relevant  spending 
ceilings  or  revenues  to  fall  below  the  revenue 
floor  established  in  the  second  concurrent 
resolution. 

With  respect  to  reconciliation  bills  afi'ect- 
Ing  either  spending  or  revenues,  the  Budget 
Act  requires  they  fully  carry  out  the  rec- 
onciliation instructions  given  in  the  second 
concurrent  resolution.  The  act  further  pro- 
vides that  no  amendment  not  germane  to  the 
provisions  of  that  reconciliation  bill  is  in 
order. 

Therefore,  in  the  case  of  the  present  second 
resolution  requirement  that  fiscal  year  1976 
revenues  be  reduced  by  approximately  $6.4 
billion,  amendments  to  the  reconciliation 
bill  which  would  further  reduce  revenues 
more  than  S6.4  billion  or  raise  revenues 
above  the  S300.8  billion  set  as  the  appropriate 


revenue  floor  for  fiscal  year  1976  would  be 
out  of  order. 

The  Budget  Committee  looks  forward  to 
working  with  the  Finance  Committee  in  en- 
forcing the  revenue  floor  and  spending  ceil- 
ings after  this  legislation  is  adopted. 

May  I  make  the  point  that  this  is  the  point 
at  which  we  move  beyond  persuasion,  which 
has  worked  very  effectively  and  to  my  satis- 
faction, up  to  this  point,  to  the  discipline  of 
a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Hartke.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Sen- 
ator yield? 

Mr.  MusiOE.  Yes,  1  yield  to  my  good  friend. 

Mr.  Hartke.  How  does  this  bill,  which  is 
the  pending  business,  become  a  reconcili- 
ation bill  without  being  designated  a  rec- 
onciliation bill? 

Mr.  MusFQE.  I  think  that  when  we  see  an 
apple  that  looks  like  an  apple,  we  call  it  an 
apple. 

Mr.  Hartke.  How  can  we  say  this  bill  is  the 
specific  reconciliation  bill? 

Mr.  MusKiE.  If  it  is  not  that,  then  it  is  out 
of  order,  as  to  cutting  revenues. 

In  the  first  place.  I  understand  the  man- 
ager of  the  bill  has  described  it  as  a  rec- 
onciliation bill.  But  beyond  that,  the  only 
revenue  cut  that  is  permitted  under  the  sec- 
ond concurrent  resolution  is  a  cut  of  $6.4  bil- 
lion. If  this  bill  is  not  the  instrument  for 
achieving  that  cut.  the  assumption  would 
have  to  be,  I  guess,  that  a  bill  is  coming 
along  that  would.  In  that  case,  this  bill, 
being  extraneous  to  that,  could  be  held  to  be 
out  of  order.  But  I  think  that  is  a  semantic 
discussion.  We  do  not  mandate  the  words.  All 
we  do  is  mandate  the  action. 

When  I  say  "we."  I  am  talking  about  Con- 
gress as  a  whole. 

Mr.  Hartke.  In  other  words,  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  has  made  an 
assumption  that  this  is  a  reconciliation  bill. 

Mr.  MusKiE.  No,  may  I  say,  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Finance  has  told  me  it 
is  a  reconciliation  bill. 

Mr.  Hartke.  The  chairman  of  the  Finance 
Committee  can  make  a  statement,  but  that 
does  not  make  it  the  situation.  The  Conmiit- 
tee  on  Finance  has  not  acted  upon  this  being 
a  reconciliation  bill.  There  is  no  record  of  its 
being  a  reconciliation  bill;  there  is  no  men- 
tion of  it  in  the  report  as  being  a  reconcili- 
ation bill.  Therefore,  I  think  a  point  of  order 
would  not  be  well  taken  in  regard  to  any 
amendment,  because  it  is  not  a  reconcili- 
ation bill.  This  is  a  tax  reduction  bill. 

I  can  see  where  the  Senator  may  assume, 
but  it  is  an  assumption  which  is  not  based  on 
a  fact. 

Mr.  MusKiE.  May  I  make  my  point  as  sim- 
ply as  possible?  The  second  resolution  does 
not  permit  tax  reductions  beyond  $6.4  bil- 
lion. If  the  Senator  chooses  to  say  that  the 
proposed  tax  reduction  does  not  come  in  a 
legislative  vehicle  that  could  properly  be  de- 
scribed as  a  reconciliation  bill,  still,  in  my 
judgment,  he  cannot  escape  the  point  that  if 
it  is  not  that,  it  is,  nevertheless,  out  of  order 
if  it  exceeds  $6.4  billion. 

I  really  do  not  know  why  the  Senator  is 
chasing  his  own  tail. 

Mr.  Hartke.  I  am  not  chasing  my  tail.  I 
will  point  out,  very  simply,  that  in  my  judg- 
ment, this  is  a  case  where  two  Senators  have 
gotten  together  and  agreed  that  this  is  rec- 
onciliation bill  and  there  is  nothing  in  the 
record  to  show  that  it  is  a  reconciliation  bill. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  May  I  say  to  the  Senator.  I 
have  never  discussed  this  with  Senator  Long. 
If  the  Senator  says  I  have  gotten  together 
with  him.  the  only  way  in  which  we  have 
gotten  together  is  that  the  second  concur- 
rent resolution  mandates  a  tax  reduction  of 


$6.4  billion  and  the  chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance  has  reported  a  bill  which  re- 
duces revenues  approximately  $6.4  billion.  In 
that  open  and  nonconsplratorial  way  have 
the  Committee  on  Finance  and  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Budget  "gotten  together."  in  the 
words  of  the  Senator. 

Mr.  Hartke.  Let  us  avoid  amy  conspiracy, 
but  the  fact  is  that  I  think  there  are  not 
very  many,  if  any.  Senators  on  this  floor 
that  had  the  idea  that  this  bill  would  not  be 
subject  to  amendment,  other  than  the  fact 
that  there  was  a  unanimous-consent  agree- 
ment, which  is  an  entirely  different  propo- 
sition. The  germaneness  rule  only  comes 
into  effect  if  this  is  a  reconciliation  bill. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Why  does  the  Senator  not  test 
the  point?  He  is  not  going  to  persuade  me  of 
it. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  jrield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4025 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
regarding  the  funding  of  Amtrak) 

Mr.  EXON.  On  behalf  of  Senator 
ROTH,  with  myself  as  a  cosponsor,  I 
send  an  amendment  to  the  desk  and 
ask  that  it  be  considered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  fi^m  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExoN]  for 
Mr.  Roth,  for  himself  and  Mr.  Exon.  proposes 
an  amendment  numbered  4025. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  further  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC    .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  THE 
FUNDING  OF  AMTRAK. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1)  a  capital  funding  stream  is  essential  to 
the  ability  of  the  National  Rail  Passenger 
Corporation  ("Amtrak")  to  reduce  its  de- 
pendence on  Federal  operating  support;  and 

(2)  Amtrak  needs  a  secure  source  of  financ- 
ing, no  less  favorable  than  provided  to  other 
modes  of  transportation,  for  capital  im- 
provements. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that— 

(1)  revenues  attributable  to  one-half  cent 
per  gallon  of  the  excise  taxes  imposed  on 
gasoline,  special  motor  fuel,  and  dlesel  fuel 
from  the  Mass  Transit  Account  should  be 
dedicated  to  a  new  Intercity  Passenger  Rail 
Trust  Fund  during  the  period  January  1. 
1997,  through  September  30,  2001; 

(2)  revenues  would  not  be  deiwsited  In  the 
Intercity  Passenger  Rail  Trust  Fund  during 
any  fiscal  year  to  the  extent  that  the  deposit 
is  estimated  to  result  in  available  revenues 
in  the  Mass  Transit  Account  being  insuffi- 
cient to  satisfy  that  year's  estimated  appro- 
priation levels; 

(3)  monies  in  the  Intercity  Passenger  Rail 
Trust  Fund  should  be  generally  available  to 
fund,  on  a  reimbursement  basis,  capital  ex- 
penditures incurred  by  Amtrak;  and 

(4)  amounts  to  fund  capital  expenditures 
related  to  rail  operations  should  be  set  aside 
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for  each  State  that  has  not  had  Amtrak  serv- 
ice in  such  State  for  the  preceding  year. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President.  I  rise  to 
offer  a  sense-of-the-Senate  regarding 
funding  for  Amtrak.  My  amendment 
has  a  very  simple  and  important  pur- 
pose. It  states  that  Congress  should  es- 
tablish a  secure  source  of  financing,  no 
less  favorable  than  that  provided  to 
other  transportation  modes,  for  capital 
improvements  to  intercity  passenger 
rail. 

Recognizing  Amtrak's  severe  needs 
for  capital  investment,  I  have  intro- 
duced a  bill,  S.  1395,  that  would  grive 
Amtrak  a  dedicated  source  of  funding. 
This  legrislation  has  already  been  ap- 
proved by  both  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee  and  the  Senate  Commerce 
Committee.  The  legislation  creates  a 
new  intercity  passenger  rail  trust  fund 
which  would  be  funded  by  transferring 
revenues  from  the  one-half  cent  excise 
tax  that  is  currently  going  into  the 
mass  transit  account.  If  this  legisla- 
tion is  enacted.  Amtrak  would  be  able 
to  use  $2.8  billion  over  5  years  for  cap- 
ital improvements,  and  States  that  do 
not  have  Amtrak  service  would  be  able 
to  fund  capital  expenditures  related  to 
rail  operations. 

Some  of  my  colleagues  have  argued 
that  taking  one-half  cent  from  the 
mass  transit  account  would  hurt  the 
viability  of  this  account.  I  would  like 
to  clarify  that  the  establishment  of  the 
intercity  passenger  rail  trust  fund 
would  not  have  an  adverse  impact  on 
mass  transit  or  any  other  modes  of 
transportation.  There  is  currently  a 
large  iinspent  balance  in  the  mass  tran- 
sit account,  totaling  about  SIO  billion. 
My  legislation  would  only  cost  $2.8  bil- 
lion over  five.  To  ensure  that  the  mass 
transit  account  would  not  be  adversely 
affected  by  transferring  the  one-half 
cent,  the  bill  provides  that  Amtrak 
would  be  prevented  from  receiving  any 
funds  from  the  rail  trust  fund  if  the 
balance  in  the  mass  transit  account  is 
insufficient  to  cover  transit  spending 
for  the  current  and  following  fiscal 
years.  Ciirrent  projections  indicate 
that  this  would  not  occur  over  the  5- 
year  life  of  the  rail  trust  fund. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  all  working  to- 
ward an  Amtrak  which  operates  with- 
out a  Federal  operating  subsidy,  which 
provides  quality  service,  and  which  is 
financially  stable.  Amtrak  now  covers 
approximately  80  percent  of  its  operat- 
ing costs  with  self-generated  revenue, 
up  from  just  48  percent  in  1981.  Yet  we 
also  know  that  no  intercity  rail  pas- 
senger service  anywhere  in  the  world 
operates  without  some  degree  of  public 
sector  financial  support. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  Amtrak  is  to  stay 
alive  and  become  economically 
healthy,  there  is  no  doubt  that  it  will 
need  the  labor  and  management  re- 
forms contained  in  the  Amtrak  author- 
ization bill  which  I  know  Senators 
LOTT  and  Pressler  and  other  Members 
hope  to  see  enacted  this  year.  Amtrak 


will  need  to  continue  to  do  its  own  in- 
ternal restructuring.  It  will  also  need  a 
dedicated  trust  fund  to  support  capital 
needs  in  the  same  way  we  provide  cap- 
ital for  highways  and  airports. 

Investment  in  all  modes  of  transpor- 
tation is  important,  but  we  have  gone 
about  it  in  a  lop-sided  way.  Purchasing 
power  for  Federal  highway  programs 
has  increased  by  48  percent  from  1982  to 
1996.  It  has  increased  78  percent  for 
aviation,  but  has  decreased  46  percent 
for  passenger  rail.  In  fact,  Amtrak  cur- 
rently receives  less  than  3  percent  of 
all  Federal  transportation  spending.  To 
attain  balance,  we  must  balance  our  fi- 
nancial support  to  all  transportation 
components,  including  passenger  rail 
service. 

As  I  have  stated  before,  a  secure 
source  of  capital  funding  is  necessary 
for  Amtrak's  future  economic  health. 
New  capital  investments  will  allow 
Amtrak  to  operate  more  efficiently. 
With  new  equipment,  Amtrak  will  at- 
tract substantial  new  ridership — bring- 
ing with  it  increased  revenues  and  al- 
lowing Amtrak  to  eliminate  its  de- 
pendence on  Federal  operating  sub- 
sidies. It  currently  costs  Amtrak  $60 
million  per  year  to  operate  and  main- 
tain its  old  equipment,  which  fre- 
quently breaks  down  and  often  requires 
parts  to  be  specially  made. 

As  a  Senator  living  along  the  North- 
east corridor,  I  cannot  stress  how  im- 
portant it  is  that  we  have  intercity  rail 
service.  Depending  on  the  Senate 
schedule.  I  ride  the  train  almost  daily 
between  Wilmington  and  Washington. 
Without  Amtrak,  I  would  not  be  able 
to  live  in  Wilmington  and  work  in 
Washington. 

Here  in  the  Northeast,  Amtrak  is  the 
dominant  public  carrier,  with  more 
than  10  million  riders  a  year.  Between 
Washington  and  New  York  it  takes 
care  of  43  percent  of  the  combined  air/ 
rail  passenger  market.  The  need  for 
rail  service  is  also  growing  in  other 
parts  of  America.  For  example.  Amtrak 
service  between  San  Diego  and  Los  An- 
geles serves  two  million  people.  Routes 
also  are  growing  between  New  York 
and  Boston;  Chicago,  Milwaukee.  St. 
Louis,  and  Detroit;  and  between  Port- 
land and  Seattle.  In  fact,  many  of  our 
rural  communities  are  almost  com- 
pletely dependent  on  Amtrak  for  their 
transportation  needs. 

As  someone  concerned  not  only  about 
the  environment,  but  about  traffic  con- 
gestion, especially  in  the  Northeast, 
where  we  lack  the  lands  and  resources 
for  new  roads.  I  am  a  proponent  of  Am- 
trak. 

Simply  put,  Amtrak  is  safe,  fuel  effi- 
cient, speedy  and  the  best  transpor- 
tation alternative  for  millions  of 
Americans.  It's  $2.2  billion  budget  di- 
rectly generates  some  25,000  jobs  na- 
tionwide, and  more  than  than  33  mil- 
lion Americans  across  the  country 
commute  to  work  on  Amtrak-operated 
systems  throughout  the  country.  I  am 


grateful  for  the  service  Amtrak  pro- 
vides me  and  the  thousands  of  men  and 
women  who  depend  every  day  on  Am- 
trak. 

K  Congress  hopes  to  privatize  Am- 
trak in  the  next  5  years,  and  if  we  sup- 
port continued  intercity  passenger  rail 
service — service  that  is  vital  to  both 
rural  and  urban  areas— we  must  vote 
for  a  dedicated  trust  fund  for  Amtrak. 

Mr.  President,  thank  you  and  I  yield 
the  floor. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  this  sense-of-the-Sen- 
ate resolution  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  that  would  allow  Am- 
trak to  invade  the  highway  trust  fund 
for  its  financial  wants. 

Under  this  plan,  Amtrak  would  di- 
vert one-half  cent  per  gallon  of  the 
highway  automobile  fuel  tax,  from  the 
mass  transit  account  of  the  highway 
trust  fund,  and  into  a  new  trust  fund 
designed  to  benefit  Amtrak  trains.  By 
voting  for  this  resolution.  Senators 
would  vote  to  classify  much  of  this  en- 
tirely new  spending  from  this  new 
trust  fund  as  direct  spending  under  the 
Budget  Enforcement  Act.  Thus,  this 
sense-of-the-Senate  resolution  resolves 
the  Senate  to  both  plunder  the  high- 
way trust  fund  and  create  a  new  enti- 
tlement. Now  is  not  the  time  to  create 
new  entitlements;  now  is  the  time  to 
show  our  sincerity  in  balancing  the 
Federal  budget. 

Mr.  President,  Senators  should  vote 
against  this  Amtrak  resolution  because 
it  steals  much  needed  capitol  funds 
from  our  country's  mass  transit  ssrs- 
tems.  And  let  me  remind  my  colleagues 
that  Amtrak  is  not  the  same  as  your 
local  mass  transit  ssrstem.  Both  may 
carry  significant  numbers  of  pas- 
sengers when  compared  to  the  private 
automobile,  but  the  similarities  end 
there  and  the  differences  begin.  Local 
mass  transit  carries  the  working  poor, 
disabled  and  the  elderly  to  jobs,  to 
local  clothing  and  grocery  stores,  to 
medical  services,  and  other  amenities 
of  the  local  community.  These  are  peo- 
ple who  do  not  have  access  to  other 
modes  of  transportation  and  are  highly 
dependent  on  the  local  mass  transit 
system.  Mass  transit  carries  more  peo- 
ple in  1  day  than  Amtrak  carries  in  1 
year. 

Let  me  also  remind  my  colleagues 
that  60  percent  of  the  cuts  made  in  the 
fiscal  year  1996  transportation  appro- 
priations came  from  mass  transit. 

Amtrak.  on  the  other  hand,  has  a 
very  different  ridership.  A  study  states 
that  "travel  on  Amtrak  by  persons 
with  incomes  above  $40,000  is  3.5  times 
higher  than  intercity  buses  and  nearly 
1.5  times  higher  than  airlines."  This  is 
not  the  working  poor  trsring  to  get  to 
their  job,  or  the  elderly  to  medical 
care.  It  is  all  well  and  good  to  buy  new 
scenic  cruisers  and  build  train  stations 
in  New  York,  but  not  at  the  expense  of 
getting  people  to  their  jobs,  or  to  the 
doctor. 


11956 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  21,  1996 


Mr.  President,  on  May  6  the  White 
House  issued  a  statement  of  adminis- 
tration policy  on  S.  1318,  which  reau- 
thorized Amtrak.  I  as  unanimous  con- 
sent that  that  statement  be  entered 
into  the  Record  after  my  remarks.  It 
is  clear  from  that  statement  that  the 
administration  has  deep  concerns 
about  changing  Amtrak's  funding.  In 
that  statement  the  Office  of  Manage- 
ment and  Budget  "strongly  opposes" 
providing  Amtrak  appropriated  funds 
on  an  accelerated  basis,  fearing  that 
this  "would  unnecessarily  increase 
Federal  borrowing  costs."  They  also 
oppose  "subordinating  the  Federal  in- 
terest as  a  creditor  in  the  event  of  a  de- 
fault under  the  section  511  loan  pro- 
gram" and  the  proposed  Federal  guar- 
antee of  new  borrowing  authority  for 
Amtrak  authorized  in  this  legislation. 

I  have  to  ask  my  friend  from  Dela- 
ware if  he  intends  to  create  a  new  tax 
to  subsidize  Amtrak  as  a  follow-up  to 
his  sense-of-the-Senate  resolution? 

I  ask  this  because  my  reading  of  the 
amendment  is  that  revenues  taken 
from  the  highway  trust  fund  and  re- 
routed to  Amtrak  shall  be  re-routed  be- 
tween the  period  of  January  1,  1997, 
through  September  30.  2001. 

However,  my  reading  of  the  Tax  Code 
(§9503,  1996  Cimiulative  Annual  Pocket 
Part,  West  Publishing  Company,  1996.) 
tells  me  that  the  fuel  tax  for  the  high- 
way tnist  fund  expires  on  September 
30,  1999.  Thus,  under  current  law  there 
will  be  no  revenues  for  2  full  years  of 
this  subsidy,  if  this  subsidy  were  law. 
Indeed,  under  current  law,  the  only 
automobile  fuel  tax  that  will  survive 
after  September  30,  1999,  is  President 
Clinton's  1993  4.3-cent-per-gallon  fuel 
tax  increase  for  the  general  fund  that 
so  many  of  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate 
oppose. 

Therefore,  I  again  would  like  to  ask 
my  firiend  from  Delaware  if  he  intends 
to  increase  highway  taxes  in  the  fu- 
ture, and  is  this  the  Hrst  step  toward 
that  tax  increase?  ,^ 

If  Amtrak  needs  the  Senate  to  sus- 
tain or  increase  a  tax,  then  I  especially 
urge  all  of  my  colleagues  who  oppose 
tax  increases  to  consistently  oppose 
this  Amtrak  sense  of  the  Senate  be- 
cause, like  all  other  tax  increases,  it 
will  hit  the  pocketbooks  of  taxpasring 
Americans. 

Senators  should  vote  against  this 
Amtrak  train  invasion  of  the  highway 
trust  fund  because  this  proposed  new 
Amtrak  trust  fund  contradicts  any  ef- 
forts to  balance  the  budget.  Senate  bill 
No.  1395  outlines  the  plan  for  the  new 
Amtrak  trust  fund.  That  biU  legislates 
direct  spending  from  the  highway  trust 
fund,  through  the  new  Amtrak  trust 
fund,  and  into  Amtrak.  I  believe  that 
Congress  should  not  now  be  creating  a 
new  and  special  entitlement  for  Am- 
trak while  at  the  same  time  we  are  re- 
ducing the  growth  of  other  more  im- 
portant entitlements  that  affect  many 
more  Americans.  We  in  the  Senate  are 


in  an  historic  and  difficult  process  of 
offering  this  Nation  a  balanced  budget. 
If  this  budget  succeeds,  it  will  be  the 
first  balanced  budget  enacted  since 
1969.  While  attempting  to  achieve  a 
balanced  budget  plan  for  fiscal  1996, 
many  in  Congress  have  already  made 
painful  sacrifices.  The  budget  resolu- 
tion for  1997  requires  that  many  of  us 
repeat  those  same  sacrifices.  Given  the 
choice,  Mr.  President,  many  of  us 
might  rather  spend  the  necessary  reve- 
nue offsets  to  increase  funding  for 
Medicare  or  Medicaid  or  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  environment.  Therefore,  it 
is  inappropriate  that  Congress  would  at 
this  same  time  create  a  new  entitle- 
ment for  Amtrak. 

Mr.  President,  this  Amtrak  resolu- 
tion further  cuts  against  a  balanced 
budget  because  it  is  new  spending.  As 
the  second  most  senior  Republican 
Member  of  the  Senate  Budget  Commit- 
tee, I  am  here  to  remind  everyone  that 
the  highway  trust  funds  are  on  the 
budget.  Though  there  is  a  separate  ac- 
count for  the  highway  trust  funds, 
there  is  no  separate  book.  Any  new  and 
additional  spending  for  Amtrak  is  to 
feed  yet  another  hungry  mouth,  and 
yet  another  break  in  our  fiscal  dam. 
Therefore,  in  our  budget  balancing  ef- 
forts, funding  Amtrak  from  an  existing 
source  still  requires  that  the  Senate  ei- 
ther raise  someone  else's  taxes,  or  cut 
someone  else's  spending  without  a 
thorough  review.  I  am  against  both.  I 
want  to  balance  the  budget. 

Additionally,  I  will  say  that  though 
this  sense-of-the-Senate  resolution  re- 
gards a  revenue  bill,  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Finance  has  held  no  hearings 
on  the  underlying  bill,  nor  has  it  held 
a  general  hearing  on  the  Amtrak 
train's  invasion  of  the  automobile  driv- 
er's highway  trust  fund  moneys. 

In  summary,  Mr.  President,  a  vote  in 
favor  of  this  Amtrak  sense  of  the  Sen- 
ate is  a  vote  against  highways  and 
against  automobile  drivers.  It  is  a  vote 
in  favor  of  corporate  welfare  and 
against  Medicare  and  Medicaid  bene- 
ficiaries. Indeed,  this  sense-of-the-Sen- 
ate resolution  for  Amtrak  is  a  vote 
against  a  balanced  budget. 

I  encourage  all  of  my  colleagues  to 
join  me  in  voting  "no"  on  this  resolu- 
tion to  bail  out  Amtrak  by  invading 
the  automobile  driver's  highway  trust 
fund  and  creating  new  si)ending. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  statement  of  administra- 
tion policy  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state- 
ment was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  of  adkonistration  Poucy 
s.  131»— amtrak  and  local  rail 

REVrTALIZATlON  ACT 

The  Administration  agrees  with  the  thrust 
of  S.  1318,  to  enable  Amtrak  to  respond  to 
consumer  needs  and  market  realities  and  to 
free  itself  from  Federal  subsidies.  Although 
S.  1318  includes  many  provisions  to  that  end, 
some  of  its  provisions  could  impede  achieve- 


ment of  these  objectives  or  impose  other  un- 
necessary burdens. 

The  Administration  is  generally  opposed  to 
the  imposition  of  arbitrary  caps  on  punitive 
damage  amounts,  and  would  strongly  oppose 
the  inclusion  of  any  provision  in  S.  1318  im- 
posing such  cap6. 

The  Administration  also  strongly  opposes 
the  requirement  that  appropriated  funds  be 
provided  to  Amtrak  on  an  accelerated  basis. 
This  requirement,  which  is  not  necessary  to 
support  Amtrak's  operations,  would  shift 
$659  million  of  Federal  outlays  to  FY  1996 
that  would  occur,  under  current  law,  in  FY 
1997  and  FY  1998.  This  would  unnecessarily 
increase  Federal  borrowing  costs. 

In  addition,  the  Administration  strongly 
opposes  Senate  passage  of  S.  1318  unless  it  is 
amended  to: 

Delete  the  provisions  for  a  permanent  au- 
thorization of  appropriations  for  the  Local 
Rail  Freight  Assistance  Program  (LRFAP). 
and  modifications  to  the  section  511  loan 
program.  The  President  did  not  request,  and 
Congress  did  not  provide,  any  appropriations 
for  LRFAP  for  the  current  fiscal  year.  The 
rail  freight  industry  has  clearly  established 
its  ability  to  operate  without  Federal  sub- 
sidies or  loans.  Any  future  decisions  to  sub- 
sidize the  rail  ft^ight  industry  should  be 
made  by  local  State  governments  in  the  con- 
text of  their  overall  transportation  planning, 
not  by  the  Federal  Government. 

Delete  the  provision  which  would  subordi- 
nate the  Federal  interest  as  a  creditor  in  the 
event  of  a  default  under  the  section  511  loan 
program.  Such  provisions  increase  the  risk, 
and  therefore  the  "subsidy  rate,"  of  loans 
guaranteed  under  this  program,  thereby  re- 
ducing the  number  of  loans  which  could  be 
made  with  the  resources  available. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  just  brief- 
ly, what  this  amendment  is  is  a  propo- 
sition that  we  have  been  talking  about 
for  a  long  time,  to  provide  some  fund- 
ing, badly  needed  funding,  for  the  Am- 
trak system.  The  amendment  speaks 
for  itself.  I  simply  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second?  There  is  a  sufficient 
second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  thank  the  Chair.  I  yield 
the  floor. 

How  much  time  would  the  Senator 
from  Washington  like? 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Two  minutes. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Washington.  Is  this  on  an 
amendment  or  another  subject? 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  On  an  amendment. 

Mr.  EXON.  On  an  amendment  the 
time  would  be  equally  divided.  I  yield 
the  Senator  from  Washington  2  min- 
utes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
President. 

Let  me  just  take  this  opportunity  to 
also  thank  the  ranking  member  of  our 
Budget  Committee,  Senator  ExON,  for 
the  excellent  job  he  has  done  over  the 
past  several  days  managing  the  budget 
and  being  a  spokesperson  for  all  of  us. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  3991 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  remind  all  of  my  colleagues 
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that  one  of  the  most  important  amend- 
ments that  we  are  considering  tomor- 
row is  the  Kerry-Murray  amendment 
that  adds  S56  billion  to  function  500. 
That  is  the  function  in  the  budget  that 
covers  education  and  the  investment  in 
our  young  people. 

I  wanted  to  rise  today  to  ask  unani- 
mous consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  articles  from  the  Seattle  PI 
that  did  a  survey  that  shows  the  No.  1 
issue  in  my  home  State  is  education.  I 
believe  this  is  replicated  around  the 
country.  In  fact,  USA  Today  had  a  poll 
recently  that  said  this  is  the  No.  1 
issue  to  voters. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[Prom  the  Seattle  Post-Intelligencer,  May 

20.1996] 

DAn.T  Worries  Concern  Voters  Most.  Poll 

Says 

SCHOOLS,  jobs  overshadow  OTHER  ISSUES 

(By  Neil  Modie) 

Meat-and-potatoes  concerns — taxes,  jobs 
and  the  economy — loom  large  in  the  minds  of 
Washington  voters  as  they  look  toward  this 
fall's  elections.  As  a  single  issue,  however, 
education  tops  them  all. 

A  new  poll,  the  Mood  of  Washington,  shows 
the  electorate  cares  far  less  about  the  hot- 
potato  issues — abortion,  gun  control,  gay 
rights— that  apparently  heat  up  political 
party  caucuses.  TV  screens  and  news  pages 
more  than  they  do  the  voting  booths. 

Most  voters  polled  said  they  feel  less  safe 
than  they  did  four  years  ago.  They  think  the 
public  school  system  is  declining  and  feel 
they  must  struggle  harder  to  maintain  their 
standards  of  living. 

When  family  and  pocketbook  issues  pre- 
occupy people,  they  show  little  interest  in 
the  hot-button  topics,  observed  Bruce 
Pinkleton,  a  public  opimon  researcher  at 
Washington  State  University. 

"When  people  are  concerned  about  job  se- 
curity and  other,  related  issues,  then  some  of 
the  other  (more  emotional)  issues  become 
less  central  to  their  decision  making."  said 
Pinkleton;  who  conducted  the  poll  along 
with  Joey  Reagan,  a  fellow  researcher  who 
also  works  at  WSU. 

Surveyors  polled  556  of  the  state's  reg- 
istered voters  between  April  24-30  in  a  col- 
laborative project  by  The  Associated  Press 
and  12  state  newspapers,  including  the  Post- 
Intelligencer,  the  Olympian,  the  Tacoma 
News  Tribune,  the  Herald  in  Everett  and  the 
Sun  in  Bremerton. 

Worry  about  the  state  of  public  schools  is 
widespread.  Nearly  six  in  10  voters  polled  be- 
lieve public  education  is  worse  than  it  was 
four  years  ago.  And  a  slightly  higher  number 
agreed  that  the  education  in  Washington  is 
underfunded. 

I  think  education  should  get  a  better  slice 
of  the  budget  pie  and  I  would  be  willing  to 
pay  more  taxes  (to  pay  for  it),"  Judith  Jen- 
kins Harlin.  a  poll  respondent  fi-om 
Redmond,  said  in  a  interview.  She  is  a  home- 
maker,  mother  and  school  volunteer  who  has 
been  trained  as  a  teacher. 

Cricket  Hamilton,  an  Olympia  search-and- 
rescue  officer,  also  thinks  schools  are  in 
trouble  but  is  unwilling  to  pay  more  taxes  to 
let  educators  spend  more  money. 

"Definitely  not,"  Hamilton  said,  "reading, 
writing,  and  arithmetic  has  to  be  brought 
back,  not  pottery." 

Pinkleton,  the  researcher,  observed:  "A  lot 
of  people  feel  that  education  is  underfunded. 


a  big  majority,  and  yet  people  aren't  terribly 
excited  about  paying  more  taxes,  either.  So 
we  kind  of  want  to  have  our  cake  and  eat  it, 
too." 

The  poll  didn't  specifically  ask  voters 
whether  they  would  be  wiling  to  pay  higher 
taxes  to  support  education.  But  it  did  affirm 
Washingtonians'  long-standing  opposition  to 
a  state  income  tax. 

Asked  if  they  "would  support  a  state-in- 
come tax  if  state  taxes  would  be  cut  in  other 
areas,"  56  percent  said  no.  Barely  more  than 
one-third  replied  favorably.  The  rest  had  no 
opinion. 

When  asked  how  important  they  consider 
education  in  deciding  which  candidate  to 
vote  for,  nearly  nine  voters  in  10  ranked  im- 
portant by  more  than  three-fourths  of  the 
votes.  Then  came  welfare  reform,  the  can- 
didate's moral  character,  a  candidate's  abil- 
ity to  work  with  political  opponents,  the  en- 
vironment, and  illegal  immigration,  in  that 
order,  with  each  rated  important  by  more 
than  half  those  polled. 

At  the  bottom  were  gun  control,  important 
to  barely  half  the  voters;  abortion,  men- 
tioned by  two  out  of  five,  and  gay  rights, 
cited  by  just  over  one-fourth  of  those  polled. 
The  voters  weren't  asked  on  which  side  of 
those  issues  they  stood. 

When  the  voters  were  asked,  without  men- 
tion of  any  specific  issue,  to  identify  the 
most  important  concerns  in  this  fall's  guber- 
natorial election,  education  again  was  the 
most-often  mentioned  single  concern,  even 
above  such  perennial  worries  as  the  econ- 
omy, taxes  and  crime. 

However,  although  125  voters  named  edu- 
cation, even  more— 191— said.  "I  don't 
know." 

That  surprised  Pinkleton. 

"Clearly,  issues  are  still  developing  in  the 
minds  of  the  voters.  .  .  .  It's  still  fairly 
early  (in  the  campaign  season),"  the  re- 
searcher observed. 

After  education,  mention  of  other  issues 
dropped  off  steeply.  Ranked  below  education, 
in  order  of  the  number  of  times  they  were 
mentioned,  were  taxes,  environment  and 
conservation,  crime  and  law  enforcement 
state  spending  and  the  budget,  the  economy, 
health  care  and  unemployment  and  jobs. 

Other  issues,  including  welfare  reform, 
moral  issues,  gay  rights  and  prayer  ranked 
far  lower.  None  of  the  556  voters  mentioned 
such  volatile  topics  as  abortion  or  gun 
rights. 

The  responses  suggested  that  voters  trust 
their  state  government  more  than  they  trust 
their  fellow  citizens. 

Asked  whether  they  agree  that  "voters 
usually  make  Informed  voting  decisions." 
only  43  percent  did.  But  53  percent  said  they 
trust  state  government  to  "side  with  the 
public  interest"  in  deciding  between  public 
interest  and  special  interests. 

The  poll  showed  plenty  of  worry  across  a 
range  of  social  ills. 

Asked  whether  they  agreed  with  the  broad 
statement  that  "deteriorating  social  values 
are  responsible  for  today's  crime  problem," 
nearly  eight  in  10  said  they  did. 

One  who  emphatically  agreed  was  Vem 
Dollar,  52,  a  Vancouver  resident,  who  de- 
clared: "Our  social  values  have  decreased. 
All  the  neighbors  knew  one  another  when  we 
moved  in  here  28  years  ago,  smd  I  don't  know 
the  new  ones  who  move  in.  .  .  .  There's  an 
influx  of  California  people  and  they  aren't 
very  sociable.  Good  neighbors  help  neigh- 
bors." 

Despite  the  worry  about  declining  social 
values,  one  finding  of  the  poll  nught  surprise 
Washingtonians  aware  of  the  Pacific  North- 


west's long-held  reputation— bemoaned  by 
the  Rev.  Billy  Graham,  among  others — as 
something  of  a  religious  wasteland. 

Asked  whether  they  agreed  with  the  state- 
ment that  "religious  values  play  a  role  in 
my  everyday  decisions."nearly  two  voters 
out  of  three  did  agree. 

Religion  plays  the  strongest  role  in  the 
lives  of  the  oldest  voters,  with  more  than 
seven  out  of  10  of  those  age  62  and  older  say- 
ing it  did.  But  nearly  six  in  10  voters  in  the 
least  religious  age  group,  those  18  to  39.  said 
religious  values  were  part  of  their  lives. 

Conservative  voters  were  most  apt  to  say 
religion  is  part  of  their  lives,  and  the  most 
liberal  voters  were  the  least  likely. 

The  poll  revealed  deep  concerns  across  a 
broad  topical  spectrum.  For  example: 

CRIME 

Nearly  two  out  of  three  agreed  they  feel 
less  safe  then  four  years  ago.  and  nearly  four 
in  five  favor  stronger  penalties  for  criminals. 

That  tough  stance  applied  to  youthful 
criminals,  too.  .Isked  whether  they  agreed 
with  the  statement  that  "criminals  under  18 
should  be  exempt  from  the  death  penalty," 
six  in  10  disagreed.  Even  a  majority  of  voters 
who  identified  themselves  as  politically  "lib- 
eral" disagreed  that  criminals  under  18 
should  be  exempt.  However,  four-fifths  of 
voters  labeling  themselves  "very  liberal" 
said  criminals  that  young  should  be  exempt. 

Men  were  less  in  favor  of  exempting  crimi- 
nals from  the  death  penalty  than  women 
were,  with  72  percent  of  men  opposing  that 
exemption  while  only  53  percent  of  women 
did. 

"Even  the  death  penalty  is  kind  of  a  joke: 
it  takes  years  and  years,  "  remarked  Trina 
Henifin,  22.  a  Bellingham  resident  who  was 
polled.  "How  did  they  (carry  out  the  death 
penalty)  way  back  before  there  was  the  ap- 
peals system?  Do  it  right  away  like  they  did 
in  the  old  days." 

Asked  whether  "state  government  should 
spend  more  money  building  prisons."  57  per- 
cent disagreed. 

ECONOMY  ANT)  JOBS 

Nearly  one  in  four  of  those  surveyed  said 
they  were  concerned  about  losing  their  jobs. 
The  worry  was  highest  among  people  with 
less  than  a  high  school  degree. 

A  majority  of  voters  disagreed  with  the 
statement  that  if  they  lost  their  jobs,  it 
would  be  easy  to  find  jobs  with  similar  pay. 
The  least  educated  were  most  likely  to  be 
pessimistic. 

And  more  than  three  voters  in  four  agreed 
with  the  statement  that  they  have  to  work 
harder  today  to  maintain  their  standard  of 
living  than  they  did  four  years  ago. 

"The  cost  of  living  Is  higher,  the  cost  of 
gas.  electricity  has  gone,  up,  food  too."  said 
Gerald  Bamett.  a  Spokane-area  machinist 
and  father  of  two.  who  first  registered  to 
vote  last  year.  "I  work  overtime,  and  that 
helps,  but  the  more  you  make,  the  more  they 
take  out  in  taxes." 

HEALTH  AND  WELFARE 

Asked  whether  they  agreed  that  limits 
should  be  imposed  on  the  length  of  time  wel- 
fare recipients  can  receive  state  assistance 
more  than  eight  voters  in  10  said  they  did. 
And  three-fourths  agreed  that  "welfare  re- 
cipients should  be  forced  to  work"  if  they  re- 
ceive assistance. 

Without  being  asked  specifically  whether 
state  government  should  pay  for  health  care, 
just  under  three-fourths  of  the  voters  agreed 
that  "state  ntake  sure  that  health  care  is 
available  to  everyone. " 
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ENVIRONMENT,  PROPERTY  RIGHTS  AND  OTHER 
ISSUES 

WashlDgtonians  were  lukewarm  about  en- 
vironmental issues  in  their  responses  to  sev- 
eral queries  on  the  subject. 

A  plurality,  48  percent,  disagreed  with  a 
statement  that  "protecting  the  environment 
is  more  important  than  protecting  jobs"— a 
choice  that  most  conservationists  argue  so- 
ciety needn't  make — while  just  under  one- 
third  agreed.  The  rest  didn't  answer.  And  a 
majority  of  the  voters  disagreed  with  a 
statement  that  "government  agencies  do  an 
acceptable  job  of  balancing  land  use  with  en- 
vironmental protection." 

A  plurality,  49  percent,  agreed  that  "public 
money  should  be  used  to  pay  people  when  the 
government  restricts  how  they  use  their 
land,"  while  39  percent  disagreed. 

Only  one-third  of  the  voters  agreed  that 
the  state  is  more  racially  divided  than  it  was 
four  years  ago  while  nearly  half  disagreed. 
More  nonwhitcs  than  whites— but  still  less 
than  a  majority— believe  the  state  is  more 
divided. 

A  clear  majority  of  voters,  58  percent,  said 
"acceptance  of  homosexuals  or  bisexuals" 
should  be  taught  in  the  public  schools." 

But  support  for  the  teaching  of  other  val- 
ues was  much  higher:  more  than  nine  voters 
in  10  favor  teaching  "acceptance  of  people 
who  hold  different  beliefs"  and  teaching 
"moral  courage;"  nearly  as  many  want  "re- 
sponsibility to  prevent  unwanted  pregnancy" 
taught,  and  nearly  three-fourths  support 
teaching  "sexual  abstinence  outside  mar- 
riage." 

Many  voters  seem  to  yearn  for  the  values 
they  grew  up  with,  values  they  see  as  eroded 
today. 


[From  the  Seattle  Post-Intelligencer.  May 
20,1996] 

ElDUCA'nON  RATED  NO.  1  Of  All  State  Issues 
(By  Neil  Modle) 

The  Mood  of  Washingrton  poll  confirms 
what  the  state's  1996  political  candidates  al- 
ready seem  well  aware  of:  Voters  are  plenty 
worried  about  public  education. 

"There's  just  a  whole  different  intensity 
about  the  issue  this  year,"  observed  Terry 
Bergeson,  executive  director  of  the  state 
Commission  on  Student  Learning  and  a  can- 
didate for  superintendent  of  public  instruc- 
tion. 

So  far  in  the  still-early  campaign  for  gov- 
ernor, most  of  the  10  major  candidates— four 
Democrats  and  six  Republicans— have  been 
talking  more  about  education  than  anything 
else,  even  such  tried-and-true  issues  as  the 
economy,  taxes  and  crime. 

That's  logical,  since  public  education,  in- 
cluding colleges  and  universities,  accounts 
for  nearly  60  percent  of  the  state  general 
fund  budget. 

And  candidates  who  survive  the  primary 
will  be  sharing  the  general  election  ballot 
with  two  controversial  education-related  ini- 
tiatives dealing  with  school  vouchers  and 
charter  schools. 

Whatever  the  reasons,  some  of  the  can- 
didates' and  political  parties'  own  polls  are 
showing  deep  concern  about  the  state's 
school  system,  more  so  than  in  past  years. 

In  the  Mood  of  Washington  poll.  88  percent 
said  education  was  important  to  them  in  de- 
ciding who  to  vote  for,  and  four  of  every  five 
in  that  group  said  it  was  "very  important." 
No  other  issue  rated  such  a  response  in  the 
survey. 

"That's  amazing.  That's  the  highest  I've 
ever  seen"  in  any  poll,  Bergeson  said. 


The  poll  was  a  collaborative  project  by  The 
Associated  Press  and  12  state  newspapers,  in- 
cluding the  Post-Intelligencer,  tiie  Olym- 
pian, the  Tacoma  News  Tribune,  the  Herald 
in  Everett  and  the  Sun  in  Bremerton. 

Nearly  three  in  five  voters  polled  said  the 
quality  of  public  education  is  worse  today 
than  it  was  four  years  ago.  That  view  was 
strongest  among  the  youngest  and  least  edu- 
cated voters — those  in  the  18-to-39  age  grroup 
and  with  less  than  a  high  school  education — 
as  well  as  among  the  most  politically  con- 
servative voters. 

Slightly  more  than  three  out  of  five  voters, 
and  especially  the  youngest  and  the  most  po- 
litically liberal  voters,  said  education  is  un- 
derfunded. 

When  voters  were  asked  to  name  the  most 
Important  issues  in  the  gubernatorial  elec- 
tion, education  was  mentioned  most  often — 
by  a  long  shot. 

Cheryl  Causey,  49,  a  Mercer  Island  mother 
and  a  student  in  interior  design,  thinks 
schools  have  improved  "in  the  area  of  criti- 
cal thinking  skills  rather  than  just  role 
learning." 

But  she  is  concerned  about  a  lack  of  class- 
room discipline  and  "a  basic  'dumbing  down' 
in  some  areas.  I've  read  some  of  the  text- 
books used  by  my  daughter  and  have  found 
that  some  of  the  language  used  isn't  very 
challenging.  It  plays  down  to  a  lesser  intel- 
ligence and  doesn't  encourage  the  kids  to 
really  think  and  go  beyond." 

Vema  Kloehn.  73.  a  retired  barber  and 
Kennewick  resident,  thinks  kids  nowadays 
are  "damn  dumb.  They  can't  assimilate 
knowledge  worth  a  dam." 

Voters'  concerns  about  public  schools  had 
to  do  not  only  with  the  quality  of  education, 
but  also  crime  and  violence. 

And  that  was  a  worry  expressed  not  only  in 
urban  areas,  but  in  smaller  conununities  as 
well. 

"We  need  more  teachers,  more  guards," 
said  Trina  Henifin,  22,  a  Bellingham  resident, 
"I  think  it's  terrible  you  have  to  have  guards 
in  schools,  but  you  do." 

Bergeson,  who  directs  a  conunission  cre- 
ated to  develop  statewide  academic  stand- 
ards, surmised  that  voters  might  think 
schools  are  worse  than  they  were  four  years 
ago  because  "people  are  seeing  more  in  the 
news  about  violence  in  schools,  about  weap- 
ons." 

"It  doesn't  have  so  much  to  do  with  edu- 
cation" as  with  safety,  she  said. 

Bruce  Pinkleton,  one  of  two  Washington 
State  University  researchers  who  conducted 
the  Mood  of  Washington  poll,  suggested  the 
concern  about  education  might  stem  largely 
from  the  public's  tendency  "to  look  to  the 
educational  system  to  rectify  the  ills  of  soci- 
ety." 

Judith  Jenkins  Harlin,  a  Redmond  "stay- 
at-home  mom"  and  school  volunteer,  agrees. 

"I  think  public  education  has  been  asked 
to  do  too  much,  and  public  education  doesn't 
turn  anyone  away."  said  Harlin,  who  is 
trained  as  a  teacher.  "Teachers  in  public 
education  are  trying  to  be  mother,  father, 
social  worker,  teacher,  legal  enforcer— we 
are  asking  teachers  to  do  too  much." 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  I  have  taken  the 
time  over  the  last  year  to  talk  to  hun- 
dreds of  young  people  in  my  home 
State.  I  have  talked  to  people,  young 
students  who  are  4.0  students;  I  have 
talked  to  students  in  juvenile  deten- 
tion centers.  The  one  thing  they  all  say 
in  common  is  they  believe  that  in  this 
country  today,  adults  do  not  care 
about  them. 


Mr.  President,  we  have  an  oppor- 
tunity tomorrow  to  vote  for  the  Kerry- 
Murray  amendment  to  put  dollars  back 
into  our  education  account  and  show 
our  young  people  they  are  a  priority  to 
us.  I  can  think  of  no  better  investment 
in  this  country  to  invest  in  the  edu- 
cation and  training  of  our  young  peo- 
ple. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  that 
amendment.  I  remind  my  colleagues, 
this  is  a  way  we  can  make  a  difference 
for  this  country.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  thank  my  friend  from 
Washington  for  her  kind  remarks,  and 
I  thank  her  for  the  amendment  she  has 
just  offered. 

I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina. 

Mr.  HOIililNGS.  Mr.  President,  once 
again,  regarding  the  record  and  this 
ruling,  I  turn  to  the  Congressional 
Record,  the  House  of  Representatives, 
H11693,  December  3,  1980.  I  quote  Mr. 
Panetta: 

It  obviously  is  the  first  time  that  the  rec- 
onciliation process  itself  has  been  imple- 
mented under  the  Budget  Act. 

Further: 

No  other  chairman  in  the  history  of  the 
Budget  Committee  has  been  able  to  say  that 
reconciliation  has  been  implemented  and  put 
into  place.  They  have  passed  budget  resolu- 
tions. We  have  passed  continuing  resolutions 
of  one  kind  or  another,  but  this  is  the  first 
time  that  a  chairman  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee has  implemented  the  reconciliation  proc- 
ess. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President.  I  wish  to 
express  my  support  for  the  President's 
fiscal  year  1997  budget  plan.  There  is  no 
one  here  that  wants  a  balanced  budget 
more  than  I  do.  The  largest  obstacle  to 
sustainable,  long-term  economic 
growth  is  our  huge  national  debt.  This 
is  why  I  support  the  administration's 
budget.  President  Clinton  is  the  first 
President  in  17  years  to  submit  a  bal- 
anced budget  using  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  [CBO]  figures,  all  while 
protecting  Medicare.  Medicaid,  edu- 
cation, the  environment,  and  cutting 
taxes  for  middle-class  families. 

There  has  been  no  President  with  a 
record  of  deficit  reduction  that  com- 
pares to  President  Clinton's.  Under  the 
President's  leadership  the  budget  defi- 
cit has  been  cut  more  than  in  half. 
Four  years  ago,  the  Nation  was  faced 
with  a  budget  deficit  of  $290  billion. 
The  CBO  is  now  predicting  a  budget 
deficit  of  only  $144  billion  for  fiscal 
year  1996.  Also,  the  total  spending  is 
lower  as  a  share  of  the  economy  than 
in  any  year  since  1979.  This  budget  con- 
tinues the  highly  successful  deficit  re- 
duction of  the  President's  1993  eco- 
nomic plan  and  contains  billions  in  en- 
titlement savings  and  discretionary 
cuts. 

The  President's  budget  guarantees 
the  life  of  the  Medicare  trust  fund  for 
a  decade  without  cutting  it  $167  billion 
as  the  Republicans  have  proposed.  The 
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Republican  plan  reduces  Medicare  by 
$50  billion  more  than  the  President's 
balanced  budget  plan.  The  cuts  to 
Medicare  payments  that  the  Repub- 
licans propose  will  result  in  cost-shift- 
ing, undermine  quality,  and  threaten 
the  financial  viability  of  many  rural 
and  urban  hospitals.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  President's  budget  restores  the  pre- 
1980  law  on  part  A  home  health  benefits 
because  home  health  care  expenditures 
unrelated  to  hospital  stays  should  not 
be  financed  by  the  part  A  trust  fund. 
This  helps  extend  the  life  of  Medicare 
part  A  trust  fund.  In  summary,  the 
President's  proposal  reforms  and  mod- 
ernizes the  program,  while  providing 
more  choices  to  beneficiaries. 

While  the  President's  budget  has 
moderate  cuts  in  Medicaid,  the  $72  bil- 
lion reduction  that  the  Republicans 
propose  could  be  drastic.  This  $72  bil- 
lion cut  could  total  as  much  as  $250  bil- 
lion over  7  years  if  States  spend  only 
the  minimum  required  to  receive  their 
full  block  grant  allocations.  Many  mid- 
dle-class families  depend  on  the  Medic- 
aid guarantee  to  provide  for  the  care  of 
their  parents.  If  States  are  forced  to 
deny  coverage  or  restrict  benefits,  this 
could  adversely  affect  millions  of 
Americans  that  depend  on  such  help 
that  the  program  provides.  Another 
thing  that  concerns  me  about  the  Re- 
publican proposal  is  the  insistency  of 
the  repeal  of  Federal  enforcement  of 
nursing  home  quality  standards.  These 
regulations  are  important  to  the  fami- 
lies that  have  to  make  the  tough  deci- 
sion to  place  a  loved  one  in  a  nursing 
home.  On  the  other  hand,  the  I*resi- 
dent's  budget  provides  the  States  with 
great  flexibility  in  managing  their  pro- 
grams while  giiaranteeing  health  care 
for  millions  of  Americans. 

In  order  to  reach  a  balanced  budget, 
we  all  know  decisions  must  be  made  in 
an  effort  to  eliminate  costs;  however, 
these  decisions  must  be  carefully  ex- 
amined. This  is  particularly  true  when 
proposed  cuts  affect  the  educational 
system  of  our  country.  The  Repub- 
licans want  to  use  extreme  cuts  in  edu- 
cation to  balance  the  budget,  when  the 
President's  plan  shows  that  they  axe 
not  necessary.  The  Republican  resolu- 
tion cuts  education  and  training  by  $26 
billion  compared  to  1995.  The  Repub- 
lican plan  also  provides  $60  billion  less 
for  education  and  training  than  the 
President's  budget  over  the  next  6 
years.  The  future  of  our  Nation  de- 
pends greatly  on  the  education  that  is 
provided  to  our  children  and  the  train- 
ing that  is  available  to  our  work  force. 
The  President's  budget  provides  both 
the  funding  and  policies  needed  to 
meet  these  challenges. 

The  President's  budget  also  provides 
tax  relief  for  the  middle-class  working 
families  of  America,  making  it  easier 
for  them  to  pay  for  education  and  save 
for  retirement.  The  President  proposes 
a  tax  credit  for  dependent  children,  a 
benefit  that  would  affect  19  million 


families,  expanded  individual  retire- 
ment accounts  [IRA's]  to  provided 
greater  incentives  for  savings  for  re- 
tirement, and  an  education  and  job 
training  tax  deduction  that  would 
allow  taxpayers  to  deduct  up  to  $10,000 
a  year  for  qualified  education  and 
training  expenses.  The  President  also 
proposes  other  tax  relief  aimed  at 
small  businesses,  such  as  increased  ex- 
pensing, estate  tax  benefits  for  closely 
held  businesses,  pension  simplification, 
and  increased  health  insurance  deduc- 
tions for  the  self-employed.  The  Presi- 
dent's budget  offsets  this  much  needed 
tax  relief  by  eliminating  or  reducing 
corporate  tax  loopholes  and  pref- 
erences that  are  no  longer  warranted. 

Mr.  President,  I  support  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  because  this  budget  has  a 
plan  for  balancing  the  budget  while 
protecting  Medicare,  Medicaid,  and 
education,  along  with  providing  a  mod- 
est tax  cut  for  middle-class  Americans. 

REGARDING  AHCPR 

Mr.  FRIST.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  engage  in  a  brief  colloquy  with 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee  to  discuss  an  as- 
sumption that  appears  on  page  52  of 
our  report  and  clarify  the  committee's 
assumptions  regarding  the  discre- 
tionary health  programs  contained  in 
function  550.  The  language  suggests 
that  the  committee  is  assuming  a  sig- 
nificant reduction  in  the  budget  of  the 
Agency  for  Health  Care  Policy  and  Re- 
search [AHCPR].  I  expressed  my  con- 
cerns regarding  this  matter  during  the 
committee's  markup  of  the  resolution. 

Mr.  President,  I  feel  strongly  about 
this  Agency's  mission  for  two  reasons. 
First,  as  I  iwinted  out  during  our 
markup,  I  believe  that  the  Agency  for 
Health  Care  Policy  and  Research  has 
gone  a  long  way  toward  reforming 
itself  and  has  been  responsive  to  the 
constructive  criticism  it  received  from 
Congress  over  the  past  year.  For  exam- 
ple, last  year  there  was  debate  regard- 
ing the  wisdom  of  AHCPR  continuing 
to  develop  clinical  practice  guidelines 
now  that  so  many  medical  societies, 
heeilth  plans,  and  others  have  begun  to 
develop  their  own  guidelines.  AHCPR 
took  this  criticism  seriously,  engaged 
in  a  dialog  with  the  health  care  com- 
munity, and  announced  last  month 
that  it  would  no  longer  directly  sup- 
port the  development  of  clinical  prac- 
tice guidelines.  Instead,  the  Agency 
will  work  in  partnership  with  the 
health  care  community  by  meeting 
their  needs  for  an  assessment  of  the 
scientific  evidence  in  clinical  areas  for 
which  these  physicians  and  health 
plans— not  AHCPR — want  to  develop 
guidelines  or  other  quality  improve- 
ment strategies.  This  partnership  ap- 
proach is  a  winner  for  all:  AHCPR  will 
concentrate  on  its  strengths,  develop- 
ing and  assessing  science,  and  physi- 
cians and  health  plans  will  have  the  in- 
formation they  need  to  develop  better, 
evidence-based  guidelines  without  the 


implication  that  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment is  telling  them  how  to  practice 
medicine. 

Similarly,  last  year  there  were  con- 
cerns about  the  multitude  of  overlap- 
ping data  collection  activities  within 
the  Department  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  [HIS].  Despite  the  fact  that 
the  AHCPR  has  only  a  small,  but  im- 
portant, role  in  the  area  of  data  collec- 
tion, the  Agency  took  the  lead  in  pro- 
posing a  major  restructuring  of  its 
medical  expenditure  survey  to  elimi- 
nate areas  of  duplication  with  other 
HHS  surveys. 

In  both  cases,  AHCPR  has  been  will- 
ing to  take  a  fresh  look  at  its  activities 
and  critically  examine  its  role  in  rela- 
tionship to  the  private  sector  and  other 
Federal  agencies.  We  should  applaud 
this  type  of  initiative  and  responsive- 
ness, not  cripple  it. 

More  importantly.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  concerned  bout  the  potential  im- 
pact on  the  clinical  and  health  services 
research  that  AHCPR  supports.  Its  mis- 
sion in  this  area  is  critical  to  the  fu- 
ture of  our  fast-changing  health  care 
system  and  to  our  efforts  to  restruc- 
ture the  Medicare  program,  while  en- 
suring high  quality  of  care.  This  Agen- 
cy provides  an  important  compliment 
to  the  work  of  the  National  Institutes 
of  Health  through  its  research  on  the 
outcomes,  effectiveness,  and  cost-effec- 
tiveness of  health  care  services  in  day- 
to-day  practice.  In  the  last  2  years,  this 
Agency  has  come  to  realize  its  role  as 
a  science  partner  with  the  health  care 
commxmity  and,  as  a  result,  AHCPR's 
work  has  been  endorsed  by  every  major 
medical,  nursing,  and  health  care  orga- 
nization, from  the  American  MedicaJ 
Association  to  the  managed  care  indus- 
try. And  from  personal  experience,  in 
my  work  on  the  Medicare  Program,  I 
can  testify  that  there  are  few  issues  on 
which  such  disparate  organizations 
agree.  AHCPR's  scientific  work  pro- 
vides clinicians  and  patients  with  the 
tools  they  need  to  work  together  to  im- 
prove the  quality  of  health  care  while 
constraining  its  cost. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  point  I  would 
like  to  yield  to  the  distinguished 
Chairman  and  ask  him  whether  he 
agrees  with  my  interpretation  of  our 
budget  assumptions  and  my  conclusion 
that  this  budget  resolution  assumes  no 
reduction  in  funding  for  the  critical 
work  of  the  Agency  for  Health  Care 
Policy  and  Research. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  want  to  thank  Sen- 
ator Frist  for  his  continued  efforts  in 
this  critical  policy  area.  The  Chair- 
man's mark  of  the  budget  resolution 
did  assume  a  reduction  in  funding  for 
the  Agency  for  Health  Care  Policy  Re- 
search [AHCPR].  Funding  for  AHCPR 
was  assumed  to  be  reduced  to  $46  mil- 
lion per  year,  beginning  in  1997.  Since 
then,  I  have  worked  with  Senator 
Frist  to  find  alternate  assumptions  to 
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meet  our  discretionary  spending  tax- 
gets  within  function  550.  The  resolu- 
tion now  assumes  that  funding  for 
AHCPR  will  not  be  reduced. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
support  of  Senate  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 57,  the  balanced  budget  resolution 
for  fiscal  year  1997. 1  commend  the  hard 
work  by  the  Budget  Committee  to 
bring  to  this  floor,  one  more  time, 
what  the  American  people — and  the 
people  of  Idaho — have  demanded:  A 
genuine,  convincing  plan  to  balance 
the  Federal  budget  by  fiscal  year  2002. 

This  balanced  budget  resolution  is 
consistent,  in  its  principles  and  its  de- 
tails, with  what  I  believe  most  citizens 
in  Idaho  want. 

Like  most  Idahoans,  I  would  prefer  to 
go  farther,  faster.  But  I  also  recognize 
how  far  we  have  come  in  just  a  year 
and  a  half.  In  the  last  Congress,  domi- 
nated by  the  President's  party,  we  were 
told  that  $200  billion  a  year  in  deficit 
spending,  as  far  as  the  eye  could  see, 
was  the  best  we  could  do. 

This  budget  resolution  does  not  rep- 
resent politics  as  usual.  It  looks  to  a 
brighter  future  of  more  jobs,  more  af- 
fordable educations,  a  more  secure 
Medicare  system,  and  real  welfare  re- 
form— all  within  a  balanced  budget. 

CONDUCTDJG  THE  BALANCED  BUDGET  GAME  IN 
IDABO 

Mr.  President,  to  focus  in  some  depth 
on  the  budget  priorities  of  Idahoans, 
last  month,  my  office  held  a  series  of 
meetings  in  five  locations  in  Idaho.  We 
invited  folks  to  participate  in  an  exer- 
cise in  hard  choices — or,  what  I  call  the 
balanced  budget  game. 

We  held  these  in  Idaho  Falls,  Poca- 
tello.  Twin  Falls,  Nampa,  and  Boise. 

This  exercise  has  been  developed  and 
updated  regularly  by  the  nonpartisan, 
nonprofit  educational  organization,  the 
Committee  for  a  Responsible  Federal 
Budget. 

In  this  exercise,  citizens  get  the 
chance  to  be  a  Senator  for  a  day — 
meeting  in  small  groups  that  work 
much  like  the  Senate  Budget  Commit- 
tee during  the  markup  of  the  budget 
resolution  and  walking  through  a  180- 
page  workbook  resembling  a  Budget 
Conmilttee  markup  book. 

Across  the  State,  participants  were 
grouped  into  32  groups,  or  budget  com- 
mittees, with  between  4  and  10  mem- 
bers each. 

I've  used  this  exercise  and  similar 
ones  in  the  past  to  poll  the  opinions  of 
Idahoans  on  budget  priorities  and  I've 
told  Idahoans  that  I  would  again  use 
their  responses  in  this  exercise  to  fight 
for  Idaho  values  in  the  Federal  budget. 

I  have  been  reviewing  in  detail  the 
individual  results  from  each  of  the  five 
cities  where  we  held  the  exercise,  and  I 
am  struck  by  the  highlights  that  have 
emerged.  I  would  like  to  summarize 
those  briefly  here.  My  office  is  prepar- 
ing a  complete  analysis  to  send  to  the 
Idaho  citizens  who  participated  in 
those  five  cities. 


IDAHO'S  priority:  balance  the  budget  AND 
SPEND  LESS 

This  is  the  result  that  stands  out: 
Idahoans  are  demanding  that  we  bal- 
ance the  budget.  By  far,  most  of  the 
Idaho  groups  were  willing  to  exercise 
more  restraint,  and  balance  the  budget 
faster,  than  most  Members  of  Congress 
or  the  President. 

In  31  out  of  32  groups,  Idahoans  were 
able  to  agree  on  enough  deficit  reduc- 
tion to  balance  the  budget  by  fiscal 
year  2002. 

This  is  true— 31  out  of  32  balanced  the 
budget — whether  you  compare  their  re- 
sults against  the  baseline  for  fiscal 
year  1997  or  the  less  optimistic  baseline 
of  fiscal  year  1996,  which  is  the  one 
that  was  still  used  in  the  Exercise 
workbook. 

Thirty-one  out  of  32  groups  saved 
more  in  spending  than  any  budget  be- 
fore the  Congress  this  year — more  than 
the  Budget  Committee  budget,  more 
than  the  Chafee-Breaux  substitute,  and 
certainly  more  than  the  President's 
budget. 

In  fact,  31  out  of  32  groups  reduced 
spending  growth  more  over  5  years 
than  any  Washington,  DC,  proposal 
would  save  over  6  years. 

On  average,  participants  in  the  five 
Idaho  cities  called  for  the  following 
levels  of  policy  changes  in  spending 
programs,  over  5  years: 

In  billions 

Idaho  Falls J679 

Pocatello  662 

Twin  Falls  656 

Nampa  637 

Boise  671 

Average  for  all  5  cities 661 

This  compares  with  $428  billion  in  ^ 
spending  policy  changes  in  this  year's 
committee-reported  budget,  and  only 
$274  billion  in  the  President's  budget. 
discretionary  spending 

In  the  Idaho  exercises,  the  five-city 
average  for  defense  was  to  find  $16  bil- 
lion in  savings  over  5  years.  Eight  of 
the  32  groups  voted  for  a  $38-billion  in- 
crease. These  results  seem  to  reflect 
the  general  consensus  in  Idaho,  the  Na- 
tion, and  even  in  Washington,  DC,  that 
defense  spending  should  not  be  changed 
greatly,  in  this  changing  and  uncertain 
world. 

All  32  groups  reduced  domestic  dis- 
cretionary spending  more  than  any 
budget  now  being  debated  on  the  Sen- 
ate floor.  Of  course,  they  came  closest 
to  the  Budget  Committee's  budget. 

In  international  affairs,  the  average 
5-year  savings  from  the  Idaho  groups 
was  $15  billion,  compared  with  $12  bil- 
lion in  savings  in  the  Committee-re- 
ported budget,  and  with  a  slight  in- 
crease in  the  President's  budget. 

ENTrrLEMENT  SPENDING 

Thirty  out  of  32  groups  would  reduce 
total  entitlement  spending  more  than 
any  proposal  now  before  the  Senate. 

I  think  that  result  says  something  to 
those  who  accuse   the   committee-re- 


ported budget,  as  well  as  last  year's 
Balanced  Budget  Act,  of  making  draco- 
nian  cuts  in  spending. 

With  great  uniformity,  Idaho  partici- 
pants supported  an  average  of  $50  bil- 
lion in  housing  and  welfare  reforms 
over  5  years,  which  is  more  than  the 
President's  6-year  proposal— $38  bil- 
lion—and almost  exactly  the  same  as 
the  Budget  Committee's  6-year  figure — 
$54  billion.  This  says  to  me  that  the 
Senate  is  on  track  in  this  area. 

Thirty-one  of  the  32  groups  produced 
more  direct  savings  in  Medicare  over  5 
years  than  the  Budget  Committee 
budget  over  5  years  or  the  President's 
budget  over  the  next  6  years.  The  aver- 
age 5-year  savings,  with  little  variation 
from  town  to  town,  were  $135  billion, 
compared  with  $115  billion  over  5  years 
in  the  Budget  Conmilttee  budget. 

In  addition,  28  out  of  32  groups  chose 
one  or  more  ways  to  means-test  enti- 
tlement benefits,  including  23  groups 
that  chose  an  across-the-board  ap- 
proach that  would  result  in  additional 
Medicare  savings,  and  2  more  that 
voted  for  means-testing  Medicare,  spe- 
cifically. 

It  bears  repeating:  Any  savings  from 
Medicare  reforms  will  be  used — by  law, 
they  must  be  used — to  shore  up  a  Medi- 
care system  that  is  now  losing  money. 
We  want  Medicare  to  be  there  for  those 
who  need  it.  It  won't  be  there — it  will 
be  broke — in  just  5  years,  imless  we 
begin  reforms  today.  The  Budget  Com- 
mittee budget  doesn't  cut  Medicare.  It 
will  provide  more  choice  and  more  se- 
cure benefits  in  an  improved  system. 

REVENUES 

With  regard  to  taxes,  I  was  somewhat 
surprised  at  first,  but  the  specific  op- 
tions selected  and  the  comments  of  a 
number  of  the  participants  shed  some 
light. 

A  number  of  folks  complained  about 
static  score-keeping  that  did  not  recog- 
nize that  some  tax  cuts  lead  to  eco- 
nomic activity  and  more  tax  revenues. 
I  agree  with  them.  But  the  exercise 
workbook  estimates  were  based  on 
Congressional  Budget  Office  estimates. 
In  both  cases,  the  budget  committees — 
here  and  in  Idaho — agreed  to  be  botmd 
by  an  "outside"  referee. 

A  nimiber  of  folks  complained  that 
they  wanted  to  vote  for  tax  relief,  but 
ran  out  of  time,  because  that  was  the 
last  section  in  the  workbook.  In  this 
exercise,  unlike  here  in  Washington, 
DC,  budget-writers  did  not  have  the 
luxury  of  ignoring  the  deadline  to  fin- 
ish their  work. 

A  number  said  that,  while  they  could 
write  a  budget  that  got  to  balance  fast- 
er with  some  revenue  increases,  they 
didn't  trust  that  Washington,  DC, 
would  use  tax  increases  to  reduce  the 
deficit. 

And  finally,  support  for  any  revenue 
increases  was  extremely  scattered 
among  a  wide  variety  of  options,  with 
the  broadest  consensus  on  alcohol  and/ 
or  tobacco  excise  taxes,  occvtrring  in 
only  13  of  32  groups. 
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Overall,  9  groups  voted  for  some  tax 
relief.  Twelve  groups  did  not  vote  for 
any  tax  increase,  and  another  6  sup- 
ported very  small  packages  less  than 
$41  billion  over  5  years,  a  magnitude 
similar  to  the  extensions  and  loophole- 
closings  that  have  been  discussed  in 
Congress.  The  median  group  raised  rev- 
enues by  only  $34  billion. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr.  President,  the  exercise  in  hard 
choices  has  been  an  excellent  edu- 
cational tool  for  the  public,  very  in- 
formative for  Members  of  Congress — 
certainly  including  this  Senator,  and 
actually  very  enjoyable  to  participate 
in. 

I  believe  most  everyone  who  attended 
had  a  positive  experience.  Some  folks 
wished  they  could  have  had  more  time 
and  more  options.  But  there  was  under- 
standing that  the  exercise  was  written 
with  a  limited  number  of  options,  out 
of  consideration  for  the  participants- 
all  of  whom  gave  up  an  entire  morning, 
afternoon,  or  evening  to  provide  me 
with  their  views. 

I  appreciate  all  the  advice  and  help 
my  staff  and  I  have  received  from  the 
Committee  for  a  Responsible  Budget  in 
conducting  this  exercise  in  Idaho,  espe- 
cially from  Carol  Cox  Wait,  the  com- 
mittee's president,  and  Susan  Tanaka, 
vice  president. 

Most  of  our  colleagues  will  recognize 
the  committee's  name  and  work.  Its 
board  of  directors  includes  many 
former  Members  of  this  and  the  other 
body,  including  several  chairmen  and 
ranking  minority  members  of  the 
Budget  Committees,  as  well  as  distin- 
gmshed  former  public  officials  like 
Paul  Volcker  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board,  Elmer  Staats  of  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office,  and  Rudolph  Penner 
and  Robert  Reischauer  of  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office. 

The  exercise  workbook  used  by  the 
Idaho  participants  was  prepared  for  fis- 
cal year  1996,  because  most  of  the  1997 
budget  work  had  not  yet  begun  in 
Washington,  DC,  and  1997  workbooks 
were  not  yet  available.  But  with  the 
exception  of  some  changes  in  economic 
and  baseline  assumptions,  we  know  all 
too  well  that  the  1997  budget  debate  is 
really  just  a  continuation  of  the  1996 
process. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  these 
budget  proposals  now  being  negotiated 
will  directly  affect  virtually  every  seg- 
ment of  the  Government  and  every  cit- 
izen of  this  country. 

I  am  strongly  in  support  of  deficit  re- 
duction and  favor  the  elimination  of 
the  national  debt  over  a  period  of  time. 
I  have  long  supported  a  balanced  budg- 
et amendmeqt  to  the  Constitution.  I 
supported  the  1993  reconciliation  bill 
which  has  already  led  to  significant  re- 
duction in  our  annual  deficits.  How- 
ever, there  is  a  right  and  wrong  way  to 
pursue  the  same  goal. 

There  are  proposals  to  adjust  the 
Consumer  Pricing  Index  [CPI]  in  an  at- 


tempt to  correct  biases  in  its  computa- 
tion. This  plan  is  to  reduce  the  CPI  by 
one-half  of  a  percentage  point.  I  feel 
that  this  is  nothing  more  than 
masquerading  an  attempt  to  cut  Social 
Security  benefits  and  raise  taxes. 

As  we  all  know,  the  CPI  has  a  major 
effect  on  Federal  outlays,  revenue,  and 
the  budget  deficit.  Outlays  are  affected 
because  programs  such  as  civil  service 
retirement  pay  and  Social  Security 
benefits  are  adjusted  so  that  the  pur- 
chasing power  of  those  payments  will 
be  preserved.  Revenues  are  affected  be- 
cause taxes  are  adjusted  so  that  in- 
creases in  income  are  taxed  at  a  higher 
rate  only  if  the  increase  exceeds  infla- 
tion. Due  to  the  significant  relation- 
ship between  the  CPI  and  the  budget, 
there  has  been  much  attention  on  how 
to  contribute  to  the  reduction  of  the 
deficit  with  the  adjustment  of  the  CPI. 

Before  we  attempt  to  adjust  the  CPI. 
we  should  realize  the  enormous  effect 
it  will  have  on  the  senior  citizens  of 
our  coimtry.  Coupled  with  the  proposed 
cuts  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid,  an  arbi- 
trary reduction  of  the  CPI,  which  leads 
to  a  decrease  in  the  Social  Security 
cost-of-living  adjustments  [COLA's], 
would  take  a  great  financial  toll  on  the 
elderly.  Social  Security  recipients  rely 
on  annual  COLA's  to  ensure  that  their 
purchasing  power  is  not  eroded  by  in- 
flation. Just  a  small  percentage  reduc- 
tion in  the  CPI  can  cause  a  substantial 
loss  Of  benefits  over  time.  Due  to  the 
compounding  effect,  the  older  one  gets, 
the  more  money  the  beneficiary  would 
lose.  Economists  have  stated  that  the 
cost  of  living  for  the  elderly  has  risen 
faster  than  other  age  groups.  This  is 
due  to  the  rapid  rise  in  health  care 
services.  It  is  believed  that  the  current 
CPI  actually  vmderstates  the  rate  of  in- 
flation because  the  elderly  spend  such 
a  large  portion  of  their  income  on 
health  care. 

In  1987,  Congress  called  for  a  study  to 
develop  an  experimental  index  for  con- 
sumers over  the  age  of  62.  This  study 
revealed  that  indeed  the  index  for  this 
group  was  understated  and  concluded 
that  this  was  due  to  the  medical  care 
component.  This  analysis  was  under- 
taken by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Sta- 
tistics [BLS],  the  organization  that 
computes  the  CPI. 

Moreover,  now  is  not  the  time  to  ad- 
just the  CPI  knowing  that  the  BLS  has 
announced,  as  part  of  a  continuing  ef- 
fort to  update  and  improve  the  CPI, 
that  it  will  be  changing  the  way  the 
CPI  is  calculated.  This  is  estimated  to 
reduce  the  CPI  by  approximately  .3 
percentage  points.  We  should  aillow  the 
experts  at  BLS  to  engage  in  a  thorough 
analysis  without  Congress  interfering. 

Mr.  President,  as  one  economist  stat- 
ed, this  is  merely  "an  attempt  to  raise 
taxes  invisibly,  and  lower  Social  Secu- 
rity invisibly,  while  appearing  only  to 
be  scientifically  correct  in  adjusting  a 
bias."  Finally,  using  funds  generated 
by  reducing  Social  Security  COLA's  to 


diminish  the  deficit  is  a  misuse  of  So- 
cial Security  trust  funds. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum,  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  time  be  charged  equally  to 
both  sides. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorxun  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  remains  on  the  resolution? 

The  PRESroiNG  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  has  14  minutes 
and  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  does  as 
well. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Would  you  tell  me 
again,  Mr.  President? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  has  14  minutes  and 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  14 
minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  You  must  be  doing 
something  with  this  time,  Mr.  Parlia- 
mentarian. How  does  this  happen?  No 
matter  what  each  side  does,  we  have  14 
minutes  each.  You  must  be  right  on 
the  ball. 

Mr.  EXON.  We  control  only  the  time- 
keeper. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
a  conference  report  from  1975,  a  budget 
resolution,  just  as  a  matter  of  informa- 
tion with  reference  to  various  items 
that  have  been  discussed  today  of  a 
parliamentary  nature.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  conference  report  be 
printed  in  the  RECORD. 

There  being  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Second  Concurrent  Resolution  on  the 
Budget  Fiscal  Year  1976 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  from  the  committee  of  con- 
ference, submitted  the  following  conference 
report  to  accompany  H.  Con.  Res.  466: 

The  committee  on  conference  on  the  dis- 
agreeing votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  concurrent 
resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  466)  revising  the  con- 
gressional budget  for  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment for  the  fiscal  year  1976.  and  direct- 
ing certain*  reconciliation  action,  having 
met.  after  full  and  free  conference,  have 
agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to 
their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  flrom  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  fol- 
lows: 

That  the  Congress  hereby  determines  and  de- 
clares, pursuant  to  section  310(a)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974.  that  for  the  fiscal 
year  beginning  on  July  1. 1975— 

(1)  The  appropriate  level  of  total  budget  out- 
lays is  S374.900.000.000: 

(2)  The  appropriate  level  of  total  new  budget 
authority  is  UOS. 000. 000. 000: 

(3)  The  amount  of  the  deficit  in  the  budget 
which  is  appropriate  in  the  light  of  econormc 
conditions  and  all  other  relevant  factors  is 
$74,100,000,000: 


11962 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


(4)  The  recommended  level  of  Federal  revenues 
is  $300,800,000,000,  and  the  House  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  and  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Finarux  shall  submit  to  their  respective  Houses 
legislation  to  decrease  Federal  revenues  by  ap- 
proximately S6, 400, 000, 000;  and 

(5)  The  appropriate  level  of  the  public  debt  is 
$622,600,000,000. 

Sec.  2.  The  Congress  hereby  determines  and 
declares,  in  the  manner  provided  in  section 
301(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974. 
that  for  the  transition  quarter  beginning  on 
July  1, 1976— 

JOINT  EXPLANATORY  STATEMENT  OF  THE 
COMMITTEE  OF  CONFERENCE 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  and 
the  Senate  at  the  conference  on  the  disagree- 
ing votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  to  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion (H.  Con.  Res.  466)  revising  the  congres- 
sional budget  for  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment for  the  fiscal  year  1976,  and  directing 
certain  reconciliation  action,  submit  the  fol- 
lowing joint  statement  to  the  House  and  the 
Senate  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  ac- 
tion agreed  upon  by  the  managers  and  rec- 
ommended in  the  accompanying  conference 
report: 

Second  Concurrent  Resolution  on  the  Budget 
Outlays 

The  House  resolution  provided  for  total 
outlays  in  the  amount  of  S373.891  billion.  The 
Senate  amendment  provided  for  total  out- 
lays in  the  amount  of  $375.6  bullion. 

The  conference  report  provides  for  total 
outlays  in  the  amount  of  $374.9  billion.  Esti- 
mates of  outlays  by  functional  category  of 
the  budget  is  set  forth  below. 

Budget  Authority 

The  House  resolution  provided  for  total 
new  budget  authority  in  the  amount  of 
$406,004  billion.  The  Senate  amendment  pro- 
vided for  total  new  budget  authority  in  the 
amount  of  $406.2  billlion. 

The  conference  report  provides  for  total 
new  budget  authority  in  the  amount  of  $408.0 
billion.  Estimates  of  new  budget  authority 
by  functional  category  of  the  budget  is  set 
forth  below. 

Deficit 

The  house  resolution  provided  for  a  budget 
deficit  in  the  amount  of  $72,091  billion.  The 
Senate  amendment  provided  for  a  deficit  in 
the  amount  of  $74.8  billlion.  The  conference 
report  provides  for  a  deficit  of  $74.1  billion. 
Revenues 

The  House  resolution  provided  for  Federal 
revenues  in  the  amount  of  $301.8  billion;  and 
to  achieve  that  level,  it  directed  the  House 
Ways  and  Means  and  Senate  Finance  Com- 
mittees to  reduce  revenues  by  $5.4  billion. 
The  Senate  amendment  jarovided  for  reve- 
nues in  the  amount  of  $300.8  billion;  and  to 
achieve  that  level  it  directed  the  Ways  and 
Means  and  Finance  Committees  to  reduce 
revenues  by  $6.4  billion. 

The  conference  report  provides  for  reve- 
nues in  the  amount  of  $300.8  billion;  and  di- 
rects the  Ways  and  means  and  Finance  Com- 
mittees to  reduce  revenues  by  $6.4  billion. 
The  $6.4  billion  reduction  of  revenues  is  nec- 
essary to  maintain  the  personal  income  tax 
withholding  rate  and  extend  the  temporary 
corporate  tax  reductions  in  the  1975  Tax  Re- 
daction Act. 

The  managers  accept  the  Senate  position 
that  it  is  unrealistic  to  expect  this  required 
reduction  in  revenues  to  be  partially  offset 
by  $1.0  billion  to  be  received  through  tax  re- 
form during  the  remiander  of  Fiscal  year 
1976,  as  contemplated  in  the  house  resolu- 
tion. 


Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  say  to  the  Senators — Senator 
ExoN  just  reminded  me— that  there 
will  be  no  votes  tonigrht.  We  had  not 
planned  on  any  votes  during  the  day, 
and  nothing  has  changed.  So  when  we 
finish  here  in  about  20  minutes  we  will 
be  finished,  and  we  will  start  at  9 
o'clock  in  the  morning.  We  have  been 
authorized  to  call  the  Senate  into  ses- 
sion, and  we  will  immediately  start 
with  the  amendments,  establishing 
some  order  this  evening.  Staff  on  both 
sides  will  work  on  that.  Remember 
that  the  amendments  then  will  be 
voted  on  one  after  another.  Maybe  we 
will  have  a  little  recess  at  some  point. 
There  will  be  10-minute  rollcall  votes. 
K  last  year  is  any  indication  of  how 
much  time  it  will  take,  we  will  be  vot- 
ing from  9  o'clock  to  well  into  the 
night. 

I  am  very  hopeful  that  we  can  accept 
some  of  these  amendments.  I  am  even 
toying  with  the  idea— I  do  not  know 
what  the  Senator  would  think  about 
this— if  we  might  put  all  of  those 
amendments  that  are  sense  of  the  Sen- 
ate and  just  accept  them  all.  What  does 
the  Senator  think  about  that?  We 
would  not  have  any  votes.  We  would 
take  them  all.  Who  knows  what  will 
happen  to  them? 

Mr.  EXON.  We  would  want  to  review 
them.  But  that  is  an  interesting  pro- 
posal. Could  I  suggest  one  other  thing 
that  we  might  consider?  We  do  not 
have  to  decide  on  that  tonight.  But  I 
would  like  to  suggest  since  we  are 
going  to  have,  once  again,  an  awful  lot 
of  votes,  would  there  be  any  likelihood 
that  we  may  cut  the  votes  down  to  say 
7%  minutes  to  move  things  along  in  a 
more  expeditious  fashion,  because  we  I 
think  would  agree  tonight  that  we 
would  probably  have  1  minute  each  for 
explanation  of  each  amendment. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  think  we  may  be 
closer  to  1  minute  equally  divided— 30 
seconds  each.  But  essentially  la^_^ime 
we  had  this  rather  prolonged  series  of 
votes  we  tried  to  get  it  down  to  the 
minimum  amount  that  would  be  re- 
quired for  the  rollcall  and  other  things, 
aind  I  believe  I  heard  Senator  Dole  ask 
and  they  said  they  could  not  get  it 
down  to  much  under  8  minutes. 

Mr.  EXON.  My  only  thought  with 
that  is  that  might  be  the  case.  The 
only  trouble  with  10  minutes,  then  it 
becomes  12  minutes.  It  is  like  speeders 
on  the  highway.  But  I  am  just  making 
a  suggestion  to  try  to  expedite  things 
for  the  good  of  the  body  as  a  whole.  We 
can  discuss  that  later. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4026 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
that  the  Economic  Development  Adminis- 
tration should  place  high  priority  on  main- 
taining field-based  economic  development 
representatives) 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Now,  Mr.  President. 
I  send  an  amendment  to  the  desk  in  be- 
half of  Senators  Bingaman,  Snowe, 
Cohen,  and  myself  and  ask  for  its  im- 
mediate consideration. 
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The     PRESIDING 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows. 

The  Senator  flrom  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Domen- 
ICT].  for  Mr.  Bingaman,  for  himself,  Ms. 
Snowe,  Mr.  Cohen,  and  Mr.  Domenici,  pro- 
poses an  amendment  numbered  4026. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  title  m.  add  the  following: 

SEC  .  ^NSE  OF  TBE  SENATE  REGARDING  THE 
ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  ADMINIS- 
TRATION PLACING  HIGH  PRIORITY 
ON  MAINTAINING  FIELD-BASED  ECO- 
NOMIC DEVELOPMENT  REPRESENT- 
ATIVES. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1)  The  Economic  Development  Adminis- 
tration plays  a  crucial  role  in  helping  eco- 
nomically disadvantaged  regions  of  the 
United  States  develop  infrastructure  that 
supports  and  promotes  greater  economic  ac- 
tivity and  growth,  particularly  in  nonurban 
regions. 

(2)  The  Economic  Development  Adminis- 
tration helps  to  promote  industrial  park  de- 
velopment, business  incubators,  water  and 
sewer  system  improvements,  vocational  and 
technical  training  facilities,  tourism  devel- 
opment strategies,  technical  assistance  and 
capacity  building  for  local  governments,  eco- 
nomic adjustment  strategies,  revolving  loan 
funds,  and  other  projects  which  the  jKlvate 
sector  has  not  generated  or  will  not  generate 
without  some  assistance  from  the  Govern- 
ment through  the  Economic  Development 
Administration. 

(3)  The  Economic  Development  Adminis- 
tration maintains  6  regional  offices  which 
oversee  staff  that  are  designated  field-based 
representatives  of  the  Economic  Develop- 
ment Administration,  and  these  field-based 
representatives  provide  valuable  expertise 
and  counseling  on  economic  planning  and  de- 
velopment to  nonurban  communities. 

(4)  The  Economic  Development  Adminis- 
tration Regional  Centers  are  located  in  the 
urban  areas  of  Austin.  Seattle.  Denver.  At- 
lanta, Philadelphia,  and  Chicago. 

(5)  Because  of  a  37-percent  reduction  in  ap- 
proved funding  for  salaries  and  expenses 
fi-om  fiscal  year  1995.  the  Economic  Develop- 
ment Administration  has  initiated  staff  re- 
ductions requiring  the  elimination  of  8  field- 
based  positions.  The  field-based  economic  de- 
velopment representative  positions  that  are 
either  being  eliminated  or  not  replaced  after 
voluntary  retirement  and  which  currently 
interact  with  nonurban  conununities  on  eco- 
nomic development  efforts  cover  the  States 
of  New  Mexico,  Arizona,  Nevada,  North  Da- 
kota, Oklahoma,  Dlinois,  Indiana,  Maine, 
Connecticut,  Rhode  Island,  and  North  Caro- 
lina. 

(6)  These  staff  cutbacks  will  adversely  af- 
fect States  with  very  low  per-capita  personal 
income,  including  New  Mexico  which  ranks 
47th  in  the  Nation  in  per-capita  personal  in- 
come. Oklahoma  ranking  46th.  North  Dakota 
ranking  42nd.  Arizona  ranking  35th,  Maine 
ranking  34th,  and  North  Carolina  ranking 
33rd. 

(to)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  functional  totals  and 
reconciliations  instructions  underlying  "this 
budget  resolution  assume  that— 
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(1)  it  is  regrettable  that  the  Economic  De- 
velopment Administration  has  elected  to  re- 
duce field-based  economic  development  rep- 
resentatives who  are  fulfilling  the  Economic 
Development  Administration's  mission  of 
interacting  with  and  counseling  nonurban 
communities  in  economically  disadvantaged 
regions  of  the  United  States; 

(2)  the  Economic  Development  Administra- 
tion should  take  all  necessary  and  appro- 
priate actions  to  ensure  that  field-based  eco- 
nomic development  representation  receives 
high  priority;  and 

(3)  the  Economic  Development  Administra- 
tion should  reconsider  the  planned  termi- 
nation of  field-based  economic  development 
representatives  responsible  for  States  that 
are  economically  disadvantaged,  and  that 
this  reconsideration  take  place  without 
delay. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  That  amendment 
will  take  its  place. 

The  Senator  is  willing  to  accept  it. 
We  have  no  objection  to  the  amend- 
ment, and  I  yield  back  all  time  on  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  EXON.  We  agree  on  this  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  4026)  was  agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4002,  AS  MODIFIED 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Senator  LOTT  has 
asked  that  I  submit  an  amendment  to 
the  desk  with  reference  to  Iraq  oil  and 
the  amendment  that  heretofore  had 
been  offered. 

I  send  it  to  the  desk.  It  is  a  modifica- 
tion of  his  previous  amendment. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  it  be  in 
order  for  Senator  Lott  to  modify  the 
previous  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

The  amendment  (No.  4002).  as  modi- 
fled,  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  title  in,  add  the  following 
new  section: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  ON  REIMBURSE- 
MENT OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  FOR 
OPERATIONS  SOUTHERN  WATCH 
AND  PROVIDE  COMFORT. 

(a)  FINDINGS.— The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  as  of  May  1996.  the  United  States  has 
spent  $2,937,000,000  of  United  States  taxpayer 
funds  since  the  conclusion  of  the  Gulf  War  in 
1991  for  the  singular  purpose  of  protecting 
the  Kurdish  and  Sunni  population  from  Iraqi 
aggression; 

(2)  the  President's  defense  budget  request 
for  1997  includes  an  additional  $590,100,000  for 
Operations  Southern  Watch  and  Provide 
Comfort,  both  of  which  are  designed  to  re- 
strict Iraqi  military  aggression  against  the 
Kurdish  and  Sunni  people  of  Iraq; 

(3)  costs  for  these  military  operations  con- 
stitute part  of  the  continued  budget  deficit 
of  the  United  States;  and 

(4)  United  Nations  Security  Council  Reso- 
lution 966  (1995)  (referred  to  as  "SCR  986") 
would  allow  Iraq  to  sell  up  to  $1,000,000,000  in 
petroleum  and  petroleum  products  every  90 
days,  for  an  initial  period  of  180  days. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Congress.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that  the  assumptions  under- 
lying the  functional  totals  in  this  resolution 
assume  that— 

(1)  the  President  should  instruct  the 
United  States  Permanent  Representative  to 


the  United  Nations  to  ensure  any  subsequent 
extension  of  authority  beyond  the  180  days 
originally  provided  by  SCR  986,  specifically 
mandates  and  authorizes  the  reimbursement 
of  the  United  States  for  costs  associated 
with  Operations  Southern  Watch  and  Pro- 
vide Comfort  out  of  revenues  generated  by 
any  sale  of  petroleum  or  petroleum-related 
products  originating  from  Iraq; 

(2)  in  the  event  that  the  United  States  Per- 
manent Representative  to  the  United  Na- 
tions fails  to  modify  the  terms  of  any  subse- 
quent resolution  extending  the  authority 
granted  by  SCR  986  as  called  for  in  paragraph 
(1).  the  President  should  reject  any  United 
Nations'  action  or  resolution  seeking  to  ex- 
tend the  terms  of  the  oil  sale  beyond  the  180 
days  authorized  by  SCR  986; 

(3)  the  President  should  take  the  necessary 
steps  to  ensure  that — 

(A)  any  effort  by  the  United  Nations  to 
temporarily  lift  the  trade  embargo  for  hu- 
manitarian purposes,  specifically  the  sale  of 
petroleum  or  i)etroleum  products,  restricts 
all  revenues  from  much  sale  from  being  di- 
verted to  benefit  the  Iraqi  military;  and 

(B)  the  temporary  lifting  of  the  trade  em- 
bargo does  not  encourage  other  countries  to 
take  steps  to  begin  promoting  commercial 
relations  with  the  Iraqi  military  in  expecta- 
tion that  sanctions  will  be  permanently  lift- 
ed; and 

(4)  revenues  reimbursed  to  the  United 
States  from  the  oil  sale  authorized  by  SCR 
986.  or  any  subsequent  action  or  resolution, 
should  be  used  to  reduce  the  Federal  budget 
deficit. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  on  Friday. 
May  17,  1996,  I  proposed  a  sense-of-Sen- 
ate  resolution  that  urged  the  President 
of  the  United  States  to  ensure  that 
American  taxpayers'  interests  are  pro- 
tected by  rejecting  any  Iraq-United  Na- 
tions oil  sale  agreement  which  does  not 
reimburse  the  United  States  for  the 
costs  of  Operations  Southern  Watch 
and  Provide  Comfort. 

To  review  the  background  leading  to 
this  amendment,  several  da-ys  prior  to 
the  cease-fire  ending  Operation  Desert 
Storm,  Iraq  initiated  military  action 
against  the  Kurdish  people  in  northern 
Iraq  and  the  Sunni  Moslems  in  south- 
em  Iraq.  On  April  5,  1991,  2  days  prior 
to  concluding  the  cease-fire  agreement, 
the  United  Nations  passed  Security 
Council  Resolutions  No.  687  and  688, 
condemning  Iraq  for  its  repressive  ac- 
tions against  the  Kurds  and  Sunnis. 

The  Secretary  General  of  the  United 
States  Nations  then  enlisted  the  sup- 
port of  the  United  States  to  engage  in 
military  operations  to  protect  these 
Iraqi  civilian  populations  against  Sad- 
dam Hussein's  aggression.  In  addition 
to  the  15  American  and  11  foreign  na- 
tional lives  lost,  the  United  States  has 
spend  $2.9  billion  to  conduct  these  mili- 
tary operations  known  as  Provide  Com- 
fort and  Southern  Watch.  But  the  cost 
continues  to  go  up.  The  President's 
1997  defense  budget  request  includes  an 
additional  $590.1  million  to  continue 
these  military  operations. 

On  April  14,  1995.  the  United  Nations 
adopted  another  Security  Council  reso- 
lution. No.  986.  This  resolution  pro- 
vides Iraq  the  opportunity  to  sell  as 
much  as  $2  billion  in  oil  and  oil-related 


products  every  6  months  for  the  pur- 
pose of  providing  food  and  medical  re- 
lief to  the  people  of  Iraq. 

Yesterday.  Iraq  accepted  the  U.N. 
offer  to  sell  limited  supplies  of  oil  to 
buy  food  and  medicine  for  its  people. 
Iraq  oil  could  begin  to  flow  with  30  to 
60  days  while  American  tax  dollars  con- 
tinue to  be  spent  to  prevent  Suddam's 
aggression  against  the  Kurds  and 
Sunnis.  I  think  this  is  wrong. 

The  amendment  that  I  offered  last 
Friday,  and  have  had  to  modify  slight- 
ly because  Iraq  agreed  to  the  U.N. 
offer,  does  not  prevent  the  sale  of  oil  or 
prevent  efforts  to  relieve  the  humani- 
tarian problems  of  Iraq.  It  simply 
states  that  if  Iraq  is  going  to  be  al- 
lowed to  sell  oil  then  the  United  States 
should  recover  the  money  our  tax- 
payers are  spending  for  the  ultimate 
humanitarian  assistance:  military  pro- 
tection. Under  this  resolution  the 
United  Nations  is  recovering  their 
costs  for  providing  humanitarian  relief. 
So  why  not  recover  the  American  tax- 
payers' expense  for  preventing 
Suddam's  aggression? 

Because  the  oil  deal  was  accepted  by 
Iraq  yesterday,  I  have  modified  the 
amendment  to  state  that  in  any  subse- 
quent extension  of  authority  beyond 
the  180  days  originally  provided  by  Se- 
curity Council  Resolution  986,  the  Un- 
tied States  should  be  reimbursed  for 
the  costs  associated  with  Operations 
Southern  Watch  and  Provide  Comfort. 
I  think  the  American  taxpayer  is  enti- 
tled to  some  recovery  from  these  oil 
sales  to  help  offset  the  costs  of  doing 
what  is  right  and  doing  it  in  conjunc- 
tion with  the  United  Nations. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  at  the  appro- 
priate time  that  this  amendment  be 
adopted.  It  is  a  sense-of-the-Senate  res- 
olution, and  I  think  that  the  American 
people  would  want  us  to  ensure  that 
they  are  reimbursed  for  their  costs  as- 
sociated with  Operations  Southern 
Watch  and  Provide  Comfort. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  «7J  TO  AMENDMENT  NO.  ••012 

(Purpose:  To  adjust  the  fiscal  year  1997  non- 
defense  discretaionary  allocation  to  the 
Appropriations  Committee  by  $5  billion  in 
budget  authority  and  $4  billion  in  outlays 
to  sustain  1996  post-OCRA  policy) 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  there 
is  pending  an  amendment  No.  4012  of- 
fered by  Senators  Harkin  and  SPECTER. 
It  is  obvious  that  when  we  close  up  the 
Senate  here  in  a  few  minutes  and  yield 
back  the  remaining  time — and  there  is 
not  much  time  remaining — there  will 
be  no  further  amendments  that  will  be 
allowed.  It  means  that  if  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  or  anyone  else  has  a 
second-degree  amendment  to  any  of  the 
myriad  of  amendments  we  have  in  the 
long  list,  including  the  Harkin-Specter 
amendment,  they  would  be  able  to  offer 
a  second-degree  amendment. 

And  because  I  have  an  amendment,  a 
second-degree  amendment  to  the  Har- 
kin-Specter amendment  which  I  want 
the  Senate  to  know  about.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  it  be  in  order  for  me 
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to  offer  the  second-degrree  amendment 
tonight  and  get  it  in  the  Record  with 
a  statement.  I  do  not  think  I  am  deny- 
ing anybody  anything  by  doing  that  be- 
cause in  just  a  few  moments  this  will 
have  ripened  into  a  situation  where 
when  that  amendment  comes  up,  I 
could  second  degree  it.  So  since  that  is 
the  case,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
it  be  in  order  for  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  to  offer  a  second-degree  amend- 
ment to  the  Harkin  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  EXON.  We  have  no  objection. 

The  PRESroiNG  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  report  the  second-degree  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  send  the  amend- 
ment to  the  desk. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Domen- 
ici]  proposes  an  amendment  numbered  4027  to 
amendment  No.  4012. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
ajnendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  places  in  the  Harkin 
amendment,  make  the  following  chang-es: 

On  page  25,  line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
SO. 

On  page  25.  line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
SO. 

On  page  27.  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
S300,000,000. 

On  page  27,  line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
S800,000,000. 

On  page  42.  line  2,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,800,000,000. 

On  page  42,  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
S700,000,000. 

On  page  52,  line  11,  decrease  the  amount  by 
SO. 

On  page  52,  line  12,  decrease  the  amount  by 
SO. 

On  page  52,  line  14,  increase  the  amount  by 
$5,000,000,000. 

On  page  52,  line  15,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,400,000,000. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  resolution,  on  page  52.  line  15.  the 
amount  is  deemed  to  be  $270,923,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  8.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  Sl.323.100.000.000. 

On  page  4.  line  9,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  Sl.361.600.000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  10,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $1,392,400,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  11,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $1,433,600,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  12.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $1,454,000,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  17.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $1,318,600,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  18,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $1,353,500,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  19,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $1,382,400,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  20.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $1,415,600,000. 

On  page  4.  line  21.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $1,433,100,000,000. 

On  page  5,  line  1,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $232,400,000,000. 

On  page  5,  line  2,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $223,600,000,000. 


On  page  5.  line  3,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $206,300,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  4.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $185,700,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  5.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $143,500,000,000. 

On  page  5,  line  9.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $5,449,000,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  10.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $5,722,700,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  11,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $5,975,100,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  12.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  S6.207.700.000.000. 

On  page  5.  line  13.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $6,398,600,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  14.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $6,550,500,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  13.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $290,000,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  14,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $277,400,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  15.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $256,000,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  16.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $236,100,000,000. 

On  page  6,  line  17,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $193,300,000,000. 

On  page  6,  line  18.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $155,400,000,000. 

On  page  9.  line  22.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $14,900,000,000. 

On  page  11.  line  22.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $16,700,000. 

On  page  11.  line  23.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $16,800,000,000. 

On  page  13.  line  17.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $3,700,000,000. 

On  page  13.  line  18.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $3,100,000,000. 

On  page  15.  line  17.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $21,500,000. 

On  page  17.  line  16.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $12,800,000,000. 

On  page  17.  line  17.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $11,000,000,000. 

On  page  19.  line  16,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $8,100,000,000. 

On  page  19.  line  17.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  -$2,400,000,000. 

On  page  21.  line  16.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $42,600,000,000. 

On  page  21.  line  17.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $39,300,000,000. 

On  page  23.  line  15.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  S9.900.000.000. 

On  page  23.  line  16.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  SIO.800,000.000. 

On  page  29.  line  10.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $193,200,000,000. 

On  page  29,  line  11.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $191,500,000,000. 

On  page  31.  line  3.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $232,400,000,000. 

On  page  31.  line  4.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $240,300,000,000. 

On  page  38.  line  8.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $13,700,000,000. 

On  page  39,  line  25.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $282,800,000,000. 

On  page  40.  line  1.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $282,800,000,000. 

On  page  40.  line  7.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $289,400,000,000. 

On  page  40,  line  8.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $289,400,000,000. 

On  page  40,  line  14.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $293,200,000,000. 

On  page  40.  line  15.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $293,200,000,000. 

On  page  40,  line  21.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $294,700,000,000. 

On  page  40,  line  22.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $294,700,000,000. 


On  page  41.  line  3.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  S298.900.000.000. 

On  page  41.  line  4,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $298,900,000,000. 

On  page  41,  line  10,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $303,400,000,000. 

On  page  41,  line  11.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $303,400,000,000. 

On  page  41.  line  17.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $348,234,000,000. 

On  page  41.  line  18.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $351,240,000,000. 

On  page  41,  line  19,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $348,465,000,000. 

On  page  41.  line  20.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $349,951,000,000. 

On  page  41.  line  21.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $351,311,000,000. 

On  page  41,  line  22.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $352,756,000,000. 

On  page  42.  line  8.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  -$200,000,000. 

On  page  42,  line  9.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $100,000,000. 

On  page  42,  line  15,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  -$400,000,000. 

On  page  42,  line  16.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  -$300,000,000. 

On  page  42.  line  22.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  -$800,000,000. 

On  page  42.  line  23.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  -$800,000,000. 

On  page  43.  line  5.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  -$1,200,000,000. 

On  page  43,  line  6,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  -$1,100,000,000. 

On  page  43.  line  12.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  -$3,700,000,000. 

On  page  43.  line  13.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  -$3,700,000,000. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  This  amendment  is 
essentially  across  the  appropriations 
spectrum,  that  is,  across  all  of  the 
bills,  adds  $5  billion  in  budget  author- 
ity and  $4  billion  in  outlays  for  non- 
defense  discretionary  programs  for  the 
year  1997. 

Mr.  President,  the  Specter-Harkin 
amendment  would  provide  $2.7  billion 
for  the  education  and  training  and 
health  functions  using  an  across-the- 
board  reduction  to  agency  administra- 
tive budgets — both  defense  and  non- 
defense — including  travel  and  contrau:- 
tual  obligations — to  offset  this  addi- 
tional spending. 

The  amendment  adds  back  the  full 
$2.7  billion  in  both  budget  authority 
and  outlajrs  for  spending  to  these  budg- 
et functions  and  adjusts  the  discre- 
tionary spending  caps  to  reduce  the  de- 
fense cap  and  increase  the  nondefense 
cap. 

I  am  offering  a  second  degree  amend- 
ment because  I  believe  this  amendment 
gets  us  into  trouble. 

By  adding  these  funds  only  to  edu- 
cation and  training  and  health,  other 
subcommittees  will  be  left  making  dif- 
ficult spending  choices,  endanger  other 
priority  programs,  and  even  head  to- 
ward confrontation  with  the  President 
as  he  looks  at  vetoes  for  bills  that  cut 
Important  Federal  programs  too  deep- 
ly. 

This  amendment  provides  $5.0  billion 
in  budget  authority  and  $4.0  billion  in 
outlays  for  nondefense  discretionary 
spending  in  fiscal  year  1997.  Every 
function  with  nondefense  discretionary 
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spending  which  is  below  a  freeze  is  re- 
stored to  a  freeze  level  that  reflects  the 
enactment  of  the  1996  Omnibus  Consoli- 
dated Rescissions  and  Appropriations 
Act. 

Functions  in  the  budget  resolution 
that  are  above  a  freeze — natural  re- 
sources and  environment,  veterans,  the 
crime  control  trust  fund — are  left  at 
those  levels. 

This  freeze  level  differs  somewhat 
ftom  the  budget  resolution  freeze  level. 
Before  the  enactment  of  the  1996  omni- 
bus appropriations  bill.  Congress  had 
provided  approximately  $3.3  billion  in 
emergency  disaster  funding  for  the 
Federal  Emergency  Management  Agen- 
cy, and  $500  million  for  other  disaster- 
related  progrrams. 

These  disaster  fimds,  which  are  es- 
sentially one-time  emergency  expendi- 
tures, are  built  into  the  post-OCRA 
freeze  level  used  by  the  Appropriations 
Conmiittees,  spending  more  than  ongo- 
ing Federal  programs. 

We  do  have  to  make  choices  as  we  al- 
locate taxpayer  dollars.  The  budget 
resolution  makes  some  assumptions 
about  where  spending  priorities  lie. 
The  Appropriations  Committees  will 
make  their  own  determination  and 
refer  that  allocation  to  the  full  House 
and  Senate  in  the  form  of  13  annual  ap- 
propriations bills. 

Congress  can  accept  or  reject  those 
bills,  but  I  believe  we  need  to  be  bal- 
anced in  our  approach  to  spending  deci- 
sions. 

Under  the  Harkin-Specter  amend- 
ment, adding  the  $2.7  billion  to  edu- 
cation, training,  and  health  would  re- 
quire cutting  nondefense  programs  by 
another  $1.2  billion. 

What  programs  will  be  affected  by 
those  cuts? 

WIC?  Veterans  health?  The  Environ- 
ment? Housing?  Agriculture?  Commu- 
nity and  niral  development?  Law  en- 
forcement? Basic  scientific  research? 
Transportation?  The  space  program? 

To  help  pay  for  these  addbacks,  de- 
fense programs  would  be  cut  by  up  to 
$1.5  billion.  Again,  what  will  be  af- 
fected by  this  reduction?  There  are  se- 
rious readiness  and  procurement  under- 
funding  problems  in  the  defense  budg- 
et, which  this  budget  resolution  seeks 
to  address. 

I  believe  the  assumptions  of  the  bal- 
anced budget  resolution  are  defensible. 
We  should  not  reduce  defense  below  the 
level  reconmiended  in  the  resolution 
because  readiness  is  key  to  a  strong  de- 
fense for  our  Nation. 

Likewise,  we  should  at  least  freeze 
non-defense  spending  at  the  1996  level 
which  reflects  the  agreement  between 
Congress  and  the  President  in  the  Om- 
nibus Appropriation  Act. 

I  recognize  that  nondefense  discre- 
tionary spending  was  the  only  portion 
of  the  Federal  budget  that  signifi- 
cantly contributed  to  deficit  reduction 
in  1996.  This  was  due  to  the  President's 
veto  of  the  Balanced  Budget  Act,  which 
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included  reform  of  major  entitlement 
and  mandatory  programs. 

Today,  I  am  saying  we  can  do  better 
than  a  freeze  to  keep  some  of  our  prior- 
ity domestic  programs  operating  effec- 
tively in  1997.  These  additional 
amounts  are  offset  with  the  adminis- 
tration's debt  collection  reforms  that 
were  not  included  in  OCRA.  I  urge  the 
adoption  of  this  amendment. 

I  might  just  say  for  those  who  are  in- 
terested in  what  prompts  this,  I  have 
seen  some  early  allocation  of  the  assets 
given  to  the  Appropriations  Committee 
by  the  House  budget  resolution  called 
technically  the  allocation  of  the 
money,  that  is,  a  big  pot  of  money  is 
divvied  up,  and  I  note  that  somehow  or 
another  the  House  appropriators  seem 
to  be  sa3ring  we  are  going  to  make  a 
couple  of  the  subcommittees,  in  par- 
ticular one  of  them,  not  only  whole  but 
real  whole,  and  make  sure  that  is  not 
subject  to  any  veto.  We  are  going  to 
put  a  lot  of  money  in  it.  That  is  the 
labor,  health  and  human  services. 

I  am  not  arguing  that  point.  What  I 
am  arguing  at  this  point  if  that  is  done 
on  a  budget  that  was  submitted  for  all 
of  the  appropriations,  I  did  not  assume 
any  such  thing  when  I  worked  on  this 
budget  resolution.  If  it  had  been  the 
case  and  thus  resulting  in  some  sub- 
conmiittees  getting  a  10  percent  cut- 
Interior,  which  the  occupant  of  the 
chair  will  have  difficulty  with.  It  cov- 
ers the  Indian  people  and  a  lot  of  other 
things  getting  a  7  to  10  percent  cut,  and 
others  getting  as  much  as  a  25  percent 
cut — I  would  not  favor  the  level  of 
funding  for  the  first  year,  1997.  that  I 
did  in  this  budget  resolution. 

I  have  just  allowed  for  the  Senate  to 
approve  some  additional  money.  We 
will  go  to  conference  with  the  House  on 
the  budget  resolution  and  see  where  it 
turns  out.  I  am  willing  to  discuss  it 
further.  There  will  not  be  a  lot  of  time, 
with  30  seconds  on  a  side,  but  essen- 
tially anybody  who  would  like  to  talk 
to  me  about  it  tomorrow.  I  will  be  de- 
lighted to  do  that. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  time  is  re- 
maining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator flrom  New  Mexico  has  4  minutes. 
The  Senator  from  Nebraska  has  11  min- 
utes 40  seconds. 

Mr.  EXON.  In  view  of  the  arrange- 
ment we  have  reached,  I  yield  back  the 
remainder  of  our  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  jrield  back 
the  time? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  Senator  ExoN  for  his  courtesies. 
This  has  been  a  very  difficult  budget 
resolution,  in  the  sense  that  we  have 
considered,  overall,  maybe  more  than 
50  amendments.  While  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  thinks  that  many  of 
them,  being  sense  of  the  Senate  and 
not  binding  on  anyone,  probably  used 
an  awful  lot  of  time  that  was  not  nec- 
essary, that  seems  to  be  part  of  the 


U.S.  Senate,  and  I  am  not  complaining 
about  it.  But  we  have  been  here  for  a 
long  time.  That  means  we  had  to  work 
together,  and  I  think  we  did  that  very 
well. 

To  the  Senators,  many  who  cooper- 
ated in  using  small  amounts  of  time  so 
their  fellow  Senators  would  have  a 
chance  to  offer  their  amendments  with 
some  explanation.  I  thank  them,  from 
both  sides  of  the  aisle.  Democrat  and 
Republican. 

With  that,  I  yield  the  remainder  of 
the  time  on  the  budget. 

Mr.  EXON.  Before  you  yield  back. 
will  you  yield  to  me  for  just  a  moment? 
I  want  to  return  the  nice  compliment. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Certainly. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  have  always  enjoyed 
working  very  closely  with  my  friend 
and  colleague.  We  are  going  to  have  a 
very  tough  day  tomorrow.  We  are  going 
to  move  things  as  expeditiously  as  we 
can. 

At  the  proper  time  tomorrow,  I  will 
take  time  to  publicly  thank  the  excel- 
lent staff  on  this  side  and  also  the  staff 
on  that  side  of  the  aisle  for  being  con- 
structive and  helpful  all  the  way 
through.  It  has  been,  once  again,  a 
unique  experience.  I  have  appreciated 
the  courtesy  that  is  alwajrs  extended  to 
me  by  the  chairman  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  Senator 
EXON  very  much. 

Let  me  correct  something.  There 
have  been  a  number  of  requests  on  our 
side  and  your  side  for  15  minutes  in  the 
morning.  So  if  I  can  correct  it,  we  will 
start  voting  at  9:15.  That  is  what  the 
unanimous  consent  will  state. 

Mr.  EXON.  The  15  minutes  will  be 
morning  business  time? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  We  will  decide  that 
later.  We  will  be  back  on  the  budget 
resolution  at  9:15  instead  of  9  o'clock. 

Mr.  EXON.  At  9:15. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  we  now  have  a  pe- 
riod for  morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Hearing  no  objection,  it  is 
so  ordered. 


UNITED  STATES-UNITED  KINGDOM 
AVIATION  RELATIONS 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  discuss  significant  recent  de- 
velopments in  our  aviation  relations 
with  the  United  Kingdom.  If  handled 
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properly  by  the  administration,  these 
developments  could  finally  lead  to  full 
liberalization  of  United  States/United 
Kingdom  air  service,  our  largest  inter- 
national aviation  market. 

Last  week  I  spoke  at  some  length  in 
this  body  regarding  my  great  frustra- 
tion with  the  current  state  of  aviation 
relations  between  our  two  nations.  In 
those  remarks  I  predicted  a  time  would 
come  when  the  British  truly  would 
want  some  significant  aviation  rights 
or  regulatory  relief  from  the  United 
States.  When  that  time  came,  I  said  I 
fully  expect  the  administration  to  de- 
mand a  very  high  price.  I  welcome  re- 
ports that  time  may  be  at  hand. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  referring  to  pub- 
lished reports  that  British  Airways, 
which  presently  controls  a  greater 
share  of  the  United  States/United  King- 
dom air  service  market  than  all  United 
States  passenger  carriers  combined,  is 
close  to  announcing  a  major  business 
alliance  with  American  Airlines.  In  an- 
ticipation of  that  azmouncement,  Brit- 
ish negotiators  came  to  Washington 
yesterday  to  assess  the  price  tag  for 
the  regulatory  relief  the  new  alliance 
would  require.  I  am  pleased  initial  re- 
ports indicate  the  Department  of 
Transportation  [DOT]  reaffirmed  its 
longstanding  position:  Nothing  short  of 
full  liberalization  of  the  United  States/ 
United  Kingdom  air  service  market 
would  be  acceptable. 

Let  me  emphasize  a  critically  impor- 
tant point.  If  the  administration 
stands  firm,  as  I  believe  it  must,  the 
current  restrictive  United  States/ 
United  Kingdom  bilateral  aviation 
agreement  will  be  cast  into  the  great 
trash  heap  of  protectionist  trade  policy 
where  it  belongs.  This  would  be  very 
welcome  news  for  the  U.S.  economy,  all 
U.S.  air  carriers  and  consumers.  If  the 
situation  is  handled  poorly,  however, 
we  will  have  to  explain  to  future  gen- 
erations why  we  squandered  our  best 
opportunity  in  decades  to  liberalize  the 
United  States/United  Kingdom  air  serv- 
ice market. 

Since  my  remarks  last  week,  I  have 
been  asked  several  questions  I  wish  to 
address. 

First,  am  I  surprised  my  prediction 
has  come  to  pass  so  quickly?  No,  not  in 
the  least.  For  nearly  a  year  I  touted  an 
open  skies  agreement  with  Germany  as 
the  ideal  competitive  tool  to  pry  open 
Britain's  significantly  restrictive  air 
service  market.  In  combination  with 
open  skies  agreements  already  in  place 
with  10  other  European  countries,  the 
United  State&^Gennan  open  skies 
agreement — which  goes  into  full  effect 
later  this  week — is  having  precisely 
that  effect. 

Simply  put,  the  possible  British  Air- 
ways/American Airlines  alliance  is  a 
competitive  response  to  the  United 
States/German  open  skies  agreement 
and  the  grant  of  antitrust  immimity  to 
the  United  Airlines/Lufthansa  alliance. 
If  the  Delta  Air  Lines  alliance  with 


three  smaller  European  carriers  is 
granted  a  final  antitrust  immunity 
order  later  this  month,  that  alliance — 
in  combination  with  the  United  and 
Northwest  alliances— will  mean  nearly 
50  percent  of  passenger  traffic  between 
the  United  States  and  the  Europe  will 
be  carried  on  fully  integrated  alliances. 
I  have  predicted  for  some  time  British 
Airways  would  have  no  choice  but  to 
respond.  It  now  appears  to  be  doing  so 
by  seeking  to  ally  itself  with  the 
strongest  U.S.  carrier  available  and,  ul- 
timately, to  seek  antitrust  immunity 
for  its  new  alliance. 

Second,  to  what  am  I  referring  when 
I  say  the  British  should  be  required  to 
pay  a  high  price  for  the  regulatory  re- 
lief British  Airways'  new  alliance 
would  require?  I  believe  the  price  tag 
must  be  nothing  less  than  immediate 
open  skies. 

In  the  past,  the  British  have  been 
prone  to  redefine  the  term  "full  liber- 
alization" to  mean  "a  balanced  ex- 
change of  opportunities."  Therefore, 
let  me  make  clear  what  I  mean  when  I 
say  open  skies.  To  avoid  any  misunder- 
standing, I  believe  the  administration 
should  make  very  clear  to  the  British 
we  expect  at  a  minimum  open  third, 
fourth  and  fifth  freedom  rights  for  all 
our  passenger  and  cargo  carriers.  Of 
course,  this  means  that  nothing  less 
than  open  access  to  London's  Heathrow 
Airport  be  included  in  the  package. 

Is  this  price  too  high?  No,  based  on 
the  recent  history  of  United  States/ 
United  Kingdom  aviation  relations,  I 
believe  it  is  just  about  right.  For  in- 
stance, I  remember  all  too  well  how  the 
British  Government  treated  the  United 
States  in  late  1990  and  early  1991  when 
Pan  Am  was  on  the  brink  of  shutting 
down  operations  and  needed  imme- 
diately to  sell  its  Heathrow  routes  to 
survive.  The  British  government 
showed  not  one  iota  of  ssrmpathy.  In- 
stead, at  the  urging  of  British  Airways, 
for  months  the  British  Government 
squeezed  our  Government  for  maxi- 
mum compensation  in  exchange  for  ap- 
proving that  transaction  as  well  as  the 
sale  of  TWA's  Heathrow  routes.  I  hope 
we  remember  well  the  lessons  of  the  so- 
called  Heathrow  succession  agreement. 

Is  it  realistic  to  demand  the  British 
Government  open  Heathrow  airport  to 
our  carriers?  Absolutely.  The  British 
always  seem  able  to  find  space  at 
Heathrow  for  non-U.S.  carriers  who 
pose  less  of  a  competitive  challenge  to 
British  carriers.  For  instance,  accord- 
ing to  DOT,  24  of  the  airlines  operating 
at  Heathrow  in  July  1995  did  not  have 
any  services  there  in  July  1990.  In  addi- 
tion, British  Airways  controls  37  per- 
cent of  the  slots  at  Heathrow.  It  clear- 
ly is  in  a  position  to  help  resolve  the 
access  to  Heathrow  challenge.  In  short, 
British  Airways  controls  its  own  des- 
tiny if  it  truly  wants  DOT  approval  for 
its  proposed  new  alliance. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  conclude  by 
saying   a    truly   historic    opportunity 


may  be  at  hand  to  finally  force  the 
British  to  join  us  on  the  field  of  flree 
and  fair  air  service  competition.  The 
Administration  must  stand  firm  and 
make  clear  to  the  British  Government 
that  nothing  short  of  an  open  skies 
agreement  is  the  price  tag  for  any  reg- 
ulatory relief  British  Airways  might 
seek  in  connection  with  its  possible 
new  alliance.  A  fully  liberalized  United 
States/United  Kingdom  air  service 
agreement  is  critical  to  our  economy. 
United  States  airlines  and  consumers 
and  I  fully  expect  we  will  not  squander 
this  opportunity. 


THE  VERY  BAD  DEBT  BOXSCORE 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  the  im- 
pression will  not  go  away:  The  $5  tril- 
lion Federal  debt  stands  today  as  an  in- 
creasingly grotesque  parallel  to  the  en- 
ergizer  bunny  in  the  T.V.  commercial 
that  keeps  moving  and  moving  and 
moving — precisely  in  the  same  manner 
and  to  the  same  extent  that  the  Presi- 
dent is  sitting  on  his  hands  while  the 
Federal  debt  keeps  going  up  and  up  and 
up  into  the  stratosphere. 

Same  old  story.  Some  politicians 
talk  a  good  game  ("talk"  is  the  opera- 
tive word  here)  about  cutting  Federal 
spending  and  thereby  bringing  the  Fed- 
eral debt  under  control.  (But  watch 
what  they  do  when  efforts  are  made  to 
balance  the  Federal  budget.) 

Mr.  President,  as  of  the  close  of  busi- 
ness yesterday,  Monday,  May  20,  the 
Federal  debt  stood  at  exactly 
$5,114,232,705,195.00  (which  amoimts  to 
$19,306.97  per  man,  woman,  child  on  a 
per  capita  basis). 


EXECUTIVE  AND  OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The  following  communications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  with 
accompanying  papers,  reports,  and  doc- 
uments, which  were  referred  as  indi- 
cated: 

EC-2e93.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulations  Management, 
Department  of  Veterans  Affairs,  transmit- 
ting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  a  final 
rule  concerning  the  amending  of  the  edu- 
cational assistance  regulations  (BIN  2900- 
AH60),  received  on  May  16.  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

EC-2694.  A  communication  ftom  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulations  Management, 
Department  of  Veterans  Affairs,  transmit- 
ting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  a  final 
rule  concerning  the  correction  of  a  repay- 
ment formula  for  health  care  professionals 
who  fail  to  comply  with  service  obligation 
under  the  VA  Health  Professional  Scholar- 
ship Program  (RIN  2900-AH99).  received  on 
May  16,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Veterans' 
Affairs. 

EC-2695.  A  communication  flrom  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Regulations  Policy  Management 
Staff,  Office  of  Policy,  Food  and  Drug  Ad- 
ministration, Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  report  of  a  final  rule  relative  to 
amending  the  biologies  regulations  of  the 
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Food  and  Drug  Administration  to  eliminate 
the  requirement  for  an  establishment  license 
application  for  certain  biotechnology  and 
synthetic  biological  products  (RIN  0910- 
AA71),  received  on  May  16.  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Labor  and  Human  misources. 

EC-2696.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services,  trans- 
mitting, the  report  of  proposals  for  the  reau- 
thorization of  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health,  received  on  May  16,  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

EC-2697.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  for  Emplosraient  Standards, 
Department  of  Labor,  transmitting,  pursu- 
ant to  law.  the  report  of  a  final  rule  concern- 
ing the  amendments  of  the  regulations  under 
the  Migrant  and  Seasonal  Agricultural 
Worker  I*rotection  Act  to  implement  statu- 
tory changes  to  MSPA  concerning  the  rela- 
tionship between  workers'  compensation 
benefits  and  the  benefits  available  under  the 
MSPA  (RIN  1215-AA93),  received  on  May  16, 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human 
Resources. 

EC-2698.  A  communication  from  the  Man- 
aging Director  of  the  Federal  Communica- 
tions Commission,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  report  of  a  final  rule  concerning  the 
Implementation  of  Cable  Act  reform  provi- 
sions of  the  Telecommunications  Act  of  1996. 
received  on  May  13,  1996;  to  the  Committee 
on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC-2699.  A  communication  from  the  Man- 
aging Director  of  the  Federal  Communica- 
tions Commission,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  report  of  a  final  rule  concerning  the 
Table  of  Allotments.  FM  Broadcast  Stations. 
Cornell,  Wisconsin,  received  on  May  13,  1996; 
to  the  Committee  on  Commerce,  Science, 
and  Transportation. 

EC-2700.  A  communication  from  the  Man- 
aging Director  of  the  Federal  Communica- 
tions Commission,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  report  of  a  final  rule  concerning  the 
Citizens  Utilities  Company  Permanent  Cost 
Allocation  Manual  for  the  Separation  of  Reg- 
ulated and  Nonregulated  Costs,  received  on 
May  13.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce, Science,  and  Transpwrtation. 

EC-2701.  A  communication  from  the  Man- 
aging Director  of  the  Federal  Communica- 
tions Commission,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  the  report  of  a  final  rule  concerning  the 
implementation  of  Section  273  of  the  Com- 
munications Act  of  1934,  as  Amended  by  the 
Telecommunications  Act  of  1996— Dispute 
Resolution  Regarding  Equipment  Standards, 
L-eccived  on  May  13,  1996;  to  the  Committee 
on  Conunerce,  Science  and  Transportation. 

EC-2702.  A  conmiunication  from  the  Man- 
aging Director  of  the  Federal  Communica- 
tions Commission,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  report  of  a  final  rule  concerning  the 
Table  of  Allotments,  FM  Broadcast  Stations, 
Coolidge  and  Gilbert,  Arizona,  received  on 
May  13,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce, Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC-2703.  A  communication  from  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 
port of  a  final  rule  concerning  the  prohibi- 
tion against  certain  flights  within  the  terri- 
tory and  airspace  of  Afghanistan  (RIN  2120- 
AGIO),  received  on  May  13,  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce.  Science,  and  Transpor- 
tation. 


By  Mr.  HATCH,  from  the  Conunittee  on 
the  Judiciary  on  May  20, 1996: 

William  A.  Fletcher,  of  California,  to  be 
U.S.  circuit  judge  for  the  ninth  circuit. 

(The  above  nomination  was  reported 
with  the  recommendation  that  he  be 
confirmed.) 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.  KENNEDY  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
KERRY): 

S.  1785.  A  bill  to  establish  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior  the  Essex  National  Her- 
itage Area  Commission,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Nat- 
ural Resources. 

By  Mr.  WELLSTONE: 

S.  1786.  A  bill  to  require  the  Secretary  of 
Veterans  Affairs  and  the  Secretary  of  Health 
and  Human  Resources  to  carry  out  a  dem- 
onstration project  to  provide  the  Depart- 
ment of  Veterans  Affairs  with  reimburse- 
ment from  the  medicare  program  for  health 
care  services  provided  to  certain  medicare- 
eligible  veterans;  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance. 

By  Mr.  PRESSLER  (for  himself.  Mr. 
D'AMATO,  Mr.  Breaux.  and  Mr. 
GRAHAM): 

S.  1787.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Harmonized 
Tariff  Schedule  of  the  United  States  with  re- 
spect to  fireworks;  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance. 

By  Mr.  FAIRCLOTH: 

S.  1788.  A  bill  to  amend  the  National  Labor 
Relations  Act  and  the  Railway  Labor  Act  to 
repeal  those  provisions  of  Federal  law  that 
require  employees  to  pay  union  dues  or  fees 
as  a  condition  of  employment,  and  for  other 
purposes;  read  the  first  time. 


SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT  AND 

SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 
The  following  concurrent  resolutions 
and  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 
referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  indicated: 
By  Mr.  LOTT  (for  himself,  Mr.  Thur- 
mond, Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  Warner.  Mr. 

Cohen,  Mr.  Santorum,  Mr.  Inhofe. 

Mr.  Kempthorne,  Mr.  Bingaman.  Mr. 

Coats,  Mr.   Smtth,   Mr.  Exon.  Mrs. 

Hutchison,       Mr.       McCain,       Mr. 

Daschle,  Mr.  Levin,  Mr.  akaka,  Mr. 

Bradley.  Ms.  Mikulski.  Mr.  Bryan. 

Mr.     Sarbanes,    Mr.    Dorgan,    Mr. 

LiEBERMAN,  Mr.  SIMON,  Mr.  Graham. 

Mrs.  Fedjstein,  Mr.  Glenn.  Mr.  Reid, 

Mr.  Johnston,  Mr.  Robb.  Mr.  Lvoute. 

Mr.  Kohl,  Mr.  Ford.  Mr.  Kerrey.  Mr. 

Dodd,  Mr.  Bumpers,  Mr.  Pell,  Mr. 

FEDJGOLD,  Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  MOYNIHAN. 

Mr.  Kennedy,  Mrs.  Boxer,  Mrs.  Mur- 
ray, and  Ms.  Moseley-Braun): 
S.  Res.  255.  A  resolution  to  honor  Admiral 

Jeremy  M.  "Mike"  Boorda;  considered  and 

agreed  to. 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF 
COMMITTEES 

The  following  executive  reports  of 
committees  were  submitted: 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By   Mr.   KENNEDY   (for  himself 
and  Mr.  KERRY): 
S.  1785.  A  bill  to  establish  in  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior  the  Essex  Na- 


tional Heritage  Area  Conunission.  and 
for  other  purposes:  to  the  Committee 
on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

the  ESSEX  NATIONAL  HERTTAGE  AREA  ACT  OF 
1996 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President.  Sen- 
ator Kerry  and  I  are  introducing  legis- 
lation today  to  establish  the  Essex 
Heritage  District  and  Commission.  The 
purpose  of  our  legislation  is  to  preserve 
for  future  generations  the  unique  his- 
toric, cultural,  and  natural  resources 
of  Essex  County,  MA.  A  companion  bill 
has  been  introduced  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  by  Congressmen 
Peter  Torkildsen  and  Martin  Mee- 

HAN. 

Essex  Coimty  is  the  site  of  many  his- 
torical events  that  have  profoundly  in- 
fluenced the  course  of  American  his- 
tory over  the  past  350  years.  Con- 
centrated in  this  area  of  less  than  500 
square  miles  are  more  than  8.300  Na- 
tional Register  properties  and  23  na- 
tional historic  landmarks  related  to 
the  early  settlement  of  the  United 
States,  the  country's  emergence  as  a 
major  maritime  power,  and  its  subse- 
quent industrial  development. 

The  historic  sites  include  many  ex- 
amples of  nationally  significant  early 
architecture,  including  some  of  the  fin- 
est examples  of  Georgian  and  Federal 
architecture  to  be  foxmd  in  the  United 
States.  Also  still  intact  are  17th  cen- 
tury marshland  farms  and  rural  home 
sites  clustered  around  original  com- 
mons. Active  harbors  have  been  in  con- 
tinuous use  since  the  17th  century. 
Local  shipyards,  lighthouses,  and  dis- 
tinctive maritime  communities  exem- 
plify 18th  century  life.  The  first  inte- 
grated iron  works  in  America  are  still 
in  operation  under  the  auspices  of  the 
National  Park  Service.  Textile  mill  vil- 
lages and  "10-foot"  shops  where  shoes 
were  made  and  sold  in  10-foot-by-lO- 
foot  rooms  still  remain  largely  as  they 
were  in  the  19th  century. 

Essex  County  also  has  extensive  nat- 
ural and  scenic  resources — marshlands, 
beaches,  harbors,  rocky  farmlands,  and 
islands — ^which  amply  demonstrate  why 
maritime  pursuits  and  water-powered 
industrial  development  first  began 
here. 

At  the  heart  of  this  region  lies  the 
city  of  Salem.  It  was  settled  in  1626.  6 
years  after  the  Pilgrims  landed  in 
Plymouth.  It  became  one  of  the  most 
active  ports  in  the  United  States  in  the 
18th  century,  conducting  trade 
throughout  the  world  and  opening 
many  new  markets  for  imports  and  ex- 
ports. Salem  retains  a  wealth  of  re- 
sources from  this  period,  including  one 
of  the  country's  few  remaining  colo- 
nial-period wharves;  classic  17th  cen- 
tury structures;  four  major  historic 
districts  encompassing  thousands  of  fa- 
cilities which  preserve  Salem  as  it  ap- 
peared in  the  late  18th  century;  the 
internationally  renowned  Peabody 
Essex  Museum,  containing  major  col- 
lections of  maritime  art  and  history. 
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CMnese  export  wares  and  early  anthro- 
pological collections;  and  many  his- 
toric buildiners  associated  with  the  life 
and  work  of  one  of  America's  most  fa- 
mous authors,  Nathaniel  Hawthorne. 

Salem  also  has  many  homes,  meeting 
sites,  and  cemeteries  associated  with 
the  notorious  witchcraft  trials  of  1692, 
which  serve  to  remind  residents  and 
visitors  alike  of  the  dangers  of  witch 
hunts  and  the  importance  of  the  indi- 
vidual rights  built  into  our  Constitu- 
tion a  century  later. 

The  purpose  of  our  legrislation  is  to 
preserve  these  extraordinary  resources 
and  make  them  available  to  the  public. 
The  Commission  will  carry  out  the 
mission  proposed  in  the  Salem  Project, 
a  report  issued  by  the  National  Park 
Service  in  January  1990,  which  sug- 
gested a  broadening  of  Federal  recogni- 
tion beyond  the  boundaries  of  Salem 
itself,  to  take  into  account  the  shared 
historic  themes  formed  throughout 
Essex  County. 

The  success  of  the  preservation  effort 
at  Salem  Maritime  National  Historic 
Site,  the  oldest  such  site  in  the  coun- 
try, established  in  1938,  has  encouraged 
local  initiatives  in  many  of  the  sur- 
rounding communities.  Our  legislation 
will  build  on  that  local  interest  by  pro- 
viding a  management  framework  for 
the  preservation  efforts  of  these  var- 
ious jurisdictions.  Our  goal  is  to  pro- 
tect and  preserve  these  nationally  sig- 
nificant resources  in  ways  that  present 
a  unified  interpretive  story  for  visitors, 
so  that  they  can  readily  understand 
the  relationships  among  the  historic 
sites  throughout  the  county.  The  Com- 
mission will  provide  guidance  to  local 
communities  and  the  State  to  ensure 
that  the  goal  is  achieved.  Our  bill  does 
not  propose  major  Federal  land  acqui- 
sition or  a  Federal  bureaucracy.  Its 
modest  Federal  involvement  will  help 
local  efforts  to  proceed  smoothly. 

The  success  of  the  Essex  Heritage 
District  and  Commission  depends  on 
broad-based  support  and  participation 
by  private  citizens,  businesses,  non- 
profit institutions  and  local,  regional, 
and  State  governments.  The  majority 
of  fimds  to  implement  the  countjrwide 
reconmiendations  in  the  National  Park 
Service  report  is  expected  to  come 
ftom  the  private  sector  and  local 
sources. 

Salem  has  demonstrated  how  suc- 
cessful this  approach  can  be.  In  the 
past  8  years.  Federal  appropriations  of 
$24  million  for  Salem  Maritime  Na- 
tional Historic  Site  have  led  to  more 
than  $150  million  in  private,  municipal, 
and  State  Investments  in  projects 
which  relate  to  the  proposed  E^ex  Her- 
itage District.  For  example,  the  Pea- 
body  Essex  Museum  has  planned  a  $75 
million  expansion  which  will  include 
renovation  of  the  Salem  Armory  build- 
ing that  now  houses  the  Regional  Visi- 
tor Center  nm  by  the  Park  Service. 
The  city  of  Salem  is  also  planning  an 
$18  million  expansion  of  its  port  facili- 


ties, and  has  successfully  pursued 
matching  funds  for  the  reconstruction 
of  the  18th  century  merchant  ship 
Friendship. 

At  the  coimty  level,  an  Essex  Herit- 
age Conmilssion,  comprised  of  46  volun- 
teer members  from  the  private  sector 
and  municipal  and  State  governments, 
is  already  well  underway  toward  devel- 
oping an  action  plan  for  regional  trails 
and  exhibits.  This  fall,  the  Commission 
plans  to  install  a  regional  signage  sys- 
tem on  the  Federal  and  State  highways 
to  serve  as  a  magnet  and  bring  people 
into  the  Essex  Heritage  Area  District. 
Many  community  officials,  board  mem- 
bers, and  representatives  from  other 
preservation  and  environmental  orga- 
nizations are  providing  valuable  assist- 
ance and  coordination.  But  there  is 
much  more  to  be  done,  and  it  is  time 
for  the  Federal  Government  to  play  a 
role  in  this  promising  endeavor. 

Its  success  so  far  has  been  based  on 
the  ability  of  people  with  many  dif- 
ferent perspectives  to  work  together. 
This  legrislation  will  help  them  go  for- 
ward in  effective  and  efficient  ways,  as 
they  work  to  bring  the  region  together 
and  preserve  these  magnificent  histori- 
cal resources  for  the  enjoyment  of  gen- 
erations to  come.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  this  important  initiative. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  RECX)RD,  as 
follows: 

S.  1785 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TTTLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Essex  Na- 
tional Heritage  Area  Act  of  1996." 

SEC  2.  FINDINGS  AND  PURPOSE. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  Essex  County,  Massachusetts,  was  host 
to  a  series  of  historic  events  that  influenced 
the  course  of  the  early  settlement  of  the 
United  States,  its  emergence  as  a  maritime 
power,  and  its  subsequent  industrial  develop- 
ment: 

(2)  the  North  Shore  of  Essex  County  and 
the  Merrimack  River  valley  in  Essex  County 
contain  examples  of  significant  early  Amer- 
ican architecture  and  significant  Federal-pe- 
riod architecture,  majiy  sites  and  buildings 
associated  with  the  establishment  of  the 
maritime  trade  in  the  United  States,  the  site 
of  the  witchcraft  trials  of  1692,  the  birthplace 
of  successful  iron  manufacture,  and  the  es- 
tablishment of  the  textile  and  leather  indus- 
tries in  and  around  the  cities  of  Peabody, 
Beverly,  Lynn,  Lawrence,  and  Haverhill; 

(3)  Salem.  Massachusetts,  has  a  rich  herit- 
age as  one  of  the  earliest  landing  sites  of  the 
English  colonists,  the  first  major  world  har- 
bor for  the  United  States,  and  an  early  thriv- 
ing hub  of  American  industries; 

(4)  the  Saugus  Iron  Works  National  His- 
toric Site  is  the  site  of  the  first  sustained, 
integrated  iron  works  in  Colonial  America, 
and  the  technology  employed  at  the  Iron 
Works  was  dispersed  throughout  the  Colo- 
nies and  was  critical  to  the  development  of 
industry  and  technology  in  America; 

(5)  the  Salem  Maritime  National  Historic 
Site    contains    nationally    significant    re- 


sources that  explain  the  manner  in  which 
the  Nation  was  settled,  its  evolution  into,  a 
maritime  power,  and  its  development  as  a 
major  industrial  force; 

(6)  the  story  told  at  the  Salem  Maritime 
and  Saugus  Iron  Works  National  Historic 
Sites  would  be  greatly  enhanced  through  the 
interpretation  of  significant  theme-related 
resources  in  Salem  and  Saugus  and  through- 
out Essex  County; 

(7)  partnerships  between  the  private  and 
public  sectors  have  been  created  and  addi- 
tional partnerships  will  be  encouraged  to 
preserve  the  rich  cultural  heritage  of  the  re- 
gion, which  will  stimulate  cultural  aware- 
ness, preservation,  and  economic  develop- 
ment through  tourism: 

(8)  a  visitors'  center  that  has  already  been 
constructed  at  Salem  Maritime  National 
Historic  Site  in  Salem,  Massachusetts,  will 
be  available  to  interpret  the  themes  of  the 
Essex  National  Heritage  Area  established  by 
this  Act  and  to  coordinate  the  interpretive 
and  preservation  activities  of  the  Area;  and 

(9)  the  resident  and  business  communities 
of  the  region  have  formed  the  Essex  Heritage 
Ad  Hoc  Commission  for  the  preservation,  in- 
terpretation, promotion,  and  development  of 
the  historic,  cultural,  and  natural  resources 
of  the  regrion  and  are  investing  significant 
private  funds  and  energy  to  develop  a  plan  to 
preserve  the  nationally  significant  resources 
of  E^ex  County. 

(b)  I>URPOSE. — It  is  the  purpose  of  this 
Act— 

(1)  to  establish  the  Essex  National  Herit- 
age Area  and  the  Essex  National  National 
Heritage  Area  Commission,  representing  all 
concerned  levels  of  government,  to  recog- 
nize, preserve,  promote,  interpret,  and  make 
available  for  the  benefit  of  the  public  the 
historic,  cultural,  and  natural  resources  of 
the  North  Shore  and  lower  Merrimack  River 
valley  in  Essex  County,  Massachusetts, 
which  encompass  the  three  primary  themes 
of  the  Salem  Maritime  National  Historic 
Site  and  Saugus  Iron  Works  National  His- 
toric Site  (the  histories  of  early  settlement, 
maritime  trade,  and  the  textile  and  leather 
industries); 

(2)  to  implement  the  appropriate  alter- 
native as  described  in  the  document  entitled 
•'The  Salem  Project:  A  Study  of  Alter- 
natives", dated  January  1990,  within  the 
boundaries  of  Essex  County;  and 

(3)  to  provide  a  management  framework  to 
assist  the  Conunonwealth  of  Massachusetts 
and  its  units  of  local  government  in  the  de- 
velopment and  implementation  of  an  inte- 
grated cultural,  historical,  and  land  resource 
management  ];a'ogram  in  order  to  retain,  en- 
hance, and  interpret  the  signlflcant  values  of 
the  lands,  waters,  and  structures  located  in 
the  Sussex  National  Heritage  Area. 

SEC.  3.  DEFINmONS. 

For  purposes  of  this  Act: 

(1)  The  term  "Commission' 
Essex  National  Heritage  Area 
established  by  section  201. 

(2)  The  term  "Area"  means  the  Essex  Na- 
tional Heritage  Area  established  by  section 
101. 

(3)  The  term  "Secretary"  means  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior. 

TTTLE  I— ESSEX  NATIONAL  HERTTAGE 
AREA 

SEC.  101.  DESIGNATION  OF  NATIONAL  HE1UTAGE 
AREA. 

(a)  Designation. — For  the  purpose  of  pre- 
serving and  interpreting,  for  the  educational 
and  inspirational  benefit  of  present  and  fu- 
ture generations,  the  unique  and  significant 
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contributions  to  our  national  heritage  of  cer- 
tain historic  and  cultural  lands,  natural  wa- 
terways, and  structures  within  the  County  of 
Essex  in  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachu- 
setts, there  is  hereby  established  the  Essex 
National  Heritage  Area. 

(b)  Boundaries.— The  Area  shall  comprise 
the  lands  generally  depicted  on  the  map 
numbered  NARr-61-80.000  and  dated  August 
1994.  The  map  shall  be  on  file  and  available 
for  public  inspection  in  the  office  of  the  Di- 
rector of  the  National  Park  Service. 

(c)  Administration.— The  Area  shall  be  ad- 
ministered in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  this  Act. 

TITLE  n— ESSEX  NATIONAL  HERITAGE 
AREA  COMMISSION 
SEC.  201.  ESTABLISHMENT. 

(a)  In  General.— To  carry  out  the  purpose 
of  this  Act  there  is  hereby  established  in  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  the  Essex  Na- 
tional Heritage  Area  Commission.  The  Com- 
mission shall  exercise  the  responsibilities 
and  authorities  conferred  on  the  Commission 
by  this  title  with  respect  to  the  Area.  The 
Commission  shall  consist  of  33  members  (in- 
cluding ex  officio  members),  appointed  by 
the  Secretary,  as  follows: 

(1)  Five  members  appointed  from  rec- 
ommendations submitted  by  the  Governor  of 
Massachusetts,  of  which  one  shall  represent 
the  interests  of  the  Massachusetts  Historical 
Commission,  one  shall  represent  the  Execu- 
tive Office  of  Environmental  Management, 
one  shall  represent  the  Massachusetts  Exec- 
utive Office  of  Transportation  and  Highways, 
one  shall  represent  the  Executive  Office  of 
Administration  and  Finance,  and  one  shall 
represent  the  Eitecutive  Office  of  Commu- 
nities and  Development. 

(2)  Eleven  members  representing  the  inter- 
ests of  local  government,  appointed  from 
recommendations  submitted  as  follows: 

(A)  One  each  from  recommendations  sub- 
mitted by  the  mayors  of  the  cities  of  Pea- 
body,  Salem,  Lynn,  Lawrence,  Haverhill, 
Newburyport,  Beverly,  and  Gloucester. 

(B)  Three  representing  the  towns  of  Essex 
County,  from  recommendations  submitted 
by  the  Essex  County  Advisory  Board. 

(3)  Eight  members  representing  local  busi- 
ness, nonprofit  organizations,  and  other  non- 
governmental groups,  appointed  from  rec- 
ommendations submitted  as  follows: 

(A)  Two  from  recommendations  submitted 
by  the  Salem  Partnership. 

(B)  One  each  from  recommendations  sub- 
mitted by  the  Lynn  Business  Partnership, 
the  Greater  Haverhill  Cmamber  of  Com- 
merce, the  Cape  Ann  Chamber  of  Commerce, 
the  Merrimack  Valley  CHiamber  of  Com- 
merce, the  North  Shore  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce, and  the  Society  for  the  Preservation 
of  New  England  Antiquities. 

(4)  Three  members  representing  nonprofit 
organizations  which  have  significant  inter- 
ests and  resources  located  in  the  Area,  from 
recommendations  submitted  as  follows: 

(A)  One  from  recommendations  submitted 
by  the  Peabody  Elssex  Museum,  to  represent 
the  interests  of  major  museums. 

(B)  One  from  recommendations  submitted 
by  the  Essex  County  Greenbelt  Association, 
to  represent  the  interests  of  the  natural  re- 
sources of  the  Area. 

(C)  One  from  recommendations  submitted 
by  the  President  of  Salem  Stote  College,  to 
represent  the  interests  of  institutions  of 
higher  education. 

(5)  The  Director  of  the  National  Park  Serv- 
ice, ex  officio,  or  the  delegate  of  the  Direc- 
tor, the  superintendent  of  the  Salem  Mari- 
time National  Historic  Site,  ex  officio,  or  the 
delegate  of  the  superintendent,  and  the  su- 


perintendent of  the  Saugus  Ironworks  Na- 
tional Historic  Site,  ex  officio,  or  the  dele- 
gate of  the  superintendent. 

(6)  One  member  recommended  by  the  Rep- 
resentative to  the  Congress  from  the  Fifth 
Congressional  District  of  Massachusetts. 

(7)  Two  members  recommended  by  the  Rep- 
resentative to  the  Congress  from  the  Sixth 
Congressional  District  of  Massachusetts. 

(b)  Terms.— The  term  of  appointed  mem- 
bers of  the  Commission  shall  be  3  years,  ex- 
cept as  provided  in  subsection  (d). 

(c)  Chairperson.— The  Commission  shall 
elect  a  chairperson  from  among  its  members. 
The  term  of  office  of  the  chairperson  shall  be 
2  years. 

(d)  Vacancy.— Any  member  of  the  Commis- 
sion appointed  for  a  definite  term  may  serve 
after  the  expiration  of  his  term  untU  his  suc- 
cessor is  appointed.  Any  vacancy  in  the  Com- 
mission shall  be  filled  in  the  same  manner  in 
which  the  original  appointment  was  made. 
The  term  of  any  member  appointed  to  fill  a 
vacancy  shall  be  the  remainder  of  the  term 
for  which  the  member's  predecessor  was  ap- 
pointed. 

(e)  Quorum.— A  simple  majority  of  Com- 
mission members  shall  constitute  a  quorum. 

(f)  Meetings.— The  Commission  shall  meet 
at  the  call  of  the  chairperson  or  a  majority 
of  its  members,  but  not  less  than  quarterly. 

(g)  Compensation.— Members  of  the  Com- 
mission shall  serve  without  compensation, 
except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  sub- 
section. Members  of  the  Commission  may  re- 
ceive travel  expenses  (including  per  diem  in 
lieu  of  subsistence)  when  engaged  in  Com- 
mission business,  in  accordance  with  section 
5703,  title  5,  United  States  Code,  in  the  same 
manner  as  persons  employed  intermittently. 

SEC.  202.  STAFF  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

(a)  Staff.— <1)  The  Commission  shall  have 
the  power  to  appoint  and  fix  the  compensa- 
tion of  such  staff  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  its  duties. 

(2)  Staff  appointed  by  the  Commission— 

(A)  shall  be  appointed  subject  to  the  provi- 
sions of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  govern- 
ing appointments  in  the  competitive  serv- 
ices; and 

(B)  shall  be  paid  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  chapter  51  of  title  5.  United 
States  Code,  and  subchapter  III  of  chapter  53 
of  such  title,  relating  to  classification  and 
General  Schedule  pay  rates. 

(b)  Experts  and  Consultants.— Subject  to 
such  rules  as  may  be  adopted  by  the  Com- 
mission, the  Commission  may  procure  serv- 
ices of  experts  and  consultants  to  the  same 
extent  as  is  authorized  by  section  3109(b)  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code,  but  at  rates  de- 
termined by  the  Commission  to  be  reason- 
able. 

(c)  Staff  and  Other  agencies.— (d  Upon 
request  of  the  Commission,  the  head  of  any 
Federal  agency  may  detail,  on  a  reimburs- 
able basis,  any  of  the  personnel  of  such  agen- 
cy to  the  Commission  to  assist  the  Commis- 
sion in  carrying  out  the  Commission's  du- 
ties. 

(2)  The  Commission  may  accept  the  serv- 
ices of  personnel  detailed  trom  the  Common- 
wealth of  Massachusetts  (and  any  political 
subdivision  thereof)  and  may  reimburse  the 
Commonwealth  or  political  subdivision  for 
the  services. 

(d)  Administrative  Support.— The  Admin- 
istrator of  the  General  Services  Administra- 
tion shall  provide  to  the  Commission  such 
administrative  support  services  as  the  Com- 
mission may  request,  on  a  reimbursable 
basis. 

SEC.  SOS.  POWERS  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

(a)  In  General. — The  Ck)mmission  may  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  Act  hold 


such  hearings,  sit  and  act  at  such  times  and 
places,  take  such  testimony,  and  receive 
such  evidence,  as  the  Commission  may  deem 
advisable. 

(b)  Bylaws.- The  Commission  may  make 
such  bylaws,  rules  and  regulations,  consist- 
ent with  this  Act,  as  it  considers  necessary 
to  carry  out  its  functions  under  this  title. 

(c)  Delegation.— When  so  authorized  by 
the  Commission,  any  member  or  agent  of  the 
Commission  may  take  any  action  which  the 
Commission  is  authorized  to  take  by  this 
section. 

(d)  Technical  advisory  Grouts.- The 
Commission  may  establish  and  appoint  one 
or  more  technical  advisory  groups  and  sub- 
committees to  provide  technical  advice  to 
the  Commission  with  respect  to  issues  in- 
cluding, but  not  limited  to,  financing,  his- 
toric preservation,  natural  resource  preser- 
vation, recreation,  tourism,  or  intergovern- 
mental coordination. 

(e)  Gifts.— Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law,  the  Commission  may  seek,  ac- 
cept, and  dispose  of  donations  of  funds,  prop- 
erty, or  services  from  individuals,  from  foun- 
dations, corporations,  and  other  private  enti- 
ties, and  from  public  entities,  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  out  its  duties. 

(D  Funds  From  Other  Sources.- The  Com- 
mission may  use  its  funds  to  obtain  money 
from  any  source  under  any  program  or  law, 
including  a  program  or  law  requiring  the  re- 
cipient of  such  money  to  make  a  contribu- 
tion in  order  to  receive  such  money. 

(g)  Mail.— The  (Commission  may  use  the 
United  States  mails  in  the  same  manner  and 
upon  the  same  conditions  as  other  departs 
ments  and  agencies  of  the  United  States. 

(h)  Obtaining  Property,  Faciuties  and 
Services.— The  Commission  may  obtain  by 
purchase,  rental,  donation,  or  otherwise, 
such  property,  facilities,  and  services  as  may 
be  needed  to  carry  out  its  duties.  The  Com- 
mission may  acquire  real  property,  or  Inter- 
ests in  real  property,  in  the  Area  only  by 
gift,  by  rental,  or  by  imrcbase  f^m  a  willing 
seller  with  money  which  was  given,  be- 
queathed, or  appropriated  to  the  Ck>mmission 
on  the  condition  that  such  money  would  be 
used  to  purchase  real  property,  or  interests 
in  real  property,  in  the  Area. 

(i)  ADVISORY  Groups.— The  Commission 
may  establish  such  advisory  groups  as  the 
Commission  deems  necessary  to  ensure  open 
communication  with,  and  assistance  from, 
the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  politi- 
cal subdivisions  of  the  Commonwealth  of 
Massachusetts,  and  interested  persons. 

(j)  Cooperative  agreements.— The  Com- 
mission may  enter  into  cooperative  agree- 
ments with  the  Secretary,  the  Common- 
wealth of  Massachusetts,  any  political  sub- 
division of  the  Commonwealth,  or  any  per- 
son. 

SEC.  204.  FUNCTIONS  (V  THE  COMMISSION. 

(a)  In  General.— The  Commission  is  au- 
thorized to — 

(1)  coordinate  activities  of  and  establish 
cooperative  agreements  with  Federal,  State, 
and  local  governments  and  private  busi- 
nesses and  organizations  in  order  to  further 
historic  preservation,  cultural  conservation, 
natural  area  protection,  and  compatible  re- 
vitallzation  with  respect  to  the  Area; 

(2)  establish  guidelines  and  standards  for 
projects  and  prepare  programs  and  exhibits, 
consistent  with  standards  established  by  the 
National  Park  Service  for  preservation  of 
historic  properties  (including  standards  re- 
garding interpretive  methods),  that  will  fur- 
ther the  recognition,  preservation,  pro- 
motion, interpretation,  and  economic  revi- 
talization  of  the  historic  and  natural  re- 
sources in  the  Area; 
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(3)  provide  advice  and  assistonce  in  prepa- 
ration of  loan  or  grant  applications  to  the 
Commission  and  applications  for  loan  or 
grants  from  Federal  or  non-Federal  sources 
in  furtherance  of  the  purpose  of  this  Act; 

(4)  make  loans  and  gr&nts.  trom  funds  ap- 
propriated for  that  purpose  or  trom  funds  do- 
nated or  otherwise  made  available  to  the 
Conunission,  for  the  purpose  of  conserving 
and  protecting  sites,  buildings,  resources, 
and  objects  which  are  included  or  eligible  for 
inclusion  on  the  National  Register  of  His- 
toric Places  or  for  the  purposes  of  providing 
educational  and  cultural  programs  which  en- 
courage appreciation  of  the  resources  of  the 
Area;  and 

(5)  implement  the  study  report  prepared  by 
the  Essex  Heritage  Ad-Hoc  Commission. 

(b)  ANNUAL  Reports.— 

(1)  Reports  by  commission.— The  Commis- 
sion shall  submit  an  annual  report  to  the 
Secretary  setting  forth  its  expenses  and  in- 
come and  the  entities  to  which  any  loans  and 
grants  were  made  by  the  Commission  during 
the  year  for  which  the  report  is  made. 

(2)  REPORTS  BY  SECRETARY.— The  Secretary 
shall  submit  an  annual  report  to  the  Con- 
gress describing  the  loans,  grants,  and  tech- 
nical assistance  provided  under  this  Act.  The 
report  shall  specify  the  amount,  recipient, 
and  purpose  of  any  loan,  grant,  or  technical 
assistance  so  provided,  and  shall  include  an 
analysis  of  the  adequacy  of  actions  taken 
during  the  year  the  report  concerns  to  pre- 
serve, protect,  and  interpret  the  significant 
sites,  buildings,  and  objects  within  the  Area. 
The  report  shall  describe  the  anticipated 
funds  and  personnel  to  be  made  available  by 
the  Secretary  during  the  fiscal  year  follow- 
ing the  year  the  report  concerns  to  imple- 
ment the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

(c)  COST  Estimates.— Prior  to  making  any 
grant  or  loan,  the  Commission  shall  require 
detailed  cost  estimates  to  be  prepared  for  the 
project  to  be  funded.  Within  1  year  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Com- 
mission shall  submit  to  the  appropriate  com- 
mittees of  the  Congress  detailed  cost  esti- 
mates for  the  projects  for  which,  at  the  time 
the  report  is  submitted,  the  Commission  has 
made,  has  agreed  to  make,  or  plans  to  make 
a  grant  or  loan  under  this  Act. 

SEC  MS.  DUTIES  OF  THE  SECRETARY. 

(a)  In  General.— To  carry  out  the  purpose 
of  this  Act.  the  Secretary  shall  assist  the 
Commission  in  preparing  such  studies  and 
plans  as  the  Secretary  considers  appropriate 
and  in  implementing  the  recommendations 
contained  in  study  report  prepared  by  the 
Essex  Heritage  Ad-Hoc  Conunission.  The 
Secretary  is  authorized  to  enter  into  agree- 
ments with  the  Commission  or  with  any 
owner  of  property  with  national  historic  or 
cultural  significance  within  the  Area  for  the 
purpose  of  facilitating  public  use  and  enjoy- 
ment of  such  resources  or  to  otherwise  fur- 
ther the  objectives  of  the  Commission.  Any 
such  agreement  shall  provide  whenever  ap- 
propriate that— 

(1)  the  public  may  have  access  to  such  re- 
sources at  specified,  reasonable  times  for  the 
purpose  of  viewing  the  property  or  exhibits 
or  attending  programs  or  other  activities,  as 
may  be  appropriate; 

(2)  the  Secretary  may  make  improvements 
to  such  resources  as  the  Conunission  or  the 
Secretary  deem  necessary  to  enhance  the 
public  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  resources,  or 
to  render  such  property  usable  by  the  Sec- 
retary, the  Commission,  or  any  person  for 
the  purpose  of  this  Act;  and 

(3)  the  Secretary  may  occupy,  utilize,  and 
acquire  easements  or  leasehold  interests  in 
resources  as  required  to  implement  the  pro- 
grams and  purpose  of  this  Act. 


(b)  Technical  Assistance.— The  Secretary 
shall  provide,  upon  request,  technical  assist- 
ance to  the  Commission  to  assist  the  Com- 
mission in  the  performance  of  its  powers  and 
functions  as  authorized  under  this  Act.  The 
Secretary  may  provide  to  any  owner  of  prop- 
erty within  the  Area,  to  the  Commonwealth 
of  Massachusetts,  to  the  City  of  Salem  and 
other  participating  municipalities,  to  any 
other  Federal  or  State  entity,  to  any  institu- 
tion, or  to  any  person  such  technical  assist- 
ance as  the  Secretary  considers  appropriate 
to  carry  out  the  purpose  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  206.  EZPIRATKm. 

(a)  In  General.— The  Commission  shall 
cease  to  exist  10  years  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

(b)  Successor  Entity.— The  Commission 
shall  assist,  if  appropriate,  in  the  establish- 
ment of  a  nonprofit  management  entity,  ex- 
empt from  income  taxes  under  section 
501{cX3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986, 
to  continue  as  necessary  the  functions  of  the 
Commission  and  the  management  of  the 
Area  upon  the  expiration  of  the  Commission. 

(c)  Property  or  Funds  Remaining.— Any 
property  or  funds  of  the  Commission  remain- 
ing upon  the  expiration  of  the  Commission 
shall  be  transferred  to  the  nonprofit  manage- 
ment entity  referred  to  in  subsection  (b),  if 
such  an  entity  exists  and  is  willing  to  accept 
the  transfer.  If  such  an  entity  does  not  exist 
or  is  not  willing  to  accept  such  transfer,  the 
property  or  funds  referred  to  in  the  preced- 
ing sentence  shall  be  transferred  to  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States,  to  a  State  or 
local  government  agency,  or  to  any  combina- 
tion thereof,  as  determined  by  the  Commis- 
sion or,  if  the  Commission  fails  to  so  deter- 
mine and  such  an  entity  exists,  by  the  non- 
proHt  management  entity  referred  to  in  sub- 
section (b). 

SEC.  ao7.  private  property. 

No  privately  owned  property  shall  be  in- 
cluded within  the  boundaries  of  the  Area  un- 
less the  government  of  the  county,  city,  or 
town  in  which  the  property  is  located  agrees 
to  be  so  included  and  submits  notification  of 
such  agreement  to  the  Secretary. 

SEC.  20&  AUTHORIZATION  OP  APPROPRIATIONS. 

There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  this  Act. 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  join,  once  again,  with  my 
colleagrue  from  Massachusetts,  Senator 
Kennedy,  in  introducing  legislation  to 
create  the  Essex  Heritage  District  and 
Commission  with  the  goal  of  preserving 
the  unique  resources  of  Essex  County, 
MA  for  future  generations. 

Essex  County,  which  stretches 
through  Massachusetts'  North  Shore 
communities  into  the  Merrimac  River 
Valley  and  up  to  the  New  Hampshire 
border,  represents  a  mural  of  American 
history  with  its  architecture.  Industry, 
and  culture.  Within  a  county  of  only 
500  square  miles,  there  are  nearly  80 
historic  districts  which  offer  more  ex- 
amples of  nationally  significant  early 
American  architecture  than  any  other 
place  in  the  Nation.  Included  among 
these  historical  structures  are  17th 
century  marshland  farms,  rural  homes, 
cemeteries,  and  original  town  com- 
mons. The  shoreline  of  Essex  County 
contains  shipyards,  lighthouses,  and 
harbors  that  have  been  active  since  the 
17th  century. 


Together,  these  sites  form  a  pano- 
rama of  our  Nation's  development  as  a 
maritime  and  Industrial  power.  In  the 
18th  century,  this  region  became  a 
mecca  for  American  trade,  a  hub  for 
trading  goods  with  the  other  great 
trading  nations.  In  response,  the  region 
flourished  as  a  manufacturing  center, 
which  led  to  the  establishment  and 
growth  of  the  textile  and  leather  Indus- 
tries in  the  Merrimac  River  Valley 
towns  of  Peabody,  Lawrence,  Beverly, 
and  Haverhill.  The  history  of  this 
growth  is  evident  today  in  the  textile 
mill  villages,  the  first  sustained  inte- 
grated iron  works  site,  and  one  of  the 
most  significant  planned  manufactur- 
ing cities  in  the  country,  all  of  which 
remain  largely  intact  today. 

At  the  heart  of  all  this  activity  is  the 
city  of  Salem.  While  Salem  is  famous 
in  the  history  books  and  In  American 
lore  as  the  site  of  the  1692  witch  trials, 
it  is  equally  important  as  an  early 
landing  point  for  some  of  the  first 
English  colonists  and  as  one  of  the 
most  active  ports  of  the  18th  century. 
An  amazing  number  of  these  historical 
resources  remain  intact  including  a  co- 
lonial period  wharf  and  17th  and  18th 
century  structures  exemplifying  Puri- 
tan society. 

A  tour  through  the  historic  districts 
of  Essex  Covmty  is  a  visual  lesson  in 
this  important  period  of  our  Nation's 
past.  We  are  lucky  that  so  many  of 
these  historical  resources  remain  to 
provide  such  a  detailed  record  and  we 
must  work  to  ensure  their  continued 
protection  through  the  creation  of  the 
Essex  Heritage  District  Commission. 
The  Commission,  which  would  be  au- 
thorized for  10  years,  would  provide  the 
long-term  commitment  that  is  needed 
to  bring  about  the  success  of  this 
project.  Of  course,  the  primary  mission 
would  be  preservation,  but  more  than 
this,  the  Commission  will  take  individ- 
ually preserved  resources  and  link 
them  through  a  unified  interpretive 
story  of  this  region  and  its  place  in  our 
Nation's  history. 

While  the  Commission  will  be  char- 
tered by  Federal  legislation,  it  will  not 
be  a  project  managed  by  the  Federal 
Government  nor  will  it  require  major 
Federal  land  acquisition.  Instead,  the 
Commission  will  be  comprised  pri- 
marily of  delegates  from  the  State  and 
local  governments,  nonprofit  organiza- 
tions, and  private  citizens  and  business 
interests  ftom  the  participating  com- 
munities. 

This  approach  should  prove  very  suc- 
cessful based  upon  the  past  efforts  at 
the  Salem  Maritime  National  Historic 
Site  which  has  leveraged  significant 
local  support  from  the  surrounding 
communities.  For  example,  in  the  past 
8  years.  Federal  appropriations  of  $24 
million  for  the  Salem  Maritime  Site 
have  leveraged  more  than  $150  million 
in  non-Federal  investments  in  Essex 
Heritage  District  projects,  including 
support  for  the  planned  $75  million  ex- 
pansion of  the  Peabody  Essex  Museum 
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which  will  include  renovation  of  the 
Salem  Armory  building  that  now 
houses  the  Regional  Visitor  Center  run 
by  the  National  Park  Service. 

Our  bill  would  create  a  system  under 
which  various  community  groups  can 
come  together  to  develop  their  own 
goals  by  combining  historic  and  re- 
source preservation  with  economic  con- 
cerns. The  preservation  activities 
which  have  already  begun  in  Essex 
County  have  enhanced  the  region  as 
visitor  attractions  for  its  historic  sites, 
its  picturesque  scenery,  and  its  desir- 
ability as  a  place  to  live  and  do  busi- 
ness. I  hope  the  Senate  will  act  to  en- 
sure this  success  through  swift  and 
positive  action  on  this  bill. 


By  Mr.  WELLSTONE: 
S.  1786.  A  bill  to  require  the  Sec- 
retary of  Veterans  Affairs  and  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Resources 
to  carry  out  a  demonstration  project  to 
provide  the  Department  of  Veterans 
Affairs  with  reimbursement  from  the 
Medicare  Program  for  health  care  serv- 
ices provided  to  certain  Medicare-eligi- 
ble veterans;  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance. 

VA  HEALTH  CARE  ELIGrBILTTY  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Madam  President, 
I  am  pleased  and  honored  to  introduce 
legislation  which  I  believe  will  dem- 
onstrate the  cost  effectiveness  and  fea- 
sibility of  Medicare  subvention  funding 
to  the  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs 
[VA]  for  treatment  of  some  Medicare- 
eligible  veterans  at  VA  medical  facili- 
ties. This  legislation  would  authorize  a 
demonstration  project  of  Medicare  sub- 
vention whereby  Medicare  would  reim- 
burse VA  for  delivering  health  care  to 
some  veterans  age  65  and  over. 

My  legislation  would  authorize  the 
Secretaries  of  Veterans  Affairs  and  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  to  enter 
into  an  agreement  to  carry  out  the 
demonstration  project.  This  bill  would 
bar  reimbursement  to  the  VA  until  the 
expenditure  for  health  care  services  for 
participating  veterans  by  a  veterans 
integrated  service  network  exceeds  the 
amount  that  the  VA  would  expend  for 
such  services  in  the  absence  of  the 
project. 

In  effect,  this  ensures  that  VA  will 
receive  Medicare  reimbursement  only 
for  additional  health  care  costs  that 
are  directly  attributable  to  the  dem- 
onstration project.  My  bill  would  en- 
sure that  costs  to  the  Medicare  pro- 
gram of  providing  services  under  the 
project  do  not  exceed  the  usual  costs 
Medicare  would  incur  in  providing  such 
services. 

To  prevent  red  tape  from  delaying 
the  start  of  this  test,  the  legislation 
specifies  that  VA  health  care  facilities 
chosen  to  participate  in  the  demonstra- 
tion project  will  automatically  be 
deemed  to  meet  Medicare  standards. 
Reimbursement  to  the  VA  will  be  on  a 
capitated  basis  and  veterans  age  65  and 
over  who  are  not  eligible  for  VA  health 


care  for  a  service-connected  disability 
may  be  selected  to  participate  in  the 
project. 

Madam  President,  I  now  want  to  ad- 
dress the  two  key  reasons  I  am  intro- 
ducing this  legislation  and  will  press 
for  its  passage.  First,  reforming  veter- 
ans' health  care  is  one  of  my  highest 
priorities  and  I  am  quite  frankly  dis- 
appointed that  the  Senate  has  not  yet 
emulated  the  House  in  taking  signifi- 
cant bipartisan  legislative  action  to  re- 
form unwieldy,  arcane,  and  obsolete 
eligibility  rules  that  Minnesota  and 
other  veterans  face  when  they  visit  VA 
hospitals  and  clinics.  While  Secretary 
of  Veterans  Affairs  Jesse  Brown  and 
his  Under  Secretary  for  Health  Ken 
Kizer  have  taken  bold  and  innovative 
steps  to  modernize,  restructure  and  de- 
centralize VA  health  care,  their  efforts 
to  overhaul  the  VA  health  care  sys- 
tem— so  that  it  will  remain  viable  and 
serve  the  needs  of  veterans  into  the 
21st  century — are  being  hamstrung  by 
outmoded  eligibility  criteria  that 
stress  inpatient  care  even  when  out- 
patient care  would  be  more  appro- 
priate, user-friendly  and  cost  effective. 

I  believe  that  Medicare  reimburse- 
ment is  an  important  and.  with  an 
aging  veterans  population,  even  an  es- 
sential component  of  eligibility  re- 
form. My  view  is  shared  by  major  vet- 
erans service  organizations  [VSO's] 
which  have  submitted  two  different  eli- 
gibility reform  proposals  that  would 
authorize  the  VA  to  receive  Medicare 
reimbursement  for  treating  Medicare- 
eligible  veterans.  Medicare  reimburse- 
ment vrill  allow  the  VA  to  offset  the 
costs  of  delivering  care  to  older  veter- 
ans who  may  gain  access  to  outpatient 
and  preventive  care  when  eligibility  re- 
form legislation  is  enacted. 

The  GAO.  however,  has  questioned 
both  the  feasibility  and  cost  of  provid- 
ing Medicare  reimbursement  to  the 
VA.  While  I  lean  toward  the  VSO's 
view  that  Medicare  reimbursement 
would  be  both  feasible  and  cost-effec- 
tive, the  only  way  to  prove  it  is  by 
means  of  a  demonstration  project.  This 
is  precisely  what  my  legislation  au- 
thorizes. 

Second,  because  the  VA  is  facing  and 
will  likely  continue  to  face  severe 
funding  constraints  that  probably  will 
reduce  its  capabilities  to  provide  ac- 
cess to  quality  health  care,  the  VA  will 
be  under  strong  pressure  to  deny  some 
vital  health  care  services  to  Medicare- 
eligible  veterans. 

In  recent  years  the  VA  health  care 
budget  has  lagged  behind  medicail  cost 
inflation  and  under  the  budget  resolu- 
tion adopted  by  Congress  last  year  the 
VA  medical  care  budget  would  be  fro- 
zen for  7  years,  thiis  lagging  behind 
overall  inflation  and  probably  even  fur- 
ther behind  medical  cost  inflation.  As  a 
consequence,  the  VA  may  be  compelled 
to  further  ration  care,  with  veterans  65 
and  over  one  of  the  groups  likely  to  be 
affected.  Even  before  the  VA  was  faced 


with  a  flat  health  care  budget,  many  of 
its  facilities  were  compelled  to  resort 
to  rationing. 

In  this  connection  it  is  important  to 
note  that  recent  GAO  testimony  before 
the  Senate  Subcommittee  on  VA,  HUD, 
and  Independent  Agencies  Appropria- 
tions underscored  the  fact  that  in  1993 
"118  VA  medical  centers  reported  ra- 
tioning some  tjrpes  of  care  to  eligible 
veterans  when  the  centers  ran  short  of 
resources."  There  is  no  doubt  whatever 
that  a  flat  VA  health  care  budget  for  7 
years  can  only  lead  to  more  extensive 
rationing  of  health  care  for  veterans. 
This  will  further  fray  our  solemn  con- 
tract with  the  men  and  women  who 
selflessly  defended  our  country. 

Madam  President,  this  bill  is  in- 
tended to  ensure  that  our  aging  veter- 
ans population  is  not  denied  access  to 
VA  health  care  precisely  when  they 
need  it  most.  I  believe  that  this  dem- 
onstration project  will  show  that  Medi- 
care subvention  will  at  least  be  budget 
neutral,  and  may  even  save  Medicare 
dollars  by  using  less  costly  VA  care. 
But  I  would  ho^  that  even  those  who 
do  not  share  my  views  would  aigree 
that  the  demonstration  project  that  I 
ajn  proposing  is  the  best  way  of  deter- 
mining the  impact  on  Medicare,  the 
VA.  and  most  important,  our  aging 
veterans.  These  brave  men  and  women 
deserve  the  best  health  care  that  can 
be  provided,  not  rationed  care  whose 
quality  is  determined  by  an  eroding  VA 
health  care  budget  and  not  by  the 
health  care  needs  of  veterans  who 
risked  their  lives  for  this  country  at 
times  when  it  was  in  dire  peril. 

Madam  President,  improving  and 
protecting  health  care  for  the  increas- 
ing numbers  of  older  veterans  should 
be  a  priority  issue  for  my  colleagues  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle.  I  hope  all  of  my 
colleagues  will  carefully  scrutinize  this 
bill,  strongly  support  it,  and  join  me  in 
the  fight  to  ensure  its  passage. 

Madam  President,  I  am  introducing  a 
bill  today  that  focuses  on  health  care 
eligibility  in  the  VA  health  care  sys- 
tem. It  is,  interestingly  enough,  analo- 
gous to  a  bill  that  the  majority  leader. 
Senator  Dole,  has  introduced  that  es- 
sentially says  for  those  Department  of 
Defense  retirees,  that  there  can  be  a 
Medicare  third-party  payment  for  them 
to  continue  to  receive  health  care 
within  the  military  health  care  sys- 
tem. That  is  put  on  a  demonstration 
project  basis.  I  think  it  is  an  important 
piece  of  legislation. 

What  the  bill  I  have  introduced  says, 
again,  on  the  demonstration  model 
basis— demonstration  project  basis— is 
that  for  some  of  the  veterans  within  a 
certain  narrow  framework,  they  also 
will  be  able  to  receive  health  care 
within  the  VA  health  care  coverage— 
within  the  VA  health  care  system— 
with  a  Medicare  third-party  payment. 

I  now  sit  on  the  Veterans'  Commit- 
tee. It  has  taken  me  several  years  to 
get  on  that  committee.  These  issues 
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are  near  and  dear  to  my  heart.  It  is 
clear  to  me.  and  I  think  it  is  clear  to 
all  Senators  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle, 
that  health  care  eligibility  is  at  the 
very  top  of,  if  you  will,  an  agenda  that 
is  responsive  to  the  concerns  and  cir- 
cumstances of  the  veterans  commu- 
nity. This  will  be  a  demonstration 
model.  That  is  what  this  bill  calls  for. 
I  think  it  is  extremely  important. 

There  is  a  debate  as  to  whether  or 
not,  for  example.  Medicare  third-party 
payment  for  the  VA  health  care  system 
will  work  well  or  not.  The  only  way  we 
can  find  out.  without  having  to  debate 
ad  nauseam,  is  to  put  this  on  a  pilot 
project  basis. 

I  think  this  is  only  a  step,  but  this 
piece  of  legislation,  if  passed,  either  as 
a  piece  of  legislation  or  an  amendment 
on  the  appropriate  vehicle,  I  think  it  is 
an  extremely  important  step  in  the 
right  direction  of  enabling  us  to  do 
some  things  within  our  VA  health  care 
system  that  will  enable  us  to  provide 
very  efficient  and  very  effective  and 
very  compassionate  health  care  for  vet- 
erans. 

Also,  Madam  President,  I  want  to 
mention  that  Dr.  Ken  Kizer,  withjfche 
VA  health  care  system,  I  think  is  real- 
ly making  a  heroic  effort  to  think 
deeply  about  VA  health  care  and  where 
it  is  going  into  the  next  century. 

I  think  he  is  joined  by  Secretary 
Jesse  Brown.  Secretary  Brown,  in  my 
view  as  a  Senator  from  Minnesota — and 
I  think  I  have  been  a  fierce  advocate 
for  veterans — has  been  a  very  powerful 
and  very  articulate  advocate  for  veter- 
ans in  this  country.  I  know  that  he  has 
put  health  care  eligibility  reform  at 
the  very  top  of  his  list  of  priorities.  I 
know  that  he  cares  deeply  about  veter- 
ans. I  know  as  someone  who  was  very 
active  within  the  DAV,  Disabled  Veter- 
ans of  America,  he  knows  these  issues. 
They  are  not  abstract  or  intellectxial  to 
him.  He  came  to  this  Cabinet  position 
as  someone  who  has  been  down  in  the 
trenches  struggling  not  only  for  dis- 
abled veterans  but  for  all  vets. 

So  with  the  time  I  have  on  the  floor, 
again  I  am  devoted  to  this  piece  of  leg- 
islation which  I  have  introduced.  I 
think  there  is  going  to  be  strong  bipar- 
tisan support  for  this. 

I  also  want  to  say  a  few  words  about 
the  Secretary  of  Veterans  Affairs  be- 


cause I  think  he  has  been  a  great  Sec- 
retary for  the  veterans  of  Minnesota 
and  across  the  country. 


By  Mr.  PRESSLER  (for  himself, 
Mr.  D'AMATO,  Mr.  Breaux  and 
Mr.  Graham): 
S.   1787.   A  bill   to   amend  the  Har- 
monized Tariff  Schedule  of  the  United 
States  with  respect  to  fireworks;  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

FIREWORKS  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  am  introducing  legislation  that 
would  correct  a  mistake  made  during 
the  drafting  of  the  implementing  legis- 
lation of  the  General  Agreement  on 
Tariffs  and  Trade  [GATT]  Uruguay 
round.  That  law  has  had  the  effect  of 
unintentionally  more  than  doubling 
the  tariff  rates  on  display  fireworks 
that  are  imported  into  the  United 
States.  Unintended  or  not,  this  provi- 
sion has  had  real  consequences.  The 
most  obvious  has  been  a  dramatic  in- 
crease in  the  price  of  display  fireworks, 
the  vast  majority  of  which  are  pur- 
chased by  our  State  and  local  govern- 
ments for  use  in  municipal  celebra- 
tions. 

While  we  are  struggling  here  in  Con- 
gress to  reduce  the  deficit  and  balance 
the  Federal  budget  under  tight  eco- 
nomic constraints.  State  and  local  gov- 
ernments are  required  by  law  to  bal- 
ance their  budgets  every  year — with  far 
less  flexibility  and  far  fewer  resources 
than  what  is  available  to  the  Federal 
Government. 

The  higher  cost  of  display  fireworks 
imposes  major  strain  on  municipalities 
that  wish  to  sponsor  Memorial  Day  or 
Fourth  of  July  celebrations.  Many 
towns  simply  are  unable  to  afford  the 
higher  fireworks  prices  and  some  may 
forego  these  celebrations  altogether. 
It's  a  sad  fact  that  one  unfortunate 
consequence  leads  to  others. 

These  problems  are  especially  trou- 
blesome for  rural  areas.  Small  cities 
and  towns  do  not  have  a  wide  variety 
of  options  for  purchasing  their  fire- 
works. A  dramatic  increase  in  the  cost 
of  fireworks  leaves  these  towns  with 
very  few  alternatives.  The  ripple  effect 
of  this  is  that  the  small  companies 
that  serve  as  fireworks  distributors 
suffer  sales  losses. 


This  is  not  just  mere  speculation. 
There  is  a  family-owned  business  in  my 
State  of  South  Dakota  called  Rich 
Bros.  Fireworks.  Michael  Rich  and  his 
family  serve  the  smiall  towns  across 
our  State.  The  Rich  family  does  it  be- 
cause they  enjoy  the  service  they  pro- 
vide. Mr.  President,  this  is  not  a  highly 
profitable  business  to  begin  with,  and 
the  higher  prices  resulting  from  the 
GATT  implementing  legislation  have 
caused  demand  to  decline.  Michael 
Rich  has  informed  me  that  unless  cor- 
rective action  is  taken,  they  may  be 
forced  to  close  their  business  by  the 
end  of  the  year.  The  name  Rich  Bros,  is 
s3monymous  with  July  4th  in  South 
Dakota,  and  kids  across  the  State — 
young  kids,  and  grown-up  kids  alike — 
look  forward  to  the  celebration  of  the 
birth  of  our  country  with  all  the  fan- 
fare and  excitement  fireworks  provide. 

Family-owned  businesses,  such  as 
Rich  Bros.,  are  the  foundation  of  towns 
across  South  Dakota.  These  people  are 
committed  to  their  neighbors  and  to 
their  communities.  They  should  not 
suffer  firom  unintended  consequences  of 
the  law.  That  is  why  we  are  here — to 
look  out  for  them  and  to  correct  prob- 
lems like  these  as  soon  as  possible. 
That  is  why  I  am  introducing  this  leg- 
islation today.  It  is  really  a  minor 
change  that  would  make  a  major  dif- 
ference— perhaps  the  difference  be- 
tween life  and  death — for  small  busi- 
nesses like  Rich  Bros.  I  ask  my  collea- 
gues for  their  support  in  passing  this 
legislation  which  restores  the  2.4-per- 
cent tariff  rate  for  display  fireworks 
that  existed  prior  to  the  implementa- 
tion of  the  Uruguay  round  legislation. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1787 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  DUTY  ON  DISPLAY  FIREWORKS. 

Chapter  36  of  the  Harmonized  Tariff  Sched- 
ule of  the  United  States  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing subheading  3604.10.00  and  inserting  the 
following  new  subheadings: 


36M.10 

3«04.10.10 

3604.10.90 


FltKKUta:    __ _ 

Disptsy  titroorlis  (Class  1.3C) 
Otiicr  (indwliiit  CUss  1.4G]  .- 


2.4% 
5i% 


Frw  »•,  CA.  E.  lU  J.  MX) 
fw  »•.  CA.  E.  lU  J.  WO 


12.5% 
12.5%. 


SEC  S  EFRCTIVE  DATE. 

(a)  In  General.— The  amendment  made  by 
section  1  applies  with  respect  to  goods  en- 
tered, or  withdrawn  from  warehouse  for  con- 
sumption, on  or  after  the  15th  day  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(b)  Retroactive  Treatment.— Notwith- 
standing section  514  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930 
(19  U.S.C.  1514)  or  any  other  provision  of  law, 
upon  a  request  filed  with  the  Customs  Serv- 
ice before  the  90th  day  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act.  any  entry,  or  with- 
drawal from  warehouse  for  consumption — 


(1)  which  was  made  on  or  after  January  1. 
1996,  and  before  the  15th  day  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act,  and 

(2)  with  respect  to  which  there  would  have 
been  a  lesser  duty  if  the  amendment  made  by 
section  1  applied  to  such  entry  or  with- 
drawal, 

shall  be  liquidated  or  reliquidated  as  though 
such  amendment  applied  to  such  entry  or 
withdrawal. 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  228 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bryan,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  LEVIN]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  228,  a  bill  to  amend  certain  provi- 
sions of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  re- 
lating to  the  treatment  of  Members  of 
Congress  and  Congressional  employees 
for  retirement  purposes. 
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S.  673 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Kassebaum, 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Ken- 
tucky [Mr.  MCCONNEIX]  was  added  as  a 
cosponsor  of  S.  673,  a  bill  to  establish  a 
youth  development  grant  program,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

S.  691 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Shelby,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  North  Caro- 
lina [Mr.  Helms]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  691,  a  bill  to  amend  title 
XVm  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to 
provide  for  coverage  of  early  detection 
of  prostate  cancer  and  certain  drug 
treatment  services  under  part  B  of  the 
Medicare  program,  to  amend  chapter  17 
of  title  38,  United  States  Code,  to  pro- 
vide for  coverage  of  such  early  detec- 
tion and  treatment  services  under  the 
programs  of  the  Department  of  Veter- 
ans' Affairs,  and  to  expand  research 
and  education  programs  of  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health  and  the 
Public  Health  Service  relating  to  pros- 
tate cancer. 

S.  1150 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  SANTORXm,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Baucus]  and  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  S.  1150,  a  bill  to  require 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to  mint 
coins  in  commemoration  of  the  50th 
anniversary  of  the  Marshall  Plan  and 
George  Catlett  Marshall. 

S.  1418 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Pressler,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Kyl]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1418,  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  more  ef- 
fective implementation  of  the  prohibi- 
tion against  the  payment  to  prisoners 
of  supplemental  security  income  bene- 
fits under  title  XVI  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  or  monthly  benefits  under 
title  n  of  such  Act,  and  to  deny  such 
supplemental  security  income  benefits 
for  10  years  to  a  person  found  to  have 
fraudulently  obtained  such  benefits 
while  in  prison. 

S.  1669 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  LOTT  the  names 
of  the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr. 
AKAKA],  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr. 
Cohen],  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  ROTH],  the  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota [Mr.  Wellstone],  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  Indiana  [Mr.  LUGAR]  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  1669,  a  bill  to 
name  the  Department  of  Veterans  Af- 
fairs' medical  center  in  Jackson,  Mis- 
sissippi, as  the  "G.V.  (Sonny)  Mont- 
gomery Department  of  Veterans  Af- 
fairs' Medical  Center." 

S.  1735 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Pressler,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  North  Caro- 
lina [Mr.  Helms]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1735,  a  bill  to  establish 
the  United  States  Tourism  Organiza- 
tion as  a  nongovernmental  entity  for 
the  purpose  of  promoting  tourism  in 
the  United  States. 


AMENDMENT  NO.  3988 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Wellstone,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr. 
Cohen],  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Santorum],  and  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Leahy]  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  amendment  No.  3988  pro- 
posed to  S.  Con.  Res.  57,  an  original 
concurrent  resolution  setting  forth  the 
congressional  budget  for  the  United 
States  Government  for  fiscal  years 
1997, 1998, 1999,  2000,  2001,  and  2002. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  255— TO 
HONOR  ADM.  JEREMY  M.  BOORDA 

Mr.  LOTT  (for  himself,  Mr.  Thur- 
mond, Mr.  NUNN,  Mr.  Warner,  Mr. 
Cohen,  Mr.  Santorum,  Mr.  Inhofe,  Mr. 
Kempthorne,  Mr.  Bingaman,  Mr. 
COATS,  Mr.  Smith,  Mr.  Exon,  Mrs. 
Hutchison,  Mr.  McCain,  Mr.  Daschle, 
Mr.  Levin,  Mr.  Akaka,  Mr.  Bradley, 
Ms.  MncuLSKi,  Mr.  Bryan,  Mr.   Sar- 

BANES,    Mr.    DORGAN,    Mr.    LIEBERMAN, 

Mr.  Simon,  Mr.  Graham,  Mrs.  Fein- 
stein,  Mr.  Glenn,  Mr.  Reid,  Mr.  John- 
ston, Mr.  ROBB,  Mr.  INOUYE,  Mr.  KOHL. 
Mr.  Ford,  Mr.  Kerrey,  Mr.  Dodd,  Mr. 
Bumpers,  Mr.  Pell,  Mr.  Feingold,  Mr. 
Leahy,  Mr.  Moynihan,  Mr.  Kennedy, 
Mrs.  Boxer,  Mrs.  Murray,  and  Ms. 
Moseley-Braun): 

s.  res.  255 

Whereas  Admiral  Jeremy  M.  "Mike'" 
Boorda  was  the  25th  Chief  of  Naval  Oper- 
ations. 

Whereas  as  the  Chief  of  Naval  Operations, 
Admiral  Boorda  conmianded  the  foremost 
Navy  in  the  World; 

Whereas  Admiral  Boorda's  career  in  the 
Navy  reflected  his  lifelong  dedication  to  the 
United  States  and  to  the  principles  he  held 
dear — duty,  honor,  and  commitment: 

Whereas  Admiral  Boorda  is  the  only  mem- 
ber of  the  Navy  ever  to  rise  from  the  lowest 
enlisted  grade  to  the  position  of  Chief  of 
Naval  Operations,  and  this  rise  gave  him  a 
full  and  unique  perspective  on  the  opportuni- 
ties and  obligations  of  command: 

Whereas  this  perspective  instilled  in  Admi- 
ral Boorda  an  unwavering  concern  for  the 
members  of  the  Navy  and  their  families; 

Whereas  as  Commander-in-Chief  of  NATO 
forces  in  Southern  Europe.  Admiral  Boorda 
ordered  the  first  offensive  use  of  deadly  force 
in  the  history  of  NATO,  an  air  strike  in  Feb- 
ruary 1994  against  four  Bosnian  Serb  aircraft 
flying  in  violation  of  a  United  Nations  ban 
on  such  flights; 

Whereas  Admiral  Boorda  was  a  visionary 
in  naval  strategy  who  recognized  that  cir- 
cumstances in  the  post-Cold  War  era  made 
necessary  a  strategy  that  retained  a  forward 
presence  for  the  Navy  even  as  it  recognized 
that  future  Navy  operations  would  most 
likely  occur  in  the  littoral  zones  of  the 
world; 

Whereas  this  strategy,  which  Admiral 
Boorda  called  "Forward  .  .  .  From  the  Sea", 
will  serve  as  the  basis  for  Navy  strategy  well 
Into  the  21st  century; 

Whereas  Admiral  Boorda  was  a  visionary 
in  naval  technology  who  spearheaded  pro- 
grams for  the  development  of  the  arsenal 
ship,  the  new  attack  submarine,  theater  bal- 
listic missile  defense,  and  cooperative  en- 
gagement capabilities; 

Whereas  these  programs,  and  many  others 
spearheaded   by    Admiral   Boorda,    put   the 


Navy  on  the  cutting  edge  of  technology  and 
did  so  in  an  efficient,  affordable,  flexible 
manner: 

Whereas  Admiral  Boorda  recognized  the 
need  for  the  Navy  to  develop  a  strategy  for 
utilizing  emerging  technology  effectively 
and  developed  in  response  to  that  need  the 
plan  known  as  "20^  Vision",  a  long-range 
plan  for  the  acquisition  and  utilization  of 
technology  in  the  future  In  order  to  achieve 
the  strategic  objectives  of  the  United  States; 
and 

Whereas  it  is  fitting  that  Admiral  Boorda 
be  remembered  as  he  described  Admiral 
Arleigh  Burke  when  saying  that  ".  .  .he  de- 
fined what  it  means  to  be  a  naval  officer  re- 
lentless in  combat,  resourceful  in  command, 
and  revered  by  his  crews  ...  He  was.  indeed, 
a  sailor's  sailor.":  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  the  Senate  honors  Admiral 
Jeremy  M.  "Mike'"  Boorda  for  a  career  that 
included  extraordinary  contributions  to  the 
defense  of  the  United  States  and  a  singular 
commitment  to  the  members  of  the  Navy 
and  thereby  exemplified  all  the  best  quali- 
ties in  an  officer  in  the  United  States  Navy. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


THE  CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET 
CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION 


LEVIN  AMENDMENT  NO.  4020 
Mr.  LEVIN  proposed  an  amendment 
to  the  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con. 
Res.  57)  setting  forth  the  congressional 
budget  for  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment for  fiscal  years  1997,  1998.  1999, 
2000.  2001,  and  2002:  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing new  section: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  THE 
NATIONAL  INSTrrUTB  OF  DRUG 
ABUSE. 

(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  the  follow- 
ing: 

(1)  The  National  Institute  on  Drug  Abuse 
(hereafter  referred  to  in  this  section  as 
"NIDA")  a  part  of  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  (hereafter  referred  to  In  this  section 
as  "NIH")  supports  over  85  percent  of  the 
world's  drug  abuse  research  that  has  totally 
revolutionized  our  understanding  of  addic- 
tion. 

(2)  One  of  NIDA's  most  significant  areas  of 
research  has  been  the  identification  of  the 
neurobiological  bases  of  all  aspects  of  addic- 
tion, including  craving. 

(3)  In  1993,  NIDA  announced  that  approval 
had  been  granted  by  the  Food  and  Drug  Ad- 
ministration of  a  new  medication  for  the 
treatment  of  heroin  and  other  opiate  addic- 
tion which  breaks  the  addict  of  daily  drug- 
seeking  behavior  and  allows  for  greater  com- 
pliance because  the  patient  does  not  need  to 
report  to  a  clinic  each  day  to  have  the  medi- 
cation administered. 

(4)  Among  NIDA's  most  remarkable  accom- 
plishments of  the  past  year  is  the  successful 
immunization  of  animals  against  the  psycho- 
stimulant effects  of  cocaine. 

(5)  NIDA  has  also  recently  announced  that 
it  is  making  substantial  progress  that  is 
critical  in  directing  their  efforts  to  identify 
potential  anti-cocaine  medications.  For  ex- 
ample. NIDA  researchers  have  recently 
shown  that  activation  in  the  brain  of  one 
type  of  dopamine  receptor  suppresses  drug- 
seeking  behavior  and  relapse,  whereas  acti- 
vation of  another,  triggers  drug-seeking  be- 
havior. 
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(6)  NIDA's  efforts  to  speed  up  research  to 
stem  the  tide  of  drug  addiction  is  in  the  best 
interest  of  all  Americans. 

(7)  State  and  local  governments  spend  bil- 
lions of  dollars  to  incarcerate  persons  who 
commit  drug  related  offenses. 

(8)  A  1992  National  Report  by  the  Bureau  of 
Justice  Statistics  revealed  that  more  than  3 
out  of  4  jail  inmates  reported  drug  use  in 
their  lifetime,  more  than  40  percent  had  used 
drugs  in  the  month  before  their  offense  with 
27  percent  under  the  influence  of  drugs  at  the 
time  of  their  offense.  A  significant  number 
said  they  were  trying  to  get  money  for  drugs 
when  they  committed  their  crime. 

(9)  More  than  60  percent  of  juveniles  and 
young  adults  in  State-operated  juvenile  in- 
stitutions reported  using  drugs  once  a  week 
or  more  for  at  least  a  month  some  time  in 
the  past,  and  almost  40  percent  reported 
being  under  the  influence  of  drugs  at  the 
time  of  their  offense. 

(10)  This  concurrent  resolution  proposes 
that  budtret  authority  for  the  NQi  (including 
NIDA)  be  held  constant  at  the  fiscal  year 

1996  level  of  $11,950,000,000  through  fiscal  year 
2002. 

(11)  At  such  appropriation  level,  it  would 
be  impossible  for  NIH  and  NIDA  to  maintain 
research  momentum  through  research 
project  grants. 

(12)  Level  funding  for  NIH  in  fiscal  year 

1997  would  reduce  the  number  of  competing 
research  project  grants  by  nearly  500.  from 
6.620  in  fiscal  year  1996  to  approximately 
6.120  competing  research  project  grants,  re- 
ducing NIH's  ability  to  maintain  research 
momentum  and  to  explore  new  ideas  in  re- 
search. 

(13)  NIH  is  the  world's  preeminent  research 
institution  dedicated  to  the  support  of 
science  inspired  by  and  focused  on  the  chal- 
lenges of  human  illness  and  health. 

(14)  NIH  programs  are  instrumental  in  im- 
proving the  quality  of  life  for  Americans 
through  improving  health  and  reducing  mon- 
etary and  personal  costs  of  illnesses. 

(15)  The  discovery  of  an  anti-addiction 
drug  to  block  the  craving  of  illicit  addictive 
substances  will  benefit  all  of  American  soci- 
ety. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Congress.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that  amounts  appropriated 
for  the  National  Institutes  of  HeaJth — 

(1)  for  fiscal  year  1997  should  be  increased 
by  a  minimum  of  $33,000,000; 

(2)  for  fiscal  year  1996  should  be  increased 
by  a  minimum  of  167,000,000; 

(3)  for  fiscal  year  1999  should  be  increased 
by  a  minimum  of  SIOO.OOO.OOO; 

(4)  for  fiscal  year  2000  should  be  increased 
by  a  minimum  of  $100,000,000; 

(5)  for  fiscal  year  2001  should  be  increased 
by  a  minimum  of  $100,000,000; 

(6)  for  fiscal  year  2002  should  be  increased 
by  a  minimum  of  $100,000,000; 

above  its  fiscal  year  1996  appropriation  for 
additional  research  into  an  anti-addiction 
drug  to  block  the  craving  of  illicit  addictive 
substances. 


HELMS  AMENDMENT  NO.  4021 
Mr.  DOMENICI  (for  Mr.  HELMS)  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  the  concurrent 
resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  57)  supra;  as 
follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SBC  .  SENSKOF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  THE 
ETISNSION  OF  THE  EMPLOYER  EDU- 
CATION ASSISTANCE  EXCLUSION 
UNDER  SECTION  1X7  OP  THE  INTER- 
NAL REVENUE  CODE  OF  1986. 
(a)  Fdtoings.— The  Senate  finds  that^ 


(1)  since  1978.  over  7,000.000  American  work- 
ers have  benefited  from  the  employer  edu- 
cation assistance  exclusion  under  section  127 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  by  being 
able  to  improve  their  education  and  acquire 
new  skills  without  having  to  pay  taxes  on 
the  benefit; 

(2)  American  companies  have  benefited  by 
improving  the  education  and  skills  of  their 
employees  who  in  turn  can  contribute  more 
to  their  company; 

(3)  the  American  economy  becomes  more 
globally  competitive  because  an  educated 
workforce  is  able  to  produce  more  and  to 
adapt  more  rapidly  to  changing  technologies; 

(4)  American  companies  are  experiencing 
unprecedented  global  competition  and  the 
value  and  necessity  of  life-long  education  for 
their  employees  has  increased; 

(5)  the  employer  education  assistance  ex- 
clusion was  first  enacted  in  1978; 

(6)  the  exclusion  has  been  extended  7  pre- 
vious times; 

(7)  the  last  extension  expired  December  31, 
1994;  and 

(8)  the  exclusion  has  received  broad  bipar- 
tisan support. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  revenue  level  assumed 
in  the  Budget  Resolution  accommodate  an 
extension  of  the  employer  education  assist- 
ance exclusion  under  section  127  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1986  from  January  1. 
1995,  through  December  31, 1996. 


McCAIN  AMENDMENT  NO.  4022 

Mr.  DOMENICI  (for  Mr.  McCain)  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  the  concurrent 
resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  57)  supra;  as 
follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC    .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE— TRUTH  IN  BUDG- 
ETING. 

It  is  the  Sense  of  the  Senate  that: 

(a)  The  Congressional  Budget  Office  has 
scored  revenue  expected  to  be  raised  from 
the  auction  of  Federal  Communications 
Commission  licenses  for  various  services; 

(b)  For  budget  scoring  purposes,  the  Con- 
gress has  assumed  that  such  auctions  would 
occur  in  a  prompt  and  expeditious  manner 
and  that  revenue  raised  by  such  auctions 
would  flow  to  the  federal  treasury; 

(c)  The  Resolution  assumes  that  the  reve- 
nue to  be  raised  from  auctions  totals  billions 
of  dollars; 

(d)  The  Resolution  makes  assumptions 
that  services  would  be  auctioned  where  the 
Federal  Communications  Commission  has 
not  yet  conducted  auctions  for  such  services, 
such  as  Local  Multipoint  Distribution  Serv- 
ice (LMDS),  licenses  for  paging  services, 
final  broadband  PCS  licenses,  narrow  band 
PCS  licenses,  licenses  for  unserved  cellular, 
and  Digital  Audio  Radio  (DARS),  and  other 
subscription  services,  revenue  from  which 
has  been  assumed  in  Congressional  budg- 
etary calculations  and  in  determining  the 
level  of  the  deficit;  and 

(e)  The  Commission's  service  rules  can  dra- 
matically affect  license  values  and  auction 
revenues  and  therefore  the  Commission 
should  act  expeditiously  and  without  further 
delay  to  conduct  auctions  of  licenses  in  a 
manner  that  maximizes  revenue,  increases 
efficiency,  and  enhances  competition  for  any 
service  for  which  auction  revenues  have  been 
scored  by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office 
and/or  counted  for  budgetary  purposes  in  an 
Act  of  Congress. 


FAIRCLOTH  AMENDMENTS  NOS. 
4023-4024 

Mr.  DOMENICI  (for  Mr.  FAIRCLOTH) 
proposed  two  amendments  to  the  con- 
current resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  57) 
supra;  as  follows: 

Amendment  No.  4023 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.    .  a»4SE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  WEL- 
FARE REFORM. 

The  Senate  finds  that— 

S.  Con.  Res.  57  assumes  substantial  savings 
from  welfare  reform;  and 

Children  bom  out  of  wedlock  are  five  times 
more  likely  to  be  poor  and  about  ten  times 
more  likely  to  be  extremely  poor  and  there- 
fore are  more  likely  to  receive  welfare  bene- 
fits that  children  from  two  parent  families; 
and 

High  rates  of  out-of-wedlock  births  are  as- 
sociated with  a  host  of  other  social 
pathologies;  for  example,  children  of  single 
mothers  are  twice  as  likely  to  drop  out  of 
high  school;  boys  whose  fathers  are  absent 
are  more  likely  to  engage  in  criminal  activi- 
ties; and  girls  in  single-parent  families  are 
three  times  more  likely  to  have  children  out 
of  wedlock  themselves;  therefore 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  any  com- 
prehensive legislation  sent  to  the  President 
that  balances  the  budget  by  a  certain  date 
and  that  includes  welfare  reform  provisions 
and  that  is  agreed  to  by  the  Congress  and  the 
President  shall  also  contain  to  the  maximum 
extent  possible  a  strategy  for  reducing  the 
rate  of  out-of-wedlock  births  and  encourag- 
ing family  formation. 

Amendment  No.  4024 
At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  RE- 
DUCTION OF  THE  NATIONAL  DEBT. 

The  Senate  finds  that— 

S.  Con.  Res.  57  projects  a  public  debt  in 
Fiscal  Year  1997  of  $5,400,000,000,000; 

S.  Con.  Res.  57  projects  that  the  public 
debt  will  be  $6,500,000,000,000  in  the  Fiscal 
Year  2002  when  the  budget  resolution 
projects  a  unified  budget  surplus; 

This  accumulated  debt  represents  a  signifi- 
cant financial  burden  that  will  require  exces- 
sive taxation  and  lost  economic  opportunity 
for  future  generations  of  the  United  States; 
therefore 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  any  com- 
prehensive legislation  sent  to  the  President 
that  balances  the  budget  by  a  certain  date 
and  that  is  agreed  to  by  the  Congress  and  the 
President  shall  also  contain  a  strategy  for 
reducing  the  national  debt  of  the  United 
States. 


ROTH  (AND  EXON)  AMENDMENT 
NO.  4025 

Mr.  EXON.  (for  Mr.  ROTH  for  himself 
and  Mr.  EIxON)  proposed  an  amendment 
to  the  concurrent  resolution.  Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  57,  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  THE 
FUNDING  OF  AMTRAK. 

(a)  Finding.— The  Senate  finds  that— 
(1)  a  capital  funding  stream  is  essential  to 
the  ability  of  the  National  Rail  Passenger 
Corporation  ("Amtrak")  to  reduce  its  de- 
pendence on  Federal  operating  support;  and 
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(2)  Amtrak  needs  a  secure  of  financing,  no 
less  favorable  than  provide  to  other  modes  of 
transportation,  for  capital  improvements. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that — 

(1)  revenues  attributable  to  one-half  cent 
per  gallon  of  the  excise  taxes  imposed  on 
gasoline,  special  motor  fuel,  and  diesel  fuel 
from  the  Mass  Transit  Account  should  be 
dedicated  to  a  new  Intercity  Passenger  Rail 
Trust  Fund  during  the  period  January  1, 
1997.  through  September  30.  2001; 

(2)  revenues  would  not  be  deposited  in  the 
Intercity  Passenger  Rail  Trust  Fund  during 
any  fiscal  year  to  the  extent  that  the  deposit 
is  estimated  to  result  in  available  revenues 
in  the  Mass  Transit  Account  being  insuffi- 
cient to  satisfy  that  year's  estimated  appro- 
priation levels; 

(3)  monies  in  the  Intercity  Passenger  Rail 
Trust  Fund  should  be  generally  available  to 
fund,  on  a  reimbursement  basis,  capital  ex- 
penditures incurred  by  Amtrak;  and 

(4)  amounts  to  fund  capital  expenditures 
related  to  rail  operations  shoiild  be  set  aside 
for  each  State  that  has  not  had  Amtrak  serv- 
ice in  such  State  for  the  preceding  year. 


BINGAMAN  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  4026 

Mr.  DOMENICI  (for  Mr.  Bdjgaman, 
for  himself,  Ms.  Snowe,  and  Mr.  Cohen) 
proposed  an  amendment  to  Senate  Con- 
current Resolution  57,  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

At  the  end  of  title  m,  add  the  following: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  THE 
ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  ADMINIS- 
TRATION PLACING  HIGH  PRIORITY 
OS  MAINTAINING  FIELD-BASED  ECO- 
NOBfIC  DEVELOPMENT  REPRESENT- 
ATIVE& 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1)  The  Economic  Development  Adminis- 
tration plays  a  crucial  role  in  helping  eco- 
nomically disadvantaged  regions  of  the 
United  States  develop  infrastructure  that 
supports  and  promotes  greater  economic  ac- 
tivity and  growth,  particularly  in  nonurban 
regions. 

(2)  The  Economic  Development  Adminis- 
tration helps  to  promote  industrial  park  de- 
velopment, business  incubators,  water  and 
sewer  system  improvements,  vocational  and 
technical  training  facilities,  tourism  devel- 
opment strategies,  technical  assistance  and 
capacity  building  for  local  governments,  eco- 
nomic adjustment  strategies,  revolving  loan 
funds,  and  other  projects  which  the  private 
sector  has  not  generated  or  will  not  generate 
without  some  assistance  from  the  Govern- 
ment through  the  Ekxinomic  Development 
Administration. 

(3)  The  Economic  Development  Adminis- 
tration maintains  6  regional  offices  which 
oversee  staff  that  are  designated  field-based 
representatives  of  the  Economic  Develop- 
ment Administration,  and  these  field-based 
representatives  provide  valuable  expertise 
and  counseling  on  economic  planning  and  de- 
velopment to  nonurban  communities. 

(4)  The  Economic  Development  Adminis- 
tration Regional  Centers  are  located  in  the 
urban  areas  of  Austin,  Seattle,  Denver,  At- 
lanta, Philadelphia,  and  Chicago. 

(5)  Because  of  a  37-percent  reduction  in  ap- 
proved funding  for  salaries  and  expenses 
from  fiscal  year  1995,  the  Economic  Develop- 
ment Administration  has  initiated  staff  re- 
ductions requiring  the  elimination  of  8  field- 
based  positions.  The  field-based  economic  de- 
velopment representative  positions  that  are 


either  being  eliminated  or  not  replaced  after 
voluntary  retirement  and  which  currently 
interact  with  nonurban  communities  on  eco- 
nomic development  efforts  cover  the  States 
of  New  Mexico,  Arizona,  Nevada.  North  Da- 
kota. Oklahoma,  Illinois.  Indiana.  Maine. 
Connecticut.  Rhode  Island,  &ai  North  Caro- 
lina. 

(6)  These  staff  cutbacks  will  adversely  af- 
fect States  with  very  low  per-capita  personal 
income,  including  New  Mexico  which  ranks 
47th  in  the  Nation  in  per-capita  personal  in- 
come. Oklahoma  ranking  46th.  North  Dakota 
ranking  42nd,  Arizona  ranking  35th.  Maine 
ranking  34th,  and  North  Carolina  ranking 
33rd. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  functional  totals  and 
reconciliations  instructions  underlying  this 
budget  resolution  assume  that— 

(1)  it  is  regrettable  that  the  Economic  De- 
velopment Administration  has  elected  to  re- 
duce field-based  economic  development  rep- 
resentatives who  are  fulfilling  the  Economic 
Development  Administration's  mission  of 
interacting  with  and  counseling  nonurban 
communities  in  economically  disadvantaged 
regions  of  the  United  States; 

(2)  the  Economic  Development  Administra- 
tion should  take  all  necessary  and  appro- 
priate actions  to  ensure  that  field-based  eco- 
nomic development  representation  receives 
high  priority;  and 

(3)  the  EJconomic  Development  Administra- 
tion should  reconsider  the  planned  termi- 
nation of  field-based  economic  development 
representatives  responsible  for  States  that 
are  economically  disadvantaged,  and  that 
this  reconsideration  take  place  without 
delay. 


DOMENICI  AMENDMENT  NO.  4027 

Mr.  DOMENICI  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  amendment  No.  4012  proposed 
by  Mr.  SPECTER  to  the  concurrent  reso- 
lution, Senate  Concurrent  Resolution 
57,  supra;  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  places  on  the  Harkin 
amendment,  make  the  following  changes: 

On  page  25.  line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
SO. 

On  page  25.  line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
$0. 

On  page  27,  line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 
$300,000,000. 

On  page  27,  line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
$600,000,000. 

On  page  42,  line  2,  decrease  the  amount  by 
$1,800,000,000. 

On  page  42,  line  3,  increase  the  amount  by 
$700,000,000. 

On  page  52.  line  11,  decrease  the  amount  by 
SO. 

On  page  52,  line  12,  decrease  the  amount  by 
SO. 

On  page  52,  line  14,  increase  the  amount  by 
$5,000,000,000. 

On  page  52.  line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,400,000,000. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  resolution,  on  page  52.  line  15.  the 
amount  is  deemed  to  be  $270,923,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  8,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  SI  ,323,100,000.000. 

On  page  4,  line  9,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $1,361,600,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  10,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $1,392,400,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  11,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  Sl.433.600.000.000. 

On  page  4,  line  12,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  Sl.454.000.000.000. 

On  page  4.  line  17.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $1,318,600,000,000. 


On  page  4.  line  18.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  Sl.353,500,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  19,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $1,382,400,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  20.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $1,415,600,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  21,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  Sl.433,100.000.000. 

On  page  5.  line  1.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  S232.400.000.000. 

On  page  5.  line  2.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $223,600,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  3.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $206,300,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  4.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $185,700,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  5.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $143,500,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  9.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  S5. 449.000.000.000. 

On  page  5.  line  10.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $5,722,700,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  11.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $5,975,100,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  12.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $6,207,700,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  13.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  S6.398.600.000.000. 

On  page  5.  line  14.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  S6.550.SOO.000.000. 

On  page  6.  line  13.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  S290.000.000.000. 

On  page  6.  line  14.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $277,400,000,000. 

On  page  6.  line  15.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  S256.000.000.000. 

On  page  6.  line  16.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  S236.100.000.000. 

On  page  6.  line  17.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  S193.300.000.000. 

On  iMLge  6.  line  18.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $155,400,000,000. 

On  page  9.  line  22.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $14,900,000,000. 

On  page  11.  line  22.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  S16.700.000.000. 

On  page  11.  line  23.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  S16.800.000.000. 

On  page  13.  line  17.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $3,700,000,000. 

On  page  13.  line  18,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $3,100,000,000. 

On  page  15,  line  17,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $21,500,000. 

On  page  17.  line  16.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  S12.800.000.000. 

On  page  17.  line  17.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  Sll. 000.000.000. 

On  page  19.  line  16.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  S8. 100.000.000. 

On  page  19,  line  17,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $-2,400,000,000. 

On  page  21.  line  16.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $42,600,000,000. 

On  page  21.  line  17.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $39,300,000,000. 

On  page  23.  line  15,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  S9.900.000.000. 

On  page  23.  line  16,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $10,800,000,000. 

On  page  29.  line  10.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  S133.200.000.000. 

On  page  29.  line  11.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $191,500,000,000. 

On  page  31,  line  3,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $232,400,000,000. 

On  page  31.  line  4.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $240,300,000,000. 

On  page  38.  line  8.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $13,700,000,000. 

On  page  39,  line  25.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  S282.8O0.0O0.000. 

On  page  40.  line  1.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $282,800,000,000. 
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On  psLge  40.  line  7,  the  amount  is 
be  $289,400,000,000. 

On  pag«  40.  line  8.  the  amount  is 
be  $289,400,000,000. 

On  pa^e  40.  line  14.  tbe  amount 
to  be  $293,200,000,000. 

On  page  40.  line  15.  the  amount 
to  be  S293.200.000.000. 

On  pagre  40,  line  21.  the  amount 
to  be  $294,700,000,000. 

On  page  40.  line  22,  the  amount 
to  be  $294,700,000,000. 

On  page  41.  line  3,  the  amount  is 
be  $298,900,000,000. 

On  page  41.  line  4.  the  amount  is 
be  $298,900,000,000. 

On  page  41.  line  10,  the  amount 
to  be  $303,400,000,000. 

On  page  41,  line  11.  the  amount 
to  be  $303,400,000,000. 

On  page  41,  line  17.  the  amount 
to  be  $348,234,000,000. 

On  page  41,  line  18,  the  amount 
to  be  $351,240,000,000. 

On  page  41,  line  19,  the  amount 
to  be  $348,465,000,000. 

On  page  41.  line  20.  the  amount 
to  be  $349.951000.000. 

On  page  41,  line  21,  the  amount 
to  be  $351,311,000,000. 

On  page  41,  line  22,  the  amount 
to  be  $352,756,000,000. 

On  page  42,  line  8,  the  amount  is 
be  -$200,000,000. 

On  page  42.  line  9,  the  amount  is 
be  $100,000,000. 

On  page  42.  line  15.  the  amount 
to  be  -S400.000.000. 

On  page  42,  line  16,  the  amount 
to  be  -S300.000.000. 

On  page  42.  line  22.  the  amount 
to  be  -$800,000,000. 

On  page  42.  line  23.  the  amount 
to  be  -S800,000,000. 

On  page  43.  line  5.  the  amount  is 
be  -$1,200,000,000. 

On  page  43,  line  6,  the  amount  is 
be  -$1,100,000,000. 

On  page  43,  line  12,  the  amount 
to  be  -$3,700,000,000. 

On  page  43,  line  13,  the  amount 
to  be  -$3,700,000,000. 
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NOTICES  OF  HEARINGS 

StJBCOMMnTEE  ON  INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  announce  for  the  infor- 
mation of  the  Senate  and  the  public 
that  the  Permanent  Subcommittee  on 
Investigations  of  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs,  will  hold  hear- 
ings regarding  security  in  cyberspace. 

This  hearing  will  take  place  on 
Wednesday,  May  22.  1996,  in  room  342  of 
the  Dirksen  Senate  Office  Building. 
For  further  information,  please  contact 
Daniel  S.  Gelber  of  the  subcommittee 
staff  at  224-9157. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  PARKS,  HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION,  AND  RECREATION 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  announce  for  the  public 
that  a  hearing  has  been  scheduled  be- 
fore the  Subcommittee  on  Parks.  His- 
toric Preservation,  and  Recreation  of 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources. 

The  hearing  will  take  place  on  Thurs- 
day, June  6,  1996,  at  2  p.m.  in  room  SD- 


366  of  the  Dirksen  Senate  Office  Build- 
ing in  Washington,  DC. 

The  purpose  of  this  hearing  is  to  re- 
view S.  1703,  a  bill  to  amend  the  act  es- 
tablishing the  National  Park  Founda- 
tion. 

Because  of  the  limited  time  available 
for  the  hearing,  witnesses  may  testify 
by  invitation  only.  However,  those 
wishing  to  submit  written  testimony 
for  the  hearing  record  should  send  two 
copies  of  their  testimony  to  the  Sub- 
committee on  Parks,  Historic  Preser- 
vation, and  Recreation,  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources,  U.S. 
Senate,  364  Dirksen  Senate  Office 
Building,  Washington,  DC  20510-6150. 

For  further  information,  please  con- 
tact Jim  O'Toole  of  the  subcommittee 
staff  at  (202)  224-5161. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 
MEET 

COMMriTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE.  NUTRITION.  AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry  be 
allowed  to  meet  during  the  session  of 
the  Senate  on  Tuesday.  May  21,  1996  at 
8:45  a.m.,  in  SR-332,  to  conduct  a  nomi- 
nation hearing  for  Brooksley  Bom,  of 
Washington,  DC,  to  be  Chairman  of  the 
Commodity  ( Futures  Trading  Commis- 
sion and  to  be  Commissioner  of  the 
Conunodity  Futures  Trading  Commis- 
sion for  the  remainder  of  the  term  ex- 
piring April  13,  1999  and  David  D. 
Spears,  of  Kansas,  to  be  Commis-sioner 
of  the  Commodity  Futures  Trading 
ComjTiission  for  the  term  expiring 
April  13,  2000. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMTITEE  ON  BANKING,  HOUSING,  AND  URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Committee  on 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs 
be  authorized  to  meet  during  the  ses- 
sion of  the  Senate  on  Tuesday,  May  21, 
1996,  to  conduct  a  hearing  on  S.  1511, 
the  Burma  Freedom  and  Democracy 
Act  of  1995. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMriTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIARY 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Conmiittee  on 
the  Judiciary  be  authorized  to  meet 
during  the  session  of  the  Senate  on 
Tuesday.  May  21,  1996,  at  10:00  a.m.  to 
hold  a  hearing  on  the  Role  of  the  ABA 
in  the  Nominations  Process. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  LABOR  AND  HUMAN  RESOURCES 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Conmiittee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources  be  author- 
ized to  meet  during  the  session  of  the 
Senate  at  9:30  a.m..  Tuesday,  May  21, 
1996,  for  an  oversight  hearing  on  the 


Corporation  for  National  and  Commu- 
nity Service. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON  INTELLIGENCE 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Select  Commit- 
tee on  Intelligence  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Tuesday,  May  21,  1996  at  9:30  a.m.  to 
hold  an  open  hearing  on  intelligence 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SiraCOMMITTEE  ON  ADMINISTRATTVE  OVERSIGHT 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Subcommittee 
on  Administrative  Oversight  and  the 
Courts  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary,  be  authorized  to  meet  dur- 
ing a  session  of  the  Senate  on  Tuesday, 
May  21,  1996,  at  2:00  p.m.,  in  Senate 
Dirksen  room  226,  on  S.  582  and  vol- 
untary environmental  audits. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  CITY  OF  MAN- 
CHESTER ON  ITS  150TH  ANNIVER- 
SARY 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  pay  tribute  to  Manchester, 
NH,  on  its  150th  anniversary.  On  June 
8,  the  100,000  residents  of  Manchester 
will  hold  a  community  wide  picnic  to 
celebrate  this  significant  milestone. 

Manchester's  150  year  heritage  en- 
compasses periods  of  growth  and 
change  including  native  American  oc- 
cupation, colonial  settlement,  indus- 
trial growth,  and  20th  century  diver- 
sification. For  over  10,000  years  various 
native  American  groups  occupied  what 
was  then  known  as  the  Merrimack 
River  Valley.  The  abundance  of  fish 
and  game  in  this  area  helped  support 
these  people's  livelihood.  By  1725,  most 
of  the  native  Americans  inhabiting  the 
Merrimack  Valley  had  fled  northward 
to  escape  conflict  and  disease  brought 
about  by  European  settlers  that  had 
migrated  into  the  area. 

In  the  early  1700's,  many  European 
settlers  began  to  move  into  the  Man- 
chester area.  Scottish  and  Irish  fami- 
lies with  expertise  in  flax  spinning  and 
weaving  were  the  first  group  to  settle 
around  what  is  now  known  as  London- 
derry in  1719.  In  1722,  John  Goffe  also 
established  the  town's  first  water-pow- 
ered mill  along  Cohas  Brook.  In  1751, 
the  town  of  Derryfield,  now  known  as 
Manchester,  was  established. 

In  the  1790's  a  man  by  the  name  of 
Samuel  Blodget  envisioned  an  industri- 
alized Derryfield  which  could  boast 
open  trade  routes  with  Boston  to  the 
south  and  Concord  to  the  north.  Con- 
sequently, he  proceeded  to  fund  the  de- 
velopment of  a  canal  and  lock  system 
around  the  Amoskeag  Falls.  In  1810,  3 
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years  after  Blodget's  death,  the  resi- 
dents of  Derryfield  voted  to  change 
their  town's  name  to  Manchester  to 
honor  Blodget's  prediction  that  "a  city 
like  unto  Manchester,  England"  would 
rise  because  of  the  waterpower  at  the 
falls. 

In  1831.  a  group  of  investors  known  as 
Boston  Associates  began  manufactur- 
ing textiles  by  purchasing  the  rights  to 
the  water  power  at  the  falls  and  devel- 
oping a  plan  for  a  major  complex  of 
mills.  The  execution  of  this  plan  helped 
foster  100  years  of  growth  and  expan- 
sion as  the  Amoskeag  Manufacturing 
Co.,  became  the  largest  textile  pro- 
ducer in  the  world.  At  its  peak. 
Amoskeag  employed  17.000  workers  and 
had  over  30  major  mills. 

In  March  of  1936  Manchester  experi- 
enced a  disastrous  flood  which  com- 
pletely devastated  the  city.  The  deter- 
mined citizens  of  Manchester  banded 
together  to  organize  Amoskeag  Indus- 
tries and  purchased  the  mill  complex 
to  help  rebuild  Manchester.  The  re- 
building of  Manchester  gave  rise  to  a 
more  diversified  industrial  base  and 
the  emergence  of  a  strong  service  econ- 
omy. Through  the  unyielding  support 
of  Manchester's  citizens,  local  govern- 
ment, and  banks,  the  local  economy 
was  slowly  reborn.  The  complex  of 
mills  that  still  stand  along  the 
Merrimack  are  a  reminder  of  how  Man- 
chester once  flourished  in  the  textile 
industry.  The  citizens  of  Manchester 
still  have  the  Yankee  ingenuity  and 
commitment  to  growth  and  industry. 

Manchester's  largest  employers  are 
now  hospitals,  universities,  and  tech- 
nology companies.  Manchester  boasts  a 
strong  service  and  professional  econ- 
omy and  is  the  largest  city  in  New 
Hampshire.  A  combination  of  natural 
and  historical  spots  are  being  devel- 
oped for  a  potential  tourism  industry. 
The  New  Hampshire  Heritage  Trail  is 
one  of  the  major  statewide  projects. 
Additionally,  many  residents  and  visi- 
tors enjoy  the  Currier  Gallery,  the  883 
seat  Palace  Theater  and  the  Zimmer- 
man House.  These  historical  spots  and 
others  are  quickly  giving  Manchester 
the  reputation  as  the  cultural  center  of 
the  State. 

The  citizens  of  Manchester  will  have 
much  to  celebrate  on  June  8.  Among 
other  highlights,  the  birthday  bash  will 
include  a  150-foot-long  birthday  cake, 
sand  sculptures,  Softball  tournaments, 
classic  car  shows,  and  even  a  laser- 
light  show.  The  Historical  Association 
will  sponsor  a  kite-flying  contest  and 
the  high  school  jazz  and  concert  bands 
will  perform  along  with  the  Jack  Jack- 
son Big  Band.  The  day  promises  to  be 
quite  festive  as  many  people  in  Man- 
chester join  in  celebrating  the  history 
of  the  Queen  City. 

It  is  my  honor  to  represent  such  a 
successful  and  thriving  city  in  the  U.S. 
Senate.  I  congratulate  Manchester  on 
the  memorable  occasion  of  its  150th 
birthday  and  wish  the  many  residents 


of  the  city  an  exciting  birthday  cele- 
bration. 


THE  VERMONT  TEEN  PARENT 
LITERACY  PROJECT 

•  Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  call  at- 
tention to  a  unique  project  developed 
by  the  Vermont  Council  on  the  Human- 
ities that  was  recently  honored  at  a 
White  House  ceremony  as  one  of  the 
best  arts  and  humanities  programs  to 
help  at-risk  youth  in  this  country.  The 
teen  parent  literacy  project  is  simple 
in  concept,  yet  it  is  an  innovative  ap- 
proach to  tackling  complex  problems 
that  can  often  result  from  teenagers 
having  children.  Through  participating 
in  a  series  of  free  reading  and  discus- 
sion programs,  teen  parents  across  the 
State  aire  encouraged  to  read  to  their 
children.  This  program  benefits  parents 
ajid  children  in  several  ways.  First, 
parents  learn  the  value  and  joy  of  read- 
ing to  their  children  who  are  in  turn. 
introduced  to  the  importance  of  read- 
ing. Reading  to  children  at  home  has 
proven  to  influence  future  educational 
success  and  bringing  together  teen  par- 
ents and  their  children  can  help  to  cul- 
tivate a  more  comfortable  relationship 
as  teen  parents  learn  to  become  their 
children's  first  teacher. 

The  teen  parent  literacy  project  has 
brought  together  members  of  Vermont 
communities  who  are  dedicated  to 
making  this  program  a  success  for  teen 
parents  and  their  children.  Under  the 
leadership  of  Victor  Swenson,  the  Ver- 
mont Council  on  the  Humanities  is 
working  with  the  Vermont  Department 
of  Health,  local  libraries,  and  individ- 
uals from  each  district.  It  is  no  sur- 
prise that  this  program  was  selected  as 
one  of  the  very  finest  programs  de- 
signed to  improve  the  plight  of  at-risk- 
youth.  Teaching  parents  to  read  to 
their  children  enables  us  to  forge  ahead 
as  a  literate  nation.  It  demonstrates  a 
commitment  to  our  investment  in  our 
children  and  also  in  their  parents, 
many  still  children  themselves. 

For  many  young  parents  in  Vermont 
and  throughout  the  United  States, 
raising  children  is  often  met  by  insur- 
mountable barriers  and  this  program, 
supported  by  the  National  Endowment 
for  the  Humanities,  will  help  them  to 
overcome  some  of  those  hurdles.  I  am 
extremely  proud  of  the  members  of  the 
council  and  the  participants  of  the  pro- 
gram who  have  made  this  program  a 
success.* 


HONORING  FBI  SPECIAL  AGENT 
ROY  JOHNSON 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  honor  a  brave  warrior  in  the 
fight  against  child  abduction.  Special 
Agent  Roy  Johnson  of  the  Detroit  FBI 
Field  Office  is  being  honored  today  by 
the  National  Center  for  Missing  and 
Exploited  Children  (NCMEC)  for  his  he- 


roic efforts  in  rescuing  Adam  and 
Eleazar  Alvarado,  aiged  11  and  3.  from 
their  abductors. 

Adam  and  Eleazar  are  the  children  of 
migrant  farm  workers  from  Mission. 
TX.  They  were  abducted  in  Benton 
Harbor.  MI,  on  October  14,  1995.  The 
boys  had  walked  to  a  grocery  store  to 
buy  potato  chips  while  their  mother 
was  washing  clothes  in  a  nearby  laun- 
dromat. They  were  abducted  by  Boyd 
Dean  Weekly,  a  convicted  child  mo- 
lester then  out  on  bail  on  charges  in- 
volving the  sexual  abuse  of  an  8  year 
old  girl. 

Less  than  10  days  later  Special  Agent 
Johnson  recovered  the  Alvarado  chil- 
dren and  arrested  their  abductor.  John- 
son accomplished  this  amazing  feat  by 
responding  quickly  and  decisively  to 
news  of  the  abduction.  He  requested 
that  NCMEC  broadcast  fax  posters — in 
English  and  Spanish— of  the  missing 
children  to  all  law  enforcement  agen- 
cies. Expeditiously  searching  out  and 
following  up  on  a  number  of  leads  and 
sightings,  he  concluded  that  the  abduc- 
tor was  taking  the  children  south.  Spe- 
cial Agent  Johnson  then  quickly  and 
tirelessly  disseminated  information  to 
all  FBI  field  offices  in  the  Southern 
United  States.  These  efforts  produced 
leads  concerning  possible  sightings  in 
Alabama,  and  it  was  concluded  that 
Weekly  was  headed  toward  New  Orle- 
ans. An  FBI  team  set  up  surveillance  in 
New  Orleans'  French  Quarter.  Soon 
thereafter  the  agents  observed  and  ar- 
rested Weekly,  who  was  driving  a  sto- 
len car  with  the  missing  children  in  it. 

Special  Agent  Johnson's  hard  work, 
working  with  numerous  offices  and 
agencies,  tirelessly  following  leads,  dis- 
seminating information,  and  coordi- 
nating efforts,  should  inspire  us  all.  His 
example  shows  that  children  abducted 
by  strangers  can  be  recovered  safely  if 
the  response  from  law  enforcement  of- 
ficers is  swift,  efficient,  and  thorough. 
I  would  like  to  congratulate  him  on  a 
job  well  done,  the  other  three  law  en- 
forcement officers  being  honored  by 
NCMEC  for  their  extraordinary  service 
resulting  in  the  recovery  of  missing 
children,  and  NCMEC  for  its  continu- 
ing, important  efforts  on  behalf  of  chil- 
dren. 


TRIBUTE  TO  OUTSTANDING  GIRL 
SCOUTS  IN  LOUISIANA 

•  Mr.  BREAUX.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
would  like  to  salute  10  outstanding 
young  women  who  have  been  honored 
with  the  Girl  Scout  Gold  Award  by  the 
Girl  Scout  Council  of  Southeast  Louisi- 
ana. They  are:  Melanie  Adams  of  New 
Orleans,  Lesley  Cady  of  Chalmette,  Pa- 
tricia Claverie  of  Avondale,  Carol 
Cancienne  of  River  Ridge.  Janet 
Cummins  of  Metairie,  Pamela  James  of 
New  Orleans,  Michelle  O'Flynn  of 
Metairie,  Angle  Rabom  of  Roseland. 
Jennifer  Reites  of  Metairie,  Jennifer 
Schiffman  of  New  Orleans. 
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The  Girl  Scout  Gold  Award  is  the 
highest  honor  in  U.S.  Girl  Scouting.  It 
symbolizes  outstanding  accomplish- 
ments in  the  areas  of  leadership,  com- 
munity service,  career  planning  and 
personal  development. 

To  receive  the  award,  a  Girl  Scout 
must  earn  four  interest  project  patch- 
es, the  Career  Exploration  pin,  the  Sen- 
ior Girl  Scout  Leadership  Award,  and 
the  Senior  Girl  Scout  Challenge,  as 
well  as  design  and  implement  a  Girl 
Scout  Gold  Award  service  project.  A 
plan  for  fulfilling  these  requirements  is 
created  by  the  Senior  Girl  Scout  and  is 
carried  out  through  close  cooperation 
between  the  girl  and  an  adult  Girl 
Scout  volunteer. 

The  named  Girl  Scouts  provided  the 
following  community  services  for  their 
Gold  Award  projects: 

Miss  Cady  completed  a  beautification 
project  involving  landscaping  and 
painting  at  Carolyn  Park  Elementary 
School. 

Miss  Claverie  produced  an  extensive 
resource  guide  for  recycled  crafts  and 
environmental  awareness. 

Miss  Cancienne  developed  a  resource 
booklet  on  disability  awareness  includ- 
ing an  activities  box. 

Miss  James  founded  a  chapter  of  Stu- 
dents Against  Drunk  Driving  (SADD) 
at  Benjamin  Franklin  High  School. 

Miss  O'Flynn  desigmed  an  equestrian 
competition  for  disabled  children. 

Miss  Rabom  educated  her  conunu- 
nity  about  exchange  student  programs 
and  her  family  hosted  two  exchange 
students. 

Misses  Adams,  Cummins,  Reites  and 
Schifflnoan  were  a  team  for  a  restora- 
tion project  of  Storyland  at  City  Park. 

I  believe  these  Girl  Scouts  should  re- 
ceive the  public  recognition  due  them 
for  their  significant  services  to  their 
conununities  and  to  their  country.* 


UNNATURAL  CONDITIONS  SET 
STAGE  FOR  NATURAL  DISASTER 

•  Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  that 
the  following  newspaper  article  be 
printed  in  the  Congressional  Record. 

The  article  follows: 

Unnatural  Conditions  Set  Stage  for 

Natural  Disaster 

[From  the  Tribune,  May  17.  1996] 

(By  Sherry  Boss) 

Flagstaff— Peter  Fule  walks  through  the 
past  and  finds  comfort  there. 

He  is  safe  in  a  stand  of  400-year-old 
ponderosas.  Wildfire  is  unlikely  to  touch  this 
8  acres  of  forest  north  of  Fla^taff.  Fule  and 
his  coUea^es  have  restored  it  to  the  way  it 
was  in  1876  in  hopes  of  learning  a  lesson. 

The  wind  is  gusty  here  and  rain  a  strang- 
er—perfect conditions  for  a  sweeping  blaze 
like  the  one  that  ravaged  61.000  acres  at  Four 
Peaks  this  month. 

But  unlike  most  of  Arizona's  forests  this 
one  is  not  a  tinderbox  at  the  mercy  of  a  ciga- 
rette butt  or  car  engine  spark,  said  Fule,  a 
senior  research  specialist  at  Northern  Ari- 
zona University's  School  of  Forestry. 

The  grass  under  Fule's  feet  and  the  ample 
distance  between  trees  in  peace  of  mind. 


One  day  in  1994,  students  and  employees 
for  NAU,  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  and  the  log- 
ging industry  sawed  down  more  than  7,000 
new  trees  in  the  Fort  Valley  Experimental 
Forest,  short  eight  miles  north  of  Flagstaff. 
All  that  remains  now  are  the  480  pines  that 
were  standing  in  pre-settlement  days.  Work- 
ers brought  the  density  down  from  more 
than  1.000  trees  per  acre  to  62 — closer  to  the 
way  it  was  before  cattle  Tiisturbed  the  for- 
est's ecosystem. 

"It  was  a  neat  feeling  to  see  this  being 
done  and  see  the  new  forest  emerging,"  Fule 
said. 

If  lightning  were  strike  here  now,  short 
flames  would  creep  along  the  forest  floor. 
The  fire  would  consume  grass,  twigs  and  pine 
needle  litter.  The  flames  would  singe  tree 
trunks,  but  wouldn't  get  hot  enough  to  kill 
the  towering  pines.  Then,  when  there  was  no 
grass  left  to  bum,  the  flames  would  go  out. 

That's  the  way  it  was  for  hundreds  of 
years.  Fire  was  friendly  to  the  forest,  Fule 
said.  It  cleared  out  scraggly  brush  and  new 
saplings  every  few  years,  allowing  the  older 
trees  to  thrive  without  competition  for 
water  and  light. 

But  this  is  the  forest  of  the  past. 

Today,  national  forests  like  Arizona's 
Coconino,  Kaibab  and  Apache-Sitgreaves  are 
much  different  places.  They're  so  dense  with 
spindly  young  pines,  forestry  experts  call  the 
cluster  of  trees  "dog-hair  ticktets." 

Fire  in  those  tickets  eqfials  almost  certain 
destruction.  The  trees  of  different  sizes  form 
stair  steps  for  the  fire  to  climb  to  the  largest 
pines. 

That's  why,  forestry  experts  say,  Arizona 
is  at  risk  of  the  worst  wildfires  this 
millenium. 

Never  before  has  there  been  such  accumu- 
lation of  fire  fuel.  Add  to  that  some  of  the 
driest  weather  in  recorded  history  and  the 
danger  is  extreme. 

Years  of  ecological  disturbance  have 
brought  the  West's  forests  to  this  point,  Fule 
said. 

The  trouble  started  in  Arizona  in  1883  when 
the  transcontinental  railroad  was  finished. 
The  state  was  connected.  People  arrived. 
They  brought  cows. 

The  lush  grass  and  wildflowers  on  the  for- 
est floors  were  perfect  for  grazing.  Cows  ate 
to  the  bare  ground. 

With  the  grass  gone,  the  fires  stopped. 
When  pines  dropped  their  seeds,  they  took 
root.  The  trees  grew  in  thick,  but  not  very 
big.  There  wasn't  enough  water  for  any  one 
tree  to  thrive.  Now.  when  a  spark  hits  the 
thickets,  the  world  forest  is  doomed. 

"If  a  fire  came  through  this  year,  this  tree 
would  almost  certainly  die,"  Fule  said  of  a 
ponderosa  that  has  stood  for  at  least  300 
years.  "Not  only  this  one,  but  all  its  neigh- 
bors." 

What  took  hundreds  of  years  for  nature  to 
build  could  be  destroyed  in  minutes,  he  said. 

For  most  of  this  century,  the  U.S.  Forest 
Service's  policy  was  to  put  out  fires.  Fule 
said.  That  policy  interrupted  nature's  long- 
term  plans,  he  said. 

"People  have  always  wanted  to  control  na- 
ture and  remake  it  for  human  needs  and 
human  goals,"  he  said. 

Years  of  fire  suppression  policy  led  to  the 
devastating  Lone  fire  at  four  Peaks  35  miles 
east  of  Phoenix,  said  Julie  Stromberg,  asso- 
ciate research  professor  at  Arizona  State 
University's  Center  for  Environmental  Stud- 
ies. Fires  have  been  put  out  as  soon  as  they 
start,  allowing  the  vegetation  to  accumu- 
late. 

"If  you  don't  do  frequent  bums  or  con- 
trolled bums,  you're  going  to  have  a  cata- 
strophic fire,"  Stromberg  said. 


The  problem  isn't  easily  solved  now.  It's 
too  late  to  let  nature  take  its  course,  Fule 
said.  There's  no  choice  but  to  put  out  forest 
fires,  he  said. 

"If  all  the  fire  crews  walked  away,  by  to- 
morrow, the  whole  state  would  be  in 
flames,"  he  said. 

Fule  hopes  the  solution  lies  in  a  combina- 
tion of  cutting  and  burning. 

Official  will  start  a  fire  every  three  years 
in  the  cleared-out  experimental  forest  to 
imitate  the  natural  fire  cycle  that  occurred 
between  1630  and  1876. 

A  similar  cut-and-bum  project  is  under 
way  on  a  larger  scale  at  Mount  TurmbuU  on 
3,700  acres  north  of  the  Grand  Canyon. 

But  thinning  out  the  forest  is  controver- 
sial. Some  people  are  so  accustomed  to  thick 
forests,  they  believe  that's  the  way  they 
should  be.  Some  are  partial  to  the  kinds  of 
wildlife  the  thickets  attract,  too. 

But  as  the  Lone  fire  proved,  nature  has  a 
vengeance  when  it's  disturbed. 

"The  natural  area  (becomes)  so  unnatural 
in  its  density  and  fuel  accumulation,  it  be- 
gins to  present  a  hazard,"  Fule  said.* 


CELEBRATING  THE  LIFE  OF  DICK 
CLURMAN 

•  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  yes- 
terday morning,  May  20,  1996,  "a  gath- 
ering to  celebrate  the  life  of  Dick 
Clurman"  took  place  at  the  Beth-El 
Chapel  of  the  Temple  Emanu-El  in  New 
York  City.  William  F.  Buckley,  Jr.  led 
off  with  a  wonderfully  moving  tribute, 
which  ended,  "It  will  require  the  bal- 
ance of  my  own  lifetime  to  requite 
what  he  gave  to  me."  He  was  followed 
by  Osbom  Elliott,  a  lifelong  friend  and 
fellow  journalist.  There  followed  equal- 
ly singular  tributes  from  Harry  Evans, 
H.D.S.  Greenway,  David  Halberstam, 
Phyllis  Newman,  who  sang  a  Gershwin 
tune,  Hugh  Sidey,  Mike  Wallace,  Bar- 
bara Walters,  and  then  the  Clurman 
family.  Rabbi  Richard  S.  Chapin  and 
Cantor  Howard  Nevlson  provided  lit- 
urgy and  liturgical  music. 

It  was  indeed  a  life  to  celebrate  and 
to  remember.  I  ask  that  Mr.  Buckley's 
and  Mr.  Elliott's  remarks  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  along  with  a  fine  obituary 
by  Lawrence  Van  Gelder  which  ap- 
peared in  the  New  York  Times. 

The  material  follows: 

Remarks  by  Wm.  F.  Buckley,  Jr.  at  the 
Memorial  Service  for  Richard  M.  Clurman 

Three  years  ago,  one  evening  in  July,  he 
asked  whether  I'd  cross  the  ocean  again  in 
1995.  what  would  have  been  the  fifth  such 
venture,  done  at  five-year  intervals  begin- 
ning in  1975.  "I'm  prepared  to  go,"  he  told 
me.  I  suppose  I  smiled;  it  was  dark  on  the  ve- 
randa when  he  spoke.  I  told  him  I  doubted 
my  crew  could  be  mobilized  for  one  more 
such  trip,  and  just  the  right  crew  was  indis- 
pensable. He  had  done  with  me  two  Atlantic 
crossings,  one  Pacific  crossing.  He  was  an  in- 
stant celebrity  for  his  ineptitudes  at  sea, 
done  in  high  spirit  with  a  wonderful,  persist- 
ent incomprehension  of  what  was  the  job  at 
hand.  He  was  the  object  of  hilarious  ridicule 
in  my  son's  published  journal— and  he  loved 
it  all.  even  as  Christopher  loved  him;  even 
when,  while  discoursing  concentratedly  on 
matters  of  state,  he  would  drop  his  cigarette 
ash  into  Christopher's  wine  glass,  or  very 
nearly  set  fire  in  the  galley  when  trying  to 
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light  the  stove.  He  thrived  on  the  cheerful 
raillery  of  his  companions,  but  on  one  occa- 
sion thought  to  say  to  me,  in  a  voice 
unaccustomedly  low.  "I'm  good  at  other 
things." 

He  hardly  needed  to  remind  me.  Yes,  and 
from  everything  he  was  good  at  he  drew  les- 
sons, little  maxims  of  professional  and  extra- 
professional  life  of  great  cumulative  impact, 
instantly  imparted  to  all  his  friends,  at  the 
least  suggestion  from  them,  or  from  their 
situation,  that  they  needed  help,  or  instmc- 
tion.  It  is  awesome  to  extrapolate  from  one's 
own  experience  of  his  goodness  the  sum  of 
what  he  did  for  others. 

When  Oz  Elliott,  on  Shirley's  behalf,  asked 
me  to  say  something  today  I  went  right  to 
my  desk  but  I  found  it  impossible  to  imagine 
his  absence  from  the  scene.  Was  it  true  that 
there  would  be  no  message  from  him  tomor- 
row on  our  E-mail  circuit?  That  we  would 
not  be  dining  together  during  the  week,  or 
sharing  a  tenth  Christmas  together?  In  the 
strangest  sense,  the  answer  is  No,  it  isn't  im- 
possible that  we  will  continue  as  compan- 
ions, because  his  companionship  left  indel- 
ible traces:  how  to  work,  how  to  read,  how  to 
love. 

It  came  to  me  last  Thursday  when  just 
after  midnight  my  son  reached  me  at  the 
hotel,  that  I  have  always  subconsciously 
looked  out  for  the  total  Christian,  and  when 
I  found  him.  he  turned  out  to  be  a  non-prac- 
ticing Jew.  It  will  require  the  balance  of  my 
own  lifetime  to  requite  what  he  gave  to  me. 

Dick 

Grood  morning,  Shirley,  and  Michael,  and 
Susan  Emma,  and  Carol,  and  all  you  other 
family  members  and  hundreds  of  friends  who 
are  here  to  rejoice  in  the  life  of  that  wonder- 
ful man,  Dick  Clurman. 

I'm  Oz  Elliott,  and  Dick  was  my  best 
friend. 

We  were  close  for  nearly  half  a  century. 

At  first,  we  had  no  choice:  as  young  writers 
for  Time,  we  were  thrown  together,  crammed 
with  our  Royal  typewriters  into  a  tiny  cub- 
byhole at  9  Rockefeller  Plaza. 

Within  a  year  or  so,  we  graduated  to  of- 
fices of  our  own — but  by  then  there  was  no 
way  we  could  really  be  separated.  The  reason 
was  that  while  Dick  made  himself  an  expert 
In  many  things,  his  true  specialty  was 
friendship— and  that  came  so  naturally  to 
him. 

Once  you  were  his  friend,  you  could  do  no 
wrong.  Once  you  were  his  friend,  he  could 
never  do  enough  for  you. 

If  you  were  stranded  in  the  suburbs  by  a 
hurricane,  and  unable  to  visit  your  sick  baby 
in  a  New  York  hospital,  not  to  worry:  Dick 
would  visit  that  baby  and  report  to  you 
daily. 

If  you  were  in  a  panic  because  your  child 
was  late  coming  home  on  a  dark  winter 
evening,  Dick  would  be  there  in  a  flash  to 
search  the  neighborhood. 

If  you  were  fired  from  your  job  in  mid-ca- 
reer, Dick  would  find  you  a  new  one. 

If  you  suffered  from  writer's  block,  Dick 
would  help  you  write  a  lead. 

Dick  did  all  these  things,  most  of  them  for 
me. 

In  later  years,  we  were  fierce  competi- 
tors—he stayed  at  Time,  while  I  moved  to 
Newsweek.  Yet  even  in  that  head-to-head 
combat,  whenever  I  faced  a  tough  ethical  de- 
cision, I  would  always  call  Dick  for  advice. 

He  was  a  superb  journalist— ever  the  skep- 
tic, never  the  cynic,  always  a  stickler  for 
precision. 

One  sunrmier  dawn  we  were  out  fishing  to- 
gether—and to  our  utter  amazement  we  spot- 


ted a  baby  seal  in  Westhampton  waters.  Dick 
got  on  the  ship-to-shore  right  away: 

"Coast  Guard,  Coast  Guard,  this  is 
Sundance.  Over." 

"Coast  Guard.  Coast  Guard,  this  is 
Sundance.  Over." 

After  repeated  calls,  some  sleepy  Coast 
Guardsman  answered: 

"Sundance  this  is  Coast  Guard.  Over." 

"Coast  Guard,  we  have  located  a  seal — 
that's  a  Sugar-Easy-Able-Love,"  said  Dick. 
"Is  that  of  any  interest  to  you?" 

"A  what? 

"That's  a  seal."  Dick  said,  "a  Sugar- 
Easy- Able — Love. " 

"You  mean  the  animal?"  asked  the  bewil- 
dered Coast  Guardsman. 

"That's  the  mammal,"  Dick  responded. 

He  was  precise,  and  caring,  and  incredibly 
well  organized.  The  other  day.  as  some  of  us 
were  helping  Shirley— manning  the  phones, 
calling  friends,  informing  the  press,  planning 
this  morning's  service,  Michael  said  it  all: 

"Where  is  Dick  Clurman  when  we  need  him 
most?" 

My  best  friend. 

[From  the  New  York  Times.  May  17,  1996] 

Richard  M.  Clurman,  a  Leading  EorroR  at 

Time,  Dies  at  72 

(By  Lawrence  Van  Gelder) 

Richard  M.  Clurman.  whose  passion  for 
journalism  brought  him  to  prominence  at 
Time  magazine  and  Newsday  and  whose  pas- 
sion for  New  York  City  made  him  a  leading 
figure  in  its  cultural  affairs,  died  on  Wednes- 
day at  his  summer  home  in  Quogue.  L.I.  Mr. 
Clurman,  who  lived  on  the  Upper  E^ast  Side 
of  Manhattan,  was  72. 

The  cause  was  a  heart  attack,  according  to 
his  wife,  Shirley. 

In  a  career  at  Time  that  spanned  23  years, 
Mr.  Clurman  held  such  posts  as  press  editor, 
chief  of  correspondents  and  head  of  the 
Time-Life  News  Service,  overseeing  a  net- 
work of  105  staff  correspondents  deployed 
throughout  the  United  States  and  in  34  cities 
abroad. 

From  1955  to  1958,  he  interrupted  his  tenure 
at  Time,  which  began  in  1949  and  ended  in 
1972,  to  become  the  editorial  director  and  ex- 
ecutive assistant  to  Alicia  Patterson,  the 
publisher  of  Newsday. 

In  1973.  he  became  administrator  of  Parks, 
Recreation  and  Cultural  Affairs  for  Mayor 
John  V.  Lindsay.  Mr.  Clurman  was  also 
chairman  of  the  New  York  Caty  Center  and  a 
member  of  the  board  of  Lincoln  (Center  for 
the  Performing  Arts. 

His  commitment  to  journalism  and  his  fas- 
cination with  its  practices  and  lore  led  him 
to  write  several  books,  including  "Beyond 
Malice:  The  Media's  Years  of  Reckoning,"  a 
1968  analysis  of  the  clash  between  the  public 
and  the  press,  and  "To  the  End  of  Time:  The 
Seduction  and  Conquest  of  the  World's  Larg- 
est Media  Empires."  a  1992  account  of  the 
merger  between  Time  Inc.  and  Warner  Com- 
munications. 

Toward  the  end  of  the  book,  Mr.  Clurman 
wondered  if  Time's  objective  of  adding  "to 
the  quality  of  knowledge  people  had  about 
the  world"  would  survive  what  he  called  the 
cultural  gap  between  the  corporations. 

"No  one  should  ask  that  benevolence  be 
the  priority  of  Time  Warner  or  any  other 
public  company,"  he  wrote.  "What  can  be 
asked  is  that  this  new  company,  with  its 
human  and  material  assets,  have  a  spine 
that  is  more  than  stocks,  bonds,  rights,  deals 
and  tightly  rolled  greenbacks." 

At  the  time  is  his  death.  Mr.  Clurman  was 
at  work  on  a  book  about  The  Wall  Street 
Journal. 


As  sophisticated  and  accomplished  as  he 
was  in  journalism,  Mr.  Clurman  adopted  a 
self-deprecating  attitude  toward  his  activi- 
ties in  other  realms.  When  named  board 
chairman  of  the  New  York  City  CJenter  of 
Music  and  Drama  in  1968,  Mr.  Clurman  said: 
"The  suggestion  came  out  of  the  blue.  For  44 
years  I've  done  nothing  outside  of  journal- 
ism. I  haven't  even  belonged  to  the  P.T.A.  or 
the  Red  Cross. 

"At  first  I  thought  they  were  seeking  my 
advice  about  someone  else  and  then  I 
thought  they'd  confused  me  with  Harold,"  he 
said,  referring  to  his  uncle,  the  critic  and  di- 
rector Harold  Clurman.  "1  am  neither  an  im- 
presario nor  a  tycoon,  and  impresarios  and 
tycoons  are  often  the  moving  spirit  behind 
cultural  organizations  of  this  sort." 

But  within  a  few  years,  he  was  being  cred- 
ited with  expanding  the  activities  of  the  City 
Center. 

Mayor  Lindsay,  who  was  president  of  the 
center  and  leader  of  its  selection  committee, 
clearly  valued  the  fresh  eye  Mr.  Clurman 
brought  to  the  center  and  to  his  post  as 
Parks  Commissioner. 

There.  Mr.  Clurman  touched  off  an  Imme- 
diate furor  by  declaring  at  his  swearing-in 
ceremony  that  he  would  withdraw  all  main- 
tenance and  services  from  parks  that  were 
repeatedly  vandalized  and  where  the  commu- 
nity made  no  effort  to  halt  the  destruction. 

He  took  pride  in  coming  in  the  inner  work- 
ings of  the  city  as  an  outsider  unwise  to  the 
way  to  political  patronage. 

"In  the  world  I  came  from,  I  had  only  dis- 
pensed jobs  on  merit,"  he  wrote  in  1974  in  the 
New  York  Times.  "So  I  set  about  hiring,  fir- 
ing and  moving  people  on  the  basis  of  what 
I  thought  the  parks  administration  needed. 
Mr.  Lindsay  was  so  bemused  by  my  political 
innocence  that  neither  he  nor  his  staff  ever 
suggested  I  do  it  any  other  way.  The  club 
house  politicians,  whose  names  I  eventually 
learned  but  from  whom  I  never  heard  a  word, 
either  considered  me  so  ignorant  or  so  tem- 
porary as  to  be  unworthy  of  their  presumed 
power." 

In  another  article,  he  recalled  his  introduc- 
tion to  George  Balanchine  and  Lincoln 
Kirstein  of  the  New  York  City  Ballet  in  his 
capacity  as  chairman  of  the  board  of  the  bal- 
let company  and  its  parent  organization,  the 
New  York  C^ty  Center  of  Music  and  Drama. 

"I  informed  them  that  although  I  appre- 
ciated the  other  arts  and  was  certainly  in- 
formed about  world  a^airs.  I  had  been  to  the 
ballet  only  once  in  my  life."  he  wrote. 
"Balainchine  half  rose  from  his  chair  and 
asked  incredulously.  'Do  you  hate  the  bal- 
let?'    ^ 

"•Not  that  I'm  aware  of,'  I  replied,  "but  if 
I  were  you,  I'd  make  something  of  how  sel- 
dom I've  gone."  " 

Balanchine  asked,  "Would  you  open  your 
mind  to  learning  about  the  ballet?"  and,  Mr. 
Clurman  wrote,  "promptly  made  an  offer 
that  only  a  dolt  could  refuse:  'I  would  like  to 
teach  you  about  it.'  " 

Mr.  Clurman  suggested  that  he  prescribe  a 
bibliography  and  a  list  of  people  to  talk  to. 
his  usual  mode  of  inquiry  and  learning  as  a 
journalist.  "No.  just  watch  and  listen," 
Balanchine  said.  He  produced  a  program  and 
listed  seven  or  eight  ballets.  For  six  weeks, 
Mr.  Clurman  said,  he  tried  to  figure  out  what 
was  going  on. 

"Then  one  night  in  the  middle  of 
Balanchine's  pioneering  'Agon,'  I  had  the 
epiphany  that  my  teacher  had  so  artfully  ar- 
ranged. Nothing  was  going  on.  It  was  just 
bodies  moving  gloriously  to  music.  From 
that  moment,  the  ballet  became  my  favorite 
spectator  experience." 
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In  1975,  after  he  left  Time  and  municipal  He  was  a  man  of  great  loyalty  and  xm-  retary  of  Labor  in  the  Kennedy  admin- 

admlnlstratlon,  Mr.  Clurman  formed  his  own  derstanding,  who  knew  how  to  accom-  istratlon.  In  that  role,  I  had  nominal 

public  policy  consulting  company,  Richard  ^i^^^  thingrs  without  being  flamboyant  supervision  of  the  Bureau,  and  I  attest 

M.  ClurmajD  Associates.  From  1980  to  1984  he  ^^  self-serving.  that  this  was  fully  understood  at  that 

Sr^lf  "se^E'  t^TsolX  He  wasn't  a  great  ideologue  or  a  fire-  time,  well  before  the  CPI  began  to  be 

1981.  he  returned  to  Joumalism.  serving  for  a  brand.  He  was  more  interested  in  peo-  used  as  it  is  today  as  an  index  for  var- 

decade  as  the  chairman  of  Columbia  Unlver-  ple's  humam  skills  and  their  ability  to  ious    entitlement    programs    and    tax 

slty's  seminars  on  media  and  society.  work  with  others.  schedules. 

Engaged  with  ideas,  Mr.  Clurman  was  I  think  his  chief  deputy  sheriff.  The  question  has  been  properly 
noted  for  dinner  parties  at  which  he  would  Frank  Kinney,  Jr.,  said  it  best:  "People  raised  as  to  whether  economists  are  in 
tap  a  spoon  against  a  glass,  commanding  the  ^^h  problems  in  their  lives  could  al-  general  agreement  that  the  CPI  over- 
attention  of  Wsguests---people  like  Robert  ^^yg  opgjj  yp  to  j^j„  ajjjj  jjg  never  states     inflation.     My     distinguished 

o;X^c,^.«iH^,,H  kT^;^  S^vi^^^  failed  to  respond,  to  do  what  he  could  friend    from    North    Dakota.    Senator 

Barbra  Streisand  and  Norman  Podhoretz —  ,      ^,           -J"  ^,       ,    ^  ,  ■,           ^  ,            « _    j      _,t  j  ,.».                       ^ 

and  announce  a  topic  they  were  expected  to  for  them.  That's  what  I  learned  from  Conrad,  described  the  near  unanimous 

discuss.  hi™'  and  that's- what  I  admired  most  testimony   of  a  panel   of  economists 

"I  refused  to  be  bored,"  he  said.  about  him."  that  testified  before  the  Senate  Com- 

Mr.  Clurman  was  a  member  of  the  Council  And  in  his  official  role  as  New  Haven  mittee   on   Finance    to    this   effect.    I 

on  Foreign  Relations  and  of  the  board  of  the  County  sheriff,   Henry  Healey  turned  would  draw  the  attention  of  the  Senate 

Citizens  Committee  for  New  York  City.  what  had  been  a  largely  administrative  to  the  fact  that  well  before  the  Finance 

"*i'^']B'^h^i^'*'*f^Phii^^^^h^°d^^"  ^*  position  into  a  bully  pulpit  for  drug  Committee     established     the     Boskin 

SiVcaltclenclto)m°the  UMSty^^^ChT-  education,  crime  prevention,  and  char-  commission  to  enquire  into  this  mat- 

cago  m  1946  after  serving  during  World  War  i^y.  ter.   the  subject  was  under  consider- 

n  in  the  Information  and  EducaUon  Division  And   he   was   recogrnlzed   across   the  ation  in  the  Office  of  Management  and 

of  the  Army.  He  began  his  career  in  journal-  country  for  his  innovations  in  law  en-  Budget.  Specifically,  a  memorandum  of 

ism  in  1946  as  an  assistant  editor  on  the  mag-  forcement.  He  was  one  of  the  first  offi-  October  3,  1994,  sets  forth  the  matter  in 

azlne  Commentary.  After  Joining  Time  in  cials  in  America  to  advocate  neighbor-  specific  terms. 

1949.  he  served  for  six  years  as  its  press  edi-  hood  block  watch  programs.  He  was  a  I  ask  that  portions  of  that  memoran- 

'^J-     , ,,  ,          V.    _<i-      V    r           ov.  ,  strong  voice  in  the  fight  against  sub-  dum  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

T>5»!^  ,^,°°r^,^!7^?L'^if^t'"h.^=i?  stance   abuse   in   New   Haven   County  The  material  follows: 

Potash.  Mr.  Clurman  is  survived  by  his  son.  ^.i.ji.                         -jwi.-  rtr-mavo  ■»  iaai 

R.  Michael  Clurman  Jr.  of  Manhattan:  two  schools.  And  he  was  recogmzed  by  his  October  3. 1994. 

daughters  by  a  previous  marriage,  which  Peers.  when  he  was  appointed  president  1^^,.^'iS!.  r^oir^ 

ended  in  divorce:  Susan  Emma  Clurman  of  of  the  National  Sheriffs  Association,  in  """Xen  we  n«ti°  August,  we  noted  that  it 

Manhattan  and  Carol  Dunlng  of  Alexandria,  the  late  1980s.  ^^s  time  for  a  serious  discussion  of  the  budg- 

Va.,  and  two  grandchildren.*  But,  Henry  Healey  was  also  a  man  of  et  and  economic  agenda  for  1995  and  1996.  De- 

■■  great  persona'  charity.  His  New  Haven  clsions  must  be  made  soon  about  the  policies 

SHERIFF  HENRY  HEALEY  scholarship  fi    d  helped  give  hundreds  to  be  articulated  in  the  FY  1996  budget,  the 

onravur  lUMNnx  cuijaijXji  ^^    Connecticut    children    the    oppor-  State  of  the  Union,  and  our  response  to  the 

•  Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  wanted  tunity  to  seek  higher  education.  And,  Kerrey-Danforth  Commission  report.  These 

to  take  a  few  moments  today  to  speak  he  made  it  a  regular  practice  of  hiring  Policies  and  the  message  they  contain  are 

about  the  passing  of  a  distinguished  ex-convicts  for  his  car  dealerships.  In  I'^t^^  ^  ^^  "^°^  ^^  ^"  ™°  °°  ^° 

citizen    of   Connecticut    and    a    great  addition,  he  ended  the  practice  of  serv-                 „,  ^  ^        ^,, ,     ^ 

American-Henry  Healey,  Jr.  ing  eviction  notices  at  Christmas.  niustrative  entitlement  options 

At   the    time    of  his   death,   Henry  This  charity  was  certainly  smart  pol-  _-^     opaom                           s-yr  savings  a  B) 

Healey  was   the  high  sheriff  of  New  jtics  for  an  elected  official.  It  was  no  cpfmlS^^as  "technical"  reform 

Haven  County.  But  his  legacy  was  far  accident  that  if  you  had  hopes  of  a  ca-  (cpj  may  be  overstated  by  0.4% 

greater.  He  was  a  WWn  veteran,  a  sue-  reer  in  politics  in  Connecticut,  it  was  a            to  1.5%) 33 

cessful  businessman,  a  dedicated  mem-  good  idea  to  stay  on  the  right  side  of          Eliminate  COLAs  for  one  year 55 

ber  of  the  Democratic   Party,   and  a  Henry.                                                                   CPI  minus  2  for  five  years  109 

close  and  dear  frtend.  But,  it  also  reflected  Henry's  integ-  •  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Note  that  the  first 

I  first  got  to  know  Henry  Healey  be-  rity  as  a  public  servant  and  as  a  man.  option,    "CPI  minus  0.5",    is   exactly 

cause  of  his  relationship  with  my  fa-  He  was  a  throwback  to  an  earlier,  sim-  that  proposed  by  Senators  Chafee  and 

ther.  Senator  Thomas  Dodd.  And  later,  pier  age  in  American  politics  and  he  Breaux.  Also  that  the  possible  range  of 

when  I  decided  to  leave  the  House  of  will  be  dearly  missed  by  the  residents  overstatement,  "0.4%  to  1.5%",  aver- 

Representatives  and  make  my  own  run  of  New  Haven  County  and  the  State  of  ages  out  at  almost  exactly  the  1  perent 

for  the  U.S.  Senate  it  was  from  Henry  Connecticut.  interim  recommendation  of  the  Boskin 

Healey  that  I  sought  counsel.  My  thoughts  and  prayers  are  with  his  commission.  Note  also  that  with  an  in- 

His  advice  then,  as  it  was  every  time  wife  Jean  and  his  children  Patrick,  flation  rate  in  the  area  of  3  percent,  an 
I  spoke  to  him.  helped  to  guide  me  in  Henry  Bryan,  Michael,  Constance,  overstatment  of  1  percentage  point 
my  decision-making  process.  Because,  Christina,  and  Irene.*  would  mean  that  inflation  is  over- 
Henry  was  a  man  of  great  wisdom  and  __^^^___  stated  by  half.» 

shrewd  understanding  of  political  his-     ..^„,„„^,^  «^-.,r.T,^,r,„  „t^^«»,  —m^^— 

tojy                         ^^  ADJUSTING  THE  CONSUMER  PRICE                    ^~"~^"^ 

Like  few  men  I've  known.  Henry  was  INDEX  THE  VOmD^  MORAL 

endowed  with  a  vision  that  allowed  •  Mr.    MOYNIHAN.    Mr.    President,    a  LEADERSHIP— PART  IX 

him  to  presciently  see  beyond  the  po-  number    of   careful    statements    have  Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  last 

lltical  machinations  of  the  day  to  the  been  made  on  the  floor  yesterday  and  Sunday  marked  the  third  anniversary 

long-term  political  currents  of  the  fu-  today  concerning  the  use  of  the  Con-  of  the  firings  of  the  Travelgate  Seven 

ture.  sumer  Price  Index  [CPI]  as  a  proxy  for  from  the  White  House   travel   office. 

It's  one  of  the  main  reasons  why  measuring  changes  in  the  cost  of  liv-  That  is  3  years  of  the  Federal  Govem- 

Henry  was  probably  one  of  the  three  or  ing.  As  we  all  sxirely  know,  the  Bureau  ment  harassing  these  Innocent  public 

four  most  influential  people  in  the  past  of  Labor  Statistics  [BLS]  is  insistent  servants,  and  their  families,  and  the 

30  years  of  Connecticut  political  his-  that  the  CPI  is  not  a  cost  of  living  harassment  continues  as  I  speak.  This 

tory.  index:  never  has  been;  cannot  be.  It  is  a  story  of  an  abuse  of  power  by  the 

But  of  course   there   was  more   to  would  be  more  than  a  third  of  a  cen-  new   occupants   of  the  White   House, 

Henry  then  just  his  political  acumen,  tury  ago  that  I  became  Assistant  Sec-  back  on  May  19, 1993. 
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The  Clinton  White  House  used  the 
full  powers  of  the  Federal  Government 
to  fire  these  seven  loyal  workers,  de- 
stroy their  reputations,  deplete  their 
bank  accounts,  steal  their  dignity,  and 
cause  great  suffering  for  their  families. 

I  wonder  how  many  Americans  have 
been  the  target  of  an  abusive  Washing- 
ton bureaucracy — like  the  IRS. 

Or  how  about  when  four  Federal 
SLgencies  fight  over  the  right  to  tell  a 
farmer  how  to  use  land  that  his  family 
has  been  farming  for  three  generations. 

And  how  many  small  businesses  have 
been  harassed  by  OSHA  or  EPA? 

Untold  numbers  of  citizens  across 
this  land  have  been  harassed  and 
abused  by  the  Federal  Government. 
Hard-working  families  try  to  play  by 
the  rules.  Next  thing  they  know,  they 
are  unfair  targets  of  zealous  Washing- 
ton bureaucrats  who  are  out  of  control. 

Mr.  President,  no  hard-working,  hon- 
est citizen  should  have  to  go  through 
such  an  ordeal.  It  is  unjust  and  unfair. 
Government  is  supposed  to  promote 
justice  and  fairness,  but  Washington 
turns  these  principles  upside  down. 

There  are  many  examples  of  bureauc- 
racies harassing  citizens;  but  there  are 
few  examples  of  Washington  putting 
the  full  force  of  its  powers  against  de- 
cent, hard-working  fajnilies.  The  case 
of  the  Travelgate  Seven  is  one  such  ex- 
ample. For  them,  the  harassment  was 
many  times  greater  than  what  most 
citizens  have  endured.  These  seven  pro- 
vided a  service  for  the  President  and 
the  press  corps  in  the  interest  of  open 
government.  Their  bosses  were  seven 
previous  Presidents  and  the  American 
taxpayers.  But  cronies  of  President 
Clinton,  infatuated  with  newly  derived 
power,  coveted  the  business  for  them- 
selves. 

The  only  barriers  to  themselves  and 
a  lucrative  business  were  these  seven 
loyal  workers,  so  the  cronies  went  on 
the  attack.  First,  they  spread  false  al- 
legations against  the  seven  workers, 
accusing  them  of  mismanagement  and 
embezzlement.  This  led  to  their  firings 
by  the  President. 

When  there  was  a  public  backlash, 
the  White  House  damage-control  oper- 
ation went  into  full  gear.  The  White 
House  publicly  smeared  the  reputa- 
tions of  the  workers  with  all  the  false 
charges.  The  workers  and  their  fami- 
lies were  publicly  humiliated.  Next,  to 
justify  the  false  charges,  the  White 
House  then  unleashed  the  FBI  and  the 
IRS  on  them.  Finally,  the  Justice  De- 
partment prosecuted  them  on  trumped 
up  charges. 

Nearly  3  years  and  hundreds  of  thou- 
sands of  dollars  later,  a  jury  acquitted 
the  fall  guy  and  scapegoat  of  the  White 
House  offensive.  Billy  Dale.  They  ac- 
quitted him  in  less  than  2  hours. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  this  case 
was  a  miscarriage  of  justice,  no  doubt 
that  these  seven  workers  were  unjustly 
and  unfairly  persecuted.  And  no  doubt 
that  the  President  made  a  mistake  in 


firing  them.  Yet,  the  President  has 
failed  to  own  up.  He  has  failed  to  take 
responsibility  for  their  firings  and 
their  continued  harassment. 

There  is  lots  of  finger-pointing  and 
blaming  going  on  at  the  White  House, 
but  no  one  will  stand  up  and  take  re- 
sponsibility for  what  happened.  That  is 
usually  the  sign  of  failed  moral  leader- 
ship. The  leader  in  the  White  House— 
the  President— will  not  take  respon- 
sibility for  the  unwarranted  firings  at 
the  behest  of  cronies  and  then,  he  will 
not  seek  accountability  for  whoever 
unleashed  the  powers  of  the  Federal 
Government  to  harass  the  Travelgate 
Seven. 

Mr.  President,  is  it  unfair  to  ask  the 
President  to  take  responsibility  for  his 
actions?  Is  it  unfair  to  hold  account- 
able those  zealots  on  his  staff  that  un- 
justly unleashed  the  FBI,  the  IRS,  and 
the  Justice  Department  on  these  inno- 
cent employees?  Is  it  unfair  that  the 
President  should  admit  that  he  made  a 
serious  mistake? 

Instead  of  considering  these  ques- 
tions, the  President  has  sent  his  lieu- 
tenants out  to  again  harass  these 
former  workers.  The  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives earlier  this  year  voted 
overwhelmingly  to  provide  legal  ex- 
penses for  the  Travelgate  Seven.  It  had 
bipartisan  support.  But  when  the  bill 
came  to  the  Senate,  it  was  ambushed 
by  Clinton  loyalists.  They  were  afraid 
of  the  embarrassment  it  would  cause 
the  President  to  have  to  sign  such  a 
bill  that  would  prove  he  had  made  a  se- 
rious mistake.  Rather  than  face  the 
music,  the  President  sent  out  his  lieu- 
tenants to  block  the  bill  in  the  Senate. 
They  succeeded.  The  minority  leader 
succeeded  in  using  the  Senate  proce- 
dures to  block  consideration  of  the  bill 
that  would  make  these  seven  families 
economically  whole,  and  put  the  ordeal 
behind  them — not  psychologically 
whole,  not  their  reputations  whole,  not 
their  dignity  whole,  not  their  pain  and 
suffering  whole,  just  their  expenses — 
the  least  of  what  should  be  restored. 

The  President's  lieutenants — the 
Democrats  in  this  body — shot  the  bill 
down.  It  was  pure  and  simple  legisla- 
tive harassment.  That  was  on  May  7. 
And  so,  the  harassment  continues.  It  is 
simply  not  right.  It  is  not  fair.  And 
they  need  to  be  held  accountable. 

Mr.  President,  is  it  fair  for  these 
Democrats  to  not  do  the  right  thing 
just  to  save  the  President  from  embar- 
rassment? I  will  let  the  American  peo- 
ple answer  that  question.  Perhaps  they 
will  call  the  office  of  their  Senator. 

Tell  the  Democrats  to  stop  playing 
politics  with  the  Billy  Dale  bill.  After 
all,  they  voted  52  to  44  on  May  7  to 
block  the  Billy  Dale  bill. 

Mr.  President,  the  bottom  line  of  this 
story,  and  of  the  record  of  this  Presi- 
dent, is  the  absence  of  moral  leader- 
ship. A  President — a  leader — who  fails 
to  take  responsibility  for  his  actions; 
who  allows  cronies  to  run  roughshod 


over  innocent  employees;  who  allows 
his  staff  to  violate  the  civil  rights  of 
these  workers;  who  lets  his  staff  un- 
leash the  powers  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment against  innocent  families; 
who  fails  to  seek  accountability  for 
those  who  did  the  unleashing;  and  who 
covers  it  all  up  by  claiming  executive 
privilege — in  light  of  all  this,  can  we 
truly  call  this  President  a  leader? 

He  has  failed  to  set  the  proper  exam- 
ple for  the  country.  He  has  failed  to  set 
an  example  for  the  people  he  serves — 
the  American  people.  He  has  failed  to 
set  an  example  for  his  own  staff.  And, 
he  has  failed  to  set  an  example  for  the 
seven  fired  workers  and  their  families. 
Rather  than  face  the  music,  the  Presi- 
dent has  his  lieutenants  do  his  dirty 
work  in  the  darkness  of  night,  and  in 
the  Democratic  cloak  room,  all  to 
avoid  the  embarrassment  of  his  mis- 
takes. 

In  the  coming  weeks,  the  Billy  Dale 
bill  will  be  brought  to  the  floor  again — 
this  bill  to  restore  hope  and  dignity  for 
these  families.  I  call  upon  the  Amer- 
ican people  to  not  allow  this  injustice 
to  stand.  Make  the  Senate  Democrats 
do  the  right  thing.  Make  them  support 
the  Billy  Dale  bill.  This  morning's 
Washington  Post  editorializes  on  this 
matter.  The  editorial  is  entitled,  "An- 
other Travel  Office  Travesty."  It  says, 
get  politics  out  of  the  way  and  pass 
this  bill.  I  agree,  Mr.  President.  I  urge 
my  Democratic  colleagues  to  get  out  of 
the  way.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Post  editorial  be  printed  in  the 
Record  and  I  yield  the  floor. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Washington  Post.  May  21.  1996) 
ANOTHER  Travel  Oftice  Traves-h- 

Why  are  some  people  in  Congress  maneu- 
vering to  keep  that  institution  trom  making 
right  some  of  the  wrongs  done  to  fired  White 
House  travel  office  employees?  Nothing  the 
Congress  can  enact  will  make  up  for  the 
damage  done  to  the  reputations  of  these 
workers.  But  fooling  with  them  the  way  they 
are  is  simply  wrong. 

The  travel  office  fiasco  should  have  been 
resolved  days  ago.  Billy  Dale  and  his  six 
travel  office  colleagues  were  summarily  dis- 
missed from  their  jobs  in  1993  for  the 
shakiest  of  reasons.  They  were  summarily 
told  to  vacate  their  offices  by  the  incoming 
Clinton  White  House  and  publicly  smeared 
with  charges  that  they  had  engaged  in 
wrongdoing.  White  House  staff  that  had  an 
interest  in  taking  over  the  travel  office  even 
helped  to  concoct  the  allegations.  The  rep- 
utations of  the  fired  travel  office  employees 
were  unfairly  damaged,  and  Mr.  Dale  in  par- 
ticulaur  was  made  to  undergo  a  painful  and 
costly  ordeal  before  he  was  exonerated  by  a 
jury. 

All  of  the  fired  employees  incurred  legal 
expenses  in  connection  with  criminal  probes 
launched  against  them  following  their  dis- 
charge. Mr.  Dale  bore  S500,000.  the  lion's 
share,  but  no  ex-travel  office  employee  es- 
caped without  a  crushing  debt  burden.  The 
others  incurred  about  S200.000  themselves.  So 
to  undo  at  least  some  of  the  damage,  legisla- 
tion was  introduced  in  Congress  to  reimburse 
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them  for  some  of  the  costs  of  defending 
themselves.  The  House  passed  the  bill  by  an 
overwhelming  350  to  43  vote.  President  Clin- 
ton says  he  will  sign  It.  Sen.  Orrln  Hatch  has 
Introduced  the  bill  In  the  Senate. 

But  Senate  Democrats  have  been  blocking 
action  on  the  Hatch  measure  because  they 
want  a  vote  on  the  minimum  wage  increase 
and  can't  get  one.  To  make  matters  worse, 
the  Dale  bill  was  amended  by  Bob  Dole  to  in- 
clude the  Republican  gas-tax  repealer. 
Hence,  Bill  Dale  et  al.  are  now  part  of  the 
Senate's  five-car  pile-up.  the  rest  of  which 
Includes  the  minimum  wage  boost,  gas  tax 
cut.  taxpayer  bill  of  rights,  and  the  T.E.A.M. 
measure. 

Mr.  Dale  and  the  former  travel  offlce  em- 
ployees, having  taken  shots  from  the  White 
House  and  lost  much  In  the  process,  are  now 
caught  in  another  political  crossfire.  The 
people  holding  up  action  on  the  reimburse- 
ment of  the  misused  travel  office  employees 
should  back  off.  The  time  has  come  to  rec- 
tify a  wrong. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President.  I 
sugirest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roU. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 


EXECUTIVE  CALENDAR 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  majority  leader,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  executive  session  to  con- 
sider the  following  nominations  on  to- 
day's Executive  Calendar,  Calender  No. 
594.  I  further  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  nominations  be  confirmed,  the 
motions  to  reconsider  be  laid  upon  the 
table,  that  any  statements  relating  to 
the  nominations  appear  at  the  appro- 
priate place  in  the  Record,  the  Presi- 
dent be  immediately  notified  of  the 
Senate's  action,  and  that  the  Senate 
then  return  to  legislative  session. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

"The  nominations  considered  and  con- 
firmed are  as  follows: 

AKMT 

The  following  United  Sutes  Army  Na- 
tional Guard  officers  for  promotion  in  the 
Reserve  of  the  Army  to  the  grades  indicated 
under  title  10,  U.S.C.  section  3385.  3392  and 
12203(a): 

To  be  major  general 
Brig.  Gen.  Jerome  J.  Berard.  399-32-4672 
Brig.  Gen.  James  W.  Emerson.  238-58-0087 
Brig.  Gen.  Rodney  R.  Hannula,  389-38-0002 
Brig.  Gen.  James  W.  MacVay.  181-30-8979 
Brig.  Gen.  James  D.  Polk.  426-90-1718 

To  be  brigadier  general 
Col.  Earl  L.  Adams.  004-38-7836 
Col.  H.  Steven  Blum,  218-44-9926 
Col.  Harry  B.  Burchstead,  Jr..  212-46-1334 
Col.  Larry  K.  Eckles.  505-54-2902 
Col.  wmiam  L.  Freeman,  427-88-2202 


Col.  Gus  L.  Hargett,  Jr.,  409-72-3983 
Col.  Allen  R.  Leppink,  517-48-5049 
Col.  Jacob  Lestenkof.  574-09-9878 
Col.  Joseph  T.  Murphy.  503-46-0787 
Col.  Larry  G.  Powell.  185-32-9108 
Col.  Roger  C.  Schultz,  483-54-5293 
Col.  Michael  L.  Seely,  144-34-7476 
Col.  Larry  W.  Shellito,  477-46-2025 
Col.  Gary  G.  Simmons,  340-36-5122 
Col.  Nicholas  P.  Sipe,  247-74-4662 
Col.  George  S.  Walker,  425-82-9663 
Col.  Larry  Ware,  379-40-4238 
Col.  Jackie  D.  Wood,  408-58-3739 

PROMOTION  OF  JAKE  LESTENKOF  TO  BRIGADIER 
GENERAL 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  today 
I  come  before  you  with  pride  to  recog- 
nize and  honor  Jake  Lestenkof  upon 
his  promotion  to  brigadier  general. 
General  Lestenkof  is  a  native  Alaskan 
who  is  the  adjutant  general  of  Alaska. 
He  has  held  a  number  of  important  po- 
sitions both  in  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. Alaska  National  Guard,  and  pri- 
vate sector.  General  Lestenkof  is  a 
greatly  admired  and  respected  leader 
throughout  the  State  and  by  the  Na- 
tional Guard. 

General  Lestenkof  entered  the  Ma- 
rine Corps  as  an  enlisted  man  in  1951 
and  served  both  in  the  United  States 
and  the  Republic  of  Korea.  After  leav- 
ing active  duty,  he  joined  the  Alaska 
Army  National  Guard  in  1956.  Over  the 
years,  he  has  held  a  number  of  posi- 
tions within  the  Alaska  Army  National 
Guard.  He  was  appointed  assistant  ad- 
jutant general.  Army,  and  served  in 
that  position  until  1990. 

General  Lestenkof  took  over  the 
Alaska  National  Guard  on  December 
21,  1994.  Since  that  time,  he  has  worked 
to  integrate  the  Alaska  National  Guard 
with  our  Nation's  defense  require- 
ments. General  Lestenkof  has  worked 
closely  with  the  U.S.  Army,  Pacific, 
and  the  National  Guard  Bureau,  to 
build  units  that  are  relevant  to  the 
total  force  as  we  move  into  the  21st 
century. 

It  is  my  pleasure  to  see  him  pro- 
moted in  acknowledgment  of  his  years 
of  service  to  the  coantry  and  to  the 
State  of  Alaska.  I  am  very  honored  to 
be  able  today  to  recognize  General 
Lestenkof  and  his  distinguished  career. 
Congratulations  to  him  and  his  family 
and  the  Alaska  National  Guard. 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  now 
return  to  legislative  session. 


HATE  CRIMES  STATISTICS  ACT 
AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  calendar  No.  384.  S.  1624. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  bill  (S.  1624)  to  reauthorize  the  Hate 
Crimes  Statistics  Act,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
express  my  appreciation  to  the  Senate 
for  its  swift  action  in  passing  S.  1624, 
which  permanently  reauthorizes  the 
Hate  Crime  Statistics  Act. 

The  people  of  my  State  of  Utah,  and 
of  all  of  our  States,  have  a  stake  in 
this  legislation,  because  any  of  our 
citizens  can  fall  prey  to  a  hate  crime. 
Every  crime,  of  course,  is  a  terrible 
event.  But  the  hate  crime  is  of  a  par- 
ticularly Insidious  nature.  It  splits  the 
individual  victim  apart  from  his  or  her 
neighbors  and  community.  It  isolates 
the  victim  because  of  who  he  or  she  is. 
The  hate  crime  emphasizes  the  dif- 
ferences, not  as  the  strengths  they  axe 
in  this  diverse  country,  but  £is  a  means 
of  dividing  American  from  American. 
It  submerges  the  common  humanity  of 
all  peoples.  All  real  Americans  con- 
denm  these  vile  crimes  without  hesi- 
tation or  reservation. 

Under  the  Hate  Crime  Statistics  Act, 
the  Attorney  General  is  required  to 
collect  data  "about  crimes  that  mani- 
fest evidence  of  prejudice  based  on 
race,  religion,  disability,  sexual  ori- 
entation, or  ethnicity.  .  .  ."  The  act 
has  resulted  in  the  creation  of  a  Fed- 
eral data  base  on  bias-motivated  crimi- 
nal acts.  In  addition,  it  has  served  as  a 
catalyst  for  an  FBI  effort  to  train 
State  and  local  law  enforcement  offi- 
cials about  hate  crimes.  Collection  of 
this  data  can  help  alert  local  commu- 
nities and  their  law  enforcement  agen- 
cies to  any  pattern  of  hate  crimes  in 
their  neighborhoods.  It  can  also  help 
spur  educational  efforts  aimed  at  en- 
hancing goodwill  in  our  communities. 
The  Hate  Crime  Statistics  Act  has 
proven  its  value,  and  has  earned  the 
pennanent  reauthorization  that  the 
Senate  has  now  approved. 

I  wish  to  commend  my  friend  and  dis- 
tinguished colleague.  Senator  Simon, 
for  his  work  on  this  issue.  Without  his 
tireless  efforts,  there  would  have  been 
no  Hate  Crime  Statistics  Act  of  1990, 
and  no  reauthorization  of  the  act  this 
year.  I  also  wish  to  commend  his  chief 
counsel,  Susan  Kaplan,  for  her  work  on 
this  law  over  sevend  years. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  that  today  the  Senate  will  pass 
S.  1624,  a  bill  to  reauthorize  and  pro- 
vide a  permanent  mandate  for  the  Hate 
Crimes  Statistics  Act.  I  would  like  to 
thank  Chairman  Hatch  for  his  leader- 
ship on  this  important  issue,  as  well  as 
my  51  colleagues  who  cosponsored  this 
measure.  In  addition  to  its  strong  bi- 
partisan support  in  the  Senate,  this 
bill  also  has  the  strong  support  of  At- 
torney General  Reno,  as  well  as  the  en- 
dorsement of  major  law  enforcement 
and  advocacy  groups. 

The  Hate  Crimes  Statistics  Act, 
which  passed  the  Senate  in  1990  by  a 
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vote  of  92  to  4  and  was  signed  into  law 
by  then  President  Bush,  requires  the 
Justice  Department  to  collect  data  on 
crimes  that  show  evidence  of  prejudice 
based  on  race,  religion,  ethnicity,  or 
sexual  orientation.  Until  this  Act  was 
passed,  no  Federal  records  of  such 
crimes  were  maintained.  This  lack  of 
information  made  it  difficult  to  deter- 
mine whether  a  particular  crime  was 
an  isolated  incident,  or  part  of  a  con- 
tinuing series  against  a  particular 
group. 

The  act  has  proven  successful  in  its 
initial  purpose — the  creation  of  data 
collection — and  has  also  served  as  a 
catalyst  for  an  FBI  effort  to  train 
State  and  local  law  enforcement  offi- 
cials about  hate  crimes.  Hearings  held 
before  the  Senate  Judiciary  Commit- 
tee's Subcommittee  on  the  Constitu- 
tion in  1992  and  1994  showed  that  one  of 
the  prime  benefits  of  the  act  is  that  it 
has  helped  dramatically  increase  the 
awareness  and  sensitivity  of  the  police 
about  hate  crimes.  Not  only  do  victims 
of  hate  crimes  benefit  from  a  more  in- 
formed police  force,  but  greater  police 
awareness  encourages  others  to  report 
hate  crimes. 

Since  all  data  submission  under  the 
act  is  voluntary,  we  did  not  anticipate 
100  percent  participation  by  State  and 
locaj  law  enforcement  agencies  from 
the  start.  Nonetheless,  over  the  course 
of  4  years,  there  has  been  great 
progress  in  participation  levels.  In  1991, 
2.771  law  enforcement  agencies  partici- 
pated in  the  voluntary  reporting  pro- 
gram. In  1994.  more  than  7,200  agencies 
participated.  Local  police,  advocacy 
groups,  mayors,  and  others  have  joined 
the  effort  to  encourage  every  law  en- 
forcement agency  to  comply,  and  as 
more  and  more  local  agencies  partici- 
pate, the  statistics  will  be  more  and 
more  useful  to  identify  trends  and  for- 
mulate responses.  In  addition,  the  FBI 
is  in  the  process  of  working  with 
States  to  upgrade  their  computer  sys- 
tems. When  this  transition  is  complete, 
the  data  should  be  even  more  useful. 
Unfortunately,  there  are  still  law  en- 
forcement agencies  in  some  States  and 
many  large  cities  which  are  not  yet 
participating  in  the  data  collection.  We 
need  active  oversight  of  this  act  to  en- 
sure that  these  agencies  join  in  this 
important  effort,  making  the  statistics 
more  accurate  and  useful. 

FBI  Director  Louis  Freeh  has  stated 
that  he  is  committed  to  the  continued 
tracking  of  hate  crimes  statistics. 
However,  we  believe  that  this  effort 
has  proven  its  usefulness  and  deserves 
a  permanent  mandate.  Collecting  such 
data  will  not  erase  bigotry.  It  will, 
however,  be  a  valuable  tool  in  the  fight 
against  prejudice. 

Obviously,  the  FBI  statistics  do  not 
yet  accurately  reflect  the  level  of  vio- 
lence motivated  by  prejudice  in  our  so- 
ciety. We  need  only  read  the  headlines 
and  reports  by  advocacy  groups  to  see 
how  widespread  the  problem  of  hate 
crimes  remains  in  our  Nation. 


The  Justice  Department  recently 
launched  a  civil  rights  probe  into  a 
rash  of  arson  which  has  destroyed  at 
least  23  black  churches  in  the  South 
since  1993.  The  Justice  Department  is 
trying  to  determine  whether  the 
crimes  are  racially  motivated,  and 
whether  they  are  connected.  Several  of 
the  incidents  have  been  solved,  how- 
ever, and  clearly  racism  motivated  the 
offenders.  The  teenagers  found  guilty 
of  burning  a  church  in  Mississippi  in 
1993  shouted  racial  epithets  during 
commission  of  their  crime.  Racist  graf- 
fiti was  spray-painted  on  the  walls  of  a 
Knoxville,  TN  Baptist  church  set  afire 
on  January  8,  1996.  Sumter  County  Cir- 
cuit Court  Judge  Eddie  Hardaway,  a 
black  judge  who  sent  two  white  men  to 
jail  for  vandalizing  black  churches,  was 
recently  the  victim  of  a  shotgun  attack 
which  shattered  bedroom  windows  in 
his  home.  During  the  1960's  civil  rights 
movement,  many  black  churches  were 
set  ablaze,  however  in  the  late  1980s 
and  early  1990's  only  one  or  two  such 
crimes  were  reported  each  year.  This 
recent  string  of  arson  reminds  us  that 
prejudice  and  hate  crimes  remain  a 
problem  in  our  Nation. 

Recent  reports  by  private  groups, 
such  as  the  Anti-Defamation  League, 
the  National  Coalition  on  Anti-Vio- 
lence Projects,  and  the  National  Asian 
Pacific  American  Legal  Consortium, 
confirm  that  unfortunately  the  prob- 
lem of  crimes  based  on  prejudice  con- 
tinues. The  ADL's  1995  annual  audit  of 
anti-Semitic  incidents  actually  had 
some  good  news:  the  1,843  anti-Semitic 
incidents  reported  to  the  Anti-Defama- 
tion League  in  1995  represented  a  de- 
crease of  223  incidents,  or  11  i)ercent. 
firom  the  1994  total  of  2.066.  This  is  the 
largest  decline  in  10  years.  However, 
this  good  news  is  tempered  by  the  seri- 
ousness of  many  of  the  incidents  re- 
ported. For  the  fifth  straight  year  in  a 
row,  acts  of  anti-Semitic  harassment 
against  individuals  outnumber  inci- 
dents of  vandalism  against  institutions 
and  other  property. 

The  National  Coalition  of  Anti-Vio- 
lence Projects  and  New  York  City  Gay 
and  Lesbian  Anti-Violence  Project  re- 
port similar  findings  for  1995.  There 
were  fewer  incidents  of  violence 
against  homosexuals  in  1995.  but  the 
incidents  were  more  violent.  There  was 
an  8  percent  drop  in  the  number  of  inci- 
dents, but  a  10  percent  increase  in  the 
number  of  assaults  and  rapes. 

We  need  to  realize  that  the  name- 
calling,  the  graffiti,  the  discrimina- 
tion, and  the  threats  and  violence  are 
all  signs  of  a  pervasive  problem.  The 
more  informed  we  are  about  the  scope 
and  nature  of  our  communities'  prob- 
lems with  hate  crimes,  the  better  able 
we  will  be  to  develop  effective  preven- 
tion and  prosecution  strategies,  as  well 
as  support  structures  for  victims  of 
these  crimes. 

I  am  pleased  to  join  with  Senator 
HATCH  today  to  express  our  gratitude 


to  our  colleagues,  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, law  enforcement  and  advocacy 
groups  across  the  Nation  who  helped  us 
to  pass  this  important  legislation  and 
urge  our  friends  in  the  House  to  move 
quickly  to  pass  this  as  well. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  be 
deemed  read  a  third  time  and  passed: 
that  the  motion  to  reconsider  be  laid 
upon  the  table;  and  that  any  state- 
ments relating  to  the  bill  be  placed  at 
the  appropriate  place  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  bill  (S.  1624)  was  deemed  read  the 
third  time  and  passed,  as  follows: 
S.  1624 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  1.  REAUTHORIZATION. 

The  first  section  of  the  Hate  Crime  Statis- 
tics Act  (28  U.S.C.  534  note)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (b),  by  striking  "for  the 
calendar  year  1990  and  each  of  the  succeeding 
4  calendar  years"  and  inserting  "for  each 
calendar  year";  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (c).  by  striking  "through 
fiscal  year  1994". 


REAUTHORIZING  THE  COASTAL 
ZONE  MANAGEMENT  ACT  OF  1972 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commerce 
Committee  be  discharged  from  further 
consideration  of  H.R.  1965  and  that  the 
Senate  proceed  to  its  immediate  con- 
sideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  bill  (H.R.  1965)  to  reauthorize  the  Coastal 
Zone  Management  Act  of  1972,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  sup- 
port Senate  passage  of  H.R.  1965,  a  bill 
to  reauthorize  the  Coastal  Zone  Man- 
agement Act  [CZMA]  through  fiscal 
year  1999.  H.R.  1965  is  similar  to  section 
205  of  S.  1142,  a  bill  that  Senators 
Pressler,  Hollings,  Burns,  Breaux. 
and  I  have  sponsored  to  reauthorize  the 
activities  of  the  National  Oceanic  and 
Atmospheric  Administration.  Our  bill 
has  been  reported  by  the  Senate  Com- 
merce Committee,  but  has  not  yet  been 
brought  before  the  full  Senate. 

The  CZMA  was  enacted  in  1972  to, 
among  other  things,  provide  grants  to 
States  as  an  incentive  to  develop  Fed- 
erally approved  coastal  zone  manage- 
ment [CZM]  plans.  CZM  plans  are  in- 
tended to  help  plan  for  development  in. 
and  protect,  coastal  areas.  Twenty-four 
coastal  States  and  five  island  terri- 
tories now  have  Federally  approved 
CZM  plans.  Alaska,  which  has  over  half 
the  coastline  of  the  United  States,  has 
had  a  CZM  plan  in  place  since  1979.  Of 
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the  seven  eligrible  coastal  States  and 
territories  that  do  not  yet  have  ap- 
proved CZM  plans,  five — Georgria,  Min- 
nesota, Ohio,  Texas  and  Indiana — are  in 
the  process  of  developing  plans. 

In  fiscal  year  1995  and  fiscal  year 
1996,  the  States  and  territories  with  ap- 
proved CZM  plans  received  appropria- 
tions totalling  $45.5  million  and  $46.2 
million,  respectively.  H.R.  1965  author- 
izes appropriations  through  fiscal  year 
1999  with  modest  growth  to  these 
amounts,  at  roughly  the  same  levels  as 
S.  1142.  The  bill  also  reauthorizes 
grants  for  States  to  develop  CZM  plans, 
increasing  the  amounts  that  may  be  re- 
ceived, but  ending  the  development 
grants  program  after  October  1, 1999. 

H.R.  1965  includes  an  amendment  to 
prevent  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
from  delaying  the  issuance  of  permits. 
Section  307  of  the  CZMA  requires  fed- 
eral activities — including  private  ac- 
tivities that  require  a  Federal  permit, 
and  federal  assistance  to  State  and 
local  governments— to  be  consistent 
with  the  State's  CZM  plan.  Applicants 
for  Federal  permits— including  permits 
to  explore,  develop  or  produce  oil  in 
areas  leased  under  the  Outer  Continen- 
tal Shelf  Lands  Act  [OCSLA]— are  re- 
quired to  certify  that  the  activity  is 
consistent  with  the  State's  CZM  plan 
before  the  Federal  permit  can  be 
issued.  States  must  concur  with  the 
certification,  but  applicants  may  ap- 
peal the  State's  decision  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  Commerce.  Section  8  of  H.R. 
1965  requires  the  Secretary  to  publish  a 
notice  when  the  record  for  any  appeal 
has  ended,  and  to  make  a  decision  on 
the  appeal  within  90  days — with  a  pos- 
sible extension  of  45  days.  This  would 
prevent  the  Secretary  from  simply  re- 
fusing to  make  a  decision  on  an  appeal. 

H.R.  1965  does  not  reauthorize  funds 
for  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency  to  enforce  the  section 
of  law  passed  in  1990  to  require  States 
with  CZM  plans  to  prepare  "coastal 
nonpoint  pollution  control  programs," 
and  also  does  not  reauthorize  grants  to 
States  to  prepare  those  programs. 

I  encourage  other  Members  of  the 
Senate  to  support  Senate  passage  of 
H.R.  1965. 

Mr.  ROLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  voice  my  support  for  passage  of  H.R. 
1965,  a  bill  to  reauthorize  the  Coastal 
Zone  Management  Act  [CZMA]  for  the 
fiscal  years  1997.  1998,  1999.  This  lan- 
guage is  similar  to  language  contained 
in  S.  1142,  the  National  Oceanic  and  At- 
mospheric Administration  authoriza- 
tion bill,  which  the  Commerce  Com- 
mittee reported  favorably  late  last  ses- 
sion. 

In  1969,  the  Commission  on  Marine 
Science,  Engineering  and  Resources— 
the — Stratton  Commission — recom- 
mended that: 

A  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  be  en- 
acted which  will  provide  policy  objectives  for 
the    coastal    zone    and    authorize    federal 


grants-in-aid  to  facilitate  the  establishment 
of  State  Coastal  Zone  Authorities  empow- 
ered to  manage  the  coastal  waters  and  adja- 
cent land. 

In  response  to  this  recommendation. 
Congress  in  1972  enacted  coastal  zone 
management  legislation  to  balance 
coastal  development  and  preservation 
needs.  To  encourage  State  participa- 
tion, the  CZMA  established  a  vol- 
untary, two-stage.  State  assistance 
program.  The  first  stage  involves  the 
award  of  section  305  grants  to  coastal 
States  for  development  of  coastal  man- 
agement programs  meeting  certain 
Federal  requirements.  State  programs 
which  were  judged  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  to  meet  those  requirements 
received  Federal  approval  and  became 
eligible  for  the  second  stage  of  grants. 
This  second  stage,  under  section  306, 
provides  ongoing  assistance  for  States 
to  implement  their  federally  approved 
coastal  programs.  All  grants  require 
equal  matching  funds  from  the  State. 
Since  passage  of  the  CZMA,  all  34  eligi- 
ble State  and  territories  have  partici- 
pated in  the  program  to  some  degree. 
Of  the  original  34  participants,  2&— 24 
States  and  five  territories — currently 
have  programs  which  have  achieved 
federally  approved  status.  Only  five 
States  are  not  actively  participating  in 
the  program:  Georgia,  Texas,  Indiana, 
Minnesota,  and  Ohio.  Considering  the 
29  programs  for  which  Federal  approval 
has  been  attained,  the  national  CZM 
network  covers  in  excess  of  93  percent 
of  the  Nation's  marine  and  Great 
Lakes  coastline. 

The  nature  and  structure  of  CZM  pro- 
grams vary  widely  from  State  to  State. 
This  diversity  was  intended  by  Con- 
gress. Some  States,  like  North  Caro- 
lina, passed  comprehensive  legislation 
as  a  framework  for  coastal  manage- 
ment. Other  States,  like  Oregon,  used 
existing  land  use  legislation  as  the 
foundation  for  their  federally  approved 
programs.  Finally,  States  like  Florida 
and  Massachusetts  networked  existing, 
single-purpose  laws  into  a  comprehen- 
sive umbrella  for  coastal  management. 
The  national  prograun,  therefore,  is 
founded  in  the  authorities  and  powers 
of  the  coastal  States  and  local  govern- 
ments. Through  the  CZMA,  these  col- 
lective authorities  are  orchestrated  to 
serve  the  "national  interest  in  effec- 
tive management,  beneficial  use,  pro- 
tection, and  development  of  the  coastal 
zone."  This  24-year  program  is  a  suc- 
cess story  of  how  the  local.  State,  and 
Federal  Government  can  work  together 
for  the  benefit  of  all  who  enjoy  and 
rely  on  our  coastal  resources.  H.R.  1965 
is  a  simple  3-year  reauthorization  of  a 
program  that  works  well. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  be 
deemed  read  a  third  time  and  passed; 
that  the  motion  to  reconsider  be  laid 
upon  the  table;  and  that  any  state- 
ments relating  to  the  bill  appear  at  the 
appropriate  place  in  the  RECORD. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  bill  (H.R.  1965)  was  deemed  read 
the  third  time  and  passed. 


MEASURE  READ  FOR  THE  FIRST 
TIM&-S.  1788 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  un- 
derstand that  S.  1788,  introduced  today 
by  Senator  Faircloth,  is  at  the  desk, 
and  I  ask  for  its  first  reading. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  read  the  bill  for  the  first 
time. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  bill  (S.  1788)  to  amend  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Act  and  the  Railway  Labor 
Act  to  repeal  those  provisions  of  Federal  law 
that  require  employees  to  pay  union  dues  or 
fees  as  a  condition  of  emplojrment,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
ask  for  its  second  reading,  and  since 
there  is  no  Member  of  the  minority 
party  present,  I  object  to  my  own  re- 
quest on  behalf  of  the  minority  Mem- 
bers. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard. 


ORDERS  FOR  WEDNESDAY,  MAY  22, 
1996 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  Sen- 
ate completes  its  business  today  it 
stand  in  adjournment  until  the  hour  of 
9:15  a.m.,  on  Wednesday,  May  22,  fur- 
ther, that  immediately  following  the 
prayer,  the  Journal  of  proceedings  be 
deemed  approved  to  date,  no  resolu- 
tions come  over  under  the  rule,  the  call 
of  the  calendar  be  dispensed  with,  the 
morning  hour  be  deemed  to  have  ex- 
pired, and  the  Senate  then  resume  con- 
sideration of  Senate  Concurrent  Reso- 
lution 57;  I  further  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  Senate  then  proceed  to 
vote  on  or  in  relation  to  the  pending 
amendments  to  the  budget  resolution 
in  the  order  in  which  the  amendment 
was  offered,  that  each  roUcall  after  the 
first  vote  be  limited  to  10  minutes  in 
length,  and  that  there  be  1  minute  for 
debate  equally  divided  prior  to  each 
vote  for  a  brief  explanation  of  each 
amendment;  and  I  finally  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  axiy  second-degree 
amendment,  if  offered,  be  limited  to  1 
minute  of  debate  equally  divided  as 
well. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  with  respect 
to  the  Chafee  bipartisan  amendment 
No.  4018,  that  there  be  5  minutes  of  de- 
bate to  be  equally  divided  in  the  usual 
form. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  to- 
morrow morning  at  9:15  a.m.,  the  Sen- 
ate will  begin  a  series  of  rollcall  votes 
on  or  in  relation  to  the  amendments  to 
the  budget  resolution.  That  series  of 
votes  is  expected  to  continue  through- 
out the  day  in  an  attempt  to  complete 
action  on  the  budget  early  Wednesday 
evening.  All  Senators  are  asked  to  re- 
main in  or  around  the  Senate  Chamber 
during  Wednesday's  session  in  order  to 
facilitate  the  numerous  votes.  As  a  re- 
minder, all  votes  following  the  first 
will  be  limited  to  10  minutes  in  length. 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  9:15  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  if 
there  is  no  further  business  to  come  be- 
fore the  Senate,  I  now  ask  that  the 
Senate  stand  in  adjournment  under  the 
previous  order. 

Thereupon,  the  Senate,  at  6:21  p.m., 
adjourned  until  Wednesday,  May  22, 
1996,  at  9:15  a.m. 


To  be  major  general 


CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive  nomination  confirmed  by 
the  Senate  May  21, 1996: 

DJ  THE  ARMY 

THE  FOLLOWING  U.S.  ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OFFI- 
CERS FOR  PROMOTION  IN  THE  RESER\-E  OF  THE  KBitY 
TO  THE  GRADES  INDICATED  UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNITED 
STATES  CODE.  SECTIONS  3385.  3382  AND  12203(A); 


BRIG  GEN  JEROME  J   BERARO.  39>-3i-^en 
BRIG  GEN.  JAMES  W.  EMERSON.  St-M-OOR. 
BRIG  GEN  RODN-EY  R.  HANNULA.  3a»-»-0002. 
BRIG  GEN  JAMES  W  MACVAY.  ltI-30-89TS 
BRIG  GEN.  JAMES  D  POLK.  436-90-:7U. 

To  be  brigadier  general 

COL.  EARL  L.  ADAMS.  0(H-38-T83e 

COL.  H  STEVEN  BLUM.  2l»-44-S826. 

COL.  HARRY  B   BURCHSTEAD  JR..  21J-4«-1334. 

COL   LARRY  K  ECKLES.  S0S-64-2MC 

COL.  WILIJA-y  L.  FREEMAN.  V.-t^TSIL 

COL.  GUS  L.  HARCETT  JR..  M>-72-39e3. 

COL.  ALLEN  R   LEPPINK.  517-48-5049 

COL.  JACOB  LESTENTCOF   574-l»-S«7S 

COL.  JOSEPH  T   MURPHT.  503-46-(r«: 

COL  LARRV  G   POWELL.  l»-3»-910e 

COL.  ROGER  C.  SCHULTZ.  VO-iA-SSSa 

COL.  MICHAEL  L.  SEELY.  144-34-7<76 

COL  LARRY  W  SHELUTO.  477-46-2025. 

COL.  GARY  C  SUAMOSf:.  340-36-(122. 

COL  NICHOLAS  P   SIPE.  247-7*-(«62 

COL.  GEORGE  S  WALKER  425-82-9663 

COL.  LARRY  W.«E,  37»-«M238 

COL.  JACKIE  D  WOOD.  408-48-3739. 
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HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— racsday.  May  21, 1996 


The  House  met  at  12:30  p.m.  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro  tem- 
pore [Mr.  Cox  of  California]. 


DESIGNATION  OF  SPEAKER  PRO 
TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication from  the  Speaker: 

Washington  DC, 

May  21.1996. 
I  hereby  designate  the  Honorable  Chris- 
topher Cox  to  act  as  Speaker  pro  tempore 
on  this  day. 

Newt  Gingrich, 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Lundregan,  one  of  its  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  Senate  had  passed 
with  an  amendment  in  which  the  con- 
currence of  the  House  is  requested,  a 
bill  of  the  House  of  the  following  title: 

H.R.  3103.  An  act  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1966  to  improve  portability 
and  continuity  of  health  insurance  coveragre 
in  the  group  and  individual  markets,  to  com- 
bat waste,  fraud,  and  abuse  in  health  insur- 
ance and  health  care  delivery,  to  promote 
the  use  of  medical  savings  accounts,  to  im- 
prove access  to  long-term  care  services  and 
coverage,  to  simplify  the  administration  of 
health  insurance,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
pursuant  to  the  order  of  May  13,  1996, 
the  Senate  insists  upon  its  amendment 
to  the  bill  (H.R.  2202)  "An  act  to  amend 
the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act 
to  improve  deterrence  of  illegal  immi- 
gration to  the  United  States  by  in- 
creasing border  patrol  and  investiga- 
tive personnel,  by  increasing  penalties 
for  alien  smuggling  and  for  document 
fraud,  by  reforming  exclusion  and  de- 
portation law  and  procedures,  by  im- 
proving the  verification  system  for  eli- 
gibility for  employment,  and  through 
other  measures,  to  reform  the  legal  im- 
migration system  and  facilitate  legal 
entries  into  the  United  States,  and  for 
other  purposes,"  requests  a  conference 
with  the  House  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and 
appoints  Mr.  Hatch,  Mr.  Simpson,  Mr. 
Grassley,  Mr.  KYL,  Mr.  Specter,  Mr. 
Thurmond,  Mr.  Kennedy,  Mr.  Leahy, 
Mr.  Simon.  Mr.  Kohl,  and  Mrs.  Fein- 
stein  to  be  the  conferees  on  the  part  of 
the  Senate. 


1995,  the  Chair  will  now  recognize 
Members  from  lists  submitted  by  the 
majority  and  minority  leaders  for 
morning  hour  debates.  The  Chair  will 
alternate  recogrnition  between  the  par- 
ties, with  each  party  limited  to  not  to 
exceed  30  minutes,  and  each  Member 
except  the  majority  and  minority  lead- 
er limited  to  not  to  exceed  5  minutes. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  order  of  the  House  of  May  12, 


ASIAN  AND  PACIFIC  AMERICAN 
HERITAGE  MONTH 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentlewoman  from  Hawaii 
[Mrs.  Mink]  is  recognized  during  morn- 
ing business  for  5  minutes. 

Mrs.  MINK  of  Hawaii.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
take  this  opportunity  this  morning  to 
acknowledge  a  celebration  that  has 
been  ongoing  throughout  the  month  of 
May,  which  is  the  month  in  which  we 
celebrate  Asian  and  Pacific  American 
Heritage  Month.  This  is  a  part  of  the 
permanent  law  which  former  Congress- 
man Frank  Horton  was  successful  ear- 
lier in  establishing  recognition  for  a 
week  each  year.  On  his  last  year  of 
service  he  was  successful  in  having  the 
whole  month  designated  as  Asian  and 
Pacific  American  Heritage  Month. 

Just  this  past  week  we  had  the  oppor- 
tunity of  celebrating  the  Asian  and  Pa- 
cific American  Institute  banquet,  at 
which  President  Clinton  spoke  and 
highlighted  the  importance  of  the 
Asian  continent  as  well  as  the  Pacific 
communities.  In  so  doing  he  empha- 
sized the  importance  of  active  partici- 
pation of  Asian  Pacific-Americans  in 
the  United  States  and  in  all  of  their 
various  activities,  professionally,  aca- 
demically, in  business  and  commerce, 
in  international  trade,  and,  in  particu- 
lar, in  the  Federal  agencies  and  in  the 
Federal  Government  and  here  in  the 
Congress  in  both  the  House  and  the 
Senate. 

The  March  1994  population  of  Asian 
Pacific-Americans  is  estimated  at 
nearly  9  million,  and  we  account  for 
about  3  percent  of  America's  popu- 
lation. It  is  a  growing  number,  prob- 
ably the  fastest  growing  ethnic  group 
in  the  country. 

So  we  take  great  delight  in  recogniz- 
ing the  achievements  of  our  constitu- 
encies throughout  the  United  States, 
their  academic  excellence  and  achieve- 
ments spread  over  a  wide  variety  of 
subject  areas,  most  notably  in  math 
and  science,  where  Asian  and  Pacific- 
Americans  excel  with  great  promi- 
nence. 

The  history  of  Asian  and  Pacific 
Members  of  Congress  is  noteworthy. 


There  have  been  17  Asian  Pacific- 
Americans  elected  to  Congress  fom  1903 
to  the  present  time.  They  included  Chi- 
nese, Chamorro,  Asian  Indian,  Japa- 
nese, Korean,  native  Hawaiian,  and  Sa- 
moan. 

The  first  Asian  Pacific  Member  of 
Congress  came  from  Hawaii.  We  was  a 
native  Hawaiian,  Prince  Jonah  Kuhio 
Kalanianaole,  who  represented  the  ter- 
ritory of  Hawaii  as  a  nonvoting  dele- 
gate from  1903  to  1922.  He  was  respon- 
sible for  the  enactment  of  our  Hawai- 
ian Homestead  Act,  which  is  a  basic 
land  tenure  program  which  has  made  it 
possible  for  many  native  Hawaiians  to 
acquire  land  to  build  their  homes  and 
raise  their  families. 

The  first  voting  Asian  and  Pacific- 
American  Member  of  Congress  was 
Dalip  Singh  Savmd  of  California,  an  im- 
migrajit  from  India  who  served  in  the 
House  from  1957  to  1963. 

The  first  Asian  Pacific-American 
Senator  was  Senator  Hiram  Leong 
Fong  from  Hawaii,  who  served  from 
1959  to  1976. 

Currently  we  have  nine  sitting  Mem- 
bers of  both  the  House  and  the  Senate 
that  make  up  our  congressional  Asian 
Pacific  Caucus,  which  was  formed  on 
May  16,  1994,  to  establish  an  effort  in 
the  Congress  to  cause  other  Members 
of  Congress  perhaps  to  be  more  sen- 
sitive and  aware  of  Asian  and  Pacific- 
American  issues  within  their  own  con- 
stituencies. 

The  caucus  idea  came  about  from 
former  Congressman  Norm  Mineta,  and 
he  is  to  be  congratulated  for  having 
put  in  the  effort  to  organize  this  cau- 
cus. 

The  Member  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives who  has  the  most  Asian 
and  Pacific  Members  is  Congressman 
Neil  Abercrombie  from  the  First  Dis- 
trict in  Hawaii,  and  his  constituency  is 
about  66.5  percent  Asian  Pacific.  In  my 
own  case,  the  second  district,  I  have 
about  57  percent  Asian  Pacific.  The 
gentlewoman  from  California  [Ms. 
Pelosi]  has  the  next  highest  at  27.8 
percent. 

The  other  participant  of  our  caucus 
who  has  been  instnmiental  in  leading 
the  fight  on  all  of  the  Asian  Pacific 
issues  throughout  his  entire  tenure  is 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
MATStn].  The  other  Members,  the  gen- 
tleman from  American  Samoa,  Mr. 
Faleomavaega,  the  gentleman  from 
Guam,  Mr.  Underwood,  Senator 
INOUYE,  Senator  Akaka,  and  Senator 
Murray,  all  constitute  the  original 
membership  of  our  caucus.  Recently  we 
added  10  additional  Members. 


DThis  symbol  represents  the  time  of  day  during  the  House  proceedings,  e.g.,  D  1407  is  2:07  p.m. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  I  submit  the  following 
material  for  the  Record: 
Remarks    of    Congressman    Neil    aber- 
crombie IN  Celebration  of  Asian  Pacific 
American  Herttage  Month.  May  21,  1996 
Now,  more  than  ever,  the  need  to  recognize 
America's  rich  and  diverse  cultures  is  crys- 
tal clear.  America  is  at  a  crossroads  and  a 
few  would  rather  forget  that  this  is  a  nation 
built  by  immigrants  whose  ancestral  roots 
trace  back  to  every  comer  of  the  earth. 

Asian  Pacific  American  Heritage  Month 
gives  us  the  opportunity  to  acknowledge  one 
of  the  great  communities  of  this  country. 
Across  this  nation,  over  7.3  million  Asian 
and  Pacific  Islanders  make  America  their 
home.  Asian  and  Pacific  Islanders  have  made 
notable  contributions  in  industry,  education, 
science  and  government.  Along  with  other 
immigrant  groups,  Asian  and  Pacific  Ameri- 
cans helped  to  strengthen  the  fabric  of 
American  society. 

Against  the  backdrop  of  America's  multi- 
cultural society,  the  push  for  "English- 
Only"  and  other  anti-immigrant  measures 
are  indefensible  and  are  an  affront  to  the 
heart  of  this  nation.  During  Asian  Pacific 
American  Heritage  Month  and  every  month 
of  every  year,  let  us  not  forget  what  we  so 
often  take  for  granted:  America  has  been 
made  great  by  the  collective  contributions  of 
every  group  who  has  settled  in  this  country. 
The  distinguished  contributions  of  Asian  Pa- 
cific Americans  are  a  superb  example. 

congressional  ASIAN  PACIFIC  CAUCUS 

The  Congressional  Asian  Pacific  Caucus 
was  formed  on  May  16,  1994  to  establish  an 
organized  effort  within  the  Congress  to  advo- 
cate for  the  needs  of  Asian  Pacific  Ameri- 
cans. 

Congressional  Asian  Pacific  American  Caucus 
Executive  Committee: 

Neil  Abercrombie  (Hl-1)— 66.5%. 

Patsy  T.  Mink  (HI-2)— 57.0%. 

Nancy  Pelosi  (CA-8)— 27.8%. 

Robert  Matsul  (CA-5)— 13.9%. 

Eni  Faleomavaega  (AS) — ?. 

Robert  Underwood  (GU)— ?. 

Sen.  Daniel  Inouye  (HI)— 55.6%  (State  of 
Hawaii). 

Sen.  Daniel  Akaka  (HI)— 55.6%  (State  of 
Hawaii). 

Sen.  Patty  Murray  (WA)— 5.7%  (State  of 
Washington). 

New  Member  of  Congressional  Asian  Pacific 
Caucus: 

Tom  Lantos  (CA-12)— 25.6%. 

Matthew  Martinez  (CA-31)— 22.8%. 

Xavier  Becerra  (CA-30)— 21.2%. 

Zee  Lofgren  (CA-16>-21.1%. 

Nydia  Velazquez  (Ny-12>— 19.6%. 

Pete  Stark  (CA-13>— 19.4%. 

Ronald  Dellums  (CA-9)— 15.6%. 

Bob  Filner  (CA-50)— 14.8%. 

Anna  Eshoo  (CA-14)— 12.2%. 

Lucille  Roybal  Allard  (CA>— 4.0%. 

NOTABLE  ASIAN  PACIFIC  AMERICANS 

Asian  Pacific  Americans  have  made  sig- 
nificant contributions  to  the  United  States 
and  the  world  in  a  variety  of  ways.  In  the 
arts,  academia,  business,  sports,  politics. 
Asians  have  reached  the  top  of  their  field: 

I.M.  Pel,  the  internationally  renowned  ar- 
chitect. 

Samuel  C.C.  Ting  who  won  the  Nobel  Prize 
in  physics. 

Ellison  Onizuka,  one  of  the  seven  astro- 
nauts of  the  Challenger. 

Christie  Yamaguchl.  the  young  figure 
skating  Olympic  champion. 

Vivienne  Tarn,  fashion  designer  who  built  a 
SIO  million  business. 


Amy  Tan,  Author. 

Elaine  (Thao,  head  of  the  United  Way. 

Robert  Nakasone.  CEO  of  Toys  R  Us. 

Brigadier  General  John  L.  Fugh.  Former 
Judge  Advocate  General  of  the  Army. 

Chang  Lin  Tien,  Chancellor,  University  of 
California— Berkley. 

ASIAN  PACIFIC  MEMBERS  OF  CONGRESS 

Seventeen  Asian  Pacific  Americans  have 
been  elected  to  Congress  from  1903  to  the 
present.  Their  ancestry  has  included  Chi- 
nese, Chamorro,  Asian  Indian.  Japanese.  Ko- 
rean, Native  Hawaiian,  and  Samoan. 

The  First  Asian  Pacific  Member  of  Con- 
gress was  Prince  Jonah  Kuhio  Kalanianole 
(Native  Hawaiian)  who  represented  the  Ter- 
ritory of  Hawaii  as  a  non-voting  delegate 
from  1903  to  1922.  The  first  voting  Asian  Pa- 
cific American  Member  of  Congress  was 
Dalip  Singh  Saund  (D-CA),  an  immigrant 
from  India  who  served  in  the  House  from  1957 
to  1963. 

The  first  Asian  Pacific  American  Senator 
was  Hiram  Leong  Fong  (R^HI),  who  served 
from  1959  to  1976.  Senator  Fong  was  also  the 
first  American  of  CHiinese  ancestry  elected  to 
the  Congress. 

Congresswoman  Patsy  T.  Mink  was  the 
first  Asian  Pacific  woman  to  serve  in  the 
House,  serving  from  1964  to  1976.  and  from 
1990  to  present. 

There  have  been  only  two  Asian  Pacific 
American  women  in  the  Congress— Patsy  T. 
Mink  (D-HI)  and  Patricia  Saiki  (R-HI). 


ROMER  VERSUS  EVANS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Canady]  is  recognized  during 
morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  CANADY  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, yesterday  was  a  sad  day  in  our  Na- 
tion's history.  In  one  fell  swoop,  the 
U.S.  Supreme  Court  managed  to  seri- 
ously undermine  our  tradition  of  demo- 
cratic self-governance,  and,  at  the 
same  time,  to  deliver  a  harsh  slap-in- 
the-face  to  all  Americans  who  seek  to 
preserve  traditional  moral  standards 
regarding  homosexuality.  I  hope  and 
expect  that  American  citizens  share 
my  sense  of  outraige  at  the  Court's  ac- 
tion. 

I'm  referring  to  the  Court's  decision 
in  the  case  of  Romer  versus  Evans.  The 
case  involves  an  amendment  to  the 
Colorado  State  Constitution  adopted  in 
1992  by  the  citizens  of  that  SUte.  The 
amendment,  known  as  amendment  2, 
would  have  prevented  the  State  or  any 
of  its  political  subdivisions  from  enact- 
ing, adopting,  or  enforcing  any  law 
granting  homosexuals  protected  status 
or  other  preferential  treatment. 
Amendment  2  was  adopted  in  response 
to  the  actions  of  several  Colorado  cit- 
ies that  had  adopted  so-called  gay 
rights  ordinances,  which  had  added  ho- 
mosexuals to  the  list  of  protected  per- 
sons under  local  antidiscrimination 
laws. 

By  a  6-to-3  vote,  the  court  yesterday 
ruled  that  amendment  2  violates  the 
equal  protection  clause  of  the  U.S. 
Constitution.  The  Court  held  that 
amendment  2  "lacks  a  rational  rela- 


tionship to  legitimate  state  interests, 
and  so  could  only  be  understood  as  an 
expression  of  animosity  toward  homo- 
sexuals." 

That  n!Ught  sound  like  stale  legal 
doctrine,  but  don't  be  deceived.  What 
the  Court  did  yesterday  has  profoundly 
troubling  implications  for  our  democ- 
racy and  for  our  civilization.  As  Jus- 
tice Antonin  Scalia,  writing  for  him- 
self. Chief  Justice  Rehnquist,  and  Jus- 
tice Thomas,  pointed  out  in  his  dis- 
senting opinion,  the  Court  has  unleased 
a  new  constitutional  doctrine  that  has 
no  rational  limitation. 

We  must  be  clear  on  one  important 
fact:  Notwithstanding  the  majority's 
portrayal  of  amendment  2  as  an  effort 
to  make  homosexuals  "stranger[s]  to 
[Colorado's]  laws,"  the  measure  did  no 
such  thing.  All  amendment  2  would 
have  accomplished  is  to  prevent  the 
government  from  making  homosexuals 
a  protected  class,  or  otherwise  to  make 
homosexuality  the  basis  for  any  pref- 
erential treatment.  Every  Colorado  law 
of  general  applicability  applies  fully  to 
homosexuals.  This  case,  no  matter 
what  the  majority  held,  was  about 
whether  or  not  homosexuals  could  be 
given  special  protections  under  the 
law. 

I  quote  from  Justice  Scalia's  dissent: 

The  only  denial  of  equal  treatment  [the 
majority]  contends  homosexuals  have  suf- 
fered is  this:  They  may  not  obtain  pref- 
erential treatment  without  amending  the 
state  constitution.  That  Is  to  say.  the  prin- 
ciple underlying  the  Court's  opinion  is  that 
one  who  is  accorded  equal  treatment  under 
the  law,  but  cannot  as  readily  as  others  ob- 
tain preferential  treatment  under  the  laws. 
has  been  denied  equal  i)rotection  of  the  laws. 

It  is  tough  to  argue  with  Justice 
Scalia's  conclusion  that  the  Court's 
constitutional  jurisprudence  "has 
achieved  terminal  silliness." 

Confessing  itself  unable  to  fathom  a 
rational,  legitimate  governmental  pur- 
pose that  might  be  served  by  amend- 
ment 2,  the  Court  concluded  that  the 
amendment  thus  raised  "the  inevitable 
inference  that  the  disadvantage  im- 
posed is  bom  of  animosity"  toward  ho- 
mosexuals. The  Court  characterized  it 
as  "a  bare  desire  to  harm  a  politically 
unpopular  group." 

This  conclusion,  which  lies  at  the 
core  of  the  Court's  opinion,  is  as  puz- 
zling as  it  is  offensive.  It's  puzzling  be- 
cause, just  10  years  ago.  the  Supreme 
Court  held  that  nothing  in  the  Con- 
stitution prevents  States  from  enforc- 
ing laws  criminalizing  homosexual  sod- 
omy. In  Bowers  versus  Hardwick,  the 
Court  expressly  held  that  government 
can  put  citizens  in  prison  for  engaging 
in  homosexual  conduct. 

Now,  however,  we  learn  that  the 
same  Constitution  forbids  States  from 
deciding  that  homosexuals  should  not 
be  granted  protected  or  preferential 
status  under  their  laws.  I  defy  anyone 
to  explain  how  these  two  results  can  be 
reconciled. 

In  a  truly  amazing  display  of  intel- 
lectual dishonesty,  the  Court  majority 
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didn't  even  attempt  such  a  reconcili- 
ation, and  indeed,  it  didn't  even  men- 
tion the  Bowers  case. 

So  there  are  some  serious  legal  flaws 
in  the  Court's  decision.  But  what  truly 
offends  me — and.  I  would  expect,  a 
great  many  Americans — is  the  Court's 
conclusion  that  amendment  2  was  mo- 
tivated by  "animosity"  toward  homo- 
sexuals. Again.  I  quote  from  Justice 
Scalia's  dissent:  "To  suggest,"  he 
writes,  "that  [Amendment  2]  springs 
from  nothing  more  than  'a  bare  desire 
to  harm  a  politically  unpopular  group' 
is  nothing  short  of  insulting." 

And  so  it  is.  For  2,000  years,  our 
Judeo-Christian  ethic  has  taught  that 
homosexual  conduct  is  wrong.  Accord- 
ingly, our  laws  have  always  embodied 
some  moral  disapproval  of  homosexual- 
ity. Sometimes  that  disapproval  takes 
the  form  of  criminal  sanction,  as  with 
antisodomy  laws.  But  often  it  is  ex- 
pressed in  much  more  subtle  ways. 
Here,  for  example,  the  voters  of  Colo- 
rado decided  simply  not  to  extend  their 
antidiscrimination  protections  to  ho- 
mosexuals as  a  discrete  protected  class. 
The  Supreme  Court  has  now  pro- 
nounced that  decision  to  be  the  result 
of  rank  bigotry,  motivated  only  by  ani- 
mosity toward  homosexuals.  Such  a 
crass  dismissal  of  our  moral  and  reli- 
gious heritage  should  provoke  outrage 
on  the  part  of  the  American  people. 

I  do  not  come  to  the  floor  lightly  to 
criticize  our  Supreme  Court.  I  have 
deep  respect  for  the  institution  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  and  I  have  been  quick 
to  praise  the  Court  when  it  has  per- 
formed its  assigned  constitutional  role. 
But  yesterday's  decision,  Mr.  Speaker, 
does  not  deserve  our  praise;  in  striking 
down  amendment  2  and  in  labeling  as 
"bigots"  adherents  to  traditional 
moral  values,  the  Court  deserves  our 
disapproval. 


FLOODING  IN  WEST  VIRGmiA 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  West  Vir- 
ginia [Mr.  Wise]  is  recognized  during 
morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  re- 
port on  the  flooding  in  West  Virginia 
over  this  weekend,  and  I  particularly 
want  to  say,  following  2  days  of  visit- 
ing hard-hit  communities,  there  are  a 
lot  of  people  to  thank.  Particularly 
high  up  there  is  the  West  Virginia  Na- 
tional Guard,  which  once  again  re- 
sponded and  provided  the  semblance  of 
order  and  peace  and  hope  that  many 
people  needed  to  seize  on  to  during 
these  troubled  times. 

Remember,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  this  is 
the  second  time  in  4  months  that  many 
of  these  communities  have  been  hit  by 
ravaging  floods;  the  second  time  in  4 
months. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  started  out  Friday 
night  in  the  Charleston  office  of  emer- 
gency services  headquarters.  We  moved 


Saturday  and  Simday  to  preparing. 
Simday  I  was  with  Governor  Caperton 
as  we  toured  much  of  the  flood-torn 
area  by  helicopter  and  touching  down 
in  a  number  of  communities,  and  then 
yesterday,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  traveled  by 
car  over  400  miles  across  many  of  the 
counties  in  central  West  Virginia  that 
had  been  hit  by  floods.. 

Let  me  report  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  once  again  for  the  second  time  in 
4  months  a  lot  of  our  communities  are 
digging  out,  and  washing  mud  out  of 
basements  and  homes,  are  having  to 
look  at  fences  that  were  just  replaced 
in  many  of  our  farm  fields,  now  torn 
again  or  damaged  again,  are  having  to 
regroup  and  reorder  their  lives.  This  is 
actually  the  third  time  in  10  years  for 
floods  of  this  magnitude. 

I  started,  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
Buckhannon  and  Ellamore  and  Maibe 
and  Cassity  and  Randolph,  Jenisalem, 
a  large  town  meeting  in  Elkins,  then  to 
Circleville  and  Big  Run,  Upshur  and 
Randolph  and  Pendleton  Counties  on 
that  swing,  as  well  as  other  counties 
the  day  before. 

In  every  one  of  the  locations  people 
are  digging  out.  Mr.  Speaker. 

I  am  happy  to  report  to  you.  Gov- 
ernor Caperton  is  submitting  to  the 
White  House  an  application  for  Federal 
disaster  assistance.  This  has  moved 
very  quickly,  through  a  combination  of 
the  State  office  of  emergency  services 
officials,  the  Governor,  working  with 
FEMA,  which  is  the  Federal  Emer- 
gency Management  Agency,  and.  hope- 
fully, that  application  will  be  acted 
upon  today,  perhaps  tomorrow,  and 
again,  hopefully,  as  early  as  tomorrow 
afternoon  or  perhaps  Thursday  morn- 
ing the  declaration  will  be  made. 

At  that  point,  Mr.  Speaker,  citizens 
in  the  designated  counties  will  then  be 
able  to  call  a  toll-free  number  to  re- 
ceive firsthand  information  and  assist- 
ance in  working  with  the  Federal 
Emergency  Management  Agency,  the 
FEMA  agency. 

At  this  point  our  staff,  my  staff,  is 
out  in  the  field  distributing  leaflets 
telling  people  what  to  do  until  that  dis- 
aster assistance  is  received;  telling 
them  whom  to  contact  in  case  of  imme- 
diate emergency,  the  local  office  of 
emergency  service  officers. 

At  the  point  the  declaration  of  disas- 
ter assistance  is  made  fi-om  Washing- 
ton, we  will  immediately  race  back  out 
to  the  hardest-hit  communities  with 
leaflets  and  other  information  outlin- 
ing the  toll-free  number  that  people 
can  call. 

I  think  that  it  is  essential  that  peo- 
ple understand  that  very  shortly  the 
media,  our  office,  the  Governor's  office, 
all  other  officials  will  be  letting  them 
know  the  toll-free  number  that  they 
can  call  for  assistance. 

So  the  first  stop,  Mr.  Speaker,  is 
digging  out,  and  that  is  what  the  Red 
Cross  is  helping  with.  The  Federal 
Emergency    Management    Agency    is 


May  21,  1996 

doing  disaster  assistance  estimates 
right  now.  The  local  office  of  emer- 
gency service  officers  is  assisting. 

The  second  step,  though,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, after  digging  out  and  getting  back 
on  their  feet  is  what  a  lot  of  citizens 
asked  me  yesterday  in  Elkins,  "Bob 
Wise,  why  is  it  for  the  second  time  in 
4  months  we  are  having  to  deal  with 
this?  When  will  the  investments  be 
made  to  floodproof  our  areas  to  start 
to  deal  with  the  tributaries  that  are 
rising  and  dig  out  the  streams  that  are 
silted  up,  to  contain  the  stream  banks 
in  those  areas  where  riprapping  has  oc- 
curred since  the  last  flood?" 

We  were  able  to  contain  much  of  the 
flooding.  But  for  the  hundreds  of  thou- 
sands of  dollars  that  it  costs  to 
floodproof  a  stream  or  area,  we  would 
save  millions  of  dollars  not  spent  in 
having  to  dig  people  out  and  put  them 
back  in  their  homes.  So  when  the  budg- 
ets are  up  for  consideration,  my  hope  is 
that  my  colleagues  recognize  what  an 
investment  it  is  in  stream  bank  chan- 
nelization and  soil  bank  erosion  con- 
trol and  building  watershed  and,  in 
some  cases,  building  dams,  because 
what  this  does  is  to  prevent  millions  of 
dollars  of  damage  later. 

In  the  case  of  West  Virginia  and 
other  areas,  what  we  have  seen  in  just 
4  months  is  you  can  have  two  crippling 
floods.  So,  hopefully,  assistance  is  once 
again  on  the  way.  The  disaster  declara- 
tion should  be  coming  within  the  next 
day  or  so.  Individuals,  businesses  and 
units  of  government  should  be  able  to 
apply  for  Federal  funds  to  assist  them 
in  getting  back  on  their  feet. 

This  is  a  process  that  should  not  have 
to  be  occurring  every  4  months,  and  my 
hope  is  that  very  soon  this  Congress 
and  others  will  recognize  the  impor- 
tance of  investing  in  flood  control  so 
that  we  do  not  have  to  go  through  this 
process  so  repeatedly. 

I  thank  very  much,  Mr.  Speaker, 
those  who  have  made  it  possible  to  get 
back  on  our  feet  as  quickly  as  we  can, 
whether  fi-om  Governor  Capterton  di- 
recting inmiediate  response,  to  the 
West  Virginia  National  Guard,  which 
has  just  been  a  godsend  to  so  many  of 
our  conamunities  over  the  last  few 
days,  to  the  county  office  of  emergency 
services  personnel,  and  the  countless 
volunteers.  Thank  you  very  much.  We 
all  thank  you  in  our  communities. 


CONGRATULATIONS  TO  BRENDA 
AND  JIM  TALENT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Hutchinson]  is  recognized  during 
morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HUTCHINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
my  great  pleasure  to  rise  on  behalf  of 
all  of  my  colleagues  of  the  U.S.  House 
of  Representatives  to  congratulate  my 
very  good  friend.  Congressman  Jim 
Talent  of  Missouri,  who  last  Thursday 
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was  responsible  for  bringing  another 
young  Missourian  into  the  world. 

Jim  and  Brenda  Talent  are  the  proud 
parents  of  newborn  Christine  Lyons 
Talent,  who  was  born  at  1:53  p.m.,  last 
Thursday,  and  weighed  in  at  8  pounds 
and  7  oimces. 

Young  Christine  is  fortunate  indeed 
to  enter  this  world  into  a  loving  home 
with  very  loving  parents. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  Mr.  Canady  of 
Florida. 

Mr.  CANADY  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  appreciate  the  gentleman  yielding 
this  time  to  me,  and  I  want  to  join  in 
expressing  my  congratulations  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri,  my  good 
friend,  Jm  Talent. 

I  have  always  admired  Representa- 
tive Talent's  dedication  to  his  family. 
He  is  a  person  among  the  Members  here 
who  puts  his  family  first,  and  this  child 
is  very  fortunate  to  have  a  father  such 
as  Jim  Talent  and  a  mother  such  as 
Brenda,  who  is  a  dedicated  mother  and 
the  spouse  of  our  colleague,  and  we  are 
very  grateful  for  their  family,  and  I  ap- 
preciate what  their  friendship  means  to 
me. 

Mr.  HUTCHINSON.  Reclaiming  my 
time,  I  appreciate  the  gentleman's 
comments  and  agree  entirely  that  Jim 
Talent  has  been  one  of  the  strongest 
advocates  for  the  family  in  the  U.S. 
Congress.  I  know  now,  with  the  birth  of 
Christine  Lyons,  that  he  will  be  an 
even  stronger  proponent  of  the  $500  per 
child  tax  credit  and  a  more  fervent 
thaji  ever  advocate  for  the  family  in 
the  U.S.  Congress. 

So,  our  best  wishes  to  Jim  and  Bren- 
da. 
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WAGE-BASED  TAX  CREDIT  NEEDED 
TO  STIMULATE  JOB  CREATION 
IN  PUERTO  RICO 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Puerto 
Rico  [Mr.  Romero-Barcelo]  is  recog- 
nized during  morning  business  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  ROMERO-BARCELO.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, last  week  the  House  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  favorably  reported 
the  Small  Business  Job  Protection  Act 
of  1996.  This  act  is  designed  to  provide 
businesses  with  new  tax  breaks  and  is 
using  the  repeal  of  section  936  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  as  the  primary 
revenue-raising  offset  for  these  tax 
breaks.  And  yet,  while  substantially 
increasing  the  taxes  on  Puerto  Rican 
source  income,  the  act  provides  no  in- 
ci-ease  in  the  Federal  benefits  provided 
to  the  U.S.  citizens  of  Puerto  Rico. 

I  fully  agree  that  the  income-based 
tax  credit  provided  in  section  936  is  to 
a  significant  extent  excessive  cor- 
porate welfare.  In  fact,  I  was  perhaps 
the  fijst  voice  to  call  for  repealing  the 
income-based  tax  credit  and  substitut- 
ing it  by  a  wage-based  tax  credit.  Nu- 
merous reasonable  proposals  have  been 


put  forth  which  would  eliminate  the 
wasteful  income-based  credit  while  pre- 
serving a  narrower,  well-targeted  wage- 
based  credit.  The  wage-based  credit  is  a 
cost  effective  way  to  make  sure  that 
tax  breaks  for  Puerto  Rican  source  in- 
come do  indeed  produce  jobs  in  Puerto 
Rico. 

While  the  3,800,000  people  of  Puerto 
Rico  are  U.S.  citizens,  we  have,  none- 
theless, been  partially  or  wholly  ex- 
cluded from  participation  in  many  im- 
portant Federal  programs.  According 
to  the  Congressional  Budget  Office,  if 
Puerto  Rico  were  treated  as  a  State,  in 
Medicaid  alone  we  would  get  more  thaii^ 
SI  billion  per  year.  And  now,  even 
though  taxes  on  Puerto  Rican  source 
income  are  to  be  drastically  increased, 
by  $4.9  billion  in  8  years,  we  are  being 
provided  no  additional  funds  for  Medic- 
aid. Are  the  health  and  lives  of  the 
3,800,000  U.S.  citizens  in  Puerto  Rico 
worth  less  than  the  health  and  lives  of 
our  fellow  citizens  in  the  50  States? 

Fairness  dictates  that  increased 
taxes  on  Puerto  Rican  source  income 
be  used  for  the  benefit  of  the  people  of 
Puerto  Rico.  It  is  preposterous,  indeed 
outrageous,  and  unfair  that  tax  reve- 
nues collected  on  income  earned  in  the 
Nation's  poorest  jurisdiction,  Puerto 
Rico,  be  used  to  subsidize  tax-credits 
for  small  businesses  in  the  50  States  of 
the  Union,  the  poorest  of  which  has 
more  than  double  the  per  capital  per- 
sonal income  of  Puerto  Rico. 

Puerto  Rico  has  more  than  twice  the 
unemployment  of  any  State  and  needs 
and  deserves  a  new  wage-based  tax 
credit  to  stimulate  creation  of  new 
jobs.  Puerto  Rico  also  needs  increased 
participation  in  Medicaid.  Please  join 
with  the  President,  the  Governor,  and 
me  in  supporting  these  changes  for  the 
benefit  of  the  disenfranchised  U.S.  citi- 
zens of  Puerto  Rico. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  not  aliens,  we 
are  not  illegal  residents,  we  are  U.S. 
citizens.  Fairness  dictates  that  in- 
creased taxes  on  Puerto  Rican-source 
income  be  also  used  for  the  benefit  of 
the  people  of  Puerto  Rico.  It  is  prepos- 
terous, indeed  outrageous  and  unfair, 
that  tax  revenues  collected  on  income 
earned  in  the  Nation's  poorest  jurisdic- 
tion, Puerto  Rico,  be  used  to  subsidize 
tax  credits  for  sniall  businesses  in  the 
50' States  of  the  Union,  the  poorest  of 
which  has  more  than  doubled  the  per 
capita  personal  income  of  Puerto  Rico. 

Puerto  Rico  has  more  than  twice  the 
unemplojrment  of  any  State  and  needs 
and  deserves  a  new  wage-based  tax 
credit  to  stimulate  the  creation  of  new 
jobs.  Puerto  Rico  needs  increased  par- 
ticipation in  Medicaid. 

Please  join  with  the  President,  the 
Governor,  and  myself  in  supporting 
these  changes  for  the  benefit  of  the 
disenfranchised  U.S.  citizens  of  Puerto 
Rico.  Do  not  allow  the  poorest  jurisdic- 
tion in  the  Nation  to  be  used  for  subsi- 
dizing the  tax  cuts  for  small  businesses 
for  the  50  States.  That  is  indeed  unfair. 
This  is  indeed  unjust. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  formally  submit  that 
sufiicient  thought  has  not  been  given 
to  this  proposal.  The  tax  cuts  for  the 
small  businesses,  I  repeat,  very  good, 
we  support  them,  but  why  does  the 
poorest  jurisdiction  in  the  Nation  have 
to  be  the  principal  subsidy  used  for 
supporting  the  tax  cuts  for  all  the 
States? 


LACK  OF  NATIONAL  DRUG  POLICY 
CAUSING  CRISES  IN  U.S.  WAR  ON 
DRUGS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995.  the  gentleman  fi-om  Florida 
[Mr.  Mica]  is  recognized  during  morn- 
ing business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  the 
State  of  Florida  and  the  Nation  are 
really  reeling  over  the  effects  of  Presi- 
dent Clinton's  lack  of  a  national  drug 
policy,  and  even  more  so  his  lack  of  a 
record  on  drug  prosecution.  The  Clin- 
ton record  is  a  disaster  followed  by  dis- 
aster and  deserves  the  attention  of  this 
Congress  and  the  American  people. 

I  serve  on  the  subcommittee  that 
oversees  our  national  drug  policy  and 
we  have  recently  detailed  this  disaster 
in  this  report. 

Several  months  ago  a  Clinton  Fed- 
eral judge  let  cocaine  dealers  off  the 
hook  when  they  ran  away  from  their 
drug-laden  car.  Only  after  a  national 
outrage  that  ensued  did  the  Clinton  ap- 
pointee finally  relent.  Federal  prosecu- 
tion of  drug  cases,  again  detailed  in 
this  report,  have  dropped  12  i)erc€nt 
since  President  Clinton  took  office. 
Drug  use  among  teenagers,  cocaine, 
crack,  heroin,  and  designer  drugs 
among  our  youth,  has  grown  to  epi- 
demic proportions,  aigain  detailed  in 
this  report  all  this  occurring  in  the 
last  3  years.  All  this  while  President 
Clinton  parades  around  the  country 
talking  about  Federal  regulations  on 
teen  smoking.    . 

Let  me  tell  my  colleagues  what  is 
happening.  Marijuana  use  among  our 
teenagers  has  increased  by  50  percent 
per  year  each  year  of  the  3  years  since 
President  Clinton  has  been  elected. 
This  is  the  legacy  of  his  "just  say 
maybe"  policy. 

Joycelyn  Elders,  who  the  President 
appointed,  led  our  Nation  as  our  Na- 
tion's top  drug  official,  and  now  we 
have  seen  the  results  from  her  tenure. 
"What  ye  sew  ye  shall  reap."  Teens 
now  smoke  marijuana  that  is  up  to  30 
to  40  times  more  potent  than  that 
marijuana  of  the  1960's. 

While  President  Clinton  is  out  talk- 
ing about  teens  smoking  cigarettes, 
they  are,  in  fact,  firing  their  brains, 
destroying  their  lives,  and  dying  in  in- 
credible numbers  while  he  ignores  set- 
ting a  national  drug  policy.  President 
CUnton  does  not  need  to  travel  to  New 
Jersey  or  other  States  to  talk  about 
the  effects  of  teen  smoking.  President 
Clinton  can  stay  right  here  in  Washing- 
ton. DC,  where  drugs  have  killed  nearly 
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1.000  black  males  in  drug  violence  since 
he  took  office. 

We  thought  the  President  was  going 
to  get  serious  about  a  national  drug 
policy  when  he  came  to  nny  State  of 
Florida  several  weeks  ago.  We  were 
grossly  disappointed.  His  visit  was  a  fi- 
asco. They  were  to  go  to  a  public 
school  and  have  a  public  student,  in 
this  case  a  young  black  student  was 
supposed  to  make  a  presentation  to  the 
President.  The  White  House  staging 
people  had  a  white  private  school  stu- 
dent selected  for  the  presentation.  It 
caused  a  furor. 

Now,  listen  to  this.  The  President's 
top  Federal  prosecutor  in  south  Flor- 
ida, an  appointee  who  was  trsring  a 
drug  case,  lost  the  drug  case.  First,  we 
heard  we  had  decreased  prosecutions 
under  his  reign;  then,  when  they  pros- 
ecuted, he  lost  the  case.  And  what  did 
he  do  when  he  lost?  He  went  to  a  strip 
bar  and  bit  a  stripper  and  last  week  re- 
signed in  disgrace. 

So  we  have  a  south  Florida  U.S.  at- 
torney forced  to  resign  for  biting  a 
stripper,  not  to  mention  in  central 
Florida  the  U.S.  attorney  had  to  resign 
a  little  over  a  year  ago  on  charges  of 
having  a  disorganized  office  and  at- 
tempting to  choke  a  reporter.  Our  two 
top  Federal  prosecutors. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  a  crisis  in  the 
drug  war  and  we  have  a  crisis  in  Fed- 
eral lurosecution.  We  have  a  crisis  that 
I  fear  is  really  rooted  in  the  White 
House  and  in  the  lack  of  leadership;  the 
lack  of  providing  a  national  drug  pol- 
icy for  this  Nation.  So  I  ask  my  col- 
leagues to  read  this  report  that  details 
this  disaster,  and  to  suggest  that  we 
need  some  leadership  on  this  issue  or 
our  teens  are  going  to  suffer  a  fate  far 
worse,  a  fate  far  worse  than  smoking. 
They  are  dying  in  our  streets  and  in 
our  homes  and  across  this  country  in 
larger  numbers  because  of  the  failure 
of  not  having  a  national  drug  policy. 


FACTS  REGARDING  UNITED 

STATES-CHINA       TRADE       RELA- 
TIONSHIP 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentlewoman  from  Califor- 
nia [Ms.  Pelosi]  is  recognized  during 
morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday 
President  Clinton  announced  that  he 
was  going  to  request  a  special  waiver 
firom  Congress  to  grant  unconditional 
most-favored-nation  status  to  China. 
As  Members  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  there  is 
concern  about  the  United  States-China 
relationship  in  regard  to  human  rights, 
proliferation  of  weapons  of  mass  de- 
struction, and  trade.  The  President 
said  yesterday  that  renewing  MFN  was 
about  our  economic  future.  On  the 
basis  of  trade  alone.  I  would  like  to  ad- 
dress some  conclusions  that  the  Presi- 
dent drew. 


I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  if  for  a 
moment  we  can  put  aside,  which  is  dif- 
ficult to  do,  our  concerns  about  human 
rights  and  proliferation  and  Taiwan 
and  Hong  Kong  and  Tibet,  major  Issues 
of  concern  to  this  Congress,  and  just 
talk  about  trade,  I  do  not  believe  that 
the  renewal  of  unconditional  MFN  sta- 
tus is  justified.  So  while  people  say  to 
us  that  we  are  sacrificing  U.S.  jobs  to 
promote  human  rights,  that  is  simply 
not  the  case. 

First,  I  would  like  to  present  some  of 
the  basic  facts  of  the  United  States- 
China  trade  relationship.  The  emphasis 
of  supporters  of  unconditional  renewal 
of  MFN  status  for  China  is  not  unex- 
pectedly focused  on  our  exports  to 
China,  it  is  important  also  to  focus  on 
China's  exports  to  the  United  States. 
While  overall  United  States  exjwrts  to 
China  have  tripled  in  the  last  10  years. 
United  States  imports  from  China  have 
grrown  by  11  times,  resulting  in  a  trade 
deficit  with  China  that  has  grown  from 
$10  million  in  1985  to  535  blUlon  in  1995. 
$35  billion. 

Another  alarming  feature  of  this 
trade  pattern  is  the  4-to-l  ratio  of  what 
we  buy  from  China  to  what  they  buy 
from  us.  The  United  States  is  China's 
largest  export  market,  with  over  a 
third  of  their  exports  coming  into  our 
market  with  preferential  trade  treat- 
ment. Our  products  by  and  large,  are 
not  allowed  into  the  Chinese  market. 
These  barriers  to  market  access  con- 
tribute to  the  trade  deficit. 

And  lest  we  think  that  the  nearly  $12 
billion  of  exports  that  we  send  to  China 
is  a  big  number,  consider  this  China, 
with  1.28  billion  people,  buys  just  under 
$12  billion.  Taiwan,  with  23  million  peo- 
ple, buys  nearly  $20  billion  from  the 
United  States.  So  the  access  to  the 
Chinese  markets  is  a  major  obstacle  in 
our  trade  relationship. 

I  know  we  also  hear  people  who  pro- 
pose unconditional  MFN  status  and 
talk  about  the  180,000  to  200,000  jobs 
that  are  connected  with  exports  to 
China.  These  are  important  jobs  and  we 
must  respect  that  fact,  but  let  me  just 
briefly  go  into  why  we  cannot  allow 
that  couple  hundred  thousand  jobs, 
however  significant,  to  be  a  barrier  to 
many  more  jobs  that  should  spring 
from  our  trade  relationship. 

We  should  all  be  concerned  about  the 
harm  to  our  economy  of  the  ongoing 
practice  of  the  Chinese  of  violating  our 
intellectual  property  rights.  The  trade 
deficit  I  referred  to  before  of  $35  billion 
does  not  include  the  billions  of  dollars 
that  the  Chinese  have  pirated  in  our  in- 
tellectual property. 

We  are  told  regrularly  by  economists 
and  we,  in  turn,  tell  our  labor  force 
that  while  manufacturing  jobs  go  off- 
shore, our  Intellectual  property  is  our 
international  comparative  advantage. 
It  is  the  genius  of  America  that  arises 
ftom  the  great  democratic  tradition  of 
freedom  of  expression  and  freedom  of 
thought.  In  a  very  real  way,  with  the 
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Chinese  continuing  practices  and  pat- 
terns of  theft  of  our  intellectual  prop- 
erty, the  Chinese  are  stealing  our  eco- 
nomic future. 

I  disagree  with  the  President  that 
China  is  our  economic  future.  The  Chi- 
nese regime  is  under  the  present  prac- 
tices, stealing  our  economic  future.  In 
China  it  is  possible  to  buy  $12,000  worth 
of  pirated  United  States  software  on  a 
CD-ROM  for  $10.  Pirated  versions  of 
Windows  95  were  available  in  China  be- 
fore the  real  thing  was  released  in  the 
United  States. 

More  importantly,  the  production  of 
stolen  intellectual  property  in  China  Is 
not  only  for  domestic  consumption;  it 
is  used  for  export.  The  domestic  capac- 
ity is  about  7  million  units  and  the  pro- 
duction capacity  is  about  150  million 
units  per  year.  So  the  Chinese  are  in 
the  business  of  stealing  our  intellec- 
tual property  not  only  for  domestic 
consumption  but  for  export. 

And  the  piracy  does  not  stop  at  soft- 
ware. There  are  reports  of  pirated  raw 
materials,  like  integrated  circuits  from 
China,  showing  up  in  Paraguay  for  dis- 
tribution throughout  the  Americas. 

I  do  not  have  time  to  go  into  more 
detail  on  that.  I  want  to  commend  the 
administration  for  issuing  a  list  of 
sanctions  and,  hopefully,  they  will  fol- 
low through  with  that. 

The  last  point  I  have  time  to  make  is 
the  issue  of  technology  and  production 
transfer.  Many  people  know  that  pro- 
duction is  going  offshore.  What  we 
must  recognize  is  that  the  Chinese  in- 
sist on  the  technological  transfer  as 
well.  So  we  will  have,  for  example,  Boe- 
ing closing  a  factory  in  Wichita,  KS, 
for  the  manufacture  of  the  tail  section 
of  a  737,  and  that  production  going  to 
Chinese  workers  making  $50  a  month. 
And  the  Chinese  have  the  technology 
transfer. 

So  it  is  the  barriers  to  our  products, 
the  ripping  off  of  our  intellectual  prop- 
erty, and  the  transfer  of  our  tech- 
nology that  rob  our  economy  of  jobs. 
Our  econonMC  future  is  at  risk  in  this 
relationship.  I  urge  our  colleagues  to 
focus  on  these  numbers.  More  to  come. 


BALANCING  THE  BUDGET  WILL 
STRENGTHEN  AMERICA'S  FUTURE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1^,  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Stearns]  is  recognized  during 
morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  STEARNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  my  col- 
leagues, behind  me  on  the  wall,  behind 
the  Speaker's  chair,  high  up  on  the 
wall,  in  fact  way  up  there.  Is  Inscribed 
the  following  words  by  Congressman 
Daniel  Webster: 

Let  us  develop  the  resources  of  our  land, 
call  forth  its  powers,  build  up  its  institu- 
tions, promote  all  its  great  interests,  and  see 
whether  we  also,  in  our  day  and  generation, 
may  not  perform  something  worthy  to  be  re- 
membered. 
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In  the  quote  I  am  tnrlng  to  empha- 
size perform  something  worthy  to  be 
remembered  in  our  generation.  His 
words  are  a  creed  to  live  by.  They  are 
words  by  which  our  actions  as  rep- 
resentatives of  the  people  should  be 
judged,  and  I  urge  the  American  people 
to  do  just  that.  Judge  us  by  whether  we 
also  in  our  day  and  generation  may  not 
perform  something  worthy  to  be  re- 
membered. 

I  am  confident  that  we  have  done 
just  that,  that  we  have  done  something 
worthy  to  remember,  that  in  our  ac- 
tion last  week  in  passing  a  balanced 
budget  resolution  we  have  proactively 
and  for  the  good  of  the  country 
changed  the  course  of  American  his- 
tory; that  we  have  halted  40  years  of 
reckless  spending  and  that  we  have  at 
long  last  set  the  covmtry  back  on 
track.  In  our  day  and  our  generation 
we  have  faced  the  defining  issue  and  we 
have  offered  a  solution  to  the  problem. 

Simply  and  emphatically,  balancing 
the  budget  is  the  most  important  ac- 
tion Washington  can  take  for  the 
American  people.  Why.  one  might  ask. 
Because  not  balancing  the  budget 
would  be  disastrous.  It  would  mark  the 
end  of  many  of  the  things  that  we  take 
for  granted.  It  would,  in  effect,  mark 
the  beginning  of  the  end  of  the  Amer- 
ican way  of  life  as  we  know  it. 

The  national  debt  already  stands  at 
over  $5  trillion  and  it  is  growing  at  a 
rate  of  $14,000  per  second,  which  actu- 
ally means  in  the  5  minutes  it  takes 
me  to  give  this  speech,  our  debt  will 
have  increased  by  $4.2  million,  totaling 
over  $50  billion  an  hour,  or  $1.2  billion 
a  day. 

Consider  this,  my  colleagues.  If  Con- 
gress does  nothing  and  allows  spending 
to  continue  at  its  present  course,  a 
child,  perhaps  one  of  our  children  or 
our  grandchildren,  bom  today,  will 
have  to  pay  $187,000  in  taxes  over  his  or 
her  lifetime  just  to  cover  the  Interest 
on  the  national  debt. 

But  getting  Federal  spending  under 
control  is  not  just  about  putting  off 
this  fiscal  doomsday,  it  is  also  about 
tremendous  and  vital  benefits,  the  fore- 
most of  which  would  be  a  dramatic 
drop  in  Interest  rates  for  all  of  us.  The 
study  by  the  economics  firm  of 
McGraw  Hill  predicts  that  balancing 
the  budget  would  lower  the  interest 
rates  on  the  average  mortgaige  by  al- 
most 3  percentage  points.  On  a  30-year 
$75,000  loan,  that  would  translate  into  a 
total  savings  over  the  life  of  the  loan  of 
over  $37,000. 

What  will  it  take  to  balance  the 
budget?  Simply  put,  letting  spending 
continue  to  go  up,  but  more  slowly 
than  it  otherwise  would.  Let  us  look  at 
the  numbers.  This  year  Federal  spend- 
ing will  total  $1.6  trillion.  If  Congress 
does  nothing,  spending  by  2002  will  rise 
to  $2.1  trillion,  an  increase  of  $600  bil- 
lion. Under  last  week's  budget  resolu- 
tion, spending  in  2002  would  rise  to  $1.9 
trillion,  an  increase  of  some  $400  bil- 
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lion.  By  any  measure,  a  $400  billion  in- 
crease in  spending  does  not  represent  a 
cut. 

Abraham  Lincoln  said  it  best  when 
he  said: 

The  dogmas  of  the  quiet  past  are  inad- 
equate to  the  stormy  present.  The  occasion 
is  piled  high  with  difficulty,  and  we  must 
rise  to  the  occasion.  As  our  case  is  new.  so 
we  must  think  anew  and  act  anew.  We  must 
disenthrall  ourselves  and  then  we  shall  save 
this  country. 

We  must  save  this  country.  We  are  at 
the  crossroads,  Mr.  Speaker,  at  the  oc- 
casion in  our  history  when,  we  must 
disenthrall  ourselves  and  save  our 
country.  To  do  this  we  must  make  the 
difficult  decisions.  We  must  take  the 
steps  to  guarantee  the  fiscal  solvency 
of  our  country  so  that  our  children  and 
our  grandchildren  will  have  the  same 
chances  we  had,  so  that  they,  too,  have 
a  chance  to  grow  and  to  prosper  in  a 
land  of  greatness  and  of  opportunity. 

For  our  Nation,  for  our  solvency,  and 
for  our  children  we  must  balance  the 
budget.  This  is  not  about  politics  and 
rhetoric,  it  is  about  the  right  of  Ameri- 
cans to  pursue  and  secure  their  dreams, 
it  is  about  doing  what  is  right  and 
what  is,  as  Daniel  Webster  said,  "wor- 
thy to  be  remembered." 

So  the  question  is  not  whether  we 
can  afford  to  balance  the  budget,  but 
whether  we  can  afford  not  to. 


ASIAN/PACIFIC  AMERICAN 
HERITAGE  MONTH 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Becerra]  is  recognized  during 
morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  BECERRA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  join  another  colleague  and 
friend,  the  gentlewoman  from  Hawaii, 
Mrs.  Patsy  Mink,  to  salute  all  those  in 
this  country,  all  those  Americans  of 
Asian/Pacific  Islander  descent  who 
have  made  this  such  a  great  country. 

I  rise  because  I  have  grown  to  know 
and  to  respect  the  many  accomplish- 
ments of  our  Asian/Pacific  Americans, 
and  I  happen  to  have  a  district  in  Cali- 
fornia, in  the  Los  Angeles  area,  that 
happens  to  have  a  great  number  of 
Asian/Pacific  Islanders  in  Los  Angeles. 
It  happens  that  much  of  my  work, 
much  of  my  effort  and  much  of  my  suc- 
cess is  a  result  of  the  efforts  of  many  of 
the  people  in  my  district,  and  I  count 
among  those  the  many  people  from  the 
Asian/Pacific  community  that  have 
helped  me  along  the  way. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  spend  a 
few  moments  talking  a  little  bit  about 
the  individual  and  the  collective  con- 
tributions of  Asian/Pacific  Americans 
to  our  country,  and  I  would  like  to  do 
that  within  the  context.  If  I  may,  of 
my  particular  district,  because  as  I 
said,  my  district  is  rich  in  what  makes 
America  great,  the  diversity,  the  tal- 
ents, and  I  can  speak  of  so  nuiny  indi- 
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vlduals  from  my  particular  district  in 
southern  California,  so  I  would  like  to 
concentrate  on  just  a  few  of  those. 

First,  I  would  like  to  just  make  sure 
it  is  clear  that  someone  who  has  an  op- 
portunity to  represent  Koreatown  in 
Los  Angeles,  parts  of  Chinatown  in  Los 
Angeles,  a  great  percentage  of  the  Fili- 
pino community  in  Los  Angeles,  and 
countless  other  Southeast  Asians  who 
live  in  Los  Angeles,  I  have  had  a  great 
opportunity  to  get  to  know  the  much 
and  diverse  ways  in  which  our  culture 
here  in  America  is  reflected. 

We  can  talk  about  people  like  Mr. 
Don  Toy,  wha  is  a  Chinese  American, 
who  has  become  probably  Mr.  China- 
town over  the  years  because  of  his 
many  efforts  on  behalf  of  the  residents 
of  Chinatown: within  the  Los  Angeles 
area.  This  is  the  executive  director  of 
Chinatown  Teen  Post,  and  in  that  ca- 
pacity he  has  been  able  to  help  so 
many  of  our  youth  go  on  and  lead  pro- 
ductive lives. 

He  has  been  instrumental  in  making 
sure  that  senior  citizens  throughout 
Los  Angeles  have  an  opportunity  in  the 
areas  around  Chinatown  to  have  safe 
and  decent  homes  to  live  in  at  the 
point  of  their  retirement.  Cathay 
Manor,  which  houses  more  than  300 
imits  and  is  home  to  more  than  500  sen- 
iors in  Los  Angeles,  is  really  a  tribute 
to  the  success  of  someone  like  Don 
Toy.  Cathay  Manor  is  there,  and  the 
people  living  in  Cathay  Manor  owe  a 
great  deal  to  Don  Toy. 

Stewart  Kwoh,  another  Chinese 
American,  is  a  resident  of  Los  Angeles, 
the  Silver  Lake  area,  part  of  which  I 
represent.  He  is  the  executive  director 
of  the  Asian/Pacific  American  Legal 
Center  of  southern  California.  Most 
people  know  of  the  legal  center  because 
of  its  many  successes  in  defending  the 
rights  and  protecting  those  rights  of 
Asian/Pacific  islanders  who  are  in  this 
country. 

We  have  found  on  too  many  occasions 
the  need  to  go  to  court  to  defend  the 
rights  of  all  citizens  of  this  country,  of 
all  people  of  this  country,  to  have  the 
protections  of  the  Constitution.  Stew- 
art Kwoh  and  the  Asian/Pacific  Amer- 
ican Legal  Center  of  southern  Califor- 
nia have  been  there  to  ensure  that 
those  people  have  been  able  to  assert 
their  rights. 

Bong  Hwan  Elim,  a  friend  and  another 
individual  from  my  district,  he  is  Ko- 
rean American.  He  is  also  the  director 
of  a  fantastic  program  at  the  Korean 
Youth  and  Community  Center.  It  is  the 
largest  Korean  American  service  orga- 
nization in  the  Nation.  Through  his 
leadership  it  has  continued  to  grow, 
and  it  continues  to  build  bridges  with 
the  different  races  and  ethnic  groups 
that  nmke  up  Los  Angeles,  the  patch- 
work which  has  become  such  a  re- 
nowned part  of  Los  Angeles.  It  is  be- 
cause of  his  efforts  that  the  Korean 
American  community  has  been  able  to 
reach   out   to   the   African   American 
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community,  to  the  other  communities 
which  make  up  that  portion  of  America 
that  we  call  Los  Angeles. 

Linda  Wong,  a  Chinese  American  of 
fantastic  reputation,  is  chief  financial 
officer  of  Rebuild  L.A..  the  organiza- 
tion created  to  make  sure  that  we 
could,  after  the  aftermath  of  the  unrest 
in  Los  Angeles,  go  on  to  rebuild  this 
great  city.  She  has  worked  tirelessly 
for  many  years  as  a  lawyer  defending 
so  many  people,  not  just  Asian/Pacific 
islanders,  but  many  people  through  her 
public  interest  work  as  an  attorney, 
and  now  she  is  also  someone  who  is 
working  as  a  trustee  of  the  Los  Angeles 
metropolitan  project,  which  is  a  $100 
million  educational  reform  movement 
in  Los  Angeles. 

The  honorable  Delbert  Wong,  Chinese 
American  resident,  is  the  first  superior 
court  judge  in  the  United  States,  a  fan- 
tastic jurist,  someone  who  would  be 
just  the  epitome  of  what  we  would 
want  to  see  in  our  courts.  He  is  some- 
one who  is  Los  Angeles  bred. 

One  last  friend.  Dr.  Haing  Ngor. 
Some  of  you  may  remember  this  Cam- 
bodian American  because  he  is  the  in- 
dividual who  won  the  Oscar  for  best 
supporting  actor  in  the  film,  the  Kill- 
ing Fields.  He  has  unfortunately  left  us 
because  of  his  brutal  murder,  a  tragic 
death,  but  he  too  was  an  Asian  Amer- 
ican of  renown.  Throughout  his  life- 
time Dr.  Ngor  never  gave  up  his  work 
to  someday  obtain  peace  in  Cambodia. 

I  want  to  thank  the  Speaker  for  the 
opportunity  to  say  to  all  those  people 
who  have  represented  this  country  so 
well  and  will  continue  to  do  so  whether 
they  are  of  a  particular  ethnicity,  or 
race  in  this  case,  we  are  talking  about 
the  Asian/Pacific  islander  community, 
that  what  make  America  great  is  the 
fabric  that  keeps  us  together.  The 
Asian/Pacific  islander  community  is 
among  the  various  communities  that 
make  this  Nation  so  great,  and  I  wish 
to  extend  to  all  those  people  my  con- 
gratulations and  my  thanks  for  the 
greatness  that  comes  through  those 
people. 


REPEAL  OF  4.3-CENT  GAS  TAX  ILL- 
ADVISED 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Skaggs]  is  recogrnized  during 
morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
House  later  today  will  be  voting  on  leg- 
islation designed  to  repeal,  supposedly 
temporarily,  although  I  think  we 
should  be  skeptical  of  that,  repeal  the 
4.3-cent-a-gallon  gasoline  tax  that  was 
enacted  just  a  few  years  ago.  I  just 
want  to  register  my  concerns  in  opposi- 
tion to  what  I  believe  is  a  very  ill-ad- 
vised move  that  the  Congress  seems  de- 
termined to  take.  Not  that  any  of  us 
want  to  see  consumers  paying  more  for 
gasoline   or   other   products.   But   we 


should  be  under  no  illusions  as  to  what 
this  will  do  that  is  beneficial,  and, 
more  importantly,  what  it  will  do  that 
is  really  not  in  the  national  interest,  if 
we  repeal  this  4.3-cent-a-gallon  tax. 

The  premise,  of  course,  is  that  some- 
how the  huge  increase  that  we  have  all 
experienced  at  the  gasoline  pumps  over 
the  last  couple  of  months,  20  cents  a 
gallon  or  so,  in  most  places  aroimd  the 
country,  is  being  driven  by  a  4-cent-a- 
gallon  tax  that  was  enacted  several 
years  back.  I  think  that  premise  of 
course  falls  of  its  own  weight,  upon  any 
kind  of  examination  at  all. 

It  makes  no  sense  to  me  whatsoever, 
as  we  are  trying  gamely  to  get  the  Fed- 
eral budget  balanced,  to  go  out  of  our 
way  to  eliminate  one  of  the  things  that 
has  provided  a  success  story  over  the 
last  3  years  in  cutting  the  deficit  in 
half;  namely,  that  4-cent-a-gallon  gas 
tax  that  was  part  of  the  1993  budget 
package.  That  has  succeeded  in  cutting 
the  deficit  in  half  over  the  intervening 
3  years. 

Now,  either  we  are  going  to  have  to 
make  up  that  revenue  of  about  S3  bil- 
lion for  the  rest  of  this  year,  or  over 
$30  billion  over  the  next  6  years,  by 
raising  taxes  somewhere  else,  or  we 
will  aggravate  that  budget  balancing 
problem  that  is  such  a  demanding  one 
for  us  to  begin  with. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  rather  see  us 
stay  the  course,  get  the  budget  into 
balance,  not  give  up  this  modest  in- 
crease in  the  gasoline  tax  that  has,  I 
think,  made  a  good  contribution  to 
that  fundamental  fiscal  responsibility 
mission  of  the  Congress  over  the  last  3 
years. 

Somehow  in  this  we  have  also  lost 
sight  of  what  was  supposed  to  be  our 
respect  for  markets  and  the  way  that 
they  operate  in  a  free  enterprise  sys- 
tem in  this  country.  I  think  it  is  al- 
most unanimously  held  by  people  that 
follow  this  part  of  the  energy  market 
that  what  we  experienced  with  this  in- 
crease in  gasoline  prices  was  the  natu- 
ral result  of  the  way  refiners  had  kept 
making  heating  oil  later  than  usual 
this  year  and  then  got  into  a  crunch  as 
the  driving  season  kicked  in.  We  al- 
ways see  an  up  tick  in  gas  prices  about 
this  time  of  year.  So  to  think  there 
was  some  conspiratorial  element  in 
this,  I  think  is  misplaced. 

That,  in  a  reverse  twist,  means  even 
if  we  repeal  the  gas  tax,  I  am  not  sure 
we  will  see  a  tremendous  impact  on  the 
pocketbooks  of  most  American  con- 
sumers. The  natural  fluctuation  in  en- 
ergy prices,  in  gasoline  prices,  will 
more  than  eclipse  this  change  in  the 
tax  level.  Just  as  we  never  noticed  it 
when  it  kicked  in,  because  gas  prices 
back  when  this  gasoline  tax  increase 
took  effect  were  fluctuating  by  much 
more  than  4  cents  a  gallon  through  the 
natural  forces  of  the  market. 

I  am  not  sure  the  consumers  will  see 
significant  benefit  in  this.  It  really.  I 
am  afraid,  is  an  exercise  in  election 
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year  appeals  to  some  of  our  most  un- 
derstandable, but  not  necessarily  our 
best  instincts,  that  we  of  course  love  to 
pay  a  little  bit  less  per  gallon  for  gas. 

But  let  us  look  at  a  little  longer 
term.  We  all  know  that  we  are  going  to 
have  to  face  up  to  the  real  demands  for 
energy  conservation  in  this  country 
sooner  or  later.  We  are  going  to  have  to 
face  up  to  the  fact  that  we  cannot  con- 
tinue relying  on  huge  quantities,  mil- 
lions of  barrels  of  oil  a  day,  imported 
from  elsewhere  in  the  world.  This  very, 
very  modest  effort  at  dealing  with  an 
energy  conservation  objective  as  well 
as  a  budget  balancing  objective  in  the 
gas  tax  increase  of  1993  is  now  merely 
going  to  be  tossed  aside. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  hate  to  think  of  how 
many  years  are  going  to  have  to  pass 
before  this  Congress  has  the  courage, 
and  it  took  some  courage  in  1993  to 
vote  for  that  very  modest  gasoline  tax 
increase,  before  we  have  the  courage 
again  to  realize  that  an  essential  com- 
ponent of  sane  energy  policy  in  this 
country  is  going  to  be  conservation  and 
an  inevitable  component  of  that  is 
going  to  be  pricing. 

So  we  are  really  deluding  ourselves  if 
we  think  this  is,  first,  going  to  deal 
with  the  budget;  second,  going  to  help 
consvmiers;  or,  third,  is  not  going  to 
aggravate  our  energy  problems  in  the 
long  haul. 


RECESS 

The .  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  There 
being  no  further  requests  for  morning 
business,  pursuant  to  clause  12  of  rule 
I,  the  House  will  stand  in  recess  until  2 
p.m. 

Accordingly  (at  1  o'clock  and  25  min- 
utes p.m.),  the  House  stood  in  recess 
until  2  p.m. 


AFTER  RECESS 

The  recess  having  expired,  the  House 
was  called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  Wicker]  at  2  p.m. 


PRAYER 


The  Chaplain,  Rev.  James  David 
Ford,  D.D.,  offered  the  following  pray- 
er: 

We  earnestly  pray,  gracious  God,  for 
all  Your  blessings — for  peace  and 
strength,  for  justice  and  mercy  and  all 
the  values  of  Your  word.  On  this  day 
we  pray  for  humility  in  our  hearts 
whenever  we  seek  to  speak  the  truth 
and  when  we  venture  to  know  Your 
will.  We  hold  to  our  views  and  yet  we 
do  not  know  all;  we  stand  for  right  and 
we  admit  our  limitations;  we  speak  to 
the  issues  and  yet  we  can  miss  the 
mark.  Save  us.  O  God,  from  any  arro- 
gance that  would  blind  us  f^om  truth 
or  from  undue  pride  which  keeps  us 
from  Your  blessings  so  that,  instead,  in 
all  things  we  will  truly  do  justice,  love 
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mercy,   and 
You.  Amen. 


ever  walk   humbly   with 


THE  JOURNAL 
The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore. 


The 


Chair  has  examined  the  Journal  of  the 
last  day's  proceedingrs  and  announces 
to  the  House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1,  nile  I,  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 

Mr.  HEFLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursuant 
to  clause  1,  rule  I,  I  demand  a  vote  on 
agreeing  to  the  Speaker's  approval  of 
the  Journal. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  Chair's  approval  of 
the  Journal. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  HEFLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  provisions  of  clause  5  of  rule 
I,  further  proceedings  on  this  question 
will  be  postponed. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Will  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Market]  come  forward  and  lead  the 
House  in  the  Pledge  of  Allegiance. 

Mr.  MARKEY  led  the  Pledge  of  Alle- 
giance as  follows: 

I  pledge  allegiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  to  the  Repub- 
lic for  which  it  stands,  one  nation  under  God. 
indivisible,  with  liberty  and  justice  for  all. 


PRIVATE  CALENDAR 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  This  is 
Private  Calendar  day.  The  Clerk  will 
call  the  first  individual  bill  on  the  Pri- 
vate Calendar. 
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LLOYD  B.  GAMBLE 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R. 
for  the  relief  of  Lloyd  B.  Gamble. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 
H.R.  1009 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 
SECTION  L  APPROPRUTION  OF  FUNDS. 

(a)  Payment.— The  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury shall  pay,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treas- 
ury not  otherwise  appropriated,  to  Lloyd  B. 
Gamble  of  Fairfax,  Virginia,  the  sum  of 
S253.488. 

(b)  Basis.— The  payment  required  by  sub- 
section (a)  shall  be  to  compensate  Lloyd  B. 
Gamble  for  the  injuries  sustained  by  him  as 
a  result  of  the  administration  to  him.  with- 
out his  knowledge,  of  lysergic  acid 
diethylamide  by  United  States  Army  person- 
nel in  1957. 


SEC.  2.  SATISFACTKW  OF  CLAIMS. 

The  payment  made  pursuant  to  section  1 
shall  be  in  full  satisfaction  of  all  claims 
Lloyd  B.  Gamble  may  have  against  the 
United  States  for  any  injury  described  in 
such  section. 

SEC.  3.  INEUGIBILmf  FOR  ADDITIONAL  BENE- 
,  FITS. 

Upon  payment  of  the  sum  referred  to  in 
section  1,  Lloyd  B.  Gamble  shall  not  be  eligi- 
ble for  any  compensation  or  benefits  from 
the  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  or  the 
Depaoniment  of  Defense  for  any  injury  de- 
scribed in  such  section. 

SEC.  4.  LIAQTATION  OF  AGENTS  AND  ATTORNEYS 
FEES. 

It  shall  be  unlawful  for  an  amount  of  more 
than  10  percent  of  the  amount  paid  pursuant 
to  section  I  to  be  paid  to  or  received  by  any 
agent  or  attorney  for  any  service  rendered  to 
Lloyd  B.  Gamble  in  connection  with  Uie  ben- 
efits provided  by  this  Act.  Any  person  who 
violates  this  section  shall  be  guilty  of  an  in- 
fraction and  shall  be  subject  to  a  fine  in  the 
amount  provided  in  title  18.  United  States 
Code. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to 
reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table. 
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ROCCO  A.  TRECOSTA 
The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R. 
for  the  relief  of  Rocco  A.  Trecosta. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 
H.R.  2765 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION.  1.  PAYMENT  AUTHORIZED. 

As  soon  as  practicable  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense shall  pay  to  Rocco  A.  Trecosta.  of  Fort 
Lauderdale,  Florida,  a  former  teacher  in  the 
Department  of  Defense  Overseas  Dependent 
Schools,  back  pay  in  the  amount  calculated 
pursuant  to  section  2. 

SEC  2.  AMOUNT  OF  PAYMENT. 

(a)  INTTIAL  Calculation  of  amount.— The 
Secretary  of  Defense  shall  calculate  the 
amount  that  Rocco  A.  Trecosta  would  have 
been  awarded  had  Mr.  Trecosta  been  a  mem- 
ber of  the  plaintiff  class  in  March  v.  United 
States,  506  F.2d  1306  (D.C.  Cir.  1974). 

(b)  Gross  Amount.— The  gross  amount  for 
purposes  of  subsection  (c)  shall  be  the  lesser 
of— 

(1)  the  amount  calculated  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (a);  and 

(2)  $10,000. 

(c)  Deductions  From  Gross  Amount.— The 
Secretary  of  Defense  shall  pay  to  Rocco  A. 
Trecosta  the  gross  amount  described  in  sub- 
section (b)  less  appropriate  amounts  for- 

(1)  Civil  Service  Retirement; 

(2)  Social  Security: 

(3)  Federal  Employees  Group  Life  Insur- 
ance: 

(4)  Federal  income  tax  withholding;  and 

(5)  any  other  similar  or  related  deductions. 

SEC.  X  FULL  SATISFACTION  OF  CLAIM& 

The  pajrment  authorized  by  this  Act  shall 
be  in  full  satisfaction  of  all  claims  of  Rocco 
A.  Trecosta  against  the  United  States  for 
back  pay  in  connection  with  his  service  as  a 
teacher  in  the  Department  of  Defense  Over- 
seas Dependent  Schools. 

SEC.  4.  LIMITATION  ON  FEES. 

No  more  than  10  percent  of  the  payment 
authorized  by  this  Act  shall  be  paid  to  or  re- 


ceived by  any  agent  or  attorney  for  services 
rendered  in  connection  with  obtaining  such 
payment,  any  contract  to  the  contrary  not- 
withstanding. Any  person  who  violates  this 
section  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  Jl.OOO. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to 
reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  This 
concludes  the  call  of  the  Private  C^al- 
endar. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  will  entertain  fifteen  1-minutes 
on  each  side. 


PRESIDENT  CLINTON  ON  WELFARE 
REFORM:  THERE  HE  C50ES  AGAIN 

(Mr.  CHABOT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  CHABOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Presi- 
dent is  talking  tough  on  welfare  reform 
again.  Remember,  this  is  the  President, 
who  as  a  candidate,  promised  to  "end 
welfare  as  we  know  it."  But  when  this 
Congress  presented  him  with  legisla- 
tion that  truly  would  end  welfare  as  we 
know  it,  Mr.  Clinton  quickly  vetoed  it. 
When  Congress  once  again  sent  Mm 
welfare  reform  he  vetoed  it  again. 

Now  his  pollsters  have  apparently 
told  him  that  it's  time  to  change 
course  again,  or,  at  least  appear  to 
change  course.  He's  once  again  saying 
the  he  supports  welfare  reform.  Unfor- 
tunately, what  he's  actually  proposed 
is  not  even  a  pale  copy  of  meaningful 
reform. 

Mr.  Speaker,  talk  is  cheap.  Candidate 
Bill  Clinton  made  welfare  reform  a  cen- 
terpiece of  his  campaign  for  the  Presi- 
dency. It's  time  for  him  to  keep  his 
word.  It's  time  to  stop  the  political 
posturing.  It's  time  for  him  to  sign  a 
real  welfare  reform  bill. 


CHINA  MFN 

(Ms.  KAPTUR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Speaker,  Congress 
will  soon  take  up  the  question  of 
whether  or  not  to  renew  China's  most- 
favored-nation  trade  status  inside  this 
marketplace  for  another  year.  I  am  one 
Member  of  Congress  who  will  vote 
"no,"  as  in  no  more  lost  U.S.  jobs,  no 
more  abdication  of  the  U.S.  market- 
place, no  more  trade  deficits  and  no 
more  wishful  thinking  on  our  trade 
policy  toward  China. 

Every  year  the  American  public  is 
told  that,  if  Congress  votes  to  renew 
China's  MFN  status  just  one  more 
year,  that  our  trading  relationship 
with  Cniina  will  improve.  Well,  it  has 
not. 
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This  chart  shows  over  the  last  7  years 
the  United  States  trade  deficit  with 
China  has  increased  over  1000  percent, 
from  a  deficit  of  53  billion  in  1988  to 
over  $35  billion  last  year  ajid  projected 
over  $40  billion  this  year. 

At  this  rate  China  will  even  pass 
Japan  shortly  in  racking  up  the  most 
red  ink  with  this  country.  China  re- 
mains a  closed  authoritarian  Com- 
munist regime.  Why  should  Congress 
add  more  red  ink  to  this  ledger? 


which   just   happens   to   be   made    in 
China.  Think  about  that. 


PRESroENT  CLINTON  AND  OSHA 

(Mr.  BALLENGER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
was  1  year  ago  that  President  Clinton 
announced  his  plans  to  reinvent  OSHA. 

The  new  OSHA,  according  to  the 
President's  speech,  would  rely  less  on 
enforcement,  more  on  partnerships.  It 
would  use  common  sense  in  regula- 
tions, so  that  the  most  benefits  could 
be  achieved  with  the  least  burden.  And 
the  new  OSHA  would  focus  on  results, 
not  redtape  by  focusing  on  hazards  not 
pai>erwork  and  evaluating  personnel  on 
improvements  in  safety  rather  than 
penalties. 

Mr.  President,  that  was  a  good 
speech.  But  not  much  has  happened 
since  then.  Why  not?  The  head  of 
OSHA  answered  that  question  a  few 
days  ago:  "There  are  a  lot  of  people 
who  doubt  this  direction,  including 
people  inside  the  organization 
[OSHA]." 

Mr.  President,  you  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  say  to  your  opponents  on 
OSHA  reinvention  that  you  actually 
meant  what  you  said.  I've  introduced 
H.R.  3234.  All  it  does  is  take  your  ideas 
on  reinventing  OSHA,  even  your  words, 
and  put  them  in  law. 

So  what  will  it  be,  Mr.  President?  Did 
you  mean  what  you  said  1  year  ago? 


CHINA  AND  MFN  STATUS 

(Mr.  TRAFICANT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Speaker.  China 
steals  American  software  and  videos. 
China  sponsors  slave  labor.  China  im- 
prisons political  opponents.  China  sells 
nuclear  technology  to  terrorists.  China 
literally  threatened  to  nuke  Taiwan. 
And  if  this  is  not  enough  to  disrupt  the 
constipation  of  the  National  Security 
Council,  Chinese  dictator  told  the 
White  House  to  shut  their  mouth  and 
back  off.  Unbelievable,  Mr.  Speaker. 

After  all  this,  the  White  House  is  so 
mad  the  White  House  has  decided  to 
punish  China  by  renewing  most-fa- 
vored-nation trade  status.  Beam  me  up, 
Mr.  Speaker.  When  will  this  White 
House  wise  up?  When  one  of  these  Chi- 
nese dictators  slaps  the  President  in 
the  face  with  one  of  those  Barney  dolls. 


PRESIDENT  CLINTON  AND 
WELFARE  REFORM 

(Mr.  HEFLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  HEFLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
American  public  has  heard  a  lot  from 
Bill  Clinton  over  the  past  4  years  on 
welfare. 

First,  candidate  Bill  Clinton  prom- 
ised to  enact  real  welfare  reform  if 
elected  President.  Next,  after  no  action 
from  the  Democrat  leadership  in  the 
103d  Congress,  President  Clinton  failed 
to  deliver  on  his  promise  the  first  2 
years  of  office.  Next,  after  Republicans 
deliver  a  welfare  package  to  his  desk 
last  December,  he  vetoed  it.  And  now, 
Clinton  has  come  full  circle  and  is 
again  playing  campaign  politics  sasring 
he  supports  strong  welfare  reform. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  only  words  I  can  use 
to  describe  Bill  Clinton's  actions  on 
this  issue — he's  the  great  pretender — he 
says  he's  for  reforming  welfare,  then  he 
vetoes  welfare  reform,  and  now  he  is 
trying  to  be  seen  as  the  welfare  reform 
leader  in  this  campaign  year. 

Bill  Clinton — the  greater  pretender. 


GAS  TAX  REPEAL 

(Mr.  MARKEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  yester- 
day, candidate  Dole  criticized  the 
Clinton  administration  for  allowing 
the  United  Nations  to  permit  Iraqi  oil 
sales,  claiming  that  offering  Saddam 
Hussein  a  lifeline  to  prolong  his  dicta- 
torship is  bad  policy  and  bad  strategry. 
It  is  interesting  to  see  candidate  Dole 
suddenly  expressing  concern  over  the 
prospect  of  Iraqi  oil  hitting  the  world 
market.  Where  was  candidate  Dole 
over  the  last  6  months  when  the  big  oil 
companies,  like  a  reckless  driver  on  a 
bet,  drove  into  the  year  with  their  in- 
ventory needles  on  empty,  passing 
right  by  any  number  of  global  filling 
stations  in  an  attempt  to  buy  cheap  oil 
from  Saddam  Hussein,  who  wants  to 
sell  the  oil  to  get  money  to  buy  guns? 

Candidate  Dole,  did  he  chide  the  oil 
companies  for  bad  policy  and  bad  strat- 
egy? Did  he  criticize  the  oil  companies 
for  gouging  consumers  at  the  pump 
when  the  shortages  resulted  from  their 
corporate  irresponsibility  and  sent  gas 
prices  skyrocketing?  No. 


REFORMING  WELFARE 

(Mr.  JONES  asked  and  was  griven  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  JONES.  Mr.  Speaker,  when  Re- 
publicans kept  their  promise  and  deliv- 
ered to  the  President  a  strong  welfare 


reform  bill,  he  vetoed  it.  Now  Bill  Clin- 
ton, realizing  it  is  an  election  year,  is 
trying  to  take  some  sort  of  credit  for 
being  pro-welfare  reform.  Let's  take  a 
look  at  his  latest  charade. 

The  Republican  Governor  of  Wiscon- 
sin, Tommy  Thompson,  implemented  a 
strong,  get  tough  welfare  system  in  his 
State.  In  his  weekly  radio  address. 
President  Clinton  praised  the  Wiscon- 
sin plan  as  "one  of  the  boldest  yet  at- 
tempted in  America."  Yet,  the  Wiscon- 
sin plan  is  very  similar  to  the  one  that 
President  Clinton  vetoed! 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  President  Clinton's 
case  his  actions  speak  louder  than  his 
words.  President  Clinton  has  done 
nothing  in  the  past  3Vi  years  to  reform 
welfare.  On  welfare,  he  is  truly  the 
great  pretender. 


REPEAL  OF  GAS  TAX 

(Mr.  FHiNER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  later 
today  the  House  will  take  up  the  repeal 
of  the  4.3-cent  gasoline  tax.  The  Amer- 
ican people  should  know  not  only  what 
is  in  this  bill  but  what  is  not  in  this 
bill.  This  bill  mandates  repeal  of  a  4.3- 
cent  gasoline  tax,  but  it  does  not  man- 
date that  we  as  consumers  or  the 
American  people  as  consumers  will  get 
the  benefit  of  that  4.3  cents.  I  have  the 
bill  right  here.  It  says  that  it  is  the 
sense  of  Congress  that  consumers 
ought  to  get  that  benefit,  a  sense  of  the 
Congress.  It  does  not  mandate  any- 
thing. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  some  experi- 
ence with  this.  When  the  airline  surtax 
was  allowed  to  expire  recently,  that  10 
percent  was  not  passed  on  to  the  con- 
sumers. In  fact  the  airlines  took  at 
least  half  of  that  for  their  own. 

That  is  what  will  happen  if  we  do  not 
take  stronger  action  today.  The  oil 
companies  will  get  the  benefit  of  this 
tax  repeal  and  not  the  consumer.  This 
bill  later  today  should  mandate  that 
all  consumers  get  the  full  benefit  of 
the  4.3-cent  tax  repeal. 


A  CALL  FOR  THE  DISMISSAL  OF 
DICK  MORRIS,  ADVISER  TO  THE 
PRESIDENT 

(Ms.  DUNN  of  Washington  asked  and 
was  griven  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  her  remarks.) 

Ms.  DUNN  of  Washington.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, last  week  10  Republican  Members  of 
the  Congress  wrote  to  President  Clin- 
ton to  express  our  outrage  over  the 
fact  that  his  top  political  adviser,  Dick 
Morris,  has  been  assisting  in  the  de- 
fense team  of  Alex  Kelly,  aji  accused 
rapist  who  fled  the  country  for  8  years 
rather  than  face  charges  of  brutally 
raping  two  teenage  girls.  Kelly,  who  is 
a  convicted  thief  on  probation  for  nine 
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burglaries,  allegedly  threatened  to  kill 
the  girls  if  they  reported  the  rapes. 

In  our  letter  to  the  President,  we 
said  there  has  been  a  lot  of  tough  talk, 
Mr.  President,  from  your  administra- 
tion on  the  issue  of  crime.  But  actions 
speak  louder  than  words.  Given  Mr. 
Morris'  insensitivity  to  women's  con- 
cerns about  rape  and  violent  crime  and 
his  lack  of  ethical  judgment,  we  call  on 
you  to  dismiss  him  immediately. 

The  White  House,  which  has  failed 
yet  to  take  any  action  on  this  matter, 
now  admits  that  the  President  himself 
knew  about  Morris'  testimony,  testi- 
mony on  behalf  of  the  rapist,  but  toler- 
ated it. 

Mr.  President,  we  call  on  you  to  dis- 
miss Dick  Morris.  Do  something  good 
for  the  women  of  this  Nation. 


THE  MINIMUM  WAGE 

(Ms.  DeLAURO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
week  a  vote  has  been  scheduled  on  rais- 
ing the  minimum  wage.  Finally. 

For  months  the  Democrats  have 
taken  to  the  floor  of  the  House  asking 
the  Republican  leadership  to  schedule 
this  vote  on  behalf  of  hardworking 
Americans  and  their  families. 

And  for  the  same  number  of 
months — the  Republican  leadership  has 
refused.  In  some  instances,  even  deny- 
ing that  working  famiUes  trying  to  get 
by  on  $4.25  an  hour  exist.  Easy  for  them 
to  say  when  you  consider  that  since 
Speaker  Newt  Gingrich's  April  17 
promise  to  at  least  hold  hearings  on 
the  minimum  wage  issue — 34  days 
ago— he  has  received  $15,975.24  of  the 
taxpayers'  money. 

Compare  that  to  a  minimum-wage 
worker  who  earns  $4.25  an  hour,  works 
40  hours  a  week  for  52  weeks  and  makes 
a  grand  total  of  $8,840.00  for  that  entire 
year  of  hard  work.  In  a  month  of  daw- 
dling, the  Speaker  has  made  almost 
twice  as  much  as  a  minimum-wage 
worker  makes  in  a  whole  year. 

Let's  pass  a  minimum  wage  increase 
now,  it's  exactly  what  over  80  percent 
of  American  want  us  to  do.  They  un- 
derstand that  this  is  simply  the  right 
approach  to  take  if  we  are  going  to 
honor  work,  protect  families  and  fight 
for  children. 


THE  ECONOMY  IS  GOOD? 

(Mr.  KNOLLENBERG  asked  and  was 
given  i)ermission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  KNOLLENBERG.  Look  out,  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  America.  The  President  is 
selling  his  own  personal  brand  of  snake 
oil  again.  But  guess  what?  Sometimes 
the  President  does  not  really  mean 
what  he  says. 

As  recently  as  this  weekend  the 
President  said  he  now  supports  welfare 


reform.  Yes,  welfare  reform.  He  is  back 
to  that  position.  So  far  this  year  he  has 
vetoed,  as  my  colleagues  know,  chang- 
ing welfare  as  we  know  it,  not  once, 
but  twice.  The  President  has  simply 
surrounded  this  issue. 

In  fact,  he  switched  his  position  so 
many  times  I  am  starting  to  get  a  bit 
dizzy. 

Then  he  said  this  is,  and  again  I 
quote,  the  healthiest  economy  in  30 
years.  K  this  is  the  healthiest  economy 
in  30  years,  then  why  does  it  lag  behind 
aU  4  years  of  the  Carter  administra- 
tion? That  is  right.  Remember  the 
Carter  years?  The  Carter  economy 
grew  2%  times  faster  than  the  Clinton 
economy.  No  wonder  everybody  is  wor- 
ried. That  does  not  sound  like  the 
healthiest  economy  in  30  years. 

So  I  say,  enough  of  the  Clinton  snake 
oil,  enough  of  the  flip-flops.  Americans 
are  no  longer  bujang  that  line. 


CONFUSION  ABOUT  WELFARE 
REFORM 

(Mrs.  SEASTRAND  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  SEASTRAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  con- 
fused about  where  the  President  stands 
on  welfare  reform?  Well,  the  White 
House  does  not  even  know  for  sure.  The 
Clinton  administration  is  tripping  all 
over  its  own  rhetoric  on  welfare.  I  call 
it  the  politics  of  confusion. 

Last  Friday  in  a  embargo  briefing  on 
the  President's  radio  address.  White 
House  press  secretary  Mike  McCurry 
said,  quote,  the  President  in  his  ad- 
dress, or  in  this  address,  has  signaled 
that  he  will  look  with  favor  on  the  Wis- 
consin welfare  reform  model.  And  the 
President  did.  Specifically  he  said,  I 
quote,  "Wisconsin  submitted  to  me  for 
approval  the  outlines  of  a  sweeping 
welfare  reform  plan,  one  of  the  boldest 
yet  attempted  in  America.  All  in  all, 
Wisconsin  has  the  makings  of  a  solid, 
bold  welfare  reform  plan.  We  should 
get  it  done."  End  quote. 

Well,  however,  if  my  colleagues  read 
the  Washington  Post  this  morning,  the 
White  House  is  waffling.  We  hear  re- 
marks such  as  we  will  have  to  nego- 
tiate the  situation,  details  will  have  to 
be  changed  before  the  Federal  (Jovem- 
ment  approves  the  necessary  waivers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  belief  that 
President  Clinton  should  not  be  play- 
ing politics  with  the  welfare  proposal. 
We  need  welfare  reform,  we  need  it 
now.  Let  us  get  it  done. 


PRESIDENT  CLINTON  AND 
WELFARE  REFORM 

(Mr.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Speaker,    talk    is    cheap;    like    many 
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Americans  are  not  confused  about 
where  our  President  stands  because  it 
seems  that  he  changes  his  opinions  dra- 
matically during  election  years.  In  his 
radio  address  this  past  Saturday  the 
President  said,  4  years  ago  I  challenged 
America  to  end  welfare  as  we  know  it. 

Of  course  4  years  ago  President  Clin- 
ton was  campaigning  to  be  President. 
Once  President,  Clinton  waited  18 
months  to  propose  welfare  reform  that 
was  rejected  by  his  own  Democratic 
Congress.  In  his  address  the  President 
bragged  that  he  has  approved  38  waiv- 
ers for  State  welfare  reforms.  However, 
in  the  last  year  the  President  has  twice 
vetoed  comprehensive  bipartisan  wel- 
fare reform  that  would  have  ended 
Washington's  ability  to  veto  State  re- 
forms. 

There  is  no  good  reason  why  50  State 
Governors  should  have  to  go  on  their 
hands  and  knees  to  get  President  Clin- 
tons  permission  to  implement  welfare 
reforms  for  their  own  citizens. 


CONGRATULATIONS  TO  OUR 
COLLEAGUE.  SONNY  BONO 

(Mr.  DREIER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  Sat- 
urday afternoon  I  had  the  opportunity 
to  address  the  California  Contract  Cit- 
ies Association  convention  in  Palm 
Springs,  and  I  would  like  to  congratu- 
late the  outgoing  president,  Bea 
Lapisto-Kirtley,  and  the  new  president. 
Tom  Breazeal. 

But  as  I  walked  out  of  that  meeting. 
I  turned  down  the  street,  and  I  saw  a 
crowd.  And  like  any  of  us,  we  are  rath- 
er curious  when  we  see  a  crowd,  and 
who  did  I  see  in  the  midst  of  that 
crowd  but  our  colleague  the  gentleman 
from  California,  Sonny  Bono,  who  was 
joined  by  his  beautiful  wife,  Mary, 
their  two  little  children  and  his  82- 
year-old  mother,  Jean  Bono. 

What  was  happening  was  the  gen- 
tleman from  California,  Sonny  Bono. 
was  having  his  star  status  set  in  stone 
as  he  was  having  a  star  placed  on  Palm 
Canyon  Drive  in  Palm  Springs,  Califor- 
nia, and  I  would  simply  like  to  rise  and 
inform  my  colleagues  that  we  all  knew 
that  the  gentleman  from  California, 
Mr.  Bono,  was  a  star,  but  now  it  is  set 
in  stone,  and  I  want  to  congratulate 
him,  and  I  know  that  every  one  of  my 
colleagues  will  join  in  doing  so. 


PRESIDENT'S  WELFARE 
STRATEGY  LEADS  A  DOUBLE  LIFE 

(Mr.  CHRISTENSEN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  CHRISTENSE2^.  Mr.  Speaker, 
Bill  Clinton  and  the  Washington  liberal 
groups  are  leading  a  double  life.  They 
claim  that  they  want  to  end  welfare  as 
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we  know  it.  yet  fight  it  and  veto  every 
plan  we  put  forward. 

They  say  they  want  to  increase  the 
earnings  of  working  Americans,  but 
yet  they  are  pushing  to  hike  the  mini- 
mum wage,  which  kills  low-wage  jobs. 
To  add  injury  to  insult,  they  denounce 
tax  relief  for  working  families  and  job 
creation  which  would  help  accomplish 
both  those  goals. 

Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  Bill  Clinton's 
strategy  undercuts  both  getting  people 
off  the  welfare  rolls  and  letting  them 
keep  more  of  what  they  earn.  Studies 
show  that  hiking  the  minimum  wage 
swells  the  welfare  rolls.  That  is  be- 
cause increasing  the  minimum  wage 
will  cut  out  over  400,000  entry-level 
jobs,  the  very  jobs  needed  to  get  people 
off  of  welfare  in  the  first  place. 

If  Bill  Clinton  truly  cares  about  the 
working  poor,  he  will  end  his  double 
life.  He  will  stop  vetoing  plans  to 
spring  people  firom  the  welfare  trap,  he 
will  stop  pushing  the  minimum  wage, 
rusting  the  welfare  trap  shut,  and  he 
will  certainly  stop  vetoing  the  tax  re- 
lief that  he  himself  has  promised. 

It  is  time  for  Bill  Clinton  to  stop  liv- 
ing a  double  life. 


rr  IS  NOT  COMPASSIONATE  TO 

INCREASE  THE  MINIMUM  WAGE 

(Mr.    CAMPBELL    asked    and    was 

given  permission  to  address  the  House 

for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 

his  remarks). 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  what 
is  the  compassionate  and  caring  ap- 
proach to  people  who  need  jobs?  It  is  to 
give  them  jobs.  The  problem  with  the 
minimum  wage  debate  is  that  the  argu- 
ments have  ignored  the  fundamental 
fact  that  it  is  better  to  give  somebody 
a  job  and  get  them  started  on  their 
path  in  life  by  earning  their  own  in- 
come, getting  ready  to  go  to  work,  and 
keeping  a  schedule,  rather  than  not  to 
have  a  job  at  all.  I  would  like  to  be  able 
to  wave  a  wand  and  make  sure  that 
everybody's  income  rises,  but  I  cannot, 
and  nobody  in  government  can.  What 
we  can  do  though  is  say  "yes"  to  some- 
body who  has  got  a  shot  at  starting  in 
life  with  a  minimum-wage  job.  So  be  it, 
because  one  moves  on  from  that  to  the 
next. 

It  is  not  compassionate,  therefore,  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  Every 
time  we  have  done  it  since  1974.  unless 
the  economy  was  just  shooting  through 
the  roof,  we  lost  jobs  from  what  other- 
wise would  have  happened.  I  am  aftaid 
that  win  happen  again. 

Do  not  put  a  tax  on  those  people  who 
offer  jobs  to  people  who  need  them;  un- 
employed i)eople  who  need  a  start  in 
life.  Do  not  support  an  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage. 


Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  drove 
several  hundred  miles  across  the  State 
of  West  Virginia  yesterday  visiting 
flood-hit  areas,  I  stopped  off  at  a  lot  of 
gasoline  stations.  I  saw  gasoline  selling 
for  everything  and  bulk  gasoline  sell- 
ing for  everjrthing  from  S1.28  to  $1.37  a 
gallon  for  87  octane  regular,  and  as  I 
would  stop,  I  would  ask  them  how  they 
felt  about  getting  4.3  cents  back  or 
having  the  Congress  actually  cut  the 
gasoline  tax  by  4.3  cents.  "Where  does 
it  go.  Bob?  Are  we  going  to  get  it?" 

Well,  of  course,  I  told  them  that  the 
Congress  would  not  be  permitted  to 
offer  an  amendment  guaranteeing  it 
went  to  the  consumer. 

"You  are  telling  us  we  don't  auto- 
matically get  it?" 

"No,  you  don't  automatically  get  it. 
In  fact  the  chances  are  good  that  the 
savings  will  actually  go  either  to  oil 
companies  or  to  foreign  oil  producers." 

Well,  what  good  does  that  do? 

They  would  be  even  less  happy  to 
know  that  the  roughly  $3  billion  that 
this  will  cost  while,  yes,  it  will  be 
made  up  by  selling  the  spectrum  in 
telecommunications,  that  that  is  $3 
billion  that  could  have  been  used  for 
deficit  reduction.  And  then  again  when 
we  need  more  deficit  reduction,  what 
are  they  going  to  cut?  That  wlU  be  edu- 
cation. 

It  is  not  a  good  deal. 


CLINTON  DEMOCRATS'  ACTIONS 
SPEAK  LOUDER  THAN  WORDS 

(Mr.  FUNDERBURK  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Speaker,  re- 
member President  Clinton's  campaign 
promises  of  1992?  He  said,  among  other 
things,  that  he  would  enact  strong  wel- 
fare reform  if  elected  President.  I  cer- 
tainly haven't  seen  any  sign  of  this. 
But  now,  in  a  true  act  of  desperation, 
he  is  trying  to  blend-over  his  dismal 
record  by  taking  credit  for  some  of  the 
reforms  our  State  governments  have 
implemented  on  their  own. 

Why  the  desperation?  Because  no 
matter  what  the  campaign  game  is,  the 
facts  remain  the  same — last  Congress 
when  the  Democrats  were  in  the  major- 
ity they  didn't  deliver  a  welfare  reform 
package  to  President  Clinton.  This 
Congress  with  Republicans  in  charge, 
President  Clinton  got  a  welfare  reform 
package  but  he  vetoed  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  facts  don't  lie.  The 
Clinton  Democrats'  actions  speak  loud- 
er than  their  words.  Until  Bill  Clinton 
stops  talking  about  ending  welfare  as 
we  know  it  and  actually  signs  a  genu- 
ine reform  bill,  we  will  remain  absent 
without  leadership. 


clause  5,  rule  I,  the  Chair  announces 
that  he  will  postpone  further  proceed- 
ings today  on  each  motion  to  suspend 
the  rules  on  which  a  recorded  vote  or 
the  yeas  and  nays  are  ordered,  or  on 
which  the  vote  is  objected  to  under 
clause  4,  rule  XV. 

Such  roUcall  votes,  if  postponed,  will 
be  taken  after  debate  has  concluded  on 
all  motions  to  suspend  the  rules,  but 
not  before  5  p.m.  today. 


A  BAD  DEAL  FOR  OUR 
CONSTITUENTS 
(Mr.  WISE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission  to   address   the  House   for   1 
minute.) 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 
The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore    (Mr. 
Wicker).  Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 


REVISION  OF  VETERANS 
BENEFITS  DECISIONS 

Mr.  STUMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 
(H.R.  1483)  to  amend  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  to  allow  revision  of  veter- 
ans benefits  decisions  based  on  clear 
and  unmistakable  error. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

H.R.  1483 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  REVISION  OF  DECISIONS  BASED  ON 
CLEAR  AND  UNMISTAKABLE  ERROR. 

(a)  Original  Decisions.— (l)  Chapter  51  of 
title  38,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  section  5109  the  following  new 
section: 

"§  5109A  Revision  of  decisions  on  grounds  of 
clear  and  unmistakable  error 

"(a)  A  decision  by  the  secretary  under  this 
chapter  is  subject  to  revision  on  the  grounds 
of  clear  and  unmistakable  error.  If  evidence 
establishes  the  error,  the  prior  decision  shall 
be  reversed  or  revised. 

"(b)  For  the  purposes  of  authorizing  bene- 
fits, a  rating  or  other  adjudicative  decision 
that  constitutes  a  reversal  or  revision  of  a 
prior  decision  on  the  grounds  of  clear  and 
unmistakable  error  has  the  same  effect  as  if 
the  decision  had  been  made  on  the  date  of 
the  prior  decision. 

"(c)  Review  to  determine  whether  clear 
and  unmistakable  error  exists  in  a  case  may 
be  instituted  by  the  Secretary  on  the  Sec- 
retary's own  motion  or  upon  request  of  the 
claimant. 

"(d)  A  request  for  revision  of  a  decision  of 
the  Secretary  based  on  clear  and  unmistak- 
able error  may  be  made  at  any  time  after 
that  decision  is  made. 

"(e)  Such  a  request  shall  be  submitted  to 
the  Secretary  and  shall  be  decided  in  the 
sajne  manner  as  any  other  claim.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
such  chapter  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
the  item  relating  to  section  5109  the  follow- 
ing new  item: 

"5109A.  Revision  of  decisions  on  grounds  of 
clear  and  unmistakable  error.". 

(b)  BVA  Dectsions.— <l)  Chapter  71  of  such 
title  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

"§7111.  Revision  of  decisions  on  grounds  of 
clear  and  unmistakable  error 

"(a)  A  decision  by  the  Board  is  subject  to 
revision  on  the  grounds  of  clear  and  unmis- 
takable error.  If  evidence  establishes  the 
error,  the  prior  decisions  shall  be  reversed  or 
revised. 

"(b)  For  the  purposes  of  authorizing  bene- 
fits, a  rating  or  other  adjudicative  decision 
of  the  Board  that  constitutes  a  reversal  or 
revision  of  a  prior  decision  of  the  Board  on 
the  grounds  of  clear  and  unmistakable  error 
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has  the  same  effect  as  if  the  decision  had 
been  nuide  on  the  date  of  the  prior  decision. 

"(c)  Review  to  determine  whether  clear 
and  unmistakable  error  exists  in  a  case  may 
be  instituted  by  the  Board  on  the  Board's 
own  motion  or  upon  request  of  the  claimant. 

"(d)  A  request  for  revision  of  a  decision  of 
the  Board  based  on  clear  and  unmistakable 
error  may  be  made  at  any  time  after  that  de- 
cision is  made. 

"(e)  Such  a  request  shall  be  submitted  di- 
rectly to  the  Board  and  shall  be  decided  by 
the  Board  on  the  merits,  without  referral  to 
any  adjudicative  or  hearing  official  acting 
on  behalf  of  the  Secretary. 

"(f)  A  claim  filed  with  the  Secretary  that 
requests  reversal  or  revision  of  a  previous 
Board  decision  due  to  clear  and  unmistak- 
able error  shall  be  considered  to  be  a  request 
to  the  Board  under  this  section,  and  the  Sec- 
retary shall  promptly  transmit  any  such  re- 
quest to  the  Board  for  its  consideration 
under  this  section.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 

such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 

end  the  following  new  item: 

"7111.  Revision  of  decisions  on  grounds  of 

clear  and  unmistakable  error.". 

(c)  EFFECTIVE  Date.— {1)  Sections  5109A 
and  7111  of  title  38,  United  States  Code,  as 
added  by  this  section,  apply  to  any  deter- 
mination made  before,  on.  or  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Notwithstanding  section  402  of  the  Vet- 
erans Judicial  Review  Act  (38  U.S.C.  7251 
note),  chapter  72  of  title  38,  United  States 
Code,  shall  apply  with  respect  to  any  deci- 
sion of  the  Board  of  Veterans'  Appeals  on  a 
claim  alleging  that  a  previous  determination 
of  the  Board  was  the  product  of  clear  and  un- 
mistakable error  if  that  claim  is  filed  after, 
or  was  pending  before  the  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  the  Court  of  Veterans  Ap- 
peals, the  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Federal 
Circuit,  or  the  Supreme  Court  on,  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from  Ar- 
izona [Mr.  Stump]  and  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Montgomery] 
will  each  be  recognized  for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
firom  Arizona  [Mr.  Stump]. 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  STUMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks and  include  extraneous  mate- 
rials on  H.R.  1483. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  STUMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  conmiend  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Evans] 
for  introducing  this  bill  and  the  sub- 
committee chairman,  the  gentleman 
firom  Alabama  [Mr.  Everett],  for  act- 
ing on  this  legislation.  They  have  truly 
proceeded  in  a  bipartisan  manner  and 
deserve  the  support  of  the  Members. 

I  would  also  like  to  thank  my  good 
fiiiend,  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi, 
So^fNY  Montgomery,  the  ranking  mi- 
nority member  of  the  full  committee, 
for  his  efforts  on  this  measure. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  srield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  EvERErrr]  for  an  expla- 
nation of  the  bill. 

Mr.  EVERETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Stump],  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs 
and  my  good  friend  for  yielding  the 
time. 

H.R.  1483  will  offer  veterans  whose 
claims  have  been  denied  to  appeal  on 
the  grounds  of  clear  and  unmistakable 
error.  The  bill  will  do  three  things. 

First,  it  will  codify  the  existing  right 
of  appeal  at  the  regional  office.  Second, 
it  will  establish  right  of  api)eal  at  the 
board  of  veterans'  appeals.  And  finally, 
it  will  provide  access  to  the  court  of 
veterans  appeals  on  the  grounds  of 
clear  and  unmistakable  error. 

The  bill  received  strong  support  from 
the  VSO's  on  the  grounds  that  clear  er- 
roneous error  on  the  part  of  the  VA 
should  never  be  allowed  to  stand.  VA 
has  opposed  the  bill  on  the  grounds 
that  the  right  already  exists  through 
the  BVA,  chairmans  discretionary  rec- 
onciliation reconsidering  process  and 
the  potential  for  increasing  the  claims 
backlogged,  but  VA  was  unable  to  pro- 
vide any  data  supporting  the  concerns 
about  potential  increase  in  the  back- 
log. I  view  this  as  a  classic  confronta- 
tion between  the  right  of  the  individual 
and  the  right  of  the  group,  evidence  to 
the  contrary  showing  severe  impact  on 
the  veterans  as  a  whole.  I  must  support 
the  individual's  right  to  redress,  and  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the  bill. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
jrield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  congratulate 
and  thank  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  committee,  the  honorable  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona  [Mr.  Stump],  for 
bringing  this  measure  to  the  floor  and 
also  for  the  next  bill  and  say  that  we 
are  a  bipartisan  committee,  and  we 
have  worked  like  that  for  years  in  a  bi- 
partisan manner  doing  everything  we 
can  to  help  veterans. 

D  1430 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  compliment 
my  friend  and  ranking  member  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Compensation,  Pen- 
sion, Insurance  and  Memorial  Affairs  of 
the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs, 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois,  Lane 
Evans,  for  introducing  this  measure; 
and  I  want  to  say  to  the  chairman  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Compensation, 
Pension,  Insurance  and  Memorial  Af- 
fairs, the  gentleman  from  Alabama, 
Terry  Everett,  I  thank  him  for  his 
work  in  bringing  both  of  these  bills  to 
the  floor. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Board  of  Veterans' 
Appeals  must  review  decisions  made  by 
the  VA  regional  offices  as  a  veteran 
files  an  appeal  within  1  year  of  the  date 
of  the  decision.  The  board  can  reverse 
that  decision  for  many  reasons,  includ- 
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ing  errors  in  applying  the  law  if  errors 
in  judgment. 

However,  if  no  appeal  is  filed  within 
1  year,  a  veteran  loses  the  right  to 
have  the  board  review  the  decision, 
even  if  that  decision  was  clearly  wrong. 
The  bill  before  us  gives  veterans  the 
right  to  have  the  Board  of  Veterans 
Appeals'  review  a  prior  final  decision, 
no  matter  when  it  was  made,  and  cor- 
rect a  clear  and  unmistakable  error.  It 
is  a  good  bill  that  serves  the  best  inter- 
ests of  the  veterans,  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Evans], 
the  author  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  EVANS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  also  want 
to  express  my  appreciation  to  the 
chairman  of  the  full  committee  and  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  to  the 
gentleman  from  Arizona,  Bob  Stump, 
and  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi, 
Sonny  Montgomery. 

Mr.  Speaker,  both  bills  received  ex- 
tensive scrutiny  at  a  subcommittee 
hearing  last  October.  They  include 
measures  recommended  by  the  admin- 
istration and  members  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Veteran's  Affairs. 

H.R.  1483  has  received  strong  support 
from  the  Disabled  American  Veterans 
and  other  veterans  organizations. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  has  been  some 
concern  expressed  about  the  possible 
effect  that  this  bill  may  have  on  the 
backlog  of  appeals  at  the  Board  of  Vet- 
erans' Appeals.  I  met  with  BVA  Chair- 
man Cragin  and  we  discussed  the  Ad- 
ministration's concern  about  this  ix>s- 
sibility.  While  I  do  not  believe  that 
this  legislation  will  have  any  appre- 
ciable effect  on  the  BVA  backlog,  I 
want  to  reflect  several  important  mat- 
ters concerning  this  bill. 

First,  since  veterans  already  have 
the  right  to  raise  a  claim  of  clear  and 
unmistakable  error  before  the  regional 
office,  any  increase  in  the  BVA  backlog 
should  be  minimal.  Veterans  have  long 
had  this  right,  and  it  does  not  appear 
to  cause  unusual  or  time-wasting  inrob- 
lems  today. 

Second,  the  Board  may  wish  to  con- 
sider the  adoption  of  procedural  rules 
to  make  consideration  of  appeals  rais- 
ing such  issues  less  burdensome,  much 
as  the  Court  of  Veterans  Appeals  did  in 
Russell  versus  Principi  and  Fugo  ver- 
sus Brown. 

In  these  cases,  the  Court  noted  that  a 
simple  claim  of  CUE,  or  a  "broad-brush 
allegation"  that  previous  decisions 
were  wrong,  is  not  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute CUE. 

If  a  claimant-appellant  wishes  to  reason- 
ably raise  CUE  there  must  be  some  degree  of 
specificity  as  to  what  the  alleged  error  is  and 
.  .  .  persuasive  reasons  roust  be  given  as  to 
why  the  result  would  have  been  manifestly 
different  but  for  the  alleged  error.  Fugo  v. 
Broim,  6  Vet.  App.  40.  44  (1993). 

It  would  appear  that  the  Board  could 
propose  pleading  standards  consistent 
with  this  statement  which  would  make 
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adjudication  of  non-meritorious  CUE 
claims  easier. 

However,  an  appellate  system  which 
would  tolerate  and  let  stand  decisions 
so  patently  wrong  as  to  meet  the  de- 
manding standard  of  being  clearly  and 
unmistakably  erroneous  is  a  system 
not  worthy  of  continued  respect.  The 
very  essence  of  a  system  of  appellate 
and  judicial  review  cries  out  for  correc- 
tion of  "clear  and  unmistakable  error", 
no  matter  when  the  error  occurred  or 
how  much  effort  it  takes  to  sift  meri- 
torious claims  from  all  others.  I  be- 
lieve that  this  is  why  all  of  the  veter- 
ans service  organizations  support  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  bill. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
3rield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Filner]. 

Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  s^elding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  more  important  than 
that,  I  thank  the  gentleman  for  his 
friendship  i-ui  his  tutelage.  We  all 
know  that  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
sissippi [Mr.  Montgomery]  will  be  re- 
tiring at  the  end  of  this  session.  I  just 
want  to  say  when  I  first  arrived  in  Con- 
gress, there  was  no  one  who  was  more 
gracious  or  more  giving  of  his  time  and 
knowledge  than  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi;  and  I  appreciate  his  serv- 
ice, of  course,  to  our  Nation's  veterans, 
and  his  assistance  to  me  personally,  as 
I  have  tried  to  learn  the  issues  of  veter- 
ans. 

Sonny,  you  are  going  to  hear  this 
many  times  in  the  next  few  months, 
but  you  will  be  missed  greatly.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  very  much. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I,  too,  rise  in  support  of 
H.R.  1483.  I  was  a  proud  cosponsor  of 
the  bill,  as  were  the  various  organiza- 
tions, such  as  the  Disabled  American 
Veterans  and  the  Vietnam  Veterans  of 
America.  This  bill,  as  we  have  heard, 
provides  a  review  for  veterans  who 
have  been  denied  their  benefits  in  the 
past.  If  there  was  a  clear  and  unmis- 
takable error  involved  in  a  VA  decision 
the  veteran  may  appeal,  even  if  the 
current  time  limit  for  appeals  has  ex- 
pired. Retroactive  benefits  will  be  paid 
to  veterans  whose  appeal  results  in  a 
favorable  decision.  The  Board  of  Veter- 
ans' Appeals  will  be  required  to  review 
these  cases. 

Mr.  Speaker,  during  the  years  1991 
through  1995,  3,600  motions  to  recon- 
sider Board  of  Veterans'  Appeals  deci- 
sions were  filed,  but  only  22  percent 
were  granted.  The  other  78  percent  of 
veterans  who  believe  they  had  been 
wronged  were  denied  a  hearing  on  that 
appeal. 

We  must  keep  our  promises  to  our 
veterans.  There  are  many  veterans 
whose  claims  have  been  denied  due  to 
an  error  in  the  decision  making  proc- 
ess. This  bill  will  allow  us  to  correct 
the  wrongs  that  many  of  these  veter- 
ans  have   endured.    I   thank   all    the 


chairs  and  the  ranking  members  for 
bringing  this  bill  today,  and  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  approve  H.R.  1483. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in 
strong  support  of  H.R.  1483  revising  veterans 
benefits  decisions  based  on  clear  and  unmis- 
takable error. 

I  want  to  thank  the  gentleman  from  Illinois, 
Mr.  Evans,  for  introducing  this  bill  as  well  as 
Chainnan  Stump  and  Ranking  Member  Mont- 
gomery for  their  support  of  this  measure. 

H.R.  1483  will  amend  current  law  to  ensure 
that  benefit  decisions  by  both  VA  regional  of- 
fices and  the  Board  of  Veterans'  Appeals  are 
subject  to  review  on  the  grounds  of  clear  and 
unmistakable  error. 

The  intention  of  this  legislation  is  make  the 
consideration  of  appeals  based  on  clear  and 
unmistakable  en-ors  less  burdensome  arxj  to 
ensure  just  results  in  cases  where  such  error 
has  occurred. 

The  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  believes 
that  this  legislation  will  streamline  its  claims 
adjudication  process,  and  will  result  in  a  more 
efficient  and  economical  claims  administration 
as  well  as  savings  in  general  operating  ex- 
penses. 

I  believe  that  this  legislation  provides  need- 
ed assistance  to  those  veterar^  who  have 
filed  claims  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  give 
it  their  support 

Mr.  MONTGMDMERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  no  further  requests  for  time,  and 
I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  STUMP.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time,  and  I  jrield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
WiCKEE).  The  question  is  on  the  motion 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Stump]  that  the  House  suspend 
the  rules  and  pass  the  bill,  H.R.  1483. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill 
was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


TITLE  I— INSURANCE  REFORM 


VETERANS'  BENEFITS 
AMENDMENTS  OF  1996 

Mr.  STUMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 
(H.R.  3373)  to  amend  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  to  improve  certain  veter- 
ans' benefits  programs,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R.  3373 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TFTLE;  REFERENCES  TO  TTTLE 
38,  UNTFED  STATES  CODE. 

(a)  Short  Title.— This  Act  may  be  cited  as 
the  "Veterans'  Benefits  Amendments  of 
1996 

(b)  References.— Except  as  otherwise  ex- 
pressly provided,  whenever  in  this  Act  an 
amendment  is  expressed  in  terms  of  an 
amendment  to  a  section  or  other  provision, 
the  reference  shall  be  considered  to  be  made 
to  a  section  or  other  provision  of  title  38, 
United  States  Code. 


SEC.  101.  MBRGER  OF  RETIRED  RESERVE 
SERVICEMEMBERS*  GROUP  LIFE  IN- 
SURANCE AND  VETERANS'  GROUP 
LIFE  INSURANCE  AND  EXTENSION 
OF  VETERANS'  GROUP  LIFE  INSUR- 
ANCE  TO  MEMBERS  OF  THE  READY 
RESERVE. 

(a)  DEFlNTnON  OF  MEMBER.— Section  1965(5) 
is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "and"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (B); 

(2)  by  striking  out  subparagraphs  (C)  and 
(D);  and 

(3)  by  redesignating  subparagraph  (E)  as 
subparagraph  (C). 

(b)  Persons  Insured.— Section  1967  is 
amended — 

(1)  in  subsection  (a>— 

(A)  by  inserting  "and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (1); 

(B)  by  striking  out  paragraphs  (3)  and  (4); 
and 

(C)  by  striking  out  "or  the  first  day  a 
member  of  the  Reserves,  whether  or  not  as- 
signed to  the  Retired  Reserve  of  a  uniformed 
service,  meets  the  qualifications  of  section 
1965(5)(C)  of  this  tiUe,  or  the  first  day  a 
member  of  the  Reserves  meets  the  qualifica- 
tions of  section  1965(5)(D)  of  this  title.";  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  subsection  (d). 

(c)  Duration  and  Termination  of  Cov- 
erage.—Section  1968  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a) — 

(A)  by  striking  out  "subparagraph  (B),  (C), 
or  (D)  of  section  1965(5)"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "section  1965(5XB)"; 

(B)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  a  semicolon; 

(C)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (3)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "; 
and"; 

(D)  in  paragraph  (4)— 

(i)  by  striking  out  "from  such"  in  the  mat- 
ter preceding  subparagraph  (A)  and  all  that 
follows  through  "(A)  unless  on"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "from  such  assignment, 
unless  on"; 

(ii)  by  striking  out  the  semicolon  after 
"such  assignment"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  a  period;  and 

(lii)  by  striking  out  subparagraphs  (B)  and 
(C);  and 

(E)  by  striking  out  paragraphs  (5)  and  (6); 
and 

(2)  in  subsection  (b).  by  striking  out  the 
last  two  sentences. 

(d)  Premtoms.— Section  1969  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (aX2).  by  striking  out  "is 
assigned  to  the  Reserve  (other  than  the  Re- 
tired Reserve)  and  meets  the  qualifications 
of  section  1965(5)(C)  of  this  title,  or  is  as- 
signed to  the  Retired  Reserve  and  meets  the 
qualifications  of  section  1965(5)(D)  of  this 
title,"; 

(2)  by  striking  out  subsection  (e);  and 

(3)  by  redesignating  subsections  (f)  and  (g) 
as  subsections  (e)  and  (f),  respectively. 

SEC.  102.  CONVERSION  TO  COBIMERCIAL  LIFE  IN- 
SURANCE P(HJCY. 

(a)  SGLI  Conversion.— Subsection  (b)  of 
section  1968.  as  amended  by  section  101(c)(2), 
is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "(1)"  after  "(b)"  at  the  be- 
ginning of  the  subsection; 

(2)  by  striking  out  "would  cease,"  in  the 
first  sentence  and  all  that  follows  through 
the  period  at  the  end  of  the  sentence  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "would  cease — 

"(A)  shall  be  automatically  converted  to 
Veterans'  Group  Life  Insurance,  subject  to 
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(i)  the  timely  pa3rment  of  the  initial  pre- 
mium under  terms  prescribed  by  the  Sec- 
retary, and  (ii)  the  terms  and  conditions  set 
forth  in  section  1977  of  this  title;  or 

"(B)  at  the  election  of  the  member,  shall 
be  converted  to  an  individual  policy  of  insur- 
ance as  described  in  section  1977(e)  of  this 
title  upon  written  application  for  conversion 
made  to  the  participating  company  selected 
by  the  member  and  payment  of  the  required 
premiums.";  and 

(3)  by  designating  the  second  sentence  as 
paragraph  (2)  and  in  that  sentence  striking 
out  "Such  automatic  conversion"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "Automatic  conversion  to 
Veterans'  Group  Life  Insurance  under  para- 
graph (1)". 

(b)  VGLI  Conversion.— Section  1977  is 
amended — 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)— 

(A)  by  inserting  "(1)"  after  "(a)"; 

(B)  by  striking  out  the  last  two  sentences; 
and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(2)  If  any  person  insured  under  Veterans" 

Group  Life  Insurance  again  becomes  insured 
under  Servicemembers'  Group  Life  Insurance 
but  dies  before  terminating  or  converting 
such  person's  Veterans'  Group  Insurance. 
Veterans'  Group  Life  Insurance  shall  be  pay- 
able only  If  such  person  is  insured  for  less 
than  $200,000  under  Servicemembers'  Group 
Life  Insurance,  and  then  only  in  an  amount 
which,  when  added  to  the  amount  of 
Servicemembers'  Group  Life  Insurance  pay- 
able, does  not  exceed  $^.000.";  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (e) — 

(A)  in  the  first  sentence,  by  inserting  "at 
any  time"  after  "shall  have  the  right";  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  the  third  sentence  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "The 
Veterans'  Group  Life  Insurance  policy  will 
terminate  on  the  day  before  the  date  on 
which  the  individual  policy  becomes  effec- 
tive.". 

SBC  103.  INFORMATION  TO  BE  PROVIDED  MEM- 
BERS CONCERNING  AUTOMATIC 
MAXIMUM  COVERAGE  OF  $200,000 
UNDER  SERVICEMEN'S  CROUP  LIFE 
INSURANCE. 

Section  1967.  as  amended  by  section  101(b). 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  subsection  (c) 
the  following  new  subsection  (d): 

"(d)  Whenever  a  member  has  the  oppor- 
tunity to  make  an  election  under  subsection 
(a)  not  to  be  insured  under  this  subchapter, 
or  to  be  insured  under  this  subchapter  in  an 
amount  less  than  the  maximum  amount  of 
S200.000,  and  at  such  other  times  periodically 
thereafter  as  the  Secretary  concerned  con- 
siders appropriate,  the  Secretary  concerned 
shall  furnish  to  the  member  general  informa- 
tion concerning  life  insurance.  Such  infor- 
mation shall  include — 

"(1)  the  purpose  and  role  of  life  insurance 
in  financial  planning; 

"(2)  the  difference  between  term  life  insur- 
ance and  whole  life  insurance; 

"(3)  the  availability  of  commercial  life  in- 
surance; and 

"(4)         the         relationship         between 
Servicemembers'  Group  Life  Insurance  and 
Veterans'  Group  Life  Insurance.". 
SEC  104.  RENAMING  OF  SERVICEMEN'S  GROUP 
LIFE  INSURANCE  PROGRAM. 

(a)  In  General.— The  program  of  insurance 
operated  by  the  Secretary  of  Veterans  Af- 
fairs under  subchapter  m  of  chapter  19  of 
title  38.  United  States  Code,  is  hereby  redes- 
ignated as  the  Servicemembers'  Group  Life 
Insurance  program. 

(b)  Amendments  to  Chapter  19.— (l)  Sec- 
tions 1967(a).  (c).  and  (e).  1968(b).  19e9(aHe). 
1970(a).  (0,  and  (g),  1971(b),  1973,  1974.  and 
19T7(a),  (d).  (e).  and  (g)  are  amended  by  strik- 


ing out  "Servicemen's  Group"  each  place  it 

appears    and    inserting    in     lieu     thereof 

"Servicemembers'  Group". 
(2)(A)  The  beading  of  subchapter  m  of 

chapter  19  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"SUBCHAPTER      HI— SERVICEMEMBERS' 
GROUP   LIFE  INSimANCE   (FORMERLY 
SERVICEMEN'S    GROUP    LIFE     INSUR- 
ANCE)". 
(B)  The  heading  of  section  1974  is  amended 

to  read  as  follows: 

'§  1974.  Advisory  Council  on  Servicemembers' 
Group    Life   Insurance   (formerly    Service- 
men's Group  Life  Insurance)". 
(3)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 

chapter  19  is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  out  the  item  relating  to 
subchapter  in  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

"subchapter    hi— servicemembers'    group 
life  insurance  (formerly  servicemen's 

GROUP  LIFE  INSURANCE)";  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  the  item  relating  to 
section  1974  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following: 

"1974.  Advisory  Council  on  Servicemembers' 
Group  Life  Insurance  (formerly 
Servicemen's  Group  Life  Insur- 
ance)", 
(c)  Other  c:onforming  amendments.— (l) 
Section  1315(r)(l)(F)  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "servicemen's"  the  first  place  it  appears 
and         inserting         in         lieu         thereof 
"servicemembers". 

(2)  Sections  3017(a)  and  3224(1)  are  amended 
by  striking  out  "Servicemen's"  each  place  it 
appears     and     inserting     in     lieu     thereof 
"Servicemembers' ". 
SEC.  105.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

The  Servicemembers'  Group  Life  Insurance 
of  any  member  of  the  Retired  Reserve  of  a 
uniformed  service  in  force  on  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act  shall  be  converted,  ef- 
fective 90  days  after  that  date,  to  Veterans' 
Group  Life  Insurance. 

TITLE  n— OTHER  MATTERS 
SEC.  SOL  EUGIBILmr  OF  CERTAIN  MINORS  FOR 
BURIAL  IN  NATIONAL  CEMETERIES. 

(a)  EUGlBlUTy.— Paragraph  (5)  of  section 
2402  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following:  "For  purposes  of  this  para- 
graph, a  'minor  child'  is  a  child  under  21 
years  of  age.  or  under  23  years  of  age  if  pur- 
suing a  program  of  education  at  an  edu- 
cational institution,  and  those  terms  have 
the  meaning  as  defined  in  sections  3452  (b) 
and  (c)  of  this  title.". 

(b)  CONFORMING  Amendment.— Section 
101(4)(A)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "chapter 
19"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "chapters  19 
and  24". 

SEC.  202.  PROGRAMS,  PROJECTS,  AND  ACTIVI- 
TIES OF  THE  EDUCATION  SERVICE, 
DEPARTMENT  OF  VETERANS  AF- 
FAIRS. 

(a)  Located  in  the  District  of  Colum- 
BU.— Chapter  77  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  section  7703  the  following  new  section: 
"$7705.  Mansgentent,  policy,  and  operations 

functions  associated  with  the  educational 
assistance  programs  of  the  Education  Serv- 
ice 

"The  offices  of  Education  Procedures  Sys- 
tems, Education  Operations,  and  Education 
Policy  and  Program  Administration,  and  any 
successor  to  any  such  office,  of  the  Edu- 
cation Service  of  the  Veterans  Benefit  Ad- 
ministration shall  be  in  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia.". 

(b)  Clerical  amendment.— The  table  of 
sections  at  the  beginning  of  such  chapter  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  the  item  relating 
to  section  7703  the  following  new  item: 
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"7705.  Management,  policy,  and  operations 
functions  associated  with  the 
educational  assistance  pro- 
grams of  the  Education  Serv- 
ice.". 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from  Ar- 
izona [Mr.  STUMP]  and  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  MONTCK)MERY] 
will  each  be  recognized  for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentlenmn 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Stump]. 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  STUMP.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  thefr  re- 
marks and  include  extraneous  matter 
on  H.R.  3373. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  STUMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  3373.  The  Veterans' 
Benefits  Amendments  of  1996,  makes  a 
variety  of  changes  in  our  veterans'  life 
insurance  programs. 

It  also  clarifies  eligibility  standards 
for  burial  of  minor  children  of  veterans 
in  national  cemeteries.  Additionally, 
the  bill  stipulates  the  location  for  the 
office  that  administers  VA's  edu- 
cational assistance  programs. 

I  believe  this  bill  improves  these  vet- 
erans' programs  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  it.  I  want  to  thank 
my  good  friend.  Sonny  Montgomery. 
the  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
full  committee,  for  his  hard  work  and 
guidance  on  this  measure. 

Before  yielding  to  him.  I  also  want  to 
thank  Terry  Everett,  chairman  of  the 
Compensation.  Pension,  Insurance  and 
Memorial  Affairs  Subcoixmiittee.  and 
Lane  Evans,  the  ranking  minority 
member  on  the  subcommittee. 

Additionally,  I  would  like  to  thank 
Steve  BxnrER,  chairman  of  the  Edu- 
cation, Training,  Employment  and 
Housing  Subcommittee,  and  BOB  FlL- 
NER,  the  ranking  minority  meml>er  of 
the  subcommittee,  for  all  of  thefr  ef- 
forts on  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  [Mi\EyERETT]. 

Mr.  EVERETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  before  I 
go  any  further,  I  want  to  recognize  the 
distinguished  leadership  that  our 
chairman,  the  gentleman  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Stump],  has  given  us,  and  the 
leadership  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
sissippi [Mr.  MONTGOMERY].  I  particu- 
larly want  to  recognize  my  ranking 
member  on  my  subcommittee  for  his 
work  on  H.R.  1483. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  3373  is  a  compila- 
tion of  several  bills  reported  by  the 
Subcommittee  on  Compensation,  Pen- 
sion, Insurance  and  Memorial  Affairs 
and  the  Subcommittee  on  Education, 
Training,  Employment  and  Housing. 

Title  I  makes  several  changes  to  life 
insurance  programs  operated  by  VA. 
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First,  it  will  mer^e  the  Retired  Reserve 
Servicemen's  Life  Insurance  Program 
with  the  Veterans  Group  Life  Insur- 
ajice  Program  and  extend  coverage  to 
members  of  the  Retired  and  Ready  Re- 
serves. 

Second,  it  would  make  it  easier  to 
convert  from  active  duty  and  veterans 
insurance  programs  to  commercial 
policies  by  allowing  those  coming  out 
of  the  service  to  go  to  either  a  veterans 
policy  or  a  commercial  policy.  It  would 
also  allow  a  veteran  to  convert  to  a 
commercial  policy  at  any  time  during 
the  5-year  term  of  the  VA  policy. 
Among  other  things  such  as  making  it 
less  costly  to  shift  to  whole  life  pro- 
grams at  a  younger  age,  the  bill  would 
allow  rapid  use  of  commercial  viaticle 
programs  that  buy  policies  at  a  dis- 
count from  the  terminally  ill,  thus  pro- 
viding much-needed  cash  for  medical 
and  living  expenses  for  those  who  are 
often  too  sick  to  work. 

The  bill  would  also  require  the  serv- 
ices to  provide  additional  tjrpes  of  in- 
surance information  to  those  on  active 
duty  when  they  make  insurance 
choices,  and  finally  the  bill  would  re- 
name the  Servicemen's  Group  Life  In- 
surance Program  as  the  Service- 
member's  Group  Life  Insurance  Pro- 
gram. 

Title  n  section  201  of  the  bill  would 
make  age  limits  for  dependent's  burial 
benefits  in  a  national  cemetery  con- 
sistent with  the  rest  of  title  38.  The  bill 
would  allow  burial  of  dependent  chil- 
dren up  to  age  23  if  in  school  or  21  if 
not  in  school. 

Title  n  section  202  of  H.R.  3373  would 
prohibit  VA  firom  moving  the  Edu- 
cation Service  headquarters  functions 
out  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

VA  is  proposing  to  move  the  entire 
service  to  St.  Louis  despite  the  sub- 
committee's expressed  concerns  about 
the  dynamic  nature  of  education  pro- 
grams. The  conunittee  feels  strongly 
that  VA  policy  and  program  manage- 
ment personnel  need  to  work  closely 
with  the  Congress,  VSO's  and  DOD  in 
the  District  to  ensure  that  veterans  get 
the  absolute  maximum  out  of  their 
education  benefits.  The  potential  man- 
agement benefits  form  locating  the 
service  at  a  field  operation  site  is  mar- 
ginal at  best  and  could  possibly  lead  to 
further  decreases  in  service  to  veter- 
ans. 

But  despite  our  attempts  to  persuade 
VA  from  making  this  highly  question- 
able move,  VA  has  not  heeded  our  con- 
cerns. It  is  unfortunate  that  we  need  to 
legislate  in  this  matter,  but  VA  contin- 
ues to  move  ahead  with  plans. 

I  want  to  emphasize  that  the  bill 
does  not  prevent  VA  from  downsizing 
the  education  staff  or  meeting  any  of 
the  goals  of  the  Government  Perform- 
ance Review  Act.  The  bUl  was  intro- 
duced as  H.R.  3036  by  the  ranking  mem- 
ber, Mr.  Montgomery,  and  cosponsored 
by  the  chairman.  Subcommittee  Chair- 
man BUT£R  and   the   former  ranking 


member,  Ms.  Waters,  and  has  received 
strong  support  from  the  VSO's.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  the  bill. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
S^eld  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  again,  I  want  to  thank 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  and  the 
distinguished  members  for  bringing 
this  bill  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  Speaker,  someone  said  to  me  the 
other  day,  they  said,  "You  fellows  on 
the  Committee  on  Veterans  Affairs, 
you  are  always  complimenting  each 
other  back  and  forth  across  the  aisles." 
I  say,  what  is  wrong  with  that? 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  3373  will  provide 
needed  improvements  in  VA  insurance 
programs  and  keep  the  adminsitration 
of  the  GI  bill  and  other  educational 
programs  here  in  Washington,  where 
they  belong.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  bring  my  col- 
leagues up  to  date  about  the  success  of 
the  newest  GI  bill. 

The  GI  bill  was  started  back  in  1944. 
Our  Government  since  then  has  pro- 
vided educational  benefits  to  veterans 
to  assist  in  their  readjustment  to  civil- 
ian life.  Educational  assistance  earned 
through  honorable  military  service  is 
really  good  national  policy.  Those  who 
serve  in  our  Armed  Forces  deserve  the 
opportunity  to  improve  themselves  by 
education.  The  Montgomery  GI  bill 
continues  to  be  popular  with  the  young 
men  and  women  serving  in  the  Nation's 
Armed  Forces. 

As  of  January  31,  1996,  more  than  2 
million  recruits  have  chosen  to  partici- 
pate in  the  GI  bill  active  duty,  and  the 
basic  pay  reduction  required  under 
that  program,  the  $1,200  the  active 
duty  person  pays  in,  has  brought  52  bil- 
lion into  the  Treasury.  In  March  of  this 
year,  94  percent  of  the  new  enlistees 
enrolled  in  the  GI  bill  for  active  duty 
forces.  I  repeat,  the  bill  does  not  come 
free,  and  active  duty  people  have  to 
participate  in  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Montgomery  GI  bill 
provided  for  the  Selected  Reserve  has 
been  extremely  successful.  This  pro- 
gram has  enabled  the  Reserves  and  Na- 
tional Guard  to  recruit  and  retain  the 
smart,  successful  young  people  they 
need.  Since  the  program  was  imple- 
mented for  our  reserves  on  July  1,  1985, 
nearly  600,000  veterans  and  over  364,000 
members  of  the  Selected  Reserve  have 
signed  up  for  this  program.  Close  to  1 
million  people  are  now  going  to  school 
under  the  GI  bill. 

Without  the  strong  support  of  my 
colleagues  in  this  body,  the  chairman, 
the  gentleman  from  Arizona,  Mr. 
Stump,  who  was  a  sponsor  of  this  legis- 
lation when  it  was  passed  in  1984,  as 
well  as  the  gentleman  from  Illinois, 
Lane  Evans,  a  member  on  the  commit- 
tee, and  those  whose  name  I  did  not 
mention  were  not  in  the  Congress  back 
in  the  early  1980's,  but  we  are  proud 
that  this  legislation  has  worked.  I 
wanted  my  colleagues  to  know  some- 
thing about  this  bill. 


Mr.  Speaker.  I  srield  1  minute  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Evans], 
and  thank  him.  He  is  the  one  that 
named  the  GI  bUl. 

D  1445 

Mr.  EVANS.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
makes  changes  in  the  insurance  pro- 
grajns  that  are  requested  by  the  admin- 
istration. The  committee  has  examined 
these  changes  and  finds  they  will  en- 
hance the  usefulness  of  the  insurance 
programs  and  put  them  on  a  firmer  fi- 
nancial footing. 

One  provision  of  great  importance  to 
me  is  a  measure  ensuring  that  the  Edu- 
cation Service  of  the  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs  continues  to  be 
housed  in  the  District  of  Columbia  at 
the  VA  central  office.  If  this  office 
were  to  be  moved,  it  could  jeopardize 
management  and  policy  decisions  af- 
fecting the  Montgomery  GI  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  offered  the  amend- 
ment to  name  the  GI  bill  after  Sonny 
Montgomery.  I  do  not  want  to  see  it 
undermined,  and  that  is  why  I  very 
much  appreciate  again  the  leadership 
of  Chairman  STUMP  and  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama,  Terry  Everett,  on  this 
matter  today. 

Mr.  STUMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Ney],  a  member  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  NEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in 
strong  support  of  H.R.  3373,  the  Veter- 
ans Benefits  Amendments  of  1996.  The 
bill  makes  several  changes  which  are 
needed,  and  some  are  administrative  in 
nature,  but  I  also  wanted  to  point  out 
one  of  substance. 

Right  now,  veterans  can  be  locked 
into  a  5-year  hold  on  a  life  insurajice 
policy,  and  under  this  bill,  this  would 
allow  an  individual  upon  separation  of 
the  military,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  choose  ei- 
ther to  enroll  in  the  Veterans'  Group 
Life  Insurance  Program  or  to  convert 
to  a  commercial  policy.  That  is  impor- 
tant, because  a  veteran  might  be  ill 
and  cannot  wait  that  5-year  period  to 
convert  that  policy,  and  might  need 
the  support  that  that  financial  situa- 
tion can  help  them  and  their  families 
with. 

So  I  just  want  to  point  out  that  al- 
though there  are  a  lot  of  technical 
changes  that  are  good,  there  are 
changes  of  substance. 

I  also  want  to  give  credit  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Mississippi  [Mr.  MONT- 
GOMERY] who  has  always  been  willing 
to  listen  to  a  new  freshman,  and  also 
the  same  holds  true  for  our  chairman. 
I  would  note,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  they 
have  left  politics  at  the  door,  which  is 
the  way  it  should  be.  I  commend  both 
gentlemen  for  that  for  the  best  benefit 
of  veterans. 

I  rise  to  support  this  bill.  It  makes 
some  changes  and  clarifications  in  the 
definition  of  minor  children  for  pur- 
poses of  burial  in  our  national  ceme- 
teries, and  prevents  the  VA  from  mov- 
ing their  education  service  outside  of 
Washington,  DC. 
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I  would  also  like  to  note,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, that  the  Committee  on  Veterans' 
Affairs  staff  has  logged  many  phone 
calls  in  support  of  this  measure.  It  is  a 
good  bipartisan  bill,  and  I  applaud  the 
entire  committee  and  the  chairman  for 
their  support  of  this. 

Mr.  STUMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Gilman],  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to 
commend  the  committee  for  taking  up 
this  important  measure.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama.  Mr.  Ever- 
ett, for  introducing  the  bill,  as  well  as 
our  distinguished  chairman.  Mr. 
Stump,  and  the  distinguished  ranking 
member,  Mr.  Montgomery,  for  their 
support. 

This  measure  restructures  the  Serv- 
icemen's Retfred  Reserve  and  Group 
Life  Insurance  and  Veterans'  Group 
Life  Insurance  Programs  by  merging 
the  two  programs  for  members  of  the 
retired  reserve  and  extending  coverage 
imder  the  Veterans'  Group  Life  Insur- 
ance Program  to  members  of  the  Ready 
Reserve  of  our  uniformed  services,  a 
group  that  we  should  give  special  at- 
tention to.  It  also  alters  current  law  to 
make  it  easier  to  roll  a  military  insur- 
ance policy  over  into  a  veteran's  or 
commercial  policy  upon  seijaration 
from  the  military. 

These  two  programs,  which  are  ad- 
ministered by  the  Prudential  Insurance 
Co.,  supervised  by  the  Department  of 
Veterans'  Affairs,  provide  low-cost 
group  life  insurance  protection  to  ac- 
tive duty  and  recently  discharged  serv- 
ice members  and,  as  such,  they  serve 
an  important  purpose  of  providing  a 
measure  of  financial  security  and  peace 
of  mind  to  our  Nation's  service  men 
and  women. 

Accordingly,  I  xxrge  my  fellow  Mem- 
bers to  give  their  support  to  this  im- 
portant legislation. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  no  further  requests  for  time,  and 
I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  STUMP.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time,  and  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
WICKER).  The  question  is  on  the  motion 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Stump]  that  the  House  suspend 
the  rules  and  pass  the  bill.  H.R.  3373. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill 
was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


CONGRATULATING  TAIWAN  ON 
FIRST  PRESIDENTIAL  DEMO- 
CRATIC ELECnON 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  agree  to  the  con- 
current resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  154)  to 
congratulate  the  Republic  of  China  on 


Taiwan  on  the  occasion  of  its  first 
Presidential  democratic  election,  as 
amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.  Con.  Res.  154 

Whereas  March  28.  1996.  was  the  first  time 
In  the  history  of  the  Republic  of  China  on 
Taiwan  that  a  presidential  election  was  held 
through  direct  p>opular  vote  by  the  people  of 
Taiwan; 

Whereas  the  election  was  held  under  great 
difficulties  caused  by  extensive  military 
threats  from  the  People's  Republic  of  China; 
and 

Whereas  the  presidential  inauguration  will 
be  held  on  May  20.  1996.  and  should  be  hon- 
ored; Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  (the 
Senate  concurring).  That— 

(1)  the  Congress  congratulates  the  people 
of  Taiwan  on  holding  their  first  direct  and 
democratic  presidential  election; 

(2)  the  United  States  continues  its  commit- 
ment to  move  nations  toward  freedom  and 
democracy;  and 

(3)  the  United  States  is  committed  to  en- 
couraging and  protecting  its  democratic 
friends  on  Taiwan,  within  the  framework  of 
the  Taiwan  Relations  Act. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Oilman]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia  [Mr.  Moran]  will 
each  be  recognized  for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Oilman]. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  com- 
mend the  gentleman  from  North  Caro- 
lina, Mr.  FUNDERBURK,  for  his  initia- 
tive in  crafting  House  Concurrent  Res- 
olution 154  and  also  the  gentleman 
from  Nebraska,  Subcommittee  Chair- 
man Bereuter,  and  the  gentleman 
from  California,  Mr.  Berman,  for  swift- 
ly adopting  it  subcommittee  and  pass- 
ing it  to  the  full  committee. 

The  people  of  Taiwan  and  President 
Lee  deserve  our  praise  and  support  for 
holding  Taiwan's  first  Presidential 
election. 

They  took  great  risk  in  sticking  to 
their  principles. 

They  proved  to  the  State  Department 
that  it  is  possible  to  stand  up  to  Bei- 
jing. 

When  the  hostile  Chinese  military 
maneuvers  were  taking  place  and  the 
administration  was  waffling  on  what 
the  United  States  would  or  would  not 
do  if  Taiwan  were  attacked,  the  people 
of  Taiwan  were  brave  and  stood  to- 
gether. 

It  took  an  act  of  Congress  to  prompt 
the  administration  to  send  two  aircraft 
carrier  battle  groups  to  the  region. 

The  waffling  continues. 

On  May  14,  a  Washingrton  Post  article 
pointed  out  that  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration has  not  received  any  promises 
from  Beijing  regarding  future  sales  of 
nuclear  weapons  technology.  And  yet 
the  administration  announced  that  it 
would  not  punish  China  for  the  ring 
magnet  delivery. 

And  what  of  the  sales  of  cruise  mis- 
siles to  Iran?  The  administration  has 
still  not  done  a  thing. 


We  need  more  people  like  the  Tai- 
wanese around  the  world. 

They  set  a  great  example  for  other 
aspiring  democracies  as  well  as  for  our 
own  Nation. 

We  welcome  them  into  the  family  of 
democratic  nations  and  wish  them  the 
very  best  for  thefr  people. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  this 
resolution.  I  will  not  bite  at  some  of 
the  partisan  references  that  were 
made.  Let  me  just  stick  to  the  issue 
here. 

All  Americans  celebrate  the  remark- 
able political  journey  from  autocracy 
to  democracy  that  Taiwan  has  made  in 
recent  years.  Taiwan's  presidential 
election  in  march  signalled  that  Tai- 
wan has  joined  the  ranks  of  full-figured 
democracy. 

Taiwan  stands  as  an  inspiration  and 
an  example  for  other  Asian  peoples  who 
do  not  yet  fully  enjoy  the  fruits  of  po- 
litical freedom.  The  people  of  Taiwan 
deserve  our  commendation  and  our 
congratulations.  So.  too,  does  Presi- 
dent Lee.  whose  inauguration  yester- 
day promises  a  new  day  not  only  for 
Taiwanese  democracy  but  also  for  im- 
proved relations  between  Taiwan  and 
mainland  China. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  FUNDERBURK]. 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
want  to  extend  my  heartfelt  congratu- 
lations to  the  Republic  of  China  on 
Taiwan,  the  Chinese  people  on  Taiwan, 
and  to  their  newly  inaugurated  presi- 
dent. 

The  Chinese  on  Taiwan  have  been 
evolving  toward  democracy  and  self 
rule  for  some  time.  The  election  of 
President  Lee  is  the  culmination  of 
this  process.  It  is  also  the  beginning  of 
the  process  of  democratic  government. 
President  Lee  Teng-hui  has  the  dis- 
tinct honor  of  being  the  first  Chinese 
leader  elected  in  a  popular  and  direct 
Presidential  election. 

As  alwasrs,  we  must  applaud  the 
movement  of  nations  toward  democ- 
racy and  self-determination.  President 
Lee's  election  and  his  Inauguration  is 
in  accord  with  the  very  principle  of  de- 
mocracy. 

Yesterday.  May  20.  was  the  date  of 
the  inauguration  of  President  Lee  and 
I  want  to  thank  today  my  staff  assist- 
ant. Dr.  Sam  K.  Lee,  who  was  bom  in 
China.  I  thank  him  for  his  help  with 
this  and  also  for  the  cooperative  sup- 
port of  the  Democrats. 

The  reason  and  the  purpose  for  this  is 
to  extend  heartfelt  congratulations 
from  one  of  the  oldest  democratic  re- 
publics to  one  of  the  youngest,  and  to 
extend  a  special  welcome  to  the  Chi- 
nese people  on  Taiwan  to  a  unique  fra- 
ternity among  nations,  the  democ- 
racies. To  this  end,  I  submitted  the 
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House  Concurrent  Resolution  154,  ex- 
tending our  congratulations  to  the  Re- 
public of  China  on  Taiwan. 

I  think  also  the  resolution  is  a  strong 
signal  that  the  United  States  stands 
with  friendly  democratic  countries  and 
will  defend  them  in  the  face  of  bullying 
threats.  So  I  wanted  to  applaud  Tai- 
wan's act  of  self-determination,  and 
this  bipartisan  legislation  draws  a 
clear  line  of  distinction  between  Tai- 
wan, a  f^e-market  democracy,  and 
mainland  China. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Smith]. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  thank  my  good  fliend,  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  International  Relations,  for 
yielding  me  the  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  resolution  is  a  wel- 
come step  toward  focusing  our  China 
policy  where  it  ought  to  be  focused. 
For  too  many  years  the  United  States 
has  ignored  and  insulted  a  faithful  and 
freedom-loving  ally  in  order  to  curry 
favor  with  a  totalitarian  dictatorship. 
This  policy  is  not  only  morally  prob- 
lematic, but  also  self-defeatiiig. 

The  recent  Taiwan  elections  have 
shown  that  Chinese  people,  like  people 
the  world  over,  will  choose  democracy 
and  flreedom  when  they  are  given  the 
opportunity.  The  election  also  high- 
lights a  difficult  choice  for  the  people 
of  Taiwan:  Whether  their  govenmient 
should  move  gradually  toward  official 
independence,  or  continue  to  assert  its 
historic  status  as  the  Govemnient  of 
the  Republic  of  China. 

The  United  States  should  take  no  po- 
sition on  this  question.  We  should  in- 
sist only  that  the  choice  be  freely  made 
by  the  people  themselves,  acting 
through  legitimately  elected  institu- 
tions. We  should  also  recognize  that 
the  only  real  hope  for  eventual  revinifi- 
cation  of  Taiwan  with  the  Chinese 
mainland  rests  in  the  possibility  that 
freedom  and  democracy  will  also  come 
to  the  mainland.  Today,  as  the  Beijing 
regime  tightens  its  grip  on  power,  this 
possibility  seems  remote.  But  the  Tai- 
wan elections  should  offer  both  an  ex- 
ample and  an  incentive  to  Beijing.  The 
message  they  send  is  clear:  Join  us  in 
choosing  ft^edom.  We  will  never  go 
back  to  slavery. 

The  people  of  Taiwan  will  never 
choose  absorption  by  a  Communist 
government.  The  model  for  reunifica- 
tion, if  it  is  ever  to  happen,  is  not  Hong 
Kong,  where  millions  of  people  who  had 
no  say  in  the  matter  are  about  to  be 
delivered  forcibly  into  the  hands  of 
despotism.  Rather,  the  model  is  Ger- 
many, where  people  who  had  thrown  off 
the  shackles  of  communism  quickly 
and  fteely  chose  unity  with  the  free 
and  prosperous  society  that  had  been 
built  by  their  countrjrmen,  who  were 
happy  to  welcome  and  assist  them. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  especially  want  to 
congratulate     the     gentleman     from 


North  Carolina  [Mr.  FuNDERBtnuc]  on 
his  tireless  promotion  of  democracy 
and  human  rights.  As  the  former  Am- 
bassador to  Romania,  Mr.  FUNDERBURK 
fought  the  good  fight  against  the 
atrocities  of  Nicolae  Ceausescu  and  in- 
curred the  wrath  of  our  own  State  De- 
partment for  his  candor  and  consist- 
ency. I  have  enormous  respect  for  Mr. 

FUNDERBURK. 

Thus,  it  is  not  surprising  to  note  that 
he  is  again  in  the  forefront  of  this  bat- 
tle for  democracy  and  freedom  for  the 
people  of  Taiwan.  I  want  to  thank  my 
good  friend  from  North  Carolina,  Mr. 
FXJNDERBURK,  for  Sponsoring  this  im- 
portant resolution. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  for  his  strong  statement  in  sup- 
port of  this  measure. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Chabot],  a 
member  of  our  committee. 

Mr.  CHABOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  House  Concurrent 
Resolution  154,  congratulating  the  peo- 
ple of  Taiwan  for  holding  the  first  free 
and  fair  democratic  elections  in  Chi- 
nese history.  And  I  want  to  congratu- 
late my  good  friend  from  North  Caro- 
lina, a  fellow  member  of  the  freshman 
class,  David  Funderburk,  for  his  work 
in  bringing  the  bUl  to  the  floor.  I  also 
want  to  thank  Chairman  Oilman  for 
his  leadership  on  this  issue. 

I  work  closely  with  the  Taiwanese- 
American  conmiunity  in  Cincinnati, 
and  I  can  tell  you  what  a  glorious  day 
it  was  for  those  great  people  on  March 
23  when,  for  the  first  time  in  4,000  years 
of  Chinese  history,  citizens  went  to  the 
polls  to  elect  a  President.  I  not  only 
want  to  congratulate  those  on  Taiwan 
for  this  historic  vote  but  those  of  Tai- 
wanese heritage  right  here  in  the 
United  States — like  my  own  constitu- 
ents. Dr.  C.T.  Lee  and  Dr.  Mark 
Tsuang— who  worked  so  long  and  hard 
to  make  such  a  dream  a  reality. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  fitting  that  we  pass 
this  resolution  during  the  week  of 
President  Lee's  inauguration  as  Tai- 
wan's first  democratically  elected 
President.  And  I  again  thank  Congress- 
man FtWDERBURK  and  Chairman  Gil- 
man  for  making  the  legislation  pos- 
sible. 

D  1500 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  his  strong  support- 
ing statement. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no  further  re- 
quests for  time,  and  I  yield  back  the 
balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  so  to  give  some 
credit  to  President  Clinton  for  his 
strong  action  in  moving  battleships 
into  the  Strait  of  Taiwan  to  ensure 
that  the  democratic  election  would 
take  place  without  intimidation  from 
mainland    China.    This    is    consistent 


with  the  very  strong  continuing  sui>- 
port  of  the  White  House  for  this  demo- 
cratic election  in  Taiwan,  which  is  also 
consistent  with  the  strong  support  on 
the  part  of  the  Democrats  in  this  Con- 
gress for  democracy  in  Taiwan. 

Mrs.  COLLINS  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
to  congratulate  the  Reput}lic  of  China  on  Tai- 
wan on  the  occasion  of  its  first  presidential 
derTX>cratic  election.  This  truly  is  a  historic  oc- 
casion. 

This  occasion  illustrates  that  self-will  nnjst 
start  with  the  people.  In  President  Teng-hui's 
inaugural  address  he  speaks  most  eloquently: 
"Today,  most  deserving  of  a  salute  are  the 
people  of  the  Republic  of  China.  A  salute  to 
them  for  be\ng  so  resolute  and  decisive  when 
it  came  to  the  future  of  the  country,  a  salute 
to  them  for  being  so  firm  and  determined 
when  it  comes  to  the  deferjse  of  democracy." 

I  continue  holding  firm  to  the  belief  that  de- 
nrxxjracy  is  the  epitome  of  respect  toward  hu- 
manity. I  t)elieve  democracy  is  the  delicate 
talance  between  conflict  and  conviction.  Hav- 
ing now  chosen  a  democratic  government,  I 
welcome  Taiwan  into  the  international  world  of 
peace-seeking  nations. 

I  now  encourage  the  people  of  Taiwan  to 
gravitate  toward  full  economic  growth,  pros- 
perity, and  development,  and  support  them  as 
they  rise  to  meet  their  new  intemational  chal- 
lenges. 

Democracy  can  offer  hope.  I  hope  that 
through  democratic  governance  the  people  of 
Taiwan  will  seize  the  opportunity  to  appreciate 
their  differences,  and  recognize  their  similar- 
ities. Through  free  will  arxj  determination,  de- 
nmcracy  can  foster  tolerance  which  is  req- 
uisite in  prevailing  over  turmoil.  Further,  de- 
rTKx:racy  can  foster  patience  in  order  to  sut>- 
due  hostilities. 

Mr.  PreskJent,  people  of  Taiwan,  on  behalf 
of  my  constituents  of  the  Seventh  District  of 
Chicago  in  the  great  State  of  Illinois,  I  con- 
gratulate you.  I  wish  you  well  in  your  pursuit 
of  self-govemance. 

Mr.  KIM.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  cosponsor  of 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  154,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  this  important  resolution. 
This  resolution  is  simple,  yet  profound  in  r^- 
ture  by  congratulating  the  people  of  Taiwan  for 
their  courage  in  electing  the  first  democratic 
govemment  in  Chinese  history.  For  their  ef- 
forts, I  believe  it  is  appropriate  for  this  Con- 
gress to  express  its  congratulations  for  their 
dedicatk>n  to  the  principles  of  democracy.  By 
electing  the  first  democratic  govemment  in 
Chinese  history  on  March  23,  the  people  of 
Taiwan  have  taken  a  huge  step  fonward. 

The  people  of  Taiwan  have  made  tremen- 
dous progress  over  the  past  few  years.  The 
emergence  of  Taiwan  as  one  of  the  strongest 
economies  in  Asia  has  propelled  them  into  the 
spotlight  as  a  model  for  achievement  As  the 
Seventh  largest  trading  partner  of  the  United 
States,  Taiwan  has  forced  other  Asian  nations 
to  open  their  doors  and  embrace  the  principles 
of  free  trade.  Taiwan's  peaceful  transition  from 
an  authoritarian,  single-party  government  to  a 
democratic,  multiparty,  free-trading  giant  will 
serve  as  the  beacon  to  other  Pacific  rim  na- 
tions seeking  to  following  their  footsteps.  By 
passing  this  resolution  Congress  can  send  a 
strong  nriessage  to  people  the  worid  over  that 
democracy  is  a  recipe  for  success. 
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In  that  regard,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  all  of  my 
colleagues  to  support  tfie  immediate  passage 
of  this  evenhaixled  and  supportive  resolutkxi. 

Mr.  ORTIZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in  sup- 
port of  House  Concun-ent  Resolution  154  to 
congratulate  Taiwan  on  their  recent  Presi- 
dential election.  I  was  privileged  to  attend  the 
May  20,  1996,  inauguratk>n  of  Taiwan  Presi- 
dent Lee  Teng-hui  as  part  of  the  offk:ial  United 
States  delegation  at  the  request  of  PreskJent 
Clinton. 

It  was  very  moving  to  watch  tt>e  first  inau- 
guration of  a  freely  elected  President  in  a 
country  whch  has  never  seen  one  before. 
Since  1949,  Taiwan  and  mainland  China  have 
existed  as  two  separate  parts  of  the  territory  of 
China.  Despite  mainland  China's  military  har- 
assment prior  to  Taiwan's  elections,  the  peo- 
ple of  this  land  proudly  cast  votes  in  their  first 
free  election.  Seeing  the  faces  of  people  v»rtTO 
have  embraced  democracy  and  capitalism  for 
the  first  time,  and  set  the  pace  for  freedom, 
was  poignant  t^eyond  imagination. 

I  have  been  actively  involved  with  encourag- 
ing trade  t}etween  the  Republic  of  China  [Tai- 
wan] and  the  United  States,  specifically  be- 
tween Taiwan  and  south  Texas,  for  a  numt)er 
of  years.  Therefore,  I  was  enormously  proud 
to  have  b)een  selected  by  President  Clinton  to 
officially  represent  the  United  States  at  this  irv 
auguration  of  the  first  democratically  elected 
president  of  Taivran  arxj  to  be  part  of  history 
in  the  making. 

I  t>elieve  that  the  democratk;  electk>ns  in 
Taiwan  represent  one  of  the  most  dramatk; 
events  in  Chinese  politk^al  dynamics  this  cerv 
tury.  As  an  Amerk^an,  and  as  a  democrat,  I 
am  uplifted  by  the  move  toward  democracy 
and  capitalism  by  countries  which  have  histori- 
cally tieen  mied  by  an  oligarchy.  This  is  a 
positive  change  for  both  the  people  in  Taiwan 
and  the  worU  at  large. 

As  a  democracy,  it  is  incumt>ent  upon  us  to 
lead  by  example,  showing  those  countries  still 
ruled  by  a  select  group  that  democracy  and 
capitalism  reward  the  iridivkiual  aixj  ttie  coun- 
try at  the  same  time.  Taivirain  has  come  to  that 
realization — and  they  are  among  the  nxjst  en- 
thusiastic capitalists  on  the  Pacific  rim.  This 
election  was  an  important  and  impressive  step 
in  the  direction  of  democracy  and  prosperity 
for  the  Republic  of  China. 

Mr.  UNDERWOOD.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I  rise 
today  in  strong  support  of  House  Concurrent 
Resolution  154,  a  resolutk>n  congratulating  the 
Reputilk;  of  China  on  Taiwan  on  its  first  denxh 
cratic  election  for  president. 

After  a  tarrage  of  threats  from  Beijing  and 
a  series  of  intimkiating  war  games  and  missile 
tests,  Taiwanese  voters  elected  President  Lee 
Teng-hui  as  tfwir  first  directly  elected  presi- 
dent in  March.  Since  prior  presklents  were 
chosen  by  the  legislature,  this  is  truly  an  his- 
torical event  and  a  significant  step  forward  for 
denfx)cracy  in  Taiwan. 

As  an  original  cosponsor  of  House  Concur- 
rent Resolution  154,  I  believe  it  is  important 
for  this  Congress  to  show  our  strong  support 
for  Taiwan's  historic  endeavor.  What  we  do  on 
this  floor  is  watched  ctosely  in  the  PRC  arxJ 
Taiwan.  Supporting  this  resolutkm  serxJs  a 
message  of  support  for  the  democratk:  proc- 
ess in  Taiwan,  but  does  not  veer  from  our  one 
China  polk:y.  It  is  the  right  message  to  send 
to  both  Taipei  and  Beijing. 


I  also  want  to  note  that  I  am  strongly  en- 
couraged by  PreskJent  Lee's  appeal  yesterday 
to  convene  a  summit  tjetween  the  top  leader- 
ship of  Taiwan  and  tf>e  PRC.  We  only  need 
recall  ttie  tenskxis  t)etween  Taiwan  and  ttie 
PRC  prior  to  the  eiectkin  of  President  Lee  to 
understand  the  need  for  such  a  summit.  A 
new  dialog  and  communk:atK>n  tietween  top 
leadership  of  the  island  and  the  mainland  Is 
essential  not  only  for  their  relationship,  but 
also  for  the  maintenance  of  peace,  stability 
and  economk;  growth  in  ttie  region. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  House  Con- 
current Resolution  154  and  the  historic  demo- 
cratk: process  whk:h  Taiwan  has  undertaken. 

Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  very 
strong  support  of  this  measure,  and  want  to 
thank  Mr.  Funderburk  for  originally  introduc- 
ing it  in  the  Asia  and  Pacific  Suticommittee, 
and  Cfialrman  Oilman  for  expediting  the  legis- 
lation to  the  floor  for  passage. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Chinese  people  on  Taiwan 
have  come  a  long  way.  Over  a  1 0-year  period 
of  time,  they  have  succeeded  in  instituting 
many  of  ttie  democratic  principles  that  we 
have  enjoyed  in  this  country  for  over  200 
years.  And  they  have  done  this  through  the 
hard  wori<,  perseverance  and  vision  of  one 
man:  President  Lee  Teng-Hui.  President  Lee, 
who  is  the  first  native-bom  Taiwanese  to  gov- 
ern Taiwan,  has  done  remarkable  things  for 
his  country  and  countrymen  in  this  short  span 
of  time. 

Therefore,  on  March  23,  1996,  PreskJent 
Lee  was  the  first  man  in  Chinese  history  to  be 
popularty  elected  preskJent  of  Taiwan.  That  is 
no  small  feat,  conskJering  Taiwan's  recent  his- 
tory, as  well  as  otfier  adversities  he  fiad  to 
overcome — in  particular,  China's  Ijellkxise  atti- 
tude tovrard  Taiwan's  impending  election. 
Hovwver,  those  adversities  were  overcome, 
and  PreskJent  Lee  was  elected  with  a  vote  of 
54  percent — validating  his  leadership  and  al- 
knving  him  to  continue  forward  with  his  pro- 
gressive polKies. 

The  American  people  have  stood  by  Taiwan 
over  ttie  years,  and  I  t)elieve  will  continue  to 
do  so,  as  they  continue  to  grow  and  mature 
into  a  full-fledged  democracy.  I  fiave  nothing 
txjt  admiration  and  applause  for  President  Lee 
and  the  people  of  Taiwan,  and  I  recognize  that 
the  friendship  between  our  two  countries  is  a 
very  special  one,  and  shoukJ  remain  as  such. 
I  therefore  tip  my  hat  to  PreskJent  Lee  on  his 
election,  and  congratulate  the  Taiwanese  peo- 
ple on  achieving  anotfier  great  victory  in  ttie 
fight  for  freedom  and  denrxxracy. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  resolution 
ttefore  us  on  May  21 ,  House  Concunent  Res- 
olution 1 54,  congrahjlated  the  popularty  elect- 
ed PreskJent  of  Taiwan,  Lee  Ten  Hui,  as  well 
as  the  courageous  people  of  Taiwan  for  the 
overtiwelming  success  of  their  March  23,  1996 
Presidential  elections.  Actk>n  on  tfie  resolution 
by  this  body  coukJ  hardly  be  more  timely,  in 
that  President  Lee  was  inaugurated  on  May 
20,  1996.  This  Memtier  commends  the  spon- 
sor of  the  resolution,  the  distinguished  gerv 
tieman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Funderburk], 
and  the  chairman  of  ttie  Intemational  Rela- 
tions Committee,  the  distinguished  gentieman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Oilman]  for  their  leader- 
ship on  this  important  resolution. 

First,  on  a  personal  level,  this  Member  con- 
gratulates President  Lee  for  liis  outstanding 


electoral  vk:tory  and  commends  him  for  the 
bokJ  inaugural  speech  he  delivered  yesterday 
in  Taipei.  There  is  no  leader  in  the  workJ  today 
wtio  has  been  more  vilified  t)y  Beijing  and  no 
territory  more  txillied  than  Taiwan.  So  wfiat 
does  PreskJent  Lee  do  in  his  inaugural 
speech?  In  a  bokJ  peacemaking  gestijre. 
PreskJent  Lee  seeks  a  face-to-face  meeting 
with  PRC  PreskJent,  Jiang  Zemin.  Is  this  call 
for  a  meeting  a  sign  of  v^eakness,  a  sign  ttiat 
Taiwan  is  bowing  to  Beijing's  pressure?  Of 
course  not  PreskJent  Lee's  call  is  a  sign  of 
sti'ength.  a  sign  ttiat  Taiwan  has  ttie  will  to 
challenge  Beijing  face-to-face  and  attempt  to 
work  out  ttieir  serious  differences  through  di- 
rect and  constructive  exchartge. 

Second,  thus  Memtjer  tielleves  the  people  of 
Taiwan  have  earned  ttie  respect  arxJ  admira- 
tion of  people  througfiout  the  workJ  and  de- 
serve our  greatest  praise.  They  tiave  em- 
braced derrxxyatic  reforms  with  the  same  en- 
thusiasm arxJ  good  sense  that  have  driven 
Taiwan's  economy  to  its  current  heighits.  In 
addition,  the  people  of  Taiwan  conducted 
themselves  with  great  courage  and  resolve 
throughout  the  crisis  created  tiy  Beijing's 
heavy-handed  effort  to  txjily  ttiem  through  pro- 
vocative live  fire  exercises  and  missile  tests. 

Finally,  this  Member  would  make  an  edi- 
torial comment  about  the  message  that  Tai- 
wan's successful  b'ansition  to  democracy 
hokJs  for  all  of  Asia.  Nothing  belles  ttie  notion 
ttiat  denxxvatic  principles  are  alien  to  badi- 
tional  Asian  values  better  ttian  wtiat  has  tran- 
spired in  Taiwan  during  ttie  last  1 0  years.  Tai- 
wan joins  Korea,  Thailand,  Mongolia,  and  ttie 
Philippines,  in  various  stages  of  derrxxxatic 
devetopmenl,  as  an  important  success  story  in 
Asian  democracy  and  human  rights.  The  suc- 
cess of  Taiwan's  democratk;  devetopmefit 
demonstrates  clearly  that  denrxxxacy  and  eco- 
nomic development  are  compatible  and  mutu- 
ally reinforcing. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  Member,  ttierefore,  sup- 
ports tills  important  and  timely  resolution. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time,  since  we 
have  no  objection. 

In  fact,  we  strongly  support  this  reso- 
lution. Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the 
balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Wicker).  The  question  is  on  the  motion 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Oilman]  that  the  House  sus- 
pend the  rules  and  agree  to  the  concur- 
rent resolution.  House  Concurrent  Res- 
olution 154,  as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  con- 
current resolution,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  title  of  the  concurrent  resolution 
was  amended  so  as  to  read:  "Concur- 
rent resolution  to  congratulate  the  Re- 
public of  China  on  Taiwan  on  the  occa- 
sion of  its  first  direct  and  democratic 
presidential  election  and  the  inaugura- 
tion of  its  president.". 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 
Mr.    OILMAN.   Mr.    Speaker.    I   ask 
unanimous  consent  that  ail  Members 
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may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
154. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CONGRATULATING    SIERRA   LEONE 
DEMOCRATIC  MULTIPARTY 

ELECTIONS 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  agree  to  the  con- 
cuirent  resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  160) 
congratulating  the  people  of  the  Re- 
public of  Sierra  Leone  on  the  success  of 
their  recent  democratic  multiparty 
elections. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

R.  CON.  RES.  160 

Whereas  since  1991  the  people  of  the  Repub- 
lic of  Sierra  Leone  have  endured  a  horriHc 
civil  war  that  has  killed  thousands  of  indi- 
vidoals  and  displaced  more  than  half  the 
population  of  the  country; 

Whereas  for  the  first  time  in  almost  30 
years,  tbe  Republic  of  Sierra  Leone  held  its 
first  truly  democratic  multiparty  elections 
to  elect  a  president  and  parliament  and  put 
an  end  to  military  rule; 

Whereas  the  elections  held  on  February  26, 
1996,  and  tbe  subsequent  runoff  election  held 
on  March  15,  1996,  were  deemed  by  inter- 
national and  domestic  observers  to  be  free 
and  fair  and  legitimate  expressions  of  the 
will  of  the  people  of  the  Republic  of  Sierra 
Leone; 

Whereas  success  of  the  newly  elected 
democratic  government  led  by  President 
Ahmad  Tejan  Kabbah  could  have  a  positive 
effect  on  the  West  African  Neighbors  of  the 
Republic  of  Sierra  Leone;  and 

Whereas  the  historic  event  of  democratic 
multiparty  elections  in  the  Republic  of  Si- 
erra Leone  should  be  honored:  Now,  there- 
fore, be  It 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  (the 
Seriate  concurring).  That  the  Congress- 
CD  congratulates  the  people  of  the  Repub- 
lic of  Sierra  Leone  for  holding  their  first 
democratic  multiparty  presidential  and  par- 
liamentary elections  in  nearly  30  years; 

(2)  encourages  all  people  of  the  Republic  of 
Sierra  Leone  to  continue  to  negotiate  an  end 
to  the  civil  war  and  to  work  together  after 
taking  the  critical  first  step  of  holding 
democratic  elections  in  that  country; 

(3)  reaffirms  the  commitment  of  the 
United  States  to  help  nations  move  toward 
freedom  and  democracy;  and 

(4)  ftirther  reaffirms  that  the  United  States 
is  committed  to  encouraging  peace,  democ- 
racy, and  economic  development  on  the  Afri- 
can contineDt. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 

\  ant  to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 

\New  York  [Mr.  OILMAN]  and  the  gen- 

'tleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Moran]  will 

each  be  recognized  for  20  miAutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Oilman]. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Concurrent  Reso- 
lution 160,  introduced  by  our  good  col- 
league from  New  York,  a  member  of 
our  Committee  on  International  Rela- 


tions. Mr.  Houghton,  congratulates  the 
people  of  Sierra  Leone  on  the  success 
of  their  recent  multiparty  democratic 
elections.  The  people  of  Sierra  Leone 
have  endured  4  years  of  brutal  civil  war 
and  have  showed  great  courage  earlier 
this  year.  Voters  stood  in  line,  often 
for  many  hours,  to  participate  in  the 
presidential  election  and  the  following 
runoff  election.  The  newly  elected  gov- 
ernment is  now  negotiating  with  rebels 
on  the  long-term  peace  agreement. 

I  do  not  think  it  is  unreasonable  to 
claim  that  Sierra  Leone  is  an  emerging 
success  story  in  Africa.  It  is  also  a 
I)owerful  rebuttal  to  those  who  believe 
that  the  entire  developing  world  is  slid- 
ing into  chaos  and  humanitarian  disas- 
ter. 

Despite  the  failures  of  neighboring 
Liberia,  the  people  of  Sierra  Leone 
have  shown  they  have  the  courage  and 
determination  to  bring  order  to  their 
society.  I  commend  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Houghton]  for  in- 
troducing this  resolution,  and  I  urge 
support  for  the  resolution. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  HOUGHTON]. 

Mr.  HOUGHTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  me 
time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  this  opportunity  to  talk  on  behalf 
of  Sierra  Leone.  A  lot  of  us  have  been 
concerned  about  Africa,  a  lot  of  us 
have  looked  for  leadership  there,  and 
we  really  have  found  it  in  the  magnifi- 
cent result  of  the  elections  in  Sierra 
Leone  to  which  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Oilman]  has  referred.  I 
would  like  to  particularly  thank,  if  I 
could.  Bob  Van  Wicklin,  in  my  office, 
who  has  been  there,  who  has  helped 
create  the  staff  work,  and  has  pointed 
up  some  of  the  necessities  of  our  work- 
ing strongly  with  that  country. 

Also  I  would  like  to  thank,  if  I  could, 
the  86  cosponsors,  particularly  the  gen- 
tleman fi-om  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Watt],  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Chabot],  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Ackerman],  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Payne],  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Hastings], 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Engel],  the  gentleman  from  the  Virgin 
Islands,  [Mr.  Frazer],  and  so  many 
others,  and  also,  although  I  cannot 
mention  the  names,  several  Members 
of  the  Senate,  ranking  about  53  in 
number. 

This  bill  is  not  complicated.  It  is 
noncontroversial  and  it  is  bipartisan. 
It  simply  congratulates  the  people  of 
the  West  Africa  Nation  of  Sierra 
Leone,  who  held  their  first  democratic 
election  this  last  year,  for  the  first 
time  until  over  30  years,  an  extraor- 
dinary turnaround.  People  used  to  refer 
to  Sierra  Leone  as  really  the  pit  of  Af- 
rica. Many  never  thought  there  would 
be  any  opportunity  for  it  to  emerge 
f^om  the  darkness.  Now  it  has. 
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The  new  President,  President 
Kabbah,  has  recently  negotiated,  for 
those  who  are  not  knowledgeable  here, 
a  ceasefire  to  the  civil  war  in  that 
country  with  the  Revolutionary  United 
Front.  Our  hope  is  that  not  only  Sierra 
Leone  will  be  successful,  but  also  it 
will  be  the  magnet  which  attracts  de- 
mocracy to  other  countries,  like  Niger, 
Liberia,  Guinea,  and  Nigeria,  countries 
that  are  having  a  great  deal  of  trouble 
here. 

Let  me  if  could  just  for  a  moment- 
mention  a  few  things.  There  really  is 
hope  in  Africa.  For  the  first  time  in 
sub-Sahara  Africa  in  years  and  years 
and  years  the  income  per  person  has 
gone  up  1  percent  over  last  year.  That 
does  not  sound  very  much,  1  percent, 
but  it  is  really  significant,  because  it  is 
the  first  time  that  the  income  has  in- 
creased in  years.  Usually  you  are  tak- 
ing a  look  at  a  negative  figure. 

In  democracies,  that  has  increased 
greater  than  in  nondemocracies.  In  cer- 
tain nondemocracies,  particularly  the 
ones  that  are  total  out-and-out  dicta- 
torships, that  has  gone  down.  So  there 
is  a  correlation  here. 

There  is  a  drive  towards  political 
freedom,  which  is  more  than  just  the 
politics  of  it.  It  has  to  do  with  the  well- 
being  of  Individuals.  There  have  been  30 
elections  over  the  last  year,  over  the 
past  5  years  in  Africa,  and  many  times 
this  has  resulted  in  greater  maturity, 
openness  and  integration,  not  just  to 
themselves  and  not  to  just  the  African 
market,  but  the  world  markets.  The 
flow  of  capital  for  the  poor  countries  is 
four  times  what  it  used  to  be.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  it  is  about  $187  billion 
per  year  over  the  last  five  years.  As  it 
stands  now,  in  terms  of  the  poorer 
countries  of  this  world,  one-third  of  the 
world's  foreign  investment  is  going 
into  those  countries.  It  is  a  very  help- 
ful sign. 

So  if  Africa  and  the  boom  it  is  exi)eri- 
encing  is  going  to  represent  some  of 
the  finest  things  we  are  looking  for,  we 
have  got  to  support  countries  like  Si- 
erra Leone.  That  is  what  this  particu- 
lar resolution  does,  and  I  hope  there 
will  be  full  support  of  it. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  for  his 
sponsorship  of  this  measure  and  for  his 
very  eloquent  statement. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  very  strong 
support  of  this  resolution,  and  com- 
mend the  chairman  of  the  conmiittee 
for  bringing  this  timely  and  well-de- 
served tribute  to  the  people  of  Sierra 
Leone  before  the  House.  I  particularly 
want  to  extend  my  appreciation  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Hough- 
ton] for  his  informative  and  insightful 
remarks,  and  for  his  very  caring  atti- 
tude on  the  part  of  the  Third  World 
peoples  of  Africa. 
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This  spring's  elections  were  deemed 
ftee  and  fair  by  international  observ- 
ers, and  a  democratically  elected  presi- 
dent now  does  govern  Sierra  Leone. 
This  election  is  especially  noteworthy 
in  that  an  African  military  govern- 
ment held  elections  and  peacefully 
turned  over  power.  So  we  want  this  ex- 
ample to  serve  as  a  model  for  other 
such  nations,  and  that  is  why  this  reso- 
lution is  particularly  important.  We 
hope  that  will  also  give  impetus  to  the 
peace  talks  that  are  currently  occur- 
ring in  Sierra  Leone.  So  we  urge  strong 
support  for  this  resolution. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  4  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Watt]. 

Mr.  WATT  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  thank  my  good  friend  from 
Virginia  for  yielding  time  for  the  pur- 
poses of  debate  on  this  important  reso- 
lution. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  truth  of  the  matter 
is  that  resolutions  of  this  kind  tend  to 
have  no  substantive  value,  so  quite 
often  I  just  ignore  them  and  keep 
going.  But  this  time,  this  resolution 
was  introduced  by  my  good  friend  from 
New  York  [Mr.  HOUGHTON],  and  it 
started  me  thinking  that  while  there  is 
no  substantive  content  to  the  resolu- 
tion, it  does  give  us  an  opportunity  to 
do  some  important  things  related  to 
democracy,  and,  aside  from  the  par- 
tisanship that  quite  often  exists  in  this 
body,  it  gives  us  time  to  debate,  in  fact 
discuss,  the  merits  of  democracy  in 
this  world,  and  to  talk  about  some  of 
the  value  that  we  place  in  democracy 
and  the  value  of  a  democratic  election. 

It  is  hard  for  us  to  imagine  in  this 
country  a  country  that  can  go  30  years 
without  having  a  democratic  election. 
We  take  the  ability  to  stand  on  this 
floor  and  outside  this  building  and  say 
what  we  want  for  granted.  We  take  the 
democratic  process  and  democratic 
elections  for  granted  sometimes.  But 
the  value  of  democracy  should  never  be 
assumed.  It  is  captured  quite  elo- 
quently by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Houghton]  in  is  "Dear  Col- 
league" about  this  resolution,  in  which 
he  says,  "This  is  worthy  of  our  consid- 
eration and  important  to  the  United 
States'  national  interest  of  seeing  de- 
mocracy triumph  over  tyranny  around 
the  world." 

The  people  of  Sierra  Leone  are  eager 
to  follow  us  down  the  path  of  democ- 
racy, and  we  forget  that  so  often  we 
are  trying  to  get  people  to  follow  us 
down  that  path,  because  so  often  we 
dwell  on  the  negative  aspects  of  our  de- 
mocracy and  forget  that,  as  one  person 
said,  democracy  is  the  worst  form  of 
government  that  we  can  have,  except 
all  the  other  forms  of  government. 

There  are  two  other  things  that  I 
want  to  cover  very  quickly,  and  that  is 
democracy  is  not  easy  in  other  parts  of 
the  world,  and  there  are  challenges 
that  democracies  face  around  the 
world.  We  ought  to  take  every  oppor- 


tunity to  encourage  and  congratulate 
other  countries  who  are  following  us 
down  this  path.  So  I  want  to  applaud 
this  resolution  for  that  purpose. 

Finally,  there  are  adjoining  coun- 
tries, coimtries  that  adjoin  Sierra 
Leone  or  are  in  close  proximity  to 
them,  where  democracies  are  now 
struggling,  the  country  of  Nigeria,  the 
country  of  Liberia.  Both  have  ongoing 
struggles  that  illustrate  better  than  I 
could  ever  talk  about  the  challenges 
that  face  democracies  in  this  world.  So 
if  we  can  encourage  Sierra  Leone  to  ex- 
pand this  concept  to  those  adjoining 
countries,  to  those  democracies  that 
are  facing  challenges,  then  that  is  an 
important  objective  that  we  ought  try 
to  support. 

I  want  to  congratulate  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Houghton],  and 
encourage  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  important  resolution. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
pleased  to  yield  such  time  as  he  may 
consume  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Chabot],  another  member  of  our 
Conmuttee  on  International  Relations. 

Mr.  CHABOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  and  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  Africa,  I  rise  in  strong  support 
of  this  resolution  congratulating  the 
people  of  Sierra  Leone  on  the  success 
of  the  recent  democratic  multiparty 
elections. 

D  1515 

I  want  to  commend  my  good  friend 
and  colleague,  the  gentleman  from  New 
York,  Mr.  Houghton,  who  has  intro- 
duced this  legislation;  also,  the  distin- 
guished chairwoman  of  the  subcommit- 
tee itself,  the  gentlewoman  from  Flor- 
ida, Ms.  ILEANA  ROS-LEHTINEN.  I  would 

also  like  to  extend  conmiendations 
across  the  aisle  to  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia,  Mr.  MORAN,  who  has  shown 
significant  leadership  in  this  area. 
Many  people  have  worked  very  hard  to 
bring  this  forward  today. 

The  March  15  democratic  Presi- 
dential parliamentary  elections 
marked  an  historic  day  in  Sierra 
Leone.  After  nearly  30  years  of  one- 
party  rule,  civil  war  and  military  dic- 
tatorships, nearly  75  percent  of  the  Si- 
erra Leone  citizenry,  at  great  personal 
risk,  went  to  the  polls  to  cast  thefr 
votes.  Since  that  election,  a  cease-fire 
has  been  negotiated  to  end  the  fighting 
that  has  led  to  the  deaths  of  more  than 
10,000  individuals  and  also  left  more 
than  4.5  million  homeless.  This  resolu- 
tion encourages  the  people  of  Sierra 
Leone  to  continue  those  negotiations 
and  to  work  for  a  lasting  peace. 

Mr.  Speaker,  when  a  nation,  in  the 
face  of  so  much  adversity,  is  able  to 
take  such  a  giant  step  forward  toward 
democracy,  it  should  be  commended, 
and  I  am  pleased  to  be  able  to  join  my 
colleagues  in  doing  so. 

Again,  I  thank  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Houghton]  for  his  work 


on  this  issue  and  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
this  resolution. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  very  distinguished 
statesman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Payne], 
to  share  with  us  a  small  part  of  his  en- 
cyclopedic knowledge  of  the  peoples 
and  countries  of  Africa. 

Mr.  PAYNE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  thank  the  gentleman  very 
much  for  that  kind  introduction,  and  I 
rise  today  in  support  of  House  Concur- 
rent Resolution  160  sponsored  by  my 
good  friend,  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Houghton]. 

I  also  want  to  congratulate  the  peo- 
ple of  Sierra  Leone  on  their  democratic 
elections  held  on  the  26th  and  27th  of 
February  of  this  year,  the  first  time  in 
over  31  years  that  the  people  of  that 
country  have  had  free  elections. 

Sierra  Leone  gained  its  independence 
in  1961  from  Britain  and  since  that 
time  it  has  had  a  government  that 
showed  very  little  compassion  for  its 
people.  Relief  agencies  estimate  that 
half  of  the  country's  4  million  people 
are  refugees.  The  life  exi)ectancy  is  42 
years,  and  the  once  diamond  trade  has 
virtually  dissipated  into  the  hands  of 
the  military  government. 

However,  thanks  to  many  concerned 
individuals,  we  have  seen  a  successful 
election.  I  would  like  to  pay  tribute  to 
two  individuals,  Derhanu  Dinka,  the 
United  Nations  special  representative 
to  Sierra  Leone  who  played  a  key  role 
in  this  election,  and  James  Jonah,  a 
former  senior  United  Nations  official 
from  Sierra  Leone  who  returned  back 
to  his  country  to  help  save  it. 

Let  me  speak  of  Mr.  Jonah's  role  of 
bringing  country  peace  to  Sierra 
Leone.  Mr.  Jonah  returned  home  at  the 
military's  invitation  to  head  an  elec- 
toral commission  and  surprised  the 
army  by  keeping  his  promise  to  hold 
honest  elections. 

Many  times  Mr.  Jonah's  determina- 
tion almost  cost  him  his  life  when  he 
refused  to  raise  the  minimum  wage  re- 
quired for  Presidential  candidates  so 
that  it  would  not  discriminate  against 
any  other  cajididates.  Many  contribu- 
tions were  nxade  by  both  Mr.  Jonah  and 
others  who  worked  so  hard. 

Others  also  contributed  to  the  suc- 
cess of  the  elections.  There  were  groups 
of  international  and  domestic  election 
monitors  who  stayed  there  to  be  sure 
that  the  elections  were  transparent, 
open  and  free. 

Despite  deadly  conflicts  between  citi- 
zens and  those  seeking  to  disrupt  the 
elections  in  Bo  and  Kenema,  the  elec- 
toral process  was  largely  peaceful  and 
— ^g_Eeople  refused  to  allow  a  group  of 
thugswho  came  in  to  disrupt  the  elec- 
tion to  allow  that  to  happen.  They 
came  out  and  said  that  we  want  to 
vote,  and  they  voted,  and  it  was  fair 
and  it  was  free.  So  I  commend  the  peo- 
ple of  Sierra  Leone  for  this  tremendous 
election. 

Let  me  just  say  in  conclusion  that 
there  have  been  successful  elections  in 
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a  number  of  countxies  in  A£rica.  We 
saw  the  30-year  leader,  Kenneth 
Kuanden  in  Zambia,  who  stood  for  elec- 
tions, take  the  defeat  and  move  out  to 
his  village.  We  saw  a  35-year  President 
in  Malawi,  Ldfe  President  Banda,  they 
called  him  Life  President  because  he 
was  expected  to  be  there  for  life,  al- 
lowed multiparty  elections.  He  lost  and 
he  also  returned  to  his  village. 

We  see  peace  now  in  Mozambique 
where  we  have  had  recent  elections, 
where  the  Rename  forces  and  the  gov- 
ernment have  come  together.  In  An- 
gola, UNTTA  and  the  FLMA,  President 
dos  Santos'  government  have  come  to 
have  a  government  of  unity.  Still  prob- 
lems, but  they  are  working  on  it. 

In  Namibia,  the  SWAPO  organization 
have  come  in  and  taken  hold  of  the 
government  and  those  elections  and 
are  moving  to  a  true  democracy. 

South  Africa  we  saw  the  first  non- 
racial  elections  held  recently,  and  the 
Mandela  government  is  moving  forth 
trsring  to  create  opportunities. 

Ethiopia  has  ended  its  long  war,  and 
with  Mr.  Meles  Zenawi  leading  the  gov- 
ernment. Eritrea,  Benin,  and  I  could  go 
on  and  on.  But  I  want  to  point  to  the 
success  of  democracy.  The  world  is  tak- 
ing what  we  have  and  we  should  be 
willing  to  share  it  and  help  with  its  de- 
velopment. 

Ms.  ROS-LEHTINEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  Chair 
of  ttie  Subcommittee  on  Africa,  I  am  pieased 
to  have  this  opportunity  to  address  the  value 
of  House  Congressional  Resolution  160 — a 
resolution  congratulating  the  people  of  the  Re- 
pMic  of  Sierra  Leone  on  the  success  of  their 
recent  democratic  multiparty  elections. 

I  would  first  like  to  commend  our  colleague, 
Mr.  Houghton,  on  his  leadership  in  introduc- 
ing tfiis  resolutnn,  arxJ  note  that  this  measure 
received  unanimous  support  of  the  members 
of  ttie  Subcommittee  on  Africa. 

The  importance  of  this  resolution  is  twofold. 
In  ttw  strictest  sense,  it  serves  to  encourage 
the  people  of  Siena  Leone  to  continue  on  the 
long  arxi  arduous  journey  toward  political  sta- 
b«1izatk>n  arxi  the  consoiidatkin  of  an  open, 
just  society,  and  system  of  government. 

However,  its  impact  exterKls  beyond  the 
boundaries  of  this  West  African  county. 

This  resolutk>n  serves  as  an  inspiration  to 
emerging  and  fragile  denracracies  ttvoughout 
the  Afri^  continenL  It  serves  to  illustrate 
U.S.  commitment  to  the  promotion  of  demo- 
cratic principles,  as  well  as  American  resolve 
to  support  and  guide  emerging  denxx;racies 
through  the  process  of  reform  and  transition. 

Normally,  the  focus  terxis  to  be  on  those  Af- 
rican countries  who  succumb  to  their  tumul- 
tuous pasts  and  choose  violence  as  instru- 
ments of  political  change.  This  resolutkjn  com- 
pensates for  this  trend  by  focusing  on  a  suc- 
cess and  a  positive  outcome. 

The  people  of  Siena  Leone  truly  deserve 
our  admiration  for  their  commitment  and  deter- 
minatkxi  to  bring  peace  to  their  country  and 
create  an  environment  where  democratic 
ideals  could  flourish  as  they  have  done. 

For  five  years,  anarchy  and  civil  war  have 
swept  through  this  West  African  country  like  a 
bitter  wind,  claiming  the  lives  of  tfiousands. 


Twenty-nine  years  of  dictatorship  gradually 
stripped  the  country  of  its  potential  for  growth 
and  prosperity. 

But,  throughout,  the  people  of  Sierra  Leone 
persevered.  This  year,  they  exerted  their  will, 
overcoming  great  ot)Stacles  in  ttieir  quest  for 
peace.  They  suffered  in  the  cause  of  denvx- 
racy,  enduring  beatings  and  mutilations  to 
press  ahead  with  the  second  round  of  Presi- 
dential elections  of  March  15.  In  the  end,  they 
were  successful. 

For  their  fantastic  courage,  the  people  of  Si- 
ena Leone  merit  our  respect.  They  are  at  a 
threshold.  The  restoration  of  civilian  demo- 
cratic rule  offers  ttie  t)est  chance  of  peace  and 
security  in  Sierra  Leone.  Thus,  it  is  imperative 
that  we  praise  ttie  achievements  of  ttie  people 
of  Sierra  Leone,  and  send  an  unequivocal 
message  of  support  for  their  ongoing  efforts  to 
ensure  a  future  of  stability  and  growth  for  their 
country. 

Thus,  I  urge  my  colleagues  in  the  House  to 
support  this  resolution. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  join  my  colleagues  in  praising  the  people  of 
Siena  Leone  for  their  remarioble  determina- 
tion in  the  face  of  extraordinarily  difficult  cir- 
cumstances. 

By  the  simple  act  of  voting  this  spring,  they 
tjegan  to  wrest  their  fate  from  the  roving 
tiands  of  rebel  guemllas  tfiat  have  driven  more 
than  half  of  the  people  of  Sierra  Leone  out  of 
their  homes. 

The  individual  acts  of  courage  in  coming  to 
the  voting  booth — in  not  one,  but  two  rounds 
of  elections — echo  toudly,  especially  in  Africa 
where  democracy  too  often  is  an  elusive  goal. 

I  believe  that  it  helped  both  sides  of  the  5- 
year-okj  civil  war  to  agree  to  a  cease-fire,  and 
I  hope  ttie  leaders  of  both  skJe  of  ttiis  civil  war 
will  follow  the  lead  of  ttieir  countrymen,  and 
end  their  tyutal  conflict  peacefully. 

When  peace  comes,  I  hope  that  the 
320,000  Sierra  Leoneans  who  have  taken  ref- 
uge in  Guinea  and  Ubena — and  ttie  1 .5  million 
who  are  displaced  within  their  own  txxders — 
will  return  home. 

And  pertiaps  the  sound  of  free  and  fair  elec- 
tions, ttie  sourxj  of  peace,  will  echo  into  the 
chaos  of  Liberia,  and  throughout  Africa. 

Neariy  100  years  ago,  Daytonians  were 
among  the  first  missionaries  to  Sierra  Leone. 
A  Dayton  company,  Nord  Resources,  long  has 
operated  ttie  Sierra  Rutile  mine,  which  is  the 
nation's  largest  employer.  The  civil  war  closed 
the  mine  more  than  a  year  ago;  ending  the 
war  would  mean  jot>s  once  again  for  more 
ttian  2,000  people  ttiere. 

I  traveled  to  Sierra  Leone  7  years  ago,  and 
found  it  to  be  a  beautiful  country.  With  the 
continued  determination  of  its  people — and 
with  the  encouragement  of  ttie  United 
States — I  believe  that  peace  and  prosperity  is 
again  wittiin  reach. 

I  commend  Congressman  Houghton  for  his 
leadership  in  txinging  the  deserving  efforts  of 
Sien^  Leone's  voters  to  the  attention  of  Corv 
gress.  And  I  join  him  and  many  others  from 
Dayton  and  throughout  the  United  States  in 
congratulating  the  people  of  Sierra  Leone  on 
their  efforts  to  build  democracy  and  peace. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time,  and  I  srield 
back  the  lialance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time,  and  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Wicker).  The  question  is  on  the  motion 
offered  by  the  gentleman  fi-om  New 
York  [Mr.  OILMAN]  that  the  House  sus- 
pend the  rules  and  agree  to  the  concur- 
rent resolution.  House  Concurrent  Res^ 
olution  160. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  con- 
current resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Memtrers 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
160. 

The  SPELAXER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 


COMMEMORATINO  THE  205TH  ANNI- 
VERSARY OF  POLAND'S  FIRST 
CONSTITU'nON 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  agree  to  the  con- 
ciirrent  resolution  165  saluting  and 
congratulating  Polish  people  around 
the  world  as,  on  May  3,  1996,  they  com- 
memorate the  205th  anniversary  of  the 
adoption  of  Poland's  first  constitution. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.  Con.  Res.  165 

Whereas,  on  May  3.  1996,  Polish  people 
around  the  world,  including  Americans  of 
Polish  descent,  will  celebrate  the  205th  anni- 
versary of  the  adoption  of  the  first  Polish 
constitution; 

Whereas  American  Revolutionary  War  hero 
Ttaaddeus  Kosciuszko  introduced  the  concept 
of  constitutional  democracy  to  his  native 
country  of  Poland; 

Whereas  the  Polish  constitution  of  1791 
was  the  first  liberal  constitution  in  Europe 
and  represented  Central-Eastern  Europe's 
first  attempt  to  end  the  feudal  system  of 
government; 

Whereas  this  Polish  constitution  was  de- 
signed to  protect  Poland's  sovereignty  and 
national  unity  and  to  create  a  progressive 
constitutional  monarchy; 

Whereas  this  Polish  constitution  was  the 
first  constitution  in  Central-Eastern  Europe 
to  secure  individual  and  religious  freedom 
for  all  persons  in  Poland; 

Whereas  this  Polish  constitution  formed  a 
government  composed  of  distinct  legislative, 
executive,  and  judicial  powers; 

Whereas  this  Polish  constitution  declared 
that  "all  power  in  civil  society  should  be  de- 
rived from  the  will  of  the  people"; 

Whereas  this  Polish  constitution  revital- 
ized the  parliamentary  system  by  placing 
preeminent  lawmaking  power  in  the  House  of 
Deputies,  by  subjecting  the  Sejm  to  majority 
rule,  and  by  granting  the  Sejm  the  power  to 
remove  ministers,  appoint  commissars,  and 
choose  magistrates; 

Whereas  this  Polish  constitution  provided 
for  significant  economic,  social,  and  political 
reforms  by  removing  inequalities  between 
the  nobility  and  the  bourgeoisie,  by  rec- 
ognizing town  residents  as  "freemen"  who 
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had  judicial  autonomy  and  expanded  rights, 
and  by  extending  the  protection  of  the  law  to 
the  peasantry  who  previously  had  no  re- 
course against  the  arbitrary  actions  of  feu- 
dal lords; 

Whereas,  although  this  Polish  constitution 
was  in  effect  for  less  than  2  years,  its  prin- 
ciples endured  and  it  became  the  symbol 
around  which  a  powerful  new  national  con- 
sciousness was  bom.  helping  Poland  to  sur- 
vive long  periods  of  misfortune  over  the  fol- 
lowing 2  centuries;  and 

Whereas,  in  only  the  last  5  years.  Poland 
has  realized  the  promise  held  in  the  Polish 
constitution  of  1791.  has  emerged  as  an  inde- 
pendent nation  after  its  people  led  the  move- 
ment that  resulted  in  historic  changes  in 
Central-Elastem  Europe,  and  is  moving  to- 
ward full  integration  with  the  Euro-Atlantic 
community  of  nations:  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  (the 
Senate  concurring).  That— 

(1)  the  people  of  the  United  States  salute 
and  congratulate  Polish  people  around  the 
world,  including  Americans  of  Polish  de- 
scent, on  the  adoption  of  the  first  Polish 
constitution; 

(2)  the  people  of  the  United  States  recog- 
nize Poland's  rebirth  as  a  free  and  independ- 
ent nation  in  the  spirit  of  the  legacy  of  the 
Polish  constitution  of  1791;  and 

(3)  the  Congress  authorizes  and  urges  the 
President  of  the  United  States  to  call  upon 
the  Governors  of  the  States,  the  leaders  of 
local  governments,  and  the  people  of  the 
United  States  to  join  in  this  recognition 
with  appropiriate  ceremonies  and  activities. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  OILMAN]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia  [Mr.  MORAN]  will 
each  be  recognized  for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
firom  New  York  [Mr.  Oilman]. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  165,  a  res- 
olution noting  the  205th  anniversary  of 
the  adoption  of  Poland's  first  Constitu- 
tion. 

Mr.  Si)eaker,  the  Polish  Constitution 
of  1791  stands  as  the  first  liberal  Con- 
stitution in  Europe,  creating  a  con- 
stitutional monarchy. 

Its  adoption  by  the  Polish  nation 
marked  an  important  step  away  from 
the  feudal  system  of  govenoment  that 
then  prevailed  throughout  Eastern  Eu- 
rope. 

Unfortunately,  Poland  soon  fell  vic- 
tim to  the  imperialism  of  the  Prussian, 
Russian,  and  Austrian  empires,  which 
divided  the  territory  of  Poland  and 
ruled  the  Polish  people  for  more  than  a 
century. 

The  Polish  Constitution  of  1791  be- 
came a  symbol  around  which  the  Pol- 
ish people  rallied,  however,  and  today — 
with  the  independence  they  regained 
earlier  in  this  century  and  with  the  end 
of  Conmiunist  dictatorship  in  Poland  7 
years  ago— the  Polish  people  are  now 
engaged  in  building  a  new  constitu- 
tional democracy. 

The  Polish  nation  has  undergone 
times  of  great  difficulty  and  great  de- 
struction since  1791,  but  it  has  survived 
and,  as  a  new  democracy  in  Eastern 


Europe,  appears  to  l)e  well  on  its  way 
toward  integration  into  the  trans-At- 
lantic community  of  democratic 
States. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
resolution,  not  just  as  a  recognition  of 
Poland's  historical  striving  toward  de- 
mocracy, but  as  a  statement  about  Po- 
land's future  as  a  free,  independent, 
and  democratic  State. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong  support 
of  this  resolution  and  commend  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  for  bring- 
ing it  before  the  House,  and  the  strong 
supporter  of  Polish  interests,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Buffalo,  NY,  Mr.  Jack 
Quinn;  and  the  other  cosponsors,  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania,  Mr. 
BORSKI,  the  gentleman  from  Illinois, 
Mr.  Flanagan,  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin,  Mr.  Kleczka,  and  others. 

It  is  appropriate  that  the  House  and 
the  people  of  the  United  States  con- 
gratulate the  Polish  people  around  the 
world,  including  Americans  of  Polish 
descent,  on  the  205th  anniversary  of 
the  adoption  of  the  Hrst  Polish  con- 
stitution. 

The,  as  now,  Poland  has  been  a  leader 
in  Europe.  In  1989,  Poland  took  the 
first  steps  toward  breaking  up  the  War- 
saw Pact  and  held  the  first  free  elec- 
tions in  Eastern  Europe.  That  led  the 
way  on  comprehensive  economic  re- 
form. 

Poland  is  now  striving  to  integrate 
itself  fully  into  the  family  of  western 
nations.  All  of  us  can  take  a  measure 
of  pride  in  Poland's  achievements, 
which  serve  the  U.S.  interests  in  peace, 
security,  and  prosperity  in  Europe. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  adoption  of  the 
resolution,  and  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Qudjn], 
the  original  sponsor  of  this  measure. 

Mr.  QUINN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
as  the  proud  sponsor  of  Hoiise  Concur- 
rent Resolution  165,  a  resolution  honor- 
ing an  important  event  in  the  develop- 
ment of  democracy  in  Central-Eastern 
Europe  and  the  world;  the  205th  anni- 
versary of  Poland's  first  Constitution 
of  1791. 

On  the  third  day  of  May,  1996,  Polish 
people  and  Americans  of  Polish  descent 
around  the  world  celebrated  the  205th 
anniversary  of  Poland's  first  Constitu- 
tion. 

The  Polish  Constitution  of  1791. 
which  became  the  first  liberal  con- 
stitution in  Europe  was  preceded  only 
by  our  own  Constitution  in  1787. 

The  1791  Constitution  sought  an  end 
to  the  feudal  system  of  government, 
where  a  few  monarchs  and  aristocrats 
governed  Poland's  majority. 

American  Revolutionary  War  hero 
Thaddeus   Kosciuszko   introduced   the 


concept  of  a  constitutional  democracy 
to  his  native  country  of  Poland,  which 
like  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  established  three  independent 
branches  of  government. 

The  Polish  Constitution  abolished 
the  feudal  system,  giving  all  citizens 
the  right  to  vote  and  guaranteed  free- 
dom of  speech,  right  to  assemble  and 
freedom  of  religion. 

As  a  result.  Poland  became  Europe's 
first  true  democracy. 

Thomas  Jefferson  himself  held  the 
Polish  Constitution  in  high  regard  and 
was  sure  to  include  two  copies  of  the 
document  as  part  of  the  original  collec- 
tion in  establishing  the  Library  of  Con- 
gress. 

Unfortunately,  this  first  grand  exper- 
iment in  Europeaji  democracy  survived 
for  less  than  2  years.  This  expression  of 
the  democratic  tradition  of  Polish  po- 
litical culture,  embodying  liberty  to 
all  people,  rule  by  the  majority  and  re- 
ligious freedom,  became  a  moral  threat 
to  the  absolute  monarchies  of  its 
neighbors  Tsarist  Russia,  Austria  and 
Prussia. 

Poland  paid  dearly  for  its  democratic 
ideas,  with  the  complete  loss  of  its 
independence  and  the  abolition  of  its 
Constitution,  when  it  was  partitioned 
by  its  three  powerful  neighbors  in  1793. 

Over  the  next  two  centuries,  Poland 
and  her  people  suffered  many  injus- 
tices, but  the  spirit  of  the  Constitution 
of  1791  continued  to  live  on  and  forge 
hope  in  the  hearts  of  Polish  people 
around  the  world. 

It  is  only  in  the  last  5  years  that  Po- 
land again  has  emerged  as  an  independ- 
ent nation  after  her  people  led  the 
movement  that  resulted  in  the  fall  of 
the  Soviet  bloc  and  the  historical 
changes  in  Central-Eastern  Europe. 

Today,  Poland  has  experienced  its 
first  "free"  elections  in  several  genera- 
tions and  the  positive  economic  suc- 
cesses it  has  experienced  are  unparal- 
leled in  its  history. 

The  eventual  democratic  goals  of  Po- 
land include  its  hopeful  inclusion  in 
the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organiza- 
tion [NATO]  and  complete  inclusion  in 
the  Western  community. 

I  am  honored  to  have  offered  this  res- 
olution to  honor  the  Polish  Constitu- 
tion of  1791.  something  in  which  all 
Poles  rightfully  take  pride. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  also  want  to  thank 
the  gentleman  from  New  York,  Chair- 
man Oilman,  the  ranking  member,  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Hamil- 
ton], and  the  gentleman  Crom  Virginia 
[Mr.  MORAN],  and  all  members  of  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations 
for  their  support  of  the  resolution. 

I  want  to  urge  my  colleagues  to  join 
me  in  saluting  and  congratulating  the 
people  of  Poland  and  Americans  of  Pol- 
ish origin  for  realizing  the  fulfillment 
of  the  spirit  of  the  May  3d  Constitution 
by  supporting  House  Concurrent  Reso- 
lution 165. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  New  York   [Mr. 
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QuiNN]  for  bringing  this  important  res- 
olution to  the  floor  at  this  time  and  for 
bis  eloquent  remarks  in  support  of  this 
resolution. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Wise]. 

D  1530 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
chairman  and  the  ranking  member  for 
the  time. 

I  simply  rise  in  strong  support  of  this 
resolution.  It  was  in  1787,  of  course, 
that  our  Constitution  became  a  reality; 
4  years  later,  the  Polish  Constitution. 
It  was  a  wave  of  constitutional  freedom 
and  democracy  sweeping  the  world  at 
that  time.  So  I  think  it  is  important  to 
rise  to  commemorate  this  noted  event, 
certainly  to  Polish  peoples  across  the 
world,  whether  in  Poland  or  to  the 
large  Polish  American  population  that 
we  have  in  the  United  States.  It  is  cer- 
tainly a  moment  that  deserves  recogni- 
tion and  particularly  in  light  of  what 
the  Polish  people  have  been  through  in 
the  last  decade,  as  they  have  reasserted 
their  desire  for  constitutional  democ- 
racy, moving  from  the  heavy  hand  of 
communism  to  once  again  a  constitu- 
tional republican  system. 

So  we  should  rise  as  we  recognize  the 
205th  anniversary.  Let  us  also  recog- 
nize the  pride  and  achievements  that 
the  Polish  people  have  made  in  just  the 
past  decade. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Flana- 
gan.] 

Mr.  FLANAGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  an 
original  cosponsor  I  rise  in  support  of 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  165,  sa- 
luting and  congratulating  Polish  peo- 
ple around  the  world  as  they  com- 
memorate this  May  the  205th  anniver- 
sary of  the  adoption  of  Poland's  first 
Constitution.  As  the  first  modem  con- 
stitution in  Eiirope.  this  document  led 
the  way  in  the  advancement  of  democ- 
racy. Only  our  own  Constitution  of  1787 
preceded  it  and  the  Polish  Constitution 
was  modeled  upon  it. 

The  Polish  Constitution  declared 
that  "all  power  in  civil  society  should 
be  derived  from  the  will  of  the  people." 
This  is  the  primary  principle  of  our 
own  sacred  document.  Like  our  own 
Constitution,  the  1791  Polish  Constitu- 
tion created  distinct  legrislative,  execu- 
tive and  judicial  branches.  It  also  se- 
cured individual  and  religious  freedom 
for  all  people  in  Poland. 

Just  as  Polacd  led  the  way  for  de- 
mocracy in  the  18th  century,  so  too  did 
it  do  so  again  in  the  late  20th  century. 
Poland  was  the  key  country  in  bring- 
ing about  the  recent  demise  of  the  to- 
talitarian Communist  regime  under 
which  Poland  had  suffered  for  so  long. 
It  became  a  shinning  beacon  of  light  of 
freedom  for  other  Communist  countries 


in  Central-Eastern  Europe.  Poland  was 
the  inspiration  for  those  countries  to 
peacefully  overthrow  their  own  Com- 
munist dictatorships. 

Today,  the  205-year-old  legacy  of  the 
1791  Polish  Constitution  continues  in 
Poland's  democratic  rebirth.  Poland  is 
to  be  congratulated  for  its  commit- 
ment to  democratic  ideals  and  its  re- 
birth as  a  free  and  independent  nation. 
This  is  the  purpose  of  House  Concur- 
rent Resolution  165  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  its  passage. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
rise  this  afternoon  to  support  the  passage  of 
House  Resolution  165,  commemorating  tfie 
205th  anniversary  of  Poland's  May  3  Constitu- 
tion. Although  only  in  force  for  less  than  2 
years  before  falling  victim  to  the  second  parti- 
tion of  PolarxJ  by  her  neighbors,  this  Constitu- 
tion stands  as  an  enduring  monument  to  the 
Polish  people's  aspiration  for  democracy. 

The  May  3  Constitution  was  the  first  written 
constitution  in  Europe,  adopted  in  1791  and 
coming  only  a  few  years  after  the  American 
Constitution.  In  fact,  the  American  and  Polish 
Constitutions  have  much  in  common,  both  in 
spirit  and  in  purpose:  Each  sought  to  create 
the  foundations  of  deomcracy  arxJ,  in  particu- 
lar, to  establish  limits  on  the  previously  unfet- 
tered powers  of  sovereign  rule. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Polish  Constitution  of  1791 
nnay  have  been  short-lived  as  a  legislative 
edct,  but  it  survived  neariy  two  centuries  of 
partition,  foreign  occupation.  Fascist  domina- 
tion and  Communist  totalitarianism  as  a  sym- 
txjl  of  what  Poles  had  once  achieved — and 
wouki  again  achieve. 

Today,  the  people  of  Ploland  continue  their 
successful  efforts  to  txiild  a  free  and  demo- 
cratic society,  a  free-market  economy,  arxJ  a 
country  in  whk:h  human  rights  and  fundamen- 
tal freedoms  will  not  only  he  guaranteed  on 
paper,  but  ensured  in  practice.  As  Chairman 
of  the  Helsinki  Commission,  I  have  tjeen  espe- 
cially heartened  by  tfie  extraordinary  progress 
Poland  has  made  in  this  regard,  and  Poland  is 
rightly  lauded  as  a  leader — pertiaps  the  lead- 
er— of  democratk:  reform  in  central  arxJ  east- 
em  Europe.  I  was  also  espedially  gratified  to 
learn  recently  from  PreskJent  Kwasniwski's  of- 
fice that  an  overhaul  of  the  Polish  penal  code 
will  probat)iy  drop  provisions  which  criminalize 
defamation  of  state  organs — one  of  the  last  re- 
maining vestiges  of  the  old  Communist  order. 

I  am  honored  today  to  join  my  colleagues  in 
commemorating  the  Polish  Constitution  of 
1 791 ,  whk^h  continues  to  inspire  the  people  of 
Polarxj  during  a  period  of  profound  and  posi- 
tive political  transformation;  I  welcome  the 
passage  of  House  Resolution  1 65. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pit  ed 
that  the  House  of  Representatives  is  takinc,  up 
this  important  resolution  today.  The  Congress, 
and  the  people  of  the  United  States.  shoukJ 
congratulate  Poland  on  its  many  accomplish- 
ments on  behalf  of  the  development  of  democ- 
racy and  the  furtherance  of  human  freedom. 

It  is  frtting  today  that  we  congratulate  Polish 
people  around  the  worid,  includirig  Americans 
of  Polish  descent,  on  the  205th  anniversary  of 
the  adoption  of  the  first  Polish  Constitution. 
That  1791  Constitution  both  drew  from  the  ex- 
ample of  the  American  Constitution  arxJ  set  a 
standard  for  all  of  Europe  to  match. 
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Not  only  in  the  18th  century  but  in  the  20th 
century  PolarxJ  has  been  a  leader  in  Europe. 
In  the  heady  days  of  1989,  Poland  took  land- 
mari<  steps  to  break  up  the  Warsaw  Pact.  It 
held  the  first  free  elections  seen  in  Eastem 
Europe  since  before  communist  rule.  Poland 
led  the  way  on  both  economic  and  political  re- 
form. 

For  the  past  7  years — indeed  for  the  past 
several  generations— Poland  has  t)een  wort<- 
ing  mightily  to  integrate  itself  into  the  family  of 
western  nations.  All  of  us  can  take  a  full 
measure  of  satisfaction  in  Poland's  nfiany  ac- 
complishments. I  look  forward  to  the  continu- 
ing close  wori<  between  the  United  States  and 
Poland  on  behalf  of  our  many  shared  inter- 
ests. Together  we  can  further  peace  and  pros- 
perity in  Europe. 

I  urge  adoption  of  the  resolution. 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
commemorate  with  the  Polish  people  the 
205th  anniversary  of  ttie  adoption  of  Poland's 
first  Constitution.  As  ttie  first  liberal  Constitu- 
tion in  Europe  in  1791,  it  was  preceded  only 
t>y  our  own  Constitution  in  1787.  This  Polish 
document  established  a  constitutional  mon- 
arch and  recognized  the  peasants  for  the  first 
time  as  members  of  the  natkin.  Mirroring  our 
constitutk>n.  it  too  established  three  independ- 
ent branches  of  govemment.  It  also  carries  the 
honor  of  t>eing  the  first  constitution  established 
through  a  peaceful  revolution. 

Unfortunately,  this  expression  of  liberty  to 
all,  by  rule  by  majority,  and  religious  freedom 
survived  for  less  than  2  years  as  it  tjecame  a 
moral  threat  to  the  neightxjring  alisolute  mon- 
archies. Poland  lost  its  independence  that 
year  when  it  was  partitioned  by  Imperial  Rus- 
sia and  Prussia.  Only  in  the  last  5  years  has 
Poland  again  emerged  as  an  independent  na- 
tion through  ttie  fall  of  communism. 

Currentiy,  free  Poland  enjoys  open  elections 
and  econonruc  success.  The  return  of  demo- 
cratk; principles  to  this  nation  has  elevated  its 
hopes  for  inclusion  in  the  North  American 
Treaty  Organization  [NATO]  and  full  incorpora- 
tion into  the  European  Union. 

With  Chicago  the  largest  Polish  city  next  to 
Warsaw,  and  with  many  of  her  immigrants  re- 
siding in  my  district.  I  am  pleased  to  support 
this  resolution  which  honors  the  advancement 
of  democracy  in  a  country  close  to  my  heart 
and  the  hearts  of  my  constituents. 

Mr.  BORSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support 
of  House  Concurrent  Resolution  165,  which 
congratulates  the  Polish  people  around  the 
worid  as  they  commemorate  the  205th  anni- 
versary of  Poland's  first  Constitution.  I  am 
proud  to  join  Representatives  Quinn,  Kleczka. 
Flanagan,  and  Hoke  as  an  original  cosponsor 
of  this  resolution. 

Inspired  by  our  landmark  Constitution,  the 
people  of  Poland  in  1791  adopted  a  constitu- 
tion with  guarantees  of  individual  and  religious 
freedoms,  and  the  creation  of  distinct  legisla- 
tive, executive,  and  judicial  powers.  The  con- 
cepts of  constitutional  democracy  ttiat  were 
embodied  in  the  Polish  Constitution  were  intro- 
duced to  Poland  by  American  Revolutionary 
War  hero  Thaddeus  Kosciuszko.  Designed  to 
create  a  progressive  constitutional  monarchy, 
the  1791  Constitution  was  tfie  first  liberal  con- 
stitution in  Europe  arxi  represented  Central 
Europe's  first  attempt  to  end  feudal  govem- 
ment. 
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Unfortunately,  this  historic  arxJ  ground 
breaking  Constitutk>n  survived  for  less  than  2 
years.  In  1 793,  Russia  and  Prussia  partitioned 
Poland,  and  Poland's  Constitution  was  abol- 
ished. This  loss,  however,  did  not  diminish  the 
Polish  people's  will  for  achieving  ttie  freedoms 
embodied  in  tiie  Constitution.  For  two  cen- 
turies, the  principles  of  ttie  1791  Constitution 
endured  and  inspired  a  powerful  new  national 
consciousness.  Poland  suffered  greatiy  under 
imperial  and  communist  rule,  txjt  its  people 
never  lost  sight  of  the  freedoms  and  rights 
embodied  in  the  Constitution. 

Today,  Poland  is  enjoying  its  new-found 
freedoms,  pursuing  the  principles  first  drafted 
in  ttie  1791  Constitution.  Poland  has  emerged 
from  an  oppressive  Communist  state  to  a  vig- 
prous,  free-market  democracy.  Poland  is  pur- 
suing complete  incluskjn  in  the  institutions  of 
the  westem  community,  including  the  North 
AUantic  Treaty  Organization.  The  United 
States  Congress  must  continue  to  express  its 
support  of  Poland  as  it  takes  these  boki  steps 
into  the  21  st  century. 

This  month  marks  ttie  205tti  anniversary  of 
the  historic  Polish  Constitution.  House  Concur- 
rent Resolution  165  demonstrates  to  the  peo- 
ple of  Poland,  and  Polish  people  around  the 
worid.  ttiat  the  United  States  recognizes  Po- 
land's retjirth  as  a  free  and  independent  na- 
tion, and  will  continue  its  commitment  to  foster 
denxttracy  throughout  central  Europe.  This 
resolution  salutes  Poland  for  its  patierx»  in  re- 
alizing ttie  long-awaited  principles  of  ttie  1791 
Constitution,  and  expresses  support  for  Po- 
land's challenges  in  ttie  future. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join 
me  in  supporting  this  important  resolution.  Tfie 
Polish  people  will  be  grateful  to  know  tfiat  the 
United  States  House  of  Representatives 
stands  shoulder-to-shoukler  with  ttiem  as  ttiey 
enjoy  the  freedoms  ttiat  were  so  eloquentty 
declared  in  the  1791  Polish  Constitution. 

Mrs.  KENNELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  sup- 
port of  House  Concurrent  Resolution  165  conv 
memorating  tfie  205th  anniversary  of  the  Pol- 
ish Constitution. 

In  the  two  centijries  that  have  passed  since 
this  Constitution  was  adopted.  Poland  and  its 
people  have  endured  great  tragedy  and  tur- 
moil. But  through  these  years — ^from  ttie  parti- 
tion of  Polarxj  at  the  end  of  the  18th  century, 
to  ttie  Napoleonic  Wars,  whk^h  resulted  in  the 
disappearance  of  the  country  until  the  end  of 
Worid  War  I.  ttie  ttagedies  of  Workj  War  II. 
and  over  40  years  of  Communist  rule,  tfie  love 
of  the  Polish  people  for  freedom  and  democ- 
racy has  never  diminished. 

It  is  fitting  tfiat  the  nation  with  the  first  tit>eral 
constitution  in  Europe,  and  ttie  first  rrxxJern 
constitution  establisfied  through  a  peaceful 
revolution,  was  also  tfie  first  nation  to  Ixeak 
free  from  tfie  Soviet  empire  and  establish  the 
first  of  ttie  new  democracies  in  Europe. 

As  Poland  was  a  leader  more  ttian  200 
years  ago,  so  it  is  a  leader  now.  Its  example 
of  a  successful  ttansition  to  democracy  in 
1989  is  a  beacon  of  hope  not  only  for  otfier 
nations  of  Eastem  Europe  txjt  for  nations 
around  the  workl  I  congratjlate  the  Polish 
people  on  tfie  205tti  anniversary  of  ttieir  Con- 
stitution and  sfiare  ttieir  confidence  that  its 
successful  democracy  will  continue  to  flourish 
into  the  21st  century. 

Mr.  MARTINI.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  witti  great 
pleasure  I  rise  today  to  salute  Polish  people 


around  tfie  worid  in  recognition  of  the  205th 
anniversary  of  ttie  adoption  of  Poland's  first 
Constitutioa  At  this  time  I  woukJ  also  com- 
mend my  good  friend  and  colleague  Jack 
Quinn  for  his  worit  on  House  Concurrent  Res- 
olution 165  whk:h  formalizes  this  important 
recognition. 

On  May  3.  1996,  Polish  people  and  Ameri- 
cans of  Polish  decent  celekxated  ttieir  coun- 
ty's rich  history  and  ttie  estatjiishment  of  ttie 
first  liberal  constitution  in  Europe.  Preceded 
only  by  our  own  United  States  Constitution  in 
1787,  this  Polish  blueprint  similarty  established 
three  independent  branches  of  govemment 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  165  under- 
scores that  this  document  was  designed  to 
protect  Poland's  sovereignty  and  national  unity 
while  creating  a  progressive  constitutional 
monarchy.  Furttier,  it  recognizes  that  the  corv 
stitution  represented  Central-Eastern  Europe's 
first  attempt  to  end  the  feudal  system  and  se- 
cure freedoms  for  Polish  people. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  ttie  good  fortune  of  rep- 
resenting the  Eighth  District  of  New  Jersey,  a 
unk^ue  area  diverse  in  cultural  backgrounds. 
No  one  can  deny  the  tumultuous  history  Po- 
land tias  endured.  And,  given  ttie  changing 
political  and  economic  larxJscape  of  Eastem 
Europe,  we  must  emtxace  the  spirit  of  the 
original  Polish  Constitution  and  build  upon  it. 

Today,  a  new  Poland  is  emerging.  It  has  ex- 
perienced its  first  real  open  elections  in  sev- 
eral generations  and  continues  to  work  toward 
ttie  democratic  goals  of  inclusion  in  the  North 
AUantic  Treaty  Organization  [NATO)  and  com- 
plete inclusion  in  tfie  Westem  community. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  encourage  my  colleagues  to 
join  me  in  this  important  recognition  of  demo- 
cratic principles.  I  commend  tiie  people  of  Po- 
land for  their  perseverance  and  commitment  to 
fi-eedom. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time,  and  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  GELMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time,  and  I  srield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Wicker).  The  question  is  on  the  motion 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  OILMAN]  that  the  House  sus- 
pend the  rules  and  agree  to  the  concur- 
rent resolution.  House  Concurrent  Res- 
olution 165. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  con- 
current resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
165,  concurrent  resolution  just  agreed 
to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 


lOTH  ANNIVERSARY  OF 
CHORNOBYL  NUCLEAR  DISASTER 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  agree  to  the  con- 
current resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  167) 
recognizing  the  10th  anniversary  of  the 
Chernobyl  nuclear  disaster,  and  sup- 
porting the  closing  of  the  Chernobyl 
nuclear  powerplant. 

The  clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.  Con.  Res.  167 

Whereas  April  26,  1996.  marks  the  tenth  an- 
niversary of  the  Chomobyl  nuclear  disaster; 

Whereas  United  Nations  General  Assembly 
resolution  5(V134  declares  April  26.  1996.  as 
the  International  Day  Commemorating  the 
Tenth  Anniversary  of  the  CHiomobyl  Nuclear 
Power  Plant  Accident  and  encourages  mem- 
ber states  to  commemorate  this  tragic  event: 

Whereas  serious  radiological,  health,  and 
socioeconomic  consequences  for  the  popu- 
lations of  Ukraine.  Belarus,  and  Russia,  as 
well  as  for  the  populations  of  other  affected 
areas,  have  been  identified  since  the  disas- 
ter: 

Whereas  over  3.500.000  inhabitants  of  the 
affected  areas,  including  over  1.000.000  chil- 
dren, were  exposed  to  dangerously  high  lev- 
els of  radiation: 

Whereas  the  populations  of  the  affected 
areas,  especially  children,  have  experienced 
significant  increases  in  thyroid  cancer,  im- 
mune deficiency  diseases,  birth  defects,  and 
other  conditions,  and  these  trends  have  ac- 
celerated over  the  10  years  since  the  disaster 

Whereas  the  lives  and  health  of  people  in 
the  affected  areas  continue  to  be  heavily 
burdened  by  the  ongoing  effects  of  the 
Chomobyl  accident; 

Whereas  numerous  charitable,  humani- 
tarian, and  environmental  organizations 
from  the  United  States  and  the  international 
community  have  committed  to  overcome  the 
extensive  consequences  of  the  Chomobyl  dis- 
aster 

Whereas  the  United  States  has  sought  to 
help  the  people  of  Ukraine  through  various 
forms  of  assistance; 

Whereas  humanitarian  assistance  and  pub- 
lic health  research  into  Choraobyl's  con- 
sequences will  be  needed  in  the  coming  dec- 
ades when  the  greatest  number  of  latent 
health  effects  is  expected  to  emerge; 

Whereas  on  December  20.  1995,  the  Ukrain- 
ian Government,  the  governments  of  the  G- 
7  countries,  and  the  Commission  of  the  Euro- 
pean Communities  signed  a  memorandum  of 
understanding  to  support  the  decision  of 
Ukraine  to  close  the  Chomobyl  nuclear 
power  plant  by  the  year  2000  with  adequate 
support  from  the  G-7  countries  and  inter- 
national financial  institutions: 

Whereas  the  United  States  strongly  sup- 
ports the  closing  of  the  Chomobyl  nuclear 
power  plant  and  improving  nuclear  safety  in 
Ukraine:  and 

Whereas  representatives  of  Ukraine,  the  G- 
7  countries,  and  international  financial  insti- 
tutions will  meet  at  lease  annually  to  mon- 
itor implementation  of  the  program  to  close 
Chomobyl:  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  (the 
Senate  concurring).  That  the  Congress — 

(1)  recognizes  April  26,  1996.  as  the  tenth 
anniversary  of  the  Chomobyl  nuclear  power 
plant  disaster; 

(2)  urges  the  Govemment  of  Ukraine  to 
continue  its  negotiations  with  the  (3-7  coun- 
tries to  implement  the  December  20,  1995. 
memorandum  of  understanding  which  calls 
for  all  nuclear  reactors  at  Chomobyl  to  be 
shut  down  in  a  safe  and  expeditious  manner 
and 
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(3)  calls  upon  the  President— 

(A)  to  support  continued  and  enhanced 
United  States  assistance  to  provide  medical 
relief,  humanitarian  assistance,  social  im- 
pact planning,  and  hospital  development  for 
Ukraine,  Belarus,  Russia,  and  other  nations 
most  heavily  afflicted  by  Chomobyl's  after- 
math; 

(B)  to  encourage  national  and  inter- 
national health  organizations  to  expand  the 
scope  of  research  into  the  public  health  con- 
se<}uences  of  Chomobyl,  so  that  the  global 
community  can  benefit  firom  the  findings  of 
such  research: 

(C)  to  support  the  process  of  closing  the 
Chomobyl  nuclear  power  plant  in  an  expedi- 
tious manner  as  envisioned  by  the  December 
20,  1995,  memorandum  of  understanding;  and 

(D)  to  support  the  broadening  of  Ukraine's 
regional  energy  sources  which  will  reduce  its 
dependence  on  any  individual  country. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Piirsu- 
ant  to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Oilman]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia  [Mr.  MORAN] 
each  will  control  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Oilman]. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  167,  a  res- 
olution noting  the  10th  anniversary  of 
the  Chernobyl  nuclear  reactor  explo- 
sion. 

At  1:23  a.m.  on  April  26,  1986,  a  test 
conducted  on  reactor  No.  4  at  the  nu- 
clear facility  at  Chernobyl,  Ukraine, 
resulted  kin  catastrophe.  An  explosion 
in  the  reactor  core  destroyed  a  large 
Tpart  of  the  reactor  building. 

Since  the  entire  facility  had  been 
built  without  any  containment  dome, 
there  was  no  way  for  the  reactor  per- 
sonnel to  prevent  the  release  into  the 
atmosphere — and  into  the  wind — of 
huge  amoiints  of  radioactive  materials. 
The  total  amount  of  radiation  released 
in  the  course  of  this  terrible  incident  is 
estimated  by  many  to  exceed  that  re- 
leased by  the  atomic  bomb  blast  at  Hir- 
oshima, Japan  in  1945. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  we  note  the  passage 
of  the  10th  anniversary  of  this  catas- 
trophe, I  would  like  to  provide  my  col- 
leagues with  some  estimates  of  the 
damag-e  caused  over  the  last  10  years  in 
the  countries  of  Ukraine,  Belarus,  and 
Russia  by  the  catastrophe  of  April  26, 
1986: 

Millions  of  residents  of  the  countries 
of  Ukraine,  Belarus,  and  Russia  live  on 
lands  contaminated  by  radiation; 

Thyroid  cancers  have  risen  dramati- 
cally among  children  of  the  surround- 
ing region;  and 

Radiation  continues  to  work  its  way 
into  the  food  chain,  and  the  danger  of 
the  further  spread  of  radiation  from 
the  site  of  the  destroyed  reactor  is 
growing— even  now,  the  concrete  sar- 
cophagus surrounding  the  destroyed  re- 
actor is  beUeved  to  be  in  danger  of  col- 
lapse. 

Meanwhile,  energy-starved  Ukraine 
continues  to  operate  two  remaining  re- 
actors at  the  site,  dependent  on  their 


electrical  output  to  make  it  through 
the  difficult  time  of  economic  trans- 
formation through  which  that  country 
is  now  going. 

The  danger  at  Chernobyl  continues, 
however.  As  recently  as  November  of 
last  year,  a  serious  radiation  leak  oc- 
curred when  a  nuclear  fuel  rod  split 
open  during  refueling  of  reactor  No.  1. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  grave  situa- 
tion, and  one  that  requires  the  world's 
attention  and  concern. 

I  am,  therefore,  pleased  to  support 
and  cosponsor  this  resolution,  which 
not  only  notes  the  10th  anniversary  of 
the  Chernobyl  reactor  explosion,  but 
reminds  us  that  the  problem  of  unsafe 
reactors  remains  with  us  today  at 
Chernobyl  and  at  other  sites  across  the 
former  Soviet  Union. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

We  rise  in  strong  support  of  this  reso- 
lution and  commend  the  chairman  for 
bringing  it  before  the  House.  We  want 
to  commend  the  humanitarian  relief 
organizations  and  the  individuals  who 
have  cared  for  the  victims  of  the 
Chernobyl  disaster.  Their  work  has 
been  supported  by  U.S.,  European  and 
other  international  assistance. 

Over  the  last  4  years,  the  United 
States  has  sent  $100  million  worth  of 
humanitarian  and  medical  assistance 
to  Ukraine.  U.S.  assistance  has  also 
helped  provide  Ukraine  with  alter- 
native energy  sources  that  would  fa- 
cilitate the  closing  of  nuclear  power 
stations. 

On  this  anniversary,  the  United 
States  also  garnered  private  donations 
for  a  combined  government-private 
package  of  humanitarian  and  medical 
assistance  for  the  region's  victims.  The 
international  community,  including  O- 
7,  obligated  53  billion  in  grants  and 
loans  for  power  sector  restructuring, 
least-cost  energy  investments,  nuclear 
safety  and  a  plan  addressing  the  social 
impact  of  Chernobyl's  closure. 

We  are  also  pleased  with  the  Govern- 
ment of  Ukraine's  commitment  to  clos- 
ing the  Chernobyl  power  station  in  a 
safe  manner  by  the  year  2000.  Ukraine 
faces  tremendous  concerns  with  regard 
to  finding  energy  sources.  Yet,  achiev- 
ing nuclear  safety  is  key  for  Ukraine. 
It  is  also  one  of  the  most  imi)ortant 
goals  for  its  European  neighbors  and 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  chairman  men- 
tioned that  the  destructive  power  of 
Chernobyl  was  greater  than  Hiroshima. 
I  understand  it  was  400  times  as  large 
and  that  nuclear  radiation  has  actually 
gone  up  into  the  atmosphere  and  may 
very  well  be  affecting  all  of  us.  So  this 
is  a  very  important  resolution. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3V4  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Pallone]. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  the  resolution  com- 


memorating the  10th  anniversary  of 
the  Chernobyl  explosion.  Although  one 
decade  has  passed  since  this  deadly  ex- 
plosion, the  aftermath  and  the  truth 
remain  very  clouded.  The  7.6  tons  of  200 
different  radioactive  substances  re- 
leased into  the  atmosphere  over 
Ukraine  and  neighboring  nations  con- 
tinue to  cause  sickness  and  misery. 

I  am  especially  concerned  about  the 
state  of  the  millions  of  children  who 
suffered  and  continue  to  suffer  from 
the  long-term  effects  of  radiation.  The 
highly  toxic  heavy  metals  have  caused 
an  increase  in  children's  thjrroid  gland 
cancer,  children's  diabetes  and  anemia. 
The  medical  effects  still  plague  the  af- 
fected regions  which  include  parts  of 
Ukraine,  Belarus,  and  Russia.  Sci- 
entists discovered  inherited  genetic 
damage  in  victims  exposed  to 
Chernobyl's  radiation  spillage.  In  fact 
a  study  in  the  Nature  journal  states 
that  children  bom  in  Belarus  in  1994  to 
parents  who  lived  in  the  area  during 
the  meltdown  suffered  from  twice  the 
normal  rate  of  a  specific  type  of  muta- 
tion. 

I  should  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  particu- 
larly the  point  about  Chernobyl  and,  as 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
MORAN]  mentioned  the  fact,  that  there 
has  been  so  much  support  and  humani- 
tarian relief  provided  to  the  countries 
effected  by  private  citizens,  really 
mostly  here  in  the  United  States,  was 
brought  home  to  me  very  vividly  a  few 
years  ago  when  in  my  own  district, 
that  has  a  large  Ukraine  and 
Belanissian  population,  there  was  a 
fund  raiser,  basically  a  relief  fund  rais- 
er to  help  the  victims  of  Chernobyl. 

I  had  been  to  some  of  those  efforts 
that  have  been  held  in  my  district, 
again  by  private  citizens  and  organiza- 
tions over  the  last  5  or  6  years.  I  was 
particularly  impressed  with  the  efforts 
on  the  part  of  some  of  the  Belanissian 
organizations  in  my  district.  My  wife 
happens  to  be  of  Belanissian  descent. 
She  also  has  been  very  concerned  to 
make  sure  that  we  continue  to  help 
those  victims  of  Chernobyl. 

In  addition  to  the  medical  effects, 
the  impact  of  the  environmental  dam- 
age is  stUl  felt  today.  The  1986  melt- 
down contaminated  100,000  square 
miles  of  once  arable  lands  in  Belarus. 
That  is  about  20  percent  of  the  agricul- 
tural land;  in  Ukraine,  8  percent;  and 
even  within  the  Russian  Federation,  1 
percent.  This  irradiated  soil  poses 
seemingly  endless  problems  for  these 
countries'  agrarian  communities. 

On  April  26,  1991,  the  fifth  anniver- 
sary of  the  meltdown,  I  introduced  a 
resolution  in  the  House  urging  the  So- 
viet Government  to  take  steps  to  evac- 
uate people  still  living  in  the  affected 
areas  to  decontaminate  the  Kiev  res- 
ervoir, cease  the  planning,  construc- 
tion, and  operation  of  other  nuclear  fa- 
cilities in  the  Ukraine  and  asked  for 
international  supervision  of  existing 
facilities. 
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In  an  effort  to  build  cooperation  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  Ukraine,  I 
believe  our  country  should  provide 
technical  and  medical  expertise  to  as- 
sist the  people  who  continue  to  suffer 
while  working  with  all  of  the  newly 
independent  states  of  the  former  USSR 
to  make  sure  that  a  disaster  on  the 
order  of  Chernobyl  never  happens 
again. 

As  world  leaders,  we  must  continue 
to  urge  the  United  States  to  lead  inter- 
national efforts  to  prevent  future  dis- 
asters. Last  year  our  Government 
joined  with  Ukraine  and  several  other 
G-7  nations  in  a  memorandum  of  un- 
derstanding to  close  the  Chernobyl 
plant  by  the  year  2000. 

I  just  want  to  say  that  this  action  in 
the  memorandum  will  not  only  close 
the  nuclear  plant  but  it  will  assist 
Ukraine  in  developing  a  safer,  more  vi- 
bKint  self-sustaining  energy  sector.  I 
think  it  is  very  important  to  help 
Ukraine  in  trying  to  find  alternatives 
to  nuclear  power  and  to  eventually 
close  the  Chernobyl  plant. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith],  the  original  si>onsor  of  this 
measure,  who  is  also  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  our  Subcommittee  on 
International  Operations  and  Human 
Rights. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  thank  the  chairman  of  our 
full  Committee  on  International  Rela- 
tions of  jrielding  time  to  me  and  for  ex- 
peditiously moving  this  legislation 
through  our  full  committee  and  bring- 
ing it  to  the  floor  today. 

House  Concurrent  Resolution  167  is 
an  important  and  timely  resolution 
which  recognizes  the  10th  ainniversary 
of  the  Chernobyl  nuclear  disaster,  the 
worst  in  recorded  history,  and  supports 
the  closing  of  the  remaining  reactors 
in  that  plant. 

Several  weeks  ago,  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
April  23,  I  chaired  a  Helsinki  Commis- 
sion hearing  that  examined  the  dev- 
astating consequences  of  the  Chernobyl 
disaster.  Four  experts  on  the  subject  of 
Chernobyl,  including  the  ambassadors 
of  Ukraine  and  Belarus,  the  two  coun- 
tries most  gravely  affected  by  the  dis- 
aster, gave  sobering  accounts  of  the 
profound  medical,  environmental,  eco- 
nomic, and  political  consequences  of 
the  disaster. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  think  most  Mem- 
bers know,  in  the  early  morning  of 
April  26,  1986  10  years  ago.  reactor  No. 
4  at  the  Chernobyl  nuclear  power  plant 
exploded,  releasing  massive  quantities 
of  radioactive  substances  into  the  at- 
mosphere. As  a  matter  of  fact,  some  of 
the  experts  who  have  looked  at  this 
carefully  have  suggested  that  as  much 
as  200  times  the  amount  of  radiation 
released  at  both  Hiroshima  and  Naga- 
saki combined  was  released  as  a  result 
of  that  explosion. 
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The  highest  level  of  radioactive  fall- 
out was  registered  in  the  vicinity  im- 
mediately surrounding  Chernobyl,  near 
the  Ukrainian-Belorussian  border. 

This  expression  of  Congress  draws  at- 
tention to  the  ongoing  tragedy.  Ten 
years  ago,  Mr.  Speaker,  millions  of 
people,  including  about  1  million  chil- 
dren, were  exposed  to  dangerously  high 
levels  of  radiation.  Since  then  children, 
in  particular,  have  experienced  alarm- 
ing increases  in  thsrroid  cancer  and 
other  conditions,  including  early  child- 
hood diabetes,  anennia,  and  illnesses  as- 
sociated with  general  fatigue.  One 
World  Health  Organization  expert  re- 
cently forecast  that  the  total  number 
of  thyroid  cancers  among  children  in 
the  contaminated  zones  may  ulti- 
mately reach  10,000.  These  trends  have 
accelerated  since  the  disaster  and  are 
expected  to  increase  well  into  the  fu- 
ture. 

One  of  the  witnesses  at  our  hearing 
talked  about  the  fact  that  many  of  the 
people  who  moved  out  of  the  affected 
areas  who  used  to  have  farms  there 
have  grown  impatient  and  have  moved 
back  to  farm.  Many  are  not  eating  the 
produce  and  selling  some  of  it  in  Kiev 
putting  some  at  risk  of  contamination. 
Indeed,  stomach  cancers  are  now  begin- 
ning to  manifest  themselves  among  the 
people  in  these  affected  areas. 

Mr.  Speaker,  given  these  devastating 
consequences.  House  Concurrent  Reso- 
lution 167  calls  upon  the  President  to 
support  continued  and  enhanced  United 
States  assistance  to  provide  medical 
relief,  humanitarian  assistance,  social 
impact  planning  and  hospital  develop- 
ment for  the  Ukraine,  Belarus,  and 
Russia  and  encourages  national  and 
international  health  organizations  to 
expand  the  scope  of  research  into  the 
public  health  consequences  of 
Chernobyl. 

Let  me  just  remind  Members  as  well 
that  there  are  still  scattered  through- 
out Russia  some  15  different  sites 
where  Chernobyl-type  reactors  are 
today  in  operation.  So  the  prospects 
and  the  specter  of  this  kind  of  thing 
happening  not  just  on  the  Chernobyl 
side  itself,  where  the  reactors  contin- 
ued to  be  used,  but  also  throughout 
Russia,  leading  to  what  I  would  con- 
sider to  be  a  unmitigated  disaster 
should  this  happen  again. 

So  we  need.  I  think,  to  be  encourag- 
ing the  closure  of  those  as  well  and  up- 
grading if  they  need  nuclear  power, 
doing  it  in  a  way  that  is  environ- 
mentally sound  and  safe. 

Mr.  Speaker,  one  of  the  most  impor- 
tant components  of  this  resolution  is 
that  it  does  indeed  urge  the  Ukraine  to 
continue  its  negotiations  with  the  0-7 
to  implement  the  December  20.  1995. 
memorandum  of  understanding  which 
calls  for  all  nuclear  reactors  at 
Chernobyl  to  be  shut  down  in  a  safe 
and  expeditious  manner  by  the  year 
2000.   The   resolution   calls   upon   the 


President  to  support  the  process  of 
closing  Chernobyl,  as  envisioned  by  the 
MOU,  recognizing,  of  course,  the  tre- 
mendous costs  involved  and  its  impact 
on  the  coimtry  that  is  undergoing  a 
transition  from  a  Communist  state  to  a 
market  oriented  economy.  They  do 
have  energy  needs.  We  need  to  take 
that  into  consideration  and  assist  them 
in  every  way  we  can. 

Among  the  most  important  compo- 
nents of  the  MOU  is  the  G-7  financial 
commitment,  mostly  in  loans,  as  well 
as  some  grants,  to  help  Ukrainians  im- 
pose market  discipline  on  that  coun- 
try's very  inefficient  energy  sector  and 
make  it  more  rational  and  self-sustain- 
ing. 

Finally,  the  resolution  supports  the 
broadening  of  Ukraine's  regional  en- 
ergy resources,  which  will  reduce  its 
dependence  on  an  individual  country. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  international  com- 
munity, including  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment and  many  nongovernmental  orga- 
nizations, are  indeed  responding  to  the 
consequences  of  Chernobyl,  but  more 
needs  to  be  done,  especially  as  Ukraine 
and  the  Belarus,  the  countries  again 
that  bore  the  brunt  of  Chernobyl,  are 
undergoing  this  transitional  i>eriod. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  Members  to  sup- 
port this  measure  and  then,  when  we 
get  down  to  appropriate  humanitarian 
aid  later  on  in  the  year,  to  support  the 
kind  of  resources  that  will  help  make 
the  mitigation  of  this  crisis  a  reality. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
thank  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Smith]  for  his  sponsorship  of  this 
measure  and  his  eloquent  remarks  in 
support  of  the  resolution. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  chief 
Democratic  whip  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  BONIOR], 
who  is  also  a  very  strong  supporter  of 
the  resolution  commemorating  the 
205th  anniversary  of  the  adoption  of 
Poland's  first  constitution. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
my  friend  firom  Virginia.  Mr.  Moran. 
for  yielding  me  the  time  and  for  his 
concern  of  the  peoples  of  Eastern  Eu- 
rope. 

Mr.  Si>eaker.  I  rise  in  strong  support 
of  this  resolution  and  commend  my 
colleague  from  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Smith. 
for  bringing  it  to  the  floor  of  the  House 
of  Representatives. 

Many  of  us  joined  in  commemora- 
tions of  this  anniversary  over  the  past 
month  in  churches  and  town  balls  in 
our  communities  and  at  a  very  special 
event  at  the  White  House. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Chomobyl  nuclear 
disaster  was  a  silent  killer,  and  people 
will  continue  to  feel  its  direct  effects 
well  into  the  next  millennium. 

Millions  of  lives  have  been  unalter- 
ably changed  by  it. 

Sickness,  death  and  dispossession  ar- 
rived, stayed,  and  have  yet  to  leave. 
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On  April  26,  1986,  reactor  No.  4  at  the 
Chernobyl  atomic  energy  station  ig- 
nited, causing  an  explosion,  fire,  and 
partial  meltdown  of  the  reactor  core. 

Ten  years  have  now  passed  since  that 
terrible  day. 

Today,  the  ghosts  of  history's  worst 
nuclear  disaster  cannot  be  avoided  in 
the  pines  and  the  farmland,  now  over- 
grown, that  surround  Chernobyl. 

The  city  of  Pripyat,  once  home  to 
40,000,  sits  empty. 

Dozens  of  villages  have  been  aban- 
doned. 

The  134,000  people  who  were  evacu- 
ated from  the  area  won't  be  returning 
to  their  homes. 

An  area  the  size  of  Rhode  Island  is 
now  a  dead  zone. 

The  health  effects  are  equally  aston- 
ishing. 

Sadly,  cancer  among  children  has  tri- 
pled. 

Ukraine  now  has  the  highest  rate  of 
infertility  in  the  world. 

Birth  defects  have  nearly  doubled. 

Mr.  Speaker,  our  government,  many 
charitable  organizations  and  individ- 
uals have  contributed  to  efforts  to  re- 
cover from  the  disaster. 

We  must  continue  those  efforts,  and 
we  must  enhance  them  for  the  people 
of  Ukraine. 

Ukraine  faces  many  challenges,  not 
the  least  of  which  are  the  human  and 
economic  costs  of  coping  with  the  ef- 
fects of  Chernobyl. 

Today  we  must  pause  to  remember 
those  who  lost  their  lives  and  those 
whose  lives  were  changed  forever. 

We  learned  many  lessons  from  that 
-tragedy  ten  years  ago,  and  now  we 
must  move  forward  and  help  our 
friends  in  Ukraine  prepare  for  the  fu- 
ture. 

That  is  why  supporting  this  resolu- 
tion is  so  important. 

We  remember  the  past  and  learn  from 
the  past. 

But  we  also  look  forward  to  a  future 
in  which  Ukraine  and  the  United 
States  will  enjoy  even  closer  ties,  and 
the  people  of  Ukraine  will  be  able  to 
build  a  new  future. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  all  my  colleagues 
to  join  us  in  passing  this  resolution 
today. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  closing,  I  want  to 
take  a  moment  to  recognize  the  out- 
standing humanitarian  work  that  has 
been  done  over  the  last  few  years  by  a 
group  of  high  school  students  in  my 
district  in  New  York. 

The  Ramapo  High  School  Children  of 
Chernobyl  fund  has  provided  $12  mil- 
lion in  medicines  and  other  contribu- 
tions to  children  in  Belarus  who  were 
affected  by  exposure  to  the  Chernobyl 
radiation. 

I  am  so  pleased  to  note  for  my  col- 
leagues such  thoughtful,  charitable 
young  people. 

I  am  certain  those  children  in 
Belarus  who  have  benefitted  from  these 


students'  himaanitarian  efforts  would 
want  this  Congress  to  know  of  their 
helping  hand  and  hearts. 

Mr.  MARTINI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in 
support  of  House  Concurrent  Resolution  167 
which  recognizes  April  26.  1996,  as  the  10th 
Anniversary  of  the  Chernobyl  Nuclear  Disas- 
ter. This  international  tragedy  is  one  that  de- 
serves recognition  for  the  day  and  more  inv 
portantly  for  the  people  who  experienced  it. 

As  we  look  back  at  the  10  years  that  have 
passed  since  this  catastrophe,  we  are  re- 
minded of  those  who  were  lost  during  the  ini- 
tial explosion  and,  more  far-reaching,  the  loss 
of  nearly  500,000  additional  lives  due  to  radi- 
ation exposure  over  time.  The  people  of 
Ukraine  have  been  facing  the  aftermath  of  the 
Chemobyl  disaster  for  years.  An  estimated  3.5 
million  inhabitants,  including  1  million  children, 
of  the  Chemobyl  area  were  exposed  to  high 
levels  of  radiation.  This  type  of  exposure  has 
generated  numerous  diseases  and  tjeen  re- 
sponsible for  thousands  of  deaths.  Thyroid 
cancer  alone  affects  one  child  per  10,000 
every  year.  It  is  difficult  to  imagine  the  pain 
these  people  have  endured  over  time. 

On  top  of  this  physk:al  and  emotional  an- 
guish, the  people  of  this  region  have  also  suf- 
fered a  severe  economic  ruin.  Their  once  fer- 
tile larxj  is  now  tagged  with  the  coki  label  of 
"exclusion  zone"  or  "permanent  control  zone." 
In  both  instarx:es,  the  cultivating  of  crops  is 
completely  prohibited.  Without  the  ability  to 
farm  crops,  these  people  must  attempt  to  tack- 
le a  highly  expensive  cleanup  with  a  severely 
diminished  income;  a  difficult  task  for  any 
group  to  conquer,  particularty  under  the  ex- 
treme circumstances. 

This  is  more  than  the  recognition  of  a  day 
that  occun-ed  1 0  years  ago  Mr.  Speaker.  This 
anniversary  embodies  10  years  worth  of 
strength  and  perseverance  the  people  of 
Ukraine  have  displayed.  The  nature  of  this 
prolonged  suffering  is  especially 
heartwrenching.  The  accident  at  Chernobyl  is 
still  claiming  victims  today,  over  1 0  years  after 
the  event  occurred.  The  failure  of  the  No.  4  re- 
actor has  tjeen  attiibuted  to  the  flawed  design, 
operator  mistakes,  and  cold  war  isolation. 

Nonetiieless,  Mr.  Speaker,  now  is  not  a  time 
to  t}lame.  Now,  we  must  concentrate  our  ef- 
forts to  preventing  such  a  ti-agedy  from  occur- 
ring again.  We  must  wori(  to  increase  nuclear 
safety  awareness  and  promote  greater  co- 
operation between  the  East  And  West  con- 
ceming  these  matters.  We  have  been  given 
an  opportunity  to  study  the  onset  of  cancer 
arxl  oti>er  related  diseases  and  we  must  not 
let  this  window  escape  unopened. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time,  and  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time,  and  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
WICKER).  The  question  is  on  the  motion 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Oilman]  that  the  House  sus- 
pend the  rviles  and  agree  to  the  concur- 
rent resolution.  House  Concurrent  Res- 
olution 167. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  that  I  demand  the  yeas 
and  nays. 


The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  clause  5,  rule  I,  and  the  Chair's 
prior  announcement,  further  proceed- 
ings on  this  motion  will  be  postponed. 


OENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  members 
have  five  legislative  days  within  which 
to  revise  and  extend  their  remarks  on 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  67,  the 
measure  just  considered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PROVIDINO  FOR  CONSIDERATION 
OF  H.R.  3415,  REPEAL  OF  4.3-CENT 
INCREASE  IN  TRANSPORTATION 
FUEL  TAXES  1 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc- 
tion of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  436  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  436 
Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  consider  in 
the  House  the  bill  (H.R.  3415)  to  amend  to  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  repeal  the  4.3- 
cent  increase  in  the  transportation  motor 
fuels  excise  tax  rates  enacted  by  the  Omni- 
bus Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1993  and 
dedicated  to  the  general  fund  of  the  Treas- 
ury. All  points  of  order  against  the  bill  and 
against  its  consideration  are  waived.  The 
amendment  printed  in  the  report  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules  accompanying  this  resolu- 
tion shall  be  considered  as  adopted.  The  bill, 
as  amended,  shall  be  debatable  for  one  hour 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chair- 
man and  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means.  The  previous 
question  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on 
the  bill,  as  amended,  to  final  passage  with- 
out intervening  motion  except  one  motion  to 
recormnit  with  or  without  instructions. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman firom  California  [Mr.  DREIER]  is 
recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the 
purposes  of  debate  only,  I  yield  the  cus- 
tomary 30  minutes  to  my  very  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  south  Bos- 
ton, MA  [Mr.  MOAKLEY],  pending  which 
I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. During  consideration  of  this  res- 
olution, all  time  yielded  is  for  the  pur- 
pose of  debate  only. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  rale  provides  for 
consideration  of  H.R.  3415,  legislation 
to  repeal  the  4.3  cent  increase  in  the 
motor  fuel  excise  tax  that  was  insti- 
tuted back  in  1993.  This  is  closed  rule 
providing  for  1  hour  of  debate  divided 
equally  between  the  chairman  and 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means.  The  rule 
waives  all  points  of  order  against  the 
bill  and  its  consideration. 

The  rule  provides  for  adoption  of  the 
amendment  printed  in  the  Committee 
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on  Rules  report.  The  amendment  which 
was  crafted  by  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Conmierce  is  intended  to 
ensure  that  the  revenue  loss  from  the 
repeal  of  the  Clinton  gas  tax  is  fully 
offset. 

Finally,  the  rule  provides  for  one  mo- 
tion to  recommit  with  or  without  in- 
structions. 

Now.  Mr.  Speaker.  Bill  Clinton  has 
had  a  somewhat  spotty  and  inconsist- 
ent record  of  aligning  words  with 
deeds,  particularly  when  it  comes  to 
the  issues  of  both  taxes  and  balancing 
the  budget.  It  began  with  promises 
that  he  made  during  that  1992  presi- 
dential campaign.  He  promised  to  pro- 
vide middle-income  families  with  a  tax 
cut  as  well  as  balance  the  Federal 
budget.  Upon  election,  his  tax  cut  pro- 
posal changed  as  fast  as  the  calendar 
turned.  The  budget  deal  he  struck  with 
the  Democrat-controlled  Congress  in 
1993  raised  taxes  by  S275  billion  over  5 
years.  It  was  clearly  the  largest  tax  in- 
crease in  history.  Incredibly,  it  also  al- 
lowed Federal  spending  to  increase  by 
$300  billion.  His  so-called  deficit  reduc- 
tion was  projected  to  add  $1  trillion  to 
the  national  debt. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  there  was  no  tax 
cut  for  middle-income  families  in  the 
President's  1993  budget. 

D  1600 

That  budget  was  a  tax  increase,  plain 
and  simple.  It  was  a  $275  billion  tax  in- 
crease needed  for  two  reasons:  so  the 
President  could  spend  money  on  new 
Federal  programs  and  cut  less  waste 
firom  old  Federal  programs. 

In  light  of  the  President's  promise  of 
a  middle-class  tax  cut,  the  most  egre- 
gious tax  increase  in  the  President's 
1993  tax  increase  bill  was  a  4.3  cent  a 
gallon  increase  in  the  Federal  motor 
fuel  excise  tax.  President  Clinton  en- 
acted, without  a  single  vote  from  Re- 
publicans in  the  Congress,  the  first  in- 
crease in  the  gas  tax  that  was  not  di- 
rectly tied  to  spending  on  highways 
and  bridges.  Let  me  repeat  that.  It  was 
the  first  time  ever  that  a  gasoline  tax 
increase  was  imposed  that  was  not  tied 
directly  towards  spending  on  highways 
and  bridges. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  tax  increase  tar- 
geted middle-income  working  families, 
placing  a  bull's-eye  on  the  wallet  of 
every  American  that  drives  to  work, 
goes  to  the  mall,  or  packs  the  family 
into  the  car  to  take  a  vacation. 

I  can  distinctly  remember  3  years  ago 
when,  in  our  Committee  on  Rules,  we 
heard  testimony  on  the  President's  1993 
budget  and  tax  proposal.  Members  of 
Congress  from  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 
Democrats  and  Republicans  alike, 
came  before  our  Committee  on  Rules  to 
request  the  ability  to  offer  amend- 
ments to  strike  the  tax  increases  on 
middle-income  families.  On  top  of  the 
list  of  the  bipartisan  requests  was  to  be 
able  to  vote  on  the  Clinton  gas  tax  sep- 
arately. Needless  to  say,  the  Congress 


was  not  given  an  opportunity  to  vote 
on  the  Clinton  gas  tax  increase.  I  sus- 
pect the  liberal  leadership  knew  that  it 
would  have  been  soundly  defeated. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  time  for  Congress 
to  get  that  opportunity.  It  is  long  over- 
due. We  want  a  vote,  up  or  down,  on 
President  Clinton's  gas  tax.  It  is  an  un- 
fair tax  that  targets  middle-income 
suburban  and  rural  families,  largely  ex- 
empting those  who  live  in  cities  and 
have  a  chance  to  take  advantage  of 
mass  transit  that  is  so  often  subsidized 
by  the  taxes  of  suburban  and  rural  fam- 
ilies. It  also  falls  much  harder  on  large 
families  with  children,  who  tend  to 
drive  larger  cars  that  are  not  quite  as 
fuel  efficient  as  the  smaller  ones.  Four- 
point-three  cents  a  gallon  may  not 
sound  like  much,  and  people  have  con- 
stantly said  it  will  work  out  to  only  S25 
or  $35  a  year  for  people,  but  when  mar- 
ket forces  push  gas  prices  above  $2  a 
gallon,  as  they  have  in  some  of  the  cit- 
ies that  I  represent  in  California,  the 
added  burden  imposed  by  the  Federal 
Government  hurts. 

As  gas  prices  have  risen  over  the  past 
few  months,  government  taxation  of 
motor  fuel,  both  at  the  State  and  Fed- 
eral level,  has  come  under  increasing 
scrutiny.  The  California  Assembly  re- 
cently voted  to  eliminate  the  State's 
double  taxation  of  gasoline,  dropping 
the  State's  sales  tax  that  was  applied 
to  the  portion  of  gas  prices  accounted 
for  by  State  and  Federal  excise  taxes. 
This  tax  cut  should  shave  off  3  cents  a 
gallon  in  California,  Washington  can  do 
its  part  in  reducing  prices  at  the  pump 
by  enacting  the  4.3-cent  reduction  pro- 
posed by  three  California  Members,  the 
gentlewoman  from  Shell  Beach,  CA, 
ANDREA  Seastrand,  the  gentleman 
firom  Windsor.  CA.  Ed  Royce.  as  well  as 
the  gentleman  from  new  Jersey,  Dick 

ZIMMER. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  have  been  some 
who  have  made  the  absurd  argument 
that  reducing  the  Federal  gas  tax  will 
not  lower  gas  prices.  In  response.  I 
would  simply  recall  that  there  was  no 
question  from  the  Congressional  Budg- 
et Office  or  the  Joint  Committee  on 
Taxation  back  in  1993  regarding  the  im- 
pact of  President  Clinton's  4.3-cent  a 
gallon  gas  tax  increase.  The  money  was 
unquestionably  going  to  come  out  of 
the  pockets  of  families  and  businesses 
buying  gas.  The  projected  tax  tables 
showed  that  the  consumers  were  the 
intended  target,  not  the  oil  companies. 
Likewise,  there  is  no  question  today 
that  regarding  the  benefits  of  cutting 
the  gas  tax,  the  free  market,  some- 
thing liberals  neither  appreciate  nor 
understand,  will  ensure  that  gas  prices 
will  be  lower  after  a  tax  cut  than  they 
would  be  if  taxes  were  not  cut. 

Two  of  California's  largest  oil  refin- 
ing companies,  Atlantic  Richfield  Co. 
and  Chevron,  have  annoimced  this  spe- 
cific point:  The  reduction  in  the  Fed- 
eral tax  will  be  passed  along  to  con- 
sumers at  gas  stations  they  own.  The 


wholesale  price  of  the  gasoline  they 
sell  to  independent  dealers  will  also  be 
reduced. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  place  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  the  announce- 
ments from  both  Arco  and  Chevron  re- 
garding their  policy  on  gas  tax  reduc- 
tions. 

The  material  referred  to  is  as  follows: 
Texaco  Responds  to  Gasouxe  Tax 
Reduction  Price  Inquiries 

White  Plains,  N.Y..  May  9.— Texaco  suted 
today  the  actions  it  would  take  in  the  event 
Congress  repeals  the  1993  federal  gasoline  tax 
of  4.3  cents  per  gallon. 

There  are  approximately  13.600  Texaco- 
branded  service  stations  throughout  the 
United  States.  For  the  approximately  1.000 
company  owned  and  operated  service  sta- 
tions where  the  company  sets  the  pump 
prices.  Texaco  would  reduce  the  gasoline 
prices  it  charges  to  customers,  all  things 
being  equal,  by  the  amount  of  the  tax  de- 
crease. In  addition.  Texaco  would  reduce  the 
level  of  tax  it  collects  from  its  independent 
wholesalers  by  the  amount  of  the  tax  de- 
crease. 

However,  at  the  approximately  12.600  Tex- 
aco-branded  service  stations  which  are 
owned  or  operated  by  independent  business 
people,  Texaco  is  precluded  by  law  from  set- 
ting pomp  prices  at  these  locations. 

All  of  the  gasoline  inventory  held  in  stor- 
age in  bulk  plants  said  service  stations  on 
the  effective  date  of  any  tax  repeal  will  have 
already  incurred  the  full  pre-repeal  tax  of  4.3 
cents  per  gallon.  Unless  a  refund  system  is 
put  into  place,  prices  consumers  pay  at  the 
pump  could  remain  at  pre-repeal  levels  until 
that  higher-cost  inventory  gasoline  is  sold. 

Many  factors,  including  the  competitive 
environment  in  which  a  station  conducts 
business,  influence  the  price  of  gasoline  at  a 
service  station,  thereby  making  it  impos- 
sible to  predict  gasoline  prices  at  any  time 
in  the  future. 

The  repeal  of  the  1993  4.3  cents  per  gallon 
federal  gasoline  tax  would  reduce  the  aver- 
age nationwide  state  and  federal  tax  on  gaso- 
line from  42.4  cents  to  38.1  cents  per  gallon. 
In  the  competitive  market  in  which  the  in- 
dustry operates,  lower  taxes  will  result  in 
lower  prices. 

Chevron  Responds  to  Federal  Gasoline 
Tax  Issue 

San  Francisco,  May  8.— In  response  to 
many  comments  in  the  press  and  from  cus- 
tomers concerning  possible  oil  company  ac- 
tions in  the  event  of  a  decrease  in  the  federal 
gasoline  tax.  Chevron  released  the  following 
statement: 

Any  decrease  in  the  federal  gasoline  tax 
would  be  inmiediately  reflected  in  the  prices 
Chevron  charges  to  motorists  at  our  600  com- 
pany-operated stations  in  the  U.S.  through 
reductions  which,  on  average,  would  equal 
the  amount  of  the  tax  decrease.  We  also  sep- 
arately collect  these  taxes  from  our  thou- 
sands of  Chevron  dealers  and  jobbers 
throughout  the  U.S.,  and  we  would  imme- 
diately reduce  our  collections  from  these 
dealers  and  jobbers  by  the  amount  of  the  tax 
decrease.  However,  these  Chevron  dealers 
and  jobbers  are  independent  businessmen  and 
women  who  independently  set  their  own 
pump  prices  at  the  more  than  7.000  Chevron 
stations  they  operate. 

Many  factors  influence  gasoline  prices, 
which  are  set  by  competition  in  the  market- 
place. It  is  impossible  to  predict  where  gaso- 
line prices  may  stand  in  absolute  terms  at 
any  time  in  the  future.  However,  if  these 
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taxes  are  reduced,  it  is  lo^cal  in  a  free  mar- 
ket economy  that  overall  prices  will  in  the 
future  be  lower  for  our  customers  than  they 
otherwise  would  have  been  by  the  amount  of 
the  tax  decrease. 

ARCO   Will   Immediately   Reduce   Total 
Gasoline  Price  If  4.3-Cent  Federal  Gaso- 
line Tax  Is  Eliminated 
Los  Angeles.— ARCO  Chairman  and  CEO 
Mike  R.  Bowlin  said  today  that  "if  the  fed- 
eral g'ovemment  reduces  the  gasoline  excise 
tax  by  4.3  cents  per  gallon.  ARCO  will  imme- 
diately reduce  its  total  price  at  its  company- 
operated  stations  and  to  its  dealers  by  4.3 
cents  per  gallon." 

The  ARCO  chairman  said  in  an  interview 
on  ABC's  "Nightline"  broadcast  on  May  7, 
that  he  had  "simply  been  cautioning  that 
ARCO  is  not  able  to  accurately  predict  in- 
dustry behavior,  cannot  legally  control  its 
dealers'  pricing,  and  that  other  factors  may 
influence  changes  in  overall  market  prices. 
All  other  things  being  equal,  we  would  ex- 
pect the  price  of  gasoline  to  fall  4.3  cents  per 
gallon." 

An  ARCO  spokesman  said  that  ARCO  has  a 
proud  tradition  of  acting  responsibly  in  its 
gasoline  pricing  decisions  in  times  of  na- 
tional upsets.  He  noted  that  during  the  Gulf 
War  crisis  in  1990,  ARCO  had  been  a  leader  in 
announcing  that  it  would  freeze  gasoline 
prices.  Eventually,  that  led  to  a  situation 
where  ARCO  was  unable  to  meet  demand  for 
its  gasoline  and  was  forced  to  raise  prices  in 
line  with  market  conditions  in  order  to  pre- 
vent its  dealers  from  running  out  of  grasoline. 
The  ARCO  spokesman  said  that  "gasoline 
prices  have  increased  some  20  to  30  cents  per 
gallon  over  the  last  few  months.  Obviously 
no  one  can  promise  that  even  though  the 
marginal  cost  of  gasoline  is  reduced  by  a  4.3 
cents  per  gallon  tax  reduction  on  a  given 
day,  some  other  factors  may  not  simulta- 
neously influence  the  market  price  of  gaso- 
line." 

ARCO  chairman  Bowlin  said:  "What  we 
can  say  is  that  ARCO  will  immediately  re- 
duce the  total  price  of  gasoline  at  our  com- 
pany-operated stations  and  to  our  dealers  by 
4.3  cents  per  gallon.  I  can  also  tell  you  that 
our  internal  forecasts  suggest  that  gasoline 
prices  are  headed  lower.  We  believe  that  the 
vast  majority  of  responsible  economists 
would  say  that  a  reduction  in  excise  taxes 
would  be  passed  through  about  penny-per- 
penny  at  the  pump." 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  strongly  suspect  that 
major  refiners  around  the  country  will 
pursue  this  same  policy.  The  market 
will  dictate  that  consumers  benefit  as 
to  this  tax  cut  to  the  same  degree  that 
they  suffered  from  the  original  tax  in- 
crease. Arguments  to  the  contrary  are 
nothing  but  a  smokescreen  to  avoid 
cutting  taxes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  time  has  come  to 
give  Congress  the  straight  up-or-down 
vote  on  the  Clinton  gas  tax  that  was 
requested  and  denied  back  in  1993.  The 
time  has  come  to  begin  to  pare  back 
the  largest  tax  increase  in  American 
history,  starting  with  hardworking 
middle-income  families.  Remember, 
this  is  just  the  beginning  of  our  at- 
tempt to  pare  this  back.  I  am  one  who 
supports  a  15-percent  across-the-board 
personal  income  tax  cut,  which  would 
go  a  long  way  toward  repealing  the 
Clinton  tax  increase  of  1993,  and  I  hope 
that  this  will  begin  our  step  down  that 


road  of  trying  to  bring  about  a  modi- 
cum of  responsibility. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  to  support  this 
rule  and  present  the  American  people 
with  a  clean  up-or-down-vote  on  a  pro- 
posal to  have  the  Federal  Government 
stop  taxing  motor  fuel  quite  so  much, 
letting  families  keep  a  little  bit  more 
of  the  money  they  earn. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  strongly  oppose  this 
closed  nile  for  H.R.  3415,  the  bill  pro- 
viding for  a  temporary  repeal  of  the 
4.3-cent  gas  tax. 

The  rule  shuts  out  all  amendments, 
including  those  that  were  offered  to  en- 
sure that  the  gas  tax  repeal  goes  to 
consumers,  and  not  to  the  oil  compa- 
nies. No  matter  whether  one  supports 
the  temporary  reduction  of  4.3  cents  or 
whether  one  thinks  it  is  an  irrespon- 
sible action— both  fiscally  and  environ- 
mentally— surely  everyone  expects 
that  the  savings  will  be  returned  to  our 
constituents  in  the  form  of  lower  prices 
at  the  pump  when  they  purchase  their 
gasoline. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  being  required  to 
vote  on  legislation  without  being  given 
the  chance  to  consider  reasonable  al- 
ternatives that  would,  in  fact,  protect 
consumers.  We  think  that  is  com- 
pletely unjustified  and,  at  the  appro- 
priate time,  we  shall  urge  our  col- 
leagues to  defeat  the  previous  question 
so  those  amendments  can  be  made  in 
order. 

Many  of  us  think  the  bill  itself  is  an 
irresponsible  political  reaction  to  tem- 
porary fluctuations  in  the  market  price 
of  oil,  and  are  therefore,  also  strongly 
opposed  to  the  legislation.  What  we  are 
doing  today  is  voting  on  repealing  the 
4.3-cents  gas  tax  that  was  part  of  the 
1993  deficit-reduction  package  that 
many  Members  fought  so  hard  for, 
without  a  single  Republican  vote. 
Democratic  Members  took  a  great  deal 
of  criticism  at  that  time  and  there- 
after, at  election  time,  but  the  fact  is, 
that  legislation  was  a  success.  This 
year's  deficit  will  be  down  to  about  $155 
billion,  less  than  half  its  1992  level  of 
$290  billion.  Frankly,  if  Democrats  had 
not  made  that  very  difficult  decision  in 
1993  and  voted  for  unpopular  deficit-re- 
duction measiixes,  including  the  addi- 
tional 4.3-cents  gas  tax,  none  of  us 
would  even  be  in  the  position  of  talk- 
ing about  the  possibility  of  balancing 
the  budget  6  years  from  now,  in  the 
year  2002. 

Proponents  of  this  $2.9  billion  gas  tax 
suspension  argue  that  it  will  not  affect 
the  deficit  because  it  is  paid  for  by  off- 
sets. But  what  they  don't  say  is  that 
every  tax  cut,  and  every  spending  in- 
crease affects  the  deficit.  Offsets  that 
pay  for  tax  cuts  like  this  one,  or  for 
spending   increases,   consume   the   in- 


creasingly scarce  means  available  to 
reduce  budget  deflcits,  making  the 
task  of  reaching  a  balanced  budget 
that  much  harder. 

Furthermore,  repeal  will  not  be  the 
great  boon  to  Americans  that  pro- 
ponents claim.  It  will  save  the  typical 
middle-income  family  only  about  $27  a 
year. 

The  fact  is,  even  with  the  4.3-cents 
per  gallon  Congress  added  in  1993,  the 
Federal  and  State  tax  on  gasoline  is 
much  lower  in  the  United  States  of 
course,  as  Members  know,  than  in  Eu- 
ropean countries  and  much  of  the  rest 
of  the  world  where  taxes  run  between 
$1  and  $3  a  gallon.  Part  of  the  reason 
we  are  vulnerable  to  the  kind  of  sudden 
surge  in  gasoline  prices  that  we  have 
seen  recently  is  because  we  refuse  to 
tax  ourselves  at  a  level  that  will  dis- 
courage consumption. 

Our  many  years  of  low  gasoline 
prices  have  lulled  Americans  into 
thinking  that  we  will  have  cheap  gaso- 
line forever.  Our  expectation  of  low  gas 
prices  has  had  many  harmful  effects: 

It  has  lessened  the  already  very 
minor  incentive  that  exists  to  conserve 
energy  and  reduce  our  Nation's  depend- 
ence on  imported  oil. 

It  has  continued  to  encourage  inten- 
sive residential  development  further 
and  further  away  from  central  urban 
areas;  It  has  provided  an  incentive  fof 
the  purchase  of  larger,  heavier  vehi- 
cles, leading  to  increased  oil  consump- 
tion and  contributing  to  the  ever-rising 
costs  of  road  repair;  It  has  contributed 
to  air  pollution — and  the  costs  of  fight- 
ing it,  which  in  California  is  respon- 
sible for  5  to  15  cents  of  the  recent  gas 
price  increase. 

We  could  slow  these  trends  by  letting 
market  forces  work  and  retaining  the 
existing  gas  tax.  Raising  the  gasoline 
tax,  which  I  realize  is  out  of  the  ques- 
tion, but  which  would  be  the  most  sen- 
sible move,  would  obviously  lead  to 
even  more  progress. 

For  all  these  reasons,  this  legislation 
repealing  the  4.3-cent  gas  tax  is  a  not  a 
wise  step  for  us  to  take.  It  would,  rath- 
er, serve  the  best  interests  of  our  Na- 
tion and  protect  hard-won  deficit  re- 
ductions if  this  legislation  was  de- 
feated. 

In  any  event,  Mr.  Speaker,  our  Re- 
publican colleagues  seem  determined 
to  make  sure  this  bill  will  not  result  in 
savings  for  American  consumers  any- 
where near  4.3  cents  a  gallon. 

For  that  reason,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  join  me  in  opposing  the  previous 
question  so  we  can  give  this  tax  cut  to 
our  constituents — to  American  driv- 
ers—not to  big  oil  companies. 

If  the  previous  question  is  defeated,  I 
shall  offer  an  amendment  to  the  rule  to 
make  in  order  three  consumer  protec- 
tion amendments  to  guarantee  these 
savings  are  passed  on  to  the  American 
people.  Every  single  one  of  these  con- 
sumer protection  amendments  was  re- 
jected by  the  majority  in  the  Rules 
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Committee  last  week,  but  we  feel 
strongly  that  the  House  should  have 
the  opportimity  to  determine  who  this 
gas  tax  repeal  is  to  benefit. 

Mr.  Speaker,  to  summarize,  we  op- 
pose this  rule  and,  at  the  proper  time, 
we  shall  urge  defeat  of  the  previous 
question. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  respond  to  my 
friend  by  saying  that  we  have  the  best 
consumer  protection  vehicle,  and  that 
happens  to  be  the  free  market.  I  said  in 
my  statement  that  I  have  press  re- 
leases which  I  have  entered  into  the 
Record  that  have  come  from  two  of 
the  so-called  big  oil  companies  based  in 
my  State  of  California. 

I  am  not  here  as  an  apologrist  for  the 
oil  companies,  but  the  fact  of  the  mat- 
ter is  that  on  ABC's  Nightline,  Mike 
Bowlin,  the  chairman  and  chief  execu- 
tive of  the  Atlantic  Richfield  Co.,  said 
"If  the  Federal  Government  reduces 
the  gasoline  excise  tax  by  4.3  cents  per 
gallon,  ARCO  will  immediately  reduce 
its  total  price  at  its  company-operated 
stations  and  to  its  dealers  by  4.3  cents 
a  gallon."  Chevron  says,  "Any  decrease 
in  the  Federal  gasoline  tax  would  be 
immediately  reflected  in  the  prices 
Chevron  charges  to  motorists  at  our  600 
company-owned  stations  in  the  United 
States." 

My  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  insist  on  mandating  this, 
mandating  it.  My  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  San  Diego,  during  1-min- 
utes  today,  kept  saying  we  have  to  im- 
pose a  mandate  to  make  sure  that  this 
goes  on.  We  happen  to  believe  in  the 
free  market.  I  happen  to  take  these 
people  from  these  companies  at  their 
word.  I  know  it  is  politically  popular  to 
bash  the  hell  out  of  big  oil,  but  the  fact 
of  the  matter  is  they  have  stepped  up 
to  the  plate  and  said  that  it  is  going  to 
be  passed  on  to  the  consumer.  Before 
we  pass  another  law  imposing  con- 
straints on  them,  I  think  we  should 
maybe  try  the  free  market. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  my  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Glens  Falls  NY  [Mr.  Solo- 
mon], the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Rules. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Claremont.  CA, 
who  is  vice  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  for  jrielding  time  to  me,  and 
for  leading  off  this  debate  on  one  of  the 
most  important  issues  that  will  come 
before  this  body  this  week,  that  is  for 
sure. 

Mr.  Speaker,  for  those  members  who 
may  be  back  in  their  offices,  I  know 
this  is  the  first  day  back  today,  but  I 
guess  if  we  really  want  to  point  out  the 
differences  here,  my  good  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  California,  Tony  Beil- 
ENSON.  who  will  be  retiring  this  year 
from  the  Congress  and  who  came  here, 


I  think,  in  1976,  so  he  has  been  here  a 
long  time,  but  to  point  out  the  dif- 
ferences, my  good  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California,  would  like  to, 
I  think  I  have  heard  him  say  on  a  num- 
ber of  different  occasions,  increase  the 
gasoline  tax  by  50  cents. 

In  my  district,  which  is  about  250  or 
260  or  270  miles  long,  depending  on 
which  road  you  take,  10.000  square 
miles,  it  is  mostly  rural,  but  we  do  not 
have  buses  and  trains  and  subways.  We 
certainly  do  not  have  any  subsidized 
buses  and  trains  and  subways.  People 
have  to  pay  their  own  way.  This  5  cent 
tax  already  cost  them  about  $40  or  $50 
more  per  year.  Imagine  what  a  50-cent 
increase  in  the  tax  would  cost  them  on 
what  it  already  costs  them,  if  they  pay 
$1.30,  $1.40  or  $1.50  per  gallon  to  drive 
back  and  forth  to  work.  So  think  about 
that,  because  that  is  the  difference  be- 
tween their  argument  and  ours. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  does  repeal  one 
of  President  Clinton's  most  burden- 
some taxes  on  the  middle  class,  on 
working  Americans,  his  4Vi  cent  in- 
crease in  the  transportation  motor  fuel 
excise  tax  in  1993.  Perhaps  the  only  one 
more  onerous  than  that  perhaps  was 
the  increase  in  the  Social  Security  tax 
during  that  same  bill,  which  was  the 
biggest  tax  increase  in  history. 

Mr.  Speaker,  since  gas  prices  have 
soared  in  recent  months,  there  have 
been  some  attempts  at  revisionist  his- 
tory of  how  the  gas  tax  came  about. 
Let  us  review  the  painful  legislative 
history  of  that.  In  early  1993,  when  the 
Democrats  controlled  Congress  and  the 
White  House,  that  meant  they  con- 
trolled everything,  it  seemed  at  the 
time  there  was  no  tax  that  the  Clinton 
administration  did  not  like.  Let  me 
tell  the  Members,  they  loaded  up  that 
bill.  That  is  how  we  got  the  biggest  tax 
increase  in  history,  including  this  one. 

When  the  1993  budget  reconciliation 
bill  passed  the  House  by  a  vote  of  219  to 
213  without  a  single  Republican  vote,  it 
contained  an  excessive  energy  tax.  I 
think  they  called  it,  what  did  they  call 
it,  the  Btu  tax,  I  think  it  was. 
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Most  people  never  heard  of  it  until  it 
was  brought  up  on  the  floor  that  day.  I 
think  it  was  a  British  thermal  unit 
tax.  is  what  it  was,  in  which  an  excise 
tax  is  levied  on  all  forms  of  energy 
based  on  the  thermal  or  heat  content 
of  a  fuel.  That  is  how  ridiculous  that 
tax  was. 

When  the  bill  emerged  from  the  con- 
ference, it  contained  a  permanent  4.3  or 
4%  cent  increase  in  gas  taxes.  That  leg- 
islation, if  Members  recall,  passed  by 
just  two  votes.  The  American  people 
got  saddled  with  it  because  of  two  peo- 
ple who  did  not  switch  their  vote. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  we  had  time  to 
imdo  all  the  damage  contained  in  that 
1993  tax  package,  which  was  of  course, 
as  I  have  said,  the  biggest  increased  in 
taxes  in  the  history  of  this  Congress. 


Mr.  Speaker,  as  Chairman  ARCHER  of 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  tes- 
tified before  the  Committee  on  Rules, 
the  Nation  is  experiencing  a  spike  in 
gas  prices  this  year.  It  is  estimated 
that  average  national  regular  gasoline 
prices  have  increased  from  $1.09  per 
gallon  on  January  8,  1996,  to  $1.28  per 
gallon  on  May  7,  1996.  In  some  areas, 
prices  are  even  higher. 

I  know  in  the  district  that  I  rep- 
resent, which  I  have  just  described,  in 
upstate  New  York  gas  is  as  high  as 
$1.33  per  gallon  for  regiilar  gas  today, 
and  that  is  really  a  tremendous  in- 
crease. In  Mr.  Dreier's  State,  I  think 
he  just  mentioned,  certainly  Mrs.  Sea- 
STRAND  sitting  across  the  way  here, 
prices  in  some  parts  of  their  States  are 
now  over  $2  per  gallon. 

For  my  constituents  who  reside  in 
the  mid-Hudson  Valley  in  a  district 
that  is  270  nules  long,  this  is  a  severe 
economic  crunch  brought  about  by 
President  Clinton's  tax  package.  Many 
citizens  in  my  district  drive  100  miles  a 
day  round  trip.  That  amounts  to  25,000 
miles  per  year  or  more.  Any  kind  of  a 
relief  from  these  exorbitant  gas  taxes 
for  these  people  who  drive  so  far  on  a 
daily  basis  is  sorely  needed,  Mr.  Speak- 
er. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  severe  winter,  the 
Mideast  politics  and  other  market 
forces  certainly  have  contributed  to 
the  sharp  increases  in  the  price  of  gaso- 
line. However,  no  one  can  deny  that 
the  long- temx  impact  of  the  President's 
tax  increase  which  has  hit  consumers 
directly  at  the  gas  pumps. 

For  those  who  drive  up  to  100  miles  a 
day  to  get  to  work  in  the  morning  and 
get  home  at  night,  any  kind  of  tax  re- 
lief is  greatly  appreciated,  and  this  re- 
peal of  the  4.3  cent  gasoline  tax  in- 
crease is  only  a  minor  component  of  a 
larger  program  to  provide  tax  relief  to 
all  Americans.  But  this  repeal  is  a  huge 
step  in  the  direction  of  beginning  to  re- 
peal taxes  around  here  instead  of  inces- 
santly increasing  them.  Let  us  stop 
this,  and  let  us  enact  this  bill. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  MORAN]. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
my  friend  and  colleague  from  Califor- 
nia, Mr.  BEILENSON,  for  jrielding  me  the 
time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  one  cannot  believe  that 
the  American  consumer  will  not  see 
through  this.  Why  would  the  majority 
not  agree  to  an  amendment  to  ensure 
that  the  4.3  cents  goes  to  the  con- 
sumer? What  is  wrong  with  that?  We 
quote  some  of  the  executives  of  oil 
companies  that  say  they  will  do  it.  If 
that  is  the  case,  it  would  not  hurt 
them.  Why  not  build  that  into  the  law? 

Now  the  reality  is  that  gas  prices  are 
gong  to  drop.  The  fact  is  that  gas 
prices  are  going  to  drop  substantially 
in  the  very  near  future.  We  just  got  an 
agreement  that  Iraq  will  be  able  to  sell 
2  billion  barrels  of  oil,  so  we  know  gas 
prices  are  going  to  drop  dramatically. 
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But  tMs  will  ensure  that  we  will  lose 
$3  billion  of  revenue  this  year  if  we 
build  it  into  the  budget  resolution.  We 
have  been  talking  about  $30  billion 
over  the  long  term,  but  if  it  is  just  1 
year,  it  is  $3  billion  that  the  consumer 
has  to  pay  for.  It  increases  their  defi- 
cit, it  reduces  revenue  that  they  will 
get  firom  spectrum  auctions  or  what- 
ever else.  It  does  not  need  to  be  done. 
It  should  not  be  done. 

The  fact  is  that  6  months  ago  oil 
prices  were  at  the  lowest  level  in  50 
years  in  terms  of  real  dollars,  and  that 
oil  prices  dropped  after  the  4.3  gas  tax 
was  put  in,  so  this  spike  in  gas  prices 
has  nothing  to  do  with  this  4.3  cent 
tax.  It  has  everything  to  do  with  a  cal- 
culated decision  on  the  part  of  the  oil 
companies.  Even  knowing  that  we  had 
experienced  a  very  harsh  winter,  that 
demand  for  oil  was  going  to  go  way  up, 
they  deliberately  depleted  their  sup- 
plies, and  it  worked. 

If  we  look  at  the  first  quarter  profits 
for  oil  companies,  they  have  been  up 
over  40  percent  in  the  first  3  months  of 
the  year,  and  of  course  the  executives 
that  run  those  oil  companies  made  out 
beautifully.  Consider  that  the  average 
salaries  and  expenses  for  the  top  six  oil 
companies  was  S1.5  million  per  execu- 
tive. But  in  addition,  just  in  March  and 
April  alone,  the  value  of  their  stock  op- 
tions rose  by  S32.8  million  as  a  direct 
result  of  this  i»licy.  It  worked. 

Now  we  hear  about  the  free  market 
system.  What  tree  market  system?  If  it 
was  really  a  f^«e  market  system,  we 
would  see  some  oU  companies  coming 
in  and  trsrlng  to  seize  a  larger  share  of 
the  market  because  clearly  they  do  not 
need  to  charge  this  much. 

If  we  look  at  California,  where  gaso- 
line prices  have  jumped  more  than  30 
cents  a  gallon  since  mid  February,  the 
Los  Angeles  Times  reported  that  the 
refiners'  profit  margin  per  gallon  of 
gasoline  sold  at  retail  has  more  than 
doubled  since  December.  The  profit 
margin  more  than  doubled  from  21 
cents  per  gallon  to  46  cents  per  gallon. 
That  is  where  the  money  is  going.  The 
money  is  not  gong  to  purchase  the  oil. 
The  money  if  going  into  the  profit  of 
the  oil  companies,  a  calculated  deci- 
sion. 

Now  we  are  going  to  come  around 
and  add  $3  billion  to  the  taxpayers' 
debt  to  reduce  their  gas  taxes?  It  does 
not  need  to  be  done.  We  know  that  gas 
prices  are  going  to  drop  because  of  Iraq 
selling  more  oil  On  the  market.  This 
kind  of  thing  is  a  sham.  It  is  political 
pandering.  It  ought  not  be  done.  We 
ought  to  protect  the  consumer's  inter- 
est. We  should  at  least  allow  an  amend- 
ment to  ensure  that  the  money  goes  to 
the  consumer. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  my  very  good  friend  from 
Shell  Beach,  CA,  Mrs.  Seastrand,  who 
represents  the  Santa  Barbara  County 
area.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  just  say  that 
she  is  the  lead  author  of  this  legisla- 


tion which  calls  for  the  repeal  of  the  4.3 
cent  a  gallon  gas  tax. 

Mrs.  SEASTRAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  in  strong  support  of  the  rule  to 
H.R.  3415,  legislation  I  introduced  to 
temporarily  repeal  the  4.3-cent  gas  tax 
which  was  part  of  the  President's  and 
the  103d  Congress'  $268  billion  tax  in- 
crease package. 

It  is  important  that  this  legislation 
be  considered  as  expeditiously  as  pos- 
sible to  provide  relief  from  the  recent 
surge  in  gasoline  prices,  particularly 
before  the  Memorial  Day  holiday  as  the 
demand  and  price  of  gasoline  increase 
as  we  approach  sununer  and  Americans 
significantly  increase  their  amount  of 
driving. 

In  my  congressional  district  located 
on  California's  central  coast,  the  price 
of  gas  has  risen  sharply  since  April.  In 
some  parts  of  my  district  the  price  of 
gasoline  has  actually  increased  to  over 
52  for  a  gallon  of  93  octane  gasoline. 

There  are  a  number  of  variables  that 
contributed  to  the  gasoline  price  surge. 
There  has  been  a  reduction  in  the  sup- 
ply of  gasoline  due  to  the  extremely 
harsh  winter  we  just  experienced  caus- 
ing oil  companies  to  convert  petroleum 
into  heating  oil  rather  than  gasoline. 
Another  reason  for  the  surge  of  gaso- 
line prices  in  my  State  is  related  to  re- 
cently instituted  regulations  mandat- 
ing the  refining  of  cleaner  burning  gas- 
oline; these  new  regulations  will  sig- 
nificantly reduce  air  pollution  in  Cali- 
fornia; however,  they  do  have  their 
price,  which  is  about  a  dime  a  gallon  of 
gas. 

By  repealing  the  4.3-cent  gas  tax  by 
one-third  as  proposed  in  my  bill,  Cali- 
fomians  will  see  a  savings  of  over  $225 
million  in  1996.  It  is  important  to  bear 
in  mind  that  the  gas  tax  we  are  consid- 
ering today  is  unlike  all  other  Federal 
taxes  American  consumers  pay.  The 
revenues  generated  by  this  gas  tax  de- 
vised by  President  Clinton  and  the  103d 
Congress,  do  not  go  to  the  highway 
trust  fund  to  repair  and  build  roads 
across  America.  The  money  go  directly 
to  the  U.S.  Treasury  to  be  spent  on 
miscellaneous  Government-  expenses. 
Repeal  of  this  law  for  the  Vemainder  of 
1996  would  reduce  taxes  for  American 
consumers  at  the  gas  pump  by  over  $2V^ 
bilUon  and  would  reduce  the  costs  for 
many  other  goods  and  services  that  are 
currently  inflated  due  to  the  high  price 
of  gasoline.  Furthermore,  it  would  re- 
establish the  8,000  jobs  in  California 
and  the  69,000  total  jobs  lost  in  this 
country  when  the  tax  was  enacted  in 
1993. 

This  tax  repeal  is  a  break  the  Amer- 
ican consumer  deserves,  is  long  over- 
due, and  keeps  us  on  target  toward  bal- 
ancing the  Nation's  Federal  budget  by 
the  year  2002.  Mr.  Blilet's  amendment 
to  the  legislation  assures  us  that  the 
repeal  will  be  paJd  for  by  auctioning  35 
megahertz  of  the  electromagnetic  spec- 
trum. This  legislation  coupled  with  re- 
ductions of  wasteful  spending  at  the 


Department  of  Energy  provide  the  nec- 
essary offsets  to  ease  the  pocketbooks 
of  American  consumers. 

Again,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  the  rule  and  the 
subsequent  legislation  that  will  be  con- 
sidered to  repeal  the  1993  gas  tax. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
3rield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Hefner]. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  srield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  firom  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Hefner]. 

Mr.  HEFNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  seems 
that  every  debate  we  have  around  here, 
it  centers  on  the  President's  package  of 
1993.  I  would  just  like  to  remind  the 
gentleman,  I  do  not  know  about  this 
district,  in  my  district  the  package  we 
passed  in  1993  with  all  Democratic 
votes,  55,000  of  my  constituents  had  a 
tax  cut  because  of  the  earned  income 
tax  credits;  1,100  people  had  a  tax  in- 
crease. 

Now  we  talk  about  repealing  the  4.3 
percent  gasoline  tax,  which  I  would 
like  to  vote  for  if  I  could  be  assured 
that  when  my  mothers  and  fathers  and 
aunts  and  people  taking  the  kids  to 
Little  League  and  going  to  Disney 
World,  when  they  drive  up  to  the  pimip, 
they  are  going  to  get  a  4.3  percent  de- 
crease in  their  gas  tax. 

You  say  that  you  believe  in  the  free 
market,  but  you  do  not  believe  in  de- 
mocracy. You  do  not  believe  in  giving 
us  a  chance  to  vote  on  some  assurance 
that  the  consumer  is  going  to  get  the 
benefit  of  this  4.3  cents  a  gallon.  You 
are  going  to  trust  the  oil  companies 
that  are  in  the  business  of  the  bottom 
line,  the  profits.  To  me  this  just  does 
not  make  any  sense. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  srield? 

Mr.  HEFNER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  could 
respond  very  briefly  by  stating  that  it 
is  very,  very  clear  that  when  we 
brought  this  issue  up  in  1993.  we  tried 
to  get  a  straight  up-or-down  vote  on 
this  tax  increase  that  was  a  part  of  the 
Clinton  overall  tax  increase  legisla- 
tion, and  imfortunately  we  were  denied 
that. 

What  we  are  sasring  now  is  we  do  not 
support  mandates.  We  do  not  support 
the  constant  imposition  of  constraints 
firom  the  Federal  Government  onto  the 
private  sector.  We  have  statements 
that  have  come  from  those  in  the  pri- 
vate sector,  that  they  will  pass  on  to 
your  relatives  and  your  constituents 
who  are  driving  to  Disney  World  or 
wherever  else  they  want  to  go  this 
sunmier,  that  they  will  have  a  4.3- 
cents-a-gallon  reduction  in  the  tax 
they  have  to  pay.  Now,  why  we  have  to 
proceed  with  having  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment impose  a  mandate  on  us  is 
preposterous  to  me. 

a  1630 
Mr.  HEFNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
just  make  a  couple  of  points.  You  talk 
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about  wanting  to  give  some  tax  relief 
to  the  working  Americans,  but  in  your 
budget  that  you  passed  here  last  week, 
you  cut  earned  income  tax  credit, 
which  is  going  to  be  a  tax  increase  to 
working  Americans.  It  seems  to  me  if 
you  wanted  to  make  sure  that  the  con- 
sumers get  the  4.3  cents  benefit  from 
the  repeal  of  the  tax  cut,  that  it  should 
be  mandated  that  it  be  passed  on. 

You  have  two  letters.  I  do  not  know 
how  many  oil  companies  there  are  in 
the  United  States,  but  that  is  not  even 
1  percent  of  the  oil  companies  in  the 
United  States.  And  if  it  is  such  a  great 
idea,  why  do  you  not  make  it  perma- 
nent? Why  did  you  not  go  back  and 
pick  up  the  10  cent  a  gallon  tax  that 
your  Presidential  candidate  helped  put 
on  several  years  ago.  and  make  it  like 
15  cents?  Repeal  the  whole  15  cents  and 
give  the  consumer  a  real  break  on  gas- 
oline prices.  This  is  something  that 
just  does  not  make  a  lot  of  sense  to  me, 
unless  you  can  mandate  the  consumer 
gets  the  benefit  of  the  tax  cut. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  say 
I  totally  concur  with  my  friend.  I  watnt 
to  see  the  consumer  benefit  from  this 
tax  cut. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Wise]. 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  fas- 
cinated. I  keep  hearing  about  President 
Clinton's  gas  tax  that  was  passed  in 
1993.  That  was  actually  part  of  a  much 
larger  bill.  I  never  hear  about  other 
parts  of  that  bill.  How  about  President 
Clinton's  tax  cut.  the  tax  cut  that  went 
to  100.000  working  West  Virginians 
making  under  $26,000  a  year,  that  more 
than  offset  any  increase  they  saw  in 
the  gas  tax?  How  about  President  Clin- 
ton's deficit  reduction  plan,  that  has 
brought  the  deficit  down  far  more  than 
anybody  thought,  from  around  $290  bil- 
lion to  $135  billion,  more  than  half  in  3 
years?  How  about  President  Clinton's 
tax  cut  plan,  that  actually  dropped 
taxes  for  large  numbers  of  West  Vir- 
ginians? So  the  result  is  that  today,  we 
have  an  economy  that  has  actually 
been  growing  when  Members  of  the 
other  side,  Mr.  Speaker,  said  it  would 
be  retracting. 

But  my  main  concern  on  this  is  how 
do  you  protect  the  consumer.  I  am  of- 
fered two  press  releases  from  oil  com- 
panies, large  oil  companies,  that  say 
trust  us,  do  not  worry,  we  will  pass  the 
4.3  cents  along. 

I  tried  that  out  yesterday,  Mr. 
Speaker,  at  a  gas  station  in  West  Vir- 
ginia, as  I  was  paying  $1.32  I  believe  for 
regular.  I  tried  that  out.  They  said. 
"Bob,  how  are  we  going  to  guarantee 
the  consumer  is  protected?"  When  I 
said  "That  is  OK,  it  is  going  to  be  the 
marketplace,"  they  all  broke  out 
laughing.  They  know  the  4.3  cents  is 
not  coming  back. 


Yes,  you  may  see  the  price  drop  off 
the  tag  on  the  marquee  for  a  day  or 
two,  but  when  it  goes  back  up  again, 
you  will  say  "You  did  not  pass  it 
along."  They  will  say  "Daggone,  you 
know  the  futures  market.  It  is  terrible 
today."  That  is  what  concerns  a  lot  of 
us,  Mr.  Speaker.  Why  can  your  party 
not  simply  permit  us  a  vote  that  says 
the  consumer  definitely  gets  the  bene- 
fit of  this? 

I  hear  a  lot  about  the  free  markets. 
The  free  market  works  best  when  the 
consumer  actually  gets  what  they  paid 
for.  So  if  the  consumer  is  to  get  the 
benefit  of  the  4.3  cents,  let  us  offer  an 
amendment.  But  you  will  not  do  it,  Mr. 
Speaker.  You  will  not  let  us  offer  an 
amendment  to  guarantee  the  consumer 
gets  the  benefit  of  this. 

You  instead  take  the  money  you  save 
from  spectrum  sales  and  cutting  $800 
million  from  the  Elnergy  Department. 
That  is  interesting.  The  reason  we  are 
in  this  pickle  is  because  we  are  50  per- 
cent dependent  at  least  on  foreign  oil 
producers  for  our  energy,  and  yet  we 
are  going  to  cut  the  agency  that  tries 
to  make  us  energy  independent. 

But  at  any  rate,  you  say  there  is  $3 
billion  to  be  found.  If  there  is  $3  billion 
to  be  found  someplace  else,  could  we 
use  that  for  deficit  reduction  too? 
Could  we  use  that,  instead  of  ulti- 
mately having  to  cut  education,  having 
to  cut  highway  construction,  having  to 
cut  infrastructure,  and  could  we  use 
that  instead  of  having  to  cut  the  pro- 
grams that  help  our  economy  to  grow? 

Oil  company  profits.  Mr.  Speaker, 
went  up  40  percent  in  the  first  quarter 
of  1996  over  the  first  quarter  of  1995. 
Certainly  it  seems  to  me  that  couple  of 
press  releases  are  not  sufficient,  and  if 
the  consvmier  is  to  be  guaranteed  he  or 
she  will  get  that  4.3  cent  a  gallon  cut. 
that  we  ought  to  be  guaranteed  some- 
thing more  than  two  press  releases  and 
"Gosh,  we  hope  so."  I  think  it  requires 
legislation. 

Please,  let  us  offer  the  amendment 
that  saieguaxds  the  consumer  and 
make  sure  that  this  cut  in  the  gasoline 
tax  goes  to  them.  If  you  are  not  going 
to  do  that,  let  us  not  play  this  game. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Bentsen]. 

Mr.  BENTSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  in  opposition  to  the  closed  rule 
on  H.R.  3415.  Let  me  say  from  the  out- 
set that  I  find  it  a  little  surprising  and 
a  little  fronic  it  has  taken  the  Repub- 
licans 18  months  to  decide  to  repeal 
this  tax.  Why  was  it  not  in  the  Con- 
tract With  America? 

I  had  hoped  to  have  the  opportunity 
today  to  offer  an  amendment  to  repeal 
this  4.3-cent  gas  tax  for  the  remainder 
of  the  year,  and  offset  that  cost  with 
the  repeai  and  immediate  elimination 
of  the  ethanol  subsidy.  However,  my 
colleagues  on  the  Committee  on  Rules, 
the  majority  of  my  colleagues  on  the 
Committee  on  Rules,  would  not  allow 
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such  a  vote.  Instead,  the  Republicans 
have  once  again  asked  this  Congress  to 
consider  importaint  legislation  without 
full  and  open  debate,  and  perhaps 
worse,  without  the  full  assurance  that 
this  will  not  add  to  the  deficit. 

In  fact,  not  one  member  of  the  au- 
thorizing committee  for  spectrum  sales 
testified  in  favor  of  such  spectrum 
sales  or  spectrum  auctions.  No  hear- 
ings have  been  held.  We  do  not  know 
whether  it  will  pay  the  tab. 

Furthermore.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
American  people  deserve  common 
sense  legislation  to  provide  relief  for 
soaring  gas  prices.  My  approach  would 
have  repealed  the  gas  tax  and  provided 
immediate  relief  to  American  consum- 
ers, but  it  would  have  achieved  this 
goal  in  a  way  that  is  fiscally  respon- 
sible, environmentally  sensitive,  and 
truly  responsive. 

According  to  the  Joint  Tax  Commit- 
tee, a  repeal  of  the  gas  tax  through  the 
end  of  the  year  would  cost  $2.9  billion. 
Repealing  the  54-cent  ethanol  subsidy 
would  reap  $2.6  billion  over  5  years  and 
almost  $10  billion  over  10  years.  The 
ethanol  subsidy  has  proved  to  be  one  of 
the  biggest  boondoggles  in  the  history 
of  the  Congress.  According  to  the 
Treasury  Department,  it  costs  $5.3  bil- 
lion in  the  last  10  years.  The  ethanol 
subsidy  also  costs  the  highway  trust 
fund  $850  million  per  year. 

I  might  add  that  50  Members  of  the 
House  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  have 
introduced  legislation  to  repeal  this.  In 
fact,  a  majority  of  the  House  voted  to 
repeal  the  ethanol  subsidy  last  fall, 
only  to  see  it  stripped  by  the  majority 
in  the  Senate. 

Finally,  my  amendment  would  have 
allowed  an  alternative  to  the  con- 
troversial funding  offset  of  spectrum 
auctions  which  the  bill  proposes. 
Frankly,  as  I  said,  no  member  of  the 
authorizing  committee  testified  in 
favor  of  this  spectrum  auction  before 
the  Committee  on  Rules,  underscoring 
its  dubious  fiscal  estimates. 

We  should  cut  the  gas  tax,  but  we 
should  do  so  responsibly.  Unfortu- 
nately, this  Congress  will  not  have 
that  opportunity  today.  The  Members 
of  this  House  caimot  be  trusted  with 
this  responsibility  according  to  seven 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Rules. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  as  a  result  of 
that  to  defeat  this  rule,  to  defeat  the 
previous  question,  and  open  this  up  and 
let  democracy  be  part  of  this  House. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Orton]. 

Mr.  ORTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  shielding  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
this  rule.  There  are  no  amendments  al- 
lowed. It  is  a  closed  rule.  There  were 
amendments  proposed  to  ensure  that 
the  tax  cuts  would  be  passed  on  to  the 
consumers,  to  make  it  permanent,  to 
ensure  that  it  would  cure  the  defects  in 
this  bill,  the  No.  1  defect  being  the  fact 
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it  is  not  iMLid  for.  My  former  colleague 
just  explained  an  amendment  which 
would  have  paid  for  this.  None  of  these 
amendments  will  be  allowed.  This  bill 
will  increase  the  deficit. 

Now,  I  opposed  the  gas  tax  increase 
in  1993. 1  felt  that  it  was  unfair  for  peo- 
ple in  the  West  to  pay  more  for  deficit 
reduction  than  those  in  the  East  who 
had  access  to  mass  transit.  But  the  re- 
peal should  be  permanent  and  should 
be  paid  for,  not  just  election  year  poli- 
tics in  search  of  votes.  The  gas  tax  will 
go  up  right  after  the  election. 

This  bill  is  not  paid  for.  The  spec- 
trum auction  last  year  was  included  in 
last  year's  budget,  by  the  way,  as  a 
method  to  pay  for  deficit  reduction. 
Now  it  is  being  ponied  out  to  pay  for 
gas  tax  repeal. 

This  bill  also  uses  sleight  of  hand  by 
attempting  to  decrease  future  author- 
izations to  pay  for  this  bill,  not  budget 
authority.  Even  the  CBO  says  that  will 
not  work  and  will  not  pay  for  the  bill. 

On  the  Conmiittee  on  the  Budget  last 
year,  there  were  safeguards  put  into 
the  budget  to  ensure  that  we  would  not 
get  into  the  easy  route  of  cutting  taxes 
without  balancing  the  budget  and  with- 
out paying  for  those  tax  cuts.  There 
was  a  mechanism  placed  in  there  to 
prevent  that.  That  was  left  out  of  this 
budget,  and  I  attempted  to  put  it  back 
in  last  week  when  we  debated  the  bal- 
anced budget  that  was  proposed  here. 
They  refused  to  put  it  back  in. 

Why?  Because  apparently  they  want 
to  come  forward  with  additional  cuts 
in  taxes  that  are  not  paid  for,  that  are 
not  part  of  a  balanced  budget.  The 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget  said,  "Trust  me.  I  will  not 
allow  bills  to  come  before  this  floor 
which  increase  the  deficit,  which  cut 
taxes,  and  which  are  not  part  of  a  bal- 
anced budget  proposal." 

Here  we  are,  one  week  later,  also 
being  told  by  the  gas  companies,  trust 
them,  they  will  pass  it  on  to  the  con- 
sumers. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  ftom  Michigan  [Mr.  DiN- 
GELL],  the  ranking  member  of  the  pol- 
icy committee. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  this  outrageous  gag  rule, 
and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  down 
the  previous  question.  When  historians 
write  the  results  of  today's  discussions, 
they  are  going  to  write  that  in  a 
shameful  and  a  shameless  fashion,  this 
Congress  tried  to  gull  the  American 
people  into  a  belief  that  some  way  or 
another  they  are  going  to  get  4.3  cents 
a  gallon  back  on  gasoline. 

Nothing  is  further  from  the  truth. 
The  big  oil  companies  are  already  rub- 
bing their  hands  and  licking  their 
chops,  because  they  are  going  to  get 
that  4.3  cents  per  gallon,  and  it  ain't 
ever  going  to  get  to  the  people  of  the 
United  States.  And  if  you  go  home  and 
tell  your  people  so,  you  are  not  going 
to  be  telling  the  truth. 


Now,  beyond  that,  I  wanted  to  point 
out  that  this  is  a  gag  rule.  Now,  I  love 
my  dear  friend,  Mr.  Solomon.  He  is  a 
fine  gentleman  and  a  fine  Member  of 
this  body.  But  I  call  him  "Closed-rule- 
SOLOMON"  and  have  done  so  for  some 
time.  I  know  it  is  offensive  to  him  in 
the  supreme  to  have  to  offer  rules 
which  make  it  possible  for  Members 
like  me  to  have  a  decent  opportunity 
to  amend  the  legislation  such  as  we 
have  before  us. 

What  this  bill  does  is  it  is  going  to 
give  4.3  cents  per  gallon  to  the  big  oil 
companies,  and  they  are  going  to  enjoy 
it  mightily.  That  comes  dow  ,  my  dear 
friends  and  colleagues,  to  $4  billion 
that  you  are  giving  to  oil  companies, 
that  really  do  not  need  it.  Their  bal- 
ance sheets  are  healthy  in  the  extreme 
and  their  stock  is  going  up  daily. 

Members  in  this  body,  because  of  this 
closed  rule,  will  have  no  opportunity  to 
vote  on  amendments  that  will  put  this 
4.3  cents  per  gallon  gas  tax  into  the 
pockets  of  their  consumers.  The  only 
thing  that  is  going  to  happen  is  the  oil 
companies  are  going  to  get  that 
money,  and  the  deficit  is  going  to  go  up 
by  $4  billion. 

Fiscal  responsibility?  No.  Oil  compa- 
nies would  say  so,  yes,  but  the  average 
citizen  will  say  so,  no.  Indeed,  oil 
prices  are  going  to  go  down  because  the 
Iraqis  are  now  entering  the  world  mar- 
kets because  of  the  understandings  in 
the  U.N.  the  other  day. 

Now,  there  is  simply  no  mechanism 
in  this  legislation  whatsoever  for  en- 
suring that  the  tax  reduction  actually 
reaches  the  consumer  at  the  pump.  In 
short,  this  bill  and  this  rule  will  do 
nothing  for  the  tsrpical  American  con- 
sumer. That  is  why  I  urge  a  no  vote  on 
the  rule,  and  why  I  urge  a  no  vote  on 
the  previous  question. 

If  you  have  read  the  papers,  you  have 
seen  that  time  after  time,  spokesmen 
for  everybody,  including  the  big  oil 
companies  and  economists  and  govern- 
ment people,  have  said  this  money  is 
going  to  the  oil  companies,  it  is  not 
going  to  the  ordinary  citizen.  Beyond 
that,  when  our  committee  had  hearings 
a  couple  weeks  ago.  Dr.  Phillip 
Verleger,  a  respected  energy  expert  at 
Charles  River  Associates  and  a  witness 
selected  by  the  Republicans,  was 
quoted  widely  in  the  press  as  sajring 
consumers  will  not  see  any  of  this  re- 
peal reflected  in  the  pump  prices. 

Mr.  Charles  DiBona,  an  old  and  re- 
spected and  valuable  friend  of  mine,  a 
fine  and  honorable  gentleman,  who 
heads  the  American  Petroleum  Insti- 
tute, had  a  little  more  optimism  on  it. 
He  thought  consumers  might  see  some 
of  this  money  back,  but  he  never  said 
when.  I  asked  Mr.  DiBona  whether  he 
thought  the  oil  industry  would  support 
an  amendment  that  would  ensure  that 
consumers  would  get  this  4.3  cents  per 
gallon  back.  He  demurred,  because  he 
understood  full  well  that  his  clients 
and  his  people  and  the  American  Petro- 


leum Institute  were  going  to  fatten 
themselves  to  the  tune  of  S4  billion  at 
a  4.3  cent  per  gallon  clip  at  the  expense 
of  the  American  consumers. 

We  are  giving  by  this  legislation  and 
by  this  closed  rule  $4  billion  to  the  oil 
companies.  Nothing,  nothing,  nothing 
of  this  is  coming  back  to  the  American 
people. 

I  asked  the  Committee  on  Rules, 
chaired  by  my  dear  friend,  "Closed- 
rule-SoLOMON,"  to  make  it  in  order  to 
ensure  amendments  offered  by  myself, 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Makkey]  and  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Gibbons],  to  assure  that 
the  money  would  come  back  to  the 
consumers. 

That  was  not  permitted  by  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules,  which  was  doing  its 
proper  work,  because  it  is  taking  care 
not  only  of  Republican  policy,  but  of 
their  good  friends  amongst  the  oil  com- 
panies, by  seeing  to  it  that  the  oil  com- 
panies get  the  money,  and  not  the  con- 
sumers. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  say  we 
have  had  many  more  open  rules,  and  to 
call  my  friend  Jerry  Soiomon  "Closed- 
rule-SoLOMON"  is  clearly  a  misnomer. 
We  in  this  Congress  have  seen  a  dra- 
matic improvement  in  the  free  flow  of 
debate,  as  has  taken  place  on  the  floor 
of  the  Congress  here,  and  the  numbers 
actually  prove  that. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2Vi  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Tauzdj],  a  member  of  the  Conunittee 
on  Commerce. 

D  1645 

Mr.  TAUZm.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
my  friend  from  California  for  the  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  many  things 
that  may  be  uncertain  about  the  mar- 
ketplace, but  let  us  talk  about  a  few 
things  that  are  certain.  The  adminis- 
tration, when  it  passed  this  4.3-cent  gas 
tax  told  us  it  would  not  really  cost  the 
consumer  anything,  and  now,  when  we 
are  about  to  repeal  it,  they  say  it  will 
not  really  save  the  consumer  anything. 
Let  me  be  clear.  Gasoline  prices  cost 
4.3  cents  more  than  they  should  be- 
cause of  the  4.3-cent  a  gallon  tax. 

In  1981,  the  combined  State,  local  and 
Federal  taxes  on  gasoline  was  13  cents. 
Today,  the  average  in  America  is  39 
cents.  That  is  26  cents  more  than  it 
should  be  costing  because  of  taxation. 
When  we  reduce  taxes,  we  make  gaso- 
line cost  less.  When  we  raise  taxes  we 
make  gasoline  cost  more.  What  could 
make  more  common  sense? 

But  if  we  really  want  to  look  at  the 
price  of  gasoline,  look  at  the  fact  today 
we  are  more  dependent  on  foreign  pro- 
ducers and  refiners  than  ever  before. 
We  have  not  built  a  refinery  in  Amer- 
ica for  20  years.  And  those  who  com- 
plain about  gasoline  prices  should 
think  about  their  votes  to  create  mora- 
toriums against  drilling;  think  about 
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their  votes  to  prevent  the  production 
of  hydrocarbons  and  refined  products 
in  America;  think  about  the  fact  that 
today  we  are  more  dependent  on  Sad- 
dam Hussein  and  Iraq  than  we  were 
yesterday;  think  about  the  fact  that 
the  price  at  the  pump  includes  all  of 
the  cost,  including  our  taxes,  and  in- 
cludes the  cost  of  escorting  ships  from 
the  Persian  Gulf,  includes  the  cost  of 
the  Persian  Gulf  war,  includes  the  lives 
of  young  Americans  and  the  health  of 
young  Americans  who  had  to  go  fight 
for  somebody  else's  oil  because  we 
would  not  produce  it  in  America. 

Yes,  we  should  vote  for  this  rule.  We 
should,  indeed,  repeal  this  tax  and 
make  gasoline  cost  just  a  little  less  for 
Americans  who  depend  too  much  on 
foreigm  produced  oil. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
ask  the  gentleman  if  I  am  correct  in 
assuming  that  my  friend  left  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  and  came  over  here  be- 
cause of  his  understanding  of  the  free 
market  process? 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
respond  to  the  gentleman  that  that 
was  certainly  part  of  it. 

Free  markets  make  sense  in  Amer- 
ica. We  applaud  them.  We  are  pleased 
with  them.  My  liberal  friends  who  like 
gasoline  taxes  believe  that  the  price  of 
gasoline  should  be  really  high  so  Amer- 
icans will  not  use  it  any  more.  That  is 
their  theory.  So  they  keep  adding  taxes 
on  it. 

Those  of  us  who  believe  in  the  free 
markets  know  that  if  we  produce  more 
at  home,  if  we  produce  more  at  home 
and  not  depend  upon  foreigners  all  the 
time,  then  we  can  really  get  prices  we 
can  depend  upon.  When  we  depend  on 
somebody  else  to  make  our  products, 
they  set  the  prices  and  we  may  not  like 
them.  When  we  raise  taxes  on  a  prod- 
uct, we  raise  the  prices  to  consumers. 
It  is  that  simple. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Foglietta]. 

Mr.  FOGLIETTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  with 
this  closed  rule,  we  have  run  out  of  gas 
on  gag  rules. 

It  was  clear  from  day  one  that  there 
would  not  be  opportunity  to  be  heard 
on  this  election  year  gimmick.  There  is 
no  guarantee  that  the  repeal  of  this  tax 
will  trickle  down  to  our  constituents — 
and  thus  this  is  just  another  Gingrich 
gift  for  corporate  America  and  fat  cat 
contributors. 

The  one  way  to  guarantee  that  work- 
ing people  will  feel  any  benefit  from 
our  action  on  the  gas  tax  would  be 
through  the  compromise  I  wanted  to 
offer  today. 

I  start  with  the  premise  that  repeal- 
ing this  tax  is  wrong.  In  1993,  Demo- 
crats, aJone,  had  the  courage  to  pass 
the  largest  deficit  reduction  effort  in 


history  and  it  is  working.  We  have  cut 
the  deficit  in  half,  and  just  today  the 
estimate  of  the  deficit  was  lowered  by 
another  $15  billion.  We  should  not  go 
back. 

My  compromise  recognizes  the  politi- 
cal reality— it  is  going  to  pass.  My 
amendment  would  repeal  half  of  it.  The 
rest— 2.1  cents  of  it— would  be  directed 
toward  underfunded  mass  transpor- 
tation infrastructure. 

If  we  are  really  serious  about  helping 
working  people  get  to  work — cheaply. 
reliably,  and  environmentally  friend- 
ly—than helping  mass  transit  stay 
alive  is  where  we  should  invest.  Mass 
transit  is  also  one  of  the  tools  for  genu- 
ine welfare  reform. 

But  mass  transit  is  grinding  to  a 
halt — in  cities,  in  the  suburbs,  and  in 
rural  areas:  service  cuts  in  Casper.  WY. 
50-cent  fare  increases  in  Montgomery, 
AL,  22-percent  fare  increases  in  subur- 
ban Harrisburg,  PA,  and  near  bank- 
ruptcy for  transit  system  in  my  dis- 
trict, SEPTA— hurt  so  badly  by  the  re- 
treat by  the  Federal  and  State  Govern- 
ments. Thus,  this  is  not  a  big  city 
issue.  It  affects  anyone  who  rides  the 
road,  the  rails,  the  buses,  senior  vans, 
or  subways. 

We  could  really  help  our  constituents 
get  to  work — the  people  who  depend  on 
transit,  and  drivers  who  depend  on 
transit  to  avoid  the  traffic  gridlock  we 
face  in  the  next  century— by  investing 
some  of  those  gas  tax  dollars  in  tran- 
sit. Let's  send  this  rule  back  to  the 
Rules  Committee  so  we  can  have  a  fair 
debate. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Fuller- 
ton,  CA,  Mr.  ROYCE,  one  of  the  co- 
authors of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  ROYCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  the  rule  for  this  bill, 
of  which  I  am  an  original  coauthor,  to 
repeal  the  4.3  cent  per  gallon  Federal 
gas  tax  imi)osed  by  the  Clinton  budget 
in  1993. 

At  a  time  when  we  in  Congress  are 
trsring  to  put  money  back  in  the  pock- 
ets of  American  families  and  recharge 
the  Nation's  economy,  gasoline  excise 
taxes  are  at  an  all-time  high.  In  the 
last  10  years,  the  Federal  gasoline  tax 
more  than  doubled,  from  9  cents  to  18.3 
cents  per  gallon.  Now,  in  California, 
the  total  gasoline  tax  has  increased  to 
47.4  cents  per  gallon. 

We  are  to  believe  that  government 
can  continually  increase  taxes  like  this 
without  it  affecting  the  price  at  the 
pump?  Economists  teU  us  that  that  is 
not  so.  Economists  tell  us  if  we  in- 
crease taxes,  and  increase  taxes,  and 
continue  to  increase  that  tax.  we  wiU 
see  that  reflected  in  the  pump  price. 

Now,  the  prior  Congress  did  increase 
this  tax  and  we  want  to  repeal  it.  This 
tax  burden  takes  $422  out  of  the  aver- 
age American  family's  household  budg- 
et per  year,  and  that  is  a  significant 
amount  of  money  for  hardworking 
American  families  trying  to  make  ends 
meet. 


When  President  Bill  Clinton  pushed 
through  the  4.3-cent-per-gallon  hike  in 
the  Federal  gas  tax  in  August  of  1993. 
as  part  of  the  largest  tax  increase  in 
peacetime  history,  he  assured  his  col- 
leagues that  the  tax  increase  would 
only  affect  the  rich.  In  reality,  the  gas 
tax  increase  has  had  a  significant  day- 
to-day  impact  on  middle  and  lower  in- 
come American  families.  These  are  the 
folks  that  are  feeling  the  pinch  at  the 
pump,  it  is  not  the  rich. 

And  to  add  insult  to  injury,  none  of 
the  1993  increase  goes  toward  improv- 
ing our  Nation's  roads  or  bridges  or 
highways,  which  would  be  of  some  ben- 
efit to  the  user  that  is  paying  that  tax. 
So  the  recent  painful  increase  in  the 
price  of  gas  at  the  pump  gives  us  an  ex- 
cellent opportunity  to  repeal  a  tax  that 
never  should  have  been  imposed. 

Cutting  the  Department  of  Energy  to  pay  for 
the  fuel  tax  repeaJ  makes  sense.  Like  the  first 
bill  I  introduced  3  weeks  ago,  this  legislation 
recognizes  the  tremerxJous  inefficiencies  of  an 
outdated,  overgrown  bureaucracy  ttiat  has 
long  outlived  its  purpose. 

Created  by  President  Jimmy  Carter  in  1976 
to  soJve  the  energy  crisis,  the  DOE  has  grown 
into  a  massive  S17.5  billion  bureaucracy  with 
multiple  missions  and  questionable  priorities.  It 
has  been  plagued  with  controversy  and  marv 
agement  prot3iems.  In  a  February  1995  report, 
the  General  Accountng  Office  criticized  ttie 
Department  of  Energy,  and  concluded  that  ttie 
"DOE  is  not  an  effective  or  successful  cabinet 
department" 

But  this  is  oniy  part  of  ttie  story.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  read  my  editorial  printed  in  the 
Washington  Times  tfiis  morning,  where  I  go 
into  much  rrxxe  detail  on  the  inadequacies 
and  failures  of  a  Department  that  has  simpty 
outlived  its  purpose. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  energy  is  no  different 
from  any  other  commodity  in  ttie  marketplace. 
Energy  production  and  distribution  is  better  di- 
rected tjy  market  forces  ttian  by  goverrvnent 
planners  arxf  bureaucrats.  As  is  the  case  with 
so  much  of  our  government  today,  the  DOE 
represents  an  outdated  response  to  a  brief  pe- 
riod of  crisis  and  is  tsasically  irrelevant  today. 

While  this  legislation  we  are  det>ating  today 
does  not  go  as  far  as  the  earlier  legislation  I 
introduced,  it  does  focus  attention  on  ttie  tto- 
tant  mismanagement  arxj  aixjse  of  taxpayer 
funds  that  plague  this  Department  and  re- 
duces its  budget 

Again,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
bill.  We  should  repeal  ttie  1993  gas  tax,  cut 
the  Department  of  Energy  budget,  and  give 
the  money  back  to  motorists.  That's  more  than 
the  Department  has  done. 

Cutting  the  Gas  Tax  and  Reinventing 

Government 

(By  U.S.  Rep.  M  Royce) 

Is  1992.  when  he  was  running  for  president. 
Bill  Clinton  promised  he  would  not  raise  fed- 
eral gasoline  taxes.  But  just  one  year  after 
be  was  elected,  in  August  1993.  he  pushed 
throurh  the  Congress  a  bud^t  proposal  with 
over  S265  billion  in  tax  increases.  Including  a 
4.3  cent  per  gallon  hike  in  the  federal  gas 
tax. 

At  the  time.  Clinton  assured  his  colleagues 
that  the  1993  tax  increases  would  only  affect 
the  "rich."  Is  reality,  the  gas  tax  increase 
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has  had  a  siKsiflcajit  day-to-day  impact  on 
American  families,  especially  those  who  are 
middle  and  lower-income.  These  are  the 
folks  that  are  feeling  the  "pinch  at  the 
pump,"  not  the  "rich."  To  add  insult  to  in- 
jury, none  of  the  1993  increase  goes  toward 
improving'  our  nation's  roads,  bridges  or 
highways,  which  would  be  of  some  benefit  to 
the  user.  This  is  a  perfect  case  study  of  how 
the  democrat  philosophy  of  redistribution  of 
income  can  backfire. 

Two  years  after  the  ill-fated  tax  increase. 
Clinton  ai)ologized  before  a  group  of  Demo- 
cratic party  donors,  admitting  that  he 
"probably  raised  taxes  too  much."  But  is  he 
sorry  enough  to  do  something  about  it? 

If  so,  he  now  has  a  perfect  opportunity  to 
pcuXially  right  his  wrong  and  kick-start  his 
effort  to  "reinvent  government."  Two  weeks 
ago  I  introduced  a  bill  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives to  repeal  the  4.3  cent  gasoline 
tax  increase,  paid  for  by  downsizing  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  (DOE).  It  is  that  bill 
which  provided  the  basis  for  the  proposals 
now  moving  through  the  House  and  the  Sen- 
ate. 

The  painfOl  increase  in  the  price  at  the 
pump  gives  us  an  excellent  opportunity  to 
repeal  a  tax  that  never  should  have  been  im- 
posed, while  at  the  same  time  helping  tax- 
payers keep  more  of  their  hard-earned 
money.  Why  offset  the  cost  of  the  repeal  by 
downsizing  the  DOE?  Admittedly,  it's  an 
easy  target— the  Department  is  plagued  with 
controversy  and  management  problems.  But 
that's  only  part  of  the  story.  The  DOE  sim- 
ply has  outlived  its  purpose,  and  like  any  ob- 
solete entity  or  industry,  its  got  to  go. 

To  put  the  situation  in  perspective,  in  the 
wake  of  the  Arab  oil  embargo  in  1976,  Jimmy 
Carter  campaigned  for  President  on  a  plat- 
form of  energy  independence.  The  following 
year,  he  created  the  DOE  and  charged  it  to 
solve  the  problem.  Since  then,  the  DOE  has 
grown  into  a  massive  $17.5  billion  bureauc- 
racy with  multiple  missions  and  Question- 
able priorities.  Needless  to  say,  it  has  not 
solved  the  problem. 

For  example,  the  department  embarked  on 
a  massive  and  expensive  program  to  develop 
synthetic  fuels.  Predictably,  it  failed.  After 
billions  of  dollars,  a  half  dozen  years,  and  a 
notorious  scandal,  the  department  aban- 
doned its  "synfuels"  program,  and  con- 
centrated on  overseeing  nuclear  energy  pro- 
grams. Meanwhile,  the  market  took  care  of 
the  petroleum  shortages  and  the  price  of  oil 
dropped  trom  a  high  of  $40  per  barrel  to  $20. 

Much  of  DOE'S  budget  is  directed  at  nu- 
clear weapon  or  nuclear  cleanup  activities. 
These  environmental  and  defense  undertak- 
ings are  best  managed  by  environmental  and/ 
or  defense  agencies,  not  energy  dei>artments. 
Turning  the  weapons-related  programming 
over  to  the  requisite  agencies  makes  sense, 
and  helps  protect  against  bureaucratic  "mis- 
sion creep"  as  was  the  case  at  the  old  Atom- 
ic Energy  Commission.  Additionally,  in  the 
case  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  merging 
the  weapons  producers  with  the  weapons  cus- 
tomers helps  ensure  coordination  of  national 
strategy. 

President  Clinton  has  already  proposed 
that  we  denationalize  the  DOE'S  Power  Mar- 
keting Administration's  (PMA),  and  turn  the 
Bonneville  Power  Administration  into  a  pub- 
lic corporation  because  the  premises  on 
which  they  were  established  is  no  longer  ap- 
plicable. He's  got  that  right.  More  than  98 
percent  of  America  is  already  wired  for 
power  and  there  is  no  cause  whatsoever  to 
believe  that  private  companies  would  some- 
how "pull  the  plug"  on  electrified  regions. 
Goveraments      around      the      world      are 


privatizing  government  operated  power  sys- 
tems, including  Poland,  Hungary,  Spain, 
Italy,  and  Peru.  The  U.S.  should  listen  to  the 
advice  it  gives  to  the  former  Soviet  bloc  and 
denationalize  its  own  "means  of  production. 

We  should  also  sell  the  Strategic  Petro- 
leum Reserves  (SPR),  and  the  Naval  Petro- 
leum Reserves  (NPR).  The  NPR  were  origi- 
nally set  aside  to  ensure  the  Navy  a  supply 
of  oil  as  it  converted  its  fleet  fi-om  coal  to  oil 
before  WWI.  The  SPR  was  created  during  the 
energy  crises  of  the  1970's.  when  Congress  de- 
cided the  government  should  produce  oil  and 
gas  at  these  fields  and  sell  them  on  the  com- 
mercial market.  The  problem  is  that  the 
SPR,  no  matter  how  large,  cannot  insulate 
the  American  economy  from  international 
energy  markets.  Even  if  we  were  to  import 
no  foreign  oil  whatsoever,  international  sup- 
ply disruptions  would  cause  price  increases 
just  as  high  here  as  they  would  be  in  a  na- 
tion that  imports  all  of  its  oil. 

Additionally,  much  of  the  SPR  is  high-sul- 
fur crude  that  would  be  amply  available  in 
any  OPEC-induced  crisis.  It's  low-sulfur 
crude  that  the  U.S.  imports  from  the  Persian 
Gulf  and  high-Sulfur  crude  cannot  easily  be 
substituted  for  low-sulfur  crude  without  a 
great  deal  of  cost. 

Finally,  concern  over  the  inability  to  se- 
cure needed  oil  during  a  supply  disruption 
has  decreased  sigmificantly.  "The  number  of 
oil-exporting  nations  has  increased,  and  the 
large  oil  companies  have  worked  to  diversify 
their  sources  of  oil.  As  Daniel  Yergen,  Presi- 
dent of  the  Cambridge  Energy  Research  asso- 
ciates and  author  of  The  Prize  explained, 
"There  is  a  much  more  secure  base  to  the 
world's  energy  economy  than  was  the  case  in 
1973  .  .  ." 

The  bottom  line  is  that  energy  is  no  dif- 
ferent from  any  other  commodity  in  the 
marketplace.  Energy  production  and  dis- 
tribution is  better  directed  by  market  forces 
than  by  government  planners  and  bureau- 
crats. As  is  the  case  with  so  much  of  our  gov- 
ernment today,  the  DOE  represents  an  out- 
dated response  to  a  brief  period  of  crisis  and 
is  basically  irrelevant  today. 

For  these  reasons,  it  only  makes  good 
sense  to  terminate  unnecessary  programs, 
consolidate  others,  transfer  those  serving  a 
valid  purpose,  and  privatize  programs  that 
could  be  better  performed  outside  of  the  gov- 
ernment. The  DOE  was  a  government-im- 
posed solution  to  a  world  market  problem. 
And  it  hasn't  worked. 

We  should  repeal  the  1993  gas  tax,  cut  the 
Department  of  Energy  budget,  and  give  the 
money  back  to  motorists.  That's  more  than 
the  Department  has  done. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Market]. 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
strong  opposition  to  this  closed  rule 
and  ask  the  House  to  defeat  the  rule 
and  to  defeat  the  bill. 

Did  the  4.3-cent  gasoline  tax  of  1993 
cause  the  20-cent,  30-cent,  40-cent  in- 
crease at  the  pump  in  1996?  That  is 
what  the  Republicans  and  the  oil  com- 
panies would  have  us  believe. 

The  truth  is  that  the  oil  industry 
dropped  its  overall  inventory  by  100 
million  barrels  a  day  since  last  June, 
in  a  bet,  a  bet  that  Saddam  Hussein 
would  be  allowed  to  sell  more  oil  on 
the  world  market.  And  when  that  bet 
did  not  pay  off,  who  had  to  pay?  The 
American  consumer  had  to  pay  because 
it  is  an  inelastic  gasoline  marketplace 


in  the  United  States.  We  cannot  shift 
over  to  coal  or  to  natural  gas  or  to 
solar  for  our  automobiles.  We  must  pay 
whatever  the  market  will  bear.  Be- 
cause the  companies  did  not  have  the 
inventory,  we  must  pay.  The  consumer 
must  pay. 

Now,  the  oil  industry  wajits  a  tax 
break,  4  cents  a  gallon.  The  Repub- 
licans set  up  their  bill  so  that  the  tax 
break  goes  to  the  oil  refiners.  Not  to 
the  consumers,  to  the  refiners.  The 
Democrats,  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  DINGELL],  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  GIBBONS],  and  I,  we  sought 
to  ensure  that  the  money  would  go  into 
the  pockets  of  the  consumers,  but  we 
are  not  allowed  to  make  an  amendment 
to  do  that. 

I  wanted  to  have  it  written  right  into 
the  Tax  Code  that  owners  of  an  auto- 
mobile get  back  30  bucks,  which  is  the 
average  tax  on  an  automobile  driver 
each  year.  Thirty  bucks.  An  individual 
would  get  it  back  immediately.  But  no, 
the  Republicans  say  we  are  giving  the 
whole  break  to  the  oil  refiners,  who 
have  already  seen  an  increase  of  S90, 
SlOO,  $120,  $150  more  this  year  that  they 
are  going  to  take  out  of  the  average 
automobile  driver's  pocket. 

Now,  what  happened?  The  oil  indus- 
try drove  right  past  a  world  awash  in 
oil,  all  of  1995  and  1996,  and  did  not  put 
any  stock  in  their  inventory,  betting 
on  Saddam  Hussein.  After  we  had  sent 
500,000  men  and  women  to  that  country 
in  1991,  they  had  the  temerity  then  to 
treat  themselves  as  if  they  were  any 
other  industry  and  keep  stocks  at  his- 
toric lows. 

So  what  happens?  As  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Dingell]  said,  we 
have  witnesses  before  our  committee, 
economists  that  the  Republicans  have 
sent  to  us,  that  say  that  maybe  the 
taxpayer  will  get  back  $15,  total,  if  we 
give  the  break  to  the  oil  refiners,  but 
many  others  said  they  are  not  going  to 
get  back  any  at  all  because  the  oil 
companies  will  pocket  the  $15  for 
themselves. 

Well,  what  they  wind  up  with  is  $120 
or  $130,  an  increased  price  at  the  pump, 
the  tax  break  that  went  to  the  oil  re- 
finers rather  than  to  the  consumer,  and 
the  oil  compaiiies  walk  away  with  $120 
or  $150  out  of  every  person's  pocket  in 
this  country. 

This  is  a  closed  rule.  It  is  wrong. 
Candidate  Dole  is  not  going  to  say 
anjrthing  about  the  oil  companies.  Can- 
didate DOLE  is  not  goiiig  to  fight  for 
the  consumer  at  the  gas  pump.  We  vrtU 
not  hear  him  say  a  word  about  the  oil 
companies.  Candidate  Dole.  We  are 
just  going  to  hear  him  pointing  back  to 
a  4-cent  gasoline  tax  in  1993.  Well,  what 
about  the  other  $150  for  the  consumer? 
All  he  is  concerned  about  is  the  $15, 
and  he  has  not  even  got  a  mechanism 
put  together  that  will  get  it  back  into 
the  pockets  of  the  consumers  in  this 
country. 
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So  the  issue  is  very  clear,  ladies  and 
gentlemen.  If  we  believe  that  the  con- 
sumer should  get  a  tax  break,  we  must 
vote  against  this  rule;  and  then  we 
must  vote  against  this  bill  because  it 
in  no  way  assures  under  any  cir- 
cumstance that  the  consumer  is  going 
to  see  this  at  the  pump.  And  by  the 
way,  the  American  consumer  that  pulls 
up  to  the  gas  pump  knows  this.  It  is 
not  the  guy  there  with  the  hose  putting 
it  into  your  taink;  it  is  the  refiner,  the 
big  boss,  big  oil  that  controls  who  gets 
this  tax  break,  and  Members  know 
they  are  not  giving  it  to  the  American 
consumer. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  fas- 
cinating how  my  liberal  colleagues  can 
come  up  with  excuse  after  excuse  and  a 
smokescreen  to  avoid  cutting  taxes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1  minute  to  my 
very  good  firiend,  the  gentleman  from 
Marysville,  CA  [Mr.  Herger],  one  of 
those  rui'al  areas  that  in  fact  does  not 
benefit  from  all  of  the  Federal  sub- 
sidization of  transit  that  we  heard 
about  from  my  fi-iend  from  Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Mr.  HERGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  repealing  President 
Clinton's  4.3-cent-a-gallon  gas  tax  in- 
crease. 

When  the  first  Federal  tax  on  gaso- 
line was  enacted  in  1932.  the  tax  was 
only  one  penny  per  gallon.  Today,  in 
certain  areas  of  California,  total  Fed- 
eral, State,  and  local  gSLS  taxes  cost 
drivers  44  cents  per  gallon.  This  tax  has 
a  crushing  impact  on  rural  areas  such 
as  northern  California  where  citizens 
are  required  to  drive  longer  distances 
daily.  Of  all  the  Clinton  tax  increases, 
this  was  the  most  obvious  Washington 
tax  and  spend  money  grab.  This  tax 
alone  cost  Americans  $14  billion.  And, 
contrary  to  popular  belief,  this  $14  bil- 
lion was  not  spent  on  building  roads 
and  bridges.  Rather,  it  was  diverted  to 
pay  for  more  big  government  Washing- 
ton spending.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
repeal  this  wrong-headed  tax. 

D  1700 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
srield  myself  the  balance  of  my  time 
and,  in  the  process,  I  urge  a  no  vote  on 
the  previous  question. 

If  the  previous  question  is  defeated,  I 
shall  offer  an  amendment  to  the  rule 
that  will  make  in  order  three  consumer 
protection  amendments  that  were  of- 
fered in  the  Rules  Committee  last 
week.  All  three  of  these  very  important 
amendments  were  voted  down  by  the 
Republican  majority  of  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee. 

The  first  amendment,  offered  by  Mr. 
Gibbons,  would  guarantee  that  the  gas 
tax  cuts  go  directly  to  the  consumer.  It 
would  reimpose  the  tax  on  the  seller  if 
the  tax  reduction  is  not  passed  through 
to  the  consumer. 

The  second  amendment,  offered  by 
Mr.  Dingell,  would  delay  the  effective 
date  until  the  Nation's  largest  refiners 
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and  importers  have  certified  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  that  the  sav- 
ings will  be  paissed  on  to  the  consumer. 

The  third  amendment,  offered  by  Mr. 
Market,  provides  that  if  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  is  unable  to  certify 
that  all  the  benefits  of  the  tax  reduc- 
tion will  be  passed  on  to  the  consumer, 
there  will  be  a  $30  tax  credit  provided 
each  motorist.  This  amount  represents 
the  average  annual  savings  that  would 
be  realized  by  each  motorist  if  the  4.3 
cent  tax  is  repealed. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  before  us  con- 
tains absolutely  no  guarantee  that  any 
of  this  tax  cut  will  be  passed  on  to  the 
consumer.  The  amendments  I  have  just 
discussed  would  do  that. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  "no"  on 
the  previous  question  and  give  the 
House  the  opportunity  to  consider 
these  very  workable  and  necessary 
amendments. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  include  the  text  of  the 
amendment  and  accompanying  docu- 
ments for  the  Record  at  this  point. 

At  the  end  of  the  resolution  add  the  follow- 
ing new  section: 

"Sec.  .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  resolution,  it  shall  be  in  order  to 
consider,  without  intervention  of  any  point 
of  order,  an  amendment  to  be  offered  by  Rep- 
resentative Gibbons,  or  his  designee;  an 
amendment  to  be  offered  by  Representative 
Dingell,  or  his  designee;  and  an  amendment 
to  be  offered  by  Representative  Mar  key.  or 
his  designee.  The  amendments  are  printed  in 
section    of  this  resolution. 

Sec.  .  The  text  of  the  amendment  are  as 
follows: 

AMENDMENT  TO  H.R.  3415.  AS  REPORTED 
OFFERED  BY  MR.  GIBBONS 

Strike  section  5  of  the  bill  and  insert  the 
following  new  section: 

SEC  S.  GAS  TAX  REDUCTION  MUST  BE  PASSED 
THROUGH  TO  CONSUMERS. 

(a)  Gas  Tax  Reduction  Only  To  Benefit 
Consumers.— It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any 
person  selling  or  importing  any  taxable  fuel 
to  fail  to  fully  pass  on  (through  a  reduction 
in  the  price  that  would  otherwise  be  charged) 
the  reduction  in  tax  on  such  fuel  under  this 
Act. 

(b)  Responsibiuties  of  Persons  Liable 
FOR  Tax.— 

(c)  In  general.— Every  person  liable  for 
the  payment  of  Federal  excise  taxes  on  any 
taxable  fuel — 

(A)  shall  fully  pass  on,  as  required  by  sub- 
section (a),  the  reduction  in  tax  on  such  fuel 
under  this  Act,  and 

(B)  if  the  taxable  event  is  not  a  sale  to  the 
ultimate  consumer,  shall  take  such  steps  as 
may  be  reasonably  necessary  to  ensure  that 
such  reduction  is  fully  passed  on.  as  required 
by  subsection  (a),  to  subsequent  purchasers 
of  the  taxable  fuel. 

(2)  Enforcement.— Any  person  who  fails  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  paragraph  (1)  with 
respect  to  any  fuel  shall  be  liable  for  Federal 
excise  taxes  on  such  fuel  as  if  this  Act  had 
not  been  enacted. 

(3)  Waiver.— In  the  case  of  a  failure  which 
is  due  to  reasonable  cause  and  not  to  willful 
neglect,  the  Secretary  may  waive  part  or  all 
of  the  additional  taxes  imposed  by  paragraph 
(2)  to  the  extent  that  payment  of  such  taxes 
would  be  excessive  relative  to  the  failure  in- 
volved. 

(c)  Definitions.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion— 


(1)  Taxable  fuel.— The  term  "taxable 
fuel"  has  the  meaning  given  such  term  by 
section  4083(a)  of  such  code. 

(2)  Secretary.—  The  term  "Secretary" 
means  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  his 
delegate. 

(d)  GAO  Study.— 

(1)  In  general.— The  Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States  shall  conduct  a  study  of 
the  repeal  of  the  4.3-cent  increase  in  the  fuel 
tax  imposed  by  the  Omnibus  Budget  Rec- 
onciliation Act  of  1993  to  determine  whether 
there  has  been  a  passthrough  of  such  repeal. 

(2)  Report.— Not  later  than  January  31. 
1997.  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States  shall  report  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives the  results  of  the  study  conducted 
under  paragraph  (1).  An  interim  report  on 
such  results  shall  be  submitted  to  such  com- 
mittees not  later  than  November  1. 1996. 

amendment  to  H.R.  3U5.  AS  REPORTED 
OFFERED  BY  MR.  DINGELL  OF  MICmCAM 

Strike  subsection  (b)  of  section  2  said  in- 
sert the  following: 

fb)  Effective  Date.— Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (c),  the  amendment  made  by  this 
section  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

(c)  Tax  Reduction  Not  To  apply  To  Fuel 
Produced  or  imported  by  Large  Refiners 
Unless  Tax  Reduction  Passed  Through  to 
Consumers.— 

(1)  In  general.— The  amendment  made  by 
this  section  shall  not  take  effect  with  re- 
spect to  any  taxable  fuel  produced  or  im- 
ported by  any  large  refiner  unless  such  re- 
finer provides  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury a  certification  that  the  tax  reduction 
provided  under  such  amendment  will  be 
passed  through  to  the  ultimate  consumers  as 
a  price  reduction. 

(2)  Definitions.- For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion— 

(A)  Large  refiner.— 

(i)  In  general.— The  term  "large  refiner" 
means,  with  respect  to  a  calendar  year,  any 
person  which  refined  or  imported  500,000.000 
gallons  or  more  of  taxable  fuel  during  the 
preceding  calendar  year. 

(ii)  Related  persons.— All  persons  treated 
as  a  single  employer  under  section  52  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Ckxle  of  1986  shall  be  treat- 
ed as  1  person  for  purposes  of  this  section. 

(b)  Taxable  n;EL.— The  term  "taxable 
fuel"  has  the  meaning  given  such  term  by 
section  4083(a)  of  such  Code. 

AMENDMENT  TO  H.R.  3C5,  AS  REPORTED 
OFFERED  BY  MR.  MARKEY  OF  MASSACHUSETTS 

At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following: 
S:C  a  $80  REFUNDABLE  CREDfT  FOR  HIGHWAY 
VEHICLES  OWNED  DURING  TAXABLE 
YEARS  BEGINNING  IN  UM. 

(a)  Determination  of  Pass  Through  to 
Consumers.— Notwithstanding  section  2(b). 
if  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  certifies  to 
the  Congress  before  the  6th  day  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  that  it  is 
impossible  to  guarantee  that  the  benefit  of 
the  4.3-cent  tax  reduction  under  section  2  of 
this  Act  will  be  passed  through  to  the  con- 
sumer, then  subsection  (b).  (c),  and  (d)  of  this 
section  shall  take  effect  in  lieu  of  section  2, 
3,  4,  and  5  of  this  Act. 

(b)  In  General.— Subpart  C  of  part  IV  of 
subchapter  A  of  chapter  1  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  is  amended  by  adding 
after  section  35  the  following  new  section: 
-SEC.  3&  HIGBWAT  VEHICLES  OWNED  DURING 

TAXABLE  TEARS  BEGINNING  IN  UM. 

"(a)  Ln  General.— In  the  case  of  a  person 
who  is  the  registered  owner  of  an  eligible 
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liighway  vehicle  at  any  time  during  the  first 
taxable  year  of  the  taxpayer  beginning  after 
December  31.  1995,  there  shall  be  allowed  as 
a  credit  against  the  tax  imposed  by  this  sub- 
title for  such  taxable  year  an  amount  equal 
to  the  sum  of  S30  for  each  such  vehicle. 

"(b)  EuGiBLE  Highway  Vehicle.— a  vehicle 
is  an  eligible  highway  vehicle  for  the  pur- 
poses of  subsection  9a)  only  if  all  of  the  fuel 
consumed  by  such  vehicle  during  the  taxable 
year  is  subject  to  tax  imposed  by  section  4041 
or  4061. 

"(c)  Partial  Years.— In  the  case  that  a 
person  is  the  registered  owner  of  an  eligible 
highway  vehicle  for  less  than  the  full  taxable 
year,  the  credit  under  subsection  (a)  shall  be 
reduced  to  reflect  only  that  portion  of  the 
taxable  year  for  which  the  vehicle  was  reg- 
istered to  such  person. 

"(d)  Treatment  of  Lessees.— For  the  pur- 
poses of  this  section,  the  lessee  on  a  lease  for 
an  eligible  highway  vehicle  shall  be  treated 
as  the  registered  owner  of  such  vehicle  dur- 
ing the  period  of  the  lease." 

(c)  Conforming  Amendment.— Paragraph 
(2)  of  section  1324(b)  of  title  31,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  pe- 
riod ",  or  from  section  36  of  such  Code". 

(d)  Clerical  amendment.— The  table  of 
sections  for  subpart  C  of  part  IV  of  sub- 
chapter A  of  chapter  1  of  such  Code  is 
amended  by  adding  after  the  item  relating  to 
section  35  of  the  following  new  item: 

"Sec.  36.  Highway  vehicles  owned  during  tax- 
able years  beginning  in  1996." 

THE  VOTE  ON  THE  PREVIOUS  QL'ESTION:  WHAT  IT 
REALLY  MEANS 

This  vote,  the  vote  on  whether  to  order  the 
previous  Question  on  a  special  rule,  is  not 
merely  a  procedural  vote.  A  vote  against  or- 
dering the  previous  question  is  a  vote 
against  the  Republican  majority  agenda  and 
a  vote  to  allow  the  opi)ositlon,  at  least  for 
the  moment,  to  offer  an  alternative  plan.  It 
is  a  vote  about  what  the  House  should  be  de- 
bating. 

Mr.  Clarence  Cannon's  Precedents  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  (VI,  308-311)  de- 
scribes the  vote  on  the  previous  question  on 
the  rule  as  "a  motion  to  direct  or  control  the 
consideration  of  the  subject  before  the  House 
being  made  by  the  Member  in  charge."  To 
defeat  the  previous  question  is  to  give  the 
opposition  a  chance  to  decide  the  subject  be- 
fore the  House.  Cannon  cites  the  Speaker's 
ruling  of  January  13,  1920,  to  the  effect  that 
"the  refusal  of  the  House  to  sustain  the  de- 
mand for  the  previous  question  passes  the 
control  of  the  resolution  to  the  opposition" 
in  order  to  offer  an  amendment.  On  March 
15.  1909,  a  member  of  the  majority  party  of- 
fered a  rule  resolution.  The  House  defeated 
the  previous  question  and  a  member  of  the 
opposition  rose  to  a  parliamentary  inquiry, 
asking  who  was  entitled  to  recognition. 
Speaker  Joseph  G.  Cannon  (Rr-niinois)  said: 
"The  previous  question  having  been  refused, 
the  gentleman  from  New  York.  Mr.  Fitzger- 
ald, who  had  asked  the  gentleman  to  yield  to 
him  for  an  amendment,  is  entitled  to  the 
first  recognition." 

Because  the  vote  today  may  look  bad  for 
the  Republican  majority  they  will  say  "the 
vote  on  the  previous  question  is  simply  a 
vote  on  whether  to  proceed  to  an  immediate 
vote  on  adopting  the  resolution  .  .  .  [and] 
has  no  substantive  legislative  or  policy  im- 
plications whatsoever."  But  that  is  not  what 
they  have  always  said.  Listen  to  the  Repub- 
lican Leadership  Manual  on  the  Legislative 
Process  in  the  United  States  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, (6th  edition,  page  135).  Here's 
how  the  Republicans  describe  the  previous 
question  vote  In  their  own  manual: 


"Although  it  is  generally  not  possible  to 
amend  the  rule  because  the  majority  Mem- 
ber controlling  the  time  will  not  yield  for 
the  purpose  of  offering  an  amendment,  the 
same  result  may  be  achieved  by  voting  down 
the  previous  question  on  the  rule  .  .  .  When 
the  motion  for  the  previous  question  is  de- 
feated, control  of  the  time  passes  to  the 
Member  who  led  the  opposition  to  ordering 
the  previous  question.  That  Member,  because 
he  then  controls  the  time,  may  offer  an 
amendment  to  the  nile,  or  yield  for  the  pur- 
pose of  amendment." 

Deschler's  Procedure  in  the  U.S.  House  of 
Representatives,  the  subchapter  titled 
"Amending  Special  Rules"  states:  "a  refusal 
to  order  the  previous  question  on  such  a  rule 
fa  special  rule  reported  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules]  opens  the  resolution  to  amend- 
ment and  further  debate."  (Chapter  21,  sec- 
tion 21.2)  Section  21.3  continues: 

Upon  rejection  of  the  motion  for  the  pre- 
vious question  on  a  resolution  reported  from 
the  Conmiittee  on  Rules,  control  shifts  to 
the  Member  leading  the  opposition  to  the 
previous  question,  who  may  offer  a  proper 
amendment  or  motion  and  who  controls  the 
time  for  debate  thereon." 

The  vote  on  the  previous  question  on  a  rule 
does  have  substantive  policy  implications.  It 
is  one  of  the  only  available  tools  for  those 
who  oppose  the  Republican  majority's  agen- 
da to  offer  an  alternative  plan. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LaHood).  The  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Dreier]  has  3%  minutes  re- 
maining:. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Sanlbel,  FL  [Mr.  Goss],  my  dear  friend 
and  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Legislative  and  Budget  process. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  my 
friend  from  the  Greater  Claremont-San 
Dimas  metropolitan  corridor  in  Cali- 
fornia, Mr.  Dreier,  for  3rlelding  this 
time,  and  I  rise  in  strong  support  of 
this  rule. 

This  is  a  customary  rule  when  we  do 
ways  and  means  bills,  a  closed  rule,  a 
reasonable  precaution  when  dealing 
with  the  Tax  Code.  Of  course,  we  have 
preserved  the  right  of  the  minority,  as 
they  well  know,  to  offer  a  motion  to  re- 
commit the  bill  with  or  without  in- 
structions, so  I  think  the  process  is  in 
order. 

This  is  a  very  important  debate  for 
every  American  because  everyone  who 
drives  a  car,  takes  a  bus,  or  flies  on  an 
airplane  has  been  hit  by  the  Presi- 
dent's 1993  gas  tax  hikes  which  scraped 
through  this  House  by  one  vote. 

All  told,  this  tax  increase  costs  the 
people  in  my  State  of  Florida  almost 
$263  nullion  a  year.  That  is  a  quarter  of 
a  billion,  according  to  one  study  we 
have.  I  think  it  is  right. 

Another  distressing  aspect  of  the  gas 
tax  increase  is  those  who  are  hit  hard- 
est by  this  are  those  who  are  least  able 
to  afford  it.  In  my  case,  it  is  seniors  on 
fixed  incomes  and  people  at  the  lower 
end  of  the  wage  scale. 

In  fact,  this  debate  highlights  yet 
again  the  folly  of  attempting  to  solve 
our  Government's  financial  problems 
through  taxes  and  more  taxes.  Six 
years  ago  the  Democrats  in  Congress 


passed  a  luxury  tax  on  boats  in  order  to 
make  the  rich  pay  their  fair  share. 
This  supposedly  targeted  tax  provision 
not  only  failed  to  raise  the  projected 
income  but  the  Treasury  actually  lost 
money  trying  to  collect  it. 

More  importantly,  thousands  of  boat 
builders,  skilled  American  workers, 
many  in  my  district,  lost  their  jobs  be- 
cause the  boat  people  went  out  of  busi- 
ness. It  was  several  years  before  we 
were  able  to  repeal  that  foolish  tax  and 
the  damage  is  still  being  felt  in  Florida 
and  elsewhere. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  moving  to  repeal 
the  gas  tax.  It  is  what  the  Americans 
want  us  to  do,  at  least  for  the  remain- 
der of  1996. 1  am  especially  pleased  that 
this  measure  is  not  going  to  hinder  our 
progress  toward  balancing  the  budget 
because  we  have  fully  paid  for  our  re- 
lief. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  say  the  oil 
companies  have  come  out,  and  I  quote, 
A  decrease  in  the  Federal  gas  tax  will 
be  immediately  reflected  in  the  prices 
that  Chevron  charges  to  motorists  at 
our  pumps  at  our  stations  through  re- 
ductions. 

Same  statement  from  ARCO:  We  will 
immediately  reduce  its  total  price.  So 
forth.  Texaco  and  so  on.  These  have 
been  entered  into  the  Record.  Big  oil 
understands.  This  is  gas  tax.  We  are  re- 
pealing it. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  California,  [Mr.  Dreier]  is 
recognized  for  IVi  minutes. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  has 
been  a  fascinating  debate,  but  all  it  is 
is  simply  our  attempt  to  do  what  we 
were  denied  by  the  former  majority 
back  in  1993.  We  simply  want  an  up  or 
down  vote  on  whether  or  not  we  should 
impose  or  continue  to  maintain  a  4.3- 
cent  a  gallon  gasoline  tax  on  those 
drivers  in  this  country. 

This  is  a  small  amount  of  money.  I 
will  acknowledge  that  it  is  not  hun- 
dreds of  thousands  of  dollars  but  it  is 
indicative  of  what  the  largest  tax  in- 
crease in  American  history  was.  It  was 
imposed  on  middle  income  working 
Americans,  and  this  is  a  small  step  but 
it  is  a  first  step  towards  rectifying 
that. 

Frankly,  It  is  interesting  to  see  my 
liberal  friends  who  imposed  this  tax 
will  do  anything  they  possibly  can  to 
avoid  cutting  taxes.  This  rule  that  we 
have  here  today  is  the  exact  same  rule 
that  was  applied  to  cutting  the  tax  as 
we  had  for  increasing  the  tax  back  in 
1993. 

There  was  no  question  back  in  1993 
that  the  consumers  would  be  paying 
the  increase  in  the  tax.  No  question 
whatsoever.  Why  should  there  be  a 
question  today  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
consumers  will  benefit?  The  consumers 
are  going  to  benefit  from  that. 

We  have  press  releases,  statements 
that  have  been  made  from  those  ogres 
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in  big  oil  stating  that  it  will  be  passed 
on  to  the  consumers.  That  is  what  is 
going  to  happen. 

We  do  not  want  to  see  another  man- 
date imposed  by  the  liberals  on  the  pri- 
vate sector.  We  have  confidence  in  it. 
We  believe  that  we  can  move  ahead  and 
take  that  small  step  towards  enhanc- 
ing the  quality  of  life  for  those  middle 
income  wage  earners. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time,  and  I  move  the  previous 
question  on  the  resolution. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  ordering  the  previous 
question. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ob- 
ject to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeajit  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

Pursuant  to  clause  5  of  rule  XV,  the 
Chair  will  reduce  to  a  minimum  of  5 
minutes  the  period  of  time  within 
which  a  vote  by  electronic  device,  if  or- 
dered, will  be  taken  on  the  question  of 
aigreeing  to  the  resolution. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  221,  nays 
181,  not  voting  31,  as  follows: 

[RoU  No.  180] 
yeas— 221 


AlUid 

Crapo 

Hancock 

Archer 

Cremeans 

Anney 

Cubln 

Hasten 

Bachas 

Cunningham 

Hastings  (WA) 

B&ker  (CA) 

Davis 

Hayes 

Baker  (LA) 

Deal 

Hi^orth 

Balleneer 

DeLay 

Hefley 

Ban- 

Dlaz-Balart 

Helneman 

Barrett  (NE) 

Dickey 

Herger 

Bartlett 

DooUtUe 

Hllleary 

Barton 

Donian 

Hobwn 

Bass 

Dreier 

Boekstra 

Batemas 

Duncan 

Hoke 

Bereuter 

Dunn 

Horn 

Bllbray 

Ehlers 

Houghton 

Blllrakls 

Ehrllch 

Hunter 

BUley 

Emerson 

Hutchinson 

Blate 

English 

Hyde 

Boehlert 

Ensign 

ISfliS 

Boehser 

Everett 

Istook 

Bonllla 

Ewlng 

Johnson  (CD 

Bono 

FaweU 

Johnson.  Sam 

Brownbaclc 

Fields  (TX) 

Jones 

Bryant  (TN) 

Kaslch 

Pnwwing- 

Foley 

Kelly 

Bun- 

Forbes 

Ktm 

Burton 

Fowler 

King 

Buyer 

Fox 

Klug 

Callahan 

Franks  (CT> 

KnoUenberg 

Calvert 

Franks  (NJ) 

Kolbe 

Camp 

Frellnghuysen 

LaHood 

CampbeU 

Fnnderfoork 

Latham 

Canady 

LaTourette 

CasUe 

Gekas 

Laughlln 

Cbabot 

GUchrest 

Lazlo 

Cbambllss 

GUlmor 

Leach 

Chenoweth 

Oilman 

Lewis  (CA) 

Chrlstensen 

Goodlatte 

Lewis  (KY) 

Chrysler 

Goodllng 

Ughtfoot 

Coble 

Goss 

Under 

CoUlns  (GA) 

Graham 

Livingston 

Combest 

Greene  (UT) 

LoBlondo 

Cooley 

Greenwood 

Longley 

Coz 

Gunderson 

Manzullo 

Crane 

Gutknecht 

Martinez 

Martini 

Qulnn 

McC^Uom 

Radanovlch 

McCrery 

Ramstad 

McDade 

Regula 

McHugb 

Rlggs 

Mclnnls 

Roberts 

McKeon 

Rogers 

Metcalf 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Meyers 

Roth 

Mica 

Roukema 

Miller  (FL) 

Royce 

Moorhead 

Salmon 

MorelU 

Sanford 

Myers 

Saxton 

Myrlck 

Scarborough 

Nethercutt 

Schaefer 

Neumann 

Schlff 

Ney 

Seastrand 

Norwood 

Senaenbrenner 

Nussle 

Shadegg 

Oxley 

Shaw 

Packard 

Shays 

Parker 

Shuster 

Paxon 

Skeen 

Petri 

Smith  (KJ) 

Pombo 

.Smith  (TX) 

Porter 

Smith  (WA) 

Pryce 

Solomon 

QulUen 

Souder 

Abercromble 

nays— 181 
Ge]densoD 

Ackerman 

Gephardt 

Andrews 

Geren 

BaldaccI 

Gibbons 

Barcla 

Gonzalez 

Barrett  (Wl) 

Gordon 

Becerra 

Green  (TX) 

Bellenson 

HaU(OH) 

Bentsen 

HaU(TX) 

Berman 

Hamilton 

BevlU 

Hastings  (FL) 

Bishop 

Helher 

Bonlor 

HlUlanl 

Borakl 

Hlnchey 

Boucher 

Holden 

Brewster 

Hoyer 

Brown  (CA) 

Jackson  (IL) 

Brown  (FL) 

Jackson-Lee 

Brown  (OH) 

(TX) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Jacob* 

Cardln 

Jefferson 

Chapman 

Johnson  (SD) 

Clay 

Johnson.  E.B. 

Cnayton 

Johnston 

Clement 

Kanjorskl 

CHybum 

Kaptor 

Coleman 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Collins  (IL) 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Collins  (MI) 

Kennelly 

Condlt 

Klldee 

Conyers 

Kleczka 

Costello 

LaFalce 

Coyne 

I,antos 

Cramer 

Levin 

Cummlngs 

Lewis  (GA) 

Danner 

Lincoln 

de  la  Garza 

DeFazlo 

Lofgren 

DeLauro 

Luther 

Dellnms 

Manton 

Deutsch 

Markey 

Dicks 

Mascara 

Dlngell 

Matsui 

Dlzon 

McCarthy 

Doggett 

McHale 

Dooley 

McKlnney 

Doyle 

Meehan 

Edwards 

Meek 

Engel 

Menendez 

Esboo 

Mlllender- 

Evans 

McDonald 

Fan- 

MlUer  (CA) 

Fattah 

Mlnge 

Fazio 

Mink 

Fields  (LA) 

Mollohan 

Fllner 

Montgomery 

Flake 

Moran 

Foglletu 

Murtha 

Ford 

Nadler 

Frank  (MA) 

Neal 

Frost 

Obey 

Spence 

Steams 

Stockman 

Stump 

Talent 

Tate 

Tauzln 

Taylor  (NO 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Ttahrt 

Torklldsen 

Upton 

Vucanovich 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

WhlU 

Whltneld 

Wicker 

WoU 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

ZeUff 

Zlmmer 


Olver 

Orton 

Owens 

Pallone 

Pastor 

Payne (NJ) 

Payne  (VA) 

Pelosl 

Peterson  (MN) 

Pickett 

Pomeroy 

Poshard 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Reed 

Richardson 

Rivers 

Roemer 

Rose 

Roybal-AUard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Serrano 

Slslsky 

Skaggs 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stenholm 

Stokes 

Stadds 

Stupak 

Tanner 

Taylor  (MS) 

Teleda 

Thompson 

Thornton 

Thorman 

Tomcelll 

Towns 

Traflcaat 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Vlsclosky 

Volkmer 

Ward 

Water* 

Watt  (NO 

Wazman 

wuiums 

Wilson 

wise 

Woolaey 

Wynn 

Yates 


NOT  VOTINCJ— 31 


Baesler 

Hostettler 

MoUnan 

Browder 

Kingston 

Obeiscar 

Bunn 

Kllnk 

OrtU 

(dinger 

Largent 

Peterson  (FL) 

Cobom 

Lowey 

Portman 

Durbln 

Lucas 

Rohrabacher 

Fnsa 

Maloney 

Smith  (MI) 

Fuise 

McDermotl 

Torres 

Gallegly 

Mcintosh 

Watts  (OK) 

Gutierrez 

McNulty 

Harman 

Moakley 

D  1726 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Mcintosh  for.  with  Mr.  Oberstar 
against. 

Mr.  Kingston  for.  with  Ms.  Harman 
against. 

Mr.  McHUGH  changed  his  vote  from 
"nay"  to  "yea." 

So  the  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roUcall 
180,  I  was  delayed  by  my  plane  being 
delayed  by  weather.  Had  I  been  present 
I  would  have  voted  "nay." 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LaHcxjd).  The  question  is  on  the  resolu- 
tion. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  because 
of  the  thunderstorm  earlier  this 
evening,  I  was  unavoidably  detained  on 
roUcall  vote  180.  Had  I  been  present,  I 
would  have  voted  "nay." 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  PORTMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  May  21, 
1996,  I  was  unavotdabty  detained  and  missed 
Rollcall  vote  No.  180.  Had  I  been  presem,  I 
would  have  voted  "yea"  on  RoUcall  No.  180. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  HOSTETTLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  due  to  se- 
vere thunderstonns,  I  was  unavoidably  de- 
tained and  missed  one  recorded  vote  on  May 
21,  1996.  Had  I  been  present,  I  would  have 
voted  "yea"  on  roll  No.  180,  on  ordering  the 
previous  question  on  H.  Res.  436,  a  resolutkxi 
providing  the  rule  tor  oonskleratkxi  of  H.R. 
3415,  a  bill  to  repeal  the  4.3  cent  inaease  in 
transportation  motor  fuels  excase  tax. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  clause  5  of  rule  I,  the  pending 
business  is  the  question  of  the  Speak- 
er's approval  of  the  Journal  of  the  last 
day's  proceedings. 

Pursuant  to  clause  I,  rule  I.  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 
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REPEAL  OF  4.3-CENT  INCREASE  IN 
TRANSPORTATION  FUELS  TAXES 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursuant 
to  House  Resolution  436,  I  call  up  the 
bill,  H.R.  3415  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  repeal  the  4.3- 
cent  increase  in  the  transportation 
motor  fuels  excise  tax  rates  enacted  by 
the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation 
Act  of  1993  and  dedicated  to  the  general 
fund  of  the  Treasury,  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration  in  the  House. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
KOLBE).  Pursuant  to  House  Resolution 
436,  the  amendment  printed  in  House 
Report  104-580  is  adopted. 

The  text  of  H.R.  3415,  as  amended  by 
the  amendment  printed  in  House  Re- 
port 104-580,  is  as  follows: 
H.R. 3415 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  tfie  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  PUKPOSE. 

The  inirpose  of  this  Act  is  to  repeaJ  the  4.3- 
cent  Increase  in  the  transportation  motor 
fuels  excise  tax  rates  enacted  by  the  Omni- 
bus Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1993  and 
dedicated  to  the  general  fund  of  the  Treas- 
ury. 

SEC.  2.  REPEAL  OF  AS^XNT  INCREASE  IN  FUEL 
TAX  RATES  ENACTED  BY  THE  OMNI- 
BUS BUDGET  RECONCILIATION  ACT 
OF  IMS  AND  DEDICATED  TO  GEN- 
ERAL FUND  OF  THE  TREASURY. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  4081  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1966  (relating  to  imposi- 
tion of  tax  on  gasoline  and  diesel  fuel)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  subsection: 

"(f)  Repeal  of  4.3-Cent  Increase  in  Fuel 
Tax  Rates  ENACTEn  by  the  Omnibus  Budget 
Reconcujation  act  of  1993  ANn  Dedicated 
TO  General  Fund  of  the  Treasury.— 

"(1)  In  general.— During  the  applicable  pe- 
riod, each  rate  of  tax  referred  to  in  para- 
graph (2)  shall  be  reduced  by  4.3  cents  per 
gallon. 

"(2)  Rates  of  tax.— The  rates  of  tax  re- 
ferred to  In  this  paragraph  are  the  rates  of 
tax  otherwise  applicable  under— 

"(A)  subsection  (a)(2)(A)  (relating  to  gaso- 
line and  diesel  fuel), 

"(B)  sections  4091(bX3KA)  and  4092(b)(2)  (re- 
lating to  aviation  fuel), 

"(C)  section  4042(bX2MC)  (relating  to  fuel 
used  on  inland  waterways), 

"(D)  paragraph  (1)  or  (2)  of  section  4041(a) 
(relating  to  diesel  fuel  and  special  fuels), 

"(E)  section  4041(c)(2)  (relating  to  gasoline 
used  In  noncommercial  aviation),  and 

"(F)  section  4041(m)(l)(A)(i)  (relating  to 
certain  methanol  or  ethanol  fuels). 

"(3)  Comparable  treatment  for  com- 
pressed natural  GAS.— No  tax  shall  be  im- 
posed by  section  4041(a)(3)  on  any  sale  or  use 
during  the  applicable  period. 

"(4)  Comparable  treatment  under  cer- 
tain refund  rules.— In  the  case  of  fuel  on 
which  tax  is  imposed  during  the  applicable 
period,  each  of  the  rates  specified  in  sections 
6421(fX2)(B),  6421(f)(3)(B)(ii).  6427(b)(2)(A), 
6427aX3)(B)(ii),  and  6427(1X4)(B)  shall  be  re- 
duced by  4.3  cents  per  gallon. 

"(5)  Coordination  wtth  highway  trust 
FUND  DEPOSTTS.- In  the  case  of  fuel  on  which 
tax  is  imposed  during  the  applicable  period, 
each  of  the  rates  specified  in  subparagraphs 


(AXi)  and  (CXi)  of  section  9503(f)(3)  shall  be 
reduced  by  4.3  cents  per  gallon. 

"(6)  Applicable  period.— For  purposes  of 
this  subsection,  the  term  'applicable  period' 
means  the  period  after  the  6th  day  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection  and 
before  January  1, 1997." 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment 
made  by  this  section  shall  take  effect  on  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  3.  FLO<Ml  STOCK  REFUNDS. 

(a)  In  General.— If— 

(1)  before  the  tax  repeal  date,  tax  has  been 
imposed  under  section  4081  or  4091  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1986  on  any  liquid, 
and 

(2)  on  such  date  such  liquid  is  held  by  a 
dealer  and  has  not  been  used  and  is  intended 
for  sale, 

there  shall  be  credited  or  refunded  (without 
interest)  to  the  person  who  paid  such  tax 
(hereafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as  the 
"taxpayer")  an  amount  equal  to  the  excess 
of  the  tax  paid  by  the  taxpayer  over  the 
amount  of  such  tax  which  would  be  imposed 
on  such  liquid  had  the  taxable  event  oc- 
curred on  such  date. 

(b)  Time  For  Fu-ing  Claims.— No  credit  or 
refund  shall  be  allowed  or  made  under  this 
section  unless — 

(1)  claim  therefor  is  filed  with  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  before  the  date  which 
is  6  months  after  the  tax  repeal  date,  and 

(2)  in  any  case  where  liquid  is  held  by  a 
dealer  (other  than  the  taxpayer)  on  the  tax 
repeal  date — 

(A)  the  dealer  submits  a  request  for  refund 
or  credit  to  the  taxpayer  before  the  date 
which  is  3  months  after  the  tax  repeal  date, 
and 

(B)  the  taxpayer  has  repaid  or  agreed  to 
repay  the  amount  so  claimed  to  such  dealer 
or  has  obtained  the  written  consent  of  such 
dealer  to  the  allowance  of  the  credit  or  the 
making  of  the  refund. 

(c)  ExcEPnoN  for  Fuel  Held  in  Retail 
Stocks.— No  credit  or  refund  shall  be  allowed 
under  this  section  with  respect  to  any  liquid 
in  retail  stocks  held  at  the  place  where  in- 
tended to  be  sold  at  retail. 

(d)  Definitions.- For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion— 

(1)  the  terms  "dealer"  and  "held  by  a  deal- 
er" have  the  respective  meanings  given  to 
such  terms  by  section  6412  of  such  Code;  ex- 
cept that  the  term  "dealer"  includes  a  pro- 
ducer, and 

(2)  the  term  "tax  repeal  date"  means  the 
7th  day  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

(e)  Certain  Rules  To  apply.— Rules  simi- 
lar to  the  rules  of  subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of 
section  6412  of  such  Code  shall  apply  for  pur- 
poses of  this  section. 

SEC  4.  FLOOR  STOCKS  TAX. 

(a)  Imposition  of  Tax.— In  the  case  of  any 
liquid  on  which  tax  was  imposed  under  sec- 
tion 4081  or  4091  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1986  before  January  1,  1997,  and  which  is 
held  on  such  date  by  any  person,  there  is 
hereby  imposed  a  floor  stocks  tax  of  4.3  cents 
per  gallon. 

(b)  Liabujty  FOR  Tax  and  Method  of  Pay- 
ment.— 

(1)  LiABiLrrY  for  tax.— a  person  holding  a 
liquid  on  January  1,  1997,  to  which  the  tax 
imposed  by  subsection  (a)  applies  shall  be 
liable  for  such  tax. 

(2)  Method  of  payment.— The  tax  Imposed 
by  subsection  (a)  shall  be  paid  in  such  man- 
ner as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe. 

(3)  TIME  for  payment.— The  tax  imposed 
by  subsection  (a)  shall  be  paid  on  or  before 
Jane  30, 1997. 


(c)  Definitions.- For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion— 

(1)  HELD  BY  A  PERSON.— A  liquid  shall  be 
considered  as  "held  by  a  person"  if  title 
thereto  has  passed  to  such  person  (whether 
or  not  delivery  to  the  person  has  been  made). 

(2)  Gasoline  and  diesel  fuh,.— The  terms 
"gasoline"  and  "diesel  fuel"  have  the  respec- 
tive meanings  given  such  tenns  by  section 
4083  of  such  Code. 

(3)  AVIATION  FUEL.— The  term  "aviation 
fuel"  has  the  meaning  given  such  term  by 
section  4093  of  such  Code. 

(4)  Secretary.— The  term  "Secretary" 
means  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  his 
delegate. 

(d)  Exception  for  Exempt  Uses.— The  tax 
imposed  by  subsection  (a)  shall  not  apply  to 
gasoline,  diesel  fuel,  or  aviation  fuel  held  by 
any  person  exclusively  for  any  use  to  the  ex- 
tent a  credit  or  refund  of  the  tax  imposed  by 
section  4081  or  4091  of  such  Code  is  allowable 
for  such  use. 

(e)  Exception  for  Fuel  Held  in  Vehicle 
Tank.— No  tax  shall  be  imposed  by  sub- 
section (a)  on  gasoline  or  diesel  fuel  held  in 
the  tank  of  a  motor  vehicle  or  motorboat. 

(f)  ExcEPnoN  for  Certain  amounts  op 
Fuel.— 

(1)  In  general.— No  tax  shall  be  imposed 
by  subsection  (a) — 

(A)  on  gasoline  held  on  January  1,  1997,  by 
any  person  if  the  aggregate  amount  of  gaso- 
line held  by  such  person  on  such  date  does 
not  exceed  4,000  gallons,  and 

(B)  on  diesel  fuel  or  aviation  fuel  held  on 
such  date  by  any  person  if  the  aggregate 
amount  of  diesel  fuel  or  aviation  fuel  held  by 
such  person  on  such  date  does  not  exceed 
2.000  gallons. 

The  preceding  sentence  shall  apply  only  if 
such  person  submits  to  the  Secretary  (at  the 
time  and  in  the  manner  required  by  the  Sec- 
retary) such  information  as  the  Secretary 
shall  require  for  purposes  of  this  paragraph. 

(2)  Exempt  fuel.— For  purposes  of  para- 
graph (1),  there  shall  not  be  taken  into  ac- 
count fuel  held  by  any  person  which  is  ex- 
empt from  the  tax  imposed  by  subsection  (a) 
by  reason  of  subsection  (d)  or  (e). 

(3)  Controlled  groups.— For  purposes  of 
this  subsection — 

(A)  Corporations.— 

(i)  In  general.— All  persons  treated  as  a 
controlled  group  shall  be  treated  as  1  person. 

(ii)  Controlled  group.— The  term  "con- 
trolled group"  has  the  meaning  given  to  such 
term  by  subsection  (a)  of  section  1563  of  such 
Code;  except  that  for  such  purposes  the 
phrase  "more  than  50  percent"  shall  be  sub- 
stituted for  the  phrase  "at  least  80  percent" 
each  place  it  appears  in  such  subsection. 

(B)  NONINCORPORATED  PERSONS  UNDER  COM- 
MON CONTROL.— Under  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary,  principles  similar  to  the 
principles  of  subparagraph  (A)  shall  apply  to 
a  group  of  persons  under  common  control 
where  1  or  more  of  such  persons  is  not  a  cor- 
poration. 

(g)  Other  Law  Appucable.— All  provisions 
of  law,  including  penalties,  applicable  with 
respect  to  the  taxes  Imposed  by  section  4081 
of  such  Code  in  the  case  of  gasoline  and  die- 
sel fuel  and  section  4091  of  such  Code  in  the 
case  of  aviation  fuel  shall,  insofar  as  applica- 
ble and  not  inconsistent  with  the  provisions 
of  this  subsection,  apply  with  respect  to  the 
floor  stock  taxes  imposed  by  subsection  (a) 
to  the  same  extent  as  if  such  taxes  were  im- 
posed by  such  section  4081  or  4091. 

SEC  9.  BENEFTTS  OF  TAX  REPEAL  SHOULD  BE 
PASSED  ON  TO  CONSUMERS. 

(a)  Passthrough  to  Consumers.— 
(1)  Sense  of  congress.— It  is  the  sense  of 
Congress  that— 
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(A)  consumers  immediately  receive  the 
benefit  of  the  repeal  of  the  4.3-cent  increase 
in  the  transportation  motor  fuels  excise  tax 
rates  enacted  by  the  Omnibus  Budget  Rec- 
onciliation Act  of  1998,  and 

(B)  transportation  motor  fuels  producers 
and  other  dealers  take  such  actions  as  nec- 
essary to  reduce  transportation  motor  fUels 
prices  to  reflect  the  repeal  of  such  tax  in- 
crease, including  immediate  credits  to  cus- 
tomer accounts  representing  tax  refunds  al- 
lowed as  credits  against  excise  tax  deposit 
payments  under  the  floor  stocks  refund  pro- 
visions of  this  Act. 

(2)  Study.- 

(A)  In  general.— The  Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States  shall  conduct  a  study  of 
the  repeal  of  the  4.3-cent  increase  in  the  fuel 
tax  imposed  by  the  Omnibus  Budget  Rec- 
onciliation of  1993  to  determine  whether 
there  has  been  a  passthrough  of  such  repeal. 

(B)  Report.— Not  later  than  January  31, 
1997,  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States  shall  report  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives the  results  of  the  study  conducted 
under  subparagraph  (A). 

SEC.  &  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR  EXPENSES  OF  ADMINISTRATION 
OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY. 

Section  660  of  the  Department  of  Energy 
Organization  Act  (42  U.S.C.  7270)  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  by  inserting  "(a)  In  General.—"  before 
"APPROPRIATIONS";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(b)  Fiscal  Years  1997  Through  2002.— 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
salaries  and  expenses  of  the  Department  of 
Energy  for  departmental  administration  and 
other  activities  in  carrying  out  the  purposes 
of  this  Act— 

"(1)  $104,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997; 

"(2)  $104,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1998; 

"(3)  $100,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1999; 

"(4)  $90,000,000  for  fiscal  year  2000; 

"(5)  $90,000,000  for  fiscal  year  2001;  and 

"(6)  $90,000,000  for  fiscal  year  2002.". 
SEC  7.  SPECTRUM  AUCTION& 

(a)  Commission  Obugation  to  Make  addi- 
tional Spectrum  available  by  Auction.— 

(1)  In  general.— The  Federal  Communica- 
tions Commission  shall  complete  all  actions 
necessary  to  permit  the  assignment,  by 
March  31, 1998,  by  competitive  bidding  pursu- 
ant to  section  309(j)  of  the  Communi^tions 
Act  of  1934  (47  U.S.C.  309(j))  of  licenses  for 
the  use  of  bands  of  frequencies  that— 

(A)  individually  span  not  less  than  12.5 
megahertz,  unless  a  combination  of  smaller 
bands  can,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
paragraph  (7)  of  such  section,  reasonably  be 
expected  to  i>roduce  greater  receipts; 

(B)  in  the  aggregate  span  not  less  than  35 
megahertz; 

(C)  are  located  below  3  gigahertz;  and 

(D)  have  not,  as  of  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act— 

(i)  been  assigned  or  designated  by  Commis- 
sion regulation  for  assignment  pursuant  to 
such  section; 

(11)  been  identified  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  pursuant  to  section  113  of  the  Na- 
tional Telecommunications  and  Information 
Administration  Organization  Act  (47  U.S.C. 
923);  or 

(iii)  reserved  for  Federal  Government  use 
pursuant  to  section  305  of  the  Communica- 
tions Act  of  1934  (47  U.S.C.  305). 

(2)  CRTPERiA  FOR  REASSIGNMENT.— In  mak- 
ing available  bands  of  frequencies  for  com- 
petitive bidding  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1). 
the  Commission  shall — 


(A)  seek  to  promote  the  most  efficient  use 
of  the  spectrum; 

(B)  take  into  account  the  cost  to  incum- 
bent licensees  of  relocating  existing  uses  to 
other  bands  of  frequencies  or  other  means  of 
communication: 

(C)  take  into  account  the  needs  of  public 
safety  radio  services; 

(D)  comply  with  the  requirements  of  inter- 
national agreements  concerning  spectrum 
allocations;  and 

(E)  take  into  account  the  costs  to  satellite 
service  providers  that  could  result  from  mul- 
tiple auctions  of  like  spectrum  internation- 
ally for  global  satellite  systems. 

(b)  Permanent  Auction  AirrHORnr.— Para- 
graph (11)  of  section  309(j)  of  the  Commu- 
nications Act  of  1934  (47  U.S.C.  309(jXll))  is 
repealed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  rule,  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  ARCHER]  and  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  GIBBONS]  will  each  be  rec- 
ognized for  30  minutes. 

The  C^air  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Archer]. 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks and  include  extraneous  matter 
on  H.R.  3415. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  today  marks  a  very  im- 
portant moment  for  this  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, a  place  that  has  often 
been  referred  to  as  the  people's  House. 
Today,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  a  chance 
to  remember  who  put  us  here,  and  to 
honor  the  hardworking  men  and 
women  of  the  United  States  who  sim- 
ply want  to  keep  a  little  bit  more  of 
the  money  they  earn. 

For  too  long.  Congress  treated  the 
public's  money  as  if  it  were  Congress' 
own.  For  too  long.  Congress  raised 
taxes  and  spent  the  money  on  an  ever- 
growing Federal  Government.  The  hard 
work  and  labor  of  our  people  was 
turned  into  big  government  largess  by 
the  spendthrift  habits  of  the  politicians 
in  Washington. 

Breadwinners,  awakening  each  day  to 
hard  work  and  returning  home  each 
night  to  their  loved  ones,  were  told  by 
Congress  that  the  ftuits  of  their  labor 
did  not  belong  just  to  them.  The  Fed- 
eral Government,  Congress  said,  had 
first  rights  to  their  efforts  and  first 
dibs  on  their  taxes. 

That  explains  why  Congress,  at  least 
until  last  year,  turned  to  the  people's 
pocketbooks  when  it  came  time  to 
solve  problems.  Instead  of  entrusting 
people  with  more  responsibility  and 
more  control  over  their  lives.  Congress 
picked  their  pockets  and  raided  their 
wallets. 

Flash  back  to  1993,  if  you  will,  when 
Congress  debated  a  major  bill  about 
taxing   and   spending.    Faced    with   a 


choice  between  shrinking  the  size  of 
Government  by  cutting  spending  or 
raising  taxes  to  spend  more  money,  the 
then-Democrat  Congress  and  President 
Clinton  unfortunately  chose  the  latter. 
The  gas  tax  was  hiked,  a  $4.8  billion  an- 
nual increase  that  hit  middle-  and 
lower-income  Americans  the  hardest. 

Mr.  Speaker,  today  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives has  the  chance  to  rollback 
this  tax  hike,  a  tax  that  never  should 
have  been  raised  in  the  first  place,  and 
our  roll  back  is  completely  paid  for. 
That  is,  it  does  not  increase  the  deficit. 
Today,  the  people's  House  has  the 
chance  to  show  that  we  know  where 
the  money  in  this  great  Nation  comes 
from.  It  comes  from  the  people  who 
made  it,  the  working  men  and  women 
of  the  United  States.  It  is  only  right 
they  get  to  keep  it,  because  they  are 
the  ones  who  earned  it. 

A  4.3  cents  a  gallon  decrease  may  not 
sound  like  much  to  many  people  in  this 
town,  but  to  the  American  working 
people  it  means  a  lot.  It  is  a  lot  be- 
cause it  belongs  to  them,  not  us.  It  is 
theirs,  not  ours.  The  people  made  it, 
they  earned  it,  they  should  keep  it.  We 
should  return  it.  Roll  back  the  gas  tax. 
Vote  "yes."  Show  the  American  people 
Congress  knows  where  the  money 
comes  from. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  include  the  following 
correspondence  for  the  RECORD. 
U.S.  Congress. 

CONGRESSIONAL  BlTOGET  OFHCE. 

Washington.  DC.  May  21. 1996. 
Hon.  John  R.  Kasich. 
Chairman.  Committee  on  the  Budget. 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  As  you  requested,  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office  has  reviewed 
the  budgetary  effects  of  the  spectrum  provi- 
sions in  H.R.  3415,  as  modified  by  the  amend- 
ment to  be  offered  by  Mr.  Bliley. 

The  spectrum  provisions  of  KJR.  3415,  as  re- 
ported, would  require  the  Federal  Commu- 
nications Commission  (FCC)  to  use  competi- 
tive bidding  to  assign  licenses  for  25  mega- 
hertz (MHz)  of  spectrum  located  below  3 
gigahertz  (GHz)  and  currently  not  designated 
for  auction  by  the  FCC  or  identified  by  pre- 
vious law  as  spectrum  available  for  transfer 
from  federal  to  nonfederal  use.  The  amend- 
ment would  increase  that  amount  from  25 
MHz  to  35  MHz.  Under  current  law  the  FCC's 
authority  to  assign  licenses  by  competitive 
bidding  is  set  to  expire  on  September  30. 1996. 
The  amendment  to  HJi.  3415  would  repeal 
this  provision,  thereby  extending  the  FCC's 
authority  to  use  auctions  indefinitely. 

CBO  estimates  that  the  35  MHz  of  spec- 
trum to  be  auctioned  under  the  bill  as 
amended  would  raise  about  $2.9  billion  in 
1998.  The  receipts  from  the  35  MHz  of  spec- 
trum could  vary  depending  upon  the  types  of 
licenses  that  the  FCC  decides  to  auction. 
CBO  assumes,  however,  that  the  FCC  would 
seek  to  promote  the  most  efficient  use  of  the 
spectrum,  as  specified  by  the  bill,  and  allo- 
cate the  35  MHz  to  the  highest  value  use. 
Under  the  authority  provided  by  Mr.  Bllley's 
amendment,  CBO  also  would  expect  the  FCC 
to  auction  additional  parcels  of  spectrum 
over  the  1999-2002  period,  resulting  in  esti- 
mated receipts  of  about  $5  billion. 

In  total,  CBO  estimates  that  the  spectrum 
provisions  in  H.R.  3415  as  amended  would 
raise  about  $7.9  billion  over  the  1998-2002  pe- 
riod. By  comparison,  we  estimated  spectrum 
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receipts  of  $2.1  billion  for  the  version  of  H.R. 
3415  that  was  ordered  reported  by  the  House 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  on  May  9, 


1996.  Hence,  the  proposed  amendment  would 
increase  the  estimated  spectrum  receipts  by 
S5.8  billion  over  the  1998-2002  period.  The  fol- 

[By  tiscal  near,  rn  millions  of  M\tn] 


lowing  table  summarizes  the  estimated  ef- 
fects of  the  spectrum  provisions  of  H.R.  3415. 
as  modified  by  the  proposed  amendment. 
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The  buderetary  impact  of  this  bill  falls 
within  budget  function  950. 

If  you  wish  further  details  on  this  esti- 
mate, we  will  be  pleased  to  provide  them. 
The  CBO  staff  contacts  are  Rachel  Forward 
and  David  Moore. 
Sincerely, 

James  L.  Blum 
(For  June  E.  O'Neill,  Director) 

House  of  representatives. 

Committee  on  commerce, 
Washington,  DC.  May  15, 1996. 
Hon.  Bill  archer. 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  On  May  8,  1996,  Rep- 
resentative Seastrand  introduced  H.R.  3415, 
"a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1966  to  repeal  the  4.3-cent  increase  in  the 
transportation  motor  fuels  excise  tax  rates 
enacted  by  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconcili- 
ation Act  of  1998  and  dedicated  to  the  gen- 
eral fund  of  the  Treasury."  The  measure  was 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  and  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 
The  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  ordered 
H.R.  3415  reported  on  May  9, 1996. 

The  bill  contains  two  provisions  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Commerce  Committee. 
Those  ixrovlslons  are  Section  6,  "Authoriza- 
tion of  Appropriations  for  Expenses  of  Ad- 
ministration of  the  Department  of  Energy," 
and  Section  7,  "Spectrum  Auctions."  Section 
6  of  the  measure  delineates  certain  funding 
authorizations  for  the  Department  of  Energy 
through  Fiscal  Year  2002,  and  Section  7  pro- 
vides for  the  auction  of  additional  spectrum. 

Recognizing  the  need  to  bring  this  legisla- 
tion expeditiously  before  the  House,  the 
Commerce  Committee  will  not  act  on  its  se- 
quential referral  of  H.R.  3415  based  on  the 
following  agreement:  (1)  regarding  Section  6, 
it  is  my  understanding  that  the  words  "de- 
partmental administration  and  other  activi- 
ties" encompass  travel,  training,  human  re- 
sources, support  services,  and  other  adminis- 
trative activities;  and  (2)  regarding  Section 
7,  it  is  my  understanding  that  you  would  not 
object  to  the  deletion  of  Section  7(b)  of  H.R. 
3415  entitled,  "Federal  Communications 
Commission  may  not  treat  this  Section  as 
Congressional  action  for  certain  purposes." 

By  agreeing  not  to  act  on  our  referral,  the 
Commerce  Committee  does  not  waive  its  ju- 
risdiction over  these  provisions.  Further- 
more, the  Commerce  Committee  reserves  its 
authority  to  seek  equal  conferees  on  these 
and  any  other  provisions  of  the  bill  that  are 
within  the  Conunerce  Committee's  jurisdic- 
tion during  any  House-Senate  conference 
that  may  be  convened  on  this  legislation. 

I  want  to  thank  you  and  your  staff  for  your 
assistance  in  iroviding  the  Commerce  Com- 
mittee with  an  opportunity  to  evaluate  the 
provisions  in  H.R.  3415  within  our  jurisdic- 
tion. I  would  appreciate  your  including  this 


letter  as  a  part  of  the  Ways  and  Means  Com- 
mittee's report  on  H.R.  3415,  and  as  part  of 
the  record  during  consideration  of  this  bill 
by  the  House. 
Sincerely, 
Thomas  J.  Bliley,  Jr.,  Chairman. 

House  of  Represenatives, 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 

Washington,  DC,  May  15, 1996. 
Hon.  Thomas  J.  Bliley,  Jr. 
Chairman,  House  Committee  on  Commerce, 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Chmrman  Bliley:  Thank  you  for 
your  letter  today  concerning  the  jurisdic- 
tional interest  of  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce in  sections  6  and  7  of  H.R.  3415,  a  bill 
to  repeal  the  4.3-cent  increase  in  the  trans- 
portation motor  fViels  excise  tax  rates. 

I  wish  to  acknowledge  the  Conunittee  on 
Commerce's  jurisdiction  over  sections  6  and 
7  of  the  bill,  dealing  with  the  authorization 
of  appropriations  for  expenses  of  administra- 
tion of  the  Department  of  Energy,  and  spec- 
trum auctions.  Accordingly,  those  provisions 
were  not  considered  by  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  during  its  markup  on  May 
9. 1  have  no  objection  to  the  additional  clari- 
fications you  are  seeking  to  make  on  these 
items,  over  which  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  does  not  have  an  interest. 

As  you  requested.  I  have  included  a  copy  of 
your  letter  in  the  Committee  report,  and  will 
Insert  a  copy  of  it  in  the  Record  during  con- 
sideration of  this  bill  by  the  House.  Thank 
you  again  for  your  assistance  and  coopera- 
tion in  expediting  floor  consideration  of  this 
important  legislation.  With  best  personal  re- 
gards. 

Sincerely. 

BILL  ARCHER. 

Chairman. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield 
myself  1  minute. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  another  case  of 
Republican  mismanagement.  Here  we 
are  at  the  end  of  a  5-day  holiday  in 
Congress.  I  have  more  people  who  want 
to  speak  against  this  crazy  piece  of  leg- 
islation than  I  can  possibly  acconmio- 
date.  We  are  gagged  again.  We  cannot 
say  anything. 

We  do  not  need  this.  We  are  only  here 
because  Mr.  Dole  is  running  for  Presi- 
dent, he  is  way  the  heck  behind  in  the 
polls  and  he  has  to  do  something  to 
jump  start  his  campaign,  and  he  has 
chosen  this.  It  is  ridiculous.  It  is  pan- 
dering at  its  worst.  I  think  the  Amer- 
ican people  recognize  it.  Mr.  Speaker, 
they  realize  that  oxir  highways  and  our 
transportation  system  are  in  shambles. 


This  money  ought  to  be  going  in  the 
highway  system  and  in  our  transpor- 
tation system,  not  to  pander  to  a  few 
voters  so  they  can  take  a  vacation  a 
little  cheaper. 

In  America  we  have  the  cheapest  gas 
prices  in  the  world,  the  cheapest  gas 
prices  in  the  industrialized  world.  We 
have  the  lowest  gasoline  tax  in  the  in- 
dustrialized world.  There  is  very  little 
chance  that  any  of  this  money  will 
ever  get  back  to  the  consumers. 

The  oil  companies  will  keep  it. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Gekas]. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  for  me  this  vote  is  one 
of  keeping  faith  with  the  constituents 
and  voters  who  sent  me  here  to  Wash- 
ington in  the  first  place.  In  1993  I  voted 
against  the  imposition  of  the  increased 
gas  tax.  That  was  unconscionable  then. 
It  made  a  costly  gesture  towards  the 
consumers  of  our  country,  towards  the 
voters,  toward  our  constituents.  Now 
here  today  we  are  on  the  verge  of  being 
able  to  correct  an  error  made  by  the 
Congress  and  the  administration. 

I  vote  to  correct  the  record.  I  vote  to 
repeal  the  gas  tax.  It  was  a  monu- 
mental nuisance  tax  back  in  1993, 
added  to  the  greatest  tax  increase 
known  to  mankind.  We  can  try  to  set 
the  record  straight  here  today  by  show- 
ing we  were  against  big  taxes  then  and 
for  the  repeal  of  this  tax  now. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  srield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  DINGELL]. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
is  a  sham.  None  of  this  is  going  to  get 
to  the  consumer.  Every  bit  of  it  is 
going  to  go  to  the  big  oil  companies. 
The  proof  of  it  is  that  when  our  col- 
leagues and  our  people  go  to  the  pumps 
the  day  after  this  passed,  the  money  is 
not  going  to  be  there.  The  average  citi- 
zen is  going  to  get  52  cents  a  week,  two 
pennies,  two  quarters.  That  is  all  he  is 
going  to  get  our  of  this.  The  oil  com- 
pany is  going  to  get  $4  billion  a  year. 
That  seems  to  me  unfair. 

Nobody  who  has  appeared  before  us 
and  nobody  on  that  side  of  the  aisle, 
where  my  Republican  colleagues  have 
been  holding  forth  the  virtue  of  this, 
has  been  able  to  point  where  the  money 
is  going  to  go.  The  money  is  going  to 
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go  to  the  oil  companies.  That  is  where 
it  is  going  to  go.  No  witness  on  behalf 
of  the  oil  companies  or  anybody  else 
who  came  to  the  committee  could  tell 
us  anything  else  than  that  the  money 
was  going  to  go  to  the  big  oil  compa- 
nies. 

If  my  colleagues  really  want  to  do 
something  for  the  people  of  this  coun- 
try, and  I  think  it  would  probably  be 
suitable,  we  can  give  the  average  citi- 
zen S40,  S40  a  week  in  differences,  by 
simply  doing  something  that  really  is 
going  to  help  the  ordinary  citizens; 
that  is,  by  passing  the  minimum  wage 
legislation  that  we  have  been  trying  to 
get.  I  do  not  want  to  leave  this  around 
here  too  long  because  my  Republican 
colleagues,  when  they  see  money  that 
belongs  to  ordinary  people,  want  to 
take  it  away  from  them  and  give  it  to 
the  oil  companies. 

But  having  said  that,  just  make  note, 
this  money  that  we  are  giving  back  is 
going  to  go  only  one  place.  It  is  going 
to  go  to  the  oil  companies,  and  they 
are  going  to  thank  you  for  it.  It  is 
going  to  show  up  in  their  annual  state- 
ments, it  is  going  to  show  up  in  their 
quarterly  reports,  it  is  going  to  show 
up  in  their  10-Ks  and  10-Qs.  They  are 
going  to  enjoy  it  immensely,  and  they 
are  going  to  thank  the  Republicans  for 
it. 

The  people  that  are  being  deceived 
today  are  not  going  to  thank  the  Re- 
publicans, because  all  they  are  going  to 
get  is  52  cents  a  week,  but  the  oil  com- 
panies are  going  to  get  $4  billion  a 
year.  That  is  quite  a  noteworthy  dif- 
ference. It  is  something  which  reflects 
poorly  on  this  House,  both  as  to  its  in- 
tegrity and  as  to  its  intelligence. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  simply  respond 
to  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
DINGELL]  that  once  again  Democrats 
go,  cloaking  and  obscuring  the  fact 
that  they  do  not  want  to  give  a  tax  re- 
duction to  anybody.  This  tax  is  a  retail 
sales  tax  on  gasoline.  It  is  collected  at 
the  terminal  rack  in  order  to  eliminate 
fraud  and  abuse.  The  refinery  gets  none 
of  it.  The  gentleman  from  Michigan 
and  his  colleagues  who  talk  about  the 
refiners  being  able  to  pocket  this  do 
not  understand  how  the  tax  is  even  col- 
lected. The  refiners  cannot  benefit  be- 
cause the  tax  is  added  onto  their  price 
at  the  terminal  rack. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  jneld  1  minute  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Gil- 
man],  the  respected  chairman  of  the 
Comntiittee  on  International  Relations. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  conmiend  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Ways  and  Means  for  bringing 
this  measure  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in  strong  support 
for  H.R.  3415,  legislation  to  repeail  the 
4.3  cents  gas  tax.  I  do  so  in  an  effort  to 
express  my  deep  concern  over  the  cur- 
rent rise  in  gasoline  prices. 


The  current  debate  over  the  4.3  cents 
gas  tax  can  be  attributed  to  the  recent 
spike  in  gas  prices.  In  fact  the  last 
week  of  April  and  first  week  in  May 
saw  a  five  cent  increase  in  the  average 
price  of  a  gallon  of  gas.  Furthermore, 
it  has  been  reported  that  gas  prices 
have  increased  by  more  than  10  per- 
cent, well  above  inflation. 

During  times  of  continued  corporate 
downsizing  mixed  with  slow  economic 
growth,  and  the  rising  cost  of  living,  it 
is  imperative  that  Congress  do  all  It 
can  to  protect  our  constituents  pocket- 
books. 

Though  many  will  argue  that  the  re- 
peal in  the  gas  tax  will  not  be  passed 
along  to  the  consumer  but  rather  kept 
by  wealthy  oil  companies,  I  believe  it 
is  imperative  that  my  colleagues  sup- 
port this  measure  to  send  a  message  to 
these  companies  informing  them  of  the 
congressional  outrage  to  the  current 
gas  price  increases.  By  supporting  this 
measuj-e  I  am  hopeful  that  the  threat 
of  congressional  retaliation  against  oil 
companies  will  be  sufficient  in  moti- 
vating those  firms  to  pass  along  the 
sailings  to  the  consumer. 

Accordingly,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  measure  and  I  look  for- 
ward to  working  with  my  colleagues  in 
finding  solutions  to  prevent  such  prac- 
tices from  happening  in  the  future. 

D  1745 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Rangel]. 

Mr.  RANGEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  my  dear 
friend  from  New  York,  BEN  Oilman, 
has  the  right  idea  about  this.  We  have 
got  to  tell  these  oil  companies  that  we 
mean  business,  that  this  is  not  sup- 
posed to  be  just  a  windfall  thing.  Why, 
it  took  the  gentleman  firom  Kansas  a 
long  time  to  come  up  with  this  one, 
took  the  President  a  shorter  time,  of 
course,  to  adopt  it,  but  this  is  that 
time  of  the  year. 

But  I  think  my  Republican  friend  is 
saying  that  it  is  time  to  let  the  oil 
companies  know  that  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  we  put  the  consumer 
first.  That  is  why  I  am  going  to  give 
you  an  opportunity,  when  we  have  a 
motion  to  recommit,  to  vote  and  make 
certain  that  these  oil  barons  pass  on 
this  4.3-cent  tax  cut  to  the  consumer.  If 
they  do  not  do  it,  then  of  course  we 
will  make  certain  that  they  pay  back 
the  4.3. 

The  last  thing  I  know  my  friends  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  would  want 
is  that  this  4.3-cent  tax,  which  in  7 
years  really  can  come  to  $30  billion, 
not  end  up  in  the  pockets  of  the  oil 
people  or  the  refineries.  What  we  want 
to  do  is  to  make  certain  that  each  and 
every  voter,  or  to  put  it  another  way, 
each  and  every  motorist  remembers  us 
in  November  that  we  reduced  the  price 
for  them  by  4.3  cents. 

So  I  hope  that  some  of  my  colleagues 
that  are  a  little  skeptical  about  these 


oil  people  or  those  who  know  best 
might  join  with  me  at  the  end  of  this 
bill  to  make  certain  that  we  are  talk- 
ing about  consumer  protection.  I  want 
to  thank  the  gentleman  for  his  good 
feeling  about  this. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  simply  respond  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  that  this  is 
another  effort  on  the  part  of  the  Demo- 
crats at  price  fixing,  which  they  said 
was  going  to  keep  people  from  having 
to  pay  higher  prices  back  in  the  1970's 
at  the  gasoline  pump.  But  it  was  only 
after  President  Reagan  removed  price 
controls  that  the  price  of  gasoline  went 
down. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  2  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Barton],  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce. 

Mr.  BARTON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
my  good  friend  and  colleague  from 
Michigan,  Mr.  DINGELL,  a  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Commerce,  asked 
the  question.  Where  is  the  money  going 
to  go?  With  all  due  respect,  that  is  the 
wrong  question.  The  question  is.  Where 
is  the  money  going  to  come  from? 

The  money  has  been  coming  out  of 
the  pockets  of  the  American  taxpayers, 
who  have  about  given  all  they  can  give. 
This  bill  repeals  the  4.3-cent  gasoline 
tax  and  allows  the  taxpayers  to  keep 
some  of  what  they  have  been  giving. 

My  pockets  are  dirty  and  they  are 
empty,  I  want  the  RECORD  to  clearly 
show  that. 

This  4.3-cent  gasoline  tax  repeal 
leaves  money  in  the  taxpayers'  pock- 
ets. It  also  repeals  a  tax  that  most 
American  citizens  thought  was  going 
to  build  highways.  However,  this  tax 
increase  actually  went  into  the  general 
revenue  fund  to  increase  social  spend- 
ing. 

There  is  a  section,  section  6  of  this 
bill,  that  does  direct  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  to  reduce  the  appro- 
priation accounts  for  departmental  ad- 
ministration at  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy by  $542  million  over  5  years.  The 
Secretary  of  Elnergy  has  been  traveling 
extensively  until  this  year,  in  fact,  so 
much  so  that  they  have  had  to  transfer 
funds  from  a  defense  program  in  the 
Department  of  Elnergy  to  offset  some  of 
the  increased  travel  expenditures.  In 
the  President's  budget  they  requested  a 
38-percent  increase  for  departmental 
administration.  This  bill  would  rescind 
that  increase  and  cut  the  administra- 
tion budget  for  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy to  offset  some  of  the  lost  revenue. 

So  I  rise  in  very  strong  support  of  the 
bill  and  would  congratulate  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means  for  bringing 
it  forward. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
2'A  minutes  to  the  gentleman  f^om 
Maryland  [Mr.  HOYER]. 

Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  says  we  are  asking 
the  wrong  question.  It  is  whose  pockets 
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it  goes  into.  Good  question.  Answer: 
Wholesale  prices  going:  down,  I  tell  the 
gentleman  from  Texas,  retail  prices 
going  up.  Going  up. 

I  do  not  know  anybody  that  believes 
that  this  is  going  to  be  passed  directly 
along  to  them,  and  I  am  surprised  the 
Republicans  did  not  allow  us  to  ensure 
the  liact  that  it  would  go  in  the  con- 
sumer's pocket,  so  in  fact  the  pockets 
of  the  gentleman  from  Texas,  Mr.  Bar- 
ton, would  have  a  little  more  in  them 
and  all  of  our  folk's  pockets  would 
have  a  little  more  in  them. 

This  is  one  of  the  most  patently  po- 
litical pandering  proposals  I  have  seen 
on  this  floor,  period.  The  gentleman 
from  Texas  voted  for  a  constitutional 
amendment  to  balance  the  budget,  but 
he  does  not  want  to  balance  it  in  any 
way  other  than  cutting  out  school 
lunches,  or  cutting  out  student  loans, 
or  cutting  out  health  care,  apparently. 
Let  us  get  real. 

Not  one  of  you  can  show  in  any  de- 
monstrable way  that  this  tax  had  any- 
thing to  do  with  raising  the  gasoline 
prices,  because  in  fact  after  we  adopted 
it,  guess  what?  Guess  what?  Gasoline 
prices  went  down,  not  up. 

But  guess  what  did  go  down?  Some- 
thing did  go  down:  The  deficit,  ladles 
and  gentlemen,  as  a  result  of  the  1993 
bill,  will  go  down  for  the  fourth  year  in 
a  row.  Never  before  in  this  century,  I 
tell  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means,  has  this  been  accom- 
plished, not  once. 

Under  the  economic  program  that  ev- 
erybody on  the  Republican  side  of  the 
aisle  not  only  opposed,  but  they  said  if 
we  adopted  it  the  economy  would  go  es- 
sentially south  in  a  hand  basket,  they 
said  it  would  drop  off  the  end  of  the 
world,  that  it  would  be  an  utter  failure, 
in  fact,  exactly  the  opposite  has  hap- 
pened. Inflation  down,  employment  up, 
imemployment  down,  the  stock  market 
up.  The  economy  is  doing  very  well, 
thank  you. 

Let  us  not  retreat,  which  is  why  the 
Concord  Coalition,  one  of  the  most  re- 
sponsible bodies  in  this  country  on  re- 
ducing the  deficit,  says  vote  "no"  on 
this  sham. 

I  rise  to  oppose  this  measure  that  helps  nei- 
thef  consumers  nor  the  future  of  our  Nation. 

Despite  all  the  rtietoric  of  recent  days,  en- 
actment of  this  legislation  would  rx)t  reduce 
the  price  that  ail  of  us  pay  for  gasoline. 

Disguised  as  a  pro-consumer  measure,  this 
bill  is  simply  an  excuse  for  big  oil  companies 
to  keep  more  of  tt)eir  profits. 

I  regret  ttiat  the  Republican  leadership  is  re- 
fusing to  allow  consideration  of  provisions  that 
would  guarantee  that  ttie  gas  tax  repeal  goes 
into  the  pockets  of  consumers. 

Recent  experience  confirms  that  tfie  retail 
prices  that  you  and  I  pay  are  not  directly 
linked  to  wholesale  costs— so  this  bill  is  little 
more  than  an  excuse  for  big  business  to  keep 
an  additional  4.3-cents  per  gallon. 

I  woukl  hope  that  my  Reputilican  friends 
shared  my  excitement  over  this  morning's  re- 
ports that,  thanks  to  President  Clinton's  lead- 


ership, the  1996  deficit  will  be  even  less  than 
expected  and  will  be  our  fourth  consecutive 
year  of  deficit  reduction. 

Before  they  took  over  the  leadership  of  the 
Congress,  my  Reput)lican  friends  talked  a  tot 
atMut  deficit  reduction. 

But  now  they  have  brought  to  the  floor  a  bill 
that  woukj  cost  $3  billion  this  year  and  reduce 
revenue  by  S34  billion  over  7  years. 

They  say  tt>ey  have  paid  for  the  reduction 
but  in  fact  those  savings  should  be  used  for 
additional  deficit  reduction. 

As  a  supporter  of  the  balanced  txxJget 
amendment  to  the  constitution,  I  believe  we 
should  not  waiver  from  our  course.  The  bill  be- 
fore us  is  a  first  step  towards  unraveling  the 
1993  economic  plan  that  has  now  produced 
four  consecutive  years  of  deficit  reduction. 

The  U.S.  Gas  tax  is  not  unreasonable.  In 
fact  it  is  substantially  less  than  that  of  France, 
Japan,  Britain,  Spain,  Italy,  the  Netheriands, 
and  Canada. 

The  Concord  Coalition  has  cautioned 
against  this  step  backwards.  In  a  May  7  letter 
they  stated: 

It  is  a  sad  commentary  on  toe  depth  of 
commitment  to  balancing  the  budget  that 
after  a  year  of  bard  work,  a  balanced  budget 
plan  still  has  not  been  adopted,  while  after 
scarcely  a  week,  a  bipartisan  stampede  to 
pander  to  motorists  is  being  allowed  to  un- 
dermine deficit  reduction  efforts. 

We  should  reject  this  legislation  and  'stay 
tt>e  course'  towards  elimination  of  the  deficit 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  THOMAS],  the  respected  chair- 
man of  the  Subcommittee  on  Health  of 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  the 
time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  just  seems  to  me 
sometimes  we  get  carried  away  in  our 
speeches,  because  we  try  to  get  people 
to  believe  that  the  real  world  does  not 
work  the  way  the  real  world  works. 
You  have  heard  a  numl>er  of  my  col- 
leagues, the  most  recent  one  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle,  say  it  is  not  going  to 
be  passed  on  to  the  consimiers. 

How  many  of  you  have  driven  by  a 
gas  station  at  any  time  in  your  life 
when  there  were  two  stations  on  the 
same  comer  and  there  was  a  nickel  dif- 
ference between  the  two?  The  answer  is 
never.  All  you  have  to  do  is  have  one 
enterprising  station  owner  decide  as  a 
gimmick  to  sell  more  gasoline  to  say, 
"I  am  lowering  my  price  by  4.3  cents 
and  I  am  passing  the  savings  on  to 
you,"  and  how  long  does  he  stand 
alone?  What  happens  is  the  guy  on  the 
next  corner  says,  "We  are  passing  it 
along,  too." 

What  happens,  as  in  any  market  situ- 
ation in  a  highly  competitive  product, 
is  that  once  somebody  gets  the  idea 
that  they  can  get  the  consumer  to 
come  to  them  rather  than  someone  else 
by  offering  something. 

And  the  headlines  are  going  to  be,  fi- 
nally we  have  repealed  a  tax  that  never 
should  have  been  imposed  in  the  first 
place,  and  it  is  going  to  be  passed  on  to 


consumers  because  somebody  out 
there,  an  entrepreneur  is  going  to  be 
bright  enough  to  say,  "I  am  lowering 
the  price,  you  get  the  tax  benefit,"  and 
it  will  not  be  able  to  be  contained  to 
that  one  bright  entrepreneur. 

The  idea  that  you  have  to  have  gov- 
ernment tell  people  they  have  got  to 
pass  it  on  is  a  classic  example  of  the 
difference  between  a  party  that  be- 
lieves in  market-oriented  entre- 
preneurs and  the  government  having  to 
tell  you  how  you  are  supposed  to  run  a 
competitive  market-based  structure. 
All  you  have  to  do  is  to  vote  here  and 
you  will  see  it  out  there  tomorrow,  un- 
less of  course  you  do  not  have  any  con- 
fidence at  all  in  the  American  sjrstem. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Matsot]. 

Mr.  MATSUI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  thank  the  gentlenman  from  Flor- 
ida for  yielding  me  the  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  to  say  that  this 
debate  is  kind  of  interesting,  because 
about  3  months  ago  when  we  first 
talked  about  the  repeal  of  the  4.3-cent 
gas  tax,  the  Republicans  came  in  like 
an  elephant,  and  now  that  this  debate 
has  ensued  and  now  we  are  near  the  end 
of  the  day,  they  are  walking  out  like 
mice. 

The  reason  for  it  is  because  the  Re- 
publicans have  put  to  all  of  you,  the 
American  public,  a  great,  great  decep- 
tion. I  do  not  think  anyone  knows  this, 
but  the  fact  of  the  matter  is.  this  great 
debate  Is  going  to  result  in  a  4.3-cent 
tax  cut  of  the  gas  tax  for  7  months.  It 
expires  on  December  31.  1996.  so  we  got 
a  7-month  gas  tax  rei>eal. 

So  we  are  going  to  get  big  headlines 
in  the  newspaper  tomorrow.  It  is  going 
to  be  on  national  TV  tonight.  You  can 
understand  why  they  tried  to  do  it  ear- 
lier in  the  day.  But  the  fact  of  the  mat- 
ter is  they  want  to  get  through  the 
election,  the  election  in  November  of 
this  year.  They  are  going  to  say,  "We 
passed  a  gas  tax  repeal.  4.3  cents."  but 
the  reality,  on  January  1,  1997  that  gas 
tax  is  going  to  go  up  4.3  cents  again. 

So  I  want  to  congratulate  the  Repub- 
licans because  they  tricked  people. 
They  tricked  them  over  the  last  3 
months,  thinking  that  you  were  doing 
something  really  great  for  the  Amer- 
ican people,  but  they  are  walking  out 
like  mice. 

Let  me  make  one  other  observation. 
The  gentleman  said  that  the  consumers 
will  get  this  4.3  cents.  Why  is  it  then 
that  the  oil  refineries,  why  is  it  then 
that  the  auto  dealers  or  the  gas  station 
owners  want  this  cut?  Because  they 
know  they  are  going  to  get  a  piece  of 
the  action.  They  know  it  is  not  going 
to  go  to  the  consumers.  We  all  know 
that. 

In  fact,  the  gentleman  troTO  New 
York  [Mr.  Rangel]  offered  an  amend- 
ment in  the  committee,  and  he  was 
turned  down  by  the  Republicans  on 
that  issue,  to  pass  this  cost  on  to  the 
consumer. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  fraud.  Vote 
"no"  on  this  bill. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mrs.  Seastrand].  the  sponsor  of 
this  legislation. 

Mrs.  SEASTRAND.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
am  always  amazed  as  a  freshman  com- 
ing to  this  House  to  do  what  my  con- 
stituents have  sent  me.  to  change  this 
place  and  to  work  against  the  bureauc- 
racy. I  am  amazed  to  hear  some  of  my 
colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle.  They  have  never  met  a  tax  that 
they  do  not  like,  and  they  just  are 
holding  on  to  the  gas  tax,  even  though 
we  are  talking  about  a  temporary  re- 
peal of  the  4.3-cent  gas  tax  which  was 
enacted  by  President  Clinton  and  the 
old  103d  Congress,  who  believed  in  in- 
creasing taxes  every  time  there  was  a 
problem. 

I  just  would  urge  my  colleagues  to 
let  us  do  this  quickly  so  that  we  can 
provide  the  relief  from  the  recent  surge 
in  gas  prices,  especially  before  we  go 
into  the  summer  driving  and  we  see 
Americans  increase  their  driving,  and 
we  also  see  perhaps  an  increase  in  the 
demand  for  fuel  and  increased  prices. 

Now,  I  know  it  is  hard  for  many  of 
the  people  here  that  live  on  Capitol 
Hill  to  understand  what  it  is  like  3,000 
miles  away  on  the  central  coast  of 
California  and  how  my  constituents 
have  to  depend  on  that  automobile, 
that  truck,  to  get  them  to  and  from 
school,  to  and  from  work,  to  and  from 
the  supermarket,  getting  the  children 
where  they  have  to  go.  so  we  drive  a  lot 
on  the  central  coast. 

a  1800 

My  agriculture  industry,  which  is 
driving  the  produce  to  the  markets  for 
all  of  the  people  across  America,  knows 
what  it  is  about,  the  extra  increase  in 
prices  of  gasoline,  because  it  is  going 
to  be  shown  in  that  head  of  lettuce 
that  people  are  going  to  buy  at  the  su- 
permarket. 

Well,  in  California,  in  the  district  of 
Santa  Barbara,  there  was  one  station, 
a  couple  of  stations  that  had  gasoline 
at  over  $2  a  gallon.  So  what  we  want  to 
do  is  give  some  quick  relief. 

We  all  know  there  is  a  number  of  rea- 
sons why.  It  has  been  stated  on  the 
floor  here,  the  harsh  winter  and  we  are 
producing  heating  oil  instead  of  gaso- 
line. Another  reason  I  would  like  my 
colleagues  to  know  in  California  is 
there  were  regulations  implemented  to 
get  cleaner  gasoline  so  that  we  cah 
have  cleaner  air.  What  does  that  mean? 
It  means  we  are  going  to  have  to  pay 
for  that,  in  this  case  about  a  dime  a 
gallon. 

So  I  would  just  say,  let  us  give  it  to 
the  consumer,  and  let  us  give  them 
some  tax  relief. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Con- 
necticut [Mrs.  Kennelly]. 

Mrs.  KENNELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  fact: 
Yes,  the  gas  tax  was  raised  4.3  cents  in 


1993.  among  great  pain.  The  reason  this 
happened  was  the  deficit  had  got  out  of 
control.  $290  billion.  Three  years  later 
it  came  down  to  mayl^e  $140  billion, 
possibly  even  $125  billion. 

Fact:  This  bill  is  going  to  pass.  Fact: 
The  4.3  cents  is  not  going  to  go  back  to 
the  consumers.  The  gentleman  from 
California  gets  incensed.  Why  do  we 
not  believe  in  the  free  market?  The 
reason  is  we  have  experience.  Decem- 
ber 31,  1995,  just  a  short  time  ago,  the 
noncommercial  jet  fuel  tax  went  down 
from  21.8  cents  to  4.3  cents,  four  times 
what  we  are  talking  about  tonight, 
down  17.5  cents  per  gallon.  Have  we 
seen  any  of  that?  We  have  not  seen  1 
penny  of  reduction. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a  fact  that  this  gas 
tax  is  going  to  be  repealed  for  7 
months.  It  is  a  fact  that  the  deficit 
maybe  will  not  go  down  as  much  as  it 
should.  It  is  also  a  fact  that  the  can- 
didate for  President,  Mr.  Dole,  should 
not  use  any  more  of  these  ideas  at  this 
point  in  time.  We  should  get  back  to 
work  and  be  doing  what  we  should  be 
doing,  not  appealing  to  the  electorate 
of  the  Presidential  race  when  we  are 
supposed  to  be  doing  congressional 
work. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume 
simply  to  respond. 

We  have  a  case  example  of  what  hap- 
pens when  a  tax  is  removed.  Earlier 
this  year,  we  saw  how  well  competition 
drives  the  prices  charged  to  consumers. 
On  January  1.  the  10-percent  airline 
ticket  tax  expired.  That  same  day, 
most  of  the  motor  carriers  reduced 
their  air  fares  by  a  corresponding  10 
percent  and  within  24  hours  the  pres- 
sures of  competition  drove  another 
major  air  carrier  to  drop  its  fares  by  10 
percent. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  3rteld  1  minute  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
ROYCE],  another  sponsor  of  this  legisla- 
tion. 

Mr.  ROYCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  1992, 
when  he  was  running  for  President, 
President  Bill  Clinton  promised  he 
would  not  raise  Federal  gasoline  taxes. 
But  just  1  year  after  he  was  elected,  in 
August  1993,  he  pushed  through  the 
Congress  a  budget  proposal  with  over 
$265  billion  in  tax  increases,  including 
a  4.3  cents  per  gallon  hike  in  the  Fed- 
eral gras  tax. 

At  the  time  the  President  assured  his 
colleagues  that  the  1993  tax  increase 
would  only  affect  the  rich.  In  reality 
the  gas  tax  increase  has  had  a  signifi- 
cant day-to-day  impact  on  American 
families,  especially  those  who  are  mid- 
dle and  lower  income. 

These  are  the  folks  that  are  feeling 
the  pinch  at  the  pump,  not  the  rich.  To 
add  insult  to  injury,  none  of  the  1993 
increase  goes  toward  improving  our 
Nation's  roads,  bridges  or  highways, 
which  would  be  of  some  benefit  to  the 
user. 

This  is  a  perfect  case  study  of  how 
the  philosophy  of  redistribution  of  in- 


come can  backfire.  The  painful  in- 
crease in  the  price  at  the  pump  gives  us 
an  excellent  opportunity  to  repeal  the 
tax  that  never  should  have  been  im- 
posed, while  at  the  same  time  helping 
taxpayers  keep  more  of  their  hard- 
earned  money. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts [Mr.  Market]. 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  oil  prices 
are  up,  profit  for  oil  companies  are 
soaring,  oil  company  executives  are  re- 
cording record  increases  in  their  stock 
options.  But  crude  oil  prices  are  com- 
ing down,  and  oil  companies  are  telling 
the  New  York  Times  it  will  take  maybe 
to  the  rest  of  the  year  for  us  to  figure 
out  how  to  get  that  passed  on  to  the 
consumer  at  the  pump. 

This  tax  break,  however,  goes  not  to 
the  consumer,  but  to  the  oil  company 
refiners.  And  the  Republicans  say,  well, 
that  is  the  way  to  do  it.  Give  it  to  the 
refiners.  Do  not  you  trust  the  refiners? 

Trusting  the  oil  companies  is  like 
trusting  in  the  tooth  fairy.  There  is  aib- 
solutely  no  guarantee  that  the  oil  com- 
panies are  going  to  pass  this  on  to  the 
consumer.  They  have  l>een  ratcheting 
up  prices  over  the  last  several  months. 
Saddam  Hussein  yesterday  was  given 
the  opportunity  to  sell  oil  on  the  world 
market.  What  happened?  Oil  prices 
continued  to  rise  in  this  country. 

The  marketplace  which  is  presumed 
by  the  Republicans  is  not  the  market- 
place observed  by  consumers  at  the 
gasoline  pump.  They  want  this  tax 
break.  The  Democrats  wanted  an  op- 
portunity to  give  it  to  the  taxpayer  in 
their  tax  forms  next  year.  The  Repub- 
licans give  the  entire  tax  break  to  the 
oil  refiners  and  ask  them,  pretty 
please,  pass  it  on  to  the  consumer  at 
the  pump. 

Well,  we  will  wait  for  the  rest  of  this 
year,  and  maybe,  just  maybe,  some  of 
it  will  trickle  down  to  the  consumer. 
But  the  consumer  has  been  trickled  on 
by  Republican  economic  theories  for 
the  last  16  years,  and  they  know  very 
well  after  this  last  5  months  with  the 
oil  companies  that  there  is  very  little 
likelihood  that  it  is  going  to  be  passed 
on  this  year,  and  in  fact  what  will  hap- 
pen is  that  not  only  the  $130  they  made 
out  of  each  consumer  in  price  rises,  but 
the  tax  break  itself  will  wind  up  in  the 
oil  company  pockets. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume 
simply  to  respond  to  the  gentleman. 
His  rhetoric  runs  very  deep  and  heavy 
in  an  election  year.  The  reality  is.  and 
I  have  said  this  already  twice  today, 
but  he  does  not  seem  to  understand 
how  the  tax  is  collected. 

The  refiners  do  not  have  anything  to 
do  with  the  tax.  The  refiners  will  not 
get  a  rel>ate  of  the  tax.  They  do  not 
charge  the  tax.  In  fact,  his  own  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  HOYER],  just  showed  that  the 
wholesale  price  of  gasoline,  which  is 
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what  the  refiner  gets  for  gasoline,  is 
going  down.  The  refiner  is  not  at  all  in- 
volved in  this.  The  gentleman  should 
go  back  and  learn  the  basics  of  how 
this  tax  is  collected. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  NUSSLE],  a 
respected  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

Mr.  NUSSLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  listening  to  the  last 
speaker,  he  said  how  the  Democrats 
want  to  give  it  to  the  American  people. 
They  sure  want  to  give  it  to  the  Amer- 
ican people,  the  way  they  did  in  1993 
when  they  raised  the  taxes,  the  largest 
in  American  history. 

I  would  like  to  go  back  and  talk  a  lit- 
tle bit  about  why  they  raised  the  tax. 
You  would  think  that  they  raised  the 
tax  in  order  to  repair  roads,  or  to  fix 
potholes,  or  for  mass  transit,  or  for 
senior  transportation,  or  to  make  sure 
that  our  bridges  were  in  repair.  Is  that 
the  reason? 

Absolutely  not.  And  now  we  have  the 
ranking  member  running  into  the 
House  today  saying  it  went  for  deficit 
reduction. 

But  you  did  not.  And  it  did  not  go  to 
roads,  it  did  not  go  to  bridges,  it  did 
not  go  to  potholes.  It  went  for  deficit 
reduction,  they  say. 

But  did  it  work?  Absolutely  not.  Ab- 
solutely not.  In  fact,  it  went  for  waste- 
ful Washington  spending,  so  that  you 
could  tell  the  folks  back  home  what 
kind  of  great  job  you  were  doing  in 
your  districts  and  what  kind  of  great 
job  you  were  doing  on  deficit  reduc- 
tion, when  in  fact  all  you  did  was  take 
more  money  out  of  their  pocket,  bring 
it  out  here  to  your  pocket,  because  you 
believe  you  spend  the  money  better 
than  they  do. 

Let  me  tell  you  a  little  bit  about  gas 
taxes  and  how  it  all  works.  I  have  a 
friend  of  mine,  Don  Gentz,  who  runs 
Don  Gentz  Standard  in  Manchester,  lA. 
He  tells  me  the  folks  in  Manchester  do 
not  even  realize  the  price  of  a  gallon  of 
gas. 

Do  you  realize  gas  prices  back  in  1965 
were  only  20  cents?  Do  you  realize  in 
1975  it  was  only  45  cents?  In  1985,  it  was 
only  96  cents?  And  today,  it  is  only 
about  80  or  90  cents? 

Why  are  you  paying  so  much  money 
when  you  pump,  stick  that  nozzle  in 
your  tank?  Why  do  you  pay  $1.20  or 
$1.30  or  $1.40  or  $1.50.  Why  are  you  not 
paying  what  the  oil  refineries  have  as 
their  cost?  Why  do  you  not  pay  what 
Don  Gentz  pays  to  put  that  gas  into  his 
tank  in  the  ground?  Why  do  you  con- 
sumers not  pay  that? 

Because  the  Democrats  believe  that 
they  spend  your  money  better  than  you 
do.  So  they  raised  gas  prices  through 
the  gas  tax.  And  now,  in  1995,  instead  of 
paying  just  80  cents,  you  added  another 
40  cents  on. 

We  just  want  to  take  a  small  part 
away.  The  reason  is  very  simple,  and 


this  is  the  whole  crux  of  the  debate. 
Who  do  you  think  spends  your  money 
better?  Do  you  believe  the  wasteful 
Washington  bureaucrats  and  Rep- 
resentatives and  Senators  in  Washing- 
ton do  it,  or  do  you  think  the  people 
back  home,  who  pump  their  gas  every 
single  day  so  they  can  get  to  work  and 
drive  their  kids  to  day  care  and  make 
sure  they  get  some  money  in  their 
pocket  at  the  end  of  the  day,  that  they 
do  a  better  job  of  spending  that  money? 

I  happen  to  believe  in  Don  Gentz.  I 
happen  to  believe  in  the  people  that  are 
driving  to  day  care.  I  believe  we  ought 
to  reduce  this  gas  tax. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  30  seconds. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  gentleman  in  the 
well  who  just  made  these  protestations 
that  we  are  not  spending  this  money  on 
roads  and  highways,  when  I  made  a  mo- 
tion in  committee  a  couple  of  weeks 
ago,  as  I  recall,  the  gentleman  is  In  the 
well  now  and  can  correct  me,  you  voted 
against  my  motion  to  put  this  money 
in  the  Highway  Trust  Fund. 

Mr.  NUSSLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Iowa. 

Mr.  NUSSLE.  Why  did  it  take  the 
gentleman  so  long?  Is  that  a  revelation 
that  just  kind  of  came  to  him? 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  I  tried  to  get  the  gen- 
tleman to  yield  when  he  was  down 
there  talking.  He  would  not  yield  to 
me. 

Mr.  NUSSLE.  Is  it  a  revelation?  "Let 
us  put  it  in  the  Highway  Tnist  Fund?" 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  I  gave  the  gentleman 
an  opportunity  to  put  it  in  the  trust 
fund,  and  he  said  no. 

Mr.  NUSSLE.  Why  did  the  gentleman 
not  take  the  opportunity  in  1993? 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  Levin]. 

Mr.  LEVTN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  pick  up  on  the  comments  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  GIBBONS].  In 
1990,  in  the  summit  agreement,  there 
was  an  increase  in  the  gas  tax.  Half  of 
that  went  for  deficit  reduction,  not  for 
roads.  Who  voted  for  it?  A  lot  of  Repub- 
licans in  this  House,  and  the  majority 
leader  in  the  Senate,  or  the  former  ma- 
jority leader,  Mr.  Dole.  So  we  hear  all 
of  these  rhetorical  flourishes,  when  a 
lot  of  Republicans  did  the  same  thing 
in  1990.  What  credibility  is  there? 

If  there  is  such  a  passionate  belief, 
why  is  it  temporary?  Why  is  it  tem- 
porary? We  in  the  committee  suggested 
it  be,  at  least  some  of  us,  on  a  perma- 
nent basis.  Almost  every  Republican, 
including  I  think  the  Member  who  just 
spoke,  voted  "no." 

You  have  tried  extremism.  You 
gorged  yourself  on  it,  it  does  not  work. 
Now  you  are  trying  manipulation,  no 
matter  how  transparent. 

Let  me  say  a  word  about  the  market. 
Here  is  what  a  very  conservative  econ- 
omist said  at  our  hearing.  These  were 
his  words  in  the  press  earlier. 


"The  Republican-sponsored  solution 
to  the  current  fuel  problem  is  nothing 
more  and  nothing  less  than  a  refiners' 
benefit  bill.  It  will  transfer  upwards  of 
$3  billion  ftom  the  U.S.  treasiury  to  the 
pockets  of  refiners  and  gasoline  mar- 
keters." 

When  we  in  the  conmuttee.  Demo- 
crats, proposed  a  solution  so  it  would 
go  directly  to  the  consumer,  almost 
every  Republican  voted  "no." 

I  finish  with  this:  We  just  debated 
the  budget  resolution.  There  were  lots 
of  speeches  about  the  deficit.  Now,  just 
a  few  days  later,  here  we  come  with  a 
fix,  7  months  only,  that  will  increase 
the  deficit  and  not  help  the  consumer 
at  all,  or  very  much  at  all. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  bad  policy,  and 
the  worst  kind  of  politics.  We  should 
vote  "no." 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Delay],  the  majority  whip. 

Mr.  DELAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
chairman  for  bringing  this  bill  to  the 
floor. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  this 
bill  to  repeal  the  President's  unfair  and 
unwise  gas  tax. 

This  is  an  amazing  debate,  do  you 
not  think?  On  this  side  of  the  aisle, 
there  is  not  a  tax  that  they  do  not  love. 
They  are  trjdng  every  way  they  can  to 
hang  on  to  more  taxes  on  the  American 
family,  and  they  claim  "we  did  it  for 
deficit  reduction." 

One  of  the  reasons  that  maybe  some 
of  the  Republicans  voted  for  the  gas 
tax  back  in  1990,  I  did  not,  but  they 
wanted  that  tax  to  go  to  roads. 

a  1815 

It  is  more  of  a  user  fee.  What  the 
Democrats  did  and  what  the  President 
did  in  1993  is  take  an  honored  tax,  that 
usually  goes  for  roads,  a  user  fee,  and 
put  it  into  deficit  reduction  so  that 
they  could  spend  more  money. 

Let  us  not  be  under  any  illusion 
about  this  legislation.  It  probably  will 
not  have  a  profound  impact  on  the 
price  of  gas  at  the  pump.  It  will  lead  to 
slightly  lower  gas  prices,  but  in  the 
marketplace  the  laws  of  supply  and  de- 
mand still  play  the  biggest  role  in  the 
price  of  gasoline. 

There  is,  however,  a  bigger  story  be- 
hind this  gas  tax  repeal.  Three  years 
ago,  without  one  single  Republican 
vote.  President  Clinton  and  the  Demo- 
crats raised  the  largest  tax  increase  in 
history  on  the  American  people.  Today, 
we  are  saying  that  those  tax  increases 
were  wrong.  This  gas  tax  repeal  is  the 
start,  only  the  start,  of  a  process,  an 
ongoing  process,  of  reversing  the  Presi- 
dent's tax  increases. 

Now,  some  of  my  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  will  come  down 
here,  and  we  have  seen  it  in  speech 
after  speech,  and  they  will  argue 
against  this  repeal  of  the  gas  tax.  They 
will  say  that  the  Government  should 
keep  this  nickel  in  revenue,  it  is  only  a 
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nickel,  to  pay  for  more  social  welfare 
programs.  Well,  my  friends,  I  say  for  40 
years  the  Congress  has  been  nickel- 
and-diming  the  American  family  to 
death. 

Today,  the  Government  takes  over  50 
percent,  50  percent,  of  the  average  fam- 
ily's paycheck.  Today,  both  parents  are 
forced  to  work,  one  to  support  their 
family  and  the  other  to  pay  for  the 
Government,  and  they  want  to  hold  on 
to  that  money  because  they  can  spend 
it  better.  The  American  family  can 
spend  it  better. 

We  need  to  lower  the  cost  of  govern- 
ment. We  need  to  lower  the  levels  of 
taxation  aoid  lower  the  strains  on  the 
family  and  get  the  country  on  the  right 
track  again.  This  gas  tax  repeal  is  a 
start  in  that  process,  and  for  that  rea- 
son I  support  it  and  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  it. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mary- 
land [Mr.  Cardin]. 

Mr.  CARDIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  this 
time. 

It  is  interesting  that  the  proponents 
are  talking  about  everything  but  the 
merits  of  the  particular  bill  that  is  be- 
fore us.  My  constituents  imderstand 
this  is  election  year  politics  and  it  is 
very  expensive. 

Let  me,  if  I  might,  quote  from  a  let- 
ter I  received  from  Henry  Rosenberg, 
who  happens  to  be  the  chairman  and 
CEO  of  Crown  Central  Petroleum  Corp., 
a  producer  and  refiner  of  gasoline. 

Mr.  Rosenberg  states: 

I  am  writing  to  express  opposition  to  the 
current  proposal  to  reduce  the  Federal  gaso- 
line tax.  The  4.3-cents-per-gaIlon  tax,  in- 
cluded in  the  1993  budget,  should  remain  as  a 
deficit  cutting  measure.  Long-term  damage 
to  U.S.  economy,  caused  by  repeal  of  the  tax, 
would  far  outweigh  any  short-term  gain  to 
the  consuming  public. 

The  rationale  advanced  by  the  spon- 
sors of  this  legislation  is  that  the  mo- 
toring public  needs  help  because  of  the 
recent  increases  in  gasoline  prices. 
Well,  there  are  two  problems  with  that. 
First,  as  has  already  been  pointed  out, 
the  gasoline  tax  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  recent  increase  in  gasoline  prices. 
In  fact,  we  have  seen  in  recent  years  a 
decline  in  gasoline  prices. 

The  second  problem  is  that  the  con- 
sumer will  not  get  the  benefit  of  the 
4.3-cent  gasoline  tax  cut.  Economists 
before  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  indicated  that  it  will  not  be 
passed  through.  This  is  only  a  7-month 
repeal.  It  comes  right  back  after  the 
elections.  The  $2  a  month  a  tj^jical 
family  will  save  will  evaporate;  will 
not  even  be  there. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope  that  my  col- 
leagues will  do  the  right  thing  on  this 
proposal.  I  want  to  quote  from  one 
more  letter  that  was  written  in  the 
Baltimore  Sun  by  Mr.  Jack 
Kinstlinger,  who  called  the  proposal  to 
repeal  the  gasoline  tax  foolish  and 
counterproductive. 


Let  us  understand  what  we  are  doing. 
Mr.  Rosenberg  of  Crown  Central  said, 
and  I  want  to  just  quote  this,  "Con- 
gress should  have  the  courage  to  sup- 
port what  is  right,  and  that  is  to  be  fis- 
cally responsible." 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  do  that  and 
to  defeat  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  letters  referred  to 
earlier  follow: 

CROWN  Central 
Petroleum  Corp., 
BaltimoTe.  MD.  May  8. 19%. 
The  President, 
The  WhiU  House, 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  I  am  writing  to  ex- 
press opposition  to  the  current  proposals  to 
reduce  the  federal  gasoline  tax.  The  4.3  cents 
per  gallon  tax.  Included  in  the  1998  budget, 
should  remain  as  a  deficit  cutting  measure. 
Long-term  damage  to  U.S.  economy,  caused 
by  repeal  of  the  tax,  would  far  outweigh  any 
short-term  gain  for  the  consuming  public. 

Crown  does  not  traditionally  support  in- 
creased gasoline  taxes,  especially  when  the 
revenue  generated  is  not  used  directly  for 
the  building  of  highway  infrastructure.  In 
this  case,  however,  the  roughly  $4.5  billion 
generated  by  this  tax  each  year  is  essential 
to  our  efforts  to  reduce  the  deficit.  Putting 
our  economy  back  in  balance  is  of  far  greater 
importance  to  both  our  industry  and  the 
country  than  returning  a  few  dollars  to  mo- 
torists. 

We  currently  bequeath  to  our  children  a 
trillion  dollars  of  debt  every  four  years.  It  is 
our  duty  to  change  this  situation,  not  to 
make  matters  worse.  A  knee-jerk  political 
reaction  to  the  temporary  problem  of  higher 
gasoline  prices  is  not  an  appropriate  action 
for  Congress.  The  market,  when  left  to  take 
its  course,  will  correct  any  imbalances  and 
will  put  the  price  of  gasoline  where  it  should 
be.  In  the  meantime.  Congress  should  have 
the  courage  to  support  what  is  right,  and 
that  is  to  be  fiscally  responsible. 
Sincerely, 

Henry  a.  Rosenberg.  Jr. 

Gas  Tax  Needed  to  Rebuild  Roads 

Republican  proposals  to  roll  back  the  4.3- 
cent  federal  gasoline  tax  enacted  as  part  of 
President  Clinton's  1993  deficit  reduction 
package  are  foolish  and  counter-productive. 
The  current  surge  in  fuel  prices  is  due  to 
pricing  decisions  of  the  petroleum  industry, 
not  tax  levels. 

Rather,  what  is  needed  is  for  the  receipts 
to  be  deposited  into  the  Federal  Highway 
Trust  Fund,  which  finances  the  rebuilding  of 
America's  deteriorated  roads  and  sub- 
standard bridges.  Forty  percent  of  bridges  in 
the  U.S.  are  substandard,  and  30  percent  of 
interstate  highway  pavements  are  deterio- 
rated. 

We  would  need  to  double  our  investment  in 
transportation  just  to  maintain  current  lev- 
els of  service  and  safety,  according  to  gov- 
ernment studies.  The  United  States  invests 
about  two  percent  of  its  gross  domestic  prod- 
uct in  infrastructure  renewal,  one- third  the 
ratio  of  European  nations  or  Japan. 

With  that  dismal  record  of  capital  recon- 
struction, how  much  longer  can  we  maintain 
our  world  leadership  position? 

Jack  Kinstlinger. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  MILLER]. 
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Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  this  bill  that  is  before  us  to 
cut  the  gas  tax  is  not  about  putting 
more  gasoline  in  the  tanks  of  the 
American  consumers'  automobiles,  this 
is  about  putting  fuel  in  Bob  Dole's  i 
campaign  for  the  Presidency  that  was 
stalled  and  out  of  gas  on  the  side  of  the 
road. 

Mr.  Dole  decided  he  would  give  up  ef- 
forts at  deficit  reduction  and  he  would 
try  to  curry  favor  with  the  American 
public  by  reducing  the  gas  tax  for  7 
months  or  6  months  by  maybe  4.3 
cents,  and  we  do  not  even  know  wheth- 
er or  not  that  will  be  passed  on.  This  is 
about  Presidential  politics  and  a  failed 
campaign  to  try  to  use  the  gas  tax  to 
jump-start  that  campaign. 

In  California,  the  State  I  come  Crom. 
the  wholesale  price  of  gasoline  has 
dropped  15  cents  since  May  6,  but  at 
the  pump  it  has  only  dropped  2  cents.  If 
we  take  this  tax  and  cut  it  again,  it 
does  not  mean  that  the  consumer  is 
going  to  get  the  benefit.  The  refiners 
now  have  the  ability  to  hold  the  price 
up  because  there  is  4  cents  give. 

So  the  refiners,  I  would  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas,  can  benefit 
from  this  because  they  force  it  on  to 
the  service  station  owner.  They  have 
every  ability  to  do  that,  or  the  service 
station  owner  simply  will  not  pass  it 
on,  as  they  are  not  doing  currently,  as 
they  are  not  doing  currently  under  the 
rather  dramatic  drop  in  the  wholesale 
price  of  gasoline  in  the  California  mar- 
ket. 

What  has  happened  here  was  this  tax 
was  put  on  because  the  country  said 
they  were  tried  of  the  red  ink  of  the 
deficit.  This  was  part  of  President  Clin- 
ton's plan  to  reduce  the  deficit,  the 
most  successful  deficit  reduction  plan 
in  the  last  25  or  30  years.  He  did  not  do 
what  the  Republicans  were  doing 
through  the  19eO's,  talking  about  bal- 
anced budgets,  talking  about  reducing 
the  deficit.  He,  in  fact,  reduced  the  def- 
icit. In  fact,  he  has  cut  it  by  more  than 
half,  and  it  has  continued  to  go  down 
and  people  have  continued  to  receive 
the  benefits  of  low-interest  rates  as 
they  have  been  able  to  refinance  their 
houses  and  other  things.  So  the  Presi- 
dential meant  it  for  real.  Now  the  Re- 
publicans want  to  give  up  on  deficit  re- 
duction with  this  ploy. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

I  do  not  know  how  often  I  have  to  say 
it.  This  bill  does  not  increase  the  defi- 
cit. And  why  is  the  deficit  down  since 
1993?  Not  because  of  the  taxes  that  are 
taken  out  of  the  pockets  of  people  for 
gasoline. 

It  is  down  because,  yes,  we  did  not 
have  to  bail  out  any  more  insurance  on 
depositors  of  savings  and  loans. 

That  was  taken  off  as  a  spending 
item  because  of  the  courage  of  Presi- 
dent Bush  in  taking  on  that  respon- 
sibility. But  that  was  no  longer  there. 
It  declined  and  went  away. 
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And  because  of  the  reduction  in  de- 
fense spending,  which  was  already  on 
the  books  when  President  Bush  left  of- 
fice, and  the  down  building:  of  the  De- 
fense Department. 

And  then,  what  I  believe  was  a  very, 
very  unwise  thing,  to  convert  more 
long-tenn  debt  to  short-term  debt  be- 
cause temporarily  interest  rates  were 
lower  on  short-term  debt.  So  the  cost 
of  interest  went  down. 

Those  were  the  major  factors  that  re- 
duced the  deficit.  But  the  democrats  do 
not  to  talk  about  that. 

Let  us  get  back  to  the  focus  on  this 
tax  increase.  They  want  the  American 
people  to  believe  we  can  tax  people  and 
tax  people  and  tax  people  and  nothing 
ever  happens.  They  do  not  pay  more. 
And  if  we  cut  taxes,  then,  of  course, 
the  people  will  not  benefit  fi-om  it. 
Taxes  are  an  imaginery  item  in  their 
economic  view  of  things,  and  so  just 
keep  loading  them  on. 

We  want  to,  at  least  during  the  time 
of  this  unexpected  increase  in  gas 
prices,  which,  hopefully,  will  go  away 
by  the  end  of  this  year,  take  away 
some  of  this  burden  on  the  pocketbook 
of  working  Americans. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Riggs]. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  first  of  all, 
I  want  to  point  out  to  my  colleagues, 
since  I  was  preceded  by  one  of  my  col- 
leagues from  California,  that  according 
to  economists,  motorists  in  California, 
Texas,  Florida,  Ohio,  and  Pennsylvania 
bear  the  brunt  of  the  Clinton  Demo- 
cratic gas  tax  Increase.  The  total  cost 
of  the  Clinton  Democratic  gras  tax  in- 
crease to  Califomians  is  nearly  $550 
million  a  year. 

I  think  it  also  bears  mentioning  that 
when  the  1993  Clinton  Democratic 
budget  and  tax  plan  first  came  out  of 
this  House,  it  contained  an  even  broad- 
er energy  tax.  the  so-called  Btu  tax  in- 
crease, on  every  single  American  mo- 
torist and  household.  So  if  Members 
are  going  to  stand  up  and  talk  about 
the  gas  tax  repeal,  they  should  at  least 
take  a  stand  on  principle;  say  that 
they  support  the  tax  increase  they  im- 
posed on  the  American  people. 

They  should  stand  by  the  principle 
today  and  not  try  to  wafHe  all  over  the 
place  and  equivocate  and  say,  well,  I 
might  vote  against  it  because  I  am  not 
sure  that  the  repeal  is  actually  going 
to  be  passed  on  to  the  American  motor- 
ist. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  introduce  into 
the  Record  letters,  actually  they  are 
press  releases,  from  the  big  three  oil 
companies,  Chevron,  Texaco  and  Arco, 
all  indicating  that  they  intend  to  pass 
the  gas  tax  repeal  directly  through  to 
the  consumer. 

Arco's  headline:  Arco  will  imme- 
diately reduce  total  gasoline  price  if  4.3 
Federal  gas  tax  is  eliminated.  Texaco 
says  the  same  thing.  Chevron  says,  and 
I  quote,  any  decrease  in  the  Federal 
gasoline  tax  would  be  immediately  re- 
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fleeted  in  the  prices  Chevron  charges  to 
motorists  at  our  600  company-operated 
stations  in  the  United  States  through 
reductions,  which,  on  average,  would 
equal  the  amount  of  the  tax  decrease. 

So  let  us  be  honest  here,  folks,  in 
this  debate.  I  know  that  some  are 
caught  between  a  rock  and  a  hard  spot, 
I  know  they  are  trying  to  justify  and 
defend  the  largest  tax  increase  in 
American  history,  which  included  the 
4.3  cent  gas  tax  increase  they  imposeds 
on  the  American  people,  and  I  know 
those  revenues  never  went  to  highway 
spending:  instead,  they  went  for  just 
more  Washington  spending  and  more 
Washington  bureaucracy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  letters  referred  to 
earlier  follow: 

Chevron  Responds  to  Federal  Gasoline 

Tax  Issue 

(San  Francisco.  May  8) 

In  response  to  many  comments  in  the  press 
and  from  customers  concerning  possible  oil 
company  actions  in  the  event  of  a  decrease 
in  the  federal  gasoline  tax.  Chevron  released 
the  following  statement: 

Any  decrease  in  the  federal  irasoline  tax 
would  be  immediately  reflected  in  the  prices 
Chevron  charges  to  motorists  at  our  600  com- 
pany-operated stations  in  the  U.S.  through 
reductions  which,  on  average,  would  equal 
the  amount  of  the  tax  decrease.  We  also  sep- 
arately collect  these  taxes  from  our  thou- 
sands of  Chevron  dealers  and  jobbers 
throughout  the  U.S.,  and  we  would  imme- 
diately reduce  our  collections  ftom  these 
dealers  and  jobbers  by  the  amount  of  the  tax 
decrease.  However,  these  Chevron  dealers 
and  jobbers  are  independent  businessmen  and 
women  who  independently  set  their  own 
pump  prices  at  the  more  than  7,000  Chevron 
stations  they  operate. 

Many  factors  influence  gasoline  prices, 
which  are  set  by  competition  in  the  market- 
place, it  is  impossible  to  predict  where  gaso- 
line prices  may  stand  in  absolute  terms  at 
any  time  in  the  future.  However,  if  these 
taxes  are  reduced,  it  is  logical  in  a  fl-ee  mar- 
ket economy  that  overall  prices  will  in  the 
future  be  lower  for  our  customers  than  they 
otherwise  would  have  been  by  the  amount  of 
the  tax  decrease. 

Texaco  Responds  to  Gasoline  Tax 
Reduction  Price  Inquiries 

Whtte  Plains,  NY,  May  9.— Texaco  stated 
today  the  actions  it  would  take  in  the  event 
Congress  repeals  the  1993  federal  gasoline  tax 
of  4.3  cents  per  gallon. 

There  are  approximately  13,600  Texaco- 
branded  service  stations  throughout  the 
United  States.  For  the  approximately  1.000 
company  owned  and  operated  service  sta- 
tions where  the  company  sets  the  pump 
prices,  Texaco  would  reduce  the  gasoline 
prices  it  charges  to  customers,  all  things 
being  equal,  by  the  amount  of  the  tax  de- 
crease. In  addition,  Texaco  would  reduce  the 
level  of  tax  it  collects  fix)m  its  independent 
wholesalers  by  the  amount  of  the  tax  de- 
crease. 

However,  at  the  approximately  12.600  Tex- 
aco-branded  service  stations  which  are 
owned  or  operated  by  independent  business 
people,  Texaco  is  precluded  by  law  flrom  set- 
ting pump  prices  at  these  locations. 

All  of  the  gasoline  inventory  held  in  stor- 
age in  bulk  plants  and  service  stations  on 
the  effective  date  of  any  tax  repeal  will  have 
already  incurred  the  full  pre-repeal  tax  of  4.3 


cents  per  gallon.  Unless  a  refund  system  is 
put  into  place,  prices  consumers  pay  at  the 
pump  could  remain  at  pre-repeal  levels  until 
that  higher-cost  inventory  gasoline  is  sold. 

Many  factors,  including  the  competitive 
environment  in  which  a  station  conducts 
business,  influence  the  price  of  gasoline  at  a 
service  station,  thereby  making  it  impos- 
sible to  predict  gasoline  prices  at  any  time 
in  the  future. 

The  repeal  of  the  1993  4.3  cents  per  gallon 
federal  gasoline  tax  would  reduce  the  aver- 
age nationwide  state  and  federal  tax  on  gaso- 
line from  42.4  cents  to  38.1  cents  per  gallon. 
In  the  competitive  market  in  which  the  in- 
dustry operates,  lower  taxes  will  result  in 
lower  prices. 

ARCO   Will    Immediately   Reduce   Total 
Gasoline  Price  if  4.3-Cent  Federal  Gaso- 
line Tax  is  Eliminated 
Los  Angeles.— ARCO   Chairman   and   CEO 
Mike  R.  Bowlin  said  today  that  "if  the  fed- 
eral government  reduces  the  gasoline  ex- 
cise tax  by  4.3  cents  per  gallon,  ARCO  will 
immediately  reduce  its  total  price  at  its 
company-operated  stations  and  to  its  deal- 
ers by  4.3  cents  per  gallon." 
The  ARCO  chairman  said  in  an  interview 
on  ABC's  "Nightline"  broadcast  on  May  7, 
that  he  had  "simply  been  cautioning  that 
ARCO  is  not  able  to  accurately  predict  in- 
dustry behavior,  cannot  legally  control  its 
dealers'  pricing,  and  that  other  factors  may 
influence  changes  in  overall  market  prices. 
All  other  things  being  equal,  we  would  ex- 
pect the  price  of  gasoline  to  fall  4.3  cents  per 
gallon. 

An  ARCO  spokesman  said  that  ARCO  has  a 
proud  tradition  of  acting  responsibly  in  its 
gasoline  pricing  decision  in  times  of  national 
upsets.  He  noted  that  during  the  Gulf  War 
crisis  in  1990,  ARCO  had  been  a  leader  in  an- 
nouncing that  it  would  fteeze  gasoline 
prices.  Eventually,  that  led  to  a  situation 
where  ARCO  was  unable  to  meet  demand  for 
its  gasoline  and  was  forced  to  raise  prices  in 
line  with  market  conditions  in  order  to  pre- 
vent its  dealers  flrom  running  out  of  gasoline. 
The  ARCO  spokesman  said  that  "gasoline 
prices  have  increased  some  20  to  30  cents  per 
gallon  over  the  last  few  months.  Obviously 
no  one  can  promise  that  even  though  the 
marginal  cost  of  gasoline  is  reduced  by  a  4.3 
cents  per  gallon  tax  reduction  on  a  given 
day,  some  other  factors  may  not  simulta- 
neously influence  the  market  price  of  gaso- 
line." 

ARCO  chairman  Bowlin  said:  "What  we 
can  say  is  that  ARCO  will  immediately  re- 
duce the  total  price  of  gasoline  at  our  com- 
pany-operated stations  and  to  our  dealers  by 
4.3  cents  per  gallon.  I  can  also  tell  you  that 
our  Internal  forecasts  suggest  that  gasoline 
prices  are  headed  lower.  We  believe  that  the 
vast  majority  of  responsible  economists 
would  say  that  a  reduction  in  excise  taxes 
would  be  passed  through  about  penny-per- 
penny  at  the  pump." 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  LEWIS]. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  rise  against  this  election-year  gim- 
mick; 4.3  cents  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  price  of  gasoline  and  everything  to 
do  with  trying  to  buy  an  election,  but 
the  American  people  will  not  be  fooled. 

Not  one  voter,  but  not  one  voter  from 
the  Fifth  Congressional  District  of 
Georgia  has  contacted  me  in  support  of 
this  ill-conceived  idea.   Every  letter. 
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every  phone  call  I  have  received  has  a 
simple  message:  Vote  "no".  Do  not 
play  games.  Do  not  sacrifice  common 
sense  for  nonsense. 

The  Concord  Coalition,  economists 
and  deficit  hawks  all  agree  this  is  a  bad 
bill.  It  is  a  silly  bill.  It  is  downright 
silly. 

We  must  stand  for  something,  my 
colleagues,  or  we  will  fall  for  anything. 
We  cannot  just  pay  lipservice  to  deficit 
reduction,  we  must  vote  for  it.  I  urge 
my  colleagues,  all  of  us,  to  vote  no. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Rahall]. 

Mr.  RAHALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  not 
on  behalf  of  the  political  ploy  that  is 
being  perpetrated  on  the  American 
public  by  this  legislation  but  on  behalf 
of  the  Nation's  crumbling  highway  in- 
frastructure. 

I  would  say  to  my  colleagues  that  the 
American  public  recognizes  a  political 
sham  when  it  sees  one,  and  that  is 
what  this  bill  represents,  nothing  but  a 
sham,  a  pure  political  sham. 

I  would  suggest  as  well  that  if  any- 
body really  believes  the  action  we  are 
going  to  take  here  today  by  repealing 
the  4.3  cents  gas  tax  is  going  to  lead  to 
lower  prices  at  the  pump,  then  I  would 
say  if  one  really  believes  that,  welcome 
to  La-La-Land.  Welcome  to  La-La- 
Land. 

D  1830 

Nothing  we  do  here  today  is  going  to 
lower  the  price  of  the  gas  at  the  pump. 
We  can  argue,  and  we  can  argue,  and 
we  can  argue  about  the  reasons  why 
the  prices  have  gone  up,  whether  it  be 
the  new  sporty  vehicles,  whether  it  be 
the  repeal  of  the  national  speed  limit 
that  this  Congress  did  or  whether  it  be 
the  weather  conditions  or  crude  oil 
stock  supplies,  whatever.  We  can  argue 
about  the  true  reasons  for  this  price  in- 
crease. 

The  fact  is  the  American  people  want 
this  money  going  to  improving  our  in- 
frastructure. That  is  where  we  ought  to 
be  spending  this  money  without  in- 
creasing taxes. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Colo- 
rado [Mr.  Skaggs]. 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is 
bad  budget  policy.  It  is  going  to  make 
it  $30  billion-plus  harder  to  balance  the 
budget  over  the  next  6  years.  It  is  bad 
consumer  policy,  unlikely  that  our 
citizens  are  going  to  see  very  much  of 
this  reflected  at  the  pump.  It  is  lousy 
energy  policy. 

We  ought  to  be  focused  on  conserva- 
tion and  efficiency.  This  goes  in  ex- 
actly the  wrong  direction.  It  is  lousy 
national  security  policy  because  it  ag- 
gravates our  dependence  on  foreigrn  im- 
ported oil  and  all  that  goes  with  that, 
and  it  is  really  lousy  politics.  It  gives 
pandering  a  bad  name. 


Does  anyone  here  renumber  the  budget 
deficit? 

Today,  the  House  will  vote  on  a  bill  to  tem- 
porarily repeal  the  4.3  cent  gas  tax  increase 
that  was  a  part  of  the  landmark  1993  deficit 
reduction  package. 

That  deficit  reduction  bill  was  a  twg  step  to- 
ward getting  the  budget  under  control.  Be- 
cause of  wtiat  we  did  in  1993,  we've  had  4 
straight  years  of  deficit  reduction  for  the  first 
time  in  decades.  Since  then,  the  deficit  has 
been  cut  in  half. 

So,  why  are  we  rushing  to  take  up  a  bill  to 
repeal  the  4.3  cent  gas  tax  that  is  dedicated 
to  deficit  reduction? 

The  answer  is  that  the  Reputilican  leader- 
ship thinks  that  ttwre  is  election-year  mileage 
to  be  had  from  pandering  to  what  they  think 
will  be  popular;  and  others  among  us  are  ex- 
periencing some  panic  about  t>eing  caught  on 
the  wrong  side  of  the  issue. 

Pandering  and  panic — that's  a  potent  elec- 
tion-year mix,  but  a  toxic  one  in  terms  of  good 
public  policy. 

If  anyone  worxJers  wt^ether  the  gas  tax  re- 
peal is  election  year  pandering,  you  only  need 
to  look  at  the  effective  dates  in  the  bill — tfie 
temporary  gas  tax  cut  would  last  from  June 
until  January,  just  long  er>ough  to  take  us 
through  the  election. 

Of  course,  ttiat  won't  be  the  end  of  the 
story — we're  tokJ  that  tfie  legislation  imple- 
nrtenting  the  budget  resolution  will  include  a 
pemianent  repeal.  Permanent  repeal  of  the 
part  of  tfie  gas  tax  that  goes  to  dieficit  reduc- 
tion would  add  S33.9  billion  to  deficit  by  2002. 
That  woukl  increase  the  defcit  by  several  bil- 
lion more  tfian  it  was  reduced  by  all  the  cuts 
in  the  appropriations  bills  for  this  year— cuts 
that  the  Republican  leadership  have  called  thie 
"down  paymenr  on  a  t)aJanced  budget 

But  that  will  come  later.  Today,  we  have  the 
temporary  repeal.  The  rationale  for  today's  bill 
supposedly  is  Vne  recent  increase  in  prices  at 
the  gasoline  pump.  But  will  this  bill  reduce 
prices  at  tf>e  pump?  Will  it  be  passed  on  to 
the  consumer? 

Not  likely.  The  benefits  of  this  bill  will  go  di- 
rectly to  the  oil  refiners  and  there  are  many 
steps  between  the  refiners  arxj  the  pump.  A 
reduction  in  gas  taxes  doesnt  necessarily 
mean  a  reductk>n  in  gas  prices. 

Energy  expert  Philip  K.  Verieger,  Jr.,  an 
economist  at  Charles  River  Associates,  has 
said.  The  Reputilican  sponsored  solution  to 
the  current  fuels  problem  *  *  *  is  rx>thing 
more  and  nothing  less  than  a  refiners'  t)enefit 
bill.  It  will  transfer  upward  of  $3  txllion  from  tfie 
U.S.  Treasury  to  the  pockets  of  refiners  and 
gasoline  marketers." 

Even  the  conservative  economist  William 
Niskanen,  preskJent  of  the  conservative  Cato 
Institute,  says,  "I  dont  think  there  is  anything 
the  Reputilicans  can  credit>ly  do  to  guarantee 
that  the  tax  reductk>n  gets  passed  through  to 
the  consumer." 

A  gas  tax  cut  also  won't  do  anything  to  ad- 
dress the  serious  economic,  environmental 
and  security  issues  that  fk>w  from  our  courv 
try's  dependency  on  mn-renewable  sources  of 
energy,  especially  imported  oil. 

In  poll  after  poll,  when  people  are  asked 
what  the  highest  priority  should  be  for  energy 
polk^ies,  the  majority  support  research  and  de- 
velopment for  energy  efficierx:y  arxl  renewable 


energy.  So,  what  are  the  priorities  of  the  new 
majority  here  in  the  House?  Their  budget  res- 
olution cuts  furxling  for  energy  efficiency  arxj 
renewable  energy.  As  shown  in  this  biO,  politi- 
cal posturing  about  the  price  of  gas. 

This  bill  is  also  bad  policy  because  it  sends 
exactly  tfie  wrong  signal  about  consenmig  erv 
ergy.  We  need  to  do  more,  not  less,  to  en- 
courage more  efficient  use  of  energy.  Because 
gasoline  has  again  become  relatively  cheap, 
and  because  national  polk:y  has  stopped 
stressing  the  importance  of  fuel  effkaency, 
we've  t)een  seeing  the  return  of  gas-guzzling 
cars,  especially  the  increasingly  popular  sport 
utility  vehk:ies.  This  bill  woukl  not  do  anything 
to  counter  this  trend. 

We  also  need  to  continue  devekipment  of 
techrrology  for  efficient,  cost-effective  use  of 
solar  and  renewable  energy  sources.  Petro- 
leum is  not  a  renewat)le  resource,  and  pass- 
ing this  mistaken  bill  will  only  tend  to  discour- 
age progress  regarding  better  energy  sources. 

Petroleum  is  also  primarily  an  imported  fuel. 
Efforts  to  encourage  its  use  only  add  to  our 
dependence  on  foreign  sources,  and  com- 
plicate our  national  security  interests  and  for- 
eign policies. 

This  k>ill  should  not  t>e  on  our  agenda  It 
won't  help  the  consumer,  but  it  will  hurt  ttie 
country.  It's  an  oil  t>ill  all  right — political  snake 
oil.  irs  cheap  politics,  but  with  a  high  price  of 
misplaced  pnorrties  and  t>ad  put}lc  polk:y. 

We  shouki  not  be  carried  away  by  election- 
year  panic.  We  shoukj  reject  this  bill. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Texas 
[Ms.  Jackson-Lee]. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  let  me  offer  to  the  American 
public  that  unfortunately  this  is  put- 
ting a  toothless  tiger  in  your  tank. 
This  should  really  be  a  bipartisan  ef- 
fort. I  offered  H.R.  3457  to  repeal  the 
gas  tax  and  to  have  an  enforcement 
provision  that  would  in  fact  ensure 
tracking  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  the  fact  that  it  would  get  back 
to  the  consumer. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  saddened  to  say 
that  the  bill  we  have  on  the  floor  today 
gives  a  sense  of  Congress's  position.  I 
think  that  is  nice  for  me  to  be  able  to 
say  I  want  it  repealed.  It  has  no  en- 
forcement provision  whatsoever.  It 
says  that  we  want  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office  to  do  a  study. 

Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  121,000 
households  in  the  18th  Congressional 
District  of  Texas  making  under  X25,000. 
They  do  not  want  me  to  study  the 
issue.  They  need  the  repeal  at  the 
pump  today,  right  now.  I  am  going  to 
hope  that  our  body  and  the  other  body 
will  come  together  and  get  a  real  re- 
peal that  comes  to  those  who  need  it 
and  that  we  will  be  able  to  vote  on  a 
gas  tax  that  the  American  public  can 
be  pleased  with  and  benefit  from. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  express  some  serious 
concerns  over  H.R.  3415,  whch  woukj  tempo- 
rarity  repeal  4.3  cents  of  the  18.3  cents  per 
gallon  Federal  excise  tax  on  gasoline. 

First  of  all,  I  am  concemed  that  this  bill  is 
t}eing  conskJered  under  a  ckised  rule.  Several 
members  submitted  amendments  to  the  Rules 
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Committee  that  would  have  made  this  bill  a 
better  bill.  Unfortunately,  on  a  bill  of  such 
major  importance  to  our  country,  the  Rules 
Committee  rejected  all  amendments. 

While  I  believe  that  gas  prices  should  be  re- 
duced, I  am  disappointed  that  this  bill  does  not 
ensure  that  the  repeal  of  4.3  cents  of  the  Fed- 
eral excise  tax  on  gasoline  is  passed  through 
to  customers. 

I  introduced  a  bill,  H.R.  3457,  to  temporarily 
repeal  the  4.3  cents  gas  tax  by  requiring  the 
business  firms  to  certify  to  the  Treasury  De- 
partment tfiat  the  savings  from  such  repeal 
would  be  passed  through  to  consumers  or  the 
gas  tax  would  be  reimposed  on  those  firms 
that  did  not  do  so. 

H.R.  3415  does  not  contain  any  such  en- 
forcement provision.  H.R.  3415  only  includes  a 
sense  of  the  Congress  provision  tfiat  consum- 
ers receive  the  benefit  and  that  fuel  producers 
take  actions  to  reduce  tf>e  fuel  price.  It  also  re- 
quires ttie  General  Accounting  Office  to  cor>- 
duct  a  study  to  determine  whether  tfiere  was 
a  pass  through  of  the  repeal  to  consumers. 

There  is  no  question  that  gas  prices  have 
increased  by  20  cents  since  February  of  this 
year  and  ttiat  we  need  to  find  a  way  to  give 
consumers  and  business  firms  some  relief.  I 
know  first-hand  that  the  210,000  workers  in 
the  18th  Congressfonal  District  of  Texas  who 
drive  everyday  to  work  or  partx^ipate  in  car- 
pools  need  immediate  relief. 

If  we  deckle  to  approve  a  repeal,  we  must 
make  up  the  fost  revenue  in  the  amount  of 
S2.9  billion  to  tfie  Federal  Government  by  re- 
ducing spending  on  other  programs. 

This  bill  restores  kist  revenue  by  proposing 
cuts  in  salaries  and  other  administrative  ex- 
penses at  the  Department  of  Energy  in  the 
anxNjnt  S800  millfon  over  ttie  next  6  years.  Of 
tfiis  amount.  SI  04  million  would  be  cut  in  fiscal 
year  1997.  The  Energy  Department  whk:h  has 
the  resources  to  help  the  energy  industry  ex- 
pand its  domestK  energy  productfon  shoukj 
not  be  sut}ject  of  such  major  cuts.  As  we  care- 
fully consider  whether  to  pass  this  bill,  let  us 
commit  ourselves  to  expanding  our  domestk: 
energy  productfon  so  that  we  can  lessen  our 
need  for  oil  from  otf>er  countries. 

The  ottier  source  of  revenue  to  pay  for  the 
repeal  is  generated  from  giving  ttie  FCC  per- 
manent authority  to  award  Ik^nses  for  the  use 
of  radio  broadcast  spectrum.  In  1998,  $2.9  bil- 
lion woukl  be  generated  form  tfiese  auctions. 

In  the  altemative,  my  bill,  H.R.  3457,  woukj 
have  offs^  the  tost  revenue  by  cutting  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  procurement  budget, 
whk:h  is  already  significantiy  above  the  De- 
fense Departmenf  s  request 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  an  important  vote,  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  carefully  weigh  the 
facts  and  consider  wtiether  this  bill  will  acconrv 
piish  wtet  it  intends  to  do.  American  consunv 
ers  are  watching  arvl  waiting. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentlemaji  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Cunningham]. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
gentleman  form  Georgia,  [Mr.  Lewis] 
said  that  the  tax  did  not  have  any  ef- 
fect on  the  price  of  gas.  It  does,  $550 
million  in  California,  it  affects  our  tax- 
payers. Yes,  the  1993  Clinton  tax  pack- 
age, we  took  away  the  increase  on  So- 
cial Security  for  seniors  of  the  tax.  So 


I  assume  that  that  does  not  affect  any- 
thing either. 

We  decreased  the  luxury  tax  that  we 
had  that  cost  many,  many  thousands  of 
jobs.  I  suppose  that  does  not  have  any 
effect.  And  the  gas  price,  a  1-cent 
change  in  gas  cost  airlines  millions  of 
dollars. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  have  us  take  a 
look  at  what  the  President  has  said 
that  his  deficit  reduction  package  is  so 
good.  K  it  is  so  good,  why  did  the  Presi- 
dent have  to  offer  us  four  different 
budgets  that  increased  the  deficit  by 
$200  billion  every  year  for  the  next  7 
years?  When  he  was  forced  to  present  a 
budget  that  was  scored,  90  percent  of 
those  cuts  took  place  in  the  years  6  and 
7.  because  he  does  not  want  it. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin [Mr.  Barrett]. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  there  are  many  writers  and 
pundits  around  Washington  who  won- 
der why  Americajis  are  cynical  about 
politics.  This  is  the  day  to  understand 
why  Americans  are  cynical  about  poli- 
tics. What  do  we  have  here,  6%  months 
before  the  Presidential  and  congres- 
sional elections?  We  have  an  attempt, 
and  a  successful  attempt  unfortu- 
nately, to  repeal  a  gas  tax  for  7 
months.  Then  it  does  back  on. 

The  people  who  are  voting  for  this, 
the  President,  Senator  Dole,  must 
think  that  the  American  people  do  not 
imderstand.  They  must  think  they  do 
not  vmderstand  cynical  politics,  be- 
cause that  is  exactly  what  this  is.  If 
the  people  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  did 
not  want  this  repealed,  they  would 
have  introduced  it  a  year  and  a  half 
ago.  They  would  have  made  it  perma- 
nent. But  that  is  not  what  is  going  on 
here.  What  is  going  on  here  is  ^he  crass 
political  demonstration  for  the  elec- 
tions. That  is  all  it  is.  Any  American 
with  an  IQ  over  80  will  understand 
that. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Con- 
necticut [Ms.  DeLauro]. 

Ms.  DELAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  sup- 
port a  repeal  of  the  4.3^ent  gas  tax, 
but  I  am  disappointed  in  how  the  issue 
was  approached.  I  had  hoped  that  we 
would  not  only  cut  this  tax  but  that  we 
would  assure  the  American  people  that 
any  change  in  the  tax  would  ensure 
that  the  people  of  this  Nation  would 
have  more  change  in  their  pockets. 

Unfortunately,  the  Republican  lead- 
ership stood  firm  in  their  support  of 
big  oil.  They  missed  their  golden  op- 
portimities.  First,  in  committee  last 
week  and  on  the  floor  today  the  leader- 
ship refused  a  Democratic  amendment 
to  guarantee  that  consumers  and  not 
the  oil  companies  would  benefit  flrom 
the  repeal.  Second,  the  tax  should  have 
been  paid  for  by  reforming  corporate 
welfare  and  eliminating  programs  like 
the  alcohol  fuel  credit  and  the  percent- 
age of  depletion  for  oil  producers. 
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Finally,  the  Republican  leadership 
should  have  promised  the  American 
people  that  they  would  hold  hearings, 
that  the  oil  companies  may  have  en- 
gaged in  price  gouging.  Without  these 
assurances,  the  end  result  is  unclear. 

I  support  this  because  it  is  important 
for  families  in  this  country  to  receive  a 
break. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Engel]. 

Mr.  ENGEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a 
difficult  bill  to  vote  against.  It  is  popu- 
lar, but  I  think  we  can  all  see  it  for 
what  it  is.  It  is  a  cynical,  cheap,  politi- 
cal, election-year  maneuver.  My  Re- 
publican colleagues  must  think  that 
the  American  public  is  stupid.  Every- 
one can  see  through  the  bill  and  under- 
stand what  it  is. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  they  were  so  con- 
cerned about  deficit  reduction  as  they 
say  they  are,  they  would  be  acting  dif- 
ferently. The  deficit  has  been  cut  in 
half,  less  than  half,  under  the  P*resi- 
dent  and  with  the  Democratic  Con- 
gresses. There  was  not  one  Republican 
that  voted  for  it.  So  when  push  comes 
to  shove,  they  really  do  not  care  that 
much  about  the  deficit  to  play  it 
straight. 

Why  would  the  Republican  leadership 
not  allow  us  a  vote  on  this  floor  to 
guarantee  that  the  savings  would  be 
passed  on  to  the  American  consumers? 
I  think  that  the  fact  that  they  will  not 
allow  us  a  vote  to  ensure  that  the 
American  consumers  will  benefit  from 
this  is  again  a  cynical  move.  So  again 
they  talk  a  good  game.  They  talk  defi- 
cit reduction,  but  in  reality,  it  is  only 
election  year  politics.  Business  as 
usual.  Politics  as  usual. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  fl'om  Illinois 
[Mr.  Porter]. 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me. 

I  might  say,  this  is  in  a  political 
mode  but  let  me  say,  I  believe  this  is 
one  of  the  most  mindless  things  we 
could  possibly  do.  I  did  not  support  the 
gas  tax  increase  when  it  was  adopted.  I 
would  not  reduce  the  deficit  by  raising 
taxes.  I  would  reduce  the  deficit  and  do 
reduce  it  by  cutting  spending.  But  this 
is  a  tax  already  in  existence.  This  is  a 
tax  now  that  is  reducing  the  deficit. 
And  while  repealing  it  may  be  good 
politics,  it  is  bad  Government. 

There  is  no  assurance  whatsoever 
that  the  consumer  will  get  any  benefit 
if  this  legislation  passes.  I  imagine 
they  will  not  even  get  a  chance  to  no- 
tice it  because  as  everyone  knows.  Iraq 
recently  entered  into  an  agreement 
with  the  United  Nations  to  put  about 
700  million  barrels  of  oil  a  day  on  the 
market  which  is  going  to  drive  the 
price  down  with  increased  supply.  It  is 
coming  down  anyway. 

I  might  add,  today  in  this  country 
motor  fuel  costs  are  at  a  historic  all- 
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time  low.  We  have  more  fuel  efficient 
cars.  The  cost  of  gasoline  is  down.  It 
seems  to  me  that  this  is  something 
that  will  simply  undermine  the  deficit 
reduction  that  is  going  on.  The  offset  is 
to  sell  assets,  and  anybody  knows  that 
this  is  not  the  way  to  run  a  railroad  or 
a  government. 

I  believe  that  this  legislation  simply 
represents  politics  I  personally  want  no 
part  of  it.  I  intend  to  vote  "no." 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
KOLBE).  The  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Gibbons]  has  3  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  political  pander- 
ing if  I  have  ever  seen  it,  and  I  have 
seen  a  lot  of  political  pandering  in  my 
life.  But  this  is  about  as  bad  as  I  have 
ever  seen.  Mr.  Dole  needed  something 
to  jimip  start  his  campaign  so  he 
poured  a  little  gasoline  on  it. 

Give  everybody  a  tax  cut  for  the  user 
fee  that  they  pay  for  using  the  high- 
ways of  this  country.  Some  of  this 
money  does  not  go  into  the  user  fee.  I 
made  a  motion  in  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  to  put  it  all  in  the 
user  fee,  and  all  the  Republicans 
turned  it  down,  Mr.  Speaker.  So  if  any- 
body thinks  our  highway  and  transpor- 
tation infrastructure  is  in  great  shape, 
it  is  because  you  have  not  tried  to  use 
it  recently.  I  did  this  last  weekend.  It 
is  a  mess. 

It  is  overcrowded.  It  is  wearing  out. 
Most  families,  when  they  are  traveling, 
will  pick  out  the  filling  stations  that 
have  the  t>est  rest  rooms  to  stop  and 
buy  their  gasoline  because  the  prices 
are  so  close  to  each  other.  They  are 
very  cynical.  They  do  not  think  that 
the  oil  companies  are  going  to  let  them 
see  any  of  this  gasoline  tax  repeal.  I 
ajn  C3aiical  like  that,  too,  Mr.  Speaker. 

I  think  this  is  political  pandering  at 
its  worst.  We  ought  to  vote  no. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Archer]  has  4 
minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  the  l>alance  of  my  time,  and  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  firom  California 
[Mr.  RIGGS]. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  want- 
ed to  point  out  again,  so  as  to  not  de- 
liberately mislead  our  colleagues  and 
the  American  people,  following  this  de- 
bate, this  4.3  cents  per  gallon  gas  tax 
increase  imposed  by  the  President  and 
congressional  Democrats  does  not  go 
into  the  Federal  highway  trust  fund, 
does  not  pay  to  maintain  our  Nation's 
highway  transportation  infitistructure 
or  for  our  mass  transit  programs. 

What  I  was  going  to  ask  the  gen- 
tleman, I  very  much  appreciate  the  dis- 
tinguished chairman  srielding  to  me,  if 
you  cannot  cut  taxes,  the  repeal  of  this 
gas  tax  increase  amounts  to  a  S48  aver- 
age savings  to  the  American  family.  If 
you  cannot  cut  taxes  by  at  least  S48  on 


average  for  the  American  family,  then 
you  are  obviously  not  going  to  support 
any  form  of  tax  relief  for  working 
American  families. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have 
listened  to  all  of  the  rhetoric  today.  I 
must  say  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
now  says  he  wants  this  money  to  go 
into  the  trust  fund.  I  have  wanted  all 
gasoline  taxes  to  go  into  the  trust  fund 
and  to  build  highways  and  bridges  so 
that  those  who  pay  the  tax  will  t>enefit 
by  being  able  to  use  the  infrastructure 
paid  for  by  those  taxes.  Unfortunately, 
that  was  not  permitted  In  1993. 

For  the  first  time  the  compact  with 
the  American  vehicle  users  on  the 
highways  was  abrogated,  the  compact 
that  existed  all  the  way  back  to  Eisen- 
hower's presidency  of  this  country. 

I  would  hope  that  if  this  tax  is  per- 
mitted to  continue  after  January  1, 
that  the  gentleman  from  Florida  will 
join  with  me  to  assure  that  it  does  go 
into  the  highway  trust  fund  where  it 
belong  as  a  legitimate  user  fee.  Unfor- 
tunately, the  gentleman  will  be  retir- 
ing and  will  not  t>e  here  at  that  time. 

There  is  so  much  misinformation 
that  has  t>een  presented  about  this  leg- 
islation. Yes,  it  is  a  temporary  repeal. 
Yes,  hopefully  this  will  be  a  temporary 
spike  in  the  price  of  gasoline  so  that 
we  can  give  some  degree  of  help  to 
working  Americans  to  let  them  keep 
more  of  their  weekly  paycheck. 

a  1845 

And  if  the  price  of  gasoline  is  down 
overall  at  the  end  of  this  year,  we  will 
have  done  our  job. 

It  is  interesting  that  a  columnist  in 
the  Boston  Glol>e  wrote  an  article,  and 
I  quote.  This  is  from  the  6th  of  May: 

A  group  of  moguls  and  powerbrokers  grath- 
er  in  their  splendid  headquarters.  As  aides 
and  flunkies  scurry  about,  the  barons  are 
coming  to  an  agreement  on  the  price  of  gaso- 
line. Should  they  raise  it?  Lower  it?  Leave  it 
alone?  Whatever  they  decide,  drivers  every- 
where will  bear  the  consequences,  for  be  mo- 
guls' influence  reaches  every  gas  pump  in 
America. 

It  doesn't  take  long.  These  powerful  men 
and  women  know  what  they  want.  They  are 
hungry  for  more  money.  And  so,  from  their 
elegant  chambers,  the  order  goes  forth:  Raise 
gasoline  prices.  Across  the  land,  every  flling 
station  satisfy  complies.  There  is  nothing 
customers  can  do  aboat  it.  Those  who  wish 
to  buy  gasoline  must  pay  the  surcharge  the 
maguls  have  deserved. 

Fiction?  Not  at  all.  This  scenario  actually 
happened  Collaboration  did  take  place.  The 
price  of  gasoline  was  artifically  hiked.  T'he 
people  who  hiked  it  were  motivated  by  a 
hunger  for  more  money. 

Who  were  these  collaborators?  A  group  of 
proflt-swoUen  oil  industry  plutocrats?  A 
handful  of  Persian  Gulf  petro-sheiks?  A 
criminal  consortium  plotting  to  wreck  the 
domestic  oil  market? 

No.  The  powerful  cabal  that  deliberately 
jacked  up  the  price  of  gasoline,  forcing 
Americans  to  pay  billions  of  dollars  more 
than  the  market  value,  was— the  Congress  of 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  Speaker,  they  were  reaching  an 
18.3-cent-a-gallon  tax  on  gasoline.  I  in- 


clude the  rest  of  this  article  for  the 
Record. 

The  article  referred  to  is  as  follows: 

[From  the  Boston  Globe,  May  6. 1996] 

Who  Really  Drove  Up  Price  of  Gas? 

(By  Jeff  Jacoby) 

In  May  1993.  the  federal  gasoline  tax  was 
raised  to  18.3  cents  a  gallon.  That  vote 
marked  the  third  time  in  just  over  a  decade 
that  Congress  had  increased  the  tax.  Since 
December  1962.  the  federal  levy  on  gasoline 
has  exploded  357  percent^-even  as  the  price 
of  gasoline  has  trended  steadily  downward. 

Of  course,  for  the  last  few  weeks,  as  every 
driver  knows,  prices  at  the  pump  have  been 
a  dime  or  two  higher  than  usual.  There's  no 
mystery  about  why:  Inventories  were  down 
because  of  the  unusually  long  winter,  a  fire 
in  California  closed  a  Shell  Oil  refinery,  and 
Saddam  Hussein's  obduracy  Is  keeping 
500.000  barrels  a  day  of  Iraqi  crude  off  the 
international  market. 

No  reputable  economic  or  oil  expert  in  the 
world  would  attribute  the  current  surge  in 
gasoline  prices  to  anything  but  the  normal 
interplay  of  supply  and  demand. 

Politicians,  however,  are  a  different  story. 

Sniffing  a  chance  to  turn  motorists  ire  to 
political  advantage.  U.S.  Rep.  Edward  Mar- 
key.  D-Mass.  pandered  to  the  TV  cameras 
last  week.  Tossing  around  criminal  accusa- 
tions of  "price-fixing,  collusion,  or  delib- 
erate efforts  to  limit  supply."  he  called  for 
the  Energy  and  Justice  departments  to  in- 
vestigate the  oil  industry.  "Naked  greed!"  he 
hissed.  "Oil  company  overcharges!" 

Even  for  Markey.  who  excels  at  anti-busi- 
ness cheap  shots,  this  was  egregious.  It  was 
grandstanding  of  the  trashiest  sort,  and  if  it 
wasn't  libel,  it  came  awfully  close.  Nobody 
believes  that  price-fixing  is  behind  the  latest 
price  spike.  "We  think  it's  unlikely  that 
there's  collusion  or  anjrthing  illegal  going  on 
here."  Markey's  own  aide  admitted  on  Fri- 
day— even  as  his  boss  was  making  exactly 
those  charges. 

And  just  who  is  Markey  to  talk  about 
gouging?  Nothing  is  more  responsible  for  in- 
flating the  price  of  gasoline  than  politicians 
like  him.  It  isn't  the  cost  of  crude  oil  that 
accounts  for  the  lion's  share  of  gas  prices.  It 
isn't  refining.  It  isn't  marketing  or  distribu- 
tion. All  of  those  cost  considerably  less 
today  (in  real  terms)  than  they  did  IS  years 
ago. 

It's  taxes. 

In  1961.  federal  and  state  taxes  made  up 
just  12  percent  of  the  retail  price  of  gasoline. 
Last  year,  they  accounted  for  35  percent.  The 
typical  driver  now  pays  42  cents  a  gallon  in 
taxes — in  some  states,  far  more.  Rhode  Is- 
land and  California  drivers  pay  47  cents  in 
taxes  for  each  gallon  they  buy.  Connecticut 
drivers,  a  whopping  53  cents.  "The  average 
U.S.  consumer,"  reports  the  Wall  Street 
Journal,  "is  paying  72  percent  more  in  gas 
taxes  than  a  decade  ago."  Talk  about 
colluding  to  squeeze  more  money  out  of 
American  drivers!  It's  Congress  and  the 
statehouses.  not  the  oil  companies,  that 
have  been  ripping  off  motorists  unmerci- 
fully. 

Which  is  why  Senate  Majority  Leader  Bob 
Dole  and  House  Speaker  Newt  Gingrich  are 
absolutely  right  to  call  for  rolling  back  the 
1993  increases  in  the  federal  gasoline  tax. 
The  pity  is  that  they  didn't  call  for  it  18 
months  ago.  when  their  party  won  control  of 
Congress.  The  only  reason  the  "Clinton  gas 
tax"  is  being  targeted  now  Is  because  Repub- 
licans want  to  show  that  they.  too.  can  "do 
something"  about  higher  gasoline  prices. 

But  the  reason  to  repeal  the  gas  tax  in- 
crease is  not  to  undo  a  temporary  jolt  at  the 
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pump.  It  is  that  the  increase  should  never 
have  been  passed  in  the  first  place.  And  the 
reason  it  should  never  have  been  passed  is 
that  taxes  in  America  are  already  far  too 
high.  Wasn't  that  why  Republicans  unani- 
mously opposed  the  '93  tax  package  in  the 
first  place? 

Markey  can  demagogxie  about  price-fixing; 
the  Justice  and  Energy  departments  can 
probe  for  collusion.  It's  pretty  clear  who's 
been  gouging  U.S.  drivers.  When  the  federal 
gasoline  tax  was  hiked  in  1983.  Markey  voted 
yes.  When  it  was  hiked  in  1990.  he  voted  yes. 
When  it  was  hiked  in  1993,  he  voted  yes.  If  it 
weren't  for  the  Ed  Markeys  of  this  country 
gasoline  would  be  30  percent  cheaper.  Think 
about  that  the  next  time  you  fill  up. 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong 
opposition  to  H.R.  3415.  the  Temporary  Gaso- 
line Tax  Repeal  Act  In  taking  this  position,  let 
me  first  make  it  dear  that  I  have  consistently 
supported  efforts  for  real  tax  relief  for  our  Na- 
tion's working  citizens  arxl  their  families.  How- 
ever, I  cannot  and  will  not  support  this  so- 
called  tax  relief  package  that  will,  in  fact  result 
in  a  significant,  undeserved  windfall  for  our 
Natkxi's  oil  cornpanies. 

It  woukj  be  irresponsible  to  transfer  nearly 
S2.9  billion  to  some  of  the  most  profitable 
companies  in  America  with  no  appreciable 
benefits  for  consumers.  This  shortsighted  and 
poiitKally  motivated  legislation  before  us  will 
also  hurt  our  efforts  to  reduce  the  deficit. 

The  stated  purpose  of  H.R.  3415  is  to  tenv 
porarity  repeal  ttie  4.3  cent-per-gallon  increase 
in  the  Federal  transportation  fuels  tax  that  was 
enacted  as  part  of  the  1993  Budget  Reconcili- 
atk)n  Act  Furtherrrx)re,  the  measure  woukJ 
only  be  effective  until  January  1,  1997,  when 
the  tax  wouM  be  reinstated.  In  order  to  offset 
the  tost  $2.9  bink>n  in  revenue  generated  by 
the  tax  the  bfll  cuts  funding  from  the  Energy 
Departnient  and  auctions  off  new  radio  fre- 
quencies now  owned  by  the  Federal  Goverrv 
ment 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  4.3  cent-per- 
galion  gas  tax  is  not  actually  imposed  at  the 
pump.  Instead,  it  is  levied  on  oil  companies  at 
an  earlier  point  in  tiie  chain  of  sale  and  then 
passed  on  to  the  servne  station  and  the  con- 
sumer. In  tfie  absence  of  a  provisk}n  in  H.R. 
3415  to  ensure  tfiat  any  savings  are  passed 
on  to  consumers  the  total  S2.9  billion  savings 
from  the  tjtil  will  erxj  up  benefiting  big  oil  com- 
F>anies. 

In  an  attempt  to  ensure  that  consumers 
woukJ  be  protected,  my  Democratic  colleagues 
sought  a  mle  that  wouM  have  allowed  an 
amendment  to  H.R.  3415.  Had  this  amend- 
ment been  made  in  order,  it  woukJ  have  re- 
quired that  the  S2.9  billion  tax  cut  was  directed 
to  the  American  pubac.  Unfortunately,  the 
Rules  Committee  prohibited  any  such  con- 
sumer protectkxi  amendment 

Mr.  Speaker,  because  of  the  exclusion  of 
any  savings  to  consumers,  H.R.  3415  rep- 
resents one  of  the  majority's  most  audacious 
attempts  to  transfer  Federal  funds  to  wealthy 
corporations.  It  is  cynical  and  repugnant  to  me 
that  this  bill,  under  the  guise  of  providing  tax 
relief  to  Americans,  will  simply  be  increasing 
tt>e  profit  margins  of  oil  companies. 

While  I  applaud  all  Americans  who  have 
been  able  to  enrich  themselves  through  hard 
work,  innovatk)n,  and  creativity,  I  cannot  si^ 
port  a  tax  relief  package  that  so  unevenly  ben- 
efits a  specific  industry  to  the  detrinwnt  of  the 


American  put>ik:.  In  addition  to  providing  tax 
breaks  to  Amerka's  richest  oil  companies,  this 
bill  also  hurts  our  efforts  to  achieve  meaningful 
deficit  reduction.  While  the  RepulDlican  con- 
trolled Congress  has  claimed  that  they  support 
meaningful  efforts  to  reduce  the  deficit,  this  bill 
makes  that  goal  much  more  difficult  H.R. 
3415  directs  over  S2.9  billion  that  cold  have 
been  used  for  deficit  reduction  to  t)ig  oil  com- 
panies as  a  giveaway.  The  fact  is,  under  cur- 
rent law,  the  defk»t  fighting  ctiaracteristics  of 
tf>e  gas  tax  have  played  a  key  role  in  Presi- 
dent Clinton's  3  year  historic  effort  to  control 
deficit  spending. 

In  addition  to  the  harm  this  legislation  will 
cause  to  our  Nation's  fight  to  reduce  the  na- 
tional defkJit  H.R.  3415  misdirects  Federal  re- 
sources away  from  programs  that  could  help 
our  Nation's  citizens.  The  S2.9  billion  that  this 
bill  uses  to  line  the  pockets  of  rich  oil  conv- 
pany  executives  could  have  been  used  to  pro- 
vide housing  to  the  poor,  food  to  the  hungry, 
job  opportunities  to  the  jobless,  and  better 
education  for  Amerka's  children. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  belief  that  H.R.  3415 
and  the  circumstances  under  whk:h  it  is  pre- 
sented in  this  House  is  an  attempt  to  mislead 
the  American  people  to  tielieve  that  this  so- 
called  tax  cut  will  help  citizens  and  businesses 
hurt  by  rising  fuel  prices.  Nothing  could  be  fur- 
ther from  the  truth.  This  legislation  unfairly  and 
unjustifiably  expands  the  gap  between  rich  oil 
companies  and  the  rest  of  America.  The 
American  people  elected  us  to  act  in  their  best 
interest  not  compromise  their  welfare  because 
the  new  Repuljlican  majority  wants  to  satisfy 
campaign  promises  and  grant  tax  breaks  to 
the  wealthy.  I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to 
vote  against  this  bill. 

Mr.  BORSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  oppose 
H.R.  3415,  the  temporary  gas  tax  repeal,  elec- 
tkjn  year  opportunism  that  will  do  virtually 
nothing  to  help  the  taxpayers  of  our  country. 

H.R.  3415  is  simply  politics — rt  has  nothing 
to  do  with  good  government  or  good  policy. 
There  is  no  guarantee  that  any  of  the  4.3 
cents  per  gallon  that  is  being  repealed  will  end 
up  in  the  pockets  of  taxpayers.  The  money  is 
more  likely  to  find  its  way  to  the  coffers  of  tfie 
big  oil  companies. 

This  Congress  should  be  finding  construc- 
tive ways  of  helping  the  people  of  our  Nation's 
worthing  class.  H.R.  3415  is  a  politrcal  gimmick 
that  will  end  up  helping  big  corporations  arxj 
not  tfie  people  who  need  the  help. 

At  a  time  when  serious  Democrats  and  seri- 
ous Reput>lk:ans  are  doing  everything  they 
can  to  reduce  the  budget  deficit.  H.R.  3415 
woukJ  add  $1.7  billion  to  the  fiscal  year  1996 
deficit.  This  \M\  only  makes  sense  if  the  money 
will  end  up  in  the  taxpayers'  pockets  and  if 
sensible,  reasonable  offsets  in  spending  are 
found.  So  far,  this  bill  falls  short  on  both 
counts. 

As  a  member  of  the  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure Committee,  I  believe  that  ttie  Fed- 
eral gas  tax  should  be  dedicated  to  maintain- 
ing arxl  improving  our  transit  and  highway  sys- 
tems. Since  1956.  the  gas  tax  has  provided 
support  through  the  highway  trust  fund  for 
highway  and  transit  programs.  We  should 
maintain  the  principle  of  using  the  gas  tax 
money  for  infrastructure  programs. 

The  altemative  proposed  by  H.R.  3415  is 
that  instead  of  using  a  4.3  cent  per  gallon  gas 


tax  to  reduce  the  deffcit.  we  should  allow  it  to 
go  back  to  the  big  oil  companies.  If  H.R.  3415 
is  passed,  I  fear  that  all  chance  of  directing 
that  4.3  cents  per  gallon  into  badly  needed  in- 
frastructure improvements  will  be  lost. 

My  colleague.  Representative  Rahau,  has 
introduced  H.R.  3372,  which  I  have  cospon- 
sored,  to  recapture  the  4.3  cents  per  gallon  for 
the  highway  trust  fund  to  be  used  for  the  high- 
way and  transit  programs.  With  tremendous 
needs  for  future  investment  just  to  maintain 
our  roads,  bridges  and  transit  systems  at  their 
current  level,  the  additional  $5  billion  a  year 
would  mean  more  jobs  and  more  productivity 
growth. 

I  have  proposed  comlJining  this  common 
sens«  approach  with  the  kind  of  innovative  fi- 
nancing that  is  needed  to  meet  our  vast  infra- 
structure needs.  Last  week,  I  introduced  H.R. 
3469  whk:h  would  create  an  infrastructure  re- 
investment fund. 

This  fund  would  use  the  4.3  cent  per  gallon 
gas  tax  as  leverage  to  issue  tionds  for  the 
transit  and  highway  program.  This  future 
stream  of  revenue  could  produce  as  much  as 
$50  billion  in  the  first  year  for  needed  infra- 
structure improvements. 

It  is  estimated  that  investment  of  each  SI 
billion  in  infrastructure  will  create  50,000  new 
jobs.  The  infrastructure  reinvestment  fund 
would  tie  a  huge  boost  for  our  economy,  both 
in  the  short-term  and  long-term. 

The  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 
found  that  an  annual  investment  of  S50  t)illion 
will  be  needed  during  the  next  20  years  just  to 
maintain  our  highways  in  their  current  condi- 
tion. An  annual  investment  of  $7.9  billion  will 
be  needed  to  maintain  our  transit  systems  in 
their  current  condition. 

Tme  national  leadership  is  needed  to  find 
the  money  for  our  highway  and  transit  sys- 
tems. Instead,  we  are  faced  with  H.R.  3415, 
politk»  at  its  worst  with  no  thought  for  our  na- 
tion's economic  future,  no  ttiought  for  our  Na- 
tion's consumers  and  no  thought  for  the  Ixjdg- 
et  deficit 

Only  if  H.R.  3415  contained  an  assurance 
ttiat  consumers  would  receive  some  benefit 
from  the  repealed  gas  tax  would  it  t>e  worth 
considering.  Instead,  this  bill  benefits  the  big 
oil  companies  at  the  expense  of  our  nation's 
long-term  economic  interests. 

I  urge  the  defeat  of  H.R.  3415. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  H.R.  3415. 

Gas  prices  have  hit  $1.54  wliere  I  live  in 
West  Sacramento,  and  they  are  on  the  rise. 
Davis  and  Woodland  range  from  $1.52  to 
$1.56.  Further  north  in  our  congressional  dis- 
trict prices  are  similar— $1 .58  in  Yutia  City, 
$1.55  in  Red  Bluff. 

That's  just  too  high,  and  I  support  this  bill  to 
cut  gas  prices  by  temporarily  repealing  4.3 
cents  in  Federal  gas  taxes. 

At  tfie  same  time,  we  need  to  make  sure 
we're  not  just  rolling  windfall  profits  down  the 
freeway  to  big  oil  companies. 

Tlie  point  of  reducing  gas  taxes  is  to  reduce 
gas  prices  at  the  pump  for  consumers.  I  also 
hope  it  will  contritxjte  to  a  greater  trend — 
keeping  gas  prices  down  permanentiy.  Recent 
activity  on  the  commodities  futures  maricet  in- 
dicates that  gas  prices  coukJ  begin  to  drop 
later  this  summer. 

But  the  problem  is  urgent  and  we  need  to 
do  something  now  so  that  Califomians  can  get 
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to  work  without  leaving  tfieir  wallets  at  ttie  gas 
pump,  and  so  that  fanners  and  ottiers  in  fuel- 
intensive  businesses  fiave  long-term  corv 
fklence  that  their  costs  won't  skyrocket  Cali- 
fornia is  finally  in  ecorwmk;  recovery,  and  we 
need  to  keep  it  moving. 

To  solve  the  problem,  we  have  to  determine 
the  cause.  Some  have  made  tfie  point  tfiat  a 
4.3  cent  gas  tax,  passed  as  part  of  tfie  1993 
deficit  reduction  package,  is  tfie  primary  culprit 
for  the  sharp  rise  in  gasoline  prices  throughout 
the  country. 

That  flies  in  the  face  of  the  evidence.  After 
the  imposition  of  the  tax  in  1993,  gas  prices 
remained  uncfianged.  In  some  cases,  prices 
went  even  tower.  In  fact,  tfie  Department  of 
Energy  says  tfiat  in  1994  gas  prices  hit  a  45- 
year  k}w  in  real  dollars.  They  have  stayed  low 
for  more  than  2  years  until  the  precipitous  rise 
of  tfie  last  few  weeks. 

What  are  tfie  real  reasons  why  gas  prices 
have  spiked  up?  Simply  put  supply  is  down 
and  demand  is  up — ttiat  means  higher  prices. 

A  nationwide,  long  brutal  winter  with  higher 
demand  for  oil  reserves  has  contributed.  But 
that  doesnl  tell  the  whole  story.  Oil  companies 
reduced  their  productk>n  in  antx:ipation  of  Iraq 
reentering  the  workJ  oil  market  Those  low  in- 
ventories contributed  to  a  short  supply  of  oil. 
When  talks  between  ttie  Iraqis  and  the  United 
Nations  broke  down,  oil  companies  are  left 
waiting  by  the  side  of  tfie  road  with  empty  gas 
cans. 

In  California,  special  factors  have  come  into 
play  as  well.  New  regulatkins  issued  by  Gov- 
ernor Wilson  and  ttie  Califomia  Air  Resources 
Board  [CARS]  call  for  cleaner  buming  gsiso- 
line.  Because  Califomia  is  essentially  a  self- 
contained  gas  producer,  tfie  transition  to  a 
cleaner,  reformulated  gasoline  has  further  re- 
duced tfie  supply  of  gas.  It's  exerted  enough 
extra  pressure  in  our  region  that  California  gas 
prices  lead  tfie  nation. 

Finally,  lefs  face  it  American  driving  habits 
play  a  major  part  of  supply  and  demand. 
Speed  limits  have  been  raised.  Americans  are 
buying  sports  utility  vehicles  in  record  num- 
tjers.  People  are  simply  driving  faster  and 
using  more  gas. 

However,  even  industry  representatives 
fiave  stated  in  fiearings  that  all  of  these  cir- 
cumstances still  do  not  account  for  the  total 
price  Increase.  Thars  why  some  Members  of 
this  body  have  asked  Attorney  General  Janet 
Reno  to  investigate  all  possible  reasons  be- 
hind high  gas  prices.  Preskjent  Clinton  has 
since  ordered  her  to  do  so. 

So.  it  is  clear  tfiat  factors  other  ttian  the  gas 
tax  are  responsible  for  the  recent  increase  in 
gas  prices. 

Does  tfiat  mean  we  shouldn't  cut  gas  taxes? 

No,  cutting  gas  taxes  is  a  great  idea  if  it  re- 
sults in  k>wer  gas  prices.  Tfie  trick  is  to  make 
sure  prices  actually  go  down  and  that  consum- 
ers, not  the  oil  companies,  are  tfie  bene- 
fciaries.  That  may  be  a  tall  order.  In  1994, 
New  Mexico  repealed  their  State  gas  tax. 
Consumers  saw  gas  prices  drop— for  nearly  a 
week.  But  almost  immediately,  gas  prices  rose 
to  previous  levels. 

Further,  our  progress  in  reducing  the  deficit 
should  not  be  compromised.  Repealing  the  4.3 
cent  gas  tax  sets  us  t>ack  some  $2.9  billion 
over  tfie  next  7  montfis.  While  I  am  pleased 
tfiat  tfie  Republksan  leadership  chose  not  to 


slash  educatkin  to  pay  for  this  offset  I  am  dis- 
mayed that  ttie  Republican  leadership  will  not 
incorporate  provisk>ns  of  a  committee  amend- 
ment tfiat  wouU  have  guaranteed  ttie  savings 
from  the  gas  tax  on  to  the  American  people. 

Ifs  never  a  bad  kJea  to  rethink  previous  ac- 
tk)ns  by  Congress.  Certainly,  Denrxjcrats  have 
supported  efforts  to  take  a  comprehensive 
kxjk  at  the  tax  txjrden  of  woricing  Americans 
arxJ  tfie  steps  we  migfit  take  to  put  more 
nrxMiey  in  their  pockets  through  a  fairer  tax 
structure,  by  raising  the  minimum  wage,  or  by 
providing  tax  credits  to  families  for  education. 

I'm  for  lower  gas  prices,  and  the  sooner  the 
better.  Support  H.R.  3415  and  let's  deliver 
lower  prices  to  American  consumers. 

Mr.  COSTELLO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  op- 
position to  H.R.  3415,  and  I  would  like  to  sut>- 
mit  for  the  Record  a  recent  op-ed  I  wrote  re- 
gardng  tfie  gas  teu. 

Election-Year  Politics  on  Gas  Tax  Will 
End  Up  Costing  Us  in  the  End 

Frustration  over  rising  gasoline  prices  un- 
related to  federal  transportation  or  energy 
policy  has  resulted  in  a  tsTjical  election-year 
tactic:  how  to  use  an  unfortunate  situation 
to  partisan  advantage.  Sen.  Dole  and  Presi- 
dent Clinton  are  currently  engaged  in  a  bat- 
tle over  who  can  most  equitably  ease  the 
pain  on  gasoline  consumers,  but  efforts  to  re- 
peal the  4.3-cent  per  gallon  addition  to  the 
federal  gas  tax  will  only  end  up  hurting 
those  same  consumers. 

The  4.3-cent  per  gallon  tax  was  part  of  the 
1993  DeHcit  Reduction  Act.  proposed  by 
President  Clinton  and  opposed  by  every  Re- 
publican in  Congress.  I  supported  this  legis- 
lation, because  deficit  reduction  is  one  of  my 
major  goals  as  a  Member  of  Congress.  I  sup- 
port a  Constitutional  Amendment  to  balance 
the  federal  budget,  and  I  supported  the  1993 
Deficit  Reduction  Act  because  of  its  balance 
in  spreading  the  pain  of  deficit  reduction.  It 
raised  income  taxes  only  on  the  very 
wealthy,  cut  spending,  and  asked  all  consum- 
ers to  pay  a  little  more  at  the  pump  to  re- 
duce the  deficit. 

It's  also  been  a  success.  For  three  straight 
years,  for  the  first  time  since  Harry  Truman 
was  President,  the  deficit  has  gone  down. 
Compared  to  the  growth  in  the  economy,  the 
deficit  is  now  at  its  lowest  level  since  1979. 
And,  as  I  noted  when  I  voted  last  week  for  an 
additional  523  billion  in  spending  cuts  as  part 
of  the  1996  federal  budget,  we  are  continuing 
on  a  path  toward  a  zero  deficit  in  the  year 
2002. 

That  is,  unless  Congress  begins  to  roll  tiack 
this  progress  by  repealing  the  balanced  pack- 
age we  passed  in  1993.  "Partisan  panic"  has 
set  in  throughout  Washington.  D.C..  and  I 
predict  in  the  days  to  come  we  will  see  a  va- 
riety of  competing  packages  on  which  party 
can  move  most  quickly  to  try  and  lower  gas- 
oline prices.  It's  wrongheaded  for  these  rea- 
sons: 

Cutting  the  gas  tax  is  no  guarantee  for 
lower  gas  prices.  Because  gasoline  prices  are 
market-driven  and  unrelated  to  federal  pol- 
icy, if  we  repeal  the  4.3-cent  gas  tax.  I  pre- 
dict that  gas  prices  will  remain  the  same. 
with  no  windfall  for  the  consumer. 

Repealing  a  few  cents  at  the  pump  will  cer- 
tainly increase  the  deficit.  By  rolling  back 
4.3  cents  per  gallon,  we  instantly  add  S5  bil- 
lion to  the  federal  deficit  this  year,  and  if  we 
extend  the  repeal  beyond  1997.  we  could  add 
$35  billion  to  the  deficit  by  the  turn  of  the 
century,  making  our  task  of  balancing  the 
budget  by  2002  that  much  more  difficult. 

Gas  prices  should  fall  without  any  inter- 
vention. According  to  industry  experts,  gaso- 


line prices  will  fall  on  their  own  during  the 
summer.  By  the  time  Congress  passes  legis- 
lation to  try  and  reduce  gasoline  prices,  they 
may  already  be  lower  than  our  targeted  goal. 

it's  a  bad  precedent.  If  we  begin  to  unravel 
the  progress  on  the  1993  budget  agreement, 
picking  it  apart,  what's  next?  Will  Congress 
move  to  repeal  the  tax  on  the  wealthy?  After 
all.  wasn't  the  goal  of  the  "Contract  with 
America"  a  balanced  budget  by  2002? 

In  the  end,  middle-income  consumers  will 
pay  more.  Repealing  the  gas  tax  adds  to  the 
deficit,  putting  more  debt  (and  interest  on 
that  debt)  on  the  backs  of  tomorrow's  gen- 
eration. Who  will  pay  that  tab?  We  already 
know— the  young  people  of  tomorrow,  and 
families  of  today. 

Believe  me.  I  don't  like  high  gasoline 
prices.  If  Congress  is  going  to  pass  any  legis- 
lation, it  should  first  examine  whether  there 
has  been  any  price  gouging  at  the  pump  and 
take  action  to  force  oil  producers  to  reduce 
their  prices.  But  for  years,  we  have  became 
accustomed  to  gasoline  prices  that  have 
made  it  affordable  to  buy  larger,  less  fuel-ef- 
ficient cars.  We  need  to  keep  in  mind  that  in 
the  U.S.  we  pay  substantially  lower  prices 
for  our  gasoline  than  other  modem  coun- 
tries. 

Finally,  the  American  people  need  to  get 
out  their  hypocrisy  meters  when  they  watch 
this  debate  unfold.  If  Sen.  Dole  is  proposing 
repealing  the  4.3-cent  per  gallon  gasoline  tax 
passed  in  1993.  why  not  repeal  the  10-cent 
federal  gas  tax  he  proposed  which  was  signed 
into  law  under  President  Reagan  and  Bush? 
Isn't  the  "Dole  Dime"  as  important  to  defi- 
cit reduction  as  the  "Clinton  Nickel?"  Of 
course  it  is.  which  is  why  we  should  repeal 
neither. 

Mr.  COr^ERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in 
opposition  to  tfie  temporary  repeal  of  the  4.3- 
cent-per-gallon  gas  tax.  This  misdirected  legis- 
lation will  do  very  little  to  fielp  our  constituents 
wfx)  have  tieen  paying  more  at  tfie  pump. 

The  problem  with  tfiis  legislatkMi  is  tfiat 
tfiere  is  no  guarantee  tfie  consumer  woukj  see 
any  of  the  savings  aeated  by  tfie  repeal  of  the 
tax,  which  generates  neariy  $4  billkxi  per  year 
for  tfie  Treasury.  Any  gas  tax  repeal  woukJ 
create  a  huge  windfall  for  tfie  oil  companies, 
not  the  motorist 

Because  the  gas  tax  is  levied  on  tfie  oil 
companies,  the  tax  is  not  actually  imposed  at 
tfie  pump.  Instead,  it  is  imposed  at  an  earlier 
point  in  the  sale,  then  passed  on  to  tfie  serv- 
ice statkm  and  tfie  motorist  Contrary  to  the 
arguments  from  our  friends  on  tfie  otfier  side 
of  tfie  aisle,  repealing  tfie  gas  tax  will  not 
automatically  reduce  tfie  prices  at  tfie  pump. 

We  cannot  afford  to  wait  and  hope  tfiat  if 
we  eliminate  this  tax,  consumers  will  get  a  dis- 
count at  tfie  pump.  There  is  no  mecfianism  in 
this  bin  to  assure  tfiat  gas  prices  will  fall,  tfiat 
the  savings  will  go  to  the  motorist 

All  we  need  to  do  is  look,  to  see  wtiat  the  oil 
companies  have  done  to  prices  in  tfie  last 
month.  Wfiolesale  gasoline  prices  fiave 
dropped  nearly  a  nckel  since  President  Clin- 
ton's decision  to  release  Government  oil  re- 
serves— l3ut  the  nationwkJe  retail  prices  rose 
0.2  cents  per  galkxi.  In  Califomia,  tfie  gap  is 
more  extreme:  Wholesale  prices  have  fallen 
an  incredible  31  cents  per  galton — but  retail 
prices  have  sfiown  no  decrease.  Oil  compa- 
nies are  keeping  tfie  difference,  padding  tfieir 
balance  sheets  and  wallets. 

Even  if  the  average  motorist  saw  a  4.3-cent 
discount  at  the  pump,  it  woukJ  only  save  tfiat 
motorist  $15  per  year.  Is  this  tfie  Repubikan 
idea  of  a  mkldle  class  tax  cut? 
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It  is  quite  dear  that  this  bill  is  just  another 
Republican  give-away  to  their  favorite  cor- 
porate friends.  Republicans  issued  a  closed 
rule  to  assure  that  the  oil  companies  would 
get  to  keep  every  penny  of  the  tax  repeal.  The 
average  American  motorist  will  never  see  a 
decrease  at  the  pump  because  of  this  repeal. 
We're  giving  oil  companies  anottier  $4  billion 
per  year  if  we  pass  this  bill. 

Mr.  ALLARO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  support  this 
legislatkMi  to  rollback  the  1993  4.3  cent  per 
galkm  tax  hike.  I  voted  against  this  tax  hike  3 
years  ago,  arxj  I  support  its  repeal  today. 

The  average  American  family  now  pays  38 
percent  of  its  inconrie  in  Federal,  State,  and 
tocai  taxes.  This  is  more  than  families  spend 
on  food,  ctothing  and  shelter  combined. 

The  Federal  tax  on  a  gaiton  of  gas  is  now 
18.3  cents  arvj  the  average  State  tax  is  ar>- 
other  20  cents.  The  tax  now  constitutes  nearly 
one-third  of  the  price  of  gasoline.  This  hurts 
the  poor  and  the  mkJdte-class  particularly  hard 
since  gasoline  constitutes  a  significant  portion 
of  their  consumption.  I  think  it  is  time  for  relief. 

Traditkxially,  tfie  gas  tax  went  into  the  High- 
way Trust  fund  in  order  to  construct  and  repair 
highways.  This  is  not  the  case  with  the  1993 
increase,  it  is  undedcated  revenue  sent  to 
Washington  for  more  spending. 

Some  argue  that  we  shouM  not  cut  the  gas 
tax  if  it  woukj  increase  tfie  deficit  I  agree,  that 
is  why  I  will  insist  that  any  tax  repeal  be  offset 
with  a  reduction  in  Government  spending  or 
subskjies.  Unlike  past  Congresses,  this  Corv 
gress  is  willing  to  reduce  speriding.  In  1995 
and  1996  over  $40  billkxi  was  trimmed  from 
the  appropriatkxis  bills  ttiat  Congress  controls. 

I  have  always  felt  ttiat  the  budget  shoukj  be 
balanced  through  spending  reductkxi,  not  tax 
increases.  Higher  taxes  simply  permit  Con- 
gress to  continue  ttie  growth  in  Federal  spend- 
ing. 

It  is  time  we  downsize  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, and  a  reduction  in  tfie  gas  tax  is  a  small 
but  important  step  in  that  directkin.  Our  next 
step  shouM  be  to  make  this  repeal  permanent 

Mrs.  COLLINS  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  oppositk)n  to  the  Gingrich-Armey  Repub- 
ican  proposal  to  reduce  a  Federal  tax  on  gas- 
oline by  4.3  cents.  This  is  just  arx>ther  politnal 
move  that  sounds  good  on  the  evening  news, 
but  doesnt  play  out  at  ttie  gas  pump. 

No  ret>ate  woukj  be  passed  on  to  the  Amer- 
ican people  and  the  big  oil  companies  wouM 
get  to  pocket  the  wirxMalL  With  all  their  cor- 
porate tax  breaks  they  woukl  probably  even 
not  pay  taxes  on  the  tax  rebate. 

Because  ttie  Gingrich  Repubficans  will  not 
accept  any  proviskxts  in  the  bill  to  guarantee 
tfiat  any  repeal  of  the  4.3-cent  Federal  tax 
could  or  wouM  be  passed  on  the  American 
people  as  a  reductkm  in  ttie  price  of  a  gallon 
of  gas,  I  will  vote  against  this  cynnal  election- 
year  stunt 

This  is  the  latest  effort  by  ttie  Repubticans 
to  play  politics  with  the  American  people's 
pockettxwk.  Recently  Mr.  Armey  was  credited 
with  a  predkition  that  the  Gingrich-Amiey  pro- 
posed gasoline  tax  repeal  might  make  Anieri- 
cans  happy  because  it  woiid  save  the  aver- 
age motorist  about  S27.00  a  year.  They  evi- 
dently think  ttiat  the  American  voter  can  be 
bought  for  $27.00  a  year. 

If  ttie  auttwrs  of  this  legislation  woukj  just 
do  a  little  math  on  comparing  the  proposed 


gasoline  tax  repeal  with  a  raise  in  the  mini- 
mum wage,  tfiey  wouM  see  that  the  average 
American  minimum  wage  earner  would  benefit 
to  the  tune  of  about  S36.00  per  week  by  an  in- 
crease from  S4.15  to  $525  per  hour,  ttiat's 
$1,872  a  year.  Now  I  ask  you,  would  any 
hardworking  American  prefer  $27.00  a  year  to 
$1,872.00  a  year?  As  the  young  people  say 
these  days,  "I  dont  think  so!" 

In  fact,  the  proposed  rebate  by  repeal  of 
$27.00  per  year  wouldnl  even  t>e  a  drop  in 
ttie  bucket  to  most  Republicans,  pocket 
change  to  tfiose  who  usually  avoid  any  com- 
parison with  the  average  American  unless  it  is 
an  election  year.  But,  even  as  an  election  year 
ploy,  the  GingricfvArmey  Republicans  ought  to 
be  able  to  do  better  than  $27.00  a  year. 

Once  again,  the  Gingrich-Armey  Repub- 
lk:ans  have  shown  that  they  are  completely 
out  of  touch  with  the  American  people.  Be- 
cause there  is  no  assurance  nor  expectation 
that  the  American  people  woukJ  ever  see  an 
extra  penny  in  their  pocket  as  a  result  of  this 
windfall  to  the  oil  companies,  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  vote  against  this  bill. 

Mr.  KIM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in  sup- 
port of  H.R.  3415,  legislation  that  would  repeal 
the  1993  Clinton  gas  tax  hike. 

As  my  colleagues  are  aware,  the  coming 
Memorial  Day  weekend  is  one  of  the  t>iggest 
driving  holidays  of  the  year.  All  over  the  courv 
try,  Americans  will  be  getting  in  tfieir  cars  and 
driving — to  family  picnics,  to  the  mountains,  to 
the  beach,  to  visit  relatives.  Of  course,  this 
driving  has  a  cost  In  order  to  do  all  of  this 
driving,  Americans  wiH  have  to  txjy  gas— over 
60  millKin  gallons  of  gas,  in  fact 

This  year,  American  families  are  in  for  a 
nasty  shock  when  they  fill  up  for  the  holiday: 
Exorbitant  gas  prices.  Gas  prices  that  are  ap- 
proaching S2  dollars  a  gallon.  Thaf  s  $30  just 
to  fill  up  an  average  car.  Suddenly,  that  family 
trip  to  the  beach  just  got  a  great  deal  more  ex- 
pensive. 

Not  surprisingly,  much  of  the  political  rhet- 
oric in  this  town  has  been  focused  on  assign- 
ing blame  for  this  gas  price  crisis.  Pditrcians 
blame  ttie  oil  companies,  the  oil  companies 
blame  mother  nature,  others  blame  our  de- 
pendence on  foreign  oil. 

To  me,  this  blame  game  seems  like  a  waste 
of  time.  Assigning  blame  may  feel  good,  but  it 
doesnl  change  the  facts:  Americans  are  pay- 
ing more  at  the  pump  than  at  any  time  in  re- 
cent memory.  Instead  of  arguing  about  who  is 
to  blame,  I  believe  ttiat  we  should  do  some- 
thing concrete  that  will  actually  help  consum- 
ers cope  with  the  skyrocketing  price  of  gas. 

That's  why  we  are  here  today.  Ttie  bill  we 
are  considering,  H.R.  3415,  wouW  give  Amer- 
ican consumers  relief  from  the  recent  esca- 
lation of  gas  prices.  It  would  do  so  t>y  repeal- 
ffig  the  4.3  cents-per-galk>n  gas  tax  increase 
that  was  passed  as  part  of  the  1993  Clinton 
txxlget  For  the  record,  this  4.3  cent  Clinton 
tax  hike  does  not  go  to  rebuilding  our  infra- 
structure— as  the  rest  of  the  Federal  gas  tax 
does.  Instead,  it  was  implemented  solely  to 
fund  additional  social  programs.  This  tiill  would 
take  this  4.3  cents  and  return  it  to  the  tax- 
payers. 

I^ow,  4.3  cents  may  not  sound  like  much, 
but  it  adds  up.  In  fact,  by  repealing  ttie  Clinton 
tax  increase,  this  legislation  will  put  $1 .7  billion 
dollars  back  in  to  the  pocketbooks  of  Amer- 
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ican  consumers  between  now  and  the  end  of 
tfie  year.  ThaTs  $1.7  billion  dollars  that  can  be 
used  for  family  trips — or  for  more  tiasic  items 
like  food,  clothing  and  education.  And,  by  cut- 
ting wasteful  govemment  bureaucracy,  this  bill 
gives  Americans  this  needed  tax  relief  without 
adding  to  the  deficit. 

In  short,  this  legislation  represents  a  unk)ue 
opportunity  to  help  working  folks  cope  with  the 
escalating  price  of  gas.  By  supporting  the  re- 
peal of  the  Clinton  gas  tax  hike,  we  can  give 
the  American  people  a  Memorial  Day  present: 
Lower  gas  prices  and  more  money  to  spend 
on  their  own  families. 

For  these  reasons,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  H.R.  3415.  Ifs  time  to  repeal  the  Clin- 
ton gas  tax  increase  and  let  wortdng  folks 
keep  more  of  the  money  they  have  earned. 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Con- 
gress stands  poised  to  vote  on  a  bill  to  repeal 
the  4.3  cents-per-galk)n  gasoline  tax  increase 
which  was  included  in  the  1993  deficit  reduc- 
tion bill.  What  we  actually  have  here  is  the 
Election  Year  Seven  Month  Temporary  4.3 
Cents  Tax  Repeal  Bill,  and  it  is  a  texttx>ok  ex- 
ample of  poor  public  policy  being  driven  by 
electk)n  year  politics. 

Let  me  say  for  the  record  that  my  opposition 
to  this  gasoline  tax  increase  was  one  of  sev- 
eral reasons  I  voted  against  tfie  1993  budget 
on  final  passage.  But  here  we  are,  3  years 
later,  still  racking  up  annual  budget  defk:its  to 
pass  on  to  our  children  and  grandchiklren,  and 
we  are  nitpk:king  atXMJt  a  7-nx)nth  break  from 
paying  this  4.3-cent  tax. 

Last  year,  the  House  and  Senate  leadership 
included  language  to  prohibit  tax  cuts  until  the 
Congresskjnal  Budget  Office  certified  tfiat 
Congress  has  sufficiently  reduced  spending  to 
pay  for  tax  cuts  and  balance  the  budget  Un- 
fortunately, that  language  was  removed  from 
the  budget  just  approved  by  the  House.  It  ap- 
pears Congress  still  hasnl  learned  the  lessons 
of  ttie  early  1980's,  when  we  passed  the  pop- 
ular tax  cuts  before  the  harder  spending  cuts, 
and  ended  up  adding  $4  trilinn  to  the  deficit 

Before  we  cut  any  taxes,  we  shoukJ  set 
askje  partisan  differences  and  woric  out  an 
agreement  to  achieve  tfie  $700  billion  of 
spending  cuts  needed  to  being  the  budget  into 
balance.  The  simple  fact  is  that  until  we  bal- 
ance the  budget,  any  tax  cut  is  really  done 
with  tx>rrowed  money.  I  cannot  justify  putting 
more  debt  on  the  backs  of  our  chiklren  and 
grandcfiildren  though  a  temporary  tax  cut  de- 
signed to  gain  short  terni  political  gain. 

I  was  encouraged  by  tfie  bipartisanship  that 
was  evkJent  in  the  most  recent  vote  on  the 
Coalition  budget.  But  instead  of  working  to- 
ward a  balanced  budget  plan,  the  Majority 
leadership  has  squandered  a  historic  oppor- 
tunity to  set  askle  partisan  differences  ttiat 
coukj  result  in  result  in  real  deficit  reductkm  in 
the  overall  context  of  tfie  budget 

I  find  it  interesting  that  some  of  tfie  strong- 
est advocates  of  tfie  7-montfis  temporary  gas 
tax  repeal  are  usually  such  vocal  opponents  of 
intervention  in  the  marketplace.  When  it 
comes  to  agriculture  polk:y,  many  of  my  col- 
leagues are  only  too  willing  to  take  away  the 
price  supports  aixl  subsidies  ttiat  have  helped 
our  own  producers  compete  against  our  heav- 
ily sut>SKlized  trading  partners.  Tfiey  say  we 
should  let  the  martlet  place  work,  but  when 
gasoline  prices  temporarily  increase  21  cents 
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over  a  4-month  period,  all  of  a  sudden  it  is 
time  for  the  Federal  Govemment  to  come  in 
and  save  ttie  day— at  least  for  7  months. 

Tfiere  is  no  mystery  about  the  market  forces 
tfiat  increased  gasoline  prices.  The  coldest 
winter  in  years  drove  up  demand,  which  pro- 
duction failed  to  meet  Tfie  high  demand  for 
heating  oil  delayed  gasoline  production.  Mar- 
ket speculation  atx)ut  Iraqi  oil  caused  uncer- 
tainties within  the  marketplace.  The  bottom 
line  is  this:  the  4.3-cent  gasoline  tax  enacted 
3  years  ago  dkj  not  increase  pump  prices  this 
yean  a  reductkm  in  tfiis  tax  will  not  necessarily 
be  passed  on  to  the  consumer;  and  reducing 
the  gas  tax  is  not  the  solution  to  current  mar- 
ket conditions,  or  tfie  budget  deficit.  In  fact, 
the  majority's  stiort-sighted  decisk>n  to  termi- 
nate Federal  support  of  fossil  fuels  research 
arxJ  devek>pment  will  leave  us  even  more  vul- 
nerable to  future  disruptions  in  the  energy 
market 

Tfiere  is  no  questkxi  the  U.S.  Tax  Code 
needs  reform  to  bring  about  tax  relief  and  in- 
centives to  invest  in  our  country's  future.  But 
let  the  American  consumer  be  forewarned;  the 
4.3-cent  gasoline  tax  repeal,  as  supported  by 
tfie  majority  and  tfie  President,  will  last 
through  Decemt)er  31,  1996,  less  than  2 
months  after  the  November  election.  On  Janu- 
ary 1,  1997,  all  the  rhetoric  heard  atwut  tax 
relief  will  be  worth  just  about  as  much  as  the 
noisemakers  used  to  bring  in  the  New  Year. 

Mr.  BUNNING  of  Kentucky.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  today  in  strong  support  of  ttie  repeal  of 
the  Clinton  gasoline  tax.  It  was  a  mistake 
when  the  Democratic  Congress  imposed  this 
tax  and  today  is  our  opportunity  to  con-ect  it 

Historically,  motor  fuel  taxes  have  been 
dedk:ated  to  the  upkeep  and  improvement  of 
our  NatkMi's  hlghvi^ys  and  other  transportation 
infrastnjcture.  The  Clinton  gas  tax  was  not 

While  it  was  passed  under  tfie  nJbric  of  defi- 
cit reduction,  tfie  Qinton  tax  on  gasoline  was 
simply  used  to  fund  more  spending  by  a  bkiat- 
ed  Federal  Govemment  that  already  sperxJs 
too  mucfi.  In  tfiis  Kentuckian's  view,  tfie  way 
to  cut  the  defKit  is  not  by  raising  taxes  but  by 
ctianging  Washington's  tiad  spending  hatiits. 

Fortunately,  the  RepuWcan  majority  under- 
stands that  we  are  spending  money  earned  by 
wort<ing  people,  not  magk^ally  pulled  out  of  the 
air.  And,  tfiis  Congress  has  made  great  strides 
in  restraining  the  Federal  leviathan. 

We  have  fully  covered  the  revenue  cfiange 
from  the  gas  tax  cut  by  cutting  overfiead 
spending  at  the  Department  of  Energy  and 
selling  part  of  the  broadcoast  spectrum.  We 
are  not  just  raising  arxitfier  tax  to  offset  this 
cut 

This  repeal  of  ttie  gasoline  tax  represents 
one  more  example  of  tfie  difference  between 
the  way  things  used  to  work  in  Washington 
and  tfie  way  tfiey  woi1(  under  tfie  Republk^an 
majority.  We  believe  tfiat  the  people  sfioukj 
get  to  keep  more  of  wfiat  they  eam. 

For  some,  this  is  a  novel  concept  But  for 
most  of  us  it  is  a  bedrock  principle  tfiat  the 
American  people  do  a  better  job  of  spending 
their  money  than  bureaucrats  in  Wasfiington 
do. 

Mr.  Clinton  has  sakJ  that  he  raised  taxes  too 
much  in  1993.  I  agree  with  him;  and.  now  I 
encourage  my  colleagues  to  pass  tfiis  gaso- 
line tax  repeal  and  give  Mr.  Clinton  the  cfiance 
to  show  us  that  for  once,  his  actions  will 
match  his  words. 


Ms.  MOLINARI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  first 
like  to  thank  Mr.  Archer,  the  distinguished 
cfiainnan  of  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
for  introducing  this  bill  and  giving  us  tfie  op- 
portunity to  give  back  to  tfie  taxpayers  wfiat 
sfioukl  not  have  been  taken  from  ttiem  in  tiie 
first  place. 

No  one  would  argue  that  the  Presklent's 
4.3-cent  increase  in  tfie  gas  tax  enacted  by 
the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of 
1993  isnl  being  felt  at  every  gas  station 
across  the  Nation  and  tfiat  relief  is  quickly 
needed.  The  gas  tax  increase  cost  Americans 
more  than  S4.8  billion  at  the  pump.  Further, 
the  revenue  generated  from  this  increase  for 
the  first  time,  was  dedcated  to  deficit  reduc- 
tion rattier  than  from  transportation  projects. 
This  is  a  sneaky  maneuver  to  tax  Americans 
for  defKit  reduction  and  leaving  them  to  be- 
lieve nothing  is  being  directly  taken  from  their 
paycfiecks.  Rather  tfian  reforming  inefficient 
Govemment  programs  to  reduce  the  deficit, 
the  administration  decided  to  tax  tfie  public 
once  more. 

Rolling  back  the  gas  tax  would  not  affect 
any  of  the  motor  fuels  excise  taxes  tfiat  are  al- 
ready set  aside  for  the  Highway  Trust  Fund, 
nor  woukJ  ft  effect  tfie  Federal  budget  How- 
ever, tfiis  bill  would  save  Americans  almost 
$5.5  billion  annually  and  recoup  tfie  approxi- 
mately 6,000  jolK  New  Yoricers  alone  have 
k>st 

I  would  also  like  to  thank  tfiose  national 
cfiains  which  have  already  agreed  to  kiwer 
their  prrces  tfie  second  we  pass  tfiis  law.  I 
hope  our  kx:al  distributors  will  do  tfie  same. 

Finally,  this  t>ill  also  requires  that  all  fuel 
taxes  collected  be  deposited  in  transportation 
trust  funds  rattier  than  tfie  Treasury's  general 
fund.  Our  streets  and  bridges  are  falling  apart, 
our  air  tiaffic  control  systems  need  upgrading, 
and  our  ferry  terminals  are  in  dire  need  of  re- 
pair. This  tiill  ensures  the  revenue  will  be  used 
only  for  those  programs  for  whk:h  it  is  in- 
tended. 

Congress  can  be  proud  to  relieve  Ameri- 
cans of  this  tKirdensome  tax  and  let  tfiem 
keep  more  of  wfiat  tfiey  eam  knowing  tfiat  the 
Govemment  will  not  guzzle  tfieir  hard-earned 
dollar  at  the  pump. 

Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support 
of  tfie  mle  for  H.R.  3415,  a  bill  to  repeal  the 
4.3-cent  increase  in  ttie  transportation  motor 
fuels  excise  tax.  Two  provisions — section  6, 
wfik^  deals  with  authorizations  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy,  and  section  7,  wfiKh  deals 
with  specbum  auctkxis— are  witfiin  tfie  juris- 
diction of  the  Commitlee  on  Commerce. 

Section  6  of  H.R.  3415  woukJ  authorize  an 
average  of  $96  millkin  per  year  for  "depart- 
mental administration  and  otfier  activities"  dur- 
ing fiscal  years  1997  through  2002,  compared 
to  an  appropriations  level  of  $226  million  in  fis- 
cal year  1 996.  According  to  the  Congresskmal 
Budget  Offk:e.  assuming  appropriation  of  tiie 
authorized  amounts,  section  6  woukJ  reduce 
outlays  by  $542  millkm  during  fiscal  years 
1997  tfirough  2002.  This  provision  is  nec- 
essary to  address  serious  concerns  regarding 
Secretary  O'Leary's  extensive  and  costly  trav- 
el, very  large  expenditures  by  the  Secretary 
on  public  relations,  and  a  serious  lack  of  con- 
trols over  spending  on  training.  Problems  in 
these  and  otfier  areas  have  arisen  as  a  result 
of  an  investigation  being  conducted  by  the 


Sutxxxnmittee  on  Oversight  and  Investigations 
of  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

As  modified  by  my  amendment  incorporated 
in  this  rule,  section  7  will  require  the  Federal 
Communications  Commisskin  to  identify  and 
auction  35  megahertz  of  radki  specbtjm  under 
the  3  gigahertz  band.  It  promotes  efficient 
speotmm  use  by  having  the  martcetplace  de- 
termine the  higfiest  and  best  use  of  the  spec- 
tium.  In  klentifying  such  spectrum,  tfie  Com- 
mission is  required  to  take  into  account  tfie 
needs  of  public  safety  sendees. 

The  provision  is  consistent  with  the  sound 
put)lk;  polk:y  initiatives  prevkxjsly  estatilished 
by  Corigress.  In  1993,  the  FCC  was  autfior- 
ized,  tfirough  enactment  of  ttie  Omnibus 
Budget  Reconciliation  Act  to  auction  portions 
of  spectrum  for  commercial  Ik^nses.  Con- 
gress determined  at  that  time  tfiat  tiie  FCC's 
cunent  mettxxls  of  distributing  spectrum — by 
lottery  and  comparative  hearings — were  prob- 
lematic because  ttiey  robbed  the  American 
taxpayers  of  comperisation  for  the  use  of  a 
scarce  publk:  resource  and  led  to  sutijective 
judgments  by  a  Govemment  agency,  respec- 
tively. 

The  overwhelming  financial  success  of  auc- 
tions for  ttie  U.S.  Treasury,  coupled  with  tiie 
soundness  of  auctions  from  a  publk;  polkry 
prospective,  led  the  Commerce  Committee  to 
extend  tfie  auction  autfiority  in  the  last  budget 
cycle.  My  amendment  is  wholly  consistent  with 
the  spec^m  pobcy  established  in  last  year's 
legislation.  Tfie  committee  has  hekl  two  hear- 
ings this  Congress  which  confirmed  tfie  wis- 
dom of  this  polcy.  Additionally,  my  amend- 
ment will  not  affect  or  apply  to  tfie  spectrum 
klentified  for  the  tiansition  to  digital  television. 
Finally,  in  recognition  of  tfie  success  of  tfie 
auction  process  my  amendment  makes  tfie 
FCC  auctkxi  autfiority  permanent 

Ms.  HARMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  dis- 
appointed tfiat  tfie  House  voted  last  nigfit  to 
repeal  tfie  4.3-cent-a-galkxi  tax. 

Repeal  of  tfie  gas  tax  is  precisely  ttie  wrong 
step  to  take  as  we  try  to  move  forward  with 
the  more  important  cfiallenges  of  energy  inde- 
pendence, national  security,  and  fiscal  resporv 
sibility— cfiallenges  wfich,  over  tfie  last  sev- 
eral years,  we  have  made  great  strides  toward 
meeting. 

First,  it's  clear  tfiat  the  tax  is  no  more  re- 
sponsible  for  tfie  recent  price  increases  in 
gasoline  tfian  it  was  for  tfie  k>w  gas  prices  we 
enjoyed  in  1 994  and  1 995.  Tfie  4.3-cent-a-gal- 
kxi  gas  tax  has  been  in  place  for  more  tfian 
2  years,  but  for  political  reasons,  including 
he^ng  a  sagging  Presklential  campaign,  it's 
only  become  a  hot-button  issue  in  tfie  last 
several  weeks. 

If  we  take  oil  companies  at  their  word,  tfie 
prk%  spike  is  due  to  increased  demand,  a  pro- 
longed winter,  and  an  unrealized  expectation 
that  Iraq  wouW  again  sell  oil  to  the  worid  mar- 
ket We  tak  about  altowing  the  maiket  ecorv 
omy  to  work  without  interference,  but  we  im- 
mediately talk  about  interfering  just  wfien  tiie 
market  works  as  predicted.  Worse  still,  we  ad- 
vocate a  polk:y  that  has  no  direct  bearing  on 
the  price  at  tfie  pump.  Indeed,  what  will  politi- 
cal leaders  say  to  consumers  wfien  prices 
continue  to  go  up  in  spite  of  tfie  gas  tax  repeal 
or  wfien  the  4.3  cents  is  not  passed  on  at  tfie 
pump. 
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Second,  Americans  continue  to  enjoy  gas 
prices  at  txAh  historically  low  levels  and  at  lev- 
els considerably  lower  than  those  paid  t>y  citi- 
zens of  thie  other  industrial  nations.  In  infla- 
tion-adiusted  terms,  the  price  of  gas  is  lower 
ttian  it  was  25  years  ago,  beiore  the  oil  em- 
bargo. 

The  low  prices  we've  enjoyed  ha\«  renewed 
some  of  ttie  habits  that  made  us  so  vulnerable 
during  the  OPEC  oil  embargo  of  tfie  1970's 
and  the  Persian  Gulf  war.  In  tnith,  both  to  re- 
flect real  worid  circumstances  and  for  national 
security  reasons,  we  need  to  change  commut- 
ing and  driving  habits  arxJ  our  dependence  on 
Imported  oil. 

Third,  saving  the  average  motorist,  including 
myself,  $30  a  year — arxj  there  is  great  doubt 
ttat  the  price  at  the  pump  will  go  down  as  a 
result  of  the  repeal — only  makes  our  task  of 
balancing  the  Federal  budget  that  much  more 
difficuit  How  do  we  balance  the  8.2  cents  a 
day  returned  to  drivers  against  the  $30  billion 
added  to  the  deficit  t>y  repealing  the  tax. 

Just  when  we're  beginning  to  make  sus- 
tained progress  on  bringing  down  the  deficit 
just  wtien  we  are  within  reach  of  actually  bal^ 
ancing  ttie  budget  in  6  years  and  making  a  se- 
rious and  prirx^ipied  commitment  to  real  fiscal 
responsibility,  we're  going  to  add  $30  billion  to 
the  Nation's  debt 

Even  wrttx>ut  this  added  det>t,  we  have  to 
realize  that  we  have  many  difficult  budget 
choices  still  ahead.  Where  should  we  cut?  Are 
the  American  people  willing  and  ready  to  cut 
aid  to  education  as  Majority  Leader  Dick 
Armey  suggested  we  shoukl  do— or  cancer  re- 
search, or  public  broadcasting,  or  Medcare? 

The  proponents  of  repesil  are  eyeing  as  a 
poss2)le  offset  for  its  cost  reductions  in  the 
bank  insurance  furxls.  Heaven  help  us  if  we 
ever  need  to  draw  on  those  furvls  to  pay  de- 
positors should  we  experience  a  bankirig  crisis 
like  the  S&L  debacle  of  only  a  decade  ago.  I 
guess  we'll  leave  that  problem  for  another 
day. 

The  difficulty  in  finding  a  consensus  behind 
a  balarx%d  txidget  plan  will  only  be  exacer- 
bated by  repealing  Vne  gas  tax.  Americans  un- 
derstand that 

They  also  understand  that  cheap  gas 
means  dependence  on  uncertain  foreign 
sources — sources  that  one  day  may  again  re- 
quire our  sons  and  daughters  to  fight  to  se- 
cure. 

And,  most  importantly,  they  understarxJ  that 
tt)e  4.3  cent-a-galton  tax  did  not  cause  the  re- 
cent price  increase  and  that  its  repeal  will  not 
bring  prices  down. 

Repeafing  the  tax  is  pandering  and  cynk:al. 
Lefs  not  try  to  fool  Arnericans  into  believing 
otherwise. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  All  time 
for  debate  has  expired. 

Pursuant  to  House  Resolution  436. 
the  previous  question  is  ordered  on  the 
bill,  as  amended. 

The  question  is  on  engrossment  and 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bUl  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

MOnON  TO  HECOUMrr  OFFERED  BY  MR.  RANGEL 

Mr.  RANGEL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  the 
gentleman  opposed  to  the  bill? 


Mr.  RANGEL.  Yes,  I  am. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  report  the  motion  to  recom- 
mit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  RANGEL  moves  to  recommit  H.R.  3415 
to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  with 
instructions  to  report  the  bill  back  forthwith 
with  an  amendment  striking  all  after  the  en- 
acting clause  and  inserting  the  following: 
SECTION  1.  PURPOSE. 

The  purpose  of  this  Act  is  to  repeal  the  4.3- 
cent  increase  in  the  transportation  motor 
fuels  excise  tax  rates  enacted  by  the  Omni- 
bus Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1993  and 
dedicated  to  the  general  fund  of  the  Treas- 
ury. 

SEC.  2.  REPEAL  OF  ^.S-CEm*  INCREASE  IN  FUEL 
TAX  RATES  ENACTED  BY  THE  OMNI- 
BUS BUDGET  RECONCILIATION  ACT 
OF  1993  AND  DEDICATED  TO  GEN- 
ERAL FUND  OF  THE  TBEASUin. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  4061  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1986  (relating  to  imposi- 
tion of  tax  on  gasoline  and  diesel  fuel)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  subsection: 

"(f)  Repeal  of  4.3-Cent  Increase  in  Fuel 
Tax  Rates  Enacted  by  the  Omnibus  Budget 
Reconciliation  act  of  1993  and  Dedicated 
TO  General  Fxwd  of  the  Treasury.— 

"(1)  In  general.— During  the  applicable  pe- 
riod, each  rate  of  tax  referred  to  in  para- 
graph (2)  shall  be  reduced  by  4.3  cents  per 
gallon. 

"(2)  Rates  op  tax.— The  rates  of  tax  re- 
ferred to  in  this  paragraph  are  the  rates  of 
tax  otherwise  applicable  under— 

"(A)  subsection  (a)(2)(A)  (relating  to  gaso- 
line and  diesel  fuel), 

"(B)  sections  4091(b)(3)(A)  and  4092(b)(2)  (re- 
lating to  aviation  fuel), 

"(C)  section  4042(b)(2)(C)  (relating  to  fuel 
used  on  Inland  waterways), 

"(D)  paragraph  (1)  or  (2)  of  section  4041(a) 
(relating  to  diesel  fuel  and  special  fuels), 

"(E)  section  4041(c)(2)  (relating  to  gasoline 
used  in  noncommercial  aviation),  and 

"(F)  section  4041(m)(lKA)(l)  (relating  to 
certain  methanol  or  ethanol  fuels). 

"(3)  Comparable  treatment  for  com- 
pressed natural  gas.— No  tax  shall  l>e  im- 
posed by  section  4041(a)(3)  on  any  sale  or  use 
during  the  applicable  period. 

"(4)  Comparable  treatment  under  cer- 
tain REFUND  RULES. — In  the  case  of  fuel  on 
which  tax  is  imposed  during  the  applicable 
period,  each  of  the  rates  specified  in  sections 
6421(f)(2)(B).  6421(f)(3)(B)(ii).  6427(b)(2KA), 
6427(1)(3)(B)(U),  and  6427(1)(4)(B)  shall  be  re- 
duced by  4.3  cents  per  gallon. 

"(5)  Coordination  wtth  highway  trust 
FUND  deposits.— In  the  case  of  fuel  on  which 
tax  is  imposed  during  the  applicable  period, 
each  of  the  rates  specified  in  subparagraphs 
(A)(1)  and  (C)(i)  of  section  9503(0(3)  shall  be 
reduced  by  4.3  cents  per  gallon. 

"(6)  APPLICABLE  period.— For  purposes  of 
this  subsection,  the  term  'applicable  period' 
means  the  period  after  the  6th  day  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection  and 
before  January  1,  1997." 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment 
made  by  this  section  shall  ta&e  effect  on  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  3.  FUX)R  STOCK  REFUNDS. 

(a)  In  General.— If— 

(1)  before  the  tax  repeal  date,  tax  has  been 
imposed  under  section  4081  or  4091  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1986  on  any  liquid, 
and 

(2)  on  such  date  such  liquid  is  held  by  a 
draler  and  has  not  been  used  and  is  Intended 
for  sale. 


there  shall  be  credited  or  refunded  (without 
interest)  to  the  person  who  paid  such  tax 
(hereafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as  the 
"taxpayer")  an  amount  equal  to  the  excess 
of  the  tax  paid  by  the  taxpayer  over  the 
amount  of  such  tax  which  would  be  imposed 
on  such  liquid  had  the  taxable  event  oc- 
curred on  such  date. 

(b)  Time  For  Filing  Claims.— No  credit  or 
refund  shall  be  allowed  or  made  under  this 
section  unless— 

(1)  claim  therefor  is  filed  with  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  before  the  date  which 
is  6  months  after  the  tax  repeal  date,  and 

(2)  in  any  case  where  liquid  is  held  by  a 
dealer  (other  than  the  taxpayer)  on  the  tax 
repeal  date — 

(A)  the  dealer  submits  a  request  for  refund 
or  credit  to  the  taxpayer  before  the  date 
which  is  3  months  after  the  tax  repeal  date, 
and 

(B)  the  taxpayer  has  repaid  or  agreed  to 
repay  the  amount  so  claimed  to  such  dealer 
or  has  obtained  the  written  consent  of  such 
dealer  to  the  allowance  of  the  credit  or  the 
making  of  the  refund. 

(c)  Exception  for  Fuel  Held  in  Retail 
Stocks.— No  credit  or  refund  shall  be  allowed 
under  this  section  with  respect  to  any  liquid 
in  retail  stocks  held  at  the  place  where  in- 
tended to  be  sold  at  retail. 

(d)  DEFDJmoNS.- For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion— 

(1)  the  terms  "dealer"  and  "held  by  a  deal- 
er" have  the  respective  meanings  given  to 
such  terms  by  section  6412  of  such  Code;  ex- 
cept that  the  term  "dealer"  includes  a  pro- 
ducer, and 

(2)  the  term  "tax  repeal  date"  means  the 
7th  day  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

(e)  Certain  Rules  To  Apply.- Rules  simi- 
lar to  the  rules  of  subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of 
section  6412  of  such  Code  shall  apply  for  pur- 
poses of  this  section. 

SEC  4.  FLOOR  STOCKS  TAX. 

(a)  Imposition  of  Tax.— In  the  case  of  any 
liquid  on  which  tax  was  imposed  under  sec- 
tion 4081  or  4091  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1986  before  January  1,  1997,  and  which  is 
held  on  such  date  by  any  person,  there  is 
hereby  imposed  a  floor  stocks  tax  of  4.3  cents 
per  gallon. 

(b)  Uabiuty  for  Tax  and  Method  of  Pay- 
ment.— 

(1)  Liabiuty  for  tax.— a  person  holding  a 
liquid  on  January  1.  1997,  to  which  the  tax 
Imposed  by  subsection  (a)  applies  shall  be 
liable  for  such  tax. 

(2)  Method  of  payment.— The  tax  imposed 
by  subsection  (a)  shall  be  paid  in  such  man- 
ner as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe. 

(3)  Time  for  payment.— The  tax  imposed 
by  subsection  (a)  shall  be  paid  on  or  before 
June  30.  1997. 

(c)  DEFDimoNS.- For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion— 

(1)  Held  by  a  person.- a  liquid  shall  be 
considered  as  "held  by  a  person"  if  title 
thereto  has  passed  to  such  person  (whether 
or  not  delivery  to  the  person  has  l>een  made). 

(2)  Gasoldjb  and  DIESEL  FUEL.— The  terms 
"gasoline"  and  "diesel  fuel"  have  the  respec- 
tive meanings  given  such  terms  by  section 
4083  of  such  Code. 

(3)  Aviation  fuel.— The  term  "aviation 
fuel"  has  the  meaning  given  such  term  by 
section  4093  of  such  Code. 

(4)  Secretary.— The  term  "Secretary" 
means  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  his 
delegate. 

(d)  Exception  for  Exempt  Uses.— The  tax 
imposed  by  subsection  (a)  shall  not  apply  to 
gasoline,  diesel  fuel,  or  aviation  fUel  held  by 
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any  person  exclusively  for  any  use  to  the  ex- 
tent a  credit  or  refund  of  the  tax  imposed  by 
section  4081  or  4091  of  such  Code  is  allowable 
for  such  use. 

(e)  Exception  for  Fuel  Held  in  Vehicle 
Tank. — No  tax  shall  be  imposed  by  sub- 
section (a)  on  gasoline  or  diesel  fuel  held  in 
the  tank  of  a  motor  vehicle  or  motorboat. 

(f)  Exception  for  Certain  amounts  of 
Fuel.— 

(1)  In  general.— No  tax  shall  be  Imposed 
by  subsection  (a>— 

(A)  on  gasoline  held  on  January  1,  1997,  by 
any  person  if  the  aggregate  amount  of  gaso- 
line held  by  such  person  on  such  date  does 
not  exceed  4,000  gallons,  and 

(B)  on  diesel  fuel  or  aviation  fuel  held  on 
such  date  by  any  person  if  the  aggregate 
amount  of  diesel  fuel  or  aviation  fuel  held  by 
such  i>erson  on  such  date  does  not  exceed 
2,000  gallons. 

The  preceding  sentence  shall  apply  only  if 
such  person  submits  to  the  Secretary  (at  the 
time  and  in  the  manner  required  by  the  Sec- 
retary) such  information  as  the  Secretary 
shall  require  for  purposes  of  this  paragraph. 

(2)  Exempt  fl-el.- For  purposes  of  para- 
graph (1),  there  shall  not  be  taken  into  ac- 
count fuel  held  by  any  person  which  is  ex- 
empt from  the  tax  imposed  by  subsection  (a) 
by  reason  of  subsection  (d)  or  (e). 

(3)  Controlled  groups.— For  purposes  of 
this  subsection— 

(A)  Corporations.— 

(i)  In  general.— All  persons  treated  as  a 
controlled  group  shall  be  treated  as  1  person. 

(ii)  CJontrolled  group.— The  term  "con- 
trolled group"  has  the  meaning  given  to  such 
term  by  subsection  (a)  of  section  1563  of  such 
Code;  except  that  for  such  purposes  the 
phrase  "more  than  50  percent"  shall  be  sub- 
stituted for  the  phrase  "at  least  80  percent" 
each  place  it  appears  in  such  subsection. 

(B)  Nonincorporated  persons  under  com- 
mon control.— Under  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary,  principles  similar  to  the 
principles  of  subparagraph  (A)  shall  apply  to 
a  group  of  persons  under  common  control 
where  1  or  more  of  such  persons  is  not  a  cor- 
poration. 

(g)  Other  Law  applicable.— All  provisions 
of  law,  including  penalties,  applicable  with 
respect  to  the  taxes  imposed  by  section  4081 
of  such  Code  in  the  case  of  grasoline  and  die- 
sel fuel  and  section  4091  of  such  Code  in  the 
case  of  aviation  fuel  shall,  insofar  as  applica- 
ble and  not  inconsistent  with  the  provisions 
of  this  subsection,  apply  with  respect  to  the 
floor  stock  taxes  imposed  by  subsection  (a) 
to  the  same  extent  as  if  such  taxes  were  im- 
posed by  such  section  4081  or  4091. 

sec.  5.  gas  tax  reduction  must  be  passed 
through  to  consumers. 

(a)  Gas  Tax  Reduction  Only  To  Benefit 
Consumers.— It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any 
person  selling  or  importing  any  taxable  fuel 
to  fail  to  fully  pass  on  (through  a  reduction 
in  the  price  that  would  otherwise  be  charged) 
the  reduction  in  tax  on  such  fuel  under  this 
Act. 

(b)  RESPONSIBILmES    OF    PERSONS    LIABLE 

FOR  Tax.— 

(1)  In  GENERAL.— Every  person  liable  for 
the  payment  of  Federal  excise  taxes  on  any 
taxable  fuel— 

(A)  shall  fully  pass  on.  as  required  by  sub- 
section (a),  the  reduction  in  tax  on  such  fuel 
under  this  Act,  and 

(B)  if  the  taxable  event  is  not  a  sale  to  the 
ultimate  consumer,  shall  take  such  steps  as 
may  be  teasonably  necessary  to  ensure  that 
such  reduction  is  fully  passed  on.  as  required 
by  subsection  (a),  to  subsequent  purchasers 
of  the  taxable  fuel. 


(2)  Enforcement.— Any  person  who  fails  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  paragraph  (1)  with 
respect  to  any  fuel  shall  be  liable  for  Federal 
excise  taxes  on  such  fuel  as  if  this  Act  had 
not  been  enacted. 

(3)  Waiver.— In  the  case  of  a  failure  which 
is  due  to  reasonable  cause  and  not  to  willful 
neglect,  the  Secretary  may  waive  part  or  all 
of  the  additional  taxes  imposed  by  paragraph 
(2)  to  the  extent  that  payment  of  such  taxes 
would  be  excessive  relative  to  the  failure  in- 
volved. 

(c)  Definitions.- For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion— 

(1)  Taxable  fuel.— The  term  "taxable 
fuel"  has  the  meaning  given  such  term  by 
section  4083(a)  of  such  Code. 

(2)  Secretary.— The  term  "Secretary" 
means  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  his 
delegate. 

(d)  GAO  Study.— 

(1)  In  general.— The  Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States  shall  conduct  a  study  of 
the  repeal  of  the  4.3-cent  increase  in  the  fuel 
tax  imposed  by  the  Omnibus  Budget  Rec- 
onciliation Act  of  1993  to  determine  whether 
there  has  been  a  passthrougb  of  such  repeal. 

(2)  Report.— Not  later  than  January  31. 
1997,  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States  shall  report  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives the  results  of  the  study  conducted 
under  paragraph  (1).  An  interim  report  on 
such  results  shall  be  submitted  to  such  com- 
mittees not  later  than  November  1,  1996. 
sec.  6.  authorization  of  appropriations 

for  expenses  of  administration 
of  the  depariment  of  energy. 
Section  660  of  the  Department  of  Energy 
Organization  Act  (42  U.S.C.  7270)  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  by  inserting  "(a)  In  General.—"  before 
"Approprutions";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(b)  Fiscal  Years  1997  Through  2002.— 

There  are  authorised  to  be  appropriated  for 
salaries  and  expenses  of  the  Department  of 
Energy  for  departmental  administration  and 
other  activities  in  carrying  out  the  purposes 
of  this  Act — 
"(1)  $104,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997; 
"(2)  $104,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1996; 
"(3)  $100,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1999; 
"(4)  $90,000,000  for  fiscal  year  2000: 
"(5)  $90,000,000  for  fiscal  year  2001:  and 
"(6)  $90,000,000  for  fiscal  year  2002.". 
SEC  7.  SPECTRUM  AUCTIONS. 

(a)  Commission  Obugation  to  Make  Addi- 
tional Spectrlth  available  by  auction.— 

(1)  In  general.— The  Federal  Communica- 
tions Commission  shall  complete  all  actions 
necessary  to  permit  the  assignment,  by 
March  31,  1998.  by  competitive  bidding  pursu- 
ant to  section  309(j)  of  the  Communications 
Act  of  1934  (47  U.S.C.  309Q))  of  licenses  for 
the  use  of  bands  of  frequencies  that— 

(A)  individually  span  not  less  than  12.5 
megahertz,  unless  a  combination  of  smaller 
bands  can.  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
paragraph  (7)  of  such  section,  reasonably  be 
expected  to  produce  greater  receipts; 

(B)  in  the  aggregate  span  not  less  than  25 
megahertz; 

(C)  are  located  below  3  gigahertz;  aind 

(D)  have  not.  as  of  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act— 

(i)  been  assigned  or  designated  by  Commis- 
sion regulation  for  assignment  pursuant  to 
such  section; 

(ii)  been  identified  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  pursuant  to  section  113  of  the  Na- 
tional Telecommunications  and  Information 
Administration  Organization  Act  (47  U.S.C. 
923);  or 


(ill)  reserved  for  Federal  Govenmient  use 
pursuant  to  section  305  of  the  Communica- 
tions Act  of  1934  (47  U.S.C.  305). 

(2)  Criteiua  for  reassignment.- In  mak- 
ing available  bands  of  frequencies  for  com- 
petitive bidding  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1). 
the  Conmilssion  shall— 

(A)  seek  to  promote  the  most  efficient  use 
of  the  spectrum; 

(B)  take  into  account  the  cost  to  incum- 
bent licensees  of  relocating  existing  uses  to 
other  bands  of  frequencies  or  other  means  of 
communication ; 

(C)  take  into  account  the  needs  of  public 
safety  radio  services: 

(D)  comply  with  the  requirements  of  inter- 
national agreements  concerning  spectinmi 
allocations;  and 

(E)  take  into  account  the  costs  to  satellite 
service  providers  that  could  result  from  mul- 
tiple auctions  of  like  spectrum  internation- 
ally for  global  satellite  systems. 

(b)  Federal  Communications  Commission 
May  Not  Treat  This  Section  as  Congres- 
sional action  for  Certain  Purposes.— The 
Federal  Communications  Commission  may 
not  treat  the  enactment  of  this  Act  or  the 
inclusion  of  this  section  in  this  Act  as  an  ex- 
pression of  the  intent  of  Congress  with  re- 
spect to  the  award  of  initial  licenses  of  con- 
struction permits  for  Advanced  Television 
Services,  as  described  by  the  Commission  in 
its  letter  of  February  1.  1996.  to  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Commerce, 
Science,  and  Transportation. 

Mr.  RANGEL  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  motion  to  recommit  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPELAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Rangel]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes  in  support  of 
his  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  RANGEL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  do 
know  that  election  time  causes  us  to 
do  a  lot  of  strange  things,  and  cer- 
tainly if  anyone  is  serious  about  taking 
off  4.3  cents  from  the  Federal  gasoline 
tax  on  a  permanent  basis,  then  we  are 
talking  about  some  S31  billion. 

Now.  it  may  be  true  that  we  have 
just  learned  about  lialancing  the  budg- 
et, but  certainly  for  those  of  my  col- 
leagues that  have  been  advocating  this 
for  so  long,  what  a  heck  of  a  time  to  be 
thinking  about  balancing  the  budget 
and  cottiBg  back  revenue. 

Now,  when  I  was  on  the  committee 
tnring  to  make  certain  that  this  bad 
idea,  at  least  that  it  would  be  the  con- 
sumer that  would  be  the  beneficiary, 
the  protectors  of  the  oil  companies 
said,  "No.  if  you  are  trying  to  pass  this 
through  to  the  consumer,  then  you're 
manipulating  the  marketplace.  What 
you  have  to  do  is  to  trust  the  oil  peo- 
ple. They'll  do  the  right  thing.  They'll 
pass  it  through  to  the  consumer." 

And  so  my  motion  to  recommit  mere- 
ly says  that  we  should  make  it  manda- 
tory, requiring  the  oil  companies  to 
pass  the  full  tax  savings  on  to  the  con- 
sumer and  reimposing  a  tax  if  the  com- 
pany violates  this  requirement. 
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So  I  want  people  to  listen  very  care- 
fully to  those  people  who  advocate  this 
reduction  in  taxes. 

Please,  do  not  tell  me  that  it  cannot 
be  done  because  the  whole  idea  is  not 
to  give  the  benefit  to  the  oil  compa- 
nies. Even  if  our  cousin  Jake  does  have 
a  gas  pump,  he  should  be  getting  the 
break  to  pass  through  to  the  people 
who  come  by  his  gasoline  station. 

Now,  if  my  colleagues  are  going  to 
tell  me  that  it  is  too  complicated  to  do 
or  that  they  do  not  understand  the  free 
market  system  or  that  we  cannot  find 
out  where  the  4.3  cents  is  going  to  go, 
then  why  do  we  not  quit  the  sham  and 
get  on  with  something  else?  If  it  can- 
not go  to  the  consumer  and  my  col- 
leagues do  not  know  how  it  is  going  to 
get  to  them,  then  let  us  leave  this 
thing  alone  and  try  to  find  something 
else  for  the  campaign.  God  knows  we 
got  a  couple  of  months  left. 

But  if  my  colleagues  want  to  help  the 
consumer,  then  all  they  have  to  do  is 
say  this:  We  mandate  that  the  4.3  be- 
tween now  and  election  passes  on  to 
the  consumer.  And  everybody  has  to 
say  on  the  penalty  of  having  the  tax  re- 
imposed  that  they  would  pass  it  on  to 
the  consumer,  and  that  should  not  be  a 
very  complicated  thing  for  our  col- 
leagues to  figure  out.  But  just  in  case 
there  is  a  problem,  our  colleagues  have 
in  their  bill  a  method  in  which  they 
have  a  General  Office  of  Accoimting 
finding. 

We  will  mandate  that  there  be  a  Gen- 
eral Office  of  Accounting  report  on  No- 
vember 1  before  the  election  to  see 
whether  or  not  the  Republican  tax  re- 
moval is  passed  on  to  the  American 
people. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Market]. 

Mr.  MARKET.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  very  much  for  yielding. 

The  reason  that  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Rangel]  has  framed 
this  recommittal  motion  is  that  the 
American  consumer  has  seen  in  the 
last  3  or  4  months  an  increase  of  20 
cents  to  40  cents  at  the  gas  pump  for 
the  price  of  gasoline.  Now,  that  means 
that  oil  companies  are  taking  from  $100 
to  S200  more  this  year  out  of  the  pock- 
ets of  consumers  for  gasoline  than  they 
did  last  year.  The  Republican  motion 
says  that  the  4  cent  gasoline  tax  from 
1993,  which  is  their  idea  of  relief  for  the 
consumer  who  is  losing  100  to  200 
bucks,  they  are  going  to  get  this  4  cent 
break,  which  is  about  15  or  20  bucks, 
should  go  to  the  oil  refinery  level.  That 
is  where  the  bulk  of  their  tax  break 
goes.  They  give  it  to  the  oil  refiners, 
largely,  and  they  ask  them  to  pass  it 
on  to  the  consumer. 

The  gentleman  from  New  York  says, 
well,  if  that  is  how  they  are  going  to  do 
it,  we  need  that  to  be  certified,  we  need 
to  have  some  evidence  that  the  large 
oil  companies  pass  that  tax  break  on 
down  to  the  consumer. 
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Now,  we  had  alternatives  to  give  the 
money  right  to  the  consumer,  but  the 
Republicans  will  not  put  those  amend- 
ments in  order. 

So  the  gentleman  from  New  York's 
recommittal  motion  is  quite  simple.  If 
my  colleagues  waxit  to  guarantee  that 
the  large  oil  companies  pass  that  4  cent 
gasoline  tax  break,  15  or  20  or  30  bucks, 
on  to  the  consumer,  then  they  must 
vote  for  this  recommittal  motion,  or 
else  the  oil  companies  will  gobble  it  up 
like  a  nice  tasty  snack. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Archer]  is  rec- 
ogmized  for  5  minutes  in  opposition  to 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  mo- 
tion to  recommit  attempts  to  regulate 
the  market  price  of  motor  fuels  with 
the  threat  of  monetary  penalties  for 
failure  to  pass  on  the  motor  fuels  tax 
reduction  to  customers.  The  mechanics 
of  the  motion  offered  by  Mr.  Rangel 
are  flawed.  More  importantly  the  mo- 
tion lacks  a  fundamental  confidence  in 
our  free  market  system  which  has 
served  us  so  well.  Instead  the  motion 
smacks  of  price  controls  and  the  long- 
hand of  gargantuan  government. 

Even  before  I  speak  to  the  bad  eco- 
nomics of  this  motion,  let  me  explain 
why  the  provisions  before  us  do  not 
work.  First,  Federal  taxes  on  gasoline 
are  paid  well  before  the  customer  pulls 
into  the  gas  station. 

These  taxes  are  paid  at  some  1,700 
bulk  storage  terminals.  From  there, 
some  15,000  wholesale  dealers  or  jobbers 
buy  the  product  which  then  is  delivered 
to  retail  service  stations  which  total 
over  195,000  nationwide  and  sell  nearly 
200  brands  of  gasoline. 

Keeping  this  universe  in  mind,  the 
Rangel  motion  would  essentially  make 
600  taxpayers,  those  at  the  terminal  fa- 
cilities, pay  penalties  equal  to  all  or 
part  of  the  tax  reduction  which  does 
not  flow  to  customers.  Very  simply, 
the  terminal  taxpayers  will  pay  dearly 
if  even  one  of  the  nearly  210,000  whole- 
sale dealers  and  gas  station  operators 
fail  to  pass-through  the  tax  reduction. 
The  motion  raises  basic  fairness  ques- 
tions since  taxpayers  are  held  respon- 
sible for  another  person's  inability  to 
account  for  a  tax  reduction. 

Furthermore,  the  motion  begs  the 
question  over  how  the  already  strained 
resources  of  the  IRS  will  monitor  and 
audit  some  210,000  persons  who  buy  and 
sell  some  200  brands  of  gasoline. 

Putting  aside  the  unworkable  ma- 
chinery, it  is  essential  that  my  col- 
leagues focus  on  the  real  message  be- 
hind this  motion.  Its  proponents  will 
make  the  deceptively  attractive  claim 
that  the  motion  will  put  the  tax  reduc- 
tion into  the  pockets  of  consumers  in- 
stead of  the  oil  industry.  But  if  pro- 
ponents really  mean  what  they  say 
then  what  is  before  us  is  yet  another 
attempt,  albeit  flawed,  to  control  the 
profit  margins  of  every  individual  who 
buys  and  sells  gaisoline  and  diesel.  The 


motion  discards  the  fact  that  petro- 
leum prices  respond  to  the  basic  eco- 
nomics of  supply  and  demand  and  are 
set  by  the  world's  most  competitive 
marketplace. 

Earlier  this  year  we  witnessed  just 
how  well  competition  drives  the  prices 
charge  to  consumers.  On  January  1,  the 
10-percent  airline  ticket  tax  expired. 
That  same  day,  most  of  the  major  car- 
riers reduced  air  fares  by  a  correspond- 
ing 10  percent.  Within  24  hours,  the 
pressures  of  competition  drove  another 
major  air  carrier  to  drop  its  air  fares 
by  10  percent. 

Interestingly  enough,  the  penalties 
for  failure  to  pass  through  the  tax  re- 
duction do  not  apply  to  aviation  jet 
fuels  and  special  motor  fuels. 

But,  market  forces  are  not  limited  to 
the  airlines.  They  are  known  to  all  seg- 
ments of  America's  industries  for  the 
simple  reason  that  business,  in  order  to 
survive,  they  must  bear  the  scrutiny  of 
the  America  consumer. 

Make  no  mistake,  the  motion  offered 
by  Mr.  Rangel  is  a  poorly  constructed 
and  dangerous  attempt  to  control  the 
laws  of  economics,  all  in  the  name  of 
feel-good  politics.  The  motion  should 
be  rejected. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 
objection,  the  previous  question  is  or- 
dered on  the  motion  to  recommit. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  to  reconmiit. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  noes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  RANGEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  At  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice,  and  there  were — yeas  183,  nays 
225,  not  voting  25,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  181] 
YEAS— 183 


Abercrombie 

Clement 

Esboo 

Ackermui 

Clybam 

Evans 

Andrews 

Coleman 

Pair 

Baldacci 

Colluu(IL) 

Fattah 

BarciA 

Collins  (MI) 

Failo 

B«rrett  (WI) 

Condit 

Fields  (LA) 

Becem 

Conyers 

Filner 

Beileoson 

CosteUo 

Flake 

Bentsen 

Coyne 

Fo^Uetta 

BeiBun 

Cramer 

Ford 

BevlU 

Cmnmincs 

Frank  (MA) 

Bisltop 

Danner 

Frost 

BoniQT 

de  la  Garza 

Fnrae 

Borski 

DeFazio 

Gejdenson 

Boucher 

DeLaoro 

Gepbardt 

Browder 

DeUums 

Gibbons 

Brown  (CA) 

Deutsch 

Gonzalez 

Brown  (FL) 

Dicks 

Gordon 

Brown  (OH) 

DinreU 

Green  (TX) 

Dizon 

Hall  (OH) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Donett 

Hamilton 

Cardin 

Dooley 

Hastings  (FL) 

Doyle 

He&ier 

CUy 

Edwards 

Hilliard 

CUksrton 

Sn^l 

Hincbey 
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Holden 
Hoyer 

Jackson  (IL) 
Jackson- Lee 

(TX) 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson  (SD) 
Johnson,  E.  B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptor 

Kennedy  (MA) 
Kennedy  (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Levin 
Uwis  (GA) 
Lincoln 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lather 
Man  ton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McHale 
McKinney 
Meeban 
Meek 
Menendez 


Allard 

Archer 

Anney 

Bachos 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Ballenger 

Bair 

Barrett  (NE) 

Bartlett 

Barton 

Bass 

Bateman 

Bereuter 

BUbray 

BilirakU 

Bliley 

Blnte 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

BoaillA 

Bono 

Brewster 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bunning 

Bnrr 

Burton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Calvert 

Camp 

Campbell 

Canady 

Castle 

Chabot 

Chambliss 

Chenoweth 

Christensen 

Chrysler 

Coble 

CoUins  (GA) 

Combest 

Cooley 

Cox 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

C>ibin 

Cunningham 

Davis 

Deal 

DeLay 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Doolittle 

Doman 


Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller  (CA) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Martha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Obey 
Olver 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne  (NJ) 
Payne  (VA) 
Pelosi 

Peterson  (MN) 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
RahaU 
Rangel 
Reed 

Richardson 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Rose 

Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 

NAYS— 225 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dann 

Eblers 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

English 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewing 

FaweU 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frellnghoysen 

Funderburk 

Ganske 

Ciekas 

Geren 

Gilchrest 

Gillmor 

Oilman 

Goodlatte 

Goodlisg 

Goss 

Graham 

Greene  (UT) 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

Hall(TX) 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Ha3rworth 

Hefley 

Helneman 

Herger 

Hilleai; 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 


Schnmer 

Scott 

Serrano 

Sisisky 

Skaggs 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Sjntt 

Stark 

Stenhiolm 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stapak 

Tanner 

Taylor  (MS) 

Tejeda 

Thompson 

Thornton 

Thorman 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traflcant 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Waxman 

Williams 

Wilson 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

TaMs 


Istook 

Johnson  (CD 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kasich 

KeUy 

Kim 

King 

Klag 

Knollenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Lazio 

Leach 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KT) 

Lightfoot 

Linder 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Longley 

Manzullo 

Martini 

McCollam 

McCrery 

McDade 

McHugh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mica 

MiUer(FL) 

Hollohan 

Moorhead 

Morella 

Myers 

Myrick 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nnssle 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Pazon 

Petri 

Pombo 

Porter 

Portman 

Pryce 


Qnillen 

(2uinn 

Radanovich 

Ramstad 

Regula 

Riggs 

Roberts 

Rogers 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Roth 

Roakema 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Sazton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schiff 

Seastrand 


Baesler 

Bunn 

Clinger 

Cobum 

Durbin 

Frisa 

Gallegly 

Gutierrez 

Harman 


Senienbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shoster 

Skeen 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Soader 

Spence 

Steams 

Stockman 

Stump 

Talent 

Tate 

Tauzln 

Thomas 


Thomberry 

Tiahrt 

Torklldaen 

Upton 

Vucanovich 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

^Tiite 

Whlttield 

Wicker 

Wolf 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

Zeliff 

Zimmer 


NOT  VOTING— 25 

Kingston 

Klink 

Largent 

Lucas 

Maloney 

McOermott 

McNulty 

Molinaii 

Oberstar 


Ortiz 

Peterson  (FL) 
Rohrabacher 
Smith  (MI) 
Taylor  (NC) 
Torres 
Watts  (OK) 


D  1915 

Ms.  PRYCE  and  Mrs.  SEASTRAND 
changed  thefr  vote  from  "yea"  to 
"nay." 

Mr.  CUMMINGS  and  Mr. 

GEJDEBSON  changed  thefr  vote  from 
"nay"  to  "yea." 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  re- 
jected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  on  the  suspension 
vote  to  follow  final  passage  on  the  bill 
that  it  be  reduced  to  5  minutes. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
KOLBE).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  grround  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  vrtll  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice,  and   there  were — yeas  301,   nays 
108,  not  voting  24,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  182] 
YEAS— 301 


Abercrombie 

Ackerman 

Allard 

Andrews 

Archer 

Armey 

Bachus 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Baldacci 

Ballenger 

Baicia 

Barr 


Barrett  (NE) 

Bartlett 

Barton 

Baas 

Wat^iun 

Bentsen 

Bereuter 

Bevill 

BUtaray 

Bilirakis 

Bishop 

BUley 

Blute 


Boehlert 

Boehner 

Bonllla 

Bonior 

Bono 

Boucher 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Banning 

Barr 

Barton 


Buyer 

Callahan 

Calvert 

C;amp 

Canady 

Castle 

Chabot 

(^lambUss 

(Htapman 

Chenoweth 

Christensen 

Chrysler 

Clement 

Coble 

Coleman 

Collins  (GA) 

Combest 

Condit 

Cooley 

Cox 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cubin 

Cummlngs 

Cunningham 

Danner 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeFazio 

DeLaoro 

DeLay 

Deutsch 

Diaz-Balan 

Dickey 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Edwards 

Ehrlicb 

Emerson 

Engel 

English 

Ensign 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Everett 

Ewing 

Fan- 

FaweU 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Fields  (TX) 

Filner 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  ((TD 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frelinghuysen 

Frost 

Funderburk 

Purse 

Ganske 

Gejdenson 

C^ekas 

Gephardt 

Geren 

Gilchrest 

Gillmor 

Oilman 

Gonzalez 

Croodlatte 

Goodling 

Gordon 

Goss 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

Greene  (UT) 

Greenwood 


Barrett  (WI) 

Becena 

Beilenson 

Herman 

Borski 


Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hall  (OH) 

Haiirrx) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Hefner 

Heineman 

Herger 

HiUeary 

Hlnchey 

Hobson 

Hoke 

Holdea 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Istook 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson  (CT) 
Johnson  (SD) 
Johnson.  Sam 
Jones 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kleczka 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaFalce 
LaHood 


LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Lazio 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KT) 

Lightfoot 

Lincoln 

I.inder 

Lipinski 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

LoCgren 

Longley 

Lowey 

Manton 

Manzullo 

Martinez 

Martini 

Mascara 

McCollum 

MaCnTF 

McDade 

McHogh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

McKinney 

Menendez 

Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mica 

MiUer  (FL) 

Mink 

Montgomery 

Moortiead 

Myers 

Myrick 

Nethercutt 

Ney 

Nonrood 

Nossle 

Obey 

Olver 

NAYS-108 

Brown  (CA) 
Brown  (FL) 
Brown  (OH) 
Bryant  (TX) 
Campbell 


Orton 

Oxley 

Packard 

Pallone 

Parker 

Paator 

Paxon 

Payne  (NJ) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 

Quillen 

Quinn 

Radanovich 

Ramstad 

Reed 

Regula 

Richardson 

Riggs 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Rose 

Roth 

Roakema 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanders 

Sazton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schiff 

Schumer 

Seastrand 

Senaenbrenaer 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shnster 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Solomon 

Spenoe 

Spratt 

Steams 

Stockman 

Stomp 

Stapak 

Talent 

Turner 

Tate 

Tanzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NC) 

Te)eda 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

Thorman 

Tiahrt 

Torklldaen 

Torricelli 

Traflcant 

Upton 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Ward 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Wynn 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

Zeliff 

Zimmer 


Cardin 
Clay 
Cnasrton 
Clybom 
Collins  (IL) 
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CoIUssdrU) 

Conyers 

Costello 

Coyne 

Dellonu 

Dicks 

DiageU 

Dizon 

DoRett 

EUers 

FactAb 

Flake 

FofUetU 

Fort 

Frank  (MA) 

Gibbons 

Hastincs(FL) 

HUUard 

Hoekstn 

HOQClltOS 

Hoyer 

Jackson  (IL) 
Jacobs 

Johnson,  E.  B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorskl 
Kaptnr 

Kennedy  (MA) 
Kennedy  (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kins 
Lantos 


Baesler 

Bnnn 

Cllnrer 

Cobom 

Doitin 

Frisa 

Galletrly 

Cntierrex 
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Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lnther 

Markey 

Matsoi 

McCarthy 

McHale 

Meehan 

Meek 

Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller  (CA) 
Minre 
Moakley 
MoUohan 
Moran 
Morella 
Mnrtha 
Nadler 
Neal 

Nenmann 
Owens 
Payne  (VA) 
Pelosl 
Pickett 
Porter 
Rahall 
Ranrel 
Rivers 

Roybal-AIlaid 
Rush 


Sabo 

Sanfort 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Scott 

Serrano 

Shays 

Skacrs 

Slaivhter 

Smith  (WA) 

Soader 

Stark 

Stenholm 

Stokes 

Studds 

Thompson 

Towns 

Velazqaez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Wazman 

White 

Williams 

Wilson 

Wise 

Wolf 

Woolsey 

Yates 


NOT  VOTING— 24 


Hannan 

Kingston 

Slink 

Largent 

Lucas 

Maloney 

McDermott 

McNolty 

D  1935 


Molinari 
Oberst&r 
Ortiz 

Peterson  (PL) 
Rohrabacher 
Smith  (MI) 
Torres 
Watts  (OK) 


The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 
On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Ortiz  for,  with  Ms.  Harman  ag&inst. 
Mr.  Clinker  for.  Mr.  Klink  against. 
Mr.  Kingston  for,  Mr.  Oberstar  against. 

Ms.  LOFGREN  changed  her  vote  from 
"nay"  to  "yea." 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  BUNN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Speaker,  due  to 
a  thunderstorm,  nry  plane  was  approximately 
2  hours  late  arriving  at  National  Airport  on 
May  21,  1996.  Because  of  this  delay,  I  was 
unable  to  cast  my  vote  on  vote  numbers  180, 
181,  and  182. 

Had  I  been  present.  I  would  have  voted  yea 
on  vote  180,  nay  on  vote  181,  and  yea  on 
vote  182. 


TENTH  ANNIVERSARY  OF 
CHORNOBYL  NUCLEAR  DISASTER 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LaHood).  The  pending  business  is  the 
question  of  suspending  the  rules  and 
agreeing  to  the  concurrent  resolution. 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  167. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  con- 
current resolution. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
GiLMAM],  that  the  House  suspend  the 


rules  and  agree  to  the  concurrent  reso- 
lution. House  Concurrent  Resolution 
167,  on  which  the  yeas  and  nays  are  or- 
dered. 

This  is  a  S-mlnute  vote. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  404,  nays  0, 
not  voting  29,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  183] 
YEA&-404 


Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachos 
Baker  (CA) 
Baker  (LA) 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Ban- 
Barrett  (NE) 
Barrett  (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 


Bateman 

Becerra 

Beilenson 

Bentsen 

Bereuter 

Berman 

Bevill 

BUbray 

Bilirakis 

Bishop 

Bliley 

Blnte 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

Bonllla 

Bonior 

Bono 

BorsU 

Boocher 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Bnnn 

Running- 

Bnrr 

Barton 

Buyer 

Calvert 

Camp 

Campbell 

Cansdy 

Cardin 

Castle 

Chabot 

Chambllss 

Chapman 

Chenoweth 

cmristensen 

Chrysler 

Clay 

Clajrton 

Clement 

Clybom 

Coble 

Cohara 

Coleman 

Collins  (GA) 

Collins  (IL) 

Collins  (MI) 

Combest 

Condit 

Conyers 

Cooley 

Costello 

Cox 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 


Cremeans 

Cubin 

Cummings 

Cunningham 

Danner 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeFazio 

DeLanro 

DeLay 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dijcon 

Doggett 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Duncim 

Dunn 

Edwarxls 

Ehlers 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

Eogel 

English 

Ensign 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Everett 

Ewing 

Farr 

Fattah 

FaweU 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Fields  (TX) 

Filner 

Flake 

Flanagan 

Foglietu 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fort 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frelisghaysen 

Frost 

Funderbork 

Furse 

Ganske 

Geidenson 

Oek»s 

Gephartt 

Geren 

Gllchrest 

Gillmor 

Oilman 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Gordon 

C^ss 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

Greene  (UT) 

Greenwood 

GondersoD 

Gutierrez 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (OH) 

HaUfTX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 


Hansen 
Hastert 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Hefner 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hilleaiy 

HUliart 

Hinchey 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Istook 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson  (CT) 
Johnson  (SD) 
Johnson.  E.  B. 
Johnson.  Sam 
Johnston 
Jones 
Kanjorskl 
Kaptor 
Kasich 
KeUy 

Kennedy  (MA) 
Kennedy  (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kleczka 
King 

Knollenbeig 
Kolbe 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Laigent 

T.ftthaTT^ 

LaTourette 

Langhlin 

Lazio 

Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Lightfoot 

Lincoln 

Linder 

Lipinski 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Lofgren 

Longley 

Lowey 

Lucas 

Lather 

Man  ton 

Manzullo 

Markey 

Martinez 

Martini 

Mascara 

Matsoi 


McCarthy 

McCoUum 

McCrery 

McOade 

McHale 

McHugh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

McKinney 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mica 

Millender- 

McDonald 
MiUer  (CA) 
Miller  (FL) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Neal 

Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 

Norwood 
Nassle 
Obey 
Olver 
Orton 
Owens 
Packart 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne  (NJ) 
Payne  (VA) 
Pelosi 

Peterson  (MN) 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 


Baesler 

CallahSTi 

Clinger 

Durbin 

Frank  (MA) 

Frisa 

Gallegly 

Gibbons 

Harman 

Kingston 


Porter 

Portman 

Poshart 

Pryce  « 

Quillen         ' 

<iaian 

Radanovich 

Rahall 

Ramstad 

Rangel 

Reed 

Regula 

Richardson 

Riggs 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Rose 

Roth 

Roukema 

Roybal-Allart 

Royce 

Rush 

Sabo 

Salmon 

Sanders 

Sanfort 

Sawyer 

Sazton 

Schaefer 

Schlff 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shoster 

Sisisky 

Skaggs 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Soader 

Spence 

Spratt 

NOT  VOTING— 29 


Stark 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stump 

StapiJc 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

lliurman 

Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

Torrtcelll 

Towns 

Traficant 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Vncanovich 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Wart 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Wazman 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Wise 

Wolf 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Yates 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

Zeliff 

Zimmer 


Kllnk 

Maloney 

McDermott 

McNulty 

Molinari 

Oberstar 

Ortiz 

Oxley 

Peterson  (FL) 

Petri 


Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Scarborough 
Smith  (HI) 
Torres 
Watts  (OK) 
Weldon  (PA) 
Williams 
Wilson 


was 


O  1944 

So    the    concurrent   resolution 
aigreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, due  to  my  plane  being  grounded  as 
a  result  of  stormy  weather.  I  was  de- 
tained for  more  than  3  hours.  Unfortu- 
nately I  missed  the  vote  on  H.R.  3415,  a 
bill  repealing  the  4.3  cent  increase  in 
transportation  motor  fuels  excise  tax. 
Had  I  been  present,  I  would  have  voted 
"aye"  on  rollcall  vote  No.  182.  "aye"  on 
rollcall  vote  No.  180,  and  "no"  on  roll- 
call  vote  No.  181.  I  also  would  have 
voted  "aye"  on  rollcall  vote  No.  183,  a 


May  21,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


12045 


bill  recognizing  the  10th  anniversary  of 
the  Chernobyl  nuclear  disaster. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  be- 
cause of  inclement  weather.  I  was  un- 
avoidably absent  for  votes  today.  If  the 
plane  could  have  landed  at  the  sched- 
uled time,  I  would  have  been  present  to 
vote  "yes"  on  ordering  the  previous 
question  on  H.R.  3415.  "no"  on  the  mo- 
tion to  recommit  on  H.R.  3415,  "yes" 
on  final  passage  on  H.R.  3415,  and  "yes" 
on  House  Concurrent  Resolution  167. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  McDERMOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  due 
to  circumstances  beyond  my  control.  I 
was  unavoidably  detained  and  missed 
the  following  rollcall  votes.  If  I  had 
been  here,  I  would  have  voted  in  the 
following  manner: 

Rollcall  vote  No.  180— no. 

Rollcall  vote  No.  181 — yes. 

Rollcall  vote  No.  182— no. 

Rollcall  vote  No.  183— yes. 

Thank  you  for  your  assistance  in  this 
matter. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  FRISA.  Mr.  Speaker,  due  to  severe 
weather  that  backed  up  air  traffic  at  LaGuardia 
Airport,  I  was  unavoidably  detained  on  the 
runway,  and  thus  unable  to  vote  on  repeal  of 
the  4.3-cent  increase  in  transportation  motor 
fuels  excise  tax. 

Had  I  t>een  present,  I  woukj  have  voted 
"yea"  on  House  Resolution  436  (rollcall  No. 
180),  "nay"  on  the  motion  to  recommit  H.R. 
3415  (rollcall  No.  181).  "yea"  on  final  passage 
of  H.R.  3415  (rollcall  No.  182).  On  House 
Concurent  Resolution  167  (rollcall  No.  183), 
recognizing  the  10th  anniversary  of  the 
Chomobyi  nuclear  disaster,  I  would  have 
voted  "yea." 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  GALLEGLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  my  flight  to 
Washington  from  California  was  unexpectedly 
rerouted  to  Pittsburgh  due  to  thunderstorm  ac- 
tivity in  the  Washington  area. 

As  a  result,  I  unfortunately  missed  several 
important  votes.  Had  I  been  here,  I  would 
have  voted:  "aye"  on  rolk:all  No.  180;  "no"  on 
rolteall  No.  181;  "aye"  on  rollcall  No.  182,  the 
gas  tax  repeal;  and  "aye"  on  rollcall  No.  183. 


D  1945 

PROVIDING  FOR  CONSIDERATION 
OF  H.R.  3259.  INTELLIGENCE  AU- 
THORIZATION ACT  FOR  FISCAL 
YEAR  1997 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direction 
of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call  up 
House  Resolution  437  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  437 

Resolved.  That  at  any  time  after  the  adop- 
tion of  this  resolution  the  Speaker  may.  pur- 


suant to  clause  Kb)  of  rule  XXm,  declare  the 
House  resolved  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  state  of  the  Union  for 
consideration  of  the  bill  {H.R.  3259)  t»  au- 
thorize appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1$)97  for 
intelligence  and  intelligence-related  activi- 
ties of  the  United  States  Government,  the 
Community  Management  Account,  and  the 
Central  Intelligence  Agency  Retirement  and 
Disability  System,  and  for  other  purposes. 
The  first  reading  of  the  bill  shall  be  dis- 
pensed with.  Points  of  order  against  consid- 
eration of  the  bill  for  failure  to  comply  with 
section  302(f).  308(a).  or  401(a)  of  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Act  of  1974  are  waived.  General 
debate  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  shall 
not  exceed  one  hour  equally  divided  and  con- 
trolled by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minor- 
ity member  of  the  Permanent  Select  Com- 
mittee on  Intelligence.  After  general  debate 
the  bill  shall  be  considered  for  amendment 
under  the  five-minute  rule.  It  shall  be  in 
order  to  consider  as  an  original  bill  for  the 
purpose  of  amendment  under  the  five-minute 
rule  the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute recommended  by  the  Permanent  Se- 
lect Committee  on  Intelligence  now  printed 
in  the  bill.  The  committee  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute  shall  be  considered  by 
title  rather  than  by  section.  The  first  section 
and  each  title  shall  t>e  considered  as  read. 
Points    of    order    against    the    committee 
ajnendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  for 
failure  to  comply  with  clause  7  of  rule  XVI. 
clause  5(b)  of  rule  XXI.  or  section  302(f)  or 
401(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974 
are  waived.  No  amendment  to  the  committee 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
shall  be  in  order  unless  printed  in  the  por- 
tion of  the  Congressional  Record  designated 
for  that  purpose  in  clause  6  of  rule  xxiii 
The    Chairman    of   the    Committee    of   the 
Whole  may  postpone  until  a  time  during  fur- 
ther consideration  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  a  request  for  a  recorded  vote  on  any 
amendment.  The  Chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  may  reduce  to  not  less  than 
five  minutes  the  time  for  voting  by  elec- 
tronic device  on  any  postponed  question  that 
immediately  follows  another  vote  by  elec- 
tronic device  without  intervening  business, 
provided  that  the  time  for  voting  by  elec- 
tronic device  on  the  first  in  any  series  of 
questions  shall  be  not  less  than  fifteen  min- 
utes. At  the  conclusion  of  consideration  of 
the  bill  for  amendment  the  Committee  shall 
rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with 
such  amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted. 
Any  Member  may  demand  a  separate  vote  in 
the  House  on  any  amendment  adopted  in  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  to  the  bill  or  to  the 
committee  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute.  The  previous  question  shall  be 
considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amend- 
ments thereto  to  final  passage  without  inter- 
vening motion  except  one  motion  to  recom- 
mit with  or  without  instructions. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LaH(X)D).  The  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Goss]  is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  purposes 
of  debate  only,  I  jrield  the  customary  30 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  BEILENSON].  pending  which  I 
3rield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
same.  During  consideration  of  this  res- 
olution, all  time  yielded  is  for  the  pur- 
pose of  debate  only. 

Mr.  Speaker  House  Resolution  437  is 
a  modified  open  rule  that  provides  for 
the  consideration  of  H.R.  3259.  the  In- 
telligence Authorization  Act  for  fiscal. 


year   1997.   The   rule   waives  sections 
302(f).  308(a)  and  401(a)  of  the  budget 
act  against  consideration  of  the  bill. 
These  waivers  pertain   to:   An  excess 
above  a  committee's  allocation  of  new 
entitlement  authority;   the  necessary 
cost-estimate  paperwork  on  this  new 
entitlement    authority;    and   contract 
authority  not  previously  subject  to  ap- 
propriation. The  waivers  are  needed  be- 
cause of  provisions  in  two  sections  of 
H.R.  3259.  Section  402  of  the  bill  repeals 
the  surcharge  associated  with  CIA  em- 
ployees who  receive  a  voluntary  sepa- 
ration incentive  payment  in  fiscal  year 
1998  and  fiscal  year  1999,  correcting  a 
situation  in  which  CIA  was  forced  to 
make  double-payments.  Section  401  of 
the  bill  makes  clear  legislative  author- 
ity for  the  CIA  to  enter  into  multiyear 
leases  of  not  more  than  15  years.  These 
provisions    are    not    considered    con- 
troversial nor  do  they  cause  serious 
budget   problems,    according   to   CBO. 
The  rule  provides  for  1  hour  of  general 
debate  and  makes  in  order  the  amend- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  now 
printed  in  the  bill  as  the  base  text  for 
amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule. 
The  bill  shall  be  considered  by  title  and 
shall  be  considered  as  read.  The  rule 
waives  section  302(f)  and  section  401(a) 
of  the  budget  act  against  the  commit- 
tee substitute,  for  the  reasons  I  have 
already  described.  The  rule  also  waives 
clause  7  of  rule  XVI.  the  so-called  ger- 
maneness rule,  and  clause  5(b)  of  rule 
XXI,  which  prohibits  consideration  of 
legislation   containing  revenue   provi- 
sions if  not  considered  by  the  Way^  and 
Means   Committee.    The   germaneness 
waiver  is  necessary  because  the  com- 
mittee amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute  is  broader  in  scope  than  the 
original  bill,  including  provisions  to 
improve  our  intelligence  systems  in 
light  of  lessons  learned  from  the  Al- 
drich  Ames  case  and  to  ensure  proi>er 
congressional   oversight   over   the   ex- 
penditure of  funds  for  personnel  re- 
forms. These  are  important  additions 
to  the  annual  intelligence  authoriza- 
tion  process    that    deserve    Members' 
careful  review  and  support.  The  ways 
and  means  waiver  is  necessary  because 
of  a  technical  1-year  extension  in  the 
bill  of  the  application  of  sanctions  laws 
to  intelligence  activities. 

Mr.  Speaker:  this  rule  is  basically  an 
open  rule,  meaning  that  all  germane 
amendments  that  pass  muster  under 
the  standing  rules  of  the  House  may  be 
offered.  We  have  included  a  pre-print- 
ing  requirement,  however,  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  Intelligence  Committee 
because  of  the  sensitive  nature  of  this 
legislation  and  a  very  real  concern 
about  protecting  classified  informa- 
tion. I'd  like  to  respond  briefly  to  a  dis- 
cussion we  had  in  the  Rules  Committee 
with  the  distinguished  ranking  member 
of  the  Intelligence  Committee.  Mr. 
DICKS,  about  the  timing  of  floor  consid- 
eration of  this  bill.  I  share  Mr.  DICKS 
interest  in  ensuring  that  Members  who 
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wish  to  have  the  opportunity  to  review 
the  classified  aimex  to  this  bill,  and  we 
have  done  what  we  can  to  provide  that 
opportunity.  Mr.  Dicks  should  be 
pleased  to  note  that  there  was  a  pro- 
forma  schedule  in  the  House  yesterday 
and  Members  may  file  amendments  in 
today's  Congressional  Record  as  well. 
We  have  attempted  to  accommodate  all 
Members  in  this  process,  while  adher- 
ing to  a  very  tight  legislative  schedule 
we  must  keep  if  we  are  to  conclude  all 
of  our  business  before  our  target  ad- 
journment in  early  October.  Finally, 
the  rule  allows  the  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  to  postpone 
votes  during  consideration  of  the  bill 
and  to  reduce  to  5  minutes  a  vote  on  a 
postponed  question  if  the  vote  follows  a 
15-minute  vote.  It  also  provides  for  the 
traditional  motion  to  recommit  with 
or  without  instructions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  member  of  the 
House  Permanent  Select  Committee  on 
Intelligence,  I  am  proud  to  bring  this 
bill  to  the  House  and  I  would  like  to 
commend  Chairman  COMBEST  for  his 
leadership  and  his  thorough  efforts  to 
provide  us  with  detailed  commentary 
about  the  bill.  Developing  a  blueprint 
for  our  Nation's  intelligence  capabili- 
ties is  an  extraordinarily  difficult  task. 
Having  assisted  in  two  separate,  exten- 
sive reviews  of  this  subject  matter  in 
the  past  2  years,  and  having  spent  a 
chunk  of  my  life  working  within  the 
intelligence  community,  I  am  keenly 
aware  of  the  complexity  and  the 
breadth  of  issues  that  confront  us  as  we 
look  to  the  next  century  and  evaluate 
our  intelligence  capabilities  and  needs. 
H.R.  3259  provides  a  responsible  balance 
of  adequate  resources  and  careful  con- 
gressional oversight  to  ensure  that  our 
national  decisionmakers  have  accu- 
rate, timely  and  objective  information 
with  which  to  assess  threats  and  oppor- 
tunities in  this  ever-changing  world. 
An  inherent  problem  with  the  intel- 
ligence field  is  that  public  information 
which  could  serve  to  build  a  constitu- 
ency for  its  missions  is  generally 
skewed.  Americans  hear  most  about 
things  that  go  wrong  in  the  intel- 
ligence world.  In  fact,  one  of  the  char- 
acteristics of  successes  in  this  arena  is 
that  you  generally  don't  hear  about 
them,  because  a  success  usually  means 
we  were  able  to  prevent  something  bad 
from  happening  in  the  first  place.  I 
know  Americans — who  have  an  instinc- 
tive appreciation  for  openness  and  sim- 
shine  and  I  come  from  the  Sunshine 
State  where,  indeed,  we  do  have  the 
sunshine  law.  Americans  sometimes 
find  it  friistrating  to  hear  about  classi- 
fied briefings  and  secret  missions.  But 
the  world  is  a  dangerous  place,  and  the 
fact  is  that  we  rely  on  information  and 
data  that  can't  always  be  gathered  in 
an  overt  way.  It  is  the  task  of  our  in- 
telligence services— and  each  member 
of  Congress — to  convince  Americans 
that  we  are  earning  the  trust  that  we 
ask  them  to  place  in  us.  Once  again  I 


commend  Chairman  Combest  for  his 
work  in  pursuing  that  important  goal. 
I  think  H.R.  3259  deserves  the  support 
of  this  House. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume, and  I  thank  my  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Goss],  for 
yielding  the  customary  half-hour  of  de- 
bate time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  say  at  the  outset 
that  I  subscribe  wholeheartedly  to  the 
wise  words  that  my  colleague  from 
Florida  just  uttered.  Let  me  also  take 
a  moment  at  the  outset  to  compliment 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  for  his 
very  able  work  not  only  on  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules  but  also  as  a  member 
of  the  Permanent  Select  Comanittee  on 
Intelligence,  where  it  is,  indeed,  fortu- 
nate, I  would  tell  my  colleagues,  to 
have  someone  with  Mr.  Goss'  hands-on 
experience  in  intelligence  activities 
serving  on  the  conmiittee  that  oversees 
the  intelligence  community. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  support  this  modi- 
fied open  rule  for  H.R.  3259,  the  Intel- 
ligence Authorization  Act  for  fiscal 
year  1997. 

Our  only  concern  about  the  rule,  and 
it's  only  a  modest  concern,  is  the 
preprinting  requirement,  which  we  are 
not  convinced  is  needed.  The  chairman 
of  the  committee,  the  gentleman  from 
Texas,  [Mr.  Combest],  testified  before 
the  Committee  on  Rules  that  he  felt  it 
was  necessary  to  review  amendments 
before  they  were  debated  in  order  to 
avoid  the  possibility  of  having  to  deal 
with  sensitive  matters  without  ade- 
quate notice. 

We  were  especially  concerned,  may  I 
say,  that  the  requirement  left  an  inad- 
equate amount  of  time  for  Members  to 
study  the  bill,  and  that  it  might  have 
precluded  the  offering  of  some  amend- 
ments—and might  have  meant  that 
others  were  drafted  hastily  and  im- 
properly to  meet  the  deadline. 

The  bill  was  reported  May  16,  the 
same  day  the  Rules  Committee  heard 
testimony  on  it.  Members  may  recall 
that,  in  previous  years,  we  have  had 
more  time  following  the  committee's 
report  of  the  legislation  to  study  the 
classified  ajmex  as  well  as  the  non- 
classified portion  of  the  legislation. 
Last  year,  in  fact,  the  legislation  was 
available  for  over  2  months  compared 
to  the  3  legislative  days  this  year's  bill 
was  available  to  Members  before  floor 
action. 

Nonetheless,  the  requirement  is  in 
the  rule  and  since  nearly  a  dozen 
amendments  have  been  filed,  we  as- 
sume that  Members  have  been  able  to 
adjust  to  its  requirements. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  rule  does  provide 
several  waivers  of  House  rules  against 
the  bill  and  against  its  consideration, 
as  the  gentleman  from  Florida  men- 
tioned. The  ranking  minority  member 
of  the  Intelligence  Committee,  the  gen- 


tleman from  Washington  [Mr.  Dicks] 
did  not  object  to  the  waivers.  They  are 
reasonable  waivers,  and  we  do  not  op- 
pose them. 

We  are  concerned  about  several  pro- 
visions in  the  bill,  which  were  outlined 
in  the  minority's  dissenting  views,  in- 
cluding those  dealing  with  funding  lev- 
els. 

Funding  levels  in  the  bill  exceed  by 
about  4,  5,  and  6.5  percent,  respectively, 
the  amounts  requested  by  the  Presi- 
dent, authorized,  and  appropriated  in 
fiscal  year  1996. 

At  the  level  recommended  by  the 
bill,  the  intelligence  authorization  for 
fiscal  year  1997  would  be  only  about  1.4 
percent  less  than  was  authorized  for 
fiscal  year  1991,  the  last  year  this  Mem- 
ber had  the  privilege  of  chairing  the  In- 
telligence Committee.  When  the  fiscal 
year  1991  bill  was  drafted,  however, 
American  troops  were  being  deployed 
by  the  hundreds  of  thousands  in  the 
Persian  Gulf,  and  the  Soviet  Union  was 
still  very  much  in  existence. 

There  may  be  compelling  reasons 
why  funding  for  intelligence  programs 
has  declined  only  marginally  since  the 
end  of  the  cold  war.  We  look  forward  to 
hearing  them  during  general  debate. 

In  fairness,  however.  I  would  note 
that  reservations  expressed  by  Demo- 
crats in  the  committee  report  have  to 
do  primarily  with  the  ways  in  which 
funds  are  allocated  in  the  bill,  rather 
than  the  total  amount  authorized.  I 
simply  think  that  we  want  to  be  sure 
that  intelligence  progrrams  and  activi- 
ties are  being  subjected  to  the  same 
level  of  scrutiny  as  are  other  functions 
of  the  Federal  Government. 

Obviously,  spending  for  markedly  dif- 
ferent purposes  does  not  always  invite 
meaningful  comparisons  but  it  is  im- 
portant, given  the  budgetary  con- 
straints we  face,  that  we  insist  that  na- 
tional security  programs  be  sized  to  re- 
spond to  real,  rather  than  imaginary 
threats. 

D  2000 

Only  in  that  way  can  we  assure  our- 
selves and  our  constituents  that  we  are 
being  uniformly  vigorous  in  reviewing 
all  of  the  budgets  submitted  to  us. 

The  bill  does  provide  funding,  al- 
though not  so  much  as  the  President 
requested,  for  the  Environmental  Intel- 
ligence and  Applications  Program,  the 
so-called  EIAP,  which,  among  other 
things,  evaluates  data  collected  by  na- 
tional technical  means  for  their  utility 
for  the  scientific  study  of  the  environ- 
ment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  EIAP  has  been 
strongly  supported  by  the  U.S.  Navy 
and  in  many  ways  is  a  model  for  the 
kinds  of  nontraditional  use  to  which 
classified  as  well  as  declassified  intel- 
ligence data  can  be  put. 

Among  the  amendments  which  may 
be  offered  to  the  bill  is  one  which 
would  strengthen  the  existing  policy 
against  the  use  of  journalists  as  intel- 
ligence agents.  This  is  an  issue  which 
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deserves  to  be  carefully  considered  by 
the  Congress  in  an  effort  to  determine 
whether  a  blanket  prohibition  better 
serves  the  national  interest  than  some 
variation  of  the  current  CIA  regula- 
tions which  do  not  permit  the  use  of 
journalists  as  agents  except  in  extraor- 
dinary circumstances  when  the  direc- 
tor of  central  intelligence  determines 
that  national  security  so  requires. 

Mr.  Speaker,  to  repeat,  we  support 
this  open  rule.  We  urge  our  colleagues 
to  approve  it  so  that  we  may  proceed 
tomorrow  with  consideration  of  the  in- 
telligence authorization  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  having  no  further  re- 
quests for  time,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

I  will  advise  the  gentleman  from 
California  that  I  do  not  think  we  have 
any  speakers.  Before  the  gentleman 
takes  the  floor  again,  may  I  just  thank 
him  for  his  very  kind  remarks  and  re- 


turn them.  I  think  those  newcomers  to 
this  institution  this  year  perhaps  may 
not  know  the  gentleman's  distin- 
guished record  as  a  member  and  chair- 
man of  the  House  Permanent  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  and  the  ex- 
traordinary service  he  has  rendered 
this  country,  to  say  nothing  of  his  ex- 
traordinary capacity  on  the  Conmiittee 
on  Rules  and  his  contributions  to  the 
proceedings  in  both  the  majority  and 
minority  roles  which  he  does  so  well. 

Mr.  Si)eaker,  with  regard  to  the  re- 
marks that  have  been  made  about  the 
debates,  we  are  going  to  have  some  in- 
teresting debate.  In  fact,  better  than  a 
dozen  amendments  have  been  filed 
under  the  preprinting  rule.  And  while  I 
agree,  I  am  not  sure  I  am  totally  enam- 
ored of  the  preprinting  rule,  it  does 
give  us  that  little  extra  measure,  if 
there  is  a  security  problem,  at  least  to 
vet  it  and  try  to  get  the  debate  in  the 
appropriate  aura. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  also  need  to  point  out 
that,  while  I  agree  that  we  have  to  be 
sure  we  spend  our  tax  dollars  well,  I  am 
told  that,  since  about  1990,  that  in 
terms  of  real  spending,  intelligence  is 
down  about  14  percent.  I  think  that  we 
have  seen  some  significant  cuts. 

It  is  hard  for  me  to  say  specifically 
what  they  are;  because  we  all  know  we 
are  not  supposed  to  talk  about  the  spe- 
cifics, but  we  also  know  that  part  of 
the  debate  will  be,  should  we  talk 
about  certain  of  the  specifics. 

I  think  as  we  go  along  in  this  process 
we  au"e  going  to  have  a  very  good  de- 
bate this  year.  I  totally  agree  with  the 
gentleman  chat  we  want  to  focus  on 
the  real  threats,  because  there  are 
more  than  enough  real  threats  for  na- 
tional security  interest,  and  weed  out 
the  imaginary  ones.  I  will  join  him  in 
that  effort,  of  course. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  include  for  the 
Record  the  following  information: 
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Mr.  BETLENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  kind  com- 
ments, and  I  yield  back  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back 
the  balance  of  my  time,  and  I  move  the 
previous  question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LaHood).  Under  the  Speaker's  an- 
nounced i>olicy  of  May  12,  1995,  and 


under  a  previous  order  of  the  House, 
the  following  Members  will  be  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes  each. 


REMEMBERING  CHARLIE  HELLARD 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  oi^er  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas,  Mr.  Pete  Geren,  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  PETE  GEREN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  April  16,  Forth  Worth,  TX, 
lost  one  of  our  most  beloved  and  ad- 
mired citizens  and  the  world  of  avia- 
tion lost  one  of  its  heroes. 

Charlie  R.  Hillard,  a  world-renowned 
acrobatic  pilot  and  longtime  business 


and  civic  leader,  died  at  the  age  of  58, 
in  an  aviation  accident  in  Lakeland, 
FL. 

Charlie  Hillard  loved  to  fly.  When  he 
was  only  10  years  old,  he  cleaned  cars 
at  his  father's  automobile  dealership 
for  $10  a  week,  saving  enough  money  to 
begin  taking  flying  lessons  by  the  time 
he  turned  15.  During  his  freshman  year 
at  Georgia  Tech,  Charlie,  purchased  his 
first  airplane,  and  the  rest,  as  they  say, 
is  history. 

From  his  youngest  days,  he  seemed 
more  at  home  in  the  air  than  on  the 
ground.  Charlie  took  up  skydiving  at 
age  18  and  soon  earned  a  place  on  the 
U.S.  Skydiving  Team.  In  1958  he  placed 
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second  at  the  famed  Coupe  du  Monde  in 
Paris.  That  same  year,  he  became  the 
first  person  in  the  United  States  to 
pass  a  baton  to  another  person  in 
freefall. 

But  precision  flying  was  his  passion 
and  where  Charlie  made  his  mark  on 
the  world.  He  gave  up  skydiving  to  de- 
vote his  energies  to  flying  and  he 
soared.  During  his  career  he  not  only 
won  the  U.S.  National  Championship 
but  also  represented  the  United  States 
in  four  world  championships.  In  1972, 
he  became  the  first  American  ever  to 
win  the  world  aerobatic  title.  Charlie 
won  four  gold  medals  in  the  Olyrnpics 
of  the  Air,  received  the  International 
Coimcil  of  Air  Shows  Award  of  Excel- 
lence, was  a  member  of  the  Inter- 
national Aerobatic  Hall  of  Fame  and 
the  Fort  Worth  Aviation  Hall  of  Fame. 
In  his  prime,  he  was  the  best  in  the 
world— the  best  in  the  world. 

And,  he  loved  everything  about  fly- 
ing. He  worked  as  an  aircraft  designer, 
test  pilot,  exhibition  pilot,  movie  stunt 
pilot,  and  leader  of  the  world  famous 
Ea^le  Aerobatic  Team,  flying  with 
Tom  Poberenzy  and  Gene  Soucy.  The 
Eagles  flew  more  than  1,000  exhibitions 
worldwide  over  25  years.  Charlie  him- 
self performed  in  over  180  different  air- 
craft over  four  decades. 

Charlie  had  only  recently  began  a  ca- 
reer as  a  solo  aerobatic  pUot.  At  the 
time  of  his  death,  he  was  flying  the 
Lone  Star  Fxiry,  a  high-performance 
World  War  n  fixed-wing  monoplane. 
The  Fury  saw  most  of  its  wartime  ac- 
tion in  Korea,  and  was  the  first  air- 
plane to  shoot  down  a  Russian  MiG-15 
jet. 

Charlie  gave  much  to  aviation,  but 
he  also  contributed  significantly  to  the 
automotive  industry  as  an  innovative 
businessman.  He  expanded  his  family 
automobile  dealership  from  a  single 
Ford  franchise  to  one  of  the  most  suc- 
cessful auto  parks  in  the  country.  The 
Hillard  dealerships  have  won  nearly 
every  customer  satisfaction  award  in 
the  industry  for  each  of  the  franchises 
they  represent. 

He  also  was  a  community  leader, 
lending  his  considerable  energy  and 
talent  to  numerous  civic  causes. 

But  to  recall  only  his  lifetime  of  pub- 
lic accomplishments  misses  a  huge 
part  of  Charlie.  He  was  loved  by  so 
many  firiends  and  family,  and  gave  love 
generously  in  return.  He  was  a  devoted 
husband  and  father,  leaving  behind  his 
wife  Doreen  and  four  children.  We  join 
them  in  celebrating  the  life  of  a  truly 
remarkable  man  and  mourning  his  un- 
timely death. 

To  Doreen  and  all  the  children,  we 
say  thank  you  for  sharing  his  life  with 
us.  We  are  all  better  for  having  known 
Charlie  R.  As  race  car  legend  Johnny 
Rutherford  said  at  the  funeral,  he  left 
a  special  footprint  on  the  hearts  of  us 
all. 

Charlie  R.  soared. 


DEFENSE  ISSUES 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Jones]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  JONES.  Mr.  Speaker,  while  the 
cold  war  may  be  over,  U.S.  security  in- 
terests endure.  Unfortunately,  many 
Americans  do  not  fully  appreciate  this 
new  dynamic.  Indeed  it  is  difficult  to 
understand  how  emerging  threats,  may 
challenge  future  U.S.  global  interests. 

Some  examples  are  very  clear:  Chi- 
na's rise  to  power  is  increasingly 
marked  by  military  posturing  and  co- 
ercive diplomacy  in  the  Pacific  rim.  An 
unstable  and  fragmented  Russia  turns 
to  aggressive  nationalism  to  hold  itself 
together.  Economic  ruin,  ethnic  vio- 
lence, terrorism,  and  the  proliferation 
of  weapons  of  mass  destruction  pose  se- 
rious threats  to  international  stability. 

We  have  asked  our  soldiers,  sailors, 
airmen,  and  Marines  to  protect  our 
country  and  its  vital  national  security 
interests,  in  this  evolving  inter- 
national environment.  Our  military  is 
our  first,  and  often  our  last  line  of  de- 
fense and  we  must  be  prepared  to  pro- 
vide it  with  the  technological  edge  to 
defeat  any  enemy  on  any  battlefield. 

I  must  remind  my  colleagues  that 
the  battlefield  of  the  future  has  little 
resemblance  to  the  battlefield  of  the 
past.  Information  warfare,  wide  avail- 
ability of  commercial  off-the-shelf 
technology,  and  the  proliferation  of 
highly  capable  weapons  systems,  all 
contribute  to  a  rapid  evolution,  in 
military  tactics  and  doctrine. 

Understanding  how  these  new  con- 
flicts and  demands  are  burdening  our 
services  is  difficult  to  do  from  an  arms 
length  distance  here  in  Washington. 

So  last  Friday  I  went  down  to  my 
district  and  spent  time  at  Camp 
Lejeune.  It  was  an  opportunity  to  see 
how  the  tremendous  efforts  our  men 
and  women  in  the  Marine  Cojtb  can 
and  will  be  increased  with  the  support 
of  adequate  defense  dollars. 

Just  last  week,  the  House  made  a 
step  in  the  right  direction  by  passing 
H.R.  3230,  the  Defense  Authorization 
Act  for  fiscal  year  1997.  The  bill  stems 
the  tide  of  the  administration  cuts 
that  would  have  weakened  our  national 
security,  and  placed  our  men  and 
women  in  uniform  at  increased  risk.  I 
would  like  to  commend  Chairman 
Spence  for  carefully  crafting  a  biparti- 
san bill  that  achieves  four  fundamental 
goals: 

First,  we  promised  to  improve  the 
quality  of  life  for  our  military  person- 
nel and  their  families.  A  number  of 
critically  important  provisions  in  this 
bill  such  as  the  3  percent  pay  raise,  the 
increase  in  military  housing  allowance 
by  50  percent  over  the  President's 
budget,  the  funding  of  troop  barracks 
and  child  care  centers,  goes  a  long  way 
to  maintain  a  decent  quality  of  life,  for 
our  all-volunteer  military. 

Second,  we  promised  to  sustain  short 
and  long-term  readiness.  Despite  funds 


added  by  Congress  last  year  to  main- 
tain minimum  readiness  levels,  and  the 
high  pace  of  ongoing  military  oper- 
ations around  the  world,  the  President 
suggested  reductions  in  a  variety  of 
readiness  accounts,  below  current 
spending  levels.  Despite  the  adminis- 
tration's proposed  cuts.  H.R.  3230  has 
recommended  an  increase  of  $1.6  billion 
in  key  readiness  accounts  to  ensure 
U.S.  military  preparedness. 

Third,  the  National  Security  Author- 
ization Act  for  fiscal  year  1997  address- 
es the  growing  modernization  short- 
falls that  have  resulted  from  a  decade- 
long.  80  percent  decline  in  real  dollars 
in  procurement  spending.  The  Presi- 
dent's fiscal  year  1997  procurement 
budget  is  the  lowest  in  50  years,  and  is 
a  frightening  $5  billion  lower  than  the 
Pentagon  planned  just  one  year  ago. 
This  bill  therefore  devotes  the  bulk  of 
the  spending  increases  recommended  in 
H.R.  3230  to  procurement.  This  will 
shore-up  a  dramatically  downsized  in- 
dustrial base,  by  adding  funds  to  a 
number  of  under-  and  imfunded  pro- 
grams. 

And  fourth,  we  have  continued  our 
efforts  to  create  a  more  agile  and  com- 
petitive defense  management  struc- 
ture, by  continuing  to  reorganize  and 
reduce  our  defense  bureaucracy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  is  consistent 
with  the  Contract  With  America.  It  is 
consistent  with  our  goals  of  achieving 
a  balanced  budget  by  2002;  and  we  can 
do  it  the  right  way — not  on  the  backs 
of  the  men  and  women  who  serve  in  our 
military. 


a  2015 

TRIBUTE  TO  ADMIRAL  MIKE 
BOORDA 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia  [Mr.  Bateman]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  earlier 
today  we  said  a  sad  farewell  to  one  of 
the  best  our  Nation  has  to  offer.  I  know 
Mike  Boorda  was  a  friend,  a  very  spe- 
cial friend.  Last  Thursday  our  col- 
league from  Mississippi,  General  MONT- 
(SOMERT,  spoke  of  him  as  a  brother.  I 
too  regarded  Mike  Boorda  as  a  brother. 
No  one  outside  my  immediate  family 
has  touched  my  life  more  than  he. 

When  I  first  met  Mike  Boorda,  he  was 
newly  assigned  as  chief  of  naval  per- 
sonnel, and  I  was  the  ranking  member 
of  the  military  personnel  subcommit- 
tee of  the  House  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee. I  came  to  know  firsthand  the 
depth  of  his  commitment  to  the  Navy 
and  his  abiding  devotion  to  the  people 
who  make  our  Navy  the  greatest  Navy 
in  the  world. 

Much  has  been  and  will  be  written 
about  Mike  Boorda  and  the  tragedy  his 
death  represents.  I  cannot  begin  to  un- 
derstand the  totality  of  what  was  in- 
volved in  producing  this  tragedy.  There 
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are  some  things  I  do  know,  however, 
because  it  was  my  privilege  to  know 
Mike  Boorda.  As  a  &ank,  honest, 
straightforward  witness  and  as  an  ad- 
vocate for  a  better  life  for  the  people 
who  make  up  our  armed  forces,  the 
most  respected  segment  of  our  society, 
he  was  superb. 

From  personal  experience  I  know  him 
to  care  enough  to  find  time  in  an  in- 
credibly biisy  schedule  to  focus  on  indi- 
vidual personnel  problems.  He  did  so  to 
insure  that  fairness  was  done  to  a 
member  of  the  Navy  family  whom  he 
believed  had  not  been  dealt  with  justly. 

Much  has  been  said  about  the  V  in- 
signia he  wore  for  a  time  in  his  decora- 
tions he  pinned  on  his  chest.  I  claim  no 
expertise  on  the  subject  of  military 
decorations  and  insignia.  The  only 
decoration  I  am  sure  I  received  after 
my  service  in  the  Air  Force  during  the 
Korean  conflict  was  a  Good  Conduct 
Medal.  What  I  do  know  is  that  Mike 
Boorda  would  never,  never  seek  to  dis- 
semble or  pose  as  that  which  he  was 
not.  I  not  only  do  not  know,  I  am  not 
interested  in  pursuing,  the  arcane 
question  of  was  he  or  was  he  not  tech- 
nically entitled  to  wear  a  V  on  his  rib- 
bons under  the  terms  of  military  regu- 
lations in  effect  at  some  point  in  time. 

Also  I  am  not  interested  in  whether  a 
former  chief  of  naval  operations  was 
ofncially  empowered  to  authorize  the 
wearing  of  a  V  for  all  Navy  personnel 
involved  in  combat  operations  during 
the  Vietnam  war. 

What  I  do  know,  because  I  knew  Mike 
Boorda,  is  that  he  would  not  have 
knowingly  put  on  his  chest  anything  to 
which  he  was  not  entitled  to  put  there. 
The  Mike  Boorda  I  knew  did  not  dis- 
semble. He  was  truthful,  so  respectful 
of  doing  what  was  right,  that  the  idea 
that  he  could  falsely  proclaim  himself 
a  hero  is  unthinkable. 

Last  Thursday,  one  of  the  most  mis- 
erable days  of  my  life,  I  could  not  come 
to  the  floor  of  the  House  and  talk 
about  the  tragic  end  of  Mike  Boorda. 
At  that  time,  and  based  on  the  infor- 
mation available,  I  just  could  not  ac- 
cept that  my  firiend  Mike  Boorda,  so 
full  of  energy  and  confidence,  so  sen- 
sitive to  making  life  better  for  the  sail- 
ors of  the  United  States  Navy,  could 
have  taken  his  life. 

Dear  Mike,  a  great  poet  spoke  of  one 
who  loved  greatly  but  not  wisely.  You 
were  so  wise,  so  devoted,  so  consumed 
with  duty,  honoring  co\mtry,  that  in 
your  sense  of  duty  and  propriety  you 
took  extreme  measures  that  were  not 
wise  or  even  reasonable,  but  it  was  all 
out  of  your  love  for  the  Navy. 

From  those  of  us  that  knew  you  and 
knew  your  passion  for  protecting  the 
interest  of  the  people  who  make  up  our 
armed  services,  you  would  never  have 
had  to  fear  that  we  would  not  have  de- 
fended your  honor.  My  confidence  in 
you  and  trust  in  your  dedication  to 
duty,  honoring  country,  make  it  so  dif- 
ficult to  either  accept  or  understand 
the  tragedy  that  took  you  from  us. 


God  bless  you,  Mike  Boorda,  and 
your  loving  family. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  now  to  read 
the  brief  remarks  of  Jim  Kincaid,  news 
anchor  of  WVEC-TV  in  Hampton,  VA, 
concerning  Mike  Boorda  and  the  trag- 
edy of  his  death.  His  words  have  great 
meaning,  and  I  quote  them  now. 

"When  a  person  of  great  value  leaves  our 
midst,  particularly  voluntarily  ...  we  usu- 
ally search  for  reasons  .  .  .  and  we  hardly 
ever  find  any  that  are  really  satisfactory. 

"Admiral,  Mike  Boorda  didn't  need  to  take 
his  own  life  .  .  .  according  to  what  we  know 
of  him. 

"Those  of  us  who  did  know  about  him,  and 
his  career,  would  not  have  thought  any  the 
less  of  him  if  questions  had  been  raised  about 
one  or  two  of  his  military  decorations.  Par- 
ticularly those  of  us  who  know  the  dif- 
ference. 

"Whether  he  was  entitled,  technically,  to 
wear  a  decoration  for  valor,  his  record  plain- 
ly shows  that  he  was  a  valorous  man,  as 
brave  as  any  of  us,  and  far  braver  than  most. 

"But,  in  a  world  where  we  seem  to  feel 
that  our  heroes  must  be  flawless,  and  where 
a  certain  sort  among  us  hunts  for  flaws  like 
a  bounty  hunter  after  a  bank  robber,  some 
flaws  will  surface,  even  among  the  best  of  us. 
And  Mike  Boorda  was  one  of  the  best  of  us. 

"He  was,  through  and  through,  a  military 
man,  a  follower  of  the  military  code  of  duty, 
honor,  country. 

"Such  men  have,  down  through  the  ages, 
chosen  to  fall  on  their  swords  rather  than 
dishonor  their  comrades.  Today,  the  tech- 
nology may  have  changed,  but  the  passion 
remains. 

"We  don't  know  what  brought  him  to  yes- 
terday's terrible  decision. 

"We  can  be  sure  that  it  was  generated,  at 
least  in  part,  by  our  society's  appetite  for 
gossip,  and  scandal. 

"And,  like  any  appetite  that  is  indulged  to 
excess,  it  can  have  very  unhealthy  results, 
and  very  costly  ones. 

"The  death  of  this  fine  sailor  is  Just  such 
a  case." 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  now  ask  leave  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  an  editorial 
firom  the  Wall  Street  Journal  of  today 
and  an  op-ed  piece  written  by  former 
Secretary  of  the  Navy,  John  Lehman, 
respecting  our  dear  and  departed  friend 
Mike  Boorda. 

The  articles  referred  to  axe  as  fol- 
lows: 

[From  the  Wall  Street  Journal,  Tuesday, 

May  21,  1996] 

The  Navy's  Enejoes 

(By  John  Lehman) 

In  1981  Capt.  Jeremy  "Mike"  Boorda  was 
my  acting  assistant  secretary  for  manpower. 
He  was  so  effective  and  such  an  advocate  for 
sailors  and  their  families  that  I  pressed  him 
to  stay  permanently  on  my  staff.  But  the 
fleet  was  his  life,  and  he  pressed  for  orders 
back  to  sea.  One  of  his  many  creative  solu- 
tions in  that  period  was  a  program  of  special 
bonuses  for  aviators,  who  had  been  leaving 
the  Navy  in  droves  during  the  Carter  years  of 
naval  decline.  Mike  was  their  advocate,  we 
adopted  his  idea,  and  it  worked.  He  was  first 
a  sailor;  be  only  came  ashore  to  champion 
the  sailors  against  the  bureaucrats.  He  had 
"come  up  through  the  hawse  pipe."  the  first 
enlisted  sailor  ever  to  become  chief  of  naval 
operations.  How  such  a  great  human  being 
could  be  brought  to  the  point  of  ending  his 
life  is  a  question  of  national  magnitude. 


THE  TAILHOOK  FIRESTORM 

No  one  gives  credence  to  the  trivial  issue 
of  ribbons,  which  his  Vietnam  superior.  Adm. 
Elmo  Zumwalt.  say^  he  earned  in  any  case. 
They  may  have  been  the  final  straw,  but 
they  were  not  the  cause.  With  eerie  parallels 
to  the  death  of  former  Navy  Secretary  James 
Forrestal  47  years  ago,  Adm.  Boorda  was 
driven  to  his  death  by  a  relentless  \ynch  mob 
that  has  hounded  the  U.S.  Navy,  especially 
for  the  past  five  years. 

The  triggering  event  was  of  course  the 
Tailhook  convention  of  1991.  The  reported 
sexual  harassment  was  a  shameful  aberra- 
tion by  some,  perhaps  dozens  of  individuals. 
But  even  the  usual  excesses  of  an  annual 
party  which  began  at  a  time  when  hundreds 
of  Tailhook  members  a  year  were  being 
killed  in  Vietnam,  had  become  incompatible 
with  a  peacetime  Navy  struggling  to  include 
women  aviators.  What  should  have  been  at 
most  a  week's  story  instead  ignited  a 
firestorm  that  has  been  consuming  the  Navy 
ever  since. 

The  Navy  employs  more  than  a  million 
people,  who  perform  their  jobs  all  over  the 
world  around  the  clock.  Naturally,  this 
group  reflects  some  of  the  failings  of  the  pop- 
ulation at  large.  There  will  always  be  a  few 
bad  actors  and  a  lot  of  mistakes.  Yet  the 
rates  of  crime,  cheating,  drug  abuse  and 
other  misconduct  are  far  lower  in  the  Navy 
than  in  civilian  institutions,  as  one  has  a 
right  to  expect.  And  the  endless  media  ex- 
poses have  revealed  nothing  that  has  not 
happened  in  the  other  services  in  other 
times. 

Why  then  has  the  Navy  continued  to  be  the 
center  of  the  investigative  media?  Because  it 
is  payback  time.  The  Navy,  its  carriers  and 
its  aviators  did  indeed  have  a  very  high  pro- 
file in  the  Reagan  years,  and  as  the  movie 
"Top  Gun"  lllostrated,  naval  aviators  are 
not  known  for  great  humility.  Many  out- 
siders resented  their  bonuses,  their  glamour 
and  their  publicity  and  were  glad  to  see 
Tailhook  cut  them  down  a  few  pegs.  When 
the  story  broke  in  the  middle  of  a  presi- 
dential campaign  in  which  the  gender  gap 
was  already  an  issue,  it  was  sure  to  ignite. 

It  was  sure  also  to  have  faded  after  the 
election  but  for  the  fact  that  the  new  presi- 
dent, who  in  his  younger  days  said  proudly 
that  he  "loathed"  the  military,  brought  in 
an  administration  staffed  by  former  war  pro- 
testers who  largely  shared  the  prejudices  of 
those  in  the  anti-Navy  lynch  mob.  Thus  in- 
stead of  dying  out,  the  firestorm  grew, 
fanned  and  encouraged  at  the  highest  level. 
The  White  House  commissars  of  political 
correctness  began  enforcing  standards  for 
niilltary  promotion.  Attendance  at 
Tailhook,  regardless  of  behavior,  became  suf- 
ficient to  deny  promotion.  The  Senate 
Armed  Services  Committee  and  especially 
its  staff,  full  of  Navy  grudges  and  personal 
scores  to  settle,  joined  in  the  persecution. 
Add  to  these  factions  the  more  extreme 
wings  of  the  feminist  and  gay  movements. 
They  piled  on  because  the  Navy  has  epito- 
mized to  them  what  they  see  as  the 
homophobic,  macho  culture  of  the  military, 
and  they  see  a  great  opportunity  to  bring  it 
down. 

Henry  Kissinger  used  to  say  that  even 
paranoids  have  some  real  enemies.  This 
adage  aptly  describes  the  Navy.  There  are 
Important  interest  groups  that  wish  to  pull 
the  Navy  down.  Take  the  organization  that 
was  sifting  through  Adm.  Boorda's  records, 
the  National  Security  News  Service,  part  of 
the  left-wing  archipelago  of  tax-exempt 
think  tanks.  The  talking  heads  from  these 
antidefense  lobbies  who  are  now  attacking 
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the  character  of  Navy  leaders  were  the  very 
same  talking  beads  who  spent  the  1980s  ex- 
tolling the  Soviet  economy,  blaming  Amer- 
ica for  the  Cold  War,  and  attacking  the 
Reagan  naval  buildup. 

Throughout  those  years  Newsweek,  the 
journal  pursuing  the  recent  story  on  Adm. 
Boorda,  was  ever  a  willing  conduit  for  their 
bogus  studies  and  mean-spirited  attacks.  It 
is  not  coincidental  that  the  magazine  pub- 
lished one  phony  expose  after  another — alleg- 
ing that  Tomahawk  missiles  wouldn't  work, 
that  Aegis  cruisers  would  tip  over,  that  air- 
craft carriers  couldn't  survive;  anything  and 
everything  that  would  discredit  the  U.S. 
Navy.  Newsweek's  entire  editorial  crusade  of 
the  1980s  has  been  discredited  by  events.  All 
those  Navy  programs  did  work,  the  Cold  War 
was  won.  and  Iraq  was  kicked  out  of  Kuwait. 
Now  Newsweek's  editors  seem  bent  on  im- 
pugning the  character  of  the  Navy's  leaders. 
They  are  sore  losers  indeed. 

Add  to  the  Navy  begrudgers  certain  en- 
trenched bureaucrats  in  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment. Their  anti-Navy  bias  has  permeated 
the  Pentagon  since  before  the  Reagan  era. 
They  have  been  a  steady  source  of  tips  to 
witch-hunting  journalists.  They  have  also 
used  this  period  of  Navy  weakness  to  cancel 
most  of  the  modernization  programs  for 
naval  aviation:  the  A-12.  the  A6F.  new  en- 
gines for  the  F-14,  and  many  others.  Little 
wonder  the  aircraft  accident  rate  has  sharply 
increased. 

As  a  result  of  this  onslaught,  14  admirals 
have  now  been  cashiered  and  more  than  300 
naval  aviators  have  had  their  careers  ended, 
all  without  even  a  semblance  of  due  process. 
Thousands  more  are  leaving  the  service  in 
disgust.  Fifty-three  percent  of  postcommand 
aviator  commanders  resigned  last  year. 
These  are  the  best  of  the  best  and  won't  be 
replaceable  for  a  generation,  yet  the  inquisi- 
tion continues.  Yes,  terrible  things  happened 
in  Tailhook,  and  certainly  those  kinds  of 
abuses  have  to  be  rooted  out.  But  it  is  des- 
picable to  abandon  due  process,  the  chain  of 
command  and  any  sensible  approach  to  fair- 
ness, ruining  so  many  careers  in  the  process. 

The  Stan  Arthur  case  is  a  classic  example, 
repealed  hundreds  of  times  at  lesser  and  less 
visible  grades.  He  flew  more  than  300  combat 
missions  in  Vietnam  and  led  the  Navy  forces 
in  Desert  Storm.  An  Impeccable  career.  A 
leader  who  really  inspired  young  kids  in  the 
service.  He  was  asked  as  vice  chief  to  review 
a  decision  denying  a  female  helicopter  pilot 
her  designation.  He  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  she  could  not  meet  the  qualifications. 
For  that  he  was  cashiered,  because  every- 
body was  afraid — afraid  of  Pat  Schroeder  and 
her  McCarthyite  slurs,  afraid  of  the  White 
House  conmiissars,  afTaid  of  the  media. 

A  DANGEROUS  CALLING 

The  Navy  is  not  just  another  bureaucracy 
in  the  government.  Naval  service  is  a  dan- 
gerous calling  that  requires  the  highest  pro- 
fessional standards  to  defend  the  U.S.  and  its 
interests.  What  an  outrage  that  we  are  cash- 
iering and  promoting  people  based  on  rea- 
sons that  have  nothing  to  do  with  their  read- 
iness to  fight  the  conflicts  of  this  country. 

Fifteen  years  ago  and  after,  I  came  in  for 
my  share  of  abuse.  But  as  a  presidential  ap- 
pointee I  was  supposed  to  be  politically  ac- 
countable. Generally  my  successors  and  I 
give  as  good  as  we  get:  I  for  instance  can  af- 
ford libel  lawyers.  The  new  and  ugly  phase  of 
recent  years,  however,  has  brought  career  of- 
ficers into  the  line  of  fire  for  the  first  time— 
and  a  viciously  personal  fire  it  is.  Career  pro- 
fessionals are  not  prepared  or  trained  for  it, 
they  lack  the  means  to  defend  against  it,  and 
they  don't  deserve  it.  We  can  only  hope  that 


Mike  Boorda's  tragic  death  will  awaken 
some  basic  decency  in  our  leadership  and  the 
crusade  will  end  before  it  does  irreparable 
damage  to  our  nation's  defense. 

[From  the  Wall  Street  Journal,  Tuesday, 

May  21, 1996] 

MKE  BOORDA,  RIP 

We  say  "nuts"  to  the  medals  teapot;  we're 
going  to  remember  Admiral  Boorda  for  what 
he  did  to  the  Serbs'  jets. 

Before  he  was  called  back  to  the  Navy's 
CNO,  Admiral  Boorda  was  the  commander  of 
NATO  forces  in  southern  Europe,  which  is  to 
say  the  top  U.S.  commander  involved  in  the 
conflict  in  Bosnia.  One  day  he  found  himself 
in  authority,  perhaps  through  some  over- 
sight at  the  U.N.,  just  as  Serbian  jets  were 
flouting  the  U.N.'s  ban  on  their  flights.  So  he 
ordered  them  shot  down,  just  as  they  were 
starting  bombing  runs  on  population  centers. 

Similarly,  when  Cuban  MiGs  shot  down 
American-owned  planes  over  international 
waters,  his  first  reaction,  according  to  a 
good  source,  was:  where  are  my  Tomahawk 
shooters.  In  the  end.  of  course,  the  U.S.  did 
not  launch  Tomahawk  cruise  missiles  at 
Cuban  airfields,  nor  did  the  Boorda  airstrike 
end  the  war  in  Bosnia.  But  shooting  down 
four  Serbian  jets  was  the  most  vigorous  ac- 
tion anyone  at  NATO  or  the  U.N.  took 
against  a  particularly  disgusting  aggressor. 

Mike  Boorda.  in  short,  had  more  than  the 
usual  ration  of  political  courage,  which 
makes  his  suicide  all  the  more  perplexing 
and  mysterious.  By  the  weekend,  the  media 
had  pretty  much  exhausted  the  tempest  over 
the  medals  and  got  around  to  the  main  issue: 
Tailhook.  and  the  pressures  still  radiating 
through  the  Navy  under  Commander  in  Chief 
Bill  Clinton. 

Good  military  officers  don't  shift  blame  for 
breakdowns  on  their  watch,  and  Admiral 
Boorda  bore  the  brunt  for  what  the  political 
furies  of  Tailhook  did  to  the  careers  of  Admi- 
ral Stanley  Arthur.  Commander  Robert 
Stumpf  and  many  others  less  prominent.  The 
legendary  Admiral  Arthur's  promotion  to 
the  Pacific  Command  fell  through  on  Admi- 
ral Boorda's  watch.  In  an  interview  after  he 
had  agreed  to  pull  the  plug  on  the  pro- 
motion, the  CNO  said:  "Certainly  Stan  Ar- 
thur is  paying  a  penalty.  And  the  country's 
paying  a  penalty.  He's  not  serving  in  a  job 
where  he  would  have  been  superb." 

That  incident  is  being  revisited  in  the  sui- 
cide's aftermath.  The  Navy  command  with- 
drew the  nomination  after  Senator  Dave 
Durenberger.  of  all  people,  made  Admiral  Ar- 
thur the  target  of  feminists  for  supporting 
an  Instructor's  decision  that  a  female  pilot 
was  below  standard  and  should  not  fly.  In 
fact,  the  decision  to  wreck  Admiral  Arthur's 
career  was  assented  to  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  the 
Chairman  of  the  Joints  Chiefs  and  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Senate  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee. 

This  is  the  same  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee, under  Sam  Nunn.  that  held  a  secret  ses- 
sion to  waive  through  the  nomination  of 
John  Dalton  to  be  Secretary  of  Navy  amid 
questions  raised  about  Mr.  Dalton's  dealings 
during  the  1980s  in  the  Texas  S&L  industry. 
Mr.  Dalton.  who  later  worked  for  Stephens 
Inc.  of  Arkansas,  vehemently  denies  any 
wrongdoing,  and  the  solons  of  the  Senate  get 
red-faced  at  the  suggestion  that  they  gave 
Mr.  Dalton  special  treatment.  And  indeed 
it's  not  a  widely  known  story.  But  ask  the 
next  Naval  officer  you  meet  if  he  knows 
about  it. 

This  year,  with  Tallhook's  eternal  bonfire 
still  burning.  Secretary  Dalton  withdrew  the 


promotion  of  Commander  Robert  Stumpf, 
even  after  his  own  investigation  had  cleared 
the  commander  of  any  Tailhook  taint.  Admi- 
ral Boorda  was  on  the  bridge  for  that  one. 
too.  Earlier  in  the  process.  Admiral  Boorda 
tried  to  help  Commander  Stumpf.  but  he 
couldn't.  Instead  he  was  directed  to  with- 
draw Commander  Stumpfs  nomination. 
When  asked  this  Sunday  morning  about  his 
department's  handling  of  these  i)ersonnel 
matters.  Navy  Secretary  Dalton  said.  "I  feel 
good  about  the  decisions  we've  made. 

The  attitude  within  the  Navy  is  no  doubt 
captured  by  former  Navy  Secretary  John 
Lehman  in  his  article  nearby.  James  Webb, 
another  former  Secretary,  delivered  a  sear- 
ing speech  at  the  Naval  Academy  last 
month,  speaking  of  "the  destruction  of  the 
careers  of  some  of  the  finest  aviators  in  the 
Navy  based  on  hearsay  and  unsubstantiated 
allegations."  He  wondered  "what  admiral 
has  had  the  courage  to  risk  his  own  career  by 
putting  his  stars  on  the  table,  and  defending 
the  integrity  of  the  process  and  of  his  peo- 
ple?" 

For  some  reason,  this  country  does  not 
have  a  tradition  of  honorable  resignation  on 
principle,  as  exists  elsewhere.  America's  gov- 
ernment is  a  huge  and  hugely  powerful  force, 
and  its  high  officials,  even  as  they  disagree 
bitterly,  tend  to  let  it  sweep  them  forward. 
It  might  be  healthier  for  all  if  on  occasion 
they  said  what  they  truthfully  felt,  and  quit. 

Admiral  Boorda  left  behind  a  single-page 
note  addressed  to  "the  sailors."  The  Penta- 
gon's story  is  that  releasing  this  note  is  a  de- 
cision for  the  family,  and  sympathy  for  their 
tragedy  is  appropriate.  The  fact  remains 
that  the  Navy  as  an  institution  has  been 
rocked  to  its  foundations,  and  if  Mike 
Boorda  had  something  to  say  about  that,  ev- 
eryone serving  in  the  Navy  should  be  enti- 
tled to  read  it. 

Today  there  will  be  a  memorial  service  for 
Admiral  Boorda,  and  President  Bill  Clinton 
will  deliver  the  eulogy  over  his  career  and 
life. 


EDUCATION  CAUCUS  OF  THE  U.S. 
CONGRESS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Fields]  is  recognized  for  60  min- 
utes as  the  designee  of  the  minority 
leader^ 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, Members  of  the  House,  tonight  I 
rise  to  talk  about  an  issue  that  every 
person  in  America,  every  person  in  this 
Congress,  has  a  great  interest  in,  and 
that  is  the  issue  of  education. 

We  often  talk  about  the  need  to  pro- 
vide a  college  education  to  our  children 
across  this  country,  and  Members  of 
this  Congress,  about  72  in  number,  de- 
cided to  come  together  to  form  some- 
thing called  an  Education  Caucus. 
Members  of  the  House,  as  well  as  Mem- 
bers of  the  Senate,  decided  that  for  the 
first  time  in  this  Congress,  we  needed 
to  concentrate  our  efforts  on  a  group  of 
people  who  believe  that  we  should  push 
education  forward  in  this  country, 
should  meet  as  a  caucus,  and  organize 
as  a  caucus,  and  push  legislation  and 
appropriations  as  relates  to  education 
in  both  the  House  and  the  Senate. 

I  am  very  pleased  that  so  many  Mem- 
bers of  this  Congress  have  decided  to 
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participate  in  this  caucus  and  to  move 
it  forward,  and  tonight,  I  am  just  mak- 
ing a  simple  plea  to  all  Members  of  the 
Congress  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  to 
take  an  interest  and  to  join  a  caucus 
that  we  consider  to  be  one  of  the  cau- 
cuses of  the  future  of  this  Congress,  a 
caucus  that  believes  in  bipartisanship 
because  education  is  an  issue  that  both 
Democrats  and  Republicans  can  agree 
on. 

I  would  like  to  mention  that  Senator 
Wellstone  will  be  chairing  the  caucus, 
co-chairing  the  caucus  with  msrself. 
Senator  Wellstone  has  been  working 
very  diligently  in  the  caucus  on  the 
Senate  side,  and  we  have  now  organized 
such  that  we  have  even  a  whip  oper- 
ation in  the  caucus,  and  tonight  I  want 
to  talk  about  some  of  those  national 
organizations  who  are  concerned  about 
education,  who  met  at  our  very  first 
meeting,  and  who  talked  about  the 
concerns  of  education  in  this  country. 

We  are  very  pleased,  Mr.  Speaker, 
Members  of  the  House,  that  on  the  16th 
of  May  several  education  groups  em- 
barked upon  this  Capitol  to  talk  about 
the  children  and  to  talk  about  bow  we 
prepare  for  their  future  and  to  talk 
about  how  we,  as  Members  of  Congress, 
could  make  an  impact  on  their  future 
by  improving  the  quality  of  education 
in  this  country,  elementary  on  up  to 
higher  education. 

We  have  caucuses  in  this  Congress  for 
almost  everything.  We  have  a  Sun  Belt 
Caucus,  we  have  a  caucus  for  peanuts, 
a  caucus  for  cotton,  a  caucus  for  al- 
most every  issue  that  you  can  imagine. 
But  I  thought  it  was  somewhat  strange 
that  we  did  not  have  a  caucus  for  edu- 
cation, and  these  individuals  for  the 
first  time  in  years  had  the  opportimity 
to  sit  amd  express  their  concerns  before 
a  group  of  people,  lawmakers,  about 
how  they  felt  about  education. 

One  individual,  Mr.  Speaker,  was  Ms. 
Scarlet  Kelly  who  was  the  executive  di- 
rector of  the  National  Community  Edu- 
cation Association.  She  was  able  to 
come  to  that  meeting  and  give  us  some 
insight  in  terms  of  what  we  should  be 
doing  as  lawmakers  to  improve  the 
quality  of  education,  because  all  too 
often  one  of  the  things  we  fail  to  do  is 
to  get  the  input  from  teachers  and 
from  parents  and  from  students  them- 
selves as  relates  to  education.  We  often 
walk  into  the  Halls  of  Congress  and  the 
halls  of  State  legrislatures,  quite  frank- 
ly, speaking  across  this  country,  and 
make  very,  very  crucial  decisions  that 
affect  education,  and  many  times  we 
fail  to  consult  enough  educators  and 
enough  parents  and  enough  students 
and  fail  to  involve  them,  in  a  real 
sense,  in  the  process,  and  many  times 
those  decisions  are  not  the  best  deci- 
sions because  of  lack  of  information. 

Ms.  Kelly  was  able  to  bring  to  the 
table  some  community  aspect  of  edu- 
cation and  how  we  can  improve  edu- 
cation by  networking  with  the  commu- 
nity. I  am  going  to  enter  her  testimony 


into  the  Record  because  I  do  think 
that  people  should  know  some  of  the 
things  that  we  can  do  to  improve  edu- 
cation, and  it  should  not  always  come 
from  politicians  and  from  lawmakers. 
It  should  come  many  times  from  people 
who  do  it  on  a  day-to-day  basis. 

We  also  heard  testimony  from  Mr. 
Joel  Packard  who  has  the  senior  pro- 
fessional association  and  governmental 
relations  division  for  the  National  Edu- 
cation Association,  the  NBA.  The  NEA, 
as  most  of  you  know,  has  been  very, 
very  strong  advocates  of  education  in 
this  country.  They  were  pleased  at  the 
fact  that  Members  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle,  both  Democrats  and  Republicans, 
were  coming  together  to  talk  about 
education,  and  he  shared  some  very 
good  information  to  each  of  us. 

One  of  the  things  he  wanted  to  make 
emphatically  clear  is  that  in  order  for 
this  caucus  to  be  effective,  we  had  to 
pull  from  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  and  he 
talked  about  how  people  should  be  able 
to  rally  around  the  issue  of  education. 

I  do  not  think  there  is  a  Member  of 
this  Congress  who  does  not  believe  in 
education.  I  do  not  think  there  is  a 
Member  who  is  elected  to  public  life,  to 
be  quite  honest  with  you,  who  does  not 
advocate  a  strong  educational  system 
and  building  educational  systems,  be  it 
in  a  State  through  a  State  legislature 
or  through  a  board  of  education,  a 
State  board  of  education,  or  be  it  in 
the  U.S.  Congress. 

But  we  do  differ,  quite  frankly, 
speaking  in  terms  of  how  we  meet  that 
goal.  We  all  have  the  same  motive.  We 
all,  every  Member  of  this  Congress,  I  do 
not  care  if  you  are  a  Democrat,  I  do 
not  care  if  you  are  a  Republican,  I  do 
not  care  if  you  are  from  California  or 
from  New  York;  every  Member  of  this 
institution  believes  that  we  need  to 
provide  kids  with  a  quality  education. 
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We  all  have  the  same  motive.  But 
many  times  we  have  different  methods. 
I  think  one  of  the  reasons  why  our 
methods  are  somewhat  different  is,  and 
many  times  we  find  ourselves  fighting 
on  the  floor  of  the  House,  is  because  we 
do  not  network  enough.  This  caucus 
will  provide  an  avenue  for  us  to  net- 
work and  talk  about  some  of  our  dif- 
ferences in  terms  of  how  we  mOve  edu- 
cation forward. 

Joel  Packer  said  it  best.  In  order  for 
us  to  get  education  moving,  we  cannot 
do  it  by  bickering  on  the  floor  of  the 
House.  We  have  to  do  it  by  showing 
real  leadership,  because  the  individuals 
who  are  looking  to  us  for  leadership 
are  the  bom  and  the  yet-unborn  who 
are  in  public  schools  and  in  private 
schools,  and  those  who  plan  to  attend 
colleges  and  universities  across  this 
country  and  who  are  dependent  on 
many  of  our  decisions  in  terms  of  how 
they  finance  their  education,  for  exam- 
ple. 

There  are  many  students  who  want 
to  go  to  college  who  do  not  have  the 


money,  and  who  do  not  necessarily 
want  a  grant.  Some  students  have  no 
problem  with  taking  out  a  student 
loan,  but  those  student  loans  ought  to 
be  available  to  those  individuals  who 
wish  to  seek  a  higher  education.  His 
testimony,  Mr.  Speaker,  will  be  en- 
tered into  the  Record  tonight  as  well. 

We  also  heard  from  Ricki  Rafel,  who 
was  a  board  member  from  the  National 
Parent  and  Teachers  Association.  One 
of  the  great  things  about  this  caucus  is 
we  are  going  to  include  many  groups 
from  the  outside.  At  the  next  caucus 
meeting  we  are  going  to  talk  to  busi- 
ness people,  because  we  know  that 
business  and  education  work  hand  in 
hand.  No  longer  can  businesses  in  this 
country  not  get  involved  in  education, 
because  it  affects  their  business.  There 
are  too  many  businesses  in  this  coun- 
try who  have  to  train  workers,  even 
after  they  finish  college,  in  order  to 
prepare  them  to  do  a  day's  work.  So 
business  realizes  that  there  is  a  neces- 
sity to  have  a  strong  and  quality  edu- 
cational system  in  each  State  and 
across  this  country. 

Ms.  Rafel  talked  about  parental  in- 
volvement. I  am  cognizant  of  the  fact, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  it  is  not  govern- 
ment's responsibility  to  raise  children. 
It  is  the  parents'  responsibility  to  raise 
children.  We  should,  in  order  to  make 
education  work,  we  should  have  a  rela- 
tionship between  parents  and  teachers. 

When  I  was  growing  up,  my  teacher 
knew  my  mother  and  my  mother  knew 
my  teacher,  and  I  as  a  student  knew 
that  the  two  knew  each  other.  There  is 
something  different  that  takes  place  in 
the  classrooms  when  parents  and 
teachers  know  each  other,  and  the  stu- 
dent is  cognizant  of  that  fact.  We  need 
to  bring  about  better  parent  and  teach- 
er relationships.  We  cannot  do  that 
through  legislation.  We  cannot  pass 
legislation  and  mandate  that  parents 
and  teachers  sign  a  covenant,  but  we 
can  do  it  by  including  parents  in  the 
decisionmaking  process,  to  make  them 
a  paurt  of  the  process. 

In  this  caucus  meeting  we  had  an  op- 
portunity to  hear  the  parental  side  in 
terms  of  what  i)arents  think,  what  is 
going  through  the  parents'  minds,  how 
can  we  improve  the  quality  of  edu- 
cation in  this  country,  how  can  we 
make  our  schools  safer,  how  can  we 
give  parents  some  sense  of  ease  when 
they  walk  into  their  job  and  they  have 
their  loved  one,  their  little  child,  their 
little  7-,  8-,  9-,  10-year-old  in  a  school, 
how  can  we  give  them  some  comfort,  to 
know  that  that  child  is  not  sitting  next 
to  a  person  who  may  have  a  gun? 

So  the  parental  aspect  is  so  impor- 
tant. She  had  the  opportunity  to  talk 
about  how  teachers  and  parents  need  to 
create  a  better  marriage,  because  when 
we  have  a  marriage  between  the  two, 
then  we  can  really  get  student  involve- 
ment. We  felt  that  her  testimony  was 
quite  informative,  and  we  certainly 
want  to  thank  them  for  all  the  work 
that  they  are  doing  across  the  coimtry. 


May  21,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


12053 


The  other  organization  we  heard 
from,  Mr.  Speaker,  was  the  National 
Head  Start  Association.  Ms.  Angelica 
Santacniz,  who  is  the  associate  direc- 
tor of  governmental  affairs,  she  talked 
about  the  need  for  Head  Start.  I  know 
Members  of  this  Congress  may  have 
different  opinions  about  the  Head  Start 
program,  but  this  caucus  will  provide 
an  opportunity  for  us  to  talk  about  it 
before  we  walk  on  the  floor  and  vigor- 
ously oppose  each  other,  be  it  appro- 
priations or  just  be  it  philosophical,  for 
philosophical  reasons.  I  personally  feel 
that  Head  Start  is  a  very  good  thing. 
But  we  want  more  Members  of  this 
Congress  to  join  the  caucus  so  we  can 
talk  about  it. 

If  there  are  real  problems  with  full 
funding  of  Head  Start,  let  us  talk 
about  them,  because  each  of  us  are 
committed  to  improving  education  in 
this  country,  and  in  order  to  do  that  we 
ought  to  have  dialogue.  That  dialogue 
should  not  begin  and  end  only  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 
It  ought  to  be  that  we  ought  to  take 
the  time  to  talk  about  it  in  other 
places,  as  well. 

We  also  heard  from  Mr.  Jerry  Lewis, 
the  director  of  TRIO.  He  also  works  at 
the  University  of  Maryland  with  the 
National  Council  on  Educational  Op- 
portunity Association.  The  TRIO  pro- 
gram is  a  very  worthwhile  program, 
and  we  had  the  opportunity  to  hear 
success  stories  from  this  gentleman, 
because  often  we  walk  to  the  floor  and 
we  talk  about  TRIO  funding,  needing 
funding  and  not  needing  funding,  but  it 
gives  you  a  different  perspective  when 
you  actually  have  the  opportunity  to 
witness  a  person  who  teaches  in  a  TRIO 
program,  who  teaches  students  in  a 
TRIO  program,  and  who  has  vast  expe- 
riences and  success  stories. 

I  take  a  moment  of  personal  privilege 
when  we  talk  about  TRIO,  because  I 
am  a  product  of  the  TRIO  program.  I 
know  what  the  TRIO  program  did  for 
me.  I  know  what  it  is  doing  for  stu- 
dents all  across  this  country  and  will 
do  for  students  who  have  yet  to  enter 
the  program.  I  personally  feel  it  is  a 
program  that  is  much  needed. 

Oftentimes  young  people  who  are  in 
high  school  look  at  college  as  a  fear. 
There  is  a  big  fear  factor  in  the  minds 
of  many  young  people.  Before  they 
take  that  step  and  enter  a  college  cam- 
pus, they  need  sometimes  a  little  push. 
Many  people  are  the  first  to  graduate 
or  to  go  to  college.  Many  households, 
many  kids  come  from  large  households 
and  they  may  be  the  first  person  to 
enter  college.  The  TRIO  program  takes 
away  that  fear,  to  a  large  degree. 

I  take  myself  as  an  example.  I  was 
afraid  of  college.  I  made  very  good 
grades  when  I  was  in  high  school,  but  I 
did  not  have  a  lot  of  people  who  lived 
next  door  to  me  who  graduated  from 
college,  quite  ftankly  speaking,  so  I  did 
not  know  if  college  was  the  right  thing 
or  the  wrong  thing.  I  did  not  know  if  I 


could  make  it  without  a  college  edu- 
cation or  not.  I  wanted  to  be  a  lawyer, 
but  I  did  not  have  a  lot  of  people  who 
I  could  talk  to  about  college. 

I  was  afraid  of  college.  To  walk  on  a 
college  campus  with  10,000  people,  leav- 
ing a  high  school  with  600  was  a  big 
shift  for  me.  But  TRIO  took  me  out  of 
the  high  school  on  the  weekends  and 
put  me  in  a  college  setting.  I  had  an 
opportunity  to  be  a  college  student  as 
a  high  school  student,  so  I  was  not 
fearful  of  college.  I  had  an  opportunity 
to  learn  about  college  while  I  was  in 
high  school,  so  I  could  not  wait  to 
graduate  from  high  school  so  that  I 
could  enter  college.  It  was  no  longer  a 
fear  factor  for  me. 

Those  real  stories,  those  stories  are 
not  told  on  the  floor  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  many  times  because 
we  are  imder  time  restraints.  For  ex- 
ample, most  of  us,  when  we  speak  on 
major  legislation,  we  have  1  minute.  30 
seconds,  2  minutes.  You  cannot  bring 
out  those  kinds  of  success  stories,  but 
we  can  do  it  in  a  caucus,  and  we  can  do 
it  when  Republicans  and  Democrats  sit 
around  a  table  and  talk  about  pro- 
grams, and  not  just  look  at  it  in  terms 
of  the  bottom  line  in  terms  of  numbers, 
but  the  bottom  lines  in  terms  of  suc- 
cess: what  impact  these  programs  are 
having. 

We  also  heard  testimony  from  Ed- 
ward Kealy.  who  is  a  director  of  the 
Committee  for  Educational  Funding. 
He  also  spoke  of  the  need  for  the  cau- 
cus to  be  bipartisan,  how  we  need  to 
bring  Members  from  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  together  to  talk  about  education, 
because  if  there  is  one  issue  that  we  all 
agree  on  in  terms  of  whether  or  not  we 
should  have  a  good  system,  it  is  edu- 
cation. I  am  happy  that  we  have  a 
number  of  Republicans  and  Democrats 
who  have  joined  the  caucus  and  encour- 
aged them  to  continue  to  participate. 

Mr.  John  Forkenbrock,  who  is  the  ex- 
ecutive director  of  the  National  Asso- 
ciation of  Federally-Impacted  Schools, 
shared  a  lot  of  economic  information, 
talked  about  how  Federal  funds  are 
needed  for  many  of  the  schools.  Many 
times  we  look  at  it  from  a  bottom  line 
perspective  in  terms  of  dollars,  and  in 
terms  of  how  we  balance  budgets  and 
how  we  can  make  everything  add  up, 
but  he  actually  gave  some  real  mean- 
ing to  the  need  for  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment to  be  involved  in  the  education  of 
his  children. 

Lastly,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  heard  from 
Mariljrn  Aklin,  executive  director  of 
the  National  Coalition  of  Title  I— 
Chapter  1  Parents,  a  program  that 
many  of  us  have  debated  quite  pro- 
fusely on  the  floor  of  this  Congress. 
She  was  able  to  talk  about  the  needs 
for  the  program  and  how  we  can  in  fact 
Improve  the  program. 

Members  would  be  amazed  at  many 
of  these  individuals  who  came  before 
the  caucus  on  Thursday  of  last  week, 
and  how  they  were  not  individuals  who 


walked  into  the  caucus  begging  for 
more  Federal  funds,  but  in  fact  they 
were  folk  who  wanted  to  really  im- 
prove the  quality  of  education  for  our 
children.  That  was  very  refreshing. 

When  we  deliberate  appropriations, 
this  caucus  may  not  have  the  kind  of 
impact  it  should  have  on  the  1997  budg- 
et appropriations  for  education,  but 
budget  is  not  the  only  thing.  I  do  think 
there  are  many  other  things  we  can  do 
to  improve  education  other  than 
money:  teacher-parent  relationships. 
That  is  a  very  good  start. 

To  many  of  the  members  of  the  cau- 
cus, one  of  the  things  we  will  do  is  at- 
tend schools  within  our  respective  dis- 
tricts and  try  to  do  it  on  a  weekly 
basis,  or  at  least  on  a  monthly  basis, 
where  we  can  walk  into  classrooms  and 
actually  talk  to  kids  and  talk  to  them 
about  how  we  feel  about  education,  and 
also  talk  about  how  individuals  can  in 
fact  improve  their  own  lives  through 
education. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  established  this 
caucus.  I  urge  Members  of  this  Con- 
gress to  join  the  caucus.  If  there  are 
Members  who  wish  to  be  a  member, 
wish  to  talk  to  our  office  a  little  bit 
more  about  the  caucus,  we  will  be 
happy  to  do  that,  and  we  certainly  feel 
it  is  a  worthwhile  cause. 

I  see  that  I  have  been  joined  by  two 
members  of  the  caucus,  the  gentle- 
woman from  Texas,  Ms.  Jackson-Lee, 
Texas  is  my  neighbor  State,  and  the 
gentleman  from  New  York,  Mr.  Owens. 

Mr.  Si>eaker.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentlewoman  trozn  Texas.  Ms. 
Jackson-Lee. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  certainly  would  like  to 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Fields].  I  want  to  emphasize  his 
continued  leadership  on  this  question 
of  education,  and  am  gratified  at  the 
formation  of  the  Education  Caucus  and 
delighted  to  join  him  in  its  member- 
ship, in  being  a  member  of  that  caucus. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  gentleman  made  a 
very  interesting  point  as  I  joined  him. 
I  could  not  help  but  here  the  very  fo- 
cused words  that  he  offered  about  the 
priorities  that  this  country  has.  He  of- 
fered, first  of  all,  to  say  that  we  recog- 
nize that  money  is  not  the  answer  al- 
ways to  education;  that  it  Includes  a 
community  partnership,  not  only  with 
those  that  have  children  in  the  school 
S3rstem,  particularly  the  public  school 
system,  but  the  broader  community, 
the  business  community.  It  certainly 
involves  the  parents  and  a  sjrstem  that 
supports  them  in  their  efforts  to  sup- 
port their  children.  There  is  something 
special  about  a  parent  asking  a  child 
about  their  homework.  The  child  may 
think  it  is  not  very  special,  but  it  is 
important  for  that  Involvement  to 
occur. 

As  I  was  listening  to  the  gentleman 
further,  he  mentioned  the  responsibil- 
ity, but  also  the  importance  of  teach- 
ers and  the  recognition  of  their  value 
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by  increased  compensation,  so  that  our 
youngr  people  who  are  in  college  can 
readily  choose  education  as  a  career,  a 
lifestyle,  because  in  fact  they,  too, 
would  be  able  in  the  long  run  to  sup- 
port their  families. 

I  am  disturbed,  however,  that  edu- 
cation has  not  received  the  bipartisan 
attention  that  it  deserves.  We  are  find- 
ing out  that  even  in  the  proposed  1997 
budget,  we  have  a  cut  by  our  Repub- 
lican Congress  of  some  25  percent  for 
education  and  training  programs.  Just 
this  past  week,  I  joined  my  school  su- 
perintendent from  one  of  the  school 
districts  that  I  represent,  the  Houston 
Independent  School  District,  just  this 
past  Monday  at  a  school  in  our  district. 
We  were  there  to  speak  about  the  need 
for  school  lunches  and  school  break- 
fasts. 

It  was  interesting  to  talk  to  second- 
and  third-graders  who  were  eating 
heartily.  I  asked  the  question  as  to 
whether  or  not  a  good  meal  helps  them 
learn,  and  the  broad  smile  and  the 
brightness  of  their  eyes  indicated  such; 
that  with  these  supplemental  lunch 
and  breakfast  programs,  for  which 
many  children  that  is  the  only  meal 
they  get,  it  provided  for  a  better  oppor- 
tunity and  atmosphere  for  them  to 
learn. 

D  2045 

They  even  said,  and  they  joined  me 
in  my  comments,  that  we  were  deter- 
mining that  some  of  the  school 
lunches,  because  of  absenteeism,  were 
not  utilized,  and  the  youngsters  said, 
"Well,  we  can  give  this  food  to  the  poor 
people,"  which  this  school  district  will 
now  be  considering.  So  we  do  not  waste 
taxpayers'  dollars,  and  we  provide  op- 
portunities for  those  foods  that  are 
given  for  school  lunch  that  may  not  be 
used,  as  I  said,  because  of  absenteeism, 
and  they  are  to  be  used  that  day  and 
cannot  be  held  over  for  another  day,  to 
work  with  the  private  sector  to  make 
sure  those  foods  get  to  hungry  families. 

So  education  partnerships  can  be 
constructive.  But  at  the  same  time 
those  children  were  coming  up  with 
those  very  creative  ideas,  they  could 
not  tell  me  how  to  stop  the  leaking 
roofs,  the  paint  that  was  pealing,  the 
lead-based  paints,  the  overcrowding 
that  was  occurring.  They  clearly  need- 
ed the  participation  not  only  of  the 
local  community— of  which  we  will 
have  a  bond  election  in  our  community 
on  May  28.  that  is  the  local  commu- 
nity's participation  in  Houston— but  it 
is  what  you  have  said  over  the  years. 
Congressman  Fields,  about  how  we 
have  abandoned  the  physical  plants  of 
our  schools  throughout  the  Nation. 

We  can  account  for  the  fact  that  our 
children  are  unable  to  perform  because 
they  have  a  poor  phsrsical  plant,  poor 
access  to  recreational  facilities,  small 
classrooms,  unattractive  classrooms, 
as  I  said,  faulty  equipment.  All  of  this 
bears  upon  how  we  focus  on  our  chil- 
dren. 


We  see,  as  the  children  grow,  that  we 
have  determined  that  over  2.5  million 
students  in  this  new  budget,  1,000  post- 
secondary  educational  institutions, 
will  be  suffering  with  the  elinfiination 
of  the  Direct  Student  Loan  Program. 

Goals  2000,  which  many  gathered  to- 
gether in  harmony  to  support,  includ- 
ing President  Bush,  through  this  new 
budget  Republicans  would  deny  5  mil- 
lion students  in  8,500  schools  the  fixnd- 
ing  that  they  currently  receive  to  raise 
their  academic  achievement.  We  are 
determined,  according  to  this  budget 
by  Republicans,  to  deny  campus-based 
low-interest  loans  to  150.000  post-sec- 
ondary students. 

We  were  concerned  in  our  community 
about  the  attack  on  bilingual  edu- 
cation. I  had  a  youngster  come  to  me 
and  say  that  even  she  noted  the  need 
for  improvement  in  bilingual  edu- 
cation, so  that  we  can  provide  an  equal 
plashing  field  for  those  youngsters  and 
families  who  have  come  to  this  Nation 
to  seek  a  better  opportunity. 

Why  should  we  abandon  them,  throw 
them  to  the  wolves,  if  you  will,  for 
other  fears  and  apprehensions  that  we 
may  have?  Why  not  at  least  give  the 
children  the  best  education  we  can  give 
them?  The  bilingual  education  allows 
them  to  be  proficient  in  English  and 
certainly  to  be  bilingual,  which  we 
have  determined  is  equally  important. 

Needless  to  say,  our  libraries  in  our 
school— I  was  also  in  the  library  of  the 
school  I  attended,  and  by  the  way,  it 
was  Atherton  Elementary  in  the  fifth 
ward,  the  school  that  both 
Congressperson  Mickey  Leland  and 
Congressperson  Barbara  Jordan  at- 
tended in  Houston.  Clearly  in  its  in- 
struction it  has  the  potential  to  raise 
up  great  leaders  of  this  Nation. 

But  if  we  continue  to  undermine  the 
educational  system  with  more  cuts  and 
more  cuts  and  more  cuts,  and  more 
leaking  roofs  and  smaller  recreational 
fields  and  no  funding  for  athletics,  we 
are  going  to  begin  to  say  to  those 
youngsters  not  "Yes,  I  can,"  but  "No, 
you  cannot."  I  would  simply  say  that  it 
is  high  time  for  us  to  really  put  our 
money  where  our  minds  say  they  are, 
and  to  ensure  that  there  is  an  oppor- 
tunity for  youngsters  to  learn. 

I  might,  if  I  could,  Mr.  Fields,  ask  of 
you.  because  I  know  that  you  have 
worked  not  only  inside  the  classroom 
in  terms  of  your  support  for  the  tools 
that  are  needed  to  educate  our  chil- 
dren, but  you  in  fact  have  developed 
sort  of  a  congressional  classroom  that 
has  helped  to  educate  our  children 
about  Government.  I  imagine  that  that 
is  a  partnership  that  you  have  endeav- 
ored to  participate  in.  and  not  calling 
on  Federal  funds,  but  you  have  helped 
to  expand  the  horizons  of  young  chil- 
dren. 

I  have  in  my  district  over  125,000 
households  that  have  incomes  of  less 
than  $25,000.  With  that  in  mind,  my 
question  to  you— because  I  looked  at 


the  demographics  of  my  district,  and 
certainly  we  are  very  gratified  to  have 
some  1,608  households  making  over 
$150,000.  I  am  always  encouraged  when 
we  can  find  folk  having  the  ability  to 
improve  their  condition. 

But  I  have  at  least  120,000,  I  said 
125,000,  let  me  be  more  accurate  and 
say  I  have  about  121,000  households 
with  families  making  under  $25,000. 
And  let  me  say  to  you  that  I  have 
households  of  families  making  under 
$5,000,  26,000  households  in  the  18th  Dis- 
trict of  Texas. 

What  I  would  say  to  you  is  with  those 
kinds  of  nmnbers,  you  would  find  it 
and  I  would  find  it  extremely  difficult 
for  those  families  to  participate  in  the 
private  school  system,  which  is  a  very 
good  system.  I  am  trying  to  grapple 
with  whether  we  have  had  any  direc- 
tion, as  you  can  see  it,  where  this  Con- 
gress clearly  goes  on  record  to  support 
the  public  school  system  with  the  kind 
of  funding  and  partnership  programs 
that  would  ensure  that  those  in  house- 
holds like  those  that  I  represent  can 
continue  to  be  assured  that  their  chil- 
dren will  have  the  best  education. 

I  am  not  sure  in  your  research  wheth- 
er you  have  discovered  whether  we  are 
on  the  right  track  to  protect  the  least 
of  those  who  are  trying  to  do  the  best 
by  their  children. 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Lomsiana.  I  can  only 
say  to  the  gentlewoman  that  as  Mem- 
bers of  Congress,  as  you  know,  we 
should  view  education  across  the 
board,  irrespective  of  what  kind  of 
household  an  individual  actually  comes 
from,  what  income  level  they  come 
from. 

The  national  security  risk  that  we 
have  in  this  country  is  to  not  educate 
our  children.  That  is  the  biggest  threat 
that  this  country  is  faced  with,  not 
Russia,  but  to  actually  have  thousands 
upon  thousands  of  kids  who  are  not  lit- 
erate, that  is  a  national  security 
threat  in  my  mind.  Because  who  will 
take  on  the  jobs  of  tomorrow  if  we  do 
not  educate  our  children?  Who  will 
serve  in  the  military,  in  fact,  if  we  do 
not  educate  our  children? 

I  think  this  Congress  is  going  to  get 
there.  Tonight  I  am  working  for  bipar- 
tisanship. I  want  to  pull  Members  from 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  to  just  sit  down 
and  talk  about  education  before  we 
walk  to  the  fioor  of  the  Congress,  and 
work  out  our  differences  to  the  extent 
that  we  can,  because  there  is  not  a 
Member  of  this  Congress  who  does  not 
believe  that  a  child  should  not  get  a 
quality  education. 

Now  many  say,  well,  education 
should  be  a  local  issue.  We  should  send 
money  to  locals,  and  the  locals  should 
basically  n^iake  those  decisions  in 
terms  of  how  they  run  their  edu- 
cational systems.  I  differ  with  that. 
That  is  not  to  say  that  I  am  absolutely 
right. 
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I  just  feel  that  education  should  be  a 
partnership.  I  think  it  should  be  a  part- 
nership between  local.  State,  and  Fed- 
eral Government.  I  just  think  the  three 
of  us  ought  to  have  a  role  in  education. 
If  we  have  a  role,  if  the  city,  if  the 
local,  the  State,  and  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment can  play  a  role  in  putting  peo- 
ple in  jail  and  building  prisons,  then  we 
ought  to  have  a  role  in  bmlding  schools 
and  educating  our  children. 

I  just  feel  very  strongly  about  that, 
and  I  think  there  are  enough  Members 
of  this  Congress,  because  when  each  of 
us  runs  for  office,  let  us  face  it,  there 
is  not  a  Member  of  this  House  who  does 
not  run  for  Congress  and  use  education 
as  an  issue,  not  one.  You  can  i)oll  any 
district  in  America,  and  you  will  find 
that  education  is  an  issue,  among  other 
issues,  but  never  will  people  say  edu- 
cation is  not  an  issue.  Every  citizen  in 
this  country  is  concerned  about  edu- 
cation. 

Now,  the  gentlewoman  mentioned 
the  congressional  classroom  and  you 
also  mentioned,  as  I  stated  earlier, 
that  money  is  not  everything.  The  so- 
lution to  education  is  not  necessarily 
money.  I  do  not  think  this  caucus,  I  do 
not  want  to  scare  people  away  from 
this  caucus,  to  think  that  this  is  a  cau- 
cus only  to  do  budget  pushing  for  edu- 
cation. This  is  a  caucus  to  really  im- 
prove the  quality  of  education  for  all 
Americans. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  thank  the 
gentlewoman  for  starting  the  same 
kind  of  program.  We  started  congres- 
sional classroom  in  Louisiana.  I  no- 
ticed at  town  hall  meetings,  I  saw  par- 
ents, I  did  not  see  kids.  Every  town 
hall  meeting  I  had  when  I  was  first 
elected  to  Congress,  the  adults  were 
there.  Mom  or  grandmother,  they  were 
there,  dad,  granddad,  they  were  there, 
but  very  seldom  would  you  see  son  or 
daughter. 

So  I  decided  I  wanted  to  get  young 
people  involved,  and  we  started  a  con- 
gressional classroom.  I  tell  you,  since 
the  development  of  that  group,  it  grew 
from  250  to  now  over  3,000  kids,  and 
their  interest  level  is  so  high  because 
they  feel  that  somebody  really  cares 
about  education. 

We  challenge  them.  We  tell  them, 
"Listen,  you  come  to  class.  We  have 
classes  on  weekends.  In  order  to  come 
to  class,  you  have  to  behave  yourself. 
You  have  to  respect  people.  You  have 
to  do  well  in  school."  We  take  time 
with  them. 

We  have  had  people  like  Vice  Presi- 
dent Al  Gore  to  walk  into  a  classroom, 
to  their  classroom,  the  Vice  President 
of  the  United  States  of  America,  and 
say  "Listen,  you  better  not  do  drugs, 
and  you  better  stay  in  school."  These 
kids.  I  mean  chills  running  down  their 
spine  to  say  the  Vice  President  of  the 
United  States  of  America  cared  enough 
about  me  to  come  to  this  little  class- 
room and  say,  "Stay  away  from  drugs, 
and  I  care  about  you." 


Even  today,  in  classroom  settings,  in 
classroom  meetings,  members  of  the 
classroom:  "How  is  the  Vice  President? 
You  tell  him  I  am  doing  well."  Janet 
Reno,  the  Attorney  General,  met  with 
these  kids.  Tomorrow,  General  Colin 
Powell,  former  chairman  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff,  flying  to  Baton  Rouge. 
LA  to  meet  with  3,000  kids  and  chal- 
lenge them  that  they  can  be  any  and 
everything  that  they  want  to  be  if  they 
believe  in  themselves. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  not  government. 
General  Powell  is  retired.  That  is  per- 
sonal involvement.  We  were  preparing 
for  this  program  this  weekend.  For  2 
months,  these  kids,  they  were  practic- 
ing their  speeches,  they  are  so  excited 
about  meeting  General  Powell. 

That  is  going  to  have  an  everlasting 
impact.  That  is  not  a  piece  of  legisla- 
tion, but  it  is  going  to  have  an  ever- 
lasting impact  on  those  kids  when  they 
hear  somebody  who  they  have  had  an 
opportunity  to  see  on  TV.  but  now  in 
person  tell  them,  "Listen,  education  is 
important.  Let  me  tell  you  my  story.  I 
did  not  become  Chainnan  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  by  dropping  out,  by 
doing  drugs,  by  not  working  hard."  It 
makes  these  kids  say,  "Well,  golly,  I 
can  do  that." 

So  everything  is  not  government,  and 
if  each  Member  of  this  Congress,  like 
the  gentlewoman  starting  the  same 
kind  of  program,  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Jackson]  is  starting  the 
same  kind  of  program,  the  gentleman 
from  your  State,  Mr.  Green,  is  starting 
this  same  kind  of  program.  People  from 
all  over  the  Congress  are  starting  those 
kinds  of  programs,  and  we  are  conrniit- 
ting  to  spend  at  least  a  day  a  month  in 
a  classroom  in  our  respective  districts. 

We  need  to  bring  parents  and  teach- 
ers together.  I  now  have  town  hall 
meetings  with  parents  and  teachers 
where  parents  can  meet  teachers  and 
teachers  can  meet  parents,  town  hall 
meetings  on  education. 

When  they  walk  into  that  room,  they 
do  not  just  talk  about,  well,  we  need 
better  funding.  They  talk  about  how 
we  can  improve  the  quality  of  edu- 
cation. "How  can  I  get  involved.  Con- 
gressman, as  a  parent?  I  want  to  be 
more  involved  in  the  education  of  my 
child  and  the  future  of  my  child.  I  want 
to  work  with  my  child's  teacher."  It  is 
amazing  things  that  happen  in  town 
hall  meetings.  This  caucus  will  bring 
those  things  to  the  forefront. 

So  I  want  to  urge  Members  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle,  let  us  talk  about  it. 
We  talk  about  peanuts.  We  talk  about 
cotton.  We  caucus  for  gas  and  oil.  We 
caucus  for  almost  every  issue  in  this 
country.  Let  us  caucus  for  education. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Louisiana.  I  will  be 
happy  to  jrield  to  the  gentlewoman. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  The 
gentleman  has  captured,  has  given  me 
a  response  that  hopefully  will  be  heed- 


ed to  by  the  bipartisan  nature  of  this 
Congress  and  certainly  for  years  past.  I 
think  it  is  extremely  important  that 
we  raise  education  to  the  level  that 
every  child  has  an  opportunity  to  ac- 
cess this  door  opener,  this  key  to  op- 
portunity. 

I  applaud  the  concept  of  having  a 
caucus  that  talks  about  policy  issues 
that  are  not  necessarily  budget-driven 
and  can,  for  example,  emphasize  the 
fact  that  public  schools  have  a  very 
viable  role  because  they  educate  those 
children  who  would  least  have  an  op- 
portunity. 

D  2100 

Also  I  would  mention  to  you  that  you 
are  right  when  it  comes  to  working  on 
issues  that  help  education.  We  find 
many  aspects  of  our  legislation  that 
are  not  education-directed  having  edu- 
cational impact.  The  telecommuni- 
cations bill  that  was  passed  I  am  grati- 
fied to  say  to  you  as  a  member  of  that 
conference  committee,  there  was  an  in- 
sistence that  this  new  superhighway 
have  direct  direction  into  our  schools 
and  our  libraries.  The  Education  Cau- 
cus can  certainly  be  part  of  directing 
or  discussing  how  best  to  insure  that 
all  of  our  schools  have  access  to  the  su- 
perhighway and  all  of  our  libraries  and 
all  of  our  youngsters  have  that  kind  of 
access. 

Also  questions  about  how  we  do  pub- 
lic-private partnerships,  such  as  the 
program  that  you  have,  where  the 
focus  is  to  tell  a  child  that  they,  too. 
can  succeed  and  to  engage  them  in  the 
political  process,  can  be  a  byproduct  of 
the  education  caucus. 

The  overall  byproduct,  in  addition  to 
these  questions  of  policy,  I  hope  will  be 
even  a  bipartisan  effort  as  to  what  a 
budget  really  should  look  like,  that 
says  that  we  together  believe  edu- 
cation is  important,  as  you  have  said, 
and  I  certainly  have  seen,  among  many 
of  our  colleagues.  It  would  allow  that 
kind  of  discussion  before  the  heat  of 
the  discussion  of  an  appropriations  pe- 
riod and  authorization  period  or  the 
final  act  of  the  budget. 

So  I  am  looking  forward  to  the  fur- 
ther progress  that  will  engender  ideas 
from  Members  of  Congress,  will  encour- 
age further  debate  on  how  to  utilize 
the  educational  system  to  help  all  of 
our  citizens. 

I  think  job  retraining  is  a  part  of  this 
whole  education  question.  I  think  the 
training  of  those  who  we  are  encourag- 
ing to  go  from  welfare  to  work  is  part 
of  this  education.  Education  is,  again, 
the  door  opener,  the  even  playing  field. 

If  I  might  throw  in  an  aspect  of  edu- 
cation, we  will  need  to  discuss  in  a  bi- 
partisan manner  with  our  colleagues 
just  how  we  deal  with  the  access  to  in- 
stitutions of  higher  learning,  where  we 
do  not  have  attacks  on  the  opportuni- 
ties for  institutions  of  higher  learning 
to  seek  to  diversify  thefr  student  body 
under  the  guise  of  an  affirmative  ac- 
tion program  that  seeks  to  bring  in 
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students  from  all  walks  of  life,  which 
we  should  applaud,  because  that  is  giv- 
ing or  i>roviding  education  for  all  of 
our  children.  Even  with  that  very,  if 
you  will,  spirited  aspect  of  this  Con- 
gress, this  question  of  affirmative  ac- 
tion, even  that  I  think  can  be  discussed 
in  a  bipartisan  manner  as  relates  to 
education  and  insuring  that  the  doors 
of  opportunity  are  open  to  our  young- 
sters all  over  this  country. 

So  I  applaud  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  again.  I  cited  statistics  from 
my  districts.  There  is  no  doubt  that 
the  18th  Congrressional  District  desires 
to  be  in  the  forefront  of  educational  re- 
form, educational  bipartisanship,  with 
the  direction  of  uplifting  our  children. 
I  would  hope  as  we  do  that,  we  would 
nnd  the  appropriate  funding  line  that 
would  make  sure  that  we  do  speak  with 
strength,  to  ensure  we  are  able  to  pro- 
vide that  opport\inity  for  our  children. 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Louisiana.  Again  I 
want  to  thank  the  gentlewoman  for 
joining  me  tonight  in  this  special 
order.  I  will  simply  close  by  sasring  we 
have  had  a  lot  of  finger  pointing  on 
issues,  issue  like  education.  I  think  it 
is  high  time  for  us  to  stop  pointing  fin- 
gers and  start  working  together  to  try 
to  bring  a  solution  to  a  real  problem, 
because  there  is  a  problem.  There  is  a 
problem  in  a  country  when  you  find 
yourself  spending  more  money  on  jails 
than  you  do  schools.  There  is  a  prob- 
lem when  you  have  kids  who  walk  into 
classrooms  and  walk  down  the  street  or 
drive  down  the  highway  and  find  their 
schoolhouse  is  in  worse  condition  than 
the  jailhouse.  There  is  a  problem  when 
the  jail  is  in  better  condition  than  the 
school.  There  is  a  problem  in  the  coun- 
try when  the  air  conditioner  at  the 
school  does  not  work,  but  the  air  con- 
ditioner at  the  jail  works.  There  is  a 
problem  when  the  jail  ceilingrs  never 
leak,  and  the  school  ceiling  leaks  every 
time  it  rains.  There  is  a  serious  prob- 
lem in  America,  I  submit  to  you,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  there  always  be  a  prob- 
lem, as  long  as  we  look  at  education  as 
only  a  local  issue,  and  not  sit  around 
the  table  and  talk  about  how  we  can 
improve  it. 

Let  me  close  finally  by  just  giving 
you  some  of  the  benefits  of  education. 
If  vou  really  want  to  do  something 
about  welfare  in  this  country  and  get- 
ting people  off  the  welfare  roU,  then  we 
really  ought  to  do  a  better  job  at  edu- 
cating people.  If  you  want  to  decrease 
crime  in  this  country,  and  you  really 
want  to  decrease  crime,  then  we  have 
got  to  do  something  about  educating 
people.  If  you  want  to  get  people  to 
work  and  get  them  off  the  unemploy- 
ment rolls,  then  you  have  to  do  some- 
thing to  educate  people. 

Everybody  wins  when  we  educate  our 
kids.  We  lose  when  we  do  not.  Over  80 
percent  of  the  people,  Mr.  Speaker,  who 
are  in  jail  are  high  school  dropouts. 
There  is  a  nexus  and  relationship  be- 
tween education  and  incarceration.  We 


spend  almost  $30,000,  $25,000  to  $30,000, 
to  incarcerate  a  child,  and  only  about 
$5,000  or  $6,000  a  year  to  educate  them. 
Welfare  rolls,  most  of  the  people  on 
welfare  are  high  school  dropouts.  So  if 
we  really  want  to  improve  the  condi- 
tions of  our  country,  then  we  must  in- 
vest in  education. 

I  want  to  thank  the  Speaker  for 
being  so  patient  tonight.  I  want  to 
thank  the  gentlewoman  from  Texas, 
and  I  want  to  thank  the  gentlewoman 
from  Oregon,  Ms.  FURSE,  who  has 
worked  so  hard  on  the  issue  of  edu- 
cation and  who  is  one  of  the  whips  of 
this  caucus.  I  also  want  to  thank  the 
gentlewoman  from  California  Ms. 
Pelosi,  who  has  been  working  hard  on 
the  issue  of  education.  Finally  I  want 
to  thank  the  cochair  of  this  caucus. 
Senator  Wellstone,  who  has  been  a 
very  strong  champion  of  education  for 
our  children  in  this  country. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  include  the  following 
materials  for  the  Record. 

Education  Caucus  Membership 
Rep.  Mike  Bilirakis.  Rep.  David  Bonior, 
Sen.  John  Breaiuc,  Rep.  George  Brown,  Rep. 
James  Clybum,  Rep.  Robert  Cramer,  Rep. 
Peter  DeFazio.  Sen.  Christopher  Dodd.  Rep. 
Anna  Eshoo,  Rep.  Eni  Faleomavaega,  Rep. 
Chaka  Fattah,*  Rep.  Vic  Fazio,  Rep.  Cleo 
Fields.**  Rep.  Victor  Frazier,  Rep.  Martin 
Frost,  Rep.  Elizabeth  Purse,  Rep.  Sam 
Gejdenson,  Rep.  Sam  Gibbons.  Rep.  Gene 
Green,*  Rep.  Maurice  Hinchey,  Sen.  Bennett 
Johnston,  Rep.  Bemice  Johnson,  Rep.  Tim 
Johnson,  Rep.  Joe  Kennedy,  Rep.  Patrick 
Kennedy,  Rep.  Bill  Luther.  Rep.  Carrie 
Meek,  Sen.  Moseley-Braun.  Rep.  L.F.  Payne, 
Rep.  Nancy  Pelosi,  Rep.  Lynn  Rivers,  Rep. 
Bernard  Sanders,  Rep.  Tom  Sawyer,*  Rep. 
Jose  Serrano,  Rep.  Louise  Slaughter,  Rep. 
John  Spratt.  Rep.  Bennle  Thompson,  Rep. 
Bob  Torrecelli,  Rep.  Edolphus  Towns,  Rep. 
Robert  Underwood,  Rep.  Nydia  Velazquez, 
Rep.  Maxine  Waters,  Rep.  Curt  Weldon,  Sen. 
Paul  Wellstone.**  and  Rep.  Albert  V/yan. 

*  Indicates  membership  on  the  Economic 
and  Educational  Opportunities  Committee. 
**Indicates  Co-Chair  of  Education  Caucus. 
Testimony  of  Starla  Jewell-Kelly.  Exec- 
urrvE  Director  of  the  National  Commu- 
nity Education  Association  Before  the 
Education  Caucus.  May  16.  1996.  Panel 
Discussion 

Senator  Wellstone.  Representative  Fields 
and  Members  of  the  Education  Caucus: 
Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  present 
testimony  regarding  the  state  of  education 
in  our  country.  I  am  delighted  that  the  cau- 
cus was  formed  and  has  such  a  diverse  mem- 
bership. 

1  am  Starla  Jewell-Kelly,  Executive  Direc- 
tor of  the  National  Community  Education 
Association.  The  invitation  from  Rep.  Fields 
asked  that  I  provide  the  Caucus  with  some  of 
my  thoughts  on  the  systemic  deficiencies 
contributing  to  the  education  crisis  in  this 
country.  The  task  we  ftwe  today  is  formida- 
ble. The  world  has  changed,  and  children 
have  changed.  If  you  have  any  doubt  of  that, 
walk  through  most  any  high  school  in  this 
country,  and  you  will  definitely  feel  like  you 
have  entered  another  world. 

If  we  are  serious  about  systemic  changre  in 
education,  then  I  believe  what  we  follow  the 
old  adage.  The  main  thing  to  remember  is  to 
remember  the  main  thing— children— not  the 
teachers,  not  the  unions,  not  the  administra- 


tors, the  business  community,  or  the  politi- 
cians, but,  the  children.  We  let  children 
know  that  they  are  valued.  We  do  not  prac- 
tice a  double  standard  wherein  some  children 
get  the  very  best  and  others  are  left  to 
make-do  with  the  left-overs. 

Education  has  always  been  rooted  deeply 
in  the  spirit  and  in  the  community  of  this 
nation.  Every  morning,  40  million  children 
get  out  of  bed  and  hurry  off  to  83,000  schools 
from  Bangor,  Maine  to  Hawaii.  An  abso- 
lutely stunning  achievement,  according  to 
the  Ernest  Boyer,  which  we  all  too  often 
take  for  granted.  This  was  not  accomplished 
by  a  Washington  directive,  but  by  local  citi- 
zens who  have  committed  themselves  to  the 
audacious  dream  of  the  common  school  for 
the  common  good. 

The  truth  is,  dreams  can  be  fulfilled  only 
when  they  have  been  defined,  and  if  during 
the  decade  of  the  90's  quality  education 
would  become  a  mandate  of  the  nation,  then 
I  am  convinced  that  all  of  the  other  goals  of 
our  country  would  in  large  measure  be  ful- 
filled. 

We  start  by  making  sure  that  our  children 
are  fed.  healthy,  cared-for.  guided  and  loved. 
We  make  sure  that  they  do  not  have  to  walk 
through  flying  bullets,  step  over  dead  bodies, 
broken  glass,  drug  paraphernalia  and 
boarded  up  and  decaying  buildings  to  get  to 
school.  We  let  them  know  that  they  do  count 
by  putting  them  in  school  buildings  that  are 
warm  and  safe,  not  deteriorating,  not  rat-in- 
fested. We  give  them  books  that  are  current 
and  high-tech  equipment  that  is  in  good  re- 
pair. 

We  let  them  know  that  they  are  expected 
to  achieve  high  levels.  We  do  not  "dumb 
down"  the  curriculum.  We  expect  our  teach- 
ers to  be  dedicated  and  supi>ortive  of  all  stu- 
dents. We  let  the  teachers  know  that  their 
task  is  one  of  the  most  important  in  this 
world.  We  support  teachers  in  their  efforts  to 
help  every  child  reach  his  or  her  i>otential. 
We  also  expect  accountability  from  all 
school  personnel  as  well  as  firom  parents.  We 
do  this  at  the  local  level,  building  by  build- 
ing. We  stop  experimenting  with  school  re- 
form models  that  work  in  one  place  and  not 
another.  We  expect  each  community  to  de- 
sign its  own  reform  efforts  and  to  do  so  with 
input  ftt>m  families,  teachers,  students  and 
other  community  members.  We  expect  entire 
communities  to  be  responsible  for  their  chil- 
dren, not  just  the  schools.  And.  we  do  not 
"write-off"  the  kids  who  are  in  trouble  or 
considered  at-risk. 

We  start  as  this  committee  has  started — ^by 
sitting  down  around  a  table  and  asking. 
"What  can  we  do  to  help  our  children?"  We 
let  go  of  turf  issues,  our  own  agendas,  and 
look  for  a  way  to  bring  together  all  of  our  re- 
sources in  order  to  provide  for  our  children 
the  start  in  life  and  educatix>n  that  they  and 
this  country  so  desperately  need.  Secretary 
of  Education  Riley  has  made  the  first  stei>s 
toward  this  effort  with  his  Family  Involve- 
ment Initiative.  He  has  convened  school, 
business,  religious  and  community  rep- 
resentatives in  order  to  find  ways  in  which 
we  can  all  work  together  to  support  and  nur- 
ture our  children. 

We  are  inclusive,  not  exclusive.  We  view 
the  school  as  a  delivery  site  for  all  edu- 
cational, social,  and  health  services.  These 
services  are  delivered  by  the  social  and 
health  professionals.  We  do  not  expect  class- 
room teachers  to  do  those  tasks  for  which 
they  are  not  trained.  We  keep  the  school 
building  open  after  school  for  child  care  so 
the  30-50%  of  our  children  who  now  go  home 
to  empty  houses  do  not  need  to.  And  we  open 
the  school  early  in  the  morning  for  before 
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school  child  care.  We  protect  our  children 
from  neighborhoods  that  would  destroy  the 
scant  amount  of  hope  they  may  have. 

We  provide  lifelong  learning  for  the  fami- 
lies of  our  children  so  they  are  prepared  to 
work  in  today's  working  environment  and  be 
flexible  enough  in  their  training  that  they 
can  adapt  to  the  changes  occurring  so  rap- 
idly. By  guaranteeing  the  quality  of  our 
work  force,  we  also  guarantee  a  level  of  eco- 
nomic security  for  our  families.  I  don't  be- 
lieve that  as  a  nation  we  can  afford  to  do  any 
less.  Every  institution  and  community  has 
an  ethical  and  educational  obligation  to 
commit  itself  to  create  a  safety  net  for  chil- 
dren. Schools  cannot  do  the  job  alone. 

If  we  expect  all  children  to  be  well  pre- 
pared for  school,  we  simply  must  have  fami- 
lies and  communities  that  first  give  love 
then  support  to  their  children.  We  must  pre- 
pare our  parents  for  parenting.  We  must 
teach  them  how  to  nurture  their  young  and 
how  to  raise  healthy,  contributing  members 
of  a  community. 

Does  this  sound  impossible?  It  is  not.  We 
have  schools  and  communities  such  as  these 
all  across  our  50  states.  They  are  called  com- 
munity schools  and  they  have  been  function- 
ing for  the  past  50  years.  In  New  York  they 
are  also  called  Beacon  Schools.  They  are 
learning  communities  that  spread  their  in- 
fluence community-wide.  Do  they  work?  Yes. 
Do  they  cure  all  the  problems.  No.  But. 
through  local  decision-making  and  collabo- 
ration, they  go  a  long  way  towards  address- 
ing community  needs.  They  make  a  dif- 
ference in  the  quality  of  life  of  their  local 
communities  and  in  their  schools. 

We  can  do  this  if  only  we  remember  the 
main  thing— and  that  is  to  remember  the 
main  thing — Children  and  their  future,  for  it 
is  really  our  future  as  well.  I  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  speak  to  you  today,  and 
would  be  pleased  to  respond  to  any  questions 
the  caucus  may  have. 
Remarks  of  Joel  Packer.  Senior  Lobbyist. 

National  Education  association.  May  is. 

1996 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  address 
the  historic  first  session  of  the  Congressional 
Education  Caucus,  which  we  hope  will  help 
to  restore  the  tradition  of  bipartisan  leader- 
ship on  Capitol  Hill  for  children  and  edu- 
cation. Coordination  and  cooperation  across 
party  lines  are  essential  to  strengthening 
public  education  in  America  and  providing 
every  child  with  an  excellent  opportunity  to 
learn.  Those  goals  are  central  to  the  mission 
of  the  National  Education  Association,  and  I 
know  they  are  shared  by  everybody  in  this 
room.  I  want  to  offer  a  few  thoughts  on  how 
this  caucus  can  work  effectively  to  strength- 
en education,  and  briefly  outline  NEA's  edu- 
cation agenda. 

First,  let  me  tell  you  about  the  NEA.  We 
represent  over  2.2  million  educators,  includ- 
ing both  elementary  and  secondary  public 
school  teachers,  higher  education  faculty, 
and  education  support  personnel  ranging 
from  school  bus  drivers  to  cafeteria  workers 
to  custodians.  In  addition,  we  have  both  stu- 
dent members  and  retired  members.  NEA 
conducts  research  on  school  finance,  spon- 
sors the  National  Foundation  for  the  Im- 
provement of  Education,  which  is  dedicated 
to  improving  student  performance,  works  to 
improve  teaching  and  learning  through 
many  projects  including  Learning  Labora- 
tories. Mastery  in  Learning  program,  Teach- 
er Education  Initiative,  and  Keys  to  Excel- 
lence for  Your  Schools;  maintains  a  Profes- 
sional Library  for  educators,  and  actively 
promotes  quality  public  schools  at  both  the 
Federal  and  state  level  through  our  13,000 
local  affiliates. 


It  is  important  to  put  today's  challenges  in 
historical  perspective.  Over  the  past  few  dec- 
ades, most  of  the  landmark  education  legis- 
lation was  passed  by  strong  bipartisan  ma- 
jorities. Many  of  these  bills  were  cham- 
pioned by  Republican  leaders  in  the  House 
and  Senate,  and  many  were  signed  into  law 
by  Republican  presidents. 

To  cite  a  few  examples,  over  twenty  years 
ago.  in  the  summer  of  1975.  the  Congress 
passed  legislation  guaranteeing  a  free  appro- 
priate public  education  to  children  with  dis- 
abilities. The  bill  passed  the  Senate  63-10. 
while  the  House  margin  was  375-44.  Even  this 
year,  in  the  Senate  the  IDEA  reauthoriza- 
tion is  a  true  bipartisan  effort,  with  legisla- 
tion sponsored  by  Sen.  Harkin  (D-IA)  re- 
ported unanimously  by  the  Senate  Labor  and 
Human  Resources  Committee. 

The  Elementary/Secondary  Education  Act 
was  reauthorized  in  1967  by  a  vote  of  401-1. 
This  bill  included  Title  L  as  well  as  bilingual 
education.  The  Senate  vote  that  year  was  97- 
1.  Vocational  Education,  was  reauthorized  in 
1969,  with  the  House  bill  passing  402-3.  and 
the  Senate  acting  by  a  unanimous  96-0.  The 
following  year.  Head  Start  was  extended  by  a 
404-14  House  vote.  Higher  education  pro- 
grams have  also  enjoyed  this  broad  biparti- 
san consensus.  The  Higher  Education  Act 
was  reauthorized  in  1992.  by  a  419-7  vote  in 
the  House  and  a  93-1  vote  in  the  Senate. 

And  just  a  few  weeks  ago.  many  Repub- 
licans joined  Democrats  in  restoring  over  S3 
billion  in  education  funds  that  had  earlier 
been  cut  from  the  FY  1996  appropriations 
legislation.  So  there  is  ample  precedent  for 
the  bipartisan  work  of  this  Caucus. 

As  all  of  the  public  opinion  i>olls  have 
shown  this  year,  the  American  people  have 
put  education  at  or  near  the  top  of  their  pri- 
ority list  of  issues.  Indeed,  voters  also  recog- 
nize the  importance  of  the  Federal  role  in 
education,  with  upwards  of  90%  of  Americans 
opposing  cutting  Federal  aid  to  education. 
And  their  focus  on  education  crosses  party 
lines.  In  a  USA  Today  poll  this  January,  for 
example,  education  led  voter  concerns  and 
vied  closely  with  deffcit  reduction  as  a  con- 
cern among  Republican  voters.  Senator 
D'Amato  was  right  on  target  when  he  re- 
cently commented  that  American  voters 
"did  not  vote  to  cut  education." 

I  want  to  make  it  clear  to  this  group  that 
NEA's  goal  for  the  coming  years  is  to  build 
a  bipartisan  pro-education  majority  and  to 
work  with  leaders  from  both  parties  who 
want  to  strengthen  public  education.  We  are 
very  grateful  for  the  hard  work  of  Demo- 
cratic leaders  on  our  agenda  this  year,  but 
we  also  thank  mainstream  Republicans  who 
courageously  stood  up  for  education  and  we 
hope  and  expect  that  more  will  join  your 
ranks  in  the  coming  years. 

A  bipartisan  education  caucus  could  play 
an  imix>rtant  role  through  a  variety  of  ac- 
tivities ranging  from  sponsoring  brieffngs  for 
Members  and  staff,  preparing  objective  re- 
ports on  education  issues,  providing  analysis 
of  proposed  education  legislation,  and  serv- 
ing to  advocate  the  needs  of  children  and 
education  through  testimony,  floor  speeches, 
introduction  of  legrislation,  and  sponsoring  of 
floor  amendments. 

Let  me  briefly  outline  our  legislative  agen- 
da for  the  balance  of  1996. 

Ensuring  adequate  funding  for  children  and 
education.  While  the  deep  cuts  advocated  by 
many  in  the  House  leadership  were  largely 
rejected  in  the  final  FY  96  appropriations 
bill,  education  programs  were  still  cut  by 
$450  million.  This  is  on  top  of  over  S600  mil- 
lion in  cuts  that  passed  as  part  of  the  FY  95 
recession  bill.  Thus,  since  the  beginning  of 


1995,  over  SI  billion  has  been  slashed  fi-om 
education.  Both  the  FY  97  House  and  Senate 
budget  resolutions  fail  to  invest  in  children 
smd  education,  since  they  provide  no  growth 
to  compensate  for  inflation,  20%  enrollment 
increases  at  the  K-12  level,  or  rising  college 
costs.  Indeed,  the  House  budget  would  slice 
over  $1  billion  from  the  FY  96  levels,  and 
again  attempt  to  eliminate  Goals  2000  edu- 
cation reform,  bilingual  and  immigrant  edu- 
cation. Perkins  Student  Loans.  State  Stu- 
dent Incentive  Grants,  and  many  other  im- 
portant programs.  Indeed,  even  a  freeze  over 
six  years  results  in  cuts  of  at  least  17%  from 
FY  96  levels. 

Extending  and  Strengthening  the  Individ- 
uals With  Disabilities  Education  Act.  NEA 
strongly  supports  reauthorization  of  IDEA, 
with  provisions  to  increase  local  flexibility 
for  schools  to  properly  discipline  seriously 
disruptive  students,  strengthen  professional 
development,  and  provide  adequate  resources 
to  ensure  that  appropriate  services  are  pro- 
vided to  children  with  disabilities. 

Opposing  back  door  block  grants  under  the 
Local  Flexibility  and  Empowerment  Act. 
While  NEA  supports  increased  flexibility  for 
local  schools  to  administer  Federal  edu- 
cation programs,  we  believe  that  legislation 
now  pending  in  Congress  (HR  2066/5  88)  would 
undermine  Federal  education  programs,  al- 
lowing for  education  dollars  to  be  siphoned 
off  for  other  purposes,  and  weaken  or  remove 
accountability  and  important  standards  for 
program  quality  and  access  for  disadvan- 
taged children. 

Stopping  efforts  to  punish  immigrant  chil- 
dren. NEA  strongly  opposes  the  so-called 
Gallegly  amendment,  which  passed  the 
House  as  a  part  of  the  immigration  bill  (HJL 
2202).  that  would  allow  states  to  deny  public 
education  to  illegal  immigrant  children.  Not 
only  would  this  proposal  unfairly  punish 
children  for  actions  of  their  parents,  it  would 
create  significant  paperwork  and  adminis- 
trative burdens  on  both  local  schools  and 
parents  of  all  children,  who  would  have  to 
document  and  prove  the  immigration  or  citi- 
zenship status  of  their  children. 

Preventing  expansion  of  Federal  courts 
control  over  local  schools.  Under  legislation 
advocated  by  the  Christian  Coalition,  known 
as  the  Parental  Rights  and  Responsibilities 
Act  (H.R.  194&S  984)  parents  would  be  grant- 
ed unlimited  right  to  sue  schools  in  federal 
court  over  virtually  any  decision  of  their 
local  school.  Discipline  policies,  selection  of 
textbooks,  curricula  content,  and  other  local 
decisions  would  all  be  subject  to  litigation 
by  parents,  with  Federal  courts  deciding 
local  educational  policies.  Not  only  would 
this  bill  gut  the  authority  of  locally  elected 
school  boards,  it  would  also  lead  to  teachers' 
efforts  to  report  possible  cases  of  child  abuse 
and  neglect  being  deemed  an  interference 
with  parental  rights. 

In  addition  to  these  Issues,  NEA  is  fighting 
to  ensure  that  secondary  and  postsecondary 
students  continue  to  receive  needed  voca- 
tional education  services,  to  oppose  the  im- 
position of  private  school  vouchers,  to  pro- 
tect the  school  lunch  program  from  block 
grants,  and  to  protect  needed  health  care 
services  for  children  through  Medicaid. 

Looking  beyond  1996.  we  are  planning  to 
work  with  the  new  Congress  that  takes  offfce 
in  1997  on  new  initiatives  for  education.  Like 
many  of  our  coalition  partners,  we  have  sev- 
eral pro-active  strategies  we  are  now  discuss- 
ing and  developing  to  address  such  pressing 
issues  as  school  infrastructure  and  tech- 
nology needs.  Our  vision  for  all  children  is  a 
vision  of  safe  schools,  active  learning,  ad- 
vanced technology,  and  modem  classrooms. 
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Our  vision  includes  keeping  the  tbingrs  th&t 
are  working  well  in  schools  and  scrapping 
those  that  are  not.  0\ir  vision  includes  a  pub- 
lic education  system  where  every  person  in 
the  community  has  a  voice  and  a  role,  in  en- 
suring that  tomorrow's  schools  serve  tomor- 
row's students. 

We  plan  to  bring  this  group  into  that  col- 
laboration. The  next  four  years  will  bring  us 
to  the  year  2000— a  major  benchmark  for 
American  education.  We  look  forward  to 
working  with  you  to  make  this  a  very  pro- 
ductive and  forward-looking  time  for  edu- 
cation in  the  United  States  Congress. 
Testimont  of  angeuca  Santacruz,  Na- 
tional HeadStakt  Association,  Edu- 
cation Caucus,  Hearing  on  May  16, 1996 
Congressman  Cleo  Fields,  and  members  of 
the  Education  Caucus.  I  want  to  thank  you 
for  giving  me  the  opportunity  to  testify 
today  about  the  Head  Start  program  and  the 
National  Head  Start's  Association's  (NHSA) 
vision  for  including  all  eligible  children  in 
Head  Start. 

I  would  like  to  applaud  Congressman 
Fields  for  forming  a  bipartisan  Congres- 
sional Education  Caucus  to  address  the 
issues  conftonting  the  current  education  sys- 
tem. It  is  time  to  meet  the  challenge  to- 
gether and  include  early  childhood  programs 
in  the  process.  In  terms  of  providing  children 
in  poverty  with  a  fair  chance  to  start  equally 
in  school.  Head  Start  has  proven  it  works 
over  30  years.  However,  there  are  issues  that 
must  be  addressed:  increasing  funding  to 
service  all  eligible  children  who  need  Head 
Start;  providing  services  that  meet  the  needs 
of  today's  families;  and  providing  leadership 
to  build  a  more  coordinated  and  effective 
system  of  services  for  children  and  families 
through  collaboration  and  research. 

HEAD  STAKT 

Since  1965,  Head  Start  has  provided  com- 
prehensive services  including  health,  edu- 
cation, social  services  and  parent  involve- 
ment to  more  than  14  million  children  and 
their  families.  Today,  Head  Start  serves  over 
750,000  children  in  approximately  1,433  grant- 
ees, reaching  low-income  children  in  all  50 
states,  the  District  of  Columbia,  Puerto 
Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  the  Pacific  ter- 
ritories. 

Head  Start  serves  children  ages  zero  to 
five,  with  four-year-olds  comprising  62  per- 
cent of  its  population.  More  than  13%  of 
Head  Start  ezu'ollment  consists  of  children 
with  disabilities. 

The  basic  goal  of  Head  Start  is  to  bring 
about  a  greater  degree  of  social  competence 
in  children  of  low  income  families.  The  Head 
Start  iirogram  is  a  developmental  approach 
to  helping  children  achieve  social  com- 
petence. To  the  accomplishment  of  this  goal. 
Head  Start  objectives  and  performance 
standards  provide  for  The  improvement  of 
the  child's  health  and  physical  abilities;  the 
encouragement  of  self-confidence  and  self- 
discipline;  the  enhancement  of  the  child's 
mental  processes  and  skills  with  particular 
attention  to  conceptual  and  communication 
skills;  the  establishment  of  patterns  and  ex- 
pectations of  success  for  the  child;  an  in- 
crease in  the  ability  of  the  child  and  family 
to  relate  to  each  other  and  to  others;  and  the 
enhancement  of  the  sense  of  dignity  and  self- 
worth  within  the  child  and  his  family. 

Head  Start  works!  Research  shows  that 
Head  Start  has  had  an  important  impact  on 
program  participants.  Positive  impacts  in- 
clude: Improving  cognitive  test  scores,  in- 
cluding reading;  reducing  placement  in  spe- 
cial education;  increasing  self-confidence 
and  improving  social  behavior,  improving 


health,  including  better  eating  habits,  de- 
creasing anemia  and  increasing  imimuniza- 
tions  received;  improving  parent  awareness; 
and  enhancing  parent's  employment  and  edu- 
cational status. 

issues 

Head  Start's  record  of  achievements  and 
experience  in  providing  comprehensive  serv- 
ices to  low-income  children  and  their  fami- 
lies, makes  it  the  perfect  program  to  address 
these  new  challenges  and  to  help  build  a 
competitive  and  strong  country.  Head  Start 
has  the  potential  to  serve  as  a  model  of  com- 
prehensive services,  to  reach  large  numbers 
of  children  and  families,  to  respond  to  a  di- 
versity of  needs,  and  to  provide  leadership  in 
collaboration  and  research  for  the  entire 
early  childhood  field.  Yet  today,  funding  for 
Head  Start  falls  short  and  limits  the  pro- 
gram's ability  to  meet  its  full  potential. 

Three  conditions  exist  in  Head  Start  that 
must  be  addressed.  First,  to  be  effective  in 
the  future,  the  program  must  continue  to 
provide  good  early  childhood  services.  How- 
ever, Head  Start  faces  threats  to  program 
quality. 

Second,  in  the  upcoming  years.  Head  Start 
must  be  expanded  to  serve  all  eligible  chil- 
dren smd  must  be  flexible  enough  to  meet  the 
diverse  needs  of  children  and  families,  par- 
ticularly  demands  for  full-day  centers.  Pres- 
ently, Head  Start  serves  20  percent  of  zero  to 
five-year-olds.  The  demand  for  Head  Start  is 
still  tremendous. 

Third,  as  the  largest  early  childhood  pro- 
gram. Head  Start  must  provide  leadership  to 
the  entire  early  childhood  field.  It  must  help 
develop  a  coordinated  delivery  system,  en- 
sure adequate  community  services  for  low- 
income  families,  encourage  the  continuation 
of  comprehensive  services  as  children  move 
on  to  the  public  schools  and  develop  new 
knowledge  to  improve  practice  and  policy. 
There  is  increasing  concern  that  the  progress 
made  by  children  in  the  Head  Start  program 
may  be  lost  when  there  is  not  continuation 
of  comprehensive  services  In  the  school.  At 
the  federal  and  local  levels,  there  has  been  a 
lack  of  collaboration  between  Head  Start 
and  federal  programs  serving  low-income 
families. 

The  Administration  of  Children,  Youth  and 
Families  (ACYF)  has  put  considerable  effort 
into  improving  the  transition  of  children  as 
they  move  to  kindergarten  through  the 
Transition  Project.  Although  these  efforts 
have  been  useful  to  the  initial  adjustment  of 
children  as  they  enter  school,  there  is  a  need 
for  schools  to  become  much  more  involved 
with  families. 

Despite  the  challenges.  Head  Start  has  ac- 
complished major  early  childhood  services. 
The  following  are  some  of  Head  Start's  ulti- 
mate highlights:  The  Child  Development  As- 
sociate (CDA)  programs;  Home-based  serv- 
ices; Bilingual-multicultural  approaches;  In- 
dian and  Migrant  Head  Start  Programs;  Re- 
source Access  Projects  provide  training  and 
technical  assistance  to  programs;  Early 
Start  provides  services  to  zero-to-three  year- 
olds;  Performance  Standards;  and  Quality 
Improvement. 

Congress  and  the  Clinton  Administration 
must  remember  that  Head  Start  is  an  invest- 
ment. President  Clinton  has  proposed  for 
Head  Start  for  fiscal  year  1997  J3.981  billion. 
The  National  Head  Start  Association  urges 
Congress  to  consider  an  appropriations  bill 
that  moves  toward  the  goals  of  both  the 
Bush  and  Clinton  Administrations  to  expand 
Head  Start  to  guarantee  services  to  all  eligi- 
ble children  by  the  year  2000. 


Testimony  of  Jerhy  Lewis,  J.D.,  Before 

THE    Congressional    Educa-hon    Caucus, 

May  16, 1996 

Senator  Wellstone,  Congressman  Fields, 
Members  of  the  Education  Caucus,  I  very 
much  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify 
before  you  today.  My  name  is  Jerry  Lewis 
and  I  am  the  Director  of  Intensive  Edu- 
cational Development  at  the  University  of 
Maryland-College  Park.  In  that  capacity  I 
am  responsible  for  two  of  the  Federal  TRIO 
Programs  sponsored  by  the  University. 
These  include  the  Ronald  E.  McNair  Post- 
baccalaureate  Achievement  Program  and  the 
Student  Support  Services  Program.  I  am  tes- 
tifying today  on  behalf  of  the  National  Coun- 
cil of  Educational  Opportunity  Associations 
(NCEOA). 

Before  sharing  my  brief  remarks  on  post- 
secondary  educational  opportunity  as  it  re- 
lates to  low-income  students  in  America,  I 
want  to  take  a  moment  to  applaud  your  ef- 
forts in  establishing  this  Caucus.  The  federal 
role  in  assuring  educational  opportunity  has 
become  increasingly  questioned  in  recent 
years.  Moreover,  even  those  who  articulate 
support  for  education  often  do  not  back  their 
wprds  with  dollars.  Your  active  advocacy  for 
education  is  deeply  appreciated. 

post-secondary  education  opportunity  is 
declining 

There  is  presently  extensive  evidence  on 
the  growing  gaps  in  educational  attainment 
between  children  from  upper-income  families 
and  children  from  low-income  families.  As 
reported  in  Business  Week,  utilizing  Census 
data.  Thomas  Mortenson  demonstrates  that 
a  child  Crom  a  family  in  the  bottom  Income 
quarter  (family  income  below  S22,000)  has 
only  an  8%  chance  of  graduating  from  col- 
lege with  a  Baccalaureate  by  the  time  he  is 
24.  In  contrast,  a  child  trom  a  family  in  the 
top  income  quarter  (income  above  S68.000  per 
year)  has  a  79%  chance  of  attaining  the  Bac- 
calaureate at  this  juncture.  Thus  individuals 
fi-om  upper-income  families  are  more  than 
ten  times  as  likely  to  graduate  frown  college 
by  the  time  they  are  24  than  are  individuals 
from  low-income  families. 

At  the  same  time,  the  ability  of  any  work- 
er to  adequately  support  his  or  her  family 
without  a  college  education  is  declining. 
Today,  median  family  income  in  households 
headed  by  an  individual  with  a  college  de- 
gree is  S73,000  per  year,  an  increase  in  real 
dollar  terms  of  14%  since  1973.  At  the  same 
time,  households  headed  by  individuals  with 
only  a  high  school  diploma  have  a  median  in- 
come of  S4X.000.  a  decrease  of  20%  in  the  same 
time  period.  Households  headed  by  families 
without  a  high  school  diploma  have  a  median 
income  of  only  S28.000.  Real  median  income 
for  households  headed  by  the  least  educated 
individuals  has  fallen  over  37%  since  1973. 
addressing  this  critical  issue 

The  Federal  government  has  historically 
utilized  a  multi-pronged  strategy  to  support 
post-secondary  educational  opportunity. 
Student  financial  assistance— grants,  loans 
and  work — are  made  available  to  low  and 
middle-income  students  so  that  lack  of  fi- 
nancial resources  does  not  prevent  them 
from  enrolling  and  succeeding  in  college.  Un- 
fortunately, as  the  following  chart  dem- 
onstrates, student  aid  has  not  kept  pace  with 
inflation.  While  in  the  Mid-1970's  the  prin- 
cipal Federal  grant  program — Pell — covered 
nearly  80%  of  the  cost  of  attending  a  public, 
four-year  college,  today  it  covers  less  than 
40%  of  that  cost. 

While  student  financial  aid  helps  students 
overcome  financial  barriers  to  higher  edu- 
cation. TRIO  programs  help  students  over- 
come class,  social  and  cultural  barriers  to 
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college.  Over  1,200  colleges,  universities  and 
agencies  now  sponsor  TRIO  programs  which 
enroll  nearly  700.000  low-income  students 
who  aspire  to  attend  or  are  currently  en- 
rolled in  college. 

As  mandated  by  Congress,  two-thirds  of 
the  students  served  in  TRIO  must  come  fi-om 
families  with  incomes  under  J24,000,  where 
neither  parent  graduated  fi'om  college.  Over 
1,750  TRIO  Programs  currently  serve  nearly 
700.000  low-income  Americans  between  the 
ages  of  11  and  27.  Many  programs  serve  stu- 
dents in  grade  six  through  twelve.  Forty-two 
percent  (42%)  of  TRIO  students  are  White, 
35%  are  African  American,  15%  are  Hispanic. 
4%  are  Native  American,  and  4%  are  Asian. 
Sixteen  thousand  (16.000)  TRIO  students  are 
disabled  and  7,000  are  military  veterans. 

TRIO  is  made  up  of  five  programs.  Three 
assist  young  people  and  adults  in  learning 
about  and  preparing  for  college:  Talent 
Search,  Upward  Bound,  Educational  Oppor- 
tunity Centers.  Congressman  Fields  is  him- 
self a  product  of  one  of  the  programs— Up- 
ward Bound  at  Southern  University— and  he 
has  often  voiced  strong  support  for  TRIO. 

In  addition  to  their  pre-college  efforts, 
there  are  two  programs— Student  Support 
Services  and  Ronald  E.  McNair  Post-bacca- 
laureate Achievement  Program — which  serve 
undergraduates.  At  the  University  of  Mary- 
land, for  example,  each  year  Student  Sup- 
port Services  provides  counseling,  tutoring, 
and  other  support  to  over  350  students.  These 
services  are  made  possible  by  over  $350,000  in 
institutional  funds  and  S245.000  in  TRIO 
funds.  And  this  investment  has  made  a  dif- 
ference. For  example,  it  has  raised  the  grad- 
uation rates  of  those  minority  students  en- 
rolled in  Student  Support  Services  by  over 
70%  over  graduation  rates  of  minority  stu- 
dents not  assisted  by  Student  Support  Serv- 
ices. 

evidence  of  achievement 

I  could  speak  much  more  than  my  allotted 
time,  providing  evidence  on  TRIO'S  behalf.  It 
is  noteworthy,  for  example,  that: 

Students  in  the  Upward  Bound  program  are 
four  times  more  likely  to  earn  an  under- 
graduate degree  than  students  from  similar 
backgrounds  who  did  not  participate  in 
TRIO. 

Nearly  20%  of  all  Black  and  Hispanic  fresh- 
man who  entered  college  in  1981  received  as- 
sistance through  the  TRIO  Talent  Search  or 
ECX;  programs. 

Students  in  the  TRIO  Student  Support 
Services  program  are  more  than  twice  as 
likely  to  remain  in  college  than  those  stu- 
dents from  similar  backgrounds  who  did  not 
participate  in  the  program. 

TRIO  Programs  are  very  effective  and 
many  students  fi-om  low-income  families  de- 
pend on  these  programs  to  succeed  academi- 
cally in  high  school  and  college.  In  fact, 
since  1965  an  estimated  two  million  students 
have  graduated  from  college  with  the  special 
assistance  and  support  of  our  nation's  TRIO 
Programs. 

I  am  more  comfortable,  however,  citing  in- 
dividuals than  statistics.  One  has  only  to 
look  at  Congressman  Fields — and  his  three 
colleagues  in  the  House  who  were  also  TRIO 
participants— to  learn  of  TRIO's  merits. 
(Congressman  Bonilla,  Congressman  Watts, 
and  Congressman  Wynn  were  also  TRIO 
graduates.)  One  can  turn  to  the  nineteen 
freshmen  in  Student  Support  Services'  fresh- 
man class  at  the  University  of  Maryland  who 
have  grade  point  averages  above  3.0  as  a 
measure  of  TRIO's  achievement.  One  can 
look  at  our  recent  graduates  who  came  from 
D.C.  Public  Schools  and  single  parent  homes 
and  are  now  enrolled  in  doctoral  programs  in 


mathematics  and  computer  science  to  learn 
of  TRIO'S  achievement.  I  am  confident  each 
of  you  has  also  visited  with  TRIO  students 
and  TRIO  graduates  and  knows  of  TRIO's  ac- 
complishments. 

I  very  much  appreciate  the  opportunity  to 
testify  today  and  would  be  pleased  to  answer 
any  questions  you  might  have. 


REPUBLICANS'  SNEAK  ATTACK  ON 
AMERICA 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995.  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Owens]  is  recognized  for  6  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  a 
move  afoot  to  pass  labor  legislation  in 
this  half  of  the  104th  Congress  through 
a  kind  of  guerrilla  warfare  process, 
antilabor  legislation,  I  should  say 
antiunion  labor  legislation,  antiworker 
legislation. 

We  had  a  very  interesting  develop- 
ment take  place  as  the  Republican  ma- 
jority assumed  control  of  the  104th 
Congress.  We  had  what  might  be  called 
a  sneak  attack  on  American  workers.  I 
say  it  is  a  sneak  attack  because  there 
was  a  Contract  With  America  which 
laid  out  in  great  detail  what  the  Re- 
publican majority  would  do  once  they 
took  control,  and  it  spelled  out  the 
issues,  and  that  is  the  basis  on  which 
they  went  to  the  American  people  and 
were  able  to  win  the  majority  of  that 
small  number  of  people  who  came  out 
to  vote.  They  won  a  majority  of  the  39 
percent  of  the  people  who  came  out  to 
vote,  and  they  had  a  clear  bill  of  par- 
ticulars, a  clear  agenda,  and  it  was  felt 
that  whether  you  agreed  with  that 
agenda  or  not,  it  would  be  that  agenda 
that  the  104th  Congress  would  operate 
on. 

It  is  to  their  credit  that  they  have 
moved  forward  on  their  Contract  With 
America.  But  what  has  been  surprising, 
what  has  been  shocking,  is  the  fact 
that  there  were  items  that  were  not  in 
the  agenda  that  have  been  pursued 
with  great  hostility,  with  great  venge- 
ance. The  attack  on  the  American 
workers  and  the  working  families  of 
America  was  unexpected,  totally. 

It  was  not  expected  that  the  Repub- 
lican majority  would  attempt  to  wipe 
out  the  Davis-Bacon  Act.  The  Davis- 
Bacon  Act  protects  workers  who  for 
the  most  part  are  middle  income  work- 
ers, middle  class  workers,  or  they  used 
to  be  when  their  wages  were  held  at  a 
decent  level.  As  wages  have  been  de- 
pressed and  gone  down,  more  and  more 
construction  workers  who  happen  to  be 
fortunate  enough  to  be  under  the 
Davis-Bacon  Act  protections,  are  quite 
poor,  as  I  will  point  out  in  a  few  min- 
utes. 

Nobody  expected  the  Republican  ma- 
jority to  assault  Davis-Bacon,  or  any 
other  programs  that  are  protecting 
workers.  They  never  said  that  they 
would  go  after  OSHA.  OSHA,  which 
protects    the   safety    of  all    workers. 


those  in  unions  and  those  not  in 
unions.  As  you  know,  unfortunately,  in 
America  right  now  a  great  majority  of 
workers  are  not  in  unions.  That  is  un- 
fortunate, because  that  is  part  of  the 
reason  that  the  wage  level  is  going 
down  for  all  workers,  because  there  are 
not  enough  unionized  workers.  Unions 
are  good  for  workers  and  good  for 
America,  but  they  are  now  every  much 
on  the  defensive  in  terms  of  their  num- 
bers. They  are  decreasing.  It  will  not 
help  to  have  the  Republican  Party 
clearly  out  to  destroy  that  basic 
imderpinnings  or  protection  for  work- 
ers. 

Nobody  ever  said  when  they  devel- 
oped the  Contract  with  America  that 
they  would  go  after,  over  time,  the 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  and  the  pro- 
visions in  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act  that  provide  for  overtime.  They 
now  want  your  overtime.  They  are 
coming  for  your  overtime. 

Nobody  ever  said  they  would  go  after 
the  very  heart  of  the  collective  bar- 
gaining process  by  coming  up  with  a 
thing  called  the  TEAM  Act.  The  TEAM 
is  a  way  to  officially  and  formally  rec- 
ognize company  unions  and  to  move  in 
such  a  way  that  eventually  you  would 
destroy  all  existing  unions  and  have 
the  unions  tied  to  the  management. 

So  nobody  ever  said  that  in  the  Con- 
tract With  America.  They  never  stated 
that  that  was  what  they  were  going  to 
do.  Yes,  certainly  they  were  developing 
secret  contracts  on  the  side,  obviously. 
There  were  contracts  that  were  not 
contracts  with  America,  but  they  were 
contracts  with  somebody.  They  were 
contracts  with  the  bosses,  contracts 
with  unscrupulous  management.  There 
is  a  whole  lot  of  businesses  and  cor- 
porations in  America  that  accept  the 
fact  that  we  have  some  very  civil  laws 
which  help  protect  workers,  and  by 
protecting  workers,  the  corporations 
are  better  off.  The  businesses  are  bet- 
ter off.  Not  aU  bosses,  not  all  busi- 
nesses, are  ready  to  make  war  against 
worker  protections,  but  the  Republican 
majority  had  this  as  a  secret  agenda. 

We  know  they  made  some  contracts 
on  the  side,  because  they  have  told  us, 
they  confessed,  one  Member,  a  chair- 
man of  the  Subcommittee  on  Work- 
force Protections  of  the  Committee  on 
Economic  and  Educational  Opportuni- 
ties, the  chairman  of  that  subcommit- 
tee was  quite  honest  and  forthright.  He 
was  forthright  in  his  discussion  with 
the  Washington  Post  reporter  about 
the  fact  that  although  they  did  not  put 
it  in  the  Contract  With  America,  on 
the  side  they  made  deals  with  business 
people.  They  made  dealings  with  cer- 
tain corporations,  certain  corporate 
entitles  and  certain  business  people 
which  said  in  essence  if  you  contribute 
to  our  campaign  we  will  go  after 
OSHA,  we  will  go  after  Davis-Bacon, 
we  will  wipe  out  certain  aspects  of  the 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Act. 

This  was  in  the  Washington  Post.  It 
was  a  direct  quote  of  the  subcommittee 
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chairman.  He  did  not  deny  it.  He  was 
honest  enough  to  say  it  and  honest 
enough  not  to  deny  it.  There  was  a  fig- 
ure of  $65,000  mentioned  in  his  State 
aJone,  S65,000  was  collected  as  part  of 
the  secret  contract  to  go  sifter  labor. 

So  what  you  had  was,  much  to  the 
surprise  of  the  American  people,  what 
you  had  was  what  happened  at  Pearl 
Harbor.  The  Speaker  has  often  com- 
pared politics  to  war.  We  do  not  like 
the  comparison,  but  that  is  sort  of  the 
language  of  the  104th  Congress.  So  poli- 
tics are  compared  to  war;  politics  is 
war,  without  blood.  In  this  case  it  was 
not  stretching  the  imagination  at  all 
to  say  that  what  we  had  was  a  Pearl 
Harbor  sneak  attack.  A  massive  at- 
tack. They  threw  everything  they 
could  at  us  at  Pearl  Harbor.  A  massive 
attack,  but  it  was  a  sneak  attack. 
There  was  nothing  that  said  ahead  of 
time  that  the  probability  was  that  the 
Japanese  would  attack  America  at 
Pearl  Harbor.  In  fact,  the  admiral  who 
headed  the  Japanese  Navy  was  a  Japa- 
nese who  had  been  educated  at  Har- 
vard, Admiral  Yamamoto.  Admiral 
Yamamoto  was  educated  at  Harvard 
and  known  as  a  great  card  player  at 
Harvard.  He  had  lots  of  friends.  You 
talk  about  deception  made  intimate, 
deception  on  a  one-on-one  basis,  the 
fact  that  Admiral  Yamamoto  com- 
manded the  Japanese  Navy  in  the  at- 
tack on  Pearl  Harbor,  the  most 
humiliating  defeat  our  Nation  has  ever 
suffered  was  instructive. 

D  2115 

We  should  look  at  that.  That  is  a 
good  instruction  as  to  what  has  hap- 
pened here,  because  what  has  happened 
here  is  that  the  Republican  majority 
have  staged  a  sneak  attack  on  the 
American  workers,  a  sneak  attack  of 
great  force.  They  are  moving  across 
the  board  attacking  everything  at 
once.  The  Davis-Bacon  Act  must  be  re- 
pealed. Nobody  ever  said  that  in  the 
contract,  but  now  they  are  sasring  the 
Davis-Bacon  Act  must  be  repealed. 

They  are  saying  that  they  want  your 
overtime.  We  do  not  want  overtime.  We 
want  to  have  compensatory  time  in- 
stead. Substitute  compensatory  time 
for  overtime  and  make  that  part  of  a 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Act,  changing 
the  requirement  that  overtime  must  be 
paid  after  working  a  certain  number  of 
hours. 

They  wanted  to  go  after  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Board,  which  makes  it 
possible  to  organize  workers,  and  they 
wanted  to  put  the  National  Labor  Rela- 
tions Board  in  a  straitjax;ket  fiscally. 
They  moved  and  cut  it  by  one-third, 
proposed  to  cut  it  by  one-third,  but 
that  did  not  prevail. 

They  are  moving  again  to  put  pres- 
sure on  the  National  Labor  Relations 
Board.  Some  of  the  Members  are  writ- 
ing letters  to  the  National  Labor  Rela- 
tions Board.  One  member  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  said  your  ap- 


propriation will  be  coming  from  me, 
and  I  am  going  to  get  you.  In  so  many 
words  he  was  saying  that  he  would  stop 
the  National  Labor  Relations  Board 
from  functioning  because  it  rendered 
some  decisions  that  he  did  not  like. 
That  was  one  member,  but  the  spirit  of 
the  entire  Republican  majority  has 
been  that  kind  of  spirit,  to  bring  to  a 
halt  those  parts  of  the  American  Grov- 
emment,  laws  that  exist  that  have 
been  built  up  over  the  years  which  help 
to  protect  working  people. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Pearl  Harbor  was  a 
massive  attack.  I  say  it  was  because  it 
was  launched  at  the  beginning  of  the 
104th  Congress,  and  it  did  not  succeed. 
So  to  replace  the  Pearl  Harbor  sneak 
attack.  Admiral  Yamamoto  was  de- 
feated. Now  they  are  resorting  to  the 
guerrilla  warfare.  Some  members  of 
labor  assume  that,  since  they  did  not 
prevail  in  the  first  half  of  the  104th 
Congress,  that  the  Republicans  will 
now  break  off  the  attack  and  leave 
labor  alone,  that  the  scorched  earth 
policies  that  started  the  session  will  no 
longer  be  pursued.  That  is  not  the  case. 
It  is  guerrilla  warfare  now.  They  are 
waging  the  same,  have  the  same  objec- 
tives, but  they  are  waging  the  war  in  a 
different  way. 

But  it  is  instructive,  and  I  hope  that 
labor  leaders,  union  members,  workers 
in  general  will  understand  how  the 
sneak  attack  was  promulgated.  The 
sneak  attack  was  forced  upon  us  by  a 
group  that  pretended  to  be  frtendly  to 
labor.  A  lot  of  labor  legislation  in  the 
last  10  years,  certainly  since  I  have 
been  here  in  this  Congress,  has  been  bi- 
partisan legislation.  Even  when  the 
legislation  was  not  bipartisan,  after 
the  legislation  was  passed  without  Re- 
publican votes,  throughout  the  country 
Republicans  have  snuggled  up  to  labor 
leaders  and  pretended  that  they  cared 
about  working  people.  They  have  pre- 
tended in  the  back-slapping  kind  of 
manner,  in  the  one-on-one  friendshii)s, 
they  pretended  to  be  friends  of  labor. 

It  is  Admiral  Yamamoto,  the  spirit  of 
Admiral  Yamamoto  has  been  there  and 
wooing  labor  into  an  ambush.  That  is 
what  Pearl  Harbor  was.  They  am- 
bushed our  forces  on  a  Sunday  morn- 
ing. Admiral  Yamamoto  had  gone  to 
Harvard.  He  knew  the  habits  of  Ameri- 
cans. So  he  knew  very  well  that  a  Sun- 
day morning  attack,  when  Americans 
like  to  sleep  late  and  they  enjoy  Satur- 
day night,  et  cetera,  he  knew  the  hab- 
its. 

So  we  have  a  group  of  leaders  in  the 
Republican  majority  who  have  been 
very  friendly  with  labor  in  the  past. 
They  knew  the  habits.  They  wooed 
labor.  Even  Members  who  belong  to 
unions  voted  uncharacteristically  in 
large  numbers  for  Members  of  the  Re- 
publican party. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  shift  over  the  years 
has  been  away  from  working  class  peo- 
ple voting  almost  90  percent  or  85  per- 
cent Democratic  to  a  gradual  shift  led 
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by  Ronald  Reagan  where  working  class 
people  have  voted  in  much  larger  num- 
bers for  Members  of  the  Republican 
majority.  They  have  wooed  the  work- 
ing class  vote  very  well,  but  now  the 
sneak  attack  has  come.  In  an  over- 
whelming force  it  has  come  down  for 
the  first  half  of  the  104th  Congress  and 
we  have  beat  it  back.  We  have  stopi)ed 
them  on  Davis-Bacon.  They  have  not 
yet  succeeded  in  repealing  Davis-Bacon 
although  a  bill  was  introduced  very 
early  to  repeal  Davis-Bacon,  just  repeal 
it  outright,  wipe  it  out.  No  reform  of 
Davis-Bacon,  no  adjustment  of  Davis- 
Bacon,  wipe  it  out;  that  was  the  cry, 
wipe  out  Davis-Bacon. 

The  same  legislation  called  for  wip- 
ing out  the  national  service  contract. 
The  service  contract  is  a  companion 
bill,  companion  act  to  Davis-Bacon, 
which  came  along  late  which  protects 
workers  in  Federal  installations,  the 
actual  people  who  do  the  janitorial 
work,  and  the  cleaning  ladies.  Various 
people  at  the  very  lowest  nmgs  are 
protected  by  also  applying  the  prin- 
ciple of  pajring  the  prevailing  wage  to 
those  people  as  well  as  paying  prevail- 
ing wages  to  the  people  who  work  on 
construction  on  Federal  contracts. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  was  quite  surprising, 
but  an  all-out  attack  has  happened. 
The  friends  of  Davis-Bacon,  both  on  the 
workers  side,  the  labor  side,  as  well  as 
on  the  business  side,  and  there  are 
thovisands  of  contractors  who  support 
Davis-Bacon  as  a  reasonable,  rational 
piece  of  Federal  legislation.  Federal 
protection.  It  protects  not  only  work- 
ers. It  protects  the  quality  of  life  and 
the  standard  of  living  in  certain  areas. 
It  protects  contractors  from  the  as- 
sault that  they  are  constantly  under 
from  unscrupulous  contractors  who  do 
not  want  to  pay  thefr  workers  decent 
wages,  unscrupulous  contractors  who 
do  not  want  to  pay  fringe  benefits,  un- 
scrupulous contractors  who  will  cut 
comers  and  do  shoddy  work  in  order  to 
do  the  job  cheaper,  employ  workers 
who  did  not  do  the  job  with  the  same 
kind  of  skills  and  place  at  risk  the  en- 
tire job.  They  are  constantly  fighting 
against  those.  So  there  are  people  on 
the  management  side,  the  contractors, 
the  owners  of  construction  industries 
who  support  Davis-Bacon  as  well  as  the 
construction  workers  themselves  who 
support  Davis-Bacon. 

So  the  attack  is  on  them,  too.  Admi- 
ral Yamamoto  has  attacked  not  only 
the  workers,  he  has  attacked  business- 
men who  have  been  doing  a  good  job  of 
canying  out  the  process  of  construct- 
ing Federal  buildings,  at  the  same  time 
providing  decent  wages  for  their  work- 
ers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  us  take  a  look  at  the 
history  of  Davis-Bacon.  It  is  far  from 
being  a  radical  piece  of  liberal  legisla- 
tion, concocted  by  wild-eyed  radicals, 
not  at  all.  Davis-Bacon  is  a  piece  of 
legislation  which  was  designed  to  pro- 
tect the  wages  and  the  standard  of  liv- 
ing of  middle  class  workers.  Probably 
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most  of  them  were  Republicans  that 
they  were  protecting.  But  certainly  the 
originators  of  the  Davis-Bacon  Act 
were  Republicans.  Who  was  Davis,  who 
was  Bacon?  Representative  Robert 
Bacon  was  a  Republican  from  New 
York.  New  York,  my  home  State,  is  al- 
ways associated  with  radicals  and  lib- 
erals, and  nothing  for  the  middle  class, 
nothing  for  the  working  population 
comes  out  of  New  York,  if  you  accept 
the  kind  of  stereotype  that  has  been 
painted  of  New  York  by  certain  people. 
But  out  of  New  York  came  a  bill  to 
protect  construction  workers. 

Robert  Bacon,  Representative  Robert 
Bacon  of  New  York  was  a  Republican. 
Senator  James  Davis  of  Pennsylvania, 
another  east  coast  State,  not  with  a 
radical  reputation  like  New  York,  but 
it  is  on  the  east  coast,  and  you  might 
say  that  that  is  where  the  liberals  live, 
that  is  where  progressives  live.  That  is 
where  the  people  who  gave  us  the  New 
Deal  and  the  Great  Society,  all  came 
from  the  east  coast.  No,  Senator  James 
Davis  was  a  Republican  from  Pennsyl- 
vania, and  Representative  Robert 
Bacon  was  a  Republican  from  New 
York. 

Senator  James  Davis  had  served  as 
Secretary  of  Labor  in  the  Cabinets  of 
Presidents  Harding,  Coolidge,  and  Hoo- 
ver. Listen,  Senator  James  Davis  had 
been  Secretary  of  Labor  in  the  Cabi- 
nets of  Presidents  Harding,  Coolidge, 
and  Hoover.  The  act  was  adopted,  the 
Davis-Bacon  Act  was  adopted  in  1931  at 
the  urging  of  Herbert  Hoover. 

Let  me  repeat  that.  Two  Repub- 
licans, Representative  Robert  Bacon  of 
New  York  and  Senator  James  Davis  of 
Peimsylvania,  two  Republicans,  cre- 
ated, authored  the  Davis-Bacon  Act. 
The  act  was  adopted  in  the  Hoover  ad- 
ministration, Herbert  Hoover  was 
President,  in  1931.  This  Davis-Bacon 
Act  reqmres  that  Federal  construction 
contracts  specify  the  minimum  wage 
rates  to  be  paid  to  the  various  classes 
of  laborers  working  under  those  con- 
tracts. Minimum  wages  are  defined  as 
those  rates  of  pay  found  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Labor  to  be  prevailing,  pre- 
vailing in  the  locality  of  the  project, 
prevailing  for  similar  crafts  and  skills 
on  comparable  construction  work. 

It  does  not  say  that  they  must  pay 
union  wages  that  have  been  negotiated 
in  a  collective  bargaining  process.  It 
does  not.  It  says  whatever  the  wages 
are,  the  prevailing  wages,  if  the  area 
has  low  prevailing  wages.  As  we  will 
see  later  on  in  the  discussion,  it  can 
sometimes  drag  down  the  prevailing 
wage.  Prevailing  wages  are  very  close 
to  minimum  wages  in  some  instances 
because  the  prevailing  wage  in  the 
Davis-Bacon  wage  is  very  close  to  min- 
imum wage  because  that  is  the  prevail- 
ing wage  in  the  area. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  act  does  not  require 
that  collectively  bargained  union 
wages  be  paid  unless  such  wages  hap- 
pen to  be  prevailing  in  the  locality 


where  the  work  takes  place.  It  is  most 
unfortunate;  I  wish  the  act  had  re- 
quired that  collective  bargaining  rates 
have  some  role  in  guiding  the  level  of 
the  Davis-Bacon  wages,  but  they  do 
not. 

So  Davis-Bacon  is  under  attack.  The 
Republican  created  Davis-Bacon  Act, 
the  Davis-Bacon  Act  signed  by  Presi- 
dent Herbert  Hoover,  a  Republican 
President,  under  attack.  And  even 
later,  the  Republicans  showed  their 
support  for  Davis-Bacon  under  the 
most  popular  Republican  President 
probably  in  history,  save  since  Abra- 
ham Lincoln:  Ronald  Reagan.  Under 
Ronald  Reagan  Davis-Bacon  was  rein- 
forced. Ronald  Reagan  said  he  did  not 
want  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  tampered 
with. 

He  wrote  a  letter  in  September  1981 
to  Mr.  Robert  Georgine,  President  of 
Building  and  Construction  Trades  De- 
partment of  the  AFL-CIO.  Ronald 
Reagan  wrote  a  letter  which  says: 

Dear  Bob,  I  want  to  acknowledge  the 
Building  and  Construction  Trades  Depart- 
ment letter  of  Septembei  11  concerning  ef- 
forts to  repeal  the  Davis-Bacon  Act.  I  have 
asked  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  respond  di- 
rectly, but  I  want  to  assure  you  and  your 
general  president  that  I  will  continue  to  sup- 
port my  campaign  pledge  to  not  seek  repeal 
of  the  act.  With  best  wishes,  very  sincerely, 
Ronald  Reagan. 

So  here  we  have  a  history,  not  an- 
cient history,  but  recent  history,  and 
Ronald  Reagan  is  in  support  of  Davis- 
Bacon.  If  you  look  at  the  records  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  you  will  find 
the  last  time  a  vote  was  taken  on 
Davis-Bacon  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
it  was  bipartisan.  There  were  demo- 
crats and  Republicans  voting  for  it, 
and  Democrats  and  Republicans  voted 
against  it.  Always  bipartisan.  So  why 
did  we  wake  up  following  the  victory  of 
the  Republican  majority  and  have  Ad- 
miral Yamamoto-style  Pearl  Harbor 
secret  attack  on  working  people  in  gen- 
eral and  Davis-Bacon  in  particular? 
Why? 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  attack  now  has  be- 
come very  well  orchestrated.  As  I  said 
before,  Pearl  Harbor  was  an  open  on- 
slaught. Pearl  Harbor  was  not  guerilla 
warfare.  That  was  dfrect  attack.  They 
threw  everything  they  had  from  the  air 
on  Pearl  Harbor.  They  did  not  succeed 
in  winning  the  war  in  the  Pacific.  They 
did  not  succeed  in  winning  the  war. 
Warfare  of  that  kind  is  seldom  now. 
From  that  point  on,  after  World  War  n, 
with  the  defeat  of  Nazi  Germany  and 
the  defeat  of  the  Japanese,  very  seldom 
has  anybody  contemplated,  except  the 
Soviet  Union,  an  all-out  war  directly 
being  waged  on  the  United  States  of 
America.  But  we  have  suffered  greatly 
in  guerilla  warfare  type  actions.  Viet- 
nam was  guerilla  warfare,  not  a  direct 
onslaught.  They  did  not  come  out  and 
face  American  military  power  head  on 
but  gueriUa  warfare. 

Now  we  have  the  guerilla  warfare 
against  Davis-Bacon  and  other  work- 


place protection  legislation.  The  gue- 
rilla warfare  is  deadly.  It  is  poisonous. 
Most  of  all,  it  takes  advantage  of  the 
fact  that  now  there  is  an  atmosphere  of 
optimism,  of  an  optimism  that  is  not 
justified.  There  is  an  atmosphere  of  op- 
timism which  is  seeping  over  the  pro- 
gressive Democrat  friendly  to  labor 
forces  in  this  Congress. 
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All  too  early  we  have  declared  that 
the  Republicans  have  lost  and  the 
American  people  understand  clearly 
what  is  at  issue  here  and  that  the 
Democrats  are  going  to  roll  to  victory, 
working  people  need  not  fear,  the  legis- 
lation will  not  be  wiped  out,  they  will 
be  saved.  It  is  a  premature  declaration 
of  victory  because  now  that  the 
Yamamoto  Pearl  Harbor-style  attack, 
only  it  was  not  a  sneak  attack,  it  was 
still  a  direct  attack,  has  failed,  they 
are  pursuing  guerrilla  warfare,  and  the 
guerrilla  warfare  means  that  in  every 
possible  way  they  will  be  attacking 
labor  from  behind  the  lines,  from  the 
side,  from  underneath. 

We  had  a  housing  bill  on  the  floor  a 
little  more  than  2  weeks  ago.  and  in 
the  bill  which  dealt  with  public  hous- 
ing, the  part  of  the  bill  that  dealt  with 
public  housing,  the  construction  of 
public  housing  with  Federal  funds, 
there  was  a  clause  written  in  there 
which  said  that  Davis-Bacon  would  not 
apply  to  housing  units,  to  housing, 
which  has  less  than  12  units.  If  you  had 
a  certain  number  of  units,  below  that 
number  you  did  not  have  to  apply 
Davis-Bacon. 

That  was  just  sneaked  into  the  legis- 
lation and  caught  everybody  by  sur- 
prise. It  was  a  guerrilla  warfare  tactic, 
and  by  the  time  the  forces  that  want  to 
see  Davis-Bacon  continue  recovered,  I 
am  afraid  they  were  too  dizzy,  too 
shaken,  to  really  reason  straight  be- 
cause there  was  a  compromise  made, 
and  that  is  part  of  the  law  now.  i>ublic 
housing  units;  I  think  10  or  12  or  20,  I 
do  not  remember  exactly;  if  it  is  below 
that  number  of  units,  then  Davis- 
Bacon  does  not  apply.  We  do  not  know 
what  dollar  figure  is  related.  For  con- 
structing public  housing  in  certain 
parts  of  the  country,  you  may  be  talk- 
ing about  $5  million  or  S6  million  for 
that  number  of  units.  We  do  not  know 
how  that  translates.  We  do  not  know 
whether  when  you  start  talking  about 
units  in  public  housing,  later  on  it  is 
going  to  be  other  kinds  of  units  apply- 
ing to  office  buildings  that  are  being 
constructed  by  Federal  money  by  con- 
struction workers. 

It  is  a  guerrilla  warfare  tactic  that 
paid  off,  in  my  opinion.  There  is  some 
that  think  it  is  not  difficult,  did  not  do 
that  much  damage,  but  it  is  indicative 
of  the  kind  of  guerrilla  warfare  tactics 
that  are  being  waged,  the  kind  of  tactic 
that  we  are  going  to  see  take  place  on 
the  floor  of  the  House  this  week  where 
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they  are  proposing  to  put  the  miiu- 
mum-wasre  law,  an  increase  in  the  min- 
imum wage,  will  be  placed  on  the  floor 
some  time  this  week,  and  that  increase 
in  the  minimum  wage  which  is  pro- 
posed by  the  Democrats  to  be  90  cents 
over  a  2-year  period,  it  may  be  more  or 
less  as  the  Republicans  put  it  on  the 
floor,  but  that  increase  that  they  are 
proposing  will  be  tied  to  another  guer- 
rilla warfare  attack  on  workers. 

The  Team  Act  is  going  to  be  part  of 
it.  or  it  may  have  the  Team  Act  and 
the  Porter  Act.  What  is  the  Porter  Act. 
It  is  a  smaJl  matter  relating  to  the  re- 
quirement that  when  you  are  asked  by 
your  employer  to  take  care  of  a  vehicle 
overnight,  and  you  may  take  it  home 
with  you,  whatever,  it  is  necessary  to 
take  care  of  it,  you  do  that,  and  you 
may  be  required  to  do  some  other 
things  like  check  or  take  it  by  the  sta- 
tion to  check  the  oil,  various  other 
things,  or  you  may  be  required  instead 
of  going  home  to  make  a  stop  on  the 
way.  Instead  of  coming  straight  from 
the  home  to  the  job,  you  may  be  re- 
quired to  drive  an  extra  amount  of 
miles  to  some  other  location.  When- 
ever there  is  that  extra  requirement 
which  means  that  you  are  doing  labor 
for  your  employer,  you  have  to  be  paid 
for  it  under  the  law. 

But  now  they  are  proposing  a  change 
which  would  require  that  that  never 
apply.  If  you  are  taking  it  overnight, 
the  employer  can  dictate  the  terms  and 
not  pay  for  your  extra  work  and  your 
extra  time  and  the  extra  travel  miles 
that  you  may  put  in.  That  may  be  at- 
tached to  the  minimum  wage.  You  may 
have  two  items,  two  attacks  guerrilla 
warfsure-style,  on  workers  in  the  mini- 
mam  wage  bill. 

Puts  everybody  on  the  spot.  You  all 
want  a  minimum  wage  increase.  The 
fact  it  is  coming  on  the  bill  means  that 
the  Republican  majority  is  Hnally  not 
treating  the  American  public  with  con- 
tempt. They  are  finally  going  to  bow  to 
the  wisdom  and  bow  to  the  common 
sense  of  the  American  people. 

You  know  more  than  74  percent  of 
the  American  people  say  that  we  need 
to  raise  the  minimum  wage  at  this 
point,  that  nobody  can  live  on  $8,400  a 
year.  Even  if  you  put  in  all  of  those  40 
hours  every  week  for  52  weeks,  that  is 
all  you  get,  S8,400  a  year.  Now,  know  by 
Republican  standards  we  have  heard 
certain  spokesmen,  spokespersons,  on 
the  floor  who  are  Republicans  who 
talked  about,  you  know,  middle  class 
starts  at  $100,000,  so  they  have  lost 
their  sense  of  perspective  as  to  what 
people  need  to  live  on,  and  they  just  do 
not  believe  that  it  is  true  that  there 
are  people  out  there  who  only  make 
$8,400  a  year  under  the  minimum  wage. 
Minimum  wage  is  $4.25  an  hour;  that  is 
what  it  comes  out  to.  Well,  it  is  not 
going  to  be  more  than  about  a  thou- 
sand dollars  more  once  you  get  the  90 
cent  increase  that  the  Democrats  are 
proposing,  but  at  least  it  is  going  for- 
ward. 


A  family  that  is  very  poor  can  cer- 
tainly use  another  thousand  dollars  to 
buy  some  groceries,  some  shoes  for  the 
kids,  and  a  thousand  dollars  goes  a 
long  way  when  you  are  poor. 

I  will  have  you  know  that  my  father 
was  very  skilled  in  the  furniture  mak- 
ing business,  in  the  mill  department, 
highly  praised  by  his  foremen  and  his 
bosses  when  they  brought  in  new  ma- 
chinery and  he  figured  out  how  to 
make  it  work,  and  only  he  could  make 
it  work  and  not  have  the  boards  burn- 
ing. And  they,  one  time  they  got  angry 
with  him  for  some  reason,  they  laid 
him  off,  and  so  many  boards  were  burn- 
ing in  the  mill  department  vmtil  they 
came  to  get  him  a  few  days  later  so 
that  he  could  get  the  assembly  line 
started  again  and  stop  the  boards  from 
burning.  There  was  a  little  trick  that 
he  had  that  he  told  me  about,  about 
how  you  slap  a  little  glue  on  the  end  of 
the  boards  as  they  are  going  out,  and  it 
keeps  the  boards  from  burning,  that  he 
never  told  them  about. 

But  at  any  rate,  with  all  that  kind  of 
basic,  fundamental  skill  in  what  was 
called  an  entry-level,  nonskilled  job, 
but  really  required  some  skill  and  some 
know-how  and  some  common  sense,  he 
never  made  more  than  the  minimum 
wage.  They  never  paid  the  workers  at 
the  Memphis  Furniture  Factory  more 
than  the  minimum  wage,  and  only 
when  the  minimxmi  wage  went  up  did 
he  get  an  increase. 

So  there  are  jobs  in  this  country  still 
like  that  where  you  do  not  get  more 
than  the  minimum  wage  in  certain 
parts  of  the  country,  so  the  fact  that 
there  are  large  numbers  of  workers 
who  make  above  the  minimum  wage, 
there  are  a  great  percentage  of  workers 
in  America  who  make  above  the  mini- 
mum wage,  does  not  mean  that  the  20 
million  or  more  out  are  on  minimum 
wage  cannot  use  an  increase. 

So  I  applaud  the  wisdom,  the  com- 
mon sense,  of  American  people  who  in 
the  polls  keep  saying  you  need  to  grive 
a  minimum  wage  increase.  I  applaud 
that.  We  are  going  to  have  it  on  the 
floor  because  the  Republican  majority 
has  finally  bowed  to  the  wisdom  of  the 
American  people. 

But  in  that  package  there  will  be  a 
guerrilla  war  poison  pill.  There  will  be 
a  land  mine,  a  couple  of  land  mines 
maybe,  but  at  least  one.  They  are 
going  to  wage  that  kind  of  guerrilla 
war  fare,  and  Davis-Bacon,  of  course,  is 
one  of  the  victims. 

One  of  the  things  that  have  decided 
to  do  is  to  go  after  Davis-Bacon  by  un- 
dermining the  basic  concept  in  terms 
of  it  is  an  effort  to  keep  the  level  of 
wages  in  a  given  community  at  the 
level  of  the  wages  in  that  community 
by  not  having  a  Federal  project  come 
in  and  pay  less  and  undermine  that 
wage  structure.  Instead,  the  Federal 
project  is  governed  by  what  is  prevail- 
ing already,  and  unfortunately  I  would 
like  to  see  Federal  projects  raise  the 


level  of  wages  but  unfortunately  they 
do  not  do  that.  What  they  do  is  merely 
seek  not  to  undermine  the  level  of 
wages. 

So  Davis-Bacon  is  not  going  to  be  al- 
lowed to  do  that  if  the  Republic  guer- 
rilla tactics  could  work.  What  they  are 
saying  is  first  is  costs  the  American 
people  too  much;  second,  and  I  will  not 
go  into  all  of  the  particular  guerrilla 
warfare  attaches  that  are  being  staged 
at  this  point,  we  will  just  talk  about 
one  today  and  maybe  we  will  pick  up 
on  some  of  the  others  later. 

Today  I  would  like  to  talk  about  the 
charge  that  Davis-Bacon  is  racist.  Now, 
stop  for  a  moment  and  consider  the 
fact  that  the  Republican  majority  of 
this  104th  Congress  is  now  waging  a 
guerrilla  attack  on  Davis-Bacon,  and 
its  tactic,  one  of  its  tactics,  is  to  ac- 
cuse the  Davis-Bacon  Act  of  being  a 
racist  act,  the  Davis-Bacon  program  of 
being  a  racist  program.  All  of  a  sudden, 
you  know,  all  of  a  sudden,  we  have  a 
great  concern  about  racism  being 
manifested  from  the  Republican  major- 
ity side  of  the  aisle.  All  of  a  sudden 
there  is  a  concern  with  racism. 

We  have  suffered  from  the  Repub- 
lican majority's  attacks  on  affirmative 
action  all  year  long,  ever  since  they 
came  to  power  in  the  104th  Congress, 
November  of  1994,  one  attack  after  an- 
other on  affirmative  action,  on  set- 
asides,  on  the  Voting  Rights  Act.  You 
name  it,  anything  related  to  trying  to 
give  some  relief  from  the  horror  of  rac- 
ism, firom  the  disadvantages  of  racism, 
from  the  long  history  of  racism,  from 
the  effects  of  232  years  of  slavery  and  a 
hundred  years  of  de  facto  oppression 
that  went  on  in  certain  parts  of  the 
country,  the  rampant  discrimination 
that  prevailed  throughout  the  Nation. 

You  know,  no  relief  will  the  major- 
ity, Republican  majority,  allow.  They 
want  to  roll  back  all  of  the  laws  and  all 
of  the  provisions  that  have  been  made 
which  proposed  to  give  relief  to  people 
who  have  suffered  fi-om  racism,  par- 
ticularly the  African-American  com- 
munity, and  I  say  "particularly"  be- 
cause the  African-American  commu- 
nity is  a  special  community  among  the 
minority  groups.  The  African-Amer- 
ican community  is  unique  because  the 
African-American  community  is  made 
up  of  the  descendants  of  slaves.  The  de- 
scendants of  slaves  are  people  who  were 
brought  here,  not  as  immigrants;  they 
did  not  come  voluntarily.  They  were 
brought  against  their  will.  The  de- 
scendants of  people  who  were  brought 
aigainst  their  will  here,  the  descendants 
of  slaves,  were  made  to  suffer  for  232 
years. 

Immigrants  come,  and  they  have  dif- 
ficult, hard  times  for  a  couple  of  gen- 
erations, maybe.  But  nobody  else  in 
the  fabric  of  American  life  has  been 
made,  no  other  group  has  been  made, 
to  suffer  232  years  of  legal  slavery, 
legal  enslavement,  and  then,  after 
that,  all  kinds  of  forms  of  subslavery 
and  oppression.  So  we  are  unique. 
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The  Republican  majority  has  refused 
to  provide  any  relief.  They  have  offered 
nothing  new,  and  they  have  attacked 
everything  that  exists  that  was  gen- 
erated by  the  New  Deal,  the  Great  So- 
ciety, the  civil  rights  movement.  Ev- 
erything is  under  attack  related  to  dis- 
crimination and  racist  relief  from  dis- 
crimination and  relief  from  racism. 
But  the  same  people  who  placed  it 
under  attack  are  now  saying  that  they 
do  not  like  Davis-Bacon,  they  want 
Davis-Bacon  to  be  repealed,  destroyed, 
because  it  is  racist. 

How  great  can  the  degree  of  hypoc- 
risy become?  You  cannot  surpass  that 
in  terms  of  the  hypocrisy.  That  is  un- 
abashed, blatant:  "Davis-Bacon  is  ba^ 
because  it  is  racist." 

Even  if  it  were  true,  one  could  just 
dismiss  the  Republican  majority's  uti- 
lization of  that  as  a  ploy  because  they 
"cannot  be  about  relieving  anybody 
from  the  scourges  of  racism.  But  it  is 
not  true.  It  is  a  big  lie  that  is  being 
generated,  and  they  are  going  to  try  to 
use  the  big  lie  technique,  like  Herman 
Goebbels  under  Hitler:  If  you  say  it 
often  enough  and  keep  saying  it,  then 
people  begin  to  believe  it  is  true.  So 
over  and  over  again  you  hear  that 
Davis-Bacon  is  racist,  Davis-Bacon  is 
racist. 

What  is  the  germ  of  truth  there  that 
they  are  utilizing?  One  germ  of  truth 
there  is  that  when  Mr.  Davis  and  Mr. 
Bacon,  Senator  Davis  and  Representa- 
tive Bacon,  two  Republicans,  when 
they  developed  the  Davis-Bacon  Act, 
they  were  trying  to  protect  local  work- 
ers in  neighborhoods  throughout  the 
country,  mainly  those  neighborhoods 
in  the  Northeast  that  has  higher  stand- 
ards of  living  than  other  parts  of  the 
country.  And  what  was  happening  is 
that  unscrupulous  contractors,  people 
who  have  the  same  mentality  as  the 
plantation  owners,  were  taking  advan- 
tage of  the  fact  that  was  1931,  a  period 
where  people  were  desperate  for  work; 
all  over  the  country  workers  were  des- 
perate for  work. 
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K  they  were  desperate  for  work  all 
over  the  country,  you  can  imagine  that 
poor  workers  who  were  black,  African- 
Americans  in  the  South,  or  who  hap- 
pened to  be  of  Hispanic  origin  in  the 
West  or  Southwest,  those  were  the 
workers  who  were  most  desperate.  So 
these  most  desperate  workers  were 
being  picked  up  in  trucks  and  carted 
about  all  over  the  country.  K  you 
think  the  conditions  for  immigrants  on 
farms  are  bad.  you  should  take  a  look 
at  the  kinds  of  conditions  these  people 
had  to  live  under. 

These  people  did  not  have  open  fields, 
at  least,  to  compensate  for  some  of 
their  suffering,  to  relieve  themselves  of 
the  kinds  of  horrors  of  being  crowded 
into  trucks.  They  could  at  least,  if 
they  were  farm  workers,  get  out  and  go 
for  long  walks  and  have  the  joys  of 


countryside.  But  when  they  were  cart- 
ed into  big  cities,  they  were  forced  to 
sleep  in  cramped  quarters,  and  they 
were  just  there,  Davis-Bacon  utilized 
as  chattel  in  the  making  of  big  profits 
by  a  few  unscrupulous  contractors,  the 
people  who  never  get  enough. 

There  are  people  who  just  never  get 
enough.  They  do  not  want  to  make 
profits.  They  want  to  make  a  killing  on 
every  deal.  They  want  to  make  the 
maximum  on  every  job.  They  want  to 
rob  the  Federal  Government  of  every 
penny.  They  were  not  getting  less  from 
the  government,  they  were  pajriing 
workers  less.  They  were  increasing 
their  profits  by  paying  the  workers 
less.  They  could  bid  a  little  lower  on 
the  job  and  undercut  the  local  contrac- 
tors because  they  were  pajring  the 
workers,  who  were  like  chattel, 
semislaves.  They  were  paying  them  so 
much  less  that  they  could  undercut 
and  win  the  job,  and  throw  out  of  kilter 
the  whole  work  force  of  a  given  area  as 
a  result  of  bringing  in  large  numbers  of 
desperate  workers. 

Among  those  desperate  workers,  and 
they  were  not  the  majority,  among 
those  desperate  workers  were  workers 
who  were  black,  workers  of  African  de- 
scent, so  there  is  a  grain  of  truth  that 
in  the  case  of  Mr.  Davis  and  Mr.  Bacon, 
they  were  protecting  local  workers 
from  outside  workers.  Some  of  those 
workers  were  black.  So  they  have 
twisted  that  to  mean  Davis  and  Bacon 
were  trying  to  preserve  jobs  for  white 
construction  workers  against  the  needs 
of  black  workers,  or  to  undercut  the 
provision  of  jobs  to  black  workers  who 
were  being  brought  in  from  all  over  the 
country  under  terrible  conditions,  and 
being  forced  to  work  for  the  very 
cheapest  possible  labor,  in  many  cases 
just  food  and  shelter. 

There  is  a  grain  of  truth  there,  but 
that  is  all  it  is,  a  grain  of  truth.  What 
has  happened  in  the  construction  in- 
dustry is  that  there  has  been  a  history 
of  discrimination.  It  is  one  of  those  dif- 
ficult industries  for  blacks  to  get  into. 
African-Americans  have  had  a  long 
struggle  with  the  construction  indus- 
try, but  Davis-Bacon  has  not  made  it 
worse.  In  fact,  Davis-Bacon  has  made  it 
better. 

The  one  instrument,  the  one  weapon 
to  fight  discrimination  that  has  been 
effective  in  the  construction  industry 
has  been  Davis-Bacon.  Past  and  present 
history  demonstrates  that  Davis-Bacon 
benefits  minority  workers  by  seeking 
to  ensure  the  equal  and  fair  treatment 
of  all  employees,  and  that  regardless  of 
race  or  color,  each  workers  will  be  paid 
at  least  the  locally  prevailing  wage. 

As  Dr.  John  T.  Dunlop,  the  former 
Secretary  of  Labor  under  a  Republican 
President  named  Ford,  Gerald  Ford, 
Dr.  Dunlop  said,  "By  protections  flow- 
ing flrom  the  Davis-Bacon  Act,  in  part, 
the  lot  of  minorities  has  been  approved 
dramatically." 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  re- 
quires that  workers  on  federally  funded 


construction  projects  be  paid  the  wages 
and  benefits  that  prevail  in  their  com- 
munities. This  requirement  plasrs  a 
critical  role  in  bringing  minorities  into 
the  middle  class.  Small  and  minority 
contractors  have  also  been  found  to 
benefit  from  the  Davis-Bacon  Act. 

Smaller  Federal  construction  jobs, 
because  of  the  quality  of  the  bidding 
opportunity  provided  by  Davis-Bacon, 
serves  as  entry  for  small  contractors 
into  the  construction  industry.  Small 
and  minority  contractors  may  compete 
with  large  contractors.  Because  of  the 
control  on  the  wages  and  because  of 
the  greater  concentration  of  minority 
contractors  in  the  ranks  of  these 
smaller  contractors,  the  entry  of  mi- 
nority contractors  into  the  construc- 
tion industry  will  be  severely  curtailed 
if  the  Davis-Bacon  provisions  are  lifted 
from  smaller  Federal  jobs. 

We  will  hurt  a  lot  of  small  and  mi- 
nority contractors  if  we  take  away  the 
Davis-Bacon  Act  protections,  because 
the  Davis-Bacon  Act  does  keep  wages 
at  an  even  keel,  and  the  small  contrac- 
tors know  exactly  what  that  is.  They 
can  make  their  bids.  They  will  not  be 
undercut  by  contractors  who  could  be 
unscrupulous  in  their  methods,  and  it 
stabilizes  the  situation  so  even  the  mi- 
nority contractors  benefit,  let  alone 
the  minority  construction  workers. 

Even  with  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  in 
place,  exploitation  of  minority  workers 
goes  on  today  by  dishonest  contrac- 
tors, the  same  kinds  of  contractors 
who  caused  Mr.  Davis  and  Mr.  Bacon  to 
develop  the  Davis-Bacon  Act.  They 
still  exist.  This  is  an  issue  that  the  re- 
peal forces,  the  guerrilla  attack  forces 
of  the  Republican  majority,  have  re- 
fused to  address. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  zeal  of  the 
Republican  majority  does  more  to 
honor  fanaticism  in  this  respect.  As 
you  know,  in  fighting  guerrilla  warfare 
in  Vietnam  or  any  other  place  in  the 
world,  fanatics  are  at  a  great  advan- 
tage in  guerrilla  warfare.  Fanaticism, 
of  course,  is  part  of  what  drives  it.  It 
make  it  very  hard  to  defeat. 

We  have  some  fanaticism  at  work 
here,  people  who  refuse  to  see  the  facts 
and  refuse  to  admit  to  the  logic  of  the 
situation.  Testimony  submitted  by  a 
Department  of  Labor  official  to  the 
Senate  Subcommittee  on  Labor  con- 
tains a  vivid  description  of  just  how 
Davis-Bacon  violations  can  have  a  par- 
ticularly harsh  effect  on  minority 
workers.  I  will  quote  from  the  testi- 
mony. I  will  cite  the  testimony. 

One  Arkansas  contractor,  for  exam- 
ple, was  found  owing  $7,000  in  back 
wages  to  employees.  The  payroll  was 
falsified  to  show  compliance.  The  em- 
ployees were  all  black,  in  this  case. 
This  was  a  case  where  Davis-Bacon  ex- 
isted, but  the  fact  that  the  contractor 
was  cheating  and  not  compl3ring  with 
Davis-Bacon  was  to  the  distinct  dis- 
advantage of  the  workers  who  were  mi- 
nority, black.  The  employees  were  all 
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black,  and  yet  this  is  another  example 
of  how  they  can  be  exploited  by  an  un- 
scrupulous employer. 

In  another  case,  many  forms  of 
cheating  employees  were  used.  The 
Arm  took  the  easy  route  of  employing 
primarily  undocumented  workers.  This 
is  under  a  contract  where  they  should 
have  been  following  Davis-Bacon  re- 
quirements. They  employed  undocu- 
mented workers.  These  workers  will 
not  complain,  of  course.  They  are  on 
the  spot.  They  are  in  a  sitviation  where 
they  are  guilty,  so  they  would  never 
expose  what  the  contractors  are  doing. 
They  present  an  ideal  work  force  for 
those  who  would  exploit  labor  in  gov- 
ernment jobs. 

This  subcontract  was  for  the  fabrica- 
tion, transportation,  and  installation 
of  a  bridge  railing  on  a  bridge  across 
the  Potomac  River.  The  company  em- 
ployed undocumented  workers  at  rates 
of  $10  per  day,  plus  food  and  lodging, 
for  workdays  of  7  to  10  hours  daily,  60 
and  7  days  a  week.  It  should  be  noted 
that  this  contractor  was  transporting 
many  undocumented  aliens  firom  the 
south  Texas  area,  where  wage  rates  are 
lower,  to  the  Washington,  DC  area, 
which  pays  prevailing  higher  rates. 
Here  is  another  example  where  even 
today  we  have  a  situation  which  is  as 
bad  as  the  situation  that  Representa- 
tive Bacon  and  Senator  Davis  were  try- 
ing to  combat  in  1931. 

Violations  continue  to  moimt  as  cor- 
rupt and  unethical  contractors  come 
on  the  scene  and  old  contractors  take 
more  chances  or  become  more  inven- 
tive in  their  efforts  to  evade  the  re- 
quirements of  the  act.  Outright  fal- 
sification and  concealment  is  still 
found  in  many  cases. 

Let  me  just  dispel  yet  another  myth. 
That  is  the  myth  that  Davis-Bacon 
necessarily  increases  the  cost  of  public 
construction,  and  that  it  is  difficult  to 
administer  and  is  obsolete.  What 
Davis-Bacon  does  is  prevent  unfair 
competition  from  low-wage,  fly-by- 
night  contractors.  It  provides  essential 
protection  of  workers.  It  encourages 
higher  quality  of  workmanship  and 
saves  dollars  on  Federal  construction 
projects.  Davis-Bacon  has  been  a  sta- 
bilizing influence  upon  the  construc- 
tion industry  and  has  enjoyed  strong 
bipartisan  support.  Even  former  Presi- 
dent Ronald  Rieagan,  the  most  revered 
of  all  Republicans,  as  I  said  before,  said 
that  he  would  not  repeal  Davis-Bacon. 

Mr.  Speaker,  additionally,  it  is  im- 
portant to  note  that  while  the  Repub- 
lican majority  of  the  104th  Congress 
who  have  fought  affirmative  action, 
who  are  against  set-asides,  who  have 
attacked  voting  rights,  who  have  never 
done  an3rt;hlng  to  try  to  combat  dis- 
crimination, they  are  saying  Davis- 
Bacon  is  racist;  but  on  the  other  hand, 
many  representatives  of  the  African- 
American  community  have  supported 
and  are  supporting  Davis-Bacon  be- 
cause of  its  role  in  protecting  minority 
workers. 


Norman  Hill,  the  President  of  the  A. 
Phillip  Randolph  Institute,  has  ac- 
knowledged the  importance  of  Davis- 
Bacon:  "In  preventing  exploitation  of 
minority  construction  workers,  Davis- 
Bacon  is  very  important."  Moreover, 
leading  organizations  that  represent 
minorities  and  women  support  Davis- 
Bacon:  the  NAACP,  the  National  Wom- 
en's Political  Caucus,  the  Navajo  Trib- 
al Council,  the  Mexican-American 
Unity  Council,  and  the  National  Alli- 
ance for  Fair  Contracting,  which  rep- 
resents more  than  21,000  construction 
contractors,  have  expressly  endorsed 
the  Davis-Bacon  Act. 

If  the  protections  of  the  Davis-Bacon 
Act  were  removed,  many  more  minor- 
ity workers  would  face  exploitation. 
All  construction  workers,  including 
minority  workers,  will  be  forced  to  ac- 
cept lower  wages  at  reduced  or  no  bene- 
fits when  working  on  Federal  construc- 
tion projects.  To  claim  that  reducing 
the  wages  and  benefits  of  minority 
workers  is  somehow  in  their  best  inter- 
est is  ludicrous,  inane,  and  smacks  of 
the  worst  kind  of  racism  and  paternal- 
ism. 

Those  who  are  claiming  that  Davis- 
Bacon  should  be  repealed  and  destroyed 
because  it  is  racist  are  contemptuously 
misusing  the  race  issue  and  the  people 
protected  by  the  Davis-Bacon,  the  mi- 
nority workers  protected  by  the  Davis- 
Bacon  Act. 

The  misnomer  is  that  Davis-Bacon 
and  union  coverage  are  equal  is  also 
not  true.  The  charge  that  Davis-Bacon 
hampers  union  apprenticeship  is  noth- 
ing more  than  transparent  ploys  of  the 
conservative  Republican  right.  The 
conservative  Republican  right  ignores 
the  simple  facts  that  Davis-Bacon  pro- 
tects all  workers,  regardless  of  whether 
they  have  affiliations  to  organized 
labor. 

Further,  data  from  the  Department 
of  Labor's  Bureau  of  Apprenticeship 
and  Training  Programs  shows  that  mi- 
nority participation  in  union  appren- 
ticeship programs  is  consistently  high- 
er than  minority  participation  in  non- 
union progrrams.  The  same  data  reveals 
that  the  drop-out  rate  of  minorities 
from  apprenticeship  programs  is  much 
lower  in  union  programs  than  it  is  in 
nonunion  programs. 

Why  am  I  talking  about  union  pro- 
grams? Because  where  Davis-Bacon 
does  exit,  always  there  are  unions,  and 
unions  and  management  work  together 
under  Davis-Bacon  programs  to  provide 
apprenticeship  programs  and  training 
programs,  and  Davis-Bacon  has  thus 
become  a  weapon,  an  instrument,  a 
tool  for  ending  some  of  the  historic  dis- 
crimination in  the  construction  indus- 
try. 

Historically,  the  construction  indus- 
try has  to  face  up  to  the  fact  that  it 
has  not  been  a  wide  open  field  for  mi- 
norities. In  fact,  when  I  was  a  member 
of  the  Brooklyn  Congress  of  Racial 
Eiquality,  one  of  the  biggest  projects  we 
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had  was  a  program  to  try  to  integrate 
a  construction  job  in  the  building  of 
the  Downstate  Medical  Center.  We  had 
800  people  arrested  in  that  process  of 
integrating  the  construction  force 
working  on  that  huge  medical  complex 
at  Downstate  Medical  Center.  That  was 
about  25  years  ago. 

Apprenticeship  programs  and  train- 
ing programs  of  the  kind  that  are  now 
being  offered  under  the  combined  ef- 
forts of  the  contractors,  and  the  unions 
who  are  under  the  Davis-Bacon  pro- 
gram did  not  exist  then,  and  now,  of 
course,  they  exist  in  great  numbers. 

The  protections  provided  by  the 
Davis-Bacon  Act,  the  wages  and  bene- 
fits, are  especially  important  to  minor- 
ity employees.  As  former  Secretary  of 
Labor  Ray  Marshall  has  observed,  "The 
workers  most  often  victimized  by  un- 
scrupulous contracts  are  the  minority 
workers,  whether  he  or  she  is  black, 
Hispanic,  native  American,  or  an  un- 
documented worker,  Davis-Bacon  is  an 
integral  part  of  ensuring  a  decent  life 
for  the  hardworking  men  and  women  of 
the  construction  industry. 

I  think,  without  a  doubt,  we  can  note 
that  the  people  who  care  about  dis- 
crimination, people  who  care  about 
being  victimized  by  racism,  people  who 
have  led  the  fight  against  discrimina- 
tion in  industry,  even  in  the  construc- 
tion industry,  are  saying  that  Davis- 
Bacon  is  not  the  problem,  Davis-Bacon 
is  part  of  the  solution. 

Let  me  just  close  by  stating  that  we 
have  numerous  examples  of  the  ways  in 
which  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  has  helped 
the  situation  with  respect  to  employ- 
ment of  minorities.  We  have  more  than 
21,000  contractors  who  are  a  strong 
voice  in  the  construction  industry,  and 
they  are  urging  that  we  support  Davis- 
Bacon  reform.  H.R.  2472  and  S.  1183  are 
both  bills  to  reform  Davis-Bacon  and 
not  to  destroy  the  Davis-Bacon  Act. 
Those  two  measures  would  be  an  ample 
substitute  for  the  Republican  major- 
ity's attempt  to  outright  repeal  Davis- 
Bacon. 

D  2200 

As  I  said  before,  the  repeal  efi'ort  has 
not  been  successful  in  a  direct  on- 
slaught, so  now  we  are  faced  with  more 
guerrilla  warfare.  The  Admiral 
Yamamoto  surprise  attack,  the  Pearl 
Harbor  attack  on  workers  in  America 
which  is  across  the  border,  Davis- 
Bacon  is  just  one  of  the  targets.  Davis- 
Bacon  is  the  target  they  went  at  in  the 
first  half  of  the  104th  Congress. 

They  have  failed.  They  have  not  suc- 
ceeded in  achieving  a  single  one  of 
their  war  objectives  in  fighting  work- 
ers and  worker  protection.  They  have 
failed. 

In  the  process  of  failing,  however, 
they  have  decided  not  to  give  up  the 
fight.  They  have  not  been  defeated  yet. 
We  have  premature  judgments  on  the 
fact  that  things  have  changed.  They 
might  not  yet  have  been  defeated.  They 
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win  regroup.  They  have  regrouped.  We 
are  facing  a  situation  now  with  guer- 
rilla warfare. 

There  was  an  item  that  appeared  in 
the  Roll  Call  Monday,  May  20,  an  ad- 
vertisement which  says  at  the  top:  "Is 
Davis-Bacon  Racist?  Some  Members  of 
Congress  and  their  special  interest  al- 
lies are  peddling  the  argument  that 
Davis-Bacon  is  racist  and  harmful  to 
minorities.  But  the  following  groups, 
representing  millions  of  Americans 
throughout  the  Nation,  strongly  sup- 
port the  act." 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  not  read  the  ad- 
vertisement totally,  but  I  include  this 
item,  "Is  Davis-Bacon  Racist?"  which 
appeared  in  Roll  Call  on  Monday,  May 
20th  in  its  entirety. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  also  include  the  letter 
from  President  Ronald  Reagan  to  Mr. 
Robert  Georgine  on  September  29,  1981, 
in  its  entirety. 

Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  include  a  doc- 
ument which  is  addressed  to  all  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  from  the  National  Al- 
liance for  Fair  Contracting,  in  its  en- 
tirely. 

In  this  document,  it  states  and  points 
out  the  fact  that  in  nine  States  that 
have  repealed  the  prevailing  wage  stat- 
utes, minority  representation  and  par- 
ticipation in  skilled  training  programs 
has  fallen  almost  50  percent.  In  the 
States  that  had  prevailing  wage  stat- 
utes for  the  State,  when  they  repealed 
them,  the  minority  representation  in 
training  programs  went  down.  Now  it 
has  fallen  almost  50  percent  in  the  nine 
States  that  repealed  the  prevailing 
wage  statutes. 

In  States  without  prevailing  wage 
laws,  the  ratio  of  black  to  white  con- 
struction employment  is  highest,  con- 
trary to  the  claims  by  the  anti-Davis- 
Bacon  organizations. 

According  to  the  Department  of 
Labor,  in  1981  the  percentage  of  minori- 
ties in  high  skill  pay  categories  em- 
ployed by  contractors  working  on  fed- 
erally funded  Davis-Bacon  projects  was 
greater  than  the  percentage  of  minori- 
ties employed  by  non-Federal,  non- 
Davis-Bacon  project  contractors. 

Furthermore,  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Labor's  Bureau  of  Apprenticeship  and 
Training  has  reported  that  minority 
participation,  both  in  terms  of  percent- 
ages and  absolute  numbers,  is  substan- 
tially higher  in  management-union 
training  programs  than  in  nonunion  so- 
called  training  programs. 

In  light  of  these  facts,  the  statement 
from  the  National  Alliance  for  Fair 
Contracting  asks:  How  can  anyone  ever 
again  believe  anything  that  is  said  by 
the  Davis-Bacon  opponents? 

Certainly  we  conclude  that  the 
charge  that  Davis-Bacon  is  racist  is  a 
fabricated  charge  which  has  no  sub- 
stantiation. In  the  future,  we  will  aJso 
go  on  to  prove  that  other  charges  made 
against  Davis-Bacon  are  also  untrue. 

We  will  talk  at  a  later  date  about  the 
fact  that  Davis-Bacon  wages  in  many 


States  are  almost  at  the  level  of  mini- 
mum wage  wages.  We  will  talk  about 
the  fact  that  Davis-Bacon  wages  in 
many  States  are  poverty  wages.  They 
are  at  the  minimum  wage  stage  and 
they  keep  people  in  poverty. 

But  that  is  not  an  objective  of  Davis- 
Bacon.  They  are  neutral  on  the  ques- 
tion of  poverty,  on  the  question  of 
imions.  Davis-Bacon  is  driven  by  the 
prevailing  wage  of  the  given  area. 

So  we  know  now  that  the  Pearl  Har- 
bor tsrpe  attack  that  the  Republican 
majority  has  waged  against  working 
people  and  against  organized  labor  has 
failed. 

I  want  to  end  by  wsiming  all  of  those 
who  think  that  we  can  optimistically 
conclude  that  the  attack  is  over,  that 
workers  of  America  are  safe,  that  they 
can  rest  easy,  their  overtime  will  not 
be  taken  away  from  them,  that  their 
right  to  organize  will  not  be  taken 
away  from  them  by  the  TEAM  Act, 
that  the  National  Labor  Relations 
Board  that  governs  all  the  national 
labor  relations  regxilations  will  not  be 
crippled  by  the  fact  that  its  funding  is 
taken  away,  anybody  who  thinks  that 
all  of  this  is  a  danger  that  has  now 
passed,  I  hope  you  are  now  awakened 
to  the  danger. 

We  are  not  facing  the  Pearl  Harbor 
type  onslaught  of  Yamamoto  anymore. 
It  is  guerrilla  warfare.  The  guerrilla 
warfare  is  even  more  dangerous,  and  we 
must  keep  our  heads  straight  and  keep 
our  common  sense  focused  on  the  real 
problem. 

The  problem  is  that  we  have  a  Repub- 
lican majority  that  for  some  reason 
that  they  did  not  tell  us,  for  some  rea- 
son they  have  declared  war  on  the 
workers  of  America,  and  we  would  like 
to  see  them  surrender.  We  would  like 
to  see  them  give  up  that  war  and  let  us 
together  again  try  to  strive  to  improve 
the  working  conditions  of  all  Ameri- 
cans and  share  the  great  prosperity  of 
this  Nation. 

Is  Davis-Bacon  RAasT? 

Some  Members  of  Congress  and  their  spe- 
cial interest  allies  are  peddling  the  argu- 
ment that  Davis-Bacon  is  racist  and  harmful 
to  minorities.  But  the  following  groups,  rep- 
resenting millions  of  Americans  throughout 
the  nation,  strongly  support  the  ACT: 

In  fact,  the  NAACP  has  passed  a  resolution 
stating,  "Whereas  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  pro- 
tects the  wages  of  all  construction  workers, 
including  minorities  and  women,  who  are 
particularly  vulnerable  to  exploitation  .  .  . 
Be  it  resolved  that  the  NAACP  goes  on 
record  against  any  effort  to  repeal  the  Davis- 
Bacon  Act  and  deny  workers  in  the  construc- 
tion industry  a  fair  wage." 

Why  would  Davis-Bacon's  opponents  use 
race  as  an  argument  when,  according  to  the 
Labor  Department,  more  minorities  work  on 
Davis-Bacon  projects  than  are  employed  on 
all  non-Davis-Bacon  projects  across  the 
country? 

And  why  would  they  resort  to  such  ugly 
accusations  when  the  fact  is  the  GAO  says 
the  proportion  of  minorities  in  apprentice- 
ship programs  in  the  U.S.  has  increased  to 
more  than  24%  of  all  apprentices? 

Are  they  unaware  of  the  fact  that  minority 
participation  in  management-labor  training 


programs  is  more  than  double  that  in  non- 
union programs,  and  that  95%  of  all  minority 
graduates  of  apprenticeship  programs  come 
up  that  way? 

Evidently,  there's  no  limit  to  the  misin- 
formation Davis-Bacon's  opponent's  are  will- 
ing to  spread,  no  argument  too  base  or  vul- 
gar for  them  to  use  for  purely  political  mo- 
tives. 

More  than  21,000  contractors— the  real 
voice  of  the  construction  industry — urge  sup- 
port of  Davis-Bacon  reform:  H.R.  2472  and  S. 
1183.  We  represent  a  diverse,  non  partisan  as- 
sociation of  businessmen  and  women  from 
every  comer  of  the  United  States.  We  wel- 
come an  honest  debate,  based  on  facts.  Rac- 
ism? Check  the  source. 

THE  Whtte  House. 
Washington.  September  29. 1981. 
Dear   Bob:   I   want   to   acknowledge   the 
Building  and  Construction  Trades  Depart- 
ment letter  of  September  11  concerning  ef- 
forts to  repeal  the  Davis-Bacon  Act.  1  have 
asked  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  respond  di- 
rectly, but  I  want  to  assure  you  and  your 
General  Presidents  that  I  will  continue  to 
support  my  campaign  pledge  to  not  seek  re- 
peal of  the  Act. 
With  best  wishes. 
Very  sincerely. 

Ronald  Reagan. 

Davis-Bacon  BENErrrs  MiNORrri-  Job  Oppor- 

TUNTTIES  AND  IS  SUPPORTED  BY  ALL  LEAD- 
ING MDJORmr  Organizations 

Don't  be  misled  by  one  of  the  most  scur- 
rilous, patronizing  and  knowingly  untrue 
claims  against  the  Davis-Bacon  Act.  Claim- 
ing the  Act  discriminates  against  minorities 
is  a  blatant  attempt  to  divert  attention 
away  from  the  real  issue.  To  quickly  di8;>el 
this  discrimination  lie.  all  you  need  to  do  is 
look  at  the  many  minority  organizations 
that  support  the  Act. 

In  fact,  past  and  present  history  dem- 
onstrates that  Davis-Bacon  benefits  minor- 
ity workers  by  seeking  to  ensure  the  equal 
and  fair  treatment  of  all  employees  and  that, 
regardless  of  race,  each  worker  will  be  paid 
at  least  the  locally  prevailing  wa^e.  Accord- 
ing to  Former  Secretary  of  Labor  Ray  Mar- 
shall, the  "workers  most  often  victimized  by 
unscrupulous  contracts  are  minority  work- 
ers. .  ." 

The  National  Alliance  for  Fair  Contracting 
and  its  21.000  contractors  is  proud  to  join  the 
nation's  leading  minority  organizations  in 
urging  your  support  for  the  Davis-Bacon  Act. 
While  the  record  documenting  that  Davis- 
Bacon  plays  a  major  role  in  bringing  minori- 
ties into  the  middle  class  is  overwhelming, 
we  ask  that  you  also  consider  the  following 
facts: 

In  the  nine  states  that  have  rejiealed  their 
prevailing  wage  statutes,  minority  participa- 
tion in  skilled  training  programs  fell  almost 
50  percent. 

In  states  without  prevailing  wage  laws,  the 
ratio  of  black  to  white  construction  unem- 
ployment is  highest,  contrary  to  claims 
made  by  anti-Davis-Bacon  orgajilzations. 

According  to  the  Department  of  Labor,  in 
1991  the  percentage  of  minorities  in  high- 
skill  pay  categories  employed  by  contractors 
working  on  federally-fUnded  Davis-Bacon 
projects  was  Greater  than  the  percentage  of 
minorities  employed  by  non-federal,  non- 
Davis-Bacon  project  contractors. 

The  US  Department  of  Labor's  Bureau  of 
Apprenticeship  and  Training  (BAT)  has  re- 
ported that  minority  participation,  both  in 
terms  of  percentages  and  absolute  numbers, 
is  substantially  higher  in  maoagement-union 
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tnSBing  programs  than   in  non-union   "so 
called"  training  programs. 

In  light  of  these  facts,  how  can  anyone 
ever  again  believe  anything  that  is  said  by 
Davis-Bacon  opponents? 

Statement  of  Hon.  Major  R.  Owens.  "Is 
Davis-Bacon  RAasT?"— May  21. 1996 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  for  the  oppor- 
tunity to  submit  this  statement  for  the 
record.  The  Republicans  often  ask  the  pa- 
tronizing question,  is  The  Davis-Bacon  Act 
racist?  The  answer  is  a  resounding  and  un- 
equivocal NO!  Don't  be  misled  by  one  of  the 
most  scurrilous,  condescending  and  know- 
ingly untrue  claims  against  the  Davis-Bacon 
Act.  Claiming  the  Act  discriminates  against 
minorities  is  a  blatant  attempt  to  divert  at- 
tention away  from  the  real  issue.  Why  would 
Davis-Bacon  critics  use  race  as  an  argument 
when,  according  to  the  Labor  Department, 
more  minorities  work  on  Davis-Bacon 
projects  than  are  employed  on  all  non-Davis- 
Bacon  projects  across  the  country?  Further, 
one  need  only  look  at  a  letter  from  the  Con- 
gressional Black  Caucus  dated  December  13, 
1995  to  ABC's  "20^"  supporting  continu- 
ation of  the  Act.  And  if  that  were  not  enough 
concrete  evidence,  almost  every  major  civil 
rights  and  related  group  representing  mi- 
norities and  women  supports  the  Davis- 
Bacon  Act  and  prevailing  wage  statues. 

In  fact,  past  and  present  history  dem- 
onstrates that  Davis-Bacon  benefits  minor- 
ity workers  by  seeking  to  ensure  the  equal 
and  fair  treatment  of  all  employees  and  that 
regardless  of  race,  each  worker  will  be  paid 
at  least  the  locally  prevailing  wage.  And  as 
Dr.  John  T.  Dualop.  Former  Secretary  of 
Labor  under  President  Ford  said,  "By  pro- 
tections flowing  fi:om  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  in 
part,  the  loss  of  minorities  has  been  im- 
proved dramatically." 

The  Davis-Bacon  Act  requires  that  workers 
on  federally-funded  construction  projects  be 
paid  the  wages  and  beneflts  that  prevail  in 
their  communities.  This  requirement  plays  a 
critical  role  in  bringing  minorities  into  the 
middle  class.  Smaller  minority  contractors 
have  also  been  found  to  benefit  ftom  the 
Davis-Bacon  Act.  Smaller  federal  construc- 
tion jobs,  because  of  the  equality  of  bidding 
opportunity  provided  by  Davis-Bacon,  serve 
as  entry  for  small  contractors  into  the  con- 
struction industry.  The  smaller  minority 
contractor  may  compete  with  large  contrac- 
tors because  of  the  control  on  wages.  And. 
because  of  the  greater  concentration  of  mi- 
nority contractors  in  the  ranks  of  these 
smaller  contractors,  the  entity  of  minority 
contractors  into  the  construction  industry 
will  be  severely  curtailed  if  the  Davis-Bacon 
provisions  are  lifted  from  smaller  federal 
jobs. 

Even  with  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  in  place, 
exploitation  of  minority  workers  goes  on 
today  by  dishonest  contractors.  This  is  an 
issue  that  the  repeal  zealots  have  refused  to 
address.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  their  zeal  bor- 
ders on  fanaticism.  For  example,  testimony 
submitted  by  a  Department  of  Labor  official 
to  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Labor  con- 
tained a  vivid  description  of  just  how  Davis- 
Bacon  violations  can  have  a  particularly 
harsh  impact  on  minority  workers: 

One  Arkansas  contractor  was  found  owing 
S7,000  in  back  wages  to  employees.  Payrolls 
were  falsified  to  show  compliaoice.  .  .  the 
employees  were  all  black  and  yet  another  ex- 
ample of  a  group  exploited  by  an  unscrupu- 
lous employer. 

In  another  case,  many  forms  of  cheating 
employees  were  used.  The  firm  took  the  easy 
route  of  employing  primarily  undocumented 


workers.  These  workers  will  not  complain. 
They  represent  an  ideal  workforce  for  those 
who  would  exploit  labor  in  government 
jobs.  .  .  This  subcontract  was  for  the  fab- 
rication, transportation,  and  installation  of 
bridge  railing  on  a  bridge  across  the  Poto- 
mac River.  The  company  employed  undocu- 
mented workers  at  rates  of  $10.00  per  day 
plus  food  and  lodging  for  work  days  of  7  to  10 
hours  daily,  6  and  7  days  a  week.  It  should  be 
noted  that  this  contractor  is  transporting 
many  undocumented  aliens  from  the  South 
Texas  area  where  wage  rates  are  lower,  to 
the  Washington.  DC  area  with  prevailing 
higher  rates. 

Violations  continued  to  mount  as  corrupt 
and  unethical  contractors  come  on  the  scene 
and  old  contractors  take  more  chances  and 
become  more  inventive  in  their  efforts  to 
evade  the  requirements  of  the  Act.  Outright 
falsification  and  concealment  is  still  found 
in  many  cases. 

Let  me  dispel  another  myth;  that  Davis- 
Bacon  unnecessarily  increases  the  costs  of 
public  construction,  that  it  is  difficult  to  ad- 
minister and  is  obsolete.  What  Davis-Bacon 
does  is  prevent  unfair  competition  from  low- 
wage  "fly-by-night"  contractors,  provide  es- 
sential protection  for  workers,  and  encour- 
age higher  quality  workmanship — and  save 
dollars  on  federal  construction  projects. 
Davis-Bacon  has  been  a  stabilizing  influence 
upon  the  construction  industry  and  has  en- 
joyed strong  bipartisan  support. 

Even  former  President  Ronald  Reagan,  the 
most  revered  of  all  Republicans,  is  quoted  as 
saying.  "I  would  not  seek  repeal  of  the 
Davis-Bacon  Act."  Additionally,  many  rep- 
resentatives of  the  African  American  com- 
munity have  supported  Davis-Bacon  because 
of  its  role  in  protecting  minority  workers. 
Normal  Hill,  President  of  the  A.  Philip  Ran- 
dolph Institute  has  acknowledged  the  impor- 
tance of  Davis-Bacon  "in  preventing  exploi- 
tation of  minority  construction  workers." 
Moreover,  leading  organizations  that  rep- 
resent minorities  and  women  support  Davis- 
Bacon.  The  NAACP.  the  National  Women's 
Political  Caucus,  the  Navajo  Tribal  Council, 
the  Mexican  American  Unity  Council,  and 
the  National  Alliance  for  Fair  Contracting, 
which  represents  more  than  21,000  construc- 
tion contractors,  have  expressly  endorsed 
the  Davis-Bacon  Act. 

If  the  protections  of  the  Davis-Bacon  were 
removed,  many  more  minority  workers 
would  face  exploitation.  All  construction 
workers,  including  minority  workers,  would 
be  forced  to  accept  lower  wages  and  reduced 
or  no  benefits  when  working  on  federal  con- 
struction projects.  To  claim  that  reducing 
the  wages  and  benefits  of  minority  workers 
is  somehow  in  their  best  interest  is  ludi- 
crous, inane,  and,  smacks  of  the  worst  sort  of 
racism  and  paternalism. 

The  misnomers  that  Davis-Bacon  and 
union  coverage  are  equal,  or  that  it  hampers 
union  apprenticeships,  are  nothing  more 
than  transparent  ploys  of  the  conservative 
Republican  right.  They  ignore  the  simple 
facts  that  Davis-Bacon  protects  ALL  work- 
ers, regardless  of  their  affiliation  to  orga- 
nized labor.  Further,  data  from  the  Depart- 
ment of  Labor's  Bureau  of  Apprenticeship 
and  Training,  shows  that  minority  participa- 
tion in  union  apprenticeship  prograims  is 
consistently  higher  than  minority  participa- 
tion in  non-union  programs.  The  same  data 
reveals  that  the  drop-out  rate  of  minorities 
from  apprenticeship  programs  is  much  lower 
in  union  programs  than  it  is  in  non-union 
programs. 

The  protections  provided  by  the  Davis- 
Bacon  Act  to  wages  and  benefits  are  espe- 


cially important  to  minority  employees.  As 
former  Secretary  of  Labor  Ray  Marshall  has 
observed,  "the  workers  most  often  victim- 
ized by  unscrupulous  contractors  are  the  mi- 
nority workers,  whether  he  or  she  is  Black, 
Hispanic,  a  native  American  or  an  undocu- 
mented worker.  .  .  Davis-Bacon  is  an  inte- 
gral part  of  ensuring  a  decent  life  for  the 
hardworking  men  and  women  in  the  con- 
struction industry." 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  PROVID- 
ING FOR  CONSIDERATION  OF 
H.R.  3448.  SMALL  BUSINESS  JOB 
PROTECTION  ACT.  AND  H.R.  1227, 
EMPLOYEE  COMMUTING  FLEXI- 
BZLITY  ACT 

Mr.  SOLOMON,  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  submitted  a  privileged  report 
(Rept.  No.  104-590)  on  the  resolution  (H. 
Res.  440)  providing-  for  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.R.  3448)  to  provide  tax  relief 
for  small  businesses,  to  protect  jobs,  to 
create  opportunities,  to  increase  the 
take  home  pay  of  workers,  and  for 
other  purposes,  and  for  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  1227)  to  amend  the  Por- 
tal-to-Portal  Act  of  1947  relating  to  the 
payment  of  wages  to  employees  who 
use  employer  owned  vehicles,  which 
was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and 
ordered  to  be  printed. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Ms.  MOLINARI  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Armey)  for  today  and  for  the  balance  of 
the  week,  on  account  of  maternity 
leave. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  ARMEY)  for  today,  on  account  of 
plane  problems. 

Mr.  McNxn.-TY  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Gephardt)  for  today,  on  account  of 
personal  business. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Beilenson)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr.  PETE  Geren  of  Texas,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 

Mr.  LlPmsKl,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Romero-Barcelo,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 

Ms.  Kaptur.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Jones)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr.  Bateman,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  MICA,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Riggs,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Shadegg,  for  5  minutes,  on  May 
22. 


May 


21,  1996 

EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Beilenson)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Gordon  in  10  instances. 

Mr.  Barrett  of  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  LiPiNSKi. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  Matsui. 

Mr.  Fazio  of  California  in  two  in- 
stances. 

Mr.  Underwood  in  two  instances. 
Baesler. 
Andrews. 
Manton. 

Mr.  Mascara. 

Mrs.  Meek  of  Florida. 

Mr.  Ackerman. 

Mr.  Stokes  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  SCHUMER. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  JONES)  and  to  include  ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Ms.  Ros-Lehtinen. 

Mr.  Hoke 

Mr.  Young  of  Alaska. 

Mr.  Taylor  of  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  Castle. 

Mr.  Solomon  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Texas. 

Mr.  Shaw. 

Mr.  Portman. 
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ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  10  o'clock  and  5  minutes 
p.m.),  the  House  adjourned  until  to- 
morrow, Wednesday,  May  22,  1996,  at  10 
a.m. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV.  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

3098.A  letter  from  the  Under  Secretary  for 
Rural  Development.  Department  of  Agri- 
culture, transmitting  the  Department's  final 
rule — Business  and  Industrial  Loan  Pro- 
gram— Audit  requirements  (RIN:  0570- AAll) 
received  May  20.  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture. 

3099.  A  communication  fTom  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  transmitting  his  re- 
quest to  make  available  appropriations  to- 
taling $189,264,000  in  budget  authority  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  Commerce,  and 
the  Interior,  and  to  designate  the  amounts 
made  available  as  an  emergency  requirement 
pursuant  to  section  251(b)(2)(D)(i)  of  the  Bal- 
anced Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control 
Act  of  1985.  as  amended,  pursuant  to  31 
U.S.C.  1107  (H.  Doc.  No.  104-219);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  and  ordered  to  be 
printed. 

3100.  A  letter  fTom  the  Mayor,  District  of 
Columbia,  transmitting  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia Government's  report  on  Anti-Defi- 


ciency Act  violations  for  fiscal  year  1995  cov- 
ering the  period  October  1, 1994.  through  Sep- 
tember 30,  1995,  pursuant  to  31  U.S.C.  1517(b): 
to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 

3101.  A  letter  from  the  Under  Secretary  of 
Defense,  transmitting  the  Department's  re- 
port entitled  "Report  to  Congress:  The  Inter- 
national Cooperative  Research  and  Develop- 
ment Program,"  pursuant  to  10  U.S.C. 
2350(f)(1);  to  the  Committee  on  National  Se- 
curity. 

3102.  A  letter  firom  the  Director.  Defense 
Procurement.  Department  of  Defense,  trans- 
mitting the  Department's  final  rule— Defense 
Federal  Acquisition  Regulation  Supplement; 
Direct  Submission  of  Vouchers  to  Disbursing 
Office  (DFARS  Case  96-D007)  received  May 

20,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to 
the  Committee  on  National  Security. 

3103.  A  letter  ITom  the  Director.  Defense 
Procurement,  Department  of  Defense,  trans- 
mitting the  Department's  final  rule— Defense 
Federal  Acquisition  Regtilation  Supplement; 
Institutions  of  Higher  Education  (DFARS 
Case  96-D305)  received  May  20.  1996.  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
National  Security. 

3104.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule— National  Ambi- 
ent Air  Quality  Standards  for  Sulfur  Oxides 
(Sulfur  Dioxide)  (FRL-5508-5)  received  May 

21.  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(lXA);  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3105.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmits 
ting  the  Agency's  final  rule — Washington 
SIP  (FRL-5506-3)  received  May  21.  1996.  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce. 

3106.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule— North  Carolina 
SIP  (FRL-5505-4)  received  May  21,  1996.  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(aKl)(A);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce. 

3107.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule— Kentucky; 
Final  Authorization  of  Revisions  to  State 
Hazardous  Waste  Management  Program 
(FRL-5508-2)  received  May  21.  1996.  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXl)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

3108.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule— Oxo-Alkyl  Ace- 
tates; Tolerance  Exemption  (FRL-5359-4)  re- 
ceived May  21.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3109.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule— Maleic  Hydra- 
zide.  Oryzalin,  Hexaninone.  Streptomycin; 
Tolerance  Actions  (FRL-4996-1)  received  May 
21.  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXl)(A);  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3110.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule — Pesticides; 
Stay  of  Effective  Date  for  Order  Revoking 
Certain  Food  Additive  Regulations  (FRL- 
5372-2)  received  May  21,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(aXl)(A):  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

3111.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulatory   Management  and  Information, 


Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting, the  Agency's  final  rule— Idaho  SIP 
(FRL-5449-2)  received  May  21.  1996.  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  801(axlXA);  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

3112.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule— Tennessee; 
Final  Authorization  of  Revisions  to  State 
Hazardous  Waste  Management  Programs 
(FRL-5508-3)  received  May  21.  1996.  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  SOKaXlKA);  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

3113.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule— Tennessee; 
Final  Authorization  of  Revisions  to  State 
Hazardous  Waste  Management  Programs 
(FRL-5508-4)  received  May  21.  1996.  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  SOKaXlXA);  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

3114.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary.  Federal 
Trade  Commission,  transmitting  the  Com- 
mission's final  rule— Rules  and  Regulations 
Under  the  Textile  Fiber  Products  Identifica- 
tion Act  (16  CFR  Part  303)  received  May  20. 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce. 

3115.  A  letter  from  the  Nuclear  Waste 
Technical  Review  Board,  transmitting  the 
Board's  report  entitled  "Report  to  the  U.S. 
Congress  and  the  Secretary  of  Energy— 1995 
Findings  and  Recommendations."  pursuant 
to  42  U.S.C.  10268;  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce. 

3116.  A  communication  from  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  transmitting  an  up- 
dated report  on  the  continued  deployment  of 
U.S.  forces,  including  the  response  by  those 
forces  to  several  isolated  attacks  on  the 
American  Embassy  complex  on  April  30. 1996. 
and  May  6,  1996  (H.  Doc.  No.  104-218);  to  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations  and 
ordered  to  be  printed. 

3117.  A  letter  from  the  Librarian  of  Con- 
gress, transmitting  the  report  of  the  activi- 
ties of  the  Library  of  Congress,  including  the 
Copyright  Office,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30,  1995.  pursuant  to  2  U.S.C.  139; 
to  the  Committee  on  House  Oversight. 

3118.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  transmitting  the  Service's 
final  rule— Final  Detennination  of  Threat- 
ened Status  for  the  California  red-legged 
frog  (RIN:  1018-AC34)  received  May  20.  1996, 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Resources. 

3119.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Fisheries  Conservation  and  Management, 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  transmit- 
ting the  Service's  final  rule — Shrimp  Fishery 
of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico;  Texas  Closure  (LD. 
050896B)  received  May  20,  1996.  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  SOKaXlXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Re- 
sources. 

3120.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Fisheries  Conservation  and  Management. 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  transmit- 
ting the  Service's  final  rule — Groundfish  of 
the  Gulf  of  Alaska;  Shallow-water  Species 
Fishery  by  Vessels  using  Trawl  Gear  in  the 
Gulf  of  Alaska  [Docket  No.  960129018-6018-01; 
LD.  051096D]  received  May  20.  1996.  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to  the  Committee  on 
Resources. 

3121.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Suriace  Mining,  transmitting  the  Office's 
final  rules — (1)  Indiana  Regulatory  Program 
(recodification  of  State  law)  [IN-132-FOR). 
(2)  Texas  Regulatory  Program  (road  systems 
and  others)  [TX-029-FOR).  (3)  Indiana  Regu- 
latory Program  (remining  and  others)  [IN- 
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133-FOR],  and  (4)  Hopi  Tribe  Abandoned 
Mine  Reclamation  Plan  IHO-003-FOR],  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  MKaKlXA);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Resources. 

3122.  A  letter  from  the  Attorney  General 
and  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services,  transmitting-  the  Attorney  General 
and  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  report  entitled  "The  Validity  and 
Use  of  Evidence  Concerning  Battering  and 
Its  Effects  in  Criminal  Trials,"  pursuant  to 
42  U.S.C.  14013;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Ju- 
diciary. 

3123.  A  letter  ftom  the  Chairman,  United 
States  Sentencing  Commission,  transmitting 
the  1995  annual  report  of  the  activities  of  the 
Commission,  pursuant  to  28  U.S.C.  997;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

3124.  A  letter  trom  the  Secretary  of  Health 
and  Human  Services,  transmitting  a  report 
on  the  initial  estimate  of  the  applicable  per- 
centage increase  in  inpatient  hospital  pay- 
ment rates  for  Federal  fiscal  year  [FY]  1997, 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  101-508,  section 
4002(g)(1)(B)  (104  Stat.  1388-36;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means. 

3125.  A  letter  firom  the  Administrator.  En- 
vironmental Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  report  on  the  potential 
health  and  environmental  effects  from  the 
use  of  magnetic  levitation  [MAGLEV]  for 
railroad  transportation,  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  101-549.  section  820  (104  SUt.  2699);  joint- 
ly, to  the  Committees  on  Commerce  and 
Transportation  and  Inf^^istructure. 

3126.  A  letter  trom  the  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Legislative  Affairs,  Depart- 
ment of  State,  transmitting  a  copy  of  the 
Secretary's  memorandum  of  justification  for 
transfer  of  defense  articles  and  services  to 
the  Ciovemment  of  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina, 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  104-107.  section  540(b) 
(110  Stat.  736);  jointly,  to  the  Committees  on 
International  Relations  and  Appropriations. 


cle  (Rept.  104-590).  Referred  to  the  House  Cal- 
endar. 


was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEE  ON 

PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  Xin.  reports  of 

committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 

for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 

calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  SHUSTER:  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Inflrastructure.  H.R.  3134.  A  bill  to 
designate  the  U.S.  courthouse  under  con- 
struction at  1030  Southwest  3d  Avenue,  Port- 
land, OR,  as  the  "Mark  O.  Hatfield  United 
States  Courthouse",  and  for  other  purposes 
(Rept.  104-587).  Referred  to  the  House  Cal- 
endar. 

Mr.  SHUSTER:  ComnUttee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Inftastructure  H.R.  3029.  A  bill  to 
designate  the  U.S.  courthouse  in  Washing- 
ton, District  of  Columbia,  as  the  "E.  Barrett 
Prettyman  United  States  Courthouse" 
(Rept.  104-588).  Referred  to  the  House  Cal- 
endar. 

Mr.  SHUSTER:  Conmiittee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure.  House  Concurrent 
Resolution  153.  Resolution  authorizing  the 
use  of  the  Capitol  Grounds  for  the  Greater 
Washington  Soap  Box  Derby  (Rept.  104-589). 
Referred  to  the  House  Calendar. 

Mr.  SOLOMON:  Committee  on  Rules. 
House  Resolution  440.  Resolution  providing 
for  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  3448)  to 
provide  tax  relief  for  small  businesses,  to 
;ax)tect  jobs,  to  create  opportunities,  to  in- 
crease the  take  home  pay  of  workers,  and  for 
other  purposes,  and  for  consideration  of  the 
bill  (H.R.  1227)  to  amend  the  Portal-to-Portal 
Act  of  1947  relating  to  the  payment  of  wages 
to  employees  who  use  employer  owned  vehi- 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 
Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  nile  XXn,  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mr.  STUMP  (for  himself.  Mr.  Mont- 
gomery.    Mr.     EvKKjji'i'.     and     Mr. 
Evans): 
H.R.  3495.  A  bill  to  extend  the  time  for  the 
submission  of  the  final  report  of  the  Veter- 
ans' Claims  Adjudication  Commission;  to  the 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 
By  Mr.  CAMPBELL: 
H.R.  3496.  A  bill  to  make  certain  Federal 
Facilities  available  to  qualified  assistance 
organizations  for  use  as  temporary  shelters 
for  homeless  individuals  during  nonbusiness 
hours;  to  the  Committee  on  Government  Re- 
form and  Oversight. 

By  Ms.  DUNN  of  Washington  (for  her- 
self. Mr.  Whtpe.  Mr.  Nethercutt.  Mr. 
Tate.  Mrs.  Smith  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Metcalf.     Mr.     McDermott,     Mr. 
Dicks,  and  Mr.  Hastings  of  Washing- 
ton): 
H.R.  3497.  A  bill  to  expand  the  boundary  of 
the   Snoqualmie   National    Forest,    and   for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Re- 
sources. 

By  Ms.  ESHOO  (for  herself.  Mr.  Mat- 
sui.  Mr.  MiNGE.  and  Mr.  Reed): 
H.R.  3498.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue (3ode  of  1986  to  allow  companies  to  do- 
nate scientific  equipment  to  elementary  and 
secondary  schools  for  use  in  their  edu- 
cational programs,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mrs.  JOHNSON  of  Connecticut  (for 
herself  and  Mrs.  Kennelly): 
H.R.  3499.  A  bill  to  temporarily  suspend  the 
duty  on  certain  lead  fuel  test  assemblies;  to 
the  Conunittee  on  Ways  and  Means. 
By  Mr.  RIGGS: 
H.R.  3500.  A  bill  to  amend  the  act  to  estab- 
lish a  Redwood  National  Park  in  the  State  of 
California,  to  increase  efficiency  and  cost 
savings  in  the  management  of  Redwood  Na- 
tional Park  by  authorizing  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  enter  into  agreements  with 
the  State  of  California  to  acquire  firom  and 
provide  to  the  State  goods  and  services  to  be 
used  by  the  National  Park  Service  and  the 
State  of  California  in  the  cooperative  man- 
agement of  lands  in  Redwood  National  Park 
and  lands  in  Del  Norte  Coast  Redwoods  State 
Park.  Jedediah  Smith  Redwoods  SUte  Park, 
and  Prairie  Creek  Redwoods  State  Park,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Re- 
sources. 

By  Mr.  UNDERWOOD: 
H.R.  3501.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Organic  Act 
of  Guam  to  provide  the  government  of  Guam 
the  opportunity  to  acquire  excess  real  prop- 
erty in  Guam,  and  to  release  lands  from  a 
condition  on  disposal  by  Guam;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Resources,  and  in  addition  to  the 
Committees  on  Govenmient  Reform  and 
Oversight,  and  National  Security,  for  a  pe- 
riod to  be  subsequently  determined  by  the 
Speaker,  in  each  case  for  consideration  of 
such  provisions  as  fall  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  committee  concerned. 


PRIVATE  BILLS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 
Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXn, 
Mr.  COBLE  introduced  a  bill  (H.R.  3502)  for 
the  relief  of  D&S  International,  Inc.;  which 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXn,  sponsors  were 
added  to  public  bills  and  resolutions  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.R.  218:  Mr.  Fox  and  Mr.  Gillmor. 

H.R.  350:  Mr.  Buyer. 

H.R.  351:  Mr.  FUNDERBURK  and  Mrs.  Rou- 

KEMA. 

H.R.  561:  Mr.  Jackson  Mr.  FOGUETTA,  Mr. 
Kanjorski,  and  Mr.  Waxman. 

H.R.  858:  Mr.  Romero-Bakcelo,  Mr.  Franks 
of  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Gallegly,  Mr.  Gutier- 
rez. Ms.  Harmon,  Mrs.  Mink  of  Hawaii,  Mr. 
JOHNSTON  of  Florida,  and  Mr.  Martini. 

H.R.  911:  Mr.  CoYNE. 

H.R.  922:  Mr.  Watt  of  North  Carolina. 

H.R.  1073:  Mr.  Hayes  and  Mr.  Lantos. 

H.R.  1074:  Mr.  Hayes  and  Mr.  Lantos. 

H.R.  1084:  Mr.  Nadler. 

H.R.  1136:  Mr.  DORNAN,  Mr.  Watt  of  North 
Carolina,  and  Mr.  Manton. 

H.R.  1210:  Ms.  McCarthy. 

H.R.  1279:  Mr.  Manzullo  and  Mr.  Norwood. 

H.R.  1386:  Mr.  Neal  Massachusetts,  Mrs. 
VucANOvicH,  Mrs.  Chenoweth,  and  Mr.  Deal 
of  CJeorgia. 

H.R.  1446:  Ms.  PRYCE. 

H.R.  1656:  Mr.  Frazer,  Mr.  McDermott. 
and  Mr.  Farr. 

HJl.  1776:  Mr.  Obey,  Mr.  Sawyer,  Mr.  En- 
sign,   Ms.    ROYBAL-ALLARD,    Mr.    FARR,    MT. 

Markey,  Mr.  NETHERCinT,  and  Mr.  Richard- 
son. 

H.R.  1951:  Mr.  LaHood. 

H.R.  2011:  Mr.  DiCKS.  Mr.  DooLEY,  Mr.  Cal- 
vert. Mr.  Kasich,  and  Mr.  Fattah. 

H.R.  2026:  Mr.  Bentsen.  Mr.  MILLER  of  Cali- 
fornia. Mr.  Lewis  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Ward,  Mr. 
PiLNER,  Mrs.  Maloney,  Mr.  Tauzin,  Mr.  Ed- 
wards. Mr.  Johnston  of  Florida,  Mr.  Smith 
of  New  Jersey,  Ms.  Eddie  Bernice  Johnson 
of  Texas,  and  Mr.  Jefferson. 

H.R.  2244:  Mr.  McKEON. 

H.R.  2391:  Mr.  Hayworth  and  Mr.  Miller 
of  Florida. 

H.R.  2401:  Mr.  LiPiNSKl. 

H.R.  2531:  Mr.  Parker,  Mr.  Stenholm,  and 
Mr.  Tanner. 

H.R.  2566:  Mr.  Foglietta. 

H.R.  2587:  Mr.  Lewis  of  Kentucky,  Mr. 
Montgomery.  Mr.  Hoke.  Mr.  Torkildsen, 
Mr.  Dornan,  Mr.  Hunter,  Mr.  Solomon,  Mr. 
Watts  of  Oklahoma,  Mr.  Everett,  Mr. 
McHuGH,  and  Mr.  Stump. 

H.R.  2651:  Mr.  COBURN. 

H.R.  2912:  Mrs.  MEYERS  of  Kansas  and  Mr. 
Martini. 

H.R.  2925:  Mrs.  Chenoweth  and  Mr.  Bar- 
rett of  Wisconsin. 

H.R.  2927:  Mr.  Hayworth  and  Mr.  Barr. 

H.R.  2951:  Mr.  ToRRicELLi  and  Mr.  Miller 
of  California. 

H.R.  2976:  Mr.  Frazer.  Mr.  Porter,  and 
Mr.  Spratt. 

H.R.  3001:  Ms.  WoOLSEY,  Mrs.  LOWEY,  Mrs. 
Kennelly,  Mr.  TOWNS,  Mr.  Thompson,  Mr. 
Rangel,  Mrs.  Meyers  of  Kansas,  Mr.  Fox, 
Mr.  Jefferson,  Mr.  Torres,  Mr.  Gutierrez, 
Mr.  Engel,  Mr.  Evans,  Ms.  Slaughter,  and 
Mr.  Menendez. 

H.R.  3003:  Mr.  Watt  of  North  Carolina  and 
Mr.  Barrett  of  Wisconsin. 

H.R.  3012:  Mr.  Barr  Mr.  COOLEY,  Mr.  UN- 
DER, and  Mr.  McHugh. 

H.R.  3087:  Mr.  DiCKEY. 

H.R.  3152:  Ms.  NORTON  and  Mrs.  Seastrand. 

H.R.  3153:  Mr.  Upton,  Mr.  Peterson  of 
Minnesota,  Mr.  Ortiz.  Mr.  Goodlatte,  and 
Mr.  Canady. 
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H.R.  3173:  Mr.  HiNCHEY,  Mrs.  Lowey,  and 
Mrs.  Schroeder. 

H.R.  3198:  Mr.  Rahall,  Mr.  Lipinski,  Mrs. 
VucANOVicH,  Mr.  Sanders.  Mr.  Gallegly. 
Mr.  Hayworth.  and  Mrs.  Morella. 

H.R.  3199:  Mr.  Bryant  of  Tennessee.  Mr. 
Pombo,  Mr.  Calvert,  Mr.  McKeon,  Mr.  Doo- 
UTTLE.  and  Mr.  Lucas. 

H.R.  3201:  Mr.  ARCHER,  Mr.  Radanovich, 
Mr.  Poshard,  Mrs.  (3henoweth.  Mr.  Towns, 
Mr.  Lucas,  Mr.  Baker  of  California,  Mr. 
CONDTT,  Mr.  Porter,  Mr.  Fazio  of  California, 
Mrs.  CiraiN,  Mr.  Watts  of  Oklahoma,  Ms. 
Pryce,  Mr.  Calvert.  Mr.  Herger.  Mr.  Doo- 
uttle.  Mr.  McKeon.  Mr.  Pombo.  Mr.  Blute. 
Mr.  Cramer,  Mr.  Thomas,  and  Mr.  Hefley. 

H.R.  3207:  Mr.  MANZULLO,  Mr.  Emerson. 
Mr.  Ramstad.  Mr.  Miller  of  Florida,  and 
Mr„Goss. 

HM..  3226:  Mr.  Calvert.  Mr.  Watt  of  North 
Carolina.  Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Fazio  of 
California.  Mr.  Gutierrez.  Mr.  Hinchey.  Mr. 
Smtth  of  New  Jersey,  and  Mr.  Walsh. 

H.R.  3234:  Mr.  MILLER  of  Florida,  Mr. 
Spence,  Mr.  Emerson,  Mr.  Everett,  Mr. 
Bartlett  of  Maryland,  Mr.  Calvert,  Mr. 
Bachus,  Mr.  WHTTE,  Mr.  Christensen,  and 
Mr.  Fields  of  Texas. 

H.R.  3238:  Ms.  PRYCE. 

H.R.  3260:  Mr.  Lewis  of  California,  Mr. 
Hefley,  and  Mr.  Ewing. 

H.R.  3294:  Mrs.  Morella. 

H.R.  3311:  Mrs.  Schroeder  and  Mr.  Coyne. 

H.R.  3326:  Mr.  Hayworth,  Mr.  Ehlers,  and 
Mr.  Cooley. 

H.R.  3332:  Ms.  NORTON,  Mrs.  Schroeder. 
Mr.  Hdjchey.  Mr.  Fattah.  Mr.  Sanders.  Ms. 
Eddie  Bernice  Johnson  of  Texas,  and  Mr. 

BONIOR. 

H Jl.  3337:  Mr.  MDJGE  and  Mr.  Towns. 

H.R.  3378:  Mr.  Montgomery. 

H.R.  3392:  Mr.  Fazio  of  California,  Mr. 
Gutierrez,  Mrs.  Lowey,  Ms.  Brown  of  Flor- 
ida, Ms.  McKdjney,  Mr.  Farr.  Mr.  Lewis  of 
Georgia,  Mr.  Kennedy  of  Massachusetts,  Mr. 
Sanders,  and  Mr.  Bonior. 

H.R.  3393:  Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio  and  Ms.  Riv- 
ers. 

H.R.  3395:  Ms.  McKlNNEY. 

H.R.  3409:  Mr.  Berman  and  Mr.  Frazer. 

H.R.  3424:  Ms.  Kaptur. 

H.R.  3449:  Mr.  SCHIFF,  Mr.  PETE  GEREN  of 
Texas,  Mr.  Combest,  and  Mr.  Wilson. 

H.R.  3454:  Ms.  LOFGREN,  Ms.  DURBIN,  Mr. 
Lipinski,  and  Mr.  Kennedy  of  Massachusetts. 

H.R.  3462:  Mr.  Payne  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Dur- 
BIN.  and  Mr.  Borski. 

H.R.  3468:  Mr.  Ramstad.  Mr.  Kim,  Mr.  Cox. 
and  Mr.  Montgomery. 

H.R.  3493:  Mr.  Evans. 

H.  Con.  Res.  26:  Mr.  Livingston.  Mr. 
Doyle.  Mr.  Bilirakis.  Mr.  Greenwood.  Mr. 
Franks  of  Connecticut.  Mr.  Gltterrez.  Mr. 
Engush  of  Pennsylvania.  Ms.  Ros-Lehtinen. 
Mr.  Towns.  Mr.  Dingell,  Mr.  Pombo,  Mr. 
LaHood,  Mr.  Ward,  Mr.  Bryant  of  Texas, 
Mr.  Jacobs,  Mr.  Schiff.  Ms.  Lofgren.  Mr. 
MCKEON,  Mr.  Hall  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Foley,  and 
Mr.  Coyne. 

H.  Con.  Res.  47:  Mr.  Campbell  and  Mrs. 
Seastrand. 

H.  Con.  Res.  50:  Mr.  Martinez. 

H.  Con.  Res.  154:  Mr.  Clement  and  Mr. 

DOOLEY. 

H.  Con.  Res.  160:  Ms.  Ros-Lehtinen,  Mr. 
Shays,  and  Mr.  Barrett  of  Wisconsin. 

H.  Con.  Res.  163:  Ms.  Slaughter  and  Mr. 
Brown  of  Ohio. 

H.  Con.  Res.  169:  Mr.  Weller,  Mr.  White, 
Mr.  Barton  of  Texas,  Mrs  Vucanovich,  Mr. 
Smtth  of  Texas,  Mr.  Bilbray,  Mr.  Torkil- 
dsen, Mr.  Spence,  Mr.  Ehlers,  and  Mr. 
Boehner. 

H.  Res.  39:  Mr.  Olver. 


H.  Res.  423:  Mr.  Graham.  Mr.  Gekas.  and 
Ms.  FURSE. 

H.  Res.  439:  Mrs.  MYRiCK,  Mr.  Poshard.  Mr. 
Meehan.  Mr.  Barrett  of  Wisconsin,  and  Mr. 

MiNGE. 


AMENDMENTS 


Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXm,  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H.R.  3259 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Combest 
Amendment  No.  12:  In  section  303— 

(1)  insert  "(a)  Authorization  of  appro- 
priations.—" before  "Section  307";  and 

(2)  add  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

(b)  Transfers.— The  second  sentence  of 
section  307(a)  of  the  Intelligence  Authoriza- 
tion Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows:  "Within  the  amount  author- 
ized to  be  used  by  this  section,  the  Director, 
consistent  with  his  duty  to  protect  intel- 
ligence sources  and  methods,  may  transfer 
such  amounts  to  the  agencies  within  the  Na- 
tional Foreign  Intelligence  Program  for  the 
purpose  of  automatic  declassification  of 
records  over  25  years  old. 

H.R.  3259 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Combest 

amendment  No.  13:  At  the  end  of  the  bill, 
add  the  following  new  title: 
TITLE  VI— MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 

SEC.  601.  AUTBOBIZATION  OF  FUNDING  PRO- 
VIDED BY  1996  supplemental  AP- 
PROPRIATIONS ACT. 

Amounts  obligated  or  expended  for  intel- 
ligence or  intelligence-related  activities 
based  on  and  otherwise  in  accordance  with 
the  appropriations  provided  by  the  Omnibus 
Consolidated  Rescissions  and  Appropriations 
Act  of  1996  (P*ublic  Law  104-134).  including 
any  such  obligations  or  expenditures  occur- 
ring before  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  shall 
be  deemed  to  have  been  specifically  author- 
ized by  the  C^ongress  for  purposes  of  sectiot 
504  of  the  National  Security  Act  of  1947  (50 
U.S.C.  414)  and  are  hereby  ratified  and  con- 
firmed. 

H.R.  3259 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Conyers 
AMENDMENT  No.  14:  At  the  end  of  title  m, 
add  the  following: 

SEC.  306.  DISCU>SURE  OF  THE  AGGREGATE  IN- 
TELUGENCE  BUDGET. 

As  of  October  1.  1996.  and  for  fiscal  year 
1998.  and  in  each  year  thereafter,  the  aggre- 
gate amounts  requested  and  authorized  for. 
and  spent  on.  intelligence  and  Intelligence- 
related  activities  shall  be  disclosed  to  the 
public  in  an  unclassified  form  and  in  an  ap- 
propriate manner. 

H.R.  3259 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Frank  of  Massachusetts 

AMENDMENT  No.  15:  At  the  end  of  title  L  in- 
sert the  following: 

SEC.  10&.  REDUCTION  IN  AUTHORIZATIONS. 

(a)  In  General.— Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b).  the  aggregate  amount  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  by  this  Act.  including 
the  amounts  specified  in  the  classified 
Schedule  of  Authorizations  referred  to  in 
section  102.  is  reduced  by  4.9  percent. 

(b)  Exception.— Subsection  (a)  does  not 
apply  to  amounts  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated by  section  201  for  the  Central  Intel- 
ligence Agency  Retirement  and  Disability 
Fund. 

(c)  Transfer  and  Reprogramming  au- 
thortty. — (1)  The  President,  in  consultation 


with  the  Director  of  Central  Intelligence  and 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  may  apply  the  re- 
duction required  by  subsection  (a)  by  trans- 
ferring amounts  among  the  accounts  or  re- 
programming  amounts  within  an  account,  as 
specified  in  the  classified  Schedule  of  Au- 
thorizations referred  to  in  section  102,  so 
long  as  the  aggregate  reduction  in  the 
amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by 
this  Act,  equals  4.9  percent. 

(2)  Before  carrying  out  paragraph  (1),  the 
President  shall  submit  a  notification  to  the 
Permanent  Select  Committee  on  Intelligence 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Se- 
lect Conmiittee  on  Intelligence  of  the  Sen- 
ate, which  notification  shall  include  the  rea- 
sons for  each  proposed  transfer  or  re- 
programming. 

H.R.  3259 

Offered  By:  Mr.  McCollum 
A.MENDMENT  No.  16:  At  the  end  of  title  m. 
insert  the  following  new  section: 

SEC.  306.  SEEKING  ENFORCEMENT  OP  THE  RE- 
QUIREMENT TO  PROTECT  THE  IDES- 
■mas  OF  UNDERCOVER  INTEL- 
UGENCE  OFTICERS,  ACESTS,  IN- 
FORMANTS, AND  SOURCES. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  title  VI 
of  the  National  Security  Act  of  1947  (50 
U.S.C.  421  et  seq.)  (relating  to  protection  of 
the  identities  of  undercover  intelligence  offi- 
cers, agents,  informants,  and  sources)  should 
be  enforced  by  the  appropriate  law  enforce- 
ment agencies. 

H.R.  3258 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Sanders 

AMENDME-NT  No.  17:  At  the  end  of  title  I, 
add  the  following  new  section: 

SEC  10&.  LDOTATION  ON  AMOUNTS  AUTHORIZED 
TO  BE  APPROPRIATED. 

(a)  Limitation. — Except  as  provided  in  sub- 
section (b),  notwithstanding  the  total 
amount  of  the  individual  authorizations  of 
appropriations  contained  in  this  Act,  includ- 
ing the  amounts  specified  in  the  classified 
Schedule  of  Authorizations  referred  to  in 
section  102,  there  is  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated for  fiscal  year  1997  to  carry  out  this 
Act  not  more  than  90  percent  of  the  total 
amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by  the 
Intelligence  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  1996. 

(b)  Exception.— Subsection  (a)  does  not 
apply  to  amounts  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated for  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency 
Retirement  and  Disability  Fund  by  section 
201. 

H.R.32S9 
Offered  By:  Mrs.  Schroeder 
amendment  No.  18:  At  the  end  of  title  L  in- 
sert the  following  new  section: 
SEC  lOS.  LOOTATION  ON  AUTHORIZATION  OF  AP- 
PROPRIATIONS FOR  THE  NATIONAL 
RECONNAISSANCE  OFFICE. 

(a)  Ltmitation. — Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  this  Act  and  the  amounts 
specified  in  the  classified  Schedule  of  Au- 
thorizations referred  to  in  section  102,  the 
total  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
by  this  Act  for  the  National  Reconnaissance 
Office  is  the  aggregate  amount  appropriated 
or  otherwise  made  available  for  the  National 
Reconnaissance  Office  for  fiscal  year  1995. 

(b)  Transfer  and  Reprogramming  au- 
THORTTy. — (1)  Within  the  amount  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  by  subsection  (a),  the 
President,  in  consultation  with  the  Director 
of  (Antral  Intelligence  and  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  may  transfer  amounts  among  the 
accounts,  or  reprogram  amounts  within  an 
account,  of  the  National  Reconnaissance  Of- 
fice. 
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(2)  Before  carrying  out  paragraph  (1),  the 
President  shall  submit  a  notiHcation  to  the 
Permanent  Select  Committee  on  Intelligence 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Se- 
lect Committee  on  Intelligence  of  the  Sen- 
ate, which  notification  shall  include  the  rea- 
sons for  each  proposed  transfer  or  re- 
programming. 

(c)  Reduction  of  aoghegate  amount.— 
The  aggregate  amount  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated by  this  Act  (including  the 
amounts  specified  in  the  classified  Schedule 
of  Authorizations  referred  to  in  section  102) 
is  reduced  by  the  amount  equal  to  the  excess 
of— 

(1)  the  amounts  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated by  this  Act  for  the  National  Recon- 
naissance Office  (other  than  by  subsection 
(a)),  over 

(2)  the  amount  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated by  subsection  (a)  for  the  National 
Reconnaissance  Office. 

H.R.  3259 

Offered  By:  Mrs.  Schroeder 

AMENDMENT  NO.  19:  At  the  end  of  title  I.  in- 
sert the  following  new  section: 

SEC  105.  LIMITATION  ON  AUTHORIZATION  OF  AP- 
PROPIUATIONS  FOR  THE  NATIONAL 
RECONNAISSANCE  OFFICE. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  Act  and  the  amounts  specified  in  the 
classified  Schedule  of  Authorizations  re- 
ferred to  in  section  102,  the  total  amount  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  by  this  Act  for 
the  National  Reconnaissance  Office  is  the 
aggregate  amount  appropriated  or  otherwise 


made  available  for  the  National  Reconnais- 
sance Office  for  fiscal  year  1995. 
H.R.  3259 
OFFERED  By:  Mrs.  Schroeder 
AMENDMENT  No.  20:  At  the  end  of  title  I,  in- 
sert the  following  new  section: 

SEC.  105.  LIMITATION  ON  AUTHORIZATION  OF  AP- 
PROPRIATIONS FOR  THE  NATIONAL 
RECONNAISSANCE  OFFICE. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  Act  and  the  amounts  specified  in  the 
classified  Schedule  of  Authorizations  re- 
ferred to  in  section  102,  the  total  amount  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  by  this  Act  for 
the  National  Reconnaissance  Office  is  the 
aggregate  amount  appropriated  or  otherwise 
made  available  for  the  National  Reconnais- 
sance Office  for  fiscal  year  1996. 
H.R.  3259 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Traficant 

AMENDMENT  No.  21:  At  the  end  of  title  m, 
add  the  following: 

SEC  30&  COMPLIANCE  WITH  BUY  AMERICAN 
ACT. 

No  funds  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  Act 
may  be  expended  by  an  entity  unless  the  en- 
tity agrees  that  in  expending  the  assistance 
the  entity  will  comply  with  sections  2 
through  4  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1933  (41 
U.S.C.  lOa-lOc,  popularly  known  as  the  "Buy 
American  Act"). 

SEC  307.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS;  REQUIREMENT 
REGARDING  NOTICE. 

(a)  Purchase  of  American-Made  Eqihp- 
MENT  AND  PRODUCTS.— In  the  case  f  any 
equipment  or  products  that  may  be  author- 


ized to  be  purchased  with  financial  assist- 
ance provided  under  this  Act,  it  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that  entities  receiving  such 
assistance  should,  in  expending  the  assist- 
ance, purchase  only  American-made  equip- 
ment and  products. 

(b)  Notice  to  Recipients  of  Assistance.— 
In  providing  financial  assistance  under  this 
Act,  the  head  of  the  appropriate  element  of 
the  Intelligence  Community  shall  provide  to 
each  recipient  of  the  assistance  a  notice  de- 
scribing the  statement  made  in  subsection 
(a)  by  the  Congress. 

SEC.  308.  PROmsmON  OF  CONTRACTS. 

If  it  has  been  finally  determined  by  a  court 
or  Federal  agency  that  any  person  inten- 
tionally affixed  a  fraudulent  label  bearing  a 
"Made  in  America"  inscription,  or  any  in- 
scription with  the  same  meaning,  to  any 
product  sold  in  or  shipped  to  the  United 
States  that  was  not  made  in  the  United 
States,  such  person  shall  be  ineligible  to  re- 
ceive any  contract  or  subcontract  made  with 
funds  provided  pursuant  to  this  Act.  pursu- 
ant to  the  debarment,  suspension,  and  ineli- 
gibility procedures  described  in  sections  9.400 
through  9.409  of  title  48,  Code  of  Federal  Reg- 
ulations. 

H.R. 3259 

Offered  by:  Mr.  Weldon  of  Pennsylvania 

amendment  No.  22:  In  section  104— 

(1)  in  subsection  (d),  strike  "$25,000,000" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$12,500,000";  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (f),  strike  "$6,000,000"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$18,500,000". 
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AWARD-WINNING  STUDENTS  OF 
CAESAR  RODNEY  HIGH  SCHOOL 


HON.  MICHAE  N.  CASTIE 

OF  DELAWARE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  CASTLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  April  27  to 
April  29,  1 996,  outstanding  young  people  from 
50  schools  throughout  the  Nation  came  to  our 
Nation's  Capital  to  compete  in  the  national 
finals  of  the  We  the  People...  The  Citizen  and 
the  Constitution  Program.  I  am  proud  to  an- 
nounce that  the  class  from  Caesar  Rodney 
High  School  in  Camden  represented  Dela- 
ware. These  young  scholars  worked  diligently 
to  reach  the  national  finals  by  winning  local 
competitions  in  their  home  State. 

The  distinguished  memtjers  of  the  team  rep- 
resenting Delaware  are:  Nick  Amalfrtano,  Mark 
Balfantz,  Sondra  Bell,  Pauletta  Brown,  Jen- 
nifer CajthumI,  Allison  Chippie,  Will  Cordeiro, 
Blair  Craven,  Ryan  Dixon,  John  Dodd,  Tom 
Dodd,  Lee  Dunham,  Shannan  Foskey,  Joy 
Ginter,  Ron  Hartnett.  Kristie  Hertz,  Bonny 
Hodges,  Jason  Hutchins,  Nikki  McBride,  Sean 
McGinty,  Peter  Morisseau,  Tim  Rudis,  Dan 
Schoettinger,  Andrew  Towie,  Jennifer 
VanHorn,  Matt  Walsh,  and  Jeff  Whisler. 

I  would  also  like  to  recognize  their  teacher. 
Bill  Windett,  who  deserves  much  of  the  credit 
for  the  success  of  the  team.  The  district  coor- 
dinator, Diane  Courtney,  and  the  State  coordi- 
nator, Lewis  E.  Huffman,  also  contributed  a 
significant  amount  of  time  and  effort  to  help 
the  team  reach  the  national  finals. 

The  We  the  People  .  .  The  Citizen  and 
tfie  Constitution  Program,  supported  and  fund- 
ed by  Congress,  is  the  most  extensive  edu- 
cational program  in  the  country  developed 
specifically  to  educate  young  people  aljout  the 
Constitution  and  the  Bill  of  Rights.  The  3-day 
national  competition  simulates  a  congressional 
hearing  in  which  students'  oral  presentations 
are  judged  on  the  basis  of  their  knowledge  of 
constitutional  principles  and  their  atMlity  to 
apply  them  to  historical  and  contemporary 
issues. 

Administered  t>y  the  Center  for  Civic  Edu- 
cation, the  We  the  People...  program,  now  in 
its  eighth  academic  year,  has  provided  curricu- 
lar  materials  at  upper  elementary,  middle,  and 
high  school  levels  for  more  than  60,000  teach- 
ers, 22,000  schools,  and  22  million  students 
nationwide. 

The  We  the  People  .  .  program  provides 
an  excellent  opportunity  for  students  to  gain 
an  informed  perspective  about  the  history  and 
principles  of  our  Nation's  constitutional  goverrv 
ment  I  wish  these  young  constitutk>nal  ex- 
perts the  best  of  luck  and  look  forward  to  their 
future  partcipation  in  politics  and  government. 
Congratulations  again  to  the  team  from  Cae- 
sar Rodney  High  School  of  Carrxlen,  DE. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  P.S.  230.  THE  RECIP- 
IENT OF  THE  STATE-WIDE  TITLE 
1  AWARD  FOR  ACADEMIC  EXCEL- 
LENCE AND  ACHIEVEMENT 


HON.  CHARLES  E.  SCHUMER 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 19% 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
congratulate  P.S.  230  as  the  recipient  of  the 
Title  1  Distinguished  School  Award — one  of 
the  highest  honors  given  to  a  New  York 
school  for  their  demonstrated  convnitment  to 
academic  excellence.  The  administrators  and 
teachers  of  P.S.  230  have  been  duly  recog- 
nized for  their  hard  work  in  exceeding  ttie 
State's  standard  performance  level  in  both 
reading  and  mathematics.  Alnxjst  every  grade 
level  has  earned  above-average  scores  in 
reading.  I  am  particulariy  impressed  by  t)ie 
specialized  instruction  and  attention  grven  to 
third  graders,  as  they  have  successfully 
learned  how  to  read  at  the  sixth  grade  level. 
When  recognizing  ttiese  results,  it  is  no  won- 
der that  P.S.  230  has  been  selected  for  the 
Title  1  Distinguished  School  Award. 

I  am  especially  honored  to  pay  tribute  to  the 
teachers  and  administrators  of  P.S.  230  for 
providing  a  solid  academic  base  for  each  stu- 
dent The  entire  student  tx)dy  is  as  culturally 
and  ethnically  diverse  as  New  Yort<,  which  has 
created  a  unique  set  of  hurdles  for  many  ele- 
mentary school  teachers  whose  primary  job  is 
to  provkle  bask;  reading  and  communk:ation 
skills.  Yet,  P.S.  230  has  established  a  nurtur- 
ing environment  in  which  to  team,  ensuring 
the  future  success  of  every  student  As  a  par- 
ent whose  daughter  is  currently  enrolled  at 
P.S.  230,  I  am  extremely  proud  of  the  entire 
faculty  and  PTA  for  enabling  each  chikJ  to  re- 
ceive a  worttiwhile  learning  experience  that 
will  stay  with  them  their  entire  lives.  I  hope  the 
families  and  supporters  of  P.S.  230  will  con- 
tinue its  legacy  in  educational  achievement  for 
future  generations. 


TRIBUTE  TO  LOWANDA  EMMONS 
DEEGAN 


HON.  GERALD  BJi.  SOLOMON 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  all  have 
extraordinary  people  in  our  districts,  but  ttiere 
is  one  irx^redible  lady  in  tfie  22nd  District  of 
New  York  wtx)  stands  apart. 

Her  name  is  Lowanda  Emmons  Deegan, 
and  she  is  90  years  young.  Last  Sunday,  she 
received  her  t)achek>rs  degree  from  the  State 
University  at  Albany.  In  other  words,  Mr. 
Speaker,  she  was  68  years  okj  wfien  most  of 
her  fellow  graduates  were  bom.  She  tnjiy 


earned  ttie  right  to  lead  ttie  gradution  proces- 
sional. 

Lowanda  Emrrwns  Deegan  could  say,  as 
the  song  goes,  "I  did  it  my  way."  She  took 
one  course  a  semester  for  ttie  last  20  years. 
In  recent  years,  since  a  fall  injured  her  knee, 
she  has  had  some  trouble  getting  around  and 
has  done  much  of  her  studying  over  ttie 
phone. 

But  that's  t)een  one  of  the  few  corx;essk>ns 
she  had  made  to  her  age.  In  fact,  the  remark- 
at>le  thing  about  her,  as  far  as  I'm  concerned, 
is  her  attitude.  She  is  truly  young  at  heart  and 
spends  her  time  dwelling  on  the  future,  not  on 
the  past 

It  isnt  ttxxjgh  her  past  isnl  interesting,  Mr. 
Speaker.  She  graduated  from  high  school  in 
the  eariy  1920's,  finished  fifth  in  the  "Miss 
Schenectady"  contest  shortly  after  graduation, 
arxi  then  wortced  in  a  number  of  positions  until 
retiring  in  1 975.  She  was  a  social  worker  dur- 
ing the  Depression,  a  switchtx)ard  operator 
and  accountant  for  General  Electnc  Co..  and, 
finally,  a  ctert<  at  the  New  York  State  Litjrary. 
Her  hustiarxj  arvj  only  son  are  both  deceased. 

She  was  determined  to  nnake  ttie  riKtst  of 
those  retirement  years.  She  remembered  get- 
ting good  grades  in  writing  projects  In  high 
school,  so  she  t)egan  writing  a  family  story  ti- 
tled "Susie's  Chronicles,"  named  for  her 
grandmother,  Susie  Emnxjns.  Her  arx^estors 
included  some  of  New  Yori<  State's  eartiest 
settlers.  Her  English  teachiers  have  tjeen  im- 
pressed by  the  first  drafts  of  the  book,  and 
have  expressed  confkJence  tfiat  ttie  t>ook  will 
find  a  put>lisher.  I'm  looking  forward  to  its  pub- 
lication, and  I'm  sure  it  will  t>e  popular  with  the 
general  reading  publk:. 

Lowanda  Emmons  Deegan  reads  two  news- 
papers a  day  and  often  writes  to  me  about 
issues  of  interest  to  okjer  Americans. 

Mr.  Speaker,  her  attitude  is  what  has  made 
this  ttie  greatest  country  on  Earth.  Many  peo- 
ple stop  trying  to  improve  tliemsetves  after  a 
certain  age  and  settte  into  a  comfortabie  roo- 
tine.  She  has  not,  and  her  story  is  an  inspira- 
tion to  us  all. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  you  and  this  entire  body 
to  rise  with  me  in  tribute  to  an  extraordinary 
lady  and  great  American,  Lowanda  Emmons 
Deegan  of  Ballston  Lake,  NY,  on  the  occasion 
of  her  long-awaited  graduatk>n  from  college. 


HONORING  THE  ALLONS 
VOLUNTEER  FIRE  DEPARTMENT 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  the  invaluabte  sennces 
provided  by  ttie  Altons  Volunteer  Fire  Depart- 
ment These  brave,  civk>nriinded  people  give 
freely  of  tiieir  time  so  that  we  may  aU  feel 
safer  at  night 


#  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  fkmr. 
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Few  realize  the  depth  of  training  and  hard 
work  that  goes  into  being  a  volunteer  fire- 
fighter. To  quote  one  of  my  local  volunteers. 
These  firemen  must  have  an  overwtielming 
desire  to  do  for  others  while  expecting  nothing 
in  retura" 

Preparation  includes  twice-monthly  training 
programs  in  which  they  have  live  drills,  study 
the  latest  videos  featuring  the  latest  in  fire- 
fighting  tactics,  as  well  as  attend  seminars 
wtiere  they  can  obtain  the  knowledge  they 
need  to  save  lives.  Within  a  year  of  becoming 
a  volunteer  firefighter,  most  attend  the  Terv 
nessee  fire  training  school  in  Murfreesboro 
wtiere  they  undergo  further,  intensified  trairv 
ing. 

When  the  residents  of  my  district  go  to  bed 
at  night,  they  know  that  should  disaster  strike 
and  ttieir  home  catch  fire,  well-trained  and 
qualified  volunteer  fire  departments  are  ready 
and  willing  to  give  so  graciously  and  gener- 
ously of  ttiemselves.  This  peace  of  mind 
should  not  be  taken  for  granted. 

By  selflessly  giving  of  themselves,  they  en- 
sure a  safer  future  for  us  all.  We  owe  these 
volunteer  fire  departments  a  debt  of  gratitude 
for  their  service  and  sacrifice. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

EXCELLENCE  IN  ARTS  EDU- 
CATION—A LEGACY  OF  INTEGRA- 
TION 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  JACK  MERELMAN 


HON.  VIC  FAZIO 

OF  CAUFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  recognize  Jack  Merelman.  Mr. 
Merelman  is  retiring  from  his  position  as  direc- 
tor of  Federal  Research  Membership  Services 
to  the  California  Counties  Fourxiation. 

Jack  Merelman  was  raised  in  our  Nation's 
capital,  served  in  the  U.S.  Amrry  and  attended 
the  University  of  Maryland  for  Ns  t^achelor  and 
law  degrees.  He  embarked  on  his  putilic  serv- 
ice career  in  1 953  when  he  joined  the  staff  of 
the  Organization  of  City  Attorneys.  In  1958,  he 
became  the  general  counsel  for  the  National 
Associatk>n  of  Counties. 

Mr.  Merelman  has  partKlpated  in  the  devel- 
opment of  major  program  policies  in  Sac- 
ramento and  Washington,  DC.  He  was  legal 
counsel  for  the  County  Supervisors  Associa- 
tk}n  of  California  and  the  director  of  legislation 
for  the  Natk}nal  Association  of  Counties  in 
Washington,  DC.  The  California  State  Asso- 
ciation of  Counties  engaged  his  service  as 
tx>th  executive  cfirector  and  Washington  rep- 
resentative, through  which  he  received  the 
California  State  Associatkin  of  Counties  Presi- 
dent's Award. 

Jack  Merelman  is  closing  a  career  of  put)lic 
sen/Ke  that  spans  five  decades.  His  many  ac- 
complishments are  to  be  commended,  and 
best  wishes  extended  for  a  rewarding  arxJ 
gratifying  retirement 


HON.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON 

OF  TEXAS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Ms.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON  of  Texas. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  today  to  be  able  to 
add  my  congratulations  for  the  recent  naming 
of  Dallas'  Booker  T.  Washington  High  School 
for  the  Performing  and  Visual  Arts  as  a  "Blue 
Ribbon"  school.  In  addition  to  the  "Blue  Rib- 
bon" designation,  this  special  school  has  also 
received  national  acclaim  as  a  prototype  for 
sutjsequent  magnet  schools  through  the 
United  States. 

The  Booker  T.  Washington  High  School  for 
tt>e  Performing  and  Visual  Arts  was  created 
about  20  years  ago,  as  a  result  of  a  court 
order  mandating  that  the  Dallas  schools  de- 
segregate and  the  realization  by  the  Dallas 
Independent  School  District  of  the  specific 
need  to  educate  gifted  artists  with  both  the  po- 
tential and  aspiration  for  careers  in  the  arts. 
Located  in  the  Dallas  Arts  District,  near  the 
heart  of  the  city,  the  magnet  school  attracts 
students  from  throughout  the  metropolitan  Dal- 
las area.  The  multiethnic  student  txxly  in- 
cludes approximately  650  students  in  grades  9 
through  12.  The  instructional  staff  consists  of 
54  teachers.  Approximately  88  percent  of  the 
faculty  have  nxjre  than  10  years  of  teaching 
experience  while  more  tfian  83  percent  have 
advanced  degrees.  The  school  is  accredited 
t)y  the  Texas  Education  Agency  and  the 
Southem  Associatnn  of  Colleges  and 
Schools. 

The  arts  school  was  created  to  provide  a 
program  of  excellerx^e  in  the  arts  which  meets 
the  needs  of  the  students  arxj  the  community. 
Intensive  training  in  the  performing  or  visual 
arts  allows  students  to  explore  the  demands  of 
an  artistic  career.  A  rigorous  academk:  pro- 
gram offers  all  courses  required  for  the  State's 
three  graduation  plans.  Students  are  selected 
through  audition,  interview,  portfolio,  or  other 
demonstration  of  artistic  aptitude. 

Congratulations  to  the  Booker  T.  Washing- 
ton High  School  for  ttie  Performing  and  Visual 
Arts  in  Dallas  on  the  20-year  evolution  of  a 
great  idea. 

HONORING  THE  ALLONS 
VOLUNTEER  FIRE  DEPARTMENT 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  the  invaluat>le  senses 
provided  by  the  Aliens  Volunteer  Fire  Depart- 
ment. These  brave,  civic-minded  people  give 
freely  of  their  time  so  that  we  may  all  feel 
safer  at  night. 

Few  realize  the  depth  of  training  and  hard 
wort<  that  goes  into  being  a  volunteer  fire- 
fighter. To  quote  one  of  my  local  volunteers, 
"These  firemen  must  have  an  overwhelming 
desire  to  do  for  others  while  expecting  rrathing 
in  return." 
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Preparation  includes  twice-monthly  training 
programs  in  which  they  have  live  drills,  study 
the  latest  videos  featuring  the  latest  in  fire- 
fighting  tactics,  as  well  as  attend  seminars 
where  they  can  obtain  the  knowledge  they 
need  to  save  lives.  Within  a  year  of  Incoming 
a  volunteer  firefighter,  most  attend  the  Ten- 
nessee fire  training  school  in  Murfreesboro 
where  they  undergo  further,  intensified  train- 
ing. 

When  the  residents  of  my  district  go  to  bed 
at  night,  they  know  that  should  disaster  strike 
and  their  home  catch  fire,  well-trained  and 
qualified  volunteer  fire  departments  are  ready 
and  willing  to  give  so  graciously  and  gener- 
ously of  themselves.  This  peace  of  mind 
should  not  be  taken  for  granted. 

By  selflessly  giving  of  themselves,  they,  en- 
sure a  safer  future  for  us  all.  We  owe  ttiese' 
volunteer  fire  departments  a  debt  of  gratitude 
for  their  servk;e  and  sacrifice. 


HEROISM  IS  ALIVE  AND  WELL 


HON.  GERALD  B.H.  SOLOMON 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I've  got  some 
good  news  for  you,  and  for  all  of  America. 

Heroism  is  alive  and  well  and,  I'm  proud  to 
say,  ifs  alive  and  well  in  my  own  hometown 
of  Queensbury,  NY. 

Mrs.  Cecilia  L.  Pariter  of  Meadowbrook 
Road,  a  few  miles  north  of  my  own  street,  is 
alive  today  because  of  the  heroism  of  two 
neighbors,  Jenny  Lortz,  and  high  school  stu- 
dent Theodore  "Ted"  Turner  III. 

Last  month,  the  Parker  car  burst  irrto  flames 
in  her  carport  Neighbor  Jenny  Lortz,  alerted 
by  a  daughter,  dialed  911  and  ran  to  inves- 
tigate. Across  the  street  the  young  Turner 
saw  the  flames  and  ran  to  the  house.  He  and 
Lortz  determined  that  Mrs.  Parker  was  inside 
the  house.  With  the  noise  from  exploding  car 
tires  in  his  ears.  Turner  kicked  in  a  back  door 
and  pulled  a  stunned  Mrs.  Parker  out  of  her 
chair  and  through  the  smoke  to  safety. 

Witnesses  sakl  tfiat  a  few  minutes  later  it 
would  have  been  too  late. 

Mr.  Speaker,  ifs  all  too  easy  to  fall  into  the 
trap  of  thinking  tfiat  all  kids  these  day  are  Ill- 
mannered  brats,  but  that  is  obviously  far  from 
the  truth.  A  grateful  Mrs.  Parker  later  remem- 
bered young  Turner  as  the  good  kid  across 
the  street  who  used  to  help  her  with  chores. 
But  let  us  £u:knowledge,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  Ted 
Turner  III  is  not  a  "kid"  but  a  young  man  al- 
ready assuming  his  duties  as  a  responsible 
citizen  and  neighbor.  We  find  such  heroes  in 
neighbortioods  in  towns  and  villages  and  cities 
all  over  America,  and  it's  what  makes  this  the 
great  country  what  it  is. 

Let  us  also,  Mr.  Speaker,  acknowledge  the 
quick  thinking  of  Jenny  Lortz,  who  first  called 
91 1 ,  and  joined  Tumer  both  in  his  rescue  and 
later  in  staying  with  Mrs.  Parker  as 
Queensbury  Central,  my  old  volunteer  com- 
pany, put  out  the  flames. 

Mrs.  Partner,  1  might  add,  used  to  work  for 
my  tattler's  store,  M.  Solonron's,  in 
Queensbury,  and  I  certainly  am  glad  she  sur- 
vived this  ordeal. 
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We  have  two  heroes  to  thank  for  tfiat  Mr. 
Speaker,  so  let  us  rise  in  tribute  to  those  two 
fine  Americans,  Theodore  Tumer  III  and  Jenny 
Lortz  of  Queenstxjry,  NY. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  EVAN  HALE 


HON.  VIC  FAZIO 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
•     IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  Califomia.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  recognize  my  good  friend  Evan  Hale. 
Evan  is  retiring  after  neariy  40  years  of  profes- 
sk>nal  and  civk:  service  in  various  agricultural 
related  positions. 

Growing  up  on  a  farm  near  Pocatelk),  ID,  in- 
stilled in  Evan  an  understanding  and  sincere 
commitment  to  agriculture  at  an  earty  age.  In 
1 959,  he  became  Director  of  Communicatk>ns 
for  ttie  Idafio  Famri  Bureau  Federation  and 
then  served  as  Secretary  of  the  Board  and 
Treasurer  of  the  affiliated  Farm  Bureau  Insur- 
ance Company. 

Evan  continued  his  put>lk:  service  to  the  ag- 
ricultural community  as  executive  assistant  to 
U.S.  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Eari  Butz  and 
served  as  chief  of  staff  of  ttie  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture  (USDA]  in  the  1970's.  While  at 
USDA,  Evan  also  acted  as  liaison  to  farm  or- 
ganizations. Congress,  the  White  House  and 
foreign  emtjassles.  He  worked  with  a  number 
of  foreign  trade  missions,  including  six  courv 
tries  behind  the  iron  curtain. 

Currently,  Evan  is  President  of  the  Western 
Water  District  Farm  Credit  Council  and  Vk:e 
PresKlent  of  Legislative  Affairs  for  the  Westem 
Farm  Credit  Bank.  He  will  be  retiring  at  ttie 
end  of  this  nrx>nth,  and  he  and  his  wife  Audrey 
plan  to  move  closer  to  ttieir  chiklren  and 
grandchiklren.  I  commerxl  Evan  on  his  suc- 
cessful career  and  thank  him  for  his  dedicated 
pdtAic  service.  I  wish  my  friend  a  rewarding 
and  gratifying  retirement 


LINCOLN  HIGH  SCHOOL  WINS 
REDBOOK  DISTINCTION 


HON.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON 

OF  TEXAS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Ms.  EDDIE  BERNlCE  JOHNSON  of  Texas. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  congratulate  a 
great  sctiool  in  ttie  heart  of  Dallas  as  the  re- 
cipient of  a  recent  award  for  unparalleled  ex- 
cellence. The  Lincoln  Humanities/Communica- 
tions Magnet  High  School  recently  received 
the  distinction  of  t)eing  a  "Redbook"  school  for 
overall  excellence,  and  it  is  a  well  deserved 
honor  for  a  school  whk;h  has  worked  hard  to 
improve  and  excel  in  educatxKi.  Lincoln  at- 
tracts students  from  all  parts  of  Dallas  and 
surrounding  communities  despite  being  in  the 
center  of  the  city. 

Many  times  I  have  visited  Lincoln  High 
School  and  each  time  I  see  the  excitement  on 
the  students'  faces  as  they  study  and  partk> 
pate  in  ttie  learning  process.  The  teachers  and 
administrators  are  equally  inspired  as  ttiey  in- 
struct and  counsel  ttie  students.  Under  the  di- 
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rection  of  Dr.  Napoleon  B.  Lewis,  Sr.,  ttie  prin- 
cipal, this  unique  high  school  has  outshone 
other  schools  in  academics,  the  arts,  musk;, 
and  sports. 

Lincoln  Humanities/Communications  Magnet 
High  Scfiod  opened  as  Lincoln  High  School  in 
January  1939.  The  school  was  built  to  sen/e 
Dallas'  black  children  in  the  South,  East  and 
Oak  Cliff  communities  of  ttie  city.  Recently, 
Lincoln  High  School  has  lived  up  to  its  com- 
mitment to  students  in  the  areas  of  commu- 
nicatk>ns  and  humanities  with  impressive 
showings  in  the  Natx)nal  Merit  and  National 
Acfiievement  Sctiolarship  Program. 

The  Redtxx)k  award  for  unparalleled  excel- 
lence is  anottier  feather  in  Lincoln  High 
School's  cap,  and  it  will  give  tfiem  even  more 
Incentive  to  continue  to  offer  the  best  edu- 
cation in  the  arts,  musK,  and  humanities  for 
students  all  over  the  Metroplex.  Congratula- 
tions Lincoln  High  School.  Keep  up  the  great 
wortc 


HONORING  THE  ALMAVTLLE 
VOLUNTEER  DEPARTMENT 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21,1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  the  invaluable  services 
provided  by  the  Almaville  Volunteer  Fire  De- 
partment Tfiese  brave,  civk;-minded  people 
give  freely  of  ttieir  time  so  tfiat  we  may  all  feel 
safer  at  night 

Few  realize  ttie  depth  of  training  and  hard 
work  tfiat  goes  into  being  a  volunteer  fire- 
fighter. To  quote  one  of  my  kxal  volunteers, 
"These  fireman  must  have  an  overwhelming 
desire  to  do  for  others  while  expecting  nothing 
in  return." 

Preparation  includes  twk^e-monthly  training 
programs  in  which  they  hiave  live  drills,  study 
the  latest  vkjeos  featuring  the  latest  in  fire- 
fightlng  tactics,  as  well  as  attend  seminars 
where  they  can  ot}tain  tfie  knowledge  they 
need  to  save  lives.  Within  a  year  of  becoming 
a  volunteer  firefighter,  most  attend  ttie  Ten- 
nessee fire  training  school  in  Murfreesboro 
where  tfiey  undergo  furttier,  intensified  train- 
ing. 

When  ttie  residents  of  my  district  go  to  bed 
at  night  tfiey  know  tfiat  should  disaster  strike 
and  their  fiome  catch  fire,  well-trained  and 
qualified  volunteer  fire  departments  are  ready 
and  willing  to  give  so  grackxjsly  and  gener- 
ously of  themselves.  This  peace  of  mind 
slwukJ  not  be  taken  for  granted. 

By  selflessly  giving  of  themselves,  tfiey  erv 
sure  a  safer  future  for  us  all.  We  owe  tfiese 
volunteer  fire  departments  a  debt  of  gratitude 
for  tfieir  service  and  sacrifice. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  THE  HONORABLE 
JOHN  F.  INGRO 


HON.  GEORGE  L  BROWN,  JR. 

OFCALIFORNU 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATTVES 

Tuesday,  May  21. 1996 
Mr.   BROWN   of  California.   Mr.   Speaker, 
after  20  years  of  distinguished  servce  for  the 
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State  of  Califomia,  the  Honoratile  Jofw  F. 
Ingro  is  retiring.  His  dedicatkxi  and  tireless 
commitment  to  ttte  pursuit  of  justice  as  a  San 
Bernardino  Superior  Court  Judge  fias  been 
well  regarded  and  appreciated.  Not  only  has 
tfie  Honorat)le  John  F.  Ingro  served  admirably 
as  a  judge,  but  also  as  an  outstanding  mem- 
ber  of  his  community.  With  his  involvement  on 
the  board  of  directors  of  various  community 
organizations.  Judge  Ingro  has  become  a  va^ 
ued  asset  to  the  San  Bernardino  area. 

Judge  Ingro  first  began  his  career  in  taw 
after  receiving  his  doctor  of  jurisprudence  de- 
gree from  the  University  of  Califomia  at  Berke- 
ley. Boalt  Hall  School  of  Law,  in  1959.  Upon 
receiving  his  degree,  Mr.  Ingro  was  subse- 
quentty  admitted  to  the  Califomia  State  Bar  in 
I960.  From  1960  to  1964.  he  served  as  dep- 
uty district  attorney  for  tfie  County  of  San 
Bernardino,  and  tfien  as  a  deputy  public  de- 
fender for  the  county  from  1964  to  1965. 

After  his  brief  tenure  for  the  county,  Judge 
Ingro  maintained  a  private  law  practice  for  9 
years.  On  May  6,  1976,  he  was  appointed  to 
the  San  Bemardino  Superior  Court  by  Gov- 
ernor Edmund  G.  Brown.  Following  his  ap- 
pointment, Mr.  Ingro  was  reelected  for  tfiree 
consecutive  terms,  in  1978,  1984.  arxJ  1990. 

His  servce  to  the  county  of  San  Bemardino 
will  be  missed,  and  I  wish  tfie  Honorable  Jofm 
F.  Ingro  a  prosperous  and  happy  retirement 


WELFARE  REFORM 


HON.  TIM  JOHNSON 

OF  SOUTH  DAKOTA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATTVES 

Tuesday.  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, on  Saturday,  President  Clinton  delivered  a 
speech  which  1  believe  significantty  advances 
ttie  national  detjate  over  reforming  our  welfare 
system. 

Ttie  President  applauded  and  endorsed  tfie 
general  idea  behirid  tfie  welfare  reform  plans 
in  the  States  of  Wisconsin  arxJ  Maryland.  In 
doing  so,  tfie  President  has,  in  his  own  words, 
given  "us  hope  that  we  can  break  tfie  vicious 
cyde  of  welfare  dependency." 

I'm  fieartened  by  this  nrxjve  and  the  clear 
evidence  that  tfie  White  House,  Congress,  and 
tfie  States  are  finally  coming  togetfier  on  ttie 
best  possible  way  to  take  people  off  tfie  na- 
tional dole  and  put  tfiem  to  work  at  the  same 
time  strengthening  families  and  protecting  in- 
nocent  cfiikJren. 

Most  of  us  agree  tfiat  the  Federal  Goverrv 
ment  still  has  an  indispensat)le  rote  to  ptay  in 
tfie  welfare  system  by  setting  guidelines  tfiat 
ensure  at>le-bodied  citizens  work  for  tfieir 
checks  and  that  children  are  fed,  ck>ttied,  and 
cared  for  while  tfieir  parents  are  on  the  job. 

But  most  of  us  also  agree  tfiat  it  makes 
good  fiscal  and  common  sense  to  give  tfie 
States  and  their  Governors  greater  flexixlity 
and  incentives  to  find  the  most  effective  arxJ 
efficient  kxal  solutions  to  problems  in  the  wel- 
fare system. 

I've  k>ng  supported  reforming  our  welfare 
system  in  a  way  that  promotes  work,  protects 
chikJren,  and  empowers  States.  TtiaTs  why  I'm 
so  encouraged  by  tfie  initiative  cA  States  like 
Maryland  and  Wisconsin  and  ttie  F^resktenrs 
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approval  of  welfare  system  waivers  for  38 
States — including  one  for  my  home  State  of 
Soutti  Dakota. 

States  are  demonstrating  that  we  can  move 
forward  in  reforming  our  welfare  system  with- 
out too  heavy  a  hand  from  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. Their  ingenuity  should  t>e  praised 
and  their  plan  should  be  used  as  an  example 
for  all  of  us  to  finally  come  together  and  find 
a  sensible,  effective  approach  to  taking  care  of 
our  kids,  putting  people  to  work,  arxj  moving 
Americans  out  of  poverty. 

If  we  put  our  children  first  and  partisan  poli- 
tk:s  aside,  I  believe  we  can  do  this. 


HONORING  THE  CORNERSVILLE 
VOLUNTEER  FIRE  DEPARTMENT 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 
m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  the  invaluable  services 
provided  by  the  Comersville  Volunteer  Fire 
Department  These  brave,  civK-minded  people 
give  freely  of  their  time  so  ttiat  we  may  all  feel 
safer  at  night 

Few  realize  the  depth  of  training  and  hard 
work  that  goes  into  being  a  volunteer  fire- 
fighter. To  quote  one  of  my  kjcal  volunteers, 
"These  firemen  must  have  an  overwhelming 
desire  to  do  for  others  while  expecting  nothing 
in  return." 

Preparation  includes  twk:e-monthly  training 
programs  in  which  they  have  live  drills,  study 
the  latest  videos  featuring  the  latest  firefighting 
tactics,  as  well  as  attend  seminars  wfiert  they 
can  obtain  the  knowledge  they  need  to  save 
lives.  Within  a  year  of  t)ecoming  a  volunteer 
firefighter,  most  attend  the  Tennessee  fire 
training  school  in  Murfreesboro  where  they  un- 
dergo further,  intensified  training. 

When  the  residents  of  my  district  go  to  bed 
at  night  they  know  that  shouW  disaster  strike 
and  their  home  catch  fire,  well-trained  and 
qualified  volunteer  fire  departments  are  ready 
and  willing  to  give  so  graciously  and  gener- 
ously of  themselves.  This  peace  of  mind 
shoukl  not  be  taken  for  granted. 

By  selflessly  giving  of  themselves,  they  en- 
sure a  safer  future  for  us  all.  We  owe  these 
volunteer  fire  departments  a  debt  of  gratitude 
for  their  services  and  sacrifne. 


TRIBUTE  TO  LESTER  RIGGINS 


HON.  ROBERT  T.  MATSUI 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  MATSUI.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  rise  before 
you  today  to  pay  tribute  to  Mr.  Lester  Riggins 
of  Sacramento  who  is  retiring  after  an  out- 
starvjing  career  of  more  than  40  years  as  a 
manager,  educator,  administrator,  entre- 
preneur, community,  and  poGtk:al  activist  and 
serviceman  in  the  U.S.  Air  Force. 

Mr.  Riggins  was  bom  in  Marshall,  TX  and 
moved  with  his  family  to  Fresno,  CA  at  the 
age  of  8.  In  his  early  academic  career,  he 
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strived  for  excellent  grades  in  preparation  for 
college  and  pursued  a  number  of  sports,  as 
well  as  success  in  the  California  Cadet  Corp., 
where  he  rose  to  the  rank  of  Rrst  Sergeant. 

In  1946,  Mr.  Riggins  joined  the  U.S.  Army 
and  served  for  almost  2  years,  eaming  the 
rank  of  Buck  Sergeant  and  obtaining  4  years 
of  education  through  the  Gl  bill.  He  then  re- 
tumed  to  Fresno,  enrolling  at  Fresno  State 
College,  where  he  played  football  on  scholar- 
ship and  completed  his  AF  ROTC.  He  grad- 
uated from  Fresno  State  College  in  1951  with 
a  BA  in  history  and  earned  awards  for  out- 
standing AF  ROTC  cadet,  three  varsity  letters, 
a  Blue  Key  Honor  Society  scholarship.  Phi 
Gammu  Mu  arxJ  listing  in  Who's  Who  in  Col- 
lege, 1951. 

Shortly  after  graduating,  he  was  called  to 
active  duty  during  tfie  Korean  war,  serving 
from  1951  to  1971  in  a  numt)er  of  assign- 
ments which  took  him  throughout  Asia,  Eu- 
rope, and  the  United  States.  During  this  period 
of  service,  he  earned  a  number  of  medals  and 
awards  and  pursued  his  academic  interests, 
eaming  an  MBA  from  Indiana  University  and  a 
masters  in  science,  counseling,  and  psychol- 
ogy from  DC  University,  he  has  since  com- 
pleted all  course  work  for  DPA  at  the  Univer- 
sity of  Southern  California. 

After  leaving  the  military,  Mr.  Riggins  be- 
came active  in  politics,  community  activism, 
and  civic  interests.  Professionally,  he  settled 
at  California  State  University  in  Fresno  where 
as  Assistant  Professor,  he  served  as  chairman 
of  the  black  studies  program,  increasing  erv 
rollment  from  200  to  over  2,000  students.  In 
1976,  he  was  appointed  by  Govemor  Jerry 
Brown  as  Chief  Deputy  Director  of  the  Depart* 
ment  of  General  Services  for  the  State  of  Cali- 
fomia.  There,  he  was  responsible  for  over 
5,000  employees  and  a  txxJget  exceeding  S50 
million.  In  1983,  he  left  the  State  and  founded 
Califomia  Matrix,  Inc.,  a  consulting  firm. 

He  later  served  for  1  year  as  director  of 
youth  training  program  for  IMPACT,  a  Califor- 
nia National  Guard  program  in  Modesto,  CA. 
In  1985,  he  took  a  position  as  counselor/night 
administrator  at  the  Grant  Skills  Center  of  the 
Grant  Join  Unk>n  High  School  district  In  this 
capacity,  he  provkJes  counseling  services  and 
resources  to  the  more  than  1 ,000  students  at- 
tending each  semester. 

Apart  from  his  professional  careers  in  the 
USAF  and  in  education,  Mr.  Riggins  has  dis- 
tinguished himself  as  a  consummate  activist 
devoting  outstanding  service  to  a  number  of 
organizations  including  the  National  Education 
Association,  Califomia  Teachers'  Associatk>n, 
NAACP,  Urban  League  and  the  Retired  Offi- 
cers Association.  In  addition,  he  has  sen/ed  a 
number  of  local  organizations  including  the 
Sacramento  City  Civil  Servk:e  Board,  the 
Harry  S  Tmman  Club,  the  Saaamento  City  Af- 
firmative Action  Committee,  and  the  Califomia 
Conference  on  the  Black  Family. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  ask  our  colleagues  to  join 
us  in  recognizing  the  great  spirit  of  this  com- 
mitted indivkjual  and  in  wishing  him  many 
years  of  continued  success,  happiness,  and 
prosperity  of  his  retirement 
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SALUTE  TO  THE  UNIVERSITY  OF 
KENTUCKY  VICTORY  IN  THE 
NCAA  FINAL  FOUR 

HON.  SCO   Y  BAESLER 

OFKE     'UCKY 

DJ  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  BAESLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  behalf  of 
the  people  of  the  great  State  of  Kentucky,  it  is 
my  honor  and  privilege  to  rise  to  salute  the 
University  of  Kentucky  baskettall  team.  As 
you  are  aware,  the  U.K.  Wildcats  are  the  1996 
National  champions  in  college  basketball.  Yes- 
terday, May  20,  they  were  the  toast  of  Wash- 
ington and  feted  at  the  White  House. 

The  University  of  Kentucky  seized  the 
NCAA  crown  with  a  combination  of  speed,  de- 
fensive prowess,  unparalleled  depth,  3  point 
accuracy,  team  cohesiveness,  and  its 
unblinkirig  poise  under  incredible  pressure. 

The  vk:tory  in  this  year's  tournament  rep- 
resents tfie  sixth  time  the  University  of  Ken- 
tucky has  won  the  top  honor  in  the  NCAA  bas- 
kettall  toumament.  This  season  also  puts 
Kentucky  back  on  top  with  the  most  all  time 
wins  in  the  annals  of  college  baskett}all. 

It  has  often  been  said  that  basketball  is  a 
religron  in  the  State  of  Kentucky.  The  skeptics 
were  scarce  in  the  state  from  the  moment  the 
team  laced  up  its  sneakers  for  the  first  time 
this  past  season. 

Our  fans  had  good  reason  to  dare  to  dream. 
The  Wildcats  were  placed  on  the  top  of  many 
preseason  polls  arxJ  during  the  season,  they 
vanquished  many  opposing  teams  by  more 
than  20  points.  The  Big  Blue  team  came 
through,  and  fulfilled  the  hoop  dreams  of  Wild- 
cat fans,  young  and  old,  during  the  NCAA 
Final  Four. 

I  encourage  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  sa- 
luting coach  Rick  Pitino,  the  members  of  the 
U.K.  team,  t>oth  individually  and  collective,  the 
citizens  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Kentucky, 
arxJ  the  fans  of  U.K.  basketball  everywhere. 


1996  AAA  SCHOOL  SAFETY  PATROL 
LIFESAVING  MEDAL 


HON.  FRANK  MASCARA 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  MASCARA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  proud  to 
announce  to  the  House  today  tfie  names  of 
the  three  youngsters  who  are  winners  of  the 
1966  American  Automobile  Association  Life- 
saving  Medal. 

This  it  is  the  highest  award  given  to  menv 
bers  of  school  safety  patrols  througfiout  the 
United  States.  It  is  presented  to  students  who, 
while  on  duty,  took  heroic  lifesaving  actions  to 
save  the  life  of  a  fellow  student  from  imminent 
danger. 

One  of  the  young  people  t>eing  honored 
today  is  William  "Willy"  D.  Mace,  10,  who  is 
from  my  district.  Willy  is  a  safety  F>atrol  mem- 
t)er  at  Boriand  Elenrientary  School,  located  in 
Canonslxjrg,  PA. 

Tfie  other  winners  are  Shane  Lee,  11,  of 
Cheny  Run  Elementary  School  in  Burke,  VA. 
and  Esther  Daniel,  1 1 ,  of  Trapnell  Elementary 
School  in  Plant  City,  FL 
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Willy  Mace,  the  young  man  from  my  distrct 
was  on  his  safety  patrol  job  just  2  days  last 
September  when  an  emergency  situation 
arose.  Out  of  the  corner  of  his  eye,  Willy  spot- 
ted a  Rambunctious  6-year-okj  dashing  out 
into  traffic  to  greet  his  father  and  brother  who 
were  standing  across  the  street 

Willy  noticed  a  fast  approaching  car  and 
screamed  at  the  little  boy  to  stop.  Willy  raced 
after  the  tx>y  and,  fortunately,  grabtied  the  6- 
year-old  and  pulled  him  back  out  of  the  path 
of  the  on-coming  car.  The  driver  slammed  on 
his  brakes,  narrowly  missing  the  t)oys. 

Being  the  father  of  four  chikjren  and  the 
grandfather  of  six,  I  can  almost  hear  the  sighs 
of  relief.  Willy  was  an  instant  hero! 

Shane  Lee  also  took  heroic  action,  this  time 
to  save  a  6-year-okj  tx)y  who  had  darted  t>ack 
to  a  stopped  school  bus  last  October  and  was 
laying  down  in  the  road  in  front  of  one  of  the 
bus's  front  tires.  It  was  unclear  wfiat  the  child 
was  doing,  txjt  Shane,  who  was  in  charge  of 
rear  patrol  for  the  txjs,  suddenly  saw  the 
child's  legs,  ran  to  the  front  of  the  bus  and 
pulled  the  little  t)oy  tsack  over  the  curb  just  as 
the  txjs  was  starting  to  move  forward.  Need- 
less to  say,  the  bus  driver  was  very  startled  to 
suddenly  see  two  faces  pop  up  on  the  side  of 
the  bus  and  quickly  stopped. 

It  was  a  dark,  rainy  moming  last  October  in 
Plant  City.  FL  wtien  Esther  Daniel  quickly  rec- 
ognized danger  arxJ  raced  to  save  a  5-year- 
okj  giri.  The  littie  giri.  who  had  just  left  her 
bus,  suddenly  started  crying.  Thinking  she  had 
left  her  backpack  on  the  t)us,  the  little  giri 
atxuptly  turned  around  and  ran  after  the  bus 
whrch  by  this  tinf>e  was  about  ready  to  turn 
back  onto  a  main  road.  Thankfully,  Esther 
chased  the  little  giri  arxl  caught  her  and  held 
her  back  just  before  ttie  child  reached  the 
bus's  rear  wheel.  Again  thank  goodness  for 
clear-thinking  safety  patrol  students! 

I  also  want  to  take  a  nrxxnent  to  ttiank  the 
American  Automobile  Association  for  honoring 
ttiese  outstarxjing  safety  patix>l  members. 

In  ttie  1920's  AAA  began  organizing  safety 
patrol  programs  wtiereby  older  students  assist 
younger  students  with  crossing  streets  to  and 
from  school.  Today,  more  than  500,000  stu- 
dents across  the  country  serve  as  AAA  safety 
patrol  volunteers  and  more  than  50,000 
schools  have  safety  patrols. 

AAA  supplies  b-aining  materials,  belts, 
badges  and  other  items  needed  to  operate  the 
safety  pati-ol  programs.  Imporlantiy,  AAA  pro- 
motes and  recognizes  patrol  efforts  each  year 
through  a  series  of  awards,  newsletters,  sum- 
mer camps,  arxJ  scholarships. 

On  behalf  of  my  colleagues,  and  parents  all 
across  Uie  country,  I  want  to  thank  AAA  for  its 
work  in  helping  to  keep  our  youngsters  a  litUe 
safer  on  tfieir  way  to  and  from  school. 

I  am  very  proud  of  Willy,  Shane,  and  Esther 
and  know  their  parents  and  communities  are 
also  very  pleased  tfiat  three  young  people 
showed  the  courage  necessary  to  save  an- 
other's life.  God  bless  each  of  you. 
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HONORING  THE  CHAPEL  HILL 
VOLUNTEER  FIRE  DEPARTMENT 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  the  invaluable  services 
provided  by  ttie  Chapel  Hill  Volunteer  Fire  De- 
partment These  bwave,  civic-minded  people 
give  freely  of  their  time  so  that  we  may  all  feel 
safer  at  night 

Few  realize  the  depth  of  tiaining  and  hard 
wortc  tliat  goes  into  t}eing  a  volunteer  fire- 
fighter. To  quote  one  of  my  local  volunteers, 
"These  firemen  must  have  an  overwhelming 
desire  to  do  for  ottiers  while  expecting  nothing 
in  retijrn." 

Preparation  includes  twice-monthly  training 
programs  in  which  tt)ey  have  live  drills,  study 
the  latest  vkjeos  featuring  the  latest  in  fire- 
fighting  tactics,  as  well  as  attend  seminars 
wfiere  they  can  ot>tain  the  krK>wledge  they 
need  to  save  lives.  Within  a  year  of  becoming 
a  volunteer  firefighiter,  most  attend  the  Ten- 
nessee fire  training  school  in  Murfreestx>ro 
wfiere  tfiey  undergo  further,  intensified  train- 
ing. 

When  the  residents  of  my  district  go  to  bed 
at  night  they  know  tfiat  should  disaster  strike 
and  their  home  catch  fire,  well-b'ained  and 
qualified  volunteer  fire  departments  are  ready 
and  willing  to  give  so  grack>usly  and  gener- 
ously of  tfiemselves.  This  peace  of  mind 
sfiould  not  be  taken  for  granted. 

By  selflessly  giving  of  themselves,  tfiey  en- 
sure a  safer  future  for  us  all.  We  owe  ttiese 
volunteer  fire  departments  a  debt  of  gratitude 
for  ttieir  sennce  and  sacrifice. 


PRAISING  THE  ARTS  FOR 
DISADVANTAGED  CHILDREN 


HON.  BILL  RICHARDSON 

OF  NEW  MEXICO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  unfortu- 
nately in  too  many  of  our  communities,  our 
youth  are  confronted  with  diffkxjit  societal 
protjiems  such  as  drug  use  and  gang  vio- 
lence. For  some  kkls,  these  protilenns  rep- 
resent an  alternate  way  of  life,  and  often  a 
way  that  they  can  escape  ttieir  problems  and 
at  tfie  same  time  gain  a  misguided  sense  of 
identity  in  a  society,  and  at  an  age,  wfiere  it 
is  difficult  to  do  so.  In  New  Mexico,  we  have 
a  program  tfiat  has  been  successful  at  offering 
these  vulnerable  chikJren  a  productive  and  en- 
ticing option  for  indulging  their  creativity,  de- 
vekiping  their  indivkluality,  and  supplying  that 
crucial  sense  of  belonging. 

On  April  26,  the  President's  Committee  on 
the  Arts  and  Humanities  also  recognized  this 
program  and  fionored  tfie  Center  for  Contem- 
porary Arts  Teen  Project  of  New  Mexkx  for 
having  one  of  the  most  promising  cultural 
youth  programs  for  disadvantaged  cfiildren  in 
the  United  States.  The  work  t>eing  performed 
by  tfie  Teen  Project  is  invaluat)le  to  tfie  com- 
munity, and  especially  to  tfie  youths  ttiat  it 
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serves.  This  program  not  only  keeps  kids  off 
the  streets,  but  it  also  alk>ws  them  tfie  flexit)il- 
ity  to  discover  their  talents,  express  tfieir  emo- 
tions and  creativity,  and  connect  with  the  soci- 
ety at  large  through  the  arts. 

The  fact  tfiat  85  percent  of  tfie  program's 
participants  are  from  tow  and  rrxxlerately  low 
incomes,  and  55  percent  are  either  Hispanic. 
African  American,  or  Native  American,  dis- 
plays that  this  type  of  program  can  work  in 
some  of  tfie  most  econonvcally  challenged 
arxJ  socially  diverse  areas. 

The  success  of  this  program  also  denv 
onstrates  tfie  continued  need  for  the  National 
Endowment  for  tfie  Arts  and  tfie  positive  im- 
pact that  the  arts  fiave  on  our  community.  In- 
terestingly, tfie  NEA  helped  launch  tfie  Teen 
Project  with  a  3-year  NEA  Cfiallenge  III  grant 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  review  tfie  t>ack- 
ground  information  on  this  program,  as  it  has 
kjeen  highly  successful  in  New  Mexico  in  de- 
veloping the  minds  and  confidence  of  our  at- 
risk  youth,  while  simultaneously  enfiancing 
and  strengttiening  our  community.  I  believe 
that  his  program,  and  wtiat  it  offers  to  our 
young  people,  can  be  successfully  duplicated 
in  other  States,  and  togetfier  we  can  continue 
to  develop  and  protect  the  real  future  of  tfiis 
great  country — our  children. 

CCA  Teen  Project  Honored  at  the  White 
House 

The  CCA  Teen  Project  announced  today 
that  its  Director.  Ana  Galleg-os  y  Reinh&rdt. 
will  be  attending:  a  White  House  ceremony  on 
April  26  honoring  the  work  of  the  President's 
Committee  on  the  Arts  and  Humanities  and 
the  top  nine  youth  programs  in  the  country 
that  use  the  arts  to  change  the  lives  of  at- 
risk  children. 

The  White  House  ceremony  is  timed  with 
the  publication  of  a  report  developed  by  the 
President's  Committee  on  the  Arts  and  Hu- 
manities. Coming  Up  a  Little  Taller  Arts 
and  Humanities  for  Disadvantaged  Children, 
which  profiles  successful  youth  programs  in 
this  country.  The  CCA  Teen  Project  was  one 
of  nine  organizations  chosen  for  in-depth 
study  by  the  Committee,  drawn  trom  a  pool 
of  500  youth  programs  in  cities  and  towns 
across  the  nation.  The  Committee  was 
charged  with  identifying  proniising  cultural 
youth  programs  that  reach  disadvantaged 
children,  and  subsequently  to  find  ways  in 
which  to  increase  the  availability  of  the  arts 
and  humanities  to  at-risk  children. 

The  Committee's  report  states  that  suc- 
cessful programs  "take  full  advantage  of  the 
capacity  of  the  arts  and  humanities  to  stim- 
ulate a  different  way  of  knowing  and  learn- 
ing." Carlos  Uribe,  the  Teen  Project's  Pro- 
gram Director,  says  in  the  report  "The  arts 
provide  a  safe  container  for  every  person  or 
every  culture  or  every  group  to  express 
things  about  coming  into  being  as  an  adult, 
dealing  with  hardship,  dealing  with  a  sense 
of  beauty.  No  other  activity  provides  us  with 
that.  [The  arts  and  humanities]  allow  us  cul- 
turally, individually  to  say  things  and  do 
things  we  might  never  get  to  do." 

Director  Ana  Gellegos  y  Reinhardt  com- 
mented, "We  are  honored  to  be  a  part  of  the 
Committee's  report,  which  recognises  the 
hard  work  of  the  staff,  and  of  the  youth  of 
Santa  Fe  and  northern  New  Mexico,  who 
have  made  the  Teen  Project  into  a  vital  re- 
source for  our  community.  I  feel  very  privi- 
leged to  be  invited  to  the  White  House.  Of 
the  nine  youth  organizations  that  were  cho- 
sen from  hundreds  in  the  country,  two  are 
firom  New  Mexico  [the  other  is  the  Working 
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Classroom  in  Albuquerque].  In  that  our  state 
is  one  of  the  poorest  in  the  nation.  I  believe 
this  is  a  testament  to  the  commitment  and 
ingenuity  of  all  of  New  Mexico's  arts  organi- 
zations—and of  the  funding  agencies,  individ- 
uals, and  businesses  which  support  them— 
which  enrich  the  lives  of  our  state's  youth, 
and  indeed  of  all  New  Mexicans." 

BACKGROiniD 

The  Center  for  Contemporary  Art's  Teen 
Project,  now  entering  its  fifth  full  year  of 
operation,  successfully  demonstrates  that 
the  arts  can  be  used  as  an  effective  tool  to 
bring  teenagers  from  all  walks  of  life  to- 
gether in  a  setting  designed  by  them  to  meet 
their  specific  needs.  The  Teen  Project  was 
created  as  a  response  to  Santa  Fe's  teen- 
agers' complaint  that  "There  is  nothing  to 
do.  There  is  nowhere  to  go,"  and  to  our  ob- 
servation that  teenagers  are  an  audience  tra- 
ditionally undeserved  by  the  arts  conunu- 
nity.  At  the  Teen  Project,  northern  New 
Mexico's  youth  develop,  produce,  and  exhibit 
a  wide  variety  of  artistic  projects  in  a  facil- 
ity which  they  help  run.  Its  participants, 
who  vary  greatly  in  socioeconomic  and  eth- 
nic background,  reflect  our  belief  that  the 
best  way  to  serve  disadvantaged  youth  is  not 
to  isolate  them  in  programs  that  serve  nar- 
row constituencies,  but  to  combine  "likes" 
and  "unlikes"  in  activities  which  are  cul- 
turally relevant  to  all,  which  encourage  and 
inspire  the  development  of  a  creative  voice, 
and  which  make  all  teens  feel  like  they  are 
a  productive  and  valued  part  of  the  larger 
community.  Since  that  time,  the  Teen 
Project  has  continually  expanded  its  success- 
ful programs  for  northern  New  Mexico's 
youth,  serving  more  than  8,000  teens  in  1995. 
More  than  50%  of  Santa  Fe's  8700*-  teens  par- 
ticipated in  Teen  Project  activities  in  the 
past  year,  of  which  55%  were  Hispanic,  Na- 
tive American,  or  ACrican-Amerlcan.  About 
85%  of  Teen  Project  participants  come  from 
families  with  a  low  or  low/moderate  income. 

HISTORY  OF  THE  TEEN  PROJECT 

In  1990  the  Center  for  Contemporary  Arts 
of  Santa  Fe  (CCA)  began  planning  a  new  con- 
cept in  arts  outreach,  designed  to  actively 
engage  and  integrate  Santa  Fe's  youth  into 
CCA's  activities,  and  to  create  a  "place  to 
go"  that  would  provide  a  safe,  creative,  and 
positive  environment  for  teenagers.  Key  to 
the  development  of  the  Teen  Project  were 
Bob  Eggers,  a  Santa  Fean  who  first  con- 
ceived of  the  idea  of  establishing  an  arts- 
based  teen  center  in  our  community  and  pro- 
vided major  funding  for  the  Teen  Project; 
Bob  Gaylor,  former  Executive  Director  of 
CCA,  who  played  an  instrumental  role  in  de- 
veloping the  Teen  Project's  programs  and  in 
raising  the  necessary  fUnds;  and  Chrissie  Orr, 
an  internationally-recognized  public  artist 
who  served  as  the  Teen  Project's  first  direc- 
tor. In  1991  a  temporary  facility  was  estab- 
lished at  the  former  Brunn  School  in  Santa 
Fe,  and  in  the  following  year  the  Teen 
Project  moved  to  an  easily-accessible  offsite 
warehouse  near  the  center  of  town,  where  it 
is  now  located.  Highly  regarded  as  a  national 
demonstration  project,  the  Teen  Project  has 
hosted  numerous  visitors  trom  other  cultural 
institutions  wishing  to  replicate  its  pro- 
grams. As  a  model  program,  the  Teen 
Project  demonstrates  how  cities,  social  serv- 
ice agencies,  and  cultural  institutions  can 
combine  forces  to  serve  our  youth  in  a  very 
effective  and  unique  way.  The  Project  has 
also  attracted  national  attention  fl-om  other 
quarters.  In  1994,  former  director  Chrissie 
Orr  and  two  Santa  Fe  teens  testified  before 
Congress  in  support  of  the  NEA's  Conmiu- 
nity  Building  Initiative  (at  the  request  of 
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NEA  Chair  Jane  Alexander).  In  1995,  the 
Teen  Project  was  one  of  five  organizations 
featured  in  an  international  satellite  con- 
ference and  film  documentary  on  youth  cul- 
ture and  violence,  which  was  also  broadcast 
on  PBS. 

The  Teen  Project  was  launched  with  the 
support  of  a  three-year  NEA  Challenge  m 
grant  and  some  of  America's  most  pres- 
tigious foundations.  Including  the  Mac- 
Arthur.  Cummings.  Hearst,  Brown,  Frost, 
and  Culpeper  Foundations.  Generous  local 
support  has  also  come  from  area  founda- 
tions, city  agencies,  conxsrations,  and  indi- 
viduals. Major  annual  funding  has  been  pro- 
vided by  the  City  of  Santa  Fe's  (Children  & 
Youth  Commission. 

PROGRAMS 

Open  350  days  each  year,  more  than  380 
events  and  activities  are  presented  annually 
in  a  facility  which  provides  performance,  ex- 
hibition and  band  rehearsal  space,  meeting 
rooms,  a  darkroom,  and  offices.  These  events 
and  activities  include: 

More  than  250  free  workshops  in  photog- 
raphy, printmaking,  silkscreen.  acting,  cre- 
ative writing,  graphic  design,  dance,  theater, 
and  music.  Continuing  workshops  are  pre- 
sented by  local  arts  professionals,  while  spe- 
cial workshops  are  provided  by  regional  and 
national  artists-in-residence  who  come  to 
Santa  Fe  as  part  of  CCA's  programs. 

Open  mike  nights  were  teens  present  their 
own  music,  poetry,  and  literature. 

Exhibitions  of  work  by  teen  artists. 

Weekend  dances  with  local  bands. 

Unity  Bashes — concerts  by  youth  bands  de- 
signed to  bring  together  teens  from  all  parts 
of  the  city,  from  all  schools,  and  fi-om  all 
ethnic  and  socioeconomic  backgrounds. 

A  visual  Arts  Apprenticeship  program, 
called  Warehouse  Works,  which  offers  youth 
empl03rment  in  arts-related  activities. 

Other  activities  run  by  the  Teen  Project 
include  a  weekly  radio  show.  Ground  Zero, 
broadcast  on  KSFR-FM  to  an  audience 
throughout  northern  New  Mexico;  several 
performances  each  year  by  the  highly-re- 
garded theater  company.  Theater  of  Ur- 
gency!!!, mural  painting  projects  sponsored 
by  the  City  of  Santa  Fe;  and  the  production 
of  a  quarterly  literary  publication.  Free 
Food/Comida  Gratis.  All  of  these  activities 
are  produced  by  the  teens  themselves,  under 
the  mentorship  and  guidance  of  arts  edu- 
cation professionals. 

The  Teen  Project's  newest  component  is 
the  Rainbow  Project,  which  offers  outreach 
to  Santa  Fe's  most  troubled  youth,  including 
those  involved  with  gangs  and  other  delin- 
quent activities.  The  Rainbow  Project  orga- 
nizes youth  conferences,  provides  outreach 
services  and  in-school  gang-prevention  pro- 
grams, and  develops  arts-related  activities 
including  lowrider  shows  and  visual  arts  ex- 
hibitions. 
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STATEMENT  BY  KEVIN  GANNON 
REGARDING  RECYCLED  HOUSING 


HON.  BERNARD  SANDERS 

OF  VERMONT 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  benefit 
of  my  colleagues  I  would  like  to  have  printed 
in  the  Recx)RD  this  statement  by  Kevin  Gan- 
non, a  high  school  student  from  Brattieboro, 
VT.  Kevin  was  speaking  at  my  recent  town 
meeting  on  issues  facing  young  people. 


(By  Kevin  Gannon) 

Years  ago  when  someone  wanted  to  tell 
you  not  to  waste  a  resource,  you  might  have 
said,  "Hey,  it  doesn't  grow  on  trees."  Today, 
you  don't  have  to  be  a  tree-hugger  to  see  the 
irony  in  that.  Century-old  forests  are  dis- 
appearing, and  dwindling  timber  isn't  our 
only  environmental  concerns  when  it  comes 
to  building  materials.  Landfills  are  fast  be- 
coming "landfuUs,"  and  countless  other  re- 
sources are  either  becoming  scarce  or  are 
hazardous  to  process. 

But  now  a  new  generation  of  building  prod- 
ucts offers  alternatives,  and  as  concern 
grows  about  the  environment  a  vanguard  of 
builders  [and]  architects  *  *  *  around  the 
country  are  setting  new  standards  for  re- 
source-efficient home  construction.  Housing 
developments  for  conservation-conscious 
consumers  (as  shown  on  the  poster)  are  being 
built  around  the  country.  To  identify  re- 
source-efficient building  material,  you  must 
ask  the  following  questions:  Do  the  products 
use  virgin  resources  efficiently?  Do  they 
make  reasonable  use  of  recycled  materials? 
Will  they  offer  high  quality  durability  over 
the  life  of  the  house,  and  will  they  help  ease 
pollution? 

Engineered  wood  products  can  use  as  little 
as  half  the  wood  fiber  of  sawed  lumber,  while 
delivering  superioi'  performance.  Made  from 
wood  chips  and  veneers,  they  help  to  pre- 
serve large  trees  and  reduce  demand  for  tim- 
ber ♦  *  *  Laminated  veneer  is  now  taking  the 
place  of  massive  beams.  The  latest  efforts  in 
manufacturing  engineered  lumber  focus  on 
making  better  use  of  fast-growing  trees  and 
combining  them  with  adhesives  that  don't 
emit  toxic,  ureaformaldehyde  »  •  •  [An- 
other] corporation  makes  a  product  *  *  * 
which  uses  cotton  fiber.  Since  most  paper 
comes  from  fast-growing  pulpwood  trees, 
reusing  it  in  wallboard  won't  spare  many 
big,  slow-growing  species;  but  there  are 
other  products  that  might.  One  is  a  floor- 
sheeting  panel  from  the  Belcom  Tech- 
nologies. The  panels  only  need  support  at 
their  comers,  minimizing  the  number  need- 
ed. On  a  national  level,  that's  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  joists — or  trees — spared. 

If  you  really  want  to  save  wood,  use  steel. 
Using  steel  studs  in  your  next  framing  job 
could  reduce  the  amount  of  wood  used  in  a 
house  by  up  to  50%.  Two-thirds  of  the  steel 
that  goes  into  structural  components  comes 
from  building  and  bridge  demolition,  auto 
and  industrial  scrap.  However,  if  for  some 
reason  steel  framing  doesn't  appeal  to  you, 
you  can  buy  some  *  *  *  double-dipped  zinc- 
coated  storm-guard  nails  [made]  exclusively 
from  remelted  steel. 

Recycled  glass  bottles  have  become  a 
prime  source  in  fiberglass  insulation,  but  an 
Indiana  corporation  has  found  a  constructive 
use  for  scrap  automotive  glass;  in  fact,  70% 
of  its  new  traffic  tiles  come  from  automotive 
glass  manufacturing  waste.  CTE  Glass  Prod- 
ucts makes  *  *  *  ceramic  floor  tiles  with 
waste  from  its  lightbulb  manufacturing  divi- 
sion. 

There  are  many  ways  to  recycle  wood.  In 
San  Jose,  CA,  New  World  Lumber  rescues 
discarded  redwood  from  the  Gualdalupe  land- 
fill; after  planing  off  the  weathered  surfaces, 
it  assembles  short  sections  between  deducted 
rails  to  make  fence-board,  or  they  slice 
longer  pieces  into  lattice.  The  firm  also 
plans  to  make  24'-wide  fence  panels. 

Building  structures  to  last  longer  is  an- 
other responsible  approach  to  building.  In 
the  '90's,  inexpensive  materials  at  this  point 
don't  lend  themselves  to  that.  Cheap  build- 
ing materials  can  also  pose  health  hazards; 
for  example.  Inexpensive  particle-board  re- 
leases ureaformaldehyde  in  your  home. 
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Time  allowing,  I  would  speak  all  day  about 
this  topic. 

Congressman  Sanders:  Kevin,  that  was  a 
very  thoughtful  presentation.  Can  I  ask  you 
a  very  brief  question?  What  impact  do  you 
think  your  ideas  would  have  on  the  economy 
in  terms  of  creating  jobs,  and  what  kind  of 
jobs  might  be  created? 

Answer.  Well,  right  now  the  remodeling 
business  alone  is  a  $2  billion  industry;  that's 
just  remodeling,  not  even  construction, 
which  is  multi-billion.  And  one  of  my  ideas 
is  to  create  jobs.  Subsidized  housing  is  a 
problem  in  America,  and  if  we  could  use  re- 
cycled resources.  I  think  we  could  kind  of 
kill  two  birds  with  one  stone. 

Congressman  Sanders:  So  you  think  this 
idea  could  put  people  to  work. 

Answer.  Oh,  definitely. 

Congressman  Sanders:  Good,  Kevin,  thank 
you  very  much. 
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HONORING  THE  CLAY  COUNTY 
VOLUNTEER  FIRE  DEPARTMENT 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  HONORABLE 
THOMAS  V.  POLIZZI 


HON.  THOMAS  J.  MANTON 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21. 1996 

Mr.  MANTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tritxrte  to  the  Hofx>rable  Thomas  V. 
Polizzi. 

For  the  last  40  years  Thomas  Polizzi  has 
been  an  upstanding  member  of  the  legal  com- 
munity in  Queens  County,  New  York. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Mr.  Polizzi  was  bom  in  New 
York  City  on  March  15,  1931.  Mr.  Polizzi  was 
educated  at  Benjamin  Franklin  High  School, 
College  of  the  City  of  New  Yortc  (BA-Oass  of 
1952)  and  St  John's  University  School  of  Law 
(LLB<:iassof  1954). 

Mr.  Polizzi  served  his  country  with  honor  be- 
tween the  years  1954-1956  and  upon  his  dis- 
charge from  the  Army,  went  into  private  prac- 
tice in  Queens  County. 

Mr.  Speaker,  throughout  his  40-year  legal 
career,  Mr.  Polizzi  has  been  an  active  member 
in  various  organizations  including  the  Queens 
County  Bar  Associatk>n,  the  Columbian  Law- 
yers Association  and  the  Catholk;  Lawyers 
Guild. 

In  1973  Mr.  Polizzi  began  his  career  as  a 
Supreme  Court  Law  Secretary,  a  positk^n  that 
he  woukj  hokJ  for  20  years.  In  November 
1994,  he  was  elected  to  the  judiciary  as  a 
member  of  the  Supreme  Court,  Queens  Coun- 
ty- 
Justice  Polizzi's  k>ve  for  the  law  is  only 
edipsed  by  his  k)ve  for  his  family,  his  wife  of 
38  years  Palma  D.  Polizzi  and  his  chQdren 
Thomas  and  Carol. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  proud  to  recognize  the 
achievements  of  Justk:e  Thomas  V.  Polizzi, 
and  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  honor- 
ing him  as  we  pay  tribute  to  his  40-year  legal 
career  and  his  commitment  to  our  justice  sys- 
tem. 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OFTENKESSEE 
m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  the  invaluable  servk;es 
provided  by  the  Clay  County  Volunteer  Fire 
Department.  These  brave,  civk;-minded  people 
give  freely  of  their  time  so  that  we  may  all  feel 
safer  at  night 

Few  realize  the  depth  of  training  and  hard 
wori<  that  goes  into  t)eing  a  volunteer  fire- 
fighter. To  quote  one  of  my  local  volunteers. 
These  firemen  must  have  an  overwhelming 
desire  to  do  for  others  wtiiie  expecting  nothing 
in  return." 

Preparation  includes  twice-monthly  training 
programs  in  which  they  have  live  drills,  study 
the  latest  videos  featuring  the  latest  in  fire- 
figfiting  tactics,  as  well  as  attend  seminars 
where  tf>ey  can  obtain  the  knowledge  they 
need  to  save  lives.  Within  a  year  of  ttecoming 
a  volunteer  firefighter,  nxjst  atterxj  the  Ten- 
nessee fire  trainir)g  school  in  Murfreesboro 
where  they  undergo  further,  intensified  train- 
ing. 

When  the  residents  of  my  district  go  to  bed 
at  night  tfiey  know  that  shoukJ  disaster  strike 
arxj  ttieir  home  catch  fire,  well-trained  and 
qualified  volunteer  fire  departments  are  ready 
and  willing  to  give  so  grackiusly  and  gener- 
ously of  themselves.  This  peace  of  mind 
should  not  be  taken  for  granted. 

By  selflessly  giving  of  tt»mselves,  tfiey  era- 
sure a  safer  future  for  us  all.  We  owe  these 
volunteer  fire  departments  a  debt  of  gratitude 
for  tfieir  senrice  and  sacrifice. 


SUPPORTING  TRUE  WELFARE 
REFORM 


HON.  L  CLAY  SHAW,  JR. 

OF  FLORIDA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  SHAW,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  woukJ  like  to 
bring  to  the  attention  of  my  colleagues  a 
speech  that  Senator  Bob  Dole  gave  today  in 
Fond  Du  Lac,  Wl  in  support  of  tme  welfare  re- 
form. 

I  have  come  to  America's  heartland  to  talk 
about  the  heart  and  soul  of  our  nation. 

I  come  not  as  a  Senator  or  as  a  Majority 
Leader,  but  as  a  man  ...  a  man  who  has 
spent  his  life  in  service  to  America,  and  to 
the  American  ideals  of  flreedom  and  human 
dignity,  opportunity  and  personal  respon- 
sibility. 

I  come  to  speak  about  an  issue  which, 
under  the  leadership  of  Governor  Tommy 
Thompson,  has  risen  to  the  top  of  the  na- 
tional agenda.  That  issue,  of  course,  is  wel- 
fare reform. 

Thirty  years  ago  the  "Great  Society"  was 
liberalism's  greatest  hope,  its  greatest  boast. 
Today  it  stands  as  its  greatest  shame,  a 
grand  failure  that  has  crushed  spirit,  de- 
stroyed the  families  and  decimated  the  cul- 
ture of  those  who  have  become  enmeshed  in 
its  web  .  .  .  that  has  created  something  we 
have  never  had  before  in  this  country:  a  per- 
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manent,  dependent  class  robbed  of  dignity, 
robbed  of  hope. 

Five  trillion  dollars  later,  all  we  have  is  a 
growing  record  of  catastrophic  failure  ...  a 
federal  highway  paved  with  good  intentions 
that  leads  directly  into  the  hellish  comers  of 
some  of  our  inner  cities. 

In  1964,  when  the  first  massive  welfare- 
spending  of  the  Great  Society  passed  Con- 
gress, President  Johnson  proudly  declared 
that  it  would  "break  the  cycle  of  poverty." 
that  it  would  "give  a  hand  up,  not  a  hand 
out." 

The  premise  of  the  Great  Society  was  that 
the  basic  institutions  of  American  life  do  not 
work  .  .  .  that  the  path  from  poverty  to  self- 
sufficiency  that  so  many  millions  of  immi- 
grants and  settlers  had  taken  before — and  so 
many  millions  of  newer  immigrants  would 
take  later— had  been  closed — ^and  that  mas- 
sive government  intervention  was  the  only 
way  to  ensure  fairness. 

But  that  liberal  premise  was  patently 
false. 

Within  a  few  years  after  the  massive  social 
spending  of  the  Great  Society  got  underway, 
the  positive  trends  of  the  50s  and  early  60s 
were  reversed.  Dependency  increased.  Pov- 
erty increased. 

But  that  doesn't  tell  the  full  story.  The 
"poverty  rate"  by  itself  is  too  antiseptic  a 
term  to  evoke  the  human  agony  and  social 
wreckage  of  these  good  intentions  gone 
awry— the  killing  compassion  of  the  welfare 
state. 

We  all  know  the  list  of  horrors: 

Crack  babies  who  start  out  life  from  the 
first  day  with  two  strikes  against  them. 

The  plague  of  illegitimacy  in  out  inner  cit- 
ies, as  high  as  80%  in  some  areas. 

Children  giving  birth  to  children  who.  we 
know,  will  be  dramatically  more  susceptible 
to  low  birth  weight,  disease,  physical  abuse 
and  drug  addiction. 

An  epidemic  of  violence  the  likes  of  which 
this  country  has  never  seen  before,  so  bad 
that  by  1970  a  child  raised  in  our  nation's 
biggest  cities  was  more  likely  to  l>e  killed 
than  an  American  soldier  serving  on  the  bat- 
tlefield during  World  War  n. 

And  the  latest  phenomenon;  police  depart- 
ments in  our  cities  warn  of  a  new  generation 
of  "super  predators,"  children  growing  up  in 
a  shattered  society  riddled  with  drugs  who 
have  no  compunction  about  taking  a  human 
life. 

If  some  enemy  of  our  country  wanted  to 
undermine  the  fabric  of  American  society,  it 
could  not  inflict  anything  upon  us  worse 
than  the  welfare  system  we  have  inflicted  on 
ourselves. 

Because  we  are  Americans,  we  are  gener- 
ous of  spirit  and  large  of  heart.  But  our 
hearts  must  be  in  the  right  place.  And  per- 
petuating a  destructive  welfare  sjrstem  under 
the  guise  of  compassion  is  not  in  the  spirit  of 
all  that  made  this  country  great. 

Four  years  ago,  candidate  Clinton  came  to 
Wisconsin  and  promised  to  "end  welfare  as 
we  know  it."  As  we  have  seen  time  and  time 
again,  however,  the  words  of  candidate  Clin- 
ton bear  no  relation  to  the  actions  of  Presi- 
dent Clinton. 

Last  year.  Congress  passed  historic  welfare 
reform  legislation  written  in  partnership 
with  Tommy  Thompeon  and  America's  Gov- 
ernors. 

This  bill  provided  maximum  state  flexibil- 
ity. For  the  first  time,  it  converted  welfare 
into  a  work  program,  limiting  lifetime  wel- 
fare benefits  to  five  years.  It  gave  the  states 
the  tools  and  the  incentive  to  combat  out  of 
wedlock  births.  And  it  would  have  saved 
America's  taxpayers  about  S80  billion  over 
the  next  seven  years. 
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When  faced  with  the  choice  of  enacting 
those  reforms,  or  ensuring  the  survival  of 
the  tragic  status  quo.  President  Clinton 
chose  the  status  quo.  Apparently,  he  had  no 
qualms  in  denying  the  American  dream  to 
another  generation. 

Republicans  didn't  give  up,  and  spurred  on 
by  America's  governors,  we  gave  President 
Clinton  a  second  chance.  And  guess  what?  He 
vetoed  welfare  reform  once  again. 

Let  me  be  as  clear  as  I  can.  As  President, 
my  actions  will  match  my  words.  As  Presi- 
dent. I  will  send  real  and  meaningflil  welfare 
reform  legislation  to  Congress  early  next 
year.  I  will  insist  on  its  swift  passage.  And  I 
wiU  sign  it.  And  when  I  say  "real"  welfare 
reform: 

I  mean  requiring  every  able-bodied  welfare 
recipient  to  find  work  within  two  years — or  a 
shorter  period  of  time  if  the  state  so  desires. 
President  Clinton's  plan  means  no  real  work 
requirement  until  after  the  next  century. 

I  mean  giving  states  the  ability  to  stop 
payments  to  unmarried  teens.  President 
Clinton's  plan  avoids  this  tough  choice. 

1  mean  a  five-year  lifetime  limit  on  welfare 
payments  with  few  exceptions.  President 
Clinton's  plan  means  no  real  limits  and  no 
real  change. 

I  mean  making  certain  that  illegal  nonciti- 
zens  are  ineligible  for  all  but  emergency  ben- 
efits. President  Clinton's  plan,  once  again, 
avoids  this  tough  decision. 

And  above  all,  I  mean  trusting  the  nation's 
governors  with  the  flexibility  they  need  to 
establish  the  laboratories  of  our  democracy. 
President  Clinton's  plan  means  trusting  only 
federal  bureaucrats  in  Washington. 

As  you  know,  the  White  House  spin  ma- 
chine has  been  in  overdrive  this  weekend, 
when,  after  years  of  resisting  every  attempt 
to  end  America's  horrible  welfare  system — 
President  Clinton  endorsed  Governor  Thomp- 
son's welfare  reform  packag-e,  which  needs 
federal  waivers  to  become  law. 

I  hope  this  time  the  President  means  what 
he  says.  But  I  am  sorry  to  say  that,  in  an- 
other attempt  to  have  it  both  ways,  Mr. 
Clinton  endorsed  the  Thompson  program  but 
did  not  actually  say  he  would  grant  the 
waiver.  In  fact,  according  to  a  story  in  to- 
day's Washington  Post,  the  White  House  is 
backpedaling  again.  The  story  cites  White 
House  aide  Harold  Ickes  as  saying  that  the 
details  of  the  Wisconsin  plan  "will  have  to  be 
negotiated"  and  that  some  of  these  "details 
will  be  changed"  before  the  federal  govern- 
ment grants  the  necessary  waivers.  This,  of 
course,  is  no  surprise.  Every  time  that  it's 
had  the  opportunity  in  other  states,  the 
Clinton  administration  has  blocked  firm 
time-limits  on  welfare,  the  heart  of  the  Wis- 
consin plan  and  of  any  serious  plan  to  end 
welfare  as  we  know  it. 

The  White  House  has  trumpeted  the  Presi- 
dent's actions  this  weekend  as  proof  of  his 
commitment  to  welfare  reform.  In  reality, 
however,  it  is  proof  of  the  President's  belief 
that  fixing  welfare  is  a  job  best  handled  from 
Washington.  D.C. 

As  any  of  our  50  Governors  can  tell  you. 
Wisconsin  is  just  one  of  the  many  states  who 
have  to  play  the  "waiver  game."  trekking  to 
Washington,  hats  in  hand,  to  beg  for  ap- 
proval to  fix  a  failed  system.  Waiver  applica- 
tions often  run  for  over  100  pages,  and  turn- 
around time  is  measured  in  years,  not  days. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  there  are  currently  27 
other  welfare  waivers  in  18  states  currently 
awaiting  the  President's  approval.  Some  of 
these  applications  have  been  pending  since 
1994,  and  the  average  delay  on  each  of  them 
is  210  days. 

If  the  President  is  serious  about  welfare  re- 
form, then  he  will  do  the  following.  He  will 
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sign  California's  waiver  today.  He  will  sign 
Florida's  waiver  today.  And  while  he's  got 
his  pen  in  this  hand,  he  will  sign  the  waivers 
of  Georgia,  Hawaii,  Illinois.  Indiana,  Iowa, 
Kansas,  Maine,  Maryland,  Michigan.  Min- 
nesota, New  Hampshire,  Oklahoma.  Pennsyl- 
vania, South  Carolina,  Tennessee  and  Utah. 

But  even  if  the  President  does  sign  these 
waivers — and  he  won't — the  bottom  line  is 
that  we  cannot  reform  welfare  one  waiver  at 
a  time.  Such  response  is  too  little,  too  late, 
for  the  families  trapped  in  a  failed  system. 

In  a  Dole  Administration,  no  state  will 
have  to  play  the  waiver  game.  Washington 
does  not  have  all  the  answers.  The  federal 
role  should  be  limited  and  should  include 
oversight  to  make  sure  the  states  can  meet 
the  needs  of  the  poor.  But  problems  are  best 
solved  at  the  local  level.  In  a  Dole  Adminis- 
tration, the  states  will  be  ftee  to  do  what's 
right. 

And  one  thing  that's  right  is  addressing 
the  national  epidemic  of  illegitimate  births. 
As  we  all  know,  illegitimacy  is  what  perpet- 
uates the  cycle  of  poverty  from  generation 
to  generation.  And  too  often  it  turns  out 
that  the  baby  bom  on  welfare  belongs  to  a 
girl  who  is  herself  almost  a  baby  and  who 
was  bom  on  welfare. 

But  we  are  just  beginning  to  recognize  that 
perhaps  half  of  the  fathers  of  those  babies 
are  grown  men.  20  years  old  or  over.  In  other 
words,  a  central  feature  of  the  plague  of  ille- 
gitimacy is  older  men  preying  on  young 
girls. 

Just  as  in  the  absence  of  Presidential  lead- 
ership the  nation's  governors  have  taken  the 
lead  in  reforming  welfare  in  America,  today 
let  me  urge  the  nation's  governors:  take  one 
more  step.  Enforce  the  statutory  rape  laws 
you  already  have  on  your  books.  Make  them 
stronger  where  need  be.  But  enforce  them  to 
the  fullest.  Solving  the  welfare  problem 
must  include  ending  the  epidemic  of  male 
sexual  predators. 

A  Dole  Administration  will  also  recognize 
that  it's  absolutely  right  for  states  to  sanc- 
tion welfare  recipients  who  test  positive  for 
drugs.  According  to  a  Columbia  University 
Report,  mothers  receiving  Aid  to  Families 
with  Dependent  Children  are  nearly  three 
times  as  likely  to  abuse  alcohol  and  illegal 
drugs  as  mothers  who  aren't. 

As  many  as  ten  percent  of  all  babies  bom 
in  America  are  exposed  to  cocaine  or  crack 
in  the  womb.  That  same  Columbia  Univer- 
sity Report  estimates  that  as  many  as  200,000 
drug  exposed  babies  are  bom  annually  to 
mothers  on  AFDC. 

Basic  compassion  and  conmion  sense  dic- 
tate that  the  government  must  stop  being 
the  "enabler"  of  those  who  abuse  drugs.  Sen- 
ator Christopher  Bond  of  Missouri  has  point- 
ed out  that  some  welfare  recipients  who  are 
turned  down  for  employment  because  they 
flunk  an  employer's  drug  test,  then  turn 
around  and  use  the  results  as  proof  they  are 
actually  seeking  emplojrment  and  deserve  to 
remain  on  welfare.  The  states  should  have 
the  right  to  require  drug  testing,  and  to  deny 
on  their  face  claims  like  the  one  Senator 
Bond  discussed.  States  should  also  have  the 
right  to  adopt  innovations  such  as  providing 
welfare  recipients  with  vouchers  for  diapers 
or  baby  formula  in  place  of  cash  pajrments 
which  might  be  used  to  purchase  drugs  or  al- 
cohol. 

It  is  also  right  for  the  state  and  federal 
governments  to  step  out  of  the  surrogate 
parent  role  and  ask  people  to  take  personal 
responsibility  for  their  lives.  Each  year. 
America  fails  to  collect  J34  billion  of  child 
support  payments.  This  money  often  means 
the  difference  between  living  on  welfare  de- 
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pendence  or  living  independently.  A  Dole  Ad- 
ministration will  work  with  the  states  to  put 
teeth  in  child  support  laws  so  that  deadbeat 
parents  live  up  to  their  obligations.  We  will 
establish  a  uniform  tracking  system,  auto- 
mate child  support  proceedings  in  every 
state,  require  that  every  effort  be  made  to 
establish  paternity,  and  do  everything  pos- 
sible to  ensure  that  child  support  payments 
go  to  those  who  deserve  them. 

The  ultimate  issue  at  stake  in  serious  wel- 
fare reform  is  not  just  dollars  and  cents  but 
compassion.  It's  not  compassionate  to  lead 
people  into  a  life  of  dmgs,  dependency  and 
despair.  Real  compassion  must  sometimes 
take  the  form  of  tough  love.  It's  time  to  get 
people  out  of  the  destructive  lifestyle  of  wel- 
fare once  and  for  all.  Children  having  chil- 
dren should  stay  at  home  and  stay  in  school. 

My  friends,  we  know  what  happened  this 
weekend.  When  Bill  Clinton  hears  I  am  com- 
ing to  Wisconsin  to  talk  about  welfare  re- 
form, he  suddenly  decides  be  supports  what 
Governor  Thompson  has  done. 

If  this  keeps  up  Bill  Clinton  won't  have  to 
make  speeches  anjmiore.  All  he'll  have  to  do 
is  find  out  my  stand  on  an  issue  and  say, 
"Me,  too." 

But  too  often  President  Clinton's  state- 
ments are  like  the  tornadoes  in  the  movie 
"Twister"— it  looks  like  a  lot  is  happening, 
but  in  reality  it's  all  just  special  effects. 

Still  I  have  to  say  that  America  benefits 
from  the  calculated  cjmicism  of  Mr.  Clinton 
and  his  advisors.  Because  in  this  election 
year  he  is  agreeing  to  things  we  will  never 
see  him  agree  to  again. 

We  all  know  it  would  be  different  if  Bill 
Clinton  were  to  somehow  win  re-election — 
his  liberalism  unrestrained  by  the  need  to 
face  the  American  people  again.  Instead  of 
trying  to  preempt  Republican  initiatives,  he 
will  do  what  comes  naturally — raising  our 
taxes  again,  blocking  education  reform,  im- 
posing more  social  experiments  on  our  mili- 
tary, mandating  more  regulations,  appoint- 
ing more  permissive  judges  and  the  rest  of 
his  sorry  grab  bag  of  liberal  i»licles. 

The  press  says  it's  working,  but,  to  para- 
phrase Harry  Truman,  given  a  choice  be- 
tween a  Republican  and  a  Democrat  who 
tries  to  act  like  a  Republican,  the  American 
people  will  choose  the  real  thing  every  time. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  we  don't  need  four 
more  years  of  broken  promises.  We  need  a 
President  who  will  sign  genuine  welfare  re- 
form. 

It's  time  for  Presidential  leadership  that 
says  what  it  means  and  means  what  it  says 
and  I  will  bring  such  leadership  to  the  White 
House. 

If  we  are  to  get  America  back  on  the  right 
track,  we  need  a  leader  who  will  confront  the 
failures  of  big  government  honestly  and 
forthrightly  .  .  .  who  has  the  integrity  to 
face  difficult  truths  without  fear,  without 
waffling  .  .  .  who  is  not  the  rear-guard  of 
big  government,  but  who  means  it  when  he 
says  that  "the  era  of  big  government  is 
over." 

In  the  final  analysis,  the  debate  about  wel- 
fare reform  is  all  about  a  very  basic  issue  of 
values  .  .  .  what  we  believe  America  has 
been,  is  and  must  remain  ...  a  nation  of 
fi^edom,  where  the  doors  of  opportunity  are 
open  to  all,  where  our  government  respects 
the  values  on  which  families,  neighborhoods 
and  communities  are  built,  where  it  holds 
proudly  for  all  the  world  to  see  the  torch  of 
freedom  that  makes  us  the  last  best  hope  of 
humanity. 

To  preserve,  protect  and  defend  these  val- 
ues, to  ensure  that  America's  future  is  even 
greater  than  its  past,  to  make  that  torch  of 
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liberty  shine  even  brighter— this  is  why  I 
want  to  be   the   President  of  the  United 
States.  Please,  join  me  in  this  crusade. 
Thank  you  and  God  bless  you  all. 


CAMDEN  CITY  POLICE  AWARDS 
BANQUET 


HON.  ROBERT  L  ANDREWS 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21,1996 

Mr.  ANDREWS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  invite  my 
colleagues  to  honor  a  group  of  citizens  with 
me  that  glorify  ttie  State  of  New  Jersey.  On 
the  1 4th  of  May  this  year  the  City  of  Canxlen 
held  it's  Police  Awards  Banquet  Citizens  and 
police  ofTicers  that  went  beyond  the  call  of 
duty  received  awards  in  their  p)articular  areas 
of  service.  These  people  exemplify  the  defini- 
tion of  what  a  citizen  to  one's  community  is. 
Police  officers  put  their  lives  on  the  line  every 
day  to  protect  the  people  of  our  communities. 
We  should  award  not  just  the  following  individ- 
uals, but  all  officers  of  the  law  as  well.  Without 
them,  our  families  and  communities  would  not 
be  safe. 

Citizen  awards/Speoal  appreciation 

AWARDS 

Kathleen  Toso.  Slice  of  New  York  Pizza; 
Anthony  Santovito.  Brinks  Corporation; 
Diana  Vilafante.  104  East  State  Street  Vil- 
lage: Rodick  Campbell.  1027  Sheridan  Street; 
Ronald  Johnson.  1343  Dayton  Street;  Willie 
Smith,  250  Mt.  Vemon  Street;  Richard 
Suarez.  Cooper  Medical  Systems;  Darren 
Lomonico,  Cooper  Medical  Systems;  David 
Smalls,  Cooper  Medical  Systems;  Clifton  Kil- 
gore,  518  Center  Drive  Chiselhurst;  Samuel 
Plaza,  600  State  Street;  Lieutenant  Martin 
Taylor,  Philadelphia  Police  Dept.;  Sergeant 
Stephen  Naughton.  Philadelphia  Police 
Dept.;  David  Garrison.  Cartuns  Hardware 
Store;  Conrad  Greenhow.  428  Chambers 
Street;  Len  Mauer.  Bell  Atlantic:  Jessica 
Gonzalez  Joseph,  Campbell  Soup  Co. 

CAMDEN  POLICE  AWARD  RECIPIENTS  FOR  1994- 
1995-U86 

Officer  of  the  Year:  Detective  Leonard 
Finnemen. 

Chiers  Award:  Detective  Frederick  Davis. 
Detective  Joseph  Repa. 

MERIT 

Lieutenant  Frank  Cook,  Lieutenant  Louis 
Hannon.  Sergeant  Edward  Ingram,  Officer 
Maurice  Jenkins,  Detective  Coley  Barbee, 
Officer  Kevin  Strang,  Officer  John  Kemp,  Of- 
ficer George  Reese,  Officer  Michael  Hughes, 
Officer  Randall  MacNair.  Officer  Orlando 
Perez,  Officer  John  Kemp,  Officer  Kevin 
Strang,  Officer  Eva  Ezell,  Officer  Lawerence 
Cox.  Officer  Louis  Capelli— Rutgers  Univer- 
sity Police,  Officer  Donald  Smith,  Officer 
Luis  Sanchez,  Officer  Warren  Brown,  Officer 
Douglas  Pietrowicz. 

UNIT  CTTATIONS 

Lieutenant  Louis  Jeminey,  Sergeant 
George  Josmer,  Sergeant  Juan  Roldan. 

GLOUCESTER  Cmr  AWARD  RECIPIENTS  MERIT 

Lieutenant  William  P.  James,  Sergeant 
William  Crothers,  Sergeant  George 
Berglund,  Patrolman  Robert  Reynolds.  Pa- 
trolman Michael  Kaye,  Patrolman  Steven 
Moody,  Patrolman  Robert  Lee,  Patrolman 
Michael  Bamey,  Patrolman  Keimeth  Eller, 
Patrolman  Robert  Kraft.  Patrolman  Harlan 
Blackiston,  Patrolman  William  Eller. 
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HEROISM 

Officer  Michael  Hughes.  Officer  Joseph  D. 
Williams,  Officer  James  Wilson.  Officer  Ty- 
rone McEady,  Officer  Benjamin  Vautier.  Of- 
ficer William  Wiley,  Officer  Scott  Shaw,  Of- 
ficer Joseph  Rubino,  Officer  Donald  Tuttle. 
Officer  Kevin  Strang,  Officer  Wayne  Mat- 
thews, Officer  Pasquale  Giannini,  Officer  Or- 
lando Perez,  Officer  James  Revelli,  Officer 
Jeffrey  Frett.  Officer  Carmen  Ortiz. 

BRAVERY 

Officer  James  Revelli.  Officer  Robert 
Frett.  Officer  Randal  MacNair,  Officer  Bruce 
Abraham.  Officer  Troy  Redd.  Officer  Joseph 
D.  Williams.  Officer  Jeffrey  Frett,  Officer 
George  Reese,  Officer  Daniel  Vause,  Officer 
Jeffrey  Frampton,  Officer  Warren  Brown,  Of- 
ficer Maurice  Gibson,  Officer  Ronald  John- 
son, Officer  Marshall  Morgan.  Lieutenant 
Scrapie  Cruz.  Detective  Luis  Ruiz.  Sergeant 
Raymond  Garrison,  Officer  Edward  Cropski. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  THE  COMPUTER 
DONATION  INCENTIVE  ACT 


HON.  ANNA  a  ESHOO 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Ms.  ESHOO.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  am  intro- 
ducing tfie  Computer  Donation  Incentive  Act 
This  legislation  is  needed  to  encourage  great- 
er corporate  involvement  in  the  tremendous 
task  of  bringing  computer  technology  to  our 
public  schools  and  other  public  facilities  used 
by  children. 

Currently,  ttiere  are  two  types  of  charitatile 
deductions  for  donated  conputer  equipment 
under  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  Code — 
standard  and  enharwed.  Under  the  standard 
deduction,  all  donatkins  t>y  manufacturers  of 
computer  equipment  to  schools  are  alk}wed  to 
deduct  the  cost  of  marxjfacturing  the  equip- 
ment 

The  enharx»d  deduction  provisions  of  the 
Code  alknv  an  additional  deductk>n  of  about 
^A  the  gain  manufacturers  woukj  have  realized 
t>ased  on  the  fair  market  valuatK>n  of  the 
equipment  For  elemerrtary  schools,  this  erv 
harx;ed  deduction  is  currently  limited  to  dona- 
tions made  by  manufacturers  to  private 
schools. 

This  legislation  is  designed  to  increase  do- 
nations t>y  using  the  Tax  Code  as  a  carrot, 
rather  than  a  stick.  Specifically,  the  bill  brings 
public  schoolchiklren  in  elementary  and  sec- 
ondary schools  into  parity  with  tfieir  counter- 
parts in  private  schools  by  alkawing  enharx^d 
deductions  for  public  schools;  extends  the  en- 
hanced deduction  to  libraries,  Uxai  govern- 
ments, community  centers,  and  other  organl- 
zatkjns,  such  as  boys  and  girls  cidbs,  that  pro- 
mote the  education  of  children;  expresses  the 
sense  of  Congress  that  donatkxis  to  under- 
privileged schools  should  be  a  priority;  allows 
nonmanufacturers  the  same  enhanced  deduc- 
tion as  manufacturers,  so  long  as  the  original 
use  of  the  computer  originated  with  the  tax- 
payer seeking  ttie  deduction.  ProvkJes  that 
charitable  contributksns  must  be  made  within  3 
years  from  ttie  date  the  corporation  purchased 
the  computer;  and  clarifies  that  tarigible  per- 
sonal property  includes  software. 

Mr.  Speaker,  conputers  can  be  the  most 
important  new  learning  tool  in  our  classrooms 


12079 

since  the  chalkboard.  Studies  show  that  chil- 
dren with  access  to  computers  leam  faster 
and  better  than  those  wfK>  dont  Their  scores 
on  standardized  tests  go  up  10  to  15  percent 
They  master  basic  skills  in  significantly  less 
time.  And  they  stay  in  school  nx>re  often.  But 
computers  will  never  realize  the\r  full  potential 
in  schools  unless  we  figure  out  better  ways  to 
get  them  in  the  hands  of  our  chiUren. 

Silicon  Valley  has  been  blessed  with  several 
private-put)ltc  initiatives  to  improve  the  tech- 
notogy  availatjle  in  our  sctKtols.  Efforts  like 
Challenge  2000,  Net  Day  96,  the  21st  Century 
Education  Initiative,  and  Smart  Valley's 
SmartSchools  project  continue  to  improve 
educatkxial  opportunities  for  students  in  our 
community. 

To  better  educate  chikJren,  our  polcies 
should  encourage  ar>d  reward  txjsinesses  to 
produce  winning  outcomes.  The  Computer  Do- 
nation Incentive  Act  woukJ  accomplish  these 
goals  by  encouraging  corporatkxis  to  donate 
computers  to  sctxx>ls.  litxaries,  local  govern- 
ments, and  ottier  organizations  dedk:ated  to 
children's  learning. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  Vns  bill. 


HONORING  THE  BERLIN 
VOLUNTEER  FIRE  DEPARTMENT 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  the  invaluat>le  servk:es 
provided  by  the  Berlin  Volunteer  Pre  Depart- 
ment These  brave,  civk:-minded  people  give 
freely  of  their  time  so  that  we  may  all  feel 
safer  at  night 

Few  realize  ttie  depth  of  training  and  hard 
woric  ttiat  goes  Into  being  a  volunteer  fire- 
fighter. To  quote  one  of  my  Uxai  volunteers, 
"These  firemen  must  have  an  ovenwhelming 
desire  to  do  for  ottiers  while  expecting  nothing 
in  return." 

Preparatkxi  inckjdes  twce-monttily  training 
programs  in  wtiKh  ttiey  have  live  drills,  study 
the  latest  vkleos  featuring  the  latest  in  fire- 
fighting  tacbcs.  as  wen  as  attend  seminars 
where  they  can  obtain  the  knowledge  they 
need  to  save  lives.  Within  a  year  of  tiecoming 
a  volunteer  firefighter,  most  attend  the  Terv 
nessee  fire  training  school  In  Murfreesboro 
wtiere  they  undergo  further,  intensified  train- 
ing. 

When  the  reskJents  of  my  district  go  to  bed 
at  night  they  know  that  shouW  disaster  strike 
and  their  home  catch  fire,  well-trained  and 
qualified  volunteer  fire  departments  are  ready 
and  willing  to  give  so  graciously  and  gener- 
ously of  themselves.  This  peace  of  mind 
shoukj  not  be  taken  for  granted. 

By  setflessly  giving  of  ttiemselves,  they  erv 
sure  a  safer  future  lor  us  all.  We  owe  these 
volunteer  fire  departments  a  debit  of  gratitude 
for  their  sennce  and  sacrifice. 
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WTLLIE  B.  BROWN,  SR.,  HONORED 


HON.  CARRIE  P.  MEEK 

OF  FLORIDA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  21, 19% 

Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Sat- 
urday, May  25,  1996,  frierxjs  and  relatives  of 
Willie  6.  Brown  will  gattier  to  honor  his  on- 
going convnitnient  to  the  South  Dade  commu- 
nity. I  am  sure  that  my  colleagues  will  agree 
witti  me  that  Mr.  Brown  is  truly  a  man  of  dis- 
tinction. 

Willie  B.  Brown  graduated  as  the  salutato- 
rian  of  Mays  Senior  High  School,  offering  a 
glimpse  of  the  excellence  he  would  continue 
to  achieve.  As  an  adult,  Mr.  Brown  wasted  no 
time  getting  involved  in  his  community.  He  or- 
ganized the  Homestead  Southwest  Home 
Owners  Association  and  formulated  a  youth 
advisory  committee  in  the  area.  He  has  served 
on  the  Florida  City  FourxJation  community  ad- 
visory board  and  worked  to  improve  the  Dade 
Courrty  criminaJ  justice  system.  He  has  fourKJ- 
ed  the  Homestead  Martin  Lutiier  King  parade 
as  well  as  the  area's  African  heritage  parade. 

Professk>nally,  he  has  worked  on  behalf  of 
migrant  workers  as  the  community  service  di- 
rector of  the  Management  Health  Clinic  of 
South  Fk>rida  and  has  provided  job  training 
and  housing  Information  in  his  role  as  area  di- 
rector administrator  of  the  Economic  Oppor- 
tunity Program  Incorporated. 

Ever  since  I  have  known  Mr.  Brown,  he  has 
always  been  resilient  and  visk>nary  in  all  the 
activities  he  has  forged  for  our  community's 
well-being.  He  is  imbued  with  a  sense  of  conv 
mitment  to  any  cause  he  takes  up  or  any  cru- 
sade he  embarks  on.  His  belief  in  reaching  out 
to  his  feitow  human  beings  is  legendary. 

Ttie  numerous  awarcte  with  which  he  has 
been  honored  represent  an  unequivocal  testi- 
mony of  the  utmost  respect  he  enjoys  from 
our  community.  His  countless  efforts  on  behalf 
of  others  bespeak  of  his  enduring  legacy  to 
those  who  would  choose  to  dedicate  their 
God-given  talents  to  ensure  a  better  future. 

I  am  proud  to  have  active  in  my  congres- 
sional cfistrict  a  man  of  the  talent  of  Willie  B. 
Brown.  He  serves  as  a  living  example  of  tak- 
ing pride  in  one's  community. 


WATER  AND  ENERGY  RESEARCH 
mSTlTUTK  VITAL  TO  MAINTAIN- 
ING GUAM'S  WATER  QUALITY 


HON.  ROBERT  A.  UNDERWOOD 

OF  GUAM 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  UNDERWOOD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
pleased  that  the  House  has  passed  H.R. 
1743.  which  reauthorizes  the  Water  Re- 
sources Research  Act  and  provides  funding 
for  the  water  research  mtitutes  program. 

H.R.  1743  authorizes  funds  for  the  54  water 
resources  research  institutes  k)cated  at  land- 
grant  universities  in  ttie  states  and  territories. 
The  institutes  are  an  effective  way  for  the  Fed- 
eral Government  to  assist  k)cal  communities  in 
solving  kxal  and  regkinal  water  problems.  No 
other  source  of  funding  provides  this  kind  of 
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assistance  to  water  research  efforts  which  di- 
rectly address  water  quality  and  supply  prob- 
lems. 

These  institutes  conduct  research  on  water 
resources  which  are  valuable  to  the  nation 
and  vital  to  areas  struggling  with  a  limited 
water  supply.  Because  of  Guam's  small  land 
mass  and  growing  water  demand,  our  water 
lens  is  being  stretched  to  maximum  capacity. 
Potential  contamination  of  this  water  lens 
mostly  due  to  contaminated  soil  on  military 
and  former  military  lands,  has  heightened  con- 
cem  over  our  already  limited  water  supply. 

In  addition,  this  program's  modest  Federal 
investment  leverages  significant  state  and  pri- 
vate sector  funding.  In  fiscal  year  1995,  Fed- 
eral funds  for  the  institutes  helped  secure  $65 
million  in  additional  funding  from  a  variety  of 
sources. 

The  research  is  provided  by  the  Water  and 
Energy  Research  Institute  of  the  Westem  Pa- 
cific (WERI)  is  applied  to  real  and  ongoing 
water  management  protjiems  on  Guam.  Our 
understanding  and  use  of  modem  water  tech- 
nology will  be  vital  In  our  effort  to  increase 
Guam's  water  capacity.  These  institutes  are 
integral  to  the  proper  protection  and  develop- 
ment of  our  water  resources. 

I  am  pleased  that  the  numbers  of  this  txxjy 
have  recognized  the  Importance  of  these  insti- 
tutes arxJ  afforded  them  the  opportunity  to 
continue  their  outstanding  work. 
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INTRODUCTION  OF  BOUNDARY  AD- 
JUSTMENT FOR  SNOQUALMIE 
NATIONAL  FOREST 


HONORING  THE  BELFAST 
VOLUNTEER  FmE  DEPARTMENT 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  the  Invaluable  services 
provided  by  the  Belfast  Volunteer  Fire  Depart- 
ment. These  brave,  civic-minded  people  give 
freely  of  their  tme  so  that  we  may  all  feel 
safer  at  night 

Few  realize  ttie  depth  of  training  and  hard 
work  that  goes  into  being  a  volunteer  fire- 
fighter. To  quote  one  of  my  k)cal  volunteers, 
"These  firemen  must  have  an  overwhelming 
desire  to  do  for  others  while  expecting  nothing 
in  return." 

Preparation  includes  twk:e-monthly  training 
programs  in  which  tfiey  have  live  drills,  study 
Vne  latest  videos  featuring  the  latest  in  fire- 
fighting  tactk^s,  as  well  as  attend  seminars 
wtiere  they  can  (Main  the  knowledge  ttiey 
need  to  save  lives.  Within  a  year  of  t)ecoming 
a  volunteer  firefighter,  rTK)st  attend  the  Ten- 
nessee fire  training  school  in  Murtreesboro 
wtiere  ttiey  undergo  further,  intensified  train- 
ing. 

When  the  residents  of  my  district  go  to  bed 
at  night,  they  know  that  should  disaster  strike 
and  their  home  catch  fire,  well-trained  and 
qualified  volunteer  fire  departments  are  ready 
and  willing  to  give  so  graciously  and  gener- 
ously of  themselves.  This  peace  of  mind 
should  not  tie  taken  for  granted. 

By  selflessly  giving  of  ttierTiselves,  they  erv 
sure  a  safer  future  for  us  all.  We  owe  these 
volunteer  fire  departments  a  debt  of  gratitude 
for  ttieir  servk:e  and  sacrifice. 


HON.  JENNIFER  DUNN 

OF  WASHINGTON 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Ms.  DUNN  of  Washington.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today  I  am  introducing  legislation  to  adjust  the 
boundary  of  the  Snoqualmie  National  Forest  to 
allow  private  lands  owned  by  the 
Weyerhaeuser  Co.  located  next  to  the 
Snoqualmie  Natk>nal  Forest  to  become  a  part 
of  the  National  Forest. 

This  boundary  adjustment  will  facilitate  a 
land  exchange  which  involves  approximately 
7,200  acres  of  National  Forest  land  and 
33,000  acres  of  private  land  owned  by  the 
Weyerhaeuser  Co.,  of  which  atx>ut  6,278  are 
outside  the  present  boundary  of  the 
Snoqualmie  National  Forest.  This  boundary 
adjustment  Is  known  as  the  Huckleberry  Land 
Exchange. 

This  landmark  agreement  has  t)een  several 
years  in  the  making  and  was  brought  about  by 
a  collatx>rative  and  cooperative  effort  ttetween 
the  Sierra  Club's  Checkertxjard  Project  and 
the  Weyerhaeuser  Co.  The  Huckleberry  Land 
Exchange  includes  acreage  that  is  west  of  the 
Cascade  Crest  In  King  and  Pierce  Counties 
and  will  add  a  substantial  donation  of  land  by 
Weyertiaeuser  into  the  national  Alpine  Lakes 
Wilderness  Area. 

By  entering  into  this  cooperative  agreement 
with  the  Sierra  Club's  Checkerboard  Project, 
the  public  will  benefit  from  a  sutistantial  dona- 
tkm  of  land.  This  donation  will  be  one  of  only 
a  few  added  this  year  into  our  Nation's  wilder- 
ness areas.  By  consolkJating  ownership,  an 
additional  connecting  corridor  of  wiMlife  habitat 
between  ttie  Alpine  Lakes  WikJemess  and  the 
Mount  Si  Conservation  Area  will  be  created. 
Also,  we  will  be  atie  to  add  substantial  acre- 
age to  the  1-90  viewshed— the  area  visible  to 
the  put)lic  from  1-90— to  support  the  otsjectives 
of  the  Mountain  to  Sound  Greenway  Trust. 
The  Trust  is  a  nonprofit  organizatk>n  whose 
sole  purpose  is  to  create  and  permanently 
protect  a  multipurpose  greenway  along  Inter- 
state-90  from  the  foothills  of  the  Cascade 
Mountains  across  Snoqualmie  Pass  to  Puget 
Sound. 

To  accomplish  the  land  exchange  through 
the  administrative  process,  an  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  must  be  completed.  This 
document  is  expected  to  be  putdished  at  the 
end  of  May.  After  the  public  comment  period, 
a  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  will  be 
released.  In  order  to  give  the  Forest  Servk» 
authority  to  administer  the  exchange  area.  In- 
troduction and  passage  of  congressional 
boundary  modification  legislation  is  necessary 
in  1996. 

The  Huckleberry  Land  Exchange  is  a  win- 
win  proposal  that  enhances  both  parties  land 
ownership  pattems  administratively  and  envi- 
ronmentally. By  consolidating  ownership  the 
Forest  Service  will  be  able  to  implement  a 
more  effective  ecosystem-tiased  management 
ttiat  will  allow  for  wetland  protection  and  long- 
term  protection  for  wildlife.  It  is  of  importance 
to  note  that  the  land  acquired  by 
Weyertiaeuser  will  be  managed  for  long-term 
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trrtoer  production,  and  will  include  specific 
measures  to  protect  water  quality,  aesthetics, 
and  other  resources  as  required  by  the  Wash- 
ington State  Forest  Practices  Act  and  beyond. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  land  excharige  is  a  text 
txx>k  example  of  how  land  disputes  can  be  re- 
solved between  parties  that  are  willing  to  look 
for  areas  of  agreement  rather  than  differences. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  my  colleagues 
on  the  Resources  Committee  to  bring  this 
measure  to  the  whole  House  for  passage  this 
session. 


TRIBUTE  TO  ADM.  MIKE  BOORDA 


HON.  TTLLIE  K.  FOWLER 

OF  FLORIDA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mrs.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  at- 
tended a  beautiful  and  moving  memorial  serv- 
ice for  Adm.  Mike  Boorda,  our  Chief  of  Naval 
Operations.  Like  all  such  services.  It  was  an 
occasion  to  shed  some  tears.  However,  it  was 
also  an  occasion  to  celebrate  the  life  of  a 
good  man  arxJ  to  recognize  the  extent  of  his 
contributions  to  both  the  Navy  and  our  Nation. 

Admiral  Boorda  had  all  the  qualities  of  a 
good  leader.  He  was  intelligent,  creative,  prac- 
tical, and  forward  looking.  He  had  a  wonderful 
sense  of  humor  that  delighted  everyone  he 
met,  and  he  was  a  person  of  great  integrity. 
What  took  him  from  ttie  level  of  good  leader 
to  ttie  level  of  great  leader,  tiowever,  was  ttie 
fact  ttiat  he  never  forgot  that  he  was  a  sailor 
long  before  he  was  an  admiral. 

Alttiough  he  rose  to  ttie  Navy's  highest  post, 
Mike  Boorda  never  forgot  wtiat  it  was  like  to 
t>e  an  enlisted  man  or  a  junior  officer,  and  he 
consistently  put  ttie  needs  of  ttiose  men  and 
women  afiead  of  his  own.  He  was  a  genuinely 
warm  and  humble  man,  arxJ  his  love  and  re- 
spect for  the  Navy  and  for  those  under  his 
comnnand  were  boundless.  Those  feelings 
were  warmly  reciprocated,  as  we  saw  today. 

In  my  opinion.  Admiral  Boorda  was  one  of 
the  greatest  CNO's  the  Navy  has  had.  I  was 
proud  to  call  him  my  friend,  and  I  will  miss  him 
very  much.  As  his  friends  and  colleagues 
tionor  his  memory  today,  I  ask  my  colleagues 
to  join  me  in  praying  for  his  family,  for  his  tie- 
loved  Navy,  aJnd  for  our  Nation,  wtiich  has  lost 
a  great  leader. 


HONORING  THE  BAXTER 
VOLUNTEER  FIRE  DEPARTMENT 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  the  invaluable  services 
provided  by  the  Baxter  Volunteer  Fire  Depart- 
ment. These  brave,  civic-minded  people  give 
freely  of  their  time  so  ttiat  we  may  afl  feel 
safer  at  night 

Few  realize  the  depth  of  training  arxJ  hard 
wori<  ttiat  goes  into  being  a  volunteer  fire- 
fighter. To  quote  one  of  my  local  volunteers, 
"These  fireman  must  have  an  overwhelming 
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desire  to  do  for  ottiers  while  expecting  nothing 
in  return." 

Preparation  includes  twree-ownthly  training 
programs  in  wtiich  they  have  live  drills,  study 
the  latest  vkjeos  featuring  where  they  can  ob- 
tain ttie  knowledge  they  need  to  save  lives. 
Within  a  year  of  becoming  a  volunteer  fire- 
fighter, most  attend  ttie  Tennessee  fire  training 
school  in  Murtreesboro  wtiere  they  undergo 
further,  intensified  training. 

When  the  residents  of  my  district  go  to  bed 
at  night,  ttiey  know  ttiat  stwuld  disaster  strike 
arxJ  their  home  catch  fire,  well-trained  and 
qualified  volunteer  fire  departments  are  ready 
and  willing  to  give  so  graciously  and  gener- 
ously of  ttiemselves.  This  peace  of  mind 
should  not  be  taken  for  granted. 

By  selflessly  giving  of  ttiemselves,  tttey  en- 
sure a  safer  future  for  us  ail.  We  owe  ttiese 
volunteer  fire  departments  a  debt  of  gratitude 
for  ttieir  sennce  and  sacrifice. 


TRIBUTE  TO  SUSAN  AND  ROBERT 
H.  FRIEBERT 


HON.  THOMAS  M.  BARREH 

OF  WISCONSIN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
pay  tritxjte  today  to  two  of  Milwaukee  County's 
outstanding  citizens,  Susan  and  Rotiert  H. 
Friebert  As  ttie  Milwaukee  Chapter  of  the 
American  Jewish  Committee  prepares  to 
honor  Susan  arxJ  Bob  for  their  many  contritxj- 
tions  to  our  community,  I  woukl  like  to  take  a 
moment  to  reflect  on  ttie  remarkat>le  actiieve- 
ments  of  ttiis  great  couple. 

Susan  Friebert  has  been  one  of  Milwaukee 
County's  foremost  education  and  community 
activists  for  more  than  25  years.  As  ttie  execu- 
tive director  of  ttie  Quality  Education  Commis- 
sion. Susan  is  ctiarged  with  the  responsltiillty 
of  monitoring  and  evaluating  reform  initiatives 
in  the  Milwaukee  public  school  system.  As  a 
founding  merTt>er  and  officer  of  ttie  nationally 
renowned  Wisconsin  Alliance  on  Chiklren  and 
Families,  Susan  has  been  an  unfailing  advo- 
cate for  families  througtiout  Wisconsin.  Susan 
has  also  been  active  in  ttie  fiekj  of  health  care 
polk:y  as  memt)er  of  ttie  Wisconsin  digestive 
disease  research  center  advisory  tx>ard  at  ttie 
Medical  College  of  Wisconsin.  Her  contiitx>- 
tions  to  Wisconsin's  multitude  of  Jewish  orga- 
nizations are  also  immense.  Susan  has  served 
as  co-president  of  ttie  Milwaukee  ctiapter  of 
ttie  National  Courwil  of  Jewish  Women,  she  is 
a  tx>ard  member  of  ttie  Wisconsin  Jewish 
Conference,  and  she  presentty  sen/es  as  vice 
president  of  ttie  Milwaukee  Jewish  Council  for 
Community  Relations.  Susan  also  sen/es  as 
vice  president  of  ttie  women's  division  of  ttie 
Milwaukee  Jewish  Federation.  PreskJent  Clin- 
ton has  even  recognized  Susan's  talent  and 
energy  by  appointing  tier  to  the  White  House 
Commission  on  PreskJential  Sctiolars,  wtiere 
she  was  recentty  named  Its  Executive  Sec- 
retary. 

Robert  H.  Friebert  has  matched  his  wife's 
record  of  publk:  and  community  servk^.  Bob 
has  sen/ed  as  a  member  of  ttie  United  States 
Commisskxi  on  Civil  Rights  for  Wisconsin  and 
was  State  ctiair  of  ttie  Wisconsin  Civil  Lit>- 
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erties  Union.  When  he  organized  the  Wiscon- 
sin State  Put)ik:  Defender's  office,  he  also 
served  on  ttie  board  of  directors  of  ttie  Na- 
tional Legal  Aid  and  Defenders  Association. 
Bob  has  also  t>een  a  major  force  in  Wiscon- 
sin's Jewish  community.  Bob  has  served  as 
ttie  Chair  of  ttie  Milwaukee  Jewish  Council  on 
Community  Relations  and  was  ttie  first  ctiair  of 
ttie  Wisconsin  Jewish  Conference,  wtiere  he 
was  the  principal  auttior  of  and  fought  tire- 
lessly for  ttie  passage  of  Wisconsin's  Hate 
Crimes  law.  Bob  is  also  member  of  ttie  Board 
of  the  National  Jewish  Democratk:  Council. 
Bob  is  a  trustee  of  ttie  Medical  College  of  Wis- 
consin, and  was  the  founding  ctiair  of  ttie 
M.C.W.  Digestive  Disease  Research  Center 
Advisory  Board.  Bob  is  also  ttie  first  Chairman 
of  ttie  Board  of  ttie  Wisconsin  Research  Cerv 
ter,  organized  to  support  pluralism  in  American 
put)ik;  society.  Both  Susan  and  Bob  have 
been  exti'emely  active  at  ttieir  synagogue. 
Congregation  Emanu-EI  B'ne  Jeshurun. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  commend  ttie  Milwaukee 
Chapter  of  ttie  American  Jewish  Committee  on 
its  excellent  selection  of  Susan  and  Rot)ert  H. 
Frietiert  for  this  year's  human  relations  award, 
and  I  wish  Susan  and  Bob  continued  success 
In  all  of  their  endeavors. 


TRIBUTE  TO  MR.  LARRY  RANDA. 
PRESIDENT,  SUBURBAN  NEWS- 
PAPERS OF  AMERICA 


HON.  WnJIAM  0.  LIPINSKI 

OF  ILLINOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  woukj  like  to 
pay  tribute  today  to  one  of  the  finest  journal- 
ists working  my  congressional  distiict.  Mr. 
Larry  Randa,  Vce  PreskJent/Operations  of  the 
LIFE  Newspapers,  wtio  recentty  became 
PreskJent  of  Sutxjrt>an  Newspapers  of  Amer- 
Ka  [SNA]. 

Mr.  Randa,  who  began  with  ttie  LIFE  as  a 
general  assignment  reporter  in  1 974,  takes  ttie 
helm  of  a  trade  organization  ttiat  represents 
suburban  publk:ations  ttiroughout  North  Amer- 
ica with  a  combined  circulation  of  14  milikxi 
readers.  He  is  ttie  third  generation  of  ttie 
Randa  family  to  be  involved  in  ttie  manage- 
ment of  the  LIFE,  whk:h  was  founded  70  years 
ago.  Ttie  newspaper  is  generally  recognized 
as  one  of  ttie  best  Sutxirban  newspapers  in 
ttie  United  States.  And  through  his  reporting, 
editing  and  management  Mr.  Randa  has  cotv 
tiibuted  mightily  to  ttiat  reputatioa  The  Univer- 
sity Missouri  graduate  is  ttie  winner  of  50 
kx^l,  State  and  national  awards  including 
ttvee  prestigious  Peter  Lisagor  Awards  from 
ttie  Chicago  Headline  Club. 

In  addKkxi  to  his  professonal  excellence. 
Mr.  Rsuida  is  dedicated  to  his  community, 
sen/ing  on  ttie  Board  of  Directors  of  ttie  La 
Grange  Unit  of  ttie  American  Cancer  Society 
and  the  Darien  Youtti  Club,  is  a  deacon  at  the 
Presbyterian  Church  of  Westem  Springs  and 
coacties  youtti  softtsall,  basketball,  soccer  and 
volleyt)all. 
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CONGRESS  FULFILLS  ITS  COMMIT- 
MENT TO  CUT  GOVERNMENT 


HON.  CHARLES  H.  TAYLOR 

OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, we  finally  completed  fiscal  1996  appropria- 
tions action  late  last  montti.  And  although  we 
were  forced  to  add  back  funds  to  get  the 
President's  signature,  the  final  product  reflects 
the  Republk:an  party's  commitment  to  cutting 
government  programs.  The  fiscal  year  1996 
bills  cut  $23  tMllion  from  last  year's  levels.  As 
my  colleague  from  Louisiana,  Appropriations 
Chairman  Boe  Livingston,  said  in  anrrauncing 
the  programs  and  projects  terminated  in  the 
fiscal  year  1996  appropriations  bills:  "We  are 
cutting  government  beyond  targets  set  by  the 
budget  resoiutkxi.  These  numbers  are  proof 
that  we're  doing  our  part  to  t)alance  the  budg- 
et in  7  years.  While  President  Clinton  fights  to 
preserve  bureaucracies,  Reput>lk:ans  re  fight- 
ing to  relieve  the  American  taxpayer.  .  nis  is  a 
dramatically  different  way  of  doing  t>usiness  in 
Washington." 

I  coddnt  agree  more.  That  is  why  I  want  to 
submit  tfie  terminatk}ns  that  were  included  in 
ttie  fiscal  year  1996  appropriations  t}ills.  This 
list  was  compiled  by  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee, and  demonstrates  our  commitment  to  a 
balanced  budget  in  7  years. 

Eliminations 

The  following  are  terminations  included  in 
signed  bills  and  levels  negotiated  in  H.R. 
3019,  the  omnibus  spending  bill: 

TRANSPORTATION 

Highway  demonstration  projects  (S352  mil- 
lion). 

Local  rail  freight  assistance  (S17  million). 

Peim  Station  Redevelopment  (MO  million). 

Interstate  Commerce  Commission  (after 
Jan.  1)  ($15.4  million). 

Coast  Guard  buoy  replacement  project  (S8.5 
million). 

Coast  Guard  82-foot  WPB  capability  re- 
placement (S4  million). 

Coast  Guard  HH-65  helicopter  gearbox  up- 
grade (S2.5  million). 

Coast  Guard  GPS  2nd  District  ($2.4  mil- 
lion). 

FAA  "Quality  through  partnership"  pro- 
gram (S1.79  million). 

FAA  NAS  management  automation  pro- 
gram (S2  million). 

FAA  traffic  management  system  (S10.8  mil- 
Uon). 

FAA  Digital  BRTTE  display  ($5.5  million). 

FAA  remote  maintenance  monitoring  sys- 
tem upgrade  ($3  million). 

FAA  Integrated  network  management  sys- 
tem (S300.000). 

FAA  precision  runway  monitors  (S1.2  mil- 
lion). 

FAA  future  airway  facilities  technologies 
(R&D)  ($3.4  million). 

FAA  general  aviation  renaissance  ($1  mil- 
lion). 

Federal  Hwy.  Admin.  OJT/supportive  svcs. 
($5  million). 

FHWA  rrs  advanced  technology  applica- 
tions  ($10  million). 

FHWA  rrs  priority  corridors  ($10  million). 

AGRICDLTCRE 

Cattle  Tick  Eradication  Program,  Food 
Stamp  Program  ($12.5  million). 

Closed  3  Agriculture  Research  Svc.  labora- 
tories ($1  million). 
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Eliminated  26  research  grants  ($4.7  mil- 
lion). 

Nutrition  Education  Initiative.  Extension 
activities  ($4.3  million). 

TREASURY-POSTAL  SERVICE 

Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovt.  Rela- 
tions ($216,000). 

Administrative  Conference  of  the  U.S.  ($1.2 
million). 

Treasury  Special  Forfeiture  Fund  ($45  mil- 
lion). 

IRS  Tax  Compliance  (S405  million). 

OPM  Federal  Quality  Institute  ($800,000). 

0PM  International  Affairs  Office  ($140,000). 

OPM  Research  Office  ($2.2  million). 

OPM  Job  Information  ($2.5  million). 

OPM  Occupational  Testing  ($14.4  million). 

LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 

Office  of  Technology  Assessment  ($18.4  mil- 
lion). 

U.S.  Code  subscriptions  for  Members 
($420,000). 

House  Parking  Lot  6  ($238,000). 

Warehouse  at  120  Canal  St..  SE  ($181,000). 

Historical  Society  calendars  for  Members 
($850,000). 

Folding  Room  (privatized)  ($6.1  million). 

Barber  Shop  (privatized)  ($148,000). 

Ended  taxpayer-subsidized  flag  offlce 
($324,000). 

ENERGY  AND  WATER 

Gas  Turbine  Modular  Helium  Reactor  ($20.7 
million). 

Russian  replacement  program  ($5  million). 

Technology  Partnership  program  ($3  mil- 
lion). 

In  House  Energy  Mgmt.  ($31.3  million). 

Water  Conservation  Challenge  Partner- 
ships ($9  million). 

Energy/Water  Product  Efficiency  Stand- 
ards ($450,000). 

Construction  Prod.  Advancement  Research 
I»rogram  ($6  million). 

Nat'l  Assessment  of  Water  Supply  Demand 
&  Avail.  ($3  million). 

Nat'l  Special  Data  Infi-astructure  ($2  mil- 
lion). 

Dredging  Oper.  and  Environmental  Re- 
search ($3  million). 

Water  Operations  Tech.  Support  Program 
($1.5  mUlion). 

River  Confluence  Ice  Research  ($1  million). 

Natural  Resources  Technical  Support  ($1.6 
million). 

Environmental  Review  Guide  for  Oper- 
ations ($1.5  million). 

Reinvested  User  Fees  for  Recreation  Im- 
provements ($5  million). 

Real  Time  Water  Control  Research  Pro- 
gram ($850,000). 

INTERIOR 

Bureau  of  Mines  ($30  million). 

Emergency  Preparedness  (DOE)  ($8  mil- 
lion). 

Pennsylvania  Avenue  Development  Corp. 
($7  million). 

Urban  park  and  recreation  fund  ($6  mil- 
lion). 

State  grants/land  and  water  conservation 
fund  ($25  million). 

Business  enterprise  development  grants  ($2 
million). 

Indian  direct  loan  program  ($1  million). 

Navajo  rehabilitation  trust  fund  ($2  mil- 
lion). 

Rural  abandoned  mine  program  (RAMP)  ($8 
million). 

Advanced  computational  technology  ini- 
tiative ($10  million). 

Coalbed  methane  program  ($2  million). 

Planar  solid  oxide  fuel  cells  program  ($3 
million). 


May  21,  1996 


Mild  gasification  process  development  unit 
($4  million). 

Gasifier  improvement  facility  ($4  million). 

Advanced  absorption  fluids  ($1  million). 

Microcogeneration  ($2  million). 

Lighting  collaboratives  ($1  million). 

Federal  energy  efficiency  fund  ($7  million). 

Cool  communities  ($2  million). 

Training  for  commercial  building  opera- 
tors ($2  million). 

Pressure  calciner  project  ($2  million). 

Aluminum  spray  forming  ($3  million). 

Advanced  fluid  catalytic  cracker  ($2  mil- 
lion). 

Food,  textiles  and  agriculture  program  ($1 
million). 

Grants  to  industrial  associations  ($1  mil- 
lion). 

Industrial  assessments  ($1  million). 

CNG  absorbent  systems  and  tank  design  ($1 
million). 

Federal  fleet  vehicle  acquisitions  (elim. 
central  DOE  fund)  ($20  million). 

Collaborative  effort  with  DOT  on  crash  be- 
havior ($1  million). 

Automotive  piston  technologies  ($6  mil- 
lion). 

Locomotive  fuel  cell  program  ($1  million). 

Fuel  cells  for  buses  ($3  million). 

Integrated  resource  planning  (utility  sec- 
tor programs)  ($9  million). 

VA-HUD.  INDEP.  AGENCIES 

Chemical  Safety  and  Hazards  Investigation 
Board  ($500,000). 

Office  of  Consumer  Affairs  ($2.2  million). 

Public  Housing  Development  ($598  million). 

Enterprise  Zone  Homes  ($50  million). 

Pension  Fund  Partnerships  ($350  million). 

Flexible  Subsidy  Fund  ($50  million). 

Neighborhood  Development  ($5  million). 

Community  Adjustment  Planning  ($2  mil- 
lion). 

Congregate  Housing  ($25  million). 

Project  Based  Service  Coordinators  (S22 
million). 

Economic  Development  Initiative  ($350 
million). 

Joint  Community  Development  ($6  mil- 
lion). 

Lease  Adjustments  ($22  million). 

Loan  Management  ($150  million). 

Public  Housing  Coordinators  ($30  million). 

Service  Coordinators  ($30  million). 

COMMERCE,  JUSTICE.  STATE 

Advanced  Technology  Program  ($340  mil- 
lion). 

U.S.  Travel  and  Tourism  Administration 
($14  million;  $2  million  left  for  closeout 
costs). 

Non-point  Pollution  Source  Control  grants 
($5  million). 

Endowment  for  Children's  Educational  Tel- 
evision ($2.5  million). 

Contributions  to  U.N.  Industrial  Dev.  Or- 
ganization ($28  million). 

Competitive  Policy  Council  ($1  million). 

Ounce  of  Prevention  Council  ($1.5  million). 

LABOR.  HHS  (HOUSE  ELIMINATIONS): 

[Department  of  Labor] 

[Emplojmient  and  Training  Administra- 
tion:] 

Youth  Fair  Chance  ($24  million). 

Rural  Concentrated  Employment  ($3.8  mil- 
lion). 

JTPA  (Concentrated  Emplosrment  ($6  mil- 
lion). 

National  Commission  for  Employment  Pol- 
icy ($2.2  million). 

American  Samoans  (Training  &  Employ- 
ment Services)  ($5  million). 

Microenterprise  Grants  ($2.25  million). 

National  Center  for  the  Workplace  ($1.1 
million). 
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Office  of  the  American  Workplace  Depart- 
mental Management  ($7.4  million). 

[Department  of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices] 

[Public  Health  Services] 

State  Offices  of  Rural  Health  ($3.9  million). 
Trauma  Care— Public  Health  Service  ($4.7 
million). 

Native  Hawaiian  Health  Care  ($4.5  million). 

[Substance  Abuse  and  Mental  Health  Serv- 
ices Administration] 

Community  Support  Demonstrations- 
Substance  Abuse  &  Mental  Health  Services 
Admin.  ($24  million). 

Homeless  Service  Demonstrations  ($21  mil- 
lion). 

Treatment  Grants  to  Crisis  Areas— Sub- 
stance Abuse  Services  ($35  million). 

Treatment  Demonstrations/Criminal  Jus- 
tice Programs  ($37.5  million). 

Treatment  Demonstrations/Critical  Popu- 
lations ($23.5  million). 

Comprehensive  Comm.  Treatment  Pro- 
gram—Substance Abuse  Services  ($27  mil- 
lion). 

Substance  Abuse  Svcs.  Training  ($5.5  mil- 
lion). 

High  Risk  Youth— Prevention  Demonstra- 
tions ($65  million). 

Other  Programs— Prevention  Demonstra- 
tion ($6.6  million). 

Community  Partnerships  ($114  million). 

Prevention  Education/Dissemination  ($13.4 
million). 

Prevention  Education/Training  ($16  mil- 
lion). 

[Assistant  Secretary  for  Health] 

Office  of  Disease  Prevention  &  Health  Pro- 
motion ($4.6  million). 

Emergency  Preparedness  ($2.1  million). 

Health  Care  Reform  Data  Analysis  ($2.7 
million). 

Health  Service  Management  ($18.4  million). 

[Health  Care  Financing  Administration] 

Counseling  Program  ($10  million). 

Essential  Access  (Community  Hospitals 
($3.5  million). 

New  Rural  Health  Grants  ($1.7  million). 

[Administration  for  Children  and  Families] 

Civics  It  English  Education  Grants  ($6  mil- 
lion). 

Child  Development  Associate  Scholarships 
($1.3  million). 

Runaway  Youth  Activities  ($14  million). 

Youth  Gang  Substance  Abuse  ($10.5  mil- 
lion). 

ABCAN  ($288,000). 

Dependent  Care/Planning  ii  Development 
($13  million). 

Child  Welfare  Research  <$6.3  million). 

Social  Services  Research  ($15  million). 

Family  Support  Centers  ($7  million). 

Rural  Housing  ($2.9  million). 

Farmworker  Assistance  ($3  million). 

Demonstration  Partnerships  ($7.9  million). 

(Administration  on  Aging] 

Pension  Counseling  ($1.9  million). 

Federal  Council  on  Aging  ($176,000). 

White  House  Conference  on  Aging  ($3  mil- 
lion). 

[Department  of  Education] 

State  School  Improvement  ($27  million). 

[School  Improvement  Programs] 

Safe  &  Drug  Free  Schools— Nat'l  Programs 
($25  million). 

Education  Infi-astructure  ($35  million). 

Law  Related  Education  ($5.8  million). 

Christa  McAuliffe  Scholarships  ($1.9  mil- 
lion). 

Women's  Educational  Equity  ($3.9  million). 

Dropout  Prevention  Demonstrations  ($28 
million). 

Training  in  Early  Childhood  ($13  million). 

Family  and  Community  Endeavor  Schools 
($11  million). 
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[Bilingual  and  Immigrant  Education] 
Support  Services  ($14  million). 
Professional  Development  ($25  million). 

[Special  Institutions] 

Endowment  Grants — National  Tech.  Insti- 
tute for  the  Deaf  ($336,000). 

Construction — National  Tech.  Institute  for 
the  Deaf  ($150,000). 

Endowment  Grants— Gallaudet  University 
($1  million). 

[Vocational  and  Adult  Education] 

Community  Based  Organizations  ($9  mil- 
lion). 

Consumer  and  Homemaker  Education  ($34 
million). 

State  Councils  ($8.8  million). 

Demonstrations— National    Programs   ($20 
million). 

National  Occupational  Info.  Coord.  (Com- 
mittee ($6  million). 

Evaluation  &  Technical  Assistance — Adult 
Education  ($3.9  million). 

National  Institute  for  Literacy  ($4.8  mil- 
lion). 

Workplace  Literacy  Partnerships  ($18  mil- 
lion). 

[Student  Financial  Assistance] 

State  Post-Secondary  Review  Program  ($20 
million). 

[Higher  Education] 

Endowment  Grants  ($6  million). 

HBCU  Set-aside  ($2  million). 

Evaluation  ($1  million). 

Native  Hawaiian  &  Alaska  Native  Cultural 
Arts  ($1  million). 

Eisenhower  Leadership  Program  ($4  mil- 
lion). 

Innovation  Projects  in  Community  Service 
($1.4  million). 

Cooperative  Education  ($6.9  million). 

Student  Financial  Aid  Database  ($496,000). 

National   Science   Scholarships  ($4.4   mil- 
lion). 

National    Academy   of   Science.    Space   & 
Technology  ($2  million). 

Douglas  Teacher  Scholarships  ($14.5  mil- 
lion). 

Olympic  Scholarships  ($1  million). 

Teacher  Corps  ($1.8  million). 

Harris  Scholarships  ($20  million). 

Faculty    Development    Fellowships    ($3.7 
million). 

School.   College  and  University   Partner- 
ships ($3.8  million). 

Legral  Training  for  the  Disadvantaged  ($2.9 
million). 

[Howard  University] 

Regular    Program— Endowment    Program 
($3.5  million). 

Clincial  Law  Center— Endowment  Program 
($5.5  million). 

Research  ($4.6  million). 

Construction  ($5  million). 

College  Housing  &  Acad.  Facilities  Loans 
($1  million). 

[Education    Research.    Statistics    tt    Im- 
provement] 

21st  Century  Learning  ($750,000). 

National  Diffusion  Network  ($14  million). 

[Libraries] 

Library  Literacy  Programs  ($8  million). 

[Department  Management] 

National  Board  of  the  Fund  for  the  Improv. 
of  Post  Secondary  Ed.  ($128,000). 

President's  Ad.  Conmi.  on  Ed.  Excellence 
for  Hispanic  Am.  ($286,000). 

[Related  Agencies] 

Vista  Literacy  Corps— Domestic  ($5  mil- 
lion). 

Senior  Demonstration   Program   ($1  mil- 
lion). 

National   Ed.    Standards  &   Improvement 
Council  ($2  million). 


12083 

A  TRIBUTE  TO  CAMILO 

FERNANDEZ  AND  HIS  EXTRAOR- 
DINARY LIFE  OF  PUBLIC  SERV- 
ICE 


HON.  niANA  ROS-LEfflTNEN 

OF  FLORIDA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Ms.  ROS-LEHTINEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  Camik) 
Fenandez,  a  man  widely  admired  and  re- 
spected througfxxit  the  Hispank:  community  of 
the  United  States,  will  receive  the  1996 
Manuel  Antonio  de  Varona  Award,  from  the 
Junta  Patriotk:a  Cubana,  in  recognitkm  of  his 
extraordinary  public  servKe  career. 

Camilo  Fernandez  is  the  PreskJent  of  the 
Asociacion  Pro-Cuba  and  also  of  the  regional 
New  Jersey  Board  of  Directors  of  ttie  Junta 
Patriotica  Cut>ana.  He  has  also  preskled,  with 
great  distinctk^n,  the  lions  Club  Ctiapter  of 
Elizabeth,  NJ,  also  serving  in  its  Board  of  Di- 
rectors for  20  consecutive  years  arxJ  as  Vice- 
Govemor  for  the  I6ttv-E  distdct  of  Uons  Inter- 
natk>nal.  These  are  only  a  few  examples  of 
the  devoted  and  unselfish  servk^  he  has  pro- 
vkled  his  community. 

Throughout  his  exceptional  life,  Ciamik) 
Fernandez  has  t)een  at  the  forefront  of  efkxts 
to  reestablish  freedom  and  democracy  in 
Cuba,  his  native  honieland.  The  desire  to  see 
his  fellow  countrymen  free  from  repression 
has  been  the  prinrery  inspiratk>n  of  his  life  and 
continues  even  stronger  today. 

Togettier  with  his  wife,  Maria  Julia,  Camik) 
Fernandez  fias  demonstrated  great  leadership 
in  his  Involvement  in  numerous  civk:,  cuttural 
and  patriotk:  activities. 

For  his  tireless  efforts  in  support  of  his  com- 
fTHjnity  and  for  his  perseverance  in  trying  to 
bhng  freedom  to  his  homeiand  of  Cuba.  I  pay 
tribute  to  Camilo  Fernandez.  He  tnjly  is  a 
giant  among  ordinary  mea 


HONORING  THE  ALPINE 
VOLUNTEER  FIRE  DEPARTMENT 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  the  invaluaWe  servces 
provkJed  by  ttie  Alpine  Volunteer  Fire  [depart- 
ment These  brave,  civw-minded  people  give 
freely  of  tiieir  time  so  that  vra  may  ail  feel 
safer  at  night 

Few  realize  the  depth  of  training  and  hard 
work  that  goes  into  being  a  voiunteer  fire- 
fighter. To  quote  one  of  my  kxal  volunteers. 
These  fireman  must  have  an  ovenwhelming 
desire  to  do  for  others  while  expecting  nothing 
in  return." 

Preparatksn  includes  tw«e-nx)nthly  training 
programs  in  whkrfi  they  have  live  drills,  study 
the  latest  vkJeos  featuring  the  latest  in  fire- 
figtiting  tactics,  as  well  as  attend  seminars 
where  they  can  obtain  the  knowledge  they 
need  to  save  lives.  Wittiin  a  year  of  becoming 
a  volunteer  firefighter,  most  attend  the  Ten- 
nessee fire  training  school  in  Murlreesboro 
where  they  undergo  further,  intensified  train- 
ing. 
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When  the  residents  of  my  district  go  to  bed 
at  night,  they  know  that  shouid  disaster  stril<e 
and  their  home  catch  fire,  wel^trained  and 
qualified  volunteer  fire  departments  are  ready 
arxl  willing  to  give  so  graciously  and  gener- 
ously of  themselves.  This  peace  of  mind 
should  not  be  taken  for  granted. 

By  sefflessly  giving  of  themselves,  they  en- 
sure a  safer  future  for  us  all.  We  owe  ttiese 
volunteer  fire  departments  a  debt  of  gratitude 
for  their  service  and  sacrifice. 


TRIBUTE  TO  LAKEWOOD 
KIWANIANS 


HON.  MARTIN  R.  HOKE 

OF  OHIO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  share 
with  my  colleagues  inspiring  and  irrefutable 
eviderK:e  of  the  goodness  and  compassion 
and  humanitarian  corx^em  of  the  American 
people  and  the  ladders  of  opportunity  they 
have  raised  for  their  fellow  citizens,  particularly 
those  wtx>  have  fallen  behind. 

For  75  years,  the  members  of  the  Kiwanis 
Club  of  Lakewood,  OH,  have  quietly  per- 
formed acts  of  human  kindness  to  serve  the 
needs  of  young  and  okj  alike.  Chartered  May 
17, 1921,  it  was  the  city's  first  service  club. 

Through  the  darit  days  of  the  Great  Depres- 
sion, during  times  of  war  arxj  peace,  amid  tu- 
muttiMus  change  arxJ  the  unimagined  chal- 
lenges and  opportunities  of  a  rapidly  evolving 
society.  Lakewood's  remarkable  Kiwanians 
have  been  a  constant,  unwavering  source  of 
help  arxJ  inspiratkm  for  their  fellow  citizens. 

They  saw  the  urgent  needs  of  ttieir  commu- 
nity and  acted  instinctively  to  help.  They  do- 
nated food,  collected  and  distributed  clothing, 
formed  a  scholarship  program  for  college  and 
vocatkMial  school  students,  built  a  picnk:  pavil- 
km  and  running  track,  sponsored  youth  health 
and  safety  campaigns  and  hundreds  of  other 
programs  and  activities  tfiat  have  helped  to 
enrich  the  quality  of  life  for  ger>erations  of 
Lakewood  families. 

Lakewood  Kiwanians  have  breathed  life  into 
the  kleals  of  brotherhood,  community  and  citi- 
zenship for  three-quarters  of  a  century.  They 
have  personified  what  is  best  about  America, 
its  people. 

The  dub's  k>r)g  record  of  servk%  is  chron- 
icled in  the  foUowing  artKle  from  the  Lake- 
wood  Sun  Post  by  Dan  Chabek,  a  trustee 
emeritus  of  the  Lakewood  Historical  Society 
and  a  former  tx>ard  member  of  Lakewood 
Kiwanis.  I  ask  that  this  be  placed  in  the 
RECOflO  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me 
in  congratulating  the  members  of  the  dub  on 
their  75th  anniversary,  but  inore  than  that,  for 
touching  the  lives  of  our  community  and  its 
people  in  such  a  positive  way  over  the  years. 

Lakewood  Organization  Celebrates  75th 

anniversary 

(By  Dan  Chabek) 

In  wb&t  Lakewood  orgranization  does  one 
find  compassion  for  the  needy  and  handi- 
capped, aid  for  the  elderly,  support  of  youth, 
young  children  priority  one,  and  a  deter- 
mination to  make  our  city  the  best  place  in 
which  to  live? 
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The  answer  is  the  Lakewood  Kiwanis  Club, 
which  is  celebrated  its  75th  birthday  this 
month. 

Across  the  years  the  membership,  now 
numbering  183.  has  immersed  itself  in  hun- 
dreds of  charitable  projects,  always  striving 
to  provide  hands-on  volunteer  help  as  well  as 
monetary  assistance. 

Chartered  May  17.  1921,  the  club  became 
Lakewood's  first  service  organization.  Its 
goals  to  improve  quality  of  life  have  been 
sparked  all  along  by  the  Kiwanis  motto:  "We 
build." 

The  Lakewood  club  is  part  of  Kiwanis 
International,  which  comprises  more  than 
300,000  nnembers  from  nearly  8,800  clubs  in 
more  than  75  nations. 

First  in  the  worldwide  organization  was 
the  Detroit  Club,  founded  by  Allen  Simpson 
Browne,  a  professional  organizer,  in  early 
1915.  Later  that  year,  the  No.  2  club  was 
formed  in  Cleveland. 

Its  president,  Harry  H.  Hoard,  got  the  ball 
rolling  for  a  Lakewood  accession  that  would 
become  the  initial  suburban  Kiwanis  in 
Greater  Cleveland.  He  invited  Dr.  Walter  F. 
Keating  of  Lakewood  to  round  up  a  core  of  84 
local  businessmen  as  charter  members. 
Keating  was  named  first  president  of  the 
Lakewood  club. 

Current  officers  are  Timothy  Friedmann, 
president;  Susan  Brooks  Dickinson,  first  vice 
president;  Ernest  M.  "Tex"  Phillips,  second 
vice  president;  Harold  Mathiott,  secretary; 
James  Simon,  treasurer. 

In  its  fledgling  years.  Lakewood  Kiwanis 
made  numerous  contributions,  including 
$5,900  to  aid  victims  of  the  horrible  1924  Lo- 
rain tornado,  and  $5,000  to  build  a  camp 
lodge  in  Rocky  River  valley  to  accommodate 
the  Boy  Scouts,  YMCA  and  various  other 
youth  groups. 

During  the  Great  Depression  of  the  '30s, 
the  club  held  charity  drives  during  which 
members  plied  the  city  streets  in  their  own 
cars  to  pick  up  used  clothing  and  food  for 
distribution  to  jobless  families. 

Lakewood  Kiwanis  has  taken  particular 
pride  and  interest  in  its  Scholarship  Founda- 
tion. Starting  in  1954,  it  has  awarded  to  date 
$623,000  in  college  grants  to  170  deserving 
high  school  seniors. 

Today,  the  foundation  has  a  net  worth  in 
excess  of  $300,000,  with  funding  coming  from 
endowments,  interest  on  investments,  and 
contributions  mostly  by  Kiwanians  at  week- 
ly Tuesday  luncheon  meetings  in  Lakewood's 
Masonic  Temple  on  Detroit  Road. 

In  1971,  to  commemorate  its  50th  anniver- 
sary, the  club  was  the  prime  funder  of  the 
open  picnic  pavilion  at  Lakewood  Park,  un- 
derwriting $20,000  of  the  $30,000  cost. 

In  1985,  a  check  for  $100,000  was  given  to 
Lakewood  High  School  to  build  an  eight- 
lane,  all-weather  running  track  located  at 
the  school's  athletic  field  and  open  to  the 
community.  TTiree  years  later,  a  new  $22,000 
automotive  van  was  donated  to  this  area's 
Youth  Challenge  organization  to  transport 
handicapped  children. 

In  more  recent  years,  there  have  been 
many  ongoing  beneficial  programs,  such  as: 

Free  distribution  of  vegetable  and  flower 
seeds  to  grade  school  pupils  in  the  spring  for 
backyard  gardens,  with  prizes  awarded  to 
winning  student  growers  at  the  end  of  the 
crop  season. 

No-charge.  one-on-one  tutoring  by 
Kiwanians  to  pupils  needing  help  in  math, 
social  studies  and  reading.  Also,  similar  par- 
ticipation in  a  "Grandparents,  Read  to  Me" 
class  for  preschoolers  who  show  signs  of 
probable  later  learning  difficulties. 

Annual  vocational  undertaking  wherein 
Lakewood  students,  hopeful  of  pursuing  des- 
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ignated  careers,  can  elect  to  "shadow"  for  a 
day  Kiwanians  who  are  successful  in  the  par- 
ticular field  the  student  desires  to  enter. 

Regular  monthly  "pass-the-can"  donations 
up  to  $100  or  more  at  Kiwanis  luncheons  for 
the  Lakewood  Christian  Service  Center's 
Hunger  Project. 

To  obtain  funds  for  conducting  most  of  its 
good-deed  works,  Lakewood  Kiwanis  relies  to 
a  large  extent  on  two  fUnd-raising  programs. 
It  makes  and  distributes  doughnuts,  as  many 
as  4,000  dozens  a  year,  and  it  sells  tickets  and 
prints  playbills  for  an  annual  musical  vari- 
ety show  performed  by  a  local  amateur  cast 
known  as  The  Group. 

Kiwanians  also  roll  up  their  sleeves  for  nu- 
merous other  money-making  projects,  in- 
cluding hot  dog  sales  at  community  fes- 
tivals, spaghetti  dinners,  and  reverse  raffles. 

Assists  in  fund-raising  endeavors  are  forth- 
coming from  student  affiliates  of  Lakewood 
Kiwanis— the  Key  Club  at  Lakewood  High 
School  and  Builders  Club  chartered  at  Har- 
ding, Horace  Mann  and  Emerson  Middle 
Schools,  and  Lakewood  Lutheran  School. 

A  former  auxiliary,  one  made  up  of  the 
wives  of  members  and  known  as  the  Lake- 
wood  Kiwani-Anns,  was  founded  in  1961.  It  re- 
mained active  for  many  years  until  the  ad- 
vent, within  the  past  decade,  of  women  mem- 
bers in  the  club's  main  roster. 

This  month,  as  a  special  gesture  to  mark 
its  anniversary,  Lakewood  Kiwanis  provided 
an  illuminated  sign  to  be  placed  in  front  of 
the  Board  of  Education  Building  on  Warren 
Road. 

Also  on  the  club's  agenda  is  an  anniversary 
banquet  for  members,  families  and  friends.  It 
is  set  for  Friday  evening.  May  17,  at  Wag- 
ner's Country  Inn  in  Westlake. 

Finally,  in  case  you've  wondered,  the  name 
"Kiwanis"  is  from  an  old  American  Indian 
expression.  One  broad  interpretation  was 
that  it  meant.  "We  have  a  good  time — we 
make  noise."  However,  other  definitions, 
now  more  generally  accepted,  are  "We 
trade"  or  "We  share  our  talents." 


HOUSTON-BASED  CONTrNE^fTAL 
AIRLINES  IS  FL-XING  fflGH 


HON.  JAa  FIELDS 

OF  TEXAS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Wall 
Street  Journal  last  week,  and  Business  Week 
this  week,  profiled  a  Houstor>-based  company 
that  is  flying  high:  Continental  Airlines.  The  ar- 
tk^es  in  the  Wall  Street  Journal  and  Business 
Week  chronicled  the  improved  sennce  that 
Continerrtal  Airiines  now  offers  its  pas- 
sengers— and  the  resulting  improvement  in 
Continental's  bottom  line. 

Under  the  leadership  of  Chief  Executive  Of- 
ficer Gordon  Bethune,  and  as  a  result  of 
greater  cooperation  and  better  communication 
between  labor  and  management.  Continental 
Airiines  has  transformed  itself  from  a  mediocre 
earner  to  one  of  America's  best-run  airiines. 
After  weathering  some  turbulence  in  the 
1 980's,  Continental  is  soaring  Into  dear  skies, 
and  we  Houstonians  couldn't  be  prouder  that 
our  hometown  carrier  is  doing  so  well. 

In  the  year  and  a  half  since  Gordon  Be- 
thune arrived  at  Continental  from  Boeing, 
there  have  been  many  changes  at  the  airiine. 
No  longer  does  Continental  Airiines  have  one 
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of  the  industry's  worst  records  for  orvtime  per- 
formance, lost  or  misharxlled  baggage,  or  cus- 
tomer complaints.  Today,  Continental  has  one 
of  the  industry's  best  records  in  each  of  tfiose 
performance  categories.  The  airiines  now  pro- 
vkJes  its  customers  with  some  of  the  besi 
servrce  in  the  skies — and  word's  getting  out 
Continental  Airlines  is  attracting  more  leisure 
travelers  as  well  as  business  travelers,  and 
the  airiine's  bottom  line  is  in  better  shape 
today  than  it  has  been  in  years. 

Now,  while  Gordon  Bethune  is  a  highly  tal- 
ented and  motivated  chief  executive  officer, 
the  tumaround  at  Continental  Airiines  is  not 
the  result  of  his  efforts  alor>e.  It  is  the  result 
of  the  hard  wori<  of  the  thousands  of  dedicated 
irxlividuals  who  make  Continental  "more  air- 
line for  your  money" — employees  like  the  bag- 
gage handler  who  makes  certain  the  right  bag 
is  loaded  on  the  right  flight,  the  flight  attendant 
who  provkjes  a  weary  traveler  with  a  little 
extra  attentk>n,  and  the  mechanc  who  takes 
the  time  to  prevent  prot)lems  even  before  they 
become  problems. 

The  significant  improvements  that  we've  all 
experienced  at  Continental  Airlir>es  show  that 
when  management  and  labor  v«)rk  together, 
each  can  prosper.  This  mistrust  and  anger 
that  for  too  long  characterized  relations  be- 
tween Continental  management  and  the  air- 
iine's employees  is  gone.  Under  Gordon  Be- 
thune's  leadership,  new  and  innovative  incen- 
tives have  been  instituted  to  ensure  that  Corv 
tinental  employees  spend  nx>re  time  serving 
the  needs  of  their  customers,  and  less  time  ar- 
guing arrxxig  ttiemselves.  Those  incentives 
tiave  created  an  environment  in  whkrfi  Corv 
tinental  Airiines  employees  are  encouraged  to 
woric  togettier  to  accomplish  the  impossit)le — 
rather  than  sperxJing  their  workdays  convinc- 
ing one  another  that  something  cannot  be 
done.  Today,  everyone  at  Corrtinental — at  cor- 
porate headquarters,  at  each  maintenance  fa- 
dlity,  at  every  airport  arxJ  every  boarding 
gate — understands  that  their  fates  are  tied  to- 
gether. They  understand  that  they  and  their 
airline  will  prosper  or  fail — together. 

This  transformation  has  not  been  easy, 
qurck  or  painless.  In  fact,  to  some,  the  mere 
fact  that  Continental  Airiines  is  still  flying  is 
nothing  short  of  a  miracle. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  new  Continental  Airiines 
may  be  the  result  of  a  miracle,  good  luck  or 
just  plain  hard  worit  on  the  part  of  thousands 
of  Continental  Airiines  employees  and  execu- 
tives. Whatever  the  cause,  we  Houstonians  fa- 
miliar with  Continental's  turbulent  past  are 
pleased  that  its  future  looks  so  bright  Con- 
tinental is  a  major  emptoyer  in  Houston,  and 
we  are  proud  that  our  hometown  airiine  is  set- 
ting the  pace  in  the  highly  competitive  airiine 
industry.  I  salute  Gordon  Bethune  for  his  ef- 
forts to  make  that  possible,  arxJ  I  salute  the 
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hard  woric  artd  dedicatkjn  of  each  and  every 
Continental  empkjyee  for  a  job  very,  very  well 
done. 


ALASKA  STATE  FOREST  PRAC- 
TICES ACT  PROTECTS  FISH 
HABITAT 


HON,  DON  YOUNG 

OF  ALASKA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
to  bring  the  attention  of  my  colleagues  to  a 
new  study.  The  study  details  the  effect  of 
rrKXJem  logging  technk^ues  under  \he  State  of 
Alaska's  Forest  Practnes  Act  on  fish  streams 
throughout  Alaska. 

This  is  a  slgnificarrt  study.  It  shows  that 
Alaska  can  handle  forest  management  to  pro- 
tect fish  arx]  fish  streams.  It  shows  that  log- 
ging under  State  standards  does  not  have  an 
adverse  impact  on  fish  hat)itat  and  stream 
conditions.  It  shows  that  logging  on  State  and 
private  land  in  Alaska  is  compatible  with  fish- 
eries protection. 

The  study  is  one  more  reason  why  Alaskans 
should  be  given  a  chance  to  elect  to  own  and 
manage  the  Tongass  National  Forest,  which  is 
what  my  bill,  H.R.  2413,  proposes.  If  Alaskan 
polk^es  arxJ  rules  are  achieving  these  results, 
the  State  ownership  of  the  Tongass  will  more 
than  protect  fish  streams  when  timber  harvest- 
ing is  involved.  And  Washington,  DC  policies 
and  programs  can  stay  where  they  originate — 
inside  the  Washington,  DC  beltway. 

The  study  was  corxJucted  by  an  Alaska  Na- 
tive corporatton,  Sealaska,  on  land  managed 
under  State  law.  Alaska  State  law  requires  6&- 
foot  or  100-foot  no  timber  harvest  buffer  zones 
around  fish  streams. 

What  distinguishes  ttiis  study  from  many 
others  is  that  it  relies  on  actual  stream  sun/eys 
taken  over  a  3-year  period,  1992-94,  in  timber 
harvest  areas  and  unk>gged  areas.  The  group 
conducting  the  study  actually  went  out  and 
collected  real  data,  something  that  our  Federal 
researchers  in  the  Forest  Service  should  note. 

Stream  health  was  ar^lyzed  in  10  basirts 
and  the  corx^usion  was  that  the  changes  corr>- 
paring  logged  and  unlogged  basins  was  not 
discemit>le.  Where  disturbances  have  oc- 
curred, tliey  have  not  resulted  in  fish  stream 
productivity. 

The  article  ft-om  this  month's  Resource  Re- 
view that  discusses  the  study  folkjws  my  re- 
nwks.  What  this  teaches  is  that  States  can 
effectively  manage  resources  within  their 
boarders.  In  my  view  Alaskans  should  t>e 
given  ttie  chance  to  manage  the  Tongass  and 
other  States  or  local  governments  should  tie 
given  larxJs  within  ttieir  txsarders. 
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Management  dedsions  and  polcies  made 
by  the  people  and  dosest  to  ttie  people— out- 
skle  of  the  influence  of  Wastiingtix),  DC — are 
the  tiest  management  dedsk>ns  and  polcies. 

Multi-year  Study  Conclitoes  Alaska's 
Forest  Practices  act  Protects  Fish. 
Stream  HABrrAT 

A  recent  multi-year  study  has  concluded 
that  modem  logging  operations  adhering  to 
the  guidelines  of  the  Alaska  Forest  Practices 
Act  (FPA)  do  not  have  an  adverse  impact  on 
fish  habitat  and  stream  channel  conditions. 

Prepared  by  Pentec  Environmental  for 
Sealaska  Corporation  and  the  Alaska  Forest 
Association,  the  report  evaluates  the  effec- 
tiveness of  the  FPA  in  protecting  fish  habi- 
tat and  channel  conditions.  The  report  con- 
solidates the  findings  of  1992.  1993  and  1994 
monitoring  studies  and  is  i>art  of  a  continu- 
ing investigation  that  will  provide  informa- 
tion on  FPA  effectiveness  in  both  the  short 
and  long  term. 

The  FPA  specifies  best  management  prac- 
tices (BMP)  for  loggers  to  follow  in  prevent- 
ing significant  adverse  effects  from  timber 
harvest  activities  on  habitat  and  water  qual- 
ity. In  1992,  Pentec  was  contracted  to  de- 
velop and  implement  a  monitoring  program 
to  collect  data  on  fish  liabitat  and  channel 
conditions  from  streams  in  forested  lands  of 
coastal  Alaska.  The  objectives  of  the  mon- 
itoring program  were  to  determine  whether 
fish  habitat  conditions  have  changed  as  a  re- 
sult of  forest  practices  and  whether  habitat 
quality  has  been  significantly  affected  by 
timber  operations. 

From  1992  and  1994.  stream  surveys  were 
conducted  in  selected  timber  management 
areas  of  Southeast  Alaska,  the  Kenai  Penin- 
sula and  Afognak  Island.  Stream  basins  with 
varying  levels  of  timber  harvest  were  sur- 
veyed during  each  year,  and  annual  surveys 
were  repeated  on  several  streams. 

The  results  of  the  Pentec  study  are  based 
on  three  years  of  data  that  was  collected 
within  one  of  seven  years  following  initi- 
ation of  timber  harvest  activities.  The  data 
was  collected  trom  over  27  miles  of  streams 
in  10  different  basins. 

The  report  finds  the  only  change  that  is 
certain  is  the  increase  in  large  woody  debris 
(LWD)  from  the  riparian  buffer  in  some 
logged  streams  as  a  result  of  blowdown.  The 
increased  LWD  is  not  expected  to  have  a  neg- 
ative effect  on  fish  habitat  because  the  chan- 
nel changes  are  local  and  the  amount  of 
stream  length  affected  in  sniall. 

The  study  found  that  other  habitat  condi- 
tions have  changed  in  stream  reaches  of  both 
logged  and  unlogged  basins,  but  the  mag- 
nitude and  direction  of  these  changes  are  not 
discernible  at  this  time.  The  monitoring  re- 
sults suggest  no  large  habitat  disturbances 
have  occurred  to  date  and  that  any  disturb- 
ances that  may  have  occurred  are  relatively 
subtle.  None  of  the  changes  have  occurred  at 
a  level  large  enough  to  affect  fish  productiv- 
ity. 


12086 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 

SENATE-^Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 


May  22,  1996 


The  Senate  met  at  9:15  a.m.,  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  Thurmond]. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogilvle,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Gracious  Lord,  we  begin  this  day 
with  disturbing  questions  that  won't  go 
away.  What  would  we  do  and  say  today 
if  we  loved  You  with  all  our  hearts? 
How  would  we  deal  with  the  present 
challenges  we  face  here  in  the  Senate  if 
we  put  You  and  the  welfare  of  our  Na- 
tion first  above  all  else?  What  do  You 
want  us  to  do  to  move  forward? 

You  have  taught  us.  "If  you  have 
faith  as  a  mustard  seed,  you  will  say  to 
this  mountain,  'Move  from,  here  to 
there'  and  it  will  move;  and  nothing 
will  be  impossible  for  you." 

Is  Your  promise  applicable  to  us  in 
our  circumstances?  Will  You  give  us 
power  to  remove  the  mountainous  dif- 
ferences that  often  divide  us  if  we  have 
faith  in  You — even  as  small  as  a  mus- 
tard seed?  We  dare  to  claim  that  You 
wiU. 

Therefore,  we  ask  You  to  gruide  us  to 
Your  solutions  for  our  present  con- 
cerns Bring  us  together  in  unity 
aroi^d  what  is  most  creative  for  our 
Nation.  We  place  our  faith  in  You. 
Nothing  is  impossible  for  You.  Help  us 
Lord,  we  need  You.  Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  ACTING 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
able  acting  majority  leader,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Mississippi,  Senator  Lott,  is 
recognized. 


SCHEDULE 


Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President.  I  thank  the 
Senator  for  the  recognition.  The  Sen- 
ate will  immediately  resume  consider- 
ation of  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution 
57.  the  concurrent  budget  resolution, 
and  will  begin  a  lengthy  series  of  con- 
secutive rollcall  votes,  all  on  or  in  re- 
lationship to  amendments.  The  Hrst 
vote  will  be  15  minutes  in  length,  but 
all  remaining  votes  in  the  sequence  are 
limited  to  10  minutes  in  length.  Sen- 
ators are  asked — implored — to  remain 
in  or  around  the  Senate  Chamber 
throughout  this  voting  sequence  in 
order  to  facilitate  the  votes  and  hope 
to  complete  action  on  the  budget  reso- 
lution before  a  late  hour  tonight. 

Again.  I  plead  with  the  Senators  to 
stay  on  the  floor  so  we  can  go  through 
this  series  of  votes.  It  inconveniences 
all  Senators  when  we  have  one  or  two 
that  get  lost  down  the  hall.  Please  stay 


close.  I  believe  we  can  finish  this  series 
of  votes  in  a  reasonable  period  of  time. 
I  want  to  thank  the  managers  of  the 
bill,  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
and  the  ranking  member  from  Ne- 
braska. They  have  been  working  hard 
to  get  through  this  list  of  amendments. 
I  know  they  will  continue  to  work  to 
see  if  the  long  list  can  be  reduced  fur- 
ther by  voice  vote,  or  whatever, 
throughout  the  day.  I  ask  for  all  pos- 
sible cooperation  with  them. 


MEASURE  PLACED  ON  THE 
CALENDAR'S.  1788 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  under- 
stand there  is  a  bill  due  for  its  second 
reading.  I  ask  for  that. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
INHOFE).  The  Senator  is  correct.  The 
clerk  will  read  the  bill  for  the  second 
time. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  bill  (S.  1788)  to  amend  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Act  and  the  Railway  Labor 
Act  to  repeal  those  provisions  of  Federal  law 
that  require  eniployees  to  pay  union  dues  or 
fees  as  a  condition  of  employment,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  object  to 
further  proceedings  of  this  matter  at 
this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ob- 
jection is  heard.  The  bill  will  be  placed 
on  the  calendar. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
A  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  57) 

setting  forth  the  congressional  budget  for 

the  U.S.  Government  for  fiscal  years  1997, 

1998, 1999,  2000,  2001.  and  2002. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  bill. 

Pending: 

Boxer  amendment  No.  3982,  to  preserve, 
protect,  and  strengthen  the  Medicaid  pro- 
gram by  controlling  costs,  providing  State 
flexibility,  and  restoring  critical  standards 
and  protections,  including  coverage  for  all 
populations  covered  under  current  law,  to  re- 
store $18  billion  in  excessive  cuts,  offset  by 
corporate  and  business  tax  reforms,  and  to 
express  the  sense  of  the  Senate  regarding 
certain  Medicaid  reforms. 

Wyden-Kerry  amendment  No.  3984,  to  ex- 
press the  sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  reve- 
nue assumptions. 

Wellstone  amendment  No.  3985,  to  express 
the  sense  of  the  Senate  on  tax  deductibility 
of  higher  education  tuition  and  student  loan 
interest  costs. 

Wellstone-Kerry  amendment  No.  3986.  to 
express  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  funds 


will  be  available  to  hire  new  police  officers 
under  the  Community  Oriented  Policing 
Service. 

Wellstone  amendment  No.  3987,  to  express 
the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  Congress  will 
not  enact  or  adopt  any  legislation  that 
would  increase  the  number  of  children  who 
are  hungry  or  homeless. 

Wellstone  amendment  No.  3988,  to  express 
the  sense  of  the  Senate  with  respect  to  main- 
taining current  expenditure  levels  for  the 
Low  Income  Home  Energy  Assistance  Pro- 
gram for  fiscal  year  1997. 

Wellstone  amendment  No.  3989,  to  express 
the  sense  of  the  Senate  with  respect  to  the 
interrelationship  between  domestic  violence 
and  welfare. 

Kerry  amendment  No.  3990,  to  restore  pro- 
posed cuts  in  the  environment  and  natural 
resources  programs,  to  be  offset  by  the  ex- 
tension of  expired  tax  provisions  or  cor- 
porate and  business  tax  reforms. 

Kerry  amendment  No.  3991,  to  increase  the 
Function  500  totals  to  maintain  levels  of 
education  and  training  funding  that  will 
keep  pace  with  rising  school  enrollments  and 
the  demand  for  a  better-trained  workforce, 
to  be  offset  by  the  extension  of  expired  tax 
provisions  or  corporate  and  business  tax  re- 
forms. 

Kyi  amendment  No.  3995,  to  express  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  a  supermajor- 
ity  requirement  for  raising  taxes. 

Kyi  modified  amendment  No.  3996,  to  pro 
viding  funding  for  the  Low  Income  Home  En- 
ergy Assistance  Program  through  fiscal  year 
2000. 

Kennedy  amendment  No.  3997,  to  express 
the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the  reconcili- 
ation bill  should  maintain  the  existing  pro- 
hibition against  additional  charges  by  pro- 
viders under  the  medicare  program. 

Kennedy  amendment  No.  3998,  to  express 
the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the  reconcili- 
ation bill  should  not  include  any  changes  in 
Federal  nursing  home  quality  standards  or 
the  Federal  enforcement  of  such  standards. 

Kennedy  amendment  No.  3999,  to  express 
the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  provisions  of 
current  medicaid  law  protecting  families  of 
nursing  home  residents  from  experiencing  fi- 
nancial ruin  as  the  price  of  needed  care  for 
their  loved  ones  should  be  retained. 

Kennedy  amendment  No.  4000,  to  express 
the  sense  of  the  Senate  relating  to  the  pro- 
tection of  the  wages  of  construction  workers. 

Byrd  amendment  No.  4001,  to  increase 
overall  discretionary  spending  to  the  levels 
proposed  by  the  President,  offset  by  the  ex- 
tension of  expired  tax  provisions  or  cor- 
porate and  business  tax  reforms. 

Lott-Smith  modified  amendment  No.  4002, 
to  express  the  sense  of  the  Congress  regard- 
ing reimbursement  of  the  United  States  for 
the  costs  associated  with  Operations  South- 
em  Watch  and  Provide  Comfort  out  of  reve- 
nues generated  by  any  sale  of  petroleum 
originating  from  Iraq. 

Simpson-Moynihan  amendment  No.  4003,  to 
express  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  all  Fed- 
eral spending  and  revenues  which  are  in- 
dexed for  inflation  should  be  calibrated  by 
the  most  accurate  inflation  indices  which 
are  available  to  the  Federal  government. 

Graham  amendment  No.  4007,  to  create  a  60 
vote  point  of  order  against  legislation  divert- 
ing   savings    achieved     through    medicare 


•  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insenions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
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waste,  fraud  and  abuse  enforcement  activi- 
ties for  purposes  other  than  improving  the 
solvency  of  the  Medicare  Federal  Hospital 
Insurance  Trust  Fund. 

Ashcroft  modified  amendment  No.  4008.  to 
provide  for  an  income  tax  deduction  for  the 
old  age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
taxes  paid  by  employees  and  self-employed 
individuals. 

Gramm  amendment  No.  4009.  to  express  the 
sense  of  the  Congress  that  the  1993  income 
tax  increase  on  Social  Security  benefits 
should  be  repealed. 

Brown  amendment  No.  4010,  to  express  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  there  should  be  a 
cap  on  the  application  of  the  civilian  and 
military  retirement  COLA. 

Harkin  amendment  No.  4011,  to  provide 
that  the  first  reconciliation  bill  not  include 
Medicaid  reform,  focusing  mainly  on  Welfare 
reform  by  shifting  Medicaid  changes  from 
the  first  to  the  second  reconciliation  bill. 

Harkin  (for  Specter)  amendment  No.  4012, 
to  restore  funding  for  education,  training, 
and  health  programs  to  a  Congressional 
Budget  Office  freeze  level  for  fiscal  year  1997 
through  an  across  the  board  reduction  in  fed- 
eral administrative  costs. 

Bumpers  amendment  No.  4013.  to  establish 
that  no  amounts  realized  firom  sales  of  assets 
shall  be  scored  with  respect  to  the  level  of 
budget  authority,  outlays,  or  revenues. 

Bumpers  amendment  No.  4014,  to  eliminate 
the  defense  firewalls. 

Thompson  amendment  No.  3981,  to  express 
the  sense  of  the  Senate  on  the  funding  levels 
for  the  Presidential  Election  Campaign 
Fund. 

Murkowski  amendment  No.  4015.  to  pro- 
hibit sense  of  the  Senate  amendments  from 
being  offered  to  the  budget  resolution. 

Simpson  (for  Kerrey)  amendment  No.  4016, 
to  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate  on  long 
term  entitlement  reforms. 

Snowe  amendment  No.  4017.  to  express  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  aggregates  and 
functional  levels  included  in  the  budget  reso- 
lution assume  that  savings  in  student  loans 
can  be  achieved  without  any  program  change 
that  would  increase  costs  to  students  and 
parents  or  decrease  accessibility  to  student 
loans. 

Chafee-Breaux  amendment  No.  4018,  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute. 

Domenici  (for  Dole-Hatch-Helms)  amend- 
ment No.  4019,  to  express  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  the  Attorney  General  should  in- 
vestigate the  practice  regarding  the  prosecu- 
tion of  drug  smugglers. 

Feingold  amendment  No.  3969,  to  eliminate 
the  tax  cut. 

Domenici    (for   McCain)   amendment   No. 

4022,  to  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate  re- 
garding Spectrum  auctions  and  their  effect 
on  the  integrity  of  the  budget  process. 

Domenici  (for  Faircloth)  amendment  No. 

4023,  to  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that 
any  comprehensive  legislation  sent  to  the 
President  that  balances  the  budget  by  a  cer- 
tain date  and  that  includes  welfare  reform 
provisions  shall  also  contain  to  the  maxi- 
mum extent  possible  a  strategy  for  reducing 
the  rate  of  out-of-wedlock  births  and  encour- 
aging family  formation. 

Domenici  (for  Faircloth)  amendment  No. 

4024,  to  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate  re- 
garding reduction  of  the  national  debt. 

Exon  (for  Roth)  amendment  No.  4025.  to  ex- 
press the  sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the 
funding  of  Amtrak. 

Domenici  amendment  No.  4027  (to  amend- 
ment No.  4012).  to  adjust  the  fiscal  year  1997 
non-defense  discretionary  allocation  to  the 
Appropriation  Committee  by  S5  billion  in 


budget  authority  and  $4  billion  in  outlays  to 
sustain  1996  post-OCRA  policy. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4019.  AS  MODIFIED 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
for  a  modification  of  amendment  No. 
4019.  the  Dole-Hatch-Helms  sense-of- 
the-Senate  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request? 

Without  objection,  the  amendment 
will  be  so  modified. 

The  amendment  (No.  4019).  as  modi- 
fied, is  as  follows: 

The  Senate  finds  that— 

Drug  use  is  devastating  to  the  nation,  par- 
ticularly among  juveniles  and  has  led  juve- 
niles to  become  involved  in  interstate  gangs 
and  to  participate  in  violent  crime: 

Drug  use  has  experienced  a  dramatic  resur- 
gence among  our  youth; 

The  number  of  youths  aged  12-17  using 
marijuana  has  increased  from  1.6  million  in 
1992  to  2.9  million  in  1994.  and  the  category  of 
"recent  marijuana  use"  increased  a  stagger- 
ing 200%  among  14  to  15-year-olds  over  the 
same  period. 

The  Senate  finds  that — 

Since  1992.  there  has  been  a  52%  jump  in 
the  number  of  high  school  seniors  using 
drugs  on  a  monthly  basis,  even  as  worrisome 
declines  are  noted  in  peer  disapproval  of  drug 
use; 

1  in  3  high  school  students  uses  marijuana: 

12  to  17-year-olds  who  use  marijuana  are 
85%  more  likely  to  graduate  to  cocaine  than 
those  who  abstain  irom  marijuana; 

Juveniles  who  reach  21  without  ever  hav- 
ing used  drugs  almost  never  try  them  later 
in  life; 

The  latest  results  trom  the  Drug  Abuse 
Warning  Network  show  that  marijuana-re- 
lated episodes  jumped  39%  and  are  running 
at  155%  above  the  1990  level,  and  that  meth- 
ampbetamlne  cases  have  risen  256%  over  the 
1991  level: 

Between  February  1993  and  February  1995 
the  retail  price  of  a  gram  of  cocaine  fell  from 
S172  to  S137.  and  that  of  a  gram  of  heroin  also 
fell  fl-om  J2.032  to  $1,278; 

It  has  been  reported  that  the  Department 
of  Justice,  through  the  United  States  Attor- 
ney for  the  Southern  District  of  California, 
has  adopted  a  policy  of  allowing  certain  for- 
eign drug  smugglers  to  avoid  prosecution  al- 
together by  being  released  to  Mexico; 

It  has  been  reported  that  in  the  past  year 
approximately  2.300  suspected  narcotics  traf- 
fickers were  taken  into  custody  for  bringing 
illegal  drugs  across  the  border,  but  approxi- 
mately one  in  four  were  returned  to  their 
country  of  origin  without  being  prosecuted; 

It  has  been  reported  that  the  U.S.  Customs 
Service  is  operating  under  guidelines  limit- 
ing any  prosecution  in  marijuana  cases  to 
cases  involving  125  pounds  of  marijuana  or 
more; 

It  has  been  reported  that  suspects  possess- 
ing as  much  as  32  pounds  of  methamphet- 
amine  and  37,000  Quaalude  tablets,  were  not 
prosecuted  but  were,  instead,  allowed  to  re- 
turn to  their  countries  of  origin  after  their 
drugs  and  vehicles  were  confiscated; 

It  has  been  reported  that  after  a  seizure  of 
158  pounds  of  cocaine,  one  defendant  was 
cited  and  released  because  there  was  no  room 
at  the  federal  jail  and  charges  against  her 
were  dropped; 

It  has  been  reported  that  some  smugglers 
have  been  caught  two  or  more  times— even  in 
the  same  week— yet  still  were  not  pros- 
ecuted; 

The  number  of  defendants  prosecuted  for 
violations  of  the  federal  drug  laws  has 
dropped  trom  25.033  in  1992  to  22.926  in  1995; 


This  Congress  has  increased  the  funding  of 
the  Federal  Bureau  of  Prisons  by  11.7%  over 
the  1995  appropriations  level; 

This  Congress  has  increased  the  funding  of 
the  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service 
by  23.5%  over  the  1995  appropriations  level; 
therefore 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  func- 
tional totals  underlying  this  resolution  as- 
sume that  the  Attorney  General  promptly 
should  investigate  this  matter  and  report, 
within  30  days,  to  the  Chair  of  the  Senate 
and  House  Committees  on  the  Judiciary;  and 

The  Attorney  General  should  ensure  that 
cases  involving  the  smuggling  of  drugs  into 
the  United  States  are  vigorously  prosecuted. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  jrield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  to  proceed  for  2  minutes 
on  the  procedures  that  we  are  about  to 
begin. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
about  to  begin  a  series  of  what  prob- 
ably will  be  about  30  or  more  rollcall 
votes.  These  votes  will  occur  in  the 
order  of  the  amendments  as  they  were 
introduced  and  debated  on  the  Senate 
floor. 

Each  offerer  of  an  amendment  should 
be  prepared  to  deliver  a  30-second 
statement  in  favor  of  the  amendment 
immediately  prior  to  the  vote  on  the 
amendment.  This  will  require,  if  we  are 
going  to  do  it  this  way.  the  offerer  of 
these  amendments  to  make  sure  they 
are  on  the  floor  and  prepared  to  go. 
Otherwise,  the  process  is  going  to  bog 
down.  Under  the  unanimous-consent 
a^eement  and  the  Budget  Act.  the 
offerer  of  the  amendment  will  control 
30  seconds,  and  the  majority  manager. 
Senator  Domenici,  will  control  30  sec- 
onds if  he  opposes  the  amendment. 
Only  if  the  chairman  favors  the  amend- 
ment will  this  Senator  control  30  sec- 
onds in  opposition. 

I  urge  Senators  to  prepare  three  crisp 
sentences  that  they  want  to  say  in 
favor  of  their  amendment.  It  will  be 
unlikely  that  Senators  will  have  time 
to  say  more  than  that.  I  also  urge  Sen- 
ators to  noake  every  effort,  as  has  been 
said  by  the  acting  majority  leader. 
Senator  Lorr,  to  be  here  on  the  floor 
at  all  times  and,  certainly  as  a  priority 
measure,  immediately  before  their 
amendment  is  scheduled  for  1  minute, 
equally  divided,  of  debate.  Then  we  will 
go  to  a  vote.  I  thank  all  Senators  for 
their  assistance  in  expediting  the  proc- 
ess. We  have  had  good  cooperation .  and 
I  hope  that  will  continue  today. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
will  be  1  minute  equally  divided  be- 
tween the  sides  on  each  vote. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President.  1  minute 
equally  divided,  so  30  seconds  each? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Each 
side  gets  30  seconds. 

Mr.  FORD.  It  is  hard  to  say  good 
morning  in  30  seconds. 

Mr.  EXON.  We  are  going  to  have  to 
change  the  procedures  in  the  Senate. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Are  we  ready  to  proceed? 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes. 
Mr.    LOTT.     I    believe    the    Boxer 
amendment  is  first. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  3982 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  question  is  amendment  No. 
3982  offered  by  the  Senator  &-om  Cali- 
fornia [Mrs.  Boxer]. 

The  Senator  fi-om  California  is  recog- 
nized. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  Medic- 
aid serves  many  of  our  citizens  in  nurs- 
ing homes  and  serves  millions  of  dis- 
abled children  who  are  in  wheelchairs, 
and  millions  of  our  working  families. 
This  budget  hurts  those  people.  We 
would  add  back  S18  billion,  bringing 
Medicaid  up  to  the  President's  level.  It 
is  still  below  the  Breaux-Chafee  level. 
If  you  vote  for  Breaux-Chafee,  you 
should  vote  for  this.  If  you  voted  for 
the  President's  budget,  you  should  vote 
for  this.  We  hope  you  will  support  this. 
We  pay  for  it  by  closing  corporate  tax 
loopholes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  might 
I  say  to  the  distinguished  whip  and 
Senator  Exon,  the  reason  I  was  de- 
layed, we  are  having  a  rather  major 
disaster  in  my  State,  and  a  lot  of  agen- 
cies got  together  to  see  what  they 
might  do  about  it.  I  apologize  to  the 
Senate  for  not  being  here  promptly  at 
9:15. 

The  Boxer  amendment  would  in- 
crease taxes  and  Medicaid  spending  by 
SIS  billion.  It  also  contains  sense-of- 
the-Senate  language  requiring  the 
maintaining  of  current  law  provisions 
on  individual  rights  to  sue  in  Federal 
courts,  spousal  Impoverishment,  and 
many  other  things.  This  is  precisely 
the  direction  we  do  not  want  to  go  in, 
and  we  do  not  want  to  raise  taxes  to 
pay  for  more  spending. 

I  move  to  table  the  Boxer  amend- 
ment and  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  table  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  firom  California  [Mrs.  Boxek]. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  55, 
najrs  45,  as  follows: 

[RoUcaU  Vote  No.  120  Leg.] 
YEAS— 55 


Frist 

Kempthome 

Santorum 

Gorton 

Kerrey 

Shelby 

Gramm 

Kyi 

Simpson 

Gnuns 

Lott 

Smith 

Grassley 

Lu^ar 

Snowe 

Grew 

Mack 

Specter 

Hatch 

McCain 

Stevens 

Hatfleld 

McConnell 

Thomas 

Helms 

Murkowskl 

Thompson 

Hutchison 

Nlckles 

Thurmond 

Inhofe 

Nunn 

Warner 

Jeffords 

Pressler 

Kassebaom 

Roth 

NAYS— 45 

Akaka 

Felngxild 

Levin 

Baucus 

Felnsteln 

Ueherman 

Blden 

Ford 

Mlkulskl 

Bln^aznan 

Glenn 

Moseley-Braun 

Boxer 

Graham 

Moynlhan 

Bradley 

Harkln 

Murray 

Breaox 

Heflln 

Pell 

Bryan 

HoUlnes 

Pryor 

Bumpers 

Inouye 

Reld 

Byrd 

Johnston 

Robb 

Conrad 

Kennedy 

Rockefeller 

Daschle 

Kerry 

Sarbanes 

Dodd 

Kohl 

Simon 

Dorian 

I-autenberg 

Wellstone 

Exon 

Leahy 

Wyden 

Abraham 

CampbeU 

Cial«: 

Aahcroft 

Chafee 

DAmato 

Bennett 

Coats 

DeWlne 

Bond 

Codiran 

Dole 

Brown 

Cohen 

Domenlcl 

Bums 

CoTenlell 

Falrdoth 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  3982)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  am  going  to  3rleld 
Immediately.  Might  I  just  remind  Sen- 
ators that  was  supposed  to  be  a  15- 
mlnute  vote.  How  long  did  it  take? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  question  now  is  the 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  par- 
liamentary inquiry.  How  long  did  we 
spend  on  the  last  vote? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Twenty- 
two  minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Twenty-two  minutes 
instead  of  fifteen.  That  will  never  get 
the  job  done  unless  you  want  to  stay 
until  midnight  or  all  day  tomorrow  at 
22  minutes  each.  The  next  time  we 
have  a  rollcall  vote,  we  have  already 
had  unanimous  consent  that  it  is  10 
minutes,  and  I  would  say  to  Senators  I 
have  been  authorized  to  call  regular 
order  at  the  end  of  10  minutes,  so  I 
hope  you  are  here  and  vote. 

Mr.  EXON.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  will  be  glad  to 
S^eld. 

Mr.  EXON.  The  other  thing  I  remind 
the  Senate  is,  we  are  going  to  be  here 
today,  as  we  usually  are  not,  one  vote 
after  another.  That  tends  to  Increase 
conversations  on  the  Senate  floor. 
That  also  is  going  to  take  an  awful  lot 
of  time  away  from  us.  Please  leave  the 
floor  if  you  are  going  to  have  extended 
conversation. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  3984,  AS  MODIFIED 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  occurs  on  agreeing  to  amend- 
ment No.  3984  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Wyden]. 


Mr.  WYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  send  a 
modification  of  my  amendment  to  the 
desk  and  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  amendment  be  so  modified. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  (No.  3984).  as  modi- 
fied, is  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place,  Insert  the  follow- 
ing: new  section: 

SEC.    .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  REV- 
ENUE ASSUMPTIONS. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  nnds  the  fol- 
lowing: 

(1)  Corporations  and  individuals  have  clear 
responsibility  to  adhere  to  environmental 
laws.  When  they  do  not,  and  environmental 
damage  resnlts.  the  federal  and  state  govern- 
ments may  Impose  fines  and  penalties,  and 
assess  polluters  for  the  cost  of  remediation. 

(2)  Assessment  of  these  costs  Is  Important 
In  the  enforcement  process.  They  appro- 
priately penalize  wrongdoing.  They  discour- 
age future  environmental  damage.  They  en- 
sure that  taxpayers  do  not  bear  the  financial 
brunt  of  cleaning  up  after  dama^res  done  by 
polluters. 

(3)  In  the  case  of  the  Exxon  Valdez  oil  spill 
disaster  in  Prince  William  Sound,  Alaska, 
for  example,  the  corporate  settlement  with 
the  federal  government  totaled  $900  million. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  assumptions  In  this  reso- 
lution assume  an  appropriate  amount  of  rev- 
enues per  year  through  legislation  that  will 
not  allow  deductions  for  fines  and  penalties 
arising  from  a  Ikllure  to  comply  with  federal 
or  state  environmental  or  health  protection 
laws. 

Mr.  WYDEN.  Mr.  President  and  col- 
leagues, this  amendment  has  been 
agreed  to  by  both  the  majority  and  the 
minority.  It  simply  says,  if  a  polluter 
engages  in  action  that  violates  our  en- 
vfronmental  laws  and  that  action  re- 
sults in  a  penalty  or  a  fine,  those  ac- 
tions would  no  longer  be  deductible 
under  our  tax  law. 

Senator  Kerry  of  Massachusetts 
joins  me  in  this.  I  thank  Senator 
DOMENICI  of  New  Mexico  and  Senator 
Exon  for  support  of  this  amendment, 
and  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  the 
Finance  Committee  has  reviewed  this 
and  made  some  modifications,  and 
since  it  is  acceptable  to  the  Finance 
Conunittee,  I  have  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  occurs  on  agreeing  to  amend- 
ment No.  3984,  as  modified,  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Wyden]. 

The  amendment  (No.  3984),  as  modi- 
fied, was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  3985 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  occurs  on  the  Wellstone 
amendment.  No.  3985. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President, 
since  I  have  just  30  seconds,  this  is  an 
amendment  that  I  proposed.  It  is  a 
leadership    amendment    on    our    side 
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which  addresses  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
that  any  tax  revenue  raised  by  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  that  does  not  go  to- 
ward a  child  tax  credit  will  be  used  to 
finance  a  tax  deduction  of  up  to  $10,000 
a  year  for  higher  education  tuition  or 
to  help  pay  off  student  loan  interest  or 
for  strict  budget  deficit  reduction. 

I  cannot  think  of  an  issue  that  is 
more  important  to  a  broad  section  of 
the  population  than  to  be  able  to  fi- 
nance higher  education  for  families. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  the 
Wellstone  amendment,  although  it  is  a 
sense  of  the  Senate  and  not  binding, 
would  tie  the  hands  of  the  Finance 
Committee.  The  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  does  not  think  that  is  what  we 
want  to  do. 

Mr.  KOHL.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  express  my  opposition  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  my  colleague 
Senator  Wellstone.  As  I  understand 
the  Wellstone  amendment,  it  requires 
any  tax  revenues  raised  in  excess  of  the 
amount  needed  to  pay  for  a  per-child 
tax  credit  be  allocated  toward  a  $10,000 
annual  deduction  for  higher  education 
tuition  and  student  loan  interest  costs 
or  for  deficit  reduction.  After  careful 
consideration,  and  notwithstanding  my 
support  for  the  respective  goals  of  defi- 
cit reduction  and  education  assistance, 
I  have  concluded  that  I  am  unable  to 
support  the  Wellstone  amendment.  Let 
me  tell  you  why. 

Mr.  President,  although  I  share  Sen- 
ator Wellstone's  commitment  to  in- 
creasing educational  opportunities  and 
easing  the  burdens  associated  with  the 
costs  of  higher  education,  I  do  not 
share  his  all-or-nothing  approach  to  de- 
termining our  Federal  budget  prior- 
ities. Our  Nation  faces  a  number  of  dif- 
ficult and  complicated  challenges  aris- 
ing out  of  our  failure  to  reduce  the 
Federal  budget  deficit,  to  achieve  sus- 
tained economic  growth,  and  to  in- 
crease the  global  competitiveness  of 
the  Nation's  labor  force. 

I  believe  that  the  only  way  to  meet 
these  challenges  is  to  adopt  a  com- 
prehensive plan  of  action  that  moves 
the  Nation  forward  on  every  front.  Rec- 
ognizing the  need  for  such  action,  the 
members  of  the  Centrist  coalition  of- 
fered a  budget  that  called  for  deficit  re- 
duction, economic  growth,  and  edu- 
cation incentives.  Moreover,  all  of  our 
proposals  were  paid  for  by  spending  re- 
ductions and  elimination  of  loopholes 
benefiting  special  interests  and  foreign 
corporations.  Finally,  Mr.  President, 
the  members  of  the  centrist  group  con- 
cluded that  these  investments  and  re- 
forms would  3rield  the  maximum  pos- 
sible benefit  if  they  were  enacted  as 
part  of  a  comprehensive  package. 

With  respect  to  the  education  incen- 
tives, our  group  proposed  a  two-part 
package.  The  first  component  called 
for  the  enactment  of  an  above-the-line 
deduction  for  interest  expenses  paid  on 
education  loans.  The  second  component 
was  an  additional  above-the-line  deduc- 


tion for  qualified  education  expenses 
paid  for  the  education  or  training  of 
the  taxpayer,  his  or  her  spouse,  or  the 
taxpayer's  dependents. 

As  the  centrist  proposal  dem- 
onstrated, it  is  possible  to  craft  a  budg- 
et that  fairly  and  equitably  addresses 
our  needs  in  critical  areas  such  as  edu- 
cation without  excluding  other  impor- 
tant national  priorities.  Unfortunately, 
the  Wellstone  amendment  leaves  no 
room  for  many  of  the  economic  re- 
forms— such  as  capital  gains  and  estate 
tax  reform  and  small  business  incen- 
tives— that  are  also  critical  to  provid- 
ing economic  security  for  all  of  our 
citizens.  It  is  this  shortcoming  that,  in 
my  opinion,  creates  a  fatal  flaw  In  my 
colleague's  proposal. 

Mr.  President,  although  I  am  unable 
to  support  Senator  Wellstone  in  this 
particular  instance,  I  do  look  forward 
to  working  with  him,  and  others,  to 
find  bipartisan  solutions  to  the  chal- 
lenges that  lie  ahead. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  last 
month  I  introduced  the  Commonsense 
Middle-Class  Tax  Relief  Act  which  em- 
bodies the  principles  outlined  in  this 
sense-of-the-Senate  resolution  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Minnesota.  I  en- 
thusiastically support  the  pending 
amendment. 

Too  many  hard-working  fajnilies  in 
Iowa  and  across  the  country  are  wor- 
ried about  a  lot  of  things— and  of  para- 
mount concern  is  their  ability  to  pay 
for  college,  for  thefr  children  and  for 
themselves.  Families  are  struggling  to 
pay  the  college  tuition  bill  and  student 
debt  is  soaring.  Middle-income  families 
need  a  break. 

The  1992  median  income  for  famflies 
with  children  in  Iowa  was  $35,100.  Right 
now  it  costs  $6,108  to  pay  tuition,  fees, 
and  room  and  board  for  a  year  at  the 
University  of  Iowa.  The  cost  is  about 
the  same  at  Iowa  State.  There  is  no 
doubt  the  average  working  family  in 
Iowa  is  having  great  difficulty  paying 
for  4  years  of  college  for  thefr  children. 

But  these  families  know  that  the  key 
to  a  better  future  for  their  families  is 
intricately  linked  to  a  good  education, 
including  college  and  vocational  train- 
ing. Therefore,  they  are  doing  whatever 
they  can  to  send  thefr  kids  to  college. 
And  for  many,  that  means  accumulat- 
ing big  debts  to  pay  for  those  edu- 
cations. 

Over  the  past  decade  and  a  half,  col- 
lege aid  in  the  form  of  grrants  has  de- 
creased and  has  been  replaced  by  an  in- 
creased reliance  on  loans.  The  cost  of 
attending  the  University  of  Northern 
Iowa  is  about  $5,700.  Over  the  past  few 
years  the  average  debt  of  students 
graduating  from  this  very  modestly 
priced  state  university  has  been  climb- 
ing. For  the  1990-91  school  year,  the  av- 
erage debt  was  $2,589  and  rose  to  $4,395 
for  1994-95. 

It  is  clear  that  many  students  are 
borrowing  to  pay  for  college.  These 
students  and  thefr  families  need  help. 


Today,  middle-class  Americans  are 
working  longer  hours  for  smaller  pay- 
checks. This  amendment  would  pave 
the  way  to  provide  a  tax  deduction  for 
college  tuition  and  interest  on  student 
loans — giving  American  families  a 
raise  in  incomes,  a  raise  in  education 
and  skills,  and  a  raise  in  living  stand- 
ards. 

The  Commonsense  Middle-Class  Tax 
Relief  Act  and  this  amendment  are 
based  on  a  fundamental  premise:  A 
higher  education  means  higher  income. 

This  amendment  would  cut  taxes  on 
hard-working  families  trying  to  get 
ahead,  raise  Incomes,  and  prepare 
Americans  for  the  21st  century.  It  will 
mean  higher  incomes,  higher  edu- 
cation, and  higher  quality  jobs  for 
hard-working  Americans. 

Mr.  President,  education  is  key  to 
both  the  raising  of  incomes  of  average 
Americans  and  to  increasing  the  com- 
petitiveness of  America  in  an  increas- 
ing global  economy. 

We  should  be  able  to  agree  on  a  bi- 
partisan basis  that  this  type  of  impor- 
tant middle-class  tax  relief  is  needed 
and  will  mean  better  opportunities  and 
better  incomes  for  millions  of  Ameri- 
cans. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  join  me  in  support  of  this  common- 
sense  proposal. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  move  to  table  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  I*resident,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESroiNG  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  occurs  on  the  motion  to  table 
amendment  No.  3985,  offered  by  the 
Senator       from        Minnesota        [Mr. 

WELLSTONE]. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  resiilt  was  announced — yeas  56, 
nays  44,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  121  Leg.] 
YEAS— 56 


Abraham 

Gorton 

MoCaiB 

Ashcrofl 

MeCoanell 

Bennett 

Bond 

Grassley 

Murkowskl 

Brown 

Grew 

Nickles 

Bonis 

Hatch 

Pre«ler 

CampbeU 

Hatneld 

Roth 

Chafee 

Helms 

Saa  tonus 

CoaU 

HolUnes 

Shelby 

Cochran 

HutchiaoD 

Slmpaon 

Cohen 

Inhofe 

Smith 

Coverdell 

Jellords 

Snowe 

Cralf 

KasMbaom 

Specter 

D'Amato 

Kemptbome 

Stevens 

DeWlne 

i:ohl 

Tliomas 

Dole 

Kyi 

Tbompaon 

Domenid 

Lott 

Thnnnand 

Faipcloth 

Lofir 

Waner 

Frtat 

Mack 
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NAYS— 44 


Akaka 

Feincold 

Lleberman 

Baucos 

Felnstein 

Mikulski 

Biden 

Ford 

Moseley-Braon 

Glenn 

Morr&y 

Boxer 

Graham 

Nans 

Bradley 

Harkln 

Pell 

Breaoz 

HelUn 

Ptyor 

Bryan 

Inooye 

Reld 

Bojnpen 

Johnston 

Robb 

Byrt 

Kennedy 

Rockefeller 

Conrad 

Kerrey 

Sarbanes 

Daschle 

Kerry 

Simon 

Dodd 

Laatenberv 

Wellstone 

Dorgu 

Leahy 

Wyden 

Exon 

Levin 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  3985)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  May  we  have  order 
in  the  Senate,  please? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate will  come  to  order. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENTS  NOS.  3S89,  «17,  AND  4024.  EN  BLOC 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
now  turn  to  the  consideration  en  bloc 
of  the  following  amendments;  that 
they  be  considered  en  bloc,  agreed  to 
en  bloc,  the  motions  to  reconsider  be 
laid  upon  the  table,  en  bloc,  without 
further  action  or  debate.  The  amend- 
ments are  as  follows:  Wellstone,  No. 
3989;  Snowe,  No.  4017;  Faircloth,  No. 
4024. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  EXON.  We  have  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendments  (Nos.  3989,  4017,  and 
4024)  were  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  3986 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  occurs  on  amendment  No. 
3986  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota [Mr.  Wellstone].  There  will  be 
1  minute  equally  divided  for  debate. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  May  we  have  order, 
Mr.  President? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate will  come  to  order.  The  Senator 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  to  make  sure 
we  have  the  funds  for  the  hiring  of  new 
police  under  the  COPS  Program  in  fis- 
cal year  1997.  This  comes  directly  out 
of  the  violent  crime  reduction  trust 
fund  which  we  passed  as  a  part  of  the 
crime  bill  in  1994.  We  were  all  very 
clear  in  our  commitment  that  the 
money  would  come  out  of  this  fund  and 
the  commitment  would  be  lived  up  to 
and  it  would  be  money  that  would  be 
spent  on  the  COPS  Program.  As  a  Sen- 
ate, we  made  that  commitment,  and 
this  amendment  just  makes  sure  that 
we  confirm  that  commitment. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  back  the  30  seconds  that  I  have  in 
opposition. 


AMENDMENT  NO.  4028  TO  AMENDMENT  NO.  3Se6 

(Purpose:  To  increase  funding  for  the  violent 
crime  reduction  trust  fund  programs  in 
2001  and  2002  with  offsetting  reductions  and 
to  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate  regard- 
ing administrative  funding  of  the  Presi- 
dent's public  safety  and  community  polic- 
ing grants) 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  in  behalf  of 
Senator  Abraham  and  Senator  Cover- 
dell  and  ask  that  Senator  Abraham  be 
permitted  to  use  the  30  seconds  to  de- 
scribe his  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  fi-om  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Domen- 
ici],  for  Mr.  ABRAHAM,  for  himself,  Mr. 
CovERDELL,  and  Mr.  Hatch,  proposes  an 
amendment  numbered  4028  to  amendment 
No.  3986. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

In  the  pending  amendment,  strike  all  after 
"SEC.    ."  and  insert  the  following: 

SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  THE  STATUS 
OF  THE  PRESTOENT^  "COPS"  PRO- 
GRAM. 

(a)  It  is  the  Sense  of  the  Senate  that  the 
assumptions  underlying  the  function  totals 
and  aggregates  in  this  budget  resolution  as- 
sume: 

(1)  full  funding  for  the  Violent  Crime  Re- 
duction Trust  Fund  through  the  Fiscal  Year 
2002;  and 

(2)  that  administrative  funding  for  the 
Public  Safety  and  Community  Policing 
grants  should  be  reduced  by  half  of  the  Presi- 
dent's request  for  the  following  reasons: 

(A)  in  an  interview  with  the  New  York 
Times  on  May  12.  1996.  a  senior  presidential 
aid  claimed  that,  under  the  COPS  program, 
"43,000  of  the  100,000  cops  will  be  on  the 
street"; 

(B)  contrary  to  this  claim,  in  a  press  con- 
ference Thursday,  May  16.  1996,  Attorney 
General  Janet  Reno  stated  that,  "What  I  am 
advised  is  that  there  are  17,000  officers  that 
can  be  identified  as  being  on  the  streets"  as 
a  result  of  the  COPS  program;  and 

(C)  While  the  number  of  police  officers  ac- 
tually placed  on  the  streets  under  the  COPS 
program  has  lagged  far  behind  the  White 
House's  misleading  claims,  the  President's 
request  to  fund  310  administrative  positions 
to  oversee  the  COPS  program  is  an  excessive 
S29.185.000. 

The  number  on  page  37,  line  17,  is  deemed 
to  be  increased  by  the  amount  of 
SI. 900,000.000. 

The  number  on  page  37,  line  18,  is  deemed 
to  be  increased  by  the  amount  of 
S3.000.000.000. 

The  number  on  Page  37,  line  24,  is  deemed 
to  be  increased  by  the  amount  of  $400,000,000. 

The  number  on  Page  37,  line  25,  is  deemed 
to  be  increased  by  the  amount  of 
SI. 550.000,000. 

The  number  on  Page  32,  line  6,  is  deemed  to 
be  decreased  by  the  amount  of  Sl,900.000,000. 

The  number  on  Page  32,  line  7,  is  deemed  to 
be  decreased  by  the  amount  of  S3,000,000,000. 

The  number  on  Page  32,  line  13,  is  deemed 
to  be  decreased  by  the  amount  of  S400,000,000. 

The  number  on  Page  32,  line  14,  is  deemed 
to  be  decreased  by  the  amount  of  SI, 550,000. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Michigan. 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  offered  by  myself.  Senator 
Hatch  and  Senator  Coverdell  is  de- 
signed to  effectuate  the  goals  of  the 
first-degree  amendment,  but  rather 
than  doing  it  by  sense  of  the  Senate, 
we  actually  want  to  get  the  job  done. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  Senate  is  not  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct. 

Mr.  ESON.  Senators  want  to  talk.  We 
cannot  hear  what  the  speakers  are  say- 
ing. It  is  delaying  things. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Michigan  will  suspend  until 
order  Is  restored  in  the  Senate.  The 
Senate  will  come  to  order.  Senators 
please  take  their  conversations  out- 
side. The  Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
President. 

The  objective  of  our  amendment  is  to 
actually  accomplish  the  goal  of  fund- 
ing the  violent  crime  reduction  trust 
fund  for  the  yeairs  2001  and  2002.  The 
trust  fund  is  currently  set  to  expire 
just  4  years  from  now.  This  amendment 
keeps  the  fund  going  through  the  year 
2002,  providing  necessary  support  for 
prison  grants,  the  COPS  Program,  the 
Violence  Against  Women  Program,  amd 
so  on. 

To  pay  for  it,  we  have  offset  funds 
from  the  600-functlon  programs  for  the 
years  2001  and  2002.  We  point  out  that 
even  with  this  offset,  there  will  still  be 
more  dollars  in  this  budget  for  those 
programs  than  was  in  the  administra- 
tion's request  for  those  programs,  and, 
therefore,  we  think  this  is  an  effective 
way  to  both  gruarantee  adequate  fund- 
ing for  600  programs  and  maintain  the 
violent  crime  reduction  trust  fund. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  May  I  have  30  sec- 
onds for  a  response? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
DeWine).  The  Senator  from  Minnesota 
is  recognized  for  30  seconds. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  the 
second-degree  amendment  does  not  say 
anything  about  whether  or  not  the 
funding  is  going  to  be  there  next  year 
for  the  COPS  Program.  That  is  the 
commitment  we  made.  We  made  the 
commitment  it  would  come  out  of  this 
violent  crime  reduction  trust  fund,  and 
we  should  honor  that  commitment. 

What  the  Senator  is  representing  is 
that  it  can  come  from  the  Low-Income 
Home  Energy  Assistance  Program,  it 
can  come  from  aid  for  kids  with  spinal 
bifida,  MS,  cerebral  palsy. 

This  is  a  very  different  amendment. 
We  made  a  commitment  for  full  fund- 
ing in  this  trust  fund.  That  is  why  we 
should  supi>ort  the  amendment  I  of- 
fered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  Abraham 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 


^ 


There  is  a  sufficient  second. 
The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  occurs  on  agreeing  to  amend- 
ment No.  4028  offered  by  the  Senator 
firom  Michigan  [Mr.  Abraham].  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  52, 
nays  48,  as  follows: 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  122  Leg.] 


Abraham 

A.shcrofl 

Bennett 

Bond 

Brown 

Bums 

Campbell 

Chafee 

Coats 

Cochran 

Cohen 

Coverdell 

Cralf 

D'Amato 

DeWine 

Dole 

Domenicl 

Faircloth 


Akaka 

Baacns 

Biden 

Bin^aman 

Boxer 

Bradley 

Breaox 

Bryan 

Bnmpen 

Byrd 

Conrad 

Daschle 

Dodd 

Dorian 

Exon 

Feiacold 


YEAS— 52 

Frist 

Gorton 

Gramm 

Grams 

Grassley 

Gna 

Hatch 

HefUn 

Helms 

HntchisoD 

Inhofe 

Kassebaom 

Kempthome 

Kyi 

Leahy 

Lott 

Lusar 

Mack 

NAYS-48 

Felnstein 

Ford 

Gleim 

Graham 

Harkin 

Hatneld 

Holliiigs 

Inooye 

Jeffords 

Johnston 

Kennedy 

Kerrey 

Kerry 

Kohl 

Lautenberg 

Levin 


McCain 

McConnell 

Morkowski 

Nickles 

Pressler 

Roth 

Santorom 

Shelby 

Simiwon 

Smith 

Specter 

Stevens 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thonnond 

Warmer 


Lleberman 

Mikulski 

Moseley-Braun 

Mojmihan 

Murray 

Nunn 

Pell 

Pry  or 

Reid 

Robb 

Rockefeller 

Sarbanes 

Simon 

Snowe 

Wellstone 

Wyden 


The  amendment  (No.  4028)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  move  to  reconsider 
the  vote. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  it  on  the 
table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Parliamentary  in- 
quiry. Is  the  second-degree  amendment 
in  order  now? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct. 


AMENDMENT  NO.  4029  TO  AMENDMENT  NO.  3586 

(Purpose:  To  ensure  that  funds  are  provided 
for  the  hiring  of  new  police  under  the  Com- 
munity Oriented  Policing  Service  in  fiscal 
year  1997) 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  a  second-degree  amendment  to  the 
desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  IhDm  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Wellstone]  proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 4029  to  amendment  No.  3986. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  reg- 
ular order  is  to  read  the  amendment. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  amendment,  add  the  fol- 
lowing: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  THAT  FUNDS  WILL 
BE  AVAILABLE  TO  HIRE  NEW  POUCE 
OFFICERS. 

(a)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  suffi- 
cient funds  will  be  made  available  for  Public 
Safety  and  Community  Policing  grants  to 
reach  the  goals  of  Title  I  of  the  Violent 
Crime  Control  and  Law  Enforcement  Act  of 
1994  (Public  Law  103-266). 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  it 
is  self-explanatory.  That  language 
which  was  in  my  original  amendment 
was  wiped  out  by  the  second-degree 
amendment,  and  it  seems  there  would 
be  consensus  on  that.  Therefore,  I 
would  like  to  have  this  sense-of-the- 
Senate  amendment,  which  I  propose  as 
a  second-degree  amendment.  I  hope  to 
get  unanimous  support.  We  said  we 
should  fully  fund  it.  We  should. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  table  the  underlying  amend- 
ment, and  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  table  amendment  No.  3986. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  51, 
nays  49,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  123  Leg.) 
YEAS— 51 


NAYS— 49 


Ashcroft 

Bennett 

Biden 

Bond 

Brown 

Bums 

Chafee 

Coats 

Cochran 

Cohen 

Coverdell 

Craic 

D'Amato 

DeWine 

Dole 

Domenici 

Faircloth 


Frist 

Gorton 

Gramm 

Grams 

Grassley 

Gr«CT 

Hatch 

Hatneld 

Helms 

Hntchlion 

Inhofe 

Jeffords 

Kempthome 

Kyi 

Lott 

Losar 

Mack 


McCain 

McConnell 

Morkowski 

Nickles 

Pressler 

Roth 

Santorum 

Shelby 

Simpson 

Smith 

Snowe 

Specter 

Stevens 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 

Wamer 


Abraham 

Felnstein 

Lleberman 

Akaka 

Ford 

Mikulski 

Baucus 

Glenn 

Moseley-Braon 

Graham 

Moynihan 

Boxer 

Harkin 

Morray 

Bradley 

Heflin 

Nunn 

Breaux 

HoUings 

Pell 

Bryan 

Inonye 

Pry  or 

Bumpers 

Johnston 

Reid 

Byrd 

Kassebaom 

Robb 

CampbeU 

Kennedy 

RockefeUer 

Conrad 

Kerrey 

Daschle 

Kerry 

Simon 

Dodd 

Kohl 

Wellstone 

Dorran 

Laotenberf 

Wyden 

Exon 

Leahy 

Feinyold 

Levin 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  3986)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  3987 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  question  is  amendment  No. 
3987  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota. 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  is  rec- 
ognized. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  This  sense-of-the- 
Senate  simply  says  that  in  this  budget 
resolution  the  Congress  shall  not  enact 
or  adopt  any  legislation  that  would  in- 
crease the  number  of  children  who  are 
hungry  or  homeless,  and  if  in  fact  that 
does  happen,  that  we  take  a  look  at  it. 
And  we  would  revisit  the  provisions  of 
any  such  legislation  that  would  have 
that  effect. 

I  hope  I  will  get  a  strong  vote  for 
this.  It  was  introduced  in  the  beginning 
of  this  Congress  and  defeated.  But  then 
it  was  passed  on  a  voice  vote.  I  think  it 
is  important  that  we  have  a  vote  on 
this  and  that  100  Senators  vote  for  the 
proposition  that  we  are  not  going  to 
take  action  that  will  increase  hunger 
or  homelessness  among  children. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
agree  with  the  Senator.  Would  he  ac- 
cept a  voice  vote? 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  No,  Mr.  President. 
I  want  a  recorded  vote.  I  had  voice 
votes  before,  and  it  got  taken  out  in 
conference  committee  originally.  This 
time  I  want  a  recorded  vote. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  It  might  get  taken 
out  even  with  a  vote. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  At  least  the  Sen- 
ate is  on  record. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest that  nothing  in  this  budget  resolu- 
tion would  indicate  that  we  are  going 
to  Increase  the  number  of  hungry  and 
homeless  in  the  United  States.  I  sug- 
gest that  every  Senator  vote  aye. 

I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  amendment 
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No.  3987,  offered  by  the  Senator  firom 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Wellstone]. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered, 
and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 
The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 
The  result  was  announced— yeas  100, 
nays  0.  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  124  Leg.] 
YEAS— 100 


Abnhazn 

Feinstein 

Mack 

Ak&ka 

Fort 

McCain 

Aahcroft 

Frtst 

McConnell 

Baocns 

Glenn 

Milralski 

Bennett 

Gorton 

Moseley-Braun 

Biden 

Graham 

Gramm 

Mnrkowski 

Bond 

Grains 

Murray 

Boxer 

Granley 

Nickles 

Bradley 

Grew 

Nimn 

Breftoz 

Barkin 

Pell 

Batch 

Pressler 

Bryan 

Batfleld 

Pry  or 

Bompen 

HefUn 

Reid 

Buns 

Helms 

Robb 

Byrd 

Hollings 

Rockefeller 

CunpbeU 

HatchiaOD 

Both 

CbaXee 

Inhofe 

Santorom 

Coats 

Inonye 

Sarbanes 

Cociirui 

Jeffords 

Shelby 

Coben 

Johnston 

Simon 

Connd 

Kaasebaiun 

Simpson 

Coverdell 

Kemiithome 

Smith 

Cnig 

Kennedy 

Snowe 

D'Amato 

Kerrey 

Specter 

DasRhle 

Kerry 

Stevens 

DeWine 

Kohl 

Thomas 

Dodd 

Kyi 

Thompson 

Dole 

Lantenber^ 

Thurmond 

Domenid 

Leahy 

Warner 

Dortmn 

Levin 

Wellstone 

Ezon 

Lleberman 

Wyden 

Faixclotli 

Lott 

Felnrold 

Lofar 

The  amendment  (No.  3987)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator firom  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum  for  just  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  3980 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  have  conferred  with 
the  distinguished  Democrat  manager, 
and  he  concurs  that  we  set  aside  the 
Wellstone  amendment  3988  and  that  we 
proceed  to  3990,  which  is  a  Kerry 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

The  question  occurs  on  agreeing  to 
amendment  No.  3990. 

Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  is  it  60 
seconds? 

Mr.  EXON.  Thirty. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Sixty 
seconds  divided  equally.  The  Senator 
has  30  seconds. 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  would  add  back  the  Presi- 


dent's level  of  funding  for  environ- 
mental cleanup.  It  adds  back  $7.3  bil- 
lion over  the  6-year  period.  That  would 
go  specifically  to  EPA  enforcement,  to 
the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric 
Administration,  to  science  technology 
research  for  the  EPA  and  to  the  Ever- 
glades program  as  well  as  the  National 
Park  Service.  This  is  critical  funding 
in  terms  of  their  ability  to  meet  in- 
creased responsibilities  of  research  and 
protection,  and,  as  I  say,  it  simply 
brings  it  back  to  the  President's  re- 
quested level. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  the 
budget  resolution  before  us  provides 
$1.5  billion  more  in  2002  for  natural  re- 
sources and  the  environment  than  the 
President  does  under  his  discretionary 
trigger.  This  amendment  increases 
taxes  $6.3  billion  to  pay  for  additional 
spending.  I  move  to  table  the  Kerry 
amendment  and  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second?  There  is  a  sufficient 
second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  occurs  on  agreeing  to  the 
motion  to  table  the  Kerry  amendment 
No.  3990.  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered.  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  55, 
nays  45,  as  follows: 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  125  Leg.] 
YEAS— 55 


Abraham 

Gorton 

McConnell 

Ashcrolt 

Gramm 

Mnrkowski 

Bennett 

Grams 

Nickles 

Bond 

Grassley 

Nunn 

Brown 

Grew 

Pressler 

Bums 

Hatch 

Roth 

Campbell 

Hatfleld 

Santorum 

Chafee 

Heflin 

Shelby 

Coats 

Helms 

Simpson 

Cochran 

Hutchison 

Smith 

Cohen 

Inhofe 

Snowe 

Coverdell 

Kassebaum 

Specter 

Craig 

Kempthome 

Stevens 

D'Amato 

Kerrey 

Thomas 

DeWine 

Kyi 

Thompson 

Dole 

Lott 

Thurmond 

Domenicl 

Lngar 

Warner 

Falrcloth 

Mack 

Frist 

McCain 

NAYS— 45 

Akaka 

Feingold 

Levin 

Bancns 

Feinstein 

Lieberman 

Biden 

Fort 

Mikulski 

Bingaman 

Glenn 

Moaeley-Braun 

Boxer 

Moynihan 

Bradley 

Harkin 

Murray 

Breaox 

HoUings 

Pell 

Bryan 

Inouye 

Pryor 

Bumpers 

Jeffords 

Reid 

Byrt 

Johnston 

Robb 

Conrad 

Kennedy 

Rockefeller 

Daschle 

Kerry 

Sarbanes 

Dodd 

Kohl 

Simon 

Dorgan 

Lautenberg 

Wellstone 

Exon 

Leahy 

Wyden 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  3990)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Faircloth).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 


AMENDMENT  NO.  3991 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  by 
agreement  with  the  minority,  we  are 
once  again  going  to  set  aside  Senator 
WELLSTONE's  3988  and  proceed  to  the 
second  Kerry  amendment,  3991. 

Mr.  KERRY  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
skipping  out  of  order  again.  I  would 
like  to  inquire  of  the  manager,  is  he 
suggesting  that  we  skip  over 
Wellstone,  which  is  No.  3988,  a  second 
time  to  go  to  the  second  Kerry  amend- 
ment? Is  that  right? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  That  is  what  I  sug- 
gested. And  I  do  not  think  I  need  any 
more  time  than  that.  I  still  have,  one 
Senator  I  have  to  talk  to  about  the 
amendment  we  are  passing  over  and 
then  we  can  go  right  back  to  it. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  would  not  necessarily 
agree  unless  the  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota does  agree  that  we  have  an 
agreement  that  we  would  go  back  for  a 
vote  on  the  Wellstone  amendment  and 
bring  that  up  following  moving  ahead 
as  the  leader  has  suggested  with  the 
Kerry  amendment. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  thank  my  col- 
league from  Nebraska  for  his  remarks 
trying  to  protect  all  Senators,  but  I 
have  talked  with  Senator  DOMENICI, 
and  I  am  pleased  to  accommodate  him 
on  this.  Whatever  makes  more  sense  is 
fine.  We  will  wait  until  the  next  one. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  do  not  want  to 
waste  a  lot  of  time.  The  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  is  not  asking  for  anything 
untoward. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  do  not  object. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  know  it  is  all  right 
with  you.  It  is  Senator  Exon. 

Mr.  EXON.  It  is  all  right  with  me  if 
it  is  all  right  with  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota,  and  he  said  it  is.  That 
takes  care  of  it. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from  Mas- 

Si£lCllUS6  tftiS 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  this 
seeks  to  add  back  to  the  President's 
level  the  funding  for  various  education 
programs  ranging  from  the  title  I, 
Head  Start,  Pell  grants.  Goals  2000,  and 
safe  and  drug-free  schools.  It  would  ef- 
fectively restore  for  1.3  million  stu- 
dents the  Pell  grants;  it  would  restore 
550,000  students  who  would  lose  money 
as  a  result  of  title  I  cuts;  it  would  re- 
store 20,000  children  to  the  Head  Start 
Program  and  130,000  youth  and  adults 
to  job  opportunities  and  skill  enhance- 
ment. 

This  merely  brings  it  back  to  the 
President's  level,  again,  and  is  appro- 
priately offset. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
an  amendment  which  will  add  $56  bil- 
lion over  the  next  6  years  to  certain 
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discretionary  functions,  and  to  do  it, 
taxes  will  be  increased  $56  billion.  The 
Increased  funding  will  come  fi-om  re- 
ducing tax  deductions  that  are  nec- 
essary for  the  child  credit  that  many  of 
us  think  would  be  more  appropriate. 

So  I  believe  we  ought  to  table  the 
amendment,  and  I  move  to  table  it  and 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment  which  Sen- 
ators Kerry,  Murray,  and  myself, 
along  with  others,  are  offering  to  pro- 
tect fimding  for  critical  education  and 
training  programs  over  the  next  6 
years. 

Last  year,  the  budget  resolution 
passed  by  the  Republican  majority  cut 
discretionary  education  and  training 
funds  below  current  services  by  $40  bil- 
lion over  7  years.  This  year's  proposal 
again  threatens  some  of  America's 
most  proven  and  essential  education 
and  training  programs,  at  a  time  when 
the  challenges  for  the  future  are  even 
greater.  The  K-12,  higher  education 
and  training  initiatives  that  have  prov- 
en to  have  the  most  success  over  the 
years  should  be  made  stronger,  not 
weaker,  as  we  enter  the  next  century. 
What  is  a  more  important  investment 
in  our  future? 

The  amendment  which  I  am  offering 
along  with  Senators  KERRY  and  Mur- 
ray, seeks  to  protect  initiatives  that 
we  know  work.  Parents,  educators,  and 
students  all  know  these  programs 
work. 

The  amendment  adds  funding  over  6 
years  to  bring  the  amendment  up  to 
the  levels  requested  in  the  President's 
budget. 

Mr.  President,  the  part  of  the  Federal 
budget  which  we  are  amending  includes 
valuable,  proven  programs  like  title  I, 
Head  Start,  school- to- work,  vocational 
education  grants.  Pell  grants,  safe  and 
drug  free  schools  technology  challenge 
grants,  and  the  Technology  Literacy 
Fund  and  impact  aid  as  well  as  Goals 
2000  and  AmerlCorps. 

Our  amendment  replaces  the  Repub- 
lican proposal  with  the  spending  levels 
proposed  by  the  President.  Under  our 
amendment,  we  would  invest  $270.4  bil- 
lion over  6  years  in  discretionary 
spending  for  education,  job  training, 
and  social  services  programs,  $56.1  bil- 
lion more  than  the  proposed  budget 
resolution. 

The  Republican  majority's  budget 
fails  to  maintain  fiscal  year  1996  fimd- 
ing levels  for  education  and  training 
programs.  Over  6  years,  it  falls  $3.2  bil- 
lion below  a  freeze  at  fiscal  year  1996 
levels  for  these  discretionary  pro- 
grams. It  does  not  provide  for  any  ad- 
justment for  inflation,  or  increased  en- 
rollment, which  could  result  in  deep 
cuts  in  services  to  children  and  edu- 
cation. 


By  contrast,  the  President's  budget 
demonstrates  his  continued  commit- 
ment to  a  strong  Federal  investment  in 
proven  education  programs,  to  ensure 
that  America's  children  and  families 
are  prepared  to  meet  the  challenges  of 
the  21st  century. 

For  example,  the  President's  fiscal 
year  1997  budget  request  calls  for  in- 
creasing title  I  funds  by  7  percent  over 
fiscal  year  1995  levels  to  raise  the  aca- 
demic achievement  of  7  million  dis- 
advantaged students  in  over  50,000 
American  schools;  special  education  is 
increased  by  7  percent  to  maintain 
Federal  support  for  the  excess  costs  of 
educating  almost  6  million  children 
with  disabilities;  the  Pell  grant  maxi- 
mum award  is  increased  to  $2,700,  up 
$360  or  15  percent  from  the  1995  level  of 
$2,340,  to  provide  grant  aid  to  3.8  mil- 
lion low-  and  moderate-income  stu- 
dents; the  College  Work-Study  Pro- 
gram is  up  by  10  percent,  enabling  an 
expansion  of  the  number  of  students 
who  earn  some  of  their  college  costs 
from  700,000  to  1  million  over  the  next 
5  years;  and  the  TRIO  Program  is  in- 
creased by  8  percent,  to  provide  out- 
reach and  other  special  support  serv- 
ices to  encourage  682,000  disadvantaged 
students  to  enter  and  complete  post- 
secondary  education. 

Last  year,  as  the  majority  attempted 
to  impose  cuts  on  many  education  pro- 
grams, people  at  the  grassroots  of 
America  spoke  up.  As  I  traveled  across 
Michigan,  I  heard  again  and  again 
about  the  value  of  Federal  support  for 
such  programs  as  title  I  and  school  to 
work.  Pell  grants,  and  Head  Start.  A 
recent  Washington  Post/ABC  Poll  indi- 
cates 82  percent  of  Americans  oppose 
cutting  education  to  balance  the  Fed- 
eral budget.  In  early  January,  a  CNN/ 
USA  Today/Gallup  Poll  found  that  edu- 
cation is  the  top  priority  among  vot- 
ers, ranking  above  crime,  the  economy, 
health  care,  and  the  deficit  for  the  first 
time  in  history. 

It  is  unclear  if  the  resolution  pro- 
]?osed  by  the  majority  provides  ade- 
quate budget  authority  for  the  vital 
title  I  reading,  writing  and  math  pro- 
gram for  fiscal  year  1997  to  follow 
through  on  the  agreement  reached  in 
the  omnibus  appropriations  bill  just  a 
few  weeks  ago.  EarUer  versions  of  the 
majority's  fiscal  year  1996  appropria- 
tions measure  would  have  cut  title  I  by 
17  percent,  denying  services  to  1.1  mil- 
lion children  nationwide  and  over  30.000 
in  my  home  State  of  Michigan.  The 
School  to  Work  Program  which  helps 
students  make  the  transition  from 
school  to  future  careers  and  education 
by  forming  a  three-way  partnership  be- 
tween government,  educators,  and  pri- 
vate industry  would  have  been  cut  by 
22  percent.  Groals  2000,  which  heli>s 
States  and  local  school  districts  raise 
academic  standards  and  Implement 
their  own  comprehensive  reform  plans 
was  cut  by  25  percent;  and  summer  jobs 
for  youth  would  also  have  been  cut  by 


25  percent.  It  is  only  through  the  bipar- 
tisan efforts  of  my  Democratic  col- 
leagues and  some  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  that  we  were  able  to  reverse 
these  damaging  cuts. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  budget  res- 
olution caps  the  Direct  Lending  pro- 
gram at  20  percent  of  loan  volume, 
forcing  1.6  million  students  in  1.100  col- 
leges and  universities  out  of  the  pro- 
grram  against  their  will.  Colleges 
should  be  able  to  choose  the  student 
loan  program  that  provides  the  best 
services  and  lowest  costs  to  their  stu- 
dents. Direct  lending  permits  college 
students  to  bjrpass  the  maze  of  lenders 
and  middlemen  in  the  guaranteed  loan 
program  and  borrow  directly  from  the 
Federal  Government  through  their 
campus  student  aid  office.  At  direct 
lending  schools,  needed  money  gets  to 
students  more  promptly.  The  applica- 
tion process  is  simpler.  Student  do  not 
submit  a  separate  loan  application  to  a 
bank. 

According  to  the  Congressional  Budg- 
et Office,  if  direct  lending  is  capped  or 
eliminated,  banks  and  guaranteed 
agencies  will  reap  between  $70  and  $106 
billion  in  additional  business  over  the 
budget  period  generating  an  estimated 
$4  to  $6  billion  in  extra  profits. 

Under  the  Republican  resolution, 
there  is  concern  that  the  maximum 
Pell  grant  award  will  decline  substan- 
tially over  the  next  6  years  and  that  el- 
igible recipients  may  be  cut  off  of  the 
program.  I  received  a  letter  today  from 
the  president  of  the  National  Associa- 
tion of  Independent  Colleges  and  Uni- 
versities, David  Warren,  who  states 
that: 

The  ability  to  maintain  the  Pell  Grant 
mazimum  depends  on  carry-overs  in  the 
funding  from  the  previous  year.  The  carry- 
over is  not  expected  to  be  available  beyond 
FY  1997,  but  the  base  has  been  severely  re- 
duced. It  will  not  be  possible  to  maintain  the 
maximum  grant  in  FY  1998  and  beyond  under 
the  parameters  provided  in  the  pending 
budget  resolution. 

He  goes  on  to  say: 

The  important  roll  of  education  in  our  Na- 
tion's growth  is  clear,  over  the  last  60  years, 
education  and  advances  in  knowledge  have 
accounted  for  nearly  40  percent  of  our  Na- 
tion's economic  growth.  We  cannot  turn 
back  now. 

Mr.  President,  in  addition  to  restor- 
ing funding  for  a  variety  of  Important 
education  efforts,  this  amendment  will 
also  improve  the  funding  levels  of  sev- 
eral job  training  programs. 

Education  builds  the  foundation  of  a 
person's  future.  Job  training  programs 
are  available  to  help  people  expand 
that  base  if  their  careers  take  unex- 
pected turns.  Unfortunately,  more  and 
more  people  are  finding  themselves  in 
a  position  where  they  have  to  retrain 
because  their  old  job  no  longer  exists. 
As  the  rate  of  change  in  our  economy 
increases,  so  does  the  rate  of  disloca- 
tion. Every  day  we  are  faced  with  an- 
nouncements of  major  corporations 
laying  people  off.  But  unlike  the  past. 
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people  today  may  lose  their  jobs  when 
they  are  45  or  50.  For  these  people,  the 
Job  Training  Partnership  Act  [JTPA] 
maintains  two  programs:  title  n-A. 
adult  training,  and  title  HE,  training 
for  dislocated  workers. 

Adult  training  is  intended  to  prepare 
adults  for  participation  in  the  labor 
force  by  increasing  their  educational 
and  occupational  skills.  It  is  operated 
at  the  local  level  through  service  deliv- 
ery areas  designated  by  the  Governor. 
The  budget  resolution  would  maintain 
a  level  fur.ding  line  for  adult  training 
at  a  time  when  we  are  concentrating 
on  reducing  the  number  of  people  on 
welfare.  Adult  training  reduces  welfare 
dependency  by  helping  people  become 
productive  and  successful  members  of 
society.  By  implementing  the  proposed 
budget  levels,  we  will  be  serving  65,000 
fewer  adults  in  2002  than  we  did  this 
year. 

This  would  be  a  tragic  mistake.  Our 
goal  is  increasing  self-sufficiency  and 
that  is  what  adult  training  accom- 
plishes. 

The  Job  Training  Partnership  Act 
also  funds  a  number  of  programs  which 
are  vital  towards  ensuring  that  our 
youth  grow  along  with  the  job  market 
and  are  not  left  behind.  One  of  the 
most  successful,  and  most  widely  sup- 
ported, programs  of  this  type  is  the  Job 
Corps.  A  residential  training  program 
for  at-risk  youth,  over  70  percent  of  its 
enrollees  leave  the  program  to  take 
full  employment,  go  on  for  further  edu- 
cation, or  enter  the  military.  Job  Corps 
works,  and  yet,  its  future  is  threatened 
by  this  budget. 

Similarly,  the  funding  levels  pro- 
posed by  the  majority  for  the  Summer 
Youth  and  the  Youth  Training  Grant 
Programs  will  result  in  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  young  people  who  don't 
receive  valuable  training  and  work  ex- 
periences. Mr.  President,  now  is  not 
the  time  to  walk  away  from  our  com- 
mitment to  the  youth  of  this  country. 
We  are  asking  them  to  take  respon- 
sibility and  to  do  that  they  must  have 
the  skills  and  the  knowledge  necessary 
to  compete  in  the  world.  The  programs 
I  have  discussed  do  that,  and  the 
amendment  I  am  sponsoring  today 
with  my  firiend  ftom  Washington  will 
ensxire  that  these  programs  continue  to 
serve  the  people  that  need  them. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  Important  to  note 
that,  over  6  years,  the  amendment  we 
are  offering  spends  $17.7  billion  less  on 
function  500  than  would  have  been  in- 
vested in  the  fiscal  year  1996  pre-rescis- 
sion  policies  had  kept  pace  with  infla- 
tion. This  is  a  moderate  and  prudent 
increase.  We  can  and  should  balance 
the  budget  over  the  next  6  years.  We 
can  do  so  without  sacrificing  critical 
Investment  in  America's  future. 

Mr.  HAHKIN.  Mr.  President,  here  we 
go  again.  The  budget  resolution  goes 
about  balancing  the  budget  in  all  the 
wrong  ways  by  placing  education  at 
the  bottom  of  the  Nation's  priority  list 
once  again. 


I  am  pleased  to  cosponsor  and  sup- 
port the  Kerry  amendment.  The 
amendment  puts  education  at  the  top 
of  the  national  prio'^r.y  ust  by  restor- 
ing funds  for  vital  e  ation  and  train- 
ing programs  over  .e  next  6  years. 
The  amendment  eliminates  the  cuts  in 
the  budget  resolution  and  provides  the 
investments  to  education  and  training 
as  proposed  by  President  Clinton. 

You  will  hear  a  lot  of  talk  from  the 
other  side  that  they  provide  Increases 
in  education.  Make  sure  you  look  be- 
yond the  blue  smoke  and  mirrors  be- 
cause it  is  simply  not  true. 

Just  a  few  weeks  ago  we  reversed 
deep  education  cuts  by  restoring  $2.7 
billion  to  the  fiscal  year  1996  education 
appropriations  bill.  However,  the  pend- 
ing resolution  does  not  Include  this 
restoration  in  the  baseline,  therefore 
we  are  right  back  where  we  started 
from. 

Unless  we  adopt  this  amendment  not 
only  there  will  be  no  read  Investments 
in  education,  but  there  will  be  cuts 
over  even  the  inadequate  fiscal  year 
1996  levels.  And  our  Nation  will  suffer 
as  a  result. 

Mr.  President,  during  the  last  year 
students,  parents,  teachers,  school 
boards,  aind  school  administrators  were 
treated  to  a  roller  coaster  ride  because 
of  great  uncertainties  caused  by  the 
Federal  budget  process.  Let's  not  re- 
peat that  mistake  again  this  year.  The 
American  people  are  sick  and  tired  of 
the  partisan  bickering  and  want  us  to 
get  on  with  the  business  of  governing. 

We  started  last  year  with  proposals 
for  deep  cuts  In  student  loans.  The 
House  planned  to  cut  $18  billion,  the 
resolution  offered  by  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee called  for  cuts  of  $14  billion.  We 
finally  adopted  a  bipartisan  amend- 
ment in  the  Senate  which  reduced  the 
cut  to  $4  billion.  Students  and  their 
parents  were  not  thrilled,  but  saw  this 
as  at  least  an  Improvement. 

But  then  the  resolution  went  to  con- 
ference and  the  cut  was  $10  billion. 
Students  and  their  parents  started  to 
worry  again. 

The  Senate  once  again  moderated  the 
cuts  and  people  rejoiced.  The  House  did 
not  and  concern  Intensified. 

The  final  deal  drastically  cut  the  suc- 
cessful direct  lending  progrram  and  in- 
cluded cut  of  about  $5  billion.  That  bill 
was  rightfully  vetoed. 

That  was  followed  by  the  ups  and 
downs  of  negotiations  on  the  fiscal 
year  1996  appropriations  bill.  The  Gov- 
ernment was  shutdown  twice.  The  7 
months  the  Federal  Government  was 
directionless  because  of  short-term 
continuing  resolutions  instead  of  an- 
nual appropriations. 

Parents  worried  that  their  children 
would  not  get  the  reading  and  math  as- 
sistance they  need  because  title  I  fund- 
ing was  cut  by  17  percent.  Teachers 
worried  about  whether  or  not  they 
would  have  a  job.  School  boards  and 
auimlnlstrators  were  unable  to  plan  for 


the  upcoming  school  year  because  they 
did  not  know  what  the  budget  would  be 
for  next  year.  In  short,  chaos  reined. 

We  should  promise  the  American  peo- 
ple that  we  will  never  do  that  again. 
Passing  this  amendment  would  be  a 
good  place  to  start. 

In  addition  to  providing  more  sanity 
to  the  1997  appropriations  process,  we 
will  put  out  Nation  on  the  right  track 
for  the  future.  We  will  make  the  in- 
vestments that  will  enable  the  United 
States  to  remain  competitive  into  the 
next  century  by  making  sure  we  have 
the  healthiest,  best  educated  and  most 
skilled  workers  in  the  world. 

I  urge  adoption  of  the  Kerry  amend- 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  question  occurs 
on  agreeing  to  the  motion  to  table 
amendment  No.  3991,  offered  by  the 
Senator  ftom  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Kerry].  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered.  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  result  was  annouced — yeas  52, 
nays  48,  as  follows: 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  126  Legr.] 
YEAS— 52 


Abraham 

Gorton 

McConnell 

Ashcroa 

Gramm 

Murkowski 

Bennett 

Grams 

Nickles 

Bond 

Grassley 

Nnnn 

Brown 

Grew 

Pressler 

Burns 

Hatch 

Robb 

Cbafee 

Hatfleld 

Roth 

Coats 

Helms 

Santorom 

Cochran 

Hatchison 

Shelby 

Cohen 

Inhofe 

Simpson 

CoTcrdell 

Kassebaum 

Smith 

Craif 

Kempthome 

Stevens 

D'Amato 

Kerrey 

Thomas 

DeWlne 

Kyi 

Thompson 

Dole 

Lott 

Tlranaond 

Domenid 

Lngar 

Warner 

Fairdoth 

Mack 

Frist 

McCain 

NAYS-48 

Akaka 

Felngold 

Levin 

Bancos 

Felnstein 

Liebenoan 

Bides 

Ford 

Mikniski 

Bingaman 

Glenn 

Moseley-Braon 

Boxer 

Bradley 

Harkin 

Murray 

Breaox 

Henin 

Pell 

Bryan 

Holllngs 

Pryor 

Bumpers 

Inonye 

Reld 

Byrd 

Jeffords 

Rockefeller 

CampbeU 

Johnston 

Sarbanes 

Conrad 

Kennedy 

Simon 

Daschle 

Keny 

Snowe 

Dodd 

Kohl 

Specter 

Dorgao 

Lantenberr 

Wellstone 

Ezon 

Leahy 

Wyden 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  3991)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  move  to  reconsider 
the  vote. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  3968 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  the  regular  order  would  return  us 
to  the  Wellstone  amendment  No.  3988. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota. 
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Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President, 
there  is  strong  bipartisan  support  for 
this  amendment.  But  last  year  with 
LIHEAP,  the  Low-Income  Home  En- 
ergy Assistance  Program,  it  was  a 
nightmare  with  the  stop-and-start- 
funding. 

What  this  amendment  just  simply 
says  is  that  we  will  have  at  least  as 
much  funding  next  year  as  we  have  had 
this  year  for  this  energy  assistance 
program.  I  believe  the  chairman  be- 
lieves that  Is  in  the  assumptions  of  the 
budget  resolution.  If  so,  fine.  I  hope  we 
get  a  resounding  vote  because  we  had 
to  fight  very  hard  to  keep  this  program 
intact  this  year.  That  is  why  I  intro- 
duced the  amendment  and  why  I  hope 
for  a  strong  recorded,  positive  vote. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator ttova  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  while 
I  have  great  respect  for  Senator 
WELLSTONE,  I  just  want  to  tell  the  Sen- 
ate this  is  a  sense-of-the-Senate  resolu- 
tion that  reaffirms  what  is  in  the  budg- 
et resolution.  It  says  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  is  that  we  do  precisely  what  is 
in  the  budget  resolution. 

It  seems  to  me  that  everybody  can 
have  that  kind  of  sense  of  the  Senate 
on  everything  in  the  budget  resolution. 
Anything  you  like,  you  just  come  up 
and  say,  "It's  provided  for.  but  I  want 
to  have  a  sense  of  the  Senate  on  top  of 
It  being  in  the  budget  already." 

There  is  no  way  to  keep  the  amend- 
ment from  proceeding,  except  we  are 
going  to  use  15  minutes  on  a  vote  that 
probably  is  going  to  pass  overwhelm- 
ingly because  it  is  already  in  the  budg- 
et resolution.  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

Mr.  EXON.  If  there  has  not  been  a 
sufficient  second,  I  ask  for  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second?  There  is  a  sufficient 
second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  inquire,  would  the  Senator  ac- 
cept a  voice  vote  on  this  amendment? 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  no. 
I  want  a  recorded  vote  on  this  amend- 
ment because  of  the  struggle  over  this 
past  year.  My  understanding  is  that 
not  until  yesterday  did  we  have  any- 
thing really  in  writing  that  the  as- 
sumptions pointed  to  this.  It  has  been 
too  big  a  struggle.  Many  Senators  in 
cold  weather  States  know  that.  We 
know  what  happened  in  Chicago  last 
summer.  I  want  to  get  a  strong  re- 
corded vote. 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  the  Low- 
Income  Home  Energy  Assistance  Pro- 


gram is  one  of  the  most  Important  Fed- 
eral programs  for  my  home  State  of 
Massachusetts.  I  am  pleased  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  calls  for  $1  billion  In 
LIHEAP  funding  for  the  next  fiscal 
year,  and  $300  million  in  emergency 
funding. 

After  the  severe  weather  of  this  past 
winter— which  was  even  more  efficient 
than  our  friends  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  at  shutting  down  the  Govern- 
ment— I  hope  the  Senate  can  speak 
with  one  voice  and  send  a  message  to 
the  appropriators  that  funding  for 
LIHEAP  should  match  this  year's  out- 
lays^ 

LIHEAP  means  real  help  to  people 
who  need  it.  As  fuel  prices  continue  to 
rise.  Senators  should  know  how  impor- 
tant this  program  is  to  their  constitu- 
ents. I  know  how  Important  it  is  to 
mine. 

For  lower-income  residents  In  Massa- 
chusetts— those  who  receive  assistance 
under  LIHEAP— nearly  $1  In  $5  of  their 
income  goes  to  pay  for  energy  bills. 
That  is,  Mr.  President,  20  percent  of  a 
household's  budget  just  to  heat  the 
home.  And  after  paying  their  fuel  bills, 
the  average  low-income  New  Englander 
has  only  $43  left  over.  We  cannot  ex- 
pect these  people  to  live  without 
LIHEAP,  Mr.  President.  This  program 
needs  to  receive  funds  sufficient  to 
serve  lower  Income  families  in  areas 
which  experience  colder  winters. 

LIHEAP  pays  up  to  half  of  the  heat- 
ing bills  for  a  family  during  the  winter 
months  in  New  England.  Everyone  in 
this  country  knows  how  cold  it  was  in 
my  region  of  the  country  this  past  win- 
ter, how  much  snow  we  had,  how  people 
were  literally  freezing  in  the  streets.  In 
fact,  twice  as  many  people  froze  to 
death  during  the  severe  winter  than 
were  killed  in  the  1994  California  earth- 
quake. I  will  never  forget  this  past  win- 
ter, as  the  temperature  dropped  below 
20  degrees  and  the  chairman  of  the  en- 
ergy committee  in  the  Massachusetts 
House  of  Representatives,  Representa- 
tlve  Albert  Herren,  told  me  my  State's 
LIHEAP  funds  had  been  depleted— in 
December. 

Mr.  President,  it  was  so  cold  and  so 
snowy  in  Massachusetts,  some  schools 
closed  for  snow  days  as  late  as  April. 

LIHEAP  helps  families  and  LIHEAP 
helps  children,  Mr.  President.  My 
friends  at  Massachusetts  General  Hos- 
pital tell  me  that  the  number  of  cases 
of  child  malnutrition  Increase  every 
winter  as  families  are  forced  to  choose 
between  eating  and  heating.  This  coun- 
try is  better  than  that,  Mr.  President. 

I  am  pleased  to  join  my  friend  from 
Minnesota,  Mr.  WELLSTONE,  in  sponsor- 
ing this  sense  of  the  Senate  that  fund- 
ing for  LIHEAP  should  match  last 
year's  outlajrs.  That  seems  to  me  the 
minimum  the  Senate  can  do  to  send  a 
message  to  the  appropriators  and  to 
the  country  that  Congress  wants  lower 
income  Americans  to  survive  the  up- 
coming winter. 


I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  amendment 
No.  3988  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota.  The  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered.  The  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  88, 
nays  12,  as  follows: 

[Kollcall  Vote  No.  127  Leg.] 
YEAS— 88 


Abraham 

Felngold 

McConnell 

Akaka 

Felnstein 

Mikoiski 

Ashcroft 

Ford 

Moaele)--Braan 

Baucos 

Frist 

Bennett 

Glenn 

Murkowski 

Biden 

Graham 

Murray 

BiD^aman 

Grams 

Nonn 

Bond 

Grassley 

Pell 

Boxer 

Grew 

Presler 

Bradley 

Harkin 

Pryor 

Breaox 

Hatch 

Reid 

Bryan 

Bataeld 

Robb 

Bompers 

Hitntn 

RockefeUer 

Bums 

HoUincs 

Roth 

Byrd 

Hatchison 

Santorom 

CampbeU 

Inooye 

Sarbanes 

Chafee 

JelTords 

Shelby 

Coats 

Johnston 

SimoD 

Cochran 

Kempthome 

Simpson 

Cohen 

Kennedy 

Smith 

Conrad 

Kerrey 

Snowe 

Craos 

Kerry 

Specter 

D'Amato 

Kohl 

Stevens 

Daschle 

Laatenbers 

Thompson 

DeWine 

Leahy 

Thormond 

Dodd 

Levin 

Warner 

Dole 

Lieberman 

Wellstone 

Domenid 

Lott 

Wyden 

Dorcas 

Lncar 

Exon 

McCain 

NAYS— 12 

Gramm 

Kyi 

Coverdell 

Helms 

Mark 

Faircloth 

Inhofe 

Nickles 

Gorton 

Kisschsnm 

l^tOZD&S 

The  amendment  (No.  3988)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  3BW 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona  is  recognized. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  this  amend- 
ment is  a  sense-of-the-Senate  resolu- 
tion that  says  that  when  the  Congress 
has  adopted  fundamental  tax  reform, 
we  should,  thereafter,  adopt  some  kind 
of  supermajority  requirement  to  raise 
taxes  as  a  constitutional  amendment. 

This  is  the  idea  that  came  from  the 
Kemp  Commission,  which  said  if  we 
ever  get  to  a  single  rate  tax,  whether  a 
consumption  tax  or  income  tax,  there- 
after, we  better  make  it  harder  to  raise 
taxes  because  there  is  no  place  to  shel- 
ter income  taxes.  So  once  we  have  tax 
reform,  we  should  have  a  supermajor- 
ity requirement. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  this  is  a 
far  reaching  and  very  little  considered 
amendment.  It  calls  for  a  supermajor- 
ity vote,  presumably  a  two-thirds  ma- 
jority for  Congress  to  approve  a  tax  in- 
crease, but  also  calls  for  a  flat  tax. 
While  many  of  us  support  tax  reform. 
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we  should  not  be  endorslQ?  a  particular 
plan  without  careful  consideration  of 
the  alternative.  I  urge  the  Senators  to 
vote  against  this  unwise  and  undemo- 
cratic amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  an  analysis  of  the  amend- 
ment be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Centek  on  Budget 
AND  PoucT  Priorities. 
Washington.  DC,  May  21, 1996. 

KYL  AJ4ENDMENT  ON  TAXES  THREATENS  DEFI- 
CIT Reduction  and  Protects  Wasteful 
Tax  Breaks 

The  Semite  is  scheduled  to  vote  on  Sen. 
Kyi's  amendment  to  the  pending:  budget  res- 
olution calling  for  "fundamental  tax  re- 
form" to  replace  the  current  "indefensible" 
federal  tax  system,  and  endorsing  an  amend- 
ment to  the  U.S.  Constitution  requiring 
supermajorities  to  "raise  tax  rates,  impose 
new  taxes,  or  otherwise  increase  the  amount 
of  taxpayer's  income  that  is  subject  to  tax." 

Sen.  Kyi's  amendment  is  a  "sense  of  the 
Senate"  amendment  and  therefore  would  not 
have  legal  force,  but  Senators  who  vote  for  it 
may  later  be  pressed  to  vote  for  substantive 
legislation  that  would  replace  current  pro- 
gressive taxes  (which  taken  into  account 
ability  to  pay)  with  flat  taxes,  national  sales 
taxes,  or  other  taxes  that  exclude  invest- 
ment income  {Tom  the  tax  base.' 

In  addition.  Senators  who  vote  for  the  Kyi 
amendment  will  be  under  great  pressure  to 
vote  for  S.J.  Bes.  49,  Senator  Kyi's  proposed 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  requiring 
supermajorities  to  raise  taxes. 

Kyi  Constitutional  Amendment 

"Any  bill  to  levy  a  new  tax  or  increase  the 
rate  or  base  of  any  tax  may  pass  only  by  a 
two-thirds  majority  of  the  whole  number  of 
each  House  of  Congress." 

The  Kyi  amendment  to  the  budget  resolu- 
tion and  the  companion  constitutional 
amendment  are  undesirable  for  a  variety  of 
reasons. 

The  nation  will  face  very  large  deficits  in 
coming  decades  when  the  baby  boom  genera- 
tion retires— perhaps  exceeding  15  percent  of 
the  econonay  by  2030— if  current  budget  poli- 
cies are  not  changed.  Many  experts  believe 
Congress  will  need  to  consider  both  signifi- 
cant spending  cuts  and  revenue  increases  in 
the  decades  ahead.  The  Kyi  amendments 
would  effectively  preclude  such  a  deficit  re- 
duction package,  because  of  the  revenue  in- 
creases they  would  contain. 

Furthermore,  the  Kyi  amendments  would 
inequitably  benefit  the  wealthiest  and  most 
powerful  at  the  expense  of  the  rest  of  the 
U.S.  population.  A  two-thirds  majority 
would  be  required  to  curb  special  interest 
tax  expenditures,  which  disproportion  bene- 
fit those  at  high  income  levels.  By  contrast, 
a  simply  majority  vote  would  suffice  to  cut 
federal  programs,  which  primarily  benefit 
the  middle  class  and  the  poor.  Appoitioning 
the  sacrifice  of  deficit  reduction  would  not 
be  done  on  a  level  playing  field. 

The  Kyi  amendments  could  threaten  the 
solvency  of  Social  Security,  which  may  ulti- 
mately need  payroll  tax  increases  as  well  as 
benefit  cuts  to  restore  long-term  balance.  A 
payroll  tax  Increase  would  require  a  two- 
thirds  vote,  and  runs  counter  to  the  stated 


1  Footnotes  to  appear  at  end  of  article. 


policy  of  the  Kyi  Amendment  against  payroll 
taxes  (see  footnote  1).  The  same  is  true  for 
Medicare,  which  may  also  need  premium  in- 
creases to  restore  solvency.  Yet  any  pre- 
mium Increase  that  takes  Into  account  a 
beneficiary's  ability  to  pay  could  be  consid- 
ered a  tax,  and  therefore  prohibited. 

The  Kyi  constitutional  amendment  has 
special  problems  of  its  own— by  requiring 
supermajorities  for  any  new  tax,  base 
broadener.  or  rate  Increase,  It  effectively 
precludes  all  tax  reform,  from  Chaffee- 
Breaux  to  Domenici-Nunn,  from  a  fiat  tax  to 
a  national  sales  tax.  For  example,  the  1986 
tax  reform  bill,  which  lowered  marginal 
rates  while  closing  loopholes,  would  have 
been  unconstitutional  simply  because  it 
broadened  tax  bases.  Last  year's  reconcili- 
ation bill  would  also  have  been  unconstitu- 
tional for  the  same  reason. 

The  Kyi  constitutional  amendment  under- 
mines the  basic  principles  of  majority  rule 
that  are  at  the  heart  of  American  democ- 
racy. Nowhere  in  the  Constitution  are  super- 
majorities  required  to  adopt  or  amend  Issues 
of  public  policy— In  fact,  the  framers  explic- 
itly and  knowingly  rejected  supermajorities. 
Further,  because  it  would  require  a  two- 
thirds  vote  of  the  entire  menU>eTship  of  the 
House  and  the  Senate  (rather  than  two- 
thirds  of  those  voting),  this  proposal  is  even 
more  restrictive  than  the  two-thirds  needed 
to  override  a  presidential  veto  or  to  amend 
the  Constitution. 

I.  THE  CONSTITUTIONAL  AMENDMENT  AND  THE 
LONG-TERM  FISCAL  FORECAST 

The  Federal  deficit  now  has  been  reduced 
below  two  percent  of  the  Gross  Domestic 
Product  (the  basic  measure  of  the  size  of  the 
U.S.  economy),  a  level  that  many  economists 
believe  does  not  cause  significant  damage 
even  If  maintained  over  a  substantial  period 
of  time.  But  as  the  Bipartisan  Commission 
on  Entitlement  and  Tax  Reform  warned  in 
1994,  if  not  action  Is  taken  to  raise  revenue 
or  restrain  Medicare,  Social  Security,  Medic- 
aid, and  some  lesser  entitlements — and  other 
Federal  spending  remains  constant  as  a 
share  of  GDP— the  deficit  will  rise  sharply 
when  the  baby  boom  generation  retires.  The 
Entitlement  Conunission  forecast  the  deficit 
will  exceed  15  percent  of  GDP  by  2030  If  no 
such  action  is  taken.  Based  on  a  recent  slow- 
down in  the  rate  of  growth  of  health  care 
costs,  current  forecasts  are  a  bit  less  pessi- 
mistic, but  not  by  much.  President  Clinton's 
new  budget  forecasts  the  deficit  will  equal  12 
percent  of  GDP  In  2030  under  current  tax  and 
entitlement  laws  and  rise  further  to  26  per- 
cent of  GDP  by  2050.  In  short,  any  reasonable 
long-term  forecast  will  show  projected  defi- 
cits in  the  next  century  to  be  extremely 
large  and  of  a  magnitude  unhealthy  for  the 
U.S.  economy  To  avoid  such  a  development, 
major  deficit  reduction  that  extends  far  be- 
yond the  steps  Congress  and  the  Administra- 
tion are  currently  considering  will  ulti- 
mately be  needed. 

Testifying  before  the  Entitlement  Commis- 
sion In  1994.  Robert  Reischauer,  then  the  di- 
rector of  the  Congressional  Budget  Office, 
observed  that  the  public  would  be  unlikely 
to  accept  the  steps  that  would  be  required  ei- 
ther to  extract  all  of  the  needed  deficit  re- 
duction In  the  decades  ahead  just  from  gov- 
ernment programs  or  to  extract  all  of  the 
needed  deficit  reduction  just  from  revenues. 
In  the  long  run,  Reischauer  predicted,  pol- 
icymakers will  agree  on  some  mix  of  pro- 
gram cuts  and  revenue  Increases  to  prevent 
deficits  of  a  magnitude  that  would  do  sub- 
stantial damage  to  the  economy. 

The  proposed  constitutional  amendment  is 
designed  to  ensure  that  virtually  none  of 


those  future  deficit  reduction  measures  come 
from  the  revenue  side  and  virtually  all  come 
from  cutting  programs.  That  the  amendment 
would  bar  virtually  all  revenue  Increases  can 
be  seen  by  examining  House  votes  for  the 
four  principal  deficit  reduction  measures  en- 
acted between  1982  and  1993  that  rtused  fed- 
eral revenue.  Although  three  of  these  four 
measures  were  signed  by  Republican  presi- 
dents and  all  four  enjoyed  the  support  of 
Democratic  Congressional  leaders,  none  re- 
ceived two-thirds  support  on  the  House  floor. 
A  fifth  measure— the  1983  Social  Security 
rescue  plan,  which  increased  Social  Security 
payroll  tax  collections— also  failed  to  secure 
a  two-thfrds  vote  despite  strong  support 
from  President  Reagan  and  Congressional 
leaders. 

The  constitutional  amendment  thus  would 
likely  lead  to  one  of  several  outcomes:  (1) 
larger  deficits  over  time;  (2)  a  greatly 
shrunken  federal  government  that  is  unable 
to  do  much  beyond  running  Social  Security 
and  Medicare,  maintaining  national  defense, 
making  federal  pension  and  veterans  pay- 
ments, and  paying  Interest  payments  on  the 
national  debt:  and  (3)  steep  reductions  In  So- 
cial Security  and  Medicare  that  significantly 
reduce  the  living  standards  of  millions  of  el- 
derly people  who  are  not  well  off.  Such  stark 
outcomes  are  not  necessary  If  a  balance  of 
spending  cuts  and  revenue  increases  ulti- 
mately can  be  considered  over  the  next  three 
decades.  Such  balance  is  what  the  amend- 
ment is  designed  to  prevent. 

That  the  statements  in  the  previous  para- 
graph are  not  hyperbole  can  be  seen  by  ex- 
amining a  chart  the  Entitlement  Commis- 
sion published  In  1994  showing  the  fiscal  fore- 
cast through  2030  under  current  tax  and  enti- 
tlement law.  When  the  baby  boom  genera- 
tion reaches  retirement  and  an  unprece- 
dented xnroportion  of  the  population  is  elder- 
ly, some  Increases  In  revenues  are  likely  to 
be  needed.  In  addition  to  actions  to  restrain 
Social  Security  and  Medicare  costs  and  ac- 
tions of  the  type  the  President  and  Congress 
are  proposing  for  the  years  between  now  and 
2002. 

n.  THE  AMENDMENT  EFFECTIVELY  BARS 
MEASimES  TO  CLOSE  TAX  LOOPHOLES 

The  requirement  for  a  two-thirds  majority 
would  apply  not  only  to  measures  to  raise 
tax  rates  but  also  to  measures  to  cut  unpro- 
ductive tax  expenditures  that  grant  subsidies 
to  powerful  special  interests.  A  recent  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  study  found  that 
over  half  of  the  corporate  subsidies  the  fed- 
eral government  provides  are  delivered 
through  the  tax  code.  Chirbing  corporate  wel- 
fare provided  through  the  tax  code  is  one 
way  to  help  reduce  the  deficit,  but  It  would 
require  a  two-thirds  vote  under  the  proposed 
amendment.  This  would  essentially  rule  out 
closing  corporate  loopholes  as  a  way  to  help 
shrink  the  deficit. 

In  fact,  a  substantial  share  of  the  federal 
budget  would  effectively  be  placed  off  limits 
for  deficit  reduction  by  the  constitutional 
amendment.  Provisions  of  the  tax  code  that 
the  Joint  Committee  on  Taxation  classifies 
as  "tax  expenditures"- spending  programs 
that  operate  through  the  tax  code  by  selec- 
tively reducing  the  tax  liability  of  particular 
Individuals  or  businesses — now  cost  more 
than  $400  billion  a  year.  (The  corporate  sub- 
sidy provisions  that  operate  through  the  tax 
code  are  a  part  of  this  total.)  This  Is  more 
than  the  government  spends  on  Social  Secu- 
rity or  defense. 

In  testimony  before  the  Entitlement  Com- 
mission In  1994,  Federal  Reserve  Board  chair- 
man Alan  Greenspan  referred  to  these  provi- 
sions of  the  tax  code  as  "tax  entitlements" 
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because  they  entitle  those  who  qualify  for 
them  to  government  subsidies  provided  in 
the  form  of  a  special  tax  reduction.  Green- 
span testified  that  the  tax  entitlements 
should  be  looked  at,  along  with  the  spending 
entitlements,  in  developing  measures  to  ad- 
dress the  nation's  long-term  deficit  problem. 

If  anjrthing,  the  proposed  constitutional 
amendment  would  encourage  the  spread  of 
more  tax  expenditures  over  time,  since  such 
measures  would  take  only  a  majority  vote  to 
enact  but  a  two-thirds  vote  to  remove.  In  ad- 
dition. If  Congress  passed  a  series  of  tax 
changes  that  were  thought  to  be  deficit-neu- 
tral, but  clever,  high-priced  tax  lawyers  and 
accountants  then  found  ways  to  convert 
some  of  the  measures  Into  tax  shelters  at 
greater-than-antlcipated  cost  to  the  Treas- 
ury, It  would  take  a  two-thirds  vote  to  scale 
the  shelters  back  so  the  original  measure  did 
not  produce  a  net  revenue  loss. 

Even  measures  to  prevent  companies  from 
gaining  tax  advantages  by  moving  plants — 
and  jobs — overseas  would  require  a  two- 
thirds  vote. 

m.  AMENDMENT  TILTS  TOWARD  THE  WEALTHY 
AND  THE  POWERFUL  AT  THE  EXPENSE  OF  AV- 
ERAGE FAMILIES  AND  THE  POOR 

Most  government  benefits  that  low-  and 
middle-income  Americans  receive  come  from 
government  programs,  such  as  Social  Secu- 
rity, Medicare,  Medicaid,  student  loans  and 
grants,  unemployment  Insurance,  school 
lunches,  and  food  stamps.  By  contrast,  most 
government  subsidies  that  wealthy  individ- 
uals and  large  corporations  receive  come 
through  tax  subsidies.  As  a  result,  a  con- 
stitutional amendment  that  makes  it  ex- 
tremely difficult  to  scale  back  tax  subsidies 
when  decades  of  deficit  reduction  lie  ahead 
tilts  the  playing  field  in  favor  of  the  wealthy 
and  powerful  over  Americans  of  average  or 
lesser  means. 

In  addition,  such  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment would  place  off  limits  even  measures 
asking  program  beneficiaries  who  have  high 
Incomes  to  pay  more  for  the  government 
benefits  they  receive.  For  example,  to 
"means  test"  Medicare  premiums  by  raising 
the  premiums  on  those  at  high  income  lev- 
els. Congress  must  rely  on  the  tax  code  to 
collect  the  Increased  premiums,  since  Social 
Security  offices  (which  administer  Medicare) 
have  no  information  on  beneficiaries'  cur- 
rent incomes.  Indeed,  when  the  Republican 
budget  bill  reached  the  House  floor  last  fall, 
the  House  parliamentarian  advised  that  Its 
provision  raising  Medicare  premiums  for 
those  at  higher  income  levels  could  con- 
stitute a  tax  increase.  Under  the  constitu- 
tional amendment,  measures  of  this  nature 
would  require  a  two-thirds  vote,  rendering 
them  extremely  difficult  to  pass.  This  makes 
it  more  likely  that  when  steps  are  taken  to 
restrain  Medicare  costs,  low-income  and 
middle-Income  beneficiaries  will  have  to 
bear  a  heavier  share  of  the  load. 

The  amendment  also  would  be  likely  to  in- 
jure the  middle  class  and  the  poor  for  an- 
other reason.  If  the  federal  government  is 
unable  to  raise  revenue  when  needs  for  pub- 
lic expenditures  rise,  one  likely  result  will 
be  to  shift  more  of  the  burden  of  raising  rev- 
enue and  meeting  public  needs  to  state  and 
local  governments.  Most  state  tax  codes  are 
regressive  (i.e.,  the  taxes  they  impose  con- 
sume a  larger  percentage  of  the  income  of 
lower-income  households  than  of  higher-in- 
come households).  State  and  local  govern- 
ments extract  a  larger  proportion  of  the  rev- 
enues they  raise  from  the  middle  class  and 
the  poor,  and  a  smaller  proportion  from  the 
affluent,  than  the  federal  government  does. 
If  revenue-raising  burdens  are  shifted  from 


the  federal  to  state  and  local  levels,  the 
share  of  the  overall  tax  burden  borne  by  the 
middle  class  and  the  poor  is  likely  to  rise. 

rv.  AMENDMENT  COULD  LEAD  TO  OVERLY  LARGE 
CUTS  IN  SOCIAL  SECURITY  AND  MEDICARE  BEN- 
EFITS 

Social  Security  and  Medicare  benefits  need 
to  be  restrained  in  the  years  ahead.  Both 
programs  are  out  of  long-term  actuarial  bal- 
ance, and  both  contribute  significantly  to 
the  projected  increase  in  the  long-term  defi- 
cit. 

But  the  constitutional  amendment  would 
almost  certainly  lead  to  larger  reductions  In 
Social  Security  and  Medicare  benefits  than 
otherwise  would  be  needed,  reductions  that 
could  adversely  affect  the  living  standards  of 
retirees,  including  those  of  modest  Income 
and  those  In  poverty.  This  would  be  true  for 
several  reasons. 

First,  by  effectively  preventing  revenues 
from  contributing  to  deficit  reduction  de- 
spite the  need  for  large-scale  deficit  reduc- 
tion in  the  decades  ahead,  the  amendment 
would  place  a  greater  deficit  reduction  load 
on  Medicare  and  Social  Security.  These  two 
programs  are  projected  eventually  to  con- 
stitute half  or  more  of  the  federal  budget,  ex- 
clusive of  interest  payments  on  the  debt.  If 
there  is  no  revenue  contribution  to  deficit 
reduction,  there  will  have  to  be  a  greater 
contribution  from  Medicare  and/or  Social  Se- 
curity benefits  than  would  otherwise  be  the 
case. 

Second,  the  amendment  would  effectively 
rule  out  measures  to  raise  Medicare  pre- 
miums for  those  at  higher  Income  levels.  As 
noted  above,  last  year's  budget  reconcili- 
ation bill  contained  such  a  measure.  When  it 
was  about  to  come  to  the  House  floor,  the 
House  parliamentarian  advised  that  it  could 
constitute  a  tax  increase.  A  House  rule  that 
the  new  Congress  adopted  In  January  1995  re- 
quires a  three-fifths  majority  for  measures 
raising  tax  rates,  so  the  parliamentarian's 
advice  meant  the  budget  bill  would  need  a 
three-fifths  vote  unless  this  rule  was  waived. 
The  House  leadership  promptly  arranged  for 
a  waiver  of  the  rule.  But  once  a  supermajor- 
ity  requirement  is  in  the  Constitution,  no 
waivers  are  possible. 

Third,  the  constitutional  amendment  ef- 
fectively rules  out  even  small  adjustments  in 
Medicare  and  Social  Security  payroll  taxes 
as  part  of  the  effort  to  bring  these  programs 
Into  long-term  actuarial  balance  and  also 
help  reduce  the  deficit.  Modest  increases  of  a 
fraction  of  a  percentage  point  in  the  payroll 
tax  would  require  a  two-thirds  vote,  thereby 
making  them  virtually  Impossible  to 
achieve.  Yet  Medicare  in  particular  is  so  far 
out  of  actuarial  balance  that  it  is  difficult  to 
see  how  to  restore  long-term  balance  to  the 
program  without  some  increase  In  payroll 
tax  contributions  along  with  other  changes, 
unless  the  health  insurance  that  Medicare 
provides  is  scaled  back  very  substantially. 

In  a  ssmiposium  last  September,  Henry 
Aaron,  Director  of  Eksonomic  Studies  at  the 
Brookings  Institution  and  a  well-known  ex- 
pert in  this  area,  observed  that  the  full  $270 
billion  that  Republican  Congressional  lead- 
ers were  seeking  in  Medicare  savings  over 
seven  years  could  be  achieved  If  one  com- 
bined Republican  Medicare  proposals  that 
represent  sound  policy  and  yield  about  half 
of  the  S270  billion  in  savings  with  an  increase 
of  one-quarter  of  one  percentage  point  in  the 
employer  and  the  employee  shares  of  the 
Medicare  pajrroU  tax.  This  would  slightly  re- 
duce workers'  wages.  (Most  economists  be- 
lieve that  both  the  employee  and  the  em- 
ployer shares  of  payroll  taxes  are  effectively 
borne  by  employees  in  the  form  of  wages 


lower  than  they  otherwise  would  be  paid.  As 
a  result,  claims  that  small  increases  in  pay- 
roll taxes  would  heavily  burden  employers 
and  cause  substantial  job  loss  have  little 
merit.)  In  rettim.  employees  would  gel  a 
Medicare  system  that  had  the  resources  to 
provide  continually  Improving  health  care  to 
their  parents  and  ultimately  to  themselves 
as  it  took  advantage  of  emerging  medical 
technologies  that  improve  health  and  pro- 
long life. 

Furthermore,  one  of  several  reasons  that 
Medicare  and  Social  Security  face  long-term 
deficits  Is  that  over  time,  a  steadily  increas- 
ing share  of  employee  compensation  is  being 
provided  in  the  form  of  fringe  benefits  not 
subject  to  the  pajrroU  tax.  while  a  steadily 
smaller  share  is  provided  In  wages  that  are 
subject  to  the  tax.  Modest  measures  to  shore 
up  Social  Security  and  Medicare  by  slowing 
the  erosion  In  the  share  of  employee  com- 
pensation subject  to  the  payroll  tax  would, 
however,  also  require  a  two-thirds  majority. 

Even  measures  to  bring  all  state  and  local 
government  employees  into  the  Social  Secu- 
rity system— a  step  nearly  all  budget  ana- 
lysts favor  regardless  of  whether  they  are 
conservative  or  liberal,  and  which  would 
strengthen  the  Social  Security  system  and 
reduce  the  deficit— would  require  a  two- 
thirds  vote,  because  such  measures  would  in- 
crease federal  revenue.  Such  measures  would 
become  virtually  impossible  to  pass.  (For  a 
further  discussion  of  these  issues,  see  an  ac- 
companying Center  on  Budget  and  Policy 
Priorities  analysis.  "Proposed  Constitu- 
tional Amendment  Would  Make  It  More  Dif- 
ficult to  Address  the  Long-Term  Social  Se- 
curity and  Medicare  Crises.") 

v.  THE  CONSTrrUTIONAL  AMENDMENT  PRE- 
CLUDES ANY  TAX  REFORMS,  FROM  CHAFEE- 
BREAUX  TO  THE  MOST  THOROUGH  OVERHAUL 

Under  the  terms  of  the  Kyi  constitutional 
amendment,  any  base  broadener  in  a  tax  bill 
would  nuike  that  bill  unconstitutional,  ab- 
sent a  two-thirds  vote  by  both  chambers. 
This  would  be  true  regardless  of  the  amount 
of  offsetting  new  exemptions  or  deductions, 
regardless  of  any  offsetting  reduction  in 
marginal  tax  rates,  and  regardless  of  wheth- 
er the  bill  as  a  whole  raised  or  lost  revenue. 

The  Chafee-Breaux  plan  would  therefore  be 
unconstitutional — unless  it  obtained  a  two- 
thirds  vote — because  It  contains  the  follow- 
ing items: 

Elimination  of  the  subsidy  of  Part  B  Medi- 
care premiums  for  high-income  persons  (a 
new  tax). 

Extension  of  expired  tax  provisions  (such 
as  the  oil  spill  liability  tax  and  the  federal 
unemployment  surtax). 

Improvement  in  ETTC  targeting  (reducing 
eligibility  for  those  with  other  economic  re- 
sources, thus  raising  their  taxes). 

Closing  tax  loopholes  and  similar  reforms 
("corporate  welfare"). 

Reduced  indexation  via  the  CPI  (because 
the  reduction  would  decrease  the  degree  to 
which  income  tax  tsackets,  etc.,  change  to 
offset  Inflation). 

For  the  same  reason,  last  year's  reconcili- 
ation bill  would  be  unconstitutional— it  con- 
tained some  loophole  closers,  and  it  in- 
creased the  effective  tax  rate  on  some  small 
business  capital  gains  while  creating  a  uni- 
form, much  lower  capital  gsdns  rate  overall. 

Most  flat  tax  proposals  broaden  tax  bases 
by  eliminating  some  or  all  of  the  current  ex- 
emptions or  deductions  from  income.  (Some 
would  create  new  exemptions  for  Investment 
income.)  Therefore,  they  also  would  be  un- 
constitutional. Similarly,  the  Domenlci- 
Nunn  USA  tax  would  be  unconstitutional  be- 
cause it  Includes  some  base  broadeners  sind 
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raises  rates,  despite  its  major  new  exemp- 
tions for  investment  income.  So  would  a 
VAT  or  national  sales  tax,  since  it  would 
constitute  a  "new"  tax.  Special  environ- 
mental taxes,  sucb  as  California's  1991  tax  on 
the  production  of  lead  (which  paid  for  the 
evaluation,  screening:,  and  medically  nec- 
essary treatment  of  children  with  lead  poi- 
soning), would  be  unconstitutional  as  well.* 

VI.  WEAKENING  OUR  SYSTEM  OF  DEMOCRACY 

Finally,  the  amendment  would  gravely 
weaken  the  principle  of  majority  rule  that 
has  been  at  the  heart  of  our  system  of  rep- 
resentative democracy  for  more  than  200 
years.  In  effect,  the  amendment  would  give 
only  one-half  of  a  vote  to  any  Senator  who 
votes  to  close  a  tax  loophole,  broaden  at  tax 
base,  raise  any  tax  rate,  or  create  any  new 
tax  or  certain  new  fees.  Senators  on  the 
other  side  would  get  a  full  vote. 

The  constitutional  amendment  would  par- 
tially restore  the  system  we  had  in  the  1780s 
under  the  Articles  of  Confederation,  a  sys- 
tem that  functioned  poorly  and  was  soon 
scrapped. 

The  Articles  of  Confederation  required  the 
vote  of  nine  of  the  13  states  to  raise  revenue. 
At  the  Constitutional  Convention  in  1787,  the 
Founding  Fathers  recognized  this  was  an  in- 
surmountable defect  and  fashioned  a  na- 
tional government  that  can  impose  and  en- 
force laws  and  collect  revenue  through  sim- 
ple majority  rule. 

The  proposed  constitutional  amendment 
would  end  the  ability  of  a  majority  of  the 
American  people,  acting  through  their  duly 
elected  representatives,  to  decide  whether 
they  would  like  to  raise  more  revenues  so 
the  Federal  Government  can  address  needs 
the  majority  finds  legitimate.  The  amend- 
ment would  deny  the  majority  this  right 
both  now  and  In  future  generations. 

At  its  core,  the  amendment  is  rooted  in 
deep  distrust  of  the  ability  of  the  majority  of 
the  American  people  to  make  decisions  that 
the  authors  of  the  amendment  believe  to  be 
Ideologically  correct.  Hence,  the  amendment 
seeks  permanently  to  deny  the  majority  that 
right.  Powerful,  well-connected  minorities 
would  gain  great  power  at  the  expense  of  the 
majority.  In  short,  the  amendment  fun- 
damentally is  SLnti-democratlc. 
Votes  for  Recent  Legislation  that  Raised  Taxes 
Between  1962  and  1993,  five  pieces  of  legis- 
lation that  raised  significant  revenue  were 
enacted.  Presidents  Reagan  signed  three  of 
these  measures,  while  President  Bush  and 
President  Clinton  each  signed  one.  All  five 
failed  to  secure  a  two-thirds  vote  on  the 
House  floor. 

In  passing  the  Tax  Equity  and  Fiscal  Re- 
sponsibility Act  of  1982,  a  measure  crafted  in 
substantial  part  by  Senator  Bob  Dole,  the 
House  vote  was  226-207.  When  the  House  con- 
sidered its  version  of  the  1983  Social  Security 
rescue  plan  the  following  year,  the  vote  was 
282-148.  The  vote  for  the  1967  budget  rec- 
onciliation bill,  a  product  of  bipartisan  nego- 
tiations that  contained  both  spending  cuts 
and  revenue  Increases,  was  237-181,  while  the 
1990  budget  agreement  passed  by  only  228  to 
220.  The  1993  budget  agreement  passed  by  a 
slender  218-216  vote. 

During  this  period  only  one  measure  that 
raised  revenue  secured  a  two-thirds  vote,  the 
1969  reconciUaUon  bUl.  The  1989  bill  was  a 
minor  measure.  It  did  relatively  little  to  re- 
duce the  deficit  and  contained  only  very 
small  revenue  increases.  The  revenue  in- 
creases In  all  five  of  the  pieces  of  legislation 
that  failed  to  secure  a  two-thirds  vote  ex- 
ceeded the  level  of  revenue  increases  in  the 
1969  bill. 


Law  School  Dean  Warns  of  Perverse  Effects 
In  testimony  before  the  Subcommittee  on 
the  Constitution  of  the  House  Judiciary 
Committee  on  March  6,  Samuel  C.  Thomp- 
son, Jr.,  Dean  of  the  University  of  Miami 
Law  School,  warned  of  potential  perverse  ef- 
fects from  the  proposed  amendment.  Thomp- 
son wrote: 

".  .  .  adoption  of  this  proposed  amend- 
ment would  significantly  penalize  the  Amer- 
ican public  for  mistakes  made  in  the  tax  leg- 
islative process.  For  example,  assume  that 
after  adoption  of  this  Constitutional  amend- 
ment. Congress  adopts  a  flat  tax.  Assume 
that  it  is  estimated  that  the  flat  tax  will  re- 
duce revenues  by  $100  billion.  It  turns  out, 
however,  that  tax  lawyers  discover  a  gaping 
hole  in  this  legislation  and  that  as  a  result 
the  revenue  loss  is  $200  billion,  not  $100  bil- 
lion. The  Treasury  immediately  proposes  a 
base-broadening  amendment  to  close  the 
loophole  and  to  restore  fiscal  responsibility. 
The  amendment  is  opposed  by  powerful  spe- 
cial interests  who  will  prevail  if  they  can 
convince  just  33V^  percent  of  the  members  of 
either  the  House  or  the  Senate  to  vote 
against  the  amendment." 

Most  States  Do  Not  Have  Supermajority 
Requirements 
Only  six  states  require  the  approval  of  at 
least  two-thirds  of  their  legislatures  for  any 
tax  increase.  Five  other  states  either  require 
such  approval  for  some  taxes  but  not  others, 
require  a  three-fifths  rather  than  a  two- 
thirds  vote,  or  both.  Other  states  generally 
require  simple  majority  approval  for  revenue 
increases  of  all  sorts. 

Furthermore,  a  1993  General  Accounting 
Office  study  of  state  budget  trends  found 
that  a  majority  of  states  surveyed  had  used 
both  spending  cuts  and  revenue  Increases  to 
balance  their  budgets  in  recent  years.  Reve- 
nue increases  accounted  for  about  one-third 
of  the  deficit  reduction  these  states  insti- 
tuted to  balance  their  budgets  during  the  pe- 
riod studied. 

James  Madison  on  Majority  Rule 

The  Constitutional  Convention  rejected  re- 
quiring supermajority  approval  for  basic 
functions  such  as  raising  taxes.  Supermajor- 
ity rules  had  applied  in  the  Continental  Con- 
gress. The  framers  of  the  constitution  had 
experience  with  these  rules  and  understood 
what  they  were  rejecting. 

In  the  Federalist  Papers  No.  58,  James 
Madison,  one  of  the  key  figures  in  drafting 
the  Constitution,  explained  why  the  Con- 
stitution rejected  supermajority  nile: 

"It  has  been  said  that  more  than  a  major- 
ity ought  to  have  been  required  for  a 
quorum,  and  in  psuticular  cases,  if  not  in  all, 
more  than  a  majority  of  a  quorum  for  a 
decision  .  .  .  [But  that  would 

mean]  .  .  .  [i]n  all  cases  where  justice  or  the 
general  good  might  require  new  laws  to  be 
passed,  or  active  measures  to  be  pursued,  the 
fundamental  principle  of  free  government 
would  be  reversed.  It  would  be  no  longer  the 
majority  that  would  rule;  the  power  would 
be  transferred  to  the  minority.  Were  the  de- 
fense privilege  limited  to  particular  cases, 
an  Interested  minority  might  take  advan- 
tage of  it  to  screen  themselves  li-om  equi- 
table sacrifices  to  the  general  weal,  or  in 
particular  emergencies  to  extort  unreason- 
able indulgences." 

Madison  equated  majority  rule  with  "tree 
government."  In  his  view,  freedom  consisted 
not  just  in  protecting  individuals  lirom  un- 
reasonable intrusion  by  government,  but 
also  in  the  right  of  citizens  to  have  an  equal 
voice  in  the  affairs  of  government.  According 
to  Madison,  a  person  whose  vote  is  diluted  by 
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supermajority  rules  is  not  an  equal  citizen 
and  so  does  not  fully  enjoy  the  fruits  of  free- 
dom. 

FOOTNOTES 

'The  Kyi  amendment  to  the  Senate  budget  resolu- 
tion endorses  a  tax  system  that  is  "fairer,  flatter, 
and  simpler:  that  promotes,  rather  than  ponishes. 
job  creation.  .  .  .  that  provides  incentives  for  Amer- 
icans who  save  for  the  future  .  .  .  that  raises 
enough  money  to  fund  a  leaner,  more  efflcient  Fed- 
eral Government  ..."  Some  of  these  phrases  are 
problematic.  For  instance,  the  tax  code  is  currently 
much  less  progressive  than  it  was  in  the  1950s.  1960s, 
and  most  of  the  1970s.  Restoring  some  of  that  pro- 
gressivlty  is  viewed  by  many  as  enhancing  fairness, 
and  the  extra  revenues  could  be  used  either  to  re- 
duce the  deficit  or  reduce  effective  tax  rates  on  the 
middle  class.  Yet  this  runs  counter  to  the  call  for 
"flatter"  taxes.  Second,  pajrroll  taxes  "punish  job 
creation"  to  a  certain  extent,  but  are  considered  by 
the  public  as  a  fair  trade  for  Social  Security  and 
Medicare.  If  those  programs  were  funded  through 
general  revenues,  support  for  them  might  erode. 
Third,  tax  breaks  for  private  savings  tend  to  de- 
crease national  savings  because  of  the  federal  reve- 
nues they  lose,  and  In  any  case  favor  investors  over 
workers,  again  raising  questions  of  fairness.  Finally. 
although  a  "leaner,  more  efflcient  Federal  govern- 
ment" sounds  desirable,  the  idea  that  revenues 
should  be  cut  (which  increases  the  deficit)  runs 
counter  to  the  greater  good  that  can  be  obtained  by 
reducing  the  deficit. 

•The  Califomia  Court  of  Appeals  recently,  and  ap- 
parently correctly,  overturned  this  Califomia  fee  on 
the  grounds  that  it  passed  the  Califomia  legislature 
without  the  requisite  two-thirds  vote  required  by 
the  Califomia  constitution. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  table  the 
amendment  and  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  table  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
ftom  Arizona  [Mr.  Kyl].  The  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Helms).  Are  there  any  other  Senators 
in  the  Chamber  desiring  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  59, 
nays  41  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  128  Leg.] 
YEAS— 59 


Akaka 

Feinsteiu 

Lieberman 

Bancns 

Ford 

Lngar 

Biden 

Glenn 

Mikulski 

Blngaman 

Graham 

Moseley-Braun 

Boxer 

Gregg 

Moynihan 

Bradley 

Harkin 

Murray 

Breauz 

Hatfield 

Noon 

Bryan 

Heflln 

Pell 

Bumpers 

HoUings 

Pryor 

Byrd 

Inoqye 

Reid 

Chafee 

Jeffords 

Robb 

Cohen 

Johnston 

RockefeUer 

Conrad 

Kasaebaum 

Sarbanes 

Daschle 

Kennedy 

Simon 

DeWlne 

Kerrey 

Simpson 

Dodd 

Kerry 

Snowe 

Domenid 

Kohl 

Specter 

Dorgan 

Lautenberg 

Stevens 

Exon 

Leahy 

Wellstone 

Feingold 

Levin 

NAYS— 41 

Abraham 

Coats 

Frist 

Ashcroft 

Cocbna 

(Sorton 

Bennett 

Coverdell 

Gramm 

Bond 

Craig 

Grants 

Brown 

D'Amato 

Grassley 

Burns 

Dole 

Hatch 

Campbell 

Faircloth 

Behns 

■) 
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Hutchison 

McConnell 

Smith 

Inhofe 

Murkowski 

Thomas 

Kempthoroe 

Nickles 

Thompson 

Kyl 

Pressler 

Thurmond 

Lott 

Roth 

Warner 

Mack 

Santorum 

Wyden 

McCain 

Shelby 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  3995)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
vitiate  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  under- 
lying amendment  in  view  of  the  success 
of  the  tabling  motion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
give  just  a  brief  report.  We  started  at 
9:15.  We  have  disposed  of  12  amend- 
ments, 8  of  them  with  roUcalls,  and  4 
accepted,  or  voiced.  That  is  less  than 
three  actual  votes  per  hour.  The  total 
going  into  this  was  39  pending  amend- 
ments. We  have  disposed  of  12.  K  my 
arithmetic  is  right,  we  have  27  amend- 
ments remaining.  On  the  last  vote,  we 
went  7  minutes  over.  We  have  been 
over  on  every  single  one.  I  do  not  know 
what  time  we  will  decide  to  actually 
close  but  we  are  getting  perilously 
close  to  regular  order  on  one  of  these. 

So  I  urge  you  to  get  here  on  time.  I 
say  to  the  Senate  that  I  have  spoken  to 
Senator  EXON  and  to  a  number  of  Sen- 
ators. 

When  we  get  to  12:15,  the  2  rollcalls 
following  12:15  will  each  be  15-minute 
rollcall  votes  instead  of  10.  That  is  to 
allow  Senators  to  get  a  cup  of  soup. 
They  can  take  20  minutes  if  they  hurry 
up  and  vote  and  leave  and  come  back. 
The  max  you  can  get  is  30,  but  I  am 
fearful  the  time  may  run  out  on  you. 
So  that  is  going  to  be  the  case. 

In  fact,  I  propound  that  as  a  unani- 
mous-consent request. 

The  PRESrOING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  EXON.  Reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject, but  I  shall  not  object,  I  just  want 
to  compliment  the  manager  of  the  bill 
for  the  very  good  suggestion  that  we 
keep  plowing  ahead.  I  would  just  like 
to  say  at  this  time  I  think  it  would  be 
only  fair  to  Members  of  the  body  if  we 
tried  to  outline  the  proposition  on  the 
things  to  come.  We  have  made  some 
progress,  although  I  join  my  leader  in 
the  Budget  Committee  in  appealing  for 
faster  movement.  I  simply  say  that  I 
believe  it  is  obvious,  at  least  it  is  obvi- 
ous to  this  Senator  at  this  time,  that 
with  the  fact  that  we  have  an  obliga- 
tion that  has  been  committed  to  for 
this  evening,  it  would  seem  clear  to  me 
that  there  is  no  chance  we  will  finish 
voting  on  this  resolution  today.  I  am 
just  wondering  if  that  is  the  feeling  of 
the  manager  of  the  bill? 


Mr.  DOMENICI.  No,  I  have  not  given 
up  on  completing  it.  I  have  not  even 
agreed  that  we  will  be  in  recess  during 
this  dinner  we  have  for  spouses.  My 
wife  is  not  terribly  impressed  with 
going,  she  said  to  me,  so  I  might  be 
down  here  voting.  If  the  distinguished 
Republican  whip  does  not  like  that 

Mr.  EXON.  Is  it  possible  to  do  any- 
thing on  a  1-to-nothing  vote? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  We  may  be  having 
rollcall  votes  all  night  tonight.  I  am 
thinking  that  is  an  option.  But  let  me 
suggest  maybe  we  can  try  something  a 
little  different. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Senators 
will  be  quiet,  please.  Please  let  there 
be  a  modicum  of  decorum  in  the  Sen- 
ate. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Maybe  we  vnll  have 
our  staffs  do  this,  if  you  would  like  to 
help  us.  Maybe  we  can  take  two  or 
three  of  the  sense-of-the-Senate  proipo- 
sitions  that  have  some  symmetry  and 
maybe  we  can  ask  for  them  to  be  voted 
on  en  bloc,  and  maybe  that  would  give 
everybody  his  or  her  vote. 

I  note  some  staffers  are  saying  no. 
But  we  might  try  it.  Let  us  see  if  we 
could  package  a  few  of  them.  I  am  not 
sure  that  will  work. 

Mr.  EXON.  We  will  talk  on  anything 
to  expedite  the  process. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Let  us  go  to  the  next 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  3996 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  this  is  an 
amendment  to  save  a  little  bit  of 
money  in  the  UHEAP  Program,  the 
Low-Income  Home  Energy  Assistance 
Program.  There  are  6  years  in  our 
budget.  The  budget  of  the  President 
and  the  committee  and  my  amendment 
are  all  the  same  for  the  first  2  years  at 
$1  billion.  The  next  2  years,  I  accept 
the  President's  budget  numbers,  which 
are  $934  million  and  $819  million  re- 
spectively. Then,  in  years  5  and  6,  I 
keep  the  number,  adding  $119  million. 
So  for  the  last  3  of  the  6  years,  the 
numbers  spent  would  be  $819  million, 
which  is  the  President's  number  in 
year  4.  The  total  savings  would  be  $633 
million  if  we  accept  this  amendment 
rather  than  going  the  route  of  the 
Budget  Committee. 

I  urge  an  "aye"  vote. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  yield  30  seconds  against 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President, 
may  I  have  order? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Just  a  second.  Mr. 
President.  I  believe  I  have  the  author- 
ity to  designate  the  Senator  in  opposi- 
tion. Senator  Specter  wants  to  do 
that.  Can  we  give  each  one  of  them  30 
seconds.  Senator  Specter  and  Senator 

WELLSTONE? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KYL.  Reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject  

Mr.  DOMENICI.  And  Senator  KYL 
would  get  30^ 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President.  I 
strenuously  oppose  this  amendment. 


As  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
having  jurisdiction  over  LIHEAP  fund- 
ing. I  can  tell  you  that  we  have  fought 
hard  for  program  funding  this  year. 
There  have  been  consistent  reductions 
in  program  funding.  We  are  into  the 
bone.  The  LIHEAP  funds  are  indispen- 
sable for  the  aging.  We  are  talking 
about  people  who  have  the  option  of 
heating  or  eating.  The  vast  majority, 
80  percent,  goes  to  people  who  have  in- 
comes of  $7,000  or  less.  This  funding 
ought  not  to  be  cut. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
ASHCROFT).  The  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  defer  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona. 

Mr.  KYL.  I  will  be  happy  to  speak 
now,  and  allow  the  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota to  have  the  last  word. 

I  accepted  the  numbers  from  the 
President,  whose  budget  office  gave 
that  program  a  lower  priority  by  virtue 
of  the  fact  it  was  supposed  to  be  tem- 
porary. So  in  years  3  and  4  we  have  ac- 
cepted the  numbers  of  the  President's 
budget  and  then  just  continued  those 
numbers  for  years  5  and  6.  This  is  not 
a  drastic  reduction,  but  it  is  one  small 
step  we  can  take  to  at  least  show  some 
sense  of  fiscal  responsibility. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  It 
is  not  the  President's  budget,  not  the 
last  several  years.  It  is  a  big  difference. 
We  just  voted  88  to  12  for  support  of 
this  program.  Now  we  are  going  to  vote 
for  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  in 
cuts  in  the  outyears.  I  am  delighted  my 
colleague  is  no  longer  trying  to  elimi- 
nate the  Low-Income  Home  Energy  As- 
sistance Program,  but  I  would  remind 
him  that  even  in  States  like  Arizona, 
this  summer  it  could  be  110  degrees  in 
nursing  homes  and  you  might  be  eligi- 
ble for  cooling  assistance.  This  is  im- 
portant for  vulnerable  citizens.  We 
should  have  a  strong  "no"  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  26, 
nays  74,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  129  Leg.] 
YEAS-26 


Ashcroft 

Grams 

Mack 

Bennett 

Gfasaley 

McCain 

Brown 

Hatch 

McConnell 

CampbeU 

Helms 

Murkowski 

Cochran 

Hutchison 

Nickles 

Coverdell 

Inhofe 

Shelby 

Dole 

Kaasebaum 

Thomas 

Faircloth 

Kyl 

ThormoDd 

Lott 
NAYS-74 

Abraham 

Blngaman 

Breaax 

Akaka 

Bond 

Bryan 

Bancos 

Boxer 

Bumpers 

Biden 

Bradley 

Bums 
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Hu-kizi 

Nonn 

HAtfield 

Pell 

Heflin 

Pressler 

HoUiBgs 

Pry  or 

Inouye 

Reid 

Jeffords 

Robb 

JolmstOD 

Rockefeller 

Kempthorne 

Rotb 

Kennedy 

Santorom 

Kerrey 

Sarbanes 

Kerry 

Simon 

Kohl 

Simpson 

Laatenbers 

Smith 

Lealiy 

Snowe 

Levin 

Specter 

Uebetman 

Stevens 

Locw 

Thompson 

Miknlsld 

Warner 

Moseley-Braon 

Wellstone 

Moynihan 

Wyden 

Murray 

Iment  (No. 

3996)   was 

•NlCl.    Mr. 

President, 

Byrd 

Chafee 

Coats 

Cohen 

Conrad 

Claic 

D'Amato 

Daschle 

DeWine 

Dodd 

Domenlci 

Dorgan 

E^on 

Feingold 

Felnstein 

Ford 

Frist 

Glenn 

Gorton 

Graham 

Grew 

The  amenament  (jno.  aswtj)  was  re- 
jected. 

Mr.    DC 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  3997 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  the 
next  two  votes  are  the  votes  we  are 
going  to  have  15  minutes  on  each  of 
them.  Senator  Kennedy's  amendment 
is  up  under  the  regular  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator ftx^m  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  if  we 
could  have  order  in  the  Senate,  I  will 
just  speak  briefly. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate will  not  i>roceed  until  we  come  to 
order.  The  Senate  will  come  to  order. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  the 
current  law  does  not  permit  what  we 
call  double  billing.  If  there  are  going  to 
be  services  purchased  for  Medicare  re- 
cipients, that  will  be  payment  in  full. 

Under  the  Republican  proposal,  they 
are  creating  additional  kinds  of  options 
to  spread  this  out  into  the  private  sec- 
tor. We  say  that  that  is  fine,  but  we 
want  to  continue  the  same  protection 
of  no  double  billing.  No  double  billing 
is  extremely  important  to  all  Medicare 
recipients.  We  should  maintain  that 
concept  in  any  new  future  private  con- 
tracting with  Medicare. 

That  is  what  this  amendment  does, 
and  I  think  it  is  absolutely  necessary 
to  protect  our  senior  citizens. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  last 
year,  we  maintained  current  law  prohi- 
bitions on  balanced  billing  with  tradi- 
tional fee-for-service  Medicare.  If,  how- 
ever, a  Medicare  beneficiary  wanted  to 
choose  a  privately  offered  Medicare 
plan  under  that  new  plan,  he  or  she 
must  be  permitted  to  choose  a  plan 
which  might  allow  the  doctor  to  charge 
more. 

This  amendment  would  put  us  on 
record  that  we  cannot  have  that  kind 
of  new  plan  which  would  be  voluntary 
and  chosen  by  the  beneficiaries. 

So,  I  move  to  table  the  amendment 
and  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  May  I  inquire  of  the 
chairman,  it  is  true  now  that  this  will 
be  a  15-minute  vote,  as  is  the  one  to 
follow?  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  thank  my  chairman. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  This  will 
be  a  15-minute  vote. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts [Mr.  Kennedy].  The  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered.  The  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  49, 
nays  51,  as  follows: 

[Bollcall  Vote  No.  130  Leg.] 
YEAS— 49 


Abraham 

Gorton 

McConnell 

Ashcroft 

Gramm 

Murkowski 

Bennett 

Grams 

Nickles 

Bond 

Grassley 

Pressler 

Brown 

Grere 

Roth 

Bums 

Hatch 

Santorum 

CampbeU 

Hatfield 

Shelby 

Coats 

Helms 

Simpson 

Cochran 

Hutchison 

Smith 

Coverdell 

Inhofe 

Specter 

Craig 

Kassebaom 

Stevens 

D'Amato 

Kempthorne 

Thomas 

DeWine 

Kyi 

Thompson 

Dole 

Lott 

Thurmond 

Domenlci 

Locar 

Warner 

Faircloth 

Mack 

Frist 

McCain 
NAYS-51 

Akaka 

Feingold 

Levin 

Bancus 

Felnstein 

Lleberman 

Biden 

Ford 

Mikniski 

Binfaman 

Glenn 

Moseley-Braun 

Boxer 

Graham 

Moynihan 

Bradley 

Harkin 

Murray 

Breaoz 

Heflin 

Nunn 

Bryan 

HoUings 

Pell 

Bumpers 

Inouye 

Pryor 

Byrd 

Jeffords 

Reid 

Chafee 

Johnston 

Robb 

Cohen 

Kennedy 

RockefeUer 

Conrad 

Kerrey 

Sarbanes 

Daschle 

Kerry 

Simon 

Dodd 

Kohl 

Snowe 

Dorian 

Lantenberg 

Wellstone 

Ezon 

Leahy 

Wyden 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  3997)  was  rejected. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  if  it  is 
agreeable  with  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  I  suggest  we  have  a  voice  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  3997)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  3998 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  our 
next  amendment  is  focused  on  nursing 
homes,    to   make   sure   the   standards 


that  were  worked  out  in  1987,  in  a  bi- 
partisan way,  which  have  been  enor- 
mously effective  in  protecting  seniors, 
are  going  to  be  continued  not  only  that 
the  Federal  standards  will  be  continued 
but  also  Federal  enforcement. 

There  is  a  question  about  whether  we 
need  this  kind  of  an  amendment  or  not. 
The  House  of  Representatives  now  has 
been  willing  to  accept  the  standards 
but  not  the  enforcement.  Seniors  are 
entitled  to  both.  That  is  what  this 
amendment  does,  maintain  the  current 
law.  I  believe  it  is  necessary  for  pro- 
tecting our  senior  citizens. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  our 
Medicaid  restructuring  plan  will  main- 
tain current  law  and  nursing  home 
standards.  As  I  read  the  Kennedy 
amendment,  it  proposes  to  change 
country  law  as  well. 

I  ask  the  Senator  if  we  could  accept 
the  Kennedy  amendment  without  a 
vote,  thus  permitting  us  to  proceed  to 
another  amendment.  Would  the  Sen- 
ator consider  a  voice  vote? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I  ap- 
preciate the  support  for  this  program, 
but  there  is  a  very  key  element  that 
differentiates  this  proposal  with  what 
has  been  happening  in  the  House,  and 
that  is  with  regard  to  the  enforcement. 
I  think  a  strong  voice  for  not  only  the 
standards  but  the  enforcement,  as  well, 
is  a  very  important  part  of  it.  It  would 
be  a  strong  indication,  certainly  to  the 
conferees,  that  is  the  will  of  the  Sen- 
ate. I  think  it  is  of  sufficient  impor- 
tance that  we  ought  to  go  on  record  on 
that. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  repeat,  I  have  been  assured  by 
the  Finance  Committee  before  this 
amiendment  came  up  that  we  keep  cur- 
rent law.  I  do  not  think  we  need  a  vote, 
but  if  the  Senator  wants  it,  I  urge  all 
Republicans  vote  "aye." 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered. The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Virginia  [Mr.  RoBB]  is  nec- 
essarily absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Santorum).  Are  there  any  other  Sen- 
ators in  the  Chamber  desiring  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — ^yeas  99, 
nays  0,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  131  Leg.] 
YEAS— 99 


Abraham 

Bond 

Boms 

AWaka 

Boxer 

Byrd 

Ashcroft 

Bradley 

CampbeU 

Bancos 

Breauz 

Chafee 

Bennett 

Brown 

Coats 

Biden 

Bryan 

Cochran 

Bingaman 

Bumpers 

Cohen 
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Conrad 

Coverdell 

Craig 

D'Amato 

Daschle 

DeWine 

Dodd 

Dole 

Domenicl 

Dorgan 

Exon 

Faircloth 

Feingold 

Felnstein 

Ford 

Frist 

Glenn 

Gorton 

Graham 

Gramm 

Grams 

Grassley 

Gregg 

Harkin 

Hatch 

Hatfield 


Heflin 

Helms 

Hollings 

Hutchison 

Inhofe 

Inouye 

Jeffords 

Johnston 

Kassebaum 

Kempthorne 

Kennedy 

Kerrey 

Kerry 

Kohl 

Kyi 

Lautenberg 

Leahy 

Levin 

Lieberman 

Lott 

Lugar 

Mack 

McCain 

McConnell 

Mikulski 

Moseley-Braun 


Moynihan 

Murkowski 

Murray 

Nickles 

Nunn 

Pell 

Pressler 

Pryor 

Reid 

RockefeUer 

Roth 

Santorum 

Sarbanes 

Shelby 

Simon 

Simpson 

Smith 

Snowe 

Specter 

Stevens 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 

Warner 

Wellstone 

Wyden 


NOT  VOTING-l 
Robb 

The  amendment  (No.  3998)  was  a^eed 
to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
wanted  to  comment  for  the  Senate. 

How  many  minutes  are  we  over  the 
15? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Eight 
minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Eight  minutes  over 
when  regular  order  was  called  for. 

The  next  amendment  is  another  Ken- 
nedy amendment. 

Is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  3999 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  That  is  correct.  Mr. 
President,  this  amendment  just  retains 
current  law  on  spousal  impoverish- 
ment. All  of  us  remember  1987-88  when 
these  amendments  were  offered  by  our 
friend  and  coUesigue,  Senator  Mqculski 
of  Maryland,  in  the  Senate  in  a  biparti- 
san way  in  terms  of  protecting  spousal 
impoverishment  and  adult  members  of 
families,  as  well  as  prohibiting  liens  on 
the  homes.  We  can  all  say  we  are  for 
this  proposal,  but  last  year  every  sin- 
gle reconciliation  piece  of  legislation 
that  came  before  us  went  back  on  at 
least  one  of  the  four  major  protections 
on  spousal  and  family  impoverishment. 

By  this  record  we  will  send  a  very 
clear  signal  that  we  want  to  retain  the 
current  law.  It  is  important  that  we  do 
so  for  these  families  of  nursing  home 
members,  and  this  amendment  will  put 
the  Senate  on  record  in  favor  of  those 
protections. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator fi"om  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  we  as- 
sume precisely  what  the  sense-of-the- 
Senate  amendment  provides.  I  imder- 
stand  the  Senator  wants  to  vote.  So  he 
is  entitled  to  a  vote.  I  suggest  that  ev- 
erybody vote  for  it. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
take  15  seconds.  Last  year  every  rec- 
onciliation had  at  least  a  cut  back  in 
one  of  the  four  major  protections.  We 
want  the  Senate  on  record  that  we  are 


all  for  those  protections.  We  have  had 
bipartisan  support  it  in  the  past.  We 
should  not  take  a  chance  on  it  in  the 
future. 

I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts. On  this  question,  the  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  94, 
nays  6.  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  132  Leg.] 
YEAS— 94 


12101 

I  agreed  to  the 


Abraham 

Akaka 

Ashcroft 

Baucus 

Biden 

Blngaman 

Bond 

Boxer 

Bradley 

Breaox 

Bryan 

Bumpers 

Bums 

Byrd 

Campbell 

Chafee 

Coats 

Cochran 

Cohen 

Conrad 

Coverdell 

Craig 

D'Amato 

Daschle 

DeWine 

Dodd 

Dole 

Domenici 

Dorgan 

Exon 

Feingold 

Felnstein 


Bennett 
Brown 


Ford 

Frist 

Glenn 

Gorton 

Graham 

Gramm 

Grams 

Grassley 

Harkin 

Hatfield 

Heflin 

Hollings 

Hatchison 

Inhofe 

Inouye 

Jeffords 

Johnston 

Kassebaum 

Kempthorne 

Kennedy 

Kerrey 

Kerry 

Kohl 

Kyi 

Lantenberg 

Leahy 

Levin 

Lieberman 

Lott 

Lugar 

Mack 

McCain 

NAYS-« 

Faircloth 
Gregg 


McConnell 

Mikulski 

Moseley-Braun 

Moynihan 

Murkowski 

Murray 

Nickles 

Nunn 

Pell 

Pressler 

Pryor 

Reid 

Robb 

Rockefeller 

Roth 

Santorum 

Sarbanes 

Shelby 

Simon 

Simpson 

Smith 

Snowe 

Specter 

Stevens 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 

Warner 

Wellstone 

Wyden 


Hatch 
Helms 


The  amendment  (No.  3999)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4000 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  be- 
lieve Senator  Kennedy's  amendment  is 
up  now. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  lOOO.  AS  MODIFIED 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I  in- 
tend to  ask  unanimous  consent  to  mod- 
ify the  amendment.  I  send  the  modi- 
fication, which  I  have  shared  with  the 
Senator  firom  New  Mexico,  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Senator  fi-om  New  Mex- 
ico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  discussed  it  with 
him,  is  that  what  he  said?  "I  shared 


it."  He  did  not  say 
imanimous  consent. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  The  Senator  is.  as  al- 
ways, accurate,  in  making  the  state- 
ment he  has  not  agreed.  I  had  hoped  he 
might  agree,  as  we  agreed  to  the  modi- 
fication of  Senator  Kyl,  Senator  Lott, 
and  Senator  Dole's  amendment. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  And  we  may,  indeed, 
have  some  others.  I  really  have  no  ob- 
jection. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  (No.  4000),  as  modi- 
fied, is  as  follows: 

At  tBe  end  of  title  in.  insert  the  following: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  OAVIS-BACON. 

Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  the  com- 
mittee report  on  this  resolution,  it  is  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  provisions  in 
this  resolution  do  not  assume  the  repeal  of 
the  Davis-Bacon  Act. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  the 
committee  report  says  the  budget  reso- 
lution assumes  the  repeal  of  the  Davis- 
Bacon  Act  which  protects  community 
wage  standards  for  some  5(X),000  con- 
struction workers  who  work  on  Federal 
projects.  This  repeal  means  workers 
will  be  paid  $4.6  billion  less  over  the 
life  of  the  budget.  That  is  not  fair.  We 
should  be  attempting  to  lift  workers' 
wages. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator will  suspend.  The  Senate  will 
come  to  order. 

The  Senator  f^m  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  We  should  be  lifting 
workers'  wages,  not  reducing  them. 
That  is  effectively  what  this  amend- 
ment does.  It  ensures  the  Senate  will 
go  on  record  that  this  resolution  does 
not  assume  the  repeal  of  the  Davis- 
Bacon  Act. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Missouri. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4030  TO  AMENDMENT  NO.  «D0O 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Con- 
gress that  States  should  be  allowed  to  re- 
quire welfare  recipients  to  stay  drug-free 
as  a  conditioir  for  receiving  welfare  bene- 
fits from  the  taxpayers) 
Mr.    ASHCROFT.    Mr.    President,    I 
have   a   second-degree   amendment   to 
amendment  No.  4000. 1  send  the  amend- 
ment to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its  imme- 
diate consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  flrom  Missouri  [Mr.  Ashcroft) 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  4030  to 
amendment  No.  4000. 

Strike  all  after  the  Qrst  word  and  insert 
the  following- 
Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  point  of 
order. 
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Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  I  object. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard.  The  clerk  will  read  the 
amendment. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  con- 
tinued with  the  reading  of  the  amend- 
ment, as  follows: 

Strike  all  after  the  first  word  and  insert 
the  following: 

SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  REGARDING  REQUIRE- 
MENTS THAT  WELFARE  RECIPIENTS 
BE  DRUG-FREE. 

In  recognition  of  the  fact  that  American 
workers  are  required  to  be  dnig-free  in  the 
workplace,  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  this  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budg- 
et assiimes  that  the  States  may  require  wel- 
fare recipients  to  be  drug-free  as  a  condition 
for  receiving  such  benefits  and  that  random 
drug  testing  may  be  used  to  enforce  such  re- 
quirements. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator firom  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  point  of 
order.  Is  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
correct  the  amendment  that  has  just 
been  offered  is  not  in  order  imtil  time 
has  been  yielded  back  on  the  previous 
amendment,  which  I  do  not  think  was 
accomplished? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
sponsor  had  yielded  back  his  time,  had 
concluded  his  time  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Is  there  time  on  the 
second-degree  amendment? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  if 
there  is  any  question,  I  yield  back  the 
30  seconds  that  I  had  in  opposition  to 
Senator  Kennedy's  first-degree  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  think  that  clarifies  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
sponsor  of  the  second-degree  amend- 
ment has  30  seconds. 

Mr.  ASHCROFT.  Mr.  President.  I  be- 
lieve it  is  an  affi*ont  to  the  American 
people  to  adopt  and  support  drug  hab- 
its in  individuals  by  virtue  of  subsidiz- 
ing the  welfare  payments  to  those  who 
continue  on  drugs.  It  should  be  an  op- 
tion of  States  to  be  able  to  drug  test  ef- 
fectively and  to  condition  the  receipt 
of  welfare  pajrments  on  people  becom- 
ing and  remaining  dnig  tree.  •" 

I  believe  that  we  do  not  reaUy  help 
people  as  long  as  we  finance  them 
while  they  are  involved  in  drugs.  So, 
the  sense  of  the  Senate  stated  here  is 
that  the  States  should  have  the  right 
and  opportunity  to  condition  participa- 
tion of  welfare  recipients  in  programs 
based  on  their  being  drug  free. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  30 
seconds  to  Senator  Kennedy. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator fSrom  Massachusetts  is  recognized 
for  30  seconds. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  we  all 
know  what  this  is.  The  Senator  could 
have  offered  his  amendment  £ls  an  ini- 


tial amendment  or  a  second  degree  to 
other  amendments. 

This  is  about  working  families.  We 
are  talking  about  construction  workers 
who  average  $27,000  a  year.  All  we  are 
saying  in  this  bill  is  we  are  not  going 
to  repeal  Davis-Bacon.  If  we  are  going 
to  do  that,  we  ought  to  do  it  at  other 
times. 

This  is  about  trying  to  maintain  the 
existing  standards  which  protect  Amer- 
ican workers  out  there,  and  the  second 
degree  amendment  is  a  clear  attempt 
to  imdermine  the  protection  of  those 
workers. 

I  hope  that  the  amendment  will  be 
defeated. 

Mr.  ASHCROFT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  amendment 
No.  4030,  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Ashcroft]  to  amend- 
ment No.  4000,  as  modified. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 
The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Coats).  Are  there  any  other  Senators 
in  the  Chamber  desiring  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  92, 
nays  8,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  133  Leg.] 
YEAS— 92 


Abrabam 

Faircloth 

McCain 

Ashcroft 

Felnsteln 

McConnell 

Baacus 

Ford 

Mikulski 

Bennett 

Frist 

Moseley-Braun 

Biden 

Glenn 

Moynihan 

BinganuLD 

Gorton 

Mnrkowski 

Bond 

Graham 

Momy 

Boxer 

Gramm 

NtoklM 

Bradley 

Grams 

Nairn 

Breanz 

Grassley 

Pell 

Brown 

Grew 

Freasler 

Bryan 

Harkln 

Piyor 

Bumpers 

Hatch 

Reid 

Bums 

Henm 

Robb 

Byrd 

Helms 

Rockefeller 

CampbeU 

Hutchison 

Roth 

ChaTee 

Inhofe 

Saotomm 

Coats 

Jeffords 

Sarbanes 

Cochran 

Johnston 

Shelby 

Cohen 

Kassebaum 

Simpson 

Conrad 

Kempthome 

Smith 

Coverdell 

Kerry 

Snowe 

Craig 

Kohl 

Specter 

D'Amato 

Kyi 

Stevens 

Daschle 

Lautenberg 

Tliomas 

DeWlne 

Leahy 

Thompson 

Dodd 

Levin 

Thurmond 

Dole 

Lieberman 

Warner 

Domenicl 

Lott 

Wellstone 

Dorgan 

Lngar 

Wyden 

Bxon 

Mack 

NAYS— 8 

Akaka 

Hollings 

Kerrey 

Feingold 

Inouye 

Simon 

Hatneld 

Kennedy 

The  amendment  (No.  4030)  was  agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  «Q1  TO  AMENDMENT  NO.  4000 

(Purpose:  To  protect  the  incomes  of  con- 
struction workers  and  their  families  and  to 
express  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the 
Davis-Bacon  Act  should  not  be  repealed) 
Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President.  I  send 

a    second-degree    amendment    to    the 


desk  and  ask  for  its  immediate  consid- 
eration. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  ask  the  Senator, 
will  he  jrleld  for  just  an  observation  to 
the  Senate?  We  have  never  come  in 
within  the  time  since  we  started  this 
morning.  We  were  just  over  again.  We 
were  over  8Vi  minutes  when  we  gave  ev- 
erybody 15  minutes. 

So  there  is  nobody  on  this  side  that 
objects  to  the  following,  and  I  assume 
that  Senator  ExoN  will  agree,  starting 
with  the  next  vote  we  are  going  to  call 
for  the  regular  order  at  the  end  of  the 
10  minutes.  That  is  what  we  are  al- 
lowed, 10  minutes.  We  are  going  to  call 
for  the  regular  order,  if  they  are  miss- 
ing on  our  side  or  the  other  side,  if  it 
affects  the  vote  or  does  not  affect  it.  I 
just  want  everybody  to  know  that. 

I  thank  the  Senator  for  srielding. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  clamor  my  approval. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report  the  amendment. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken- 
nedy] proposes  amendment  numbered  4031  to 
amendment  No.  4000. 

At  the  end  of  the  amendment,  add  the  fol- 
lowing: 

At  the  end  of  title  m.  insert  the  following: 

SEC    .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  DAVIS-BACON. 

Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  the  com- 
mittee report  on  this  resolution,  it  is  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  provisions  in 
this  resolution  do  not  assume  the  repeal  of 
the  Davis-Bacon  Act. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  Is  as  clear  as  it  could  be.  It 
is  just  to  express  the  sense  that  there 
is  nothing  in  this  underlsdng  resolution 
that  is  going  to  repeal,  effectively,  the 
Davis-Bacon  provisions.  I  offer  it  as  a 
second  degree  to  the  underlying 
amendment.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second?  There  is  a  sufficient 
second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  NICKLES  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  just 
urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  to  table  the 
Kennedy  amendment  for  a  lot  of  rea- 
sons. The  provisions  that  he  is  dealing 
with  deals  with  Davis-Bacon,  goes  back 
to  1931,  the  Federal  Government  saying 
if  you  are  doing  Federal  construction 
work,  that  the  Deipartment  of  Labor 
should  set  the  labor  rate,  in  many 
cases  far  in  excess  of  what  the  prevail- 
ing wage  really  is  in  those  areas. 

It  costs  taxpayers  in  excess  of  $3  bil- 
lion. Maybe  it  is  a  jpayoff  for,  I  do  not 
know.  S35  million  for  campaigns  or 
something.  It  does  not  belong.  If  you 
believe  in  free  enterprise.  If  you  believe 
In  the  marketplace  setting  labor  rates, 
you  should  vote  to  table  the  Kennedy 
amendment.  I  move  to  table  the  Ken- 
nedy amendment  and  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second  to  table?  There  is  a 
sufficient  second. 


May  22,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECOREX— SENATE 


12103 


The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  occurs  on  agreeing  to  the  mo- 
tion to  lay  on  the  table  the  amendment 
No.  4031.  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered.  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  41, 
nays  59,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  134  Leg.] 
YEAS— 41 


Ashcroft 

Gramm 

McCain 

Bennett 

Grams 

McConnell 

Bond 

Grassley 

Nickles 

Brown 

Grew 

Nunn 

Bums 

Hatch 

Pressler 

Chafee 

Helms 

Roth 

Cochran 

Hutchison 

Shelby 

Cohen 

Inhofe 

Simpson 

Coverdell 

Kassebaum 

Smith 

Cnir 

Kempthome 

Thomas 

Dole 

Kyi 

Thompson 

Domenici 

Lott 

Thurmond 

Faircloth 

Logar 

Wamer 

Frist 

Mack 

NAYS-59 

Feingold 

Lieberman 

Akaka 

Felnsteln 

Mikulski 

Baucus 

Fort 

Moseley-Braun 

Biden 

Olesn 

Moynihan 

Bingaman 

Gorton 

Murkowski 

Boxer 

Graham 

Murray 

Bradley 

Harkln 

Pell 

Breaux 

Hatneld 

Pryor 

Bryan 

HefUn 

Reid 

Bumpers 

HoUings 

Robb 

Byrd 

Inouye 

RockefeUer 

CampbeU 

Jeffords 

Santorum 

Coats 

Johnston 

Sarbanes 

Conrad 

Kennedy 

Simon 

D'Amato 

Kerrey 

Snowe 

Daschle 

Kerry 

Specter 

DeWioe 

Kohl 

Stevens 

Dodd 

Lautenberg 

Wellstone 

Dorgan 

Lealiy 

Wyden 

Exon 

liMia 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  4031)  was  rejected. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Madam  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  EIXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Ms. 
Snowe).  The  question  is  now  on  the 
second-degree  amendment.  The  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Madam  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Madam  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Madam  President, 
we  can  adopt  the  amendment  now. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  vitiating  the  yeas  and 
nays? 

Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment. 

The  amendment  (No.  4031)  was  agreed 
to. 


AMENDMENT  NO.  4032  TO  AMENDMENT  NO.  4000 

(Purpose:  To  reform  the  Davis-Bacon  Act) 
Mr.  SANTORUM.  Madam  President,  I 
send  an  amendment  to  the  desk  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     The 
clerk  will  rejport. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The     Senator    from     Pennsylvania     [Mr. 
Santorum]   proposes   an   amendment  num- 
bered 4032  to  amendment  No.  4000. 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  amendment,  in- 
sert the  following: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  DAVIS-BACON. 

Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  the  com- 
mittee report  on  this  resolution,  it  is  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  provisions  in 
this  resolution  assume  reform  of  the  Davis- 
Bacon  Act. 

Mr.  EJXON.  Madam  President,  I  sug- 
gest that  the  amendment  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  is  not  in  order. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  It  is  a  second-degree 
amendment  to  the  Kennedy  amend- 
ment. It  is  in  order. 

Mr.  EXON.  Is  that  the  ruling  of  the 
Chair,  that  it  is  in  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  submitted  by  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  is  in  order. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  has 
30  seconds. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  Madam  President, 
we  just  voted  on  whether  there  should 
be  repeal  of  Davis-Bacon.  Many  of  us 
are  not  for  repeal  of  that.  We  believe 
that  there  needs  to  be  reform  of  the 
Davis-Bacon  law  and  that  we,  in  fact, 
should  assume  that  for  the  purposes  of 
the  budget.  I  think  there  is  bipartisan 
support  for  reform  of  Davis-Bacon.  I 
wanted  the  Senate  to  go  on  record  for 
that  reform  measure. 

Mr.  KEJSTNEDY.  Madam  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Madam  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Madam  President, 
may  I  have  15  seconds  to  comment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Madam  President,  I 
urge  that  all  Members  support  this 
amendment  and  let  us  move  ahead  with 
the  resolution. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  Madam  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  aimend- 
ment.  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Kansas  [Mrs.  Kassebaxjm]  is 
necessarily  absent. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  99. 
nays  0,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  135  Leg.] 
YEAS-99 


Abraham 

Feingold 

Logar 

Akaka 

Felnsteln 

Mark 

Ashcroft 

Ford 

McTatn 

Bancos 

Frist 

McConnell 

Bennett 

Glenn 

Mikulski 

Biden 

Gorton 

Moseley-Braun 

Blngaman 

Graham 

Moynihan 

Bond 

Gramm 

Morkowtkl 

Boxer 

Crams 

Murray 

Bradley 

Grassley 

Nickles 

Breaux 

Gregg 

Nunn 

Brown 

Harkln 

Pell 

Bryan 

Hatch 

Pretaler 

Bumpers 

Hatfield 

Pryor 

Bums 

Heflin 

Reid 

Byrd 

Helms 

Robb 

CampbeU 

Hollings 

RockefeUer 

Chafee 

Hutchison 

Roth 

Coats 

Inhofe 

Santorum 

Cochran 

Inouye 

Sarbanes 

Cohen 

Jeffords 

Shelby 

Conrad 

Johnston 

Simon 

CoverdeU 

Kempthome 

Simpson 

Craig 

Kennedy- 

Smith 

D'Amato 

Kerrey 

Snowe 

Daschle 

Kerry 

Specter 

DeWine 

Kohl 

Stevens 

Dodd 

Kyi 

Thomas 

Dole 

Lantenberg 

Thompson 

Domenici 

Leahy 

Thurmond 

Dorgan 

Levin 

Wamer 

Exon 

Lieberman 

Wellstone 

Faircloth 

Lott 

Wyden 

NCri'  VOTING— 1 

KiiwrhaiiTTi 

The  amendment  (No. 

4U32)  was  agreed 

to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4000 

The  PRESIDENG  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  occurs  on  agreeing  to  the 
underlying  amendment. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Madam  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  under- 
lying amendment.  No.  4000.  as  amend- 
ed, be  agreed  to  and  the  motion  to  re- 
consider be  laid  upon  the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  (No.  4000).  as  amend- 
ed, was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  40O1 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  occurs  on  agreeing  to 
amendment  No.  4001  offered  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BYRD  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Madam  President,  this 
budget  resolution  cuts  discretionary 
budget  authority  over  the  next  6  years 
by  $356  billion  and  outlays  by  S295  bil- 
lion. My  amendment  adds  $106  billion 
in  budget  authority  and  $65  billion  in 
outlays  to  lAy  for  programs  like  crime 
control,  education,  safer  highways, 
aviation  safety,  drug  treatment,  envi- 
ronmental cleanup,  and  clean  water. 
We  pay  for  it  by  closing  corporate  loop- 
holes and  reducing  tax  expenditures 
which  over  the  next  6  years  will  exceed 
$3  trillion. 
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I  urge  all  Senators  to  support  the 
amendment  and  cast  a  vote  for  an  in- 
vestment in  America's  future. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Madam  President,  it 
is  with  reluctance  that  I  must  oppose 
the  Byrd  amendment.  This  would  in- 
crease taxes  and  spending  by  S65  bil- 
lion. It  would  strike  the  budget  resolu- 
tion's reconciliation  instruction  with 
reference  to  taxes,  and  it  would  elimi- 
nate the  firewall  between  defense  and 
nondefense  spending.  I  believe,  on  any 
of  those  counts,  it  should  be  defeated. 
When  you  put  them  all  together,  clear- 
ly it  ought  to  be  tabled. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Madam  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  name  of 
Mr.  BmoAMAN  be  added  as  a  cosponsor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  now  occuore  on  agreeing 
to  the  amendment  offered  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  move  to  table  the 
amendment  and  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second?  It  appears  to  be  suf- 
ficiently seconded. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  table  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd].  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  61, 
nays  39,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  136  Le^.] 
YEAS— 61 


Abraham 

Glenn 

McCain 

Aihcroft 

Gorton 

McConnell 

Banciu 

Graham 

Morkowski 

Bennett 

Nickles 

Bond 

Grams 

Nann 

Grassley 

Pressler 

Boms 

Ones 

Robb 

CampbeU 

Hatch 

Roth 

Ckafee 

Benin 

Santorum 

Helms 

Shelby 

Coctaian 

Boilings 

Simpson 

Coben 

Bntchison 

Smith 

Coverdell 

Inhofe 

Snowe 

Cnit 

ffaiwrhanm 

Specter 

D'Amato 

Stevens 

DeWine 

Kerrey 

Thomas 

Dole 

Kyi 

Thompson 

Domenici 

Lieberman 

Thurmond 

Exon 

Lott 

Warner 

Faircloth 

Lnrar 

Frist 

Mack 
NAYS-39 

Akalu 

Feincold 

Levin 

Blden 

Feinstein 

MikiilKkl 

Ford 

Moseley-Braon 

Boxer 

Barkln 

Moynlhan 

BruUey 

Batfleld 

Murray 

Breaoz 

Inooye 

PeU 

Bryan 

Jedords 

Pryor 

Bompeis 

Johnston 

Reld 

BynJ 

Kennedy 

RockefeUer 

Conrad 

Kerry 

Sarbanes 

Daschle 

Kohl 

SimoD 

Dodd 

Laotenbers 

Wellstone 

Dorgan 

Leahy 

Wyden 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  4001)  was  agreed  to. 


Mr.  DOMENICI.  Madam  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Mississippi. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4002,  AS  FURTHER  MODIFIED 

Mr.  LOTT.  Madam  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  I  be  allowed  to  send 
to  the  desk  a  modification  to  amend- 
ment No.  4002.  This  modification  is 
technical  in  nature. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

"The  clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Lott] 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  4002,  as 
further  modified. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Madam  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

"The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  title  m,  add  the  following 
new  section: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  ON  REIMBURSE- 
MENT OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  FOR 
OPERATIONS  SOUTHERN  WATCH 
AND  PROVIDE  COMFORT. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  as  of  May  1996.  the  United  SUtes  has 
spent  $2,937,000,000  of  United  States  taxpayer 
funds  since  the  conclusion  of  the  Gulf  War  in 
1991  for  the  singular  purpose  of  protecting 
the  Kurdish  and  Sbiite  population  from  Iraqi 
aggression: 

(2)  the  President's  defense  budget  request 
for  1997  includes  an  additional  $590,100,000  for 
Operations  Southern  Watch  and  Provide 
Comfort,  both  of  which  are  designed  to  re- 
strict Iraqi  military  aggression  against  the 
Kurdish  and  Shiite  people  of  Iraq; 

(3)  costs  for  these  military  operations  con- 
stitute part  of  the  continued  budget  deficit 
of  the  United  States;  and 

(4)  United  Nations  Security  Council  Reso- 
lution 986  (1995)  (referred  to  as  "SCR  986") 
would  allow  Iraq  to  sell  up  to  $1,000,000,000  in 
petroleum  and  petroleum  products  every  90 
days,  for  an  initial  period  of  180  days. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Congress.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that  the  assumptions  under- 
lying the  functional  totals  in  this  resolution 
assume  that — 

(1)  the  President  should  instruct  the 
United  States  Permanent  Representative  to 
the  United  Nations  to  ensure  any  subsequent 
extension  of  authority  beyond  the  180  days 
originally  provided  by  SCR  986,  specifically 
mandates  and  authorizes  the  reimbursement 
of  the  United  States  for  costs  associated 
with  Operations  Southern  Watch  and  Pro- 
vide Comfort  out  of  revenues  generated  by 
any  sale  of  petroleum  or  petroleum-related 
products  originating  tcom  Iraq; 

(2)  in  the  event  that  the  United  States  Per- 
manent Representative  to  the  United  Na- 
tions fails  to  modify  the  terms  of  any  subse- 
quent resolution  extending  the  authority 
granted  by  SCR  986  as  called  for  in  paragraph 
(1),  the  President  should  reject  any  United 
Nations'  action  or  resolution  seeking  to  ex- 
tend the  terms  of  the  oil  sale  beyond  the  180 
days  authorized  by  SCR  986; 

(3)  the  President  should  take  the  necessary 
steps  to  ensure  that— 

(A)  any  effort  by  the  United  Nations  to 
temporarily  lift  the  trade  embargo  for  hu- 


manitarian purposes,  specifically  the  sale  of 
petroleum  or  petroleum  products,  restricts 
all  revenues  from  such  sale  flrom  being  di- 
verted to  benefit  the  Iraqi  military;  and 

(B)  the  temporary  lifting  of  the  trade  em- 
bargo does  not  encourage  other  countries  to 
take  steps  to  begin  promoting  commercial 
relations  with  the  Iraqi  military  In  expecta- 
tion that  sanctions  will  be  permanently  lift- 
ed; and 

(4)  revenues  reimbursed  to  the  United 
States  from  the  oil  sale  authorized  by  SCR 
986,  or  any  subsequent  action  or  resolution, 
should  be  used  to  reduce  the  Federal  budget 
deficit. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Madam  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Madam  President,  is 
someone  going  to  explain  the  amend- 
ment? 

Mr.  EXON.  We  yield  back  the  remain- 
der our  time. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  would  take  30  seconds  to 
point  out  the  amendment  expresses  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  Clinton 
administration  should  ensure  an  exten- 
sion of  U.N.  Resolution  986,  which  man- 
dates the  reimbursement  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Defense  for  the  costs  as- 
sociated with  Operations  Southern 
Watch  and  Provide  Comfort  out  of  the 
revenues  generated  from  the  sale  of 
Iraqi  oil  and  other  oil  products. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Madam  President,  we 
have  no  objection. 

I  yield  the  time  we  have  on  this  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  EXON.  Madam  President,  there 
may  be  someone  who  wishes  to  talk  on 
this  side  I  did  not  know  about. 

I  yield  30  seconds  to  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  PELL.  Madam  President,  I  thank 
my  colleague  and  thank  the  Chair.  I 
just  wanted  to  rise  to  say,  if  this 
amendment  was  agreed  to,  it  would  cir- 
cumvent some  of  our  humanitarian 
programs.  It  would  cause  damage  to 
the  Kurdish  minority  in  the  country.  I 
very  much  hope  we  could  defeat  this 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi. 
The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 
The  Clerk  will  call  the  role. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  EXON.  Madam  President,  I  call 
for  the  regular  order. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  53, 
nays  47,  as  follows: 
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[Rollcall  Vote  No. 

137  Leg.] 

YEAS-53 

Abraham 

Faircloth 

McCain 

Ashcrort 

Ford 

McConnell 

Baucus 

Frist 

Murkowski 

Bennett 

Gorton 

Nickles 

Bond 

Graham 

Pressler 

Brown 

Gramm 

Roth 

Bumpers 

Grams 

Santomm 

Bums 

Grassley 

Shelby 

Campbell 

Grew 

Simpson 

Coats 

Hatch 

Smith 

Cochran 

HelUn 

Snowe 

Cohen 

Helms 

Specter 

CoverdeU 

Hutchison 

Stevens 

Crai« 

Inhofe 

Thomas 

D'Amato 

Kempthome 

Thompson 

DeWlne 

Kyi 

Thurmond 

Dole 

Lott 

Warner 

Domenici 

Mack 

NAYS— 47 

^ 

Akaka 

Glenn 

Lugar 

Biden 

Harkln 

Miknlski 

Bingaman 

Hatfield 

Moseley-Braun 

Boxer 

HoUings 

Moyiiihan 

Bradley 

Inooye 

Miuray 

Breauz 

Jeffords 

Nunn 

Bryan 

Johnston 

Pell 

Byrd 

Kassebaom 

Pryor 

ChaTee 

Kennedy 

Reid 

Conrad 

Kerrey 

Robb 

Daschle 

Kerry 

RockefeUer 

Dodd 

Kohl 

Sarbanes 

Dorgran 

Lautenberg 

Simon 

Exon 

Leahi- 

Wellstone 

Feingold 

Levin 

Wyden 

Feinstein 

Lieberman 

The  amendment  (No.  4002),  as  further 
modified,  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Madam  President, 
the  reason  that  I  did  not  call  for  the 
regular  order  is  because  one  of  our  Sen- 
ators was  present.  He  was  here  for 
about  5  or  6  minutes.  He  must  have  as- 
sumed he  voted,  and  he  left.  Maybe  he 
did  vote  and  we  did  not  get  it  recorded. 
We  got  him?  All  right.  I  am  sorry. 

I  move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4003 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  occurs  on  amendment  No. 
4(X)3  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Wyo- 
ming. 

Mr.  SIMPSON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Madam  President, 
this  amendment  simply  notes  that 
there  are  a  number  of  indices  that  the 
Government  uses  to  measure  inflation 
and  that  we  should  strive  to  use  the 
most  accurate  one  that  is  possible.  We 
have  beard  discussion  of  the  CPI.  There 
is  another  one  called  the  chain-weight- 
ed GDP  index. 

There  are  all  sorts  of  ways  to  go. 
This  just  says,  let  us  pick  the  most  ac- 
curate one  and  get  on  with  the  business 
of  then  protecting  the  budget  of  the 
United  States  to  get  a  handle  on  the 
correct  and  most  accurate  method  of 
indices  of  measuring  inflation  or  defla- 
tion or  deflators  or  whatever  we  are 
using  in  this  great  complex  formulae 
world. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 


Mr.  EXON.  Madam  President,  I  sup- 
ported this  when  it  was  offered  a  few 
days  ago  by  the  Senator  from  Wyo- 
ming. As  I  vmderstand  the  amendment, 
it  in  effect  urges  the  Government  to 
use  the  most  accurate  inflation  index 
available.  That  is  pure  and  simple.  We 
have  no  objection  from  this  side  and 
have  heard  of  no  objection  from  that 
side.  I  am  wondering,  since  it  seems  to 
have  universal  support,  if  we  could 
save  some  time  by  voice  voting  this,  if 
we  could  have  the  approval  of  that 
from  the  Senator  from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Madam  President,  I 
was  hoping  to  follow  that  precedent, 
but  I  see  that  others  have  failed  to  do 
so.  And  I  thought  if  I  could  take  10 
more  minutes,  we  could  get  a  vote 
which  would  show  that  indeed  we  must 
be  about  our  business.  If  we  were  to  use 
the  chain-weighted  GDP  index,  that 
would  get  you  a  .4  reduction  in  things. 
That  is  what  both  CBO  and  0MB  use.  I 
just  want  to  get  that  vote,  if  I  could. 

Mr.  EXON.  The  Senator  has  that 
right. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Madam  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second?  There  is  a  sufficient 
second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  occurs  on  agreeing  to  amend- 
ment No.  4003.  The  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered.  The  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  100, 
nays  0,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  138  Leg.] 
YEAS— 100 


Abraham 

Feinstein 

Mack 

Akaka 

Ford 

McCain 

Ashcroft 

Frist 

McConnell 

Baacus 

Glenn 

Mikulski 

Bennett 

Gorton 

Moseley-Braun 

Biden 

Graham 

Moynlhan 

Blngaman 

Gramm 

Murkowski 

Bond 

Grams 

Murray 

Boxer 

Grassley 

Nickles 

Bradley 

Onte 

Nunn 

Breaux 

Barkln 

PeU 

Brown 

Hatch 

Pressler 

Bryan 

Hatfield 

Pryor 

Bumpers 

HeniB 

Reid 

Bums 

Helms 

Robb 

Byrd 

Boiling 

RockefeUer 

CampbeU 

Hutchison 

Roth 

Chafee 

Inhofe 

Santorum 

Coats 

Inouye 

Sarbanes 

Cochran 

Jeffords 

Shelby 

Cohen 

Johnston 

Simon 

Conrad 

Kassebaum 

Simpson 

CoverdeU 

Kempthome 

Smith 

Cnig 

Kennedy 

Snowe 

D'Amato 

Kerrey 

Specter 

Daschle 

Kerry 

Stevens 

DeWlne 

Kohl 

Thomas 

Dodd 

Kyi 

Thompson 

Dole 

LautenberK 

Thurmond 

Domenici 

Leahy 

Warner 

Dortran 

Levin 

Wellstone 

Exon 

Uebeiman 

Wyden 

Faircloth 

Lott 

Feinrold 

Lagar 

The  amendment  (No. 

4003)  was  agreed 

to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr. 

President,  I  ask 

unanimous 

consent 

that      Senator 

COVERDF.TJ.  be  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 

Senator  Kyl 

's  amendment  No.  3995. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kempthorne).  Without  objection,  it  is 
so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  «07 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  occurs  on  amendment  No. 
4007.  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Flor- 
ida [Mr.  Graham]. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  deals  with  two  important 
issues.  One  is  preserving  the  integrity 
of  the  Medicare  trust  fund,  and.  second, 
an  effective  assault  against  Medicare 
fraud.  It  provides  that  any  funds  that 
are  derived  by  suppression  of  Medicare 
fraud  will  go  back  into  the  trust  fund 
from  which  that  fraud  caused  adverse 
effect.  It  would  not  be  available  for  any 
other  spending  purposes. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  adoption  of  this 
amendment,  which  I  think  is  both  a 
statement  of  our  commitment  to  sup- 
pressing Medicare  fraud,  protecting  the 
Medicare  trust  fimd,  and  balancing  the 
Federal  budget. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  the  Senator  knows  I  am  going  to 
do  this. 

The  Graham  amendment  is  not  ger- 
mane to  the  provisions  of  the  budget 
resolution.  I  therefore  raise  a  point  of 
order  against  the  amendment  under 
section  305(b)(2)  of  the  Budget  Act. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  antici- 
pating this  point  of  order,  I  would  like 
to  point  out  to  my  colleagues  that  on 
page  53  of  the  budget  resolution  before 
us,  beginning  at  line  12.  is  almost  in 
the  same  verbatim  form,  a  point  of 
order,  except  that  point  of  order  does 
not  go  to  the  reconciliation  bill,  which 
amendment  4007  does,  but  rather  goes 
to  the  appropriations  bills. 

K  my  amendment  is  considered  to  be 
nongermane,  clearly,  this  provision  is 
nongermane.  I  also  point  out  that  in 
the  last  budget  resolution  for  fiscal 
year  1996  there  were  two  provisions, 
which  contained  point  of  order  enforce- 
ment of  provisions  within  the  budget 
reconciliation. 

So,  Mr.  President,  we  await  the 
Chafr's  ruling,  which  I  hope  will  be  a 
finding  that  this  is  not  a  valid  point  of 
order  on  the  Budget  Act. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  the  proper 
order  at  the  present  time  is  this:  I 
move  to  waive  the  provisions  of  the 
Budget  Act  for  the  consideration  of  the 
Graham  amendment. 

I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nasrs. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
the  Senators  will  deny  this  motion. 
This  actually  violates  the  Budget  Act. 
This  is  a  matter  that  is  not  even  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee. This  is  a  piece  of  legislation  di- 
recting the  treatment  of  savings  of  an 
entitlement  in  a  future  reconciliation 
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bill.  We  have  no  authority  to  do  it.  We 
ougrht  not  be  doing  it  here.  I  am  not 
trying  to  treat  one  different  than  the 
other.  The  same  ruling  was  held  in 
committee  on  four  attempts  to  do  the 
same  thing  in  the  committee  as  we 
marked  up  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  waive. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered, 
and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  call  for 
the  regular  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  yeas  and  nays  resulted — yeas  44, 
nays  56,  as  follows: 

[RoUc&ll  Vote  No.  139  Leg.] 
YEAS-44 


Ak&ka 

Ford 

Mlkolski 

Baacos 

Glenn 

Moaeley-Braon 

Blden 

Graham 

Moynihan 

BlociJiULii 

Harkls 

Morray 

Boxer 

Hollincs 

Nunn 

Bradley 

Inouye 

Pell 

Breaiu 

Johnston 

Pry  or 

Bryan 

Kennedy 

Reid 

Bumpers 

Kerrey 

Robb 

Conrad 

Kerry 

RockefeUer 

Daiclile 

Kohl 

Sarbanes 

Dodd 

LaatenberK 

Simon 

Doitan 

Leahy 

Wellstone 

Levin 

Wyden 

Felosteln 

Lieberman 
NAYS— 66 

Abraham 

Feiafold 

Mack 

Aahcrolt 

FrUt 

McCain 

Bennett 

Gorton 

McConnell 

Bond 

Morkovski 

Nlckles 

Bums 

Graaaley 

Preasler 

Byrd 

GrcCT 

Roth 

CampbeU 

Hatch 

Santonun 

Cbalee 

HatOeld 

Shelby 

Coats 

Henin 

Slmpun 

Cochran 

Helms 

Smith 

Cohen 

Hntchiaon 

Snowe 

Coyerdell 

Inhofe 

Specter 

Cnig 

Jeffords 

Stevens 

D'Amato 

KiBBrhanm 

Thomas 

DeWine 

Kempthome 

Ihompeon 

Dole 

Kyi 

Thurmond 

Domenici 

Lott 

Warner 

Faircloth 

Losar 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  this 
vote,  the  yeas  are  44,  the  nays  are  56. 
Three-fifths  of  the  Senators  duly  cho- 
sen and  sworn  not  having  voted  in  the 
afflrmative,  the  motion  is  not  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
point  of  order  is  sustained. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  is  rec- 
ognized. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  make  an  announcement.  A 
while  ago  in  kind  of  a  frenzy  I  said  we 
were  going  to  work  right  on  through 
this  spousal  banquet  tonight,  and  I 
must  tell  you  I  have  had  more  Senators 
concerned  about  this  banquet  than 
anything  else  we  have  done.  I  surmise 
that  the  wives  have  been  watching  on 
television.  I  know  Senator  HOLLINGS 
told  me  that  his  wife  called  already, 
and  she  was  kind  of  upset  because  she 
said  Senator  Domenici  said  that  his 
wife  did  not  even  care  about  this  event, 


and  I  just  want  to  say  to  his  wife 
Peatsy,  I  overstated  my  wife's  position. 
My  wife  will  be  thrilled  to  be  there  to- 
night, and  I  really  would  ask  that  my 
previous  comments,  vmless  you  object, 
be  stricken  from  the  Record. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object.  Reserving  the  right  to  object. 

Mr.  EXON.  Will  the  Senator  jrield? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield. 

Mr.  EXON.  Does  the  Senator's  wife 
vote  in  New  Mexico? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  My  wife  voted  in 
New  Mexico,  and  she  is  still  going  to 
vote  for  me  in  spite  of  what  I  said. 

I  thank  the  Senate. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  «0e 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  occurs  on  agreeing  to 
amendment  No.  4008  offered  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  Missouri  [Mr.  Ashcroft]. 

The  Senator  from  Missouri  is  recog- 
nized for  30  seconds. 

Mr.  ASHCROFT.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  would  eliminate  an  unfair 
tax  on  a  tax  paid  by  American  workers. 
Every  American  worker  pays  Social 
Security  taxes,  but  only  after  he  or  she 
has  already  paid  taxes  on  that  money. 
This  is  an  unfair  disparity.  The  cor- 
porations which  pay  the  other  half  of 
that  tax  do  not  pay  a  tax  on  a  tax. 
They  get  a  deduction. 

Further,  this  amendment  would  pro- 
mote and  stimulate  growth.  The 
growth  would  be  substantial — 500,000 
new  jobs  in  the  economy.  It  is  a  job- 
producing  amendment  that  provides 
middle-class  tax  relief  in  a  way  that  no 
other  proposal  does.  I  urge  its  adoption 
by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  The  budget  resolution  al- 
ready has  $122  billion  plus  in  tax  cuts, 
and  the  chairman  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee on  the  House  side  says  it  is  $182 
billion.  If  you  add  the  tax  cuts  that  are 
being  suggested  by  this  particular 
amendment,  it  is  $276  billion  on  top  of 
what  they  are  already  suggesting, 
whatever  that  is. 

This  amendment  will  more  than  tri- 
ple an  already  unwise  and  unwarranted 
tax  cut  in  this  budget.  It  slashes  dis- 
cretionary spending  by  an  additional 
$217  billion  and  adds  over  $75  billion  in 
unspecified  mandatory  savings.  We  will 
never  balance  the  budget  if  we  are  un- 
able to  control  our  urge  to  provide  tax 
cuts  in  an  election  year.  I  urge  Sen- 
ators to  vote  against  this  budget-bust- 
ing proposal  that  has,  as  far  as  I  know, 
the  support  of  none  of  the  committees. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays.  Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second?  There  appears  to  be 
a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered. The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 


The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 
The  result  was  announced — yeas  43, 
nays  57,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  140  Legr.] 
YEAS— 13 


Abraham 

Frist 

McCain 

Ashcroft 

Gramm 

McConnell 

Baucos 

Gnun.s 

Murkowski 

Biden 

Grassley 

Nickles 

Brown 

Hatch 

Pressler 

Boms 

Heflin 

Roth 

Campbell 

Helms 

Santorum 

Coats 

Hutchison 

Shelby 

Cochran 

Inhofe 

Smith 

Coverdell 

Jeffords 

Thomas 

Craig 

Kempthome 

Thompson 

D'Amato 

Kyi 

Thurmond 

DeWine 

Lott 

Warner 

Dole 

Lugar 

Faircloth 

Mack 
NAYS-57 

Akaka 

Feinsteln 

Lieberman 

Bennett 

Ford 

MikuUki 

Bingaman 

Glenn 

Moseley-Braun 

Bond 

Gorton 

Moynihan 

Boxer 

Graham 

Murray 

Bradley 

Gregg 

Nunn 

Breaux 

Harkin 

Pell 

Bryan 

Hatfield 

Pryor 

Bumpers 

Holllngs 

Reid 

Byrd 

Inouye 

Robb 

ChaXee 

Johnston 

Rockefeller 

Cohen 

Kassebaum 

Sarbanes 

Conrad 

Kennedy 

Simon 

Daschle 

Kerrey 

Simpson 

Dodd 

Kerry 

Snowe 

Domenici 

Kohl 

Specter 

Dorgan 

Lautenberg 

Stevens 

Ezon 

Leahy 

WellBtone 

Feingold 

Levin 

Wyden 

The  amendment  (No.  4008)  was  re- 
jected. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4009 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate will  please  come  to  order.  The  ques- 
tion now  occurs  on  amendment  No. 
4009,  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Gramm]. 

The  Senator  is  recognized  for  30  sec- 
onds. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  this  is  a 
very  simple  amendment.  In  1993,  the 
President  argued  that  he  did  not  raise 
income  taxes  on  anyone  who  was  not 
rich.  On  its  face,  that  is  not  valid.  As  I 
demonstrated  in  the  debate  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate,  the  1994  IRS  1040 
form  and  its  explanation  show  that  the 
1993  tax  increase  raised  income  taxes 
on  the  Social  Security  benefits  of  peo- 
ple who  make  $34,000  or  more,  counting 
half  of  their  Social  Security  benefit.  It 
seems  to  me  that  by  no  stretch  of  the 
imagination  can  these  people  be  called 
rich. 

What  I  do  in  the  amendment  is  call 
on  the  President  to  work  with  us  to 
come  up  with  a  way  of  repealing  this 
tax  and  at  the  same  time  working  to- 
gether to  protect  Social  Security  and 
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Medicare.  This  is  an  eminently  reason- 
able amendment.  I  hope  we  will  get  a 
unanimous  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  is  recognized. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  noted 
with  interest  the  comment  the  Senator 
from  Texas  made.  We  just  debated  it  a 
day  or  so  ago.  The  provisions  of  the 
1993  act  that  have  been  roundly  criti- 
cized and  are  again  being  criticized 
now,  raised  taxes  on  only  the  top  13 
percent — the  top  13  percent — of  retir- 
ees. By  contrast,  the  1983  Reagan  tax 
increase,  which  was  the  first  tax  in- 
crease that  ever  addressed  taxation  of 
any  kind  on  Social  Security,  was  sup- 
ported by  the  sponsor  of  this  amend- 
ment. I  simply  say  that  will  raise  taxes 
for  22  percent  of  the  retirees.  This 
amendment  would  cost  over  $33  billion. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  re- 
mainder of  my  time. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  40S3  TO  AMENDMENT  NO.  4009 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  send  a 
second-degree  amendment  to  the  desk 
and  ask  for  its  immediate  consider- 
ation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  trom  Nebraska  [Mr.  Exon] 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  4033  to 
amendment  No.  4009. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Strike  all  after  "SEC."  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowingr: 

.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  SOLVENCY  OF  THE 
MEDICARE  TRUST  FUND. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that  repeal 
of  certain  provisions  from  the  Omnibus 
Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1993  would 
move  the  insolvency  date  of  the  HI  (Medi- 
care) Trust  Fund  forward  by  a  full  year. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  no  provisions  in  this 
Budget  Resolution  should  worsen  the  sol- 
vency of  the  Medicare  Trust  Fund. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  will  take 
my  30  seconds  to  explain  this  amend- 
ment. 

The  Congressional  Budget  Office  esti- 
mates that  repeal  of  the  1993  change,  as 
proposed  in  the  Gramm  amendment, 
will  move  the  insolvency  date  of  the 
Medicare  trust  fund  forward  a  full 
year.  It  is  astonishing  to  me  that  the 
same  Senators  who  claim  to  be  con- 
cerned, even  alarmed  sometimes,  about 
the  solvency  of  the  Medicare  trust  fund 
would  sponsor  legislation  that  will 
have  the  opposite  effect. 

The  second-degree  amendment, 
thereby,  assures  that  no  action  there- 
in, as  a  part  of  that  act,  should  worsen 
the  solvency  of  the  Medicare  trust 
fund. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Texas  is  recognized  for  30 
seconds. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  par- 
liamentary inquiry.  Does  this  amend- 


ment simply  add  to  mine,  or  does  it 
substitute  for  the  language  of  my 
amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  will  examine  the  amendment  and 
make  a  ruling  in  just  a  moment. 

Mr.  EIXON.  What  the  amendment 
does,  simply  said,  is  we  can  do  nothing 
in  these  considerations  that  will  fur- 
ther weaken  or  hurt  the  trust  fund. 
That  is  basically  what  it  does.  The 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Texas 
hurts  the  solvency  of  the  fund.  This 
aimendment  corrects  that. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Texas  is  advised  that  it 
strikes  all  words  after  the  first  word 
and  replaces  it. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
simply  going  to  offer  my  amendment 
as  a  second-degree  amendment  to  all 
the  other  amendments  that  come  up 
until  we  vote  on  it.  Now,  if  the  Senator 
would  like  to  add  his  langruage  to  mine, 
I  made  it  very  clear  in  my  sense-of-the- 
Senate  resolution  that  we  wanted  to 
work  with  the  President  to  repeal  the 
Social  Security  tax  in  such  a  way  as  to 
protect  Medicare.  If  he  wants  to  add 
his  amendment  to  mine,  I  will  support 
it,  we  will  adopt  it.  ajid  that  will  be  the 
end  of  it. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  will  simply  say  that  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  my 
amendment  as  offered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  appears  to  be  a  sufficient  sec- 
ond. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Thompson).  The  question  is  on  agreeing 
to  amendment  No.  4033,  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska.  Mr.  EXON.  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  100, 
nays  0,  as  follows: 

[RollcaU  Vote  No.  141  Leg.] 
YEAS— 100 


Roth 

Smith 

Thurmond 

Santorum 

Snowe 

Warner 

Sarbanes 

Specter 

Wellstone 

Shelby 

Stevens 

Wyden 

Simon 

Thomas 

Simpson 

Thompson 

Abraham 

Dole 

Kempthome 

Akaka 

Domenici 

Kensedy 

Ashcroft 

Doigan 

Kerrey 

Baucus 

Exon 

Kerry 

Bennett 

Faircloth 

Kohl 

Biden 

Feingold 

Kyi 

Bingaman 

Feinstein 

Lautenberg 

Bond 

Ford 

Leahy 

Boxer 

Prtet 

Levin 

Bradley 

Glenn 

Lieberman 

Breaox 

Gorton 

Lott 

Brown 

Graham 

Logar 

Bryan 

Gramm 

Mark 

Bumpers 

Grams 

McCain 

Bums 

Grassley 

McConnell 

Byrd 

Or«fg 

Mikulski 

CampbeU 

Harkin 

Moeeley-Braun 

Chafee 

Hatch 

Moynihan 

Coats 

Hatfield 

Murkowski 

Cochran 

Heflin 

Murray 

Cohen 

Helms 

Nickles 

Conrad 

Holllngs 

Nunn 

Coverdell 

Hutchison 

Pell 

Craig 

Inhofe 

Pressler 

D'Amato 

Inouye 

Pryor 

Daschle 

Jeffords 

Reid 

DeWine 

Johnston 

Robb 

Dodd 

Ksmfbinm 

RockefeUer 

The  amendment  (No.  4033)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  40M  TO  AMENDMENT  NO.  «X» 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  Sense  of  the  Con- 
gress that  the  1993  income  tax  increase  on 
Social  Security  benefits  should  be  re- 
pealed) 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  send 
a  second-degree  amendment  on  behalf 
of  Senator  Gramm  of  Texas  to  the  desk 
and  ask  for  its  immediate  consider- 
ation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Domen- 
ici] for  Mr.  Gramm  proposes  amendment 
numbered  4034  to  amendment  No.  4009. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  read- 
ing of  the  amendment  be  dispensed 
with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

'The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  amendment,  add  the  fol- 
lowing: 

SEC  .  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  THAT  THE  ISn 
INCOME  TAX  INCREASE  ON  SOCIAL 
security  benefits  SHOULD  BE  RE- 
PEALED. 

(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  that  the  as- 
sumptions underlying  this  resolution  include 
that— 

(1)  the  Fiscal  Year  1994  budget  proposal  of 
President  Clinton  to  raise  federal  income 
taxes  on  the  Social  Security  benefits  of  sen- 
ior citizens  with  income  as  low  as  S2S.000. 
and  those  provisions  of  the  Fiscal  Year  1994 
recommendations  of  the  Budget  Resolution 
and  the  1993  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation 
Act  in  which  the  103rd  Congress  voted  to 
raise  federal  income  taxes  on  Social  Security 
benefits  of  senior  citizens  with  income  as  low 
as  S34.000  should  be  repealed; 

(2)  that  the  Senate  Budget  Resolution 
should  reflect  President  Clinton's  statement 
that  he  believed  he  raised  federal  taxes  too 
much  in  1993:  and 

(3)  that  the  Budget  Resolution  should  react 
to  President  Clintons  Fiscal  Year  1997  budg- 
et which  documents  the  fact  that  in  the  his- 
tory of  the  n)aiced  States,  the  total  tax  bur- 
den has  never  been  greater  than  it  is  today, 
therefore 

—It  is  the  Sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
assumptions  underlying  this  Resolution  in- 
clude— 

(1)  that  raising  federal  income  taxes  in  1993 
on  the  Social  Security  benefits  of  middle- 
class  individuals  with  income  as  low  as 
S34,000  was  a  mistake; 

(2)  that  the  federal  income  taf  hike  on  So- 
cial Security  benefits  imposed  in  1998  by  the 
103rd  Congress  and  signed  into  law  by  Presi- 
dent Clinton  should  be  repealed;  and 

(3)  President  Clinton  should  work  ^  ith  the 
Congress  to  repeal  the  1993  federal  income 
tax  hike  on  Social  Security  benefits  in  a 
manner  that  would  not  adversely  affect  the 
Social  Security  Trust  Fund  or  the  Medicare 
Part  A  Trust  Fund,  and  should  ensure  that 
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such  repe&l  is  coupled  with  offsetting  reduc- 
tions in  federal  spending. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President.  I  can 
save  the  Senate  time.  This  is  the  same 
amendment  we  had  pending  a  moment 
ago.  What  the  amendment  sajrs  is  that 
it  was  a  mistake  to  impose  a  confis- 
catory tax  on  Social  Security  recipi- 
ents that  earn  S34.000  a  year  when  you 
count  half  of  their  Social  Security  ben- 
efits. It  simply  calls  on  the  President 
to  work  with  us  to  repeal  that  tax. 

We  already  had  in  the  amendment 
the  provision  sasring  that  it  is  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  we  do  it  in  a 
way  that  would  not  adversely  affect 
the  Social  Security  trust  fund  or  Medi- 
care. The  Senator  from  Nebraska  added 
a  sense  of  the  Senate  resolution  saying 
that  nothing  we  do  should  adversely  af- 
fect Medicare.  I  do  not  strike  that  pro- 
vision. In  fact,  I  voted  for  it.  But  I 
want  this  Senate  to  go  on  record  that 
it  was  a  mistake  to  raise  taxes  on  So- 
cial Security  beneficiaries. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  simply 
point  out  that  this  amendment  will 
cost  over  S33  billion  and  does  not  say 
how  we  will  pay  for  it.  Another  way  of 
saying  that  is  that  this  is  a  political 
amendment  to  make  a  political  state- 
ment without  saying  how  we  are  going 
to  pay  for  this  kind  of  reduction  in  rev- 
enue. I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my 
time. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second?  There  is  a  sufficient 
second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  occurs  on  agreeing  to  amend- 
ment No.  4034.  The  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered.  The  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Rocke- 
feller] and  the  Senator  fi-om  Alabama 
[Mr.  Heflin]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  50, 
nays  48,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  142  Leg.] 
YEAS— 50 


NAYS— 48 


Frist 

McCain 

AjhCTOft 

Gorton 

McConnell 

Bennett 

Grunm 

Morkowski 

Bond 

Grmmx 

Nickles 

Brown 

GrMsley 

Preasler 

Biyu 

Grew 

Roth 

Barns 

H&tch 

Saatomm 

CampteU 

Hatneld 

Shelby 

Helms 

Smith 

Codnn 

Hntcliison 

Snowe 

CoTerdell 

Inhnfe 

Specter 

CrUr 

Jeffords 

Stevens 

D'Amato 

KempUiome 
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NOT  VOTING— 2 

Heflin  Rockefeller 

The  amendment  (No.  4034)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

.AMENDMENT  NO.  4009 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  underlying  amend- 
ment, as  amended.  The  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  yeas  and 
nays  be  vitiated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  most  of  us 
cannot  possibly  hear  what  is  going  on. 
I  cannot  hear  my  friend  from  the  chair 
very  well.  Would  the  Chair  please  re- 
peat the  request? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  yeas 
and  nays  having  been  vitiated,  the 
question  is  on  the  underlying  amend- 
ment, as  amended. 

Without  objection,  the  amendment  is 
agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  4009),  as  amend- 
ed, was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  EIXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  first, 
might  I  say  that  some  Members  have 
gotten  ourselves  in  trouble  because  we 
were  planning  to  meet  while  our 
spouses  were  having  dinner.  We  have 
canceled  that  radical  idea.  I  want  ev- 
erybody to  know  we  are  going  to  go  out 
at  5:30  because  a  number  of  Senators 
want,  for  some  reason,  to  get  ready  for 
this  event. 

Mr.  EXON.  May  I  ask  that  the  Sen- 
ator not  include  we  in  that  statement, 
just  to  clarify  the  record. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  did  that  on  pur- 
pose. I  did  not  think  anybody  would  ob- 
ject. 

One  of  the  chairmen  asked  me  to 
make  an  announcement,  if  I  may  have 
30  seconds.  Senator  Bond  asked  that  I 
announce    that    the    Small    Business 


Committee  will  hold  a  short  meeting  to 
dispose  of  two  business  matters  that 
the  committee  is  aware  of  in  room  S- 
214  at  approximately  4:40,  which  would 
probably  be  after  the  next  vote.  In  any 
event,  it  will  be  around  that  time.  I  do 
not  think  unanimous  consent  is  re- 
quired. This  is  permitted.  Is  that  satis- 
factory? 

Mr.  BOND.  Yes,  it  is  in  the  Vice 
President's  office. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4019,  AS  MODIFIED 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
now  turn  to  the  consideration  of  the 
Dole  amendment  No.  4019.  I  have 
cleared  this  both  with  Senator  Exon 
and  the  minority  leader. 

Mr.  EXON.  That  is  true.  When  the  30 
seconds  on  the  Dole  amendment  comes 
up  on  our  side,  I  will  srield  15  seconds  to 
the  two  Senators  from  California,  in 
any  order  they  choose. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  pending 
question  is  amendment  No.  4019. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  Senator  Dole's  amendment  No.  4019, 
as  modified. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  pending. 

The  Senator  from  California  [Mrs. 
Boxer]  is  recognized. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  an  L.A. 
Times  newsstory  gave  rise  to  this 
amendment.  I  think  a  report  by  the  AG 
is  in  order.  I  will  vote  "yes."  I  think 
that  report  will  show  vigorous  support 
of  law  enforcement.  I  thank  Senators 
DOMENiCT  and  Dole  for  deleting  certain 
provisions. 

I  yield  to  Senator  Feinstein. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President,  I 
echo  the  statement  of  my  colleague, 
Senator  Boxer,  and  only  add  to  it  that 
in  a  discussion  with  an  editor  of  the 
Los  Angeles  Times  on  this  matter  yes- 
terday, I  think  there  is  conflicting  data 
as  to  whether  there  are  certain  guide- 
lines or  thresholds  below  which  there  is 
not  prosecution.  I  believe  this  needs  to 
be  cleared  up. 

I  thank  the  majority  leader  and  Sen- 
ator DOMENICI  for  their  understanding 
in  this  matter.  I  think  it  is  important 
that  there  be  an  investigation  on  what 
prosecutorial  guidelines,  thresholds, 
any  other  provisions  for  prosecution  of 
across  border  crime  there  may  be. 

I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  the 
Dole  amendment  expresses  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  the  Attorney  General 
should  investigate  whether  drug  smug- 
glers are  avoiding  prosecution  in  the 
United  States  because  of  the  policies  of 
the  Department  of  Justice  and  report 
to  the  chairman  of  the  House  and  Sen- 
ate Judiciary  Committees  on  that  mat- 
ter within  30  days. 

The  amendment  also  expresses  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  Attorney 
General  should  change  the  policy  in 
order  to  ensure  the  vigorous  prosecu- 
tion of  drug  smugglers  and  direct  all 
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U.S.  attorneys  to  vigorously  prosecute 
them. 

That  is  Senator  Dole's  interpreta- 
tion of  his  amendment. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the 
Dole  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  Senator  Coverdell  be 
added  as  a  cosponsor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  I  voted 
for  the  amendment  offered  by  the  ma- 
jority leader  on  the  subject  of  drug 
prosecutions  in  the  Southern  District 
of  California,  but  I  wish  to  take  a  mo- 
ment to  clarify  any  misperceptions 
that  the  amendment  may  have  prompt- 
ed. Some  have  implied  that  the  U.S.  at- 
torney for  the  Southern  District  of 
California  is  weak  on  drug  prosecu- 
tions. This  implication  is  false  and  un- 
fair. 

The  facts  are  that  the  U.S.  attorney's 
aggressive  policies  have  led  to  more 
drug  prosecutions,  more  prosecutions 
of  border  drug  smugglers,  more  crimi- 
nal alien  prosecutions,  and  more  alien 
smuggling  prosecutions.  This  is  a 
record  to  be  proud  of. 

Let  us  take  a  look  at  the  facts.  Total 
prosecutions  by  the  U.S.  attorney  have 
more  than  doubled  over  the  past  5 
years.  Let  me  say  that  again,  the  U.S. 
attorney  is  prosecuting  more  than 
twice  as  many  felonies  as  his  prede- 
cessor. 

The  U.S.  attorney  initiated  a  formal 
cooperative  agreement  on  drug  pros- 
ecutions with  the  San  Diego  District 
Attorney.  In  the  past,  the  DA  did  not 
prosecute  border-related  drug  cases  at 
all.  Last  year,  the  local  DA  prosecuted 
more  than  1,000.  As  a  result  of  this  un- 
precedented Federal-county  coopera- 
tion, total  border-related  drug  prosecu- 
tions have  more  than  tripled  over  the 
past  5  years. 

This  cooperative  Federal-county  re- 
lationship is  credited  by  the  San  Diego 
District  Attorney  with  making  a  posi- 
tive impact  on  San  Diego's  overall 
crime  rate. 

In  January  1995,  the  U.S.  attorney  re- 
vised its  criminal  alien  prosecution 
guidelines  for  the  first  time  in  more 
than  10  years.  As  a  result,  1,334  crimi- 
nal aliens  were  prosecuted  in  1995,  com- 
pared to  only  179  in  1992— a  745  in- 
crease. 

The  U.S.  attorney  has  led  a  major  ef- 
fort to  prosecute  alien  smugglers. 
Nearly  three  times  as  many  alien 
smugglers  were  prosecuted  in  1995  as 
were  prosecuted  in  1994.  And  more  will 
be  prosecuted  in  1996  than  last  year. 

The  Dole  amendment  implies  that 
the  U.S.  attorney  refuses  to  prosecute 
cases  involving  less  than  125  pounds  of 
marijuana.  This  is  absolutely  false.  In 


fact,  of  the  184  felony  marijuana  cases 
prosecuted  this  year,  50  percent  involve 
less  than  125  pounds. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  addi- 
tional material  detailing  the  U.S.  at- 
torney's record  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Office  of  the  attorney  General. 

Washington.  DC.  May  21. 1996. 
Hon.  Orrin  G.  Hatch, 

Chairman.   Committee  on   the  Judiciary.   U.S. 
Senate,  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  responds  to  your 
letter  of  May  14.  1996,  concerning  a  recent 
Los  Angeles  Times  article  on  the  drug  pros- 
ecution policies  in  the  Southern  District  of 
California.  That  article  provided  an  incom- 
plete and  inaccurate  picture  of  felony  drug 
prosecutions  in  the  Southern  District. 

The  most  serious  inaccuracy  in  the  L.A. 
Times  article  is  the  suggestion  that  the 
United  States  Attorney's  Office  ("USAO")  is 
igporing  narcotics  cases  involving  less  than 
a  predetermined  quantity  of  drugs.  The 
United  States  Attorney,  in  conjunction  with 
the  San  Diego  County  District  Attorney, 
pursues  all  drug  cases  on  the  border  in  which 
prosecutors  believe  charges  are  warranted, 
regardless  of  the  quantity  of  drugs  involved. 

Upon  taking  office  in  November  1993, 
United  States  Attorney  Bersin  revised  the 
Southern  District's  prosecution  policies  in 
order  to  make  more  effective  use  of  sanc- 
tions available  under  the  immigration  laws. 
Those  revisions  have  resulted  in  a  58  percent 
increase  in  the  total  number  of  felony  pros- 
ecutions brought  by  the  USAO  from  1993  to 
1995. 

Prior  to  the  change  in  policy,  the  USAO  re- 
tained jurisdiction  over  every  defendant  ar- 
rested for  illegal  activity  at  the  border,  re- 
gardless of  the  seriousness  of  the  offense.  As 
a  result  of  the  volume  of  cases,  the  USAO 
treated  as  misdemeanor  possession  cases 
many  drug  cases  that  could  have  been  pros- 
ecuted as  felonies  based  on  the  quantities  of 
controlled  substance  seized. 

United  States  Attorney  Bersin  worked 
with  the  District  Attorney  to  change  that 
system.  They  agreed  that  the  District  Attor- 
ney would  prosecute  border-related  cases 
with  a  San  Diego  nexus  (i.e.,  the  defendant  is 
a  resident  of  or  the  car  is  registered  in  San 
Diego,  or  the  drugs  are  destined  for  San 
Diego).  The  District  Attorney  now  prosecu- 
tors as  felonies  many  border-related  drug 
cases  that  would  have  been  brought  by  the 
USAO  as  misdemenaors,  if  at  all,  prior  to 
1994. 

As  a  result  of  this  agreement,  the  number 
of  federal  felony  drug  prosecutions,  com- 
bined with  the  District  Attorney's  felony 
border  drug  prosecutions,  rose  from  764  in 
1994  to  1,406  in  1995.  The  agreement  has  also 
permitted  the  United  Stotes  Attorney's  Of- 
fice to  redirect  prosecutorial  resources  from 
minor  drug  cases  to  major  narcotics  inves- 
tigations such  as  those  arising  from  the  De- 
partment's Southwest  Border  Initiative. 
Moreover,  the  increase  in  felony  disposi- 
tions—followed inevitably  by  deportation- 
has  made  more  defendants  eligible  for  pros- 
ecution under  the  stiff  provisions  of  8  U.S.C. 
§1326  should  they  reenter  illegally.  During 
1995,  the  USAO  prosecuted  1,334  such  crimi- 
nal aliens,  more  than  were  prosecuted  during 
the  entire  nine  years  prior  to  1994. 

Nor  was  the  L.A.  Times  correct  that  the 
USAO  automatically  declines  cases  involv- 
ing less  than  125  pounds  of  marijuana.  In  the 


first  four  months  of  this  year,  fully  half  (92 
out  of  184)  of  the  felony  drug  cases  filed  by 
the  USAO  were  in  that  category.  More  im- 
portant, most  of  the  2,(X)0  cases  referred  to 
the  District  Attorney  since  1994  involved  less 
than  125  pounds  of  marijuana. 

There  are  certain  cases  in  which  USAO  de- 
clines prosecution  in  favor  of  immigration 
proceedings.  Where  proof  of  knowledge  and 
criminal  intent  is  lacking,  and  where  the  de- 
fendant is  not  a  U.S.  citizen,  has  no  criminal 
record,  has  little  or  no  information  about  or- 
ganized drug  smuggling,  and  is  found  with 
less  than  125  pounds  of  marijuana,  i>rosecu- 
tion  is  deferred  and  the  case  is  sent  to  the 
Immigration  Court  for  an  exclusion  hearing. 
All  five  factors  must  be  present  to  warrant 
deferral. 

At  the  time  of  such  deferral,  the  alien's 
immigration  green  card  or  border  crossing 
card  is  confiscated,  he  is  ejected  from  the 
country,  and  after  a  hearing  can  be  formally 
excluded.  Under  the  previous  policy,  when 
these  cases  were  prosecuted  as  misdemean- 
ors, green  cards  were  not  confiscated.  More- 
over, a  person  who  has  been  excluded,  and 
who  reenters  the  United  States  with  illegal 
drugs  within  five  years,  may  be  prosecuted 
for  both  the  new  and  prior  drug  offenses. 

Contrary  to  the  assertion  in  the  L.A. 
Times  article,  the  policy  of  deferring  pros- 
ecution of  certain  cases  is  not  a  "free  pass" 
for  those  who  transport  less  than  125  pounds 
of  marijuana.  Seizure  of  a  green  card  or  bor- 
der crossing  card  is  a  serious  and  immediate 
sanction  and  has  a  far  greater  effect  on  drug 
trafficking  than  misdemeanor  prosecution. 
Indeed,  Peter  Nunez,  who  served  as  United 
States  Attorney  under  President  Reagan  and 
as  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Treasury  for 
Enforcement,  has  endorsed  the  use  of  exclu- 
sion proceedings.  Former  Bush  Administra- 
tion U.S.  Attorney  William  Braniff  expressed 
similar  views,  as  reported  in  the  L.A.  Times 
on  May  18, 1996: 

"If  I  had  the  option  that  [U.S.  Attorney 
Bersin]  has  today  of  immediately  ejecting 
and  taking  the  green  card.  I  would  have  used 
that  rather  than  misdemeanor  prosecutions. 
*  *  •  I  think  in  most  cases  it  is  a  greater  de- 
terrent •  *  •" 

Finally,  the  L.A.  Times  article 
mischaracterized  the  eight  specific  cases 
that  it  cited  as  examples  of  the  U.S.  Attor- 
ney's Office's  purportedly  lax  prosecution 
policy.  Based  on  available  information,  fel- 
ony charges  were,  in  fact,  filed  in  four  of  the 
eight  cases.  Three  of  those  defendants  are  in 
custody;  the  fourth  is  a  federal  fugitive.  Of 
the  remaining  four  cases,  the  San  Diego  Dis- 
trict Attorney  declined  to  prosecute  one  be- 
cause of  insufficient  evidence  to  support 
criminal  charges;  two  were  declined  by  the 
USAO  on  the  same  ground.  In  the  eighth 
case,  prosecution  was  delayed  as  the  govern- 
ment attempted  to  secure  the  cooperation  of 
the  suspect.  That  failed  and  investigation  of 
the  case  continues. 

In  sum.  the  primary  implication  of  the 
L.A.  Times  article  is  misleading  and  the 
case-related  facts  are  largely  inaccurate. 
The  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern 
District  of  California  and  the  District  Attor- 
ney for  San  Diego  County  have  vigorously 
prosecuted  drug  smugglers  at  our  borders 
and  their  efforts  should  serve  as  a  model  for 
cooperation  between  law  enforcement  agen- 
cies at  the  federal  and  state  levels.  A  careful 
and  responsible  analysis  of  the  District's 
prosecution  policies  and  case  statistics  can 
lead  to  no  other  conclusion. 

If  I  can  be  of  further  assistance  on  this 
matter,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 
Sincerely, 

Janet  Reno. 
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THE  District  Attorney, 

Coxnrrt  of  Sax  Diego. 
San  Diego.  CA,  May  15, 1996. 
Attorney  General  Janet  Reno, 
Main  Justice  Building,  Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Ms.  Reno:  a  recent  Los  Angeles 
Times  article  suggrested  that  drug  smugglers 
crossing  the  border  into  California  are  not 
being  prosecuted.  Specifically,  it  was 
claimed  that  criminals  who  smuggle  less 
than  125  pounds  at  the  border  are  not 
charged.  Since  my  office  files  over  160  mari- 
juana border  drug  cases  every  month,  I  want 
to  correct  any  misapprehension  on  this 
point. 

Here  are  the  facts: 

1.  The  San  Diego  District  Attorney's  Office 
prosecutes  border  drug  cases  referred  to  us 
by  the  federal  government.  This  is  part  of  a 
cooperative  effort  between  the  U.S.  Attorney 
and  local  law  enforcement  to  control  border 
crime.  Since  1994  this  office  has  prosecuted 
approximately  2000  of  these  cases. 

2.  There  is  no  "weight  limit"  on  these 
cases.  The  notion  that  the  only  marijuana 
smuggling  cases  prosecuted  are  over  125 
pounds  Is  false.  In  fact,  the  average  weight  is 
901  pounds  and  of  the  180  cases  currently 
pending  all  but  25  of  them  involve  less  than 
125  pounds.  I  should  note  that  some  cases  re- 
ferred to  my  office  are  declined.  That  per- 
centage (about  23  percent)  is  consistent  with 
the  rejection  rate  for  cases  generally  and  Is 
based  solely  on  the  sufficiency  of  evidence. 
Those  cases  that  are  rejected  are  still  han- 
dled by  the  immigration  court. 

3.  Border  drug  cases  are  prosecuted  suc- 
cessfully. Of  the  cases  referred  to  our  office 
85%  have  been  convicted,  9%  are  pending, 
and  6%  failed  to  appear  for  court.  There  have 
been  no  acquittals. 

Finally,  I  will  note  that  the  success  of  this 
cooperative  effort  has  freed  resources  for 
major  narcotic  investigations  and  has  made 
a  positive  Impact  on  San  Diego's  overall 
crime  rate. 

I  am  attaching  our  current  list  of  pending 
border  drug  cases  which  includes  by  name, 
date  and  offense  the  border  drug  cases  cur- 
rently being  prosecuted.  The  report  should 
dispel  any  faJse  impressions  about  border 
drug  prosecutions.  The  cases  are  pros- 
ecuted—routinely and  successfully. 
Very  truly  yours. 

Paul  J.  Pfingst, 
District  Attorney. 

Department  of  the  Treasury, 

U.S.  Customs  service, 
San  Diego,  CA,  May  17, 1996. 
Statement  of  p.  Jeffrey  Casey,  Depute- 

Special  agent  in  Charge,  U.S.  Customs 

Office  of  Investigations 

The  quote  attributed  to  me  in  the  May  12. 
1996.  Los  Angeles  Times  article  concerning 
border  drug  prosecutions  is  itiaccurate.  My 
"quote"  was  made  in  the  context  of  describ- 
ing one  component  of  a  three  tiered  prosecu- 
tion system  In  place  here  in  San  Diego. 

I  explained  to  Mr.  Reza  the  three  mecha- 
nisms in  place  to  prosecute  Port  of  Entry 
Border  drug  smugglers  apprehended  in  San 
Diego  County.  I  told  Mr.  Reza  that  one 
mechanism  is  Federal  prosecution,  a  second 
mechanism  Is  County  prosecution  and  the 
third  mechanism  is  deferred  prosecution 
which  Is  used  in  those  cases  where  there  Is 
insufficient  evidence  to  establish  criminal 
knowledge  and  intent. 

The  assertion  that  cases  involving  125 
pounds  of  marijuana  or  less  are  not  pros- 
ecuted in  San  Diego  Is  false.  I  never  made 
any  such  statement,  nor  could  I  since  our 
U.S.  Customs  Special  Agents  present  lit- 


erally hundreds  of  such  cases  annually  for 
prosecution  as  the  County  and  Federal  level. 
P.  Jeffrey  Casey. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  last  week 
the  distinguished  majority  leader,  Mr. 
Dole,  reacted  with  justifiable  indigna- 
tion to  a  May  12  Los  Angeles  Times  re- 
port indicating  that  the  Clinton-ap- 
pointed U.S.  attorney  in  San  Diego  is 
failing  to  prosecute  some  of  the  drug 
smugglers  detected  and  reported  to 
him.  In  fact,  more  than  1,000  suspected 
traffickers  have  been  sent  back  to  Mex- 
ico since  1994  with  scarcely  more  than 
a  slap  on  the  wrist — if  that. 

The  U.S.  attorney's  office  in  San 
Diego  reportedly  has  virtually  discon- 
tinued filing  charges  or  prosecuting 
drug  smugglers.  Instead  they  are  mere- 
ly deported.  The  Los  Angeles  paper  es- 
timates that  25  percent  of  all  detected 
drug  smugglers  in  the  southern  district 
of  California  are  sent  back  to  Mexico 
where  they  are  free  to  renew  attempts 
to  smuggle  drugs  into  the  United 
States. 

Senator  Dole's  concerns  are  well- 
founded,  Mr.  President:  Consider  these 
cases:  Two  U.S.  citizens  were  arrested 
when  found  to  have  150  pounds  of  mari- 
juana, in  their  possession.  Another  had 
386  pounds.  All  three  were  released 
without  jail  or  prosecution. 

Two  Mexican  women,  transporting  24 
pounds  of  marijuana  and  32  pounds  of 
narcotics  across  the  border  to  Califor- 
nia, were  handed  tickets  back  across 
the  border,  where  they  no  doubt  re- 
loaded for  another  trip  to  California. 

Customs  inspectors  are  working  hard 
on  the  borders,  but  hundi-eds  of  traf- 
fickers are  avoiding  prosecution.  One 
Customs  inspector  told  the  Los  Angeles 
Times:  "Lack  of  enforcement  is  not  be- 
cause inspectors  are  not  trying.  It's  be- 
cause of  the  policy  coming  from  up- 
stairs." 

Mr.  President,  the  pending  sense  of 
the  Senate  amendment  calls  on  the 
U.S.  Attorney  General  to  investigate 
this  situation  immediately  and  report 
promptly  to  the  respective  chairmen  of 
the  Judiciary  Committees  of  the  House 
and  Senate. 

International  drug  trafficking  is  fun- 
damentally a  matter  of  national  secu- 
rity, Mr.  President.  The  drug  trade  is 
one  of  the  gravest  threats  to  the  secu- 
rity of  U.S.  today.  Smugglers  are  cross- 
ing our  southern  borders  with  impu- 
nity, selling  illicit  drugs  in  our  com- 
munities and  poisoning  our  children. 
Senator  Dole  refers  to  these  drug 
smuggling  thugs  as  "merchants  of 
death."  The  distinguished  Senator  has 
that  right— and  the  problem  is  getting 
worse  by  the  day. 

There's  been  a  resurgence  in  illegal 
drug  usage  among  our  youth.  Since 
1992,  the  number  of  high  school  seniors 
using  drugs  on  a  monthly  basis  has 
jumped  52  percent.  And  during  the  cur- 
rent administration,  the  price  of  illegal 
drugs  have  fallen  significantly,  sug- 
gesting that  the  flow  and  the  availabil- 
ity of  illegal  drugs  are  increasing. 


The  Clinton  administration's  record 
on  illicit  drug  use  has  been  described 
by  a  Senate  Judiciary  Committee  re- 
port as  "benign  neglect."  It  is  worse 
than  that — it  is  an  abdication  of  duty. 

The  Administrative  Office  of  the  U.S. 
Courts  states  that  there  was  a  12  per- 
cent decline  in  drug  prosecutions  be- 
tween 1992  and  1994.  Furthermore,  the 
Clinton  administration's  budget  re- 
quest for  fiscal  year  1995  would  have  re- 
sulted in  a  cut  of  621  drug  enforcement 
positions  from  the  Drug  Enforcement 
Agency,  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Inves- 
tigation, and  other  Federal  agencies. 
Fortunately,  Congress  restored  many 
of  these  proposed  cuts  in  law  enforce- 
ment manpower. 

At  a  time  when  drug  use  is  sky- 
rocketing, there  should  be  an  ui^gent 
increase  in  aggressive  prosecution  of 
the  criminals  who  transport  illicit 
drugs  across  our  borders.  "This  is  a  na- 
tional problem,  Mr.  President,  yet  the 
administration  has  reduced  drug  pros- 
ecutions at  the  very  time  that  drug  use 
is  soaring.  It's  time  for  the  administra- 
tion to  rejoin  the  war  on  drugs  and  the 
vigorous  enforcement  of  our  Federal 
drug  laws. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Kansas.  On 
this  question,  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  100, 
nays  0,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  143  Leg.] 
YEAS— 100 


Abraham 

Felnsteln 

Mack 

Akaka 

Forxl 

McCain 

Ashcroft 

Frist 

McConnell 

Baucus 

Glenn 

Mlkulskl 

Bennett 

Gorton 

Moseley-Braun 

Blden 

Graham 

Moynlhan 

Blngraman 

Gramm 

Morkowski 

Bond 

Grams 

Murray 

Boxer 

Grassley 

Nlckles 

Bradley 

Grew 

Nunn 

Breaox 

Harkln 

Pell 

Brown 

Hatch 

Pressler 

Bryan 

Hatneld 

Pryor 

Bumpers 

Henin 

Reld 

Bums 

Helms 

Robb 

Byrd 

Hollings 

Rockefeller 

Campbell 

HtttclUson 

Roth 

Chafee 

Inhofe 

Santorum 

Coats 

Inouye 

Sarbanes 

Cochran 

JefTords 

Shelby 

Cohen 

Johnston 

Simon 

Conrad 

Kassebaum 

Simpson 

Coverdell 

Kempthome 

Smith 

Cralr 

Kennedy 

Snowe 

DAmato 

Kerrey 

Specter 

Daschle 

Kerry 

Stevens 

DeWine 

Kohl 

Thomas 

Dodd 

Kyi 

Thompson 

Dole 

Lautenberg 

Thurmond 

Domenlcl 

Leahy 

Warner 

Dorian 

Levin 

wellstone 

Ezon 

Lieberman 

Wyden 

Falrcloth 

Lott 

Felnjold 

Lu^ar 

The  amendment  (No.  4019),  as  modi- 
fied, was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4010 

The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    Under 
the  previous  order,  the  question  occurs 
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on  amendment  No.  4010  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Brown]. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  President,  I  will  not 
ask  for  a  rollcall  vote  on  this.  I  think 
it  can  be  voice  voted.  It  is  very  direct. 
It  speaks  to  the  problem  that  we  have 
which  the  Entitlement  Commission 
pointed  out  that  says  they  were  not 
going  to  have  the  money  to  pay  people 
their  entitlements — retirement  funds — 
when  they  come  due.  It  says  that  in  the 
future  the  COLA— the  cost-of-living  ad- 
justment—that occurs  automatically 
will  only  apply  to  the  first  $75,000  of  re- 
tirement pay.  I  have  checked.  The  De- 
fense Department  tells  me  no  military 
personnel  come  under  this.  0MB  tells 
me  that  something  like  one-tenth  of  1 
percent  of  total  retirees  would  have 
this  applied  to  them.  But  30  years  from 
now,  after  people  who  joined  the  mili- 
tary service  or  joined  civil  service 
under  these  rules  come  to  retirement, 
it  will  have  an  impact.  It  is  one  way  in 
the  future  prospectively  to  make  sure 
we  have  money  to  pay  the  retirements 
that  we  promised. 

Mr.  GLENN  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  30 
seconds  of  our  time  to  my  friend  and 
coUeagrue  from  Ohio. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Ohio. 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President,  I  disagree 
strongly  with  this.  I  think  it  unfairly 
limits  people  in  the  future.  It  is  an  ar- 
bitrary attempt  to  attack  the  earned 
pension  benefits  of  the  more  highly 
compensated  Federal  employees,  both 
military  and  civilian.  The  higher  paid 
employees  receive  higher  pension  bene- 
fits, and  I  think  it  is  unfair  to  penalize 
some  Federal  employees  because  they 
were  good  at  their  job.  because  they 
were  promoted  and  because  they  make 
a  better  salary  in  their  retirement. 

Now,  the  amendment  was  defeated  in 
the  Budget  Committee.  It  is  brought  up 
again  here.  It  is,  in  effect,  a  future  in- 
come cut  for  these  people.  Once  again, 
we  are  trying  to  make  our  senior  mili- 
tary and  our  civilians  the  whipping 
boys  because  of  our  failure  on  other 
budget  matters.  I  think  it  is  dras- 
tically unfair. 

I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
suHicient  second?  There  appears  to  be 
a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  did 
somebody  ask  for  the  yeas  axid  nays? 

Mr.  EXON.  The  Senator  from  Ohio 
did. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Even  though  he  is 
willing  to  go  by  voice? 

Mr.  GLENN.  Yes,  because  I  disagree 
strongly  with  the  amendment  for  rea- 
sons I  just  gave. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  We  can  vote  it  down 
by  voice,  and  then  the  Senator  could 
still  get  the  yeas  and  nays  after. 

Mr.  GLENN.  I  certainly  want  to 
know  what  the  ruling  would  be  in  that 
case.  I  am  not  going  to  do  it  because  I 


know  what  the  decision  would  probably 
be. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GLENN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BROWN.  I  certainly  would  not 
object  to  the  request  for  a  vote  after  he 
hears  the  ruling  of  the  Chair  if  he  wish- 
es to  do  that.  My  only  thought  was  a 
voice  vote  would  expedite  procedures.  I 
am  happy  to  go  along  with  either  pro- 
cedure you  prefer. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  He  is  just  suggesting 
that  if  he  happens  to  lose  on  a  voice 
vote,  he  can  then  have  a  rollcall  vote. 

Mr.  GLENN.  OK,  I  agree  with  that,  if 
we  have  the  agreement  that  if  we  lose 
on  the  voice  vote,  we  will  then  have  a 
record  rollcall  vote.  That  is  fine.  I 
trust  all  the  people  on  our  side  will  be 
in  good  voice. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  There  are  a  lot  of 
people  in  the  Chamber.  Only  Senators 
make  their  voices  heard  now.  None  of 
the  staff  votes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
is  no  objection,  the  yeas  and  nays  are 
vitiated.  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to 
the  amendment. 

The  amendment  (No.  4010)  was  re- 
jected. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4011 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  question  occurs 
on  agreeing  to  amendment  No.  4011  of 
the  Senator  from  Iowa,  Mr.  Harkin. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Senator  Hakkin  is 
up. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  am  not  sure  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  heard.  I  think  the  Chair  was 
asking  him  to  proceed.  The  next 
amendment  up  is  No.  23  on  my  list, 
which  is  No.  4011  by  Senator  Harion. 
The  Senator  has  30  seconds. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  This  is  Senator  Har- 
KiN's  amendment  now. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  What  happened  to  the 
vote  on  the  other  one? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  We  are  finished.  We 
have  done  it. 

Mr.  EXON.  To  answer  the  Senator's 
question,  it  was  turned  down  by  voice 
vote. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  I  see. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  divides  the  first  reconcili- 
ation bill.  All  this  amendment  does  is 
it  takes  welfare  reform  and  separates  it 
from  Medicaid  reform.  It  puts  welfare 
reform  in  the  first  reconciliation  bill. 
It  leaves  Medicaid  reform  in  the  second 
reconciliation  bill  so  that  we  can  have 
a  straight  vote  on  welfare  reform.  We 
should  pass  welfare  reform  in  this  Con- 
gress. We  should  and  we  can.  It  is  not 
likely  to  be  signed  if  it  has  a  con- 
troversial Medicaid  bill  attached  to  it. 
So  I  call  this  the  let-real-welfare-re- 
form-become-law  amendment. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator fi-om  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  will 
move  to  table  the  amendment  shortly. 


But  let  me  just  say  the  budget  resolu- 
tion has  a  first  reconciliation  bill  that 
will  include  welfare  reform  and  Medic- 
aid. This  amendment  strikes  the  Med- 
icaid from  that  reconciliation  bill  and 
puts  it  into  one  with  Medicare  and 
other  entitlements.  I  do  not  believe  we 
ought  to  do  that.  We  have  thought  it 
through  and  we  want  it  in  two  pieces. 
The  first  one  should  be  welfare  reform 
and  Medicaid. 

Therefore,  I  move  to  table  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  occurs  on  the  motion  to  table 
amiendment  No.  4011.  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Harkin]. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  EXON.  May  I  suggest  the  regular 
order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
ABRAHAM).  Are  there  any  other  Sen- 
ators in  the  Chamber  who  desire  to 
vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  60. 
nays  40.  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  144  Leg.] 
YEAS— 60 


Gramm 

McConoell 

Ashcroft 

Grams 

Moseley-Braon 

Bennett 

Graasley 

Moynlhan 

Bond 

Gregg 

Morkowski 

Brown 

Hatch 

Nickies 

Bums 

Batfleld 

Nonn 

CampbeU 

Helms 

Pnmiti 

Chafec 

HatchiaoQ 

Roth 

Coata 

Inhofe 

Santorum 

Cochivi 

Jeffords 

Shelby 

Cohen 

Kawfhanm 

Simon 

CoverdeU 

Kempthome 

Simpson 

Craig 

Kerrey 

Smith 

DAmato 

Kyi 

Snowe 

DeWine 

Lantenberg 

Specter 

Dole 

Leahy 

Stevens 

Domenlci 

Lott 

Thomas 

Falrcloth 

Lngar 

Thompaon 

Frtst 

Mack 

Thurmond 

Gorton 

McCain 
NAYS— W 

Wamer 

Akaka 

Exon 

Levin 

Baacos 

Feingold 

Lieberman 

Blden 

FeissteiD 

Miknlski 

Blngaman 

Ford 

Momr 

Boxer 

Glenn 

Pen 

Bradley 

Graham 

Pryor 

Bream 

Harkin 

Reid 

Bryan 

HefUn 

Robb 

Bumpers 

HolUngs 

RockefeUer 

Byrd 

Inouye 

Sarbanes 

Conrad 

Johnston 

Wellstone 

Daxrhle 

Kennedy 

Wyden 

Dodd 

Kerry 

Dorgan 

Kohl 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  4011)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  won- 
der if  Senator  Bumpers  will  be  willing 
to  proceed  with  his  second  of  sequen- 
tial amendments — the  one  on  the  fire- 
walls— now,  and  then  we  will  proceed 
immediately  to  the  other  amendment. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Which  one  do  you 
want  to  do  first? 
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Mr.  DOMENICI.  Firewalls. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  You  want  to  do  fire- 
walls first? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
it  be  in  order  for  Senator  Bumpers  to 
proceed  to  the  Bumpers-Simon  amend- 
ment No.  4014. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  I  have  been  preparing 
for  the  amendment  on  asset  sales.  We 
are  not  really  quite  ready  to  gro  to  fire- 
walls. Is  there  any  objection  to  going 
ahead  with  the  asset  sales? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  We  have  a  second-de- 
gree amendment  to  yours,  and  we  are 
now  checking  that  amendment  to 
make  sure  that  it  is  not  subject  to  a 
parliamentary  impediment.  If  it  is,  we 
will  try  to  repair  it,  and  we  do  not  have 
enough  time  to  repair  it  in  30  seconds. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  I  think  it  is  irrep- 
arable. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  If  the  Senator  will 
set  it  aside  and  take  firewalls.  If  you 
want,  I  can  explain  the  firewalls 
amendment  for  you. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  We  would  rather  like 
to  offer  the  asset  sales  first  and  then 
get  the  second  one  disposed  of  one  way 
or  the  other. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4013 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  is  one  that  we  have  voted 
on  a  number  of  times.  We  voted  twice 
last  year.  It  got  47  votes  the  first  time, 
it  got  49  votes  the  second  time.  It  sim- 
ply says,  you  cannot  sell  assets  of  the 
Federal  Gov^-nment  and  score  those 
assets  on  the  udget  deficit.  If  you  sold 
$130  billion  worth  of  Government  prop- 
erty today,  you  could  balance  the 
budget  this  year,  but  next  year  you  are 
going  to  have  the  same  budget  deficit 
you  had.  Rudolph  Penner,  Bob 
Reischauer  both  say  it  is  bad  policy.  It 
is  dishonest  budgeting.  We  ought  not 
to  be  doing  it.  From  1987  to  1995  we  spe- 
cifically provided  in  the  budget  resolu- 
tion that  we  would  not  score  asset 
sales. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  at 
least  we  can  get  this  body  to  vote  for 
honest  budgeting.  I  am  not  suggesting 
that  you  not  sell  assets.  I  have  voted 
one  asset  sale  this  year.  I  am  sasring, 
do  not  score  it.  It  reminds  me  of  the 
guy  that  came  home  from  the  office 
and  told  his  wife  he  had  a  great  day  at 
the  office.  She  said,  "What  happened?" 
He  said  he  sold  his  desk.  That  is  what 
we  are  doing  when  we  sell  the  assets 
and  put  it  on  the  deficit. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Senator  McCain  has 
an  amendment  for  himself  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4035  TO  AMENDMENT  NO.  «13 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
regarding  corporate  subsidies  and  to  pro- 
vide a  rule  that  would  prohibit  the  scoring 
of  proceeds  from  asset  sales  that  would 
lead  to  a  financial  loss  by  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment) 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  have  a 
second-degree  amendment  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  fitim  Artaona  [Mr.  McCain], 
for  himself  and  Mr.  Domenici,  proposes  an 
amendment  numbered  4035  to  amendment 
No.  4013. 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  read- 
ing of  the  amendment  be  dispensed 
with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

In  amendment  No.  4013.  strike  all  after  the 
first  word  and  insert  the  following: 
SEC    .   CORPORATE   SUBSIDIES   AND   SALE   OF 
GOVERNMENT  ASSETS. 

(a)  Corporate  Subsidies.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  functional  levels  and 
aergregates  in  this  budget  resolution  assume 
that: 

(1)  the  federal  budget  contains  tens  of  bil- 
lions of  dollars  in  payments,  beneflts  and 
programs  that  primarily  assist  profit-mak- 
ing enterprises  and  industries  rather  than 
provide  a  clear  and  compelling  public  inter- 
est; 

(2)  corporate  subsidies  can  provide  unfair 
competitive  advantages  to  certain  industries 
and  industry  segments; 

(3)  at  a  time  when  millions  of  Americans 
are  being  asked  to  sacrifice  in  order  to  bal- 
ance the  budget,  the  corporate  sector  should 
bear  its  share  of  the  burden. 

(4)  federal  payments,  benefits,  and  pro- 
grams which  predominantly  benefit  a  par- 
ticular industry  or  segment  of  an  industry, 
rather  than  provide  a  clear  and  compelling 
public  benefit,  should  be  reformed  or  termi- 
nated in  order  to  provide  additional  tax  re- 
lief, deficit  reduction,  or  to  achieve  the  sav- 
ings necessary  to  meet  this  resolution's  in- 
structions and  levels. 

(b)  Sale  of  Government  Assets.— 

(1)  Budgetary  Treatment.— 

(A)  In  general.— For  the  purjxjses  of  any 
concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  and  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974.  no 
amounts  realized  from  the  sale  of  an  asset 
shall  be  scored  with  respect  to  the  level  of 
budget  authority,  outlays,  or  revenues  if 
such  sale  would  cause  an  increase  in  the  defi- 
cit as  calculated  pursuant  to  subparagraph 
(B). 

(B)  Calculation  of  net  present  value.— 
The  deficit  estimate  of  an  asset  sale  shall  be 
the  net  present  value  of  the  cash  fiow  from: 

(i)  proceeds  from  the  asset  sale; 

(11)  future  receipts  that  would  be  expected 
from  continued  ownership  of  the  asset  by  the 
Government;  and, 

(ill)  expected  future  spending  by  the  Gov- 
ernment at  a  level  necessary  to  operate  and 
maintain  the  asset  to  generate  the  receipts 
estimated  pursuant  to  clause  (ii). 

(2)  DEFiNmoNS. — For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  term  'sale  of  an  asset'  shall  have 


the  same  meaning  as  under  section  250(c)(21) 
of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Defi- 
cit Control  Act  of  1985. 

(3)  Treatment  of  loan  assets.— For  the 
purpose  of  this  subsection,  the  sale  of  loan 
assets  or  the  prepayment  of  a  loan  shall  be 
governed  by  the  terms  of  the  Federal  Credit 
Reform  Act  of  1990. 

Mr.  McCain.  Mt.  President,  this 
amendment  expresses  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  on  an  issue  of  profound  impor- 
tance to  the  American  people — the  re- 
form and  elimination  of  undue  cor- 
porate subsidies  in  the  Federal  budget. 

The  amendment  finds  that  the  Fed- 
eral budget  contains  billions  of  dollars 
in  pasmients,  benefits  and  programs 
that  predominantly  assist  profit- 
making  enterprises  rather  than  provide 
a  clear  and  compelling  public  benefit. 
Such  largess  can  provide  unfair  com- 
petitive advantage  to  certain  indus- 
tries and  industry  segments  and  has 
become  an  enormous  drain  on  the 
Treasury. 

And,  the  amendment  expresses  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  Congress 
should  reform  or  terminate  such  pro- 
grams in  order  to  provide  additional 
tax  relief,  deficit  reductions,  or  achieve 
the  savings  necessary  to  meet  the  reso- 
lution's budget  instruction. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  asking  millions 
of  Americans— from  families  who  re- 
ceive food  stamps  to  our  men  and 
women  in  uniform — to  sacrifice  in 
order  to  stop  the  Nation's  fiscal  bleed- 
ing. 

As  a  matter  of  simple  fairness,  we 
have  a  moral  obligation  to  ensure  that 
corporate  interests  share  the  burden. 
The  Cato  and  Progressive  Policy  Insti- 
tutes, have  identified  125  Federal  pro- 
grams that  subsidize  industry  to  the 
tune  of  $85  billion  every  year,  and  PPI 
found  an  additional  $30  billion  in  tax 
loopholes  to  powerful  industries. 

The  public  cannot  understand  why 
we  continue  to  shell  out  billions  of  dol- 
lars in  subsidies  to  powerful  corporate 
interests,  when  we  simply  cannot  af- 
ford such  largess,  and  at  a  time  when 
many  corporate  CEO's  are  earning  bo- 
nuses that  resemble  the  budgets  of 
many  school  districts. 

Corporate  pork  cannot  be  justified  in 
such  an  environment  and  it  has  no 
place  in  a  diminishing  Federal  budget. 

Some  believe  that  corporate  pork  is  a 
thing  of  the  past.  Sadly  that  is  not  so. 
While  some  gains  were  made  this  year 
in  trimming  the  fat,  the  effort  was 
been  disappointingly  anemic. 

We  still  subsidize  the  overseas  adver- 
tising of  multimillion  dollar  companies 
through  the  Marketing  Promotion  Pro- 
gram; hundreds  of  millions  are  ear- 
marked for  imrequested  hometown 
military  construction  projects;  we  still 
coddle  wealthy  peanut  and  sugar  grow- 
ers with  anachronistic  production 
quotas  and  tariff  restrictions;  billions 
remain  in  the  pipeline  for  highway 
demonstration  projects  which  are  not 
even  considered  priorities  in  the  States 
where  they  will  be  built; 
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And  the  biggest  and  most  obscene  ex- 
ample, we  still  plan  to  give  away  bil- 
lions of  dollars  in  publicly  owned  elec- 
tromagnetic spectrum  to  affluent  com- 
munications companies;  and  that  list 
goes  on  and  on. 

Last  November,  I  offered  an  amend- 
ment along  with  Senator  Thompson 
and  others  to  eliminate  and  reform  12 
of  the  most  celebrated  and  egregious 
forms  of  corporate  pork  identified  by 
CATO  and  PPI.  The  fact  that  74  Sen- 
ators voted  against  the  amendment  is 
ample  testimony  to  the  problem. 

Mr.  President,  corporate  pork  wastes 
resources,  increases  the  deficit,  dis- 
torts markets  and  has  no  place  either 
in  a  free  market  economy  or  in  a  budg- 
et where  we  are  asking  millions  of 
Americans  to  sacrifice  for  the  good  of 
future  generations. 

As  the  Public  Policy  Institute  ob- 
served, "The  President  and  Congress 
can  break  the  current  impasse  and  sub- 
stantially reduce  both  spending  and 
projected  deficits  *  *  *  if  they  are  will- 
ing to  eliminate  or  reform  scores  of 
special  spending  programs  and  tax  pro- 
visions narrowly  targeted  to  subsidize 
influential  industries." 

"If  we  are  willing"?  That's  the  mil- 
lion dollar  question,  Mr.  President. 
This  amendment  will  determine  where 
the  Senate  stands  on  corporate  sub- 
sidies, and  will  serve  as  a  springboard 
to  make  the  changes  necessary  to  re- 
gain control  of  the  budget  and  restore 
the  public's  confidence  in  the  budget 
process. 

Mr.  President,  a  portion  of  this 
amendment  crafted  by  Senator  Domen- 
ici addresses  the  question  of  how  asset 
sales  should  be  treated  in  regard  to 
budget  scoring.  The  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  will  explain  that 
particular  language  in  his  remarks. 

I  thank  Senator  Domenict  and  I  urge 
all  Senators  to  support  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  President,  to  summarize,  this 
amendment  makes  two  changes  to  the 
Bumpers  asset  sales  amendment.  First, 
it  would  add  language  expressing  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  corporate  sub- 
sidles  should  be  reduced.  The  language 
states  we  should  eliminate  any  unjusti- 
fied corporate  subsidies  in  the  budget 
and  use  the  savings  for  deficit  reduc- 
tion and  tax  relief.  Second,  in  lieu  of 
the  Bumpers  amendment,  it  would  pro- 
hibit using  asset  sales  to  balance  the 
budget.  This  amendment  would  pro- 
hibit the  scoring  of  proceeds  from  asset 
sales  that  would  lead  to  a  financial  loss 
by  the  Federal  Government  over  the 
long  run. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  yield  30  seconds  to  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Arizona's  amendment  is 
not  the  worst  amendment  in  the  world. 
But  it  simply  does  not  address  the 
problem.  It  essentially  says  that  if  we 
are  going  to  sell  an  asset,  let  us  get 
fair  market   value.   That  is   not   the 


problem,  even  though  in  cases  it  has  a 
tendency  to  be  the  problem. 

But  the  problem  is  that  we  have  been 
proposing  around  here  to  sell  the 
PMA's.  If  you  have  a  power  marketing 
system  in  your  State,  there  has  been  a 
proposal  to  sell  it.  We  sold  one  in  Alas- 
ka, just  voted  to  sell  the  Uranium  En- 
richment Corporation.  There  have  been 
proposals  to  sell  Elk  Hills.  It  is  now  on 
the  block.  I  am  not  suggesting  we  are 
not  going  to  get  fair  market  value  for 
it,  even  though  we  will  not  because  it 
is  money — as  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
says,  the  amount  of  money  coming  in 
over  the  next  30  years  is  more  than  we 
are  going  to  get.  All  I  am  saying  is,  sell 
it  if  you  want  to,  put  it  on  infrastruc- 
ture; but  do  not  put  it  on  the  deficit 
when  you  have  to  come  back  next  year 
and  redress  it. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  for  at  least  rec- 
ognizing that  our  amendment  is  not 
the  worst  amendment  in  the  world.  We 
greatly  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  It  is  close. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  It  is  obvious  this 
amendment  is  a  good  amendment.  It 
says  asset  sales  cannot  cost  the  Gov- 
ernment over  time,  present  value  can- 
not cost  the  Treasury  any  money.  We 
think  that  is  a  good  rule.  We  hope  we 
adopt  it.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on 
the  McCain  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufiicient  second?  There  is  a  sufficient 
second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  occurs  on  agreeing  to  the 
McCain  second-degree  amendment  No. 
4035.  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered. The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd]  and 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
LlEBERMAN]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  98, 
nays  0,  as  follows: 

[Bollcall  Vote  No.  145  Leg.] 

YEAS— 96 


Abraham 

CampbeU 

Feinrold 

Akaka 

Chafee 

Feinitein 

Axbcroft 

Coau 

Ford 

Baacns 

Cochran 

Frist 

Bennett 

Cohen 

Glenn 

Biden 

Conrad 

Gorton 

BtTuraman 

CoTcrdell 

Graham 

Bond 

Craic 

Gramm 

Crams 

Bradley 

Daachle 

Granley 

Breaox 

DeWlne 

Grew 

Brown 

Dole 

HarUn 

Bryan 

Domenld 

Hatch 

Bompeis 

Dorian 

Hatfield 

Bonis 

Exon 

Heflin 

Byrd 

Faircloth. 

Helms 

HoUlnfs 

Lofar 

Roth 

Hutchison 

Mack 

Santonim 

Inhofe 

McCain 

Inonye 

McConneU 

Shelby 

Jeflords 

Miknlskl 

Simon 

Johnston 

Mowley-Braon 

Simpson 

Kasaebaum 

Moynlhan 

Smith 

Kempthome 

Morkowski 

Soowe 

Kennedy 

Murray 

Specter 

Kerrey 

NicUes 

Sterenz 

Kerry 

Nunc 

Thomas 

Kohl 

Pell 

Thompson 

Kyi 

PressJer 

Thurmond 

Lantenberf 

Pryor 

Warner 

I,e»liy 

Reid 

Wellstone 

Lenn 

Robb 

Wyden 

Lott 

RockefeUer 

NOT  VOTING— 2 

Dodd 

Lleberman 

The  amendment  (No.  4035)  was  agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4096  TO  AMENDMENT  NO.  4013,  AS 
AMENDED 

(Purpose:  To  restore  common  sense  to  the 

budget  rules  by  reversing  the  rule  change 

on  the  scoring  of  asset  sales) 

Mr.  BUMPERS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator ft-om  Arkansas. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  BxntP- 
ERS],  for  himself.  Mr.  Bradlet.  and  Mrs. 
MURRAY,  proposes  an  amendment  numbered 
4036  to  amendment  No.  4013.  as  amended. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

The  pending  amendment,  as  amended.  Is 
amended  by  adding  the  following: 

Not  withstanding  subsection  (1)  of  this 
amendment  regarding  the  sale  of  govern- 
ment assets,  the  sale  of  assets  shall  be  treat- 
ed as  follows: 

(1)  Budgetary  treatment.— For  purpoaes 
of  any  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget 
and  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974.  no 
amounts  realized  from  sales  of  assets  shall 
be  scored  with  respect  to  the  level  of  budget 
authority,  outlays,  or  revenues. 

(2)  DEFDJinoNS. — For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  term  "sale  of  an  asset"  shall  have 
the  same  meaning  as  under  section  250(cX21) 
of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Defi- 
cit Control  Act  of  1985. 

(3)  TREATMENT  OF   LOAN   ASSETS.— Por  the 

purposes  of  this  section,  the  sale  of  loan  as- 
sets or  the  prepayment  of  a  loan  shall  be 
governed  by  the  terms  of  the  Federal  Credit 
Reform  Act  of  1990. 

Mr.  DOMENICT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  srield?  I  would  like  to  an- 
nounce for  the  Senate— and  I  hope  Sen- 
ators will  listen. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate will  come  to  order. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  When  we  finish  this 
second-degree  amendment  by  Senator 
Bumpers,  which  we  will  start  very 
shortly,  there  will  be  no  further  votes 
tonight.   When  we   wrap  up  business 


12114 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  22,  1996 


today,  we  will  indicate  in  the  unani- 
mous consent  that  at  10  a.m.  in  the 
morning  we  will  begin  a  series  of  roll- 
call  votes  on  the  budget  resolution.  We 
believe  we  have  11  of  them.  We  will 
work  until  1  o'clock  and  have  a  recess 
for  1  hour,  retiim  at  2  o'clock  and  we 
will  be  finished  sometime  shortly 
thereafter.  By  that  time,  we  will  prob- 
ably be  down  to  three  or  four  amend- 
ments. 

That  is  what  we  have  agreed  to.  I  am 
not  putting  it  before  the  Senate  in  a 
consent,  but  I  thought  you  would  like 
to  know. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  will  be  happy  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  for  a  question. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate will  be  in  order. 

The  Senator  has  jrielded  for  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  ask  the  Senator  if  the 
McCain  amendment  we  have  adopted 
has  any  application  to  the  Bonneville 
power  administration  as  it  relates  to 
its  corporate  status. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  The  corporate  sub- 
sidies and  all  matters  related  thereto 
were  never  intended  to  relate  to  Bonne- 
ville. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  And/or  similar  proj- 
ects to  Bonneville. 

Mr.  BUMPERS  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  the  Senate 
for  the  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
know  everybody  wants  to  get  to  the 
party.  This  amendment,  the  second-de- 
gree amendment,  is  precisely  the  same 
amendment  as  my  first-degree  amend- 
ment which  was  taken  down  by  the 
McCain  amendment.  The  McCain 
amendment  does  one  thing  that  is 
good.  It  says  that  you  cannot  sell  an 
asset  for  less  than  its  net  present 
value,  but  that  does  not  affect  an  asset 
like  a  national  park  that  has  no  in- 
come stream.  And  second,  let  me  re- 
peat, Rudolph  Penner  and  Bob 
Reischauer,  two  of  the  most  respected 
directors  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  we  have  ever  had,  said  it  is  ter- 
rible policy  to  score  asset  sales  on  the 
budget  deficit. 

Please  vote  yea  on  my  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired.  The  Senator 
flrom  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  The  Senate  over- 
whelmingly voted  to  substitute  this 
amendment.  We  voted  for  it.  There  is 
no  use  going  back  and  undoing  what  we 
have  done  by  another  amendment.  So  I 
move  to  table  the  Bumpers  amendment 
and  ask  for  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  table  the  Bumpers  amendment  No. 
4036.  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered. The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd]  and 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
LiEBERMAN]  axe  necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  52, 
nays  46,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  146  Leg.] 
YEAS— 52 


Gorton 

McCain 

Ashcroft 

Gramm 

.McConnell 

Bennett 

Grams 

Murkowski 

Bond 

Grassley 

Nickles 

Brown 

Grere 

Pressler 

Barns 

Hatch 

Roth 

Campbell 

HaUield 

Santorum 

ChaXee 

Hemn 

Shelby 

Coats 

Helms 

Simpson 

Cochran 

Hutchison 

Smith 

CovenleU 

Inhofe 

Snowe 

Craig 

Jeffords 

Stevens 

D'Amato 

Kassebaom 

Thomas 

DeWine 

Kempthome 

Thompson 

Dole 

Kj-1 

Thurmond 

Domenici 

Lott 

Warner 

Falrcloth 

Lugar 

Frist 

Made 

NAYS— 16 

Akaka 

Feinstein 

Moseley-Braon 

Baucus 

Ford 

Moynlhan 

Blden 

Glenn 

Murray 

Bln£:aman 

Graham 

Nonn 

Boxer 

Harkin 

PeU 

Bradley 

HoUinrs 

Piyor 

Breaoz 

Inouye 

Reid 

Bryan 

Johnston 

Robb 

Bumpers 

Kennedy 

RnokefeUer 

Byrd 

Kerrey 

Sarbanes 

Cohen 

Kerry 

Simon 

Conrad 

Kohl 

Specter 

Daschle 

Lautenberg 

Wellstone 

Dorsfan 

Leahy 

Wyden 

Ezon 

Levin 

Feingold 

Mlkulski 

NOT  VOTING-2 

Dodd 

Lieberman 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  4036)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4013.  AS  AMENDED 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  occurs  on  amendment  No. 
4013,  as  amended. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  underlsring  amend- 
ment, as  amended,  be  agreed  to,  and 
the  motion  to  reconsider  be  laid  upon 
the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  (No.  4013),  as  amend- 
ed, was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  today  we 
continue  our  important  quest  to  free 


the  children  of  this  country  from  an 
enormous  burden  of  debt;  we  can  start 
to  free  up  the  Federal  Government 
from  the  compounding  interest  i)ay- 
ments  that  threaten  our  fiscal  future. 
The  vote  today  is  a  very  important 
one.  It  shows  whether  we  are  deter- 
mined to  balance  the  budget  in  a  mean- 
ingful and  attainable  way,  or  whether 
we  want  to  see  business  as  usual  in  the 
Federal  Government. 

Mr.  President,  the  problem  of  lower- 
ing the  deficit  is  not  a  new  one.  We  got 
to  this  point  over  a  period  of  40  years. 
Over  the  last  30  years,  we  have  seen  a 
clear  and  uninterrupted  trend  of  in- 
creasing deficits.  Durinr  the  1960's, 
deficits  averaged  $6  billioi;  per  year.  In 
the  1970's,  deficits  averaged  $36  billion 
per  year.  In  the  1980's,  they  climbed  to 
$156  billion  per  year.  It  doesn't  stop 
there,  in  the  1990's,  so  far,  deficits  have 
averaged  $259  billion  per  year. 

I  think  there  is  plenty  of  blame  to 
share  among  all  the  Members  of  Con- 
gress and  all  the  U.S.  Presidents  during 
these  decades  of  debt  buildup.  The 
Vietnam  war,  the  rise  in  entitlements, 
the  creation  of  new  agencies  and  roles 
of  Government— all  of  these  and  other 
factors  contributed  to  the  budget  mess 
we  are  in  today. 

But.  today,  Mr.  President,  the  ques- 
tion is  not  so  much  how  we  got  in  the 
hole,  but  how  we  get  out. 

Today.  Mr.  President,  we  can  only 
lay  blame  on  those  who  do  not  supjwrt 
a  plan  to  balance  the  budget  by  the 
year  2002  and  utilizing  real  numbers. 
Today,  we  have  an  opportunity  to 
begin  the  process  of  addressing  our  def- 
icit head-on  and  setting  our  country  on 
the  road  to  a  balanced  budget. 

Mr.  President,  the  taxpayers  pay  for 
the  deficits  the  Federal  Government 
keeps  running  up.  Every  year  the  hard- 
working Americans  work  to  pay  for  our 
fiscal  irresponsibility.  But,  the  hurt 
from  our  spending  does  not  stop  there. 
The  ones  who  are  going  to  bear  the 
brunt  of  this  debt  are  our  children  and 
grandchildren.  A  child  bom  today  will 
pay  $187,000  in  taxes  throughout  his  or 
her  lifetime  just  to  pay  the  interest  on 
the  debt  our  annual  deficit  spending 
has  amassed. 

This  debt  amounts  to  roughly  $18,500 
per  person  today  with  annual  interest 
charges  exceeding  $2,575  per  taxpayer. 
This  is  not  right. 

Mr.  President,  balancing  the  budget 
will  help  to  lighten  this  burden  on  our 
families,  and  most  importantly,  on  our 
children  and  grandchildren.  It  will  take 
a  long  time  to  pay  off  a  $4.9  trillion 
debt.  But,  by  voting  on  a  resolution  to 
balance  the  budget  by  2002.  we  can  at 
least  begin  the  process.  And,  we  can 
face  the  dawn  of  a  new  century  with  a 
renewed  commitment  to  fiscal  respon- 
sibility. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  that  almost  all 
of  us  theoretically  agree  that  we  must 
balance  the  budget.  And,  clearly,  the 
debate  involves  setting  priorities.  But, 
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the  real  test  is  one  of  political  will. 
Not  one  of  us  is  going  to  get  his  or  her 
own  way  on  everything  in  this  budget 
resolution.  But,  the  larger  issue  still 
looms.  Are  we  determined  to  balance 
the  budget?  Are  we  willing  to  com- 
promise a  little  here  and  there  for 
achievement  of  a  goal  that  has  been 
eluding  us  for  decades? 

We  must  use  reliable  data.  Using  rosy 
estimates  and  forecasts  may  make  the 
job  of  Federal  budgeting  easier  for  us 
and  for  the  President,  but  it  won't 
work.  When  I  commute  to  the  Hill  in 
the  morning,  I  can  estimate  that  it  will 
take  me  5  minutes.  But,  that  estimate 
won't  make  me  on  time. 

We  need  to  use  conservative,  real-life 
estimates  of  what  the  economy  is  going 
to  look  like  in  the  future  so  we  adopt 
reasonable  policies  to  efficiently  react 
to  the  economic  environment  of  the  fu- 
ture. 

The  difi"erence  between  the  Repub- 
lican budget  resolution  and  the  budget 
submitted  by  President  Clinton  is  what 
it  gives  to  the  American  people.  The 
Republican  bill  lowers  the  cost  of  Gov- 
ernment, keeps  the  Medicare  trust  fund 
solvent  longer,  contains  attainable 
spending  control,  and  allows  the  Amer- 
ican people  to  keep  more  of  their  hard- 
earned  money. 

Many  of  my  colleagues  have  com- 
plained about  the  control  we  put  on 
spending  in  this  legislation.  I  can  only 
say  to  them  that  if  we  do  not  do  it  now, 
the  pain  will  be  even  greater  later  on. 
What  will  we  tell  seniors  when  their 
savings  are  devoured  by  inflation? 
What  will  we  tell  our  kids  in  just  a  few 
years  when  a  greater  share  of  our  an- 
nual budget  is  allocated  to  debfc  service 
than  to  domestic  programs  such  as 
education  or  public  health? 

Mr.  President,  this  is  where  the  rub- 
ber meets  the  road.  Do  we  continue  to 
hide  behind  business  as  usual,  using 
rosy  estimates  and  gimmicks?  Do  we 
front-load  spending  on  all  the  popular 
programs  in  the  first  few  years  and 
back-end  all  the  serious  reductions 
into  the  last  2  years?  That  strategy  ob- 
viously appeals  to  P>resident  Clinton 
since  that  is  the  basic  idea  in  his  budg- 
et. Personally,  I  see  no  virtue  in  post- 
poning the  inevitable.  The  deficit  can- 
cer will  not  cure  itself  if  we  ignore  it 
longer. 

I.  for  one.  am  not  willing  to  leave  the 
future  of  this  country  to  the  status 
quo.  I  believe  that  the  most  important 
thing  we  can  do  is  continue  to  move 
down  the  road  to  fiscal  responsibility.  I 
want  to  commend  Senator  Domenict 
and  my  colleagues  on  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee. Having  served  on  the  Budget 
CoRunittee.  I  am  well  aware  of  the  dif- 
ficulty in  bringing  a  budget  resolution 
to  the  Senate  floor,  let  alone  one  that 
is  honest,  straightforward,  and  gets  the 
job  done.  I  join  in  supporting  this  budg- 
et resolution. 


MAINTAINING  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  AGENCY 
FIELD  REPRESENTATIVES 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  that  the  Senate  has  adopted 
my  amendment  on  the  Economic  De- 
velopment Administration.  This 
amendment  calls  for  the  EDA  to  place 
high  priority  on  maintaining  field- 
based  economic  development  represent- 
atives and  requests  reconsideration  of 
those  staff  and  offices  that  are  now 
slated  to  be  terminated  and  closed  as 
part  of  the  EDA's  recent  reduction  in 
force. 

Mr.  President,  I  support  the  Eco- 
nomic Development  Administration's 
efforts  over  the  last  30  years  in  New 
Mexico.  Recently,  New  Mexico  has 
moved  from  48th  to  47th  place  in  the 
Nation  in  terms  of  per  capita  personal 
income.  New  Mexico,  in  terms  of  export 
sector  growth,  has  been  first  in  the  Na- 
tion for  the  last  5  years.  While  I  don't 
wish  to  imply  that  the  EDA  has  di- 
rectly caused  all  of  these  changes.  I  do 
believe  that  the  EDA  has  played  a  vital 
role  in  helping  to  nurture  economic  ac- 
tivity in  areas  of  New  Mexico  that 
might  not  otherwise  have  made  the 
sort  of  efforts  that  are  now  underway. 

The  Economic  Development  Adminis- 
tration is  not  designed  to  help  urban 
areas  further  develop.  Rather,  EDA's 
mission  is  to  nurture  economic  com- 
petence and  help  seed  economic  activ- 
ity in  nonurban  regions  of  the  Nation, 
particularly  in  economically  disadvan- 
taged communities.  The  EDA  does  a 
great  many  things  that  have  been  im- 
portant in  New  Mexico  and  around  the 
Nation  including  the  promotion  of  in- 
dustrial park  development,  business  in- 
cubators, water  and  sewer  system  im- 
provements, vocational  and  technical 
training  facilities,  technical  assistance 
and  capacity  building  for  local  govern- 
ments, economic  adjustment  strate- 
gies, revolving  loan  funds  and  other 
projects  which  the  private  sector  has 
nor  generated  or  will  not  generate 
without  some  assistance  from  the  Gov- 
ernment. 

The  Economic  Development  Adminis- 
tration maintains  six  regional  offices 
which  oversee  staff  that  are  designated 
field-based  representatives.  These  re- 
gional offices  are  located  in  the  urban 
areas  of  Austin,  Seattle,  Denver,  At- 
lanta. Philadelphia,  and  Chicago,  but 
most  of  the  field  representatives  are  lo- 
cated in  the  States  that  they  cover. 

The  budget  that  Congress  finally  ap- 
proved for  the  EDA  in  1996  capped  sala- 
ries and  expenses  at  $20  million,  which 
represents  a  37-percent  reduction  from 
fiscal  year  1995  levels.  The  new  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  Economic  Develop- 
ment, Dr.  Phillip  Singerman.  has  cer- 
tainly had  very  difficult  staffing  deci- 
sions to  make  in  leading  a  reduction- 
in-foree  process  to  bring  the  staffing 
level  down  to  what  the  budget  would 
allow.  I  know  that  this  has  been  a  pain- 
ful, difficult  process,  and  I  appreciate 
the  letter  from  Dr.  Singerman  on  May 


6  announcing  the  termination  of  our 
New  Mexico-based  economic  develop- 
ment representative  in  which  he  wrote 
that  New  Mexico  would  continue  to  get 
his  personal  attention. 

My  problem  today  is  not  with  Dr. 
Singerman's  intent.  I  know  that  he  has 
tried  to  cut  staff  from  all  parts  of 
EDA— including  approximately  18  posi- 
tions from  the  Washington  head- 
quarters. My  concern  is  that  while  Dr. 
Singerman  and  the  EDA  might  have 
every  intent  of  covering  New  Mexico, 
they  will  not  be  on  the  ground  working 
on  a  regular  basis  with  communities 
that  do  need  and  have  benefited  from 
contact  with  a  field-based  economic  de- 
velopment representative. 

The  Washington  headquarters  of  EDA 
is  about  2.000  miles  from  New  Mexico, 
and  the  Austin  regional  office  which 
oversees  New  Mexico  is  approximately 
700  miles  from  Santa  Fe.  There  is  no 
doubt  that  the  communities  of  New 
Mexico  that  have  been  pulling  them- 
selves together  and  generating  much 
needed  economic  infrastructure  are 
losing  a  very  important  resource  be- 
cause of  the  EDA's  decision  to  shut 
down  our  local  office. 

The  States  that  are  losing  field  rep- 
resentative coverage  include  New  Mex- 
ico. Arizona,  Nevada,  North  Dakota, 
Oklahoma,  Illinois,  Indiana.  Maine. 
Connecticut,  Rhode  Island.  Mississippi, 
and  North  Carolina.  Among  these.  New 
Mexico  ranks  47th  in  per  capita  per- 
sonal income  in  the  Nation.  Oklahoma 
ranks  46th.  Mississippi  is  about  49th. 
North  Dakota  is  42d,  Arizona  35th, 
Maine  34th.  and  North  Carolina  33d. 

In  Dr.  Singerman's  letter  to  me,  as 
well  as  to  some  of  my  other  Senate  col- 
leagues, he  stated  that  the  decision  to 
cut  these  positions  or  to  not  replace  re- 
tiring personnel  was  based  on  such  cri- 
teria as  "local  need."  The  States  I  have 
mentioned  certainly  rank  high  in  the 
need  category. 

While  the  EDA  was  closing  down  the 
New  Mexico  EDA  office,  it  was  bolster- 
ing the  Austin  Regional  Office  with 
personnel  from  Washington,  DC.  To 
make  matters  worse.  Texas  is  one  of 
the  few  States  in  the  Nation  with  two 
field-based  representatives,  both  of 
whom  work  out  of  the  Austin  office, 
and  neither  of  these  positions  was  cut. 
Oklahoma  and  New  Mexico  both  lost 
their  field  representatives  in  this  proc- 
ess, and  I  think  that  this  just  runs 
counter  to  Economic  Development  Ad- 
ministration's mission. 

Many  of  the  most  recognizable  places 
in  New  Mexico,  and  many  of  our  most 
ambitious  efforts  to  improve  our  econ- 
omy have  been  brought  to  life  through 
the  efforts  of  Jim  Swearingen  and  the 
Santa  Fe  EDA  office.  During  the  30 
years  of  EDA  operation  in  New  Mexico, 
the  EDA  office  has  provided  millions  of 
dollars  of  Federal  assistance  toward 
economic  development  projects  includ- 
ing Albuquerque's  KIMO  Theater,  the 
Sweeney  Convention  Center  in  Santa 
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Fe.  the  Mesilla  Plaza,  the  Taos  Plaza, 
the  UNM  Technology  Commercializa- 
tion Center,  the  Carlsbad  Advanced 
Manufacturing  Training  Center,  the  In- 
dian Pueblo  Cultural  Center,  and  nu- 
merous other  projects.  So  far  this  year. 
EDA  has  provided  $400,000  for  infra- 
structure supporting  Fort  Sumner's 
Cheese  Factory  Project,  $1  million  for 
a  business  incubator  in  Farmington, 
and  $4.5  million  for  the  Crownpoint  In- 
stitute of  Technology  in  Crownpoint. 
Jim  Swearingen  has  served  New  Mexico 
for  24  years — and  is  a  ijerson  widely  re- 
spected in  my  State.  He  has  made  a 
great  difference. 

I  strongly  believe  that  the  EDA  needs 
to  keep  its  field  representatives  out 
with  the  people  and  communities  it 
serves.  I  am  pleased  that  there  was 
strong  bipartisan  agreement  in  the 
Senate  that  the  EIDA  should  reconsider 
the  nature  of  its  current  reduction-in- 
force  and  should  make  field  representa- 
tion one  of  its  highest  priorities. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

THE  NOMINATION  OF  COL.  JOSEPH 
T.  MURPHY  TO  BE  A  BRIGADIER 
GENERAL  IN  THE  U.S.  ARMY  NA- 
TIONAL GUARD 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
delighted  that  the  Senate  has  given  its 
approval  to  the  nomination  of  Col.  Jo- 
seph T.  (Tim)  Murphy  to  be  a  brigadier 
general  in  the  U.S.  Army  National 
Guard.  He  has  faithfully  served  in  the 
South  Dakota  Army  National  Guard 
for  more  than  25  years  and  currently 
serves  as  the  State's  assistant  adjutant 
general. 

I  have  had  the  honor  and  pleasure  of 
working  with  Tim  Murphy  on  a  number 
of  National  Guard  issues  over  the  years 
and  have  been  continually  impressed 
by  his  commitment  and  dedication.  He 
has  been  an  outstanding  advocate  for 
the  South  Dakota  National  Guard  and 
has  served  his  State  and  country  with 
the  utmost  integrity. 

Considering  the  excellent  leadership 
that  he  has  provided,  it  is  easy  to  un- 
derstand why  the  South  Dakota  Na- 
tional Guard  has  been  so  successful. 
Just  recently,  for  instance,  the  854th 
Engineer  Company  in  Mobridge  and 
Lemmon,  SD  won  the  1995  National 
Guard's  Itschner  Award  for  the  most 
outstanding  engineer  company  in  the 
Active  Army,  Army  Reserve,  and  the 
Army  National  Guard.  This  is  the  fifth 
time  during  the  past  20  years  that  a 
South  Dakota  National  Guard  unit  has 
won  the  prestigious  award. 

I  have  a  great  deal  of  respect  and  ad- 
miration for  Tim  Muirphy  and  am  con- 
vinced that  his  nomination  is  well  de- 
served and  long  overdue.  I  would  like 
to  take  this  opportunity  to  review 
some  of  the  highlights  of  his  distin- 
guished career  in  the  South  Dakota 
Army  National  Guard. 

Tim  Murphy  enlisted  in  the  South 
Dakota   Army   National    Guard   upon 


graduating  from  Brookings  High 
School  in  1960.  He  subsequently  at- 
tended the  South  Dakota  Military 
Academy  officer  candidate  school  and 
was  commissioned  a  second  lieutenant 
in  1965.  In  the  same  year,  he  served  as 
a  full-time  technician  and  administra- 
tive officer  for  the  139th  Transpor- 
tation Battalion  in  Brookings.  In  1971. 
he  was  selected  as  the  first  recruiting 
and  retention  manager  for  South  Da- 
kota. 

During  his  tenure  with  the  South  Da- 
kota Army  National  Guard,  Tim  Mur- 
phy served  in  many  other  capacities. 
As  his  extensive  biography  indicates, 
he  was  a  maintenance  officer,  a  person- 
nel officer,  and  an  assistant  operations 
training  officer.  He  was  also  the  129th 
Public  Affairs  Detachment  commander 
and  the  South  Dakota  State  Area  Com- 
mand recruiting  and  induction  officer. 
In  addition,  he  served  as  the  plans,  op- 
erations and  military  support  officer; 
the  director  of  personnel;  and  the  di- 
rector of  logistics. 

Tim  Murphy  was  promoted  to  colonel 
in  1984.  Five  years  later,  he  entered  ac- 
tive duty  and  became  the  U.S.  Prop- 
erty and  Fiscal  Officer  for  South  Da- 
kota. In  1991,  he  became  the  chief  of 
staff  for  the  South  Dakota  Army  Na- 
tional Guard  at  Camp  Rapid  in  Rapid 
City,  SD.  He  maintained  that  position 
until  he  was  promoted  to  assistant  ad- 
jutant general  earlier  this  year. 

In  addition  to  the  many  assignments 
that  he  has  held  in  the  Army  National 
Guard,  Tim  Murphy  has  also  earned 
numerous  military  awards  and  decora- 
tions. He  has  received  the  Meritorious 
Service  Medal  with  four  oak  leaf  clus- 
ters, the  Army  Commendation  Medal 
with  two  oak  leaf  clusters,  and  the  Air 
Force  Commendation  Medal. 

Tim  Murphy  also  eaimed  the  National 
Defense  Service  Ribbon,  the  Army  Re- 
serve Component  Achievement  Medal 
with  three  oak  leaf  clusters,  and  the 
Army  Service  Ribbon.  In  addition,  he 
received  the  Armed  Forces  Reserve 
Medal  with  XX  device,  the  Overseas 
Training  Ribbon,  the  National  Guard 
Bureau  Eagle  Award,  and  a  Master  Avi- 
ator Badge. 

I  congratulate  Tim  on  his  nomina- 
tion to  be  a  brigadier  general  in  the 
Army  National  Guard.  As  I  mentioned, 
his  nomination  is  well  deserved  and 
long  overdue.  I  wish  him  and  his  wife, 
Carol,  the  very  best  and  hope  their  fu- 
ture is  filled  with  good  health  and  hap- 
piness. 
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IKE  AND  DUCKWORTH 
Mr.  STEVENS.  Madam  President,  in 
the  Wall  Street  Journal  yesterday 
there  was  an  article  entitled  "They 
Also  Served  Who  Bark  and  Sniff."  I 
think  perhaps  some  Members  of  the 
Senate  may  have  missed  this.  Since  to- 
night is  the  night  we  honor  President 
Eisenhower,  I  urge  all  Members  to  read 
this  very  touching  story  about  a  small 


dog  that  was  a  mascot  to  the  Air  Corps 
in  World  War  n  and  what  Ike  did  about 
that. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  this  ar- 
ticle be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Wall  Street  Journal,  May  20.  1996] 
THEY  ALSO  Served  Who  Bark  and  Sniff 

(By  Frank  Whitsitt) 
Time  has  run  out  on  World  War  II  anniver- 
sary stories,  but  there's  an  overlooked  one, 
about  a  greneral  and  a  dog.  It  came  to  light 
in  a  recent  exhibit  at  the  Eisenhower  Li- 
brary, In  Abilene,  Kan.,  that  showed  what 
animals — either  as  beasts  of  burden  or  as 
mascots— have  meant  to  the  armed  forces, 
which  we  honor  today,  Armed  Forces  Day. 

Three  young  Army  fliers  were  inseparable 
during  their  World  War  n  training  in  Florida 
until  the  day  one  of  them,  Bostonian  John 
Stuart  Duckworth  II,  was  transferred  to 
Texas.  His  pals.  Richard  East  of  New  York 
and  Harold  Taff  of  Indiana,  went  hunting  for 
a  squadron  mascot  to  name  for  Duckworth. 
At  a  city  pound  In  St.  Petersburg,  they 
plucked  off  death  row  a  small,  black-and- 
white  springer  spaniel  with  an  irresistible 
way  of  cocking  his  head. 

Duckworth  the  dog  flew  a  lot  of  bombing 
missions  in  Northwest  Africa.  He  was  always 
the  first  off  after  the  bomber  rolled  to  a  stop. 
He'd  head  for  the  landing  gear's  left  wheel 
and  do  what's  expected  of  a  dog  cooped  up  for 
hours.  When  Lts.  East  and  Taff  switched  to 
fighter  planes,  the  mascot  was  grounded. 
Nonetheless,  he  would  patiently  await  one  or 
the  other's  return. 

But  the  day  came— April  4.  1943— when  Lt. 
East  did  not  come  back.  He  was  listed  as 
missing  in  action  until  Allied  forces  found 
the  wreckage  of  his  plane  when  they  moved 
into  Tunis.  Lt.  Taff  took  the  loss  hard.  Dick 
East  had  been  the  best  man  at  his  wedding. 
And  it  took  some  time  for  Duckworth  to  re- 
alize that  Lt.  East  would  never  fly  back  into 
his  life.  For  days  he  had  waited  at  the  air- 
field, his  excitement  over  each  landing  fad- 
ing when  someone  other  than  Lt.  East 
deplaned.  But  the  dog  still  had  Lt.  Taff,  and 
Lt.  Taff  still  had  Duckworth. 

Unaware  of  this  relationship,  Lt.  East's  fa- 
ther, Bion  R.  East  of  the  Columbia  Univer- 
sity medical  faculty,  wrote  Gen.  Dwight  Ei- 
senhower, asking  if  the  dog  could  be  sent  to 
him  and  the  grieving  mother. 

Ike  directed  that  every  effort  be  made  to 
do  so.  Duckworth  was  put  aboard  a  plane  to 
start  the  journey  to  the  States.  But  Ike  was 
soon  notified  that  a  flier  named  Taff  was 
heartbroken  over  losing  the  dog  and  was  re- 
maining with  the  plane  until  it  took  off. 
Putting  military  morale  first.  Ike  wrote  Dr. 
East  of  his  decision  to  return  the  dog  to  Lt. 
Taff.  Then  Ike  shared  with  Dr.  East  what  his 
own  dog  meant  to  him.  Ike's  words  may  ex- 
plain why  he  interrupted  his  rather  impor- 
tant job  of  kicking  the  Nazis  out  of  Africa 
merely  because  of  the  friendship  between  a 
man  and  his  dog: 

"The  friendship  of  a  dog  is  precious.  It  be- 
comes even  more  so  when  one  is  so  far  re- 
moved from  home  as  we  are  in  Africa.  I  have 
a  Scottie.  In  him  I  find  consolation  and  di- 
version. For  me  he  is  the  one  'person'  to 
whom  I  can  talk  without  the  conversation 
turning  back  to  the  war.  Duckworth  is  per- 
forming a  patriotic  service.  I  am  confident 
you  will  view  the  situation  similarly  despite 
the  natural  desire  to  have  this  close  compan- 
ion of  your  gallant  son." 
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Dr.  East  wrote  Lt.  Taff,  apologizing  for 
nearly  separating  him  and  Duckworth,  and 
asked.  "When  you  have  returned  to  your  wife 
and  family,  would  you  consider  letting  us 
keep  him?"  So  Duckworth  stayed,  and  the 
war  went  on. 

Young  Lt.  Taff,  daring,  skillful  and  lucky, 
survived  nearly  100  missions.  His  command- 
ers decided  he  had  given  enough  and  sent 
him  home.  The  squadron  agreed  that 
Duckworth  should  accompany  him.  that  the 
dog.  too,  had  gone  the  extra  mile.  Three  days 
after  their  departure.  Dr.  East  got  a  call 
from  Chicago.  "This  is  Harold  Taff,  came  the 
words.  "I've  brought  Duckworth  home  to  you 
and  Mrs.  East." 

The  Easts'  Plainfield,  NJ.,  residence  was 
not  the  home  Lt.  East  grew  up  in.  When  he 
entered  the  house,  Duckworth  was  casual 
until  he  reached  a  room  where  the  Easts  has 
placed  their  son's  possessions.  He  became  ex- 
cited, jumping  on  the  son's  bed.  Then  he 
sniffed  out  the  clothing  and  uniforms  in  the 
closet.  His  every  action  confirmed  that  this 
room  would  be  his.  And  so  it  was  the  rest  of 
his  days. 

A  couple  of  years  later  Dwight  Eisenhower 
came  to  Columbia  for  a  convocation  honor- 
ing World  War  II  leaders.  Dr.  East  got  a 
chance  to  greet  Ike.  "General,  do  you  re- 
member Duckworth?"  he  asked.  The  quick 
Eisenhower  grin  showed  that  he  did.  "You 
must  be  Dr.  East,"  he  said.  "I'd  sure  like  to 
meet  that  dog." 

While  Ike  and  Duckworth  did  not  meet  on 
the  first  occasion,  there  were  opportunities 
to  do  so  after  the  general  became  president 
of  Columbia  in  1948.  What  a  fitting  capstone 
it  would  have  made  for  the  little  wartime 
morale  booster  had  Ike  and  he  become  good 
friends  at  Columbia.  But  Dr.  East's  seven 
typewritten  pages  about  Ike  and  Duckworth, 
filed  in  the  university's  archives,  are  silent 
on  that  possibility. 


HONORING  JOHN  R.  FOX 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  as  we 
near  the  honoring  of  all  our  Nation's 
veterans  through  the  celebration  of 
Memorial  Day.  I  would  like  to  bring 
special  attention  to  a  World  War  n 
Army  veteran  from  Boston.  MA.  On 
Christmas  Day.  1944.  1st  Lt.  John  R. 
Fox  volunteered  to  serve  as  an  artil- 
lery forward  observer  in  the  village  of 
Sommocolonia,  in  the  Serchio  Valley, 
Italy.  The  following  morning,  trapped 
In  a  church  steeple.  Fox  radioed  his 
command  to  ask  for  artillery  fire  on 
his  own  position.  No  one  at  the  artil- 
lery battalion  command  had  ever  heard 
such  a  request.  They  radioed  back  for 
clarification.  John  Fox  answered, 
"There  are  hundreds  of  them  coming. 
Put  everything  you've  got  on  my  ob- 
servation post." 

Mr.  President,  this  is  one  of  the  most 
incredible  acts  of  heroism  about  which 
I  have  ever  heard.  John  Fox  literally 
made  the  decision  to  sacrifice  his  life 
for  his  country.  He  has,  along  with  six 
other  African  American  soldiers  from 
World  War  n,  been  nominated  for  our 
Nation's  highest  honor,  the  Medal  of 
Honor.  I  would  like  to  pay  tribute  here 
not  only  to  Lieutenant  Fox,  but  to  all 
black  veterans  from  all  American  wars. 
Our  great  country  will  always  be  in 
debt  to  all  the  men  and  women  who 


have  given  or  risked  their  lives  for  the 
preservation  of  freedom.  It  is  long  past 
time  that  we  properly  honor  those 
whose  remarkable  patriotism  and  sac- 
rifices have  not  previously  received  the 
respect  and  attention  they  deserve.  I 
am  thankful  that  on  this  Memorial 
Day  the  proper  steps  finally  are  being 
taken  to  accomplish  that. 


THE  VERY  BAD  DEBT  BOXSCORE 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  at  the 
close  of  business  Tuesday,  May  21,  1996, 
the  Federal  debt  stood  at 
$5,115,827,182,802.62. 

On  a  per  capita  basis,  every  man. 
woman  and  child  in  America  owes 
$19,312.52  as  his  or  her  share  of  that 
debt. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Thomas,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session  the  Presiding 
Officer  laid  before  the  Senate  messages 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States  submitting  sundry  nominations 
which  were  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services. 

(The  nominations  received  today  are 
printed  at  the  end  of  the  Senate  pro- 
ceedings.) 


REPORT  OF  THE  COMMODITY 
CREDIT  CORPORATION  FOR  FIS- 
CAL YEAR  1994— MESSAGE  FROM 
THE  PRESIDENT— PM  148 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be- 
fore the  Senate  the  following  message 
flrom  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  together  with  an  accompanying 
report;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and 
Forestry: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  13,  Public  Law  806,  80th  Con- 
gress (15  U.S.C.  714k),  I  transmit  here- 
with the  rei)ort  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  fiscal  year  1994. 
William  J.  Clinton. 
The  white  House.  May  22, 1996. 


REPORT  OF  THE  NATIONAL 
SCIENCE  FOUNDATION  FOR  FIS- 
CAL YEARS  1994  AND  1995— MES- 
SAGE FROM  THE  PRESIDENT— 
PM  149 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be- 
fore the  Senate  the  following  message 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  together  with  an  accompanying 
report;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

As  required  by  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 3(f)  of  the  National  Science  Foun- 


dation Act  of  1950.  as  amended  (42 
U.S.C.  1862(0).  I  transmit  herewith  the 
combined  annual  reports  of  the  Na- 
tional Science  Foundation  for  fiscal 
years  1994  and  1995. 

William  J.  Clinton. 
THE  White  House.  May  22, 1996. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

ENROLLED  BILL  SIGNED 

At  11:58  a.m..  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Mr.  Hays,  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  Speaker  has  signed 
the  following  enrolled  bill: 

H.R.  2066.  An  act  to  amend  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  to  provide  greater  flexibil- 
ity to  schools  to  meet  the  Dietary  Guidelines 
for  Americans  under  the  school  lunch  and 
school  breakfast  programs. 

The  enrolled  bill  was  signed  subse- 
quently by  the  President  pro  tempore 
[Mr.  Thurmond]. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  has  passed  the  following  bills,  in 
which  it  requests,  the  concurrence  of 
the  Senate: 

H.R.  1009.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Lloyd  B. 
Gamble. 

H.R.  1483.  An  act  to  amend  title  38.  United 
States  Code  to  allow  revision  of  veterans 
benefits  decisions  based  on  clear  and  unmis- 
takable error. 

H.R.  2765.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Rocco  A. 
Trecosta 

H.R.  3373.  An  act  to  amend  title  38.  United 
States  Code,  to  improve  certain  veterans' 
benefits  programs,  and  for  other  purposes. 

H.R.  3415.  An  act  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1966  to  repeal  the  4.3-cent 
increase  in  the  transportation  motor  fuels 
excise  tax  rates  enacted  by  the  Omnibus 
Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1993  and  dedi- 
cated to  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  has  agreed  to  the  following  con- 
current resolutions,  in  which  it  re- 
quests the  concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.  Con.  Res.  154.  Concurrent  resolution  to 
congratulate  the  Republic  of  China  on  Tai- 
wan on  the  occasion  of  its  first  direct  and 
democratic  presidential  election  and  the  in- 
auguration of  its  president. 

H.  Con.  Res.  160.  Concurrent  resolution 
congratulating  the  people  of  the  Republic  of 
Sierra  Leone  on  the  success  of  their  recent 
democratic  multiparty  elections. 

H.  Con.  Res.  165.  Concurrent  resolution  sa- 
luting and  congratulating  Polish  people 
around  the  world  as,  on  May  3,  1996,  they 
commemorate  the  205th  anniversary  of  the 
adoption  of  Poland's  first  constitution. 

H.  Con.  Res.  167.  Concurrent  resolution  rec- 
ognizing the  tenth  anniversary  of  the 
(Thomobyl  nuclear  disaster,  and  supporting 
the  closing  of  the  Chomobly  nuclear  power 
plant. 


MEASURES  REFERRED 

The  following  bills  were  read  the  first 
and  second  times  by  unanimous  con- 
sent and  referred  as  indicated: 

H.R.  1009.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Lloyd  B. 
Gamble:  to  the  Conunittee  on  the  Judiciary. 

H.R.  1483.  An  act  to  amend  title  38.  United 
States  Code,  to  allow  revision  of  veterans 
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benefits  decisions  based  on  clear  and  unmis- 
takable error;  to  the  Committee  on  Veter- 
ans' Aflairs. 

H.R.  2765.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Rocco  A. 
Trecosta;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary.       

H.R.  3373.  An  act  to  amend  title  38.  United 
States  Code,  to  improve  certain  veterans' 
benefits  programs,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

The  following  concurrent  resolutions 
were  read  and  referred  as  indicated: 

H.  Con.  Res.  154.  Concurrent  resolution  to 
congratulate  the  Republic  of  China  on  Tai- 
wan on  the  occasion  of  its  flrst  direct  and 
democratic  presidential  election  and  the  in- 
auguration of  its  president;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Foreign  Relations. 

H.  Con.  Res.  160.  Concurrent  resolution 
congratulating  the  people  of  the  Republic  of 
Sierra  Leone  on  the  success  of  their  recent 
democratic  multiparty  elections;  to  the 
Conunittee  on  Foreign  Relations. 


MEASURES  PLACED  ON  THE 
CALENDAR 

The  following  measure  was  read  the 
second  time  and  placed  on  the  cal- 
endar: 

S.  1788.  A  bill  to  amend  the  National  Labor 
Relations  Act  and  the  Railway  Labor  Act  to 
repeal  those  provisions  of  Federal  law  that 
require  employees  to  pay  union  dues  or  fees 
as  a  condition  of  employment,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  following  concurrent  resolutions 
were  read  and  placed  on  the  calendar: 

H.  Con.  Res.  165.  Concurrent  resolution  sa- 
It^Ung  and  congratulating  Polish  people 
around  the  world  as,  on  May  3.  1996,  they 
commemorate  the  205th  anniversary  of  the 
adoption  of  Poland's  first  constitution. 

H.  Con.  Res.  167.  Concurrent  resolution  rec- 
ognizlner  the  tenth  anniversary  of  the 
Chernobyl  nuclear  disaster,  and  supporting 
the  cloeingr  of  the  Chernobyl  nuclear  power 
plant. 


of 


on 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF 
COMMITTEES 

The   following   executive   reports 
committees  were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  LUGAR,  from  the  Committee 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry: 

David  D.  Spears,  of  Kansas,  to  be  a  Com- 
missioner of  the  Commodity  Futures  Trad- 
ing Commission  for  the  term  expiring  April 
13,2000. 

Brooksley  Elizabeth  Bom,  of  the  District 
of  Columbia,  to  be  Chairman  of  the  Commod- 
ity Futures  Trading  Commission. 

Brooksley  Elizabeth  Bom,  of  the  District 
of  Columbia,  to  be  a  Commissioner  of  the 
Commodity  Futures  Trading  Conunission  for 
the  remainder  of  the  term  expiring  April  13, 


(The  above  nominations  were  re- 
ported with  the  recommendation  that 
they  be  confirmed,  subject  to  the  nomi- 
nees' commitment  to  respond  to  re- 
quests to  appear  and  testify  before  any 
duly  constituted  conmiittee  of  the  Sen- 
ate.) 

By  Mr.  BOND,  from  the  Committee  on 
Small  Business: 

Ginger  Ehn  Lew.  of  California,  to  be  Dep- 
uty Administrator  of  the  Small  Business  Ad- 
ministration. 


(The  above  nomination  was  reported 
with  the  recommendation  that  he  be 
confirmed,  subject  to  the  nominee's 
commitment  to  respond  to  requests  to 
appear  and  testify  before  any  duly  con- 
stituted committee  of  the  Senate.) 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.  HELMS: 
S.  1789.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Social  Security 
Act  to  deny  the  payment  of  Social  Security 
and  supplemental  security  income  benefits 
to  prisoners,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  McCONNELL: 
S.  1790.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Controlled  Sub- 
stances Act  to  Increase  the  penalties  for  the 
manufacture,  distribution,  and  possession  of 
marijuana,  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  SIMPSON  (for  himself  and  Mr. 

ROCKEFELLER): 

S.  1791.  A  bill  to  increase,  effective  as  of 
December  1,  1996,  the  rates  of  disability  com- 
pensation for  veterans  with  service-con- 
nected disabilities  and  the  rates  of  depend- 
ency and  indemnity  compensation  for  sur- 
vivors of  such  veterans,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Veterans  Affairs. 
By  Mrs.  BOXER  (for  herself  and  Mr. 
Chafee): 

S.  1792.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  to  allow  companies  to  do- 
nate scientific  equipment  to  elementary  and 
secondary  schools  for  use  in  their  edu- 
cational programs,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance. 
By  Mr.  GREGG: 

S.  1793.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Tariff  Act  of 
1930  to  provide  that  the  requirements  relat- 
ing to  making  imported  articles  and  contain- 
ers apply  to  fresh  cut  flowers;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  GREGG  (for  himself,  Mr.  Reid, 
Mr.  Nickles,  Mr.  Warner,  Mrs. 
Kassebaum,  Mr.  Thurmond,  Mr. 
Smtth,  and  Mr.  Bryan): 

S.  1794.  A  bill  to  amend  chapter  83  of  title 
5,  United  States  Code,  to  provide  for  the  for- 
feiture of  retirement  benefits  in  the  case  of 
any  Member  of  Congress,  congressional  em- 
ployee, or  Federal  justice  or  judge  who  is 
convicted  of  an  offense  relating  to  official 
duties  of  that  individual,  and  for  the  forfeit- 
ure of  the  retfrement  allowance  of  the  Presi- 
dent for  such  a  conviction;  to  the  Committee 
on  Governmental  Affairs. 
By  Mr.  ROTH: 

S.  1795.  A  bill  to  restore  the  American  fam- 
ily, enhance  support  and  work  opportunities 
for  families  with  children,  reduce  out-of-wed- 
lock pregnancies,  reduce  welfare  dependence 
by  requiring  work,  meet  the  health  care 
needs  of  America's  most  vulnerable  citizens, 
control  welfare  and  medicaid  spending,  and 
increase  State  flexibility;  to  the  Committee 
on  Finance. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  HELMS: 
S.  1789.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  to  deny  the  pasraient  of  So- 
cial Security  and  supplemental  secu- 


rity income  benefits  to  prisoners,  aqd 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Conamittee 
on  Finance. 

THE  PREVENTION  OF  PRISONER  DOUBLE-DIPPING 
ACT 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  a  less 
formal  but  somewhat  more  revealing 
title  for  this  bill  would  be  "The  Pre- 
vention of  Prisoner  Double-Dipping 
Act."  A  rose  by  any  other  name  is  still 
a  rose  and  this  bill  is  a  winner  by  any 
name.  It  will  save  millions  of  dollars  of 
the  taxpayers'  money  and  it  will  put  a 
stop  to  the  injustice  of  paying  scarce 
Social  Security  disability  benefits  to 
prisoners  charged  with  a  felony  who 
have  been  in  jail  for  30  or  more  days 
awaiting  trial. 

Current  law  prohibits  payment  of  dis- 
ability benefits  to  anyone  in  jail  after 
conviction  for  a  felony.  A  loophole  per- 
mits prisoners  to  continue  receiving 
benefits  despite  the  fact  that  they  are 
in  jail  if  they  have  not  yet  been  con- 
victed of  the  crime  charged.  This  bill 
will  close  that  loophole. 

Mr.  President,  I  learned  that  pris- 
oners are  continuing  to  receive  these 
benefits  when  Sheriff  Mike  Joyce  of 
Stokes  County,  NC,  wrote  me  earlier 
this  year  about  it.  Sheriff  Joyce  wrote 
to  me  about  Earl  Blevins,  a  career 
criminal  and  convicted  murderer,  who 
has  been  in  Stokes  County  jail  since 
December  16,  1995,  awaiting  trial  on 
charges  of  larceny  and  breaking  and 
entering.  Incredibly.  Blevins  has  been 
receiving  disability  pajnnents  since 
1988,  even  though  as  Sheriff  Joyce  stat- 
ed, Blevins  obviously  is  healthy  enough 
"to  run  from  a  bloodhound  and  hide  up 
under  leaves  under  a  tree." 

Until  last  month,  when  Blevins  was 
convicted  of  unrelated  felony  charges 
in  Surry  County,  he  was  receiving  $450 
per  month  in  disability  payments  while 
Stokes  County  taxpayers  were  picking 
up  the  tab  for  his  room  and  board  and 
other  care. 

Mr.  President,  Sheriff  Mike  Joyce  is 
a  fine  law  enforcement  officer.  His  out- 
rage about  the  Federal  Government's 
pajring  prisoner  Blevins  $450  per  month 
in  Social  Security  disability  benefits 
while  he  is  in  jail  awaiting  trial  on  yet 
another  felony  charge,  will  be  matched 
by  the  outrage  of  the  public  at  large 
once  they  learn  about  it. 

The  point  is  this:  E^arl  Blevins  and 
other  career  criminals  prey  on  law- 
abiding  citizens.  When  they  are  appre- 
hended, their  food,  clothing,  shelter, 
and  often  their  legal  fees  are  paid  for 
by  the  very  citizens  whom  the  crimi- 
nals have  victimized.  It  is  unwarranted 
salt  rubbed  in  the  taxpayer's  wounds 
that  these  predators  are  allowed  by  law 
to  collect  disability  benefits  while 
awaiting  trial.  This  bill  will  change 
that  law. 

The  purpose  of  Social  Security  dis- 
ability payments  is  to  provide  a  mini- 
mum income  to  beneficiaries  in  order 
to  insure  that  they  have  access  to  food 
and  shelter.  A  prisoner  awaiting  trial 
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is  already  being  provided  these  needs 
and  the  taxpayers  are  pajring  the  bill. 
Prisoners  should  not  be  allowed  to 
"double-dip"  into  the  pocket  of  tax- 
payers. 

Mr.  President,  for  the  record,  I  reit- 
erate that  current  law  stops  Social  Se- 
curity disability  pasrments  to  anyone 
who  has  been  convicted  of  a  felony.  It 
also  stops  pasnments  to  the  criminally 
insane  who  are  confined  to  a  mental 
hospital.  Other  disability  benefits,  for 
example,  SSI,  are  cut  off  to  a  recipient 
who  is  locked  up  for  30  or  more  days, 
even  if  they  have  not  yet  been  brought 
to  trial.  My  bill  will  simply  apply  the 
same  policy  to  Social  Security 
[OASDI]  disability  benefits  that  we 
now  have  for  SSI  disability  benefits. 

Mr.  President,  the  existing  situation 
brings  to  mind  the  case  of  Michael 
Hayes  who  cold-bloodedly  killed  four 
people  and  shot  five  others  during  a 
1988  murder  spree  in  Winston-Salem. 
After  being  confined  to  a  State  mental 
hospital,  he  began  receiving  over  $500  a 
month  in  Social  Security  disability 
payments  which  he  used  to  buy  lux- 
uries like  leather  coats,  electronics, 
and  even  a  motorcycle.  Payments  to 
Hayes  finally  stopped  last  year  after 
the  103d  Congress  passed  and  the  Presi- 
dent signed  my  bill  which  I  had  offered 
in  response  to  this  outrage.  It's  now 
time  for  this  Congress  to  act  to  stop 
further  waste  of  Social  Security  funds. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  make  clear  for 
the  RE(X}rd  what  the  pending  bill,  the 
Prevention  of  Prisoner  Double-Dipping 
act  will  do: 

It  will  eliminate  pretrial  benefits  to 
anyone  charged  with  a  felony  who  has 
been  in  jail  for  30  or  more  days; 

It  will  authorize  $50,000,000  for  the 
Social  Security  Office  of  Inspector 
Greneral  to  increase  the  number  of  in- 
vestigators and  auditors  pursuing 
charges  of  fraud  against  the  SSA; 

It  will  require  SSA  to  make  rec- 
ommendations to  insure  the  timely  and 
accurate  reporting  of  pre-trial  felony 
detainees  in  order  to  stop  benefits  to 
those  who  will  no  longer  qualify  under 
this  bill; 

It  will  give  the  Conmiissioner  of  SSA 
the  authority  to  make  payments  to 
State  and  local  correctional  facilities 
that  report  the  receipt  of  benefits  by 
those  who  are  in  custody; 

It  will  give  the  SSA  power  to  impose 
civil  monetary  penalties  of  up  to  $5,000 
each  time  someone  fraudulently  uses  a 
Social  Security  number  or  card,  in  ad- 
dition to  being  subject  to  an  assess- 
ment of  up  to  five  times  the  amount  of 
disability  benefits  paid;  and 

It  will  require  SSA  to  make  rec- 
ommendations to  streamline  the  re- 
view and  appeals  process. 

Mr.  President,  a  few  concluding 
thoughts:  I  expect  some  of  my  col- 
leagues will  raise  concerns  about  the 
constitutionality  of  the  Prevention  of 
Prisoner  Double-Dipping  Act.  I  am  con- 
fident that  this  legislation  will  easily 


pass  constitutional  muster  because 
prisoners  have  no  constitutional  right 
to  be  paid  while  they  are  sitting  in  jail. 

Second,  although  this  bill  is  targeted 
towards  prisoners,  it  is  not  punitive. 
These  payments  should  be  stopped  be- 
cause they  are  duplicative,  not  because 
Congress  is  imposing  a  punishment  on 
the  recipient.  The  payments  would  be 
stopped  regardless  of  the  ultimate  find- 
ing of  guilt. 

Finally,  stopping  payments  to  a  pris- 
oner will  have  no  effect  on  the  pay- 
ment of  benefits  to  children  and  other 
dependents  who  are  otherwise  entitled 
to  these  or  other  benefits. 

I  do  hope  the  Senate  will  expedite 
consideration  of  these  common  sense 
reforms  of  the  Social  Security  Act  and 
thereby,  save  millions  of  dollars  that 
the  taxpayer  would  otherwise  have  to 
provide. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  S.  1789  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1789 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  I.  SHORT  TTTLE. 

The  short  title  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as 
the  "Prevention  of  Prisoner  Double-Dipping 
Act". 

SEC.  S.  TREATMENT  OF  PRISONERS. 

(a)  Denial  of  Benefits  to  iNDmnuALS 
Jailed  on  Felony  Charges.— 

(1)  In  general.— Section  202(x)(l)(A)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  402(xKl)(A))  is 
amended  by  striking  "or"  at  the  end  of 
clause  (i),  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end 
of  clause  (11)  and  inserting  ",  or",  and  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  clause- 

"(iii)  is  confined  in  a  jail,  prison,  or  other 
penal  institution  or  correctional  facility 
pursuant  to  a  charge  of  an  offense  punishable 
by  imprisonment  for  more  than  1  year,  but 
only  with  respect  to  months  after  the  first  30 
days  of  such  confinement.". 

(2)  Conforming  amendment.— Section 
202(x)(l)(B)(i)  of  such  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
402(x)(l)(B)(i))  is  amended  by  striking 
"clause  (i)"  and  inserting  "clauses  (i)  and 
(HI)". 

(3)  Study  of  methods  to  insure  the  col- 
lection OF  information  respecting  public 
inmates. — 

(A)  Study.— The  Commissioner  of  Social 
Security  shall  conduct  a  study  regarding 
methods  to  insure  the  timely  and  accurate 
reporting  of  information  respecting  court  or- 
ders by  which  individuals  described  in  sec- 
tion 202(x)(l)(A)(iii)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  (402  U.S.C.  402(x)(l)(A)(iii))  are  confined 
in  jails,  prisons,  or  other  public  penal,  cor- 
rectional, or  medical  facilities  as  the  Com- 
missioner may  require  for  the  purpose  of  car- 
rying out  section  202(x)  and  1611(e)(1)  of  such 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  402(x)  and  1382(eXl)). 

(B)  Report.— Not  later  than  l  year  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the 
Commissioner  of  Social  Security  shall  sub- 
mit a  report  on  the  results  of  the  study  con- 
ducted pursuant  to  this  paragraph  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  of  the  House 
of  Representatives. 

(4)  Effective  date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  subsection  shall  apply  to  pay- 


ments made  for  months  beginning  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(b)  Implementation  of  PROHramoN 
Against  Payment  of  Benefits  to  Pris- 
oners.— 

(1)  In  general.— Section  202(xX3)  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  402(xX3))  Is 
amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  "(A)"  after  "(3)";  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subparagraph: 

"(B)(i)  The  Commissioner  is  authorized  to 
enter  into  a  contract,  with  any  interested 
State  or  local  institution  described  in  clause 
(i)  or  (ii)  of  paragraph  (IMA)  the  primary  pur- 
pose of  which  is  to  confine  individuals  as  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (1)(A),  under  which— 

"(I)  the  institution  shall  provide  to  the 
Commissioner,  on  a  monthly  basis,  the 
names,  social  security  account  numbers, 
dates  of  birth,  and  such  other  identifying  in- 
formation concerning  the  individuals  con- 
fined in  the  institution  as  the  Commissioner 
may  require  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
paragraph  (1);  and 

"(II)  the  Commissioner  is  authorized  to 
pay  to  any  such  institution,  with  respect  to 
each  individual  who  is  entitled  to  a  benefit 
under  this  title  for  the  month  preceding  the 
first  month  throughout  which  such  individ- 
ual is  confined  in  such  institution  as  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (1)(A).  an  amount  deter- 
mined by  the  Commissioner. 

"(ii)  The  provisions  of  section  552a  of  title 
5.  United  States  Code,  shall  not  apply  to  any 
contract  entered  into  under  clause  (i)  or  to 
information  exchanged  pursuant  to  such  con- 
tract.". 

(2)  (Informing  ssi  amendments.— Section 
1611(e)(1)  of  such  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1382(eXl))  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  subparagraph: 

"(IXi)  The  Commissioner  is  authorized  to 
enter  into  a  contract,  with  any  interested 
State  or  local  Institution  referred  to  in  sub- 
paragraph (A),  under  which— 

"(I)  the  institution  shall  provide  to  the 
Commissioner,  on  a  monthly  basis,  the 
names,  social  security  account  numbers, 
dates  of  birth,  and  such  other  identifying  in- 
formation concerning  the  inmates  of  the  in- 
stitution as  the  Commissioner  may  require 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  para- 
graph; and 

"(II)  the  Commissioner  is  authorized  to 
pay  to  any  such  institution,  with  respect  to 
each  inmate  of  the  institution  who  is  eligible 
for  a  benefit  under  this  title  for  the  month 
preceding  the  first  month  throughout  which 
such  inmate  is  in  such  institution  and  be- 
comes ineligible  for  such  benefit  (or  becomes 
eligible  only  for  a  benefit  payable  at  a  re- 
duced rate)  as  a  result  of  the  application  of 
this  paragraph,  an  amount  determined  by 
the  CoRunissloner. 

"(11)  The  provisions  of  section  552a  of  title 
5.  United  States  Code,  shall  not  apply  to  any 
contract  entered  into  under  clause  (i)  or  to 
information  exchanged  pursuant  to  such  con- 
tract.". 

SEC  3.  CIVIL  MmOETART  PENALTIES  FOR  FRADD- 
VLENT  USE  or  SOCIAL  SECURmr 
account  NUMBERS  AND  CARDS. 

(a)  In  General. — Subsection  (a)  of  section 
1129  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
1320a-8)  is  amended  by  redesignating  para- 
graph (2)  as  paragraph  (3)  and  by  inserting 
after  paragraph  (1)  the  following  new  para- 
graph: 

"(2)  Any  person  who— 

"(I)  willfully,  knowingly,  and  with  intent 
to  deceive,  uses  a  social  security  account 
number  assigned  on  the  basis  of  false  infor- 
mation provided  by  such  person  or  another 
person; 
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"(2)  with  intent  to  deceive,  falsely  rep- 
resents a  number  to  be  a  social  security  ac- 
count number; 

"(3)  knowingly  alters  a  social  security 
card; 

"(4)  buys  or  sells  a  card  that  is.  or  purports 
to  be,  a  social  security  card; 

"(5)  possesses  a  social  security  card  or 
counterfeit  card  with  the  intent  to  sell  or 
alter  such  card;  or 

"(6)  discloses,  uses,  or  compels  the  disclo- 
sure of  the  social  security  account  number  of 
any  person  in  violation  of  the  law, 
shall  be  subject  to,  in  addition  to  any  other 
penalties  that  may  be  prescribed  by  law,  a 
civil  money  penalty  of  not  more  than  $5,000 
for  each  offense.  Such  person  also  shall  be 
subject  to  an  assessment,  in  lieu  of  damages 
sustained  by  the  United  States  because  of 
such  offense,  of  not  more  than  5  times  the 
amount  of  benefits  or  payments  paid  under 
titles  n  and  XVI  as  a  result  of  such  offense.". 

(b)  Conforming  amendment.— Paragraph 
(1)  of  section  1129(c)  of  such  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
I320a-8(c))  is  amended  by  striking  "state- 
ments and  representations"  and  inserting 
"actions". 

(c)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  conduct 
occurring  on  or  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act. 

SEC  4.  AIWrnONAL  RESOURCES  TO  COMBAT 
FRAUD  IN  THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY 
SYSTEM. 

(a)  Authorization  of  appropriations.— 
Out  of  any  money  In  the  Treasury  not  other- 
wise appropriated,  there  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated,  to  remain  available  without 
fiscal  year  limitation,  S50,000,000  for  the 
Commissioner  of  Social  Security  through 
the  Office  of  Inspector  General  to  utilize 
only  for  increasing  the  number  of  investiga- 
tors and  auditors  charged  with  pursuing 
charges  of  fraud  against  the  programs  under 
titles  n  and  XVI  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 

(b)  ADDmoNAL  Funds. — Amounts  appro- 
priated under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  in  addi- 
tion to  any  funds  otherwise  appropriated  for 
the  purposes  described  in  subsection  (a). 

SEC  S.  STUDT  REGARDING  REVIEW  AND  AP- 
PEALS PROCESS. 

(a)  Study.— The  Commissioner  of  Social 
Security  shall  conduct  a  study  regarding 
methods  to  streamline  the  review  and  ap- 
peals process  under  title  n  and  XVI  of  the 
Social  Security  Act. 

(b)  Report.— Not  later  than  1  year  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the 
Commissioner  of  Social  Security  shall  sub- 
mit a  report  on  the  results  of  the  study  con- 
ducted pursuant  to  this  section  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  of  the  House 
of  Representatives. 


By  Mr.  McCONNELL: 
S.  1790.  A  biU  to  amend  the  Con- 
trolled Substances  Act  to  increase  the 
penalties  for  the  manufacture,  dis- 
tribution, and  possession  of  marijuana, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary. 

THE  ENHANCED  MARIJUANA  PENALTY  ACT  OF  1996 

•  Mr.  MCCONNELL.  Mr.  President,  we 
are  losing  the  battle  against  illegal 
drugs.  All  indicators  point  to  a  dra- 
matic surge  in  drug  use.  especially  by 
our  most  vulnerable  citizens — children. 
The  President's  1996  drug  strategy 
sent  to  Congress  just  a  few  weeks  ago 
contains  some  very  disturbing  informa- 
tion: 


Marijuana  use  is  back  on  the  rise, 
and  among  young  people  between  the 
ages  of  12  and  17,  the  use  of  marijuana 
has  almost  doubled  between  1992  and 
1994.  One  of  every  three  high  school 
seniors  now  smokes  marijuana; 

The  number  of  heroin-related  emer- 
gency room  episodes  in  1993  was  double 
what  it  was  in  1988,  and  for  cocaine, 
emergency  room  episodes  in  1994  were 
the  highest  ever; 

Methamphetamine,  once  confined  to 
the  West  and  Southwest,  is  a  scourge 
spreading  across  the  country,  including 
my  own  State  of  Kentucky.  Last  year, 
law  enforcement  officials  seized  five 
methamphetamine  labs  in  Kentucky; 
in  1994,  there  were  no  such  seizures; 

Unless  we  tackle  the  drug  problem 
anew,  we  risk  producing  a  new  genera- 
tion of  drug  abusers.  And  the  con- 
sequences of  drug  abuse  are  frighten- 
ing: the  spreaul  of  diseases  like  hepa- 
titis, TB  and  HIV;  social  devlancy;  lost 
productivity  at  the  workplace;  and  a 
lot  more  crime,  in  particular  violent 
crime. 

Our  Nation's  drug  problem  is  com- 
pounded by  a  lax  attitude  within  seg- 
ments of  the  enforcement  agencies  re- 
sponsible for  our  antidrug  laws.  Re- 
cently, the  Los  Angeles  Times  reported 
that  Immigration  and  Customs  offi- 
cials are  handing  out  get-out-of-jail- 
free  cards  and  letting  drug  dealers  go 
unprosecuted. 

Non-United  States  nationals  are  sent 
back  to  Mexico  instead  of  being  pros- 
ecuted. And,  American  citizens  are 
being  let  go  if  it's  their  first  offense  or 
if  the  quantities  of  drugs  aren't  big 
enough.  So,  one  pusher  with  32  pounds 
of  methamphetamine  was  set  fl^e  and 
another  with  37,0(X)  quaaludes.  One 
American  was  stopped  at  the  border 
with  53  pounds  of  marijuana  in  Janu- 
ary, 51  pounds  in  February  and  41 
pounds  in  May.  He's  only  being  pros- 
ecuted for  this  third  offense,  although 
he  has  a  criminal  history  going  back 
four  decades. 

It's  not  surprising  that  a  President 
whose  policy  is  "don't  inhale"  gives  us 
a  "don't  enforce"  antidrug  policy. 

This  is  simply  unacceptable.  It's  evi- 
dence of  an  administration  AWOL — ab- 
sent without  leadership. 

Today,  I  am  introducing  a  bill  to  in- 
crease the  penalties  for  trafficking  in 
marijuana,  a  drug  that  poses  a  grave 
threat  to  our  young  people.  It  is  com- 
monly known  that  marijuana  impairs 
short-term  memory,  core  motor  func- 
tions and  the  ability  to  concentrate. 
But  it  also  has  long-term  devastating 
effects: 

Marijuana  use  causes  chronic  bron- 
chitis, acute  chest  illness,  heightened 
risk  of  pulmonary  infection  and  lung 
disease; 

Prenatal  exposure  to  marijuana 
causes  impaired  intellectual  ability  in 
young  children;  in  shorthand— low  IQ 
babies;  and 

THC,  the  principal  i)sychoactive  in- 
gredient, has  been  found  in  lab  rats  to 
be  addictive. 


And,  who  is  smoking  marijuana? 
Kids,  more  of  them  and  at  younger 
ages.  The  number  of  12-  to  17-year-olds 
using  marijuana  increased  from  1.6 
million  in  1992  to  2.9  million  in  1994.  As 
the  chart  shows,  more  8th,  10th,  and 
12th-graders  are  smoking  marijuana 
and  there  is  no  indication  that  this 
trend  is  going  to  be  reversed  anytime 
soon. 

A  surprising  fact  is  that  more  chil- 
dren smoke  marijuana  than  have 
smoked  five  packs  of  cigarettes,  as  the 
second  chart  reveals.  Five-point-seven 
percent  of  12-  to  15-year-olds  report 
smoking  cigarettes,  but  6.6  percent  re- 
port smoking  marijuana.  For  older 
teens  even  more  are  smoking  mari- 
juana— 20.5  percent  smoke  cigarettes 
and  26.1  percent  smoke  marijuana. 

That  is  an  astounding  statistic: 
Teens  are  less  likely  to  smoke 
cigaretts  than  marijuana,  and  fewer 
teens  say  smoking  marijuana  is  risky. 
As  young  people  soften  their  attitudes 
toward  dnigs,  usage  increases. 

Not  only  is  marijuana  harmful  in  and 
of  itself,  but  it  is  considered  a  gateway 
drug.  Teenagers  who  use  marijuana  are 
85  times  more  likely  to  use  cocaine. 
Sixty  percent  of  children  who  smoke 
marijuana  before  age  15  move  on  to  co- 
caine. 

My  bill  is  very  straightforward.  It  en- 
hances the  penalties  for  trafficking  in 
marijuana.  Current  law  creates  a  dis- 
parity in  the  mandatory  minimums  for 
heroin,  cocaine  and  marijuana.  My  bill 
will  eliminate  the  disparity  by  lowemg 
the  threshold  for  the  mandatory  mini- 
mum sentences  for  refined  marijuana. 
The  third  chart  reflects  the  disparities. 

Currently,  an  individual  has  to  be 
caught  with  1.000  kilos  of  marijuana, 
with  a  street  value  of  as  much  as  $10 
million,  in  order  to  get  the  10-year 
mandatory  minimum.  For  cocaine,  the 
threshold  quantity  and  street  value  is 
much  lower— only  5  kilos  with  a  value 
between  $420,000  and  $750,000.  For  her- 
oin, the  threshold  is  1  kilo,  with  a 
street  value  of  $1.2  million.  And  grow- 
ing 1,000  marijuana  plants  gets  you  the 
same  10-year  mandatory  minimum. 

My  bill  will  bring  the  threshold  quan- 
tity for  refined  marijuana  into  line 
with  the  other  drugs  by  lowering  it 
from  1,000  kilos  to  100  kilos  for  the  10- 
year  mandatory  minimum  and  from  100 
kilos  to  10  kilos  for  the  5-year  manda- 
tory minimum. 

The  bill  also  directs  the  Sentencing 
Commission  to  conform  its  guidelines 
to  this  change. 

Last  summer,  this  Sentencing  Com- 
mission effectively  lowered  the  pen- 
alties for  marijuana  trafficking,  for 
quantities  less  than  the  thresholds  for 
mandatory  minimums.  It's  time  we  re- 
versed that  misguided  action  and  this 
bill  will  ensure  that  the  Sentencing 
Commission  does  just  that. 

Some  will  argue  that  prosecutors 
have  more  pressing  matters  than  to 
chase  every  marijuana  dealer  selling  as 
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little  as  10  kilos.  As  the  Los  Angeles 
Times  reported.  Federal  prosecutors  in 
southern  California  don't  think  it's 
worth  their  effort  to  prosecute  for 
quantities  of  less  than  125  pounds,  an 
amount  that  should  get  a  drug  traf- 
ficker about  3  years  in  a  Federal  pris- 
on. 

But  I  would  argue  just  the  opposite. 
Marijuana  is  doing  irreparable  harm  to 
our  kids  and  we've  got  to  put  the  peo- 
ple who  sell  to  our  children  out  of  busi- 
ness and  behind  bars.  Ten  kilos  of 
marijuana  is  22  pounds,  with  a  street 
value  of  about  $100,000.  That  amount  of 
marijuana  will  reach  a  lot  of  teenagers 
in  small,  but  harmful  quantities. 

Mr.  President  the  time  has  come  to 
admit  that  we  have  a  serious  mari- 
juana problem  among  our  teens.  I  say 
it's  worth  protecting  the  future  of  our 
children  by  locking  up  the  pushers. 
Let's  toughen  the  penalties  and  send  a 
message  to  the  drug  dealers  that  we 
won't  tolerate  it  anymore.  And  let's 
tell  Federal  prosecutors  it's  their  job 
to  send  these  outlaws  to  prison.  What 
can  be  worth  more  than  saving  our 
next  generation? 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  additional  material  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1790 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TTfLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Enhanced 
Marihuana  Penalty  Act  of  1996". 

SEC.  2.  FINDINGS. 

The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  the  number  of  children  in  the  United 
States  between  12  and  17  years  of  age  using 
marihuana  increased  from  1,600,000  In  1992  to 
2,900,000  in  1994,  which  constitutes  an  80-per- 
cent increase; 

(2)  currently,  one-third  of  all  high  school 
seniors  smoke  marihuana; 

(3)  the  perception  of  the  dangers  of  using 
marihuana  is  declining  among  youthful  mar- 
ihuana smokers; 

(4)  scientific  research  has  demonstrated 
that— 

(A)  marihuana  impairs  short-term  mem- 
ory, core  motor  functions,  and  the  ability  to 
concentrate; 

(B)  THC,  the  principal  psychoactive  ingre- 
dient of  marihuana,  may  cause  drug  depend- 
ency; 

(C)  regular  marihuana  use  may  cause 
chronic  bronchitis,  increased  frequency  of 
acute  chest  illness,  heightened  risk  of  pul- 
monary infection,  and  lung  disease;  and 

(D)  prenatal  exposure  to  marihuana  may 
cause  impaired  intellectual  ability  in  young 
children; 

(5)  children  between  the  agency  of  12  and  17 
who  use  marihuana  are  85  times  more  likely 
to  use  cocaine  than  children  who  do  not  use 
marihuana; 

(6)  there  are  39.000.000  children  in  the 
United  States  who  are  younger  than  10  years 
old,  and  neglect  of  our  Nation's  marihuana 
problem  will  lead  to  the  creation  of  a  new 
generation  of  drug  abusers,  prone  to  criminal 
and  other  socially  deviant  behavior,  and 


(7)  existing  penalties  for  trafficking  in 
marihuana  are  inadequate  to  deter  those 
who  sell  marihuana  to  our  Nation's  most 
vulnerable  citizens. 

SEC  3.  PENALTIES. 

(a)  Controlled  Substances  act— Section 
401(b)(1)  of  the  Controlled  Substances  Act  (21 
U.S.C.  841(b)(1))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subparagraph  (A)(vii),  by  striking 
"1000  kilograms"  and  inserting  "100  kilo- 
grams"; 

(2)  in  subparagraph  (B)(vii),  by  striking 
"100  kilograms"  and  inserting  "10  kilo- 
grams"; and 

(e)  in  subparagraph  (D),  by  striking  "50 
kilograms"  and  inserting  "10  kilograms". 

(b)  CONTROLLED    SUBSTANCES    IMPORT    A.VD 

EXPORT  ACT.— Section  1010(b)  of  the  Con- 
trolled Substances  Import  and  Export  Act  (21 
U.S.C.  960(b))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1)(G).  by  striking  "1000 
kilograms"  and  inserting  "100  kilograms": 

(2)  in  paragraph  (2)(G),  by  striking  "100 
kilograms"  and  inserting  "10  kilograms"; 
and 

(e)  in  paragraph  (4),  by  striking  "50  kilo- 
grams" and  inserting  "10  kilograms". 

SEC   4.    AMENDMENT   OF    SENTENCING    CUIDE- 
UNE& 

The  United  States  Sentencing  Commission 
shall  amend  the  Federal  Sentencing  Guide- 
lines to  reflect  the  amendments  made  by  this 
Act. 
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By  Mr.  SIMPSON  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  ROCKEFELLER): 

S.  1791.  A  bill  to  increase,  effective  as 
of  December  1,  1996,  the  rates  of  dis- 
ability compensation  for  veterans  with 


service-connected  disabilities  and  the 
rates  of  dependency  and  indemnity 
compensation  for  survivors  of  such  vet- 
erans, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Veterans  Affairs. 

THE  VETERANS'  COMPENSATION  COST-OF-LIVING 
ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF  UBS 

•  Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  it  is  a 
pleasure  for  me,  as  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Veterans'  Af- 
fairs, to  introduce,  and  comment  brief- 
ly on.  legislation  to  grant  to  recipients 
of  compensation,  and  dependency  and 
indemnity  compensation  [DIC]  bene- 
fits, from  the  Department  of  Veterans 
Affairs  [VA]  a  cost  of  living  adjustment 
[COLA]  increase  to  take  effect  at  the 
beginning  of  next  year.  This  legislation 
is  appropriate  and  warranted— even  as 
we  proceed  this  very  week  to  debate 
budget  reconciliation. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  assure  this 
body  that  the  Committee  on  Veterans' 
Affairs  will  meet  the  reconciliation 
targets  that  the  Congress  ultimately 
adopts.  Indeed,  I  expect  that  I  will  offer 
ajnendments  to  this  bill — with  the  bi- 
partisan support  of  the  Committee  on 
Veterans'  Affairs — once  we  receive  rec- 
onciliation instructions  from  the  Con- 
gress as  an  whole.  No  one  need  fear 
that  I  have  lost  my  zeal  for  gaining 
control  over  entitlement  spending;  I 
surely  have  not.  Nonetheless,  I  believe 
that  the  recipients  of  veteran's  benefits 
ought  to  receive  a  COLA— and  they  can 
receive  such  a  COLA  even  as  we 
progress  on  a  path  to  a  balanced  budg- 
et. We  can  balance  the  budget,  and  si- 
multaneously treat  our  veterans,  and 
their  survivors,  with  fairness  and  com- 
passion. 

This  bill  is  simple  and  straight- 
forward. It  would  grant  to  recipients  of 
certain  VA  benefits — most  notably, 
veterans  with  service-connected  dis- 
abilities who  receive  VA  comi>ensation, 
and  the  surviving  spouses  and  children 
of  veterans  who  have  died  as  a  result  of 
service-connected  injuries  or  illnesses, 
who  receive  dependency  and  indemnity 
compensation— the  same  COLA  that 
Social  Security  recipients  will  receive. 
So,  for  example,  if  Social  Security  re- 
cipients receive  a  2.6-percent  adjust- 
ment at  the  beginning  of  next  year, 
then  so  too  would  the  beneficiaries  of 
VA  compensation  and  DIC. 

Last  year,  the  committee's  COLA  bill 
put  into  effect  certain  modifications, 
as  approved  by  the  Committee  on  Vet- 
erans' Affairs,  on  how  COLA'S  are  com- 
puted. For  example,  our  1996  COLA 
contained  a  "round  down"  feature.  To 
summarize,  Mr.  President,  VA  benefits 
are  paid  in  round  dollar  amounts.  As  a 
result,  when  a  round  dollar  benefit 
amount — say,  as  an  example,  the  cur- 
rent benefit  of  S286  per  month  going  to 
a  30  percent  disabled  veteran — is  multi- 
plied by  a  consumer  price  index  per- 
centage of,  say,  2.6-percent,  it  almost 
invariably  3rields  a  mathematical  prod- 
uct that  is  not  a  round  dollar  amount. 
In  the  case  of  a  S266  benefit  check,  for 
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example,  a  2.6-percent  increase  would 
yield  a  nonrounded  number  of  S272.92. 

VA  practice,  in  the  past,  has  been  to 
"round  up"  fractional  dollar  amounts 
of  $0.50  or  more,  and  "round  down" 
&-actional  dollar  amounts  of  S0.49  or 
less.  So,  in  the  above  case,  a  30-percent 
disabled  veteran  would  get  a  monthly 
check  next  year  of  $273  under  past 
practice.  Last  year's  COLA  bill  di- 
rected VA  to  "round  down"  in  all 
cases,  so,  in  the  above  example,  a  30- 
percent  disabled  veteran  would  get  a 
monthly  check  of  $272. 

It  may  happen,  Mr.  President,  that 
the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs 
will  again  elect  to  direct  that  VA 
"round  down"  as  part  of  a  package  of 
measures  approved  to  reach  whatever 
reconciliation  targets  Congress  ulti- 
mately adopts.  Indeed,  it  is.  perhaps, 
likely  that  we  will  approve  such  a 
measure  since  rounding  down  is  a  rel- 
atively painless  way  to  achieve  some 
fairly  significant  savings  over  the  long 
term.  Such  a  measure — which  would 
cost  no  VA  beneficiary  more  than  $1 
per  month — would  save,  according  to 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office,  al- 
most $500  million  over  a  6-year  period. 
Be  that  as  it  may,  Mr.  President,  the 
Conmiittee  on  Veterans'  Affairs  will 
"cross  the  bridge"  of  identifjring  how  it 
will  meet  its  reconciliation  targets 
once  it  has  received  those  targets.  In 
the  meantime,  I  want  to  assure  all  by 
the  introduction  of  this  COLA  bill  that 
the  Coimnittee  on  Veterans'  Affairs 
fully  anticipated  approving  a  COLA 
bill  this  year— just  as  it  did  last  year 
when  I  was  honored  to  assume  the 
chairmanship  of  the  committee. 

The  rounding  down  provision  that 
the  committee  approved  last  year 
serves  as  an  excellent  example  of  the 
sort  of  measures  that  are  available  to 
assist  in  balancing  the  budget.  I  do  not 
suggest  that  it  will  be  easy  to  reach 
that  goal.  But  the  availability  of  real 
savings  firom  measures  like  a  simple 
rounding  down  of  a  COLA  ought  to 
strengthen  the  resolve  of  each  of  us  to 
get  that  vital  job  done.  In  the  Veter- 
ans' Committee,  we  expect  that  we  will 
be  directed  to  find  wajrs  to  reduce  the 
growth  in  VA's  mandatory  budget  ac- 
counts by  over  $5  billion  in  6  years.  We 
will  find  ways  to  meet  that  goal.  And 
no  veteran,  or  veterans'  survivor,  will 
suffer  inordinate  harm  as  a  result.  De- 
spite the  inaccurate,  unfair,  unfounded, 
and,  yes,  partisan  pronouncements  of 
the  Secretary  of  Veterans  Affairs,  and 
despite  what  veterans,  and  Senators, 
have  heard  from  service  organizations, 
"crying  wolf,"  we  will  not  cut  veterans 
benefits.  We  never  have. 

We  do  not  need  to  cut  veterans  bene- 
fits in  order  to  balance  the  budget.  Nor 
do  we  need  to  endure  the  cuts — real 
cuts,  not  just  reductions  in  the  growth 
rate — in  veterans  health  care  spending 
proposed  by  the  President  in  order  to 
achieve  a  balanced  budget.  We  can 
keep  faith  with  our  veterans  and  bal- 


ance the  budget.  As  Chairman  of  the 
Veterans'  Affairs  Conunittee,  that  is 
what  I  intend  to  do. 

Mr.  President,  I  appreciate  the  time 
that  has  been  afforded  me  to  address 
this  subject. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1791 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 
SECTION  1.  SHOirr  TTTUl 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Veterans' 
Compensation  Cost-of-Livlng  Adjustment 
Act  of  1996". 

SEC.  2.  INCREASE  IN  COMPENSATION  RATES  AND 
LDOTATIONS. 

(a)  In  General.— (1)  The  Secretary  of  Vet- 
erans Affairs  shall,  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(2),  increase,  effective  December  1.  1996,  the 
rates  of  and  limitations  on  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs  disability  compensation 
and  dependency  and  indemnity  compensa- 
tion. 

(2)  The  Secretary  shall  increase  each  of  the 
rates  and  limitations  in  sections  1114,  1115(1), 
1162.  1311,  1313,  and  1314  of  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  that  were  increased  by  the 
amendments  made  by  the  Veterans'  Com- 
pensation Cost-of-Living  Adjustment  Act  of 
1995  (Public  Law  No.  lCM-57,  109  Stat.  555). 
This  increase  shall  be  made  In  such  rates  and 
limitations  as  in  effect  on  November  30,  1996, 
and  shall  be  by  the  same  percentage  that 
benefit  amounts  payable  under  title  II  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  401  et  seq.)  are 
increased  effective  December  1,  1996,  as  a  re- 
sult of  a  determination  under  section  215(1) 
of  such  Act  (42  U.S.C.  415(1)). 

(b)  Special  Rule.— The  Secretary  may  ad- 
just administratively,  consistent  with  the 
increases  made  under  subsection  (a)(2),  the 
rates  of  disability  compensation  payable  to 
persons  within  the  purview  of  section  10  of 
Public  Law  85-857  (72  Stat.  1263)  who  are  not 
in  receipt  of  compensation  payable  pursuant 
to  chapter  11  of  title  38,  United  States  Code. 

(c)  PuBucATioN  Requirement.— At  the 
same  time  as  the  matters  specified  in  section 
215(i)(2)(D)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  415(1  )(2)(0))  are  required  to  be  pub- 
lished by  reason  of  a  determination  made 
under  section  215(i)  of  such  Act  during  fiscal 
year  1996.  the  Secretary  shall  publish  in  the 
Federal  Register  the  rates  and  limitations 
referred  to  in  subsection  (a)(2)  as  increased 
under  this  section.* 


By  Mrs.  BOXER  (for  herself  and 
Mr.  Chafee): 
S.  1792.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  allow  compa- 
nies to  donate  scientific  equipment  to 
elementary  and  secondary  schools  for 
use  in  their  educational  programs,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee 
on  Finance. 

THE  COMPUTER  DONATION  INCENTIVE  ACT  OF  1996 

•  Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  10  weeks 
ago,  thousands  of  volunteers  through- 
out California  helped  make  NetDay  96 
one  of  the  most  successful  1-day  public 
projects  in  history.  At  the  time,  we  all 
noted  that  this  electronic  barn-raising 
could  be  a  turning  point  in  educational 


history— but  only  if  we  followed 
through  with  other  steps  to  help  our 
children  travel  the  information  super- 
highway. 

I  would  like  to  take  one  such  step  by 
announcing  the  Computer  Donation  In- 
centive Act  of  1996. 

This  important  piece  of  legislation— 
which  my  colleague  Senate  Chafee  and 
I  are  introducing  in  the  Senate,  and  my 
friend  Ann  Eshoo  is  introducing  in  the 
House— will  change  the  Federal  Tax 
Code  in  order  to  promote  gifts  of  com- 
puter hardware,  software,  and  expertise 
to  our  Nation's  schools. 

The  Computer  Donation  Incentive 
Act  will  provide  a  greater  tax  deduc- 
tion than  is  currently  available  for  do- 
nations of  nearly  new  computers  to  ele- 
mentary and  secondary  schools  for  edu- 
cational purposes. 

The  amount  of  the  deduction  for 
computer  manufacturers  is  equal  to 
their  manufacturing  costs  plus  half  the 
difference  between  those  costs  and  the 
selling  price.  So,  if  the  manufacturing 
cost  is  $400  and  the  selling  price  is  $700, 
then  the  manufacturer  would  receive  a 
tax  deduction  of  $550. 

For  nonmanufacturers,  the  deduction 
is  based  on  the  computer's  purchase 
price  minus  depreciation.  For  example: 
if  a  company  buys  a  computer  for 
$2,000,  take  a  depreciation  of  $400  1  year 
and  gives  the  computer  to  a  school  the 
next  year,  then  the  company  can  take 
a  deduction  of  $1,600. 

The  Boxer-Chafee-Eshoo  bill  will  also 
provide  the  same  deduction  for  busi- 
nesses who  give  computers  to  libraries, 
recreational  centers  and  other  public 
institutions,  or  to  nonprofit  organiza- 
tions that  refurbish  computers  and 
then  give  them  to  schools. 

The  successful  education  of  Ameri- 
ca's children  is  now  closely  linked  to 
the  use  of  innovative  educational  tech- 
nologies, particularly  computer-aided 
research  and  instruction.  Unfortu- 
nately, far  too  many  classrooms  lack 
the  computers  they  need  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  these  new  educational  tools. 

NetDay  96  was  an  important  step  for- 
ward in  meeting  this  challenge.  By  all 
accounts,  it  was  tremendous  success. 
Taking  inexpensive  cooper  wire  and 
priceless  expertise,  computer  techni- 
cians worked  with  parents,  students, 
faculty,  and  staff  at  each  school  to  con- 
nect classrooms,  libraries,  and  com- 
puter labs  to  the  Internet.  By  the  end 
of  the  day,  himdreds  of  public  and  pri- 
vate schools  were  wired  into  the  Net. 

But  the  very  success  of  NetDay 
brought  up  another  problem  for  most 
of  our  schools:  If  young  students  are  to 
have  access  to  the  Information  Super- 
highway, what  are  they  going  to  drive? 
In  Sylvandale,  CA,  for  example, 
NetDay  volunteers  installed  three 
Internet  connections  in  each  of  a 
school's  40  classrooms.  Counting  the  li- 
brary and  computer  lab,  this  particular 
school  now  has  190  potential  Internet 
connections.  However,  only  four  of  the 
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school's  computers  are  powerful 
enough  to  access  the  Internet;  so  there 
are  only  four  active  connections  out  of 
190. 

K  schools  cannot  get  computers  into 
the  classrooms,  and  if  they  can't  get 
expert  help  to  get  up  and  running,  then 
they  will  not  really  have  access  to  the 
Internet.  At  a  time  when  public  schools 
in  California  and  around  the  country 
are  struggling  to  buy  up-to-date  text- 
books and  maintain  school  buildings, 
classroom  computers  may  seem  hope- 
lessly out  of  reach.  As  a  result,  public 
schools  lag  far  behind  private  schools 
in  computer  use. 

Current  tax  laws  provide  no  incen- 
tives for  businesses  to  donate  comput- 
ers to  public  schools.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  the  Federal  Tax  Code  actually  dis- 
courages companies  from  giving  to 
public  schools. 

Section  170(e)(4)  of  the  Federal  Tax 
Code  allows  computer  manufacturers 
to  take  a  reasonable  deduction  when 
they  donate  computers  to  universities 
for  scientific  or  research  purposes.  Fol- 
lowing a  recent  IRS  ruling,  manufac- 
turers can  also  take  this  deduction  for 
gifts  to  private  elementary  and  second- 
ary schools— but  not  for  gifts  to  public 
elementary  and  secondary  schools. 
Moreover,  a  manufacturer  who  donates 
a  computer  to  a  public  college  can  now 
take  the  deduction  if  the  computer  is 
used  only  for  advanced  research  but 
not  if  it  is  used  for  other  teaching  pur- 
poses. 

To  make  matters  worse,  only  com- 
puter manufacturers  are  eligible  for 
the  higher  education.  Computer  dealers 
and  distributors,  along  with  many 
other  businesses,  get  no  tax  incentive 
to  do  this. 

Section  170(e)(4)  was  written  in  1981— 
before  the  explosion  of  computer-based 
technology  made  computer  literacy  a 
must  for  every  American  student.  I 
know  that  the  authors  of  this  provision 
did  not  mean  to  exclude  public  schools 
from  the  computer  revolution;  they 
just  could  not  foresee  the  day  when 
every  school  would  need  computers. 

The  Boxer-Chafee  bill  will  revise  this 
archaic  section  of  the  Tax  Code.  Our 
Computer  Donation  Incentive  Act  is 
designed  to  give  donations  for  edu- 
cational purposes  the  same  tax  break 
as  those  for  scientific  research  pur- 
poses. It  will  allow  businesses  to  give 
to  public  and  private  elementary  and 
secondary  schools  as  well  as  institu- 
tions of  higher  learning  and  still  re- 
ceive the  tax  break.  And  it  will  encour- 
age donations  from  software  producers, 
computer  distributors,  and  other  com- 
panies as  well  as  hardware  manufactur- 
ers. 

Along  with  computers  and  software, 
businesses  should  also  donate  their  ex- 
pertise, providing  the  training  required 
to  bring  our  schools  fully  on-line — and 
we  challenge  them  to  do  so.  Teachers 
and  students  both  need  such  training  in 
order  to  integrate  computer-based  les- 
sons into  their  basic  curriculum. 


The  Computer  Donation  Incentive 
Act  will  provide  a  reasonable  incentive 
for  businesses  to  donate  computers  to 
the  schools.  Again,  I  would  like  to  em- 
phasize that  these  must  be  nearly  new 
computers;  those  donated  by  manufac- 
turers must  be  no  more  than  2  years 
old,  and  those  donated  by  nonmanufac- 
turers must  be  3  years  old  or  less. 

It  is  my  hope  that  computer  manu- 
facturers and  other  companies  will 
take  advantage  of  this  incentive  to 
make  computer  literacy  a  reality  for 
elementary  and  secondary  school  stu- 
dents. 

Neither  a  day  of  electronic  barn- 
building  nor  an  adjustment  to  the  Tax 
Code  can  solve  all  our  educational 
problems  or  even  make  every  student 
computer-literate  for  the  next  century. 
But  together,  each  initiative  we  take 
will  help  provide  our  students  with  the 
tools  they  need  to  drive  on  the  infor- 
mation Superhighway  and  compete  in  a 
global  information-based  economy. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  this  bill  be  inserted  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1792 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  CHARITABLE  CONTRIBUTIONS  OF 
SCIENTIFIC  EQUIPMENT  TO  ELE- 
MENTARY AND  SECONDARY 
SCHOOL& 

(a)  In  General.— Subparagraph  (-B)  of 
section  170(e)(4)  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(B)    QUALIFIED    RESEARCH    OR    EDUCATION 

CONTRIBUTION. — For  purposes  of  this  para- 
graph, the  term  'qualified  research  or  edu- 
cation contribution'  means  a  charitable  con- 
tribution by  a  corporation  of  tangible  per- 
sonal property  (including  computer  soft- 
ware), but  only  if— 

"(1)  the  contribution  is  to — 

"(I)  an  educational  organization  described 
In  subsection  (b)(l)(A)(il). 

"(11)  a  governmental  unit  described  In  sub- 
section (c)(1),  or 

"(in)  an  organization  described  in  section 
41(e)(6)(B), 

••(U)  the  contribution  Is  made  not  later 
than  3  years  after  the  date  the  taxpayer  ac- 
quired the  property  (or  In  the  case  of  prop- 
erty constructed  by  the  taxpayer,  the  date 
the  construction  of  the  property  Is  substan- 
tially completed), 

"(111)  the  property  is  scientific  equipment 
or  apparatus  substantially  all  of  the  use  of 
which  by  the  donee  Is  for— 

"(I)  research  or  experimentation  (within 
the  meaning  of  section  174),  or  for  research 
training.  In  the  United  States  in  physical  or 
biological  sciences,  or 

"(11)  In  the  case  of  an  organization  de- 
scribed In  clause  (1)  (I)  or  (11),  use  within  the 
United  States  for  educational  purposes  relat- 
ed to  the  purposes  or  function  of  the  organi- 
zation, 

"(Iv)  the  original  use  of  the  property  began 
with  the  taxpayer  (or  In  the  case  of  property 
constructed  by  the  taxpayer,  with  the 
donee), 

"(V)  the  property  Is  not  transferred  by  the 
donee  In  exchange  for  money,  other  prop- 
erty, or  services,  and 


"(vl)  the  taxpayer  receives  from  the  donee 
a  written  statement  representing  that  Its 
use  and  disposition  of  the  property  will  be  In 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  clauses 
(Iv)  and  (V)." 

(b)  DONATIONS  TO  CrHARTTY  FOR  REFURBISH- 
ING.—Section  170(e)(4)  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following  new  subparagraph: 

"D)  DONATIONS  TO  CKARnT  FOR  REFURBISH- 
ING.—For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  a  chari- 
table contribution  ■by  a  corporation  shall  be 
treated  as  a  qualified  research  or  education 
contribution  If— 

"(1)  such  contribution  is  a  contribution  of 
property  described  In  subparagraph  (B)(U1) 
to  an  organization  described  in  section 
501(c)(3)  and  exempt  from  Taxation  under 
section  SOl(a), 

"(11)  such  organization  repairs  and  refur- 
bishes the  property  and  donates  the  property 
to  an  organization  described  in  subparagraph 
(B)(1),  and 

"(ill)  the  taxpayer  receives  from  the  orga- 
nization to  whom  the  taxpayer  contributed 
the  property  a  written  statement  represent- 
ing that  its  use  of  the  property  (and  any  use 
by  the  organization  to  which  It  donates  the 
property)  meets  the  requirements  of  this 
paragraph.  ■■ 

(C)  CONFORinNG  AMENDMENTS.— 

(1)  Paragraph  (4)(A)  of  section  170(e)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  is  amended  by 
striking  "qualified  research  contribution" 
each  place  it  appears  and  Inserting  "quali- 
fied research  or  education  contribution". 

(2)  The  heading  for  section  170(eK4)  of  such 
Code  Is  amended  by  Inserting  "OR  edu- 
cation" after  "research". 

(d)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  taxable 
years  beginning  after  December  31. 1995.« 


By  Mr.  GREGG: 
S.  1793.  A  bill  to  amen  the  Tariff  Act 
of  1930  to  provide  that  the  requirement 
relating  to  making  imported  articles 
and  containers  apply  to  fresh  cut  flow- 
ers; to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

THE  TARIFF  ACT  OF  1930  AMENDMENT  ACT  OF  USS 

•  Mr.  GREGG.  Mr.  President,  I  intro- 
duce legislation  to  amend  the  Tariff 
act  of  1930,  to  provide  that  the  require- 
ments relating  to  marking  imported 
articles  and  containers  will  apply  to 
fresh  cut  flowers  as  well.  Under  current 
law  and  commercial  practices,  unlike 
other  imported  goods,  flowers  are  not 
required  to  be  labeled  with  country  of 
origin.  It  is  my  belief  that  consumers 
have  the  right  to  know  this  informa- 
tion when  they  shop  for  flowers. 

U.S.  law  requires  that  merchandise 
imported  into  the  United  States  be 
marked  with  country  of  origin  infor- 
mation. This  marking  must  be  "con- 
spicuously, legibly,  and  permanently 
marked  in  English"  (19  U.S.C.  1304). 
Unfortunately,  this  act  also  grants  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  authority  to 
exempt  certain  items  from  these  re- 
quirements flowers  are  among  the 
items  that  have  been  exempted.  My  bill 
would  revoke  this  regulatory  exemp- 
tion. 

The  result  is  that  the  boxes  or 
sleeves  in  which  imported  flowers  are 
shipped  are  required  to  be  marked  only 
at  the  point  of  entry  and  no  further. 
Often,  before  resale  to  consumers,  flow- 
ers are  taken  out  of  boxes  either  by  im- 
porters,   wholesalers   or   retailers.    In 
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many  cases,  even  the  retailer  from 
whom  flowers  are  purchased  is  unaware 
of  the  product's  origin.  Domestic  fresh 
cut  flower  producers  have  had  a  natu- 
ral advantage  over  importers  with  re- 
spect to  f^shness  due  to  their  proxim- 
ity to  local  markets.  Quite  simply,  do- 
mestic flowers  last  longer  and  they  are 
grown  in  conformance  with  strict  U.S. 
pesticide  laws  as  well.  United  States 
consumers  should  be  able  to  choose  to 
purchase  fresh,  long-lasting  domestic 
cut  flowers  produced  under  strict  pes- 
ticide controls.  Historically,  however, 
without  a  means  of  distinguishing 
their  product,  domestic  growers  have 
found  it  di£ricult  to  promote  to  con- 
sumers and  handlers  the  freshness  of 
their  flowers,  or  warn  of  hazardous  pes- 
ticide residues  on  imported  flowers. 

The  legislation  I  am  introducing 
today  will  not  place  an  undue  burden 
on  retailers  or  wholesalers.  I'm  sure  all 
of  us,  when  we  shop  for  groceries,  have 
seen  perishable  products  routinely  la- 
beled either  by  sticker  or  a  simple  sign 
by  the  product.  This  legislation  would 
also  provide  our  domestic  growers,  who 
enjoy  advantages  of  proximity  to  the 
market  and  the  controlled  environ- 
ment of  the  greenhouse  a  valuable 
means  of  distinguishing  their  fresh 
product  ftxjm  imported  flowers  that  are 
several  days  old  and  potentially  grown 
under  lax  pesticide  laws. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  provisions  of  my  bUl  be 
printed  in  the  Recxdrd. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  RECX)RD,  as 
follows: 

S.  1793 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  ttie  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SBCnON  1.  MARDNG  OF  FRESH  CUT  FLOWERS. 

(a)  In  Generai^— Section  304  of  the  Tariff 
Act  of  1930  (19  U.S.C.  1304)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  re4e8iKnating  subsections  (f),  (gr).  (b), 
and  (i)  as  subsections  (g).  (h),  (1),  and  (j).  re- 
spectively; and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (e)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection: 

"(f)  Mahkino  of  Cut  Flowers.— Notwith- 
standing any  other  provision  of  law.  no  ex- 
ception may  be  made  under  subsection  (a)(3) 
with  respect  to  fresh  cut  flowers  described  in 
or  classified  under  superior  heading  0603.  or 
subheading  0603.10,  0603.10.30.  0603.10.60. 
0603.10.70,  or  0608.10.80  of  the  Harmonized 
Tariff  Schedule  of  the  United  States,  as  in 
effect  on  January  1.  1996.  The  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  shall,  by  regulation,  assure 
such  tnth  cut  flowers  are  labeled,  marked. 
or  otherwise  clearly  identifled  at  the  retail 
level  as  to  their  country  of  origin.". 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  applies  to  articles  en- 
tered, or  withdrawn  trom  warehouse  for  con- 
sumption, on  the  date  that  is  15  days  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.* 


By  Mr.  GREGG  (for  himself,  Mr. 
RBID,  Mr.  NICKLES,  Mr.  WAR- 
NER, Mrs.  Kassebaum,  Mr. 
Thurmond,  Mr.  Smith,  and  Mr. 

BRYAN): 

S.  1794.  A  bill  to  amend. chapter  83  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code,  to  provide 


for  the  forfeiture  of  retirement  benefits 
in  the  case  of  any  Member  of  Congress, 
congressional  employee,  or  Federal  jus- 
tice or  judge  who  is  convicted  of  an  of- 
fense relating  to  official  duties  of  that 
individual,  and  for  the  forfeiture  of  the 
retirement  allowance  of  the  President 
for  such  a  conviction;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Governmental  Affairs. 

THE  CONGRESSIONAL,  PRESIDENTIAL,  AND 
JUDICIAL  PENSION  FORFErTURE  ACT 

•  Mr.  GREGG.  Mr.  President,  I  intro- 
duce legislation  which  is,  unfortu- 
nately, a  necessary  measure.  Even  its 
name — the  Congressional,  Presidential, 
and  Judicial  Pension  Forfeiture  Act — 
does  not  grive  any  of  us  a  good  feeling. 
However,  I  do  not  introduce  this  bill 
apologetically,  because  I  believe  there 
is  a  compelling  need  to  enact  these 
changes  in  order  to  regain  public  con- 
fidence and  Vnist  in  elected  officials 
and  top  federal  appointees. 

I  urge  all  of  my  distinguished  col- 
leagues to  examine  this  bill  and  to  ask 
themselves  the  same  kinds  of  questions 
the  American  people  have  been  asking 
for  a  long  time.  "Why  are  Members  of 
Congress  not  held  accountable  for  their 
decisions,  and  more  importantly  for 
their  wrongdoing?  Why  do  they  seem  to 
think  they  are  above  the  people  who 
elected  them,  and  even  sometimes 
above  the  law?" 

Recent  events  have  only  confirmed 
such  cjmicism.  I'm  sure  none  of  us 
would  like  to  be  reminded  of  the  em- 
barrassment caused  by  these  scandals, 
which  are  representative  of  an  increas- 
ing trend  of  privilege  abuse.  Thirty- 
four  Members  have  served  felony  prison 
sentences  since  1900,  13  of  those  in  the 
last  decade.  Perhaps  we  need  a  deter- 
rent, a  statutory  deterrent — such  as 
the  Congressional,  Presidential,  and 
Judicial  Pension  Forfeiture  Act — ^which 
would  cause  those  who  may  be  tempted 
to  abuse  the  privileges  of  public  service 
to  think  twice  before  exploiting  those 
powers.  More  importantly,  this  bill  is 
also  aimed  at  establishing  a  common- 
sense  approach  to  fair  play  in  the  use 
of  taxpayers'  money — an  approach  that 
the  public  understands  instinctively 
but  to  which  Congress  has  yet  to  con- 
form. 

This  bill  would  deny  congressional 
pensions  to  any  Members  who  commit 
specified  felony  crimes  during  their 
term  in  office.  The  crimes  relate  di- 
rectly to  the  execution  of  congres- 
sional duties  and  were  taken  £rom  a 
compilation  of  Federal  ethics  laws  pre- 
pared by  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Affairs.  These  crimes  are  acts 
which  we  all  know  are  wrong,  and  for 
which  any  American  citizen  would  pay 
dearly  in  a  court  of  law.  Yet  we  as. 
Members  of  Congress,  were  elected  on 
the  basis  of  integrity  and  character 
and,  as  such,  we  should  hold  ourselves 
to  higher  ethical  standards  than  the 
average  citizen.  This  is  true  in  the 
military,  whose  officers,  if  convicted  in 
a  court-noartial,  lose  their  pensions  for 
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serious  wrongdoing.  We  should  ask  our- 
selves if  we,  too,  should  submit  to  the 
kind  of  standards  worthy  of  our  offices. 
I  think  we  should. 

Mr.  President,  the  question  here  is 
accountability.  How  accountable  do  we 
perceive  ourselves  as  being  for  the  de- 
cisions we  make?  While  we  would  never 
deny  that  we  all  make  mistakes — and 
our  constituents  would  never  expect  us 
to  be  perfect — the  American  people  do 
have  a  right  to  expect  that  we  serve 
them  honorably,  with  a  strong  mind, 
and  with  a  clear  conscience.  More  spe- 
cifically, they  have  a  right  to  expect 
that  we  perform  our  duties  firee  of  cor- 
ruption. Therefore,  I  strongly  urge  all 
of  you  to  consider  the  source  of  public 
cynicism  and  the  bad  image  which  Gov- 
ernment has  recently  acquired.  Sixty- 
six  percent  of  eligible  American  voters 
decide  to  stay  home  on  election  night, 
not  because  they  would  rather  watch 
TV,  but  because  they  have  lost  faith  in 
their  elected  officials — in  us — and  in 
the  importance  of  their  votes  in  a 
democratic  system  they  no  longer  feel 
is  responsive  to  them.  And  this  time,  it 
is  not  about  issues;  it  is  about  account- 
ability. None  of  us  would  claim  here  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  that  we  do  not 
hold  ourselves  accountable  for  our  own 
actions.  Hopefully,  my  colleagues  will 
agree  to  support  this  bill  as  a  step  to- 
ward regaining  the  respect  and  the 
trust  of  the  American  people. 

Finally.  I  would  like  to  thank  Sen- 
ators Reid  and  Nickles,  who  have  been 
working  independently  on  this  issue 
and  are  joining  me  today  in  introduc- 
ing this  bill.  Also,  I  would  like  to 
thank  my  colleagues  who  have  come 
forward  and  have  demonstrated  their 
support  for  the  bill  by  becoming  origi- 
nal cosponsors.  It  is  gratifying,  and  I 
am  very  honored,  to  have  my  distin- 
gruished  colleagues,  from  both  sides  of 
the  aisle,  joining  me  on  this  issue.* 


By  Mr.  ROTH: 
S.  1795.  A  bill  to  restore  the  Amer- 
ican family,  enhance  support  and  work 
opportunities  for  families  with  chil- 
dren, reduce  out-of-wedlock  preg- 
i^ancies,  reduce  welfare  dependence  by 
requiring  work,  meet  the  health  care 
needs  of  America's  most  vulnerable 
citizens,  control  welfare  and  Medicaid 
spending,  and  increase  State  flexibil- 
ity; to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

THE  PERSONAL  RESPONSIBILrrT  AND  WORK 
OPPORTUNTTY  ACT  OF  1998 

•  Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  today  is 
the  day  we  have  reached  the  top  of  a 
great  divide.  We  can  clearly  see  both 
what  lies  ahead  and  that  which  is  be- 
hind us.  Today  is  the  day  we  decide 
whether  we  dare  to  press  forward  and 
change  a  welfare  system  that  is  crip- 
pling children  and  famUies. 

Today  is  a  day  of  contrasts— 39 
months  ago.  President  Clinton  prom- 
ised the  Nation's  Governors  and  the 
American  people  that  he  would  end 
welfare  as  we  know  it.  Nothing  hap- 
pened. 
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He  abandoned  welfare  reform  and  in- 
stead pursued  a  misguided  attempt  to 
take  Government  control  over  the 
world's  finest  health  care  system.  It 
didn't  work. 

Today,  the  Republicans  in  the  House 
and  Senate  are  introducing  legislation 
which  will  deliver  on  the  promise  of 
welfare  reform  and  which  will  protect 
the  health  benefits  of  needy  families  as 
they  move  from  welfare  to  work.  Today 
we  are  introducing  welfare  and  Medic- 
aid reform  based  on  the  bipartisan  rec- 
ommendations of  the  Nation's  Gov- 
ernors. While  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion has  pursued  policies  of  national 
control  from  Washington,  we  believe 
the  future  of  these  programs  belong  in 
the  States. 

Without  even  having  seen  our  pro- 
posal, President  Clinton  labeled  Medic- 
aid reform  a  "poison  pill."  We  think  it 
is  good  medicine.  Under  our  proposal. 
Federal  spending  for  the  Medicaid  pro- 
gram will  total  $371  billion  over  the 
next  6  years.  This  represents  an  aver- 
age annual  growth  rate  of  6.5  i)ercent 
between  1996  and  2002  while  still 
achieving  savings  of  $72  billion  com- 
pared to  current  law. 

But  $371  billion  represents  many  im- 
portant things  in  addition  to  how  much 
the  Federal  Government  will  choose  to 
spend  on  the  third  largest  domestic 
program  in  the  Federal  budget. 

It  represents  bipartisan  compromise. 

It  represents  the  future  of  how  Gov- 
ernment will  work  to  help  families  es- 
cape welfare  dependency. 

And  it  represents  the  future  of  gov- 
ernmental relationships  in  our  con- 
stitutional system  of  federalism. 

First,  $371  billion  represents  an  im- 
portant element  of  compromise  in  the 
political  process.  In  the  budget  nego- 
tiations with  President  Clinton  last 
December,  the  Republican  leadership 
recommended  Medicaid  savings  of  $85 
billion.  During  the  negotiations.  Presi- 
dent Clinton  wanted  to  reduce  the  sav- 
ings level  for  Medicaid  to  $59  billion. 
At  that  time,  there  was  a  recognition 
by  the  administration  that  Medicaid 
spending  indeed  was  out  of  control.  For 
example,  between  1994  and  1995,  total 
Federal  outlays  grew  by  3  percent. 

But  Medicaid  spending  grew  nearly 
three  times  as  fast. 

On  a  number  of  occasions,  the  admin- 
istration has  indicated  that  the  Presi- 
dent intends  to  reduce  Medicaid  spend- 
ing by  $59  billion. 

The  President's  fiscal  year  1997  budg- 
et released  in  March  includes  saving  of 
$55  billion. 

Thus,  by  setting  Medicaid  spending 
at  $371  billion,  we  are  meeting  Presi- 
dent Clinton  halfway.  The  difference 
between  us  is  now  $13  billion.  This  is 
less  than  2  percent  of  the  total  Federal 
Medicaid  spending  over  the  next  6 
years.  This  is  a  difference  of  16  cents 
per  Medicaid  recipient  per  day. 

When  President  Clinton  vetoed  the 
Balanced  Budget  Act  of  1995,  he  argued 


that  the  Medicaid  budget  savings  cut 
too  deeply. 

The  adoption  of  today's  budget  reso- 
lution and  the  introduction  of  this  leg- 
islation clearly  demonstrates  that  the 
debate  over  Medicaid  is  not  about 
spending.  The  issue  is,  who  will  control 
the  spending,  Waishington,  or  the 
States? 

In  February,  the  Nation's  Governors 
unanimously  adopted  a  proposal  to  re- 
structure the  Medicaid  Program. 
Democratic  and  Republican  Governors 
alike  have  called  upon  the  President 
and  Congress  to  dramatically  change 
the  Medicaid  Program. 

The  Medicaid  proposal  we  are  intro- 
ducing reflects  the  Governors'  policies, 
including  guarantees  for  children, 
pregnant  women,  the  elderly,  and  per- 
sons with  disabilities. 

Together,  the  Democratic  and  Repub- 
lican Governors  have  testified  before 
Congress  that  budget  savings  should  be 
between  $59  and  $85  billion.  The  Repub- 
lican proposal  of  $72  billion  in  savings 
reflects  this  spirit  of  bipartisan  com- 
promise and  is  the  midpoint  of  these 
savings  figures. 

The  Medicaid  debate  therefore  is 
about  policy,  not  budget.  Medicaid  is 
the  largest  welfare  program  and  must 
be  part  of  the  solution  for  moving  fam- 
ilies from  welfare  to  work.  It  costs 
more  than  the  AFDC,  Food  Stamp,  and 
SSI  Programs  combined. 

The  growths  in  the  welfare  progrrams 
are  intimately  linked  to  Medicaid. 
Medicaid  is  the  nucleus  of  authentic 
welfare  reform. 

The  Nation's  Governors  support  re- 
form and  share  the  common  goal  to  end 
the  status  quo.  Democratic  and  Repub- 
lican (xovemors  have  forged  a  biparti- 
san blueprint  for  reform. 

Our  legislation  reflects  the  principles 
and  fitimework  of  the  Governors'  pro- 
posals and  meets  their  goals. 

Nearly  everyone,  including  President 
Clinton,  recognizes  that  the  welfare 
system  is  broken  and  must  be  fixed. 
The  Governors,  Democratic  and  Repub- 
lican alike,  know  that  Medicaid  and 
welfare  were  in  the  same  car  wreck  and 
both  require  major  reconstructive  sur- 
gery as  soon  as  possible. 

The  Governors  understand  there  are 
major  problems  in  the  Medicaid  Pro- 
gram. To  begin  with,  Medicaid  is  an 
all-or-nothing  proposition. 

A  person  either  qualifies  for  all  Med- 
icaid benefits  or  no  Medicaid  benefits. 
There  is  no  flexibility  in  the  current 
system  to  provide  benefits  tailored  to  a 
family's  needs. 

As  such,  the  welfare  system  often 
creates  disincentives  to  work  and  gross 
inequities  for  low-income  working  fam- 
ilies, many  of  whom  have  no  other  way 
to  provide  health  care  for  their  chil- 
dren. 

For  the  individual,  the  current  Med- 
icaid program  is  often  self-defeating  as 
it  encourages  dependency.  Many  proud 
families  can  describe  what  they  are 


forced  to  do  to  acquire  and  maintain 
Medicaid  coverage. 

If  a  family's  income  rises  above  the 
eligibility  level  by  just  $1,  the  entire 
Medicaid  package  is  taken  away. 

Medicaid  performs  as  it  was  designed 
30  years  ago— $731  billion  therefore  rep- 
resents a  new  opportunity  to  refocus 
our  welfare  programs  to  help  the 
present  and  future  generations  to  es- 
cape dependency. 

Governors  know  that  Medicaid  is  a 
critical  link  in  moving  families  from 
welfare  to  work.  They  understand  it 
can  be  difficult  to  convince  a  family 
that  work  pays  more  than  welfare  if 
the  price  includes  the  loss  of  their 
health  insurance. 

The  Medicaid  current  program  dis- 
courages expansion  of  coverage  and  in- 
novation. 

There  is  little  flexibility  or  reward 
for  the  States  to  experiment  with  ways 
of  improving  access  to  care. 

The  Governors  have  testified  how 
their  ideas  to  cover  more  fanulies  have 
been  stopped  cold  by  Federal  rules  and 
regulations. 

The  bureaucracy  often  thwarts  tar- 
geting of  benefits  which,  for  example, 
could  be  more  effective  in  lowering  in- 
fant mortality  rates. 

Medicaid  lags  far  behind  the  private 
sector  in  adopting  progressive  managed 
care  strategies  which  have  saved  em- 
ployers and  working  families  bUlions 
of  dollars. 

Two-thirds  of  the  people  covered  by 
employer-sponsored  health  plans  today 
are  enrolled  in  some  tsnpe  of  managed 
care  plan. 

In  contrast,  only  about  one-quarter 
of  the  Medicaid  recipients  are  in  any 
form  of  managed  care. 

Medicaid  contains  a  number  of  bar- 
riers to  managed  care. 

For  example,  Florida  is  facing  major 
disruptions  in  its  entire  Medicaid  sys- 
tem because  two  of  its  best  HMO's  do 
not  meet  Medicaid's  "7&'25"  require- 
ments. 

Freed  from  the  choke  hold  of  the 
Federal  bureaucracy.  States  will  be 
able  to  harness  their  enormous  pur- 
chasing power  to  improve  the  delivery 
of  services  at  lower  costs. 

The  central  issue  of  the  pending  Med- 
icaid debate  is  who  can  best  design  a 
State's  public  health  insurance  pro- 
gram— the  Federal  bureaucracy  or  the 
States? 

The  idea  that  the  children  and  elder- 
ly citizens  in  a  State  must  be  protected 
from  thefr  Governor  and  State  legisla- 
tors is  not  only  wrong. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  insulting. 

Finally,  slowing  the  rate  of  growth 
represents  a  fundamental  decision 
about  the  future  of  federalism.  Our 
elected  State  officials  are  hostages  to 
the  demands  of  the  current  Medicaid 
Program.  The  Federal-State  partner- 
ship cannot  survive  the  skyrocketing 
cost  of  the  Medicaid  Program  which 
ricochets  throughout  State  budgets. 
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For  example,  in  1990,  Medicaid  re- 
placed higher  education  &s  the  second 
larg'est  State  spending  category,  ex- 
ceeded only  by  elementary  and  second- 
ary education. 

In  1987,  elementary  and  secondary 
education  accounted  for  22.8  i>ercent  of 
State  spending.  Medicaid  took  10.2  per- 
cent of  State  spending. 

According  to  the  latest  report  issued 
by  the  National  Association  of  State 
Budget  Officers,  the  share  of  State 
spending  for  elementary  and  secondary 
education  has  declined  to  20.9  percent 
while  Medicaid's  share  has  nearly  dou- 
bled to  19.2  percent. 

If  present  trends  continue,  Medicaid 
will  soon  pass  elementary  and  second- 
ary education  as  the  largest  item  in 
State  budgets. 

Medicaid  has  seized  the  power  of  de- 
cisionmaking from  State  officials.  It  is 
simply  draining  resources  from  other 
priorities. 

As  sunrunarized  by  the  State  budget 
officers'  report,  "Medicaid  *  *  *  contin- 
ues to  limit  the  ability  of 
decisonmakers  to  use  the  budget  as  a 
tool  for  implementing  public  policy." 

Last  January,  President  Clinton  pro- 
claimed an  end  to  big  government. 
Nothing  could  demonstrate  a  true  alle- 
giance to  this  pledge  better  than  to  re- 
turn the  responsibility  and  authority 
for  welfare  programs  to  the  States. 

In  sum,  the  critical  difference  be- 
tween President  Clinton  and  the  Re- 
publicans is  not  about  the  level  of  Med- 
icaid spending. 

Mr.  President,  the  difference  lies  in 
the  vision  of  the  proper  roles  of  Gov- 
ernment and  in  the  faith  of  the  Amer- 
ican people  to  govern  themselves.* 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  327 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatch,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Shelby]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  327,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  provide  clari- 
fication for  the  deductibility  of  ex- 
penses incurred  by  a  taxpayer  in  con- 
nection with  the  business  use  of  the 
home. 

s.se 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatfield,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  INHOFE]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  582,  a  bill  to  amend  title  28, 
United  States  Code,  to  provide  that 
certain  voluntary  disclosures  of  viola- 
tions of  Federal  laws  made  pursuant  to 
an  environmental  audit  shall  not  be 
subject  to  discovery  or  admitted  into 
evidence  during  a  Federal  judicial  or 
administrative  proceeding,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.  6»4 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatfield,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Goeton],  and  the  Senator  from  In- 
diana [Mr.  Coats]  were  added  as  co- 


sponsors  of  S.  684,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act  to  provide 
for  programs  of  research  regarding  Par- 
kinson's disease,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  704 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Simon,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Graham]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
704,  a  bill  to  establish  the  Gambling 
Impact  Study  Commission. 

S.  814 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  McCain,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 
kota [Mr.  DORGAN],  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Bingaman],  and  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Wellstone]  were  added  as  cosponsors 
of  S.  814,  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  reor- 
ganization of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Af- 
fairs, and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1578 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Frist,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  LOTT],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  THOMAS],  and  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Dole]  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  S.  1578,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Individuals  with  Disabilities  Education 
Act  to  authorize  appropriations  for  fis- 
cal years  1997  through  2002,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.  1610 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bond,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Craig]  and  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Shelby]  were  added  as  cosponsors 
of  S.  1610,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  clarify  the 
standards  used  for  determining  wheth- 
er individuals  are  not  employees. 

S.  1735 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Pressler,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Inhofe]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1735,  a  bill  to  esteblish  the  United 
States  Tourism  Organization  as  a  non- 
governmental entity  for  the  purpose  of 
promoting  tourism  in  the  United 
States. 

S.  1743 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bingaman,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Hatch]  and  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Gramm]  were  added  as  cosponsors 
of  S.  1743,  a  bill  to  provide  temporary 
emergency  livestock  feed  assistance  for 
certain  producers,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  175C 

At  the  request  of  Ms.  Moseley- 
Braijn,  the  name  of  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  [Mr.  REID]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1756,  a  bill  to  provide  ad- 
ditional pension  security  for  spouses 
and  former  spouses,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

8.  1757 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Frist,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Simon]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1757,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Developmental 
Disabilities    Assistance    and    Bill    of 


Rights  Act  to  extend  the  Act,  ajid  for 
other  purposes. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION  255 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Biden,  his  name 
was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  Senate 
Resolution  255,  a  resolution  to  honor 
Adm.  Jeremy  M.  "Mike"  Boorda. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  3995 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  DOMENia,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Coverdell]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  amendment  No.  3995  proposed  to  S. 
Con.  Res.  57,  an  original  concurrent 
resolution  setting  forth  the  congres- 
sional budget  for  the  U.S.  Government 
for  fiscal  years  1997,  1998,  1999,  2000, 
2001,  and  2002. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4001 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  BYRD,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Bingaman]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
amendment  No.  4001  proposed  to  S. 
Con.  Res.  57,  an  original  concurrent 
resolution  setting  forth  the  congres- 
sional budget  for  the  U.S.  Government 
for  fiscal  years  1997,  1998,  1999,  2000, 
2001,  and  2002. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4019 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  DoMENia,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Coverdell]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  amendment  No.  4019  proposed  to  S. 
Con.  Res.  57,  an  original  concurrent 
resolution  setting  forth  the  congres- 
sional budget  for  the  U.S.  Government 
for  fiscal  years  1997,  1998,  1999,  2000, 
2001,  and  2002. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


THE  CONGRESSIONAL  BXTOGET 
CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION 


ABRAHAM  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  4028 

Mr.  DOMENICI  (for  Mr.  ABRAHAM,  for 
himself,  Mr.  Coverdell,  and  Mr. 
Hatch)  proposed  an  amendment  to 
amendment  No.  3986  proposed  by  Mr. 
Wellstone  to  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion (S.  Con.  Res.  57)  setting  forth  the 
congressional  budget  for  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment for  fiscal  years  1997,  1998,  1999, 
2000,  2001,  and  2002;  as  follows: 

Id  the  pending  amendment,  strike  all  after 
"SEC.    ."  and  insert  the  following:: 
sens:  of  the  sbnate  regarding  the  status 

of  the  presidents  "cops"  pro- 

grabl 

(a)  It  is  the  Sense  of  the  Senate  that  the 
assumptions  underlying  the  function  totals 
and  aggregates  in  this  budget  resolution  as- 
sume: 

(1)  full  funding  for  the  Violent  Crime  Re- 
duction Trust  Fund  through  the  Fiscal  Year 
2002;  and 

(2)  that  administrative  funding  for  the 
Public  Safety  and  Community  Policing 
grants  should  be  reduced  by  half  of  the  Presi- 
dent's request  for  the  following  reasons: 

(A)  in  an  interview  with  the  New  York 
Times  on  May  12,  1996,  a  senior  presidential 
aide  claimed  that,  under  the  COPS  program. 
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"43,000  of  the  100.000  cops  will  be  on  the 
street"; 

(B)  contrary  of  this  claim,  in  a  press  con- 
ference Thursday.  May  16,  1996,  Attorney 
General  Janet  Reno  stated  that,  "What  I  am 
advised  is  that  there  are  17,000  officers  that 
can  be  identified  as  being  on  the  streets"  as 
a  result  of  the  COPS  program;  and 

(C)  while  the  number  of  police  officers  ac- 
tually placed  on  the  streets  under  the  COPS 
program  has  lagged  far  behind  the  White 
House's  misleading  claims,  the  President's 
request  to  fund  310  administrative  positions 
to  oversee  the  COPS  program  is  an  excessive 
$29,185,000. 

The  number  on  page  37,  line  17,  is  deemed 
to  be  increased  by  the  amount  of 
Sl.900,000,000. 

The  number  on  page  37.  line  18,  is  deemed 
to  be  increased  by  the  amount  of 
S3.000.000.000. 

The  number  on  page  37,  line  24,  is  deemed 
to  be  increased  by  the  amount  of  $400,000,000. 

The  number  on  page  37,  line  25,  is  deemed 
to  be  increased  by  the  amount  of 
$1,550,000,000. 

The  number  on  page  32,  line  6,  is  deemed  to 
be  decreased  by  the  amount  of  $1,900,000,000. 

The  number  on  page  32.  line  7,  is  deemed  to 
be  decreased  by  the  amount  of  $3,000,000,000. 

The  number  on  page  32,  line  13,  is  deemed 
to  be  decreased  by  the  amount  of  $400,000,000. 

The  number  on  page  32.  line  14.  is  deemed 
to  be  decreased  by  the  amount  of  $1,550,000. 


WELLSTONE  AMENDMENT  NO.  4029 

Mr.  WELLSTONE  proposed  an 
amendment  to  amendment  No.  3986 
proposed  by  him  to  the  concurrent  res- 
olution (S.  Con.  Res.  57)  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

At  the  end  of  the  amendment,  add  the  fol- 
lowing: 

SEC  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  THAT  FUNDS  WILL 
BE  AVAILABLE  TO  HIRE  NEW  POUCE 
OFFICERS. 

(a)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  suffi- 
cient funds  will  be  made  available  for  Public 
Safety  and  Community  Policing  grants  to 
reach  the  goals  of  Title  I  of  the  Violent 
Crime  Control  and  Law  Enforcement  Act  of 
1994  (Public  Law  103-266). 


ASHCROFT  AMENDMENT  NO.  4030 

Mr.  ASHCROFT  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  amendment  No.  4000  proposed 
by  Mr.  KENNEDY  to  the  concurrent  res- 
olution (S.  Con.  Res.  57)  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

Strike  all  after  the  first  word  and  insert 
the  following: 

SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  REGARDING  REQUIRE- 
MENTS THAT  WELFARE  RECIPIENTS 
BE  DRUG-FREE 

In  recognition  of  the  fact  that  American 
workers  are  required  to  be  drug-Cree  in  the 
workplace,  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  this  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budg- 
et assumes  that  the  State  may  require  wel- 
fare recipients  to  be  drug-f^ee  as  a  condition 
for  receiving  such  benefits  and  that  random 
drug  testing  may  be  used  to  enforce  such  re- 
quirements. 


KENNEDY  AMENDMENT  NO.  4031 

Mr.  KENNEDY  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  amendment  No.  4000  proposed 
by  him  to  the  concurrent  resolution  (S. 
Con.  Res.  57)  supra;  as  follows: 


At  the  end  of  the  amendment,  add  the  fol- 
lowing: 
At  the  end  of  title  m,  insert  the  following: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  <V  THE  SENATE  ON  DAVIS-BACON. 

Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  the  com- 
mittee report  on  this  resolution,  it  is  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  provisions  in 
this  resolution  do  not  assume  the  repeal  of 
the  Davis-Bacon  Act. 


SANTORUM  AMENDMENT  NO.  4032 

Mr.  SANTORUM  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  amendment  No.  4000  proposed 
by  Mr.  Kennedy  to  the  concurrent  res- 
olution (S.  Con.  Res.  57)  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

At  the  end  of  the  pending  amendment,  in- 
sert the  following: 

SEC    .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  DAVIS-BACON. 

Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  the  com- 
mittee report  on  this  resolution,  it  is  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  provisions  in 
this  resolution  assume  reform  of  the  Davis- 
Bacon  Act. 


EXON  AMENDMENT  NO.  4033 

Mr.  EXON  proposed  an  amendment  to 
amendment  No.  4(X)9  proposed  by  Mr. 
Gramm  to  the  concurrent  resolution  (S. 
Con.  Res.  57)  supra;  as  follows: 

Strike  all  after  "SEC."  and  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

SEC  .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  SOLVENCY  OF 
THE  MEDICARE  TRUST  FUND. 

(a)  FmoiNGS.— The  Senate  finds  that  repeal 
of  certain  provisions  from  the  Omnibus 
Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1993  would 
move  the  insolvency  date  of  the  HI  (Medi- 
care) Trust  Fund  forward  by  a  full  year. 

(b)  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  no  provisions  in  this 
Budget  Resolution  should  worsen  the  sol- 
vency of  the  Medicare  Trust  Fund. 


GRAMM  AMENDMENT  NO.  4034 

Mr.  DOMENICI  (for  Mr.  Gramm)  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  amendment 
No.  4009  proposed  by  Mr.  Gramm  to  the 
concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  57) 
supra;  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  amendment,  add  the  fol- 
lowing: 

SEC  .  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  THAT  THE  19B3 
INCOME  TAX  INCREASE  ON  SOCIAL 
SECURmr  BENEFITS  SHOULD  BE  RE- 
PEALED 

(a)  FiNDDiGS. — Congress  finds  that  the  as- 
sumptions underlying  this  resolution  include 
that— 

(1)  the  Fiscal  Year  1994  budget  proposal  of 
President  Clinton  to  raise  federal  income 
taxes  on  the  Social  Security  benefits  of  sen- 
ior citizens  with  incomes  as  low  as  $25,000, 
and  those  provisions  of  the  Fiscal  Year  1994 
recommendations  of  the  Budget  Resolution 
and  the  1993  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation 
Act  in  which  the  103rd  Congress  voted  to 
raise  federal  income  taxes  on  the  Social  Se- 
curity benefits  of  senior  citizens  with  income 
as  low  as  $34,000  should  be  repealed: 

(2)  that  the  Senate  Budget  Resolution 
should  reflect  President  Clinton's  statement 
that  be  believed  he  raised  federal  taxes  too 
much  in  1993;  and 

(3)  that  the  Budget  Resolution  should  react 
to  President  Clinton's  Fiscal  Year  1997  budg- 
et which  documents  the  fact  that  in  the  his- 
tory of  the  United  States,  the  total  tax  bur- 
den has  never  been  greater  than  it  is  today, 
therefore 


It  is  the  Sense  of  the  Congress  that  the  as- 
sumptions underlying  this  Resolution  in- 
clude— 

(1)  that  raising  federal  income  taxes  in  1993 
on  the  Social  Security  benefits  of  middle- 
class  individuals  with  income  as  low  as 
$34,000  was  a  mistake; 

(2)  that  the  federal  income  tax  hike  on  So- 
cial Security  benefits  imposed  on  1993  by  the 
103rd  Congress  and  signed  into  law  by  Presi- 
dent Clinton  should  be  repealed:  and 

(3)  President  Clinton  should  work  with  the 
Congress  to  repeal  the  1993  federal  income 
tax  hike  on  Social  Security  benefits  in  a 
manner  that  would  not  adversely  affect  the 
Social  Security  Trust  Fund  or  the  Medicare 
Part  A  Trust  Fund,  and  should  ensure  that 
such  repeal  is  coupled  with  offsetting  reduc- 
tions in  federal  s]>ending. 


MCCAIN  (AND  DOMENICI) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  4035 

Mr.  MCCAIN  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
DOMENICI)  proposed  an  amendment  to 
amendment  No.  4013  proposed  by  Mr. 
BUMPERS  to  the  concurrent  resolution 
(S.  Con.  Res.  57);  supra;  as  follows: 

In  amendment  No.  4013,  strike  all  after  the 
first  word  and  insert  the  following: 

SEC    .    CORPORATE    SUBSIDIES   AND   SALE    OF 
GOVERNMENT  ASSETS. 

(a)  Corporate  Subsidies.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  functional  levels  and 
aggregate  in  this  budget  resolution  assume 
that: 

(1)  the  federal  budget  contains  ten  of  bil- 
lions of  dollars  in  payments,  benefits  and 
programs  that  primarily  assist  profit-mak- 
ing enterprises  and  industries  rather  than 
provide  a  clear  and  compelling  public  inter- 
est; 

(2)  corporate  subsidies  can  provide  unfair 
competitive  advantages  to  certain  industries 
and  industry  segments; 

(3)  at  a  time  when  millions  of  Americans 
are  being  asked  to  sacrifice  in  order  to  bal- 
ance the  budget,  the  corporate  sector  should 
bear  its  share  of  the  burden. 

(4)  federal  payments,  benefits,  and  pro- 
grams which  predominantly  benefit  a  par- 
ticular industry  or  segment  of  an  industry, 
rather  than  provide  a  clear  and  compelling 
public  benefit,  should  be  reformed  or  termi- 
nated in  order  to  provide  additional  tax  re- 
lief, deficit  reduction,  or  to  achieve  the  sav- 
ings necessary  to  meet  this  resolution's  in- 
structions and  levels. 

(b)  Sale  of  Government  Assets.— 

(1)  Budgetary  treatment.— 

(A)  In  general.— For  the  purposes  of  any 
concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  and  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974,  no 
amounts  realized  from  the  sale  of  an  asset 
shall  be  scored  with  respect  to  the  level  of 
budget  authority,  outlays,  or  revenues  if 
such  sale  would  cause  an  increase  in  the  defi- 
cit as  calculated  pursuant  to  subparagraph 
(B). 

(B)  CALCTHJITION  of  net  PRESENT  VALUE.— 

The  deficit  estimate  of  an  asset  sale  shall  be 
the  net  present  value  of  the  cash  flow  from: 

(i)  proceeds  ftom  the  asset  sale; 

(il)  future  receipts  that  would  be  expected 
from  continued  ownership  of  the  asset  by  the 
Government;  and 

(lii)  expected  future  spending  by  the  Gov- 
ernment at  a  level  necessary  to  continue  to 
operate  and  maintain  the  asset  to  generate 
the  receipts  estimated  pursuant  to  clause 
(ii). 

(2)  DEFiNrnoNS.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  term  "sale  of  an  asset"  shall  have 


12128 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


the  same  meaning  as  under  section  2S0(c)(21) 
of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Defi- 
cit Control  Act  of  1985. 

(3)  Treatment  of  loan  assets.— For  the 
purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  sale  of  loan 
assets  or  the  prepayment  of  a  loan  shall  be 
governed  by  the  terms  of  the  Federal  Credit 
Reform  Act  of  1990. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


BUMPERS  AMENDMENT  NO.  4036 

Mr.  BUMPERS  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  amendment  No.  4013  proposed 
by  Mm  to  the  concurrent  resolution  (S. 
Con.  Res.  57)  supra;  as  follows: 

The  pending  amendment,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  adding  the  following: 

Notwithstanding,  subsection  (b)  of  this 
amendment  regarding  the  sale  of  govern- 
ment assets,  the  sale  of  assets  shall  be  treat- 
ed as  follows: 

(1)  BuiXJETARY  treatment.— For  purposes 
of  any  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget 
and  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974.  no 
amounts  realized  from  sales  of  assets  shall 
be  scored  with  respect  to  the  level  of  budget 
authority,  outlays,  or  revenues. 

(2)  DEFlNmONS. — For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  term  "sale  of  an  asset"  shall  have 
the  same  meaning  as  under  section  250(c)(21) 
of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Defi- 
cit Control  Act  of  1985. 

(3)  Treatment  of  loan  assets.— For  the 
purposes  of  this  section,  the  sale  of  loan  as- 
sets or  the  prepayment  of  a  loan  shall  be 
governed  by  the  terms  of  the  Federal  Credit 
Reform  Act  of  1990." 


NOTICE  OF  HEARING 

COMMTTTEE  ON  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
Like  to  announce  that  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Indian  Affairs  will  conduct 
an  oversight  hearing  during  the  session 
of  the  Senate  on  Tuesday,  June  11, 1996, 
at  9:30  a.m.  on  Indian  trust  funds  man- 
a«rement  by  the  Department  of  the  In- 
terior and  implementation  of  the  In- 
dian Trust  Fund  Management  Act  of 
1994.  The  hearing  will  be  held  in  room 
485  of  the  Russell  Senate  Office  Build- 
ing. 

Those  wishing  additional  information 
should  contact  the  Committee  on  In- 
dian Affairs. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEE  TO 
MEET 

committee  on  small  business 
Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Small  Business  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Wednesday,  May  22,  1996,  at  4:30 
p.m.,  to  mark  up  legislation  pending  in 
the  committee  and  to  vote  on  the  nom- 
ination of  Ms.  Ginger  Ehn  Lew  to  be 
Deputy  Administrator  of  the  U.S. 
Small  Business  Administration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CORRECTION  TO  THE  JOINT 
STATEMENT  OF  MANAGERS  AC- 
COMPANYING S.  735 

•  Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  the  joint 
statement  of  managers  that  accom- 
panied the  conference  report  to  S.  735, 
the  Antiterrorism  and  Effective  Death 
Penalty  Act  of  1996,  contained  an  inad- 
vertent error  relating  to  section  809, 
assessing  and  reducing  the  threat  to 
law  enforcement  officers  from  the 
criminal  use  of  firearms  and  ammuni- 
tion. I  ask  that  the  correct  description 
of  that  section  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  material  follows: 

Section  809— Senate  recedes  to  House 
amendment  section  112.  This  section  requires 
that  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  in  con- 
junction with  the  Attorney  General,  conduct 
a  study  which  assesses  the  threat  to  law  en- 
forcement officers  ftom  the  criminal  use  of 
firearms  and  ammunition,  and  to  examine 
ways  in  which  such  threats  can  be  reduced. 

In  particular,  the  study  will  exajnine 
whether  current  passive  defensive  strategries, 
such  as  body  armor,  are  adequate  to  counter 
the  criminal  use  of  firearms  against  law  offi- 
cers. The  study  will  also  comprehensively 
examine  or  gather  information  on  the  gen- 
eral circumstances,  statistics,  and  data  sur- 
rounding the  killing  or  injury  of  law  enforce- 
ment officers,  whether  intentionally  or  acci- 
dentally, by  various  types  of  firearms,  am- 
munition, types,  and  calibers. 

An  important  component  of  the  study  will 
be  to  examine  the  number,  the  facts,  and  the 
circumstances  surrounding  deaths  or  serious 
injuries  to  officers  attributable  to  projectiles 
defined  as  "armor  piercing  anmiunition" 
under  18  U.S.C.  921{a)(17)(B)(i)  and  (ii)  pierc- 
ing the  protective  material  of  bullet  resist- 
ant vests  or  bullet  resistant  headgear  being 
worn  by  the  officer.  Since  1966,  federal  law 
has  prohibited  the  sale  or  manufacture  of 
such  ammunition,  except  for  government  or 
law  enforcement  use.  Armor  piercing  ammu- 
nition is  defined  as  a  projectile  or  projectile 
core  which  may  be  used  in  a  handgun  and  is 
constructed  entirely  (except  for  trace  ele- 
ments) of  certain  hard  metals.  The  Violent 
Crime  Control  and  Law  Enforcement  Act  of 
1994  further  amended  the  definition  of  armor 
piercing  ammunition  by  establishing  a  bullet 
jacket  weight  test. 

Recognizing  that  ammunition  used  pri- 
marily by  law-abiding  citizens,  and  that  any 
study  of  this  nature  and  magnitude  has  the 
potential  to  affect  regulatory  policy  in  the 
future,  this  section  requires  that  all  parties 
interested  in  the  outcome  of  the  study  out- 
come (including  Federal,  State,  and  local  of- 
ficials, non-governmental  organizations  in- 
cluding all  national  police  organizations,  na- 
tional sporting  orgranizations,  and  national 
industry  associations  with  expertise  in  this 
area)  be  consulted  on  the  study  contents, 
methodology,  and  specific  study  objectives. 
The  study  is  due  12  months  from  the  date  of 
enactment.* 


RECOGNIZING  LT.  COL.  JEFFREY 

DUNKLE 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  with  28 
years  of  active-duty  service.  Lieuten- 
ant  Colonel   Dunkle  will   be  retiring 
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from  the  U.S.  Air  Force,  Medical  Serv- 
ice Corps,  this  August. 

During  his  years  with  the  Air  Force, 
Lieutenant  Colonel  Dunkle  has  helped 
manage  the  delivery  of  military  medi- 
cal services.  As  a  senior  member  of  the 
MSC,  he  has  mentored  younger  service 
members.  The  delivery  of  quality  medi- 
cal services  to  our  active-duty  force  is 
a  critical  job  that  Lieutenant  Colonel 
Dunkle  has  done  with  vigor  and  excel- 
lence. 

We  should  recognize  the  contribu- 
tions of  this  soldier  and  his  MSC  staff.* 

FOOD  AID  FOR  NORTH  KOREA 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  North 
Korea  is  considered  today  a  rogue 
state — the  last  country  with  a  Stalinist 
system  and  surely  the  most  isolated 
country  in  the  world.  During  the  cold 
war,  when  we  looked  at  other  nations 
as  enemies,  we  made  clear  that  our  dif- 
ferences with  those  nations  were  with 
their  governments  amd  not  with  their 
people.  The  same  should  be  true  of 
North  Korea  today. 

The  food  situation  in  North  Korea  is 
turning  dire.  There  are  reports  of  con- 
ditions approaching  famine,  caused  by 
natural  disasters,  poor  harvests,  and 
economic  mismanagement.  The  World 
Food  Program,  with  personnel  on  the 
ground  to  assess  conditions  and  mon- 
itor deliveries,  is  appealing  for  more 
food  aid  to  avert  a  disaster.  Hunger 
could  lead  to  instability,  which  could 
cause  desperate  actions  by  the  North 
Korean  military,  and  that  would  be  in 
no  one's  interest. 

The  administration  wisely  granted  S2 
million  in  food  aid  earlier  this  year, 
but  the  situation  has  worsened,  and  we 
should  do  more.  The  following  editorial 
flrom  today's  New  York  Times  urges 
the  President  to  put  hunger  above  poli- 
tics and  provide  food  aid.  That  is  the 
right  thing  to  do — for  humanitarian 
reasons  and  in  the  interest  of  reducing 
tensions  on  the  Korean  peninsula. 

I  ask  that  the  article  be  printed  in 
the  Record  following  my  remarks. 

The  article  follows: 

[From  the  New  York  Times,  May  22, 1996] 
Famine  aid  to  North  Korea 

Near-famine  conditions  in  North  Korea 
pose  a  moral  and  political  challenge  to  the 
United  States  and  its  allies.  America's  goal 
should  be  to  feed  the  hungry  without  rein- 
forcing the  already  dangerous  military  ca- 
pacities of  an  erratic,  belligerent  and  poorly 
understood  regime. 

This  can  be  done  by  providing  generous 
amounts  of  grain  and  other  basic  foodstuffs, 
but  insisting  on  a  reasonable  degree  of  inter- 
national monitoring  to  make  sure  the  aid  is 
distributed  throughout  the  country  and  not 
hoarded  or  sold  by  the  Communist  Party  and 
military  elite. 

The  United  States  has  previously  provided 
modest  quantities  of  aid  through  the  United 
Nations  World  Food  Program  and  Unicef, 
both  of  which  monitor  deliveries.  South 
Korea  has  supplied  more  substantial  aid 
through  direct  shipments.  But  animosity  on 
both  sides  of  the  38th  Parallel  scuttled  the 
South  Korean  effort,  and  now  Seoul  is  press- 
ing Washington  to  hold  back  as  well.  South 
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Korea  wants  fiirther  food  aid  suspended  until  dents  and  determine  500  semifinalists  FINANCIAL  DISCLOSURE  REPORT 
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spread  famine  this  summer,  as  a  new  United  shire   Students   will    be   guests   of  the  held  public  office.  U.S.  Senator  Paul  Simon. 
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New  Hampshire  high  school  students  Camp  Ramah  Darom  has  been  made  income  statement  Paul  and  Jeanne  Simon— 1995 
on    receiving    the     1996    Presidential  possible  by  the  hard  work  and  dedica-  General      Income      (Paul 
Scholar  Award.  Timothy  Marquis  and  tion  of  many  individuals  to  a  shared  Simon): 

Joanne     Millette     from    Winnacunnet  dream.  The  camp  will  provide  a  unique          Salary,  U.S.  Senate  S133.eoo.00 
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Alvime  High  School  in  Hudson  were  all  share  and  strengthen  their  community  bq^jj  Royalties  "'""!"!!                 2,788^45 
honored  with  this  prestigious  award.  ties.  The  camp  will  be  a  place  for  the  Dana    College,    Home- 
The  U.S.  Presidential  Scholars  Pro-  children  to  foster  bonds  with  friends  coming  Payment  Re- 
gram  was  founded  by  Executive  order  throughout  the  region  and  a  retreat  for             fund  43.00 

of  the  President  in  1964  to  recognize  families    separated    by    distance    but  Blue  Cross/Blue  Shield. 

outstanding   high   school   students   in  bound  by  a  strong  common  heritage.  ^urance  Reimburse-                    ^^^ 

America.   These  four  New  Hampshire  At  a  time  when  it  is  so  critical  to  pre-  Movies  Uniimited,  Re^ 

students  should  be  very  proud  of  this  serve   and   reinforce    the    family   and            jmj^  ' 20.49 

honor  because  the  selection  process  is  community  values  that  are  the  basis  of  Discover    Card,     Cash 

quite  rigorous.  Based  on  student  scores  our  great   Nation,   the   dedication   of            Back  Bonus  7.28 

from  SAT  and  ACT  testing,  the  top  20  Camp  Ramah  Darom  is  especially  im-          Earnings,  IRA 9eSA6 

men  and  women  from  each  State  are  portant. 

invited  to  apply  for  the  Presidential  I  know  my  colleagues  from  the  South  General    Income    (Jeanne 

Scholar  Program.  An  independent  re-  and  the  rest  of  the  Nation  will  join  me  sSlSr  Emeritus  Foun- 

view  committee,  composed  of  various  in  commemorating  the  inauguration  of            dation Jl,000.00 

academics  such  as  guidance  counselors  this  special  event  and  in  congratulat-  social    Security,    (En- 

and  college  admissions  officers,   then  ing  and  thanking  the  many  who  made  tirely     donated     to 

review  the  applications  of  these  stu-  Camp  Ramah  Darom  a  reality.*                           charitable  causes) 5.350.00 
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Income  statement:  Paul  and  Jeanne  Simon — 
1995— Continued 


Medicare  Premiums  .... 

718.80 

U.S.     Department     of 

Education,   (National 

Commission    on    Li- 

braries and  Informa- 

tion Science)  

17,103.04 

Distribution  trom  IRA 

980.41 

Earnings.  IRA 

423.15 

U.S.           Government, 

Travel    Expense    Re- 

imbursement   

5,412.37 

University  of  Dlinois  at 

Urbana,    Travel    Ex- 

pense        Reimburse- 

ment   

826.00 

North     Suburban     Li- 

brary      Association, 

Travel    Expense    Re- 

imbursement   

211.00 

Lincoln    Trail    Librar- 

ies,   Travel    Expense 

Reimbursement 

411.00 

Wisconsin  Library  As- 

sociation,       Expense 

Reimbursement  

548.40 

Emeritus     Foundation, 

Expense     Reimburse- 

ment   

133.12 

Interest  Income: 

U.S.     Senate     Federal 

Credit  Union 

$14  25 

General  American  Life 

225.61 

Polish    National    Alli- 

ance of  U.S.A 

57.63 

South   Shore  Bank  of 

Chicago 

30.11 

Non-IRA  Dividends 

Adams  Express  

$711  52 

General  Mills 

84.60 

Union  One 

.58 

Mattel  

7.08 

McDonalds 

6.57 

Quaker  Oats 

9.12 

Scott  Paper  

6.40 

Dreyfus  Growth  St  In- 

come Fund 

237.06 

Dreyfus          Municipal 

Bond  Fund  

892  92 

Franklin  Money  Fund 

47.11 

Wal-Mart  Stores 

18.48 

Pacific  Gas  it  Electric 

525.28 

Pax  World  Fund ;.. 

167.22 

Texas  Instruments  

14.16 

Harcourt  General  

4.55 

Scudder  Growth  &  In- 

come   

74.72 

Smith    Barney    Money 

Funds 

30.70 

Darden  Restaurants  .... 

1.80 

Ford  Motor  

47.09 

Johnson  &  Johnson  

38.40 

Polish    National    Alli- 

ance   

99  20 

SIU  Credit  Union 

.12 
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05ia&95.  Scott  Paper,  8  Shares  to  16  Shares. 
08/24/95,  Texas  Instruments  12  Shares  to  24 
Shares. 

Stock  Merg-er: 
12a3/95,  Scott  Paper  merged  with  Kimberly 
Clark  16  Shares  of  Scott  became  12  Shares  of 
Kimberly  Clark. 

Sold: 
07/21/95,    Dreyfus    Municipal    Bond    Fund, 
893.582  shares  for  $11,000.  Purchased  at  var- 
ious times  for  a  total  of  $10,922.  Profit  = 
$78.00. 

Spinoff: 
06/06/95,  Darden  Restaurants  Inc.,  45  Shares 

Other  changes  in  stock  numbers  due  to  re- 
investment of  dividends. 

Paul's  IRA 
Purchase: 
02/1095.     Knight-Ridder,     10     Shares     for 
$551.96. 

08/1095,  Oshkosh  B  Gosh.  25  Shares  for 
$453.73. 

Stock  Splits: 

01/2395— Mattel  Inc  De.,  88  Shares  to  110 
Shares. 

07/12/95— Tootsie  Roll  Industries.  22  Shares 
to  44  Shares. 

Other  changes  in  stock  numbers  due  to  re- 
investment of  dividends. 

Jeanne's  IRA 
Sold: 

12/0695— Smith  Barney  Utilities  Fund, 
34.496  Shares  for  $533.66. 

Other  changes  in  stock  numbers  due  to  re- 
investment of  dividends. 
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Total  income  $196,300.60 

STOCK  TRANSACTIONS 

Purchased: 

0M)3/95.  30  Shares  of  Johnson  it  Johnson— 
$1,707.57. 

04/24/95,  38  Shares  of  Ford  Motor  Co— 
$1,080.00. 

11/21795. 100  Shares  of  Livent  Co— $887.50. 

12/08/95.  35  Shares  of  Wm  Wrigley.  Jr.,  Co— 
$1,761.53. 

Stock  Splits: 
0yi2/9S,  Mattel  Inc  De,  25  Shares  to  31 
Shares. 


Paul  and  Jeanne  Simon,  net  worth  statement. 
Dec.  31. 1995 

General  Assets: 

First  Bank  of  Carbondale, 
Checking  Account $210.93 

Credit  Union,  Rantoul  27.80 

U.S.  Senate  Federal  Credit 
Union,  Checking  Account  ...        1,845.36 

U.S.  Senate  Federal  Credit 
Union,  Savings  Account  150.19 

South  Shore  Bank  of  Chicago. 
Savings  Account 1,107.52 

SIU  Credit  Union,  Savings 
Account  25.12 

SIU  Credit  Union,  Checking 
Account  75.00 

Loan,  Senator  Paul  Simon  Of- 
ficial Office  Account 100.00 

U.S.  Savings  Bonds  1,838.00 

Deposit,  Harbour  Square 
Apartments 50.00 

General  American  Life  Insur- 
ance, Cash  Value  and  De- 
posit         10,710.24 

Polish  National  Alliance  In- 
surance, Cash  Value  and  De- 
posit           3,970.33 

Congressional  Retirement 
System,  Cash  Value 99,974.08 

Thrift  Savings  Plan  44,610.25 

10.8  Acres  St  Home,  Makanda, 
IL.,  (Appraised  1987  at 
$204,000)— Plus  Improve- 
ments       235.350.00 

Furniture  and  Presidential 
Autograph  Collection  18.000.00 

1991  Chevrolet  8.000.00 

1995  GEO  Prism 12,000.00 

Stock  smd  Bond  Holdings  with 

Number  of  Shares: 

Cash  and  Smith  Barney 
Money  Fund 166.38 

Adams  Express,  470  Shares  ....        8,695.00 

Bethlehem  Steel,  5  Shares 69.38 


Paul  and  Jeanne  Simon,  net  worth  statement. 
Dec.  31. 1995— Continued 


Dreyfus       Municipal       Bond 

Fund,  756.418  Shares 

9.614.07 

Dreyfus    Growth    &    Income, 

2.19  999  Shares 

4.822.98 

Franklin       Fund,       1,184.259 

Shares 

1.184.26 

General  Mills.  45  Shares  

2.598.75 

Harcourt  General.  7  Shares  .... 

293.13 

Intergroup.  25  Shares 

1.193.75 

Jet-Lite.  120  (Approximate)  ... 

300.00 

Lands  End.  44  Shares  

S99.S0 

Liberte  Inves..  100  Shares  

225.00 

Mattel.  31  Shares  

953.25 

McDonalds.  25  Shares  

1,128.13 

Pacific   Gas  &   Electric,   268 

Shares 

7.604.50 

Pax     World     Fund,     179.813 

Shares 

2,936.35 

Qiiairpr  0* t-s,  8  -Shan's 

276.00 

Rohr  Industries,  6  Shares  

86.25 

Scudder    Growth    Si    Income 

Fund,  82.220  Shares  

1,663.31 

Texas  Instruments,  24  Shares 

1,236.00 

United  M  &  M,  8  Shares  

1.00 

Wal-Mart  Stores.  96  Shares  ... 

2,136.00 

Darden        Restaurants,        45 

Shares 

534.38 

Ford  Motor,  38  Shares 

1,097.25 

Johnson  &  Johnson,  30  Shares 

2,565.00 

Kimberly  Clark,  12  Shares  

993.00 

Wm  Wrigley  Jr.,  35  Shares 

1.837.50 

Livent,  100  Shares 

887.50 

IRA— Paul— Common  Stock: 

Smith  Barney  Money  Fund  ... 

397.21 

Smith  Barney  Utilities  Fund, 

98.645  

1.553.66 

Adams  Express,  721  

13,338.50 

Lands  End,  34 

463.25 

Mattel,  110  

3,382.50 

Pacific  Enterprises,  56  

1,582.00 

Pacific  Gas  &  Electric,  40  

1,135.00 

Pepsico  Inc— North  Carolina, 

32 

1,788.00 

Price  Enterprises,  51 

784.13 

Quaker  Oats,  284  

9.798.00 

Sara  Lee,  20  

640.00 

Servicemaster    Ltd    Partner- 

ship Pub  Partnership  Shs., 

27 

816  75 

Southwest  Water,  86  

827.75 

Southwestern  Energy,  48  

612.00 

Tootsie  Roll  Industries,  44 

1.743.50 

Knight-Ridder,  10 

625.00 

Oshkosh  B'  Gosh.  CLA.  25 

437.50 

Preferred  Stock:  McDonald's.  18 

Shares 

472.50 

Total 


40.397.25 


IRA— Jeanne: 

Smith  Barney  Money  Funds  .. 
Smith  Barney  Utilities  Fund. 

35.845  

Adams  Elxipress.  701  

Pacific  Gas  &  Electric.  40  

Pepsico  Inc.  North  Carolina. 

42 

Sara  Lee,  20  


Total  

Total  assets 


42.85 

564.56 

12,968.50 

1,135.00 

2,346.75 
640.00 

17,697.66 
551,837.35 


Liabilities: 

Polish  National  Insurance, 
Loan 1,484.48 

General  American  Insurance, 
Loan 3,021.15 

LaSalle  Talman  Home  Mort- 
gage Corp 102,474.16 

Total  liabilities  106,979.79 


Totol  assets  551,837.35 
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Paul  and  Jeanne  Simon,  net  worth  statement, 
Dec.  31, 1995— Continued 
Total  liabilities  106.979.79 


Net  worth 444,857.56 

GIFTS,  RECEIVED  OF  MORE  THAN  J25.00  VALUE, 
OUTSIDE  IMMEDIATE  FAMILY* 

Framed  poem  by  Elijah  Lovejoy  from  Robert 
Tabscott— Value  under  $250.00 

Book  by  Tom  Clancy  from  Comanche  Heli- 
copter Group— 25.95 

Messiah  records  from  Al  Booth— Value  under 
$250.00 

Book,  Chronicle  of  America  from  Dorling 
Kindersley  Publishing  Company— $59.95 

Tickets  to  Baltimore  Oriole  game  from  Gene 
Callahan— Value  under  $250.00 

Book  on  the  history  of  Macomb  from  Don 
Spencer— $35.00 

Two  tickets  to  St.  Louis  Rams  grame  from 
Alfred  Kerth,  m— $90.00 

Handmade  quilt  from  Mrs.  William  J.  Lee- 
Value  under  $250.00 

Food  samples  from  Nabisco  company — Value 
under  $250.00 

Food  assortment  basket  from  Mel 
Blackwell— Value  under  $250.00 

Book  from  Aileen  Estrella— Value  under 
$250.00 

Subscription  to  Roll  Call  (1  year)  from  pub- 
lisher—$216.00 

Book  on  Claude  Monet  from  Art  Institute  of 
Chicago — Value  under  $250.00 

Historical  Books  from  Stan  Glass— Value 
under  $250.00 

Flowers  from  Phil  Corboy  and  Mary 
Dempsey — Value  under  $250.00 

Flowers  from  Nancy  and  William  Chen- 
Value  under  $250.00 

Gift  from  United  Transportation  Union- 
Value  under  $250.00 


•The  law  requires  disclosure  only  of  gifts 
of  $250.00  and  over.  Paul  Simon's  statement 
includes  all  non-family  gifts  of  more  than 
$25.00,  whatever  the  source.* 


ORDERS  FOR  THURSDAY,  MAY  23. 
1996 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  when  the  Senate 
completes  its  business  today,  it  stand 
in  adjournment  until  the  hour  of  12 
noon  on  Thursday,  May  23;  further, 
that  immediately  following  the  prayer, 
the  Journal  of  the  proceedings  be 
deemed  approved  to  date,  no  resolu- 
tions come  over  under  the  rule,  the  call 
of  the  calendar  be  dispensed  with,  the 
morning  hour  be  deemed  to  have  ex- 
pired, and  the  Senate  then  resume  con- 
sideration of  Senate  Concurrent  Reso- 
lution 57. 

I  further  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Senate  then  proceed  to  vote  on  or 
in  relation  to  the  remaining  pending 
amendments  to  the  budget  resolution 
in  the  order  in  which  the  amendments 
were  offered;  that  each  rollcall  vote, 
after  the  first  one,  be  limited  to  10 
minutes  in  length,  and  that  there  be  1 
minute  of  debate,  equally  divided,  prior 
to  each  vote  for  a  brief  explanation  of 
each  amendment. 

I  finally  ask  that  any  second-degree 
amendments,  if  offered,  be  limited  to  1 
minute  of  debate,  equally  divided,  as 
well. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  FORD.  Reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject, Mr.  President,  and  I  do  not  sus- 
pect I  will  object.  The  reason  is.  we 
were  told  by  the  floor  leader  that  we 
would  be  in  at  10  and  start  voting  at  10 
in  the  morning,  and  we  would  be  out 
from  1  until  2  and  then  come  back  and 
complete  it.  Then  we  heard  it  was 
going  to  be  11  o'clock.  Now  it  is  twelve 
o'clock.  We  are  trying  to  adjust  our 
schedules,  and  here  vathin  30  minutes 
we  have  had  a  2-hour  shift.  I  would  like 
to  hold  up  until  I  have  had  an  oppor- 
tunity to  discuss  it  with  our  leader  to 
be  sure  of  the  arrangements  they  have 
worked  on  based  on  the  previous  an- 
nouncement. 

Mr.  LOTT.  If  I  may  comment,  Mr. 
President,  we  are  trying  to  accommo- 
date many  requirements  by  the  various 
Members.  We  did  not  have  any  indica- 
tion of  concern  about  beginning  later 
in  the  morning.  I  was  going  to  further 
ask  that  no  rollcall  votes  occur  be- 
tween the  hours  of  1  and  2  on  Thursday 
in  order  to  accommodate  a  Democrats" 
luncheon  on  technology,  or  something 
like  that. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  appreciate  that.  I  have 
no  objections  now,  I  say.  But  it  is  just 
the  idea  of  clearing  things  as  you 
would  clear  them  on  your  side.  We  will 
be  clearing  it  with  somebody  different 
in  a  couple  weeks. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  hope  so. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  will  add  the  additional 
part.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  no 
rollcall  votes  occur  between  1  p.m.  and 
2  p.m.  on  Thursday  in  order  for  the 
Democrats  to  conduct  a  luncheon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  tomorrow 
at  12  p.m.  the  Senate  will  begin  a  series 
of  rollcall  votes  on  the  remaining 
amendments  to  the  budget  resolution. 
That  is  exi>ected  to  continue  through- 
out the  day,  with  the  break  between 
the  hours  of  1  and  2.  The  Senate  is  ex- 
pected to  complete  action  on  the  budg- 
et early  Thursday  afternoon.  We  should 
be  able  to  finish  in  the  4  to  5  o'clock 
range,  it  looks  like,  I  say  to  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Kentucky.  All 
Senators  are  asked  to  remain  in  or 
around  the  Senate  Chamber  during 
Thursday's  session  in  order  to  facili- 
tate the  votes.  K  a  Member  gets  down 
the  hall  or  gets  lost,  he  inconveniences 
98  or  99  Senators,  and  it  is  very  hard  to 
stay  within  the  timeframes  called  for. 

I  also  remind  Senators  that,  follow- 
ing the  first  vote,  all  votes  will  be  lim- 
ited to  10  minutes. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  INTRODUCTION 

OF  A  BILL 
Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  Senator  Roth  be 


authorized  to  have  until  7  p.m.  this 
evening  to  introduce  a  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CHANGE  OF  VOTE 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  on 
rollcall  134.  I  voted  "yes."  It  was  my 
intention  to  vote  "no."  Therefore,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  be  per- 
mitted to  change  my  vote.  This  will  in 
no  way  change  the  outcome  of  the 
vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


APPOINTMENTS  BY  THE 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  on  behalf  of  the  majority  leader, 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  104-^,  as 
amended  by  Public  Law  104-134.  ap- 
points the  following  individuals  as 
members  of  the  National  Commission 
on  Restructuring  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service: 

The  Senator  ftom  Iowa  [Mr.  GRASS- 
LEY]; 

David  L.  Keating,  of  Maryland; 

J.  Fred  Kubik.  of  Kansas;  and 

Mark  L.  McConaghy.  of  Washington, 
DC. 


APPOINTMENTS  BY  THE 
DEMOCRATIC  LEADER 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  Democratic 
leader,  pursuant  to  Public  Law  104-^ 
as  amended  by  Public  Law  104-134,  ap- 
points the  following  individuals  to  the 
National  Commission  on  Restructuring 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service: 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
KERREY];  and 

Fred  T.  Goldberg,  Jr. 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  TOMORROW 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  if  there  be 
no  further  business  to  come  before  the 
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Senate,  I  now  ask  that  the  Senate 
stand  in  adjournment  under  the  pre- 
vious order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  5:57  p.m.,  adjourned  until  Thursday, 
May  23, 1996,  at  12  noon. 


by 


NOMINATIONS 
Executive   nominations   received 
the  Senate  May  22.  1996: 

IN  THE  COAST  GUARD 

THE  FOLLOWDiC  DJDIVIDDAL  FOR  APPOINTMENT  AS  A 
PEHMANENT  REGULAR  COMMISSIONED  OFFICER  IN  THE 
U.S.  COAST  GUARO  IN  THE  GRADE  OF  UEUTENANT: 
ANDREW  J.  SORENSON 

IN  THE  MARINE  CORPS 

THE  POIXOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  UEUTENANT  GENERAL  IN  THE  U.S. 
MARINE  CORPS  WHILX  ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IM- 
PORTANCE AND  RESPONSmiLITT  UNDER  THE  PROVI- 
SIONS OF  SECTION  aoi.  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE: 


To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ.  GEN.  JAMES  L.  JONES.  JR..  579-64-2699 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER.  ON  THE  ACTTVE- 
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RONALD  J.  CRASBS.  206-36-7560 
GORDON  R.  FINKLEA.  266-13-8434 
ROBERT  H.  IRVINE.  046-46-1774 
PAUL  F.  LEASE.  214-62-4299 
BILLY  T.  SKAGGS.  407-70-2711 

To  be  major 

DENNIS  J.  ALLSTON.  182-S4-0531 
ROY  L.  BIBBINS.  2Sa-29-7«81 
MICHAEL  A.  BOCACZYK.  083-50-5698 
CLARENCE  J.  BROOKER.  224-68-6679 
GEORGE  L.  BROUNTY.  574-l*-9180 
DAVID  R.  BURCH.  221-40-8328 


MARX  E.  BUTLER.  041-52-S9e 
DONALD  C.  CHAPMAN.  234-92-3076 
PHILIP  J.  COLE.  023-36-4900 
STEPHEN  J.  CORBTTT.  262-27-2283 
JEFFERY  A.  CRAFTON.  530-44-2412 
BRADLEY  I.  DODD.  195-46-3517 
PHILLIP  D.  DURBIN.  457-80-4818 
JOHN  J.  FARLEY.  088-54-1298 
JOSEPH  R.  GAUTREAU.  013-48-6386 
JOHN  T.  GERMAIN.  080-44-6126 
ROBERT  G.  GOODWIN.  283-02-8150 
JEFFREY  W.  GRAVES.  407-76-9548 
RUSSELL  L.  GRIMSLEY.  275-66-8495 
GARY  L.  HARTLESS.  225-88-4347 
JERALD  D.  HOLM.  503-68-0631 
ISAIAH  JOHNSON,  987-20-6723 
MICHAEL  P.  LANDRY.  012-18-4787 
FREDERICK  R.  UCHTY.  JR..  161-40-6996 
THEODORE  W.  MUELLER.  488-60-8726 
MICHAEL  T  MULQUEENY.  527-04-2869 
TOMMY  PIQUES.  JR.  587-26-7652 
MICHAEL  D.  PUCKETT,  457-11-0897 
ARTHUR  F.  PURCELL.  035-40-6483 
TIMOTHY  S.  RICKER.  245-94-5113 
ROY  R.  ROSAL.  396-88-9034 
EDWIN  G.  SCHROEDER.  508-86-4571 
ROBERT  J.  SOLNICK.  296-66-8496 
WILLIAM  G.  TERHUNE.  407-76-6687 
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LAWRENCE  R.  WOOLLEY.  404-93-7683 
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HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— Wed/iesday,  May  22,  1996 


The  House  met  at  10  a.m. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  James  David 
Ford,  D.D.,  offered  the  following  pray- 
er: 

We  remember,  O  gracious  God,  those 
who  have  any  special  need  in  their 
lives,  those  family  and  friends  and  col- 
leagues who  are  uncertain  about  their 
future  or  have  doubts  about  the  pur- 
poses and  the  designs  of  their  very 
being.  We  pray,  O  God.  that  where 
there  is  doubt  there  would  be  renewed 
faith;  where  there  is  illness  or  infir- 
mity there  would  be  healing;  where 
there  is  anger  there  would  be  reconcili- 
ation and  peace  and  where  the  soul 
seems  barren  or  empty,  may  Your  spir- 
it be  present  to  forgive  and  restore  and 
make  whole.  In  Your  name,  we  pray. 
Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  has  exam- 
ined the  Journal  of  the  last  day's  pro- 
ceedings and  announces  to  the  House 
his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I,  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 

The  SPEAKER.  Will  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Foley]  come  forward 
and  lead  the  House  in  the  Pledge  of  Al- 
legiance. 

Mr.  FOLEY  led  the  Pledge  of  Alle- 
giance as  follows: 

I  pledge  allegiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  to  the  Repub- 
lic for  which  it  stands,  one  nation  under  God. 
indivisible,  with  liberty  and  justice  for  all. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Lundregan,  one  of  its  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  Senate  had  passed 
without  amendment  a  bill  of  the  House 
of  the  following  title: 

H.R.  1965.  An  act  to  reauthorize  the  Coast- 
al Zone  Management  Act  of  1972,  and  for 
other  purposes. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Latham).  The  Chair  will  entertain  fif- 
teen 1-minutes  on  each  side. 


minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
rise  to  commemorate  this  week  as  Na- 
tional Missing  Children's  Week.  As 
Americans,  we  are  all  compelled  by  the 
heartbreaking  stories  of  abductions 
and  murders  of  children.  Adam  Walsh, 
and  Jimmy  Ryce,  these  are  names  and 
faces  south  Floridians  will  never  for- 
get. In  1995,  nearly  5,000  missing  per- 
sons cases  reported  that  year  remained 
unresolved. 

We  all  grieve  for  the  families  whose 
cases  remain  unresolved— and  pray 
that  they  may  be  reunited  with  their 
loved  ones  soon  so  that  their  lives  can 
return  to  normal.  As  a  nation  we 
should  try  to  prevent  child  victimiza- 
tion through  education.  Families 
should  begin  early  by  opening  the  lines 
of  communication  in  their  family, 
teaching  children  protection  informa- 
tion that  can  help  keep  them  safe. 
Knowledge  empowers  children,  and 
high  self-esteem  gives  them  the  con- 
fidence to  trust  their  own  feelings 
when  they  feel  uncomfortable  and  need 
help. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  need  to  join  together 
as  a  commimity  to  help  resolve  missing 
children  cases  and  Missing  Children's 
Week  is  an  important  part  of  the 
awareness  process. 


COMMEMORATING  NATIONAL 
MISSING  CHILDREN'S  WEEK 

(Mr.  FOLEY  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission  to   address   the   House   for  1 


GINGRICH-ARMEY  RULE  ON  MINI- 
MUM WAGE  CONTAINS  POISON 
PILLS 

(Mr.  BONIOR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  after 
months  of  prodding  our  colleagues  who 
run  this  institution  on  the  Republican 
side  of  the  aisle  to  bring  a  minimum 
wage  bill  to  the  floor  so  we  can  get  peo- 
ple who  have  chosen  work  over  welfare 
an  increase  from  $4.25  an  hour  to  some- 
thing that  at  least  approaches  what 
they  need  to  live  on.  what  do  we  get 
today?  We  get  a  rule  and  we  get  a  bill 
that  has  odious  poison  pills  in  it  that 
will  kill  the  minimum  wage. 

This  Gingrich-Armey  rule  is  designed 
to  do  exactly  that.  It  does  not  give  a 
minimum  wage  increase  to  people,  it 
repeals  it  for  literally  millions  of  peo- 
ple in  this  country.  People  who  work  in 
garment  sweatshops  across  this  coun- 
try could  find  their  wages  lowered. 

It  is  just  an  outrage.  They  do  not  get 
it  yet.  America  deserves  a  raise;  it 
needs  a  raise.  We  need  a  clean  bill,  no 
poison  pills.  Let  us  raise  the  wages  of 


those  who  choose  work  over  welfare. 
Let  us  vote  against  this  Goodling 
amendment,  vote  against  the  rule,  and 
then  pass  a  good  minimvun  wage. 


COSTUME  PRESIDENT 

(Mr.  BALLENGER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  we 
needed  another  example  of  how  this 
President  changes  characters  faster 
than  Rich  Little,  here  it  is: 

A  year  ago  President  Clinton  put  on 
his  regulatory  reform-er  costume.  He 
said  that  he  wanted  to  give  small  busi- 
nesses a  break  against  agencies  like 
OSHA,  which  were  more  interested  in 
collecting  penalties  than  in  getting 
things  fixed.  In  fact  these  are  his  words 
exactly,  when  he  dressed  up  like  some- 
one sympathetic  to  small  business: 

Enforcers  will  be  given  authority  to  waive 
up  to  100  percent  of  punitive  fines  for  small 
businesses  so  that  a  business  person  who  acts 
in  good  faith  can  put  his  energy  into  fixing 
the  problem,  not  fighting  with  the  regulator. 
In  other  words,  if  they  want  to  spend  the  fine 
money  fixing  the  problem,  better  they 
should  keep  it  and  fix  the  jiroblem  than  give 
it  to  the  Government. 

But  now  the  President  is  wearing  an- 
other costume.  It's  his  reelection  cos- 
tume, and  it's  paid  for  by  people  who 
don't  want  regulatory  reform  and  who 
could  care  less  bout  small  business. 
And  now  the  President  has  not  only 
forgotten  what  he  said  when  he  was 
wearing  that  regulatory  reform-er  cos- 
tume, he's  actually  opposing  what  he 
said. 

Take  a  look  at  what  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration is  saying  on  the  small 
business  OSHA  reform  bill.  We  put  his 
regulatory  reforms  for  small  business 
into  a  bill.  House  Report  3234,  and  now 
the  administration  is  getting  ready  to 
oppose  the  very  proposals  it  made  when 
the  President  was  wearing  the  small 
business  costimie. 

Mr.  Speaker,  costume  changers  are 
great  entertainment.  But  we  don't  need 
any  more  of  a  costume  President. 


MINIMUM  WAGE  AT  40-YEAR  LOW; 
AMERICANS  NEED  A  RAISE 

(Mr.  DOGGETT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  DCXJGETT.  Mr.  Speaker.  Amer- 
ica need  a  raise.  With  the  minimnm 
wage  at  a  40-year  low,  America  needs  a 
raise.  But  our  Republican  colleagues. 


DThis  symbol  represents  the  dote  of  day  during  the  House  proceedings,  eg.,  O  1407  is  2.-07  pjn. 
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when  the  housing  bill  was  up,  instead 
of  giving  us  a  nunimum  wage  increaise 
they  raised  rents.  And  last  week,  when 
the  wilderness  bill  was  up,  instead  of 
giving  us  a  raise  in  wages,  they  raised 
the  niimber  of  acres  that  could  be  ex- 
ploited with  reference  to  the  environ- 
ment. 

Now  we  reach  today  and  we  get  an- 
other vote  on  the  minimmn  wage,  but 
what  do  our  Republican  colleagues  pro- 
pose? Instead  of  a  real  raise  that  work- 
ing people  can  feel  in  their  pocket- 
books,  they  propose  to  raise  the  exclu- 
sion, exclude  more  workers  from  the 
basic  fundamental  protection  of  the 
minimum  wage. 

It  seenos  to  me  these  Gingrich-ites  do 
not  know  up  from  down.  American 
workers  need  to  go  up.  They  need  to  be 
empowered  by  an  increase  in  the  mini- 
mum wage,  not  be  excluded  from  the 
basic  fundamental  protection  and  the 
sweatshops  of  getting  any  minimum 
wage  at  all. 

Let  us  reject  this  Gingrich-ite  pro- 
posal to  exclude  more  American  work- 
ing families,  and  let  us  emiwwer  them 
with  a  real  increase  in  the  minimum 
wage. 


INCREASE  IN  MINIMUM  WAGE 

SHACKLES  JOB  OPPORTUNITIES 

(Mr.    HAYWORTH    asked    and    was 

given  permission  to  address  the  House 

for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 

his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  my 
good  fiiend  fi-om  Texas  starts  again  the 
endless  litany  of  bromides  and  class 
warfare.  The  fact  is  we  can  create  jobs 
in  this  economy  if  we  free  those  who 
create  jobs  to  have  more.  What  we  do 
when  we  try  to  take  the  Government 
and  say,  "You  will  do  this  or  you  will 
do  that,  Mr.  Employer."  is  we  shackle 
the  very  job  opportunities  that  my 
frtend  firom  Texas  purports  to  give  hon- 
est working  men  and  women. 

It  comes  down  to  this  basic  premise, 
and  it  is  one  of  fairness:  Do  we  em- 
power all  In  this  country  to  achieve  ail 
they  can  achieve;  or  would  we  have 
Government,  through  capricious  ac- 
tion, tell  those  who  create  jobs.  "No, 
you  are  not  entitled  to  create  any  more 
jobs;  no.  we  are  going  to  say  to  you  we 
are  going  to  penalize  you  for  trying  to 
create  job  opportunities,  and  instead  it 
will  be  the  Government  who  decides 
who  giveth  and,  of  course,  the  Govern- 
ment who,  obviously,  taketh  away," 
with  historic  tax  Increases  from  this 
liberal  side  of  the  aisle  and  their  lib- 
eral friends  at  the  end  of  Pennsylvania 
Avenue. 


REPUBLICAN  PLAN  WOULD  EX- 
CLUDE MORE  WORKERS  FROM 
MINIMUM  WAGE 

(Mr.  PALLONE  asked  and  was  given 
pennisslon  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 


Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
sometimes  asked  what  does  it  mean  to 
be  a  Democrat,  and  what  it  mans  to  be 
a  Democrat  is  that  you  care  about 
working  people  and  their  concerns  and 
whether  they  are  going  to  be  able  to 
earn  a  decent  wage.  That  is  what  this 
vote  is  all  about  today. 

All  of  a  sudden  the  Republican  lead- 
ership is  forced  to  bring  up  a  vote  on 
the  minimum  wage,  but  instead  of 
bringing  it  up  in  a  clean  fashion,  what 
they  are  really  doing  is  repealing  it 
and  making  it  so  that  a  lot  of  people 
right  now.  who  would  be  getting  a  min- 
imum wage,  even  at  the  low  amount 
that  it  is,  are  going  to  be  not  eligible, 
unfortunately,  for  the  minimum  wage. 

So  instead  of  bringing  up  a  clean  bill, 
where  the  minimum  wage  is  increased 
and  people  have  a  decent  wage,  now  we 
see  the  Republican  leadership  actually 
trying  to  repeal  the  minimum  wage. 
That  is  what  they  are  all  about. 

Just  like  they  talked  about  repealing 
Medicare  or  letting  it  wither  on  the 
vine,  now  they  want  to  let  the  mini- 
mum wage  wither  on  the  vine  because 
they  do  not  care  about  working  people. 

I  heard  what  my  colleague  firom  Ari- 
zona just  said.  He  is  against  the  mini- 
mum wage,  and  that  is  what  is  going  to 
happen  here  today.  They  are  going  to 
bring  up  a  vote  and  use  it  as  an  excuse 
instead  of  raising  the  minimum  wage 
to  eliminate  something  like  3  to  7  mil- 
lion Americans  from  having  any  treat- 
ment and  getting  any  minimxmi  wage. 
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GOODLENG  AMENDMENT  PROVIDES 
OPPORTUNITY  WAGE  FOR  LOW- 
SKILLED  ENTRY-LEVEL  WORK- 
ERS 

(Mr.  GANSKE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  GANSKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are 
going  to  get  our  first  vote  on  raising 
the  minimum  wage  today.  I  am  going 
to  vote  for  it. 

I  have  been  concerned  that  legisla- 
tion with  good  motives  can  have  ad- 
verse consequences,  so  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  to 
vote  for  the  Goodling  amendment.  It 
takes  into  consideration  some  specific 
things  that  we  ought  to  look  at. 

Computer  experts  should  not  be  paid 
6.5  times  more  and  then  get  a  raise  in 
their  minimum  wage.  Restaurant 
workers  do  get  tips.  It  takes  into  ac- 
count that.  But  I  and  other  people  have 
been  concerned  about  the  loss  of  jobs 
for  low-skilled  workers,  so,  at  my  sug- 
gestion and  others',  the  leadership  has 
included  in  the  Goodling  amendment 
an  opportunity  wage. 

The  opportunity  wage  will  encourage 
hiring  of  low-skilled  entry-level  work- 
ers by  firms  while  maintaining  the  pro- 
tections of  the  current  minimum  wage 
for  a  short  period  of  time.  This  amend- 
ment is  geared  to  blunt  the  impact  of 


projected  increases  on  low-skilled 
workers.  The  Goodling  amendment  is  a 
good  one.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote 
for  it. 


mS  IS  DOWNRIGHT  PETTY 

(Mr.  TRAFICANT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Speaker,  at 
times  the  IRS  is  not  only  arrogant  and 
disgusting,  they  are  downright  petty. 
Check  this  out. 

Louise  and  Harvey  Phillips  of 
Deltona,  FL,  got  a  demand  letter  from 
the  mS.  The  letter  said,  "You  owe  us 
money;  and  if  you  don't  pay  in  10  days, 
we  will  take  legal  action  against  you." 

The  Phillips'  just  got  tired  of  the 
drag,  so  they  wrote  a  check,  ladies  and 
gentlemen,  for  the  entire  amount.  One 
red  cent.  The  Phillips  then  asked, 
"Why  are  you  so  petty?"  And  the  IRS 
said,  "That's  none  of  your  business. 
You  will  get  an  answer  in  8  weeks." 

Beam  me  up.  Mr.  Speaker.  No  wonder 
the  American  people  are  taxed  off.  I 
think  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  of  America  should  tell  the  IRS 
to  shove  that  Phillips  penny  right  up 
their  software.  I  think  we  should  also 
tell  them  that  the  Phillips'  of  Deltona, 
FL,  just  happen  to  be  their  boss. 

Think  about  it.  Yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  this  32  cent  stamp  for  a  1  penny 
settlement  with  the  IRS. 


INCREASE  IN  MINIMUM  WAGE 
WILL  MEAN  500,000  JOB  LOSS 

(Mr.  KINGSTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
the  Democrats  say  goodbye  to  500,000 
jobs,  according  to  the  Federal  Reserve, 
which  is  what  the  impact  of  increasing 
the  minimum  wage  will  be.  That  is  no 
problem,  though,  because  most  of  those 
folks  will  get  on  public  benefits,  which 
is  exactly  where  the  Democrats  want 
them,  right  under  the  thumb  of  the 
Government  so  they  can  create  depend- 
ency on  the  Government. 

Do  my  colleagues  know  who  is  on 
minimum  wage?  Sixty-six  percent  of 
the  people  are  part-time  workers.  Thir- 
ty-nine percent  of  them  are  teenagers. 
Two  percent  are  over  30  years  old.  And 
those  who  start  with  a  minimum  wage 
are  making  J6.05  an  hour  within  1  year. 
It  Is  an  entry-level  wage. 

I  started  at  minimum  wage  when  I 
was  16  years  old.  I  have  worked  mini- 
mum wage  in  the  restaurant  and  the 
construction  business.  I  learned  skills, 
and  as  I  learned  them,  I  was  paid  more. 
That  is  how  the  private  sector,  the  cap- 
italistic ftee  enterprise  ss^tem,  works. 

I  am  sorry  there  are  so  many  people 
who  lean  with  socialistic  tendencies  to 
government  solutions  to  every  possible 
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problem  that  is  out  there.  I  say  let  the 
private  sector  get  out  there  and  com- 
pete. Let  us  save  the  jobs  and  cut  out 
the  talk  about  increasing  the  wage. 


AMERICANS  DEMAND  A  CLEAN 
MINIMUM  WAGE  INCREASE 

(Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  am  glad  to  follow  my  col- 
league from  Georgia  talking  about 
that.  If  he  had  his  way.  we  would  still 
be  25  cents  an  hour  from  1938.  That  was 
the  first  minimum  wage. 

After  months  of  blocking  attempts  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage,  the  House 
Republicans  are  finally  going  to  allow 
us  to  have  a  vote.  But  my  colleagues 
should  not  be  fooled  by  this  sham.  It  is 
not  an  increase,  it  is  actually  a  cut.  It 
is  exempting  millions  of  workers  from 
the  minimum  wage. 

This  bill  only  will  attach  special  in- 
terest provisions  to  exempt  those  mil- 
lions from  minimum  wage.  Eighty  per- 
cent of  the  American  people  support  an 
Increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  but  the 
Republicans  want  it  without  the  gim- 
micks of  the  exemptions  for  restaurant 
workers,  the  exemptions  for  computer 
operators,  the  exemptions  they  are  pro- 
viding. 

They  are  actually  taking  people  off 
the  minimum  wage  benefit.  That  is 
what  this  sham  is  about.  They  do  not 
really  want  a  minimum  wage.  Just 
continue  to  listen  to  them.  They  do  not 
want  an  increase  in  the  minimum 
wage.  They  do  not  want  a  minimum 
wage.  They  want  everybody  to  work  for 
a  quarter  an  hour. 


D  1015 
WELFARE  REFORM 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I 
speak,  literally  millions  of  Americans 
are  trapped  in  a  cycle  of  dependence 
known  as  the  modem  welfare  state.  It 
is  a  system  characterized  by  drug 
abuse,  fatherlessness,  violence,  and  the 
wholesale  destruction  of  the  family. 
The  welfare  state  encourages  teen 
pregnancy  and  destrojrs  the  work  ethic. 

People  have  literally  lost  their  firee- 
dom  and  their  self-respect  because  of 
the  so-called  compassion  of  Washing- 
ton's liberals. 

When  he  ran  for  the  Presidency,  Bill 
Clinton  said  that  he  would  end  welfare 
as  we  know  it.  Instead  he  vetoed  com- 
monsense  welfare  reform,  not  once,  but 
twice.  As  we've  seen  in  so  many  other 
instances,  his  word  cannot  be  trusted. 
Bill  Clinton  is  plashing  politics  with  the 
lives  of  millions  of  Americans.  His  bro- 
ken word  guarantees  the  survival  of 
the  failed  welfare  system. 

Mr.  Speaker,  when  it  comes  to  re- 
forming welfare,  our  President  is  the 
great  pretender. 


THE  MINIMUM  WAGE 

(Ms.  DeLAURO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
the  House  takes  up  increasing  the  min- 
imum wage,  and,  in  what  amounts  to 
little  more  than  a  political  dance,  the 
Republican  majority  has  designed  the 
debate  to  ensure  that  we  take  one  step 
forward  and  two  steps  back.  By  cou- 
pling an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage 
with  an  amendment  exempting  compa- 
nies with  less  than  S500,000  annual 
gross  sales,  the  Republicans  have  as- 
sured a  minimum  wage  increase  that  is 
unfair  and  is  unacceptable. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  amendment 
passes,  10  million  hard-working  Ameri- 
cans will  be  excluded  from  the  in- 
crease, and  millions  more  Americans 
already  covered  will  lose  their  cov- 
erage. 

The  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Armey]  was  not  kidding  when  he  said 
he  would,  and  I  quote,  resist  an  in- 
crease in  the  minimum  wage  with 
every  fiber  of  his  being.  By  increasing 
the  minimum  wage  and  making  it  less 
available,  the  Republican  leadership  is 
dancing  around  an  issue  that  80  percent 
of  the  American  people  support.  In 
words  that  Dick  Armey  can  under- 
stand, a  country  music  song  goes:  One 
step  forward,  two  steps  back;  nobody 
gets  too  far  like  that. 


AMERICANS  WANT  WELFARE 
REFORM 

(Mr.  STEARNS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  STEARNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  welfare 
reform  is  something  that  the  American 
people  want.  Both  parties  have  prom- 
ised to  reform  our  current  broken-down 
system,  but  I  believe  Republicans  have 
delivered.  This  Republican  Congress 
sent  a  strong  welfare  package  to  Presi- 
dent Clinton,  and  he  vetoed  it. 

Today  Republicans  are  going  to  try 
again.  We  are  Introducing  a  strong  wel- 
fare reform  bill  that  concentrates  on 
family  and  individual  responsibility. 
Our  i>ackage  lifts  famines  out  of  the 
destructive  welfare  cycle  of  poverty 
and  despair.  It  stresses  work,  and  al- 
lows States  the  flexibility  to  design 
programs  that  fight  their  residents' 
needs. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope  that  this  time 
around  the  President  keeps  his  promise 
and  signs  a  strong  welfare  reform  pack- 
age. His  record  on  this  issue  has  not 
gone  unnoticed  by  the  American  peo- 
ple. It  is  time  to  reform  welfare.  Let  us 
do  it  now. 
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REPUBLICANS  AND  THE  MINIMUM 
WAGE 

(Ms.  McKINNEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Ms.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  finally, 
after  months  of  prodding  and  pleading 
with  the  Republican  leadership,  we  are 
going  to  vote  on  increasing  the  mini- 
mum wage. 

Not  too  long  ago,  Mr.  Speaker,  mem- 
bers of  the  Republican  leadership  were 
saying  things  like,  and  I  quote, 

I  will  resist  an  increase  in  the  minimum 
wa^e  with  every  fiber  of  my  being. 

Or, 
I'll  commit  suicide  before  I  vote  on  a  clean 
minimum  wage  bill. 

While  the  vote  on  increasing  the  min- 
imum wage  will  only  be  an  amendment 
to  another  bill,  the  fact  of  the  matter 
is  that  the  votes  that  we're  taking 
today  are  neither  clean  nor  real.  Newt 
Gingrich  and  the  Republicans  have 
found  yet  another  way  to  feed  the 
American  people  a  pig  in  a  poke.  This 
Republican  political  sleight  of  hand 
will  actually  repeal  the  minimum  wage 
laws  and  exclude  workers  ftom  mini- 
mum wage  protections. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  all  feared  that  the 
Republicans  would  go  too  far.  We  all 
feared  that  the  Republicans  would 
serve  their  rich  fat-cat  friends  at  the 
expense  of  the  rest  of  us.  But,  by  their 
offerings  today,  they've  confirmed  that 
our  worst  fears  have  indeed  come  true. 


PRESIDENT  CLINTON  AND 
WELFARE  REFORM 

(Mr.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BARLETT  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  is  an  election  year,  so 
President  Clinton  is  campaigning  as  a 
bom  again  conservative,  but  talk  is 
cheap. 

Take  welfare  reform.  In  his  Saturday 
radio  address,  the  President  said: 
"Four  years  ago,  I  challenged  America 
to  end  welfare  as  we  know  it." 

Something  funny  happened  to  wel- 
fare reform  after  candidate  Clinton  be- 
came President  Clinton.  For  3  years- 
nothing.  Ttien  President  Clinton  vetoed 
comprehensive  bipartisan  welfare  re- 
form not  once,  but  twice. 

The  President  bragged  that  he  has 
approved  38  waivers  for  State  welfare 
reform. 

The  President  neglected  to  mention 
that  27  States  are  still  waiting  for 
waivers  or  that  the  average  wait  for 
the  President's  approval  is  210  Aajs. 

The  President  singled  out  Maryland's 
welfare  reform  for  praise. 

The  President  forgot  to  say  that 
Maryland's  Governor  Glendenlng 
boasted  that  his  personal  friendship 
with  the  President  reduced  the  waiting 
period  before  Maryland's  waiver  was 
approved  to  only  6  months. 
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It's  outrageous  for  President  Clinton 
to  insist  that  Washington  retain  its 
grip  on  a  failed  national  welfare  sys- 
tem. 


REPEAL  OF  THE  MINIMUM  WAGE 

(Mr.  KLINK  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  KLINK.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  few  of  the 
previous  spokespersons  on  the  other 
side  talked  about  welfare  reform.  If  we 
are  going  to  reform  welfare,  we  have  to 
pay  a  livable  wage  for  work. 

Today,  after  months  of  prodding,  we 
are  finally  going  to  get  an  amendment 
to  raise  the  minimum  wage.  Only  the 
Republican  leadership  could,  under  the 
guise  of  raising  the  minimum  wage,  ac- 
tually repeal  the  minimum  wage  for 
millions  of  American  workers.  You  see, 
currently  those  companies  that  do  less 
than  half  a  million  dollars  gross  per 
year  do  not  have  to  pay  minimum  wage 
if  they  are  involved  in  interstate  com- 
merce. The  Republicans  think  that  is  a 
mistake.  So  today,  they  say  they  are 
going  to  fix  that. 

What  they  are  really  going  to  do  is  to 
open  the  door  for  garment  Industry 
sweatshops,  for  industrial  piecework. 
This  is  done  in  the  home  for  sheltered 
workshops,  for  farm  workers  across 
this  Nation  who  support  their  family, 
not  to  make  a  minimum  wage.  They 
are  going  to  try  to  lower  wages,  see 
that  there  is  no  overtime  pay,  see  that 
we  are  returned  to  long  work  hours, 
that  we  get  rid  of  child  labor  abuses, 
protections.  We  have  a  situation  where 
they  are  concerned  about  computer  op- 
erators making  a  livable  wage,  waiters 
and  waitresses,  but  they  are  not  con- 
cerned about  ECO's  making  220  times 
what  their  workers  make. 


DEVICE  FOR  SELF-EXAMINATION 
OF  BREASTS 

(Mr.  BARTON  of  Texas  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BARTON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
if  I  asked  the  Members  of  the  House 
what  this  simple  device  is,  I  doubt  that 
very  many  of  my  colleagues  could  tell 
me  what  it  is.  It  is  actually  a  breast 
sensor  pad  which  is  designed  to  be  used 
by  women  to  self-examine  their  breasts 
to  see  if  they  have  breast  cancer  lumps. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  took  the  FDA  10 
years  to  approve  this  simple  device  for 
limited  use  under  a  doctor's  prescrip- 
tion for  women  to  self-examine  their 
breasts.  The  gentlewoman  from  Nevada 
[Mrs.  VUCANOVICH]  and  myself  are  in- 
troducing today  a  bill  that  would  make 
this  device,  which  literally  could  save 
thousands  of  lives  each  year,  available 
over  the  counter  so  that  millions  of 
American  women  can  go  into  thelr 
drugstore  and  purchase  this  and  in  the 


privacy  of  their  home  self-examine 
their  breasts  to  see  if  they  have  cancer 
lumps.  We  desperately  need  to  get  this 
device  available. 

Nancy  Brinker,  whose  sister,  Susan 
B.  Komen,  died  of  breast  cancer,  and 
who  has  established  a  breast  cancer  re- 
search center  in  her  sister's  name,  has 
told  me  that  this  simple  device  is  very, 
very  useful  and  should  be  available  to 
every  American  woman  who  wishes  to 
purchase  it.  Please  join  Congressman 
VUCANOVICH  and  myself  in  sponsoring 
this  bill. 


EXPLOITING  PEOPLE 

(Mr.  MILLER  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  today  we  are  going  to  get  a 
vote  on  the  minimum  wage,  but  unfor- 
tunately under  the  amendments  offered 
by  Speaker  Gingrich  and  the  Repub- 
licans, they  will  repeal  and  take  away 
the  benefits  of  the  minimum  wage  for 
up  to  10  million  American  workers.  For 
the  students  who  work  while  going  to 
school,  for  people  who  work  all  day  in 
the  sun  to  put  food  on  our  table,  for  the 
people  who  work  in  sweatshops,  for 
people  who  wait  on  us  in  restaurants 
and  for  the  disabled  who  are  trying  to 
earn  a  living  and  support  themselves 
with  their  disabling  condition,  10  mil- 
lion American  workers  will  find  that 
they  will  no  longer  have  the  protection 
of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  and 
the  minimum  wage. 

Newt  Gingrich  is  once  again  going  to 
bring  back  the  ability  of  employers  to 
exploit  children  in  the  workplace,  to 
exploit  women  in  sweatshops,  to  ex- 
ploit the  disabled  in  sheltered  work- 
shops. This  is  not  what  the  American 
people  want.  The  American  people 
want  an  Increase  in  the  minimum  wage 
so  those  Individuals  who  have  chosen 
work  over  welfare  will  have  the  ability 
to  support  their  families,  not  to  exploit 
those  people. 


UNEMPLOYMENT  IN  AMERICA 

(Mr.  DUNCAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  DUNCAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  last 
night  on  the  national  news  it  was  re- 
ported that  Americans  who  have  lost 
their  jobs  in  the  1990s  have  had  to  stay 
out  of  work  much  longer  than  those 
who  lost  jobs  in  the  1980s. 

In  addition,  those  who  have  lost  jobs 
in  the  1990s  have  almost  always  ended 
up  having  to  take  jobs  paying  much 
less  than  the  ones  they  lost,  paying 
much  less  than  the  ones  they  lost.  One 
and  one-half  million  people  have  lost 
good  jobs  due  to  corporate  downsizing 
in  the  last  3  years.  We  lost  3  million 
jobs  last  year  due  to  our  trade  deficit 
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with  other  countries.  Our  vmemploy- 
ment  rate  is  relatively  low,  but  our 
underemployment  rate  is  terrible. 

Most  college  graduates  cannot  find 
jobs  in  their  degree  fields,  and  we  are 
ending  up  with  the  best  educated  wait- 
ers and  waitresses  in  the  world,  yet  our 
Federal  Govenunent  continues  to  over- 
tax and  even  worse  overreguate  our 
economy. 

Today  Government  regrulations  and 
redtape  are  making  it  extremely  dif- 
ficult for  small  businesses  and  small 
farms  to  survive.  We  hear  about  eco- 
nomic insecurity,  but  many  have  been 
lulled  into  a  false  sense  of  compla- 
cency, primarily  because  the  stock 
market  is  high. 


THE  POISON  PILL  IN  RAISING  THE 
MINIMUM  WAGE 

(Mr.  WYNN  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  WYNN.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  now  it  is 
abundantly  clear  that  the  Republican 
leadership  wants  to  kill  the  minimum 
wage  with  a  poison  pill.  Let  me  ex- 
plain. Right  now  80  percent  of  the 
American  population  wants  a  raise  in 
the  minimum  wage.  There  is  bipartisan 
majorities  in  both  Houses  who  support 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage. 
Today  we  will  have  a  bill  to  increase 
the  minimum  wage.  So  what  is  the 
problem?  Where  is  the  pill? 

Well,  in  this  bill  there  is  an  amend- 
ment that  would  exempt  two-thirds  of 
the  companies  from  the  requirements 
of  the  bill.  That  is  to  say,  two-thirds  of 
the  companies  would  not  have  to  pay 
the  minimum  wage,  which  means  up  to 
10  million  workers  would  not  get  the 
minimum  wage.  So  we  are  witnessing 
today  a  sham,  a  minimum  wage  bill 
that  the  people  want,  that  the  majori- 
ties in  Congress  want,  but  that  the  Re- 
publican leadership  refuses  to  bring 
forward. 

They  will  not  bring  forward  a  clean 
minimum  wage.  They  would  rather  per- 
petrate this  sham  and  undermine  real 
minimum  wage  increases. 


RUBBER  PRESIDENT 

(Mr.  BASS  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  bring  to 
your  attention  an  editorial  which  ap- 
pears in  today's  New  Hampshire  Union 
Leader  entitled.  Rubber  President, 
Here's  Bill  Clinton,  Contortionist 
Extraordinaire. 

The  editorial  discusses  the  fact  that 
the  President  has  twice  vetoed  welfare 
reform  and  yet,  if  I  may  quote,  it  says, 
"Knowing  Bob  Dole  has  scheduled  a 
major  speech  today  on  the  subject  of 
welfare,  Mr.  CJlinton  did  an  about-face 
over  the  weekend  to  declare  his  sup- 
port for  Wisconsin's  Republican  welfare 
reform  plan.  Unbelievable. 
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Governor  Tommy  Thompson's  inno- 
vative Wisconsin  Works  program  em- 
bodies more  reform,  a  lot  more  reform, 
than  either  of  the  two  bills  Mr.  Clinton 
vetoed.  But  now  the  President  says  he 
thinks  Governor  Thompson's  approach 
is  just  peachy. 

Republicans  should  call  Mr.  Clinton's 
bluff.  They  should  not  let  him  get  away 
with  telling  the  voters  he  is  for  welfare 
reform  while  vetoing  sensible  reform 
bills.  Congress  should  present  him  with 
a  welfare  reform  bill  based  on  the  Wis- 
consin plan  and  dare  him  to  veto  what 
he  says  he  supports. 

That  is  what  we  will  do  today,  Mr. 
Speaker.  We  are  going  to  Introduce  a 
sensible  welfare  reform  bill. 


ROLLING  BACK  THE  CLOCK 

(Mr.  WARD  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  entire 
Gingrich-Dole  Congress  that  we  have 
seen  for  the  last  year  and  a  half  has 
been  about  one  thing:  rolling  back  the 
clock.  Whether  it  is  on  Medicare,  the 
environment,  educational  assistance 
that  we  give  from  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, it  has  been  about  rolling  back 
the  clock. 

Here  we  go  again.  Now  under  the 
guise  of  raising  the  minimum  wage, 
which  is  at  a  40-year  low  in  purchasing 
power,  they  are  in  fact  going  to  repeal 
the  minimum  wage  for  millions  of 
American  workers. 

D  1030 

Just  think  of  the  cynicism  that  re- 
flects, the  opportimity  of  helping  peo- 
ple who  are  trying  to  get  ahead,  people 
who  are  playing  by  the  rules  and  trying 
to  stay  off  welfare.  They  are  using  that 
as  an  opportunity  to  take  millions  off 
the  protection  of  the  minimum  wage. 

We  only  need  to  remember  what  the 
Gingrich-Dole  leader  of  the  Congress 
said.  "I  will  resist  a  minimum  wage  in- 
crease with  every  fiber  of  my  being," 
he  said.  And  do  my  colleagues  know 
what?  What  they  are  doing  today 
makes  me  sick. 


NO  MFN  FOR  BARBARIC  PEOPLE 
LIKE  THIS 

(Mr.  WOLF  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  WOLF.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  pic- 
ture here  showing  Chinese  security 
forces  lining  men  up  and  putting  pis- 
tols in  the  back  of  their  heads  and 
shooting  them,  and  then  they  take 
their  kidneys  and  their  cornea  for 
transplantations  and  sell  them  to  peo- 
ple in  the  West. 

We  are  going  to  give  MFN  to  a  coun- 
try like  this? 

What  baffles  me  is,  as  a  Member  who 
has   served  in   this  body   during   the 


1980's  when  Sakharov  was  under  house 
arrest,  and  it  was  his  75th  birthday  yes- 
terday, and  Sharansky  was  in  Perm 
Camp  35,  no  Member  of  the  Congress 
would  have  had  the  courage  to  come  to 
the  well  of  this  House  and  ask  for  MFN 
for  the  Soviet  Union,  and  yet  this  ad- 
ministration and  this  Congress  are 
really  going  to  consider  doing  that. 

Members  may  not  want  to  hear  this, 
and  the  administration  may  not  want 
to  hear  this.  This  may  be  the  fun- 
damental moral  human  rights  issue 
that  this  Congress  has  to  deal  with. 

Take  a  look.  Members,  and  I  have  the 
film,  the  13-mlnute  film.  Call  my  of- 
fice, we  will  bring  it  by.  Lining  men  up, 
putting  pistols  in  the  back  of  their 
head,  shooting  them,  and  then  taking 
their  kidneys  and  corneas  for  trans- 
plant. No  MFN  for  barbaric  people  like 
this. 


REPUBLICAN  EXTREME  AGENDA 
CONTINUES  TODAY  ON  THE  MINI- 
MUM WAGE 

(Mr.  WATT  of  North  Carolina  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  WATT  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  today  we  are  going  to  see  the 
rest  of  the  story,  the  rest  of  this  ex- 
treme agenda  that  the  Republican  lead- 
ership has  been  plajang  out  all  this 
term  of  Congress.  We  have  seen  it  in 
Medicare,  we  have  seen  it  in  an  erosion 
of  occupational  safety,  we  have  seen  it 
in  an  effort  to  allow  the  big  cats  to 
raid  pension  plans,  we  have  seen  it  in 
wage  and  hour  laws  changes,  and  today 
we  see  the  rest  of  the  story:  They  are 
coming  today  to  try  to  do  away  with 
the  minimum  wage. 

Now  they  are  talking  about  giving  a 
minimum  wage  increase,  but  the  truth 
of  the  matter  is  this  bill  will  attempt 
to  repeal  the  minimum  wage  for  three- 
fourths,  75  percent,  in  fact,  of  the  com- 
panies in  this  country,  and  that  is  out- 
raigeous  and  unacceptable  and  extreme. 

The  rest  of  the  iceberg  will  be  seen 
today. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  THE  BREAST 
CANCER  DETECTION  ACT 

(Mrs.  VUCANOVICH  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  nilnute  and  to  revise  and  extend 

llGF  FCZXISLTICS  ) 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  Speaker, 
what  is  pink,  round,  was  stalled  at 
FDA  for  10  years  and  now  can  be  ob- 
tained only  by  prescription?  No;  it  is 
not  a  funny  riddle.  The  sad  truth  is  it 
describes  the  sensor  pad,  an  important 
tool  which  could  be  used  to  aid  breast 
lump  detection. 

While  the  FDA  has  finally  approved 
this  product,  it  Is  available  only  by 
prescription.  Instead  of  paying  only 
S21.95.  women  must  first  go  to  a  doctor 
to  get  a  prescription,  making  costs  rise 
substantially.    FDA's  action   restricts 


access  to  women  who  simply  cannot  af- 
ford to  go  to  the  doctor  unless  some- 
thing is  truly  wrong. 

This  year  it  is  expected  that  184,300 
women  will  find  out  that  they  have 
breast  cancer.  Since  there  is  no  cure 
for  breast  cancer,  we  must  continue  to 
give  women  encouragement  to  perform 
breast  self -examinations  and  take  part 
in  other  early-detection  practices. 
Today  I  am  introducing  the  Breast 
Cancer  Detection  Act  to  make  this  ex- 
amination aid  available.  I  urge  Mem- 
bers to  cosponsor  this  important  bill. 


GIVE  THE  AMERICAN  PEOPLE 
WHAT  THEY  NEED:  A  RAISE 

(Mr.  VENTO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  GOP 
minimum  wage  bill  is  a  hoax;  it  is  real- 
ly indecent.  All  year  long  the  Repub- 
lican House  and  Senate  have  refused  to 
raise  the  minimum  wage,  even  to  have 
a  vote  on  it.  Now  we  Imow  why:  be- 
cause Republican  leadership,  between 
Gingrich  and  Dole,  are  devising  an  ex- 
cuse, a  scheme  really,  to  gut  and  repeal 
the  existing  minimum  wage.  One  step 
forward,  two  steps  back,  a  measure 
which  would  give  a  license  to  the  Re- 
publican corporate  friends  to  exploit 
the  work  force,  working  families. 
Working  families  do  not  need  bait-and- 
switch.  They  need,  working  families  do 
not  need,  political  games.  They  need  a 
raise.  They  need  empowerment,  a  wage 
that  takes  them  above  the  poverty 
level,  and  a  Congress  that  votes  for  a 
minimum  wage  on  the  level. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  best  welfare  pro- 
gram is  a  job  and  a  job  that  pays  a  liv- 
ing wage.  Let  us  vote  for  a  clean  mini- 
mum wage  bill  and  give  the  American 
people  the  type  of  empowerment  that 
working  families  need:  self-sufficiency 
with  an  adequate  living  wage  so  they 
can  take  care  of  themselves. 


PRESIDENT  OUTRAGEOUSLY 

CLAIMS  HE  IS  CX)VERED  BY  THE 
SOLDIERS  AND  SAILORS  RELIEF 
ACT 

(Mr.  WELDON  of  Pennsylvania  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Speaker,  this  story  should  be  in  Rip- 
ley's Believe  It  Or  Not.  Lawyers  for  the 
President  of  the  United  States.  Bill 
Clinton,  who  has  been  sued  by  a  former 
Arkansas  State  employee,  have  now 
asked  to  postpone  the  lawsuit  claiming 
that  the  President,  who  is  the  com- 
mander in  chief,  should  be  covered  by 
the  Soldiers  and  Sailors  Relief  Act  of 
1940,  which  means  they  are  claiming 
that  Bill  Clinton  should  be  protected  as 
a  uniformed  service  member. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  outrageous.  On 
the  eve  of  Memorial  Day,  this  man.  to 
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avoid  a  lawsuit,  would  claim  he  is  pro- 
tected because  he  really  is  wearing'  the 
uniform  of  this  country. 

Mr.  Speaker,  how  outrageous  can  we 
get?  Only  in  Ripley's  could  we  find 
such  a  story. 

Please  join  me  and  sign  the  letter  au- 
thored by  our  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Stump],  to  this 
President  asking  for  some  civil  de- 
cency. 
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Speaker, 


ashamed  of  yourselves,  Mr. 
you  ought  to  be  ashamed. 


FIFTEEN  PERCENT  RAISE  FOR 
CORPORATE  EXECUTIVES;  RE- 
PUBLICANS ATTEMPTING  TO  RE- 
DUCE MINIMUM  WAGE 

(Mr.  MARKET  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  MARKET.  Mr.  Speaker,  Harry 
Tnmaan  used  to  say  the  Republican 
Party  supports  the  minimum  wage. 
The  lower  the  minimum,  the  better. 

In  today's  Forbes  magazine,  the  bible 
of  the  Republican  Party,  we  find  that 
the  800  top  chief  executives  in  the 
United  States  averaged  $1.5  million 
last  yeaur,  up  15  percent.  But  for  the 
minimum-wage  workers  in  this  coun- 
try, the  Republican  Party  wants  noth- 
ing for  them,  no  increase  whatsoever, 
and  the  proposal  they  are  bringing  out 
here  will  lead  to  a  reduction  in  pay  for 
millions  of  these  working  people. 

The  Republican  Party  has  had  two 
responses  so  far  this  year.  First,  like 
Oliver  Twist,  when  he  held  up  his 
empty  bowl  and  said  "More,"  the 
workhouse  master  said,  "Too  much," 
and  the  second  Republican  response 
has  been  revolutionary,  as  in  the 
French  Revolution  when  the  starving 
French  citizens  pleaded  for  bread  and 
Marie  Antoinette  said,  "Let  them  eat 
cake." 


REPUBLICANS  AND  THE  MINIMUM 
WAGE— TRET  OUGHT  TO  BE 
ASHAMED 

(Mr.  LEWIS  of  Georgia  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
Newt  Gingrich  and  Bob  Dole  oppose 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage.  The 
Republican  leader  has  said  he  will  fight 
the  minimum  wage  with  every  fiber  in 
his  being  and  the  Republican  whip  has 
said  in  regard  to  families  living  on  the 
minimum  wage,  they  do  not  exist. 

Today,  the  Republicans  in  this  House 
are  pulling  one  of  the  dirtiest  and  most 
despicable  deceptions  I  have  seen  in  my 
10  years  in  this  House.  They  say  they 
support  an  increase  in  the  imnimnTn 
wage,  but  today  they  will  vote  to  re- 
pesd  the  minimnm  wage  for  nearly  two- 
thirds  of  the  people  earning  that  wage. 
That  is  right,  repeal  the  minimum 
wa^. 

Unbelievable,  Mr.  Speaker.  Extreme 
in    the    extreme.    Tou    ought    to    be 


PERMISSION     FOR     SUNDRT    COM- 
MITTEES      AND       THEIR       SUB- 
COMMITTEES     TO      SIT      TODAT 
DURING  THE  5-MINUTE  RULE 
Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  following 
committees  and  their  subcommittees 
be  permitted  to  sit  today  while  the 
House  is  meeting  in  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House  under  the  5-minute 
rule:  The  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
the  Committee  on  Commerce,  the  Com- 
mittee   on    Government    Reform    and 
Oversight,    the    Committee    on   Inter- 
national Relations,  the  Conmiittee  on 
National  Security,  the  Committee  on 
Resources,  the  Committee  on  Veterans' 
Affairs,    and    the    Permanent    Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  mi- 
nority has  been  consulted  and  that 
there  is  no  objection  to  these  requests. 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Latham).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota? 
There  was  no  objection. 


PRAIRIE  ISLAND  INDIAN  CHARTER 
REVOCATION 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  vmanimous  consent  for 
the  immediate  consideration  in  the 
House  of  the  bill  (H.R.  3068)  to  accept 
the  request  of  the  Prairie  Island  Indian 
Community  to  revoke  their  charter  of 
incorporation  issued  under  the  Indian 
Reorganization  Act. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington? 

Mr.  KILDEE.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  will  not  ob- 
ject, I  yield  to  the  gentleman  ftom 
Washington  [Mr.  Hastings]  to  enable 
him  to  explain  the  legislation. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  purpose  of  H.R.  3068,  au- 
thored by  the  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota [Mr.  GUTKNECHT],  is  to  accept 
the  request  of  the  Prairie  Island  Indian 
Community  to  revoke  their  charter  of 
incorporation  issued  under  the  Indian 
Reorganization  Act.  The  Federal  char- 
ter of  incorporation  for  the  commimity 
contained  a  provision  which  requires 
that  it  can  only  be  revoked  by  an  act  of 
Congress. 

The  revocation  was  requested  by  the 
community  because  the  community 
has  never  used  it  in  the  management  of 
its  enterprises,  finding  it  to  be  out- 
dated, ineffective,  and  cumbersome.  In- 
stead, the  community  relies  on  provi- 
sions in  its  constitution. 

A  similar  revocation  relating  to  the 
Minnesota  Chippewa  Tribe  was  in- 
cluded in  Public  Law  104-109.  I  ask  for 
the  Members'  supixjrt  for  this  non- 
controversial  measure. 
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Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KILDEE.  Further  reserving  the 
right  to  object,  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman Qrom  Minnesota. 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today  I  am  pleased  to  offer  H.R.  3068,  a 
bill  to  repeal  the  corporate  charter  of 
the  Prairie  Island  Dakota  Community 
in  Welch,  MN. 

The  tribe  contacted  me  last  June  re- 
questing revocation  of  their  1934  char- 
ter. By  law,  revoking  this  62-year-old 
document  can  only  be  done  by  an  act  of 
Congress. 

In  its  entire  tribal  government  his- 
tory, the  Prairie  Island  Community 
has  never  used  its  corporate  charter  in 
the  management  of  its  enterprises.  Ad- 
ditionally, with  this  outdated  and  pa- 
ternalistic charter,  the  tribe  is  re- 
stricted from  doing  many  of  the  things 
necessary  to  carry  out  business  activi- 
ties. 

For  example,  the  community  cannot 
sell  or  mortgage  property,  lease  land 
for  more  than  10  years,  or  contract  for 
work  without  approval  from  the  Inte- 
rior Department. 

This  legislation  acknowledges  that 
the  people  of  Prairie  Island  know  best 
how  to  handle  their  business.  It  is  an- 
other example  of  this  Congress  sending 
control  back  to  local  communities,  and 
I  am  proud  to  be  a  part  of  that  process. 

My  colleagues,  I  and  the  good  people 
of  the  Prairie  Island  Community  would 
appreciate  your  support  for  this  impor- 
tant legislation. 

Mr.  KILDEE.  Mr.  Speaker,  further 
under  my  reservation  of  objection,  like 
many  tribes,  the  Prairie  Island  Com- 
munity has  realized  the  many  short- 
comings of  the  BIA's  1930's  policy  of 
encouraging  tribes  to  incorporate 
under  the  Indian  Reorganization  Act.  I 
think  that  it  is  a  good  thing  that  we 
are  finally  beginning  to  shed  some  of 
the  paternalistic  vestiges  of  those 
tiniies.  I  hope  that  we  keep  this  in  mind 
as  we  deal  with  future  legislation  af- 
fecting Indian  tribes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reserva- 
tion of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows: 
H.R.3068 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
Tcsentatives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  REVOCAIION  OF  CHARTER  OF  IN- 
CMtPORATKHO  CV  THE  PRAIRIE  IS- 
LAND INDIAN  COHOSUNm  UNDER 
THE  INDIAN  REORGANIZATION  ACT. 

The  request  of  the  Prairie  Island  Indian 
Community  to  surrender  the  charter  of  in- 
corporation issued  to  that  Community  on 
July  23,  1937,  pursuant  to  section  17  of  the 
Act  of  June  18. 1934,  commonly  known  as  the 
"Indian  Reorganization  Act"  (25  U.S.C.  477) 
is  hereby  accepted  and  that  charter  of  incor- 
poration is  hereby  revoked. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the 
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third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to 
reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
all  Members  have  5  legislative  days  in 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  the  bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington? 

There  was  no  objection. 


INTELLIGENCE  AUTHORIZATION 
ACT  FOR  FISCAL  TEAR  1997 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  House  Resolution  437  and  rule 
XXm,  the  Chair  declares  the  House  in 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consider- 
ation of  the  bill.  H.R.  3259. 

D  1045 

IN  THE  COMMTTTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (H.R.  3259)  to  au- 
thorize appropriations  for  fiscal  year 
1997  for  intelligence  and  intelligence- 
related  activities  of  the  United  States 
Government,  the  Community  Manage- 
ment Account,  and  the  Central  Intel- 
ligence Agency  Retirement  and  Dis- 
ability System,  and  for  other  purposes, 
with  Mr.  Dickey  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  the  bill  is  considered  as  having 
been  read  the  first  time. 

Under  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Combest]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington  [Mr.  DICKS] 
will  each  control  30  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Combest]. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  srield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  bring 
H.R.  3259,  the  Intelligence  Authoriza- 
tion Act  for  fiscal  year  1997,  before  my 
colleaerues  for  consideration  and,  I 
trust,  approval. 

Before  I  turn  to  the  contents  of  the 
bill.  I  would  like  to  thank  the  staff  of 
the  committee  for  thefr  hard  work.  We 
marked  up  two  bills  in  1  week  and 
brought  this  bill  to  the  floor  in  half  the 
time  that  we  have  taken  in  the  past. 
None  of  this  would  be  possible  without 
our  staffs  diligence  and  very  long 
hours. 

Five  short  months  ago,  I  spoke  on 
the  floor  about  the  conference  report 
for  the  fiscal  year  1996  authorization.  I 
noted  at  that  time  that  we  had  been 
disappointed  in  the  President's  budget 
submission  on  intelligence  for  fiscal 
year  1996  because  it  did  not  show  the 
forward  thinking  and  vision  I  think  our 
intelligence  policy  needs.  Instead  of  a 
blueprint,  we  got  a  snapshot  of  1  year's 


needs.  I  also  noted  that  another  such 
submission  would  not  be  acceptable.  I 
had  been  assured  by  both  the  Vice 
President  and  the  Director  of  Central 
Intelligence  that  the  fiscal  year  1997  in- 
telligence budget  would  show  vision 
and  foresight. 

Unfortunately,  this  has  not  been  the 
case.  The  budget  we  received  was  more 
of  the  same,  another  status  quo  budget. 
To  say  that  we  have  been  disappointed 
would  be  an  understatement.  That  is 
why  the  committee  has  made  more 
substantial  changes  in  the  intelligence 
budget  than  last  year.  The  details  of 
those  changes  are  in  the  classified 
annex,  which  I  hope  Members  have 
taken  the  time  to  read. 

Our  changes  were  made  only  after 
the  most  careful  consideration.  We 
held  6  full  committee  hearings.  15 
member  briefings,  and  more  than  100 
staff  briefings.  I  might  add  that  we  ex- 
pect to  have  further  briefings  between 
now  and  conference  on  issues  that  are 
still  undergoing  changes. 

Overall,  this  bill  increases  the 
amoiint  requested  by  the  President  by 
an  additional  3.9  percent.  It  is  money 
well  spent.  As  always,  our  ability  to 
talk  in  detail  on  this  subject  is  limited, 
but  as  many  of  my  colleagues  know, 
U.S.  intelligence  continues  to  provide 
crucial  support  for  sensitive  negotia- 
tions and  for  U.S.  forces  deployed  over- 
seas, and  in  combating  terrorism,  nar- 
cotics, and  proliferation. 

I  would  like  to  spend  a  few  moments 
highlighting  some  of  the  major  aspects 
of  this  bill. 

Our  most  important  intelligence 
asset  is  the  people  who  are  the  intel- 
ligence community.  Downsizing,  more 
drastic  than  we  had  first  assumed,  has 
taken  its  toll  and  yet  we  are  still  faced 
with  the  problem  of  the  proper  skills 
mix  in  each  NFIP  agency.  There  are 
also  a  number  of  quality  of  life  issues 
that  are  of  fundamental  importance.  I 
give  DCI  Deutch  full  credit  for  making 
personnel  reform  his  highest  priority 
issue.  Unfortunately,  he  did  not  pro- 
vide the  committee  with  the  kinds  of 
detail  we  require  in  order  for  us  to 
commit  the  sums  of  money  he  needs. 
Section  403  of  our  bill  denies  authoriza- 
tion for  the  expenditure  of  fimds  for 
personnel  reforms  until  the  conmiittee 
is  briefed.  Some  may  argue  that  we  are 
taking  the  DCI  to  task  with  this  provi- 
sion. We  are  not.  Our  colleagues  in  the 
other  body  have  no  provisions  at  all  in 
their  bill  that  deal  with  personnel  re- 
form. Section  403  is  a  good-faith  pledge 
on  the  part  of  our  committee  that  we 
will  address  this  important  issue  when 
we  have  a  detailed  proposal. 

Some  of  our  most  important  changes 
to  the  President's  budget  are  in  the  Na- 
tional Reconnaissance  Program.  Last 
year  we  began  to  force  the  NRO  to  give 
more  thought  to  alternative  means  of 
intelligence  collection,  with  satellites 
that  are  smaller  and  cheaper,  yet  no 
less  capable.  Many  attacked  this  vi- 


sion. I  am  happy  to  report  that  it  has 
been  confirmed  by  experts  and  that  we 
will  continue  to  push  the  NRO  along 
these  lines.  We  are  coming  up  to  a  cru- 
cial moment  of  generational  change  in 
our  satellite  systems.  Unless  we  begin 
planning  for  that  now,  we  will  face  a 
future  when  we  will  pay  more  to  know 
less  in  a  more  complex  world. 

As  we  did  last  year,  we  are  limiting 
the  amoimt  of  money  that  can  be  spent 
on  declassification  under  President 
Clinton's  Executive  Order  12958.  We 
favor  more  open  government.  Some  of 
the  recent  declassifications  of  such 
programs  as  CORONA  and  VENONA 
underscore  the  achievements  and  im- 
portance of  intelligence.  But  we  do 
take  exception  to  having  itnT<nai  ex- 
penditures mandated  by  an  Executive 
order  for  a  program  that  has  yet  to 
prove  it  can  declassify  without  reveal- 
ing secrets. 

H.R.  3237  helps  put  us  on  the  path  to- 
ward the  intelligence  community  we 
will  need  in  the  21st  century.  I  despair 
that  this  President  will  ever  give  us 
the  kind  of  intelligence  budget  that 
will  move  us  in  the  right  direction  by 
bold  and  large  steps,  rather  than  hesi- 
tant ones.  I  look  forward  to  the  next 
President  doing  so,  soon.  Until  then.  I 
know  that  my  colleagues  will  support 
this  bill  so  that  we  can  move  the  intel- 
ligence community  in  a  positive  direc- 
tion. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
legislation  now  before  the  House. 

I  want  to  begin  by  commending 
Chairman  (X>MBEST  for  the  manner  in 
which  he  has  presided  over  the  commit- 
tee's activities  this  year.  He  has  been 
solicitous  of  the  views  of  the  Demo- 
cratic members  and  has  sought  to  ad- 
dress our  concerns  when  he  felt  it  pos- 
sible to  do  so.  We  do  not  agree  on  every 
issue,  although  we  do  agree  on  many, 
but  I  have  always  felt  that  he  was  will- 
ing to  give  us  the  opportunity  to  make 
our  case,  particularly  on  matters  con- 
cerning the  intelligence  budget. 

We  are.  of  course,  waiting  to  have  a 
couple  of  additional  hearings,  Mr. 
Chairman,  on  some  of  the  issues  that 
we  discussed  in  our  markup. 

At  a  time  when  most  programs  are 
feeling  the  effects  of  a  constrained 
budget  environment,  H.R.  3259  provides 
a  significant  increase — nearly  5  percent 
over  the  amount  authorized  for  the 
current  fiscal  year  and  about  6.5  per- 
cent over  the  amount  appropriated  for 
fiscal  year  1996.  While  some  of  this  in- 
crease is  the  result  of  the  substantially 
higher  defense  budget  approved  by  the 
House,  a  major  portion  reflects  deci- 
sions by  the  committee  that  a  number 
of  intelligence  systems  need  to  be  mod- 
ernized to  respond  to  future  require- 
ments. These  improvements  to  highly 
complex   systems   are   expensive,   but 


12140 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  22,  1996 


they  are  necessary  if  the  United  States 
is  to  retain  the  world's  preeminent  in- 
telligence capability— a  capability  that 
will  be  of  increasing  importance  as  a 
source  of  early  warning  to  policy- 
makers and  military  commanders  in 
the  years  ahead.  I  urge  the  House  not 
to  adopt  amendments  which  would 
make  across-the-board  reductions  in 
the  authorization  level  in  this  bill. 
While  I  understand  the  sincerity  of  the 
views  which  motivate  those  amend- 
ments, I  believe  they  would  substan- 
tially impair  the  ability  of  the  intel- 
ligence community  to  make  invest- 
ments in  several  systems  that  will  be 
of  great  value  in  the  future. 

In  spite  of  the  positive  aspects  of  this 
bill,  committee  Democrats  have,  as  we 
did  last  year,  several  fundamental  dis- 
agreements with  the  majority  over  pro- 
grams administered  by  the  National 
Reconnaissance  Office  [NRO].  The  bill 
would  terminate  or  delay  a  number  of 
programs  designed  either  to  address  in- 
telligence shortcon:ungs  noted  in  the 
Persian  Gulf  war  or  in  other  ways  to 
improve  the  provision  of  timely  sup- 
port to  intelligence  customers,  particu- 
larly the  battlefield  conunander.  Mili- 
tary operations,  and  the  sophisticated 
weapons  systems  which  are  used  in 
them,  place  an  increasingly  high  pre- 
mium on  accurate  intelligence. 

On  March  6  of  this  year,  former  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  Harold  Brown  and 
former  Senator  Warren  Rudman  ap- 
peared before  the  committee  in  open 
session  to  report  on  the  work  of  a  com- 
mission they  led,  and  on  which  I 
served,  to  examine  the  roles  and  capa- 
bilities of  U.S.  intelligence.  At  the 
March  6  hearing.  Secretary  Brown 
noted  that  "If  it  were  not  for  the  exist- 
ence of  the  Department  of  Defense,  the 
intelligence  budget  would,  in  my  judg- 
ment, be  ntiaybe  10  percent  of  what  it 
is."  I  agree  with  Secretary  Brown 
about  the  priority  of  military  require- 
ments within  those  assigned  to  the  in- 
telligence community.  I  further  believe 
that  we  should  proceed  very  carefully 
when  we  decide  to  alter  i.  satellite  ar- 
chitecture which  Defense  Department 
ofHcials,  both  civilian  and  uniformed, 
have  indicated  is  essential  to  ensuring 
that  future  nfiilitary  operations  can  be 
conducted  successfully  without  unnec- 
essarily endangering  American  person- 
nel. 

Regrettably,  the  committee  has  em- 
barked on  a  course,  with  respect  to 
NRO  programs,  which  will  leave  impor- 
tant military  intelligence  require- 
ments unmet.  That  is  not  a  good  result 
in  a  bill  which  establishes  authoriza- 
tion levels  that  in  the  aggregrate  can 
only  be  justified  on  national  security 
grounds.  Before  we  finally  endorse  de- 
cisions which  may  place  at  risk  the 
ability  of  the  Department  of  Defense  to 
fulfill  its  mission,  we  need  to  clearly 
understand  what  capabilities  we  are 
being  asked  to  forgo  and  the  con- 
sequences of  those  actions.  To  his  cred- 


it. Chairman  Combest  has  promised 
that,  before  we  get  to  conference  on 
this  legislation,  hearings  will  be  held 
on  these  matters.  I  hope  those  sessions 
will  provide  a  firmer  basis  than  we  now 
have  for  making  judgments  in  these 
critical  areas. 

Mr.  Chairman,  despite  the  reserva- 
tions just  expressed,  I  believe  the  bill 
before  us  is,  in  balance,  a  soimd  one 
and  should  be  approved.  I  look  forward 
to  working  with  Mr.  Combest  to  im- 
prove it  in  conference,  but  I  urge  its 
adoption  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  6  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Richardson],  a  distinguished  member 
of  our  committee. 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  ranking  member  for  yielding 
time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  first  express 
my  most  heartfelt  appreciation  to 
Chairman  Combest  for  his  support  in 
allowing  me  to  undertake  several  ini- 
tiatives in  the  intelligence  and  foreign 
policy  arena.  Mr.  Combest  has  been 
very  accommodating  since  assuming 
the  chairmanship  of  the  Intelligence 
Committee  and  I  want  to  commend 
him  for  his  stewardship. 

Second,  I  would  like  to  congrratulate 
the  chairman  for  crafting  a  bill  in  a 
nonpartisan  fashion  that  catapults  our 
intelligence  conmiunity  into  the  future 
armed  with  the  necessary  tools  to  per- 
form an  ever  changing  and  diverse  mis- 
sion. In  past  years,  the  focus  of  our  in- 
telligence operations  and  efforts  were 
rightfully  targeted  predominately  at 
the  former  Soviet  Union.  With  the  de- 
mise of  the  cold  war  and  the  splinter- 
ing into  several  independent  states  of 
the  Soviet  Union,  new  and  different  re- 
quirements have  been  leveled  on  the 
intelligence  community.  No  longer  can 
we  concentrate  solely  on  issues  con- 
cerning Soviet  force  strength  and  mili- 
tary concept  of  operations.  Today's 
policy  makers  need  accurate  intel- 
ligence information  on  global  issues 
such  as  proliferation  of  weapons  of 
mass  destruction,  narcotics,  terrorism 
and  world  economies.  I  am  confident 
that  the  bill  crafted  by  the  chairman 
and  ranking  democratic  member  Norm 
Dicks,  prepares  the  community  to 
meet  the  challenges  posed  by  their  new 
missions  and  requirements. 

When  Director  Deutch  testified  at  his 
confirmation  hearing  before  the  Senate 
Intelligence  Committee  he  stated  that 
his  No.  1  priority  was  to  replace  an  ar- 
cane and  ancient  personnel  system 
with  a  system  that  responded  to  the 
dynamics  of  todays  working  men  and 
women.  I  am  concerned  with  the  com- 
mittees action  in  not  fully  supporting 
the  Director  in  his  personnel  initiative 
and  fear  the  action  that  the  committee 
has  taken  is  simply  not  in  the  best  in- 
terests of  the  dedicated  men  and 
women  of  the  Central  Intelligence 
Agency.  These  individuals  perform 
very  difficult  tasks  and  it  is  in  large 


part  because  of  the  tireless  work  they 
do  that  Americans  across  our  great  Na- 
tion are  able  to  sleep  peacefully  at 
night  without  fear  of  a  foreign  threat. 
In  the  coming  weeks  I  hope  that  the 
committee  will  not  lose  sight  that  peo- 
ple are  the  CIA's  most  valuable  asset 
and  that  the  necessary  funds  should  be 
authorized  if  we  are  to  maintain  an  in- 
telligence agency  second  to  none  in  the 
world.  The  DCI  has  put  a  tremendous 
amount  of  thought  and  work  into  this 
effort  and  we  should  support  the  em- 
ployees of  CIA  by  throwing  the  weight 
of  this  committee  and  the  Congress  be- 
hind the  personnel  proposal. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  I  was  first  ap- 
pointed to  serve  on  this  important 
committee  I  was  struck  by  the  dearth 
of  minorities  employed  in  the  intel- 
ligence community.  The  percentages  of 
minorities  represented  in  the  various 
intelligence  agencies  lagged  so  far  be- 
hind the  civilian  labor  force  that  it  was 
quite  frankly  embarrassing.  Since  that 
time,  significant  progress  has  been 
achieved  and  I  congratulate  the  direc- 
tors of  intelligence  commimity  agen- 
cies for  their  attention  to  this  very  im- 
portant issue.  Women  and  minorities 
have  always  been  and  shall  continue  to 
be  significant  contributors  to  our  soci- 
ety. Their  talent,  conunitment,  and  pa- 
triotism is  as  evident  as  anybody's  and 
they  should  have  the  same  opportuni- 
ties as  any  American.  I  encourage  the 
leaders  of  the  intelligence  conununlty 
to  continue  to  tap  into  the  vast  re- 
sources of  our  minority  and  female 
population.  Additionally,  I  want  to 
praise  Chairman  COMBEST  for  his  com- 
mitment in  continuing  this  conunit- 
tee's  resolve  to  discharge  our  oversight 
responsibility  in  this  critical  area. 

Mr.  Chairman,  throughout  my  tenure 
on  the  Permanent  Select  Committee 
on  Intelligence  I  have  been  a  constant 
proponent  of  covert  action.  When  used 
properly  in  support  of  foreign  policy, 
covert  action  is  an  effective  weapon  in 
a  diplomats  arsenal.  To  ensure  our  ca- 
pability to  conduct  successful  covert 
action  activities,  an  infrastructure 
must  be  maintained  that  will  i)ermit 
the  CIA  to  undertake  covert  action  ac- 
tivities on  short  notice  yet  with  the 
necessary  support  base  required  for 
successful  operations.  I  believe  that 
the  bill  before  us  today  satisfies  my 
concern  that  such  a  capability  be  sus- 
tained at  an  appropriate  level.  While 
the  need  for  engaging  in  covert  activi- 
ties may  be  minimal  today,  nobody  can 
predict  the  future.  Therefor,  maintain- 
ing a  prudent  infrastructure  acts  as  an 
insurance  policy  for  our  Nation  and  I 
am  pleased  to  recognize  that  our  bill 
provides  our  citizens  with  the  nec- 
essary coverage. 

In  closing  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  express  one  final  concern.  While  I 
support  this  bill  I  am  somewhat  trou- 
bled by  Ifie  funding  level.  The  measure 
before  us'  today  is  3.9  percent  above  the 
administration's  request  and  4.9  per- 
cent over  last  year's  authorized  level. 
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In  a  period  of  Govenmient  downsizing 
every  effort  should  be  made  to  ensure 
that  no  agency  is  getting  more  money 
than  it  needs.  In  fact,  we  in  Congress 
should  do  everything  in  our  power  to 
ensure  that  the  Federal  Government 
operates  on  an  astute  budget.  I  am 
fully  aware  of  the  importance  intel- 
ligence plays  in  our  Nation's  security 
and  of  the  argument  that  as  our  de- 
fense establishment  downsizes  the  role 
of  the  intelligence  community  in- 
creases if  for  no  other  reason  than  for 
indications  and  warning  purposes. 
However,  we  must  not  exempt  intel- 
ligence agencies  from  sharing  their  fair 
burden  in  downsizing  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. That  being  said,  let  me  point 
out  that  I  have  full  and  complete  con- 
fidence in  the  chairman  and  ranking 
Democratic  members  ability  to  formu- 
late an  intelligence  budget  that  accu- 
rately reflects  the  needs  of  our  coim- 
try.  I  just  wanted  to  raise  this  issue  as 
a  concern  of  mine  because  I  don't  want 
to  send  a  signal  that  there  is  a  bottom- 
less reservoir  of  funds  available  for  in- 
telligence pxirposes.  My  concerns  about 
funding  levels  and  commitment  to 
maintaining  a  lean  yet  sufficient  intel- 
ligence budget  is  in  no  way  reflective 
of  the  high  regard  in  which  I  hold  intel- 
ligence community  personnel.  I  appre- 
ciate the  fine  work  intelligence  em- 
ployees do,  the  Nation  appreciates  the 
duties  they  perform. 

D  1100 

Mr.  Chairman,  at  a  later  time  in  this 
amendment  process  I  will  be  offering 
an  amendment  that  I  believe  makes 
sense,  that  is  supported  by  the  Nation's 
journalists  and  media,  that  basically 
states,  which  is  already  a  policy  of  the 
agency,  that  no  intelligence  assets  will 
be  used  with  journalists.  I  will  be  offer- 
ing this  amendment  later.  I  urge  sup- 
port for  this  provision. 

Again,  my  thanks  to  Chairman  COM- 
BEST for  his  support  of  my  activities 
and  for  crafting  a  good  bill,  not  a  per- 
fect bill,  but  still  a  bill  that  deserves 
our  support. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
niyself  2  minutes  to  say  I  appreciate 
the  kind  remarks  of  both  the  ranking 
member,  Mr.  Dicks,  and  the  gentleman 
from  New  Mexico,  Mr.  Richardson.  It 
is  a  pleasure  working  with  all  members 
of  this  committee.  While  we  may  have 
some  philosophical  differences,  we,  I 
think  as  well  as  any  committee,  have 
always  tried  to  make  certain  that 
every  member  was  heard. 

Let  me  just  make  two  quick  com- 
ments, one  on  the  issue  of  the  com- 
ments by  the  gentleman  from  New 
Mexico  on  the  overall  amount  of  the 
budget.  I  would  remind  Members  that 
in  real  numbers  this  budget  is  14  per- 
cent below  fiscal  year  1990  in  terms  of 
expenditures. 

The  issue  of  personnel.  I  would  just 
want  to  state  for  the  record  that  this 
committee  has  always  had.  No.  1,  a 


keen  respect  and  admiration  for  the  in- 
dividuals who  put  their  lives  on  the 
line  and  for  the  intelligence  commu- 
nity. We  initiated  on  this  committee  in 
the  past  major  personnel  reforms.  I 
might  add  last  year  we  did  that,  as 
well,  and  found  both  the  administra- 
tion and  other  committees  of  the  Con- 
gress in  objection  to  those,  and  subse- 
quently those  were  removed  from  the 
bill. 

As  explained  to  the  Members  in  the 
personnel  hearing,  we  will  be  moving 
forward  on  the  DCI's  recommendations 
for  personnel  reform,  only  wanting  to 
look  at  those  in  a  much  more  detailed 
fashion  than  we  have  been  able  to  do 
up  to  this  point.  I  would  be  remiss  if  I 
did  not  indicate  we  do  have  great  admi- 
ration for  those  people  who  are  in- 
volved in  the  community. 

In  the  area  of  overall  funding,  with- 
out getting  into  those  areas  that  make 
it  difficult  to  discuss,  I  am  sure  the 
gentleman  from  New  Mexico  is  aware, 
following  a  discussion  of  the  National 
Reconnaissance  Organization's  carry- 
forward account  last  year,  which  was 
discussed  quite  publicly,  and  even  more 
so  recently,  there  were  substantial  re- 
ductions taken  in  last  year's  level. 
When  we  compare  our  this  year's  bill 
to  the  last  year's  level,  we  are  accom- 
modating a  request  of  the  administra- 
tion to  replace  some  of  those  funds 
that  were  taken  out  last  year,  to  the 
tune  of  several  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars  and,  consequently,  that  is  re- 
flected in  the  overall. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Shuster],  a  very  valued  member  who  is 
in  his  second  term  or  sentence  on  the 
Permanent  Select  Committee  on  Intel- 
ligence, however  one  might  put  that, 
and  at  one  time  served  as  ranking 
member,  who  I  had  the  fortune  of  sit- 
ting next  to. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  Chairman  Combest  for  yielding 
me  the  time.  I  certainly  rise  in  strong 
support  of  this  legislation.  This  act 
funds  a  wide  range  of  extremely  impor- 
tant intelligence  activities  which  are 
vital  to  our  national  security. 

One  of  the  areas  in  which  I  paid  par- 
ticular attention  when  I  did  serve  as 
the  ranking  member  of  the  committee, 
and  have  continued  to  focus  on,  is  the 
area  of  illegal  drugs  coming  into  this 
country.  Indeed,  in  1989  I  was  very  sup- 
portive, along  with  others,  in  creating 
the  counterzmrcotics  center  at  the  CIA. 

Since  the  creation  of  that  center  and 
in  large  measure  because  of  the  cre- 
ation of  that  center,  extraordinary  suc- 
cesses have  been  realized  in  bringing 
down  key  elements  of  the  Colombian 
drug  cartel.  While  the  specific  exam- 
ples remain  classified,  one  can  say 
quite  positively,  forcefully,  and  enthu- 
siastically that  our  country  and  our  in- 
telligence community  has  made  very 
substantial  contributions  and  great 
successes  in  weakening  the  Colombian 
drug  cartel. 


Sadly,  however,  in  the  last  3  years  we 
have  not  seen  the  same  robust  effort 
with  this  administration  that  we  wit- 
nessed during  President  Bush's  tenure, 
when  he  really  revitalized  our  counter- 
narcotics  intelligence  programs  and 
announced  for  the  first  time  a  national 
drug  control  strategy  in  August  1989. 

Many  people  do  not  realize  that  in 
America,  from  1980  to  1992,  our  country 
witnessed  a  steady  decline  in  drug  use. 
Let  me  emphasize  that.  From  the  be- 
ginning of  the  Reagan  administration 
through  the  Bush  administration,  our 
Nation  witnessed  a  steady  decline  in 
drug  use.  This  was  in  large  measure  be- 
cause both  President  Reagan  and  Presi- 
dent Bush  and  their  administrations 
were  very  serious  about  targeting  the 
drug  flow  into  the  United  States. 

Sadly,  since  1993  drugs  have  once 
again  been  on  the  upsurge.  According 
to  Donna  Shalala,  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services,  marijuana 
use  in  our  most  vulnerable  youth,  ages 
12  through  17,  doubled  between  1992  and 
1994,  and  virtually  every  hard-core  user 
once  started  as  a  casual  user.  It  usu- 
ally starts  with  marijuana,  amphet- 
amines, or  other  so-called  soft  drugs 
that  are  attractive  to  our  youth. 

We  indeed  need  to  revitalize  at  the 
very  top  levels  of  this  administration 
our  counterdrug  programs,  and  the  dra- 
matic rise  in  marijuana  use  is  a  wake- 
up  call  to  all  of  us. 

Now,  as  Chairman  Combest  and  the 
committee  considered  what  can  be 
done  about  this  problem  this  year,  an 
important  opportunity  presented  itself, 
which  was  the  transfer  of  the  National 
Drug  Intelligence  Center  to  the  Na- 
tional Foreign  Intelligence  Program. 
This  drug  intelligence  center,  which 
was  first  chartered  in  1991,  provides 
strategic  intelligence  for  all  sources, 
including  the  national  foreign  intel- 
ligence conimunity,  collates  it  and  pro- 
vides information  to  law  enforcement 
entities  to  assist  their  activities  in  the 
United  States. 

They  are  able  to  provide  critical  in- 
telligence to  chosen  links  to  foreign 
narcotics  organizations  and  indeed 
their  arms  in  the  United  States.  This 
enables  law  enforcement  here,  both 
DIA,  FBI  and  others,  to  reach  out  and 
strike  against  narcotics  traffickers  in 
the  United  States  as  weU  as  those 
abroad.  The  Drug  Intelligence  Center 
can  draw  on  a  pool  of  highly  talented 
and  motivated  professionals. 

Congressman  Jack  Murtha  deserves 
tremendous  credit  for  really  being  the 
father  of  this  program,  and  I  am  very 
pleased  to  continue  the  support  of  that 
effort.  Moreover,  I  pledge  as  a  member 
of  the  Permanent  Select  Conmiittee  on 
Intelligence  to  ensure  that  the  na- 
tional foreign  intelligence  community 
provides  all  the  support  it  can  to  the 
Drug  Intelligence  Center  consistent 
with  existing  law. 

For  all  those  reasons.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  strongly  urge  the  passage  of  this  leg- 
islation. 
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Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  distin^ruished  gen- 
tleman from  Colorado  [Mr.  Skaggs],  a 
very  valued  member  of  our  committee. 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  jrielding  me  the 
time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  first  of  all,  I  also  want 
to  thank  our  chairman,  who  has  been 
very  responsive  and  accommodating,  as 
well  as  our  ranking  member,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington,  and  the  ter- 
rific staff  that  this  select  conMnittee  is 
privileged  to  rely  on. 

I  want  to  support  this  bill  because  I 
believe  on  balance  it  does  meet  vital 
national  security  needs.  However,  I  do 
have  some  serious  concerns  about  it. 

It  is  obviously  essential  to  support 
the  activities  of  the  intelligence  com- 
munity as  we  seek  to  understand  and 
confront  a  whole  range  of  post-cold-war 
challenges,  whether  terrorism  or  weap- 
ons of  mass  destruction,  environmental 
degradation,  many  other  things.  This 
bill  provides  budget  authority  for  these 
important  responsibilities.  And  we 
should  also  be  under  no  illusion  that, 
just  because  the  cold  war  is  over,  that 
this  country  faces  no  traditional 
threats  to  our  national  security,  at 
which  intelligence  capabilities  need  to 
be  directed. 

I  do  have  concern  about  the  overall 
authorization  level,  as  has  already 
been  pointed  out.  It  exceeds  substan- 
tially the  amount  requested  by  the 
President,  the  amount  authorized  and 
the  amount  appropriated  for  this  fiscal 
year.  In  a  time  of  tight  budgets,  when 
we  axe  cutting  environmental  enforce- 
ment, education  or  any  number  of 
things,  I  would  have  preferred  an  au- 
thorization closer  to  the  President's  re- 
quest. But  authorizing  more  doesn't 
automatically  translate  into  appro- 
priations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  couple  of  seri- 
ous concerns  that  I  would  like  to  ad- 
dress, involving  continued  support  for 
the  declassification  of  documents,  and 
funding  for  what  is  known  as  the  Envi- 
ronmental Intelligence  and  Applica- 
tions Program. 

The  first  of  these  relates  to  the 
President's  Executive  order  establish- 
ing a  uniform  system  for  declassifica- 
tion, safeguarding  and  handling  na- 
tional security  information  and  the  im- 
plementation of  that  order.  There  are 
some  statements  in  the  committee's 
report  on  this  bill  that  criticize  the  ap- 
proach being  taken  imder  that  order 
and  the  way  reviewing  agencies  are 
handling  document  declassification. 

The  statements  suggest  that  the  ma- 
jority may  be  proposing  the  adoption 
of  an  extremely  restrictive  and,  I  fear, 
an  extremely  slow  and  expensive,  risk 
elimination  approach,  rather  than  a 
risk  management  approach,  to  the  han- 
dling of  declassification.  It  remains  a 
fact  that  there  are  documents  that 
should  be  declassified,  documents  that 
remain  classified  for  no  other  reason 


than  inertia.  Declassifsrlng  them 
should  proceed,  and  I  am  convinced 
that  this  task  can  be  managed  at  ac- 
ceptable cost  and  without  compromis- 
ing sensitive  information. 

The  current  risk  management  ap- 
proach does  not  lead  to  any  abdication 
of  agency  responsibility  to  protect 
sources  and  methods;  it  simply  is  a 
sensible  acknowledgement  that  re- 
sources should  be  focused  in  areas  of 
greatest  risk.  If  Congress  mandates  a 
system  of  reviewing  documents  that  is 
so  cumbersome  that  there  is  virtually 
no  chance  of  anything  getting  declas- 
sified, we  will  be  right  back  where  we 
started  before  this  reform  effort  got 
underway. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  second  area  I 
would  like  to  speak  to  has  to  do  with 
the  Environmental  Intelligence  Appli- 
cations Program.  The  bill  before  the 
House  right  now  would  authorize  only 
$6  million  here,  significantly  below  the 
President's  request.  I  think  this  is  a 
shortsighted  cut  and  one  that  I  hope 
can  be  addressed,  either  through  Mr. 
Welix)N's  proposed  amendment  today 
or  later  in  conference.  Six  million  dol- 
lars is  simply  not  sufficient  to  carry 
out  the  goals  of  the  program. 

It  would  limit  the  use  of  intelligence 
products  for  environmental  research 
and  could  jeopardize  very  important 
environmental  information  exchanges 
with  Russia.  This  program  is  clearly 
responsive  to  the  needs  of  national  pol- 
icsrmakers.  It  brings  unique  informa- 
tion to  our  understanding  of  global  en- 
vironmental challenges,  and  it  has  pro- 
vided striking  benefits  to  the  intel- 
ligence community  in  improved  tech- 
nical capabilities  of  their  collections 
systems.  It  is  a  low-cost,  high-yield  ef- 
fort which  is  well  supported  among  in- 
telligence consumers,  both  in  and  out 
of  intelligence  agencies,  and  it  should 
not  be  singled  out  for  reduction  from 
among  all  the  analytic  efforts  of  the 
intelligence  community. 

I  think  Congress  should  continue  to 
support  the  President's  bold  initiative 
to  implement  a  safe  and  cost-effective 
means  of  declassifying  documents,  and 
I  am  also  hopeful  that  we  will  be  able 
to  work  in  conference,  or  through  the 
adoption  of  Mr.  Weldon's  amendment, 
to  authorize  adequate  funding  for  the 
Environmental  Intelligence  and  Appli- 
cations Program. 

With  those  points  in  mind,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  urge  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  support  this  intelligence  au- 
thorization bill  because  I  believe  that  on  bal- 
ance it  meets  vital  national  security  needs. 
However,  I  do  have  several  serious  concerns. 

It  Is  essential  to  support  the  activities  of  ttie 
intelligence  community  as  we  seek  to  under- 
stand and  confront  such  post-cold-war  chal- 
lenges as  ethnic  conflict,  ten-orism,  the  pro- 
Bferation  of  weapons  of  mass  destruction,  arxi 
global  environnrientai  degradation.  This  bill 
provides  authority  for  these  important  func- 
tions. We  should  also  be  under  no  illusion  that 
we  face  no  tiaditional  threats  to  our  national 


security,  at  which  intelligence  capabilities  need 
to  be  directed. 

I  do  have  a  concern  about  the  overall  au- 
thorization level.  This  bill  autiiorizes  an  intel- 
ligence funding  3.9  percent  above  the 
amounts  requested  by  tiie  President,  4.9  per- 
cent above  the  anraunts  authorized  last  year, 
and  6.9  percent  above  the  amounts  appro- 
priated last  year.  In  a  time  of  tight  budgets, 
wfien  funding  for  education  and  the  environ- 
ment is  being  slashed,  I  would  have  preferred 
an  authorization  level  closer  to  the  President's 
request.  But  authorizing  more  does  not  auto- 
matically mean  we  will  appropriate  all  tf^fs 
authorized. 

I  also  have  serious  concerns  atwut  two  spe- 
cific matters:  continued  support  for  declas- 
sification of  documents;  arxl  funding  for  the 
Environmental  Intelligence  and  Applications 
Program  [EIAP]. 

My  first  of  these  relates  to  implementation  of 
President  Clinton's  Executive  order  that  estab- 
lishes a  uniform  system  to  classify,  safeguard, 
and  declassify  national  security  information. 
There  are  some  statements  in  the  committee 
report  on  this  bill  ttiat  criticize  the  risk  man- 
agement approach  that  Govemment  agencies 
have  adopted  in  reviewing  documents  to  be 
declassified  under  that  Executive  order.  These 
statenDents  suggest  that  the  majority  may  be 
proposing  the  adoption  of  an  exti-emely  restric- 
tive, and  extremely  slow  arxl  expensive,  risk- 
elimination  approach  to  harxlle  the  review  of 
classified  documents. 

It  remains  a  fact  that  there  are  documents 
that  should  be  declassified,  documents  that 
have  remained  classified  for  no  reason  ottier 
than  inertia.  Declassifying  ttiem  shoukl  pro- 
ceed, and  I'm  convinced  that  this  task  can  be 
managed,  at  acceptable  costs  and  without 
compromising  sensitive  informatioa 

Ttie  current  risk  management  philosophy 
does  not  lead  to  an  abdication  of  the  agen- 
cies' responsibility  to  protect  sources  and 
methods;  it  is  simply  a  sensible  acknowledge- 
ment that  resources  should  be  focused  on 
areas  of  greatest  risk.  If  Congress  mandates  a 
system  of  reviewing  documents  that  is  so 
cumbersome  that  there  is  virtually  no  chance 
of  anything  getting  declassified,  we  will  be 
right  back  where  we  started  before  efforts 
began  to  rationalize  ttie  system. 

In  a  democratic  and  free  society,  the  people 
are  entitied  to  be  informed  about  the  activities 
of  ttieir  govemment  State  secrets  are  a  nec- 
essary exception  to  ttiat  general  principle,  but 
an  exception  ttiat  should  be  limited. 

When  I  joined  the  Intelligence  Committee  in 
1993,  I  was  astonished  to  learn  ttiat  agency 
heads  couldnl  say  even  roughly  how  much  of 
their  budget  was  spent  on  document  classi- 
fication and  security.  Millions  of  documents 
that  posed  no  real  threat  to  national  security 
were  nonetheless  being  held  under  lock  and 
key  at  tremendous  cost  to  U.S.  taxpayers. 
Some  of  ttie  most  astonishing  examples  in- 
cluded documents  about  U.S.  troop  move- 
ments in  Europe  during  the  First  Worid  War, 
and  documents  concerning  POW/MlA's  in  ttie 
Korean  war.  Despite  sweeping  changes  in  the 
international  arena,  ttie  classification  txireauc- 
racy  was  still  stuck  on  autopilot,  stamping  "se- 
creT  on  nearly  7  million  new  documents  each 
year  and  maricing  95  percent  of  these  papers 
for  indefinite  resti^ictions. 
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I  decided  to  do  something  about  this.  The 
result  was  the  first  ever  accounting  of  ttie 
costs  and  number  of  personnel  involved  in 
classifying  and  maintaining  Govemment  se- 
crets. These  reports  revealed  that  keeping  mil- 
lions and  millions  of  accumulated  documents 
secret  was  keeping  32,400  workers  employed 
and  consuming  S2.28  billion  wortii  of  agency 
budgets. 

The  next  year,  I  took  the  refomi  effort  one 
step  furttier,  t)y  requiring  agencies  to  come  up 
with  suggestions  about  how  to  cut  spending 
on  classification  and  seaecy.  This  initiative  led 
to  a  government-wide  program  of  cost  ac- 
counting and  expenditure  reduction  efforts  in- 
volving all  the  agencies  ttiat  make  up  the  intel- 
ligence community. 

The  President  consolidated  the  reform  effort 
with  the  issuance  of  Executive  Order  12958 
on  April  17,  1995.  Section  3.4  of  the  order  re- 
quires that,  unless  grounds  for  an  exemption 
exist,  classified  information  contained  in 
records  over  25  years  old  and  of  permanent 
historical  value,  shall  automatically  be  declas- 
sified within  5  years.  lnfomiatk>n  is  exempt 
from  declassification  if,  among  ottier  reasons, 
its  release  likely  would:  reveal  the  identity  of 
human  sources;  impair  U.S.  cryptoiogical  sys- 
tems or  activities;  undermine  ongoing  diplo- 
matk:  activities;  or,  assist  in  the  development 
of  weapons  of  mass  desbijction. 

Congress  should  wort<  with  ttie  administra- 
tion so  ttiat  the  agencies  can  continue  to  im- 
plement classification  reform  in  a  cost-effective 
manner.  Let* s  not  cripple  agency  efforts  to  re- 
form just  as  we're  beginning  to  turn  the  tide  on 
the  costly  sea  of  secret  paper. 

My  second  specific  area  of  concem  is  ttie 
reduction  contained  in  this  bill  for  the  Environ- 
mental Intelligence  and  Applications  Program 
[EIAP]. 

The  bill  would  auttiorize  only  S6  millkw  for 
the  program,  significantiy  below  ttie  Presi- 
denfs  request  I  think  this  is  a  shortsighted 
cut,  and  one  ttiat  I  hope  can  be  addressed  ei- 
ttier  through  Mr.  Weloon's  proposed  amend- 
ment today  or  later  in  conference.  Six  millkxi 
dollars  is  not  sufficient  to  carry  out  the  goals 
of  the  program  in  fiscal  year  1997.  it  wouW 
limit  the  use  of  Intelligence  products  for  envi- 
ronmental research  and  could  jeopardize  envi- 
ronmental  information  exchanges  with  Russia. 

Ttie  EIAP  is  clearly  responsive  to  ttie  needs 
of  national  polk:ymakers.  It  brings  unkfue  infor- 
mation to  our  understanding  of  global  environ- 
mental challenges.  And  it  has  provided  striking 
benefits  to  ttie  intelligence  community  in  inv 
proved  technical  capabilities  of  collection  sys- 
tems. This  is  a  tow-cost,  higfvyield  effort  which 
is  well  supported  among  intelligence  consum- 
ers, botti  in  and  out  of  intelligence  agencies. 
It  should  not  be  singled  out  for  reduction  from 
among  all  the  analytical  efforts  of  ttie  intel- 
ligence community. 

One  of  ttie  main  purposes  of  ttie  EIAP  is  to 
ensure  ttiat  a  select  group  of  ttie  Nation's 
leading  scientists  in  hydrology,  geotogy, 
oceanography,  and  other  earth  sciences,  are 
fully  briefed  on  the  capabilities  and  information 
resources  of  the  U.S.  intelligence  agencies. 
These  scientists,  through  what  is  known  as 
the  MEDEA  Program,  in  turn  bring  ttieir  in- 
sights and  expertise  to  bear  on  environmental 
questions — botti  in  the  civil  and  national  secu- 
rity arenas. 


For  example,  ttie  MEDEA  scientists  found 
that  imagery  from  ttie  Corona,  Argon,  and 
Lanyard  systems  would  have  particular  value 
to  the  environmental  sciences,  and  ttiis  con- 
tributed to  the  PreskJenfs  decision  to  declas- 
sify these  images. 

The  scientists  also  have  worked  on  experi- 
ments to  understand  how  our  intelligence  sys- 
tems can  be  useful  in  addressing  environ- 
mental questions.  With  the  many  billions  ttiat 
have  been  invested  in  these  systems,  it 
makes  good  common  sense  to  use  them  for 
additional  purposes  that  woni  deti^ct  from 
ttieir  intelligence  missions. 

In  addition,  this  program  has  been  of  par- 
ticular benefit  to  the  Navy.  The  MEDEA  group 
has  worked  witti  ttie  Navy's  operational  and 
research  oceanographers  to  address  prot)lems 
in  Naval  oceanography. 

The  program  also  was  the  catalyst  for  a  co- 
operative arrangement  with  a  similar  group  of 
scientists  from  ttie  civil  and  military  sector  es- 
tablished in  Russia.  Ttie  Gore-Chemomyrdin 
Commission  Environmental  Working  Group  led 
to  ttie  Navy's  reaching  an  agreement  witti  its 
Russian  counterpart  to  conduct  a  survey  in  the 
Sea  of  Okhotsk,  an  area  closer  to  continental 
Russia  ttian  has  ever  before  t>een  surveyed 
by  the  Navy.  It  will  lead  to  the  collection  of 
twice  the  data  ttiat  could  have  been  collected 
unilaterally. 

We  cannot  develop  national  policies  to  deal 
with  national  and  international  environmental 
threats  like  decertification,  the  destruction  of 
rain  forests,  global  dimate  degradation,  and 
unsafe  dumping  of  environmental  and  nuclear 
waste,  unless  our  policymakers  and  scientists 
have  access  to  data  that  identifies  wtiere 
threats  are  coming  from.  Ttie  best  technology 
for  obtaining  this  data  is  already  available.  We 
just  need  to  put  it  to  use. 

I  think  Congress  stiouki  continue  to  support 
ttie  Presidents  bokj  initiative  to  implement  a 
safe  and  cost  effective  means  of  declassifying 
documents.  And  I'm  hopeful  ttiat  we  will  be 
able  to  work  in  conference  to  auttiorize  ade- 
quate funding  for  ttie  Environmental  Intel- 
ligence and  Applications  Program. 

I  urge  passage  of  ttie  fcMll. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  inquire  of  the  Chair  of  the  time 
remaining  in  general  debate. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Combest]  has  18% 
minutes  remaining,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Washington  [Mr.  DlCKS]  has  16 
minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Weldon]. 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  thank  my  distinguished 
chairman  and  friend  for  yielding  me 
the  time,  and  I  want  to  commend  both 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Com- 
best] and  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  Dicks]  for  their  outstand- 
ing leadership  on  intelligence  matters. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  as  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  National  Secu- 
rity's Sulwommittee  on  Military  Re- 
search and  Development.  My  sul>- 
committee  has  joint  jurisdiction  over 
at  least  $9  billion  of  funding  in  this  in- 
telligence effort,  and  so  I  have  a  real 


and  genuine  interest  in  the  fine  work 
that  is  being  carried  forth  by  this  com- 
mittee. I  applaud  both  Members  for 
their  bipartisan  efforts  to  support  and 
enhance  the  intelligence  operations 
that  are  so  vital  to  decisions  that  we 
make  in  the  defense  community,  espe- 
cially as  they  relate  to  missile  to  mis- 
sile technology  and  those  new  R&D  ini- 
tiatives that  are  so  important  to  allow 
America  to  maintain  its  leadership 
role. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  be,  however,  of- 
fering an  amendment  under  title  I 
today  dealing  with  a  shortfall  in  terms 
of  the  funding  amount  in  the  bill  for 
the  Environmental  Intelligence  and 
Applications  Program,  formerly  known 
as  the  Environmental  Task  Force. 

D  1115 

This  funding  has  been  cut  to  about 
one-third  to  only  S6  million.  Several  of 
our  colleagues  have  spoken  to  the 
issue.  I  had  been  intimately  involved  in 
a  firsthand  way  with  this  program  and 
think  it  would  l)e  an  alisolute  travesty 
if  we  were  to  allow  this  program  to  be 
cut  to  this  level. 

In  Deceml)er  of  last  year.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, my  subcommittee  held  a  hearing, 
where  I  had  as  one  of  my  witnesses 
Alexel  Yablakov.  Mr.  Yablakov  is  a 
member  of  the  Yeltsin  National  Secu- 
rity Council  for  Environmental  Issues. 
He  is  a  recognized  world  expert  on  the 
30-year  historical  track  record  of  the 
Soviet  Union  illegally  dumping  its  nu- 
clear waste  in  the  Bering  Sea.  the  Sea 
of  Japan,  and  the  Arctic  Ocean.  Only 
liecause  of  Yabl&kov's  openness  and  his 
advocacy  have  we  in  the  West  l>een  able 
to  deal  with  this  environmental  trag- 
edy. 

When  Mr.  Yablakov  came  l)efore  my 
subconunittee  last  Decemljer.  he  in 
great  detail  outlined  the  specifics  of 
what  occurred.  Much  of  the  efforts  of 
Mr.  Yablakov  and  numerous  other  sci- 
entists of  the  same  caliber  is  directly 
attributable  to  this  program,  estal>- 
llshed  under  the  guise  of  the  Environ- 
mental Task  Force. 

This  program  has  t)een  supported  by 
the  administration,  specifically  by 
Vice  President  AL  Gore,  who  sees  it  as 
a  top  priority,  and  a  cut  of  this  mag- 
nitude in  this  bill  would  be  devastat- 
ing. 

This  program  also  allows  us  to  pur- 
sue an  initiative  known  as  MEDEA,  the 
Measurement  of  Earth  Data  for  Envi- 
ronmental Assessment,  an  extremely 
important  program.  In  fact,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  would  like  to  enter  into  the 
Record  pages  41  and  42  of  the  docu- 
ment dealing  with  the  scientific  utility 
of  naval  environmental  data,  which 
goes  into  great  detail  with  the  kinds  of 
initiatives  and  projects  currently  fund- 
ed through  the  MEDEA  Program.  It 
has  the  highest  support  of  Navy  and  in 
fact  helped  lay  the  foundation  for  a 
major  new  initiative  we  were  able  to 
place  in  this  year's  Defense  Authoriza- 
tion Act  which  passed  last  week,  a  S30 
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million  initiative  calling  for  new  part- 
nerships and  oceanograpMc  efforts 
with  the  Navy  in  the  lead  role.  This 
partnership  effort  will  also  allow  us  to 
share  technology  where  available  with 
other  nations,  and  in  particular  Russia. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  an  important 
amendment.  I  would  hope  that  our  col- 
leagues would  in  fact  support  the 
amendment  to  restore  the  funding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  one  important  point 
of  this  amendment  is  that  it  pays  for 
itself.  In  fact,  we  cut  another  account, 
and  that  is  the  $25  million  for  declas- 
sifsring  documents,  we  cut  that  by  50 
percent.  I  know  there  will  be  some  ob- 
jections to  that  cut,  Mr.  Chairman,  but 
I  stand  before  this  body  offering  to  pay 
for  the  increase  that  in  fact  I  think  is 
so  important  and  the  administration 
thinks  is  so  imiKirtant. 

I  also  in  the  end  will  have  to  oppose 
an  effort  to  not  have  the  decrease  in 
the  declassification  program,  because 
if  we  do  not  have  a  bill  payer,  that 
means  another  S12.5  million  will  have 
to  come  someplace  out  of  my  overall 
R&D  budget,  which  passed  on  the 
House  floor  last  week.  I  have  no  idea 
where  that  money  would  come  from.  I 
have  not  been  given  any  indications  as 
to  where  those  who  oppose  the  decrease 
in  the  declassification  accounts  would 
take  that  money.  Therefore,  I  have  to 
oppose  that  as  the  chairman  of  the 
R&D  subcommittee. 

Even  though  that  is  not  my  main 
fight,  it  is  critically  important  that  we 
not  establish  this  increase  which  has 
bipartisan  support  for  the  environ- 
mental initiative  that  is  so  vitally  im- 
portant, at  the  same  time  decreasing 
or  not  having  a  bill  payer,  a  way  to  pay 
for  that.  My  amendment  will  have  a 
bill  payer,  it  will  have  a  method  for 
paying  for  this  initiative,  and  I  would 
hope  that  our  colleagues  will  in  fact 
support  the  amendment  and  also  would 
support  the  bill  pasring  mechanism 
that  I  have  identified  with  the  commit- 
tee staff  as  an  appropriate  way  to  pay 
for  this  initiative. 

Mr.  Chaimum,  I  thank  both  my  dis- 
tinguished chairman  and  ranking  mem- 
ber, and  include  for  the  Record  the 
data  referred  to  earlier. 

TABLE  8.  FIRST  TIER  Of  SCIENTIFIC  SIGNIFICANCE 


IMl 


Ocxription 


SdentHK  utility 


pntt     RtMioal  dMknt  of 

point  obxmtsns  with 
Mitode.  loniitide.  ob- 
smaMn  tiae.  tnt  tir 
inofluiy,  md  fiivity 
valMS,  suppoitcd  witii 
iwvqt.  dati  pnctsjmt, 
Md  tfitiitcal  infoma- 
tan. 
ladsdei  Ucsdt  wd  tom- 
bcrg  Air-Sca  Gnwt} 
Meter  imsufunents 
tnin  19(6  to  1S83.  Bell 
AoBipKt  BGit-3  ifld 
BGM-S  grmmtten  «en 
intisdBced  «  1969. 


Ctissificd  mriiK  invity 
diti  pramde  >  new  mto 
ttK  iindett|«n|  (eolociul 
stractoR  It  vepr  sliort 
sMtiil  mwleiittla  cur- 
itMf  nacctssble  to 
puMc  dita. 

Classified  invity  data 
could  b«  used  to  >d- 
ditss  Itim  pioMem 
areas:  (1)  s«atial  vari- 
ations m  gravity  at  mid- 
octal)  ridges.  (2)  map- 
ping oi  crustal  Ihicli- 
IKSS.  and  (3)  tiK  stnic- 
tuic  ot  fractuii  zones. 

Classified  gravity  data 
Mold  piwide  tlK  infor- 
matieii  netdod  for  the 
Noftlicm  (tenMspliefc  to 
facilitate  icscaicli  into 
ttie  genesis  of  Eaith's 
surface. 


TABLE  8.  FIRST  TIER  OF  SCIENPFIC  SIGNIFICANCE— 
Continued 


Data                      Descnption 

Scientific  utility 

Current  accessibility: 

Enbiely  classified:  no  public  access. 

Geomagnetics      Consists  of  bolti  aiiciaft 

Magnetic  surveys  could  be 

(Pioiect  Magnet)  and 

used  to  constrain  the 

satellite  vector  data. 

age  of  the  age  of  the 

Ship  collected  data:  con- 

seafloor accurately,  to 

sists  of  scalar  oomt 

calculate  more  accurate 

data  by  latitude  and 

plate  reconstruction  ro- 

longitude. 

tation  parameters,  to 

analyie  the  Jurassic  and 

Cretaceous  Quiet  Zones. 

and  to  deteimme  the  or- 

igin of  intermediate 

wavelength  crustal 

anomalies. 

Current  accessibility: 

Ship  data  are  classified:  no  public  access:  aircraft  data  are  UKlas- 

siled. 

Classified  largely  because  of  assxiatnn  with  specific  ship  tracks 

and  ship  track  densities 

Ice  leel  depth      Measures  ice  roughness. 

Data  are  significant  in 

acoustic             ndge  frequency,  and  ice 

their  own  njht.  and  as 

data.                depth  (ice  draft)  below 

calibration  for  satellite- 

the  sea  surface. 

borne  instruments. 

Data  are  collected  using 

Knowledge  of  the  mechani- 

upward-looking sonar 

cal  redistnbution  of  ce 

starting  with  the  Arctic 

thickness  categories 

jounwy  of  sm  Nautilus 

would  improve  our  ability 

in  1957. 

to  forecast  ice  conditions 

Apprmmately  SO  data  sets 

for  navigation. 

exist. 

Submanne  sonar  profiles 

might  settle  the  question 

ot  whether  or  not  ice 

thickness  has  undergone 

a  secular  trend. 

Current  accessibility: 

Classified:  no  public  access. 

Oassified  pnmanly  because  of  the  association  with  specific  sub- 
manne tracks  and  dates. 

Manne  ba-  A  large  collection  of  xean      The  accuracy  of  current 

thymetry.  undersea  topography  representations  of  the 

databases  seafloor  is  not  sufficient 

Gndded  digital  databases  tor  many  studies.  The 

resulting  from  suiwy  scientific  uses  of  more 

measurements,  many  accurate  data  iKlode 

using  multibeam  evaluating  tite  spuare 

pntilomcteis.  root  relationship  between 

Data  as  fine  as  O.I  aic  age  and  depth  of  tlw 

minute  are  available  for         seafloor. 
some  areas.  Availability  of  Hiese  finely 

sampled  data  would 
allow  for  a  detailed 
study  of  the  spatial  vin- 
ations  m  this  important 
evDlutionaiy  process. 
Current  accessibility: 

Most  data  having  a  resolution  as  high  as  1  an  minute  are  unclassi- 
fied. 
Data  at  O.S  aic  minute  resolution  may  be  declassified  as  part  of  the 

classification  review  of  bathymetric  data. 
That  data  chosen  for  release  would  then  be  made  part  of  DBOB-V. 

Geosat  altim-      Geosat  altimetiy  measures      Provides  important  recon- 
etry.  sea  height  with  world  naissance  informatioa 

cnerage  of  ±  72  de-  over  vast,  largely  un- 

grees  latitude  and  3.4  charted  areas  such  as 

km  spaong  (1.7  km  the  Southern  Ocean  and 

footpnoO.  Antarctc  margins. 

3  km  track  spacing  at  the      If  declassified  it  could  be 

equator.  used  with  the  ERS-1 

3i  cm  sea  beight  preosion       data  to  improve  tbe  i«- 
sohnng  power  beyond  the 
capabilities  of  either 
data  set  alone. 
Urge  bathymetnc  features 
can  be  inferred  from  al- 
tinetry  sea  neigM  data. 

Current  accessibility: 

Classified  north  of  30*  S:  no  pubic  access. 


TABLE  9.  SECOND  TIER  OF  SCIENTIFIC  SIGNIFICANCE 


Data 


Descnption 


Scientific  utility 


Ice  morphology     Destnbes  sea  ice  condi-        Data  would  be  of  consnler- 
tnns  and  extent  over  the        able  use  te  dimatolo- 
Arctic  Outer  Continental  gists:  to  scientists 

Shelf.  studying  the  near-shore 

Contains  ioforaiation  de-  transfer  of  pollutants: 

scnbing  ice  dnft  and  and  to  indwidoals  stud^ 

mwtment  and  includes         ing  near-coastal  sea  ice 
ice  edge  boundaiy  data         dynamics, 
in  hand-drawn  charts.        Data  set  would  also  be  of 
particular  use  to  a  vari- 
ety of  US.  companies 
who  are  cunntty  faced 
with  difficult  offshofi 
design  problems  lor 
sites  in  the  marine  Arc- 
tic regno. 


TABLE  9.  SECOND  TIER  OF  SCIENTIFIC  SIGNIFICANCE- 
Continued 


Data 


Description 


Scientific  utility 


Current  accessibility: 

Classified:  no  pubic  access. 
Includes  a  synthesis  of  classified  and  unclassified  data. 
Seafloor  sedi-      Consists  of  a  collection  of      Having  these  data  avail- 
ment  prop-         ocean  basin  wide  sedi-  able  digitally  s  a  stait- 

eitits.  ment  thickness  and  ing  point  for  additional 

sediment  type.  studies. 

Is  the  first  (only)  global  Availability  of  an  existing 

seafloor  sediment  thck-         global  estimate  of  sedi- 
ness  database  for  geo-  ment  thickness  and  ap- 

logical  studies.  proximate  sediment 

types  would  provide  a 
background  against 
which  the  quality  of  fu- 
ture data  could  be  as- 
sessed and  upgraded 
Current  accessibility: 

Many  of  these  data  are  unclassified. 
Sediment  type  and  sediment  thckness  is  largely  unavailable. 
Some  sediments  data  are  restricted  because  of  bilateral  international 
agreements. 

Realtime  sa-       GOODS  contains  a  wide  va-     Ship  observations  could  be 
linity  and  nety  of  ocean  measure-         adapted  based  on  tbe 

temperature        ments  collected  from  slate  of  the  ocean, 

fields  dnfting  buoys,  moonngs.        greatly  increasing  the 

(GOODS).  ships,  and  ainraft.  efficiency  of  costly  civil- 

These  data  are  assimilated  lan  sampling  resouices. 
into  a  near  realtime  view  Would  allow  testing  of  sat- 
of  the  Keans.  ellite  algonthms  tor  ei- 

GOOOS  contams  appm-  ther  sensor  calibration  or 

mately  four  months  of  validation, 

global  temperature  and      As  in  weather  forecasting, 
salinity  fields.  ocean  models  could  in- 

corporate GOODS  data 
into  the  nowcast  system. 
Techniques  could  migrate 
into  cnni  systems  to 
support  commercial  and 
regulatory  needs. 
Current  accessibility: 

Most  data  incorporated  into  GOODS  are  unclassified. 
A  small  fraction  are  classified  data  because  of  locations  of  platforms 
providing  the  data,  rendering  the  entire  database  inaccessible 
Archival  tem-      Contams  a  variety  of  ocean     PuMc  domain  transfer  ca- 
perature  measurements  from  pability  already  in  place 

and  salinity         dnfting  buoys,  mnnngs.         (NAVOCUNO  to  NODC). 
fields  ships,  and  aircraft.  Can  ensure  timely  progres- 

(MOOOS).        Data  include  salinity  and  sion  of  data. 

temperature  profiles.  Availability  to  ocean 

MOOOS  is  the  Navy  arohive         science  community 
location  for  GOODS.  would  increase  ocean 

data  Bpkirations. 
CviRot  accessibility: 

Majority  a)  HOCOS  Ma  arc  unclassiried  and  eventually  enter  NOOC. 
The  classified  fractiofl,  pnmanly  in  the  Arctic  region,  classified  be- 
cause ot  platform  locations. 
Ocean  optics       Contains  ocean  clarity  m        Next-generation  satellite 
and  bio-  specific  measurement  lo-        ocean  color  sensors  will 

lofflines-  cations.  provide  mwh  better 

ccnce.  Bioluminescence  data  more        measurements  in  corn- 

prevalent  at  selected  plex  coastal  waters.  Ac- 

measurement  sites.  cess  to  both  avilian  and 

Obsenations  include  both  operational  databases  of 

undemay  and  on-statnn         m  situ  observations 
measurements.  would  sigmfcantly  im- 

prove the  quality  of 
these  satellite  retnevals. 
Could  enhance  the  usage 
of  less  capable  sensors 
(less  expensne)  in 
greater  densities  or  in 
areas  where  loss  of  sen- 
sors is  likely. 
Current  accessibility: 

Many  of  these  data  are  classified. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  DORNAN],  a  member  of  the 
committee. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  much 
of  what  I  intended  to  say  in  my  re- 
marks has  already  been  stated.  Some 
of  it  might  be  well  restated. 

First  of  all,  I  want  to  pass  out  some 
compliments  that  I  did  not  tell  any- 
body I  was  going  to  do.  But  the  prior 
speaker,  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Weldon]  has  developed  into 
a  national  treasure.  I  am  talking  about 
you,  Mr.  Weldon,  a  national  treasure 
on  the  way  he  tracks  the  Soviet  Union. 
He  is  the  only  Member  I  know  that  has 
been  over  there  more  than  the  10  or  11 
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trips  I  have  made.  He  leaves  me  in  the 
dust.  When  he  speaks  on  the  House 
floor  on  problems  with  all  the  nations 
that  were  prior  Soviet  Union  nations, 
Americans  had  better  listen. 

I  also  wanted  to  thank  my  chairman, 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  COM- 
BEST]. I  just  do  not  know  a  chairman 
that  has  taken  the  helm  of  a  full  com- 
mittee and  has  steered  it  on  such  a 
straight  and  critically  important 
course  as  miy  colleague  from  the  great 
State  of  Texas. 

I  do  not  have  time  to  mention  all  the 
staff,  but  our  senior  chief  of  staff  of  the 
professional  staff.  Mark  Lowentbal,  is 
also  a  national  treasure  when  it  comes 
to  intelligence. 

I  watched  the  "60  Minutes"  show 
Sunday  night.  In  the  open  world  of  in- 
telligence, the  story  on  Russia  was  ab- 
solutely stunning.  It  just  took  your 
breath  away.  We  claim  to  have  won  the 
cold  war,  but  that  country  is  melting 
down  from  2  or  3  abortions  to  every 
live  birth,  to  pollution  that  waters 
your  eyes  from  afar;  it  puts  our  pollu- 
tion problems  into  a  totally  different 
universe. 

The  country  is  just  coming  apart  at 
the  seams,  but  that  does  not  mean  we 
should  not  have  a  strong  intelligence 
budget,  because  China,  as  I  have  said 
many  times  on  this  House  floor,  is  still 
a  Communist  dictatorship.  It  is  five 
times  larger  than  the  United  States  in 
population,  it  is  a  6,000-year-old  cul- 
ture, captured  by  the  raw  evil  of  com- 
munism, and  they  have  a  mercantile 
heritage  that  makes  an3rthing  the  So- 
viet Union  did  look  like  child's  play. 
They  are  going  to  own  the  next  cen- 
tury, for  good  or  for  evil,  and  our  intel- 
ligence budget  should  be  larger  than  it 
is. 

What  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
COMBEST]  has  done  is  amazing.  This 
year's  request  was  in  fact  only  slightly 
higher  than  last  year's  request.  I  think 
it  should  have  been  a  lot  higher.  Some 
people  have  spoken  on  the  floor  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  that  they 
thought  we  added  too  much. 

Actually,  the  request  in  tactical  in- 
telligence-related activities,  joint  mili- 
tary intelligence  programs,  my  area  as 
a  subcommittee  chairman,  there  is 
still  too  much  of  a  decline  in  that  area. 
The  request  had  a  large  decline,  we 
plussed  it  up  about  10  percent,  and  all 
of  these  intelligence  support  activities 
around  the  world  that  support  our  men 
and  women,  it  should  be  a  much  larger 
increase.  We  did  the  best  we  could  to 
keep  the  bill  bipartisan. 

Just  one  other  thing  I  would  like  to 
mention  in  my  prepared  remarks.  I 
wanted  to  talk  about  the  Bosnian  cri- 
sis, where  I  went  over  with  Mike 
Meermans  last  August,  evaluated  se- 
cret programs.  On  manned  systems,  we 
have  added  one  more  J-STARS  air- 
craft, EP-3  Aries  2,  and  U-2.  keeping 
that  great  legendary  program  alive. 
RC-135      rivet      joint,      where      Mr. 


Meermans  has  actually  active  duty  ex- 
perience in  the  Air  Force,  all  the  less 
glamorous  things.  We  worked  hard  on 
this  biU. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  submit  3  pages  of 
proper  pride  in  this  excellent  bill.  I 
hope  we  get  a  unanimous  vote  out  of 
this. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  preparation  for  this 
bill:  we  held  six  full  committee  hear- 
ings. I  chaired  a  Technical  and  Tac- 
tical Subcommittee  hearing  specifi- 
cally on  airborae  reconnaissance 
issues;  we  received  15  member  briefings 
and  our  staff  received  over  200  staff 
briefings. 

This  is  a  bipartisan  bill  that  provides 
critical  intelligence  collection,  analy- 
sis and  reporting  support  to  national 
ajid  militajy  decision  makers.  I  would 
like  to  point  out  that  this  bill  provides 
specific  emphasis  in  support  to  mili- 
tary operations:  by  increasing  funding 
for  airborne  reconnaissance  develop- 
ment and  operations;  by  increasing 
funding  for  unmanned  aerial  vehicles 
to  augment  current  and  future  oper- 
ations; and  providing  unique,  not  dupli- 
cative, information. 

Trend  had  been  a  2-3  percent  yearly 
reduction  in  intelligence  spending  over 
the  4  years  prior  to  the  1996  authoriza- 
tion. The  House  bill  reversed  that 
downward  trend  by  increasing  the 
funding  over  the  President's  request  by 
a  mere  1.3  percent. 

This  year's  request  was,  in  fact,  only 
slightly  higher  than  last  year's  re- 
quest. 

However  this  request  had  a  large  de- 
cline, over  5  percent  in  the  intelligence 
support  activities  that  directly  support 
our  men  and  women  serving  around  the 
world  in  the  U.S.  Armed  Forces— the 
intelligence  support  provided  by  the 
tactical  intelligence  and  related  activi- 
ties and  joint  military  intelligence  pro- 
grams. 

This  bill  adds  funding  for  many  un- 
derfunded tactical  intelligence  pro- 
grams critical  to  keeping  our  Armed 
Forces — yovmg  men  and  women — sup- 
plied with  the  best  information  this 
country  can  supply.  In  this  intelligence 
bill,  and  in  concert  with  the  House  Na- 
tional Security  Committee's  bill  which 
this  body  approved  last  week,  we  have 
added  over  S800M  for  these  purposes. 

Bill  re-looks  the  Nations'  intel- 
ligence needs  in  the  post  cold  war  era. 
It  has  a  long  term  vision  to  take  us 
well  into  the  21st  century:  Focuses  on 
"right  sizing,"  not  "down  sizing,"  the 
intelligence  collection  and  analysis  ca- 
pabilities; realizes  that  the  world  is  not 
necessarily  a  safe  place.  U.S.  interests 
around  the  world  are  changing,  but  not 
decreasing;  and  the  world-wide  threat 
environment  is  changing.  As  is  evi- 
denced by  our  troops  being  deployed  in 
many  areas  aroimd  the  world:  Intel- 
ligence operations  in  continuous  use 
around  the  globe.  For  example:  Bos- 
nian crisis;  Iraq  aggression;  and  Korean 
Peninsula. 


Focuses  on  the  elimination  of  expen- 
sive one  of  a  kind  systems  for  more 
cost  effective  commercial  off-the-shelf 
systems  where  possible,  and  provides 
significant  funding  for  improving  our 
manned  airborne  reconnaissance  plat- 
forms, some  of  which  have  not  realized 
technical  upgrades  in  this  fast-paced 
highly  technical  world  since  1992. 

On  manned  systems:  RC-135  Rivet 
Joint,  U-2.  EP-3  Aries  2;  and  J-STARS 
one  extra. 

Provides  a  emphasis  on  unmanned 
platforms  to  decrease  the  necessity  to 
put  U.S.  forces  into  harms  way. 

Provides  additional  funding  for  the 
less  glamorous  and  often  overlooked 
intelligence  support  systems  critical  to 
supporting  soldiers  at  the  individual 
platoon  or  squad  level:  balances  collec- 
tion, processing  operations;  emphasizes 
dissemination  of  critical  information 
at  the  right  time,  to  the  right  place,  in 
the  right  quantity,  and  in  the  right 
form  for  decision  makers. 

For  basic  themes  to  the  bill: 

First,  evaluate  each  budgetary  line 
item  in  the  President's  request  solely 
on  the  program's  merits,  not  a  given 
funding  level; 

Second,  the  committee  did  not  work 
to  a  specific  budget  number.  That  is. 
the  committee  did  not  specifically  fund 
some  programs  and  then  make  of&et- 
ting  cuts  in  other  programs  in  order  to 
meet  an  arbitrary  total  dollar  figure. 

The  committee  believes  the  Congress 
will  accept  an  Intelligence  authoriza- 
tion consisting  of  properly  funded  pro- 
grams— even  if  that  amount  is  an  in- 
crease to  the  intelligence  budget. 

Third,  focused  on  the  production,  ex- 
ploitation and  dissemination  functions 
of  intelligence  stated  above. 

Fourth,  avoided  short-term  thinking 
about  intelligence  priorities,  needs  and 
capabilities  and  to  look  longer  range  at 
these  issues  into  the  21st  century. 

The  numbers  in  this  bill  are  right 
sized.  This  bill  provides  the  Nation  a 
strong,  but  not  bloated,  intelligence 
community.  It  makes  some  fundamen- 
tal decisions  necessary  to  take  us  into 
the  next  century.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  pass  this  bill. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  for  general 
debate  has  expired. 

Pursuant  to  the  rule,  the  committee 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute printed  in  the  bill  shall  be  con- 
sidered under  the  5-minute  rule  by  ti- 
tles, and  the  first  section  and  each  title 
shall  be  considered  read. 

No  amendment  to  the  committee 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute is  in  order  except  those  printed 
in  the  designated  place  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record. 

The  Chairman  of  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  may  postpone  until  a  time 
during   further   consideration   in   the 
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Committee  of  the  Whole  a  request  for  a 
recorded  vote  on  any  amendment  and 
may  reduce  to  not  less  than  5  minutes 
the  time  for  voting  by  electronic  de- 
vice on  any  postponed  question  that 
immediately  follows  another  vote  by 
electronic  device  without  intervening 
business,  provided  that  the  time  for 
voting  by  electronic  device  on  the  first 
in  any  series  of  question  shall  not  be 
less  than  15  minutes. 

The  Clerk  will  designate  section  1. 

The  text  of  section  1  is  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  1.  SHOUT  TTIUB. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Intelligence 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1997". 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairnmn,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  remainder  of  the  committee 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute be  printed  in  the  Record  and 
open  to  amendment  at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  text  of  the  remainder  of  the  com- 
mittee amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute  is  as  follows: 

TTTLB  I—DiTELUGENCB  ACTIVmES 
SBC  lOi.  AVTBOROATION  OF  APPBOPSIATIONS. 

Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  conduct  of 
the  intelligence  and  intelligence-related  activi- 
ties of  the  follotping  elements  of  the  United 
States  Government: 

(1)  The  Central  Intelligence  Agency. 

(2)  The  Department  of  Defense. 

(3)  The  Defense  Intelligence  Agency. 

(4)  The  Natioiuxl  Security  Agency. 

(5)  The  Department  of  the  Army,  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Navy,  and  the  Department  of  the 
Air  Force. 

(6)  The  Department  of  State. 

(7)  The  Department  of  the  Treasury. 

(8)  The  Department  of  Energy. 

(9)  The  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation. 

(10)  The  Drug  Enforcement  Administration. 

(11)  The  National  R&:onnaissance  Office. 

(12)  The  Central  Imagery  Office. 

SBC  Un.  CLASSIFIED  SCBBDULB  OF  AUTBOROA- 

rroNSL 

(a)  SPECIFICATIONS  OF  AMOmiTS  AND  PERSON- 
NEL CEILINGS.— The  amounts  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  under  section  101,  and  the  author- 
ized personnel  ceilings  as  of  September  30,  1997, 
for  the  conduct  of  the  intelligence  and  intel- 
ligence-related activities  of  the  elements  listed  in 
such  section,  are  those  specified  in  the  Classi- 
fied Schedule  of  Authorizations  prepared  to  ac- 
company the  bai  H.R.  3259  of  the  104th  Con- 
gress. 

(b)  AVAILABILITY  OF  CLASSIFIED  SCHEDULE  OF 

AUTHORIZATIONS.— The  Schedule  of  Authoriza- 
tions shaU  be  made  available  to  the  Committees 
on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  ond  to  the  President.  The  Presi- 
dent shall  provide  for  suitable  distribution  of 
the  Schedule,  or  of  appropriate  portions  of  the 
Schedule,  unthin  the  executive  branch. 
SSC.  la.  PSaSONNBL  CSaJNG  ADJUSTMENTS, 
(a)  AUTHORITY  FOR  ADIUSTUENTS.—With  the 

approval  of  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Man- 
agement ajid  Budget,  the  Director  of  Central  In- 
telligence may  authorize  employment  of  civilian 
personnel  in  excess  of  the  number  authorized  for 


fiscal  year  1997  under  section  102  when  the  Di- 
rector of  Central  Intelligence  determines  that 
such  action  is  necessary  to  the  performance  of 
important  intelligence  functions,  except  that  the 
number  of  personnel  employed  in  excess  of  the 
number  authorized  under  such  section  may  not, 
for  any  element  of  the  intelligence  community, 
exceed  two  percent  of  the  number  of  civilian 
personnel  authorized  under  such  section  for 
such  element. 

(b)  NOTICE  TO  INTELLIGENCE  COMMITTEES.— 

The  Director  of  Central  Intelligence  shall 
promptly  notify  the  Permanent  Select  Committee 
on  Intelligence  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  the  Select  Committee  on  Intelligence  of  the 
Senate  whenever  he  exercises  the  authority 
granted  by  this  section. 

SEC  104.  COItUUNITY  MANAGEMENT  ACCOUNT. 

(a)  AUTHORIZATION     OF    APPROPRIATIONS.— 

There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the 
Intelligence  Community  Management  Account 
of  the  Director  of  Central  Intelligence  for  fiscal 
year  1997  the  sum  of  $93,616,000.  Within  such 
amounts  authorized,  funds  identified  in  the 
classified  Schedule  of  Authorizations  referred  to 
in  section  102(a)  for  the  Advanced  Research  and 
Development  Committee  shall  remain  available 
until  September  30. 1998. 

(b)  AUTHORIZED     PERSONNEL     LEVELS.— The 

Community  Management  Staff  of  the  Director  of 
Central  Intelligence  is  authorized  273  full-time 
personnel  as  of  September  30, 1997.  Such  person- 
nel of  the  Community  Management  Staff  may  be 
permanent  employees  of  the  Community  Man- 
agement Staff  or  personnel  detailed  from  other 
elements  of  the  United  States  Government. 

(c)  Reimbursement.— During  fiscal  year  1997, 
any  officer  or  employee  of  the  United  States  or 
a  member  of  the  Armed  Forces  who  is  detailed  to 
the  Community  Management  Staff  from  another 
element  of  the  United  States  Government  shall 
be  detailed  on  a  reimbursable  basis,  except  that 
any  such  officer,  employee  or  member  may  be 
detailed  on  a  nonreimbursable  basis  for  a  period 
of  less  than  one  year  for  the  performance  of 
temporary  functions  as  required  by  the  Director 
of  Central  Intelligence. 

(d)  Declassification.— In  addition  to 
amounts  otherwise  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated by  this  Act.  there  is  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated S2S.OOO,000  for  the  National  Foreign 
Intelligence  Program  for  the  purposes  of  carry- 
ing out  the  provisions  of  section  3.4  of  Executive 
Order  12958,  dated  Apnl  17, 1995. 

(e)  National  Drug  intelligence  center.— 
In  addition  to  amounts  othervnse  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  by  this  Act,  there  is  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $32,076,000  for  the  National 
Drug  Intelligence  Center  located  in  Johnstoum, 
Pennsylvania.  Amounts  appropriated  for  such 
center  may  not  be  used  in  contravention  of  the 
provisions  of  section  103(d)(1)  of  the  National 
Security  Act  of  1947  (50  U.S.C.  403-3(d)(l)).  The 
National  Drug  Intelligence  Center  is  authorized 
35  full-time  personnel  as  of  September  30,  1997. 

(f)  Environmental  Programs.— In  addition 
to  amounts  otherwise  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated by  this  Act,  there  is  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated $6,000,000  for  the  Environmental  In- 
telligence and  Applications  Program,  formerly 
known  as  the  Environmental  Task  Force,  to  re- 
main available  until  September  30, 1998. 

TITLE  n— CENTRAL  INTELLIGENCE  AGEN- 
CY RETntElSENT  AND  DISABIUTY  SYS- 
TEM 

SEC  201.  AVTVOROATION  OF  APPBOPRIATIONS. 

There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the 
Central  Intelligence  Agency  Retirement  and  Dis- 
ability Fund  for  fiscal  year  1997  the  sum  of 
$194,400,000. 


TITLE  m— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
SEC  301.  DfCSEASE  D/  EMPLOYEE  COMPENSA- 
TION AND  BENEFITS  AUTHORIZED 
BYLAW. 

Appropriations  authorized  by  this  Act  for  sal- 
ary, pay,  retirement,  and  other  benefits  for  Fed- 
eral employees  may  be  increased  by  such  addi- 
tional or  supplemental  amounts  as  may  be  nec- 
essary for  increases  in  such  compensation  or 
benefits  authorized  by  law. 
SEC.  302.  RESTRICTION  ON  CONDUCT  OF  INTEL- 

xjcsvcE  AcnvmEs. 

The  authorization  of  appropriations  by  this 
Act  shall  not  be  deemed  to  constitute  authority 
for   the  conduct  of  any   intelligence  activity 
which  is  not  otherwise  authorized  by  the  Con- 
stitution or  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 
SSa    303.    UMTTAnON    ON    AVAILABILITY    OF 
FUNDS    FOR    AUTOMATIC    DECLAS- 
SIFICATION OF  RECORDS  OVER  2S 
YEARS  OLD. 
Section  307  of  the  Intelligence  Authorization 
Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  (109  Stat.  966)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "fiscal  year  1996  by  this  Act" 
in  subsection  (a)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"any  of  the  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000". 
SEC  304.  APPUCATION  OF  SANCTIONS  LAWS  TO 
INTELUGENCE  ACTlVITUiS. 

(a)  Extension.— Section  905  of  the  National 
Security  Act  of  1947  (50  U.S.C.  441d)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "on  the  date  which  is  one  year 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  title"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "on  January  6, 1998". 

(b)  Format  Amendments.— Section  904  of 
such  Act  (50  U.S.C.  441c)  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "required  to  be  imposed  by"  and  all  that 
follows  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "required 
to  be  imposed  by  any  of  the  following  provisions 
of  law: 

"(1)  The  Chemical  and  Biological  Weapons 
Control  and  Warfare  Elimination  Act  of  1991 
(ttOe  III  of  Public  Law  102-182). 

"(2)  The  Nuclear  Proliferation  Prevention  Act 
of  1994  (title  VIII  of  Public  Law  103-236). 

"(3)  Section  11 B  of  the  Export  Administration 
Act  of  1979  (50  U.S.C.  App.  2410b). 

"(4)  Chapter  7  of  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act 
(22  U.S.C.  2797  et  seq.). 

"(5)  The  Iran-Iraq  Arms  Non-proliferation 
Act  of  1992  (title  XVI  of  Public  Law  102-484). 

"(6)  The  following  provisions  of  annua/  ap- 
propriations Acts: 

"(A)  Section  573  of  the  Foreign  Operations, 
Export  Financing,  and  Related  Programs  Ap- 
propriations Act,  1994  (Public  Law  103-87;  107 
Stat.  972). 

"(B)  Section  563  of  the  Foreign  Operations, 
Export  Firuincing,  and  Related  Programs  Ap- 
propriations Act,  1995  (Public  Law  103-306:  103 
Stat.  1649). 

"(C)  Section  552  of  the  Foreign  Operations, 
Export  Firuincing,  and  Related  Programs  Ap- 
propriations Act,  1996  (Public  Law  104-107;  110 
Stat.  741). 

"(7)  Comparable  provisions.". 

SBC.  305.  EXPEDITED  NATURALIZATION. 

(a)  IN  GENERAL.— With  the  approval  of  the  Di- 
rector of  Central  Intelligence,  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, arui  the  Commissioner  of  Immigration  and 
Naturalization,  an  applicant  described  in  sub- 
section (b)  and  otherwise  eligU)le  for  ruituraliza- 
tion  may  be  naturalized  without  regard  to  the 
residence  and  physical  presence  requirements  of 
section  316(a)  of  the  Immigration  and  National- 
ity Act,  or  to  the  prohibitions  of  section  313  of 
such  Act,  arui  no  residence  within  a  particular 
State  or  district  of  the  Immigration  and  Natu- 
ralization Service  in  the  United  States  shall  be 
required:  Provided,  That  the  applicant  has  re- 
sided continuously,  after  being  lawfully  admit- 
ted for  permanent  residence,  within  the  United 
States  for  at  least  one  year  prior  to  naturaliza- 
tion: Provided  further.  That  the  provisions  of 
this  section  shall  not  apply  to  any  alien  de- 
scribed in  subparagraphs  (A)  through  (D)  of  sec- 
tion 243(h)(2)  of  such  Act. 
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(b)  Eugible  APPUCANT.—An  applicant  eligi- 
ble for  naturalization  under  this  section  is  the 
spouse  or  child  of  a  deceased  alien  whose  death 
resulted  from  the  intentional  and  unauthorized 
disclosure  of  classified  information  regarding 
the  alien's  participation  in  the  conduct  of 
United  States  intelligence  activities. 

(c)  administration  of  Oath.— An  applicant 
for  naturalization  under  this  section  may  be  ad- 
ministered the  oath  of  allegiance  under  section 
337(a)  of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act 
by  the  Attorney  General  or  any  district  court  of 
the  United  States,  without  regard  to  the  resi- 
dence of  the  applicant.  Proceedings  under  this 
subsection  shall  be  conducted  in  a  manner  con- 
sistent with  the  protection  of  intelligence 
sources,  methods,  and  activities. 

(d)  definitions.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion— 

(1)  the  term  "child"  means  a  child  as  defined 
in  subparagraphs  (A)  through  (E)  of  section 
101(b)(1)  of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality 
Act,  without  regard  to  age  or  marital  status: 
and 

(2)  the  term  "spouse"  means  the  wife  or  hus- 
band of  a  deceased  alien  referred  to  in  sub- 
section (b)  who  was  married  to  such  alien  dur- 
ing the  time  the  alien  participated  in  the  con- 
duct of  United  States  intelligence  activities. 

TITLE  IV— CENTRAL  INTELUGENCE 
AGENCY 
SSC  40L  MULTIYEAR  LEASING  AUTHORITY. 

Section  5(e)  of  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency 
Act  of  1949  (50  U.S.C.  403f(e))  U  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

"(e)  Make  alterations,  improvements,  and  re- 
pairs on  premises  rented  by  the  Agency  arui,  for 
the  purpose  of  furthering  the  cost-efficient  ac- 
quisition of  Agency  facilities,  enter  into 
multiyear  leases  for  up  to  15  years  that  are  not 
otherwise  authorized  pursuant  to  section  8  of 
this  Act:  and". 

SBC.  402.  REPEAL  OF  ADDITIONAL  SURCHARGE 
RELATING  TO  EMPLOYEES  WHO  RE- 
TIRE OR  RESIGN  IN  FISCAL  YEARS 
1998  OR  J999  AND  WHO  RBCEIVS  VOL- 
UNTARY    SEPARATION     D/CSNTTVB 
PAYMENTS. 
Section  2  of  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency 
Voluntary  Separation  Pay  Act  (50  U.S.C.  403-4 
note)  is  ameruled  by  striking  out  subsection  (i). 
SBC.  403.  IMFLBMBNTATION  OF  INTELUGENCE 
COMMUNITY  PERSONNEL  REFORMS. 
None  of  the  amounts  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated by  this  Act  may  be  used  to  implement 
any  Intelligence  Community  personnel  reform 
until  the  Permanent  Select  Committee  on  Intel- 
ligence of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
Select  Committee  on  Intelligence  of  the  Senate 
are  fully  briefed  on  such  personnel  reform. 
TITLE  V— DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
INTELUGENCE  ACnvmES 
SBC  SOI.  STANDARDIZATION  FOR  CERTAIN  DE 
PARTMENT     OF     DEFENSE     INTEL 
UGBNCB  AGENCIES  OF  EXEMtPTIONS 
FROM  DISCLOSURE   OF  ORGANIZA- 
TIONAL AND  PERSONNEL  INFORMA- 
TION. 
(a)   CONSOUDATION  AND   STANDARDIZATION.— 

Chapter  21  of  tiUe  10.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  sections  424  arui  425 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
"§424.  DUeloture  of  organizational  and  per- 

•onjid  information:  exemption  for  the  De- 

fente  Intelligence  Agency  and  National  Re- 

eonnainanee  Office 

"(a)  Exemption  From  Disclosure.— Except 
as  required  by  the  President  or  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b),  no  provision  of  law  shall  be  con- 
strued to  require  the  disclosure  of— 

"(1)  the  organization  or  any  function  of  the 
Defense  Intelligence  Agency  or  the  Natioruil  Re- 
connaissance Office:  or 

"(2)  the  number  of  persons  employed  by  or  as- 
signed or  detailed  to  that  Agency  or  Office  or 


series. 


the  name,   official   title,   occupational 
grade,  or  salary  of  any  such  person. 

"(b)  Provision  of  Information  to  Con- 
gress.—Subsection  (a)  does  not  apply  with  re- 
spect to  the  provision  of  information  to  Con- 
gress.". 

(b)  Clerical  Amendment.— The  table  of  sec- 
tions at  the  beginning  of  subchapter  I  of  such 
chapter  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  items  re- 
lating to  sections  424  and  425  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 
"424.  Disclosure  of  organizational  and  person- 
nel information:  exemption  for  the 
Defense  Intelligence  Agency  and 
National      Reconnaissance      Of- 
fice.". 

AMENDMENT  NO.  16  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MCCOLLUM 

Mr.    McCOLLUM.    Mr.    Chairman,    I 
offer  an  amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Amendment  No.  16  offered  by  Mr.  McCol- 

LUM: 

At  the  end  of  title  m.  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

SEC.  306.  SEEKING  ENFORCEMENT  OF  THE  RE- 
QUIREMENT  TO  PROTECT  THE  mEN- 
TITIES  OF  UNDERCOVER  INTEL- 
UGENCE OFFICERS,  AGENTS,  IN- 
FORMANTS, AND  SOURCES. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  title  VI 
of  the  National  Security  Act  of  1947  (50 
U.S.C.  421  et  seq.)  (relating  to  protection  of 
the  identities  of  undercover  intelligence  offi- 
cers, agents,  informants,  and  sources)  should 
be  enforced  by  the  appropriate  law  enforce- 
ment agencies. 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
my  understanding  that  the  gentleman 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Richardson] 
plans  shortly  to  offer  an  amendment 
that  would  apiarently  expand  the 
rights  of  journalists  and  protect  some 
of  their  interests  under  this  act.  I  am 
at  the  same  time  of  the  belief,  which  is 
why  I  am  offering  this  amendment, 
that  we  should  have  a  reminder  in  this 
bill  that  with  constitutional  rights 
also  comes  some  serious  responsibil- 
ities, not  only  for  journalists  but  for 
all  public  ofHcials. 

Mr.  Chairman,  simply  stated,  my 
amendment  seeks  to  remind  Members 
of  this  body  as  well  as  senior  law  en- 
forcement officials  in  the  executive 
branch  that  the  Intelligence  Identities 
Protection  Act,  which  has  been  in  ef- 
fect for  nearly  14  years,  demands  more 
aggressive  enforcement  measures. 

In  the  1970's,  former  CIA  officer  Phil- 
ip Agee  and  others  opposed  to  U.S.  in- 
telligence activities  embarked  on  a 
campaign  to  expose  the  identities  of 
CIA  officers.  In  publications  such  as 
"Counterspy"  and  "Covert  Action  In- 
formation Bulletin"  they  revealed  not 
only  the  methodologies  employed  by 
the  CIA  to  establish  cover  but  also 
identities  of  scores  of  officers  serving 
overseas. 

The  Congressional  response  to  this 
problem  was  the  enactment  in  1982  of 
the  Intelligence  Identities  Protection 
Act,  50  U.S.C.  421  et  seq.  sections  421(a) 
and  421(b)  of  the  act  make  it  an  offense 
for  persons  who  have  had  authorized 
access  to  classified  information  that 
either  identifies  a  covert  officer  or 
through  which  such  activities  can  be 


learned  to  disclose  identifying  informa- 
tion to  an  individual  not  authorized  to 
receive  classified  information.  The 
Government  must  prove  that  the  dis- 
closure was  made  with  the  knowledge 
that  the  information  identifies  the  cov- 
ert officer  and  that  the  United  States 
is  taking  affirmative  measures  to  con- 
ceal the  covert  officer's  intelligence  re- 
lationship. 

Section  421(c)  does  not  require  that 
the  offender  had  authorized  access  to 
classified  information.  It  is  aimed  at 
the  Agee-style  exposure  of  covert  iden- 
tities and  proves  as  follows: 

Whoever  in  the  course  of  a  pattern  of  ac- 
tivities intended  to  identify  and  expose  cov- 
ert agents  and  with  reason  to  believe  that 
such  activities  would  impair  or  impede  the 
foreign  intelligence  activities  of  the  United 
States  discloses  any  information  that  identi- 
fles  an  individual  as  a  covert  agent  to  any 
individual  not  authorized  to  receive  classi- 
fied information  knowing  that  the  informa- 
tion disclosed  so  identifies  such  individual 
and  that  the  United  States  is  taking  affirma- 
tive measures  to  conceal  such  individual's 
classified  intelligence  relationship  to  the 
United  States  shall  be  fined  not  more  than 
5150,(XX)  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  three 
years  or  both  •  *  * 

Section  421(c)  places  particular  em- 
phasis on  a  discloser's  "pattern  of  ac- 
tivities" which  could  include  seeking 
unauthorized  access  to  classified  infor- 
mation counterintelligence  activities 
such  as  phsrsical  or  electronic  surveil- 
lance or  the  systematic  collection  of 
information  "for  the  pun>ose  of  identi- 
fying the  names  of  agents."  Section 
421(c)  also  requires  that  the  govern- 
ment prove  that  the  discloser  had  rea- 
son to  believe  that  the  activities  in 
which  he  was  engaged  would  impair 
U.S.  foreign  intelligence  activities. 

Having  summarized  the  relevant  pro- 
visions of  the  act,  I  wanted  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  express  my  concern 
about  the  apparent  unwillingness  of 
the  Justice  Department  to  enforce  this 
particular  law  in  several  recent  cases 
involving  public  officials  and  journal- 
ists. Because  of  the  obvious  sensitivity 
involved  in  naming  names  of  intel- 
ligence officers,  I  will  refrain  firom  pro- 
viding details  on  the  security  inves- 
tigations and  potential  cases  that  have 
been  set  aside  for  a  variety  of  reasons 
by  the  Justice  Department.  Neverthe- 
less, I  am  most  concerned  that  a  sig- 
nificant number  of  unauthorized  disclo- 
sures of  U.S.  intelligence  agents  and 
assets  in  the  U.S.  media  during  the 
past  year  or  so  have  resulted  in  signifi- 
cant and  measurable  damage  to  our  in- 
telligence capabilities  in  Latin  Amer- 
ica and  Europe.  A  more  aggressive  en- 
forcement posture  by  the  Department 
of  Justice  would  do  much  to  reassure 
our  allies  and  restore  the  confidence  of 
our  public  servants  who  are  serving  as 
intelligence  officers  in  often  hazardous 
assignments. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  strongly  urge  a 
"yes"  vote  in  favor  of  this  amendment 
as  a  signal  firom  the  House  that  en- 
forcement of  this  act  will  be  a  national 
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security  priority,  and  that  we  intend  to 
oversee  in  that  the  Justice  Department 
vigorously  enforce  this  act.  It  must  be 
enforced,  and  I  urge  a  yes  vote  on  the 
sense  of  the  Congress  resolution  that  is 
encompassed  in  this  amendment. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  just  wanted  to  rise 
and  say  the  gentleman  firom  Florida 
[Mr.  McCOLLUM]  is  a  very  valuable 
member  of  the  Permanent  Select  Com- 
mittee on  Intelligence  as  well  as  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary.  I  whole- 
heartedly endorse  this  effort  in  a  con- 
sent of  Congress,  and  would  certainly 
be  willing  to  accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COMBEST.  I  jrield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  wanted 
to  compliment  the  chairman  and  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  McCOL- 
LUM]. I  believe  that  all  of  our  laws 
should  be  properly  enforced,  and  in 
that  spirit  we  will  accept  the  amend- 
ment. 

D  1130 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  McCOLLUM]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  7  OFFERED  BY  MR.  DICKS 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Amendment  No.  7  offered  by  Mr.  Dicks: 
At  the  end  of  title  V.  add  the  following: 
SEa  SM.  TIER  m  BONUS  l]NHA><NED  AERIAL  VE- 
mCLE. 
In  addition  to  the  amounts  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  by  title  I,  there  is  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  an  additional  $22,000,000 
for  the  tier  m  minus  unmanned  aerial  vehi- 
cle. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Combest]  has  a 
perfecting  amendment  to  my  amend- 
ment. 

My  amendment  would  authorize  an  addi- 
tional $22  million  for  the  endurance  unmanned 
aerial  vehicle  known  as  Oarkstar.  This  funding 
is  needed  to  recover  from  the  loss  of  the  first 
vehicie  during  flight  testing,  which  took  place 
just  before  we  marked  up  this  bill  in  commit- 
tee. At  that  time,  we  dkl  not  have  good  infor- 
mation from  the  Departnent  of  Defense  on  the 
impact  of  the  crash,  so  the  report  accompany- 
ing the  biN  includes  language  which  reserved 
the  committee's  right  to  revisit  this  issue  as 
better  information  became  available.  While  the 
accident  investigation  is  still  not  quite  com- 
pleted. OOD  has  t)een  able  to  provide  a  good 
estimate  of  wtiat  the  cost  impact  is  likely  to 
be.  DOD  has  determined  that  there  will  be  a 
delay  in  getting  the  second  aircraft  ready  for 
flight  and  in  carrying  out  the  necessary  set  of 
flight  tests  once  testing  is  resumed.  During 
this  period,  a  substantial  engineering  team 
must  be  sustained  and  the  amendment  will 
provide  the  funds  necessary  to  do  that  I  urge 
the  adoption  of  this  amendmenL 

Mr.  Chainnan,  I  yiekJ  back  the  balance  of 
my  time. 


AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  COMBEST  TO  THE 
AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  DICKS 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment  to  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Combest  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Dicks:  In  pro- 
posed section  502.  add  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ingr:  "The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  not  obli- 
gate or  expend  any  of  these  funds  until  after 
the  Secretary  submits  to  the  Permanent  Se- 
lect Committee  on  Intelligence  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  and  the  Select  Committee 
on  Intelligence  of  the  Senate  a  detailed  cost 
analysis  and  report  on  speciHcally  how  these 
funds  will  be  used." 

Mr.  COMBEST  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  to  the 
amendment  be  considered  as  read  and 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
perfecting  amendment  to  the  Dicks 
amendment  would  simply  indicate  that 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  not  obli- 
gate or  spend  any  of  the  funds  until  the 
Secretary  has  subnutted  to  the  Perma- 
nent Select  Committee  on  Intelligence 
of  the  House  and  Select  Committee  on 
Intelligence  of  the  Senate  a  detailed 
cost  analysis  and  report  on  specifically 
how  the  funding  would  be  used. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  work. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  tell  the  gen- 
tleman I  will  be  glad  to  accept  his 
amendment.  I  want  to  say  I  have  no 
problem  at  all  with  the  additional  lan- 
guage proposed  by  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Combest].  In  fact,  I  hope 
DOD  would  respond  even  before  the 
conference  on  this  bill. 

I  want  to  stress  that  nothing  in  this 
amendment  inhibits  DOD  in  any  way 
from  recommending  again  that  a  re- 
placement air  vehicle  be  made  a  high 
priority  in  the  coming  fiscal  year.  Re- 
port language  already  accompanying 
the  bill,  as  I  noted  previously,  serves 
notice  the  committee  will  continue  to 
examine  this  program's  need  carefully 
prior  to  conference. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want 
to  say  to  the  gentleman  that,  as 
amended.  I  would  be  very  willing  to  ac- 
cept the  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  will- 
ing to  accept  my  amendment,  as 
amended  by  the  chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Combest]  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington  [Mr.  DICKS]. 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the   amendment  offered   by   the   gen- 


tleman from  Washington  [Mr.  Dicks]. 
as  amended. 

The  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WELDON  OF 
PENNSYLVANIA 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chainnan.  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Weldon  of 
Pennsylvania:  In  section  104— 

(1)  in  subsection  (d).  strike  "$25,000,000" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$12,500,000";  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (f).  strike  "$6,000,000"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$18,500,000". 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  thank  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee  and  the 
subconmiittee.  the  ranking  member, 
for  agreeing  to  work  with  me  on  this 
amendment,  which  is  an  extremely  im- 
portant amendment  that  has  been  dis- 
cussed by  Members  of  both  sides  of  the 
aisle. 

The  amendment  would  restore  sig- 
nificant cuts  that  were  made  in  the  bill 
to  the  Environmental  Intelligence  Ap- 
plications Program,  formerly  known  as 
the  Environmental  Task  Force.  The 
funding  level  in  the  bill  has  been  cut  to 
about  one-third  of  the  request,  or  only 
S6  million,  and.  to  me.  that  is  really  to- 
tally unacceptable  for  a  program  that 
is  providing  not  only  information  for 
the  public  good  but  having  tremendous 
benefits  for  our  national  security  as 
well. 

I  mentioned  during  eairlier  discus- 
sion, Mr.  Chairman,  that  last  year  I 
had  a  leading  scientist  from  Boris 
Yeltsin's  National  Security  Council 
come  to  America  to  testify  on  the 
problem  of  the  Russian  nuclear  waste 
disposal.  I  have  worked  with  Mr. 
Yablakov  over  the  past  2  years,  and  he 
is  one  of  the  outstanding  scientists 
who  has  been  very  candid  in  helping  us 
assess  the  environmental  problems  and 
security  implications  of  those  prob- 
lems and  how  we  can  address  them. 

In  fact,  because  of  the  revelations  of 
Mr.  Yablakov  and  the  Yablakov  report 
that  was  produced  for  Mr.  Yeltsin  3 
years  ago,  we  were  able  to  put  money 
into  DOD's  bill  to  actually  work  with 
the  Russians  up  in  the  North  Sea  and 
the  Bering  Sea  to  help  them  find  ways 
to  deal  with  their  nuclear  waste  stor- 
age and  disposal  problem. 

So  this  program  Is  of  vital  interest 
for  our  security  as  well  as  our  relation- 
ship with  Russia.  It  has  tremendous  en- 
vironmental implications. 

"nils  program,  which  is  operated  by 
the  intelligence  community,  has  also 
been  the  leading  driving  force  behind 
the  MEDEA  Program,  which  is  a  pro- 
gram that  has  paid  tremendous  divi- 
dends to  our  defense  establishment  in 
understanding  data  relative  to  the 
oceans  of  the  world,  but  also  allowing 
us  to  take  Information  that  up  until 
now  has  been  classified  and  use  that  for 
environmental  purposes. 

In  fact,  we  have  a  group  of  some  60 
leading  scientists  who  have  been  work- 
ing both  with  the  Russian  side  and 
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with  our  side  on  some  of  the  environ- 
mental problems  relative  to  the 
oceans;  and  we  have  also,  through  the 
MEDEA  Program,  we  have  allowed 
American  scientists  access  to  high 
level  information  which  not  only  pro- 
tects our  national  security  but  has 
paid  tremendous  dividends  in  helping 
us  more  fully  understand  the  environ- 
mental Implications  of  those  decisions 
that  we  make.  These  programs  are 
vital. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  submit  for  the 
Record  the  President's  message  on  this 
bill,  the  paragraph  that  refers  specifi- 
cally to  the  administration's  concern 
with  the  reduction  in  this  program. 

I  appreciate  the  support  of  my  friend 
and  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  [Mr.  DiCKS]  and  the  com- 
ments of  the  gentleman  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Skaggs].  I  understand  there  is 
some  concern  about  the  bill  pajang 
portion  of  this.  My  imderstanding  is 
that  the  two  leaders  of  this  committee 
have  agreed  to  work  this  out.  I  have  no 
problem  with  that. 

As  chairman  of  the  Military  Re- 
search and  Development  Subcommit- 
tee, I  am  concerned  about  an  action 
that  we  take  that  would  have  a  nega- 
tive impact  on  the  R&D  overall  budget, 
but  I  am  certainly  willing  to  let  these 
gentlemen  work  that  issue  out  and 
have  confidence  that  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Combest]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington  [Mr.  Dicks] 
can  work  the  funding  issue  out  in  a 
way  that  would  not  disrupt  our  R&D 
portion  of  the  defense  bill  that  we 
passed  last  week. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  encourage 
our  colleagues  to  support  this  amend- 
ment. It  is  vital.  And  I  want  to  thank 
the  chainnan  of  the  committee  and  the 
ranking  member,  as  well  as  the  gen- 
tleman from  Colorado  [Mr.  Skaggs] 
and  everyone  else  for  their  support  of 
this  important  enviroimiental  initia- 
tive. I  think  it  is  vital  not  just  for  our 
national  security  but  it  is  also  vital  for 
a  better  understanding  of  environ- 
mental implications  relative  to  classi- 
fied data. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word,  and  I  want  to 
commend  the  gentleman  for  his  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado. 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  echo 
the  comments  of  the  gentleman  from 
Washington.  I  appreciate  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania's  very  help- 
ful efforts  to  plus  up  the  Environ- 
mental Intelligence  Applications  Pro- 
gram account.  In  discussions  that  we 
have  just  had  on  the  floor,  I  think 
there  is  an  understanding  that  there 
may  be  some  unintended  consequences 
In  the  offset  that  the  gentleman  pro- 
poses, an  understanding  that  we  can,  I 
think,  reach  satisfactory  resolution  to 


this  problem  between  now  and  con- 
ference, or  in  conference. 

One  Ironic  consequence,  I  think, 
fiows  from  the  fact  that  these  two  pro- 
grams are  positively  linked,  not  nega- 
tively linked.  That  is.  if  we  cut  the  de- 
classification efforts,  it  could  get  in 
the  way  of  declassifying  some  of  the 
Corona  product  that,  under  the 
MEDEA  Program,  we  want  to  make 
available. 

So  I  appreciate  the  efforts  on  the 
part  of  all  concerned  to  both  deal  with 
the  gentleman's  very  commendable  ef- 
forts to  augment  the  environmental  ef- 
fort and  not  have  it  negatively  affect 
the  declassification  efforts. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
say  to  my  colleague  from  Pennsylvania 
that  the  one  thing  I  worry  about  with 
regard  to  declassifying,  and  why  it  is 
such  an  important  issue,  if  we  do  not 
do  the  job  of  looking  through  all  these 
documents,  we  might  inadvertently  de- 
classify some  information  that  could 
be  harmful  to  the  country.  That  is  why 
having  this  process  is  important. 

I  do  not  want  to  cloud  the  issue  here 
today.  We  are  prepared  to  accept  the 
gentleman's  amendment.  We  com- 
pliment him  on  it.  This  is  a  very  im- 
portant program  to  the  director  and  to 
the  vice  president,  and  I  want  to  com- 
mend the  gentleman  for  his  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  say  we 
will  be  very  happy  to  work  in  getting 
this  amendment  cleared  up.  I  do  rise  in 
strong  support  of  the  amendment  of 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  and 
recognize  the  significance  and  impor- 
tance of  both  the  declass  and  the  envi- 
ronmental funding  to  certain  members 
of  our  committee  and  will  try  to  make 
certain  that  that  concern  is  accommo- 
dated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Weldon]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  the  bill? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  RICHARDSON 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Richardson:  At 
the  end  of  title  HI.  insert  the  following  new 
section: 

SEC.  MS.  PBOHIBrnON  ON  USING  JOURNALISTS 
AS  AGENTS  OR  ASSETS. 

An  element  of  the  Intelligence  Conununity 
may  not  use  as  an  agent  or  asset  for  the  pur- 
poses of  collecting  intelligence  any  individ- 
ual who — 

(1)  is  authorized  by  contract  or  by  the 
issuance  of  press  credentials  to  represent 
himself  or  herself,  either  in  the  United 
States  or  abroad,  as  a  correspondent  of  a 
United  States  news  media  organization;  or 

(2)  is  officially  recognized  by  a  foreign  gov- 
ernment as  a  reiiresentative  of  a  United 
States  media  organization. 


Mr.  RICHARDSON  (during  the  read- 
ing). Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the  RECORD. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  Mexico? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  on 
April  28  of  this  year  the  Tampa,  FL, 
Tribune  published  an  editorial  entitled 
"Don't  Recniit  Journalists  As  Spies." 
The  editorial  argued  forcefully  that 
only  a  blanket  prohibition  against 
their  use  as  intelligence  agents  or  as- 
sets was  likely  to  minimize  the  risk  to 
American  journalists  or  representa- 
tives of  American  media  organizations 
who  are  suspected  of  being  spies  by 
governments  or  individuals  with  whom 
they  must  deal  in  dangerous  parts  of 
the  world.  Describing  the  cir- 
cumstances in  which  foreign  cor- 
respondents must  work  the  Tribune 
said,  "They  die  in  combat.  They  are 
killed  by  governments  intent  on  silenc- 
ing them.  And  they  are  imprisoned  and 
sometimes  killed  when  they  are  sus- 
pected of  being  spies.  That  is  what  hap- 
pened to  our  colleague.  Tampa  Tribune 
reporter  Todd  Smith,  who  was  kid- 
napped and  murdered  in  1989  while  on  a 
working  vacation  in  Peru.  Shining 
Path  guerrillas  killed  him  because 
they  didn't  believe  he  was  a  journalist 
and  thought  he  was  a  spy." 

No  amendment  can  guarantee  the 
safety  of  Americans  traveling  or  work- 
ing abroad,  especially  when  their  work 
puts  them  in  contact  with  terrorist 
groups  or  representatives  of  despotic 
regimes.  The  amendment  I  am  offering, 
however,  can  enhance  the  safety  of 
American  journalists  by  removing  the 
suspicion  that  rather  than  being  re- 
porters gathering  information  for  thefr 
newspapers,  they  are  operatives  of 
American  intelligence. 

Under  current  CIA  regulations,  jour- 
nalists are  not  to  be  used  as  intel- 
ligence agents  or  assets.  The  regula- 
tions do.  however,  permit  the  prohibi- 
tion to  be  waived  when  the  Director  of 
Central  Intelligence  determines  that 
national  security  interests  compel  that 
result.  My  amendment  would  codify 
the  prohibition  without  providing  the 
waiver  authority.  Adoption  of  the 
amendment  will  ensure  that  neither 
the  independence  guaranteed  to  the 
press  by  the  Constitution  nor  the  lives 
of  jounialists  are  endangered  by  blur- 
ring the  distinction  between  reporters 
as  commentators  on  government  and 
reporters  as  instruments  of  govern- 
ment. As  the  New  York  Times  edito- 
rialized on  March  18.  "If  the  United 
States  Government  does  not  honor 
that  distinction,  who  anjrwhere  will  be- 
lieve that  it  really  exists?" 

Mr.  Chairman,  current  CIA  regula- 
tions prohibit  the  use  of  active  Peace 
Corps  volunteers  and  memt>ers  of  the 
clergy  as  intelligence  agents.  The  pro- 
hibitions are  absolute.  They  cannot  be 
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waived.  The  proMbitions  recognize  the 
risk  to  the  lives  of  Peace  Corps  volun- 
teers in  some  countries  if  they  were  be- 
lieved to  be  working  for  the  CIA  and 
the  constitutional  separation  of  church 
and  state  in  our  country  which  would 
be  endangered  if  members  of  the  clergy 
were  seen  as  Government  agents. 

Current  CIA  regulations  prohibit  the 
use  of  journalists  as  Intelligence  agents 
but  that  prohibition  is  waivable. 

D  1145 

Reporters  working  overseas  are  in 
every  bit  as  much  danger,  perhaps  even 
more,  as  Peace  Corps  volunteers,  if 
they  are  suspected  of  being  spies. 

Mr.  Chairman,  every  journalist, 
every  journalist  entity,  and  editorial 
board  supports  this  amendment.  It  is 
my  judgment  that  the  DCI  and  the  in- 
telligence community  can  use  it  use- 
fully. I  am  a  strong  supporter  of  the 
DCI  and  the  CIA.  But  I  think  that  when 
it  comes  to  this  issue,  it  is  imiportant 
that  we  have  some  clear  distinctions. 

Why  then  is  there  a  distinction  in 
CIA  regxxlations  between  journalists  on 
the  one  hand  and  Peace  Corps  volun- 
teers and  members  of  the  clergy  on  the 
other?  Intelligence  officials  claim  that, 
while  they  do  not  want  to  use  journal- 
ists as  agents,  they  need  to  retain  the 
option  for  situations  so  extraordinary 
that  they  cannot  be  described. 

A  better  way  to  promote  the  safety 
of  American  journalists  and  preserve 
their  independence  is  to  prohibit  their 
being  employed  as  intelligence  agents. 
Mr.  Chairman,  at  some  point  I  will  be 
prepared  to  entertain  an  amendment 
that  I  believe  achieves  our  mutual  ob- 
jectives and  would  enable  this  provi- 
sion to  be  accepted. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  good  amend- 
ment. It  is  supported  by  every  journal- 
ist, every  newspaper,  every  reporter.  It 
is  within  our  constitutional  preroga- 
tives. It  makes  sense.  I  do  not  think  it 
would  hamper  our  intelligence  objec- 
tives overseas. 

[From  the  Tsimpa  Tribune,  Apr.  28. 1996] 
DoNT  Recrxjit  Journalists  As  Spies 

CIA  Director  John  Deutxjh  has  done  it 
again.  In  February  he  was  questioned  by  the 
Senate  Intelligence  Committee  about  wheth- 
er he  would  recruit  journalists  as  spies,  and 
he  refused  to  say  natly  that  his  agency 
would  not. 

He  has  repeated  that  position  again  in  a 
letter  to  news  executives  in  response  to 
widespread  complaints  by  the  press  and  elec- 
tronic media,  who  fear  that  his  stance  puts 
their  foreign  correspondents  in  danger. 
Deutch  wrote  that  he  had  no  intention  of 
using  journalists  or  news  credentials  as  a 
cover,  but  then  qualifled  his  position  by  say- 
ing he  reserved  the  right  to  do  so  and  would 
consider  it  under  "genuinely  extraordinary" 
circumstances. 

Unfortunately,  nothing  short  of  a  blanket 
prohibition  is  likely  to  work  in  the  dan- 
gerous circumstances  encountered  by  report- 
ers traveling  and  working  abroad.  The  CIA 
has  an  unshakable  prohibition  against  using 
the  Peace  Corps  as  a  cloak  for  Its  undercover 
missions.  That  Is  done  for  the  obvious  reason 


that  Peace  Corps  volunteers  would  be  in 
grave  danger  if  their  host  nations  or  par- 
tisans in  some  foreign  conflict  suspected 
them  of  being  spies.  According  to  Quill  mag- 
azine, a  presidential  order  Issued  in  1977  pro- 
hibited the  use  of  journalists  and  members  of 
the  clergy  as  spies,  but  apparently  there  are 
loopholes  in  that  restriction. 

The  news  media  should  be  put  In  that  same 
restricted  category  as  the  Peace  Corps. 
Under  the  best  of  circumstances,  inter- 
national reporting  is  a  dangerous  endeavor. 
At  least  SO  journalists  died  in  1995  while  cov- 
ering conflicts  in  such  places  as  Algeria  and 
Chechnya;  the  year  before,  the  number  killed 
was  103. 

They  die  In  combat.  They  are  killed  by 
governments  Intent  on  silencing  them.  And 
they  are  imprisoned  and  sometimes  killed 
when  they  are  suspected  of  being  spies. 

That  is  what  happened  to  our  colleague, 
Tampa  Tribune  reporter  Todd  Smith,  who 
was  kidnapped  and  murdered  in  1989  while  on 
a  working  vacation  in  Peru.  Shinning  Path 
guerrillas  killed  him  because  they  didn't  be- 
lieve he  was  a  journalist  and  thought  he  was 
a  spy. 

On  the  surface,  the  desire  for  a  blanket 
statement  from  Deutch  ruling  out  the  use  of 
journalists  and  news  organizations  may 
strike  some  as  unpatriotic.  After  all.  why 
shouldn't  reporters  help  their  country  gather 
intelligence  about  a  potential  foe? 

It  is  not  that  reporters,  editors,  publishers 
and  broadcasters  are  any  less  patriotic  than 
other  Americans.  It  is  a  question  of  national 
priorities. 

The  information  provided  by  journalists  Is 
vitally  Important  to  the  health  of  the  na- 
tion. U.S.  citizens  depend  upon  a  steady,  reli- 
able supply  of  news  about  foreign  affairs. 
That  continued  relationship  far  outweighs 
the  significance  of  whatever  intelligence 
might  be  uncovered  by  a  reporter  working  as 
a  spy  or  a  spy  pretending  to  be  a  journalist. 

"The  government  has  numerous  alternative 
means  of  gathering  information.  But  jour- 
nalists need  only  slip  up  once  and  it  will  ruin 
their  reputation  for  independence.  After 
that,  they  will  never  be  trusted  and  will  be 
in  grave  danger  in  many  nations. 

American  citizens  need  to  know  the  truth 
about  what  is  taking  place  siround  the  world. 
Often  their  tax  dollars  are  involved,  their 
international  export  markets  affected,  and 
sometimes  their  lives  and  those  of  their  chil- 
dren are  on  the  Une.  People  cannot  make 
sound  judgments  without  solid  information 
from  independent  news  media. 

[From  the  Indianapolis  News,  Apr.  23,  1996] 
SPIES  (Who  ACT)  Like  Us 

The  U.S.  Central  Intelligence  Agency  con- 
tinues to  cling  to  a  policy  that  both  con- 
tradicts its  own  regulations  and  clearly  puts 
the  lives  of  American  journalists  In  danger. 

Last  week,  reports  from  the  Associated 
Press  revealed  that  CIA  Director  John 
Deutch  made  the  agency's  intentions  clear  in 
a  letter  to  Louis  D.  Boccardi,  president  and 
chief  executive  officer  of  The  Associated 
Press,  and  W.  Thomas  Johnson,  president  of 
Cable  News  Network. 

Deutch  wrote.  "We  do  not  use  American 
journalists  as  agents  or  American  news  orga- 
nizations for  cover,  nor  do  I  have  any  inten- 
tion of  doing  so. 

"As  you  know,  past  DCI's  (directors  of  cen- 
tral Intelligence)  have  reserved  the  right  to 
make  exceptions  to  this  policy.  The  cir- 
cumstances under  which  I — or,  I  believe,  any 
DCI— would  make  an  exception  to  this  policy 
would  have  to  be  genuinely  extraordinary." 

In  other  words,  if  the  CIA  wants  to  use  the 
media  as  cover  for  its  secret  agents  or  re- 
cruit journalists  to  be  spies,  it  will. 
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Such  a  policy  and  the  suspicion  it  breeds 
not  only  endangers  the  lives  of  journalists 
but  greatly  hinders  them  from  doing  their 
jobs  of  news  gathering,  particularly  in  for- 
eign lands. 

The  CIA's  justification  for  keeping  its  "ex- 
traordinary" exception  contradicts  its  mis- 
sion of  protecting  American's  security  and 
American  lives. 

In  February,  when  Deutch  appeared  before 
the  Senate  Intelligence  Committee,  he  sym- 
pathized with  the  journalistic  community. 
But  he  maintained  that  "directors  of  central 
intelligence  have  to  also  concern  themselves 
with  perhaps  very  unique  and  special  threats 
to  national  security  where  American  lives 
are  at  risk." 

If  Deutch  and  other  top  CIA  officials  can- 
not bring  themselves  to  retract  these  state- 
ments and  make  a  clear,  firm  commitment 
to  the  contrary,  then  President  Bill  Clinton 
should  step  in  and  do  so  himself. 

Already  journalists,  and  particularly  jour- 
nalists working  in  foreign  countries,  face 
enough  threats.  They  don't  need  the  CIA  to 
continue  to  saddle  them  with  unnecessary 
risk. 

Many  journalists  taken  hostage  have  suf- 
fered unjustly  because  their  captors  thought 
they  might  be  part  of  the  CIA. 

Last  November,  for  instance,  when  Bosnian 
Serb  rebels  held  Christian  Science  Monitor 
reporter  David  Rohde  hostage  for  almost  two 
weeks,  they  continually  asked  him  if  he  was 
a  CIA  agent. 

And  don't  forget  Terry  Anderson,  an  Asso- 
ciated Press  correspondent  held  in  Lebanon 
for  seven  years.  He  said  his  captors  asked 
him  who  his  CIA  contact  was  within  the  AP. 

The  CIA  must  reverse  Itself  on  the  issue  of 
using  journalists  as  cover  or  as  agents.  And 
if  it  won't,  the  president  should  intervene. 

(From  the  St.  Petersburg  Times,  Mar.  25, 

1996] 

Dangerous  Deceptions 

Terry  Anderson,  the  Associated  Press  cor- 
respondent who  was  held  hostage  in  Lebanon 
for  almost  seven  years,  says  his  captors 
never  believed  that  he  was  simply  a  journal- 
ist. Anderson  says  the  Muslim  terrorists  who 
imprisoned  him  "believe  all  Americans  are 
spies,  particularly  those  who  go  around  ask- 
ing questions." 

That  common  belief  in  much  of  the  rest  of 
the  world  creates  obvious  dangers  for  jour- 
nalists and  other  Americans  traveling 
abroad.  It  certainly  made  life  even  more  un- 
pleasant for  Anderson  during  his  harsh  con- 
finement. Unfortunately,  the  CIA's  own  rules 
unnecessarily  feed  such  suspicions  about  the 
integrity  and  credibility  of  American  jour- 
nalists working  in  foreign  countries. 

CIA  Director  John  Deutch  continues  to  de- 
fend rules  that  give  him  and  his  deputy  the 
discretion  to  employ  American  journalists  as 
spies,  or  to  allow  CIA  agents  to  pose  as  jour- 
nalists. Deutch  and  his  predecessors  have 
said  they  would  use  such  tactics  only  in 
cases  involving  extraordinary  threats  to  na- 
tional security.  However,  the  CIA's  insist- 
ence on  those  exceptions  creates  unaccept- 
able risk  for  innocent  American  citizens  and 
does  violence  to  one  of  our  most  revered  con- 
stitutional principles. 

The  American  press'  clear  independence 
from  government  is  fundamental  to  a  truly 
free  society,  but  the  CIA's  rules  blur  those 
lines.  Journalists  can't  do  thefr  jobs  properly 
if  sources  have  reason  to  believe  that  they 
might  really  be  speaking  to  a  government 
agent. 

This  is  not  an  issue  that  concerns  only 
journalists.    Every   American    who    travels 
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abroad  is  endangered  by  the  CIA  policy. 
Business  executives.  Peace  Corps  workers 
and  ordinary  tourists  come  under  suspicion 
from  governments  and  groups  who  fear  the 
influence  of  American  intelligence.  Most 
such  fears  are  unfounded,  but  the  CIA  policy 
feeds  paranoia  in  other  countries. 

The  policy  is  a  vestige  of  the  Cold  War, 
when  government  routinely  recruited  jour- 
nalists and  other  citizens  for  Intelligence 
work.  Many  former  journalists  bear  respon- 
sibility for  willingly  participating  in  such 
schemes.  However,  representatives  of  na- 
tional press  organizations  are  now  unani- 
mous in  thefr  opposition  to  the  CIA's  policy. 

The  CIA  should  not  be  allowed  to  recruit 
journalists  for  spying  activity,  nor  should  it 
permit  agents  to  pose  as  journalists.  Period. 
Otherwise,  the  safety  of  American  citizens 
abroad  and  the  integrity  of  the  Constitution 
at  home  are  left  to  the  whim  of  the  CIA  di- 
rector and  his  deputy. 

[From  the  New  York  Times,  Mar.  21, 1996] 
Journalists  aren't  the  Only  Risky  C  J.A. 

(^VER 

Washington,  March  19, 19%. 
Re  "No  Press  Card  for  Spies"  (editorial,  March 
IS). 

To  The  Editor:  Do  you  think  it  wrong  if 
journalists  are  used  as  cover  by  the  Central 
Intelligence  Agency,  but  all  right  for  others 
to  have  integrity  and  lives  put  in  question? 

Members  of  the  clergy  and  Peace  Corps 
volunteers  were  also  singled  out  by  the 
Council  on  Foreign  Relations'  Intelligence 
Task  Force  project  director  as  potential  can- 
didates for  C.LA.  cover,  but  you  say  nothing 
in  their  defense. 

They  and  others— for  example,  human 
rights  monitors  and  relief  workers — work 
abroad  in  dangerous  areas. 

The  mere  suspicion  of  association  with  the 
C.I.A.  will  make  them  as  vulnerable  as  jour- 
nalists to  arrest  and  questioning  and,  much 
worse,  will  call  into  question  the  integrity  of 
the  institutions  they  represent. 

Not  a  few  members  of  the  Council  on  For- 
eign Relations,  myself  included,  were  deeply 
disturbed  by  the  task  force's  proposal.  Our 
concern  was  not  just  for  its  impact  on  jour- 
nalists. 

Roberta  Cohen. 

[Prom  the  New  York  Times,  Mar.  18, 1996] 
No  Press  Cards  for  Spies 

An  old  debate  has  been  needlessly  revived 
in  a  report  on  intelligence  sponsored  by  the 
Council  on  Foreign  Relations.  The  report, 
prepared  under  the  guidance  of  the  project's 
director,  Richard  Haass,  a  former  Govern- 
ment official,  calls  for  reviewing  "a  number 
of  legal  and  policy  constraints"  on  clandes- 
tine operations  dating  to  the  1970's.  Those 
constraints  chiefly  concern  the  use  of  spies 
posing  as  reporters  and  the  employment  of 
bona  fide  reporters  for  intelligence  missions. 
Both  practices  were  all  but  banned  then,  and 
should  be  prohibited  now. 

During  the  cold  war.  a  pattern  of  informal 
collaboration  developed  between  some  jour- 
nalists and  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency. 
Foreign  correspondents  and  C.I.A.  station 
chiefs  sometimes  swapped  Information  In 
1976,  a  Senate  committee  headed  by  Prank 
Church  learned  that  this  practice  had  gotten 
out  of  hand.  Fifty  journalists  at  various 
times  had  been  paid  by  the  C.LA.,  and  many 
more  were  used  as  "unwitting  sources." 

There  is  no  record  of  New  York  Times  cor- 
respondents having  financial  relationships 
wlUi  the  C.I-A,.,  and  the  newspaper,  along 
with  other  news  organizations,  has  taken 


steps  to  eliminate  the  kind  of  informal  infor- 
mation-sharing that  went  on  early  in  the 
cold  war. 

The  Church  committee  disclosure  caused  a 
justifiable  uproar,  resulting  in  a  statement 
by  George  Bush,  then  Director  of  Central  In- 
telligence, that  the  agency  would  not  enter 
into  any  paid  relationship  with  any  full-  or 
part-time  correspondent  accredited  to  a 
United  States  news  organization.  In  Novem- 
ber 1977,  his  successor,  Adm.  Stansfield 
Tiimer,  put  this  prohibition  in  writing.  The 
Turner  regulation  provided  that  the  C.I.A. 
would  not  employ  journalists  for  intelligence 
work  but  unwisely  said  exceptions  could  be 
made  with  the  specific  approval  of  the  C.I.A. 
director. 

Admiral  Turner  says  that  during  the  1980 
Iranian  crisis,  the  agency  considered  ma. king- 
such  an  exception  but  that  it  did  not  prove 
necessary.  No  waivers  have  been  approved  by 
the  current  Director,  according  to  the  C.I.A. 
There  is  no  Information  on  waivers  during 
the  intervening  years. 

The  prohibition  on  paying  accredited  jour- 
nalists for  intelligence  work  should  be  abso- 
lute. The  same  applies  to  Issuing  bogus  press 
credentials  to  a  covert  agent.  Such  a  firewall 
is  essential,  first  of  all,  to  protect  foreign 
correspondents,  whose  job  of  questioning  and 
probing  makes  them  especially  vulnerable  to 
arrest  by  hostile  regimes. 

But  more  broadly,  using  reporters  as 
agents  offends  and  confounds  the  principles 
of  American  democracy.  Under  constitu- 
tional protections,  the  press  is  the  chronicler 
of  and  check  on  government,  not  its  instru- 
ment. If  the  United  States  Government  does 
not  honor  that  distinction,  who  SLnjrwhere 
will  believe  that  it  really  exists? 

[From  the  Chicago  Tribune,  Mar.  11. 1996] 
Journalists  Cannot  Be  Used  as  Spies 

It  long  has  been  debated  whether  the  sec- 
ond-oldest profession  is  journalism  or  espio- 
nage, and  the  two  do  have  many  purposes  in 
common:  to  gather  great  heaps  of  informa- 
tion, often  in  hostile  environments  or  from 
antagonistic  sources;  to  synthesize  the  key 
elements  of  the  data;  to  present  the  informa- 
tion to  an  audience  that  relies  on  it  in  mak- 
ing critical  decisions. 

But  there  the  similarities  end.  Journalists 
file  their  reports  for  anybody  in  the  world 
willing  to  part  with  the  price  of  thefr  prod- 
uct, while  spies  practice  their  art  solely  in 
service  of  their  presidents  and  potentates. 

Journalists  are  held  to  high  standards  of 
professional  conduct;  only  in  the  movies  can 
a  reporter  build  a  reputation  on  stealing  doc- 
uments from  the  mayor's  desk,  seducing  a 
secretary  for  the  inside  corporate  dope  or 
I»uring  whiskey  down  a  nosy  building  super- 
intendent who  keeps  his  eye  to  the  keyhole. 
Contrast  that  to  the  world  of  espionage,  with 
its  vast  array  of  space-age  eavesdropping 
equipment  and  its  slush  funds  for  passing 
around  bribes,  buying  information  outright 
and  setting  up  honey  traps. 

Great  nations  have  legitimate  national  in- 
terests that  warrant  the  use  of  secret  serv- 
ices. And  the  citizens  of  great  nations  Uke 
the  United  States  have  the  constitutional 
right  to  a  Cree  press  that  serves  the  national 
interest  by  contributing  to  a  well-informed 
electorate. 

That's  why  recent  comments  by  John 
Deutch,  the  director  of  central  intelligence. 
are  so  worrisome.  In  testimony  before  Con- 
gress, Deutch  disclosed  that  the  CIA  retains 
the  right  to  solicit  U.S.  journalists  as  spies 
and  to  give  his  own  operatives  forged  press 
passes  to  pose  as  working  journalists  to  con- 
duct surreptitious  investigations  and  under- 
take covert  activities. 


Although  the  use  of  journalists,  clergy  and 
Peace  Corps  workers  as  spies  Is  banned  by 
federal  law,  Deutch  said  "unique  and  special 
threats  to  national  security"  might  make  it 
necessary  to  "consider  the  use  of  a  journalist 
in  an  intelligence  operation." 

Deutch  is  wrong  and  should  immediately 
announce  a  blanket  ban  on  using  journalists 
as  spies.  American  journalists  can  and 
should  serve  but  one  master:  the  American 
public.  Any  blurring  of  that  line  by  intel- 
ligence services  jeopardizes  the  lives  of  real 
journalists  and  their  ability  to  inform  thefr 
readers  and  viewers. 

Every  reporter  stopped  by  armed  thugs  at 
a  military  checkpoint  knows  the  inherent 
personal  danger  posed  by  Deutch's  announce- 
ment; citing  Deutch's  own  statements,  mad 
militiamen  will  feel  freer  to  interrogate.  In- 
carcerate— and  even  execute — bona  fide  re- 
porters with  the  verve  and  nerve  to  cover 
combat. 

Likewise,  inquisitive  reporters  who  are 
"invited  in  for  a  chat"  after  filing  accurate 
reports  on  a  dictatorial  regime  know  the 
first  question  asked  by  the  despot's  hench- 
men is:  "Who  is  your  CIA  master?" 

Journalists  can  and  do  swap  rumors,  fact 
and  analysis  with  intelligence  officers, 
whether  dining  In  a  Paris  bistro,  walking  in 
Gorky  Park  or  chatting  on  the  line  to  Lang- 
ley.  These  relationships  are  built  upon  trust 
and  a  shared  desire  to  get  the  best  informa- 
tion. 

That  is  a  far  cry  from  enlisting  journalists 
to  carry  out  CIA  jobs  or  by  passing  off  agen- 
cy operatives  as  working  backs.  Journalists 
cannot  be  used  as  spies. 

[From  the  Sacramento  Bee,  Mar.  8. 1996] 

Spy  Vs.  Spy,  Wrni  Journalists  in  the 

Middle 

(Anna  Husarska) 

My  nonassociation  with  the  CIA  started  12 
years  ago.  It  was  in  the  war-emptied  ghost 
town  of  Tenancingo,  El  Salvador,  that  I  was 
accused  of  being  a  CIA  spy  by  local  guerrillas 
who  I  visited  as  administrator  of  a  French 
humanitarian  mission. 

My  first  journalistic  nonassociation  with 
the  CIA  dates  from  Christmas  week  of  1991, 
which  I  spent  in  detention  in  C^ba.  mostly  in 
a  squalid  interrogation  room  where  I  was  re- 
peatedly asked  by  a  major  f^m  the  Interior 
ministry  why  I  wouldn't  simply  confess  to 
spying  for  the  CIA.  I  told  him  that  he  must 
be  crazy,  that  the  agency's  own  regulations 
had  forbidden  employing  or  posing  as  jour- 
nalists since  1977,  following  a  scandal  involv- 
ing CIA  use  of  reporters. 

I  repeated  the  same  arguments  in  1993. 
after  I  was  stopped  at  gunpoint  with  several 
other  hacks  in  Pale,  the  so-called  Bosnian 
Serb  capital.  We  were  all  accused  of  being  on 
a  spy  mission.  Earlier  that  year,  the  Haitian 
supporters  of  then-exiled  President  Jean- 
Bertrand  Aristlde  accused  me  of  being  on  the 
CIA  payroll;  I  told  them  that  the  opinion  ar- 
ticle that  so  infuriated  them  was  my  own 
idea. 

In  1994,  I  was  accused  of  being  a  C^IA  spy 
because,  with  two  other  journalists,  both 
Russian,  I  crossed  the  Abkhazia/Georgia  bor- 
der when  there  was  some  fighting  going  on. 
What  would  I  be  doing  there  if  not  spying  for 
the  CIA?  My  two  fellow  travelers  had  a  bot- 
tle of  vodka  and — there  is  no  limit  to  Rus- 
sian resourcefulness — an  open  can  of  sardines 
in  tomato  sauce  for  an  appetizer.  In  pouring 
rain,  we  carried  these  goodies  into  the 
checkpoint  and  suspicion  disappeared  with 
the  sardines. 

Then,  in  October  1995.  while  I  was  taking 
photographs  of  paramilitary  formations  in 
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Serbia  at  tbe  invitation  of  the  Serb  com- 
manders, the  press  secretary  of  a  local  war- 
lord accused  me  of  ^therin?  material  for 
tbe  CIA. 

Every  time,  I  countered  in  grood  faith  that 
the  CIA  did  not  employ  journalists,  nor  did 
it  have  spies  pretending  to  be  journalists.  So 
two  weeks  a^  when  I  heard  CIA  Director 
John  M.  Deatch  defend  a  long-standing:  pol- 
icy allowing  clandstine  officers,  under  "ex- 
traordinary circumstances,"  to  waive  regula- 
tions and  pose  as  reporters  or  to  use  report- 
ers as  informers.  I  felt  kind  of  outspooked. 

Henceforth,  I  will  not  be  able  to  laugh  off 
thugs,  warlords  and  police  officers  in  totali- 
tarian states  when  they  accuse  me  of  being  a 
CIA  spy.  Nor  can  I  be  confident  in  pointing 
out  my  two  non-U.S.  passports  and  protest- 
ing ttiat  I  have  no  loyalty  links  to  the 
United  States  and  even  less  with  the  CIA. 
The  Washington  Post  reported  that  whatever 
prohibitions  existed  against  recruiting  jour- 
nalists "have  never  applied  to  foreign  jour- 
nalists, whom  the  CIA  still  looks  to  recruit, 
according  to  sources  familiar  with  the  mat- 
ter." 

If  tbe  stain  of  suspicion  is  on  all  journal- 
ists, then  those  foreign  sources  (official  or 
not)  who  want  to  deny  access  to  media  will 
have  an  excuse  to  do  so.  And  the  truth  is, 
policy-makers  can  111  afford  to  lose  any  re- 
porting from  the  honest  news  media.  God 
forbid  they  should  have  to  depend  only  on 
what  the  spies  know. 

After  many  Interviews  with  Western  mili- 
tary and  civilian  intelligence  personnel  in 
Haiti  and  then  In  Bosnia,  I  realized  that  they 
often  pooh-pooh  journalism  as  unclassified 
information  not  worthy  of  their  attention. 
In  Haiti,  for  Instance,  the  press  reiwrted  con- 
sistently that  the  paramilitary  organlaztion 
called  FRAPH  were  murderous  thugs,  a  di- 
rect heir  to  the  feared  Tontons  Macoutes. 
The  CIA  maintained  that  they  were  just  an- 
other political  party,  and  told  that  to  the 
U.S.  forces  arriving  there  as  peacekeepers  in 
19d4.  As  a  result,  the  Americans  saw  no  need 
to  neutralize  FRAPH,  tainting  their  demo- 
cratic image  with  the  locals. 

I  was  not  too  surprised  either  when  a  U.S. 
Marine  intelligence  captain  and  a  civilian  in- 
telligence expert  ffom  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment with  whom  I  flew  from  Tuzla  to  Sara- 
jevo in  February  assured  me  that  the  shuttle 
that  they  were  toking  at)m  the  airport 
would  be  stopping  "right  In  front  of  the 
Hotel  Serbia"  in  central  Sarajevo.  Now.  to 
have  a  Hotel  Serbia  In  the  cer*  ?r  of  Sarajevo 
these  days  Is  about  as  like..'  as  a  Hotel 
Hanoi  in  Saigon  In  1972.  Stupidity  is  the 
most  charitable  Interpretation  on  these 
large  and  small  idiocies. 

One  can  only  hope  that  the  intelligence 
community  will  make  an  intelligent  decision 
and  start  using  journalists'  work,  not  their 
identities. 

[From  the  Baltimore  Sun,  Mar.  5. 1996] 
One  Boundary  Too  Dangerous  for  the 
Press  TO  Cross 
(By  Clarence  Page) 
Washington— I  was  appalled  to  discover  the 
Central  Intelligence  Agency  can  secretly  re- 
cruit journalists  and  clergy  as  spies.  People 
all  over  the  planet  already  have  enough  rea- 
sons to  hate  OS  journalists.  Why  add  another 
one? 

Too  many  people  have  too  hard  of  a  time 
telling  the  difference  between  journalists 
and  spies  as  it  is:  our  jobs  are  so  similar. 

Both  are  assigned  to  get  information  the 
government  or  the  organization  that  is  being 
reported  on  or  spied  on  doesn't  want  them  to 
know. 


Of  course,  there  are  significant  differences. 
The  sort  of  information  that  can  get  you  a 
Pulitzer  Prize  in  this  country  can  get  you 
shot  in  someone  else's.  That  is  why.  If  we  are 
to  spread  the  blessings  of  liberty  with  any 
success,  we  must  be  scrupulous  in  the  way 
we  distinguish  independent  journalists  from 
government  employers. 

That's  not  an  easy  distinction  for  much  of 
the  world  to  grasp.  Freedom  of  the  press, 
like  brokered  political  conventions  or  the 
designated  hitter,  is  a  concept  that  is  not 
easily  understood  by  those  who  did  not  grow 
up  with  it. 

Consider  the  difficulty  I  had  trying  to  ex- 
plain my  role  to  some  university  intellec- 
tuals in  Tanzania  while  I  was  traveling 
around  Africa  as  a  reporter  for  the  Chicago 
Tribune  in  the  mid-1970s. 

"Is  your  newspaper  a  government  news- 
paper or  a  party  newspaper?"  one  professor 
asked.  He  appeared  to  be  genuinely  curious. 
Neither.  I  said.   It  Is  a  big  independent 
newspaper. 

"Big?"  said  the  other.  "It  is  a  government 
newspaper?" 
No,  I  said.  It  is  a  big  private  newspaper. 
"But  what  party  publishes  it?" 
Parties  don't  publish  major  newspapers  in 
America.  In  America,  I  explained,  quoting 
A.J.  Liebling,  the  press  is  ft-ee  to  whoever 
owns  one. 

"But  what  party  do  the  owners  of  your 
newspaper  belong  to."  one  said. 

That's  not  supposed  to  matter.  I  said.  The 
only  bias  that  is  supposed  to  matter  is  the 
bias  in  favor  of  a  good  story. 

They  looked  at  me  Incredulously.  I  have 
grown  accustomed  to  that  look  ftom  Ameri- 
cans. How.  I  wondered,  could  I  ever  persuade 
Tanzanians  that  America's  press  was  not  be- 
holden to  some  higher  political  power  when 
I  could  not  always  persuade  my  fellow  Amer- 
icans? 

After  all.  I  already  had  become  accustomed 
to  assuming  that  any  "journalist"  was  a  spy 
(and.  at  the  same  time,  an  unofficial  govern- 
ment spokesperson)  if  he  or  she  carried  cre- 
dentials tTom  the  Soviet  Union,  mainland 
China  or  any  similar  totalitarian  regime. 
Rare  exceptions. 

Regulations  passed  in  1977  in  the  wake  of 
Watergate  prohibit  the  practice  of  using 
journalists  as  spies  for  the  United  States. 
But  current  CIA  Director  John  M.  Deutch  re- 
vealed a  loophole  during  recent  Senate  hear- 
ings. That  loophole  allows  the  CIA  to  se- 
cretly waive  the  regulations  in  "extraor- 
dinarily rate"  circumstances  and  use  jour- 
nalistic or  media  cover  for  intelligence  ac- 
tivities. 

It's  a  terrible  Idea.  Even  with  Senate  over- 
sight, the  practice  of  recruiting  journalists 
or  clergy  casts  a  dangerous  shadow  of  sus- 
picion over  all  American  journalists  who  op- 
erate overseas. 

Yet.  Mr.  Deutch  defended  the  practice. 
Since  1977.  he  said,  according  to  the  Associ- 
ated Press,  the  agency  has  been  operating 
under  rules  that  "will  not  use  journalists  ex- 
cept under — American  journalists — except 
under  very,  very  rare  circumstances." 

How.  asked  Sen.  Arlen  Specter.  B^Pa.. 
chairman  of  the  Senate  intelligence  Com- 
mittee, would  he  define  those  "rare  cir- 
cumstances?" 

Mr.  Deutch  offered  two  hypothetical  exam- 
ples: "One  would  be  where  you  had  a  journal- 
ist involved  in  a  situation  where  terrorists 
were  holding  U.S.  hostages  .  .  .  journalists 
might  have  tremendously  unique  access  in 
such  a  situation  ...  or  where  there  was  a 
particular  access  to  a  nation  or  a  grroup  who 
had  an  ability  to  use  weapons  of  mass  de- 
struction against  the  U.S." 


Well,  you  have  to  wonder  how  much  access 
journalists  will  have,  once  outlaw  govern- 
ments or  terrorist  groups  get  the  idea  that 
the  journalist  may  very  well  be  an  Informant 
for  an  agency  that  has  undermined  govern- 
ments throughout  the  world. 

Amett's  example 

Let  us  not  forget  CNN's  Peter  Amett.  who 
reported  live  daily  trom  Baghdad  during  the 
Persian  Gulf  war.  Despite  the  worry  warts 
back  home  who  criticized  Mr.  Amett  every 
time  he  reported  the  Baghdad's  government 
point  of  view.  Pentagon  officials  said  after- 
ward that  Mr.  Amett's  live  pictures  actually 
helped  Defense  Department  assess  the  effec- 
tiveness of  their  bombing. 

That's  how  it  is  supposed  to  work. 

In  the  course  of  doing  their  job,  journalists 
can  help  the  efforts  of  their  host  govern- 
ment, but  that  is  not  their  primary  purpose. 

Some  people  have  trouble  telling  the  dif- 
ference between  spies  and  reporters.  But 
there  is  a  difference.  Let's  not  fuzz  it  up. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MURTHA  TO  THE 
AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  RICHARDSON 

Mr.  MURTHA.  Mr.  Chairma.n,  I  offer 
an  amendment  to  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Murtha  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Richardson: 

In  the  matter  proposed  to  be  added  by  tbe 
amendment— 

(1)  strike  "An  clement  of  and  Insert  "(a) 
Policy.— It  is  the  policy  of  the  United  States 
that  an  element  of;  and 

(2)  add  at  the  end  the  following: 

(b)  Waiver.- The  President  may  waive  sub- 
section (a)  in  the  case  of  an  individual  if  the 
President  certifies  in  writing  that  the  waiver 
is  necessary  to  address  the  overriding  na- 
tional security  interest  of  the  United  States. 
The  certification  shall  be  made  to  the  Per- 
manent Select  Committee  on  Intelligence  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  of  the  Senate. 

(c)  Voluntary  Cooperation.— Subsection 
(a)  shall  not  be  construed  to  prohibit  the  vol- 
untary cooperation  of  any  person  who  is 
aware  that  the  cooperation  is  being  provided 
to  an  element  of  the  United  States  Intel- 
ligence Community. 

Mr.  MURTHA  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  to  the 
amendment  be  considered  as  read  and 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MURTHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  what  I 
am  doing  here  is  tiylng  to  make  sure 
that  in  extreme,  rare  circumstances 
the  President  could  waive  the  rules  or 
waive  the  law  so  that  a  journalist  in 
acts  of  terrorism  or  something  like 
that  would  be  able  to  allow  a  journalist 
to  be  used  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
country.  It  is  a  remote  possibility.  The 
DCI  does  not  want  to  completely  fore- 
close the  option,  if  the  national  secu- 
rity interest  cannot  be  furthered  in 
any  other  way. 

I  just  think  this  is  what  we  need  in 
order  to  be  able  to  pursue  this  amend- 
ment. There  is  widespread  support  for 
the  amendment,  but  I  think  we  need  a 
clause  which  would  allow  the  President 
of  the  United  States  to  decide  that 
something  like  this  can  be  used  in  the 
best  Interest  of  the  country. 
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Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MURTHA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  be  prepared  to  accept  this 
amendment.  I  think  this  is  important. 
It  is  the  President  that  we  are  giving 
this  waiver  to,  not  the  DCI.  The  Presi- 
dent would  have  to  notify  the  commit- 
tees of  the  Congress  of  such  an  action. 
It  is  under  the  most  extreme  of  all  cir- 
cumstances. I  suspect  that  we  want  to 
preserve  that  ultimate  option.  I  think 
it  is  important  that,  in  accepting  this 
amendment,  we  approve  my  amend- 
ment, which  basically  states  the  policy 
of  the  intelligence  community  not  to 
recruit  journalists  as  spies. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MURTHA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
say  I  strongly  support  the  Murtha 
amendment  to  the  Richardson  amend- 
ment. I  think  it  was  carefully  crafted. 
It  makes  clear  that  a  voluntary  effort 
could  be  undertaken.  In  addition,  a 
journalist  could  be  used  only  if  the 
President  certifies  to  Congress  as  to 
why  it  is  necessary  to  do  so.  I  think  it 
gives  us  a  very  good  safeguard.  I  think 
it  is  a  good  compromise,  and  I  applaud 
the  gentleman  from  New  Mexico  for  ac- 
cepting the  Murtha  amendment. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MURTHA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ap- 
preciate the  gentleman  yielding  to  me. 
I  rise  in  strong  support  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania's  amend- 
ment. I  completely  understand  the  con- 
cerns of  the  gentleman  from  New  Mex- 
ico in  offering  the  amendment.  I  would 
like  to  insert  in  the  Record  a  letter 
addressed  to  me  as  chairman  of  the 
committee  from  the  Director  of  Cen- 
tral Intelligence  outlining  his  concerns 
but  indicating  the  fact  that  he  would 
have  no  intention  of  using  anyone 
within  the  media  but  wanting  to  pro- 
tect the  right  and  in  dire  cir- 
cumstances or  extreme  circumstances, 
particularly  as  the  case  may  affect  the 
ability  to  save  lives,  that  they  would 
like  the  option.  The  amendment  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  does  pre- 
serve that  right.  I  do  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  it. 

I  include  for  the  Record  the  letter  to 
which  I  referred: 

Central  Intelugence  Agency. 

Washington.  DC  21  May  1996. 
Hon.  Larry  Combest. 

Chairman,  Permanent  Select  Committee  on  In- 
telligence, House  of  Representatives,  Wash- 
ington, DC. 
Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  I  write  to  express  op- 
position to  an  amendment  to  be  offered  by 
Mr.  Richardson  of  New  Mexico  to  H.R  3259, 
tbe  Intelligence  Authorization  act  for  Fiscal 
Year    1997.    Mr.    Richardson's    amendment 
seeks  to  prohibit  any  use  of  a  U.S.  journalist 


or  U.S.  journalistic  organization  for  intel- 
ligence collection. 

I  empathize  with  the  sentiment  behind  the 
amendment.  My  i)ersonal  view  as  well  as  the 
official  policy  of  the  Central  Intelligence 
Agency  is  that  we  should  not  use  American 
journalists  as  agents  or  American  news  orga- 
nizations for  cover.  As  Director  of  Central 
Intelligence.  I  have  no  intention  of  doing  ei- 
ther. 

As  Director  of  Central  Intelligence,  how- 
ever. I  am  also  wary  of  categorically  ruling 
out  means  to  collect  intelligence  that  might, 
under  extraordinary  circumstances,  make 
the  difference  in  saving  American  lives.  That 
is  why  CIA  policy  for  the  past  twenty  years 
has  reserved  the  right  to  make  rare  excep- 
tions to  that  policy.  I  have  not  encountered 
any  set  of  circumstances  that  would  lead  me 
to  consider  that  possibility  during  my  serv- 
ice, but  I  do  not  believe  that  we  should  for- 
ever foreclose  my  or  my  successor's  future 
consideration  of  such  a  course. 

1  join  all  Americans  in  my  respect  for  the 
independence  and  credibility  of  our  press. 
When  I  recently  reviewed  CIA's  policy  on  in- 
telligence use  of  American  journalists  at  the 
direction  of  Congress.  I  put  into  place  very 
stringent  guidelines  that  prohibit  any  intel- 
ligence use  of  American  journalists  except 
under  the  most  extraordinary  circumstances. 
I  found  that  I  was  unable  to  assure  the  Presi- 
dent or  the  Congress  that  it  would  never  be 
essential  to  ask  the  assistance  of  a  journalist 
to  discover  secret  information  of  supreme 
importance  to  the  security  of  this  country  or 
its  citizens.  Unfortunately.  I  can  envision 
circumstances  where  such  cooperation  might 
mean  the  difference  between  life  and  death, 
possibly  In  a  terrorist  situation  involving  a 
threat  to  many  Americans.  That  is  why  I  am 
compelled  to  oppose  the  Richardson  amend- 
ment as  an  unnecessary  and  overly  restric- 
tive limitation  on  intelligence  activity. 

I  urge  the  Committee  to  provide  me  an  op- 
portunity to  explain  in  closed  session  the 
new  guidelines  I  have  adopted  and  I  urge  the 
House  to  reject  the  Richardson  amendment. 

An  original  of  this  letter  is  also  being  sent 
to  Ranking  Minority  member  Dicks. 
Sincerely. 

John  Deutch. 
Director  of  Central  Intelligence. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Mur- 
tha] to  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Rich- 
ardson]. 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Richard- 
son] as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  aimounced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote,  and,  pending 
that.  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  further  proceedings  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Richardson],  as 
amended,  will  be  postponed. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 

parliamentary  inquiry 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Does  the  gentleman  have 
to  restate  his  request  for  a  recorded 
vote  at  a  later  time,  or  is  it  going  to  be 
an  automatic  recorded  vote? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  request  for  a 
recorded  vote  will  be  pending  at  that 
time.  The  vote  is  not  automatically  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  the  bill? 

amendment  offered  by  MR.  SANDERS 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Sanders:  At 
the  end  of  title  L  add  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

SEC  105.  LDHTATION  ON  AMOUNTS  AUTHORnZD 
TO  BE  APPROPRIATED. 

(a)  Limitation.— Except  as  provided  in  sub- 
section (b).  notwithstanding  the  total 
amount  of  the  individual  authorizations  of 
appropriations  contained  in  this  Act.  includ- 
ing the  amounts  specified  in  the  classified 
Schedule  of  Authorizations  referred  to  in 
section  102.  there  is  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated for  fiscal  year  1997  to  carry  out  this 
Act  not  more  than  90  percent  of  the  total 
amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by  the 
Intelligence  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  1996. 

(b)  Exception.— Subsection  (a)  does  not 
apply  to  amounts  authorized  to  be  ai>i>ro- 
priated  for  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency 
Retirement  and  Disability  Fund  by  section 
201. 

Mr.  SANDERS  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  (niAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Vermont? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SAI>IDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  is  simple.  It  is  straight- 
forward and,  in  £Eu:t,  it  should  be  sup- 
ported by  every  Member  of  this  House, 
especially  those  who  are  concerned 
about  our  national  debt  and  the  deficit 
situation. 

This  amendment  is  about  honesty.  It 
is  about  consistency,  and  it  is  about 
national  priorities.  It  is  about  whether 
the  Members  of  this  body,  many  of 
whom  have  voted  to  cut  programs 
which  will  be  very  negative,  which  will 
have  a  lot  of  pain,  cause  a  lot  of  pain 
for  some  of  the  weakest  and  most  vul- 
nerable people  in  this  country,  pro- 
grams for  our  kids,  programs  for  our 
senior  citizens,  programs  for  our  young 
people,  whether  the  Members  who  have 
voted  to  cut  those  programs  now  have 
the  courage  to  take  on  the  very  power- 
ful intelligence  community  and  to  say 
that  with  a  S5  trillion  national  debt,  we 
should  not  be  increasing  funding  for  in- 
telligence when  we  cut  back  on  so 
many  programs  that  tens  of  millions  of 
Americans  depend  upon. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  cuts 
the  intelligence  budget  by  10  percent 
from   the  level   authorized  for  fiscal 
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yeax  1996,  and  that  is  approximately  a 
$3  billion  cut. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  three  basic 
reasons  why  this  amendment  should  be 
supported. 

First,  major  sections  of  the  intel- 
ligrence  commvmity  are  fiscally  irre- 
sponsible and  need  to  be  held  account- 
able for  their  hugely  inaccurate  reports 
to  Congress  and  for  their  wasteful  hab- 
its. 

Second,  like  every  other  agency  of 
Government,  the  intelligence  commu- 
nity must  bear  its  burden  in  balancing 
the  budget.  We  cannot  say  to  pregnant 
women,  we  do  not  have  the  funds  to 
provide  health  insurance  for  you,  we 
cannot  say  to  senior  citizens,  we  do  not 
have  the  money  to  make  sure  you  get 
your  prescription  drugs,  we  cannot  say 
to  young  working-class  families,  we  do 
not  have  the  money  to  make  sure  that 
your  kids  can  go  to  college,  we  do  not 
have  the  money  to  adequately  fund 
Medicaid  or  Medicare,  but,  yes,  we 
have  more  than  enough  money  to  put 
into  the  intelligence  agencies  despite 
the  fact  that  the  cold  war  has  ended. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  read  for  my 
colleagues  an  article  that  appeared  in 
the  May  16  New  York  Times.  I  am 
going  to  read  this  slowly,  because  I 
want  the  Members  to  appreciate  what 
we  are  talking  about  today  and  why  it 
is  totally  irresponsible  for  any  Member 
to  be  talking  about  a  4.9  increase  in 
funding. 

Let  me  quote  for  the  article:  "In  a 
complete  collapse  of  accountability, 
the  government  agency  that  builds  spy 
satellites  accimiulated  about  $4  billion 
in  uncounted  secret  money,  nearly 
twice  the  amount  previously  reported 
to  Congress,  intelligence  officials  ac- 
knowledge today." 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  repeat  what  was 
in  the  New  York  Times  so  that  every 
Member  understands  what  this  debate 
is  about.  I  quote  from  the  New  York 
Times;  "In  a  complete  coUapse  of  ac- 
countability, the  government  agency 
that  builds  spy  satellites  accumulated 
about  S4  billion  in  uncounted  secret 
money,  nearly  twice  the  amount  pre- 
viously reported  to  Congress." 

Let  me  continue  trom  the  New  York 
Times:  "The  agency,  the  highly  secre- 
tive national  reconnaissance  office, 
said  last  year  that  the  surplus  money 
totaled  no  more  than  about  $1  billion. 
Congressional  intelligence  overseers  in 
December  said  the  amount  was  about 
S2  billion.  They  were  misinformed.  The 
secret  agency  was  unaware  until  very 
recently  exactly  how  much  money  it 
had  accumulated  in  its  classified  com- 
partments." 

Listen  to  this,  to  put  the  $4  billion  in 
perspective,  still  quoting  New  York 
Times,  "what  the  national  reconnais- 
sance office  did  was  to  lose  track  of  a 
sum  roughly  equal  to  the  annual  budg- 
ets for  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investiga- 
tion and  the  State  Department  com- 
bined." 


Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SANDERS.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  support  the  gentleman, 
but  I  begin  to  get  second  thoughts  be- 
cause maybe  we  have  found  a  way  to 
really  cut  the  deficit.  This  hidden 
money  that  we  lost  track  of  started 
out  at  a  billion.  Then  within  a  couple 
of  months  it  was  $2  billion.  Now  it  is  $4 
billion.  There  is  not  revenue  source  in 
the  Federal  Grovemment  growing  at  so 
rapid  a  rate.  Maybe  we  ought  to  leave 
these  people  alone,  because  at  the  rate 
these  people  salt  away  money  and  have 
it  increase,  pretty  soon  we  will  get  rid 
of  the  deficit. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen- 
tleman firom  Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders] 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Sanders 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
continue  reading  from  the  New  York 
Times: 

John  Nelson,  appointed  last  year  as  the  re- 
connaissance office  top  financial  managrer 
and  given  the  task  of  cleaning:  up  the  prob- 
lem, said  in  an  interview  published  today  in 
a  special  edition  of  Defense  Week  that  the 
secret  agency  had  undergone,  quoting  fixim 
Mr.  Nelson,  fundamental  financial  melt- 
down. 

The  article  continues: 

The  financial  incompetence  of  the  recon- 
naissance office  meant  that  one  of  the  Na- 
tion's biggest  intelligence  agencies  mis- 
informed Congress,  the  director  of  the  Cen- 
tral Intelligence  Agency  and  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  about  how  much  money  It  had. 

Continuing  the  New  York  Times: 
The  agency's  secrecy  made  congressional 
oversight  next  to  impossible,  intelligence  of- 
ficials said.  Thus  the  congressional  intel- 
ligence committees  kept  appropriating 
money  for  the  secret  agency  unaware  that  it 
was  building  up  a  surplus  of  billions  of  dol- 
lars. 

End  of  quote  from  the  New  York 
Times. 

Mr.  Chairman,  how  are  we  going  to 
have  credibility  with  the  American 
people  when  we  say  to  hungry  kids,  we 
have  got  to  cut  back  on  nutrition  pro- 
grams, when  we  say  to  homeless  peo- 
ple, there  is  not  enough  money  avail- 
able for  affordable  housing,  when  we 
say  to  elderly  people,  the  Congress  can- 
not help  you  pay  for  the  prescription 
drugs  you  desperately  need,  when  we 
say  there  is  not  enough  money  for  edu- 
cation and  have  got  to  cut  back  and 
then,  after  this  horrendous  financial  ir- 
responsibility on  the  part  of  an  intel- 
ligence community,  we  say,  hey,  no 
problem,  you  need  more  money,  we  are 
there  to  help  you  out. 

This  is  wrong.  This  is  not  what  defi- 
cit reduction  is  about.  This  is  a  horren- 
dous sense  of  national  priorities. 

For  all  of  those  Members  who  have 
been  cutting,  cutting,  cutting,  who 
have  been  coming  up  here  every  day 


talking  about  the  national  debt,  I  ask 
you  to  support  my  amendment,  a  10- 
percent  cut  in  the  intelligence  budget. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  While  I  disagree 
strongly  with  the  amendment  of  the 
gentleman  fi-om  Vermont,  I  do  respect 
his  interest  and  his  position  and  his  te- 
nacity in  his  annual  concern  about  the 
spending  of  intelligence.  Unfortu- 
nately, it  is  difficult  to  discuss  all  of 
the  aspects  of  the  bill.  Let  me  just 
make  some  general  comments. 

□  1200 

The  gentleman  mentioned  that  there 
are  tens  of  millions  of  people,  Ameri- 
cans, dependent  upon  other  programs 
which  are  not  sufficiently  funded.  I 
would  agree  with  that.  I  would  contend 
that  every  American  depends  upon  and 
receives  equally  the  positive  results  of 
a  strong  national  defense,  which  a  vital 
part  of  that  is  intelligence  and  the 
ability  to  determine  intentions  of 
other  countries,  particularly  as  we 
enter  into  wartime  situations.  The  re- 
duction of  our  capabilities  abroad  in 
the  areas  of  defense,  I  think,  heighten 
the  magnification  of  the  need  for 
strong  intelligence  to  make  for  certain 
we  do  not  send  Americans  into  harm's 
way.  That  is  on  the  international  front. 

On  the  domestic  front,  concerns  of 
terrorism,  concerns  of  narcotics,  con- 
cerns of  crime  are  also  very  important 
to  the  American  people,  and  the  abili- 
ties of  intelligence  organizations  to 
counter  and  to  be  aware  of  intentions 
many  times  go  unnoticed,  unheralded 
and,  most  of  the  time,  unspoken  be- 
cause we  simply  cannot  discuss  them. 

I  share  the  gentleman's  concern  on 
the  primary  subject  that  he  mentioned, 
and  that  was  the  carry-forward  ac- 
count in  the  NRO,  and  he  is  correct  in 
the  $4  billion  figure  that  was  recently 
announced  by  the  newly  appointed  fi- 
nancial manager  of  the  NRO  who  was 
brought  in  after  the  carry-forward  ac- 
count was  discovered.  Some  have  ac- 
cused the  majority  in  this  year's  au- 
thorization bill  of  micromanaging  the 
NRO,  and  the  NRP,  National  Recon- 
naissance Program. 

I  made  a  commitment  to  the  mem- 
bers of  this  committee  that  the  com- 
mittee that  was  brought  under  task  in 
the  New  York  Times  editorial  of  last 
year  when  the  NRO  accoimt,  carried- 
forward  account,  was  first  mentioned, 
and  the  committees  of  Congress  with 
oversight  were  chastised  for  inadequate 
oversight  that,  as  long  as  I  had  the  lux- 
ury and  the  ability  to  serve  as  chair- 
man of  this  committee,  I  would  make 
every  effort  that  I  would  not  subject 
the  committee  to  that  t3rpe  of  criti- 
cism in  the  future,  and  it  is  with  great 
interest  and  looking  at  all  of  the  pro- 
grams of  the  NRO  that  the  mark  that 
we  have  brought  to  the  committee  in 
our  authorization  bill  this  year  is  being 
questioned  by  so  many  people. 
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We  want  to  be  able  to  assure,  those  of 
us  who  have  been  given  the  ability  to 
serve  on  this  committee  and  basically 
have  to  ask  Members  of  the  Congress 
to  trust  us,  that  we  are  scrutinizing 
the  expenditures  of  those  funds,  and 
while  I  do  not  agree  that  the  account- 
ing was  done  well  at  all,  and  in  fact  I 
think  it  was  shoddy  at  best,  that  those 
moneys  were  appropriated  and  ex- 
pended for,  authorized  and  appro- 
priated for,  programs  over  the  years  of 
which  the  expenditure  did  not  need  to 
take  place  because  the  programs  that 
they  were  to  replace  in  our  architec- 
ture had  worked  so  well. 

There  was  not  a  loss  of  the  funds, 
there  was  not  a  squandering  of  the 
funds.  We  are  continuing  to  demand  an 
actual  and  exact  accounting  of  those 
funds  and  the  purposes  for  which  they 
were  initially  authorized  and  appro- 
priated, not  money  which  was  wasted. 
It  is  not  money  which  was  wasted,  it  is 
money  which  I  will  be  the  first  to 
admit  was  done  very  shoddily  in  re- 
porting to  Congress,  even  to  the  direc- 
tor of  Central  Intelligence,  that  those 
funds  existed. 

We  do  not  intend  to  allow  that  to 
happen  again  and  are  very  concerned 
about  that. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  COMBEST] 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  COMBEST 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COMBEST.  I  j^eld  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  for  yielding,  I  thank  him  for  his 
graciousness  with  which  he  is  manag- 
ing this  debate,  but  I  do  have  concern 
about  the  $4  billion.  My  question  is: 

When  we  discovered  that  there  was  $4 
billion  that  was  unspent  because,  as  he 
said,  it  turned  out  that  they  did  not 
need  to  spend  it,  did  we  recapture  that 
for  the  U.S.  Treasury  and  use  it  to  re- 
duce the  deficit? 

My  problem  is  that  my  information 
is,  no,  the  people  who  in  fact  were  re- 
sponsible for  the  overspending  and  no 
accounting  essentially  were  allowed  to 
spend  it  for  other  purposes  or  give  it  to 
the  Defense  Department,  which  means 
they  have  been  given  them  zero  incen- 
tive not  to  do  this  again.  And  if,  in 
fact,  it  was  unneeded  spending,  why  did 
we  not  recapture  it  and  apply  it  to  re- 
ducing the  deficit? 

Mr.  COMBEST.  The  gentleman  does 
make  a  point,  and  he  is  correct  in  the 
fact  that  it  was  not  taken  and  it  was 
not  used  toward  the  deficit. 

Let  me  mention  to  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  the  S4  billion  only 
is  recently.  We  are  still  looking  to  find 
the  fact  amount. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Is 
there  more?  Maybe  can  we  hope? 


Mr.  COMBEST.  Well,  hopefully  not, 
but  it  did  begin  at  1,  and,  as  we  know, 
went  to  2.  The  conmilttee  has  been 
kept  informed  of  this,  of  the  additional 
amounts  that  continue  to  be  uncov- 
ered, but  of  the  amount  last  year,  over 
$2  billion  has  been  taken.  Some  of  that 
was  taken  by  other  committees.  Some 
of  it  was  taken  by  the  Director  of  Cen- 
tral Intelligence  and  expended  for 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  If  the 
gentleman  will  yield.  How  much?  Of 
the  S2  billion  that  he  saved  and  did  not 
spend,  or  his  predecessor,  how  much  of 
a  reward  did  he  get  of  that  to  spend  on 
other  things? 

Mr.  COMBEST.  I  guess  the  reward 
was  the  fact  that  there  was  no  punitive 
action  taken.  But  we  have  taken  $400 
million  out  of  the  account,  more  than 
we  had  in  our  authorized  bill.  We  are 
below  some  $4(X)  million  below  the  au- 
thorization from,  $800  million  below 
the  authorization  for  1996. 

I  do  not  want  to  make  light  of,  and  I 
do  not  make  light  of,  the  concerns  that 
are  raised.  I  will  assure  the  gentleman 
that  the  committee  shares  those  con- 
cerns. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  COMBEST] 
has  again  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Combest 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  jrield? 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Let  me  just  finish 
this,  and  I  will  be  happy  to  sneld. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  committee  is  ex- 
tremely concerned  about  the  account- 
ability because  of  all  those  good  things 
that  are  there  that  do  happen.  It  is  this 
type  of  problem  that  arises  that  obvi- 
ously makes,  stretches  the  credibility 
of  many  of  these  agencies  of  Govern- 
ment. 

I  would  only  want  to  try  to  assure 
the  gentleman  that  we  are  looking  at 
this  very  carefully,  very  closely,  and 
we  intend  for  there  to  be  complete  and 
thorough  accountability. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  shield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Vermont  [Mr.  SANDERS]. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ap- 
preciate the  difficulty  of  the  gentle- 
man's job  as  chairman  of  the  conimit- 
tee,  but  let  me  ask  the  gentleman  this: 

To  put  S4  billion  into  perspective 
that  the  National  Reconnaissance  Of- 
fice, quote  unquote,  lost  track  of,  I 
would  mention  to  my  friend  I  know  he 
is  firom  Texas  and  it  is  a  little  bit  big- 
ger State  than  Vermont;  our  entire  an- 
nual budget  for  the  State  of  Vermont 
for  1  year  is  $1.5  billion.  In  other  words, 
they  lost  track  of  an  amount  of  money 
equivalent  to  3  years  of  the  budget  of 
the  State  of  Vermont. 

Last  year,  I  was  on  the  fioor  of  the 
House,  the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts [Mr.  Frank]  was  on  the  fioor  of 
the  House,  other  Members,  and  we  op- 
posed an  increase  in  the  intelligence 
budget.  We  were  concerned  about  ex- 


actly what  we  are  talking  about  today, 
and  we  were  told,  "No  problem.  They 
need  every  dime." 

Somehow  or  other  they  lost  S4  bil- 
lion, and  I  would  suggest  that  the  prob- 
lem that  I  have  with  my  friend's  argu- 
ment is  that  I  fear  next  year  we  are 
going  to  be  in  the  same  position  again. 

When  some  agency  is  so  irrespon- 
sible, I  think  we  have  got  to  say 
enough  is  enough. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  un- 
derstand the  gentleman's  concern.  Let 
me  say  first  of  all  it  was  not  lost.  The 
money  is  there  and  accounted  for. 
These  were  programs  that  were  author- 
ized and  appropriated  and  programs  for 
which  commitments  have  been  made, 
and  I  would  just  simply  say  to  the  gen- 
tleman, in  comparing  vtith  the  State  of 
Vermont's  budget,  fortunately  the 
State  of  Vermont  does  not  have  to  fund 
national  defense  for  all  Americans. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  try  to  see  if 
I  can  provide  some  clarification. 

On  most  of  the  major  weapons  sy^ 
terns  that  we  fund  in  the  Defense  De- 
partment, like  an  aircraft  carrier  or 
the  F-22,  which  is  still  an  R&D  pro- 
gram, we  authorize  all  of  the  budget 
authority  at  one  time.  Therefore  we 
have  each  year  tremendous  amounts  of 
unobligated  funds  for  those  programs. 
If  we  looked  at  the  Department  of  De- 
fense, we  would  see  there  are  a  lot  of 
unobligated  funds. 

In  this  area  there  was  adopted  a  pro- 
cedure when  George  McMahon  was 
chairman  of  the  Comnuttee  on  Appro- 
priations. There  was  a  concern  that  at 
the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  if  Congress 
did  not  pass  the  budget,  that  some  of 
these  programs  would  be  adversely  af- 
fected. 

These  are  the  crown  jewels  of  our  na- 
tional technical  means.  We  have  a  se- 
ries of  satellite  iH'ograms  that  are 
funded  on  an  incremental  basis.  One  of 
the  things  we  do  not  want  to  do  is  have 
them  do  what  some  agencies  do,  and 
that  is  rush  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal 
year  to  spend  all  the  money.  We  have 
somewhere  between  7  and  12  programs 
that  have  had  various  levels  of  unspent 
funds  which  added  up  to  this  total. 

We  have  no  evidence  whatsoever  that 
any  of  this  money  was  wrongly  spent. 
The  money  would  have  ultimately  been 
spent  for  each  of  these  programs.  The 
mistake  of  the  NRO  was  not  keeping 
Congress  properly  informed  about  the 
total  of  those  carryforward  funds.  That 
is  what  we  objected  to,  and  we  were 
very  upset  about  it.  The  Director  of 
Central  Intelligence,  Mr.  Deutsch,  was 
very  upset  about  it.  He  has  taken  steps 
to  appoint  a  chief  financial  officer  to 
get  these  accounts  in  order. 

The  money  is  no  longer  there,  I  want 
to  point  out  to  my  colleagues.  Some  of 
it  was  used  in  Bosnia,  some  of  it  was 
used  for  other  defense  purposes,  the  ad- 
ministration took  part  of  it  in  terms  of 
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their  budsret  request.  So  that  balance 
has  been  reduced  to  a  much  smaller 
level,  and  again  there  is  some  manage- 
ment reason  to  have  modest  reserves  in 
each  of  these  line  items. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  just  also  mention  that  in 
the  authorization  of  last  year  our  com- 
mittee, and  I  am  sorry  in  the  con- 
ference report,  which  finally  became 
the  law,  this  committee  and  the  Senate 
Intelligence  Committee  put  a  limit  of 
1-month  carryforward  money  so  that 
those  could  be  substantial  so  that  we 
can  make  for  certain  that  it  does  not 
grow  into  the  amounts.  But  it  is  writ- 
ten into  law  that  there  is  a  1-month 
carryforward,  no  more  than  an  1-month 
carryover. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  srield? 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  I  must 
tell  my  friend  from  Texas  I  am  less  re- 
assured by  that  than  I  might  have 
been,  given  the  fact  that  after  we 
passed  that  conference  report  and  it 
was  signed  into  law,  the  unobligated, 
unaccounted  for  secret  surplus  went 
from  $2  billion  to  $4  billion.  So  this  re- 
striction on  them  did  not  appear  to  lay 
a  glove  on  them  because  they  passed 
this  tough  restriction,  and  then  we  find 
out  months  after  they  pass  the  restric- 
tion that  it  was  $4  billion  instead  of  $2 
billion.  Maybe  our  colleagues  should 
stop  trying  to  restrict  them,  because 
they  are  not  doing  too  well. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chainnan,  if  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  will  let  me 
have  my  time  back,  I  would  appreciate 
that.  I  want  to  point  out  to  the  gen- 
tleman that  when  we  named  the  chief 
financial  officer,  he  had  to  go  back  in 
and  go  through  all  these  accounts.  I 
admit  and  agree  with  the  gentleman 
that  the  amount  here  was  totally  out 
of  proportion  to  what  is  needed  to 
properly  take  care  of  these  contin- 
gency purposes.  What  I  am  trying  to 
point  out  is  that  the  money  has  not 
been  squandered,  has  not  been  used  for 
unauthorized  purposes;  there  is  no 
waste,  firaud,  or  abuse.  What  we  had  is 
lousy  bookkeeping  on  the  part  of  the 
NRO. 

Let  me  just  say  one  thing  further. 
The  NRO  has  been  one  of  the  premier 
organizations  in  this  Government. 
They  are  great  engineers.  They  build 
incredible  satellites.  They  may  be 
lousy  accountants,  and  in  this  case 
they  certainly  were.  We  should  always 
remember  what  they  have  done.  They 
have  created  the  best  capabilities  that 
anybody  has  in  the  world  and  we 
should  remember  that  this  agency  has 
been  very  effective  for  the  American 
people. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  DICKS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  My 
point  was,  and  I  must  say  I  am  again 
unreassured  that  these  crack  intel- 
ligence people  who  are  so  terrific  can- 
not keep  track  of  the  money. 

I  will  say,  in  fairness  to  them,  I  do 
not  think  this  was  lousy  accounting,  I 
think  this  was  cleverness  on  their  part, 
knowing  that  they  can  build  this  up 
and  those  guys  are  going  to  spend  it. 

But  the  point  I  want  to  make  is  this: 
The  chairman  said,  "You  came  up  with 
a  way  to  prevent  this  from  happening 
last  year,  and  what  happened?  It  got 
worse  after  you  presented  it."  So  I  am 
saying  it  is 

Mr.  DICKS.  That  is  for  this  year's 
budget. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Oh,  I 
see.  So  what  is  the  excuse  going  to  be 
next  year? 

Mr.  DICKS.  Well,  we  hope  there  will 
not  be  one.  I  would  say  to  my  col- 
league. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Dicks]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Dicks 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Vermont. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
fWend  from  Washington  will  recall  that 
last  year,  same  time,  same  place,  we 
had  the  same  debate.  The  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Frank]  and 
myself  and  others  said  we  think  we  are 
spending  too  much  on  the  intelligence, 
and  we  had  leaders  from  both  political 
parties  coming  forward  saying  they 
need  every  single  nickel.  And  what  we 
are  hearing  today  is.  in  fact,  that  there 
was  an  unaccounted-for  slush  fund  of  $4 
billion  that,  in  fact,  was  not  needed. 

We  were  right  on  the  debate  last 
time,  and  in  due  respect  to  my  frtend 
from  Washington,  his  position  was 
wrong. 

So  the  question  now  comes  before  us 
this  year.  I  am  not  here  to  pass  blame 
on  any  Member  of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
back  my  time,  and  I  say  to  my  friend, 
first  of  all,  I  would  not  characterize 
this  as  a  slvish  fund.  I  would  character- 
ize it  as  a  management  reserve  for  each 
of  these  important  programs,  and  the 
money  that  Congrress  appropriated  and 
authorized  is  needed  at  some  point  for 
these  programs. 

We  have  taken  the  money  away.  That 
means  at  some  point  in  the  future  we 
have  to  restore  it. 

I  would  also  say  to  the  gentleman 
that  we  are  going  through  a  period 
where  we  are  reducing  the  number  of 
programs  that  we  have,  we  are  tnring 
to  change  the  architecture,  we  are  try- 
ing to,  in  essence,  invest  in  more  capa- 
ble systems  for  the  future  so  that  we 
will  be  able  to  save  some  money. 
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I  would  argue  that  all  of  the  money 
would  have  been  legally  spent  on  the 
programs  as  required,  eventually,  and 
there  is  no  indication  of  waste,  fraud, 
or  abuse. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  req- 
uisite number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  never  had  a 
clearer  demonstration  of  the  impor- 
tance of  an  amendment.  We  are  con- 
strained by  one  of  the  dumber  laws  in 
the  United  States  from  telling  the 
American  people  what  the  overall  in- 
telligence budget  is.  If  we  cannot  tell 
people  what  the  overall  intelligence 
budget  is,  we  cannot  tell  them  the  per- 
centage, because  even  the  accountants 
at  the  National  Reconnaissance  Office 
could  figure  out  what  that  meant  the 
total  was. 

But  I  can  say  this,  Mr.  Chairman. 
The  $4  billion  that  has  hidden  away 
and  spent  for  purposes  other  than  was 
legally  authorized,  and  let  us  be  very 
clear,  there  is  no  doubt  about  that; 
what  the  gentleman  from  Texas  said 
was  it  turned  out  they  did  not  need  to 
spend  that. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  I  jrield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen- 
tleman, I  know,  is  not  intending  to  say 
that.  There  was  no  evidence  whatso- 
ever that  funds  were  spent  for  anything 
that  was  unauthorized. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  That 
is  not  my  point.  I  did  not  say  it  was  un- 
authorized, I  said  they  spent  clearly 
more 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gen- 
tleman wants  to  read  the  Record  bax:k, 
that  is  exactly  what  he  said. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Yes, 
and  I  will  explain  what  I  said  to  the 
gentleman.  I  am  sorry  the  gentleman 
and  his  colleagues  have  done,  frankly, 
such  a  lousy  job  in  letting  these  people 
put  S4  billion  away,  and  it  was  SI  bil- 
lion and  then  S2  billion,  and  now  it  is  $4 
billion.  Every  time,  they  come  up  with 
more  money.  You  explained  to  us  how 
you  had  it  under  control. 

What  happened,  Mr.  Chairman,  was 
this:  They  were  allowed  to  spend  al- 
most all  of  that  on  other  purposes,  not 
things  that  were  not  authorized,  but 
they  were  allowed  to  spend  more,  be- 
cause the  accounts  were  added  to.  They 
were  given  that  $4  billion,  they  were 
given  a  limit:  You  can  spend  so  much 
on  this  and  so  much  on  that  and  so 
much  there.  And  because  they 
underspent  here,  they  were  allowed  to 
reuse  that. 

You  have  provided  them  with  every 
incentive  to  keep  fooling  you,  and  fool- 
ing you  they  have  been  doing.  You 
have  not  penalized  them  at  all.  If  any 
other  agency  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment got  caught  with  a  surplus  of  this 
percentage,   there  would  be  calls  for 
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resignations  and  impeachments  and  de- 
nunciations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  S4  billion  that  was 
found,  that  was  spent  in  addition  to 
what  was  authorized  in  these  purposes, 
that  $4  billion  is  more  than  the  amend- 
ment of  the  gentleman  from  Vermont 
would  cut.  You  lost  track  of  more 
money  than  we  want  to  cut,  so  that  is 
how,  I  think,  unfounded  it  is  for  you  to 
claim  that  this  in  any  way  jeopardizes 
it. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  Massaichusetts  is  on 
the  Subcommittee  on  Housing  and 
Community  Opportunity  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking  and  Financial  Serv- 
ices with  me.  He  will  remember  a  few 
weeks  ago,  there  was  a  photograph  and 
great  discussions  about  mismanage- 
ment of  public  housing.  Does  the  gen- 
tleman recall  that? 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Yes,  I 
do. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  How  terrible  it  was; 
how  could  we  continue  to  have  covered, 
how  would  we  continue  to  fund  the 
HUD  agencies  when  they  are  going  mis- 
management like  that?  Does  the  gen- 
tleman not  a  see  a  little  bit  of  a  dis- 
crepancy in  judgment,  in  opinion,  in 
terms  of  the  gross  mismanagement  of 
billions  of  dollars  through  the  National 
Recoimaissance  Office  and  what  we 
heard  about  HUD  and  the  running  of 
public  housing? 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  make  this  distinc- 
tion, and  in  the  case  of  HUD,  I  am 
more  critical,  because  we  had  for  8 
years  a  Secretary  of  HUD,  appointed  by 
Ronald  Reagan,  who  was  dishonest  and 
incompetent,  in  combination.  I  do  not 
think  that  is  the  case  here.  I  do  not 
think  people  haul  the  kind  of  abuses 
and  criminality  here.  I  know  they  did 
not.  But  what  we  had  was  they  gamed 
the  system  very  effectively.  They  were 
able  to  not  have  to  spend  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  said  it  turned  out  they  did  not 
need  to  spend  it.  They  were  able  to 
save  $4  billion.  And  they  got  the  abil- 
ity, after  authorizations,  to  reprogram 
that  and  reuse  it  so  they  were  able  to 
spend  more  in  other  areas,  since  they 
did  not  have  to  spend  as  much  in  the 
first  area. 

Given  the  commitment  we  hear 
about  deficit  reduction,  it  is  striking 
that  almost  none  of  that  undiscovered, 
unspent  money  went  for  deficit  reduc- 
tion. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
the  gentleman  was  a  little  more  accu- 
rate in  his  latter  phrases.  I  want  to 
make  sure  that  what  we  did,  what  the 


Defense  Department  did,  was  take 
some  of  the  excess  money  and  use  it  for 
Bosnia.  Then  they  did  not  have  to 
come  to  Congress,  and  we  approved 
that. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  How 
much  for  Bosnia,  I  would  ask  the  gen- 
tleman? 

Mr.  DICKS.  The  sum  of  $200  million 
was  used. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  That 
is  $200  million  out  of  $4  billion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  take  back  my 
time  to  say,  here  is  the  point:  Yes.  $200 
million,  maybe  a  couple  hundred  more, 
was  used  for  Bosnia.  Billions  of  dollars 
were  unspent.  I  am  making  two  points. 
First  of  all,  I  am  wholly  skeptical  of 
the  toughness  of  your  oversight,  since 
no  one  was  penalized  at  all.  As  a  mat- 
ter of  fa.ct,  they  are  rewarded  by  this. 
They  are  rewarded  when  they  over- 
spend, by  being  allowed  then  to  spend 
more  than  was  authorized. 

My  point  is  this:  If  you  authorize  cor- 
rectly in  the  first  plawje,  then  you  must 
admit  you  overspent,  because  if  in  fact 
they  were  able  to  make  savings  to  the 
tune  of  $4  billion  in  one  set  of  pro- 
grams, then  we  should  have  been  able 
to  get  at  least  some  of  the  benefit  of 
that  $4  billion,  instead  of  your  reward- 
ing them  by  putting  it  elsewhere. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Frank]  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  DiCKS  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Frank  of  Mas- 
sachusetts was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2 
additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachvisetts.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  firom  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
say  to  my  firiend,  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts,  first  of  all,  this  was  not 
without  penalty.  The  Director  and  the 
Deputy  Director  of  the  NRO  were  re- 
placed by  the  administration  and  a  new 
head  was  brought  in. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  When? 

Mr.  DICKS.  Several  months  ago,  in 
February  or  March  of  this  year,  so 
there  was  direct  action  taken.  I  take 
some  umbrage  at  this,  because  it  was 
the  staff  on  our  committee,  and  the  mi- 
nority staff  in  particular,  that  were  at 
the  forefront  of  discovering  this  prob- 
lem and  bringing  it  to  the  administra- 
tion's attention. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  ask  the  gentleman, 
where  did  it  get  to  $4  billion. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Last  year. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  You 
were  telling  us  $2  billion. 

Mr.  DICKS.  At  the  time  they  discov- 
ered it. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  They 
hid  $2  bUlion  from  you. 

Mr.  DICKS.  They  did  not  know  what 
the  total  was. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Who 
did  not  know? 


Mr.  DICKS.  The  NRO  did  not. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  They 
just  lost  $2  billion?  With  their  sat- 
ellites they  could  not  find  $2  billion? 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  just 
would  say  we  tried  our  very  best  to  en- 
sure that.  We  supported  Mr.  DEtJTSCH's 
steps  to  reform  the  NRO  such  as  ap- 
pointing a  chief  financial  officer.  We 
found  the  money  in  the  first  instance, 
and  we  now  have  a  more  accurate  fig- 
ure. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  I  will 
take  back  my  time  to  say  this,  Mr. 
Chairman:  the  record  is  clear.  As  the 
gentleman  from  Vermont  said,  you  al- 
ways have  an  explanation  of  how  ev- 
erything is  fine.  I  understand  this  is 
difficult.  They  are  very  sophisticated 
things  they  are  doing.  I  do  not  believe 
it  was  an  honest  error.  I  believe  they 
figured  out  a  game. 

The  central  point  I  want  to  make  is 
this,  and  I  am  not  for  hanging  anyone, 
but  the  fact  that  an  agency  was  able  to 
accumulate  a  surplus  greater  than  10 
percent  of  the  total  authorization  here 
is  an  indication  that  you  are  giving 
them  more  money  than  they  need  for 
the  purposes  you  say  you  are  giving  it 
to  them  for. 

In  fact,  what  you  were  doing,  that  S4 
billion,  that  is  the  entire  Community 
Development  Block  Grant  Program  for 
the  United  States.  It  was  twice  the 
Low-Income  Home  Energy  Assistance 
Program  for  the  United  States.  You  are 
talking  about  the  deficit,  and  people 
should  understand,  because  we  are 
going  to  get  to  a  zero  deficit. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Frank]  has  again  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Frank  of 
Massachusetts  was  allowed  to  proceed 
for  30  additional  seconds.) 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  say  to  the  gentleman,  con- 
tinue this  trend  of  ever-increasing  ap- 
propriations and  authorizations  for 
this  agency,  even  when  they  have 
shown  it  is  excessive  by  building  up 
these  surpluses,  and  you  mandate  deep- 
er cuts  in  the  environment  and  law  en- 
forcement and  college  education  and 
public  safety  and  everything  else,  be- 
cause we  are  in  a  zero-sum  situation. 
The  $4  billion  they  accumulated  with- 
out the  knowledge  of  this  committee  is 
taken  out  of  other  imi>ortant  pro- 
grams. We  would  be  gravely  mistaken 
if  we  did  not  try  to  recapture  that  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  CThairman,  this  is  a  stealth  cut. 
Technically,  the  American  people  do 
not  know  what  the  budget  is  in  the 
first  place.  I  think  it  is  very  important 
today  that  we  pass  the  Conyers  amend- 
ment and  once  and  for  all  bring  some 
fiscal  responsibility  to  the  Central  In- 
telligence Agency. 

I  have  voted  for  cuts  in  this  bill  near- 
ly every  year  I  have  been  in  Congress. 
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It  is  amazing  for  me  to  amiounce  here 
now  that  I  am  not  going  to  vote  to  cut 
this  budget  by  10  percent.  I  am  not 
going  to  do  that  because  I  believe  that 
John  Deutch,  his  word  is  good.  He  is 
doing  a  good  job.  We  have  an  oppor- 
tunity here  to  put  this  department,  the 
Central  Intelligence  Agency,  and  other 
intelligence  units  in  order. 

But  we  wonder  why  the  American 
people  are  so  upset  with  our  Govern- 
ment. I  would  like  to  make  this  state- 
ment, because  I  do  trust  the  chairman 
and  the  ranking  member,  two  of  our 
finer  members,  but  I  think  it  is  very 
unusual  when  the  American  people 
learn  about  an  invasion  of  Kuwait  on 
CNN  news.  There  must  be  an  aggressive 
congressional  oversight  to  ensure  that 
these  intelligence  agencies  are  not  just 
operating  in  a  stealth  vacuum,  doing 
absolutely  nothing.  This  will  be  the 
one  chance  this  Member  will  give. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  say 
one  other  thing.  Unless  we  pass  the 
Conyers  amendment,  we  would  not 
know  what  the  Sanders  amendment 
would  cut  if  we  were  not  a  Member  of 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States.  I 
think  the  American  people  are  paying 
for  the  freight  coming  down  the  track 
and  should  know  what  our  intelligence 
community  is  doing. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman trom  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  nrst  of 
all,  I  want  the  gentleman  to  know  that 
I  have  supported  Chairman  Glickman,  I 
am  supporting  and  cosponsoring  the 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan,  Mr.  Conyers,  and  the  Presi- 
dent supports,  as  does  the  Aspin-Brown 
Commission,  making  the  aggregate 
dollar  number  known  to  the  American 
public. 

I  would  only  say  one  thing  to  the 
gentleman  about  his  statement  about 
Kuwait.  George  Bush,  as  President,  the 
first  thing  he  stated  after  the  invasion 
was  that  it  was  not  an  intelligence  fail- 
ure. We  knew  several  days  ahead  of 
time,  but  again,  it  is  always  hard  for 
the  American  Government,  the  na- 
tional command  authority,  when  it  is 
getting  differing  opinions  from  govern- 
ment heads  in  the  area  that,  well, 
Saddham  will  not  do  this,  to  take  ac- 
tion. It  was  not  a  failure  of  intel- 
ligence. We  did  have  2  or  3  days  of 
warning.  It  is  acting  on  that  warning 
that  is  alwasrs  difficult  under  our  form 
of  government. 

So  I  do  not  want  to  disparage  the  in- 
telligence agencies  here.  They  gave 
them  the  information.  The  leadership 
could  not  make  a  decision  that  quick- 
ly. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Reclaiming  my 
time,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  not  support 
this  cutting  amendment.  I  will  give 
John  Deutch  a  hand.  But  I  will  say  this 
next  year,  if  we  continue  to  find  our- 
selves  in   this   big   sinkhole   without 


passing  a  Conyers  amendment,  I  would 
reconmiend  we  hire  Ted  Turner  and 
Rush  Limbaugh  and  let  the  CIA  stay 
home,  and  other  defense  intelligence 
agencies,  because  they  are  not  getting 
too  much  done,  folks. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
this  amendment,  but  I  want  to  com- 
mend the  gentleman  from  Vermont, 
Mr.  Sanders.  I  think  he  may  help  pass 
the  Conyers  amendment,  and  that  may 
be  the  best  thing  we  do  here  in  this 
Congress  today. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  ais  a  member  of  the 
Select  Committee  on  Intelligence  who 
has  served  on  the  conunittee  now  for  a 
couple  of  years,  I  cannot  help  but  rise 
at  this  point  to  first  express  my  deep 
appreciation  for  the  work  of  both  the 
chairman,  the  gentleman  from  Texas, 
Larry  Combest,  and  my  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  Washington,  Mr. 
Dicks,  for  the  very,  very  fine  job  they 
are  doing  on  an  extremely  difficult 
subject  area,  developing  and  bringrlng 
the  intelligence  budget  to  this  House 
floor. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  a  very,  very  pop- 
ular thing  to  rise  and  oppose  the  intel- 
ligence community  and  presume  that 
lightly  we  can,  using  essentially  a  ma- 
chete approach,  cut  10  percent  across 
the  board  in  this  program.  Since  the 
end  of  the  cold  war,  we  have  progres- 
sively been  reducing  a  very  sigmificant 
portion  of  our  budget;  that  is,  the  de- 
fense budget.  Defense  has  come  down 
by  approximately  SlOO  bUIion.  It  is  the 
presumption  of  many  that  since  the 
cold  war  is  over  and  since  we  are  reduc- 
ing our  defense  budget,  that  lightly  we 
can  just  wipe  out  our  intelligence 
needs.  To  suggest  that  that  is  the  case 
would  suggest  to  me  that  not  very 
much  light  has  been  applied  to  the  in- 
telligence that  is  involved  here. 

The  reality  is  that  we  are  living  in  a 
very,  very  complex  and  very  dangerous 
world.  At  the  very  time  that  we  have 
been  reducing  defense  spending,  it  is 
the  very  moment  that  the  President 
and  the  appropriate  committees  need 
more  and  better  Intelligence  around 
here. 

The  heart  of  the  discussion  relative 
to  this  proposed  10-percent  cut  has 
been  that  of  the  expenditures  of  the 
NRO.  The  NRG  is  that  agency  which 
develops  and  deploys  our  satellite  sys- 
tems, a  source  of  information,  intel- 
ligence information,  that  is  most  criti- 
cal and  one  of  the  more  important 
sources. 
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To  suggest  that  we  can  blithely  re- 
duce the  entire  intelligence  budget  be- 
cause of  problems  that  have  developed 
in  the  NRO  is  to  not  understand  the 
need  for  intelligence  at  all.  I  would 
suggest,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  very 
people  who  are  making  this  proposal 


are  the  same  people  who  for  all  of  their 
careers  here  have  opposed  our  national 
defense,  have  not  supported  expanding 
the  national  defense  when  we  truly 
needed  to  expand  those  budgets.  To  not 
understand  the  significance  of  these  in- 
formation flows  to  the  President  at 
this  critical  time  is  to  ignore  the  re- 
ality of  this  changring  world. 

This  budget  is  within  3.9  percent  of 
the  President's  request.  It  is  not  an  ex- 
cessive budget.  Indeed,  there  is  a  need 
for  oversight  and  review.  I  suggest  to 
my  colleagues  that  absolutely  we  sup- 
port not  just  the  chairman  and  the 
ranking  member  in  this  budget,  but 
support  the  President  as  well. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  In  response  to  the  last 
gentleman,  they  are  within  3.9  percent 
of  the  President's  budget,  but  of  course 
it  erred  on  the  side  of  increasing  the 
rather  generous  allotment  that  the 
President  has  already  made  for  these 
agencies,  as  though  a  fiscal  crisis  did 
not  exist  here  in  Washington. 

This  is  an  extraordinary  debate,  and 
I  think  the  burden  goes  to  those  who 
are  defending  against  a  10-percent  cut 
in  a  secret  number  that  we  cannot 
know.  Now,  a  case  can  of  course  be 
made  that  it  is  a  dangerous  world  and 
we  need  these  various  organizations, 
and  they  need  and  can  spend  produc- 
tively every  penny  which  has  been  allo- 
cated, even  a  4-percent  increase  over 
and  above  the  generous  allotment  re- 
quested by  the  President. 

But  the  burden  does  rest  with  the 
members  of  the  Permanent  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  because 
they  are  overseers,  they  are  the  mon- 
itors, they  are  the  protectors  of  the 
Constitution  that  says  only  Congress 
should  appropriate  funds  and  that  it 
should  know  how  much  it  is  appro- 
priating. 

I  do  not  know.  I  have  not  gone  to 
look  at  the  secret  number,  because  if  I 
go  and  look  at  the  secret  number,  then 
I  cannot  tell  people  what  the  secret 
number  is,  which  I  can  read  in  the  New 
York  Times.  But  this  is  somehow  pro- 
tecting us  against  the  threats  of  our 
enemies.  What  it  is  protecting  us 
against  is  fiscal  responsibility  at  these 
agencies. 

Now,  wait  a  minute,  the  National  Re- 
connaissance Agency,  well,  they  did 
have  a  little  problem.  They  built  a 
building  for  some  $300  or  $400  million 
out  at  a  shopping  center,  and  Congress 
did  not  know  about  it.  Perhaps  the 
agency  itself  did  not  know  about  it  or 
most  parts  of  the  agency  did  not  know 
about  it,  because  it  keeps  secrets  firom 
itself. 

This  is  the  agency  that  monitors  ev- 
erything that  goes  on  on  Earth  at  all 
times.  At  this  moment  they  are  record- 
ing my  conversation,  if  not  by  super- 
secret  satellite,  from  CNN,  where  they 
get  a  good  deal  of  their  information. 
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Now  they  are  saying  that  they  have 
found  an  extra  $4  billion  in  their  budg- 
et. Not  to  worry,  $4  billion.  We  kill  on 
the  floor  of  the  House  of  Congress,  for 
a  couple  hundred  thousand  crummy 
dollars  over  here,  and  talk  about  wel- 
fare cheats  and  food  stamp  fraud  and 
all  that,  and  amounts  of  10  or  20  or  30 
thousands  of  dollars. 

But  here  is  an  agency  that  had  $4  bil- 
lion, more  than  the  total  appropriation 
of  the  FBI  and  the  State  Department 
for  their  general  operations,  and  they 
just  did  not  know  it,  and  that  does  not 
need  that.  Never  too  much  money.  No; 
an  extra  $4  billion.  I  mean  given  the 
magnitude  of  their  annual  budget,  se- 
cret number,  we  cannot  know  how 
much  that  is,  they  needed  this  $4  bil- 
lion. They  just  did  not  know  they  had 
it  and  they  did  not  know  how  to  spend 
it. 

Now,  there  is  something  very,  very 
wrong  with  this  picture.  They  know  ev- 
erjrthing  that  is  going  on.  They  are 
monitoring  my  speech  on  the  floor,  but 
they  do  not  know  how  much  money 
they  have  because  they  are  so  awash  in 
funds,  they  cannot  even  be  bothered  to 
go  out  and  buy  a  $39  software  program 
to  keep  track  of  it. 

Now,  that  is  absurd,  absolutely 
absxired,  and  to  say  that  that  agency 
cannot  withstand  a  cut  of  10  percent  is 
indefensible.  The  burden  lies  on  those 
who  would  defend  it.  They  get  $4  bil- 
lion they  have  not  been  able  to  spend, 
they  did  not  know  they  had,  and  now 
they  cannot  withstand  a  10-percent  cut 
of  their  n.nTnia.1  budget,  secret  number, 
no  one  can  know  it. 

The  Soviet  Union  might  learn  some- 
thing from  knowing  how  much  we  are 
spending  on  that  agency.  They  will 
learn  that  we  are  spending  more  on 
these  agencies  than  they  are  spending 
on  their  entire  military  budget,  is  what 
they  will  find.  They  will  shake  their 
head  and  wonder. 

Of  course  the  Soviet  Union  does  not 
exist  anymore,  and  that  has  almost 
percolated  down  to  some  of  these  agen- 
cies. They  have  found  that  fact  out  and 
we  will  be  getting  a  report  on  that 
soon. 

So  I  would  rise  in  support  of  this 
amendment  and  say  that  the  burden 
lies  with  those  who  would  say  an  agen- 
cy, just  one  of  many,  we  do  not  know 
how  much  the  others  have  lost  or  have 
an  account  that  they  have  not  spent. 
That  is  secret,  too. 

But  just  one  of  our  supersecret  agen- 
cies had  $4  billion  it  did  not  know  it 
had,  that  it  has  not  spent,  and  we  are 
being  told  now  it  was  a  management 
reserve.  If  that  was  a  management  re- 
serve there,  how  much  is  reserved  at 
the  other  agencies?  Do  they  really  need 
this  year's  budget?  Because  maybe 
they  should  spend  down  the  reserve  a 
little  bit,  because  they  noight  be  at  an 
imprudent  level. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment.  The  CIA  is  out  of  control. 
It  is  not  just  the  $4  billion  that  they 
had  lying  around  that  they  did  not 
know  that  they  had.  There  are  many 
other  ways  that  the  CIA  is  out  of  con- 
trol, and  the  CIA  would  greatly  benefit 
from  some  downsizing  and  some 
streamlining.  The  CIA  would  greatly 
benefit  from  a  cut  in  the  funds  that 
they  have  while  they  reorganize  and  re- 
group. 

This  is  the  CIA  that  did  not  predict 
the  collapse  of  the  Soviet  Union.  This 
is  the  CIA  that  could  not  predict  the 
most  momentous  event  of  our  century. 
This  is  the  CIA  that  could  not  see  a  di- 
nosaur event,  like  the  collapse  of  the 
Soviet  Union.  There  is  something  radi- 
cally wrong  with  the  CIA.  It  has  been 
wrong  for  a  long  time. 

It  is  amazing  that  people  would  come 
to  this  floor  and  defend  an  agency 
which  has  lost  track  of  $4  billion,  lost 
track  of  $4  billion,  and  to  talk  about 
them  as  If  they  are  heroes  now  because 
they  are  going  to  let  some  of  that  $4 
billion  be  spent  taking  care  of  the  war 
in  Bosnia,  somewhere  else.  They  are 
not  heroes.  And  do  not  talk  about  the 
faxit  that  this  is  just  mismanagement. 
It  is  more  than  mismanagement.  We  do 
not  know. 

Anybody  here  who  has  ever  been  the 
head  of  any  kind  of  organization,  if 
they  have  ever  been  an  administrator 
of  a  public  agency  or  they  are  the 
owner,  the  administrator  of  a  private 
sector  business,  they  know  that  when 
money  cannot  be  accounted  for.  if  it  is 
lying  loosely  around  and  the  head  of 
the  department  did  not  know  it,  the 
head  of  the  CIA  did  not  know  it,  the 
President  did  not  know  it,  somebody 
did  steal  money.  We  can  assume  there 
is  a  lot  of  stealing  going  on,  because  if 
we  do  not  have  any  accountability, 
human  beings  always  will  steal. 

This  is  the  CIA  that  for  a  number  of 
reasons  should  be  downsizing,  reor- 
ganizing, and  streamlining.  Nobody  has 
mentioned  Aldrich  Ames  here.  We  have 
discussed  the  $4  billion,  although  the  $4 
billion  is  something  that  the  adminis- 
tration has  admitted.  They  fired  two 
people.  It  was  on  the  front  page  of  the 
New  York  Times.  Some  people  did  not 
know  it.  They  fired  two  people,  so  mis- 
management was  occurring. 

For  the  first  time  they  fired  the  peo- 
ple, openly  stated  their  names,  so  we 
know  it  took  place,  and  it  upset  the  ad- 
ministration a  great  deal  because,  they 
publicly  fired  the  people.  That  is  a 
well-documented  example  of  great 
waste,  monumental  waste  and  probably 
corruption  also. 

But  what  we  do  not  know,  what  is 
not  talked  about  more  is  Aldrich  Ames, 
the  implication  of  the  fact  that  Aldrich 
Ames  was  the  head  of  intelligence  for 
the  Soviet  Union  and  Eastern  Europe, 
and  he  was  the  biggest  spy  of  the  cen- 
tury for  the  Soviet  Union  and  Eastern 
Europe.  Aldrich  Ames  was  there  for  nu- 


merous years,  and  they  never  detected 
him  and  finally  announced  it  was  the 
FBI  which  really  trapped  Aldrich 
Ames. 

Out  of  control,  something  is  radically 
wrong  there.  It  is  a  welfare  agency,  in 
that  they  have  a  lot  of  incompetent 
people  there  who  are  not  doing  their 
job,  or  not  doing  a  job  which  is  going 
to  benefit  the  welfare  and  protect  the 
security  of  the  United  States.  Some- 
thing is  radically  wrong.  Incompetence 
must  be  monumental  in  that  agency. 

This  is  the  agency  that  paid  the  sal- 
ary of  Emanuel  Comstonce.  who  was 
the  man  who  led  the  demonstration  on 
the  docks  in  Haiti  when  we  were  send- 
ing ships  down  there.  We  sent  ships 
down  there  with  a  peacekeeping  mis- 
sion which  had  police,  engineers,  et 
cetera.  They  led  a  demonstration 
where  they  were  shooting  guns,  intimi- 
dating the  Charge  dAffaires  of  the  U.S. 
Embassy.  It  was  led  by  a  man  named 
Emanuel  Comstonce.  who  was  on  the 
payroll  of  the  CIA. 

Emanuel  Comstonce  is  right  now  in 
prison  here  in  this  country.  They  want 
to  keep  him  here.  They  want  to  keep 
him  isolated  and  quiet  because  he  has 
confessed  and  he  is  telling:  "I  was  on 
the  payroll  of  the  CIA." 

This  is  an  agency  that  is  obviously 
out  of  control.  It  needs  to  be  reexam- 
ined, downsized,  streamlined.  In  mod- 
em society,  any  Institution  that  oper- 
ates in  secrecy  is  in  danger.  Our  com- 
plex society  is  such  that  any  complex 
institutions  needs  to  be  open,  so  that 
other  folks  from  outside  the  decision- 
making circles  can  be  able  to  look  at 
what  is  going  on  and  offer  some  objec- 
tive criticisms. 

The  Soviet  Union  collapsed  because 
its  whole  society  was  a  closed  circle  of 
decisionmaking,  and  they  made  monu- 
mental errors  which  we  are  still  discov- 
ering and  still  suffering  from. 
Chernobyl,  they  did  not  have  a  nuclear 
commission  that  was  open  and  people 
could  talk  to.  They  did  not  have  a  envi- 
ronmental movement.  They  would  sup- 
press anybody  who  tried  to  have  a 
movement  critical  of  anything,  so  they 
ruined  their  environment. 

The  CIA  is  a  closed  circle  of  decision- 
making. The  secrecy  in  the  CIA  guar- 
antees that  is  always  going  to  be  a  big 
problem.  We  need  to  open  up  as  much 
as  possible,  not  tell  everything,  but  we 
can  have  a  discussion  of  the  budget.  We 
should  know  the  full  amount  of  the 
budget.  The  New  York  Times  estimates 
it  is  between  $28  and  $30  billion.  We  are 
talking  about  a  10-percent  cut  on  $28  to 
$30  billion.  We  are  talking  about  a  10- 
percent  cut  which  will  at  the  most 
amount  to  $3  billion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Owens] 
has  expired. 

(By  imanimous  consent,  Mr.  Owens 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  has  al- 
ready been  pointed  out  a  10-percent 
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cut,  which  would  amount  to  $3  billion, 
is  less  than  the  amount  of  money  they 
lost  track  of.  They  lost  track  of  $4  bil- 
lion. They  put  a  spin  on  it,  they  said  it 
was  $1  billion,  then  it  became  $2  bil- 
lion. Now  they  are  admitting  $4  billion, 
and  we  do  not  know  how  honest  they 
are  because  it  keeps  moimting.  If  they 
have  lost  track  of  that  kind  of  money, 
they  certainly  can  afford  a  10-percent 
cut. 

We  have  been  offering  this  amend- 
ment now  for  the  last  4  years.  If  they 
accepted  it  in  the  first  place,  we  might 
be  much  further  along  the  way  in 
terms  of  streamlining  the  CIA. 

I  think  we  need  the  CIA.  We  cer- 
tainly do  not  need  the  monster,  the  di- 
nosaur that  we  have  had  so  many 
years,  that  could  not  detect  the 
changes  of  the  Soviet  Union,  that  gave 
us  Aldrich  Ames,  that  gave  us  Emanuel 
Comstonce,  and  then  had  $4  billion 
lying  around  while  we  are  cutting  the 
budget  of  Head  Start,  and  cutting  the 
budget  of  the  school  lunch  program, 
and  we  are  cutting  the  budget  of  title 
I,  and  we  are  cutting  the  budget  of  pub- 
lic housing. 

We  are  cutting  all  these  budgets 
while  they  have  J4  billion  Ijring  around 
unused.  We  need  to  get  control  of  the 
CIA,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  need  to  get 
control  of  the  CIA. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ai>- 
peared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote,  and,  pending 
that.  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  further  proceedings  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Sandebs]  will  be  post- 
poned. 

The  point  of  no  quortun  is  considered 
withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  TRAFICANT 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Traficant:  At 
the  end  of  title  m.  add  tbe  following:: 
SaEC   spa   COMPUANCE   WITH   BUY   AMERICAN 
ACT. 

No  funds  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  Act 
may  be  expended  by  an  entity  unless  the  en- 
tity agrees  that  in  expending  the  assistance 
the  entity  will  comply  with  sections  2 
through  4  of  the  Act  of  March  3.  1933  (41 
U.S.C.  lOa^lOc,  popularly  known  as  the  "Buy 
American  Act"). 

SEC  307.  SENSE  OF  C(»IGRESS;  REQUIREMENT 
REGARDING  NOTICE. 

(a)  Purchase  of  American-Made  Equip- 
ment AND  Products.— In  the  case  of  any 
eaoipment  or  products  that  may  be  author- 
ized to  be  purchased  with  financial  assist- 
ance provided  under  this  Act.  it  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that  entities  receiving  such 
assistance  should,  in  expending  the  assist- 
ance, purchase  only  American-made  equip- 
ment and  products. 


(b)  Notice  to  Recipients  of  assistance.— 
In  providing  financial  assistance  under  this 
Act,  the  head  of  the  appropriate  element  of 
the  Intelligence  Community  shall  provide  to 
each  recipient  of  the  assistance  a  notice  de- 
scribing the  statement  made  in  subsection 
(a)  by  the  Congress. 
SEC.  306.  PROHIBmcm  OF  CCMTRACTS. 

If  it  has  been  finally  determined  by  a  court 
or  Federal  agency  that  any  person  inten- 
tionally affixed  a  fi:tiudulent  label  bearing  a 
"Made  in  America"  inscription,  or  any  in- 
scription with  the  same  meaning,  to  any 
product  sold  in  or  shipped  to  the  United 
States  that  was  not  made  in  the  United 
States,  such  person  shall  be  ineligible  to  re- 
ceive any  contract  or  subcontract  made  with 
funds  provided  pursuant  to  this  Act.  pursu- 
ant to  the  debarment,  suspension,  and  ineli- 
gribility  procedures  described  in  sections  9.400 
through  9.409  of  title  48.  Code  of  Federal  Reg- 
ulations. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT  (during  the  read- 
ing). Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the  RECORD. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  the  stealth  budget.  This  could  be 
a  stealth  Buy  American  type  of  pro- 
gram. 

Mr.  Chairman,  before  I  yield  to  the 
distingmshed  ranking  member,  I  would 
just  like  to  say  this.  I  think  it  is  im- 
portant today  that  the  Conyers  amend- 
ment be  passed.  I  think  it  is  absolutely 
necessary,  as  indicated  by  previous  de- 
bate. 

I  am  here  pledging  to  work  with  the 
chairman  and  the  ranking  member  in 
supporting  this  budget  and  to  give 
John  Deutsch  a  real  chance.  John 
Deutsch's  word  has  always  been  good.  I 
have  dealt  with  many  bureaucrats 
down  here.  I  think  he  is  top  flight.  He 
deserves  a  chance  to  bring  this  in 
order. 

My  amendment.  I  think  everybody 
understands  it.  I  want  to  make  sure 
that  if  we  are  going  to  be  making  these 
stealth  purchases,  that  these  stealth 
purchases  take  place  in  the  United 
States  of  America. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appre- 
ciate the  gentleman  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  say  to  my 
friend  from  Ohio,  he  has  offered  a  simi- 
lar amendment  in  years  past,  with  the 
goal  of  ensuring  that  the  intelligence 
community  maximizes  its  purchase  of 
American-made  products.  As  the  gen- 
tleman knows,  we  are  the  leader  in 
stealth  technology.  This  is  a  goal  I  sup- 
port. 

We  have  worked  with  the  gentleman 
firom  Ohio  on  other  occasions  to  pre- 
serve the  spirit  of  his  amendment  in 
conference,  even  though  the  committee 
is  aware  that  the  record  of  the  intel- 
ligence community  on  the  procurement 
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of  U.S.  products  is  exemplary.  We  will 
do  so  again  this  year,  and  we  are 
pleased,  at  least  I  am  pleased  for  the 
minority,  to  accept  the  amendment.  I 
3aeld  to  the  chairman. 

D  1345 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  we 
traditionally  have  been  on  this  bill,  we 
are  very  happy  to  accept  the  gentle- 
man's amendment,  and  appreciate  his 
continued  work  on  this  for  all  of  these 
12  years. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  the  only  thing  I  can 
say  is  if  the  Conyers  amendment 
passes,  we  will  know  the  aggregate 
amount,  we  will  not  know  the  line 
items,  the  public  will  not,  but  I  am 
going  to  go  up  and  check  to  see  if  these 
intelligence  agency  sleuths  are  buying 
American. 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  that,  I  urge  an 
"aye"  vote  on  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Traficant]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amiendments  to  the  bill? 

amendment  offered  by  MR.  BROWNBACK 

Mr.  BROWNBACK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Brownback:  At 
the  end  of  title  m  insert  the  following  new 
section: 

SEC  30&  RESTRICTIONS  ON  INTELUGENCE 
SHARING  WITH  THE  UNITED  NA- 
TIONS. 

(a)  In  General.— The  National  Security 
Act  of  1947  (SO  U.S.C.  401  et  seq.)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  of  title  I  the  following 
new  section: 

"RESTRICTIONS  ON  INTELUGENCE  SHARING  WTTH 
THE  UNTTED  NATIONS 
"SEC.   110.    (a)   PROVISION   OF  INTELUGENCE 

Information  to  the  United  Nations.— (1)  No 
United  States  intelligence  information  may 
be  provided  to  the  United  Nations  or  any  or- 
ganization affiliated  with  the  United  Na- 
tions, or  to  any  official  or  employee  thereof, 
unless  the  President  certifies  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Foreign  Relations  and  the  Committee 
on  Intelligence  of  the  Senate  and  the  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  of  the  Senate  and 
the  Committee  on  International  Relations 
and  the  Permanent  Select  Committee  on  In- 
telligence of  the  House  of  Representatives 
that  the  Director  of  Central  Intelligence  (in 
this  section  referred  to  as  the  'DCT'),  in  con- 
sultation with  the  Secretary  of  State  and 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  has  required,  ud 
such  organization  has  established  and  In.,  le- 
mented.  procedures  for  protecting  intel- 
ligence sources  and  methods  (including  pro- 
tection trom  release  to  nations  and  foreign 
nationals  that  are  otherwise  not  eligible  to 
receive  such  information)  no  less  stringent 
than  procedures  maintained  by  nations  with 
which  the  United  States  regularly  shares 
similar  types  of  intelligence  Information. 
Such  certification  shall  include  a  description 
of  the  procedures  in  effect  at  such  orgaJilza- 
tion. 
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"(2)  Paragraph  (1)  may  be  waived  upon 
written  certification  by  the  President  to  the 
appropriate  committees  of  Congress  that 
providing  such  information  to  the  United 
Nations  or  an  organization  affiliated  with 
the  United  Nations,  or  to  any  official  or  em- 
ployee thereof,  is  in  the  national  security  in- 
terest of  the  United  States  and  that  all  pos- 
sible measures  protecting  such  information 
has  been  taken,  except  that  such  waiver 
must  be  made  for  each  instance  such  infor- 
mation is  provided,  or  for  each  such  docu- 
ment provided. 

"(b)  Periodic  and  Special  Reports.— (l) 
The  President  shall  periodically  report  but 
not  less  frequently  than  quarterly,  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  and  the  Se- 
lect Committee  on  Intelligence  of  the  Senate 
and  the  Committee  on  International  Rela- 
tions and  the  Permanent  Select  Committee 
on  Intelligence  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives on  the  types  and  volume  of  intelligence 
provided  to  the  United  Nations  and  the  pur- 
poses for  which  it  was  provided  during  the 
period  covered  by  the  report.  Such  periodic 
reports  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  of  the  Senate  and 
the  Permanent  Select  Committee  on  Intel- 
ligence of  the  House  of  Representatives  with 
an  annex  containing  a  counterintelligence 
and  security  assessment  of  all  risks,  includ- 
ing an  evaluation  of  any  potential  adverse 
impact  on  national  collection  systems,  of 
providing  intelligence  to  the  United  Nations, 
together  with  the  information  on  how  such 
risks  have  been  addressed. 

"(2)  The  President  shall  submit  a  special 
report  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela- 
tions and  the  Select  Committee  on  Intel- 
ligence of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on 
International  Relations  and  the  Permanent 
Select  Committee  on  Intelligence  of  the 
House  or  Representatives  within  15  days 
after  the  United  States  Government  becomes 
aware  of  any  unauthorized  disclosure  of  in- 
telligence provided  to  the  United  Nations  by 
the  United  States. 

"(c)  Limitation. — The  restrictions  of  sub- 
section (a)  and  the  requirement  for  periodic 
reports  under  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  not  apply  to  the  provision  of  intel- 
ligence that  is  provided  only  to.  and  for  the 
use  of.  appropriately  cleared  United  States 
<3ovemment  personnel  serving  with  the 
United  Nations. 

"(d)  Delegation  of  Duties.— The  Presi- 
dent may  not  delegate  or  assign  the  duties  of 
the  President  under  subsection  (a). 

"(e)  Relationship  to  Existing  Law.— 
Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed 
to— 

"(1)  Impair  or  otherwise  affect  the  author- 
ity of  the  Director  of  Central  Intelligence  to 
protect  intelligence  sources  and  methods 
trom  unauthorized  disclosure  pursuant  to 
section  103(cX5)  of  the  National  Security  Act 
of  1947  (50  U.S.C.  403-3<c)(5));  or 

"(2)  supersede  or  otherwise  affect  the  pro- 
visions of  title  V  of  the  National  Security 
Act  of  1947  (50  U.S.C.  413  et  seq.).". 

(b)  Clinical  amendment.— The  table  of 
contents  for  the  National  Security  Act  of 
1947  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  item 
relating  to  section  109  the  following: 
"Sec.  110.  Restrictions  on  intelligence  shar- 
ing with  the  United  Nations.". 

Mr.  BROWNBACK  (during  the  read- 
ing). Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas? 


There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BROWNBACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  today  in  an  attempt  to  restore  san- 
ity to  our  policy  of  sharing  intelligence 
information  with  the  United  Nations. 

My  amendment  would  amend  the  1974 
National  Security  Act  to  prohibit  the 
sharing  of  U.S.  intelligence  informa- 
tion with  the  United  Nations  or  any  of 
its  affiliated  organizations  unless  the 
President  certifies  to  Congress  that  the 
organization  has  implemented  CIA,  De- 
fense, and  State  Department  proce- 
dures to  protect  U.S.  intelligence 
sources  and  methods. 

This  provision  is  not  intended  to  end 
U.S.  intelligence  sharing  with  the 
United  Nations,  nor  does  it  mean  to  set 
unreasonable  or  impossible  standards 
for  the  protection  of  critical  U.S. 
sources  and  methods  of  intelligence 
gathering. 

The  only  purpose  of  this  provision  is 
to  restore  basic  rationality  to  the  ad- 
ministration's imprudent  sharing  of 
sensitive  intelligence  information  with 
the  United  Nations. 

My  provision  establishes  logical  and 
reasonable  standards  for  sharing  intel- 
ligence information  with  the  United 
Nations.  All  it  sajrs  is  that  the  United 
States  should  require  the  same  level  of 
protection  of  U.S.  intelligence  informa- 
tion from  the  United  Nations  that  we 
require  in  our  intelligence  sharing  ar- 
rangements with  other  states. 

If  for  some  reason  the  United  Nations 
is  unwilling  or  incapable  of  providing 
that  level  of  protections,  my  provision 
will  still  permit  the  sharing  of  U.S.  in- 
telligence with  the  United  Nations  on  a 
case-by-case  basis.  In  each  of  these 
cases,  all  that  is  required  is  a  certifi- 
cation that  the  information  shared  ad- 
vances U.S.  national  security  interests. 

Protecting  our  sources  and  methods 
of  intelligence  gathering  is  not  an  aca- 
demic subject.  It  is  a  matter  of  na- 
tional security.  It  is  a  matter  of  pro- 
tecting lives.  It  is  a  matter  of  protect- 
ing billions  of  dollars  of  investments 
that  the  American  people  have  made  in 
our  country's  vital  national  security 
interests. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  United  Nations 
has  acted  like  a  sieve  when  it  comes  to 
safeguarding  intelligence  information 
to  the  same  degree  as  the  United 
States. 

Senator  Olympla  Snowe  of  Maine  has 
identified  four  instances  in  which  the 
United  Nations  has  breached  the  secu- 
rity of  classified  documents  provided 
by  the  United  States.  The  most  egre- 
gious violation  occurred  in  Somalia 
where  sensitive  data  was  almost  com- 
promised due  to  the  United  Nation's 
carelessness. 

In  addition.  Senator  Snowe  has  dis- 
covered that  no  agreement  has  been  in 
place  that  requires  the  United  Nations 
to  provide  for  the  protection  of  intel- 
ligence supplied  by  the  United  States. 

As  a  result  of  her  findings.  Senator 
Snowe  drafted  a  provision  included  in 


the  conference  report  of  the  State  De- 
partment Authorization  Act  that  mir- 
rors the  amendment  I  am  offering 
today.  The  House  has  passed  this  provi- 
sion twice.  I  simply  ask  now  that  my 
colleagues  now  act  on  it  again. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  administration 
has  failed  to  implement  the  safeguards 
needed  to  protect  U.S.  intelligence  in- 
formation from  unauthorized  disclo- 
sure. 

In  fact,  rather  than  further  safe- 
guarding our  intelligence  information, 
CIA  Director  Deutch  has  tried  to  insti- 
tutionalize the  widespread  sharing  of 
sensitive  U.S.  intelligence  material  by 
making  it  easier  for  foreign  consumers 
to  register  complaints  about  the  use  of 
security  markings,  which  protect  the 
national  security  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  my  colleagues  have 
any  misgivings  about  this  amendment. 
I  simply  want  to  point  out  to  them 
that  U.N.  General  Secretary  Boutros- 
Ghali  has  appointed  an  Iraqi  national. 
Ismat  Kittani.  to  be  the  head  of  the 
United  Nations"  Department  of  Peace- 
keeping Operations.  It  is  truly  disturb- 
ing that  a  national  from  a  country 
with  which  the  United  States  has  no 
diplomatic  relations,  which  is  on  the 
U.S.  State  Department  list  of  terrorist 
states,  and  with  which  the  United 
States  recently  went  to  war  could  be 
appointed  to  such  a  sensitive  i>osltion 
in  the  United  Nations. 

This  is  wrong,  and  this  is  indicative 
of  the  recklessness  with  which  the 
United  Nations  treats  sensitive  mat- 
ters and  sensitive  information.  The 
United  States  should  not  share  our  in- 
telligence information  with  the  United 
Nations  unless  it  adopts  the  standards 
to  which  we  hold  our  own  agencies  ac- 
coimtable. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  I  op- 
position to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  the  Brownback 
amendment  places  new,  unworkable  re- 
strictions on  the  United  States  sharing 
information  with  the  United  Nations- 
even  when  it  is  in  the  national  interest 
to  do  so.  It  would  make  it  extremely 
difficult  to  provide  intelligence  support 
to  those  U.N.  activities  which  are  sup- 
portive of  U.S.  foreign  policy  goals. 

The  administration  is  opposed  to  the 
Brownback  amendment.  This  amend- 
ment is  identical  to  language  con- 
tained in  the  conference  report  on  H.R. 
1561,  the  Overseas  Interests  Act,  which 
was  vetoed  by  the  President.  As  the 
President  noted  in  his  veto  message, 
this  amendment  would  unconstitution- 
ally infringe  on  the  President's  power 
to  conduct  diplomatic  relations  and 
limit  Presidential  control  over  the  use 
of  state  secrets. 

The  DCI  has  already  established 
guidelines  to  protect  intelligence 
sources  and  methods,  when  it  is  deter- 
mined to  be  in  the  interest  of  the 
United  States  to  provide  information 
derived  from  U.S.  intelligence  to  the 
United     Nations.     Furthermore,     the 
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United  Nations  is  working  with  a  sen- 
ior delegation  of  State,  Defense,  and 
CIA  officials  to  implement  a  number  of 
improvements  to  its  internal  security 
procedures. 

The  DCI's  guidelines  ensure  that  in- 
formation is  carefully  reviewed  and 
sanitized  so  that  the  least  sensitive  in- 
telligence that  satisfies  a  U.N.  require- 
ment is  provided.  Even  if  information 
that  is  provided  to  the  United  Nations 
fell  into  the  wrong  hands,  it  will  have 
been  sanitized  so  that  it  will  not  com- 
promise U.S.  Intelligence  sources  and 
methods. 

The  Brownback  amendment  would 
impede  the  ability  of  the  United  States 
to  maintain  a  flexible  and  efficient  in- 
formation sharing  arrangement  with 
the  United  Nations,  and  may  adversely 
impact  the  ability  of  the  United  States 
to  achieve  foreign  policy  successes. 

The  waiver  provided  in  the  amend- 
ment is  too  burdensome  to  be  effective. 
It  requires  the  President  to  issue  a 
waiver  for  each  instance  that  informa- 
tion derived  from  intelligence  is  pro- 
vided to  the  United  Nations,  or  for 
each  document  that  is  provided.  Fur- 
thermore, the  President  may  not  dele- 
gate this  authority. 

The  amendment  also  requires  the 
President  to  personally  report,  at  least 
quarterly,  to  Congress  on  the  t3rpes  and 
volume  of  Intelligence  provided  to  the 
United  Nations  and  the  purposes  for 
which  it  was  provided,  and  report  to 
Congress  within  15  days  of  any  unau- 
thorized disclosure.  The  President 
ought  to  be  able  to  delegate  this  au- 
thority to  the  DCI. 

The  Permanent  Select  Committee  on 
Intelligence,  the  committee  of  this 
Chamber  with  the  greatest  concern 
over  the  protection  of  sources  and 
methods,  considered  legislation  similar 
to  the  Brownback  amendment  at  the 
beginning  of  the  104th  Congress  and  re- 
jected It  on  a  bipartisan  basis. 

The  committee  found  several  in- 
stances where  the  current  intelligence 
sharing  arraoigement  with  the  United 
Nations  has  yielded  specific  foreign 
policy  successes.  Information  was 
shared  with  Security  Council  members 
on  Iraqi  troop  build-ups,  in  support  of  a 
multilateral  effort  to  prevent  a  repeat 
of  Iraq's  1991  Invasion  of  Kuwait.  Intel- 
ligence has  also  assisted  United  Na- 
tions Special  Commission  in  Iraq 
[UNSCOM]  inspectors  in  their  attempts 
to  enforce  U.N.  sanctions  calling  for 
the  dismantling  of  Iraq's  weapons  of 
mass  destruction  programs.  U.S.  im- 
agery has  helped  U.N.  relief  agencies 
determine  the  magnitude  and  direction 
or  refiigee  flows  within  and  from  Rwan- 
da. Timely  intelligence  sharing  has 
also  helped  save  the  Uves  of  the  United 
States  Protection  Force  [UNPROFOR] 
peacekeeping  troops  in  Bosnia. 

While  I  do  not  believe  it  is  necessary 
to  legislate  in  this  area  to  restrict  the 
President's  ability  to  share  intel- 
ligence information  to  promote  U.S. 


foreign  policy,  a  compromise  amend- 
ment worked  out  by  the  Senate  Intel- 
ligence and  Foreign  Relations  Commit- 
tees adopted  by  the  Senate  last  year 
would  be  clearly  preferable. 

I  urge  a  no  vote  on  the  Brownback 
amendment. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  say  initlaily 
that  I  am  in  total  agreement  with  the 
gentleman's  intent,  that  I  share  his 
concerns  and  voted  for  provisions  in 
H.R.  7  of  last  year  that  would  have  sub- 
stantially improved  the  process  by 
which  intelligence  could  be  shared  with 
the  United  Nations. 

Unfortunately,  those  restrictions  did 
not  become  law.  and  I  still  supix>rt  the 
idea  of  requiring  that  to  the  appro- 
priate committees  of  Congress,  that 
any  information  which  is  shared  with 
the  United  Nations  commanders  must 
be  provided  to  the  Congress  for  over- 
sight. 

I  am  concerned,  and  our  committee 
spent  a  good  deal  of  time  over  the  last 
year  following  some  recognition  of 
some  problems  in  pursuing  those  to 
make  certain  that  there  was  no  loss  of 
sources  or  methods  in  some  of  them 
mishandling  of  classified  information, 
and  we  have  a  very  strong  concern. 

Let  me  mention  two  areas  of  concern 
that  I  have  in  regards  to  the  gentle- 
man's amendment  that  I  certainly  do 
not  presume  in  any  shape,  form  or 
fashion  would  be  Intentional.  But  let 
me  mention  two  areas  of  real  concern 
that  I  have,  in  which  I  am  concerned 
that  the  amendment  as  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Brownback]  in  its  current  form  would 
have. 

One  is  in  the  area  of  providing  and 
sharing  Intelligence  in  which  U.S. 
troops  are  involved.  That  would  be  that 
we  would  be  prohibited  in  certain  in- 
stances by  a  basic  prenotification,  that 
we  could  not  share  intelligence  with 
NATO  forces  in  any  area  in  which  U.S. 
troops  were  involved,  and  consequently 
could  potentially  put  them  into  greater 
harm.  In  addition  to  that,  in  certain 
instances  that  would  require 
prenotification  that  might  not  be  pos- 
sible in  a  timely  fashion. 

I  will  give  you  an  example  in  which 
Captain  O'Grady  was  shot  down.  That 
information  through  the  processes  of 
determining  the  fact  that  there  were 
surface  to  air  missiles  that  were  in  a 
location  that  had  not  previously  been 
determined,  literally  came  down  to  a 
matter  of  minutes,  in  which  we  may 
have  been  able  to  be  aware  of  that,  but 
not  been  able  to  share  that  vrtth  U.N. 
forces  in  the  area  that  they  would  have 
been  able  to  get  that  information  to 
Captain  O'Grady. 

Those  concerns  in  a  real  timely  fash- 
ion I  believe  were  legitimate,  and  I 
have  an  amendment  to  the  Brownback 
amendment  that  I  would  submit,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  would  in  fact  allow  a 


broader  authority  for  sharing  of  intel- 
ligence when  it  goes  to  support  U.N. 
forces  in  which  the  United  States  is  a 
participant,  and,  secondly,  to  allow  a 
waiver  for  emergency  situations  in- 
volving Imminent  risk  to  U.S.  lives,  in 
which  case  the  President  would  have  to 
report  to  Congress  as  to  the  specific  de- 
tails of  that  waiver. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  COMBEST  AS  A 
SUBSTITUTE  FOR  THE  AMENDMENT  OFFERED 
BY  MR.  BROWNBACK 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment  as  a  substitute  for  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Combest  as  a 
substitute  for  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
Brownback:  At  the  end  of  title  m,  the  fol- 
lowing: new  section: 

SEC.  306.  RESTRICTIONS  ON  INTELUGENCE 
SHARING  WITH  THE  UNITED  NA- 
TIONSb 

(a)  In  General.— The  National  Security 
Act  of  1947  (50  U.S.C.  401  et  seq.)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  of  title  I,  the  following 
new  section: 

"RESTRICTIONS  ON  INTBLUGENCE  SHARING  WTTH 
THE  UNITED  NATIONS 

"Sec.  110.  (a)  Provision  of  Intelligence  In- 
formation to  the  United  Nations.— <1)  No 
United  States  intelligence  information  may 
be  provided  to  the  United  Nations  or  any  or- 
ganization afflliated  with  the  United  Na- 
tions, or  to  any  officials  or  employees  there- 
of, unless  the  President  certifies  to  the  ap- 
propriate committees  of  Congress  that  the 
Director  of  Central  Intelligence,  in  consulta- 
tion with  the  Secretary  of  State  and  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense,  has  established  and  imple- 
mented procedures,  and  has  worked  with  the 
United  Nations  to  ensure  implementation  of 
procedures,  for  protecting  from  unauthorized 
disclosure  United  States  intelligence  sources 
and  methods  connected  to  such  information. 

"(2)  Paragraph  (1)  may  be  waived  upon 
written  certification  by  the  President  to  the 
appropriate  committees  of  Congress  that 
providing  such  information  to  the  United 
Nations  or  an  organization  afflliated  with 
the  United  Nations,  or  to  any  officials  or  em- 
ployees thereof,  is  in  the  national  security 
interests  of  the  United  States. 

"(b)    PERIODIC    AND    SPECIAL    REPORTS.— (1) 

The  President  shall  report  semiannually  to 
the  appropriate  committees  of  Congress  on 
the  tjrpes  and  volume  of  intelligence  pro- 
vided to  the  United  Nations  and  the  purposes 
for  which  it  was  provided  during  the  period 
covered  by  the  report.  The  President  shall 
also  report  to  the  appropriate  committees  of 
Congress  within  15  days  after  it  has  become 
known  to  the  United  States  Government 
that  there  has  been  an  unauthorized  disclo- 
sure of  intelligence  provided  by  the  United 
States  to  the  United  Nations. 

"(2)  The  requirement  for  periodic  reports 
under  the  first  sentence  of  paragraph  (1) 
shall  not  apply  to  the  provision  of  intel- 
ligence that  is  provided  only  to,  and  for  the 
use  of,  appropriately  cleared  United  States 
Government  personnel  serving  with  the 
United  Nations. 

"(c)  DELEGATION  OF  DUTIES.— The  Presi- 
dent may  not  delegate  or  assign  the  duties  of 
the  President  under  this  section. 

"(d)     RELATIONSHIP     TO     EXISTING     LAW.— 

Nothing  in  this  section  shall  oe  construed 
to— 

"(1)  impair  or  otherwise  affect  the  author- 
ity of  the  Director  of  Central  Intelligence  to 
protect   intelligence   sources   and  methods 
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firom  unauthorized  disclosure  pursuant  to 
section  103(c)(5);  or 

"(2)  supersede  or  otherwise  affect  the  pro- 
visions of  title  V. 

"(e)  DEFiNrnoN. — As  used  in  this  section, 
the  term  'appropriate  committees  of  Con- 
gress' means  the  Conmiittee  on  Foreign  Re- 
lations and  the  Select  Committee  on  Intel- 
ligence of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  and  the  Permanent  Select 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  and  the 
Permanent  Select  Committee  on  Intelligence 
of  the  House  of  Representatives." 

"(b)    CLERICAL   AMENDMENT.— The    Uble    Of 

contents  for  the  National  Security  Act  of 
1947  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  item 
relating  to  section  109  the  following: 
"Sec.  110.  Restrictions  on  intelligence  shar- 
ing with  the  United  Nations.". 

Mr.  COMBEST  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  offered  as  a 
substitute  for  the  amendment  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will 
only  reiterate  the  substitute  that  I  will 
be  offering  to  the  Brownback  amend- 
ment would  provide  those  two  caveats, 
one  for  the  allowance  of  intelligence 
sharing,  broader  authority  for  allow- 
ance of  intelligence  sharing  when  it 
goes  to  supporting  U.N.  forces  in  which 
the  United  States  is  a  participant,  and 
the  second  to  allow  a  waiver  for  emer- 
gency situations  that  Involve  immi- 
nent risk  to  U.S.  lives,  in  which  case 
the  President  would  have  to  report  to 
Congress  the  details  of  that  waiver. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
very  strong  support  of  the  Combest 
substitute  and  urge  its  adoption. 

D  1300 

Mr.  TIAHRT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  not  specifically 
addressed  to  the  amendment  that  is 
being  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  COMBEST].  I  want  to  speak 
in  favor  of  the  legislation  because  I  am 
very  concerned  about  how  the  United 
Nations  has  mismanaged  not  only  clas- 
sified information  but  other  financial 
matters  that  they  have  gotten,  and  I 
am  speaking  specifically  to  Cambodia, 
where  they  lost  some  $20  million  plus 
worth  of  equipment  that  has  just  dis- 
appeared. 

We  are  not  just  talking  about  hard- 
ware here,  we  are  talking  about  classi- 
fied information  and  the  inability  of 
the  United  Nations  to  handle  that  in- 
formation in  a  prudent  fashion. 

Before  I  came  to  the  Congress,  I 
worked  for  the  Boeing  company,  and  I 
worked  in  classified  areas  where  top- 
secret  documents  were  stored  and  han- 
dled and  even  developed.  We  were 
under  very  strict  guidelines.  And  if  I 
look  at  what  has  happened  in  Somalia, 
as  pointed  out  by  Senator  Snowe,  if 
similar  occurrences  had  occurred  in  the 


work  environment  that  I  was  working 
under,  it  would  have  resulted  In  a  cer- 
tain loss  of  job  and  a  potential  prosecu- 
tion under  U.S.  law. 

Because  we  are  giving  classified  in- 
formation to  the  United  Nations,  they 
do  not  fall  under  the  same  guidelines, 
the  same  legal  restrictions  that  we 
have  here  in  the  United  States.  This  in- 
formation can  be  passed  on  or  lost  or 
stolen  and  can  fall  into  the  wrong 
hands. 

I  share  the  concerns  of  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  COMBEST]  for  situa- 
tions where  we  have  U.S.  troops  in  crit- 
ical situations  and  that  there  may  be  a 
sudden  need  to  share  locations  of  anti- 
aircraft missile  sites,  but  when  we  look 
at  the  general  trend  that  goes  on  in  the 
United  Nations  when  they  handle  infor- 
mation of  this  classified  nature,  they 
do  not  have  the  proper  guidelines.  They 
do  not  follow  the  common  sense  cri- 
teria that  we  have  laid  out  in  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  risen  in  strong 
support  of  the  amendment  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Kansas,  Representative 
Brownback,  because  I  believe  there 
needs  to  be  some  confidence  on  the 
part  of  the  United  States  that  when  it 
does  share  information  that  was  gained 
at  a  very  high  cost  in  terms  of  expen- 
sive satellite  systems  or  in  develop- 
mental hardware  or  in  a  high  cost  to 
taxpayers,  that  it  not  fall  into  the 
hands  of  people  who  could  use  it 
against  the  very  people  that  paid  for 
the  information;  that  it  could  go 
against  the  best  interests  of  this  coun^ 
try,  whether  it  is  military  purposes  or 
social  purposes  or  political  purposes  or 
whatever. 

I  think  it  is  Important  that  this  type 
of  information  be  guarded;  that  there 
be  a  high  degree  of  responsibility  in 
making  sure  that  it  is  only  narrow  in 
Its  scope;  that  it  is  directed  specifi- 
cally for  an  instance,  and  that  broad- 
based  intelligence,  classified  intel- 
ligence information  is  not  shared  for 
unnecessary  purposes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  see  those 
guidelines  around.  So  I  think  the 
Brownback  amendment  is  certainly  a 
step  in  the  right  direction  and  I  would 
stand  in  support  of  the  Brownback 
amendment. 

Mr.  CHABOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  amendment  offered  by  my 
good  friend,  fellow  freshmen,  and 
thoughtful  colleague  on  the  Inter- 
national Relations  Committee  the  gen- 
tleman from  Kansas  [Mr.  Brownback]. 

This  amendment  would  prohibit  the 
sharing  of  U.S.  intelligence  informa- 
tion with  the  United  Nations  or  any  of 
its  affiliates  unless  the  President  cer- 
tifies to  Congress  that  the  U.N.  organi- 
zation has  implemented  the  proper 
CIA,  Defense  Department,  and  State 
Department  procedures  to  ensure  that 


U.S.  intelligence  sources  and  methods 
are  protected. 

It  is  a  good  amendment.  It  was 
passed  by  both  Houses  earlier  this  year 
ais  part  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Au- 
thorization Act — a  bill  that  was  unfor- 
tunately, and  I  believe  wisely,  vetoed 
by  President  Clinton.  We  can  rectify 
some  of  the  damage  done  by  that  veto 
if  we  adopt  the  Brownback  amendment 
today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  can  see  no  logical 
reason  why  anyone  would  want  to  op- 
pose this  amendment.  The  United  Na- 
tions is  not  known  for  its  sympathy  to 
American  interests.  And  when  sharing 
our  Intelligence  data,  we  must  be  ex- 
tremely careful.  The  Brownback 
amendment  protects  that  data,  pro- 
tects our  intelligence  sources,  and  pro- 
tects our  intelligence  methods.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  it. 

Mr.  BROWNBACK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  engage,  if  I 
could,  in  a  bit  of  a  dialog  with  the 
chairman  of  the  Permanent  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Combest],  on 
his  amendment  to  my  amendment. 

As  I  understand  from  his  discussion 
of  this  amendment,  he  would  maintain 
the  majority  of  the  bill  that  we  have 
put  forward,  as  far  as  the  concerns  that 
we  have  of  the  loose  treatment  of  intel- 
ligence information  by  the  United  Na- 
tions of  U.S.  intelligence  information. 

That  is  maintained;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWNBACK.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  is  correct. 

Mr.  BROWNBACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  the  gentleman  is  at- 
tempting here  to  get  at  particularly 
the  issue  of  when  we  are  engaged  in  a 
particular  theater  that  that  informa- 
tion can  be  shared  on  that  theater  of 
operations,  not  just  on  a  specific  in- 
stance by  instance? 

Mr.  COMBEST.  My  concern  would  be. 
for  example,  we  can  take  the 
UNPROFOR  forces,  where  the  United 
States  is  a  part  of  that  operation;  re- 
quiring a  prior  approval  on  each  case- 
by-case  basis  might  not  be  able  to  be 
done  in  a  timely  fashion. 

If  it  is  required  that  there  be  a  waiv- 
er or  that  that  be  reported  to  Congress 
as  a  theater,  the  American  forces  in- 
volved with  UNPROFOR  in  Bosnia, 
that  would  certainly  be  something  I 
would  support. 

It  is  the  individual  case,  in  which  in 
a  timely  manner  prior  approval  could 
not  be  given,  just  simply  because  there 
was  not  enough  time  that  existed  prior 
to  the  need  to  share  that  information 
for  protection  of  American  lives,  either 
be  it  a  single  situation,  such  as  Captain 
O'Grady,  or  U.S.  forces  that  might  be 
involved  in  a  situation  where  we  be- 
came aware  of  something  that  was  fix- 
ing to  happen  or  was  going  to  happen 
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in  a  very  short  order  but  there  was  not 
time  for  the  President  to  actually  get 
engaged  and  to  grant  the  waiver  prior 
to  the  time  that  action  had  to  be 
taken. 

Those  are  the  concerns  I  have.  And  in 
those  instances,  I  would  try  to  protect 
in  my  substitute  that  the  appropriate 
comnuttees  of  Congress  would  have  to 
be  notified  that,  in  fact,  that  waiver 
was  granted  and  could  then  make  their 
own  determination  about  whether  or 
not  it,  in  fact,  qualified. 

Mr.  BROWNBACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
our  amendment  had  put  forward  par- 
ticular safeguarding  procedures  to  try 
to  encourage  there  to  be  an  agreement 
between  the  United  States  and  the 
United  Nations  on  any  sort  of  sharing 
of  information  and  that  we  tighten  up 
that  procedure. 

Those  are  maintained,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  in  the  amendment  that  the 
gentleman  has  put  forward. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  sup- 
port the  idea  of  requiring  an  agreement 
to  be  made.  That  may  not  be  true  of 
every  member  of  the  committee,  but  I 
certainly  do  support  that. 

Mr.  BROWNBACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
with  that,  I  have  no  objections  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 
We  accept  the  amendment.  I  commend 
the  gentleman.  I  think  he  has  made  the 
right  decision  here.  He  is  moving  the 
ball  forward,  and  we  are  just  as  con- 
cerned as  he  is  about  making  sure  that 
U.S.  intelligence  is  secured  properly.  I 
think  by  accepting  the  Combest 
amendment  we  can  make  progress  be- 
cause of  his  initiative.  I  urge  support 
for  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Combest]  as  a 
substitute  for  the  amendment  offered 
by   the  gentleman  Trom  Kansas   [Mr. 

BROWNBACK]. 

The  amendment  offered  as  a  sub- 
stitute for  the  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Kansas  [Mr.  Brownback], 
as  amended. 

The  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  CONTERS 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Conters: 
SEC  306.  ANNUAL  STATEMENT  OP  THE  TOTAL 
AMOUNT     OP     INTSLUGENCE     EX- 
PBNDrrURES    POR    THE    CURRENT 
AND  SUCCEEDING  FISCAL  YEARS. 
At  the  time  of  submission  of  the  budget  of 
the  United  States  Government  submitted  for 
fiscal  year  1996  under  section  1105(a)  of  title 
31,  United  States  Code,  and  for  each  fiscal 
year  thereafter,  the  President  shall  submit 
to  Congress  a  separate,  unclassified  state- 
ment of  the  appropriations  and  proposed  ap- 
propriations for  the  current  fiscal  year,  and 


the  amount  of  appropriations  requested  for 
the  fiscal  year  for  which  the  bud^t  is  sub- 
mitted, for  national  and  tactical  intelligence 
activities,  including-  activities  carried  out 
under  the  budget  of  the  Department  Of  De- 
fense to  collect,  analyze,  produce,  dissemi- 
nate, or  support  the  collection  of  intel- 
ligence. 

Mr.  CONYERS  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  CJhairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  RECORD. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
today  a  modest  proposal  that  would  do 
no  more  than  provide  the  American 
people  and  the  Congress  with  informa- 
tion they  are  entitled  to.  The  amend- 
ment would  essentially  declassify  the 
aggregate  figoire  of  the  intelligence 
budget.  It  would  make  public  the  re- 
quested amount  in  the  cvurent  fiscal 
year's  appropriated  amount  beginning 
October  1996.  It  would  not  disclose  any 
specific  operation  or  department  budg- 
ets, only  the  bottomline  budget  num- 
ber. 

The  amendment  would  conform  to 
the  recommendations  of  the  Commis- 
sion on  Role  and  Capabilities  of  the  In- 
telligence Community,  chaired  by  the 
former  Secretary  of  Defense,  Harold 
Brown.  This  bipartisan  commission 
proposed  that  the  President  or  his  des- 
ignee disclose  the  total  amount  of 
money  appropriated  for  intelligence  ac- 
tivities during  the  current  fiscal  year 
and  the  total  amount  being  requested 
for  the  next  fiscal  year. 

Similarly,  the  prestigious  Council  on 
Foreign  Relations  report  on  intel- 
ligence reform  likewise  urged  the  open- 
ing of  the  intelligence  budget. 

This  amendment  would  also  mirror 
the  provisions  contained  in  the  intel- 
ligence authorization  bill  produced  by 
the  other  body,  which  has  passed  in  the 
Senate  Intelligence  Committee. 

Now,  why?  The  reason  is,  first  of  all, 
constitutional,  which  in  our  Constitu- 
tion, it  is  clearly  stated  that  a  regular 
statement  and  account  of  the  receipts 
and  expenditures  of  all  public  money 
shall  be  published  firom  time  to  time. 

It  is  simple,  straightforward,  and 
clear.  The  Framers  of  the  Constitution, 
themselves  fresh  from  secret  military 
operations  against  the  British,  were  no 
strangers  to  the  need  for  secrecy.  Yet, 
they  decided  they  needed  to  be  ac- 
countable to  the  taxpayers.  As  early  as 
1790  and  1793,  when  the  Congress  cre- 
ated a  secret  fund  for  persons  to  serve 
the  United  States  in  foreign  parts,  the 
law  provided  for  public  disclosuj:^  of 
the  aggrregate  amount.  I  think  if  Amer- 
icans could  have  openness  after  the 
Revolutionary  War,  then  we  can  cer- 
tainly have  the  same  openness  after 
the  cold  war. 

Now,  in  my  earlier  service  on  the 
Government  Operations  Committee  of 
this  body,  I  had  a  number  of  decades  of 


experience  dealing  with  classified  in- 
formation and  the  procedures  for  han- 
dling that  information.  When  the  Gov- 
ernment unnecessarily  withholds  infor- 
mation from  the  public,  believe  me,  it 
undermines  the  legitimate  secrecy  of 
information  that  really  should  be  pro- 
tected. When  we  have  an  open  secret, 
as  we  do  presently,  and  let  us  make  it 
public,  like  the  intelligence  budget,  it 
creates  a  government  by  leaks,  where 
information  is  controlled  more  by  ac- 
cess than  by  policy. 

Withholding  this  kind  of  information 
firom  the  public,  in  addition,  under- 
mines confidence  in  government.  I 
think  Americans  support  an  intel- 
ligence system  that  provides  accurate, 
timely  information  to  our  policy- 
makers. When  the  Director  of  the  Cen- 
tral Intelligence  Agency  was  asked  in 
April  what  was  the  purpose  of  disclo- 
sure of  the  budget,  he  said  that  "the 
importance  here  is  to  gain  public  sup- 
port for  intelligence." 

I  do  not  think  it  is  asking  too  much 
for  Congress  to  tell  our  citizens  and 
constituents,  in  general  terms,  how 
many  resources  we  are  allocating  for 
intelligence  purposes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  conclude  by  observ- 
ing that  it  is  time  to  stop  withholding 
this  information.  My  amendment  to 
make  public  the  bottomline  amount  of 
the  intelligence  budget  is  a  sensible 
step  toward  fiscal  responsibility. 

I  have  a  great  deal  of  support  both  in 
and  out  of  the  Congress  for  this  amend- 
ment and  I  urge  that  it  be  speedily  ap- 
proved. 

D  1315 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  not  take  the  5 
minutes.  I  would  just  like  to  mention  a 
few  points  that  I  have  mentioned  be- 
fore and  my  objections  to  the  concept 
of  the  gentleman's  amendment.  The 
ranking  member  of  the  committee  is  in 
support.  In  fact,  I  think  a  cosponsor, 
chairman  of  the  committee  in  the  pre- 
vious Congress,  our  friend  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Glickman. 
supported  the  idea. 

I  believe  this  is  starting  down  a  slip- 
pery slope.  I  think  this  is  an  inside-the- 
Beltway  issue.  I  do  not  believe  the 
American  people  are  clamoring  to 
know  the  intelligence  budget.  I  believe 
that  they  understand  the  need  for 
there  to  be  national  secrets.  I  believe 
that,  and  in  fact  the  staff  have  begun 
to  put  extreme  pressure  on  knowing 
the  individual  amounts  of  various  pro- 
grams, various  agencies  within  the  in- 
telligence community.  That  informa- 
tion, I  think,  provides  Information  to 
folks  that  we  would  rather  not  know 
what  o\ir  plans  and  programs  are;  that, 
in  fact,  is  harmful. 

Finally,  I  would  just  simply  say  that 
in  the  administration's  support  of  this, 
of  declassification  of  the  topline  figure, 
the  President  has  the  authority  today. 
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if  he  wished,  to  call  a  news  conference 
and  disclose  the  amount,  he  could  do 
so.  He  does  not  need  congressional  ap- 
proval. 

I  think  he  is  looking  for  congres- 
sional cover.  I  would  suggest  that,  if 
the  administration  wishes  to  take  this 
action,  that  they  would  move  forward 
under  the  authority  which  they  cur- 
rently have.  The  President  may  so  de- 
sire to  do  that.  That  is  his  decision.  I 
simply  do  not  feel  comfortable  with  it. 
I  have  always  opposed  it,  continue  to 
oppose  It  and  would  not  in  fact  be  sup- 
portive, could  not  lend  my  support  to  a 
provision  which  in  fact  would  cause 
him  to,  given  that  he  has  the  authority 
now. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words 
and  speak  in  favor  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  C!hairman,  I  want  to  rise  in  sup- 
port of  the  Conyers  amendment  as  a 
cosponsor  of  it.  The  amendment  will 
require  the  disclosure  of  the  aggregate 
budget  figure  only,  not  the  budgets  of 
any  intelligence  agency,  nor  the  budget 
for  any  program  or  activity.  There  is 
no  threat  to  national  security  from  the 
disclosure  of  only  the  aggregate  figure. 
No  potential  adversary  of  the  United 
States  has  the  ability  to  thwart  any  in- 
telligence collection  activity  as  a  re- 
sult of  knowing  just  the  aggregate 
budget  figure. 

The  executive  order  on  classification 
permits  Information  to  be  classified 
only  if  its  disclosure  would  be  expected 
to  cause  damage  to  the  national  secu- 
rity. Classification  of  the  aggregate  in- 
telligence budget  figure  does  not  meet 
that  test. 

The  Constitution  requires  a  public 
statement  and  account  of  the  expendi- 
ture of  public  funds.  Disclosure  of  the 
aggregate  budget  figure  is  more  con- 
sistent with  that  constitutional  re- 
quirement than  the  current  practice. 

I  might  just  add  I  had  the  pleasure  of 
serving  on  the  Aspin-Brown  Commis- 
sion. The  Commission  endorsed  disclos- 
ing the  aggregate  number.  The  current 
Director  of  the  Central  Intelligence 
Agency,  Mr.  John  Deutch.  has  also 
come  out  in  favor  of  it,  as  has  the 
President.  I  think  it  would  be  totally 
appropriate  for  the  Congress  to  take 
this  step.  That  is  why  I  was  delighted 
to  join  with  my  colleague,  the  gen- 
tleman fi-om  Michigan  [Mr.  CONYERS], 
in  presenting  this  amendment  today. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for  it. 

Mr.  FARR  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Conyers  amendment.  This  debate  here 
is  about  national  security.  National  se- 
curity is  about  confidence,  confidence 
in  Government,  trust  in  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States.  How  can  we  ex- 
pect the  public  to  trust  the  House  of 
Representatives  when  we  continue  to 
keep  budget  information  secret? 

Think  about  it.  We  are  in  the  month 
of   May.    Every    city    council,    every 


school  board,  every  county  govern- 
ment, every  State  government  has  to 
have  their  budgets  adopted  by  the  fis- 
cal year  July  1.  That  means  right  now 
throughout  the  United  States  these 
hearings  on  local  budgets  are  going  on. 
All  publicized,  the  public  knows  every 
cent  that  comes  in  and  every  penny 
that  is  spent,  except  here  in  the  House 
of  Representatives,  where  we  keep  and 
have  traditionally  kept  secret  a  por- 
tion of  the  national  security  budget.  I 
think  that  is  wrong.  I  think  we  need  to 
have  confidence  in  what  we  do  here.  We 
can  only  have  that  confidence  if  indeed 
we  tell  everybody  where  their  money  is 
going. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  light  of  the  debate 
here  today,  it  is  Interesting  that  the 
President  says  we  should  make  this 
public.  The  Senate  Intelligence  Com- 
mittee voted  to  make  it  public.  The 
former  and  current  CIA  Directors  agree 
that  it  ought  to  be  public.  The  only 
way  we  can  ensure  that  it  will  be  made 
public  is  to  vote  for  the  Conyers 
amendment,  help  restore  confidence  in 
Congress.  Support  this  amendment. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  1  ad- 
ditional minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
not  believe  we  have  any  further  speak- 
ers on  this  side.  I  just  wanted  to  make 
a  point  that  emphasizes  something  I 
had  said  earlier.  The  White  House  press 
statement  relative  to  the  intelligence 
community  budget  of  1996  said,  reflect- 
ing the  President's  determination  to 
promote  openness  In  the  Intelligence 
community,  he  has  authorized  Con- 
gress to  make  it  public. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  President  can 
make  it  public.  I  would  state  that  the 
report  of  the  Aspin-Brown  commission 
says  that  the  commission  recommends 
that  the  President  or  his  designee  dis- 
close the  total  amoimt  of  money  appro- 
priated for  intelligence  activities  dur- 
ing the  current  fiscal  year  and  the 
total  amount  being  requested  for  the 
next  fiscal  year.  That  is  my  suggestion. 
In  compliance  with  the  Aspin-Brown 
commission,  if  the  President  wishes 
the  budget  to  be  disclosed,  he  or  his 
designee  should  do  it. 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in 
support  of  the  Conyers  amerxlment  to  H.R. 
3259,  the  fiscal  year  1997  intelligence  author- 
ization bill.  The  Conyers  amerKJmerrt  would  re- 
quire the  release  of  a  separate,  unclassified 
statenient  of  budget  outlays  for  intelligence  ac- 
tivities. 

It  is  high  time  that  this  come  urider  the 
same  scrutiny  as  other  Government  spending. 
For  many  years  during  the  cold  war,  ttie  budg- 
et figures  for  intelligence  were  kept  secret  so 
that  our  enemies  would  not  know  our  aggre- 
gate spending  levels.  Although  I  might  ques- 
tion that  justification,  the  point  is  now  moot. 
The  cold  war  is  over,  and  any  attempt  to  use 


it  to  justify  ttie  contimjing  secrecy  of  a  large, 
expensive  set  of  programs  seems  to  be  a  cyrv 
icaJ  attempt  to  evade  oversight  and  proper  ac- 
counting. 

The  need  for  public  scrutiny  is  dear  from 
ttie  press  reports  of  the  last  few  weeks.  I 
learned  ttiat  the  National  Reconnaissance  Of- 
fice, the  agency  that  manages  spy  satellKes. 
has  accumulated  a  financial  surplus  of  $3.8 
billion.  Lers  assume  ttiat  any  ottier  agency- 
one  less  popular  with  the  majority  party,  per- 
haps— had  stockpiled  billions  of  dollars. 

Do  you  think,  with  a  put^lk:  viewing  of  their 
finances,  ttiat  such  an  agency  woukj  have 
been  allowed  to  continue  stockpiling  rrxxiey? 
How  do  I  explain  to  riKrttier  that  the  Federal 
Government  has  no  money  for  well  baby  care 
but  has  billions  for  spies  slush  funds? 

As  if  ttie  human  costs  of  continued  Govern- 
ment secrecy  wereni  bad  enough,  there  is  a 
clear  constitutional  mandate  for  public  discto- 
sure  of  intelligence  spending.  The  Constitution 
states  ttiat  "No  Money  shall  t*  drawn  from  ttie 
Treasury,  txjt  in  CkKisequence  of  Appropria- 
tions made  by  Law;  and  a  regular  Statement 
and  Account  of  Receipts  and  Expenditures  of 
all  public  Money  shall  be  putilished  from  time 
to  time."  Wtiey  then  do  we  continue  to  shroud 
intelligence  spending,  and  keep  our  taxpayers 
in  the  dark? 

When  the  putilk;  receives  ttie  amount  of 
money  spent  on  intelligence  by  accident— ttie 
1994  Defense  Appropriatkms  Subcommrttee 
hearings  disclosed  an  aggregate  of  S28  billkxi 
dollars — or  t^y  press  leaks,  it  merely  contrtt>- 
utes  to  ttie  dangerous  perception  of  (soverrv 
ment  as  "Big  Brother.  We  can  help  stop  ttiat 
perceptkMi  today  by  adopting  the  Ckxiyers 
amendment  and  proving  ttiat  no  arm  of  Gov- 
emment  is  immune  to  putjiic  scrutiny. 

It's  time  to  bring  ttie  intelligence  community 
in  line  with  the  rest  of  Government  No  agency 
should  be  free  from  a  public  exaniinatk>n  of  its 
finances.  It's  common  sense,  it's  constitu- 
tional, and  it's  responsSiie.  I  urge  a  "^es"  vote 
on  the  Conyers  amendment 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  CaUfomia.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  support  of  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Conyers].  His  amend- 
ment to  the  fiscal  year  1997  intel- 
ligence authorization  bill  would  declas- 
sl^  the  aggregate  figure  of  the  intel- 
ligence budget. 

I  lielieve,  as  do  many  of  my  col- 
leagues, that  a  classified  intelligence 
budget  is  Inconsistent  with  the  ac- 
countability requirements  of  the  Con- 
stitution, and  that  It  inhibits  the  open- 
ness that  must  prevail  in  order  to  fa- 
cilitate informed  participation  in  our 
democracy. 

Moreover,  as  many  fiscal  watchdog 
organizations  have  pointed  out,  Amer- 
ican taxpayers  deserve  fiscal  account- 
ability when  it  comes  to  the  intel- 
ligence budget.  If  we  continue  to  ask 
the  taxpayers  of  this  country  to  con- 
tribute billions  of  dollars  to  the  intel- 
ligence budget,  they  deserve  to  know 
how  much  is  being  spent  on  their  be- 
half. We  need  only  look  at  the  example 
of  the  National  Reconnaissance  Office 
to  see  what  happens  when  Intelligence 
budgets  are  kept  hidden. 
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I  understand  the  critically  important 
national  security  questions  which  are 
at  stake  in  this  debate.  But  as  a  former 
member  of  the  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee, I  do  not  beUeve  that  public  dis- 
closure of  the  total  amount  of  money 
appropriated  to  the  intelligence  budget 
would  compromise  our  Nation's  secu- 
rity 

The  President  supports  disclosure  of 
the  intelligence  budget,  as  does  the 
Senate  Intelligence  Committee.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  disclosure  of 
this  budget  as  well.  Vote  "yes"  on  the 
Conyers  amendment. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  Conyers]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote,  and  pending 
that,  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  further  proceedings  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  CONYERS]  will  be  post- 
poned 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  the  bill? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  COMBEST 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Araendment  offered  by  Mr.  Combest:  In  the 
matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  section 
401,  strike  "Make"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following:  "Subject  to  such  amounts  as 
may  be  provided  In  advance  in  appropria- 
tions Acts,  make". 

Mr.  COMBEST  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  R£(X)RO. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  simply  provides  the  oppor- 
tunity for  the  Central  Intelligence 
Agency  to  execute  multiyear  leasing 
authority.  The  CIA  has  routinely 
signed  multiyear  leases  since  1949,  rely- 
ing on  section  8  authority  to  expend 
appropriated  funds  of  the  CIA  Act.  The 
CIA  inspector  general  now  has  con- 
cerns about  the  propriety  of  using  that 
authority  for  overt  leases. 

CIA  needs  axe  such  that  it  often  re- 
quires space  on  a  very  short  notice.  If 
it  can  do  so  only  for  short-term  leases, 
1  year,  landlords  demand  higher  rental 
payments.  GSA  has  difficulty  meeting 
CIA's  very  specific  needs:  readily  avail- 
able space,  special  security  and  com- 
munications needs  resulting  in  added 
cost  for  CIA  and  thus  for  the  Govern- 
ment as  a  whole. 

The  CBO  raises  concerns  about  the 
availability     of     appropriations     for 


multiyear  leases.  My  amendment 
would  require  that  multiyear  leases  be 
subject  to  the  availability  of  funds. 
CBO  is  also  concerned  that  this  provi- 
sion could  cost  several  million  dollars 
per  year.  We  have  to  remember  that 
without  this  authority,  the  CIA  will 
continue  to  use  1-year  leases  that  will 
inevitably  cost  more  money.  Our  best 
estimate  is  that  this  provision  will 
save  more  than  a  million  dollars  per 
year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  technical.  It  is 
my  understanding  that  my  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Dicks],  has  no  objection  to  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

The  amendment  would  amend  section 
403  of  the  bill,  giving  CIA  the  authority 
to  enter  into  multiyear  leases  to  re- 
quire that  the  CIA  have  an  appropria- 
tion for  the  total  amount  of  the  lease 
in  advance. 

I  imderstand  the  concern  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  and  the  Budg- 
et Committee  that  section  401  as  it  ap- 
pears in  the  bill  would  allow  CIA  to 
enter  into  long-term  leases  without 
being  subject  to  appropriations  action. 
This  was  not  the  intent  of  the  commit- 
tee. 

However,  I  do  have  some  concerns 
about  the  language  of  the  amendment. 
Since  these  leases  could  easily  run  into 
many  millions  of  dollars,  it  is  not  clear 
to  me  that  there  would  ever  be  an  au- 
thorization or  appropriation  for  these 
leases  in  advance. 

It  is  also  not  clear  how  funds  could 
be  made  available  for  the  entire  term 
of  a  15-  or  20-year  lease.  Nevertheless, 
because  I  believe  it  should  be  possible 
to  find  mutually  acceptable  language 
in  conference,  I  am  prepared  to  accept 
this  amendment  for  our  side. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  COMBEST]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

amendment  OFFERED  BY  MR.  COMBEST 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  COMBEST: 
Amend  section  402  to  read  as  follows: 

SEC.  402.  EUMINATION  OF  DOUBLE  SURCHARGE 
cm  THE  CENTRAL  INTELUGENCE 
AGENCY  RELATING  TO  EMPLOYEES 
WHO  RETIRE  OR  RESIGN  IN  FISCAL 
YEARS  1996  OR  1999  AND  WHO  RE- 
CEIVE VOLUNTARY  SEPARATION  IN- 
CENTIVE PAYMENTS. 

Section  2(i)  of  the  Central  Intelligence 
Agency  Voluntary  Separation  Pay  Act  (50 
U.S.C.  403-4  note)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  sentence:  "The  re- 
mittance required  by  this  subsection  shall  be 
in  lieu  of  any  remittance  required  by  section 
4(a)  of  the  Federal  Workforce  Restructuring 
Act  of  1994  (5  U.S.C.  8331  note).". 

Mr.  COMBEST  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 


There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
section  corrects  existing  law  which 
currently  requires  the  CIA  to  make 
two  payments,  one  of  9  percent,  one  of 
15  percent,  for  employees  who  take 
incentivized  retirement  trom  the  CIA 
during  fiscal  years  1998,  1999.  The  CIA 
is  required  to  make  the  Government 
retirement  trust  fund  whole  for  those 
individuals  who  take  these  incentivized 
retirements.  In  order  to  do  so,  it  must 
reimburse  the  Federal  Government  15 
percent  of  the  final  base  pay  of  each  in- 
dividual who  retires.  Requiring  the  CIA 
to  make  an  additional  9  percent  pay- 
ment becomes  a  penalty. 

Section  403  eliminates  the  double 
surcharge.  This  amendment  is  identical 
to  one  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  MiCA],  chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Civil  Service.  It  is 
my  understanding  that  Mr.  Dicks  has 
no  objections. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment 
makes  clear  that  what  we  were  trying 
to  do  in  the  bill  was  ensure  CIA  makes 
only  one  payment  and  not  two,  to  the 
civil  service  retirement  and  disability 
fund  for  those  agency  employees  who 
take  an  early  retirement  or  resign  and 
receive  separation  incentives  in  fiscal 
year  1998  and  1999. 

The  CIA  was  required  to  make  these 
pajnments  under  both  amendments  to 
the  CIA  Voluntary  Separation  Pay  Act 
enacted  last  year  and  the  Federal 
Workforce  Restructuring  Act  of  1994.  It 
was  never  intended  that  the  CIA  would 
have  to  pay  24  percent  for  employees 
leaving  the  agency  under  its  separation 
incentive  program. 

The  amendment  clarifies  that  the  re- 
quired 15-percent  payment  to  the  fund 
under  the  CIA  Voluntary  Separation 
Pay  Act  is  in  lieu  of  the  9-percent  pay- 
ment required  under  the  Federal  Work- 
force Restructuring  Act.  Thus  we 
would  be  happy  to  accept  it  on  our  side 
and  urge  the  committee  to  pass  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Combest]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  COMBEST 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  COMBEST:  In 
section  303— 

(1)  Insert  "(a)  axithorization  of  Appro- 
priations.—" before  "Section  307";  and 

(2)  add  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

(b)  Transfers.— The  second  sentence  of 
section  307(a)  of  the  Intelligence  Authoriza- 
tion Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows:  "Within  the  amount  author- 
ized to  be  used  by  this  section,  the  Director, 
consistent  with  his  duty  to  protect  intel- 
ligence sources  and  methods,  may  transfer 
such  amounts  to  the  agencies  within  the  Na- 
tional Foreign  Intelligence  Program  for  the 
purpose  of  automatic  declassification  of 
records  over  25  years  old. 
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Mr.  COMBEST  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  xmanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  again 
this  is  basically  a  technical  amend- 
ment. The  section  provides  the  Direc- 
tor of  Central  Intelligence  the  author- 
ity to  transfer  funds  authorized  for 
automatic  declassification  within  the 
national  foreign  intelligence  commu- 
nity to  execute  section  3.4  of  Executive 
Order  12958.  This  provision  would  allow 
that  money  which  is  basically  in  one 
pool  to  be  dispensed  within  the  NFIP 
agencies,  depending  upon  the  need  of 
that  agency  to  comply  with  the  declas- 
sification order  of  Executive  Order 
12958.  It  is  my  understanding  that  there 
are  no  objections  to  this  amendment. 

D  1330 

Mr.  DIC^S.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  clarifies  that 
the  DCI  may  transfer  the  funds  author- 
ized by  section  303  of  the  bill  to  the 
agencies  within  the  National  Foreign 
Intelligence  Program  for  the  auto- 
matic declassification  of  records  over 
25  years  old. 

The  community  management  staff 
has  pointed  out  that  this  transfer  au- 
thority is  necessary  to  move  the 
money  the  bill  provides  in  the  commu- 
nity management  account  back  to  the 
various  agency  programs.  I  have  no 
problem  with  this  technical  correction. 

The  gentleman's  amendment  also 
states  that  the  DCI  is  to  make  these 
transfers  consistent  with  his  duty  to 
protect  sources  and  methods.  This  par- 
ticular language  is  superfiuous  because 
the  DCI  is  already  required  by  current 
law  to  protect  sources  and  methods  in 
everything  he  does. 

Because  I  am  certain  the  gentleman 
does  not  mean  to  imply  by  the  inclu- 
sion of  this  redundant  language  that 
the  DCI  has  any  intention  of  violating 
the  requirements  of  current  law  in 
transferring  money  we  authorize  in 
this  area,  I  am  prepared  to  accept  the 
amendment  for  this  side. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  COMBEST]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  COMBEST 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Combest:  At 
the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following  new 
title: 
TITLE  VI— MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 

SEC.  Ml.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  FUNDING  PRO- 
VIDED BY  1996  SUPPLEMENTAL  AP- 
PROPRIATIONS ACT. 

Amounts  obligated  or  expended  for  intel- 
ligence   or    intelligence-related    activities 


based  on  and  otherwise  in  accordance  with 
the  appropriations  provided  by  the  Omnibus 
Consolidated  Rescissions  and  Appropriations 
Act  of  1996  (Public  Law  104-134),  including 
any  such  obligations  or  expenditures  occur- 
ring before  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  shall 
be  deemed  to  have  been  speciOcally  author- 
ized by  the  Congress  for  purposes  of  section 
504  of  the  National  Security  Act  of  1947  (50 
U.S.C.  414)  and  are  hereby  ratified  and  con- 
firmed. 

Mr.  COMBEST  (dvuing  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  imanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
also  a  technical  amendment  that  would 
correct  an  oversight  in  the  Omnibus 
Consolidated  Rescissions  and  Appro- 
priations Act  of  1996.  The  law  requires 
specific  authorization  for  expenditure 
of  funds  for  intelligence.  The  act  in 
question  obligated  funds  for  intel- 
ligence, but  contains  no  provisions  for 
authorization.  This  amendment  would 
correct  that  oversight. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the 
amendment  is  acceptable  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations,  and  I  would 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  section  504  of  the  Na- 
tional Security  Act  requires  that  fimds 
may  be  obligated  or  expended  for  an  in- 
telligence or  intelligence-related  activ- 
ity only  if  those  funds  were  specifically 
authorized  by  the  Congress  for  use  for 
such  activities. 

The  Combest  amendment  will  pro- 
vide the  necessary  authorization  for 
funds  appropriated  earlier  this  year  in 
the  Bosnia  supplemental.  I  support  the 
amendment  and  we  are  prepared  to  ac- 
cept it  on  our  side. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Combest]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  debate  concluded  a 
few  minutes  ago  on  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Conyers]  about  the  question  of 
declassification  of  the  aggregate 
amount  of  intelligence  expenditures.  I 
wanted  nonetheless  to  address  that 
question  briefly  at  this  time. 

The  debate  on  this,  I  think,  is  easily 
misconstrued  and,  therefore,  misunder- 
stood. It  seems  to  me  always  appro- 
priate to  start  with  first  principles, 
which,  in  a  democracy,  ought  to  be 
that  the  maximum  amount  of  informa- 
tion about  the  activities  of  our  Govern- 
ment be  made  available  to  our  citizens. 

Now,  there  are  necessarily  exceptions 
to  that  principle  for  national  security 
information,  for  State  secrets,  but  the 
general  principle  again  ought  to  be  to 
make  as  much  information  about  the 


operations  of  a  democratically  elected, 
representative  government  as  possible 
available,  so  that  citizens  may  make 
informed  judgments  in  the  process  of 
self-government. 

It  has  been  alleged  that  somehow 
vital  national  security  interests  are 
going  to  be  compromised  if  this  aggre- 
gate intelligence  expenditure  is  declas- 
sified. I  think  that  is  a  proposition 
that  is  virtually  impossible  to  support 
rationally.  It  is  a  figure  that  is  often 
nearly  accurately  reported  in  the  open 
press.  It  is  a  number  that  ought  to  be 
accurately  and  openly  reported  in  the 
press  so  that  our  fellow  citizens  have 
at  least  an  overall  sense  of  how  much 
of  their  hard-earned  tax  dollars  is 
being  devoted  to  this  important  na- 
tional puri>ose. 

The  slippery  slope  argiiment  is  often 
offered  up  as  a  reason  not  to  take  this 
step,  because  this  step,  it  is  asserted, 
will  inevitably  lead  to  the  disclosure  of 
constituent  amounts  within  the  intel- 
ligence budget,  I  think  that  argument 
simply  is  unable  to  be  sustained.  We 
are  able  to  keep  ourselves  from  sliding 
down  lots  of  slopes  around  this  place, 
and  I  think  we  can  draw  a  firm  line 
after  this  particular  disclosure,  and  it 
does  not  need  to  lead  to  others. 

It  has  also  been  suggested  that  this 
should  just  be  done  as  a  matter  of  exec- 
utive decision  by  the  President.  I  think 
it  is  an  important  policy  judgment 
that  ought  to  be  validated  and  ratified 
by  a  vote  of  the  Congress,  not  just  done 
by  act  of  the  executive  branch  alone. 

Perhaps  most  helpful  is  to  realize 
that  an  extensive  review  of  this  issue 
of  the  disclose  of  the  aggregate  intel- 
ligence expenditures  was  undertaken 
by  the  Aspin-Brown  Commission.  It  has 
been  scrubbed  and  vetted  and  exam- 
ined, and  it  was  the  judgment  of  that 
distinguished  group  of  American  patri- 
ots and  experts  in  defense  and  intel- 
ligence and  national  security  matters, 
that  keeping  this  total  budget  figure 
secret  any  longer  just  simply  does  not 
serve  any  legitimate  national  security 
or  national  defense  purpose.  And  it  cer- 
tainly fails  to  serve  the  legitimate  in- 
terests of  the  public  in  being  able  to 
have  access  to  as  much  information 
aboa&  their  Government  as  possible. 

So  I  hope,  when  we  reach  the  point  in 
the  proceedings  where  we  have  a  vote 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  Conyers], 
that  my  colleagues  will  support  his 
proposal.  I  think  it  is  an  appropriate 
step  forward.  It  will  ultimately  en- 
hance public  understanding  and.  there- 
fore, I  would  hope  public  support,  for 
this  important  function  of  our  national 
Government. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Conyers  amendment  to  make  public 
the  cumulative  number  of  the  intel- 
ligence budget. 
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This  is  not  a  new  issue  to  the  Con- 
gress. Mr.  Chairman.  Over  the  past  sev- 
eral Congresses  we  have  had  this  de- 
bate on  the  floor  about  whether  this 
number  should  be  released  and  whether 
its  release  would  jeopardize  our  na- 
tional security.  I  believe  the  answer  is 
yes,  that  it  should  be  released,  and,  no, 
it  does  not  jeopardize  our  national  se- 
curity. 

When  the  issue  first  arose  we  had  the 
debate,  and  it  was  said  that  we  needed 
more  information.  So  our  chairman  at 
the  time,  Mr.  Glickman,  Chairman 
Glickman,  held  hearings,  very  exten- 
sive hearings,  where  exi)erts  in  the 
field  of  intelligence  confirmed  that  our 
national  security  would  not  be  jeopard- 
ized and  indeed  it  would  be  healthy  to 
release  the  number. 

As  early  as  some  of  the  statements  as 
early  as  1991  on  the  subject  have  said, 
former  DCI  Robert  Gates  said,  "I  don't 
have  any  problem  with  releasing  the 
top-line  number  of  the  intelligence 
community  budget." 

That  same  year  former  Director  of 
NSA,  Bobby  Inman,  said,  "I  am  cer- 
tainly prepared  to  make  unclassified 
the  total  amount  and  defend  it  to  the 
public,  why  10  percent  of  our  total  de- 
fense efforts  spent  both  for  national 
and  tactical  intelligence  is  not  a  bad 
goal  at  aU." 

And  of  course  this  year  the  White 
House  statement  on  this  subject  said, 
reflecting  the  President's  determina- 
tion to  promote  opezmess  in  the  intel- 
ligence community,  he  has  authorized 
Congress  to  make  public  the  total  ap- 
proinlation. 

Going  way  back  20  years,  the  select 
committee  that  studied  governmental 
operations  with  respect  to  intelligence 
activities  stated  intelligence  oversight 
conunittee  should  authorize  on  an  an- 
nual basis  a  national  intelligence  budg- 
et, the  total  amount  of  which  should  be 
made  public. 


sibility.  We  must  be  responsible  fis- 
cally for  the  funds  that  are  in  our 
trust,  we  must  understand  the  stiff 
competition  for  the  funds  and,  there- 
fore, have  to  be  able  to  justify  how 
they  are  expended. 

We  need  to  maintain  the  public  con- 
fidence in  what  we  are  doing,  and  so 
what  happened  at  NRO  is  most  unfortu- 
nate because  it  did  undermine  all  of 
these,  the  public  confidence  and  the 
trust  that  we  all  should  have  in  hus- 
banding the  public  dollars. 

And  most  of  all,  the  actions  of  any 
one  of  these  agencies  should  not  under- 
mine the  strength,  the  perceived 
strength,  of  our  country.  We  have  to 
look  like  we  know  what  we  are  doing 
and  can  account  for  the  responsibilities 
of  both  fiscal  and  otherwise  in  our 
charge,  and  so  I  would  say  that  with  all 
of  the  testimony  that  we  have  had  over 
the  years,  with  the  cooperation  now  of 
the  executive  branch,  with  the  definite 
need  that  has  been  demonstrated  for  in 
one  instance  by  the  NRO  situation,  it 
behooves  this  Congress  to  move  to  sup- 
port the  Conyers  amendment  to  make 
this  number  public,  to  open  the  intel- 
ligence process  to  the  extent  of  saying 
this  is  a  number  that  can,  that  should 
have  to,  be  defended  within  the  total 
budget  process  and  that  it  should  be 
done  in  a  manner  that  is  not  harmful 
to  our  intelligence  activities  nor  jeop- 
ardize the  national  security  of  our 
country. 

I  am  satisfied  by  the  statements  of 
such  a  wide-ranging,  as  I  said,  biparti- 
san group  of  people  who  have  testified 
in  hearings  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives and  on  the  Senate  side  over  a 
long  period  of  time,  that  there  is  no 
doubt  that  we  should  make  this  num- 
ber public.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port the  Conyers  amendment. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  be  offering  some 


So  over  the  years  and  as  recently  as   ^amendments  later  on,  but  I  wanted 


the  statements  of  this  year,  most  cur 
rently  that  of  DCI  John  Deutch,  the 
President  is  persuaded  that  disclostire 
of  the  annual  amount  appropriated  for 
intelligence  purposes  will  inform  the 
public  and  not  in  itself  harm  intel- 
ligence activities. 

I  think  that  there  is  a  good  cross-sec- 
tion of  studies  and  DCI's  ftom  both,  ap- 
pointed by  Presidents  of  both  parties, 
who  have  supported  making  this  num- 
ber public,  and  I  think  it  is  a  healthy 
thing  to  do. 

The  defense,  the  intelligence,  com- 
munity should  have  to  defend  the 
amount  of  money  that  is  spent  on  in- 
telligence in  relationship  to  the  rest  of 
the  budget.  It  is  especially  important 
this  year  so  that  we  can  restore  some 
of  the  confidence  to  this  process  that 
has  been  undermined  by  the  recent 
NRO  revelations,  and  on  that  point, 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  Uke  to  say  that 
when  people  accept  the  public  trust, 
they  and  we  all  have  a  special  respon- 


to 

rise  in  favor  of  the  Conyers  amendment 
also. 

I  have  always  believed  that  govern- 
ment is  not  a  fungus,  that  it  can  thrive 
in  sunshine,  and  I  understand  that  dur- 
ing the  whole  period  of  the  Cold  War 
we  wanted  to  keep  this  number  secret. 
But  I  think  now  we  ought  to  be  able  to 
get  this  number  out,  and  I  salute  the 
President  of  the  United  States  for  say- 
ing we  ought  to  put  the  number  out, 
and  I  hope  that  this  body  finally  does 
that. 

Coming  here  to  debate  this  issue,  I 
always  feel  very  silly  because  we  can- 
not talk  about  the  numbers,  we  cannot 
talk  about  the  issues,  we  cannot  talk 
about  anything.  So  what  can  we  talk 
about?  It  all  sounds  like  a  bag  of 
smoke  at  some  point.  But  I  think  one 
of  the  things  that  the  average  person 
wonders  is  why  are  we  not  much  more 
rigorous  in  our  oversight?  And  I  must 
say  the  only  reason  I  think  we  do  not 
reveal  the  number  is  we  do  not  want  to 


admit  how  poorly  we  have  done  some  of 
the  oversight. 

Now,  this  is  not  a  great  secret.  I 
brought  it  from  the  newspapers  so  no- 
body wants  to  turn  me  in  to  jail.  But  if 
my  colleagues  remember,  the  Washing- 
ton Post  and  many  other  articles  were 
pointing  out  how  the  NRO  had  pur- 
chased 14  more  acres  than  they  needed 
for  their  $304  million  complex,  and  of 
course  most  people  remember  the  big 
brouhaha  about  the  $304  million  com- 
plex. Here  it  was  being  built  in  subur- 
ban Washington  on  the  Virginia  side, 
and  no  one  knew.  Viola. 

D  1345 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  district  I  come 
from,  Denver,  CO,  they  have  had  to 
shut  down  Head  Start  already  this 
year.  They  ran  out  of  money.  We  have 
all  these  people  desperately  looking  for 
just  pennies  to  keep  something  run- 
ning, and  yet  they  can,  first  of  all,  do 
a  headquarters  that  no  one  knew 
about,  there  it  is,  and  then  we  find  out 
they  had  all  these  extra  acreages,  and 
nothing  ever  happens.  Then  we  also 
find  out,  as  we  found  out  this  year, 
that  they  admitted  they  had  a  $3.8  bil- 
lion slush  fund. 

I  understand  we  are  supposed  to  call 
it  the  surplus  unspent  funds,  but  I 
think  if  any  other  agency  in  Govern- 
ment had  that  kind  of  slush  fund  or 
surplus  unspent  funds,  whatever  you 
want  to  call  them,  iieople  would  be 
down  here,  the  deficit  hawks  would  be 
down  here  screaming  and  yelling  and 
hollering,  and  rightly  so. 

I  guess  the  problem  I  see,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, is  that  on  one  side  of  the  budget 
we  are  very  critical,  and  I  think  that  is 
fine,  but  when  it  comes  to  defense  and 
intelligence,  it  does  not  make  any  dif- 
ference. We  have  the  report  of  the  slush 
fund,  and  yet  nobody  really  wants  to 
talk  about  cutting.  Yet,  you  cannot 
talk  about  what  percentage  of  the 
budget  that  slush  fund  is  because  we 
cannot  tell  what  the  budget  number  is. 
But  that  is  a  lot  of  money. 

If  we  look  again  in  the  generic  press, 
and  I  am  staying  right  in  the  generic 
press,  my  goodness,  we  would  not  want 
to  reveal  any  of  these  secrets  because 
they  probably  would  have  to  shoot  me 
and  whoever  else  I  would  reveal  them 
to,  and  I  would  not  want  that  on  my 
conscience. 

So  if  we  go  and  look  at  those  num- 
bers, let  us  look  at  these  numbers  and 
look  at  them  seriously,  they  are  sasring 
in  the  generic  press  that  these  surplus 
unspent  funds,  they  are  adding  about  $1 
billion  to  it  every  year.  That  seems  to 
say  to  me  maybe  we  are  putting  too 
much  money  in  it.  Are  we  awake?  Are 
we  doing  any  oversight,  or  are  we  just 
saying  that  this  is  so  important  that 
we  will  just  give  them  any  amount  of 
money,  whether  they  can  spend  it  or 
not? 

I  am  also  sad  that  we  caimot  get  into 
more  details.  I  was  very  troubled  by 
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the  late  article  in  the  Atlantic  Month- 
ly about  some  of  the  training  that  had 
gone  on  in  the  Middle  East,  so  that 
they  think  we  may  be  responsible  for 
training  some  of  the  terrorists,  that  it 
was  done  with  good  will,  but  it  kind  of 
got  out  of  control. 

So  if  we  add  all  of  those  things  to- 
gether, we  scratch  our  heads  and  say 
surely  we  can  at  least  do  what  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  CONYERS] 
and  the  President  of  the  United  States 
have  said  we  could  do,  which  is  at  least 
put  the  overall  nimiber  out  of  here. 
Even  though  I  will  not  be  here  next 
year,  then  maybe  whoever  is  here  next 
year  can  have  a  little  bit  better  debate 
and  put  this  in  a  little  bit  better  con- 
text because  we  can  talk  about  what 
percentages  these  are.  I  hope  that  the 
Conyers  amendment  is  passed,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to  engage  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  in  a  col- 
loquy concerning  section  304  of  the  bill. 
I  would  say  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas,  the  chairman  of  the  committee, 
as  he  knows,  this  provision  extends  the 
laws  allowing  the  President  to  delay 
the  imposition  of  a  sanction  upon  a  de- 
termination that  to  proceed  with  the 
sanction  would  risk  a  compromise  of 
an  ongoing  criminal  investigation  or 
an  intelligence  source  or  method. 

My  question,  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
whether  the  legislative  history  devel- 
oped during  the  debate  on  this  provi- 
sion last  year  would  still  be  applicable 
to  the  extension  of  the  authority  for  1 
year?  My  fxirther  question  is  that  can 
we  expect  that  this  provision  will  be 
narrowly  construed,  and  only  used  in 
the  most  serious  of  circumstances,  not 
to  protect  routine  intelligence  activi- 
ties? 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Ms.  PELOSI.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  certainly  concur  and  say  yes,  we 
would  intend  for  this  to  still  be  in  ef- 
fect. As  the  gentlewoman  so  ade- 
quately pointed  out,  and  has  been  very 
effective,  I  think,  in  leading  on  this 
issue,  we  would  certainly  expect  that 
this  provision  would  be  narrowly  con- 
strued and  only  used  in  the  most  seri- 
ous of  circumstances.  That  is  certainly 
the  intent  of  the  committee  to  carry 
forward  in  this  year's  authorization. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  chairman  for  engaging  in  the  col- 
loquy, and  for  his  confirmation  of  the 
understanding  that  we  had  of  the  legis- 
lative background  on  this  last  year.  As 
Members  may  recall,  I  worked  closely 
with  the  gentleman  fi-om  California 
[Mr.  Berman]  who  is  an  expert  in  this 
field,  and  has  an  interest  in  the  waiver 
of  sanctions  and  the  particular  limita- 
tions that  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 


tee has  confirmed.  I  thank  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee  once  again  for 
that  confirmation. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  reiterate  a 
couple  of  concerns  I  have  about  this 
bill.  As  I  have  stated,  I  am  going  to 
support  it,  but  we  need  to  remember 
that  the  money  we  are  spending  for  in- 
telligence today,  in  my  mind,  is  a  tre- 
mendous force  multiplier  for  our  mili- 
tary. 

When  we  consider  the  fact  that  we 
can  now  literally  fuse  into  the  cockpits 
of  our  aircraft  intelligence  gathered  in 
space  to  give  the  locations  of  enemy 
weapons  systems  in  almost  real  time, 
so  they  can  be  properly  targeted,  I 
think  all  of  a  sudden  we  recognize  the 
revolutionary  improvements  that  are 
being  made  in  our  overall  military  ca- 
pability. 

To  my  friends  on  the  Democratic 
side,  I  believe  strongly  that  such  capa- 
bilities will  allow  us  in  the  future  to 
deter  military  conflicts.  I  would  urge 
my  colleagues,  to  support  the  Conyers 
amendment,  of  which  I  am  a  sponsor. 

I  think  we  can  disclose  the  aggregate 
number,  but  I  want  everyone  to  re- 
member that  this  is  still  a  part  of  the 
Defense  Department.  It  is  a  portion  of 
the  defense  budget  that  is  used  not 
only  to  gather  intelligence  for  our  na- 
tional leadership,  but  also  to  be  used 
effectively  to  protect  the  people  that 
we  are  sending  in  harm's  way  every 
single  day  all  around  the  world  and  to 
convince  our  adversaries  that  picking  a 
fight  with  the  United  States  just  sim- 
ply does  not  make  sense. 

I  had  a  chance  just  a  few  weeks  ago 
to  go  to  our  combined  air  operation  in 
Vincenza  and  to  see  a  real  fusion  cen- 
ter where  intelligence  from  all  of  our 
collection  platforms  is  gathered.  This 
intelligence  is  used  by  our  military  to 
find  problems  in  Bosnia  that  are  then 
communicated  to  the  military  com- 
manders, and  thus  they  are  able  to 
avoid  possible  conflicts  that  could 
occur;  because  of  the  ability  to  find 
enemy  radars  and  things  of  that  na- 
ture. 

This  is  truly  a  revolutionary  change 
in  intelligence  capabilities,  so  as  we 
sometimes  get  harsh  with  the  NRO,  I 
would  say  that  John  Deutch  took  effec- 
tive steps.  He  named  a  new  chief  finan- 
cial officer.  He  named  a  new  head  of 
the  NRO.  a  very  fine  public  servant. 
The  two  people  that  were  removed  are 
people  who  have  given  distinguished 
service  to  our  country.  Unfortunately, 
the  financial  people  at  the  NRO  did  not 
do  their  job  properly,  and  Congress  was 
not  properly  infonned  about  the  size  of 
these  carryforward  funds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  reiterate, 
there  is  no  evidence  that  any  of  that 
money  was  spent  on  items  not  author- 
ized by  Congress.  One  of  my  colleagues 
talked  today  about  the  very  famous 
NRO  building.  Our  committee,  a  bipar- 


tisan basis,  put  out  a  report  that  said 
that  we  knew  about  this  building.  In 
fact,  we  had  good  oversight  over  the 
building.  We  pointed  out  that  in  the 
other  body  there  were  amendments  of- 
fered by  members  of  the  Intelligence 
Committee  to  accelerate  and  possibly 
to  expand  the  size  of  the  NRO  building. 

So  when  they  then  turned  around  at 
a  later  date  and  said  they  knew  noth- 
ing about  it.  many  of  us  in  this  body 
had  serious  reservations  about  how 
they  in  fact  could  say  that.  Sometimes 
in  a  rush  we  do  not  keep  the  facts  in 
sight,  and  we  sometimes  do  not  know 
the  history. 

The  point  I  am  trjring  to  make,  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  that  the  NRO  has  been 
one  of  the  stellar  institutions  in  our 
Government.  One  of  the  reasons  we 
won  the  cold  war  was  because  we  had 
the  finest  intelligence.  We  have  the  fin- 
est intelligence  community  of  any  na- 
tion on  earth.  Those  intelligence  com- 
munity assets  are  used  to  enhance  our 
military  capability  in  order  to  protect 
American  lives  ajid  to  deter  future 
wars.  That  is  why  I  have  always 
strongly  supported  our  intelligence 
community. 

Can  we  reduce  the  money?  Yes.  Have 
we  reduced  the  money?  Yes.  We  have 
reduced  it  significantly. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Dicks]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Dicks 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  have  we 
reduced  the  money  for  defense?  Yes.  We 
have  cut  the  Defense  budget  by  about 
$100  billion  a  year  between  1985  and 
1995.  We  have  also  cut  back  on  the 
amount  of  money  for  the  intelligence 
agencies.  We  have  cut  back  on  the 
number  of  personnel.  I  am  talking 
about  across  the  board  cuts  in  the  De- 
fense Department,  the  CIA,  and  all  of 
these  agencies,  we  have  reduced  the 
size.  Yet,  today,  America  is  in  more 
countries  around  the  world  with  mili- 
tary forces  that  require  accurate  intel- 
ligence for  their  security  and  support. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  remember  that  fact.  Yes,  we 
can  always  beat  up  on  an  agency,  but  I 
am  always  reminded  of  the  fact  that 
this  agency  is  composed  of  American 
citizens  who  serve  our  Government 
faithfully,  who  have  done  an  extraor- 
dinary job.  I  just  \ix?e  us  to  put  this 
into  some  perspective.  If  they  had 
failed  in  building  these  national  tech- 
nical means,  then  we  would  be  here 
criticizing  them.  They  certainly  failed 
to  keep  Congress  appropriately  in- 
formed of  the  size  of  the  carryover 
funds.  There  is  no  evidence  whatsoever 
that  any  of  that  money  was  improperly 
spent. 

So  let  us  try  to  keep  this  in  perspec- 
tive. Sometimes,  with  all  the  criticism, 
the  harsh  rhetoric,  we  forget  that  these 
are  men  and  women  who  have  done  a 
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fantastic  job  for  this  Nation,  and  who 
really  do  deserve  our  support. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  srield? 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman ftom  Colorado,  an  outstanding 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Armed 

Services. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  The  gentleman  is 
a  good  friend  and  I  respect  him  very 
much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

My  question,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  not  to 
be  confrontational,  but  the  gentleman 
is  not  questioning  the  fact  that  almost 
$1  billion  a  year  had  gone  into  this  $3.8 
billion  surplus  fund,  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen- 
tlewoman was  not  on  the  floor,  I  think, 
when  we  talked  about  this  a  little  ear- 
lier. As  she  knows,  when  we  buy  a 
weapons  system  at  the  Pentagon, 
sometimes  there  are  billions  of  dollars 
of  unobligated  funds  that  are  spend 
over  a  period  of  time.  In  the  intel- 
ligence area,  we  incrementally  fund.  It 
was  the  opinion  of  George  Mahon  and 
some  of  the  senior  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  many 
years  ago  that  we  could  not  risk  a  situ- 
ation where  Congress  has  not  passed  its 
budget  by  the  start  of  the  fiscal  year. 
They  believed  it  was  necessary  to  have 
a  certain  amount  of  flexibility  in 
carryforward  funds  to  keep  these  pro- 
grams going,  if  the  Congress  did  not 
get  the  Defense  budget  passed.  There 
was  a  kind  of  agreement  among  the 
players  to  do  this. 

What  I  object  to,  and  I  know  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  Colorado  objects  to,  is 
that  this  account,  and  each  one  of 
these  were  for  different  national  tech- 
nical means,  different  satellite  pro- 
grams, is  that  these  accounts  grew  too 
large  in  the  aggregate.  None  of  the 
money  was  misspent.  I  think  the  fault 
was  that  Congress  was  not  kept  appro- 
priately advised  about  the  magnitude. 

I  can  tell  the  Members,  I  am  very 
pleased  that  it  was  the  staff  of  the  Per- 
manent Select  Committee  on  Intel- 
ligence, and  particularly  the  minority 
staff,  that  went  to  the  NRO,  found  this 
out,  made  it  known  to  the  other  key 
committees  in  the  Congress,  and  last 
year  we  dramatically  reduced  the 
amount  of  money  in  those  accounts. 
We  used  it  for  Bosnia,  we  use  it  for 
other  defense  priorities,  so  that  the 
money  was  not  wasted.  The  American 
people  did  not  get  ripped  off. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Dicks]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent  and  on  re- 
quest of  Mrs.  SCHROEDER,  Mr.  DICKS 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  srield? 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Colorado. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  issue  is  that  the  money  was  not 
spent,  and  then  it  forced  us  to  spend  a 


tremendous  amount  of  money  just  on 
interest  on  that  additional  debt  we  in- 
curred by  spending  more  than  we  really 
needed  to  spend  at  that  time,  when  we 
build  up  an  account  of  that  much  over 
that  period  of  time.  And  the  gentleman 
knows  and  I  know  that  the  fastest 
growing  part  of  the  Federal  budget  has 
been  interest  on  the  debt.  We  would 
not  allow  any  other  agency  to  do  that. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  of  course, 
as  the  gentlewoman  certainly  knows 
and  appreciates,  this  is  budget  author- 
ity. You  do  not  really  spend  money 
until  you  spend  it.  That  is  an  outlay. 
So  they  had  the  budget  authority,  but 
they  never  spent  the  money.  So  that 
would  not  incur  any  obligation  by  the 
Federal  Treasury. 

In  a  sense,  they  had  the  ability  to 
draw  on  the  Treasury  up  to  $4  billion, 
but  they  did  not  do  it.  What  we  did 
with  that  BA  is  move  it  to  other  higher 
priority  items  like  Bosnia,  so  we  did 
not  have  to  appropriate  additional 
money,  and  again  that  was  eigreed  to. 

D  1400 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  jrield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Colorado. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  the  gentleman  knows  that  every- 
body in  the  world  would  love  to  have 
that  kind  of  budget  authority  in  the 
bank  that  they  could  move  around  for 
things,  and  we  lose  the  oversight  ca- 
pacity. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  the  chairman  and  myself 
have  limited  the  amount  of  the  carry- 
forward. The  director  of  the  CIA,  one  of 
the  most  competent  individuals  I 
know,  has  made  changes  in  the  NRO, 
has  named  a  new  chief  financial  officer. 
So  in  a  sense,  I  think  we  ought  to  give 
Mr.  Deutch  and  the  administration 
some  support  for  the  steps  that  they 
have  taken  to  ensure  that  this  does  not 
happen  again  in  the  future. 

Yes,  the  NRO  made  a  mistake.  Yes, 
they  were  vn-ong.  But  I  want  us  to 
place  in  perspective  that  these  same 
people  who  did  a  bad  job  in  their  ac- 
counting also  have  done  some  tremen- 
dously positive  things  for  the  country 
in  terms  of  the  satellites  that  have 
been  built  over  the  years  that  helped 
us  avoid  a  confrontation  with  the  So- 
viet Union. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  firom  Washington  [Mr. 
Dicks]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Dicks 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  am  glad  to  hear  the  gen- 
tleman say  we  should  give  support  to 
the  adntiinistration.  We  can  do  that  in 


part  by  abiding  by  their  budget  request 
and  not  spending  well  over  $1  billion  in 
this  budget  than  the  administration  re- 
quested. We  will  deal  with  that  in  some 
later  amendments. 

SEQUiamAL  VOTES  POSTPONED  IN  COMMnTEE 
OF  THE  WHOLE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  proceedings  will  now  resume  on 
those  amendments  on  which  further 
proceedings  were  postponed,  in  the  fol- 
lowing order:  the  amendment,  as 
amended,  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Richardson]; 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders]; 
and  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  CONYERS]. 

The  Chair  will  reduce  to  5  minutes 
the  time  for  any  electronic  vote  after 
the  second  vote  in  this  series. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  RICHARDSON,  AS 
AMENDED 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  the  amendment,  as  amended,  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Richardson]  on  which  further  pro- 
ceedings were  postponed  and  on  which 
the  ayes  prevailed  by  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  designate  the  amend- 
ment, as  amended. 

The  Clerk  designated  the  amend- 
ment, as  amended. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  dennanded. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  417,  noes  6, 
not  voting  10,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  184] 
AYES— 417 


Abercrombie 

Brown  (FL) 

Crape 

Ackerman 

Brown  (OH) 

Cremeans 

AlUrd 

Brownback 

Cubln 

Andrews 

Bryant  (TN) 

Commings 

Archer 

Bryant  (TX) 

Cunningham 

Anney 

Bunn 

Danner 

Bachus 

Busning 

Davis 

Baesler 

Burr 

de  la  Garza 

Baker  (CA) 

Barton 

Deal 

Baker  (LA) 

Bayer 

DeFazio 

Baldaoci 

Callahan 

DeLauro 

Ballenger 

Calvert 

DeLay 

Barcia 

Camp 

DeUnms 

BaiT 

Deatsch 

Barrett  (NE) 

Cardin 

Dlaz-Balart 

Barrett  (WI) 

Castle 

Dickey 

Bartlett 

Chabot 

Dicks 

Bass 

Chambliss 

Dingell 

Bateman 

Chapman 

Dixon 

Christensen 

Doggett 

Beilensoo 

Chrysler 

Dooley 

Bentaen 

Clay 

Doolittle 

Bereater 

Clayton 

Doman 

Bennan 

Clement 

Doyle 

Bevlll 

dinger 

Dreier 

BUbray 

(nybom 

Duncan 

Bilirakis 

Coble 

Dunn 

Bishop 

Coleman 

Durbin 

Blate 

Collins  (GA) 

Edwards 

Boehlert 

Collins  (XL) 

Ehlers 

Boehner 

Collins  (MI) 

Ehrlich 

Bonilla 

Combest 

Emerson 

Bonior 

Condit 

Engel 

Bono 

Conyers 

English 

Borski 

Cooley 

Ensign 

Boacher 

Coz 

Eshoo 

Brewster 

Coyne 

Evans 

Browder 

Cramer 

Everett 

Crane 

Swing 
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Parr 

Fattah 

FaweU 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Fields  (TX) 

Filner 

Flanagan 

Foglietta 

Foley 

Forbes 

Ford 

Fowler 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (CD 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frelinghoysen 

Frisa 

Frost 

Farse 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

CJeren 

Gibbons 

Gilchrest 

Gillmor 

Gilman 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Gordon 

Goss 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

Greene  (UT) 

Greenwood 

Gonderson 

Gutierrez 

Gatknecht 

Hall  (OH) 

HalKTX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Hef&er 

Helneman 

Merger 

HUleary 

Hilliard 

Hinchey 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Hooghton 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson  (CT) 
Johnson  (SD) 
Johnson.  E.  B. 
Johnson.  Sam 
Johnston 
Jones 
Eanjorski 
Kaptor 
Kaslch 
Kelly 

Kennedy  (MA) 
Kennedy  (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Kllnk 


Klug 

KnoUenberg 

Kolbe 

LaFaloe 

LaHood 

Lantos 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Lazio 

Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Lightioot 

Lincoln 

Linder 

Lipinskl 

Livingston 

LoBiondc 

Lolgren 

Longley 

Lowey 

Lucas 

Lather 

Maloney 

Man  ton 

Manzollo 

Markey 

Mar<^ez 

Martini 

Mascara 

Matsni 

McCarthy 

McCollam 

McCrery 

McDade 

McDermott 

McHale 

McHugh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeoD 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Metcair 

Meyers 

Mica 

MUlender- 
McDonald 

Miller  (CA) 

MiUer  (FL) 

Minge 

Mink 

MoUohan 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Moran 

MoreUa 

Murtha 

Myers 

Myrick 

Nadler 

Neal 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Owens 

Oxley 

Packard 

Pallone 

Parker 

Pastor 

Pazon 

Payne  (NJ) 

Payne  (VA) 

Pelosi 

Peterson  (FL) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Porter 


Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 

Quillen 

(Joinn 

Radanovich 

Rahall 

Ramstad 

Rangel 

Reed 

Regula 

Richardson 

Riggs 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Rose 

Roth 

Roukema 

Roybal-Allard 

Royce 

Rush 

Sabo 

Salmon 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Sazton 

Schaefer 

schiir 

Schroeder 

Schamer 

Scott 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shoster 

Sisisky 

Skaggs 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Spence 

Spratt 

Stark 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stokes 

Stndds 

Stump 

Stupak 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Tlahrt 

Torkildses 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traflcant 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Watts  (OK) 

Wazman 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 


White 

Whitfleld 

Wicker 

Williams 

Wilton 


Campbell 
Cobum 


Barton 
Bliley 
Chenoweth 
Costello 


Wise 

Wolf 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Yates 


Young  (AK) 
Young  (FL) 
Zeliir 
Zimmer 


NOES-6 


Istook  Shadegg 

Sanford  Souder 

NOT  VOTING— 10 


Flake 

Funderburk 
Heney 
Moakley 


Molinari 
Scarborough 


D  1421 

Messrs.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota, 
ZELIFF,  EVERETT,  WILSON,  and 
STOCKMAN  changed  their  vote  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mrs.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Thurs- 
day, May  16  and  Wednesday  May  22,  I  was 
unavoidably  detained  and  missed  rollcall  votes 
176  and  184. 

Had  I  been  here,  I  would  have  voted  "no" 
on  rollcall  176.  and  "yes"  on  rollcall  184. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SANDERS 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman firom  Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders] 
on  which  further  procseedings  were 
postponed,  and  on  which  the  noes  pre- 
vailed by  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  designate  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  Clerk  designated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  115,  noes  311, 
not  voting  7,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  185] 
AYES-115 


Andrews 

Baldacci 

Baicia 

Barrett  (WI) 

Becerra 

Bonior 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Bryant  (TX) 

C:amp 

C:ampbeU 

Clay 

Clayton 

Coble 

Collins  (IL) 

Collins  (MI) 

Condit 

Conseis 

Coyne 

Danner 

DeFazio 

OeLanro 

Dellnms 

Duncan 

Durbin 

Ehlers 

Ensign 

Evans 

Fair 


Fattah 

FUner 

FoglietU 

Foley 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Furse 

(lordon 

Green  (TX) 

Gutierrez 

Hilliard 

Hinchey 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jacobs 
Jeffenon 
Johnson  (SD) 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kennedy  (MA) 
Kleczka 
King 
LaHood 
Lewis  (GA) 
Lincoln 
Lolgren 
Lather 
Maloney 
Manzullo 


Markey 

McCarthy 

McDermott 

McKinney 

Meehan 

Meek 

Metcalf 

Millender- 

McDonald 
MUler  (CA) 
Minge 
Mink 
Morella 
Nadler 
Neal 

Neumann 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Owens 
Pastor 
Payne  (N  J) 
Peterson  (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Poshard 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reed 
Roemer 


Rohrabacher 

Rose 

Roth 

Roybal-Allard 

Royce 

Rash 

Sanders 

Schroeder 

Schumer 


Abercrombie 

.Ackerman 

Allard 

Archer 

Armey 

Bachus 

Baesler 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Ballenger 

BaiT 

Barren  (NE) 

Bartlett 

Barton 

Bass 

Bateman 

Bellenson 

Bentsen 

Bereuter 

Herman 

BeviU 

Bilbray 

BiUrakis 

Bishop 

Blate 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

Bonilla 

Bono 

Borski 

Boucher 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bonn 

Banning 

Burr 

Burton 

Buyer 

r.ii.>i.ti 

Calvert 

Canady 

Caniin 

CasUe 

Chabot 

Chambliss 

Chapman 

(Hienoweth 

Christensen 

Chiytier 

Clement 

Clloger 

Clybum 

Cobum 

(Pieman 

Collins  (GA) 

Combest 

Cooley 

Cox 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Ciemeua 

Cabin 

Cummings 

Cunningham 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeLay 

Dentach 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Dunn 


Sensenbrenner 

Semao 

Shays 

Slaughter 

Stark 

Stndds 

Stupak 

Torricelli 

Towns 

NOES-311 

Edwards 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

Engel 

English 

Eshoo 

Everett 

Ewing 

FaweU 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Forbes 

Ford 

Fowler 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  (N  J) 

Frelmghnysen 

Frisa 

Froct 

GaUegly 

Ganske 

GejdensoD 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Geren 

Gibbons 

Gilchrest 

Gillmor 

Gilman 

Gonzalez 

(ioodlatte 

(SoodUng 

(>o«s 

Graham 

Greene  (UT) 

Greenwood 

Condersos 

Gatknecht 

HaU(OH) 

HalKTX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hasten 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hastings  CA'A) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Heiley 

Hefner 

Helneman 

Herger 

Hilleary 

Hotaaon 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Bolden 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Istook 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kaptor 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (Rl) 

KeaatUy 

KUdm 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klink 

KsoUenbeig 


Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Waxen 

Watt  (NO 

Williams 

Woolsey 

Yates 


Kolbe 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Largent 

LaTourette 

Laoghlin 

Lazio 

Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Ughtlbot 

Linder 

Upinski 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Longley 

Lowey 

Lucas 

Man  ton 

Martinez 

Martuu 

Mascara 

Matsul 

McCoUum 

McCrery 

HcOade 

McHale 

McHugh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeoo 

McNolty 

Msnendet 

Meyers 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

MoUohan 

Montgomeiy 

Moorhead 

Monu 

Murtha 

Myers 

Myrtck 

Nethercutt 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Oxley 

Packard 

Pallone 

Parker 

Paxon 

Payne  (VA) 

Pelosi 

Peterson  (FL) 

Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Porter 

Portman 

Pryoe 

QnlUen 

Quinn 

Radanovich 

Rahall 

Regula 

Richardson 

Riggs 

Rivers 

Robertt 

Rogers 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Roukema 

Sabo 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Schaefer 

SchilT 

Scott 
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SeastimiKl 

Stomp 

WaJ.sh 

Ball  (OH) 

McHale 

Rash 

ShMAtn 

Talent 

Wamp 

Hamilton 

McKinney 

Saho 

Sluw 

Tanner 

Ward 

Harm&n 

Meehan 

Sanders 

Shuster 

Tate 

Watts  (OK) 

Hefner 

Meek 

Sawyer 

Sisisky 

Taozin 

Wazman 

HllUard 

Menendez 

Schroeder 

SkaCTS 

Taylor  (MS) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Hinchey 

Met/ialf 

Schumer 

Skeen 

Taylor  (NO 

Weldon  (PA) 

Holden 

MiUender- 

Scott 

SkeltoD 

Tejeda 

Weller 

Hem 

McDonald 

Sensenbrenner 

Smith  (MI) 

Thomas 

White 

Istook 

Miller  (CA) 

Serrano 

Smith  (N J) 

Thompson 

WhiUleld 

Jackson  (IL) 

Minge 

Shays 

Smith  (TX) 

Thomberry 

Wicker 

Jackson-Lee 

Mink 

Skaggs 

Smith  (WA) 

Thornton 

Wilson 

(TX) 

Moakley 

Slaughter 

Solomon 

Thorman 

Wise 

Jacobs 

Moran 

Spratt 

Sonder 

Tlahrt 

Wolf 

Johnson  (SD) 

MorellA 

Stark 

Spence 

Torkildsen 

Wynn 

Johnson.  E.B. 

Nadler 

Stenholm 

Spr»tt 

Torres 

Yooii?  (AK) 

Johnston 

Neal 

Stokes 

Steams 

Tiaficant 

Young  (FL) 

K&njorski 

Obeistar 

Stadds 

Stesholm 

Volkmer 

ZelifT 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Obey 

Stapak 

Stockmjui 

VacanoTich 

Zimmer 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Giver 

Thompson 

Stokes 

Walker 

Kennelly 

Owens 

Thornton 

NOT  VOTING— 7 

Klldee 
Kleczka 

Pallone 
Pastor 

Thurman 
Torres 

BlUey 

Pnnderbnrk 

Scarboroa^ 

Klink 

Payne (NJ) 

TorriceUi 

Costello 

Moakley 

King 

Payne  (VA) 

Towns 

Fl&ke 

Molinari 

LaFalce 

Pelosi 

Traficant 

I.antos 

Peterson  (MN) 

Velazqnez 

D  1439 

Leach 
Levin 

Petri 
Pickett 

Yen  to 
Volkmer 

The  Clerk 

announced 

the  following 

Lewis  (GA) 

Pomeroy 

Ward 

Tvair** 

Lincoln 

Poshard 

Waters 

On  this  vote: 

Lofgren 
Lowey 

Rangel 
Reed 

Watt  (NO 
Wazman 

Mr.   Moakley  for.   with  Mr.   Scarborough 

Lather 

Richardson 

WUliams 

against. 

Maioney 
Man  ton 

RigKS 
Rivers 

Wilson 
Woolsey 

Mrs.  CUBIN  changed  her  vote  from 

Markey 

Roemer 

Wynn 

"aye"  to  "no." 

Mascara 

Rohrabacher 

Yates 

Mr.   FOX 

of  Pennsylvania  and  Mr. 

Matsni 

McCarthy 

McDennott 

Rose 
Roth 
Roybal-Allard 

Zimmer 

JOHNSON  of  South  Dakota  changed 

their  vote  ft-om  "no"  to  " 

aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

NOES— 248 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 

AUard 

CTramer 

Hasten 

as  above  recorded. 

Archer 

Crane 

Hastings  (FL) 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  CONYERS 

Armey 
Bachus 

C^rapo 
Cremeans 

Hastings  (WA) 
Hayes 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The 

pending  busi- 

Baesler 

Cubin 

Hayworth 

ness  is  the  demand  for  a 

recorded  vote 

Baker  (CA) 

Cunningham 

Heney 

on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 

Baker (LA) 

Ballenger 

Barcia 

Davis 
Deal 

Heinemaa 

Herger 

HiUeaiy 

tleman  ftom  Michigan  [Mr.  Conyers] 

DeLay 

on    which    l 

further    proceedings    were 

Ban- 

Deatsch 

Hobson 

postponed  and  on  which 
vailed  by  voice  vote. 

the  ayes  pre- 

Barrett  (NE) 

Bartlett 

Barton 

Diai-Balaxt 

Dickey 

DingeU 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Hostettler 

The  Clerk  will  designate  the  amend- 

Bass 

Dooley 

Houghton 

ment. 

Bateman 

DooUtUe 

Hoyer 

The    Clerk    designated 

the    amend- 

Bereuter 
Bilbray 

Doman 
Doyle 

Hunter 
Hutchinson 

ment. 

Bilirakis 

Dreier 

Hyde 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Bishop 

Dunn 

Inglis 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 

Blute 
Boehlert 

Ehleis 
Ehrllch 

Jefferson 
Johnson  (CT) 

been  demanded. 

Boehner 

Emerson 

Johnson,  Sam 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

Bonilla 

English 

Jones 

The  CHAIRMAN.   This 

will  be  a  5- 

Bono 
Brewster 

Ensign 
Everett 

Kaptur 
Kasich 

minute  vote. 

Brownback 

Ewing 

Kelly 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 

Bryant (TN) 

FaweU 

Kim 

vice,  and  there  were— ayes  176,  noes  248, 

Bryant  (TX) 

Fields  (TX) 

lUng 

not  voting  9, 

as  follows: 

Burr 

Foley 

Kingston 
KnoUenberg 

[Roll  No.  186] 

Burton 

Forbes 

Kolbe 

AYES— 176 

Buyer 
Callahan 

Fowler 
Franks  (CT) 

LaHood 
Largent 

Clay 

Eshoo 

Calvert 

Franks  (NJ) 

Latham 

AckernuD 

Clayton 

Evans 

Camp 

Frelinghuysen 

LaTourette 

Andrews 

Clement 

Fair 

Campbell 

Frisa 

Laughlin 

Collins  (IL) 

Fattah 

GaUegly 

Lazio 

B»nett(WI) 

Collins  (MI) 

Fazio 

Cardin 

Ganske 

Lewis  (CA) 

Conyers 

Fields  (LA) 

Castle 

Gekas 

Lewis  (KY) 

Bellenaon 

Coyne 

Filner 

ChambUss 

(Jeren 

Lightfoot 

Bentsen 

FogUetU 

Chenoweth 

Gilchrest 

Linder 

Bennsn 

Danser 

Ford 

Chrlstensen 

Gillmor 

Lipinski 

BeviU 

de  la  Garza 

Foz 

Chrysler 

Gonzalez 

Livingston 

Bonior 

DeFazio 

Frank  (MA) 

Cllnger 

Goodling 

LoBiondo 

Bonki 

DeLanro 

Frost 

Clybum 

Goss 

Longley 

Boocher 

Dellums 

Forse 

Coble 

Lucas 

Browder 

Dicks 

Geidenson 

Cobam 

Greene  (UT) 

Manzullo 

Brown  (CA) 

Dizon 

Gephardt 

Coleman 

Greenwood 

Martinez 

Brown  (FL) 

Gibbons 

Collins  (GA) 

Gunderson 

Martini 

Brown  (OH) 

Doncan 

Goodlatte 

Combest 

Gutknecht 

McCollom 

Bonn 

DorUn 

Gordon 

Condit 

Hall  (TX) 

McCreiy 

Chabot 

Edwards 

Green  (TX) 

Cooley 

Hancock 

Mr.nade 

r?h«fwn 

Entti 

Gntieiiez 

Cox 

Hansen 

McHngh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

McNulty 

Meyers 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Murtha 

Myers 

Myrick 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Ozley 

Packard 

Parker 

Pazon 

Peterson  (FL) 

Pombo 

Porter 

Portman 

Pryce 

Quillen 

Quinn 


BlUey 

Costello 

Flake 


Rahall 

Ramstad 

Regula 

Roberts 

Rogers 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Roukema 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Sarton 

Schaefer 

Schiff 

Seastrand 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shuster 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Steams 

Stockman 

Stump 

NOT  VOTING— 9 
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Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

Upton 

Visclosky 

Vncanovlch 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Wise 

Wolf 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

ZeUff 


Funderburk 

Oilman 

Molinari 

D  1448 


Nethercutt 
Radanovlch 
Scarborough 


Mrs.  ROUKEMA  changed  her  vote 
from  "aye"  to  "no." 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania  changed  his 
vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  ajinounced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  May 
22  I  was  unavoi<Jably  absent  arxi  missed  sev- 
eral amendment  votes  on  H.R.  3259,  the  FY 
1997  Intelligence  Authorization  Act  Had  I 
tseen  present,  I  would  have  voted:  "aye"  on 
rollcall  184,  the  Richardson  amerxjmerit;  "no" 
on  rollcall  185,  the  SarxJers  amendment;  and 
"no"  on  rollcall  186,  the  Conyers  amendment. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  FRANK  OF 
MASSACHUSETTS 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Frank  of  Mas- 
sachusetts: At  the  end  of  title  I.  insert  the 
following: 

SEC.  105.  REDUCTION  IN  AUTHORIZATIONS. 

(a)  In  General. — Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b),  the  aggregate  amount  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  by  this  Act,  including 
the  amounts  specified  in  the  classified 
Schedule  of  Authorizations  referred  to  in 
section  102,  is  reduced  by  4.9  percent. 

(b)  Exception.— Subsection  (a)  does  not 
apply  to  amounts  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated by  section  201  for  the  C3entral  Intel- 
ligence Agency  Retirement  and  Disability 
Fund. 

(c)  Transfer  and  Reprogramming  au- 
thority.— (1)  The  President,  in  consultation 
with  the  Director  of  Central  Intelligence  and 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  may  apply  the  re- 
duction required  by  subsection  (a)  by  trans- 
ferring amounts  among  the  accounts  or  re- 
programming  amounts  within  an  account,  as 
specified  In  the  classified  Schedule  of  Au- 
thorizations referred  to  in  section  102,  so 
long  as  the  aggregate  reduction  in  the 
amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by 
this  Act,  equals  4.9  percent. 
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(2)  Before  carrying  out  paragraph  (1),  the 
President  shall  submit  a  notification  to  the 
Permanent  Select  Committee  on  Intelligence 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Se- 
lect Committee  on  Intelligence  of  the  Sen- 
ate, which  notification  shall  include  the  rea- 
sons for  each  proposed  transfer  or  re- 
programming. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts  (during 
the  reading).  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amend- 
ment be  considered  as  read  and  printed 
in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  amendment  would  es- 
sentially hold  this  year's  authorization 
at  the  current  spending  level.  It  is  a  4.9 
percent  reduction  from  the  authorized 
figure,  with  an  exception  made  for  the 
retirement  disability  fund.  That  fund  is 
held  at  the  authorized  level  of  the  bill 
which  is  what  is  necessary.  So  it  has  no 
negative  effect  there. 

This  amendment,  if  adopted,  would 
give  to  the  executive  branch  officials 
the  ability  to  reprogram  within  the  to- 
tals. So  they  need  not  apply  the  re- 
striction across  the  board. 

It  is  a  4.9-percent  cut.  Because  of  the 
vote  just  taken,  I  may  not  say  in  pub- 
lic what  it  is  4.9  percent  of,  because 
then  the  Iranians  would  have  valuable 
information  and  endanger  our  security. 
But  I  can  say  that  it  is  a  cut  of  well 
over  a  billion  dollars.  The  key  question 
is,  will  we,  as  we  move  to  a  zero  deficit 
and  severely  reduce  the  amount  of 
money  available  for  discretionary  pro- 
grams, not  only  exempt  from  any  re- 
duction national  security  but  continue 
to  give  them  rates  of  increase  well 
above  the  rate  of  inflation? 

This  is  a  proposal  before  us,  an  au- 
thorizing bill,  that  raises  the  money 
from  the  current  spending  by  nearly  5 
percent.  As  we  continue  that  pattern. 
Members  must  understand  that  inevi- 
tably means  that  environmental  clean- 
up and  health  care  of  a  discretionary 
sort  and  education  and  public  safety 
and  transportation  get  hurt. 

We  read  recently  of  the  difficulty  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  in 
the  allocations.  They  wanted  to  give 
more  for  the  veterans  and  more  for 
health  csare  and  more  for  job  training 
and  education.  They  had  to  do  that  at 
the  exipense  of  infirastructure  and  envi- 
ronmental cleanup  and  energy  and 
water.  This  is  the  reason  we  face  such 
terrible  choices.  As  you  increase  the 
national  security  budget,  you  inevi- 
tably require  greater  decreases  every- 
where else. 

Members  have  said,  well,  it  is  still  a 
dangerous  world  even  after  the  collapse 
of  the  Soviet  Union.  Yes,  it  is.  But  let 
us  reject  now  the  argument  that  says  it 
is  a  more  dangerous  place.  We  have 
heard  Members  say  that  it  is  a  more 
dangerous  place  now  that  the  Soviet 
Union  has  collapsed.  This  House  floor 
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may  be  the  only  place  where  we  have 
nostalgia  for  the  good  old  safe  day^  of 
a  heavily  armed  Soviet  Union  because 
apparently  people  felt  more  secure 
then. 

Members  say,  well,  we  no  longer  have 
the  Soviet  Union  but  we  have  North 
Korea,  we  have  Iraq,  we  have  Cuba, 
those  threats,  and  they  are  threats 
that  grew  only  since  1990.  What  we  had 
8  and  9  years  aigo  was  all  of  the  threats, 
the  Soviet  Union  and  all  of  those  other 
nations.  Now  we  have  a  substantially 
diminished  Russian  threat  and  those 
other  nations.  This  amendment  does 
not  even  call  for  a  reduction,  although 
I  voted  for  the  previous  amendment 
that  would  have. 

What  we  have  here  is  an  effort  to 
give  more  and  more  money  to  national 
security,  inevitably  at  the  expense  and 
intelligence  of  every  other  program.  I 
would  argue,  if  you  look  at  the  collapse 
of  the  Soviet  Union,  outside  threats 
have  diminished  some.  This  does  not 
even  call  for  a  reduction.  It  calls  for 
level  funding. 

Let  us  again  remember  that  this  is 
the  agency  which  accumulated  a  $4  bil- 
lion surplus  in  funds.  This  is  the  agen- 
cy that  was  given  more  money  than  it 
needed  by  its  own  admission  because  it 
took  S4  billion  and  did  not  spend  it. 
That  is  undeniably  an  acknowledgment 
that  they  got  more  money  than  they 
needed.  How  do  we  deal  with  this  agen- 
cy which  got  more  money  than  it  need- 
ed and  squirreled  $4  billion  away?  We 
give  them  one  of  the  largest  increases 
any  Federal  agency  would  get,  a  5-per- 
cent increase  in  the  authorization,  4 
percent  more  than  the  President  asked 
to  give.  This  is  an  increase  of  more 
than  a  billion  dollars  over  what  the 
President  wanted  to  give  them. 

At  a  time  when  I  believe  environ- 
mental threats  and  public  safety 
threats  and  incomplete  education, 
those  are  much  graver  problems,  we 
have  to  choose.  You  cannot  reach  a 
zero  deficit  within  the  time  frame  we 
have  chosen,  increase,  reward  the  na- 
tional intelligence  agencies  for  their  $4 
billion  squirreling  away  by  giving  them 
a  big  increase  and  still  have  the  funds 
to  do  other  things.  I  urge  adoption  of 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  gentleman's 
amendment. 

Those  who  follow  the  floor  debate  on 
intelligence  from  year  to  year  are 
aware,  in  general  terms,  that  the  intel- 
ligence budget  has  been  on  a  steady  de- 
cline, that  capabilities  are  being  shut 
down,  and  that  managing  intelligence 
nowadays  means  making  Russian  rou- 
lette decisions  on  which  cuts  are  least 
likely  to  endanger  lives. 

Being  on  the  committee  has  allowed 
me  to  see  the  specifics  behind  these 
generalized  facts.  More  importantly,  it 
has  allowed  me  to  delve  in  person  into 
the  intelligence  processes  and  products 
and    see    with    my    own    eyes    their 


strengths  and  weaknesses.  Some  of 
those  weaknesses  can  be  sifted  out  of 
the  mass  of  largely  ludicrous  public  at- 
tacks which  intelligence  is  sometimes 
subject.  The  strengths,  though,  tend  to 
be  largely  unknown  in  the  country  at 
large  and  unheralded  in  the  press. 
Without  being  too  specific,  let  me  men- 
tion a  few  I  have  personally  run  across. 
Example  one:  Cooperative  clandes- 
tine activities  imdertaken  by  the  CIA 
and  other  U.S.  Government  agencies 
resulted  this  last  year  in  the  detection 
and  foiling  of  planned  attacks  on  U.S. 
public  and  private  citizens.  Lives  were 
saved. 

Example  two:  The  CIA  worked  with 
cooperative  foreign  governments  to,  ef- 
fectively speaking,  shut  down  a  terror- 
ist organization  that  has  had  a  long 
history  of  successful  attacks  on  U.S. 
citizens. 

Example  three:  Young  intelligence 
community  scientists  constructed 
state-of-the-art  computer  hardware 
and  custom  software  capabilities  that 
are  allowing  the  Intelligence  Commu- 
nity to  do  what  outside  experts— and 
our  country's  enemies— believe  to  be 
impossible.  I  should  point  out  that 
these  same  scientists  work  in  this  spe- 
cific intelligence  agency  at  a  salary  a 
fourth  or  fifth  of  what  they  have  been 
offered  in  the  private  sector— they 
refuse  to  leave  the  work  they  consider 
so  personally  satisfsring  and  important 
to  national  security. 

Example  four:  Intelligence  Commu- 
nity scientists  and  clandestine  opera- 
tors cooperated  to  detect,  penetrate, 
and  neutralize  the  activities  of  a  pa- 
riah regime  to  develop  weapons  of  mass 
destruction. 

Example  five:  The  Intelligence  Com- 
munity, working  closely  with  law  en- 
forcement agencies  and  foreign  govern- 
ments, provided  the  essential  intel- 
ligence that  led  to  the  crippling  of 
international  narcotics  trafficking  or- 
ganizations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  in  strong  opposi- 
tion to  this  proposed  cut.  The  commit- 
tee recognizes  the  fact  that  each  year 
from  year  to  year  that  there  is  a  very 
small  amount  of  the  actual  intel- 
ligence budget  in  its  operations  pro- 
grams that  have  become  familiar  to 
Members  of  Congress,  much  less  to  the 
American  people.  We  take  this  respon- 
sibility very  seriously. 

There  are  a  number  of  areas  within 
the  intelligence  budget  that  have  been 
substantially  reduced  this  year.  We 
have  tried  to  make  priorities  in  some 
areas  that  we  feel  are  extremely  impor- 
tant to  move  this  Nation  in  the  future 
of  its  role  for  intelligence.  This  is  not 
something  that  can  be  done  year  by 
year.  This  is  something  that  needs  to 
be  done  on  a  long-term  basis  to  make 
for  certain  that  the  future  provides  the 
continual  need  for  intelligence  capa- 
bilities that  this  country  has  for  so 
many  years  done  very,  very  well.  We 
are  diligent  in  terms  of  our  oversight. 
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We  are  serious  about  the  fact  that  we 
want  to  make  for  certain  that  each  of 
these  dollars  is  expended  wisely. 

These  are  dollars,  however,  that  we 
feel  that  we  can  justify  to  our  fellow 
colleagues  and  to  the  American  people 
that  are  critical  and  crucial  for  the 
American  intelligence  capabilities 
which  are  at  the  heart  of  our  national 
security  and  national  defense. 

D  1500 

I  think  the  committee  has  done  a 
good  job  of  coming  up  with  a  proposed 
budget  in  the  authorization  bill  that 
we  have  this  year.  I  would  strongly 
support  the  committee's  position  on 
that  bill,  and  I  would  again  reiterate 
my  opposition  to  the  proposed  cut 
amendment. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Frank]. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  7%  hours  of  going 
door  to  door  on  Saturday  in  my  State 
of  Indiana  I  heard  over  and  over  again 
from  one  door  to  another  as  I  listened 
to  Hoosiers  tell  me  what  they  want  to 
see  done  in  Washington,  DC,  people 
said  to  me  we  want  to  see  more  open- 
ness and  honesty  out  of  our  elected  of- 
ficials, and  we  want  to  see  some  cour- 
age, and  we  want  to  see  some  discipline 
on  thefr  part  to  cast  the  tough  votes, 
to  cut  spending  first  in  Washington. 
DC,  not  to  raise  our  taxes,  but  to  cut 
spending  first  in  Washington.  DC. 

Now.  if  I  was  a  challenger  and  I  had 
just  watched  the  last  few  minutes  of 
debate  here  in  this  esteemed  institu- 
tion, both  the  votes  that  Members  of 
this  body  have  just  cast  over  the  last 
few  minutes  fly  in  the  face  of  what  the 
American  people  want.  Is  it  so  much  to 
ask  and  then  tell  the  American  people 
the  overall  cumulative  budget  of  the 
Central  Intelligence  Agency?  They  do 
some  wonderful  work  for  us  as  tax- 
payers. Should  not  the  American  peo- 
ple know  what  that  overall  budget 
number  Is?  That  does  not  sacrifice  any 
security  on  the  part  of  the  American 
people  to  get  that  one  figure,  that  lit- 
tle bit  of  knowledge. 

But  this  body  does  not  agree  with 
that,  so  that  openness  and  that  hon- 
esty does  not  come  forward. 

Second,  some  discipline  and  some 
courage  around  here.  Now,  the  last 
vote  would  have  cut  som^  of  the  CIA's 
budget,  and  in  ideal  times,  since  they 
do  such  extraordinarily  important 
work  for  us,  I  wish  we  could  give  them 
more  money,  but  we  cannot.  We  are 
trjlng  to  make  some  tough  decisions  in 
this  place  to  work  toward  balancing 
the  budget.  So  Instead  of  even  cutting, 
which  this  body  just  rejected,  this 
amendment,  which  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of,  simply  says  this: 

"Let's  keep  it  at  last  year's  level.  If 
we  can't  cut  into  the  intelligence  budg- 
et, let's  keep  it  at  least  last  year's 
level,  let's  make  sure  that  we  sacrifice 


together  and  that  we're  fair  In  terms  of 
our  budgeting." 

So  I  rise  In  strong  support  of  the  gen- 
tleman's amendment.  If  my  colleagues 
are  deficit  hawks  and  they  want  a  bal- 
anced budget,  this  is  a  good  vote.  If 
they  want  fairness  and  they  do  not 
want  to  decimate  Medicare  for  senior 
citizens,  they  do  not  want  to  slash  edu- 
cation and  Head  Start  for  children, 
they  want  to  make  sure  we  have  an 
adequate  defense,  then  there  have  to  be 
some  votes  around  here  at  least  to 
maintain  last  year's  funding  level,  and 
that  Is  what  the  Frank  amendment 
does. 

This  is  a  fafr  and  honest  and  dis- 
ciplined approach,  and  I  would  strongly 
encourage  the  colleagues  in  this  body 
to  address  not  just  the  deficit  of  the 
budget,  but  the  deficit  of  will  and  cour- 
age around  here  to  cut  some  budgets 
other  than  education  and  Medicare.  So 
I  urge  this  body  to  support  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  WATT  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  last 
word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  colleagues,  I  am 
not  a  member  of  the  committee  of  ju- 
risdiction for  this  bill,  and  I  do  not 
come  to  the  fioor  often  to  talk  about 
matters  involving  international  secu- 
rity. Most  of  my  time  is  consumed  with 
domestic  issues  and  legal  issues  and 
banking  issues  because  I  serve  on  those 
committees.  I  do  not  come  to  the  floor 
this  time  to  talk  about  the  technical- 
ities of  the  CIA's  budget.  I  have  not 
been  upstairs,  into  the  secret  room,  to 
review  the  details  of  that  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  come  to  talk  about 
ordinary  common  sense,  which  is  what 
budgeting  is  about.  I  come  to  talk 
about  the  setting  of  priorities,  which  is 
what  budgeting  is  about.  And  I  cannot 
believe  that  at  a  time  when  we  are 
talking  about  cutting  every  single  pro- 
gram that  affects  the  domestic  secu- 
rity of  our  Nation  that,  given  choices 
that  we  must  make,  we  could  be  talk- 
ing about  raising  and  increasing  the 
level  of  funding  for  the  CIA's  budget  by 
5  percent. 

At  a  time  when  we  are  talking  about 
balancing  the  Federal  budget  and  doing 
much  of  it  on  the  backs  of  the  Amer- 
ican people  who  are  most  vulnerable,  I 
cannot  believe  that  we  are  talking 
about  increasing  the  budget  for  the 
Central  Intelligence  Agency  by  5  per- 
cent. 

So  this  is  about  common  sense  and 
priority-setting. 

There  are  children  who  are  starving 
In  this  country.  There  are  children  who 
are  under-educated  in  this  country. 
There  are  children  who  do  not  know 
where  their  next  meal  is  coming  from 
and  do  not  qualify  for  the  school  lunch 
program  because  we  do  not  have 
enough  funds  to  make  that  possible. 
There  are  elderly  people  who  need 
health  care.  There  are  Head  Start  pro- 
grams that  need  to  be  funded.   And 
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when  we  make  the  choice  to  devote 
more  of  our  resources  to  funding  the 
Central  Intelligence  Agency,  we  do  so 
at  the  expense  of  every  single  one  of 
those  programs. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  appeal 
to  my  colleagues  in  the  wake  of  these 
past  three  votes  that  have  gone  down 
that  deprive  the  American  people  of 
even  basic  knowledge  about  what  we 
are  even  spending  on  the  CIA's  activi- 
ties, something  that  I  personally  think 
is  sinister  and  unacceptable,  to  at  least 
bring  a  level  of  reasonableness  to  this 
debate  and  to  this  vote  in  terms  of  the 
priorities  we  are  setting  for  our  coun- 
try. 

I  cannot  believe  that  we  do  not  have 
higher  priorities  for  whatever  amount 
of  money  it  is  we  are  debating  here;  I 
am  told  it  is  over  a  billion  dollars  that 
is  at  play  in  this  amendment  alone. 
And  given  a  choice  between  spying  on 
somebody,  even  if  it  is  for  worthy  ob- 
jectives, and  I  have  no  problem  with 
that,  or  feeding  our  children  and  edu- 
cating our  children  and  providing  for 
the  health  care  and  security  of  our  peo- 
ple right  here  in  our  own  country,  I  beg 
and  plead  with  my  coUeaigues  to  make 
the  priority  our  children  and  our  do- 
mestic programs. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  nimaber  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts' amendment,  and  If  this  does  not 
pass,  then  I  am  going  to  offer  an 
amendment  that  says  at  least  freeze 
the  NRO  budget  at  the  1996  fiscal  year 
number. 

What  the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts [Mr.  Frank]  is  saying  is  let  us 
freeze  the  entire  agency's  budget  ex- 
cept for  retfrement  and  personnel  and 
those  things,  but  let  us  do  the  sjjending 
part  of  that  budget  on  projects.  Let  us 
freeze  it  at  the  fiscal  year  1996  level. 
Wow,  what  a  radical  concept.  We  are 
still  in  fiscal  year  1996. 

Now  I  want  to  ask  my  colleagues,  do 
they  really  think  the  world  is  so  much 
scarier  we  got  to  add  a  whole  lot  more 
money  for  next  year?  Now  we  caimot 
say  how  much,  we  cannot  say  what  the 
overall  numbers  are  because  the  last 
amendment  failed,  and  of  course  we  are 
trying  to  keep  this  all  secret.  I  find 
this  very,  very  frustrating. 

As  all  my  colleagues  know,  every  day 
we  pick  up  the  paper  and  Great  Britain 
is  dealing  with  mad  cow  disease.  Here 
today  on  this  floor  we  are  dealing  with 
sacred  cow  disease.  Spending  when  we 
come  to  the  Defense  Department  or 
when  we  come  to  the  intelligence  agen- 
cy, oh  my  goodness,  this  is  a  total  sa- 
cred cow,  we  are  going  to  keep  it  clas- 
sified, we  cannot  say  anything,  and  we 
are  going  to  keep  increasing  It;  have  a 
nice  day. 

This  is  for  an  agency  that  just  2 
weeks  ago  admitted  that  what  we 
thought  was  a  billion-dollar  slush  fund 
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was  really  more  like  a  S4  billion  slush 
fund.  We  have  been  giving  them  more 
money  than  they  were  able  to  spend 
any  way.  So  why  can  we  not  at  least 
freeze  it  at  the  1996  level?  I  think  this 
makes  a  tremendous  amount  of  sense. 
Do  we  really  think  1997  is  going  to  be 
so  much  scarier  than  1996  we  got  to  in- 
crease the  spending?  I  would  hope  not, 
and  that  Is  what  we  are  talking  about. 

If  we  are  ever  going  to  be  serious 
about  deficit  reduction,  we  have  got  to 
challenge  our  sacred  cows  as  well  as  ev- 
erything else.  There  cannot  be  any- 
thing that  we  hold  back,  and  this  is  an 
area  where,  trust  me,  I  have  seen  the 
numbers,  we  got  mega  bucks  and  glga 
bucks  biuied  in  this,  and  we  are  deal- 
ing with  an  agency  that  has  not  gotten 
exactly  an  A-plus  for  candor  with  the 
Congress  or  for  disclosure  or  for  man- 
agement of  the  funds. 

Look,  I  think  the  new  Dfrector,  John 
Deutch,  is  a  class  A  person.  I  think  the 
CIA  has  many  class  A  people.  I  think 
we  need  some  intelligence,  of  course.  I 
think  the  spy  satellites  in  the  sky  are 
very  Important,  yes.  But  I  do  not  think 
things  are  so  unstable  that  we  need  to 
increase  this  budget  this  year  when  we 
have  got  so  many  other  demands. 

Let  me  tell  you  about  my  city  of 
Denver.  Last  week  we  had  to  shut  down 
Head  Start.  We  had  to  shut  down  Head 
Start  and  send  every  little  kid  home  in 
the  first  week  in  May  because  they  ran 
out  of  money. 

Now,  I  think  the  education  of  3-,  4- 
and  5-year-olds  is  every  bit  as  impor- 
tant to  our  national  security  as  In- 
creasing the  amount  of  money  we 
spend  on  the  CIA.  And  I  think  that  my 
colleagues  will  find  Denver,  CO,  is  not 
that  different  than  other  places.  All 
sorts  of  places  have  had  to  make  ter- 
rible choices  because  their  budgets 
have  been  frozen  or  cut  or  crunched, 
and  what  they  had  to  decide  in  Colo- 
rado was  were  they  going  to  throw 
some  of  the  little  kids  out  that  were  el- 
igible or  were  they  just  going  to  run 
the  program  until  they  let  all  the  kids 
who  were  eligible  come,  and  then  when 
it  was  over  send  them  home,  that  is  it, 
and  shut  the  door.  That  is  what  they 
decided  to  do. 

I  do  not  know  what  the  good  decision 
is.  If  there  are  a  whole  lot  of  children 
that  are  income-eligible  and  we  have  to 
pick  and  choose  between  them  and 
they  are  all  American  citizens,  that  is 
a  rotten  choice,  that  is  a  rotten  choice 
because  those  are  our  future  and  those 
are  our  children. 

I  think  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts' amendment  makes  all  the 
sense  in  the  world,  and  anybody  who 
does  not  vote  for  it,  I  do  not  know  how 
they  can  call  themselves  a  deficit 
hawk,  I  do  not  know  how  we  will  ever 
get  the  budget  in  order  if  we  allow  sa- 
cred cows  to  keep  grazing  in  the  budget 
year  after  year,  hidden  behind  a  screen, 
not  bemg  able  to  be  exposed  out  in 
front,  and  I  really  think  just  holding 


this  at  last  year's  level,  this  freeze 
level,  makes  all  the  sense  in  the  world. 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  only  wish  I  thought 
of  it.  So  I  hope  all  of  my  colleagues 
vote  for  the  gentleman's  amendment. 

D  1515 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Committee  will 
rise  jnformally. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Goss)  assumed  the  chair. 


SUNDRY  MESSAGES  FROM  THE 
PRESIDENT 

Sundry  messages  in  writing  from  the 
President  of  the  United  States  were 
communicated  to  the  House  by  Mr. 
Edwin  Thomas,  one  of  his  secretaries. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Committee  will  resume  its  sitting. 


INTELLIGENCE  AUTHORIZATION 
ACT  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1997 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  nvunber  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  amendment  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Frank].  I  think  that  the  U.S.  public 
wants  us  to  cut  where  we  can  and  spend 
wisely.  It  is  their  money.  It  is  taxpayer 
money,  and  they  want  us  to  spend  it 
wisely. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  talk 
about  four  security  budgets  that  are 
being  cut  at  the  same  time  we  are  in- 
creasing the  CIA  budget.  These  four  se- 
curity budgets,  I  would  suggest,  are  the 
budgets  for  law  enforcement,  local  law 
enforcement;  budgets  for  protection  for 
children;  for  protection  of  seniors;  and 
I  would  like  to  speak  a  little  bit  about 
the  Coast  Guard,  because  in  my  dis- 
trict, the  security  threat  is  on  our 
streets.  It  is  on  the  sea,  where  our  fish- 
ermen go  through  dangerous  waters.  It 
is  for  our  children,  who  are  in  dan- 
gerous homes  or  in  schools  that  are 
dangerous.  Then  I  also  think  our 
threat  is  for  our  seniors'  health  care. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  law  enforcement 
officers  in  the  district  I  represent 
would  be  ecstatic,  in  fact  they  would  be 
unbelieving,  if  somebody  said  we  are 
going  to  increase  your  budget  by  about 
4  percent.  Their  budgets  are  being  cut. 
Yet,  we  have  a  problem  of  security  on 
our  streets. 

In  the  State  of  Oregon,  we  are  ex- 
tremely concerned,  because  last  year  38 
children  died  in  Oregon  because  of  ne- 
glect or  abuse.  One  of  the  reasons,  it  is 
my  belief,  that  those  children  died,  is 
that  there  was  not  a  place  for  them  to 
go  from  dangerous  homes.  There  were 
not  enough  social  workers  to  follow 
their  care.  Why  not?  Because  we  keep 
cutting  those  kinds  of  budgets.  We 
should  be  protecting  our  children.  Our 
children  are  the  most  important  thing 
for  us  to  protect. 

Mr.  Chairman,  then  our  seniors.  I 
want  to  talk  a  little  bit  about  their 


health  care.  It  is  vital  that  the  health 
care  of  seniors  be  protected,  yet  we  see 
cuts  being  proposed,  large  cuts  in  Medi- 
care, because  we  do  not  have  enough 
money. 

I  represent  a  district  that  has  a 
coastal  area.  It  has  the  most  dangerous 
place  where  the  river  comes  out  into 
the  ocean.  That  bar  is  perhaps  the 
most  dangerous  in  the  world.  We  have 
a  wonderful  Coast  Guard  station.  Every 
day  the  Coast  Guard  protects  our  secu- 
rity, the  security  of  fishing  women  and 
men  who  cross  that  bar.  They  also  do 
tremendous  work  in  drug  interdiction. 
But  guess  what?  Their  budget  has  been 
cat'.  That  budget  is  a  real  security 
budget.  It  is  a  budget  that  real  men 
and  women  need. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  heard  that 
the  CIA  budget  has  actually  decreased, 
but  in  fact  if  we  look  at  the  figures 
since  1980,  true,  there  has  been  a  de- 
crease since  1989,  but  if  we  look  from 
1980  to  1996,  we  see  an  overall  increase 
of  80  percent.  Imagine,  just  imagine,  an 
80-percent  increase  in  education, 
health  care,  law  enforcement. 

I  think  it  is  our  absolute  duty  here  to 
spend  the  public's  money  wisely.  The 
most  wise  and  commonsense  way  to 
spend  it  is  to  look  at  every  budget  and 
figure  out,  are  we  giving  them  enough? 
Could  we  cut  something?  But  to  in- 
crease this  budget  3.9  percent  this  year 
does  not  make  common  sense.  The 
American  people  want  common  sense. 
They  want  us  to  spend  their  money 
wisely.  Let  us  hold  it  at  last  year's 
rate,  and  let  us  have  a  commonsense 
approach  to  security. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  will  just  point  out  to 
my  colleagues  that  I  am  as  sympa- 
thetic as  they  are  to  the  fact  that  we 
have  reduced  some  of  the  most  impor- 
tant domestic  programs  in  this  coun- 
try. In  fact,  I  supported  both  the  Blue 
Dog  budget  and  the  Clinton  budget, 
which  I  think  in  overall  budgetary 
terms  were  more  balanced  than  the  al- 
ternative which  was  adopted  by  the 
House. 

But  I  have  to  remind  my  good  friends 
and  colleagues  who  have  suggested 
that  we  can  just  take  this  money  from 
defense  and  Intelligence  and  move  it 
over  to  the  domestic  side;  that,  unfor- 
timately,  is  not  the  way  the  budget 
works  here.  If  we  make  the  reductions 
In  intelligence,  the  money  is  going  to 
go  over  and  be  spent  on  defense,  be- 
cause it  is  all  within  the  same  budg- 
etary item. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  heard  a  lot 
today  about  the  NRO.  This  committee 
has  dealt  effectively  and  supported 
John  Deutch  in  his  efforts  to  get  con- 
trol over  the  NRO.  We  have  signifi- 
cantly reduced  the  carryforward  funds 
and  used  it  for  other  crucial  defense 
priorities. 

Having  said  that,  we  are  in  the  midst 
of  a  very  important  modernization  of 
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our  sigrnals  and  imagery  collection  sys- 
tems. What  we  are  trsring  to  do  is  to 
modernize  so  we  will  have  fewer  but 
more  capable  systeras  and  that  they 
will  ultimately  save  money,  because 
we  are  able  to  shut  down  equipment 
and  facilities  that  will  save  us  money 
over  the  longer  term  and  still  give  us  a 
very  capable  system. 

Again,  I  want  to  remind  my  col- 
leagues, everybody  gets  up  here  today 
and  talks  about  the  CIA.  The  CIA  is 
just  a  small  fraction  of  the  overall  in- 
telligence budget.  I  voted  with  my  col- 
leagues to  make  that  number  known, 
the  aggregate  number  known.  The  vast 
preponderance  of  funds  that  we  have  in 
the  intelligence  budget  are  used  to  as- 
sist the  men  and  women  who  are  serv- 
ing us  today  very  effectively  in  the 
military  all  over  the  world.  It  is  the 
ability  to  give  them  rapid  intelligence 
so  they  can  go  in  and  find  a  relocatable 
Scud  launcher  and  destroy  it  that  will 
save  American  lives  in  the  future. 

In  the  gulf  war  we  were  vtilnerable  to 
that  situation  because  we  could  not 
find  those  relocatable  Scud  launchers. 
Now  we  have  improved  intelligence  ca- 
pabilities that  will  allow  us  to  do  that 
and  to  target  them  rapidly  and  to  pro- 
tect and  save  American  lives. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  urge  my  col- 
leagues today  to  oppose  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Fbank]. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  am  glad  to  jrield  to  my 
colleague,  the  gentleman  f^om  Massa- 
chusetts [Mr.  Frank],  for  whom  I  have 
enormous  respect. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  just  point  out  to  the 
gentleman,  when  he  says  if  we  make 
this  cut  it  goes  not  to  domestic  but  to 
defense  programs,  that  is  so  because 
the  House  voted  it  that  way.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  law  or  Constitution  that 
would  require  that.  We  would  have  the 
option. 

The  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  on  the  House  side  has 
just  gone  through  the  difficult  process 
of  doing  the  allocations  of  funds  among 
subcommittees.  If  we  were  to  reduce 
that  by  S1.5  billion  plus,  he  could  then 
take  that  out  of  the  national  security 
allocation  and  give  it  to  others.  Indeed, 
interestingly,  $1.5  billion  is  a  figure 
that,  as  I  understand  it.  the  chairman 
of  the  Senate  Appropriations  Commit- 
tee has  said  he  needs  to  distribute  to 
other  domestic  programs  to  prevent 
real  carnage,  so  this  one  amendment 
would  ease  that. 

It  is  true  if  we  reduce  this  authoriza- 
tion and  made  no  other  change,  they 
would  gobble  it  up;  but  we  have,  by  the 
same  vote  that  we  reduce  this  author- 
ization, the  ability  to  reduce  overall 
appropriations  and  allow  the  realloca- 
tion. It  is  entirely  within  our  decision. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the   gen- 


tleman     from      Massachusetts      [Mr. 
Frank]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  192,  noes  235, 
not  voting  6,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  187] 
AYES— 192 


Abercrombie 

Gibbons 

Owens 

Ackemmn 

Goodlatte 

Pastor 

Andrews 

Gordon 

Payne  (NJ) 

Baldacci 

Green  (TX) 

Payne  (VA) 

Barela 

Gutierrez 

Pelosi 

Barrett  (WI) 

Hall  (OH) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Becerra 

Hastings  (FL) 

Petri 

Beilenson 

Hefner 

Pickett 

Bentsen 

HiUiard 

Pomeroy 

Bernuui 

Hinchey 

Porter 

Bonlor 

Hoekstra 

Poshard 

Borski 

Hoke 

Ramstad 

Boucber 

Jackson  (IL) 

Rangel 

Brewster 

Jackson-Lee 

Reed 

Browder 

(TX) 

Rivers 

Brown  (CA) 

Jacobs 

Roemer 

Brown  (FL) 

Johnson  (SD) 

Rohrabacher 

Brown  (OH) 

Johnston 

Rose 

Bryant  (TX) 

Kanjorski 

Roth 

Camp 

Kaptur 

Ronkema 

CampbeU 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Roybal-Allard 

Clay 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Royce 

Clayton 

Kennelly 

Rush 

Clybum 

Kildee 

Sate 

Coble 

Kleczka 

Sanders 

Cobara 

Klink 

Sanlord 

CoUins  (JL) 

Klog 

Sawyer 

CoUins  (MI) 

LaFalce 

Schroeder 

Condit 

LaHood 

Schomer 

Conyen 

I^antos 

Scott 

Cooley 

Levin 

Sensenbrenser 

Costello 

Lewis  (GA) 

Serrano 

Coyne 

Lincoln 

Shays 

Ciamer 

Lipisski 

Skaggs 

Danner 

Lolkren 

Slaughter 

de  la  Garza 

Lowey 

Smith  (MI) 

DeFazlo 

Luther 

Spratt 

DeLauro 

Maloney 

Stark 

Dellams 

Man  ton 

Stenholm 

Dinrell 

Stockman 

Dogjett 

Markey 

Stodds 

Dooley 

Martini 

Stopak 

Doyle 

Mascara 

Tanner 

Duncan 

McC^arthy 

Taylor  (MS) 

Darbln 

McDermott 

Thompson 

Ehlers 

McKinney 

Thornton 

En^l 

McNulty 

Tones 

Ensign 

Meehan 

Towns 

Esboo 

Meek 

Upton 

Evans 

Menendez 

Velazquez 

Parr 

Met/^U 

Vento 

Fattata 

Miller  (CA) 

Visclosky 

Fazio 

Minge 

Volkmer 

Fields  (LA) 

Mink 

Ward 

Fllner 

Moakley 

Waters 

Flake 

Montgomery 

Watt  (NO 

FogUetta 

Moran 

Wazman 

Foley 

Morella 

WeUer 

Ford 

Nadler 

Whitfield 

Fox 

Neal 

wmiams 

Frank  (MA) 

Woolsey 

FreUschaysen 

Oberstar 

Yates 

Fnrse 

Obey 

Zimmsr 

GejdeDson 

Olver 

Gephardt 

Orton 
NOE&-235 

AUaid 

Barrett  (NE) 

Bistep 

Archer 

Bartlett 

Blnte 

Armey 

Barton 

Boehlert 

Bachas 

Bass 

Boehner 

Baesler 

Bateman 

Bonn  la 

Baker  (CA) 

BeieuCer 

Bono 

Baker  (LA) 

BevUl 

Brownback 

Ballenger 

BUbray 

Bryant  (TN) 

Ban- 

BiUrakls 

Bunn 

Running 

Hamilton 

Norwood 

Burr 

Hancock 

Nnssle 

Burton 

Hansen 

OrUs 

Buyer 

Harman 

0d«7 

CaUahan 

Hastert 

Pankard 

Calvert 

Hastings  (WA) 

Pallone 

Canady 

Hayes 

Parker 

Cardin 

Hayworth 

Pazon 

CasUe 

Hefley 

Peterson  (FL) 

Chatet 

HeinenMLn 

Pombo 

Chambliss 

Herger 

Portman 

CJhapman 

HiUeary 

Pryce 

Chenoweth 

Hobson 

QuiUen 

CHiristensen 

Holden 

Quinn 

Chrysler 

Horn 

Radanovich 

Clement 

Hostettler 

Rahall 

Clinger 

Houghton 

Regnla 

Coleman 

Hoyer 

Richardson 

CoUins  (GA) 

Hunter 

RiCTs 

Combest 

Hutchinson 

Roberts 

Cox 

Hyde 

Crane 

Inglis 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Crapo 

JeOerson 

Salmon 

Cremeans 

Johnson  (CT) 

Saxton 

Cummings 

Johnson,  E.  B. 

Schaefer 

Cunningham 

Johnson.  Sam 

Schiir 

Davis 

Jones 

Seastrand 

Deal 

Kasich 

Shadegg 

DeLay 

Kelly 

Shaw 

Deutach 
Diaz-Balan 

Kim 

Shnster 

Kinr 

Sisisky 

Dickey 

Kingston 

Skeen 

Dicks 

KnoUenberg 

Skelton 

Dixon 

Kolbe 

Smith  (NJ) 

Doolittle 

Largent 

Smith  (TX) 

Doman 

Latham 

Smith  (WA) 

Dreier 

LaTourette 

Solomon 

Dunn 

Laughlin 

Souder 

Edwards 

Lazio 

Spence 

Ehrlich 

Leach 

Steams 

Emerson 

Lewis  (CA) 

Stokes 

English 

Lewis  (KY) 

Stump 

Everett 

Li^tfoot 

Talent 

Ewing 

Linder 

Tate 

Fawell 

Livingston 

Tauzin 

Fields  (TX) 

LoBiondo 

Taylor  (NO 

Flanagan 

Longley 

Tejeda 

Forbes 

Lucas 

Thomas 

Fowler 

■niomberry 

Franks  (CT) 

Matsui 

Thurman 

Franks  (NJ) 

McCoUnm 

Tiahrt 

Frlsa 

McCrery 

Torklldsen 

Frost 

McDade 

Traflcant 

Funderburk 

McBale 

Vncaaovich 

GaUegly 

McHngb 

Walker 

Ganske 

Mclnnis 

Walsh 

Gekas 

Mcintosh 

Wamp 

Geren 

McKeon 

Watts  (OK) 

Gllchrest 

Meyers 

Weldon  (FL) 

Gillmor 

Mica 

Weldon  (PA) 

GUman 

Millender- 

White 

Gonzalez 

McDonald 

Wicker 

GoodUng 

Miller  (FL) 

Wilson 

Goss 

MoUohan 

Wise 

Graham 

MooAead 

Wolf 

Greene  (UT) 

Mnrtha 

Wynn 

Greenwood 

Myers 

Young  (AK) 

Gunderson 

Myrick 

Young  (FL) 

Gutknecht 

Nethercutt 

Zeliir 

HaJlcrX) 

Ney 

NOT'  VOTING— 6 

Bllley 

Istook 

Scarborough 

Cubin 

Mollnari 

ToniceUi 

a  1545 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 
On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Torricelli  for,  with  Mr.  Scarborough 
against. 

Messrs.  PALLONE,  WYNN,  GUT- 
KNECHT, and  LOBIONDO  changed 
their  vote  from  "aye"  to  "no." 

Messrs,  FRELINGHUYSEN,  TAN- 
NER. HOKE,  and  MARTINI  changed 
their  vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 
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AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MRS.  SCHROEDER 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mrs  Schroeder:  At 
the  end  of  title  I,  insert  the  following  new 
section: 

SEC.  105.  LIMITATION  ON  AUTHORIZATION  OF  AP- 
PROPRIATIONS FOR  THE  NATIONAL 
RECONNAISSANCE  OFFICE. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  Act  and  the  amounts  specifled  in  the 
classified  Schedule  of  Authorizations  re- 
ferred to  in  section  102,  the  total  amount  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  by  this  Act  for 
the  National  Reconnaissance  Office  is  the 
aggregate  amount  appropriated  or  otherwise 
made  available  for  the  National  Reconnais- 
sance Office  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  is  one  more  attempt  to  try  and  cut 
back  just  a  little  bit.  The  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts'  amendment  was 
just  defeated.  My  amendment  builds  on 
his,  and  instead  of  cutting  all  across 
the  board  or  holding  at  the  fiscal  year 
1996  level,  it  only  cuts  and  holds  to  the 
fiscal  year  1996  level  the  funds  that  go 
to  the  National  Reconnaissance  Agen- 
cy. So  it  is  just  very  narrowly  targeted 
to  the  NRO. 

Let  me  tell  you  why.  I  want  to  read 
to  all  of  you.  and  I  think  this  is  very 
important.  This  is  May  16,  1996.  This  is 
just  recently,  right? 

They  are  talking  about  how  Mr.  John 
Nelson,  who  was  appointed  last  year  as 
the  Reconnaissance  Office's  top  finan- 
cial manager,  said  to  the  press  that 
there  haul  been  in  Defense  Week  an 
agency  that  had  gone  a  total  fun- 
damental financial  meltdown.  He  ad- 
mitted that  when  he  got  into  his  office 
and  started  looking  at  the  accounts,  he 
discovered  that  this  agency  had  put 
away  S4  bUlion,  and  that  it  had  not  re- 
ported that  accurately  to  the  Congress, 
to  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  to  the 
head  of  the  Intelligence  Agency,  or 
anyone  else. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  amendment  says 
that  if  this  agency,  if  we  discovered 
this  last  week  about  this  agency,  if 
they  had  been  totally  in  our  face,  in 
the  Secretary  of  Defense's  face,  in  the 
head  of  the  CIA's  face,  and  everyone 
else,  if  Mr.  Nelson,  who  is  there  now 
trying  to  get  the  books  in  order,  if  all 
of  that  happened,  which  apparently  it 
did,  certainly  we  should  not  give  them 
an  increase  for  next  year.  We  are  just 
going  to  hold  them  level  to  what  they 
got  this  year. 

Does  that  not  make  sense?  No  one  is 
taking  these  extra  funds  away.  No  one 
has  done  any  of  that.  We  are  only  say- 
ing, "OK.  let's  hold  them  to  that  level 
that  they  have  this  year." 

This  is  not  a  cut,  this  is  a  freeze. 
Freeze  them.  And  only  freeze  that 
agency,  that  agency  that  we  just  heard 
had  played  all  sorts  of  games  with  us 
and  had  really  not  leveled. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  could  stand  here  and 
read  all  sorts  of  editorials  firom  news- 
papers across  the  country  decrying  the 


mismanagement.  I  certainly  salute 
John  Nelson.  He  has  been  very  candid. 
He  has  come  forward.  He  told  us  what 
he  foimd,  and  that  is  wonderful.  There 
have  been  editorials  in  all  sorts  of 
newspapers  across  the  country  pointing 
out  that  if  any  civilian  agency  in  this 
government  had  come  forward  and 
found  out  that  there  was  such  a  fraud 
and  they  had  played  such  a  game,  this 
body  would  go  out  into  orbit. 

I  cannot  believe  1  week  after  all  of 
this,  1  week  after  the  rash  of  different 
editorials  and  news  on  this,  that  we  are 
going  to  give  them  an  increase  for  next 
year,  when  we  know  they  did  not  even 
level  with  us  about  the  surplus  they 
put  away  years  before. 

People  will  stand  up  and  they  will 
fight  my  amendment  by  saying  "Well, 
they  didn't  spend  the  money  and  they 
used  it  on  other  things,"  and  so  forth 
and  so  on. 

Every  bit  of  money  that  you  put 
away,  that  is  interest  that  we  are  bor- 
rowing this  money  for.  That  is  not  how 
the  game  is  supposed  to  be  run  around 
here.  It  is  really  saying  to  Congress, 
you  c»nnot  touch  us. 

That  kind  of  attitude  is  what  makes 
everybody  terribly  angry.  I  (jertainly 
hope  people  will  vote  for  this  amend- 
ment. 

Let  me  frame  it  one  more  time:  All 
this  amendment  does  is  say  to  the  one 
agency  that  has  really  admitted,  its 
new  fiscal  officer  has  admitted,  they 
had  a  financial  meltdown,  it  says  they 
are  not  going  to  get  an  increase  in  the 
next  fiscal  year. 

Now,  in  my  prior  speech  I  talked 
about  sacred  cow  disease,  and  I  said 
that  sacred  cow  disease  seems  to  be  al- 
most as  prevalent  as  mad  cow  disease 
is  in  Great  Britain.  When  we  come  to 
defense  and  intelligence,  it  makes  no 
difference  what  we  do,  we  cannot  help 
ourselves.  We  increase  it.  Some  of  the 
biggest  budget  hawks  in  the  world  that 
are  out  there  trying  to  fight  that  defi- 
cit, they  just  cannot  stand  it.  They 
cannot  spend  enough  in  this  area. 

But  if  we  do  not  reward  a  deal  with 
this  kind  of  mismanagement,  I  think 
we  really  look  like  we  are  not  serious 
about  this  at  all. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  people  to  vote 
for  this  little,  tiny,  tiny  amendment, 
and  send  a  message  that  we  will  not 
tolerate  that  kind  of  mismanagement 
in  the  future. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  is 
both  fiscally  and  constitutionally  re- 
quired. Fiscally,  because  it  would  give 
us  at  least  some  reduction  in  the  5-per- 
cent increase  that  is  otherwise  being 
voted;  but  it  is  also  important  as  a 
matter  of  constitutional  government. 

The  following  facts  are  not  in  dis- 
pute: About  a  year  ago.  some  news- 
paper reports  c:ame  out  that  the  Na- 
tional   Reconnaissance     Organization. 


the  entity  that  is  the  subject  of  this 
amendment,  had  squirreled  away  $1  bil- 
lion. There  was  $1  billion  we  did  not 
know  they  had. 

People  said  well,  they  had  a  bad  ac- 
counting system.  I  reject  the  notion 
that  the  people  who  know  all.  see  all, 
are  everywhere,  from  whom  the  world 
has  no  secrets,  did  not  know  how  much 
money  they  had.  Of  course  they  did. 

What  they  counted  on  was  the  laxity 
of  this  body's  supervision.  They  count- 
ed on  being  able  to  put  that  money 
away  so  they  could  in  effect  supple- 
ment their  own  appropriation.  These 
people  have  invented  the  new  par- 
liamentary device,  the  autonomous 
supplemental  appropriation.  They  can 
supplement  their  own.  by  hiding  the 
money  as  it  goes  along. 

What  this  means,  of  course,  is  it 
turns  out  that  some  of  the  money  we 
voted  for  them  was  not  necessary. 
They  were  able  to  accomplish  certain 
objectives  or  for  other  reasons  they 
were  not  able  to  spend  some  money. 
They  did  not  turn  it  back.  They  did  not 
come  and  say  reprogram  it.  They  just 
kept  it. 

At  first  we  were  told  there  was  $1  bil- 
lion. Then  we  heard  there  was  X2  bil- 
lion. Then  the  committee  intervened. 
Riding  to  the  rescue  of  fiscal  integrity 
came  the  Intelligence  Oversight  Com- 
mittee, and  they  adopted  some  rules  to 
prevent  this  from  happening.  And  it 
worked,  because  thanks  to  them,  we  no 
longer  had  a  S2  billion  surplus  hidden 
away.  We  had  a  $4  billion  surplus. 
Thanks  to  the  effective  oversight,  the 
committee  said  "We  took  some  steps  a 
year  ago."  They  took  some  steps,  and 
as  a  consequence  of  the  steps,  or  per- 
haps irrelevant  to  the  steps,  the  S2  bil- 
lion became  S4  billion. 

Now,  as  I  suggested  earlier,  maybe 
what  we  should  do  is  simply  withhold 
here,  because  we  seem  to  have  a  great, 
surefire  deficit  reducing  device.  First 
they  found  Jl  biUion.  Then  the  $1  bil- 
lion became  S2  billion.  Then  the  S2  bil- 
lion became  S4  billion.  I  do  not  have 
my  calculator,  but  it  seems  to  me  in  a 
very  few  years,  if  we  let  these  people  go 
at  the  rate  they  are  going,  they  would 
make  a  very  substantial  reduction  in 
the  deficit.  They  are  able  to  produce 
the  greatest  surplus  in  a  shorter  period 
of  time  than  anybody  I  have  ever  seen. 
But  they  should  not  be  able  to  do  it 
without  this  body  voting  on  how  to 
spend  that  money. 

We  were  told  they  have  been  dis- 
ciplined. Somebody  was  fired.  But  as 
an  entity,  this  is  undeniable,  they  have 
benefited  from  that.  They  have  gotten 
more  money  to  spend. 

People  said  well,  we  are  trying,  Mr. 
Deutch  is  trying.  I  believe  Mr.  Deutch 
is  trjring.  I  believe  the  committee  was 
tiTing.  But  Mr.  Deutch  has  a  broad  set 
of  responsibilities.  The  members  of  this 
committee  have  very  broad  sets  of  re- 
sponsibilities. 

No,  if  you  have  got  people  who  are 
specialists,  particularly  when  they  are 
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workiiig  in  a  technically  sophisticated 
area  where  secrecy  is  involved,  no  one 
will  be  able  to  out-account  them,  no 
one  will  be  able  to  stop  this  kind  of 
grame  playing,  except  if  we  say  to  them, 
we  penalize  you. 

There  is  one  way  to  put  an  end  to 
this,  and  that  is  to  pass  the  gentle- 
woman's very  thoughtful  amendment 
so  we  say  to  these  people  there  is  a 
penalty  for  this  kind  of  game  plasrlng 
and  avoidance  of  the  rules,  and  it  is 
you  will  not  get  the  full  benefit  from 
this. 

There  is  no  danger  they  will  be  hurt- 
ing financially.  An  entity  that  was  able 
to  squirrel  away  S4  billion  while  doing 
everything  they  were  supposed  to  do  is 
hardly  going  to  be  hurt  when  they  get 
their  share  of  a  5-percent  increase  and 
still  have  kept  some  of  what  they  had. 

None  of  it  has  gone  back  to  the  defi- 
cit. Let  us  at  least  in  this  amendment 
give  the  American  taxpayers  some  ben- 
efit from  the  S4  billion  in  savings.  I 
hope  the  gentlewoman  from  Colorado's 
amendment  is  adopted. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  discussions 
here,  we  have  been  talking  about  this 
$4  billion.  What  we  have  done  in  the 
Congress  is  we  have  taken  the  $4  bil- 
lion away  and  we  are  using  it  for  other 
things.  It  has  been  used  for  Bosnia,  it 
has  been  used  for  other  defense  prior- 
ities. 

So  if  the  money  were  still  there,  then 
maybe  I  could  see  some  wisdom  in  this 
amendment.  The  reality  is.  we  are  5 
percent  below,  for  the  NRO  budget  this 
year,  5  percent  below  the  Clinton  budg- 
et request.  We  have  made  some  reduc- 
tions in  this  i>articular  area. 

I  would  also  say  to  my  colleagues 
that  we  are  trying  in  the  NRO,  we  have 
got  a  new  financial  officer  who,  John 
Deutch,  a  Democrat.  Mr.  Clinton's  DCI 
put  in.  He  took  out  the  leadership  of 
the  NRO.  He  took  out  the  Director  and 
the  Deputy  Director.  He  put  in  Keith 
Hall,  who  Is  doing  a  fine  job. 

So  the  amendment  tries  to  punish 
someone  who  has  already  been  pun- 
ished. They  have  had  their 
carryforward  account  taken  away, 
their  leadership  has  been  replaced,  a 
new  financial  manager  has  been  put  in 
place. 

John  Deutch  deserves  support  here. 
He  would  tell  you  if  he  were  here  on 
the  fioor  of  the  House  today  that  we 
are  in  the  midst  of  a  modernization  ef- 
fort to  build  new  satellites  that  will 
allow  us  to  reduce  the  overall  infra- 
structure of  this  program  and  reduce 
spending  in  the  future.  But  if  he  does 
not  get  the  NRO  money  this  year  to 
make  those  investments,  then  we  are 
going  to  wind  up  spending  more  on  in- 
telligence than  we  need  and  we  are 
going  to  have  less  capable  systems. 

So  the  DCI  has  taken  the  steps  nec- 
essary to  reform  this.  What  we  are 
doing     today     is     repudiating     John 


Deutch  by  sasrlng  even  though  you  did 
that.  Mr.  Director,  it  was  not  enough. 
Now  we  are  going  to  slap  your  hand 
again  and  take  away  a  very  significant 
amount  of  money. 

D  1600 

I  cannot  say  the  numbers,  but  we  are 
talking  about  a  significant  amount  of 
money.  This  is  as  big  an  amendment  as 
we  are  talking  about  today. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  saeld  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Colorado. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  First  of  all,  if  the 
gentleman  is  saying  we  are  going  to 
have  a  very  significant  amount  of 
money  taken  away  if  my  amendment 
passes  and  we  freeze  it  at  this  year's 
level,  what  we  are  really  admitting  is 
we  are  really  giving  that  agency  a  huge 
increase  but  we  cannot  say  that 
money. 

But  second,  my  question  is.  Is  the 
gentleman  telling  us  the  entire  $4  bil- 
lion that  we  just  found  and  talked 
about  in  the  press  a  week  ago.  has  that 
all  been  expended  already? 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  I  would  say  to  the  gentle- 
woman that  that  money  has  been 
taken  back.  In  the  administration's 
budget  request  and  we  have  used  it  for 
other  purposes  in  the  Defense  bill, 
which  made  it  possible  not  to  have  to 
appropriate  new  money. 

So  the  problem  has  been  addressed. 
And,  again,  the  DCI  has  replaced  the 
leadership  of  the  NRO.  he  has  put  in  a 
financial  manager  and  we  now  have 
this  thing  under  control.  If  there  is  ad- 
ditional money,  and  if  it  is  not  all 
taken,  we  have  set  a  certain  number  of 
months  that  they  can  have  carryover 
funds  for  use  in  each  of  these  programs. 
If  they  go  above  that,  we  will  take  that 
money  away  as  well.  So  it  is  an  ongo- 
ing process. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  srield  further, 
though,  first  of  all,  it  is  pretty  as- 
tounding to  me  that  they  could  have 
gotten  rid  of  this  this  fast  when  we  just 
learned  about  it  this  past  week, 
learned  of  the  magnitude  of  it. 

The  way  I  read  this  is  that  they  said 
originally  they  thought  there  were  $2 
billion  in  the  carryover  fund  and  they 
now  find  there  is  $4  billion.  But  there 
also  was  not  supposed  to  be  any. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  I  would  say  to  the  gentle- 
woman that  this  is  not  the  first  time 
we  have  known  about  this.  The  mem- 
bers of  the  Permanent  Select  Commit- 
tee on  Intelligence  and  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  have  known  about 
this  but  we  could  not  disclose  it.  Some- 
how it  got  in  the  press,  but  decisions 
had  already  been  made  to  take  a  sig- 
nificant part  of  that  money  last  year 
and  in  this  year's  budget. 

What  they  are  saying  is  that  the 
total  amount  that  they  now  have  cal- 


culated was  this.  We  knew  that  they 
were  up  there,  and  we  took  a  lot  of  the 
money  away  firom  them  earlier  because 
it  was  not  needed.  It  was  not  wasted. 
No  waste,  fraud  or  abuse.  It  was  not 
used  for  anything  other  than  author- 
ized purposes. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield  further,  I  find 
it  surprising,  then,  that  the  newly  ai)- 
polnted  fiscal  officer,  John  Nelson, 
would  say  there  is  a  total  financial 
meltdown,  which  is  exactly  what  he 
said  to  the  press  when  this  was  all  vm- 
covered. 

So  if  the  new  gruy  is  saying  there  is  a 
financial  meltdown,  I  think  that  is  an 
admission  that  they  had  this  $4  billion 
and  a  game  was  sort  of  being  played, 
and  I  find  it  astounding  we  would  give 
them  that  big  an  increase. 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  would  say  to  the  gentle- 
woman that  we  did  exactly  what  I 
think  my  colleague  would  have  wanted 
us  to  do  once  we  found  out  that  there 
was  in  fact  a  meltdown.  He  then  told  us 
what  the  amount  of  money  was  that 
was  in  excess  to  their  requirements  and 
we  took  it  away  fi-om  them. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  But  the  gen- 
tleman just  said  he  spent  it.  The  gen- 
tleman indicated  it  was  taken  away 
and  spoke  somewhere  else. 

Mr.  DICKS.  It  was  spent  for  Bosnia 
and  it  was  spent  for  other  legitimate 
ventures  so  we  did  not  have  to  appro- 
priate new  money. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  would  yield  further,  I 
think  what  the  American  people  would 
want  us  to  do  is  not  spend  it  and  invest 
it  to  help  bring  down  the  debt,  and  I 
would  hope  we  would  not  give  them  an 
increase. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  one  of  those  in- 
teresting situations  that  one  finds 
themselves,  I  guess  constrained.  I  and 
the  members  of  the  committee  were 
outraged  at  about  this  time  last  year 
when  it  was  discovered  that  there  was 
a  carryforward  account  that  we  were 
not  aware  of;  that  the  Director  of  Cen- 
tral Intelligence  was  not  aware  of. 

We  demanded  that  there  be  some- 
thing done.  As  has  been  mentioned,  the 
two  top  officials  at  the  NRO  were  re- 
lieved of  their  duty.  A  chief  financial 
officer  was  put  into  place,  and  he  was 
tasked  with  coming  up  with  what  was 
the  amount.  Originally,  it  was  pur- 
ported to  be  a  billion,  a  billion  and  a 
half.  It  was  uncertain,  because  as  the 
gentlewoman  from  Colorado  has  point- 
ed out,  when  the  chief  financial  officer, 
Mr.  Nelson,  publicly  made  his  report 
last  week,  he  talked  about  how  egre- 
gious, and  I  do  not  remember  his  exact 
words,  but  they  were  not  kind  in  terms 
of  some  of  the  financial  management  of 
the  NRO. 

We  have  tried  to  follow  on  the  com- 
mittee  throughout   the   past   several 
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months,  as  we  have  had  constant  up- 
dates on  the  investigation  by  the  chief 
financial  officer  of  the  NRO 
carryforward  account.  There  were  sub- 
stantial monies  taken  out  in  the  appro- 
priations process  last  year,  after  it  was 
discovered,  from  the  carryforward  ac- 
count. The  Director  of  Central  Intel- 
ligence as  well  took  out  an  additional 
amount  of  that  money,  all  Inclusive  to- 
taling in  excess  of  billions  of  dollars,  to 
use  in  other  functions  that  the  admin- 
istration wished  to  pursue. 

We  have  continually  asked  and  we 
have  continually  been  updated  on  the 
carryforward  account.  Mr.  Nelson, 
rather  than  keeping  it  secret  and  not 
discussing  it,  has  a  public  interview  in 
which  he  mentioned  the  S4  billion 
amount. 

Now  the  accounting  process  stunk, 
but  I  think  it  is  very  important  to  note 
that  this  was  money  that  had  been  au- 
thorized and  appropriated  for  programs 
that  were  authorized  by  the  Congress, 
for  future  program  as  that  are  man- 
aged and  run  by  the  National  Recon- 
naissance Office.  Tney  were  moneys 
that  had  not  been  expended  because 
some  of  the  programs  had  been  work- 
ing better  than  had  been  anticipated. 

These  are  programs  that  if  the  Con- 
gress wants  to  cancel,  the  Congress 
should  cancel,  but  it  does  not  take 
away  from  the  fact  that  these  are  pro- 
grams that  at  one  time  the  Congress 
has  approved  to  move  forward  with. 

Now,  I  also  find  it  a  little  difficult  in 
defending  this  because  of  how  outraged 
I  was  when  I  first  became  aware  of  the 
carryfoward  account.  I  also  find  it 
somewhat  ironic  that  in  the  mark,  and 
I  would  invite  Members  to  come  up  and 
look  at  what  we  have  done  In  the  sec- 
tion for  the  NRO,  we  are  5  percent 
below  what  the  administration  re- 
quested for  the  NRO.  And  some  of  us 
have  been  accused  of  mlcromanaging 
the  NRO  accounts.  My  comment  to 
that  was  if  someone  had  been  micro- 
managing  for  several  years  we  would 
not  be  in  the  problem  we  are  in. 

So  on  one  side  some  of  us  are  being 
criticized  for  mlcromanaging,  tnang  to 
straighten  out  the  problem,  and  on  the 
other  side  we  are  being  criticized  for 
not  doing  enough.  So  I  would  encour- 
age Members  to  come  up  and  look,  and 
I  wish  I  could  tell  Members  what  we 
are  doing  with  all  of  the  programs. 
There  has  been  no  program  left  xm- 
scathed.  We  have  brought  every  pro- 
gram program  that  that  organization 
runs,  put  it  on  to  the  table,  and  we 
have  been  looking  at  delajdng  some  of 
those  progrrams,  we  are  looking  at  po- 
tentially canceling  some  of  those  pro- 
grams, and  we  are  being  strongly  criti- 
cized by  the  agency,  by  the  administra- 
tion, and  by  other  Members  of  Con- 
gress. 

But  the  purpose  of  doing  that  is  to 
bring  into  bearing  what  it  is  the  gen- 
tlewoman is  complaining  about,  and 
very  rightly  so.  But  I  would  urge  her  to 


come  up  and  look  and  talk  to  some  of 
the  Members  on  the  other  side  that 
have  been  complaining  so  hard  about 
the  fact  that  we  are  putting  them 
under  a  microscope.  They  are  going  to 
have  to  come  up  with  and  defend  and 
satisfy  the  committee  that  every  one 
of  the  requests  that  they  have  made  in 
the  President's  request,  which  is  above 
what  we  have  authorized  is,  in  fact, 
justifiable. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Combest] 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Combest 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentlewoman  fi-om  Colorado  had  asked 
me  to  yield,  and  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
her. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Texas  for 
yielding.  Is  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
saying  that  the  entire  $4  billion  has 
been  allocated  somewhere  else  already? 

Mr.  COMBEST.  No.  First  of  all,  there 
is  not  an  entire  $4  bUlion.  Virtually 
half  of  that  amount  was  taken  out  last 
year.        

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  And  so  has  the 
rest  of  it  been  expended  this  year? 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Part  of  that  is  in  the 
continuing  canTrforward  account.  What 
we  required  last  year  in  the  authoriza- 
tion was  that  they  lower  their 
carryforward  account  to  no  more  than 
1  month.  They  could  not  run  programs 
in  a  carryforward  account,  they  could 
not  keep  those  moneys  for  more  than  1 
month. 

But  they  have  to  manage  that,  Mrs. 
SCHROEDER.  They  have  to  move  that. 
They  cannot  take  that  amount  of 
money  and  all  of  a  sudden  just  throw  it 
away.  We  do  not  want  them  to  do  that, 
and  they  are  managing  that  now.  So 
what  we  are  requiring  that  they  do  is 
to  take  that  money  that  was  originally 
authorized  and  appropriated  for  certain 
programs  and  expend  it  on  those  pro- 
grams and  work  that  canyforward  ac- 
count down.  They  are  in  that  process 
now  to  where  they  have  no  more  than 
1  month's  carryforward  at  any  time. 

We  have  only  become  aware,  as  the 
gentlewoman  mentioned,  of  the 
amount  of  the  money  just  in  the  past 
week  to  10  days,  because  they  have 
continually,  over  this  period  of  time, 
tried  to  do  a  very  accurate  accounting 
in  which  they  were  going  to  tell  us  how 
much  that  was  there  for.  And  it  was 
not  wasted  or  thrown  away  or  squan- 
dered. It  is  not  being  spent  on  pro- 
grams that  are  not  authorized.  It  is 
that  they  were  trsring  to  work  that  out. 

But  last  year,  recognizing  even  at  the 
time  we  were  only  talking  in  the  neigh- 
borhood of  a  billion  to  a  billion  and  a 
half,  we  agreed  that  that  was  not  ac- 
ceptable and  that  we  were  going  to 
bring  that  under  scrutiny. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Combest] 
has  again  expired. 


(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Combest 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  COMBEST.  That  was  to  be 
brought  imder  scrutiny  and  they  were 
to  begin  to  manage  that  account.  We 
then  have,  in  this  year's  authorization, 
as  I  have  mentioned,  and  I  would  en- 
courage the  gentlewoman  to  look, 
brought  every  program  that  organiza- 
tion runs  under  scrutiny.  Every  one. 

I  wish  the  gentlewoman  would  look 
at  what  we  are  recommending  on  some 
of  those.  I  cannot  go  beyond  that  on 
the  floor  of  the  House. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  would  continue  to  yield, 
the  next  question  I  have,  then,  the  gen- 
tleman is  saying  that  if  my  amend- 
ment passed,  which  would  hold  this 
agency  at  this  year's  funding  level,  it 
would  be  a  disaster  because  how  much 
of  an  increase  are  we  giving  the  agen- 
cy? Can  we  say  that  in  open  session, 
what  the  percentage  increase  is? 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COMBEST.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  what  we 
can  say  is  it  is  5  percent  below  the 
Clinton  budget  irequest. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  is  cor- 
rect, this  authorization  bill  is  5  percent 
below  what  the  administration  re- 
quested. 

Mr.  DICKS.  And  if  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  that  is  on  the  NRO  por- 
tion. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Yes;  that  is  correct, 
on  the  NRO  portion. 

Mrs.  SCHROEIDER.  But  we  cannot 
say  how  much  of  an  Increase  it  is  over 
what  we  are  spending  this  year;  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  COMBEST.  I  guess  we  might,  but 
I  am  not  for  sure.  I  would  have  to 
check  to  see  what  that  is. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Could  I  ask  the 
chairman  further,  if  my  amendment 
were  to  pass,  and  there  is  still  some 
money  left  in  this  carrjrforward  ac- 
count, could  they  not  use  that  this 
year  to  make  up  any  critical  shortfall? 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Those  funds  in  the 
carryforward  account  are  obligated  and 
were  authorized  and  appropriated  for 
specific  purposes  of  which  the  new  au- 
thorizations that  we  are  looking  at 
now  would  not  Include. 

Those  are  still  going  to  have  to  be  ex- 
pended. They  would  have  had  to  have 
been  expended  at  some  point  in  time. 
And  that  is  the  point  I  was  making  ear- 
lier, was  that  if  the  Congress  wants  to 
go  back  and  cancel  some  of  those  pro- 
grams that  have  already  been  approved 
that  this  money  was  there  for.  that  is 
a  totally  di^erent  subject.  But  as  long 
as  those  are  still  to  be  moving  forward 
in  the  new  satellite  architecture,  all 
those  funds  in  the  carrsrforward  ac- 
count at  some  point  have  to  be  ex- 
pended on  those   programs.  And  the 
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moneys  we  are  looking  at  now  are  not 
groing  in  the  carryforward,  they  are 
going  into  additional  expenditures  for 
those  programs  above  what  the 
carrsrforward  accounts  accounted  for. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman,  and  I  hope  he  un- 
derstands. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  I  do  understand. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  To  the  average 
person  this  sounds  absolutely  nuts, 
that  we  are  giving  an  increase  to  an 
agency  that  we  just  learned  had  this 

SUJl>lUS. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  jrield? 

Mr.  COMBEST.  I  jrield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  just  want  to  say  that 
we  are  actually  cutting  the  NRO  by  5 
percen*. 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Reclaiming  my  time. 
I  want  to  say  to  the  gentlewoman  that 
I  understand  the  frustration,  I  truly  do 
understand  it,  and  it  makes  it  seem  so 
ridiculous  for  this  to  have  happened, 
that  we  can  allow  a  bad  accounting 
program  like  this  to  go  unpunished, 
but  I  do  not  know  how  we  go  back  and 
punish.  The  only  way  to  do  that  is  to 
cut  out  what  I  think  are  some  very  sig- 
nificant programs,  and,  hopefully,  the 
Director  of  the  Central  Intelligence 
Agency's  efforts  to  try  to  deal  with 
this  problem  are  what  are  bringing  this 
all  to  firuition  and  to  a  head. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen- 
tleman ftom  Texas  [Mr.  CoidBEST]  has 
again  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  COMBEST 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Let  me  point  out  I  think 
we  have  disciplined  an  agency  pretty 
well  when  we  take  away  at  least  50  per- 
cent Immediately  of  the  carryover 
funds.  As  soon  as  we  found  them  out, 
we  took  those  away.  The  Director  ap- 
pointed a  special  task  force.  He  ap- 
pointed a  new  financial  officer,  fired 
the  Director  and  the  Deputy  Director, 
and  said  we  are  going  to  get  this  thing 
cleaned  up  and  straightened  out. 

Now,  the  problem  is  that  what  we  are 
doing  here  is  coming  in  with  a  punitive 
approach  and  sajring  even  though  we 
have  done  all  those  things  we  have  to 
do  something  more.  I  would  argue  that 
if  both  my  colleagues  would  come  up, 
we  could  go  through  this  program  and 
show  them  that  what  we  are  talking 
abut  here  are  NRO  satellites  that  are 
vitally  important  to  the  military. 
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It  is  the  men  and  women  that  we 
have  deployed  all  over  this  world  who 
are  going  to  be  denied  important  intel- 
ligence if  we  do  not  modernize  and  im- 
prove our  imagery  and  satellites.  It  is 
not  some  bureaucrats  whose  hands  we 
are  slapping.  It  is  not  an  accountant 
over  at  the  NRO.  What  we  are  doing  is 


denying  important  intelligence  to  our 
military  people. 

So  I  would  urge  my  colleagues  not  to 
do  this.  This  is  not  the  right  way  to  go. 
It  is  too  significant  an  amount  of 
money.  Mr.  Deutch  has  done  the  right 
things  here.  We  have  got  to  give  him 
an  opportunity  to  clean  up  this  mess, 
and  he  is  doing  it.  But  what  we  are 
doing  here  is  punishing  him  because  we 
are  undermining  the  architecture  that 
he  has  set  up  for  the  modernization  of 
our  satellites  and  that  was  also  set  up 
by  Mr.  Woolsey,  another  Democrat  and 
appointee  of  this  administration.  They 
both  would  say  that  this  would  under- 
mine and  hurt  the  efforts  to  improve 
our  satellite  capability. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  earlier  today  I  intro- 
duced an  amendment  which  would  re- 
duce intelligence  spending  by  10  per- 
cent. It  received,  I  believe,  115  votes. 
Just  a  few  minutes  ago  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Frank]  intro- 
duced an  amendment  that  would  freeze 
intelligence  spending.  It  received  193 
votes. 

My  sincere  hope  is  that  we  can  re- 
ceive another  20  votes  to  pass  the 
Schroeder  amendment.  I  will  tell  my 
colleagues  why.  Month  after  month 
and  day  after  day.  Members  from  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  come  here  on  the  floor 
of  the  House,  and  they  talk  about  the 
$5  trillion  national  debt.  They  talk 
about  the  deficit,  and  they  talk  about 
how  important  it  is  and  how  necessary 
it  is  to  cut  program  after  program 
after  program.  My  friend  flrom  Wash- 
ington a  moment  ago  talked  about  his 
fear  that  we  would  be  "disciplining  this 
agency." 

Mr.  Chairman,  by  overspending  on  in- 
telligence, by  spending  more  money 
than  we  need  for  the  National  Recon- 
naissance Office,  an  agency  that  has 
misplaced,  that  has  lost  $4  billion  of 
taxpayers'  money,  what  we  are  doing  is 
disciplining  hungry  children  in  Amer- 
ica. We  are  disciplining  families  who 
would  like  Federal  funding  in  order  to 
send  their  kids  to  college.  We  are  dis- 
ciplining senior  citizens  who  get  by  on 
$7,000  or  $8,000  a  year  Social  Security 
but  do  not  have  the  help  from  the  Fed- 
eral Government  to  purchase  prescrip- 
tion drugs. 

We  are  disciplining  tens  of  millions 
of  people  who  would  like  some  help 
from  the  Federal  Government.  But  we 
are  saying,  not  only  can  we  not  afford 
it,  we  are  going  to  cut  back  on  what  we 
are  currently  providing  because  we 
think  we  need  to  spend  this  money  on 
the  intelligence  agencies,  despite  the 
end  of  the  cold  war. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  that  many 
Members  in  this  body  are  terribly  sin- 
cere, both  sides  of  the  aisle,  terribly 
sincere  about  deficit  reduction.  I  know 
that  they  have  been  reluctant  and  with 
pain  have  made  cuts  that  they  know 


are  going  to  hurt  millions  of  middle- 
class  working  class,  low-income  fami- 
lies. I  beseech  those  same  Members 
who  have  made  those  cuts  that  impact 
negatively  on  people  who  are  hurting 
today  to  have  the  courage  to  stand  up 
and  say  that,  when  we  have  an  agency 
that  has  misplaced  $4  billion,  the  very 
least  we  can  do  to  protect  our  credibil- 
ity is  to  say  to  that  agency  that  we  are 
going  to  level  fvmd  you. 

The  gentlewoman  from  Colorado 
[Mrs.  SCHROEDER]  did  not  say  we  are 
going  to  cut  their  funding  in  half.  That 
is  not  what  she  said.  She  came  forward 
with  a  very  conservative  amendment. 
Level  fund  an  agency  that  has  mis- 
placed $4  billion.  We  need  20  votes  more 
to  finally  say  to  the  American  people 
that  we  are  serious  about  deficit  reduc- 
tion. Please  support  the  Schroeder 
amendment. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  armed  services, 
quite  often,  for  example,  if  you  have  a 
budget  and  you  have  so  much  fuel  allo- 
cated in  that  fiscal  year,  that  fiscal 
year's  allocation  that  you  have  to  burn 
it  during  that  period  of  time  and  quite 
often  we  would  come  to  the  end  of  the 
year  because  we  did  not  know  how 
much  we  would  use  in  Vietnam,  in  So- 
malia, in  Bosnia,  and  if  you  did  not  use 
the  amount  you  thought,  then  you 
would  end  up  with  a  bunch  of  it  toward 
the  end  of  the  year,  so  you  tried  to 
nmnage  it  and  prepare  for  a  contin- 
gency. 

Quite  often  we  would  have  to  fly  up 
that  fuel  because  we  would  not  get  as 
much  next  year.  We  knew  that  we 
needed  the  fuel  over  a  long  period  of 
time  for  management  for  those  contin- 
gencies also.  We  were  forced  to  bum  it 
when  it  really  was  not  used  in  the  best 
way.  Intelligence  has  managed  its  dol- 
lars over  a  period  of  time  looking  to 
when  it  sees. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  intelligence  com- 
munity works  in  the  antidrug  program. 
It  works  in  anticrime,  not  only  here 
but  abroad,  in  DEA,  in  CIA,  in  FBI.  If 
you  want  to  come  after  ATF,  come  to 
me  and  I  will  help  you.  But  if  you  take 
a  look  at  the  broad  nature  of  where  our 
intelligence  services  go  and  how  they 
help  the  security  of  this  coxmtry,  not 
only  aiding  our  military,  I  looked,  dur- 
ing the  bill,  the  antiterrorist  bill,  I 
made  a  statement  that  my  concern  was 
that  people  will  not  support  our  troops 
in  the  field  through  intelligence. 

Even  though  the  cold  war  is  over,  I 
believe  that  our  need  for  intelligence 
has  actually  increased.  If  you  take  a 
look,  and  the  reason  that  we  were  so 
opposed  to  what  the  President  did  in 
the  arms  shipment  by  going  through 
Iran  and  getting  the  Iranians  involved 
in  the  Middle  East,  if  you  take  a  look 
at  the  French  and  the  British  and  the 
different  portions  in  Europe  to  where 
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they  increased  on  fundamental  terror- 
ists of  the  Islamic  groups  actively  en- 
gaged, there  is  an  increased  need  for  in- 
telligence there,  just  for  the  security  of 
those  countries  and  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  remind  my  col- 
leagues, in  the  World  Trade  Center 
bombing,  that  was  Islamic  fundamen- 
talists that  were  here  also  illegally  in 
this  country.  The  need  for  intelligence 
in  that  has  increased  in  this  country. 
We  look  at  Ruby  Ridge  that  was  just 
on,  and  we  look  at  other  areas  of  the 
country  where  that  increase  in  intel- 
ligence is  so  important  to  protect 
American  citizens. 

In  areas  of  defense  and  areas  of  na- 
tional security,  in  which  these  forces, 
they  are  not  used,  I  think,  to  waste  and 
squander  dollars,  but  it  is  to  help  the 
American  people  in  those  areas  and  to 
help  our  troops  when  they  are  engaged 
in  combat. 

If  we  take  a  look,  for  example,  right 
now  today  in  the  Ural  Mountains,  my 
friend  from  Washington  is  aware  of 
this,  within  the  Ural  Mountains,  Rus- 
sia today  is  building  an  underground 
first  strike  nuclear  capability  as  big  as 
the  entire  area  inside  the  Beltway. 
That  is  pretty  important  to  know  for 
this  country. 

I  remember  in  San  Diego,  when  Iraq 
was  trying  to  smuggle  nuclear  triggers 
out  of  San  Diego.  It  is  pretty  impor- 
tant to  the  American  citizens  to  have 
that  kind  of  intelligence.  If  we  try  to 
micromanage  and  cut  back,  yes,  there 
are  areas,  I  am  sure  there  are  areas  in 
the  military,  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Colorado,  that,  yes,  things  have  been 
spent  too  much. 

Mr.  Chairman,  but  that  is  the  prob- 
lem generally  with  any  Federal  organi- 
zation. That  is  why  we  want  to  send  a 
lot  of  it  to  the  States.  We  think  that  is 
a  better  way  to  manage  and  balance 
the  budget  and  to  eliminate  the  pro- 
grams. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDEai.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  I  yield  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Colorado. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  to 
me.  The  gentleman  is  making  a  good 
point.  We  want  good  intelligence.  But 
we  are  talking  here  about  just  limiting 
this  to  a  freeze  to  this  year's  level,  and 
this  is  for  satellites. 

A  lot  of  the  intelligence  the  gen- 
tleman is  talking  about,  language 
skills  being  able  to  have  people  on  the 
ground  understand  Farsi,  understand 
all  of  those  types  of  things,  or  dealing 
with  intelligence  about  whether  you 
are  talking  about  Ruby  Ridge  or  some- 
thing else,  most  of  that  you  are  not 
picking  up  off  satellites.  Satellites  do 
not  delineate  a  terrorist  from  a  regular 
citizen.  We  are  just  targeting  it  to  sat- 
ellites. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Reclaiming  my 
time,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  tell  you 
about  the  satellites.  When  I  was  at 


Navy  Fighter  Weapons  School,  we  were 
able  to  look  down  and  read  the  serial 
numbers  on  the  missiles  on  the  side  of 
aircraft  to  determine  what  our  real 
threat  was.  The  Russians  have  recently 
developed  the  AA-10,  which  is  superior 
to  our  AMRAAM.  We  need  to  know 
those  kinds  of  things,  that  is  taken  off 
the  satellites. 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  make  sure 
that  the  Congress  and  the  American 
people  are  not  left  with  a 
misimpression  that  Iranian  arms  only 
began  being  shipped  to  the  former 
Yugoslavian  Republic  during  this  ad- 
ministration. Through  the  entire 
course  of  the  Bush  administration,  Ira- 
nian arms  were  going  into  the  former 
Yugoslavian  Republic  at  a  time  when 
the  Bush  administration  had  no  policy 
to  deal  with  the  slaughter  that  was 
going  on  in  Yugoslavia.  It  is  particu- 
larly ironic  that  having  executed  a  pol- 
icy that  has  at  least  for  now  stopped 
the  fighting,  stopped  the  civilian 
slaughter  and  the  genocide,  that  the 
other  side  would  criticize  and  try  to 
make  an  issue  of  the  President  who  fi- 
nally took  a  stand  and  actually  con- 
cluded a  policy  that  stopped  the  geno- 
cide. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to  correct 
that  one,  I  am  sure,  innocent 
misimpression  that  was  left  by  the  pre- 
vious speaker.  The  Iranians  were  ship- 
ping arms  into  the  former  Yugoslavian 
Republic  during  the  time  of  the  Bush 
administration. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washingrton. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appre- 
ciate the  gentleman's  clarifying  that 
point.  I  would  like  to  also  say  that  we 
are  not  just  talking  about  stopping 
these  satellites.  When  you  talk  about 
the  satellites,  they  are  able  to  gather 
information  that  gives  our  country  a 
warning  about  terrorists  and  various 
terrorist  organizations  and  what  they 
are  doing  and  their  plans.  So  when  we 
have  things  like  the  World  Trade  Cen- 
ter, I  think  it  is  a  sobering  thought 
that  terrorists  are  now  able  to  do 
things  like  this  in  the  United  States. 
That  is  another  reason  why  in  my  judg- 
ment we  ought  to  protect  this  budget. 

This  budget  is  not  only  important  to 
our  military  deployed  abroad,  but  it 
also  gives  us  the  ability  to  find  these 
various  terrorist  organizations  and 
what  their  plans  and  Intentions  are, 
some  of  which  are  not  good  for  the 
United  States. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  Colorado. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  point  is  we  are  only  going  after 
this  one  part  of  the  budget.  This  is  the 
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one  agency  that  had  the  fiscal  melt- 
down. We  are  holding  it  level  at  this 
year's  amount.  Yes,  of  course,  we  need 
satellites  but  we  also  need  language 
skills,  people  on  the  ground,  all  sorts  of 
different  kinds  of  information;  and 
that  is  not  cut  or  held  even  by  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  just  real 
important.  I  think  that  the  debate  that 
would  have  gone  on  if  the  civilian 
agency  had  done  this  would  have  been 
of  an  entirely  different  tenor  on  this 
floor.  People  would  have  been  jumping 
to  the  mike,  demanding  the  head  of  the 
agency  be  delivered  down  here  and  ev- 
erything else.  I  am  really  amazed  that 
all  the  tap  dancing  that  we  have  done 
around  this.  I  think  this  is  a  simple 
amendment,  and  I  certainly  hope  it 
passes. 

Mr.  NETHERCUTT.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  interesting  to  me 
as  I  was  watching  the  debate  and  lis- 
tening to  the  gentlewoman  from  Colo- 
rado and  the  gentleman  from  Vermont 
talk  about  misplacement  of  $4  billion 
and  fiscal  meltdowns,  I  wonder  what 
those  two  colleagues  of  mine  would  say 
if  we  had  the  same  response  to  the  mis- 
management that  has  been  shown  by 
the  inspector  general  of  the  United 
States  for  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agri- 
culture for  the  Food  and  Consumer 
Services  Agency. 

The  IG  did  an  audit,  as  I  am  sure  my 
colleagues  know,  showing  that  $13.5 
billion  out  of  $37  billion  of  the  food  and 
consumer  services  budget  could  not  be 
found.  Talk  about  mismanagement. 
Talk  about  unaccountability.  And  I  do 
not  here  anybody  on  the  other  side 
being  outraged  by  that  kind  of  mis- 
management or  that  kind  of  fiscal 
meltdown. 

The  point  is,  there  is  fiscal  mis- 
management at  an  agency  that  the 
gentlewoman  from  Colorado  and  the 
gentleman  from  Vermont  I  think  want 
to  ignore. 
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An  audit  was  done;  they  cannot  prove 
that  it  was  lost,  but  they  cannot  prove 
that  this  was  spent  for  the  proper  pur- 
pose. The  I.G.  said  there  is  no  account- 
ing of  it,  it  cannot  be  proved  what  hap- 
I)ened  to  the  money. 

So  that  agency  came  before  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations,  on  which  I 
serve,  and  said,  "Give  us  $4  billion 
more." 

So  I  think  we  have  to  put  this  all  in 
perspective  and  realize  that  we  are 
talking  about  the  national  security  in- 
terests of  the  United  States,  and  on 
that  basis  I  think  we  have  to  be  careful 
about  sajang,  as  my  colleagues  know, 
about  trying  to  punish  agencies  be- 
cause that  hand  can  bite  if  we  are  not 
careful. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  NETHERCUTT.  I  yield  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Colorado. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  say  that  I  will  be  equally  as 
outraged  when  we  get  to  that  item  on 
the  floor.  I  promise  the  gentleman.  I  do 
not  like  misspent  money  ansrwhere.  I 
think  that  is  why  Americans  are  so 
angry  with  us,  is  that  we  come  in  and 
we  become  apologists  for  it,  and  they 
think  that  we  have  all  bought  into  the 
Potomac  fever  syndrome  when  we  do 
that. 

The  reason  I  do  not  have  an  amend- 
ment on  the  floor  to  deal  with  that 
today  is  we  do  not  have  that  bill  on  the 
floor  today. 

But  I  promise  the  gentleman,  if  there 
is  one  up  there,  I  will  not  be  trying  to 
reward  that  agency  with  a  large  in- 
crease over  this  year's  budget  because 
they  cannot  find  money  from  the  last 
year,  and  that  is  my  whole  point. 

So  I  hope  the  gentleman  joins  with 
me  today,  and  then  we  can  both  stand 
here  and  be  outraged  when  that  one 
comes  up,  and  any  other  budget  any- 
where. 

Mr.  NETHERCUTT.  Reclaiming  my 
time,  I  hope  the  gentlewoman  from 
Colorado  [Mrs.  Schboeder]  will  pay  at- 
tention to  what  has  happened  in  the 
food  and  consumer  services  agency. 
That  money  goes  to  kids.  It  is  supposed 
to  go  to  kids,  and  we  are  spending  it  on 
all  other  kinds  of  things  in  that  agen- 
cy, but  I  do  not  hear  the  outrage. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  jrield? 

Mr.  \NETHERCUTT.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Washingrton. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  another 
point  I  would  make  on  this  is  that  in  a 
sense  this  money  was  never  misspent 
at  the  NRO.  Apparently  there  was  big 
money  misspent  over  at  the  Agri- 
culture Department  on  things  that 
were  not  supposed  to  be.  The  NRO 
money  ultimately  would  have  been 
spent  on  programs  that  had  been  au- 
thorized and  appropriated  by  the  Con- 
gress, and  the  irony  of  this  is  that  we 
are  going  to  have  to  restore  this  money 
at  some  future  date.  We  will  have  to  do 
that  because  of  the  amount  of  money 
that  is  required  to  build  these  very 
elaborate,  complicated  intelligence 
system. 

So  we  took  the  money  away  in  the 
short  term,  but  it  is  going  to  have  to  be 
restored  in  the  long  term. 

Mr.  NETHERCUTT.  Let  me  just  say 
in  response  to  the  gentleman  from 
Washington,  who  makes  a  very,  very 
good  point,  this  is  a  dangerous  world. 
We  have  limited  resources.  We  cazmot 
gamble  on  the  intelligence  services  of 
the  United  States  of  America,  and  I 
think,  as  my  colleagues  know,  we  are 
talking  a  little  bit  about  apples  and  or- 
anges although  the  concept  that  the 
gentlewoman  from  Colorado  makes,  or 
the  point  she  makes  with  regard  to 
mismanagement,  applies  equally  on 
the  domestic  side,  but  we  do  not  have 
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the  national  security  interests  of  the 
country  at  stake. 

So  I  think  the  point  of  the  gentleman 
from  Washington,  my  colleague  and 
friend,  Mr.  Dicks,  is  a  very  good  one. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Will  the  gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr.  NETHERCUTT.  I  yield  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Colorado. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
mean  I  love  this.  These  two  gentlemen 
from  Washington  are  here  saying,  as 
my  colleagues  know,  "The  best  defense 
is  a  good  offense." 

Look,  we  caimot  be  outraged  about 
the  agriculture  budget,  because  it  is 
not  here  today.  If  it  is  here  today,  we 
will  offer  an  amendment,  and,  yes,  it  is 
terribly  wrong  to  take  money  from  lit- 
tle kids,  but  it  is  also  terribly  wrong  to 
waste  money  here  and  to  play  the 
games  that  were  played,  and  I  would 
hope  the  gentleman  would  join  me  in 
dealing  with  this  issue  that  we  can  do 
something  about. 

So  something  about  what  we  can  do 
something  about,  which  is  this  issue  in 
front  of  us  today,  and  vote  for  my 
amendment. 

Mr.  NETHERCUTT.  Reclaiming  my 
time,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  just  simply 
close  my  portion  of  time  in  saying  that 
this  amendment  should  be  rejected.  I 
fully  support  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  COMBEST]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington  [Mr.  Dicks]  in 
their  position  on  this  bill  and  this 
amendment.  We  should  move  forward. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  Colorado  [Mrs.  SCHROE- 
DER]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were  ayes  137,  noes  292, 
not  voting  4,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  188] 
AYES— 137 
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Ackermui 

Andrews 

Baldacci 

Barrett  (WI) 

Becem. 

Bonlor 

Boucher 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Camp 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clybom 

Collins  (IL) 

Collins  (MI) 

Condit 

Conyers 

Costello 

Coyne 

DeFazio 

DeLaoro 

Delloms 

Deutsch 


Dinrell 

Doggett 

Duncan 

Durtln 

Elileis 

Ensign 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Farr 

Fattah 

FaweU 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

FUner 

Flake 

FofUetU 

Ford 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Fune 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

(lordon 

Green  (TX) 

Gutierrez 


Hastings  (FL) 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Jackson  (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jacobs 
Johnston 
Kim>tnr 

Kennedy  (HA) 
Kleczka 
Kluc 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Leach 
Lewis  (GA) 
Lincoln 
hotgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney 
Markey 
McCarthy 
McDermott 
McSinney 


McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

MiUender- 

McDonald 
Miller  (CA) 
Hinge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Nadler 
Neal 

Neumann 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne  (NJ) 
Payne  (VA) 


Abercrombie 
Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachns 
Baesler 
Baker  (CA) 
Baker  (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Ban- 
Barrett  (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bentsen 
Berenter 
Berman 
BevlU 
Bilbray 
Bilirakls 
Bishop 
Blnte 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Borski 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brownback 
Bryant  (TN) 
Bnnn 
Bunning 
Bun- 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Campbell 
Canady 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Cobnm 
Coleman 
Collins  (GA) 
Combest 
Cooley 
Cox 
Cmaer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cubin 
Cummings 
(Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis 

de  la  Garza 
Deal 


Pelosi 

Peterson  (FL) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Pickett 

Porter 

Poshard 

Ramstad 

Rangel 

Reed 

Riggs 

Roemer 

Roth 

Roybal-Allard 

Rush 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Shays 

Slaughter 

NOE&-292 

DeLay 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Dixon 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Dunn 

Edwards 

EhrUch 

Emerson 

Engel 

English 

Everett 

Ewing 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Pranks  ((no 

Franks  (N  J) 

Frelinghuysen 

Frisa 

Frost 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

C^jdenson 

Gekas 

Geren 

Gilchrest 

Gillmor 

Gilman 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Goss 

Graham 

Greene  (UT) 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (OH) 

HaUCTX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Harman 

Hasten 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Heney 

Helher 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hilleary 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Holden 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 


Stark 

Stenholm 

Studds 

Stupak 

Thompson 

Thurman 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Waxman 

Weller 

Williams 

Woolsey 


Inglis 

Istook 

Jefferson 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Johnson,  Sam 

Jones 

Kanjorski 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (HI) 

Kennelly 

KUdee 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klink 

KnoUenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Largent 

Tjt.bam 

LaToorette 

Laughlin 

Lazio 

Levin 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KT) 

Lightfoot 

Under 

Liplnski 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Longley 

Lncas 

Manton 

Manzullo 

Martinez 

Martini 

Mascara 

Matsoi 

McCollum 

McCrery 

McOade 

McHale 

McHugh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Metcair 

Meyers 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Moras 

Morella 

Murtha 

Myers 

Myrick 

Nethercutt 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nnasle 

Ortiz 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Faxon 


Pombo 

Sfaadegg 

Thomberry 

Pomeroy 

Shaw 

Thornton 

Portman 

Shuster 

Tiahrt 

Pryce 

Sisisky 

TorkUdsen 

(inillen 

Skaggs 

Traflcant 

(}uinn 

Skeen 

Vucanovich 

Radanovich 

Skelton 

Walker 

Rahall 

Smith  (MI) 

Walsh 

ReguU 

Smith  (NJ) 

Wamp 

Richardson 

Smith  (TX) 

Ward 

Rivers 

Smith  (WA) 

Watts  (OK) 

Roberts 

Solomon 

Weldon  (FL) 

Rogers 

Souder 

Weldon  (PA) 

Rohrabacher 

Spence 

White 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Spratt 

Whitfield 

Rose 

Steams 

Wicker 

Roukema 

Stockman 

Wilson 

Royce 

Stokes 

Wise 

Sabo 

Stump 

Wolf 

Salmon 

Talent 

Wynn 

Ranford 

Tanner 

Yates 

Saxton 

Tate 

Young  (AK) 

Schaefer 

Tanzin 

Young  (FL) 

Schiff 

Taylor  (MS) 

ZelUI 

Schumer 

Taylor  (NO 

Zimmer 

Scott 

Tejeda 

Seastrand 

Thomas 

NOT  VO'riNG-4 

BlUey 

Molinari 

Hoke 

Scarborough 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to 
reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


D  1654 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA  and  Messrs.  SCHU- 
MER, WALSH,  BENTSEN,  and 
CUMMINGS  changed  thefr  vote  from 
"aye"  to  "no." 

Mrs.  THURMAN  and  Messrs.  RAN- 
GEL,  DOGGETT,  SHAYS,  and  FOX  of 
Pennsylvania  changed  their  vote  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  other 
amendments  to  the  bill? 

If  not,  the  question  is  on  the  commit- 
tee amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute, as  amended. 

The  committee  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Hobson) 
having  assumed  the  Chair,  Mr.  DiCKEY, 
Chairman  of  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union, 
reported  that  that  committee,  having 
had  under  consideration  the  bill  (H.R. 
3259),  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
fiscal  year  1997  for  intelligence  and  in- 
telligence-related activities  of  the 
United  States  Government,  the  Com- 
munity Management  Account,  and  the 
Central  Intelligence  Agency  Retfre- 
ment  and  Disability  System,  and  for 
other  purposes,  pursuant  to  House  Res- 
olution 437,  he  reported  the  bill  back  to 
the  House  with  an  amendment  adopted 
by  he  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  rule,  the  previous  question  is  or- 
dered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment  to  the  committee  amend- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
adopted  by  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole?  If  not,  the  question  is  on  the 
amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 


AUTHORIZING  THE  CLERK  TO 
MAKE  CORRECTIONS  IN  EN- 
GROSSMENT OF  H.R.  3259,  INTEL- 
LIGENCE AUTHORIZATION  ACT 
FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1997 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  in  the  engross- 
ment of  the  bill,  H.R.  3259,  the  Clerk  be 
authorized  to  make  such  technical  and 
conforming  changes  as  may  be  nec- 
essary to  correct  such  things  as  spell- 
ing, punctuation,  cross-referencing, 
and  section  numbering. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas?. 

There  was  no  objection. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  COMBEST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks and  include  extraneous  material 
on  H.R.  3259.  the  bill  just  considered 
and  passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


REPORT  OF  COMMODITY  CREDIT 
CORPORATION,  FISCAL  YEAR 
1994— MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESI- 
DENT OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  message 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States;  which  was  rea^l  and,  together 
with  the  accompanying  papers,  without 
objection,  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  13.  Public  Law  806,  80th  Con- 
gress (15  U.S.C.  714k),  I  transmit  here- 
with the  report  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  fiscal  year  1994. 
William  J.  Clinton. 
The  White  House,  May  22, 1996. 


COMBINED  ANNUAL  REPORTS  OF 
NATIONAL  SCIENCE  FOUNDA- 
TION, FISCAL  YEARS  1994  AND 
1995— MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESI- 
DENT OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  message 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States;  which  was  read  and,  together 
with  the  accompanying  papers,  without 
objection,  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Science: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 


As  reqmred  by  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 3(f)  of  the  National  Science  Foun- 
dation Act  of  1950,  as  amended  (42 
U.S.C.  1862(f)),  I  transmit  herewith  the 
combined  annual  rejwrts  of  the  Na- 
tional Science  Foundation  for  fiscal 
years  1994  and  1995. 

William  J.  Clinton. 

The  White  House,  May  22. 1996. 


D  1700 

COMMUNICATION  FROM  THE  HON- 
ORABLE SCOTT  MCCINNIS,  MEM- 
BER OF  CONGRESS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication   from    the    Honorable    ScoTT 
MclNNis,  Member  of  Congress: 
U.S.  Congress, 
House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  DC.  May  21. 1996. 
Hon.  Newt  Gingrich, 
Speaker,  House  of  Representatives. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  This  is  to  formally  no- 
tify you,  pursuant  to  Rule  L  (50)  of  the  Rules 
of  the  House,  that  I  have  been  served  with  a 
subpoena  issued  by  the  County  Court  of  H 
Paso  County,  Colorado. 

After  consultation  with  the  General  Coos- 
sel,  I  will  make  the  determinations  required 
by  the  Rule. 

Sincerely, 

Scott  MclNNis. 
Member  of  Congress. 


PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRIES 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Hobson).  The  gentleman  will  state  his 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
inquire  when  the  next  vote  is  expected. 
I  understand  that  we  will  now  be  tak- 
ing up  the  rule  on  the  Small  Business 
Job  Protection  Act  and  that  there  will 
not  be  another  vote  on  the  floor  for  at 
least  another  hour.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman will  state  his  parliamentary  in- 
quiry. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just 
want  to  inquire,  the  gentleman  from 
New  York's  inquiry  to  the  Chafr  does 
not  appear  to  be  a  parliamentary  in- 
quiry. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  is  the  House  going 
to  take  up  at  this  time? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  It  is  the 
Chafr's  understanding  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  may  rise  to  call 
up  a  rule. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  One  hour  debate  on 
the  rule? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  It  would 
be  debatable  for  1  hour,  and  the  Chair 
would  assume  that  therefore  his  sug- 
gestion may  be  correct,  but  the  Chair 
makes  no  ruling  on  that. 
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May  22,  1996 


PROVIDING  FOR  CONSIDERATION 
OF  H.R.  3448,  SMALL  BUSINESS 
JOB  PROTECTION  ACT  OF  1996, 
AND  H.R.  1227,  EMPLOYEE  COM- 
MUTING FLEXIBILITY  ACT 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di- 
rection of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I 
call  ap  House  Resolution  440  and  £isk 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.R£S.  440 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  without  inter- 
vention of  any  point  of  order  (except  those 
arising  under  section  425(a)  of  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Act  of  1974)  to  consider  in  the 
House  the  bill  (H.R.  3448)  to  provide  tax  re- 
lief for  small  businesses,  to  protect  jobs,  to 
create  opportunities,  to  increase  the  take 
home  i>ay  of  workers,  and  for  other  purposes. 
The  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
recommended  by  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  now  printed  in  the  bill  shall  be 
considered  as  read.  All  points  of  order 
against  the  committee  amendment  (except 
those  arising  under  section  425(a)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974)  are  waived. 
The  bill  and  the  amendment  shall  be  debat- 
able for  one  hour  equally  divided  and  con- 
trolled by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minor- 
ity member  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means.  The  previous  question  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  the  amend- 
ment to  final  passage  without  intervening 
motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit  with 
or  without  instructions.  The  yeas  and  nays 
shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  ques- 
tion of  passage  of  the  bill  and  on  any  con- 
ference report  thereon.  Clause  5(c)  of  rule 
XXI  shall  not  apply  to  the  bill,  amendments 
thereto,  or  conference  report  thereon. 

Sec.  2.  After  disposition  of  H.R.  3448  it 
shall  be  in  order  without  intervention  of  any 
point  of  order  (except  those  arising  under 
section  425(a)  of  the  Ck>ngressional  Budget 
Act  of  1974)  to  consider  in  the  House  the  bill 
(HJR.  1227)  to  amend  the  Portal-to-Portal 
Act  of  1947  relating  to  the  payment  of  wages 
to  employees  who  use  employer  owned  vehi- 
cles. The  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute recommended  by  the  Committee  on 
Economic  and  educational  Opportunities 
now  printed  in  the  bill,  modified  by  the 
amendment  printed  in  section  3  of  this  reso- 
lution, shall  be  considered  as  adopted.  The 
I>revious  question  shall  be  considered  as  or- 
dered on  the  bill,  as  amended,  and  any  fur- 
ther amendment  thereto  to  final  passage 
without  intervening  motion  except:  (1)  nine- 
ty minutes  of  debate  on  the  bill,  which  shall 
be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Economic  and  Eklu- 
cational  Opportunities;  (2)  the  further 
amendment  printed  in  part  1  of  the  report  of 
the  Conunlttee  on  Rules  accompanjrlng  this 
resolution,  which  may  be  offered  only  by 
Representative  Riggs  of  California  or  his 
designees,  shall  be  in  order  without  interven- 
tion of  any  point  of  order  (except  those  aris- 
ing under  section  42S(a)  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974),  shall  be  considered  as 
read,  shall  be  separately  debatable  for  ninety 
minutes  equally  divided  and  controlled  by 
the  proponent  and  an  opponent,  and  shall  not 
be  subject  to  a  demand  for  division  of  the 
question;  (3)  the  further  amendment  printed 
in  part  2  of  the  report  of  the  Committee  on 
Roles  accompanying  this  resolution,  which 
may  be  offered  only  by  Representative  (3ood- 
ling  of  Pennsylvania  or  his  designee,  shall  be 


in  order  without  intervention  of  any  point  of 
order  (except  those  arising  under  section  425 
(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974), 
shall  be  considered  as  read,  shall  be  sepa- 
rately debatable  for  one  hour  equally  divided 
and  controlled  by  the  proponent  and  an  op- 
ponent, and  on  which  the  question  shall  be 
divided  between  the  proposed  subsection  3(d) 
and  the  remainder  of  the  proposed  section 
3(and  shall  not  otherwise  be  subject  to  a  de- 
mand for  division  of  the  question);  and  (4) 
one  motion  to  recommit  with  or  without  in- 
structions. 

Sec.  3.  The  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute  recommended  by  the  Committee 
on  Economic  and  Educational  Opportunities 
now  printed  in  H.R.  1227  is  modified  by  the 
following  amendment:  Immediately  after  the 
enacting  clause  insert  the  following  new  sec- 
tion (and  redesignate  succeeding  sections  ac- 
cordingly): 

"Section  l.  This  act  may  be  cited  as  the 
'Employee  Commuting  fiexibillty  Act  of 
1996'. '•. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  In  the  engrossment  of  H.R.  3448, 
the  Clerk  shall— 

(1)  await  the  disposition  of  H.R.  1227  pursu- 
ant to  section  2  of  this  resolution; 

(2)  add  the  text  of  H.R.  1227,  as  passed  by 
the  House,  as  new  matter  at  the  end  of  H.R. 
3448; 

(3)  conform  the  title  of  H.R.  3448  to  reflect 
the  addition  of  the  text  of  H.R.  1227  to  the 
engrossment; 

(4)  assign  appropriate  designations  to  titles 
within  the  engrossment;  and 

(5)  conform  provisions  for  short  titles  with- 
in the  engrossment. 

(b)  Upon  the  addition  of  the  text  of  H.R. 
1227  to  the  engrossment  of  H.R.  3448,  H.R. 
1227  shall  be  laid  on  the  table. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  SOLOMON] 
is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  pur- 
poses of  debate  only,  I  yield  the  cus- 
tomary 30  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hall],  pending  which  I 
ield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 

ume.  During  consideration  of  this  res- 
olution, all  time  yielded  is  for  the  pur- 
poses of  debate  only. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  rule  is  a  little  dif- 
ferent from  the  usual  rule  we  bring  to 
the  House  floor.  Today  we  have  one 
rule  which  makes  in  order  two  separate 
bills. 

The  first  bill  is  a  bill  out  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means,  H.R.  3448, 
which  provides  a  series  of  tax  benefits 
to  small  business. 

The  second  piece  of  legislation,  H.R. 
1227,  is  a  bill  out  of  the  Committee  on 
Economic  and  Educational  Opportuni- 
ties, the  Employee  Commuting  Flexi- 
bility Act.  This  bill  will  clarify  confu- 
sion about  situations  where  employees 
use  the  vehicles  of  their  employers  for 
transportation  to  and  from  work.  This 
second  bill  will  also  serve  as  the  vehi- 
cle for  two  amendments  specified  in 
the  rule. 

One  of  these  aunendments  will  be  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Riggs],  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Quinn],  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  English],  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Martini], 
and  others  who  have  taken  the  lead  on 


the  majority  side  of  the  aisle  in  the  ef- 
fort to  increase  the  minimum  wage. 

The  amendment  provides  for  a  two- 
step  increase  in  the  minimum  wage, 
from  the  current  $4.25  an  hour  to  $4.75 
an  hour  beginning  on  July  1,  1996,  just 
a  couple  of  months  away.  Then  it 
raises  to  $5.15  per  hour  1  year  later. 
That  is  a  90-cent  increase.  The  Riggs- 
Quinn-English-Martini  amendment  will 
be  debatable  for  90  minutes. 

The  second  amendment  will  be  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  GooDUNG],  and  will  be  de- 
batable for  1  hour.  It  includes  provi- 
sions establishing,  and  these  are  very, 
very  important,  Mr.  Speaker,  a  tip 
credit,  and  providing  for  an  oppor- 
tunity wage,  a  training  wage.  It  also 
includes  an  exemption  for  small  busi- 
nesses which  will  be  subject  to  a  sepa- 
rate vote  under  the  provisions  of  this 
rule. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  rule  waives  points 
of  order  to  allow  for  the  consideration 
of  both  of  these  bills,  but  it  does  not 
waive  any  points  of  order  to  protect  an 
unfunded  mandate  that  may  be  in- 
cluded in  either  of  these  bills.  In  other 
words,  that  provision  is  not  protected 
from  a  point  of  order. 

This  means  that  the  House  will  have 
to  follow  the  procedures  set  forth  in 
the  unfunded  mandates  law  that  we  all 
voted  for  back  last  year,  and  have  a 
separate  debate  and  a  separate  vote  on 
whether  to  consider  an  amendment 
against  which  an  unfunded  mandate 
point  of  order  is  properly  raised.  There 
will  be  someone  from  this  side  of  the 
aisle  that  is  going  to  raise  that  point  of 
order  at  the  appropriate  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  bill,  like  almost  every  tax 
bill  for  many  years,  will  not  be  thrown 
open  to  further  amendments  on  the 
House  floor.  This  long-standing  policy 
is  designed  to  keep  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  from  becoming  amy  more 
cluttered  than  it  is  already  with  spe- 
cial interest  provisions. 

Also,  amendments  ofi'ered  on  short 
notice  on  the  House  floor  might  turn 
out  to  have  unintended  consequences 
which  could  not  be  fully  appreciated 
without  adequate  time  to  research 
those  issues.  That  is  why  we  have  not 
opened  up  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  measures  to  the  Tax  Code  in 
years  past  under  either  Republican  or 
Democrat  control. 

The  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
bill  will  be  subject  to  1  hour  of  debate, 
and  the  minority  is  protected  in  its 
right  to  offer  a  final  amendment  and  a 
motion  to  recommit  with  instructions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  while  Chairman  Archer 
has  stated  that  there  is  no  increase  in 
income  tax  rates  included  in  this  bill,  a 
waiver  of  the  rule  requiring  a  three- 
fifths  vote  to  increase  income  tax  rates 
has  been  included  out  of  an  abundance 
of  caution.  Different  people  have  inter- 
preted the  three-fifths  vote  require- 
ment differently,  and  this  rule  errs  on 
the  side  of  caution. 
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Now  with  regard  to  the  second  bill, 
H.R.  1227,  reported  by  the  Committee 
on  Economic  auid  Educational  Opportu- 
nities, there  will  be  a  total  of  90  min- 
utes of  debate  on  that  bill.  In  addition 
to  the  two  amendments  I  already  men- 
tioned, there  will  be  a  motion  to  re- 
comnnit  with  or  without  instructions. 

Finally,  the  rule  provides  that  after 
the  House  has  completed  action  on 
each  of  these  two  bills,  the  Clerk,  in 
the  engrossment  of  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  bill,  will  add  in  the 
text  of  the  Opportunities  Committee 
bill  as  passed,  so  that  only  one  bill  will 
be  sent  to  the  Senate.  In  other  words, 
they  will  be  married  together  and  sent 
over  to  the  Senate. 

Mr.  Speaker,  both  of  these  bills  made 
in  order  by  this  rule  present  important 
issues  which  need  to  be  debated  on  this 
floor  and  in  this  House  today. 

As  one  who  owned  and  ran  a  small 
business  before  I  came  to  this  Congress 
18  years  ago,  I  am  particularly  pleased 
that  we  are  finally  making  an  effort  to 
give  some  tax  relief  to  the  hard-work- 
ing people  who  run  these  businesses 
and  who  provide  jobs. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  small  business 
provisions  include  an  increase  in  the 
amount  small  businesses  can  exi)ense, 
which  will  make  it  easier  to  start  up 
and  expand  a  small  business.  The  provi- 
sions also  include  a  modification  of  the 
rules  governing  subchapter  S  corpora- 
tions. If  any  of  my  colleagues  have 
been  in  business,  they  know  that  that 
is  extremely  important  to  small  busi- 
nessmen. For  example,  it  will  increase 
from  35  to  75  the  number  of  sharehold- 
ers an  S  corporation  may  have. 

The  small  business  provision  also  in- 
cludes pension  simplification  provi- 
sions which  are  intended  to  strengthen 
and  to  encourage  retirement  plan  pro- 
visions for  employees  of  small  busi- 
nesses. There  are  several  other  provi- 
sions designed  to  encourage  and  pro- 
tect jobs  in  this  measure. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  represent  a  rural  dis- 
trict that  has  many,  many,  many  small 
businesses.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  do 
not  have  too  many  of  the  large  500  cor- 
porations. They  are  an  important  part 
of  the  economy  in  my  district,  and  I 
know  how  difficult  it  is  to  start  up  and 
maintain  a  small  business.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  many  small  businesses  fail  be- 
fore the  first  year  is  even  out. 

D  1715 

You  have  to  ask  why.  It  is  not  be- 
cause of  a  lack  of  acumen  by  these 
small  businessmen.  But  it  is  because  of 
an  unfair  tax  law  and  heavy  regulatory 
burdens  that  eat  up  so  much  available 
operating  capital  that  they  just  cannot 
meet  the  expenses  in  those  early  years. 

But  even  with  all  the  difficulties, 
small  businesses  create  more  jobs  than 
any  other  types  of  businesses,  much 
more  than  the  Fortune  500  corpora- 
tions. In  fact,  smiall  businesses  account 
for  almost  75  percent  of  every  new  job 


in  America  every  single  year.  That 
means  every  kid  graduating  from  high 
school,  every  student  graduating  from 
college,  all  of  those  new  jobs,  75  per- 
cent are  created  by  these  small  entre- 
preneurial start-up  businesses. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  these  small  business 
tax  provisions  do  not  just  help  small 
businesses,  they  help  everyone  by  en- 
couraging job  growth. 

Let  me  just  say  in  conclusion,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  urge  support  of  the  nile  we 
are  considering  now,  and  I  would  urge 
support  of  both  bills  the  Committee  on 
Rules  has  made  in  order.  Let  us  get  on 
with  it  and  give  the  small  businessmen 
in  this  country  some  vital  relief  that 
they  have  needed  for  so  long. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  my  colleague 
firom  New  York  [Mr.  SOLOMON]  for 
yielding  me  the  time. 

House  Resolution  440  is  a  modified 
closed  rule  that  provides  for  the  con- 
sideration of  two  bills,  H.R.  3448,  the 
Small  Business  Job  Protection  Act  of 
1996,  and  H.R.  1227,  the  Employee  Com- 
muting Flexibility  Act  of  1996. 

The  rule  makes  in  order  no  amend- 
ments to  H.R.  3448.  It  permits  only  two 
floor  amendments  to  H.R.  1227,  includ- 
ing an  amendment  that  would  gradu- 
ally increase  the  minimum  wage  from 
the  current  $4.25  an  hour  to  $5.15  an 
hour  on  July  1, 1997. 

I  congratulate  the  House  leadership 
for  finally  permitting  a  vote  on  the 
House  floor  to  increase  the  minimum 
wage. 

This  long  overdue  change  will  in- 
crease wages  for  those  at  the  bottom  of 
the  pay  scale.  The  minimum  wage  has 
not  been  raised  since  1991.  As  a  con- 
sequence, a  worker  making  the  mini- 
mum wage  receives  a  little  more  than 
one-third  the  average  American's  hour- 
ly earnings.  Adjusted  for  inflation,  the 
minimum  wage  is  near  the  lowest  level 
in  the  last  40  years. 

Our  working  poor  deserve  better. 

I  have  met  some  of  these  people — one 
step  away  from  poverty — in  soup  lines 
and  emergency  feeding  programs.  Who 
is  fighting  for  them?  They  have  no 
unions.  They  have  no  spokesmen.  They 
are  not  organized.  They  have  only  the 
U.S.  Congress  to  protect  their  basic 
human  dignity. 

That's  why  we  in  the  House  have  to 
pass  this,  today. 

I  wish  that  we  could  have  debated 
this  last  week,  or  last  month.  There  is 
no  excuse  for  the  delay.  This  issue  is 
too  important  to  Members  of  Congress 
and  to  the  people  we  represent  to  be 
stifled. 

To  my  bold  colleagues  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  who  supported  increas- 
ing the  minimum  wage  and  who 
brought  about  the  opportunity  for  this 
debate,  I  thank  you. 


Mr.  Speaker,  though  I  am  grateful 
that  at  long  last  the  House  is  consider- 
ing raising  the  minimum  wage,  I  must 
express  dismay  at  the  rule  governing 
the  process. 

The  rule  is  a  sort  of  patchwork  quilt 
that  makes  in  order  various  bills  and 
amendments  and  patches  them  to- 
gether into  one  measure.  We've  got  an 
amendment  on  minimum  wage.  We've 
got  a  bill  on  employer-owned  vehicles 
for  commuting.  Throw  in  some  tax  pro- 
visions from  another  bill  and  add  an 
amendment  printed  in  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee report.  Patch  them  all  together 
and  out  comes  one  bill,  ready  to  send 
to  the  Senate. 

The  Democrats  have  argued  for  a 
straight  vote  for  the  minimum  wage. 
Up  or  down.  This  is  a  simple,  straight- 
forward matter.  And  now  that  we  have 
been  given  a  vote  on  the  minimum 
wage,  the  issue  still  gets  fuzzed. 

This  is  not  the  way  to  treat  some- 
thing like  the  minimum  wage  which  is 
so  important  not  only  to  our  low-in- 
come workers,  but  all  who  are  con- 
cerned with  fairness  in  the  labor  mar- 
ketplace. This  rule  is  a  sign  of  only  the 
most  grudging  support  for  the  poorest 
and  neediest  of  our  workers. 

In  fact,  the  rule  does  not  even  guar- 
antee a  vote  on  the  minimum  wage  be- 
cause it  leaves  in  place  one  more  hur- 
dle. Before  we  get  to  the  Tninimnm 
wage,  the  majority  can  force  a  vote  on 
the  question  of  consideration  to  pre- 
vent the  amendment  fi-om  coming  up. 

I  am  also  disappointed  that  the  rule 
permits  so  few  amendments.  During 
Rules  Committee  consideration.  Demo- 
crats attempted  to  make  in  order  other 
worthwhile  provisions.  One  would  per- 
mit taxpayers  to  deduct  up  to  $5,000  a 
year  for  the  cost  of  college  or  job  train- 
ing. Another  amendment  would  allow 
penalty-free  withdrawals  from  an  IRA 
for  people  who  have  been  unemployed 
for  a  long  time.  Another  amendment 
would  exclude  from  taxation  employer- 
provided  graduate  education.  All  of 
these  attempts  were  defeated  along 
party-line  votes. 

Finally,  I  call  to  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues  the  provision  in  House  Reso- 
lution 440  which  waives  clause  5  of  rule 
21  requiring  a  three-fifths  vote  on 
measures  raising  taxes.  This  rule  was 
written  by  the  Republican  leadership 
with  great  fanfare  at  the  beginning  of 
this  Congress  as  a  demonstration  of 
their  commitment  to  holding  the  line 
on  new  taxes.  However,  since  it  was  es- 
tablished, the  rule  has  been  consist- 
ently waived.  By  again  waiving  this 
rule  today,  we  are  exposing  it  as  an 
empty  public  relations  gesture. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  time  for  us  to  pro- 
ceed on  the  minimum  wage  increase, 
but  not  imder  this  rule,  which  I  must 
oppose. 

Decent  and  honest  working  men  and 
women  should  be  able  to  earn  a  decent 
and  honest  living  wage. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 
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Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
2^  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  In- 
diana [Mr.  Burton],  one  of  the  out- 
standing Members  of  this  body  since  he 
came  here  back  in,  I  believe,  1980. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  appreciate  the  kind  remarks  of  my 
colleague,  the  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules. 

Mr.  Speaker,  one  of  the  things  that 
bothered  me  last  year  when  the  Presi- 
dent vetoed  the  reconciliation  bill  was 
he  gave  a  reason  that  I  thought  was 
just  way  off  base,  and  that  reason  was 
that  the  936  program,  which  gives  tax 
credits  to  companies  that  go  down  to 
Puerto  Rico  and  create  jobs,  was  to- 
tally out  of  line. 

There  are  companies  in  Puerto  Rico 
today,  pharmaceutical  companies  and 
others,  that  are  getting  as  much  as 
S200,000  in  tax  credits  to  hire  one  per- 
son making  $50,000. 

Let  me  repeat  that.  They  are  getting 
a  S200,000  tax  credit  for  some  jobs 
where  they  only  pay  $50,000.  And  for 
the  past  20  years,  they  were  supposed 
to  create  jobs  in  Puerto  Rico.  They  cre- 
ated 100,000  jobs,  many  of  those  people 
came  from  the  United  States  to  go 
down  there.  There  were  100,000  jobs  cre- 
ated. In  the  last  20  years,  they  have  not 
created  one  more  job,  and  we  continue 
to  give  these  huge  tax  credits.  It  is 
about  $5  billion  over  a  5-  to  6-year  pe- 
riod; $5,000  million.  These  corporations 
do  not  want  to  give  up  these  tax  cred- 
its. 

Now,  we  wanted  to  use  these  tax 
credit  moneys  as  offsets  for  these  other 
things  in  these  bills  so  there  would  be 
some  balance.  In  other  words,  we  were 
going  to  do  away  with,  phase  out  the 
936  program,  and  use  those  tax  credits, 
those  monejrs  to  offset  other  expenses 
in  the  bills  that  we  are  talking  about 
here  today.  The  President  has  said 
once  again  that  would  be  a  reason  for 
him  to  veto  it. 

My  Democrat  colleagues  talk  about 
corporate  welfare  all  the  time.  They 
say  that  they  are  against  corporate 
welfare,  and  here  is  a  classic  example 
of  corporate  welfare  that  we  could  do 
something  about  and  the  President 
says  he  is  going  to  veto  it  because  of 
this  issue. 

Can  you  imagine,  $200,000  in  tax  cred- 
its for  one  $50,000  jobs,  $5  billion  over  5 
to  6  years,  and  they  are  not  creating 
one  job.  and  that  is  what  they  are  sup- 
posed to  do. 

In  addition  to  that,  any  money  that 
they  make  in  Puerto  Rico,  if  they  in- 
vest in  Puerto  Rican  banks,  it  is  tax 
exempt.  They  do  not  pay  any  taxes  on 
it. 

So  I  just  would  like  to  say  to  my  col- 
leagues, I  hope  that  they  will  talk  to 
the  administration.  I  am  talking  about 
the  Democrats  and  Republicans,  be- 
cause this  is  one  area  where  we  could 
save  $5  billion.  And  if  we  were  creating 
a  lot  of  new  jobs  and  it  was  not  costing 
an  arm  and  leg,  if  there  was  another 


way  to  handle  it,  maybe  with  some 
wage  credits,  I  would  say  OK.  But  to 
give  $5  billion,  to  give  $200,000  in  tax 
credits  for  a  $50,000  job.  when  they  are 
not  creating  one  additional  job  in 
Puerto  Rico,  is  just  dead  wrong. 

So  I  think  that  we  ought  to  talk  to 
the  administration.  The  936  provision 
phaseout  is  in  the  bill.  It  ought  to  stay 
in  the  bill,  and  we  ought  to  make  sure 
this  is  not  a  reason  for  the  President  to 
veto  it. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
Shield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  BONIOR],  one  of  our  very 
distinguished  leaders. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
my  colleague  for  yielding  me  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  now  I  have  seen  it  all. 
Now  I  can  honestly  say  I  have  no  idea 
what  planet  the  Gingrrich  Republicans 
are  living  on.  For  months  now.  Demo- 
crats have  been  trying  to  raise  the 
minimum  wage.  Five  separate  times  we 
have  offered  a  bill  to  raise  the  mini- 
mum wage,  a  clean  bill. 

Five  times  Newt  Gingrich  has 
blocked  it.  But  now  that  public  pres- 
sure is  finally  building,  prompting 
them  to  act,  now  that  they  cannot 
block  it  or  bury  it  or  duck  it  or  delay 
it  any  longer,  we  have  a  bill  before  us 
today  that  does  not  just  raise  the  mini- 
mum wage,  it  actually  repeals  it  for 
millions  of  Americans.  This  is  just  an- 
other attempt  by  Newt  Gingrich  and 
Dick  Armey  to  kill  the  minimum  wage. 

When  our  Republican  colleagues 
brought  this  to  the  floor,  they  under- 
stood the  complexity  of  this  rule.  When 
are  they  going  to  learn?  The  American 
people  do  not  want  us  to  cut  Medicare, 
they  do  not  wamt  us  to  cut  Medicaid  or 
student  loans,  and  they  do  not  want  us 
to  repeal  the  nunimum  wage.  But  we 
have  before  us  today  a  rule  that  uses 
legislative  sleight  of  hand,  it  bogs  it 
down,  it  larges  it  up,  and  it  slips  a  poi- 
son pill  that  will  kill  the  hopes  of  rais- 
ing the  minimum  wage  for  up  to  10  mil- 
lion people. 

So  it  is  no  wonder  that  two-thirds  of 
the  American  people  say  that  they  are 
out  of  touch.  This  is  an  extreme  act  by 
an  extreme  Gingrich  Congress  that  ab- 
solutely has  no  respect  for  working 
people  and  the  work  they  do. 

These  folks  work  hard  in  this  coun- 
try, and  they  work  some  very  tough 
jobs,  and  they  do  it  because  they  want 
to  be  good  role  models  for  this  kids, 
and  they  do  it  because  they  want  to 
make  something  for  themselves  in  this 
world.  But  instead  of  rewairding  hard 
work,  instead  of  rewarding  their  deci- 
sion to  choose  work  over  welfare,  and 
that  is  what  we  have  been  talking 
about  here  passionately  for  years,  the 
Republicans  are  trying  to  give  them  a 
pay  cut. 

Just  yesterday  we  found  out  that 
some  of  the  most  profitable  companies 
in  America  are  giving  contracts  to  gar- 
ment sweatshops  that  refuse  to  pay 
overtime  and  refuse  to  pay  the  mini- 


mum wage.  But  instead  of  coming  to 
the  floor  today  and  condemning  that 
tjrpe  of  action,  you  are  actually  trsring 
to  pass  a  bill  that  will  encourage  more 
of  it  and  take  literally  millions  of  peo- 
ple off  the  minimum  wage,  will  not 
even  give  them  that. 

Mr.  Speaker,  sweatshops,  slave 
wages,  and  pay  cuts  may  be  Newt 
Gingrich's  idea  of  a  revolution,  but  it 
is  no  way,  it  is  no  way,  to  build  a  bet- 
ter America.  Let  us  have  some  respect 
for  the  hard  work  that  these  people  do, 
and  let  us  do  what  85  percent  of  the 
American  people  want  us  to  do.  Let  us 
have  a  clean  vote.  Raise  the  minimum 
wage.  Vote  against  this  rule,  send  it 
back  to  the  Committee  on  Rules,  and 
tell  the  Gingrich  Republicans,  no  poi- 
son pills,  no  pay  cuts;  raise  the  mini- 
mum wage. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  previous  speaker 
said  now  he  has  heard  everything.  Well, 
let  me  tell  you,  now  I  have  heard  ev- 
erything. 

You  know,  there  are  many  of  us  that 
would  like  to  vote  for  the  minimum 
wage  increase,  but  we  want  to  do  some- 
thing about  relieving  the  tax  burden 
and  the  regrulatory  bxirdens  off  the 
backs  of  small  business.  The  backs  of 
small  business  are  what  is  so  impor- 
tant here.  Here  we  have  legislation 
that  is  going  to  do  just  that,  and  in- 
clude the  minimum  wage?  Let  me  tell 
you  something:  Now  I  have  heard  ev- 
erything. Boy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  1 3rield  3  minutes  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Sanibel, 
PL  [Mr.  Goss],  a  member  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  my 
friend  from  Glens  Falls,  the  distin- 
guished Chairman  of  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee Mr.  SOLOMON,  for  saelding  me 
this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  supjwrt  of  this 
rule.  It's  a  carefully  structured  rule 
that  will  fulfill  promises  made  to  have 
a  debate  on  several  issues,  including: 
measures  to  promote  small  business 
jobs,  to  clarify  the  rules  regarding  em- 
ployees commuting  in  employer-owned 
vehicles,  and  to  address  the  minimum 
wage.  The  latter  has  received  the  most 
attention,  and  I  would  like  to  take  a 
moment  to  discuss  it  from  the  perspec- 
tive of  southwest  Florida. 

Those  seeking  an  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  have  yet  to  recognize 
the  xmintentional  damage  it  will  do  to 
many  Americans  working  at  the  low- 
end  of  the  pay  scale.  Despite  the  rhet- 
oric, raising  the  minimum  wage  as  pro- 
posed will  not  create  a  living  wage.  Not 
even  close.  What  it  will  do  is  force 
many  Americans  out  of  work  and  put 
up  new  barriers  for  those  people  seek- 
ing employment.  Specifically  a  major 
concern  is  that  seniors  would  be  hit  es-  . 
pecially  hard  by  an  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage. 
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In  southwest  Florida,  many  retirees 
work  part  time  at  or  near  the  mini- 
mum wage  to  supplement  their  retire- 
ment income.  We  have  been  notified 
many  of  these  jobs  would  be  eliminated 
should  minimum  wage  be  increased, 
leaving  these  seniors  without  the  in- 
come that  they  need  to  make  ends 
meet. 

Additionally,  the  inflationary  pres- 
sures that  this  increase  causes  will 
erode  the  financial  stability  of  the  mil- 
lions of  seniors  living  on  fixed  incomes. 

Further,  another  concern  is  that  in 
Florida,  like  most  of  the  Nation,  small 
businesses  create  the  vast  majority  of 
new  jobs.  And  despite  our  good  efforts 
to  help  small  businesses  in  this  Con- 
gress, an  increase  in  the  minimum 
wage  will  financially  strap  the  very 
employers  that  are  the  engine  for  new 
jobs. 

Finally,  I  am  concerned  that  some  of 
this  debate  is  rooted  in  politics  rather 
than  substance.  To  those  in  the  minor- 
ity, I  would  point  out  that  this  issue 
never  came  to  the  floor  when  they  ran 
this  House. 

There  was  not  one  hearing  in  com- 
mittee nor  one  vote  on  the  floor.  In- 
deed, the  same  President  who  is  now 
demanding  a  minimum  wage  hike  was 
arguing  against  one  when  he  took  of- 
fice in  1993.  The  only  hike  he  fought  for 
then  was  a  tax  hike,  the  largest  in  His- 
tory. Our  real  goal  on  the  majority  side 
has  been  to  figure  out  the  best  way  to 
help  at-risk  workers  in  our  economy. 
Rather  than  shrinking  the  job  market, 
we  need  to  fix  our  tax  structure  so  that 
people  who  are  working  can  keep  more 
of  their  own  money.  Efforts  to  reform 
the  earned  income  tax  credit  and  the 
pasrroll  tax  would  more  effectively  ben- 
efit the  families  we  are  trying  to  help. 

We  know  taxes  consume  an  ever-in- 
creasing proportion  of  Americans'  in- 
comes— a  significant  factor  in  the  de- 
cline in  purchasing  power  of  hard 
working  Americans. 

So  today  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  re- 
ject the  big  government  big  union  solu- 
tion. Let's  not  hold  back  Americans 
trsring  to  enter  the  work  force;  vote 
against  hiking  the  minimum  wage,  and 
vote  for  job  creation  and  support  for 
small  business.  And  support  the  rule 
that  will  allow  us  to  make  those 
choices. 

D  1730 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  CLAY]. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  op- 
position to  the  rule.  For  a  year  and  a 
half  Democrats  in  the  House,  in  the 
Senate,  and  the  Clinton  administration 
have  been  calling  for  an  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage,  and  the  overwhelming 
majority  of  Americans  support  our  ef- 
forts. 

The  Republican  majority  leader  said 
he  would  oppose  the  minimum  wage  in- 
crease with  every  fiber  of  his  being. 


The  Republican  majority  whip  pro- 
claimed that  minimum  wage  families 
do  not  exist.  And  the  chairman  of  the 
Republican  Conference  said  that  he 
would  conmiit  suicide  before  allowing  a 
minimum  wage  increase. 

Nevertheless,  public  opinion  and  the 
persistence  of  the  Democratic  Party, 
with  the  help  of  a  few  of  our  Repub- 
lican colleagues,  have  brought  us  to 
this  debate  today  to  decide  whether 
there  will  be  a  raise  for  hard-working, 
low-income  individuals. 

Amazingly,  however,  the  rule  that 
the  Republican  leadership  has  pre- 
sented to  this  House  denies  us  an  up  or 
down  vote  on  a  clean  minimum  wage 
increase  and  denies  Democrats  an  op- 
portunity to  offer  a  single  amendment. 
Only  amendments  offered  by  Repub- 
licans are  allowed. 

As  the  ranking  Democrat  on  the 
committee  of  jurisdiction,  I  sought 
permission  to  offer  three  amendments, 
including  an  amendment  to  simply 
allow  a  clean  vote  on  the  minimum 
wage.  I  also  asked  the  conrniittee  to 
allow  me  to  offer  an  amendment  that 
would  remedy  problems  with  the  em- 
ployee commuting  bill.  That  bill  would 
effectively  eliminate  the  right  of  work- 
ers to  choose  how  they  will  continue  to 
work  and  what  they  can  do  while  they 
are  commuting. 

Unless  H.R.  1227  is  fixed,  employers 
may  require  employees  to  work  with- 
out being  paid  for  their  services.  At  a 
time  of  unprecedented  corporate  prof- 
its and  rapidly  declining  wages,  this 
legislation  would  allow  employers  to 
steal  both  time  and  money  from  their 
workers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  after  much  procrasti- 
nation, the  leadership  of  the  House, 
under  a  cynical  procedure,  has  now 
consented  to  vote  on  a  measure  to  let 
workers  get  a  long-needed  raise.  But 
there  is  no  need  to  use  this  as  a  vehicle 
for  raising  the  minimum  wage.  By  de- 
feating the  previous  question  on  the 
rule,  this  House  can  achieve  what  the 
American  people  are  asking  of  us. 

PARUAMENTAR7  IMQUIRY 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  Parliamentary  in- 
quiry, Mr.  Si>eaker. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
HOBSON).  The  gentleman  will  state  his 
inquiry. 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  apolo- 
gize, I  may  not  have  caught  this  when 
the  rule  was  read  to  the  House.  It  is  my 
understanding  that  the  underlying  leg- 
islation includes  a  retroactive  tax  in- 
crease in  connection  with  repeal  of  sec- 
tion 936.  Is  there  a  provision  in  this 
rule  that  waives  the  new  rule  that  was 
so  sanctimoniously  passed  at  the  be- 
ginning of  this  session  prohibiting  ret- 
roactive tax  increases? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  rule 
waives  all  such  points  of  order  against 
consideration. 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  So  it  does  waive  that 
prohibition  against  retroactive  tax  pro- 
visions; is  that  correct,  Mr.  Speaker? 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  It 
waives  all  such  points  of  order. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume 
just  to  point  out  that  there  are  no  in- 
come tax  rate  increases  in  this  legisla- 
tion. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania,  my 
good  friend,  Mr.  Gekas. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  the 
issue  of  the  minimum  wage,  I  stand 
with  the  President  of  the  United 
States.  I  support  his  concept  enun- 
ciated in  1996  and  when  this  election 
cycle  began  to  bring  additional  earning 
power,  as  he  saw  it,  to  the  minimum 
wage  community  of  our  country.  I 
stand  with  the  President. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQLTRY 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  parliamen- 
tary inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman may  state  his  parliamentary 
inquiry. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  am  I  per- 
mitted to  go  to  the  other  podium  now 
when  I  finish  here? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman may  select  his  own  place  to 
speak. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  the 
issue  of  the  minimum  wage,  I  stand 
with  the  President  of  the  United  States 
and  oppose  the  elevation  of  the  mini- 
mum wage,  because  the  President  has 
said,  and  I  stand  with  him,  before  this 
election  cycle  began,  before  the  rhet- 
oric of  the  election  year  came  down 
upon  us,  that  he  opposed  the  minimum 
wage  because  it  is  not  the  way  to  in- 
crease the  earning  power  of  the  mini- 
mum wage  community.  So  I  stand  with 
the  I*resident  in  opposing  the  elevation 
of  the  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  Speaker,  can  you  tell  me  where  I 
stand?  I  stood  over  there,  I  have  stood 
here.  I  stand  for  something  about  the 
minimimi  wage.  The  President  does  not 
know  where  he  stands,  I  do  not  know 
which  podium  to  use  and  where  I  stand. 
I  think  I  am  going  to  stand  and  stand 
and  stand  until  I  cannot  stand  it  any 
more. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  parts  of  the  mini- 
mum wage  that  are  sought  to  be  in- 
creased are  increases  in  the  cost  of  liv- 
ing for  many  individuals,  including  our 
senior  citizens  community.  Every  time 
the  minimum  wage  goes  up  or  artificial 
income  is  created  in  any  way.  the 
prices  at  the  supermarket  also  go  up. 
And  who  are  the  first  to  suffer  the  con- 
sequences of  that?  The  senior  citizens 
of  our  country,  the  people  on  fixed  in- 
comes. 

I  stand  with  the  senior  citizens. 
Whether  it  is  at  this  podium,  I  stand 
with  the  senior  citizens. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  2  nunutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Montana  [Mr.  WnxiAMS]. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  this  rule.  My  col- 
leagues, if  this  rule  passes,  we  have  to 
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understand  what  the  results  of  that 
might  be. 

If  this  rule  passes  it  may  be  that 
many  farm  workers,  migrant  workers 
in  this  country,  for  the  first  time, 
would  not  even  earn  a  minimum  wage. 
The  minimum  wage  would  be  stricken 
for  many  migrant  workers  in  this 
country. 

If  this  rule  passes,  it  is  likely  that 
two-thirds  of  the  businesses  in  America 
would  be  exempt  from  passing  mini- 
mum wage  increases  to  their  employ- 
ees. 

If  this  rule  passes,  waiters  and  wait- 
resses, laboring  in  America's  res- 
taurants, will  be  denied  any  increase  in 
the  minimum  wage. 

If  this  rule  passes,  many  of  the  long 
traditional  American  protections, 
called  child  labor,  will  be  removed 
from  Federal  law. 

If  this  rule  passes,  it  is  likely  that  18- 
and  l&-year-old  workers  will  work  for 
no  increase  in  the  minimimi  wage. 

Surely  our  Republican  colleagues 
have  not  reached  such  an  extreme  that 
they  would  remove  minimum  wage  pro- 
tections entirely,  no  minimum  wage 
guarantees,  for  millions  of  people  in 
the  American  work  force. 

We  all  agree  in  a  free  marketplace, 
but  the  American  people  have  long  un- 
derstood that  an  appropriate  govern- 
ment tension  is  necessary  if  the  firee 
marketplace  is  to  appropriately  meet 
the  needs  of  its  workers.  That  is  what 
minimum  wage  has  done  through  the 
years. 

This  Republican  Congress  is  about  to 
pass  a  rule  that  will  allow  those  things 
which  I  have  delineated  to  happen  in 
this  country,  except  for  one  thing.  The 
President  of  the  United  States  has  yes- 
terday sent  a  letter  to  this  House  say- 
ing if  we  do  these  things,  I  will  veto 
this  bill. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I 
inquire  how  much  time  we  have  re- 
maining on  either  side? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Solomon] 
has  14y-i  minutes  remaining,  and  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hall]  has  18 
minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  re- 
serve the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  firom 
New  York  [Mr.  Schumer]. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Re- 
publicans could  not  do  it  clean.  They 
knew  that  the  American  people,  over  80 
percent,  wanted  an  increase  in  the  min- 
imum wage  law,  and  what  they  should 
have  done  is  simply  said  they  made  a 
mistake  and.  yes,  we  are  going  to  pass 

But  because  they  are  so  wrapped  up 
in  the  throes  of  certain  special  interest 
groups  that  are  eager  to  pay  no  mini- 
mum wage  or  eliminate  the  minimum 
wage,  they  had  to  bollix  it  up.  And 
what  they  did  is  end  up  taking  one  step 
forward  and  two  steps  back,  for  while 


they  do  raise  the  minimum  wage  in 
this  proposal,  they  take  it  away  trom 
anywhere  from  3  to  10  million. 

Does  anyone  in  America  believe  that 
we  should  remove  the  minimum  wage 
in  the  garment  industry  sweatshops, 
with  industrial  homework,  with  farm 
workers?  With  the  Goodling  amend- 
ment that  is  what  their  proposal  will 
do. 

As  a  result,  they  caimot  come  for- 
ward, those  on  the  other  side  in  the  Re- 
publican Party,  and  say  that  they  are 
for  work  and  say  that  they  are  for  jus- 
tice and  say  that  they  are  for  fairness. 
Instead,  the  only  thing  they  will  be 
able  to  say  after  tonight's  exercise  is 
that  they  cared  more  about  the  selfish 
few  who  are  unwilling  to  pay  a  mere 
$5.15  an  hour  for  the  worst  and  hardest 
kind  of  labor  in  America  than  they 
cared  about  making  the  American  peo- 
ple who  work  hard  day  in,  day  out, 
those  at  the  bottom  end  of  the  wage 
scale,  receive  a  decent  wage  and  move 
off  welfare  and  on  to  work. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  if  we  want  to 
look  at  the  beginning  of  the  end  of  the 
Republican  majority  in  this  body,  look 
at  this  bill.  Even  on  an  issue  where 
they  know  that  they  are  wrong,  they 
cannot  do  it  straight,  they  cannot  do  it 
clean,  and  they  cave  in  to  special  inter- 
ests. 

D  1745 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
3aeld  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas,  Mr.  Gene  Green. 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  this 
partially  open  rule,  not  in  the  effect 
that  it  has  on  the  bill  that  affects 
small  business  and  the  tax  cuts  but  the 
effect  the  rule  has  on  the  minimum 
wage  bill. 

After  months  of  Democratic  at- 
tempts to  have  a  vote  on  raising  the 
minimum  wage,  the  House  Republican 
leaders  have  at  last  allowed  us  a  vote. 
This  minimum  wage  bill,  though,  let 
me  point  out  to  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Rules,  never  had  a  hear- 
ing in  the  Committee  on  Economic  and 
Educational  Opportunities,  even 
though  you  gave  credit  to  it  earlier,  we 
never  had  a  public  hearing,  never  had  a 
vote  on  this  bill.  So  now  it  is  out  here 
today  but  without  having  the  commit- 
tee hear  the  bill. 

We  should  not  be  fooled  by  this  sham 
of  a  bill.  This  could  be  April  Fool's  for 
the  American  workers.  Now  you  see 
the  wage  increased,  but  now  you  do 
not.  House  Republicans  have  attached 
special  interest  provisions  to  exempt 
millions  of  people  from  the  minimum 
wage.  Now  you  see  it;  now  you  do  not. 

Working  American  families  expect  a 
clean  up-and-down  vote  on  a  minimum 
wage  increase,  including  those  that  are 
covered  today,  but  not  taking  millions 
out  of  protections  for  minimum  wage. 
Instead,  they  are  caving  in  to  the  spe- 
cial interest   groups.   The  restaurant 


lobby,  they  get  to  ft^eze  their  mini- 
mum wage  for  tip  workers. 

There  is  a  training  wage.  We  have 
heard  this  before.  In  1990,  there  was  an 
experiment  with  the  training  wage.  It 
did  not  work.  It  did  not  work  then  and 
it  will  not  work  now.  Also  the  amend- 
ment to  exempt  millions  of  workers 
who  will  lose  minimum  wage  and  fair 
labor  standard  protections.  American 
families  are  working  harder.  We  see 
the  disparity  in  the  income.  The  rich 
are  getting  richer,  and  we  are  trying  to 
keep  the  poor  from  getting  poorer  but 
not  with  this  bill.  It  is  tough  to  get 
ahead  when  you  cannot  make  enough 
money  in  your  pockets  to  put  food  on 
you  table. 

This  minimum  wage  legislation 
began  in  1938  with  25  cents  an  hour.  I 
have  to  admit  that  if  it  had  taken  the 
Republican  votes  to  increase  it  over 
the  years,  we  would  not  have  had  any 
increases. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  not  to  allow  mil- 
lions of  working  American  families 
who  now  earn  $4.25  an  hour  to  say, 
well,  I  am  going  to  get  an  increase.  No, 
you  are  not,  not  if  you  work  in  a  busi- 
ness that  earns  less  than  $500,000. 

Do  not  give  it  to  them  with  one  hand 
and  take  it  away  with  another. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
surprised  at  my  friend,  the  previous 
speaker,  because  as  I  look  at  the 
record,  he  is  complaining  about  the 
fact  that  we  are  bringing  this  bill  up 
without  previous  hearings.  He  hap- 
pened to  vote  in  the  last  several  weeks 
not  to  have  public  hearings  when  they 
tried  to  force  a  minimum  wage  on  the 
floor.  He  did  it  on  the  debt  limit  bill. 
He  did  it  on  the  public  housing  bill.  He 
did  it  on  the  Marshall  service  bill.  He 
did  it  on  the  Utah  wilderness  bill,  as 
did  most  Democrats  on  that  side  of  the 
aisle. 

Let  me  say  one  other  thing,  the  Par- 
liamentarian will  tell  you  that  this 
amendment  that  he  is  referring  to  still 
includes  and  continues  to  apply  to 
child  labor  laws. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Huntington  Beach,  CA 
[Mr.  ROHRABACHEK]. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  as  a  reluctant  supporter  of  the  rule 
before  us  today  because  the  bill,  H.R. 
3448,  repeals  a  part  of  Ronald  Reagan's 
legacy,  a  tax  provisions  that  encour- 
ages the  creation  of  employee  owned 
companies  where  the  employees  own  a 
majority  of  the  stock  in  the  company. 
Employee  ownership,  I  call  it  workers 
capitalism,  because  it  turns  laborers 
into  employee  owners  and  gives  them  a 
stake  in  the  American  dream. 

We  are  talking  about  the  opportunity 
of  working  Americans  to  share  in  the 
profit  and  success  of  their  company 
and  an  opportunity  they  do  not  have  as 
hourly  wage  earners. 

Employee  ownership  is  a  Republican 
idea.  It  is  a  Democrat  idea.  It  is  as 
American  an  idea  as  homesteading  and 
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homeownership.  Years  ago  President 
Ronald  Reagan  teamed  up  with  Demo- 
crat Senator  Russell  Long  to  craft  laws 
promoting  employee  ownership.  They 
set  aside  their  partisanship  to  work  to- 
gether because  employee  ownership  is  a 
great  idea. 

Now  we  are  dismantling  part  of  that 
great  idea.  H.R.  3448  repeals  the  section 
133  ESOP  lender  interest  exclusion. 
This  rule  denies  us  the  opiwrtunity  to 
change  this  unfortunate  decision  to  di- 
minish the  incentives  for  employee 
ownership  in  our  society. 

I  would  like  to  remind  my  Repub- 
lican colleagues  that  we  are  losing 
something  we  fought  so  desperately  to 
keep  only  a  few  years  ago.  Chairman 
Rostenkowski  proposed  with  doing 
away  with  the  ESOP  lender  interest  ex- 
clusion in  1989.  It  was  Speaker  GlNG- 
RICB,  the  gentleman  from  Texas,  Mr. 
ARMEY,  the  gentleman  from  Texas,  Mr. 
DELAY,  and  myself  and  other  members 
of  the  conservative  opportunity  society 
who  pounded  our  fists  on  the  table  and 
said,  no.  You  do  not  dare,  because  this 
is  not  corporate  welfare.  It  is  not  pork. 
It  is  an  incentive  to  help  working  peo- 
ple capture  a  piece  of  the  American 
dream. 

It  is  ironic  and  more  than  a  little 
frustrating  that  a  Republican  Congress 
is  now  voting  to  repeal  an  employee 
ownership  provision  that  we  fought  so 
hard  to  protect  only  a  few  years  ago. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  on  the  Commit- 
tee on  Ways  and  Means  to  take  this 
issue  to  heart  and  rally  to  the  cause  of 
employee  ownership.  The  ESOP  com- 
munity would  like  to  extend  the  bene- 
fits of  employee  ownership  to  sub  S 
corporations,  for  instance.  There  are 
more  than  a  dozen  sub  S  provisions  in 
H.R.  3448,  but  no  employee  ownership 
provision. 

This  bill  has  an  estate  tax  provision 
but  no  provision  to  help  smallest 
States  transfer  stock  to  ESOP's.  Hope- 
fully the  next  tax  bill  will  contain  such 
provisions. 

We  should  be  expanding  the  opportu- 
nities for  employee  ownership,  not 
eliminating  them  as  this  rule  and  this 
bill  would  do. 

I  have  a  dilemma.  H.R.  3448  also  con- 
tains many  small  business  tax  provi- 
sions that  I  support.  So  I  will  cast  my 
vote  in  favor  of  this  rule  with  reluc- 
tance but  hope  that  in  the  future  the 
Republicans  and  Democrats  can  work 
together  to  expand  the  very  basic  fun- 
damental dream  of  America,  and  that 
is  for  all  Americans  to  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  own  their  own  home  and,  yes, 
own  part  of  their  own  business. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mrs.  Clayton]. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  this  deceptive  rule. 
This  rule  does  not  provide  a  free  and 
fair  vote  on  the  minimum  wage.  This 
rule  will  permit  matter  other  than  the 
minimum  wage  Increase  to  be  part  of 


the  vote.  That  is  not  a  vote  on  the  min- 
imum wage.  This  rule  would  permit 
sweeping  exemptions.  Many  who  favor 
the  minimum  wage  increase  do  not 
favor  these  exemptions.  That  is  not  a 
vote  on  the  minimum  wage.  The  Amer- 
ican people  have  demanded,  and  the 
Republican  leadership  had  promised  a 
vote  on  the  minimum  wage.  This  rule 
provides  for  a  vote  on  a  disguised  and 
costumed  minimum  wage.  This  rule  re- 
flects a  promise  that  was  made  and  not 
kept.  It  is  clear  that  the  Republican 
leadership  will  do  anything  to  deny  a 
straight-forward,  up  or  down  vote  on 
increasing  the  minimum  wage. 

Once  again,  they  have  chosen  to  hurt 
millions  of  low-wage  workers  in  order 
to  give  a  break  to  big  business.  Those 
of  us  who  support  a  clean  vote  on  the 
minimum  wage  want  simply  to  help 
pave  a  path  to  the  future  for  the  pov- 
erty level  workers  of  America.  Those 
who  oppose  a  clean  vote  want  to  keep 
those  workers  trapped  in  the  past.  Sui>- 
porters  of  a  clean  vote  want  to  open 
doors  for  the  millions  who  do  not  want 
charity  but  a  chance  to  earn  a  livable 
wage.  Opponents  of  a  clean  vote  want 
to  slam  the  door  of  opportunity  and 
keep  it  tightly  closed.  We  want  to 
mainstream  workers.  They  watnt  to 
continue  their  extreme  wajrs.  The 
Goodling  amendment,  permitted  by 
this  rule,  would  lower  wages  for  work- 
ers who  now  earn  the  current  minimum 
wage.  Instead  of  increasing  the  wage, 
this  amendment  decreases  the  nuni- 
mum  wage. 

During  this  debate,  both  sides  will 
focus  on  what  they  perceive  to  be  the 
facts  of  minimum  wage.  I  hope  neither 
side  will  forget  the  faces  of  minimum 
wage.  The  faces  are  the  children  of 
minimum  wage  workers,  those  young 
people  who  have  been  pushed  into  pov- 
erty, even  though  their  parents  work. 
The  faces  are  millions  of  women,  many 
of  them  single  heads  of  households, 
who  have  been  thrust  into  a  spinning 
spiral  because  it  takes  a  miracle  to 
make  ends  meet  on  today's  minimum 
wage. 

The  f{u:es  are  the  minimum  wage 
men,  far  too  many  of  whom  are  angry 
and  frustrated  because  it  is  impossible 
to  be  a  proud  father  on  $8,400  dollars  a 
year. 

The  faces  are  the  families  that  do  not 
fimction  because  the  minimum  wage 
provides  a  little  something  to  wear  and 
a  little  something  to  eat,  but  not  much 
more.  In  the  cool  comfort  of  these  hal- 
lowed halls,  we  will  argue  the  facts, 
but  as  we  do,  try  to  imagine  the  faces. 
For  many,  this  issue  is  about  more 
than  opinions  and  nvmibers.  All  of  us 
should  want  what  is  best  for  Ameri- 
cans. What  is  best  for  Americans  is  a 
job,  at  a  fair  wage,  with  dignity  and  re- 
spect— a  livable  wage.  Reject  this  inile. 
It  is  a  cruel  hoax. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
jrield  2  minutes  to  the  gentlenmn  fi-om 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Markey]. 


Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  Can- 
didate Dole  said  earlier  this  year  that 
he  did  not  realize  that  jobs  and  trade 
and  what  makes  America  work  would 
become  a  big  issue  in  this  campaign.  A 
few  weeks  ago  the  House  Republican 
majority  whip  claimed  that  families 
trsring  to  live  on  $4.25  an  hour  do  not 
really  exist.  Just  what  planet  are  these 
people  on?  It  appears  that  the  Repub- 
lican leadership's  social  circle  is  re- 
stricted to  those  who  are  already  doing 
quite  well,  nicely,  thank  you.  In  fact, 
according  to  this  week's  Forbes  maga- 
zine, the  bible  of  the  Republican  Party, 
the  median  income  of  the  CEO's,  of  the 
800  biggest  companies  in  America  was 
$1.5  million,  up  15  percent  from  last 
year. 

When  it  comes  to  salaries.  Repub- 
licans apparently  subscribe  to  the 
Forbes  doctrine:  more  dough  for  the 
CEO,  but  not  even  a  dollar  if  you  are 
blue  collar,  while  corjwrate  chieftains 
may  be  breaking  out  the  champagne 
and  caviar  in  the  boardrooms  this  year, 
millions  of  American  families  are  still 
scraping  to  make  ends  meet. 

Indeed,  the  Republican  majority 
leader  has  promised  corporate  America 
that  he  will  resist  an  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  with  every  fiber  in  his 
being.  It  is  just  like  Harry  Truman  al- 
ways said,  the  Republican  Party  sup- 
ports a  minimum  wage,  the  lower  the 
minimimi  the  better  for  the  working 
people  in  this  country.  Unfortunately, 
the  GOP  leadership  has  now  loaded  up 
the  bill  with  a  grabbag  of  back-door 
bennies  for  their  broadroom  buddies. 

They  just  cannot  stop  themselves. 
Clearly,  Republican  leaders  in  Wash- 
ington are  out  of  touch  with  the  needs 
of  ordinary  Americans. 

Yesterday  this  body  voted  with  much 
fanfare  to  repeal  the  gas  tax.  That  is 
$15  for  each  American.  The  Tninimnm 
wage  is  $1,800  a  year  for  working  Amer- 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Miami, 
FL  [Mr.  Diaz-Balart],  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Rules. 

Mr.  DIAZ-BALART.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
want  to  thank  the  chairman  of  Com- 
mittee on  Rules  for  saelding  time  to 
me. 

I  was  listening  to  this  debate.  I  had 
to  come  down  because  of  this,  I  did  not 
think  that  it  was  on  the  same  rule  that 
we  worked  on  in  the  Committee  on 
Rules  that  this  debate  was  on.  Appar- 
ently there  is  just  a  tremendous  mis- 
conception or  purposeful  falsehoods 
being  thrown  by  the  other  side.  I  do  not 
really  know  if  some  may  really  believe 
what  they  are  saying. 

Let  us  be  clear  as  to  what  this  rule 
permits.  It  permits  an  upon-or-down 
vote  on  an  amendment  that  would  be 
introduced  by  the  gentleman  firom 
California  [Mr.  RiGGS]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Quinn]  to 
raise  the  minimum  wage  firom  $4.25  an 
hour  to  $5.15  an  hour.  That  is  a  fact, 
cannot  be  denied. 
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The  Democrats  time  after  time  after 
time  ag-ain  on  procedural  motions,  they 
propose  noQgermane  amendments  or  on 
questions  on  the  previous  question, 
motions  to  move  the  previous  question, 
and  they  say  that  they  are  votes  on  the 
minimum  wage,  when  they  are  not 
votes  on  the  minimum  wage  many 
times.  This  is  a  vote  on  an  increase  in 
the  nunimum  wage  from  $4.25  to  $5.15. 
I  want  all  my  friends  on  the  other  side 
who  are  going  to  vote  no  on  this  rule  to 
know  that,  when  they  vote  no  on  this 
rule,  they  will  be  voting  against  the 
minimum  wage.  None  of  these  false- 
hoods that  are  being  thrown  over  now 
can  cover  that  fact. 

If  my  colleagues  vote  against  this 
rule,  the  Democrats,  even  though  they 
have  presented  all  those  nongermane 
motions  before  to  say  that  they  want 
to  support  the  minimum  wage,  even 
though  when  they  had  the  majority 
they  did  not  propose  the  minimum 
wage,  and  when  they  had  the  Presi- 
dency and  the  majority  they  did  not 
propose  an  increase  in  the  minimum 
wage,  today  despite  the  fact  that  our 
leadership  opposes  an  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage,  they  are  permitting  an 
up  or  down  vote  on  it. 

So  I  just  want  my  colleagues  to 
know,  despite  all  these  speeches  we 
have  heard  here  which  I  thought  were 
on  another  bill  and  on  another  rule, 
what  they  will  be  voting  on,  and  they 
cannot  hide  it  ansmiore,  they  cannot 
hide  it.  I  want  it  to  be  clear. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
jrield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Pallone]. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  what  a 
cruel  hoax  the  last  speaker  from  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  is  trying  to  pull 
on  the  American  people.  The  choice 
here  essentially  under  this  rule  is  ei- 
ther vote  for  the  minimum  wage  in- 
crease for  some  workers  and  at  the 
same  time  eliminate  minimum  wage 
protection  for  probably  the  vast  major- 
ity of  those  10  million  or  so  Americans 
that  are  now  receiving  the  minimum 
wage,  or  simply  vote  the  rule  down  and 
we  will  not  bring  up  the  minimum 
wage  at  all. 

That  is  exactly  the  cruel  hoax  we  are 
plasring  on  the  American  people  today. 
What  the  Republican  leadership  is 
doing  is  setting  up  this  bill  for  defeat 
because  they  know  that,  if  they  have 
this  exemption  under  the  Goodling 
amendment  that  is  going  to  take  out 
so  many  people  from  any  minimum 
wage  protection,  they  know  that  the 
President  cannot  sign  that  bill.  So 
they  are  making  it  impossible  for  a 
real  minimum  wage  increase  for  the 
average  American  worker  to  be 
brought  up  on  this  floor  and  to  be 
passed  by  both  Houses  and  go  to  the 
President.  It  is  a  hoax  because  they  are 
opposed  to  minimum  wage  protection. 
They  do  not  care  about  the  little  guy. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  and  10  seconds  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Roth]. 


D  1800 

Mr.  DIAZ-BALART.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROTH.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  DIAZ-BALART.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
for  jrielding. 

The  vote  on  the  limitation  of  the 
minimum  wage,  the  $500,000  cap,  that  is 
an  amendment  that  is  made  in  order. 
So  we  get  the  vote  on  the  minimum 
wage,  up  or  down,  and  if  our  colleagues 
do  not  want  to  limit,  vote  for  the  lim- 
iting amendment,  they  vote  "no"  on 
the  amendment. 

Do  ntiy  colleagues  have  it  clear  now? 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
say  that  the  chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Rules  is  the  most  decent,  fair- 
est, the  most  patriotic  Member  we 
have  in  this  body,  and  I  appreciate  him 
yielding  me  this  time. 

This  is  a  good  rule,  but  I  have  to  say 
something  for  ijeople  who  cannot  speak 
for  themselves,  and  no  one  will  speak 
for  them  on  the  floor  of  this  House. 

When  people  come  here  and  say  they 
are  going  to  repeal  936,  what  they  are 
doing  really  is  hurting  the  people  of 
Puerto  Rico  who  no  one  is  speaking 
for.  Three-hundred  thousand  jobs  are 
going  to  be  lost  if  we  do  that  because 
one  out  of  every  three  jobs  in  Puerto 
Rico  is  due  to  936.  This  is  going  to  force 
thousands  of  people  from  Puerto  Rico 
back  to  New  York,  New  Jersey,  and 
Florida  and  other  places. 

As  Paul  Harvey  said,  "What  is  the 
rest  of  the  story?"  The  rest  of  the  story 
is  that  936  really  is  a  free  enterprise 
zone  for  the  people  of  Puerto  Rico. 
Puerto  Rico's  current  per  capita  in- 
come is  $6,500,  roughly  half  of  that  of 
the  poorest  of  States  in  the  United 
States.  If  we  eliminate  936,  the  eco- 
nomic incentives  it  provides  for  the  is- 
land, this  island  is  going  to  suffer  tre- 
mendously economically.  I  do  not 
think  we  want  to  do  that. 

The  cost  of  these  changes  could  very 
easily  exceed  the  very  modest  savings 
we  are  going  to  get  from  eliminating 
these  incentives.  Over  and  above  the 
profound  economic  impetus  that  936 
gives  to  Puerto  Rico,  this  is  going  to  be 
devastating  to  the  island's  economy, 
and  I  ask  that  we  revisit  and  look  at 
that  936  repeal. 

Before  I  came  to  Congress,  I  owned  and 
operated  a  small  business  in  Appleton,  Wl.  I 
know  firsthand  ttiat  small  businesses  in  this 
country  deserve  some  much-needed  tax  relief. 
The  Small  Business  Protection  Act  is  a  good 
bill  that  will  go  a  long  way  in  lifting  the  heavy 
tax  burden  that  is  stifling  America's  engines  of 
ecoTKxnic  growth,  our  small  businesses. 

My  support  for  this  tax  relief,  my  friends,  is 
tempered  by  the  manner  in  which  we  plan  to 
pay  for  it.  Under  the  legislation  we  are  consid- 
ering today,  these  tax  cuts  are  to  be  offset  in 
large  part  by  retroactivety  repealing  IRC  sec- 
tion 936.  Section  936,  as  many  of  you  know, 
provides  for  certain  tax  incentives  for  corpora- 
tions operating  in  the  Comnronwealth  of  Puer- 


to Rkx).  It  is  also  the  single  biggest  rason 
Puerto  Rteo  has  prospered  into  the  mature,  fi- 
nancially stable  democracy  that  it  is  today. 

Section  936  is,  quite  simply,  one  of  the 
lifebloods  of  the  Puerto  Rican  economy.  Over 
the  21  years  that  it  has  been  in  effect,  section 
936  has  spun-ed  development  and  economc 
activity  throughout  all  sectors  of  the  Puerto 
Rican  economy.  Today,  it  is  responsible  for 
over  300,000  direct  and  indirect  jobs  in  the  is- 
land's economy,  fully  one-third  of  all  the  jobs 
in  Puerto  Rico. 

Make  no  mistake,  my  friends.  This  is  not  so- 
called  corporate  welfare.  Section  936  effec- 
tively creates  an  enterprise  zone  in  Puerto 
Rico,  using  market-driven  tax  incentives  to 
spur  investment  and  create  employment  op- 
portunities. Every  penny  that  is  spent  in  this 
capacity  is  recoupled  10  times  over  in  the  job 
creation  arxl  economic  development  that  re- 
sults. 

Section  936  also  serves  as  the  backbone  to 
the  financial  system  in  the  comnrxHiweatth  of 
Puerto  Rico.  In  fact  it  is  responsible  for  $6  bil- 
lion in  direct  investments  in  the  island,  in  addi- 
tion to  over  $9  billion  deposited  in  Puerto 
Rican  financial  institutions.  This  SI  5  billion 
provides  the  Puerto  Rican  economy  with  a  sig- 
nificant source  of  Ik^uidity  and  statMlity  for  its  fi- 
nancial market. 

This  proposal  will  have  other  costs  as  well. 
In  particular,  936  funds  in  Puerto  Rico  are 
used  for  a  number  of  innovative  and  socially 
beneficial  purposes.  Perttaps  the  best  exam- 
ple is  the  Conservation  Trust  of  Puerto  Rico. 
The  Trust,  a  non-profit,  public  interest  trust 
jointly  created  in  1970  by  the  U.S.  Department 
of  the  Interior  and  the  Govemment  of  Puerto 
Rkx>,  exists  to  preserve  the  natural  and  his- 
toric resources  of  Puerto  Rno. 

During  tfie  past  13  years,  the  Conservation 
Trust  has  been  authorized  to  make  use  of  a 
creative  financial  mechanism  through  section 
936  to  collect  funds  in  order  to  pursue  its  corv 
servation  plan.  In  fact,  tiecause  of  this,  the 
Trust  has  never  received  any  direct  funding 
from  either  the  local  or  Federal  Govemment 

I  have  seen  firstfiand  the  excellent  woric  the 
Trust  has  done.  I  can  testify  to  the  importance 
of  their  mission,  as  well  as  to  the  effectiveness 
of  their  efforts.  The  value  of  this  service  to  the 
island  and  people  of  Puerto  Rico  is  inestima- 
ble. The  Taist  is  responsitjie  for  almost  80 
percent  of  all  the  land  acquired  for  permanent 
conservation  purposes  in  Puerto  Rkx>  by  all 
publk:  or  private  entities  during  the  last  20 
years.  More  importantiy,  the  Trust  plays  a  vital 
role  in  educating  the  Puerto  Rican  people,  and 
in  particular  the  younger  generations,  about 
tfieir  cultural  arxj  historic  birthright. 

The  immediate  elimination  of  section  936 
woukj  deal  a  severe  blow  to  the  Conservation 
Trust  and  other  organizations  like  it.  Eighty 
percent  of  the  Trust's  annual  revenues  would 
disappear  ovemight  The  vast  majority  of 
Puerto  Rico's  land  conservation  efforts  would 
grirxl  to  a  halt,  and  the  preservation  and  marv 
agement  of  existing  properties  would  be  sig- 
nificantiy  jeopardized. 

Section  936  has  been  a  fixture  of  the  Puerto 
Rican  economy  for  21  years.  Over  that  period 
of  time,  the  island's  financial  community  has 
devetoped  an  infrastructure  that  depends  on 
936  funds. 
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While  I  am  devoted  to  the  goal  of  giving  our 
small  businesses  some  ntuch-needed  tax  re- 
lief, I  feel  that  we  must  be  mindful  of  the  corh 
sequerKes  of  our  actions  today.  Section  936 
plays  an  integral  role  in  Puerto  Rkx}'s  econ- 
omy. If  we  eliminate  the  ounce  of  prevention 
that  Section  936  represents  in  the  overall 
budget  equation,  we  may  end  up  paying  for 
the  pound  of  cure  that  will  result. 

Puerto  Rico's  current  per  capita  income  is 
S6,500,  roughly  one-half  ttiat  of  the  poorest 
State  in  the  U.S.  If  we  eliminate  section  936 
arxl  the  economic  irx»ntives  it  provides,  the 
island  economy  will  suffer  tremendously.  Is- 
larxJ  poverty  and  unemployment  rates  will  rise, 
as  will  the  costs  of  welfare  arxl  unemployment 
t>enefits  to  the  residents  of  Puerto  Rk».  The 
cost  of  these  changes  could  yer^  easily  ex- 
ceed the  very  modest  savings  we  stand  to 
gain  from  eliminating  these  incentives.  Over 
arxl  above  tfie  profourxj  economic  impetus 
section  936  provides  for  the  American  citizens 
of  Puerto  Rico,  it  also  relieves  us  from  ex- 
penditures we  would  otherwise  have  to  make 
on  the  island. 

Section  936  is  an  investment  in  the  islarxl  of 
Puerto  Rico— in  its  economy,  in  its  people,  in 
its  future.  Reti-oactively  repealing  this  tax  cred- 
it will  stunt  the  island's  economic  growth,  inv 
peril  hundreds  of  thousands  of  Puerto  Rk^an 
jot>s  arxJ  possibly  undo  two  decades  of  signifi- 
cant and  steady  ecorxjmk:  improvement.  We 
owe  it  to  the  people  of  Puerto  Rico,  our 
friends,  rteightxjrs,  arxl  fellow  citizens,  to  seri- 
ously consider  the  implications  of  tfie  repeal  of 
section  936  as  we  vote  on  the  Small  Business 
Job  Protection  Act 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Watt]. 

Mr.  WATT  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  want  to  go  back  to  this 
point  about  whether  this  is,  in  fact,  a 
minimum  wage  bill  or  is  it  a  doing 
away  with  the  minimum  wage  bill?  Be- 
cause at  the  end  of  the  day  all  of  my 
colleagues  need  to  understand  this: 

There  are  75  percent  of  the  businesses 
in  this  country  which  have  gross  in- 
comes of  less  than  $500,000  a  year. 
Those  businesses  employ  over  10  mil- 
lion people,  and  for  those  people,  this 
bill  would  do  away  with  the  minimum 
wage,  do  away  with  overtime.  No  such 
thing  as  overtime  pay  for  those  any- 
more. 

So,  I  hope  the  gentleman  who  was  up 
here  talking  about  this  as  a  minimum 
wage  bill  will  understand  that  for  those 
10  million  i)eople  this  is  not  a  mini- 
mum wage  bill;  this  is  a  bill  that  does 
away  with  the  minimum  wage,  does 
away  with  any  payment  for  them  for 
even  overtime  work  that  they  do. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute  just  to  say  that  it  is 
absolutely  not  true  that  millions  of 
American  workers  will  no  longer  be 
covered  by  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act.  Nothing  could  be  further  from  the 
truth.  Why,  the  language  provides  a 
grandfather  clause  that  retains  cov- 
erage for  any  employee  who  is  pres- 
ently covered  by  the  FLSA  while  they 
are  employed  by  that  small  business. 


Further,  any  employer  who  fails  to 
maintain  the  current  coverage  is  in 
violation  of  the  law.  and  that  employee 
may  file  a  complaint  with  the  Depart- 
ment of  Labor.  No  presently  covered 
worker  will  lose  coverage,  and  any  em- 
ployer that  tries  to  do  so  will  be  pun- 
ished by  the  law  in  New  York  State  and 
Michigan  and  every  other  State.  Every 
other  State  that  has  a  minimum  wage 
law  now  is  not  even  affected  by  this. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  2  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Claremont,  CA  [Mr. 
Dreier],  a  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Rules  and  my  very  good  friend. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  consider 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Watt]  to  be  one  of  my  very  good 
friends,  and  does  he  want  me  to  yield 
him  10  seconds? 

Mr.  WATT  of  North  Carolina.  Yes, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  happy  to  have  the 
gentleman  3rield. 

What  about  all  those  new  employees? 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  re- 
claim my  time  and  say  that  I  think  it 
is  very  important  for  us  to  take  just  a 
moment  to  recognize  that  we  all  share 
the  same  goal.  Every  single  Member  in 
this  House  wants  to  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  encourage  those  who  are  at 
the  lower  end  of  the  economic  spec- 
trum. The  unfortunate  thing  is  that  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  there  seems 
to  be  a  lack  of  desire  to  put  into  place 
the  kinds  of  small  business  incentives 
which  economists  who  believe  in  the 
free  market  are  convinced  will  be  nec- 
essary to  help  those  at  the  lower  end  of 
the  economic  spectrum.  It  is  fascinat- 
ing. 

I  am  one  who  believes  that  increasing 
a  federally  mandated  minimum  wage  is 
a  job  killer,  it  is  something  that  is 
going  to  jeopardize  opportunities  at 
the  lower  end  of  the  economic  spec- 
trum. But  we  have  recognized  that  a 
majority  of  the  Members  of  this  House 
want  to  have  an  up  or  down  vote,  and 
so  we  are  giving  the  membership  an  op- 
portunity to  have  that  vote.  But  those 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  who  had 
a  chance  for  the  last  several  years  to 
have  that  up  or  down  vote  have  never 
seized  the  opportunity. 

I  also  believe  that  it  is  important  for 
us  to  realize  that  as  we  look  at  the  tax 
and  regulatory  burden  that  exists  for 
those  businesses  that  are  trjring  to  cre- 
ate jobs,  that  are  trying  to  get  those 
from  welfare  on  to  the  working  roles 
are  in  the  present  situation  denied  that 
opportunity,  and  yet  this  rule  allows 
us  to  proceed  with  that.  That  is  why  I 
hope  very  much  that  my  colleagues  in 
a  bipartisan  way  will  support  this  nile, 
which  provides  a  wide  range  of  oppor- 
tunities for  people  who  are  supportive 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage,  those 
who  are  opposed  to  increasing  the  min- 
imum wage,  a  wide  range  of  opportuni- 
ties for  them  to  create  economic  oppor- 
tunity for  those  at  the  lower  end  of  the 
spectrum. 

Support  this  rule. 


Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
jrield  1  minute  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Connecticut  [Ms.  DeLauro]. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
strongly  oppose  the  Gingrich-Armey 
rule  to  kill  the  minimum  wage.  This 
rule  denies  the  people's  House  the  abil- 
ity to  carry  out  the  people's  will  and  to 
raise  the  minimum  wage. 

The  Republican  leadership  called  for 
hearings  on  the  minimimi  wage,  stalled 
for  months  with  every  procedural  trick 
in  the  book.  Now  we  see  yet  another 
trick,  an  amendment  to  increase  the 
minimum  wage  will  be  followed  by  a 
killer  amendment  to  make  sure  that 
millions  of  American  workers  at  small 
firms  would  never  see  an  increase  come 
payday,  and  worse,  some  would  lose  the 
minimum-wage  protection  that  they 
now  enjoy.  Two-thfrds  of  the  firms 
would  be  excluded,  excluded  from  deal- 
ing with  the  minimum  wage. 

The  Republican  leadership  has  lieen 
against  the  American  workers  and  rais- 
ing the  minimum  wage  from  the  t>egin- 
ning.  What  this  rule  gives  with  one 
hand,  it  takes  with  the  other,  and  then 
some.  Not  only  does  the  rule  seek  to 
repeal  the  minimum  wage  for  millions 
of  workers,  it  seeks  to  role  back  the 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  and  open  the 
door  to  sweatshops  and  to  child  labor. 

The  American  people  want  to  move 
forward  to  higher  wages  and  rising  liv- 
ing standards.  This  rule  is  wrong. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Syra- 
cuse, NY  [Mr.  Walsh]. 

Mr.  WALSa  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  this  rule. 

Our  party,  the  Republican  Party,  the 
majority  party  in  America  today,  rep- 
resents many  views.  But  we  are  united 
in  our  commitment  to  debate  all  of  the 
important  issues. 

Unlike  the  minority  party,  the 
Democrats  who  lost  their  majority  l>e- 
cause  they  bottled  up  the  votes  on 
issues  like  term  limits,  balanced  budg- 
et, and  the  minimum  wage:  big  talk,  no 
action,  no  courage,  no  conviction. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the  gentlenum 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Solomon]  and  his 
colleagues  on  the  Committee  on  Rules. 
This  rule  gives  us  our  vote.  This  in- 
crease in  the  minimum  wage  will  help 
seniors  in  conjunction  with  our  raising 
of  the  earnings  limit  for  Social  Secu- 
rity recipients,  it  will  help  kids  save 
for  college,  it  will  help  get  people  off  of 
welfare  and  back  to  work,  and  it  will 
help  snmll  business  pay  for  it. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  I  yield  such  time  as 
he  may  consume  to  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  TORKILDSEN]. 

Mr.  TORKILDSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  in  strong  support  of  this  extremely 
fair  rule. 

While  I  do  not  agree  with  every 
amendment  made  in  order  and  every 
provision  of  these  two  bills,  I  feel 
strongly  that  the  Rules  Committee  has 
done  an  excellent  job  in  ensuring  that 
all  voices  are  heard  in  this  det)ate.  This 
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rule  gives  supporters  and  opponents  of 

the  minimum  wage  the  opportunity  to 
state  their  cases,  and  key  amendments 
allow  all  Members  to  express  their  own 
opinions  and  vote  accordingly. 

Those  who  argue  against  this  rule  are 
some  of  the  same  people  who,  as  part  of 
the  Democrat  Congress,  did  not  even 
give  this  provision  an  opportunity  for  a 
vote  on  the  floor.  It  is  a  Republican 
Congress  that  is  bringing  this  issue  to 
the  floor  for  a  vote,  while  the  Demo- 
crats stifled  this  vote  for  the  past  few 
years. 

I  commend  the  leadership  and  the 
Committee  on  Rules  for  turning  the 
tide  for  American  workers  by  allowing 
this  debate  on  the  House  floor.  Support 
minimum  wage  by  supporting  this  rule. 
Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders]. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  jrielding  the  time  to 
me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  most  important 
economic  issue  facing  this  country  is 
that  the  people  on  top,  the  wealthiest 
people,  are  becoming  richer,  the  middle 
class  is  shrinking,  and  more  and  more 
of  the  new  jobs  that  we  are  creating  in 
this  country  are  low-wage  jobs  passing 
people  $4.25  an  hour,  J4.50  an  hour,  $5 
an  hour.  The  minimum  wage  today  in 
terms  of  purchasing  power  is  at  its  low- 
est point  in  40  years. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  American  people 
want  and  the  working  people  want  to 
see  a  situation  in  which  every  working 
person  in  this  country  can  work  40 
hours  a  week  and  not  live  in  poverty.  It 
is  incumbent  upon  this  body  to  have  an 
opportunity  to  vote  for  a  clean  up-or- 
down  increase  in  the  minimum  wage. 

Our  Republican  friends  say  the 
Democrats  should  have  raised  the  min- 
imimi  wage  2  years  ago.  They  are  right; 
they  should  have,  and  I  had  a  bill  in 
the  hopper  to  do  just  that.  But  2  years 
later  means  more  and  more  people  are 
living  in  poverty.  Two  years  later 
means  that  today  finally  we  should  in- 
crease the  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Lewis]. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
how  can  these  mean-spirited  Repub- 
licans, too  cheap  to  pay  a  worker  $5.15 
an  hour,  claim  they  care  about  Amer- 
ican workers?  This  Is  not  a  Third 
World  coimtry.  We  do  not  tolerate 
sweatshops  in  America.  We  do  not  have 
slave  labor,  starvation  wages.  This  is 
1996.  It  is  the  dawn  of  the  21st  century. 

Radical  Republicans  would  take  us 
back  to  the  19th  century,  no  minimum 
wage,  no  support  for  working  families, 
for  those  who  work  hard,  play  by  the 
rules,  and  strive  to  improve  the  lives  of 
their  families,  their  children. 

Republicans  give  tax  breaks  to  cor- 
porate bigwigs  who  make  millions  of 


dollars  each  year,  but  they  think  that 
9-to-5  workers  are  overpaid.  They  think 
$8,000  a  year  is  too  much. 

This  is  not  just  extreme,  it  is  nuts,  it 
is  downright  crazy.  Extreme,  mean- 
spirited  Republicans  offer  the  Amer- 
ican people  a  simple  choice:  Do  we  live 
in  the  21st  century  or  the  19th  century; 
do  we  pay  livable  wages  or  starvation 
wages? 

I  say,  my  colleagues,  it  is  time  to 
stand  up  to  these  right-wing  extrem- 
ists, to  stand  up  for  hard-working 
American  families.  It  is  time  to  raise 
the  minimum  wage,  not  repeal  it. 

We  cannot  go  back.  We  must  not  go 
back.  We  will  not  go  back.  Defeat  this 
rule. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  shield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Bentonville,  AR  [Mr.  Hutchinson]. 

Mr.  HUTCHINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
want  to  respond.  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
rule;  I  support  the  rule  because  it,  in 
fact,  will  give  us  a  clean,  straight  up 
and  down  vote  on  the  minimum-wage 
increase,  and  I  applaud  our  leadership 
in  allowing  that  vote. 

I  am  going  to  vote  against  the  mini- 
mum wage  because  I  think  it  is  mis- 
directed, it  is  election  year  politics,  it 
is  not  real  compassion,  it  is  a  job  kill- 
er, and  that  is  the  truth.  It  is  not  the 
economists,  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Armey]  and  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Campbell],  alone  that 
are  saying  that,  but  the  overwhelming 
economists  in  this  country.  In  1993  a 
survey  of  22,000  economists  in  the 
United  States;  I  suppose  they  probably 
are  all  right-wing  extremists,  those 
22,000  economists,  77  percent  of  which 
said  raising  the  minimum  wage  will 
lead  to  a  loss  of  jobs  in  this  country. 

So  I  sugrgest  to  my  colleagues  this  is 
not  real  compassion,  else  they  would 
have  raised  it  2  years  ago  when  they 
controlled  the  House,  the  Senate,  and 
the  White  House  and  it  was  never  even 
brought  up  for  a  vote. 

What  it  Is  is  election  year  posturing. 
This  is  not  real  compassion;  it  is  not 
compassion  to  take  that  single  mother 
with  two  children  and  say,  "You  are 
going  to  lose  your  job  so  we  can  play 
politics  with  the  American  economy." 

That  is  wrong. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
jrield  1  minute  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Texas  [Ms.  Jackson-Lee]. 

D  1815 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  for  yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  provide  this  body 
with  a  few  facts  that  might  help  to 
clear  up  whether  or  not  we  should,  in 
fact,  have  a  clean  vote  on  the  mini- 
mum wage  for  the  American  people. 

First  of  all,  fact:  We  have  not  raised 
the  minimum  wage  more  than  seven 
times  in  the  58-year  history. 


Fact:  In  the  city  of  Houston,  which  I 
represent,  there  are  125,000  households 
with  salaries  of  $25,000  or  less.  The  av- 
erage weekly  hours  of  work  for  mini- 
mum-wage workers  is  34  hours;  2.1  mil- 
lion people  are  employed  at  the  mini- 
mum rate,  and  77.1  percent  of  them  are 
adults,  with  another  1.9  million  people 
employed  below  the  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  a  need  for  a  bill 
that  applies  to  the  American  people,  to 
grive  them  a  decent  wage;  that  is,  to  in- 
crease the  minimum  wage.  This  rule  is 
a  minimum-wage  killer.  It  is  a  poison 
pill  which  we  all  would  like  not  to 
take.  Let  us  stand  up  for  working 
women;  59  percent  of  them  are  on  mini- 
mum wage.  And  why  do  we  not  realize 
that  the  fact  is  in  New  Jersey,  when 
they  increased  the  minimum  wage  they 
increased  jobs.  Let  us  increase  jobs,  in- 
crease the  minimvmi  wage. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  California  [Ms.  Pelosi]. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  was 
in  a  markup,  so  I  walked  onto  the  floor 
and  was  not  able  to  get  my  chart  up 
here.  But  if  I  had  it,  it  would  be  a  pic- 
ture that  I  bring  to  the  floor  every 
time  we  have  this  debate  on  the  mini- 
mum wage.  It  is  a  split  screen  cartoon. 
At  the  top  it  says,  "How  long  does  it 
take  to  make  $8,440?"  And  on  one  side 
it  has  a  full-time  minimum-wage  work- 
er and  it  says  under  there,  "One  year". 
On  the  other  side  it  has  an  executive, 
and  It  says,  "The  average  executive 
CEO  of  a  large  corporation  in  America, 
one-half  a  day." 

Think  of  the  Immorality  of  it  all.  It 
is  fine  for  somebody  to  be  successful 
and  to  make  that  kind  of  money,  as 
long  as  it  is  not  at  the  exploitation  of 
others  at  the  low  end.  We  have  to  re- 
spect work.  We  have  to  raise  the  mo- 
rale of  the  worker  in  America  by  say- 
ing, "Your  full-time  employment 
should  be  a  decent,  living  wage  for  you 
and  your  family."  Consider,  two  mini- 
mum-wage earners  are  still  below  the 
poverty  line  in  a  family  of  four.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  oppose  the  rule  and  to 
support  the  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
svmie. 

Mr.  Speaker,  at  the  begrinning  of  this 
Congress  the  Republican  majority 
claimed  that  the  House  was  going  to 
consider  bills  under  an  open  process. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  68  per- 
cent of  the  legislation  this  session  has 
been  considered  under  a  restrictive 
process. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  include  for  the 
Record  certain  extraneous  materials. 

The  materials  referred  to  are  as  fol- 
lows: 
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TiB» 


Resolutm  No 


m.  1* .    ..    

H.  Res.  6  .    ..      ,      _ 

Hit.  5*  

HJ.  Res.  2*  ..     „.. 

H  Rk  U 

HJ«.  101 _ 

KR.  400 

ML  440 ._    . 

H.R.  2-  _.. 

H.R.  665- 

H.R.  666*  _. 

H.R.  667* 

HJ!.  668* 

HJ!.  728*  

HR  7*          

HJI.  72r               

S.  2  _ 

HJ!.831           

H.R.  830*      _..  

H.R.  889  

H.R.  450*  _.  ■     

H.R.  1022* 

HR.  926*  ....     

HR.  925*  ...... 

HJ!.  1058* 

H.R.  988*  

H.R.  956*  _ 

H.R.  1158  

HJ.  Res.  73*  . 
HJ!.  4*  


HJI.  1271* 
HJ!.  660* 
HJ!.  1215* 


HJi.  483 


HJI.  1361 

HR   %l 

HR  »5             .     , 

HR  f<M                  • 

HR  614 

H.  Cm.  Res.  67  _ 

HJ!.  1561 ... 

HJI.  1530 

HJI  U17 

HJI.  1854 


Complitnce 

Openiri  Da;  Rules  PxJu|e 1_ 

Ufrfunded  Mandttes 

BalancM  Budget 

Committee  Heannjs  Scheduling _.._ ".'... 

To  transfer  a  parcel  of  Und  to  Hie  Taos  Puetki  Mians  ot  New  iiis- 

To  piDvide  tor  the  eshange  of  \mi%  wittim  Gates  of  the  Ante  Ha- 

tKHial  Park  Preserve. 
To  provide  for  the  csnwyance  of  lands  to  certain  mdividuals  in 

Butte  Coont),  California. 

Line  Item  Veto  _ _  _ 

Victiro  Restitution  tet  of  1995 

Eiclusionaiy  Rule  Refom  Act  of  1995 

Ifiolem  Cnminal  bcanaration  ta  of  1995 

The  Criminal  Alien  Deportation  Improwment  Act 

Local  Go»»niniem  La*  Entorcement  Block  Grants 

Natnnal  Securitj  Revttaliatnn  Ad 

Death  PenaltyHabeas _ 

Senate  Compliance  .„ _ 

To  Permanently  Eitend  the  Health  Insurance  Deduction  for  the  sieli- 

Em  ployed 

The  Paperwork  Reduction  Act  _ _ _ 

Emergency  Supplemental/Rescinding  Certain  Biidget  Authority 

Regulatory  Moratonum 

Risk  Assessment  

Regulatory  flexibility 

Private  Property  Protection  Act  '. 


Securities  Litigation  Reform  Act 


H.  Res.  6 
H.Rev5 
H.Res.3t 

H.  Res.  U 
H.  Res.  43  (01) 
H.  Res.  51 

H.  Res.  52 

H.  Res.  53 

H.  Res.  55 
H.  Res.  61 
H.  Res.  60 
H.  Res.  63 
H.  Res.  69 
H.  Res.  79 
H.  Res.  83 
IVA 

m 

H  Res.  88 

H.  Res.  91 
H.  Res.  92 
H.  Res.  93 
H.  Res.  96 
H.  Res.  100 
H  Res.  101 


H.  Res.  105 

H.  Res.  104 

.- H.  Res.  109 

Making  Emergency  Supplemental  Appiopnations  and  Rescissions H.  Res.  115 


The  Attorney  Accountability  Act  of  1995 
Product  Liability  and  Legal  Reform  fct  .. 


Term  Limits 


.»...»..    Vtettaie  Reform 


Family  Privacy  Act  . 

Housing  for  Older  Persons  Act  . 


The  Contract  With  America  Tai  Relief  M  ot  1995 


Medicare  Select  Eitension . 


Hydrogen  Future  Act 

Coast  Guard  Authorization 

Clean  Water  M 


KRes.  116 
H.Res.  119 


H.  Res.  125 
H.  Res.  126 
H.  Res.  129 


H.  Res.  130 


H.  Res.  136 
H.  Res.  139 


H.  Res.  140 


Coming  Natwial  Fsh  Hatchery  Conveyance  W H  Res.  144 

Conveyance  of  the  Fairpoit  National  Fish  Hatchery  to  the  State  of    H.  Res.  145 

boa. 
Conwyance  of  ttie  Ne«  Lxmdon  National  Fish  Hatches  Production  Fa-    H.  Res.  146 

cility. 
Budget  Resolution _, 


American  Overseas  Interests  Act  of  1995 


National  Defense  Authoruation  Ad-.  FIT  1996  „ 

Military  Constructm  AppropnatwiiS:  FT  1996  . 
legtslatne  Branch  Appropnatms 


HJI.  1868  Foreign  Operations  Appropriations  . 


HJL  1905  .. 

HJ.  Res.  79  . 
HJI.  19W  _. 


Energy  i  Water  Appropriatioiis  . 


H.  Res.  149 
H.  Res.  155 

H  Res.  164 

HRes.  167 
H  Res.  169 
H.  Res.  170 

H.  Res.  171 


Constitutional  Amendment  to  Permrt  Congress  and  States  to  PishiM    H.  Res.  173 

the  Physical  Desecration  of  the  American  Flag. 
Recissioos  Bill H.  Res.  175 


Process  used  for  floor  consideration 


dosed  ...._.__ . 

Oosed-.  contained  a  closed  rale  on  HJ!  1  irithin  the  closed  rule 

Restnctrve,  Motion  adopted  over  Democratic  otieclioii  in  the  ConmittBe  of  the  I 
limit  debate  on  section  4,  Pre-pnnting  gets  preference 

Restnctivr  only  certain  substitutes.  PQ 

Restnctnre:  considered  m  House  no  amendments 

Open 


Open 
Open 


Open,  Prt-pnnting  gets  preference 

Open;  Pre-pnnting  gets  preleience .. 

Open;  Pie-pnnting  gets  preference 

Restnctwe:  10  nr.  Time  Cap  on  amendments I 

Open;  Pre-pnnting  gets  prefeiract;  Contains  self-cacatng  piMsiM  I 

Restnctnre;  10  hr  Time  Cap  on  amendments;  Pie-pnntmj  gets  prefereree 

Restrdn*  10  hr.  Time  Cap  on  amendments;  Pie-pnmmg  gets  preference;  PQ  . 
Restrictive,  biotght  up  under  UC  oilh  a  6  hr  time  cap  on  amendments 


Closed;  Put  on  Suspension  Calendar  over  Democratic  obiecton 

Restrictive  makes  m  order  only  the  Gibbons  amendment,  Waives  all  poals  ol  vMr:  Con- 
tains selt-aecuting  pmvisan:  PQ. 

Open  „„ 

Restrictive;  mates  m  order  only  the  Obey  substitute 

Restnctn*.  10  hr  Time  Cap  on  amendments;  Pi»-pfmtin|  gets  pieliicnce  

Restrictive:  10  hi  Time  Cap  on  amendments 

Open _.._ _ _      

Restnctnre;  12  hr.  time  cap  on  amendments;  Reouires  Members  to  pre-pnnt  tt»ir  amend- 
ments in  the  Record  pnor  to  the  bills  consideration  for  amendment,  wanes  germaneness 
and  budget  ac!  ooii^  ol  orde.'  as  wel'  as  pnnts  ol  order  concerning  appropriating  on  a 
legslatwe  bill  against  the  mmmittee  substitute  usee  as  base  text 
Restnctme.  8  hr.  time  cap  on  amenoments  Pre-pnntirj  gets  preference.  Mates  in  order  the 
Wyden  amendment  and  wanres  gefmaneness  jgainsi  i; 

Restrictive.  7  hr,  time  cap  on  amendments,  Pre-printmg  gets  preference 

Restnctne  makes  m  order  only  15  germane  amendments  and  denies  64  gemme  amend- 
ments Irom  being  consiOend;  PQ, 
Restnctwe;  Combines  emergency  HJ!  1158  (  nonemergency  1159  and  strikes  Itie  abertan 
piwision;  makes  m  order  only  pre-prmted  amendments  that  include  offsets  within  the 
same  chapter  (Oeeoer  cuts  in  programs  already  cu!)  waives  points  o)  order  against  ttree 
amendments;  wanes  cl  2  ol  rule  XJC  agamsl  the  bill,  ci  2.  CU  and  cl  ?  ol  rule  XVI 
ajains!  the  substitute;  waives  cl  2!e)  ol  rule  XW  against  the  amendments  •  the  Record. 
10  hr  lime  cap  on  amendments  30  minutes  debate  on  exh  amendment 
Restncliw;  Makes  m  order  only  4  amendments  considered  under  a  "Queen  ol  the  Hill"  pro- 
cedure and  denies  21  gennane  amendments  from  being  considered. 
Restrictive.  Makes  m  order  only  31  perfecting  amendments  and  two  sabsntiiles;  Ocncs  130 
germane  amendments  tnm  being  considered;  The  sabstrtiites  are  to  be  consideied  under 
a  "Queen  of  the  Hrll"  procedure:  All  ponts  of  order  are  waned  agamsl  the  aBendments 

Open 

Open  

Restnctne.  Self  EnciAes  language  that  makes  tai  cuts  conbofent  on  the  adopMn  of  a 
balanced  buoget  plan  and  stnlcs  section  3006.  Mates  in  order  oaly  one  sabsttalc 
Wanes  all  pomts  ot  order  against  the  bdl.  siibstitiite  made  m  eider  as  ongaal  let  and 
Gephardt  sobstitiitc. 
Restnctne  wanes  cl  2(1H6)  ol  rale  XI  against  the  bill;  makes  HJ!  1391  n  eider  as  vi|i- 
nal  teit:  makes  m  order  only  the  Dinfell  substitute:  allows  Coramercc  CiwMttee  to  tde  a 
report  on  the  bill  at  any  time 

Open  

Open;  wanes  sections  302(11  and  XHt)  of  the  Congiessnnal  Budget  Act  againsl  tiie  biirs 
consideration  and  the  comaittee  subslitete.  wanes  cl  5(al  ol  rule  XH  against  the  com- 
mittee substitate. 
Open;  pre-pnnting  gets  preference:  wanes  sactans  302(t)  and  602(b)  of  the  Bedfcl  tat 
against  the  bill's  consideratnn;  wanes  cl  7  of  rale  XVI.  d  5(a)  of  rale  XXI  and  sKtioa 
302lf)  of  the  Budget  Act  against  the  committee  substitute.  Hakes  m  order  Sluster  sub- 
stitute as  first  order  ol  businesv 

Ooen . 

Open ^ 

Open 

Restnctne  Makes  m  order  4  substitotes  under  lefslar  vttr-  Gephardt  Netimaffli/Sntanoi!. 
Payne/Owens.  Presidents  Budget  if  pnnted  in  Reconl  on  ^17/95;  wanes  all  pants  of 
order  against  substitutes  and  concurrent  resolution,  suspends  application  of  Role  XLU 
with  lespect  to  the  resolution;  self-caaites  Agncoltuie  language;  PQ. 

Restnctne:  Requires  amendments  to  be  pnnted  in  the  Reconl  pnor  to  their  oasideratn: 
10  hr  time  cap:  waives  cl  2(!)(E)  of  rale  XI  against  the  bilFs  cansideiitioa:  Also  wanes 
sections  302(f],  303(a),  308(al  and  402(a)  against  the  biirs  consideration  and  tk  cm- 
mitttt  amendment  ir  order  as  ongma:  tea.  wanes  d  5<a)  of  rale  XXI  agamsl  the 
amendment;  amendment  coasideratioii  is  closed  at  2J0  pjn.  on  May  25.  1995  Sdl-ot- 
cutes  provision  which  renwKs  sectnn  2210  Iron  the  bill.  Ims  wis  dew  at  die  n^aest 
ot  the  Budget  Committee, 

Restnctne.  Makes  m  order  only  the  amendmeats  prated  in  the  tepoit:  wncs  al  pants  of 
onfer  against  the  bill,  substitute  and  amendments  pnnted  m  the  retort.  Gncs  the  Chaff- 
man  en  bloc  authorty  Setl-eaecuies  a  provision  which  stnkes  sectm  807  e<  the  bill; 
provides  tor  an  additnnal  30  mm  ol  debate  on  Nunn-Lagar  scctan;  Allows  Mr  CImter 
to  otter  1  modification  of  hs  amendment  witn  the  concurrence  ol  Ms,  riilini.  PQ. 

Open;  wanes  cl.  2  and  d.  6  of  rale  XXI  against  tl»  bill.  1  hr  genral  MaM:  Uses  Itaae 
passed  budget  numbers  as  threshold  tor  spending  aoouits  pndiat  ptssage  d  Budget 
PQ. 

Restnctne:  Makes  in  order  only  11  amendments:  vianes  sectois  302(f)  aad  MM  ol  the 
Budget  Act  agains*  the  bill  and  d  2  and  d  6  of  rale  XXI  aganist  the  bill  AH  pomts  ol 
order  are  waned  against  the  amendments;  PQ 

Open;  wanes  d.  2.  d  5(b).  and  d  E  of  rale  XXI  agamst  the  bill;  maks  m  order  the  Gii- 
man  aoendments  as  first  order  of  business:  waives  all  points  ol  order  against  the 
amendments:  rf  adopted  they  will  be  coosMtered  as  angnal  tat  wanes  d.  2  of  rgk  XXI 
against  the  amendments  pnnted  ■  the  report.  Pie-pnnting  gels  pnondy  (HaD  Meicn- 
dezl  (Gossl  (Smith.  U):  PQ. 

Open;  wanes  d  2  and  d  6  of  nile  XXI  apmst  the  bib;  makes  m  order  the  Shuster 
amendacot  as  the  tint  order  it  busiacss:  wants  all  to«ts  dl  orter  apmst  the  Miend- 
nent:  if  adopted  it  will  be  csnsideRd  as  original  tat.  Pre-pn«ing  gets  pnonly 

Clostd:  piondts  one  hour  of  geaeral  debate  aad  one  moian  to  itcenMit  with  or  without  av- 
stractnns:  if  there  are  instractnns.  the  MO  is  debatable  lor  1  hr.  PQ 

Restnctne  Prewdes  lor  consideration  of  the  bill  m  the  House  Penaits  the  Ckaannan  of  the 
Apenpnations  Committee  to  offer  one  amendment  tdnch  is  anamadibte  wants  all 
points  of  Older  agams!  the  amendment.  PQ. 
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KHPk. 


Title 


Resolution  No. 


NJt.  1868  (2nd  rule) Foiei{ii  Opentnns  Apomphatioin  . 


HJt.  1977  *Rule  Defeated*      Interior  Appiopriations  . 


HR.  1977 


HJ(.  1976 


intenor  Appnpnations . 


A(ricultuie  Appfopnations  . 


K*.  1977  (3rt  niie)  Intenor  Appropnations 

H.R.  2020  __,^ Tteasiiy  Postal  Appropnations 


HJ.  Res.  96  . 
HA  2002  _ 


Disappnvint  MFN  tor  Cliina  ... 
Transportation  Appropnatmis  . 


HA  70  .... 
H.R.  2076 
HA  2099 

S.  21 


Enports  ot  Alaskan  Nortti  Slope  Oil . 
Commem.  Justice  Appiopnatnns  .. 
VA/HUO  Appropnations 


HA  2126 


HJ(.  1555 


HA  2127 


Terminatioii  M  U.S.  Arms  Emtargo  oo  Bosnia  . 

—    Defense  Appnipnations 


Commonications  Act  of  1995 


Laboi/HKS  Appropriations  Act  . 


HA  1594  . 
HA.  1655  . 


HA  1162 
H.R.  1670 

H.R.  1617  . 
HA  2274  . 

HJ».  927  .. 


Economicallii  Tariettd  tnestments  . 
Melli(enct  AuttKxnation 


Defictt  Reduction  Lock  Ba 


Federal  Acquisition  Reform  Act  «f  1995  . 


H.  Res.  in 

H.  Res.  185 
H.  Res.  187 

H.  Res.  188 

H.  Res.  189 
K  Res.  190 
H.  Res.  193 
H.  Res.  194 

H.  Res.  197 
H.  Res.  198 
H.  Res.  201 

H.  Res.  204 
H.Res.20S 

H.  Res.  207 
H.  Res.  208 


H.  Res.  215 
H.  Res.  216 


H.  Res.  218 
H.  Res.  219 


To  Consolidate  and  Reform  Workfmte  Developnient  and  Uteracy  Pro-    H.  Res.  222 
(rams  tet  (CAREERS). 


National  Hitliway  System  Designation  Act  of  1995  . 


H.R.  743 

HA  1170  ._ 
HA  1601  _.. 
HJ.  Res.  108  . 

HA  2405  __ 

HA  2259  _ 


Cuban  LiPerty  and  Democratic  Solidanty  Act  of  1995 


The  TeamwMk  for  Empkiyees  and  managers  Act  of  1995  . 
3-Judte  Court  for  Certain  Injunctions  . 


—  Meraatmal  Space  Station  Authouatno  Act  of  1995  . 

—  Hakioi  Continuing  Appropnations  for  FY  1996  ..... 

—  Omnibus  Civilian  Science  Authonatan  Act  of  1995 


HA  2425 


To  Disapprew  Certain  Sentenaog  Guideline  Anwndmciits 

Medicaie  Preservation  to 


H.  Res.  224 


H.  Res.  225 


H.  Res.  226 

H.  Res.  227 
H.  Res.  228 
H.  Res.  230 

H.  Res  234 

H.  Res.  237 

H.  Res.  238 


HA  2492 legislatnc  Brandt  Appropnations  Bill  _ H.  Res  239 

"A  '*'i  —• = '  ''"'  8»'4"«<1  Budget  Reconciliation  Social  Security  Earnings  Test    H.  Res.  245 

H.  Con.  Res.  109 Relonn. 


HJ).  1833 
HR.  2546 


Partial  Birtti  Abortion  Ban  W  of  1995  . 
D.C.  Apprnpnatnos  FY  1996 


HJ.  Res.  115  . 


Further  Continuing  Appropnations  tor  FY  1996 


H.  Res.  251 
H.  Res.  252 


H.  Res.  257 


Process  used  for  fknr  consideration 


Amendimnls 
in  onlef 


Restnctive;  Provides  for  further  consideration  of  the  bill:  makes  in  onler  only  the  four  IVA. 

amendments  pnnted  in  the  niles  report  (20  min.  each).  Waives  all  points  of  order 
against  the  amendments;  Prohibits  intenening  motions  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole: 
Piwides  for  an  automatic  nse  and  report  following  the  disposition  of  the  amendments 
PQ. 
Open:  waives  sections  302(f)  and  308(a)  of  the  Budget  Act  and  cl  2  and  cl  6  of  rale  )0U:  N/A. 

provides  that  the  bill  be  read  by  title,  waives  all  points  of  onler  against  the  Tauzin 
amendment;  self-executes  Budget  Committee  amendment;  waives  cl  2(e)  ot  nile  XXi 
against  amendments  to  the  bill;  Pre-pnntmg  gets  pnonty;  PQ. 
Open;  waives  sections  302(f).  306  and  308(a)  ot  the  Budget  Act;  wanes  clauses  2  and  6  of  N/A. 

role  XU  against  provisions  in  the  bill;  waives  all  points  ot  order  against  the  Tauzin 
amendment;  provides  that  the  bill  be  read  by  title:  selt-eiecutes  Budget  Committee 
amendment  and  makes  NEA  funding  subject  to  House  passed  anthonzation;  waives  cl 
2(e)  of  rule  XXI  against  the  amendments  to  the  bill;  Pit-pnnting  gets  pnonty;  PQ. 
Open;  waives  clauses  2  and  6  of  rale  XXI  against  provisions  in  the  bill;  provides  that  the  N/A. 

bill  be  read  by  title;  Makes  Skeen  amendment  first  order  of  busmess,  if  adopted  the 
amendment  will  be  considered  as  base  text  (10  mm);  Pre-pnnting  gets  pnonty;  PQ 
Restnctnl^.  provides  for  the  luither  consideration  of  the  bill;  allows  only  amendments  pre-  N/A. 

pnnted  before  July  14th  to  be  considered;  limits  motions  to  nst. 
Open;  waives  cl.  2  and  cl.  E  of  rale  XXI  against  provisions  in  the  bill;  provides  the  bill  be  N/A. 

read  by  title;  Pre-printmg  gets  pnonty;  n. 
Restnctive:  provides  for  consideration  m  the  House  of  H.R.  2058  (90  minj  And  HJ.  Res.  96  N/A. 

(1  hr).  Wanres  certain  provisions  of  the  Trade  Act. 
Open;  waives  cl.  3  Of  role  XIII  and  section  401  (a)  of  the  C8A  against  consideration  of  the  N/A 

bill;  waives  cl  6  and  cl.  2  of  rale  XXI  against  provisions  m  the  bill:  Makes  m  order  the 
Clinger/Solomon  amendment  waives  all  points  ot  order  against  the  amendment  (Ijne 
Item  Veto);  provides  the  bill  be  read  liy  title,  Pre-pnntmg  gets  pnonty:  PQ   'RUli 
AMENDED* 
Open;  Makes  in  onier  the  Resources  Committee  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  as  N/A 

onginal  text;  Pre-pnntmg  gets  pnority:  Provides  a  Senate  hook-up  with  S.  395. 
Open;  waives  cl.  2  and  cl.  6  of  rale  XXI  against  provisions  m  the  bill;  Pre-pnntmg  gets  pn-  N/A. 

onty:  provides  the  bill  be  read  by  title- 
Open;  wanes  cl  2  and  cl.  6  of  rale  XXI  against  provisions  m  the  bill:  Provides  that  the  N/A 
amendment  m  part  1  of  the  report  is  the  first  business,  if  adopted  it  will  be  considered 
as  base  text  (30  mm);  waives  all  points  of  order  against  the  Klug  and  Davis  amend- 
ments; Pre-pnntmg  gets  pnonty:  Provides  that  the  bill  be  read  by  title. 
Restnctn*:  3  hours  of  general  debate:  Makes  m  onler  an  amendment  to  be  offered  by  the  ID 
Mmonty  Leader  or  a  designee  (1  hr);  If  motion  to  recommit  has  instractions  it  can  only 
be  offered  by  the  Mmonty  Leader  or  a  designee. 
Open;  wanes  d.  2(I)(E)  of  rale  XI  and  section  306  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  against                 N/A. 
consideration  of  the  bill;  waives  d.  2  and  cl  6  of  role  XXI  against  provisions  m  the  bill- 
self-executes  a  stnke  of  sections  8021  and  8024  of  the  bill  as  rertuested  by  the  Budget 
Committee:  Pre-pnnting  gets  pnonty;  Provides  the  bill  be  read  by  title. 
Restnctne:  wanes  sec.  302(f)  of  the  Budget  Act  against  consideration  of  the  bill;  Makes  in        2R/30/3  Bi- 
order  the  Commerce  Committee  amendment  as  original  tot  and  wanes  sec.  302(f)  of           partisan 
the  Budget  Act  and  cl.  5(a)  of  rale  XXI  against  the  amendment:  Makes  in  order  the  Bliley 
amendment  (30  min )  as  the  first  order  of  business,  rf  adopted  it  will  be  onginal  text: 
makes  in  onler  only  the  amendments  pnnted  in  the  report  and  waives  all  points  of  order 
against  the  amendments;  provides  a  Senate  hook-up  with  1  652. 
Open:  Provides  that  the  first  onler  of  business  will  be  the  managers  amendments  (10  min.),                  N/A 
if  adopted  they  will  be  considered  as  base  text;  wanes  cl.  2  and  cl.  6  of  rale  XXI 
against  provisions  m  the  bill;  waives  all  points  of  order  against  certain  amendments 
pnnted  m  the  report:  Pre-printing  gets  priontr,  Piondn  the  bill  be  read  by  title.  PQ. 

Open;  2  hr  of  gen.  debate,  makes  m  omer  the  committee  substitute  as  original  ted N/A 

Restnctne:  wanes  sections  302(f),  308(a)  and  40  KM  ot  the  Budget  Act.  Makes  in  onler  N/A 

the  committee  substitute  as  modified  by  Govt  Retgrm  amend  (sthking  sec.  505)  and  an 
amendment  striking  title  VH.  Cl  7  of  rale  XVI  and  cl  S(a)  of  rule  XXJ  are  waned  against 
the  substitute.  Sections  302(f)  and  401(b)  of  the  C8A  are  also  waived  against  the  sub- 
stitute. Amendments  most  also  be  pn-pnnted  in  the  Coogiessioiial  reconl. 
Open:  waives  cl  7  of  rale  XVI  against  the  committee  substitute  made  in  order  u  original  N/A. 

tart:  Pre-pnntmg  gets  pnonty. 
Open;  wanes  sections  302(f)  and  308(a)  of  the  Budget  Act  against  consideratm  of  the  N/A 

bill;  bill  will  be  read  by  title,  wanes  d  5(a)  of  rale  XXI  and  section  302(f)  of  the  Budget 
Act  against  the  committee  substitute.  Pre-printing  gets  pnonty. 
Open:  wanes  scctnns  302(f)  and  401(b)  of  the  Budget  Act  against  the  substitute  made  in  N/A. 

onler  as  onginal  tot  (HJt.  2332),  cl.  5(a)  of  rvie  XXI  is  also  waived  against  the  sub- 
stitute. Provides  for  consideratioa  of  the  managers  amendment  (10  min.)  If  adopted,  it  is 
considered  as  base  text. 
Open;  wanes  section  302(f)  of  the  Budget  Act  against  consideration  of  the  bill;  Makes  HA  N/A. 

2349  in  order  as  onginal  text;  wanes  SKtion  302(f)  of  the  Budget  M  against  the  sub- 
stitute as  well  as  cl.  5(a)  of  rale  XXI  and  cl.  KgHIO)  of  rale  X  against  the  substitute 
provides  for  the  consideration  of  a  managers  amendment  (10  mm).  If  adopted,  it  is  con- 
sidered as  base  text:  Pre-pnntmg  gets  pnority:  PQ. 
Restnctive:  waiws  cl  2(I)(2)(B)  of  rale  XI  against  consideration  of  the  bill;  makes  in  order  2R/20 

HR  2347  as  base  text;  wanes  cl  7  of  rale  XVI  against  the  substitute  Makes  Hamilton 
amendment  the  hist  amendment  to  be  considered  (1  hr).  Makes  in  onler  only  amend- 
ments pnnted  in  the  report. 
Open;  waives  cl  2(l)(2)(b)  of  role  XI  against  consideration  of  the  bill;  makes  m  onler  the  N/A. 

committee  amendment  as  ongmal  text  Pre-pnnting  get  pnonty. 
Open:  makes  in  order  a  committee  amendment  as  onginal  text  Pre-pnnting  gets  pnonty  ....  N/A 

Open:  makes  in  order  a  committee  amendment  as  onginal  text;  pre-pnntmg  gets  pnon^  ...  N/A. 

Closed:  Provides  for  the  immediate  consideration  of  the  CR;  one  motion  to  recommit  wtiidi    

may  have  instractions  only  if  offered  by  the  Minonty  Leader  or  a  designee 
Open.  seH-eiecutes  a  provision  sinking  section  304(b)(3)  of  the  bill  (Commerce  Committee  N/A. 

reouest):  Pre-pnntmg  gets  pnority. 
Restnctne  waives  cl  2(I)(2)(B)  of  rale  XI  against  the  bill's  consideration:  makes  in  order  ID 

the  text  of  the  Senate  bill  S.  1254  as  onginal  text:  Makes  m  order  only  a  Conyers  sub- 
stitute provides  a  senate  hook-up  after  adoption. 
Restnctne  waives  all  points  of  oidr  against  the  bill's  consideration;  makes  in  order  the  ID 

text  of  HJt.  2485  as  origmal  text;  wanes  all  points  of  order  against  HJt.  2485-,  makes  in 
order  only  an  amendment  offered  by  the  Miminty  Leader  or  a  designee  waives  all  points 
ot  onler  against  the  amendment;  wanes  d  5(c)  of  rale  XXI  (%  reduirement  on  votes 
raising  taxes);  PQ. 

Restnctne  provides  for  consideration  of  the  bill  in  the  House _ _ N/A 

Restnctne  makes  in  order  H.R.  2517  as  onginal  tet:  waives  all  pints  of  order  against  the  ID 

bill:  Makes  in  order  only  H.R.  2530  as  an  amendment  only  if  offered  by  the  Minonty 
leader  or  a  designee  waives  all  points  ot  onler  against  the  amendment:  waives  d  5(c) 
of  rale  XXI  (%  requirement  on  votes  raising  taxes);  PQ. 

Omtt..-. „ — H,A. 

Restnctne  wanes  all  points  of  onler  against  the  bill's  consideration;  Makes  in  order  the  Nr'A 

Walsh  amendment  as  the  hist  order  of  business  (10  mm);  if  adopted  it  is  considered  as 
base  text;  waives  d  2  and  6  of  rale  XXI  against  the  bill;  makes  in  onler  the  Bonilla, 
Gunderson  and  Hostettler  amendments  (30  min.);  wanes  all  points  of  onler  against  the 
amendments:  debate  on  any  further  amendments  is  hmited  to  30  mm.  each. 
Closed:  Provides  for  the  immediate  considerabon  of  the  CR;  one  motion  to  recommit  which  N/A 

may  have  instractions  only  if  offered  by  the  Minonty  Leader  or  a  designee. 
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Bill  No 


Title 


Resolotion  No. 


Process  used  lor  floor  consideration 


HA  2586 


HA  2539  .... 
HJ.  Res.  115  . 


HJt.  2586  „ 
H.  Res.  250  . 

HJt.  2564  _ 
HR.  2606  ._ 

HJ).  1788  - 

HA.  1350  ... 

HJt.  2621  _.. 

HJt.  1745  _.. 

H  Res.  304  .. 

H.  Res.  309  .. 

HR  558  

HR.  2677  


HJi.  1643  . 


HJ.  Res.  134 

a  Coo.  Rb.  131  . 


HJt.  1358 


HR.  2924 
HR.  2854 


HA  994 


HA.  3021 

HA  3019  


HJI.  2703 
HJi.  2202 


HJ.  Res.  165  . 

HR.  125  

HJI.  3136  _ 


HJt.  3103 


HJ.  Res.  159 


Temporary  bicrease  m  the  Statutory  Debt  Limit 


ICC  Terminabon  . 


H.  Res.  259 
H.  Res.  261 


Further  CoMmumg  Appropriations  hr  FY  1996 

Temporary  Increase  in  the  Statutory  Ljmit  on  the  Public  Debt  _ H.  Res.  262 

House  Gift  Rule  Refomi  _ H,  Res.  268 


Lflbbying  Disdosure  Act  of  1995 

Prohibition  on  Funds  for  Bosnia  Deptoyment 


Amtrak  Reform  and  Pnvatizatnn  Act  of  1995  . 


Mantiffle  Secunty  Act  of  1995  . 


To  Protect  Federal  Trast  Funds  . 


Utah  Public  Lands  Management  Ad  ot  1995  ... 


Providing  for  Debate  and  Consideration  of  Three  Measures  Relating  N/A 

to  US.  Troop  Deployments  in  Bosnia 

Revised  Budget  Resolution _„..  H.  Res.  309 

Texas  Lm-level  Radioactive  Waste  Disposal  Compact  Consent  kt  ...  H.  Res.  313 

The  National  Panu  and  National  Wildlife  Refuge  SySems  Freedom  H  Res.  323 

Act  of  1995. 

PROCEDURE  M  THE  104TH  CONGRESS  2D  SESSUH 

To  authonie  the  extension  of  nondiscnmmatoiy  treatment  (MFN)  to  H  Res.  334 

the  products  ot  Bulgana. 


R  Res.  258  Restnctne.  Provides  tor  the  immediate  consideraton  ot  the  CS;  one  motion  to  recommit 

which  may  haw  instractions  only  if  offend  by  the  Mmonty  Leader  or  a  designee  seH- 
oecutes  4  amendments  m  the  rale  Solomon.  Medicare  Coverage  of  Cerum  A«t>-Cancer 
Drug  Treatments.  Habeas  Corpus  Reform.  Chiyskr  040;  makes  in  order  the  Walker  amend 
(40  mm.)  on  regulatory  reform 

Open:  wanes  section  302(f)  and  section  308(a) 

Cksed:  provides  tor  the  immediate  considerabon  of  a  fiotn  by  the  Haioiity  Ifader  or  ba 
designees  to  dispose  ot  the  Senate  amendments  (Ihrl 

Qosed.  provides  tor  the  immediate  consideration  of  a  rnotm  by  the  Maionty  Leader  or  his 
designees  to  cispose  ot  the  Senate  amendments  (Ihr) 

Ckised.  provides  tor  consideration  of  the  b'll  in  the  House  30  rain  ot  debate,  mates  in 

order  the  Burton  amendment  and  the  Gmjnch  en  bloc  amendment  (30  mm    each); 

wjiires  ail  points  ot  onler  against  the  amendmems.  Gingnch  is  only  in  onler  it  Burton 

fails  or  IS  not  offered 

H.  Res.  269  Open:  wanes  d  2(0(6)  of  rale  XI  against  the  bill's  consideration:  wanes  all  pemts  of  order 

against  the  Istook  and  Mcintosh  amendments. 
H.  Res.  273  Restncne  waiws  all  points  oi  order  against  the  bill's  c»nsideiat«».  provides  oi«  motion 

to  amend  it  offered  by  the  Mmonty  Leader  or  designee  (1  hr  non-amendable);  motun  U 
recommit  whicii  may  haw  instractats  only  il  offered  by  Mmonty  Leader  or  his  designee. 
it  Minonty  Leader  motion  is  not  ottered  debate  time  will  be  edmded  by  1  hr 
H.  Res.  289  Open:  wanes  an  points  of  onler  agamst  the  bill's  consideration,  makes  in  onler  the  Tranv 

portation  substitute  modified  by  the  amend  in  the  report.  Bili  read  by  title,  wanes  all 
points  of  order  against  the  substitute,  makes  m  onler  a  managers  amend  as  the  tint 
onler  of  business,  if  adopted  it  is  considered  base  tst  (10  min>.  wanes  all  points  ot 
order  agamst  the  amendment.  Pre-pnnhng  gets  pnonty 
H.  Res.  287  Open:  makes  in  onler  the  committee  substitute  as  ongmal  text  makes  m  order  a  managers 

amendment  when  it  adopted  is  csnsideied  as  ongmal  text  [20  mmj  unaoendable.  pre- 
pnntmg  gets  pnonty 
H.  Res.  293  Ctosed:  provides  tor  the  adoption  ot  the  Ways  t  Means  amendaeiit  pnnted  n  the  report  1 

hr  ot  general  debate.  PQ 
H.  Res.  303  Open;  waives  cl  2(I)(6I  of  rale  XI  and  sedmns  302(1]  and  311(a)  ot  the  Budget  kt  agamst 

the  bill  s  consideration,  tiakes  in  order  the  Resouices  substitute  as  base  text  and  wines 
d  7  of  rale  XVI  and  sectons  302(f)  and  308(a)  ot  the  Budget  kA.  makes  m  order  a 
managers'  amend  as  the  first  onler  ot  busraess.  it  adopted  it  is  csnsideiM  base  tat  (10 
mm). 

Closed:  makes  in  order  three  resolutions;  HR  2770  (Oomao).  H  Res  302  (Buyer)  and  H. 
Res  306  (Gephardt):  1  hour  of  debate  on  each 

Ctosed:  provides  2  hours  ot  general  debate  in  the  House  PQ  

Open;  pre-pnntmg  gets  pnonty   _ 

Ctosed:  consioeration  in  the  House  sttf-aeotes  Young  i 


Making  continuing  appropnations/establishing  procedures  making    H.  Res.  336 
the  transmission  of  the  continuing  resolution  HJ  Res  134. 


Conveyance  of   National   Marine  Rshenes  Senice  Laboratny  at    H.  Res.  338 
Gloucester.  Massachusetts. 


Social  Secunty  Guarantee  Art 

The  Agncultural  Market  Transition  Program  . 


Regulatory  Sunset  i  Review  Act  of  1995 


H.I)B.3SS 
H.  Res.  366 


H.  Res.  368 


To  Guarantee  the  Continuing  Full  Imrestment  of  Social  secunty  and    H.  Res.  371 

Other  Federal  Funds  m  Obligations  of  the  United  Slates. 
A  Further  Oownpayment  Towani  a  Balanced  Budget K  Res.  372 


The  Effective  Death  Penalty  and  Public  Safely  M  df  1996 
The  Immigration  and  National  Interest  Act  ot  1995 


Making  further  continuing  appropnations  tor  FY  1996 


H.  Ret  380 
H.  Res.  384 


H.  Res.  386 


The  Gun  Cnme  Enforcement  and  Second  Amendment  Restoration  Act    H.  Res.  388 

of  1996. 
The  Contrad  With  Amenca  Advancement  Ad  of  1996 H.  Res.  3S1 


The  Health  Coverage  Availabdity  and  Affonlability  Ad  ot  1996  H.  Res.  392 


Tax  Umitatnn  Constitutional  Amendment . 


H.  Res.  395 


Closed:  provides  to  Uhe  the  bill  from  the  Speaker's  table  win  the  Seule  anendncnt  and 
consider  m  the  House  tne  motion  pnnted  m  the  Roles  CanmiHee  report;  1  hr  of  general 
debate  previous  question  is  considered  as  oroered  **M):  PQ. 

Closed,  provides  to  take  from  the  Speaker's  table  HJ  Res.  134  with  the  Senate  mtutmn 
and  concur  with  tne  Senate  amendment  with  an  amendment  Of  Con.  Res.  131)  when  is 
setf-eacuted  m  the  rale  The  rale  prnvides  hirther  that  the  bill  shall  not  be  sent  back  to 
the  Senate  until  the  Senate  agrees  to  the  provisions  ot  H  Con  Res  131  **  Ml;  PQ 

Ctosed:  provides  to  take  the  bill  from  the  Speaker's  UMe  with  the  Senate  amendwtm.  aitf 
consider  in  ttie  House  the  motion  pnnted  m  the  Rules  ComnAee  report:  1  he.  of  general 
debate  previous  question  a  coisidecd  as  oidend.  "Ml:  PQ. 

Closed:  "NR:  PQ  . 

Restnctnre;  wanes  all  pomts  of  order  again^  the  bill:  2  his  of  gticral  dcMIe  mas  in 
onkr  a  committee  sabstitute  as  ongmal  led  and  wanes  all  points  if  order  agaiisl  tbc 
substitute  makes  in  order  only  the  16  amends  pnnted  m  the  report  and  amcs  all 
points  of  omer  agamst  the  amendments:  orcumvcMs  unfanM  matfaitt  lav.  Qiinua 
has  en  btoc  authority  far  amends  m  report  (20  mm )  on  each  c«  Hoc  PQ. 

Open  nrte  makes  m  order  the  Hyde  substitute  prated  ai  the  Record  as  ongml  IM:  tchcs 
d  7  of  rale  XVI  agamst  the  substitute  Pie-pnotng  gets  pnonty;  vaoln  the  Haoe  ac- 
tion on  S.  219  and  prowoes  to  take  the  bill  from  the  Speaker's  taMe  aid  CMSidtr  Ike 
Senate  bill:  alhiws  Chnnn  Dinger  a  motion  to  stiike  aN  after  the  caatng  dm  ri  the 
Senate  bill  and  insert  the  text  of  HR  994  is  passed  by  the  Hmbc  (1  tr)  detail:  waNCs 
gennaneness  against  the  mobon;  provides  d  the  noton  is  adaptid  Out  it  s  ■  Older  lor 
the  House  to  insist  on  its  aneadments  aod  request  a  cawltrence. 

dosed  rale  gnres  one  motan  to  recommit  whch  it  it  contains  mstnctaK.  aay  aoly  if  of- 
fered by  the  Hunnty  leader  or  his  designee  **  NR 

Restndne  self-aecutes  C80  language  regarding  contingency  hinds  m  acta  2  of  the 
rale  makes  in  order  only  the  amendments  pnnted  m  the  report.  Lowey  (20  mm).  Isnak 
(20  mm).  Crapo  (20  mm).  Obey  (1  hr):  wanes  all  pouns  of  order  against  the  aotnd- 
ments:  gn«  one  motion  to  recommit,  whcti  it  contains  mstnictioas.  may  only  if  oHetd 
by  the  Minonty  Leader  or  his  designee  **  Mt 

Restnctive  makes  in  order  only  the  amendments  pnnted  m  the  mart:  wane  all  poets  ol 
order  against  the  amendments:  gncs  Judiciary  Chamnan  ee  bloc  aothonly  (20  mmJ  on 
en  Uocs:  provides  a  Senate  hook-up  with  S  735  **NR 

Restnctne.  wanes  all  points  of  onler  against  the  bih  and  amendments  m  the  report  ecepl 
for  those  ansing  under  sec  425(a)  ot  the  Budget  Act  tanfunded  mandates).  2  hrs  of 
general  debate  on  the  bill;  makes  m  onler  the  comnittee  suOstitute  as  base  ted:  mata 
in  order  xly  the  amends  in  the  report,  gnes  the  Judiciary  Chamnan  en  bloc  avtkonty 
(20  minJ  ol  debate  on  the  en  bhics:  selt-aecutes  the  Smith  (TXl  amendmeit  re  tm- 
ptoyce  venfcation  program:  PQ. 

Closed:  provides  lor  the  considcratno  at  the  CR  ■  the  House  and  gncs  one  oMtaie  H  re- 
commit which  may  contam  uistnctioos  only  if  offered  by  the  Mmonty  leader,  the  rale 
also  wanres  cl  4(b)  of  rale  XI  against  the  loltowing  an  omnibus  appropnatou  bdl.  an- 
other CR.  a  bill  Blending  the  debt  limit  "NR 

Cksed:  »lt-aecutes  an  amendment  provides  one  motion  to  recommit  i^icli  may  coatam 
instradnns  only  if  ottered  by  the  Minonty  Leade  or  his  designee.  **  Mi. 

Ckaed:  provides  tor  the  consideratoi  of  the  bill  ui  the  House,  self  miuKi  an  wmatmat 
m  the  Rules  report;  wanes  all  points  of  order,  eacept  sec.  425<aJ  (lafiiadcd  naadates) 
of  the  C8A.  against  the  bill's  cansideiaton:  orders  the  PQ  ectpt  1  hr  of  giairal  detafe 
between  the  Chainnan  and  Ranking  Member  of  Ways  aad  Mean;  oac  AidKr  aaaadBHl 
(10  min>  one  motion  to  recommit  whch  may  contain  instnctitas  only  if  oHeied  by  the 
Mmonly  Leader  or  his  designee.  Provides  a  Siinate  hookup  if  the  Sen^  passes  1  4  by 
March  30.  1996.  '"NR. 

Restndne  2  hrs.  ol  general  debate  (45  mm  split  by  Ways  and  Means)  (45  ittt  by  Coai- 
merce)  (30  split  by  Economc  and  Educatkmal  Opportumbes);  scH-eaoitcs  HR.  3160  as 
modifcd  by  the  amendment  m  the  Rales  report  as  onfaial  Mrt;  wanm  tt  poads  if 
onler.  Bcept  sec  42S(a)  (unfunded  mandates)  ol  the  CM  ulei  la  orts  a  Diawcratt 
substitute  (1  hrj  wanes  all  points  at  order,  enpl  sec.  425(a)  (lalaaded  ■aadMii)  tf 
the  C8A.  against  the  amendment,  oae  nobon  to  isaauiit  adcb  aay  CMtM  iistnc- 
tions  only  if  oHcred  by  the  Ifenonty  Leader  or  bis  desv**;  ww«s  d  5fe)  el  R«k  XXI 
(requinng  H  vote  on  any  tat  moease)  on  voles  aa  the  bill,  aaaadaeals  ar  aataaau 
reports. 

Restndne  provides  lor  considcratm  of  the  bill  n  the  House;  3  his  el  (eainl  debate 
Makes  m  order  HJ.  Res.  169  as  ongaial  tad:  allows  for  an  amendaieiil  Is  be  ellnd  by 
the  Mmonty  leader  or  his  designee  (1  br)  **«:  PQ. 


Amendments 

in  order 


N/A 

N/A 

2R 

N^A 
N^A 

WA. 

N/A 

WK 
N/A 

10;  2R 

WA 
R/A 
IVA. 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 


N/A 

sa.  9R  2 
Bipartoaa. 


Wk. 


N/A 
2IV21 


60:7R:4 

Bipartnaa 

12D.  19«.  1 
Bipartsan. 


N/A 


N«. 
M. 


WK 
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Bill  No. 


Title 


Resolution  No. 


Pncess  used  tor  floor  consideration 


tut.  842 

HJJ.  2715 

HJl  1675  

HJ.  Res.  175 


NJt.264I 
HJl  2149 


Trutti  in  Budtetini  Act 
Pipenvt  Elimmitioo  Act  of  1996 


Amendments 
m  onjer 


NitHMUl  Midlife  Refute  Imonwemeiit  Act  of  199S  . 

FuiDier  Continuing  Appropnations  for  FY  1996  


United  States  Marshals  Service  Impnwenient  tet  of  1996 
Hie  Ocean  Shipping  Reforai  tet 


H  Res.  396 
H.  Res.  409 
H.  Res.  410 

H.  Res.  411 

H.  Res.  418 
H.  Res.  419 


HJ»  2974  

HJL  3120  

HJl  2406 


HJIJ322 
HJl  3286 

HJJ.  3230  . 


HJL  3415 
H.R.  3259 
H.R.  3144 


To  amend  the  violent  Cnme  Control  and  Law  Enforcement  kt  of 
1994  to  provide  enhanced  penalties  for  cnmcs  against  elderly  and 
child  victims. 

To  amend  Title  18.  United  States  Code,  nth  respect  to  witness  le- 
taliation.  witness  tampering  and  juiy  tampering 

The  United  States  Housing  tet  o(  1996 


Onnitns  Cmlian  Science  Authorization  tet  of  1996  . 
The  Adoption  Piomotion  and  Stahility  Act  of  1996  „ 


Defense  Authoruation  Bill  FT  1997  . 


H.R.  344M<Jt.  1227 


Repeal  of  the  43-Cent  Increase  in  Iransporation  Pud  Taos  ..... 

Intelligence  Authoruation  Act  tot  FT  1997 

The  Defend  America  fct 


H.  Res.  421 
H.  Res.  422 
a  Res.  426 

H.  Res  427 
H.  Res.  428 

H.  Res.  430 


H.  Res.  436 
H.  Res.  437 
H.  Res.  438 


Ooen;  2  hrs.  of  general  delate;  Pie-printing  gets  priority  _ 

Open:  Preprinting  get  pnoniy  '    _  " 

Open;  Makes  the  Young  amendment  pnnted  in  the  4/i6/96  Recort  irorterariiginaT  t«- 
wanes  cl  7  of  rule  XVI  against  the  amendment;  Prepnnting  gets  priority;  **NR. 

Closed;  provides  for  consideration  of  the  bill  m  the  Housft  one  motion  to  recommit  which  if 
containing  instructions,  may  be  offered  by  the  Minority  Leader  or  his  designee  **NR 

Open;  Pre-pnnting  jets  pnonty;  Senate  hook-up,  "PQ 

Open;  Makes  m  order  a  managers  amendment  as  the  first  order  of  business  (16  liiin  )■  if 
adopted  It  IS  considered  as  base  text;  wanes  d  7  of  rule  XVI  against  the  managers 
amendment;  Pre-pnnting  gets  priority;  makes  m  order  an  Oljestar  en  bloc  amendment 

Open;  wanres  cl  7  of  rule  XIII  against  consideration  of  the  bill;  makes  in  order  the  Judiciary 
substitute  pnnted  in  the  bill  as  ongmal  teit;  wanres  cl  7  of  nile  XVI  against  the  sub- 
stitute; Prt-pnnting  gets  priority 

Open:  waives  cl  7  of  nile  X)ll  against  consideration  of  the  bill;  makes  in  order  the  Judiciary 
substitute  pnnted  in  the  bill  as  onginal  text;  wanres  cl  7  of  njle  XVI  against  the  sub- 
stitute, Pre-pnnting  gets  pnonty 

Open;  makes  in  order  the  committee  substitute  printed  in  the  bill  as  onginal  ted;  waives  cl 
5(a)  of  rule  XXI  against  the  substitute;  makes  in  order  a  maoageis  amendment  as  the 
first  order  of  business  (10  mini;  if  adopted  it  is  coosideicd  as  base  tat;  Pre-pnnting 
gets  pnonty;  provides  a  Senate  hook-up. 

Open;  warees  cl  2(l)(2)  of  njle  XI  against  the  bill's  consideration:  makes  in  order  a  man- 
agers amendment  as  the  first  order  of  business  (10  mm);  if  adopted  it  is  considered  as 
base  teit;  wames  cl  5(a)  of  rule  XXI  against  the  bill;  pre-pnrtmg  gets  pnonty. 

Restnctivt;  provides  consideration  of  the  bill  m  the  House,  makes  in  order  the  Ways  & 
Means  substitute  pnnted  m  the  bill  as  onginal  teit;  makes  in  order  a  Gibbons  amend- 
ment to  title  II  (30  mm)  and  a  Young  amendment  (30  min);  provides  one  motion  to  re- 
commit which  may  contain  instnictions  only  if  offered  by  the  Minonty  Leader  or  his  des- 
ignee. 

Restnctnt _ _ 


N/A. 
N/A. 
Wk 

N/A. 

N/A. 
N/A. 


N/A. 
N/A. 
N/A. 


Closed  . 


The  Small  Business  Job  Pratecton  Act  of  1996.  and  The  Emptowe    h'  Res  440 
Commuting  Flexibility  HcX  of  1996. 


Restnctne .._ 

Restrictive 

Restnctne 


,nd*KS^'?St''tL''i2a.«"2;!l!;  ^!L^  Z^IS"^^  '"  ^f" °^"*  "^"""^  *'*  =*"'  "**"  '«'^"""  ^^  ^"^^  "*  "!«"««•■  31»  open.  •' 
l!rTJ3Aii_.l*!?i"l°!L™"'^!?''?*!  W  the  *use  tor  amendment  has  circumvented  stanaard  procedure  and  was  never  reported  from  any  House  committee. ' 


N/A. 
1D;1R 


41  amends; 

200;  17R;  4 

bipartisan 

WA. 

WA. 

10 

2R 


Alljegislation  104th  Congress,  58%  restrictive;  42%  open.  —"KR 
PQ  Indicates  that  previous  question  was  ordered  on  the  resolu- 


T«-^-!^T^"JSX^'S:.T'^^^'.-tSZZ^i±^^^^ 


Legislation  in  the  104th  Congress,  2d 
Session 

To  date  13  out  of  31,  or  42%  of  the  bills  con- 
sidered under  rules  In  the  2d  session  of  the 
104th  Congnress  have  been  considered  under 
an  irregular  procedure  which  circumvents 
the  standard  committee  procedure.  They 
have  been  brought  to  the  floor  without  any 
committee  reporting  them.  They  are  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.R.  1643,  to  authorize  the  extension  of 
nondiscriminatory  treatment  (MFN)  to  the 
products  of  Bulgaria. 

H.J.  Res.  134,  making  continuing  appro- 
priations for  fiscal  year  1996. 

H.R.  1358,  conveyance  of  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service  Laboratory  at  Gloucester, 
Massachusetts. 

H.R.  2924.  the  Social  Security  Guarantee 
Act. 

H.R.  3021,  to  guarantee  the  continuing  full 
investment  of  Social  Security  and  other  Fed- 
eral funds  in  obligations  of  the  United 
States. 

H.R.  3019,  a  ftirther  downpajrment  toward  a 
balanced  budget. 

H.R.  2703,  the  effective  Death  Penalty  and 
Public  Safety  Act  of  1996. 

H.J.  Res.  165,  making  further  continuing 
appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

H-R.  125,  the  Crime  Enforcement  and  Sec- 
ond Amendment  Restoration  Act  of  1996. 

H.R.  3136,  the  Contract  With  America  Ad- 
vancement Act  of  1996. 

H.J.  Res.  159,  tax  limitation  constitutional 
amendment. 

H.R.  1675,  National  Wildlife  Refuge  Im- 
provement Act  of  1995. 

H.J.  Res.  175,  making  further  continuing 
appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

Mr.  HALiL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  to 
sum  up,  I  urge  a  no  vote  on  the  rule. 
The  i^solution  does  not  provide  the  op- 
portunity for  a  straight  up-or-down 
vote  on  the  minimum  wage.  And  make 
no  mistake  about  it;  the  small  business 
exemption   will    drag   this   legrislation 


down.  This  issue  is  too  important  for 
working  families.  Let  us  send  it  back 
to  the  Conmiittee  on  Rules.  Vote  no  on 
the  rule. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  just  say  that  we 
would  think  from  the  rhetoric  spewing 
forth  from  the  Democrats  that  they 
were  not  going  to  have  a  chance  to 
vote  up-or-down  on  a  minimum  wage. 
Come  back  in  about  an  hour-and-a-half 
and  I  want  everybody  to  see  what  takes 
place.  It  will  be  an  up-or-down  vote  on 
a  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a  shame  that  we 
have  to  get  into  these  partisan  fights 
on  something  that  is  so  terribly  impor- 
tant. Yes,  it  is  important  for  a  mini- 
mum wage  increase,  but  yes,  it  impor- 
tant that  we  relieve  small  business  of 
some  of  the  expenses  in  order  to  pay 
for  that  minimum  wage  increase.  That 
is  exactly  what  this  bill  does. 

Small  business  incentives,  decreasing 
expenses  for  small  businesses,  that 
means  a  lot  to  small  businesses.  Home 
office  deductions,  do  Members  know 
what  that  means  to  so  many  working 
mothers  that  want  to  work  out  of  their 
homes?  That  is  what  Members  are  vot- 
ing for  when  they  come  over  here  and 
vote  for  this  rule.  That  is  terribly  im- 
portant to  working  mothers  that  want 
to  stay  in  their  homes  and  take  care  of 
their  children. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  can  go  down  and 
line.  Here  are  dozens  and  dozens  of  lit- 
tle benefits  that  add  up  to  so  much: 
employer-provided  educational  assist- 
ance. That  is  so  important.  The  Demo- 


Congress.  KK  means  not  available. 

crats  ought  to  be  standing  up  there 
voting  for  this  bUl.  Pension  implica- 
tion provisions,  to  allow  pensions  for 
the  few  employees  that  small  busi- 
nesses have.  That  is  what  this  whole 
debate  is  all  about. 

Everyone  should  come  over  here, 
they  should  vote  for  this  rule,  and  then 
they  should  do  a  favor  for  small  busi- 
ness and  a  favor  for  working  people 
that  might  be  on  the  minimum  wage. 
This  is  a  good  bill.  It  is  a  compromise. 
That  is  what  we  all  have  to  learn  in 
politics:  We  caimot  always  have  it  our 
own  way.  Let  us  work  together.  Come 
over  here  and  vote  for  the  rule  and 
then  vote  for  the  bill.  Members  will  be 
doing  something  for  people  of  this 
country. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time,  and  I  move  the  previous 
question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
HOBSON).  The  question  is  on  the  resolu- 
tion. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  noes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  219,  nays 
211.  not  voting  4,  as  follows: 
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[Roll  No.  189] 

YEAS— 219 

Allard 

Funderburk 

Morella 

Archer 

Gallegly 

Myrick 

Aimey 

Ganske 

Nethercutt 

Bacbos 

Gekas 

Neumaim 

Baker  (CA) 

Gilchrest 

Ney 

Baker  (LA) 

Glllmor 

Norwood 

Ballen^er 

Gilman 

Nussle 

Barr 

Gingrich 

Oxley 

Barrett  (KE) 

Goodlatte 

Packard 

Bass 

Goodling 

Parker 

Bateman 

Goss 

Paxon 

Bereuter 

Graham 

Petri 

Bilbray 

Greene  (UT) 

Pombo 

Bilirakis 

Greenwood 

Porter 

Blute 

Gonderson 

Portman 

Boehlert 

Gutknecht 

Pryce 

Boehner 

Hansen 

(iuiUen 

Bonilla 

Hastert 

Quinn 

Bono 

Hastings  (WA) 

Radanovlch 

BrowDback 

Hayes 

Bryant  (TN) 

Hayworth 

Regula 

BQxm 

Hefley 

Riggs 

Burr 

Heineman 

Roberts 

Barton 

Herger 

Rogers 

Buyer 

HiUeary 

Rohrabacher 

Callahan 

Hobson 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Calvert 

Hoekstra 

Roth 

Camp 

Hoke 

Roukema 

Campbell 

Horn 

Royce 

Canady 

Hostettler 

Sanford 

Castle 

Houghton 

Saxton 

Chabot 

Hunter 

Scbaefer 

Cbambliss 

Hutchinson 

Schiff 

Chenoweth 

Hyde 

Seastrand 

Ctirysler 

Inglis 

Sensenbrenner 

Clingrer 

Istook 

Shaw 

Coble 

Johnson  (CT) 

Shays 

Coburn 

Johnson,  Sam 

Shuster 

Collins  (GA) 

Jones 

Skeen 

Combest 

Kasich 

Smith  (MI) 

Cooley 

Kelly 

Smith  (NJ) 

Cox 

Kim 

Smith  (TX) 

Crane 

King 

Smith  (WA) 

Crapo 

Kingston 

Solomon 

Cremeans 

Klug 

Spence 

Cunningham 

KnoUenberg 

Steams 

Davis 

Kolbe 

Stockman 

Deal 

LaHood 

Stump 

DeLay 

Latham 

Talent 

Diaz-Balart 

LaToorette 

Tate 

DooUtUe 

Laughlin 

Tauzin 

Doman 

Lazio 

Taylor  (NC) 

Dreler 

Leacb 

Thomas 

Duncan 

Lewis  (CA) 

Thomberry 

Dunn 

Lightfoot 

Tiahrt 

Ehlers 

Linder 

TorkUdsen 

Ehrllch 

Livingston 

Upton 

Emerson 

LoBlondo 

Vucanovich 

English 

Longley 

Walker 

Rnsign 

Lucas 

Walsh 

Everett 

Manzullo 

Wamp 

Ewlng 

Martini 

Watts  (OK) 

Pawell 

McCollom 

Weldon  (FL) 

Fields  (TX) 

McCrery 

Weldon  (PA) 

McDade 

Weller 

Foley 

McHugh 

White 

Forbes 

Mclnnis 

Whitfield 

Fowler 

McKeon 

Wicker 

Fox 

Metcalf 

Wolf 

Franks  (CD 

Meyers 

Toong  (AK) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Mica 

Young  (FL) 

Frelinghuysen 

Miller  (FL) 

Zelifl 

Frtsa 

Moorhead 
NAYS— 211 

Zimmer 

Abercrombie 

Boucher 

Collins  (MI) 

Ackerman 

Brewster 

Condlt 

Andrews 

Browder 

Conyers 

Baesler 

Brown  (CA) 

Costello 

Baldacci 

Brown  (FL) 

Coyne 

Barcla 

Brown  (OH) 

Cramer 

Barrett  (WI) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Cubin 

Bartlett 

Bunning 

Cummings 

Barton 

Cardln 

Danner 

Becerra 

de  la  Garza 

Beilenson 

Christensen 

DeFazio 

Bentsen 

Clay 

DeLauro 

Bennan 

Clayton 

Dellums 

BeviU 

Clement 

Deatsch 

Bishop 

Clybum 

Dickey 

Bonior 

Coleman 

Dicks 

Borski 

Collins  (IL) 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Dooley 

Doyle 

DuiblD 

Edwards 

Engel 

Eslioo 

Evaas 

Fur 

Fattah 

Fizio 

Fields  (LA) 

Filner 

Flake 

Foglietta 

Ford 

Frank  (MA) 

Frost 

Fnne 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Geren 

Giblxins 

Gonzalez 

Gordon 

Green  (TX) 

Gutierrez 

Hall  (OH) 

BaU(TX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hannan 

Hastings  (FL) 

Helner 

Hilliard 

Hinchey 

Holden 

Hoyer 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jiicobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson  (SD) 
Johnson.  E.  B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorskl 
Kaptor 

Kennedy  (MA) 
Kennedy  (RI) 
Kenoelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 


BUley 
MoUnari 


Kllnk 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Largent 

Levin 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lewis  (KT) 

Lincoln 

Lipinski 

Lofgren 

Lowey 

Lather 

Maloney 

Manton 

Markey 

Martinez 

Mascara 

Matsoi 

McCarthy 

McDermott 

McBale 

Mcintosh 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Millender- 

McDonald 
MiUer  (CA) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moian 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
PaUone 
Pastor 
Payne  (NJ) 
Pelosi 

Peterson  (FL) 
Peterson  (MN) 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 

NOT  VOTING— 4 

Payne  (VA) 
Scarborough 


Poshard 

Rahall 

Sangel 

Reed 

Richardson 

Rivers 

Roemer 

Rose 

Roybal-AUard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Salmon 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Serrano 

Shadegg 

Sisisky 

Skaggs 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Souder 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stenholm 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stupak 

Tanner 

Taylor  (MS) 

Tejeda 

Thompson 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Torres 

Torncelli 

Towns 

Traflcant 

Velasquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NC) 

Wazman 

Williams 

Wilson 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Yates 


a  1840 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Scarborough  for,  with  Mr.  Payne  of 
Virginia  against. 

Mr.  SHADEGG  changed  his  vote  from 
"yea"  to  "nay." 

Mr.  CRANE  changed  his  vote  from 
"nay"  to  "yea." 

So  the  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PERMISSION  FOR  COMMITTEE  ON 
APPROPRIATIONS  TO  HAVE 
UNTIL  MIDNIGHT  THURSDAY. 
MAY  23,  1996,  TO  FILE  A  PRIVI- 
LEGED REPORT  ON  MILITARY 
CONSTRUCTION  APPROPRIA- 

TIONS BILL,  1997 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  may  have 
until  midnight,  Thursday,  May  23,  1996, 
to  file  a  privileged  report  on  a  bill 


making  appropriations  for  military 
construction  for  the  Depairtment  of  De- 
fense for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Sep- 
tember 30,  1997,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Hobson).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentlewoman  from  Ne- 
vada? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  All 
points  of  order  are  reserved. 


SMALL  BUSINESS  JOB 
PROTECTION  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursuant 
to  House  Resolution  440,  I  call  up  the 
bill  (H.R.  3448)  to  provide  tax  relief  for 
small  businesses,  to  protect  jobs,  to 
create  opportunities,  to  increase  the 
take  home  jjay  of  workers,  and  for 
other  purposes,  and  ask  for  its  imme- 
diate consideration  in  the  House. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Walker).  Pursuant  to  House  Resolu- 
tion 440,  the  Committee  amendment  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute  printed  in 
the  bill  is  considered  read. 

The  text  of  the  committee  amend- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  is  as 
follows: 

HJl.  3448 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  1.  SBOBT  TITLE;  TABLE  OF  CONTESTS. 

(a)  Short  Title.— This  Act  may  be  cited  as 
the  "Small  Business  Job  Protection  Act  of  1996". 

(b)  Table  of  Contents.— 

TITLE  I— SMALL  BUSINESS  AND  OTHER 
TAX  PROVISIONS 
Amendment  of  1996  Code. 
Underpayments  of  estimated  tax. 
Subtitle  A— Expensing;  Etc. 
Sec.  1111.  Increase   in   expense   treatment  for 
smalt  businesses. 
Treatment  of  employee  tips. 
Treatment  of  storage  of  product  sam- 
ples. 
1114.  Treatment  of  certain  charitable  risk 
pools. 
Sec.  1115.  Treatment  of  dues  paid  to  agricul- 
tural  or   horticultural   organtza- 
tions. 
Sec.  1116.  Clarification  of  empiayment  tax  sta- 
tus of  certain  fishermen;  informa- 
tion reporting. 

Subtitle  B— Extension  of  Certain  Expiring 
Provisions 
Sec.  1201.  Work  opportunity  tax  credit. 
Sec.  1202.  Employer-provided    educational    as- 
sistance programs. 
Sec.  1203.  FUTA   exemption  for  alien  agricul- 
tural workers. 
SiU>title  C— Provisions  Relating  to  S 
Corporations 
Sec.  1301.  S  corporations  permitted  to  have  75 
shareholders. 
Electing  small  business  trusts. 
Expansion  of  post-death  qualification 
for  certain  trusts. 
Sec.  1304.  Financial   institutions  permitted   to 

hold  safe  harbor  debt. 
Sec.  1305.  Rules  relating  to  inadvertent  termi- 
nations and  invalid  elections. 
Sec.  1306.  Agreement  to  terminate  year. 


Sec.  1101. 
Sec.  1102. 


Sec. 
Sec. 

Sec. 


1112. 
1113. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


1302. 
1303. 
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Sec.  1307.  Expansion  of  post-termiTiation  tmnsi-  Sec.  14S3.  Tea  on  prohibited  transactions.  SSa  iiii.  TREATMENT  OF  BHPLOYSE  TIPS. 

tion  period.  Sec.  1454.  Treatment  of  leased  employees.  (a)  Employee  Cash  Tips.— 

Sec.  1308.  S  corporations  permitted  to  hold  sub-  Sec.  1435.  Uniform  penalty  provisions  to  apply  (1)    Reporting    requirement   not   consid- 

sidiaries.  to  certain  pension  reporting  re-  ERED.— Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  4SB(b)(l) 

Sec.  1309.  Treatment  of  distnbutions  during  loss  quirements.  (relating  to  excess  employer  social  security  tax) 

J'®*"-  •Sec.  1456.  Retirement  benefits  of  ministers  not  is  amended  by  inserting  "(unthout  regard  to 

Sec.  1310.  Treatment  of  S  corporations  under  subject  to   tax  on   net  earnings  whether  such  Ups  are  reported  under  section 

p       ,«,    „.  *~^™P'*^*'-  from  self-employment.  6053)"  after  "section  3121(q)". 

Sec.  1311.  Elvmnation  of  certain  earnings  and  See.  1457.  Date  for  adoption  of  plan  amend-  (2)   Taxes  paid. Subsection   (d)  of  section 

c„   t,.,         profits.  ments.  13443  of  the  Revenue  ReconcUiation  Act  of  1993 

Sec.  1312.  Carr^^of  J«««°^f J."^  ««f  SubUtle  E-Foreign  Simplification  «  «'«««^  by  inserting  ".  with  respect  to  serv- 

de^ns  under  at-risk  rules  al-  ^^  ^^^   ^^  ^^  .^^^^^  ^^  ^^.^  ^^^_  X'^S^  ''^°''-  °"-  "'  '^"^  ^*  *'^" 

Sec.  1313.  Adjustments  to  basis  of  inherited  S  '^ffs  invested  in  excess  passive  as-  (j^  EFFECTIVE  DATE.-The  amendments  made 

stock  to  reflect  certain  items  of  in-  sets.  f^^  ^^^  subsection  shall  take  effect  as  if  included 

c       ,»,^    c    *^*'^"  ^         ,     ..,    ,        ,           ,  SubtiUe  F— Revenue  Offsets  in  the  amendments  made  by.  and  the  provisions 

Sec.  1314.  S  corporations  ehgtblefor  rules  appli-  sec.  1601.  Termination  of  Puerto  Rico  and  pos-  of.  section  13443  of  the  Revenue  Reconciliation 

cable  to  real  property  subdivided  ^^^^^  j^x  credit.  Act  of  1993. 

for   sale    by    noncorporate    tax-  sec.  1602.  Repeal  of  exclusion  for  interest  on  (b)  Tips  for  Employees  Deuvering  Food  or 

1^   j?T«    p^rfSK^w„«»  loans  used  to  acquire  employer  se-  Beverages.— 

icc.  1315.  Effective  date.  curities.  (D  IN  general.— Paragraph   (2)   of  section 
Subtitle  D— Pension  Simplification  Sec.  1603.  Certain  amounts  derived  from  foreign  45B(b)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
Chapter  1—Simpufied  Distribution  Rules  corporations  treated  as  unrelated  "(2)  Only  tips  received  for  food  or  sev- 
Sec.  1401.  Repeal  of  5-year  income  averaging  for  business  taxable  income.  erages    taken    into    account.— In    applying 
lump-sum  distributions.  ^^'^-  ^^^-  Depreciation  under  income  forecast  paragraph  (1),  there  shall  be  taken  into  account 
Sec.  1402.  Repeal  of  t5,000  exclusion  of  employ-  method.  only  tips  received  from  customers  in  connection 
ees'  death  benefits.  ^^^-  I^S.  Repeal  of  exclusion  for  punitive  dam-  with  the  delivering  or  serving  of  food  or  bev- 
Sec.  1403.  Simplified  method  for  taxing  annuity  (^ses  and  for  damages  not  attrib-  erages  for  consumption  if  the  tipping  of  employ- 
distributions   under   certain    em-  utable  to  physical  injuries  or  sick-  ^es  delivering  or  serving  food  or  beverages  by 
ploy er  plans.  ness.  customers  is  customary." 
Sec.  1404.  Required  distributions.  Sec.  1606.  Repeal  of  diesel  fuel  tax  rebate  to  (2)  Effective  date.— The  amendment  made 
Chapter  2— increased  access  to  Pension  purchasers      of      diesel-powered  ^V  paragraph  (1)  shaU  apply  to  tips  received  for 
PlMiS  automobiles  and  light  trucks.  services  performed  after  December  31. 1996. 
SUBCHAPTER  A-SIMPLE  savings  PLANS  Subtitle  G-Technicol  Corrections  SSa  11  IS.  TREAl^- OF  STORAGE  OF  PRODUCT 
Sec.  1421.  Establishment   of  savings   incentive  Sec.  1701 .  Coordination  with  other  subtitles.  /_,   j^  mfuKRAt     Pnrnnrnnh   f>\  o/-  -^w,/,^ 
match    Plans   for    employees    of  Sec.  1702.  Amendments  related  to  Revenue  Rec  ^^icfi.  S^T/^^Sf-iiLSrv'^^d 
small  employers.  onciliation  Act  of  1990.  irtv^nr,n  ••ir,.i,o^tn^,  r^  ™.nw„/.»  ~.— ,i»-" 
Sec.  1422.  Extension  of  simple  plan  to  401(k)  ar-  Sec.  1703.  Amendments  related  to  Revenue  Rec-  ''^^)''eIf^^e^a?e  -r^^^dl^t  made 
rangemenu.  onciliation  Act  of  1993.  j,    subsection  (a)  shall  apply  to  taxable  years 
SUBCHAPTER  B-OTHER  provisions  Sec.  1704.  Miscedaneovs  provisions.  beginning  after  Decerr^er  31. 1995. 
Sec.  1426.  Tax-exempt     organizations     eligible  TITLE  I— SMALL  BUSINESS  AND  OTHER  SEC  1114  TREATMBST  OF  CERTAIN  CHARITABLE 
under  section  401(k).  TAX  PROVISIONS  RISKPOOIS. 
Chapter  3— Nondiscrimination  Provisions  sec  iioi.  auendment  op  isae  code  (a)  General  Rule.— Section  501  (relating  to 
Sec.  1431.  Definition  of  highly  compensated  em-  Except  as  otherwise  expressly  provided,  when-  exemption  from   tax   on   corporations,   certain 
ployees:  repeal  of  family  aggrega-  ^^  •i  tA«  *^fl^  an  amendment  or  repeal  is  ex-  trusts,  etc.)  is  amended  by  redesignating  sub- 
tion.  pressed  in  terms  of  an  amendment  to.  or  repeal  section  (n)  as  subsection  (o)  and  by  inserting 
Sec.  1432.  Modification  of  additional  participa-  of,  a  section  or  other  provision,  the  reference  ".fter  subsection   (m)   the  following   new  sub- 

tion  requirements.  shall  be  considered  to  be  rnade  to  a  section  or  section: 

Sec.  1433.  Nondiscrimination  rules  for  qualified  other  provision  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  "^"■'  Charitable  Risk  Pools.— 

cash    or    deferred    arrangements  19S6.  "(D  IN  GENERAL.— For  purposes  of  this  title— 

and  matching  contributions.  SEC  not.  UNDERPAYMENTS  OF  ESTIMATED  TAX.  "^^l  **  qualified  charitable  risk  pool  shall  be 

Sec.  1434.  Definition  of  compensation  for  sec-  No  addition  to  the  tax  shall  be  made  under  ^f^'^  f  ''^  org<inuiation  organized  and  oper- 

tion  415  purposes.  section  6654  or  6655  of  the  Internal  Rev^  ^B?SStt[,«7mff^n«/^^«'To  a'l^ii 

CHAPTER  4-MisCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS  Code  Of  1966  (relating  to  faaure  to  pay  estimated  fiJch^S^kHoo^ 

Sec.  1441.  Plans  covering  self-employed  individ-  ^^>  «'»*'»  respect  to  any  underpayment  of  an  in-  -(2)  qualified  charitable  risk  pool  —For 

.      ,^,    .,•  '^.        r        ■  ,  TJ'Z^^Tflf^.^.^f^^J^^'"!  '?*  *!.'"  "^  P^^^  °f  '*«  i^bsection.  the  term  -qualified 

Sec.  1442.  Elimination  of  special  vesting  rule  for  the  enactment  of  this  Act  to  the  extent  such  un-  charitable  risk  pool  means  any  organization- 

multiemployer  plans.  derpayment  was  created  or  increased  by  any  -(A)  which  is  organized  and  operated  solely 

Sec.  1443.  Distributions  under  rural  cooperative  Provision  o/t;iw  titie.  („  j^^l  insurable  risks  of  its  members  (other 

piaj».  Subtitle  A— Expensing;  Etc.  than  risks  related  to  medical  malpractice)  and  to 

Sec.  1444.  Treatment    of    governmental    plans  gEC  un.  increase  in  expense  treatment  provide  information  to  its  members  with  respect 

•^'"^  ^^'^"^  ^"-  FOR  SMALL  BUSINESSES.  to  loss  control  and  risk  management, 

£'  i1m'  r^^^T!r'/^;f  «f  wo.M«w  <'«^  GENERAL  RULE.-Paragraph  (1)  of  section  "(B)  which  is  comprised  solely  of  members 

sec.  1446.  Contnbutions  on  behalf  of  disabled  jj^^^^  (relating  to  dollar  limitation)  is  amended  ^^^  o.re  organizations  descried  in  subsection 

<r-v.    T,M7   T^JH^^H^f  ^  r .,                 ^  to  read  as  follows:  (o)(3)  and  exempt  from  tax  under  subsection  (a). 

Sec.  1447.  ^'^^\of  deferred  compensation  ..^j^  ^^/^  UMITATION.-The  aggregate  cost  ^nd 

S.  ^  w  ,               f     ^'"'^"  """c"  rnay  be  taken  into  account  under  sub-  "(^  ^hich  meets  the  organizational  require- 

mmts  and  tax-exempt  organiza-  section  (a)  for  any  taxable  year  shall  not  exceed  rnents  of  paragraph  (3). 

Sec   144A    Tr^^ir^^t  f.r  ^.f^^  .,^  the  following  applicable  amount:  "(3)  ORGANIZATIONAL  REQUIREMENTS.-An  or- 

Sec.  1448.  Trust  retparement  for  deferred  com-                   ,„„mI -ri          i-     u,  Qanization  (hereinafter  in  this  subsection  re- 

pensation  plans  of  State  and  local  IftheJaxabUyear                  The  appUcable  f erred  to  as  the 'risk  pool')  meets  the  or ganiza- 

.       ,v.o   .<""!r''^l^r  1996                                          '"tn^'  tional  requirements  of  this  paragraph  if- 

Sec.  1449.  Transition  rule  for  computing  maxi-  •'^  ««^  -(A)  such  risk  pool  is  organized  as  a  nonprofit 

mum  benefits  under  section  415  ^^  IS.OOO  organization  under  State  law  provisions  author- 

<!^   uv,   xjJ^^^"^- r .^      .«„.,  7^  fr'nnn  i^ing  risk  pooling  arrangements  for  charitable 

Sec.  1450.  Modifications  of  section  403(b).  I^^  21,000  organizations 

Sec.  1451.  Waiver  of  rmnimum  period  for  joint  2000  ^cm  ..(b)  such  risk  pool  is  exempt  from  any  income 

and  survivor  annuity  explanation  2007  ^.MO  ^^  imposed  by  the  State  (or  urill  be  so  exempt 

before  annuity  starting  date.  ^  23JX0  ^j^g,  g^ch  pool  qualifies  as  an  organization  ex- 
Sec.  1452.  Repeal  of  limitation  in  case  of  defined  2003  or  thereafter 25jm."  a^t  fiwn  Z  under  t)Z  "ttej    '^^""'^'''*'"'  " 

benefit  plan  and  defined  contiibu-  (b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment  made  "(C)  such  risk  pool  has  obtained  at  least 

tion  plan  for  same  employee:  ex-  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  to  taxable  years  SI. 000, 000  in  startup  capital  from  nonmember 

<xas  distnbutions.  beginning  after  December  31.1995.  charitable  organizations. 
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"(D)  such  risk  pool  is  controlled  by  a  board  of 
directors  elected  by  its  members,  and 

"(E)  the  organizational  documents  of  such 
risk  pool  require  that— 

"(i)  each  merrier  of  such  pool  shall  at  all 
times  be  an  organization  described  in  subsection 
(c)(3)  and  exempt  from  tax  under  subsection  (a), 

"(ii)  any  member  which  receives  a  final  deter- 
mination that  it  no  longer  qualifies  as  an  orga- 
nization described  in  subsection  (c)(3)  shall  im- 
mediately notify  the  pool  of  such  determination 
and  the  effective  date  of  such  determination, 
and 

"(iU)  each  policy  of  insurance  issued  by  the 
risk  pool  shall  provide  that  such  policy  urill  not 
cover  the  insured  with  respect  to  events  occur- 
ring after  the  date  such  final  determination  was 
issued  to  the  insured. 

An  organization  shall  not  cease  to  qualify  as  a 
qualified  charitable  risk  pool  solely  by  reason  of 
the  failure  of  any  of  its  members  to  continue  to 
be  an  organization  described  in  subsection  (c)(3) 
if,  vrithin  a  reasonable  period  of  time  after  such 
pool  is  notified  as  required  under  subparagraph 
(C)(ii),  such  pool  takes  such  action  as  may  be 
reasonably  necessary  to  remove  such  member 
from  such  pool. 

"(4)  Other  DEFiNiriONS.-For  purposes  of  this 
subsection — 

"(A)  Startup  capital.— The  term  'startup 
capital'  means  any  capital  contributed  to.  and 
any  program-related  investments  (within  the 
meaning  of  section  4944(c))  made  in.  the  risk 
pool  before  such  pool  commences  operations. 

"(B)  NONMEMBER  CHARITABLE  ORGANIZA- 
TION.— The  term  'nonmember  charitable  organi- 
zation' means  any  organization  which  is  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (c)(3)  and  exempt  from  tax 
under  subsection  (a)  and  which  is  not  a  mender 
of  the  risk  pool  arui  does  not  benefit  (directly  or 
indirectly)  from  the  insurance  coverage  provided 
by  the  pool  to  its  members. " 

(b)  Effective  DATE.-The  amendment  made 
by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  to  taxable  years 
beginning  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

SEC  1115.  TREATMENT  OF  DUBS  PAID  TO  AGRI- 
CULTURAL OR  HORTICULTURAL  OR- 
GANIZATIONS. 

(a)  General  Rule.— Section  512  (defining  un- 
related business  taxable  income)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(d)  Treatment  of  Dues  of  agricultural 
OR  Horticultural  Organizations.— 

"(1)  In  general.— If— 

"(A)  an  agricultural  or  horticultural  organi- 
zation described  in  section  501(c)(5)  requires  an- 
nual dues  to  be  paid  in  order  to  be  a  member  of 
such  organization,  and 

"(B)  the  arruunt  of  such  required  annual  dues 
does  not  exceed  $100, 

in  no  event  shall  any  portion  of  such  dues  be 
treated  as  derived  by  such  organization  from  an 
unrelated  trade  or  business  by  reason  of  any 
benefits  or  privileges  to  which  members  of  such 
organization  are  entitled. 

"(2)  Indexation  of  sioo  amount.— In  the  case 
of  any  taxable  year  beginning  in  a  calendar 
year  after  1995,  the  SIOO  amount  in  paragraph 
(1)  shall  be  increased  by  an  amount  equal  to— 

"(A)  SIOO,  multiplied  by 

"(B)  the  cost-of-living  adjustment  determined 
under  section  1(f)(3)  for  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  taxable  year  begins,  by  substituting 
'calendar  year  1994'  for  'calendar  year  1992'  in 
subparagraph  (B)  thereof. 

"(3)  Dues.— For  purposes  of  this  siUisection, 
the  term  'dues'  includes  any  payment  required 
to  be  made  in  order  to  be  recognized  by  the  orga- 
nization as  a  member  of  the  organization." 

(b)  EFFECTIVE  DATE.-The  amendment  made 
by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  to  taxable  years 
beginning  after  December  31, 1994. 


SEC  1116.  CLARinCATION  OF  EMtPLOTMBNT  TAX 
STATUS  OP  CERTAIN  FrSBEKHEiV;  IN- 
FORMATION REPORTING. 

(a)  Clarification  of  Employment  Tax  Sta- 
tus.— 

(1)  amendments  of  internal  revenue  code 

OF  1986.— 

(A)  Determination  of  size  of  crew.— Sub- 
section (b)  of  section  3121  (defining  employment) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  sentence: 

"For  purposes  of  paragraph  (20),  the  operating 
crew  of  a  boat  shall  be  treated  as  normally  made 
up  of  fewer  than  10  individuals  if  the  average 
size  of  the  operating  crew  on  trips  made  during 
the  preceding  4  calendar  quarters  consisted  of 
fewer  tlian  10  individuals. " 

(B)  Certain  cash  remuneration  per- 
mitted.—Subparagraph  (A)  of  section 
3121(b)(20)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(A)  such  individual  does  not  receive  any 
cash  remuneration  other  than  as  provided  in 
subparagraph  (B)  and  other  than  cash  remu- 
neration— 

"(i)  which  does  not  exceed  SIOO  per  trip: 

"(ii)  which  is  contingent  on  a  minimum  catch; 
and 

"(Hi)  which  is  paid  solely  for  additional  duties 
(such  as  mate,  engineer,  or  cook)  for  which  ad- 
ditional cash  remuneration  is  traditional  in  the 
industry,". 

(C)  Conforming  amendment.— Section 
6050A(a)  is  amended  by  striking  "and"  at  the 
end  of  paragraph  (3),  by  striking  the  period  at 
the  end  of  paragraph  (4)  and  inserting  ";  and", 
and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

"(5)  any  cash  remuneration  described  in  sec- 
tion 3121(b)(20)(A)." 

(2)  amendment  of  social  security  act.— 

(A)  Determination  of  size  of  crew.— Sub- 
section (a)  of  section  210  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  sentence: 

"For  purposes  of  paragraph  (20),  the  operating 
crew  of  a  boat  shcUl  be  treated  as  normally  made 
up  of  fewer  than  10  individuals  if  the  average 
size  of  the  operating  crew  on  trips  made  during 
the  preceding  4  calendar  quarters  consisted  of 
fewer  than  10  individuals. " 

(B)  Certain  cash  remuneration  per- 
mitted.—Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  210(a)(20) 
of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

'  '(A)  such  individual  does  not  receive  any  ad- 
ditional compensation  other  than  as  provided  in 
subparagraph  (B)  and  other  than  cash  remu- 
neration— 

"(i)  which  does  not  exceed  SIOO  per  trip; 

"(ii)  which  is  contingent  on  a  minimum  catch: 
and 

"(Hi)  which  is  paid  solely  for  additional  duties 
(such  as  mate,  engineer,  or  cook)  for  which  ad- 
ditional cash  remuneration  is  traditional  in  the 
industry.". 

(3)  Effective  date.— 

(A)  In  general.— The  amendments  made  by 
this  subsection  shall  apply  to  remuneration  paid 
after  December  31, 1996. 

(B)  Special  rule.— The  amendments  made  by 
this  subsection  (other  than  paragraph  (1)(C)) 
shall  also  apply  to  remuneration  paid  after  De- 
cember 31,  1984,  and  before  January  1,  1997.  un- 
less the  payor  treated  such  remuneration  (when 
paid)  as  being  subject  to  tax  under  chapter  21  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986. 

(b)  Information  Reporting.— 

(1)  In  general.— Subpart  B  of  part  III  of  sub- 
chapter A  of  chapter  68  (rOating  to  information 
concerning  transactions  with  other  persons)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  section: 

"SEC  SOSOQ.  RETURNS  RBIATINC  TO  CERTAIN 
PURCHASES  OF  FISH. 

"(a)  Requirement  of  Reporting.— Every 
person— 


"(1)  who  is  engaged  in  the  trade  or  business  of 
purchasing  fish  for  resale  from  any  person  en- 
gaged in  the  trade  or  business  of  catching  fish: 
and 

"(2)  who  makes  payments  in  cash  in  the 
course  of  such  trade  or  business  to  such  a  per- 
son of  S6O0  or  more  during  any  calendar  year 
for  the  purchase  offish, 

shall  make  a  return  (at  such  times  as  the  Sec- 
retary may  prescribe)  described  in  siU)section  (b) 
urith  respect  to  each  person  to  whom  such  a 
payment  was  made  during  such  calendar  year. 

"(b)  Return.— A  return  is  described  in  this 
subsection  if  such  return— 

"(1)  is  in  such  form  as  the  Secretary  may  pre- 
scribe, and 

"(2)  contains— 

"(A)  the  name,  address,  and  TIN  of  each  per- 
son to  whom  a  payment  described  in  subsection 
(a)(2)  was  made  during  the  calendar  year: 

"(B)  the  aggregate  amount  of  such  payments 
made  to  such  person  during  such  calendar  year 
and  the  date  and  amount  of  each  such  payment, 
and 

"(C)  such  other  information  as  the  Secretary 
may  require. 

"(c)  Statement  To  Be  Fcr.kished  with  Re- 
spect TO  Whom  Information  is  Required.- 
Every  person  required  to  make  a  return  under 
subsection  (a)  shall  furnish  to  each  person 
whose  name  is  required  to  be  set  forth  in  such 
return  a  written  statement  showing — 

"(1)  the  name  and  address  of  the  person  re- 
quired to  make  such  a  return,  and 

"(2)  the  aggregate  amount  of  payments  to  the 
person  required  to  be  shown  on  the  return. 
The  written  statement  required  under  the  pre- 
ceding sentence  shall  be  furnished  to  the  person 
on  or  before  January  31  of  the  year  following 
the  calendar  year  for  which  the  return  under 
subsection  (a)  is  required  to  be  made. 

"(d)  Definitions.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion: 

"(1)  Cash.— The  term  'cash'  has  the  meaning 
given  such  term  by  section  60501(d). 

"(2)  Fish.— The  term  'fish'  includes  other 
forms  of  aquatic  life. ' '. 

(2)  Technical  amendments.— 

(A)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  6724(d)(1)  is 
amended  by  striking  "or"  at  the  end  of  douse 
(vi).  by  striJcing  "and"  cU  the  end  of  clause  (vii) 
and  inserting  "or",  and  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  clause: 

"(viU)  section  605OQ  (relating  to  returns  relat- 
ing to  certain  purchases  offish),  and". 

(B)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  6724(d)  is  amend- 
ed by  redesignating  subparagraphs  (Qj  through 
(T)  as  subparagraphs  (R)  through  (U).  respec- 
tively, and  by  inserting  after  subparagraph  (P) 
the  following  new  subparagraph: 

"(Q)  section  605OQ(c)  (relating  to  returns  re- 
lating to  certain  purchases  offish),". 

(C)  The  table  of  sections  for  subjxirt  B  of  part 
III  of  subchapter  A  of  chapter  68  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  item: 

"Sec.  6050Q.  Returns  relating  to  certain  pur- 
chases of  fish.". 

(3)  Effective  DATE.-The  amendments  made 
by  this  subsection  shall  apply  to  payments  made 
after  December  31, 1996. 

SubtitU  B—Extention  of  Certain  Expiring 
Promaiona 
SBC  UOl.  WORK  OPPORTUNnr  TAX  CREDrr. 

(a)  AMOUNT  of  Credit.— Subsection  (a)  of 
section  51  (relating  to  amount  of  credit)  is 
amended  by  striking  "40  percent"  and  inserting 
"35  percent". 

(b)  members  of  Targeted  Groups.— Sub- 
section (d)  of  section  51  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(d)  Members  of  Targeted  Groups.— For 
purposes  of  this  subpart— 

"(1)  In  general. — An  individual  is  a  member 
of  a  targeted  group  if  such  individual  is— 
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"(A)  a  gxu^fied  IV-A  recipient. 
(S)  a  Qualified  veteran, 
(C)  a  qualified  ex-felon, 

'  (D)  a  high-risk  youth, 

'(E)  a  vocational  rehabilitation  referral,  or 

"(F)  a  qualified  summer  youth  employee. 

"(2)  Qualified  iv-a  recipisnt.— 

"(A)  is  GENERAL.— The  term  •qualified  IV-A 
recipient'  means  any  individual  who  is  certified 
by  the  designated  local  ageiwy  as  being  a  mem- 
ber of  a  family  receiving  assistance  under  a  IV- 
A  program  for  at  least  a  9-month  period  ending 
during  the  ^month  period  ending  on  the  hiring 
date. 

"(B)  IV-A  PROGRAM.— For  purposes  of  this 
paragraph,  the  term  'IV-A  program'  means  any 
program  providing  assistance  under  a  State  plan 
approved  under  part  A  of  title  IV  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  (relating  to  assistance  for  needy 
families  unth  minor  children)  and  any  successor 
of  such  program. 

"(3)  Qualified  veteran.— 

"(A)  In  general.— The  term  'qualified  vet- 
eran' means  any  veteran  who  is  certified  by  the 
designated  local  agency  as  being — 

"(i)  a  member  of  a  family  receiving  assistance 
under  a  IV-A  program  (as  defined  in  paragraph 
(2)(B))  for  at  least  a  9-month  period  ending  dur- 
ing the  12-month  period  ending  on  the  hiring 
date,  or 

"(ii)  a  member  of  a  family  receiving  assistance 
under  a  food  stamp  program  under  the  Food 
Stamp  Act  of  1977  for  at  least  a  3-month  period 
ending  during  the  12-month  period  ending  on 
the  hiring  date. 

"(B)  VBTERAN.—For  purposes  of  subpara- 
graph (A),  the  term  'veteran'  means  any  indi- 
vidual who  is  certified  by  the  desigruUed  local 
agency  as— 

"(i)(I)  having  served  on  active  duty  (other 
Ouin  active  duty  for  training)  in  the  Armed 
Forces  of  the  United  States  for  a  period  of  more 
than  ISO  days,  or 

"(II)  luiving  been  discharged  or  released  from 
active  duty  in  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
States  for  a  service-connected  disability,  and 

"(ii)  not  having  any  day  during  the  60-day 
period  ending  on  the  hiring  date  which  was  a 
day  of  extended  active  duty  in  the  Armed  Forces 
of  the  United  States. 

For  purposes  of  clause  (ii),  the  term  'extended 
active  duty'  means  a  period  of  more  than  90 
days  during  which  the  individual  xoas  on  active 
duty  (other  than  active  duty  for  training). 

"(4)  QUAUFIED  EX-FELON.— The  term  'quali- 
fied ex-felon'  means  any  individual  who  is  cer- 
tified by  the  designated  local  agency— 

"(A)  as  having  been  convicted  of  a  felony 
under  any  statute  of  the  United  States  or  any 
State, 

"(B)  as  Itaving  a  hiring  date  which  is  rwt 
more  than  1  year  after  the  last  date  on  which 
such  individual  was  so  convicted  or  uxis  re- 
leased from  prison,  and 

"(C)  as  being  a  member  of  a  family  which  had 
an  income  during  the  6  months  immediately  pre- 
ceding the  earlier  of  the  month  in  which  such 
income  determination  occurs  or  the  month  in 
which  the  hiring  date  occurs,  which,  on  an  an- 
nual basis,  would  be  70  percent  or  less  of  tfie 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  lower  limng  stand- 
ard. 

Any  determiruition  under  subparagraph  (C) 
shall  be  valid  for  the  4S-day  period  beginning  on 
the  date  such  determination  is  made. 

"(5)  High-risk  youth.— 

"(A)  In  general.— The  term  'high-risk  youth' 
means  any  individual  who  is  certified  by  the 
designated  local  agency — 

"(i)  as  having  attained  age  18  but  not  age  25 
on  the  hiring  date,  and 

"(ii)  as  having  his  principal  place  of  abode 
within  an  empowerment  zone  or  enterprise  com- 
munity. 
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"(B)  Youth  must  continue  to  reside  in 
ZONE.— In  the  case  of  a  high-risk  youth,  the 
term  'qualified  wages'  shall  not  include  wages 
paid  or  incurred  for  services  performed  while 
such  youth 's  principal  place  of  abode  is  outside 
an  empowerment  zone  or  enterprise  community. 

"(6)  Vocational  rehabiutation  refer- 
ral.—The  term  'vocational  rehabilitation  refer- 
ral' means  any  individual  who  is  certified  by  the 
designated  local  agency  as — 

"(A)  having  a  physical  or  mental  disability 
which,  for  such  individual,  constitutes  or  results 
in  a  substantial  handicap  to  employment,  and 

"(B)  having  been  referred  to  the  employer 
upon  completion  of  (or  while  receiving)  refiabili- 
tative  services  pursuant  to— 

"(i)  an  individualized  written  rehabilitation 
plan  under  a  State  plan  for  vocational  rehabili- 
tation services  approved  under  the  Rehabilita- 
tion Act  of  1973,  or 

"(ii)  a  program  of  vocational  reliabilitation 
carried  out  under  chapter  31  of  title  38,  United 
States  Code. 

"(7)  QUAUFIED  SUMMER  YOUTH  EMPLOYEE.— 

'(A)  In  general.— The  term  'qualified  sum- 
mer youth  employee'  means  any  individual — 

"(i)  who  performs  services  for  the  employer  be- 
tween May  1  and  September  15, 

"(ii)  who  is  certified  by  the  desigruited  local 
agency  as  having  attained  age  16  but  not  18  on 
the  hiring  date  (or  if  later,  on  May  1  of  the  cal- 
endar year  involved), 

"(Hi)  who  has  not  been  an  employee  of  the 
employer  during  any  period  prior  to  the  90-day 
period  described  in  subparagraph  (B)(i),  and 

"(iv)  who  is  certified  by  the  designated  local 
agency  as  having  his  principal  place  of  abode 
unthin  an  empowerment  zone  or  enterprise  com- 
munity. 

"(B)  Special  rules  for  determining 
AMOUNT  OF  credit. — For  purposes  of  applying 
this  subpart  to  wages  paid  or  incurred  to  any 
qualified  summer  youth  employee — 

"(i)  subsection  (b)(2)  shall  be  applied  by  sub- 
stituting 'any  90-day  period  between  May  1  and 
September  15'  for  'the  1-year  period  beginning 
with  the  day  the  individual  b^ns  work  for  the 
employer',  and 

"(ii)  subsection  (b)(3)  shall  be  applied  by  sub- 
stituting •S3.000'for  'S6.000'. 
The  preceding  sentence  shall  not  apply  to  an  in- 
dividual who.  loith  respect  to  the  same  em- 
ployer, is  certified  as  a  member  of  another  tar- 
geted group  after  such  individual  has  been  a 
qualified  summer  youth  employee. 

"(C)     YOUTH    MUST    CONTINUE    TO    RESIDE    IN 

ZONE.— Paragraph  (5)(B)  shall  apply  for  pur- 
poses of  this  paragraph. 

"(8)  Hiring  date.— The  term  'hiring  date' 
means  the  day  the  irulividual  is  hired  by  the  em- 
ployer. 

"(9)    DESIGNATED    LOCAL    AGENCY.— The    term 

'designated  local  agency '  means  a  State  employ- 
ment security  agency  established  in  accordance 
with  the  Act  of  June  6.  1933.  as  amended  (29 
U.S.C.  49't9n). 

"(10)  Special  rules  for  certifications.— 

"(A)  In  general.— An  individual  sluill  not  be 
treated  as  a  member  of  a  targeted  group  unless — 

"(i)  on  or  before  the  day  on  which  such  iruli- 
vidual begins  work  for  the  employer,  the  em- 
ployer has  received  a  certification  from  a  des- 
ignated local  agency  that  such  irulividual  is  a 
member  of  a  targeted  group,  or 

"(ii)(I)  on  or  before  the  day  the  irulividual  is 
offered  employment  with  the  employer,  a  pre- 
screening  notice  is  completed  by  the  employer 
with  respect  to  sux:h  individual,  and 

"(II)  not  later  than  the  14th  day  after  the  in- 
dividual begins  work  for  the  employer,  the  em- 
ployer submits  such  notice,  signed  by  the  em- 
ployer arui  the  irulividual  under  penalties  of 
perjury,  to  the  designated  local  agency  as  part 
of  a  written  request  for  such  a  certification  from 
such  agency. 


For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  the  term  'pre- 
screening  notice'  means  a  document  (in  such 
form  as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe)  which 
contains  information  provided  by  the  individual 
on  the  basis  of  which  the  employer  believes  that 
the  irulividual  is  a  mender  of  a  targeted  group. 

"(B)  Incorrect  certifications.— if— 

"(i)  an  irulividual  has  been  certified  by  a  des- 
ignated local  agency  as  a  member  of  a  targeted 
group,  and 

"(ii)  such  certification  is  zncorrert  because  it 
was  based  on  false  information  provided  by  such 
individual. 

the  certification  shall  be  revoked  arui  wages 
paid  by  the  employer  after  the  date  on  which 
notice  of  revocation  is  received  by  the  employer 
shall  not  be  treated  as  qualified  wages. 

"(C)  Explanation  of  denial  of  inquest.— If 
a  designated  local  agerwy  denies  a  request  for 
certification  of  membership  in  a  targeted  group, 
such  agency  shall  provide  to  tfie  person  making 
such  request  a  roritten  explaimtion  of  the  rea- 
sons for  such  denial." 

(c)  Minimum  Employment  Period.— Para- 
graph (3)  of  section  Sl(i)  (relating  to  certain  in- 
dividuals ineligible)  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(3)  INDIVIDUALS  NOT  MEETING  MINIMUM  EM- 
PLOYMENT PERIOD.— No  wages  shall  be  taken 
into  account  under  subsection  (a)  with  respect 
to  any  individual  unless  such  iTuUvidual  ei- 
ther— 

"(A)  is  employed  by  the  employer  at  least  180 
days  (20  days  in  the  case  of  a  qualified  summer 
youth  employee),  or 

"(B)  has  completed  at  least  500  hours  (120 
hours  in  the  case  of  a  qualified  summer  youth 
employee)  of  services  performed  for  the  em- 
ployer. " 

(d)  Termination.— Paragraph  (4)  of  section 
51(c)  (relating  to  wages  defined)  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"(4)  Termination.— The  term  'wages'  shall 
not  iTKltuie  any  amount  paid  or  incurred  to  an 
individual  who  begins  work  for  the  employer — 

"(A)  after  December  31.  1994.  and  before  July 
1, 1996,  or 

"(B)  after  June  30, 1997." 

(e)  Redesignation  of  Credit.— 

(1)  Sections  38(b)(2)  and  51(a)  are  each 
amended  by  striking  "targeted  jobs  credit"  arui 
inserting  "work  opportunity  credit". 

(2)  The  subpart  heading  for  subpart  F  of  part 
rv  of  subchapter  A  of  chapter  1  is  ameruied  by 
striking  "Targeted  Job*  Credit"  and  inserting 

"Work  Opportunity  Credit". 

(3)  The  table  of  subparts  for  such  part  IV  is 
amended  by  striking  "targeted  jobs  credit"  arui 
inserting  "work  opportunity  credit". 

(4)  The  heading  for  paragraph  (3)  of  section 
1396(c)  is  amended  by  striking  "targeted  jobs 
CREDIT"   and   inserting    "work   opportunity 

CREDIT". 

(f)  TECHNICAL  AMENDMENT.— Paragraph  (1)  of 
section  51(c)  is  ameruied  by  striking  ".  sub- 
section (d)(8)(D).". 

(g)  EFFECTIVE  Date.— The  amendments  made 
by  this  section  shall  apply  to  iJuHvidtuUs  who 
begin  work  for  the  employer  after  June  30.  1996. 
SBC.  liOi.  BMPLOYER-PROVWED  EDUCATIONAL 

ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS. 

(a)  Extension.— Subsection  (d)  of  section  127 
(relating  to  educational  assistarue  programs)  is 
amended  by  striking  "December  31.  1994"  and 
inserting  "December  31, 1996". 

(b)  Limitation  to  Education  Below  Grad- 
uate Level.— The  last  sentence  of  section 
127(c)(1)  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  pe- 
riod "or  at  the  graduate  level". 

(c)  EFFECTIVE  Dates.— 

(1)  Extension.— The  amendment  made  by  sub- 
section (a)  sluxll  apply  to  taxable  years  begin- 
ning after  December  31. 1994. 

(2)  Limitation.— The  amendment  made  by 
subsection  (b)  shall  apply  to  taxable  years  be- 
ginning after  December  31, 1995. 
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(3)  Expedited  procedures.— The  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  shall  establish  expedited  proce- 
dures for  the  refund  of  any  overpayment  of 
taxes  imposed  by  chapter  24  of  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1986  which  is  attributable  to 
amounts  excluded  from  gross  income  during  1995 
or  1996  under  section  127  of  such  Code,  indtid- 
ing  procedures  waiving  the  requirement  that  an 
employer  obtain  an  employee's  signature  where 
the  employer  demonstrates  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  Secretary  tluit  any  refund  collected  by  the 
employer  on  behalf  of  the  employee  will  be  paid 
to  the  employee. 

SSa  1303.  FVTA  EXEMPTION  FOR  ALIEN  AGRI- 
CULTURAL WORtXRS. 

(a)  In  General.— Subparagraph  (B)  of  section 
3306(c)(1)  (defining  employment)  is  amended  by 
striking  "before  January  1, 1995,". 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment  made 
by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  to  services  per- 
formed after  December  31, 1994. 


Subtitle  C— Provision*  Relating  to  S 
Corporation* 


TO 


SEC.    1301.    S    CORPORATIONS    PERMITTED 
HAVE  IS  SBAREBOLDERS. 

Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  1361(b)(1)  (defin- 
ing small  business  corporation)  is  amended  by 
striking   "35  shareholders"  and  inserting   "75 
shareholders". 
SSa  130t.  ELECTING  SMALL  BUSD/ESS  TRUSTS. 

(a)  General  Rule.— Subparagraph  (A)  of  sec- 
tion 1361(c)(2)  (relating  to  certain  trusts  per- 
mitted as  shareholders)  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  clause  (iv)  the  following  new  clause: 

"(v)  An  electing  small  business  trust." 

(bj  Current  Beneficiaries  Treated  as 
Shareholders.— Subparagraph  (B)  of  section 
1361(c)(2)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  erui  the 
follotoing  new  clause: 

"(v)  In  the  case  of  a  trust  described  in  claiise 
(v)  of  subparagraph  (A),  each  potential  current 
beneficiary  of  such  trust  shall  be  treated  as  a 
shareholder;  except  that,  if  for  any  period  there 
is  no  potential  current  beneficiary  of  such  trust, 
such  trust  shall  be  treated  as  the  shareholder 
during  such  period. ' ' 

(c)  Electing  Small  Business  Trust  De- 
fined.— Section  1361  (defining  S  corporation)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  subsection: 

"(e)  Electing  Small  Business  Trust  De- 
pined.— 

"(1)  Electing  small  business  trust.— For 
purposes  of  this  xction — 

"(A)  In  general. — Except  as  provided  in  sub- 
paragraph (B).  the  term  'electing  small  business 
trust'  means  any  trust  if— 

"(i)  such  trust  does  not  have  as  a  beneficiary 
any  person  other  than  (I)  an  iiuiividual.  (II)  an 
estate,  or  (III)  an  organization  described  in 
paragraph  (2).  (3).  (4).  or  (5)  of  section  170(c) 
which  holds  a  contingent  interest  arui  is  not  a 
potential  current  beneficiary. 

"(ii)  no  interest  in  such  trust  was  acquired  by 
purchase,  arui 

"(Hi)  an  election  under  this  subsection  applies 
to  such  trust. 

"(B)  Certain  trusts  not  eligible.— The 
term  'electing  small  business  trust'  shall  not  in- 
clude— 

"(i)  any  qualified  subchapter  S  trust  (as  de- 
fined in  subsection  (d)(3))  if  an  election  under 
subnotion  (d)(2)  applies  to  any  corporation  the 
stock  of  which  is  heid  by  such  trust,  arui 

"(ii)  any  trust  exempt  from  tax  uruier  this 
stU)title. 

"(C)  Purchase.— For  purposes  of  subpara- 
graph (A),  the  term  'purchase'  means  any  ac- 
quisition if  the  basis  of  the  property  acquired  is 
determined  uruier  section  1012. 

"(2)    POTENTIAL    CURRENT  BENEFICIARY.— For 

purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  'potential  cur- 
rent beneficiary '  means,  with  respect  to  any  pe- 
riod, any  person  who  at  any  time  during  such 


period  is  entitled  to,  or  at  tfie  discretion  of  any 
person  may  receive,  a  distribution  from  the  prin- 
cipal or  iruxme  of  the  trust.  If  a  trust  disposes 
of  all  of  the  stock  which  it  holds  in  an  S  cor- 
poration, then,  unth  respect  to  such  corporation, 
the  term  'potential  current  beneficiary'  does  not 
include  any  person  who  first  met  the  require- 
ments of  the  preceding  sentence  during  the  60- 
day  period  ending  on  the  date  of  such  disposi- 
tion. 

"(3)  Election.— An  election  under  this  sub- 
section shall  be  made  by  the  trustee.  Any  siu:h 
election  shall  apply  to  the  taxable  year  of  the 
trust  for  which  made  and  all  subsequent  taxable 
years  of  such  trust  unless  revoked  xoith  the  con- 
sent of  the  Secretary. 

"(4)  Cross  reference.— 

"For  tpecial  treatment  of  electing  *maU 
busines*  tnieta,  *ee  tectum  SiKd)." 

(d)  Taxation  of  Electing  Small  Business 
Trusts.— Section  641  (relating  to  imposition  of 
tax  on  trusts)  is  ameruied  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  subsection: 

"(d)  Special  Rules  for  Taxatios  of  Elect- 
ing Small  Business  Trusts.— 

"(1)  In  general.— For  purposes  of  this  chap- 
ter— 

"(A)  the  portion  of  any  electing  small  business 
trust  which  consists  of  stock  in  1  or  more  S  cor- 
porations shall  be  treated  as  a  separate  trust, 
and 

"(B)  the  amount  of  the  tax  imposed  by  this 
chapter  on  stich  separate  trust  shall  be  deter- 
mined with  the  modifications  of  paragraph  (2). 

"(2)  Modifications.— For  purposes  of  para- 
graph (1).  the  modifications  of  this  paragraph 
are  the  following: 

"(A)  Except  as  provided  in  section  1(h).  the 
amount  of  the  tax  imposed  by  section  1(e)  shall 
be  determined  by  using  the  highest  rate  of  tax 
set  forth  in  section  1(e). 

"(B)  The  exemption  amount  under  section 
55(d)  shall  be  zero. 

"(C)  The  only  items  of  income,  loss,  deduc- 
tion, or  credit  to  be  taken  into  account  are  the 
following: 

"(i)  The  items  required  to  be  taken  into  ac- 
count uruier  section  1366. 

"(ii)  Any  gain  or  loss  from  the  disposition  of 
stock  in  an  S  corporation. 

"(Hi)  To  the  extent  provided  in  regulations. 
State  or  local  income  taxes  or  administrative  ex- 
penses to  the  extent  allocable  to  items  described 
in  clauses  (i)  arui  (ii). 

No  deduction  or  credit  shall  be  allowed  for  any 
amount  net  described  in  this  paragraph,  arui  no 
item  described  in  this  paragraph  shall  be  appor- 
tioned to  any  beneficiary. 

"(D)  No  amount  shall  be  allowed  uruier  para- 
graph (1)  or  (2)  of  section  1211(b). 

"(3)  Treatment  of  remainder  of  trust  and 
DISTRIBl  TIONS. — For  purposes  of  determining — 

"(A)  the  amount  of  the  tax  imposed  by  this 
chapter  on  the  portion  of  any  electing  small 
business  trust  not  treated  as  a  separate  trust 
uruier  paragraph  (1),  and 

"(B)  the  distributable  net  iru:ome  of  the  entire 
trust, 

the  items  referred  to  in  paragraph  (2)(C)  shall  be 
excluded.  Except  as  provided  in  the  preceding 
senterue.  this  subsection  sh<m  not  affect  the 
taxation  of  any  distribution  from  the  trust. 

"(4)    Treatment   of    unused    deductions 

WHERE  termination  OF  SEPARATE  TRUST.— If  a 

portion  of  an  electing  small  business  trust  ceases 
to  be  treated  as  a  separate  trust  uruier  para- 
graph (1).  any  carryover  or  excess  deduction  of 
the  separate  trust  which  is  referred  to  in  section 
642(h)  shall  be  taken  into  account  by  the  entire 
trust. 

"(5)  Electing  small  business  trust.— For 
purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  term  'electing 
small  business  trust'  has  the  meaning  given  such 
term  by  section  1361(e)(1). " 


(e)  Technical  amendment.— Paragraph  (l)  of 
section  1366(a)  is  amended  by  inserting  ".  or  of 
a  trust  or. estate  which  terrmnates,"  after  "who 
dies". 

SEC  IMS.  EXPANSION  OF  POST-DEATH  QUAU- 
nCATION  FOR  CERTAIN  TRUSTS. 

Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  1361(c)(2)  (relat- 
ing to  certain  trusts  permitted  as  shareholders) 
is  ameruied- 

(1)  by  striking  "60-day  period"  each  place  tt 
appears  in  clauses  (U)  arui  (Hi)  arui  inserting  "2- 
year  period",  and 

(2)  by  striking  the  last  sentence  in  clause  (ii). 

SSa  1304.  FD/ANOAL  INSTtTVTIONS  PERMITTED 
TO  BOLD  SAFE  HARBOR  DEBT. 

Clause  (Hi)  of  section  1361(c)(5)(B)  (defining 
straight  debt)  is  amended  by  striJcing  "or  a  trust 
described  in  paragraph  (2)"  arui  inserting  "a 
trust  described  in  paragraph  (2).  or  a  person 
which  is  actively  and  regularly  engaged  in  the 
business  of  lending  money  ". 

SEC.  iSOS.  RULES  RELATING  TO  INADVERTENT 
TERMINATIONS  AND  INVALID  ELEC- 
TIONS. 

(a)  General  RULE.—Subsectwn  (f)  of  section 
1362  (relating  to  inadvertent  terminations)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(D  Inadvertent  invalid  Elections  or  Ter- 
minations.—If— 

"(1)  an  election  uruier  subsection  (a)  by  any 
corporation — 

"(A)  was  not  effective  for  the  taxable  year  for 
which  rruuie  (determined  urithout  regard  to  sub- 
section (b)(2))  by  reason  of  a  failure  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  section  1361(b)  or  to  obtain 
shareholder  consents,  or 

"(B)  was  terminated  under  paragraph  (2)  or 
(3)  of  subsection  (d). 

"(2)  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  cir- 
cumstances resulting  in  such  ineffectiveness  or 
termiruition  were  inadvertent. 

"(3)  no  later  than  a  reasonable  period  of  time 
after  discovery  of  the  circumstances  resulting  in 
such  ineffectiveness  or  terrranation.  steps  were 
taken— 

"(A)  so  that  the  corporation  is  a  small  busi- 
ness corporation,  or 

"(B)  to  acquire  the  required  shareliolder  coti- 
sents.  and 

"(4)  the  corporation,  and  each  person  who 
was  a  shareholder  in  the  corporation  at  any 
time  during  the  period  specified  pursuant  to  this 
subsection,  agrees  to  make  such  adjustments 
(consistent  with  the  treatment  of  the  corpora- 
tion as  an  S  corporation)  as  may  be  required  by 
the  Secretary  with  respect  to  such  period, 
then,  notwithstaruiing  the  circumstances  result- 
ing in  such  ineffectiveness  or  termination,  such 
corporation  shall  be  treated  as  an  S  corporation 
during  the  period  specified  by  the  Secretary. " 

(b)  Late  Elections.  Etc.— Subsection  (b)  of 
section  1362  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

"(5)  AUTHORITY  TO  TREAT  LATE  ELECTIONS. 
ETC..  AS  TIMELY.-lf- 

"(A)  an  election  under  subsection  (a)  is  made 
for  any  taxable  year  (determined  without  regard 
to  paragraph  (3))  after  the  date  prescribed  by 
this  subsection  for  making  such  election  for 
such  taxable  year  or  no  such  election  is  made 
for  any  taxable  year,  and 

"(B)  the  Secretary  determines  that  there  was 
reasonable  cause  for  the  failure  to  timely  make 
such  election, 

the  Secretary  may  treat  such  an  election  as 
timely  made  for  such  taxable  year  (and  para- 
graph (3)  shall  not  apply). " 

(c)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments  made 
by  subsection  (a)  and  (b)  shall  apply  with  re- 
spect to  elections  for  taxable  years  beginning 
after  December  31. 1982. 

SEC.  130e.  AGREEMENT  TO  TERMDUTB  YEAR. 

Paragraph  (2)  of  section  1377(a)  (rioting  to 
pro  rata  share)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
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"(2)  Election  to  terminate  year.— 
"(A)  In  general.— Under  regulations  pre- 
scribed by  the  Secretary,  if  any  shareholder  ter- 
minates the  shareholder's  interest  in  the  cor- 
poration during  the  taxable  year  and  all  af- 
fected shareholders  and  the  corporation  agree  to 
the  application  of  this  paragraph,  paragraph  (1) 
shall  be  applied  to  the  affected  shareholders  as 
if  the  taxable  year  consisted  of  2  taxable  years 
the  first  of  which  ends  on  the  date  of  the  termi- 
nation. 

"(B)  AFFECTED  SHAREHOLDERS.— For  purposes 

of  subparagraph  (A),  the  term  'affected  share- 
holders' means  the  shareholder  whose  interest  is 
terminated  and  aU  shareholders  to  whom  such 
shareholder  has  transferred  shares  during  the 
taxable  year.  If  such  shareholder  has  trans- 
ferred shares  to  the  corporation,  the  term  'af- 
fected shareholders'  shall  include  all  persons 
who  are  shareholders  during  the  taxable  year." 
SBC.  tain.  EXPANSION  OF  POST-TERMINATION 
THANSmON  PESIOD. 

(a)  In  General.— Paragraph  (1)  of  section 
1377(b)  (relating  to  post-termination  transition 
period)  is  amended  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end 
of  subparagraph  (A),  by  redesignating  subpara- 
graph (B)  as  subparagraph  (C),  and  by  inserting 
after  subparagraph  (A)  the  following  new  sub- 
paragraph: 

"(B)  the  120-day  period  beginning  on  the  date 
of  any  determiruttion  pursuant  to  an  audit  of 
the  taxpayer  which  follows  the  termination  of 
the  corporation's  election  and  which  adjusts  a 
subchapter  S  item  of  income,  loss,  or  deduction 
of  the  corporation  arising  during  the  S  period 
(as  defined  in  section  1363(e)(2)),  and". 

(b)  Determination  Defined.— Paragraph  (2) 
of  section  1377(b)  is  amended  by  striking  sub- 
paragraphs (A)  and  (B),  by  redesignating  sub- 
paragraph (C)  as  subparagraph  (B),  and  by  in- 
serting before  subparagraph  (B)  (as  so  redesig- 
nated) the  following  new  subparagraph: 

"(A)  a  determination  as  defined  in  section 
1313(a).  or". 

(c)  Repeal  of  Special  audit  Provisions  for 
Subchapter  S  Items.— 

(1)  General  rule.— Subchapter  D  of  chapter 
63  (relating  to  tax  treatment  of  subchapter  S 
items)  is  hereby  repealed. 

(2)  Consistent  treatment  required.— Sec- 
tion 6037  (relating  to  return  of  S  corporation)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  subsection: 

"(c)  Shareholder's  Return  must  Be  Con- 
sistent With  Corporate  Return  or  Sec- 
retary Notified  of  inconsistency.— 

"(1)  In  general.— a  shareholder  of  an  S  cor- 
poration shall,  on  such  shareholder's  return, 
treat  a  subchapter  S  item  in  a  manner  which  is 
consistent  unth  the  treatment  of  such  item  on 
the  corporate  return. 

"(2)  Notification  of  inconsistent  treat- 
ment.— 

"(A)  In  aENERAL.—In  the  case  of  any  sub- 
chapter S  item,  if— 

'  (i)(I)  the  corporation  has  filed  a  return  but 
the  shareholder's  treatment  on  his  return  is  (or 
may  be)  inconsistent  with  the  treatment  of  the 
item  on  the  corporate  return,  or 

"(II)  the  corporation  has  not  filed  a  return, 
and 

"(ii)  the  shareholder  files  unth  the  Secretary  a 
statement  identifying  the  inconsistency, 
paragraph  (1)  shall  not  apply  to  such  item. 

"(B)  Shareholder  receiving  incorrect  in- 
formation.—a  shareholder  shall  be  treated  as 
having  contplied  with  clause  (ii)  of  subpara- 
graph (A)  unth  respect  to  a  subchapter  S  item  if 
the  shareholder— 

"(i)  demonstrates  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Secretary  that  the  treatment  of  the  subchapter  S 
item  on  the  shareholder's  return  is  consistent 
with  the  treatment  of  the  item  on  the  schedule 
furnished  to  the  shareholder  by  the  corporation, 
and 


"(ii)  elects  to  have  this  paragraph  apply  urith 
respect  to  that  item. 

"(3)  Effect  of  failure  to  notify.— in  any 
case— 

"(A)  described  in  subparagraph  (A)(i)(I)  of 
paragraph  (2),  and 

"(B)  in  which  the  shareholder  does  not  com- 
ply with  subparagraph  (A)(ii)  of  paragraph  (2), 
any  adjustment  required  to  make  the  treatment 
of  the  items  by  such  shareholder  consistent  urith 
the  treatment  of  the  items  on  the  corporate  re- 
turn shall  be  treated  as  arising  out  of  mathe- 
matical or  clerical  errors  and  assessed  according 
to  section  6213(b)(1).  Paragraph  (2)  of  section 
6213(b)  shall  not  apply  to  any  assessment  re- 
ferred to  in  the  preceding  sentence. 

"(4)  Subchapter  s  item.— For  purposes  of 
this  subsection,  the  term  'subchapter  S  item' 
means  any  item  of  an  S  corporation  to  the  ex- 
tent that  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
provide  that,  for  purposes  of  this  subtitle,  such 
item  is  more  appropriately  determined  at  the 
corporation  level  than  at  the  shareholder  level. 

"(5)  ADDITION  TO  tax  FOR  FAILURE  TO  COM- 
PLY WITH  SECTION.— 

"For  addition  to  tax  in  the  eoMe  of  a  than- 
holder'!  negligence  in  connection  with,  or  di»- 
regard  of,  the  requirement*  of  this  tection,  tee 
part  n  of  tubchapter  A  of  chapter  68." 

(3)  Conforming  amendments.— 

(A)  Section  1366  is  amended  by  striking  sub- 
section (g). 

(B)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  6233  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"(b)  Similar  Rules  in  Certain  Cases.— If  a 
partnership  return  is  filed  for  any  taxaU)le  year 
but  it  is  determined  that  there  is  no  entity  for 
such  taxable  year,  to  the  extent  provided  in  reg- 
ulations, rules  sirrdlar  to  the  rules  of  subsection 
(a)  shall  apply." 

(C)  The  table  of  subchapters  for  chapter  63  is 
amended  by  striking  the  item  relating  to  sub- 
chapter D. 

ssa  I30S.  s  corporations  pbumttted  to 

HOLD  SUBSWIARIES. 

(a)  In  General.— Paragraph  (2)  of  section 
1361(b)  (defining  ineligible  corporation)  is 
amended  by  striking  subparagraph  (A)  and  by 
redesignating  subparagraphs  (B).  (C),  (D),  and 
(E)  as  subparagraphs  (A),  (B).  (C),  and  (D),  re- 
spectively. 

(b)  Treatment  of  Certain  Wholly  Owned  S 
Corporation  Subsidiaries.— Section  1361(b) 
(defining  small  business  corporation)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  para- 
graph: 

"(3)  TREATMENT  OF  CERTAIN  WHOLLY  OWNED 
SUBSIDIARIES.— 

"(A)  In  GENERAL.— For  purposes  of  this  tiOe— 
"(i)  a  corporation  which  is  a  qualified  sub- 
chapter S  subsidiary  shcUl  not  be  treated  as  a 
separate  corporation,  and 

"(ii)  all  assets,  liabilities,  and  items  of  income, 
deduction,  and  credit  of  a  qualified  subchapter 
S  subsidiary  sliall  be  treated  as  assets,  liabil- 
ities, and  such  items  (as  the  case  may  be)  of  the 
S  corporation. 

"(B)  QUAUFIED  SUBCHAPTER  S  SUBSIDIARY.— 

For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  the  term  'quali- 
fied subchapter  S  subsidiary '  means  any  domes- 
tic corporation  which  is  not  an  ineligible  cor- 
poration (as  defined  in  paragraph  (2)),  if— 

"(i)  100  percent  of  the  stock  of  siich  corpora- 
tion is  held  by  the  S  corporation,  and 

"(ii)  the  S  corporation  elects  to  treat  such  cor- 
poration as  a  qualified  subchapter  S  subsidiary. 

"(C)  Treatment  of  terminations  of  quau- 

FIED   subchapter    S    SUBSIDIARY   STATUS.— For 

purposes  of  this  title,  if  any  corporation  which 
roas  a  qualified  subchapter  S  subsidiary  ceases 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  subparagraph  (B), 
such  corporation  shall  be  treated  as  a  new  cor- 
poration acquiring  all  of  its  assets  (and  assum- 
ing all  of  its  liabilities)  immediately  before  such 


cessation  from  the  S  corporation  in  exchange  for 
its  stock." 

(C)  CERTAIN  DIVIDENDS  NOT  TREATED  AS  PAS- 
SIVE Investment  Income.— Paragraph  (3)  of 
section  1362(d)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  subparagraph: 

"(F)  Treatment  of  certain  dividends.— If 
an  S  corporation  holds  stock  in  a  C  corporation 
meeting  the  requirements  of  section  1504(a)(2), 
the  term  'passive  investment  income'  shall  not 
incliide  dividends  from  such  C  corporation  to 
the  extent  such  dividends  are  attributable  to  the 
earnings  and  profits  of  such  C  corporation  de- 
rived from  the  active  coruiuct  of  a  trade  or  busi- 
ness." 

(d)  Conforming  Amendments.— 

(1)  Subsection  (c)  of  section  1361  is  amended 
by  striking  paragraph  (6). 

(2)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  1504  (defining  in- 
cludible corporation)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(8)  An  S  corporation." 
SEa  JS09.  TREATMENT  OP  DISTRIBVTIONS  DUR- 
ING LOSS  YEARS. 

(a)  Adiustments  for  Distributions  Taken 
Into  account  Before  Losses.— 

(1)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  1366(d)(1)  (re- 
lating to  losses  and  deductions  cannot  exceed 
shareholder's  basis  in  stock  and  debt)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "paragraph  (1)"  and  inserting 
"paragraphs  (1)  arul  (2)(A)". 

(2)  Subsection  (d)  of  section  1363  (relating  to 
certain  adjustments  taken  into  account)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  sentence: 

"In  the  case  of  any  distribution  made  during 
any  taxable  year,  the  adjusted  basis  of  the  stock 
shall  be  determined  with  regard  to  the  adjust- 
ments provided  in  paragraph  (1)  of  section 
1367(a)  for  the  taxable  year. " 

(b)  Accumulated  adjustments  account.— 
Paragraph  (1)  of  section  1368(e)  (relating  to  ac- 
cumulated adjustments  account)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  subpara- 
graph: 

"(C)  NET  loss  for  year  DISREGARDED.— 

'  (i)  In  GENERAL.-In  applying  this  section  to 
distributions  made  during  any  taxable  year,  the 
amount  in  the  accumulated  adjustments  ac- 
count as  of  the  close  of  such  taxable  year  stiall 
be  determined  without  regard  to  any  net  nega- 
tive adjustment  for  such  taxable  year. 

"(ii)  NET  NEGATIVE  ADJUSTMENT.— For  pur- 
poses of  clause  (i),  the  term  'net  negative  adjust- 
ment' means,  urith  respect  to  any  taxable  year, 
the  excess  (if  any)  of— 

"(I)  the  reductions  in  the  account  for  the  tax- 
able year  (other  than  for  distributions),  over 

"(II)  the  increases  in  such  account  for  such 
taxable  year." 

(c)  Conforming  amendments.— Subpara- 
graph (A)  of  section  1368(e)(1)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "as  provided  in  subparagraph 
(B)"  and  inserting  "as  otherwise  provided  in 
this  paragraph",  and 

(2)  by  sinking  "section  1367(b)(2)(A)"  and  in- 
serting "section  1367(a)(2)". 

SBC  13J0.  TREATMENT  OF  S  CORPORATIONS 
UNDER  SUBCHAPTER  a 

SiU)section  (a)  of  section  1371  (relating  to  ap- 
plication of  subchapter  C  rules)  is  ameruied  to 
read  as  follows: 

"(a)  Appucation  of  Subchapter  C  Rules.- 
Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  title,  and 
except  to  the  extent  inconsistent  urith  this  sub- 
chapter, subchapter  C  shall  apply  to  an  S  cor- 
poration and  its  shareholders." 

SEa  ISn.  ELIMINATION  OF  CERTAIN  EARNINGS 
JIND  PROFITS. 

(a)  In  General.— If— 

(1)  a  corporation  was  an  electing  small  busi- 
ness corporation  under  subchapter  S  of  chapter 
1  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  for  any 
taxable  year  beginning  before  January  1,  1983, 
and 
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(2)  such  corporation  is  an  S  corporation  under 
subchapter  S  of  chapter  1  of  such  Code  for  its 
first  taxt^le  year  beginning  after  December  31, 
1996. 

the  amount  of  such  corporation 's  accumulated 
earnings  and  profits  (as  of  the  beginning  of 
such  first  taxable  year)  shall  be  reduced  by  an 
amount  equal  to  the  portion  (if  any)  of  such  ac- 
cumulated earnings  and  profits  which  were  ac- 
cumulated in  any  taxable  year  beginning  before 
January  1, 1983,  for  which  such  corporation  was 
an  electing  small  business  corporation  under 
such  subchapter  S. 

(b)  Conforming  amendments.— 

(1)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  1362(d).  as  amend- 
ed by  section  1308.  is  amended— 

(A)  by  strilcing  "subchapter  c"  in  the  para- 
graph heading  and  inserting  "accumulated". 

(B)  by  striking  "subchapter  C"  in  subpara- 
graph (A)(i)(I)  and  inserting  "accumulated", 
and 

(C)  by  striking  subparagraph  (B)  and  redesig- 
nating the  following  subparagraphs  accord- 
ingly. 

(2)(A)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  1375  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "subc/iapter  C"  in  paragraph  (1) 
and  inserting  "accumulated". 

(B)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  1375(b)  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows: 

"(3)  Passive  investment  income,  etc.— The 
terms  'passive  investment  income'  and  'gross  re- 
ceipts' have  the  same  respective  meanings  as 
when  used  in  paragraph  (3)  of  section  1362(d)." 

(C)  The  section  heading  for  section  1375  is 
amended  by  striking  "tubchapter  c"  and  insert- 
ing "accumulated". 

(D)  The  table  of  sections  for  part  III  of  sub- 
chapter S  of  chapter  1  is  amended  by  striking 
"subchapter  C"  in  the  item  relating  to  section 
1375  and  inserting  "accumulated". 

(3)  Clause  (i)  of  section  1042(c)(4)(A)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "section  1362(d)(3)(D)"  arul  in- 
serting "section  1362(d)(3)(C)". 

SEC.  J312.  CARRYOVER  OP  DISALLOVED  LOSSES 
AND  DEDUCTIONS    UNDER  AT-RI^i 
RULES  ALLOWED. 
Paragraph  (3)  of  section  1366(d)  (relating  to 
carryover  of  disallowed  losses  and  deductions  to 
post-termination  transition  period)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  sub- 
paragraph: 

'(D)  AT-RISK  umitations.—To  the  extent 
that  any  increase  in  adjusted  basis  described  in 
subparagraph  (B)  would  have  increased  the 
shareholder's  amount  at  risk  under  section  465 
if  such  increase  had  occurred  on  the  day  preced- 
ing the  commencement  of  the  post-termination 
transition  period,  rules  similar  to  the  rules  de- 
scribed in  subparagraphs  (A)  through  (C)  shall 
apply  to  any  losses  disallowed  by  reason  of  sec- 
tion 465(a). " 

SBC  1313.  ADJUSTMENTS  TO  BASIS  OP  INHER- 
ITED S  STOCK  TO  REFLECT  CERTAIN 
ITEMS  OP  INCOME. 

(a)  In  General.— Subsection  (b)  of  section 
1367  (relating  to  adjustments  to  basis  of  stock  of 
shareholders,  etc.)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(4)  ADJUSTMENTS  IN  CASE  OF  INHERITED 
STOCK.— 

"(A)  In  general. — //  ony  person  acquires 
stock  in  an  S  corporation  by  reason  of  the  death 
of  a  decedent  or  by  bequest,  devise,  or  inherit- 
ance.  section  691  shall  be  applied  with  respect  to 
any  item  of  income  of  the  S  corporation  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  the  decedent  had  held  di- 
rectly his  pro  rata  share  of  such  item. 

"(B)  ADJUSTMENTS  TO  BASIS.— The  basis  deter- 
mined under  section  1014  of  any  stock  in  an  S 
corporation  shall  be  reduced  by  the  portion  of 
the  value  of  the  stock  which  is  attributable  to 
items  constituting  income  in  respect  of  the  dece- 
dent." 

(b)  EFFECTIVE  Date.— The  amendment  made 
by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  in  the  case  of  dece- 


dents dying  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 

this  Act. 

SEC  1314.  S  CORPORATIONS  ELIGIBLE  FOR 
RULES  APPLICABLE  TO  REAL  PROP- 
ERTY SUBDIVIDED  FOR  SALE  BY 
NONCORPORATE  TAXPAYERS. 

(a)  In  General.— Subsection  (a)  of  section 
1237  (relating  to  real  property  subdivided  for 
sale)  is  ameruied  by  striking  "other  than  a  cor- 
poration" in  the  material  preceding  paragraph 
(1)  arui  inserting  "other  than  a  C  corporation". 

(b)  Conforming  amendment.— Subparagraph 
(A)  of  section  1237(a)(2)  is  amended  by  inserting 
"an  S  corporation  wliich  included  the  taxpayer 
as  a  shareholder."  after  "controlled  by  the  tax- 
payer,". 

SEC  1315.  EPPBCnVB  DATE 

(a)  In  General.— Except  as  otherwise  pro- 
vided in  this  subtitle,  the  amendments  made  by 
this  subtitle  shall  apply  to  taxable  years  begin- 
ning after  December  31, 1996. 

(b)  TREATMENT  OF  CERTAIN  ELECTIONS  UNDER 

Prior  Law.— For  purposes  of  section  1362(g)  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  (relating  to 
election  after  termination),  any  termination 
under  section  1362(d)  of  such  Code  in  a  taxable 
year  beginning  before  January  1.  1997,  shall  not 
be  taken  into  account. 

Subtitle  D— Pension  Simplification 
CHAPTER  l—SIMPUFIED  DISTRIBUTION 
RULES 
SEC.  1401.  REPEAL  OF  5-YEAR  INCOME  AVERAG- 
ING FOR  LUMPSUM DISTRIBVTIO.WS. 

(a)  In  General.— Subsection  (d)  of  section  402 
(relating  to  taxability  of  beneficiary  of  employ- 
ees' trust)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(d)  Taxabiuty  OF  Beneficiary  of  Certain 
Foreign  Situs  Trusts.— For  purposes  of  sub- 
sections (a),  (b),  and  (c).  a  stock  bomis.  pension, 
or  profit-sharing  trust  which  would  qualify  for 
exemption  from  tax  under  section  501(a)  except 
for  the  fact  that  it  is  a  trust  created  or  orga- 
nized outside  the  United  States  shall  be  treated 
as  if  it  were  a  trust  exempt  from  tax  under  sec- 
tion 501(a)." 

(b)  Conforming  Amendments.— 

(1)  Subparagraph  (D)  of  section  402(e)(4)  (re- 
lating to  other  rules  applicable  to  exempt  trusts) 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(D)  Lump-sum  distribution.— For  purposes 
of  this  paragraph — 

"(i)  In  general.— The  term  'lump  stan  dis- 
tribution' means  the  distribution  or  payment 
within  one  taxable  year  of  the  recipient  of  the 
balance  to  the  credit  of  an  employee  which  be- 
comes payable  to  the  recipient— 

"(I)  on  account  of  the  employee's  death, 

"(II)  after  the  employee  attains  age  59'/i. 

"(Ill)  on  account  of  the  employee's  separation 
from  service,  or 

"(IV)  after  the  employee  has  become  disabled 
(within  the  meaning  of  section  T2(m)(7)). 
from  a  trust  which  forms  a  part  of  a  plan  de- 
scribed in  section  401(a)  and  which  is  exempt 
from  tax  under  section  501  or  from  a  plan  de- 
scribed in  section  403(a).  Subclause  (III)  of  this 
clause  shall  be  applied  only  urith  respect  to  an 
individual  who  is  an  employee  without  regard  to 
section  401(c)(1).  and  subclause  (IV)  shall  be  ap- 
plied only  with  respect  to  an  employee  uritliin 
the  meaning  of  section  401(c)(1).  For  purposes  of 
this  clause,  a  distribution  to  two  or  rrwre  trusts 
sliall  be  treated  as  a  distribution  to  one  recipi- 
ent. For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  the  balance 
to  the  credit  of  the  employee  does  not  include 
the  accumulated  deductible  employee  contribu- 
tions under  the  plan  (within  the  meaning  of  sec- 
tion 72(o)(5)). 

"(ii)    AGGREGATION    OF   CERTAIN    TRUSTS   AND 

PLANS. — For  purposes  of  determining  the  bal- 
ance to  the  credit  of  an  employee  under  clause 
(i>- 

"(I)  all  trusts  which  are  part  of  a  plan  shall 
be  treated  as  a  single  trust,  all  pension  plans 


rruiintained  by  tfie  employer  shall  be  treated  as 
a  single  plan,  all  profit-sharing  plans  main- 
tained by  the  employer  shall  be  treated  as  a  sin- 
gle plan,  and  all  stock  bonus  plans  maintained 
by  the  employer  shall  be  treated  as  a  single 
plan,  and 

"(II)  trusts  which  are  not  qualified  trusts 
under  section  401(a)  and  annuity  contracts 
which  do  not  satisfy  the  requirements  of  section 
404(a)(2)  shall  not  be  taken  into  account. 

"(Hi)  Community  property  laws.— The  pro- 
visions of  this  paragraph  shall  be  applied  with- 
out regard  to  community  property  laws. 

"(iV)    AMOUNTS    subject    TO    PENALTY.— This 

paragraph  sluiU  not  apply  to  amounts  described 
in  subparagraph  (A)  of  section  72(m)(5)  to  the 
extent   that  section   72(m)(5)  applies  to  such 
amounts. 
"(V)  Balance  to  credit  of  employee  not  to 

INCLUDE  amounts  PAYABLE  UNDER  QUALIFIED 
DOMESTIC  RELATIONS  ORDER.— For  purposes  Of 

this  paragraph,  the  balance  to  the  credit  of  an 
employee  shall  not  include  any  amount  payable 
to  an  alternate  payee  under  a  qualified  domestic 
relations  order  (icithin  the  meaning  of  section 
414(p)). 
"(vi)  Transfers  to  cost-of-uving  ajuu.vc£- 

MENT  NOT  TREATED  AS  DISTRIBUTION.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  paragraph,  the  balance  to  the  cred- 
it of  an  employee  under  a  defined  contribution 
plan  shall  not  include  any  amount  transferred 
from  such  defined  contribution  plan  to  a  quali- 
fied cost-of-living  arrangement  (within  the 
meaning  of  section  415(k)(2))  under  a  defined 
benefit  plan. 

"(vii)  Lump-sum  distributions  of  alternate 
PAYEES. — //  any  distribution  or  payment  of  the 
balance  to  the  credit  of  an  employee  would  be 
treated  as  a  lump-sum  distribution,  then,  for 
purposes  of  this  paragraph,  the  payment  under 
a  qualified  domestic  relations  order  (within  the 
meaning  of  section  414(p))  of  the  balance  to  the 
credit  of  an  alternate  payee  who  is  the  spouse  or 
former  spouse  of  the  employee  shall  be  treated 
as  a  lump-sum  distribution.  For  purposes  of  this 
clause,  the  balance  to  the  credit  of  the  alternate 
payee  shall  not  include  any  amount  payable  to 
the  employee." 

(2)  Section  402(c)  (relating  to  rules  applicable 
to  rollovers  from  exempt  trusts)  is  amended  by 
striking  paragraph  (10). 

(3)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  55(c)  (defining 
regular  tax)  is  amended  by  striking  "shall  not 
include  any  tax  imposed  by  section  402(d)  and". 

(4)  Paragraph  (8)  of  section  62(a)  (relating  to 
certain  portion  of  lump-sum  distributions  from 
pension  plans  taxed  under  section  402(d))  is 
hereby  repealed. 

(5)  Section  401(a)(28)(B)  (relating  to  coordina- 
tion urith  distribution  rules)  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing clause  (V). 

(6)  Subparagraph  (B)(ti)  of  section  401(kX10) 
(relating  to  distributions  that  must  be  lump-sum 
distributions)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(ii)  Lump-sum  distribution.— For  purposes 
of  this  subparagraph,  the  term  'lump-sum  dis- 
tribution' has  the  meaning  given  such  term  by 
section  402(e)(4)(D)  (without  regard  to  sub- 
clauses (I),  (II).  (Ill),  and  (IV)  of  clause  (i) 
thereof). " 

(7)  Section  406(c)  (relating  to  termination  of 
status  as  deemed  employee  not  to  be  treated  as 
separation  from  service  for  purposes  of  limita- 
tion of  tax)  is  her^  repealed. 

(8)  Section  407(c)  (relating  to  termiruition  of 
status  as  deemed  employee  riot  to  be  treated  as 
separation  from  service  for  purposes  of  limita- 
tion of  tax)  is  hereby  repealed. 

(9)  Section  691(c)  (relating  to  deduction  for  es- 
tate tax)  is  ameruied  by  striking  paragraph  (5). 

(10)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  871(b)  (relating 
to  imposition  of  tax)  is  amended  by  striking 
"section  1.  55,  or  402(d)(1)"  arul  inserting  "sec- 
tion 1  or  55". 
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(11)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  877  (relating  to 
alternative  tax)  is  amended  by  striking  "section 
J.  55,  or  402(d)(1)"  and  inserting  "section  1  or 
55". 

(12)  Section  4980A(c)(4)  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  "to  which  an  election  under 
section  402(d)(4)(B)  applies"  and  inserting  "(as 
defined  in  section  402(e)(4)(D))  viith  respect  to 
which  the  individual  elects  to  have  this  para- 
graph apply". 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
flush  sentence: 

"An  individual  may  elect  to  have  this  para- 
graph apply  to  only  one  lump-sum  distribu- 
tion.", and 

(C)  by  strHnng  the  heading  and  inserting: 
"(4)  Sfbcial  one-time  election.—". 

(13)  Section  402(e)  is  amended  by  striking 
paragraph  (5). 

(c)  Effbctivb  Dates.— 

(1)  In  general.— The  amendments  made  by 
this  section  shall  apply  to  taxable  years  begin- 
ning after  December  31, 1998. 

(2)  Retention  of  certain  transition 
RULES.-Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  section,  the  amendments  made  by  this  sec- 
tion shall  not  apply  to  any  distribution  for 
which  the  taxpayer  elects  the  benefits  of  section 
1122  (h)(3)  or  (h)(5)  of  the  Tax  Reform  Act  of 
1986.  For  purposes  of  the  preceding  sentence, 
the  rules  of  sections  402(c)(10)  and  402(d)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  (as  in  effect  be- 
fore the  amendments  made  by  this  Act)  shall 
apply. 

SEC.  not.  BEPEAL  OF  tS,000  EXCLUSION  OF  EM- 
PLOYEBS'  DBATB  BENEFITS. 

(a)  In  General.— Subsection  (b)  of  section  101 
is  hereby  repealed. 

(b)  Conforming  Amendments.— 

(1)  Subsection  (c)  of  section  101  is  amended  by 
striking  "subsection  (a)  or  (b)"  and  inserting 
"subsection  (a)". 

(2)  Sections  406(e)  and  407(e)  are  each  amend- 
ed by  striking  paragraph  (2)  and  by  redesignat- 
ing paragraph  (3)  as  paragraph  (2). 

(3)  Section  7701(a)(20)  is  amended  by  striking 
",  for  the  purpose  of  applying  the  provisions  of 
section  101(b)  with  respect  to  employees'  death 
benefits". 

(c)  Ef^CTIVB  Date.— The  amendments  made 
by  this  section  shall  apply  urith  respect  to  dece- 
dents dying  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

SBC.  1401.  SatPUFIED  MBTBOD  FOB  TAXING  AN- 

Nvnr  DisnuBvnoNs  undes  cer- 
tain BMtPUOYER  PLANS. 

(a)  General  Rule.— Subsection  (d)  of  section 
72  (relating  to  annuities:  certain  proceeds  of  en- 
dowment and  life  insurarux  contracts)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(d)  Special  Rules  for  Qualified  Em- 
ployer Retirement  Plans.— 

"(1)  SiMFUFIBD  method  OF  TAXING  ANNUITY 

payments.— 

"(A)  In  GENERAL. — In  the  case  of  any  amount 
received  as  an  annuity  under  a  qualified  em- 
ployer retirement  ptan — 
"(i)  subsection  (b)  shall  not  apply,  and 
"(ii)  the  investment  in  the  contract  shall  be 
recovered  as  provided  in  this  paragraph. 

"(B)  METHOD  OF  RECOVERING  INVESTMENT  IN 
CONTRACT.— 

"(i)  In  general.— Gross  income  shall  not  in- 
clude so  much  of  any  monthly  annuity  payment 
under  a  gvalified  employer  retirement  plan  as 
does  not  exceed  the  amount  obtained  by  divid- 
ing— 

"(I)  the  investment  in  the  contract  (as  of  the 
annuity  starting  date),  by 

"(II)  the  number  of  anticipated  payments  de- 
termined under  tlie  table  contained  in  clause 
(Hi)  (or,  in  the  case  of  a  contract  to  which  sul>- 
section  (c)(3)(B)  applies,  the  number  of  monthly 
annuity  payments  under  such  contract). 


"(ii)  Certain  rules  made  appucable.— Rules 
similar  to  the  rules  of  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of 
subsection  (b)  shall  apply  for  purposes  of  this 
paragraph. 

"(Hi)  Number  of  anticipated  payments.— 
"If  the  age  of  the  pn-  The  number  of 

mary    annuitant    on  anticipated 

the  annuity  starting  payments  is: 

date  is: 

Not  more  than  55  360 

More  than  55  but  not  more  than  60  ....  310 
More  than  60  but  not  more  than  65  ....  260 
More  than  65  but  not  more  than  70  ....  210 
More  than  70  160. 

"(C)  ADJUSTMENT  FOR  REFUND  FEATURE  NOT 

APPLICABLE. — For  purposes  of  this  paragraph, 
investment  in  the  contract  shall  be  determined 
under  subsection  (c)(1)  vrithout  regard  to  sub- 
section (c)(2). 

"(D)  SPECIAL  RULE  WHERE  LUMP  SUM  PAID  IN 
CONNECTION   WITH   COMMENCEMENT  OF  ANNUITY 

PAYMENTS. — //,  in  connection  toith  the  com- 
mencement of  annuity  payments  under  any 
Qualified  employer  retirement  plan,  the  taxpayer 
receives  a  lump  sum  payment— 

"(i)  such  payment  shall  be  taxable  under  sub- 
section (e)  as  if  received  before  the  annuity 
starting  date,  and 

"(ii)  the  investment  in  the  contract  for  pur- 
poses of  this  paragraph  shall  be  determined  as  if 
such  payment  had  been  so  received. 

"(E)  Exception.— This  paragraph  shall  not 
apply  in  any  case  where  the  primary  annuitant 
has  attained  age  75  on  the  annuity  starting  date 
unless  there  are  fewer  than  5  years  of  guaran- 
teed payments  under  the  annuity. 

"(F)   ADJUSTMENT   WHERE  ANNUITY  PAYMENTS 

NOT  ON  MONTHLY  BASIS.— In  any  case  where  the 
annuity  payments  are  not  made  on  a  monthly 
basis,  appropriate  adjustments  in  the  applica- 
tion of  this  paragraph  shall  be  made  to  take  into 
account  the  period  on  the  basis  of  which  such 
payments  are  made. 

"(G)  QUAUFIED  EMPLOYER  RETIREMENT 
PLAN. — For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  the  term 
'qualified  employer  retirement  plan'  means  any 
plan  or  contract  described  in  paragraph  (1),  (2), 
or  (3)  of  section  4974(c). 

"(2)  Treatment  of  employee  contributions 

UNDER  DEFINED  CONTRIBUTION  PLANS.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  section,  employee  contributions 
(and  any  income  allocable  thereto)  under  a  de- 
fined contribution  plan  may  be  treated  as  a  sep- 
arate contract." 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment  made 
by  this  section  shall  apply  in  cases  where  the 
annuity  starting  date  is  after  the  90th  day  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  1404.  BEQUntED  DISTRIBVTIONS. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  401(a)(9)(C)  (defin- 
ing required  beginning  date)  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

"(C)  REQUIRED  beginning  DATE.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  paragraph — 

"(i)  In  general. — The  term  'required  begin- 
ning date'  means  April  I  of  the  calendar  year 
following  the  later  of— 

"(I)  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  employee 
attains  age  70'h.  or 

"(II)  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  employee 
retires. 

"(ii)  Exception.— Subclause  (II)  of  clause  (i) 
shall  not  apply— 

"(I)  except  as  provided  in  section  409(d),  in 
the  case  of  an  employee  who  is  a  5-percent 
owner  (as  defined  in  section  416)  with  respect  to 
the  plan  year  ending  in  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  employee  attains  age  70>h,  or 

"(II)  for  purposes  of  section  408  (a)(6)  or 
(b)(3). 

"(Hi)  ACTUARIAL  ADJUSTMENT.— In  the  case  of 
an  employee  to  whom  clause  (i)(II)  applies  who 
retires  in  a  calendar  year  after  the  calendar 
year  in  which  the  employee  attains  age  70'/2,  the 


employee's  accrued  benefit  shall  be  acttiarially 
increased  to  take  into  account  the  period  after 
age  70'/2  in  which  the  employee  toas  not  receiv- 
ing any  benefits  under  the  plan. 

"(iv)  Exception  for  governmental  and 
CHURCH  PLANS.— Clauses  (H)  and  (Hi)  shall  not 
apply  in  the  case  of  a  governmental  plan  or 
church  plan.  For  purposes  of  this  clause,  the 
term  'church  plan'  means  a  plan  maintained  by 
a  church  for  church  employees,  and  the  term 
'church'  means  any  church  (as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 3121(w)(3)(A))  or  qualified  church-con- 
trolled organization  (as  defined  in  section 
3121(w)(3)(B))." 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment  made 
by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  to  years  beginning 
after  December  31, 1996. 

CHAPTER  2— INCREASED  ACCESS  TO 

PENSION  PLANS 

Subchapter  A — Simple  Savings  Plan* 

SEa  1421.  ESTABUSHMENT  OF  SAVINGS  INCEN. 
nVE  MATCH  PLANS  FOB  EMPLOYEES 
OP  SMALL  EMPLOYBBS. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  408  (relating  to  indi- 
vidual retirement  accounts)  is  amended  by  re- 
designating subsection  (p)  as  subsection  (q)  and 
by  inserting  after  subsection  (o)  the  following 
new  subsection: 

"(p)  Simple  Retirement  Accounts.— 

"(1)  In  general.— For  purposes  of  this  title, 
the  term  'simple  retirement  account'  means  an 
individual  retirement  plan  (as  defined  in  section 
7701(a)(37))— 

"(A)  ipith  respect  to  which  the  requirements  of 
paragraphs  (3),  (4),  and  (5)  are  met;  and 

"(B)  tDith  respect  to  which  the  only  contribu- 
tions allowed  are  contributions  under  a  quali- 
fied salary  reduction  arrangement. 

"(2)  QUAUFIED  SALARY  REDUCTION  ARRANGE- 
MENT.— 

"(A)  In  general.— For  purposes  of  this  sub- 
section, the  term  'qualified  salary  reduction  ar- 
rangement' means  a  written  arrangement  of  an 
eligible  employer  under  which — 

"(i)  an  employee  eligible  to  participate  in  the 
arrangement  may  elect  to  have  the  employer 
make  payments — 

"(1)  as  elective  employer  contributions  to  a 
simple  retirement  account  on  behalf  of  the  em- 
ployee, or 

"(II)  to  the  employee  directly  in  cash, 

'  (ii)  the  amount  which  an  employee  may  elect 
under  clause  (i)  for  any  year  is  required  to  be 
expressed  as  a  percentage  of  compensation  and 
may  not  exceed  a  total  of  $6,000  for  any  year, 

"(Hi)  the  employer  is  required  to  make  a 
matching  contribution  to  the  simple  retirement 
account  for  any  year  in  an  amount  equal  to  so 
much  of  the  amount  the  employee  elects  under 
clause  (i)(I)  as  does  not  exceed  the  applicable 
percentage  of  compensation  for  the  year,  and 

"(iv)  no  contributions  may  be  made  other 
than  contributions  described  in  clause  (i)  or 
(iti). 

"(B)  Employer  may  elect  2-percent  non- 
elective  CONTRIBUTION.— An  employer  shall  be 
treated  as  meeting  the  requirements  of  stibpara- 
graph  (A)(iii)  for  any  year  if,  in  lieu  of  the  con- 
tributions described  in  such  clause,  the  employer 
elects  to  make  nonelective  contributions  of  2  per- 
cent of  compensation  for  each  employee  who  is 
eligible  to  participate  in  the  arrangement  and 
who  has  at  least  SS.OOO  of  compensation  from 
the  employer  for  the  year.  If  an  employer  makes 
an  election  under  this  subparagraph  for  any 
year,  the  employer  shall  notify  employees  of 
such  election  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time 
before  the  30-day  period  for  such  year  under 
paragraph  (5)(C). 

"(C)  DEFINITIONS.— For  purposes  of  this  sub- 
section— 

"(i)  EUGIBLE  EMPLOYER.— The  term  'eligible 
employer'  means  an  employer  who  employs  100 
or  fewer  employees  on  any  day  during  the  year. 
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"(ii)  APPUCABLE  PERCENTAGE.— 

"(I)  IN  GENERAL.— The  term  'applicable  per- 
centage' means  3  percent. 

"(II)  Election  of  lower  percentage.— An 
employer  may  elect  to  apply  a  lower  percentage 
(not  less  than  1  percent)  for  any  year  for  all  em- 
ployees eligible  to  participate  in  the  plan  for 
such  year  if  the  employer  notifies  the  employees 
of  such  lower  percentage  unthin  a  reasoiuxble 
period  of  time  before  the  30-day  election  period 
for  such  year  under  paragraph  (5)(C).  An  em- 
ployer may  not  elect  a  lower  percentage  under 
this  subclause  for  any  year  if  that  election 
would  result  in  the  applicable  percentage  being 
lower  than  3  percent  in  more  than  2  of  the  years 
in  the  5-year  period  ending  vnth  such  year. 

"(Ill)  Special  rule  for  years  arrangement 
not  in  effect. — //  any  year  in  the  5-year  period 
described  in  subclause  (II)  is  a  year  prior  to  the 
first  year  for  which  any  qualified  salary  reduc- 
tion arrangement  is  in  effect  uiith  respect  to  the 
employer  (or  any  predecessor),  the  employer 
stiall  be  treated  as  if  the  level  of  the  employer 
matching  contribution  was  at  3  percent  of  com- 
pensation for  such  prior  year. 

"(D)  Arrangement  may  be  only  plan  of  em- 
ployer.— 

"(i)  In  general. — An  arrangement  shall  not 
be  treated  as  a  qualified  salary  reduction  ar- 
rangement for  any  year  if  the  employer  (or  any 
predecessor  employer)  maintained  a  qualified 
plan  with  respect  to  which  contributions  were 
made,  or  benefits  were  accrued,  for  service  in 
any  year  in  the  period  beginning  with  the  year 
such  arrangement  became  effective  and  ending 
with  the  year  for  which  the  determination  is 
being  made. 

"(ii)  Qualified  flan.— For  purposes  of  this 
subparagraph,  the  term  'qualified  plan'  means  a 
plan,  contract,  pension,  or  trust  described  in 
subparagraph  (A)  or  (B)  of  section  219(g)(5). 

"(E)  Cost-of-living  adjustment.— The  Sec- 
retary shall  adjust  the  S6,000  amount  under  sub- 
paragraph (A)(H)  at  the  same  time  and  in  the 
same  manner  as  under  section  415(d),  except 
tfiat  the  base  period  taken  into  account  shall  be 
the  calendar  quarter  ending  September  30,  1995, 
arui  any  increase  under  this  subparagraph 
which  is  not  a  multiple  of  S500  shall  be  rounded 
to  the  next  lower  multiple  of  S500. 

"(3)  VESTING  REQUIREMENTS.— Ttie  require- 
ments of  this  paragraph  are  met  icith  respect  to 
a  simple  retirement  account  if  the  employee's 
rights  to  any  contribution  to  the  simple  retire- 
ment account  are  nonforfeitable.  For  purposes 
of  this  paragraph,  rules  similar  to  the  rules  of 
subsection  (k)(4)  shall  apply. 

"(4)  Participation  REQUIREMENTS.— 

"(A)  In  general.— The  requirements  of  this 
paragraph  are  met  viith  respect  to  any  simple 
retirement  account  for  a  year  only  if,  under  the 
qualified  salary  reduction  arrangement,  all  em- 
ployees of  the  employer  who — 

"(i)  received  at  least  S5,000  in  compensation 
from  the  employer  during  any  2  preceding  years, 
and 

"(ii)  are  reasonably  expected  to  receive  at 
least  t5,000  in  compensation  during  the  year, 
are  eligible  to  make  the  election  under  para- 
graph (2)(A)(i)  or  receive  the  nonelective  con- 
tribution described  in  paragraph  (2)(B). 

"(B)  Excludable  employees.— An  employer 
may  elect  to  exclude  from  the  requirement  under 
subparagraph  (A)  employees  described  in  section 
410(b)(3). 

"(5)  ADMINISTRATIVE  REQUIREMENTS.— The  re- 
quirements of  this  paragraph  are  met  vrith  re- 
spect to  any  simplified  retirement  account  if, 
under  the  qualified  salary  reduction  arrange- 
ment— 

"(A)  an  employer  must — 

"(i)  make  the  elective  employer  contributions 
under  paragraph  (2)(A)(i)  not  later  than  the 
dose  of  the  30-day  period  following  the  last  day 


of  the  month  with  respect  to  which  the  contribu- 
tions are  to  be  made,  and 

"(ii)  make  the  matching  contributions  under 
paragraph     (2)(A)(iH)     or  the  nonelective  con- 
tributions under  paragraph  (2)(B)  not     later 
than  the  date  described  in  section  404(m)(2)(B), 

"(B)  an  employee  may  elect  to  terminate  par- 
ticipation in  such  arrangement  at  any  time  dur- 
ing the  year,  except  that  if  an  employee  so  ter- 
minates, the  arrangement  may  provide  that  the 
employee  may  not  elect  to  resume  participation 
until  the  beginning  of  the  next  year,  and 

"(C)  each  employee  eligible  to  participate  may 
elect,  during  the  30-day  period  before  the  begin- 
ning of  any  year  (arui  the  30-day  period  before 
the  first  day  such  employee  is  eligible  to  partici- 
pate), to  participate  in  the  arrangement,  or  to 
modify  the  amounts  subject  to  such  arrange- 
ment, for  such  year. 

"(6)  Definitions.— For  purposes  of  this  sub- 
section— 

"(A)  Compensation.— 

"(i)  In  CENERAL.—The  term  'compensation' 
means  amounts  described  in  paragraphs  (3)  and 
(8)  of  section  6051(a). 

"(ii)  SELF-EMPLOYED.-In  the  case  of  an  em- 
ployee described  in  subparagraph  (B),  the  term 
'compensation'  means  net  earnings  from  self-em- 
ployment determined  under  section  1402(a)  with- 
out regard  to  any  contribution  under  this  sub- 
section. 

"(B)  Employee.— The  term  'employee'  in- 
cludes an  employee  as  defined  in  section 
401(c)(1). 

"(C)  Year.— The  term  'year'  means  the  cal- 
endar year. " 

(b)  Tax  Treatment  of  Simple  Retirement 

ACCOUNTS.— 

(1)  Deductibility  of  contributions  by  em- 
ployees.— 

(A)  Section  219(b)  (relating  to  rruiximum 
amount  of  deduction)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(4)  Special  rule  for  simple  retirement 
ACCOUNTS.— This  section  shall  not  apply  with 
respect  to  any  amount  contributed  to  a  simple 
retirement  account  established  under  section 
408(p)." 

(B)  Section  219(g)(5)(A)  (defining  active  par- 
ticipant) is  amended  by  striking  "or"  at  the  end 
of  clause  (iv)  and  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing new  clause: 

"(vi)  any  simple  retirement  account  (unthin 
the  meaning  of  section  408(p)),  or". 

(2)  Deductibility  of  employer  contribu- 
tions.—Section  404  (relating  to  deductions  for 
contributions  of  an  employer  to  pension,  etc. 
plans)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection: 

"(m)  Special  Rules  for  Simple  Retirement 
accounts.— 

"(1)  In  general.— Employer  contributions  to  a 
simple  retirement  account  shall  be  treated  as  if 
they  are  made  to  a  plan  subject  to  the  require- 
ments of  this  section. 

"(2)  Timing.— 

'  (A)  Deduction.— Contributions  described  in 
paragraph  (1)  sliall  be  deductible  in  the  taxable 
year  of  the  employer  with  or  uiithin  which  the 
calendar  year  for  which  the  contributions  were 
made  ends. 

"(B)  Contributions  after  end  of  year.— 
For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  contributions 
shall  be  treated  as  made  for  a  taxable  year  if 
they  are  made  on  account  of  the  taxable  year 
and  are  made  not  later  than  the  time  prescribed 
by  law  for  filing  the  return  for  the  taxable  year 
(including  extensions  thereof)." 

(3)  Contributions  and  distributions.— 

(A)  Section  402  (relating  to  taxability  of  bene- 
ficiary of  employees'  trust)  is  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(k)  TREATMENT  OF  SIMPLE  RETIREMENT  AC- 
COUNTS.— Rules  similar  to   the  rules  of  para- 


graphs (1)  and  (3)  of  subsection  (h)  shall  apply 
to  contributUms  and  distributions  with  respect 
to  a  simple  retirement  account  under  section 
408(p)." 

(B)  Section  408(d)(3)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  subparagraph: 

"(G)  Simple  retirement  accounts.— This 
paragraph  shall  not  apply  to  any  amount  paid 
or  distributed  out  of  a  simple  retirement  account 
(as  defined  in  section  408(p))  unless— 

"(i)  it  is  paid  into  another  simple  retirement 
account,  or 

"(ii)  in  the  case  of  any  payment  or  distribu- 
tion to  which  section  72(t)(8)  does  not  apply,  it 
is  paid  into  an  individual  retirement  plan. " 

(C)  Clause  (i)  of  section  457(c)(2)(B)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "section  402(h)(1)(B)"  and  insert- 
ing "section  402(h)(1)(B)  or  (k)". 

(4y  Penalties.- 

(A)  Early  withdrawals.— Section  72(t)  (re- 
lating to  additional  tax  in  early  distributions), 
as  amended  by  this  Act,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(6)  Special  rules  for  simple  retirement 
accounts.— In  the  case  of  any  amount  received 
from  a  simple  retirement  account  (within  the 
meaning  of  section  408(p))  during  the  2-year  pe- 
riod beginning  on  the  date  such  individual  first 
participated  in  any  qualified  salary  reduction 
arrangement  maintained  by  the  individual 's  em- 
ployer under  section  408(p)(2),  paragraph  (1) 
shall  be  applied  by  substituting  '25  percent'  for 
'10  percent'." 

(B)  Failure  to  report.— Section  6693  is 
amended  by  redesignating  subsection  (c)  as  tub- 
section  (d)  and  by  inserting  after  subsection  (b) 
the  following  new  subsection: 

"(c)  Penalties  Relating  to  Simple  Retire- 
ment accounts.— 

"(1)  Employer  penalties.— An  employer  who 
fails  to  provide  I  or  more  notices  required  by 
section  408(l)(2)(C)  shall  pay  a  penalty  of  $50  for 
each  day  on  which  such  failures  continue. 

"(2)  Trustee  penalties.— a  trustee  who 
fails— 

"(A)  to  provide  1  or  more  statements  required 
by  the  last  sentence  of  section  408(i)  shall  pay  a 
penalty  of  $50  for  each  day  on  which  such  fail- 
ures continue,  or 

"(B)  to  provide  1  or  more  summary  descrip- 
tions required  by  section  408(l)(2)(B)  shall  pay  a 
penalty  of  $50  for  each  day  on  which  such  fail- 
ures continue. 

"(3)  Reasonable  cause  exception.— No  pen- 
alty shall  be  imposed  under  this  subsection  with 
respect  to  any  failure  which  the  taxpayer  shows 
was  due  to  reasonable  cause. "      , 

(5)  Reporting  requirements.-^ 

(A)  Section  408(1)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(2)  Simple  retirement  accounts.— 

"(A)  No  employer  reports.— Except  as  pro- 
vided in  this  paragraph,  no  report  shall  be  re- 
quired under  tliis  section  by  an  employer  main- 
taxning  a  qualified'  salary  reduction  arrange- 
ment under  subsection  (p). 

"(B)  Summary  description.— The  trustee  of 
any  simple  retirement  account  established  pur- 
suant to  a  qualified  salary  reduction  arrange- 
ment under  subsection  (p)  shall  provide  to  the 
employer  maintaining  the  arrangement,  each 
year  a  description  contairung  the  following  in- 
formation: 

"(i)  The  name  and  address  of  the  employer 
and  the  trustee. 

"(ii)  The  requirements  for  eligibility  far  par- 
ticipation. 

"(Hi)  The  benefits  provided  with  respect  to  the 
arrangement. 

"(iv)  The  time  and  method  of  making  elections 
with  respect  to  the  arrangement. 

"(v)  The  procedures  for,  and  effects  of.  with- 
drawals (including  rollovers)  from  the  arrange- 
ment. 
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"(C)  Employee  notification.— The  employer 
shaU  notify  each  employee  immediately  before 
the  period  for  which  an  election  described  in 
subsection  (p)(5)(C)  may  be  made  of  the  employ- 
ee's opportunity  to  make  such  election.  Such  no- 
tice shall  include  a  copy  of  the  description  de- 
scribed in  subparagraph  (B)." 

(B)  Section  408(1)  is  amended  by  strilcing  "An 
employer"  and  inserting  the  following: 

"(I)  In  general.— An  employer". 

(6)  Reporting  requirements.— Section  408(i) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  flush  sentence: 

"In  the  case  of  a  simple  retirement  account 
under  subsection  (p).  only  one  report  under  this 
subsection  shall  be  required  to  be  submitted  each 
calendar  year  to  the  Secretary  (at  the  time  pro- 
vided under  paragraph  (2))  but,  in  addition  to 
the  report  under  this  subsection,  there  shall  be 
furnished,  within  30  days  after  each  calendar 
year,  to  the  individual  on  whose  behalf  the  ac- 
count is  maintained  a  statement  urith  respect  to 
the  account  balance  as  of  the  close  of,  and  the 
account  activity  during,  such  calendar  year. " 

(7)  Exemption  from  top-heavy  plan 
RULES.— Section  416(g)(4)  (relating  to  special 
rules  for  top-heavy  plans)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  follotoing  new  subparagraph: 

"(G)  Simple  retirement  accounts.— The 
term  'top-heavy  plan'  shall  not  include  a  simple 
retirement  account  under  section  408(p). " 

(8)  Employment  taxes.— 

(A)  Paragraph  (5)  of  section  3121(a)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "or"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph 
(F),  by  inserting  "or"  at  Vie  end  of  subpara- 
graph (G),  and  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing new  subparagraph: 

"(H)  under  an  arrangement  to  which  section 
408(p)  applies,  other  than  any  elective  contribu- 
tions under  paragraph  (2)(A)(i)  thereof,". 

(B)  Section  209(a)(4)  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
is  amended  by  inserting  ".  or  (J)  under  an  ar- 
rangement to  which  section  408(p)  of  such  Code 
applies,  other  than  any  elective  contributions 
under  paragraph  (2)(A)(i)  thereof  before  the 
semicolon  at  the  erui  thereof. 

(C)  Paragraph  (5)  of  section  3306(b)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "or"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph 
(F),  by  inserting  "or"  at  the  end  of  subpara- 
graph (G),  and  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing new  subparagraph: 

"(H)  under  an  arrangement  to  which  section 
408(p)  applies,  other  than  any  elective  contribu- 
Uons  under  paragraph  (2)(A)(i)  thereof,". 

(D)  Paragraph  (12)  of  section  3401(a)  is 
amended  by  adding  the  following  new  subpara- 
graph: 

"(D)  under  an  arrangement  to  which  section 
408(p)  applies:  or". 

(9)  Conforming  amendments.— 

(A)  Section  280G(b)(6)  is  amended  by  striking 
"or"  at  the  erui  of  subparagraph  (B),  by  strik- 
ing the  period  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (C) 
arul  inserting  ".  or"  and  by  adding  after  sub- 
paragraph (C)  the  following  new  subparagraph: 

"(D)  a  simple  retirement  account  described  in 
section  40S(p)." 

(B)  Section  402(g)(3)  is  amended  by  striking 
"and"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (B).  by  strik- 
ing the  period  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (C) 
and  inserting  ".  and",  and  by  adding  after  sub- 
paragraph (C)  the  following  new  subparagraph: 

"(D)  any  elective  employer  contribution  under 
section  40t(p)(2)(A)(i). " 

(C)  Subsections  (b),  (c),  (m)(4)(B),  and 
(n)(3)(B)  of  section  414  are  each  amended  by  in- 
serting "408(p)."  after  "408(k),". 

(D)  Section  4972(d)(1)(A)  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing "and"  at  the  end  of  clause  (ii),  by  striking 
the  period  at  the  end  of  clause  (Hi)  and  inserting 
".  and",  aiui  by  adding  after  clause  (Hi)  the  fol- 
lowing new  clause: 

"(iv)  any  simple  retirement  account  (within 
the  meaning  of  section  40S(p))." 


(c)  Repeal  of  Salary  Reduction  Simpufied 
Employee  Pensions.— Section  408(k)(6)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  subparagraph: 

"(H)  Termination.— This  paragraph  shall  not 
apply  to  years  beginning  after  December  31, 
1996.  The  preceding  sentence  shall  not  apply  to 
a  simplified  employee  pension  if  the  terms  of 
such  pension,  as  in  effect  on  December  31,  1996, 
provide  that  an  employee  may  make  the  election 
described  in  subparagraph  (A)." 

(d)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments  made 
by  this  section  shall  apply  to  taxable  years  be- 
ginning after  December  31 .  1996. 

SBC.  142i.  EXTENSION  OF  SIMPLE  PLAN  TO  401(k) 
ARRANGEMENTS. 

(a)  alternative  Method  of  Satisfying  Sec- 
tion 40l(k)  Nondiscrimination  Tests.— Section 
401(k)  (relating  to  cash  or  deferred  arrange- 
ments) is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

"(11)  ADOPTION  OF  SIMPLE  PLAN  TO  MEET  NON- 
DISCRIMINATION TESTS.— 

"(A)  In  general.- a  cash  or  deferred  ar- 
rangement maintained  by  an  eligible  employer 
shall  be  treated  as  meeting  the  requirements  of 
paragraph  (3)(A)(ii)  if  such  arrangement 
meets— 

"(i)  the  contribution  requirements  of  subpara- 
graph (B), 

"(ii)  the  exclusive  benefit  requirements  of  sub- 
paragraph (C),  and 

"(Hi)  the  vesting  requirements  of  section 
408(p)(3). 

"(B)  Contribution  requirements.— 

"(i)  In  general.— The  requirements  of  this 
subparagraph  are  met  if,  under  the  arrange- 
ment— 

"(I)  an  employee  may  elect  to  have  the  em- 
ployer make  elective  contributions  for  the  year 
on  behalf  of  the  employee  to  a  trust  under  the 
plan  in  an  amount  which  is  expressed  as  a  per- 
centage of  compensation  of  the  employee  but 
which  in  no  event  exceeds  S6,000, 

"(II)  the  employer  is  required  to  make  a 
matching  contribution  to  the  trust  for  the  year 
in  an  amount  equal  to  so  much  of  the  amount 
the  employee  elects  under  subclause  (I)  as  does 
not  exceed  3  percent  of  compensation  for  the 
year,  and 

"(III)  no  other  contributions  rruiy  be  made 
other  than  contributions  described  in  subclause 
(I)  or  (II). 

"(ii)  Employer  may  elect  2-percent  non- 
elective  CONTRIBUTION.- An  employer  shall  be 
treated  as  meeting  the  requirements  of  clause 
(i)(II)  for  any  year  if,  in  lieu  of  the  contribu- 
tions described  in  such  clause,  the  employer 
elects  (pursuant  to  the  terms  of  the  arrange- 
ment) to  make  nonelective  contributions  of  2 
percent  of  compensation  for  each  errtployee  who 
is  eligible  to  participate  in  the  arrangement  and 
who  has  at  least  SS.OOO  of  compensation  from 
the  employer  for  the  year.  If  an  employer  makes 
an  election  under  this  subparagraph  for  any 
year,  the  employer  shall  notify  employees  of 
such  election  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time 
before  the  30th  day  before  the  beginning  of  such 
year. 

"(C)  Exclusive  benefit.— The  requirements 
of  this  subparagraph  are  met  for  any  year  to 
which  this  paragraph  applies  if  no  contributions 
were  made,  or  benefits  were  accrued,  for  services 
during  such  year  under  any  qualified  plan  of 
the  employer  on  behalf  of  any  employee  eligible 
to  participate  in  the  cash  or  deferred  arrange- 
ment, other  than  contributions  descrU)ed  in  sub- 
paragraph (B). 

"(D)  Definitions  and  special  rule.— 

"(i)  Definitions.— For  purposes  of  this  para- 
graph, any  term  used  in  this  paragraph  which 
is  also  used  in  section  408(p)  shall  have  the 
meaning  given  such  term  by  such  section. 

"(ii)  Coordination  with  top-heavy  rules.— 
A  plan  meeting  the  requirements  of  this  para- 


graph for  any  year  shall  not  be  treated  as  a  top- 
heavy  plan  under  section  416  for  such  year." 

(b)  Alternative  Methods  of  Satisfying 
Section  40i(m)  Nondiscrimination  Tests.— 
Section  401(m)  (relating  to  nondiscrimination 
test  for  matching  contributions  and  employee 
contributions)  is  amended  by  redesignating 
paragraph  (10)  as  paragraph  (11)  and  by  adding 
after  paragraph  (9)  the  following  new  para- 
graph: 

"(10)    ALTERNATIVE    METHOD    OF    SATISFYING 

TESTS.— A  defined  contribution  plan  shall  be 
treated  as  meeting  the  requirements  of  para- 
graph (2)  with  respect  to  matching  contributions 
if  the  plan — 

"(A)  meets  the  contribution  requirements  of 
subparagraph  (B)  of  subsection  (k)(ll). 

"(B)  meets  the  exclusive  benefit  requirements 
of  subsection  (k)(ll)(C),  and 

"(C)  meets  the  vesting  requirerrKnts  of  section 
408(p)(3)." 

(c)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments  made 
by  this  section  shall  apply  to  plan  years  begin- 
ning after  December  31, 1996. 

Subchapter  B — Other  Provition* 

S&:.  1436.  TAX-EXEMPT  ORGANIZATIONS  EUGI- 
RLE  UNDER  SECTION  Ml(k). 

(a)  In  General.— Subparagraph  (B)  of  section 
401(k)(4)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(B)  Eugibiuty  of  state  and  local  gov- 
ernments and  tax-exempt  organizations.— 

"(i)  Tax-exempts  eugible.— Except  as  pro- 
vided in  clause  (ii),  any  organization  exempt 
from  tax  under  this  stU>title  may  include  a 
qualified  cash  or  deferred  arrangement  as  part 
of  a  plan  maintained  by  it. 

"(ii)  Governments  ineligible.— a  cash  or  de- 
ferred arrangement  shall  not  be  treated  as  a 
qualified  cash  or  deferred  arrangement  if  it  is 
part  of  a  plan  maintained  by  a  State  or  local 
government  or  political  subdivision  thereof,  or 
any  agency  or  instrumentality  thereof.  This 
clause  shall  not  apply  to  a  rural  cooperative 
plan  or  to  a  plan  of  an  employer  described  in 
clause  (Hi). 

"(Hi)  Treatment  of  Indian  tribal  govern- 
ments.— An  employer  which  is  an  Indian  tribal 
government  (as  defined  in  section  7701(a)(40)),  a 
std>division  of  an  Indian  tribal  government  (de- 
termined in  accordance  with  section  7871(d)),  an 
agency  or  instrumentality  of  an  Indian  tribal 
government  or  subdiinsion  thereof,  or  a  corpora- 
tion chartered  under  Federal,  State,  or  tribal 
law  which  is  owned  in  whole  or  in  part  by  any 
of  the  foregoing  shall  be  treated  as  an  organiza- 
tion exempt  from  tax  under  this  subtitle  for  pur- 
poses of  clause  (i)." 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment  made 
by  this  section  shall  apply  to  plan  years  begin- 
ning after  December  31, 1996,  but  shall  not  apply 
to  any  cash  or  deferred  arrangement  to  which 
clause  (t)  of  section  1116(f)(2)(B)  of  the  Tax  Re- 
form Act  of  1986  applies. 

CHAPTER  3-^ONDISCRaaNATION 
PROVISIONS 

SEC.  1431.  DEPmmON  OF  HIGHLY  COM- 
PENSATED EMPLOYEES;  REPEAL  OF 
FAtaLY  AGGREGATION. 

(a)  In  General.— Paragraph  (l)  of  section 
414(0)  (defining  highly  compensated  employee) 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(1)  In  general.— The  term  'highly  com- 
pensated employee'  means  any  employee  who — 

"(A)  uias  a  S-percent  owner  at  any  time  dur- 
ing the  year  or  the  preceding  year,  or 

"(B)  for  the  preceding  year— 

"(i)  had  compensation  from  the  employer  in 
excess  ofS80,000,  and 

"(ii)  u?as  in  the  top-paid  group  of  the  em- 
ployer. 

The  Secretary  shall  adjust  the  $80,000  amount 
under  subparagraph  (B)  at  the  same  time  and  in 
the  same  manner  as  under  section  415(d),  except 
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that  the  base  period  sfiall  be  tlie  calendar  quar- 
ter ending  September  30, 1996." 

(b)  Repeal  of  Family  aggregation  Rules.— 

(1)  In  general.— Paragraph  (6)  of  section 
414(q)  is  hereby  repealed. 

(2)  Compensation  umit.— Paragraph  (17)(A) 
of  section  401(a)  is  amended  by  striking  the  last 
sentence. 

(3)  Deduction.— Subsection  (l)  of  section  404 
is  amended  by  striking  the  last  sentence. 

(c)  Conforming  amendments.— 

(1)(A)  Subsection  (g)  of  section  414  is  amended 
by  striking  paragraphs  (2).  (5),  (8).  and  (12)  and 
by  redesignating  paragraphs  (3),  (4).  (7).  (9). 
(10),  and  (11)  as  paragraphs  (2)  through  (7),  re- 
spectively. 

(B)  Sections  129(d)(8)(B),  401(a)(5)(D)(ii). 
408(k)(2)(C),  and  416(i)(l)(D)  are  each  amended 
by  striking  "section  414(g)(7)"  and  inserting 
'  'section  414(q)(4)  ". 

(C)  Section  416(i)(l)(A)  is  amended  by  striking 
"section  414(q)(8)"  and  inserting  "section 
414(r)(9)". 

(2)(A)  Section  414(r)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(9)  EXCLUDED  EMPLOYEES.— For  purposes  Of 

this  subsection,  the  following  employees  shall  be 
excluded: 

"(A)  Employees  who  have  not  completed  6 
months  of  service. 

"(B)  Employees  who  normally  work  less  than 
IVh  hours  per  week. 

"(C)  Employees  who  normally  work  not  more 
than  6  months  during  any  year. 

"(D)  Employees  who  have  not  attained  the 
age  of  21. 

"(E)  Except  to  the  extent  provided  in  regula- 
tions, employees  who  are  included  in  a  unit  of 
employees  covered  by  an  agreement  which  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  finds  to  be  a  collective  bar- 
gaining agreement  between  employee  represent- 
atives and  the  employer. 

Except  as  provided  by  the  Secretary,  the  em- 
ployer may  elect  to  apply  subparagraph  (A), 
(B),  (C),  or  (D)  by  substituting  a  shorter  period 
of  service,  smaller  number  of  hours  or  months, 
or  lower  age  for  the  period  of  service,  number  of 
hours  or  months,  or  age  (as  the  case  may  be) 
specified  in  such  subparagraph." 

(B)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  414(r)(2)  is 
amended  by  striking  "subsection  (g)(8)"  arul  in- 
serting "paragraph  (9)". 

(3)  Section  1114(c)(4)  of  the  Tax  Reform  Act  of 
1986  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing new  sentence:  "Any  reference  in  this  para- 
graph to  section  414(q)  shall  be  treated  as  a  ref- 
erence to  such  section  as  in  effect  on  the  day  be- 
fore the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Small 
Business  Job  Protection  Act  of  1996. ". 

(d)  EFFECTIVE  Date.— 

(1)  In  general.— The  amendments  made  by 
this  section  shall  apply  to  years  beginning  after 
December  31,  1996,  except  that  in  determining 
whether  an  employee  is  a  highly  compensated 
employee  for  years  beginning  in  1997.  such 
amendments  shall  be  treated  as  having  been  in 
effect  for  years  beginning  in  1996. 

(2)  Family  aggregation.— Tfie  amendments 
made  by  subsection  (b)  shall  apply  to  years  be- 
ginning after  December  31, 1996. 

SBC  1432.  MODIFICATION  OF  ADDmONAL  PAR- 
TICIPATION RSQUIRSMENTS. 

(a)  General  Rule.— Section  401(a)(26)(A)  (re- 
lating to  additional  participation  requirements) 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(A)  In  general.— In  the  case  of  a  trust 
which  is  a  part  of  a  defined  benefit  plan,  such 
trust  shall  not  constitute  a  qualified  trust  under 
this  subsection  unless  on  each  day  of  the  plan 
year  such  trust  benefits  at  least  the  lesser  of— 

"(i)  50  employees  of  the  employer,  or 
(ii)  the  greater  of— 

"(I)  40  percent  of  all  employees  of  the  em- 
ployer, or 


"(II)  2  employees  (or  if  there  is  only  1  em- 
ployee, such  employee)." 

(b)  Separate  Line  of  Business  Test.— Sec- 
tion 401(a)(26)(G)  (relating  to  separate  line  of 
business)  is  amended  by  striking  "paragraph 
(7)"  and  inserting  "paragraph  (2)(A)  or  (7)". 

(c)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments  made 
by  this  section  shall  apply  to  years  beginning 
after  December  31, 1996. 

SEC.  1433.  NONDISCRIMINATION  RULES  FOR 
QUALIFIED  CASH  OR  DEFERRED  AR- 
RANGEMENTS AND  MATCHING  CON- 
TRIBUTIONS. 

(a)  Alternative  Methods  of  Satisfying 
Section  40l(k)  Nondiscrimination  Tests.— Sec- 
tion 401(k)  (relating  to  cash  or  deferred  arrange- 
ments), as  amended  by  section  1422,  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  para- 
graph: 

"(12)  ALTERNATIVE  METHODS  OF  MEETING  NON- 
DISCRIMINATION REQUIREMENTS.- 

"(A)  In  general. — A  cash  or  deferred  ar- 
rangement shall  be  treated  as  meeting  the  re- 
quirements of  paragraph  (3)(A)(ii)  if  such  ar- 
rangement— 

"(i)  meets  the  contribution  requirements  of 
subparagraph  (B)  or  (C),  and 

"(ii)  meets  the  notice  requirements  of  subpara- 
graph (D). 

"(B)  Matching  contributions.— 

"(i)  In  general.— The  requirements  of  this 
subparagraph  are  met  if.  under  the  arrange- 
ment, the  employer  makes  matching  contribu- 
tions on  behalf  of  each  employee  who  is  not  a 
highly  compensated  employee  in  an  arrurunt 
equal  to — 

"(I)  100  percent  of  the  elective  contributions  of 
the  employee  to  the  extent  such  elective  con- 
tributions do  not  exceed  3  percent  of  the  employ- 
ee's compensation,  and 

"(II)  50  percent  of  the  elective  contributions  of 
the  employee  to  the  extent  that  such  elective 
contributions  exceed  3  percent  but  do  not  exceed 
5  percent  of  the  employee's  compensation. 

"(ii)  Rate  for  highly  compensated  employ- 
ees.— 77i«  requirements  of  this  subparagraph 
are  not  met  if,  under  the  arrangement,  the  rate 
of  matching  contribution  with  respect  to  any 
elective  contribution  of  a  highly  compensated 
employee  at  any  rate  of  elective  contribution  is 
greater  than  that  loith  respect  to  an  employee 
wtio  is  not  a  highly  compensated  employee. 

"(Hi)  ALTERNATIVE  PLAN  DESIGNS.— If  the  rate 
of  any  matching  contribution  with  respect  to 
any  rate  of  elective  contribution  is  not  equal  to 
the  percentage  required  under  clause  (i),  an  ar- 
rangement stiall  not  be  treated  as  failing  to  meet 
the  requirements  of  clause  (i)  if— 

"(I)  the  rate  of  an  employer's  matching  con- 
tribution does  not  increase  as  an  employee's  rate 
of  elective  contributions  increase,  and 

"(II)  the  aggregate  amount  of  matching  con- 
tributions at  such  rate  of  elective  contribution  is 
at  least  equal  to  the  aggregate  amount  of  match- 
ing contributions  which  would  6e  made  if 
matching  contributions  were  made  on  the  basis 
of  the  percentages  described  in  clause  (i). 

"(C)  nonelective  contributions.— The  re- 
quirements of  this  subparagraph  are  met  if. 
under  the  arrangement,  the  employer  is  re- 
quired, without  regard  to  whether  the  employee 
rrwtkes  an  elective  contribution  or  employee  con- 
tribution, to  make  a  contribution  to  a  defined 
contribution  plan  on  behalf  of  each  employee 
who  is  not  a  highly  compensated  employee  and 
who  is  eligible  to  participate  in  the  arrangement 
in  an  amount  equal  to  at  least  3  percent  of  the 
employee's  compensation. 

"(D)  Notice  requirement.— An  arrangement 
meets  the  requirements  of  this  paragraph  if. 
under  the  arrangement,  each  employee  eligible 
to  participate  is,  urithin  a  reasonable  period  be- 
fore any  year,  given  written  notice  of  t?ie  em- 
ployee's rights  and  obligations  under  the  ar- 
rangement which — 


"(i)  is  sufficiently  accurate  and  comprehen- 
sive to  appraise  the  employee  of  such  rights  and 
obligations,  and 

"(ii)  is  written  in  a  manner  calculated  to  be 
understood  by  the  average  employee  eligible  to 
participate. 

"(E)  Other  requirements.— 

"(i)  Withdrawal  and  vesting  restric- 
tions.—An  arrangement  shall  not  be  treated  as 
meeting  the  requirements  of  subparagraph  (B) 
or  (C)  of  this  paragraph  unless  the  requirements 
of  subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C)  of  paragraph  (2) 
are  met  with  respect  to  all  employer  contribu- 
tions (including  matching  contributions)  tcUcen 
into  account  in  determining  whether  the  re- 
quirements of  subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C)  of  this 
paragraph  are  met. 

"(ii)  Social  security  and  similar  contribu- 
tions NOT  TAKEN  INTO  ACCOUNT.-An  arrange- 
ment shall  not  be  treated  as  meeting  the  require- 
ments of  subparagraph  (B)  or  (C)  unless  such 
requirements  are  met  without  regard  to  sub- 
section (I),  and.  for  purposes  of  subsection  (I), 
employer  contributions  under  subparagraph  (B) 
or  (C)  shall  not  be  taken  into  account. 

"(F)  Other  plans.— An  arrangement  shall  be 
treated  as  meeting  the  requirements  under  sub- 
paragraph (A)(i)  if  any  other  plan  maintained 
by  the  employer  meets  such  requirements  with 
respect  to  employees  eligible  under  the  arrange- 
ment." 

(b)  alternative  METHODS  OF  SATISFYING 
SECTION    401(m)     NONDISCRIMINATION     TESTS.— 

Section  401  (m)  (relating  to  nondiscrimination 
test  for  matching  contributions  and  employee 
contributioris),  as  amended  by  this  Act.  is 
amended  by  redesignating  paragraph  (II)  as 
paragraph  (12)  and  by  adding  after  paragraph 
(10)  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(11)  ALTERNATIVE  METHOD  OF  SATISFYING 
TESTS.— 

"(A)  In  general.— a  defined  contribution 
plan  shall  be  treated  as  meeting  the  require- 
ments of  paragraph  (2)  with  respect  to  rrtatching 
contributions  if  the  plan— 

"(i)  meets  the  contribution  requirements  of 
subparagraph  (B)  or  (C)  of  subsection  (k)(12). 

"(ii)  meets  the  notice  requirements  of  sub- 
section (k)(12)(D).  and 

"(Hi)  meets  the  requirements  of  subparagraph 
(B). 

"(B)  Limitation  on  matching  contribu- 
tions.— The  requirements  of  this  subparagraph 
are  met  if— 

"(i)  matching  contributions  on  behalf  of  any 
employee  may  not  be  made  with  respect  to  an 
employee's  contributions  or  elective  deferrals  in 
excess  of  6  percent  of  the  employee's  compenaor- 
tion. 

"(ii)  the  rate  of  an  employer's  matching  con- 
tribution does  not  increase  as  the  rate  of  an  em- 
ployee's contributions  or  elective  deferrals  in- 
crease, and 

"(iu)  the  matching  contribution  with  respect 
to  any  highly  compensated  employee  at  any  rate 
of  an  employee  contribution  or  rate  of  elective 
deferral  is  not  greater  than  that  loith  respect  to 
an  employee  who  is  not  a  highly  compensated 
employee." 

(c)  YEAR  FOR  Computing  nonhighly  Com- 
pensated Employee  Percentage.— 

(1)  Cash  or  deferred  arrangements.— 
Clause  (ii)  of  section  401(k)(3)(A)  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  "such  year"  and  inserting 
"the  plan  year". 

(B)  by  strVcing  "for  such  ptan  year"  and  in- 
serting "for  the  preceding  plan  year",  arul 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
sentence:  "An  arrangement  may  apply  this 
clause  by  using  the  plan  year  rather  than  the 
preceding  plan  year  if  the  employer  so  elects,  ex- 
cept that  if  such  an  election  is  made,  it  may  not 
be  changed  except  as  provided  by  the  Sec- 
retary." 
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(2)  Matching  and  employee  contribv- 
TIONS.— Section  401(m)(2)(A)  is  amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  "for  such  plan  year"  after 
"highly  compensated  employees", 

(B)  by  inserting  "for  the  preceding  plan  year" 
after  "eligible  employees"  each  place  it  appears 
in  clause  (i)  and  clause  (ii),  and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  fliLsh 
sentence:  "Tfiis  subparagraph  may  be  applied 
by  using  the  plan  year  rather  than  the  preced- 
ing plan  year  if  the  employer  so  elects,  except 
that  if  such  an  election  is  made,  it  may  not  be 
changed  except  as  provided  the  Secretary." 

(d)  Special  Rule  for  Determining  average 
Deferral  Percentage  for  First  Plan  Year, 
Etc.— 

(1)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  401(k)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  sub- 
paragraph: 

"(E)  For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  in  the 
case  of  the  first  plan  year  of  any  plan  (other 
than  a  successor  plan),  the  amount  taken  into 
account  as  the  actual  deferral  percentage  of 
nonhigfily  compensated  employees  for  t)ie  pre- 
ceding plan  year  shall  be— 

"(i)  3  percent,  or 

"(ii)  if  the  employer  makes  an  election  under 
this  subclause,  the  actual  deferral  percentage  of 
nonhighly  compensated  employees  determined 
for  such  first  plan  year. " 

(2)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  401  (m)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following:  "Rules  simi- 
lar to  the  rules  of  subsection  (k)(3)(E)  shall 
O'PPly  for  purposes  of  this  subsection." 

(e)  Distribution  of  Excess  Contributions 
AND  Excess  aggregate  Contributions.— 

(1)  Subparagraph  (C)  of  section  401(k)(8)  (re- 
lating to  arrangement  not  disqualified  if  excess 
contributions  distributed)  is  amended  by  striking 
"on  the  basis  of  the  respective  portioris  of  the 
excess  contributions  attributable  to  each  of  such 
employees"  and  inserting  "on  the  basis  of  the 
amount  of  contributions  by,  or  on  behalf  of, 
each  of  such  employees". 

(2)  Subparagraph  (C)  of  section  401(m)(6)  (re- 
lating to  method  of  distributing  excess  aggregate 
contributions)  is  amended  by  striking  "on  the 
basis  of  the  respecti-ve  portions  of  such  amounts 
attributable  to  each  of  such  employees"  and  in- 
serting "on  the  basis  of  the  amount  of  contribu- 
tions  on  behalf  of,  or  by,  each  such  employee". 

(J)  Effective  Dates.— 

(1)  In  general.— The  amendments  made  by 
this  section  shall  apply  to  years  beginning  after 
December  31, 1998. 

(2)  EXCEPTIONS.-The  amendments  made  by 
subsections  (c),  (d),  and  (e)  shall  apply  to  years 
beginning  after  December  31, 1996. 

SBC.  14M.  DBFDfmON  OF  COMPENSATION  FOR 
SBCnON  415  PUBPOSBS. 

(a)  General  Rule.— Section  415(c)(3)  (defin- 
ing participant's  compensation)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  sutypara- 
graph: 

"(D)  Certain  deferrals  included.— The 
term  'participant's  comperuation'  shall  in- 
clude— 

"(i)  any  elective  deferral  (as  defined  in  section 
402(g)(3)),  and 

"(ii)  any  amount  which  is  contributed  by  the 
employer  at  the  election  of  the  employee  and 
witich  is  not  includible  in  the  gross  income  of 
the  employee  under  section  125  or  457." 

(b)  Conforming  amendments.— 

(1)  Section  414(q)(4).  as  redesignated  by  sec- 
tion 1431.  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(4)  Compensation.— For  purposes  of  this 
stU)section,  the  term  'compensation'  has  the 
meaning  given  such  term  by  section  415(c)(3). " 

(2)  Section  414(s)(2)  is  amended  by  inserting 
"not"  after  "elect"  in  the  text  and  heading 
thereof. 

(c)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments  made 
by  this  section  sttall  apply  to  years  beginning 
after  December  31, 1997. 


CHAPTER  4— MISCELLANEOUS 
PROVISIONS 

SBC  1441.  PLANS  COVERING  SELF-EMPLOYED  IN- 
DIVWVAUS. 

(a)  Aggregation  Rules.— Section  401(d)  (re- 
lating to  additional  requirements  for  qualifica- 
tion of  trusts  and  plans  benefiting  owner-em- 
ployees) is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(d)  Contribution  Limit  on  Owner-Employ- 
ees.— A  trust  forming  part  of  a  pension  or  prof- 
it-sharing plan  which  provides  contributions  or 
benefits  for  employees  some  or  all  of  whom  are 
oumer-employees  shall  constitute  a  qualified 
trust  under  this  section  only  if,  in  addition  to 
meeting  the  requirements  of  subsection  (a),  the 
plan  provides  that  contributions  on  behalf  of 
any  owner-employee  may  be  made  only  with  re- 
spect to  the  earned  income  of  such  owner-em- 
ployee which  is  derived  from  the  trade  or  busi- 
ness with  respect  to  which  such  plan  is  estab- 
lished." 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments  made 
by  this  section  shall  apply  to  years  beginning 
after  December  31. 1996. 

SEC.   1442.  ELIMINATION  OF  SPECIAL   VESTING 
RULE  FOR  MULTIEMPLOYER  PLANS. 

(a)  In  General.— Paragraph  (2)  of  section 
411(a)  (relating  to  minimum  vesting  standards) 
is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  "subparagraph  (A),  (B),  or 
(C)"  and  inserting  "subparagraph  (A)  or  (B)"; 
and 

(2)  by  striking  subparagraph  (C). 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments  made 
by  this  section  shall  apply  to  plan  years  begin- 
ning on  or  after  the  earlier  of— 

(1)  the  later  of— 

(A)  January  1, 1997,  or 

(B)  the  date  on  which  the  last  of  the  collective 
bargaining  agreements  pursuant  to  which  the 
plan  is  maintained  terminates  (determined  with- 
out regard  to  any  extension  thereof  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act),  or 

(2)  January  1, 1999. 

Such  amendments  shall  not  apply  to  any  indi- 
vidual who  does  not  have  more  than  1  hour  of 
service  under  the  plan  on  or  after  the  1st  day  of 
the  1st  plan  year  to  which  such  amendments 
apply. 

SEC.  1443.  DISTRIBVTIONS  UNDER  RURAL  COOP- 
EBATIVB  PLANS. 

(a)  Distributions  for  Hardship  or  After  a 
Certain  age.— Section  401(k)(7)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  subpara- 
graph: 

"(C)  Special  rule  for  certain  distribu- 
tions.— A  rural  cooperative  plan  which  includes 
a  qualified  cash  or  deferred  arrangement  shall 
rwt  be  treated  as  violating  the  requirements  of 
section  401(a)  or  of  paragraph  (2)  merely  by  rea- 
son of  a  hardship  distribution  or  a  distribution 
to  a  participant  after  attainment  of  age  59'/:. 
For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  'hardship 
distribution'  means  a  distribution  described  in 
paragraph  (2)(B)(i)(IV)  (xoithout  regard  to  the 
limitation  of  its  application  to  profit-sharing  or 
stock  bonus  plans)." 

(b)  PuBuc  Utility  Districts.— Clause  (i)  of 
section  401(k)(7)(B)  (defining  rural  cooperative) 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(i)  any  organization  which— 

"(I)  is  engaged  primarily  in  providing  electric 
service  on  a  mutual  or  cooperative  basis,  or 

"(II)  is  engaged  primarily  in  providing  electric 
service  to  the  public  in  its  area  of  service  and 
which  is  exempt  from  tax  under  this  subtitle  or 
which  is  a  State  or  local  government  (or  an 
agency  or  instrumentality  thereof),  other  than  a 
municipality  (or  an  agency  or  instrumentality 
thereof),". 

(c)  Effective  Dates.— 

(1)  Distributions.— The  amendments  made  by 
subsection  (a)  shall  apply  to  distributions  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 


(2)  Rural  cooperative.— The  amendments 
made  by  subsection  (b)  shall  apply  to  plan  years 
beginning  after  December  31, 1996. 

SEC     1444.     TRBATMBNT    OP     GOVERNMENTAL 
PLANS  UNDER  SECTION  415. 

(a)  Compensation  Limit.— Subsection  (b)  of 
section  415  is  amended  by  adding  immediately 
after  paragraph  (10)  the  following  new  para- 
graph: 

"(11)  Special  umitation  rule  for  govern- 
mental PLANS. — In  the  case  of  a  governmental 
plan  (as  defined  in  section  414(d)),  subpara- 
graph (B)  of  paragraph  (1)  shall  not  apply." 

(b)  Treatment  of  Certain  Excess  Benefit 
Plans.— 

(1)  In  general.— Section  415  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(m)  Treatment  of  Qualified  Govern- 
mental Excess  Benefit  arrangements.— 

"(1)  Governmental  plan  not  affected.— in 
determining  whether  a  governmental  plan  (as 
defined  in  section  414(d))  meets  the  requirements 
of  this  section,  benefits  provided  under  a  quali- 
fied governmental  excess  benefit  arrangement 
shall  not  be  taken  into  account.  Income  accru- 
ing to  a  governmental  plan  (or  to  a  trust  that  is 
maintained  solely  for  the  purpose  of  providing 
benefits  under  a  qualified  governmental  excess 
benefit  arrangement)  in  respect  of  a  qualified 
governmental  excess  benefit  arrangement  shall 
constitute  income  derived  from  the  exercise  of  an 
essential  governmental  function  upon  which 
such  governmental  plan  (or  trust)  shall  be  ex- 
empt from  tax  under  section  115. 

"(2)  Taxation  of  participant.— For  purposes 
of  this  chapter — 

"(A)  the  taxable  year  or  years  for  which 
amounts  in  respect  of  a  qualified  governmental 
excess  benefit  arrangement  are  includible  in 
gross  income  by  a  participant,  and 

"(B)  the  treatment  of  such  amounts  when  so 
includible  by  the  participant, 
shall  be  determined  as  if  such  qualified  govern- 
mental excess  benefit  arrangement  were  treated 
as  a  plan  for  the  deferral  of  compensation 
which  is  maintained  by  a  corporation  not  ex- 
empt from  tax  under  this  chapter  and  which 
does  not  meet  the  requirements  for  qualification 
under  section  401. 

"(3)  QUAUFIED  governmental  EXCESS  BENE- 
FIT ARRANGEMENT.— For  purposes  of  this  sub- 
section, the  term  'qualified  governmental  excess 
benefit  arrangement'  means  a  portion  of  a  gov- 
ernmental plan  if— 

"(A)  such  portion  is  maintained  solely  for  the 
purpose  of  providing  to  participants  in  the  plan 
that  part  of  the  participant's  annual  benefit 
otherwise  payable  under  the  terms  of  the  plan 
that  exceeds  the  limitations  on  benefits  imposed 
by  this  section, 

"(B)  under  such  portion  no  election  is  pro- 
vided  at  any  time  to  the  participant  (directly  or 
indirectly)  to  defer  compensation,  and 

"(C)  benefits  described  in  subparagraph  (A) 
are  not  paid  from  a  trust  forming  a  part  of  such 
governmental  plan  unless  such  trust  is  main- 
tained solely  for  the  purpose  of  providing  such 
benefits." 

(2)  Coordination  with  section  457.— Sub- 
section (e)  of  section  457  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(14)  Treatment  of  quaufied  govern- 
mental EXCESS  BENEFIT  ARRANGEMENTS.— Sub- 

sections  (b)(2)  and  (c)(1)  shall  not  apply  to  any 
qualified  governmental  excess  benefit  arrange- 
ment (as  defined  in  section  415(m)(3)),  and  bene- 
fits provided  under  such  an  arrangement  shall 
not  be  taken  into  account  in  determining  wheth- 
er any  other  plan  is  an  eligible  deferred  com- 
pensation plan." 

(3)  Conforming  amendment.— Paragraph  (2) 
of  section  457(f)  is  amended  by  striking  "and" 
at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (C),  by  striking  the 
period  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (D)  and  in- 
serting ",  and",  and  by  inserting  immediately 
thereafter  the  following  new  subparagraph: 
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"(E)  a  qualified  governmental  excess  benefit 
arrangement  described  in  section  415(m)." 

(c)  EXEMPTION  for  Survivor  and  Disability 
BENEFTTS.-Paragraph  (2)  of  section  415(b)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  subparagraph: 

"(I)  Exemption  for  survivor  and  disabiuty 

BENEFITS      provided       UNDER      GOVERNMENTAL 

PLANS.— Subparagraph  (C)  of  this  paragraph 
and  paragraph  (5)  shall  not  apply  to— 

"(i)  income  received  from  a  governmental  plan 
(as  defined  in  section  414(d))  as  a  pension,  an- 
nuity, or  similar  allowance  as  the  result  of  the 
recipient  becoming  disabled  by  reason  of  per- 
sonal injuries  or  sickness,  or 

"(ii)  amounts  received  from  a  governmental 
plan  by  the  beneficiaries,  survivors,  or  the  estate 
of  an  employee  as  the  result  of  the  death  of  the 
employee." 

(d)  Revocation  of  Grandfather  Elec- 
tion.— 

(1)  In  general.— Subparagraph  (C)  of  section 
415(b)(10)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  clause: 

"(ii)  Revocation  of  election.— An  election 
under  clause  (i)  may  be  revoked  not  later  than 
the  last  day  of  the  third  plan  year  beginning 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  clause. 
The  revocation  shall  apply  to  all  plan  years  to 
which  the  election  applied  and  to  all  subsequent 
plan  years.  Any  amount  paid  by  a  plan  in  a 
taxcUile  year  ending  after  the  revocation  shall  be 
includible  in  income  in  such  taxable  year  under 
the  rules  of  this  chapter  in  effect  for  such  tax- 
able year,  except  t?iat.  for  purposes  of  applying 
the  limitations  imposed  by  this  section,  any  por- 
tion of  such  amount  which  is  attributable  to 
any  taxable  year  during  which  the  election  was 
in  effect  shall  be  treated  as  received  in  such  tax- 
able year." 

(2)  Conforming  amendment.— Subparagraph 
(C)  of  section  415(b)(10)  is  amended  by  striking 
"This"  and  inserting: 

"(i)  In  general.— This". 

(e)  Effective  Date.— 

(1)  IN  GENERAL. — Ttie  amendments  made  by 
subsections  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  shall  apply  to  years 
beginning  after  December  31,  1994.  The  amend- 
ments made  by  subsection  (d)  shall  apply  with 
respect  to  revocations  adopted  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Treatment  for  years  beginning  before 
JANUARY  1,  1995.— Nothing  in  the  amendments 
made  by  this  section  sfiall  be  construed  to  infer 
that  a  governmental  plan  (as  defined  in  section 
414(d)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986) 
fails  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  section  415  of 
such  Code  for  any  taxable  year  beginning  before 
January  1.  1995. 

SEC.  1445.  UNIFORM  RETIREMENT  AGE. 

(a)  Discrimination  Testing.— Paragraph  (5) 
of  section  401(a)  (relating  to  special  rules  relat- 
ing to  nondiscrimination  requirements)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  foUounng 
new  subparagraph: 

"(F)  Social  security  retirement  ace.— For 
purposes  of  testing  for  discrimiruxtion  under 
paragraph  (4)— 

"(i)  the  social  security  retirement  age  (as  de- 
fined in  section  415(b)(8))  shall  be  treated  as  a 
uniform  retirement  age,  and 

"(ii)  subsidized  early  retirement  benefits  and 
joint  and  survivor  annuities  shall  not  be  treated 
as  being  unavailable  to  employees  on  the  same 
terms  merely  because  such  benefits  or  annuities 
are  based  in  whole  or  in  part  on  an  employee's 
social  security  retirement  age  (as  so  defined)." 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment  made 
by  this  section  shall  apply  to  years  beginning 
after  December  31, 1996. 

SBC  1446.  CONTRIBUTIONS  ON  BEHALF  OP  DIS- 
ABLED EMPLOYEES. 

(a)  All  Disabled  Participants  Receiving 
Contributions.— Section  415(c)(3)(C)  is  amend- 


ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following:  "If  a  de- 
fined contribution  plan  provides  for  the  con- 
tinuation of  contributions  on  behalf  of  all  par- 
ticipants described  in  clause  (i)  for  a  fixed  or  de- 
terminable period,  this  subparagraph  shall  be 
applied  unthout  regard  to  clauses  (ii)  and  (Hi)." 
(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment  made 
by  this  section  shall  apply  to  years  beginning 
after  December  31,  1996. 

SEC  1447.  TREATMENT  OF  DEFERRED  COM- 
PENSATION PLANS  OF  STATE  AND 
LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  AND  TAX-EX- 
EMPT ORGANIZATIONS. 

(a)  Special  Rules  for  Plan  Distribu- 
tions.—Paragraph  (9)  of  section  457(e)  (relating 
to  other  definitions  and  special  rules)  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows: 

"(9)  Benefits  not  treated  as  made  avail- 
able BY  reason  of  certain  ELECTIONS,  ETC.— 

"(A)  Total  amount  payable  is  s3.5oo  or 
LESS.— The  total  amount  payable  to  a  partici- 
pant under  the  plan  shall  not  be  treated  as 
made  available  merely  because  the  participant 
may  elect  to  receive  such  amount  (or  the  plan 
may  distribute  such  amount  unthout  the  partici- 
pant's consent)  if— 

"(i)  such  amount  does  not  exceed  S3. 500.  and 

"(ii)  such  amount  may  be  distributed  only  if— 

"(I)  no  amount  has  been  deferred  under  the 
plan  vnth  respect  to  such  participant  during  the 
2-year  period  ending  on  the  date  of  the  distribu- 
tion, and 

"(II)  there  has  been  no  prior  distribution 
under  the  plan  to  such  participant  to  which  this 
subparagraph  applied. 

A  plan  shall  not  be  treated  as  failing  to  meet  the 
distribution  requirements  of  subsection  (d)  by 
reason  of  a  distr^ution  to  which  this  subpara- 
graph applies. 

"(B)  Election  to  defer  commencement  of 
distributions.— The  total  amount  payable  to  a 
participant  under  the  plan  shall  not  be  treated 
as  made  available  merely  because  the  partici- 
pant may  elect  to  defer  commencement  of  dis- 
tributions under  the  plan  if— 

"(i)  such  election  is  made  after  amounts  may 
be  available  under  the  plan  in  accordance  with 
subsection  (d)(1)(A)  and  before  commencement 
of  such  distributions,  arui 

"(ii)  the  participant  may  make  only  1  such 
election. " 

(b)  COST-OF-LIVING  ADJUSTMENT  OF  MAXIMUM 

Deferral  amount.— Subsection  (e)  of  section 
457,  as  amended  by  section  1444(b)(2)  (relating  to 
governmental  plans),  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(15)  COST-OF-UVING  ADJUSTMENT  OF  MAXI- 
MUM DEFERRAL  AMOUNT.— The  Secretary  shall 
adjust  the  %7,500  amount  specified  in  subsections 
(b)(2)  and  (c)(1)  at  the  same  time  and  in  the 
same  manner  as  under  section  415(d).  except 
that  the  base  period  shall  be  the  calendar  quar- 
ter ending  September  30,  1994.  and  any  increase 
under  this  paragraph  which  is  not  a  multiple  of 
S500  shall  be  rounded  to  the  next  lowest  multiple 
ofS500." 

(c)  EFFECTIVE  Date.— The  amendments  made 
by  this  section  shall  apply  to  taxable  years  be- 
ginning after  December  31. 1996. 

SBC  1448.  TRUST  RBQUIRBMENT  FOR  DEFERRED 
COtlPBNSATION  PLANS  OF  STATE 
AND  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  457  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(g)  Governmental  Plans  Must  Maintain 
Set-asides  for  Exclusive  Benefit  of  Partici- 
pants.— 

"(1)  In  general. — A  plan  maintained  by  an 
eligible  employer  described  in  subsection 
(e)(1)(A)  shall  not  be  treated  as  an  eligible  de- 
ferred corrtpensation  plan  unless  all  assets  arui 
income  of  the  plan  described  in  subsection  (b)(6) 
are  held  in  trust  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  par- 
ticipants and  their  beneficiaries. 


"(2)  Taxability  of  trusts  and  partici- 
pants.—For  purposes  of  this  title— 

"(A)  a  trust  described  in  paragraph  (1)  shall 
be  treated  as  an  organization  exempt  from  tax- 
ation under  section  501(a).  OTid 

"(B)  rwtwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  title,  amounts  in  the  trust  shall  be  includ- 
ible in  the  gross  income  of  participants  arui 
beneficiaries  only  to  the  extent,  and  at  the  time, 
provided  in  this  section. 

"(3)  Custodial  accounts  and  contracts  — 
For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  custodial  ac- 
counts and  contracts  described  in  section  401(f) 
shall  be  treated  as  trusts  under  rules  simtlar  to 
the  rules  under  section  401(f)." 

(b)  Conforming  amendment.— Paragraph  (6) 
of  section  457(b)  is  amended  by  inserting  "except 
as  provided  in  subsection  (g)."  before  "which 
provides  that". 

(c)  Effective  Dates.— 

(1)  In  general. — Except  as  provided  in  para- 
graph (2).  the  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  to  assets  and  income  described  in 
section  457(b)(6)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1986  held  by  a  plan  on  arid  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Transition  rule.— In  the  case  of  assets 
and  income  described  in  paragraph  (1)  held  by 
a  plan  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
a  trust  need  not  be  established  by  reason  of  the 
amendments  made  by  this  section  before  Janu- 
ary 1.  1999. 

SEC  1449.  TRANSITION  RULE  FOR  COMPVTINC 
MAXIMUM  BBNEFnS  UNDER  SEC- 
TION 415  LOOTATIONS. 

(a)  In  General.— Subparagraph  (A)  of  section 
767(d)(3)  of  the  Uruguay  Round  Agreements  Act 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(A)  Exception.— A  plan  that  u>as  adopted 
and  in  effect  before  December  8.  1994.  shall  not 
be  required  to  apply  the  amendments  made  by 
subsection  (b)  unth  respect  to  benefits  accrued 
before  the  earlier  of— 

"(i)  the  later  of  the  date  a  plan  amendment 
applying  such  amendment  is  adopted  or  made 
effective,  or 

"(ii)  the  first  day  of  the  first  limitation  year 
beginning  after  December  31, 1999. 

Determinations  under  section  415(b)(2)(E)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  before  such  ear- 
lier date  shall  6e  made  with  respect  to  such  ben- 
efits on  the  basis  of  such  section  as  in  effect  on 
December  7,  1994  (except  that  the  modification 
made  by  section  1449(b)  of  the  Small  Business 
Job  Protection  Act  of  1996  shall  be  taken  into 
account),  and  the  provisions  of  the  plan  as  in 
effect  on  December  7,  1994,  but  only  if  such  pro- 
visions of  the  plan  meet  the  requirements  of 
such  section  (as  so  in  effect)." 

(b)  MODIFICATION  OF  CERTAIN  ASSUMPTIONS 
FOR   ADJUSTING  BENEFFTS  OF  DEFINED  BENEFIT 

Plans  for  Early  Retirees.— Subparagraph  (E) 
of  section  415(b)(2)  (relating  to  limitation  on  cer- 
tain assumptions)  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  "Except  as  provided  in  clause 
(ii).  for  purposes  of  adjusting  any  benefit  or  lim- 
itation under  subparagraph  (B)  or  (C)."  in 
clause  (i)  and  inserting  "For  purposes  of  adjust- 
ing any  limitation  under  subparagraph  (C)  and. 
except  as  provided  in  clause  (ii).  for  purposes  of 
adjusting  any  benefit  uruier  subparaqraph 
(B),".and 

(2)  by  striking  "For  purposes  of  adjusting  the 
benefit  or  limitation  of  any  form  of  benefit  sub- 
ject to  section  417(e)(3),"  in  clause  (U)  and  in- 
serting "For  purposes  of  adjusting  any  ben^U 
under  subparagraph  (B)  for  any  form  of  benefit 
subject  to  section  417(e)(3),". 

(c)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments  made 
by  this  section  shall  take  effect  as  if  included  in 
the  provisions  of  section  767  of  the  Uruguay 
Round  Agreements  Act. 

(d)  Transitional  Rule— In  the  case  of  a 
plan  that  was  adopted  and  in  effect  before  De- 
cember 8, 1994,  if— 
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(1)  a  plan  cmendment  was  adopted  or  made 
effective  on  or  before  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act  applying  the  amendments  made  by 
section  767  of  the  Uruguay  Round  Agreements 
Act,  and 

(2)  vrithin  1  year  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act,  a  plan  amendment  is  adopted 
which  repeals  the  amendment  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (1), 

the  amendment  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1) 
shail  not  be  taken  into  account  in  applying  sec- 
tion 767(d)(3)(A)  of  the  Uruguay  Round  Agree- 
ments Act,  as  amended  by  subsection  (a). 
SSa  14S0.  MODIFICATIONS  OF  SECTION  4(0(h). 

(a)  Multiple  Salary  Reduction  agree- 
ments Permitted.— 

(1)  General  rule. — For  purposes  of  section 
403(b)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986,  the 
fretjuency  that  an  employee  is  permitted  to  enter 
into  a  salary  reduction  agreement,  the  salary  to 
which  such  an  agreement  may  apply,  and  the 
ability  to  revoke  such  an  agreement  shall  be  de- 
termined under  the  rules  applicable  to  cash  or 
deferred  elections  under  section  401  (k)  of  such 
Code. 

(2)  Effective  date.— This  subsection  shall 
apply  to  taxai)le  years  beginning  after  December 

31. 1995. 

(b)  Treatment  of  Indian  Tribal  Govern- 
ments.— 

(1)  In  general. — In  the  case  of  any  contract 
purchased  in  a  plan  year  beginning  before  Jan- 
uary 1,  1995,  section  403(b)  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  shall  be  applied  as  if  any  ref- 
erence to  an  employer  described  in  section 
501(c)(3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986 
wtuch  is  exempt  from  tax  under  section  501  of 
such  Code  included  a  reference  to  an  employer 
which  is  an  Indian  tribal  government  (as  de- 
fitted  by  section  7701(a)(4O)  of  such  Code),  a  sub- 
division of  an  Indian  trU>al  government  (deter- 
mined in  accordance  with  section  7871(d)  of 
such  Code),  an  agency  or  instrumentality  of  an 
Indian  tribal  government  or  subdivision  thereof, 
or  a  corporation  chartered  under  Federal,  State, 
or  tribal  law  which  is  owned  in  whole  or  in  part 
by  any  of  the  foregoing. 

(2)  Rollovers. Solely  for  purposes  of  apply- 
ing section  403(b)(8)  of  such  Code  to  a  contract 
to  which  paragraph  (1)  applies,  a  Qualified  cash 
or  deferred  arrangement  under  section  401  (k)  of 
such  Code  shall  be  treated  as  if  it  were  a  plan 
or  contract  described  in  clause  (ii)  of  section 
403(b)(8)(A)  of  such  Code. 

(c)  Elective  Deferrals.— 

(1)  In  general.— Subparagraph  (E)  of  section 
403(b)(1)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(E)  in  the  case  of  a  contract  purchased 
under  a  salary  reduction  agreement,  the  con- 
tract meets  the  requirements  of  section 
401(a)(30).': 

(2)  EFFECTIVB  date.— The  amendment  made 
by  this  subsection  shall  apply  to  years  begin- 
ning after  December  31,  1995,  except  a  contract 
shcUl  not  be  required  to  meet  any  change  in  any 
requirement  by  reason  of  such  amendment  be- 
fore the  90th  day  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act. 

SBC  1451.  WAIVER  OF  HDiOlUM  PBBIOD  FOR 
JOINT  AND  SVaVIVOR  ANNUITY  EX- 
PIANATION  BEFORE  ANNVITT 
STASTING  DATE. 

(a)  General  Rule.— For  purposes  of  section 
417(a)(3)(A)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1986  (relating  to  plan  to  provide  written  expla- 
nations), the  minintum  period  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  between  the  date  that 
the  explanation  referred  to  in  such  section  is 
provided  and  the  annuity  starting  date  shall  not 
apply  if  waived  by  the  participant  and,  if  appli- 
cable, the  participant's  spouse. 

(b)  Effective  Date.— Subsection  (a)  shall 
apply  to  plan  years  beginning  after  December 

31. 1996. 


SSa  1462.  REPEAL  OF  LIMITATION  IN  CASE  OF 
DEFINED  BBNEFTT  PLAN  AND  DE 
FINED  CONTRIBVnON  PLAN  FOR 
SAME  EMPLOYEE;  EXCESS  DISTRIBU- 
TIONS. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  415(e)  is  repealed. 

(b)  Excess  Distributions.— Section  4980A  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  subsection: 

"(g)  Limitation  on  APPUCATiON.—This  sec- 
tion shall  not  apply  to  distributions  during 
years  beginning  after  December  31, 1995,  and  be- 
fore January  1,  1999,  and  such  distributions 
shall  be  treated  as  made  first  from  amounts  not 
described  in  subsection  (f)." 

(C)  CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS.— 

(1)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  415(a)  is  amend- 
ed— 

(A)  by  adding  "or"  at  the  end  of  subpara- 
graph (A). 

(B)  by  striking  ".  or"  at  the  end  of  subpara- 
graph (B)  and  inserting  a  period,  and 

(C)  by  striking  subparagraph  (C). 

(2)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  415(b)(5)  is 
amended  by  striking  "and  subsection  (e)". 

(3)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  415(f)  is  amended 
by  striking  "subsections  (b).  (c),  and  (e)"  and 
inserting  "subsections  (b)  and  (c)". 

(4)  Subsection  (g)  of  section  415  is  amended  by 
striking  "subsections  (e)  and  (f)"  in  the  last 
sentence  and  inserting  "subsection  (f)". 

(5)  Clause  (i)  of  section  415(k)(2)(A)  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows: 

"(i)  any  contribution  made  directly  by  an  em- 
ployee under  such  an  arrangement  shall  not  be 
treated  as  an  annual  addition  for  purposes  of 
subsection  (c),  and". 

(6)  Clause  (ii)  of  section  415(k)(2)(A)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "subsections  (c)  and  (e)"  and  in- 
serting "subsection  (c)". 

(7)  Section  416  is  amended  by  striking  sub- 
section (h). 

(d)  Effective  Date.— 

(1)  In  general.— Except  as  provided  in  para- 
graph (2),  the  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  to  limitation  years  beginning  after 
December  31. 1998. 

(2)  Excess  distributions.— The  amendment 
made  by  subsection  (b)  shall  apply  to  years  be- 
ginning after  December  31 ,  1995. 

SEC.  1453.  TAX  ON  PROHIBITED  TRANSACTIONS. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  4975(a)  is  amended 
by  striking  "5  percent"  and  inserting  "10  per- 
cent". 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment  made 
by  this  section  shall  apply  to  prohibited  trans- 
actions occurring  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act. 

SEa  1454.  TREATMENT  OF  LEASED  EMPLOYEES. 

(a)  General  Rule.— Subparagraph  (C)  of  sec- 
tion 414(n)(2)  (defining  leased  employee)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(C)  such  services  are  performed  under  pri- 
mary direction  or  control  by  the  recipient." 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment  made 
by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  to  years  beginning 
after  December  31,  1996.  but  shall  not  apply  to 
any  relationship  determined  under  an  Internal 
Revenue  Service  ruling  issued  before  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act  pursuant  to  section 
414(n)(2)(C)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1986  (as  in  effect  on  the  day  before  such  date) 
not  to  involve  a  leased  employee. 

SEC.  1455.  UNIFORM  PENALTY  PROVISIONS  TO 
APPLY  TO  CERTAIN  PENSION  RE- 
PORTING REQUIREMENTS. 

(a)  Penalties.— 

(1)  Statements.— Paragraph  (l)  of  section 
6724(d)  is  amended  by  striking  "and"  at  the 
end  of  subparagraph  (A),  by  striking  the  pe- 
riod at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (B)  and  in- 
serting ",  and",  and  by  inserting  after  sub- 
paragraph (B)  the  following  new  subpara- 
graph: 


"(C)  any  statement  of  the  amount  of  pay- 
ments to  another  person  required  to  be  made 
to  the  Secretary  under— 

"(i)  section  408(i)  (relating  to  reports  with  re- 
spect to  individual  retirement  accounts  or  annu- 
ities), or 

"(ii)  section  6047(d)  (relating  to  reports  by  em- 
ployers, plan  administrators,  etc.)." 

(2)  Reports.— Paragraph  (2)  of  section 
6724(d),  as  amended  by  section  1116,  is  amended 
by  striking  "or"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (T), 
by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  subpara- 
graph (U)  and  inserting  a  comma,  and  by  insert- 
ing after  subparagraph  (U)  the  follovnng  new 
subparagraphs: 

"(V)  section  408(i)  (relating  to  reports  with  re- 
spect to  individual  retirement  plans)  to  any  per- 
son other  than  the  Secretary  with  respect  to  the 
amount  of  payments  made  to  such  person,  or 

"(W)  section  6047(d)  (relating  to  reports  by 
plan  administrators)  to  any  person  other  than 
the  Secretary  with  respect  to  the  amount  of  pay- 
ments made  to  such  person. " 

(b)  Modification  of  Reportable  Des- 
ignated Distributions.— 

(1)  Section  40S.— Subsection  (i)  of  section  408 
(relating  to  individual  retirement  account  re- 
ports) is  amended  by  inserting  "aggregating  $10 
or  more  in  any  calendar  year"  after  "distribu- 
tions". 

(2)  Section  eotr. —Paragraph  (l)  of  section 
6047(d)  (relating  to  reports  by  employers,  plan 
administrators,  etc.)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  sentence:  "No  return 
or  report  may  be  required  under  the  preceding 
sentence  with  respect  to  distributions  to  any 
person  during  any  year  unless  such  distribu- 
tions aggregate  $10  or  more. " 

(c)  Qualifying  Rollover  Distributions.— 
Section  6652(i)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "the  $10"  and  inserting  "$100", 
and 

(2)  by  striking  "$5,000"  and  inserting 
"$50,000". 

(d)  CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS.— 

(1)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  6047(f)  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"(1)  For  provUions  relating  to  penaltie*  for 
faUuret  to  file  retunu  and  reports  required 
under  thia  section,  see  aeetiona  66S2(e),  6721, 
and  6722." 

(2)  Subsection  (e)  of  section  6652  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  sen- 
tence: "This  subsection  shall  ru)t  apply  to  any 
return  or  statement  which  is  an  information  re- 
turn described  in  section  6724(d)(l)(C)(ii)  or  a 
payee  statement  described  in  section 
6724(d)(2)(W)." 

(3)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  6693  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  sen- 
tence: "TTiis  subsection  shall  not  apply  to  any 
report  which  is  an  information  return  described 
in  section  6724(d)(l)(C)(i)  or  a  payee  statement 
described  in  section  6724(d)(2)(V)." 

(e)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments  made 
by  this  section  shall  apply  to  returns,  reports, 
and  other  statements  the  due  date  for  which 
(determined  vrithout  regard  to  extensions)  is 
after  December  31, 1996. 

SEC.  1456.  RBTntEMIENT  BENEFITS  OF  MINISTERS 
NOT  SUBJECT  TO  TAX  ON  NET  EARN- 
INGS PROM  SELF-EMPLOYMENT. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  1402(a)(8)  (defining 
net  earning  from  self-employment)  is  amended 
by  inserting  ",  but  shall  not  include  in  such  net 
earnings  from  self-employment  the  rental  ixUue 
of  any  parsonage  (whether  or  not  excludable 
under  section  107)  provided  after  the  individuxtl 
retires,  or  any  other  retirement  benefit  received 
by  such  individiuxl  from  a  church  plan  (as  de- 
fined in  section  414(e))  after  the  individual  re- 
tires" before  the  semicolon  at  the  end. 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments  made 
by  this  section  shall  apply  to  years  beginning 
before,  on,  or  after  December  31, 1994. 
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SEC.  1457.  DATE  FOR  ADOPTION  OP  PLAN  AMEND- 
MENTS. 

If  any  amendment  made  by  this  subtitle  re- 
quires an  amendment  to  any  plan  or  annuity 
contract,  such  amendment  shall  not  be  required 
to  be  made  before  the  first  day  of  the  first  plan 
year  beginning  on  or  after  January  1.  1997,  if— 

(1)  during  the  period  after  such  amendment 
lakes  effect  and  before  such  first  plan  year,  the 
plan  or  contract  is  operated  in  accordance  with 
the  requirements  of  such  amendment,  and 

(2)  such  amendment  applies  retroactively  to 
such  period. 

In  the  case  of  a  governmental  plan  (as  defined 
in  section  414(d)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1986),  this  section  shall  be  applied  by  sub- 
stituting "1999"  for  "1997". 

Subtitle  E — Foreign  Simplification 

SSa  1501.  REPEAL  OF  INCLUSION  OF  CERTAIN 
EARNINGS  INVESTED  IN  EXCESS 
PASSIVE  ASSETS. 

(a)  In  General.— 

(1)  Repeal  of  inclusion.— Paragraph  (l)  of 
section  951(a)  (relating  to  amounts  included  in 
gross  income  of  United  States  shareholders)  is 
amended  by  striking  subparagraph  (C),  by  strik- 
ing ";  and"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (B)  and 
inserting  a  period,  and  by  adding  "and"  at  the 
end  of  subparagraph  (A). 

(2)  REPEAL  of  inclusion  AMOUNT.— Section 
956A  (relating  to  earnings  invested  in  excess 
passive  assets)  is  repealed. 

(b)  Conforming  amendments.— 

(1)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  956(b)  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"(1)   APPUCABLE  EARNlNCS.—For  purposes  of 

this  section,  the  term  'applicable  earnings' 
means,  vnth  respect  to  any  controlled  foreign 
corporation,  the  sum  of— 

"(A)  the  amount  (not  including  a  deficit)  re- 
ferred to  in  section  316(a)(1),  and 

"(B)  the  amxmnt  referred  to  in  section 
316(a)(2), 

but  reduced  by  distributions  made  during  the 
taxable  year." 

(2)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  956(b)  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"(3)  Special  rule  where  corporation 
ceases  to  be  controlled  foreign  corpora- 
TION.—If  any  foreign  corporation  ceases  to  be  a 
controlled  foreign  corporation  during  any  tax- 
able year — 

"(A)  the  determination  of  any  United  States 
shareholder's  pro  rata  share  shall  be  made  on 
the  basis  of  stock  ovmed  (within  the  meaning  of 
section  958(a))  by  such  shareholder  on  the  last 
day  during  the  taxable  year  on  which  the  for- 
eign corporation  is  a  controlled  foreign  corpora- 
tion, 

"(B)  the  average  referred  to  in  subsection 
(a)(1)(A)  for  sxich  tax(U)le  year  shall  be  deter- 
mined by  only  taking  into  account  quarters  end- 
ing on  or  before  such  last  day,  and 

"(C)  in  determining  applicable  earnings,  the 
amount  taken  into  account  by  reason  of  being 
described  in  paragraph  (2)  of  section  316(a)  shall 
be  the  portion  of  the  amount  so  described  which 
is  allocable  (on  a  pro  rata  basis)  to  the  part  of 
such  year  during  which  the  corporation  is  a 
controlled  foreign  corporation." 

(3)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  959  (relating  to 
exclusion  from  gross  income  of  previously  taxed 
earnings  and  profits)  is  amended  by  adding 
"or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (1),  by  strVdng 
"or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (2),  and  by  strik- 
ing paragraph  (3). 

(4)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  959  is  amended  by 
strikir^  "paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)"  in  the  last 
sentence  and  inserting  "paragraph  (2)". 

(5)  Subsection  (c)  of  section  959  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  flush  sentence: 
"References  in  this  subsection  to  section 
951(a)(1)(C)  and  subsection  (a)(3)  shall  be  treat- 
ed as  references  to  such  provisions  as  in  effect 


on  the  day  before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Small  Business  Job  Protection  Act  of  1996." 

(6)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  959(f)  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"(1)  IN  GENERAL.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, amounts  that  would  be  included  under 
subparagraph  (B)  of  section  951(a)(1)  (deter- 
mined without  regard  to  this  section)  shall  be 
treated  as  attributable  first  to  earnings  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (c)(2),  and  then  to  earn- 
ings described  in  subsection  (c)(3)." 

(7)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  959(f)  is  amended 
by  striking  "subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C)  of  sec- 
tion 951(a)(1)"  and  inserting  "section 
951(a)(1)(B)". 

(8)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  989  is  amended  by 
striking  "subparagraph  (B)  or  (C)  of  section 
951(a)(1)"  and  inserting  "section  951(a)(1)(B)". 

(9)  Paragraph  (9)  of  section  1297(b)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "subparagraph  (B)  or  (C)  of  sec- 
tion 951(a)(1)"  and  inserting  "section 
951(a)(1)(B)". 

(10)  Subsections  (d)(3)(B)  and  (e)(2)(B)(ii)  of 
section  1297  are  each  amended  by  striking  "or 
section  956 A". 

(c)  Clerical  amendment.— The  table  of  sec- 
tions for  subpart  F  of  part  III  of  subchapter  N 
of  chapter  I  is  amended  by  striking  the  item  re- 
lating to  section  956 A. 

(d)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments  made 
by  this  section  shall  apply  to  taxable  years  of 
foreign  corporations  beginning  after  December 
31.  1996.  and  to  taxable  years  of  United  States 
shareholders  within  which  or  with  which  such 
taxable  years  of  foreign  corporations  end. 

Subtitle  F— Revenue  OffaeU 

SBC.  1601.  TERMINATION  OF  PUERTO  RICO  AND 
POSSESSION  TAX  CREDIT. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  936  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(j)  Termination.— 

"(1)  In  general.— Except  as  otherwise  pro- 
vided in  this  subsection,  this  section  shall  not 
apply  to  any  taxable  year  beginning  after  De- 
cember 31, 1995. 

"(2)  Transition  rules  for  active  business 
INCOME  CREDIT. — Except  as  provided  in  para- 
graph (3)— 

"(A)  ECONOMIC  ACTIVITY  CREDIT.— In  the  cose 
of  an  existing  credit  claimant — 

"(i)  with  respect  to  a  possession  other  than 
Puerto  Rico,  and 

"(ii)  to  which  subsection  (a)(4)(B)  does  not 
apply, 

the  credit  determined  under  subsection  (a)(1)(A) 
shall  be  allowed  for  taxable  years  beginning 
after  December  31,  1995,  and  before  January  1. 
2002. 

"(B)  Special  rule  for  reduced  credit.— 

"(i)  In  general.— In  the  case  of  an  existing 
credit  claimant  to  which  subsection  (a)(4)(B)  ap- 
plies, the  credit  determined  under  subsection 
(a)(1)(A)  shall  be  allowed  for  taxable  years  be- 
ginning after  December  31, 1995,  and  before  Jan- 
uary 1,  1998. 

"(ii)  Election  irrevocable  after  1997.— An 
election  under  subsection  (a)(4)(B)(iii)  which  is 
in  effect  for  the  taxpayer's  last  taxable  year  be- 
ginning before  1997  may  not  be  revoked  unless  it 
is  revoked  for  the  taxpayer's  first  taxable  year 
beginning  in  1997  and  all  subsequent  taxable 
years. 

"(C)  Economic  activity  credit  for  puerto 

RICO.— 

"For  economic  activity  credit  for  Puerto 
Rico,  see  section  SOA. 

"(3)  ADDITIONAL  RESTRICTED  CREDIT.— 

"(A)  In  general.— In  the  case  of  an  existing 
credit  claimant— 

"(i)  the  credit  under  subsection  (a)(1)(A)  shall 
be  allowed  for  the  period  beginning  icith  the 
first  taxable  year  after  the  last  taxable  year  to 
which  subparagraph  (A)  or  (B)  of  paragraph 


(2).  whichever  is  appropriate,  applied  and  end- 
ing xoith  the  last  taxable  year  beginning  before 
January  1,2006.  except  that 

"(ii)  the  aggregate  amount  of  taxable  income 
taken  into  account  under  subsection  (a)(1)(A) 
for  any  such  taxable  year  shall  not  exceed  the 
adjusted  base  period  income  of  such  claimant. 

"(B)  COORDINATION  WITH  SUBSECTION  (0X4).- 

The  amount  of  income  described  in  subsection 
(a)(1)(A)  which  is  taken  into  account  in  apply- 
ing subsection  (a)(4)  shall  be  such  income  as  re- 
duced under  this  paragraph. 

"(4)     ADIUSTED    BASE    PERIOD     INCOME.— For 

purposes  of  paragraph  (3) — 

"(A)  In  general.— The  term  'adjusted  base 
period  income'  means  the  average  of  the  infla- 
tion-adjusted possession  incomes  of  the  corpora- 
tion for  each  base  period  year. 

"(B)  Inflation- ADIUSTED  possession  in- 
come.—For  purposes  of  subparagraph  (A),  the 
inflation-adjusted  possession  income  of  any  cor- 
poration for  any  base  period  year  shall  be  an 
amount  equal  to  the  sum  of— 

"(i)  the  possession  income  of  such  corporation 
for  such  base  period  year,  plus 

"(ii)  such  possession  income  multiplied  by  the 
inflation  adjustment  percentage  for  such  base 
period  year. 

"(C)  Inflation  adiustment  percentage  — 
For  purposes  of  subparagraph  (B),  the  inflation 
adjustment  percentage  for  any  base  period  year 
means  the  percentage  (if  any)  by  which— 

"(i)  the  CPlfor  1995.  exceeds 

"(ii)  the  CPI  for  the  calendar  year  in  which 
the  base  period  year  for  which  the  determina- 
tion is  being  made  ends. 

For  purposes  of  the  preceding  sentence,  the  CPI 
for  any  calendar  year  is  the  CPI  (as  defined  in 
section  1(f)(5))  for  such  year  under  section 
1(f)(4). 

"(D)  Increase  in  inflation  adiustment  per- 
centage FOR  GROWTH  DURING  BASE  YEARS.— The 

inflation  adjustment  percentage  (determined 
under  subparagraph  (C)  without  regard  to  this 
subparagraph)  for  each  of  the  5  taxable  years 
referred  to  in  paragraph  (5)(A)  shall  be  in- 
creased by— 

"(i)  5  percentage  points  in  the  case  of  a  tax- 
able year  ending  during  the  1-year  period  end- 
ing on  October  13. 1995: 

"(ii)  1025  percentage  points  in  the  case  of  a 
taxable  year  ending  during  the  1-year  period 
ending  on  October  13. 1994: 

"(Hi)  15.76  percentage  points  in  the  case  of  a 
taxable  year  ending  during  the  1-year  period 
ending  on  October  13, 1993: 

"(iv)  21.55  percentage  points  in  the  case  of  a 
taxable  year  ending  during  the  1-year  period 
ending  on  October  13. 1992;  and 

"(V)  27.63  percentage  points  in  the  case  of  a 
taxable  year  ending  during  the  1-year  period 
ending  on  October  13. 1991. 

"(5)  Base  period  year.— For  purposes  of  this 
subsection — 

"(A)  In  general.— The  term  'base  period  year' 
means  each  of  3  taxable  years  which  are  amxmg 
the  5  rrwst  recent  taxable  years  of  the  corpora- 
tion ending  before  October  14,  1995.  determined 
by  disregarding — 

"(i)  one  taxable  year  for  which  the  corpora- 
tion had  the  largest  inflation-adjusted  posses- 
sion income,  and 

"(ii)  one  taxable  year  for  which  the  corpora- 
tion had  the  smallest  inflation-adjusted  posses- 
sion income. 

"(B)  Corporations  not  having  siCNincAST 

POSSESSION  INCOME  THROUGHOUT  S-YEAR  PE- 
RIOD.- 

"(i)  In  general.— If  a  corporation  does  not 
have  significant  possession  income  for  each  of 
the  most  recent  5  taxable  years  ending  before 
October  14,  1995,  then,  in  lieu  of  applying  sub- 
paragraph (A),  the  term  'base  period  year' 
means  only  those  taxable  years  (of  such  5  tax- 
able years)  for  which  the  corporation  has  sig- 
nificant possession  income:  except  that,  if  such 
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corporatiOTi  has  significant  possession  income 
for  4  of  such  S  taxable  years,  the  rule  of  sub- 
jnTograph  (A)(ii)  shall  apply. 

"(ii)  Special  rule.— If  there  is  no  year  (of 
such  5  taxable  years)  for  which  a  corporation 
has  significant  possession  income — 

"(I)  the  term  'base  period  year'  means  the  first 
taxable  year  ending  on  or  after  October  14. 1995, 
but 

"(II)  the  amount  of  possession  income  for 
such  year  which  is  taken  into  account  under 
paragraph  (4)  shall  be  the  amount  which  would 
be  determined  if  such  year  were  a  short  taxable 
year  ending  on  September  30, 1995. 

"(Hi)  Sjcnificast  possession  income.— For 
purposes  of  this  subparagraph,  the  term  'signifi- 
cant possession  iru:ome'  means  possession  in- 
come which  exceeds  2  percent  of  the  possession 
income  of  the  taxpayer  for  tfte  taxable  year  (of 
the  period  of  6  taxable  years  ending  with  the 
first  taxable  year  ending  on  or  after  October  14, 
1995)  having  the  greatest  possession  income. 

"(C)  Election  to  use  one  base  period 

YEAR.— 

"(i)  IN  GENERAL.— At  the  election  of  the  tax- 
payer, the  term  'base  period  year'  means — 

"(I)  only  the  last  taxable  year  of  the  corpora- 
tion ending  in  calendar  year  1992.  or 

"(II)  a  deemed  taxable  year  which  includes 
the  first  ten  mont?is  of  calendar  year  1995. 

"(ii)  Base  period  income  for  1995.— In  deter- 
mining the  adjusted  base  period  income  of  the 
corporation  for  the  deemed  taxable  year  under 
clause  (i)(II),  the  possession  income  shall  be 
annualized  and  shall  be  determined  without  re- 
gard to  any  extraordinary  item. 

"(Hi)  Election. — An  election  under  this  sub- 
paragraph by  any  possession  corporation  may 
be  made  only  for  the  corporation's  first  taxable 
year  beginning  after  December  31,  1995.  for 
which  it  is  a  possession  corporation.  The  rules 
of  sxibclauses  (II)  and  (III)  of  subsection 
(a)(4)(B)(iii)  shall  apply  to  the  election  under 
this  subparagraph. 

"(D)  ACQUISITIONS  and  DISPOSITIONS.— Rules 
similar  to  the  rules  of  subparagraphs  (A)  and 
(B)  of  section  41(f)(3)  shall  apply  for  purposes  of 
this  subsection. 

"(6)  POSSESSION  INCOME.— For  purposes  of  this 
subsection,  the  term  'possession  income'  means, 
with  respect  to  any  possession,  the  income  re- 
ferred to  in  subsection  (a)(1)(A)  determined  with 
respect  to  that  possession.  In  no  event  shall  pos- 
session income  be  treated  as  being  less  than 
zero. 

"(7)  Short  years.— If  the  current  year  or  a 
base  period  year  is  a  short  taxcU)le  year,  the  ap- 
plication of  this  subsection  shall  be  made  with 
such  annuahzations  as  the  Secretary  shall  pre- 
scribe. 

"(8)  Special  rules  for  certain  posses- 
sions.— 

"(A)  In  general.— In  the  case  of  an  existing 
credit  claimant  urith  respect  to  an  applicable 
possession,  this  section  (other  than  the  preced- 
ing paragraphs  of  tfiis  subsection)  shall  apply  to 
such  claimant  with  respect  to  such  applicable 
possession  for  taxable  years  beginning  after  De- 
cember 31, 1995,  and  before  January  1,  2006. 

"(B)  APPLICABLE  POSSESSION.— For  purposes 
of  this  paragraph,  the  term  'applicable  posses- 
sion' means  Guam,  American  Samoa,  and  the 
Commonwealth  of  the  Northern  Mariana  Is- 
lands. 

"(9)  Existing  credit  claimant.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  subsection— 

"(A)  In  general.— The  term  'existing  credit 
claimant'  means  a  corporation— 

"(i)  which  was  actively  conducting  a  trade  or 
business  in  a  possession  on  October  13, 1995,  and 

"(ii)  with  respect  to  which  an  election  under 
this  section  is  in  effect  for  the  corporation's  tax- 
able year  which  includes  October  13, 1995. 

"(B)  NEW  UNES  OF  BUSINESS  PROHIBITED.— If, 

after  October  13,   1995,   a  corporation  which 


would  (but  for  this  subparagraph)  be  an  existing 
credit  claimant  adds  a  substantial  new  line  of 
business,  such  corporation  shaU  cease  to  be 
treated  as  an  existing  credit  claimant  as  of  the 
close  of  the  taxable  year  ending  before  the  date 
of  such  addition. 

"(C)  Binding  contract  exception.— If,  on 
October  13,  1995,  and  at  all  times  thereafter, 
there  is  in  effect  with  respect  to  a  corporation  a 
binding  contract  for  the  acquisition  of  assets  to 
be  used  in,  or  for  the  sale  of  assets  to  be  pro- 
duced from,  a  trade  or  business,  the  corporation 
sfiall  be  treated  for  purposes  of  this  paragraph 
as  actively  conducting  such  trade  or  business  on 
October  13,  1995.  The  preceding  sentence  shall 
not  apply  if  such  trade  or  business  is  not  ac- 
tively conducted  before  January  1, 1996. 

"(10)  Separate  appucation  to  each  posses- 
sion.— For  purposes  of  determining — 

"(A)  whether  a  taxpayer  is  an  existing  credit 
claimant,  and 

"(B)  the  amount  of  the  credit  allowed  under 
this  section. 

this  subsection  (and  so  much  of  this  section  as 
relates  to  this  subsection)  shall  be  applied  sepa- 
rately with  respect  to  each  possession." 

(b)  Economic  activity  Credit  for  Puerto 
Rico.— 

(1)  In  general.— Subpart  B  of  part  IV  of  sub- 
chapter A  of  chapter  1  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  section: 
•vsa  30*.  PVEKTO  rican  econouic  Acnvrrr 

CREDIT. 

"(a)  Allowance  of  Credit.— 

"(1)  IN  GENERAL.— Except  OS  Otherwise  pro- 
vided in  this  section,  if  the  conditions  of  both 
paragraph  (1)  and  paragraph  (2)  of  subsection 
(b)  are  satisfied  with  respect  to  a  qualified  do- 
mestic corporation,  there  shall  be  allowed  as  a 
credit  against  the  tax  imposed  by  this  chapter 
an  amount  equal  to  the  portion  of  the  tax  which 
is  attributable  to  the  toxoftte  income,  from 
sources  unthout  the  United  States,  from— 

"(A)  the  active  conduct  of  a  trade  or  business 
vnthin  Puerto  Rico,  or 

"(B)  the  sale  or  exchange  of  substantially  all 
of  the  assets  used  by  the  taxpayer  in  the  active 
conduct  of  such  trade  or  business. 
In  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after 
December  31.  2001.  the  aggregate  amount  of  tax- 
able income  taken  into  account  under  the  pre- 
ceding sentence  (and  in  applying  subsection  (d)) 
shall  not  exceed  the  adjusted  base  period  income 
of  such  corporation,  as  determined  in  the  same 
manner  as  under  section  936(j). 

"(2)  QUAUFIED  DOMESTIC  CORPORATION.— For 

purposes  of  paragraph  (1).  the  term  'qualified 
domestic  corporation '  means  a  domestic  corpora- 
tion— 

"(A)  which  is  an  existing  credit  claimant  unth 
respect  to  Puerto  Rico,  and 

"(B)  unth  respect  to  which  section  936(a)(4)(B) 
does  not  apply  for  the  taxable  year. 

"(3)  Separate  appucation.— For  purposes  of 
determining — 

"(A)  whether  a  taxpayer  is  an  existing  credit 
claimant  with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico,  and 

"(B)  the  amount  of  the  credit  allowed  under 
this  section, 

this  section  (and  so  much  of  section  936  as  re- 
lates to  this  section)  shall  be  applied  separately 
with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico. 

"(b)  CONDITIONS  Which  Must  Be  Satis- 
FIED.—The  conditions  referred  to  in  subsection 
(a)  are— 

"(1)  3-YBAR  PERIOD.— If  30  percent  or  more  of 
the  gross  income  of  the  qualified  domestic  cor- 
poration for  the  3-year  period  immediately  pre- 
ceding the  close  of  the  taxable  year  (or  for  such 
part  of  such  period  immediately  preceding  the 
close  of  such  taxable  year  as  may  be  applicable) 
was  derived  from  sources  unthin  a  possession 
(determined  without  regard  to  section  904(f)). 


"(2)  Trade  or  business.— If  75  percent  or 
more  of  the  gross  income  of  the  qualified  domes- 
tic corporation  for  such  period  or  such  part 
thereof  was  derived  from  the  active  conduct  of  a 
trade  or  business  unthin  a  possession. 

"(C)  CREDIT  not  allowed  AGAINST  CERTAIN 

Taxes.— The  credit  provided  by  subsection  (a) 
shall  not  be  allowed  against  the  tax  imposed 
by- 

"(1)  section  59 A  (relating  to  environmental 
tax), 

"(2)  section  531  (relating  to  the  tax  on  accu- 
mulated earnings), 

"(3)  section  541  (relating  to  personal  holding 
company  tax),  or 

"(4)  section  1351  (relating  to  recoveries  of  for- 
eign expropriation  losses). 

"(d)  Limitations  on  Credit  for  active 
Business  Income.— The  amount  of  the  credit  de- 
termined under  subsection  (a)  for  any  taxable 
year  shall  not  exceed  the  sum  of  the  following 
amounts: 

"(1)  60  percent  of  the  sum  of— 

"(A)  the  aggregate  amount  of  the  qualified 
domestic  corporation's  qualified  possession 
wages  for  such  taxable  year,  plus 

"(B)  the  allocable  employee  fringe  benefit  ex- 
penses of  the  qualified  domestic  corporation  for 
such  taxable  year. 

"(2)  The  sum  of— 

"(A)  15  percent  of  the  deprecation  allowances 
for  the  taxable  year  unth  respect  to  short-life 
qualified  tangible  property, 

"(B)  40  percent  of  the  depreciation  alloioances 
for  the  taxable  year  with  respect  to  medium-life 
qualified  tangible  property,  and 

"(C)  65  percent  of  the  depreciation  allowances 
for  the  taxable  year  with  respect  to  long-life 
qualified  tangible  property. 

"(3)  If  the  qualified  domestic  corporation  does 
not  have  an  election  to  use  the  method  described 
in  section  936(h)(5)(C)(ii)  (relating  to  profit 
split)  in  effect  for  the  taxable  year,  the  amount 
of  the  qualified  possession  income  taxes  for  the 
taxable  year  allocable  to  nonsheltered  income. 

"(e)  Administrative  provisions.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  title— 

"(1)  the  provisions  of  section  936  (including 
any  applicable  election  thereunder)  sftall  apply 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  credit  under  this 
section  were  a  credit  under  section  936(a)(1)(A) 
for  a  domestic  corporation  to  which  section 
936(a)(4)(A)  applies, 

"(2)  the  credit  under  this  section  s?tall  be 
treated  in  the  same  manner  as  the  credit  under 
section  936,  and 

"(3)  a  corporation  to  which  this  section  ap- 
plies shall  be  treated  in  the  same  manner  as  if 
it  were  a  corporation  electing  the  application  of 
section  936. 

"(f)  Definitions.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, any  term  used  in  this  section  which  is  also 
used  in  section  936  shall  have  the  same  fneaning 
given  such  term  by  section  936. 

"(g)  Appucation  of  Section.— This  section 
shall  apply  to  taxable  years  beginning  after  De- 
cember 31, 1995,  and  before  January  1,  2006." 

(2)  CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS.— 

(A)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  55(c)  is  amended 
by  striking  "and  the  section  936  credit  allowable 
under  section  27(b)"  and  inserting  ",the  section 
936  credit  allowable  under  section  27(b),  and  the 
Puerto  Rican  economic  activity  credit  under  sec- 
tion 30A". 

(B)  Subclause  (I)  of  section  56(g)(4)(C)(ii)  is 
amended— 

(i)  by  inserting  "30A,"  before  "936".  and 
(ii)  by  striking  "and  (i)"  and  inserting  ",  (i), 
and  (j)". 

(C)  Clause  (Hi)  of  section  56(g)(4)(C)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  sub- 
clause: 

"(VI)  APPUCATION  TO  section  30A  CORPORA- 
TIONS.—References  in  this  clause  to  section  936 
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shall  be  treated  as  incliuUng  references  to  sec- 
tion 30A." 

(D)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  59  is  amended  by 
striking  "section  936,"  and  all  that  follows  and 
inserting  "section  30 A  or  936,  alternative  mini- 
mum taxable  income  stiall  not  incliide  any  in- 
come with  respect  to  which  a  credit  is  deter- 
mined under  section  30 A  or  936. ". 

(E)  The  tcU>le  of  sections  for  subpart  B  of  part 
IV  of  subchapter  A  of  chapter  1  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  item: 

"Sec.  30A.  Puerto  Rican  economic  activity  cred- 
it." 

(F)(i)  The  heading  for  subpart  B  of  part  IV  of 
subcfiapter  A  of  chapter  1  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"Subpart  B— Other  Credits". 

(ii)  The  table  of  subparts  for  part  IV  of  sub- 
chapter A  of  chapter  1  is  amended  by  striking 
the  item  relating  to  subpart  B  and  inserting  the 
following  new  item: 

"Subpart  B.  Other  credits." 

(c)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments  made 
by  this  section  shall  apply  to  taxable  years  be- 
ginning after  December  31. 1995. 

sea  leoi.  repeal  of  exclvsion  for  interest 

ON  LOANS  USED  TO  ACQUIRB  Eft- 
PLOYER  SECVRITIBS. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  133  (relating  to  in- 
terest on  certain  loans  used  to  acquire  employer 
securities)  is  hereby  repealed. 

(b)  Conforming  amendments.— 

(1)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  291(e)(1)  is 
amended  by  striking  clause  (iv)  and  by  redesig- 
nating clause  (v)  as  clause  (io). 

(2)  Section  812  is  amended  by  striking  sub- 
section (g). 

(3)  Paragraph  (5)  of  section  852(b)  is  amended 
by  striking  subparagraph  (C). 

(4)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  4978(b)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  subparagraph  (A)  and  all  that 
follows  and  inserting  the  following: 

"(A)  first  from  qualified  securities  to  which 
section  1042  applied  acquired  during  the  3-year 
period  ending  on  the  date  of  the  disposition,  be- 
ginning with  the  securities  first  so  acquired,  and 

"(B)  then  from  any  other  employer  securities. 
If  subsection  (d)  applies  to  a  disposition,  the  dis- 
position sfiall  be  treated  as  made  from  employer 
securities  in  the  opposite  order  of  the  preceding 
sentence.". 

(5)(A)  Section  4978B  (relating  to  tax  on  dis- 
position of  employer  securities  to  which  action 
133  applied)  is  hereby  repealed. 

(B)  The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  43  is 
amended  by  striking  the  item  relating  to  section 
4978B. 

(6)  Subsection  (e)  of  section  6047  is  amended 
by  striking  paragraphs  (1),  (2),  and  (3)  and  in- 
serting the  following  new  paragraphs: 

"(1)  any  employer  maintaining,  or  the  plan 
administrator  (within  the  meaning  of  section 
414(g))  of,  an  employee  stock  oumership  plan 
which  holds  stock  viith  respect  to  which  section 
404(k)  applies  to  dividends  paid  on  such  stock, 
or 

"(2)  both  such  employer  or  plan  adminis- 
trator,". 

(7)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  7872  is  amended 
by  striking  paragraph  (12). 

(8)  The  table  of  sections  for  part  III  of  sub- 
chapter B  of  chapter  1  is  amended  by  striking 
the  item  relating  to  section  133. 

(c)  Effective  Date.— 

(1)  In  general.— The  amendments  made  by 
this  section  shall  apply  to  loans  made  after  Oc- 
tober 13. 1995. 

(2)  Refinancings.— The  amendments  made  by 
this  section  shall  not  apply  to  loans  made  after 
October  13,  1995,  to  refiruxnce  securities  acquisi- 
tion loans  (determined  unthout  regard  to  section 
133(b)(1)(B)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 


1986,  as  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act)  made  on  or  before 
such  date  or  to  refinance  loans  described  in  this 
paragraph  if— 

(A)  the  refinancing  loans  meet  the  require- 
ments of  section  133  of  such  Code  (as  so  in  ef- 
fect), 

(B)  immediately  after  the  refinancing  the 
principal  amount  of  the  loan  resisting  from  the 
refinancing  does  not  exceed  the  principal 
amount  of  the  refinanced  loan  (immediately  be- 
fore the  refinancing),  and 

(C)  the  term  of  such  refinancing  loan  does  not 
extend  beyond  the  last  day  of  tfte  term  of  the 
original  securities  acquisition  loan. 

For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  the  term  "secu- 
rities acquisition  loan"  includes  a  loan  from  a 
corporation  to  an  employee  stock  oumership 
plan  described  in  section  133(b)(3)  of  euch  Code 
(as  so  in  effect). 

(3)  Exception. — Any  loan  made  pursuant  to  a 
binding  written  contract  in  effect  on  October  13. 
1995.  and  at  all  times  thereafter  before  such  loan 
is  made,  shall  be  treated  for  purposes  of  para- 
graphs (1)  and  (2)  as  a  loan  made  before  such 
date. 

SEC.  1603.  certain  AMOUNTS  DERIVED  FROM 
FOREIGN  CORPORATIONS  TREATED 
AS  UNRELATED  BUSINESS  TAXABLE 
INCOME. 

(a)  General  Rule.— Subsection  (b)  of  section 
512  (relating  to  modifications)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(17)  Treatment  of  certain  amounts  de- 
rived from  foreign  corporations.— 

"(A)  In  general. — Notwithstanding  para- 
graph (1),  any  amount  included  in  gross  income 
under  section  951(a)(1)(A)  shall  be  included  as 
an  item  of  gross  income  derived  from  an  unre- 
lated trade  or  business'  to  the  extent  the  amount 
so  included  is  attributable  to  insurance  income 
(as  defined  in  section  953)  which,  if  derived  di- 
rectly by  the  organization,  toould  be  treated  as 
gross  income  from  an  unrelated  trade  or  busi- 
ness. There  shall  be  allowed  all  deductions  di- 
rectly connected  with  amounts  included  in  gross 
income  under  the  preceding  sentence. 

"(B)  Exception.— Subparagraph  (A)  shall  not 
apply  to  income  attributable  to  a  policy  of  in- 
surance or  reinsurance  unth  respect  to  which 
the  person  (directly  or  indirectly)  insured  is— 

"(i)  such  organization, 

"(ii)  an  affiliate  of  such  organization  which  is 
exempt  from  tax  under  section  501(a).  or 

"(iii)  a  director  or  officer  of.  or  an  individual 
who  (directly  or  iruiirectly)  performs  services 
for.  such  organization  or  affiliate  but  only  if  the 
insurance  covers  primarily  risks  associated  irith 
the  performance  of  services  in  connection  with 
such  organization  or  affiliate. 
For  purposes  of  this  subparagraph,  the  deter- 
mination as  to  whether  an  entity  is  an  affiliate 
of  an  organization  shall  be  made  under  rules 
similar  to  the  rules  of  section  168(h)(4)(B). 

"(C)  Regulations.— The  Secretary  shall  pre- 
scribe such  regulations  as  may  be  necessary  or 
appropriate  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
paragraph,  including  regulations  for  the  appli- 
cation of  this  paragraph  in  the  case  of  income 
paid  through  1  or  more  entities  or  between  2  or 
more  chains  of  entities. " 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment  made 
by  this  section  shall  apply  to  amounts  included 
in  gross  income  in  any  taxable  year  beginning 
after  December  31, 1995. 

SEC  1S04.  DEPRBOATtON  VNJXR  DfCOMS  PORB- 
CASTMBTBm). 

(a)  General  Rule.— Section  167  (relating  to 
depreciation)  is  amended  by  redesignating  sub- 
section (g)  as  subsection  (h)  and  by  inserting 
after  subsection  (f)  the  following  new  sub- 
section: 

"(g)  Depreciation  Under  Income  Forecast 
method.— 


"(1)  In  general.— If  the  depreciation  deduc- 
tion allowable  under  this  section  to  any  tax- 
payer witKrespect  to  any  property  is  determined 
under  the  income  forecast  method  or  any  similar 
method — 

"(A)  the  income  from  the  property  to  be  taken 
into  account  in  determining  the  depreciation  de- 
duction under  such  method  shall  be  equal  to  the 
amount  of  income  earned  in  connection  with  the 
property  before  the  close  of  the  10th  taxable 
year  following  the  taxable  year  in  which  the 
property  was  placed  in  service. 

"(B)  the  adjusted  basis  of  the  property  shall 
only  include  amounts  with  respect  to  which  the 
requirements  of  section  461(h)  are  satisfied, 

"(C)  the  depreciation  deduction  under  such 
method  for  the  10th  taxable  year  beginning  after 
the  taxable  year  in  which  the  property  was 
placed  in  service  shall  be  equal  to  the  adjusted 
basis  of  such  property  as  of  the  beginning  of 
such  10th  taxable  year,  and 

"(D)  such  taxpayer  shall  pay  (or  be  entitled  to 
receive)  interest  computed  under  the  look-back 
method  of  paragraph  (2)  for  any  recomputation 
year. 

"(2)  Look-back  method.— The  interest  com- 
puted under  the  look-back  method  of  this  para- 
graph for  any  recomputation  year  shall  be  de- 
termined by— 

"(A)  first  determining  the  depreciation  deduc- 
tions under  this  section  irith  respect  to  such 
property  which  would  have  been  allowable  for 
prior  taxable  years  if  the  determination  of  the 
amounts  so  allowable  had  been  made  on  the 
basis  of  the  sum  of  the  following  (instead  of  the 
estimated  income  from  such  property) — 

"(i)  the  actual  income  earned  in  connection 
with  such  property  for  periods  before  the  close 
of  the  recomputation  year,  and 

"(ii)  an  estimate  of  the  future  income  to  be 
earned  in  connection  with  such  property  for  pe- 
riods after  the  recomputation  year  and  before 
the  close  of  the  10th  taxable  year  following  the 
taxable  year  in  which  the  property  was  placed 
in  service, 

"(B)  second,  determining  (solely  for  purposes 
of  computing  such  interest)  the  overpayment  or 
underpayment  of  tax  for  each  such  prior  taxable 
year  which  would  result  solely  from  the  applica- 
tion of  subparagraph  (A),  and 

"(C)  then  using  the  adjusted  overpayment 
rate  (as  defined  in  section  460(b)(7)).  com- 
pounded daily,  on  the  overpayment  or  under- 
payment determined  under  subparagraph  (B). 
For  purposes  of  the  preceding  sentence,  any  cost 
incurred  after  the  property  is  placed  in  service 
(which  is  not  treated  as  a  separate  property 
under  paragraph  (5))  shall  be  taken  into  ac- 
count by  discounting  (using  the  Federal  ndd- 
term  rate  determined  under  section  1274(d)  as  of 
the  time  such  cost  is  incurred)  such  cost  to  its 
value  as  of  the  date  the  property  is  placed  in 
service.  The  taxpayer  may  elect  with  respect  to 
any  property  to  have  the  preceding  sentence  not 
apply  to  such  property. 

"(3)  Exception  from  look-back  method.— 
Paragraph  (1)(D)  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to 
any  property  which,  when  placed  in  service  by 
the  taxpayer,  had  a  basis  of  SIOO.OOO  or  less. 

"(4)  Recomputation  year.— For  purposes  of 
this  subsection,  except  as  provided  in  regula- 
tions, the  term  'recomputation  year'  means, 
with  respect  to  any  property,  the  3d  and  the 
10th  taxable  years  beginning  after  the  taxable 
year  in  which  the  property  uxw  placed  in  serv- 
ice, unless  the  actual  income  earned  in  connec- 
tion unth  the  property  for  the  period  before  the 
close  of  such  3d  or  10th  taxable  year  is  within  10 
percent  of  the  income  earned  in  connection  with 
the  property  for  such  period  which  loas  taken 
into  account  under  paragraph  (1)(A). 

"(5)  SPECIAL  RULES.— 

"(A)  Certain  costs  treated  as  separate 
PROPERTY.— For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the 
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following  costs  shall  be  treated  as  separate  prop- 
erties: 

"(i)  Any  costs  incurred  with  respect  to  any 
property  after  the  10th  taxable  year  besrinning 
after  Uie  taxable  year  in  which  the  property  was 
placed  in  service. 

"(ii)  Any  costs  incurred  after  the  property  is 
placed  in  service  and  before  the  close  of  such 
10th  taxable  year  if  such  costs  are  significant 
and  give  rise  to  a  significant  increase  in  the  in- 
come from  the  property  which  was  not  included 
in  the  estimated  income  from  the  property. 

"(B)  Syndication  income  from  television 
SERIES. — In  the  case  of  property  which  is  an  epi- 
sode in  a  television  series,  income  from  syndicat- 
ing such  series  shall  not  be  required  to  be  taken 
into  account  under  this  subsection  before  the 
earlier  of— 

"(i)  the  4th  taxable  year  beginning  after  the 
date  the  first  episode  in  such  series  is  placed  in 
service,  or 

"(ii)  the  earliest  taxable  year  in  which  the 
taxpayer  has  an  arrangement  relating  to  the  fu- 
ture syruiication  of  such  series. 

"(C)  Special  rules  for  financial  exploi- 
tation OF  characters,  etc.— For  purposes  of 
this  subsection,  in  the  case  of  television  and  mo- 
tion picture  fibns,  the  income  from  the  property 
shall  include  income  from  the  exploitation  of 
characters,  designs,  scripts,  scores,  and  other  in- 
cidental income  associated  with  such  films,  but 
only  to  the  extent  that  such  income  is  earned  in 
connection  loith  the  ultimate  use  of  such  items 
by,  or  the  ultimate  sale  of  merchandise  to,  per- 
sons who  are  not  related  persons  (within  the 
meaning  of  section  267(b))  to  the  taxpayer. 

"(D)  Collection  of  interest.— For  purposes 
of  subtitle  F  (other  than  sections  6654  and  6655), 
any  interest  required  to  be  paid  by  the  taxpayer 
under  paragraph  (1)  for  any  recomputation  year 
shall  be  treated  as  an  increase  in  the  tax  im- 
posed by  this  chapter  for  such  year. 

"(E)  DETSRMrNATlONS.—For  purposes  of  para- 
graph (2),  determinations  of  the  amount  of  in- 
come earned  in  connection  with  any  property 
shall  be  made  in  the  same  manner  as  for  pur- 
poses of  applying  the  income  forecast  nKthod; 
except  that  any  income  from  the  disposition  of 
such  property  shall  be  taken  into  account. 

"(F)    TREATMENT    OF    PASS-THRO    ENTITIES.- 

Rules  similar  to  the  rules  of  section  460(b)(4) 
shall  apply  for  purposes  of  this  subsection. " 
(b)  Bffbctivb  Date.— 

(1)  In  general.— The  amendment  made  by 
subsection  (a)  shall  apply  to  property  placed  in 
service  after  September  13, 1995. 

(2)  BINDING  contracts.— The  amendment 
made  by  subsection  (a)  s)iall  not  apply  to  any 
property  produced  or  acquired  by  the  taxpayer 
pursuant  to  a  written  contract  which  was  bind- 
ing on  September  13, 1995.  aruX  at  all  times  there- 
after before  such  production  or  acquisition. 
SBC.  ins.  RBPBAL  OF  EXCLUSION  FOR  FVNmVB 

DAHAGBS  AND  FOR  DAMAGBS  NOT 
ATTaaUTABLB  TO  FBYSICAL  INJU- 
RIES <M  SICKNESS. 

(a)  In  General.— Paragraph  (2)  of  section 
104(a)  (relating  to  compensation  for  injuries  or 
sickness)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(2)  the  amount  of  any  damages  (other  than 
punitive  damages)  received  (whether  by  suit  or 
agreement  and  whether  as  lianp  sums  or  as  peri- 
odic payments)  on  account  of  personal  physical 
injuries  or  physical  sickness:". 

(b)  Emotional  Distress  as  Such  Treated  as 
SOT  Physical  Injury  or  Physical  Sickness.— 
Section  104(a)  is  amended  by  striking  the  last 
sentence  arui  inserting  the  following  new  sen- 
tence: "For  purposes  of  paragraph  (2),  emo- 
tional distress  shall  not  be  treated  as  a  physical 
injury  or  physical  sickness.  The  preceding  sen- 
tence sliall  not  apply  to  an  amount  of  damages 
not  in  excess  of  the  amount  paid  for  medical 
care  (described  in  subparagraph  (A)  or  (B)  of 
section  213(d)(1))  attributable  to  emotional  dis- 
tress.". 


(c)  Appucation  of  Prior  Law  for  States  in 
Which  Only  Punitive  Damages  May  Be 
AWARDED  IN  Wrongful  Death  actions.— Sec- 
tion 104  is  amended  by  redesignating  subsection 
(c)  as  subsection  (d)  and  by  inserting  after  sub- 
section (b)  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(c)  APPUCATION  OF  Prior  Law  in  Certain 
Cases.— The  phrase  '(other  than  punitive  dam- 
ages)' shall  not  apply  to  punitive  damages 
atoarded  in  a  ciinl  action — 
"(1)  which  is  a  wrongful  death  action,  and 
"(2)  vnth  respect  to  which  applicable  State 
law  (as  in  effect  on  September  13, 1995  and  toith- 
out  regard  to  any  modification  after  such  date) 
providies,  or  has  been  construed  to  provide  by  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction  pursuant  to  a 
decision  issued  on  or  before  September  13,  1995, 
that  only  punitive  damages  may  be  atoarded  in 
such  an  action. 

This  subsection  shall  cease  to  apply  to  any  civU 
action  filed  on  or  after  the  first  date  on  which 
the  applicable  State  law  ceases  to  provide  (or  is 
no  longer  construed  to  provide)  the  treatment 
described  in  paragraph  (2)." 

(d)  Effective  Date.— 

(1)  In  general.— Except  as  provided  in  para- 
graph (2),  the  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  to  amounts  received  after  June  30, 
1996,  in  taxable  years  ending  after  such  date. 

(2)  EXCEPTION.— The  amendments  made  by 
this  section  shall  not  apply  to  any  amount  re- 
ceived under  a  written  binding  agreement,  court 
decree,  or  mediation  award  in  effect  on  (or 
issued  on  or  before)  September  13, 1995. 

SEC.  1606.  REPEAL  OF  DIESEL  FUEL  TAX  REBATE 
TO  PURCHASERS  OF  DIESEL-POW- 
ERED AUTOMOBILES  AND  LIGHT 
TRUCKS. 

(a)  In  CENERAL.—Section  6427  (relating  to 
fuels  not  used  for  taxable  purposes)  is  amended 
by  striking  subsection  (g). 

(b)  Conforming  amendments.— 

(1)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  34(a)  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"(3)  under  section  6427  mth  respect  to  fuels 
used  for  nontaxable  purposes  or  resold  during 
the  taxable  year  (determined  without  regard  to 
section  6427(k)).". 

(2)  Paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)(A)  of  section  6427(i) 
are  each  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  "(g).",  arui 

(B)  by  striking  "(or  a  qualified  diesel  powered 
highway  vehicle  purchased)"  each  place  it  ap- 
pears. 

(c)  EFFECTIVE  Date.— The  amendments  made 
by  this  section  shall  apply  to  vehicles  purchased 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Subtitle  G—Teekiueal  Correetituu 

SSa  1701.  COORDINATION  WITH  OTHER  SUB- 
TITLES. 

For  purposes  of  applying  the  amendments 
made  by  any  subtitle  of  this  title  other  than  this 
subtitle,  the  provisions  of  this  subtitle  shall  be 
treated  as  having  been  enacted  immediately  be- 
fore the  provisions  of  such  other  subtitles. 

SEC  not.  AMENDMENTS  RELATED  TO  REVENUE 
RECONCILIATION  ACT  OF  1990. 

(a)  AMENDMENTS  RELATED  TO  SUBTITLE  A.— 

(1)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  secUon  59(j)(3)  is 
amended  by  striking  "section  l(i)(3)(B)"  and  in- 
serting "section  1(g)(3)(B)". 

(2)  Clause  (i)  of  section  151(d)(3)(C)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "joint  of  a  return"  and  inserting 
"joint  return". 

(b)  AMENDMENTS  RELATED  TO  SUBTITLE  B.— 

(1)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  11212(e)  of  the 
Revenue  Reconciliation  Act  of  1990  is  amended 
by  striking  "Paragraph  (1)  of  section  6724(d)" 
and  inserting  "Subparagraph  (B)  of  section 
6724(d)(1)". 

(2)(A)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  4093(c)(2), 
as  in  effect  before  the  amendments  made  by  the 
Revenue  Reconciliation  Act  of  1993.  is  amended 
by  inserting  before  the  period  "unless  such  fuel 


is  sold  for  exclusive  use  by  a  State  or  any  politi- 
cal subdivision  thereof. 

(B)  Paragraph  (4)  of  section  6427(1),  as  in  ef- 
fect before  the  amendments  made  by  the  Reve- 
nue ReconcUiation  Act  of  1993,  is  amended  by 
inserting  before  the  period  "unless  such  fuel 
was  used  by  a  State  or  any  political  subdivision 
thereof. 

(3)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  6416(b)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "chapter  32  or  by  section  4051" 
and  inserting  "chapter  31  or  32". 

(4)  Section  7012  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  "production  or  importation  of 
gasoline"  in  paragraph  (3)  and  inserting  "taxes 
on  gasoline  and  diesel  fuel",  and 

(B)  by  striking  paragraph  (4)  and  redesignat- 
ing paragraphs  (5)  and  (6)  as  paragraphs  (4) 
and  (5),  respectively. 

(5)  Subsection  (c)  of  section  5041  is  amended 
by  striking  paragraph  (6)  and  by  inserting  the 
following  new  paragraphs: 

"(6)  Credit  for  transferee  in  bond.— if— 

"(A)  wine  produced  by  any  person  would  be 
eligible  for  any  credit  under  paragraph  (1)  if  re- 
moved by  such  person  during  the  calendar  year, 

"(B)  wine  produced  by  such  person  is  removed 
during  such  calendar  year  by  any  other  person 
(hereafter  in  this  paragraph  referred  to  as  the 
'transferee')  to  whom  such  wine  was  transferred 
in  bond  and  who  is  liable  for  the  tax  imposed  by 
this  section  with  respect  to  such  wine,  and 

"(C)  such  producer  holds  title  to  such  wine  at 
the  time  of  its  removal  and  provides  to  the 
transferee  such  information  as  is  necessary  to 
properly  determine  the  transferee's  credit  under 
this  paragraph. 

then,  the  transferee  (and  not  the  producer)  shall 
be  allowed  the  credit  under  paragraph  (1)  which 
would  be  allowed  to  the  producer  if  the  unne  re- 
moved by  the  transferee  had  been  removed  by 
the  producer  on  that  date. 

"(7)  Regulations.— The  Secretary  may  pre- 
scribe such  regulatioiu  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  in- 
cluding regulations — 

"(A)  to  prevent  the  credit  provided  in  this 
subsection  from  benefiting  any  person  who  pro- 
duces more  than  250,000  wine  gallons  during  a 
coUendar  year,  and 

"(B)  to  assure  proper  reduction  of  such  credit 
for  persons  producing  more  than  150,000  toine 
gallons  of  wine  during  a  calendar  year. " 

(6)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  5061(b)  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows: 

"(3)  section  5041(f),". 

(7)  Section  5354  is  amended  by  inserting  "(tak- 
ing into  account  the  appropriate  amount  of 
credit  with  respect  to  such  wine  under  section 
5041(c))"  after  "any  one  time". 

(c)  Amendments  Related  to  Subtitle  C— 

(1)  Paragraph  (4)  of  section  56(g)  is  amended 
by  redesignating  subparagraphs  (I)  and  (J)  as 
subparagraphs  (H)  and  (I),  respectively. 

(2)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  6724(d)(1)  is 
amended — 

(A)  by  striking  "or"  at  the  end  of  clause  (xii), 
and 

(B)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  clause 
(xiii)  and  inserting  ",or". 

(3)  Subsection  (g)  of  section  6302  is  amended 
by  inserting  ",  22,"  after  "chapters  21". 

(4)  The  earnings  arui  profits  of  any  insurance 
company  to  which  section  11305(c)(3)  of  the  Rev- 
enue Reconciliation  Act  of  1990  applies  shall  be 
determined  without  regard  to  any  deduction  al- 
lowed under  such  section;  except  that,  for  pur- 
poses of  applying  sections  56  and  902,  and  sub- 
part F  of  part  III  of  subchapter  N  of  chapter  1 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986,  such  de- 
duction shall  be  taken  into  account. 

(5)  Subparagraph  (D)  of  section  6038A(e)(4)  is 
amended — 

(A)  by  striking  "any  transaction  to  which  the 
summons  relates"  and  inserting  "any  affected 
taxable  year",  arui 
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(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  sentence:  "For  purposes  of  this  subpara- 
graph, the  term  'affected  taxable  year'  means 
any  taxable  year  if  the  determination  of  the 
amount  of  tax  imposed  for  such  taxable  year  is 
affected  by  the  treatment  of  the  transaction  to 
which  the  summons  relates.". 

(6)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  6621(c)(2)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  flush  sentence: 

"The  preceding  sentence  shall  be  applied  with- 
out regard  to  any  such  letter  or  notice  which  is 
withdraum  by  the  Secretary. ". 

(7)  Clause  (i)  of  section  6621(c)(2)(B)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "this  subtitle"  arui  inserting  "this 
tiOe". 

(d)  Amendments  Related  to  Subtitle  D.— 

(1)  Notwithstanding  section  11402(c)  of  the 
Revenue  Reconciliation  Act  of  1990.  the  amend- 
ment made  by  section  11402(b)(1)  of  such  Act 
shall  apply  to  taxable  years  ending  after  Decem- 
ber 31, 1989. 

(2)  aause  (ii)  of  section  143(m)(4)(C)  is 
amended — 

(A)  by  striking  "any  month  of  the  10-year  pe- 
riod" and  inserting  "any  year  of  the  4-year  pe- 
riod", 

(B)  by  striking  "succeeding  months"  and  in- 
serting "succeeding  years",  and 

(C)  by  striking  "over  the  remainder  of  such 
period  (or,  if  lesser.  5  years)"  and  inserting  "to 
zero  over  the  succeeding  5  years". 

(e)  AMENDMENTS  RELATED  TO  SUBTITLE  E.— 

(1)(A)  Clause  (ii)  of  section  56(d)(1)(B)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(ii)  appropriate  adjustments  in  the  applica- 
tion of  section  172(b)(2)  shall  be  made  to  take 
into  account  the  limitation  of  subparagraph 
(A)." 

(B)  For  purposes  of  applying  sections  56(g)(1) 
and  56(g)(3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1986  urith  respect  to  taxable  years  beginning  in 
1991  arui  1992.  the  reference  in  such  sections  to 
the  aUtemative  tax  net  operating  loss  deduction 
shall  be  treated  as  including  a  reference  to  the 
deduction  under  section  56(h)  of  such  Code  as  in 
effect  before  the  amendments  made  by  section 
1915  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992. 

(2)  Clause  (i)  of  section  613A(c)(3)(A)  is 
amended  by  striking  "the  table  contained  in". 

(3)  Section  6501  is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  subsection  (m)  (relating  to  defi- 
ciency attributable  to  election  under  section 
44B)  and  by  redesignating  subsections  (n)  and 
(0)  as  subsections  (m)  and  (n).  respectively,  and 

(B)  by  striking  "section  40(f)  or  51(j)"  in  sub- 
section (m)  (as  redesignated  by  subparagraph 
(A))  and  inserting  "section  40(f),  43,  or  51(j)". 

(4)  Subparagraph  (C)  of  section  38(c)(2)  (as  in 
effect  on  the  day  before  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  the  Revenue  Reconciliation  Act  of  1990) 
is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the 
end  of  the  first  sentence  the  following:  "and 
without  regard  to  the  deduction  under  section 
S6(h)". 

(5)  The  amendment  made  by  section 
1913(b)(2)(C)(i)  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992 
shall  apply  to  taxable  years  beginning  after  De- 
cember 31,  1990. 

(f)  AMENDMENTS  RELATED  TO  SUBTITLE  F.— 

(1)(A)  Section  2701(a)(3)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subpara- 
graph: 

"(C)    Valuation   of  quaufied  payments 

WHERE  no   UQUIDATION,   ETC.   RIGHTS.— In    the 

case  of  an  applicable  retained  interest  which  is 
described  in  subparagraph  (B)(i)  but  not  sub- 
paragraph (B)(ii).  the  value  of  the  distribution 
right  shall  be  determined  without  regard  to  this 
section." 

(B)  Section  2701(a)(3)(B)  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing "CERTAIN"  before  "QUAUFIED"  in  the  head- 
ing thereof. 

(C)  Sections  2701  (d)(1)  and  (d)(4)  are  each 
amended  by  striking  "subsection  (a)(3)(B)"  and 
inserting  "subsection  (a)(3)  (B)  or  (C)". 


(2)  aause  (i)  of  section  2701(a)(4)(B)  is 
amended  by  inserting  "(or,  to  the  extent  pro- 
vided in  regulations,  the  rights  as  to  either  in- 
come or  capital)"  after  "irKome  and  capital". 

(3)(A)  Section  2701(b)(2)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  etui  thereof  the  following  new  subpara- 
graph: 

"(C)  APPUCABLE  family  MEMBER.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  subsection,  the  term  'applicable 
family  member'  includes  any  lineal  descendant 
of  any  parent  of  the  transferor  or  the  transfer- 
or's spouse." 

(B)  Section  2701(e)(3)  is  amended— 
(i)  by  striking  subparagraph  (B),  and 

(ii)  by  striking  so  much  of  paragraph  (3)  as 
precedes  "shall  be  treated  as  holding"  and  in- 
serting: 

"(3)  ATTRIBUTION  OF  INDIRECT  HOLDINGS  AND 

TRANSFERS. — An  individual". 

(C)  Section  2704(c)(3)  is  amended  by  striking 
"section  2701(e)(3)(A)"  and  inserting  "section 
2701(e)(3)". 

(4)  Clause  (i)  of  section  2701(c)(1)(B)  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows: 

"(i)  a  right  to  distributions  with  respect  to 
any  interest  which  is  junior  to  the  rights  of  the 
transferred  interest,". 

(5)(A)  Clause  (i)  of  section  2701(c)(3)(C)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(i)  In  general. — Payments  under  any  inter- 
est held  by  a  transferor  which  (tcithout  regard 
to  this  subparagraph)  are  qualified  payments 
shall  be  treated  as  qualified  payments  unless  the 
transferor  elects  not  to  treat  such  payments  as 
qualified  payments.  Payments  described  in  the 
preceding  sentence  which  are  held  by  an  appli- 
cable family  member  shall  be  treated  as  qualified 
payments  only  if  such  member  elects  to  treat 
such  payments  as  qualified  payments. " 

(B)  The  first  sentence  of  section 
2701(c)(3)(C)(ii)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"A  transferor  or  applicable  family  member  hold- 
ing any  distribution  right  which  (without  re- 
gard to  this  subparagraph)  is  not  a  qualified 
payment  may  elect  to  treat  such  right  as  a 
qualified  payment,  to  be  paid  in  the  amounts 
and  at  the  times  specified  in  such  election. ". 

(C)  The  time  for  making  an  election  under  the 
second  sentence  of  section  2701(c)(3)(C)(i)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  (as  amended  by 
subparagraph  (A))  shall  not  expire  before  the 
due  date  (including  extensions)  for  filing  the 
transferor's  return  of  the  tax  imposed  by  section 
2501  of  such  Code  for  the  first  calendar  year 
ending  after  the  date  of  enactment. 

(6)  Section  270l(d)(3)(A)(itt)  is  amended  by 
striking  "the  period  ending  on  the  date  of. 

(7)  Subclause  (I)  of  section  2701(d)(3)(B)(ii)  is 
amended  by  inserting  "or  the  exclusion  under 
section  2503(b),"  after  "section  2523,". 

(8)  Section  2701(e)(5)  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  "such  contribution  to  capital 
or  such  redemption,  recapitalization,  or  other 
change"  in  subparagraph  (A)  and  inserting 
"such  transaction",  arui 

(B)  by  striking  "the  transfer"  in  subpara- 
graph (B)  and  inserting  "such  transaction". 

(9)  Section  2701(d)(4)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subpara- 
graph: 

"(C)  Transfer  to  transferors.— In  the  case 
of  a  taxable  event  described  in  paragraph 
(3)(A)(ii)  involving  a  transfer  of  an  applicable 
retained  interest  from  an  applicable  family  mem- 
ber to  a  transferor,  this  subsection  shall  con- 
tinue to  apply  to  the  transferor  during  any  pe- 
riod the  transferor  liolds  such  interest. " 

(10)  Section  2701(e)(6)  is  amended  by  inserting 
"or  to  reflect  the  application  of  subsection  (d)" 
before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof. 

(11)(A)  Section  2702(a)(3)(A)  is  amended— 
(i)  by  striking  "to  the  extent"  and  inserting 
"if  in  claused), 
(ii)  by  striking  "or"  at  the  end  of  clause  (i). 


(iii)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  clause 
(ii)  and  inserting  ",  or",  and 

(iv)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  clause: 

"(iU)  to  the  extent  that  regulations  provide 
that  such  transfer  is  rwt  iiuMnsistent  with  the 
purposes  of  this  section." 

(B)(i)  Section  2702(a)(3)  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing "incomplete  transfer"  each  place  it  appears 
and  inserting  "incomplete  gift". 

(ii)  The  heading  for  section  2702(a)(3)(B)  is 
amended  by  striking  "Incomplete  transfer" 
and  inserting  "INCOMPLETE  GIFT". 

(g)  AMENDMENTS  RELATED  TO  SUBTITLE  C— 

(1)(A)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  1248  is  amend- 
ed— 

(i)  by  striking  ",  or  if  a  United  States  person 
receives  a  distribution  from  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion which,  under  section  X2  or  331,  is  treated 
as  an  exchange  of  stock"  in  paragraph  (1).  and 

(ii)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  sentence:  "For  purposes  of  this  section,  a 
United  States  person  shall  be  treated  as  having 
sold  or  exchanged  any  stock  if.  under  any  provi- 
sion of  this  subtitle,  such  person  is  treated  as  re- 
alizing gain  from  the  sale  or  exchange  of  such 
stock.". 

(B)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  1248(e)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  ".  or  receives  a  distribution  from 
a  domestic  corporation  which,  under  section  302 
or  331,  is  treated  as  an  exchange  of  stock". 

(C)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  1248(f)(1)  is 
amended  by  striking  "or  361(c)(1)"  and  inserting 
"355(c)(1),  or  361(c)(1)". 

(D)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  1248(i)  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows: 

"(1)  In  general.— If  any  shareholder  of  a  10- 
percent  corporate  shareholder  of  a  foreign  cor- 
poration exchanges  stock  of  the  10-percent  cor- 
porate shareholder  for  stock  of  the  foreign  cor- 
poration, such  10-percent  corporate  shareholder 
shall  recognize  gain  in  the  same  manner  as  if 
the  stock  of  the  foreign  corporation  received  in 
such  exchange  had  been — 

"(A)  issued  to  the  lO-vercent  corporate  share- 
holder, and 

"(B)  then  distributed  by  Vie  10-percent  cor- 
porate shareholder  to  such  shareholder  in  re- 
demption or  liquidation  (whichever  is  appro- 
priate). 

The  amount  of  gain  recognized  by  such  lO-ver- 
cent  corporate  shareholder  under  the  preceding 
sentence  shall  not  exceed  the  amount  treated  as 
a  dividend  under  this  section. " 

(2)  Section  897  is  amended  by  striking  sub- 
section (f). 

(3)  Paragraph  (13)  of  section  4975(d)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "section  408(b)"  and  inserting 
"section  408(b)(12)". 

(4)  Clause  (Hi)  of  section  S6(g)(4)(D)  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  ",  but  only  with  respect  to  tax- 
able years  beginning  after  December  31,  1989" 
before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof. 

(5)CA)  Paragraph  (11)  of  section  11701(a)  of 
the  Revenue  Reconciliation  Act  of  1990  (and  the 
amendment  made  by  such  paragraph)  are  here- 
by repealed,  and  section  7108(r)(2)  of  the  Reve- 
nue Reconciliation  Act  of  1989  shall  be  applied 
as  if  such  paragraph  (and  amendment)  had 
never  been  enacted. 

(B)  Subparagraph  (A)  shall  not  apply  to  any 
building  if  the  owner  of  such  building  estab- 
lishes to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  or  his  delegate  that  such  owner  rea- 
sonably relied  on  the  amendment  made  by  such 
paragraph  (11). 

(h)  AMENDMENTS  RELATED  TO  SUBTITLE  H.— 

(1)(A)  Clause  (vi)  of  section  168(e)(3)(B)  is 
amended  by  striking  "or"  at  the  end  of  stib- 
clause  (I),  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
subclause  (II)  and  inserting  ",  or",  and  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sub- 
clause: 
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"(III)  is  described  in  section  48(l)(3)(A)(ix)  (as 
in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  the  Revenue  Reconciliation  Act  of 
1990)." 

(B)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  163(e)(3)  (re- 
lating to  5-year  property)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  flush  sentence: 
"Nothing  in  any  provision  of  law  shall  be  con- 
strued to  treat  property  as  not  being  described 
in  clause  (vi)(I)  (or  the  corresponding  provisions 
of  prior  law)  by  reason  of  being  public  utility 
property  (within  the  meaning  of  section 
48(a)(3))." 

(C)  Subparagraph  (K)  of  section  168(g)(4)  is 
amended  by  striking  "section  48(a)(3)(A)(iii)" 
and  inserting  "section  48(l)(3)(A)(ix)  (as  in  ef- 
fect on  the  day  before  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  the  Revenue  Reconciliation  Act  of  1990)". 

(2)  Clause  (ii)  of  section  172(b)(1)(E)  is  amend- 
ed by  strUcing  "subsection  (m)"  and  inserting 
"subsection  (h)". 

(3)  Sections  805(a)(4)(E).  832(b)(5)(C)(ii)(II). 
and  832(b)(5)(D)(ii)(II)  are  each  amended  by 
striking  "243(b)(5)"  and  inserting  "243(b)(2)". 

(4)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  243(b)(3)  is 
amended  by  inserting  "of  after  "In  the  case". 

(5)  The  subsection  heading  for  subsection  (a) 
of  section  280F  is  amended  by  striking  "Invest- 
MEST  Tax  Credit  and". 

(6)  Clause  (i)  of  section  1504(c)(2)(B)  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  "section"  before  "243(b)(2)". 

(7)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  341(f)  is  amended 
by  striking  "351,  361.  371(a).  or  374(a)"  and  in- 
serting "351.  or  361". 

(8)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  243(b)  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"(2)  AFFIUATED  GROUP.— For  purposes  of  this 
subsection: 

"(A)  In  general.— The  term  'affiliated  group' 
has  the  meaning  given  such  term  by  section 
1504(a).  except  that  for  such  purposes  sections 
1504(b)(2).  1504(b)(4).  and  lS04(c)  shall  not 
apply. 

"(B)  Group  must  be  consistent  m  foreign 
TAX  TREATMENT.— The  re(iuirements  of  para- 
graph (1)(A)  shall  not  be  treated  as  being  met 
with  respect  to  any  dividend  received  by  a  cor- 
poration if.  for  any  taxable  year  which  includes 
the  day  on  which  such  dividend  is  received — 

"(i)  1  or  more  members  of  the  affiliated  group 
referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)(A)  choose  to  any 
extent  to  take  the  benefits  of  section  901,  and 

"(H)  1  or  more  other  members  of  such  group 
claim  to  any  extent  a  deduction  for  taxes  other- 
wise creditable  under  section  901." 

(9)  The  amendment  made  by  section 
11813(b)(17)  of  the  Revenue  Reconciliation  Act 
of  1990  shall  be  applied  as  if  the  material  strick- 
en by  such  amendment  included  the  closing  pa- 
renthesis after  "section  48(a)(5)". 

(10)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  179(d)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "in  a  trade  or  business"  and  in- 
serting "a  trade  or  business". 

(11)  Subparagraph  (E)  of  section  50(a)(2)  is 
amended  by  striking  "section  48(a)(5)(A)"  and 
inserting  "section  48(a)(5)". 

(12)  The  amendment  made  by  section 
11801(c)(9)(G)(ii)  of  the  Revenue  ReconcUiation 
Act  of  1990  shall  be  applied  as  if  it  struck  'Sec- 
tion 422A(c)(2)"  and  inserted  "Section 
422(c)(2)". 

(13)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  424(c)(3)  is 
amended  by  striking  "a  qualified  stock  option, 
an  incentive  stock  option,  an  option  granted 
under  an  employee  stock  purchase  plan,  or  a  re- 
stricted stock  option"  and  inserting  "an  incen- 
tive stock  option  or  an  option  granted  under  an 
employee  stock  purchase  plan ' '. 

(14)  Subparagraph  (E)  of  section  1367(a)(2)  is 
amended  by  striking  "section  613A(c)(13)(B)" 
and  inserting  "section  613A(c)(ll)(B)" . 

(15)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  460(e)(6)  is 
amended  by  striking  "section  167 (k)"  and  in- 
serting "section  168(e)(2)(A)(ii)". 


(16)  Subparagraph  (C)  of  section  172(h)(4)  is 
amended  by  striking  "subsection  (b)(l)(M)"  and 
inserting  "subsection  (b)(1)(E)". 

(17)  Section  6503  is  amended— 

(A)  by  redesignating  the  subsection  relating  to 
extension  in  case  of  certain  summonses  as  sub- 
section (j).  and 

(B)  by  redesignating  the  subsection  relating  to 
cross  references  as  subsection  (k). 

(18)  Paragraph  (4)  of  section  1250(e)  is  hereby 
repealed. 

(i)  EFFECTIVE  Date.— Except  as  otherwise  ex- 
pressly provided — 

(1)  the  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall 
be. treated  as  amendments  to  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  as  amended  by  the  Revenue 
Reconciliation  Act  of  1993;  and 

(2)  any  amendment  made  by  this  section  shall 
apply  to  periods  before  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  section  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it 
had  been  included  in  the  provision  of  the  Reve- 
nue Reconciliation  Act  of  1990  to  which  such 
amendment  relates. 

SBC.  1703.  AMENDMENTS  RELATED  TO  REVENUE 
RECONCILIATION  ACT  OF  1993. 

(a)  Amendment  Related  to  Section  13114.— 
Paragraph  (2)  of  section  1044(c)  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"(2)  PVRCHASE.—The  taxpayer  shall  be  con- 
sidered to  have  purchased  any  property  if.  but 
for  subsection  (d),  the  unadjusted  basis  of  such 
property  would  be  its  cost  within  the  meaning  of 
section  1012." 

(b)  Amendments  Related  to  Section 
13142.— 

(1)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  13142(b)(6)  of 
the  Revenue  Reconciliation  Act  of  1993  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(B)  FULL-IIME  STUDENTS,  WAIVER  AUTHOR- 
ITY. AND  PROHIBITED  DISCRIMINATION.— The 
amendments  made  by  paragraphs  (2),  (3),  and 
(4)  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act." 

(2)  Subparagraph  (C)  of  section  13142(b)(6)  of 
such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  "paragraph 
(2)"  and  inserting  "paragraph  (5)". 

(c)  Amendment  Related  to  Section  13161.— 

(1)  IN  GENERAL.-Subsection  (e)  of  section  4001 
(relating  to  inflation  adfustment)  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"(e)  Inflation  adjustment.— 

"(1)  In  general.— The  $30,000  amount  in  sub- 
section (a)  and  section  4003(a)  shall  be  increased 
by  an  amount  equal  to — 

"(A)  $30,000.  multiplied  by 

"(B)  the  cost-of-living  adfustment  under  sec- 
tion 1(f)(3)  for  the  calendar  year  in  which  the 
vehicle  is  sold,  determined  by  substituting  'cal- 
endar year  1990'  for  'calendar  year  1992'  in  sub- 
paragraph (B)  thereof. 

"(2)  ROUNDING.— If  any  amount  as  adjusted 
under  paragraph  (1)  is  not  a  multiple  of  $2,000, 
such  amount  shall  be  rounded  to  the  next  lowest 
multiple  of  $2,000." 

(2)  Effective  date.— The  amendment  made 
by  paragraph  (1)  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(d)  AMENDMENT  RELATED  TO  SECTION  13201.— 

Clause  (ii)  of  section  135(b)(2)(B)  is  amended  by 
inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following:  ",  determined  by  substituting  'cal- 
endar year  1989'  for  'calendar  year  1992'  in  sub- 
paragraph (B)  thereof. 

(e)  amendments  Related  to  Section  13203.— 
Subsection  (a)  of  section  59  is  amended — 

(1)  by  strVcing  "the  amount  determined  under 
section  55(b)(1)(A)"  in  paragraph  (1)(A)  and 
(2)(A)(i)  and  inserting  "the  pre-credit  tentative 
minvnum  tax", 

(2)  by  striking  "specified  in  section 
55(b)(1)(A)"  in  paragraph  (1)(C)  and  inserting 
"specified  in  subparagraph  (A)(i)  or  (B)(i)  of 
section  55(b)(1)  (whichever  applies)", 

(3)  by  striking  "which  would  be  determined 
under     section     55(b)(1)(A)"     in     paragraph 


(2)(A)(ii)  and  inserting  "which  would  be  the 
pre-credit  tentative  minimum  tax",  and 

(4)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

"(3)  Pre-credit  tentative  minimum  tax.— 
For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  term  'pre- 
credit  tentative  minimum  tax'  mams — 

"(A)  in  the  case  of  a  taxpayer  other  than  a 
corporation,  the  amount  determined  under  the 
first  sentence  of  section  55(b)(l)(A)(i).  or 

"(B)  in  the  case  of  a  corporation,  the  amount 
determined  under  section  55(b)(l)(B)(i)." 

(f)  AMENDMENT  RELATED  TO  SECTION  13221.— 

Sections  1201(a)  arui  1561(a)  are  each  amended 
by  striking  "last  sentence"  each  place  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting  "last  2  sentences". 

(g)  Amendments  Related  to  Section 
13222.— 

(1)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  6033(e)(1)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  clause: 

"(Hi)  Coordination  with  section  527(f).— 
This  subsection  shall  not  apply  to  any  amount 
on  which  tax  is  imposed  by  reason  of  section 
527(f).". 

(2)  Clause  (i)  of  section  6033(e)(1)(B)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "this  subtitle"  and  inserting  "sec- 
tion 501". 

(h)  Amendment  Related  to  Section  13225.— 
Paragraph  (3)  of  section  6655(g)  is  amended  by 
striking  all  that  follows  "'3rd  month'"  in  the 
sentence  following  subparagraph  (C)  and  insert- 
ing ".  subsection  (e)(2)(A)  shall  be  applied  by 
substituting  '2  months'  for  '3  months'  in  clause 
(i)(I).  the  election  under  clause  (i)  of  subsection 
(e)(2)(C)  may  be  made  separately  for  each  in- 
stallment, and  clause  (ii)  of  subsection  (e)(2)(C) 
shall  not  apply.". 

(i)  Amendments  Related  to  Section  13231.— 

(1)  Subparagraph  (G)  of  section  904(d)(3)  is 
amended  by  striking  "section  951(a)(1)(B)"  and 
inserting  "subparagraph  (B)  or  (C)  of  section 
951(a)(1)". 

(2)  Paragraph  (I)  of  section  956A(b)  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  foUows: 

"(1)  the  amount  (not  including  a  deficit)  re- 
ferred to  in  section  316(a)(1)  to  the  extent  such 
amount  vxis  accumulated  in  prior  taxable  years 
beginning  after  September  30, 1993,  and". 

(3)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  956 A  is  amended 
by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof: 
"arui  regulations  coordinating  the  provisions  of 
subsections  (c)(3)(A)  and  (d)". 

(4)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  958  is  amended  by 
striking  "956(b)(2)"  each  place  it  appears  and 
inserting  "956(c)(2)". 

(5)(A)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  1297(d)(2) 
is  amended  by  striking  "The  adjusted  basis  of 
any  asset"  and  inserting  "The  amount  taken 
into  account  under  section  1296(a)(2)  vnth  re- 
spect to  any  asset". 

(B)  The  paragraph  heading  of  paragraph  (2) 
of  section  1297(d)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(2)  AMOUNT  taken  INTO  ACCOUNT.—". 

(6)  Subsection  (e)  of  section  1297  is  amended 
by  inserting  "For  purposes  of  this  part—"  after 
the  subsection  heading. 

(j)  AMENDMENT  RELATED  TO  SECTION  13241.— 

Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  40(e)(1)  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"(B)  for  any  period  before  January  1,  2001, 
during  which  the  rates  of  tax  under  section 
4081(a)(2)(A)  are  4.3  cents  per  gallon." 

(k)  AMENDMENT  RELATED  TO  SECTION  13261.- 

Cnause  (iii)  of  section  13261(g)(2)(A)  of  the  Reve- 
nue Reconciliation  Act  of  1993  is  amended  by 
striking  "by  the  taxpayer"  and  inserting  "by 
the  taxpayer  or  a  related  person  ". 

(I)  AMENDMENT  RELATED  TO  SECTION  13301.— 

Subparagraph    (B)    of  section    1397B(d)(5)    is 
amended  by  striking  "preceding", 
(m)  Clerical  amendments.— 
(1)  Subsection  (d)  of  section  39  is  amended— 
(A)  by  strilcing  "45"  in  the  heading  of  para- 
graph (5)  and  inserting  "4SA",  and 
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(B)  by  striking  "45"  in  the  heading  of  para- 
graph (6)  arui  inserting  "45B". 

(2)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  108(d)(9)  is 
amended  by  striking  "paragraph  (3)(B)"  and  in- 
serting "paragraph  (3)(C)". 

(3)  Subparagraph  (C)  of  section  143(d)(2)  is 
amended  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  there- 
of and  inserting  a  comma. 

(4)  Clause  (ii)  of  section  163(j)(6)(E)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "which  is  a"  and  inserting 
"which  is". 

(5)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  1017(b)(4)  is 
amended  by  striking  "subsection  (b)(2)(D)"  and 
inserting  "subsection  (b)(2)(E)". 

(6)  So  much  of  section  1245(a)(3)  as  precedes 
subparagraph  (A)  thereof  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(3)  Section  nu  property.— For  purposes  of 
this  section,  the  term  'section  1245  property' 
means  any  property  which  is  or  has  been  prop- 
erty of  a  character  subject  to  the  allowance  for 
depreciation  provided  in  section  167  and  is  ei- 
ther—". 

(7)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  1394(e)  is  amend- 
ed— 

(A)  by  striking  "(i)"  and  inserting  "(A)",  and 

(B)  by  striking  "(ii)"  and  inserting  "(B)". 

(8)  Subsection  (m)  of  section  6501  (as  redesig- 
nated by  section  1602)  is  amended  by  striking 
"or  51(j)"  and  inserting  "45B,  or  51(j)". 

(9)(A)  The  section  6714  added  by  section 
13242(b)(1)  of  the  Revenue  Reconciliation  Act  of 
1993  is  hereby  redesignated  as  section  6715. 

(B)  The  table  of  sections  for  part  I  of  sub- 
chapter B  of  chapter  68  is  amended  by  striking 
"6714"  in  the  item  added  by  such  section 
13242(b)(2)  of  such  Act  and  inserting  "6715". 

(10)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  9502(b)  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  "and  before"  after  "1982,". 

(11)  Subsection  (a)(3)  of  section  13206  of  the 
Revenue  Reconciliation  Act  of  1993  is  amended 
by  striking  "this  section"  and  inserting  "this 
subsection". 

(12)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  13215(c)  of  the 
Revenue  Reconciliation  Act  of  1993  is  amended 
by  striking  "Public  Law  92-21"  and  inserting 
"Public  Law  98-21". 

(13)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  13311(e)  of  the 
Revenue  Reconciliation  Act  of  1993  is  amended 
by  striking  "section  1393(a)(3)"  and  inserting 
"section  1393(a)(2)". 

(14)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  117(d)(2)  is 
amended  by  striking  "section  132(f)"  and  insert- 
ing "section  132(h)". 

(n)  EFFECTIVE  Date.— Any  amendment  made 
by  this  section  shall  lake  effect  as  if  included  in 
the  provision  of  the  Revenue  Reconciliation  Act 
of  1993  to  which  such  amendment  relates. 
S^:.  not.  MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS. 

(a)  Appucation  of  Amendments  Made  by 
Title  Xll  of  omnibus  Budget  reconciliation 
Act  of  1990. — Except  as  otherwise  expressly 
provided,  whenever  in  title  XII  of  the  Omnibus 
Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1990  an  amend- 
ment or  repeal  is  expressed  in  terms  of  an 
amendment  to.  or  repeal  of.  a  section  or  other 
provision,  the  reference  shall  be  considered  to  be 
made  to  a  section  or  other  provision  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1986. 

(b)  Treatment  of  Certain  amounts  Under 
Hedge  bond  Rules.— 

(1)  Clause  (iii)  of  section  149(g)(3)(B)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(iii)  Amounts  held  pending  reinvestment 
OR  REDEMPTION. — Amounts  held  for  not  more 
than  30  days  pending  reinvestment  or  bond  re- 
demption shall  be  treated  as  invested  in  bonds 
described  in  clause  (i). " 

(2)  The  amendment  made  by  paragraph  (1) 
shall  take  effect  as  if  included  in  the  amend- 
ments made  by  section  7651  of  the  Omnibus 
Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1989. 

(c)  Treatment  of  certain  Distributions 
Under  section  1445.— 


(1)  IN  GENERAL— Paragraph  (3)  of  section 
1445(e)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following  new  sentence:  "Rules  similar  to 
the  rules  of  the  preceding  provisions  of  this 
paragraph  shall  apply  in  the  case  of  any  dis- 
tribution to  which  section  301  applies  and  which 
is  not  made  out  of  the  earnings  and  profits  of 
such  a  domestic  corporation. " 

(2)  Effective  date.— The  amendment  made 
by  paragraph  (1)  shall  apply  to  distributions 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(d)  Treatment  of  Certain  Credits  Under 
Section  469.— 

(1)  In  GENERAL.— Subparagraph  (B)  of  section 
469(c)(3)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  there- 
of the  following  new  sentence:  '  'If  the  preceding 
sentence  applies  to  the  net  income  from  any 
property  for  any  taxable  year,  any  credits  al- 
lowable under  subpart  B  (other  than  section 
27(a))  or  D  of  part  IV  of  subchapter  A  for  such 
taxable  year  which  are  attributable  to  such 
property  shall  be  treated  as  credits  not  from  a 
passive  activity  to  the  extent  the  amount  of  such 
credits  does  not  exceed  the  regular  tax  liability 
of  the  taxpayer  for  the  taxable  year  which  is  al- 
locable to  such  net  income." 

(2)  Effective  date.— The  amendment  made 
by  paragraph  (1)  shall  apply  to  taxable  years 
beginning  after  December  31, 1986. 

(e)  Treatment  of  Dispositions  Under  Pas- 
sive Loss  Rules.— 

(1)  In  GENERAL. — Subparagraph  (A)  of  section 
469(g)(1)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(A)  In  GENERAL. — //  all  gain  or  loss  realized 
on  such  disposition  is  recognized,  the  excess  of— 

"(i)  any  loss  from  such  activity  for  such  tax- 
able year  (determined  after  the  application  of 
subsection  (b)),  over 

"(ii)  any  net  income  or  gain  for  such  taxable 
year  from  all  other  passive  activities  (determined 
after  the  application  of  subsection  (b)), 
shall  be  treated  as  a  loss  which  is  not  from  a 
passive  activity." 

(2)  Effective  date.— The  amendment  made 
by  paragraph  (1)  shall  apply  to  taxable  years 
beginning  after  December  31, 1986. 

(f)  Miscellaneous  amendments  to  foreign 
Provisions.— 

(1)  Coordination  of  unified  estate  tax 
CREDIT  WITH  TREATIES.— Subparagraph  (A)  of 
section  2102(c)(3)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  follovnng  new  sentence:  "For 
purposes  of  the  preceding  sentence,  property 
shall  not  be  treated  as  situated  in  the  United 
States  if  such  property  is  exempt  from  the  tax 
imposed  by  this  subchapter  under  any  treaty  ob- 
ligation of  the  United  States." 

(2)  Treatment  of  certain  interest  paid  to 
related  person.— 

(A)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  163(j)(l)  is 
amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following:  "(and  clause  (ii)  of 
paragraph  (2)(A)  stiall  not  apply  for  purposes  of 
applying  this  subsection  to  the  amount  so  treat- 
ed)". 

(B)  Subsection  (j)  of  section  163  is  amended  by 
redesignating  paragraph  (7)  as  paragraph  (8) 
and  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (6)  the  follow- 
ing new  paragraph: 

"(7)  Coordination  with  passive  loss  rules, 
ETC. — This  subsection  shall  be  applied  before 
sections  465  and  469. " 

(C)  The  amendments  made  by  this  paragraph 
shall  apply  as  if  included  in  the  amendments 
made  by  section  7210(a)  of  the  Revenue  Rec- 
oncUiation Act  of  1989. 

(3)  Treatment  of  interest  allocable  to  ef- 
fectively CONNECTED  INCOME.— 

(A)  IN  GENERAL.— 

(i)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  884(f)(1)  is 
amended  by  striking  "to  the  extent"  and  all 
that  follows  down  through  "subparagraph  (A)" 
arui  inserting  "to  the  extent  that  the  allocable 
interest  exceeds  the  interest  described  in  sub- 
paragraph (A)". 


(ii)  The  second  sentence  of  section  884(f)(1)  is 
amended  by  striking  "reasonably  expected"  and 
all  that  follows  down  through  the  period  at  the 
end  thereof  and  inserting  "reasonably  expected 
to  be  allocable  interest." 

(iii)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  884(f)  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"(2)  ALLOCABLE  INTEREST.— For  purposes  Of 
this  subsection,  the  term  'allocable  interest' 
means  any  interest  which  is  allocable  to  income 
which  is  effectively  connected  (or  treated  as  ef- 
fectively connected)  with  the  conduct  of  a  trade 
or  business  in  the  United  States." 

(B)  Effective  date.— The  amendments  made 
by  subparagraph  (A)  shall  take  effect  as  if  in- 
cluded in  the  amendments  made  by  section 
1241(a)  of  the  Tax  Reform  Act  of  1986. 

(4)  Clarification  of  source  rule.— 

(A)  In  general.— Paragraph  (2)  of  section 
865(b)  is  amended  by  strilcing  "8$3(b)"  and  in- 
serting "863". 

(B)  EFFECTIVE  DATE.— The  amendment  made 
by  subparagraph  (A)  shall  take  effect  as  if  in- 
cluded in  the  amendments  made  by  section  1211 
of  the  Tax  Reform  Act  of  1986. 

(5)  Repeal  of  obsolete  provisions.— 

(A)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  6038(a)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  ",  and"  at  the  end  of  subpara- 
graph (E)  and  inserting  a  period,  and  by  strik- 
ing subparagraph  (F). 

(B)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  6038 A  is  amended 
by  adding  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (2). 
by  striking  ",  and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (3) 
and  inserting  a  period,  and  by  striking  para- 
graph (4). 

(g)  Treatment  of  assignment  of  Interest 
IN  Certain  Bond-Financed  Facilities.— 

(1)  In  general— Subparagraph  (A)  of  section 
1317(3)  of  the  Tax  Reform  Act  of  1986  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
sentence:  "A  facility  shall  not  fail  to  be  treated 
as  described  in  this  subparagraph  by  reason  of 
an  assignment  (or  an  agreement  to  an  assign- 
ment) by  the  governmental  unit  on  whose  behalf 
the  bonds  are  issued  of  any  part  of  its  interest 
in  the  property  financed  by  such  bonds  to  an- 
other governmental  unit." 

(2)  Effective  date.— The  amendment  made 
by  paragraph  (1)  shall  take  effect  as  if  included 
in  such  section  1317  on  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  the  Tax  Reform  Act  of  1986. 

(h)  Clarification  of  Treatment  of  Medi- 
care Entitlement  Under  COBRA  Provi- 
sions.- 

(1)  In  general.— 

(A)  Subclause  (V)  of  section  4980B(f)(2)(B)(i) 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(V)  Medicare  entitlement  followed  by 
QUAUFYING  EVENT.— In  the  cose  of  a  qualifying 
event  described  in  paragraph  (3)(B)  that  occurs 
less  than  18  months  after  the  date  the  covered 
employee  became  entitled  to  benefits  under  title 
XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  the  period  of 
coverage  for  qualified  beneficuiries  other  than 
the  covered  employee  shall  not  terminate  under 
this  clause  before  the  close  of  the  36-month  pe- 
riod beginning  on  the  date  the  covered  employee 
became  so  entitled." 

(B)  Clause  (V)  of  section  602(2XA)  of  the  Em- 
ployee Retirement  Income  Security  Act  of  1974  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(V)    MEDICARE   ENTITLEMENT    FOLLOWED    BY 

QUAUFYING  EVENT.— In  the  cose  of  a  qualifying 
event  described  in  section  603(2)  that  occurs  less 
than  18  months  after  the  date  the  covered  em- 
ployee became  entitled  to  benefits  under  title 
XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  the  period  of 
coverage  for  qualified  beneficiaries  other  than 
the  cov^ed  employee  shall  riot  terminate  under 
this  subparagraph  before  the  close  of  the  36- 
month  period  beginning  on  the  date  the  covered 
employee  became  so  entitled." 

(C)  Clause  (iv)  of  section  2202(2)(A)  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 
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"(iv)  Medicare  entitlement  followed  by 
QUAUFTING  EVENT.— In  the  Case  of  a  qualifying 
event  described  in  section  2203(2)  that  occurs 
less  than  18  months  after  the  date  the  covered 
employee  became  entitled  to  benefits  under  title 
XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  the  period  of 
coverage  for  qualified  beneficiaries  other  than 
the  covered  employee  shall  not  terminate  under 
this  subparagraph  before  the  close  of  the  36- 
month  period  beginning  on  the  date  the  covered 
employee  became  so  entitled. " 

(2)  EFFECTIVE  DATE.— The  amendments  made 
by  this  subsection  shall  apply  to  plan  years  be- 
ginning after  December  31, 1989. 

(i)  Treatment  of  Certain  REMIC  Inclu- 
sions.— 

(1)  In  general.— Subsection  (a)  of  section 
860E  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(6)  coordination  with  minimum  tax.— For 
purposes  of  part  VI  of  subchapter  A  of  this 
chapter — 

'  (A)  the  reference  in  section  SS(b)(2)  to  tax- 
cU)le  income  shall  be  treated  as  a  reference  to 
taxable  income  determined  without  regard  to 
this  subsection, 

"(B)  the  alternative  minimum  taxable  income 
of  any  holder  of  a  residual  interest  in  a  REMIC 
for  any  taxable  year  shall  in  no  event  be  less 
than  the  excess  inclusion  for  such  taxable  year, 
and 

"(C)  any  excess  inclusion  shall  be  disregarded 
for  purposes  of  computing  the  alternative  tax 
net  operating  loss  deduction. 
The  preceding  sentence  shall  not  apply  to  any 
organization  to  which  section  593  applies,  except 
to  the  extent  provided  in  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  under  paragraph  (2). " 

(2)  Effective  date.— The  amendment  made 
by  paragraph  (1)  shall  take  effect  as  if  included 
m  the  amendments  made  by  section  671  of  the 
Tax  Reform  Act  of  1986  unless  the  taxpayer 
elects  to  apply  such  amendment  only  to  taxable 
years  beginning  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act. 

(j)  Exemption  from  Harbor  Maintenance 
Tax  for  Certain  Passengers.— 

(1)  In  general.— Subparagraph  (D)  of  section 
4462(b)(1)  (relating  to  special  rule  for  Alaska. 
Hawaii,  and  possessions)  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing before  the  period  the  following:  ",  or  pas- 
sengers transported  on  United  States  flag  vessels 
operating  solely  within  the  State  xoaters  of  Alas- 
ka or  Hatoaii  and  adjacent  international  wa- 
ters". 

(2)  Effective  date.— The  amendment  made 
by  paragraph  (1)  shall  take  effect  as  if  included 
in  the  amendments  made  by  section  1402(a)  of 
the  Harbor  Maintenance  Revenue  Act  of  1986. 

(k)  AMENDMENTS  RELATED  TO  REVENUE  PRO- 
VISIONS OF  Energy  Poucy  act  of  1992.— 

(1)  Effective  with  respect  to  taxable  years  be- 
ginning after  December  31,  1990.  subclause  (II) 
of  section  S3(d)(l)(B)(iv)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(II)  the  adjusted  net  minimum  tax  for  any 
taxable  year  is  the  amount  of  the  net  minimum 
tax  for  such  year  increased  in  tfte  manner  pro- 
vided in  clause  (iii). " 

(2)  Subsection  (g)  of  section  179A  is  redesig- 
nated as  subsection  (f). 

(3)  Subparagraph  (E)  of  section  6724(d)(3)  is 
amended  by  striking  "section  6109(f)"  and  in- 
serting "section  6109(h)". 

(4)(A)  Subsection  (d)  of  section  30  is  amend- 
ed^ 

(i)  by  inaerting  "(determined  without  regard 
to  subsection  (b)(3))"  before  the  period  at  the 
end  of  paragraph  (1)  thereof,  and 

(ii)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

"(4)  Election  to  not  take  credit.— No  cred- 
it shall  be  allowed  under  subiection  (a)  for  any 
vehicle  if  the  taxpayer  elects  to  not  have  this 
section  apply  to  such  vehicle." 


(B)  Subsection  (m)  of  section  6501  (as  redesig- 
nated by  section  1602)  is  amended  by  striking 
"section  40(f)"  and  inserting  "section  30(d)(4), 
40(f)". 

(5)  Subclause  (III)  of  section  501(c)(21)(D)(ii) 
is  amended  by  striking  "section  101(6)"  and  in- 
serting "section  101(7)"  and  by  striking 
"1752(6)"  and  inserting  "1752(7)". 

(6)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  1917(b)  of  the  En- 
ergy Policy  Act  of  1992  shall  be  applied  as  if  "at 
a  rate"  appeared  instead  of  "at  the  rate"  in  the 
material  proposed  to  be  stricken. 

(7)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  1921(b)  of  the  En- 
ergy Policy  Act  of  1992  shall  be  applied  as  if  a 
comma  appeared  after  "(2)"  in  the  material  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken. 

(8)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  1937  of  the  Energy 
Policy  Act  of  1992  shall  be  applied  as  if  "Stib- 
part  B"  appeared  instead  of  "Subpart  C". 

(I)  Treatment  of  Qualified  Football 
Coaches  Plan.— 

(1)  In  general.— Subparagraph  (F)  of  section 
3(37)  of  the  Employee  Retirement  Income  Secu- 
rity Act  of  1974  (29  U.S.C.  1002(37)(F))  is  amend- 
ed by  redesignating  clause  (ii)  as  clause  (iii)  and 
by  inserting  after  clause  (i)  the  following  new 
clause: 

"(ii)  For  purposes  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1986— 

"(I)  clause  (i)  shall  apply,  and 

"(II)  a  qualified  football  coaches  plan  shall  be 
treated  as  a  multiemployer  collectively  bar- 
gained plan." . 

(2)  Effective  date.— The  amendment  made 
by  paragraph  (1)  shall  apply  to  years  beginning 
after  December  22, 1987. 

(m)  Determination  of  Unrecovered  Invest- 
ment IN  Annuity  Contract.— 

(1)  In  general.— Subparagraph  (A)  of  section 
72(b)(4)  is  amended  by  inserting  "(determined 
without  regard  to  subsection  (c)(2))"  after  "con- 
tract". 

(2)  Effective  date.— The  amendment  made 
by  paragraph  (1)  shall  take  effect  as  if  included 
in  the  amendments  made  by  section  1122(c)  of 
the  Tax  Reform  Act  of  1986. 

(n)  Modifications  to  Election  To  Include 
Child's  Income  on  Parent's  Return.- 

(1)  EUGIBILTTY  FOR  ELECTION.— Clause  (ii)  of 
section  1(g)(7)(A)  (relating  to  election  to  include 
certain  unearned  income  of  child  on  parent's  re- 
turn) is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(ii)  suck  gross  income  is  more  than  the 
amount  described  in  paragraph  (4)(A)(ii)(I)  and 
less  than  10  times  the  amount  so  described, ". 

(2)  COMPUTATION  OF  TAX.— Subparagraph  (B) 
of  section  1(g)(7)  (relating  to  income  included  on 
parent's  return)  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  "SI, 000"  in  clause  (i)  and  in- 
serting "twice  the  amount  described  in  para- 
graph (4)(A)(ii)(I)",  and 

(B)  by  amending  subclause  (II)  of  clause  (ii) 
to  read  as  follows: 

"(II)  for  each  such  child,  15  percent  of  the 
lesser  of  Vie  amount  described  in  paragraph 
(4)(A)(ii)(I)  or  the  excess  of  the  gross  income  of 
such  child  over  the  amount  so  described,  and". 

(3)  Minimum  tax.— Subparagraph  (B)  of  sec- 
tion 59(j)(l)  is  amended  by  striking  "$1,000"  and 
inserting  "twice  the  amount  in  effect  far  the 
taxable  year  under  section  63(c)(5)(A)". 

(4)  Effective  date.— The  amendments  made 
by  this  subsection  shall  apply  to  taxable  years 
beginning  after  December  31. 1995. 

(0)  Treatment  of  Certain  Veterans'  Reem- 
ployment Rights.— 

(1)  In  general.— Section  414  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(u)  Special  Rules  Relating  to  Veterans' 
Reemployment  Rights  Under  USERRA.— 

"(1)  Treatment  of  certain  contributions 
made  pursuant  to  veterans'  reemployment 
RIGHTS.— If  any  contribution  is  made  by  an  em- 
ployer or  an  employee  under  an  individual  ac- 


count plan  toith  respect  to  an  employee,  or  by 
an  employee  to  a  defined  benefit  plan  that  pro- 
vides for  employee  contributions,  and  such  con- 
tribution is  required  by  reason  of  such  employ- 
ee's rights  under  chapter  43  of  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  resulting  from  qualified  military 
service,  then— 

"(A)  such  contribution  stiall  not  be  subject  to 
any  otherwise  applicable  limitation  contained  in 
section  402(g),  402(h),  403(b),  404(a),  404(h),  408, 
415,  or  457,  and  shall  not  be  taken  into  account 
in  applying  such  limitations  to  other  contribu- 
tions or  benefits  under  such  plan  or  any  other 
plan,  with  respect  to  the  year  in  which  the  con- 
tribution is  made, 

"(B)  such  contribution  shall  be  subject  to  the 
limitations  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (A)  with 
respect  to  the  year  to  which  the  contribution  re- 
lates (in  accordance  with  rules  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary),  and 

"(C)  such  plan  shall  not  be  treated  as  failing 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  section  401(a)(4), 
401(a)(26),  401(k)(3).  401(k)(ll),  401(k)(12), 
401(m),  403(b)(12),  408(k)(3),  408(k)(6),  408(p), 
410(b),  or  416  by  reason  of  the  making  of  (or  the 
right  to  make)  such  contribution. 
For  purposes  of  the  preceding  sentence,  any 
elective  deferral  or  employee  contribution  made 
under  paragraph  (2)  shall  be  treated  as  required 
by  reason  of  the  employee's  rights  under  such 
chapter  43. 

"(2)  Reemployment  rights  under  userra 
with  respect  to  elective  deferrals.— 

"(A)  In  GENERAL.— For  purposes  of  this  sub- 
chapter and  section  457,  if  an  employee  is  enti- 
Ued  to  the  benefits  of  chapter  43  of  title  38, 
United  States  Code,  with  respect  to  any  plan 
which  provides  for  elective  deferrals,  the  em- 
ployer sponsoring  the  plan  shall  be  treated  as 
meeting  the  requirements  of  such  chapter  43 
with  respect  to  such  elective  deferrals  only  if 
such  employer — 

"(i)  permits  such  employee  to  make  additional 
elective  deferrals  under  such  plan  (in  the 
amount  determined  under  subparagraph  (B)  or 
such  lesser  amount  as  is  elected  by  the  em- 
ployee) during  the  period  which  begins  on  the 
date  of  the  reemployment  of  such  employee  unth 
such  employer  and  has  the  same  length  as  the 
lesser  of— 

"(I)  the  product  of  3  and  the  period  of  quali- 
fied military  service  which  resulted  in  such 
rights,  and 
"(II)  5  years,  and 

'  (ii)  makes  a  matching  contribution  with  re- 
spect to  any  additional  elective  deferral  made 
pursuant  to  clause  (i)  which  would  have  been 
required  had  such  deferral  actually  been  made 
during  the  period  of  such  qualified  military 
service. 

"(B)    AMOUNT    OF    MAKEUP    REQUIRED.— The 

amount  determined  under  this  subparagraph 
with  respect  to  any  plan  is  the  maximum 
amount  of  the  elective  deferrals  that  the  iruiivid- 
ucU  would  have  been  permitted  to  make  under 
the  plan  in  accordance  vnth  the  limitations  re- 
ferred to  in  paragraph  (1)(A)  during  the  period 
of  qualified  military  service  if  the  ituiividual 
had  continued  to  be  employed  by  the  employer 
during  suck  period  and  received  compensation 
as  determined  under  paragraph  (7).  Proper  ad- 
justment skall  be  made  to  the  amount  deter- 
mined under  the  preceding  sentence  for  any 
elective  deferrals  actually  made  during  the  pe- 
riod of  such  qualified  military  service. 

"(C)  Elective  deferral.— For  purposes  of 
this  paragraph,  the  term  'elective  deferral'  has 
the  meaning  given  such  term  by  section 
402(g)(3):  except  that  such  term  shall  include 
any  deferral  of  compensation  under  an  eligible 
deferred  compensation  plan  (as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 457(b)). 

"(D)  AFTER-TAX  EMPLOYEE  CONTRIBUTIONS.— 

References  in  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B)  to 
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elective  deferrals  shall  be  treated  as  including 
references  to  employee  contributions. 

"(3)  Certain  retroactive  adjustments  not 
REQUIRED.— For  purposes  of  this  subchapter  and 
subctiapter  E,  no  provision  of  chapter  43  of  title 
38,  United  States  Code,  shall  be  construed  as  re- 
quiring— 

"(A)  any  crediting  of  earnings  to  an  employee 
with  respect  to  any  contribution  before  such 
contribution  is  actually  made,  or 

"(B)  any  allocation  of  any  forfeiture  with  re- 
spect to  the  period  of  qualified  military  service. 

"(4)  LOAN  REPAYMENT  SUSPENSIONS  PER- 
MITTED.—If  any  plan  suspends  the  obligation  to 
repay  any  loan  made  to  an  employee  from  suck 
plan  for  any  part  of  any  period  during  which 
such  employee  is  performing  service  in  the  uni- 
formed services  (as  defined  in  chapter  43  of  title 
38,  United  States  Code),  whether  or  not  quali- 
fied military  service,  such  suspension  skall  not 
be  taken  into  account  for  purposes  of  section 
72(p),  401(a).  or  4975(d)(1). 

"(5)  Qualified  military  service.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  subsection,  the  term  'qualified  mili- 
tary service'  means  any  service  in  the  uniformed 
services  (as  defined  in  chapter  43  of  title  38. 
United  States  Code)  by  any  individual  if  such 
individual  is  entitled  to  reemployment  rights 
under  such  chapter  with  respect  to  such  service. 

"(6)  Individual  account  plan.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  subsection,  tke  term  'individual  ac- 
count plan'  means  any  defined  contribution 
plan  (including  any  tax-sheltered  annuity  plan 
under  section  403(b),  any  simplified  employee 
pension  under  section  408(k),  any  qualified  sal- 
ary reduction  arrangement  under  section  408(p), 
and  any  eligible  deferred  compensation  plan  (as 
defined  in  section  457(b)). 

"(7)  Compensation.— For  purposes  of  sections 
403(b)(3),  415(c)(3),  and  457(e)(5),  an  employee 
who  is  in  qualified  military  service  shall  be 
treated  as  receiving  compensation  from  the  em- 
ployer during  such  period  of  qualified  military 
service  equal  to — 

"(A)  the  compensation  the  employee  would 
have  received  during  such  period  if  the  employee 
were  not  in  qualified  military  service,  deter- 
mined based  on  the  rate  of  pay  the  employee 
would  have  received  from  the  employer  but  for 
absence  during  the  period  of  qualified  military 
service,  or 

"(B)  if  tke  compensation  tke  employee  would 
have  received  during  such  period  was  not  rea- 
sonably certain,  the  employee's  average  com- 
pensation from  the  employer  during  the  12- 
montk  period  immediately  preceding  tke  quali- 
fied military  service  (or,  if  shorter,  tke  period  of 
employment  immediately  preceding  the  qualified 
military  service). 

"(8)    USERRA  REQUIREMENTS  FOR   QUAUFIED 

RETIREMENT  PLANS.— For  purposcs  Of  this  Sub- 
chapter and  section  457,  an  employer  sponsoring 
a  retirement  plan  skall  be  treated  as  meeting  tke 
requirements  of  chapter  43  of  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  only  if  each  of  the  following  re- 
quirements is  met: 

"(A)  An  individual  reemployed  under  such 
chapter  is  treated  with  respect  to  such  plan  as 
not  having  incurred  a  break  in  service  with  the 
employer  maintaining  the  plan  by  reason  of 
such  individual's  period  of  qualified  military 
service. 

"(B)  Each  period  of  qualified  military  service 
served  by  an  individual  is.  upon  reemployment 
under  such  chapter,  deemed  with  respect  to  suck 
plan  to  constitute  service  witk  the  employer 
maintaining  the  plan  for  the  purpose  of  deter- 
mining the  nonforfeitability  of  the  individual's 
accrued  benefits  under  such  plan  and  for  tke 
purpose  of  determining  tke  accrual  of  benefits 
under  suck  plan. 

"(C)  An  individual  reemployed  under  suck 
chapter  is  entitled  to  accrued  benefits  that  are 
contingent  on  tke  making  of,  or  derived  from. 


employee  contributions  or  elective  deferrals  only 
to  the  extent  the  individual  makes  payment  to 
the  plan  with  respect  to  such  contributions  or 
deferrals.  No  such  payment  may  exceed  the 
amount  tke  individual  would  kave  been  per- 
mitted or  required  to  contribute  had  the  individ- 
ual remained  continuously  employed  by  tke  em- 
ployer tkrougkout  tke  period  of  qualified  mili- 
tary service.  Any  payment  to  such  plan  shall  be 
made  during  the  period  beginning  witk  tke  date 
of  reemployment  and  whose  duration  is  3  times 
the  period  of  the  qualified  military  service  (but 
not  greater  than  5  years). 

"(9)  Plans  not  subject  to  title  ss.-This 
subsection  skall  not  apply  to  any  retirement 
plan  to  wkick  chapter  43  of  title  38.  United 
States  Code,  does  not  apply. 

"(10)  References.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, any  reference  to  chapter  43  of  title  38. 
United  States  Code,  shall  be  treated  as  a  ref- 
erence to  such  chapter  as  in  effect  on  December 
12,  1994  (without  regard  to  any  subsequent 
amendment)." 

(2)  Effective  date.— The  amendment  made 
by  this  subsection  shall  be  effective  as  of  Decem- 
ber 12, 1994. 

(p)  Reporting  of  Real  Estate  Trass- 
actions.— 

(1)  In  general.— Paragraph  (3)  of  section 
6045(e)  (relating  to  prokibition  of  separate 
charge  for  filing  return)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  tke  following  new  sentence:  "Notking 
in  tkis  paragrapk  skall  be  construed  to  prokibit 
the  real  estate  reporting  person  from  taking  into 
account  its  cost  of  complying  witk  such  require- 
ment in  establishing  its  charge  (other  than  a 
separate  charge  for  complying  with  such  re- 
quirement) to  any  customer  for  performing  serv- 
ices in  the  case  of  a  real  estate  transaction. " 

(2)  Effective  date.— The  amendment  made 
by  paragraph  (1)  skall  take  effect  as  if  included 
in  section  1015(e)(2)(A)  of  the  Technical  and 
Miscellaneous  Revenue  Act  of  1988. 

(q)  Clarification  of  Denial  of  Deduction 
FOR  Stock  redemption  Expenses. 

(1)  IN  GENERAL.— Paragraph  (1)  of  section 
162(k)  is  amended  by  striking  "the  redemption  of 
its  stock"  and  inserting  "the  reacquisition  of  its 
stock  or  of  the  stock  of  any  related  person  (as 
defined  in  section  465(b)(3)(C))". 

(2)  CERTAIN  deductions  PERMITTED.— Sub- 
paragraph (A)  of  section  162(k)(2)  is  amended  by 
striking  "or"  at  the  end  of  clause  (i).  by  redesig- 
nating clause  (ii)  as  clause  (iii),  and  by  inxrt- 
ing  after  clause  (i)  tke  following  new  clause: 

"(ii)  deduction  for  amounts  wkick  are  prop- 
erly allocable  to  indebtedness  and  amortized 
over  the  term  of  such  indebtedness,  or". 

(3)  Clerical  amendment.— The  subsection 
heading  for  subsection  (k)  of  section  162  is 
amended  by  striking  "REDEMPTION"  and  insert- 
ing "Reacquisition". 

(4)  Effective  date.— 

(A)  In  general.— Except  as  provided  in  sub- 
paragraph (B),  the  amendments  made  by  this 
subsection  shall  apply  to  arrwunts  paid  or  in- 
curred after  September  13,  1995.  in  taxable  years 
ending  after  such  date. 

(B)  Paragraph  ai.—Tke  amendment  made  by 
paragrapk  (2)  shall  take  effect  as  if  included  in 
the  amendment  made  by  section  613  of  tke  Tax 
Reform  Act  of  1986. 

(r)  Clerical  amendment  to  Section  404.— 

(1)  IN  general.— Paragraph  (1)  of  section 
404(j)  is  amended  by  strilcing  "(10)"  and  insert- 
ing "(9)". 

(2)  Effective  date.— The  amendment  made 
by  paragrapk  (1)  shall  take  effect  as  if  included 
in  the  amendments  made  by  section  713(d)(4)(A) 
of  tke  Deficit  Reduction  Act  of  1984. 

(s)  Passive  Income  not  To  include  FSC  In- 
come, Etc.— 

(I)  In  general.— Paragraph  (2)  of  section 
1296(b)  is  amended  by  striking  "or"  at  the  end 


of  subparagraph  (B),  by  striking  the  period  at 
the  end  of  subparagraph  (C)  and  inserting  ". 
or",  and  by  inserting  after  subparagraph  (C) 
the  following  new  subparagraph: 

"(D)  which  is  foreign  trade  income  of  a  FSC 
or  export  trade  income  of  an  export  trade  cor- 
poration (as  defined  in  section  971). " 

(2)  Effective  date.— The  amendment  made 
by  paragrapk  (1)  skall  take  effect  as  if  included 
in  the  amendments  made  by  section  1235  of  the 
Tax  Reform  Act  of  1986. 

(t)  Miscellaneous  Clerical  amendments.— 

(1)  Subclause  (II)  of  section  56(g)(4)(C)(ii)  is 
amended  by  striking  "of  the  subclause"  and  in- 
serting "of  subclause". 

(2)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  72(m)  is  amended 
by  inserting  "and"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph 
(A),  by  striking  subparagraph  (B),  and  by  redes- 
ignating subparagraph  (C)  as  subparagraph 
(B). 

(3)  Paragrapk  (2)  of  section  86(b)  is  amended 
by  striking  "adusted"  and  inserting  "adjusted". 

(4)(A)  Tke  heading  for  section  112  is  amended 
by  striking  "COMBAT  PAY"  and  inserting 
"COMBAT  ZONE  COMPENSATION". 

(B)  The  item  relating  to  section  112  in  the 
table  of  sections  for  part  III  of  subckapter  B  of 
ckapter  1  is  amended  by  striking  "combat  pay" 
and  inserting  "combat  zone  compensation". 

(C)  Paragrapk  (1)  of  section  3401(a)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "combat  pay"  and  inserting 
"combat  zone  compensation". 

(5)  Clause  (i)  of  section  172(k)(3)(B)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  tke  comma  at  the  end  thereof  and 
inserting  a  period. 

(6)  Clause  (ii)  of  section  543(a)(2)(B)  is  amend- 
ed by  strilcing  "section  563(c)"  and  inserting 
"section  563(d)". 

(7)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  9S8(a)  is  amended 
by  striking  "sections  955(b)(1)  (A)  and  (B). 
955(c)(2)(A)(ii),  and  960(a)(1)"  and  inserting 
"section  960(a)(1)". 

(8)  Subsection  (g)  of  section  642  is  amended  by 
striking  "under  2621(a)(2)"  and  inserting 
"under  section  2621(a)(2)". 

(9)  Section  1463  is  amended  by  striking  "this 
subsection"  and  inserting  "tkis  section". 

(10)  Subsection  (k)  of  section  3306  is  amended 
by  inserting  a  period  at  the  end  thereof. 

(11)  The  item  relating  to  section  4472  in  tke 
table  of  sections  for  subckapter  B  of  chapter  36 
IS  amended  by  striking  "and  special  rules". 

(12)  Paragrapk  (3)  of  section  5134(c)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "section  6662(a)"  and  inserting 
"section  6665(a)". 

(13)  Paragrapk  (2)  of  section  5206(f)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "section  5(e)"  and  inserting  "sec- 
tion 105(e)". 

(14)  Paragraph  (I)  of  section  60S0B(c)  is 
amended  by  striking  "section  85(c)"  and  insert- 
ing "section  85(b)". 

(15)  Subsection  (k)  of  section  6166  is  amended 
by  striking  paragraph  (6). 

(16)  Subsection  (e)  of  section  6214  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"(e)  CROSS' Reference.— 

"For  provision  givtng  Tax  Comrt  jurimUe- 
Hon  to  order  a  refund  of  an  overpayment  and 
to  award  sanctiotu,  aee  section  S512(b)(2).'' 

(17)  The  section  heading  for  section  6043  is 
amended  by  striking  the  semicolon  and  inserting 
a  comma. 

(18)  Tke  item  relating  to  section  6043  in  the 
table  of  sections  for  subpart  B  of  part  III  of  sub- 
ckapter A  of  ckapter  61  is  amended  by  striking 
the  semicolon  and  inserting  a  comma. 

(19)  The  table  of  sections  for  part  I  of  sub- 
chapter A  of  chapter  68  is  amended  by  striking 
the  item  relating  to  section  6662. 

(20)(A)  Section  7232  is  amended— 

(i)  by  striking  "LVBBICATZSG  OIL,"  in  the 
heading,  and 

(ii)  by  striking  "lubricating  oU."  in  the  text. 

(B)  The  table  of  sections  for  part  II  of  suth 
chapter  A  of  chapter  75  is  amended  by  striking 
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"lubricating  oil,"  in  the  item  relating  to  section 
7232. 

(21)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  6701(a)  of  the 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciiiation  Act  of  1989  is 
amended  by  striking  "subclause  (IV)"  and  in- 
serting "subclause  (V)". 

(22)  Clause  (ii)  of  section  7304(a)(2)(D)  of  such 
Act  is  amended  by  striking  "subsection  (c)(2)" 
and  inserting  "subsection  (c)". 

(23)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  7646(b)  of  such 
Act  is  amended  by  striking  "section  6050H(b)(l)" 
and  inserting  "section  6050H(b)(2)". 

(24)  Paragraph  (10)  of  section  7721(c)  of  such 
Act  is  amended  by  striking  "section 
6662(b)(2)(C)(ii)"  and  inserting  "section 
6661(b)(2)(C)(ii)". 

(25)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  7811(i)(3)  of 
such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "the  first 
place  it  appears"  before  "in  clause  (i)". 

(26)  Paragraph  (10)  of  section  7841(d)  of  such 
Act  is  amended  by  striking  "section  331(a)"  and 
inserting  "section  381(c)". 

(27)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  7861(c)  of  such 
Act  is  amended  by  inxrting  "the  second  place  it 
appears"  before  "and  inserting". 

(28)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  460(b)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "the  look-back  method  of  para- 
graph (3)"  and  inserting  "the  look-back  method 
of  paragraph  (2)". 

(29)  Subparagraph  (C)  of  section  50(a)(2)  is 
amended  by  striking  "subsection  (c)(4)"  and  in- 
serting "subxction  (d)(5)". 

(30)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  172(h)(4)  is 
amended  by  striking  the  material  foUoioing  the 
heading  and  preceding  clause  (i)  and  inserting 
"For  purposes  of  subsection  (b)(2) — ". 

(31)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  355(d)(7)  is 
amended  by  inserting  "section"  before  "267(b)". 

(32)  Subparagraph  (C)  of  section  420(e)(1)  is 
amended  by  striking  "mean"  and  inserting 
"means". 

(33)  Paragraph  (4)  of  section  537(b)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "section  172(i)"  and  inserting 
"section  172(f)". 

(34)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  613(e)(1)  is 
amended  by  striking  the  comma  at  the  end 
thereof  and  inserUng  a  period. 

(35)  Paragraph  (4)  of  section  856(a)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "section  582(c)(5)"  and  inserting 

•section  582(c)(2)". 

(36)  Sections  904(f)(2)(B)(i)  and 
907(c)(4)(B)(iii)  are  each  amended  by  inserting 
"(as  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  the  Revenue  Reconciliation  Act  of 
1990)"  after  "section  172(h)". 

(37)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  936  is  amended 
by  striking  "subparagraphs  (D)(ii)(I)"  and  in- 
serting "subparagraphs  (D)(ii)". 

(38)  Subsection  (c)  of  section  2104  is  amended 
by  striking  "subparagraph  (A),  (C),  or  (D)  of 
section  861(a)(1)"  and  inserting  "section 
861(a)(1)(A)". 

(39)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  280A(c)(l)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(A)  as  the  principal  place  of  business  for  any 
trade  or  business  of  the  taxpayer, ". 

(40)  Section  6038  is  amended  by  redesignating 
the  subsection  relating  to  cross  references  as 
subsection  (f). 

(41)  Clause  (iv)  of  section  6103(e)(1)(A)  is 
amended  by  striking  all  that  follows  "provisions 
of  and  inserting  "section  Kg)  or  59(j);". 

(42)  The  subsection  (f)  of  section  6109  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  which  was  added 
by  section  2201(d)  of  Public  Law  101-624  is  re- 
designated as  subsection  (g). 

(43)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  7454  is  amended 
by  striking  "section  4955(e)(2)"  and  inserting 
"section  4955(f)(2)". 

(44)  Subsection  (d)  of  section  11231  of  the  Rev- 
enue RecoTunliation  Act  of  1990  shall  be  applied 
as  if  "comma"  appeared  instead  of  "period" 
and  as  if  the  paragraph  (9)  proposed  to  be 
added  ended  with  a  comma. 


(45)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  11303(b)  of  the 
Revenue  Reconciliation  Act  of  1990  shall  be  ap- 
plied as  if  "paragraph"  appeared  instead  of 
"subparagraph"  in  the  material  proposed  to  be 
stricken. 

(46)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  11701  of  the  Reve- 
nue Reconciliation  Act  of  1990  is  amended  by  in- 
serting "(relating  to  definitions)"  after  "section 
6038(e)". 

(47)  Subsection  (i)  of  section  11701  of  the  Reve- 
nue Reconciliation  Act  of  1990  shall  be  applied 
as  if  "subsection"  appeared  instead  of  "section" 
in  the  material  proposed  to  be  stricken. 

(48)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  11801(c)(2)  of 
the  Revenue  Reconciliation  Act  of  1990  shall  be 
applied  as  if  "section  56(g)"  appeared  instead  of 
"section  59(g)". 

(49)  Subparagraph  (C)  of  section  11801(c)(8)  of 
the  Revenue  Reconciliation  Act  of  1990  shall  be 
applied  as  if  "reorganizations"  appeared  in- 
stead of  "reorganization"  in  the  material  pro- 
posed to  be  stricken. 

(50)  Subparagraph  (H)  of  section  11801(c)(9)  of 
the  Revenue  Reconciliation  Act  of  1990  shall  be 
applied  as  if  "section  1042(c)(1)(B)"  appeared 
instead  of  "section  1042(c)(2)(B)". 

(51)  Subparagraph  (F)  of  section  11801(c)(12) 
of  the  Revenue  Reconciliation  Act  of  1990  shall 
be  applied  as  if  "and  (3)"  appeared  instead  of 
"and(E)". 

(52)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  11801(c)(22) 
of  the  Revenue  Reconciliation  Act  of  1990  shall 
be  applied  as  if  "chapters  21"  appeared  instead 
of  "chapter  21"  in  the  material  proposed  to  be 
stricken. 

(53)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  11812(b)  of  the 
Revenue  Reconciliation  Act  of  1990  shall  be  ap- 
plied by  not  executing  the  amendment  therein  to 
the  heading  of  section  42(d)(S)(B). 

(54)  Clause  (i)  of  section  11813(b)(9)(A)  of  the 
Revenue  Reconciliation  Act  of  1990  shall  be  ap- 
plied as  if  a  comma  appeared  after  "(3)(A)(ix)" 
in  the  material  proposed  to  be  stricken. 

(55)  Subparagraph  (F)  of  section  11813(b)(13) 
of  the  Revenue  Reconciliation  Act  of  1990  shall 
be  applied  as  if  "tax"  appeared  after  "invest- 
ment" in  the  material  proposed  to  be  stricken. 

(56)  Paragraph  (19)  of  section  11813(b)  of  the 
Revenue  Reconciliation  Act  of  1990  shall  be  ap- 
plied as  if  "Paragraph  (20)  of  section  1016(a).  as 
redesignated  by  section  11801,"  appeared  in- 
stead of  "Paragraph  (21)  of  section  1016(a)". 

(57)  Paragraph  (5)  section  8002(a)  of  the  Sur- 
face Transportation  Revenue  Act  of  1991  shall 
be  applied  as  if  "4481(e)"  appeared  instead  of 
"4481(c)". 

(58)  Section  7872  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  "foregone"  each  place  it  ap- 
pears in  subsections  (a)  and  (e)(2)  and  inserting 
"forgone",  and 

(B)  by  strVcing  "FOREGONE"  in  the  heading 
for  subsection  (e)  and  the  heading  for  para- 
graph (2)  of  subsection  (e)  and  inserting  "For- 
gone". 

(59)  Paragraph  (7)  of  section  7611(h)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "approporiate"  and  inserting 
"appropriate". 

(60)  The  heading  of  paragraph  (3)  of  section 
419 A(c)  is  amended  by  striking  "severence" 
and  inserting  "severance". 

(61)  Clause  (ii)  of  section  807(d)(3)(B)  is 
amended  by  striking  "Commissoners'  "  and  in- 
serting "Commissioners'  ". 

(62)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  1274A(c)(l)  is 
amended  by  striking  "instument"  and  inserting 
"instrument". 

(63)  St^paragraph  (B)  of  section  724(d)(3)  by 
striking  "Subparagaph"  and  inserting  "Sub- 
paragraph". 

(64)  The  last  sentence  of  paragraph  (2)  of  sec- 
tion 42(c)  is  amended  by  striking  "of  1988". 

(65)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  9707(d)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "diligence,"  aiul  inserting  "dili- 
gence". 


(66)  SiAsection  (c)  of  section  4977  is  amended 
by  striking  "section  132(i)(2)"  and  inserting 
"section  132(h)". 

(67)  The  last  sentence  of  section  401(a)(20)  is 
amended  by  striking  "section  211"  and  inserting 
"section  521". 

(68)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  402(g)(3)  is 
amended  by  striking  "subsection  (a)(8)"  and  in- 
serting "subsection  (e)(3)". 

(69)  The  last  sentence  of  section  403(b)(10)  is 
amended  by  striking  "an  direct"  and  inserting 
"a  direct". 

(70)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  4973(b)(1)  is 
amended  by  striking  "sections  402(c)"  and  in- 
serting "section  402(c)". 

(71)  Paragraph  (12)  of  section  3405(e)  is 
amended  by  striking  "(b)(3)"  and  inserting 
"(b)(2)". 

(72)  Paragraph  (41)  of  section  521(b)  of  the 
Unemployment  Compensation  Amendments  of 
1992  sttall  be  applied  as  if  "section"  appeared 
instead  of  "sections"  in  the  material  proposed  to 
be  stricken. 

(73)  Paragraph  (27)  of  section  521(b)  of  the 
Unemployment  Compensation  Amendments  of 
1992  shall  be  applied  as  if  "Section  691(c)(5)" 
appeared  instead  of  "Section  691(c)". 

(74)  Paragraph  (5)  of  section  860F(a)  is 
amended  by  striking  "paragraph  (1)"  and  in- 
serting "paragraph  (2)". 

(75)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  415(k)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  "or"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph 
(C),  by  striking  subparagraphs  (D)  and  (E),  and 
by  redesignating  subparagraph  (F)  as  subpara- 
graph (D). 

(76)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  404(a)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "(18),". 

(77)  Clause  (ii)  of  section  72(p)(4)(A)  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows: 

"(ii)  Special  rule.— The  term  'qualified  em- 
ployer plan'  shall  not  include  any  plan  which 
was  (or  was  determined  to  be)  a  qualified  em- 
ployer plan  or  a  government  plan. " 

(78)  Sections  461(i)(3)(C)  and  1274(b)(3)(B)(i) 
are  each  amended  by  striking  "section 
6662(d)(2)(C)(ii)"  and  inserting  "section 
6662(d)(2)(C)(iii)". 

(79)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  164  is  amended 
by  striking  the  paragraphs  relating  to  the  gen- 
eration-skipping tax  arid  the  environmental  tax 
imposed  by  section  59A  and  by  inserting  after 
paragraph  (3)  tlie  following  new  paragraphs: 

"(4)  The  GST  tax  imposed  on  income  distribu- 
tions. 

"(5)  The  environmental  tax  imposed  by  section 
59A." 

(u)  Certain  Property  not  Treated  as  Sec- 
tion 179  Property.— 

(1)  In  general.— Paragraph  (1)  of  section 
179(d)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following  new  sentence:  "Such  term  shall 
not  include  any  property  described  in  section 
50(b)  and  shall  not  include  air  conditioning  or 
heating  units  and  horses." 

(2)  Effective  date.— The  amendment  made 
by  paragraph  (I)  sluUl  apply  to  property  placed 
in  service  after  May  14,  7995. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  rule,  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Archer]  and  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  GSBONS]  each  will  control 
30  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Archer]. 

D  1845 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks and  include  extraneous  material 
on  H.R.  3448. 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  millions  of  Americans 
worry  about  their  ability  to  retire  with 
security  and  comfort. 

Some  worry  because  their  employer 
is  unable  to  provide  them  with  a  bene- 
fit and  pensions.  Others  worry  about 
whether  their  existing  pensions  will  be 
there  for  them  when  they  retire. 

The  bill  that  we  pass  in  the  House 
today  will  come  as  a  blessing  for  all  of 
these  Americans.  This  bill  will  make  it 
easier  for  people  to  get  pensions  and  it 
will  protect  the  pensions  of  those  who 
already  have  them. 

These  Republican  pension  reforms 
should  provide  relief  and  comfort  for 
countless  middle-income  Americans 
struggling  to  make  ends  meet. 

Republicans  recognize  that  the  mid- 
dle-class crunch  is  real  and  these  re- 
forms are  designed  to  help  people  make 
more  and  save  more. 

Our  bill  contains  more  than  two 
dozen  specific  pension  reforms. 

Thirty-six  million  Americans  work 
for  small  businesses  that  can't  afford 
to  provide  pensions  to  their  employees. 
These  36  million  people  will  benefit 
from  our  simple  plan.  This  plan  allows 
small  businesses  tax  favored  treatment 
when  they  establish  pension  plans  for 
their  workers. 

Two  million  Americans  who  work  for 
tax-exempt  organizations  will,  for  the 
first  time,  be  eligible  to  sign  up  for 
401(k)  savings  plans. 

And  in  what  is  called  the  Orange 
County  provision,  16  million  people 
who  work  for  State  and  local  govern- 
ments will  no  longer  have  to  fear  los- 
ing their  pensions  in  the  event  of  a 
bankruptcy.  Our  section  457  trust  re- 
forms protect  their  retirement  savings 
from  creditors. 

In  addition  to  pension  reforms,  the 
bill  we  pass  today  includes  seven  other 
items  that  will  help  small  businesses 
and  their  workers.  They  include  cre- 
ation of  the  work  opportunity  tax  cred- 
it designed  to  encourage  the  hiring  of 
hard-to-place  works,  and  an  increase  in 
expensing  for  small  businesses  to  help 
the  Nation's  job  creators  grow  and  cre- 
ate more  jobs.  I  note  that  this  item 
was  part  of  our  Contract  With  Amer- 
ica. 

We  change  S  corporation  laws  to 
make  it  easier  for  families  to  maintain 
their  enterprises  and  we  extend  a  popu- 
lar tax  provision  that  allows  employers 
to  provide  their  workers  with  edu- 
cational assistance  on  a  tax  favored 
basis. 

All  these  changes  will  give  small 
businesses  and  their  workers  a  helping 
hand  as  they  wrestle  with  the  middle- 
class  crunch.  Although  President  Clin- 
ton vetoed  them  once  before,  I  am  con- 
fident he  will  now  sign  these  Repub- 
lican reforms. 


One  final  note.  This  isn't  all  we've 
done  on  pension  reforms  and  we  are 
about  to  do  even  more.  Last  year,  we 
passed  expanded  indivicljal  retirement 
accounts;  IRA's  for  homemakers;  we 
created  a  new  American  dream  savings 
account  that  can  be  used  for  education, 
first-time  home  purchases,  and  ex- 
traordinary medical  expenses. 

President  Clinton  vetoed  adl  these 
measures,  but  we're  going  to  pass  them 
again  and  this  time  we  hope  he'll  sup- 
port them. 

I  am  delighted  these  initiatives  are 
passing  in  the  House  today  and  I  look 
forward  to  them  becoming  law. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  going  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Puerto  Rico  [Mr. 
Romero-Barcelo].  The  gentleman  from 
Puerto  Rico  [Mr.  Romero-Barcelo] 
represents  the  millions  of  Americans, 
the  millions  of  Americans,  who  are 
disenfranchised  because  they  happen  to 
live  in  Puerto  Rico.  He  is  a  distin- 
guished Member  of  Congress,  and  he  de- 
serves our  rapt  attention.  He  is  the 
former  Governor  of  Puerto  Rico,  and  a 
great  part  of  this  bill  affects  the  lives 
of  the  people  of  Puerto  Rico.  So  I  hope 
all  Member  will  pay  rapt  attention  to 
his  words. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  4  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Puerto  Rico  [Mr.  Ro- 
mero-Barcelo]. 

Mr.  ROMERO-BARCELO.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
for  srielding  me  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  differences  between 
democracy  and  totalitarianism  is  that 
in  totalitarianism  the  end  justifies  the 
means.  In  a  democracy  the  means  are 
at  least  as  imi>ortant  as  the  end,  if  not 
more  important. 

This  act  has  a  good  purpose,  to  pro- 
vide businesses,  small  businesses,  with 
tax  breaks.  We  are  all  for  that.  But 
how  does  it  go  about  providing  small 
businesses  with  tax  breaks? 

It  collects  revenues  from  Puerto 
Rico.  Taix  revenues  that  up  to  now  have 
not  been  collected,  to  the  tune  of  $4.8 
billion,  which  is  more  than  half  of  the 
tax  cuts  that  are  going  to  be  provided 
for  the  small  businesses  in  eight  years. 

Now,  this  funding,  this  money  that  is 
being  collected  from  Puerto  Rico,  is 
not  being  turned  back  to  Puerto  Rico 
at  all.  Puerto  Rico,  which  is  the  poor- 
est jurisdiction  in  the  Nation,  Puerto 
Rico  has  the  lowest  per  capita  income 
than  the  State  with  the  lowest  per  cap- 
ital income,  which  is  Mississippi,  we 
have  less  than  half  the  per  capita  in- 
come, we  have  more  than  double  the 
unemplojrment  of  the  Nation,  and  the 
tax  cuts  that  were  being  given  to  Puer- 
to Rico  and  the  other  territories  is  for 
the  purpose  of  promoting  jobs. 

Now,  is  it  fafr  for  the  poorest  juris- 
diction in  the  Nation  to  subsidize  the 
tax   cuts   for  small   businesses   in   50 


States  of  the  Nation?  I  submit,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  that  is  grossly  unfair. 
TTiat  is  something  that  should  not  be 
allowed. 

But  I  have  no  vote.  I  represent  3.8 
million  U.S.  citizens,  six  times  more 
than  the  average  here  in  the  House,  but 
I  am  not  allowed  to  vote.  I  am 
disenfranchised.  We  are  all 
disenfranchised.  But  we  are  not  merely 
resident  aliens,  we  are  U.S.  citizens, 
and  have  been  since  1917. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  do  we  say  to  the 
children  of  men  who  have  given  thefr 
lives  in  defense  of  the  Nation?  That 
here,  when  we  need  to  have  tax  cuts  for 
small  businesses,  we  cannot  find  it 
anywhere  else,  but  we  go  to  Puerto 
Rico  and  grab  S4.8  billion  in  8  years  to 
subsidize  these  tax  cuts?  And  I  have 
not  been  given  an  opportunity  even  to 
submit  an  amendment  here  on  the 
floor? 

I  was  not  given  an  opportunity  to 
really  participate  in  anything,  any  of 
the  discussions  in  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
been  probably  the  most  critical  person 
of  the  tax  breaks  based  on  income,  the 
tax  credit  based  on  income,  the  so- 
called  section  936.  But  we  are  proposing 
a  substitute,  that  we  have  tax  credits 
based  on  salaries,  on  wages.  And  this 
has  been  supported  by  some  of  the 
speakers  here  today  when  they  were 
discussing  the  rule,  by  some  of  the  Re- 
publicans when  they  were  discussing 
the  rule.  That  is  what  we  proposed  as  a 
substitute. 

Why  try  to  save  the  companies  or 
give  them  a  10-year  holiday,  the  ones 
that  earn  the  most  money  in  Puerto 
Rico,  the  ones  that  receive  the  most 
profits,  the  most  benefits,  give  them  a 
10-year  holiday  for  now.  but  it  does  not 
produce  a  single  new  job,  when  we 
could  be  taxing  them,  but  at  the  same 
time  providing  for  tax  credits  based  on 
wages,  which  would  stimulate  further 
investment  to  create  more  jobs,  and 
the  revenues  obtained  in  Puerto  Rico; 
that  we  listen  to  what  the  President  is 
proposing  and  what  we  have  proposed. 
that  because  the  people  of  Puerto  Rico 
do  not  have  the  same  safety  net  that  at 
least  in  health  care,  at  least  in  health 
care,  this  money  be  used  to  make  Puer- 
to Rico  whole  in  health  care. 

We  get  less  than  10  percent  of  what 
we  would  get  in  Medicaid  for  health 
care  in  Puerto  Rico  if  we  were  treated 
as  a  State.  Now,  if  any  State  in  the  Na- 
tion had  to  pay  over  90  percent  of  their 
Medicaid  costs  now,  they  would  be 
broke.  And  here  we  are  not  being  given 
anything  out  of  this  revenue  for  Medic- 
aid. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  submit  that  this  bill 
should  be  reviewed  and  that  this  should 
not  be  approved  today. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  new 
York  [Mr.  Houghton],  a  respected 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 
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Mr.  HOUGHTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  me 
time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  here  to  support 
not  only  the  minimum  wage  bill,  but 
also  the  work  opportunity  tax  credit.  I 
would  first  like  to  say  a  word  about  the 
gentleman  from  Buffalo,  NY,  Mr.  Jack 
Qthnn,  because  he  has  been  a  leading 
light  and  real  pusher  of  this  thing  from 
way  back,  and  I  also  would  like  to 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania. Mr.  Phtl  English,  for  what  he 
has  done  and  the  gentleman  from  Kan- 
sas. Mr.  Pat  Roberts,  for  his  work  on 
the  work  opportunity  tax  credit,  and 
also  my  fHend  the  gentleman  from  New 
York,  Mr.  Charue  Rangel,  over  here. 

This  is  a  plain  sense  bill.  It  is  part  of 
the  tax  package.  I  would  like  to  focus 
just  the  few  seconds  I  have  on  the  work 
opportunity  tax  credit. 

This  is  something,  really,  which 
makes  sense,  not  only  for  the  people 
who  are  to  be  hired,  but  also  for  the 
businesses.  For  the  businesses,  what  it 
does  is  help  those  businesses  that  are 
going  to  be  having  an  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  to  absorb  the  cost.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  if  you  hire  an  individ- 
ual, the  arithmetic  works  out  that  you, 
in  terms  of  the  total  2-year  period 
which  you  will  be  hiring  this  individual 
and  having  him  work  in  your  establish- 
ment, that  the  cost  will  be  less  than 
the  minimum  wage  is  now  because  of 
the  incentive  which  the  Government 
gives. 

So  it  is  a  real  incentive  for  busi- 
nesses. On  the  other  hand,  of  course, 
what  It  does  is  take  those  needy  peo- 
ple, who  are  working  off  welfare  or  get- 
ting off  of  food  stamps  or  getting  off  a 
whole  variety  of  things,  to  come  into 
the  work  force.  Now,  this  is  not  a  per- 
fect bill,  and  with  any  bill  like  this,  it 
will  be  changed  and  adopted  over  the 
years.  But  it  makes  a  great  deal  of 
sense. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  with  the  minimum 
wage,  combined  with  the  work  oppor- 
tunity tax  credit.  I  think  we  have  a 
winnable  combination.  I  thank  you 
very  much  for  letting  me  express  my- 
self. 

D  1900 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Rangel]. 

Mr.  RANGEL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  think 
this  is  going  to  be  an  historic  vote.  The 
Republicans  have  been  forced  to  bring 
to  the  floor  a  minimum  wage  bill  so 
they  had  to  put  some  sweetness  in 
there,  of  course,  for  small  employers, 
where  they  get  a  few  tax  breaks,  and, 
hopefully,  we  would  have  a  good  sweet- 
ener. 

But  when  we  see  how  they  are  going 
to  pay  for  this  it  is  almost  like  those 
old  enough  to  remember  when  we  had 
to  take  castor  oil.  They  used  to  mix  it 
with  the  orange  juice.  Well,  we  have 
got  the  orange  juice  with  the  watered 


down  minimum  wage  bill,  but  the  cas- 
tor oil  is  how  do  we  pay  for  it? 

I  would  gruess  that,  following  Repub- 
lican logic,  we  will  pay  for  it  by  going 
to  the  poorest  people  with  the  weakest 
political  posture  and,  if  we  can  find 
any  Americans  that  cannot  vote,  then 
hit  them  where  it  hurts. 

We  get  $4.8  billion  over  the  next  cou- 
ple of  years,  not  in  grants  for  health 
care  or  for  housing,  but  in  order  to  cre- 
ate jobs.  And,  again,  it  gives  it  to  the 
corporations  to  encourage  them  to  in- 
vest there.  Some  people  say  it  is  too 
much  for  the  corporations.  Some  peo- 
ple say  it  is  too  exi)ensive  of  a  project. 
Well,  they  might  be  right.  But  if  we  are 
going  to  take  3.8  million  Americans, 
and  every  time  there  is  a  war  we  call 
upon  them  to  get  in  a  suit  and  go  over 
to  fight  for  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica; if  we  are  going  to  take  3.8  million 
Americans  who  stand  up  to  the  United 
Nations  and  say  we  are  no  colony,  the 
United  States  is  no  imperialistic  na- 
tion, we  are  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  but  we  decide  for  sweetness  for 
those  on  the  mainland  that  we  are 
going  to  whack  it  to  them. 

Well,  listen,  if  they  have  the  votes, 
they  should  do  it.  I  understand  that. 
But  should  they  not  do  it  with  hear- 
ings? Have  we  reached  a  point  that  we 
are  dealing  with  tax  bills  that  the  tax 
committee  does  not  even  look  at  it;  we 
just  get  it?  Has  it  reached  the  point 
that  we  do  not  have  hearings  anymore? 
Have  we  fallen  so  much  in  common  de- 
cency that  we  do  not  ask  the  duly 
elected  representative  from  the  4  mil- 
lion people  what  he  thinks? 

They  have  a  Governor.  I  do  not  know 
what  people  think  about  him,  but  he 
has  the  responsibility  for  the  health, 
for  the  welfare,  for  the  economy.  Do  we 
say  to  him,  "What  would  you  like  to 
do;  do  you  have  a  substitute?"  Or  do  we 
just  take  away  $4  billion  because  we 
have  the  power  to  do  it? 

I  tell  my  colleagues  one  thing,  I  am 
not  here  to  defend  936.  Whatever  the 
economists  and  the  people  in  Puerto 
Rico  think  is  good  to  encourage  jobs 
for  them,  good.  But  I  notice  one  thing, 
especially  when  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  says,  "Oh,  Charlie,  I  know 
you  like  936  companies."  Oh,  no,  the 
chairman  likes  936  companies,  because 
in  this  bill  the  only  people  that  are 
protected  are  not  the  people  of  Puerto 
Rico  but  the  American  companies  that 
are  in  Puerto  Rico.  They  get  10  years 
to  get  their  money  out.  But  there  is 
nothing  there  to  encourage  one  nickel 
of  investment,  as  these  companies  now 
have  10  years  to  look  at  other  parts  of 
the  Caribbean  or  Ireland  or  any  low- 
wage  based  coimtry. 

So  what  we  have  said  now  is  that  we 
caimot  find  enough  poor  on  the  main- 
land to  beat  up  on.  We  have  already  hit 
them  when  we  talked  about  the  earned 
income  tax  credit.  If  we  are  talking 
about  housing  for  the  poor,  we  put  a 
damper    on    the    low-income    housing 


credit.  We  have  done  everything  we 
could,  but  somebody  said  we  have  some 
poorer  Americans  in  Puerto  Rico,  hit 
them,  and  that  is  exactly  what  the  Re- 
publicans have  done. 

All  I  can  say  is,  Mr.  President,  wher- 
ever you  are,  do  not  sign  this  bill. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Engush],  another  valued 
member  of  the  Committees  on  Ways 
and  Means. 

Mr.  ENGLISH  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong  support  of 
H.R.  3448,  the  Small  Business  Job  Pro- 
tection Act,  strong  legislation  to  help 
small  business  and  to  help  American 
workers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bipartisan  bill 
would  enact  several  key  tax  incentives 
critical  to  working  students,  critical  to 
trainees  with  limited  skills,  and  criti- 
cal to  small  businesses  that  are  the 
most  dynamic  sector  of  the  American 
economy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  encourages  in- 
vestment in  jobs  by  cash-starved  small 
economies,  small  businesses.  H.R.  3448 
will  increase  the  limit  on  the  amount 
of  equipment  that  a  small  business  can 
expense  from  the  current  level  of 
$17,500  to  $25,000.  This  will  allow  small 
companies  to  grow  and  to  create  more 
jobs. 

This  bill  encourages  the  hiring  of 
low-skilled  workers  through  the  work 
opportunity  tax  credit,  a  critical  ini- 
tiative to  bring  more  people  out  of  the 
welfare  system  and  into  the  work 
force. 

This  bill  encourages  critical  invest- 
ment in  worker  training  through  a  tax 
break  for  employer-provided  under- 
graduate tuition,  that,  unfortunately, 
the  last  Congress  had  allowed  to  ex- 
pire. 

This  legislation  increases  access  to 
pension  benefits  for  workers  through 
pension  reform  and  pension  simplifica- 
tion. 

Mr.  Speaker,  all  of  these  provisions 
passed  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  with  strong  bipartisan  support. 
I  invite  my  colleagues  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  to  support  our  workers  by  giv- 
ing employers  the  tools  to  create  and 
improve  jobs  by  voting  "yes"  on  H.R. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Con- 
necticut [Mrs.  Kennelly]. 

Mrs.  KENNELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
to  talk  about  this  bill  that  is  before  us 
this  evening,  and  I  have  to  say  that  it 
has  some  very  excellent  provisions  in 
it.  Having  said  that,  I  must  admit  that 
one  of  the  reasons  that  I  say  that  is 
that  it  contains  one  of  the  things  that 
I  have  worked  on  for  years,  and  I  thank 
Chairman  Archer  for  including  it  in 
the  bill. 

This  reduces  the  vesting  period  for 
multiemployer  pension  plans  from  10 
years  to  5  years.  What  that  means  is 
that  1  million  people  will  receive  a 
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well-deserved  pension  when  and  if  the 
President  signs  this  bill. 

This  bill  also  extends  employer-pro- 
vided educational  assistance  through 
December  31.  1996.  This  is  so  imiKjrtant 
to  workers  who  want  to  maintain  their 
competitiveness  in  an  ever  changing 
world. 

I  do  wish,  and  I  almost  cannot  imder- 
stand  why  if  we  put  in  the  additional 
continuation  of  the  educational  assist- 
ance, that  we  did  not  do  it  for  graduate 
school.  If  we  are  really  serious  about 
competing  in  a  world  economy,  we  cer- 
tainly have  to  continue  our  education. 
As  we  know,  people  have  job  after  job 
throughout  their  careers,  and  I  just 
wish  this  could  be  reconsidered  and  we 
would  have  that  deduction  for  our 
graduate  education. 

But  I  look  at  another  thing  in  this 
bill  and  I  see  it  has  very  good  increases 
on  the  limitation  on  expensing  to 
$25,000  in  the  year  2003.  Many  people  in 
this  body  will  remember  when  in  1993 
we  increased,  when  I  say  we.  I  say  the 
Clinton  administration  and  the  major- 
ity at  that  time,  took  the  expensing 
limit  from  $10,000  to  $17,500.  Now  we  are 
going  to  take  it  up  to  an  additional 
amount. 

But  there  are  disappointments  in  this 
bill  and  I  remain  deeply  concerned 
about  one  of  them,  and  that  is  one  that 
the  delegate  from  Puerto  Rico  just 
spoke  about,  and  that  is  section  936. 
Section  936  has  played  a  critical  role  in 
the  economic  development  of  Puerto 
Rico  and  has  certainly  provided  good 
jobs  in  Puerto  Rico  so  people  could 
work  and  take  care  of  themselves  and 
their  families. 

What  happens  in  this  bill  is  that  the 
936  is  phased  out.  There  has  been  dis- 
cussion about  that  over  the  years,  but 
having  phased  it  out,  it  is  not  replaced 
with  anything  that  addresses  the  eco- 
nomic needs  of  Puerto  Rico. 

I  am  also  disappointed  that  this  leg- 
islation does  not  include  other  extend- 
ers such  as  the  R&D,  the  research  and 
development  credit  in  particular.  Once 
again,  how  will  we  compete  in  an  inter- 
national world  if  we  do  not  do  what  we 
do  best,  research? 

But  the  most  profound  disappoint- 
ment concerns  the  fact  that  even  as  we 
consider  this  very  important  legisla- 
tion to  provide  assistance  to  small 
businesses,  we  will  have  an  amendment 
before  us,  as  this  process  continues,  of 
stripping  away  one  of  the  most  impor- 
tant protections  relied  on  by  workers 
and  many  of  these  businesses,  and  that 
is  the  minimum  wage. 

The  amendment  that  is  going  to 
come  before  us  is  an  effort  to  roll  back 
the  minimum  wage  coverage  for  as 
many  as  10  million  individuals  em- 
ployed by  small  businesses.  This 
amendment  should  not  pass. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  PORTMAN],  another  valued  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means; 


a  gentleman  who,  through  his  efforts, 
has  made  a  major  contribution  to  the 
pension  provisions  that  are  in  this  bill. 
He  has  almost  singlehandedly  created 
those  provisions,  and  so  I  am  proud  to 
yield  to  him. 

Mr.  PORTMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  chairman  for  those  words,  and  I 
will  return  the  compliment.  We  would 
not  have  the  small  business  package  on 
the  floor  if  not  for  his  support  of  it, 
and  I  think  if  we  can  make  these 
changes,  we  will  see  immediate  bene- 
fits to  small  business  America  and  to 
the  jobs  they  create.  After  all,  that  is 
what  this  is  all  about. 

Mr.  Speaker,  last  year  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland,  Mr.  BEN  Cardin.  and  I 
introduced  legislation  to  simplify  the 
pension  system  in  this  country.  It  was 
in  the  Balanced  Budget  Act  that  was 
vetoed  by  the  President.  It  is  a  com- 
mon sense  approach.  There  is  strong  bi- 
partisan support  for  it. 

The  idea  is  to  make  it  just  a  lot  easi- 
er for  companies  to  offer  a  pension 
plan,  particularly  smaller  businesses. 
The  current  system  cries  out  for  re- 
form because  of  its  cost  and  complex- 
ity. 

Let  me  give  my  colleagues  a  statis- 
tic. Only  20  percent  of  businesses  with 
less  than  25  employees  offer  any  kind 
of  pension  plan  today,  any  kind  of  prof- 
it sharing  plan,  401(k),  or  any  other 
pension  system. 

I  think  there  are  three  main  reasons 
this  pension  reform  is  long  overdue. 

First,  it  will  help  the  savings  rate,  by 
which  economists  will  tell  us  it  will 
help  productivity  and  result  in  more 
jobs  in  this  country.  We  now  have  the 
lowest  savings  rate  of  all  the  industri- 
alized worlds  and  it  is  hurting  us.  It 
gives  us  a  competitive  disadvantage. 

Second,  I  think  we  need  to  do  all  we 
can  to  encourage  private  savings  in 
this  country  for  retirement.  The  reason 
for  that  is  we  need  to  backstop  our  So- 
cial Security  System.  The  American 
people  are  way  ahead  of  us  on  this. 
They  understand  that  Sociad  Security 
is  at  risk  and  we  need  to  encourage  pri- 
vate savings  so  it  will  be  there,  par- 
ticularly when  the  baby  boom  genera- 
tion begins  to  retire. 

Third,  and  most  important,  this  pro- 
vision is  going  to  help  American  work- 
ers, the  workers  who  are  caught  in  the 
wage  and  benefits  squeeze,  because  this 
makes  more  generous  a  very  important 
fringe  benefit,  and  that  is  the  pension 
benefit.  That  is  the  most  important 
part  of  this. 

It  is  a  win-win  situation.  It  is  over- 
due, something  we  should  have  done  al- 
ready, and  I  am  very  pleased  it  is  part 
of  this  legislation. 

Let  us  simplify  our  retirement  secu- 
rity system  in  this  country.  Let  us  do 
this  for  our  workers.  Let  us  enable 
more  working  Americans  to  save  and 
let  us  increase  retirement  security. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  3^eld 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume  in 


order  to  expand  my  compliments  to  in- 
clude the  gentleman  from  Maryland, 
[Mr.  Cardin],  who  also  has  made  a 
major  contribution  to  these  pension 
simplification  provisions  of  this  bill. 

It  has  been  bipartisan,  and  I  would 
say  to  the  Speaker  that  when  this  bill 
passed  out  of  our  committee  in  its  en- 
tirety, there  were  only  three  negative 
votes  against  it.  So  it  is  truly  a  bipar- 
tisan bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  srield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mary- 
land, [Mr.  Carddj,]  who  I  am  proud  to 
say  has  made  mammoth  contributions 
to  this  pension  plan  we  are  talking 
about  now. 

Mr.  CARDIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
my  friend  from  Florida  for  yielding  me 
this  time,  and  compliment  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
PORTMAN],  for  the  work  that  he  has 
done  in  the  pension  area,  and  I  thank 
the  chairman  of  the  committee,  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Archer] 
for  his  comments. 

It  has  clearly  been  a  bipartisan  effort 
on  the  pension  simplification,  and  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Portman] 
has  done  a  great  job  this  year  in  bring- 
ing this  bill  to  the  floor  for  the  second 
time.  I  hope  we  are  going  to  be  able  to 
get  these  pension  simplifications  en- 
acted. 

We  have  moved  many  of  the  provi- 
sions in  this  bill  on  previous  occasions. 
We  have  broad  support  both  in  this 
House,  the  other  body,  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration, and  the  public  for  many 
provisions  that  are  in  this  bill. 

We  have  seen  most  of  these  provi- 
sions included  in  the  pension  sim- 
plification in  1992  as  passed  by  a  Demo- 
cratic Congress.  It  was  vetoed  by  a  Re- 
publican President  for  unrelated  rea- 
sons. The  provisions  were  passed  again 
in  1995  by  a  Republican  Congress  and 
vetoed  by  a  Democratic  President  for 
unrelated  reasons.  So  I  hope  the  third 
time  is  the  charm  and  we  will  get  this 
bill  passed  and  signed  into  law,  because 
it  contains  many  important  provisions 
for  people  in  this  Nation. 

We  have  already  heard  some  of  those 
reasons.  We  are  restoring  the  exclusion 
for  employer-provided  education  assist- 
ance. That  is  long  overdue  and  good 
news  many  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
Americans. 

Thousands  more  Americans  will  wel- 
come the  newly  configured  work  oppor- 
tunity tax  credit,  which  will  help  busi- 
nesses hire  people  and  give  them  a 
chance  to  learn  new  skills. 

D  1915 

The  reform  in  subchapter  S,  very  im- 
portant for  American  small  businesses 
that  will  help  them  accumulate  capital 
and  prosper  and  raise  the  necessary 
ftinds  in  order  to  grow  in  our  economy. 
And  the  expensing  of  capital  f^m 
$17,500  to  $25,000  for  small  business  is  a 
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continuation    of   a    process    that 
started  in  1993  tax  legislation. 

But  as  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
PORTMAN]  has  pointed  out,  the  provi- 
sion I  guess  I  am  the  most  pleased  to 
see  us  move  forward  is  the  pension  sim- 
plification. All  too  frequently  in  the 
last  15  years  in  the  name  of  simplifica- 
tion and  reform,  we  made  it  impossible 
for  many  small  businesses  to  have  pen- 
sion plans.  The  complicated  test  that 
Government  required  small  businesses 
to  go  through  prevented  many  small 
businesses  financially  from  being  able 
to  offer  pension  plans. 

What  this  bill  will  do,  by  offering 
new  opportunities  and  safe  harbor  pro- 
visions, will  allow  small  companies  to 
in  fact  have  pension  plans  to  provide 
for  the  futiire  of  their  workers.  I  am 
extremely  pleased  that  those  provi- 
sions are  included  in  this  bill,  and  I 
trust  that  we  will  be  able  to  get  this  to 
the  President's  desk  in  a  form  that  it 
can  be  signed. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  point  out,  when 
we  work  together.  Democrats  and  Re- 
publicans, to  craft  legislation,  it  is  in 
the  best  interest  of  the  American  peo- 
ple. I  hope  what  we  are  doing  tonight 
in  this  legislation  we  can  do  in  many 
more  bills  throughout  the  year,  work 
together  on  behalf  of  the  American 
people. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  Camp],  another  valued  mem- 
ber of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

Mr.  CAMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
chairman  for  shielding  me  the  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  a  cornerstone  of  our  Na- 
tion is  education.  A  small  investment 
in  education  can  reap  tremendous  re- 
wards. The  United  States  is  the  world's 
greatest  Nation,  and  we  owe  this  suc- 
cess in  large  part  to  the  commitment 
we  have  made  to  learning. 

Today  the  Congress  affirms  its  com- 
mitment to  education.  The  bill  before 
us  today  continues  favorable  tax  treat- 
ment when  employers  pay  for  employee 
education.  Employers  benefit  from  this 
education  tax  assistance  through  ac- 
cess to  a  better  educated  and  more  pro- 
ductive work  force. 

Employees  benefit  from  this  provi- 
sion by  enhancing  their  education  and 
expanding  their  opportunities.  By  pro- 
moting education,  we  ensure  the 
United  States  maintains  the  most  edu- 
cated and  productive  work  force  in  the 
world. 

As  an  original  cosponsor  of  this  pro- 
posal, I  am  pleased  it  was  included  in 
the  bill.  It  preserves  our  trauiltion  of 
excellence  and  affirms  our  commit- 
ment to  education  and  to  lifelong 
learning. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
America's  students  and  vote  in  favor  of 
this  bill. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  and  30  seconds  to  the  gen- 
tleman     firom     Massachusetts      [Mr. 

NBAL]. 


Mr.  NEAL  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  this  evening  we  are  debating 
the  Small  Business  Job  Protection  Act. 
The  basic  provisions  of  this  bill  are 
good  measures  which  would  help  small 
businesses.  Most  of  the  provisions  in 
the  bill  are  bipartisan.  The  reason  we 
are  debating  this  bill  today  is  to  pro- 
vide a  sweetener  to  small  businesses 
because  of  the  minimum  wage.  I  have 
no  problem  with  passing  tax  legislation 
to  assist  them,  but  I  think  we  should 
have  had  the  opportunity  for  a  clean 
minimum  wage  bill. 

During  this  Congress,  we  have  not 
passed  much  tax  legislation  and  there 
are  many  noncontroversial  provisions 
where  there  is  bipartisan  agreement 
that  should  have  been  included  in  this 
package.  Last  night,  I  went  to  the 
Committee  on  Rules  to  testify  about 
an  amendment  which  I  offered  during 
the  Ways  and  Means  markup.  This 
amendment  would  have  allowed  a  $5,000 
deduction  for  expenses  associated  with 
the  higher  costs  of  education.  The  de- 
duction would  be  phased  out  for  tax- 
payers with  modified  adjusted  gross  in- 
come [AGI]  between  570,000  and  S90,000 
for  single  filers  and  $100,000  and  $120,000 
for  joint  returns. 

This  amendment  proposed  origrinally 
by  President  Clinton  would  help  with 
the  high  rising  costs  of  education.  The 
costs  of  a  college  education  have  risen 
steadily  in  the  past  15  years.  However, 
the  average  family's  income  has  not  in- 
creased at  the  same  rate.  I  realize  the 
purpose  of  this  legislation  is  to  assist 
small  businesses.  Our  business  will  be 
greatly  assisted  by  this  type  of  provi- 
sion. The  need  for  higher  education  is 
more  important  than  ever.  The  world 
economy  mandates  the  necessity  of 
education  and  training  for  workers. 

This  provision  assists  14  million  fam- 
ilies and  this  results  in  17  million  stu- 
dents. We  should  have  used  this  oppor- 
tunity today  to  help  the  middle  class 
with  the  rising  costs  of  tuition.  The 
bill  is  weak  on  education.  Under  the 
bill,  the  provision  to  provide  tax-free 
employer-provided  educational  assist- 
ance would  be  extended  from  January 
1,  1995,  through  December  31,  1996.  How- 
ever, educational  expenses  for  graduate 
studies  would  not  receive  the  exclusion 
after  December  31,  1995.  As  a  former 
college  instructor,  I  taught  many  stu- 
dents in  continuing  education  pro- 
grams. These  students  worked  hard  to 
increase  knowledge  and  greatly  bene- 
fited their  employer. 

I  am  pleased  the  legislation  included 
pension  simplification  provisions.  Pen- 
sion security  is  an  extremely  impor- 
tant issue.  I  wish  this  bill  included  ad- 
ditional provisions  which  would  assist 
with  pension  portability.  We  have  to 
make  it  easier  for  workers  to  keep 
their  pension  when  they  change  jobs. 
Additional  provisions  could  have  been 
added  to  make  pension  more  portable. 
True  pension  reform  needs  to  include 
the  expansion  of  Individual  Retirement 


Accounts  [IRA's].  Expanded  IRA's  will 
allow  an  additional  20  million  families 
to  utilize  the  tax  advantages  of  IRA's. 
More  individuals  would  benefit  from  a 
tax  incentive  to  save  for  their  retire- 
ment. Expanded  IRA's  would  encourage 
individuals  to  become  more  personally 
responsible  for  their  savings.  IRA's 
would  make  pensions  easier  for  em- 
ployers. 

This  bill  contains  a  provision  which 
affects  the  economy  of  Puerto  Rico.  I 
am  concerned  with  the  changes  to  sec- 
tion 936  and  I  encourage  Congress  to 
continue  to  work  with  the  Governor  of 
Puerto  Rico  and  the  administration  to 
improve  this  provision. 

I  support  this  bill,  but  I  wish  it  could 
have  been  a  better  product.  We  need  to 
work  in  a  bipartisan  manner  to  enact 
the  proposals  that  we  can  agree  on 
such  as  education,  IRA's,  and  the  R&D 
tax  credit. 

Let  me  close  by  sasring,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  want  to  thank  Mr.  Archer  this 
evening  for  addressing  an  issue  that 
has  been  long  held  for  the  conmiunity 
of  New  Bedford,  MA.  I  want  to  thank 
the  chairman  for  the  manner  in  which 
he  addressed  that  legislation  and 
helped  to  secure  its  passage.  It  was 
long  overdue.  And  while  I'  wish  we 
could  have  spoken  to  education,  IRA's, 
and  the  R&D  tax  credit,  I  am  indeed 
grateful  that  we  were  able  to  address 
the  needs  of  the  New  Bedford  fisher- 
men.          

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut [Mr.  Shays]. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Committee  on  the  Budget, 
we  were  looking  at  getting  at  some  of 
the  what  I  would  call  the  corporate 
loopholes,  the  corporate  write-offs,  and 
I  just  find  it  somewhat  disingenuous 
that  when  we  attempt  to  do  that,  then 
we  are  being  accused  of  hurting  the 
poor. 

The  bottom  line  is  we  have  a  special 
provision  to  big  businesses  in  Puerto 
Rico  who  admittedly  are  there  working 
to  employ  people,  but  in  some  cases, 
the  write-off  is  $100,000,  $200,000  benefit 
per  job  for  some  of  these  very  large 
corporations.  These  large  corporations, 
some  of  them  are  in  my  district,  they 
benefit  from  it.  But  we  are  saving  basi- 
cally $4.9  billion  over  10  years.  We  are 
phasing  it  out  over  10  years.  We  are 
taking  that  $4.9  billion,  and  we  are 
truly  helping  in  a  whole  host  of  ways. 

Expensing  for  small  business  to  me 
makes  sense,  but  I  particularly  like  the 
work  opportunity  tax  credit.  We  are 
giving  a  tax  credit  to  individuals  that 
hire  what  I  would  call  the  least  em- 
ployable, the  people  who  are  on  wel- 
fare, the  people  who  simply  have  not 
had  work  experience. 

I  am  proud  that  my  side  is  dealing 
with  the  minimum  wage,  having  an 
econonoic  engine  along  with  the  mini- 
mum wage.  We  are  given  a  vote  to  have 
a  vote  up  or  down  on  the  minimum 
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wage.  We  have  that.  We  are  given  a 
vote  to  also  provide  an  economic  en- 
gine for  our  companies  who  employ. 

One  of  the  best,  to  my  mind,  ways  of 
looking  at  it,  the  work  opportunity  tax 
credit.  It  is  going  to  be  funded  in  part 
by  eliminating  what  I  call  a  significant 
loophole  to  large  businesses  who  hap- 
pen to  just  have  activity  in  a  posses- 
sion of  the  United  States. 

So  I  applaud  what  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  has  done.  I  thank 
them  for  eliminating  what  I  think  is  a 
loophole  that  does  not  benefit  enough 
people  and  in  the  end  allow  for  small 
businesses  to  pay  the  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  RANGEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SHAYS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  RANGEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gen- 
tleman may  be  right  about  this  936,  but 
we  do  not  have  a  vote  on  that.  That 
was  not  allowed  by  the  rule.  And  we 
never  had  any  hearings  as  to  how  we 
could  improve,  eliminate  or  substitute 
936.  We  have  just  said  the  poor  people 
in  Puerto  Rico  have  to  take  our  word 
for  it. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  srield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  New 
York  [Ms.  Velazquez]. 

Ms.  VELAZQUEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  in  strong  opposition  to  H.R.  3448. 
World  War  I,  World  War  n,  Korea,  Viet- 
nam, the  Persian  Gulf,  this  country  has 
sent  our  brave  and  courageous  Ameri- 
cans from  the  island  of  Puerto  Rico, 
such  as  my  uncle,  to  fight  in  foreign 
lands.  Now,  through  their  repeal  of  sec- 
tion 936,  Republicans  intend  to  use  the 
people  of  Puerto  Rico  as  human  shields 
to  give  businesses  more  tax  breaks. 
This  bill  is  an  insult  to  the  3.8  million 
American  citizens  in  Puerto  Rico. 
What  is  good  for  American  citizens  in 
the  mainland  should  be  good  for  the 
people  in  Fhierto  Rico. 

If  this  was  not  cruel  enough,  Puerto 
Rico  will  get  nothing  for  this  national 
sacrifice  in  the  name  of  more  tax  cuts. 
In  typical  Republican  style,  you  go 
after  the  one  group  of  Americans  who 
have  no  vote  in  this  Chamber. 

Section  936  is  not  charity.  It  has  been 
successful  for  the  island  and  for  the 
United  States.  It  has  created  300,000 
jobs  through  private  capital  and  tax  in- 
centives. Without  it,  the  already  high 
poverty  and  unemplojnnent  rates  on 
the  island  will  skyrocket.  Many  com- 
panies will  move  out  of  Puerto  Rico, 
but  they  wUl  not  move  to  the  main- 
land. They  will  move  to  such  places 
like  Mexico  and  Singapore. 

Many  Puerto  Ricans  forced  out  of 
work  will  need  public  assistance  to  sur- 
vive. We  will  all  pay  sooner  or  later, 
jobs  under  section  936  or  more  public 
assistance.  Be  ready  to  invest  in  jobs 
creation,  because  there  will  be  thou- 
sands of  Puerto  Rican  workers  migrat- 
ing to  the  mainland.  I  thought  you 
were  the  party  of  work,  not  welfare. 
Your  radical,  heartless  agenda  is  clear: 


Up  with  tax  breaks  for  business;  down 
with  the  middle  class,  down  with  Puer- 
to Rico. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  no  on 
this  legislation. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  first  speaker  we 
had,  Mr.  Rangel,  the  last  speaker  we 
had.  Ms.  Velazquez,  and  the  next 
speaker  we  have,  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Gutierrez],  point  out 
something  I  think  is  very  significant 
here.  The  first  speaker  represents 
Puerto  Rico  here.  3%  million  people, 
almost  4  million  people  got  no  vote. 
There  is  something  in  this  bill  that  is 
very  important  to  his  people,  but  he  is 
not  allowed  to  vote  on  it. 

The  last  speaker  represents  many 
people  whose  origin  is  in  Puerto  Rico, 
but  they  have  a  vote  here  in  the  Con- 
gress because  they  chose  to  move  to 
the  mainland  as  Americans  from  Puer- 
to Rico. 

The  next  speaker.  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
I  ajn  going  to  yield  2  minutes  to  is  in 
the  same  position.  Mr.  QxmERREZ  rep- 
resents a  lot  of  people  whose  origins 
were  in  Puerto  Rico  but  they  are  here 
now  because  they  have  got  a  vote  here 
in  the  Congress  and  they  can  vote  for 
President. 

I  just  do  not  think,  as  I  editorialize 
here,  we  have  paid  enough  attention  to 
the  political  novelties  that  we  have 
created  with  Puerto  Rico.  I  think  we 
better  spend  some  time  on  it.  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Gutier- 
rez].          

Mr.  GUTIERREZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
want  to  begin  n:iy  remarks  by  making 
clear  that  I  can  support  a  break  for 
small  businesses,  but  I  cannot  support 
breaking  the  economy  of  Puerto  Rico 
to  do  it. 

The  supporters  of  this  bill  will  give 
you  lots  of  interesting  rhetoric  about 
the  great  breaks  they  want  to  give 
small  businesses  today.  But  they  won't 
tell  you  the  truth  about  what  this  bill 
means  for  the  3.8  million  American 
citizens  who  live  in  Puerto  Rico. 

We  are  breaking  their  backs. 

We  are  breaking  their  dreams. 

And,  we  are  breaking  our  promise  to 
give  the  Puerto  Rican  economy  a 
chance  to  thrive. 

This  is  a  simple  bill.  It  is  a  bill  to  de- 
stroy Puerto  Rico's  economy.  Elimi- 
nating Section  936  wUl  cause  a  stam- 
pede of  companies  to  foreign  shores 
where  they  will  be  warmly  received  for 
the  thousands  of  jobs  they  will  bring. 

And  what  will  this  mean  for  the  reve- 
nue we  pretend  to  be  generating  by  tar- 
geting Puerto  Rico's  jobs  for  elimi- 
nation? Empty  factories  don't  create 
profits.  Empty  factories  don't  pay 
taxes.  Empty  factories  don't  create 
jobs. 


Eliminating  jobs  is  an  awfully 
strange  way  to  raise  revenue.  Yet,  it's 
not  too  surprising.  Not  surprising  that 
the  most  powerless  are  once  again 
asked  to  pay  for  this  Republican  elec- 
tion-year political  payoff. 

The  people  of  Puerto  Rico  have  not 
been  asked  or  consulted  about  this 
critical  issue. 

Let's  be  completely  clear.  The  people 
of  Puerto  Rico  overwhelmingly  support 
Section  936.  And  the  people  of  Puerto 
Rico  have  earned  the  right  to  be  con- 
sulted. The  names  of  more  than  2,000 
*  *  *  2,000  of  the  sons  of  Puerto  Rico- 
American  citizens — are  inscribed  on 
the  Vietnam  War  Memorial  Wall;  2,000. 
How  do  we  recognize  their  supreme  sac- 
rifice? How  does  this  Congress  show 
that  we  understand  the  importance  and 
contributions  of  the  Puerto  Rican  peo- 
ple to  our  Nation?  The  majority  wishes 
to  ram  through  a  proposal  that  will 
eviscerate  the  jobs  of  300,000  decent, 
hard  working  Puerto  Rican  working 
I)eople  who  want  only  to  honestly  earn 
a  living  for  their  families. 

Puerto  Rico  has  a  per  capita  income 
one-third  the  United  States  average, 
and  three  times  its  rate  of  unemploy- 
ment. Yet  we  target  them  for  economic 
destruction. 

The  voices  of  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  workers  on  the  island  ask  only  for 
fairness  for  their  families.  They  ask 
only  not  to  become  the  pawn  in  an 
election-year  political  game. 

D  1930 

They  have  paid  the  price,  they  have 
paid  taxes,  the  taxes  of  their  blood,  and 
I  demand  that  this  Congress  respect  it. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  fascinating  to  me 
to  listen  to  my  colleagues  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle,  the  minority,  support 
tax  breaks  for  big  corporations  simply 
because  they  believe  that  the  end  re- 
sult might  benefit  something  that  they 
are  interested  in.  But  let  us  introduce 
a  tax  rate  reduction  on  capital  gains 
that  would  create  jobs  for  all  Ameri- 
cans, and  they  rail  that  we  are  giving 
special  preference  to  the  big  corpora- 
tions and  to  the  rich.  But  here  they  are 
today,  emotionally  supporting  tax 
breaks  for  big  corporations.  It  is  a 
strange  irony,  it  is  almost  a  strange 
contradiction,  and  yet  we  are  here  wit- 
nessing it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  resenre  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  30 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Gutierrez]. 

Mr.  GUTIERREZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
not  the  companies  we  have  come  here 
to  support,  it  is  the  jobs,  and  I  think 
that  we  all,  if  we  honestly  speak  about 
this,  those  corporations  are  going  to 
Singapore,  those  corporations  are 
going  to  Mexico,  those  corporations  are 
going  to  leave  Puerto  Rico.  What  reve- 
nues do  they  have?  Who  are  you  going 
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to  tax  when  the  American  corporations 
that  are  in  Puerto  Rico  precisely  be- 
cause of  936  go  to  foreign  shores?  Where 
do  our  colleagues  get  the  revenue  for 
them? 

It  is  not  the  corporations  that  I  am 
here  to  defend  but  the  300,000  jobs  that 
are  created.  Let  us  look  at  the  laws 
that  govern  Puerto  Rico,  but  we  do  not 
want  to  have  a  debate  about  that. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

The  gentleman  has  made  an  out- 
standing argument  in  behalf  of  the  re- 
pealing the  alternative  minimum  tax, 
repealing  the  foreign-source  income 
taxes,  all  of  which  apply  to  great  cor- 
porations who  would  be  creating  jobs 
in  this  country  instead  of  overseas.  But 
let  us  bring  up  something  about  the  al- 
ternative minimum  tax  and  let  them 
rail  against  the  help  for  big  corpora- 
tions. They  do  not  want  to  talk  about 
jobs  then.  They  want  to  talk  about  how 
the  Republicans  want  a  tax  break  for 
big  corporations,  and  here  they  are  de- 
fending tax  breaks  for  big  corporations 
because  they  say  it  creates  jobs.  It  is 
one  of  the  most  incredible  inconsist- 
encies that  I  have  seen  in  the  years 
that  I  have  been  in  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States,  and  apparently  it  is  sup- 
ported by  all  of  the  minority  Members. 
None  of  them  has  spoken  against  it, 
none  of  them  has  spoken  for  doing 
away  with  936,  special  tax  breaks  for 
big  corporations,  but  they  have  taken 
all  of  their  time  supporting  those  big 
tax  breaks  because  they  say  it  creates 
jobs. 

I  want  to  hear  them  again  when  we 
get  back  to  capital  gains  and  we  get 
back  to  alternative  minimum  tax  and 
all  of  those  parts  of  the  code  that  cre- 
ate jobs  for  all  Americans  across  this 
country.  Let  them  then  come  and  de- 
fend that. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  srield  30 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Rangel]. 

Mr.  RANGEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  all  we 
are  saying  is  that  in  this  form  of  Gov- 
ernment we  do  not  make  these  deter- 
minations in  the  backroom.  If  our  col- 
leagues think  that  really  is  big  cor- 
porations that  is  the  beneficiary,  then 
let  us  have  hearings  on  it.  let  us  bring 
the  economists  from  Puerto  Rico,  let 
us  bring  the  elected  officials  from 
Puerto  Rico,  let  us  bring  the  busi- 
nesses, and  let  us  do  the  right  thing. 
But  it  is  unfair  for  people  who  cannot 
vote  not  to  have  hearings  here  and  just 
make  the  determination  that  the  bene- 
fits go  to  the  corporation. 

If  our  colleagues  bring  a  bill  out,  we 
will  talk  about  it. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  Levdj],  who  does  a  very  con- 
scientious job  in  this  body. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Florida 


[Mr.  Gibbons]  for  yielding  this  time  to 
me. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in  support  of  this 
bill.  It  has  several  important  biparti- 
san provisions.  I  have  long  supported 
increases  in  small  business  expending 
and  expensing  employer-provided  edu- 
cation assistance  and  improving  the 
targeted  jobs  tax  credit  and  in  sim- 
plifying pension  and  subchapter  S 
niles.  I  am  pleased  these  are  in  the  bill. 

But  there  are  several  provisions  in 
this  bill  that  run  counter  to  its  stated 
purpose  to  preserve  and  create  small 
business  jobs.  I  hope  these  short- 
comings are  fixed  in  the  Senate. 

The  first  provision  repeals  the  tax  ex- 
clusion for  employer-provided  graduate 
education.  This  provision  helps  hard- 
working Americans  who.  on  average, 
make  $30,000  per  year.  They  are  small 
business  people,  nurses,  engineers,  sci- 
entists, programmers,  and  teachers  of 
tomorrow.  They  are  precisely  the  peo- 
ple everyone  tells  us  we  need  more  of 
in  this  global,  high-technology  econ- 
omy. 

A  majority  of  our  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  voted  for  provision  for 
employer-provided  graduate  education, 
but  the  leadership  blocked  it.  I  hope 
the  Senate  puts  it  back  in. 

The  second  provision  repeals  the  tax 
exclusion  for  banks  that  lend  to  em- 
ployee owned  companies.  The  ESOP 
provision  in  the  bill  today  would  lose 
jobs,  not  protect  them. 

And  let  me  just  say  the  issue  is  not 
tax  breaks.  The  issue  is  a  Tax  Code 
provision:  Does  it  encourage  business 
expansion  and  job  creation  or  does  it 
not?  And  I  do  not  think  we  ought  to 
throw  labels  around  and  call  it  a  break 
if  we  do  not  like  it. 

I  am  for  changes  in  the  alternative 
minimum  tax  if  it  is  tailored  to  help 
job  creation,  and  I  do  not  understand 
why  this  provision,  this  ESOP  provi- 
sion in  this  bill,  why  it  would  elimi- 
nate a  part  of  our  present  code  that 
helps  employees  keep  their  jobs,  take 
control  of  their  companies,  improve 
productivity  and  make  CEO's  more  ac- 
countable. 

So  I  hope  this  provision  and  the 
other  one  I  mentioned  on  graduate  edu- 
cation is  changed  in  the  Senate. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Con- 
necticut [Ms.  DeLauro]. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  30 
seconds  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Con- 
necticut [Ms.  DeLaxjro]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentlewoman 
from  Connecticut  [Ms.  DeLauro]  is 
recogrnized  for  IVi  minutes. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
my  colleagues  for  shielding  me  the 
time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  working  Americans  de- 
serve tax  relief,  and  I  am  glad  to  see 
that  this  bill  takes  needed  steps  in  that 
direction. 

We  have  heard  a  lot  in  this  Congress 
about    encouraging    work,    a    goal    I 


strongly  support,  and  I  am  happy  to 
say  that  extending  the  targeted  jobs 
tax  credit  will  encourage  work.  This 
credit,  now  named  the  work  oppor- 
tunity tax  credit,  will  give  employers 
the  proper  incentive  to  hire  those  who 
might  not  find  work  otherwise. 

Continued  education  will  enhance 
workers'  skills  and  enable  them  and 
their  companies  to  prosper  in  an  ever 
more  competitive  economy.  Extending 
the  tax  deduction  for  employer-pro- 
vided educational  assistance  will  en- 
courage businesses  and  individuals  to 
invest  in  the  most  valuable  kind  of 
capital,  human  capital. 

I  also  support  enhanced  pension  secu- 
rity for  American  workers,  and  am 
glad  that  the  bill  takes  steps  in  that 
direction.  The  bill  guarantees  that 
workers  in  multiemployer  pension 
plans,  such  as  construction  workers, 
will  not  lose  their  pension  benefits 
after  5  years  instead  of  10.  The  large 
number  of  workers  in  nonprofit  orgauii- 
zatlons  also  will  be  able  to  take  advan- 
tage of  401(k)  plans.  I  strongly  support 
these  steps  to  help  Americans  in  their 
retirement  years,  but  I  am  concerned 
that  these  steps  do  not  do  enough  to 
ensure  that  all  workers  will  have  the 
security  they  deserve  after  a  lifetime 
of  work. 

We  must  be  fair  to  those  working 
American  families  who  are  struggling 
harder  and  harder  for  less  and  less. 
This  pension  plan  expands  access  to  re- 
tirement savings  but  does  so  in  a  way 
that  leaves  many  low-wage  workers 
out.  Let  me  read  from  the  business  sec- 
tion of  today's  New  York  Times.  It 
says,  and  I  quote:  "In  a  break  from  dec- 
ades of  pension  policy,  the  bill  would 
let  owners  reap  tax  benefits  for  them- 
selves even  if  their  workers  do  not  par- 
ticipate." 

Helping  only  those  at  the  top  is  not 
the  way  Congress  should  improve  re- 
tirement security.  A  better  and  more 
comprehensive  plan  that  would  help  all 
workers  has  been  outlined  by  the  Presi- 
dent and  I  hope  that  as  this  bill  moves 
forward,  elements  of  the  President's 
plan  will  be  incorporated  so  that  all 
workers  may  benefit. 

I  encourage  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  bill  for  its  needed  tax  relief,  but  I 
hope  that  its  pension  provisions  may 
be  Improved  before  becoming  law. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Vir- 
ginia [Mr.  Payne]. 

Mr.  PAYNE,  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  rise  in  support  of  H.R.  3448.  and  I 
commend  the  chairman  and  the  rank- 
ing member  for  the  work  they  have 
done  in  this  bill. 

As  a  member  of  the  coalition  of  con- 
servative Democrats  and  a  strong  pro- 
ponent of  deficit  reduction.  I  have  in 
the  past  opposed  cutting  taxes  before 
we  have  a  blueprint  in  place  which 
would  bring  us  to  a  balanced  budget, 
and  I  was  particularly  concerned  last 
year  about  the  tax  cut  provisions  in 
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the  budget  resolution  in  part  because 
of  their  magnitude  and  in  part  because 
they  were  back-end-loaded  in  a  way 
that  would  make  the  cost  rise  dramati- 
cally outside  the  budget  window.  This 
package,  however,  is  reasonable  and 
provides  opportunities  to  improve  our 
fiscal  responsibility. 

H.R.  3448  is  a  very  targeted  measure 
with  its  provisions  benefiting  small 
businesses  and  their  employees.  These 
businesses  are  the  engine  of  economic 
growth  in  this  coimtry  and  represent 
the  sector  of  our  economy  that  is  least 
able  to  adjust  in  difficult  economic 
times. 

The  blH's  two  major  provisions  and 
expansion  of  small  business  ability  to 
expense  money  that  is  spent  on  capital 
Improvements  and  the  restoration  of  a 
tax  provision  that  encourages  business 
to  send  their  employees  to  college  rep- 
resent good  public  policy  that  will  help 
our  Nation  increase  its  stock  of  capital 
in  both  our  equipment  and  our  people. 

These  provisions  are  accounted  for 
honestly  without  accounting  gimmicks 
designed  to  mask  their  costs  by  push- 
ing much  of  the  revenue  into  years  out- 
side the  budget  window,  and  while  it  is 
difficult  to  find  sources  of  revenue  to 
replace  this  much  money  without  some 
level  of  controversy,  the  revenue  off- 
sets in  this  bill  are  not  illusory.  They 
require  the  type  of  decisionmaking  our 
constituents  expect  of  us,  prioritizing 
how  to  best  spend  our  linuted  re- 
sources. 

This  is  a  good  bill,  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  it. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
2¥i  minutes  to  the  gentleman  f^om 
Ohio  [Mr.  Kasich],  the  very  active, 
very  respective  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget. 

D  1945 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
first  of  all  pay  a  very  high  tribute  to 
the  gentleman  firom  Texas  [Mr.  Ak- 
CHEK].  Most  of  my  lifetime  as  a  young 
man  and  then  entering  the  Congress, 
still  as  a  young  man,  I  was  very  frus- 
trated as  I  heard  a  lot  of  rhetoric  firom 
many  of  my  colleagues  about  the  fact 
that  we  had  passed  out  so  many  tax 
breaks  to  all  these  big  corporations. 

I  come  to  find  out  that  the  minority 
party  basically  controlled  the  Commit- 
tee on  Ways  and  Means  for  40  years, 
and  they  i>assed  out  all  these  loopholes 
to  all  these  big  corporations.  So  out  of 
one  side  I  heard  people  saying,  I  do  not 
like  the  fact  that  big  business  is  get- 
ting all  these  benefits,  and  it  is  an  out- 
rage, and  at  the  other  side  of  their 
mouth,  or  the  other  side  of  their  body, 
they  were  passing  out  the  tax  breaks. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  had  said  at  the  begin- 
ning of  the  last  session  of  the  Congress 
to  Chairman  ARCHER,  we  need  to  close 
loopholes.  We  have  to  take  benefits 
away  from  corporations  that  had  pow- 
erful lobbyists  who  were  able  to  get 
these  things  enacted  into  law.  The  gen- 


tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Archer]  said 
that  there  are  things  in  this  code  that 
are  outdated.  There  are  things  in  this 
code  that  do  not  make  sense  anjrmore. 
Chairman  ARCHER  agreed  to  close  loop- 
holes. He  agreed  to  take  the  loopholes 
that  lobbyists  had  passed  in  this  town 
and  take  them  out  of  the  Tax  Code  so 
hardworking  Americans  would  have 
more  in  their  pocket. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  936  business;  we 
have  given  very  powerful  corporations 
very  large  tax  giveaways  to  locate  in 
Puerto  Rico.  What  we  find  is  that  there 
are  companies  getting  huge  amounts  of 
tax  breaks  and  they  are  supposedly  cre- 
ating jobs  of  Puerto  Ricans.  and  frank- 
ly, in  some  cases  companies  are  getting 
several  hundred  thousand  dollars' 
worth  of  tax  write-offs  and  the  employ- 
ees are  only  being  paid  $30,000. 

What  we  intend  to  do  is  to  repeal  this 
whole  section  which  has  given  a  huge 
tax  loophole  to  very  big,  wealthy  cor- 
porations. We  are  saying  we  are  going 
to  scrap  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  going  to  phrase 
this  out  over  a  period  of  10  years.  If  in 
the  course  of  time  we  figure  out  that  a 
wage  credit  makes  some  sense,  we  will 
come  back  and  do  it.  But  frankly,  we 
started  phasing  this  out  in  1993.  I  com- 
pliment the  minority  for  beginning 
that  process,  but  we  want  to  complete 
that  process.  We  think  this  is  a  bad 
provision  for  hardworking  American 
taxpayers  and.  frankly,  they  ought  to 
be  happy  with  the  fact  that  we  are 
closing  the  loopholes  that  I  heard 
many  people  complain  about,  and  we 
are  using  this  In  order  to  help  Ameri- 
cans who  work  hard  and  pay  their 
taxes  and  do  not  have  lobbyists  to  give 
them  tax  breaks. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  say  to  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget,  this  debate  is  not  about  taxes. 
This  debate  is  about  taxation  and  rep- 
resentation, with  an  emphasis  upon  the 
representation.  Puerto  Rico  has  in  it 
3.8  million  Americans  and  no  vote  in 
this  Congress.  That  is  what  this  debate 
is  about.  It  is  the  fact  that  they  were 
not  consulted;  no  attention  has  been 
properly  paid  to  their  economic  status. 
That  is  what  this  debate  is  about.  You 
can  go  ahead  and  get  lost  in  the  budget 
over  there  all  you  want  to,  but  I  am 
lost  in  the  equities  of  the  fact  that  the 
Americans  in  I*uerto  Rico  are  just 
disenfranchised. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Rangel]. 

Mr.  RANGEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  when  you 
have  the  votes,  you  have  the  votes.  But 
this  is  very  Interesting.  We  are  talking 
about  a  tax  issue  with  the  eminent 
chairman  firom  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  here.  The  only  point  we 
raised  was  that  we  never  had  any  op- 
portunity to  determine  whether  936 
was  effective.  But  it  makes  a  lot  of 
sense. 


It  is  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget  that 
comes  to  the  floor.  He  needs  some 
money.  The  Committee  on  the  Budget 
needs  some  money.  Does  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Budget  hold  hearings?  Does 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget  find  out 
what  programs  work  or  what  do  not 
work?  Does  the  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget  go  to  Puerto  Rico 
to  talk  with  the  Governor?  No.  The 
Committee  on  the  Budget  chairman 
dictates  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  do  not  have  hearings,  just  bring 
the  money.  That  is  exactly  what  we 
did. 

Mr.  ROMERO-BARCELO.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, will  the  gentleman  srield? 

Mr.  RANGEL.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Puerto  Rico. 

Mr.  ROMERO-BARCELO.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  RANGEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
ask  the  distinguished  elected  rep- 
resentative in  shielding,  did  anyone  ever 
go  to  Puerto  Rico,  to  his  Governor  or 
to  him,  and  ask  him  to  study  this  bad 
bill  and  report  back? 

Mr.  ROMERO-BARCELO.  No.  That  is 
what  I  want  to  say.  I  have  been  a  pro- 
ponent of  elimination  of  the  tax  res- 
ervation of  income  of  section  936  but  to 
substitute  it  for  a  tax  credit  based  on 
wages,  so  we  would  really  promote  jobs 
in  Puerto  Rico.  What  has  happened 
here  is  that  the  way  this  bill  is  struc- 
tured, they  eliminate  everything.  No 
corporation  is  going  to  get  any  new  in- 
centives, so  there  would  be  nothing  for 
new  business.  Then  corporations  are  al- 
lowed for  10  years  to  keep  what  they 
are  earning  and  to  not  pay  any  taxes, 
or  to  pay  limited  taxes  for  10  years. 

That  is  the  giveaway.  That  is  unnec- 
essary. We  can  take  that  tax  and  pro- 
vide a  wage  credit,  and  it  would  be 
more  useful. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  All  time 
for  the  minority  has  expired. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1 
nainute  to  the  gentleman  firom  Ohio 
[Mr.  Kasich]. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
just  say  to  the  gentleman  who  is  going 
to  be  the  ranking  member,  does  he 
know  the  heat  that  we  took  when  we 
recommended,  as  both  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget  and  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means,  that  we  close  loop- 
holes on  corporations  that  won  over  in 
Gucci  Gluch?  We  took  a  lot  of  heat.  No 
one  ever  dreamt  that  Republicans 
would  lead  the  way  to  close  the  loop- 
holes on  large  corporations. 

The  gentleman  may  not  be  totally 
thrilled  with  the  whole  process,  I  would 
say  to  him.  but  let  me  just  suggest  to 
him  that  this  way  was  not  easy.  When 
the  gentleman  says  hearings  on  936,  936 
as  defined  by  everybody  who  has  ana- 
lyzed this  Tax  Code,  they  have  said 
this  is  a  loophole  that  is  so  unfair  you 
could  drive  a  truck  through,  and  it 
needed  to  be  closed.  This  has  been  a 
mantra  from  people  on  both  the  con- 
servative and  liberal  side  of  economic 
expertise.  They  said  936  is  bad. 
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What  I  am  saying  to  the  gentleman  is 
this:  Imagine  that  at  the  end  of  this 
century,  the  Republicans  are  beginning 
to  clean  up  the  Tax  Code  and  we  are 
taking  on  a  lot  of  people  that  this  gen- 
tleman tries  to  take  on  every  week. 
This  time,  I  say  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Rangel],  we  are  going 
to  win. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  jrield 
2V^  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Connecticut  [Mrs.  Johnson],  a  valued 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  and  chairman  of  the  Sub- 
conmiittee  on  Oversight. 

Mrs.  JOHNSON  of  Connecticut.  Mr. 
Speaker,  first  of  all,  I  want  to  com- 
mend the  chairman  of  the  committee, 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Ar- 
cher], for  his  leadership  in  this  Con- 
gress on  tax  reform.  It  is  unfortunate, 
in  my  mind,  that  the  really  excellent 
tax  bill  that  we  sent  to  the  President  I 
believe  twice,  and  he  vetoed,  was 
talked  about  In  the  press  only  as  a  bill 
containing  capital  gains  relief  and  a 
$500  credit  for  families  with  children, 
because  in  that  bill  were  many,  many 
provisions  whose  goal  it  was  to  stimu- 
late growth  and  create  jobs  in  our 
economy,  providing  educational  oppor- 
tunity for  our  people,  work  oppor- 
tunity for  women  on  welfare,  and  re- 
tirement security  for  many,  many 
women  who  work  at  home  and  many, 
many  people  who  work  for  small  busi- 
nesses. 

So  I  am  very  proud  to  stand  here 
today  as  a  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  and  recognize  my 
chairman's  leadership,  because  over  all 
the  years  that  this  body  has  legislated 
tax  law  it  has  not  cared  about  small 
business.  In  fact,  over  the  years  we 
have  built  a  tax  code  that  rested  on  the 
Interests  of  big  business  in  America, 
thinking  that  big  business  was  the  job 
creator  in  our  economy. 

We  now  know  differently,  so  we  have 
here  before  us  tonight  a  bill  that  drives 
growth  in  the  smaU  business  sector; 
that  for  the  first  time  will  expand  ex- 
pensing for  small  businesses,  allowing 
them  the  money  to  buy  the  equipment 
to  create  the  jobs  and  hire  the  people 
to  drive  our  economy  forward.  This  Is 
an  economic  growth  package,  because 
it  addresses  the  tax  needs  and  allevi- 
ates the  tax  burden  on  the  very  sector 
that  is  creating  the  most  jobs  in  Amer- 
ica and  that  holds  the  potential  for  fu- 
ture strength. 

It  also  renews  that  opjwrtunity  for 
employers  to  supplement  the  education 
of  their  people;  and  we  know  education, 
quality,  expertise,  that  creates  high 
value-added  jobs,  high-wage  jobs,  and 
an  opportunity. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  addition,  this  bill  re- 
news the  work  opportunities  tax  credit, 
formerly  known  as  the  targeted  jobs 
tax  credit,  which  again  will  help  those 
people  on  welfare  get  jobs.  We  want 
women  to  have  the  Independence  and 
the  self-respect  of  work,  and  this  is  one 


key  piece  of  the  policy  pyramid  that 
has  to  be  developed  to  grive  women  that 
independence  and  self-respect. 

In  addition,  the  pension  reform  sec- 
tion of  this  bill  restores  to  small  busi- 
ness the  opportunity  to  provide  their 
employees  the  same  right  to  create  re- 
tirement security  as  larger  businesses 
have.  I  commend  my  chairman  on  an 
excellent  bill. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  Smith],  who  has  done  such 
good  work  on  cost  recovery  for  cre- 
ation of  jobs. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  thank  the  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee for  yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  1993  we  increased  the 
marginal  tax  rate  on  small  business 
from  31  to  39.6  percent.  Small  business 
creates  jobs.  The  first  bill  that  I  intro- 
duced when  I  came  to  Congress  in  1993 
was  neutral  cost  recovery.  It  allowed  a 
business  to  deduct  the  cost  of  machin- 
ery and  equipment  and  facilities  In  the 
year  they  bought  it. 

This  is  an  excellent  bill  for  small 
business.  It  does  Include  an  increase  in 
expensing  up  to  $25,000.  It  Is  what  we 
have  to  do  if  we  want  to  expand  jobs  in 
this  country,  and  ultimately  expand 
revenues  coming  into  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment to  pay  off  this  mess  that  we 
have  found  ourselves  in  as  far  as  over- 
spending and  overborrowing. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  good  bill.  That 
has  been  said  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 
It  is  a  good  bill  because  it  gives  incen- 
tives for  small  businesses  to  do  their 
job,  to  create  more  jobs  for  working 
Americans.  As  we  all  know,  small  busi- 
nesses have  been  creating  over  80  per- 
cent of  the  new  jobs.  This  bill  give 
them  assistance  in  expensing  of  capital 
cost  equipment,  without  having  to  go 
through  laborious  depreciation  sched- 
ules. It  will  give  them  tax  credits  to 
hire  those  who  are  the  least  employ- 
able. It  will  give  them  the  opportunity 
for  pension  reform,  pension  simplifica- 
tion, so  they,  as  well  as  big  corpora- 
tions, will  be  able  to  provide  retire- 
ment help  for  their  workers  and  for 
themselves.  It  implements  a  number  of 
things  that  were  in  the  Contract  With 
America  and  in  the  Balamced  Budget 
Act  of  1995.  This  time,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
President  will  sign  this  legislation.  It 
is  not  only  good  for  small  business,  it 
is  good  for  working  Americans.  It  is 
good  for  all  of  America. 

Mr.  PETRI.  Mr.  Speaker,  while  the  minimum 
wage  debate  is  important,  what  we  are  not  de- 
bating is  rTKDre  important 

For  the  20th  time  since  the  enactment  of  the 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Act,  we  will  debate  the 
part  of  that  act  that  affects  less  than  10  per- 
cent of  the  American  work  force.  For  the  20th 
time  we  will  ignore  the  remainder  of  the  stat- 
ute— its  overtime  provisions — ttiat  affect  90 
percent  of  the  work  force. 

The  original  minimum  wage  was  25  cents. 
In  failing  to  update  the  acfs  overtime  provi- 


sions, we  are  left  with  provisions  that  have  as 
much  relevance  to  today's  workforce  needs  as 
a  25-cent  wage  wouki  to  today's  economy. 

Employers  and  employees  cani  ignore 
these  provisions.  Rather,  they  must  shoehorn 
their  weekly  operations  into  a  construct  that 
was  designed  for  the  workplace  of  the  1 930's, 
not  the  1990's,  let  alone  the  21st  century. 

For  example,  when  an  enployee  works 
more  than  40  hours  in  a  week,  the  law  re- 
quires her  to  be  compensated  for  overtime 
with  money.  However,  many  workers  would 
prefer  to  be  pakj  with  more  time  off  rather 
ttian  money.  State,  local,  and  Federal  employ- 
ees have  such  a  choice.  Yet,  by  law,  private 
sector  employees  do  not 

In  addition,  many  employees  resent  tjeing 
strapped  to  the  traditional  40-hour  week  con- 
cept. They  prefer  more  flexible  an^angement 
such  as  "9/80"  schedules  that  allow  employ- 
ees to  compress  80  hours  into  9  workdays 
over  a  2-week  period.  That  way,  they  can  take 
every  other  Friday  off. 

Unfortunately,  under  current  law  employers 
who  give  them  this  option  have  to  pay  over- 
time. That  creates  morale  prot)lems  for  other 
employees  with  traditional  schedules  who 
work  Vhe  same  number  of  hours  but  doni  get 
overtime. 

The  law  should  allow  employees  to  choose 
these  schedules  voluntarily  without  incuning 
overtime  penalties  for  their  employer. 

The  most  egregious  effects  of  the  law  stem 
from  the  requirement  that  covered  employees 
be  paid  an  hourly  wage  rather  than  a  salary. 
For  most  workers,  this  is  not  a  problem. 

But  many  employees — particulariy  profes- 
sional arxi  administrative  employees— prefer 
not  to  have  their  lives  tied  to  a  time  clock. 
They  would  prefer  the  certainty  of  a  salary  to 
an  hourly  paycheck  that  requires  them  to  clock 
overtime  hours  in  order  to  meet  their  income 
goals.  The  law  requires  payment  on  an  hourly 
basis  to  anyone  wfxj  does  not  fall  within  the 
white-collar  worker  exemption. 

The  corKept  of  the  exemption  is  fine,  but 
the  reality  is  that  the  employee  has  to  have 
exactly  the  same  duties  as  a  1 950's  white-col- 
lar wori<er,  which  is  when  the  definitions  were 
written. 

Thus  many  employees  who  clearty  view 
themselves  as  while-collar  workers — such  as 
engineers,  accountants,  marketing  representa- 
tives, and  insurance  underwriters — are  out- 
raged when  they  have  to  start  filling  out  time 
sheets  and  asking  permission  to  work  past  5 
p.m. 

What  stands  in  the  way  of  our  addressing 
these  problems  arxl  giving  the  FLSA  a  long- 
overdue  tuneup.  Nothing  less  than  pure  dema- 
goguery. 

Exaggerated  claims  tfiat  even  the  nx>st 
modest  improvements  to  the  FLSA  will  mean 
the  death  of  the  40-hour  workweek  have  pro- 
duced total  paralysis  on  these  issues. 

So  we  are  left  with  modest  tinkering  with  the 
statute,  such  as  the  company  vehicle  provi- 
sion, that  address  anoimalies  that  have 
cropped  up  in  certain  industries,  but  in  the 
grand  scheme  of  things  affect  very  few  work- 
ers. The  FLSA  is  already  riddled  with  such 
provisions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  after  we  resolve  this  current 
minimum  wage  issue,  I  hope  we  can  focus  on 
issues  that  affect  the  day-to-day  worklives  of 
most  American  workers. 
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Once  the  smoke  has  cleared  on  this  issue 
and  the  rtietoric  fias  toned  down  a  few 
notches,  I  will  introduce  legislation  to  provkle 
this  focus. 

Mr.  Chairman,  reason,  ncA  paranoia,  shouM 
prevail.  Let's  listen  to  real  workers  and  give 
them  a  wage-hour  law  ttiey  can  live  with. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  a  better  un- 
derstarxfing  of  why  I  believe  a  higher  minimum 
wage  is  tfie  wrong  course  to  take,  I  am  putting 
into  tfie  Record  today  the  Joint  Economic 
Committee's  latest  report  entitled  "The  Case 
Against  a  Higher  Minimum  Wage"  (May  1 996). 

Also,  available  from  the  Govemment  Print- 
ing Office  are  the  transcripts  of  two  Joint  Eco- 
nomic Committee  hearings  held  last  year  on 
the  minimum  wage.  When  contacting  the 
GPO,  request  the  following  two  documents: 

Senate  Hearing  104-377  Part  I:  JEC  Hear- 
ing on  Evidence  Against  a  Higher  Minimum 
Wage:  Febmary  22,  1 995,  part  I. 

Senate  Hearing  104-377  Part  11:  JEC  Hear- 
ing on  Evidence  Against  a  Higher  Minimum 
Wage:  April  5, 1995,  part  II. 

For  any  additional  information  on  this  or  any 
other  economic  issue,  please  contact  my  JEC 
office  located  at  1537  Longworth  HOB,  Wash- 
ington, DC  20515. 

JoDJT  Economic  CoMMrrrEE  Report 

THE  CASE  AGAINST  A  fflGHER  MINIMUM  WAGE 

The  voices  clamoring  for  a  minimum  wage 
hike  are  getting  ever  louder.  Proponents 
argue  tbat  the  current  wage  level  does  not 
provide  an  adequate  incentive  for  work. 
Also,  they  argue  that  an  increase  in  the  min- 
imum wage  will  have  only  a  very  minor  im- 
pact on  jobs.  These  argruments  are  not 
grounded  in  fact.  The  impact  of  raising  the 
minimum  wage  has  been  studied  since  its  in- 
ception. All  credible  research  has  come  to 
the  same  conclusion:  raising  the  minimum 
wage  hurts  the  poor.  It  takes  away  jobs, 
keeps  people  on  welfare,  and  encourages  high 
school  students  to  drop  out.  Policy  makers 
should  be  clear  on  the  consequence  of  higher 
minimum  wages. 

JOBS  AND  THE  MINIMUM  WAGE 

Economists  have  studied  the  job-destroy- 
ing features  of  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Esti- 
mates of  the  job  losses  of  raising  the  mini- 
mum wage  from  $4.25  to  $5.15  have  ranged 
from  625,000  to  100,000  lost  jobs.  It  is  impor- 
tant to  recognize  that  the  jobs  lost  are  main- 
ly entry-level  jobs.  By  destroying  entry-level 
jobs,  a  higher  minimum  wage  harms  the  life- 
time earnings  prospects  of  low-skilled  work- 
ers. 

Proponents  have  been  able  to  muddle  the 
debate  by  pointing  to  a  study  done  by  two 
Princeton  economists,  David  Card  and  Alan 
Krueger.  These  economists  claimed  to  find 
that  raising  the  minimum  wage  does  not 
lower  employment.'  In  one  paper,  they  suc- 
ceeded in  casting  doubt  on  200  years  of  eco- 
nomic research  and  theory.  Economists  took 
their  challenge  seriously  and  attempted  to 
recreate  their  results.  It  could  not  be  done. 
Economists  who  attempted  to  replicate  their 
work  demonstrated  conclusively  that  raising 
the  minimum  wage  destroys  jobs.* 

Even  after  the  Card  and  Krueger  study  was 
fully  discredited  by  economic  science,  it  is 
still  being  used  by  proponents  of  higher  min- 
imum wages  to  support  an  increase.  Why 
must  they  rely  on  discredited  research  to 
support  their  call  for  raising  the  minimum 
wage?  Because  they  recognize  that  Ameri- 
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cans  do  not  support  proposals  that  destroy 
jobs.  Proponents  often  like  to  show  survey 
results  that  say  more  than  eighty  percent  of 
Americans  support  a  higher  minimum  wage. 
Yet,  the  same  survey  shows  less  than  half 
surveyed,  46  percent,  support  raising  the 
minimum  wage  if  it  •'might  reduce  the  num- 
ber of  jobs  available  for  workers  with  limited 
skills.'  "  Clearly,  if  Americans  were  in- 
formed of  the  true  effects  of  raising  the  min- 
imum wage,  support  would  rapidly  erode. 

MIMIMXni  WAGE  WORKERS 

Supporters  claim  that  raising  the  mini- 
mum wage  is  important  for  working  fami- 
lies. Secretary  of  Labor  Robert  Reich  often 
repeats  the  fact  that  forty  percent  of  mini- 
mum wage  workers  are  the  sole  source  of  in- 
come for  their  families.  This  is  misleading 
because  it  relies  on  lumping  single,  non-fam- 
ily individuals  with  families.  Only  2.8  per- 
cent of  workers  earning  less  than  $5.15  are 
single  parents.*  Only  1.2  percent  of  all  mini- 
mum wage  workers  were  adult  heads  of 
households  with  incomes  less  than  $10,000.^ 
Fifty-seven  percent  of  minimum  wage  work- 
ers are  single  individuals,  many  of  them  liv- 
ing with  their  parents. 

Minimum  wage  workers  are  not  ptarents 
struggling  to  feed  their  children.  Rather, 
they  are  high  school  or  college  students  liv- 
ing at  home.  The  level  of  the  minimum  wage 
is  irrelevant  for  most  people  in  poverty.  Only 
9.2  percent  of  poor  people  of  working  age 
have  full-time  jobs.* 

SIDE  EFFECTS  OF  RAISING  THE  MINIMUM  WAGE 

It  has  been  well  documented  that  the  mini- 
mum wage  destroys  jobs,  particularly  the 
jobs  of  low-skilled,  young  workers.  However, 
there  are  other  equally  pernicious  side  ef- 
fects of  higher  minimum  wages.  Higher  mini- 
mum wages  make  it  more  difficult  for  people 
to  leave  welfare  and  induce  high-school  stu- 
dents to  drop  out. 

Dr.  Peter  Brandon  of  the  Institute  for  Re- 
search on  Poverty  studied  how  raising  the 
minimum  wage  affects  the  transition  from 
welfare  to  work.'  He  found  that  raising  it 
keeps  welfare  mothers  on  welfare  longer. 
Mothers  on  welfare  in  states  that  raised 
their  minimum  wage  remained  on  welfare  44 
percent  longer  than  mothers  on  welfare  in 
states  where  it  was  not  raised.* 

The  reason  for  this  result  is  that  raising 
the  minimum  wage  induces  some  people  to 
enter  the  labor  market  who  would  not  apply 
if  not  for  the  higher  level.  With  a  larger 
labor  market,  employers  choose  higher- 
skilled  applicants.  Thus,  raising  the  mini- 
mum wage  hurts  low-skilled  workers  in  two 
ways.  First,  there  are  fewer  jobs  available. 
Second,  with  a  larger  pool  of  applicants, 
competition  is  stiffer.  Low-skilled  workers 
have  a  more  difficult  time  getting  those  job 
skills  that  are  crucial  to  economic  well- 
being. 

Another  side  effect  of  raising  the  minimum 
wage  is  that  it  increased  the  number  of  high- 
school  students  who  drop  out.'  Some  of  these 
students  do  not  find  emplojrment.  Another 
group  of  students  are  part  of  those  appli- 
cants that  compete  jobs  away  Crom  welfare 
recipients.  Dropping  out  of  school  is  very  de- 
structive. High  school  drop-outs  have  a  very 
difficult  time  improving  their  well-being. 

THE  ELUSIVE  BENEFITS  OF  A  HIGHER  MINIMUM 
WAGE 

The  proponents  of  a  higher  minimum  wage 
argue  that  it  is  vitally  important  to  raise  it 
in  order  to  improve  the  lives  of  poor  work- 
ers. However,  the  raise  will  have  only  a  lim- 
ited impact  on  poor  working  families.  >"  A 
single  parent  with  two  children  living  in 
California  would  gain  only  26  cents  from  a  90 
cent  increase  in  the  minimum  wage. 


To  put  this  gain  in  perspective,  each  mini- 
mum wage  worker  who  earns  $4.25  an  hour 
brings  home  $3.92  for  each  hour  worked  once 
payroll  taxes  are  deducted.  The  employer 
costs  of  a  minimum  wage  worker  is  $4.58  an 
hour  when  the  employers  share  of  the  pay- 
roll tax  is  included. "  If  workers  could  take 
home  the  amount  of  money  it  costs  the  em- 
ployer to  hire  workers,  they  could  have  62 
cents  more  per  hour.  Clearly,  the  California 
parent  would  be  better  off  if  the  tax  wedge 
were  reduced,  rather  than  increasing  the 
minimum  wage. 

CONCLUSION 

The  campaign  to  raise  the  minimum  wage 
will  have  little  positive  impact  on  the  lives 
of  poor  people.  Rather,  it  is  a  political  meas- 
ure that  plays  to  a  misunderstanding  of  the 
impact  of  higher  minimum  wages.  The  future 
of  the  American  economy  depends  on  a  cor- 
rect understanding  of  the  causes  of  prosper- 
ity. For  too  long,  attempts  to  relieve  pov- 
erty have  been  misguided.  To  lift  people  out 
of  poverty,  we  need  a  system  that  maximizes 
opportunities  for  economic  well-being  of  low- 
skilled  workers.  Raising  the  minimum  wage 
is  a  wrong-headed  solution  that  will  deprive 
young,  poor  Americans  of  an  opportunity  to 
improve  their  economic  situation. 
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"This  discussion  only  focuses  on  the  payroll 
taxes.  Many  other  taxes  such  as  workers  compensa- 
tion and  employment  Insurance  also  raise  the  costs 
of  hiring  workers  for  employers. 

Mr.  LANTOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  time  has 
come  for  the  Congress  to  raise  the  minimum 
wage — without  girrvnicics,  without  linking  it  with 
unacceptable  provisions,  witfxxjt  political  pos- 
turing, and  without  delay.  It  is  time  to  take  this 
action  witfKMJt  adding  amerximents  arvj  gim- 
micks and  riders  arxi  poison  piBs  that  will  limit 
and  lessen  the  impact  of  an  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage. 

Adjusted  for  inflation,  tfie  current  minimum 
wage  is  worth  50  cents  less  today  tfian  it  was 
in  1991  wfien  it  was  last  increased.  To  restore 
the  same  purchasing  power  ttiat  tfie  minimum 
wage  had  in  the  late  1970's  would  require  us 
to  increase  its  level  to  $6.10  today.  Even  if  we 
adopt  the  legislation  I  am  supporting  and  in- 
crease tfie  minimum  wage  to  S5.15.  we  are 
not  keeping  up  with  the  increased  cost  of  liv- 
ing. 

Altftough  tfie  proposed  increase  is  very 
modest  it  will  tienefit  our  national  economy. 
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Economists  estimate  ttiat  12  million  people  will 
be  helped  by  a  90-cent  increase.  In  addition, 
some  4  million  workers  who  earn  less  ttian 
$6.00  per  hour  will  see  their  incomes  increase 
as  a  result  of  a  boost  in  the  Federal  minimum 
wage.  In  my  home  State  of  Califomia  our  mini- 
mum wage  is  higher  than  the  Federal  level, 
but  if  we  increase  the  Federal  minimum  wage, 
It  will  have  a  positive  effect  on  the  lowest 
wages  in  our  area  as  well. 

The  people  who  will  benefit  from  an  in- 
crease are  not  just  teenagers  at  local  fast  food 
restaurants  trying  to  eam  extra  cash  for  a  rock 
cor)cert  or  a  pair  of  baggy  Levis.  Of  those 
earning  the  minimum  wage,  63  percent  are 
workers  over  the  age  of  20  and  46  percent  are 
over  the  age  of  25;  59  percerrt  of  workers 
earning  the  minimum  wage  are  women  arxj 
more  than  half  of  these  women  are  over  25 
years  of  age;  43  percent  of  minimum  wage 
earners  are  working  full  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  former  professor  of  eco- 
nomics, I  fiave  t)een  particularly  interested  in 
recent  economic  research  on  the  effects  of  the 
mininrwm  wage  on  workers  and  ttieir  families 
arxl  the  economy.  A  number  of  studies  dem- 
onstrate that  the  possit>le  negative  impact  of 
moderate  increases  in  tfie  minimum  wage 
phased  in  over  a  period  of  more  than  a  year 
is  minimal.  Studies  show  that  with  the  mini- 
mum wage  reiativety  low  compared  with  the 
average  wage — a  consequence  of  tfie  fact  tf>at 
tfie  minimum  wage  has  not  kept  r>ace  with  the 
increase  in  the  cost  of  living— the  effect  of  this 
increase  on  both  empkiyment  arxJ  incomes 
will  be  positive.  In  fact,  several  prominent 
scholars  have  argued  quite  convincingly  that 
tfie  income  gains  from  an  increase  in  the  mini- 
mum wage  woukj  outweigh  any  job  k>sses  that 
might  result  from  tfie  increase. 

More  importantly,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a 
question  of  fundamental  fairness.  At  a  time 
wtien  we  are  seeing  a  growing  gap  between 
wealthy  Amernans  arxl  working  Americans,  it 
is  fundamentally  unfair  to  maintain  the  mini- 
mum wage  at  levels  which  sfirink  with  every 
increase  in  the  cost  of  living.  At  the  same 
time,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  seen  vast  in- 
creases in  ttie  compensation  of  chief  execu- 
tive officers  of  America's  corporations — last 
year  corporate  executives  saw  ttieir  salaries 
jump  t)y  31  percent  while  workers  earning  the 
minimum  wage  stayed  at  exactly  the  same 
level. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  time  has  come  to  increase 
tfie  minimum  wage.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
join  me  in  supporting  this  actkxi  in  tfie  interest 
of  fundamental  fairness  and  in  the  interest  of 
millkms  of  American  workers. 

Mr.  ORTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support 
of  H.R.  3448,  the  Small  Business  Job  Protec- 
tion Act 

This  bill  contains  a  number  of  proviskxis 
Itiat  I  have  long  supported,  and  wfiich  encour- 
age the  creatkin  and  growth  of  small  busi- 
nesses. First  the  bill  increases  the  anxMjnt  a 
smaH  business  can  deduct  for  the  purchase  of 
business-related  equipment  from  $17,500  to 
$25,000. 

The  bill  also  includes  a  number  of  provi- 
sions whch  make  it  easier  for  small  busi- 
nesses to  receive  S  corporatk>n  classifk:atx>n, 
the  most  notable  being  an  increase  in  the 
maximum  number  of  sfiarehokjers  from  35  to 
75.  Ttiis  important  cfiange  makes  it  easier  for 


many  small  businesses  to  maintain  a  sim- 
plified corporate  structure,  without  being  sub- 
ject to  double  taxation. 

This  legislatkin  includes  important  pension 
simplification  provisions  for  snnall  txisinesses, 
including  a  simplified  retirement  plan,  called  a 
savings  incentive  match  plan. 

For  restaurants,  this  bill  expands  a  1 993  law 
which  gives  restaurants  a  credit  for  the  Fed- 
eral payroll  taxes  paid  on  tips  eamed  t)y  their 
employees.  Specifically,  the  bill  vraukJ  now  ex- 
pand tfie  credit  to  include  unreported  tips,  and 
would  expand  restaurant  eligibility  to  include 
carry  outs. 

Finally,  the  bill  extends  a  number  of  expiring 
provisions,  including  a  revised  targeted  jobs 
tax  credit  and  section  127,  the  exemption  for 
employer-provided  educational  assistance.  I 
am  concerned  that  section  127  renewal  is  lim- 
ited to  undergraduate  education.  It  is  my  hope 
that  this  can  t>e  expanded  in  conference  to  re- 
instate graduate  education. 

I  am  pleased  to  see  that  tfie  revenue  loss 
from  these  provisions  is  fully  offset  with  other 
provisions  which  increase  revenues.  In  other 
words,  this  bill  will  not  increase  the  deficit  In 
fact  this  is  precisely  the  pay-as-you-go  ap- 
proach advocated  since  early  last  year  by  the 
blue  dog  coalition,  of  which  I  am  a  member. 

Last  year,  the  coalition  questioned  the  ap- 
proach of  txin'owing  hundreds  of  billions  of 
dollars  to  pay  for  tax  cuts.  Instead,  we  in  the 
coalition  argued  tfiat  tax  cuts  shoukj  be  con- 
skJered  apart  from  spending  cuts,  and  should 
be  fully  pakl  for  with  offsetting  changes  in  the 
Tax  Code. 

After  a  year  of  debate,  tfie  Republicans  are 
now  t>eginning  to  see  tfie  wisdom  of  this  ap- 
proach. Two  weeks  ago,  during  debate  on  tfie 
budget  resolutkm,  tfie  Reput>lican  Budget 
Committee  chairman  announced  tfiat  they 
would  fully  pay  for  economk;  growth,  savings, 
and  job  creation  tax  incentives  with  offsetting 
revenue  Increases. 

Last  month,  we  expanded  deductibility  of 
health  care  costs  for  small  txisinesses,  paid 
for  through  offsetting  revenue  increases. 
Today,  we  are  taking  the  same  approach  for 
a  number  of  small  business  tax  incentives. 

So,  I  applaud  tfie  majority  for  adopting  our 
suggestion.  I  also  encourage  the  majority 
party  In  the  next  few  monttis  to  act  on  capital 
gains  relief,  expanded  IRA  ellgit>illty,  and  es- 
tate tax  relief  for  family  farms  and  businesses, 
with  offsetting  revenue  increases  to  make 
such  cfianges  deficit  neutral.  The  result  will  be 
a  stronger,  more  efficient  economy. 

I  urge  adoption  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  will  vote 
for  the  Small  Business  Job  Protectkjn  Act  The 
highligfits  of  the  bill  in  my  view  Include  the  ex- 
pansion of  tfie  expensing  provisions  for  small 
business,  the  package  of  S  corporation  re- 
forms and  pension  simplification  items,  and 
tfie  employer-provided  educational  assistance 
provision.  If  signed  into  law,  these  provisions 
will  do  a  great  deal  of  good  for  small  busi- 
nesses in  tfiis  country  and  will  in  turn  provide 
real  job  opportunities  for  American  wori^ers. 

However,  I  must  express  my  deep  concern 
with  regard  to  tfiat  portion  of  this  bill  whk:h 
woukJ  phase  out  section  936  of  tfie  Tax  Code 
over  a  10-year  period.  Section  936  of  the  Tax 
Code  provkjes  tax  incentives  to  companies 
tfiat  locate  production  facilities  in  Puerto  Rk». 


Frankly,  I  have  been  concerned  tinat  many  of 
those  who  will  vote  for  this  entire  package 
know  little  about  the  positive  impact  that  sec- 
tion 936  fias  had  on  employment  in  Puerto 
Rico.  Nor,  I  fear  do  tiiey  appreciate  tfie  nega- 
tive impact  that  eliminating  section  936  will 
fiave  with  regard  to  tfie  economic  vitality  of 
Puerto  Rico  and  what  the  decline  In  tfiat  re- 
gard will  mean  to  our  Federal  budget  in  the 
'ong  run. 

Having  served  on  tfie  committee  with  juris- 
diction over  this  issue  for  the  past  20  years, 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee,  I  can  un- 
equivocally report  to  my  colleagues  that  sec- 
tion 936  fias  been  one  of  the  most  successful 
provisions  in  our  entire  Tax  Code.  Section  936 
has  spurred  economic  devekipment  In  Puerto 
Rico  whk:h  has  in  turn  created  thousands  of 
jobs,  dramatically  reduced  tfie  unemployment 
rate  in  Puerto  Rico.  By  removing  this  incentive 
for  companies  to  locate  in  Puerto  Rico,  an 
economic  vacuum  will  be  created  whk:h  I  do 
not  see  being  filled  any  time  soon.  This  void 
will  bring  on  increased  unemployment  and 
hope  and  opportunity,  which  has  been  on  the 
rise  over  the  last  20  years  in  Puerto  Rico,  will 
decline  steadily.  As  the  economy  declines 
there  will  be  an  increased  dependency — de- 
pendency on  Uncle  Sam  to  help  those  that  no 
longer  have  jobs.  Just  what  form  this  depend- 
ency will  take,  whether  it  be  statehood  or 
some  other  arrangement,  remains  to  be  seen, 
but  mark  my  words,  it  will  mean  greater  ex- 
penditures by  the  U.S.  Treasury.  So  I  would 
say  to  those  that  think  tfiey  are  savings  tax- 
payers dollars  when  tfiey  vote  to  eliminate  this 
so-called  corporate  welfare  in  the  Tax  Code, 
tfiat  you  can  eitfier  pay  not  by  encouraging 
economic  growth  and  opportunity,  or  you  can 
pay  later  by  increasing  Federal  ouUays  for 
welfare  and  creating  a  dependency  which  I 
don't  think  the  American  citizens — either  on 
the  mainland  or  in  Puerto  Rico  will  appreciate. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  sincere  hope  that 
Congress  will  either  revise  the  provision  of  the 
bill  before  it  becomes  law  or  revisit  this  issue 
3t  3  Idter  tiniG 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  rise  today  to  speak  in  support  of  H.R.  3448 
and  to  not  only  lend  my  support  for  it  but  to 
also  discuss  how  this  legislation  is  a  texttxxik 
example  of  opportunity  missed.  Mr.  Speaker, 
while  this  tiill  makes  several  important 
cfianges  to  tfie  current  law  in  areas  such  as 
penskxis,  equipment  investment,  arxJ  edu- 
cational tax-deductions,  there  are  otfier 
changes  not  included  whk^h  could  have  made 
it  much  better  legislation  and  much  tietter  for 
the  American  people. 

One  of  Mie  most  important  issues  this  bill 
addresses  is  that  of  emptoyee  penskms. 
Under  this  legislation,  employees  of  tax-ex- 
empt organizations,  will  for  the  first  time,  be 
eligible  for  401  (k)  plans.  In  addition,  firms  with 
less  than  100  workers  would  be  pemnitted  to 
set  askle  pension  funds  for  workers  witfiout 
satisfying  many  of  the  complex  reporting 
standards  they  nfwst  now  meet  for  contribu- 
tions to  401  (k)  plans.  Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
tjill  addresses  the  needs  of  unkxi  workers 
such  as  constnx:tion  workers  wfx)  frequentiy 
cfiange  jobs.  This  legislation  corrects  prob- 
lems for  small  businesses  and  their  empkiy- 
ees  which  are  long  overdue.  Now,  tfiose  who 
were  prevk>usly  unable  to  take  advantage  of 
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retirement  options  solely  due  to  their  occupa- 
tion can  now. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  also  provides  tax  in- 
centives for  businesses  to  hire  employees  on 
welfare,  high-risk  youth,  qualified  veterans  or 
qualified  summer  youtii  employees.  I  have 
spoken  a  great  deal  on  this  floor  atx>ut  sum- 
mer jobs  and  while  I  am  extremely  opposed  to 
Republican  efforts  to  eliminate  tfie  Summer 
Jobs  Program,  I  am  pleased  that  this  provision 
was  included.  I  am  gratified  to  see  that  the 
majority  party  recognizes  the  fact  that  these 
populations  sometimes  need  assistance  in  ob- 
taining wort<  and  I  believe  that  the  work  oppor- 
tunity tax  credit  is  one  more  metfiod  by  which 
we  can  give  honest  people  a  cfiance  at  a  job. 

While  these  are  good  initiatives,  this  bill 
does  not  go  far  enough.  Tfie  legislation  will 
allow  individuals  to  deduct  up  to  $5,250  per 
year  for  employer-provided  educational  assist- 
arx^e  for  undergraduate  tijition,  but  what  atiout 
graduate  education?  Do  not  people  who  pur- 
sue advanced  degrees  deserve  the  same  op- 
portunity? This  indeed  seems  like  a  case  of 
education  t)igotry.  During  committee  markup  of 
this  bill,  my  Democratic  colleague,  Mr.  Levin 
tried  to  address  this  issue  witii  an  amendment 
to  include  graduate  education.  After  initially 
agreeing  to  tfie  amendment,  the  Republcan 
Members  cfianged  their  vote  to  defeat  it 

Also  missing  from  this  l)ill  are  pension  provi- 
sions contained  within  the  Gephardt-Daschle 
proposal  which  would  Improve  tfie  bill  even 
further  by  allowing  penalt/-fee  IRA  witfxjraw- 
als  for  education  and  ti-aining,  first  home  pur- 
ctiases,  major  medk:al  expenses,  and  during 
long-term  unemptoyment 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  is  good  and  I  support 
it  but  it  coukj  be  and  desen/es  to  be  better 
tfian  it  is. 

Mr.  MENENDEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  1  have  been 
a  supporter  of  small  business  but  I  rise  in  or>- 
position  to  H.R.  3448,  the  Small  Business  Job 
Protection  Act  While  I  support  tfie  small  txisl- 
ness  provisions  of  the  bill,  I  sti-ongly  object  to 
tfie  Ways  and  Means  Committee  not  holding 
hearings  on  this  bill. 

I  was  an  original  cosponsor  of  tfie  targeted 
jobs  credit  extensbn  bill,  wfik;h  fias  been  in- 
cluded in  H.R.  3448,  but  I  was  disappointed 
wfien  the  Republican  leadership  cfiose  to  not 
accept  a  majority  of  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee's  vote  to  stiike  from  the  bill  a  re- 
quirement tfiat  employer-paid  education  bene- 
fits be  limited  to  undergraduate  schooling. 
H.R.  127,  a  bill  I  sponsored,  wouM  have  ex- 
tended employer-provkled  educational  assist- 
ance for  graduate  as  well  as  undergraduate 
tuition. 

These  provisions  of  the  bill  will  hurt  tmsi- 
nesses  and  wortcers.  Tfiousands  of  woriters 
will  not  tje  able  to  benefit  from  employer-pro- 
vkled educational  assistance  since  the  Reput>- 
lican  leadership  chose  not  to  extend  tax-fi-ee- 
empkiyer-provkjed  tuition  assistance  for  grad- 
uate level  education. 

Most  of  tfie  tax  cuts  in  this  bill  result  from 
the  elimination  of  section  936  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code.  The  procedure  leading  to  tfie 
elimination  of  this  section  is  highly  suspect 
This  is  a  major  cfiange  In  the  Tax  Code  that 
will  have  an  overwhelming  effect  on  Puerto 
Rk». 

The  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rk»  has  not 
been  consulted  regarding  tfie  elimination  of 


sectkxi  936.  Members  have  not  been  given  an 
opportunity  to  hear  atxxjt  tfie  consequences  of 
this  on  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico.  It 
is  unfair  to  place  the  burden  of  tfie  tax  cuts 
this  bill  provides  on  the  Commonwealth  of 
Puerto  Rico,  which  has  no  vote  in  Congress, 
and  to  eliminate  section  936  without  hokling 
hearings  on  Its  Impact  I  do  not  agree  with  the 
precedent  that  has  been  set 

Members  may  not  realize  the  adverse  con- 
sequences of  eliminating  section  936  without 
providing  a  sutistitute  program  to  stimulate  job 
creation.  Eliminating  section  936  without  any 
effective  sut>stitute  will  lead  to  job  loss  first  in 
Puerto  Rico,  then  In  the  United  States  and  will 
finally  hurt  businesses  In  America.  Without 
section  936,  unemptoyment  and  poverty  would 
increase  dramatically  in  Puerto  Rico.  Where 
will  woriters  in  Puerto  Rteo  look  for  jobs? 

Job  loss  in  Puerto  Rico  means  tiiat  resi- 
dents of  Puerto  Rico  may  migrate  to  areas  like 
my  congressional  district,  where  tfie  unem- 
ployment rate  is  already  atwve  the  national 
average.  People  of  Hispanic  descent  fiave 
sb'ong  family  ties  and  in  times  of  adversity 
their  families  will  reach  out  to  help  tfiem.  With 
unemployment  rates  in  my  distiict  over  1 0  per- 
cent, a  major  influx  of  unemployed  workers 
will  exacertiate  a  prot)lem  whch  is  already  In- 
tolerat)le.  So  you  can  see  the  unintended  corv 
sequences  of  this  legislation  not  only  on  Puer- 
to Rico  but  also  in  New  Jersey,  New  York, 
and  other  areas  wfiere  Puerto  Rcans  tiave 
settied  in  the  United  States.  Many  Puerto 
Rk:ans  Bving  in  tfie  States  are  economically 
disadvantaged  but  their  generous  nature  com- 
pels tfiem  to  try  to  help  tfiose  wfio  are  at  even 
greater  econornc  peril.  This  doubly  disadvarv 
tages  tfie  disadvantaged. 

Finally,  it  Is  just  bad  polk:y  for  the  Reput>- 
lican  leadership  to  not  provkJe  an  opportunity 
to  leam  atiout  the  impact  of  eliminating  section 
936  witfiout  providing  any  alternatives.  Tfiis 
further  disenfranchises  the  people  of  the  Com- 
monwealth of  Puerto  Rco  wfiile  imposing  an 
unfair  financial  burden  on  tfiem.  Wfietfier  in- 
tentional or  not  it  is  invKlkxis  that  this  legisla- 
tion singles  out  an  individual  etfmk:  group. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  3448,  tfie  Small  Business 
Job  Protection  Act  of  1996. 

Small  business  Is  tfie  backtxme  of  our  Na- 
tion's economy.  According  to  the  Small  busi- 
ness Administration,  small  businesses  gerv 
erate  more  tfian  50  percent  of  our  gross  do- 
mestic product  and  employ  53  percent  of  the 
American  work  force. 

Small  businesses  know  their  communities 
well.  They  often  take  a  more  personalized  ap- 
proach and  fulfill  uruque  needs  for  their  corrv 
munlties  tfiat  t)ig  txjsiness  has  no  hope  of  du- 
plk:ating. 

With  tfie  downsizing  of  many  large  corpora- 
tions, our  Nation's  economic  fiealth  increas- 
ingly vyill  become  tied  to  the  health  of  small 
business.  Statistks  indk:ate  tfiat  small  busi- 
ness accounted  for  two-thirds  of  the  new  job 
growtti  in  the  United  States  in  1994.  Any  fur- 
ther economk:  development  our  Nation  hopes 
to  enjoy  in  tfie  next  few  years  will  tie  seriously 
inhibited  witliout  the  expansnn  of  small  txjsi- 
ness. 

Yet  smaller  fimis  can  be  at  a  disadvantage 
in  getting  tfie  capital  needed  for  start-up  or  ex- 
pansion. It  is  essential  to  provkle  incentives  to 


enable  more  small  businesses  to  devetop  and 
grow  tiirougtxxjt  the  United  States,  so  tfiat 
every  American  can  benefit  from  tfie  personal- 
ized services,  innovative  products,  and  mod- 
em technology  as  well  as  tfie  new  jobs  and 
economk:  growth  tfiat  smaller  businesses  pro- 
vide to  our  communities. 

So  I  was  particulariy  disappointed  tfiat  tfie 
research  arxJ  development  tax  credit  usually  a 
bipartisan  provision,  was  voted  down  in  tfie 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  on  a  party-line 
vote. 

However,  in  light  of  the  rapidly  decreasing 
number  of  legislative  days  in  this  Congress  to 
reach  out  to  small  business  employers  and 
employees,  I  nevertheless  support  H.R.  3448. 
It  is  the  last  opportunity  to  provide  essential  in- 
centives for  tfie  dev^opment  of  small  busi- 
nesses. It  also  promotes  job  growth  and  edu- 
cational opportunities  for  tfie  millions  of  hard- 
working entrepreneurs  wfio  are  at  tfie  heart  of 
American  economk;  success. 

One  of  tfie  main  obstacles  whk:h  tias  de- 
terred small  business  development  in  tfie  past 
is  tfie  difficulty  small  businesses  face  In  pro- 
vkjlng  empkiyee  penskxi  plans  comparable  to 
those  of  large  corporations.  This  bill  creates 
the  savings  incentives  plan  for  employees  of 
small  businesses  tfiat  coukf  operate  as  an  IRA 
or  a  401k  plan.  It  will  enabie  small  businesses 
to  offer  tfie  same  long-term  savings  plans  as 
larger  firms,  so  tfiat  tfiey  can  offer  the  same 
Incentives  in  retaining  qualified  emptoyees. 

The  Small  Business  Job  Protection  Act  also 
addresses  tfie  concerns  of  many  employees  of 
nonprofit  tax-exempt  companies  who  do  not 
cunentty  enjoy  tfie  security  of  a  retirement  ac- 
count This  tiill  allows  tfiese  organizations  to 
offer  401k  plans. 

Work  and  education  are  the  core  of  our  eco- 
nomic success,  and  we  sfioukf  heartily  support 
putilk:  poicy  proposals  wtik:h  encourage  work 
with  education,  education  with  work.  Incen- 
tives for  txith  are  provkJed  by  tfiis  legisiation 
through  the  work  opportunity  tax  credrt  and  the 
employer-provkJed  educational  assistance  tax 
deduction. 

The  work  opportunity  tax  credtt  replaces  the 
expired  targeted  jobs  tax  credit  Empk>yers  re- 
ceive a  tax  crecfit  equal  to  35  percent  of  an 
employee's  wages,  for  empksyees  wfio  receive 
economc  assistance,  including  higfi-risk  youth 
and  veterans.  The  tax  credit  for  empkjyer-pro- 
vided  educational  assistance  alkTws  indivkluals 
to  deduct  fiom  tfieir  taxable  income  up  to 
$5,250  a  year  for  emptoyer-provkJed  assist- 
ance for  uridergraduate  tuitioa 

Hard-vforking  people  are  taking  risks  to  start 
arxf  expand  small  businesses.  Tfiey  are  de- 
covering  new  approacfies  tfiat  stimulate  and 
generate  economic  growth.  We  must  nurture 
tfie  efforts  of  ttiese  enti'epreneurs,  and  we 
must  also  help  small  business  employees  who 
work  hard  to  sustain  ttiese  efforts. 

H.R.  3448  is  a  step  in  tfie  right  drection  to- 
wards encouraging  tfie  growth  of  small  busi- 
ness and  witii  it,  tfie  sb-engtfienlng  of  our  Na- 
tion's economy.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  suq- 
port  H.R.  3448,  the  Small  Business  Job  Pro- 
toction  Act. 

Mr.  TORKILDSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  appre- 
ciate the  time  to  speak  on  this  important  smaH 
business  issue. 

The  Small  Business  Job  Protection  Act  is  a 
package  of  tax  incentives  aimed  at  increasing 
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the  productivity  of  small  business  by  promot- 
ing the  opportunity  for  expansion.  The  bill  cor>- 
tains  a  number  of  small  business  tax  provi- 
sions. But,  most  importantly,  there  is  a  provi- 
sion to  increase  expensing  for  small  business. 

Part  of  the  Contract  with  America,  this  provi- 
sion will  increase  from  317,500  to  $25,000  the 
amount  of  money  a  small  business  can  deduct 
for  the  purchase  of  equipment,  such  as  com- 
puters, cash  registers,  or  office  fumiture,  for 
example.  By  increasing  the  deduction,  small 
businesses  will  not  only  be  able  to  modernize, 
giving  their  workers  the  tools  they  need  to  re- 
main competitive,  but  they  will  also  be  in  a 
stronger  financial  position  to  do  txjsiness  and 
interact  within  their  communities. 

SpecificaUy,  the  bill  phases  in  over  8  years 
a  S7,500  trx:rease  in  the  amount  a  business 
may  deduct  from  their  tax  liability  for  capital  in- 
vestment As  I  stated  before,  cun-ent  law  al- 
lows a  maximum  amount  of  SI  7,500 — bringing 
the  new  total  deduction  to  S25,000. 

In  closing,  I  strongly  support  passage  of  this 
long  overdue  legislation.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
Speaker,  for  ttie  time. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Walker).  Pursuant  to  House  Resolu- 
tion 440,  the  previous  question  is  or- 
dered on  the  committee  amendment  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute  and  on  the 
bUl. 

The  question  is  on  the  committee 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute. 

The  committee  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  and 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Pursuant  to  House  Resolution  440, 
the  yeas  and  nay^  are  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  414,  nays  10, 
not  voting  9,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  190] 
YEAS-414 


Abeicrombie 

Ackermaji 

AUud 

Andrvws 

Archer 

Aimey 

Baclins 

Banlfir 

Baker  (CA) 

BUer(LA) 

BaUenter 

Barcia 

BaiT 

BaRett(NE) 

Barrett  (WI) 

Baitlett 

Barton 

Baaa 

Beoem 

Beilenaon 

Bentaes 

Bereotar 

Bennaa 

BerUl 

BUbra; 


BUirakis 

Bishop 

BloU 

Boehlert 

Boehser 

BoniUa 

Bonior 

BODO 

BonU 
Boacher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown  (CA) 
Brown  (FL) 
Brown  (OH) 
Brownback 
Biyant  (TN) 
Biyant  (TX) 
Bum 

Rnnning- 

But 

Barton 

Buyer 

Calvert 

Camp 

CampbeU 


Canady 

Cardln 

Castle 

Chabot 

ChambUss 

Chapman 

Chenoweth 

Chrlstensen 

Chrysler 

Clay 

cWton 

Clement 

CUnger 

Clybnm 

Coble 

Cobnm 

Coleman 

Collins  (GA) 

Collins  (IL) 

Collins  (MI) 

Combest 

Condit 

Cooley 

Coatello 

Cox 

Coyne 

Cramer 


Crane 

Crapo 

demeans 

Cnbin 

Cummings 

Cunningham 

Danner 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeFazio 

DeLaoro 

Del>ay 

Deutsch 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Din«:eU 

Dizon 

Dog^ett 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Durbin 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

Enerel 

English 

Ensign 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Everett 

Ewing 

Farr 

Fattah 

Fawell 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Fields  (TX) 

Filner 

Flake 

Flanagan 

FogUetta 

Foley 

Forbes 

Ford 

Fowler 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (CD 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frelinghuysen 

Frisa 

Frost 

Fonderbork 

Fnrse 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gejdenson 

(>ekas 

Gephardt 

Geren 

Gibbons 

Cllchrest 

Gillmor 

Gilman 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

(^rdon 

C^ss 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

Greene  (UT) 

Greenwood 

Gonderson 

Gntknecht 

Hall  (OH) 

Ball(TX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

HaimaA 

Hastert 

Hastings  (FL) 

Bastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Befley 

Befner 

Belneman 


Herger 

Hilleary 

Billiard 

Hinchey 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Bom 

Bostettler 

Houghton 

Hoyer 

Banter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Istook 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson  (SD) 
Johnson.  E.  B. 
Johnson.  Sam 
Johnston 
Jones 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 

Kennedy  (MA) 
Kennedy  (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Klug 

Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Tjt.ham 
LaToarette 
Laugfalin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis  (CA) 
Lewis  (GA) 
Lewis  (KY) 
Llghtfoot 
Lincoln 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Longley 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lather 
Maloney 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Martini 
Mascara 
Matsai 
McCarthy 
McCoUum 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mclnnis 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
MiUender- 

McOonald 
Miller  (CA) 
Miller  (FL) 
Minge 


Mink 

Moakley 

MoUohan 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Moran 

Morella 

Martha 

Myers 

Myrick 

Nadler 

Neal 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Owens 

Oxley 

Packard 

Pallone 

Parker 

Pastor 

Paxon 

Payne  (NJ) 

Payne  (VA) 

Pelosi 

Peterson  (FL) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Porter 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 

()aillen 

Qainn 

RadasoTich 

RahaU 

Ramstad 

Reed 

Regula 

Richardson 

Riggs 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Roth 

Roakemo 

Roybal-Allard 

Royce 

Rush 

Sabo 

Salmon 

Sanders 

Saaford 

Sawyer 

Sazton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schiff 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

Sisisky 

Skaggs 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Sender 

Spence 

Spratt 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stokes 


Studds 

Stump 

Stupok 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thorabeny 

Thornton 

Thnrman 

Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 


Conyers 
Dellums 
Gutierrez 
Menendez 


Bliley 

Diaz-Balart 

Largent 
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Weller 

White 

Whltneld 

Wicker 

WUliams 

Wilson 

Wise 

Wolf 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Tates 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

Zeliir 

Zimmer 


Torres 

Torricelll 

Ttaflcant 

Upton 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Watts  (OK) 

Waxman 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

NAYS-IO 

Rangel 
Rose 
Serrano 
Stark 


NOT  VOTING— 9 

McDade  Taylor  (NO 

Molinari  Vucanovich 

Seastrand  Ward 


Towns 
Velaxqnez 
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Mr.  TOWNS  changed  his  vote  from 
"yea"  to  "nay." 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  annoimced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 
Mr.  ENGEL  Mr.  Speaker,  on  the  evening  of 
May  22,  1996,  I  was  recorded  in  the  affirma- 
tive for  rdlcall  vote  190.  I  shoukj  have  been 
recorded  in  the  negative. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

(Mr.  ARMEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take  this 
time  because  I  wish  to  give  an  expla- 
nation, and  then  ask  a  couple  of  unani- 
mous consent  requests. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  about  to  ask  two 
unanimous  consent  requests.  If  they 
are  agreed  to,  we  would  then  proceed  in 
consideration  of  H.R.  1227  for  30  min- 
utes of  general  debate  tonight.  At  that 
point  we  would  rise  from  our  work  on 
the  bill.  We  would  move  on  then  to  re- 
sume general  debate  for  the  remaining 
hour  on  the  bill  and  the  remaining  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  beginning  at  9 
a.m.  tomorrow  morning,  with  the  first 
vote  tomorrow  monring,  with  the  ex- 
ception of  the  possibility  of  a  journal 
vote,  we  would  expect  would  be  around 
10  or  10:30  a.m. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ARMEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
there  be  1  minutes  in  the  morning? 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  reclaiming 
my  time,  through  consultation  with 
the  minority,  we  have  agreed  there  will 
not  be. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  One  additional  ques- 
tion: Will  there  be  any  other  legisla- 
tive business,  other  than  the  pending 
bill  tomorrow? 
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Mr.  ARMEY.  I  do  not  expect  to  con- 
duct any  other  legislative  business. 


POSTPONING  FURTHER  CONSIDER- 
ATION OF  H.R.  1227,  EMPLOYEE 
COMMUTING  FLEXIBrLITY  ACT, 
AFTER  30  MINUTES  OF  miTIAL 
DEBATE,  UNTIL  THE  FOLLOWING 
LEGISLATIVE  DAY 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  during  consid- 
eration of  H.R.  1227,  pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  440,  notwithstanding  the 
order  of  the  previous  question,  it  may 
be  in  order  after  30  minutes  of  the  90 
minutes  provided  for  initial  debate  on 
the  bill,  as  amended  pursuant  to  the 
rule,  for  the  Chair  to  postpone  further 
consideration  of  the  bill  until  the  fol- 
lowing legislative  day,  on  which  con- 
sideration may  resume  at  a  time  des- 
ignated by  the  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
WAuaai).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Walker).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentlewoman  from  Geor- 
gia? 

There  was  no  objection. 


HOUR  OF  MEETING  ON  TOMORROW 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  today,  it  adjourns  to 
meet  at  9  a.m.  tomorrow. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


FURTHER  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  may 
just  inform  Members,  this  then  is  the 
situation:  We  have  had  our  last  vote 
for  the  evening.  Those  interested  in 
general  debate  on  H.R.  1227  may  wish 
to  remain,  but  the  rest  of  us  will  be  ex- 
pecting a  vote  by  10  a.m.  or  so  tomor- 
row morning. 


REMOVAL  OF  NAME  OF  MEMBER 
AS  COSPONSOR  OF  H.R.  3396 

Mr.  BARR  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida,  Mr.  ALCEE 
Hastings  be  removed  as  a  cosponsor  of 
my  bill,  H.R.  3396,  the  Defense  of  Mar- 
riage Act.  It  should  have  read  Mr. 
Hastings  of  Washington.  I  apologize  to 
Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Greorgia? 

There  was  no  objection. 


REMOVAL  OF  NAME  OF  MEMBER 
AS  COSPONSOR  OF  H.R.  3024 

Ms.  MCKINNEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  my  name  be 
removed  as  a  consponsor  of  H.R.  3024, 
the  United  States-Puerto  Rico  Politi- 
cal Status  Act. 


EMPLOYEE  COMMUTING 
FLEXIBrLITY  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursu- 
ant to  House  Resolution  440,  I  call  up 
the  bill  (H.R.  1227)  to  amend  the  Por- 
tal-to-Portal  Act  of  1947  relating  to  the 
payment  of  wages  to  employees  who 
use  employer  owned  vehicles,  and  ask 
for  its  inmiediate  consideration  in  the 
House. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  committee  amend- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  substitute, 
modified  by  the  amendment  printed  in 
section  3  of  House  Resolution  440,  is 
adopted. 

The  text  of  the  committee  amend- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  substitute,  as 
modified,  is  as  follows: 
H.R.  1227 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

Section  1.  TWs  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
"Employee  Commuting  flexibility  Act  of 
1990". 

SEC  2.  PROPER  COMPENSATION  FOR  USE  OF  EM- 
PLOYER VEHICLES. 

Section  4(a)  of  the  Portal-to-Portal  Act  of 
1947  (29  U.S.C.  254(a))  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  of  the  following:  "For  purposes  of 
this  subsection,  the  use  of  an  employer's  ve- 
hicle for  travel  by  an  employee  and  activi- 
ties performed  by  an  employee  which  are  in- 
cidental to  the  use  of  such  vehicle  for  com- 
muting shall  not  be  considered  part  of  the 
employee's  principal  activities  if  the  use  of 
such  vehicle  for  travel  is  within  the  normal 
communing  area  for  the  employer's  business 
or  establishment  and  the  use  of  the  employ- 
er's vehicle  is  subject  to  an  agreement  on  the 
part  of  the  employer  and  the  employee  or 
representative  of  such  employee.". 
SEC.  3.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

The  amendment  made  by  section  1  shall 
take  effect  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act  and  shall  apply  in  determining  the 
application  of  section  4  of  the  Portal-to-Por- 
tal Act  of  1947  to  an  employee  in  any  civil 
action  brought  before  such  date  of  enact' 
ment  but  pending  on  such  date. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  rule  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania. [Mr.  Goodling]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri  [Mr.  Clay]  will 
each  control  45  minutes. 

Pusuant  to  the  order  of  the  House  of 
today,  the  Chair  intends  to  recognize 
the  gentleman  flrom  Pennsylvania,  [Mr. 
Goodling],  and  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  CLAY]  for  15  minutes 
each,  before  postponing  further  consid- 
eration of  the  bill. 

The  CHiair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  GOODLING]. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  (DOODLING.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  markup  tomorrow  on 
IDEA,  will  that  be  postponed  because 
of  the  consideration  of  H.R.  1227? 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  re- 
claiming my  time,  yes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  1227,  the  Employer 
Commuter  Flexibility  Act,  was  re- 
ported favorably  by  voice  vote  from  the 
Committee  on  Economic  and  Edu- 
cational Opportunities,  and  I  am 
pleased  that  we  are  considering  it  to- 
night. It  was  introduced  and  shep- 
herded by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Fawell]. 

It  is  a  simple,  straightforward  bill.  It 
would  clarify  the  Portal-to-Portal  Act 
to  assure  that  employees  may  use  an 
employer  provided  vehicle  to  commute 
from  the  employee's  home  to  the  job 
site  and  back  home  without  necessarily 
making  the  commuting  time  compen- 
sable under  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act.  The  Department  of  Labor  has 
issued  inconsistent  opinions,  and  em- 
ployers and  employees  are  ow  uncer- 
tain as  to  whether  such  programs, 
which  are  mutually  beneficial  to  em- 
ployers ajid  employees,  can  continue. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  4  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Faweix] 
the  author  of  the  legislation. 

Mr.  FAWELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  H.R.  1227,  the  Eto- 
ployee  Commuting  Flexibility  Act.  As 
the  primary  sponsor  of  the  legislation, 
I  want  to  take  a  moment  to  explain  the 
need  for,  and  the  effect  of  the  bill. 

H.R.  1227  would  amend  the  Portal-to- 
Portal  Act  to  clarify  that  commuting 
to  and  fi-om  work  in  employer-owned 
vehicles  is  not  an  activity  for  which  an 
employee  must  be  compensated.  The 
need  for  such  a  clarincation  arose  be- 
cause the  Department  of  Labor  issued  a 
misguided  interpretation  in  the  sum- 
mer of  1994  which  indicated  that  em- 
ployees generally  must  be  paid  for  time 
spent  commuting  between  home  and 
the  job  site  in  employer-owned  vehi- 
cles. This  is  in  contrast  to  employees 
commuting  in  their  own  vehicles  who 
are  not  paid  for  commuting  time. 

Needless  to  say.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  in- 
terpretation threatened  to  disturb  the 
longstanding  practice  in  the  petro- 
leum, construction,  and  other  service 
industries  where  employees  use  com- 
pany trucks  and  vans  for  commuting.  I 
might  add  that  the  ability  to  use  com- 
pany vehicles  is  strongly  desired  by 
employees  in  these  industries.  Al- 
though the  Department  of  Labor  subse- 
quently backed  off  somewhat  from 
their  1994  interpretation,  a  legislative 
clarification  is  necessary  to  avoid  any 
future  misinterpretation  which  could 
result  in  thousands  of  dollars  of  com- 
pensation claims  against  employers 
who  allow  employees  to  use  company 
vehicles  for  commuting  to  and  from 
work. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  spirit  of  com- 
promise, I  have  worked  very  closely 
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with  Congressman  Rob  Andrews  in  de- 
veloping the  final  language  of  H.R. 
1227.  The  bill,  which  was  reported  by 
voice  vote  from  both  subconrniittee 
and  full  committee,  includes  two  im- 
portant protections  for  employees.  The 
bill  clarifies  that  the  use  of  employer- 
owned  vehicles  by  employees  solely  for 
the  purpose  of  traveling  to  and  from 
work  will  not  constitute  a  compensable 
activity,  provided  that,  first,  the  travel 
is  within  the  normal  commuting  area 
for  the  employer's  business  or  estab- 
lishment; and  second,  the  use  of  the  ve- 
hicle is  the  choice  of  the  employee  and 
is  based  on  an  agreement  between  the 
employer  and  the  employee  or  the  rep- 
resentative of  the  employee. 

Several  of  my  coUea^ues  have  ex- 
pressed concern  that  the  legislation 
would  somehow  affect  employee  travel 
during  the  workday,  such  as  between 
job  sites.  I  waint  to  make  it  very  clear 
that  the  legislation  will  not  affect  any 
travel  performed  during  the  workday — 
it  would  stUl  be  a  compensable  activity 
imder  the  provisions  of  H.R.  1227.  Sec- 
tion 4(a)  of  the  Portal-to-Portal  Act, 
which  this  bill  amends,  applies  only  to 
activities  which  occur  prior  to  the  time 
on  any  particular  workday  at  which 
such  employee  commences,  or  subse- 
quent to  the  time  on  any  particular 
workday  at  which  he  ceases  the  prin- 
cipal activity  or  activities.  Thus,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  repeat  in  H.R.  1227 
that  the  language  only  applies  to  trav- 
el time  which  occurs  at  the  beginning 
and  end  of  the  workday. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  also  want  to  take  a 
moment  to  address  several  of  the  con- 
cerns which  will  be  expressed  by  oppo- 
nents of  the  legislation.  First,  they 
will  claim  that  H.R.  1227  was  originally 
described  as  seeking  to  do  no  more 
than  codify  the  Department  of  Labor's 
April  1995  opinion  letter.  H.R.  1227  was 
introduced  in  March  1995,  1  month  be- 
fore the  second  Department  of  Labor 
opinion  letter  was  issued,  and  is  in- 
tended to  clarify  what  has  become  a 
murky  area  of  the  law  because  of  the 
first  Department  of  Labor  opinion  let- 
ter which  was  issued  in  August  1994. 

Opponents  of  this  common  sense  bill 
will  also  argue  that  we  are  somehow 
undermining  the  rights  of  employees 
by  permitting  employers  to  force  em- 
ployees to  use  an  employer-provided 
vehicle.  Under  the  Fair  Labor  Stand- 
ards Act,  an  employee  is  not  permitted 
to  waive  their  rights,  nor  is  the  em- 
ployee's representative  allowed  to  bar- 
gain or  negotiate  away  those  rights.  If 
either  of  these  situations  were  possible, 
then  the  protections  afforded  by  the 
act  would  be  compromised. 

Hence  the  bill  makes  it  clear  that  the 
use  of  the  employer's  vehicle  is  subject 
to  an  agreement  between  the  employer 
and  the  employee  or  via  a  collective 
bargaining  agreement.  The  ability  of 
employees  to  use  the  employer's  vehi- 
cle for  traveling  back  and  forth  from 
home  to  work  is  voluntary  in  the  sense 


that  no  employee  must  accept  it.  We 
did  not,  however,  provide  that  the  em- 
ployee's use  of  the  employer's  vehicle 
could  become  a  condition  of  employ- 
ment. In  some  instances,  it  could,  de- 
pending on  the  agreement  between  the 
employer  and  employee  or  the  terms  of 
a  collective  bargaining  agreement. 

On  another  point,  H.R.  1227  states 
that  activities  which  are  merely  inci- 
dental to  the  use  of  an  employer-pro- 
vided vehicle  for  commuting  at  the  be- 
ginning and  end  of  the  workday  are  not 
considered  part  of  the  employee's  prin- 
cipal activity  or  activities  and  there- 
fore need  not  be  compensable.  We  ex- 
pect that  the  Department  of  Labor  will 
provide  guidance  in  this  area,  consist- 
ent with  the  purposes  of  H.R.  1227. 

Communication  between  the  em- 
ployee and  employer  to  receive  assign- 
ments or  instructions,  or  to  transmit 
advice  on  work  progress  or  completion, 
is  required  in  order  for  these  programs 
to  exist.  Likewise,  routine  vehicle  safe- 
ty inspections  or  other  minor  tasks 
have  long  been  considered  preliminary 
or  postliminary  activities  and  there- 
fore not  compensable.  Merely  trans- 
porting tools  or  supplies  should  not 
change  the  noncompensable  nature  of 
the  travel. 

Opponents  may  also  claim  that  the 
legislation  enables  employers  to  trans- 
fer to  employees  the  costs  of  maintain- 
ing the  employer's  vehicle.  It  is  our  in- 
tent that  the  employee  incur  no  out-of- 
pocket  or  direct  cost  for  driving,  park- 
ing, or  otherwise  maintaining  the  em- 
ployer's vehicle  in  connection  with 
commuting  in  employer-provided  vehi- 
cles. However,  the  employer  shall  not 
be  responsible  for  vmrelated  expenses, 
such  as  an  employee's  tax  liability 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  which  may  result  from 
the  employee's  personal  use  of  the  em- 
ployer's vehicle  or  for  traffic  violations 
resulting  from  the  improper  operation 
of  the  vehicle  by  the  employee. 

Mr.  Speaker,  without  belaboring  the 
point,  suffice  to  say  the  Employee 
Commuting  Flexibility  Act  is  a  com- 
monsense  reform  that  I  expect  will  re- 
ceive broad  support.  In  99  out  of  100 
cases,  employees  enjoy  the  use  of  com- 
pany vehicles  to  commute  to  and  from 
their  homes,  as  they  have  for  many 
years,  and  have  found  it  to  be  a  con- 
venient benefit  that  gives  them  great 
freedom  in  scheduling  their  workday. 
Employers  too  have  appreciated  the 
flexibility  it  gives  them  in  scheduling 
work  or  deliveries  for  their  customers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  many  to 
thank  who  have  had  a  hand  in  ensuring 
the  success  of  this  legislation,  and 
would  particularly  like  to  thank  Chair- 
man GooDLiNG  for  his  support  as  this 
bill  moved  through  the  conmiittee 
process;  Congressman  Cass  Ballenger, 
the  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Workforce  Protections,  for  hard  work 
in  moving  the  bill  forward;  and  Con- 
gressman Rob  Andrews  for  his  long- 


time interest  in  this  issue  and  for  his 
cooperation  and  input  in  working  to 
arrive  at  this  compromise. 

The  only  way  to  permanently  protect 
businesses  and  their  employees  from  a 
misreading  of  the  law  is  to  clarify  the 
statute  to  prevent  any  further  confu- 
sion on  this  issue.  H.R.  1227  will  allow 
employers  and  employees  to  continue 
to  enjoy  the  mutual  benefits  which  re- 
sult from  the  use  of  employer-provided 
vehicles  for  commuting.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  this  commonsense 
reform  legislation. 

D  2030 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self 2  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  our  Nation  is  under- 
going tremendous  economic  change. 
We  are  moving  into  an  aige  of  great 
global  trade  and  technological  ad- 
vancement, yet  until  today,  the  104th 
Congress,  a  Republican-led  Congress, 
has  refused  to  deal  with  the  most  basic 
challenge  we  face,  making  sure  that 
low-wage  workers  are  not  left  behind  in 
this  new  ever-expanding  and  ever- 
changing  economy. 

In  1993  and  1994,  President  Clinton 
and  the  Democratic  Congress  worked 
hard  to  give  working  people  a  tax 
break  through  the  earned  income  tax 
credit.  This  was  a  downpayment  on  our 
commitment  to  the  principle  that  no 
one  who  works  full  time  should  live  in 
poverty.  The  time  ha+s  now  come  to 
pay  the  second  installment  on  that 
commitment;  to  ensure  that  the  mini- 
mum wage  is  a  livable  wa^e. 

The  last  time  Congress  voted  to  in- 
crease the  minlmvmi  wage  was  in  1989. 
Among  the  Republicans  voting  for  the 
increase  were  the  Speaker  and  the  soon 
to  be  former  majority  leader  in  the 
Senate.  Since  1989,  the  purchasing 
power  of  the  minimum  wage  has  de- 
clined to  its  lowest  level  in  40  years. 
The  overwhelming  majority  of  Ameri- 
cans, Mr.  Speaker,  support  the  Presi- 
dent's call  to  increase  the  Federal  min- 
imum wage  above  its  current  rate  of 
$4.25  an  hour. 

My  Republican  colleagues  are 
trapped  on  the  wrong  side  of  this  issue. 
They  are  paralyzed  by  their  own  politi- 
cal and  philosophical  contradictions. 
The  very  same  Republicans  who  call 
for  drastic  reductions  in  assistance  to 
the  working  poor  refuse  to  increase  the 
minimum  wage.  Now  that  the  Repub- 
lican leadership  can  no  longer  resist 
the  tide  demanding  a  minimum  wage 
increase,  it  has  devised  a  political 
strategy  to  poison  the  water. 

If  this  House  adopts  the  minimum 
wage  amendment,  as  we  should,  we  will 
then  face  amendments  endorsed  by  the 
Republican  leadership  that  will  deny 
the  minimum  wage  to  as  many  as  10 
million  Americans.  If  the  Groodling 
small  business  exemption  passes,  we 
will  see  the  proliferation  of  sweatshops 
and  the  exploitation  of  farmworkers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  my  colleagues  to 
reject  this  Goodling  amendment. 
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Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thought  we  were  on  portal  to  portal. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina,  [Mr. 
Ballenger]. 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
speaking  on  portal  to  portal,  and  today 
I  rise  in  strong  support  of  the  Em- 
ployee Commuting  Flexibility  Act, 
which  will  allow  employees  to  continue 
to  use  company  vehicles  for  commut- 
ing. This  has  been  a  common  practice 
throughout  many  service  industries, 
where  employees  can  use  company  ve- 
hicles to  commute  between  their 
homes  and  the  job  site. 

In  August  of  1994,  the  Department  of 
Labor  took  a  position  which  penalized 
employers  and  employees  who  had 
worked  out  arrangements  concerning 
the  use  of  company  vehicles.  While  the 
Department  later  backed  away  from 
that  position,  many  employers  are  le- 
gitinnately  concerned  about  continuing 
to  allow  their  employees  to  use  com- 
pany-provided vehicles  for  conmiuting. 
Given  that  the  Department  has  had 
two  varying  positions  on  this  issue 
within  a  relatively  short  period  of 
time,  the  Employee  Commuting  Flexi- 
bility Act  provides  much-needed  clari- 
fication on  the  intention  of  the  law 
concerning  employee  use  of  such  vehi- 
cles. 

If  employees  must  be  paid  for  the 
time  that  they  spend  commuting  to 
and  from  work  each  day,  employers 
will  be  forced  to  eliminate  these  pro- 
grams. Employees  will  then  have  to 
conmiute  to  work  in  their  own  personal 
vehicles.  Not  only  will  this  be  incon- 
venient for  both  i)arties,  but  for  many 
employees  it  may  mean  the  added  fi- 
nancial burden  of  having  to  fuel,  in- 
sure, and  maintain  their  own  vehicle 
for  commuting. 

The  Employee  Commuting  Flexibil- 
ity Act  will  allow  employers  and  em- 
ployees to  continue  with  such  mutu- 
ally beneficial  arrangements,  so  long 
as  the  arrangement  meets  certain  con- 
ditions. First,  the  use  of  the  vehicle 
would  be  subject  to  an  agreement  be- 
tween the  employee  and  the  employer. 
Second,  the  vehicle  must  be  used  for 
travel  within  the  normal  commuting 
area  for  the  employer's  business  or  es- 
tablishment. 

The  clarification  provided  by  this 
legislation  will  enable  employers  and 
employees  to  continue  with  arrange- 
ments which  meet  these  conditions. 
The  employee  receives  the  benefit  of 
transportation  and  the  company  re- 
ceives the  benefit  of  the  employee 
being  able  to  go  dfrectly  to  the  job  site. 
Employees  will  not  be  exploited  and 
the  company  will  not  be  imduly  bur- 
dened with  expense.  This  is  common- 
sense  legislation  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  the  bill. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia, [Mr.  MILLER]. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  reason  we  are  here  today 
is  because  Americans  working  at  the 


minimum  wage  need  a  raise.  This  is 
where  they  would  be  if  the  minimum 
wage  were  indexed  for  inflation;  and, 
unfortunately,  because  it  has  not  been 
raised,  this  is  where  American  workers 
are  today.  They  are  back  at  a  point 
where  the  minimimi  wage  was  many, 
many  years  ago  in  terms  of  its  pur- 
chasing power. 

Finally,  after  months  of  struggle,  we 
have  persuaded  the  Republican  leader- 
ship to  bring  the  minimum  wage  to  the 
floor  of  the  House  and  they  have  fi- 
nally agreed  to  do  that.  But  only  last 
night  did  we  discover,  as  they  seek  to 
bring  the  minimum  wage  to  the  House 
for  a  vote,  that  they  also  will  make  in 
order  amendments  that  will  take  away 
the  benefits  of  the  minimum  wage  and 
repeal  the  benefits  of  the  minimum 
wage  for  up  to  10  million  working 
Americans  in  this  country  who  today 
work  in  some  of  the  toughest  occupa- 
tions. 

These  are  the  people  who  work  in  the 
fields  that  bring  the  food  to  our  table. 
These  are  the  people  who  wait  on  us 
when  we  go  to  dinner,  when  we  go  out 
to  breakfast  and  when  we  go  to  lunch, 
who  work  long  hours.  These  are  the 
people  who  work  in  sweatshops  making 
our  garments. 

These  are  the  people  who  will  find, 
because  of  the  nature  of  their  employ- 
ment, that  they  must  move  from  job  to 
job  all  of  the  time  as  the  tasks  change. 
They  do  not  lack  skills,  they  do  not 
lack  the  ability  or  the  desire  to  work, 
what  they  lack  is  the  protection  of  the 
minimum  wage  if  the  Goodling  amend- 
ment passes. 

So  while  we  see  the  Republicans  try- 
ing to  pretend  they  are  offering  the 
minimum  wage,  what  we  see,  in  fact,  is 
they  have  structured  the  debate,  they 
have  structured  the  rule,  and  they  have 
structured  the  amendments  to  this  bill 
so  that,  in  fact,  they  will  try  to  un- 
cover tens  of  millions  of  Americans 
from  the  opportunity  to  earn  a  mini- 
mum wage. 

These  are  Americans  who  have  cho- 
sen to  go  to  work,  who  go  to  work 
every  day,  who  end  up  at  the  end  of  the 
year  poor,  who  end  up  at  the  end  of  the 
year  eligible  for  food  stamps,  who  end 
up  at  the  end  of  the  year  eligible  for 
housing,  who  end  up  at  the  end  of  the 
year  eligible  for  the  earned  income  tax 
credit.  Why?  Because  through  their 
labor  they  cannot  earn  a  living  wage. 
And  now  the  Republicans  seek  to  take 
that  benefit  away  from  up  to  10  million 
Americans. 

These  are  women  who  are  working 
hard  to  support  thefr  families,  these 
are  single  parents  who  are  working 
hard  to  support  their  families,  these 
are  students  working  while  they  are  in 
school,  while  they  are  in  high  school 
and  while  in  college,  working  20.  30 
hours  a  week.  And  the  Republicans 
would  deny  them  the  benefits  of  the 
minimum  wage.  They  would  do  it  clev- 
erly. They  would  do  it  cleverly  by  roll- 


ing back  the  benefits  and  the  guaran- 
ties they  have  today  that  when  they  go 
to  work  they  would  get  the  minimum 
wage. 

The  Goodling  amendment  must  be  re- 
jected. We  must  have  a  clean  up-or- 
down  vote  on  the  minimum  wage.  It 
must  be  increased.  These  hard-working 
Americans  who  have  chosen  work  over 
welfare  are  entitled  to  the  benefits  of 
their  labor.  We  should  no  longer  con- 
tinue to  subsidize  those  employers  who 
simply  choose  not  to  pay  the  minimum 
wage. 

We  just  voted  on  an  amendment  that 
was  to  take  care  of  the  increased  cost, 
if  there  are  any,  to  paying  the  mini- 
mum wage  for  smadl  businesses.  Those 
were  the  tax  breaks  that  this  House 
just  overwhelmingly  passed.  But  now 
what  are  they  doing?  Now  they  are  try- 
ing to  provide  low-income  labor  to 
those  very  same  employers.  We  should 
reject  the  Goodling  amendment. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

The  first  statement  I  would  like  to 
make  is  that  there  were  2  years  under 
the  President's  leadership  when  had  a 
majority  in  the  House  and  the  Senate 
that  he  only  mentioned  the  minimum 
wage  during  that  entire  time  either  in 
committee  or  by  saying  that  raising 
the  minimum  wage  does  not  help  the 
working  poor.  So  I  want  to  make  that 
clear. 

Second  thing  I  want  to  make  clear  is, 
the  $500,000  exemption  has  been  some- 
thing that  has  been  a  bipartisan  effort 
for  a  long,  long  time.  We  have  mini- 
mum wage  exemptions.  We  have  ex- 
emptions for  small  businesses  in  prac- 
tically every  piece  of  legislation, 
whether  it  is  civil  rights,  whatever  it 
may  be.  Those  exemptions  are  in  there. 

And  I  would  point  out  again  that  Mr. 
Espy  offered  almost  the  same  piece  leg- 
islation. It  was  cosponsored  by  60 
Democrats  and  90  Republicans,  some 
sitting  in  the  audience  right  now  who 
cosponsored  it.  I  improved  on  it  in 
making  very,  very  sure,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  that  it  would  not  be  retroactive; 
that  we  could  not  take  money  from 
those  who  presently  had  the  money  and 
are  making  those  kind  of  wages.  So  I 
want  to  make  very  clear  at  this  point. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  30 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Miller]. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  what  should  be  made  very 
clear  is  that  after  years  of  expanding 
the  coverage  of  the  minimum  wage  to 
hard  working  Americans  in  agriculture 
and  sweatshops  and  other  emplo3rment, 
what  in  fact  we  are  now  doing  is  rolling 
back  and  repealing  the  benefits  of  the 
minimum  wage. 

So  the  gentleman  is  the  first  author 
of  a  minimum  wage  bill  that  is  rolling 
back  the  benefits  to  people  who  are 
currently  covered.  All  they  have  to  do 
now  is  change  thefr  job  and  they  lose 
the  benefits  of  the  minimum  wage 
under  his  chairmanship. 
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So  the  hallmark  of  this  Republican 
Congress  is  they  are  uncovering  hard 
worMng  Americans  who  currently  earn 
the  minimum  wage  from  the  coverage 
of  the  minimum  wage  protection. 

Mr.  DOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Kansas  [Mrs.  MEYERS]. 

Mrs.  MEYERS  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, H.R.  1227  amends  the  Portal-to-Por- 
tal  Act  to  allow  employees  to  use  com- 
pany vehicles  for  traveling  back  and 
forth  to  work.  It  is  a  simple  bill,  and 
frankly,  addresses  an  issue  which  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  should 
not  have  to  be  involved  in.  Unfortu- 
nately, the  Congress  is  increasingly 
forced  to  become  involved  in  activities 
which  historically  have  been  left  to 
employers  and  employees  to  decide. 
Misguided  and  confusing  interpreta- 
tions of  current  law  issued  by  the  De- 
partment of  Labor  have  made  this  nec- 
essary. 

Many  industries  throughout  the 
country  provide  company  vehicles  to 
employees  for  use  during  working 
hours,  and  allow  the  employee  to  use 
the  vehicle  to  commute  to  and  from 
work.  This  longstanding  practice  was 
threatened  in  1994  when  the  Depart- 
ment of  Labor  decided  that  employees 
generally  must  be  paid  for  the  time 
spent  commuting  between  home  and 
the  jobsite  in  employer-owned  vehicles. 
Prior  to  this  action,  the  long-settled 
rule  under  the  Portal-to-Portal  Act 
had  been  that  commuting  time,  wheth- 
er in  a  personal  or  company  vehicle, 
was  not  counted  as  hours  worked.  So, 
for  many  years,  this  was  a  nonissue. 
But  after  the  Department's  action — 
which  it  later  rescinded  and  replaced 
with  another  opinion— confusion  and 
lawsuits  reign,  and  employees  lose. 

Employees  benefit  by  using  a  com- 
pany vehicle  to  commute  to  and  from 
work.  It  not  only  saves  them  time,  but 
saves  wear  and  tear  on  their  own  car, 
or  allows  another  family  member  use 
of  the  car.  Employees  did  not,  and  still 
do  not,  expect  to  be  paid  for  driving 
back  and  forth  to  work. 

This  bill  ensures  that  employers  who 
use  company  vehicles  to  commute  to 
and  from  work  are  not  "on  the  clock" 
so  long  as  there  is  an  agreement  be- 
tween the  employer  and  the  employee, 
and  the  commute  is  within  a  normal 
commuting  distance.  I  urge  all  of  my 
colleagues  to  support  this  common- 
sense  measure. 

D  2045 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  Mr.  [Owens]. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  Em- 
ployee Commuting  Act  is  a  cheap  de- 
vice being  utilized  to  sabotage  the  ef- 
fort to  increase  the  minimum  wage  by 
90  cents  over  a  2-year  period.  This  Em- 
ployee Commuting  Act  is  one  more  at- 
tack on  American  working  families. 
This  is  guerrilla  warfare.  It  is  an  am- 


bush of  the  workers.  This  bill  forces 
workers  to  do  work  for  which  they  are 
not  paid.  This  bill  allows  employers  to 
coerce  employees  into  agreements  to 
work  without  getting  paid. 

The  number  of  workers  who  drive  ve- 
hicles to  and  fix)m  work  that  are  owned 
by  the  company  may  be  relatively 
small,  but  the  principle  here,  the  prin- 
ciple at  stake  here  is  monumental 
when  you  consider  the  implications  of 
forcing  people  to  work  without  getting 
paid. 

This  act  pilfers  the  wages  of  workers. 
This  is  a  mandate  for  picking  the  pock- 
ets of  defenseless  workers. 

Against  this  petty  thievery.  Demo- 
crats must  rise  again  to  defend  Amer- 
ican working  families.  For  some  rea- 
son, during  this  whole  year,  the  Repub- 
licans have  waged  an  onslaught  on 
working  families.  They  have  attacked 
OSHA  for  the  safety  of  workers.  They 
have  tried  to  establish  teams  that 
would  replace  unions.  They  have  at- 
tacked the  National  Labor  Relations 
Board.  They  have  attacked  Davis- 
Bacon. 

For  some  reason  the  Republicans  are 
determined  to  wipe  out  the  gains  that 
workers  have  made  over  the  last  50 
years.  This  is  just  one  of  many  attacks. 
But  this  is  a  side  attack,  a  guerrilla  at- 
tack to  pick  the  pockets.  It  is  very 
petty  but  it  is  very  damaging  in  terms 
of  the  precedent  that  it  sets.  If  you  let 
employers  get  away  with  forcing  work- 
ers to  work  without  getting  paid  on 
this  occasion,  on  this  particular  set  of 
circumstances,  then  you  will  do  it 
again  and  again. 

The  minimum  wage  is  what  they 
really  want  to  get.  They  want  to  cloud 
the  issue,  confuse  the  American  public. 
A  mere  90  cents  increase  in  the  mini- 
mum wage  over  a  2-year  period,  that  is 
what  is  at  stake  here.  The  Republicans 
want  to  declare  war  on  working  fami- 
lies, in  this  case  when  it  does  not  even 
involve  the  budget  of  the  Government. 

The  Government  will  not  be  out  one 
penny  as  a  result  of  increasing  the 
minimum  wage.  The  minimum  wage 
increase  will  not  lead  to  a  decrease  in 
the  number  of  jobs.  The  minimum  wage 
has  been  increased  in  the  State  of  New 
Jersey,  and  their  industry  has  gone  for- 
ward. They  have  more  employment 
than  ever  before.  They  are  prospering 
from  the  fact  that  they  paying  higher 
wages.  Just  as  Social  Security  did  not 
destroy  the  economy,  just  as  the  cre- 
ation of  the  minimum  wage  bill,  mini- 
mum wage  act  in  the  first  place  did  not 
destroy  the  economy,  just  as  all  of  the 
other  benefits  that  workers  have  come 
to  enjoy  have  not  destroyed  the  econ- 
omy but  instead  created  a  consumer 
class,  a  working  class  unlike  anywhere 
else  in  the  world,  that  has  made  our 
Nation  prosper,  the  minimum  wage 
will  not  hurt  the  economy. 

The  minimum  wage  will  help  work- 
ing people  on  the  bottom  who  very 
much  need  a  raise.  Minimum  wage  will 


help  those  people  that  you  are  throw- 
ing off  welfare  into  work  because  they 
will  have  an  opportunity  to  work  for  a 
decent  wage. 

America  needs  a  raise  and  it  needs  it 
right  now.  We  do  not  need  these  kinds 
of  actions.  The  portal  to  portal  bill 
takes  wages  out  of  the  pockets  of 
workers.  I  urge  Members  to  reject  this 
Employee  Flexibility  Act. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Geor- 
gia [Ms.  McKlNNEY]. 

Ms.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take 
this  opportunity  tonight  to  oppose  the 
Gingrich-Groodling  amendment.  I  sup- 
pose we  should  have  expected  that  the 
Republican  leader .  hip  would  not  allow 
a  vote  to  increase  the  minimum  wage 
without  first  giving  away  the  farm. 
The  Gingrich-Goodling  amendment, 
Mr.  Speaker,  would  deny  nearly  10  mil- 
lion American  workers  the  right  to 
earn  the  minimum  wage  and  overtime 
pay,  even  though  these  workers  have 
those  rights  today.  Only  in  a  Repub- 
lican controlled  Congress  would  we 
vote  to  increase  the  minimum  wage  1 
minute,  then  make  10  million  workers 
ineligible  for  it  in  the  next  minute. 

This  amendment,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  lit- 
tle more  than  a  cruel  and  cynical  joke 
made  at  the  expense  of  millions  of 
working  families.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
who  supiKjrt  the  minimum  wage  in- 
crease to  oppose  this  antiworker 
amendment.  From  folks  who  oppose 
even  the  concept  of  a  minimum  wage, 
we  really  should  not  expect  any  better. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  flrom  1  --.s 
[Mr.  Gene  Green]. 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  .  jt. 
Speaker,  our  chairman  is  correct  that 
we  are  debating  H.R.  1227.  That  is  the 
vehicle  that  is  being  used  tonight  and 
tomorrow  to  debate  the  minimum  wage 
increase.  After  months  of  blocking 
Democratic  attempts  to  vote  on  raising 
the  minimum  wage.  Republicans  have 
finally  allowed  a  vote  on  the  issue.  But 
this  move  is  not  really  intended  to  help 
those  hard-working  Americans.  Repub- 
licans will  attach  this  minimum  wage 
increase  to  a  proposal  that  is  nothing 
but  an  attempt  to  satisfy  special  inter- 
est groups  who  join  them  in  the 
months-long  battle  against  raising  the 
minimum  wage. 

The  80  percent  of  the  American  peo- 
ple who  support  a  minimum  wage  need 
to  know  that  the  legislative  vehicle 
that  is  being  used  today  will  exempt 
millions  of  hard-working  people  from 
the  minimum  wage  and  overtime  pay. 
That  is  right,  over  10  million  i)eople 
will  not  be  eligible  for  a  minimum 
wage  increase.  This  is  the  Washington 
way  of  giving  it  to  you  with  one  hand 
and  taking  it  away  with  the  other. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  obvious  that  the 
Republicans  really  have  no  interest  in 
providing  working  Americans  the  op- 
portunity of  a  living  wage.  We  should 
not  allow  this  sham,  this  gimmick,  this 
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fraud  on  these  lowest  paid  hard-work- 
ing American  workers.  Republicans  do 
not  care  that  the  minimum  wage  has 
been  on  a  fairly  steady  decline  for  the 
past  15  years.  Today  the  minimum 
wage  has  fallen  45  cents  in  real  value 
since  the  last  increase  in  1991.  Five 
years  ago  there  was  the  last  minimum 
wage  increase,  and  yet  we  have  not 
seen  an  increase,  and  now  we  see  this 
sham  tonight. 

Americans  know  that  the  real  fami- 
lies exist  on  the  minimum  wage.  It  is 
hard  to  get  by,  when  working  full  time 
does  not  even  put  enough  money  to 
stay  off  welfare.  You  have  to  earn 
money  in  your  pocketbook  to  put  food 
on  the  table.  That  is  why  Americans,  80 
percent  support  an  increase  in  the  min- 
imum wage.  Republicans  have  a  golden 
opportunity  to  give  these  hard-working 
Americans  a  clean  minimimi  wage  in- 
crease, but  not  if  we  adopt  the  Good- 
ling  amendment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope  that  we  will  have 
a  clean  minimum  wage  increase  that 
will  give  these  hard-working  people  an 
increase  without  exempting  10  million 
people  from  the  minimum  wage  and 
also  from  the  overtime  protections 
that  they  have  now. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Indi- 
ana [Mr.  MCINTOSH]. 

Mr.  Mcintosh.  Mr.  speaker,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  effort  to  mandate 
a  raise  of  the  minimvun  wage  because  I 
think  this  effort,  although  it  appears 
to  be  well-intended,  ignores  what  I 
refer  to  as  the  victims  of  minimum 
wage  folly.  In  my  subcommittee,  we 
held  hearings  last  week  in  which  we 
heard  from  experts,  economists  and 
real  people  who  will  be  living  with  this 
law.  I  will  insert  the  testimony  into 
the  Record. 

Let  me  introduce  you  to  two  of  the 
victims  of  this  minimum  wage  folly. 
One  of  them  is  a  woman  named  Melody 
Rane  and  her  family.  They  have  a  fam- 
ily-owned Burger  King  in  Eureka,  CA. 
She  will  have  to  let  off  four  full-time 
workers  and  eight  part-time  workers  if 
we  mandate  an  increase  in  the  mini- 
mum wage. 

Most  of  her  workers  do  not  stay  on 
minimum  wage.  They  come  in  un- 
trained. They  start  at  minimum  wage. 
And  within  6  months  are  making  much, 
much  more  than  minimum  wage.  But 
because  of  our  mandate,  she  will  have 
to  reduce  her  emplosrment,  have  fewer 
opportunities  for  some  of  the  most  vul- 
nerable members  of  our  society. 

A  second  such  person  is  at  the  far 
end,  his  name  is  Don  Baisch.  Don  is 
pictured  with  his  daughter  Maya. 
Three  years  ago  Don  was  on  welfare. 
He  did  not  have  a  job.  Melody  gave  him 
his  first  job  at  her  Burger  King.  He 
started  out  on  minimum  wage.  Now  3 
years  later,  Don  is  a  working  dad,  sup- 
porting his  daughter  Maya  as  a  man- 
ager in  Melody's  store. 

He  came  and  said: 
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Mr.  Congressman,  please  do  not  raise  the 
minimum  wage  because  there  are  going  to  be 
future  people  just  like  me  who  will  not  have 
a  chance  to  get  ofT  welfare.  You  think  you 
may  be  doing  the  right  thing,  but  for  them  it 
is  wrong,  and  it  will  hurt  them  and  deprive 
them  of  a  chance  to  have  a  job. 

We  need  to  do  what  is  right  for  work- 
ing men  and  women.  Tomorrow  I  will 
discuss  a  better  way,  a  minimum  wage 
tax  cut.  Unfortunately,  we  cannot  vote 
on  it,  but  let  us  not  harm  these  people. 
Mr.     Speaker,     I    include     for     the 
Record  the  following  information: 
Testimony  Before  the  SuscoMMnTEE  on 
National  Economic  Growth,  Natural  Re- 
sources, AND  Regulatory  affairs— Tues- 
day. May  14, 1996 
statement  of  melody  rane.  burger  king 

franchise 
Good  morning.  My  name  is  Melody  Rane 
and  I  ajn  the  mother  of  four  children  and,  to- 
gether with  my  husband.  Jay.  am  the  owner 
of  two  Burger  King  restaurants  in  Eureka 
and  McKinleyville,  California.  I'd  like  to 
thank  the  Subconamittee  for  the  opportunity 
to  express,  as  a  small  business  person,  bow 
the  proposed  increase  in  the  minimum  wage 
would  affect  our  business  and,  most  impor- 
tantly, the  young  people  we  employ. 

I  have  provided  the  Subcommittee  with  a 
written  calculation  of  what  the  actual  cost 
of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase 
would  be  to  our  business.  As  you  can  see,  our 
labor  costs  would  increase  by  over  SIOO.000.00 
per  year.  This  is  more  than  we  took  together 
as  a  salary  from  our  business  last  year,  be- 
fore taxes.  Clearly,  we  simply  could  not  ab- 
sorb this  loss,  so  would  be  faced  with  the  fol- 
lowing choices:  1)  increase  our  prices  (which 
would  be  against  our  better  judgment,  since 
reducing  our  Whopper  to  S.99  and  selling 
meal  combos  three  years  ago  has  increased 
our  sales  by  30%  and  our  profits  by  15%);  2) 
lay  off  employees;  or  3)  increase  prices  mod- 
erately, so  we  can  retain  business,  while  lay- 
ing off  employees.  The  logical  choice,  and 
the  one  we  would  plan  on  executing,  is  the 
third.  My  guess  is  that  most  business  owners 
would  do  the  same,  which  would  cause  infla- 
tion—and then  what  good  have  we  done  any- 
one? 

My  biggest  concern — and  the  reason  I  am 
here  today— is  the  jobs  for  our  youth.  As  a 
mother  of  three  teenage  sons,  I  think  it  is 
very  important  for  these  young  people  to  ex- 
perience working  at  a  job  where  they  can 
learn  the  importance  of  being  productive 
members  of  our  society.  As  you  can  see  from 
my  calculation,  a  lot  of  jobs  would  be  lost 
from  a  minimum  wage  increase,  just  in  our 
franchise  alone.  Our  solution  will  be  to  raise 
prices  for  half  of  the  increase  and  lay  off 
workers  for  the  other  half.  I  will  have  to  lay 
off  a  total  of  4  full  time  workers  or  8  part 
time  workers.  There  are  about  6,000  fTan- 
chised  Burger  King  restaurants  in  the  United 
States,  which  would  equate  to  an  estimated 
24.000  full  time  jobs  or  48.000  part  time  jobs. 
We  would  be  forced  to  layoff  teenagers  most- 
ly, as  they  are  almost  always  inexperienced 
and  require  more  of  the  Manager's  time  to 
teach  them  good  work  ethics.  Only  the  most 
productive  and  hard  working  people  would 
survive  the  cut.  because  we  would  have  to 
give  the  same  service  with  less  people. 

When  we  first  started  our  business  15  years 
ago,  it  took  16  to  18  people  to  work  a  busy 
Saturday  lunch  rush.  Now,  we  use  12  to  14. 
With  the  last  minimmn  wage  increase,  we 
went  to  self-service  drinks.  There  Is  no 
avoiding  the  fact  that  a  further  minimum 
wage  increase  would  mean  even  fewer  job  op- 
portunities in  our  restaurants. 


My  point  is  that  the  minimum  wage  may 
be  $4.25,  but  it  is  only  a  starting  wage.  My 
average  hourly  rate  is  J5.10  per  hour  today, 
and  my  fellow  franchisees  around  the  coun- 
try also  have  comparable  average  wages, 
some  much  higher.  Why  not  leave  what's 
working  alone  and  let  the  market  drive  the 
wages?  A  large  number  of  the  franchisees 
can't  even  get  employees  to  come  and  work 
for  S6.00  an  hour,  because  often  we  are  com- 
peting with  the  welfare  system.  What  incen- 
tive does  a  person  have  to  work  a  minimum 
wage  job.  whether  it  is  at  S4.25  an  hour  or 
$5.25  an  hour,  if  they  can  make  two  or  three 
times  as  much  on  welfare  and  not  work  at 
all? 

I  have  asked  an  employee  of  ours  to  join 
me  here  and  tell  you  his  story.  He  was  on 
welfare,  when  he  started  working  for  us  at 
the  minimum  wage.  Now.  he's  a  Manager  for 
us  making  almost  $20,000  a  year.  How  many 
people  will  not  get  the  opportunity  he  did  if 
jobs  are  cut?  Lrf  fact,  every  one  of  our  man- 
agers started  with  us  as  an  hourly  employee 
with  no  experience  making  the  minimum 
wage.  Who  stays  at  the  minimum  wage  all 
their  life? 

It  upsets  us  to  see  the  media  and  others 
portraying  small  business  owners  as  heart- 
less people  who  care  nothing  about  employ- 
ees. I  am  very  proud  of  the  hundreds  of 
young  people  who  have  worked  for  us 
through  the  years  that  go  on  and  get  bigger 
and  better  jobs.  The  real  satisfaction  we  get 
is  when  they  come  back  and  thank  us  for  the 
lessons  we  taught  them  about  working,  and 
how  we  made  a  difference  in  their  lives. 

In  closing,  I  would  just  like  to  say  that  our 
industry  serves  a  valuable  purpose— we  are 
the  first  rung  on  the  ladder  for  many  work- 
ers. We  take  pride  in  seeing  them  progress  to 
the  next,  and  the  next,  whether  it  be  with  us 
or  with  someone  else. 

Thank  you. 

statement  of  don  baisch,  manager,  EXniEKA 
burger  king  RESTAtntANT 

I  was  hired  to  work  at  the  Eureka  Burger 
King  in  May  of  1993. 1  started  at  $4.25  an  hour 
and  after  a  few  weeks  I  had  proven  myself  to 
the  management  and  was  given  a  $.50  raise. 
Because  of  a  rocky  relationship  with  my 
wife,  I  quit  and  was  rehired  a  few  times,  but 
when  I  found  out  that  we  were  going  to  have 
a  baby,  I  started  getting  serious  about  my 
job. 

The  manager  wanted  me  to  work  more 
hours,  but  because  I  was  on  welfare  and  re- 
ceiving financial  assistance,  my  case  worker 
told  me  that  until  the  baby  was  bom  I  could 
only  work  25  hours  a  week  or  I  would  lose 
some  of  my  benefits.  After  my  daughter  was 
bom  in  March  of  1994,  I  was  allowed  to  work 
full  time  and  I  accepted  a  promotion  to  Crew 
Leader,  starting  at  $5.25  an  hour.  A  Crew 
Leader  helps  the  manager  on  duty  by  mak- 
ing sure  all  tbd  food  prep  is  done,  the  breaks 
are  all  given  out  and  that  all  cleaning  list 
and  check  lists  are  done. 

About  8  months  after  1  became  a  Crew 
Leader  I  was  offered  an  Assistant  Manager 
job.  I  talked  to  my  case  worker  to  see  what 
benefits  I  would  lose,  and  she  said  that  we 
would  lose  all  of  our  benefits.  Furthermore, 
she  said  that  if  the  job  didn't  work  out,  we 
would  have  to  reapply  for  all  of  our  benefits 
again,  which  could  take  months.  That  did  it 
for  my  wife— she  refused  to  let  me  take  the 
job.  A  few  months  later,  in  March  of  1995.  my 
wife  and  I  split  up  and  the  Assistant  Man- 
ager job  was  offered  to  me  again.  This  time 
I  took  it. 

Jay  and  Melody  had  to  start  me  out  at 
$1400.00  a  month  (this  was  $200.00  more  a 
month  than  they  normally  started  inexperi- 
enced managers)  just  to  match  my  Crew 
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Leader  pay  and  wbat  I  was  receiving  trom 
welfare.  The  welfare  system,  at  least  in 
Humboldt  Coonty,  discoora^s  you  from 
tying  to  gret  ahead.  In  fact,  it  discourages 
couples  from  getting-  married,  because  you 
can  get  more  benefits  if  you  are  single,  and 
the  case  workers  tell  you  that.  There  needs 
to  be  a  better  way.  They  should  gradually 
take  it  away,  until  you  are  finally  on  your 
own. 

Jay  and  Melody,  the  managers  and  co- 
workers at  Burger  King  believed  in  me  and 
saw  what  I  could  not  see  anjrmore  in  myself, 
and  I  am  very  thankful  for  their  help. 
Thanks  to  a  minimum  wage  job  opportunity, 
I  am  completely  off  of  welfare  now,  and  1 
have  a  self-esteem  and  pride  again.  I  hope 
you  think  carefully  about  increasing  the 
minimum  wage,  because  it  will  provide  less 
opportunities  for  people  like  me  to  turn 
their  lives  around. 

APRIL  1-30  PAYROLLS 

(1  Hi(h  Vblunw  Stm.  1  kitngt  Wunw  Store) 


Houre  (al 

Grass 

HourtyPay 

IW 

A«t  Hourly 
Watt 

(iKa) 

E«rela  

Md(iiHq«iHe< 

4^76 
.- 3314 

$21,787 
ili22t 

U.09 
W.89 

>  The  IfcKRiefntle  store  has  a  town  average  hourly  m|e  decause  it  just 
opened  lo  Oct  o(  9S.  As  ttie  emotofecs  (am  apenence  and  get  nxire  raises 
tna  nuinlier  will  caldi  op  with  tiK  Eureka  stoit. 

After  a  minimum  wage  increase  of  SI  .00  per 
hour 

Eureka— 4.276  hrsxS6.09=S26,041  an  increase 
ofS4.2S4.00amo. 

McKinleyvllle— 3.314  hrsx$5.89=$19,519  an 
increase  of  S3.291.00  a  mo. 

Total  Payroll  Increase  for  the 
month=S7,545.00. 

Wage  Increasexl2=S90,540. 

Added  Employer  FICA=$6.926  (7.65%). 

Added  Workers  Comp=$3,395  (3.75%). 

Total  W/Added  Taxes  S100,861  and  Insur- 
ance. 

QUESTIONS  FOR  >t£LODY  RANE 

1.  Roughly,  how  many  people  have  you 
given  a  start  with  a  minimum  wage  job? 

2.  What  do  you  think  will  happen  to  those 
employees  you  will  have  to  lay  off  if  there  is 
a  minimum  wage  increase? 

3.  Do  you  expect  other  fast  food  chains 
around  the  country  will  have  to  do  the  same? 
[If  so,  your  estimate  that  24,000  fUU  time  em- 
ployees or  48.000  part  time  employees  will  be 
laid  off  in  Burger  King  restaurants  can  be 
mviltiplied  many  times  for  a  grand  total  job 
loss  in  the  fast  food  industry.] 

QUESTIONS  FOR  DON  BAISCH 

1.  Have  you  ever  regretted  taking  your  job 
at  Burger  King  and  getting  off  welfare  bene- 
fits? 

2.  Do  you  believe  welfare  case  workers  dis- 
courage others  trom  taking  jobs  so  they  can 
keep  their  benefits,  like  they  did  for  you? 

3.  Do  you  believe  that  minimum  wage  jobs 
offer  other  people  the  same  opportunities  for 
success  that  your  job  at  Burger  King  offered 
you? 

[From  the  Wall  Street  Journal,  Apr.  16, 1996] 

The  MnnnTOM  Wage  Trap 

(By  Bruce  Bartlett) 

President  Clinton  is  asking  Ck>ngress  to 
raise  the  minimum  wage  by  90  cents  over 
two  years  to  $5.15  per  hour,  a  21%  increase. 
In  doing  so,  the  president  has  challenged  the 
widespread  view  among  economists  that  an 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  will  reduce 
jobs. 

In  1961,  the  congressionally  mandated  Min- 
imum Wage   Study   Commission   concluded 


that  a  10%  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  re- 
duced teenage  employment  by  between  1% 
and  3%.  This  suggests  that  between  130,000 
and  400,000  jobs  would  be  lost  if  the  Clinton 
plan  is  approved  by  Congress.  This  estimate 
is  confirmed  in  two  more  recent  studies,  by 
David  Neumark  of  Michigan  State  and  Wil- 
liam Wascher  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board, 
and  by  Kevin  Murphy  of  the  University  of 
Chicago  and  Donald  Deere  and  Finis  Welch, 
both  of  Texas  A&M. 

The  Clinton  administration  counters  by  re- 
ferring to  the  recent  work  of  economists 
David  Card  and  Alan  Krueger,  both  of 
Princeton.  Their  studies  of  fast  food  res- 
taurant employment  in  New  Jersey  and  Cali- 
fornia after  those  states  increased  their 
state  minimum  wages  found  no  evidence  of 
job  loss. 

FLAWED  DATA 

However,  flaws  in  the  Card-Krueger  data 
cast  serious  doubt  on  the  validity  of  their 
conclusions.  In  a  paper  published  by  the  Na- 
tional Bureau  of  Economic  Research,  Messrs. 
Neumark  and  Wascher  reexamined  the  Card- 
Krueger  data,  which  originally  came  from 
telephone  surveys.  Using  payroll  records 
from  a  sample  of  the  same  New  Jersey  and 
Pennsylvania  restaurants.  Messrs.  Neumark 
and  Washer  found  that  employment  had  not 
risen  after  an  increase  in  the  minimum 
wage,  as  Messrs.  Card  and  Krueger  had 
claimed,  but  in  fact  had  fallen. 

A  review  of  Mr.  Card's  study  of  California 
by  Lowell  Taylor  of  Carnegie  Mellon  Univer- 
sity found  that  the  state  minimum  wage  in- 
crease had  a  major  negative  effect  in  low- 
wage  counties  and  for  retail  establishments 
generally.  Thus  Nobel  Prize-winning  econo- 
mist Gary  Becker  of  the  University  of  Clii- 
cago  concluded  that  "the  Card-Krueger  stud- 
ies are  flawed  and  cannot  justify  going 
against  the  accumulated  evidence  from 
many  past  and  present  studies  that  find  siz- 
able negative  effects  of  higher  minimums  on 
employment." 

The  fact  is  that  virtually  every  major 
study  that  has  ever  been  done  has  found  sig- 
nificant job  losses  ftx>m  an  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage,  with  the  rare  exception  of 
those  done  by  Messrs:  Card  and  Krueger.  (Mr. 
Krueger  formerly  served  as  chief  economist 
for  the  Labor  Department  in  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration.) A  survey  of  earlier  studies  by 
the  (Jeneral  Accounting  Office  in  1983.  for  ex- 
ample, "found  virtually  total  agreement 
that  employment  is  lower  than  It  would  have 
been  if  no  minimum  wage  existed." 

But  even  if  the  minimum  wage  had  no  ef- 
fect on  overall  employment,  there  are  still 
strong  arguments  against  raising  it.  First,  it 
is  important  to  understand  that  the  impact 
of  the  minimum  wage  is  not  uniform.  For 
98.2%  of  wage  and  salary  workers,  there  is  no 
imi>act  at  all,  because  they  either  already 
earn  more  than  the  minimum  or  are  not  cov- 
ered by  it.  However,  for  workers  in  low-wage 
industries,  those  without  skills,  members  of 
minority  groups  and  those  living  in  areas  of 
the  country  where  wages  tend  to  be  lower, 
the  impact  can  be  severe.  This  is  why  econo- 
mists have  always  found  that  the  primary 
impact  of  the  minimum  wage  has  been  on 
black  teenagers. 

In  1948,  when  the  minimum  wage  covered  a 
much  smaller  portion  of  the  labor  force,  the 
unemployment  rate  for  black  males  age  16 
and  17  was  just  9.4%,  while  the  comparable 
unemployment  rate  for  whites  was  10.2%.  In 
1995,  unemplojrment  among  black  teenage 
males  was  37.1%,  while  the  unemployment 
rate  for  white  teenage  males  was  15.6%. 
Moreover,  the  unempl03rment  rate  for  black 
teenage  males  has  tended  to  rise  and  fall 
with  changes  in  the  real  minimum  wage. 


But  current  unemployment  is  just  a  part  of 
the  long-term  price  that  entry-level  workers 
of  all  races  pay  for  the  minimum  wage.  A 
number  of  studies  have  shown  that  increases 
in  the  minimum  wage  lead  employers  to  cut 
back  on  both  work  hours  and  training.  When 
combined  with  the  loss  of  job  opportunities, 
this  means  that  many  youths,  especially 
among  minorities,  are  prevented  from  reach- 
ing the  first  rung  on  the  ladder  of  success, 
with  consequences  that  can  last  a  lifetime. 

When  people  cannot  get  legitimate  jobs,  it 
is  not  surprising  that  they  turn  to  crime  and 
the  underground  economy.  Studies  by 
Massanori  Hashimoto  of  Ohio  State  and  Liad 
Phillips  of  the  University  of  (3alifornia. 
Santa  Barbara,  both  show  that  increases  in 
the  minimum  wage  contribute  to  teenage 
crime.  And  a  study  by  William  Beranek  of 
the  University  of  Georgia  found  that  the 
minimum  wage  encourages  employment  of 
illegal  aliens,  who  are  unlikely  to  report  any 
violations  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act 
to  the  Labor  Department. 

Research  also  shows  that  the  minimum 
wage  is  a  significant  factor  in  welfare  de- 
pendency. A  recent  study  by  Peter  Brandon 
of  the  University  of  Wisconsin,  for  example, 
examined  welfare  rates  in  states  that  in- 
creased their  minimum  wages  in  the  1980s 
with  those  that  did  not.  In  those  that  did. 
the  average  time  on  welfare  was  44%  longer 
than  in  states  that  did  not.  This  is  largely 
due  to  reduced  employment  opportunities  for 
welfare  mothers.  In  states  not  raising  the 
minimum  wage,  half  of  welfare  mothers 
worked  during  the  years  surveyed,  while  in 
states  that  raised  the  minimum  wage  only 
40%  reported  working. 

Intuitively,  one  would  have  exi>ected  a 
higher  minimum  wage  to  make  work  more 
rewarding  for  those  on  welfare.  However,  the 
interaction  of  the  welfare  and  tax  systems 
means  that  some  working  people  are  actu- 
ally worse  off  after  an  increase  in  the  mini- 
mum wage.  Economist  Carlos  Bonilla  of  the 
Employment  Policies  Institute,  an  industry- 
funded  group  on  Washington.  D.C.,  found  a 
dramatic  example  of  this  in  California  after 
its  minimum  wage  rose  to  S4.25  from  S3.35. 
After  accounting  for  the  phase-out  of  Aid  to 
Families  With  Dependent  Children,  Medicaid 
and  food  stamps,  and  for  federal,  state  and 
local  taxes,  Mr.  Bonilla  found  that  a  single 
parent  earning  the  minimum  wage  was  $1,800 
per  year  worse  off  after  the  increase. 

Finally,  the  latest  research  shows  that  in- 
creases in  the  minimum  wage  encourage 
high  school  students  to  drop  out,  enticed  by 
the  lure  of  higher  pay  for  unskilled  work. 
This  has  the  effect  of  reducing  their  lifetime 
earnings  and  displacing  lower-skilled  older 
workers  at  the  same  time. 

LITTLE  IMPACT 

Given  these  kinds  of  effects,  it  is  not  sur- 
prising, therefore,  that  the  minimum  wage, 
has  almost  no  broad  impact  on  poverty  or 
the  incomes  of  the  poor.  Although  some  poor 
people  are  better  off  because  they  get  higher 
wages,  others  are  worse  off  because  they  lose 
their  jobs.  Thus  one  study  found  that  the 
22%  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  1976 
added  just  S200  million  to  the  aggregate  in- 
come of  those  in  the  lowest  10%  of  the  in- 
come distribution.  Indeed,  much  of  the  bene- 
fit of  the  minimum  wage  actually  goes  to  the 
well-off,  whose  children  get  paid  more  for 
part-time  work. 

Moreover,  although  proponents  of  a  high 
minimum  wage  often  talk  about  the  dif- 
ficulty of  supporting  a  family  on  the  mini- 
mum wage,  only  a  very  small  number  of 
workers  earning  the  minimum  wage  actually 
do  so.  In  1993  only  22,000  men  and  191,000 
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women  nationwide  maintained  families  on  a 
minimum  wage  job,  according  to  the  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics.  According  to  BLS  data 
for  1985,  37%  of  minimum-wage  workers  were 
teenagers,  probably  living  at  home,  and  59% 
were  age  24  or  younger.  About  17%  of  mini- 
mum-wage workers  are  wives,  and  thus  like- 
ly to  be  secondary  earners,  and  66%  only 
work  part  time.  These  include  students,  the 
elderly  with  pension  or  Social  Security  in- 
come, and  those  simply  looking  for  a  little 
extra  cash. 

The  case  against  the  minimum  wage  is 
strong.  In  fact,  the  minimum  wage  should  be 
abolished.  Even  the  liberal  New  York  Times 
has  said  so.  As  the  headline  on  its  Jan.  14, 
1987,  lead  editorial  put  it:  "The  Right  Mini- 
mum Wage:  $0.00."  Indeed,  according  to  Rob- 
ert Meyer  of  the  University  of  Cliicago  and 
David  Wise  of  Harvard,  abolition  would  actu- 
ally increase  the  aggregate  income  of  youth 
in  this  country.  Raising  the  minimum  wage 
simply  moves  us  further  in  the  wrong  dfrec- 
tion. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mrs.  Clayton]. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  one  is 
asked,  why  do  we  need  a  minimum 
wagre?  I  just  heard  the  reference  to  vic- 
tims. I  gather  these  people  feel  that 
they  need  the  minimum  wage,  and  80 
percent  of  the  American  people  feel 
they  need  to  increase  the  minimum 
wage. 

First  you  need  to  increase  the  mini- 
mum wage  because  it  is  the  fair  thing 
to  do.  It  is  indeed  fair  to  say  that  those 
who  are  employed  at  the  lowest  level 
are  also  employed  at  a  livable  wage.  It 
says  something  about  our  economy. 

Why  is  a  livable  wage  needed?  Well, 
it  is  needed  to  provide  the  very  basic 
essentials  of  living:  a  shelter,  food  on 
the  table,  clean  clothes,  being  able  to 
take  care  of  medical  expenses,  trans- 
portation, all  those  things  that  a 
human  being  needs  to  exist. 

Again,  we  heard  reference  to  the 
teenagers  who  are  on  the  minimum 
wage.  I  would  suggest  to  you  there  in- 
deed are  teenagers  who  are  on  the  min- 
imum wage,  but  they  are 
supplementing  their  family's  income. 
Many  of  them  are  working  their  way 
through  college.  Indeed,  they  have  a 
right,  as  I  have  suggested  to  you,  as 
the  adults  have  in  making  a  livable 
wage. 

The  adults  are  mostly  women,  single 
women  heads  of  households  who  have  a 
sole  responsibility  for  their  families. 
So  who  will  be  helped?  A  lot  of  people 
will  be  helped,  if  indeed  we  raise  the 
minimum  wage. 

What  are  the  Republicans  doing? 
What  is  their  answer  to  America's  cry 
that  we  want  to  be  fair,  that  we  want 
to  have  an  economy  that  sa3rs  the  least 
among  us  should  have  a  livable  wage 
and  that  the  minimum  wage  should  be 
increased.  They  put  a  minimum  wage 
bill  before  this  House,  but  yet  they  en- 
cumber it  with  the  amendment  that 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
GOODUNG]  has. 

Indeed,  this  is  a  unique  way  to  offer 
something  by  offering  it  and  taking  it 


back.  Indeed,  now  more  than  10  million 
people  who  were  covered  xmder  the  1991 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  will  not 
now  be  covered.  In  fact,  the  current 
law  covers  at  least  10  million  people 
who  will  not  be  covered.  This  is  unfair, 
Mr.  Speaker.  We  should  reject  the 
Goodling  amendment. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Walker).  The  gentleman  from  Mis- 
souri [Mr.  CLAY]  has  1%  minutes  re- 
maining, and  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  GooDLiNG]  has  2% 
minutes  remaining.  The  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Goodling]  has 
the  right  to  close  the  initial  debate. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois [Mr.  Fawell]. 

Mr.  FAWELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it 
is  too  bad  that  we  have  what  I  would 
call  extremism  here  as  we  try  to  talk 
about  something  I  hope  more  ration- 
ally. When  we  talk  about  the  fact  that 
the  Goodling  amendment,  for  instance, 
is  going  to  cause  some  10  million  peo- 
ple, for  instance,  to  lose  coverage 
under  minimum  wage.  I  can  only  shake 
my  head. 

I  would  refer  my  colleagues  to  the 
fawjt  that  over  200  Members  of  this  Con- 
gress, including  being  led  by  Mike 
Espy,  a  member  of  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle,  a  short  time  ago  pointed  out  that 
before  the  passage  of  the  minimum 
wage  law  back  in  1989.  there  was 
$362,500  annually,  that  is.  businesses 
grossing  less  than  S362,500  were  granted 
exemptions.  That  was  extended  and  in- 
creased to  SSOO.OOO  at  that  time,  but 
there  was  a  mistake  made.  Mike  Espy 
pointed  out  the  mistake  that  was 
made. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  the 
balance  of  my  time  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  ENGEL]. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  New  York,  Mr.  Engel,  is 
recognized  for  1%  minutes. 

Mr.  ENGEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
say  there  is  no  clearer  issue  in  my 
opinion  that  defines  the  difference  be- 
tween Democrats  and  Republicans  that 
raising  the  minimum  wage. 

It  has  been  clear.  We  on  the  Demo- 
cratic side  have  tried  for  months  and 
months  to  try  to  get  a  clean  minimum 
wiige  raise,  a  lousy  90  cents  an  hour 
from  $4.25  to  $5.15.  What  have  we  got- 
ten from  the  majority,  the  Republicans 
from  the  other  side  of  the  aisle?  We 
have  gotten  stalling,  delasring.  all 
kinds  of  tactics. 

Now  we  finally  get  a  bill  and  we  have 
all  kinds  of  things  to  hurt  workers 
rather  than  to  help  workers,  to  exempt 
people  from  the  minimum  wage,  all 
kinds  of  tricks  and  all  kinds  of  non- 
sense. 

We  asked  for  a  clean  minimum  wage 
bill,  a  clean  bill  that  would  clearly  say 
that  the  minimum  wage  ought  to  be 
raised  from  $4.25  to  $5.15  an  hour. 
Eighty  percent  of  the  American  people 
agree  that  the  nunimum  wage  ought  to 


be  raised,  including  70  percent  of  Re- 
publicans. But  the  Republican  leader- 
ship has  t)een  against  it.  And  they  have 
not  allowed  us  to  have  a  clean  up  or 
down  vote  on  the  floor. 

a  2100 

What  could  be  easier  or  more  simple 
than  a  clean  up  or  down  vote  on  wheth- 
er the  minimum  wage  should  be  raised 
90  cents  an  hour?  People  have  said  here 
time  and  time  again  that  the  buying 
power  of  the  minimum  wage  is  at  a  40- 
year  low.  All  we  are  saying  is  that  peo- 
ple who  are  working,  people  who  are 
working  people,  they  are  not  on  wel- 
fare, they  are  not  looking  for  a  band- 
out;  they  are  working  people,  they  de- 
serve to  be  paid  at  a  higher  level. 

We  should  reject  the  amendments, 
and  we  should  have  a  clean  vote  on  the 
minimum  wage. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Walker).  The  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Goodling]  is  recognized 
for  IV4  minutes. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  to- 
night, of  course,  we  were  talking  about 
an  Employees  Commuting  Flexibility 
Act  which  really  helps  working  people. 
I  can  remember  as  a  superintendent  I 
said  to  the  school  board.  "Give  me 
transportation,  give  me  a  car  to  go 
back  and  forth  to  work.  That  way 
Uncle  Sam  can't  take  any  increase  I 
get  away  from  me  because  I  will  have 
transportation."  and  that  takes  care  of 
a  big  expense  for  many  people. 

So  that  is  what  we  are  talking  about 
tonight. 

I  was  amazed.  It  sounded  like  we  had 
a  bidding  war  going  on  over  there.  We 
had  5  million,  10  million,  we  are  up  to 
30  million.  I  guess  tomorrow  it  will 
even  get  higher. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  hope  that  to- 
morrow we  give  a  little  consideration 
to  the  fact  that  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  has  said  that  a  90-cent 
increase  could  produce  unemplojrment 
losses  from  100,000  to  500,000  jobs.  Now, 
we  better  think  about  that.  These  are 
the  most  vulnerable  people  we  have  in 
our  society,  and  so  I  would  hope  that 
when  we  get  back  tomorrow  on  track 
that  we  will  consider  those  100,000  to 
500,000  so  that  we  consider  all  Ameri- 
cans. 

As  I  said,  they  are  the  most  vulner- 
able, and  when  we  move  in  to  try  to 
create  more  jobs,  it  is  going  to  be  small 
businesses  that  are  going  to  promote 
those  jobs  and  create  those  jobs.  So  we 
better  think  seriously  about  that. 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong 
support  of  the  minimum  wage  irx^ease 
amendment  to  H.R.  1227,  the  Employee  Com- 
muting Flexibility  Act  If  America  Is  to  ive  up 
to  its  pledge  of  being  a  great  nation  t^iat  wil 
provide  every  indnndual  citizen  an  opportunity 
to  earn  a  decent  living,  we  must  raise  the  min- 
imum wage.  An  increase  in  the  minimum 
wage  is  the  primary  mearts  of  helping  wortong 
Americans  in  today's  society. 
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The  current  Federal  minimum  wage  of  S4^5 
per  hour  is  at  its  lowest  level  in  real  terms  in 
nearly  40  years.  This  devaluation  of  the  mini- 
mum wage  has  kept  milliorts  of  our  Nation's 
workers  at  the  poverty  level.  The  toss  of  Ixjy- 
ing  power  is  contributing  to  the  growth  of  an 
underprivileged  and  underpaid  dass  in  Amer- 
ca. 

The  10  million  Americans  wori<ing  at  mini- 
mum wage  would  take  home  another  S1,800 
a  year  if  we  approve  this  90  cent  increase  for 
American  workers.  The  Department  of  Health 
and  Human  Services  estimates  that  if  we  raise 
the  minimum  wage,  as  many  as  300,000  fami- 
lies coukj  be  lifted  above  the  poverty  line,  \n- 
eluding  over  100,000  chiklren. 

Over  66  percent  of  minimum  wage  workers 
are  adults  and  40  percent  of  these  adults  are 
the  sole  providers  for  their  families.  Yet,  de- 
spite ttiese  facts,  detractors  have  charged  that 
an  increase  would  primarily  benefit  teens  living 
at  home. 

In  1989,  the  Congress  faced  a  situation 
similar  to  the  debate  we  now  face.  The  mini- 
mum wage  in  1989  was  S3.35  and  its  real 
value  had  fallen  to  its  lowest  level  since  1955. 
Legislation  was  passed  arxj  signed  by  Presi- 
dent Bush  to  increase  the  minimum  wage  by 
90  cents.  This  legislation  was  supported  on  a 
bipartisan  basis.  It  is  time  orv^e  again  for  Con- 
gress to  step  forward  and  protect  the  earning 
power  of  those  at  the  bottom  of  the  wage 
scale  by  raising  the  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  Speaker,  ifs  been  5  years  since  Ameri- 
ca's minimum  wage  wori<ers  got  a  raise.  The 
proposed  minimum  wage  is  a  k}gk:al  step  in 
our  efforts  to  enable  families  to  be  productive 
and  self-supporting.  The  time  has  come  for 
Members  of  Congress  to  take  this  one  small 
step  toward  ecorwmk:  justice.  I  urge  nry  col- 
leagues to  raise  the  minimum  wage. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  All  time 
in  this  part  of  the  debate  has  expired. 
Pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  House  of 
today,  further  consideration  of  the  bill 
will  be  postponed  until  tomorrow. 


COMMUNICATION  FROM  THE  HON- 
ORABLE JOSEPH  M.  MCDADE. 
MEMBER  OF  CONGRESS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication f^om  the  Honorable  Joseph  M. 
McDaoe,  Member  of  Congress: 
Congress  of  the  United  States, 

House  of  representatives. 
Washington,  DC.  May  13. 1996. 
Hon.  Newt  Gdjorich. 

Speaker,  Houae  of  Representatives,  Washington, 
DC. 
Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  This  Is  to  formally  no- 
tify you,  pursuant  to  Rule  L  (50)  of  the  Rules 
of  the  House  of  Representatives,  that  Mi- 
chael Russen.  a  Field  Representative  in  my 
Scranton.  Pennsylvania  District  Office  has 
been  served  with  a  subpoena  issued  by  the 
U.S.  District  Court  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  Pennsylvania  in  the  case  of  United  States 
V.  McDade. 

After  consultation  with  the  Office  of  Gen- 
eral Counsel.  I  have  determined  that  compli- 
ance with  the  subpoena  is  consistent  with 
the  precedents  and  privileges  of  the  House. 
Sincerely, 

Joseph  M.  McDade, 
Member  of  Congress. 


COMMUNICA-nON  FROM  THE  HON- 
ORABLE RICHARD  A.  GEPHARDT, 
DEMOCRATIC  LEADER 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication from  the  Honorable  Richard 
A.  Gephardt,  Democratic  Leader: 
House  of  Representatives, 
Office  of  the  Democratic  Leader, 

Washington.  DC,  May  7, 1996. 
Hon.  Newt  Gingrich, 

Speaker  of  the  House,  House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  Pursuant  to  Section 
637(b),  Public  Law  104-52,  I  hereby  appoint 
the  following  individuals  to  the  National 
Commission  on  Restructuring  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service:  Mr.  Robert  Matsui.  Califor- 
nia; Mr.  George  Newstrom,  Virginia. 
Yours  very  truly, 

Richard  A.  Gephardt. 


APPOINTMENT  AS  MEMBERS  TO 
THE  NA-nONAL  COMMISSION  ON 
RESTRUCTURING  THE  INTERNAL 
REVENUE  SERVICE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 
objection,  and  pursuant  to  the  provi- 
sions of  section  637(h)  of  Public  Law 
104-52.  as  amended  by  section  2904  of 
Public  Law  104-134,  the  Chair  an- 
nounces the  Speaker's  appointment  to 
the  National  Commission  on  Restruc- 
turing the  Internal  Revenue  Service 
the  following  Members  on  the  part  of 
the  House:  Mr.  Portman  of  Ohio  and 
from  private  life:  Mr.  Ernest 
Dronenberg  of  California;  Mr.  Gerry 
Harkins  of  Georgia;  and  Mr.  Grover 
Norquist  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

There  was  no  objection. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  COL- 
LINS of  Georgia).  Under  the  Speaker's 
announced  policy  of  May  12,  1995,  and 
under  a  previous  order  of  the  House, 
the  following  Members  will  be  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes  each. 


HUMANITARIAN  AID  CORRIDOR 
ACT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Pallone} 
is  recogrnized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
evening,  the  Appropriations  Sub- 
committee on  Foreign  Operations  is 
marking  up  the  fiscal  year  1997  appro- 
priations bill  for  our  international  as- 
sistance and  export  financing  pro- 
grams. Yet,  ironically,  we  just  learned 
yesterday  that  President  Clinton  has 
waived  one  of  the  most  important  pro- 
visions in  the  fiscal  year  1996  Foreign 
Operations  bill:  the  Humanitarian  Aid 
Corridor  Act.  The  Corridor  Act,  which 
was  included  in  the  fiscal  year  '96  bill 
with  broad  bipartisan  support,  pro- 
hibits U.S.  assistance  of  any  kind  from 
going  to  a  country  that  impedes  the  de- 


livery of  humanitarian  aid  to  a  third 
country.  I  think  most  Americans  would 
just  assume  that  such  a  basic  condition 
would  apply  to  any  recipient  of  U.S. 
aid,  but  it  isn't. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  legislation  is  really 
targeted  at  the  Republic  of  Turkey, 
which  has  maintained  a  cruel  and  ille- 
gal blockade  of  neighboring  Armenia 
for  the  past  3  years.  This  blockade  has 
prevented  the  delivery  of  food,  medi- 
cine and  other  humanitarian  relief  sup- 
plies— ^much  of  it  originating  .  in  the 
United  States — from  reaching  Armenia. 
The  most  direct  route  for  aid  to  Arme- 
nia is  through  Turkey.  Thus,  the  Turk- 
ish blockade  makes  it  far  more  dif- 
ficult and  expensive  for  relief  supplies 
to  reach  the  people  of  Armenia. 

Turkey  is  a  country  that  has  re- 
ceived billions  of  dollars  of  United 
States  aid.  They  are  a  military  ally  of 
the  United  States,  part  of  NATO.  Yet 
here  is  Turkey,  a  large  and  militarily 
powerful  nation,  maintaining  a  stran- 
glehold on  Armenia,  a  tiny  land-locked 
country.  This  is  shocking  outrageous 
behavior.  Last  year.  Congress  finally 
said  to  Turkey:  enough.  If  Turkey 
wants  to  continue  to  benefit  from 
American  generosity,  they  must  open 
their  border  with  Armenia  and  let  the 
long-suffering  people  of  Armenia  get 
the  assistance  they  need  and  deserve — 
assistance  which  Congress  has  voted  to 
provide  to  Armenia,  as  well  assistance 
originating  from  private  sources. 

Unfortunately,  the  law  gave  the 
President  authority  to  waive  the  re- 
quirement that  Turkey  open  its  bor- 
ders based  on.  "the  national  security 
interest  of  the  United  States."  Quietly, 
President  Clinton  last  week  invoked 
the  waiver. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  often  come  to 
the  floor  of  the  House  to  support  the 
policies  of  this  administration.  But  to- 
night. I  am  completely  disappointed 
and  perplexed  by  the  administration's 
action. 

First  of  all.  Congress  wasn't  even  no- 
tified. We  learned  about  the  waiver  al- 
most by  accident — from,  of  all  people, 
the  Turkish  Foreign  Minister  Emre 
Gonensay.  who  is  here  in  Washington 
on  a  working  visit.  In  response  to  a 
question  at  a  press  conference  yester- 
day the  Foreign  Minister  announced 
that  the  waiver  had  in  fact  been  grant- 
ed. Thus,  we  see  the  Turkish  Foreign 
Ministry  was  informed  before  the  U.S. 
Congress.  This  is  completely  unaccept- 
able. Given  the  strong  statement  of 
congressional  intent,  we  believe  it 
would  have  been  appropriate  for  the  ad- 
ministration to  have  advised  Members 
of  Congress  of  its  plans  with  regard  to 
the  waiver,  and  I  hope  the  administra- 
tion will  consult  with  Congress  on  this 
issue  in  the  future. 

A  further  disappointment  is  that  the 
language  in  the  Presidential  Deter- 
mination contains  no  reference  to  the 
Turkish  blockade  of  Armenia.  Failure 
to  at  least  mention  the  blockade  in  the 
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context  of  the  detennination  to  waive 
the  Corridor  Act  sends  the  disturbing 
signal  that  the  United  States  is  not 
concerned  about  the  ongoing,  illegal 
blockade  of  a  small  coimtry  striving  to 
establish  democracy  and  a  market 
economy.  I  once  again  call  on  the  ad- 
ministration to  make  a  top  priority  of 
imploring  the  Turkish  Government, 
the  recipient  of  so  much  United  States 
aid.  to  lift  its  blockade  of  Armenia  and 
accept  Armenia's  offer  to  normalize  re- 
lations without  preconditions. 

Tomorrow,  I  am  sending  out  a  Dear 
Colleague  letter  asking  Members  to 
join  me  in  signing  a  letter  to  the  Presi- 
dent expressing  our  opposition  to  the 
waiver  and  urging  that  all  efforts  be 
made  to  lift  the  blockade. 

Mr.  Speaker,  while  relations  with 
Turkey  are  important,  I  cannot  accept 
the  view  that  maintaining  good  rela- 
tions should  entail  turning  a  blind  eye 
to  the  outrageous  actions  committed 
by  Turkey.  Given  the  generosity  the 
United  States  has  shown  toward  Tur- 
key, we  have  every  right  to  attach 
some  conditions— particularly  such  a 
basic  condition  as  allowing  the  deliv- 
ery of  aid  to  a  neighbor  in  need.  I  be- 
lieve such  a  condition  should  be  a  basic 
requirement  for  any  recipient  of  U.S. 
aid,  and  I  think  most  Americans  would 
agree. 

Armenia  is  a  small,  land-locked  na- 
tion dependent  on  land  corridors 
through  neighboring  covmtries  for 
many  basic  goods.  Armenia  has  been 
one  of  the  most  exemplary  of  the 
former  Soviet  republics  in  terms  of 
moving  toward  a  Western  style  politi- 
cal and  economic  system.  The  Arme- 
nian people  respect  and  admire  the 
United  States.  There  are  more  than 
one  million  Americans  of  Armenian  an- 
cestry. The  bonds  between  our  coun- 
tries are  strong  and  enduring.  But  the 
people  of  Armenia  face  a  himianitarian 
crisis  which  is  not  the  result  of  any 
natural  disaster  but  the  deliberate  pol- 
icy of  its  neighbor  to  choke  off  access 
to  needed  goods  from  the  outside 
world.  I  believe  the  exertion  of  U.S. 
leadership  can  play  a  major  role  in  eas- 
ing tensions  and  promoting  greater  co- 
operation among  the  nations  of  the 
Caucasus  region.  Enforcement  of  the 
Humanitarian  Aid  Corridor  Act  must 
be  an  important  component  of  those  ef- 
forts. 

Mr.  Speaker,  last  year  I  founded  the 
Congressional  Caucus  on  Armenian 
Issues,  which  I  co-chair  with  the  gen- 
tleman firom  Illinois  [Mr.  Porter].  We 
now  have  49  Members  from  both  parties 
and  all  regions  of  the  coimtry.  The  sup- 
port for  the  Armenian  people  is  strong 
in  this  Congress,  and  we  will  continue 
to  challenge  the  pro-Turkish  lobby 
here  in  Washington  and.  if  necessary, 
the  administration,  to  fight  for  strong- 
er ties  between  the  United  States  and 
Armenia. 


WHY  WE  MUST  RAISE  THE 
MINIMUM  WAGE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Miller]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker  and  Members  of  the  House, 
today  we  have  been  discussing  the  min- 
imum wage,  and  the  reason  that  we 
have  been  discussing  the  minimum 
wage  is  that  since  the  last  time  the 
minimum  wage  was  increased  in  1989.  it 
has  fallen  45  cents  of  real  value.  Elm- 
ployers  that  were  paying  the  minimum 
wage  in  1989  are  now  pasring  45  cents 
less  in  real  value  than  they  were  pay- 
ing back  then. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the 
minimum  wage  is  27  percent  lower  than 
it  was  in  1979.  That  means  that  those 
families,  those  individuals  that  go  to 
work  every  day  at  the  minimum  wage, 
are  poorer  now  than  they  were  in  1989 
and  in  1979.  Those  families,  those  indi- 
viduals, need  a  raise.  To  argue  that 
putting  these  people  back  to  where 
they  were  in  1979.  in  1989,  is  going  to 
somehow  put  people  out  of  work  or  de- 
stroy jobs  is  ludicrous.  In  fact,  what 
has  happened  is  that  employers  have 
been  benefiting  now  for  more  than  a 
decade  of  the  decline  in  the  minimum 
wage. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  reason  that  we  have 
to  increase  that  minimum  wage  is  be- 
cause we  are  tr3ring  to  continue  to  en- 
courage people  to  choose  work  over 
welfare,  but  work  should  pay.  work 
should  pay  a  livable  wage,  and  we  have 
an  obligation  to  see  to  it.  The  mini- 
mum wage  is  a  basic  tenet  of  this  coun- 
try of  recognition  of  the  dignity  of 
work,  of  recognition  of  the  dignity  of 
those  individuals  who  go  to  work  every 
day  and  try  to  earn  a  living  for  them- 
selves and  for  their  families.  I  would 
hope  that  we  would  raise  that  mini- 
mum wage  for  those  individuals. 

But  we  must  also  understand  that 
when  we  raise  the  minimum  wage,  we 
reduce  the  burden  on  the  American 
taxpayer  who  is  having  to  subsidize 
those  very  same  low- wage  jobs  where 
employers  refuse  to  pay  the  minimum 
wage  or  above  the  minimum  wage. 
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Because  when  in  fact  we  keep  the 
minimum  wage  as  it  is  today,  we  in- 
crease the  subsidies  to  these  same 
workers  because  they  are  eligible  for 
food  stamps;  because  if  you  work  full 
time  at  the  minimum  wage,  you  are 
not  above  the  jwverty  level,  and  if  you 
have  children  or  a  spouse,  you  are 
clearly  not  above  the  poverty  level,  so 
the  Federal  Government  digs  into  its 
pocket,  into  the  taxpayers'  pocket,  and 
puts  money  on  the  table  for  AFDC, 
puts  money  on  the  table  for  food 
stamps,  puts  more  money  on  the  table 
for  housing  allowances,  more  money  on 
the  table  for  the  earned  income  tax 
credit.  Why?  Because  many  employers 


choose  not  to  pay  the  minimum  wage, 
even  when  they  can  afford  to  do  so. 

But  the  Republicans  now  will  offer  an 
amendment  tomorrow  that  is  even 
more  insidious.  It  will  take  those  em- 
ployers who  are  paying  the  minimum 
wage  today  and  exempt  them  from  pay- 
ing it  in  the  future.  It  will  have  the  po- 
tential of  uncovering  up  to  10  million 
Americans  who  are  currently  eligible 
for  the  minimum  wage  today  from  not 
receiving  it  in  the  future:  Women  who 
work  in  sweatshops  making  garments 
for  American  citizens,  the  clothes  on 
your  back:  the  people  who  work  in  the 
fields  of  this  country  to  put  food  on 
your  table;  the  people  who  wait  on  you 
when  you  sit  down  to  a  table  in  a  res- 
taurant, who  spend  the  whole  day 
working  on  their  feet  and  tending  to 
our  needs  and  our  demand%  and  our  de- 
sires. They  would  be  uncovered.  They 
would  have  the  benefits  of  the  mini- 
mum wage  reduced  or  repealed  to 
them. 

It  is  argued  very  often  that  this  is 
going  to  destroy  employment  in  those 
industries  like  the  retail  industry;  that 
somehow  retailers  who  do  not  want  to 
pay  the  minimum  wage,  saying  they 
cannot  afford  pa3ring  the  minimum 
wage,  would  lay  many  workers  off. 

It  is  rather  interesting  that  those 
people  who  make  their  living  by  mak- 
ing investments  in  various  segments  of 
our  economy,  Salomon  Brothers,  one  of 
the  largest  investment  banking  compa- 
nies in  this  country,  sajrs  that  they  be- 
lieve that  many  retailers,  especially 
discounters,  would  benefit  troia  an  in- 
creased minimum  wage  due  to  the  en- 
hanced purchasing  power  that  it  would 
create  for  many  low-income  consum- 
ers. 

Then  they  go  on  to  recommend  that 
if  you  are  going  to  make  an  investment 
in  stocks  right  now.  they  would  rec- 
ommend the  Fred  Myer  Corp..  the  Food 
Lion  Corp..  the  Home  Depot  Corp.. 
Sears.  Roebuck.  &  Co..  and  Wal-Mart. 
They  would  recommend  some  of  the 
very  same  companies  that  are  now 
fighting  the  minimum  wage,  because 
they  say  that  these  companies  in  fact 
receive  an  economic  benefit,  because 
Salomon  Brothers  recognize,  as  Henry 
Ford  did.  if  you  did  not  pay  a  decent 
wage  to  the  workers  of  America,  they 
could  not  buy  the  products  they  are 
making.  That  is  why  he  paid  them  S5  a 
day. 

Other  manufactures  and  industri- 
alists criticized  him  roundly,  but  be 
recognized  that  if  you  expect  people  to 
buy  your  products  at  Wal-Mart,  if  yon 
expect  people  to  buy  your  products  at 
Sears,  if  you  expect  them  to  dine  out 
at  Denny's  if  you  expect  them  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  American  economy, 
they  have  to  earn  a  livable  wage.  These 
people  are  entitled  to  it.  They  are  enti- 
tled to  it. 

But  what  we  see  is  after  months, 
after  months  of  beseeching  the  gen- 
tleman ftom  Georgia.  Newt  Gingrich. 
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and  the  Republicans  to  bring  the  mini- 
mum-wage bill  to  the  floor,  they  have 
finally  agreed  to  do  it,  because  80  per- 
cent of  the  people  in  this  country  sup- 
port the  minimum  wage.  Then  they 
want  to  put  an  amendment  in  order  to 
take  it  away  firom  up  to  10  million 
Americans.  It  is  not  fair  and  it  is  not 
right.  It  ought  to  be  rejected. 


THE  FACTS  ABOUT  THE  MINIMUM 
WAGE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Col- 
lins of  Georgia).  Under  the  Speaker's 
announced  policy  of  May  12,  1995,  the 
gentleman  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Hayworth]  is  recognized  for  60  minutes 
as  the  designee  of  the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
Crom  California  [Mr.  Miller]  for  offer- 
ing us  an  object  lesson  this  evening  in 
the  politics  of  symbolism  and  in  the 
Washington  shuffle,  for  my  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  California,  has  many 
gifts,  among  them  an  eloquence  and  a 
tnist  alwajrs  in  the  role  of  government. 

But  there  are  a  few  questions  worth 
asking.  For  example,  Mr.  Speaker,  if 
this  were  such  a  good  idea,  if  the  infla- 
tion tables  that  my  fjriend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California,  just  brought 
forth  as  some  sign  of  economic  erosion, 
if  that  were  so  true,  why  then,  18  short 
months  ago,  when  the  roles  in  this 
Chamber  were  reversed,  why  then  did 
not  the  gentleman  from  California,  or 
under  the  old  oirder,  the  Speaker  of  the 
House,  or  under  the  old  order,  the 
former  majority  leader,  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri,  now  the  minority  lead- 
er, why,  with  the  liberals  in  control  of 
this  Chamber  and  firmly  ensconced  at 
the  other  end  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue, 
why  did  they  not  then  offer  an  increase 
in  the  minimum  wage?  Why  this  new- 
found outrage?  Why  this  Washington 
shuffle? 

It  is  a  question  worth  asking,  be- 
cause once  again,  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I 
stand  in  this  well,  I  am  absolutely  con- 
founded, not  by  the  so-called  gender 
gap  that  many  of  the  media  mavens 
and  self-appointed  potentates  inside 
this  Beltway  would  tell  us  about,  but 
about  the  very  genuine  credibDity  can- 
yon, a  huge  gulf  that  separates  the 
rhetoric  fit)m  the  reality  of  the  left,  be- 
cause there  is  a  clear  difference  be- 
tween the  words  uttered  tonight  and 
the  tone  of  the  action  demanded  to- 
night firom  that  which  this  same  ad- 
ministration proffered  less  than  2  years 
ago. 

In  fact,  Mr.  Speaker,  let  us  see  what 
the  President  said,  in  his  own  words. 
Time  Magazine,  February  6,  1995,  even 
in  the  wake  of  the  historic  shift  in  this 
Chamber,  President  Clinton:  "It,"  re- 
ferring to  raising  the  minimum  wage, 
the  President's  own  words,  "It  is  the 
wrong  way  to  raise  the  incomes  of  low- 
wage  earners,"  These  are  the  words  of 
the  President  of  the  United  States,  who 


has,  once  again,  waffled  and  changed 
his  mind. 

Indeed,  the  chairman  of  the  Presi- 
dent's own  Council  of  Economic  Advi- 
sors, Joseph  Stiglitz,  wrote  this.  It  ap- 
pears in  his  1992  textbook  on  econom- 
ics: 

Only  about  10  percent  of  people  in  poverty 
work  at  jobs  that  pay  at  or  near  the  mini- 
mum wage.  Thus,  the  minimum  wage  is  not 
a  good  way  of  trying  to  deal  with  the  prob- 
lems of  poverty. 

That  is  what  Professor  Stiglitz  said. 
Chairman  Stiglitz  has  gone  the  other 
way. 

Empirical  data  that  exists  of  families 
in  poverty:  Out  of  every  four  families 
in  poverty,  only  one-quarter,  one  out  of 
every  four  families  in  poverty,  would 
be  eligible  for  an  increase  in  the  mini- 
mum wage.  Families  in  poverty  ineli- 
gible for  an  increase  in  the  minimum 
wage,  three  out  of  every  four,  or  75  per- 
cent. We  must  understand,  further, 
that  indeed  a  minimum-wage  increase 
should  be  retitled  "The  Job-Killer  Act 
of  1996." 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  jrield? 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  I  gladly  jrield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
it  is  very  important  to  realize  that  as 
the  Democrats  focus  on  minimum 
wage,  they  are  completely  ignoring  the 
job  cycle.  I  am  going  to  read  some  sta- 
tistics on  that.  But  it  is  real  interest- 
ing to  me  to  listen  to  some  of  the  com- 
ments that  have  been  made  f^om  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  tonight  that  are 
just  totally  ofl'-the-wall.  One  speaker 
firom  North  Carolina  said  that  we  need 
to  increase  the  minimum  wage  to  $5.25 
an  hour  in  order  that  people  can  pay 
for  shelter,  food,  and  transportation. 
That  is  $10,000  a  year. 

I  do  not  know  what  it  is  like  in  Ari- 
zona, where  you  live,  but  I  know  in 
Georgia  you  cannot  do  it  on  $10,000  a 
year.  The  complete  representation  that 
there  are  people  making  minimum 
wage  ajid  they  are  the  sole  breadwinner 
of  the  family  is  totally  off  base.  The 
statistics  are  as  follows:  66  percent  of 
the  people  making  minimum  wage  are 
part  time.  Thirty-nine  percent  are 
teenagers.  Only  2  percent  are  over  30 
years  old,  but  those  who  start  working 
today  for  a  minimum  wage  on  a  na- 
tional average  will  be  making  $6.05  an 
hour  a  year  from  now. 

But  that  minimum  wage  is  the  oppor- 
tunity wage.  It  is  the  salary  that  you 
start  with  when  you  are  unskilled  and 
you  move  your  way  up  the  ladder.  I 
started  working  for  $1.60  an  hour  at  the 
International  House  of  Pancakes  when 
I  was  a  student.  I  started  making  a 
minimum  wage  later  on  at  $2.50  an 
hour  working  construction.  But  in  both 
cases,  I  was  the  raw  product.  I  needed 
the  training. 

I  asked  some  teenagers,  inner  city 
teenagers  in  Georgia  recently  who  were 
up  here,  I  said,  I  know  all  of  you  gruys 


are  going  to  be  looking  for  jobs  this 
simimer.  Let  me  ask  you  a  question. 
You  are  probably  going  to  work  on  a 
construction  crew,  maybe  in  a  yard 
maintenance  crew,  maybe  in  a  res- 
taurant. Let  us  talk  about  a  res- 
taurant. How  many  of  you  know  how  to 
work  a  buffing  machine?  None.  How 
many  of  you  know  how  to  work  a  cash 
register?  None.  How  many  of  you  know 
how  to  replace  a  bag  of  milk  into  a 
milk  cap  for  a  restaurant?  None.  None 
of  you  know  that.  You  don't  have  much 
experience.  They  said,  no,  I  guess  we 
don't. 

I  said,  I  think  you  have  a  lot  of  expe- 
rience. Here  is  where  your  experience 
is:  You  know  how  to  say,  "Yes,  sir," 
and  "No,  ma'am."  You  know  how  to 
show  up  on  time.  You  know  how  to 
work  hard  and  stay  a  little  bit  later, 
and  put  in  that  extra  effort,  and  maybe 
when  you  finish  your  job,  go  over  and 
help  the  other  person  finish  his  job. 
that  is  your  experience,  and  that  is 
what  the  employer  is  looking  for. 

He  will  teach  you  to  you  how  to  run 
the  cash  register  and  the  buffing  ma- 
chine, but  he  is  going  to  hire  a  heck  of 
a  lot  more  of  you  if  he  can  get  you  for 
$4.25  and  hour  versus  $5.15  an  hour. 
Here  were  some  high  school  students 
who  understood  that  simple  economic 
principle,  that  they  wanted  the  job. 
Hey,  the  salary  sounds  great,  but  if  you 
do  not  make  it,  it  is  like  yourself,  you 
are  an  athlete,  you  had  an  opportunity 
to  play  pro  football. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  No,  I  was  recruited 
as  right  tackle,  I  ended  up  as  left  out. 
I  want  to  be  accurate  with  respect  to 
my  athletic  career. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  It  was  the  team's 
loss.  I  am  sure.  But  I  know  in  your  sit- 
uation if  you  had  made  pro  football, 
you  would  have  made  $200,000  or 
$300,000  a  year.  That  was  a  great  salary, 
but  you  did  not  get  the  job.  It  is  just 
like  these  students,  the  $5.15  an  hour  is 
great,  but  if  the  job  does  not  exist  any- 
more, it  does  not  matter. 

Here  are  some  statistics  that  have 
been  put  out  by  the  Employment  Poli- 
cies Institute,  which  is  a  nonpartisan 
institute.  In  your  home  State  of  Ari- 
zona, increasing  the  minimum  wage  is 
estimated  to  cost  8.900  jobs  that  will  be 
gone.  In  my  State  of  Georgia.  18.000 
jobs  are  at  risk;  Kentucky.  12.000;  Cali- 
fornia. 63,000;  Montana,  2,800;  Ohio. 
28,000;  Texas,  60,000.  This  is  economic 
data.  This  says  these  are  the  numbers 
of  jobs  that  will  be  lost. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I 
might  inquire  of  the  gentleman,  and 
first  of  all  an  observation,  I  am  glad 
the  gentleman's  first  job  was  at  the 
International  House  of  Pancakes.  Had 
it  been  at  the  Waffle  House,  you  might 
be  in  line  for  a  job  with  the  administra- 
tion, considering  the  fact  that  they 
waffled  on  so  much  of  this. 

But  when  so  much  attention  is  paid 
to  California,  electoral  vote-rich  Cali- 
fornia, let  us  put  it  in  perspective  so 
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the  campaigner-in-chief  can  under- 
stand full  well,  for  the  benefit  of  our 
friend  at  the  other  end  of  Pennsylvania 
Avenue;  could  the  gentleman  find  the 
figure  on  how  many  jobs?  I  know  al- 
most 9,000  jobs  in  my  home  State  of  Ar- 
izona, but  since  it  takes  the  mention  of 
the  big  C.  California,  to  get  the  atten- 
tion of  my  other  friends  busy  election- 
eering, tell  us  how  many  jobs  would  be 
lost  in  the  State  of  California,  if  you 
have  that  information? 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  Again, 
I  am  going  to  say  it  again,  because  this 
is  not  from  the  Republican  Study  Com- 
mittee, this  is  from  the  Employment 
Policies  institute,  which  is  nonpoliti- 
cal.  nonpartisan,  the  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  in  California  will  cost 
63.100  jobs,  63,100  less  jobs  in  the  State 
of  California  by  increasing  the  mini- 
mum wage. 

You  know  what  is  so  interesting,  as  I 
hear  the  champions  of  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  talk,  under  the  pre- 
tense of  compassion  for  the  minimum 
wage  worker,  what  is  the  bottom  line 
thing? 

D  2130 

There  is  an  undercurrent  here.  You 
know  what  it  is?  it  is  arrogance.  You 
know  what  it  is  really  saying?  "You  do 
not  have  the  capability  to  get  a  raise 
yourself.  You  need  me  in  Congress  to 
increase  your  salary  because  you  are 
too  incompetent.  We  know  you  are 
going  to  be  trapped  at  the  minimum 
wage  forever  because  you  do  not  have 
the  ability  to  move  yourself  up  the  eco- 
nomic flree  enterprise  ladder." 

That  is  what  the  theme  is  that  we  are 
hearing  from  the  Democrats.  They  are 
basically  sajdng  this  entire  section  of 
the  population  is  not  passing  through 
the  minimum  entry  wage  but  that  they 
are  stuck  there  permanently,  and  there 
is  a  high  degree  of  arrogance  in  this  de- 
bate that  never  even  gets  mentioned. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Reclaiming  my 
time.  I  think  my  fiiend  from  Georgia 
a^ain  is  absolutely  correct,  for  it  is  the 
fundamental  irony  that  there  is  a  sup- 
position or  a  presumption  emanating 
largely  from  the  liberal  side  of  this 
Chamber  which  would  puriwrt  that 
those  with  entry-level  jobs  in  the  work 
force,  the  youngsters  of  whom  you 
spoke  earlier  from  your  hometown  of 
Savannah.  Georgia,  or  people,  young 
people  living  in  the  east  valley  around 
Mesa  or  Scottsdale,  Arizona,  or 
throughout  the  Sixth  District  of  Ari- 
zona, that  somehow  once  they  take  a 
job  they  are  destined  to  be  trapped  at 
the  very  lowest  rung  of  the  economic 
ladder. 

Yet  what  we  have  found  time  and 
again,  if  people  show  up  on  time,  if 
they  work  hard,  if  they  do  a  good  job. 
that  is  simply  the  entry  level.  They 
climb  the  rungs  of  the  economic  lad- 
der. To  somehow  dismiss  that,  and  al- 
ways rely  on  the  worst-case  scenario  or 
supposition  that  people  are  chained  in- 


exorably and  always  to  the  lowest  rung 
of  the  economic  ladder,  betrays  either 
the  arrogance  of  which  the  gentleman 
spoke,  the  arrogance  of  the  alleged 
competence  of  big  government  and  a 
bureaucracy,  or  a  fundamental  mis- 
understanding of  business,  that  produc- 
tivity and  hard  work  and  old-fashioned 
gumption,  a  phrase  my  friend  from 
Georgia  may  use  Crom  time  to  time, 
old-fashioned  gumption  will  be  re- 
warded with  an  increase  based  on  an 
increase  based  on  an  increase  in  pro- 
ductivity. 

Let  me  yield  to  my  friend  again. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  When  I  was  earning 
the  minimum  wage  and  my  fellow 
workers  were  earning  the  minimum 
wage,  we  never,  never  once  thought 
about  writing  our  Congressman  to  get 
a  raise.  What  we  thought  about  doing 
was  working  a  little  bit  harder,  staying 
a  little  bit  longer,  getting  the  job  done 
a  little  bit  faster,  and  there  through 
the  capitalist  system,  we  got  paid. 

It  is  too  bad  that  our  friends  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  seem  to  hate 
capitalism  and  seem  to  hate  and  have  a 
true  contemptuousness  for  free  enter- 
prise. But  let  me  tell  you,  now  some  of 
them  are  very  shrewd,  and  here  is  why. 

One  other  component  that  is  missing 
from  this  debate  is  the  fact  that  many 
States,  such  as  Hawaii,  such  as  New 
Jersey,  have  a  State  minimum  wage  al- 
ready that  is  higher  than  the  existing 
Federal  minimum  wage.  The  Federal 
minimum  wage  is  $4.15  an  hour.  Ha- 
waii's minimum  wage.  State  minimum 
wage,  is  $5.25,  and  New  Jersey's  is  $5.05. 

What  is  happening,  when  businesses 
are  looking  to  move  a  plant  to  Hawaii 
or  to  New  Jersey,  they  say.  "Well,  that 
entry  level  salary  is  a  little  bit  high,  I 
think  I  can  do  better  moving  to  an- 
other State,"  and  then  New  Jersey  is 
losing  them.  So  what  happens  is  we 
have  got  these  States  saying,  "Yes,  we 
need  to  increase  the  minimum  wage  be- 
cause we  are  at  a  competitive  eco- 
nomic disadvantage  because  of  our  own 
State's  policies."  We  are  not  hearing 
that  in  here,  so  this  is  not  altruistic. 
We  need  to  get  the  cards  face  up  on  the 
table  about  that. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Indeed,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield,  I  could  not  help  but 
notice  the  firequent  citation  of  alleged 
poll  numbers,  and  just  the  inherent  re- 
tail action  not  of  sound  economic  pol- 
icy but  retail  politics  at  work  here. 

Again,  and  I  know  the  gentleman 
preceded  me  by  a  term  here  in  Wash- 
ington, but  I  cannot  help  but  be  struck 
by  the  false  sjnnbolism  and  the  legis- 
lating for  a  therapeutic  effect,  a  sym- 
bolic effect  that  in  essence,  as  we  have 
seen  time  and  again,  as  we  see  in  re- 
ports from  the  Progressive  Policy  In- 
stitute, as  we  read  in  the  comments  of 
the  President's  own  Chairman  of  Eco- 
nomic Advisers,  ultimately  will  kill 
jobs. 

It  is  an  incredible  irony.  Small  won- 
der then  that  I  refer  to  this  alleged 


minimum  wage  increase  as  the  job  kill- 
er act  of  1996. 

I  yield  to  my  friend. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  In  fact,  I  think  the 
gentleman  fi-om  California  said  this 
will  actually  help  the  middle  class 
from  having  higher  taxes.  It  is  kind  of 
like  "Hello,  is  anybody  home  in 
there?"  Because  I  do  not  follow  that.  If 
I  go  into  a  fast-food  restaurant  today 
and  they  cannot  squeeze  out  any  more 
jobs,  then  my  french  fries  and  ham- 
burgers and  Coca-Colas  are  going  to  go 
up,  along  with  the  goods  and  services  I 
get  from  everywhere  else,  from  health 
care  to  groceries.  The  middle  class,  one 
more  time,  will  get  stuck  with  this. 

I  want  to  kind  of  bridge  this.  As  we 
are  talking  about  the  middle  class, 
maybe  we  should  talk  about  welfare  re- 
form, since  we  have  a  lot  of  news  in 
there  today.  We  have  two  different  ap- 
proaches on  welfare  reform,  from  the 
conservative  point  of  view  and  from 
the  liberal  point  of  view. 

We  have  a  I*resident  who  promised  to 
apparently  extend  welfare  as  we  know 
it,  and  President  Clinton  currently  has 
vetoed  two  welfare  reform  bills,  and  to 
date  I  think  has  now  endorsed  a  bill 
that  allows  welfare  benefits  for  felons. 
So  as  I  said,  the  President  seems  to 
want  to  extend  welfare  as  we  know  it. 

I  hear  over  and  over  again  from  mid- 
dle class  people  that  they  are  tired  of 
the  giveaway  programs  when  they  are 
out  working  40.  45.  50.  55  hours  a  week 
and  more,  busting  their  tails,  and  then 
they  have  got  able-bodied  people  who 
refuse  to  work  because  of  the  generous 
welfare  benefits. 

The  President  vetoed  a  bill  that  re- 
quired able-bodied  recipients  to  work 
^  hours  a  week.  As  I  go  to  the  civic 
clubs  in  Georgia.  I  say.  "How  many  of 
you  worked  20  hours  a  week  and  pro- 
vided for  your  families?"  Not  one  hand 
goes  up.  And  I  think  I  will  ask  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona,  can  you  make  it 
at  20  hours  a  week  in  Arizona? 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Of  course  not. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Certainly  not.  And 
do  you  think  it  is  unfair  to  ask  able- 
bodied  welfare  recipients  to  work  20 
hours  a  week? 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  It  is  not  unfair  at 
all.  In  fact,  it  is  the  begizmlng  of  true 
compassion. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  And  that  is  what  I 
am  hearing  from  the  middle  class. 
They  are  saying  if  somebody  is  des- 
perate, let  us  help  them  out.  We  are 
Americans.  We  are  compassionate.  But 
if  they  are  just  lazy  and  they  are  refus- 
ing to  work,  why  should  I  put  in  my 
overtime  to  pay  him  to  sit  on  the 
porch?     

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  As  my  friend  from 
Georgia  points  out,  ofttimes  in  Wash- 
ington-speak we  hear  of  the  safety  net 
for  those  in  society  who  truly  are  un- 
fortunate, for  those  who  through  cir- 
cumstances beyond  their  own  control, 
with  physical  challenges,  vrtth  eco- 
nomic traumas  that  exist,  who  truly 
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need  a  safety  net.  But  the  sad  fact  is. 
by  failing  to  end  welfare  as  we  know  it, 
this  President  again  has  ensured  that 
the  safety  net  becomes  a  hanunock  for 
the  very  people  who  should  be  at  work. 

Indeed,  as  the  gentleman  from  Geor- 
gia is  well  aware,  again  in  this  election 
season,  last  Saturday  the  President  of 
the  United  States  chose  to  talk  about 
real  welfare  reform  that  is  being  insti- 
tuted in  the  great  State  of  Wisconsin 
under  Gov.  Tommy  Thompson.  But  the 
interesting  thing  is  that  President 
Clinton,  while  granting  a  couple  of 
waivers  to  Wisconsin  for  revolutionary 
changes  in  that  system,  when  Wiscon- 
sin wants  to  make  further  changes,  he 
endorses  the  general  concept  but  he 
has  yet  to  come  across  with  the  real 
waivers.  I  champion  our  colleagues  on 
this  side  of  the  aisle  from  Wisconsin 
who  earlier  today  challenged  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  to  extend 
those  waivers  needed  to  take  the  next 
rational  step  in  real  welfare  reform  in 
Wisconsin. 

But  of  course,  as  my  friend  from 
Georgia  knows,  it  was  the  plan  of  this 
new  majority  to  go  one  better  than  all 
of  that,  to  allow  States  not  to  apply  for 
some  waiver  from  those  who  would  be 
seemingly  onmlscient  or  ominlpotent 
here  on  the  banks  of  the  Potomac,  here 
within  the  Washington  bureaucracy, 
but  instead  be  tree  to  solve  the  prob- 
lems themselves. 

I  yield  to  my  friend  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  I  hate  to  interrupt 
you  when  you  are  on  your  10-dollar- 
word  roll  here. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  That  is  correct.  I 
will  yield  some  time  to  drive  up  the 
price. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  What  they  want  is  a 
Medicaid  and  Medicare  waiver  and  a 
welfare  waiver  is  when  a  State  says, 
"We  want  to  take  the  poverty  resolu- 
tion program  back  in  our  own  hands 
without  having  Washington  mandate 
it."  I  want  to  make  sure  that  people 
understand  that  that  is  what  we  are 
talking  about. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tlenaan  for  that  clarification. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  The  Governor  Trom 
Wisconsin  says,  "We  have  a  new  plan. 
We  want  the  waivers  flrom  Washington 
so  we  can  Implement  it." 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  It  is  really  the 
grame  of  "Mother,  may  I?"  Or  perhaps 
translated,  "Uncle  Sam,  may  I?" 
"Washington  bureaucrats,  may  I?" 
"May  we  make  those  chainges?" 

Well,  a  legitimate  debate  can  con- 
tinue on  the  role  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, but  when  we  have  adopted 
policies  that  continue  to  concentrate 
power  and  authority  in  Washington,  in 
the  hands  of  bureaucrats  instead  of  in 
the  hands  of  duly  elected  officials,  then 
we  have  serious  problems.  So  it  is  real- 
ly the  wrong  question  for  States  to 
have  to  ask  "Mother,  may  I?"  or 
"Uncle  Sam,  may  I?" 

In  fact,  the  change  should  be  that 
those  States  should  be  free  and  empow- 


ered to  do  the  right  thing  in  their  own 
way.  And  we  are  joined  by  our  good 
friend  from  California,  Mr.  HUNTER. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  I  thank  the  gentlenmn 
for  his  very  articulate  demonstration 
or  description  of  what  Federal  Govern- 
ment should  not  do,  and  that  is  to  im- 
pose on  the  American  people  at  every 
level  of  life.  What  I  think  is  ironic  is 
the  fact  that  there  are  a  few  things 
that  the  Federal  Government  should  do 
that  it  is  not  doing,  and  one  of  those 
things  is  the  defense  bill  that  we  have 
just  put  on  the  House  floor. 

I  can  recall,  as  the  chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Military  Procure- 
ment in  the  Committee  on  National  Se- 
curity, asking  the  services  to  come 
into  my  office  along  with  my  Democrat 
counterpart,  the  ranking  minority 
member,  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Skelton].  Ike  and  I  sat  there  and 
asked  the  services,  under  the  Clinton 
administration's  budget,  whether  or 
not  they  had  enough  basic  ammuni- 
tion, enough  bullets  to  fight  the  two- 
war  scenario  that  they  have  to  fight  if 
America  is  going  to  be  secure;  that  is, 
perhaps  to  be  engaged  in  a  war  in  the 
Middle  East,  like  the  one  against  Sad- 
dam Hussein,  but  to  have  enough  am- 
munition and  enough  supplies  to  take 
on,  for  example,  the  North  Koreans,  if 
they  should  take  advantage  of  a  war  in 
the  Middle  East  to  come  down  the  Ko- 
rean Peninsula. 

So  we  asked  the  people  who  are  in 
charge  of  the  ammunition  supply  if 
under  the  Clinton  administration's 
budget  they  had  enough  basic  anmio, 
enough  bullets  to  fight  what  we  are 
going  to  require  them  to  fight.  And  the 
Marines,  the  Marines  always  being  can- 
did, said,  "No,  frankly  not.  Congress- 
man." So  we  asked  them  for  a  list  of 
what  they  needed,  and  they  came  up 
with  an  Inadequacy,  a  requirement  of 
96  million  M-16  bullets  that  they  were 
short  under  President  Clinton's  defense 
budget  for  the  job  that  we  will  call  on 
them  in  time  of  conflict  to  do. 

So  here  is  an  administration  that  is 
getting  into  every  aspect  of  people's 
lives,  but  the  one  aspect  that  the  Con- 
stitution charges  them  to  be  concerned 
about  and  to  carry  out.  which  Is  to  de- 
fend the  country,  they  are  not  doing.  I 
was  absolutely  amazed  when  we  got 
this  list  of  everything  from  basic  M-16 
rounds. 

In  fact,  the  gentleman,  my  friend 
from  Arizona  and  my  friend  firom  Geor- 
gia, may  have  seen  me  canying  around 
an  empty  ammo  pouch,  a  U.S.  Marine 
ammo  pouch  to  sjmibolize  the  M-16 
bullets.  They  are  short  howitzer  rounds 
and  down  to  that  basic  M-16  bullet. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  would 
the  gentleman  yield  a  little  bit? 

Mr.  HUNTER.  I  would  be  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Being  an  expert  on 
defense,  one  of  the  things  we  hear  quite 
often  Is  Americans  under  U.N.  com- 
mand. Last  year,  as  I  recall,  we  passed 


a  bill  that  said  Americans  would  not 
serve  under  U.N.  command  or  wear 
U.N.  uniforms.  Was  that  vetoed? 

Mr.  HUNTER.  That  bill  was  vetoed. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  I  thought  it  was  ve- 
toed. So  here  we  have  a  President  who 
has  vetoed  Congress,  which  on  a  bipar- 
tisan basis  said  no  more  Americans 
serving  under  U.N.  command. 

n  2145 

Mr.  HUNTER.  That  is  right.  The 
President  vetoed  the  bill.  One  of  the  ar- 
ticulated reasons  was  that  he  did  not 
like  that  inhibition  on  what  he 
thought  were  his  Commander-in-Chief 
powers. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Let  me  ask  you  an- 
other question,  if  I  may.  Now.  in  terms 
of  globe  trotting  and  plajring  police  of- 
ficer of  the  world,  what  about  the  War 
Powers  Act?  Have  you  strengthened 
that  in  your  bill,  or  weakened  it.  be- 
cause I  share  the  concern.  We  are  in 
Somalia  without  a  mission.  We  are  in 
Haiti,  the  mission  is  still  undefined.  We 
are  in  Bosnia.  We  have  a  mission  for 
each  month  of  the  year. 

So  what  is  happening  In  your  bill  on 
the  War  Powers  Act,  which  says  that 
the  President  cannot  commit  American 
troops  overseas  for  more  than  90  days 
without  congressional  permission? 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Actually  there  is  not  a 
substantial  revision  of  the  President's 
powers,  because  most  of  the  President's 
powers  come  under  the  Constitution. 
The  President  is  the  Conomander-in- 
chlef  of  the  Armed  Services. 

So  if  you  are  worried  about  the  Ma- 
rines having  enough  ammo,  you  can  go 
to  Congress  and  you  can  get  enough 
ammunition.  That  is  what  the  Marines 
did.  If  you  are  worried  about  the  safety 
record  of  the  planes  that  have  been 
crashing  recently,  you  can  come  in  and 
ask  for  the  safety  upgrades,  which  the 
Clinton  administration  had  not  wanted 
to  fund,  but  we  did  under  the  Repub- 
lican leadership. 

But  if  you  want  to  have  a  Com- 
mander-in-Chief who  is  not  going  to 
lead  your  young  Marines  and  soldiers 
out  from  a  new  adventure  every  3  or  4 
weeks,  you  are  going  to  have  to  change 
one  thing,  and  that  is  the  Commander- 
in-Chief.  So  the  only  answer  for  the 
American  people  for  that  one  Is  to  get 
a  new  Commander-in-Chief. 

But  on  that  point,  it  is  true  that  if 
you  ask  the  Commandant  of  the  Ma- 
rine Corps,  he  told  us  that  the  young 
Marines  today  have  a  higher  personnel 
tempo;  that  is  they  have  to  leave  their 
families  more  often  and  go  out  to  some 
part  of  the  world  under  this  President's 
foreign  policy,  that  at  any  time  since 
World  War  n.  You  have  more  people 
leaving  home,  being  deployed  for  long 
periods  of  time,  than  at  any  time  since 
World  War  n. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Now,  you  mentioned 
the  Commander-in-Chief.  Is  the  Com- 
mander-in-Chief a  member  of  the  mlll- 
tarsr? 
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Mr.  HUNTER.  Well,  funny  you  should 
bring  that  up.  I  saw  something  that  I 
thought  was  an  April  Fool's  thing. 
Today  there  was  an  article  in  the  paper 
that  said  that  the  President  was  asking 
for  protection  under  the  Soldiers  and 
Sailors  Relief  Act  from  being  sued  civ- 
illy. I  thought  that  was  one  of  those 
things  that  they  were  bringing  out  a 
kind  of  an  April  Fool's  thing,  kind  of  a 
satire.  But  I  understand  it  is  true,  that 
he  is  actually  saying  that  he  as  Com- 
mander-in-Chief qualifies  for  the  Sol- 
diers and  Sadlors  Relief  Act,  since  he  is 
in  the  military,  because  he  is  the  head 
of  the  Armed  Services,  and  therefore 
this  lawsuit  in  Arkansas  cannot  touch 
him.  I  was  amazed. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Which  lawsuit  is 
that?  There  are  several. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  The  lawsuit,  I  under- 
stand it  is,  what,  a  sexual  harassment 
lawsuit  by  a  young  lady  in  Arkansas. 
But  to  me  that  is  not  what  is  the  jar- 
ring point  of  this.  To  me  what  is  the 
jarring  point  of  this  is  that  the  Presi- 
dent would  invoke  the  Soldiers  and 
Sailors  Relief  Act  when  he  is  not  a  sol- 
dier or  a  sailor,  and  in  fact  when  he  at 
one  point  made  that  statement  that  he 
loathed  America's  military. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Indeed,  if  my  friend 
from  California  would  yield,  I  will  in- 
clude in  the  Record  a  story  that  ap- 
peared in  this  morning's  Washington 
Times  by  Brian  Blomquist,  and  to  set 
this  in  perspective,  Mr.  Speaker,  for 
those  who  joined  us  in  the  Chamber  to- 
night and  for  those  who  join  us  nation- 
wide and  worldwide  via  C-SPAN.  let  me 
read  and  quote  directly  from  the  arti- 
cle that  appeared  in  this  morning's 
Washington  Times  on  the  front  page  by 
Brian  Blomquist. 

President  Clinton  has  provoked  a  furor  by 
assei^ing  in  le^  papers  that  as  Commander- 
in-Chief,  be  is  in  the  military  and  a  sexual 
harassment  lawsuit  against  him  must  be 
postponed  until  his  active  duty  is  completed. 

The  chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Veterans  Affairs  is  gathering  signatures 
flrom  other  Congressmen  to  send  a  letter  to 
Mr.  Clinton  criticizing  his  latest  defense  in 
the  lawsuit  brought  by  former  Arkansas  em- 
ployee Paula  Corbln  Jones. 

In  papers  filed  a  week  ago,  Mr.  Clinton 
seeks  to  defer  the  lawsuit  under  the  Soldiers 
and  Sailors  Relief  Act  of  1940  which  grants 
automatic  delays  in  law  suits  against  mili- 
tary personnel  until  their  active  duty  is 
over. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Would  the  gentleman 
yield  on  that  point? 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Let  me  finish  this 
one  sentence.  It  is  worth  reminding 
folks:  "Mr.  Clinton  maneuvered  to 
avoid  military  service  in  1969  during 
the  Vietnam  War." 

I  will  end  the  statement  there  and  in- 
clude the  entire  article  at  this  point  In 
the  Record. 

[From  the  Washington  Times.  May  22. 1996] 
Clinton  Dodges  Scrr,  Says  He's  in  militart 

CRTnCS  FUME  AT  COMMANDER  IN  CHIEF 

(By  Brian  Blomquist) 
President  Clinton  has  provoked  a  furor  by 
asserting  in  legal  papers  that  as  commander 
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in  chief  he  is  in  the  military  and  a  sexual- 
harassment  lawsuit  against  him  must  be 
postponed  until  his  active  duty  is  completed. 

The  chairman  of  the  House  Veterans  Af- 
fairs Committee  is  gathering  signatures 
trom  other  congressmen  to  send  a  letter  to 
Mr.  Clinton  criticizing  his  latest  defense  in 
the  lawsuit  brought  by  former  Arkansas  em- 
ployee Paula  Corbin  Jones. 

In  papers  filed  a  week  ago,  Mr.  Clinton 
seeks  to  defer  the  lawsuit  under  the  Soldiers' 
and  Sailors'  Relief  Act  of  1940.  which  grants 
automatic  delays  in  lawsuits  against  mili- 
tary personnel  until  their  active  duty  is 
over. 

Mr.  Clinton  maneuvered  to  avoid  military 
service  in  1969,  during  the  Vietnam  War. 

A  petition  filed  May  15  says,  "President 
Clinton  here  thus  seeks  relief  similar  to  that 
which  he  may  be  entitled  as  commander-in- 
chief  of  the  armed  forces,  and  which  is  rou- 
tinely available  to  service  members  under 
his  command." 

The  petition  was  filed  before  the  Supreme 
Court  by  Clinton  attorney  Robert  S.  Ben- 
nett. Mr.  Bennett  said  the  criticism  is  mis- 
leading because  the  1940  legislation  is  a 
minor  element  of  Mr.  Clinton's  claim  that  he 
should  be  immune  from  civil  suits  while  in 
office. 

"If  you  read  [Mr.  Clinton's  24-page  peti- 
tion] through  the  first  time,  you  would 
miss"  any  reference  to  the  law.  he  said. 

The  petition  cities  the  law  as  an  example 
of  when  a  public  official — say,  a  servicemen 
on  active  duty  who  is  being  sued  by  his 
wife — can  ao-gue  that  the  legal  action  must 
be  delayed,  Mr.  Bennett  said. 

"The  president  is  on  duty  24  hours  a  day, 
and  you  could  literally  tie  up  a  president  in 
lawsuits  all  the  time,"  he  said. 

Mr.  Bennett  acknowledged  Mr.  Clinton's 
petition  does  argue  that  if  the  1940  law  is  ap- 
plicable to  a  sergeant,  it  should  be  applicable 
to  the  commander  in  chief.  But  "we're  not 
pushing  that  argument,"  he  said. 

Mrs.  Jones  is  suing  Mr.  Clinton  for  sexual 
harassment,  contending  she  was  approached 
by  an  Arkansas  state  trooper  in  1991  during 
a  trade  show  at  a  hotel  and  asked  to  go  to 
Mr.  Clinton's  suite. 

She  says  she  went  and  engaged  in  small 
talk  with  Mr.  Clinton,  who  was  then  Arkan- 
sas governor,  before  he  exposed  his  genitals 
and  asked  her  to  perform  a  sex  act. 

The  Supreme  Court  could  decide  as  early 
as  next  month,  or  as  late  as  September, 
whether  to  accept  the  case.  Mr.  Bennett  said. 

The  claim  on  behalf  of  the  president  ig- 
nited inunediate  fury  from  veterans  and 
their  advocates. 

"You  are  not  a  person  in  military  service, 
nor  have  you  ever  been,"  House  Veterans  Af- 
fairs Committee  Chalnnan  Bob  Stump.  Ari- 
zona Republican,  wrote  in  a  letter  he  is  send- 
ing to  Mr.  Clinton. 

"Bill  Clinton  was  not  prepared  to  carry  the 
sword  for  his  country,  but  has  no  hesitancy 
in  using  its  shield  If  he  can  get  away  with 
it."  said  J.  Thomas  Burch  Jr.,  chairman  of 
the  National  Vietnam  Veterans  Coalition. 

Mr.  Stump  and  Rep.  Robert  K.  Doman. 
California  Republican,  called  Mr.  Clinton's 
legal  tactic  "a  slap  in  the  face  to  the  mil- 
lions of  men  and  women"  who  have  served. 
Their  letter  was  circulated  to  members  of 
Congress  last  night.  Mr.  Doman  Is  chairman 
of  the  House  National  Security  Committee's 
military  personnel  subcommittee. 

The  two  congressmen  urge  Mr.  Clinton  to 
"take  the  honorable  course"  and  withdraw 
the  military-service  argument. 

"By  pursuing  it,  you  dishonor  all  of  Ameri- 
ca's veterans  who  did  so  proudly  serve," 
their  letter  said. 


Federal  law  defines  a  person  in  military 
service  as  any  member  of  the  Army.  Navy, 
Marine  Corps,  Air  Force  or  Coast  Guard,  or 
any  officer  of  the  Public  Health  Service  de- 
tailed by  proper  authority  for  duty  with  the 
Army  or  Navy. 

The  law  does  not  explicitly  include  the 
conmiander  in  chief.  Article  n  of  the  Con- 
stitution gives  the  president  authority  over 
the  military  as  commander  in  chief. 

But  the  president  is  a  civilian,  not  a  mili- 
tary officer,  which  wartime  Presidents 
Woodrow  Wilson  and  Franklin  Roosevelt  rec- 
ognized, according  to  the  Congressional  Re- 
search Service  of  the  Library  of  Congress. 

In  1950.  the  Surrogate  Court  of  Dutchess 
County,  N.Y.,  was  asked  to  rule  on  a  claim 
by  Roosevelt's  survivors,  who  sought  tax 
benefits  on  the  grounds  that  he  died  in  the 
military. 

The  court  rejected  the  claim,  stating  un- 
questionably that  the  president  is  a  civilian. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  my  friend 
from  California. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  I  appreciate  him  yielding.  This  is 
one  of  those  things  where  even  though 
the  gentleman  who  is  in  the  White 
House  is  of  another  party,  you  hope 
when  you  read  a  story  like  that,  that  it 
is  not  true,  that  he  has  not  tried  to  do 
this,  because  the  Soldiers  and  Sailors 
Relief  Act  was  passed  for  one  reason, 
and  that  was  because  GI's,  like  Audle 
Murphy,  were  going  over  to  foreign 
theaters  and  were  expected  to  go  be- 
cause we  were  on  the  verge,  we  were 
getting  into  World  War  n,  and  we  knew 
people  would  be  leaving  for  1,  2,  3,  4 
years  at  a  time.  Some  of  them  might 
never  come  back. 

The  last  thing  that  you  wanted  for  a 
veteran  who  was  overseas  fighting  in 
Europe  or  later  on  in  Asia  or  in  other 
places  was  to  have  a  lawsuit  filed 
against  him  in  American  courts  while 
he  was  ofi'  fighting  in  the  jungle  some- 
place, and  since  he  was  unaware  of  it, 
have  that  lawsuit  basically  turn  into  a 
judgment  for  lack  of  response  from  the 
soldier  or  sailor  who  did  not  even  know 
it  was  being  filed,  and  have  that  judg- 
ment end  up  taking  away  his  farm  or 
his  house  or  something  else. 

It  was  meant  to  give  relief  to  Ameri- 
ca's fighting  men  who  were  overseas 
fighting  for  their  country,  and  women, 
I  might  add.  So  people  like  the  women 
who  were  ferrying  planes  for  Jackie 
Cochran's  WASPS  in  World  War  n,  the 
women  who  took  planes  back  and  forth 
to  Great  Britain,  had  the  same  type  of 
relief. 

So  for  a  sitting  President  of  the 
United  States,  who  is  surrounded  by 
lawyers,  who  never  stepped  a  foot  over- 
seas during  the  conflict  in  which  he 
said  he  loathed  the  military,  for  him  to 
cloak  himself  in  an  act  that  was  de- 
signed to  keep  basic  American  soldiers 
from  losing  their  farm  while  they  were 
off  fighting  and  were  not  available  to 
answer  a  court  summons,  is  absolutely 
a  misuse  of  this  act. 

Here  is  a  President  who  has  got  wall- 
to-wall  lawyers.  My  gosh,  I  am  sure  the 
American  Trial  Lawyers  will  lend  him 
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a  couple,  since  he  saved  their  back  on 
a  number  of  occasions.  I  just  hope, 
there  are  some  times  you  say  "I  do  not 
care  if  he  is  Democrat  or  Republican.  I 
just  hope  he  did  not  do  that."  I  hope 
this  is  a  farce,  that  this  is  not  true, 
that  somebody  pulled  an  April  Fool's 
joke  on  this  reporter. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  I  thank  my  friend 
from  California.  I  would  share  his  sen- 
timents. But,  as  with  many  occur- 
rences in  the  last  few  days,  the  last  few 
months,  the  last  3  years,  it  is  not  an 
April  Pool's  joke,  it  is  the  absolute 
truth. 

I  would  like  to  pause  at  this  juncture 
to  salute  my  coUea^e  from  the  great 
State  of  Arizona,  the  dean  of  our  dele- 
gation, the  chairman  of  the  Conmiittee 
on  Veterans'  Affairs,  Bob  Stump,  who 
is  one  of  the  workhorses  here  on  Cap- 
itol Hill.  "Stumper"  is  not  a  show 
horse.  He  is  the  dean  of  the  Arizona 
delegation,  who  came  to  this  institu- 
tion under  the  other  party's  label,  but 
who  as  a  clear,  common  sense  conserv- 
ative, has  been  unwavering  in  his  sup- 
port of  our  Nation's  defense,  unwaver- 
ing in  his  commitment  to  improving 
the  lot  of  the  Nation's  veterans,  and 
who  stands  here  not,  not  to  try  and 
heap  scorn  or  abuse  on  the  office  of  the 
Presidency,  but  to  make  very  clear 
that  while  it  is  not  the  job  of  Congress 
to  pass  judgment  in  a  legal  proceeding, 
a  civil  proceeding  in  a  court  of  law,  it 
is  important  for  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  to  speak  out  when  a  law 
that  is  intended  for  active  duty  person- 
nel is  co-opted,  is  twisted,  is  turned, 
for  the  convenience  of  a  civilian  Com- 
mander in  Chief,  by  the  gentlemen  in 
the  so-called  legal  profession  whose  job 
it  is  to  search  out  technicalities. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  just  briefly,  there  is  no  one  more 
qualified  to  raise  this  question,  because 
the  great  Bob  Stump  that  you  just 
spoke  of,  who  is  a  dear  friend  and  one 
of  the  finest  people  in  this  House,  and 
is  pure  gold  with  respect  to  national 
security  and  veterans  issues.  Bob 
Stump  left  his  family  at  the  age  of  17 
in  World  War  n  and  joined  the  United 
States  Navy,  probably  the  yoimgest 
sitting  Member  in  this  body  or  the 
other  body  to  have  joined  the  military. 
That  is  what  this  law  was  for.  The 
Soldiers  and  Sailors  Relief  Act  was  for 
the  Bob  Stumps  of  the  world,  so  when 
they  went  off  for  2  years  or  more,  they 
would  not  lose  their  farm  because  of  a 
lawsuit  that  they  did  not  even  know 
about  which  came  to  a  judgment  while 
they  were  gone.  He  is  the  kind  of  guy 
that  this  law  was  passed  for,  right 
where  we  are  standing  in  this  body,  in 
those  very  dramatic  years  just  before 
Pearl  Harbor. 

So  it  is  appropriate  that  the  dean  of 
the  Arizona  delegation.  Bob  Stump, 
and  I  might  add  another  very  fine  per- 
son and  a  very  fine  Member  of  this 
body  and  a  very  excellent  pilot  also,  a 
former  Member  of  the  United  States 


Air  Force,  Robert  Dornan,  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Subconmiittee  on  Personnel 
of  the  Committee  on  National  Secu- 
rity, who  is  joining  Mr.  Stump  in  this 
challenge  to  the  way  the  President  has 
misapplied  a  basic  act  that  was  meant 
to  protect  people  who  went  off  to  serve 
their  country. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield,  I  wanted  to  kind  of  go  over 
to  another  topic.  While  we  are  on  the 
legal  profession  and  revising  things,  if 
we  may,  I  want  to  talk  about  our 
criminal  justice  reform  efforts,  to  keep 
the  streets  of  America  safe.  It  gets 
back  to  the  same  thing  of  twisting  the 
laws  and  using  it  as  a  vehicle,  rather 
than  using  it  for  is  intended  purpose  of 
justice. 

But  about  2  years  ago,  I  had  a  call 
from  a  family  telling  me  that  a  man 
who  raped  their  daughter  was  about  to 
get  out  of  prison.  Here  were  the  cir- 
cumstances. Their  daughter  actually  is 
a  grown  woman.  She  was  giving  her  3- 
year-old  a  bath  one  day,  the  doorbell 
rings,  and  she  does  not  answer  it.  The 
next  thing  you  know,  the  back  door 
gets  kicked  in  and  a  man  comes  in,  and 
here  is  a  woman  with  a  3-year-old  bath- 
ing the  3-year-old.  And  the  rapist  says, 
"You  cooperate  with  me  and  the  kid 
doesn't  get  hurt." 

Needless  to  say,  she  cooperated.  But, 
fortunately,  they  found  out  who  the 
man  was  and  they  arrested  him  and  so 
forth,  and  he  was  sent  to  jail  for  10 
years.  Well,  as  it  turns  out,  3  years 
later,  he  is  getting  out.  The  family  was 
calling  me  because  they  had  been  put 
on  notice  he  was  about  to  get  out  of 
prison. 

One  of  the  things  that  we  had  done  to 
make  our  streets  safe  is  to  require 
truth  in  sentencing,  so  that  thug  rap- 
ists like  this  gentleman,  and,  frankly,  I 
think  10  yeau*s  is  a  light  sentence,  but 
if  he  served  the  sentence  for  10  years, 
he  serves  10  years.  Our  Republican  bill 
gives  States  money  for  new  prison  con- 
struction as  long  as  they  have  truth-in- 
sentencing  laws,  which  I  think  is  one  of 
the  keys  to  have  our  streets  of  America 
safe.  Because  I  am  very  concerned 
about  the  American  middle  class,  and 
particularly  the  women  who  are  home 
alone  many  hours,  or  who  are  out  by 
themselves,  and  are  subject  to  these  at- 
tacks of  rape.  I  believe  that  we  need  to 
continue  those  efforts  as  a  party. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  I  would  share  the 
sentiment  of  the  gentleman  from  Geor- 
gia and  make  one  amendment  to  that 
in  terms  of  oft  times  when  we  get  into 
the  style  of  debating  here  on  the  floor, 
we  refer  to  each  other  as  a  gentleman. 
I  dare  say  this  rapist  does  not  qualify 
as  a  gentleman.  He  qualifies  as  a  con- 
vict, as  a  sexual  predator,  and  one  who 
should  not  be  back  out  on  the  streets 
to  assault  that  family  again,  or  any 
other  family. 

Well,  not  only  do  we  need  truth  in 
sentencing,  we  need  truth  in  govern- 
ment. Good  people  can  disagree  trom 


time  to  time  on  philosophical  ap- 
proaches. But  as  a  newcomer  to  this 
body,  and  I  am  so  glad  to  have  friends 
like  the  gentleman  from  California, 
who  has  spent  some  time  here,  who  has 
come  here  rallsring  around  the  cry  of 
strong  national  defense  and  a  true  no- 
tion of  fiscal  conservatism  and  a  com- 
mitment to  protect  this  Nation's  bor- 
ders, but  I  would  like  to  ask  my  friend 
fjrom  California,  in  the  wake  of  his 
time  in  this  Chamber,  has  he  ever  seen 
a  time  when  the  debate  has  ranged  so 
far  from  honest  philosophical  disagree- 
ments to  epithets  and  name  calling  and 
playground  taimts,  and  to  be  chari- 
table and,  quite  frankly,  to  adhere  to 
the  rules  of  the  House  and  basic  deco- 
rum, a  departure  fi-om  fact,  as  we  have 
seen  in  the  wake  of  the  frustration  of 
this  new  liberal  minority  in  response 
to  the  positive  agenda  of  our  new  ma- 
jority? 

Mr.  HUNTER.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  placing  the  question  so  well.  I  will 
tell  you  what  I  think  has  been  the  big- 
gest faux  pas,  the  biggest  mistake,  the 
biggest  blunder  that  liberals  have  made 
on  the  floor  this  year  and  have  made  in 
speeches  throughout  the  country,  and 
this  goes  all  the  way  from  the  White 
House  right  down  to  the  people  that 
run  the  political  operations  at  the 
grassroots,  and  that  is  the  liberals 
have  constantly  said  and  they  have 
constantly  misstated  the  fact  with  re- 
spect to  what  Republicans  are  trying 
to  do,  to  rescue  the  Medicare  problems 
that  we  have  in  this  country  and  the 
Medicare  program  flrom  bankruptcy. 

What  I  guess  bothers  me  the  most  is 
the  idea  that  you  had  an  American 
President  whose  own  cabinet  members 
helped  to  bring  about  a  report  of  the 
Medicare  Trust  Fund  that  said  Medi- 
care is  going  broke.  We  have  got  to  do 
something  about  it.  So  Republicans 
came  in  with  a  plan  that  increased 
Medicare  spending  some  40  percent 
over  the  next  number  of  years,  but  in- 
creased it  from  about  $4,700  to  about 
$6,200,  increased  it  substantially,  yet 
cut  out  waste,  cut  out  fraud,  cut  out 
abuse,  and  offered  a  range  of  options  to 
our  senior  citizens. 

In  an  issue  that  was  that  sensitive 
and  that  important  to  the  American 
people,  and  particularly  our  moms  and 
dads  and  our  grandmothers  and  grand- 
fathers, the  decision  was  made  at  the 
White  House  just  not  to  tell  the  truth, 
to  tell  a  lie.  So  when  we  increases 
Medicare  spending  40  percent,  the  gen- 
tleman at  the  White  House,  Bill  Clin- 
ton, right  down  to  the  grassroots  level 
of  liberal  leaders  in  this  country,  would 
say,  almost  in  unison,  almost  chant, 
"This  is  a  cut,  this  is  a  cut,  this  is  a 
cut."  And  we  would  get  up  and  say 
"Wait  a  minute.  We  are  increasing 
Medicare  spending.  We  are  increasing 
Medicare  spending.  Is  that  a  cut?" 
They  said,  "We  do  not  care  where  you 
are  going,  that  is  a  cut." 
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And  they  scared  literally  millions  of 
senior  citizens. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  And,  indeed,  to  re- 
vise the  numbers  in  the  wake  of  nego- 
tiations with  the  Senate,  indeed  it  has 
been  our  goal  to  raise  Medicare  spend- 
ing per  beneficiary  beyond  $4,700  this 
year  to  upwards  of  $7,300  in  the  revised 
plan,  working  in  concert  with  the  new 
majority  in  the  Senate.  So  we  have 
even  added  more. 

But  what  we  have  tried  to  do  is  re- 
strain the  rate  of  growth  in  the  pro- 
gram to  more  than  twice  the  current 
inflation  rate,  which  we  think  is  being 
prudent  because  it  adds  again  as  much 
as  the  current  rate  of  inflation  even 
while  offering  free  market  solutions. 

And,  again,  as  the  gentleman  from 
California  points  out,  we  are  con- 
stantly met  by  what  seems  to  be  the 
sloganeering  and  a  perverse  catechism, 
if  you  will,  or  a  chant  and  mantra  that 
these  are  cuts,  these  are  cuts;  they  are 
coming  for  seniors.  And,  again,  nothing 
could  be  further  from  the  truth. 

But  there  is  another  development, 
and  I  would  be  happy  to  yield  to  my 
friend  from  California. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  You  know  what  this  is 
like?  This  is  like  the  Democratic  lead- 
ership yelling  fire  in  a  theater  that  is 
crowded  with  senior  citizens,  making 
them  stampede  toward  the  door.  It  is 
absolutely  unconscionable. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  I  believe  the  anal- 
ogy is  apt,  and  I  believe  there  is  a  new 
development  which  we  should  share 
with  the  American  people,  reported 
first  by  our  good  friend  from  Texas, 
Bill  archer,  chairman  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  a  gen- 
tleman who  has  his  finger  on  the  pulse 
of  economic  activity  in  this  country,  a 
gentleman  who  wants  to  bring  about 
meaningful  reform  to  our  system  of 
taxation  that  currently  absolutely  pe- 
nalizes people  who  succeed,  and  this  is 
the  development.  1 

I  am  sad  to  say  this  is  really  the  mes- 
sage that  can  only  be  borne  with  a  cer- 
tain amount  of  trepidation  and  fear, 
and  it  is  this:  Those  self-same  trustees 
on  a  bipartisan  basis  now  report  to  us, 
though  the  White  House  has  yet  to  for- 
mally release  this  rejwrt,  they  now  tell 
us  that  the  hospital  fund  for  Medicare 
is  in  debt  in  excess  of  $4  trillion. 

So,  in  essence,  what  has  happened,  to 
draw  on  the  history  of  ancient  Rome, 
we  have  a  lot  of  folks  pulling  out  their 
fiddles  to  play  while  the  program  is 
going  up  in  flames,  all  because  of  the 
csmical  manipulation  and  electioneer- 
ing that  some  of  this  Chamber  would 
do  to  try  and  succeed  in  the  next  elec- 
tion instead  of  trying  to  truly  save  the 
program  for  the  next  generation. 

And,  indeed,  to  the  credit  of  those 
media  outlets,  ofttimes  referred  to  by 
this  gentleman  in  the  well  and  others 
as  the  liberal  media,  even  The  Wash- 
ington Post,  even  The  Washington 
Post,  on  its  editorial  page,  referred  to 


the  shameful  scare  tactics  of  the  left  as 
Mediscare,  Medigoguery.  It  is  uncon- 
scionable. 

Again,  I  suppose  it  comes  down  to 
this  fundamental  difference,  and  per- 
haps this  is  where  philosophy  comes 
back  in,  because  it  is  a  philosophical 
division  that  is  borne  of  the  practical 
application  of  political  power,  or  the 
absence  thereof  on  the  left,  and  it  is 
this:  Today  we  are  confronted  by  a  mi- 
nority in  this  body,  in  the  wake  of  the 
historic  shift  in  attitudes,  that  is  so 
jealous  of  the  power  it  once  wielded, 
that  so  yearns  for  that  political  power 
that  it  will  say  anything,  claim  any- 
thing, scare  anyone  in  its  pursuit  of 
power,  and  yet  try  to  conceal  the  fact 
that  now  Medicare  is  already  operating 
at  a  deficit  to  the  tune  of  $4  plus  bil- 
lion this  year. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Glad  to  yield  to  my 
good  friend  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  My  mom  and  dad  are 
on  Medicare,  and  probably  your  par- 
ents are,  if  you  are  fortunate  enough  to 
still  have  your  parents.  The  fact  is  it  is 
a  1964  Blue  Cross/Blue  Shield  plan.  I 
would  like  my  parents  to  have  all  the 
options  available  in  1996.  K  they  want 
to  have  a  medical  savings  account,  if 
they  want  to  have  a  managed  care 
plan,  if  they  want  traditional  Medi- 
care, if  they  want  a  physician  service 
network,  I  want  them  to  have  that  op- 
tion and  I  want  that  health  care  to  be 
there  for  them  tomorrow. 

Our  plan  increases  their  benefit  from 
$5,000  to  $7,000.  And  we  need  to  move  in 
a  direction  where  they  do  have  a 
choice,  they  do  have  options,  but  the 
program  is  protected  and  it  is  there  not 
just  for  their  generation  but  for  other 
generations  that  follow. 

Mr  HAYWORTH.  I  think  the  point  is 
very  well  taken. 

My  friend  from  California. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  If  the  gentleman 
would  jrield,  I  want  to  bring  up  one 
other  subject  for  just  a  minute,  if  the 
gentleman  will  indulge  me. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Gladly. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  We  had  a  number  of 
Armed  Services  hearings  this  year,  or 
national  security  hearings  in  the  Com- 
mittee on  National  Security,  and  we 
had  the  Joint  Chiefs  before  as,  and  we 
had  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  Mr.  Clin- 
ton's Secretary  of  Defense,  Bill  Perry, 
before  us.  I  asked  all  of  them  a  ques- 
tion to  lead  off  the  hearing,  and  I  tried 
to  keep  fairly  consistent  and  put  it  to 
them  early  on  in  each  hearing,  and  I 
asked  Mr.  Perry,  Dr.  Perry,  Bill  Clin- 
ton's Secretary  of  Defense,  this  ques- 
tion: Do  we  have  the  ability  in  the 
United  States  to  stop  a  single  incoming 
ballistic  missile  coming  into  one  of  our 
cities?  And  the  answer  that  is  on  the 
record  for  everybody  to  read  is,  no,  we 
do  not  have  the  ability  to  stop  a  single 
incoming  ballistic  missile. 

Now,  I  think  it  is  kind  of  significant 
that  he  would  say  that  this  year,  be- 


cause after  the  gulf  war,  when  we  had 
so  many  of  our  soldiers  who  were  in- 
jured by  the  Scud  missiles  that  Sad- 
dam Hussein  launched  at  us,  people  in 
this  Chamber  and  people  in  the  Senate 
went  into  a  frenzy,  and  we  immediately 
passed  a  resolution  that  said  we  shall 
have  a  defense  against  a  limited  ballis- 
tic missile  attack  against  the  United 
States  by  1996. 

We  said  that  right  after  the  gulf  war 
in  1992.  Well,  it  is  now  1996  and  we  have 
nothing  to  defend  the  American  people 
against  incoming  ballistic  missiles. 

Now,  it  is  true  that  the  Russian  em- 
pire, the  Soviet  empire  has  been  bro- 
ken up,  and  Belarus  and  Kazakhstan 
and  the  Ukraine  and  Russia  are  not 
separate  states,  but  the  Russians  still 
maintain  a  very  strong  strategic  sys- 
tem. They  have  ICBM's,  SS-18's,  they 
have  SLBM's  which  are  their  missiles 
launched  from  submarines,  and,  of 
course,  they  have  their  bomber  air- 
craft. But  many  other  nations  are  now 
developing  missiles. 

We  live  in  an  age  of  missiles.  The 
Chinese  are  developing  long-rang  mis- 
siles. Some  of  them  are  targeted  at 
American  cities.  We  raised  a  fuss  over 
China  intimidating  Taiwan  just  before 
their  elections.  Remember,  the  Chinese 
started  shooting  missiles  over  Taiwan 
to  scare  them.  One  of  the  Chinese  dip- 
lomats said  to  one  of  our  diplomats,  we 
hope  the  United  States  does  not  decide 
to  back  Taiwan  too  strongly.  We  think 
that  they  will  prize  Los  Angeles  more 
than  they  will  Taiwan. 

Now,  that  was  a  direct  threat  of  a 
missile  attack.  And  perhaps  a  missile 
attack  would  never  come  f^m  china, 
but  the  fact  that  they  were  using  the 
threat  of  a  missile  attack  that  we 
know  we  cannot  defend  against  as  a 
means  of  pushing  their  foreign  policy 
and  keeping  us  from  protecting  our 
friends  is  a  very  dark  day  in  American 
diplomatic  history. 

The  North  Koreans  now  are  building 
what  is  known  as  a  Taepo  Dong  n  mis- 
sile. We  have  seen  pictures  of  it.  Our 
intelligence  people  know  about  it.  It 
has  between  a  4,000-  and  6,000-kilometer 
range,  and  a  kilometer  is  about  a  thou- 
sand meters.  That  means  that  that 
weapon  system,  with  a  light  load,  a  bi- 
ological weapons  load  or  a  chemical 
load  will  be  able  to  reach  Hawaii  and 
Alaska,  which,  the  last  time  I  looked, 
were  part  of  the  United  States. 

We  are  not  doing  anything  under  this 
President  to  build  a  defense  against  in- 
coming ballistic  missiles.  So  on  the  de- 
fense bill  last  year,  and  the  gentleman 
in  the  well  from  Arizona,  who  is  a 
great  supporter  of  national  security, 
and  the  gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Kingston],  both  supported  very  strong- 
ly the  Republican  position  that  said  to 
the  President  build  and  deploy  by  the 
year  2003,  it  is  about  7  years,  and  it  will 
take  about  that  long  if  we  start  right 
now,  a  defense  against  a  limited  attack 
of  nuclear  weapons,  of  ICBM's.  Ballis- 
tic missiles. 
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Well,  the  President  vetoed  the  de- 
fense bill  and  he  vetoed  it  for  two  stat- 
ed reasons.  One  was  the  reason  Mr. 
Kingston  spoke  of:  that  he  wanted  to 
reserve  the  right  to  turn  American 
troops  over  to  the  United  Nations  in 
time  of  conflict  when  he  wanted  to  do 
that;  and,  second,  he  vetoed  it  because 
he  did  not  want  to  build  a  defense 
against  ballistic  missiles. 

So  we  have  repackaged  that  directive 
that  we  think  is  very,  very  important. 
And  I  think  this  is  just  as  important.  It 
is  as  important  that  we  recognize  that 
we  live  in  an  age  of  missiles,  as  when 
Billy  Mitchell  taught  us  in  the  1920's 
by  sinking  those  battleships  with  air- 
craft, that  we  lived  then  in  an  age  of 
air  power.  There  was  a  major  constitu- 
ency in  Washington,  DC,  with  its  head 
in  the  sand  that  said,  we  do  not  ever 
want  to  believe  that  we  have  moved 
out  of  the  age  of  naval  power.  We  do 
not  want  to  accept  that  we  live  in  the 
age  of  air  power. 

They  wanted  to  court-martial  Billy 
Mitchell,  and  we  did  court-martial 
him,  I  believe,  in  1925. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  He  had  one  vote  for 
him. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  He  did  have  one  vote 
and  that  was  Douglas  MacArthur.  And, 
incidentally,  I  was  tnring  to  tell  that 
story  today,  and  our  good  friend 
CHARLES  Bass  looked  up  and  said,  "I 
know.  He  is  my  uncle."  So  we  do  have 
among  us  the  great  nephew  of  Billy 
Mitchell,  Charlie  Bass. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  And  what  Billy 
Mitchell  was  trying  to  accomplish  was 
to  show  that  America  was  not  pre- 
pared. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Precisely. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  And  he  did  it  at  the 
risk  of  his  own  military  career.  And  I 
think  history  will  show  that  he  had  his 
heart  in  the  right  spot. 

But  I  find  it  appalling,  as  somebody 
who  is  on  the  east  coast  near  a  Trident 
submarine  base.  The  gentleman  is  tell- 
ing me  that  a  ballistic  missile  can  be 
dropped  in  Saint  Marys,  GA,  and  we 
cazmot  do  anything  about  it?  I  want  to 
hear  him  say  that  again. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  The  gentleman  is  ask- 
ing the  question  that  many  Americans 
have  asked  or  believe  they  have  an- 
swered for  themselves  and  believe  that 
we  can  defend  against  an  incoming  bal- 
listic missile  attack. 

I  have  had  a  focus  group  where  my 
constituents  said,  yes,  we  think  we  are 
defended.  Why  would  not  our  Govern- 
ment defend  us  against  ballistic  mis- 
siles? And  we  had  to  tell  them  no,  you 
are  not  defended. 

So  the  answer  is  no.  And  Mr.  Perry 
was  very  honest.  The  Secretary  of  De- 
fense is  honest  when  you  ask  him  a  di- 
rect question.  He  said  no  we  cannot 
stop  a  single  incoming  ballistic  missile 
coming  into  an  American  city. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  I  just  think  this  is 
a  vital  point  to  bring  up,  and  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  California  in 
bringing  it  up. 


In  all  candor,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  for  being 
equally  candid  to  tell  us  that  today  we 
are  viQnerable  to  a  missile  attack  from 
anyone  ansrwhere  in  the  world,  a  rogue 
nation,  a  leader  gone  mad,  one  of  the 
folks  or  one  of  the  nations  which  we 
would  feel  would  be  our  conventional 
adversary,  if  you  will.  We  are  unpre- 
pared. 

I  would  simply  remark  that  Mark 
Twain  said  it  first  and  said  it  best. 
"History  does  not  repeat  itself,  but  it 
rhymes."  And  here  we  have  a  parallel 
in  our  history  where  we  need  to  be 
warned  not  to  scare  people  but  f  ->  alert 
people  to  a  threat  to  our  comn^jn  de- 
fense, and  one  that  we  have  the  tech- 
nology to  solve  if  we  but  bring  the  will- 
power to  solve  it. 

And  the  executive  branch,  quite 
frankly,  this  administration,  as  custo- 
dian of  our  foreign  policy  and  as  custo- 
dian of  our  defense  policy  has  been 
lackluster  at  best.  Indeed,  I  recall  a 
breakfast  sponsored  by  my  good  friend 
from  California  during  our  transition, 
before  I  ever  took  the  oath  of  office  in 
this  House,  when  I  asked  Dr.  Perry 
what  was  the  rationale  for  this  Govern- 
ment even  thinking  of  supplying  nu- 
clear reactors  to  the  outlaw  nation  of 
North  Korea.  And  the  secretary  replied 
to  me,  oh,  you  need  a  better  briefing  on 
that. 

No  briefing  necessary  to  know  that  it 
is  not  in  the  interest  of  the  United 
States  of  America  to  supply  any  nu- 
clear reactor  to  an  outlaw  nation  like 
North  Korea.  It  defies  common  sense, 
it  defies  logic  and  it  is  part  of  the  ill- 
advised  circumstance  foisted  upon  the 
American  people  who,  unfortunately 
heretofore,  have  been  unaware  of  the 
danger  in  which  we  find  ourselves  if  we 
fail  to  provide  for  the  common  defense. 

My  friend  from  California  is  abso- 
lutely right,  and  before  the  American 
people,  Mr.  Speaker,  jump  to  a  conclu- 
sion that  we  are  talking  about  some 
sort  of  boondoggle  in  the  billions  upon 
billions  of  dollars,  I  would  yield  again 
to  my  friend  from  California  to  talk 
about  some  interesting  estimates  that 
we  have  received  in  reference  to  build- 
ing a  system  that  is  leaner  and  keener 
with  new  technologies.  What  are  the 
estimates  we  have  now? 
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Mr.  HUNTER.  The  gentleman  is  abso- 
lutely right.  We  can  build  a  missile  de- 
fense system  for  less  than  1  percent  of 
the  annual  defense  budget.  I  might  add, 
the  annual  defense  budget  has  been  re- 
duced by  SlOO  billion  under  what  it  was 
when  Ronald  Reagan  faced  down  the 
Soviet  Union  in  the  1980s.  But  for 
roughly  $5  bUlion,  that  is  the  estimate 
of  Dr.  Perry,  Mr.  Clinton's  Secretary  of 
Defense,  we  can  build  this  defensive 
system;  S5  billion  is  less  than  our  Aegis 
destroyer  program.  It  is  less  than  our 
submarine  program.  It  is  less  than  our 
bomber  program.  It  is  less  than  our  F- 


22  program.  And  it  is  the  only  thing 
that  will  stop  incoming  ballistic  mis- 
siles. We  need  that  system. 

The  Defend  America  Act  that  the 
gentleman  is  cosponsoring,  that  Mr. 
Kingston  is  cosponsoring  and  that  Mr. 
Spence,  the  chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Armed  Services,  Mr.  Living- 
ston, chairman  of  Appropriations,  and 
our  Speaker  Newt  Gingrich  are  spon- 
soring, mil  be  on  the  floor  shortly. 
Every  single  Member  of  this  Congress, 
especially  those  who  all  signed  on  to 
the  Defend  America  Act  after  Desert 
Storm,  after  the  Scud  attacks,  should 
sign  onto  this  bill  and  vote  for  it. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Indeed,  we  should 
point  out,  as  the  gentleman  fl-om  Cali- 
fornia is  well  aware  with  his  knowledge 
of  international  policy,  of  foreign  de- 
fense spending,  that  this  President  has 
committed  to  help  Israel  construct  a 
defense  mechanism,  to  put  in  place  a 
defense  mechanism  against  ICBM  at- 
tack which  begs  the  question,  with  all 
due  respect  to  the  nation  of  Israel,  if  it 
is  important  for  that  nation,  is  it  not 
also  important  for  the  country  which 
the  President  took  the  oath  of  office  to 
support,  uphold  and  defend  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States,  should 
not  this  country  also  have  that  missile 
defense? 

Mr.  HUNTER.  The  difference  between 
the  gentleman  who  is  standing  in  the 
well  and  a  member  of  the  Knesset  is 
that  he  can  say,  the  gentleman  ftom 
Israel  can  say,  my  President  is  defend- 
ing me  against  missile  attacks,  and 
you  have  to  tell  your  constituents,  my 
President  is  not  defending  me  against 
missile  attacks. 


MORE  ISSUES  OF  CONCERN 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Col- 
lins of  Georgia).  Under  the  Speaker's 
announced  policy  of  May  12,  1995,  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  KING- 
STON] is  recognized  for  60  minutes. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want- 
ed to  touch  on  some  issues  that  we 
have  not  really  gone  over  tonight,  but 
I  do  want  to  make  sure  Mr.  Hayworth 
got  in  his  last  comment  on  missile  de- 
fense 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Well,  I  thank  my 
good  friend  from  Georgia. 

It  is  simply  this,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  be- 
lieve those  watching  this  debate  to- 
night in  the  United  States  of  America 
need  to  take  a  very  clear-eyed,  sober- 
minded  approach  to  providing  for  our 
common  defense  and  to  understand 
that  we  are  vulnerable  to  interconti- 
nental ballistic  missile  attack.  This  is 
not  scare  tactics.  This  is  something, 
believe  me,  we  wish  were  otherwise, 
but  we  need  to  take  steps  today  to  en- 
sure that  we  provide  for  the  common 
defense  and  that  we  do  not  always  look 
to  that  legitimate  role  of  the  Federal 
Government,  providing  for  that  de- 
fense, as  the  place  where  all  the  job 
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cuts  and  the  reductions  come  to  re- 
invent government  as  some  would  state 
it. 

With  that,  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
HUNTER]. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  before  we 
totally  leave  the  missile  area,  I  just 
wanted  to  flesh  out  the  question  the 
gentleman  from  Arizona  asked  about 
how  we  are  treating  Israel  with  respect 
to  building  a  missile  defense  as  opposed 
to  our  own  people.  The  Israelis  are  sur- 
rounded by  Arab  neighbors  who  want 
to  launch  ballistic  missiles  at  Israel.  In 
1987,  the  Israelis  were  trying  to  develop 
a  fighter,  a  craft  called  the  Lavi  air- 
craft. A  number  of  us  on  the  armed 
services  program  signed  a  letter  that  I 
drafted  and  CURT  Weldon  signed  it,  a 
number  of  Members  who  were  still,  Hal 
Rogers  of  Kentucky  signed  it,  a  num- 
ber of  members  who  are  on  the  Com- 
mittee on  Armed  Services  today,  and 
we  said  to  the  Israelis,  do  not  build  a 
fighter  aircraft  because  a  lot  of  nations 
make  flghter  aircraft. 

But  there  is  one  thing  that  no  west- 
em  nations  build,  and  that  is  a  defense 
against  incoming  ballistic  missiles.  We 
think  that  your  program,  your  co- 
production  program  with  the  United 
States  should  not  be  fighter  aircraft,  it 
should  be  a  defense  against  missiles. 
And  the  reason  we  think  that  is  be- 
cause we  think  in  the  near  future,  we 
wrote  this  in  1987  to  Mr.  Rabin,  we  said 
we  think  in  the  near  future  you  will  be 
attacked  with  Russian  made  ballistic 
missiles  coming  from  a  neighboring 
Arab  state.  And  it  was  somewhat  pro- 
phetic. We  predicted  the  state  might  be 
Syria.  It  ended  up  instead  coming  from 
Saddam  Hussein.  But  they  were  at- 
tacked by  Russian-made  ballistic  mis- 
siles coming  ftom  another  country. 

The  Israelis  are  very  practical  peo- 
ple. They  live  on  a  little  postage  stamp 
of  land.  They  are  very  vulnerable.  And 
they  realize  that  they  live  in  an  age  of 
missiles.  When  their  Billy  Mitchells 
tell  them  something,  they  act.  So  they 
said,  we  need  a  defense. 

So  they  started,  they  embarked  upon 
the  production  of  the  Arrow  missile  de- 
fense program.  That  is  a  defensive  mis- 
sile that  when  an  incoming  missile  is 
launched  at  one  of  their  cities  will  go 
up  and  intercept  that  missile  and  de- 
stroy it. 

This  President  has  signed  on  whole- 
heartedly in  speeches  to  leaders  in 
Israel  to  people  that  support  the  exist- 
ence of  the  Israeli  State,  he  has  said, 
and  properly  so,  I  stand  foursquare  be- 
hind your  program  to  defend  against 
incoming  ballistic  missiles  that  might 
hurt  people  in  Israel. 

All  we  are  asking  him  to  do  with  the 
Defend  America  Act  is  to  sign  on  for 
the  same  program  for  Americans.  We 
want  basically  the  same  thing  that  we 
provide  and  are  providing  for  the  peo- 


ple of  Israel.  Nothing  more,  nothing 
less. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Again,  it  begs  the 
question,  with  all  due  respect,  if  it  is 
good  enough  for  the  nation  of  Israel,  is 
it  not  good  enough,  should  we  not  be 
prudent  enough  to  provide  the  same 
sort  of  missile  defense  for  the  people  of 
the  United  States  of  America? 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Now,  if  the  gentle- 
men would  like  to  stick  with  me,  I 
want  to  switch  gears  and  talk  about  a 
few  things. 

First,  I  do  think  that  it  is  absolutely 
appalling  that  people  in  St.  Mary's, 
GA;  Jacksonville,  FL;  Brunswick,  GA 
are  not  protected  from  a  missile  attack 
to  the  nuclear  submarine  in  St.  Mary's. 
I  am  glad  that  the  two  of  you  are  work- 
ing on  this.  I  am  proud  to  cosponsor 
the  bill.  I  hope  that  we  can  protect, 
shore  up  our  security  so  that  parents 
around  the  land  do  not  have  to  worry 
about  this. 

I  do  want  to  switch  gears.  I  have  a 
letter  from  Mr.  George  Renshaw  who 
ironically  lives  in  St.  Mary's.  I  want  to 
quote  him.  He  said,  I  never  felt  so 
strongly  about  Congress  as  I  do  now. 
All  of  you  have  amazed  me.  I  see  you 
many  times  on  the  House  floor.  Keep 
up  the  good  work.  By  the  way,  I  am  an 
ex-Democrat. 

I  thought  that  was  just  a  little  good, 
positive  feedback. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Is  that  one  of  your  rel- 
atives? 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  It  may  be,  if  not, 
certainly  a  friend. 

I  also  wanted  to  apologize  to  the  peo- 
ple from  New  Jersey.  The  other  night 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  was 
talking  about  Medicare  cuts.  I  pointed 
out  to  him  that  Medicare  was  going 
firom  S196  to  $304  billion  and  if  he 
thought  that  was  a  cut,  that  was  a  re- 
flection of  the  education  sjrstem  in 
New  Jersey. 

I  have  a  letter  here  from  a  Mr.  Ron 
Jones  in  New  Jersey,  and  he  says  he  is 
offended  by  that.  He  agrees  with  me 
that  the  Congressman  from  New  Jersey 
may  have  missed  the  point,  but  when 
you  increase  Medicare  spending  from 
S196  to  S304  billion,  that  is  not  a  cut. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
think  the  observation  to  make  to  the 
good  people  of  New  Jersey  is  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey,  who  fails  to 
understand  that,  it  is  not  so  much  that 
he  is  a  product  of  New  Jersey's  system 
of  education  as  much  as  he  has  adopted 
the  old  math,  I  will  call  it,  the  old 
math  of  the  Washington  bureaucracy, 
where  a  reduction  in  an  anticipated  in- 
crease is  called  a  cut.  Only  in  this  city 
does  that  transpire. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  I  am  glad  the  gen- 
tleman mentioned  that. 

We  are  also  increasing  student  loans 
from  approximately  $27  to  S36  billion. 
Yet  the  President  of  the  United  States 
has  called  that  a  cut.  I  do  not  know 
what  school  system  he  went  to,  but. 


again,  going  from  $27  to  S36  billion  is 
not  a  cut. 

On  Medicaid,  we  are  doing  the  same 
thing,  going  from  approximately  $90  to 
$140  billion.  Yet  the  same  status  quo 
Washington  liberal  bureaucracy  is  call- 
ing these  things  a  cut.  The  fact  is,  we 
have  got  to  get  these  programs  under 
control. 

I  have  an  article  here  where  the  At- 
lanta Legal  Aid  Society  tried  to  sue 
the  State  of  Georgia  because  Medicaid 
did  not  pay  for  a  sex  change  operation. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Would  you  please 
repeat  that?  I  want  to  make  svire  that 
I  understand  what  you  just  said  and  I 
think  you  owe  it  to  the  people  nation- 
wide who  watch  us  tonight  and  to  the 
Speaker  in  the  chair,  could  you  please 
repeat  this  letter? 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Remember  the  back- 
drop here.  We  are  a  country  that  is  $5 
trillion  in  debt.  We  are  a  country  that 
has  a  welfare  program  that  is  totally 
out  of  control.  We  have  spent  about  S4 
trillion  on  it. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Actually,  all  told. 
Government  spending  at  all  levels  in 
the  so-called  war  on  poverty  is  now  in 
excess  of  our  national  debt,  $5  trillion. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Which  is  more 
money  than  we  spent  to  win  World  War 
n.  And  at  the  time  that  most  of  these 
programs  started  under  the  big  Govern- 
ment expansion  programs  of  Lyndon 
Johnson,  the  poverty  level  was  14  per- 
cent. Today  it  is  about  14  percent.  So 
for  all  that  we  have  done,  we  have  only 
created  great  jobs  for  bureaucrats. 

But  here  in  the  backdrop  of  all  this 
debt,  the  Atlanta  Legal  Aid  Society 
sued  the  State  of  Georgia  to  try  to 
force  it  to  use  Medicaid  funds,  which  is 
welfare  insurance,  to  pay  for  a  sex 
change  operation.  The  case  was  called 
Rush  versus  Parham.  Fortunately,  it 
was  dismissed.  But  that  is  the  kind  of 
ridiculous  thinking  that  we  have  got 
out  there. 

Now,  the  gentleman  from  California 
will  find  this  interesting.  The  legal 
services  also  sued  the  State  of  Califor- 
nia because  although  one  immigrant 
did  not  have,  excuse  me,  very  big  dis- 
tinction, these  were  illegal  aliens. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  We  have  lost  several 
members  of  the  bar  in  California.  They 
were  backed  over  by  a  van  canring  il- 
legal aliens.  I  am  being  facetious.  Ac- 
tually, they  usually  wait  for  the  van  to 
stop  before  they  get  out  and  offer  thefr 

SGFVlCCS 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  is  finished.  I  will  continue. 

The  legal  aid  society  sued  the  State 
of  California  for  not  giving  illegal 
aliens  a  driver's  license,  even  though 
they  were  in  the  country  illegally. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  It  is  just  interest- 
ing, because  in  other  States,  I  could  be 
corrected  by  my  fMend  from  California, 
that  is  very  interesting.  Legal  services 
wanted  to  step  in  for  illegal  immi- 
grants. Illegal  aliens  here  in  this  coun- 
try without  a  passport,  without  due 
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process  to  come  into  the  country  and 
remain,  sued  for  the  right  of  a  driver's 
license.  And  yet  in  other  States,  I  be- 
lieve California  has  been  courageous  in 
this  regard,  because  so  many  States 
have  processed  motor  voter  where  all 
one  needs  to  register  to  vote  is  to  apply 
for  a  driver's  license. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  All  one  needs  to  get 
people  to  vote  is  drive  down  the  street 
and  say.  hop  in  my  van,  let  me  take 
you  to  the  polls  because  you  are  now 
registered  to  vote,  because  you  are  on 
welfare  or  you  have  a  driver's  license 
or  you  have  other  forms  of  public  as- 
sistance. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  It  is  stunning.  Give 
us  an  update  on  the  California  situa- 
tion. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Just  save  us  from 
your  jokes. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  I  will  not  offer  any 
one-liners,  but  I  have  to  say  that  this 
situation  does  beg  for  some  one-liners. 
You  could  actually  get  a  twofer.  If  you 
are  an  illegal  alien  and  you  are  driving 
to  vote  and  you  are  pursued  by  the  Bor- 
der Patrol,  you  will  not  only  be  able  to 
cast  your  ballot  but  also  enjoy  a 
healthy  lawsuit  against  the  Border  Pa- 
trol or  a  sheriffs  department  with  a 
good  chance  for  recompense. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Let  me  ask  you 
something  else. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  What  the  gentleman 
has  described  is  true.  As  I  understand, 
in  talking  to  a  member  of  the  State  as- 
sembly, the  biU  to  deny  illegal  aliens, 
and  this  was  Jan  Groldsmdth  who  rep- 
resents Poway  in  San  Diego  County, 
the  bill  to  deny  illegal  aliens  the  right 
to  a  duplicate  driver's  license,  even 
though  it  is  obvious  that  the  driver's 
license  was  fraudulently  issued,  was 
passed  out  of  committee.  His  bill  to 
deny  them  this  right  was  passed  out  of 
committee  by,  I  believe,  a  single  vote. 
I  believe  every  member  of  the  Demo- 
crat Party  voted  against  that. 
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Now.  I  am  not  positive  on  the  break- 
down of  the  vote,  but  as  I  understand, 
it  was  a  very,  very  narrow  vote  to  pass 
the  ban  coming  out  of  committee  on 
this  activity. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  And  is  it  not  amaz- 
ing that  for  most  commercial  trans- 
actions, when  any  American  citizen 
wants  to  go  into  a  major  retailer  or 
any  store,  a  grocery  store,  and  wants 
to  pay  for  the  items  purchased  with  a 
check,  that  that  shopper  must  produce 
two  forms  of  identification,  quite 
often,  and  with  the  manipulation  and 
the  usurpation  of  rights  under  motor 
voter,  we  are  setting  up  a  scenario  in 
which  noncitizens  will  not  be  required 
to  show  any  proof  of  citizenship  to 
have  the  right  to  vote  in  elections  that 
determine  the  future  of  the  United 
States  of  America. 

How  cynical,  how  corrupting.  What 
an  insult  to  those  hard-working,  hon- 
est immigrants  who  come  here  who 


apply  for  citizenship,  who  want  to  be 
American  citizens  more  than  anything 
else  in  the  world,  who  want  to  contrib- 
ute something  to  this  country,  who 
want  to  have  a  better  future  for  them- 
selves and  their  families,  and  whose 
very  citizenship  is  being  cheapened  by 
these  cynical  actions  designed  to  per- 
petuate a  cyiiical  welfare  state  and  to 
return  to  power  those  who  seek  power 
by  any  means  necessary. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Let  us  talk  about 
this  because  I  think  it  is  very  impor- 
tant, as  we  explore  welfare  reform  for 
the  third  time,  and  hopefully,  maybe 
because  it  is  an  election  year,  the 
President  will  vote  for  it  this  time,  but 
as  we  get  into  the  health  care  benefit 
and  the  portion  of  welfare  and  State 
grants  and  so  forth,  I  think  it  is  impor- 
tant to  know  we  have  worked  on  health 
care  reform  for  American  middle-class 
families.  We  have  tried  to  make  it 
more  affordable  and  more  accessible 
through  the  portability  clauses  and 
eliminate  the  preexisting-illness  condi- 
tions of  the  policies  so  that  middle- 
class  Americans  can  take  their  health 
care  with  them  and  not  be  held  hostage 
to  the  insurance  company  or  have  a  job 
loss. 

The  other  thing,  which  I  know  the 
two  of  you  have  supported,  is  medical 
savings  accounts.  Today  I  presented  to 
the  Speaker  and  to  Denny  Hastert 
and  the  health  care  conferees  a  letter 
signed  by  162  Members,  bipartisan 
Members,  of  this  Chamber  asking  that 
conferees  keep  the  medical  savings  ac- 
counts in  the  health  care  reform;  medi- 
cal savings  accounts,  basically  a  high- 
deductible  plan  that  allows  consumers 
to  pay  for  their  own  first-dollar  health 
care  expenses  like  stitches,  x  rays,  rou- 
tine checkups,  and  so  forth,  but  they 
get  to  save  the  money,  they  get  to 
pocket  what  they  have  saved  from  the 
deductible,  use  It  for  long-term  health 
care  or  use  it  for  a  college  education 
account  or,  you  know,  use  it  for  Christ- 
mas money  or  whatever  they  want.  The 
money  is  tax  free,  though,  if  it  is  spent 
on  medical  expenses. 

And  that  is  what  middle-class  Amer- 
ica needs,  is  health  care 

Mr.  HUNTER.  But,  if  the  gentleman 
will  yield,  the  liberals  in  America  do 
not  want  the  American  people  to  have 
the  freedom  to  shop  for  themselves,  be- 
cause it  is  exactly  what  you  are  talk- 
ing about  is  shopping.  Instead  of  shop- 
ping for  food,  instead  of  shopping  for 
clothes,  you  get  to  shop  for  your  own 
medical  care.  And  if  you  think  you 
have  got  a  good  doctor  who  will  take 
that  X  ray  for  $25  or  $30  under  the  costs 
of  another  doctor,  you  have  got  an  in- 
centive to  go  out  and  shop  for  that  bet- 
ter buy  just  like  you  shop  for  a  better 
buy  in  all  aspects  of  life. 

Liberals  do  not  like  that.  They  do 
not  like  it  because  it  cuts  dependency, 
and  they  do  not  like  it  because  people 
exercise  freedom.  If  you  teach  people 
to    exercise    freedom    enough,    pretty 


soon  they  are  going  to  want  to  have  a 
lot  more  freedom,  and  that  is  a  bad 
thing  from  a  liberal  perspective. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Well,  the  irony  is 
two  things,  how  this  can  serve,  is  that 
when  American  consumers  go  into  an 
appliance  store,  they  know  how  much  a 
dishwasher  costs,  a  new  refrigerator,  a 
stereo,  an  automobile,  even  a  house, 
and  yet  if  you  get  a  broken  arm.  we  do 
not  have  any  idea.  Is  it  $200.  is  it  $900? 
How  many  bills  am  I  going  to  get?  You 
know,  what  about  setting  a  broken  leg? 
I  have  no  idea. 

I  mean  American  consumers  need  to 
know.  An  amniocentesis,  if  a  woman 
gets  an  amniocentesis,  she  gets  bills 
from  every  lab  in  America  for  6 
months.  Should  not  the  women  in 
America  be  able  to  know  when  they  go 
in  how  much  it  is  going  to  cost  them? 

What  a  medical  savings  accoimt  will 
do  will  put  her  back  in  charge,  and 
then  she  will  know.  hey.  this  is  sup- 
posed to  be  a  $300  deal,  this  is  not  going 
to  be  a  $600  deal.  Dr.  Jones  down  the 
street  only  charges  $275. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  You  know,  you  are 
talking  about  that  woman  who,  in  so 
many  cases  today,  is  the  head  of  house- 
hold, and  the  idea  that  we  are  so  cyni- 
cal in  Washington,  DC,  or  liberals  are 
so  csnoical  that  they  do  not  want  that 
woman  who  is  head  of  the  household  to 
go  out  and  shop  for  medical  care,  they 
do  not  think  she  is  smart  enough,  they 
do  not  think  she  should  be  trusted  with 
making  that  choice.  So  they  are  going 
to  do  it  for  her.  And  yet  if  she  goes  out 
and  shops  smart,  and  she  is  able  to 
shop  smart  in  every  other  area;  there 
are  many  households  now  headed  by 
women  who  are  building  and,  in  many 
cases  where  there  is  single  women  rais- 
ing kids,  they  have  many  choices  and 
many  challenges  to  meet  with  respect 
to  education,  with  respect  to  buying 
homes,  with  respect  to  buying  auto- 
mobiles, with  respect  to  forging  the 
lives  and  building  the  character  of 
their  kids,  and  the  idea  that  liberals 
have  that  somehow  that  a  woman  is 
not  capable  of  shopping  for  a  less  ex- 
pensive x-ray  or  she  is  not  capable  of 
finding  out  how  much  a  medical  proce- 
dure costs,  does  not  make  sense. 

In  fact  the  only  way  that  we  are 
going  to  be  able  to  make  health  care 
a^ordable  in  this  country  is  to  rely  on 
the  best  thing  that  we  have  got.  That 
is  the  good  conamon  sense  of  our  citi- 
zens. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  That  is  exactly 
right. 

Let  me  give  you  another  example  of 
how  medical  savings  accounts  can 
make  a  difference  and  more  constmier 
information.  I  read  an  article 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Now,  what  does  a  med- 
ical savings  account  do?  If  I  have  a 
medical  savings  account,  what  will  I 
have? 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  It  is  basically  a 
high-deductible  plan  where  any  money 
that  you  do  not  spend  you  can  use  for 
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long-term  health  care  or  you  can  use 
for  a  college  education. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  How  much  could  I  save 
out  of  the  year  if  I  do  not  spend  much 
money  on 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  It  is  $2,500,  $2,000, 
$4,000  deductible.  So  anything  that  you 
do  not  spend  goes  into  your  pocket. 

There  is  a  woman  in  Tampa,  FL,  who 
had  breast  cancer.  She  could  not  get 
the  information  she  needed  through 
the  traditional  health  care  provider 
network.  So  what  she  did,  she  got  on 
the  Net.  How  many  of  you  out  there 
have  breast  cancer?  And  she  formed  a 
network  and  was  able  to  find  a  support 
group  and  a  physician  who  had  a  new 
specialty  and  a  new  drug,  and  as  a  re- 
sult she  has  been  able  to  deal  with  her 
illness  a  lot  better. 

Now,  there  is  a  doctor  in  Fort  Worth 
who  recommends  a  system  whereby  we 
can  use  our  own  television  to  actually 
one  day  get  on  some  of  those  blank 
channels  after  channel  40  that,  you 
know,  we  have  on  every  TV,  and  they 
are  all  blank,  get  in  there  and  say, 
"Back  injury.  How  much?  What?  Lower 
back?  Upper  back,"  and  keep  pushing 
your  remote  and  concentrate  on  where 
your  bsusk  problems  is,  and  then  it 
would  tell  you  the  nature  of  it,  which 
physicians  in  your  area  serve  it,  how 
much  it  costs  to  prevent,  to  spend  on 
it.  And  think  about  how,  if  you  tie  in 
medical  savings  accounts  in  with  the 
information  highway,  how  great  it  will 
be  for  the  American  consumers. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  You  know,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield  on  that  point,  a  great 
American  conservative,  Tom  Clancy, 
the  author  of  "Hunt  for  Red  October" 
and  so  many  other  best-selling  books, 
has  done  something  along  the  line  of 
what  the  gentleman  is  talking  about. 
He  had  a  yoimg  kid  who  had  cancer, 
kid  named  Kyle,  young  boy,  and  Tom 
formed  a  great  friendship  with  this 
youngster  as  he  was  experiencing  the 
trauma  of  cancer,  and  Kyle  ultimately 
passed  away.  Well.  Tom  Clancy  formed 
the  Kyle  Foundation,  and  the  Kyle 
Foimdation  is  dedicated  to  linking  up 
people  who  need  cancer  information: 
What  kind  of  information  can  I  get 
about  this  type  of  cancer  or  that  type 
of  cancer?  What  types  of  doctors  are 
specialists  in  this  particular  tsrpe  of 
cancer  that  my  son  may  have?  Where 
do  I  go  to  get  these  doctors?  And  net- 
working not  only  the  users,  the  moms 
and  the  dads  with  children  with  cancer, 
but  also  networking  the  doctors  so 
that  a  doctor  who  is  making  a  break- 
through in  one  type  of  cancer  on  the 
other  side  of  the  country  can  hook  up 
with  a  doctor  on  the  other  side  of  the 
country  and  exchange  information,  and 
this  exchange  of  information  and  this 
ability  of  fi"ee  people  to  shop  for  the 
best  ideas  and  the  best  innovations  in 
medicine  is  kind  of  what  the  gen- 
tleman is  talking  about. 

That  is  the  idea  of  not  being  har- 
nessed by  government  one-size-flts-all. 


"Wait  in  this  line,  and  we  will  get  to 
you  when  we  get  to  you." 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  We  had  a  neighbor  of 
mine,  unfortunately  he  passed  away 
also,  named  Julian  Bono,  and  he  did 
the  same  sort  of  thing  is  Savannah. 
GA,  networking  with  other  people  who 
had  cancer,  passing  on  information, 
passing  on  treatments  about  doctors, 
and  they  had  a  list  of  physicians  all 
over  the  country.  Actually,  he  found  a 
cure  or  a  potential  cure  in  Greece  and 
helped  some  of  the  people  go  over 
there,  and  it  is  all  we  are  saying  to  the 
liberal  Washington  establishment  is  let 
the  American  people  do  what  they  are 
best  at:  be  sharp,  smart  shoppers. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  And  it  goes  a  bit 
further  than  that,  if  the  gentleman 
would  yield.  It  goes  to  this  question: 

Not  just  allowing  the  American  peo- 
ple to  do  so  because  realistically  the 
power  resides  with  the  American  peo- 
ple. Our  system  of  government,  our 
constitutional  republic,  provides  that 
the  power  that  many  of  us  believe 
comes  from  a  higher  authority  is  be- 
stowed on  the  people.  The  people  in 
turn  bestow  it  on  the  government.  So 
it  is  not  the  government's  domain  to. 
quote  unquote,  allow  the  people  this 
opportimity.  Instead  it  is  thefr  fun- 
damental right  to  pursue  treatments 
they  believe  can  help  them,  and  it  is 
thefr  fundamental  right,  and  I  dare  say 
as  we  stand  poised  at  the  dawn  of  the 
next  century,  we  should  restore  the 
basic  element  of  trust  that  we  who  are 
honored  to  serve  in  government 
through  the  consent  of  the  governed 
trust  the  people  to  make  decisions. 

And  again  as  I  have  said  many  times, 
I  believe  what  crystallizes  the  debate 
when  we  get  past  the  playground  talks, 
when  we  get  past  the  scare  tactics, 
when  we  get  past  the  deliberate 
disinformation,  what  characterizes  this 
debate  on  almost  every  question  of  im- 
port is  this: 

Do  you  trust  the  American  people,  or 
are  you  so  csmical  or  disdainful  of  the 
American  people  that  you  place  your 
trust  in  a  centralized  bureaucracy  in 
Washington? 

I  trust  the  American  people,  and  I  be- 
lieve the  people  trust  themselves,  and 
we  work  to  empower  the  people. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  If  the  gentleman 
will  jrield  on  that,  about  the  big  bu- 
reaucracy, it  is  interesting  that  as  we 
are  debating  budgets,  the  Democrat 
budget  versus  the  Republican  budget, 
that  the  CUnton  Democrat  budget  adds 
3,000  more  Federal  employees  to  the 
payroll  and  adds  14  new  bureaucracies 
and  agencies,  and  you  know  that  is  not 
what  the  message  was.  The  message 
from  the  American  people,  which  was 
accurately  mirrored  by  the  President, 
was  the  era  of  big  government  was 
over.         

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  I  just  want  to 
make  sure  because  the  gentleman  was 
sitting  close  to  me,  and  I  heard  in  this 
well  in  that  very  unmistakable  twang 
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of  Arkansas  speech  that  the  era  of  big 
government  was  over,  and  yet  again  I 
would  ask  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
to  offer  those  figures,  provided  by  the 
gentleman  who  stood  here  and  told  us 
the  era  of  big  government  is  over;  what 
is  that  again? 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  I  will  be  happy  to 
give  you  these  figures,  and  I  tell  you 
one  other,  but  the  Clinton  budget  will 
cost  us  3,000  more  Federal  bureaucrats, 
it  creates  14  new  Federal  programs,  and 
it  claims  to  have  $129  billion  in  tax  re- 
lief, but  it  takes  back  $90  billion  in  in- 
creased taxes  which  were  passed  under 
the  President,  and  then,  as  you  prob- 
ably know,  the  savings  are  all  on  the 
back  end. 

Yes,  the  I*resident's  budget  balances 
in  the  year  2002,  but,  as  the  gentleman 
in  the  well  has  pointed  out  it  is  equiva- 
lent of  Mr.  HAYWORTH  saying,  and  I  can 
get  away  with  kidding  him  a  Uttle  bet- 
ter than  Mr.  Hunter,  but  it  is  the 
equivalent  of  you  saying  that  you  are 
going  on  a  diet  and  lose  30  pounds,  but 
you  are  not  going  to  in  1  year,  but  you 
are  not  going  to  lose  any  of  it  until  No- 
vember. 
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Yes,  you  will  be  30  pounds  under  by 
December  31.  I  would  say  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Hunter], 
if  he  wants  to  join  in  that,  it  might  be 
a  good  idea. 

Mr.  HAYWOOD.  Really.  It  is  the 
equivalent  of  trying  to  lose  50  pounds 
and  spending  all  year,  the  first  50 
weeks,  losing  2  poimds,  and  Baying  you 
are  going  to  lose  the  other  48  in  the 
final  2  weeks  of  the  diet.  Mathemati- 
cally, the  operation  of  subtraction  can 
work  when  you  put  pencil  to  paper.  Re- 
alistically, honestly,  it  does  not  work. 
It  does  not  work. 

This  is  what  is  especially  gralling.  For 
when  one  is  selected  to  serve  and  take 
the  oath  of  oCQce  in  this  Chamber,  as  a 
member  of  the  legislative  branch,  and  I 
daresay,  as  our  Chief  Executive  at  the 
other  end  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue, 
there  is  a  sacred  trust,  and  there  is  a 
burden,  an  opportunity  of  governance 
that  rests  upon  our  shoulders. 

How  cynical  it  is  to  devise  mathe- 
matical formulae  which  would  say,  oh, 
if  I  am  bestowed  with  the  trust  of  the 
American  people  for  a  second  4-year 
term,  2  to  3  year  after  I  leave  we  will 
achieve  this;  2  to  3  years  after  I  give  up 
custodianship  of  this  role,  things  will 
come  into  balance. 

It  is  akin  to  the  shortcut  to  house 
cleaning,  but  it  is  with  far,  far  more 
dire  results,  because  you  can  sweep  a 
little  bit  under  the  rug.  We  can  take 
those  kinds  of  shortcuts,  but  what  this 
threatens  is  the  very  structure  and  the 
very  foundation  of  our  tne  society.  It 
is  not  the  same  as  sweeping  the  dirt 
under  the  rug,  but  it  is  ftmdamentally 
being  less  than  candid  about  the  chal- 
lenge that  confronts  the  American  peo- 
ple. 
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And  to  some,  in  a  Machiavellian 
sense,  it  may  be  really  smart  politi- 
cally, but  what  a  tragedy  it  would  be  if 
we  would  sacrifice  candor  and  truthful- 
ness and  forthrightness  in  our  govern- 
ance for  the  sake  of  political  expedi- 
ency, rather  than  a  call  to  make 
changes  for  the  better. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
jrield,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope  and  I  think 
that  the  American  people  are  not  going 
to  be  taken  in  by  the  inconsistency 
that  this  President  has  displayed.  I  re- 
member we  were  all  sitting  here  the 
night  when  he  said.  "The  era  of  big 
government  is  over."  But  I  recall  a  few 
minutes  later  in  the  same  speech,  he 
announced,  I  believe,  three  new  pro- 
grams. Only  William  Clinton  could  do 
that  and  get  away  with  it.  I  notice  not 
a  single  news  station,  at  least  the  ones 
that  I  observed,  picked  that  up. 

Only  this  President,  who  said  that  he 
loathed  the  American  military  and  de- 
liberately avoided  service  during  Viet- 
nam, could  use  the  Soldiers  and  Sailors 
Relief  Act  that  is  designed  for  military 
men  and  women  serving  overseas  to 
keep  them  from  losing  their  property 
while  they  are  serving  their  country. 
Only  he  could  invoke  that  Soldiers  and 
Sailors  Relief  Act  to  protect  himself 
firom  a  civil  lawsuit  in  Arkansas. 

But  I  think  that  there  is  such  a  thing 
as  being  a  little  too  cute  and  under- 
estimating the  American  people  to  the 
point  where,  ultimately,  when  the  peo- 
ple make  a  judgment  with  respect  to 
this  President,  we  are  going  to  see  that 
they  have  a  lot  more  wisdom  than  he 
attributes  to  them. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
get  back  on  the  balanced  budget.  There 
are  three  reasons  we  need  to  keep  focus 
on  the  balanced  budget.  No.  1,  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  says  if  you  have  a  bal- 
anced budget,  interest  rates  will  fall.  If 
they  fall  as  much  as  2  percent,  it  would 
make  a  significant  savings  in  your 
monthly  home  mortgage  and  your 
automobile  bill,  if  you  own  your  car. 

No.  2,  it  will  create  jobs.  Because 
small  businesses  can  borrow  money  at 
lower  interest  rates,  they  will  expand 
more  opportunities  which  will  be  out 
there  for  everybody. 

No.  3,  your  taxes  wiU  go  down,  be- 
cause you  will  not  have  that  huge 
crunch  trora  the  Federal  Government 
that  is  draining  the  pocketbooks  of 
American  workers  right  now.  That  is 
one  reason  why  this  Congress  fought  so 
hard  for  the  $500-per-child  tax  credit. 

The  gentleman  earlier  talked  about 
single  women  at  home.  Raising  chil- 
dren is  the  most  frustrating,  the  most 
difficult,  the  most  expensive  thing  that 
I  think  I  have  ever  tried  to  do,  or  any- 
body else  can  do.  And  a  SSOO-per-child 
tax  credit  will  help  the  American 
working  men  and  woman  afford  their 
family.  It  will  help  the  middle  class 
like  no  other  measure  that  we  could 
pass  in  Congress. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  what 
is  especially  important,  I  think  of  the 


single  moms  in  the  Sixth  District  of 
Arizona,  and  imagine  if  they  had  for 
their  3  children  SI  ,500  to  save,  spend, 
and  invest  as  they  see  fit  for  those  chil- 
dren, to  spend  that  money  on  those 
children,  to  save  that  money  for  those 
children,  instead  of  surrendering  that 
money  to  Washington.  It  is  especially 
galling  that  we  have  had  a  President 
who  campaigned,  and  people  talk  about 
political  strategies,  and,  oh,  members 
of  that  reelection  team  looking  at  the 
Ronald  Reagan  strategry  of  1984.  Non- 
sense. 

This  is  the  same  strategy  utilized  by 
the  President  in  1992.  It  is,  simply  stat- 
ed, this:  Talk  like  Ronald  Reagan,  gov- 
ern like  Michael  Dukakis.  Always  talk 
right,  govern  left.  This  same  President 
who  said  that  the  middle  class  deserved 
tax  relief  gave  itself  the  largest  tax  in- 
crease in  American  history.  This  same 
President  who  said  end  welfare  as  we 
know  it,  has  vetoed,  not  once  but 
twice,  the  very  welfare  reform  he  pur- 
ports in  a  general  sense  to  champion. 

This  same  President  who  said  as  a 
candidate  in  1992  that  he  would  balance 
the  budget  in  5  years,  even  when  griven 
a  grace  period  of  an  extra  2  years,  if 
you  wiU,  still  uses  curious  mathe- 
matics and  said,  as  pointed  out  by  the 
gentleman  from  California,  even  in  the 
same  breath  with  yet  another 
Reaganesque  utterance:  The  era  of  big 
government  is  over,  but  here  are  three 
more  programs.  Here  is  more  and  more 
spending  in  Washington,  DC.  Here  is 
more  and  more  power  vested  in  Wash- 
ington, and  here  is  the  preservation  of 
the  status  quo,  even  amidst  the  lan- 
guage of  change. 

There  is,  as  I  said  earlier  this 
evening,  Mr.  Speaker,  a  credibility 
canyon  to  go  along  with  the  Clinton 
cnmch. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr  Speaker,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield,  let  us  do  some  taxes. 
I  think  a  lot  of  single  moms  out  there, 
a  lot  of  heads  of  households,  a  lot  of 
folks  with  kids  would  like  to  know 
what  this  tax  cut  was  that  the  Presi- 
dent kept  them  from  getting.  We  have 
all  done  our  taxes  in  April.  Most  folks 
realize  and  remember  how  much  they 
paid  for  taxes.  Let  us  prepare  some  in- 
come taxes  here,  and  show  them  what 
the  American  people  lost  when  Presi- 
dent Clinton  killed  the  tax  cuts  for  the 
American  family. 

It  is  very  simple.  If  you  are  out  there 
and  you  have  two  kids,  you  multiply 
two  kids  times  $500  apiece,  and  that  is 
$1,000.  You  deduct  that  from  what  you 
paid  on  April  15,  so  if  you  paid  S1,000  on 
April  15  and  you  have  two  children, 
under  the  tax  cuts  that  the  Repub- 
licans passed  but  that  President  Clin- 
ton killed,  two  times  $500  is  $1,000.  At 
the  bottom  line  on  your  1040  you  would 
have  deducted  $1,000  from  the  $1,000 
you  owed  and  you  would  have  paid  no 
taxes. 

That  means  you  would  have  had 
$1,000  in  your  pocket  for  maybe  the  last 


half  of  that  mortgage  payment  you 
were  having  trouble  making,  maybe 
the  education  fund  for  your  daughter 
who  is  15,  who  will  soon  be  going  off  to 
college,  maybe  $1,000  to  put  that  down 
payment  down  on  the  lot  outside  of 
Phoenix,  AZ,  or  San  Diego,  CA,  where 
you  want  to  build  a  house  someday. 
That  is  the  tax  cut  for  the  rich. 

If  you  have  four  kids,  you  multiply 
four  times  $500  and  that  is  $2,000,  so  ev- 
erybody should  just  remember  right 
now,  just  take  a  minute  and  remember 
what  you  paid  in  taxes  to  the  Federal 
Government  on  April  15.  Look  at  your 
family,  whether  they  are  in  the  living 
room  with  you  or  in  the  kitchen  or 
they  are  out  playing  Little  League  or 
whatever,  count  the  number  of  kids 
that  you  have  an  multiply  that  times 
$500,  ajid  deduct  that  mentally  from 
what  you  paid.  That  is  the  amount  of 
money  that  you  would  have  saved. 
Once  again,  Mr.  Speaker,  President 
Clinton  depicted  that  tax  cut  as  a  tax 
cut  for  the  wealthy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  agree  with  him  in  a 
way.  I  think  everybody  in  America,  in 
this  land  of  opportunity,  who  has  chil- 
dren is  wealthy.  They  are  rich.  They 
are  rich;  not  rich  economically,  but 
they  are  rich  in  opportunity.  But  this 
President  killed  this  tax  cut,  and  he 
called  it  a  tax  cut  for  the  rich,  so  I 
hope  that  every  American  who  pays 
taxes  will  remember  that  last  figure 
they  put  down  on  their  1040,  that  $1,000 
that  they  paid  or  that  $10,000  that  they 
paid,  and  that  $500  per  child  that  they 
could  have  deducted  if  President  Clin- 
ton had  not  stepped  in  and  killed  that 
tax  cut. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  What  is  interesting. 
Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  while  the  adminis- 
tration was  busy  not  cutting  taxes, 
they  had  no  problem  cutting  drug 
awareness  money.  Last  week  I  had  the 
opportunity  to  speak  at  the  Harris 
County  Dare  graduation,  and  just 
some  statistics  that  are  in  my  mind. 

The  average  age  now  nationally  that 
teenagers  smoke  marijuana  is  age  13. 
Thirty-eight  percent  of  parents  think 
that  their  kids  do  not  smoke  or  get  in- 
volved in  drugs,  and  yet.  in  reality,  the 
percentage  is  often  higher  than  that, 
depending  on  where  they  are.  Twelve- 
and  13-year-olds  and  14-  and  15-year 
olds  have  one  of  the  highest  increases 
in  marijuana  use  in  the  Nation,  higher 
than  any  other  age  bracket. 

But  one  of  the  statistics  that  I  think 
is  very  encouraging  is  that  if  you  can 
keep  your  child  off  of  drugs  until  he  or 
she  is  19  years  old,  then  they  have  a  90 
percent  chance  of  staying  drug-free  for 
the  rest  of  their  lives. 

I  think  what  we  really  need  to  do  is 
talk  to  our  teenagers  about  drug  abuse. 
I  think  it  should  be  drug  and  alcohol 
abuse  and  any  other  substance,  legal  or 
illegal,  that  they  can  abuse,  because  we 
have  to  keep  our  children  drug-free.  We 
have  to  keep  our  schools  drug-free  and 
the  workplace  drug-free.  If  we  can  do 
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that,  we  are  going  to  have  a  generation 
that  will  successfully  take  the  torch 
on,  and  we  will  all  be  able  to  retire  one 
day  and  they  will  pay  for  our  Social 
Security. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  say,  in  fairness,  I  am  glad  that 
our  friend,  (Jeneral  McCaffrey,  has  been 
given  charge  of  the  war  on  drugs,  but 
that  does  not  excuse  the  fact  that  this 
administration  has  basically  been 
AWOL  in  that  war  for  the  first  2^2 
years,  almost  3  years  of  its  time  in  of- 
fice. So  again,  it  is  a  case  of  too  little, 
too  late;  or  a  tsrpe  of  "me  too-ism" 
that  smacks  of  electioneering,  that 
smacks  of  opportunism,  rather  than  a 
genuine  quest  to  make  the  changes  the 
gentleman  from  Georgria  mentioned  are 
so  necessary. 

It  is  borne  out  in  other  figures  in  the 
President's  budget.  Oh,  sure,  there  are 
modest  increases,  for  example,  for  the 
Drug  Enforcement  Agency,  for  the 
number  of  employees;  for  the  Immigra- 
tion and  Naturaiization  Service,  for 
the  Border  Patrol. 

But  yet,  but  yet,  the  glaring  problem 
is  this:  that  more  and  more  money  is 
put  away  so  that  upwards  of  115,000 
people  in  Bill  Clinton's  budget  would 
be  employed  in  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service;  easily,  what,  three  times  the 
number  of  people,  or  close  to  that,  em- 
ployed with  the  INS  or  the  Border  Pa- 
trol. So  the  message  in  fact  is  this:  We 
may  not  have  time  to  fight  the  war  on 
drugs,  we  may  not  have  the  ability  to 
protect  the  sanctity  of  our  borders, 
but,  by  golly,  we  have  the  time  to  come 
and  audit  you,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  America, 
and  your  tax  returns,  because  we  fun- 
damentally do  not  tnist  you;  and  these 
other  problems,  well,  sure  they  are 
problems,  but  you  see  a  lot  in  the  pri- 
orities expressed  in  that  budget  with 
reference  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Serv- 
ice.   

Mr.  HUNTER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  tell  him 
what  has  happened  with  the  Clinton 
administration's  policy  on  stopping  co- 
caine that  is  coming  across  the  inter- 
national border.  A  border  patrolman, 
and  as  you  may  know,  I  represent  a 
great  deal  of  the  California  Mexican 
border,  kind  of  the  southern  slice  of 
the  State.  I  know  the  gentleman  rep- 
resents a  great  deal  of  Arizona  just  to 
the  east  of  my  district. 

A  border  patrolman  came  to  us  one 
day  and  gave  us  an  internal  memoran- 
dum from  Doris  Meissner,  who  is  the 
head  of  INS  for  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion. It  concerned  the  border  fence,  be- 
cause we  have  been  building  a  border 
fence  made  out  of  landing  mats,  steel 
planks  like  those  that  you  used  in 
Desert  Storm  to  build  runways,  except 
we  turn  them  vertical  insteaul  of  hori- 
zontal, and  when  we  weld  them  to 
posts,  we  are  making  a  steel  fence  10 
feet  high  and  now  some  14  miles  long, 
from  the  Pacific  Ocean  to  the  coastal 
hills. 
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When  we  built  that  fence,  my  staff 
went  out  atnd  searched  the  inventories 
of  every  military  base  from  Guam  from 
Guantanamo  and  found  179.000  surplus 
steel  planks  to  build  this  fence  with. 
But  when  we  built  the  fence,  we  in- 
creased cocaine  interdiction  by  1,000 
percent  because  the  drug  runners,  who 
were  just  driving  their  cars  and  trucks 
across  the  border,  not  at  the  regular 
crossings  but  just  right  across  the 
sagebrush  landscape,  now  could  not  get 
across  because  of  the  steel  fence,  so 
they  had  to  go  through  very  channel- 
ized areas  and  we  were  catching  them. 

Now,  in  a  number  of  places  we  had 
fence  that  was  made  out  of  chain  link, 
and  these  chain  link  fences,  the  drug 
pushers  and  the  drug  smugglers  would 
just  take  their  clippers,  clip  that  chain 
link,  roll  it  back  and  drive  their  van  or 
heavy-duty  truck  through  it  with  co- 
caine for  America's  children. 

The  Government  of  Mexico  asked 
Doris  Meissner  to  meet  with  them  be- 
cause they  did  not  like  the  idea  that 
we  were  replacing  these  chain  link 
fences  with  steel  fences  that  nobody 
could  drive  through,  made  out  of  steel 
landing  mat.  As  a  result,  she  circulated 
a  memorandum.  I  am  going  to  bring  it 
out  to  the  floor  next  time  we  have  a 
special  order  because  I  have  got  a  copy 
of  it. 

It  tells  every  Border  Patrol  chief, 
"You  are  no  longer  allowed  to  replace 
this  flimsy  chain  link  fence  with  steel 
landing  mat."  I  call  that  the  drug 
smuggler  provision.  Because  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Mexico  has  complained 
about  it,  from  now  on  you  can  only  re- 
I>air  a  chain  link  fence  with  chain  link. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  If  the  gentleman 
would  3rield  for  a  question,  since  when 
does  an  official  of  this  Govenmient 
change  policy  for  the  protection  and 
the  edification  of  the  citizens  of  this 
country  to  please  representatives  of  a 
foreign  government?  Where  on  Earth 
and  why  in  this  Nation  has  that  taken 
root?  What  is  the  explanation  or  the 
rationale  for  this? 

Mr.  HUNTER.  The  gentleman  is  ask- 
ing me  to  explain  a  President  who  has 
sent  our  Government  to  the  United  Na- 
tions, our  marines  to  Bosnia,  and  our 
jobs  to  Mexico.  The  answer  is  that  this 
President  is  an  internationalist.  He  be- 
lieves very  strongly  in  listening  to  peo- 
ple on  other  sides  of  the  border.  Now, 
that  can  be  good,  but  it  is  not  good 
when  it  conflicts  with  the  thoughts  of 
people  on  his  side  of  the  border. 

We  have  an  absolute  right  to  main- 
tain a  border  with  integrity,  tell  people 
when  they  come  across,  come  through 
the  front  door.  Do  not  come  through 
our  back  door.  Do  not  drive  cocaine 
across  the  hillsides  into  the  southern 
reaches  of  California  and  Arizona. 

But  this  administration  has  been 
dragged  kicking  and  screaming  to  the 
border,  and  they  have  been  a  little  dis- 
ingenuous  with    us,    while    they   aire 


doing  press  conferences.  They  fought 
us  on  the  6,000  Border  Patrol  increase 
that  we  put  in  the  crime  bill  and  on  the 
600  Border  Patrol  increase  that  we  put 
in  the  appropriations  bill  in  fiscal  year 
1994.  They  fought  us  on  that. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  And,  I  want  to  point 
out,  vetoed  the  provision  in  welfare  re- 
form that  said  no  permanent  welfare 
benefits  for  illegal  aliens,  and  that 
then  was  vetoed  by  the  President. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Precisely.  When  the 
I*resident  vetoed  that  welfare  provision 
for  illegal  aliens,  when  he  allowed  that 
welfare  provision  to  keep  being  paid 
out,  that  kept  the  magnet  alive.  That 
kept  the  magnet  that  told  people  that 
if  they  came  to  the  United  States,  as 
several  Social  Security  ladies  showed 
me  when  they  came  in  my  office,  they 
said: 

Congressman,  here  are  some  illegal  alien 
families  making  more  money  on  welfare 
than  we  are  making  as  GS-ll's  working  for 
the  Federal  Government,  and  they  have  dis- 
covered the  joys  of  dajrtime  television,  they 
are  not  working. 

That  is  a  magnet  that  this  President 
has  allowed  to  keep  turned  on  at  full 
power,  that  brings  people  into  this 
country  illegally,  because  he  is  paying 
them  more  in  welfare  payments  than 
they  can  make  working  in  their  native 
country. 

But  the  point  that  I  am  making  is 
this  President  and  Doris  Meissner,  his 
INS  Commissioner,  who  is  a  nice  per- 
son, have  testified  a^rainst  and  fought 
against  every  Border  Patrol  increase 
that  we  have  passed  in  this  Congress, 
that  Republicans  have  passed. 

Yet  when  we  bring  those  newly 
trained  Border  Patrolmen  that  the  Re- 
publican Congress  passed  down  to  the 
Boarder  Patrol  headquarters  at  San 
Ysidro,  who  is  there  to  do  a  press  con- 
ference and  greet  them  but  the  very 
same  Clinton  administration  officials 
who  fought  their  funding  in  the  first 
place.  You  know  something?  They  do 
not  even  crack  a  smile. 

You  know  something  else?  If  we  took 
all  those  Clinton  officials  who  do  press 
conferences  at  the  border  in  San  Diego 
and  we  simply  had  them  touch  hands, 
just  link  arms,  they  would  stretch 
across  the  entire  border  between  San 
Diego  and  the  gentleman's  great  State 
of  Arizona.  We  would  not  need  a  Border 
Patrol  because  we  have  more  public  re- 
lations people  there  than  we  have  ille- 
gal aliens. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH  Well,  it  bring  to 
mind  really  the  definition  of  politics,  I 
suppose,  here  in  the  late  20th  centtiry, 
at  least  as  practiced  by  our  campaigner 
in  chief.  I  would  have  to  say  it  is  poli- 
tics at  its  most  cynical,  the  mission 
being,  accept  credit  for  those  things 
you  have  absolutely  nothing  to  do  with 
and  divert  the  blame  for  those  projects 
and  those  objects,  I  might  add,  that 
cause  problems  that  you  literally  may 
have  your  fingerprints  all  over.  That 
has  come  to  define  politics  here  in  the 
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late  20th  century  as  practiced  by  our 
fifiend  at  the  other  end  of  Pennsylvania 
Avenue.    

Mr.  HUNTER.  Well,  if  the  gentleman 
is  talking  about  those  documents  that 
they  found  in  the  White  House  after 
months  and  months  of  not  being  avaiil- 
able,  I  know  where  they  were.  They 
were  right  underneath  the  TV  Guide  all 
the  time.  That  is  where  they  were. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Maybe  underneath 
the  Constitution.  I  know  that  is  not 
read  over  there. 

The  question  that  some  of  you  just 
mentioned,  and  I  think  it  is  about  time 
we  need  to  close,  but  the  other  day  I 
was  speaking  to  a  chamber  of  com- 
merce for  the  gentleman  from  Colum- 
bus, Mr.  Collins,  and  he  was  kind 
enough  to  get  a  good  bipartisan  group 
of  speakers.  He  had  somebody  f^om  the 
administration  talking,  and  he  was 
talking  about  the  wonderfulness  of 
Government  partnerships. 

A  small  business,  independent  busi- 
ness person  raised  his  hand  and  said: 

I  tell  you  what.  I  do  not  want  the  govern- 
ment to  be  my  partner.  In  fact,  the  less  I  see. 
Che  less  I  have  to  do  with  the  government, 
the  better  for  me  and  for  my  business. 

I  think  that  said  so  much,  because 
people  do  not  want  the  Government  in 
their  lives  setting  up,  as  you  just  men- 
tioned, these  obstacles  and  then  com- 
ing up  and  sasring,  "But  I  will  get  you 
through  them." 

"Well,  why  do  you  not  just  remove 
the  obstacles  and  get  out  of  my  life, 
too,  and  that  would  be  better." 

But  it  is  about  time  to  wrap  up,  so 
let  me  yield  to  the  gentlenoan  from 
California  first  for  a  closing  comment. 

Mr.  Hunter.  Let  me  just  say  I  appre- 
ciate the  gentleman  from  Georgia, 
whose  tenacity  and  eloquence  has  real- 
ly kept  these  very  educational  sessions 
alive,  and  also  my  great  friend  from 
Ari2ona,  who  is  so  articulate  and  who 
is  so  concerned  about  this  country. 

I  have  got  one  thing  I  would  like  to 
ask  you  both.  Speaking  of  single 
moms,  we  did  a  Boy  Scout  hike  from 
sea  to  shining  sea,  from  the  Salton  Sea 
to  the  Pacific  Ocean,  a  couple  months 
ago.  We  are  going  to  take  this  walk. 
We  had  a  lot  of  single  moms,  and  there 
were  Cub  Scouts  and  Boy  Scouts  on 
this  walk.  100  miles.  We  are  going  to 
take  this  walk  literally  firom  the  Pa- 
cific Ocean  to  the  Atlantic  ocean,  from 
the  real  sea  to  shining  sea  next  year.  I 
want  the  gentleman  who  has  so  much 
of  Arizona,  and  the  gentleman  who  has 
so  much  of  Georgia  to  get  their  Scout 
troops  to  participate  in  this  sea  to 
shining  sea  walk. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  I  cannot  pause  or 
hesitate  to  say  as  an  Eagle  Scout,  and 
I  search  out  my  card  here  in  my  pock- 
et, as  an  Eagle  Scout,  I  am  happy  to 
take  that  challenge.  Goodness  knows  I 
need  the  walk  for  my  own  physical  fit- 
ness. But  having  just  participated  in 
the  Grand  Canyon  Council  Scout-a- 
rama  at  Papago  Peaks,  I  am  happy  to 


do  that.  I  trust  during  our  time  in  San 
Diego  this  summer  we  might  have  an 
opportunity  to  involve  some  of  the 
youth  groups  in  San  Diego  to  see  what 
is  transpiring  in  your  city  and  again  to 
reinforce  this  notion  that  we  trust  the 
American  people,  and  it  is  not  so  much 
a  case  of  being  hostile  toward  Govern- 
ment but  instead  embracing  that  Jef- 
fersonian  ideal  of  a  limited  but  effec- 
tive Government,  not  as  a  psirtner.  not 
as  a  mechanism  to  be  reinvented,  but 
simply  as  the  fabric  of  our  constitu- 
tional Republic  that  enables  us  and 
empowers  us  to  provide  for  the  com- 
mon defense  and  in  the  classical  true 
sense,  to  promote  the  general  welfare 
of  everyone. 

That  is  the  challenge  we  confront  as 
we  face  the  next  century,  whether  arm 
in  arm  with  the  Boy  Scouts  or  other 
members  of  every  generation  in  this 
country,  to  work  together  to  trust  one 
another,  to  understand  it  is  our  people 
who  lead  us  and  our  Government  which 
exists  to  help  empower  people,  rather 
than  partner  with  them  or  simply  be 
t^invented  to  grow  ever  larger,  to  grow 
ever  more  intrusive,  and  to  require 
ever  more  of  the  hard-earned  money 
the  people  of  the  United  States  of 
America  richly  earn  and  richly  deserve. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  As  a  second  class 
Scout.  I  salute  my  Eagle  leader. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  You  far  eclipse  me 
my  friend,  in  other  endeavors. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Let  me  say  this  to 
the  gentleman  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
HAYWORTH],  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  Hunter],  I  am  looking  for- 
ward to  your  west  coast  boy  scouts 
coming  our  way  and  we  will  show  them 
what  a  real  ocean  and  a  real  beach 
looks  like.  I  just  want  you  to  remem- 
ber that  since  I  control  the  time,  I  can 
say  that  last. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  we  are  trsring  to 
do,  what  we  have  been  talking  about 
tonight  is  having  a  good  welfare  sys- 
tem, one  that  helps  those  who  need  a 
helping  hand  but  puts  able-bodied  re- 
cipients to  work;  a  criminal  justice 
system  that  gets  the  thugs  off  the 
streets  so  that  American  families  can 
walk  down  the  streets  without  having 
to  look  over  their  shoulder  and  be 
scared;  having  a  budget  that  is  bal- 
anced so  that  interest  rates  go  down, 
having  the  waste  cut  out  of  it.  Above 
all,  changing  this  Washington  bureauc- 
racy, rocking  it,  changing  it  perma,- 
nently  so  that  we  can  have  a  govern- 
ment that  is  limited  and  one  that  re- 
sponds. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  include  the  following 
material  for  the  Record: 
Jobs  Lost 

The  following  is  a  very  conservative  State- 
by-State  estimate  of  the  number  of  jobs  lost 
if  the  minimum  wage  is  raised  to  $5.15: 

Svmbtrof 
jobs  lost 

15.300 

300 

8.900 


State 


Arkansas , 

California 

Colorado  

Connecticut  

Delaware 

District  of  Columbia 

Florida 

Georgia  

Hawaii  

Idaho , 

niinois  , 

Indiana  , 

Iowa , 

Kansas  

Kentucky  

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland  

Massachusetts  

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi  

Missouri 

Montana  

Nebraska 

Nevada  , 

New  Hampshire 

New  Jersey  

New  Mexico 

New  York 

North  Carolina 

North  Dakota  

Ohio  

Oklahoma  

Oregon  

Pennsylvania  

Rhode  Island  

South  Carolina  

South  Dakota  

Tennessee  

Texas  

Utah 

Vermont  

Virginia  

Washington 

West  Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 


Number  of 

jobs  lost 

8.800 

63.1C0 

8.000 

4.000 

1.300 

600 

35.500 

18.000 

(') 

3.200 

29.200 

16,400 

4,200 

7.300 

12.100 

15.400 

2.800 

7.400 

4.000 

23.000 

10.100 

10.500 

16.200 

2.800 

5.100 

2,500 

2.200 

900 

4,600 

29,900 

19.100 

2.400 

28.000 

10.800 

2.100 

27.400 

1.300 

11.900 

2.400 

17.700 

60.600 

5.400 

400 

15,000 

1,700 

^,800 

11,800 

1,700 


National  total 621,000 

>  S5,2S  is  minimam  wage. 

Prepared  by:  The  Elmployment  Policies  Institnte. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Mr.  Br.n.KY  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Armey)  for  today  on  account  of  attend- 
ing a  funeral. 


StaU 
Alabama  .. 

Alaska  

Arizona  .... 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Pallone)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr.  Pallone,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  LaFalce,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Fields  of  Louisiana,  for  60  min- 
utes, today. 

Ms.  Kaptur,  for  60  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  HAYWORTH)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 
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Mr.  RiGGS.  for  5  minutes,  today. 
Mr.  KINGSTON,  for  5  minutes,  today. 
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ity  to  schools  to  meet  the  Dietary  Guidelines 
for  Americans  under  the  school  lunch  and 
school  breakfast  programs. 
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EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 


By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Pallone)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  LaFalce. 

Mr.  Underwood. 

Mr.  Miller  of  California. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  South  Dakota  in  two 
instances. 

Mr.  Stark  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  Menendez. 

Mrs.  Meek  of  Florida. 

Mr.  Jacobs. 

Mr.  FILNER. 

Mr.  Hamilton. 

Mr.  Foglietta. 

Mr.  Skelton. 

Mr.  ICennedy  of  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  Frank  of  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  Kanjorski. 

Mr.  Barcia. 

Mrs.  Kennelly. 

Mr.  Ddjgell. 

Ms.  Harman. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  HAYWORTH)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Stearns. 

Mr.  Gallegly. 

Mr.  Sanpord. 

Mr.  Clinger  in  four  instances. 

Mr.  Young  of  Alaska. 

Mr.  Canady  of  Florida. 

Mr.  Saxton. 

Mr.  Packard. 

Mr.  Funderburk. 

Mr.  King. 

Mr.  GINGRICH. 

Mr.  Shays. 

Mr.  Franks  of  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Martini  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Solomon. 

Mr.  Ramstad  in  two  instances. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Kingston)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Frisa. 

Mr.  Peterson  of  Florida. 

Mr.  Manzullo. 

Ms.  ESHOO. 

Mr.  McDermott. 

Ms.  FURSE. 

Mr.  Payne  of  New  Jersey. 

Ms.  Molinari. 


ENROLLED  BILLS  SIGNED 

Mr.  Thomas,  from  the  Committee  on 
House  Oversight,  reported  that  that 
committee  had  examined  and  found 
truly  enrolled  bills  of  the  House  of  the 
following  titles,  which  were  thereupon 
signed  by  the  Speaker: 

H.R.  1965.  An  act  to  reauthorize  the  Coast- 
al Zone  Management  Act  of  1972.  and  for 
other  purposes;  and 

H.R.  2066.  An  act  to  amend  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  to  provide  greater  flexibil- 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  move 
that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  11  o'clock  and  11  n^nutes 
p.m.).  under  its  previous  order,  the 
House  adjourned  until  Thursday.  May 
23,  1996,  at  9  a.m. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV.  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

3127.  A  letter  fVom  the  Administrator,  Ag- 
ricultural Marketing  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule — Processed  Fruits 
and  Vegetables.  Processed  Products  Thereof, 
and  Certain  Other  Processed  Food  Products 
Regulations  Governing  Inspection  and  Cer- 
tification (Docket  No.  FV-96-326)  received 
May  22,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture. 

3128.  A  letter  from  the  Under  Secretary  of 
Defense,  transmitting  a  report  of  a  violation 
of  the  Anti-Deficiency  Act— Air  Force  viola- 
tion, case  number  95-13.  which  totaled 
$384,046,  occurred  in  the  6th  Air  Base  Wing, 
Air  <3ombat  Command  [ACC],  at  MacDill  Air 
Force  Base.  FL.  pursuant  to  31  U.S.C.  1517(b); 
to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 

3129.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule — National  Emis- 
sion Standards  for  Hazardous  Air  Pollutants; 
Final  Standards  for  Hazardous  Air  Pollutant 
Emissions  Prom  the  Printing  and  Publishing 
Industry  (FRLr^509-l)  (RIN:  2060- AD96)  re- 
ceived May  21.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3130.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Regula- 
tions Policy  Management  Staff,  O^ce  of 
Policy.  Food  and  Drug  Administration, 
transmitting  the  Administration's  final 
rule— Cold.  Cough.  Allergy,  Bronchodilator. 
and  Antiasthmatic  Drug  Products  for  Over- 
the-Counter  Human  Use.  Amendment  of 
Monograph  for  OTC  Bronchodilator  Drug 
Products  (RIN:  0910-AAOl)  received  May  21, 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  (Commerce. 

3131.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Congressional  Affairs.  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission,  transmitting  the  Commission's 
final  rule— Protecting  the  Identity  of 
Allegers  and  Confidential  Sources:  Policy 
Statement— received  May  22.  1996.  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXl)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

3132.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Director.  De- 
fense Security  Assistance  Agency,  transmit- 
ting notification  concerning  the  Department 
of  the  Army's  proposed  Letter(s)  of  Offer  and 
Acceptance  [LOA]  to  Greece  for  defense  arti- 
cles and  services  (Transmittal  No.  96-47). 
pursuant  to  22  U.S.C.  2776(b);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  International  Relations. 

3133.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Director.  De- 
fense Security  Assistance  Agency,  transmit- 
ting notification  concerning  the  Department 
of  the  Air  Force's  proposed  Letter(s)  of  Offer 
and  Acceptance  [LOA]  to  Turkey  for  defense 


articles  and  services  (Transmittal  No.  9ft-37). 
pursuant  to  22  U.S.C.  2776(b);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  International  Relations. 

3134.  A  letter  from  the  Auditor.  District  of 
Columbia,  transmitting  a  copy  of  a  report 
entitled  "Performance  Review  of  the  Board 
of  Real  Property  Assessments  and  Appeals 
for  the  District  of  Columbia  for  Tax  Year 
1996  Appeals."  pursuant  to  D.C.  Code,  section 
47-117(d);  to  the  Committee  on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight. 

3135.  A  letter  from  the  C^hairman,  Federal 
Communications  Commission,  transmitting 
a  copy  of  the  annual  report  in  compliance 
with  the  Government  in  the  Sunshine  Act 
during  the  calendar  year  1995.  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  552b(j);  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3136.  A  latter  from  the  Chairman,  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts,  transmitting  the 
semiannual  report  on  activities  on  the  in- 
spector general  and  the  semiannual  report 
on  final  action  for  the  National  Endowment 
for  the  Arts  for  the  period  October  1,  1995, 
through  March  31,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
app.  (Insp.  Gen.  Act)  section  S(b):  to  the 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

3137.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary— Indian  Affairs,  Department  of  the  In- 
terior, transmitting  the  Department's  final 
rule — ^The  American  Indian  Trust  Fund  Man- 
agement Reform  Act  of  1994  (Bureau  of  In- 
dian Affairs)  (RIN:  1076-AD28)  received  May 

21.  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  SOKaXlKA);  to 
the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3138.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Director,  Of- 
fice of  Fisheries  Conservation  and  Manage- 
ment, National  Marine  Fisheries  Service, 
transmitting  the  Service's  final  rule — 
Groundfish  of  the  Bering  Sea  and  Aleutian 
Islands  Area;  Pacific  ocean  perch  in  the 
Western  Aleutian  District  [Docket  No. 
960129019-6091-01;  LD.  051696A]  received  May 

22.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to 
the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3139.  A  letter  from  the  Program  Manage- 
ment Officer,  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service,  transmitting  the  Service's  final 
rule— Groundfish  of  the  Gulf  of  Alaska;  Rec- 
ordkeeping and  Reporting  Requirements; 
General  Limitations  [Docket  No.  950727194- 
6118-03;  I.D.  062795C]  received  May  22,  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Resources. 

3140.  A  letter  trom  the  Acting  Director. 
Procurement,  Grants  and  Administrative 
Services,  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric 
Administration,  transmitting  the  Adminis- 
tration's final  rule — Financial  Assistance  for 
the  Pribilof  Environmental  Restoration  Pro- 
gram (RIN:  0648-ZA23)  revised  May  22.  1996 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXl)(A);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Resources. 

3141.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulations  Management,  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule — Compensation  for  Disabil- 
ity Resulting  from  Hospitalization,  Treat- 
ment, Examination,  or  Vocational  Rehabili- 
tation (BIN:  290a-AH44)  received  May  22.  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  SOKaXlXA);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

3142.  A  letter  trom  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulations  Management,  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting  the  Departs 
ment's  final  rule— Schedule  for  Rating  Dis- 
abilities; Endocrine  System  Disabilities 
(RIN:  290O-AE41)  received  May  22. 1996,  inirsu- 
ant  to  5  U.S.C.  SOKaXlXA);  to  the  Committee 
on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

3143.  A  letter  from  the  Chief,  Regulations 
Unit.  Internal  Revenue  Service,  transmitting 
the   Service's  final   rule— Determination  of 
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Issue  Price  in  the  Case  of  Certain  Debt  In- 
struments Issued  for  Property  (Revenue  Rul- 
ing 96-27)  received  May  22,  1996.  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXn,  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 
By  Mr.  EWING: 
H.R.  3503.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1986  to  prevent  disqualification 
of  low-income  housing  units  for  purposes  of 
the  low-income  housing  credit  solely  by  rea- 
son of  certain  assignments  of  dependency  de- 
ductions by  full-time  student  single  parents; 
to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mrs.  VUCANOVICH  (for  herself,  Mr. 
Baker  of  California,  Mr.  Barton  of 
Texas,  Mr.  Burr,  Mr.  Myers,  and  Mr. 

POSHARD): 

H.R.  3504.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  market- 
ing of  breast  examination  pads  without  re- 
striction; to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 
By  Mr.  FARR  (for  himself,  Mr.  Gep- 
hardt, Mr.  BONIOR,  Mr.  Fazio  of  Cali- 
fornia, Ms.  DeLauro,  Mr.  LEvns  of 
Georgia,  Mr.  Richardson.  Mrs.  Ken- 
nelly,  Mr.  Abercrombie,  Mr.  Acker- 
man,   Mr.   Barcia  of  Michigan,   Mr. 
Barrett  of  Wisconsin,  Mr.  Becerra, 
Mr.  BORSKI,  Mr.  Browder,  Mr.  Brown 
of  California,  Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio,  Mr. 
Carddj,  Mr.  Dellums,  Mr.  Durbin, 
Mr.  Enoel,  Ms.  Eshoo,  Mr.  Fattah, 
Mr.  Foglietta,  Mr.  Frank  of  Massa- 
chusetts, Ms.  Furse,  Mr.  Gejdenson, 
Mr.  Green  of  Texas,  Mr.  Gibbons,  Mr. 
Gdtierrez,  Mr.  Hall  of  Ohio,  Ms. 
Barman,   Mr.   Hastings  of  Florida, 
Mr.  Hinchey,  Ms.  Jackson-Lee,  Mr. 
Kennedy  of  Rhode  Island.  Mr.  La- 
Falce,  Mr.  Levin,  Ms.  Lofgren,  Mrs. 
LowEY.  Mr.  Manton,  Mr.  MATsm,  Ms. 
McCarthy.    Mr.    McDermott,    Ms. 
McKiNNEY,  Mr.  Miller  of  California, 
Mr.     Minge,     Mr.     Moakley.     Mr. 
Moran,  Mr.  Nadler,  Mr.  Olver,  Mr. 
Owens,  Mr.  Pallone.  Ms.  Pelosi,  Mr. 
Peterson  of  Minnesota,  Mr.  Rahall, 
Ms.  Rivers,  Ms.  Roybal-allard,  Mr. 
Sabo,    Mr.    Sanders,    Mr.    Sawyer, 
Mrs.  Schroeder,  Mr.  ScmnaER,  Mr. 
Skaggs,  Mr.  Spratt,  Mr.  Stark.  Mr. 
Stodds,  Mr.  Stupak,  Mrs.  Thurman, 
Mr.  Torres,  Mr.  Vento,  Ms.  Waters, 
Mr.  Wakman.  Mr.  Wise.  Ms.  Woolsey. 
and  Mr.  Yates): 
H.R.  3505.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Elec- 
tion Campaign  Act  of  1971.  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  House  Oversight, 
and  in  addition  to  the  Committees  on  Ways 
and  Means.  Commerce,  Government  Reform 
and  Oversight,  and  Rules,  for  a  period  to  be 
subsequently  determined  by  the  Speaker,  in 
each  case  for  consideration  of  such  provi- 
sions as  fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
committee  concerned. 

By  Mr.  FOX  (for  himself.  Mr.  Stump. 
Mr.  Montgomery.  Mr.  Everett.  Mr. 
Evans.  Mr.  Hutchinson,  Mr.  Buyer, 
Mr.  Filner,  Mr.  BnjRAKis,  Mr.  Clem- 
ent. Mr.  Bachus.  Mr.  Tejeda.  Mr. 
Stearns.  Mr.  Gutierrez.  Mr.  Ney. 
Mr.  Baesler,  Mr.  Barr.  Mr.   Mas- 
cara. Mr.  Weller,  Mr.  Hayworth. 
and  Mr.  Cooley): 
H.R.  3506.  A  bill  to  amend  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  to  authorize  the  provision  of 
funds  in  order  to  provide  financial  assistance 


by  grant  or  contract  to  legal  assistance  enti- 
ties for  representation  of  financially  needy 
veterans  in  connection  with  proceedings  be- 
fore the  U.S.  Court  of  Veterans  Appeals;  to 
the  Conmiittee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  ARCHER  (for  himself,  Mr.  Bu- 
LEY,   Mr.   Roberts,   Mr.    Shaw,   Mr. 
BnjRAKis,  Mr.  Emerson,  Mr.  Camp, 
Mr.  McCrRERY,  Mr.  Collins  of  Geor- 
gia,   Mr.   Engush   of  Pennsylvania, 
Mr.  NussLE.  Ms.  Dunn  of  Washington, 
Mr.  Ensign.  Mr.  Laughlin.  and  Mr. 
Deal  of  Georgia): 
H.R.  3507.  A  bill  to  restore  the  American 
family,  enhance  support  and  work  opportuni- 
ties for  families  with  children,  reduce  out-of- 
wedlock  pregnancies,  reduce  welfare  depend- 
ence by  requiring  work,  meet  the  health  care 
needs  of  America's  most  vulnerable  citizens, 
control  welfare  and  Medicaid  spending,  and 
increase  State  flexibility;  to  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means,  and  in  addition  to  the 
Committees  on  Agriculture,  Banking  and  Fi- 
nancial Services.  Conmierce,  Economic  and 
Educational  Opportunities,  Government  Re- 
form and  Oversight,  the  Judiciary,  National 
Security,  International  Relations,   and  the 
Budget,  for  a  period  to  be  subsequently  de- 
termined by  the  Si>eaker.  in  each  case  for 
consideration  of  such  provisions  as  fall  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  con- 
cerned. 

By  Mr.   FRANKS  of  New  Jersey   (for 
himself.  Mr.  Frost,  Mr.  Hutchinson, 
Mr.  Ney,  Mr.  McHuGH.  Mr.  Calvert, 
Mr.  Fazio  of  California,  Mr.  Weldon 
of  Florida,  and  Mr.  Horn): 
H.R.  3508.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  to  prohibit  the  sale  of  personal 
information   about   children   without   their 
parents'  consent,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Ms.  FURSE: 
H.R.  3509.  A  bill  to  provide  for  a  report  re- 
garding the  effects  that  environmental  fac- 
tors have  on  women's  health;  to  the  Comntiit- 
tee  on  Commerce. 

By  Ms.  FURSE: 
H.R.  3510.  A  bUl  to  provide  additional  pen- 
sion security  for  spouses  and  former  spouses, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means,  and  in  addition  to  the  Com- 
mittees on  Economic  and  Educational  Op- 
portunities, Government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight,  and  Transportation   and   Infrastruc- 
ture, for  a  period  to  be  subsequently  deter- 
mined by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for  con- 
sideration of  such  provisions  as  fall  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  concerned. 
By    Mrs.     LOWEY    (for    herself.    Ms. 
Furse,  Mrs.  Schroeder,  Ms.  Roybal- 
allard,  and  Mr.  LaFalce): 
H.R.  3511.  A  bill  to  provide  additional  pen- 
sion security  for  spouses  and  former  spouses, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means,  and  in  addition  to  the  Com- 
mittees on  (Jovemment  Reform  and  Over- 
sight.   Transportation    and    Inftastructure, 
and  Economic  and  Educational  Opportuni- 
ties, for  a  period  to  be  subsequently  deter- 
mined by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for  con- 
sideration of  such  provisions  as  fall  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  concerned. 
By  Mr.  SANDERS: 
H.R.  3512.  A  bill  to  amend  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  to  establish  limitations  on  tax- 
payer-financed   compensation    for    defense 
contractors;  to  the  Committee  on  National 
Security. 

H.R.  3513.  A  bill  to  establish  limitations  on 
the  ability  of  a  Federal  agency  to  pay  a  con- 
tractor under  a  contract  with  the  agency  for 
the  costs  of  compensation  with  respect  to 
the  services  of  any  individual;  to  the  Com- 


mittee on  Government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight, and  in  addition  to  the  Committee  on 
National  Security,  for  a  period  to  be  subse- 
quently determined  by  the  Speaker,  in  each 
case  for  consideration  of  such  provisions  as 
fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee 
concerned. 

By  Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey  (for  him- 
self, Mr.  Volkmer.  and  Mr.  Flana- 
gan): 
H.R.   3514.   A   bill    to   amend   the   Public 
Health  Service  Act  to  provide  for  progrrams 
of  research  regarding  Parkinson's  disease, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

By   Mr.   LaFALCE   (for  himself.   Mr. 
Schumer,  Ms.  Roybal-allard.  Mr. 
Lipinski.  and  Mr.  Frazer): 
H.R.  3515.  A  bill  to  amend  the  consumer 
lease  provisions  of  the  Consumer  Credit  Pro- 
tection Act;  to  the  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Financial  Services. 

By  Mr.  LAZIO  of  New  York  (for  him- 
self.  Mr.   Delay.   Mr.   Spence.   Mr. 
Stump,  and  Mr.  Parker): 
H.   Con.   Res.    180.   Concurrent  resolution 
commending  the  Americans  who  served  the 
United  States  during  the  period  known  as 
the  cold  war;  to  the  Committee  on  National 
Security,  and  in  addition  to  the  Committees 
on  International  Relations,  and  Intelligence 
(Permanent  Select),  for  a  period  to  be  subse- 
quently determined  by  the  Speaker,  in  each 
case  for  consideration  of  such  provisions  as 
fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee 
concerned. 


PRIVATE  BILLS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII,  private 
bills  and  resolutions  were  introduced 
and  severally  referred  as  follows: 

Mrs.  Mink  of  Hawaii  introduced  a  bill  (H.R. 
3516)  to  permit  duty  free  treatment  for  cer- 
tain structures,  parts,  and  components  used 
in  the  Gemini  Telescope  Project;  which  was 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXn,  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows: 

H.R.  65:  Mr.  ORTON. 

H.R.  103:  Mr.  HORN.  Mr.  COYNE,  and  Mr. 
Deal  of  Georgia. 

H.R.  351:  Mr.  Herger  and  Mr.  Wicker. 

H.R.  580:  Mr.  Duncan. 

H.R.  598:  Mr.  CoNDrr.  Mr.  Wilson.  Mr. 
Stearns,  and  Mr.  Bachus. 

H.R.  1000:  Mrs.  KENNELLY. 

H.R.  1023:  Mr.  Levin. 

H.R.  1024:  Mr.  SCHAEFER. 

H.R.  1073:  Mr.  Kanjorski. 

H.R.  1074:  Mr.  Kanjorski. 

H.R.  1386:  Mr.  SPRATT. 

H.R.  1618:  Mr.  COBLE  and  Mr.  HORN. 

H.R.  1656:  Mr.  STOCKMAN. 

H.R.  1776:  Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan,  Mr.  Tan- 
ner, Ms.  Woolsey,  Mr.  Edwards,  Mr.  Green- 
wood. Mr.  Torkildsen,  Mr.  Ballenger,  Mr. 
Knollenberg,  Mr.  Ganske.  Mrs.  Meyers  of 
Kansas.  Mr.  Longley.  Mr.  Houghton.  Mr. 
Rogers.  Mr.  Stearns.  Mr.  Graham,  Mr. 
Chrysler,  Mr.  Roth,  Mr.  Klug,  Mr.  Rohr- 
ABACHER,  Mr.  Brownback,  Mr.  Dickey.  Mr. 
Chambuss.  Mr.  Wicker.  Mr.  Wamp,  Mr. 
Cremeans.  and  Mr.  Lewis  of  Kentucky. 

H.R.  1889:  Mr.  SALMON.  Mr.  Markey.  and 
Mr.  Bachus. 
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H.R.  1980:  Mr.  FRAZER.  Mr.  Durbdj.  Ms. 
Furse.  and  Ms.  Eshoo. 

H.R.  2011:  Mr.  HOYER. 

H.R.  2185:  Mr.  BORSKI.  Mr.  LlPlNSKl,  Mr. 
Thompson,  Mr.  Coburn,  and  Mr.  Filner. 

H.R.  2200:  Mr.  LiPiNSKi  and  Mr.  Sensen- 
brenner. 

H.R.  2209:  Mr.  Kasich. 

H.R.  2320:  Ms.  Kaptur,  Mr.  CREMEANS,  Mr. 
Canady.  Mr.  ViscLOSKY,  and  Mr. 
Nethercutt. 

H.R.  2342:  Mr.  FIELDS  of  Texas  and  Mr. 
Poshard. 

H.R.  2396:  Mr.  Bentsen,  Mr.  Brewster,  Mr. 
Engush  of  Pennsylvania,  Mr.  Frazer,  Mrs. 
Kelly,  Mr.  I^antos,  Mr.  Luther,  Mr.  Ro- 
mero-Barcelo,  Mr.  Sisisky,  Mr.  Smith  of 
New  Jersey,  and  Mr.  Volkmer. 

H.R.  2528:  Mr.  Farr,  Mr.  CONDFT,  and  Mr. 

DOOLEY. 

H.R.  2579:  Mr.  PASTOR,  Mr.  UPTON,  Mr. 
MiNGE.  and  Mr.  Schiff. 

H.R.  2582:  Mr.  CRANE. 

H.R.  2688:  Ms.  LOFGREN. 

H.R.  2745:  Mr.  PORTMAN. 

H.R.  2746:  Mr.  MEEHAN,  Mr.  KENNEDY  of 
Massachusetts,  Mr.  Frazer,  Mr.  Evans,  Mr. 
Shays,  Mr.  Olver.  Mr.  Stark,  and  Mr.  Watt 
of  North  Carolina. 

H.R.  2798:  Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota. 

H.R.  2820:  Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Wamp,  Mr. 
Cardin,  and  Mr.  Hilleary. 

H.R.  2966:  Mrs.  MEi-ERS  of  Kansas. 

H.R.  3059:  Mr.  EVANS. 

H.R.  3119:  Mr.  Fazio  of  California. 

H.R.  3142:  Mr.  Frisa.  Mr.  ROYCE.  Mr. 
Ballenger.  and  Ms.  Woolsey. 

H.R.  3170:  Mr.  ANDREWS. 

H.R.  3172:  Mr.  Dellums. 

H.R.  3199:  Mr.  SALMON.  Mr.  Frost,  Mr.  Sen- 
senbrenner,  Mr.  Fawell.  Mr.  Shuster.  Mr. 
NETHERCUTT,  Mr.  HORN,  and  Mr.  LAUGHLIN. 


H.R.  3200:  Mr.  SOUDER,  Mr.  MiNGE.  Mr. 
Flanagan.  Mr.  CoNDrr.  Mrs.  Lincoln,  Mr. 
Latham.  Mr.  archer.  Mr.  Radanovich,  Mr. 
Shadegg.  Mrs.  Chenoweth.  Mr.  Lucas.  Mr. 
Porter.  Ms.  Danner.  Mrs.  Cubin.  Ms.  Pryce. 
Ms.  McCarthy.  Mr.  Cooley,  Mr.  Baker  of 
California.  Mr.  Blute.  Mr.  Hefley,  Mr. 
Thomas,  Mr.  Cramer,  Mr.  Riggs.  Mr.  Doo- 
UTTLE.  Mr.  Herger.  Mrs.  Smith  of  Washing- 
ton, Mr.  POMBO,  Mr.  Calvert,  and  Mr. 
McKeon. 

H.R.  3206:  Mr.  ENGUSH  of  Pennsylvania, 
Mr.  Horn,  and  Mr.  Smith  of  Michigan. 

H.R.  3224:  Mr.  FRANKS  of  New  Jersey. 

H.R.  3226:  Mr.  Spratt.  Ms.  ROYBAL-AL- 
LARD,  and  Mr.  Fox. 

H.R.  3251:  Mr.  Evans. 

H.R.  3267:  Mr.  Ehlers. 

H.R.  3294:  Mr.  Evans,  Mr.  Payne  of  New 
Jersey,  Mr.  Olver.  Mrs.  Clayton,  and  Mr. 
Horn. 

H.R.  3303:  Mr.  MONTGOMERY,  Mr.  BILBRAY, 
and  Mr.  Frank  of  Massachusetts. 

H.R.  3340:  Ms.  Danner,  Mr.  HOUGHTON,  Mr. 
Rogers,  Mr.  Rohrabacher,  Mr.  Cunningham, 
and  Mrs.  Mink  of  Hawaii. 

H.R.  3356:  Mr.  POMEROY. 

H.R.  3374:  Mr.  FRAZER,  Mr.  Foguetta.  and 
Mr.  Frost. 

H.R.  3379:  Mr.  MINGE. 

H.R.  3396:  Mr.  CHRYSLER,  Mrs.  Chenoweth. 
Mr.  Spence,  Mr.  Lipinski,  Mr.  Hastert,  Mr. 
Hayworth,  Mr.  Sam  Johnson,  Mr.  Rahall. 
Mr.  Talent,  Mr.  Hastings  of  Washington, 
Mr.  Hunter,  Mr.  Wicker,  Mr.  Tlahrt.  Mr. 
Montgomery,  and  Mr.  Hall  of  Ohio. 

H.R.  3421:  Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Watt 
of  North  Carolina,  Mr.  Goodlatte,  Mr. 
Spratt.  and  Mr.  Teiaficant. 

H.R.  3449:  Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Brewster,  and 
Mr.  Richardson. 

H.R.  3462:  Mr.  HILUARD.  . 
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H.R.  3468:  Mr.  SALMON  and  Mr.  Payne  of 
Virginia. 

H.J.  Res.  70:  Mr.  Jackson  and  Mr.  Hdjchey. 

H.J.  Res.  178:  Mr.  Saxton  and  Mr. 
LoBiondo. 

H.  Con.  Res.  151:  Mr.  Costello.  Mr.  La- 
Falce, Mr.  MoNTGOinaiY,  and  Mr.  Serrano. 

H.  Con.  Res.  164:  Mr.  LUCAS,  Mr.  MARTINEZ, 
and  Mr.  HxnJTER. 

H.  Res.  266:  Mr.  Underwood,  Mr.  Frost. 
Mr.  Becerra.  Ms.  McKdjney.  Ms.  Furse,  Ms. 
Pelosi,  Ms.  Roybal-allard,  Mr.  Brown  of 
California.  Mr.  Skeen,  and  Mr.  Frazer. 


DELETIONS  OF  SPONSORS  FROM 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXn,  sponsors 
were  deleted  from  public  bills  a&d  reso- 
lutions ais  follows: 

H.R.  3396:  Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida. 


AMENDMENTS 


Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXm.  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H.R.  3322 
Offered  by  Mr.  Weldon  of  Florida 

AMENDMENT  NO.  24:  Page  26,  line  12.  strike 
"J2.167.400.000"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"$2,107,400,000". 

Page  30.  line  11.  strike  "$1,957,850,000"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$2,017,850,000,  of  which 
$1,594,550,000  shall  be  for  personnel  and  relat- 
ed costs,  $35,000,000  shall  be  for  travel,  and 
$388,300,000  shall  be  for  research  operations 
support". 
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May  22,  1996 


MIGRATORY  BIRD  BAITING 


HON.  DON  YOUNG 

OF  ALASKA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  May 
15,  1996  the  House  Resources  Committee 
held  an  oversight  hearing  on  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service's  baiting  regulations  under 
the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  One  of  our  wit- 
nesses was  George  Reiger  of  Locustville,  VA 
who  is  the  conservation  editor  of  FiekJ  and 
Stream.  An  avid  reader  of  his  monthly  column, 
I  was  horxxed  to  hear  this  man  with  outstand- 
tnQ  conservation  and  private  property  rights 
credentials  give  one  of  the  more  blunt  and  in- 
fonnative  statements  ever  made  before  a  con- 
gressk>nal  committee. 

George  Reiger  arxJ  I  both  remember  the 
day  when  Federal  wildlife  law  enforcement 
agents  and  policies  were  more  practk:al  and 
less  confrontational.  Mr.  Reige^s  testimony 
stated,  "IVe  seen  Federal  law  enforcement 
agents  increasingly  pursue  policies  that  have 
done  little  or  nottiing  to  increase  the  flocks, 
kxrt  which  have  succeeded  in  driving  many  or- 
dinarily law-abiding  hunters  from  the  field,  in- 
cluding landowners  who  once  invested  conskj- 
erabie  assets  in  migratory  bird  management, 
but  who  are  now  no  tonger  willing  for  fear  of 
vk}iating  a  law  no  one  understands." 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  read  Mr.  Reiger's 
testimony  to  learn  about  prot>lems  associated 
with  tf)e  current  t>aiting  regulations  and  pos- 
sible ways  to  improve  this  situatk>n. 
testimony  by  george  reiger,  conservation 
Editor  of  Field  &  Stream,  at  the  Con- 
gressional Hearing  on  Migratory  Bird 
Batting  Regulations.  May  15.  1996 
My  name  Is  G«orge  Reiger.  I've  been  con- 
servation editor  of  Field  &  Stream  for  22 
years.  During:  that  time,  I've  watched  lan- 
gTiid  leadership  in  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  improvise  management  policies  that 
brought  most  migratory  birds,  and  ducks  in 
particular,  to  historic  population  lows.  At 
the  same  time,  I've  seen  Federal  law  enforce- 
ment agents  increasingly  pursue  policies 
that  have  done  little  or  nothing  to  increase 
the  flocks,  but  which  have  succeeded  in  driv- 
ing many  ordinarily  law-abiding  hunters 
from  the  field,  including  landowners  who 
once  invested  considerable  assets  in  migra- 
tory bird  management,  but  who  are  now  no 
longer  willing  for  fear  of  violating  a  law  no 
one  understands. 

The  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  gives  the 
Federal  Government  the  right  to  tell  sports- 
men when  they  can  hunt  migratory  birds  and 
how  many  i)er  day  or  season  they  can  shoot, 
but  not  t^e  time  of  day,  gauge  of  shotgun  or 
other,  what  are  normally  considered,  ethical 
options.  Such  matters  should  be  for  sports- 
men's clubs  and  personal  conscience  to  de- 
termine. 

Unfortunately,  we  live  in  a  legalistic  soci- 
ety, and  lawyers  have  little  faith  in  the 
power  of  personal  conscience.  As  a  result. 


and  beginning  in  the  1920s,  we've  created  a 
spectrum  of  moralistic  rules  to  regulate  mi- 
gratory bird  hunters  which  have  little,  if 
any,  value  for  scientific  management  of  the 
birds.  The  most  arbitrary  and  capricious  of 
these  rules  concern  baiting.  Incredibly,  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  now  considering 
expanding  these  rules  to  include  [quote]  "the 
manipulation  of  native  vegetation  in  wet- 
land habitats"  [end  quote].  Thus,  pasture 
owners  in  the  Southeast  who  have  been  burn- 
ing hydric  soil  areas  for  more  than  130  years 
to  attract  snipe  for  hunting  may  shortly  be 
prosecuted  for  doing  so  under  federal  law. 
Likewise,  duck  hunters  in  the  West  who  cut 
cattails  and  bulrush  in  order  to  open  up 
holes  in  the  marsh  and  to  provide  themselves 
with  material  for  making  blinds  could  be 
charged  with  baiting. 

Although  career  opportunism  undoubtedly 
underlies  some  abuses  by  federal  law  en- 
forcement agents,  I'm  willing  to  give  most 
agents  the  benefit  of  the  doubt  by  assuming 
their  excessive  zeal  is  a  function  of  their 
having  watched  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
underwrite  the  collapse  of  continental  duck 
populations  In  the  1980s  and  now  claim  that 
only  partially  recovered  stocks  are  so  fully 
recovered  that  we  can  shoot  them  at  daily 
rates  exceeding  those  we  had  even  in  the 
1950s,  when  we  really  had  ducks. 

One  result  has  been  a  no-warning  law  en- 
forcement policy.  Agents  stake  out  allegedly 
baited  ponds  and  fields  and  then  wait  until 
the  maximum  number  of  ducks  or  doves  are 
killed  before  beginning  to  write  summonses. 
Shouldn't  the  agents  themselves  be  liable  for 
prosecution  when  they  have  the  authority  to 
stop  Illegal  shooting  but  do  nothing  until  the 
worse-case  scenarios  are  acted  out? 

Since  many  of  the  people  cited  for  baiting 
are  hunting  as  gruests  and  are  not  even  aware 
of  the  subtle  difference  between  "feeding," 
which  is  legal,  and  "baiting,"  which  is  ille- 
gal, they  often  give  up  hunting,  and  the  con- 
servation dollars  they  once  generated 
through  their  purchase  of  hunting  licenses, 
bird  stamps  and  excise  taxes  on  firearms  and 
ammunition  is  lost  to  wildlife  management. 
Adding  insult  to  injury,  the  reputation  of 
hunters  gets  another  kick  in  the  head  every 
time  a  sensational  headline  about  a  "baiting 
bust"  hits  the  evening  news. 

That's  why  I  recommend  that  Congress  re- 
place the  deadend  policies  of  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  with  a  requirement  that  fed- 
eral agents  must  notify  landowners  of  prop- 
erties managed  for  wildlife  in  advance  of  the 
hunting  season  when  there  is  some  question 
of  baiting.  To  prevent  these  federal  agents 
ffom  shutting  down  properties  willy-nilly, 
they  must  work  with  and  have  the  approval 
to  post  a  property  off-limits  to  hunters  by  a 
state  conservation  officer.  If  bait  is  merely 
dumped  out  after  the  season  begins,  state  or 
federal  agents  will  continue  to  have  the 
right  to  cite  such  obvious  violations. 

This  prevention-oriented  approach  would 
have  several  positive  results: 

First,  the  policy  constitutes  genuine  con- 
servation; SWAT  team  and  commando  tac- 
tics do  not.  With  few.  if  any,  innocent  by- 
standers caught  up  in  stings,  the  hunting 
tradition  will  be  better  served  and  its 
wellspring  of  conservation  dollars  better  pre- 
served. 


Second,  by  avoiding  confrontation  and 
headlines,  federal  agents  would  recover  some 
measure  of  the  respect  they've  lost  among 
many  sportsmen. 

Third,  a  policy  of  prevention  will  ulti- 
mately result  in  fewer  baiting  violations,  be- 
cause the  states  will  develop  a  clearer  inter- 
pretation of  the  rules  than  federal  agents, 
many  of  whom  feel  they  have  no  need  to 
maintain  good  relations  with  local  citizens. 

For  too  many  decades,  hunters  have  been 
haunted  by  baiting  regulations  in  which 
they've  borne  a  burden  of  strict  liability.  It's 
long  past  time,  both  for  the  sake  of  hunting 
as  well  as  for  the  bmis  themselves,  to  make 
diplomacy  the  number  one  priority  of  war- 
dens and  to  shift  the  burden  of  proof  and  in- 
tent back  to  the  government  where  it  be- 
longs. 

Thank  you. 


HONORING  MS.  RUTH  CORTER 


HON.  WnUAM  F.  CUNGER,  JR. 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tritMJte  to  Ruth  Corter  of  Boalsburg,  PA. 

On  Sunday,  May  26,  the  citizens  of 
Boalstxjrg  will  gather  to  recognize  Ruth  Corter 
as  the  gukJing  spirit  of  the  community.  It  is 
through  the  dedk:ation  and  effort  of  Ruth 
Corter  that  this  day  was  made  possible. 

For  48  years,  Ruth  has  dedk^ated  her  serv- 
k:es  to  the  community  of  BoalstHjrg,  24  of 
those  years  serving  as  teacher  arxJ  principal  in 
the  Boalstxjrg  elementary  school  system. 

What  Ruth  is  most  krww  for  though  is  her 
tenure  as  the  reskjent  historian  of  Boalsburg, 
PA.  In  this  role  she  helped  to  found  the 
Boalsburg  Village  Conservancy  in  1973  and 
the  Boalsburg  Heritage  Museum  in  1983,  both 
of  whk:h  are  to  preserve  and  commemorate 
the  history  of  Boalsburg,  PA  and  its  commu- 
nity. 

Ruth's  contributions  to  the  Community  were 
recognized  in  1989  wfien  she  was  distirv 
guished  as  a  national  treasure  by  the  State 
legislature  of  Pennsylvania. 

Through  her  servk:e  to  the  community  of 
Boalstxjrg,  Ruth  has  proven  her  commitment 
to  enriching  the  quality  of  life  for  others.  It  is 
a  rare  gift  for  one  indivkjual  to  impact  the  lives 
of  so  many  people. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  distinct  pleasure  to 
recognize  Ruth  Corter  as  the  gukjing  spirit  of 
Boalstxjrg,  PA.  Once  again,  I  congratulate  her 
and  offer  my  best  vwshes  for  continued  suc- 
cess. 


9  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 
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THE  SUPREME  COURT  RULING  ON 
COLORADO  rNITIATIVE  NO.  2 


HON.  JIM  McDERMOn 

OF  WASHINGTON 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  McDERMOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  sa- 
lute yesterday's  U.S.  Supreme  Court  decision 
prohitxting  States  from  singling  out  specific 
classes  of  citizens  for  discriminatk>n.  And  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  recent  attempts  by  this 
body  to  restrict  the  rights  of  certain  groups  of 
citizens. 

Yesterday's  decision  is  long  overdue  and 
canrrat  t>e  ignored.  We  hiave  heard  much  rtiet- 
oric  about  State  autonomy  in  this  Congress. 
Yesterday's  ruling  affirms  that  individual  States 
may  not  deny  anyone  the  exercise  of  rights 
guaranteed  by  the  Constitution  to  all. 

Many  in  our  society  cite  religk>us  beliefs  as 
validation  for  withholding  full  constitutkxial 
rights  from  gays  and  lestxans.  This  is  not  a  re- 
ligious issue;  each  religion's  practitk>ners  are 
free  to  conduct  themselves  in  accordance  with 
their  t)eliefs.  This  is  a  civil  matter — an  issue  of 
wfietfier  or  not  all  American  citizens  are  treat- 
ed equally  under  civil  law. 

In  the  last  few  years,  we  have  witr>essed  an 
unprecedented  campaign  to  inject  fear  and  ha- 
tred into  put>ik:  discourse.  It  is  tinie  to  stop  this 
rfietoric  and  to  witfidraw  the  antigay  and  anti- 
lesbian  initiatives  currently  proposed  in  the 
Congress.  It  is  time  to  stop  pitting  one  group 
of  citizens  against  another.  It  is  time  to  create 
a  climate  of  acceptarx»  for  the  diversity  we 
find  among  our  citizens.  Let  us  focus  on  bring- 
ing people  together  and  fostering  relationships 
in  whk:h  people  care  for  each  other.  Let  each 
citizen  decide  wtwm  fie  or  she  loves — not  the 
Federal  Government 


TRIBUTE  TO  ARDEN  TRANDAHL 


HON.  TTM  JOHNSON 

OF  SOLTH  DAKOTA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  rise  today  to  give  high  praise  to  a  man 
who  has  dedk:ated  his  life  to  govemment  serv- 
\ce  and  tfie  operatk>n  and  management  of  fish 
hatchery  operations  in  the  United  States. 
Arden  Trarxlahl  has  provided  over  three  dec- 
ades of  expertise  at  hatchery  operatkxis  in 
South  Dakota,  Minnesota,  and  Ohio.  The  past 
18  years  has  tieen  spent  as  manager  of  the 
DC  Booth  Fish  Hatchery  in  Spearfish,  SD. 
Nestled  in  the  beautiful  Black  Hills  of  South 
Dakota,  the  fish  hatchery  operatkxis  became  a 
lat)or  of  k>ve  for  Arden  Trandahl.  When  the 
hatchery  was  closed  by  the  Federal  Goverrv 
ment  in  1983,  the  city  of  Spearfish  requested 
arxd  received  permission  to  manage  tfie  hatch- 
ery. Arden,  who  lias  served  as  manager  of  the 
Spearfish  hatchery  since  1978,  left  goverrv 
ment  senrice  at  this  time  to  work  for  the  city 
managing  hatchery  operatnns. 

Renamed  the  DC  Booth  Fish  Hatchery  after 
its  first  superintendent,  the  U.S.  Fish  and  WiW- 
life  Sen/ice  took  an  active  interest  in  the 
hatchery  and  began  operations  in  1989,  hiring 
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Arden  back  as  its  manager  of  the  site.  Since 
1 989,  Arden  has  been  a  driving  force  in  efforts 
to  renovate  and  exparxl  the  DC  Booth  Fish 
Hatchery.  Due  in  part  to  the  leadership  arxJ 
oversight  of  Arden,  tfie  fiatcfiery  has  t^een  rerv 
ovated  and  will  serve  tfie  educational  and  in- 
formational needs  of  the  viewing  putilic  for 
generations  to  come.  I  stand  to  commend  the 
efforts  of  Arden  Trarxlahl  on  tfie  occasion  of 
his  formal  retirement  from  32  years  of  dedi- 
cated government  servk:e  and  wish  him  well  in 
his  future  endeavors. 


CONGRATULATIONS  TO  THE  21 
GRADUATING  SENIORS  OF  CALI- 
FORNIA STATE  UNIVERSITY. 
HAYWARD'S  UPWARD  BOUND 
PROGRAM 


HON.  FORTNEY  PETI  STARK 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
recognize  the  acfiievernents  of  tfie  upward 
bound  program  at  California  State  University, 
Hayvrard  [CSUH],  in  California's  13th  Con- 
gresskmal  District,  and  the  21  high  school 
seniors  wfx)  are  graduating  from  tfie  program 
this  Saturday,  May  25,  1996. 

Tfie  upward  bound  program  t>egan  in  1965 
at  colleges  and  universities  tfirougfiout  tfie 
country.  Tfie  purpose  of  the  program  is  to  pre- 
pare low-income  students  who  will  be  the  first 
in  tfieir  families  to  receive  a  4-year  college  de- 
gree to  attend  a  college  or  university.  The  pro- 
gram provides  tutoring,  instruction,  counseling, 
career  orientatkxi,  and  an  opportunity  to  expe- 
rience educatkmal  devekipment  and  personal 
growth  within  a  college  setting  to  these  stu- 
dents while  tfiey  are  still  In  high  school.  Tfiere 
are  now  over  550  upward  txiund  programs  na- 
tionwkle.  The  Program  at  CSUH  began  in 
1990  and  now  serves  65  k>w-income,  first 
generation  high  scfiool  students  in  souttiem 
Alameda  County. 

To  be  eligible  for  the  upward  bound  pro- 
gram, a  student  must  meet  tfie  folkiwing  re- 
quirements; the  student  must  have  tfie  poten- 
tial to  succeed  in  college  attfiough  his  or  her 
grades  or  test  scores  may  not  reflect  tfiis,  tfie 
student  must  come  from  a  low-income  back- 
ground as  established  l>y  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Education,  or  come  from  a  family  wfiose 
parents  or  guardians  have  not  graduated  from 
a  4-year  college. 

The  upward  bound  program  at  CSUH  con- 
sists of  tvw)  parts.  The  academic  year  compo- 
nent includes  Saturday  instructional  sessions 
at  CSUH,  tutorial  sessions  during  the  week, 
fiekj  trips  to  places  of  educational,  cultural, 
and  recreatkxial  value,  assistance  in  preparing 
students'  academk;  programs,  college  admis- 
sion applk:ations,  and  financial  akj  appik:a- 
tions,  partk^ipatkm  in  cultural  and  otfier  special 
activities,  and  close  communrcation  with  tfie 
students'  high  scfiool  teachers,  counsek>rs, 
and  parents  in  a  coordinated  effort  to  maxi- 
mize students  educational  devetopment  The 
summer  session  component  is  an  intensive  4 
to  6  week  residential  and  acaderruc  program 
at  CSUH.  Upward  bound  students  take  high 
school  level  clevek)pniental  and  enrchment 
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courses  wfiHe  receiving  tutoring  and  intensive 
career,  academic,  and  personal  counseling. 
Students  also  have  access  to  all  facilities 
availatile  to  regular  CSUH  students,  including 
sports,  cultural,  and  recreational  events,  fiekJ 
trips,  entertainment,  and  college  orientatkxi. 
All  of  these  activities  give  the  upward  bound 
student  the  opportunity  to  see  what  it  is  ike  to 
live  as  a  college  student. 

I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  merv 
tion  the  upward  tx^und  graduating  senkxs  t>y 
name.  In  alpfiat)etrcal  order,  tftey  are  Juan 
Callejas.  Paul  Childress,  Ronakj  Clark, 
Magdelena  Chmielinski,  Maria  Coronado, 
Tiffini  Cox.  Janelle  Davis,  Javier  Garcia,  Lorv 
nie  Houston,  Jennifer  Laforga,  Kisfmeel  Lall, 
Raquel  Leon,  Ajanta  Lewis,  Justin  Mallet 
Cfielsea  Pamell,  Edward  Rhea,  Keywonisfii 
Rogers,  Mofian  Sakhrani,  Reyt)eykah  Salaries, 
Tram-Anh  Ta,  and  Eerie  Tsu. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  tfiat  you  and  my  cot- 
leagues  join  rne  in  congratulating  these  stu- 
dents on  tfieir  achievement  and  in  recognizing 
CSUH's  upward  bound  program  for  its  dedca- 
tk>n  and  commitment  to  promoting  educational 
equity  and  opportunity  through  a  program  tfiat 
opens  doors  to  students  wfio  are  in  the  first 
generation  of  their  families  to  conskler  post- 
secondary  education. 


TRIBUTE  TO  STUDENTS  OF 
JORDAN  HIGH  SCHOOL 


HON.  DAVID  FUNDERBURK 

OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATTVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  take  a  moment  to  recognize  tfie  accom- 
plishments  of  a  group  of  exemplary  high 
school  students  from  Jordan  High  School  in 
Durtiam,  NC.  These  outstanding  young  people 
were  participants  in  the  We  tfie  People  .  .  . 
the  Citizen  and  the  Constitution  national  finals, 
April  27  through  April  29  in  Washington,  DC. 
The  stijdents  corrpeted  against  49  otfier 
classes  from  around  tfie  Nation  in  a  simulated 
congresskinal  liearing  in  which  students  testi- 
fied as  constitutional  experts  before  a  panel  of 
judges. 

This  program,  administered  t>y  tfie  Center 
for  Civk:  Education,  is  one  of  tfie  most  exten- 
sive of  its  kind,  involving  more  than  22  million 
American  students  from  tfie  elementary  level 
to  tfie  high  scfiool  level. 

The  following  Jordan  High  Scfiool  students 
are  to  be  commended  for  ttieir  efforts:  Alyson 
Beacfiam,  Joe  Blocfier,  John  Cerqi^era. 
Shekinah  Cohn,  T.J.  Eatmon,  Jared  Hanson, 
Sarah  Harrocks,  Hao  Lo,  Sfiaron  Mason, 
Catherine  McCall.  Kevin  Neary.  Vera  Reed, 
Aran  Stynes,  Vanessa  Vigna,  Becky  Waklea 
and  Jofw  Zhu.  I  wouU  also  like  to  salute  their 
teacher  and  mentor,  Susan  Roe. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  SUSAN  BUTLER 


HON.  DOUGLAS  "PETE"  PETERSON 

OF  FLORIDA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
is  an  honor  for  me  to  rise  today  and  pay  spe- 
cial trtxjte  to  a  constituent  of  mine,  Mrs. 
Susan  Butler,  of  Lynn  Haven,  FL  Mrs.  Butler 
was  recently  selected  as  a  winner  of  the  Pres- 
idential Award  for  Excellerwe  in  Science  and 
Mathematics  Teaching. 

This  award  is  administered  by  the  National 
Science  Foundation  and  is  designed  to  recog- 
nize arxj  reward  outstarxjing  teachers  from  el- 
ementary and  secondary  schools.  The  winners 
are  those  who  serve  as  models  for  their  col- 
leagues in  the  important  areas  of  scierne  and 
mathematics  education.  Hopefully,  the  in- 
creased visibility  this  award  presents  will  en- 
courage high-quality  teachers  to  enter  into  and 
remain  in  the  teaching  field. 

Susan  Butler  teaches  chemistry  and  biology 
at  Rutherford  High  School  in  Panama  City,  FL. 
Her  use  of  portfolio  assessments  as  part  of 
student  curriculum  has  earned  her  wide  ac- 
claim and  respect  among  her  peers,  as  well 
as  her  students  and  their  parents.  As  testa- 
ment to  the  commitment  she  has  to  ttie  devel- 
opment of  her  students,  sfie  also  serves  as 
the  Health  Occupations  Academy  Coordinator. 

This  is  a  well-deserved  horrar,  and  I  offer 
my  sifx:erest  congratulations  to  Mrs.  Butler. 
She  is  a  credit  to  the  teaching  profession  and 
I  am  proud  to  be  able  to  offer  these  remarks 
for  publication  in  tfie  Congressk3nal  Record 
as  one  small  tribute  to  her  work. 


HONORING  THE  RETIRED  SENIOR 
VOLUNTEERS  OF  McKEAN  COUN- 
TY. PA 


HON.  WILLIAM  F.  dJNGER,  JR. 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  22. 1996 

Mr.  CUNGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
honor  the  retired  senior  volunteers  of  McKean 
County  in  the  Fifth  District  of  Pennsylvania.  I 
am  pleased  to  have  this  opportunity  to  recog- 
nize the  74,000  hours  of  senrice  that  these  in- 
dividuals have  given  to  our  communities. 

As  we  celebrate  OMer  American  Month,  it  is 
fittitig  that  we  reflect  on  the  contributions  of 
seniors  at  both  a  k>cal  and  natkmal  level.  I 
have  k>ng  believed  that  involvement  by  senior 
citizeris  in  the  workforce  adds  a  unique  and 
distinctive  value  to  each  job  that  is  performed, 
person  ttiat  is  helped,  or  solution  ttnat  is  of- 
fered. 

I  applaud  the  hard  work  and  detemnination 
that  each  of  these  volunteers  has  dedicated  to 
serving  the  resktents  of  McKean  County,  their 
efforts  are  an  inspiratk)n  to  us  all.  In  additkxi, 
each  of  these  indivkJuals  has  paved  the  road 
for  all  of  us  who  will  eventually  retire  arxJ  in 
doing  so  continue  to  enhance  tfie  foundation 
of  our  communities. 

Each  project  that  they  have  so  diligently  at- 
tended to— from  campgrourxJs  to  playgrounds, 
provkfing  meals,  making  repairs,  and  assisting 
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otfiers  in  need— denwnstrates  the  depth  of 
caring  that  all  of  the  volunteers  should  be 
proud  of. 

It  takes  more  than  words  to  adequately  ex- 
press the  difference  tfiat  senior  volunteers 
have  made  in  the  lives  of  so  many  and  it  is 
with  great  honor  and  heartfelt  gratitude  that  I 
thank  them  for  their  years  of  kind  and  gener- 
ous service. 


A  SALUTE  TO  GENE  McCUE 


HON.  ITM  JOHNSON 

OF  SOUTH  DAKOTA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 19% 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  rise  today  to  pay  tribute  to  Gene  McCue, 
a  South  Dakotan  wttose  career  has  been  dedi- 
cated to  njral  development,  and  to  improving 
the  quality  of  life  in  mral  South  Dakota.  After 
rrwre  than  34  years  of  admirable  servne  to 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  Gene 
McCue  will  retire  on  June  22,  1 996. 

Gene  McCue  is  a  true  South  Dakotan.  Upon 
serving  horxxably  in  the  U.S.  Navy,  Gene  at- 
tended South  Dakota  State  University  and  re- 
ceived a  bachelor  of  scierx:e  degree  in  agri- 
culture. Using  his  hands-on  knowledge  of 
fanning  and  ranching.  Gene  jump-started  his 
successful  career  with  the  USDA  as  an  assist- 
ant disaster  loan  supervisor.  However,  Gene's 
spirit  of  leadership  led  him  to  an  accomplished 
career  in  rural  development  and  farm  credit, 
eventually  culminating  as  the  District  III  rural 
development  manager  in  Rapid  City. 

In  additmn  to  his  career  accomplishments. 
Gene's  character  enriched  the  lives  of  his  co- 
woricers.  His  leadership  at  ttie  Department  irv 
spired  his  colleagues  to  emulate  his  perfomrv 
ance  and  good  judgment.  I  commend  Gene 
for  his  dedicatkxi,  arxJ  1  personally  appreciate 
the  support  that  he  has  given  to  me,  my  staff, 
and  his  fellow  South  Dakotans.  Although  Gene 
is  retiring  from  the  Department,  I  am  confident 
ttiat  his  legacy  of  leadership  and  dedication 
will  thrive  in  the  hearts  of  his  colleagues  and 
all  South  Dakotans  wtx>  have  benefited  from 
jis  judicious  work. 

Gene  McCue  is  a  selfless  man.  In  addition 
to  his  service  to  tfie  Federal  Government, 
Gene  is  the  ctiairman  of  the  board  of  directors 
for  the  Sky  Ranch  For  Boys,  a  safe  house  for 
trout>led  and  impoverisfied  boys.  As  Gene  em- 
barks on  this  new  chapter  in  his  life,  I  con- 
gratulate him  on  a  job  well  done,  arxJ  wish  him 
all  the  best 


IN  HONOR  OF  JUDGE  WILMONT 
SWEENEY 


HON.  FORTNEY  PEII  STARK 

OF  CALIFORNU 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  1  rise  today  to 
recognize  Judge  Wilmont  Sweeney  who  is  re- 
tiring as  presiding  judge  of  the  Juvenile  Divi- 
sion of  the  Alameda  County  Superior  Court  on 
June  1,  1996.  I  would  like  to  take  this  oppor- 
tunity to  commerxj  Judge  Sweeney  for  his 
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years  of  dedicatk>n  and  commitment  to  the 
welfare  of  the  chikjren  of  Alameda  County,  in 
California's  13th  Congressional  District. 

Judge  Sweeney  is  a  long-time  reskjent  of 
the  San  Frarwisco  Bay  Area.  He  received  his 
undergraduate  degree  in  1950  from  the  Uni- 
versity of  California  at  Beri<eley  and  his  J.D. 
from  Hastings  College  of  the  Law  in  San  Fran- 
cisco. After  being  admitted  to  the  California 
Bar  in  1955,  he  t)egan  his  legal  career  in  pri- 
vate practice  with  the  finn  Wilson,  Metoyer, 
Sweeney  &  Brousseird. 

In  1974,  Judge  Sweeney  was  appointed  to 
the  Beri^eley-Albany  Munkapal  Court  Bench  by 
Govemor  Reagan  and  was  elected  in  1978.  In 
1979,  Judge  Sweeney  was  elected  to  the  Su- 
perior Court  Bench  of  Alameda  County  by 
Govemor  Brown.  Jr.  He  was  reelected  to  the 
Superior  Court  in  1986  and  1992.  Judge 
Sweeney  became  presiding  judge  of  the  Juve- 
nile Division  of  ttie  Alameda  County  Superior 
Court  in  1981. 

As  presiding  judge,  Judge  Sweeney  has 
been  an  inspiration  to  others  in  the  field  of  ju- 
venile law.  He  was  a  founding  member  of  the 
Juvenile  Court  Judges  of  California.  In  1992, 
he  was  the  first  recipient  of  this  organization's 
Juvenile  Judge  of  the  Year  Award.  During 
Judge  Sweeney's  tenure,  the  Alameda  County 
Juvenile  Court  developed  a  reputatfon  second 
to  none  for  its  compassion  and  commitment  to 
justice  for  chiWren,  their  families,  and  the  corrv- 
munity. 

Judge  Sweeney  has  always  been  an  active 
member  of  ttie  community.  From  1961  to 
1 974,  he  served  as  a  member  of  the  Bertteley 
City  Council  and  from  1967  to  1974.  he  was 
the  v»e  mayor  of  tfie  city  of  Berkeley.  He  fias 
also  served  on  a  numtier  of  committees  in- 
cluding the  Judk:>at  Council  Advisory  Commit- 
tee on  Juvenile  Court  Law.  tfie  Juvenile  Court 
Judges  of  California  Executive  Committee,  the 
Child  AtXise  Polcy  Board  of  Alameda  County, 
and  the  Robert  Woods  Johnson  Foundation 
Strategk:  Planning  Committee. 

Mr.  Speaker,  1  wouM  like  to  ask  tfiat  you 
and  my  colleagues  join  me  in  recognizing 
Judge  Wilmont  Sweeney  for  his  years  of  dedi- 
catk)n  to  the  chiUren  of  Alameda  County  and 
to  wish  him  well  in  all  of  his  future  endeavors. 
He  will  be  missed. 


TRIBUTE  TO  KAREN  CABE  GIB- 
SON'S CLASS  AT  R.B.  STALL 
HIGH  SCHOOL.  STATE  WINNERS 
OF  THE  "WE  THE  PEOPLE  .  .  . 
THE  CITIZEN  AND  THE  CON- 
STITUTION" COMPETITION 


HON.  MARSHALL  "MARK"  SANFORD 

OF  SOUTH  CAROLINA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  SANFORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  high  school 
students  from  across  the  Nation  have  recently 
visited  Washington  to  compete  in  the  "We  the 
People."  program.  I  am  proud  to  say  that 
South  Carolina's  winner  is  R.B.  Stall  High 
School  from  tfie  First  district  They  were  kind 
enough  to  drop  by  my  offk%.  arxl  I  had  the  op- 
portunity to  personally  meet  and  congratulate 
the  students,  teachers,  and  coaches.  At  a  time 
wtien  only  about  one  in  six  citizens  between 
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the  ages  of  18  and  24  even  register  to  vote, 
it  was  heartening  to  meet  so  many  young  peo- 
ple wtx)  are  shining  examples  of  a  new  gen- 
eration of  leadership  for  our  Natkm. 

The  teacfier  of  this  winning  class  is  Karen 
Catie  Gibson,  wtio  is  no  newcomer  to  suc- 
cess. She  has  produced  winning  classes  for 
South  Carolina  all  but  twice  since  ttie  competi- 
tion fciegan.  As  a  result  of  her  countless  hours 
of  dedk:atk>n  and  with  the  support  of  fellow 
teachers  Marsfiall  Ward.  Grace  Perreautt  and 
principal  James  Hampton,  she  once  again 
brought  out  the  best  of  a  class  of  eager  and 
knowledgeable  minds.  I  trust  these  students 
will  now  go  on  In  life  to  practice  all  they  have 
learned. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  proud  to  indivklually  rec- 
ognize the  students  from  Mrs.  Gibson's  dass: 

Sheri  Aiken.  Nahal  Badiian.  Richard 
Carawan.  Allan  Casarxjva,  Dewayne  Ckl,  Tim- 
otfiy  Dasinger,  Becky  Doscfier,  Treva  Ftoyd, 
Mk^hael  Gale,  Nicole  Gethers,  Jeff  Harvey, 
Kalynne  Kay.  Kim  Kay.  Michael  Kay.  Trent 
Legare.  Andrew  May.  Cartos  Medina.  Jonette 
Mullineaux.  John  Pizarro,  DesmorxJ  Rollins, 
John  Sageser,  Cfierie  Tetterton,  Danielle 
Towns,  Timothy  Whaley,  and  Sean 
Womersley. 

I  woukj  be  remiss  if  t  did  not  thank  the 
South  Carolina  Bar,  tfie  Charieston  County 
School  District  and  tfie  many  volunteers  who 
served  as  judges  and  timekeepers  during  the 
competitk>n  and  practice.  The  program  could 
not  fiave  been  successful  without  their  back- 
ing. 
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IN  MEMORY  OF  GEORGE 
WASHINGTON  JENKINS.  JR. 


OUTFOX  PHONE  FRAUD 


HON.  CUFF  STIARNS 

OF  FLORIDA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATTVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  STEARNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  recently  we 
passed  groundbreaking  legislation  that  will 
unshackle  companies  and  inject  competition 
into  ttie  telecommunkations  industry.  This 
competition  will  bring  about  more  consumer 
choKe,  better  servnes,  and  fower  prk;es.  How- 
ever, in  1996,  this  dynamk:  telecommuni- 
cations industry  is  expected  to  suffer  from 
fraud  surpassing  $3.7  billk>n. 

I  would  like  to  commend  the  Alliance  to  Out- 
fox Phone  Fraud,  a  group  of  companies  who 
have  come  together  to  educate  consumers 
and  businesses  about  telecommunications 
fraud.  Big  t>usinesses  are  vk:tims  of  phone 
fraud  too.  A  recent  survey  of  90  businesses 
wfio  were  vk:tims  of  toll  fraud  found  losses 
ranged  from  a  few  thousand  dollars  to  $4  mil- 
lion. 

Those  v^ho  commit  fraud  doni  just  steal 
from  a  big  telecommunKations  company,  ttiey 
also  steal  from  you  and  me.  We,  as  consurrv 
ers.  are  forced  to  pay  higher  prices  in  order  to 
make  up  tfie  k>ss  these  telecommunications 
companies  incur,  wtien  they  are  defrauded.  If 
we  all  folkMv  the  alliarx^es'  commonsense  tips, 
we  will  do  our  part  to  help  outfox  fraud  and 
bring  down  consumer  prices. 


HON.  CHARLES  T.  CANADY 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  CANADY  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
to  call  attention  to  the  House:  Fkjrida  and  the 
supermarket  industry  have  suffered  a  mighty 
loss.  A  great  philanthropist,  entrepreneur,  fam- 
ily man  and  friend,  George  Washington  Jerv 
kins.  Jr.,  passed  away  peacefully  in  his  sleep 
in  Lakeland,  FL.  April  8. 

Mr.  Jenkins  moved  to  Tampa,  FL,  in  the 
summer  of  1 925  hoping  to  make  his  fortune  in 
tfie  real  estate  txx>m,  but  instead  started  work- 
ing in  a  Piggly  Wiggly  grocery  store.  It  wasnt 
long  after,  in  1930,  tfiat  he  founded  his  own 
txisiness— and  a  cornerstone  to  the  Fforida 
economy — Publix  Super  Markets. 

Jenkins  was  revered  t>y  his  peers  as  a  ge- 
nius in  food  retailing  and  under  his  leadership 
Publix  grew  to  more  tfian  514  supermari<ets 
throughout  Florida,  Georgia,  and  South  Caro- 
lina. 

But  Put>llx  is  not  tfie  sole  way  Jenkins  is  re- 
membered. It  was  his  kindness,  generosity 
and  love  for  his  fellow  human  being  whk:h 
won  him  favor  in  ttie  fiearts  of  so  many.  From 
his  sutistantial.  personal  contributions  to  ttie 
United  Way  to  his  involvement  with  the  Boy 
Scouts  of  America  to  philanthropk:  efforts  too 
numerous  to  name,  Jenkins'  generosity 
touched  the  lives  of  tfiousands  of  people. 

And  he  continued  his  servk»  to  tfie  commu- 
nity through  memt>erstiips  in  \ocai  organiza- 
tions. Jenkins  had  been  a  Rotary  member 
since  1929;  he  was  active  in  cfiambers  of 
commerce,  tfie  YMCA  and  his  own  kical 
churctx  He  was  also  a  33-degree  Scottish  Rite 
Mason,  a  Shriner,  and  a  Jester. 

Few  people  are  bom  with  tfie  genuine,  giv- 
ing spirit  tfiat  Jenkins  embodied.  His  motto  for 
his  Publix  team  was,  "PubKx  will  be  a  little  bet- 
ter place  to  work— or  not  quite  as  good — be- 
cause of  you." 

Today,  let  us  know  tfiat  this  world  is  a  little 
better  place  to  live  in  because  George  Jenkins 
was  in  it  We  will  miss  him  greatly. 


HONORING  THE  RETIRED  SENIOR 
VOLUNTEERS  OF  CAMERON 
COUNTY,  PA 


HON.  WnilAM  F.  CUNGER,  JR. 

OF  PENNSYLVA.\1A 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
honor  the  retired  senkjr  volunteers  of  Carrv 
eron  County  in  tfie  Fiftti  Distiict  of  Pennsyl- 
vania. I  am  pleased  to  have  this  opportunity  to 
recognize  the  74,000  hours  of  senrice  tfiat 
tfiese  indivkluals  have  given  to  our  commu- 
nities. 

As  we  celebrate  Okler  American  Month,  it  is 
fitting  tfiat  we  reflect  on  the  contritxibons  of 
senkirs  at  both  a  kx:al  and  national  level.  I 
have  k>ng  believed  that  involvement  by  senior 
citizens  in  ttie  work  force  adds  a  unk^ue  and 
distinctive  value  to  each  job  that  is  performed. 
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person  tfiat  is  helped,  or  solution  tfiat  is  of- 
fered. 

I  applaud  the  hard  work  and  detennination 
tfiat  each  of  tfiese  volunteers  has  dedk:ated  to 
serving  ttie  resktents  of  Cameron  County,  tfieir 
efforts  are  an  inspiration  to  us  all.  In  addition, 
each  of  tfiese  indivkluals  has  paved  Vne  road 
for  all  of  us  wtx)  will  eventually  retire  and  in 
doing  so  continue  to  enhance  the  foundation 
of  our  communities. 

Each  project  ttiat  they  have  so  diligentiy  at- 
tended to--from  campgrounds  to  playgrounds, 
provkjing  meals,  making  repairs,  and  assisting 
others  in  need— demonstrates  tfie  depth  of 
caring  that  all  of  the  volunteers  shoukj  be 
proud  of. 

It  takes  rrxxe  tfian  words  to  adequately  ex- 
press ttie  difference  ttiat  senkx  volunteers 
have  made  in  the  lives  of  so  many  and  it  is 
with  great  honor  and  heartfelt  gratitude  tfiat  I 
tfiank  them  for  tfieir  years  of  kind  and  gener- 
ous servce. 


SENIOR  SECURITY  IS  THREAT- 
ENED BY  ANTI-DUPLICA-nON  NO- 
TIFICA-nON  PROVISION  IN 

HEALTH  INSURANCE  BELL 


HON.  FORTNEY  PEIE  STARK 

OF  CALIFORMA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  22. 1996 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  xxice  was  a 
senior  from  Tupeki.  Wfio  had  so  many  dupli- 
cative health  insurance  polcies,  she  didn't 
know  what  to  do! 

Before  1980,  tfiis  was  all  too  often  tfie  case. 
Senior  citizens  were  being  sokj  costly  tiealth 
insurance  poikaes  tfiat  tfiey  were  tokj  wouM 
supplement  tfieir  Medk:are  coverage.  Instead, 
tfiose  polkues  provkled  tfiem  with  notfiing  but 
a  hole  in  tfieir  pocket  t)ecause  most  of  what 
was  covered  by  tfie  supplemental  policy  was 
already  covered  by  MedKare.  Thus,  senkxs 
were  paying  for  wortfiless  fieatth  care  poikaes 
that  did  nothing  but  txeak  the  Dank. 

Over  the  past  1 6  years,  I  have  helped  pass 
laws  that  prohibit  the  sale  of  duplicative  fieatth 
insurance  polcies  to  unknowing  seniors.  1 
have  also  helped  pass  laws  tfiat  require  insur- 
ance companies  to  give  prospective  senior 
purchasers  a  slip  of  paper  tfiat  lets  them  know 
tfiat  tfie  heatth  insurance  policy  they  are  buy- 
ing dupik^ates  some  Medk^are  benefits. 

But  once  again,  the  House  Repubfcans 
have  kow-towed  to  greedy  big  insurers  and  in- 
cluded a  lyovision  in  tfieir  fieatth  insurance 
legislation  whM:h  effectively  tosses  that  slip  of 
paper  in  the  trasfi — and  akxig  with  it  corv 
sumer  protection  for  our  seraor  citizens.  The 
Republcans  want  to  abolish  the  law  that  re- 
quires insurance  companies  to  notify  Medicare 
t)eneficiaries  before  selling  tfiem  insurance 
tfiat  duplcates  any  of  their  Medcare  t>enefits. 
tt  seems  that  Republk:ans  are  happy  to  let  big 
insurers  dupicate  benefits— and  di^w  our  sen- 
kx  citizens  in  tfie  process. 

BACKGROUND 

Sixteen  years  ago,  tfie  Federal  Government 
responded  to  increasing  evidence  that  senkx 
citizens  were  being  sold  dupik:ative,  virhjally 
worthless  heatth  insurance  poikaes.  In  1980, 
Congress  enacted  tfie  Baucus  amendments  to 
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the  Social  Security  Act,  wliich  established 
standards  for  MediGap,  Medicare  supple- 
mental insurance,  and  prohibited  the  sale  of 
health  insurance  policies  which  sutistantially 
duplicated  Medtcaie  benefits. 

In  1990,  Congress  further  refiried  the  law  by 
prohibiting  the  sale  of  health  insurarx%  that 
duplicates  Medicare  benefits.  In  1994,  amend- 
ments to  the  Social  Security  Act  allowed  the 
sale  of  duplicattve  policies  as  long  as  the  pol- 
icy paid  out  regardless  of  other  coverage  and 
as  long  as  the  buyer  was  made  aware  of  the 
duplicative  services  included  in  the  supple- 
mental policy.  This  law  empowered  seniors, 
allowing  them  to  make  good  health  care  pur- 
chasing decisions  arxJ  in  the  process  saved 
them  money. 

MOVING  BACKWARDS— THE  REPUBUCAN  SCHEME  TO 
PROTECT  INSURANCE  COMPANIES  AT  THE  EXPENSE  OF 
CONSUMER  PROTECTIONS  FOR  SENIORS 

As  part  of  the  health  insurance  legislation, 
which  passed  the  House  on  March  28th,  Re- 
publicans slipped  a  provision  into  the  bill 
which  would  no  longer  require  insurance  sales 
staff  to  let  seniors  know  if  the  policy  they  were 
selling  them  duplicated  their  Medicare  bene- 
fits. That  is  ridKutous.  By  eliminating  this  re- 
quirement, we  are  effectively  tuming  back  the 
clock  to  ttie  days  where  sentors  got  rippeckiff 
by  unscrupukxis  salesmen  right  and  left  Why 
woukl  we  want  to  do  this  to  our  fathers  and 
mothers,  our  grarxjmothers  and  grandfathers? 
Apparently,  ttie  Republicans  doni  care  if  our 
families  are  taken  advantage  of  by  the  insur- 
ance companies. 

DUMP  THE  AOO-ON  LANGUAGE,  NOT  THE  CONSUMER 
PROTECTION 

The  Senate  health  care  legislation,  known 
as  the  Kasset)aum-Kennedy  legislation  does 
not  eliminate  Vne  consumer  notification  re- 
quirement It  represents  good  health  policy  by 
provking  health  insurance  security  for  thou- 
sands more  Amencans  wittrout  putting  our 
seruors  at  risk.  The  House  verskm  whch  elimi- 
nates ttie  notificaition  requirement,  eliminates 
security  for  our  senkxs  by  making  them  tar- 
gets for  abuse  by  insurance  companies. 

We  must  strike  the  language  that  eliminates 
consumer  notne  requirements.  Current  law 
protects  our  seniors  tiy  ensuring  ttiat  potential 
subscribers  understand  tfiat  they  may  not 
need  the  coverage  provkied  under  the  policy 
they  are  being  asked  to  purchase.  If  we  do  not 
strike  ttiis  language,  senk>r  citizens  will  look 
like  dollar  signs  rather  than  educated  consum- 
ers to  insurance  sales  staff. 

I  support  the  KassebaunvKennedy  version 
of  the  health  care  legislatkxi  currently  before 
Congress.  We  cannot  allow  the  Reputjiicans 
to  eliminate  the  consumer  notifcation  protec- 
tkx)  and  put  our  parents  and  grarxlparents  at 
risk.  As  the  saying  goes,  you  get  what  you 
pay  for.  But  in  this  case,  senkxs  pay  through 
ttie  nose  arxj  get  nothing  but  taken  to  the 
cleaners. 


MEMORIAL  DAY— A  DAY  OF 

COMMITMENT 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

private  contemplation,  we  will  honor  our  war 
dead — one  million,  one  hundred  eighty  thou- 
sand and  ten  Americans  who  have  died  since 
the  war  that  gave  birth  to  our  Nation  more 
than  two  centuries  ago. 

This  custom  has  been  a  practk:e  of  all  civili- 
zatnns,  from  ancient  Greece  and  Rome  to 
modem  day  ot^servances.  I  find  Memorial  Day 
to  be  particularly  meaningful  because  it  is  a 
day  when  we  set  aside  our  everyday  pre- 
occupations to  focus  on  the  significant  sac- 
rifices made  to  keep  our  Nation  strong  and 
free. 

At  Memorial  Day  services  in  Ariington  Na- 
tional Cemetery  in  1982,  President  Reagan 
summed  up  ttie  thoughts  of  his  country  when 
he  said:  "The  willingness  of  some  to  give  their 
lives  so  that  others  might  live  never  fails  to 
evoke  in  us  a  sense  of  wonder  and  mystery. 
I  have  known  tliat  poignant  feeling  as  I  looked 
out  across  the  rows  of  white  crosses  and 
Stars  of  Davkj  in  Europe,  in  ttie  Philippines, 
and  the  military  cemeteries  here  in  our  own 
land.  Each  one  marks  the  resting  place  of  an 
American  hero.  Each  died  for  a  cause  he  con- 
skJered  more  important  ttian  his  own  life,  for 
the  values  whch  make  up  wtiat  we  call  civili- 
zatk>n." 

Freedom  of  speech  and  freedom  to  choose 
our  religion,  the  responsibility  of  participating 
in  our  democracy  through  the  ballot,  the  op- 
portunity for  achieving  an  education  and  earn- 
ing a  living— these  are  the  defining  pillars 
upon  which  our  Nation  is  built,  and  these  are 
the  values  ttiat  we  must  defend  and  pass 
along  to  our  chikjren. 

This  day  leaves  few  hearts  unnxived  in  re- 
calling the  txave  men  and  women  who  died  in 
defense  of  these  values  of  freedom  and  de- 
mocracy. Memorial  Day  is  not  about  war  or 
peace.  It  is  about  people  wtio  have  made  ttie 
ultimate  sacrifice  for  our  Nation. 

How  can  we  best  honor  ttieir  memory?  We 
must  make  our  lives  a  tribute  to  them  t>y  sus- 
taining the  values  for  which  tfiey  fought  We 
must  teach  our  children  the  freedoms  we 
enjoy  are  due  to  the  sacrifices  by  ttie  Ameri- 
cans wlK)  were  willing  to  die  for  freedom.  We 
must  pass  along  to  future  generations  the  im- 
portance of  education  and  work.  We  must  re- 
mind our  youth  ttiat  their  right  to  free  speech 
and  to  vote  must  not  be  taken  lightly.  We  must 
provide  opportunities  for  all  our  chikJren  to 
participate  in  this  Nation's  abundance.  We 
must  retain  such  bask:  rights  as  health  care, 
decent  food  and  housing,  protectk>n  of  our 
precious  environment  and  educatkin  by  mak- 
ing them  our  highest  priorities. 

In  doing  so,  we  will  build  a  lasting  memorial 
to  our  toved  ones.  Let  us  keep  these  commit- 
ments in  our  hearts  as  we  commemorate  Me- 
morial Day,  1996. 


A  SALUTE  TO  ELIZABETH 
SPAULDING  ALEXANDER 


HON.  BOB  F1LNER 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  22. 1996 
Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  Memorial  Day  will 
soon  be  upon  us.  Through  cerenrxmies  and 


HON.  THOMAS  M.  FOGUEITA 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 
Mr.  FOG  U  ETTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  salute  Elizabeth  Spaulding  Alexander  on 
the  occaskxi  of  her  retirement  from  the  Phila- 
delphia School  District 
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Ms.  Alexarxler  educated  at  Fayetteville 
State  University,  Marywood  College,  Temple 
University,  University  of  the  Arts  arxl  St  Jo- 
seph's University  tx)th  in  Philadelphia,  began 
her  tenure  with  the  Philadelphia  School  District 
over  30  years  ago.  Ms.  Alexander's  teaching 
career  has  t)een  marked  by  numerous  awards 
and  many  classes  of  outstanding  students.  Al- 
exander received  the  Celebration  of  Excel- 
lence in  Teaching  Award  in  1986  and  the 
Rose  Undet)aum  Improvement-of-Education 
Award  in  1987.  These  awards  presented  to 
Ms.  Alexander  were  in  recognition  of  her  cre- 
ative teaching  technk^ues,  her  willingness  to 
involve  her  students  in  extracurriculum  activi- 
ties, and  her  volunteer  activities  as  a  tutor  in 
the  Adult  Literacy  Program.  Ms.  Alexander  is 
an  outstanding  person  who  stiould  t>e  com- 
mended for  her  numerous  contributions  to  the 
field  of  educatkin  in  ttie  Philadelphia  commu- 
nity. 

1  wish  to  )Oin  today  with  the  Philadelphia 
School  District,  Ms.  Alexander's  family  and 
friends  in  recognizing  her  for  her  many  years 
of  service  with  the  school  district  and  the 
Philadelphia  community.  I  wish  you  health, 
happiness,  and  prosperity  in  your  retirement 
years.  It  is  well  deserved. 


FREE  PRESS  IN  INDIA 


HON.  PETER  T.  KING 

OF  NEW  YORK 

EM  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22. 1996 

Mr.  KING.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  facade  of  a  free 
press  in  India  is  crumbling  tjefore  our  eyes. 
Just  the  other  day  ttie  Indian  Government 
sized  all  the  copies  of  ttie  Kashmir  Times 
newspaper.  The  seizure  was  reported  in  the 
May  13  issues  of  the  Tribune  of  Chandigarh. 
I  am  introducing  this  artk;le  into  the  RECORD. 
According  to  the  report,  the  newspaper  was 
seized  for  printing  objectionat}le  material  atx>ut 
the  electron  process.  This  objectionatsle  mate- 
rial is  not  specified.  An  Urdu-language  newrs- 
paper,  Awam,  had  tjeen  seized  previously  for 
similar  reasons.  India  likes  to  tell  the  worid 
ttiat  it  has  a  free  press,  but  this  episode 
shows  ttiat  this  claim  is  false. 

These  seizures  would  be  bad  enough  if  they 
were  isolated  inckJents.  They  are  not  This  re- 
peats a  pattem  of  Indian  Government  behavior 
whk:h  has  previously  been  prevalent  in  Pun- 
jab, Khalistan,  as  well  as  Kashmir,  and  ottier 
states  seeking  self-determination.  Many  of  us 
condemned  those  incidents,  including  a  blan- 
ket censorship  order  imposed  on  Punjab, 
Khalistan,  tiack  in  1994.  I  hope  that  the  new 
Government  of  India  will  move  to  put  an  end 
to  this  kind  of  repressive  activity  and  that  India 
will  finally  live  up  to  its  democratk:  primiples. 
[From  the  Tribune,  May  13, 1996] 
Copies  of  Kashmir  Times  Seized 

Srdjagar,  May  12.— Tlie  state  authorities 
today  seized  all  copies  of  the  Jammu-based 
leading:  English  daily.  The  Kashmir  Times. 
at  Srinagar  airport. 

The  step  was  taken  as  the  copies  of  the 
daily  carried  "objectionable  material"  re- 
garding the  on-going  election  process,  the 
police  said  here. 

The  police  had  seized  all  copies  of  a  na- 
tional Urdu  daily,  Awam,  for  similar  reasons 
on  Friday  last. 
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PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 


HON.  WnUAM  F.  CUNGER,  JR. 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  22. 19% 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Tuesday, 
May  21,  1996,  the  House  of  Representatives 
voted  to  repeal  the  4.3-cent-per-gallon  tax  on 
gasoline.  Alttiough  I  was  unat)le  to  vote  on 
this  measure,  H.R.  3415, 1  would  have  cast  an 
"aye"  vote  in  favor  of  the  repeal. 

While  the  history  of  excise  taxes  on  motor 
fuel  dates  back  to  1919,  the  1993  gas  tax  in- 
crease was  unprecedented.  Part  of  the  largest 
tax  increase  in  U.S.  history,  it  tunneled  dollars 
collected  at  ttie  gas  pumps  not  to  help  main- 
tain and  improve  the  safety  and  effk:iency  of 
our  roads,  but  to  fund  ttie  operations  of  ttie 
Federal  Government 

As  I  have  stated  time  and  time  again,  and 
demonstrated  in  my  votes  on  the  House  floor, 
I  am  a  strong  supporter  of  t>alanclng  the  budg- 
et and  reducing  the  Federal  deficit  At  the 
same  time,  I  strongly  t)elieve  that  user-gen- 
erated taxes,  like  ttie  4.3-cent  gas  tax,  shoukl 
be  utilized  for  long-term  capital  improvement 
through  the  higtiway  trust  fund.  As  far  as  our 
budgetary  woes  in  ttie  general  fund  are  con- 
cemed,  our  prot)lem  is  not  that  we  tax  too  lit- 
tle, but  that  we  spend  too  much. 

Pennsylvania's  Fifth  Congressional  District 
is  a  sprawling  terrain  encompassing  all  or 
parts  of  17  counties.  It  is  the  people  wtx)  live 
in  Warren,  Renovo,  and  our  other  commu- 
nities wtx}  are  forced  to  pay  higher  prices  at 
the  pump.  In  the  past  few  weeks,  it  has  be- 
come more  expensive  for  people  to  take  their 
children  to  school;  travel  to  and  from  work;  or 
take  a  family  vacation  as  summer  travel  t>e- 
gins.  Especially  now,  they  are  in  need  of  this 
reliet 

By  repealing  ttie  4.3-cent  tax,  we  will  cease 
breaking  faith  with  the  American  people. 
Meanwhile,  to  reduce  the  deficit  there  are 
many  avenues  to  pursue  in  search  of  Govern- 
ment streamlining  and  increased  effkaency  of 
Federal  operations.  People  in  rural  Pennsyl- 
vania and  from  coast  to  coast  should  not  be 
penalized  with  higher  gas  prices  because  of 
taxes  that  fund  Big  Government  instead  of 
badly  needed  roadway  improvements. 


TRIBUTE  TO  AMERICO  VESPUCCI 
NAPOLTTANO 


HON.  CHRISTOPHER  SHAYS 

OF  CONNECTICUT 

EN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  as  we 
enter  the  Memorial  Day  weekend  to  pay  trib- 
ute to  a  truly  great  American,  Americo  Ves- 
pucci Napditano.  Nappy,  as  he  is  known  by 
friends,  sensed  his  country  in  Ireland,  England, 
and  Normandy  as  a  memt>er  of  General 
George  Patton's  3rd  Army  Diviskm.  He  was 
awarded  ttie  Purple  Heart  after  being  wound- 
ed during  a  battle  in  Brez,  France. 

Following  his  6  years  of  senrice  in  the  mili- 
tary, Nappy  joined  the  U.S.  Postal  Servne, 
where  lie  was  empk>yed  for  30  years. 
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After  moving  from  Bridgeport  to  Trumbull, 
CT,  Nappy  joined  American  Legion  Post  141 
in  the  mkJ  1950's.  Since  that  time  he  has  t)een 
a  stalwart  member  of  the  Post  arKJ  is  person- 
ally responsible  for  speartieading  many  of  the 
organization's  initiatives  over  the  years.  Hav- 
ing held  every  major  position  in  the  Post  he 
served  as  Post  Commander  on  six  occasions. 
Nappy  was  responsible  for  starting  ttie  Salva- 
tion Army  t)ell-ringing  project,  the  American 
Legion  baseball  team  and  ttie  college  scholar- 
ship program,  as  well  as  the  Post's  academk: 
and  scouting  awards  programs. 

He  is  well-known  as  a  tireless  worker  for  his 
community  and  country  and  has  given  back  to 
twth  in  exemplary  fashion  over  the  years.  He 
is  a  model  for  our  youth  and  a  symbol  of  that 
which  is  ttest  in  our  country. 

It  has  been  my  pleasure  to  pay  respect  to 
this  great  American  as  ttie  entire  country  pre- 
pares to  rememtier  all  those  wtio  served  our 
Nation  in  its  times  of  need. 


THE  MONTANA  FREEMEN 


HON.  ANDREW  JACOBS,  JR. 

OF  INDIANA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22. 1996 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  now  know 
tiiat  ttie  so-called  Freemen  in  Montana  re- 
ceived huge  amounts  of  free  n^oney  from  the 
Federal  Government  before  they  declared  ttiat 
our  American  Government  is  un-American. 
Typ«al. 

Spoil  someone  who  is  not  In  need  and  he'll 
be  the  first  to  hate  you. 

These  well-lieeled  welfare  recipients,  these 
somewhat  citizens  have  misnamed  ttienv 
selves.  They  say  they  are  Freemen,  wtiereas 
in  fact  ttiey  are  Freetieemen. 

For  ttiat  matter,  after  a  fair  trial  ttiey  might 
well  be  known  by  this  name:  Common  old 
fashion  criminals  with  a  new  twist  on  resisting 
arrest 


DORIS  WILLIAMS  IS  A  CREDIT  TO 
HER  PROFESSION 


HON.  JAMES  A.  BARCIA 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  BARCIA.  Mr.  Speaker,  ttie  only  thing 
better  than  a  job  well  done  is  a  person  wtio 
does  the  job  well  every  time.  Many  of  my  con- 
stituents in  ttie  Fifth  Congresskmal  District  of 
Mk:higan  have  benefited  over  ttie  years  from 
the  dedrcated,  professional,  and  consistently 
excellent  efforts  of  Doris  Williams,  the  execu- 
tive director  of  ttie  Home  Buikjers  Association 
of  Saginaw  for  the  past  16^/:  years.  Doris  is 
being  feted  tomon-ow  at  a  retirement  event 
that  will  only  begin  to  detail  the  many  achieve- 
ments of  her  outstanding  career. 

Nothing  is  more  personal  Itian  ttie  decision 
of  buikjing  a  house.  People  certainly  put  their 
tieard-eamed  dollars  into  the  design  and  con- 
stiu;tk>n  of  ttieir  residence.  But  more  impor- 
tantly people  put  ttieir  emotions  and  desires 
into  each  structure.  As  we  all  know,  some- 
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times  ttiose  emotions  and  desires  are  re- 
warded with  a  tremendous  facility  constructed 
by  true  professionals.  Yet  at  other  times,  ttiose 
hopes  have  to  tie  tendered  by  ttie  reality  of 
wtiat  can  be  done,  and  at  what  cost  Ttie  Na- 
tional Association  of  Home  Builders  works  to 
guarantee  ttiat  professional  standards  will  be 
consistently  met — not  only  starxjards  of  con- 
struction, but  also  standards  of  dealing.  Local 
chapters,  like  ttie  Home  Builders  Association 
of  Saginaw,  put  ttiese  standards  into  effect 
and  professkxials  like  Doris  Williams  make 
sure  ttiat  they  are  folkiwed. 

Doris"  influence  goes  well  tjeyond  ttie  Sagi- 
naw area  as  stie  tias  been  actively  involved  in 
the  Women's  Council  of  ttie  National  Associa- 
tion of  Home  BuikJers  and  a  memtser  of  ttie 
National  Association  of  Home  BuikJers  Execu- 
tive Offrcers  Council.  Stie  was  recognized  just 
2  years  ago  as  ttie  Executive  Officer  of  ttie 
Year— only  ttie  fourth  recipient  ever  of  tlTis 
prestigkxjs  award — for  her  leaderstiip  in  asso- 
ciation management  She  also  has  served  as 
an  officer  and  preskJent  of  ttie  Mchlgan  Exec- 
utive Officers  Courx3l  of  ttie  Mk:higan  Associa- 
tion of  Home  Builders. 

And  like  a  true  professional,  Doris  will  be 
sure  to  leave  a  legacy  of  excellerK:e,  including 
tier  servKe  as  a  member  of  the  advisory 
txjard  for  residential  construction  at  Delta  Col- 
lege. Her  sen/k:e  at  Delta  is  most  appropriate 
given  ttiat  she  was  ttie  first  female  student  to 
ever  attend  the  resklential  construction  class- 
es at  Delta. 

People  who  do  ttieir  jot>s  vi«ll  are  remenv 
t)ered.  appreciated,  and  missed  wtien  ttiey 
step  down.  Doris  will  be  all  of  these,  txit  at 
least  we  know  stie  will  continue  to  be  avail- 
atile  as  a  consultant  to  associations  wtio  need 
help  with  ttieir  day-to-day  operations. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  you  and  all  of  our  col- 
leagues to  join  me  in  vnshing  Doris  Wiliams 
well  as  she  enters  retirement  and  in  ttianking 
her  for  her  devoted  years  of  exemplary  assist- 
ance to  building  professkxials  and  ttieir  cli- 
ents. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  THE  "MINNEHAHA" 
AND  HER  MANY  VOLUNTEERS 
ON  THE  BOAT'S  SECOND  MAIDEN 
VOYAGE 


HON.  JIM  RAMSTAD 

OF  MINNESOTA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  RAMSTAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  pay 
special  tribute  to  a  unk^ue  community  wtich 
has  pulled  togettier  in  a  truly  inspiring  way  to 
accomplish  somettiing  remarkable. 

On  Satijrday,  May  25,  1996,  a  dream  will  tie 
fulfilled  and  history  will  be  relived. 

On  ttiat  day,  a  canary  yelkiw,  70-foot-k)og, 
76,000-pound,  autiientically  steampowered 
craft— the  express,  or  sti^eetcar,  boat  AAme- 
ha/ta— will  once  again  be  offnially  back  on  the 
beautiful  and  historic  waters  of  Lake 
Minnetonka  in  Minnesota,  making  its  maklen 
voyage  from  Excelskx  to  Wayzata. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  Saturday  there  will  be 
oceanwkle  smiles  on  the  faces  of  tx>aters  in  a 
celebrating  fk>tilla  of  accompanying  watercraft 
and  spectators  on  the  stiores  of  Minnesota's 
most  history-steeped  lake. 
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This  historic  event  is  the  product  of  6 
years— arxl  80,000  hours— of  hard  work  by 
dedicated,  committed  volunteers  organized 
through  the  Minnesota  Transportation  Museum 
over  the  last  decade  and  a  half.  Area  children, 
citizens,  and  corporations  gave  $500,000  to 
make  this  dream  possible. 

On  behalf  of  all  the  people  of  our  area. 
State,  arxl  Natkxi,  I  want  to  offer  my  heartfelt 
thanks  and  deepest  appreciation  to  all  of  them 
for  resurrecting  part  of  our  history. 

Once  upon  a  time,  1906  to  be  exact,  a  half 
dozen  of  these  fast,  steanvpowered  express 
boats  were  launched  on  Lake  MInnetonka: 
Minnehaha;  White  Bear;  Hopkins;  Stillwater, 
Como;  and  Harriet 

For  two  decades,  these  yellow  vessels  pro- 
vkjed  not  so  rrxjch  a  source  of  pleasure  boat- 
ing as  they  were  Vne  critical  transportation  of 
ttie  time  to  the  many  communities  stretched 
out  across  this  lake  of  many  t>ays. 

To  provide  a  bit  of  history,  please  let  me 
read  a  brief  excerpt  from  Eric  Sayer  Peter- 
son's "The  LittJe  Yellow  Fleet;  A  History  of  the 
Lake  Minnetonka  Streetcar  Boats": 

At  the  turn  of  the  century,  Thomas 
Lowry's  renowned  Twin  City  Rapid  Transit 
Company  was  hard  at  work  carving-  its  own 
special  niche  in  American  history.  To  pro- 
vide his  patrons  with  even  more  services, 
Lowry  decided  to  build  a  fleet  of  six  steam- 
boats to  travel  the  waters  of  beautiful  Lake 
Minnetonka.  complementing  his  immense 
electric  streetcar  line  which  stretched  all 
the  way  trom  Stillwater  to  the  lakeshore  at 
Excelsior.  Minnesota.  Lake  Minnetonka  was 
one  of  the  few  places  in  the  world  where  pas- 
sengers could  transfer  from  a  land-based 
streetcar  and  continue  their  journey  in  a 
steamboat  that  was  owned  and  operated  by 
the  parent  streetcar  company.  The  unique 
vessels  that  Lowry  built  were  the  famed 
Lake  Minnetonka  streetcar  boats. 

But  time,  20  years,  and  the  Model  T 
brought  the  demise  of  this  proud  fleeL  In 
1926,  the  Minnehaha  filed  with  red  clay  roof- 
ing tiles  and  scuttled  north  of  Big  Island. 

Rekxated  in  1979  in  70  feet  of  water  at  the 
txMom  of  Lake  Minnetonka  and  successfully 
raised  to  ttie  surface  in  1980,  the  boat  then 
rotted  on  shore  for  arwther  10  years.  In  fact, 
less  damage  ocojrred  to  her  structure  through 
more  ttian  a  half  century  mired  in  the  lake  bot- 
tom ttian  in  Vne  decade  up  on  shore  prior  to 
the  launch  of  the  restoration  effort 

Then  the  Minnesota  Transportation  Museum 
aixl  an  energetic  legkxi  of  volunteers  and  boat 
tovers  went  to  work.  The  Minnehaha  was  lov- 
ingly arvl  painstakingly  taken  apart  and  pieced 
back  tpgisther.  The  people  of  our  Lake 
Minr>etdnka  community  came  forward  with 
original  parts  from  the  streetcar  boats  they 
had  stored  in  the  comers  of  their  homes. 

And  on  Saturday,  May  25,  1996,  in  Excel- 
skv,  MN,  the  culminatkxi  of  all  that  hard  wori( 
wil  take  place.  Bands  will  play.  Then  the  Min- 
rtehaha  will  be  rechristened  and  headed  for 
Wayzata  and  other  ports  of  Lake  Minnetonka. 

The  Mirmehaha  will  continue  to  make  ttiose 
runs  now,  just  as  it  did  in  Lake  Minnetonka's 
gtory  days  of  the  past,  all  summer  tong.  And 
for  many  summers  to  come. 

Rescued  from  the  bottom  of  Lake 
Minnetonka,  restored  tovingly  through  the 
boundless  generosity  of  hard-woriung  volurv 
teers,  and  rechristened  with  communitywide 
affection  this  Saturday,  the  Minnehaha  will 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

now  be  as  much  a  part  of  our  area's  future  as 
it  has  been  our  past 

For  that  and  for  all  the  hard  work  and  dedi- 
catkjn  of  so  many  volunteers,  we  are  eternally 
grateful. 


125TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  THE  CITY 
OF  WILKES-BARRE 


HON.  PAUL  L  KANJORSKI 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  KANJORSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  recognize  the  125th  anniversary  of  the  city 
of  Wilkes-Barre,  PA.  Tomorrow,  May  23, 1996. 
marks  ttie  passing  of  125  years  since  the 
founding  of  the  city  of  Wilkes-Barre.  I  am 
pleased  to  have  t>een  asked  to  join  Mayor 
Tom  McGroarty  in  commemorating  this  event 
and  I  take  pride  In  recognizing  Wilkes-Barre's 
anniversary  on  ttie  House  floor  today. 

As  ttie  city  of  Wilkes-Barre  celebrates  its 
125th  anniversary,  its  citizens  will  remember 
the  city's  kxig  and  historically  significant  past 
City  residents  will  also  look  to  the  future  when 
officials  seal  a  time  capsule  that  will  remain 
closed  until  the  175th  anniversary  of  ttie  city. 

The  history  of  Wilkes-Barre  begins  in  1769 
wtien  it  was  settled  by  colonists  from  New 
England  under  the  leadership  of  Maj.  John 
Ouricee.  Recognizing  the  tteauty  of  the  regk>n, 
and  ttie  atxjndance  of  its  many  natural  re- 
sources, ttie  first  settlers  named  the  region 
after  Col.  John  Wilkes  and  Col.  Isaac  Barre 
wtx)  defended  the  American  cokjnies  before 
ttieir  colleagues  in  the  British  Parliament 

Located  in  the  heart  of  the  beautiful  Wyo- 
ming Valley  of  northeastern  Pennsylvania,  the 
Wilkes-Barre  area  grew  rapidly.  On  March  17, 
1806,  the  area  was  incorporated  as  a  bor- 
ough; on  May  4,  1871  it  became  a  city;  and 
on  September  22,  1898,  a  third-class  city 
charter  was  issued. 

The  first  reskJents  of  the  city  of  Wilkes-Barre 
were  a  very  diverse  collection  of  earty  Euro- 
pean immigrants  drawn  to  the  area  by  its  fer- 
tile soil  along  the  Susquehanna  River.  The 
earliest  Wilkes-Ban-e  residents  brought  with 
ttiem  an  outstanding  sense  of  family  values, 
community  pride,  and  commitment  to  remem- 
bering ttieir  heritage.  Today,  those  same  tradi- 
tions still  run  strong  through  the  resklents  of 
Wilkes-Barre. 

From  its  eariiest  days,  the  development  of 
Wilkes-Barre  was  driven  by  the  strong  will  of 
ttie  area  residents.  The  earliest  residents 
worthed  ttie  soil  to  establish  successful  farms. 
When  coal  was  discovered  in  atxjndance 
throughout  the  region,  the  residents  of  the 
Wilkes-Barre  area  moved  quk:kly  to  mine  the 
larxls.  By  taking  full  advantage  of  this  newly 
discovered  resource,  the  productivity  of  the 
residents  of  the  city  made  Wilkes-Barre  the 
Anthracite  Capital  of  the  Wortd.  The  region  be- 
came one  of  the  most  prosperous  areas  any- 
wtiere  in  the  country  as  anthracite  fueled  the 
industrial  revolution. 

As  the  use  of  anthracite  declined  and  after 
the  Knox  Mine  Disaster  virtually  wiped  out 
deep  anthracite  mining,  the  Wilkes-Barre  area 
suffered  a  tremendous  economk;  decline.  In 
the  1950's  and  1960's  thousands  of  families 
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left  the  area  to  find  job  opportunities  else- 
where. Then  in  1972  the  Humcane  Agnes 
caused  unprecedented  flooding,  causing  near- 
ly $1  billion  in  damages  to  25,000  homes  and 
2,700  businesses.  More  ttian  60,000  people 
were  unemptoyed,  some  temporarily,  and 
some  permanentiy.  Many  thought  that  the  city 
of  Wilkes-Barre  would  become  a  ghost  town. 

But  the  "Valley  with  a  HearT  rallied  to- 
gether, cleaned  up  the  muck  and  mud,  rebuilt 
the  community's  infrastructure,  and  Wilkes- 
Barre  once  again  t)ecame  the  hub  of  activity 
for  northeastem  Pennsylvania.  This  February, 
President  Bill  Clinton  came  to  the  Wyoming 
Valley  to  announce  the  completion  of  the  gen- 
eral design  memorandum  that  will  alk>w  ttie 
raising  of  the  levees  that  protect  Wilkes-Bane 
and  much  of  the  Wyoming  Valley  from  the  rav- 
ages of  a  flood  ttie  scale  of  that  caused  by 
Hurricane  Agnes.  After  working  on  this  project 
since  my  election  in  1984,  I  am  pleased  that 
finally  we  will  have  protection  from  ttie  devas- 
tation ttiat  ttie  Susquehanna  River  can  t)ring. 

The  Susquehanna  River  is  now  poised  to  be 
appreciated  as  Vne  asset  that  originally  drew 
Wilkes-Barre's  first  settters  to  ttie  area.  Ttie  in- 
flatable dam  included  in  the  levee  raising 
project  will  serve  as  an  incentive  to  t)eautify 
Wilkes-Barre's  waterfront  and  lead  to  in- 
creased economic  and  recreational  activity.  I 
have  no  doubt  ttiat  upon  the  opening  of  the 
time  capsule  in  whk:ti  this  statement  will  be 
buried,  an  unpolluted  Susquehanna  River  will 
once  again  be  the  center  piece  for  the  Wyo- 
ming Valley,  witii  a  thriving  waterfi'ont  in 
Wilkes-Barre. 

The  entire  city  of  Wilkes-Barre  is  ready  to 
undergo  a  tremendous  revitalization.  With  ttie 
neariy  $40  million  renovation  of  the  former 
Stegmaier  Brewery  complex  and  the  newly  re- 
named Max  Rosenn  Federal  Courthouse,  ttie 
city  will  experience  an  infuskin  of  hope  and 
new  development.  Mayor  Tom  McGroarty  has 
stiown  tremendous  energy  and  enthusiasm  for 
solving  the  city's  prot)lems  and  preparing  for 
the  21st  century,  and  I  appreciate  ttie  enor- 
mous amount  of  assistance  he  has  provkjed 
for  ttiese  and  ottier  projects. 

Northeastem  Pennsylvania  is  destined  for 
economk:  growth  unlike  any  we  have  experi- 
enced since  ttie  beginning  of  the  anthracite  ir»- 
dustry.  Much  of  ttiat  growth  will  result  from  the 
development  of  new  technokjgies  by  our  tal- 
ented and  hardworking  workforce,  such  as 
ttiose  indivkjuals  employed  t>y  Harris  Semi- 
conductor in  Mountaintop.  In  ttie  spirit  of  the 
time  capsule,  let  me  predict  that  over  the  next 
50  years  the  city  of  Wilkes-Barre  will  serve  as 
the  core  for  an  economk:ally  vitxant  regkin;  let 
me  speculate  further  that  ttie  secorxJ  elec- 
tronic revolution  brought  atxiut  by  ttie  Harris 
Corporation's  power  electronics  building 
blocks  program  will  drive  that  economk:  devel- 
opment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  proud  to  represent  ttie 
city  of  Wilkes-Barre  in  ttie  U.S.  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. I  am  also  pleased  to  join  all  ttie 
citizens  of  Wilkes-Barre  as  we  commemorate 
the  city's  125th  anniversary,  and  I  look  forward 
to  great  things  for  the  city  and  our  regioa 
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TEEN  PREGNANCY 


HON.  LEE  H.  HAMILTON 

OF  INDIANA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 

insert  my  Washington  Report  for  Wednesday, 

May    22,    1996,    into    ttie    CONGRESSIONAL 

Record. 

BRINGING  Up  Baby:  The  Problem  of  Teen 

PREGNANCi- 

Hooslers  are  concerned  about  the  moral 
fiber  of  our  country.  They  talk  to  me  about 
the  decline  of  basic  values,  particularly 
among  young  people.  Every  time  they  open 
the  papers  or  watch  the  evening  news  they 
see  stories  about  crime  and  drug  use,  failing 
schools,  and  deteriorating  neighborhoods. 

We  can  talk  all  day  about  the  root  causes 
of  these  problems  and  possible  solutions.  But 
what  I  hear  from  Hooslers  most  often  is  the 
urgent  need  to  revitalize  and  strengthen  our 
families.  They  have  a  very  strong  sense  that 
the  breakdown  of  the  traditional  family  may 
explain  many  of  the  difficulties  experienced 
by  today's  youth. 

I  am  most  alarmed  by  the  growing  number 
of  teen  pregmancies.  The  United  States  has 
the  highest  rate  of  teen  pregnancy  of  any 
country  in  the  industrialized  world,  at  1.2 
million  per  year,  and  studies  have  shown 
that  teen  parents  and  their  children  are 
prone  to  experience  more  emotional,  eco- 
nomic and  social  problems  tlian  older  par- 
ents. 

RECENT  TRENDS 

The  statistics  on  teenage  pregnancy  are  so- 
bering. Of  the  1.2  million  teens  who  become 
pregnant  each  year,  lialf  will  grlve  birth,  and 
most  of  them  will  remain  single.  Most  of 
these  young  women  and  their  babies  live  in 
poverty,  and  the  cycle  of  poverty  continues 
into  subsequent  generations.  77%  of  unmar- 
ried, adolescent  mothers  go  on  welfare  with- 
in five  years  of  giving  birth,  and  the  federal 
government  spends  about  S34  billion  each 
year  on  families  started  by  teens. 

Indiana  has  the  19th  highest  birth  rate 
sonong  unmarried  teens  ages  15  to  19  in  the 
country.  Total  births  to  women  aged  10  to  19 
reached  11.842  in  1993.  Of  those  births,  77% 
were  out-of-wedlock,  a  28%  Increase  since 
1983.  450  teenagers  under  the  age  of  17  gave 
birth  to  a  second  ctiild  in  1993. 

PROBLEMS  for  TEEN  FAMILIES 

Teen  families  confixsnt  numerous  difficul- 
ties. Mothers  and  babies  face  serious  health 
risks.  Teenag-ers  engaging  in  premature  sex 
expose  themselves  to  the  risks  of  sexually 
transmitted  diseases,  and  teen  pregnancy  too 
often  leads  to  abortion.  Babies  bom  to  teen 
mothers  often  are  premature  and  under- 
weight. Teen  parents  are  less  likely  to  finish 
high  school  and  gain  the  skills  necessary  to 
secure  employment,  resulting  in  a  depend- 
ency on  welfare  tliat  is  hard  to  break.  Nearly 
half  of  long-term  welfare  recipients  are 
women  who  gave  birth  before  the  age  of  17. 

Studies  also  suggest  ttiat  the  children  of 
teen  parents  fare  worse  than  those  from  two- 
parent  families  on  measures  of  health,  edu- 
cation, and  emotional  and  betiavioral  adjust- 
ment. Childhood  abuse  and  neglect— which 
children  of  teens  often  are  victims  of— in- 
crease the  odds  of  future  delinquency  and 
adult  criminality  by  40%.  And  ctiildren  of 
teen  parents  are  far  more  likely  to  become 
teen  parents  themselves. 

WHY  TEEN  PREGNANCIES  ARE  RISING 

There  is  no  easy  explanation  for  the  rising 
number  of  teen  pregnancies.  Many  teen  par- 
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ents  were  bom  into  a  world  of  poverty,  teen- 
age parenthood,  and  welfare  dependency  that 
they  have  difficulty  escaping.  Few  teen  par- 
ents have  the  same  hopes,  dreams  and  aspi- 
rations as  the  average  American  teenager,  or 
the  self-confidence  and  feeling  of  self-worth 
necessary  to  set  goals  for  the  future.  Many 
see  having  a  ctilld  as  a  comfort  in  a  difficult 
life. 

Broader  social  factors  also  contribute  to 
tliis  problem.  We  live  in  a  more  permissive 
culture,  where  teen  parenthood  and  out-of- 
wedlock  births  carry  less  of  a  social  stigma 
than  they  once  did.  We  read  every  day  atx)ut 
celebrities  and  star  athletes  having  children 
out-of-wedlock,  and  we  see  the  same  tiling  in 
movies  and  on  television  programs.  We  also 
don't  educate  young  people  about  the  risks 
associated  with  teen  parenthood. 

WHAT  CAN  BE  DONE 

First,  we  must  work  to  bring  down  the 
number  of  teenage  pregnancies.  We  must  per- 
suade teens  to  abstain  from  sex,  to  not  give 
In  to  peer  pressure,  and  to  accept  the  tradi- 
tional values  in  their  lives.  One  of  the  most 
valuable  tilings  we  can  do  is  Instill  In  young 
people  feelings  of  self-confidence  and  self- 
worth,  help  them  set  goals  for  their  future 
and  help  them  achieve  these  goals.  All  teen- 
agers must  realize  they  have  many  options 
in  life — to  go  to  school,  to  work,  to  contrib- 
ute to  their  communities,  and  in  all  this  to 
make  responsible  decisions.  If  teens  feel  that 
their  future  goals  would  be  jeopardized  by 
becoming  a  parent  too  early,  they  will  have 
real  Incentives  to  delay  parenthood. 

Second,  we  must  find  more  effective  ways 
to  support  families  of  teenage  parents  with- 
out creating  incentives  for  out-of-wedlock 
births.  Fathers  must  be  held  responsible  for 
the  support  of  their  children;  about  60%  of 
teen  births  are  fathered  by  older  men  on  av- 
erage five  or  six  years  older  than  the  mother. 
I  supiwrt  efforts  to  establish  paternity  at 
birth  and  to  strengthen  child  support  collec- 
tion. Furthermore,  teen  parents  should  be 
encouraged  to  live  at  home  and  stay  in 
school  whenever  this  is  an  option.  President 
Clinton  recently  unveiled  a  plan  to  make 
federal  assistance  contingent  on  such  living 
arrangements. 

Third,  for  those  teen  parents  whose  house- 
holds are  abusive  or  unstable,  we  should  es- 
tablish community-based  facilities  to  house 
and  support  young  families  wtiile  the  mother 
completes  school  or  job  training.  Much  of 
the  national  discussion  about  teen  preg- 
nancy has  highlighted  the  success  of  these 
"second  chance  homes."  Places  like  St.  Eliz- 
abeth's in  New  AIt>any  tiave  tiigh  success 
rates  in  teaching  teen  mothers  how  to  pro- 
vide safe,  loving,  and  stable  homes  for  their 
babies. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Raising  children  today  is  extraordinarily 
difficult,  even  for  mature  adults.  For  young 
people,  who  themselves  are  still  growing  up, 
the  issue  is  much  more  complicated.  We 
must  do  what  we  can  to  prevent  young  peo- 
ple from  entering  parenthood  too  soon,  to 
help  them  realize  their  full  potential  as  indi- 
viduals with  promising  futures,  and  to  -ac- 
cept the  responsibility  and  the  consequences 
of  their  actions. 

Governments  can  also  work  In  partnership 
with  private  groups,  ctiarities  and  churches 
to  help  young  parents  create  a  healthier  en- 
vironment in  which  their  cliildren  can  grow. 
Many  teenage  parents  try  very  liard  to  be 
good  parents,  but  the  challenges  are 
daunting.  Community-based  programs  have 
proven  successful  at  helping  these  teenagers 
become  more  responsible  parents  and  more 
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productive  citizens,  and  we  should  continue 
to  encourage  these  efforts. 


CPM'S  CONGRESSIONAL  TRIBUTE 
TO  DR.  WILLIAM  R.  PERRY,  JR. 


HON.  CARRIE  P.  MEEK 

OF  FLORIDA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 

Mrs.  MEEK  of  Ftorida.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  in- 
deed a  distinct  honor  to  pay  tritxite  to  one  of 
Miami's  unsung  heroes,  Dr.  William  R.  Perry, 
Jr.  His  retirement  from  the  Dade  County  putjik: 
schools  on  May  30,  1996  will  certainly  leave  a 
great  vokl  in  our  community. 

He  truly  epitomizes  ttie  preeminence  of  a 
gentteman,  as  well  as  ttie  virtues  of  a  sctiolar. 
Having  attended  Coppin  State  College  and 
Loyola  College  for  tiis  undergraduate  studies, 
he  otJtained  his  doctorate  degree  from  the 
University  of  Massachusetts.  He  served  as  a 
classroom  teacher  and  later  on  as  adminis- 
trator with  the  Baltimore  City  putJik:  sctiools. 
He  was  sut>sequentty  awarded  a  Rockefeller 
Foundation  Superintendent  Felk>wship  in 
1976,  one  of  ttie  Nation's  most  prestigious 
honors  given  to  postdoctoral  sctiolars. 

Ever  since  I  tiave  known  Dr.  Bill  Perry,  he 
tias  always  t)een  at  ttie  forefront  of  ensunng 
equality  of  opportunity  for  everyone  in  our 
community.  At  the  same  time,  tiis  forceful  ad- 
vocacy in  adhering  to  ttie  tenets  of  equal  treat- 
ment under  ttie  taw  not  only  in  ttie  halls  of 
academia  but  in  every  segment  of  government 
agency  tias  become  almost  legendary.  In  fact, 
countless  ottiers  have  been  touctied  t>y  his 
genuine  commitnnent,  especially  toward  ttiose 
wtK)  coukj  least  fend  for  ttiemselves. 

Dr.  Perry  Is  ttie  consummate  community  ac- 
tivist wtio  at>ides  by  the  dk:tum  that  ttiose  wtw 
tiave  less  in  life,  ttirough  no  fault  of  ttieir  own, 
stKXjkJ  be  helped  by  ttie  Govemment,  regard- 
less of  ttieir  race,  creed,  gender,  or  political  af- 
filiation. In  fact,  counttess  ottiers  have  been 
touched  by  his  unk^ie  sincerity  and  his  unre- 
lenting penctiant  for  "stick-to-itiveness"  to  any 
cause  he  takes  up  or  any  crusade  tie  errtiarks 
on.  The  numerous  accolades  with  whch  he 
tias  been  honored  by  varkxjs  organizations 
represents  an  unequivocal  testimony  of  ttie  ut- 
most respect  he  enjoys  from  our  community. 

blessed  with  a  down-to-earth  corrvrxxi 
sense,  tie  is  also  imbued  with  ttie  rare  wisdom 
of  recognizing  ttie  strengths  and  limitations  of 
ttiose  who  have  been  empowered  to  govern. 
Ttiis  uruque  leaderstiip  was  tested  to  ttie  hilt 
wtien  he  took  over  the  preskJency  of  the 
Greater  Miami  NAACP,  after  his  stint  with  the 
Miami-Dade  Operation  PUSH  and  the  George 
Washington  Can/er  YMCA. 

The  acumen  of  his  intelligence  was  felt  at  a 
time  when  Miami  needed  someone  to  put  in 
perspective  ttie  agony  of  disenfranchised  Afri- 
can-Americans and  ottier  minorities  yearning 
to  tjetong.  When  govemment  and  community 
leaders  met  to  douse  tfie  still-txjming  embers 
of  the  Miami  riots  in  ttie  early  1980's,  his  was 
ttie  firm  voice  of  reason,  wisely  articulating  his 
credo  that  one  tias  got  to  team  and  live  with 
one  anottier  in  ttie  gksbal  community,  or 
shamefully  reap  ttie  grapes  of  wrath  from 
ttiose  wtio  have  t»en  left  out 
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He  ttxjroughly  understocxj  the 
accoutrements  of  power  and  leadership,  and 
he  sagety  exercised  them  alongside  the  man- 
dale  of  his  conviction  and  the  wisdom  of  his 
conscience  focusing  all  their  elements  upon 
the  good  of  the  community  he  \eame6  to  love 
and  care  tor  so  deeply. 

His  undaunted  efforts  shaped  and  formed 
the  agenda  of  community  organizations,  such 
as  the  Miami-based  Haitian  Refugee  Center, 
the  Women's  Welfare  Coalition,  and  the 
Overtown  Advisory  Committee,  to  name  txrt  a 
few.  His  word  is  his  bond  to  those  who  have 
dealt  with  him — not  only  in  his  nroments  of  tri- 
uirphaJ  exuberarx;e  in  helping  our  wayward 
youth  turn  the  corr>ers  around,  but  also  in  his 
quest  to  transform  Dade  County  into  a  verita- 
ble mosaic  of  vibrant  cultures  arxj  diverse 
peoples  converging  in  the  great  experiment 
that  is  America. 

Dr.  William  R.  Perry,  Jr.  truly  exemplified  a 
one-of-a-ldrvj  leadership  wtiose  courageous  vi- 
sion arxJ  wisdom  appealed  to  our  noblest 
character  as  a  comrrunity.  He  will  certainly  be 
missed. 


ESPERANCE.  NY  CELEBRATES 
150TH  BIRTHDAY 


HON.  GERALD  BJl.  SOLOMON 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  always 
been  proud  of  the  heritage  and  physical  beau- 
ty of  the  22d  Congressional  District  of  New 
York  whk:h  I  have  the  privilege  of  represent- 
ing, it  is  for  this  reason,  to  savor  the  history 
and  character  of  the  picturesque  towns  and 
counties,  ttiat  I  return  home  every  weekend. 

We  often  forget.  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  real 
America  is  not  Washington,  txjt  Vne  small 
towns  arxJ  villages  where  real  people  live  arxJ 
work.  I  wouU  like  to  talk  about  one  such  town 
today. 

Esperance.  NY,  kx:ated  in  beautiful 
Schoharie  County  will  be  celebrating  their 
150th  birthday  on  this  Memorial  Day,  MorKlay, 
May  27,  1996.  And  what  a  fitting  time  for  a 
celebratnn  of  history  and  community.  It  could 
not  be  more  appropriate  conskjering  people  all 
across  this  Natk)n  will  be  paying  tribute  to 
those  courageous  veterans  who  have  made 
the  ultimate  sacrifice  on  behalf  of  their  cour>- 
try.  and  yes  Mr.  Speaker,  on  behalf  of  their 
family  and  friends  in  towns  like  Esperance. 

But  not  everyone  around  the  country  has 
ttie  opportunity  to  celebrate  and  rejoice  in 
what  the  people  of  Esperance  can  this  Mon- 
day. Even  though  ttungs  have  changed  there, 
Bke  everywhere  else,  there  is  something  spe- 
cial tttat  remains  an  unmistakable  part  of  tfie 
town's  character  that  not  enough  people 
throughout  the  country  can  stiH  boast  of  today. 
That  something  is  the  distinct  smalltown 
charm  ttiat  grips  the  town  and  the  good  citi- 
zens of  Esperance.  It  can  be  seen  at  the 
church  hall  and  the  fire  department  and  across 
the  streets  and  fiekls  where  chikJren  play  and 
farmers  work. 

Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  smalltown  camara- 
derie and  neighborty  hospitality  is  one  thing 
that  thankfully  has  not  changed.  But  I'll  tell  you 
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about  another  thing.  It  is  the  pride  and  values 
of  the  citizenry.  These  are  the  things  that  I  ad- 
mire most  about  tfie  towns  like  Esperance 
throughout  my  congressional  district  And  on 
May  27,  resklents  of  Esperance  will  take  part 
in  daylong  festivities  commemorating  their  her- 
itage. There  will  be  tours  of  the  various  histori- 
cal sites  and  museum,  contests  for  the  chil- 
dren, parades  and  wagon  rides  and  plenty  of 
time  to  catch  up  with  friends  and  neighbors 
and  give  thanks  for  the  town  and  community 
ttiey  share. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  commend  the  good  people  of 
Esperance  for  their  commitment  to  their  home 
and  hard  work  in  organizing  this  memorial  to 
their  heritage.  I  ask  that  you  and  ail  Members 
of  the  House  join  me  in  paying  trilxjte  to  tfie 
people  of  Esperance  on  the  occasion  of  tfie 
town's  150th  birthday. 


A  WIN-WIN  FOR  WORKERS  AND 
SMALL  BUSINESSES 


HON.  SUSAN  MOUNARI 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  MOLINARI.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  the 
opportunity  today  to  enhance  the  eaming  po- 
tential of  millk)ns  of  working  Amerk:ans  and  to 
provide  important  incentives  for  the  small  busi- 
nesses who  hire  them. 

I  am  very  supportive  of  the  raise  in  the  mini- 
mum wage.  This  amendment  to  H.R.  1227, 
the  Employee  Commuting  Flexibility  Act,  is  a 
much  needed  protectkin  for  workers  who  are 
usually  nonunion,  have  few  skills,  and  little  ne- 
gotiating strength.  Also,  because  the  fringe 
benefits  earned  by  minimum  wage  workers 
are  usually  less  tfian  nonminimum  wage  em- 
ployees, they  get  hit  twrce  as  hard. 

Not  only  will  an  increase  in  the  cun-ent  mini- 
mum wage  boost  thousands  of  wort<ers  and 
ttieir  families  atxjve  the  poverty  line,  the  in- 
crease will  be  a  tremendous  relief  to  women. 
Currently,  about  59  percent  of  rranimum  wage 
wort<ers  are  woman.  A  raise  in  the  minimum 
wage  will  empower  tfiese  working  women  with 
the  resources  to  keep  them  competitive  with 
their  male  counterparts. 

Often,  the  downskJe  to  minimum  wage  hikes 
are  a  proven  loss  of  jobs  for  small  businesses. 
The  Reput>lkans,  however,  are  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  in  a  responsik)le  way  that  will 
actually  help  small  business  increase  jobs.  Mr. 
GooouNG's  amendment  will  allow  employers 
to  pay  newly  hired  emptoyees  the  cunent  min- 
imum wage  for  the  first  90  days  of  employ- 
ment arxd  it  detaches  Vne  minimum  wage  from 
employees  who  receive  tips.  Further,  it  ex- 
empts employees  of  small  btusinesses  with 
less  than  $500,000  in  annual  gross  sales. 
Clearty  these  provisions,  in  addition  to  the 
Small  Business  Job  Protectkxi  Act.  will  ease 
any  burden  tfiat  may  have  been  placed  on 
small  businesses  in  implementing  tfie  in- 
creased minimum  wage. 

The  Small  Business  Job  Protection  Act  will 
increase,  by  S7,500,  expensing  for  small  busi- 
ness, simplify  small  business  pension  plans, 
and  provkle  a  credit  to  employers  for  hiring 
AFDC  recipients,  certain  veterans,  disabled 
wori<ers  as  well  as  high-risk  and  summer 
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youth  employees.  Further,  this  bill  will  allow 
wori<ers  to  deduct,  up  to  35.250.  employer- 
pakj  educational  assistance  from  ttieir  taxatsle 
income.  It  will  be  retroactive  to  1995  and  help 
thousands  of  hard-working  Americans  in  fur- 
thering their  education,  a  great  t»enefrt  to  both 
the  employee  as  well  as  the  employer.  This 
specific  provision  would  have  a  direct  impact 
on  students  who  attend  Wagner  College  and 
the  College  at  Staten  Island,  both  of  whk;h  are 
in  my  district  We  are  now  making  it  easier  for 
small  businesses  to  send  their  employees  to 
college,  which  benefits  both  employers  and 
their  employees,  who  will  get  much  needed 
assistance  in  paying  for  ever-growing  tuition 
costs. 

Wage  earners  in  this  country  do  deserve  a 
raise,  and  this  package  will  give  them  that 
raise  without  costing  them  their  jobs. 


SECnON  936  CONCERNS 


HON.  BARBARA  B.  KENNELLY 

OF  CONNECTICUT 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  22. 1996 

Mrs.  KENNELLY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  very 
concemed  that  section  936  is  phased  out  in 
this  bill  without  anything  to  replace  it.  Sectk>n 
936  has  played  a  critical  role  in  economk:  de- 
velopment in  Puerto  Rco — creating  arxJ  keep- 
ing good,  high  quality,  well-paying  jot)s  on  the 
island.  Many  of  my  constituents  in  Hartford, 
CT,  have  friends  and  relatives  emptoyed  by 
section  936  companies  in  Puerto  Rkx>. 

I  am  concemed  atxxjt  the  impact  of  the  re- 
peal of  sectk>n  936  on  the  people  on  Puerto 
Rkx).  Poverty  is  already  very  high  and  good 
jobs  scarce.  What  will  remain  for  the  people  of 
Puerto  Rk»?  I'm  afrakJ  that  we  win  only  fully 
realize  just  how  effective  it  has  been  wtien  tfie 
companies  tfiat  have  enjoyed  section  936 
begin  to  leave  for  other  parts  of  tfie  Caritibean 
or  Ireland.  The  t)ill  provides  some  limited  pro- 
tection for  the  companies  doing  txjsiness  in 
Puerto  Rfco,  but  very  little  protectk>n  for  the 
people  of  Puerto  Rk». 

It  is  because  of  these  concerns  tfiat  1  sup- 
port an  economic  incentive  program  such  as 
tfiat  proposed  by  Governor  Roselto.  Chairman 
Archer  has  taken  the  first  step  by  establish- 
ing a  temporary  economic  incentive  program 
that  woukl  replace  sectk>n  936  with  a  wage 
credit  This  shouM  help  to  spur  job  creation  on 
the  island.  By  placing  tfie  wage  credit  in  a  new 
sectkin  and  phasing  it  out  over  10  years,  this 
bill  will  alk>w  Congress  to  monitor  economk: 
development  in  Puerto  Rkx>. 


IN  MEMORY  OF  ADM.  J.M.  BOORDA 


HON.  IKE  SKELTON 

OF  MISSOURI 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 
Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  Tuesday,  May 
21,  1996,  a  memorial  servk^e  was  hekJ  for  the 
late  Adm.  J.M.  Boorda  at  the  Washington  Na- 
tional Cathedral.  Admiral  "Mike"  Boorda  was 
not  only  a  "saikirs'  sailor,"  but  an  able  leader 
and  a  friend  to  so  many  in  all  walks  of  life,  in- 
cluding those  in  uniform,  pditcal  leaders,  and 
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the  civilian  community.  Words  are  inadequate 
to  express  the  sense  of  loss  so  many  of  us 
feel.  However,  these  memorial  addresses  by 
Secretary  of  the  Navy,  John  H.  Dalton,  and 
Master  Chief  PO,  John  Hagan,  were  most  ap- 
propriate and  fitting  as  tributes  to  this  truly  out- 
standing American,  Adm.  Mike  Boorda.  He  will 
truly  be  missed. 

Remarks  of  Secretary  of  the  Navy.  John 
H.  Dalton 

1  met  Mike  Boorda  in  December  of  '93  on 
my  first  visit  as  Secretary  to  the  Mediterra- 
nean and  Adriatic.  He  was  Conunander  in 
Chief  of  U.S.  Naval  Forces  in  Europe,  and 
Commander  of  Allied  Forces  Southern  Eu- 
rope. 

We  visited  a  number  of  ships  together 
going  by  helicopter  spending  a  couple  of 
hours  on  each  one.  We  arrived  on  the  USS 
Monterey,  a  guided  missile  cruiser,  late  in 
the  day  to  remain  over  night.  As  we  toured 
the  ship  and  we  got  to  the  bridge,  he  told  the 
commanding  officer  he  would  like  to  do  a 
man  overboard  drill.  Naturally,  the  skipper 
said  okay.  Admiral  Boorda  yelled,  "I've  got 
the  conn".  So,  he  became  the  conning  officer 
and  he  also  relieved  the  helmsman,  they 
tossed  tne  life  ring  overboard  on  the  star- 
board side  and  the  drill  was  underway.  "All 
head  full"  he  l>arked,  and  he  turned  the  helm 
to  right  full.  He  was  back  and  forth  between 
the  helm  and  the  flying  bridge  barking  or- 
ders to  the  Sailor  manning  the  engine  order 
telegraph.  Within  just  a  couple  of  minutes, 
the  life  ring  was  right  along  the  starboard 
side,  close  enough  to  reach  out  and  pick  it 
up.  He  said,  "Okay.  Mr.  Secretary,  you're 
next."  I  laughed  and  said,  "No  thank  you; 
I've  just  seen  the  master  at  work."  What  a 
great  ship  handler  he  was;  just  one  of  the 
reasons  he  was  so  admired  by  Sailors. 

Walking  around  those  ships  with  Mike 
Boorda  was  such  a  great  experience.  Sailors 
loved  him.  He  understood  them— all  of  them. 
Mess  cooks,  lookouts,  from  the  newly  en- 
listed to  the  most  senior,  whether  they  were 
chipping  paint  or  swabbing  decks  ...  he 
made  every  one  of  them  feel  Important,  and 
that  what  they  were  doing  was  a  major  con- 
tribution to  that  ship's  mission  and  making 
our  navy  great  and  contributing  to  peace  in 
the  world. 

Recently.  I  was  interviewing  a  newly  se- 
lected admiral  for  a  particular  job.  and  I 
asked  him  which  flag  officer  he  admired  the 
most.  Without  hesitation,  he  said.  "Admiral 
Mike  Boorda".  I  said,  "Why?"  He  said,  "I 
worked  for  him  when  he  was  battle  group 
commander,  and  he  always  made  people  feel 
so  good  about  themselves.  He  told  us  that 
•whenever  we  were  asked  to  do  something,  we 
needed  to  try  hard  to  find  a  way  to  say  yes." 
That  was  Mike  Boorda. 

I've  seen  Mike  in  lots  of  different  settings. 
I've  seen  him  counsel  young  petty  officers. 
I've  sat  with  him  in  the  chiefs'  mess— or  goat 
locker — discussing  issues  with  chief  petty  of- 
ficers. I've  been  with  him  in  the  wardroom 
with  commissioned  officers.  I've  seen  him  de- 
bate tough  issues  with  other  members  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  senior  Pentagon  of- 
ficials. I've  testified  with  him  in  ftont  of 
Congress.  I've  seen  him  hosting  foreigm  dig- 
nitaries from  around  the  world.  I  met  with 
him  almost  daily  in  my  office,  his  office  or 
some  conference  room  in  the  Pentagon.  Tve 
watched  him  brief  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
and  offer  advice  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States. 

In  whatever  situation  I  observed  Mike,  he 
was  always  the  same  person:  Well  prepared, 
down  to  earth,  competent,  charming,  witty, 
clever,  understanding,  warm,  yet  tough. 
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I've  also  seen  the  President  take  his  ad- 
vice. I  remember  one  particular  occasion.  We 
were  in  Hawaii  for  the  commemoration  of 
the  50th  anniversary  of  the  end  of  WWII,  and 
the  President.  CNO,  and  I  were  on  the 
CINCPAC  barge  going  across  Pearl  Habor  to 
the  Arizona  Memorial  when  the  President 
turned  to  him  and  said,  "Mike,  what  do  you 
think  we  should  do  in  Bosnia  now?"  Mike 
told  the  President,  and  within  just  a  few 
weeks  we  were  in  fact  carrying  out  his  rec- 
ommendations which  ended  up  in  having  all 
the  parties  meet  in  Dayton  for  peace  talks 
.  .  .  and  giving  us  a  real  chance  for  peace  in 
Bosnia. 

John  Walter  Wayland  describes  the  true 
gentleman  as  "the  man  whose  conduct  pro- 
ceeds from  good-will  and  an  acute  sense  of 
propriety,  who  does  not  make  the  poor  man 
conscious  of  his  poverty,  the  obscure  man  of 
his  obscurity,  or  any  man  of  his  inferiority 
or  deformity;  who  is  himself  humbled  if  ne- 
cessity compels  him  to  humble  another;  who 
does  not  flatter  wealth,  cringe  before  power, 
or  boast  of  his  own  possessions  or  achieve- 
ments; and  who  speaks  with  frankness,  but 
always  with  sincerity  and  sympathy,  and 
whose  deed  follows  his  word;  who  thinks  of 
the  rights  and  feelings  of  others  rather  than 
of  his  own;  who  appears  well  in  any  com- 
pany, and  who  is  at  home  when  he  seems  to 
be  abroad — a  man  with  whom  honor  is  sacred 
and  virtue  safe." 

That  is  Mike  Boorda. 

He  was  the  Sailor's  Sailor.  There  is  no 
greater  tribute  that  could  be  paid  to  him. 
For  him  to  be  remembered  by  that  title  is 
the  most  he  could  ever  hope  for. 

Mike  loved  his  family.  His  late  father— who 
he  either  called  or  wrote  every  week  for  40 
year*— his  mother,  brother  and  sister.  His 
precious  wife,  Bettle,  his  four  children  and 
oh  those  grandchildren.  So  often,  I  remember 
his  coming  in  and  saying,  "Mr.  Secretary,  let 
me  show  you  these  new  pictures  I  just  got." 
They  were  always  of  one  of  his  grand- 
children. 

Many  times  trora  this  lectern  have  the 
words  of  the  Prophet  Micah  been  read:  "O. 
man,  what  does  the  Lord  require  of  you.  but 
to  do  justice,  to  love  mercy,  and  to  walk 
humbly  with  your  God."  He  tried  to  do  just 
that. 

Mike  Boorda  was  a  patriot,  a  leader,  a  war- 
fighter  and  a  peace  maker...  a  planner,  a  su- 
perb tactician  and  brilliant  strategist,  a 
warm,  caring  sailor  who  loved  those  men  and 
women  wearing  that  Navy  unifonn.  That's 
the  Mike  Boorda  I  will  always  remember.  A 
man  with  a  heart  of  gold  and  hands  wrapped 
firmly  round  the  true  meaning  of  our  effort 
to  make  the  world  a  better,  safer  place.  I  am 
lucky  to  have  known  him.  and  I  am  thankful 
for  his  friendship  and  support.  We  have  lost 
someone  truly  special.  God  bless  his  life,  his 
wonderful  family  and  his  Navy  that  he  loved 
so  dearly. 

Remarks  by  ETCM  (SW)  John  Hagan 
President  and  Mrs.  Clinton.  Mrs.  Boorda 
and  the  family,  and  to  all  of  you  who  love 
the  Navy  so  much,  before  I  lead  our  respon- 
sive reading,  allow  me  to  speak  from  my 
heart. 

I  feel  as  if  tills  is  my  last  "All  Hands"  call 
with  Admiral  Boorda,  and  be  has  thrown  me 
the  mike  one  last  time. 

We  are  here  to  honor,  to  remember,  to  sup- 
port one  another  in  mourning,  but  even  In 
the  majesty  and  splendor  of  this  shrine— in 
the  midst  of  this  illustrious  assembly,  we 
could  not  properly  honor  or  remember  if  we 
were  not  joined  by  Sailors  all  around  the 
globe—  on  flight  decks  and  hangar  bays,  fan- 
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tails  and  focsles.  on  piers  and  of  course,  in 
every  Navy  chapel. 

Today,  and  throughout  the  week,  against 
backdrops  as  many  and  varied  as  the  signal 
flags  on  a  full  dress  ship,  with  many  voices, 
tears,  and  prayers  we  will  together  render 
the  proper  honors  to  our  beloved  CNO.  Admi- 
ral Mike  Boorda. 

He  was  the  leader  we  longed  for  and  looked 
to;  he  came  from  among  us  and  rose  so  high. 
always  remembering  the  lonely,  insecure, 
frightened  recruit,  which  all  of  us  are  in  the 
beginning,  before  we  discover,  as  Admiral 
Boorda  did,  that  the  Navy  is  a  family.  Our 
family  has  lost  a  man  of  true  worth. 

The  poet  wrote: 
"True  worth  is  in  being  not  ieeming. 
In  doing,  each  day  that  goes  by. 
Some  little  good— not  in  dreaming 
Of  great  things  to  do  by  and  by. 

Our  CNO  went  the  poet  many  times  better. 

He  did.  each  day.  not  a  litOe,  but  MUCH 
good. 

And  he  worked  each  day  on  great  things 
which  became  realities  quicker  than  any  one 
could  believe  possible — and  all  the  while  he 
envisioned  even  greater  things  to  do  by  and 
by  and  he  shared  them  with  Sailors.  We  will 
long  remember  Admiral  Boorda  for  many 
great  achievements.  But  I  pray  today  we  also 
remember  the  details. 

He  didn't  just  shake  a  Sailor's  hand,  he 
gripped  and  held  it.  and  drew  energy  from 
the  encounter  even  as  he  left  the  Sailor  an 
Indelible,  life-long,  memory  of  a  moment 
with  their  CNO. 

When  the  boatswain  was  finished  piping,  he 
always  walked  back  through,  shaking  hands, 
patting  shoulders,  even  exchanging  high 
fives  and  tousling  the  hair  of  the  rainbow 
sideboys  who  lined  his  arrival  at  every  ship 
we  visited  at  sea. 

He  answered  the  same  question  as  thor- 
oughly and  patiently  at  the  end  of  the  day  as 
he  did  at  the  break  of  dawn,  seven  ship's  and 
seven  helo  rides  earlier. 

At  each  stop  listening,  really  listening. 

Making  and  keeping  promises. 

Standing  on  a  destroyer  flight  deck,  arm 
around  a  troubled  Sailor,  personally  and  pri- 
vately, counseling  him — then  worrying  later 
and  directing  follow  up. 

Making  everyone  feel  special. 

His  schedule  was  so  full,  but  he  invariably 
found  the  time  for  one  more  Sailor,  never, 
ever,  saying  no. 

He  was  and  is  and  will  always  be  my 
HERO! 

It  is  rare  and  special  when  your  Hero  is 
also  your  friend! 

Steinbeck  wrote  once  of  a  fictional  hero: 

"This  man  drives  himself  and  is  driven.  It 
is  impossible  to  see  how  he  can  do  so  much, 
can  cover  so  much  ground,  can  work  so  hard 
and  be  so  effective.  There's  a  man.  There  is 
really  a  man." 

Of  Admiral  Boorda.  we  all  exclaim  today. 
"There  was  a  Sailor.  There  really  was  a  Sail- 
or .  .  ." 

Shipmates,  a  lot  of  work  is  well  begun,  and 
in  the  Boorda  way  of  doing  business  "well 
begun  is  half  done." 

Our  charge  today  is  clear 

Carry  on. 

Lead  with  zeal,  serve  with  pride,  learn 
about  and  honor  our  heritage  .  .  .  and  that 
will  be  the  Admiral  Boorda  legacy  and  the 
only  really  fitting  memorial  and  with  it  will 
come  the  strength  to  carry  on. 

God  Bless  you.  Admiral  Boorda.  We  love 
you  and  will  forever  miss  you. 

Will  you  join  me  now  in  the  responsive 
reading  of  the  Psalm. 
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CAROLYN  THOMPSON-WALLACE 

AND  MILTON  HARRISON,  COMMU- 
NITY SERVANTS 


HON.  DONALD  M.  PAYNE 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  PAYNE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today  to  pay 
tribute  to  two  outstarxjing  irxjividuals  who  are 
tx}th  being  honored  by  ttie  Rotary  Club  of 
Newark,  NJ  at  its  Persons  of  the  Year  award 
ceremony.  Mrs.  Carolyn  B.  Thompson-Wallace 
and  Mr.  Milton  L  Harrison  have  dedicated 
many  years  of  their  lives  to  help  make  the 
quality  of  life  of  young  people  better. 

Carolyn  Thompson-Wallace  has  been  the 
administrator  and  executive  director  of  the 
International  Youth  Organization  [lYO]  since 
its  founding  in  the  1970's.  The  lYO  has  been 
acclaimed  as  one  of  the  premier  juvenile  delin- 
quency preventkjn  programs  in  New  Jersey. 
During  the  first  14  years  of  the  organization, 
Carolyn  faithfully  volunteered  her  time  arKJ 
spent  up  to  18  hours  a  day  playing  a  variety 
of  roles.  In  her  role  as  administrator  and  exec- 
utive director,  she  appeared  on  the  CBS-TV 
documentary,  "Crisis  in  Black  America,"  and 
has  even  testified  t)efore  Congress  on  family, 
social,  and  economic  issues. 

Since  1992,  Milton  Harrison  has  led  the 
Newark  YMCA  from  a  state  of  virtual  collapse 
to  the  restored  and  thriving  institution  it  is 
today.  Under  his  able  leadership,  the  Newartt 
Y  membership  has  increased  over  50  percent, 
and  it  enjoys  a  thoroughly  revamped  program 
with  new  equipment  and  renovated  facilities. 
After  embarking  on  a  variety  of  career  paths, 
from  working  at  the  Minneapolis  Metropolitan 
YMCA  to  ownirig  and  operating  his  own  con> 
pany,  Milton  returned  to  the  YMCA  organiza- 
tion and  later  came  to  head  the  Newari<  Y. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sure  my  colleagues  will 
join  me  in  horx>ring  these  two  extraordinary  in- 
dividuals. They  have  devoted  a  tremerxtous 
amount  of  time  and  energy  to  the  youths  of 
our  community.  It  is  wonderful  that  ttiey  are 
being  commended  by  the  Rotary  Club  of  New- 
ark. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  WOMEN'S 
PENSION  EQUITY  ACT 


HON.  EUZABEm  FURSE 

OF  OREGON 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  22, 1996 
Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  introducing 
legislatkHi  today  entitled  the  Won^en's  Pension 
Eql^  Act  Sixty  percent  of  seniors  are 
women,  but  make  up  75  percent  of  the  eklerty 
poor.  Women  are  far  more  likely  than  men  to 
live  out  their  eklerty  life  in  poverty,  making 
their  otder  years  anything  but  gokJen.  Accord- 
ing to  the  Department  of  Labor,  only  37  per- 
cent of  the  women  in  Oregon  and  the  west 
coast  participate  in  a  pensk}n  plan — one  one 
the  worst  rates  in  the  Nation.  We  need  to  take 
steps  to  ensure  our  senkx  women  have  the 
ecorximk:  security  ttiey  deserve. 

It  is  dear  that  ekJeriy  women  in  America 
need  our  help.  Women  live  k>nger  than  men. 
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and  there  are  5  times  as  many  widows  as  wkj- 
owers  over  the  age  40.  In  the  last  20  years, 
the  number  of  women  over  the  age  of  45  who 
are  divorced  has  risen  dramatx:ally.  Twenty 
percent  of  older  women  have  no  other  source 
of  income  than  Social  Security.  I  woukJ  like  to 
point  out  to  my  colleagues  a  striking  fact  el- 
deriy  women  are  twice  as  likely  as  men  to  be 
poor. 

The  need  for  these  pension  reforms  is  clear. 
Twenty-four  million  wori<ing  women,  nearly  two 
out  of  three  worthing  women,  do  not  have  perv 
sions  plans.  According  to  AARP,  only  23  per- 
cent of  divorced  women  over  age  62  had  pen- 
sion plan  coverage  of  any  sort.  Neariy  50  per- 
cent of  married  private  pension  recipients 
have  a  plan  which  will  rx3t  continue  to  pay 
benefits  in  the  event  of  their  spouse's  death. 
These  cracks  in  our  safety  net  have  wreaked 
economic  havoc  upon  our  Nation's  elderly 
women,  often  forcing  them  into  poverty. 

The  legislation  I  am  introducing  to  the 
House  today  will  correct  these  inequities  and 
ensure  economic  security  for  ekJeriy  women. 
My  legislation  is  modeled  on  a  t>ill  introduced 
by  Senator  Carol  Mosely-Braun,  and  will  re- 
form pension  law  in  America  to  help  protect 
senkir  women.  First,  it  will  make  much-needed 
improvements  in  private  pension  law  to  help 
protect  women  in  divorce  proceedings  and 
simplify  spousal  consent  rules  for  survivor  an- 
nuities. It  will  make  important  changes  to  im- 
prove pension  coverage  for  widows  or  di- 
vorced widows  under  the  Federal  Civil  Service 
Retirement  System  as  well  as  the  Military  Re- 
tirement System.  Last,  this  legislation  would 
improve  coverage  for  divorced  women  under 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Board. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  must  reverse  the  status 
quo  whch  dictates  that  if  you  are  old  and  a 
woman,  you  are  poor.  This  legislation  is  about 
reforming  the  pension  system  to  protect  the 
ecorK>mk:  security  of  our  elderiy  women. 
Women  who  have  wori<ed  hard  their  entire  life 
servirig  ttieir  families,  careers,  and  commu- 
nities deserve  no  less. 

I  urge  all  my  colleagues  to  support  this  leg- 
islation and  work  for  its  swift  passage  in  the 
House. 


4TH  ANNUAL  ELIZABETH  WATER- 
FRONT FESTIVAL.  A  PROUD  HIS- 
PANIC TRADITION 


HON.  ROBERT  MENENDEZ 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  MENENDEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  pay 
tiibute  to  a  much  anticipated  rite  of  spring  for 
the  reskjents  of  my  district,  the  annual  Eliza- 
beth Waterfront  Festival.  This  3-day  cultural 
celebration  will  take  place  May  25  to  27,  1996, 
ak>ng  the  newly  renovated  Veterans  Memorial 
Waterfront  Park  in  ttie  city  of  Elizat)eth. 

This  weekend's  festivities  acknowledge  the 
to'emendous  contiibutions  of  ttie  Hispank;  com- 
munity to  the  fabrk:  of  the  lives  of  ttie  people 
of  Elizatjeth.  The  Elizat)eth  Waterfront  Festival 
is  a  showcase  for  the  rich  cultural  t'aditions 
that  Hispanics  have  brought  to  ttie  city  and  the 
Nation.  There  will  be  extiit}itions  including  art 
wortt,  musk:,  and  dance  to  represent  ttie  cul- 
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tural  mosak:  of  Elizat^eth.  The  festival  will  also 
include  a  wide  range  of  Hispanic  foods. 

While  the  Elizat>eth  Waterfront  Festival  cele- 
brates the  diversity  that  exists  within  the  His- 
pank: community,  it  also  recognizes  the  role 
business  can  play  in  helping  a  proud  people 
achieve  their  true  potential.  The  success  of 
the  festival  itself  is  a  testament  to  the  impact 
public-private  partnerships  can  have  on  a 
community.  In  cooperation  with  the  city  of  Eliz- 
abeth, sponsors  of  the  festival  include  such 
nationally  known  companies  as  Anheuser- 
Busch,  AT&T,  Bustelo  Coffee,  Chivas  Regal, 
and  Pepsi  Cola.  Local  sponsors  of  ttie  festival 
include  the  Elizabetti  Center  at  13A,  Twin  City 
Supermarkets,  radk)  stations  Mega  97.9  FM 
and  Suave  93.1  FM,  Telemundo  47,  TKR 
Cable  of  Elizabetti,  and  Noticias  del  Mundo. 
This  important  event  is  being  produced  by 
Melly  Mell  Productions. 

The  Elizabeth  Waterfront  Festival  is  not  only 
an  observarce  of  the  cultural  arxJ  economic 
role  played  by  ttie  Hispanic  community  in  Eliz- 
abeth,  but  also  a  showcase  for  all  ttie  city  has 
to  offer.  As  a  memtjer  of  ttie  Transportation 
and  Infrastructure  Subcommittee  on  Water  Re- 
sources, I  am  gratified  to  know  the  festival  will 
take  place  on  the  waterfront,  an  underutilized 
resource.  Ttie  city  of  Elizat>eth's  strategic  k)ca- 
tion  on  New  Jersey's  coastiine  makes  it  a  pre- 
ferred destination  for  ships  carrying  goods 
from  all  over  ttie  worid. 

It  is  an  honor  to  have  such  an  exceptional 
event  as  ttie  Elizabeth  Waterfront  Festival  take 
place  in  my  district.  1  take  pride  in  the  fact  the 
Elizabeth  Waterfront  Festival  tmngs  together 
all  segments  of  our  community  and  at  the 
same  time  reflects  positively  on  ttie  city  of 
Elizabeth  and  New  Jersey.  I  am  certain  my 
colleagues  will  rise  with  me  and  recognize  this 
remarkable  celebration  of  life. 


HONORING  ASIAN  PACIFIC 
AMERICAN  HERITAGE  MONTH 


HON.  ANNA  G.  ESHOO 

OF  CAUFORNU 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 

Ms.  ESHOO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
join  my  distinguished  colleagues  of  the  Con- 
gressk>nal  Asian  Pacific  Caucus  in  celetiration 
of  Asian  Pacific  American  Heritage  Month  and 
to  honor  the  extraordinary  contributions  of 
Asian  Pacifk:  Americans  to  our  Nation. 

We  must  take  time  to  note  the  struggles  of 
the  Asian  Pacific  American  pioneers,  mainly 
immigrants  to  this  country.  As  a  daughter  of 
immigrant  parents,  1  know  firsttiand  ttie  obsta- 
cles immigrants  faced  in  t>eginning  a  new  life 
in  a  new  land  and  providing  for  their  families. 
We  must  acknowledge  tiie  accomplishments 
of  these  pk>neers  who  had  txiilt  a  foundation 
for  ttie  sut)sequent  advances  made  by  the 
Asian  Pacifk:  American  community. 

As  we  reflect  on  the  significance  of  this 
month,  we  must  certainly  turn  our  thougtits  to 
our  friend  and  former  colleague  Norman  Y.  Mi- 
neta.  He  is  remembered  for  his  leadership  in 
ctiampioning  the  causes  of  ttie  Asian  Pacific 
American  community  and  of  all  people  of 
cotor,  culminating  in  ttie  passage  of  House  bill 
442  whk:h  he  intitxJuced,  that  provkjed  an 
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apology  by  the  U.S.  Government  to  tliose 
Americans  of  Japanese  ancestry  who  were  in- 
terned during  the  Second  WorM  War.  An  out- 
standing legislator.  Representative  Mineta  was 
a  powerful  force  in  Congress  and  a  great  role 
model  not  only  for  Asian  Padfic  Americans  but 
for  all  people  of  colors  in  our  country. 

Representative  Mineta  helped  create  a  polit- 
ical voice  for  the  Asian  Pacific  American  com- 
munity and  inspired  others  to  get  involved  in 
ttie  politk:al  process. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  proud  to  represent  Cali- 
fomia's  14th  Congressional  District  whk;h 
boasts  a  signifk:ant  and  vitxant  Asian  Pacific 
American  community  deeply  committed  to  po- 
litk:al  activism  and  public  service.  1  am  fortu- 
nate to  work  with  many  outstanding  organiza- 
tions such  as  ttie  local  chapters  of  ttie  Japa- 
nese Annerk:an  Citizens'  League,  ttie  Organi- 
zation of  Chinese  Americans,  ttie  Chinese 
American  Citizens  Alliance,  Self-Help  for  ttie 
Elderiy,  ttie  Asian  American  Manufacturers' 
Association,  Silkx>n  Valley  for  Democracy, 
Asian  Americans  for  Community  Involvement, 
as  well  as  ttie  Asian  Law  Alliance,  all  fostering 
muttcultural  understanding.  Each  brings  to  the 
forefront  ttie  concerns  on  behalf  of  ttie  grow- 
ing Asian  Pacifk:  American  community  in  ttie 
14tti  Congressional  District  I  am  also  grateful 
to  wori<  with  ttie  many  Asian  Pacific  American 
elected  officials  in  my  congressional  district 
such  as  council  members  Mk:hael  Ctiang  of 
Cupertino,  Art  Takahara  of  Mountain  View, 
Naomi  Patridge  of  Half  Moon  Bay,  Cupertino 
School  Distiict  Trustees  Emily  Lee  Kelley  and 
Barry  Chang,  Fremont  Ureon  High  Sctiool  Dis- 
trict Trustees  Homer  Tong  and  Randy 
Okamura,  and  Foottiill  De-Anza  Community 
College  Tmstees  Paul  Fong  and  Dok>res 
Sandoval.  I  salute  ttiese  organizations  and 
leaders  for  ttieir  outstanding  efforts  and  con- 
tritxjtkjns  to  ttie  well-being  of  our  community. 

Despite  the  progress  ttie  Asian  Pacific 
American  community  tias  made,  we  must  corv 
tinue  to  advocate  for  ttieir  concerns,  protecting 
and  advancing  ttie  civil  and  constitutional 
rights  of  all  Americans,  especially  wtien  many 
of  ttiese  issues  are  t>eing  ttireatened.  I'm 
proud  to  tiave  tieen  invited  to  join  ttie  Corv 
gressional  Asian  Pacific  Caucus  whk:h  my  dis- 
tinguished colleague  Congresswoman  Patsy 
Mink  ctiairs.  I  join  ttie  members  of  the  caucus 
to  ensure  that  congresskinal  legislation  pro- 
vkles  for  ttie  fun  partk:ipation  of  Asian  Pacifk: 
Americans  and  reflects  ttie  corK^ms  and 
needs  of  the  Asian  Pacific  American  commu- 
nities to  ttie  greatest  extent  possitile. 


WAIVER  OF  THE  HUMANITARIAN 
AID  CORRIDOR  ACT 


HON.  ANNA  &  ESHOO 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22. 1996 

Ms.  ESHOO.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  week,  to  the 
surprise  and  disappointment  of  ttie  inter- 
national human  rights  communities,  as  well  as 
Memt)ers  of  this  txxJy,  President  Clinton  exer- 
cised his  option  to  waive  ttie  Humanitarian  Aid 
Corridor  Act  Passed  with  strong  bipartisan 
support  as  part  of  the  fiscal  year  1996  foreign 
operations  appropriations  bill,  ttie  Corrklor  Act 
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is  essential  because  it  exerts  ttie  appropriate 
pressure  on  countiies,  such  as  Turitey,  ttiat 
block  United  States  foreign  assistance  to  the 
regkjn. 

As  ttie  only  Memtier  of  Congress  of  Arme- 
nian descent.  I  tiave  a  very  deep  understand- 
ing of  tiow  ttie  Ottoman  Empire  decimated  Ar- 
menians and  wrote  one  of  the  darkest  ctiap- 
ters  in  human  history.  Mr.  Speaker,  ttiese  at- 
tacks against  Armenians  continue  even  today. 
Just  last  month  ttie  Agency  France  Presse  re- 
ported unprovoked  Turlosh  military  shelling  of 
Armenian  territory  on  April  23  arxJ  24.  I'm 
committed  to  ttie  safety  and  independence  of 
Armenia  and  believe  we  must  ensure  that  its 
people  are  protected.  Therefore  I  am  deeply 
disappointed  ttiat  the  President  waived  ttiis  im- 
portant and  needed  act 

Despite  a  history  of  suffering  at  ttie  hands  of 
others.  Armenians  tiave  remained  a  strong 
people,  committed  to  families  and  united  tjy  an 
erxluring  faith.  Armenians  have  risen  from  the 
ashes  of  ttie  1915-23  genockJe  to  form  a  new 
country  from  ttie  remains  of  the  Soviet  Unkm, 
a  new  country  which  flouristies  in  the  face  of 
severe  winters,  ongoing  military  conflk:t  In 
Nagomo-Karabagh,  and  ttie  absence  of  sti-ong 
international  assistance.  Today's  Armenia  is  a 
living  tribute  to  ttie  indelible  courage  and  per- 
severance of  ttie  Armenian  people.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, we  in  this  txxJy  must  do  our  part  to  protect 
Armenia.  1  support  efforts  to  strengthen,  en- 
hance, and  make  permanent  ttie  Humanitarian 
AkJ  Corridor  Act  and  to  curtail  akj  to  Turicey 
shoukf  ttiat  country  refuse  to  atHde  by  the 
standards  estat)lished  t>y  the  act 

I  urge  ttie  President  to  reconskler  his  posi- 
tion. 


RETIRED  SENIOR  VOLUNTEERS  OF 
ELK  COUNTY  HONORED 


HON.  WILLIAM  F.  CUNGER,  JR. 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
honor  ttie  retired  senkx  volunteers  of  Elk 
County  in  ttie  Fifth  District  of  Pennsylvania.  1 
am  pleased  to  have  this  opportunity  to  recog- 
nize ttie  74,000  hours  of  service  ttiat  ttiese  in- 
divkJuals  tiave  given  to  our  communities. 

As  we  celebrate  Older  Amerk:an  Month,  it  is 
fitting  ttiat  we  reflect  on  ttie  contritxjtions  of 
seniors  at  both  a  kx:al  and  national  level.  1 
have  long  t>elieved  ttiat  involvement  t>y  senior 
citizens  in  ttie  workforce  adds  a  unk^ue  and 
distinctive  value  to  each  job  ttiat  is  pertormed, 
person  that  is  helped,  or  solution  ttiat  is  of- 
fered. 

I  applaud  ttie  hard  wori(  and  detennination 
ttiat  each  of  ttiese  volunteers  has  dedkated  to 
serving  the  reskJents  of  Elk  County,  ttieir  ef- 
forts are  an  inspiration  to  us  all.  In  addition, 
each  of  ttiese  indivkjuals  has  paved  ttie  road 
for  all  of  us  wtio  will  eventually  retire  arxJ  in 
doing  so  continue  to  entiance  ttie  foundation 
of  our  communities. 

Each  project  ttiat  they  tiave  so  diligently  at- 
tended to — from  campgrounds  to  playgrounds, 
provkjing  meals,  making  repairs,  and  assisting 
others  in  need — demonsbates  ttie  deptti  of 
caring  ttiat  all  of  ttie  volunteers  stioukj  be 
proud  of. 
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It  takes  nxire  ttian  words  to  adequately  ex- 
press ttie  difference  ttiat  senior  volunteers 
have  made  in  ttie  lives  of  so  many  and  it  is 
with  great  honor  and  heartfelt  gratitude  ttiat  I 
ttiank  ttiem  for  ttieir  years  of  kind  arxJ  gener- 
ous servk:e. 


TRIBUTE  TO  JAMES  J. 
BIELLO 


'J.J.' 


HON.  NEWT  GINGRICH 

OF  GEORGIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22. 1996 

Mr.  GINGRICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  1  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  James  J.  "J.J."  BieBo,  wtio  is  a 
commisskxier  of  Cherokee  County,  in  ttie 
Sixtti  Distiict  of  Georgia. 

J.J.  is  a  15-year  veteran  of  the  Attarrta  Po- 
lice Department  having  served  as  botti  a  unn 
form  otfk»r  and  detective  in  ttie  narcotics  and 
robbery  diviskxis.  On  April  15,  1987,  J  J. 
walked  in  on  a  robbery  in  progress  and  found 
an  armed  rot)ber  hokjing  a  terrified  giri,  a  gun 
pointed  at  her  head.  Without  concern  for  his 
own  safety,  J.J.  rustied  in,  courageously  draw- 
ing ttie  gunfire  to  himself.  In  an  act  of  su- 
preme heroism  and  ultimate  sacrifk:e,  tie 
saved  ttie  life  of  ttie  giri  but  almost  lost  his 
own.  In  the  days  atiead,  J.J.'s  personal  cour- 
age and  faith  in  God  allowed  him  to  survive 
the  near-fatal  injury,  txjt  he  was  left  paralyzed 
from  ttie  neck  down,  confined  to  a  wtieek:tiair 
witti  limited  use  of  his  tiands. 

There  are  many  ways  to  take  ttie  measure 
of  a  man.  Some  do  it  in  feet  and  incties;  some 
have  him  step  on  a  scale;  and  ottiers  simpty 
take  a  kxik  at  his  bank  account  It  is  a  rare  in- 
divkjual  wtiose  greatest  measurements  are  of 
tieart  and  courage.  Such  a  man  is  J.J.  Bielk). 

J.J.  has  passed  ttvough  some  of  life's  most 
ctiallenging  crucUes  and  tias  come  out  not 
embittered,  txJt  embokJened.  After  his  injury, 
J.J.  took  stock  of  his  talents  and  atiiiities  to 
decide  tiow  tie  coukj  t>est  serve  tiis  commu- 
nity. Rattier  than  seeking  help  from  ottiers, 
once  again  he  committed  himself  to  tireless 
wort(  on  betialf  of  others,  serving  as  a  commu- 
nity volunteer,  a  civk:  leader  and,  following  the 
1990  election,  a  Cherokee  County  commis- 
sioner. Ttirough  ctiaNenges  ttiat  wouid  tiave 
caused  a  lesser  man  to  give  up,  J  J.  has  dem- 
onstrated unstiaken  faith,  urparalleled  cour- 
age, and  unwavering  commitment  to  his  fam- 
ily, ctiurch,  and  community. 

I  rise  today  to  make  note  of  JJ.'s  bravery 
and  his  selfless  sennce  to  tiis  community  and 
tiis  country.  His  courage,  devotion,  and  dedh 
cation  shoukj  be  an  inspiration  to  all  Ameri- 
cans. 


FOR  RECOGNITION  AND  APPRECIA- 
■nON  OF  AN  EXTRAORDINARY 
STAFFER.  SCOTT  E.  JACOBS 


HON.  JIM  SAXrON 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
recognize  the  hard  work  and  dedk:ation  of 
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Scott  Jacobs,  who  has  been  a  member  of  my 
staff  for  the  last  year  and  a  half.  Scott  is  leav- 
ing us  on  May  24,  1996,  to  start  a  new  job 
with  the  Naval  Criminal  Investigative  Service. 

Scott  came  to  my  personal  office  here  in 
Washington,  DC,  on  a  legislative  fellowship. 
He  was  On  loan  from  the  Navy.  With  his  back- 
ground in  ttie  investigation  of  environmental 
crimes,  he  was  a  natural  fit  in  my  office  to 
work  on  environmental  and  resource  issues. 

While  many  Hill  staffers  share  the  qualities 
of  hard  work  and  dedication  that  Scott  pos- 
sesses, Scott  Jacobs  has  special  qualities  that 
deserve  special  recognition. 

Often,  here  on  the  Hill,  people  will  tell  you 
that  something  is  impossible  rather  than  actu- 
ally figurirtg  out  how  to  get  it  done.  Scott  re- 
fuses to  believe  "impossible"  exists.  He  is  will- 
ing to  take  ttie  time  and  exercise  the  creativity 
needed  to  get  ttie  job  done  where  other  peo- 
ple woukj  have  given  up  k>ng  ago.  In  ttie  face 
of  continual  opposition,  Scott  undertakes  a 
process  of  communk:atk)n  and  compromise 
that  has  served  New  Jersey,  this  Congress, 
and  America  very  well.  Due  to  his  refusal  to 
believe  the  nay-sayers,  Scott  serves  as  an  ex- 
ample and  inspiration  to  Members  and  staff 
alike. 

I  commend  Scotfs  many  accomplishments 
while  here  and  fully  expect  that  his  exemplary 
work  will  continue  at  his  new  position  with  the 
Naved  Criminal  Investigative  Service. 

As  I  stand  here  today  to  recognize  Scott's 
determinatkMi,  courage,  and  creativity,  I  am 
sorry  to  kjse  Scott  as  a  member  of  my  staff. 
But,  I  wish  him  fair  winds  and  following  seas 
on  his  return  to  the  Navy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  behalf  of  myself,  my  staff, 
and  all  the  friends  Scott  has  made  while  here 
with  us,  I  wouW  like  to  say.  Thank  You,  Scott, 
for  all  of  your  hard  work. 


CELEBRATING  THE  MANY  CON- 
TRTOUnONS  OF  THE  ASIAN  PA- 
CIFIC AMERICAN  COMMUNITY 


HON.  ROBERT  A.  UNDERWOOD 

OF  GUAM 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  UNDERWOOD.  Mr.  Speaker,  Hafa  Adai. 
It  is  with  great  pleasure  that  I  rise  today  to  cel- 
ebrate our  Asian-  and  Padfic-American  culture 
and  history  during  Asian  Pacific-American  Her- 
itage Month.  By  sponsoring  Asian  Pacific- 
American  Heritage  activities,  we  honor  the 
Asian  Pacific-American  community  and  its 
mariy  accomplishments.  In  addition  we  seek  to 
familiarize  America  with  our  community  in  an 
effort  to  avoid  division  arrxKig  our  ethnically  di- 
verse American  community. 

No  one  would  dispute  that  American  society 
has  been  stgniTcantly  enriched  by  the  con- 
tributkjns  of  the  Asian  Pacific-American  com- 
munity. Thousands  of  Asian  Pacific-Americans 
helped  to  buU  our  great  Natkxi.  Today,  Asian 
Pacific-Americans  continue  to  serve  our  Na- 
tkxi as  public  sen/ants  and  military 
servicemembers.  I  woukJ  like  to  make  special 
note  of  Quamanians  serving  our  Nation  in  the 
military,  and  especially  tfx>se  serving  today  in 
Bosnia. 

One  partkujiar  service  member  wtio  has  dis- 
tinguished himself  is  Spec.  Peter  Nartia  of  the 
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Guam  Army  National  Guard.  Specialist  Nartia 
was  recently  named  U.S.  Army  Pacific  Conv 
mand  Soldier  of  the  Year.  His  dedcation  to 
the  armed  sen/k:es  has  afforded  him  the  op- 
portunity to  represent  ttie  Army  Pacific  Com- 
mand in  the  All-Army  Command  competition  in 
June. 

In  addition  to  those  serving  America  in  our 
military,  I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
acknowledge  ottier  indivkluals  wtio  have  of- 
fered their  talents  and  abilities  to  Guam,  en- 
riching both  our  island  and  all  of  America. 

Jesus  Charfauros  Is  a  gifted  radio  personal- 
ity and  journalist  who  has  contributed  22  years 
of  his  life  to  promoting  ttie  Chamorro  culture 
ttirough  ttie  air  waves  by  tiosting  cultural  and 
informative  shows  in  the  Chamorro. 

Mary  N.D.  Matanane,  Guam  Nurses  Asso- 
ciatk>n's  Nurse  of  the  Year  for  1995,  is  a  de- 
voted health  care  professional  who  has 
wori<ed  for  private  and  public  sector  health 
care  organizations,  such  as  Guam  Memorial 
Hospital,  the  Department  of  Putillc  Health  and 
Social  Services,  and  Clari<  Home  Nursing 
Service. 

Carmen  L.  Ton-es,  a  recentty  retired  hearth 
care  practitioner  has  devoted  neariy  a  quarter 
of  a  century  serving  the  people  of  Guam.  Mrs. 
Torres  accomplishments  include  studying  ol>- 
stetrics  and  gynecology  during  a  fellowship 
witti  the  Worid  Hearth  Organization,  and  work- 
ing as  a  supervisor  and  manager  with  ttie 
Cerrtral  Regk>n  Health  Center  Clinic.  Mrs. 
Torres  has  also  received  various  awards.  In- 
cluding ttie  1981  and  1984  Outstanding  Em- 
ployee of  ttie  Department  of  Public  Health  and 
Social  Servk:es,  and  the  1994  Guam  Nurses 
AssociatkKi  PreskJential  Commendation  Award 
for  outstanding  voluntary  and  dedicated  serv- 
k»  to  the  nursing  profession  and  organization. 

The  contritxjtions  of  Asian  Pacific-Ameri- 
cans are  significant  arxl  Guam  is  indebted  to 
ttie  work  of  these  Individuals.  As  American  citi- 
zens, we  are  integral  fitiers  of  the  social,  eco- 
nomic, and  politKal  fabric  of  ttie  natk^nai  conv 
munity.  Through  events  like  the  Asian  Pacific- 
American  Heritage  Month,  we  can  continue  to 
celebrate  our  curture  and  foster  understanding 
and  cooperation  throughout  the  entire  Amer- 
ican community. 


AGRICULTURE  EMPLOYERS 

SHOULD  NOT  BE  EXEMPT  FROM 
PAYING  UNEMPLOYMENT  INSUR- 
ANCE 


HON.  GEORGE  MILLER 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Calif omia.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Small  Business  Job  Protection  Act  of  1996 
has  an  ironk:  name  since,  conttary  to  ttie  rec- 
ommendatkx)  of  a  Federal  commission,  one 
proviskm  of  it  woukJ  give  a  special  exemption 
from  Federal  unemployment  tax  to  agricurtural 
employers  wtio  give  jobs  to  temporary  foreign 
wort<ers.  If  the  U.S.  Congress  Intends  to  pro- 
tect American  jobs  for  American  wori<ers,  then 
it  shoukj  not  approve  the  proposed  exemption 
for  employers  of  H-2A  Program  guestwortcers. 

The  Federal  Advisory  Council  on  Unemptoy- 
ment  Compensation  in  1994  made  a  specific 
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recommendation  on  this  issue  after  hearing  all 
the  evkjence  and  from  all  the  parties.  The  Ad- 
visory Council  said,  "*  *  *  the  wages  of  alien 
agricurtural  wori<ers  (H2-A  wori<ers)  shouW  be 
sut)iect  to  FUTA  taxes."  The  chairperson  of 
ttiat  Council  was  Janet  Norwood,  the  highly 
respected  former  Chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Latter 
Statistics  under  the  Bush  and  Reagan  admin- 
istt^ations. 

We  in  Congress  gave  the  H-2A  growers  a 
temporary  exemption  from  the  Federal  Unenv 
ployment  Tax  Act  [FUTA]  and  that  exemption 
was  extended  repeatedly.  Finally,  on  Decem- 
ber 31 ,  1  994,  we  let  ttiis  tax  exemption  expire, 
after  receiving  ttie  recommendation  and  report 
of  the  Advisory  Council  on  Unemployment 
Compensation. 

Now  ttie  growers  who  hire  temporary  foreign 
workers  want  anottier  exemption  from  the  un- 
employment tax.  We  should  not  grant  rt  to 
them. 

This  tax  exemption  woukl  create  an  incen- 
tive to  hire  temporary  foreign  agrwuttural  work- 
ers by  making  it  cheaper  to  hire  ttiem  than  to 
hire  U.S.  workers. 

Such  an  incentive  against  hiring  U.S.  farm- 
wori<ers  Is  especially  inappropriate  at  this  time. 
Numerous  studies  have  fourid  Uiat  U.S.  farm- 
wori<ers  are  suffering  from  high  unemployment 
and  underemployment,  stagnant  or  declining 
real  wages,  poor  living  and  working  conditions, 
and  below  poverty  earnings.  Partly  for  these 
reasons,  ttie  House  of  Representatives  in  late 
March  overwtielmingly  defeated  an  effort  by 
agribusiness  to  gain  permisskin  to  bring  in 
several  hundred  thousand  farmworkers  from 
atsroad  under  poor  wages  and  working  condi- 
tions. W'lttiout  a  stiortage  of  domestic  farm- 
workers, we  stiould  not  encourage  the  hiring 
of  foreign  guestwori<ers. 

In  addition,  ttie  Advisory  Council  sakl  ttiat 
the  "vast  majority,  97  percent,  of  the  cost  of 
ttie  H-2A  certification  process  is  furxled 
through  ttie  FUTA  tax,"  since  ttie  fees  pakJ  by 
growers  do  not  cover  anything  close  to  ttie 
Govemmenf  s  cost  of  operating  the  temporary 
foreign  wort<er  program.  This  tax  exemption 
will  put  ttie  burden  on  the  American  taxpayer 
to  pick  up  more  of  ttie  cost  of  employers  hiring 
foreign  workers. 

The  unemptoyment  insurance  program  is 
designed  to  spread  ttie  costs  of  minimizing  the 
negative  effects  on  society  of  unemployment, 
and  employers  of  foreign  farTTiwori<ers  shoukj 
not  be  exempt  from  sharing  in  ttiat  cost 


AWARD  FOR  BARBARA  GAFFIN 


HON.  BARNEY  FRANK 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 1996 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  think  those  of  us  who  tiave  ttie  privilege  of 
serving  in  this  txxJy  are  extremely  lucky  to  be 
abte  to  work  as  we  do.  There  is  only  one 
major  downside  to  our  job  in  my  experience — 
our  inability  to  tie  in  two  places  at  one  time. 
June  6  is  one  of  the  occasions  wtien  I  will 
very  much  regret  this  limitation.  We  will  be  in 
session  and  I  will  therefore  be  in  Washington. 
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In  Boston,  on  June  6,  ttie  Jewish  Communrty 
Relations  Council  of  Greater  Boston  will 
present  the  Wan-en  B.  Kohn  Award  in  Jewish 
Communal  Service  to  Bartiara  Gaffin,  wtio 
senses  as  ttie  JCRC  associate  director,  ft  is 
not  only  a  well-deserved  award,  it  is  an  award 
wtik;h  could  have  tieen  designed  wrth  the  re- 
cipient specifically  in  mind. 

Bartiara  Gaffin  has  been  an  exti-aordinarily 
dedk:ated  and  effective  citizen  for  her  entire 
adutt  life.  She  was  a  leader  in  ttie  effort  to 
save  Jews  wortdwkje  from  the  oppression  ttiat 
ttiey  faced  in  many  countries,  and  had  a  major 
role  in  the  efforts  many  of  us  made  here  in 
Congress  to  protect  Jews  from  being  vrctims 
of  oppression  and  deatti.  For  the  past  few 
years,  she  has  worked  in  Boston  as  ttie  asso- 
ciate director  of  the  Jewish  Community  Rela- 
tions Council  and  continues  to  be  an  invalu- 
able source  of  Intelligence,  energy,  compas- 
sion, and  good  judgment  on  tiehalf  of  the  wide 
variety  of  causes  tiiat  the  JCRC  undertakes.  I 
am  regretful  ttiat  I  cannot  attend  ttie  ceremony 
at  which  this  award  is  presented  to  Bart^ara 
Gaffin.  so  I  ask  for  an  opportunrty  to  note  here 
how  important  her  wort<  has  been  to  mysert 
and  to  ottiers. 

In  the  interest  of  full  disclosure,  I  should 
note  ttiat  Bartiara  Gaffin's  husband,  Doug 
Cahn,  was  for  many  years  my  administrative 
assistant  here  In  Washington.  I  was  very  lucky 
to  have  him  woridng  for  me,  and  I  was  addi- 
tionally lucky  ttiat  this  txought  me  into  such 
regular  contact  with  Bart>ara,  wtio  is  ttuly  an 
exemplar  of  the  kjeal  of  Jewish  communal 
sen/ce. 


CHILDREN'S  PRIVACY  PROTECTION 
AND  PARENTAL  EMPOWERMENT 
ACT  INTRODUCED 


HON.  BOB  FRANKS 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22, 19% 

Mr.  FRANKS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today  I  am  introducing  the  Chikjren's  Privacy 
Protection  arxj  Parental  Empowerment  Act- 
groundbreaking  legislation  that  will  give  par- 
ents control  over  the  use  of  personal  informa- 
tion atxxjt  their  children. 

The  information  revolution  tias  opened  up 
exerting  opportunities  for  all  Americans.  It  is  al- 
ready offering  consumers  more  ctioices  than 
ever  t>efore,  But  while  instant  access  to  more 
information  can  be  a  posrtive  development  in 
our  lives,  ttiis  technology  can  also  tie  manipu- 
lated t>y  those  wtio  want  to  prey  upon  the 
weak  or  make  an  easy  txjck  regardless  of  the 
consequences. 

As  the  information  age  continues  to  unfokl, 
Congress  has  an  otiligation  to  monrtor  ttie  new 
technology  and  make  sure  that  reasonat>le 
safeguards  are  in  place  to  protect  ttie  most 
vulnerable  among  us — our  chiklren. 

The  safety  and  privacy  of  our  children  is  al- 
ready tieing  threatened  t>y  one  product  of  ttie 
information  explosion.  Every  day  in  commu- 
nrties  across  America,  parents  stop  t>y  a  local 
fast  food  restaurant  with  their  kkJs  and  sign 
them  up  for  a  birttiday  club.  Ottiers  dress  ttieir 
chiklren  up  to  have  a  pcture  taken  by  a  pro- 
fessk>nal  ptiotographer  and  fill  out  a  form  t>e- 
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fore  ttie  pKture  is  snapped.  Or  maybe  ttiey're 
at  ttie  local  supermarket  wtien  ttiey  fill  out  a 
consumer  survey  atxxit  ttieir  family's  txjying 
habrts  in  exctiange  for  a  free  product  or  some 
discount  coupons. 

What  these  parents  probatily  doni  know  is 
ttiat  the  personal  and  sometimes  sensrtive  in- 
formation ttieyVe  innocentiy  provided  atxjut 
their  chikjren  is  for  sale.  And  anyone,  anytime 
can  purctiase  it  Commercial  list  companies 
are  using  that  information  to  devekip  an  elabo- 
rate data  tsase  on  virtually  every  child  in  Amer- 
rca.  They're  gattiering  children's  complete 
names,  ages,  addresses,  and  ptione  num- 
bers— and  often  even  their  personal  likes  and 
dislikes. 

And  the  fact  is  these  list  vendors  sell  this  in- 
formation freely  to  whoever  wants  to  purchase 
it.  Anyone  wrth  nothing  more  than  a  mailing 
address  can  contact  a  list  vendor  and  order  a 
specific  list  It  might  be  ttie  names,  addresses 
and  ptione  numtiers  of  all  chiklren  living  in  a 
neightxiftiood— or  a  listing  of  all  lO-year-dd 
boys  in  a  particular  communrty  who  have  a 
video  game  systems.  And  ttie  cost  of  tills  in- 
formatkjn  is  relatively  inexpensive. 

Most  parents  tiave  no  kJea  that  information 
at»ut  ttieir  children  is  for  sale  by  hundreds  of 
list  vendors.  Often,  parents  tiave  no  idea  why 
ttieir  chiklren  are  sofcited  tiy  direct  mail  adver- 
tisers or  tele-mari<eters.  But  ttie  danger  of  this 
information  winding  up  in  ttie  wrong  tiands  is 
very  real  and  very  frightening. 

Earlier  ttiis  nxinth  a  news  report  by  KCBS- 
TV  in  Los  Angeles  vivklly  demonstrated  ttie 
threat  to  our  children's  safety  from  the  uncorv 
trolled  sale  of  information  atxxjt  children.  The 
station  ordered  a  list  of  ttie  names,  addresses, 
and  ptione  numtiers  of  5,000  Los  Angeles 
chiklren  from  the  Nation's  largest  distritxjtor  of 
lists,  Metromail.  It  placed  ttie  order  in  ttie 
name  of  Rtchard  Allen  Davis,  ttie  man  now  on 
tiial  for  kklnapping  12-year-okl  Polly  Klaas 
from  her  Sausilrto  home  and  murdering  her. 
After  provkjing  nottiing  more  ttian  a  fake 
name,  mailing  address  and  a  disconnected 
ptione  number,  ttie  list  arrived  ttie  next  day. 
The  cost  just  S277,  cash  on  delivery. 

We  must  act  now  to  protect  our  children  be- 
fore a  real  murderer  or  child  molester  txjys  a 
list  of  potential  vKtims.  Ttiere's  something  fun- 
damentally wrong  wtien  society  takes  more 
care  in  protecting  information  about  criminals 
ttian  rt  does  in  protecting  information  atxiut  our 
children  from  ttiose  wtio  woukl  harm  ttiem. 

The  most  important  proviskin  of  ttie  Chil- 
dren's Privacy  Protectkxi  and  Parental  Em- 
powerment Act  woukl  ensure  ttiat  personal  in- 
formation about  a  child  could  no  k>nger  t>e 
bougtit  and  soW  wrthout  a  parent's  consent. 
Concem  alxmt  protecting  ttie  privacy  arxl 
safety  of  chiklren  has  tyought  togettier  a 
tifoad  cross-section  of  groups  in  support  of 
this  irutiative  including  ttie  Center  for  Media 
Education,  the  Christian  Coalrtkxi,  the  Con- 
sumer Federation  of  America,  ttie  Electrons 
Privacy  Information  Center,  Enough  is 
Enough,  ttie  Family  Research  Council,  ttie 
Kkls  Off  Lists  Coalrtkm,  ttie  Klaas  Foundation 
for  Chiklren,  ttie  National  Law  Center  for  Chil- 
dren, and  Families  and  Privacy  Times.  While 
there  may  tie  littte  we  can  do  to  stop  a  chlkl 
molester  from  stalling  chiklren  wtien  they're 
playing  in  ttie  park  or  walking  home  from 
sctiool,  our  legislation  takes  some  common- 
sense  steps  to  protect  ttie  privacy  of  ctukJren. 
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Ttie  legislation  woukl  give  parents  ttie  rigW 
to  compel  list  brokers  to  release  to  ttiem  aH 
the  infomiation  they  have  compiled  atxxjt  ttieir 
chiW.  In  addrtion,  ttie  list  vendor  would  have  to 
hjm  over  to  ttie  parents  ttie  name  of  anyone 
to  wfiom  ttiey  tiave  distributed  personal  infor- 
mation about  their  chikl.  Our  bill  woukl  force 
list  vendors  to  be  more  diligent  atXHJt  verifying 
ttie  identify  of  companies  and  indivkluats  seek- 
ing to  buy  lists  of  chiklren.  Specifcalty,  rt 
woukl  tie  a  criminal  offense  for  a  list  vendor  to 
provide  personal  Information  about  ctiiklren  to 
anyone  rt  has  reason  to  believe  woukl  use  ttiat 
Information  to  tiarm  a  child.  Finally,  ttiere  is  a 
provision  In  ttie  bill  to  address  an  alarming 
practce  ttiat  was  actijally  used  t>y  one  list 
company.  The  company  had  a  contract  wrth  a 
Texas-  prison  for  data  entry  sendees.  That 
means  ttiat  pnsoners,  including  child  molest- 
ers and  pedophiles,  were  tieing  tianded  per- 
sonal infomiation  atxiut  chiklren  to  enter  into 
a  corrputer  data  base.  Arttiough  ttie  company 
no  kmger  uses  prison  latxx,  our  bill  woukl  pro- 
hitMt  this  dangerous  practice  from  ever  tieing 
used  again.  Prisoners  and  convicted  sex  of- 
fenders woukl  never  again  have  access  to 
personal  information  atxxrt  children. 

In  today's  higtvtech  information  age — wtien 
access  to  information  on  our  personal  lives  is 
just  a  keystroke  or  phone  call  away — our  ctiil- 
dren  need  this  special  protection.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  the  Chiklren's  Privacy 
Protection  and  Parental  Errpowemient  Act 


CONGRATULATIONS  CHRISTIAN  A. 
DASMARINAS.  1996  CONGRES- 
SIONAL ARTS  COMPETITION  WIN- 
NER 


HON.  ROBERT  A.  UNDERWOOD 

OF  GUAM 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATTVES 

Wednesday,  May  22. 1996 

Mr.  UNDERWOOD.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  my 
home  district  of  Guam,  we  have  many  out- 
standing people.  However,  one  young  man 
from  ttie  village  of  Tamuning  deserves  special 
mentkin.  Ttiis  year.  Christian  Ragos 
Dasmarinas  is  ttie  young  artist  from  Guam  to 
have  his  artwork  displayed  in  our  Capitol  cor- 
ridor. Christian's  winning  artwork  is  an  evoc- 
ative tiatik,  featuring  a  Ctiamorro  warrior  rest- 
ing against  a  lane  in  ttie  shade  of  ttie  tree. 
The  batik  expresses  much  about  Ctiamorro 
culture  and  history,  tt  is  unmistakably  Pacilk; 
and  depk:ts  our  appreciation  of  our  natural  en- 
vironment and  our  ti-opical  island  life. 

In  an  era  of  intense  gang  violence  and  drug 
abuse,  such  a  triumph  is  worth  mentioning. 
His  talent  for  art  predKts  future  successes,  but 
ttiere  are  many  things  about  Christian  worth 
mentioning. 

This  young  artist  plans  to  attend  college  and 
major  in  computer  programming.  He  aspires  to 
become  a  Computer  Akled  Designer  [CAD]. 
As  a  career  in  art  woukl  tie  intierent  for  Ctiris- 
tian,  this  young  man  also  plays  ttie  gurtar  for 
a  local  tiand,  Anaesttiesia  I  envisfon  Christian 
creating  computer  programs  for  students  inter- 
ested In  the  fiekls  of  art  and  muse. 

Ctvistian  is  ttie  second  of  ttie  four  ctiiklren 
of  Nortierto  and  Cynthia  Dasmarinas.  In  1 993, 
Christian  and  his  family  immigrated  from  ttie 
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Philippines  to  the  United  States  to  secure  a 
better  way  of  life  and  attain  a  piece  of  the 
American  dream. 

Christian  has  t>egun  his  journey  to  achieve 
that  goal.  He  will  graduate  from  the  John  F. 
Kennedy  High  school  in  1998.  Although  this  is 
his  first  award,  it  will  certainly  not  t>e  his  last. 
Its  hard  to  keep  up  with  Nm.  When  he  is  not 
creating  artistic  work,  he's  strumming  his  gui- 
tar or  surfing  on  the  Interent  for  a  friend. 

He  has  made  his  friends  and  family  proud, 
and  I  am  pleased  to  have  his  artwork  rep- 
reserrt  Guam. 

Congratulations  to  Christian  Dasmarinas, 
who  has  mastered  a  fine  piece. 

NATIONAL  MISSING  CHILDREN'S 
DAY 


HON.  JIM  RAMSTAD 

OF  MINNESOTA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  22,1996 

Mr.  RAMSTAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in 
honor  of  National  Missing  Chikjren's  Day  May 
25,  and  ask  that  my  colleagues  and  the  entire 
Nation  rememt)er  the  1  million  children  re- 
ported missing  in  the  United  States. 

Every  State  In  our  Nation  has  experienced 
the  tragedy  of  a  chikJ  heartlessly  taken  from 
family,  friends,  and  the  community  at  the 
hands  of  a  kidnapper.  In  my  home  State  of 
Minnesota,  ttie  community  of  St  Joseph  con- 
tinues to  struggle  and  tries  to  understand  the 
abduction  of  Jacob  Wetteriing,  a  healthy, 
happy  chikJ  wtK>  this  year  woukj  have  grad- 
uated with  the  rest  of  his  classmates  at  Apollo 
High  School  in  St  Ckxjd. 

Jacob  Wetteriing  was  abducted  in  1989. 
Since  his  tragk:  disappeararx:e,  Jacob's  family 
and  friends  have  reminded  us  tfiat  life  can  be 
dramatically  changed  in  a  matter  of  nrx)ments. 
They  remirKi  us  tfiat  even  the  seemingly  most 
peaceful  town  can  face  tragedy  of  massive 
proportkxts.  They  remind  us  tfiat  every  com- 
munity in  every  State  has  a  responsibility  to 
offer  safety  and  protectkxi  to  its  children. 

Jacob's  family  and  friends  have  shown  their 
commitment  to  Jacob  and  other  chikjren  by 
establishing  the  Jacob  Wetteriing  Foundation. 
The  fourKiatx>n  works  tirelessly  to  promote 
chikj  safety,  support  families,  and  search  for 
missing  chiMren. 

The  Jacob  Wetteriing  Foundation  played  an 
essential  rote  in  my  efforts  to  enact  Federal 
legislation  to  address  the  hon'endous  epidemic 
of  sexual  crimes  against  children. 

Fully  two-thirds  of  the  nonfamily  child  at>- 
duction  cases  reported  to  polk:e  involve  sexual 
assault  The  National  Center  for  Missing  arxJ 
Exptoited  Children  reports  that  74  percent  of 
imprisoned  chikJ  sex  offenders  had  one  or 
nfK>re  prior  convntions  for  a  sexual  offense 
against  a  chikl.  Arx>ther  study  found  tfiat  those 
who  prey  on  young  boys  commit  an  average 
of  281  acts  of  molestation. 

According  to  the  Department  of  Justice, 
over  100,000  chikJren  are  targets  of  attempted 
abductions  each  year.  Thankfully,  most  at- 
tempts are  unsuccessful,  but  thousands  like 
Jacob  tiBgicaUy  disappear. 

Thafs  why  ttie  Wetteriing  Foundation  arxJ 
Jacob's  parerrts,  Patty  and  Jerry  Wetteriing, 
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wori<ed  tirelessly  to  help  me  pass  the  1994 
Jacob  Wetteriing  Crimes  Against  Children 
Registration  Act 

The  Wetteriing  Act  provkles  for  the  registra- 
tion of  convicted  child  sex  offenders  and  vio- 
lent sexual  predators.  This  national  require- 
ment was  needed  because  of  the  propensity 
of  these  offenders  to  repeat  their  heinous 
crimes  again  arxJ  again  after  their  release 
from  (Xison.  Some  States — like  my  home 
State  of  Minnesota — already  provided  for  sex 
offerxler  registration,  but  many  offenders  sim- 
ply moved  to  arwther  State  arxl  avoided  de- 
tection and  registration. 

The  children  of  America  and  their  families 
needed  the  Wetteriing  Act  to  protect  them 
from  those  who  prey  on  children.  Every  major 
law  enforcement  organization  asked  for  it  as  a 
resource  for  investigating  child  atxJuction  and 
molestatk>n  cases. 

Until  recently,  law  enforcement  was  simply 
altowed  to  notify  the  community  when  dan- 
gerous child  sexual  offerxjers  were  released 
and  living  in  ttie  community.  Congress  recently 
passed  Megan's  law,  which  will  require  com- 
munity notification.  This  is  good  news  for 
America's  children  and  families. 

Mr.  Speaker,  May  25  is  National  Missing 
ChiWren's  Day.  Jacob's  family  and  friends,  the 
people  of  St  Joseph  and  all  MInnesotans  will 
remember  Jacob  Wetteriing  and  other  children 
wtx)  have  tjeen  abducted.  The  Wetteriing 
Foundation  has  asked  Mlnnesotar  to  leave 
tfieir  front  porch  lights  glowing  for  National 
Missing  Children's  Day.  These  porch  lights 
represent  hope  ttiat  Jacob  and  tfie  other  miss- 
ing chikJren  will  -  found  and  returned  home 
safely.  They  als  ^present  a  brighter  future 
where  children  can  be  free  from  worry  and 
fear  tiecause  Vhey  are  part  of  a  community 
tfiat  makes  chikl  safety  and  protection  tfie  sin- 
gle most  important  priority. 

I  invite  the  citizens  of  every  State  in  the  Na- 
tion to  join  my  feltow  Minnesotans  in  leaving 
on  their  porch  ligfits.  Leave  your  lights  on  for 
Jacob  Wetteriing  and  ttie  million  other  chikJren 
who  are  still  missing.  Let  tfiem  know  we  love 
them  and  will  never  stop  looking  for  them. 
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SENATE  COMMITTEE  MEETINGS 

Title  IV  of  Senate  Resolution  4, 
agreed  to  by  the  Senate  on  February  4, 
1977,  calls  for  establishment  of  a  sys- 
tem for  a  computerized  schedule  of  all 
meetings  and  hearings  of  Senate  com- 
mittees, subcommittees,  joint  conmiit- 
tees,  and  committees  of  conference. 
This  title  requires  all  such  committees 
to  notify  the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest — designated  by  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee— of  the  time,  place,  and  purpose 
of  the  meetings,  when  scheduled,  and 
any  cancellations  or  changes  in  the 
meetings  as  they  occur. 

As  an  additional  procedure  along 
with  the  computerization  of  this  infor- 
mation, the  OfHce  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest  will  prepare  this  information  for 
printing  in  the  Extensions  of  Remarks 
section  of  the  Congressional  Record 
on  Monday  and  Wednesday  of  each 
week. 

Meetings  scheduled  for  Thursday, 
May  23,  1996,  may  be  fovind  in  the  Daily 
Digest  of  today's  Record. 


MEETINGS  SCHEDULED 

JXJNE4 
10:00  a.m. 
Judiciary 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1237,  to  revise  cer- 
tain provisions  of  law  relating  to  child 
pornography. 

SD-226 

JUNES 
9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
To  bold  hearings  to  examine  proposals  to 
reform  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act. 

SR-328A 

JUNE6 
2:00  p.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Parks,   Historic  Preservation   and  Recre- 
ation Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1703,  to  revitalize 
and  expand  the  scope  of  operations  of 
the  National  Park  Foundation  to  assist 
in  the  preservation  of  America's  na- 
tional parks. 

SD-366 

JUNE  11 
9:30  a.m. 
Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  Indian  Trust  Fund 
Management  Reform  Act  of  1994,  and 
on  Indian  trust  funds  management  by 
the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

SRr-485 

JUNE  13 
2:00  p.m. 
Appropriations 

Treasury,  Postal  Service,  and  General  Gov- 
ernment Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the 
White  House  Office  of  National  Drug 
Control  Policy. 

SD-192 

JUNE  18 

9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Research,  Nutrition,  and  General  Legisla- 
tion Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  review  a  report  to 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  by  the 
Advisory   Committee   on   Agricultural 
Concentration,  and  to  examine  other 
livestock  industry  issues. 

SRr-328A 

SEPTEMBER  17 
9:30  a.m. 
Veterans'  Affairs 
To  hold  joint  hearings  with  the  House 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs  to  re- 
view the  legislative  recommendations 
of  the  American  Legion. 

334  Cannon  Building 


CANCELLATIONS 

MAT  23 

9:30  a.m. 
Special  on  Aging 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  how  the 
Supplemental  Security  Income  and  the 
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Disbility  Income  programs  can  be  re- 
formed to  encourage  more  people  to 
enter  into  productive  employment. 

SD-562 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Foreign  Operations  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  foreign 
assistance  programs. 

SD-106 
Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1317,  to  repeal  the 
Public  Utility  Holding  Company  Act  of 
1935  and  transfer  certain  regulatory 
functions  from  the  Securities  and  Ex- 
change  Commission  to  the  Federal  En- 
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ergy  Regulatory  Commission  and  the 
Public  Service  Commissions  of  various 
States. 

SD-538 
Governmental  Affairs 
To  resume  hearings  to  examine  the  sta- 
tus of  the  modernization  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Service  tax  modernization 
system. 

SD-342 
4:00  p.m. 
Appropriations 

Labor,  Health  and  Human   Services,  and 
Education  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Na- 
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tional    Institutes    of   Health.    Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Human  Services. 

SD-192 


POSTPONEMENTS 

MAY  23 

9:30  a.m. 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  issues  relat- 
ing to  broadcast  spectrum. 

SR^253 
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May  23,  1996 


HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— Thursday,  May  23, 1996 


The  Hoase  met  at  9  a.m.  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro  tem- 
pore [Mr.  Walker]. 


DESIGNATION  OF  SPEAKER  PRO 
TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication from  the  Speaker: 

Washington.  DC, 

May  23, 1996. 
I  hereby  designate  the  Honorable  Robert 
S.  Walker  to  act  as  Speaker  pro  tempore  on 
this  day. 

Newt  Gingrich. 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


PRAYER 


The  Chaplain,  Rev.  James  David 
Ford,  D.D.,  offered  the  following  pray- 
er: 

When  we  contemplate  the  wondrous 
gifts  that  we  have  received  flrom  Your 
hand,  O  God,  and  marvel  in  the  ways 
that  Your  spirit  makes  us  whole,  we 
know  that  we  are  not  adequate  to  re- 
turn the  blessing  to  You.  Yet,  0  gra- 
cious God,  we  understand  that  in  a 
spirit  of  thankfulness,  we  can  celebrate 
Your  love  to  us  by  serving  those  about 
us  with  deeds  of  justice  and  acts  of 
mercy.  May  we  clearly  see  that  in  as- 
sisting others  in  their  concerns  and 
leading  in  the  ways  of  security  and 
peace  for  every  person,  we  are  serving 
You.  our  God,  our  Creator,  and  Re- 
deemer. Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  has  examined  the  Journal  of  the 
last  day's  proceedings  and  announces 
to  the  House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I,  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Will  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  SCHU- 
MER]  come  forward  and  lead  the  House 
in  the  Pledge  of  Allegiance. 

Mr.  SCHUMER  led  the  Pledge  of  Alle- 
giance as  follows: 

I  pledge  allegiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  to  the 
Republic  for  which  it  stands,  one  nation 
under  GkKl,  Indivisible,  with  liberty  and  jus- 
tice for  all. 


nicated  to   the   House  by  Mr.   Edwin 
Thomas,  one  of  his  secretaries. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  announces  that  1-minutes  will  be 
held  after  the  close  of  legislative  busi- 
ness on  this  day. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

A  message  in  writing  from  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  was  commu- 


EMPLOYEE  COMMUTING 
FLEXIBILITY  ACT  OF  1996 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  un- 
finished business  is  the  further  consid- 
eration of  the  bill  (H.R.  1227)  to  amend 
the  Portal-to-Portal  Act  of  1947  relat- 
ing to  the  payment  of  wages  to  employ- 
ees who  use  employer  owned  vehicles. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  order  of  the  House  of 
Wednesday,  May  22,  1996,  1  hour  of  de- 
bate remains  on  the  bill.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  GooD- 
UNG]  and  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Clay]  will  each  control  30  min- 
utes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  GOODLING]. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Since  our  gentle  debate  has  strayed 
from  the  base  bill,  which  is  what  we 
were  supposed  to  be  debating  for  these 
90  minutes,  I  suppose  I  will  join  the 
crew  and  stray  also. 

I  would  say  that  from  what  I  have 
heard  thus  far,  it  would  appear  that  we 
are  following  the  big  lie  phenomena: 
"If  you  tell  the  big  lie  enough  times, 
you  will  eventually  begin  to  believe  it 
yourself."  And  then,  "K  you  tell  it 
some  more,  you  eventually  get  others 
to  believe  it." 

If  we  have  agreed,  or  do  by  the  time 
the  day  is  over,  that  we  should  increase 
the  minimum  wage,  then  it  seems  to 
me  it  is  time  to  turn  our  attention  to 
the  whole  idea  of  job  loss  and  what 
that  problem  presents  to  the  most  vul- 
nerable, the  unskilled,  the  poorly  edu- 
cated, the  teens,  and  the  senior  citi- 
zens. 

Now,  that  gets  us  to  the  big  lie  issue, 
because  we  will  hear  over  and  over 
again  that  raising  the  minimum  wage 
does  not  cause  unemployment  or  does 
not  remove  the  possibility  that  people 
with  few  skills  and  little  education 
have  when  they  try  to  get  a  job.  But 
yet  we  are  told  by  the  Congrressional 
Budget  Office  that  a  90-cent  increase 
could  produce  unemployment  losses 
from  100,000  to  500,000  people. 


A  1995  study  by  the  University  of 
Michigan  and  an  economist  there  re- 
vealed that  New  Jersey's  minimum 
wage  increase  led  to  a  4.6-percent  re- 
duction in  employment. 

A  1995  report  from  the  University  of 
Chicago  and  Texas  A&M  University 
found  that  with  the  last  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage,  employment  of  teen- 
age males  fell  5  percent  while  employ- 
ment of  teenage  women  fell  7  percent. 

In  1978,  the  Minimum  Wage  Study 
Commission  determined  that  for  every 
10  percent  increase  in  the  minimum 
wage,  it  results  in  a  1-  to  3-percent  job 
loss  for  teenagers. 

A  1995  study  by  economists  from  Ohio 
University  found  a  link  between  the 
minimum  wage  increases  and  the  re- 
cessions of  1990-91  and  1974-75.  Further, 
the  study  determined  that  higher  un- 
employment rates  during  the  recession 
of  1990-91  and  1974-75  explained  why, 
over  the  past  two  decades,  the  poverty 
rate  rose  in  the  year  after  the  comple- 
tion of  each  minimum  wage  increase. 

So,  again,  I  think  it  is  time  to  stop 
indicating  that  there  are  no  problems 
for  thousands  of  people  in  this  country 
when  we  talk  about  a  minimum  wage 
increase. 

So  what  do  we  do  about  that?  Well, 
we  do  the  same  thing  we  have  done 
every  time  we  have  had  a  minimum 
wage  increase,  we  go  back  and  do  what 
we  can  possibly  do  to  make  sure  that 
those,  in  this  case,  100,000  to  500,000,  are 
not  without  employment.  And  so  we 
look  at  those  ways,  as  we  did  in  the 
past. 

In  the  past  we  had  a  small  business 
exemption.  Well,  when  we  talk  about  a 
small  business  exemption  we  have  to 
understand  that  every  other  major 
workplace  policy  statute  contains  an 
exemption  for  our  Nation's  smallest 
business.  Consider  the  Civil  Rights  Act 
of  1964.  It  exempts  businesses  with  less 
than  15  employees.  The  Americans 
With  Disabilities  Act  exempts  busi- 
nesses with  less  than  15  employees.  The 
Family  and  Medical  Leave  Act  exempts 
those  with  less  than  50  employees. 

The  overwhelming  majority  of  busi- 
nesses who  have  S500,000  or  less  in  gross 
annual  sales  have  10  or  less  employees. 
They  are  a  ma-and-pa  prograim.  Vir- 
tually every  Democrat  Member  of  the 
House  have  supported  exemptions  for 
our  Nation's  smallest  businesses  from  a 
wide  variety  of  labor  statutes.  Remem- 
ber ADA,  FMLA  and  the  Civil  Rights 
Act? 

Again,  providing  an  exemption  for 
small  business  is  not  a  new  concept, 
many  of  its  opponents  today  have  sup- 
ported that  concept  in  the  past.  So  we 
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look  at  that  as  one  possibility  to  help 
those  who  may  be  unemployed  because 
of  the  increase. 

We  continue  the  tip  credit  provision 
which  is  in  the  present  law;  we  con- 
tinue the  present  laws  that  relate  to 
computer  professionals;  and  we  re- 
institute  the  opportunity  wage,  but 
this  time  we  limit  it  to  90  days;  cal- 
endar days.  We  do  not  have  two  periods 
of  60  working  days. 

So  I  would  hope  as  we  proceed  today 
that  we  spend  a  great  deal  of  time  talk- 
ing about  facts  rather  than  fantasies, 
and  by  the  time  we  are  finished,  hope- 
fully, we  will  have  helped  all  Ameri- 
cans, including  that  100,000  to  500,000 
that  could  Hnd  themselves  in  real  dif- 
ficulty if  we  do  not  make  some  of  the 
decisions  that  we  have  made  in  the 
past  when  dealing  with  minimum  wage 
increases. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2Mj 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  SCHUMER]. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri  for  yield- 
ing me  this  time,  and  I  rise  to  oppose 
strongly  the  Goodling  amendment  and 
to  talk  about  its  effect  on  the  underly- 
ing bill. 

Today  we  were  supposed  to  vote  on  a 
bill  to  increase  the  minimum  wage  by 
90  cents  and  to  pay  working  families  a 
living  wage.  We  were  going  to  raise  the 
minimum  wage  ftom  its  lowest  level  in 
40  years.  And  what  do  the  American 
people  wake  to  this  morning?  The 
Goodling  surprise,  an  amendment 
which  says  that  any  business  with  an- 
nual sales  of  under  S500,000  is  exempted 
ftom  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act. 

In  other  words,  if  an  individual  hap- 
pens to  be  one  of  the  10.5  million  Amer- 
icans who  work  in  these  small  busi- 
nesses, they  do  not  have  to  get  paid 
overtime;  they  do  not  earn  the  mini- 
mum wage.  Not  the  old  one  or  the  new 
one. 

In  my  region,  the  New  York  City 
metropolitan  area,  over  130,000  busi- 
nesses will  be  exempt  from  fair  labor 
laws  and  200,000  workers  will  be  left  un- 
protected. 

The  minimum  wage  vote  should  be 
called  the  Gingrich  two-step.  Take  one 
step  forward  by  raising  the  minimum 
wage  for  some  people,  take  two  giant 
steps  back  by  exempting  millions  firom 
overtime  and  minimum  wage  laws  all 
together. 

Why  must  the  GOP  continue  to  gra- 
tuitously slap  American  workers?  Why 
did  they  break  their  promise  to  offer  a 
clean  minimum  wage  increase?  The 
only  answer  must  be,  as  the  gentleman 
from  Texas,  Majority  Leader  Dick 
ARMEY,  stated,  that  they  oppose  the 
minimum  wage  with  every  fiber  in 
their  being,  and  they  will  raise  it  but 
they  will  exact  their  pound  of  flesh 
from  American  workers. 

This  mean-spirited  assault  on  those 
who  work  every  day  and  barely  eke  out 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


a  living  wage  is  horrid.  These  people 
work  in  textiles,  in  retail,  on  farms. 
They  work  hard,  they  deserve  a  raise, 
not  to  be  punished  because  the  gen- 
tleman from  Georgia,  Newt  Gingrich, 
will  do  anjrthing  to  keep  minimum 
wage  from  happening. 

Now,  if  the  Goodling  amendment 
passes,  the  President,  thankfully,  has 
said  he  will  veto  the  bill,  and  I  am  sure 
there  is  a  little  nefarious  plan  out  here: 
Goodling  will  pass,  the  President  ve- 
toes the  bill,  nothing  happens,  and  the 
Republicans  say  we  have  tried. 

But  let  me  assure  my  coleagues  that 
from  this  side  of  the  aisle,  until  there 
is  a  minimum  wage  increase  for  all 
Americans,  not  one  out  of  two  or  one 
out  of  three,  we  will  be  on  this  floor 
every  week  and  every  month  to  make 
sure  that  the  minimum  wage  passes. 
The  Republicans  cannot  and  will  not 
avoid  a  clean  minimum  wage  increase 
with  this  kind  of  cheap  trick. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  remind  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  that  unless  we  make  some 
changes.  New  York  will  face  a  loss  of 
29,000  jobs. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas,  Congress- 
man Hutchinson. 

Mr.  HUTCHINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
just  wonder  where  all  of  this  passion 
was  2  years  ago  when  Democrats  con- 
trolled this  Chamber,  controlled  the 
other  Chamber  and  controlled  the 
White  House.  Not  once,  not  once,  was  a 
minimum  wage  proposal  brought  up  be- 
fore the  full  House,  before  a  commit- 
tee, or  before  a  subcommittee.  What  we 
are  seeing  now  is  rhetoric.  What  we  are 
seeing  is  election  year  politics. 

I  rise  to  oppose  increasing  the  mini- 
mum wage,  not  because  I  do  not  want 
to  help  working  Americans,  but  be- 
cause I  do  want  to  help  them.  We 
know,  we  know,  that  raising  the  mini- 
mum wage  will  kill  jobs.  It  will  take 
opportunities  away  from  those  who  we 
claim  we  want  to  help  the  most. 

I  point  to  Melody  Rane  and  her  fam- 
ily who  own  two  Burger  King  fran- 
chises in  Eureka,  CA.  A  minimum  wage 
hike  will  force  her  to  lay  off  four  full- 
time  and  eight  part-time  workers  at 
her  stores.  She  will  also  be  forced  to 
raise  her  prices,  which  will  hurt  every- 
one, especially  the  working  poor,  whom 
we  claim  that  we  have  compassion  for. 

According  to  Melody,  raising  the 
minimum  wage  will  hurt  teens  more 
than  anyone  else  she  employs  becaxise 
she  will  no  longer  be  able  to  provide 
entry-level  jobs  for  them.  The  yoimg 
people  that  she  has  hired  have  not 
stayed  on  at  minimum  wage  for  very 
long.  They  learn  their  jobs  and  they 
move  up  quickly.  All  her  managers 
started  at  minimom  wage  and  her  top 
manager  today  has  been  with  them 
since  he  was  16  years  old. 

We  know  that  raising  the  minimum 
wage  is  a  job  killer  on  the  most  vulner- 
able people  in  our  society.  A  1993  study 
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by  the  American  Economics  Associa- 
tion of  over  22,000  economists  found 
that  77  percent  of  them  said  that  if  we 
raise  the  minimum  wage,  there  will  be 
significant  job  loss  in  our  economy. 

We  know  it  is  inflationary,  because  if 
they  do  not  lay  them  off,  they  have  to 
raise  the  price  of  their  goods  and  serv- 
ices, and  that  disproportionately  im- 
pacts poor  people  who  are  going  to 
have  to  pay  more  for  those  products 
that  they  buy. 

Raising  the  minimum  wage  is  the 
poorest  way  to  target  working  poor 
people.  The  last  time  we  raised  the 
minimum  wage,  in  1991,  only  17  percent 
of  the  new  t>enefits  went  to  people  liv- 
ing below  the  poverty  line.  Most  of 
them  are  teenagers  living  at  home  with 
mom  and  dad.  Only  17  percent  went  to 
those  who  are  working  poor. 

Now,  I  suggest  to  my  colleagues  that 
there  is  a  better  way.  If  we  really  care 
about  working  poor  people,  there  is  a 
better  way  to  do  it.  I  propose  that  we 
reform  and  we  refocus  and  we  retarget 
the  earned  income  tax  credit,  a  pro- 
gram that  has  enjoyed  support  from 
the  1970's  on  from  both  sides  of  the 
aisle. 

n  0915 

This  time  from  Gingrich  to  Gep- 
hardt, they  support  ETTC,  but  the  pro- 
gram is  fraught  with  abuse.  It  has 
grown  far  beyond  its  original  inten- 
tions. If  we  refocus  it,  as  I  have  pro- 
posed, back  on  working  families  with 
children,  we  can  help  them  in  a  better 
way  than  the  negative  impacts  of  rais- 
ing the  minimum  wage.  Convert  that 
large  lump  sum  to  a  monthly  payment 
so  it  is  a  practical  supplement  for  fam- 
ily income.  Deny  the  credit  to  undocu- 
mented workers,  eliminate  the  credit 
for  childless  adults  who  never  were  eli- 
gible until  1993  when  we  expanded  it, 
and  then  increase  that  credit  for  work- 
ing parents,  who  it  was  intended  to 
help  in  the  first  place. 

That  single  mom  with  one  child, 
those  parents  with  one  child  would  see 
their  effective  wage  rate  go  to  S5.47  an 
hour  under  that  proposal.  With  two 
children  it  would  go  to  S6.37  an  hour, 
and  12.7  million  families  would  be  the 
beneficiaries  of  such  a  change. 

This  is  what  happens  when  we  raise 
the  minimum  wage  by  9  cents:  21  cents 
is  lost  in  reduced  food  stamp  benefits: 
8  cents  is  lost  because  we  pay  that 
much  more  in  FICA  withholding.  If 
they  happen  to  live  in  public  housing, 
they  lose  27  cents  more  to  that.  That 
leaves  that  working  poor  person  that 
you  claim  you  want  to  help  getting  34 
cents  out  of  the  90-cent  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage.  That  is  not  compas- 
sion. If  we  retarget  the  earned  income 
tax  credit  we  will  help  more  Americans 
and  help  them  at  44  cents  an  hour. 

Do  not  talk  about  compassion  until 
you  are  willing  to  look  at  good  alter- 
natives, and  Republicans  have  put  for- 
ward good  alternatives,  compassionate 
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alternatives.  Not  only  that,  they  lose 
more  on  the  ETTC  as  well.  It  is  simply 
not  real  compassion  to  say  we  want  to 
raise  the  minimum  wage. 

Everybody  talks  about  the  polls. 
What  is  the  politically  popular  thing  to 
do.  That  is  why  this  thing  is  before  the 
floor  today.  That  is  why  Democrats 
want  to  raise  the  minimum  wage  when 
they  did  not  do  it  2  years  ago  when 
they  had  a  chance.  It  is  because  we 
have  an  election  in  November. 

It  is  interesting  that  CNN-USA,  in 
the  latest  poll,  found  that  while  81  per- 
cent of  Americans  want  to  raise  the 
minimum  wage,  that  if  you  go  one  step 
further  and  you  ask  this  question:  If 
you  favor  raising  the  minimum  wage, 
what  if  that  raise  in  wages  meant  fewer 
jobs  for  low-paid  workers,  and  all  of  a 
sudden  57  percent  of  those  81  percent 
say  no,  we  do  not  want  to  raise  the 
minimum  wage  if  it  is  going  to  mean  a 
loss  of  jobs  for  low-wage  earners. 

I  suggest  to  those  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  who  are  so  insistent  on  rais- 
ing the  minimum  wage,  knowing  that 
CBO  says  it  will  cost  a  half-million 
jobs,  that  you  come  back  to  my  dis- 
trict and  explain  to  that  single  mom 
with  two  children  why  she  loses  her  job 
in  the  name  of  compassion. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Miller]. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  appreciate  the  passion  of  the 
gentleman  who  was  just  in  the  well, 
who  now  tells  us  what  we  should  do  is 
target  the  earned  income  tax  credit, 
when  a  year  ago  he  was  leading  the 
fight  to  slash  the  earned  income  tax 
credit.  I  appreciate  the  passion  of  the 
gentleman  in  the  well  for  the  family  in 
Eureka  example.  It  is  the  Congressman 
from  Eureka  that  is  carrying  the  mini- 
mum wage  increase  so  their  represent- 
ative apparently  believes  that  the  min- 
imum wage  should  be  increased,  the 
Republican  gentleman  ft-om  Eureka, 
CA  [Mr.  RIGGS]. 

I  appreciate  the  passion  of  the  gen- 
tleman suggesting  that  what  the  tax- 
payer ought  to  do  is  pay  out  more 
money  in  food  stamps,  more  money  in 
housing,  more  money  in  ETTC,  more 
money  in  AFDC  to  subsidize  low  wage 
jobs.  He  does  not  want  the  employer  to 
pay  for  people  to  have  a  livable  wage 
because  now  he  is  concerned  if  the  em- 
ployer pays  more  money,  the  taxpayer 
will  xa.y  less.  The  gentleman  is  all  over 
the  field  on  these  issues.  You  wanted  to 
slash  food  stamps.  You  want  to  slash 
AFDC.  You  wanted  to  slash  the  earned 
income  tax  credit.  But  today  you  want 
to  talk  about  how  it  would  be  better  if 
we  paid  those  moneys  instead  of  the 
employer  paying  a  livable  wage. 

Mr.  GOODUNG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Arkan- 
sas [Mr.  Hutchinson],  a  compassionate 
individual. 

Mr.  HUTCHINSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  just  suggest  to  the  impassioned 


gentleman  that  I.  in  fact,  did  not  lead 
the  charge,  as  you  have  wrongly,  inac- 
curately alleged  to  cut  EITC.  In  fact,  if 
you  check  the  facts,  I  was  involved  in 
the  conference  committee.  I  was  in- 
volved in  working  with  Senator  NiCK- 

LES. 

In  fact,  under  the  Republican  pro- 
posal on  ETTC,  with  the  $500  per  child 
tax  credit,  as  I  think  you  accurately 
know,  not  one  American  would  have 
been  worse  off.  Not  one  working  Amer- 
ican would  have  lost  anything  in  EITC. 
In  fact,  they  would  have  been  far  better 
off  under  that  proposal. 

I  would  like  to  note  for  the  record 
that  the  State  of  California  will  face  a 
loss  of  63,100  jobs  if  the  minimum  wage 
is  increased  and  up  to  500,000  jobs,  ac- 
cording to  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office,  will  be  eliminated  nationwide. 

So  I  would  remind  my  good  friend 
that  this  unfunded  mandate  will  cost 
millions  of  working  families  and  tax- 
payers over  $13  billion  according  to  the 
CBO. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  30 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Miller]. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  would  say.  the  last  time 
California  raised  its  minimum  wage, 
there  was  no  job  loss  by  teenagers  or 
others  that  you  are  so  concerned 
about.  And  second,  the  fact  is  when  you 
were  going  to  take  away  the  EITC,  you 
were  going  to  take  it  away  from  single 
working  people  who  were  trjring  to  find 
a  livable  wage.  So  you  just  decided 
that  single  people  should  live  in  pov- 
erty. So  you  were  going  to  take  it 
away  flrom  14  million  people,  wonder- 
ful. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Con- 
necticut [Ms.  DeLauko]. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe 
hardworking  Americans  deserve  a 
raise,  and  the  people's  House  should  in- 
crease the  minimum  wage.  I  thought 
we  finally  would  have  a  chance  to  raise 
the  minimum  wage,  as  four  out  of  five 
Americans  want  us  to  do.  After  calling 
for  hearings,  stalling  for  months,  and 
appalling  statements  by  the  majority 
leader,  who  said  that  he  would  oppose 
the  minimum  wage  with,  and  I  quote, 
every  fiber  of  his  being,  I  thought  that 
the  Republican  leadership  would  fi- 
nally allow  a  clean  vote  on  providing  a 
needed  raise  for  American  workers. 

But  the  Republican  leadership  has 
chosen  to  poison  the  minimum  wage 
increase  with  the  Goodling  amend- 
ment, a  distasteful  amendment  to  re- 
peal the  minimum  wage  for  millions  of 
American  workers. 

The  amendment  not  only  repeals  the 
minimum  wage  guarantee  for  workers 
at  two-thirds  of  firms  in  the  United 
States.  10  million  people,  it  also  rolls 
back  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act, 
and  it  opens  the  door  to  cruel  sweat- 
shops that  should  have  been  left  behind 
decades  ago. 


Mr.  Speaker.  I  know  something  about 
sweatshops.  My  mother,  who  is  82  years 
old,  worked  in  a  sweatshop  for  many 
years.  Fortunately,  the  people  of  this 
country  rejected  such  working  condi- 
tions, and  they  did  that  decades  ago.  I 
watched  her  work  over  that  sewing  ma- 
chine with  other  women  and  they 
pumped  out  those  dresses  to  provide  an 
income  for  their  families.  But  the  ex- 
treme agenda  of  the  Gingrich  revolu- 
tion would  roll  back  the  clock  to  those 
bad  old  days. 

The  American  people  want  to  move 
forward  to  higher  wages,  to  rising  liv- 
ing standards,  and  to  better  working 
conditions.  They  do  not  want  to  go 
backward  to  a  darker  time  in  our  past 
when  fair  wages  and  safe  workplaces 
were  at  the  whim  of  the  employer. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  a  real  and  a  simple  increase  in 
the  minimum  wage.  That  is  what  our 
job  is  about  today,  to  help  working 
families  in  this  country  realize  their 
dream,  to  have  more  change  in  their 
pockets,  to  be  able  to  buy  their  kids  an 
extra  pair  of  sneakers.  That  is  what  we 
are  about. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  remind  the  gentlewoman  from 
Connecticut  that  Connecticut  will  face 
a  loss  of  4,000  jobs  if  we  do  not  do  some- 
thing other  than  just  raise  the  mini- 
mum wage. 

Mr.  Speaker,  1 3rield  4  minutes  to  the 
gentleman      ftom      Wisconsin      [Mr. 

GXmDERSON]. 

Mr.  GUNDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  let 
me  begin  by  thanking  the  chairman  of 
our  committee  for  his  leadership  on 
this  issue.  I  think,  first  and  foremost, 
the  reason  people  get  upset  with  Wash- 
ington is  we  ask  the  wrong  questions. 
This  is  not  a  question  about  whether 
big  brother  Government  Washington 
ought  to  mandate  a  specific  minimum 
per  hour  salary  all  across  this  country 
regardless  of  job,  regardless  of  skill. 

What  we  ought  to  be  asking  is  how  do 
we  provide  some  kind  of  an  incentive 
to  lift  up  those  in  the  lower  income  of 
the  earnings  scale  in  this  country  and 
what  is  the  best  way  to  do  that.  Is  it  in 
training?  Is  it  in  ETTC?  Is  it  in  small 
business  incentives  to  hire  more  peo- 
ple? Is  it  in  tax  policy  that  allows  them 
to  earn  more,  to  pay  less  to  the  Gov- 
ernment and.  therefore,  pay  more  to 
their  employees? 

We  ought  to  be  asking  the  bigger 
question.  We  do  not  do  that.  That  is 
what  this  debate  is  not  doing  either. 
That  is  why  I  would  like  to  sort  of 
bring  us  all  back  to  what  is  in  front  of 
us,  which  is  a  comprehensive  package 
to  deal  with  a  whole  series  of  ingredi- 
ents that  ought  to  provide  better  in- 
comes for  those  who  are  younger,  lim- 
ited experience,  or  lower  skills,  or 
whatever  the  case  might  be  in  Ameri- 
ca's work  force. 

I  really  want  to  commend  our  leader- 
ship for  sajring,  do  not  take  these 
issues  in  isolation  anymore.  Yesterday 
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with  a  vote  of  414,  we  voted  to  provide 
a  number  of  small  business  incentives 
through  the  Tax  Code.  Everybody  on  a 
bipartisan  basis  agreed  that  those  were 
good,  positive  things.  What  we  are 
talking  about  today  is  doing  the  same 
thing.  We  are  talking  about  solving 
this  portal  to  portal  issue,  where  peo- 
ple are  allowed  to  use  the  company  ve- 
hicle without  having  to  pay  compensa- 
tion for  it.  I  do  not  think  there  is  much 
disagreement  in  that  particular  issue. 

We  are  going  to  talk  about  the  Good- 
ling  amendment.  What  does  the  Good- 
ling  amendment  do?  It  deals  with  the 
training  wage.  We  have  had  training 
wages  before.  Who  were  we  talking 
about,  we  are  talking  about  those 
young  i)eople,  mainly  teenagers,  who 
have  never  had  a  job.  Whether  or  not 
they  can  get  a  job  at  the  local  drug 
store  or  grocery  store  or  have  no  job 
and  no  experience  at  all  is  probably 
going  to  be  determined  whether  or  not 
we  give  them  a  first  time,  one  time,  no 
displacement  opportunity  wage. 

We  are  talking  about  a  tip  credit 
that  says,  let  us  put  some  kind  of  basic 
understanding  and  simplicity  in  this 
whole  issue  of  tips. 

The  third  issue  I  want  to  talk  about, 
which  is  an  issue  that  somehow  is  get- 
ting all  controversial  around  here,  is 
this  whole  issue  of  the  small  business 
exemption.  Somehow  people  are  saying 
we  are  trying  to  exclude  all  of  these 
family  businesses  from  having  to  pay  a 
minimum  wage.  We  are  not  trsang  to 
do  that  at  all.  What  we  are  trying  to  do 
is  provide  equity  for  all  small  and  fam- 
ily businesses  across  this  country 
wherever  they  may  be  located. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  Members  to  look 
at  this  map.  I  represent  all  of  western 
Wisconsin,  the  220  miles  along  the  Mis- 
sissippi River.  I  want  Members  to  look 
at  such  towns  as  DeSoto  and  Genoa  and 
Stoddard  and  Ferryville  and  Pepin  and 
Trempealeau  and  Stockholm  and  Nel- 
son. All  of  these  are  towns  under  400 
population. 

If  the  mom  and  pop  stores  happen  to 
sell  something  to  someone  living  lit- 
erally a  mile  or  2  miles  away  in  the 
Minnesota  or  Iowa  border,  under  exist- 
ing law  they  do  not  have  the  same  ben- 
efits that  that  same  mom  and  pop  busi- 
ness would  have  right  over  here.  60 
miles  away.  All  we  are  saying  is.  wher- 
ever you  live,  just  because  you  live  by 
a  State  border,  you  should  not  be  im- 
pacted because  of  interstate  commerce 
from  not  having  the  same  benefits  as 
the  small  family  owned  business  as  ev- 
erybody else.  Jerry's  grocery  store, 
Carol's  catering,  Larry's  lawn  mower 
service.  My  colleagues,  we  are  saying 
just  because  you  are  by  a  state  border, 
you  ought  not  be  disadvantaged. 

Mr.  Speaker,  today  we  address  whether  or 
not  to  irx:rease  the  minimum  wage  for  ttie 
eighth  time.  Unfortunately,  people  get  mad  at 
Washington  t>ecause  their  representatives  ask 
the  wrong  questions.  Too  often  we  get  caught 
in  the  tiny  details  of  the  detiate  and  forget  to 


look  at  the  big  picture.  In  this  case,  the  issue 
is  not  merely  wt>ether  or  not  to  increase  the 
minimum  wage.  Instead,  the  issue  is  how  we 
can  improve  the  economk:  well-being  of  low- 
income  indcvkJuals. 

To  that  end,  we  canrwt  ask  just  how  much 
shoukJ  we  increase  the  minimum  wage?  We 
must  ask  how  can  be  reform  tax  polk:ies  to 
allow  businesses  to  modernize  their  equip- 
ment arxj  personnel,  how  stxxjid  ttie  earned 
income  tax  credit  be  reformed  or  expanded  to 
lift  up  those  lower  income  people,  how  can  we 
modernize  workplace  laws  so  that  they  apply 
to  today's  modem  workplace,  and  how  can  we 
give  people  greater  opportunities  for  education 
and  training  so  that  they  can  compete  for  high 
wage  jobs.  These  quesbons  do  not  have  easy 
answers  in  terms  of  policy  or  politics.  Until  we 
honestly  address  these  questions,  however,  it 
is  all  too  easy  to  simply  raise  the  minirrxim 
wage  wittxxjt  expkxing  structural  solutions 
which  will  yieW  higher  incomes  and  more 
worker  security. 

A  minimum  wage  ir^rease  taken  aione 
merely  masks  the  defects  in  current  employ- 
ment law.  The  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of 
1938,  \he  legislation  in  which  the  minimum 
wage  is  set,  has  not  been  substantially  re- 
formed since  it  first  t>ecame  law.  Just  ttiink  of 
ail  ttie  changes  that  have  occurred  in  society 
since  then.  We've  gone  from  radios  to  tele- 
visk)n;  from  party  lines  to  digital  telecommuni- 
catk>ns;  from  room  sized  computers  to 
laptops.  Despite  this  nxKiumental  progress, 
we  are  still  ^ing  to  apply  a  1938  law  to  a 
1990's  workplace,  and  it  is  not  working. 

Lets  k>ok  at  a  couple  of  examples.  Two-in- 
come families  demand  rrxve  flexible  schedul- 
ing, yet  the  law  remains  rigki.  Work  is  ar- 
ranged in  teants  as  opposed  to  the  assembly 
lines  of  the  1930's,  and  yet  enfiployers  cannot 
give  incentive  Iwnuses  to  emptoyee  teams 
witfxxjt  changing  their  base  pay.  IrKreasing 
the  minimum  wage  wittx>ut  proper  steps  to  ad- 
dress ttiese  and  other  structural  problems  will 
ultimately  cost  aU  of  us  in  terms  of  compensa- 
tion and  international  competitiveness. 

Today,  I  commerx]  the  Republican  leader- 
ship for  producing  a  package  whk:h  begins  to 
address  some  of  the  structural  issues.  It  is  t)e- 
cause  we  are  taking  steps  to  address  the  side 
effects  and  structural  issues  through  tax  and 
workplace  reform  ttiat  I  will  support  a  minimum 
wage  increase  from  $4.25  to  S5.15  over  the 
next  year. 

The  minimum  wage  increase  is  a  srrtall 
business  issue,  pure  and  sirrple.  Just  the 
otfier  day,  I  was  speaking  to  a  group  of  big 
business  executives  and  asked  them  what  ttie 
minimum  wage  increase  meant  to  them.  Not 
surprisingly,  their  answer  was  "not  much." 
They  all  pay  atxjve  ttie  minimum  wage.  By 
contrast,  small  businesses,  such  as  those 
ttvoughout  western  Wiscortsin,  employ  some 
people  at  the  minimum  wage.  Any  increase  in 
tfie  minimum  will  likely  result  in  some  busi- 
nesses hiring  fewer  teens,  fewer  unskilled 
workers  and  fewer  seniors.  That  is  wtiy  it  is 
important  to  address  the  negative  effects  of  a 
minimum  wage  irx:rease  on  small  business 
through  tax  and  pro-empk>yee  incentives  that 
account  for  tiie  realities  in  today's  workplace. 
We  will  do  ttiis  through  two  package — a  tax 
package  wtuch  we  passed  yesterday  and  an 
emptoyment  policy  padkage  which  we  will 
pass  today. 


TAX  REFORM 

We  started  yesterday  with  a  tax  reform 
package  tiat  offsets  the  increased  cost  from 
ttie  minimum  wage  irxirease  and  encourages 
further  investment  in  emptoyees.  To  offset  the 
additk>nal  costs  from  employing  people  at  a 
higher  minimum  wage,  the  tax  bill  provided  for 
increased  expensing  of  capital  assets  for  small 
business  from  $1 7,500  to  825,000.  Small  busi- 
ness owners  and  managers  will  be  able  to  use 
this  credit  to  invest  in  ttie  capital  assets  need- 
ed to  keep  ttieir  businesses  competitive. 

The  tax  package  also  included  two  provt- 
sk)ns  to  help  empkiyers  invest  in  thetr  employ- 
ees. The  package  included  the  work  oppor- 
tunity tax  credit  a  reformed  verskin  of  the  tar- 
geted jobs  tax  credit,  whch  will  provide  a  35- 
percent  credit  for  ttie  first  $6,000  in  income 
pakJ  to  qualifying  h>w-skilled  and  k>wHnconie 
individuals.  Ttie  credit  is  an  important  tool  to 
bring  people  into  the  work  force  and  give  ttiem 
an  opjsortunity  to  develop  the  skills  necessary 
to  succeed  in  life. 

Similarly,  ttiere  have  tieen  several  ref- 
erences this  spring  to  workers'  growing  eco- 
nomk; anxiety.  For  that  reason,  the  tax  bin  will 
extend  retroactively  a  provisk)n  which  alk>ws 
employees  wtio  receive  reimbursement  of 
educational  assistance  from  ttieir  empkiyers  to 
exclude  the  reimbursement  from  income.  The 
provision  would  aik>w  employees  to  take  urv 
dergraduate  and  vocational  classes  in  any 
sutiject  matter,  wtiettier  or  not  job-related.  For 
this  reason,  it  wouM  encourage  enptoyees  to 
devekip  portable  skills,  a  necessity  in  the 
changing  economy  in  whk:h  we  live. 

Among  its  otfier  provisions,  the  tax  package 
wouki  allow  employers  with  fewer  than  100 
empkjyees  to  create  a  simplified  retirement 
plan  and  establish  401(k)  savings  plans.  The 
pensk>n  provisk>ns  provide  ttie  flexitjility  need- 
ed so  ttiat  empkjyees  in  small  firms  have  ttie 
same  opportunity  to  devek)p  retirement  secu- 
rity without  the  heavy  paperwork  involved  with 
large  plans. 

SMAU  BUSINESS  EMPLOVMB4T  REFOnuS 

Ttie  second  part  of  ttie  minimum  wage 
package  includes  several  provisions  to  assist 
small  business  with  ttie  administration  of  mini- 
mum wage  and  overtime  laws.  The  center- 
piece of  the  package  is  ttie  Employee  Com- 
rrxjting  Flexit^ility  Act  Ttie  bAI  will  clarify  wtien 
emptoyers  can  alkTw  emptoyees  to  drive  com- 
pany vehicles  from  tiome  to  the  first  worksite 
and  from  ttie  last  worksite  home  without  drop- 
ping the  work  vehicle  off  at  a  cerrtral  location 
and  driving  ttieir  personal  vehkde  tiome.  Al- 
ttioogh  ttiis  is  ttie  current  interpretation  of  ttie 
law,  ttiere  have  been  some  uncertainties  re- 
sulting from  ctianging  Department  of  Labor 
pdkaes.  Allowing  emptoyees  to  go  tiome  rattv 
er  ttian  drive  to  a  cential  work  tocation  to  drop 
off  ttieir  work  trucks  makes  sense.  It  provkles 
flexibility  and  efficiency  for  lx>th  the  emptoyee 
and  ttie  errployer. 

The  emptoyer  package  also  includes  an 
amendment  Ijy  Representative  Bill  Goodung 
whk^h  will  help  srriall  emptoyers  with  ttie  ad- 
ministrative txirden  and  the  disemptoyment  ef- 
fect as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  in- 
crease. Several  studies  have  stiown  that  a 
minimun  wage  increase  will  reduce  emptoy- 
ment  opportajnities  for  teenagers,  wtio  rep- 
resent nearly  40  percent  of  all  minirrxjm  wage 
earners. 
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Opportunity  Wage.— The  amendment  in- 
cludes a  one-time,  90-day  training  wage  at 
$4.25  per  hour  for  new  employees  who  are 
urxier  20  years  of  age.  This  opportunity  wage 
would  profybit  employers  from  displacing  cur- 
rent employees  either  by  reducing  their  hours 
or  by  firing  them  in  favor  of  hiring  a  younger, 
inexperienced  employee  at  a  lower  wage. 

Tip  Credit — The  amendmerrt  includes  a 
freeze  of  the  tip  credit,  a  credit  primarily  used 
by  restaurants.  The  law  currency  allows  env 
ployers  in  tipping  industries  to  count  50  per- 
cent of  the  minimum  wage  requirement  in  tips. 
If  the  employee  does  not  make  enough  in  tips 
to  reach  the  Federal  minimum,  the  employer 
must  pay  the  deference  to  the  employee  in 
cash  wages.  The  amendment  would  freeze 
the  enpioyer  share  of  ttie  minimum  at  $2.13 
and  all  existing  protections  in  ttie  current  tip 
credit  program  would  continue.  It  should  also 
be  noted  that  waiters  arxj  waitresses  currently 
make  an  average  of  $7  or  more  with  wages 
and  tips. 

Small  Business  Exemption.— In  the  1989 
amervjments  to  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act, 
Congress  passed  an  exemption  for  small  txjsi- 
nesses  under  $500,000  in  gross  sales.  How- 
ever, because  of  wording  problem  with  the 
legislative  lar)guage,  only  employees  not  erv 
gaged  in  interstate  commerce  were  consid- 
ered exenpL  Unfortunately,  this  disparity  af- 
fects those  mom  and  pop  businesses  in  the 
Third  District  that  border  the  Mississippi  River 
and  Minnesota  disproportionately  because 
their  customers  are  likely  to  be  kx:ated  on 
both  sides  of  the  river.  Businesses  k>cated  fur- 
ther instate  do  not  suffer  this  problem.  The 
amendment  wouM  put  all  small  businesses  on 
a  level  playing  fiekj  by  exempting  all  newly 
hired  empk)yees  of  small  txjsinesses. 

Computer  Professionals.— The  amendment 
freezes  the  rate  at  which  certain  computer 
professkxials  are  exempt  from  the  minimum 
wage  at  $27.63  per  hour.  The  cunent  exemp- 
tion amount  is  at  6.5  times  ttie  minimum 
wage,  or  $27.63  per  hour  or  $55,000  per  year. 
If  the  exemptk)n  amount  was  allowed  to  ftoat 
with  ttie  minimum  wage,  computer  profes- 
sionals wouM  be  able  to  eam  nearly  $70,000 
per  year  in  income  and  yet  still  be  sii>ject  to 
the  provisions  of  ttie  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act 
The  act  was  intended  to  protect  those  who 
were  urvjerpaid,  not  highly  paid  professionals. 
This  provides  a  good  example  of  why  a  60- 
year-oM  law  needs  to  be  modernized. 

As  we  move  toward  the  21st  century  global 
ecocxxny,  I  believe  we  have  to  continue  to  ask 
the  questnns  about  wtiat  is  best  for  America. 
We  have  made  a  good  start  today  by  address- 
ing the  needs  of  k>wer  income  people  while 
providmg  incentives  to  ensure  ttiat  emptoy- 
ment  opportunities  continue. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  10 
seconds  to  the  gentlewomaji  from  Con- 
necticut  [Ms.  DeLauro]. 

Ms.  DELAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
remind  the  other  side  that  a  vote  for 
the  Goodling  poison  pill  amendment  in 
the  State  of  Wisconsin  would  deny 
210,757  workers  an  increase  in  the  mini- 
mum wage.  In  the  State  of  Connecti- 
cut, it  would  be  87,000. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Col- 
orado [Mrs.  SCHROEDER]. 


Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  jrielding  the 
time. 

I  must  say  this  is  an  issue  about  val- 
ues. We  are  talking  about  the  dignity 
of  work.  That  is  one  of  the  main  prin- 
ciples this  country  has  been  founded 
on.  Let  me  tell  my  colleagues  there  is 
no  dignity  to  work  if  you  do  not  get 
paid  a  living  wage. 

I  cannot  l)elieve  that  people  are  say- 
ing this  is  about  politics.  It  is  not 
about  politics.  It  is  about  paychecks, 
paychecks,  paychecks. 

Now,  look,  how  long  does  it  take  to 
eam  a  year's  minimum  wage.  Well,  for 
the  minimum  wage  worker,  it  takes  a 
year.  For  the  average  CEO  of  a  large 
corporation,  it  takes  about  a  half  a 
day.  This  is  what  we  are  talking  about. 
This  is  the  country  with  the  largest 
disparity  between  wages  at  the  top  and 
wages  at  the  bottom  of  any  other  west- 
em  industrialized  world.  All  we  are 
saying  if  we  are  going  to  have  dignity 
to  work,  we  ought  to  try  and  raise  the 
bottom.  Do  you  not  think  the  fat  cats 
at  the  top  are  getting  enough. 
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They  are  getting  way  more  than  fat 
cats  at  the  top  of  any  other  country, 
and  what  is  the  Republican  proposal? 
They  are  trying  to  pretend  they  give  us 
the  minimum  wage  while  they  turn 
around  and  knock  out  two-thirds  of  the 
businesses  in  America  from  having  to 
pay  either  the  minimum  wage  or  over- 
time. 

They  also  are  going  to  go  after  tipped 
employees.  If  someone  gets  tips,  they 
do  not  get  the  minimum  wage.  They 
can  run  around  with  their  tin  cup  from 
place  to  place  begging  for  more.  Oh, 
there  is  digrnity. 

Please,  this  is  about  dignity. 

I  also  hear  people  saying,  "Oh,  well, 
it  just  goes  to  teenagers.  Teenagers 
don't  need  it." 

Yes  they  do. 

Have  my  colleagues  looked  at  college 
education?  I  worked  my  way  through 
college.  One  cannot  do  it  today  on  the 
minimum  wage.  Tell  me  where  to  go  to 
college  and  put  money  away. 

This  is  about  paychecks. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Pallone]. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  lis- 
tened to  what  my  colleagues  from  Ar- 
kansas and  from  Wisconsin  said  on  the 
other  side,  and  I  am  amazed  how  little 
understanding  they  seem  to  have  about 
the  person  who  is  affected  by  the  mini- 
muim  wage. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  I  heard 
statements  about  how,  well,  we  will 
deal  with  the  earned  income  tax  credit, 
or  we  will  make  adjustments  with  food 
stamps  or  other  government  programs. 

What  are  we  talking  about?  A  lot  of 
the  people  that  work  on  minimum 
wage,  they  do  not  even  necessarily 
apply  for  food  stamps.  They  do  not 


even  necessarily  apply  for  the  earned 
Income  tax  credit.  Many  of  them  even 
do  not  have  the  knowhow  or  ability  or 
even  want  to  get  involved  with  the 
Government  bureaucracy.  If  we  are 
talking  about  Washington  and  think- 
ing about  how  we  do  things  here,  I 
would  venture  to  say  that  my  col- 
leagues on  the  other  side  are  too  Wash- 
inerton  oriented;  they  do  not  under- 
stand what  the  average  person  has  to 
deal  with  on  a  daily  basis.  If  they  are 
getting  a  set  salary  now  based  on  the 
minimum  wage  and  we  increase  that 
salary  somewhat  under  this  very  mod- 
est proposal,  then  they  will  see  an  ac- 
tual increase  in  their  wages. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  caimot  look  at  the 
bureaucratic  procedures  that  they  are 
talking  about  here.  I  think  the  earned 
income  tax  credit  is  great.  I  think  peo- 
ple need  food  stamps.  But  a  lot  of  peo- 
ple do  not  even  apply  for  them  who  are 
on  minimum  wage. 

They  just  do  not  understand  on  the 
other  side  what  it  is  like  for  the  little 
guy  on  a  daily  l>asis.  And  let  me  tell 
my  colleagues  in  my  own  State  of  New 
Jersey,  because  I  am  afraid  that  some- 
body or  I  think  somebody  on  the  other 
side  is  going  to  talk  about  loss  of  jobs, 
let  me  tell  them  in  New  Jersey  we  had 
a  modest  increase  in  the  minimum 
wage  that  was  similar  to  what  is  being 
.proposed  here  on  the  Federal  level. 

The  results  are  that  this  moderate 
hike  actually  increased  total  employ- 
ment in  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  and 
the  reason  is  that  minimum  wage  earn- 
ers do  not  have  the  ability  to  save. 
They  spend  their  money  on  basic  neces- 
sities. 

Raising  the  minimum  wage  puts 
more  money  into  our  local  economy. 
The  money  in  New  Jersey  was  used  to 
purchase  more  goods  and  eventually  an 
increase  in  profits  for  local  businesses. 

So  raising  the  minimum  wage  actu- 
ally increases  economic  activity;  it 
means  more  jobs,  not  less  jobs. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  exemption  that  the 
gentleman  firom  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Goodling]  has  proposed,  do  not  listen 
to  what  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
said  about  how  it  is  not  going  to  affect 
them.  It  is  a  broad  exemption  that  is 
going  to  repeal  the  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  remind  the  gentlewoman  from 
Colorado  that  that  State  would  lose 
8,000  jobs  if  all  we  do  is  raise  the  mini- 
mum wage  and  nothing  else. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  flrom  Nebraska  [Mr.  Bar- 
rett]. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  for  yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  unfortunate  that 
H.R.  1227  has  been  hijacked,  to  l>e  a  ve- 
hicle for  a  minimum  wage  increase.  Ol>- 
viously,  some  on  the  other  side,  do  not 
like  business,  especially  small  busi- 
ness. 

On  its  face,  H.R.  1227  is  a  good  bill  de- 
signed to  allow  workers  to  continue  to 
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use  their  company-owned  vehicles  for 
commuting  to  and  from  work. 

For  example,  an  electrical  company 
may  supply  vans  to  their  electricians 
so  that  they  can  respond  to  service 
calls.  In  the  past,  the  time  spent  driv- 
ing to  and  from  a  service  call  and  back 
home,  was  not  considered  "on  the 
clock"  time. 

Yet,  recent  Labor  Department  deci- 
sions have  put  this  long  established 
policy  in  jeopardy.  Now,  some  compa- 
nies are  requiring  their  employees  to 
bring  the  vehicles  back  to  the  office,  so 
that  the  company  is  not  subject  to 
minimum  wage  and  overtime  liabil- 
ities. 

In  my  rural  district,  the  Labor  De- 
partment's actions  could  result  in  long 
delasrs  in  services;  increased  costs  for 
employees  since  they  would  have  to 
pay  for  the  fuel  used  to  commute  to 
and  from  work— which  may  be  hun- 
dreds of  miles  in  a  week's  time;  and 
more  time  spent  away  from  families. 

If  this  bill  was  considered  separately, 
I  have  no  doubt  that  it  would  pass  this 
House  overwhelmingly.  But,  I  fear  the 
House  may  soon  make  a  major  mistake 
in  increasing  the  minimum  wage, 
thereby  denying  job  opportunities  and 
increasing  costs,  and  using  this  bill  to 
do  it. 

If  my  prediction  bears  fruit,  then  I 
regrettably  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote 
against  H.R.  1227.  K  a  minimum  wage 
increase  is  attached  to  this  bill,  the 
bad  will  far  outweigh  the  good. 

And  that  is  unfortunate.  Common- 
sense  efforts  of  Mr.  Fawkt.t.  and  others 
of  us  who  are  working  to  increase  and 
safeguard  job  opportvmities  for  mil- 
lions of  Americans,  will  be  severely 
harmed  by  a  minimum  wage  increase. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  firom  Illinois 
for  all  his  good  work. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  10 
seconds  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Con- 
necticut [Ms.  DeLauro]. 

Ms.  DELAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
remind  the  other  side  and  the  gen- 
tleman who  just  spoke  that  a  vote  for 
the  poison  pill  Goodling  amendment 
would  result  in  the  loss  of  94,150  indi- 
viduals in  Nebraska  who  would  get  an 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from  New 
York  [Ms.  Velazquez]. 

Ms.  VELAZQUEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  fi- 
nally, we  get  the  chance  to  vote  on  an 
increase  to  the  Federal  minimum 
wage.  Americans  have  been  calling  for 
a  vote  on  increasing  the  minimum 
wage  for  months.  In  fact,  85  percent  of 
America  supports  giving  minimum 
wage  workers  their  first  raise  in  five, 
long  years.  But  instead  of  a  straight 
up-or  down  vote.  Republicans  had  to 
make  sure  their  business  buddies  got 
some  goodies  in  the  deal. 

This  should  have  been  a  simple  bill. 
Instead,  it  guts  Federal  wage  protec- 
tions by  attaching  two  Trojan  Horse 
amendments  full  of  poison.  We  should 


be  making  work  pay.  I  am  truly  out- 
raged that  Republicans  would  try  to 
exclude  many  millions  of  Americans 
from  being  paid  a  fair  wage. 

Mr  colleagues  should  come  down 
Crom  their  corporate  ivory  towers  and 
do  the  work  they  were  sent  here  to  do. 
Represent  the  people  who  have  told  us 
loud  and  clear  that  they  want  a  clean 
minimum  wage  increase  period. 

Vote  against  both  Goodling  amend- 
ments and  support  a  clean  increase  to 
the  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ver- 
mont [Mr.  Sanders]. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri  for  srield- 
ing  this  time  to  me. 

From  the  first  day  that  I  took  office 
here  in  the  Congress  in  1991 1  have  been 
fighting  to  raise  the  minimum  wage, 
and  I  hope  very  much  that  my  col- 
leagues finally  are  going  to  do  the 
right  thing  on  behalf  of  tens  of  millions 
of  workers  and  raise  the  minimum 
wage  today. 

Mr.  Speaker,  when  the  minimum 
wage  was  first  established  in  the  1930's. 
the  opponents  then  said  that  the  world 
was  going  to  come  to  an  end.  the  econ- 
omy was  going  to  collapse.  And  every 
single  time  that  an  effort  has  l>een 
made  since  then  to  raise  the  minimum 
wage,  the  same  cries  have  come  for- 
ward: The  world  is  going  to  come  to  an 
end.  we  cannot  raise  the  minimum 
wage. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  fact  of  the  matter  is 
that  today,  at  S4.25  an  hour,  the  mini- 
mum wage  is  a  starvation  wage.  The 
minimum  wage  today,  in  terms  of  pur- 
chasing i>ower,  is  26  percent  less  than  it 
was  20  years  ago.  In  terms  of  purchas- 
ing power  it  is  at  its  lowest  point  in 
the  last  40  years. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  tens  of  mil- 
lions of  Americans  today  who  are 
working  hard  at  S4.25  an  hour,  at  $5  an 
hour,  at  $5.25  an  hour,  and  they  are  un- 
able to  take  care  of  the  financial  needs 
of  their  family.  They  are  unable  to  put 
away  money  so  that  their  kids  can  go 
to  college.  They  cannot  go  on  a  vaca- 
tion. Every  single  week,  despite  40  or  50 
hours  of  work,  they  are  in  as  bad  shape 
at  the  end  of  the  week  as  they  were  be- 
fore the  week  began. 

Mr.  Speaker,  one  of  the  great  eco- 
nomic problems  facing  our  country 
today  is  that  the  richest  people  are  be- 
coming richer,  the  middle  class  is 
shrinking,  and  most  of  the  new  jobs  are 
being  created  are  low-wage  jobs. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Martinez]. 

Mr.  MARTINEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  ear- 
lier, in  fact  at  the  beginning  of  this 
process,  my  good  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Goodung],  re- 
minded us  to  stick  to  fact  and  ignore 
fiction,  and  I  would  say  misleading 
statements  are  as  l>ad  as  are  fiction, 
and  in  this  case  misleading  statements 


by  Republicans  are  as  attributable  to 
fiction  as  anything  I  have  ever  seen. 

The  two  constant  themes  that  are 
running  through  the  core  argrument  of 
the  Republicans  are  that  this  will 
cause  job  loss  and  that  the  Democrats 
did  not  do  it  2  years  ago.  Mr.  Speaker. 
let  me  remind  my  colleagues  there 
were  a  lot  of  things  we  attempted  to 
do.  including  the  ETTC  2  years  ago. 
which  actually,  in  effect,  was  more  ac- 
commodating to  a  majority  of  our 
friends  in  our  neighborhoods  and  com- 
munities than  was  the  minimum- wage 
increase. 

But  let  me  remind  my  friends  also 
that  every  time  there  has  been  a  mini- 
mum-wage increase,  and  in  1991  there 
was,  my  friends  on  that  side  of  the 
aisle  have  worked  to  dilute  it.  In  fact, 
in  that  minimum-wage  increase  there 
was  what  was  called  a  training  wage, 
which  gave  an  exemption  to  employers 
to  hire  people  l>elow  the  minimum 
wage  in  order  to  give  them  training  ex- 
perience. 

What  kind  of  training  experience? 
Cleaning  toilets,  making  beds,  washing 
dishes.  I  suggest  to  you  that  most  of  us 
learned  that  at  an  early  age  and  do  not 
need  any  training  for  it. 

Now,  in  this  one  we  have  what  is 
called  an  opportunity  wage,  which  is 
another  exemption  aside  from  the  ex- 
emption they  give  to  those  people  as  an 
exclusion  from  the  Fair  Labor  Stand- 
ards Act. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  arguments  on  that 
side  are  more  close  to  fiction  than  they 
are  to  fact.  We  did  not  do  it  because  we 
can  see  that  in  1  year  of  doing  the 
ETTC  that  we  could  not  very  well  push 
through  a  minimum  wage,  but  there 
are  many  of  us  that  since  our  coming 
to  Congress  have  alwasrs  felt  the  mini- 
mum wage  is  too  low. 

Now  the  job  loss  argument:  In  Cali- 
fornia they  raised  it  much  before  the 
Federal  Government  did.  and  in  Cali- 
fornia there  was  not  one  job  lost.  And 
so  the  prognostications  of  the  job 
losses  that  are  going  to  occur  if  this 
passes  I  think  are  totally  false. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut [Mr.  Gejdenson]. 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  what 
w©  have  here  today  is  the  first  welfare 
reform  bill  in  the  history  of  this  Con- 
gress because  all  the  other  welfare  re- 
form is  a  fraud  if  at  the  end  of  the  day 
when  someone  gets  their  first  job  they 
cannot  make  it  work,  they  cannot  pay 
the  rent,  they  cannot  buy  food,  they 
cannot  pay  for  their  kids'  babysitting 
while  they  are  working,  they  cannot 
pay  for  their  transportation. 

Do  not  get  up  on  this  fioor  and  talk 
al>out  welfare  reform  and  then  try  to 
take  away  the  protection  of  the  mini- 
mum wage  for  an  additional  10  million 
people. 

This  is  welfare  reform,  making  work, 
have  a  salary  sufficient  to  live  on,  just 
barely. 
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In  the  last  decade  60  percent  of  Amer- 
icans have  slid  backward.  It  is  the  first 
time  in  American  history  that  we  have 
seen  the  bottom  take  it  on  the  chin  as 
badly  as  they  have.  The  top  20  percent 
has  gone  up.  The  next  20  percent  below 
that  has  gone  up  just  slightly.  But  the 
60  percent  of  Americans  below  those 
top  40  have  actually  lost  busring  power. 
In  the  decades  before  that,  everybody 
moved  up. 

If  my  colleagues  want  welfare  re- 
form, vote  for  real  welfare  reform.  Vote 
for  a  living  wage  for  Americans.  And 
this  hardly  does  it.  Go  try  to  pay  rent 
and  take  transportation  to  work.  Try 
to  feed  kids  and  clothe  them  on  the 
minimum  wage. 

Do  not  give  me  phony  speeches  about 
getting  people  off  welfare.  Give  people 
the  hope  and  opportunity  to  work  and 
at  least  have  enough  money  to  almost 
live  in  dignity. 

D  0945 

This  is  not  enough.  Si)eech  after 
speech  about  welfare  reform,  about  get- 
ting people  to  work.  Sure,  get  them  to 
work  at  a  wage  they  caimot  make 
enough  money  to  pay  their  rent,  let 
alone  eat  and  take  care  of  their  chil- 
dren. If  we  want  the  American  people 
to  value  work,  to  respect  work,  it  has 
to  pay  enough  to  live  on. 

Mr.  GOODIilNG.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  30  seconds. 

Mr.  Speaker,  listening  to  the  rhetoric 
last  evening  and  this  morning,  I  have  a 
feeling  they  really  have  a  dislike  for 
business,  and  a  terrible  dislike  for 
small  businesses. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Soxtoer]. 

Mr.  SOUDER.  First,  as  a  small  busi- 
nessman, Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
compliment  the  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee, the  gentleman  fit)m  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  GooDLiNG].  and  the  sub- 
conamittee  chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Fawell],  on  the  ac- 
tual bill  we  are  discussing  here,  the 
portal-to-portal  bill. 

In  my  case,  in  the  retail  business,  we 
had  a  number  of  employees,  including 
our  service  manager  and  our  warehouse 
manager,  who  had  vehicles  that  they 
drove  home.  It  worked  well  for  them.  It 
was  something  we  could  do  as  a  joint 
employer-employee,  and  to  have  the 
Federal  Government,  through  the 
courts,  who  often  decide  that  they  are 
the  State  and  Federal  legislators  of 
this  country  and  can  make  better  deci- 
sions than  Congress  and  State  legisla- 
tors can,  to  see  that  overturned  is  a 
tragedy  for  American  workers  and 
small  busifiess. 

I  also  want  to  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
I  am  sorry  that  I  cannot  vote  for  that 
bill,  because  I  cannot  support  a  bill 
that  lays  off  American  workers.  I  un- 
derstand it  is  called  a  minimum  wage 
bill  rather  than  a  layoff  bill,  but  in 
fact,  it  is  a  layoff  bill.  As  the  chairman 
just  said,  I  knew  the  other  side  did  not 


like  businesses,  but  I  did  not  realize 
how  much  they  disliked  small  busi- 
nesses. They  use  the  rhetoric  of  the 
dignity  of  work,  but  in  fact,  it  is  the 
dignity  of  not  working  that  this  is  pro- 
moting. 

They  stand  up  once  in  a  while  and 
talk  about  different  statistics  that 
have  no  basis  in  reality.  The  truth  is, 
facts  are  stubborn  things,  and  the  fact 
is  every  time  but  one  when  there  was  a 
national  minimum  wage  increase,  job 
layoffs  increased.  Every  time  but  one. 
The  facts  are  there.  State  statistics  are 
interesting.  That  is  why  we  give  op- 
tions to  the  States.  But  federally,  only 
one  time  did  the  unemplojrment  not  in- 
crease. 

In  fact,  Mr.  Speaker,  jobs  will  be  lost 
in  this  country.  In  fact,  kids  will  lose 
their  jobs,  minorities  will  lose  their 
jobs,  senior  citizens  will  lose  their  jobs. 
In  small  towns,  in  center  cities,  mar- 
ginal businesses  will  be  devastated. 

I  am  concerned  because  I  grew  up  in 
a  town  of  700,  and  spent  most  of  my  life 
in  this  small  town.  As  I  look  around 
the  country  and  see  the  businesses 
shuttered  in  these  small  towns,  and  see 
the  businesses  shuttered  in  the  central 
cities,  in  the  suburbs,  and  the  people  in 
Washington  who  often  live  in  the  big 
houses  in  the  suburbs,  where  they  can 
do  the  volume  of  business  with  which 
to  pay  this,  do  not  seem  to  have  the 
sensitivity  for  the  many  small  towns 
that  are  losing  their  little  businesses. 

Many  of  those  people  who  want  a  liv- 
ing wage  move  to  the  bigger  cities,  but 
some  people  would  prefer  to  live  in 
those  small  towns.  Those  kids  who  now 
will  not  have  a  place  to  work,  those 
senior  citizens  who  now  will  be  trapped 
at  home  because  they  cannot  take  a 
marginal  job,  those  young  kids  and 
middle-aged  kids  who  struggled,  who 
obviously  have  a  special  need  and  can 
barely  hold  a  job  at  a  minimum  wage, 
who  lose  their  job  and  are  thrown  back 
onto  the  welfare  system  because  of  the 
policies  of  this  Congress,  I  wish  every 
Member  who  voted  for  this  bill  had  to 
look  those  people  in  the  face  when  they 
get  their  pink  slips,  when  they  are 
trapped  in  their  homes,  when  they  are 
standing  on  the  street  comers,  when 
they  no  longer  have  the  opportunity  to 
work  because  of  the  supposed  rhetoric 
of  compassion,  rather  than  the  real 
compassion. 

It  really  disappoints  me  to  see  this 
promotion  of  the  Wal-Martization  of 
America,  the  disdain  for  the  nmrginal 
businesses.  I  have  heard  Members  in 
this  body  say,  if  those  businesses  can- 
not give  enough  money  to  meet  the 
minimum  wage  standard,  then  they 
should  just  disappear.  That  is  so  insen- 
sitive. 

We  are  working  in  the  central  city  of 
Fort  Wayne  to  try  to  get  a  super- 
market back  in  where  the  super- 
markets have  all  closed  down.  You  will 
not  only  raise  the  minimum  wage  but 
all   the  bumps  up.   You  increase  the 


wages  20  percent,  and  we  will  not  get 
that  supermarket  in  the  central  city  or 
central  cities  in  other  places. 

This  is  not  a  matter  of  rhetoric,  this 
is  not  a  matter  of  sounding  compas- 
sionate. The  facts  are  there.  The  people 
do  not  imderstand  because  the  Amer- 
ican people  are  compassionate.  They 
hear  living  wage  and  they  want  to  give 
a  living  wage.  The  truth  is  that  people 
at  the  margin  are  going  to  be  lost.  We 
could  have  helped  the  people  who  need- 
ed a  living  wage  through  earned  in- 
come tax  credits,  through  different 
types  of  legislation. 

I  ajn  sorry  our  party  is  not  even  al- 
lowing us  to  vote  on  a  number  of  those 
things,  because  we  should  have  had 
that  opportunity,  and  we  should  have 
been  out  there  leading  how  to,  in  a  free 
market  economy,  make  sure  that  peo- 
ple, through  the  market  system,  can 
get  a  living  wage.  This  is  not  the  way 
to  do  it.  I  am  embarrassed  quite  frank- 
ly that  our  party,  rather  than  decide  to 
fight  and  stand  on  principle  and  ex- 
plain the  facts  to  the  American  people, 
instead  have  tried  to  work  at  the  mar- 
gins with  the  minimum  wage. 

They  have  done  a  good  job  within  the 
confines  of  trying  to  save  a  few  jobs, 
but  I  reluctantly  am  still  going  to  have 
to  vote  against  the  good  portal-to-por- 
tal bill  and  against  some  other  things 
that  I  support,  because  I  cannot  have  it 
on  my  conscience  to  cost  people  that  I 
know  their  jobs:  seniors,  young  people, 
people  who  are  handicapped,  who  have 
struggled  to  get  into  the  work  force, 
and  now  because  Washington,  people 
have  decided  that  they  should  lose 
their  jobs,  they  are  going  to  lose  their 
jobs. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  jrield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Mon- 
tana [Mr.  Williams]. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  who  just 
spoke,  if  he  decides  to  vote  for  any- 
thing, it  would  probably  be  the  Good- 
ling  amendment.  If  that  passes  and  be- 
comes law,  315,000  people  in  the  State 
of  the  gentleman  who  just  spoke,  Indi- 
ana, would  be  denied  a  minimum  wage. 
Ten  percent  of  the  people  on  minimum 
wage  are  senior  citizens. 

"ITie  gentleman's  point  is  the  i>oint 
that  many  people  in  the  minority 
make,  and  that  is,  a  higher  wage  is  bad 
for  business  and  therefore  loses  jobs. 
Canylng  that  conservative  argument 
to  its  conclusion  would  lead  one  to  be- 
lieve, incorrectly,  that  lowering  wages 
in  this  country  would  be  good  for  em- 
ployment and  good  for  business. 

That  is  the  difference  between  that 
side  of  the  aisle  and  this.  This  side  of 
the  aisle  believes  that  as  we  raise  the 
standard  of  living  in  America,  America 
does  better  economically.  That  side  be- 
lieves, obviously,  that  as  you  reduce 
the  standard  of  living  in  this  country, 
it  is  good  for  this  country  economi- 
cally. Nothing  in  American  history 
demonstrates  that  Republicans  are  cor- 
rect about  that. 
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Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Ms.  WOOLSEY]. 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
time  to  increase  the  minimum  wage.  It 
is  time  to  make  work  pay.  It's  time  to 
make  work  pay  more  than  welfare. 

I  know,  because  over  28  years  ago,  as 
a  single,  working  mother,  I  was  earn- 
ing so  little  I  had  to  go  on  welfare  to 
supplement  my  pay  in  order  to  provide 
my  children  with  the  health  care,  child 
care  and  food  they  needed. 

Unfortunately,  too  many  American 
workers  face  the  same  situation  today. 
In  fact,  most  minimum  wage  earners 
look  a  lot  like  I  did  28  years  ago:  60 
percent  of  minimum  wage  earners  are 
women.  Of  that,  72  percent  are  over  20 
years  old.  And,  one-fifth  of  minimum 
wage  earners  are  single  parents. 

So,  yes,  my  friends,  despite  what 
you've  heard  from  the  Republican  lead- 
ership, families  struggling  to  get  by  on 
$4.25  an  hour  really  do  exist. 

What  does  not  exist,  however,  is  a  be- 
lievable commitment  by  the  majority 
to  boost  the  wages  of  working  Ameri- 
cans. Now,  rather  than  having  a  clean 
up-or-down  vote  on  raising  the  mini- 
mum wage,  the  Republicans  are  load- 
ing the  bill  up  with  amendments  that 
will  make  an  increase  meaningless. 

Under  the  Goodling  amendment 
alone,  up  to  10  million  workers  could 
lose  their  right  to  any  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that's  not  making  work 
pay.  It  is  taking  workers  backwards.  It 
is  letting  businesses  off  the  hook  who 
pay  low  wages.  It  is  forcing  the  tax- 
payers through  the  welfare  system  to 
make  up  the  difference  for  these  low 
wages. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  us  pass  a  minimum 
wage.  No  ifs,  and's  or  but's.  Let's 
make  work  pay. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Texas  [Ms.  Jackson-Lee]. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  thank  the  ranking  member, 
and  I  hope  that  this  morning  we  can 
have  a  truth  in  discussion  on  the  floor 
of  the  House.  This  is  a  $5  bill,  and  those 
who  are  working  and  getting  minimum 
wage  right  now  must  give  back  change 
on  this  bill.  If  we  do  not  raise  the  mini- 
mum wage,  we  will  in  fact  deny  1.1  mil- 
lion workers  in  the  State  of  Texas  an 
increase. 

What  I  want  to  talk  about  is  truth  in 
discussion.  We  support  small  busi- 
nesses. In  fact,  we  came  to  the  floor  of 
the  House  and  enthusiastically  pro- 
vided the  Small  Business  Protection 
Act.  giving  incentives  for  small  busi- 
nesses who  hire  at-risk  individuals, 
giving  them  a  tax  incentive  to  do  so, 
allowing  them  to  spend  more  money  on 
equipment,  providing  pension  reform, 
giving  them  a  health  deduction  provi- 
sion that  we  did  some  months  ago.  I 
am  for  small  businesses.  But  likewise.  I 
have  to  be  for  the  working  public,  and 
60  percent  of  those  on  minimutn  wage 
are  women  with  children. 


How  can  you  talk  about  welfare  re- 
form when  the  Republicans  are  like- 
wise talking  about  decreasing  the 
earned  income  tax  credit,  which  would 
negatively  affect  over  6.8  million  tax- 
payers who  are  at  the  lowest  bottom 
rung? 

The  American  people  are  fair.  We 
simply  want  an  increase  in  nunimum 
wage  for  retail  workers,  individuals 
who  work  every  day  to  stay  off  welfare. 
Realize  what  you  do  with  $5.  What  you 
do  with  $5,  you  pay  your  rent,  you  pay 
the  income  needs  for  your  children, 
you  pay  health  care.  What  you  are 
doing  if  you  deny  the  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  for  all  Americans,  you 
prevent  those  who  would  want  to  have 
incentives  to  come  off  welfare  from 
being  able  to  support  their  families. 

What  are  we  doing  here?  We  are  not 
discussing  the  facts.  The  facts  are,  you 
cannot  survive  on  $4.25.  Take  a  $5  bill 
and  get  back  change  and  see  if  you  can 
survive.  We  need  a  vote  up-or-down  on 
a  clean  minimim:i  wage  for  the  Amer- 
ican people. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  remind  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  California,  we  would 
lose  63  million  jobs  if  we  do  nothing, 
and  in  Texas  60.000  jobs,  if  we  do  noth- 
ing other  than  raise  the  minimum 
wage. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  1  minute  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Baker]. 

Mr.  BAKER  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, this  debate  is  about  politics,  it  is 
not  about  economics.  If  this  were  such 
a  great  deal,  the  socialists  over  there 
would  have  raised  the  minimum  wage 
in  1993  and  1994,  when  they  had  a  huge 
majority  and  a  President  that  would 
have  signed  it.  They  did  not  bring  it 
up,  they  did  not  hold  hearings,  and 
they  did  not  pass  it.  What  a  surprise. 

Eighty-three  pereent  of  the  American 
people  want  to  raise  the  minimiun 
wage.  The  problem  is,  78  percent  of 
them  cannot  tell  you  what  the  mini- 
mum wage  is. 

I  ask  the  gentleman,  did  the  gen- 
tleman coauthor  the  Small  Business 
Administration  exemption?  Yes,  he  did 
sponsor  the  small  business  exemption 
that  the  gentleman  from  Pemssylvania 
[Mr.  Goodling]  is  offering  right  now. 

Let  me  tell  the  Members  how  mini- 
mum wage  affected  me.  As  a  child  I 
was  making  $1  an  hour  at  the  Grand 
Lake  Theater  in  Oakland.  They  raised 
the  minimum  wage  to  $1.25.  They  told 
me  I  was  through,  they  did  not  have  it 
in  their  budget.  I  told  them  I  did  not 
work  for  government,  I  worked  for 
them,  and  I  just  needed  it  for  my  al- 
lowance, to  supplement  my  allowance 
and  as  experience,  because  and  because 
as  a  young  person  at  16  you  cannot  get 
experience.  They  liked  my  attitude  and 
paid  the  minimum  wage.  But  I  almost 
lost  my  job.  I  know  about  minimimi 
wage.  It  stinks,  it  is  a  charlatan  game. 


There  is  no  constitutional  right.  It  is 
an  unfunded  mandate.  Vote  no,  and 
vote  yes  for  the  Goodling  amendment. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  FILNER]. 

Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  in  strong  support  of  the  Riggs 
amendment  which  would  raise  the  min- 
imum wage  and  in  vehement  opposition 
to  the  Goodling  amendment  which 
would  restilt  in  millions  of  Americans 
earning  less  than  the  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  thousands  of 
parents  in  my  district — in  cities  like 
San  Diego,  National  City,  Chula  Vista 
and  Imperial  Beach— that  are  working 
two  or  three  minimum  wage  jobs  to 
raise  their  families  in  dignity.  These 
parents  are  sacrificing  valuable  time 
with  their  children  in  order  to  avoid 
welfare.  These  parents  have  not  had  a 
raise  in  over  5  years. 

We  also  have  thousands  of  students 
working  their  way  through  school,  and 
senior  citizens  working  to  augment 
their  Social  Security.  They,  too,  de- 
serve a  rise. 

We  must  do  the  right  thing  for  these 
families. 

But  today's  bill  is  a  cruel  hoax  on 
these  hard-working  Americans.  On  the 
one  hand  we  tease  them  with  the  pros- 
pects of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
and  on  the  other  we  snatch  it  away. 

That  is  why  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
vote  for  the  Riggs  amendment  and 
against  the  Goodling  exemption,  which 
would  allow  millions  of  Americans  to 
be  paid  less  than  the  minimum  wage. 

Let's  do  the  right— and  moral — thing 
for  American  families. 

D  1000 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  RIGGS]. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  simply 
want  to  make  a  point  to  my  colleagues. 
I  very  much  support  this  legislation, 
the  Employee  Commuting  Flexibility 
Act.  It  is  commonsense  legislation 
clarifjring  the  Department  of  Labor  in- 
terpretations of  the  circumstances 
under  which  an  employer  must  pay  an 
employee  to  drive  to  work  in  company- 
owned  vehicles. 

But  the  minimum  wage  amendment  I 
am  going  to  offer  in  a  few  minutes  does 
not  belong  in  this  legislation.  It  be- 
longs on  meaningful  welfare  reform 
legislation,  like  the  legislation  that 
passed  this  House,  passed  the  Senate 
and  was  twice  vetoed  by  the  President. 

The  folks  over  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle  should  walk  their  talk,  put  their 
votes  where  their  rhetoric  is,  and  sup- 
port real  welfare  reform,  because  those 
two  issues,  a  moderate  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  to  keep  paxie  with  infla- 
tion and  real  reform  of  the  welfare  sys- 
tem, go  hand,  in  hand. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas, 
[Mr.  Gene  Green]. 
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Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
speaker,  I  want  to  applaud  my  col- 
league ttom  California  because  I  agree 
that  a  minimum  wage  should  have  been 
with  the  welfare  reform  bill.  If  we  want 
to  get  people  off  welfare,  we  have  to 
provide  them  with  a  decent  minimum 
wage.  Right  now  in  our  country  if  a 
person  works  40  hours  a  week  for  52 
weeks  a  year,  they  make  S8.800.  They 
are  eligible  for  food  stamps,  welfare, 
whatever  it  is  called.  That  is  why  it 
should  have  been  part  of  it. 

The  bills  that  were  sent  to  the  Presi- 
dent by  this  Republican  Congress  did 
not  have  the  minimum  wage  increase 
in  it.  It  should  have  been  part  of  the 
welfare  reform  bill  but  it  was  not.  That 
is  not  the  fault  on  this  side  of  the  aisle. 
It  is  the  other  side.  That  is  why  it 
should  be  part.  I  agree  with  my  col- 
league from  California.  A  minimum 
wage  increase  should  be  part  of  a  wel- 
fare reform  bill. 

The  minimum  wage  increase  passed 
the  last  time  in  1991  with  135  Repub- 
licans in  the  House  supporting  it.  I 
think  that  is  ironic  because  we  had  a 
Democratic  majority  in  the  House  and 
a  Republican  President  that  passed  the 
minimum  wage  increase.  Now  we  have 
a  Democratic  President  and  a  Repub- 
lican majority  in  the  House  and  the 
Senate  and  yet  we  have  waited  for  2 
months  to  try  and  have  a  vote  on  the 
floor  today. 

What  do  we  have?  We  have  a  vote  on 
a  bill  and  an  amendment,  the  bill  that 
has  portability  which  itself  could  stand 
alone  and  be  debated,  in  fact  we  could 
probably  pass  it  with  some  fairness  in 
the  portability  bill,  but,  no,  we  are 
going  to  attach  a  minimum  wage  in- 
crease to  it  that  is  going  to  take  away 
millions  of  people  from  coverage  under 
the  minimum  wage. 

We  are  giving  it  with  one  hand  and 
we  are  going  to  take  it  away  with  the 
other.  That  is  what  the  people  of  the 
United  States  have  said  in  1992  and 
1994.  They  do  not  want  Washington 
practicing  sleight  of  hand.  They  want 
Washington  to  be  up-front  and  honest 
with  the  American  people. 

By  withdrawing  the  coverage  of  mini- 
mum wage  £rom  these  interstate  small 
businesses,  we  are  actiially  lowering 
the  coverage  to  over  10  million  people. 
That  is  what  is  wrong  with  this  bill  and 
the  amendment,  and  that  is  why  when 
it  goes  to  the  Senate,  hopefully  they 
will  change  that  if  we  do  not  beat  it 
today. 

The  minimum  wage  increase  passed 
in  1991  with  bipartisan  support.  Hope- 
ftally  we  will  have  that  again,  but  it 
needs  to  be  a  real  minimum  wage  in- 
crease and  not  a  fake  one. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  srield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Flor- 
ida [Mr.  WELDON],  a  member  of  the 
committee. 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Florida.  I  thank  the 
chairman  for  yielding  me  the  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Employee  Commuting  Flexibility  Act 


which  is  a  good  piece  of  legislation 
that  we  really  should  be  talking  about 
which  allows  employees  to  use  the 
company  car  to  go  home,  saves  fuel, 
and  is  good  for  the  environment,  but 
instead  we  keep  talking  about  the  min- 
imum wage. 

My  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  suddenly  in  this  election  year 
have  all  this  compassion  for  the  mini- 
mum wage  workers.  What  they  do  not 
seem  to  have  compassion  for  is  all  of 
the  people  that  they  are  going  to 
ujiemploy  by  mandating  from  Washing- 
ton, that  their  salary  goes  up. 

The  gentleman  from  Indiana  said  it 
previously.  Thousands  and  thousands 
of  people  have  lost  their  job  every  sin- 
gle time  the  Congress  raised  the  mini- 
mum wage.  Every  economist  report  ex- 
cept one  reports  that  people  have  lost 
their  job. 

But  I  do  not  think  you  care  about 
them  losing  their  job.  You  care  about 
getting  reelected.  You  care  about  who 
is  in  control  of  this  body.  That  is  why 
you  are  making  a  big  deal  out  of  it. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  15 
seconds  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Con- 
necticut [Ms.  DeLauro]. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  remind  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  that  if  he  votes  for  the  Good- 
ling  amendment,  this  poison  pill 
amendment,  what  will  happen  is  that 
675,928  workers  in  the  State  of  Florida 
will  be  denied  an  increase  in  the  mini- 
mum wage.  He  should  also  know,  com- 
ing from  Florida,  that  10  percent  of 
minimum  wage  workers  are  seniors. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mary- 
land [Mr.  Wynn]. 

Mr.  WYNN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  3rielding  time,  and  I  rise 
in  strong  support  of  the  minimum 
wage.  Not  a  sham  minimum  wage,  a 
real  minimum  wage. 

Some  people  say,  "Well,  is  this  de- 
bate about  politics?" 

No,  it  is  not  about  politics.  This  de- 
bate is  about  the  American  dream. 
This  debate  is  about  standards  of  living 
in  America.  This  debate  is  about 
whether  people  can  live  in  America 
making  $8,000  a  year  after  working  40 
hours  a  week.  It  just  does  not  add  up. 
We  need  to  raise  the  minimum  wage  so 
we  can  raise  the  standard  of  living  so 
people  can  in  fact  enjoy  the  American 
dream. 

The  leadership  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  does  not  believe  in  that  and 
they  do  not  care  about  whether  we 
raise  the  standard  of  living.  They  want 
to  say  people  are  going  to  lose  jobs. 
That  is  not  true.  One  hundred  two 
economists,  including  thi  ee  Nobel  prize 
winners,  all  support  raising  the  mini- 
mum wage.  But  we  do  not  have  to  go  to 
the  intellectuals.  Eighty  percent  of  the 
American  public  supports  raising  the 
minimum  wage.  I  trust  the  conmion 
sense  of  the  American  public.  But  we 
can  even  go  to  the  politicians  because. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  the  fact  is  that  there  are 
bipartisan  majorities  in  both  houses  of 
this  Congress  who  want  to  support  an 
increase  in  the  minimimi  wage.  But  un- 
fortunately there  is  a  Republican  lead- 
ership that  wants  to  thwart  the  will  of 
the  American  people  and  bipartisan 
majorities,  because  they  want  to  un- 
dermine this  bill  with  a  poison  pill. 
The  poison  pill  will  exempt  two-thirds 
of  all  businesses  from  the  requirements 
of  the  minimum  wage.  That  means  10 
million  Americans  will  not  be  able  to 
raise  their  standard  of  living  and  will 
not  be  able  to  enjoy  the  American 
dream.  It  means  that  we  could  see  the 
return  of  sweatshops  where  people 
work  long  hours  for  low  pay.  That  is 
not  the  American  dream.  In  America 
we  pride  ourselves  not  just  on  democ- 
rau;y  but  on  the  ability  to  support  fami- 
lies and  to  enjoy  the  benefits  of  democ- 
racy. The  only  way  that  that  can  hap- 
pen is  when  people  earn  a  livable  wage. 
What  they  are  perpetrating  today  is 
not  a  livable  wage. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Ari- 
zona [Mr.  Shadegg]. 

Mr.  SHADEGG.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is 
not  about  raising  the  minimum  wage. 
It  is  about  putting  young  minority  stu- 
dents out  of  work.  Raising  the  mini- 
mum wage  will  put  1  out  of  every  4  mi- 
nority workers  between  the  ages  of  17 
and  24  who  are  out  of  school  and  work- 
ing today  out  of  work. 

Some  of  the  most  eloquent  testimony 
I  heard  on  this  issue  came  f^om  a  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  businessman,  Abdul 
Uqdah.  This  is  Abdul  Uqdah.  He  started 
a  business  16  years  ago  with  S500  and  3 
employees.  He  now  employs  14  people. 
He  appeared  before  our  committee  and 
begged  us  not  to  raise  the  Federal  man- 
date minimum  wage.  Why?  Because  it 
will  not  work  and  because  it  will  put 
minority  youth  out  of  work. 

He  said,  and  the  fact  is,  raising  the 
minimum  wage  will  put  one  out  of 
every  four  young  minority  workers  in 
America  who  hold  a  job  today  out  of 
work.  This  is  an  unemplojmient  act 
that  hurts  minority  youth,  and  it  is  a 
shame. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not 
know  what  committee  he  appeared  be- 
fore, but  our  committee  did  not  hold 
any  hearings  on  the  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  15  seconds  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Connecticut  [Ms. 
DeLauro]. 

Ms.  DELAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona  should  be  re- 
minded that  200,000  of  his  workers  will 
be  denied  an  increase  in  the  minimum 
wage  if  he  votes  for  the  Goodling 
amendment,  and  that  two-thirds  of 
minimum  wage  workers  are  adults;  40 
percent  are  the  principal  breadwinners 
in  the  fanuly.  Let  us  get  the  facts 
straight  on  this  issue. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  inquire  how  much  time  remains  for 
both  sides. 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Walker).  The  Gentleman  from  Mis- 
souri [Mr.  Clay]  has  2Vt  minutes  re- 
maining, and  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Goodling]  has  3 
minutes  remaining.  The  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  is  entitled  to  close. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  the 
balance  of  my  time  to  the  gentleman 
from  Montana  [Mr.  WiLLLVMS]. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Montana  [Mr.  Whjjams] 
is  recognized  for  2Vi  minutes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  us 
close  this  debate  by  recalling  that 
America  is  at  its  best  when  it  does  its 
best  by  its  workers.  After  half  a  cen- 
tury of  progress,  America's  standard  of 
high  wages  is  now  in  decline.  In  the  30 
years  from  Harry  Truman  through 
Jack  Kennedy  to  Lyndon  Baines  John- 
son, the  average  income  of  the  Amer- 
ican family  more  than  doubled. 

Since  then  it  has  been  in  decline,  in 
decline  despite  the  fact  that  there  are 
now  two  wage  earners  in  millions  of 
American  families.  In  those  30  years, 
the  percentage  of  women  in  the  Amer- 
ican work  force  has  risen  by  180  per- 
cent. Today  women  make  up  half  of 
America's  work  force. 

If  Americans  were  asked  to  name  a 
big  employer  in  America  just  a  few 
years  ago,  they  probably  would  have 
said  Lee  lacocca  but  they  would  not 
have  said  Beverly.  But  Beverly  hired 
more  people  than  did  all  of  auto.  Bev- 
erly runs  nursing  homes  in  America, 
Beverly's  workers  work  for  the  mini- 
mum wage,  and  most  of  them  are 
women. 

We  have  had  an  evolution,  in  the  life- 
time of  everyone  in  this  Chamber,  in 
the  American  work  force.  America 
must  invest  in  its  human  capital  as 
well  as  its  physical  capital.  Corpora- 
tions in  America  must  get  better  at 
long-term  planning  and  less  at  short- 
run  gain.  Manufacturers  in  America 
must  do  better  at  focusing  on  quality 
rather  than  quick  profits. 

Our  workers  must  once  again  be  the 
best  paid  workers  in  the  world.  Why? 
To  create  unemployment?  No;  to  put 
small  business  out  of  work?  No;  to 
raise  the  standard  of  American  living, 
because  our  people  spend  their  money 
on  Main  Street  USA. 

As  a  former  small  businessman  my- 
self who  owned  restaurants  in  Mon- 
tana. I  can  tell  Members  that  my  days 
were  never  better  than  when  my  work- 
ers and  Montana's  workers  were  well 
paid.  I  never  had  more  profitable  years 
than  those  years  when  the  minimum 
wage  was  raised.  Do  it  for  America. 
Take  care  of  America's  workers. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  Mon- 
tana would  only  lose  2,800  jobs  if  we  do 
nothing  but  raise  the  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  1  minute  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Fawell] 
to  talk  a  little  bit  about  what  we  were 
supposed  to  be  talking  about  during 
the  last  90  minutes. 


Mr.  FAWELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  the 
time. 

If  this  were  a  court  of  law,  Mr. 
Speaker,  95  percent  of  what  we  have 
hard  would  be  ruled  irrelevant  and  non- 
germane  to  the  issue  before  this  body. 
Because  whether  one  is  for  the  mini- 
mum wage  or  not,  all  that  this  bill 
does  is  to  clarify  conflicting  DOL  opin- 
ions, and  to  make  sure  that  when  em- 
ployers and  employees  and  unions  want 
to  get  together  and  agree  that  an  em- 
ployee can  use  the  employer's  vehicle, 
usually  it  is  a  pickup  truck  or  some- 
thing like  that  in  the  construction 
trades,  to  go  from  home  to  work  and 
from  work  to  home,  it  will  not  be  in 
violation  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act.  That  is  all  that  we  really  should 
be  talking  about  at  this  time.  We 
should  take  it  one  at  a  time. 

No  one  would  be  forced  to  do  this.  It 
would  be  voluntary  on  the  part  of  the 
employee,  and  the  conmiuting  distance 
would  be  the  normal  commuting  dis- 
tance as  determined  by  the  rules  of  the 
Department  of  Labor. 
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This  is  supported  by  all  workers  basi- 
cally, union,  nonunion.  Republican. 
Democrat,  socialist,  communist,  what- 
ever. It  is  a  sound  piece  of  legislation. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  one  of  the  gentlewomen 
said  we  ought  to  get  the  facts  straight, 
and  I  think  that  would  be  a  pretty  good 
idea.  They  have  been  throwing  around 
figures  like  3  million,  5  million,  10  mil- 
lion, 100  million  if ,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
my  amendment  dealing  with  the  small 
business  exemption,  which  is  the  law  at 
the  present  time,  would  happen  to  be 
adopted. 

That  is  pretty  interesting.  You  know 
where  they  are  getting  those  figures? 
They  are  getting  those  figures  from  the 
Census  Bureau  of  people  who  are  em- 
ployed by  businesses  that  have  an  in- 
come less  than  S500.000. 

Well,  what  they  are  forgetting  to  do, 
first  of  all,  they  have  to  say,  well,  who 
is  already  exempted  in  that  group?  Let 
me  tell  you  who  is  already  exempted  in 
that  group:  The  self-employed,  they  are 
already  exempted  in  that  group.  Then 
you  have  the  white  collar  exemptions, 
doctors,  dentists,  accountants,  and  at- 
torneys. They  are  all  exempted  in  that 
group.  Then  you  have  those  who  are  ex- 
empted f^m  the  1989  amendments. 
They  are  exempted  from  overtime  re- 
quirements. Then  you  have  those  who 
work  for  individual  franchises,  such  as 
McDonald's,  Burger  King,  all  exempted 
at  the  present  time.  I  mean,  all  do  not 
fit  into  an  exemption  at  the  present 
time,  because  they  have  over  $500,000  in 
income.  Can  you  tell  me  how  many  are 
exempted  by  State  law? 

So  when  you  talk  about  millions,  you 
are  not  talking  about  the  true  facts,  I 
will  guarantee  you.  You  are  talking 


about  some  Census  Bureau  Agures  that 
have  nothing  to  do  with  who  is  exempt- 
ed and  who  is  not  exempted  under  cur- 
rent law. 

It  is  very  obvious,  as  I  indicated  be- 
fore, that  there  is  a  hate  passion  from 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  in  relation- 
ship to  business,  and  a  tremendous 
hate  passion  in  relationship  to  small 
businesses.  Well,  it  is  those  small  busi- 
nesses that  are  going  to  create  the  jobs 
in  this  country,  and  I  hope  everyone 
will  remember  that. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  It  is  now 
in  order  to  consider  the  amendment 
printed  in  part  1  of  House  Report  104- 
490. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  RIGG8 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Ricos:  Add  at 
the  end  the  following: 

SEC.  3.  MINIMUM  WAGE  INCREASE. 

(a)  Short  TrrLE.— This  section  may  be 
cited  as  the  "Minimum  Wage  Increase  Act  of 
1996". 

(b)  AMENDMENT.— Paragraph  (1)  of  section 
6(a)  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938 
(29  U.S.C.  206(a))  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(1)  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this 
section,  not  less  than  S4.2S  an  hour  during 
the  period  ending  on  June  30.  1996.  not  less 
than  $4.75  an  hour  during  the  year  beginning 
on  July  1.  1996,  and  not  less  than  $5.15  an 
hoar  after  the  expiration  of  such  year:". 

POINT  OF  ORDER 

Mr.  PORTMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
to  a  point  of  order  against  this  amend- 
ment. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Walker).  The  gentleman  will  state  his 
point  of  order. 

Mr.  PORTMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursu- 
ant to  section  425(a)  of  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Act,  it  is  not  in  order  for 
the  House  to  consider  any  amendment 
that  would  increase  the  direct  costs  of 
Federal  intergovernmental  mandates 
in  excess  of  S50  million  annually.  The 
precise  language  in  the  amendment  be- 
fore us  on  which  this  is  based  is  "Para- 
graph 1  of  section  6(a)  of  the  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows:  Not  less  than  S4.75 
an  hour  during  the  year  beginning  July 
1.  1996,  and  not  less  than  S5.15  an  hour 
after  the  expiration  of  such  year." 

It  is  upon  this  basis  and  the  impact 
this  amendment  would  have  on  State 
and  local  government  as  estimated  by 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  that  I 
raise  this  point  of  order,  and  ask  for  a 
ruling  from  the  Chafr. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  makes  a  point  of 
order  that  the  amendment  violates  sec- 
tion 425(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of  1974. 

In  accordance  with  section  426(bX2) 
of  the  act,  the  gentleman  has  met  his 
threshold  burden  to  identify  the  spe- 
cific language  in  the  amendment  on 
which  he  predicates  the  point  of  order. 
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Under  section  426(b)(4)  of  the  act,  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  and  a  Member  op- 
posed each  will  control  10  minutes  of 
debate  on  the  point  of  order. 

Pursuant  to  section  426(b)(3)  of  the 
act,  after  debate  on  the  point  of  order 
the  Chair  will  put  the  question  of  con- 
sideration, to  wit:  "Will  the  House  now 
consider  the  amendment?" 

The  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
PORTMAN]  is  recognized  for  10  minutes. 
Is  there  a  Member  seeking  recognition 
in  opposition? 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  seek 
time  in  opposition. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  will  be  recog- 
nized for  10  minutes. 

PARUAMENTARY  DJQUmY 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman will  state  his  parliamentary  in- 
quiry. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  you 
correctly  stated,  I  do  seek  control  of 
the  10  minutes  of  time  noted.  I  also 
would  ask  the  Speaker  if  it  would  be  in 
order  for  me  to  yield  5  minutes  of  that 
time  to  the  gentleman  fi-om  California 
[Mr.  RiGGS],  and  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  he  be  allowed  to  partition  his 
5  minutes  as  he  deems  fit? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman may  do  that  by  unanimous  con- 
sent. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Riggs]  be  given  5 
minutes  of  my  10  minutes,  and  that  he 
be  allowed  to  jrleld  that  time  as  he  so 
desires. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Portbian]. 

Mr.  PORTMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  last  year  394  Members 
of  this  House  voted  to  pass  the  Un- 
funded Mandates  Reform  Act  of  1995, 
which,  for  the  first  time,  ensures  that 
before  we  vote  on  measures  that  im- 
pose imfunded  mandates  on  State  and 
local  government,  that  we  have  three 
things:  First,  we  have  an  analysis  of 
what  the  cost  is;  second,  we  have  an  in- 
formed debate  on  whether  the  mandate 
should  be  imposed;  and  third,  and  that 
is  what  we  are  up  to  today,  we  have  a 
recorded  vote  on  whether  to  impose 
such  a  mandate. 

It  does  not  mean  we  never  mandate, 
but  it  means  we  do  so  in  the  full  light 
of  day,  and  that  is  what  this  is  all 
about.  Having  this  point  of  order  is 
about  keeping  the  promise  Congress 
made  a  year  ago  to  know  the  cost  in- 
fommtion,  to  have  a  sejjarate  debate, 
and  to  make  a  decision  in  the  clear 
light  of  day  as  to  whether  we  impose 
this  additional  mandate. 
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I  have  a  letter  here  from  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  which  states  as 
follows:  "This  amendment  would  im- 
pose both  aji  intergovernmentaJ  and  a 
private  sector  mandate,  as  defined  in 
the  Unfunded  Mandates  Reform  Act, 
that  would  exceed  the  $50  million  an- 
nual threshold  for  intergovernmental 
mandates  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
For  1998.  the  first  full  year  in  which 
the  minimum  wage  would  be  $5.15,  the 
direct  cost  of  the  mandate  would  total 
$310  million  for  State  and  local  govern- 
ments, and  $3.7  billion  for  the  private 
sector."  That  is  from  CBO. 

Thanks  to  the  Unfunded  Mandates 
Reform  Law,  we  now  have  the  facts, 
and  we  now  have  the  opportunity  as  a 
Congress  to  decide,  do  we  want  to  im- 
pose these  additional  costs  on  the  pri- 
vate sector  and  also  on  State  and  local 
government? 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  want  to  remind 
my  colleagues  that  if  you  do  not  be- 
lieve we  should  impose  these  costs,  this 
would  be  a  no  vote. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question  that 
those  of  us  on  this  side  of  the  aisle 
have,  which  is  why  some  of  our  Repub- 
lican friends  over  here  will  not  allow 
the  House  to  have  a  clean,  simple,  up- 
or-down  vote  on  the  minimum  wage?  If 
they  are  opposed  to  the  minimum 
wage,  then  fine.  Why  do  they  not  stand 
up  and  vote  no,  rather  than  hide  behind 
procedural  maneuvers  and  these  par- 
liamentary tactics? 

This  is  a  dilatory  motion,  a  dilatory 
motion.  The  House  will  not  even  be  al- 
lowed to  debate,  much  less  vote,  on  the 
Riggs  amendment  to  raise  the  mini- 
mum wage. 

This  motion.  Mr.  Speaker,  dem- 
onstrates In  our  view  an  extraordinary 
double  standard.  The  Committee  on 
Rules  routinely,  and  I  want  to  empha- 
size that,  routinely  waives  unfunded 
mandate  law  for  bills  supported  by  the 
Republican  leadership.  In  fact,  they 
have  taken  three  roUcall  votes  to 
waive  the  unfunded  mandate  laws  in 
the  last  3  months.  Our  friend  on  the 
Republican  side  voted  for  all  of  those 
waivers.  It  was  okay  then  when  they 
wanted  to  move  things  that  they 
thought  were  needed  or  were  impor- 
tant. But  now  they  are  using  that  law 
to  block  a  vote  on  the  minimum  wage, 
a  proposal,  by  the  way,  supiwrted  by  80 
percent  of  the  American  people.  The 
unfunded  mandate  law  was  never  in- 
tended, never  intended,  as  a  tool  for 
the  majority  to  prevent  a  vote  on  an 
issue  just  because  they  do  not  like  it. 

The  question  before  the  House  is  a 
simple  one:  Will  the  House  be  allowed, 
will  we  be  allowed,  to  consider  the 
Riggs  amendment  to  raise  the  mini- 
mum wage  by  90  cents.  50  cents  the 
first  year,  40  cents  the  second  year? 
Stop  these  procedural  games,  these 
delays.  Vote  "yes"  on  this  issue. 


Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  PORTMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to  remind  the 
last  speaker,  this  is  part  of  the  Un- 
funded Mandate  Reform  Act.  It  is  not  a 
dilatory  tactic.  It  is  to  decide  whether 
we  want  to  impose  a  mandate.  I  think 
it  is  great  we  are  having  this  Informed 
debate.  We  are  going  to  hear  from 
other  speakers  now. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Largent]. 

Mr.  LARGENT.  Mr.  Speaker,  you  can 
get  an  argrument  in  this  body  over  just 
about  anything,  but  I  think  most  of  us 
would  agree  that  three  strikes,  you  are 
out  in  America's  favorite  pastime. 

I  want  to  talk  about  the  three  strikes 
of  the  issue  at  hand,  minimum  wage. 
Strike  one,  it  is  bad  policy.  There  real- 
ly is  no  serious  debate  that  when  you 
Increase  the  cost  of  labor,  you  decrease 
the  number  of  jobs.  There  really  is  no 
serious  debate  about  that  anywhere, 
except  here  in  this  Congress. 

Strike  two,  it  is  bad  politics.  The 
people  who  really  take  It  in  the  shorts 
on  this  are  small  businessmen.  The 
people  that  are  creating  80  percent  of 
the  jobs  that  we  have  in  this  country, 
they  are  the  ones  that  are  going  to 
take  it  in  the  shorts  when  we  Increase 
the  minimum  wage.  There  is  no  debate 
about  that  either.  That  is  strike  two. 

Strike  three,  it  is  bad  PR.  Do  you 
want  to  know  why  there  is  such  a  high 
level  of  csmlclsm  about  the  way  Wash- 
ington works  across  this  country?  It  is 
because  Washington  continues  to  say 
one  thing,  and  do  another,  and  that  is 
exactly  what  we  are  about  to  vote  on 
the  Riggs  amendment. 

Vote  "no"  on  the  Riggs  amendment. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  remainder 
of  my  time  be  controlled  by  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Clay]. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman ft-om  Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  first  of  all  ac- 
knowledge that  I  did  support  the  un- 
funded mandates  reform  legislation 
which  passed  this  House  by  an  over- 
whelmingly bipartisan  margin  during 
the  first  100  days  of  this  session  of  Con- 
gress as  part  of  our  Contract  With 
America,  so  I  want  to  make  clear  at 
the  outset,  I  support  the  general  prin- 
ciples of  unfunded  mandates  reform. 

however,  let  me  see  if  I  can  draw  a 
di.  >inctlon  between  what  I  believe  was 
the  purpose  of  that  legislation  and  the 
minimum  wage  amendment  that  I  have 
offered,  which  is  now  pending  before 
the  House. 

We  in  the  Western  United  States,  es- 
pecially in  northwest  California,  are 
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pretty  familiar  with  the  onerous  im- 
pact of  Federal  environmental  regula- 
tions, as  well  as  other  unfunded  man- 
dates. Those  are  mandates  that  are  im- 
posed on  State  and  local  governments. 
In  fact,  the  Unfunded  Mandates  Review 
Panel  has  looked  at  Federal  environ- 
mental regulations,  such  as  the  Clean 
Air  Act.  Endangered  Species  Act,  and 
others,  and  have  ruled.  Issued  a  report, 
saying  that  those  Federal  environ- 
mental regulations  do  in  fact  con- 
stitute an  unfunded  or  underfunded 
mandate  imposed  on  State  and  local 
governments  by  Washington,  by  the 
Federal  CJovenmient. 

But  in  this  Instance,  what  we  axe 
talking  about  doing  is  modestly  In- 
creasing the  minimum  wage  to  keep 
pace  with  inflation  and  restore  some  of 
the  purchasing  power  to  the  minimum 
wage  that  has  been  eroded  over  the 
years  by  inflation.  My  belief  is  that 
over  time,  by  increasing  the  minimum 
wage  and  by  Implemeptlng  meaningful 
welfare  reform,  we  vrtll  be  moving  more 
people  from  welfare  to  work,  helping 
those  people  obtain  again  full  employ- 
ment, and,  in  the  long  term,  become 
taxpaying.  contributing  members  of  so- 
ciety. 

Mr.  Speaker,  over  the  long  term,  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  again, 
if  coupled  with  meaningful  welfare  re- 
form, is  going  to  produce  more  tax- 
payers, and  that  Is  going  to  Increase 
Federal  tax  receipts  over  the  long 
term,  and  that  will  offset  the  effects  of 
a  so-called  unfunded  mandate. 

The  whole  idea  of  an  unfunded  man- 
date provision  in  law  today  is  to  pro- 
tect against  mandates  being  imposed 
on  State  and  local  governments  that 
they  must  then  pay  for  with  their  own 
tax  receipts.  I  do  not  believe  that  in- 
creasing the  minimum  wage,  helping 
people  make  that  transition  from  wel- 
fare to  work,  helping  them  become  tax- 
paying,  contributing  members  of  soci- 
ety, does  in  tact  constitute  an  un- 
funded mandate. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  PORTMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  ARMEY],  the  distinguished  n:iajor- 
ity  leader. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  you  know,  when  we  con- 
vened this  Congress  we  and  the  Nation 
were  so  proud  that  we  finally  gave  un- 
funded mandates  relief  to  America.  We 
now  have  an  opportunity  to  reaffirm 
our  conviction  that  America  should 
not  have  an  unfunded  mandate  of  this 
magnitude  foisted  on  them. 

I  take  exception  to  all  the  arguments 
that  say  there  is  no  downside  to  raising 
the  minimum  wage.  In  addition,  of 
course,  to  the  perverse  emplojrment  ef- 
fects on  the  least  advantaged  workers 
in  America,  there  is  in  fact  a  cost  to  be 
borne  In  the  private  sector. 

Once  again  we  are  contemplating  a 
course  of  action  where  Washington  gets 


to  feel  good  about  its  generosity,  while 
others  bear  the  cost.  Once  again  we  get 
to  feign  compassion  by  bleeding  our 
hearts  with  other  people's  money. 

This  is  not  an  acceptable  course  of 
action,  and  I  encourage  everybody  who 
believes  we  ought  not  to  be  imposing 
unfunded  mandates  on  the  rest  of  the 
Nation  to  vote  "no"  on  Imposing  this 
on  funded  mandate  on  America. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self 1  minute. 

D  1030 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
defeat  the  point  of  order  so  we  may 
proceed  on  the  vote  on  increasing  the 
minimum  wage.  Human  beings  have 
basic  needs;  they  must  eat.  they  must 
have  shelter,  they  must  have  clothes. 
These  needs  are  universal.  They  apply 
equally  to  employees  of  State  and  local 
governments  and  the  private  sector. 

If  workers  are  to  meet  these  needs 
without  public  assistance,  they  must 
be  able  to  earn  a  living  wage  for  their 
labor.  Increasing  the  minimum  wage  is 
not  a  true  imfunded  mandate.  The  fail- 
ure to  ensure  a  living  wage  is  ulti- 
mately far  more  expensive  to  local  gov- 
ernment. State  governments,  private 
businesses,  and  society  as  a  whole  than 
a  modest  increase  in  the  minimum 
wage. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  will  gladly  and  proud- 
ly vote  to  waive  the  point  of  order  be- 
cause it  would  be  an  outrage  for  this 
House  to  block  a  vote  on  the  minimum 
wage. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  PORTMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I 
inquire  of  the  Chair  how  much  time  is 
remaining  on  this  side? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Walker).  The  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  PORTMAN]  has  6  minutes  remain- 
ing, the  gentleman  firom  California 
[Mr.  Riggs]  has  1V4  minutes  remaining, 
and  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Clay]  has  2  minutes  rennaining. 

Mr.  PORTMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Indi- 
ana [Mr.  MCINTOSH]. 

Mr.  MCINTOSH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  point  of  order  and 
want  to  make  two  points,  one  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Shadbgg],  pointed  out:  That 
Abdul  Ugdah  will  not  be  able  to  give 
jobs  to  inner-city  youths,  and  that  this 
unfunded  mandate  of  a  minimum-wage 
Increase  discriminates  against  blacks 
and  minorities.  And  for  that  reason 
alone,  we  should  vote  against  it. 

But  earlier  in  this  year  we  passed  a 
Contract  With  America  that  said  we 
would  not  impose  a  tax  Increase  on 
local  taxpayers,  we  would  not  impose 
an  unfunded  mandate  on  those  local 
governments.  This  vote  is  a  vote  of  in- 
tegrity, and  I  call  upon  my  Republican 
colleagues  and  my  Democratic  col- 
leagues to  support  that  bill,  all  340  of 
us.   to  vote  to  sustain  this  i>oint  of 
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order  and  show  the  voters  we  were  not 
being  dishonest,  we  were  not  being 
politicians  when  we  passed  the  un- 
funded mandate  bill;  that  we  meant  to 
keep  our  word  then,  and  today  we  in- 
tend to  keep  our  word  and  sustain  this 
point  of  order. 

If  this  vote  loses,  then  I  think  most 
Americans  will  know  that  we  did  not 
meaji  to  uphold  the  Contract  With 
America  when  we  passed  it. 

Mr.  PORTMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  1  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas, 
Mr.  Sam  Johnson. 

Mr.  SAM  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong  support  of  the 
point  of  order.  I  remind  my  colleagues 
that  1  year  ago  we  did  vote  overwhelm- 
ingly to  uphold  It.  and  it  is  not  just  the 
fact  we  are  losing  dollars  for  the  States 
and  cities,  it  is  a  vote  to  place  a  mas- 
sive $12.3  billion  unfunded  Government 
mandate  on  private  business  as  well.  It 
is  a  vote  to  destroy  620,000  jobs. 

And  those  jobs  are  jobs  that  part- 
time  workers,  teenagers,  welfare  re- 
cipients, in  spite  of  what  my  colleague 
says,  and  unskilled  workers,  will  never 
have.  Those  are  the  people  we  ought  to 
be  creating  jobs  for.  We  ought  to  be 
eliminating  the  costly  mandates  that 
we  here  in  Washington  shove  down  the 
throats  of  our  taxpayers. 

This  wag^e  increase  is  bad  economics, 
bad  policy,  and  bad  for  the  American 
worker.  I  ask  the  Congress  not  to  do 
what  is  easy  but  do  what  is  right  for 
America:  Vote  "no"  on  this.  Americans 
do  not  want,  do  not  need,  and  do  not 
deserve  unfunded  mandates. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  my- 
self 15  seconds  just  to  mention  that  the 
letter  cited  by  my  good  friend  and  col- 
league, the  gentleman  firom  Ohio  [Mr. 
PORTMAN],  from  June  O'Neill  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office,  opining 
that  the  minimum  wage  constitutes  an 
imfunded  mandate  does  not  take  into 
account  the  possible  passage  of  the 
Goodling  amendment  which  brought 
this  about. 

Mr.  PORTMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Ari- 
zona [Mr.  SHADEGG]. 

Mr.  SHADEGG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  recognize  this  as  an 
unfunded  mandate  and  to  stand  on 
principle.  We  are  telling  governments 
all  across  America,  cities.  States, 
counties,  that  they  must  pay  a  wage 
but  we  are  not  providing  the  money  to 
pay  that  wage. 

We  are  doing  what  we  told  the  Amer- 
ican people  in  the  Contract  With  Amer- 
ica we  would  not  do.  This  is  not  rocket 
science,  it  is  simple  and  straight- 
forward. It  is  a  matter  of  keeping  our 
word. 

An  unfunded  mandate  imposed  ujwn 
the  States  is  unfair  and  it  is  wrong.  It 
not  only  will  cost  the  employees  of  Mr. 
Ugdah  their  jobs,  but  it  breaks  our 
faith,  and  anybody  who  voted  against 
unfunded  mandates  has  to  recognize 
this  is  a  vote  of  hypocrisy.  We  must 


12286 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


vote  to  sustain  this  point  of  order  if  we 
voted  to  ban  unfunded  mandates. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  shield  2 
minutes,  the  balance  of  my  time,  to 
the     gentleman     from     Texas     [Mr. 

DOGGETT].     

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona  speaks  of  hypoc- 
risy. Let  me  point  out  that  he  and  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana,  who  spoke  a  few 
moments  ago,  and  the  distinguished 
majority  leader,  they  have  voted  three 
times  in  this  Congress  to  waive  the 
very  unfimded  mandates  rule  that  they 
now  inject  into  this  debate  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  thwarting  a  minimum-wage 
increase. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the  majority 
leader  has  at  least  been  candid  with 
the  American  people  with  regard  to  his 
position  on  giving  America  a  raise,  for 
he  said  he  would  resist  that  increase  in 
the  minimum  wage  with  every  fiber  in 
his  body.  And  it  was  obvious  when  he 
spoke  here,  and  he  is  a  fairly  Hbrous 
guy,  that  he  has  not  only  done  any- 
thing that  he  could  to  prevent  a  mini- 
mum-wage increase,  he  has  done  every- 
thing that  he  could  do  to  prevent  a 
minimum-wage  increase.  And  this  is 
the  latest  of  those  tactics. 

Our  colleague,  his  right-hand  man, 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Delay],  the  majority  whip,  denied 
there  were  even  families  out  there  that 
were  living  on  the  minimum  wage. 
And,  indeed,  they  are  barely  living  on 
the  minimum  wage.  And  to  top  it  all 
off,  the  Chair  of  the  Republican  Con- 
ference, the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
BOEHNER],  said,  "I  will  commit  suicide 
before  I  vote  on  a  clean  minimum-wage 
bill." 

That  is  what  this  is  all  about.  It  is  do 
anything,  do  everything  possible  in 
order  to  thwart  the  desire  of  the  Amer- 
ican people  for  a  raise. 

There  have  been  three  times  in  this 
session  that  they  have  voted,  every  sin- 
gle person,  including  the  gentlennan 
that  has  raised  this  point  of  order, 
every  single  person  who  has  spoken  in 
favor  of  this  point  of  order,  there  have 
been  three  times  that  they  were  not  so 
concerned  about  the  mandates  bill  that 
they  were  not  willing  to  waive  it. 

But  this  morning  they  have  a  wave  of 
a  different  kind.  They  propose  to  wave 
goodbye  to  the  desire  of  the  working 
people  of  this  country  to  have  a  work- 
ing wage.  We  believe,  in  the  American 
economy,  that  it  does  not  have  to  all 
trickle  down.  It  can  bubble  up.  And  the 
idea  is  to  help  some  of  those  people  at 
the  bottom  of  the  economic  ladder  rise 
upward. 

Mr.  PORTMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  3^eld 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume  to 
say  quickly  to  my  colleague  that  both 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Clay]  and  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  DOGGETT]  have  talked  about  the 
Unfunded  Mandates  Relief  Act,  as  has 
the    gentleman    firom    Michigan    [Mr. 


BONIOR].  All  three  of  them  voted  for 
the  act,  and  I  am  glad  they  did.  I  am 
glad  we  are  having  this  debate  today. 

I  would  say  that  the  one  rule  that  I 
know  of  where  we  waived  a  point  of 
order,  there  were  no  unfunded  man- 
dates in  the  underlying  legislation. 
And  in  that  case,  indeed,  Mr.  Doggett 
or  anyone  else  could  have  raised  a 
point  of  order  on  the  rule. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  CHRYS- 
LER]. 

Mr.  CHRYSLER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
in  support  of  this  point  of  order.  This  is 
an  unfunded  mandate.  One  billion  to 
municipalities  cost  S13  billion  nation- 
wide. 

We  agreed  to  live  under  the  same 
laws  as  what  we  passed.  We  must  live 
under  the  laws  that  we  have  passed  in 
this  Congress.  That  is  why  we  were 
sent  here,  that  is  what  makes  us  dif- 
ferent. Do  not  try  to  deceive  the  Amer- 
ican people  again. 

Support  the  point  of  order.  This  is  an 
unfunded  mandate. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume  to  say 
that,  first,  with  respect  to  the  mini- 
mum wage  amendment  constituting  an 
unfunded  mandate  imposed  on  the  pub- 
lic sector,  I  am  not  aware  of  any  State 
or  local  government  that  has  contacted 
the  Congress  to  express  their  reserva- 
tions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  30  seconds  to  the 
gentleman  from  Peimsylvanla  [Mr. 
English],  my  good  friend  and  colleague 
and  cosponsor  of  the  minimum  wage 
amendment. 

Mr.  ENGLISH  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Speaker,  let  me  say  I  come  to  this  Con- 
gress as  a  strong  supporter  of  the  re- 
striction on  unfunded  mandates,  and  I 
come  to  this  Congress  as  a  former  fi- 
nance officer. 

I  am  strongly  opposed  to  this  point  of 
order  because  I  think  it  stretches  that 
rule  beyond  recognition.  That  rule  was 
never  intended  to  freeze  in  perpetuity 
our  current  minimum  wage. 

If  we  sustain  this  point  of  order,  I 
think  it  will  open  the  door  to  many 
more  unfunded  mandates. 

Mr.  PORTMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
30  seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  BOEHNER]. 

Mr.  BOEHNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  over  the 
last  16  months  there  has  certainly  been 
some  disagreement  about  what  we  have 
done  in  this  new  Congress.  But  I  have 
to  tell  my  colleagues  that  on  our  side 
of  the  aisle,  what  we  have  done  here  on 
the  House  floor  every  day  was  what  we 
thought  was  in  the  best  interest  of  the 
American  people. 

We  have  been  honest  with  the  Amer- 
ican people  and  that  is  why  we  passed 
the  unfunded  mandate  legislation.  If 
we  are  going  to  continue  to  uphold  our 
responsibility  to  the  American  people, 
let  us  be  honest  with  them  today. 

Let  us  vote  no,  not  to  waive  the  point 
of  order  against  this.  Let  us  stand  up 
and  do  the  right  thing  once  again. 
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Mr.  PORTMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Mary- 
land [Mr.  Bartlett]. 

Mr.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Speaker,  as  my  colleagrues  can  see  from 
the  CBO  position,  increasing  the  mini- 
mum wage  by  90  cents  is  a  monstrous 
unfunded  mandate,  more  than  a  billion 
dollars  to  the  public  sector,  which 
clearly  much  exceeds  our  S50  million 
threshold  and  more  than  S12  billion  to 
the  private  sector. 

When  100  percent  of  the  Republicans 
and  85  percent  of  the  Democrats  in  the 
House  agreed  on  the  unfunded  man- 
dates issue,  the  American  people  had 
good  reason  to  believe  that  Washington 
was  changing  the  way  it  does  business. 
Now,  this  Memorial  Day  weekend,  do  I 
have  to  go  home  and  explain  to  local 
officials  why  Congress  ignored  the  un- 
funded mandates  law?  This  Memorial 
Day  weekend,  do  I  have  to  go  home  and 
try  to  reassure  my  constituents  that 
even  though  Congress  broke  its  prom- 
ise, the  American  people  should  still 
believe  that  Washington  is  being  re- 
formed? 

I  urge  the  394  Members  who  sup- 
ported the  Unfunded  Mandates  Act, 
Public  Law  104-4,  to  support  our  point 
of  order.  Increasing  the  minimum  wage 
is  an  unfunded  mandate.  Vote  "no"  on 
the  consideration  of  this  unfunded 
mandate. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  the 
balance  of  my  time  of  the  gentleman 
from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Shays],  another 
original  cosponsor  of  the  minimum 
wage  amendment. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  encour- 
age my  colleagues  to  vote  "yes"  and  to 
allow  the  Riggs  amendment  to  be  con- 
sidered. The  Riggs  amendment  will 
allow  us  to  vote  to  increase  the  mini- 
mum wage.  Anyone  who  supports  in- 
creasing the  minimum  wage,  must  vote 
"yes"  on  this  motion. 

The  bottom  line  is  we  are  encourag- 
ing a  "yes"  vote  to  increase  the  mini- 
mum wage.  We  need  a  "yes"  vote  on 
this  motion. 

The  bottom  line  is  we  are  encourag- 
ing a  "yes"  vote  to  increase  the  mini- 
mum wage.  We  need  a  "yes"  vote  on 
this  motion. 

Mr.  PORTMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
to  say  briefly,  because  there  has  been 
some  confusion  in  some  of  the  discus- 
sion, that  a  "no"  vote  is  the  right  vote 
if  Members  do  not  want  to  Impose  addi- 
tional mandates  on  State  and  local 
government. 

There  are  also  huge  private  sector 
mandates  here  which  were  required  to 
be  analjrzed  by  the  Unfimded  Mandates 
Relief  Act,  but  a  "no"  vote  is  the  cor- 
rect vote  if  Members  do  not  want  to 
impose  these  additional  mandates. 

In  closing,  I  would  just  say  that  this 
is  exactly  the  kind  of  debate  we  hoped 
to  have  with  the  Unfunded  Mandates 
Relief  Act.  We  now  have  it  out  in  the 
open.  This  is  an  unfunded  mandate  on 
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state  and  local  government.  If  Mem- 
bers do  not  want  to  impose  those  man- 
dates, they  now  have  the  opportunity 
to  stand  up  and  be  counted. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is.  Will  the  House  now  con- 
sider the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Riggs]? 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  noes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quonim  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members.  The  vote  was  taken  by 
electronic  device,  and  there  were — yeas 
267,  nays  161,  not  voting  5,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  191] 
YEAS-267 


Abercrombie 

Ackerm&ii 

Andrews 

Baclias 

Baesler 

B&ldacci 

Barcia 

Barrett  (WI) 

Beceira 

BeilensoQ 

Bentsen 

Bereuter 

Beiman 

BevlU 

Bilbmy 

BiUrakls 

Bishop 

BlDte 

Boehlert 

Bonior 

Bonki 

Boactaer 

Browder 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  <FL) 

Brown  (OE) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Bunn 

Buyer 

Caoady 

CaitUn 

Castle 

Chapman 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

Cllncer 

Clybam 

Coleman 

Collins  (XL) 

Collins  (MI) 

Condlt 

Conyen 

Costello 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Cremeans 

Cummings 

Danner 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeFazio 

OeLauro 

Delloms 

Dentsch 

Diax-Balart 

Dicks 

Dinrell 

Dizon 

Docrett 

Dooley 

Doyle 

Duncan 

Dorbin 

Edwards 


English 

Ensign 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Fair 

Fattah 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Filner 

Flake 

Flanagan 

FogUetta 

Foley 

Forbes 

Ford 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (N  J) 

Frisa 

Frost 

Fnrse 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gillmor 

Oilman 

Gonzalez 

(lOnloD 

Greener^) 

Greenwood 

Gonderson 

Gutierrez 

HaU(OH) 

Hamilton 

Hannan 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hetner 

HiUiard 

Hinchey 

Hobson 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Houghton 

Hoyer 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jacobs 
JetTeison 
Johnson  (CD 
Johnson  (SD) 
Johnson.  E.  B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptnr 
Kelly 

Kennedy  (MA) 
Kennedy  (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
King 
Elec^ka 


Klink 

Klog 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

LaToorette 

Lazio 

Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lincoln 

Liplnski 

LoBiondo 

Lofgren 

Loogley 

Lowey 

Lather 

Maloney 

Man  ton 

Markey 

Martinez 

Martini 

Mascara 

Matsui 

McCarthy 

McDade 

McDermott 

McHale 

McHugh 

McKinney 

McNuIty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menesdez 

Metcalf 

MiUender- 

McDonald 
MUler  (CA) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moorfaead 
Mono 
Morella 
Martha 
Nadler 
Neal 

Neumann 
Ney 

Obeistar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne  (N  J) 
Payne  (VA) 
Pelosi 

Peterson  (FL) 
Petereon  (MN) 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 


Poahard 

QuUlen 

Quinn 

Rahall 

Ramstad 

Rangel 

Reed 

Regula 

Richardson 

Riggs 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 
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□  1102 

Mr.  ROGERS  changed  his  vote  from 
"nay"  to  "yea." 

So  the  question  of  consideration  was 
decided  In  the  affirmative. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  HANCOCK.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  rollcall  Na 
191,  I  voted  prior  to  time  and  the  register 
failed  to  record  the  vote.  Had  I  been  present 
I  would  have  voted  "no." 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  t  was  unavoidably 
atjsent  during  the  record  of  rollcall  vote  No. 
191.  Had  I  tieen  present,  I  wcxikJ  have  voted 
"yea." 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  ENGEL  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  unavoldatjty 
absent  from  rollcall  vote  191  due  to  emer- 
gency cjental  work.  Had  I  t)een  present.  I 
wouM  have  voted  in  the  affimiative. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Walker). 
The  amerxlment  t^ng  been  designated,  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Rk3(5S1  arxJ  a 
Memt^er  opposed  each  will  control  45  minutes. 

Is  there  a  Member  who  wishes  to  be  recog- 
nized In  oppositkxi  to  tfie  amencjment? 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  hse  in  op- 
position to  the  amerxJmenL 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Ballenger]  will  cor>- 
trol  *5  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Riggs). 

PAHUAMENTARY  INCXJIRY 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  a  par- 
liamentary irx^iry. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gentleman 
will  state  his  parliamentary  Inquiry. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  seek  the  direc- 
tion of  the  Chair  because  I  would  like  to  yieM 
20  of  my  45  minutes  of  time  to  ttie  otfier  skle. 
to  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Clay], 
and  then  I  woukj  like  to  further  ask  if  I  would 
be  doing  that  urxler  unaninmus  consent  and 
ask  further  unanimous  consent  that  Mr.  Clay 
be  entitled  to  alkxate  that  20  mirHJies  as  he 
sees  fit? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gentleman 
may  make  that  request  tjy  unanimous  corv 
sent 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  so  ask  unani- 
nxxis  consent 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gentleman 
asks  unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Clay]  be  granted  20  mirv 
utes  of  his  45  minutes,  and  further  that  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  may  be  able  to  corv 
trol  that  time  and  yiekj  time  urxler  his  20  nwv 
utes. 

Is  there  6b)eC6or\  to  the  request  of  the  ger>- 
tleman  from  California? 

There  was  no  objectkm. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self 4  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  just  explain  to 
our  colleagues  and  to  the  American 
people  the  very  straightforward  amend- 
ment I  am  offering  today. 

My  amendment  would  increase  the 
Federal  minimum-wage  guarantee 
from  the  present  $4.25  an  hour  today  by 
50  cents  to  $4.75  on  July  1  of  this  year 
and  then  further  increase  the  minimum 
wage  by  40  cents,  from  S4.75  an  hour  to 
$5.15  an  hour  effective  July  1, 1997. 

My  minimum  wage  is  intended,  as  I 
said  in  my  earlier  remarks,  to  increase 
the  minimum  wage  for  inflation,  but  I 
want  to  point  out  to  my  colleagues 
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that  my  amendment  will  not  adjust  the 
minimum  wage  to  a  level  that  would  be 
commensurate  with  inflation.  In  fact, 
if  we  go  back  to  January  1,  1978,  the 
date  that  the  Congress  first  amended  a 
minimum  wage  guarantee  for  Amer- 
ican workers,  and  took  that  initial 
statutory  minimum  wage  of  $2.65  an 
hour  and  adjusted  it  for  inflation  using 
the  Consumer  Price  Index  to  the 
present  day,  the  minimum  wage  today 
should  be  more  on  a  par  of  $6.64  an 
hour. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  yield  3  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
QuiNN],  at  this  point,  but  I  would  like 
to  point  out,  Mr.  Speaker,  before  going 
to  Mr.  QuiNN,  that  he  has  been  the  lead 
proponent  of  the  minimum-wage  in- 
crease and  he  is  the  primary  reason 
why  76  House  Republicans  just  voted  to 
allow  a  debate  on  this  floor  on  the  min- 
imum-wage amendment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  fi-om  New  York  [Mr.  QXJINN]. 

Mr.  QUINN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  thank  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  Biggs]  for  jrielding  me  3 
minutes  this  morning. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  take  this  opportunity 
to  speak  to  all  of  our  colleagues  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  today  as  we 
move  forward  to  discuss  and  to  vote  on 
eventually  the  Riggs-Quinn  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  last  2  months 
there  has  been  a  lot  of  hard  work  done 
on  this  issue  by  a  lot  of  Members  in  the 
Chamber.  For  the  purposes  of  our  side 
of  the  aisle  and  the  Republican  side,  it 
is  an  opportunity  for  me  now  to  thank 
our  leadership  who  have  worked  hard 
and  long  with  us  to  finally  bring  this 
vote,  an  up  or  down  vote,  on  raising  the 
minimum  wage  to  a  vote  on  the  floor  of 
the  House. 

I  have  said  since  I  began  in  the  last 
2  months  this  is  a  very  simple  issue;  in- 
deed the  bUl  that  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Riggs]  and  I  have  put 
together  for  our  colleagues'  consider- 
ation today  is  only  17  lines  long;  that 
as  we  talk  about  raising  the  minimum 
wage  for  people  all  across  this  country 
and  back  in  our  own  congressional  dis- 
tricts, it  is  not  a  complicated  matter 
at  all.  We  have  an  opportunity  right 
now  to  talk  about  the  minimum  wage 
not  being  raised  in  less  than  6  or  7 
years,  and  during  that  time  the  cost  of 
living  in  every  other  aspect,  whether  it 
is  gasoline,  whether  it  is  food,  clothing, 
sneakers,  school  books  for  our  kids,  the 
cost  of  that  over  these  last  6  or  7  years 
has  all  gone  up,  and  the  minimum  wage 
has  stayed  the  same. 

At  the  same  time,  in  FederaJ  agen- 
cies across  the  country,  in  statehouses, 
in  counties,  everybody  is  talking  about 
welfare  reform,  that  we  should  make 
our  best  attempt  to  get  people  off  of 
welfare  and  into  jobs.  I  suggest  to  the 
membership  today.  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
when  someone  makes  the  minimum 
wage  for  40  hours  a  week,  and  someone 


makes  $8,840  and  they  are  below  the 
poverty  level  for  this  country,  that  is 
not  making  an  honest  wage. 

I  suggest  to  our  membership  that  it 
is  time  to  give  Americans  a  raise,  that 
we  have  worked  long  and  hard.  We  will 
be  debating  later  on  this  afternoon  dif- 
ferent amendments,  but  it  is  not  a 
complicated  matter. 

I  urge  all  of  our  colleagues  to  vote 
"yes"  on  the  Riggs-Quinn-English-Mar- 
tini  amendment,  and  I  want  to  thank 
all  of  our  colleagues  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  for  making  us  and  getting  us 
to  this  point  today  where  we  get  a 
vote. 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  sound  public  policy  fre- 
quently takes  a  back  seat  to  election 
year  politics— and  there  is  no  clearer 
example  of  this  than  the  current  de- 
bate on  raising  the  minimum  waige.  We 
have  all  heard  the  rhetoric  from  the 
other  side,  where  day  after  day  my  col- 
leagues have  taken  to  the  floor  to 
argrue  that  we  need  to  help  working 
families  by  increasing  the  minimum 
wage.  They  have  painted  a  picture  that 
the  average  minimum  wage  worker  is  a 
head  of  a  hoxisehold  who  is  trying  to 
support  a  family  earning  the  minimum 
wage,  just  $8,840  a  year.  Well— that  pic- 
ture is  phoney — just  as  phoney  as  the 
arguments  of  those  who  would  vote  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  According 
to  data  fjrom  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau, 
only  11  percent  of  all  workers  earning 
$5.15  an  hour  or  less  are  the  sole  sup- 
porters of  their  families.  More  than  35 
percent  of  minimum  wage  earners  are 
teenagers  or  other  workers  living  with 
their  parents  and  only  2.8  percent  are 
single  parents  supporting  a  family. 

Raising  the  minimum  wage  is  not  an 
effective  way  to  help  the  working  poor. 
President  Clinton  said  so  himself  just 
last  year.  In  fact,  minimum  wage  jobs 
are  often  the  first  rung  on  the  ladder  of 
upward  mobility.  Increasing  the  wage 
to  $5.15  or  higher  just  moves  that  rung 
beyond  reach,  making  it  harder  for 
those  with  few  skills  and  training  or 
limited  education  to  get  a  first  job.  Re- 
search shows  that  63  percent  of  mini- 
mum wage  workers  earn  higher  wages 
within  12  months,  and  some  40  percent 
will  receive  their  first  raise  within  4 
months.  Not  too  long  ago,  an  article 
appeared  in  the  Wall  Street  Journal 
that  clearly  Illustrated  this  point.  It 
was  written  by  a  manager  of  the  Angus 
Bam  in  Raleigh.  NC.  She  was  a  single 
mother  with  two  children,  barely  sur- 
viving on  welfare.  Today,  she  manages 
one  of  the  largest  and  most  popular 
restaurants  in  North  Carolina.  The  key 
to  her  success  was  a  minimum  wage 
job.  This  starting  job  taught  her  the 
skills  she  needed  to  keep  moving  up 
the  career  ladder  and  opened  the  door 
for  her  to  advance  to  better  and  higher 
paying  positions.  By  raising  the  start- 
ing wage — we  will  be  denying  opportu- 


nities like  this  to  thousands  of  work- 
ers. And  consider  that  at  this  same 
time,  we're  trying  to  move  unskilled 
people  off  welfare  and  into  the  work- 
force— we're  eliminating  the  jobs  they 
will  need. 

It's  well  known  by  economists  and 
lawmakers  that  higher  minimum 
wages  lead  to  job  losses.  Dozens  of 
studies  show  that  raising  the  minimum 
wage  costs  entry-level  job  opportuni- 
ties, and  does  not  help  the  poor.  Even 
the  non-partisan  Congressional  Budget 
Office  report  indicates  that  an  increase 
in  the  starting  wage  could  cause  em- 
plojrment  losses  in  the  range  of  100.000 
to  500.000  jobs.  Other  economic  studies 
point  to  even  higher  job  losses.  If  the 
wage  rate  is  hiked  up  to  a  new  level, 
my  home  state  of  North  Carolina  will 
lose  an  estimated  19.100  jobs.  A  90-cent 
increase  in  the  wage  rate  is  meaning- 
less for  the  person  who  no  longer  has  a 
job. 

A  minimum  wage  increase  is  the 
modem  day  "magic  potion"  of  election 
politics.  It  makes  the  political  estab- 
lishment feel  good — "see.  we've  taken 
care  of  the  problem  of  low  wages"  and 
it  pretends  to  help  people  who  need 
help.  But.  in  reality  it  does  more  harm 
than  good,  costing  some  low-wage 
workers  their  jobs  and  raising  the  cost 
of  essential  goods  which  make  up  the 
biggest  part  of  these  families'  budgets. 
But  increasing,  the  minimum  wage,  the 
Congress  is  hurting  job  creation  and 
opting  for  politics  over  sound  policy. 

D  1115 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  15 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas, 
Mr.  Gene  Green. 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  my  good  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina,  may  want 
to  know  that  if  we  pass  a  minimum 
wage  increase  that  345.000  workers  in 
North  Carolina  will  see  an  increase  in 
their  wage.  That  is  a  pretty  good  trade- 
off if  those  jobs  are  really  lost,  but  I  do 
not  think  they  will  be. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  srield  my- 
self 2  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  first  of  all.  I  would  like 
to  thank  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Riggs]  for  yielding  the  time  to 
me. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  to  support  the 
Riggs-Quinn  amendment  increasing  the 
minimimi  wage  by  90  cents. 

Since  the  minimum  wage  was  last  in- 
creased on  April  1,  1991,  inflation  has 
eroded  its  real  value  by  fifty  cents.  By 
the  end  of  this  year,  the  purchasing 
power  of  the  minimum  wage  will  be  at 
its  lowest  point  in  40  years. 

Some  of  my  colleagues  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  claim  that  it  is  not  im- 
portant to  raise  the  minimum  wage  be- 
cause the  only  minimum  wage  workers 
are  high  school  students  earning  extra 
spending  money.  That  is  but  one  of  the 
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many  lies  and  distortions  hustled  by 
opponents  of  the  minimum  wage.  The 
average  minimum  wage  worker  is  re- 
sponsible for  one-half  of  his  or  her  fam- 
ily's income.  Half  of  all  minimum  wage 
workers  are  working  full  time.  Sixty- 
three  percent  of  all  minimum  wage 
workers  are  at  least  20  years  old. 

The  amendment  before  us  will  di- 
rectly impact  the  wages  of  12  million 
workers;  300.000  people,  including 
100,000  children,  will  see  their  family 
income  raised  above  the  poverty  line  as 
a  direct  result  of  this  amendment.  But 
the  benefits  of  this  amendment  extend 
beyond  those  who  will  see  their  wages 
increased  as  a  direct  result  of  its  enact- 
ment. As  study  after  study  has  shown, 
a  modest  increase  in  the  minimum 
wage  will  strengthen  the  economy,  by 
increasing  the  ability  of  workers  to 
also  be  consumers. 

Finally,  this  amendment  should  be 
adopted  ais  a  matter  of  basic  fairness.  It 
is  a  basic  tenet  in  this  country  that  our 
citizens  should  be  self-sufficient.  Mem- 
bers come  to  this  well  time  and  time 
again  railing  against  the  poor  and 
preaching  about  self-sufficiency.  But 
how  in  the  world  can  a  person  be  self- 
sufficient  working  full  time,  earning 
just  $8,500.00  a  year?  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  this  amendment. 

Nevertheless,  let  me  caution  my  col- 
leagues about  the  Goodling  amend- 
ments. I  strongly  oppose  his  amend- 
ment that  restores  a  subminimum 
wage  and  robs  computer  operators  and 
restaurant  workers  of  some  of  their 
hard-earned  wages.  Let  me  make  my- 
self perfectly  clear  about  the  other 
Goodling  amendment.  As  important  as 
it  is  to  increase  the  minimum  wage,  I 
will  oppose  this  legislation  on  final 
passage  if  the  Goodling  small  business 
exemption  is  adopted.  I  will  not  sup- 
port a  minimimi  wage  bill  that  ex- 
cludes millions  of  workers  from  Fed- 
eral minimum  wage  and  overtime  pro- 
tections. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  jrield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinghished  gen- 
tleman flrom  New  York  [Mr.  Oilman], 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  an 
original  cosponsor  of  the  minimum 
wage  increase  of  1996.  I  am  pleased  to 
rise  in  support  of  the  minimum  wage 
amendment  to  the  Employee  Commut- 
ing Flexibility  Act.  This  measure,  in- 
creasing the  minimum  wage  by  90  cents 
over  a  2-year  period,  is  a  proper  step  in 
closing  the  wage  gap  in  our  Nation  and 
enabling  our  working  families  to  make 
ends  meet. 

Many  of  our  employers  in  my  region 
are  already  paying  more  than  the  cur- 
rent minimum  wage.  I  conamend  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Qoinn], 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Riggs],  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania   [Mr.    English],    and   the    gen- 


tleman from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Shays] 
for  their  leadership  in  this  effort,  and 
also  the  leadership  on  our  side  of  the 
aisle  for  bringing  this  measure  to  the 
floor. 

Mr.  Speaker,  when  this  body  last  ad- 
dressed this  issue  in  1989,  the  biparti- 
san proposal  was  supported  by  80  per- 
cent of  all  Republican  legislators.  At 
that  time  the  minimum  wage  was  $3.35 
an  hour  and  increased  to  $4.25  an  hour. 
According  to  the  Department  of  Labor, 
over  4  million  workers  are  paid  the 
DMnimum  wage,  and  40  percent  of  those 
workers  are  their  family's  only  wage 
earner. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  inherently  wrong 
for  Congress  to  freeze  the  minimum 
wage  for  working  families  while  at  the 
same  time  increasing  congressional 
pay.  During  that  same  time  frame,  Mr. 
Speaker,  CEO's  who  have  said  that  this 
modest  proposal  will  eliminate  jobs 
have  allowed  their  incomes  to  increase 
by  leaps  and  bounds. 

It  is  now  time  for  this  body  to  take 
the  same  prudent  action  that  this  body 
took  in  1989.  and  to  assist  those  who 
work  hard  for  an  hourly  wage  which 
has  remained  stagnant  since  1989. 
America's  working  families  need  a 
raise.  Accordingly,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
strongly  urge  my  colleagues  do  support 
this  long-needed  measure. 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  note  for 
the  record  that  New  York  will  face  the 
loss  of  29,900  jobs  if  the  minimum  wage 
is  increased.  Up  to  500,000  jobs  will  be 
eliminated  nationwide. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  flrom  Texas  [Mr.  Delay]. 

Mr.  Delay.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  never 
thought  I  would  see  this  day,  but  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  this  ajnendment  of- 
fered by  my  good  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Riggs].  Increasing 
the  minimum  wage  makes  minimum 
sense. 

As  a  former  small  businessowner,  I 
remember  well  what  intrusive  govern- 
ment mandates  did  to  n:iy  business.  It 
hurt  the  bottom  line,  it  hurt  productiv- 
ity, it  hurt  competitiveness,  and  more 
important,  it  hurt  my  ability  to  create 
jobs.  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  what  my 
Democrat  colleagues  refuse  to  talk 
about.  They  will  not  talk  about  the  op- 
portunities lost.  They  will  not  talk 
about  the  jobs  that  are  not  created. 
They  will  not  talk  about  those  people 
who  cannot  get  off  welfare  because 
they  cannot  get  the  chance  to  get  a  job 
that  was  kiUed  by  another  Washington 
mandate.  But  that  is  the  most  impor- 
tant part  of  this  debate.  The  Democrat 
Party  is  to  job  creation  what  Dr. 
Kevorkian  is  to  health  care,  a  job-kill- 
er cloaked  in  kindness. 

My  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  have  made  this  debate  an  ar- 
gument of  fairness.  They  say  that  it  is 
unfair  for  starting  workers  to  make 


dramatically  less  than  corporate 
CEO's.  I  am  not  going  to  respond  to 
that  kind  of  economic  mumbo-jumbo. 
But  let  me  ask  this:  Is  it  fair  to  kill 
the  opportunities  of  people  who  want 
to  work  but  cannot  because  of  this  un- 
funded mandate? 

My  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Texas,  will  stand  up  and  talk  about  the 
number  of  workers  that  will  not  see 
their  wages  go  up  in  the  State  of 
Texas.  How  about  the  number  of  work- 
ers in  his  own  district  that  will  not 
have  a  job  available  for  them  when 
they  want  to  go  to  work?  Is  it  fair  to 
kill  jobs  in  order  to  cure  political  head- 
aches? Is  it  fair  to  make  job  creation 
too  expensive  for  the  various  small 
businesses?  That  is  the  kind  of  fairness 
that  liberal  Democrats  conveniently 
ignore. 

The  most  aimusing  aspect  of  this  de- 
bate is  its  timing.  When  Democrats  ran 
the  Congress  just  2  years  ago  and  had 
the  White  House,  not  once  did  they 
talk  about  raising  the  minimum  wage. 
They  were  too  busy  raising  taxes  on 
middle-class  families.  But  now  that 
they  have  been  thrown  out  of  power, 
they  have  seized  on  this  issue  as  their 
saving  grace.  This  saving  grace  for  the 
Democrats  is  a  coup  de  grace  for  thou- 
sands of  entry-level  jobs.  It  is  those 
people  who  want  just  a  chance  to  have 
the  opportunity  to  get  a  job,  a  chance 
to  achieve  the  American  dream,  who 
are  most  victimized  by  this  unfunded 
mandate. 

Mr.  Speaker,  increasing  the  mini- 
mum wage  is  the  wrong  way  to  provide 
more  opportunities  for  the  American 
people.  It  is  a  political  throwaway 
which  will  do  away  with  thousands  of 
jobs.  For  that  reason,  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  vote  against  it. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  15 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas. 
Mr.  Gene  Green. 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  my  good  friend  f^m 
Sugarland,  TX  knows  that  in  Texas 
1.100.000  people  will  get  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 

He  knows  why  the  President  did  not 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  We  were 
tnring  to  provide  health  care,  and  we 
could  not  do  both  on  small  businesses. 
Since  health  care  reform  did  not  pass, 
now  we  have  to  try  a  minimum  wage 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  firom  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Dixon]. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong  support 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage.  The 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  DeLay]  in- 
dicated that  it  hurts  the  bottom  line. 
The  bottom  line  are  the  families  in  this 
country  that  are  only  making  $8,500  to 
$8,900  a  year,  who  deserve  to  be  beard 
and  deserve  recognition  for  their  work 
efforts. 

Mr.  Speaker,  two  out  of  every  three 
people  who  are  receiving  the  minimum 
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wage  axe  adult  workers.  Four  in  10  are 
raising  entire  families.  They  are  bread- 
winners for  their  whole  family  on  this 
amount  of  money.  Over  a  2-year  period, 
this  will  cause  their  wages  to  go  up 
SI  ,800.  Eighteen  hundred  dollars  for 
someone  making  less  than  S9,000  is  sub- 
stantial. It  pays  for  7  months'  utilities, 
it  can  afford  a  college  tuition  for  a  2- 
year  college,  it  can  bring  a  family  clos- 
er together  with  the  American  public, 
who  are  making  much  more  than  any 
minimum  wage  efforts. 

Mr.  Speaker,  most  important,  since 
1989  we  have  not  addressed  this  issue. 
How  many  working  Americans  can  say 
that  they  have  had  no  raise  since  1989? 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong  support  of  the 
Riggs  amendrnent  to  increase  the  Nation's 
minimum  wage. 

Nearty  two-thirds  of  minimum  wage  workers 
are  adults,  and  4  in  10  are  the  sole  bread- 
winners of  their  families.  I  realize  it  may  be  dif- 
fKult  for  many  Members  of  this  body  to  fully 
comprehend  tfie  practical  impacts  of  life  on  a 
mere  $8,500  a  year.  ThaTs  not  a  k)t  of  money 
for  one  person,  much  less  a  family  struggling 
to  provide  basic  necessities. 

To  ttiat  family,  a  90-cent  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  over  the  next  2  years  for  the 
family  breadwinner  would  generate  an  addi- 
tional $1,800  in  potential  annual  income  and 
$1,800  could  txiy:  7  monttis  of  groceries;  1 
year  of  health  care  costs;  9  months'  worth  of 
utility  bills;  more  than  a  full-year's  tuitkxi  at  a 
2-year  college;  arxj  basic  housing  costs  for  al- 
most 4  months. 

But  the  purchasing  power  available  to  a 
minimum  wage  worker  will  soon  fall  to  its  knv- 
est  level  in  more  than  40  years.  This  means 
less  food  on  the  table  for  hungry  chikjren;  less 
mednne  for  the  cold  and  flu  season;  no  derv 
tat  checkups;  and  a  higher  portnn  of  income 
going  to  pay  for  the  rent  and  utility  tMs. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  can  debate  the  statistks 
on  the  impacts  of  increasing  minimum  wage 
until  we're  blue  in  the  face.  The  tx)ttom  line  is 
that  we're  not  just  talking  about  numbers.  We 
are  talking  about  families — responsible,  work- 
ing famdies,  wtx>  are  just  getting  by.  If  this 
body  is  really  serkxjs  about  reducing  spending 
on  welfare  and  reforming  the  system  to  move 
people  into  the  workplace,  we  must  embrace 
a  livat)le  minimum  wage.  American  workers 
and  families  deserve  no  less. 

I  strongly  urge  my  coNeagues  to  support  the 
Riggs  amerxlment  arxi  oppose  the  Goodling 
amendments  to  eliminate  minimum  wage  pro- 
tectiors  for  millions  of  American  workers. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2% 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  fi-om  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  English],  another  origi- 
nal cosponsor  of  the  minimum  wage 
amendment. 

Mr.  ENGLISH  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong  support 
of  the  Riggs-Quinn-English-Martini 
amendment  to  raise  the  minimum 
wage.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to 
bring  this  debate  out  of  the  realm  of 
the  abstract  and  frame  it  in  human 
terms.  In  my  congressional  district  in 
western  Pennsylvania,  I  have  seen  far 


too  many  families  supported  by  one  or 
more  memliers  working  at  minimum 
wage  jobs.  These  hardworking  folks 
could  easily  surrender  and  join  the  wel- 
fare system,  but  they  do  not.  Instead  of 
taking  tax  money,  they  pay  it. 

We  have  single  mothers  who  support 
their  kids  on  a  minimum  wage  job. 
Some  of  my  district's  seniors  add  a  lit- 
tle extra  by  taking  minimum  wage 
jobs.  These  are  not  just  jobs  for  teen- 
agers and  college  kids.  Four  million 
Americans  work  for  the  minimum 
wage,  and  40  percent  of  them  are  their 
family's  only  wage  earner.  That  is  a  lot 
of  hardworking  people  who  need  a 
raise. 

The  problem  facing  all  of  these  peo- 
ple is  that  the  minimum  wage  now 
buys  less,  far  less  than  it  has  at  any 
time  in  the  past  40  years.  That  means 
less  gas,  less  groceries,  and  less  rent.  It 
is  only  fair  that  at  this  time  we  con- 
sider a  raise.  Remember,  if  the  mini- 
mum wage  is  at  a  40-year  low  in  buying 
power,  it  is  at  a  historic  low  as  a  busi- 
ness expense.  The  reasonable  wage  in- 
crease we  offer  here  today  is  designed 
to  have  a  minimal  impact  on  busi- 
nesses and  jobs,  and  a  maximum  im- 
pact on  the  working  poor. 

To  our  critics,  I  ask  them  why  they 
think  a  reasonable  minimum  wage 
hike  will  cost  jobs.  We  have  seen  no  ill 
effects  in  those  15  States  that  have  al- 
ready raised  their  minimum  wage 
rates.  Pennsylvania's  neighbor.  New 
Jersey,  appears  to  have  suffered  no  ill 
effects  in  the  fast  food  industry  when  it 
raised  the  minimum  wage.  To  those 
who  still  believe  we  should  not  raise 
the  minimum  wage,  I  say  it  is  our  fun- 
damental responsibility.  Remember 
several  things. 
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The  minimum  wage  provides  vital 
minimum  protection  for  workers,  espe- 
cially those  who  lack  union  member- 
ship or  who  have  little  negotiating 
strength.  Congress  serves  as  the  ulti- 
mate bargaining  representative  for 
those  workers. 

Let  us  also  look,  not  only  does  in- 
creasing the  minimum  wage  benefit 
the  employed,  it  also  makes  work  more 
attractive  to  the  unemployed,  encour- 
aging the  transition  from  welfare  to 
work.  This  is  one  of  three  keys  to  wel- 
fare reform.  Let  us  raise  the  minimum 
wage,  and  in  doing  so  we  will  guarantee 
that  many  on  the  margins  of  our  econ- 
omy will  have  an  opportunity  through 
hard  work  to  share  in  our  great  boun- 
ty. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Upton).  The  Chair  would  note  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  RiGGS]  has 
17  minutes  remaining,  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Ballenger] 
has  38V4  minutes  remaining,  and  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Clay] 
has  16V^  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  note  for  the  record  that 


Pennsylvania  will  face  a  loss  of  27,400 
jobs  if  the  minimum  wage  is  increased. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  srield  2  nunutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Petri]. 

Mr.  PETRI.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  biggest 
single  problem  facing  lower  income 
Americans,  especially  those  with  chil- 
dren, is  that  they  face  a  crippling  array 
of  marginal  tax  rates  that  almost  com- 
pletely destroys  their  incentives  to  try 
to  earn  more  income.  They  are  vir- 
tually trapped  at  low  Incomes. 

That  same  array  of  taxes  on  addi- 
tional Income  will  take  away  most  or 
all  of  a  minimum  wage  increase  from 
the  very  people  everyone  talks  about 
helping — that  is.  minimum  wage  earn- 
ers supporting  children. 

Childless  people  are  above  the  pov- 
erty line  if  they  work  full  time  at  the 
current  minimum  wage.  They  are  not 
usually  the  folks  we  shed  tears  over 
when  we  talk  about  increasing  the 
minimum.  It  is  family  heads  we  are 
concerned  about.  But  in  virtually  all 
cases,  parents  earning  the  minimum 
wage  will  also  receive  food  stamps,  the 
earned  income  tax  credit,  child  care 
subsidies,  Medicaid,  and  possibly  hous- 
ing subsidies,  as  well  as  other  benefits 
like  school  lunch.  Head  Start,  WIC,  and 
energy  assistance. 

As  earnings  go  up,  many  of  these 
benefits  go  down,  effectively  canceling 
out  most  or  all  of  the  earnings  gain. 
That  is  the  marginal  tax  problem,  and 
it  hamstrings  people  all  the  way  up  the 
scale  to  incomes  in  the  high  twenty 
thousands. 

In  a  forthcoming  paper.  Gene  Steurle 
and  Linda  Giannarelli  of  the  Urban  In- 
stitute show  the  combined  tax  effects 
on  a  single  mother  of  two  children  in 
Pennsylvania,  an  average  State,  as  her 
earned  income  moves  through  various 
stages  from  zero  all  the  way  up  to  300 
percent  of  the  minimum  wage.  Between 
full  time  minimtmi  wage  earnings  and 
150  percent  of  the  minimum  wage,  she 
faces  a  combined  tax  rate  of  101  per- 
cent. That  is,  a  50-percent  earnings 
gain  produces  a  S58  a  year  drop  in  dis- 
posable income.  If  she  boosts  her  earn- 
ings f^om  150  percent  of  the  minimum 
to  twice  the  minimimi,  she  faces  a 
combined  95  percent  tax  rate  on  those 
additional  earnings.  She  is  only  $175 
per  year  better  off  at  twice  the  mini- 
mum as  she  is  at  the  minimum  wage. 
Even  without  a  housing  subsidy,  she 
faces  marginal  tax  rates  of  about  73 
percent. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  raising  the  mini- 
mum wage  is  a  cruel  hoax  on  low- 
skilled  parents.  First,  it  puts  their  jobs 
in  danger.  If  they  keep  their  jobs,  they 
wind  up  with  little  or  no  more  income, 
but  they  will  face  higher  prices  for 
many  of  the  things  they  have  to  buy. 
Instead  of  trsring  to  score  political 
points  through  Government  price-fix- 
ing in  the  labor  market,  we  should  be 
working  to  provide  economic  oppor- 
tunity to  all  low  income  Americans  by 
slashing    the    extortionate    tax    rates 
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that  are  destroying  their  ability  to  im- 
prove their  lot. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  15 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas, 
Mr.  Gene  Green. 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  my  good  friend  and  colleague 
from  Wisconsin,  who  serves  on  the 
Committee  on  Economic  and  Edu- 
cational Opportunities,  would  actually 
see  an  increase  of  210,000  workers  who 
would  see  a  pay  increase  if  we  pass  the 
Riggs  amendment. 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  note  for  the  record,  Penn- 
sylvania will  lose  27.400  jobs. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  sneld  4  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Hutch- 
inson], a  member  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  HUTCHINSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
appreciate  the  gentleman  yielding  me 
time.  I  have  been  perplexed.  I  have 
asked  and  I  have  asked  and  I  have 
asked  Members  of  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  why  this  was  not  done  2  years 
ago.  If  they  feel  so  passionate  about  it. 
if  this  is  the  great  means  by  which  we 
are  going  to  help  poor  working  people, 
why,  when  they  held  the  House,  when 
they  held  the  Senate,  when  they  held 
the  White  House,  they  did  not  bring 
this  to  the  floor. 

Well,  I  think  I  know  why,  because 
the  President  at  that  time  said  that 
raising  the  minimum  wage  is  the 
wrong  way  to  help  poor  working  peo- 
ple. That  is  why  they  did  not  do  it. 
They  knew  that  this  is  not  really  going 
to  help  the  working  poor  of  this  coun- 
try. The  Democratic  Leadership  Coun- 
cil said  the  same  thing,  and  still  says 
the  same  thing,  that  raising  the  mini- 
mum wage  is  the  wrong  way  to  do  this. 

Joseph  Stiglitz,  the  President's  own 
former  chairman  of  the  Council  of  Eco- 
nomic Advisers,  when  he  was  an  eco- 
nomics professor,  this  is  the  man  who 
worked  for  the  President,  he  said  "only 
about  10  percent  of  the  people  in  pov- 
erty work  at  jobs  that  pay  at  or  near 
the  minimum  wage,"  and  then  he  said, 
as  he  concluded,  "the  minimum  wage  is 
not  a  good  way  of  trying  to  deal  with 
problems  of  poverty." 

That  is  why  it  was  not  done.  That  is 
why  it  should  not  be  done  now.  The 
reason  this  is  being  done  is  t>ecause 
there  is  an  election  in  November.  It  is 
the  wrong  way  to  help  the  working 
poor. 

I  think  Gall  Robbins,  and  here  is  a 
picture  of  Gail,  is  a  good  example  of 
why  we  should  not  raise  the  minimum 
wage.  Gall  began  waitressing  at  a 
truck  stop  when  she  was  15  years  old  to 
escape  her  abusive  parents.  She  moved 
on  to  work  at  a  Howard  Johnson's  in 
New  Jersey  for  47  cents  an  hour.  She  is 
now  55  years  old.  She  is  working  on  her 
college  degree. 

She  and  her  husband  own  a  Pizza  Inn 
franchise  where  she  hires  disadvan- 
taged individuals  at  minimum  wage. 
Many  of  these  people  are  mothers  liv- 
ing on  food  stamps.  Gail  is  adamantly 


opposed  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum 
wage  because  she  will  no  longer  be  able 
to  offer  minimum  wage  jobs  to  the  peo- 
ple who  need  them  most. 

It  is  a  very  poor  way  of  really  helping 
the  working  poor,  if  that  is  what  our 
goal  is,  and  I  trust  it  is.  Where  does  it 
go?  According  to  the  U.S.  Census  Bu- 
reau data,  more  than  35  percent  of  em- 
ployees whose  wages  would  be  in- 
creased by  this  proposal  to  raise  the 
minimum  wage  by  90  cents  live  with 
their  parents.  Surprisingly,  maybe  not 
surprisingly,  more  than  80  percent  ei- 
ther live  with  their  parents,  live  alone, 
or  have  a  working  spouse.  Now  listen 
to  this.  Only  2.8  percent  of  those  who 
will  get  an  increase  under  this  mini- 
mum wage  proposal  are  single  parents 
with  children,  only  2.8  percent. 

So  I  suggest  to  my  colleagues  there 
is  a  l)etter  way.  We  can  reform,  we  can 
refocus  and  we  can  retarget  the  earned 
income  tax  credit.  We  can  in  fact  raise 
the  take  home  jiay  of  those  who  most 
need  it.  the  working  poor,  those  on 
minimum  wage  with  children,  and  we 
can  do  it  in  a  way  that  does  not  have 
the  negative  impact  of  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 

"Tliat  90-cent  increase  on  the  mini- 
mum wage,  where  does  it  go?  Well,  that 
person  will  find  that  21  cents  they  will 
lose  in  a  reduction  in  their  food  stamp 
eligibility.  They  will  pay  8  cents  more 
out  of  that  90  cents  in  FICA  taxes. 
They  will  lose  as  much  as  14  cents  an 
hour  from  their  earned  income  tax 
credit.  If  they  happen  to  live  in  public 
housing,  they  will  pay  27  cents  an  hour 
more  in  their  rent  at  their  public  hous- 
ing. That  leaves  them,  under  this  sce- 
nario, about  20  cents  out  of  the  90  cents 
that  we  are  Increasing  the  minimum 
wage. 

I  suggest  to  my  colleagues  that  com- 
mon sense  and  logic  would  tell  us  that 
is  the  wrong  way,  if  we  really  care 
about  the  working  poor.  There  are 
compassionate  alternatives.  Repub- 
licans have  come  up  with  compas- 
sionate alternatives  to  show  that  we 
can  help  the  working  poor  without 
costing  a  half  million  jobs  among  those 
who  need  them  most. 

How  can  we  say  we  care  about  those 
who  are  working  minimum  wage  and 
then  say  we  are  going  to,  in  a  political 
season,  to  gain  a  few  political  points, 
rob  hundreds  of  thousands  of  those  who 
need  those  jobs  most  of  their  employ- 
ment? Tell  that  single  mom  with  two 
children.  "You  lost  your  job  because 
we  wanted  to  score  political  points." 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  15 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas, 
Mr.  Gene  Green. 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  let  me  point  out  to  my  col- 
league from  Arkansas  that  over  50  per- 
cent of  the  people  over  25  will  receive  a 
minimum  wage  increase.  In  fact,  in  the 
State  of  Arkansas  158.000  workers  wUl 
see  a  minimum  wage  increase  if  this 
bill  is  passed  and  the  Riggs  amendment 
is  passed. 


Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  my  good  friend  and  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts [Mr.  Blute].  another  original  co- 
sponsor  of  the  minimum  wage  amend- 
ment.          

Mr.  BLUTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  in  strong  support  of  the  Quinn- 
Riggs-Martini-English  amendment 

raising  the  minimum  wage  for  Ameri- 
ca's low-income  workers,  and  also  in 
strong  support  of  the  Small  Business 
Job  Protection  Act. 

We  have  an  opportunity  today  to  do 
something  that  we  have  never  done  l)e- 
fore  in  the  Federal  Government,  simul- 
taneously raise  the  minimum  wage 
while  helping  small  businesses  to  cre- 
ate jobs,  a  win- win  situation  for  the 
American  worker. 

A  minimum  wage  increase  such  as 
the  one  we  proposed  today  can  and 
should  help  our  low-wage  working  fam- 
ilies, axid  the  tax  and  regulatory  relief 
proposed  by  Chairman  ARCHER  in  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  can  and 
should  create  jobs  in  our  country.  As 
we  seek,  as  a  matter  of  national  policy, 
to  replace  welfare  with  work,  we  can 
make  real  work  pay  in  the  real  world, 
allowing  low-wage  workers  a  measure 
of  dignity  and  self-sufficiency. 

While  it  is  very  true  that  a  worker 
needs  a  job  opportunity  first  and  fore- 
most, and  it  is  important  that  our  eco- 
nomic policies  reflect  that,  it  is  also 
fundamentally  true  that  a  job  oppor- 
tunity must  provide  sufficient  support, 
lest  we  create  cross  pressures  and  dis- 
incentives to  work  that  ultimately  will 
discourage  the  very  work  we  seek  and 
foster  the  welfare  culture  that  has  been 
an  unmitigated  disaster  for  America 
and  for  too  many  of  our  fellow  citizens. 
We  know  our  welfare  system  does  not 
work.  We  know  it  creates  victimiza- 
tion, dependency,  and  ultimately  de- 
spair. The  President  should  sign  our 
welfare  reform  plan  that  replaces  wel- 
fare with  work,  but  we  should  also 
today  enhance  those  efforts  by  making 
real  work  pay. 

Let  us  today  strike  a  blow  for  hope. 
We  can  help  small  businesses  create  job 
opportunities,  lower  their  tax  burden 
and  allow  them  to  divert  more  of  their 
resources  to  job  creation  rather  than 
to  big  government.  But  we  can  also 
help  America's  struggling  workers  to 
view  an  honest  day's  work  as  some- 
thing far  more  l}eneficial  to  them  and 
their  families  than  the  dead  end  of  de- 
pendency and  welfare.  Support  the 
Qulnn-Rlggs-Martlnl-English  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  note  that  the  State  of 
Massachusetts  will  face  a  loss  of  4,000 
jobs  if  the  minimum  wage  is  increased. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  shield  1  minute  to  the 
gentleman  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Graham],  a  member  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  the 
time. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  we  are  detecting 
a  pattern  here.  Somebody  is  going  to 
get  up  and  say  that  X  amount  of  people 
lose  jobs  in  a  congressional  district  or 
State,  and  somebody  on  the  other  side 
is  going  to  get  up  and  say  X  amount  of 
people  get  more  money.  I  would  like  to 
say  this.  Why  can  the  greatest  Nation 
in  the  world  with  very  smart  people 
not  increase  take-home  pay  without 
costing  anybody  their  job? 

I  have  yet  to  have  anybody  come 
down  here  and  deny  the  fact  that  we 
are  going  to  have  between  100,000  and 
500,000  people  lose  their  job  if  we  raise 
the  minimum  wage.  Using  their  own 
numbers,  37  percent  of  the  people  earn- 
ing minimum  wage  are  under  20.  One 
gentleman  said,  well,  19,000  people  may 
lose  their  job,  but  three  hundred  and 
some  thousand  will  get  a  pay  increase. 
That  is  not  a  good  trade-off.  Go  tell  it 
to  the  19,000.  If  you  are  at  a  football 
stadium  this  year,  remember  this.  If  it 
is  a  100,000-seat  stadium,  everybody  sit- 
ting in  the  stadium  is  going  to  be  some 
kid  without  a  job. 

We  are  the  greatest  nation  in  the 
world.  We  should  be  able  to  do  better. 
Because  President  Clinton  has  the  abil- 
ity to  flip-flop  with  style  and  grace  on 
an  issue  that  is  going  to  cost  people 
jobs,  that  is  no  reason  for  my  party  to 
follow  along. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  15 
second  to  the  gentleman  firom  Texas, 
Mr.  Gene  Green. 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  my  colleague  from  South 
Carolina,  South  Carolina  would  see  an 
increase  of  196,000  workers  who  would 
see  a  pay  increase.  That  is  a  pretty 
good  size  football  stadium. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Ha- 
waii [Mrs.  Mink]. 

Mrs.  MINK  of  Hawaii.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  me 
the  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it  is  important 
to  recognize  that  of  the  3,660,000  work- 
ers in  the  United  States  who  work  for 
the  minimum  wage,  that  63  percent  of 
that  number  are  women,  and  82  percent 
of  that  number  are  white.  We  are  talk- 
ing about  a  very  large  number  of 
women  in  this  country  that  are  going 
to  be  affected  if  we  do  not  do  the  re- 
sponsible thing  today,  and  that  is  to 
raise  the  minimum  wage. 

We  have  made  work  an  enshrined 
ethic.  As  we  talk  about  the  debates  on 
welfare  reform,  we  have  constantly 
said  the  most  important  thing  we  can 
do  to  reform  welfare  is  to  force  people 
to  go  to  work.  The  Members  who  op- 
pose raising  the  minimum  wage  today 
are  the  very  first  individuals  who  stand 
up  here  and  say  these  individuals  on 
welfare  ought  to  be  made  to  go  to 
work.  Surely  if  Congress  is  going  to 
force  work,  it  should  be  at  wages  that 
can  reasonably  support  the  family. 
That  is  what  welfare  reform  is  all 
about. 


D  1145 

The  reformers  talk  about  self-suffi- 
ciency, personal  responsibility,  and  the 
ability  to  support  your  own  family.  If 
we  do  not  raise  the  minimum  wage, 
these  workers  earn  only  S8.840  a  year. 
You  cannot  support  a  family  on  that 
amount  of  money. 

We  have  to  get  real.  We  have  to  un- 
derstand that  the  wages  of  these  indi- 
viduals must  be  raised  in  order  to  earn 
enough  to  survive.  Even  at  the  $5.15  an 
hour  wage,  that  is  only  $10,712  a  year. 
It  is  important  also  to  know  that  we 
have  Earned  Income  Tax  Credit.  Again, 
this  is  because  we  want  to  honor  people 
who  work  by  giving  them  a  refund  of 
the  taxes  that  they  pay.  If  we  raise  the 
minlmimi  wage,  that  public  budget 
cost  will  be  reduced,  obviously.  So  it  is 
a  savings  on  the  budget,  as  well  as  the 
right  thing  to  do  for  our  families. 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
jrield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  DREIER]. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
congratulate  my  colleagues,  on  both 
sides  of  this  issue.  I  am  convinced  that 
everyone  in  this  House  sincerely  wants 
to  see  an  improvement  for  those  who 
are  at  the  lower  end  of  the  economic 
spectrum. 

The  other  night  I  was  snuggling  up 
on  United  Airlines  with  my  U.S.  News 
and  World  Report  and  happened  to  read 
the  letters  to  the  editor,  and  saw  this 
very  thoughtful  piece  from  Ed  Grady 
from  St.  Paul  Park,  MN,  where  he  says: 

The  legislated  minimum  wa^e  is  a  classic 
example  of  a  good  intention  and  a  bad  idea, 
the  idea  being  that  government,  by  simple 
decree,  can  increase  the  earning  power  of  all 
marginal  workers.  This  line  of  thinking  runs 
counter  to  the  basic  principles  of  a  free  soci- 
ety. Government  edicts  do  not  make  wages 
rise;  they  rearrange  and  redistribute  existing 
wealth.  Wages  rise  in  response  to  the  cre- 
ation of  new  wealth  through  greater  produc- 
tivity. Government  cannot  create  or  produce 
anything. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  should  in  fact  reject 
this.  We  should  improve  the  standards 
of  those  at  the  lower  end  of  the  eco- 
nomic spectrum  by  decreasing  the  tax 
and  regrulatory  burden  imposed  on  the 
private  sector.  Let  us  proceed  as  quick- 
ly as  possible  with  a  responsible  meas- 
ure. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  15 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Gene  Green]. 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  my  colleague  from  Califor- 
nia, 1.3  million  workers  will  see  a  pay 
increase  if  the  minimum  wage  is 
passed.  The  gentleman's  quote  from 
U.S.  News  and  World  Report  is  straight 
out  of  Adam  Smith,  but  it  is  more  like 
the  Addams  Family. 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Campbell]. 

(Mr.  CAMPBELL  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
have  a  tradeoff  between  losing  jobs  and 
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increasing  the  earnings  of  those  who 
still  have  their  jobs.  I  think  that  is  an 
honest  way  of  putting  this  debate.  I  do 
not  think  there  is  any  economic  dis- 
agrreement  that  if  you  increase  the 
minimum  wage,  you  do  actually  lose 
jobs,  and  I  do  not  think  there  is  any 
disagreement  that  for  those  who  keep 
their  jobs,  they  will  have  higher  in- 
come. So  it  is  a  tradeoff  between  the 
two. 

I  have  been  taking  notes  on  today's 
debate,  and  I  suspect  that  my  colleague 
from  Texas  will  say  that  there  are  1.3 
million  Califomlans  who  would  benefit 
from  an  increase  In  the  minimum 
wage,  and  I  suspect  my  colleague  ficom 
North  Carolina  would  point  out  there 
are  63,000  jobs  that  would  be  lost  in 
California  if  there  is  an  increase  in  the 
minimvun  wage.  So  assuming  both 
numbers  are  right,  I  just  ask  you,  does 
this  tradeoff  make  good  sense?  Does  it 
make  good  sense? 

If  you  want  to  Increase  the  earnings 
of  those  people  at  the  bottom  of  the  in- 
come level,  the  way  to  do  it  is  by  an  in- 
crease in  the  earned  Income  tax  credit, 
which  means  all  of  us  pay  for  it.  But  if 
you  increase  the  earnings  of  the  people 
at  the  bottom  of  the  income  level  by 
increasing  the  minimum  wage,  you 
make  those  people  who  offer  jobs  to 
those  most  in  need  of  them  pay  the 
freight.  You  increase  the  tax  on  those 
whose  only  sin  is  that  they  have  actu- 
ally done  something  to  give  somebody 
a  job. 

People  lose  jobs  with  the  increase  in 
the  minimum  wage,  but  it  is  not  across 
the  board.  The  increase  in  the  mini- 
mum wage  has  a  peculiarly  deleterious 
effect  on  those  starting  out,  particu- 
larly on  the  young,  particularly  on  mi- 
norities. We  have  heard  fi"om  Professor 
Joe  Stiglitz,  my  colleague  on  the  Stan- 
ford faculty  and  now  chairman  of  the 
Council  of  Economic  Advisors.  In  his 
textbook  he  pointed  out,  "In  the 
United  States,  perhaps  the  major  un- 
employment effect  of  minimum  wages 
is  on  teenagers." 

He  is  quite  right.  This  was  shown  in 
the  1981  Congressional  Minimum  Wage 
Commission  study  that  pointed  out 
that  what  you  have  is  about  a  1  to  3  de- 
crease In  employment  for  every  10  per- 
cent increase  in  the  minimum  wage.  So 
if  we  look  at  this  as  a  21-percent  in- 
crease in  the  minimum  wage  over  two 
years,  we  would  see  employment  fall- 
ing between  2  and  6  percent  as  a  con- 
servative estimate  among  teenagers, 
among  those  getting  their  start  in  the 
job  force. 

Now,  what  of  the  poor?  It  is  essential 
that  we  show  compassion,  that  we  do 
all  we  can  to  help  the  poor,  and  it  just 
makes  no  sense  to  tell  a  poor  person 
you  do  not  have  a  job;  but  if  you  did,  it 
would  be  at  a  higher  wage.  Does  it? 

What  makes  sense  is  to  say  we  will 
keep  you  employed,  and,  through  the 
tax  base,  supported  by  all  of  us,  as  op- 
posed to  using  a  penalty  on  those  who 
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offer  the  job,  we  will  help  your  earn- 
ings increase. 

The  numbers  that  I  have  are  that 
214,000  American  workers  support  their 
families  on  the  minimum  wage.  Obvi- 
ously I  would  like  that  to  be  zero.  But 
the  question  is,  are  you  prepared  to 
benefit  the  214,000,  by  costing  others, 
estimated  as  more  than  500,000.  their 
jobs?  Realize  that  there  will  not  even 
be  the  214,000  benefited  after  you  have 
increased  the  minimum  wage,  there 
will  be  fewer  left  to  benefit,  because  of 
those  who  will  lose  their  jobs? 

To  me,  the  argument  is  very  clear. 
we  mean  to  do  good,  but  we  are  using 
a  very  dangerous  meajis  to  do  good. 
There  are  better  means  to  do  good. 

I  want  to  close  by  a  comment  to  my 
coUeagrues  who,  like  myself,  consider 
the  title  "moderate"  as  a  compliment. 
Moderate  Republicans  particularly  like 
to  pride  ourselves  on  saying  that  we  do 
not  go  with  the  knee-jerk  process  of 
thinking;  that  we  try  to  address  each 
issue  on  its  merits,  whether  it  is  gun 
control,  or  a  woman's  right  to  choose, 
or  the  environment.  Please,  apply  your 
independent,  moderate  Republican 
thinking. 

And  to  my  Blue  Dog  Democrat  col- 
leagues, apply  your  independent  eco- 
nomic thinking,  as  well,  to  realize  it  is 
wrong  to  cost  a  person  a  job. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  note 
that  the  time  to  raise  the  minimum 
wage  is  during  the  period  of  relatively 
low  unemplojrment  and  Infiation,  as  we 
are  currently  experiencing. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  myself  1%  min- 
utes for  the  puri>ose  of  engaging  In  a 
colloquy  with  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  Waxman]. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RIGGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  important  legislation  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage. 

I  am  well  aware  of  the  likely  impact 
of  this  increase  on  the  Medicaid  pro- 
gram, of  which  nursing  home  services 
are  the  largest  part  of  that  spending. 
Nursing  homes  employ  large  numbers 
of  minimum  wage  workers.  Since  most 
nursing  home  funding  is  reliant  on  gov- 
ernment-set payment  rates,  minimum 
wage  increases  will  have  a  direct  and 
significant  Impact  on  nursing  facili- 
ties. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  concerned  there 
will  be  adequate  funding  to  maintain 
the  level  of  quality  we  fought  so  hard 
for.  Current  Medicaid  law  requires  that 
rates  which  States  pay  to  nursing 
homes  be  reasonable  and  adequate  to 
meet  their  costs  and  to  be  in  conform- 
ity with  applicable  State  and  Federal 
laws.  Certainly  the  Fair  Labor  Stand- 
ards Act  is  an  applicable  Federal  law. 

I  feel  we  should  reaffirm  for  the 
record  that  current  law  requires  States 
to  adjust  their  nursing  home  reim- 
bursement rates  to  take  into  account 


the  increased  costs  that  nursing  homes 
incur  in  compljring  with  the  Increase  in 
the  minimum  wage. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman  if 
he  agrees  with  this  position. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  I  appreciate  the  gentle- 
man's concern  and  would  like  to  say. 
while  the  increase  in  the  minimum 
wage  will  help  in  the  retention  of  qual- 
ity care  givers,  it  is  important  to  me  it 
not  be  a  source  of  financial  strain 
which  may  negatively  impact  on  the 
ability  of  facilities  to  provide  care  to 
the  frail,  elderly  and  the  Medicaid  pro- 
gram. 

We  must  work  together  to  ensure 
adequate  funding  for  the  States  to 
maintain  nursing  home  standards. 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Stearns]. 

Mr.  STEARNS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
deeply  concerned  with  the  stagnant 
wages  that  are  making  life  more  dif- 
ficult for  so  many  working  Americans. 
I  believe  that  Congress  should  best  ad- 
dress this  problem  by  cutting  taxes, 
balancing  the  budget,  and  spurring  eco- 
nomic growth.  Increasing  the  mini- 
mum wage  is  an  unfunded  mandate  on 
American  businesses,  on  the  States  and 
the  local  governments.  It  is  not  the 
way  to  go. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  not  the  right 
way  to  get  the  money  to  the  people 
who  need  it.  Already  those  minimum 
wage  earners  who  have  families  are  eli- 
gible for  food  stamps  and  the  earned  in- 
come tax  credit.  All  government  sup- 
plements consider  the  very  least  a  fam- 
ily of  four  can  earn  is  currently  $7.40 
an  hour.  So  the  question  we  hear  from 
the  Democrats  when  they  say  no  one 
can  afford  to  raise  a  family  on  mini- 
mum wage,  frankly,  my  colleagues,  no 
one  actually  is. 

I  would  like  to  conclude,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, by  saying  many  of  us  have  spon- 
sored a  bill  by  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Lightfoot]  in  which  we  de- 
cided the  best  way  to  handle  this  issue 
is  let  each  State  decide  if  they  are 
going  to  increase  their  minimum  wage 
and  not  have  it  on  a  Federal  level. 
That  is  the  proposal  we  should  be  vot- 
ing on. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  voice  my  corv 
cems  about  the  proposal  to  mandate  an  in- 
crease in  ttie  minimum  wage  and  to  support 
the  Goodling  amendments. 

The  Democrats  have  pushed  and  pushed 
this  political  issue,  and  today  they're  finally 
going  to  finally  get  what  they  want  increased 
unemployment,  a  multi-bJIIion  dollar  mandate 
on  the  State  and  local  govemments,  more 
welfare  dependency,  higher  unemptoymerrt 
arxj  inflationary  price  increases.  All  in  the 
name  of  class  warfare.  They  want  to  compare 
the  salary  of  Bill  Gates  to  that  of  a  18  year 
old.  But  they  forget  that  Bill  Gates  worked  for 
minimum  wage  too  arxJ  was  glad  to  get  that 
first  job. 

This  is  not  the  rigfit  way  to  get  fTx>ney  to 
those  wtK)  need  it  Already,  thiose  minimum 
wage  earners  wtx>  have  fsimilies  are  eligible 


for  food  stamps  and  the  earned  income  tax 
credit  All  government  suppterrwnts  consid- 
ered, the  very  least  a  family  of  tour  can  earn 
is  almost  douk)le  the  minimum  wage.  Why 
areni  ttie  Democrats  ackrxjwiedging  this?  So 
when  you  hear  DerTKx:rats  say  no  one  can  af- 
ford to  raise  a  family  on  minimum  wage,  frank- 
ly, no  one  actually  has  to. 

If  the  Democrats  truly  want  to  increase  fam- 
ily earnings,  if  they  truly  want  to  help  those 
wfK)  need  assistance,  then  I  suggest  that  we 
do  just  that — that  instead  of  passing  unfurxled 
mandates,  we  better  target  the  EITC,  we  re- 
form welfare,  and  we  enact  legislation  with  in- 
centives that  encourage  job  aeation,  not  dis- 
courage it 

At  least  we  have  a  compromise  in  the 
Goodling  amendment,  which  offers  small  txjsi- 
nesses  incentives  arxJ  opportunities  so  that 
they  may  offer  workers  jobs  at  competitive 
prices.  This,  coupled  with  H.R.  1227  and  H.R. 
3448  will  work  to  create  jobs  arxl  help  Ameri- 
cans, not  hurt  ttiem  like  the  unqualified  marv 
dated  irKrease  in  ttie  minimum  wage. 

As  Teddy  Roosevelt  once  said,  "tJie  most 
practk:al  kind  of  politics  is  the  politks  of  de- 
cency." I  urge  my  colleagues,  do  not  hurt  the 
people  that  we  were  elected  to  help.  Oppose 
ttie  effort  to  eliminate  thousands  of  jobs,  ttie 
effort  to  create  inflatkjn,  and  ttie  effort  to  wors- 
en our  fvlation's  welfare  problem. 

Support  ttie  GoodNng  amendment 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Ms.  Waters]. 

Ms.  WATERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
amendment  being  offered  by  the  Re- 
publican Member  from  California,  Mr. 
RiGGS,  is  a  fine  example  of  what  Demo- 
crats can  do  when  we  are  persistent  in 
our  demands  for  justice  for  workers. 
The  Republican  lestdership  resisted  and 
resisted  and  resisted.  Finally,  some  Re- 
publicans, such  as  Mr.  RiGGS,  who  have 
heard  from  their  low  wage  working 
families,  have  l)een  brave  enough  to 
say  no  to  Newt  Gingrich  and  Dick 

ARMEY. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  now  like  to  ask 
all  of  those  Republicans  who  support 
this  Democratic  initiative  to  stay  the 
course,  stay  in  this  fight,  and  resist  the 
Goodling  amendment  that  will  come 
after  this  vote.  In  particular,  the  Good- 
ling amendment  will  undermine  the 
minimum  wage  increase  and  exclude 
some  10.5  million  workers  in  certain 
businesses. 

Members  cannot  give  with  one  hand 
and  then  take  back  with  the  other 
hand.  Those  who  claim  they  are  now  in 
support  of  the  minimum  wage  increase 
must  stay  this  course  if  they  are  to 
have  any  credibility. 

I  sincerely  thank  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  RiGGS],  and  his  allies  in 
this  effort  for  joining  the  Democrats  on 
this  most  Important  initiative  to  in- 
crease the  minimum  wage  for  those  low 
wage  earners  who  are  so  deserving  of  a 
little  bit  of  support  from  the  Members 
of  Congress. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  for  those  who  ask  the 
question  why  was  it  not  done  early,  let 
us  get  rid  of  that  rhetoric.  Then  was 
then,  and  now  is  now.  Let  us  do  what 
we  can  do  for  American  workers.  For 
those  who  say  why  do  they  want  it,  I 
would  ask  my  colleagues,  have  any  of 
my  colleagues  in  their  lifetime  ever 
turned  down  an  increase  in  wages?  If 
offered  an  increase,  if  offered  one,  have 
my  colleagues  ever  said  no,  that  will 
not  be  good  for  the  economy;  no.  that 
will  not  be  good  for  business;  no,  that 
will  not  be  good  for  the  American  pub- 
lic? 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  think  so.  I 
think  all  of  our  lives  we  have  taken 
whatever  increases  have  come  our  way. 
Do  not  ask  anything  less  of  low  wage 
workers  in  America.  Let  them  have 
this  little  bit  of  a  90-cent  increase  in 
wages. 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  note  for  the  record  that 
California  will  face  a  loss  of  63,100  jobs 
if  the  minimum  wage  is  increased. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1^  minutes  to 
the    gentleman    from    Arizona    [Mr. 

KOLBE]. 

Mr.  KOBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  in  strong  opposition  to  this 
amendment  that  would  raise  the  mini- 
mum wage. 

Simply  put,  a  wage  is  a  price — the 
price  of  labor's  services.  When  we  talk 
about  establishing  or  raising  the  mini- 
mum wage,  we  are  talking  about  price 
fixing.  And  we  all  should  know  what 
price  fixing  leads  to— a  distorted  mar- 
ketplace. 

So,  practically  speaking,  what  will  it 
mean? 

Economists  may  disagree  about  how 
many  jobs  would  be  lost  by  raising  the 
minimum  wage.  But  they  don't  dis- 
agree that  jobs  will  be  lost.  Estimates 
of  the  job  loss  range  from  350,000  to 
850,000.  Whatever  the  number,  one 
thing  is  certain:  the  low-income  group 
that  proponents  claim  this  increase 
would  help  will  surely  be  the  ones  to 
lose  their  jobs. 

I  think  of  the  kid  working  at  my  cor- 
ner Texaco  station  after  school  to  help 
pay  for  college.  He  pumps  gas  and 
cleans  up  while  higher  paid  mechanics 
work  on  cars.  But  his  service  is  mar- 
ginal, at  best.  Now,  he's  likely  to  be 
laid  off  and  the  mechanics  will  inter- 
rupt their  work  long  enough  to  take 
care  of  other  tasks. 

I  think  of  the  single  mother  who 
works  at  the  tailor  shop  I  use  at  home. 
It's  a  second  job  for  her,  but  it  helps 
pay  the  rent  and  food  bills.  She  hasn't 
done  seamstress  work  for  long;  her  pro- 
ductivity isn't  as  great  as  the  other 
women  who  have  been  there  for  years. 
Will  she  keep  her  job  when  the  owner 
has  to  increase  her  wage  by  25  percent? 
Probably  not. 

Ultimately,  my  question  on  this 
issue  is  this:  If  5  dollars  and  fifteen 
cents  an  hour  would  reduce  poverty, 
wouldn't  S20  an  hour  eliminate  it  alto- 
gether? 


Better  yet,  why  not  make  everyone 
rich  by  making  it  $50  and  hour?  We 
know  how  foolish  that  would  be.  So 
why  do  we  think  legislating  a  wage  of 
$5.15  an  hour  makes  sense?  We  should 
really  be  looking  at  things  like  capital 
gains  tax  reductions,  and  reduced  regu- 
lations on  businesses  that  more  surely 
and  swiftly  will  increase  both  employ- 
ment and  wages. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  oppose  the 
minimum  wage  increase. 

D  1200 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Martini],  an  original  co- 
sponsor  of  the  minimum  wage  amend- 
ment and  a  gentleman  who  has  worked 
hard  to  bring  this  measure  to  the 
House  floor. 

Mr.  MARTINI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in  support 
of  the  American  worker  and  in  strong 
support  of  raising  the  minimum  wage. 
As  an  original  cosponsor  of  the  bill  to 
raise  the  minimum  wage,  I  am  pleased 
that  today  we  are  bringing  this  matter 
to  the  floor  for  a  debate  and  a  vote. 

To  me  this  is  not  an  issue  of  politics, 
but  rather  simply  an  Issue  of  fairness. 
I  do  not  believe  this  should  be  a  par- 
tisan issue,  but  it  is  not  a  coincidence 
that  this  issue  was  raised  in  an  elec- 
tion year;  that,  despite  the  fact  that 
for  2  years  they,  my  colleagues  on  the 
other  side,  had  every  opportunity  to 
pass  a  minimum  wage  increase  when 
they  controlled  both  Congress  and  the 
White  House,  they  did  not. 

Nevertheless,  we  need  to  stop  playing 
political  games  and  give  hard  working 
men  and  women  a  raise.  Too  often 
these  individuals  work  long  hours  and 
often  take  second  jobs,  yet  they  feel 
like  they  are  running  in  place.  If  we 
really  want  people  to  move  from  wel- 
fare to  work,  as  have  to  make  work 
worthwhile.  Americans  deserve  a  fair 
wage  for  a  hard  day's  work.  Raising  the 
minimum  wage  will  reward  those  able- 
bodied  individuals  who  choose  to  work 
over  welfare  by  improving  their  quality 
of  life.  Ultimately,  that  is  what  this 
debate  is  all  about. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe  in  raising  the 
minimum  wage,  but  I  also  believe  we 
have  an  obligation  to  our  small  busi- 
nesses, our  mom  and  pop  shops 
throughout  America,  to  ease  the  Fed- 
eral tax  and  regulatory  burden  placed 
on  them.  True,  small  businesses  are 
often  the  most  vulnerable  and  have  ex- 
tremely high  rates  of  failure.  Increas- 
ing the  minimum  wage,  coupled  with 
real  small  business  relief,  will  ulti- 
mately help  Americans  earn  more  and 
keep  more  of  what  they  earn. 

I  am  pleased  that  today  we  will  do 
the  right  thing  by  providing  millions  of 
American  workers  a  living  wage  and 
restore  some  dignity  to  the  workplace. 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Quinn-Rlggs-English-Martinl  amend- 
ment to  raise  the  minimum  wage. 


Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mrs.  Clayton]. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  me 
the  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  say  that  I 
stand  in  strong  support  for  Increasing 
the  minimum  wage.  We  have  an  oppor- 
tunity today  in  America,  both  Demo- 
crats and  Republicans,  to  do  something 
meaningful  for  millions  of  working 
Americans. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  note  that 
both  Republicans  and  Democrats  are 
voting  for  this.  This  is  not  a  new  prece- 
dent. My  understanding  is  that  in  1990 
they  also  voted  together.  So  we  are 
united  in  responding  to  the  needs  of 
the  American  people. 

Some  who  are  in  opposition,  if  we 
would  listen  to  them  carefully,  we 
would  think  they  are  arguing  for  the 
continuation  of  welfare.  They  say  if  in- 
deed we  increase  the  minimum  wage, 
people  will  lose  these  benefits.  It  seems 
to  me  that  Is  a  counterargument  that 
they  have  been  advocating  all  the  time. 
We  want  to  make  work  pay  so  that 
people  are  self-svistaining  and  not  being 
dependent  on  the  govenmient  itself. 

Some  also  say,  well,  raising  the  mini- 
mum wage  certainly  is  not  the  only 
way.  I  would  agree  with  them,  raising 
the  minimum  wage  is  not  the  only  way 
of  raising  people  out  of  poverty,  but  it 
is  one  way. 

I  want  to  suggest  what  my  colleague, 
the  gentlewoman  firom  California,  Rep- 
resentative Waters,  said,  and  that  is, 
"That  was  then  and  now  is  now."  Now 
we  have  an  opportunity  to  do  some- 
thing that  is  meaningful.  We  also  can 
add  to  that  a  combination  of  things, 
raising  the  minimum  wage  as  we  do  the 
earned  income  tax  credit. 

My  friend  from  California  says  this  is 
a  debate  between  who  will  lose  and  who 
will  win.  I  hope  for  no  adjustment  at 
all,  but  in  my  State  300,000  people  who 
are  struggling  just  to  put  food  on  the 
table,  to  take  care  of  their  children, 
will  know  the  benefit  of  making  work 
pay  because  they  would  Indeed  have 
that  as  a  livable  wage. 

Never  do  we  want  anyone  to  lose 
their  job,  but  adjustments  are  made  all 
the  time.  All  the  time.  Why  not  make 
the  adjustment  for  those  who  make  the 
least  in  our  economy,  so  that  we  can 
say  something  about  the  American 
economy;  that  America's  economy  Is 
strong  enough  that  those  who  make 
the  least  can  have  a  livable  wage. 

Indeed,  I  know  my  colleague  from 
North  Carolina  will  say  how  many  peo- 
ple will  lose  their  jobs,  but  I  want  to 
tell  him  that  thousands  of  people  will 
increase  their  wages. 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  for 
the  gentlewoman's  benefit.  I  want  to 
note  that  North  Carolina  will  lose 
about  19.100  jobs,  probably  from  the 
eastern  part  of  the  State. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  They  would  also 
gain  300.000;  300.000  will  gain. 


May  23,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


12295 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Upton).  The  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  controls  the  time. 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Hefley]. 

Mr.  HEFLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  minimum  wage  in- 
crease. We  have  heard  all  about  the 
conflicting  numbers  and  the  studies, 
but  what  were  we  being  told  in  the 
election  of  1994?  What  was  the  Contract 
With  America  all  about? 

Was  it  not  the  message  the  people 
were  sending  this  Congress  that  less 
government  is  better  government? 
Were  they  not  saying  we  do  not  want 
any  more  unfunded  mandates?  And  yet 
this  is  an  unfunded  mandate.  Did  they 
not  say  let  us  get  government  out  of 
our  lives? 

We  need  to  lower  taxes  so  that  people 
have  more  to  spend  and  more  to  pay 
and  so  that  the  economy  will  be  better. 
The  capital  gains  tax,  for  instance,  af- 
fects 60  percent  of  the  people  in  Amer- 
ica. The  minimum  wage  affects  1  per- 
cent. Major  regrulatory  reform  would 
reduce  the  cost  of  labor. 

It  is  obvious  what  this  is  all  about.  It 
is  about  political  election  year  pander- 
ing. Vote  "no"  against  the  mlnimimi 
wage  amendment. 

PARUAMENTAHY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  parliamen- 
tary inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tlenian  will  state  the  inquiry. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  notice  that 
over  and  over  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  has  been  responding  to 
speakers  without  seeking  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  would  note  the  gentleman  has 
been  docked  for  the  time. 

Mr.  CLAY.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  15  seconds  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas,  Mr.  Gene 
Green,  which  I  am  sure  will  be  docked. 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  thank  the  ranking  member 
on  my  committee  for  yielding  the 
time. 

The  gentleman  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Hefley]  is  honest  about  opposing  a 
minimum  wage,  but  in  Colorado  145,000 
workers  will  see  a  pay  increase  if  the 
Rlggs  amendment  is  adopted. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self 15  seconds  to  point  out  to  my  very 
good  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Colo- 
rado [Mr.  Hefley],  that  according  to  a 
poll  published  in  yesterday's  USA 
Today  newspaper,  83  percent  of  the 
American  people  support  raising  the 
minimum  wage;  and  to  my  Democratic 
colleagues  that  same  poll  indicates 
that  83  percent  of  the  American  people 
support  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment and  71  percent  of  the  American 
people  support  a  2-year  cutoff  for  wel- 
fare without  work. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  IVz  minutes  to 
the    gentlewoman    from    New    Jersey 

[Mrs.  ROUKEMA]. 


Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  strong  support  of  the  Riggs-Qulim 
amendment  to  increase  the  minimum 
wage  by  90  cents  over  2  years. 

This  is  a  commonsense  proposal  that 
is  long  overdue.  It's  been  7  years  since 
we  last  raised  the  minimum  wage,  and 
its  purchasing  power,  adjusted  for  in- 
flation, has  sunk  to  its  lowest  level  in 
40  years. 

May  I  ask  my  colleagues  a  simple 
question?  I  thought  we  wanted  to  move 
people  off  welfare?  Raising  the  mini- 
mimi  wage  does  that  by  making  work 
more  attractive  than  welfare — allowing 
the  minimum  wage  to  remain  stuck 
where  it  is  provides  a  strong  incentive 
for  someone  to  remain  on  welfare  in- 
stead of  joining  the  work  force. 

Furthermore,  as  documented  in  the 
often-mentioned  Card/Krueger  Prince- 
ton study  on  New  Jersey's  increase  in 
the  minimum  wage  to  $5.05,  none  of  the 
dire  predictions  of  either  job  loss  or  job 
flight  ever  came  to  pass — so  much  for 
the  proverbial  "chicken  littles"  of  New 
Jersey  who  predicted  the  economic 
equivalent  of  "sky  will  fall"  if  we 
raised  oxir  minimum  wage!  It  didn't. 
There  was  no  job  loss! 

With  our  State's  experience  still 
fresh  in  my  noind,  I  simply  do  not  be- 
lieve that  the  national  economy  will  be 
stifled  by  the  modest  minimum  wage 
increase  proposed  by  our  colleagues, 
Mr.  RIGGS  and  Mr.  Quinn. 

Professors  Card  and  Kerueger  are 
highly  respected  empirical  economists, 
and  opponents  of  raising  the  minimum 
wage  should  refrain  from  impugning 
their  credentials. 

Why's  that?  Because  roughly  20  other 
economic  studies  by  numerous  other 
economists  have  all  reached  the  same 
conclusion  as  professors  Card  and 
Krueger:  namely,  ralsin«r  the  minimum 
wage  does  not  have  a  significantly  neg- 
ative impact  on  job  growth. 

But  more  important  than  even  which 
economic  study  supports  this  claim  or 
that  one,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  re- 
member that  40  percent  of  all  mini- 
mum wage  workers  are  the  sole  wage 
earned  in  their  household. 

These  people  are  working  harder  and 
harder,  and  falling  further  behind  each 
year  as  the  purchasing  power  of  their 
minimum  wage  continues  to  decline. 
These  people  need  our  help,  and  they 
need  it  now. 

Two-thirds  of  the  teenagers  earning  the  min- 
imum wage  live  in  households  with  t>elow-av- 
erage  income — please  don't  lose  sight  of  the 
human  aspect  to  the  debate  over  irx^reasing 
the  minimum  wage. 

I  would  also  like  to  express  my  support  for 
the  underlying  legislation  wfiich  amends  the 
Portal  to  Portal  Act  to  clarify  wtien  an  env 
pioyer  is  obligated  to  compensate  an  em- 
ployee for  using  an  employer-owned  vehide  to 
travel  both  to  and  from  work. 

As  a  member  of  the  Economic  and  Edu- 
cational Opportunities  Committee  which  re- 
ported out  this  legislation  by  voice  vote,  I  want 
to  commend  both  Sutxxxnmittee  Chairman 


Paweu  and  Chairman  Goooung  for  recogniz- 
ing the  need  for  a  clarification  to  \he  current 
statute.  I  strongly  support  the  provision  estab- 
lishing an  opportunity  wage,  really  a  training 
wage. 

Tliis  training  wage,  as  it  was  called  btack  in 
1989,  is  vital  to  employers,  and  particularty 
sn^ll  businesses,  who  would  otherwise  strug- 
gle to  meet  the  minimum  wage  inaease. 

Unfortunately,  as  many  of  my  colleagues 
know,  the  extremely  txirdensome  reporting  re- 
quirements of  ttie  1989  training  wage  led  vir- 
tually no  empk>yers  to  utilize  it.  rerxlering  its 
application  useless. 

Plain  and  simple,  ttie  training  wage  will  pro- 
tect both  emptoyers  and  employees.  Those  ir>- 
divkJuals  just  entering  ttie  workforce  will  have 
the  training  they  need  to  successfully  cany  out 
their  new  responsibilities,  and  their  empkjyers 
will  fiave  workers  whose  contrit}utk>rts  will  erv 
hance  company  productivity  and  competitive- 
ness. 

Moreover,  this  training  wage  will  help  pre- 
vent disrupbons  in  ttie  workplace.  This  provi- 
sion puts  to  rest  the  red  herring,  namely  that 
fewer  low-skilled  workers  will  t>e  hired  wfvie 
current  employees  are  laid-otf. 

Fortunately,  ttiere  will  be  two  separate 
votes,  one  on  tfie  small  txisiness  exemption 
and  one  on  the  remaining  Goodling  package. 

The  small  txjsiness  exemption,  If  adopted, 
will  be  a  poison  pill  arxJ  effectively  kill  the  mirv 
imum  wage  txll.  In  my  opinion,  the  small  busi- 
ness exemption  cornptetely  nullifies  the  in- 
crease in  ttie  minimum  wage.  It  wiH  create  a 
huge  kxjphole  so  that  nvHkxis  of  American 
workers  wil  not  receive  a  higher  minimum 
wage.  Limited  data  shows  that  close  to  1 1  mi- 
Ikxi  workers  are  employed  by  business,  that 
wouM  t>e  covered  t^y  this  exemption.  So,  it  is 
quite  dear  tfiat  a  significant  numtier  of  mini- 
mum wage  workers  will  not  be  entitled  to  the 
increase  t)eing  proposed. 

And,  wtiile  I  have  stated  my  strong  support 
for  tt>e  training  wage.  I  carvx>t  support  it  when 
attached  to  the  tip  credit  and  coniputer  profes- 
sional provisions.  Regardless  of  fx>w  much 
nrtoney  someone  is  making,  if  his  required  pay 
is  determined  based  on  ttie  current  minimum 
wage,  ttien  it  should  be  based  on  the  current 
minimum  wage.  Ttie  law  says  ttiat  the  wage 
has  to  tie  adjusted,  and  it  shoukj  be! 

I  want  to  endorse  those  provisions  o<  H.R. 
3448.  tfie  srrtall  business  tax  incentive  pack- 
age, wfiich  will  be  merged  with  the  PortaMo- 
Portal  bill  after  House  passage  and  sent  to  the 
Senate. 

There  are  several  very  important  tax  incen- 
tives for  small  businesses  contained  within 
H.R.  3448— increased  expensing  kx  investing 
in  new  plant  arxl  equipment;  pension  sim- 
plificatk>n  proposals;  and  an  expanded  tip 
credit  for  certain  food  service  empitoyees;  are 
important  corrponents  of  ttie  save  and  invest 
in  America  agenda  I  have  been  advocating  for 
years. 

Enacting  a  save  and  invest  in  America 
agerxla  is  essential  if  ttie  Congress  and  Presi- 
dent are  to  provide  enough  economic  growth 
to  create  good  jot>s  and  good  wages.  Tbose 
provisions  in  H.R.  3448  represent  a  small,  first 
step  in  this  directioni 

But.  I  am  standing  here  to  support  the 
RiggsOuirm  amendment  to  increase  ttie  mini- 
mum wage,  and  woukJ  urge  my  colleagues  to 
do  the  same. 
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Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  30  seconds  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Campbell]. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Card  and  Krueger  study  is  inaccurate 
and  unreliable.  It  has  just  been  ref- 
erenced, and  we  have  to  set  the  record 
straight.  Nobel  prize  winning  econo- 
mist Gary  Becker,  on  the  Card  and 
Krueger  New  Jersey  study,  concluded 
that:  "The  Card-Krueger  studies  are 
flawed  and  cannot  justify  going  against 
the  accumulated  evidence  from  many 
past  and  present  studies  that  find  siz- 
able negative  effects  of  higher  mini- 
mums  [wages]  on  employment." 

Card  and  Krueger  did  a  telephone 
study.  They  did  not  follow  it  up.  Subse- 
quent studies  have  followed  it  up  and 
have  totally  rebutted  the  wrong  impli- 
cations of  that  study.  We  should  not  be 
basing  our  judgment  on  erroneous 
data. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  15 
seconds  to  the  gentlewoman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mrs.  RouKEaiA]. 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  want 
to  point  out  that  there  are  20  other 
studies,  at  least,  by  eminent  econo- 
mists that  substantiate  the  Princeton 
study. 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Knollenberg],  a  mem- 
ber of  the  committee. 

Mr.  KNOLLENBERG.  Mr.  Speaker. 
we  know  this  is  not  really  about  help- 
ing working  families.  If  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  was  such  a  great  idea, 
why  did  we  not  do  this  back  in  1993?  I 
guess  the  leadership  at  that  time  did 
not  think  it  was  important  when  they 
were  too  busy  raising  taxes  on  seniors, 
on  businesses. 

In  fact,  let  me  share  with  my  col- 
leagues the  President's  words  in  those 
da3rs.  I  know  this  does  not  mean  much 
to  some,  but.  In  fact,  he  said  then,  on 
February  6,  1993,  "The  minimum  wage 
is  the  wrong  way  to  raise  incomes  of 
low-wage  earners." 

If  my  friends  think  90  cents  per  horn- 
is  going  to  save  working  families,  they 
are  only  looking  at  half  the  story. 
What  we  need  to  provide,  of  course,  is 
tax  relief  to  our  families,  not  90  cents 
an  hour. 

Let  me  just  add  that  for  every  one 
person  this  helps,  it  is  going  to  hurt 
many  more;  many  more  in  jobs  lost  by 
first-time.  inexperienced  workers 
which  will  increase  costs  and  burdens 
for  our  sniall  businesses  and  finally 
higher  prices  to  consumers. 

If  we  want  to  help  our  working  fami- 
lies. Increase  their  income  and  get  the 
Government  out  of  their  wallets.  A 
minimum  wage  increase  may  be  well 
intended,  but  it  is  wrong-headed.  It  is  a 
recipe  for  losing  jobs  and  opportunities 
and  Increasing  unemplosrment.  Vote 
"no"  on  the  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  15 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas, 
Mr.  Gene  Green. 


Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  the  State  of  Michigan. 
420,000  workers  would  see  an  increase 
in  the  minimum  wage. 

And  I  would  say  to  my  colleague  who 
just  spoke,  he  knows  that  in  1993  and 
1994  we  were  working  on  health  care 
and  not  a  minimum  wage  to  try  to  pro- 
vide for  raising  the  standard  of  living, 
and  that  is  why  minimum  wage  was 
not  increased  in  1993  and  1994. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such 
time  as  he  may  consume  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  PosHARD]. 

Mr.  POSHARD.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in  strong 
support  of  the  Riggs  annendment  to  increase 
the  minimum  wage  and  against  the  Goodling 
amendment  which  would  gut  our  efforts  to 
help  wording  families. 

There  are  perhaps  many  areas  of  this  Na- 
tion where  the  transition  from  a  blue-collar  to 
a  high-technology  work  force  has  been  ac- 
complished fairly  easily.  But  I  represent  parts 
of  centrai  and  southem  Illinois  where  the  loss 
of  jobs  in  manufacturing  and  the  coal  mines 
has  been  hard  on  our  people.  Good-paying 
jobs  which  coukj  sustain  a  family  of  four  have 
evaporated  right  before  our  eyes,  and  we  are 
still  working  to  diversify  our  economy  arxj  pro- 
vide the  new  jobs  whk;h  will  replace  those  tfiat 
have  been  lost.  But  for  the  time  being,  when 
you  leave  a  job  in  the  mines  and  try  to  support 
your  job  on  the  current  minimum  wage,  you 
just  can't  make  ervjs  meet 

If  we  want  people  to  wori(,  if  we  want  to 
move  people  from  welfare  into  the  work  force, 
if  we  want  families  to  stay  togettier  and  more 
closely  resemble  the  collective  unit  which  we 
remember  from  our  chikjfwods,  then  we  have 
to  provide  jobs  upon  whk:h  they  can  sustain 
their  families.  This  nxxiest  increase  in  the  min- 
imum wage  will  help  their  purcliasing  power 
and  increase  their  staying  powe'  in  the  job 
market 

Let  me  be  clear— in  my  district  we  are 
blessed  to  have  some  of  the  most  progressive 
arxJ  profitable  companies  in  the  worid  and  a 
vil>rant  small  business  community  providing 
good  jobs  with  good  paychecks  and  benefits. 
We  are  thankful  for  those  jobs,  and  are  tiding 
to  do  everything  we  can  to  create  more  of 
them.  And  we  are  thankful  for  ttie  minimum 
wage  jobs  which  provide  people  access  to  the 
work  force,  a  charge  to  save  money  for  col- 
lege, or  a  second  job  to  stretch  the  family 
budget  And  wtiere  necessary,  we  need  ttiese 
jobs  for  people  wfxi  are  the  primary  source  of 
support  for  their  families. 

But  the  purchasing  power  of  the  minimum 
wage  has  tjeen  stunted  by  inflation  and  the 
rising  cost  of  living,  and  it's  time  to  help  folks 
woridng  at  the  minimum  wage  recover  their 
ability  to  make  a  living.  When  we  raise  the 
minimum  wage,  we  help  people  support  their 
families,  we  help  them  take  part  in  the  kxal 
ecorwny  with  the  ability  to  buy  goods  and 
services,  and  we  give  them  an  incentive  to 
work. 

Support  this  increase  in  the  minimum  wage 
on  behalf  of  the  working  families  of  this  Na- 
tion. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Klink]. 

Mr.  KLINK.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding  me  this  time. 


The  bottom  line  is  that  $170  gross  per 
week  is  not  enough  money  for  anyone 
to  live  on.  And  when  we  have  a  mini- 
mum wage  that  is,  in  fact,  at  a  40-year, 
all-time  low,  it  is  a  point  of  fact  that 
economically  it  holds  down  all  wages 
across  this  country.  It  lowers  the  qual- 
ity of  life  for  working  people  all  across 
this  Nation  and  it  hurts  business  be- 
cause these  people  cannot  be  the  con- 
sumers that  they  want  to  be. 

When  wages  fall,  buying  power  drops, 
and  all  these  Adjun  Smith  economists 
would  then  come  to  use  and  say,  well, 
we  have  social  problems  now.  So  Fed- 
eral Government,  give  us  money  for 
more  police  officers;  Federal  Govern- 
ment, give  us  more  money  for  courts; 
Federal  Government,  give  us  more 
money  to  build  prisons. 

We  have  a  better  idea  before  us 
today,  and  that  is  to  pay  workers  a 
more  livable  wage.  Empower  the  fam- 
ily unit  to  sustain  and  to  provide  for 
itself  when  a  member  of  that  family 
goes  out  and  puts  in  40  hours  worth  of 
work  each  week. 

It  was  Henry  Ford,  that  capitalist, 
who  understood  he  had  to  pay  his 
workers  enough  money  so  that  they 
could  buy  the  cars  that  he  was  making 
in  order  for  this  great  country  to  work. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  in- 
quire how  much  time  the  floor  maLn- 
agers  have  remaining? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Riggs]  has 
9y4  minutes  remaining;  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Ballenger] 
has  2XM  minutes  remaining;  and  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Clay] 
has  8  minutes  remaining. 

D  1215 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts [Mr.  Torkildsen]. 

Mr.  TORKILDSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  time. 

I  rise  in  strong  support  of  this  mod- 
est increase  in  the  minimum  wage  and 
for  the  Small  Business  Protection  Act 
which  passed  last  night.  I  am  proud  to 
be  an  original  cosponsor  of  the  Qulnn 
bill.  Republican  legislation  that  would 
go  beyond  President  Clinton's  and  the 
minority  party's  election  year  two- 
step.  I  applaud  the  gentlemen  from 
California,  from  New  York,  from  New 
Jersey  and  Pennsylvania  for  thefr  ef- 
forts to  bring  this  amendment  to  the 
floor. 

Like  millions  of  Americans,  I  have 
held  several  minimum  wage  jobs.  As 
one  of  10  children,  I  would  not  have 
been  able  to  afford  to  attend  UMass 
Amherst  without  working  at  McDon- 
ald's and  department  stores  like 
Lechmere  and  Filene's.  But  the  mini- 
mum wage  is  much  more  important  to 
families  trying  to  put  food  on  the  table 
and  a  roof  over  thefr  heads. 

Over  half  of  the  minimum  wage 
workers  are  women,  many  are  their 
family's  only  wage  earner  and  must 
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work  one  minimimi  wage  job  just  to 
make  ends  meet.  For  them,  a  90-cent 
increase  will  mean  an  additional  S1.800 
per  year.  $1,800  more  for  groceries, 
clothing  and  rent. 

We  must  replace  the  failed  welfare 
system  in  this  country.  Real  incentives 
to  work  must  exist  for  people  to  free 
themselves  from  welfare  and  support 
their  children.  Keeping  the  minimum 
wage  current  with  inflation  as  the 
Riggs-Quinn-English-Martini  amend- 
ment does  will  help. 

Mr.  Speaker,  raising  the  minimum 
wage  provides  a  reasonable  floor  for 
struggling  Americans  already  working 
at  the  minimum  wage  and  those  seek- 
ing to  break  free  from  the  trap  of  wel- 
fare to  join  the  work  force. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for  op- 
portunity over  stagnation.  Vote  for 
freedom  over  dependency  and  vote  for 
work  over  welfare. 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  5  minutes  and  30  seconds  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Saxton].  who  is  vice  chairman  of  the 
Joint  Economic  Committee. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
like  to  just  say  to  my  colleagues  that 
the  last  time  we  had  a  vote  on  the  min- 
imum wage,  which  was  5  years  ago.  I 
voted  to  increase  the  minimum  wage.  I 
thought  I  was  doing  the  right  thing, 
and  it  sure  made  me  feel  good.  In  the 
intervening  years,  as  I  became  vice 
chairman  of  the  Joint  Economic  Com- 
mittee and  began  to  pursue  a  variety  of 
subjects  that  had  to  do  with  our  econ- 
omy and  the  welfare  of  our  workers.  I 
have  came  across  information  which  I 
would  like  to  share  with  my  coUeaigues 
today  because  today  I  am  not  going  to 
vote  in  support  of  the  minimum  wage 
as  I  did  5  years  ago;  I  think  for  good 
reason. 

For  example,  early  in  my  tenure  as 
vice  chair.  I  came  across  a  study  that 
was  done  in  1983  by  the  Joint  Economic 
Conmiittee.  There  as  referenced  in  this 
Wall  Street  Journal  article  which  was 
published  in  April  of  this  year,  an  arti- 
cle written  by  Bruce  Bartlett,  a  re- 
nowned economist,  and  let  me  quote 
one  line  from  this  article.  It  says:  "A 
survey  of  earlier  studies  by  the  General 
Accoimtlng  Office  in  1983,  for  example, 
foimd  vfrtually  total  agreement  that 
emplosrment  is  lower  than  it  would 
have  been  if  no  minimum  wage  ex- 
isted." 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  important.  It 
was  important  to  me  as  I  began  to  look 
at  why  we  should  or  should  not  support 
a  mandated  increase  in  the  minimum 
wage.  In  the  meantime,  our  committee 
put  this  study  together.  It  finds  no. 
zero,  zilch,  no  credible  evidence,  not 
one  credible  piece  of  evidence  that  in- 
creasing the  minimuim  wage  is  a  bene- 
fit to  the  working  people  of  this  coun- 
try. Not  one  single  study. 

The  Card-Krueger  study  has  been  ref- 
erenced here  on  a  number  of  occasions. 
Let  me  share  with  my  colleagues  that 


after  having  hearings  on  the  Card- 
Krueger  study,  after  consideration  of 
their  results  and  after  looking  at  stud- 
ies that  were  done  pursuant  to  it.  it 
was  a  telephone  survey,  folks.  They 
called  on  the  telephone  to  fast  food  res- 
taurants, and  they  said  to  whoever  an- 
swered the  telephone:  How  many  part- 
time  and  full-time  workers  do  you 
have?  And  the  responses  were  quite  as- 
tonishing. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  on  one  occasion 
the  results  point  out  that  the  answer 
was.  we  have  35  employees.  On  a  follow- 
up  telephone  call,  which  they  also  re- 
corded, the  response  from  the  same  res- 
taurant was,  just  a  few  months  later: 
We  have  35  full-time  employees  and  30 
part-time  employees.  Thefr  employ- 
ment had  doubled.  Everyone  knows 
that  that  did  not  happen. 

So  as  we  looked  at  the  Card-Krueger 
study,  we  became  convinced,  particu- 
larly pursuant  to  a  foUowup  study  that 
was  done  by  economists  Neumaxk  and 
Wascher  from  Michigan  State  Univer- 
sity, hat  this  study  simply  is  not  credi- 
ble. And  as  I  point  to  these  issues.  I 
would  like  to  quote  the  President  from 
his  1995  State  of  the  Union  Address.  He 
said:  I  believe  the  weight  of  the  evi- 
dence, the  weight  of  the  evidence,  he 
said,  is  that  a  modest  increase  does  not 
cost  jobs. 

We  have  proven  that  is  not  true.  Over 
the  years,  over  the  last  50  years  there 
have  been  more  than  100  studies  that 
have  concluded  unanimously,  unani- 
mously that  mandating  an  increase  in 


We  found  not  one  credible  piece  of 
evidence,  we  found  not  one  credible 
piece  of  evidence  anywhere,  from  aca- 
demia,  from  the  world  of  economics 
that  concludes  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  helps  anyone.  That  is 
why  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro- 
lina is  correct  on  each  occasion  that  he 
has  stood  up  and  said,  in  your  State, 
this  bill  will  cost  i  number  of  jobs.  He 
is  absolutely  correct.  The  empirical 
evidence  is  unanimous,  not  question- 
able, unanimous  in  support  of  the  gen- 
tleman's position. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  BOEEOJSiT]. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  rais- 
ing the  minimum  wa^e  appeals  to  peo- 
ples  sense  of  fairness  because  it  is  the 
right  and  the  equitable  and  the  timely 
thing  to  do.  Let  me  share  some  facts 
that  lead  to  that  conclusion. 

It  is  a  fact  that  the  last  time  that 
this  Congress  voted  to  raise  the  mini- 
mum wage  was  1989.  It  is  a  fact  that 
the  last  time  we  had  an  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  was  1991.  It  is  a  fact 
that  63  percent  of  the  people  earning 
minimum  wage  are  adults  20  or  older. 
It  is  a  fact  that  the  present  $4.25  mini- 
mum wage  is  at  an  historic  40-year  low 
in  terms  of  purchasing  power. 

What  does  an  increase  in  the  mini- 
mum wage  do.  the  previous  speaker 
said.  It  does  not  do  anything  for  any- 
one. Well,  an  increase  in  the  minimum 
wage  would  add  $1,800  to  a  wage  eam- 


the  minimum  wage  puts  people  out  of    er's  income.  That  is  significant. 


work. 

Let  me  tell  my  colleagues  about 
these  studies.  Beginning  in  1957  and 
ending  in  1993,  there  were  five  studies; 
all  concluded  that  the  minimum  wage 
reduces  employment.  Beginning  in  1973 
and  ending  in  1992,  there  were  14  stud- 
ies that  concluded  the  minimum  wage 
reduces  employment  among  teenagers 
more  than  it  reduces  emplojnment 
among  adults. 

Beginning  in  1971  and  ending  in  1980, 
there  were  seven  studies  that  were 
done  that  concluded  that  the  minimum 
wag'e  reduces  employment  among  black 
teenage  males.  There  were  two  studies 
that  were  done  in  the  meantime  that 
concluded  that  the  minimum  wage 
hurts  blacks  generally.  There  were 
three  studies  that  concluded  that  the 
minimum  wage  hurts  low-wage  earn- 
ers. There  were  five  studies  that  were 
done  that  concluded  that  the  minimum 
wage  reduces  emplosrment  in  low-wage 
industries  such  as  retailing.  There  were 
three  studies  that  were  done  that  con- 
cluded that  the  minimum  wage  hurts 
low-wage  regions  such  as  the  South 
and  in  rural  areas. 

There  were  six  studies  that  were  done 
that  concluded  that  the  minimum  wage 
does  little  to  reduce  poverty.  There 
were  five  studies,  four  studies  that 
were  done  that  concluded  that  the  min- 
imimi wa«re  has  reduced  employment  in 
foreign  countries  as  well  as  here. 


I  urge  support  of  the  Quinn-Riggs 
amendment. 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  SMrra]. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  called  Joseph  StigUtz  over  at  the 
White  House  the  other  night.  Mr. 
Stiglitz  is  chairman  of  the  Council  of 
Economic  Advisers  for  the  President.  I 
called  him  becaiise  I  was  reading  his 
textbook  where  he  said,  there  is  danger 
in  increasing  the  minimum  wag'e.  That 
textbook  that  he  published  a  couple 
years  earlier,  it  said  wherever  there  is 
a  group  of  people  demographically  or 
wherever  there  are  parts  of  the  country 
in  particular  distress,  whenever  the 
minimum  wa^e  is  above  the  equi- 
librium wage,  there  is  going  to  be  un- 
employment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  so  I  asked  him:  Do  you 
not.  do  you  still  agree  with  that  con- 
cept? He  said:  Well,  we  talked  about 
how  much  unemployment  would  result, 
and  we  concluded  that  the  unemploy- 
ment that  is  going  to  result  from  the 
minimum  wage  increase  is  not  going  to 
be  that  significant.  The  fact  is  that  he 
agrees.  everyl>ody  agrees  that  it  causes 
unemployment. 

We  seem  to  be  on  a  trend  of  saying, 
since  82  percent  of  the  people  think 
wag'es  should  be  higher,  let  us  have 
Government  do  it.  Do  we  really  think 
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that  Government  control  can  deter- 
mine markets,  can  determine  produc- 
tivity, can  ultimately  determine  the 
wages  of  people?  I  think  the  answer  is 
no. 

Mr.  Speaker,  George  Washington 
asked  the  question,  and  I  quote:  "If  to 
please  the  people,  we  offer  what  we 
ourselves  disapprove,  how  can  we  after- 
wards defend  our  work?"  I  wish  he  were 
here  today  to  save  Congress  from  doing 
what  really  most  of  us  know  is  wrong: 
telling  our  citizens  that  they  cannot 
work  unless  the  Government  approves 
the  salary  they  make. 

If  the  question  to  the  American  peo- 
ple were  put  such,  do  you  believe  that 
Government  should  make  it  illegal  for 
you  to  work  unless  you  receive  $5.15  an 
hour,  do  you  think  that  is  a  good  idea 
for  that  kind  of  Government  intrusion 
or  not,  I  think  most  of  the  people 
would  say,  keep  Government  out  of  our 
lives. 

We  are  telling  seniors  that  want  to 
work  in  a  nursing  home  overnight  they 
cannot  do  it  anymore  unless  they  get 
the  wage  we  require.  I  think  it  is  a  bad 
idea.  I  think  it  is  a  shame  we  are  doing 
this. 

We  will  be  telling  teenagers  that  they  cannot 
get  work  experience  unless  the  Government 
approves  of  their  wage. 

In  effect.  Government  is  saying  that  people 
are  too  stupid  to  know  wtiat  their  minimal 
wage  requrements  are. 

My  constituents  want  the  Federal  Goverrv 
ment  to  stop  trying  to  run  their  lives.  Raising 
the  minimum  wage  is  Govemment  meddling  in 
ttieir  lives  wtiich  could  cost  them  their  job. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin [Mr.  Kleczka]. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
heard  a  lot  about  studies  today.  Let  me 
give  my  colleagues  the  benefit  of  my 
own  study.  Years  past,  I  owned  a  small 
business.  We  employed  up  to  eight  peo- 
ple. They  all  received  the  minimum 
wage.  Those  who  were  with  us  longer 
received  much  more.  We  paid  the  So- 
cial Security  tax,  unemployment  in- 
surance, the  workmen's  compensation. 
At  the  end  of  the  day,  we  still  made  a 
profit,  in  fact  paid  off  the  business  in 
record  time. 

So,  all  the  woes  we  are  hearing 
today,  I  know  from  personal  experi- 
ence, are  not  necessarily  true.  My  Re- 
publican fWends  and  their  inconsist- 
ency boggles  my  mind.  On  one  hand  we 
are  told,  if  we  increase  the  minimum 
wage,  poor  people  in  the  country  are 
going  to  lose  food  stamps,  they  are 
going  to  lose  earned  income  tax  credit. 
On  the  other  hand,  these  same  Repul>- 
licans  are  for  cutting  food  stamps.  Last 
year  they  tried  to  take  S20  bUlion  out 
of  earned  income  tax  credit.  So  to  the 
poor  I  say:  You  just  cannot  win  for  los- 
ing with  the  Republicans.  It  is  amaz- 
ing. 

Last,  let  me  encourage  my  firiends 
like  the  gentleman  f^om  California 
[Mr.  Rioos],  the  author  of  the  amend- 


ment, when  it  comes  time  for  the 
Goodling  amendments,  I  ask  you  to 
join  me  in  opposing  them.  We  can  see 
ourselves  this  afternoon  raising  the 
minimum  wage  on  one  hand  and  talk- 
ing it  away  with  two  amendments  on 
the  other  hand. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
BAiiENGER],  who  is  representing  the 
committee  position,  has  the  right  to 
close. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Florida  [Mrs.  MEEK]. 

Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
strongly  support  increasing  the  mini- 
mum wage.  I  have  many  reasons  for 
doing  so.  I  do  not  need  to  go  into  them 
all.  But  some  Members  of  the  majority 
Republican  Party  are  opposing  the 
minimum  wage  because  they  say  that, 
if  you  reform  the  earned  income  tax 
credit,  it  is  a  better  way  to  help  the 
working  poor. 
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I  say  to  my  colleagues  that  that  is 
not  true.  They  seem  to  have  forgotten 
that  last  week  they  voted  for  a  budget 
resolution  which  cuts  the  EITC  by  $20 
billion.  Last  week  they  also  asked  for  a 
$20  billion  increase  on  almost  7  million 
hard-working  Americans,  and  those  are 
the  people  who  will  have  higher  taxes 
under  the  Republican  budget,  which 
they  have  already  passed. 

If  my  colleagues  will  notice,  2.7  mil- 
lion of  our  hard-working  people,  these 
are  people  who  get  up  early  in  the 
morning  and  go  to  bed  late  at  night; 
firom  zero  to  $10,000  a  year,  that  is  all 
they  make.  Look  at  the  cut  on  these 
people,  and  the  1.8  million  who  make 
fi-om  $10,000  to  $20,000  a  year,  1.8  mil- 
lion of  those  will  be  affected  by  this 
cut,  1.9  million  of  them  in  the  $20,000  or 
$30,000  a  year  will  be  hurt. 

If  my  coUeagrues  notice  the  chart,  the 
higher  one's  pay  scale  Is,  the  less  they 
will  be  affected  by  the  EITC.  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  is  not  fair. 

Second,  do  not  let  anyone  say  that 
minimum  wage  will  not  help  the  aver- 
age worker.  Even  with  the  $500  child 
tax  credit  which  the  Republicans  have 
placed  in  the  budget,  it  is  not  going  to 
get  them  out  of  this  malaise  here  be- 
cause even  at  that  they  are  going  to 
have  to  pay  at  least  $29  more  per  year 
than  they  were  paying  now. 

My  premise  to  my  colleagues  is  that 
please  do  not  try  to  balance  out  their 
dislike  of  the  minimum  wage  by  say- 
ing, "Let's  correct  it  with  the  earned 
income  tax  credit."  The  people  need 
both  the  minimum  wage  and  the 
earned  income  tax. 

This  is  a  picture  of  people  working 
hard.  Let  us  not  try  to  hurt  them. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2% 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut [Mr.  Shays],  one  of  the  lead- 
ing proponents  of  the  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank  my 
colleagues  for  yielding  this  time  to  me. 


In  Psalms  we  read,  "I  would  have 
fainted  unless  I  believed  to  see  the 
goodness  of  the  Lord  in  the  land  of  the 
living."  This  is  an  excellent  debate, 
and  we  are  having  the  opportunity  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  and  within  both 
parties  to  debate  this  issue  and  speak 
from  our  hearts.  From  my  heart  I  be- 
lieve in  the  Riggs-Quinn-English-Mar- 
tini  amendment  to  increase  the  mini- 
mum wage  50  cents  in  July  and  again 
40  cents  a  year  later.  In  my  heart  I  be- 
lieve that  we  have  got  to  have  a  mini- 
mum base  for  a  worker  so  they  are  not 
exploited.  In  my  heart  I  believe  this  is 
the  right  thing  to  do. 

Now,  the  debate  we  have,  this  is  his- 
toric because  two-thirds  of  Congress 
wants  to  increase  the  minimum  wage, 
but  two-thirds  of  the  majority  party 
does  not.  What  a  credit  to  the  majority 
party  that  they  have  brought  out  a  fair 
bill,  and  I  just  have  nothing  but  admi- 
ration from  my  leadership  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  that  they  have  offered 
this  kind  of  debate. 

Now,  there  is  a  tradeoff.  My  col- 
league from  California  is  right.  When 
we  increase  the  minimum  wage,  we  af- 
fect jobs  and  we  affect  prices.  The  issue 
is  how  significant  is  that  increase?  If 
we  did  what  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton]  did  and  raised  it 
$20.  of  covirse  we  would  increase  prices 
and  cause  large  unemplosrment.  But 
when  we  do  what  we  did  in  1989  and 
raise  the  minimum  wage  45  cents,  and 
again  a  year  later  45  cents,  unemploy- 
ment went  down,  maybe  it  would  have 
gone  down  even  more,  prices  were  basi- 
cally stabilized.  It  was  a  modest  in- 
crease. 

We  are  at  an  all-time  low  in  40  years. 
The  minimum  wage  in  1968,  if  it  had 
been  indexed  for  inflation,  would  be 
$7.08  today.  We  are  not  asking  it  to  be 
$7.08.  We  are  asking  that  over  a  period 
of  18  months  it  will  be  increased  by  90 
cents. 

I  just  have  to  say  that  I  am  proud  of 
my  Republicans.  I  appreciate  the 
Democrats  for  pushing  this  issue.  The 
bottom  line  is  we  have  the  best  of  both 
worlds.  We  have  an  economic  engrine, 
we  have  the  Small  Business  Protection 
Act.  we  have  $7.5  billion  in  this  bill  for 
tax  writeoCEs  for  small  business,  for  ex- 
pensing, for  targeted  tax  credits,  to 
hire  the  least  employable,  the  ones  who 
are  on  welfare.  This  is  a  better  bill 
than  just  standing  alone  on  the  mini- 
mum wage.  I  salute  both  sides  in  this 
debate. 

Let  us  vote  this  out.  Let  us  increase 
the  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Campbell]. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ap- 
preciate my  colleague  giving  me  just  a 
brief  moment  to  respond. 

We  ought  to  recognize  the  tradeoff 
and  put  some  numbers  on  it.  I  think  all 
reasonable    conmientators   have    said. 
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"You  lose  jobs  if  you  increase  the  mini- 
mum wage,  but  if  you're  lucky  enough 
still  to  have  a  job.  you  will  do  better." 

What  are  the  numbers?  The  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics  tells  us  that  214.000 
wage  earners  support  families  on  a 
minimum  wage,  which  is  less  than  2 
tenths  of  1  percent  of  all  wage  earners. 
So  the  number  that  we  keep  hearing, 
the  4.7  million  who  make  the  minimum 
wage,  is  not  right.  It  is  rather  how 
many  are  supporting  families  on  it. 
Less  than  2  tenths  of  1  percent  bene- 
fited. And  how  many  would  lose  jobs? 
The  best  estimates  that  we  have  seen 
are  between  600,000  and  700,000. 

And  so  here  is  the  tradeoff.  Do  we  for 
the  political  opportunity  of  this  mo- 
ment sacrifice  the  emplojnment  of  half 
a  million  in  order  to  increase  earnings 
for  the  214.000?  I  say  "no." 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  BOEHNER]. 

Mr.  BOEHNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  said 
earlier  in  this  debate,  over  the  last  16 
months  the  Republicans  in  Congress 
have  had  the  courage  to  come  to  the 
floor  of  the  House  today  and  every  day 
over  those  16  months  to  do  what  we 
thought  was  right  for  the  American 
people.  We  have  had  the  courage  to 
look  past  politics  and  had  the  courage 
to  bring  real  change  to  this  floor,  real 
change  in  this  Govemment  to  try  to 
help  all  Americans. 

Now,  I  know  today's  debate  on  this 
minimvun  wage  is  a  serious  debate.  It  is 
a  debate  that  is  certainly  strongly  felt 
by  people  on  both  sides  of  this  issue. 
But  I  would  suggest  to  all  of  my  col- 
leagues here  that  everyone  in  this  Con- 
gress wants  to  help  low-wage  workers. 
We  all  want  every  American's  boat  to 
be  lifted,  but  especially  those  at  the 
bottom  of  the  economic  ladder,  we  all 
sincerely  believe  and  want  to  do  what 
we  can  to  help  them.  But  the  question 
is  how. 

The  proponents  today  bring  a  govem- 
ment-n:uLndated  minimum  wage  to  the 
floor.  What  this  is  going  to  do,  in  my 
view,  is  going  to  hurt  the  very  people 
we  are  trjring  to  help.  It  is  going  to 
hurt  small  businesses  that  are  the  en- 
gine of  new  job  growth  in  America,  and 
I  have  to  ask  m3rself  why  would  we 
want  to  do  that  when  there  is  another 
way  to  help  low-wage  workers,  and 
that  other  way  is  to  help  the  private 
sector,  help  them  va  a  strong  growing 
economy  so  that  they  can  provide  more 
jobs  and  better  wages  for  tihe  American 
people  because  in  the  end  low-wage 
workers  will  be  much  better  off  by  al- 
lowing the  private  sector  to  do  this 
rather  than  more  govemment  man- 
dates, more  govemment  regulations. 

Now,  Republicans  over  those  last  16 
months,  we  have  tried  to  do  this,  and 
we  have  passed  a  $500  per  child  tax 
credit  to  help  all  workers  in  America. 
Unfortunately,  it  was  vetoed  by  the 
President.  We  have  passed  a  balanced 
budget  plan  in  the  House  and  Senate, 


and  it  was  also  vetoed,  that  would  help 
all  workers,  especially  low-wage  work- 
ers who  are  hit  with  high  interest  pay- 
ments on  their  car  loans,  their  mort- 
gages, if  they  have  them.  We  could 
really  help.  A  capital  gains  tax  reduc- 
tion; yes,  capital  gains  tax  rate  reduc- 
tion that  would  help  the  economy 
grow,  help  small  businesses  invest 
more  in  their  business,  more  in  equip- 
ment, and  guess  what  would  happen? 
We  would  have  more  jobs  and  we  would 
have  higher  wages  for  low-wage  work- 
ers. 

Now,  over  the  last  couple  of  days  my 
friends  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
have  had  a  lot  of  fun  using  a  quote  that 
was  attributed  to  me  that  said  I  would 
commit  suicide  before  I  wouJd  vote  to 
artificially  raise  the  minimum  wage. 
Now,  why  would  I  make  such  a  quote? 
Well.  I  would  like  to  tell  all  of  my  col- 
leagues I  grew  up  in  Cincinnati  with  11 
brothers  and  sisters.  I  have  had  about 
every  low-wage,  sub-minimum  wage 
job  there  is,  and  it  was  those  jobs  that 
were  available  that  allowed  me  to 
learn  the  skills,  allowed  me  the  oppor- 
tunity to  learn  how  to  get  along  in  life, 
and  yes,  also  taught  me  that  maybe  I 
ought  to  go  back  to  school  to  improve 
myself  if  I  were  going  to  improve  my 
lot  in  life.  And,  yes,  it  was  because 
those  low-wage  jobs  were  there  that, 
quite  frankly,  I  am  here  today. 

I  am  a  product  of  the  private  sector. 
I  started  a  small  business  and  spend  15 
years  building  it  before  I  came  here. 
Fortunately,  I  did  not  have  to  pay  any 
of  my  workers  the  minimum  wage.  I 
was  successful  enough  to  be  able  to  pay 
them  a  good  wage,  but  It  was  because 
we  had  a  successful  company. 

But  a  lot  of  small  businesses  do  not 
have  that,  and  on  behalf  of  myself  and 
my  11  brothers  and  sisters  who  had  op- 
portunities in  America  because  these 
jobs  were  here,  I  from  the  bottom  of 
my  soul  believe  that  we  can  help  low- 
wage  workers  by  providing  and  expand- 
ing the  economy  and  help  all  workers. 

Let  us  do  the  right  thing  today  and 
veto  and  vote  "no"  on  this  artificial 
minimum  wage  Increase. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such 
time  as  he  may  consume  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Fields]. 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Louisiana  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  full  support  of  raising  ttie  minimum  wage.  It 
has  been  over  5  years  since  working  Ameri- 
cans have  had  a  raise.  Since  April  of  1991, 
the  mininxim  wage  has  tieen  fixed  at  S425.  If 
left  unchanged,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  at 
its  lowest  in  more  than  40  years  in  real  infla- 
tkxvadjusted  terms.  Nearly  three-fourths  of  the 
workers  affected  by  the  increase  are  adults 
over  ttie  age  of  20.  Between  1981-68,  Presi- 
dent Reagan  adamantly  opposed  an  increase 
in  the  Federal  minimum  wage,  the  kxigest  pe- 
riod of  time  for  it  to  remain  stagnant  It  lost  25 
percent  of  its  purchasing  power  during  that 
time.  The  purctvasing  power  has  dropped  15% 
since  the  last  increase  in  1991.  Adjusted  for 
inflation,  that  is  nearly  50  cents.  The  average 
minimum  wage  worker  must  work  Vh  days 


more  in  order  to  pay  rent  than  in  1981,  now 
totalling  17  days. 

The  average  minimum  wage  worker  has  to 
wori<  nxxe  ttian  full  time,  15  hours  more,  to 
stay  out  of  poverty.  Forty  percent  of  minimum 
wage  earners  are  sole  breadwinners.  Mirti- 
mum  wage  workers'  earnings  account  for  al- 
most half,  45  percent  of  a  families  total  earrv 
ings.  The  Department  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  estimates  that  ttie  minimum  wage  irv 
crease  coukJ  lift  300,000  fanvlies  out  of  pov- 
erty, including  100.000  children  Irving  in  pov- 
erty. 

At  $4.25  an  hour,  a  full-time  emptoyee  work- 
ing 40  hours  a  week,  52  weeks  a  year  earns 
$8,840.  Fifty-nine  percent  of  all  minimum 
wage  workers  are  women.  Many  of  these 
women  are  single  parents.  Ten  million  Ameri- 
cans working  for  minimum  wage  woukj  take 
home  anottier  Si  .800.00  a  year  if  a  90-cent  irv 
crease  were  enacted. 

This  90  cent  increase  could  enable  a  single 
mother  to  pay:  for  7  months  of  groceries,  rent 
or  mortgage  payments  for  4  months,  a  full 
year  of  health  coverage,  9  morrths  worth  of 
utilities,  and  nrtore  tftan  a  full  year's  tuition  at 
a  2-year  college. 

In  Louisiana,  313,605  workers,  20  percent 
of  tfie  total  work  force,  are  minimum  wage 
earners. 

Before  working  for  me,  one  of  my  own  env 
ployees,  a  divorced  rrx>tt>er,  with  no  support 
from  her  child's  fattier,  had  to  work  three  part- 
time  jobs  to  keep  her  head  above  water.  Be- 
cause site  was  also  in  college  trying  to  obtain 
a  degree,  she  was  unable  to  work  8  straight 
hours  a  day  arxl  go  to  dasses  and  take  care 
of  a  chiU.  Not  onty  that,  txjt  many  emptoyers 
win  rK>t  hire  a  minimum-wage  earner  for  40 
hours  a  week  to  keep  from  laving  to  pay  ben- 
efits. She  is  a  prime  example  of  a  minimum 
wage  earner  bringing  home  $8,840  a  year. 
With  a  monthly  income  of  less  than  S700  after 
taxes,  she  was  In  ttie  red  every  pay  period 
and  forced  to  rely  on  food  stamps  arxj  Medio- 
akl  to  g^  t>y. 

ExpendKures  taken  from  tfiat  $700  a  month: 
rent.  S225.00;  ubiities.  S60.00;  chikJ  care, 
S300.00;  telephone,  $29.00;  incidentals 
(toiletries,  diapers,  househoM  items,  etc.), 
$50.00;  transportatkm.  S30.00. 

Total  remaining:  $6.00 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Ver- 
mont [Mr.  Sanders]. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
great  crisis  facing  this  country  today 
Is  the  decline  in  real  wages  for  Amer- 
ican workers  and  the  proliferation  of 
low-wage  jobs.  We  have  millions  and 
millions  of  workers  today  who  are  try- 
ing to  survive  on  $4.25  an  hour,  $5  an 
hour.  They  are  not  making  It.  Raising 
the  minimum  wage  is  long  overdue, 
and  we  must  do  it  today. 

The  situation  is  so  bad  and  the  Fed- 
eral Govemment  has  so  much  failed  to 
stand  up  to  its  responsibility  that  10 
States  in  this  country  on  thefr  own,  in- 
cluding the  State  of  Vermont,  have 
raised  the  minimum  wage.  Now,  if  the 
minimum  wage  is  so  bad,  tell  the  Re- 
publican Governor  of  New  Jersey,  who 
supports  thefr  Increase  in  the  mini- 
mum wage,  to  roll  It  back.  She  will  not 
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do  it  because  she  knows,  as  every  other 
Governor  knows,  that  it  is  vital  to 
raise  the  minimum  wage  today. 

Lastly,  it  is  incomprehensible  to  me 
that  I  am  hearing  people  talk  about 
abolishing  the  minimum  wage.  They 
really  want  to  see  workers  in  America 
earning  a  dollar  an  hour,  $2  an  hour, 
competing  against  the  workers  in 
China  who  make  20  cents  an  hour.  That 
is  not  the  future  of  America. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  my- 
self 30  seconds  to  point  out  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders] 
and  my  very  good  friend,  fellow  Gang 
of  7  member,  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  BOEHNER],  that  the  legislation 
which  passed  yesterday  on  an  over- 
whelmingly bipartisan  measure,  I 
think  it  had  actually  or  more  than  300 
votes  for  final  passage,  will  provide  tax 
incentives  to  entrepreneurs  to  start 
and  to  grow  a  business.  And  that  com- 
bined with  the  minimum  wage  is  good 
policy  for  America. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
BILBRAT]. 

Mr.  BILBRAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  sup- 
port the  motion  and  the  amendment.  I 
support  it  not  because  it  is  going  to 
change  the  world,  but  it  is  a  gesture  by 
this  Congress  to  the  fact  that  this  Con- 
gress has  done  things  that  have  been 
counterproductive  to  the  working 
class,  and  I  wish  my  colleagues  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle  that  say  they  care 
about  the  entry-level  jobs  were  as  com- 
passionate about  the  competition  that 
American  workers  have  to  have  every 
day  against  illegal  inmiigration,  un- 
controlled inmiigration  that  the  old 
Congress  not  only  allowed  but  prac- 
tically mandated  and  encouraged,  and  I 
just  ask  my  colleagues  to  be  as  com- 
passionate about  the  entry-level  jobs, 
Americans  who  are  waiting  for  good 
jobs,  I  wish  they  would  care  as  much 
about  the  causes  for  driving  down  the 
fair  market  value  of  labor  in  this  coun- 
try that  they  have  allowed  along  with 
some  Members  on  this  side  to  be  able 
to  do  this. 

So  this  is  a  gesture  of  saying  we  have 
not  only  not  done  the  right  thing,  we 
have  consciously  caused  the  fair  mar- 
ket value  of  labor  in  this  country  to  be 
depressed  by  cheap  illegal  imported 
labor,  and  I  ask  both  parties  now  that 
say  they  care  about  the  economy  let  us 
take  care  of  that  problem,  Mr.  Speak- 
er. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Andrews]. 
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Mr.  ANDREWS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  thank  my  friend  for  yielding 
me  the  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  to  understand  this  de- 
bate today  and  what  has  happened  in 
this  Congress  in  the  last  18  months,  we 
have  to  consider  the  case  of  an  individ- 
ual  who   owns  a  building,   and   that 


woman  who  cleans  his  building  at 
night  and  is  working  for  minimum 
wage.  Here  is  what  we  have  done  for 
those  two  people  or  to  those  two  people 
in  the  last  18  months. 

For  the  person  who  owns  the  building 
we  have  said,  if  you  have  a  i>ension 
plan  and  you  have  what  you  consider  to 
be  surplus  income  in  the  plan,  you  can 
keep  it  and  spend  it  on  yourself.  We 
have  said  that  when  you  sell  the  build- 
ing, we  will  give  you  a  tax  break  or  a 
tax  reduction  on  your  profit  when  you 
sell  the  building,  and  if  you  choose  to 
move  out  of  the  country,  renounce 
your  citizenship,  and  no  longer  be  an 
American  for  the  puri>oses  of  evading 
taxes,  we  will  let  you  do  it.  That  is  the 
policy  we  are  following  here. 

On  the  other  hand,  when  the  woman 
who  cleans  the  building  at  night  tries 
to  get  a  90-cent  increase  per  hour  in 
her  wages,  that  is  a  great  risk  to  the 
American  economy  and  a  great  diver- 
sion of  public  policy  that  makes  no 
sense. 

What  makes  no  sense  is  that  we  are 
even  having  a  serious  question  about 
this.  The  people  who  sweep  our  floors, 
cook  our  meals,  and  work  in  the  child 
care  centers  in  this  country  need  a 
raise.  They  have  earned  it,  they  de- 
serve it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  support  the  increase 
in  the  minimvim  wage.  I  oppose  the 
amendment  that  will  follow  this,  which 
will  eviscerate  and  defeat  the  increase 
in  the  minimum  wage.  I  would  urge  my 
colleagues  to  vote  for  the  amendment 
of  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
RiGGS]  and  against  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  GOODUNG]. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  the 
balance  of  my  time  to  the  gentleman 
flrom  Montana  [Mr.  Williams]. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Walker).  The  gentleman  from  Mon- 
tana [Mr.  Williams]  is  recognized  for 
2Vi  minutes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  jrielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  met  begin  a  moment 
of  nonpartisanship  by  recognizing  the 
small  band  of  our  Republican  col- 
leagues who  have  abandoned  the  posi- 
tion of  their  party  and  support  the 
minimum  wage.  I  commend  them,  be- 
cause I  know  their  leadership  is  100 
percent  against  their  position.  I  en- 
courage all  Republicans  to  join  this 
small  band  of  courageous  and  correct 
Republicans.  I  encourage  all  Repub- 
licans to  join  the  Democrats  that  are 
in  favor  of  the  minimum  wage. 

I  encourage  all  Republicans  in  the 
House  to  imderstand  that  today  the 
value  of  the  minimum  wage  is  $3.70, 
not  S4.25.  but  S3.70  in  purchase  power. 
But  even  if  it  was  $4.25,  I  would  remind 
all  of  my  colleagues  that  we  earn  more 
every  15  days  than  those  workers  earn 
all  year.  That  is,  we  earn  in  15  days  on 
our  congressional  salaries  what  mini- 
mum  wage   workers,   going   to   work 
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every  day,  earn  all  year  long.  Surely 
the  Congressional  Republicans  can 
come  down  here  and  help  to  increase 
the  wage  of  those  low-income  Ameri- 
cans. 

Mr.  Speaker,  today  in  this  country 
one  child  out  of  four  lives  in  poverty. 
Yet  60  percent  of  those  kids  live  in  a 
household  where  one  or  the  other  par- 
ent works.  We  should  raise  their  mom's 
minimum  wage.  If  we  want  mom  and 
dad  off  of  welfare,  make  the  job  worth 
going  to.  Raise  the  minimum  wage. 
That  is  one,  only  one  way,  but  that  is 
one  good  way  that  we  could  help  to  re- 
form welfare. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  encourage  all  our  Re- 
publican colleagues  to  join  this  small 
band  of  Republicans  here  that  under- 
stands that  raising  the  standard  of  liv- 
ing for  America's  workers,  not  lower- 
ing it,  is  the  way  to  increase  employ- 
ment in  this  country,  is  the  way  to 
help  small  business  in  this  country. 

Most  of  our  Republican  friends  seem 
to  think  that  if  we  could  just  lower 
wages  enough,  we  could  create  more 
employment  in  this  country.  That  has 
been  their  debate  here.  That  has  been 
their  argument.  We  have  all  heard  it. 
In  fact,  we  have  heard  it  for  60  years.  It 
has  been  six  decades  now  that  the  vast 
majority  of  Republicans,  in  a  kind  of 
political  stone-age  opposition  to  mini- 
mum wage,  have  opposed  it.  Again,  I 
commend  this  small  band  of  Repub- 
licans and  encourage  all  the  rest  of  you 
to  join  them. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPELAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  RiGGS]  is 
recognized  for  2%  minutes. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  has 
been,  I  think,  an  enlightening  and  con- 
structive debate.  I  want  to  point  out 
that  I  expect  the  vote  that  will  occur 
on  this  floor  will  be  very  much  a  bipar- 
tisan vote.  About  an  hour  ago  we  had  a 
procedural  vote,  with  76  Republicans 
joining  190  Democrats  to  support  that 
motion,  so  I  anticipate  the  vote  for  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  be  equally  bi- 
partisan. 

In  the  spirit  of  bipartisanship,  I  want 
to  remind  my  Democrat  colleagues 
again  of  yesterday's  USA  Today  Gallop 
poll  indicating  that  83  percent  of  the 
American  people  supjwrt  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  and  83  percent  of 
the  American  people  support  raising 
the  minimum  wage.  Seventy-one  per- 
cent support  a  2-year  cutoff  for  welfare 
without  work. 

I  would  ask  the  Members,  in  the 
same  spirit  of  bipartisanship,  to  stop 
fighting  us  tooth  and  nail  in  our  efforts 
to  balance  the  budget  and  reform  wel- 
fare, and  join  us  in  a  bipartisan  manner 
to  help  us  pass  those  critical  legisla- 
tive reforms  in  the  waning  days  of  this 
session  of  Congress. 

In  just  a  moment,  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
are  going  to  hear  a  very  distinguished 
economist,  who  himself  happens  to  be 
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an  extraordinarily  capable  majority 
leader,  speak  to  close  the  debate.  A  few 
moments  ago  he  spoke  about  the  per- 
verse employment  effect  of  raising  the 
minimum  wage.  But  I  want  to  respect- 
fully suggest  that  raising  the  minimum 
wage  allows  us  to  address  the  perverse 
incentive  that  we  have  in  American  so- 
ciety today  that  makes  welfare  more 
attractive  than  work. 

Let  us  raise  the  minimum  wage  to 
help  lift  people  out  of  poverty,  particu- 
larly those  single  mothers  who  strug- 
gle against  heroic  odds  to  move  fl-om 
welfare  to  work.  Let  us  make  sure  that 
that  entry-level  job  for  a  welfare  recip- 
ient pays  more  than  welfare.  We  can  do 
this  together.  We  can  send  a  strong 
message  to  the  American  people  that 
we  can  put  partisanship  aside  and  we 
can  get  things  done  in  the  name  of  the 
public  good. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  the  balance  of  my  time  to  the  dis- 
tinguished gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Armey],  our  majority  leader. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Armey]  is  rec- 
ognized for  8  minutes. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  jneldlng  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  here  I  am,  with  every 
fiber  in  my  being,  doing  what  I  thought 
I  would  not  have  to  do  in  this  Congress: 
Speaking  on  behalf  of  the  most  belea- 
guered, least  advantaged,  least  trained, 
least  skilled,  least  experienced  job  as- 
pirants in  America,  against  the  folly  of 
raising  the  minimum  wage,  which,  irre- 
spective of  the  impact  it  might  have  on 
their  incentive  to  work,  I  might  point 
out  to  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  California,  creates  an  enormous 
reduction  in  the  opportunities  for  them 
to  find  the  job;  because  as  we  raise  the 
price  of  unskilled  work,  we  provide  a 
greater  incentive  to  substitute  other 
ways  of  achieving  the  task  without  the 
employment:  Golf  carts  instead  of  cad- 
dies, dishwashing  machines  instead  of 
dish  washers;  any  number  of  events  we 
have  seen  in  the  past. 

The  facts  are  clear,  Mr.  Speaker. 
Study  after  study  after  study  dem- 
onstrates that  we  have  these  perverse 
empl03mient  effects  where  that  entry- 
level  job  for  the  most  needy  worker  in 
America  just  goes  away.  It  is  docu- 
mented. There  is  no  doubt  about  that. 
It  is  the  standard  treatment  of  this 
subject  in  every  econimc  principles 
textbook  in  America,  including  the  1993 
edition  of  the  President's  own  chair- 
man of  the  Council  of  Economic  Advi- 
sors' textbook  on  page  131. 

I  have  said  this  before,  and  I  am 
afiraid  it  seems  harsh,  but  if  a  college 
freshman  does  not  grasp  this,  he  is  not 
likely  to  pass  the  course.  But  it  is  not 
just  an  academic  question,  it  is  a  ques- 
tion of  real  lives. 

I  had  my  first  job  at  less  than  what 
is  today's  minimum  wage,  at  a  lower 


wage.  I  was  sacking  groceries  for  Joe 
Torson  at  the  age  of  14.  Joe  Torson 
taught  me  I  had  to  be  to  work  on  time, 
I  had  to  be  clean  and  neat  and  orderly, 
and  I  had  to  be  well  mannered,  and  I 
had  to  do  my  job  and  I  had  to  achieve 
some  degree  of  proficiency.  When  I  did 
that,  he  gave  me  a  raise.  Then  I  moved 
on.  I  started  another  job  at  another 
time,  with  another  firm,  doing  another 
thing.  I  started  at  the  minimum  wage. 

They  taught  me  what  was  the  dif- 
ference between  a  coffin  hoist  and  a 
come-along.  They  taught  me  how  to 
put  on  my  equipment  and  climb  a  pole, 
and  after  I  could  do  it  I  got  a  raise,  and 
I  worked  my  way  through  college  in 
the  summer. 

Then  after  that,  while  in  school,  dur- 
ing the  school  year  when  I  wanted  that 
supplement  for  my  income  that  I  need- 
ed as  a  young  college  student,  I  washed 
dishes  at  minimum  wage.  I  could  have 
been  replaced  with  a  new  Hobart  dish- 
washing machine,  and  all  of  us  knew 
that.  So  nobody  stays,  or  very  few  peo- 
ple stay. 

What  if  you  do  stay  at  the  minimum 
wage  and  have  a  child?  With  the  earned 
income  tax  credit,  with  aid  to  depend- 
ent children,  with  the  other  benefits 
that  are  available  to  you,  nobody  is 
asked  to  raise  a  family  in  America 
today,  with  all  that  we  do  to  supple- 
ment the  income  of  the  low-wage  work- 
er at  minimum  wage. 

This  debate  has  been  a  fascinating 
exercise  for  me.  I  have  often  said  that 
Washington  harbors  a  great  many  peo- 
ple that  cannot  be  trusted  with  words 
or  numbers.  That  point  has  never  been 
more  thoroughly  well  demonstrated 
than  listening  to  all  of  the  misinforma- 
tion I  have  seen  around  here. 

We  were  approached  by  our  Members 
and  we  were  asked  by  a  minority  of  our 
majority,  would  we  put  this  vote  on 
the  floor.  Out  of  respect  for  our  Mem- 
bers, we  said  yes,  we  will  do  that,  but 
we  will  do  it  after  a  time  in  which  we 
have  been  able  to  study  it,  prepare  for 
it,  and  put  it  in  with  the  proper  safe- 
guards and  protections.  One  of  the  pro- 
tections we  put  in  here  against  the  loss 
of  job  opportunities  for  the  inexperi- 
enced worker  is  a  small  business  ex- 
emption, something  that  was  peti- 
tioned to  the  Democrat  majority  in 
1991  by  then-Congressman  Espy,  had  67 
Democrat  cosponsors,  150  sponsors,  and 
hey  would  not  allow  it  on  the  floor. 

A  larger  share  of  their  conference 
when  they  were  in  the  majority  that 
petitioned  them  for  this  exemption 
asked,  why  was  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  SERRANO]  so  much  in 
favor  of  this  in  1991;  why  was  the  gen- 
tleman trom  New  York  [Mr.  Owens]  so 
much  in  favor  of  this  in  1991;  Why  was 
the  then-Democrat  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Small  Business  in  favor 
of  that  in  1991?  Because  they  knew  the 
harm  that  was  happening  in  the  inner 
city.  They  petitioned  their  leadership. 

Now  we  have  brought  it  out  in  ex- 
actly the  same  language,  with  the  only 


change  being  two  protections  for  those 
already  on  minimum  wage  in  those 
jobs  that  would  get  the  exemption.  The 
two  protections  were  if  you  are  now  re- 
ceiving it,  you  cannot  be  denied  it,  and 
you  cannot  lose  your  job  as  a  method 
of  avoidance  of  it;  a  better  amendment 
than  even  Congressman  Espy  had,  we 
brought  it  on  the  floor,  and  we  hear  all 
of  this  noise  from  the  same  Democrat 
leadership  that  denied  their  own  mem- 
bership the  fundamental  right  to  air 
their  views  and  have  a  vote  on  the  floor 
in  1991,  this  big  panic  of  rhetoric  going 
up. 

I  have  to  tell  the  Members,  I  am  em- 
barrassed by  it.  This  is  a  serious  busi- 
ness in  the  lives  of  real  people.  We  may 
in  fact  entertain  ourselves,  console 
ourselves  that  somehow  or  another  we 
will  never  see  those  people  who  become 
the  broken  eggs  in  the  omelet  of  self- 
satisfaction  that  we  make  for  ourselves 
as  we  appease  the  pressures  of  Amer- 
ican union  leaders  in  Washington,  DC, 
in  total  disregard  for  real  people  in 
their  real  lives  in  the  real  world. 

We  will  probably  vote  this  thing  in, 
but  if  in  fact  we  end  up  doing  this,  I 
implore  my  colleagues,  have  an  ounce 
of  decency  and  consideration  for  the 
most  beleaguered  victims  of  minimum 
wage  increases,  those  youngsters 
caught  in  inner  cities  where  the  jobs 
are  lost,  and  vote  the  small  business 
exemption  and  give  them  the  protec- 
tion they  have.  Many  of  you  will  not  do 
that.  You  will  make  your  votes,  and 
you  will  be  satisfied  that  you  have 
done  good. 

But  let  me  leave  you  with  this 
thought.  When  you  walk  into  the  city 
in  the  middle  of  July  and  you  see  that 
youngster  that  is  standing  idle  because 
the  job  they  thought  they  were  going 
to  have  is  not  there  for  them  this  sum- 
mer, and  you  look  in  the  face  of  that 
young  high  school  or  college  student 
and  you  say,  "I  feel  your  pain,"  that  is 
only  just.  You  caused  it. 

Mr.  RUSH.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  minimum  wage 
and  efforts  to  increase  it,  have  been  the  focus 
of  many  inaccurate  comments  by  Members  in 
the  Reputiiican  majority.  Some  have  said  tfiat 
there  are  no  heads  of  households  supporting 
families  on  a  minimum  wage.  Ottiers  have 
prodaimed,  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage 
would  cause  jobs  to  decrease  for  low-sklled 
worlcers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  truth  is  an  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  is  ttie  only  way  working  Ameri- 
cans will  be  able  to  sustain  decent  living  for 
themsefves.  The  truth  is  that  12  millkxi  Ameri- 
cans, most  of  them  women,  wouU  benefit 
from  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  truth  is 
that  a  raise  in  the  minimum  wage  is  tfte  least 
this  Congress  can  do  for  Americans,  after  cuts 
in  education,  Medkare,  school  lurx:hes,  and 
environmental  protections. 

The  fact  ttiat  we  are  even  having  a  debate 
on  the  merits  of  a  minimum  wage  increase 
shows  ttiat  the  majority  cares  Ittte  for  those 
wfio  are  struggling.  The  majority  feels  the 
need  to  debate  the  merits  of  a  bil  that  wil  pro- 
vide extra  pay  ttiat  woukJ  mean  7  nxxilhs  of 
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groceries,  a  year  of  health  care  costs,  9 
months  of  utilify  tM'lls,  or  4  rmnths  of  housing. 

We  must  stand  strong  for  those  who  have 
the  least  We  must  fight  for  those  who  are  try- 
ing to  better  their  situations  through  good, 
honest,  hard  wotk.  We  must  be  sure  that  a 
minimum  wage  is  truly  a  living  wage.  Since 
businesses  are  enjoying  record  profits,  we 
must  ensure  that  profits  are  shared  with  the 
persons  who  made  the  records  possit}le. 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  K^r.  Speaker,  I  dont 
favor  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage.  In 
fact,  I  am  opposed  to  the  whole  concept  of  a 
minimum  wage. 

In  the  private  sector,  the  minimum  wage  is 
an  interference  with  employer-employee  con- 
tractual relations.  Big  brothers  in  the  Federal 
bureaucracy  aren't  happy  unless  they  can 
control  conduct  throughout  the  workplace. 

And,  recalling  my  own  experience  as  a 
county  supervisor,  I  krxnv  the  minimum  wage 
is  just  another  unfunded  mandate.  It  rep- 
resents Washington's  dictating  to  States  and 
local  governments  what  they  must  pay  without 
providing  the  dollars  to  accomplish  it 

There  are  economists  from  coast  to  coast 
wtx>  have  exposed  the  minimum  wage,  show- 
ing that  it  doesn't  lift  people  from  poverty.  In- 
stead, it  denies  realistic  opportunity  for  first- 
time  workers  and  those  with  little  experience 
as  well  as  impairing  small  businesses. 

Minimums,  whether  in  wages  or  freedoms, 
are  not  American  ideals.  As  a  society,  we 
should  strive  for  maximums,  gained  by  hard 
work,  not  by  regulation  and  restriction. 

Mr.  BORSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in 
strong  support  of  an  increase  in  the  minimum 
wage  from  $4.25  to  S5.15  over  the  next  2 
years.  This  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is 
an  essential  step  toward  ensuring  that  Amer- 
ican workers  are  properly  rewarded  for  their 
efforts  to  achieve  the  American  dream. 

While  a  bipartisan  najority  in  the  Congress 
stands  ready  to  give  minimum  wage  earners  a 
raise  the  House  Republican  leadership  instead 
wishes  to  deprive  potentially  millions  of  Amer- 
ican workers  of  any  minimum  wage  increase. 
In  wtiat  shoukj  have  been  a  simple,  widely- 
supported  victory  for  millions  of  hard  working 
Americans,  the  Republican  majority  has  dem- 
onstrated not  only  its  aversion  to  any  irKrease 
in  pay  for  American  workers,  but  also  its  inten- 
tion to  eliminate,  entirely,  the  protections  of 
the  minimum  wage  for  millions  of  k>w-income 
earners.  In  fact  quoting  Speaker  Gingrich's 
right-hand  man.  Majority  Leader  Dick  Armey, 
the  Republican  majority  wiH  not  only  fight  any 
minimum  wage  increase  ''with  every  fiber  of 
his  being,"  a  majority  of  the  Republk:ans 
would  Kke  to  do  away  with  the  minimum  wage 
altog^her. 

This  is  yet  another  example  of  the  extremist 
agenda  of  the  Republican  leadership.  While 
the  average  American  worker  labors  day  in 
and  day  out  just  to  support  his  or  her  family, 
the  new  congressional  leadership  has  worked 
just  as  hard  to  prevent  these  Americans  from 
earning  a  fair,  liveable  wage.  Should  Speaker 
Gingrich  arxj  his  foot  sokiiers  be  successful 
in  their  efforts  to  prevent  a  pay  raise  for  Amer- 
ican workers,  the  real  purchasing  power  of  the 
minimum  wsige  will  soon  be  at  the  towest  it 
has  been  in  over  40  years. 

Mr.  Speaker,  far  too  many  hardworking 
Americans  are  not  adequately  rewarded  (or 


their  efforts.  In  recent  years,  many  middle- 
and  low-income  American  families  have  faced 
an  ir)credil)le  economic  squeeze.  Since  1979, 
the  wealthiest  20  percent  of  this  country  has 
seen  Its  incomes  grow  my  roughly  S767  bil- 
lion. During  the  same  period,  middle-income 
families  have  seen  their  wages  stagnate,  and 
in  certain  cases  decrease.  But  the  last  10 
years  of  wage  stagnation  has  had  a  particu- 
larly hard  impact  on  the  lives  of  the  low-in- 
come working  families.  Since  1979,  the  value 
of  the  current  minimum  wage  for  lower-irv 
come,  working-class  families  has  dropped  by 
almost  29  percent,  and,  in  fact  has  declined 
over  50  cents  alone  in  constant  value  since  its 
last  bipartisan  increase  only  5  years  ago. 

Today,  the  majority  of  woridng  American 
families  are  struggling  to  provide  their  families 
with  a  decent  starxlard  of  living.  This  living- 
wage  increase  of  over  $1,800  In  additional 
eamings  per  year  is  an  essential,  first  step  in 
assisting  many  of  the  most  vulnerable  Amer- 
ican families  obtain  the  ability  to  provkje  their 
families  with  proper  homes,  a  good  education, 
and  a  chance  to  improve  their  economic  situa- 
tk}n. 

I  am  very  disappointed  that  the  majority 
leadership  chose  to  exact  a  price  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  most  Important  and  widely 
accepted  issue  for  millions  of  American  work- 
ers, by  attaching  amendments  which  would 
not  only  deny  many  Americans  the  benefit  of 
a  pay  raise,  but  also  completely  eliminate  the 
protections  of  the  minimum  wage  for  millk>ns 
of  small  business  wori^ers. 

The  first  of  the  Republcan  majority's  pro- 
posed amervjments  would  repeal  the  protec- 
tions of  the  minimum  wage  for  small  txisi- 
nesses.  This  amendment  to  the  minimum 
wage  lrx;rease  would  be  a  dramatic  leap  t>ack- 
ward  from  current  law,  effectively  exempting 
virtually  all  new  emptoyees  of  two-thirds  of  all 
firms  from  major  woriter  protection  provisions 
of  the  Fair  Labor  Starxlards  Act  including  min- 
imum wage  arxJ  overtime  pay.  Millions  of 
workers  who  are  employed  t>y  businesses  with 
gross  annual  sales  under  $500,000,  would  be 
completely  exempted  from  the  protections  of 
the  minimum  wage  law.  Mr.  Speaker,  It  is  not 
bad  enough  that  many  hard-working  Ameri- 
cans woukJ  be  denied  a  well-deserved  pay- 
raise  under  the  Republcan  minimum  wage 
proposal,  but  this  proposal  goes  even  further, 
exempting  millions  of  American  wort<ers  from 
any  minimum  wage  standard,  effectively  allow- 
ing employers  to  pay  their  emptoyees  what- 
ever wage  ttiey  desire. 

The  GOP's  second  proposal  woukJ  go  fur- 
ther in  undermining  worker  protections,  by  res- 
unecting  and  making  permanent  a  youth  sub- 
minimum,  so-called  opportunity  wage.  This 
sutxninimum  training  wage  likely  result  in  age 
discrimlr^tion  in  hiring  practices  and  could 
lead  to  America's  youngest  woricers  undermin- 
ing older  wori<ers  for  submlnlmum,  entry-level 
positions.  Under  the  Reput)lican  proposal, 
American  employers  wouki  be  able  to  hire 
young  people  for  a  training  period  at  a  sut>- 
minimum  wage,  only  to  replace  them  with  ad- 
ditional young  people  before  they  woukj  be  re- 
quired to  pay  the  full  minimum  wage  amount 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  should  be  passing  a  sinv 
pie,  clean,  minimum  wage  increase  for  every 
American  worker.  Despite  the  unbelievable 
claims  of  House  RepuWcan  Whip  Tom  Delay, 
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who  states  that  "Vorking  families  trying  to  get 
by  on  $4.25  an  hour  .  .  .  don't  really  exist," 
a  clean  raise  in  the  minimum  wage  would  berv 
efit  millions  of  workers  across  the  country,  In- 
cluding over  490,000  wori<ers  In  Pennsylvania 
alone.  Let's  justly  reward  the  American  work- 
ers for  their  labors  and  raise  the  minimum 
wage  for  all  American  woricers. 

Mr.  COSTELLO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  an  increase  In  the  minimum 
wage.  The  90-cent  Increase  that  Is  being  con- 
sidered today  by  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives will  begin  to  address  the  erosion  in 
American  workers'  purchasing  power.  If  the 
minimum  wage  is  not  increased.  It  will  fall  to 
Its  lowest  level  in  40  years. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  essential  legislation  that 
directly  impacts  millions  of  American  workers. 
Over  500,000  of  these  wori<ers  are  In  Illinois. 
Because  the  majority  of  American  workers 
wIk)  are  paid  Vne  minimum  wage  are  over  20 
years  old,  the  increase  will  aid  these  workers 
in  supporting  themselves  and  their  families.  As 
we  encourage  people  to  find  jot)s  instead  of 
relying  on  put>lic  welfare,  we  must  wori<  to  en- 
sure that  the  minimum  wage  is  a  living  wage. 
As  a  result  of  the  reduction  In  turnover,  the 
employer's  costs  of  recruiting  and  retraining 
are  lower. 

Raising  the  minimum  wage  is  expected  to 
immediately  lift  300,000  families  out  of  pov- 
erty. My  colleagues  who  charge  that  a  90-cent 
increase  is  nominal  and  unnecessary  probably 
are  not  aware  that  a  90-cent  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  could  pay  for  7  months  of  gro- 
ceries, rent  or  mortgage  payments  for  4 
months,  or  a  full  year  of  health  costs.  These 
are  real  expenses  that  wortdng  people  have 
and  tfiat  can  be  addressed  by  a  minimum 
wage  irx:rease. 

Many  of  my  colleagues  also  charge  that  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  result  in  lost  jot)s. 
However,  many  ecorxxnists  dispute  this  claim. 
In  addHion,  according  to  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
StatistKS,  10  million  jobs  have  been  created 
since  the  last  increase  in  the  minimum  wage. 

These  are  among  the  reasons  why  I  sti-ong- 
ly  suroort  a  90-cent  Increase  in  the  minimum 
wage  and  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
voting  for  the  increase. 

Mrs.  COLUNS  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
woukJ  Bke  to  say  that  I  am  pleased  to  an- 
nounce that  it  appears  the  Democrats  and  the 
Repubitoans  have  come  to  an  agreement  on 
one  thing  in  the  debate  atx>ut  raising  the  mini- 
mum wage:  there  is  agreement  that  no  one 
can  support  a  family  woridng  in  a  job  that  pays 
the  current  minimum  wage.  The  problem  is 
that  to  the  Reput}k:ans,  ttie  glass  is  half  full; 
to  the  Democrats,  the  glass  is  half  empty. 

For  the  minimum  wage  worker,  a  90K;ent  an 
hour  pay  increase  nf>eans  a  great  deal.  It  could 
mean  tf>e  difference  in  having  a  roof  over  your 
head — or  living  in  extraordinarily  substandard 
housing.  It  could  mean  the  difference  between 
providing  a  healthy,  balarx;ed  diet  for  their 
family— or  waiting  in  line  at  a  soup  kitchen  so 
your  children  coukJ  have  a  square  meal.  It 
coukJ  mean  the  difference  between  having  a 
telephor)e  or  being  isolated.  It  could  mean  the 
differerx:e  between  acquiring  a  second-hand 
car  or  relying  on  expensive  put>lic  transpor- 
tation to  get  to  your  job,  to  the  doctors,  or  to 
the  grocery.  Thafs  a  glass  that's  fuller  tfian  it 
is  without  a  raise  in  the  minimum  wage. 
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Raising  the  minimum  wage  is  not  just  a 
Democrat  or  Republk:an  issue,  and  it  is  not 
only  a  labor  issue.  It  is  a  women's  issue.  It  is 
an  education  issue.  It  is  a  social  and  a  welfare 
reform  issue. 

The  Democrats  and  the  Republicans  agree 
tiiat  there  are  no  wori<ir)g  families  living  on  a 
minimum  wage,  because  you  just  cani  do  it 
The  Republicans  have  said  ttiat  the  "minimum 
wage  families  don't  really  exist"  They're  right 
How  can  they?  No  one  can  fully  rely  on  a  sal- 
ary from  a  minimum  wage  job  at  the  current 
rate  to  buy  food,  pay  rent,  ti-avel  to  woric,  pay 
chiW  care  and  taxes — and  still  survive. 

The  Democrats  and  the  Republicans  agree 
that  Vhe  difference  t)etween  $4.25  arxl  $5.15 
per  hour  is  not  a  k>t  A  mere  90  cents  an  hour 
difference.  The  Repubbcans  position  is  that  a 
mere  90  cents  an  hour  raise  woni  make  that 
much  difference  in  Vne  life  of  the  minimum 
wage  earner,  but  the  Reput}llcans  also  say  it 
is  a  lot  If  ITS  coming  out  of  the  txjsiness  own- 
ers' profits.  What  hypocracy!  The  wori<er 
wouW  have  about  $36.00  a  week  extia;  the 
business  owner  wouM  have  atx>ut  $36.00  less 
profit  The  glass  is  half  empty. 

To  reiterate,  raising  the  minimum  wage  is  a 
labor  issue.  The  current  minimum  wage,  $4.25 
an  hour,  is  pocket  change  for  many  working 
Americans.  In  Illinois,  neariy  1 1  percent  of  the 
wage  earners  are  paid  only  $425  an  hour. 
There  are  over  1 2  millton  Americans  nationally 
who  are  currentiy  working  In  fobs  that  pay  Vhe 
minimum  wage. 

Raising  ttie  minimum  wage  is  a  women's 
issue.  Women's  wages  still  remain  bek>w 
those  of  their  male  counterparts,  even  for 
comparable  fobs.  At  the  bottom  of  the  job  lad- 
der, at  least  there  is  an  opportunity  for  equal- 
ity— equality  in  receiving  the  minimum  wage. 
According  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Census, 
women  make  up  46  percent  of  ttie  woric  force, 
arxl  40  percent  of  tiiose  women  are  working 
mothers.  A  single  mother  working  at  a  mini- 
mum wage  job  wtx>  has  to  pay  for  child  care 
has  a  sut>standard  existence.  She  often  carv 
not  pay  her  bills  and  needs  the  additional  help 
of  food  stamps,  and  so  forth. 

President  Clinton  recentiy  declared  a  "Na- 
tional Pay  Inequity  Awareness  Day"  arxl  in  his 
statement  he  provided  Information  that  last 
year  American  women  earned  only  75  cents 
for  every  $1  a  man  brought  home,  with  Afri- 
can-American women  and  Hispanic  women 
collecting  just  66  cents  and  57  cents  respec- 
tively, when  compared  to  the  majority  male 
wage  earner. 

Raising  the  minimum  wage  is  an  education 
issue.  Students  are  a  large  population  of  mini- 
mum wage  earners.  Students  who  are 
supplementing  their  family's  income  by  work- 
ing are  not  a  thing  of  the  past— they  are  ttie 
foundation  of  many  communities.  In  1980,  the 
minimum  wage  was  raised  from  $2.90  to  a 
whopping  $3.10  and  since  then  it  has  only 
gone  up  to  $4.25  where  it  has  stayed  since 
1991.  Since  1980,  the  cost  of  college  has 
gone  up  260  percent  but  the  minimum  wage 
for  earners  trying  to  pay  ttieir  way  through 
school  only  went  up  by  about  30  percent 

Raising  the  minimum  wage  is  a  social  arxJ 
a  welfare  reform  issue.  People  have  littte  In- 
centive to  work  wtien  they  have  no  hope  of 
earning  a  wage  that  will  altow  them  to  make 
a  decent  living  arxl  take  care  of  their  family. 


The  current  minimum  wage  of  only  $425  an 
hour  means  a  gross  weekly  salary  for  40 
hours  of  only  $170— and  thars  before  taxes 
and  ottier  mandatory  deductions. 

The  Reputslcans  continue  to  ignore  the  fact 
Vnai  Vne  cunent  minimum  wage  of  $425  an 
hour  makes  it  easier  to  perpetuate  depend- 
ence on  social  welfare  programs  like  akj  to 
families  with  dependent  chikjren,  Medicaid, 
subsidized  chikj  care,  and  job  training. 

Yes,  my  colleagues,  the  glass  is  half  empty! 
Raising  the  minimum  wage  will  not  fill  the 
glass,  nor  will  it  fill  the  pockets  of  the  Amer- 
toan  woricers,  but  it  will  help  change  Hves.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  put  a  litUe  more  In  the 
glass  and  ttie  pockets  of  ttie  American  worker 
and  raise  the  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  RAHALL  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  In  support 
of  ttie  Riggs  amerxJment  to  increase  the  mini- 
mum wage  by  90  cents,  to  $5.15  per  hour.  I 
do  so  for  many  reasons,  mainly  t>ecause  it  is 
only  fair  to  hard-working  Americans  who  are 
working  harder  and  tonger  witti  no  gain.  I  do 
so  because  it  is  ttie  right  thing  to  do,  to  keep 
worlcing  Americans  from  having  to  ask  for  put>- 
Ik:  assistarx:e  because  $425  wont  raise  a 
family  and  provkJe  for  daily  necessities  and 
health  care — just  wont  do  it 

I  vote  for  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage 
because  it  will  let  American  workers  to  share 
in  the  gains  of  rising  economies — such  as 
some  of  the  highest  profits  ever  noted  for  cor- 
porate America,  at  a  time  when  CEO's  make 
300  percent  more  in  annual  income  than  ttieir 
highest  paid  emptoyee,  and  at  a  time  when 
ttie  stock  market  is  on  an  ever  vicreasing  up- 
ward trend.  Let  working  Americans  in  on  the 
act. 

But  one  of  my  very  biggest  reasons  for  vot- 
ing for  this  minimum  wage  Increase  Is  be- 
cause we  sakj  ttiat  we  would  bring  It  to  a  vote, 
and  84  percent  of  Americans  polled  said:  Do 
it.  It  may  startte  you  to  know  that  71  percent 
of  Republk:ans  polled  also  support  an  In- 
crease in  the  minimum  wage. 

Eariy  on  in  this  debate,  wtien  Democrats 
sakl  they  woukj  demand  and  insist  on  this  up 
or  down  vote  to  increase  the  minimum  wage, 
ttie  Republican  leadership  was  quoted  as  say- 
ing many  ttiings.  The  majority  leader  said  I  will 
resist  increasing  the  miniriHjm  wage  with  every 
fiber  of  my  Ijeing.  Anottier  In  ttie  leadership 
sakJ:  I'll  commit  suicide  first  But  we  per- 
severed arxl  we  have  brought  the  proposal  to 
a  vote  today. 

But  the  RepublKans  who  oppose  this  ir>- 
crease  also  dkj  something  else  k>eskles  ttireat- 
en  to  commit  suickle  or  to  resist  with  every 
filler  of  their  t>eing.  They  went  to  their  Ways 
and  Means  pharmacy  and  ttiey  concocted  an 
antidote  to  the  Denrxx:rats  poison  pill  of  a  bill 
to  increase  ttie  minimum  wage. 

They  met  in  the  dark  of  night  under  a  full 
Moon,  no  doubt  and  using  potent  herbs  and 
vert)s,  and  using  the  eye  of  Newt,  and  hair 
and  nail  clippings  from  known  Democrats  wtx) 
use  ttie  House  barber  shop— they  devetoped 
ttieir  antidote  and  they  called  it  the  SmaH  Busi- 
ness Job  Protection  Act,  and  cried  out  ttiat  if 
it  was  not  enacted  and  administered  imme- 
diately after  enactment  of  a  minimum  wage 
hike,  ttien  small  business  woukj  die. 

Well,  guess  wtiat?  Democrats  are  all  for 
helping  small  businesses— ttie  backtx>ne  of 
our  Nation,  and  its  number  one  source  of  job 


creation.  We  had  no  problem  witti  ttie  small 
tXJSiness  job  protection  antidote.  So  we  neariy 
all  voted  for  It — It  passed  t>y  a  vote  of  414  to 
10  on  May  22. 

Was  ttiat  sufficient,  ttien,  to  sway  our  Re- 
publk:an  friends  across  the  aisle  to  come  over 
to  us  and  help  us  increase  ttie  minimum 
wage?  In  ottier  words— dkj  ttiey  seek  us  out  to 
help  us  create  a  win-win  situation — a  situation 
where  Representatives  were  willing  to  rep- 
resent their  constituendes— by  honoring  ttie 
efforts  of  the  woricers  and  by  horxxing  ttie 
commitment  and  investment  of  small  busi- 
nesses in  strengthening  ttie  ecorxsmy  of  ttie 
entire  country?  All  at  ttie  same  time? 

No  indeed.  I  have  in  my  offk%  tvw>  commu- 
nications from  ttie  National  Federation  of  Inde- 
pendent Businesses  [NFIB] — one  which  says: 
If  you  are  going  to  raise  ttie  minimum  wage, 
first  enact  ttie  Small  Business  Job  Protection 
Act.  The  ottier  one  says,  if  you  vote  for  ttie 
minimum  wage,  it  will  be  used  against  you 
when  we  report  it  to  constituents  in  ycxjr  dis- 
tinct— or  words  to  ttiat  effect. 

Well,  you  cant  have  it  botti  ways.  I  voted  for 
ttie  Small  Business  Job  Protection  Act  be- 
cause I  do  not  want  a  single  small  business  in 
my  district  or  yours,  my  colleagues,  to  suffer. 
And  I  am  proud  to  vote  tor  this  modest  in- 
crease In  ttie  minimum  wage  for  proud,  work- 
ing Americans  wtio  are  struggling  to  stay  off 
welfare  arxJ  to  live  lives  of  dignity  and  self-re- 
spect by  working  for  minimum  wage. 

I  want  to  reward  all  ttiat  hard  work  ttiat  Is 
taking  place  across  this  country — work  and 
productivity  by  millions  of  emptoyees  of  busi- 
nesses, large  arxJ  small — I  want  to  horxx  any 
woric  achieved,  as  the  Bible  drocts  us — by  ttie 
sweat  of  our  brows. 

I  am  ashamed  at  ttie  betrayal  t>y  Repub- 
Ikans  to  hokl  out  ttie  smal  business  anikjota 
for  raising  ttie  minimum  wage — but  once  ttiey 
got  our  support  and  our  votes— to  jerk  ttie  rug 
by  fighting  the  rise  in  ttie  minimum  wage. 

Shame,  shame,  shame  on  you  who  vote 
against  ttiis  amerxjment  raising  the  minimum 
wage  after  voting  tor  ttie  small  txjsiness  job 
protection  antidote  last  evening. 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  must  say  I 
sympathize  with  my  moderate  Republcan  col- 
leagues on  ttie  ottier  skJe  of  ttie  aisle.  After 
monttis  of  urging  your  leadership  to  aikmr  a 
stiaigtit  up-or-down  vote  on  irxTeastng  ttie 
minimum  wage,  ycxi  ttxxjgtit  ycxi  tiad  finally 
won  that  nrx>st  bask:  opportunity.  But  at  ttie 
11tti  hour.  Speaker  Gingrioi  unleastied  a  kill- 
er amerxlment  ttiat  woukJ  repeal  ttie  minimum 
wage  and  overtime  pay  recjuirements  for  up  to 
10  millton  Americans. 

I  continue  to  t)e  amazed  tjy  ttie  Republican 
leadership's  poltoies  ttiat  seek  to  t>ring  us  back 
to  ttie  days  wtien  workers  were  routinely  ex- 
ptoited,  poUuters  fouled  our  air  and  water  with 
attandon,  and  college  was  octy  an  optton  for 
ttie  privileged  few.  But  today  witti  ttie  GcxxJkng 
amendment  ttiey  are  at  it  again,  turning  ttie 
ctock  back  to  a  darlcer  day. 

Make  no  mistake  atxxjt  it  ttie  Repubikan 
leadership  doesnt  tielieve  hardworidng  Ameri- 
cans deserve  a  raise.  The  record  of  ttie  Ging- 
rich gang  on  ttie  minimum  wage  is  undeniable: 
delay,  distort  and  derail. 

Inflation  has  been  chipping  away  at  the 
value  of  ttie  minimum  wage  since  it  was  last 
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raised  5  years  ago.  Its  value  is  now  at  its  low- 
est level  in  40  years.  Forty  years,  Mr.  Speak- 
er. Americans  wtx>  work  fult-time  simply  can- 
not live  on  $8,800  a  year. 

Making  the  minimum  wage  a  liveable  wage 
through  two  50-cent  increases  will  lift  300,000 
families  out  of  poverty,  including  1 00,000  chil- 
dren, and  help  people  move  from  welfare  to 
work. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  won't 
solve  all  of  our  Nation's  economic  and  social 
yis.  But  it  is  clearly  an  overdue  step  in  the 
right  direction.  Mr.  Speaker,  lers  end  the  dou- 
ble talk  and  get  a  clean,  up-or-down  vote  to 
give  American  workers  a  raise. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in 
support  of  raising  the  minimum  wage,  and 
helping  reward  the  millions  of  Americans  who 
work  hard  everyday.  It  has  been  5  years  since 
Congress  last  increased  the  minimum  wage — 
5  years  with  less  purchase  power  to  pay  for 
groceries,  hospital  bills,  and  car  payments. 
Members  of  Congress  who  oppose  the  mini- 
mum wage  are  simply  out  of  touch.  Members 
of  Congress  make  rrwre  rrwney  in  1  month 
with  taxpayer  dollars  than  people  on  minimum 
wage  make  in  an  entire  year. 

There  are  tfiousands  of  hardworiting  families 
in  my  dfetrict  in  Oregon,  arxj  across  the  courv 
try,  who  deserve  this  overdue  increase  in  their 
take  home  pay.  I  am  proud  that  Oregon's  min- 
imum wage  is  already  higher  ttian  Vhe  national 
level.  The  bin  before  us  today  would  raise  the 
minimum  wage  to  $5.15  by  July,  1997,  which 
woukj  represent  a  40-cent  increase  to  Oregon 
workers.  I  find  it  disturtxng  that  amendments 
have  been  introduced  to  repeal  minimum 
wage  coverage  for  10  million  American  work- 
ers. We  must  not  go  backward;  we  must  re- 
ward people  who  work  hard  with  good  wages. 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  oppose  these  amend- 
ments. 

R  is  a  remarkable  fact  ttiat  almost  two-thirds 
of  minimum  wage  workers  are  adults.  In  addi- 
tion, almost  4  in  10  are  the  sole  breadwinners 
for  ttieir  family.  In  light  of  these  facts,  I  believe 
that  increasing  minimum  wage  is  ttie  t>est  wel- 
fare reform  t>ecause  it  makes  work  pay.  In 
1993,  I  was  proud  to  support  an  expanskin  of 
the  earned  income  tax  credit  [EITC]  wtwh 
gave  tax  breaks  to  low-income  families  who 
were  working  hard.  The  minimum  wage  bill 
before  the  House  today  buikJs  on  the  expan- 
sion of  the  EITC  in  1993— wfiich  was  opposed 
by  every  single  Repubtk^arv— and  puts  more 
money  in  the  pockets  of  people  virfyj  work. 

Increasing  the  minimum  wage  is  the  right 
thing.  It  wHI  help  millions  of  American  families, 
and  I  urge  all  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  PAYNE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  in  support  of  an  increase  in  the  minimum 
wage  so  that  we  can  give  American  workers 
a  decent  living  wage,  and  I  ask  unaninK>us 
consent  to  revise  and  exterxJ  my  remarks. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  member  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Economk:  and  Educatkjnal  Op- 
portunities, I  rise  in  strong  support  of  an  irv 
crease  in  ttie  minimum  wage. 

I  had  the  privilege  of  serving  on  the  con- 
ference comrrattee  for  the  last  minimum  wage 
proposal,  wtvch  was  signed  into  law  in  1989, 
urvler  a  Democrats-controlled  Congress.  It 
was  the  right  thing  to  do  then,  and  it  is  the 
right  thing  to  do  now — in  Vns  positive  cycle  of 


our  economy.  Under  President  Clinton's  lead- 
ership, we  have  developed  very  strong  eco- 
nomic indicators.  The  deficit  is  down,  new  jobs 
have  been  created,  and  inflation  is  under  con- 
trol. The  working  people  of  this  country  de- 
sen/e  to  enjoy  the  benefits  of  the  economic 
good  news. 

Let  me  share  with  my  colleagues  our  experi- 
ence in  my  home  State  of  New  Jersey.  I  am 
proud  that  we  have  led  the  Nation  in  giving 
workers  a  iivat)le  wage.  Despite  the  pre- 
dictions of  gloom  and  doom  in  some  quarters, 
economists  at  Princeton  University  surveyed 
businesses  in  New  Jersey  and  Pennsylvania 
in  the  spring  of  1 992,  after  New  Jersey  raised 
the  minimum  wage  from  $4.25  to  S5.05.  The 
results  indk:ated  that  businesses  in  New  Jer- 
sey actually  added  employees  while  in  Penn- 
sylvania, hiring  remained  stagnant 

We  hear  a  lot  of  talk  atwut  family  values, 
but  what  does  it  say  when  we  fail  to  pay  work- 
ers enough  to  support  their  families?  Despite 
all  the  talk  about  welfare,  the  fact  is  that  most 
poor  people  in  this  country  work.  They  just 
cannot  make  ends  meet  in  low  wage  jot)s. 

Let's  help  lift  the  standard  of  living  for  work- 
ing families  in  this  Nation,  so  that  they  can 
educate  their  chikjren,  buy  their  home,  and  ful- 
fill the  American  dream.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  COX  of  Califomia.  Mr.  Speaker,  House 
Reputtlicans  are  committed  to  higher  take- 
home  pay  arxj  tjetter  job  opportunities  for  low- 
income  Americans.  We  strongly  support  poli- 
cies to  give  tow-income  AiDericans  inaeased 
wages  and  improved  chances  to  find  wori<. 
But  we  are  against  Government-mandated 
wage  and  price  controls  that  destroy  jobs  and 
hurt  the  ecorxxTiy. 

President  Nixon  concluded,  after  leaving  the 
PreskJerxjy,  that  the  wage  and  price  controls 
initiated  during  his  administration  were  a  seri- 
ous mistake.  During  much  of  the  1970's,  ttie 
President  and  Congress  imposed  harsh  wage 
arxJ  price  controls  on  most  sectors  of  Mie 
economy.  These  polk:ies  were  disastrous  for 
ttie  long-tenm  economy  and  failed  to  meet 
even  short-temi  goals,  instead  contributing  to 
ttie  "stagflation" — economk;  stagnation  cou- 
pled with  runaway  inflatton— for  whk^  the 
Carter  era  is  known.  By  destroying  economk: 
opportunity,  ttiese  polcies  dimmed  the  Amer- 
ican dream  for  millions. 

All  this  changed  in  1981,  when,  as  one  of 
his  first  acttons  as  Preskjerrt,  Ronald  Reagan 
ended  the  remaining  Carter  price  controls.  His 
actk>n  became  the  first  element  of  a  coordi- 
nated economc  program  of  deregulation,  the 
end  of  price  arxl  wage  controls,  elimination  of 
trade  barriers,  an  inflatiorvfighting  monetary 
policy,  and  tax  cuts  to  encourage  economk: 
growth  and  increase  the  take-home  pay  of  all 
Americans.  Ronald  Reagan's  economic  polk^ 
ustiered  in  the  tongest  peacetime  economic 
expanston  in  Amerk:an  history. 

Echoing  Ronakj  Reagan,  CandkJate  Bill 
Clinton  promised  in  1992  to  balance  the  budg- 
et, cut  taxes  for  ttie  middle  dass,  and  grow 
the  economy.  But  once  in  offrce,  he  signed 
into  law  the  largest  tax  imrease  in  American 
history,  stifling  economic  growth.  In  1995,  ttie 
economy  grew  at  a  sk*ly  1.5  percenL  Clin- 
ton's vetoes  of  spending  cuts  insure  continued 
deficits  well  into  the  21st  century.  Then,  hav- 
ing succeeded  in  implementing  this  tax-and- 


spend  agenda — without  a  single  Republk:an 
vote  in  the  House  or  Senate — he  sought  to 
nationalize  our  health  care  system  by  placing 
a  bureaucrat  in  neariy  every  health  care  deci- 
ston,  levying  taxes  on  excessive  health  care 
tjenefits,  and  imposing  price  controls  to  ratton 
health  care  for  every  American. 

Republicans  strongly  opposed  Clinton's  ef- 
fort to  impose  price  controls  on  one-seventh  of 
our  national  economy.  That  principled  opposi- 
tion to  Government  controls  on  the  health  care 
system  contributed  measurably  to  ttie  1994 
election  of  the  first  Republican  Congress  in  40 
years. 

Government  should  not — indeed,  cannot — 
rationally  detemnine  the  prices  of  latxDr,  goods, 
or  servk:es  for  health  care,  energy,  or  any 
other  industry  in  a  free  market  economy.  In 
the  1970's,  when  the  Federal  Government  im- 
posed price  controls  on  gasoline,  the  result 
was  shixtages  and  long  lines.  By  attempting 
artificially  to  fix  the  price  of  gasoline.  Govern- 
ment ensured  we  got  less  of  it.  Wage  controls 
have  precisely  the  same  effect  "Raise  the 
legal  minimum  price  of  lat>or  above  the  pro- 
ductivity of  the  least  skilled  woricers,"  the  New 
York  Times  editorialized  when  the  Democrats 
controlled  Congress,  "and  fewer  will  be  hired." 
Their  editorial  was  headlined,  "The  Right  Mini- 
mum Wage:  $0.00."  The  politkally  liberal  edi- 
torial policy  of  the  New  Yort<  Times  caused 
them  to  ask:  "If  a  higher  minimum  means 
fewer  fobs,  why  does  it  remain  on  the  agenda 
of  some  liberals?"  Their  answer  the  liberal  ar- 
guments aren't  convincing — partKularty  since 
"ttiose  at  greatest  risk  from  a  higher  minimum 
woukJ  be  young,  poor  woriters,  wtio  already 
face  formKiat)le  barriers  to  getting  and  keeping 
jobs." 

Because  in  so  many  cases  ttie  minimum 
wage  jobs  that  will  be  tost  are  the  all-important 
first  jobs — the  jotjs  that  give  young  Americans 
the  experience,  the  discipline,  and  the  ref- 
erences they  need  to  move  to  better,  higher- 
paying  jotK  in  the  future — an  imprudent  in- 
crease in  the  minimum  wage  wouki  contribute 
to  cycles  of  poverty  arxJ  dependence.  Such 
Govemment  focus  on  starting  wages  is  espe- 
cially misgukled  since  tow  paying,  entry-level 
jot)s  usually  yieto  rapid  pay  increases.  Accord- 
ing to  data  compiled  by  the  Latxx  Department, 
40  percent  of  those  who  start  work  at  ttie  mini- 
mum wage  will  receive  a  raise  within  only  4 
montfis.  Almost  two-thirds  will  receive  a  raise 
within  a  year.  After  12  monttis'  work  at  the 
minimum  wage,  the  average  pay  ttiese  wori<- 
ers  earn  jumps  to  more  ttian  $5.50  an  hour— 
a  31  percent  increase. 

In  a  very  real  sense,  the  minimum  wage  is 
really  a  starting  wage — the  pay  an  unskilled, 
inexperienced  wori<er  can  expect  on  first  en- 
tering the  work  force.  Once  these  workers 
have  a  foot  on  the  employment  ladder,  their 
hard  work  and  at)ilities  are  quk:kly  rewarded. 
But  these  rewards  can  only  be  earned  if  wort(- 
ers  can  find  that  all-important  first  job.  Con- 
sider wtx)  earns  the  minimum  wage.  Accord- 
ing to  the  Latx>r  Department  half  are  under  25 
years  of  age,  often  high  sctiool  or  college  stu- 
dents. Some  63  percent  wori<  part-time,  62 
percent  are  second-income  earners.  And  fully 
80  percent  live  in  households  with  incomes 
atMve  the  poverty  level.  Even  Labor  Secretary 
Robert  Retoh,  in  a  1993  memorandum  to  now- 
Treasury  Secretary  Robert  Rubin,  admitted 
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tJiat  "most  minimum  wage  earners  are  not 
poor."  But  while  undue  increases  in  the  mini- 
mum wage  do  little  to  help  the  poor,  curtailing 
unskilled  employment  opportunities  will  exac- 
ertiate  poverty. 

Bill  Clinton  himself  has  argued  against  rais- 
ing the  minimum  wage.  In  1993,  he  called  it 
"ttie  wrong  way  to  raise  the  incomes  of  low- 
income  workers."  He  was  rigtit  according  to 
Latx>r  Department  statistics,  half  a  million  jobs 
were  tost  in  the  2  years  following  the  last  irv 
crease  in  the  minimum  wage.  In  ttie  year  after 
the  minimum  wage  was  increased,  15.6  per- 
cent fewer  young  men  (aged  15-19),  and  13 
percent  fewer  women,  had  jobs.  Over  three- 
fourths  of  the  22,000  memtjers  of  the  Amer- 
ican Economtos  Association  t)elieve  a  mini- 
mum wage  increase  would  lead  to  a  toss  in 
jobs.  Many  estimates  of  ttie  cost  of  raising  ttie 
minimum  wage  exceed  one  half  of  a  million 
jobs  lost.  One  such  study,  by  Mtohigan  State 
University  Professor  David  Neumark  and  Fed- 
eral Reserve  economist  William  Wascher,  esti- 
mates a  loss  between  500,000  and  680,000 
jobs. 

'Ttie  primary  consequence  of  the  minimum 
wage  law  is  not  an  increase  in  ttie  incomes  of 
ttie  least  skilled  workers,"  lit>eral  economists 
William  Bumble  and  Clinton  Federal  Reserve 
appointee  Alan  Blinder  recently  wrote,  "txrt  a 
restrictton  of  ttieir  employment  opportunities." 
An  increase  would  also  be  an  unfunded  man- 
date on  every  State  and  locality  in  America. 
According  to  the  Congresstonal  Budget  Office, 
ttie  minimum  wage  increase  will  cost  State 
and  local  governments,  ttiat  is,  taxpayers,  $1 .4 
t)illion  over  5  years. 

Presklent  Clinton  dto  not  raise  ttie  issue  of 
ttie  minimum  wage  publtoly  during  1993  or 
1994,  when  ttie  Democrats  controlled  the  Cotk 
gress.  Congresstonal  Democrats,  likewise, 
failed  to  tiokj  even  a  single  tiearing  on  the 
minimum  wage  during  ttiat  same  period.  The 
Democratic  devotton  to  this  issue  in  1996  is 
entirely  political — and,  as  the  New  York  Times 
editorialized,  inexpltoable  for  liberals  who  care 
about  ttie  working  poor. 

The  snare  and  deluston  of  wage  and  F>rice 
controls  must  not  distract  us  from  ttie  fun- 
damental economic  and  fiscal  poltoy  reforms 
necessary  to  expand  our  ecorxxny  and  create 
good  job  opportunities  for  all  Americans.  A 
balanced  budget  tax  relief  for  workers  and 
small  business,  and  regulatory  relief  fi'om  un- 
necessary Govemment  red  tape  offer  the  sur- 
est means  of  steering  our  econonry  toward 
lasting  growth.  Comprehensive  welfare  reform 
ttiat  promotes  work  and  breaks  ttie  cyde  of 
dependency  can  go  far  toward  restoring  the 
natural  incentives  for  indivkJual  responsibility 
and  personal  growth.  And  redoutiled  efforts  to 
focus  our  educational  resources  in  ttie  class- 
room—where  educators,  parents,  and  stu- 
dents exercise  control  over  learning  rather 
ttian  taking  dtotation  from  Federal  and  State 
governments— can  pave  the  way  for  a  better 
trained  and  more  employatile  wortdorce  for  ttie 
future. 

Ttiese  solid  Republican  policies  will  lead  us 
to  a  better,  stronger  America.  Wage  arxJ  price 
controls,  in  contrast,  are  premised  on  ttie  no- 
tton  that  Govemment  fiat  can  raise  wages 
wittxxjt  cost— a  notton  ttiat  fails  both  in  theory 
and  in  fact  It  is  indivkjiial  initiative  rattier  ttian 
govemment  beneficence  that  creates  wealth. 
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jobs,  and  a  higtier  standard  of  living  for  all 
Americans. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  Califomia  Mr.  Speaker,  Amer- 
ica needs  a  raise. 

And  irs  about  time — in  the  5  years  since  ttie 
last  minimum  wage  increase,  its  purchasing 
power  has  sunk  to  a  40  year  low. 

But  rather  than  schedule  a  straight  up  or 
down  vote  on  a  minimum  wage  irx:rease,  the 
Republk:an  leadership  has  loaded  down  this 
bill  with  provistons  wtiich  renew  ttieir  attacks 
on  working  families. 

This  bill  wouto  irx:lude  a  lower  required 
wage  for  tipped  restaurant  workers,  an  over- 
time exemption  for  computer  wori<ers,  and  a 
subminimum  training  wage  for  new  hires. 

Our  Reputilican  colleagues  just  don't  seem 
to  get  it  They  don't  seem  to  understand  that 
a  90-cent  increase  in  the  minimum  wage 
means  7  monttis  of  groceries,  a  year  of  health 
care  costs,  9  monttis  of  utility  bills,  or  4 
months  of  housing. 

This  IS  anottier  example  of  tiow  ttie  ottier 
party  has  kjst  touch  with  wtiat  rrxjst  Americans 
are  thinking  atx>ut  ttie  minimum  wage.  Over 
80  percent  of  Americans  not  only  tielieve  in 
the  minimum  wage,  txjt  think  ttiat  it  stiouto  be 
raised. 

My  colleagues,  this  proposal  is  one  more 
example  of  ttie  do-nottiing  GOP  Congress  cre- 
ating more  legislative  gridlock. 

Let's  not  txjry  ttie  minimum  wage  increase 
in  a  tangle  of  legislative  language  wtitoh  woukJ 
result  in  denying  minimum  wage  protections  to 
millkins  of  woricing  men  and  women.  Lefs 
honor  America's  worlcing  families  by  irx:reas- 
ing  ttie  minimum  wage. 

Vote  "no"  on  the  Goodiing  amendment  and 
"yes"  on  a  clean  minimum  wage  increase. 

Ms.  MILLENDER-McDONALD.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  rise  in  support  of  ttie  amendment  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  ttiat  I  be  altowed  to  revise 
and  extend  my  remarks  in  ttie  Congressional 
Record. 

Atx>ut  12  millton  people  will  benefit  from  a 
90  cent  increase  in  ttie  minimum  wage  ac- 
cording to  ttie  Economk:  Policy  Institute,  many 
of  wtiom  are  my  constituents. 

An  increase  in  ttie  minimum  wage  would  erv 
able  ttiousands  of  my  constituents  to  rrx^ve  out 
of  poverty  and  into  the  world  of  work  and  self- 
sufficiency.  America's  working  class  has  been 
doing  wittKXJt  for  kxig  enough. 

Seventy-eight  percent  of  ttie  American  peo- 
ple favor  ttie  plan  t>y  Presklent  Clinton  re- 
flected in  the  Riggs  amendment  to  raise  the 
minimum  wage  by  90  cents  over  2  years. 

The  minimum  wage  directly  rewards  hard 
woric.  An  increase  in  ttie  minimum  wage  would 
send  a  signal  to  millkxis  of  Americans  that  we 
have  not  forgotten  them,  we  appreciate  and 
support  them. 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong 
support  of  increasing  ttie  minimum  wage  for 
tliis  Natfon's  working  poor.  The  minimum 
wage  law  is  designed  to  help  ensure  working 
Americans  earn  enough  to  live  on.  Under  ttie 
current  minimum  wage,  a  full-time  woricer 
earns  $8,840  a  year,  well  below  the  poverty 
level  for  a  single-parent  family  of  three.  No 
person  woridng  full-time  shouto  have  to  live  in 
poverty. 

Tlie  entire  country  benefits  wtien  we  en- 
courage self-sufficiency  and  reduce  depend- 
ency on  welfare.  We  want  work  to  be  more  at- 


tractive ttian  welfare — increasing  ttie  minimum 
wage  helps  accomplish  ttiat  And  wtiile  the 
earned  income  tax  credit  wouto  be  another 
good  way  to  help  tow-income  workers,  ttie  Re- 
putilcan  majority  wants  to  cut  ttie  aedit,  not 
increase  it.  Ttiat  is  one  reason  It  is  so  impor- 
tant ttiat  we  raise  the  minimum  wage. 

Despite  the  claims  of  ttie  ReputdKans  wtio 
oppose  increasing  ttie  minimum  wage,  ttie 
minimum  wage  is  not  a  wage  only  for  teerv 
agers  who  have  part-time  jobs  and  live  with 
their  parents.  Of  those  earning  minimum 
wage,  70  percent  are  adults  20  years  oU  or 
older.  Under  the  current  minimum  wage,  ttiese 
Americans  are  trying  to  support  ttiemselves  on 
$4.25  per  hour. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  also  a 
pay  raise  for  women.  Even  ttiough  ttiere  are 
fewer  women  in  the  workforce  ttian  men  as  a 
percentage,  63  percent  of  ttiose  earning  mini- 
mum wage  are  women.  Altowing  ttie  current 
minimum  wage,  whtoh  is  at  a  40-year  tow 
wtien  adjusted  for  inflatton,  to  remain  at  an 
historically  tow  value  disproporttonately  hurts 
America's  working  women. 

It  is  time  to  give  working  Americans  a 
raise — its  time  to  increase  ttie  minimum  wage. 

Ms.  GREENE  of  Utah.  Mr.  Chaimen,  I 
share  in  the  desire  of  many  of  my  colleagues 
to  help  the  working  poor.  However,  I  voted 
against  ttie  Riggs  amendment  to  increase  ttie 
minimum  wage  t)ecause  I  tielieve  it  wil  tiave 
negative  consequences — partk:utarty  tor  ttiose 
it  p>ortends  to  help. 

First,  I  believe  ttiat  irx:reasing  ttie  minimum 
wage  will  result  in  ttie  kiss  of  hundreds  of 
ttiousands  of  entry-level  and  tow-wage  jobs, 
whch  are  needed  not  only  by  young  people 
but  also  by  ttiose  who  are  seeking  to  reenter 
the  workforce. 

Raising  ttie  minimum  wage  is  a  tax  on  an 
employer  wtio  is  offering  someone  a  job.  It  is 
not  paid  by  all  Americans,  but  only  by  ttiose 
wtio  seek  to  emptoy  ottiers.  Ttie  nt^ural  result 
is  that  ttiere  will  be  fewer  jobs  available.  Any 
frestvnan  economics  student  knows  ttiat  if  you 
raise  the  prtoe  of  somettiing,  in  ttiis  case 
latxir,  ttien  demand  for  it  in  this  case  by  env 
ployers,  will  fall. 

History  indisputat}ly  shows  that  raising  ttie 
minimum  wage  costs  jobs.  In  fact  since  1973, 
Congress  has  increased  the  minimum  wage  9 
times,  over  2-year  periods.  In  each  case,  ex- 
cept one,  un^nptoyment  increased.  Ttie  one 
exceptton  was  during  the  period  1977-79, 
wtien  ttie  economy  was  growing  robustly  at 
over  5  percent  annually.  We  are  not  now  en- 
joying such  growtti. 

Second,  I  believe  ttiat  increasing  ttie  mini- 
mum wage  will  have  an  inflattonary  effect  as 
wkjespread  increases  in  wage  costs  neces- 
sitate higher  prices  for  goods  and  services. 
According  to  the  Progressive  PoScy  Institute. 
80  percent  of  the  cost  of  an  increased  mini- 
mum wage  are  passed  ttirough  to  consumers 
in  the  form  of  higher  prices. 

This  means  ttiat  al  workers  wtio  do  not  gain 
from  an  irx:rease  in  the  minimum  wage  win 
tose  some  of  ttieir  buying  power.  This  includes 
the  very  poorest  of  Americans,  ttiose  without 
jobs  on  fixed  incomes,  wtio  will  see  ttie  value 
of  their  benefits  diminish.  Thus,  ttie  poorest  of 
Amencans,  ttie  unemptoyed.  are  in  effect 
taxed  to  pay  higher  wages  for  unton  urarkers 
and  ttK>se  minimum  wage  workers  wtio  are 
aisle  to  keep  their  jobs. 
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Third,  I  believe  that  a  higher  minimum  wage 
will  be  a  barrier  for  irxjividuals  trying  to  move 
from  welfare  to  worV,  because  employers  will 
refuse  to  hire  inexperienced  and/or  low-skilled 
workers  at  even  higher  wages.  Further,  if  the 
intent  of  those  wtw  would  Irx^ease  the  mini- 
mum wage  is  to  make  worthing  more  attractive 
tttan  welfare,  their  strategy  is  doomed  to  fail- 
ure. The  majority  of  welfare  recipients  receive 
a  package  of  tienefits  that  far  exceeds  the 
value  of  even  a  S5.15  an  hour  job.  In  my  own 
State  of  Utah,  the  pretax  wage  equivalent  of 
welfare  is  $9.42  an  hour,  or  $19,600  a  year. 
Moreover,  a  recent  University  of  Wisconsin 
study  found  that  the  average  time  on  welfare 
among  States  that  raised  the  minimum  wage 
was  44  percent  higher  than  in  States  ttiat  did 
rwL 

Instead  of  a  minimum  wage  hike  whk^h  car- 
ries such  a  negative  consequerKes,  I  believe 
that  tfie  needs  of  the  working  poor  would  tie 
better  served  by  a  more  focused  effort  aimed 
at  creating  jobs  and  increasing  take-home 
pay.  Such  a  program  woukj  be  consistent  with 
my  belief  that  reducing  the  tax  txirden  on 
working  Americans  and  expanding  economic 
opportunity  is  Vne  best  way  to  win  the  war  on 
poverty.  It  was  for  this  reason  that  I  supported 
the  Tax  Fairness  arxJ  Deficit  Reduction  Act- 
first  passed  by  the  House  in  April  1995  and 
then  again  in  November  as  part  of  the  Bal- 
arx:ed  Budget  Act  that  was  sut>sequentty  ve- 
toed by  President  Clinton.  The  Tax  Fairness 
and  Defkat  Reductkm  Act  provisk>ns  offered 
tax  relief  to  senk>r  citizens,  families,  small 
business  owners,  and  many  others.  It  woukj 
have  promoted  savings  arvj  investment  in 
business,  and  resulted  in  the  creation  of  more 
than  1.5  milk>n  new  jobs  by  ttie  year  2000. 

A  number  of  plans  have  emerged  that  woukJ 
assist  the  worfdng  poor  without  costing  jobs, 
including  our  fiscal  year  1997  budget  resolu- 
txxi  ttiat  would  provide  $121  billion  in  net  tax 
relief,  fuRy  hxKJing  a  permanent  $500  per  chikJ 
tax  credit,  permanent  capital  gains  tax  relief, 
and  other  pro-job  teu  incentives. 

Representatives  Tim  Hutchinson  [R-AR] 
and  Cass  Ballenger  [R-fiq  have  introduced 
The  Minimum  Wage  for  Families  Act  which 
would  change  the  earned  income  tax  credit 
program  from  a  yearly  lump  sum  into  monthly 
payments  so  it  coukj  serve  as  a  supplement  to 
a  k>w  wage  salary.  And  Representative  David 
MCIMTOSH  [R-ll^  has  proposed  that  indivkJ- 
uais  making  between  $4.25  and  $5.15  an  hour 
be  relieved  from  having  any  Social  Security  or 
Federal  income  taxes  withheM  from  their  pay- 
checks, whie  still  protecting  the  Social  Secu- 
rity system  and  the  retirement  benefits  of 
those  workers. 

These  proposals,  while  imperfect  at  least 
focus  on  the  right  goal:  Increasing  the  take- 
home  pay  of  woridng  Amerk:ans  while,  pro- 
moting, not  restricting,  new  job  creatkin.  We 
should  buikJ  on  these  proposals  to  find  a  new 
approach  to  helping  the  woridng  poor  instead 
of  fueling  inflatk)n  and  costing  jobs. 

The  starting  wage  is  ttie  best  paying  on-the- 
job  education  and  training  program  America 
has  ever  seen.  Changing  it  doesn't  make 
sense,  particulariy  wtiere  there  is  overwhelm- 
ing evidence  that  the  effect  of  such  a  change 
would  be  to  victimize  the  k)west-5killed  wort(- 
ers  in  our  society. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  question 
is  on  the  amerxJment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  RiGGS]. 

The  question  was  taken;  arxl  the  Speaker 
pro  tempore  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it 


RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  Speaker,  I 


demand  a  re- 


Mr.  RIGGS. 
corded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  device, 
and  there  were— ayes  266.  htoes  162,  not  vot- 
ing 5,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  192] 
AYES— 266 


Abercrombie 

Ackerman 

Andrews 

Bachas 

Baesler 

Baldacci 

Barrett  (WI) 

Beilenson 

Bentsen 

Bereuter 

Berman 

BeviU 

Bilbray 

Bilirakis 

Bishop 

Blate 

Boehlert 

Bonior 

Bono 

BorsU 

Boacher 

Bpowder 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Bonn 

Bxiyer 

Canady 

Cardin 

Castle 

Chapman 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

Clybum 

Coleman 

Collins  (IL) 

Collins  (MI) 

Condlt 

Conyers 

Costello 

Coyne 

Oamer 

Cremeans 

Cammln?s 

Danner 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeFazio 

DetAoro 

Delloms 

Deatsch 

Dlaz-Balart 

Dicks 

Dincell 

Dlzon 

DoKKett 

Dooley 

Doyle 

Doncan 

Dorbin 

Edwards 

Engel 

English 

Ensisn 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Fair 

Fattah 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Fllner 

Flake 

Flanagan 


Foglietta 

Foley 

Forbes 

Ford 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frisa 

Frost 

Fnrse 

Ganske 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gillmor 

Oilman 

Gonzalez 

Gordon 

Green  (TX) 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutierrez 

Hall  (OH) 

Hamilton 

Harman 

HaaUngs  (FL) 

Hajres 

Helber 

Heineman 

HUleary 

HilUard 

Hlnchey 

Hobeon 

Hoke 

Holden 

Houghton 

Hoyer 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson  (CT) 
Johnson  (SD) 
Johnson.  E.  B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
KeUy 

Kennedy  (MA) 
Kennedy  (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
King 
Kleczka 
Kllnk 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lantos 
LaToorette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis  (CA) 
Lewis  (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lincoln 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Longley 
Lowey 
Lather 
Maloney 
Man  ton 


Markey 

Martinez 

Martini 

Mascara 

Matsui 

McCarthy 

McDade 

McDennott 

McHale 

McHogh 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Metcalf 

Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller  (CA) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moran 
Morella 
Martha 
Nadler 
Neal 

Neomann 
Ney 

Obeistar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne  (N  J) 
Payne  (VA) 
Pelosi 

Peterson  (FL) 
Peterson  (MN) 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Poahard 
Qainn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Rlgg» 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roakema 
Roybal-Allaid 
Rash 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schomer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 


Slaughter 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stockman 

Stokes 

Stadds 

Stapak 

Tanner 

Taozin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Tejeda 

Thompson 


AUard 

Archer 

Anney 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker  CLA) 

Ballenger 

Barr 

Barrett  (NE) 

Bartlett 

Barton 

Baas 

Bateman 

BlUey 

Boehner 

Bonilla 

Brewster 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Banning 

Barr 

Barton 

Callahan 

Calvert 

Camp 

Campbell 

Chabot 

CSiambliss 

Cbenoweth 

Christensen 

Chrysler 

Clinger 

Coble 

Cobam 

Collins  (GA) 

Combest 

Cooley 

Cox 

Crane 

Crapo 

CoUn 

Cunningham 

Davis 

DeLay 

Dickey 

Doolittle 

Doman 

Dreier 

Dnnn 

Ehlers 

EhrUcta 

Emerson 

Everett 

Ewing 

Fawell 


Thornton 

Thorman 

Torkildsen 

Torres 

Torrlcelli 

Towns 

Traficant 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Walsh 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 
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Waxman 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

Whitfield 

Williams 

Wilson 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Yates 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

Zimmer 


Barda 
Becerra 


NOES— 162 

Fields  (TX) 

Fowler 

Franks  (CT) 

Frelingbuysen 

Fonderbork 

Gallegly 

(Sekas 

Geren 

Gilchrest 

Goodlatte 

(SoodUng 

Goes 

Graham 

Greene  CUT) 

Gatknecht 

HallCrX) 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Herger 

Hoekstra 

Hostettler 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglls 

Is  took 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kasich 

Kim 

Kingston 

King 

KaoUenberg 

Kolbe 

Largent 

Latham 

Laaghlin 

LewU(KY) 

Linder 

Livingston 

Lucas 

Manzullo 

McCollnm 

McCrery 

Mclnnls 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Meyers 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

NOT  VOTING— 5 

Horn 
Molinari 

D  1319 


Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Myers 

Mjrrick 

Nethercntt 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Ozley 

Packard 

Parker 

Paxon 

Petri 

Pombo 

Porter 

Portman 

Pryce 

Quillen 

Radanovich 

Rohrabacher 

Rose 

Roth 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Saxton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaster 

Skeen 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (TX) 

Sonder 

Spence 

Steams 

Stentaolm 

Stomp 

Talent 

Tate 

Taylor  (NO 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Tiahrt 

Vacanovlch 

Walker 

Wamp 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

White 

Wicker 

Wolf 

ZeUfT 


Ward 


Mr.  DAVIS  and  Mr.  EWING  changed  their 
vote  from  "aye"  to  "no." 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced  as 
atxjve  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLAfMTI(3N 

Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  1  was  unavokjably 
at)sent  during  the  recording  of  rolteall  vote  No. 
192.  Had  I  been  present,  I  would  have  voted 
"yea." 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  BONO.  Mr.  Speaker,  due  to  an 
error,  I  was  incorrectly  recorded  on  the 
Rig^  amendment  today,  roUcall  vote 
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No.  192.  I  Wish  the  Record  to  reflect  I 
intended  to  vote  "No"  and  emphasize 
my  opposition  to  raising  the  minimum 
wag-e.  That  is  why  I  voted  against  this 
bill  on  passage.  I  just  want  to  remain 
consistent  on  this  issue. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  BARCIA.  Mr.  Speaker,  due  to  un- 
foreseen circumstances,  I  was  unable  to 
be  present  on  the  floor  for  the  last 
vote.  Had  I  been  present,  I  would  have 
voted  "yes"  on  increasing  the  mini- 
mum wage. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  HORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  rollcall  No.  192, 
I  was  unavoklatJiy  detained  on  official  busi- 
ness and  was  not  at)le  to  vote  in  support  of 
the  Riggs  amendment  I  strongly  support  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  and,  if  present, 
woukJ  have  voted  "aye." 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  It  is  now  in 
order  to  conskler  the  amendment  printed  in 
part  2  of  House  Report.  104-590. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  GOODLING 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Goodling:  Add 
at  the  end  the  following: 

SEC.  3.  FAIR  LABOR  CTANDAROS  ACT  AMEND- 
MENTS. 

(a)  COMPUTER  Professionals. — Section 
13(a)  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938 
(29  U.S.C.  213(a))  is  amended  by  striking  the 
period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (16)  and  in- 
serting ";  or"  and  by  adding  after  that  para- 
graph the  following: 

"(17)  any  employee  who  is  a  computer  sys- 
tems analyst,  computer  programiner,  soft- 
ware engineer,  or  other  similarly  skilled 
worker,  whose  primary  duty  is— 

"(A)  the  application  of  systems  analysis 
techniques  and  procedures,  including  con- 
sulting with  users,  to  determine  hardware, 
software,  or  system  functional  specifica- 
tions; 

"(B)  the  design,  development,  documenta- 
tion, analysis,  creation,  testing,  or  modifica- 
tion of  computer  systems  or  programs,  in- 
cluding prototypes,  based  on  and  related  to 
user  or  system  design  specifications; 

"(C)  the  design,  documentation,  testing, 
creation,  or  modification  of  computer  pro- 
grams related  to  machine  operating  systems; 
or 

"(D)  a  combination  of  duties  described  in 
subparagraphs  (A),  (B),  and  (C)  the  perform- 
ance of  which  requires  the  same  level  of 
skills,  and 

who,  in  the  case  of  an  employee  who  is  com- 
pensated on  an  hourly  basis,  is  compensated 
at  a  rate  of  not  less  than  S27.63  an  hour.". 

(b)  Tip  Credit.— The  next  to  last  sentence 
of  section  3(m)  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act  of  1938  (29  U.S.C.  208(m))  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows:  "In  determining  the  wage  an 
employer  is  required  to  pay  a  tipped  em- 
ployee, the  amount  paid  such  employee  by 
the  employee's  employer  shall  be  an  amount 
equal  to— 

"(1)  the  cash  wage  paid  such  employee 
which  for  purposes  of  such  determination 
shall  be  not  less  than  the  cash  wage  required 
to  be  paid  such  an  employee  on  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  i>aragraph;  and 

"(2)  an  additional  amount  on  account  of 
the  tips  received  by  such  employee  which 


amount  is  equal  to  the  difference  between 
the  wage  specified  in  paragraph  (1)  and  the 
cash  wage  in  effect  under  section  6(a)(1). 
The  additional  amount  on  account  of  tii)s 
may  not  exceed  the  value  of  the  tips  actually 
received  by  an  employee.". 

(c)  Opportuntty  Wage.— Section  6  of  the 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938  (29  U.S.C. 
206)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(g)(1)  In  lieu  of  the  rate  prescribed  by  sub- 
section(a)(l),  any  employer  may  pay  any  em- 
ployee of  such  employer,  during  the  first  90 
consecutive  calendar  days  after  such  em- 
ployee is  initially  employed  by  such  em- 
ployer, a  wage  which  is  not  less  than  $4.25  an 
hour. 

"(2)  No  employer  may  take  any  action  to 
displace  employees  (including  partial  dis- 
placements such  as  reduction  in  hours, 
wages,  or  employment  benefits)  for  purposes 
of  hiring  individuals  at  the  wage  authorized 
in  paragraph  (1). 

"(3)  Any  employer  who  violates  this  sub- 
section shall  be  considered  to  have  violated 
section  15(a)(3). 

"(4)  This  subsection  shall  only  apply  to  an 
employee  who  has  not  attained  the  age  of  20 
years.". 

(d)  Small  Business  Exemption.— 

(1)  Special  industry  coMMnrEES.— Sec- 
tion 5(a)  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of 
1938  (29  U.S.C.  205(a))  is  amended  by  striking 
"engaged  in  commerce  or  in  the  production 
of  goods  for  commerce  or  employed  in  any 
enterprise  engaged  in  commerce  or  in  the 
production  of  goods  for  commerce"  each 
time  that  it  appears  and  inserting  each  time 
the  following:  "who  are  (1)  engaged  in  indus- 
trial homework  subject  to  11(d)  and  are  ei- 
ther (A)  engaged  in  commerce,  or  (B)  en- 
gaged in  the  production  of  goods  for  com- 
merce, or  (2)  employed  in  an  enterprise  en- 
gaged in  commerce  or  in  the  production  of 
goods  for  commerce". 

(2)  MINIMUM  WAGE.— Section  6(a)  of  the  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938  (29  U.S.C.  206(a)) 
is  amended  by  striking  "who  in  any  work- 
week is  engaged  in  commerce  or  in  the  pro- 
duction of  goods  for  commerce,  or  is  em- 
ployed in  an  enterprise  engaged  in  commerce 
or  in  the  production  of  goods  for  cormnerce" 
and  inserting  the  following::  "who  in  any 
workweek  is  engaged  in  industrial  homework 
subject  to  11(d)  and  is  either  engaged  in  com- 
merce or  engaged  in  the  production  of  goods 
for  commerce,  or  employed  in  an  enterprise 
engaged  in  commerce  or  in  the  production  of 
goods  for  commerce". 

(3)  Wage  orders.— Section  8(a)  of  the  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938  (29  U.S.C.  208(a)) 
is  amended  by  striking  "employers  in  Amer- 
ican Samoa  engaged  in  commerce  or  in  the 
production  of  goods  for  commerce  or"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "employers  in 
American  Samoa". 

(4)  Maximum  hours.— Paragraphs  (1)  and  (2) 
of  section  7(a)  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act  of  1938  (29  U.S.C.  207(a))  are  each  amend- 
ed by  striking  "who  in  any  workweek  is  en- 
gaged in  commerce  or  in  the  production  of 
goods  for  commerce,  or  is  employed  in  an  en- 
terprise engaged  in  commerce  or  in  the  pro- 
duction of  goods  for  commerce"  and  insert- 
ing the  following:  "who  in  any  workweek  is 
(A)  engaged  in  industrial  homework  subject 
to  11(d)  and  is  either  (i)  engaged  in  com- 
merce, or  (ii)  engaged  in  the  production  of 
goods  for  commerce,  or  (B)  employed  in  an 
enterprise  engaged  in  commerce  or  in  the 
production  of  goods  for  commerce". 

(6)  Sex  DiscnuMiNATiON.— Paragraphs  (1) 
and  (2)  of  section  6(d)  of  the  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act  of  1938  (29  U.S.C.  a06(d))  are 


each  amended  by  inserting  after  "employees 
subject  to  any  provisions  of  this  section"  the 
following: .  "or  employees  engaged  in  com- 
merce or  in  the  pniduction  of  goods  for  com- 
merce". 

(7)  Handicapped  workers.— Section  14(cxi) 
of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938  (29 
U.S.C.  214(cKl))  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
"injury"  the  following:  "and  who  are  en- 
gaged in  commerce  or  in  the  production  of 
goods  for  commerce,  or  who  are  employed  in 
an  enterprise  engaged  in  commerce  or  in  the 
production  of  goods  for  commerce". 

(8)  Preservation  of  co\'erage.— In  the 
case  of  an  employee  who  on  May  15. 1996,  was 
subject  to  section  6(a)(1)  of  the  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act  of  1938  (29  U.S.C.  206(aXl)  and 
who  because  of  the  amendments  made  by 
this  subsection  is  not  subject  to  such  sec- 
tion, the  employer  of  such  employee  on  such 
date  shall— 

(A)  pay  such  employee  not  less  than  the 
minimum  wage  in  effect  under  such  section 
on  May  15,  1996; 

(B)  pay  such  employee  in  accordance  with 
section  7  of  such  Act  (29  U.S.C.  207);  and 

(C)  remain  subject  to  section  12  of  such  Act 
(29  U.S.C.  212). 

No  employer  may  take  any  action  to  dis- 
place employees  (including  partial  displace- 
ments such  as  reduction  in  hours,  wages,  or 
employment  benefits)  for  purposes  of  hiring 
individuals  at  less  than  the  wage  authorized 
in  subparagraph  (A)  or  to  avoid  the  protec- 
tions of  subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C).  Any  em- 
ployer who  violates  the  preceding  sentence 
shall  be  considered  to  have  violated  section 
15(a)(3)  of  the  Pair  Labor  Standards  Act  of 
1938. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursa- 
ant  to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  GOODLING]  and  a 
Member  opposed  each  will  control  30 
minutes. 

Does  the  gentleman  firom  Missouri 
[Mr.  Clat]  wish  to  be  recognized  in  op- 
position? 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do.  I  yield 
14  minutes  of  my  time  to  the  gen- 
tlenuin  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Shats], 
and  ask  unanimous  consent  that  he  be 
allowed  to  yield  time  as  he  sees  fit. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Could  the  Speaker 
tell  me  what  the  arrangement  is  now? 

The  SPELAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri  [Mr.  Clat]  has 
agreed  to  give  14  minutes  of  his  30  min- 
utes to  the  gentleman  f^m  Connecti- 
cut [Mr.  Shays]  for  purposes  of  the 
gentleman  f^m  Connecticut  l>eing  able 
to  control  time  and  yield  time.  So  the 
gentleman  from  Connecticat  [Mr. 
Shays]  will  control  14  minutes,  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Clay] 
wiU  control  16  minutes,  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Good- 
ling]  will  control  30  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Goodling]. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  indicated  earlier 
today,  after  we  make  the  decision  to 
move  ahead  with  raising  the  minimum 
wage,  then  the  question  comes,  what 
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do  we  do  for  the  most  vulnerable,  the 
unskilled,  the  poorly  educated,  the 
dropouts,  the  teens,  the  senior  citizens, 
who  both  need  the  time  and  the  thera- 
peutic help  of  a  job?  Any  my  response 
to  that  was  that  we  do  what  we  have 
done  every  time  we  have  raised  the 
minimum  wage:  We  went  back  to  see 
what  it  was  we  could  do  to  alleviate 
some  of  the  problems  that  we  were 
going  to  have  in  relationship  to  the  un- 
slEilled,  the  poorly  educated,  the  teens, 
the  senior  citizens. 

So  every  time  we  have  had  a  mini- 
mum wage  discussion,  every  time  we 
have  had  a  minimum  wage  increase,  we 
have  always  gone  back  and  made  the 
exceptions  and  the  exemptions,  so  that 
the  small  businesses  could  provide 
those  jobs  for  those  most  in  need,  and 
so  small  businesses  could  create  those 
jobs  that  small  businesses  must  create 
if  as  a  matter  of  fact  we  are  going  to 
have  a  growing  economy. 

So  today,  I  have  an  amendment  that 
will  do  what  we  have  always  done  in 
the  past  when  we  have  had  these  mini- 
mum wage  discussions. 

I  do  want  to  clarify  there  are  two 
votes  on  the  amendment,  a  vote  on  the 
section  dealing  with  the  small  business 
exemption,  which  I  will  discuss  mo- 
mentarily, and  a  separate  vote  on  the 
rest  of  the  en  bloc  amendments. 

What  are  these  en  bloc  amendments? 
First  of  all,  the  tip  credit.  Nothing 
new,  same  as  we  have  always  done  it. 
The  tip  credit,  the  Fair  Labor  Stand- 
ards Act  currently  includes  a  tip  credit 
whereby  employers  of  tip  employees 
may  count  tipe  up  to  $2.13  an  hour, 
that  is  under  your  current  law.  In  the 
event  that  the  employee  does  not  re- 
ceive at  least  that  S2.13  and  up  to  the 
minimum  wage,  the  employer  then 
must  pay  the  difference  between  the 
S2.13  and  whatever  that  minimum  wage 
may  be.  The  employer  must  contribute 
those  additional  amounts  of  wages  to 
make  sure  that  they  have  reached  the 
minimum  wage. 

The  amendment  codifies  the  current 
level  of  tip  credit,  maintains  the  mini- 
mum wage  protection  for  tip  employ- 
ees in  that  the  employer  would  still  be 
required  to  make  up  the  difference  in 
wages  between  the  new  minimum  wage 
and  $2.13  per  hour  whenever  the  tips  re- 
ceived by  the  employee  are  insufficient 
to  make  at  least  the  minimum  wage. 
Most  of  these  people  are  making  $7  to 
S8  an  hour. 

Small  business  exemption:  My,  we 
have  heard  a  lot  about  something  that 
has  been  around  a  long,  long  time  in 
every  piece  of  fair  labor  standards  leg- 
islation that  comes  before  us,  and  that 
is  a  small  business  exemption. 

It  would  address  a  problem  with 
small  business  exemption  that  was  cre- 
ated by  the  1989  amendments  to  the 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Act.  In  1989, 
when  the  minimum  wage  was  last  in- 
creased. Congress  agreed  to  increase 
the     small     business     exemption     to 


$500,000.  That  is  the  law.  However,  the 
ultimate  legislation  that  passed  inad- 
vertently resulted  in  situations  in 
which  individual  employees  of  small 
businesses  could  be  covered,  even  if 
their  employer  was  otherwise  exempt, 
if  their  work  was  involved  in  interstate 
commerce.  In  other  words,  one  em- 
ployee might  be  covered  while  another 
sitting  side-by-side  would  not.  I  used 
the  illustration  all  the  time  how  silly 
this  is.  You  have  a  business,  and  it  is 
mostly  done  through  telephone,  and 
you  have  two  people  sitting  side-by- 
side.  One  is  calling  out  of  State,  receiv- 
ing one  wage;  one  is  calling  in  State, 
receiving  a  different  wage. 

Not  only  that,  if  you  are  calling  in 
State  one  day,  you  have  to  keep  a 
record  because  you  get  a  different  wage 
then,  and  the  next  day  you  are  calling 
out  of  State,  you  have  to  keep  that 
record  so  that  as  a  matter  of  fact,  you 
do  not  get  in  trouble  under  the  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act. 

This  is  what  they  tried  to  correct  in 
1989. 

Now,  let  me  tell  you,  as  I  have  up 
here,  I  have  Mr.  Espy's  Dear  Colleague 
letter,  and  I  say  that  my  amendment 
restores  what  was  the  intention  of  Con- 
gress when  the  small  business  exemp- 
tion was  increased  in  1989.  In  fact,  it 
uses  language  that  was  developed  by 
Representative  E^py. 

I  might  also  point  Jut  that  that  leg- 
islation was  endorsed  by  the  arch  con- 
servatives, the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Kleczka],  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Owens],  the  gen- 
tleman from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Ra- 
HALL],  more  arch  conservatives,  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Serrano],  the  gentleman  firom  Mis- 
souri [Mr.  VOLKMER],  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  ViscLOSKT]. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  srield?  The  gentleman  used 
my  name. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will 
not  yield.  I  did  not  use  the  gentleman's 
name  in  vain.  I  just  used  his  name  as  it 
was  written  in  black  and  white. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  controls  the 
time. 

D  1330 

I  have  improved  upon  his  legislation 
initiative  because  I  have  grandfathered 
all  of  these  people  who  axe  now  inad- 
vertently receiving  this  money.  So 
when  someone  tells  us  someone  is 
going  to  lose  money,  they  are  not 
going  to  lose  money  because  they  are 
grandfathered.  They  are  going  to  con- 
tinue to  receive  the  inadvertent  in- 
creases that  they  presently  receive. 
They  are  grandfathered. 

Not  only  are  they  grandfathered,  I 
improved  the  legislation  because  I 
made  it  very  clear  that  they  cannot 
dismiss  someone  to  get  around  and 
have  some  kind  of  a  loophole.  So  it  is 
improved  legrislation. 


But  there  were  67  Democrats,  there 
were  90  Republicans  that  sponsored 
that,  and  we  have  a  whole  history  of 
what  the  committee  said.  The  commit- 
tee said  the  act  is  to  create  a  more  uni- 
form small-business  exemption.  This 
was  not  a  committee  under  Republican 
leadership,  this  was  a  committee  under 
Democrat  leadership.  And  it  says  the 
act  is  to  create  a  more  uniform  small- 
business  exemption.  Small  enterprises 
whose  total  volume  of  sales  or  busi- 
nesses do  less  than  $500,000  would  no 
longer  be  covered. 

Now,  we  are  talking  about  businesses 
where  the  employees  are  somewhere 
between  2  and  10  at  the  most.  And  if  we 
look  at  all  the  exemptions  that  are 
presently  in  the  law,  we  will  find  that 
there  are  not  that  many  left  because 
the  self-employed  do  not  fit,  we  cannot 
find  any  chain  restaurant  that  fits  into 
any  kind  of  exemption  because  they  all 
make  more  than  $500,000,  and  we  can- 
not take  the  white-collar  workers  be- 
cause they  are  exempted. 

And  so  the  whole  argument  that  we 
are  talking  about  millions  of  people  is 
just  nonsense. 

They  go  on  to  say,  in  eliminating 
several  confusing  tests  to  determine 
applicability  of  the  act  to  various  in- 
dustries, the  conmiittee  continues  to 
demonstrate  its  support  for  the  prin- 
ciple of  a  true  small-business  exemp- 
tion. The  committee  believes,  and 
again,  this  is  not  our  committee  I  am 
talking  about,  I  am  talking  about  a 
Small  Business  Conmiittee  chaired  by 
the  Democrat  Party,  the  committee  be- 
lieves that  the  increase  in  the  mini- 
mum wage  to  restore  the  eroded  value 
of  the  wage  should  be  accompanied  by 
a  conmiemsurate  increase  in  the  enter- 
prise test  threshold. 

Representative  Austin  Murphy,  the 
chairman  of  the  relevant  subcommit- 
tee, stated.  Our  substitute  sets  the  ex- 
emption ceiling  at  $500,000  for  all  busi- 
nesses, with  the  exception  of  hospitals 
and  other  care  facilities  currently  out- 
lined in  section  3(8)(5)  of  FLSA,  which, 
incidentally,  is  unchanged  by  my 
amendment. 

By  the  way,  let  me  emphasize  that 
existing  employees,  as  I  said  before, 
are  grandfathered. 

So  we  have  a  lot  of  tsdk  about  that 
particular  part  of  my  en  bloc  amend- 
ment which  is  more  talk  than  sub- 
stance. 

We  have  two  other  areas  that  we  cov- 
ered. In  those  two  areas,  one  deals  with 
an  opportunity  wage. 

If  Members  will  remember,  in  the 
last  increase  in  minimum  wage,  in- 
cluded in  that  legislation  was  an  oppor- 
tunity wage  or  a  training  wage.  That 
was  two  60-day  opportunities.  This  is 
much  better  because  this  says  90  cal- 
endar days,  one  time.  Not  two  at  120 
total,  not  two  at  120  working  days. 
Ninety  calendar  days,  which  gives 
them  that  opportunity  to  move  up  the 
ladder  of  success  and  gives  the  business 
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the  opportunity  to  train  those  that  I 
was  talking  about;  no  skills,  poor  edu- 
cation, dropouts.  They  have  that  op- 
portunity to  train  and  move  up  that 
ladder  of  success. 

I  want  to  make  sure  Members  also 
understand  that  in  the  small-business 
exemption  it  is  what  we  do  in  every 
piece  of  legislation.  Title  vn  of  the 
Civil  Rights  Act,  one  of  our  most  im- 
portant labor  laws,  exempts  employers 
with  less  than  15  employees.  The  Amer- 
icans With  Disabilities  Act  contains 
the  same  exemption.  The  Age  Discrimi- 
nation and  Employment  Act  has  a  larg- 
er exemption,  exempting  up  to  20  em- 
ployees; the  WARN  Act  on  plant  clos- 
ings, less  than  100  employees;  the  Fam- 
ily and  Medical  Leave  Act  legislation, 
less  than  50  employees.  So  that  is  all  in 
there  now. 

Two  other  areas.  Computer  profes- 
sionals. This  is  the  law  at  the  present 
time.  I  am  merely  restating  that  law 
indicating  that  if  they  are  making  6.5 
times  the  minimum  wage,  they  do  not 
qualify;  therefore,  they  are  at  $50,000, 
$55,000  a  year.  That  is  not  who  we  are 
talking  about  in  this  minimum  wage 
debate,  and  so  we  continue  that. 

If  the  amendment  is  not  included, 
then  any  minimum-wage  increase  of  $1 
would  mean  they  are  up  another 
$13,500.  The  amendment  simply  main- 
tains the  current  exemption  level  for 
6.5  times  $4.25,  or  $27.63  per  hour. 

I  did  mention  the  opportunity  wage, 
and,  again,  it  is  a  starting  wage.  It 
would  remain  at  the  $4.25,  the  current 
level,  and  it  is  for  those  under  20  years 
of  age  and  it  is  for  the  first  90  calendar 
days. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self 3  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Goodling  amend- 
ment effectively  denies  an  increase  in 
the  minimum  wage  to  millions  of  cur- 
rent workers  and  denies  minimum- 
wage  and  overtime  coverage  to  mil- 
lions of  new  workers. 

The  small-business  exemption  elimi- 
nates minimum-wage  and  overtime 
coverage  for  more  than  two-thirds  of 
all  businesses  in  this  country.  It  guar- 
antees that  more  than  10  million  cur- 
rent workers  will  derive  no  benefit 
trom  future  increases  in  the  minimum 
wage.  Employees  in  the  garment  indus- 
try sweatshops,  farm  workers,  and 
workers  in  sheltered  workshops  are 
among  those  who  will  ultimately  lose 
overtime  protection  if  the  Goodling 
amendment  passes. 

An  estimated  3  million  workers  in 
the  retail  industry  and  another  4.5  mil- 
lion in  the  service  industry  would  be 
exempted  from  the  minimum  wage  and 
overtime  law.  Sixty-seven  percent  of 
all  retail  firms,  and  an  astounding  78 
percent  of  all  service  firms  are  exempt- 
ed by  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  doubt  that  this  legis- 
lation would  pass  the  Senate,  and  I  ex- 


pect that  if  it  gets  to  his  desk  with  the 
small-business  exemption  attached, 
that  the  President  will  veto  the  bill.  I, 
for  one,  will  not  support  final  passage 
of  this  bill  if  this  provision  is  part  of 
the  bill. 

The  rest  of  the  Goodling  amendment 
is  not  much  better.  The  so-called  op- 
portunity wage  provides  that  for  the 
first  90  dasrs  of  emplosmient,  16-  to  19- 
year-olds  can  be  paid  only  $4.25  an 
hour.  The  provision  includes  no  assur- 
ance that  teenagers  will  receive  train- 
ing, and  the  provision  is  not  limited  to 
a  teenager's  first  job. 

Finally,  an  employer  would  have  a 
powerful  incentive  to  hire  teenagers 
looking  for  extra  si>ending  cash  at  the 
expense  of  workers  who  are  seeking 
jobs  to  support  their  families.  The  sub- 
minimum  wage  will  trap  young,  low- 
wage  workers  in  subminimum  employ- 
ment. 

The  Goodling  amendment  also  denies 
tipped  employees  any  benefit  from  the 
increase  in  the  wage.  It  is  the  employee 
who  will  effectively  pay  for  this  in- 
crease out  of  his  own  tips.  Yet  these 
workers,  among  those  most  in  need  of 
a  minimum-wage  increase,  are  not  only 
denied  this  increase  but  are  denied  fu- 
ture increases  as  well  under  the  Good- 
ling amendment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  should  not  take  two 
steps  back  in  order  to  take  one  step 
forward.  We  should  not  turn  our  backs 
on  millions  of  hard-working  Ameri- 
cans. I  urge  my  colleagues  to  defeat 
the  Goodling  amendment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

PARLIAMENTABT  WQUIRY 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  before 
yielding  myself  time,  I  would  like  to 
ask  a  parliamentary  inquiry  of  how  the 
speaker  intends  to  divide  the  question. 
It  is  my  understanding  that  there  are 
four  parts  to  this  bill  and  there  will  be 
two  votes. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman is  correct.  The  Chair  will  state 
his  intention  with  regard  to  putting 
the  question  on  the  amendment  pre- 
sented by  the  gentlenaan  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Goodling]. 

The  amendment  will  be  divided  into 
two  parts  on  the  question  of  its  adop- 
tion. The  Chair  intends  first  to  put  the 
question  on  agreeing  to  the  first  part 
of  the  amendment  comprising  sub- 
sections (a),  (b)  and  (c)  of  the  new  sec- 
tion that  is  proposed  to  be  added  to  the 
bill  by  the  Goodling  amendment. 

Thereafter,  the  Chair  will  put  the 
question  on  the  last  part  of  the  amend- 
ment, adding  a  subsection  (d). 

Mr.  SHAYS.  I  thank  the  Speaker  for 
answering  my  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  myself  such  time 
as  I  may  consume. 

The  proponents  of  the  minimum 
wage  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  have 
asked  for  time  and  have  graciously  re- 
ceived it  from  my  colleague,  and  I 
thank  him  very  much  for  giving  us  this 


time  to  express  general  support  for  sec- 
tions a,  b  and  c  of  this  amendment,  but 
in  opposition  to  part  d,  which  is  the 
$500,000  exemption  for  small  businesses. 

Our  concern,  very  plainly  put,  is  we 
think  it  is  too  broad.  We  believe  that 
there  are  basically  about  4  million  peo- 
ple receiving  the  minimum  wage  today 
and  of  that  number  about  half  are  af- 
fected by  the  $500,000  or  less. 

We  believe  that,  ultimately,  that 
when  we  increase  the  minimum  wage, 
if  we  are  successful,  to  the  number  of 
$5.15.  that  we  will  have  another  16  mil- 
lion who  will  be  positively  affected  in 
addition  to  the  4  million.  But  over  half, 
over  half  of  those  individuals,  over 
time,  will  be  exempted  from  the  mini- 
mum wage. 

So  we  as  proponents  are  encouraging 
an  increase  of  the  minimimi  wage  at 
the  same  time  we  are  opening  a  very 
large  door  in  which  too  many  people, 
regretfully,  will  be  exempt  from  the 
minimum  wage  and  the  40-hour  work- 
week with  time-and-a-half. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  respectfully  re- 
quest that  those  Members  who  had 
voted  for,  one,  to  consider  the  mini- 
mum wage,  when  they  voted  to  allow 
the  Riggs  amendment  to  come  to  the 
floor,  and  those  77  who  voted  for  the 
Riggs  amendment,  will  be  willing  to 
vote  potentially  "yes"  on  the  first 
vote,  a,  b  and  c,  but  a  definite  strong 
"no"  on  part  d,  the  $500,000  exemption. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such 
time  as  he  may  consume  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Olver]. 

Mr.  OLVER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Amencans  have  spoken  kxid 
and  clear  80  percent  of  them  say  raise  the 
minimum  wage.  Raise  it  now.  And  make  it  a 
ciean,  urKX>mplicated  vote. 

But,  the  Republtcan  leadership  finally  found 
a  way  to  frustrate  the  wishes  of  80  percent  of 
the  people. 

This  amerxjment  is  a  laundry  list  designed 
to  exclude  millions  of  Americans  from  receiv- 
ing a  deserved  wage  increase. 

It  woni  apply  to  restaurant  employees.  It 
won't  apply  to  anyone  under  age  20  during  the 
first  90  days  of  a  new  job.  It  woni  apply  to 
empk>yees  of  small  businesses  that  do  inter- 
state business.  And  it  woni  apply  to  many 
high-technok}gy  empk>yees  ebgitile  for  over- 
time pay. 

A  raise  in  the  minimum  wage  is  supposed  to 
benefit  all  workers.  It  is  supposed  to  help  low- 
irKome  employees  provide  for  themselves  and 
their  families.  It  is  rx}t  supposed  to  exclude 
millions  from  the  increase  they  desperately 
need. 

Under  this  Republican  anwndment,  special 
interests  are  the  sole  beneficiaries.  And  it  is 
the  worker  and  her  family  that  are  being  hurt 
again. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Fattah.] 

Mr.  FATTAH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  Goodling  amend- 
ments in  its  total  form. 
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I  think  even  though  the  House  should 
be  commended  for  the  action  that  we 
have  taken  in  the  majority  to  raise  the 
minimum  wage,  the  Goodling  amend- 
ments would  show  us  how  quickly  we 
can  slip  backward. 

I  do  not  believe  we  should  be  making 
those  people  who  are  employed  and 
part  of  their  compensation  is  in  tips, 
requiring  that  the  totality  of  what 
would,  in  effect,  be  this  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage,  would  have  to  come 
out  of  tips  that  they  earned  through 
the  generosity  of  their  customers. 

I  come  fit)m  a  city  that  has  been 
claiming  to  be  the  most  generous  in 
the  Nation.  However,  I  would  not  want 
anyone  to  have  to  be  dependent  upon 
the  tips  of  those  whom  they  serve  to  be 
the  principal  basis  for  their  increase  in 
the  minimum  wage.  I  think  it  is  wrong, 
and  I  think  it  is  a  step  in  the  wrong  di- 
rection. 

I  also  think  that  when  we  look  at  the 
broad  base  of  this  exemption  for  small 
businesses,  that  I  agree  with  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Connecti- 
cut [Mr.  Shays],  that  it  is  just  too 
broad. 

D  1345 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  QxnNN],  primary  proponent 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  QUINN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  go  on  record  as  opposing  the 
Goodling  amendments,  and  In  particu- 
lar take  a  few  minutes  to  talk  particu- 
larly about  Goodling  2.  That  is  the 
amendment  that  deals  with  the  $500,000 
small  business  exemption. 

Mr.  Speaker,  people  who  work  a  40- 
hour  workweek  ought  to  earn  a  livable 
wage.  This  amendment  In  my  mind 
would  deny  that.  Over  3,000,000  Amer- 
ican businesses,  two-thirds  of  all  the 
businesses  in  our  country,  have  an  an- 
nual income  under  $500,000.  These  busi- 
nesses employ  10%  million  workers. 
That  is  more  than  10  percent  of  all  the 
workers  in  America.  I  think,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that,  if  we  have  worked  as 
hard  as  we  have  worked,  we  had  a  bi- 
partisan vote  just  a  few  months  ago 
where  over  70  Republicans  supported 
the  Riggs-Qulnn-English-Martinl  mini- 
mum wage  vote,  we  are  headed  in  a  bi- 
partisan direction  right  now.  I  would 
urge  any  of  our  colleagues  who  are  lis- 
tening to  the  debate,  any  who  have 
been  involved  these  last  2  or  3  weeks,  I 
would  urge  a  "no"  vote  on  the  Good- 
ling 2  amendment. 

In  my  estimation,  and  others  who 
have  worked  hard  on  the  original  bill 
that  was  dropped  about  2  or  3  weeks 
ago,  maybe  a  month  ago,  we  would 
simply  undo  everything  we  have  done 
by  passing  the  minimum  wage.  We 
would  exempt  the  very  workers  we  are 
trying  to  help,  the  people  that  many 
times  are  not  represented  by  organized 
labor.  They  are  not  represented  by  any- 
body in  most  cases  but  the  Members 


who  vote  in  this  House  and  the  Mem- 
bers who  will  vote  in  about  45  minutes. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  a  not  vote  on  the 
Goodling  amendments  and  in  particu- 
lar Goodling  2,  which  will  be  the  small 
business  exemption. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mary- 
land [Mr.  HOYER]. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  srield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Mary- 
land [Mr.  HOYEK]. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Walker).  The  gentleman  from  Mary- 
land [Mr.  HoYER]  is  recognized  for  3 
minutes. 

Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  my  Republican  colleague 
who  just  spoke  in  a  bipjartisan  way.  We 
just  voted  266  to  162  to  raise  the  mini- 
mum wage  so  that  we  can  get  it  up 
fi-om  a  40-year  low.  After  months  of 
pressure,  this  House  will  vote  on  rais- 
ing the  minimum  wage  in  just  a  few 
minutes. 

At  a  time  when  the  minimum  wage  is 
at  its  lowest  buying  power  in  40  years, 
we  will  vote  to  compensate  millions  of 
women  and  men  for  their  hard  work  to 
support  themselves  and  their  families. 
We  talk  about  being  family  friendly. 
Nothing  is  more  family  friendly  than 
allowing  wage  earners  to  support  them- 
selves and  their  children  to  make  work 
pay  in  a  meaningful  way.  We  will  vote 
to  make  work  pay  more  than  welfare. 

Today  should  be  a  joyful  day  for  mil- 
lions of  American  workers,  but  what 
the  Republican  Congress  giveth  with 
one  vote,  it  taketh  away  with  two  oth- 
ers. Yet  again,  we  have  a  situation  in 
which  we  may  give  with  one  hand  and 
take  away  with  the  other.  These  are 
two  of  the  most  cjmical  amendments, 
very  frankly,  and  I  say  it  with  respect, 
that  I  have  seen.  While  we  raise  the 
minimum  wage  with  one  amendment, 
another  amendment  would  repeal  it  for 
10.000,000  workers,  leaving  them  with 
no  minimvmi  wage  protection  at  all. 

If  you  are  a  waitress  spending  long 
days  on  your  feet  to  keep  your  family 
off  welfare,  the  Goodling  amendment 
means  that  you  will  not  get  an  in- 
crease in  your  wages.  You  will  not  get 
an  increaise  in  your  wages.  If  you  are 
doing  computer  work  during  the  day  to 
put  yourself  through  school,  these 
amendments  mean  that  you  will  not  be 
paid  for  the  overtime  you  work.  These 
amendments  will  exempt  thousands  of 
small  businesses  from  the  most  basic 
child  labor  laws  and  worker  protec- 
tions. That  does  not  mean  they  will  be 
violated,  but  they  will  lose  the  protec- 
tion. 

Mr.  Speaker,  American  workers  are 
not  dumb.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  they  are 
pretty  smart.  They  see  that  the  Good- 
ling amendments  would  leave  this  min- 
imum wage  bill  as  a  minimum  wage 
emperor  who  has  no  clothes.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  vote  against  the  Goodling 
amendments.  Let  us  pass  a  meaningful 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  for  the 
first  time  in  7  years. 
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Let  us  reward  work,  make  it  pay. 
make  sure  that  when  people  get  off 
welfare;  they  can  support  themselves 
and  their  children.  That  is  oppor- 
tunity. That  is  the  American  dream. 
Let  us  act  today  to  make  it  reality  for 
millions  of  Americans. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  45  seconds. 

Respected  by  cynical.  Let  me  point 
out,  here  is  what  the  Democrats  said 
they  were  doing  for  small  business  in 
1989,  from  the  committee  report, 
agreed  to  by  many  of  the  Democrats 
speaking  here  today.  They  said: 

Small  enterprises  whose  total  volume  of 
sales  or  business  done  Is  less  than  $500,000 
would  no  longer  be  covered.  In  eliminating 
several  confusing  tests  to  determine  applica- 
bility of  the  act  to  various  industries,  the 
committee  continues  to  demonstrate  its  sup- 
port for  the  principle  of  a  true  small  business 
exemption. 

That  is  what  Democrats  said  in  1989. 
when  we  had  the  small  business  discus- 
sion. That  is  what  I  am  saying  today, 
exactly  what  they  said  then.  I  have  not 
changed  my  stripes. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts [Mr.  TORKILDSEN]. 

Mr.  TORKILDSEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  like  to  speak  In  favor  of  some  of 
the  provisions  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Goodling]  has  of- 
fered but  against  the  provision  which 
would  exempt  all  companies  with  less 
than  S500,000  in  gross  sales. 

One  of  the  speakers  previously  said 
that  if  the  first  Goodling  amendment 
went  through,  that  people  who  are 
computer  programmers  would  not  get 
overtime.  That  is  clearly  not  the  case. 
What  the  amendment  says  is,  if  you 
make  more  than  $27.63  an  hour,  you 
would  not  qualify  for  overtime.  We 
hare  having  a  debate  on  the  minimum 
wage.  That  is  appropriate.  But  some- 
one who  is  making  S27.63  an  hour  is  not 
a  minimum  wage  worker.  It  is  a  very 
different  argument  here.  That  provi- 
sion simply  clarifies  an  oversight  in  a 
previous  bill  which  said  that  if  you 
made  $27.63  an  hour,  you  still  received 
overtime. 

I  think  most  people  would  say  if  you 
are  making  that  much  money,  if  you 
are  making  $50,000  a  year,  it  is  not  the 
same  as  being  a  waitress  or  a  waiter,  it 
is  not  the  same  as  working  at  a  con- 
venience store  or  fast  food  restaurants. 
Clearly  overtime  for  someone  making 
$50,000  or  more  each  year  is  not  the 
same  as  those  entry-level  workers 
making  a  very,  very  minimal  wage. 

I  think  the  other  provisions  are  rea- 
sonable as  far  as  they  go.  Walters  and 
waitresses  who  are  making  less  than 
$5.15  an  hour  would  see  their  wages  in- 
creased. I  think  it  is  important  that 
that  be  stressed  because  it  is  being 
glossed  over  in  the  debate.  Everyone 
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would  have  to  make  at  least  that  $5.15 
per  hour.  That  is  something  that  has  to 
be  insisted  on  as  well. 

The  training  wage  for  90  days,  I  think 
this  is  a  reasonable  compromise.  The 
original  proposal  was  to  have  an  open- 
ended  training  wage.  I  would  have 
voted  against  that.  But  to  say  for  just 
90  days  for  teenagers,  the  people  who 
really  do  need  some  job  skills,  I  think 
is  a  reasonable  compromise,  and  I 
think  that  is  worthy  of  support,  too. 

However.  I  will  repeat  my  opposition 
to  the  provision  exempting  all  small 
businesses  with  less  than  $500,000.  I 
think  that  is  too  open-ended  a  bill.  I 
would  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote 
"yes"  on  the  first  three  and  "no"  on 
the  final  provision. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Geor- 
gia [Mr.  Lewis]. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
this  debate  today  was  supposed  to  be 
about  raising  the  minimum  wage — 
about  raising  the  minimiun  wage — 
about  giving  hardworking  people  at  the 
bottom  of  the  economic  ladder  a  little 
bit  more  in  their  paycheck  each  week. 
But  it  is  not.  The  Republican  majority 
has  turned  this  into  a  bill  repealing  the 
minimum  wage.  The  Goodling  amend- 
ment would  do  away  with  the  mini- 
mum wage  for  as  many  as  10  million 
working  people.  If  your  employer 
wants  to  pay  you  $2  an  hour,  that  is 
okay  with  the  Republicans. 

My  colleagues,  what  the  Republicans 
are  doing  on  this  floor  today  is  a  shame 
and  a  disgrace.  It  is  obscene.  You  ought 
to  be  ashamed  of  yourselves.  Where  is 
your  sense  of  common  decency?  What 
you  are  doing  today  is  not  only  imfalr 
and  imjust — it  is  un-American. 

We  should  be  here  to  raise  the  mini- 
mum wage,  not  repeal  it.  If  ever  there 
was  an  issue  that  defined  Democrats 
and  Republicans,  this  is  it.  Democrats 
believe  that  if  you  work  hard  40  hours 
a  week,  you  should  not  have  to  live  in 
poverty.  Republicans,  extreme  Repub- 
licans, believe  in  repealing  the  mini- 
mum wage.  If  people  live  In  poverty— 
so  be  it.  Today  the  extremist  Repub- 
lican majority  has  shown  its  true  col- 
ors. 

What  you  are  doing  today  is  wrong.  I 
know  it  is  wrong.  You  know  it  is 
wrong.  And  the  American  people  know 
it  is  wrong. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  shield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Kansas  [Mrs.  Meyers],  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Small  Business. 

Mrs.  MEYERS  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, last  Wednesday,  May  15,  the  Com- 
mittee on  Small  Business  held  a  hear- 
ing to  listen  to  the  concerns  of  small 
business  owners  who  would  be  faced 
with  some  very  unfavorable  choices  if 
the  minimum  wage  is  increased — deny- 
ing unskilled  workers  the  opportunity 
to  learn  a  job  and  build  their  skills, 
and  reducing  hours  for  those  currently 
on  their  payroll,  to  make  the  ledger 
balance  at  the  end  of  the  week. 
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One  of  our  witnesses,  Mr.  Taalib-Dln 
Uqdah,  owns  a  business  here  in  Wash- 
ington, DC,  called  Comrows  and  Co.  He 
started  his  business  in  1980  with  $500. 
He  now  employs  12  full-time  people,  in- 
cluding himself  and  his  wife,  and  gross- 
es about  $500,000  annually.  He  said  in 
very  clear,  plain  terms  that  an  increase 
in  the  minimum  wage  will  force  him  to 
deny  job  opportimities  to  those  in  our 
community  that  need  it  the  most. 

If  we  mandate  an  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  without  a  useable 
small  business  exemption,  he  cannot 
afford  to  hire  unskilled  applicants  at 
the  minimum  wage.  The  cost  of  their 
employment  would  be  too  great,  mak- 
ing it  more  cost-effective  for  him  to 
hire  a  skilled  worker. 

The  amendment  offered  today  by 
Chairman  Goodling  would  allow  only 
very  small  businesses  to  use  the  ex- 
emption passed  in  1989.  The  Federal 
definition  of  small  business  generally 
includes  businesses  with  gross  receipts 
of  $3  million  a  year.  The  standard  in 
this  exemption  is  just  a  portion  of  the 
small  business  community — the  true 
Mom  and  Pop  operations  on  Main 
Street  America.  And  the  protections 
built  into  the  amendment  for  those 
currently  earning  the  minimum  wage 
results  in  250.000  to  350,000  workers 
being  affected,  not  the  millions  sug- 
gested by  some  Members  of  this  body. 

I  am  amazed  by  the  current  lack  of 
concern  for  very  small  businesses,  and 
for  the  hard-to^mploy  in  our  society, 
by  some  of  my  colleagues.  Just  5  years 
ago,  150  Members  of  this  House  cospon- 
sored  legislation  to  make  the  exemp- 
tion for  small  businesses  effective  for 
those  grossing  $500,000  a  year  or  less. 

Contrary  to  what  many  believe,  an 
increase  In  the  minimum  wage  in- 
creases the  number  of  people  on  wel- 
fare. It  increases  the  number  of  people 
on  welfare.  That  was  the  experience  na- 
tionally, after  Congress  increased  the 
minlmimi  wage  in  1988,  and  a  study 
conducted  by  Peter  Brandon  of  the 
University  of  Wisconsin  on  the  welfare 
rates  of  States  that  Increased  their 
minimum  wage  showed  that  the  aver- 
age time  on  welfare  was  44  percent 
longer  than  in  States  that  did  not  in- 
crease their  minimum  wage  because 
fewer  entry  level  jobs  are  available. 

I  urge  the  body  to  support  Goodling 
2. 

D  1400 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  l¥t 
minutes  to  my  colleague,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  BOEH- 
LERT]. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Speaker  and  my 
coUeagues,  I  reluctantly  rise  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  Goodling  amendments.  I 
wish  it  were  not  so,  but  I  think  the 
weight  of  evidence  compels  me  to  do 
so.  I  think  they  are  well-intended 
amendments,  but  the  fact  of  the  mat- 
ter is  the  threshold  exemption  for 
small    businesses   of  annual   sales   of 


$500,000  or  less  would  really  exempt  10 
million  workers  from  minimum-wage 
standards  under  the  Fair  Labor  Stand- 
ards Act.  would  exempt  them  from 
many  provisions  for  overtime  com- 
pensation, and  I  do  not  think  that  is 
right.  I  think  we  could  end  up  with 
some  people  earning  a  couple  of  dollars 
an  hour. 

Now.  my  colleagues  may  say  that  is 
farfetched  and  that  would  not  happen. 
Let  me  tell  them  how  it  would  happen. 
We  are  determined  in  this  Congress  to 
end  welfare  as  we  know  it  if  we  can  get 
the  President's  cooperation.  One  of  the 
provisions  of  the  bill  that  everyone 
seems  to  focus  on  is  that  we  are  not 
going  to  be  on  welfare  in  perpetuity. 
There  will  be  a  time  certain  when  peo- 
ple will  have  to  go  off  of  welfare.  Then 
the  question  is.  where  are  they  going 
to  go  to  work?  Where  are  the  jobs?  I 
would  suggest  that  a  lot  of  businesses 
could  take  advantage  of  that  situation 
by  saying  to  the  person  who  has  no 
choice,  "We  will  offer  you  $2  an  hour, 
come  work  for  us.  and  incidentally,  if 
you  are  going  to  work  10  or  12  or  14 
hours  a  day.  no  overtime."  I  just  do  not 
think  that  is  right. 

Second.  I  think  the  90-day  training 
wage  period  is  wrong.  I  think  In  many 
cases  we  are  going  to  have  dad  losing 
his  job  and  the  son  taking  the  job.  I 
think  it  is  going  to  be  taken  advantage 
of.  We  know  throughout  history  that 
these  things  happened.  We  wished  they 
did  not,  but  they  do. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois [Mr.  Fa  WELL],  a  member  of  the 
committee. 

Mr.  FA  WELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  srlelding  this  time  to 
me. 

I  simply  want  to  emphasize  the  fact 
that  I  believe  that  what  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Goodling]  has 
presented  in  all  four  of  these  amend- 
ments are  very  reasonable  ones,  and  I 
think  also  that  I  can  say  that  when  the 
minimum  wage  provision  passes,  as  ai)- 
parently  it  wiU  pass  as  a  part  of  this 
legislation,  that  we  will  have  a  better 
minimum  wage  law,  and  that  basically 
is  what  we  are  all  looking  for. 

All  of  these  amendments  that  are 
being  suggested  are  traditional  amend- 
ments that  have  been  attached  in  the 
past  to  mlnlmvun  wage  and  overtime 
provisions.  There  is  nothing  new  and 
startling,  and  when  I  hear  some  of  the 
Members  talk  so  emphatically  and  to 
seem  to  indicate  that  the  end  of  the 
world  is  coming  if  we  do  not,  for  in- 
stance, refuse  to  add  the  small-business 
exemption  that  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  GOODLING]  has  pre- 
sented, I  just  cannot  quite  vmderstand 
why  they  are  reacting  the  way  they  are 
reacting. 
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As  has  been  pointed  out  by  others, 
the  small-business  exemption  for  busi- 
nesses that  have  gross  receipts  of  under 
$500,000  is  an  established  part  of  the 
provisions  right  now  of  the  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act.  The  only  problem  is 
that  they  have  been  undercut  by  what 
everybody,  I  think  unions  and  everyone 
else,  recognizes  as  an  inadvertent  error 
or  a  scrivenor's  error  in  1989  when,  as  a 
result  of  what  I  call  the  interstate 
clause  came  into  being,  and  any  em- 
ployee, small  business  or  not,  I  gather, 
is  going  to  be  subject  to  the  interstate 
clause.  If  they  are  doing  any  business, 
that  might  put  them  under  the  inter- 
state clause,  such  as  answering  the 
telephone  on  a  long-distance  call,  that 
they  would  be  subject  to  that. 

Suffice  it  to  say  these  are  all  very 
reasonable  amendments.  I  would  cer- 
tainly urge  my  colleagues  to  endorse 
them. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  IV^ 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mrs.  Roukema]. 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  express  my  support  for  the  train- 
ing wage  provision  as  part  of  the  Good- 
ling  proposal,  but  unfortunately  I  can- 
not support  his  whole  proposal.  Fortu- 
nately, there  are  going  to  be  two  votes 
on  this. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  the 
training  wage,  I  think  as  it  was  called 
back  in  1989,  is  certainly  a  vital  way, 
particularly  for  small  businesses  who 
would  otherwise  struggle  with  the  min- 
imum wage,  and  I  do  support  that,  and 
as  I  have  said,  fortimately  there  are 
going  to  be  two  votes  here,  my  col- 
leagues, so  that  we  can  express  our 
support  for  the  training  wage,  but  I 
must  absolutely  oppose  the  small-busi- 
ness exemption  in  this  proposal. 

I  think  it  is  a  poison  pill  and  effec- 
tively will  kill  the  minimum  wage  pro- 
posal, not  only  because  the  President 
will  probably  veto  it  on  that  ground, 
but  also  because  the  small-business  ex- 
emption nullifies  the  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  for  than  half  of  the 
workers  currently. 

So  I  reluctantly  oppose  it,  but  it 
would  significantly  reduce  the  number 
of  workers  who  are  covered  by  the  min- 
imum wage. 

I  would  also  like  to  point  out  that 
the  exemption  would  also  exempt  the 
overtime  provisions  of  the  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act,  and  I  do  not  find  that 
viable. 

Mr.  GOODUNG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Ne- 
braska [Mr.  Barrett]. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Goodling]  for  yield- 
ing this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  reluctant  sup- 
port of  the  Goodling  amendment.  With- 
out the  Goodling  amendments'  90-day 
opportunity  wage  for  teenagers,  I  do 
have  some  fear  that  those  who  are  try- 
ing to  save  for  college  or  just  entering 


the  workplace  and  have  no  job  skills 
will  be  denied  new  job  opportunities, 
and  without  the  amendment,  strug- 
gling small  businesses  will  have  in- 
creased costs  and  might  very  well  force 
many  of  them  to  close  their  doors. 

With  the  Goodling  amendment,  busi- 
nesses with  less  than  $500,000  in  annual 
income  would  be  exempt  from  the  min- 
imum wage  requirements,  and  with  the 
Goodling  amendment  millions  of  jobs 
for  teenagers  will  be  saved.  With  the 
amendment,  struggling  small  busi- 
nesses and  the  jobs  that  they  create 
would  also  be  saved. 

As  many  have  said  today,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, a  minimum-wage  increase  costs 
jobs  and  raises  prices,  and  as  the  House 
appears  willing  to  make  a  very  costly 
mistake,  the  Goodling  amendment  is 
the  only  life  preserver  available  for 
struggling  small  businesses  and  low- 
skilled  labor. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  the  Goodling 
amendment. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  srield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  RiGGS],  one  of  the  primary 
sponsors  of  the  minimum  wage  who  in- 
troduced the  bill  along  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  QuiNN], 
and  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Martini],  and  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  English]. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding  this  time  to  me, 
and  I  find  myself  in  a  somewhat  awk- 
ward position  of  both  supporting  and 
opposing  my  chairman,  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Conrmiittee  on 
Economic  and  Educational  Opportuni- 
ties. 

First  of  all,  I  very  much  support  the 
Goodling  amendments  that  deal  with 
the  tip  credit,  the  opportunity  of  train- 
ing wage  and  the  computer  professional 
changes  to  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act.  The  first  two  items,  I  think,  go  a 
long  ways  toward  addressing  the  con- 
cerns of  small  business  owners  and 
business  franchisees,  especially  those 
who  happen  to  own  convenience  res- 
taurants, and  I  heard  that  from  some 
of  the  convenience  restaurant  owners 
in  my  congressional  district. 

But  on  the  second  item,  the  small- 
business  exemption,  I  have  to  oppose 
that  exemption.  I  believe  it  is  overly 
broad.  If  we  are  going  to  grant  a  small- 
business  exemption  under  the  Federal 
minimum-wage  requirement,  it  ought 
to  apply  only  to  businesses  that  are  in 
a  startup  mode  during  that  first  year 
or  two  of  operation  when  the  survival 
of  the  small  business  is  so  tenuous. 

So  I  have  to  oppose  the  small-busi- 
ness exemption  as  overly  broad,  as  de- 
feating, as  many  speakers  have  already 
said,  the  primary  punwse  of  the  mini- 
mum wage  increase,  and  I  would  urge 
my  colleagues  on  the  division  of  the 
question,  vote  for  the  first  Goodling 
amendment,  but  vote  against  the  sec- 
ond Goodling  small-business  exemption 
amendment. 


Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  4Vi 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  BONIOR],  the  whip. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
my  colleague  for  yielding  this  time  to 
me,  and  let  me  just  commend  my  col- 
leagues for  the  debate  that  we  are  hav- 
ing today  and  for  those  on  the  side  of 
the  issue  on  the  Republican  side  of  the 
aisle  who  are  agreeing  with  us  that  we 
need  to  defeat  particularly  Goodling 
amendment  No.  2. 

I  want  to  talk  about  that  family 
today  out  there  in  America  who  would 
be  affected  by  this,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker,  somewhere  in  America 
today  there  is  a  young  mother  who  got 
up  early,  got  her  kids  out  of  bed,  got 
them  breakfast,  got  them  ready  for 
school,  and  then  she  went  out  to  catch 
the  early  bus,  and  she  is  going  to  work 
a  hard,  long  day,  either  taking  care  of 
our  parents  at  a  nursing  home  or  clean- 
ing tables  at  a  diner,  or  stitching  but- 
tons in  a  factory  with  100  degree  heat, 
and  at  the  end  of  the  day  she  is  going 
to  go  home,  she  is  going  to  be  bone- 
tired,  she  is  going  to  make  dinner,  she 
is  going  to  do  homework  with  her  kids, 
and  then  she  is  going  to  put  them  to 
bed.  Tomorrow  she  is  going  to  get  up, 
and  she  is  going  to  do  it  all  over  again. 

But  she  has  something  that  we  can- 
not take  away  from  her.  She  has  the 
pride  of  work,  and  her  kids  are  proud  of 
her  also  because  instead  of  taking  wel- 
fare, she  has  chosen  work  over  welfare, 
she  has  chosen  to  be  a  good  role  model 
for  her  kids.  Like  12  million  other  peo- 
ple who  work  for  the  minimum  wage 
today,  she  believes  that  her  hard  work 
is  going  to  pay  off  for  her  in  the  end. 

But  instead  of  helping  her  build  a 
better  future  for  herself  and  her  chil- 
dren, instead  of  rewarding  her  decision 
to  choose  work  over  welfare,  this  Con- 
gress on  occasion  has  had  so  little  re- 
spect for  the  hard  work  that  she  does 
that  today  we  are  trying  actually  to 
give  her  a  pay  cut. 

For  4  months  some  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle,  not  all,  but  some,  have  tried  to 
block  us  every  step  of  the  way  as  we 
have  tried  to  raise  the  minimum  wage, 
and  now  that  the  public  pressure  has 
become  so  great  that  it  has  forced 
them  to  act,  now  that  we  have  actually 
a  few  minutes  ago  voted  to  raise  the 
minimum  wage  by  voting  for  Mr. 
RiGGS'  amendment  by  90  cents,  they 
now  are  coming  back  with  an  amend- 
ment which  will  try  to  repeal  the  mini- 
mum wage  for  literally  millions  of 
Americans  who  are  working  today, 
many  like  that  mother  I  have  just  de- 
scribed to  my  colleagues. 

Make  no  mistake  about  it.  This 
amendment  repeals  the  minimum  wage 
for  millions  of  American  workers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  cannot  raise  the 
minimvmi  wage  by  repealing  it.  But 
that  is  exactly  what  they  are  trjring  to 
do  today.  Instead  of  creating  incentives 
for  work,  this  amendment  creates  more 
sweatshops,  it  lowers  wages,  it  lowers 
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living  standards  for  millions  of  Ameri- 
cans. 

Is  this  really  what  we  want  to  do?  Is 
that  the  message  that  we  are  trying  to 
send  today  in  honor  of  work  in  this 
country,  that  hard  work  does  not  pay, 
that  60  minutes  of  sweat  and  toil  and 
bone-aching  work  are  not  even  worth 
$4.25  an  hour? 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  last  time  I  checked, 
85  percent  of  the  American  people  said, 
"Raise  the  minimum  wage,  not  repeal 
it."  The  American  people  do  not  want 
us  to  return  to  the  sweatshop  days  of 
old  in  the  present.  We  want  that  ended. 
They  want  us  to  raise  wages,  not  roll 
them  back. 

I  urge  my  colleagues,  let  us  have 
some  respect  for  working  people  in  this 
country,  let  us  take  some  pride  in  the 
people  who  believe-  enough  in  them- 
selves and  enough  in  their  futures  to 
choose  work  over  welfare.  These  people 
have  big  dreams,  but  they  do  not  have 
big  voices.  They  are  counting  on  us  to 
speak  up  for  them  today  because,  if  we 
do  not,  nobody  else  will. 

I  urge  my  colleague  to  say  "no"  to 
this  amendment,  say  "no"  to  repeal. 
Help  us  raise  the  minimum  wage. 

D  1415 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton]. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  earlier 
today  I  said  that  I  had  supported  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  1991. 
I  did  so  primarily  because  the  people 
who  earn  the  minimvim  wage  in  my 
part  of  the  country  are,  by  and  large, 
people  who  are  age  20  and  younger. 
They  do  that  because  in  the  summer- 
time, our  tourism  industry  has  a  fair 
demand  for  young  people  to  come  to 
the  New  Jersey  shore  in  the  summer  to 
take  jobs  that  customarily  pay  the 
minimum  wage. 

I  thought  I  was  doing  the  right  thing 
for  them,  so  I  voted  to  increase  the 
minimum  wage.  I  found,  however,  that 
in  talking  to  employers,  those  employ- 
ers, during  those  summers  in  the  inter- 
vening time,  hired  less  teenagers  than 
they  had  previously  because  we  in- 
creased the  cost  of  that  labor. 

This  chart  on  my  left  demonstrates,  I 
think,  conclusively,  just  as  12  studies 
that  I  pointed  to  earlier,  that  increas- 
ing the  minimum  wage  hurts  teenagers 
more  than  it  does  any  other  segment  of 
our  society.  This  chart  shows,  on  the 
red  line,  what  the  pattern  of  the  mini- 
mum wage  has  been.  In  the  middle 
1980s  it  was  quite  high.  It  eroded  be- 
cause of  inflation  during  the  late  1980's. 
Then  we  increased  the  minimum  wage, 
as  the  line  shows,  in  1991.  Then  it  began 
to  erode  again  because  of  inflation. 

The  blue  line  shows  the  unemploy- 
ment rate  of  teenagers.  Just  as  the 
minimum  wage  requirements  de- 
creased, the  number  of  young  people 
who  are  unemployed  also  decreases;  or, 
said  the  other  way  around,  the  number 


of  young  people  who  are  employed  in- 
creases. There  is  a  parallel  track  that 
goes  ailong. 

When  we  raised  the  minimum  wage 
in  1991,  the  rate  of  unemployment  for 
teenagers  shot  up  and  spiked  as  well. 
Of  course,  the  same  is  true,  the  same 
downward  trend  is  then  true  later.  I 
say  to  my  colleagues  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle,  these  are  facts.  This  is  not  a 
feel-good  vote,  this  is  a  factual  vote 
that  we  need  to  take  very  seriously. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  Campbell]. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
computer  professionals'  exemption  is 
very  simple  and  does  deserve 
everybody's  support.  Here  it  is.  Under 
the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act,  if  you 
make  6V4  times  the  minimvim  wage, 
then  the  time-and-a-half  provisions  no 
longer  apply.  But,  since  we  increased 
the  minimum  wage,  we  suddenly  have 
kicked  up  this  threshold.  So  here  is 
how  the  numbers  work  out.  If  you  are 
presently  making  $55,000,  the  time-and- 
a-half  provisions  do  not  apply.  But 
after  today,  unless  we  amend  the  bill, 
if  you  are  making  up  to  $68,500,  time- 
and-a-half  still  applies. 

What  is  the  effect  of  that?  It  is  time- 
and-a-half  for  people  who  are  not  doing 
badly  in  our  society,  and  if  you  are 
working  50  hours  a  week,  that  is  rough- 
ly an  8  percent  increase  of  the  total 
cost  of  hiring  you  in  America.  For  a  60 
hour  week  it  is  going  to  be  a  17  percent 
increase.  These  jobs  have,  can,  do,  and 
will  go  offehore.  This  amendment,  to 
me,  is  awfully  compelling. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  conclude  and 
take  my  last  minute  with  an  over- 
whelmingly strong  endorsement  of  the 
opportunity  wage  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman flrom  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Good- 
ling]. I  support  all  of  his  amendments, 
but  let  me  say  how  strongly  I  support 
the  opportunity  wage.  Please,  whatever 
doubt  there  may  be  as  to  the  overall  ef- 
fect of  the  minimum  wage,  though  to 
me  that  is  not  in  doubt,  it  does  cost 
jobs;  there  is  no  doubt  that  it  costs 
jobs  for  teenagers. 

I  am  going  to  cite  two  studies.  Pro- 
fessor Stiglitz  has  been  cited  often.  I 
refer  to  his  text  once  again,  where  he 
says,  "With  the  current  level  of  mini- 
mum wage,  only  the  very  imskilled  in- 
dividuals are  affected  *  *  *.  In  the 
United  States,  perhaps  the  major  un- 
employment effect  of  minimum  wage  is 
on  teenagers. 

The  other  is  a  1981  study  done  by 
Congress,  under  the  control  of  the 
other  party,  which  found  that  a  10  per- 
cent increase  in  the  minimum  wage  re- 
duced teenager  emplo3rment  by  be- 
tween 1  percent  and  3  percent.  These 
studies  are  not  in  doubt.  Please  sup- 
port the  Goodling  amendment  to  give 
teenagers  at  least  this  much  relief 
from  the  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  fl-om  Wis- 


consin [Mr.  GUNDERSON],  a  member  of 
the  conunittee. 

Mr.  GUNDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I, 
frankly,  do  not  understand  what  all  the 
fight  is  about.  I  have  consistently 
voted  for  the  increase  in  the  minimum 
wage  I  think  every  time  it  has  come 
up,  the  three  different  times  during  my 
tenure  here  in  the  Congress.  Let  us  get 
that  out  of  the  way. 

But,  Mr.  Speaker,  can  I  suggest  to 
everybody  engaged  in  this  debate,  if 
the  second  part  of  the  Goodling  amend- 
ment goes  down,  you  still  have  a 
$500,000  exemption.  That  is  in  law 
today.  What  is  the  difference,  and  what 
are  we  talking  about?  What  we  are 
talking  about  is  whether  or  not  there 
is  going  to  be  some  geographic  equity. 

Take  a  look  at  districts  like  my  own, 
220  miles  along  the  Mississippi  River, 
towns  400,  300,  200  population,  family 
businesses.  Who  is  affected  by  the  min- 
imum wage?  There  is  not  a  corporation 
in  America  that  is  affected  by  the  min- 
imum wage.  They  all  pay  above  that. 
The  only  people  affected  by  this  debate 
are  those  small  family  businesses. 

What  we  are  suggesting  here  today  in 
the  Goodling  amendment  is  that 
Larry's  Lawnmower  Shop  in  rural  Wis- 
consin, Carol's  Catering,  or  Jerry's 
Grocery,  just  because  they  have  a  cus- 
tomer that  lives  2  nules  down  the  road, 
but  it  happens  to  be  over  a  bridge  in 
Minnesota  or  Iowa,  should  not  be  im- 
fairly  impacted.  They  ought  to  have 
the  same  benefits  of  the  $500,000  exemp- 
tion that  somebody  living  in  the  cen- 
tral part  of  Connecticut,  the  central 
part  of  Pennsylvania,  the  central  part 
of  Missouri  ought  to  have;  no  more,  no 
less.  That  is  all  this  is  about. 

So  can  we  cut  out  all  the  rhetoric 
about  the  fact  that  we  are  somehow 
going  to  deny  all  these  people  the  mini- 
mum wage  protections  they  have 
today?  You  know  and  I  know  that  the 
Goodling  amendment  does  not  exclude 
one  person  who  today  has  that  mini- 
mum wage  from  getting  anything 
lower.  It  does  not  allow  that  family 
business  to  displace  them.  The  only 
thing  the  Goodling  amendment  says  is 
that  those  of  us  who  happen  to  be 
Members  of  Congress  from  border  dis- 
tricts, that  we  can  provide  our  family- 
owned  businesses  the  same  flexibility 
and  the  same  geographic  equity  that 
the  rest  of  you  have.  Vote  for  Goodling 

1  and  vote  for  Goodling  n. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 

2  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Connecticut  [Mrs.  JOHNSON]. 

Mrs.  JOHNSON  of  Coimecticut.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  thank  the  chairman  of  the 
comnoittee  for  yielding  time  to  me,  and 
I  congratulate  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Goodling]  and  the 
Republican  leadership  for  allowing  this 
vote  on  the  minimum  wa«re,  but  in  ad- 
dition rising  to  the  greater  challenge  of 
looking  at  the  minimum  wa^e  in  the 
context  of  this  Nation's  need  to 
strengthen  the  small  business  sector, 
the  only  sector  that  is  creating  jobs. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  as  we  move  forward, 
and  yesterday's  tax  package  was  a  big 
step  in  the  right  direction,  we  have  to 
recognize  the  reality  that  productivity 
and  quality  are  the  ultimate  guaran- 
tors of  employment.  So  in  the  Goodling 
amendment,  the  opportunity  wage  al- 
lows small  businesses,  now  required  to 
pay  a  higher  minimum  wage,  to  pay 
the  current  minimum  wage  as  a  tem- 
porary training  wage  for  teenagers 
while  they  develop  the  productivity 
and  the  quality  of  performance  on 
which  the  future  of  their  employment 
depends. 

I  rise  in  very  strong  support  of  the 
work  opportunity  wage  for  teenagers 
and  the  computer  professional  fix  and 
the  tip  credit  adjustment  in  the  Good- 
ling  amendment,  because  those  things 
are  all  part  of  enabling  snmll  business 
to  be  strong  and  productive  in  a  very 
competitive  environment,  while  at  the 
same  time  we  assure  to  employees  a 
minimum  wage  that  will  better  meet 
their  needs  as  full-time  employees. 

As  a  strong  advocate  of  the  minimum 
wage,  I  am  urging  support  of  the  Good- 
ling  amendment  to  pass  a  work  oppor- 
tunity wage  as  I  strongly  supiwrted  the 
tax  package  yesterday  and  its  work  op- 
portunity tax  credit,  to  provide  a  wage 
subsidy  for  new  employees  needing  a 
lot  of  training.  But  I  am  discouraged 
by  the  almost  deceptive  nature  of  the 
debate  around  the  second  Goodling 
amendment  to  reform  the  current  law 
exclusion  of  very  small  businesses  firom 
the  minimum  wage. 

That  small  business  exclusion  policy 
is  law  now.  It  has  been  broadly  sup- 
ported by  Republicans  and  Democrats 
over  many  years.  While  I  do  not  quite 
agree  with  the  fix  that  is  being  offered 
to  deal  with  some  of  its  problems,  it  is 
misleading  to  imply  that  the  small 
business  exemption  is  controversial. 
Such  exaggerated  statements  as  these 
that  have  been  made  on  the  floor 
today,  simply  mislead  rather  than  en- 
lighten the  public  and  our  colleagues. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  strongly  support  the 
first  Goodling  amendment  and  passage 
of  the  minimum  wage  Increase. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  first  want  to  thank 
my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
souri [Mr.  CLAY],  for  yielding  me  14 
minutes  of  his  30  minutes.  It  was  a 
very  gracious  effort  at  bipartisanship 
which  I  want  to  thank  him  for. 

I  also  want  to  thank  the  leadership  of 
my  party  for  allowing  us  to  have  very 
honest  debates  on  all  these  issues,  and 
to  have  the  opportunity  to  debate  our 
feelings  as  strongly  as  we  feel.  I  believe 
with  all  my  heart  and  soul  in  increas- 
ing the  minimum  wage,  and  while  I 
have  little  concern  about  the  Goodling 
amendment,  the  first  part,  his  three 
positions  on  A,  B,  and  C.  I  urge  a 
strong  no  vote  on  part  D.  the  $500,000 
exemption. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  would  like  to 
point  out  to  my  colleagues,  before  1989, 


businesses  that  were  retail  services 
that  gross  S362,000  or  less  were  excepted 
flrom  the  minimum  wage.  All  other 
businesses  had  to  have  a  business  of 
$250,000  or  less,  and  they  did  not  allow 
for  interstate  commerce. 

When  I  voted  for  the  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage.  I  did  not  vote  to  ex- 
cept the  Interstate  business.  I  voted  for 
the  minimum  wage,  to  increase  it  to 
$500,000,  and  still  leave  in  the  inter- 
state nonexemption.  So  I  would  con- 
tend this  is  not  an  attempt  to  fix,  it 
simply  widens  it  too  large. 

For  those  76  who  voted  to  allow  the 
Riggs  amendment  to  be  debated,  the  77 
who  voted  for  the  Riggs  amendment, 
the  Quinn  amendment,  the  Martini 
amendment,  the  English  amendment  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage,  voting  on 
Goodling  n  in  my  judgment  is  a  killer 
amendment.  We  do  not  have  the  votes 
to  send  it  to  the  Senate  if  that  amend- 
ment passes.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
vote  no  on  Goodling  n,  and  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  stay  consistent  with 
their  vote  to  increase  the  minimum 
wage. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  shield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  indicated  earlier,  if 
we  tell  the  big  lie  enough  times  we  will 
believe  it  ourselves.  If  we  tell  it  more, 
we  will  have  others  believe  it.  It  is  in- 
teresting how  this  1  million,  2  million, 
30  million,  10  million,  figure  has  been 
kicked  aroimd  all  day.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  1989  when  they 
got  the  figures  that  they  needed  in 
order  to  do  exactly  what  I  am  offering 
today,  CRS  said  that  there  are  250,000 
at  minimum  wage.  That  is  the  people 
we  are  talking  about  but  none  that  are 
working  today,  because  I  grandfathered 
all  of  those. 

Now  is  the  tune,  Mr.  Speaker,  when 
we  have  to  think  a  little  beyond  those 
who  are  employed.  Now  is  the  time  we 
have  to  think  about  the  unskilled.  We 
have  to  think  about  the  poorly  edu- 
cated. We  have  to  think  about  the 
teens,  and  we  have  to  think  about  the 
senior  citizens.  What  is  it  that  we  can 
do,  now  that  we  raise  the  minimum 
wage,  to  make  sure  that  emplojrment  is 
available  for  them,  to  make  sure  they 
are  given  an  opportunity  to  Improve 
those  skills,  to  improve  their  literacy, 
to  be  able  to  be  citizens  who  can  be  em- 
ployed and  who  can  make  their  way  up 
the  American  dream  ladder? 

I  would  ask  Members  today  to  forget 
the  rhetoric  that  they  may  have  heard 
and  think  now  beyond  what  they  have 
been  concentrating  on,  which  has  been 
those  who  are  making  minimum  wage 
now  or  those  who  are  above  minimum 
wage,  and  think  only  about  those  that 
every  study  has  indicated  will  reduce 
the  availability  of  jobs  for  the  un- 
skilled, for  the  poorly  educated,  for  the 
teens,  for  the  senior  citizens. 
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Again,  what  I  am  doing  in  that  part 
2  that  they  have  talked  about  is  ex- 
actly what  the  majority  then  wanted 
to  be  back  in  1989.  Let  me  also  men- 
tion, when  we  are  talking  about  a 
$500,000  cap,  when  the  legislation  came 
before  President  Kennedy  in  1961,  that 
exemption  was  $1  million.  Translated 
in  today's  value,  that  is  almost  $5  mil- 
lion. Under  President  Johnson  in  1967, 
it  was  $500,000,  translated  today  to  a 
value  of  $2.2  million. 

Right  on  down  the  line,  we  are  way 
below  them.  We  are  talking  about 
$500,000.  Again  it  is  not  silly  to  have 
two  people  sitting  in  the  same  room 
doing  the  same  job,  receiving  different 
pay,  simply  because  one  is  calling 
across  the  line  and  the  other  is  calling 
in-State?  How  silly  must  they  think  we 
are,  or  even  worse,  if  one  day  they  are 
calling  in-State,  they  get  one  wage, 
and  the  next  day  they  are  calling  out- 
of-State,  and  they  get  a  different  wage. 

I  appeal  to  all  of  my  colleagues,  the 
minimum  wage  will  be  raised.  Now  let 
us  concentrate  our  efforts  on  helping 
the  most  needy,  the  most  vulnerable 
that  we  have  in  our  entire  society.  We 
must  think  about  those  people,  the  vm- 
skilled,  the  poorly  educated,  the  teens, 
the  senior  citizens. 

I  encourage  all  to  vote  for  both 
amendments,  the  three  en  bloc  and  the 
one  that  will  be  voted  on  separately. 
As  I  understand,  the  vote  will  be  the 
three  first  and  then  followed  by  the 
single  amendment.  I  again  api>eal  to  all 
to  consider  the  most  needy,  the  most 
vulnerable  in  our  entire  society. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  the 
balance  of  my  time  to  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Gephardt],  the  dis- 
tinguished minority  leader. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  must 
say  that  I  believe  that  there  has  been  a 
change  in  the  Republican  Party.  In 
1989,  we  had  382  votes  in  this  House  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage,  and  we 
had  President  Bush  sign  the  bill. 

I  have  great  admiration  for  the  Mem- 
bers like  the  gentleman  from  Connecti- 
cut [Mr.  SEtAYS]  and  others  who  have 
stood  within  their  party  and  argued 
the  case  for  a  minimum  wage,  and  I 
hope  that  many  of  them  will  vote 
against  the  Goodling  amendment  that 
exempts  so  many  of  these  people  from 
the  minimum  wage,  because  then  I 
think  we  have  a  chance  to  pass  a  bill 
that  will  increase  the  minimum  wage. 

But  this  used  to  be  a  bipartisan  issue. 
There  was  an  understanding  in  ovir  so- 
ciety that  if  you  worked  and  you  did 
what  the  society  asks  everyone  to  do, 
to  work  for  a  living,  that  you  would  be 
rewarded  with  a  decent  living  wage. 
The  Goodling  amendment  that  exempts 
all  these  small  businesses,  in  effect,  re- 
peals the  minimum  wage  for  millions 
of  Americans.  Why  on  God's  green 
Earth  would  we  want  to  do  that? 

The  argument  is  that  it  loses  jobs. 
How    does    Increasing    the    minimum 
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wage  or  having  a  minimum  wage  lose 
jobs?  This  argument  has  been  made 
every  time  we  have  discussed  this 
issue,  and  we  have  ever  so  often  in- 
creased the  minimum  wage  to  keep  up 
with  Inflation.  It  has  not  lost  jobs. 

Just  think  about  it  for  a  minute.  Do 
you  think  anyone  who  gets  the  mini- 
mum wage  does  not  immediately  spend 
it  on  paying  their  bills?  The  money 
goes  right  back  into  the  economy  and 
we  build  the  economy  from  the  bottom 
up,  not  just  from  the  top  down.  That 
person  working  in  the  short-order  res- 
taurant is  going  to  pay  thefr  bills  and 
buy  meals  in  that  restaurant,  and  pay 
their  electric  bill  and  pay  their  housing 
bill,  and  that  money  courses  through 
the  economy  and  creates  economic  ac- 
tivity and  builds  more  jobs. 

But  putting  that  aside  for  a  moment, 
do  we  ever  want  to  get  to  a  point  in 
this  country  where  we  say  one  type  of 
work  should  be  paid  50  cents  an  hour 
and  something  else  is  more  valuable? 
Look  at  the  people  that  would  be  hurt 
under  the  Goodling  amendment:  Work- 
ers in  manufacturing  shops,  insurance 
agency  employees,  employees  of  medi- 
cal practices,  security  guards,  garment 
workers,  building  maintenance  work- 
ers. 

Are  we  to  say  that  somebody  that 
carries  around  a  bedpan  in  a  hospital, 
cleaning  up  after  people  in  the  hos- 
pital, is  not  worth  anything,  that  they 
have  no  meaning  in  thefr  life;  that  only 
if  you  are  a  computer  operator  or  an 
investment  broker  that  you  have 
meaning  in  this  society?  We  have  to 
honor  work.  We  have  to  honor  people's 
contribution  to  this  society. 

We  had  a  woman  here  last  week  who 
held  up  the  picture  of  her  son,  talked 
about  her  bills.  She  went  through  her 
bills. 

She  said,  "At  the  end  of  the  month,  I 
have  no  money  for  food."  She  said,  "I 
have  to  put  a  bill  aside  every  month  to 
pay  for  food  for  my  children."  She  said, 
"He  got  hurt  in  football  practice,  we 
wound  up  with  an  $1,000  bill."  She  said, 
"I  can't  pay  it,  can't  even  think  about 
pajring  it.  So  when  the  lawyers  called, 
I  told  them  you  can't  get  something  I 
don't  have." 

Then  she  said  a  friend  came  to  her 
and  said,  "Go  on  welfare  so  you  can  get 
Medicaid."  She  said,  "I  won't  go  on 
welfare.  I  want  to  work." 

That  is  what  this  is  about.  The  ma- 
jority leader  has  said  he  would  fight 
this  increase  with  every  fiber  in  his 
being.  Let  me  tell  you,  we  will  fight  for 
this  increase  with  every  fiber  in  ovir 
being. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  rise  today  to  voice  my  opposition  to  the 
Goodling  EunendmenL 

It  was  my  hope  that  we  would  not  turn  the 
issue  of  raising  the  minimum  wage  into  a  polit- 
ical foott>all.  The  weight  of  public  opinion  is 
squarely  on  the  side  of  raising  the  minimum 
wage,  but  ttie  Republican  leadership  of  this 
body  could  not  provide  a  clean  bill. 


Representative  Goodltng's  amendment 
would  eliminate  the  existing  provision  which 
requires  employers  of  tipped  employees  to 
pay  at  least  50  percent  of  the  statutory  mini- 
mum wage  in  caish  and  replaces  it  with  a  pro- 
vision which  locks  the  cash  wage  at  the  cur- 
rent standard  of  S2. 13  an  hour.  It  would  also 
deny  any  automatic  future  increases  in  the 
minimum  wage  to  those  who  work  and  earn 
tips  as  a  part  of  their  irKome. 

The  amendment  would  strip  the  interstate 
commerce  provision  and  allow  all  businesses 
with  gross  annual  sales  of  S500,000  or  less  to 
not  pay  ttie  minimum  wage.  This  amendment 
woukj  go  tjeyond  the  pre-1989  exemption 
which  exempted  only  employees  of  small  re- 
tail/service establishments.  This  wouki  rerrxjve 
a  substantial  numtjer  of  previously  protected 
low-wage  workers  such  as  those  fourid  in  gar- 
ment industry  sweatshops,  industrial  home- 
work, arxj  farmworkers. 

The  amendment  also  eliminates  the  existing 
provision  exempting  certain  computer  profes- 
sionals from  requirements  that  they  receive 
overtime  pay.  This  would  mean  that  no  addi- 
tional computer  professionals  will  be  protected 
by  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Acfs  time  and 
one-half  overtin^e  requirements. 

In  my  Houston,  TX,  district  that  woukl  nnean 
a  real  income  drop  for  computer  professionals 
wtx)  woM  no  kxiger  be  subject  to  this  protec- 
tion. 

This  amendment  wouW  make  permanent  a 
failed  experiment  contained  in  the  1989 
amendment  to  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act 
that  expired  in  1993.  Where  employers  were 
allowed  on  a  temporary  basis  to  pay  a  rate 
lower  than  the  minimum  wage.  This  char>ge  if 
wklely  used  would  create  an  incentive  to  dis- 
place okler  workers.  Paying  this  k}wer  wage  to 
workers  under  age  20  for  90  days  presumes 
ttiat  it  must  cost  them  less  to  live  ttnan  you  or 
me. 

These  subminimum  wage  workers  will  not 
get  a  correspondir>g  break  in  ttie  cost  of 
livings.  They  will  still  have  to  care  for  their  chil- 
dren and  families  just  as  they  are  required  to 
do  today.  This  change  in  ttie  Fair  Latxx 
Starxlards  Act  wouM  restrict  these  worker's 
freedom  to  seek  other  empk>yment  opportuni- 
ties that  may  be  presented  to  them  for  fear  of 
taking  lower  pay  for  a  quarter  of  their  first  year 
of  employment 

Some  woukJ  argue  that  a  raise  in  the  mini- 
mum wage  wouW  result  in  high  unemployment 
so  the  Goodling  amendment  is  a  good  idea.  If 
the  proposal  was  more  ttian  a  mere  90  cents 
divkied  between  two  years  their  might  be 
some  merit  to  that  positran.  The  real  discus- 
sion should  t>e  atxHJt  supporting  those  poor 
families  that  choose  work  over  welfare. 

The  first  step  to  rTX)ving  people  from  poverty 
to  selfsustainment  is  to  raise  the  minimum 
wage  for  all  workers  with  malice  toward  rx>ne. 

Ms.  ROYBAL-ALLARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
just  passed  the  minimum  wage  amendment 
and  now  my  Republkan  colleagues  want  to 
take  it  away  from  the  American  worker. 

The  Goodling  amendments  are  slk:k  strate- 
gies to  prevent  1 3  million  woricers  from  receiv- 
ing the  90  cents  increase. 

These  Republk:an  amendments  gut  the  spir- 
it of  the  minimum  wage  increase  by  denying 
benefits  to  almost  10  millk>n  minimum  wage 
workers  in  retail  and  servce  firms;  arxj  teen- 
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agers  under  the  age  of  20;  additionally  millk>ns 
of  hardworking  waiters  and  waitresses  will  be 
exempted  from  the  wage  irx:rease. 

Furthermore,  millk>ns  of  additkxial  minimum 
wage  workers  will  tie  losers  tiecause  accord- 
ing to  the  Latxx  Department  estimates,  over 
two-thirds  of  American  fimns  will  be  exempted 
from  paying  ttie  minimum  wage  under  ttiese 
amendments. 

It  is  time  the  Gingrich  Reputdicans  stop 
playing  games  with  ttie  American  worker  and 
give  ttiem  ttie  full  benefit  of  the  minimum 
wage  increase  just  passed  by  this  a  large  ma- 
jority of  this  House  and  whk:h  is  supported  by 
the  American  peopie  wtio  know  workers  need 
a  raise. 

Vote  "no"  on  ttie  Goodling  amendment 

Mr.  COYNE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in  op- 
position to  the  proposed  Goodling  amend- 
ment Mr.  Speaker,  ttie  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act  has  t>een  ttie  law  of  ttie  land  since  1938. 
The  minimum  wage,  the  40-tiour  week,  and 
the  ottier  proviskxis  of  the  Fair  Labor  Stand- 
ards Act  have  improved  ttie  quality  of  life  of 
American  worthing  families  immeasurably.  And 
yet,  for  neariy  60  years,  ttie  Republcans  in 
Congress  have  attempted  to  fight  off  or  roll 
back  Federal  laws  and  regulations  ttiat  protect 
American  workers.  Today's  initiative  is  just  the 
latest  in  a  series  of  Reput)ik:an  attacks  on 
American  working  families. 

Up  to  10  millkxi  Americans  coukj  lose  ttieir 
rigtit  to  earn  a  minimum  wage  under  this 
amendment  This  is  unacceptable. 

You  can  not  live  on  ttie  current  minimum 
wage.  You  can  not  raise  a  family  on  it  You 
certainly  can  not  escape  poverty  earning  ttie 
minimum  wage.  Uovt  the  Reputiiicans  want  to 
eliminate  ttie  modest  protectton  ttiat  ttie  mini- 
mum wage  provides  for  some  of  ttie  most  dis- 
advantaged members  of  our  society — people 
wtx)  are  trying  to  play  t>y  ttie  rul^,  peojaie 
wtio  work  hard,  peopte  wtx)  already  wori(  king 
tiours  in  difficult  jotK. 

My  Republcan  colleagues  want  to  gut  Fed- 
eral safety  net  programs  like  welfare  arxi  Med- 
k:akl  They  want  to  reduce  eligibility  for  ttie 
earned  income  tax  crediL  And  now  ttiey  want 
to  roll  tiack  ttie  protectkxi  provkled  by  ttie  rrirv 
imum  wage. 

I  say  to  my  Repubbcan  colleagues,  ttie 
hardworking  tow-Income  people  of  the  United 
States  need  your  tielp— not  ttie  back  of  your 
hand.  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  reject  ttiis  mearv 
spirited,  misgukled  piece  of  legislatkxi.  Let  us 
pass  a  clean  minimum  wage  increase. 

Mr.  BACHUS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in  support 
of  Mr.  GooouNG's  amendment  whk:h  ad- 
vances ttie  interests  of  both  empk>yees  arxi 
employers,  particularty  as  it  will  solve  a  major 
and  unintended  problem  in  ttie  high  tectv 
nology  industry. 

I  am  proud  of  Alabama's  growing  high  tectv 
nology  industry  especially  in  ttie  Birmingtiam 
area.  Ttiere,  as  elsewtiere,  many  computer 
professtonals  are  paki  6^/2  times  ttie  minimum 
wage  whrch  is  cun'entty  S27.63  per  hour.  I 
doni  believe  it  was  ttie  intent  of  Congress  in 
raising  ttie  minimum  wage  by  90  cents  for  it  to 
apply  to  these  professkxials  who  in  many 
cases  make  $55,000  a  year.  Hence,  I  support 
decoupling  ttie  computer  overtime  exerrpbon 
rate  from  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

With  this  amendment,  important  professkxial 
work  can  t>e  completed  on  time  such  as  com- 
puter software  and   hardware  design  work 
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done  by  computer  systems  analysts,  program- 
ming modifications  done  by  computer  pro- 
grammers, computer  system  documentation 
work  done  by  computer  technical  writing  pro- 
fessionals, and  other  similarly  skilled  workers. 

I  thank  ttie  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  for 
irxduding  this  provisk>n  in  the  en  bloc  amend- 
ment arxj  strongly  support  the  other  provisions 
irx:luded  in  the  amendment 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Walker).  All  time  has  expired. 

Pursuant  to  the  rule,  the  question 
shall  be  divided  between  subsection  (d) 
and  the  remainder  of  the  new  section 
proposed  by  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 

GOODLINO]. 

The  question  is  on  the  first  three 
subsections  of  the  new  section  proposed 
by  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Good- 
ling]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  noes  api>eared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  GOODIilNG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ob- 
ject to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
IHJint  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  239,   nays 
188,  not  voting  6,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  193] 
YEAS-239 


AlUid 
Arcber 
Anne? 
Bwhos 

Baker  (CA) 
Baker  (LA) 
Ballencer 
Barcia 
Ban- 
Barrett  (NE) 
Baitlett 
Barton 
BaM 
Bateman 
Bentsea 
Berenter 
BUbray 
Bllirakis 
Bllle; 
Boehner 
BonlUa 
Bono 
Brewster 
Browder 
Btonback 
Br7aat(TN) 
Buns 

Burr 
Burton 
Bnyer 
r;.ii.ii... 

Calvert 

Camp 

Campbell 

Caaady 

Castle 

Ctiabot 

ChambUtt 

ClwDOweth 

Clirlsteasen 

Chrysler 

Clement 

CUnger 

Coble 


Cobnm 

Collins  (GA) 

Combest 

CoDdlt 

Cooley 

Cox 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cnbin 

Canninfbam 

Davis 

Deal 

Dickey 

Doolittle 

Dornan 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Doncan 

Dunn 

Eblers 

Ehrlicb 

Emerson 

Ensign 

Esboo 

Everett 

Ewing 

Fawell 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  (CD 

Frelinghnysen 

Fonderbork 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Geren 

GUchieat 

Gillmor 


Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Goss 

Grabam 

Greene  (UT) 

Greenwood 

Gondenon 

Gutknecht 

HallfTX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hannan 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hilleary 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Hongbton 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Istook 

Johnson  (CD 

Johnson,  Sam 

Jones 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kim 

King 

Klog 

KnoUenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTonrette 


Laughlin 

Lazio 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Lightfoot 

Lincoln 

Linder 

Livingston 

Lofgren 

Lucas 

Manzullo 

McCoIlum 

McCrery 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Misge 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Moran 

Morella 

Myers 

Myrick 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Orton 

Oxley 

Packard 


Abercrombie 

Ackerman 

Andrews 

Baesler 

Baldacci 

Barrett  (WI) 

Beilenson 

Berman 

Bevill 

Bishop 

Blnte 

Boehlert 

Boaior 

Buski 

Boucher 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Cardin 

Chainnan 

Clay 

Clayton 

(Hybum 

Coleman 

Collins  (IL) 

Collins  (MI) 

Conyeis 

CosteUo 

Coyne 

Cummings 

Danner 

delaGana 

DeFazio 

DeLanro 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

Diaz-Balart 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Dooley 

Durbln 

Edwards 

Engel 

Evans 

Farr 

Fattah 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Filner 

Flake 

FogUetU 

Ford 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frisa 


Parker 

Pastor 

Paxon 

Payne  (VA) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Porter 

Portman 

Pryce 

Quillen 

Radanovich 

Ramstad 

Regula 

Riggs 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Roth 

Roukema 

Royce 

Salmon 

SanTord 

SaxtoD 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schiff 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Sbadegg 

Shaw 

Shuster 

Sisisky 

NAYS— 188 

Frost 

Furse 

GejdensoQ 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Oilman 

Gonzalez 

Gordon 

Green  (TX) 

Gutierrez 

HaU(OH) 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hefner 

Billiard 

Hinchey 

Hoke 

Holden 

Hoyer 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson  (SD) 
Johnson.  E.  B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy  (MA) 
Kennedy  (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klink 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis  (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Longley 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Martini 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McDade 
McDeimott 
McHale 
McHugh 
McKiimey 
Meehan 


Skeen 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (NO 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

Upton 

Vuoanovich 

Walker 

Wamp 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Wolf 

Young  (FL) 

Zeliir 


Meek 

Menendez 

Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller  (CA) 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Payne  (NJ) 
Pelosi 

Peterson  (FL) 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 

Richardson 
Rivers 

Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 

Roybal-Allard 
Rash 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shays 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith  (NJ) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stupak 
Taylor  (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 


Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Walsh 

Waters 


Becerra 
DeLay 


Watt  (NO 

Waxman 

WiUiams 

Wilson 

Wise 

Woolsey 

NOT  VOTING— « 
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Wynn 
Yates 

Young  (AK) 
Zimmer 


Kingston 
McNulty 


Molinari 
Ward 


D  1456 

Ms.  MILLENDER-MCDONALD,  Mr. 
SHAYS,  and  Mr.  DICKS  changed  their 
vote  from  "yea"  to  "nay." 

Mr.  MINGE  changed  his  vote  from 
"nay"  to  "yea." 

So  the  first  three  subsections  of  the 
amendment  were  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  Delay.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  rollcall  No.  193, 
I  was  unavoidably  at^sent.  Had  I  been  present, 
I  would  have  voted  "yea." 

PERSONAL  EXPLANADON 

Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  unavoidat)ly 
absent  during  the  recording  of  rolk:all  vote  No. 
193.  Had  I  been  present,  I  would  have  voted 
"nay." 

Mr.  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  subsection  (d)  of  the  new 
section  proposed  by  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  GOODLING]. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  a  par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman will  state  it. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  my  par- 
liamentary inquiry  is,  is  this  the  small 
business  poison  pill  amendment  that 
we  are  about  to  vote  on? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  would  not  interpret  the  amend- 
ment, but  would  say  to  the  gentleman 
that  the  question  is  on  adopting  sub- 
section (d)  of  the  new  section  proposed 
by  the  amendment. 

The  question  is  on  subsection  (d)  of 
the  new  section  proposed  by  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Goodung]. 

The  question  is  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  noes  appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  196.  noes  229, 
not  voting  8.  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  194] 
AYES— 196 


Allard 

Archer 
Armey 

Baker  (CA) 
Baker  (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barr 

Barrett  (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Baas 


Bateman 

Bereuter 

BUbray 

BUirakis 

Bliley 

Boehner 

Bonilla 

Bono 

Brewster 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Banning 


Bun- 
Burton 
Buyer 
(Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Cbenoweth 
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Christensen 

Hayworth 

Pombo 

(Sirysler 

Hefley 

Porter 

Clinger 

Heinem«n 

Coble 

Herger 

Pryce 

Cobum 

HiUeary 

Quillen 

CoUins  (GA) 

Hobson 

Radanovich 

Combest 

Hoekstra 

Ramstad 

Cooley 

Hostettler 

Roberts 

Cox 

Hunter 

Rogers 

Crane 

Hutchinson 

Rohrabacher 

Crapo 

Hyde 

Both 

Cremeans 

Inglis 

Royce 

Cubin 

Istook 

Salmon 

Cunningham 

Johnson.  Sam 

Sanford 

Davis 

Jones 

Sazton 

Dickey 

Kasich 

Scarborough 

Doolittle 

Kim 

Schaefer 

Dornan 

King 

Schiff 

Dreier 

KnoUenberg 

Seastrand 

Duncan 

Kolbe 

Sensenbrenne: 

Dunn 

Largent 

Shadegg 

Ehlers 

Latham 

Shaw 

EhrUch 

Laughlin 

Shuster 

Emerson 

Lazio 

Skeen 

Ensign 

Lewis  (CA) 

Smith  (MI) 

Everett 

Lewis  (KY) 

Smith  (TX) 

Ewing 

Lightfoot 

Smith  (WA) 

Fawell 

Linder 

Solomon 

Fields  (TX) 

Livingston 

Souder 

Foley 

Lucas 

Spence 

Forbes 

Manzullo 

Steams 

Fowler 

McCollum 

Stenholm 

Franks  (CD 

McCrery 

Stomp 

Frelinghuysen 

Mclnnis 

Talent 

Funderburk 

Mcintosh 

Tate 

GaUegly 

McKeon 

Tauzin 

Ganske 

Meyers 

Taylor  (NO 

Gekas 

Mica 

Thomas 

C^eren 

Miller  (FL) 

Thomberry 

GUchrest 

Montgomery 

Tiahrt 

Gillmor 

Moorhead 

Upton 

Goodlatte 

Myers 

Vucanovich 

Goodling 

Myrick 

Walker 

Goss 

Nethercutt 

Wamp 

Neumann 

Watts  (OK) 

Greene  (UD 

Norwood 

Weldon  (FL) 

Gnnderson 

Nussle 

White 

Gutknecht 

Orton 

Whitfield 

HaU(TX) 

Oxley 

Wicker 

Hancock 

Packard 

Wolf 

Hansen 

Parker 

Young  (FL) 

Hastert 

Paxon 

Zeliff 

Hastings  (WA) 

Petri 

Hayes 

Pickett 
NOES-229 

Abercrombie 

Deal 

Greenwood 

Ackerman 

DeFazio 

Gutierrez 

Andrews 

DeLauro 

Hall  (OH) 

Baesler 

Dellums 

Hamilton 

Baldacci 

Diaz-Balart 

Maryy^ai^ 

Barcia 

Dicks 

Hastings  (FL) 

Barrett  (WI) 

DingeU 

Hefner 

Beilenson 

Dixon 

Hilliard 

Bentsen 

Doggett 

Hiscbey 

Berman 

Dooley 

Hoke 

BeviU 

Doyle 

Holden 

Bishop 

Durbin 

Horn 

Blute 

Edwards 

Houghton 

Boehlert 

Engel 

Hoyer 

Bonior 

English 

Jackson  (IL) 

Borski 

Eshoo 

Jackson-Lee 

Boucher 

Evans 

(TX) 

Browder 

Farr 

Jacobs 

Brown  (CA) 

Fattab 

Jefferson 

Brown  (FL) 

Fazio 

Johnson  (CD 

Brown  (OH) 

Fields  (IiA) 

Johnson  (SD) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Filner 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Bonn 

Flake 

Johnston 

Cardin 

Kanjorski 

(Hiapman 

Foglietta 

Kaptur 

Clay 

Ford 

Kelly 

(Dayton 

Fox 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Clement 

Frank  (MA) 

Keimedy  (RI) 

Clybum 

Keimelly 

Coleman 

Frisa 

KUdee 

CoUins  (IL) 

Frost 

King 

Condit 

Furse 

Kleczka 

Conyers 

Gejdenson 

Klink 

Costello 

Gephardt 

LaFalce 

Coyne 

Gibbons 

LaHood 

Cramer 

I.antos 

Cummings 

(jonzalez 

LaTonrette 

Danner 

Ctordon 

LMCh 

de  la  Garza 

Green  (TX) 

LevlB 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lincoln 

Lipinski 

LoBiondo 

Lofgren 

Longley 

Lowey 

Luther 

Maloney 

Manton 

Markey 

Martinez 

Martini 

Mascara 

Matsui 

McCarthy 

McDade 

McDennott 

McHale 

McHugh 

McKinney 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Metcalf 

MiUender- 

McDonald 
Miller  (CA) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Ney 


Becerra 
Collins  (MI) 
DeLay 


Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Ortiz 

Owens 

Pallone 

Pastor 

Payne  (NJ) 

Payne  (VA) 

Pelosi 

Peterson  (FL) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Pomeroy 

Poshard 

Quinn 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Reed 

Regula 

Richardson 

Riggs 

Rivers 

Roemer 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Rose 

Roukema 

Roybal-Allard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Serrano 

Shays 

Sisisky 

Skaggs 


Skelton 

Slaogbter 

Smith  (NJ) 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stockman 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stupak 

Tanner 

Taylor  (MS) 

Tejeda 

Thompson 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Torkildsen 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traficant 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Walsh 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Waxman 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

WUliams 

Wilson 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Yates 

Young  (AK) 

Zimmer 


NOT  VOTING— 8 

Deutsch  Molinari 

Kingston  Ward 

McNulty 


D  1516 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  DeLay  for,  with  Mr.  Deutsch  a«rainst. 

Mr.  Kingston  for,  with  Mr.  Ward  against. 

So  subsection  (d)  of  the  amendment 
was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANADON 

Mr.  Delay.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  rolteall  No. 
194,  I  was  unavoklably  absent  Had  I  t)een 
present.  I  would  have  voted  "aye." 

PERSONAL  EXPLANADON 

Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  unavoidably 
absent  during  the  recording  of  rolk:all  vote  No. 
194.  Had  I  been  present.  I  would  have  voted 
"no." 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  (Mr. 
Walker).  Pursuant  to  the  rule,  the  pre- 
vious question  is  ordered  on  the  bill,  as 
amended. 

The  question  is  on  engrossment  and 
third  reading  of  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  281,  noes  144, 
not  voting  8,  as  follows: 


Abercrombie 

Ackerman 

Andrews 

Bacbus 

Baesler 

Baldacci 

Barcia 

Barrett  (WI) 

Beilenson 

Bentsen 

Bereuter 

Berman 

Bevill 

Bilbray 

Bllirakis 

Bishop 

BUley 

Blute 

Boehlert 

Bonior 

Borski 

Boucher 

Browder 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Buim 

Buyer 

Canady 

Cardin 

Castle 

Chapman 

Chrysler 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

Clybum 

Coleman 

Collins  (IL) 

Collins  (MI) 

Condit 

Conyers 

Costello 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Cremeans 

Cummings 

Danner 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeFazio 

DeLanro 

Dellums 

Diaz-Balart 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Dooley 

Doyle 

Duncan 

Durbin 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

Engel 

English 

Ensign 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Fair 

Fattah 

Fawell 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Filner 

Flake 

Flanagan 

FoglietU 

Foley 

Forbes 

Ford 

Fowler 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frelinghuysen 

Frisa 

Frost 

Fane 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

(<ejdenson 


[Roll  No.  195] 
AYES— 281 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gilchrest 

Gillmor 

Gllman 

Gonzalez 

Goodling 

Gordon 

Green  (TX) 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutierrez 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (OH) 

Hamilton 

Harman 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hayes 

Heteer 

HiUeary 

Billiard 

Hinchey 

Hobson 

Holden 

Horn 

Hoogbton 

Hoyer 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jackson-Lee 
(TX) 

Jacobs 

JefTerson 

Johnson  (CD 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson,  E.  B 

Johnston 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Kaslch 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

King 

Kleczka 

Klink 

King 

LaFalce 

LaHood 

Lantos 

LaTonrette 

Lazio 

Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lincoln 

Lipinski 

LoBiondo 

Lolgren 

Longley 

Lowey 

Luther 

Maloney 

Manton 

Markey 

Martinez 

llaitlBi 

Mascara 

Matsai 

McCarthy 

McCrery 

McDade 

McDermou 

McHale 

McHogb 

McKinney 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Metcalf 

MiUender- 

McDonald 
MiUer(CA) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moortiead 
Moran 
Morella 
Martha 


Nadler 

Neal 

Neumann 

Ney 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Owens 

Pallone 

Pastor 

Payne  (NJ) 

Payne  (VA) 

Pelosi 

Peterson  (FL) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pomeroy 

Poshard 

Pryce 

Quinn 

Raball 

Ramstad 

Rangel 

Reed 

Regula 

Richardson 

Riggs 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Roukema 

Roytal-Allard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Schiff 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Serrano 

Sbaw 

Shays 

Sisisky 

Skaggs 

Skelton 

Slaogbter 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (W  A) 

Solomon 

SptMt 

Stark 

Steams 

Stockman 

Stokes 

Stodds 

Stopak 

Tanner 

Taazia 

Taylor  (MS) 

Tejeda 

Thompson 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Torkiklaen 

Torres 

TorTioelll 

Towns 

Tnflcant 

Upton 

Velaaquez 

Vento 

Visclocky 

Volkmer 

Walsh 

Waten 

Watt  (NO 

Waxman 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

WeUer 

Whitfield 

Williams 

Wilson 

Wise 
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Woolsey 

Tates 

Tonng  (FL) 

Wynn 

Yoonr  (AK) 
NOES-144 

Zimmer 

Allard 

Everett 

Montromeiy 

Archer 

Ewiiw 

Myers 

Armey 

Fields  (TX) 

Myrick 

Baker  (CA) 

Franks  (CT) 

Nethercutt 

Baker  (LA) 

Fonderbork 

Norwood 

Ballencer 

Gekas 

NosBle 

Ban- 

Geren 

Oxley 

Barrett  (N£) 

Goodlatte 

Parkard 

Bartlett 

Gon 

Parker 

Barton 

Graham 

Paxon 

Baas 

Greene  (UT) 

Pombo 

Bateman 

HaU(TX) 

Porter 

Boehner 

Haaoock 

Portman 

BonUla 

Hansen 

(iuillen 

Bono 

Hastert 

Brewster 

Ha«tinKS(WA) 

Rohrabacher 

Brownback 

Bayworth 

Rose 

Bryant  (TN) 

Heney 

Roth 

Beineman 

Royce 

Burr 

Herder 

Salmon 

Burton 

Hoekstra 

Sanford 

Callahan 

Hostettler 

Scarborongh 

Calvert 

Banter 

Schaefer 

Camp 

Hatchlnson 

Seastrand 

CampheU 

Byde 

Senaenbrenner 

Chabot 

Inglis 

Shadew 

Chambliss 

Istook 

Shuster 

Chenoweth 

Johnson.  Sam 

Skeen 

Christenaen 

Jones 

Smith  (MI) 

Cllncer 

Kim 

Smith  (TX) 

Coble 

KnoUenber^ 

Souder 

Cobam 

Solbe 

Spesce 

CoUtns  (GA) 

Lartent 

Stenholm 

Combest 

Stomp 

Cooley 

Talent 

Cox 

Lewis  (KT) 

Tate 

Ciane 

Lishtfoot 

Taylor  (NO 

Crapo 

Under 

Thomas 

Cnbtn 

Ltvlncston 

Thomberry 

Connlnrbam 

Locas 

Tlahrt 

Davla 

Vacanovich 

Dickey 

McCoUom 

Walker 

DooUtUe 

Hclnnls 

Wamp 

Doman 

Uclntodi 

Watts  (OK) 

Dreler 

McKeon 

White 

Donn 

Meyers 

Wicker 

Ehrlich 

Mica 

WoU 

Emenon 

Miller  (PL) 

7.elifT 

NOT  VOTING— 8 

Beoerra 

Hoke 

Mollnari 

DeLay 

Kingston 

Ward 

DeotK^h 

McNolty 

D  1535 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 
On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Deatscb  for.  with  Mr.  DeLay  against. 
Mr.  Ward  for.  with  Mr.  Kingston  against. 

Mr.  PACKARD  changed  his  vote  from 
"aye"  to  "no." 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  unavoidably 
absent  during  the  recording  of  rollcall  vote  No. 
195.  Had  I  been  present,  I  would  have  voted 
"yea." 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  Delay.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  rollcall  No. 
195,  I  was  unavoidably  absent  Had  I  been 
present.  I  would  have  voted  "nay." 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  McNULTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
attending  my  daughter's  graduation 
back  home,  and  I  missed  rollcall  No. 
195  on  the  minimum  wage  bill,  which  I 
strongly  support,  and  I  want  the 
Record  to  reflect  my  support  for  that 
bill.  Had  I  been  present,  I  would  have 
voted  "aye." 


The  title  of  the  bill  was  amended  so 
as  to  read:  "A  bill  to  provide  tax  relief 
for  small  businesses,  to  protect  jobs,  to 
create  opportunities,  to  increase  the 
take  home  pay  of  workers,  to  amend 
the  Portal-to-Portal  Act  of  1947  relat- 
ing to  the  pajrment  of  wages  to  employ- 
ees who  use  employer  owned  vehicles, 
and  to  amend  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act  of  1938  to  increase  the  minimum 
wage  rate  and  to  prevent  job  loss  by 
providing  flexibility  to  employers  in 
complying  with  minimum  wage  and 
overtime  requirements  under  that 
Act." 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Walker).  Pursuant  to  section  4  of 
House  Resolution  440,  the  text  of  H.R. 
1227  will  be  appended  to  the  engross- 
ment of  H.R.  3448,  and  H.R.  1227  is  laid 
on  the  table. 


REMOVAL  OF  NAME  OF  MEMBER 
AS  COSPONSOR  OF  H.R.  2740 

Mr.  DUNCAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  be  allowed  to 
withdraw  my  name  as  a  cosponsor  of 
H.R.  2740. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Tennessee? 

There  was  no  objection. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

(Mr.  BONIOR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  asked  to 
speak  for  purposes  of  inquiring  of  the 
distinguished  majority  leader,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Armey],  the 
schedule  for  today  and  the  remainder 
of  the  week  and  then  next  week. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BONIOR.  I  yield  to  my  friend 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  for  yield- 
ing. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  concluded  leg- 
islative business  for  the  week.  I  am 
pleased  to  announce  that  Members  are 
free  to  return  home  for  the  Memorial 
Day  district  work  period.  The  district 
work  period  will  continue  through 
Monday,  May  27,  and  Tuesday,  the  28th. 
The  House  will  return  to  business  on 
Wednesday,  May  29,  at  2  p.m.,  for  legis- 
lative business.  Please  note  that  we 
will  not  have  any  recorded  votes  before 
5  p.m.  on  May  29. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  Wednesday  we  vrtll 
consider  H.R.  3322,  The  Omnibus  Civil- 
ian Science  Act,  the  rule  for  which  has 
already  been  adopted. 

On  Thursday.  May  30.  the  House  will 
meet  at  10  a.m.  to  take  up  the  military 
construction  appropriations  bill  for  fis- 
cal year  1997,  which  of  course  will  be 
subject  to  a  rule. 


Next  week  the  House  may  also  con- 
sider a  privileged  resolution  firom  the 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight  that  holds  certain  of  the 
President's  aides  in  contempt  of  Con- 
gress for  refusing  to  turn  over  subpoe- 
naed documents  in  the  Travelgate  in- 
vestigation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  should  finish  legisla- 
tive business  by  2  p.m.  on  Friday  of 
next  week. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  sdelding 
me  this  time  and  wish  him  an  enjoy- 
able weekend. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
my  colleague,  and  if  I  can  just  inquire, 
a  couple  of  brief  questions  to  my  friend 
from  Texas?  We  will  have  votes  next 
Friday  then,  I  take  it  from  the  gentle- 
man's remarks? 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Yes,  we  plan  on  having 
votes  on  Friday. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Would  the  gentleman 
care  to  inform  us  when  he  expects  to  go 
to  conference  on  the  budget  resolution 
next  week? 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Of  course,  I  believe  the 
Senate  is  still  proceeding  on  that,  but 
as  soon  as  we  can  next  week  we  will  be 
going  to  conference. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  And  if  I  might  inquire, 
what  day  does  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  expect  to  consider  the  privileged 
resolution  concerning  the  subpoenaed 
documents  that  he  referred  to  in  his  re- 
marks? 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Most  likely  on  Friday. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Most  likely  on  Friday. 

And  finally,  in  light  of  the  close  to 
S60  billion  CBO  estimates  on  the  star 
wars  or  missile  defense  program,  when 
does  the  gentleman  think  that  bill  will 
be  brought  back  for  consideration? 

Mr.  ARMEY.  I  have  no  announced 
plan  at  this  time.  I  would  like  to  bring 
it  back  in  the  next  couple  of  weeks. 
But  I  will  have  to  wait  and  to  an- 
nounce it  later. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  And  I  would  say  to  my 
friend  from  Texas,  if  he  could  inform  us 
how  late  Wednesday,  that  might  help 
Members  plan.  The  gentleman  said  5 
o'clock  we  will  have  our  first  votes. 
And  we  expect  a  late  evening  on 
Wednesday? 

Mr.  ARMEY.  The  science  bill  could 
go  late.  We  would  try  to  get  some  au- 
thority to  roll  votes  so  that  we  could 
organize  the  time  on  behalf  of  the 
Members,  but  we  should  be  prepared  to 
work  late  on  Wednesday. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
my  friend.  I  wish  him  a  happy  Memo- 
rial Day  weekend  and  a  good  evening. 


DISPENSING        WITH        CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY         BUSINESS  ON 

WEDNESDAY  NEXT 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  business 
in  order  under  the  Calendar  Wednesday 
rule  be  dispensed  with  on  Wednesday 
next. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
(Joss).  Is  there  objection  to  the  request 
of  the  gentleman  from  Texas? 
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AUTHORIZING  SPEAKER  AND  MI- 
NORITY LEADER  TO  ACCEPT 
RESIGNATIONS  AND  MAKE  AP- 
POINTMENTS, NOTWITHSTAND- 
ING ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  notwithstand- 
ing any  adjournment  of  the  House  until 
Wednesday,  May  29,  1996,  the  Speaker 
and  the  minority  leader  be  authorized 
to  accept  resignations  and  to  make  ap- 
pointments authorized  by  law  or  by  the 
House. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


GRANTING  MEMBERS  OF  THE 
HOUSE  PRIVILEGE  TO  EXTEND 
THEIR  REMARKS  IN  CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD  TODAY 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  for  today  all 
Members  be  permitted  to  extend  their 
remarks  and  to  include  extraneous  ma- 
terial in  that  section  of  the  Record  en- 
titled "Extensions  of  Remarks." 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


REQUEST  FOR  BASS  TO  BITE  IN 
TEXAS 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  it  be  the  will  of  the 
Congress  that  the  bass  bite  early  and 
often  throughout  the  weekend  in 
Texas. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
if  it  is  not  in  New  York,  too. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Objec- 
tion is  heard. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  will  lay  down  the  Senate  ad- 
journment resolution  when  it  is  re- 
ceived from  the  Senate. 


DESIGNATION  OF  HON.  ROBERT  S. 
WALKER  TO  ACT  AS  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE  TO  SIGN  EN- 
ROLLED BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESO- 
LUTIONS THROUGH  MAY  29,  1996 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication fi-om  the  Speaker: 

Washington,  DC, 

Afav  23, 1996. 
I  hereby  designate  the  Honorable  Robert 
S.  Walker  to  act  as  Speaker  pro  tempore  to 
sign    enrolled    bills    and    joint    resolutions 
through  Wednesday,  May  29,  1996. 

Newt  Gingrich, 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 
objection,  the  designation  is  agreed  to. 
There  was  no  objection. 


D  1545 
PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  just 
called  to  my  office  and  informed  that  I 
was  not  recorded  on  the  last  vote  on 
H.R.  1227.  I  was  present  on  the  floor  at 
the  time,  from  the  time  of  the  first 
Goodling  amendment,  and  apparently 
inadvertently  left  the  floor  without 
having  cast  my  vote,  although  I  was 
under  the  impression  that  I  had. 

My  vote  on  final  passage  of  1227 
would  have  been  "yes." 


SPECIAL  ORDERS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  (Mr. 
(Joss).  Under  the  Speaker's  announced 
policy  of  May  12.  1995,  and  under  a  pre- 
vious order  of  the  House,  the  following 
Members  will  be  recognized  for  5  min- 
utes each. 


QUESTIONING  PRESIDENT  CLIN- 
TON'S COMMITMENT  TO  OUR  NA- 
TION'S SPACE  PROGRAM,  AND 
URGING  MEMBERS  TO  SUPPORT 
BUDGET  RESOLUTION  ON  NASA 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Weldon]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  have  a  great  deal  of  difficulty  with 
President  Clinton's  real  commitment 
to  our  Nation's  space  program.  We 
have  all  heard  his  official  position,  but 
how  does  that  compare  with  the  dem- 
onstrated position?  On  the  one  hand, 
his  science  adviser  says  the  President 
steadfastly  opposes  any  cuts  in  science 
and  technology.  That  came  from  Jack 
Gibbons  on  March  29.  Vice  President 
Gore  said  the  President's  1997  budget 
will  provide  generous  funding  for 
science  and  technology.  But  if  we  look 
at  what  the  President  does  to  NASA's 
budget,  if  we  look  at  what  the  Presi- 
dent actually  does,  rather  than  what 
he  says  or  his  stafi"  says,  we  get  a  dif- 
ferent picture. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  President  made 
dangerous,  deep  cuts  in  NASA'S  long- 
term  budget.  We  can  see  on  this  graph 
that  I  have  here,  the  House  budget  does 
decline  NASA's  budget  slightly  over  7 
years  in  the  effort  to  balance  the  budg- 
et, but  the  President's  cuts  are  very, 
very  deep  and  I  believe  seriously  under- 
mine our  ability  to  have  an  effective 
and  growing  investment  in  science  and 
technology. 

Indeed,  the  President  puts  a  lot  of  in- 
vestment in  a  program  that  I  think  is 
of  some  questionable  scientific  value. 
One  has  to  wonder  about  the  founda- 
tions of  his  space  policy.  I  believe  the 
future  of  space  exploration  lies  in  pro- 


grams such  as  our  international  space 
station  and  continuing  our  investment 
in  the  shuttle  program,  as  well  as  de- 
veloping new  launch  vehicles. 

I  know  what  would  happen  to  our 
space  program  if  the  United  States 
were  left  with  the  kind  of  budget  that 
the  President  is  proposing  here.  It 
would  just  be  a  shell  of  a  program.  Oxir 
nation  is  a  space-faring  Nation.  We  are 
an  exploring  Nation. 

If  we  look  at  the  history  of  the  great 
nations  of  the  world  and  what  hap- 
pened to  many  of  them  when  they 
stopped  exploring  and  they  stopped 
reaching  out,  they  began  to  shrink. 
They  began  to  diminish.  They  began  to 
become  less  of  a  significance  in  the 
world.  And  they  went  on.  to  quote 
President  Ronald  Reagan  frequently, 
into  the  dustpan  of  history. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  believe  that  the  $2  bil- 
lion that  the  President  wants  to  cut 
out  of  NASA's  budget  is  setting  the 
stage  for  that  kind  of  development  for 
our  Nation.  I  believe  what  the  House  is 
doing  is  the  responsible  thing.  We  all 
know  everybody  has  to  play  a  role  in 
balancing  the  budget,  and  everybody 
has  to  do  their  part. 

It  is  wrong,  it  is  immoral,  to  keep 
saddling  our  children  with  excessive 
amounts  of  debt.  The  debt  burden,  as 
we  all  know,  today  is  huge,  S5  trillion; 
something  like  $18,000  for  every  man, 
woman,  and  child.  NASA  has  stepped 
up  to  the  plate  and  has  been  able  to 
continue  doing  what  it  has  been  doing 
in  the  past  with  fewer  people.  The  men 
and  women  of  NASA  have  done  a  yeo- 
man's job  in  being  able  to  continue  the 
shuttle  program,  continue  to  allow  it 
to  fly  safely,  continue  the  space  sta- 
tion on  schedule  and  on  budget,  as  well 
as  continue  investment  in  science  re- 
search. But  what  the  President  is  pro- 
posing. Mr.  Speaker.  I  think  would  be 
devastating  to  our  space  program,  and 
is  just  wrong.  I  believe  that  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  proposal  is  the  wrong  ap- 
proach to  our  science  program. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  say  that  we 
could  almost  describe  his  space  policy 
as  being  lost  in  space.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  encourage  all  my  colleagues  to 
support  our  House  budget  resolution  on 
NASA.  It  is  the  right  proposal.  It  is  a 
proposal  that  would  allow  us  to  con- 
tinue our  crucial  investment  in  the 
space  station,  in  the  shuttle  program, 
in  the  development  of  a  new  launch  ve- 
hicle, and  would  not  devastate  the  pro- 
gram, as  the  President  is  proposing. 


THE  HOUSE  VOTE  ON  INCREASING 
THE  MINIMUM  WAGE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
woman from  Texas  [Ms.  JA(ncsON-LEE] 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  think  all  of  us  can  accept 
this  week,  as  we  head  into  the  honor- 
ing and  celebrating  of  our  veterans  and 
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those  who  are  in  our  military  bases 
across  this  land  and  this  world,  that 
today  we  struck  a  very  positive  blow 
for  working  Americans.  It  is  difficult 
sometimes  with  the  flurry  of  debate 
and  one  accusation  after  another  to 
really  clear  away  some  of  the  confu- 
sion, and  to  know  whether  or  not  we 
were  in  fact  destructive,  undermining, 
or  whether  in  fact  we  have  given  some- 
thing worthy  for  those  who  work  every 
day  in  America. 

I  would  simply  like  to  indicate,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  this  wound  up  being  a  bi- 
jjartisan  decision  to  increase  the  mini- 
mum wage.  It  was  a  reflection  of  over 
80-percent  of  the  American  public  who 
said  yes,  this  is  a  good  idea.  In  meeting 
with  a  small  businessowner  today  for 
lunch  from  my  hometown  in  Houston,  I 
was  very  proud  of  her  and  the  words 
she  said,  in  offering,  "I  think  it  is  the 
right  thing  to  do." 

We  have  heard  in  this  debate  again 
the  rising  of  one  and  the  sitting  of  an- 
other, and  coming  to  the  well  to  rebut 
what  the  other  one  has  said.  It  seems 
confusing,  and  the  singular  tone  or 
sound  of  those  who  opposed  this  was 
the  elimination  or  the  undermining  of 
small  businesses  and  the  elimination  of 
jobs  that  are  given  by  small  businesses. 
Let  me  say  to  America  that  that  was 
an  attractive  hook  for  you  to  hang 
onto,  but  it  was  absolutely  wrong. 

First  of  all,  the  main  point  is  that  in 
the  State  of  Texas.  1.1  million  workers 
would  be  denied  an  increase  if  we  had 
not  raised  the  minimum  wage.  Right 
now  the  minimum  wage  is  S4.25.  I  do 
not  know  about  you.  but  I  respect 
young  people,  and  I  am  sorry  that  we 
used  them  as  a  hammer,  as  well:  All 
the  people  making  the  minimum  wage 
arc  young  people. 

Who  says  that  the  reason  that  they 
work  is  not  a  valid  reason:  supporting 
the  family,  adding  to  the  ability  to  go 
to  institutions  of  higher  learning,  or 
even  being  able  to  stay  in  school.  Why 
should  we  denigrate  our  young  people 
because  they  are  at  the  bottom  rung? 

Second,  let  me  say  that,  I  hate  to  say 
it,  minorities  were  used  as  another 
club:  Well,  if  you  raise  the  minimum 
wage,  you  will  see  the  jobs  lost  for  Af- 
rican-Americans and  Hispanics  and 
maybe  women.  Let  me  offer  to  say  that 
this  is  not  a  racial  issue.  This  is  not  to 
say  that  the  only  people  who  need  an 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  are  Af- 
rican-Americans and  Hispanics.  They 
are  Americans. 

Let  me  also  give  a  point  of  informa- 
tion, that  most  of  the  small  businesses 
owned  by  African-Americans,  women, 
minorities  collectively,  are  sole  propri- 
etorships. That  means  that  they  do  not 
hire  anyone,  they  are  still  climbing  the 
rung,  they  are  still  climbing  to  access 
capital.  But  in  fact,  the  broad  number 
of  individuals  who  work  for  a  minimum 
wage  are  individuals  who  have  fami- 
lies, who  have  opted  to  work  over  wel- 
fare. Why  not  reward  them,  being  the 


first  increase  in  almost  6  yeatrs,  the 
lowest  minimum  wage  since  1938  in 
terms  of  its  output?  In  1979  the  mini- 
mum wage  equaled  $6.25,  not  in  the 
number  but  in  what  it  could  purchase. 
What  can  you  do  with  $4.25?  That  is 
giving  you  change  back  from  a  $5  bill. 

So  it  was  important  for  this  house 
today  to  vote  on  a  clean  minimum 
wage  bill,  one  that  would  increase  it  a 
mere  90  cents,  to  $5.15,  and  to  rebut 
those  arguments  that  you  would  put 
small  businesses  out  of  business  or  you 
would  eliminate  jobs. 

We  understand  the  free  marketplace. 
Yes;  I  would  be  dishonest  not  to  say 
that  goods  and  services  may  increase 
because  of  the  profit  margin,  but  peo- 
ple will  be  working  for  a  fair  and  de- 
cent wage.  They  will  then  circulate 
their  dollars  back  into  the  system.  We 
will  give  them  dignity.  They  will  be 
able  to  maintain  a  family,  that  59  per- 
cent that  we  taJked  about,  many  of 
whom  are  single  parents,  women  in 
particular. 

I  think  it  is  important  that  we  kind 
of  clear  the  air  and  explain  why,  in 
fact,  the  Goodling  amendment  to  ex- 
empt businesses  of  a  certain  category 
was  not  good,  because  those  businesses 
in  our  malls  of  America  where  we  go 
and  shop,  there  are  people  who  work 
there  who  go  home  every  day  and  have 
the  same  responsibilities  as  all  of  us: 
the  rent  pajrment,  the  electricity  pay- 
ment. It  is  important  not  to  make  this 
a  war  against  the  American  worker  and 
small  businesses.  We  can  work  to  sup- 
port small  businesses,  as  we  have  done 
with  the  Small  Business  Tax  Incentive 
Act,  which  I  supported,  ajid  we,  too, 
can  vote  for  the  American  worker.  I  am 
glad  today  that  we  increased  the  mini- 
mum wage  for  all  America  to  have  a 
decent  quality  of  life. 


TRIBUTE  TO  LOUIS  PASQUARELL, 
SR. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Solomon] 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  you 
or  other  Members  have  ever  been  in  my 
office,  no  doubt  you've  seen  the  fire 
helmets  lining  the  walls. 

I  must  have  a  hvmdred  of  them. 

They  are  symbols  of  the  enormous  re- 
sipect  and  admiration  I  have  for  volun- 
teer firefighters. 

It's  not  just  that  I  used  to  be  a  volun- 
teer firefighter  myself  in  my  home- 
town of  Queensbury,  in  upstate  New 
York. 

It's  more  than  that. 

I  could  sum  up  my  feelings  about  vol- 
unteer firefighters  in  three  words: 
Louis  Pasquarell  Sr. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Lou  Pasquarell,  Sr.,  is 
celebrating  his  60th  year  as  a  volimteer 
firefighter. 

As  you  all  know,  I  measure  a  man  by 
how  much  he  gives  to  his  community. 


And  Mr.  Speaker,  by  that  yardstick, 
Lou  Pasquarell,  Sr.  is  a  giant  among 
men. 

Let  me  tell  you  a  few  things  about 
volunteer  firefighters  in  general. 

These  are  ordinary  citizens  from  all 
walks  of  life  who  represent  the  only 
available  fire  protection  in  rural  com- 
munities like  the  one  I  represent. 

In  New  York  State  alone  they  save 
countless  lives  and  billions  of  dollars 
worth  of  property  every  year. 

They  surrender  much  of  their  per- 
sonal time,  not  only  to  respond  to 
fires,  but  to  upgrade  their  skills  with 
constant  training. 

Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  fighting  fires  is  a 
dirty,  exhausting,  and  frequently  dan- 
gerous job. 

Volunteer  firefighters  approach  that 
job  with  a  selfless  dedication,  and  the 
highest  degree  of  professionalism. 

Tsrpical  of  these  volimteers,  or,  I 
should  say,  more  than  tsrpical,  is  Lou 
Pasquarell,  Sr. 

He  joined  the  Jonesville  Volunteer 
Fire  Co.  in  Clifton  Park  60  years  ago. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  no  way  to  cal- 
culate the  lives  and  property  he  has 
helped  save  in  those  60  years,  the  num- 
ber of  hours  he  has  spent  in  that  effort, 
or  the  number  of  yoimger  firemen  he 
has  inspired. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  at  least  five 
other  firefighters  in  the  company  who, 
when  they  were  children,  drove  in  pa- 
rades in  the  miniature  fire  vehicle  Mr. 
Pasquarell  built  for  the  Jonesville  fu- 
ture firefighters. 

He  has  served  on  numerous  commit- 
tees, the  board  of  directors,  and  on  the 
police  fire  squad. 

He  has  been  both  a  Lieutenant  in  the 
company  and  for  many  years  the  chair- 
man of  the  district  board  of  elections. 

In  his  capacity  as  Captain  of  the  fire 
police  squad,  he  was  instrumental  in 
placing  the  area's  first  fire  police  vehi- 
cle in  service. 

He  also  organized  a  sjwcial  event  last 
Christmas  at  the  firehouse  through  the 
adopt  an  angel  program  for  a  6-year-old 
boy  who  suffers  from  a  teminal  illness. 

Mr.  Speaker.  Lou  Pasquarell  Sr.'s 
contributions  go  far  beyond  his  fire- 
fighting. 

He  also  played  a  major  role  in  build- 
ing two  bocci  courts  for  use  by 
Shenendehowa  senior  citizens  on  the 
pavilion  on  Main  Street. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  isn't  too  often  you 
get  to  meet  a  living  legend.  And  that's 
what  Lou  Pasquarell  Sr.  is. 

So.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  you  and  all 
Members  to  join  me  in  saluting  this 
great  volunteer  fireman,  this  grreat 
American,  this  maua.  1  am  privileged  to 
call  a  good  friend,  Louis  Pasquarell. 
Sr..  of  Clifton  Park,  New  York. 
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COMMUNICATION  FROM  THE 

CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  COMMITTEE 
ON  THE  BUDGET  REGARDING 
CURRENT  LEVELS  OF  SPENDING 
AND  REVENUES  REFLECTING  AC- 
TION COMPLETED  AS  OF  MAY  17, 
1996  FOR  FISCAL  YEARS  1996-2000 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Kasich]  is  rec- 
ognized for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  behalf  of  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget  and  pursuant  to 
sections  302  and  311  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act,  I  am  submitting  for  printing  in  the 
Congressional  Record  an  updated  report  on 
the  current  levels  of  on-budget  spending  and 
revenues  for  fiscal  year  1996  and  for  the  5- 
year  period  fiscal  year  1996  through  fiscal 
year  2000. 

This  report  is  to  be  used  in  applying  the  fis- 
cal year  1996  budget  resolution  (H.  Con.  Res. 
67),  for  legislation  having  spending  or  revenue 
effects  in  fiscal  years  1 996  through  2000. 
House  of  Represelvtattves, 

COMMirrEE  ON  THE  BXJDGET. 

Washington,  DC.  May  22. 1995. 
Hon.  Newt  Gingrich. 
Speaker,  House  of  Representatives. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  To  facilitate  applica- 
tion of  sections  302  and  3U  of  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Act,  I  am  transmitting  a  sta- 
tus report  on  the  current  levels  of  on-budget 
spending  and  revenues  for  fiscal  year  1996 
and  for  the  5-year  period  fiscal  year  1996 
through  fiscal  year  2000. 

The  term  "current  level"  refers  to  the 
amounts  of  spending  and  revenues  estimated 
for  each  fiscal  year  based  on  laws  enacted  or 
awaiting  the  President's  signature  as  of  May 
17. 1996. 


The  first  table  in  the  report  compares  the 
current  level  of  total  budget  authority,  out- 
lays, and  revenues  with  the  aggregate  levels 
set  by  H.  Con.  Res.  67.  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion on  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1996.  This 
comparison  is  needed  to  implement  section 
311(a)  of  the  Budget  Act,  which  creates  a 
point  of  order  against  measures  that  would 
breach  the  budget  resolution's  aggregate  lev- 
els. The  table  does  not  show  budget  author- 
ity and  outlays  for  years  after  fiscal  year 
1996  because  appropriations  for  those  years 
have  not  yet  been  considered. 

The  second  table  compares  the  current  lev- 
els of  budget  authority,  outlays,  and  new  en- 
titlement authority  of  each  direct  spending 
committee  with  the  "section  602(a)"'  alloca- 
tions for  discretionary  action  made  under  H. 
Con.  Res.  67  for  fiscal  year  1996  and  for  fiscal 
years  1996  through  2000.  'Discretionary  ac- 
tion" refers  to  legislation  enacted  after 
adoption  of  the  budget  resolution.  This  com- 
parison is  needed  to  implement  section  302(f) 
of  the  Budget  Act,  which  creates  a  point  of 
order  against  measures  that  would  breach 
the  section  602(a)  discretionary  action  allo- 
cation of  new  budget  authority  or  entitle- 
ment authority  for  the  committee  that  re- 
ported the  measure.  It  is  also  needed  to  im- 
plement section  311(b).  which  exempts  com- 
mittees that  comply  with  their  allocations 
from  the  point  of  order  under  section  311(a). 

The  third  table  compares  the  current  lev- 
els of  discretionary  appropriations  for  fiscal 
year  1996  with  the  revised  "section  602(b)" 
suballocations  of  discretionary  budget  au- 
thority and  outlays  among  Appropriations 
subcommittees.  This  comparison  is  also 
needed  to  implement  section  302(f)  of  the 
Budget  Act,  since  the  point  of  order  under 
that  section  also  applies  to  measures  that 
would  breach  the  applicable  section  602(b) 
suballocation.  The  revised  section  602(b)  sub- 
allocations  were  filed  by  the  Appropriations 
Committee  on  December  5, 1995. 
Sincerely. 

John  R.  Kasich. 

Chairman. 

Enclosures. 
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BlTDGET  AlTTHORrrr 

Enactment  of  measures  providing  any  new 
budget  authority  for  fiscal  year  1996  (if  not 
already  included  in  the  ctirrent  level  esti- 
mate) would  cause  fiscal  year  1996  budget  au- 
thority to  exceed  the  appropriate  level  set  by 
H.  Con.  Res.  67. 

Outlays 

Enactment  of  measures  providing  any  new 
budget  or  entitlement  authority  that  would 
increase  fiscal  year  1996  outlays  (if  not  al- 
ready included  in  the  current  level  estimate) 
would  cause  fiscal  year  1996  outlays  to  ex- 
ceed the  appropriate  level  set  by  H.  Con.  Res. 
67. 

REVENUES 

Enactment  of  any  measure  that  would  re- 
sult in  any  revenue  loss  in  either  fiscal  year 
1996  or  for  the  total  for  fiscal  year  1996 
through  2000  would  increase  the  amotuit  by 
which  revenues  are  less  than  the  rec- 
ommended levels  of  revenue  set  by  H.  Con. 
Res.  67. 
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Violent  cnme 


BA 


0 
3.956 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

S3 
0 
0 
0 

77 
0 
0 


0 
2.112 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

25 
0 
0 
0 

70 
0 
0 


Difference 


General  purpose 


BA 


15 

-528 

1.189 

15 

236 

131 

91 

-U48 

1 

42 

795 

411 

-663 

437 


485.074 


531,768 


4.087 


1227 


484.150 


530.603 


4.085 


2.207 


924 


31 

-172 

1.206 

15 

57 

-8 

127 

-458 

0 

5 

3 

338 

-40 

0 


1.165 


Violent  cnme 


BA 


0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
19 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 


U.S.  Congress, 
Congressional  Bxtocet  Office, 

Washington,  DC.  May  21. 1996. 
Hon.  John  Kasich, 
ChaiTman.  Committee  on  the  Budget. 
House  of  Representatives,  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairuan:  Pursuant  to  section 
306(b)  and  in  aid  of  section  311  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budcret  Act,  as  amended,  tbis  let- 
ter and  supporting  detail  provide  an  up-to- 
date  tabulation  of  the  on-budget  current  lev- 
els of  new  budget  authority,  estimated  out- 
lays, and  estimated  revenues  for  fiscal  year 
1996.  These  estimates  are  compared  to  the 
appropriate  levels  for  those  items  contained 
in  the  1996  Concurrent  Resolution  on  the 
Budget  (H.  Con.  Res.  67),  and  are  current 
through  May  17, 1996.  A  summary  of  this  tob- 
ulation  follows: 

(In  millions  of  dollarj] 


Budfet  .„_, 
House  cur-  lesolution  ^"^ 
rem  level       IH.  Coo.      ""   ' 


[In  millions  of  dollars) 


Res.  67) 


resolution 


Budfe  avtlnnty . 
Outlays 


1996 


IJ06369      li85.S15       +2U54 
IJ07.746      Ii88.160       1-19386 

1.038.986      1.042300        -3314 


Budpt 
House  cur-      resolution 
lent  level       (H.  Con. 

Res.  67) 


Cunint 
level +/- 
lesolution 


1996-2000  


5.654319      5.691.500       -36.981 


Since  my  last  report,  dated  February  20, 
1996,  the  Congress  has  cleared  and  the  Presi- 
dent has  signed  four  short-term  continuing 
resolutions  (Public  Laws  104-116,  104-118,  104- 
122.  and  104-131),  the  Federal  Agriculture  Im- 
provement and  Reform  Act  of  1996  (P.L.  104- 
127),  the  Contract  with  America  Advance- 
ment Act  (P.L.  104-121),  an  act  providing  Tax 
Benefits  for  Members  of  the  Armed  Forces 
Performing  Peacekeeping  Services  in  Bosnia 
and  Herzegovina,  Croatia  and  Macedonia 
(P.L.  104-117),  the  Federal  Tea  Tasters  Re- 
peal Act  of  1996  (P.L.  104-128),  the 
Antiterrorism  and  Effective  Death  Penalty 
Act  (P.L.  104-132)  and  the  Omnibus  Consoli- 
dated Rescissions  and  Appropriations  Act  of 
1996  (P.L.  104-134).  The  Federal  payment  to 
the  District  of  Columbia  and  emergency 
funding  for  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina  for  eco- 
nomic revitalization  were  included  in  P.L. 
104-122.  These  actions  changed  the  current 


level  of  budget  authority,  outlays,  and  reve- 
nues. 

Sincerely, 

June  e.  O'Neill, 

Director. 

PARUAMENTARIAN  STATUS  REPORT— 104TH  CONGRESS. 
2ND  SESSION,  HOUSE  ON-BUDGET  SUPPORTING  DETAIL, 
FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1996,  AS  OF  CLOSE  OF  BUSINESS 
MAY  17,  1996 

[bi  millions  of  dollars] 


Budtet 
authonty 


Outlays       Revenues 


Enacted  in  Prevnus  Sessions 

Revenues 

Pennanents  and  otiier  spending 

legislation  _ _ 

Appiopnatioo  Icfislabon 

Offsetting  receipts 

Total  previously  enacted  ... 

Enacted  in  First  Session 

Appropnatioa  DillS: 

1995  Rescissions  and  Depaitment 
of  Defense  Einergency 
Supplementals  kt  (PL  104-6) 

1995  Rescasnos  and  Emergency 
Supplementals  for  Disaster  As- 
sistance Act  (PL  104-19)  _._.. 


1.039.122 


830.272    798.924 

242.052 

-200.017  -200.017 


630iS4        840.958      1.039.122 


-too  -88S 

22        -3.149 
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PARLIAMENTARIAN  STATUS  REPORT— 104TH  CONGRESS. 
2ND  SESSION,  HOUSE  ON-BUDGET  SUPPORTING  DETAIL, 
FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1996,  AS  OF  CLOSE  OF  BUSINESS 
MAY  17,  1996— Continued 

|ln  millions  of  dollais) 


Budget 
authority 


Outlays       Revenues 


Agnculture  (PL  104-37)  

Defense  (PL  104-61)  

Energy  and  Water  (PL  104-46)  .... 

Legislative  Branch  (P.L  104-53)  ... 

Military  Construction  (P.L  104-32) 

Transportation  (PL  104-50)  

Treasury.  Postal  Service  (P.L  104- 

52) 

Offsetting  receipts  

Authoruatnn  tiills: 

Self-Employed  Healtfi  Insurance  Act 
(PL  104-7) _.... 

Alaska  Native  Qaims  Settlement 
Act  (PL  104-42) 

Fisliemien's  Protectnie  Right 
Amendments  of  1995  (P.L  104- 
43) 

Penshable  Agncultural  Commod- 
ities Act  Amendments  of  1995 
(PL  104-48)  _.... 

AlasU  Poaer  Administratioa  Sale 
Act  (PL  104-58)  _.... 

ICC  Termination  Act  (PL  104-88) 

Total  enacted  first  session 

Enacted  in  Second  Session 

Appropriation  bills: 

Ninth  Continuing  Resolution  (PL 
104-99)  I 

FoRign  Operations  (PL  104-107) 
Offsetting  receipts  „ 

Distnct  of  Columbia  (PL  104-122) 

Omnibus  Consolidated  Rescissons 
and  Appmpnatioos  Act  of  1996 

(PL  104-134)  _. 

Offsetting  receipts _ 

Authomatnn  bills: 

Gloucester  Manne  Tishenes  Act 
(PL  104-91)'  

Smithsonian  Commemoratne  Com 
Act  (PL  104-96)  

Saddleback  Mt.  Anana  Settlement 
Act  of  1995  (PL  104-102)  

TelecoRimunications  Act  of  19% 
(PL  104-104)5  _ 

Farm  Credit  System  Regulatory  Re- 
lief Act  (PL  104-105) 

National  Defense  Authonzatioo  Act. 
fiscal  year  1996  (PL  104-106) 

To  award  Congressional  Gold  Medal 
to  Ruth  and  Billy  Graham  (PL 
104-111)  .-...- _ 

An  Act  Providing  for  Tai  Benefits 
for  Armed  Forces  m  Bosnia. 
Herzegovina.  Croatia,  and  Mac- 
edonia (PL  104-117)  _ 

Agnculture  Improvement  and  Re- 
form Act  (P.L  104-127)  

Federal  Tea  Tasters  Repeal  Act  of 
19%  (PL  104-128)  _. 

AntiteiTonsm  and  Eflectwe  Death 
Penalty  to  (PL  104-132) 

Total  enacted  second  ses- 

$100 _ 


Appropriated  Entitlements  and 
Mandatories 
Budget  itsololion  baseline  esti- 
mates of  appnpnated  entitle- 
ments and  other  mandatory  pro- 
grams not  yet  enacted' 

Total  current  level '  

Total  budget  resolution 

Amount  remaining: 

Under  budget  resolution  

Ocr  budget  resolution  


62.602 
243301 
19336 
2.125 
11.177 
12.682 

23.026 
-7.946 


45.620 

163.223 

11302 

1.977 

3.110 


20.530 
-7.946 


-20 


■18 
1 


m 


(•) 

-20 


-101 


1 


(6) 


366.191 


245.U5 


-100 


17.604 
1306369 
1^85315 


21354 


INDIAN  EMBASSY  CAUGHT  RED- 
HANDED 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, for  many  years  I  have  talked  about 
the  horrible  human  rights  violations 
that  have  been  talking  place  around 
the  world,  but  in  particular  in  a  place 
11399  imi  called  Punjab  in  Kashmir  and  Nagaland 
in  India.  Because  of  that,  I  have  been 
the  target  of  people  who  support  the 
Indian  lobby  in  the  United  States. 

At  one  time,  my  life  was  threatened, 
as  well  as  that  of  my  wife  and  my  chil- 
dren, and  they  have  supported  my  op- 
ponents in  campaigns  year  in  and  year 
out.  I  understand  that  because  I  have 
been  talking  about  the  gang  raping  of 
women  that  has  been  taking  place  over 
there,  the  tortures  of  individuals  who 
have  been  taken  out  of  their  homes  in 
the  middle  of  the  night  to  be  tortured 
to  death  never  to  be  seen  again,  and 
the  placing  of  about  1.1  million  Indian 
troops  in  Punjab  and  Kashmir  and 
Nagaland  to  repress  those  people  up 

'J5S   there  because  all  they  want  is  freedom, 

democracy  and  human  rights. 

But  today,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  found  out 
some  additional  things  that  need  to  be 
brought  to  the  attention  of  my  col- 
leagues and  the  American  people.  I 
found  out,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  Indian 
Embassy  has  been  caught  red-handed 
violating  America's  national  sov- 
ereignty and  democratic  values.  News- 
papers have  reported  that  a  Maryland 
political  fundraiser  named  Lalit 
Ga<lhia  confessed  that  the  Embassy 
provided  over  S46,000.  which  he  used  to 
reimburse  friends  of  associates  for  ixj- 
litical  contributions  that  he  solicited. 

These  contributions  went  to  pro- 
India  Members  of  Congress  and  to  a  po- 
litical action  committee,  the  Indian 
American  Leadership  Investment 
Fund.  India's  violations  of  democratic 
principles  have  now  come  to  the  United 
States  of  America.  The  scheme  was  nm 
by  former  Indian  Ambassador  S.S.  Ray 
and  Elmbassy  official  Devendra  Singh. 
It  is  illegal  for  noncitizens  to  contrib- 
ute to  U.S.  political  campaigns  or  for 
anyone  to  make  a  contribution  in  an- 
other person's  name.  Yet  this  is  not  the 
19.168  ...- first  time  that  the  Indian  Embassy  has 


-I.lll 

12.104 
-44 
712 

-1313 

5.936 

-M 

712 

330.746 

246.113 
-55.154 

-63382 



14.054 

5382 

3 

3 





-7 

-1 

-1 
367 

369 

m 

P) 

-38 

-330 

-721 

. 



m 

2 

292.820 

201.774 

-36 

1307.746 
li88.160 


19.586 


1.038.986 
1. 042300 

3314 


■PL  104-92  and  PL  104-99  provide  funding  tor  specific  appnpnated 
accounts  until  September  30.  19% 

'This  bill,  also  lefened  to  as  the  seventh  continuing  resolution  for  1996. 
provides  funding  until  September  30.  19%.  for  specific  appropnated  ac- 
counts 

'The  effects  of  this  to  on  budget  authonty.  outlays  and  revenues  begin 
in  fiscal  year  1997. 

'Estimates  include  the  effects  of  changes  enacted  this  session  m  the 
follomig  public  laws:  Veterans'  Compensation  Cost-ol— Imng  Adiustment 
to  (PL  104-57).  Contract  with  America  Advance  M  (PL  104-121).  and 
the  Agncultuic  knpmvemeot  and  Reform  to  (PL  104-127) 

'hi  accordance  with  the  Budget  Enforcement  Act  ttie  total  does  not  in- 
clude S435I  milloi  in  budget  authonty  and  $2,448  million  in  outlays  for 
funding  of  emergencas  that  have  been  designated  as  such  by  the  Piesident 
and  the  Congress. 

'Less  than  S50C.0O0 

Note:  Detail  may  not  add  due  to  mundmg. 


been  caught  interfering  in  U.S.  politi- 
cal campaigns. 

Earlier  this  year,  it  came  to  light 
that  former  Ambassador  Ray  urged  In- 
dian Americans  to  support  a  candidate 
in  the  South  Dakota  senate  race,  and 
the  Embassy  sent  out  a  letter  attack- 
ing a  member  of  this  House  who  is  rvm- 
ning  for  senator  in  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Speaker,  now  they  are  infecting 
the  American  political  process  with 
foreign  money.  They  must  believe  that 
America  is  corrupt.  This  interference 
leads  one  to  believe  that  the  Indian 
journalist  Rajinder  Puri  of  the  Times 
of  India  was  right  when  he  described 


India  as,  "A  rotten,  corrupt,  repressive 
and  antipeople  system." 

The  U.S.  Government  must  make  it 
clear  that  India's  interference  in  Amer- 
ican politics  is  unacceptable.  I  urge  my 
coUeagTies  to  support  H.R.  1425.  which 
will  cut  off  U.S.  development  aid  to 
India  until  it  respects  human  rights, 
and  House  Concurrent  Resolution  32, 
which  calls  for  self-determination  for 
the  Sikhs  of  Khalistan.  These  two 
measures  will  show  the  Indian  Govern- 
ment that  their  disregard  for  human 
rights  and  democratic  principles  are 
not  to  be  tolerated. 

In  addition,  India  illegally  tried  to 
influence  congressional  elections  and 
that  will  not  be  tolerated  as  well.  I 
hope  that  the  new  government  of  India 
will  correct  these  practices  and  that 
India  and  the  United  States  can  begin 
to  live  together  in  mutual  respect  for 
freedom,  democracy  and  human  rights, 
and  that  the  new  government  will  re- 
spect the  sovereignty  of  other  nations 
and  not  be  in  fear  in  our  elective  proc- 
ess. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  include  for  the 
Recx)RD  the  articles  referred  to  earlier 
and  a  press  release  from  the  Council  of 
Khalistan  of  the  Gadhia  case: 

[From  the  Washin«1»n  Times.  May  9. 1996] 

Democrat  Gutlty  of  Launderinc 

Contributions 

(By  Mary  Pemberton) 

Baltimore.— A  Democratic  Party  activist 
pleaded  guilty  yesterday  to  devising  a 
scheme  to  funnel  S46.000  in  illegal  contribu- 
tions to  a  political  action  committee  and 
several  federal  election  campaigns. 

Lalit  H.  Gadhia.  57,  who  had  been  Gov.  Par- 
rls  Glendenlng's  campaign  treasurer,  pleaded 
guilty  in  federal  court  to  one  count  of  caus- 
ing a  false  statement  to  be  made  to  the  Fed- 
eral Election  Commission,  U.S.  Attorney 
Lynne  A  Battaglia  said.  He  faces  up  to  five 
years  in  prison  and  a  S250.000  fine  at  sentenc- 
ing Aug.  6. 

None  of  the  money  in  question  went  to  the 
governor's  campaign.  But  Maryland  Repub- 
lican Party  Chairman  Joyce  Lyons  Terhes 
said  Gadhia's  activities  are  indicative  of  the 
type  of  people  Mr.  Glendening  surrounds 
himself  with. 

"I  think  it  is  one  more  example  of  the 
flawed  administration  of  Glendening,"  she 
said. 

But  a  state  Democratic  Party  spokesman 
said  it  has  nothing  to  do  with  Mr. 
Glendening  and,  if  anything,  reflects  posi- 
tively on  the  party. 

"It  is  very  unfortunate  that  he  became 
overzealous,  but  the  Clinton  administration 
does  not  back  off  .  .  .  even  though  this  guy 
has  been  a  strong  supporter  of  Democrats," 
David  Paulson  said. 

The  FBI  said  Gadhia  apjx-oached  the  In- 
dian-American Leader-ship  Fund  in  the  fall  of 
1994  and  persuaded  the  New  Mexico  PAC  to 
contribute  to  candidates  other  than  Indian- 
Americans,  as  long  as  he  did  the  fund  rais- 
ing. 

For  three  weeks  in  October  1994.  Gadhia 
presented  the  PAC  with  checks  totaling 
$34,900,  which  he  said  were  contributions 
ftt)m  a  number  of  individuals.  He  also  pro- 
vided names,  addresses  and  occupations  for 
those  individuals  so  that  the  PAC  could  file 
the  required  reports  with  the  FEC. 

The  PAC,  in  return,  made  political  con- 
tributions to  federal  candidates  selected  by 
Gadhia  in  the  November  elections. 
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For  the  most  part,  the  money  donated  to 
the  PAC  did  not  come  from  the  contributors, 
prosecutors,  said.  At  least  $31,400  of  the 
funds  provided  to  the  PAC  were  laundered  by 
Individuals  who  issued  checks  to  the  Indian- 
American  Leadership  Fund  and  then  were  re- 
imbursed in  cash  for  their  contributions  by 
Gadhia  or  his  intermediaries,  according  to 
the  FBI. 

Prosecutors  said  Gadhia  used  the  same 
type  of  scheme  to  launder  $15,000  in  illegal 
contributions  that  he  provided  directly  to  a 
number  of  federal  election  campaigns. 

U.S.  Concern  on  Embassy  Political  Role 
(By  Aziz  Hanlffa) 

Washdjoton.— Barely  two  weeks  into  his 
term  after  presenting  his  credentials  to 
President  Clinton,  India's  new  Ambassador, 
Naresh  Chandra,  received  a  strong  complaint 
ftom  the  Clinton  Administration  about  its 
concern  over  the  Indian  Embassy's  alleged 
interference  in  the  American  political  proc- 
ess. 

State  Department  officials  said  that  Robin 
Raphel.  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for 
South  Asian  Affairs  and  the  Administra- 
tion's point  person  for  the  subcontinent,  had 
called  Chandra  to  raise  the  issue  about  the 
Justice  Department's  finding  that  an  Indian 
diplomat  at  the  embassy  here  was  the  source 
of  thousand  of  dollars  of  illegal  campaign 
contributions  funneled  through  an  Indian- 
American  political  action  committee  by  a 
longtime  Democratic  Party  activist. 

On  May  8.  in  a  submission  of  a  "statement 
of  facts"  flled  in  court  as  the  basis  for  a 
guilty  plea  entered  by  Lalit  H.  Gadhia,  58, 
the  office  of  the  U.S.  District  Attorney  in 
Baltimore,  Maryland,  said.  "The  evidence  in- 
dicates that  the  source  of  the  cash  used  by 
Mr.  Gadhia  to  finance  the  nominee  contribu- 
tions was  Devendra  Singh,  an  individual  as- 
signed to  the  Indian  Embassy  in  Washing- 
ton." Singh,  who  was  Minister,  Community 
Affairs,  at  the  embassy  from  late  1990  to 
early  1996,  returned  to  India  to  take  up  the 
position  of  Director-General  of  Police  in 
Rajasthan. 

SUte  Department  omcials  said  that 
Raphel  had  called  Chandra  "to  express  our 
strong  concern  about  this  allegation  of  an 
Indian  Embassy  official  being  involved"  in  a 
money-laundering  scheme  to  make  campaign 
contributions  to  pro-India  American  law- 
makers. 

One  official  said  that  "at  this  point,  (the 
Raphel  call  to  Chandra)  this  is  about  it,"  as 
far  as  any  raising  of  the  issue  with  the  em- 
bassy is  concerned.  However,  the  official  ac- 
knowledged that  "anything  further  will  de- 
pend on  what  unfolds  legally.  So  we'll  have 
to  see  about  that." 

SUte  Department  spokesman  Nicholas 
Bums  said  the  matter  was  "a  criminal  case" 
and  that  aspect  would  be  handled  by  the  De- 
partment of  Justice.  But  he  said,  "On  the 
diplomatic  side  of  this,  the  diplomatic  aspect 
of  it,  we  have  contacted  the  Indian  Embassy 
here  in  Washington  and  expressed  our  very 
strong  concern  about  this  particular  case." 
The  embassy  spokesman,  Shiv  Shankar 
Mukherjee,  declined  comment  on  Raphel's 
call  to  Chandra  and  only  reiterated  his  ear- 
lier statement  that  "the  Indian  Embassy  al- 
ways has  and  continues  to  operate  strictly 
within  the  basis  of  diplomatic  propriety." 

On  May  8,  U.S.  Attorney  Lynne  A. 
Battaglia,  whose  office  prosecuted  the  case, 
told  The  Baltimore  Sun,  which  first  broke 
the  story  about  this  money-laundering  plan, 
"The  fact  that  the  money  came  from  the  In- 
dian Embassy  and  that  so  many  people  were 
manipulated     into     participating     in     the 


scheme  takes  this  case  to  a  higher  level  than 
we  normally  see  in  these  kinds  of  investiga- 
tions." 

In  an  interview  with  India  Abroad,  she  had 
said  that  "we  don't  normally  have  crimes  in- 
volving diplomats,"  and  acknowledged  that 
as  far  as  she  could  remember,  such  a  case  of 
a  diplomat  trjring  to  circumvent  U.S.  elec- 
tion laws  was  unprecedented. 

The  State  Department  official  said  that  if 
Singh  had  remained  in  Washington  as  an  em- 
bassy official,  even  though  he  would  have  en- 
joyed diplomatic  Immunity,  "it  would  have 
raised  other  issues  about  his  status  in  the 
country  and  things  like  that,"  that  could 
have  resulted  in  the  U.S.  calling  for  his  ex- 
pulsion. 

"But  as  things  stand  right  now,"  the  offi- 
cial said,  Raphel's  strong  expression  of  con- 
cern was  the  extent  of  the  State  Depart- 
ment's action  in  the  case,  which  had  been  re- 
ferred to  it  by  the  Justice  Department. 

Raphel's  call  to  Chandra  expressing  the 
Administration's  strong  concern  comes  close 
on  the  heels  of  the  State  Etepartment  in 
March  informing  a  senior  member  of  (Con- 
gress that  the  Indian  Embassy  had  given  as- 
surances that  it  was  not  interfering  in  Amer- 
ica's political  process. 

In  a  letter  to  India's  most  acerbic  critic  in 
Congress.  Rep.  Dan  Burton.  Republican  of  In- 
diana. Barbara  Larkin.  acting  Assistant  Sec- 
retary for  Legislative  Affairs,  said.  "We  have 
raised  the  episodes  you  mention  and  have 
been  reassured  of  India's  commitment  to 
noninterference  in  the  domestic  political  af- 
fairs on  any  state." 

On  Feb.  13.  Burton,  a  member  of  the  House 
International  Relations  Committee,  wrote  to 
Secretary  of  State  Warren  Christopher  com- 
plaining of  a  "series  of  actions  taken  by  the 
Embassy  of  India,  which  I  believe  clearly 
constitute  Inappropriate  involvement  in  do- 
mestic U.S.  politics."  He  urged  Christopher, 
at  his  "earliest  opportunity,"  to  protest 
"this  breach  of  protocol  with  the  Indian  gov- 
ernment." 

First,  he  said,  "Ambassador  Siddhartha 
Shankar  Ray  openly  and  actively  endorsed 
Senator  Larry  Pressler's  bid  for  re-election 
in  South  Dakota"  in  a  December  speech  to 
the  Indian-American  Forum  for  Political 
Education  in  Boston.  Ray  told  the  audience 
to  "please  make  sure  Larry  Pressler  (Repub- 
lican from  South  Dakota)  goes  to  the  Senate 
again,"  Burton  said. 

Second,  he  reported,  the  embassy  has  "ac- 
tively sought  to  intervene  in  the  current 
Senate  race  in  New  Jersey."  Burton  said  the 
deputy  chief  of  mission,  Shyamala  Cowsik, 
had  circulated  a  letter  to  the  Indian-Amer- 
ican community  criticizing  Democratic  Rep- 
resentative Robert  Torricelli  for  his 
"record"  in  attacking  alleged  human  rights 
abuses  in  India.  Cowsik's  letter.  Burton  con- 
tended, "not  so  subtly  notes  that  Torricelli 
is  running  for  the  Senate  this  year,"  and 
added,  "It  can  only  be  assumed  that  these  in- 
stances of  political  interference  that  have 
come  to  light  point  to  a  broader  pattern  of 
political  involvement." 

Torricelli  is  running  for  the  Senate  seat 
being  vacated  by  the  retiring  Democratic 
Senator  Bill  Bradley.  He  has  co-sponsored 
legislation  by  Burton  calling  for  the  suspen- 
sion of  American  development  aid  to  India 
unless  it  alleviates  rights  conditions. 

In  his  letter  to  Christopher,  Burton  in- 
sisted that  he  was  "not  writing  out  of  par- 
tisan considerations,"  and  noted  that,  as  a 
Republican,  the  embassy's  actions  were  in- 
tended to  benefit  Republican  candidates  in 
both  races. 

"There  is  a  larger  principal  at  stake."  he 
declared.  "It  is  a  serious  violation  of  diplo- 


matic protocol  for  an  ambassador  to  attempt 
to  influence  or  intervene  in  domestic  politi- 
cal contests.  The  voters  of  New  Jersey  and 
South  Dakota  should  have  the  opportunity 
to  make  up  their  own  minds  without  foreign 
interference." 

He  said  that  had  the  American  Ambassador 
to  India  attempted  "to  sway  an  election, 
there  would  be  howls  to  protest." 

In  her  reply  to  Burton,  Larkin  said  the 
State  Department  appreciated  "the  non- 
partisan nature  of  your  concern." 

Ex-Envoy  Denies  U.S.  Campaign  Tie 
(By  P.B.  Chandra) 

Jaipur. — Devendra  Singh,  a  former  senior 
diplomat  of  the  Indian  Embassy  in  Washing- 
ton, has  denied  his  involvement  in  the  illegal 
campaign  contributions  funneled  through 
the  Indian  American  Political  Action  Com- 
mittee (PAC). 

Singh  is  currently  the  Director-General  of 
Police  of  Rajasthan.  He  served  as  a  Minister. 
ConMnunlty  Affairs  in  the  Indian  mission 
from  1990  to  1995  before  returning  to  India. 

Singh  told  "India  Abroad"  he  did  not  give 
any  money  to  Lalit  H.  Gadhia.  a  longtime 
Democratic  party  activist,  in  illegal  cam- 
paign contributions.  Reacting  to  media  re- 
ports that  Gadhia  had  pleaded  guilty  to  ille- 
gally raising  the  funds  and  named  Singh  as 
the  diplomat  who  gave  Gadhia  the  money, 
Singh  said  his  job  as  Minister.  Community 
Affairs  demanded  that  he  should  meet  var- 
ious people  but  he  never  paid  any  amount  to 
anyone  for  financing  any  candidate's  elec- 
tion. Singh  was  the  security  officer  of  late 
Prime  Minister  Rajiv  Gandhi  before  being 
transferred  to  the  Washington  mission. 

When  asked  about  an  air  freight  receipt 
and  copy  of  the  report  sent  by  Gadhia  to  him 
and  which  was  subsequently  seized  by  U.S. 
Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  agents  in 
Gadhia's  office.  Singh  said  he  knew  nothing 
about  the  air  freight  receipt  and  reports. 
When  Singh  was  asked  whether  he  could  be 
called  to  court  to  give  evidence  against 
Gadhia,  he  said  the  case  related  to  the  period 
when  he  enjoyed  complete  diplomatic  immu- 
nity. 

When  asked  whether  it  was  true  that 
Gadhia  has  implicated  him  while  making  the 
guilty  plea  in  the  court,  Singh  said  that  in 
all  such  cases  the  Indian  mission  was  an- 
swerable. Singh  said  then  Indian  Ambassador 
Siddhartha  Siddhartha  Shankar  Ray  had 
clarified  the  Indian  mission's  viewpoint  and 
there  was  nothing  much  left  to  be  added  to 
that. 

Indian  Embassy  Caught  Red-Handed— Fin^D 
Raiser  Admits  Illegally  Laundering  Po- 
litical Contributions 
Washington,     D.C,     May     14— Lalit    H. 
Gadhia,  a  major  political  fundraiser  in  Mary- 
land, has  confessed  that  he  laundered  over 
$46,000  in  political  contributions  from  the  In- 
dian   Embassy    to    Members    of   Congress. 
Thursday's  Baltimore  Sun  reported.  Gadhia. 
57.  former  campaign  treasurer  for  Maryland 
Governor  Parris  Glendenlng  and  a  Baltimore 
immigration  lawyer,  confessed  to  the  scheme 
in  the  U.S.  District  Court  in  Baltimore,  ac- 
cording to  the  report. 

Under  the  plan,  Gadhia  used  money  pro- 
vided by  the  Indian  Embassy  here  to  reim- 
burse Indian  Americans  and  Indians  living  in 
the  United  States  for  contributions  they 
made  to  the  candidates  the  Embassy  sup- 
ported. According  to  the  report,  the  Em- 
bassy, through  Gadhia,  illegally  gave  $31,400 
to  the  Indian  American  Leadership  Invest- 
ment Fund,  a  Los  Angeles-based  political  ac- 
tion committee,  which  then  distributed  it  to 
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candidates.  It  is  illegral  for  noncitizens  to 
contribute  to  U.S.  political  campaigns  or  for 
anyone  to  make  a  contribution  in  another 
person's  name. 

The  Embassy  officials  in  charge  of  the 
scheme,  former  Ambassador  S.S.  Ray  and 
former  Embassy  staffer  Devendra  Singh, 
have  both  returned  to  India.  Mr.  Ray  was  a 
losing  candidate  for  Parliament  in  the  re- 
cent elections  and  Mr.  Singh  holds  a  high- 
ranking  position  with  the  Rajasthan  state 
police.  On  February  19.  1995,  Indian  Foreign 
Minister  R.L.  Bhatia  said  at  a  press  con- 
ference that  "there  is  a  strong  anti-India 
lobby  in  the  United  States.  We  are  spending 
large  sums  of  money  through  Ambassador 
Ray  to  neutralize  it."  During  the  time  that 
Mr.  Ray  was  Governor  of  Punjab.  Sikhs 
spoke  of  "the  three  Rs— Ray.  Ribeiro,  and 
Rajiv"— a  very  repressive  trio.  Julian 
Ribeiro  was  Director  General  of  Police  at  the 
time.  He  and  Mr.  Ray  are  responsible  for  in- 
stituting the  tactic  of  the  fake  "encounter" 
in  Punjab.  In  a  fake  encounter,  a  Sikh  will 
be  killed  by  the  police  or  while  in  custody, 
then  they  will  report  that  he  died  in  an  "en- 
counter." thus  providing  cover  for  the  kill- 
ing. 

Dr.  Gurmit  Singh  Aulakh.  President  of  the 
Council  of  Khalistan.  the  government  in 
exile  of  Khalistan.  confronted  Mr.  Ray  in  the 
hall  of  the  Longworth  House  Office  Building, 
calling  him  "the  Butcher  of  Punjab."  The 
confrontation  was  picked  up  by  the  media. 
Mr.  Ray  returned  to  India  shortly  after  that 
confrontation.  The  new  ambassador.  Naresh 
Chandra,  brought  his  brother,  Girish 
Chandra  Saxena,  to  the  Embassy  with  him. 
Girish  Saxena  is  a  former  head  of  India's  Re- 
search and  Analysis  Wing  (RAW),  which  in- 
filtrated Sikh  militant  organizations  before 
the  "Operation  Bluestar"  attack  on  the 
Golden  Temple  and  38  other  Sikh  temples 
throughout  Punjab.  Khalistan.  in  June  1984 
in  which  over  20.000  Sikhs  were  killed.  Am- 
bassador (Sandra  himself  has  recently  been 
implicated  in  illegal  smuggling  of  CFCs  from 
India  to  the  United  States.  CFCs  have  been 
banned  in  the  United  States  since  January  1. 
According  to  the  Customs  Service.  CFCs  are 
now  the  number  two  problem  after  illegal 
drugs. 

"Mr.  Gadhia's  confession  shows  the  moral 
bankruptcy  of  the  Indian  regime."  said  Dr. 
Aulakh.  "India  has  been  murdering  Sikhs 
and  other  minorities  for  many  years.  The  re- 
cent payoff  scandal  that  helped  to  bring 
down  the  Congress  Party  showed  the  world 
that  in  addition  to  being  a  brutal  tyranny, 
India  is  corrupt  and  its  claim  to  be  a  'democ- 
racy' is  hollow.  This  money-laundering  cam- 
paign contribution  scheme  shows  India's 
total  disregard  for  democratic  principles  in 
other  countries  as  well,"  Dr.  Aulakh  said. 
"Obviously,  the  regime  believes  that  every- 
one is  as  corrupt  as  they  are,"  he  stated. 
"These  practices  are  unacceptable,  and  I 
hope  that  Mr.  Gadhia's  confession  will  not  be 
the  end  of  the  investigation.  The  Embassy  is 
deeply  involved  in  this  scheme,  and  its  in- 
volvement should  be  exposed  and  punished." 


THE  MINIMUM  WAGE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Wise] 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to 
speak  in  support  of  why  I  supported  the 
increase  of  the  minimum  wage  from 
$4.25  an  hour  to  S5.15  an  hour. 

One  of  the  basic  reasons  I  supported 
raising    the   minimum    wage    in    this 


house  today  was,  there  are  about 
112,000  reasons:  The  112,000  payroll  posi- 
tions in  West  Virginia  that  will  see  a 
wage  increase  because  of  this  vote, 
roughly  17  percent  of  our  work  force. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  important  be- 
cause it  means  it  boosts  their  level  of 
income.  It  makes  them  consumers.  It 
makes  them  participants.  The  mini- 
mum wage  has  not  been  raised  since 
1991  when  it  finally  reached  $4.25  an 
hour.  Moses  wandered  in  the  wilderness 
for  40  years.  The  minimum  wage  is  at 
an  all-time  buying  low,  40-year  buying 
low,  and  it  is  time  that  it  be  raised.  In 
fact,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  was  just  a  few 
years  ago  that  in  the  1950's,  1960's  and 
early  1970's  that  the  minimum  wage 
was  designed  to  be  about  one-half  of 
the  average  manufacturing  wage. 
Today  it  is  somewhere  around  one- 
third  of  that  amount. 

So  the  minimum  waige  has  steadily 
dropped,  and  I  know.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
have  heard  the  argruments  about  how 
much  it  is  a  job  killer  and  less  people 
will  be  hired.  The  studies  do  not  seem 
to  indicate  that.  But  let  me  also  sug- 
gest that  we  have  heard  that  argument 
every  time  since  the  1930's  when  the 
minimum  wage  was  first  raised.  Time 
after  time  that  has  been  trotted  out. 
Abut  BVt  million  jobs  have  been  created 
in  the  past  3%  years.  So  the  minimum 
wage  is  certainly  not  a  factor  in  job  re- 
tardation. 

Indeed,  most  of  the  jobs  we  are  hop- 
ing to  create  are  not  minimum  wage 
jobs.  But  for  those  people  who  have  to 
work  at  40  hours  a  week,  trying  to  get 
by  doing  exactly  what  society  asks 
them  to  do,  I  think  it  is  not  too  much 
to  ask  for  a  minimum  wage  increase. 
Indeed,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  recall  that  when 
I  was  working  my  way  through  college, 
as  a  bunch  of  people  in  this  country 
have  done,  I  worked  at  minimum  wage, 
and  I  remember  that  the  only  collec- 
tive bargaining  agent  I  ever  had  when 
I  worked  in  that  hospital  carrying  bed 
pans,  and  when  I  did  other  work  along 
that  line,  the  only  collective  bargain- 
ing agent  I  ever  had  was  the  Federal 
Government  when  it  raised  the  mini- 
mum wage.  That  is  the  only  way  I  was 
going  to  see  a  wage  increase,  and  it  was 
the  only  way  that  millions  of  others 
were. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  were  amendments 
that  would  have  greatly  stripped  the 
minimum  wage  coverage.  One  of  the 
amendments,  the  Goodling  amend- 
ment, while  it  would  have  raised  the 
minimum  wage,  would  have  also  re- 
moved 10  million  people  from  possible 
coverage  by  the  minimum  wage.  That 
certainly  would  not  have  been  much  of 
a  victory.  We  could  have  celebrated  the 
seven  people  left  who  could  still  qual- 
ify for  an  increased  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  Speaker,  just  a  few  days  ago,  this 
House  passed  legislation  to  repeal  the 
gas  tax  for  7  months,  a  4.3-cent-a-gaI- 
lon  gasoline  tax  for  7  months.  Well,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  think  it  ironic  that  that  ac- 


tion takes  place.  We  were  able  to  pass 
the  gasoline  tax  suspension  for  7 
months.  That,  incidentally,  gets  you 
through  the  election.  I  guess  that  is  to 
enable  people  to  get  gasoline  to  drive 
to  the  polls. 

The  minimum  wage  increase  is  a  real 
measure.  It  puts  money  into  people's 
pockets.  It  grives  them  far  more  than 
the  gasoline  tax  repeal  for  7  months 
ever  would  have  given  them.  It  gives 
them  an  increase  over  a  2-year  period 
to  $5.15.  or  90  cents  an  hour.  It  is  what 
permits  that  person  to  recognize  some 
fruits  of  their  labor. 

We  are  asking  a  lot  of  people  in  wel- 
fare reform  to  get  off  of  welfare,  as 
they  should,  to  go  to  work.  What  Kind 
of  reward  is  there  if  you  do  not  get  a 
pay  increase  since  1991?  I  might  add.  I 
went  to  the  supermarket  the  other 
night.  Nobody  stopped  the  food  prices 
from  increasing.  Gasoline  prices  have 
been  increasing.  Everything  else  has 
been  increasing  since  1991.  But  wages  of 
people  who  do  a  lot  of  the  basic  work  in 
this  country  have  not. 

So  my  hope  is  that  this  can  be  the 
first  step  in  improving  the  working 
conditions  of  a  lot  of  middle-income 
working  people  in  our  country.  No,  this 
is  not  the  only  step.  There  is  a  lot  that 
needs  to  be  done  to  grow  jobs.  There  is 
a  lot  that  must  be  done  in  education. 
There  is  a  lot  that  must  be  done  build- 
ing the  public  works,  the  roads,  the 
bridges,  the  water  and  the  sewer  sys- 
tems, the  industrial  parks.  But  making 
sure  that  people  are  paid  a  fair  and 
adequate  wage,  raising  the  minimum 
wage  for  the  first  time  in  5  years,  rais- 
ing it  from  the  lowest  point  in  40  years 
in  terms  of  buying  power  that  it  has 
had,  I  think  that  is  a  significant  ac- 
complishment. 

So  I  am  glad  that  on  a  bipartisan 
basis  we  were  finally  able  to  fight  to 
bring  this  minimum  wage  bill  to  the 
floor,  to  get  it  on  the  floor,  to  defeat 
the  crippling  amendments  that  would 
have  removed  much  of  the  coverage  of 
the  minimum  wage,  and  to  pass  it  on 
the  House  floor. 

It  goes  now  to  the  Senate.  My  hoi>e  is 
that  there  it  will  move  equally  as 
quickly,  and  then  to  the  President  for 
his  signature. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a  good  day  that  the 
minimum  wage  finally  looks  like  it 
may  be  increased  this  year. 


RESIDENTS  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF 
COLUMBIA 

The  SPELAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
woman from  the  District  of  Columbia 
[Ms.  Norton]  is  recognized  for  5  min- 
utes. 

Ms.  NORTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  recog- 
nize that  the  day  has  been  much  de- 
voted to  a  discussion  of  the  minimum 
wage.  This  member  is  trsrlng  her  best 
to  make  certain  that  more  than  mini- 
mum wage  residents  continue  to  live  in 


12326 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


the  District.  I  have  just  come  back 
from  the  other  body,  where  Senator 
Connie  Mack,  the  chairman  of  the 
Joint  Economic  Committee,  has  just 
introduced  the  DC  Economic  Recovery 
Act  on  the  Senate  side,  the  bill  I  intro- 
duced on  April  15  on  the  House  side,  in 
order  to  give  a  tax  reduction  to  the 
residents  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
who  are  fleeing  in  awesome  numbers. 

The  District  does  not  have  a  State, 
so  any  tax  incentive — tax  cut  will  have 
to  come  from  this  body.  The  alter- 
native to  a  tax  cut  to  help  to  keep  mid- 
dle-income residents  in  the  city  is  an- 
nual increases  of  a  very  significant 
magnitude  in  the  Federal  payment. 
The  reason  that  would  be  necessary  is 
that  the  Constitution  requires  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States  to  maintain 
the  Capital  of  the  United  States.  For 
over  200  years,  it  is  the  residents  of  the 
Capital  of  the  United  States  who  have 
maintained  the  capital,  but  their  flight 
in  great  numbers  and  the  insolvency  of 
the  city  put  the  capital  of  the  United 
States  at  risk. 

No  one  can  doubt  that  this  is  the  case 
if  you  look  at  the  chart  before  us.  The 
tax  base  is  already  gone.  Eighty-three 
percent  of  tax  filers  have  an  income  of 
less  than  $50,000.  To  quote  Senator 
Mack: 

Washington's  situation  is  desperate.  Mid- 
dle-income residents  have  been  fleeing:  the 
city  in  startling  numbers. 

Senator  Mack  was  not  alone  in  intro- 
ducing this  bill.  Senator  Joseph 
LiEBERMAN,  a  Democrat,  became  the 
cosponsor  today,  as  well,  and  both 
spoke  at  this  press  conference.  What  I 
did  not  know  until  I  walked  into  the 
press  conference  was  that  yet  another 
Senator  had  on  this  very  first  day  of 
the  introduction  of  the  bill  come  on. 
Senator  Spencer  Abraham. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  sent  my  "dear  col- 
league" letters  out  yesterday  to  Mem- 
bers of  the  House,  and  I  am  pleased  to 
say  that  they  are  beginning  to  come 
on.  Mr.  Armey  has  become  a  cosponsor 
today,  and  I  am  very  grateful  for  that. 
The  Chairs  of  both  caucuses.  Repub- 
lican and  Democrat  in  this  House,  sup- 
port the  bUl. 

Why  is  there  such  support  for  this 
bill?  In  large  part,  it  is  because  the 
District  is  trying  to  do  it  the  old  fash- 
ioned way.  This  tax  break  will  not 
come  to  the  Government  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  but  to  the  residents, 
who  Mrith  their  own  money,  will  revive 
their  own  city. 

The  District  is  the  only  city  in  the 
United  States  that  pays  for  State, 
county  and  municipal  functions.  When 
it  was  a  city  of  800,000  people,  as  it  was 
when  I  was  a  kid  growing  up  in  this 
town,  it  could  do  that.  Now  it  is  a  town 
of  half  a  million  people,  and  it  simply 
cannot  pay  for  Medicare,  cannot  pay 
for  a  State  prison,  cannot  pay  for  a 
State  university  all  by  itself. 

The  District  is  the  only  city  in  the 
United  States  that  is  barred  by  the 


Congress  of  the  United  States  from  en- 
acting a  commuter  tax,  so  all  the  com- 
muters come  here,  use  the  services  my 
residents  provide  and  do  not  leave  one 
thin  dime. 

The  District  is  the  only  jurisdiction 
that  flies  the  American  flag,  where 
Federal  income  taxes  are  paid  by  the 
residents,  but  they  have  no  voting  rep- 
resentation in  the  House  or  in  the  Sen- 
ate. That,  my  friends,  I  am  sure  you 
will  agree,  is  un-American. 

□  1615 

We  would  still  pay  Federal  income 
taxes  under  my  bill,  but  we  would  not 
be  second  per  capita  in  Federal  income 
taxes,  as  we  are  today.  When  you  join 
our  local  taxes  with  our  Federal  taxes, 
the  residents  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia are  the  highest  taxed  residents  in 
the  United  States. 

The  District  does  not  say  "Give  me 
some  more  money."  The  District  says, 
the  House  and  the  Senate,  the  Demo- 
crats and  the  Republicans,  yes,  and  the 
administration,  all  have  their  versions 
of  tax  cuts.  If  taxes  are  to  be  cut,  let 
the  cutting  start  in  the  capital  of  the 
United  States,  which  does  not  have  full 
representation,  and  therefore  is  taxed 
without  representation,  in  the  capital 
of  the  United  States,  which  is  spiral- 
ling downward,  and  needs  to  give  i)eo- 
ple  an  incentive  to  remain  in  this  beau- 
tiful city. 

This  will  not  be  the  capital  we  are  all 
proud  of  if  we  let  it  continue  to  go 
down.  Please  sign  on  to  the  DC  Eco- 
nomic Recovery  Act,  as  three  Senators 
have  today. 


May  23,  1996 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 
A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Hmdregan,  one  of  its  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  Senate  had  passed  a 
concurrent  resolution  of  the  following 
title,  in  which  the  concurrence  of  the 
House  is  requested: 

S.  Con.  Res.  60.  Concurrent  resolution  pro- 
viding for  a  conditional  adjournment  or  re- 
cess of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. 

The  message  also  annoimced  that 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  104-52,  as 
amended  by  Public  Law  104-134,  the 
Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  majority  leader, 
appoints  the  Senator  from  Iowa,  Mr. 
Grassley;  David  L.  Keating,  of  Mary- 
land; J.  Fred  Kubik,  of  Kansas;  and 
Mark  L.  McConaghy,  of  Washington, 
D.C.,  to  the  National  Comntiission  on 
Restructuring  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service. 

The  message  also  annoimced  that 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  104-52,  as 
amended  by  Public  Law  104-134,  the 
Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  Democratic 
leader,  appoints  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska, Mr.  Kerrey;  and  Fred  T.  Gold- 
berg, Jr.,  of  Missouri,  to  the  National 
Commission  on  Restructuring  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Service. 


COMMUNICATION  FROM  CHAIRMAN 
OF    COMMITTEE    ON    TRANSPOR- 
TATION AND  INFRASTRUCTURE 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication  from   the   chairman   of  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure, which  was  read  and,  with- 
out objection,  referred  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Appropriations. 

House  of  Representatives,  Com- 
mittee ON  Transportation  and 
Infrastructure. 

Washington,  DC,  May  13. 1996. 
Hon.  Newt  Gingrich. 

Office  of  the  Speaker,  U.S.  Hovse  of  Representa- 
tives, Washington,  DC. 
Dear  Speaker  Gingrich:  Pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of 
1959,  I  am  transmitting  resolutions  approved 
by  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
ftrastructure  on  May  9. 1996. 
With  kind  personal  regards.  I  remain 
Sincerely, 

Bud  Shuster, 

Chairman. 
There  was  no  objection. 


COMMUNICATION  FROM  CHAIRMAN 
OF    COMMITTEE    ON    TRANSPOR- 
TATION AND  INFRASTRUCTURE 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication   from   the    chairman   of   the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure, which  was  read  and,  with- 
out objection,  referred  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Appropriations. 

House  of  Representatives,  Com- 
mtttee  on  transportation  and 
Infrastructure. 

Washington,  DC,  May  13, 1996. 
Hon.  NEWT  Gingrich, 

Speaker,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Wash- 
ington, DC. 
Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  Enclosed  are  copies  of 
resolutions  adopted  on  March  7.   1996  and 
May  9.  1996  by  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure.  A  copy  of  the  res- 
olutions are  being  transmitted  to  the  De- 
partment of  the  Army. 
With  kind  personal  regards,  I  remain 
Sincerely. 

Bud  Shuster, 

Chairman. 
There  was  no  objection. 


RETIREMENT  SAVINGS  AND  SECU- 
RITY  ACT— MESSAGE   FROM   THE 
PRESIDENT      OF      THE      UNITED 
STATES  (H.  DOC.  NO.  104-221) 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  message 
from    the    President    of    the    United 
States;  which  was  read  and,  together 
with  the  accompanying  papers,  without 
objection,  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means,  the  Committee  on 
Economic  and  Educational  Opportuni- 
ties,  the  Committee   on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight,  and  the  Com- 
mittee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure and  ordered  to  be  printed. 
To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  am  pleased  to  transmit  today  for 
the  consideration  of  the  Congress  the 
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"Retirement  Savings  and  Security 
Act."  This  legislation  is  designed  to 
empower  all  Americans  to  save  for 
their  retfrement  by  expanding  pension 
coverage,  increasing  portability,  and 
enhancing  security.  By  using  both  em- 
ployer and  individual  tax-advantaged 
retirement  savings  programs,  Ameri- 
cans can  benefit  from  the  opportunities 
of  our  changing  economy  while  assur- 
ing themselves  and  their  families 
greater  security  for  the  future.  A  gen- 
eral explanation  of  the  act  accom- 
panies this  transmittal. 

Today,  over  58  million  American  pub- 
lic and  private  sector  workers  are  cov- 
ered by  employer-sponsored  pension  or 
retirement  savings  plans.  Millions 
more  have  been  able  to  save  through 
Individual  Retirement  Accounts 
(IRAs).  The  Retfrement  Savings  and 
Security  Act  would  help  expand  pen- 
sions to  the  over  51  million  American 
private-sector  workers — including  over 
three-quarters  of  the  workers  in  small 
businesses — who  are  not  covered  by  an 
employer-sponsored  pension  or  retire- 
ment savings  program  and  need  both 
the  opportunity  and  encouragement  to 
start  saving.  Women  particularly  need 
this  expanded  coverage:  fewer  than 
one-third  of  all  women  retirees  who  are 
55  or  older  receive  pension  benefits, 
compared  with  55  percent  of  male  retir- 
ees. 

The  act  would  also  help  the  many 
workers  who  participate  in  pension 
plans  to  continue  to  save  when  they 
change  jobs.  It  would  reassure  all 
workers  who  save  through  employer- 
sponsored  plans  that  the  money  they 
have  saved,  as  well  as  that  put  aside  by 
employers  on  their  behalf,  will  be  there 
when  they  need  it. 

The  Retirement  Savings  and  Secu- 
rity Act  would: 
— Establish  a  simple  new  small  busi- 
ness 401(k)-type  plan— the  National 
Employee  Savings  Trust  (NEST)— 
and  simplify  complex  pension  laws. 
The  NEST  is  specifically  designed 
to  ensure  participation  by  low-  and 
moderate-wage  workers,  who  will 
be  able  to  save  up  to  S5,000  per  year 
tax-deferred,  plus  receive  employer 
contributions  toward  retfrement. 
The  act  would  encourage  employers 
of  all  sizes  to  cover  employees 
under  retfrement  plans,  and  it 
would  enable  employers  to  put 
more  money  into  benefits  and  less 
into  pajring  lawyers,  accountants, 
consultants,  and  actuaries. 
— Increase  the  ability  of  workers  to 
save  for  retirement  from  thefr  first 
day  on  the  job  by  removing  barriers 
to  pension  portability.  In  particu- 
lar, employers  would  be  encouraged 
no  longer  to  require  a  1-year  wait 
before  employees  can  contribute  to 
their  pension  plans.  The  Federal 
Government  would  set  the  example 
for  other  employers  by  allowing  its 
new  employees  to  begin  saving 
through   the   Thrift   Savings   Plan 


when  they  are  hfred,  rather  than 
having  to  wait  up  to  a  year.  In  ad- 
dition, the  Act  would  reduce  from 
10  to  5  years  the  time  those  partici- 
pating in  multiemployer  plans — 
union  plans  where  workers  move 
from  job  to  job— must  work  to  re- 
ceive vested  benefits.  It  would  also 
help  ensure  that  returning  veterans 
retain  pension  benefits  and  that 
workers  receive  their  retirement 
savings  even  when  a  previous  em- 
ployer is  no  longer  in  existence. 

—Expand  eligibility  for  tax-deduct- 
ible IRAs  to  20  million  more  fami- 
lies. In  addition,  the  Act  would  en- 
courage savings  by  making  the  use 
of  IRAs  more  flexible  by  allowing 
penalty-free  withdrawals  for  edu- 
cation and  training,  purchase  of  a 
first  home,  catastrophic  medical 
expenses,  and  long-term  unemploy- 
ment. It  would  also  provide  an  ad- 
ditional IRA  option  that  provides 
tax-free  distributions  instead  of 
tax-deductible  contributions. 

— Enhance  pension  security  by  pro- 
tecting the  savings  of  millions  of 
State  and  local  workers  from  their 
employer's  bankruptcy,  as  hap- 
pened in  Orange  Cotmty,  California. 
The  Act  would  (1)  require  prompt 
reporting  by  plan  administrators 
and  accountants  of  any  serious  and 
egregious  misuse  of  funds;  (2)  dou- 
ble the  guaranteed  benefit  for  par- 
ticipants in  multiemployer  plans  in 
the  unlikely  event  such  a  plan  be- 
comes insolvent;  and  (3)  enhance 
benefits  of  a  surviving  spouse  and 
dependents  under  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  System  and  the  Rail- 
road Retfrement  Ssrstem. 

— Ensure  that  pension  raiding,  such 
as  that  which  drained  $20  billion 
out  of  retfrement  funds  in  the  1980s, 
never  happens  again — by  retaining 
the  strong  current  laws  preventing 
such  abuses  and  by  requiring  peri- 
odic reports  on  reversions  by  the 
Secretary  of  Labor. 

Many  of  the  provisions  of  the  Retire- 
ment Savings  and  Security  Act  are 
new.  In  particular,  provisions  facilitat- 
ing saving  from  the  first  day  on  the 
job,  in  both  the  private  sector  and  the 
Federal  Government;  the  doubling  of 
the  multi-employer  guarantee;  and  im- 
proving benefits  for  surviving  spouses 
and  dependents  of  participajits  in  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  System  and 
the  Raifroad  Retirement  System  de- 
serve special  consideration  by  the  Con- 
gress. In  addition,  many  of  the  provi- 
sions and  concepts  in  this  Act  have 
been  previously  proposed  by  this  Ad- 
ministration and  have  broad  bipartisan 
support. 

American  workers  deserve  pension 
security — as  well  as  a  decent  wage,  life- 
long access  to  high  quality  education 
and  training,  and  health  security — to 
take  advantage  of  the  opportunities  of 
our  growing  economy. 


I  urge  the  prompt  and  favorable  con- 
sideration of  this  legislative  proposal 
by  the  Congress. 

William  J.  Clinton. 

The  White  House,  May  23, 1996. 


PROVIDING  FOR  CONDITIONAL  AD- 
JOURNMENT OR  RECESS  OF  SEN- 
ATE AND  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT- 
ATIVES 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  privileged 
Senate  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con. 
Res.  60)  providing  for  a  conditional  ad- 
journment or  recess  of  the  Senate  and 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  concur- 
rent resolution,  as  follows: 
S.  con.  Res.  60 

Resolved  by  the  SenaU  (the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives concurring).  That  when  the  Sen- 
ate recesses  or  adjourns  at  the  close  of  busi- 
ness on  Thursday.  May  23.  1996.  Friday,  May 
24.  1996.  or  Saturday.  May  25.  1996.  pursuant 
to  a  motion  made  by  the  Majority  Leader  or 
his  designee,  in  accordance  with  this  resolu- 
tion, it  stand  recessed  or  adjourned  until 
noon  on  Monday.  June  3.  1996.  or  Tuesday, 
June  4.  1996.  or  until  such  time  on  that  day 
as  may  be  specified  by  the  Majority  Leader 
or  his  designee  in  the  motion  to  recess  or  ad- 
journ, or  until  noon  on  the  second  day  after 
Members  are  notified  to  reassemble  pursuant 
to  section  2  of  this  concurrent  resolution, 
whichever  occurs  first;  and  that  when  the 
House  of  Representatives  adjourns  on  the 
legislative  day  of  Thursday.  May  23.  1996,  it 
stand  adjourned  until  2K)0  p.m.  on  Wednes- 
day. May  29.  1996.  or  until  noon  on  the  second 
day  after  Members  are  notified  to  reassemble 
pursuant  to  section  2  of  this  concurrent  reso- 
lution, whichever  occurs  first. 

Sec.  2.  The  Majority  Leader  of  the  Senate 
and  the  Speaker  of  the  House,  acting  jointly 
after  consultation  with  the  Minority  Leader 
of  the  Senate  and  Minority  Leader  of  the 
House,  shall  notify  the  Members  of  the  Sen- 
ate and  the  House,  respectively,  to  reassem- 
ble whenever,  in  their  opinion,  the  public  in- 
terest shall  warrant  it. 

The  Senate  concurrent  resolution 
was  concurred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


TURKISH  STUDIES  PROGRAM 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Pallone] 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  PAT  J. ONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  express  my  serious  concern 
about  what  I  consider  a  troubling  case 
of  the  manipulation  of  historical  fact 
under  the  guise  of  academic  integrity. 
This  is  happening  at  a  university  in  my 
own  State,  Princeton  University,  an 
Ivy  League  university  and  one  of  the 
leading  institutions  of  higher  learning 
in  the  Nation  and  in  the  world. 

As  the  New  York  Times  reported  yes- 
terday, Princeton  accepted  S750.000 
from  the  Government  of  Turkey  to 
endow  a  new  Attaturk  Chair  of  Turkish 
Studies  in  the  Department  of  Near 
Eastern  Studies  and  hired  a  professor. 
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Heath  W.  Lowry,  who  worked  for  the 
Turkish  Government  as  executive  di- 
rector of  the  Washingrton-based  Insti- 
tute of  Txirkish  Studies.  Professor 
Lowry  has  written  and  spoken  exten- 
sively, questioning  whether  or  not  the 
Armenian  genocide  conmiitted  by  the 
TiTkish  Ottoman  Empire  between  the 
years  1915  and  1923  actually  occurred. 

Mr.  Speaker,  last  month,  on  April  24, 
more  than  40  Members  of  this  body 
from  both  sides  of  the  aisle  took  part 
in  a  series  of  special  orders  commemo- 
rating the  81st  anniversary  of  the 
unleashing  of  this  genocide  against  the 
Armenian  people.  It  was  planned  and 
executed  in  the  name  of  Turkish  na- 
tionalism in  the  final  years  of  the 
Ottoman  Empire.  Eventually,  1.5  mil- 
lion Armenian  men,  women,  and  chil- 
dren were  murdered  in  this  first, 
though  sadly  not  the  last,  genocide  in 
the  20th  century.  Although  the  word 
"genocide"  had  not  yet  been  coined, 
genocide  is  what  happened.  It  is  a  great 
and  noble  effort  for  this  Congress  to 
recognize  that  the  genocide  occurred.  I 
will  be  working  with  my  colleagues 
from  both  sides  of  the  aisle  to  enact  a 
resolution  officially  recognizing  the 
historic  fact  that  the  genocide  oc- 
curred and  urging  Tvu-key,  the  recipi- 
ent of  millions  of  dollars  in  United 
States  assistance,  to  finally  end  its  de- 
ceitful policy  of  denying  that  the  geno- 
cide ever  took  place. 

While  remembering  the  Armenian 
genocide  is  important  in  its  own  right 
from  the  standpoint  of  honoring  the 
victims  and  providing  future  genera- 
tions with  an  important  example  of 
what  can  happen  when  ethnic  hatred 
goes  unchallenged,  one  of  the  most  im- 
portant reasons  for  commemorating 
the  genocide  is  to  challenge  the  efforts 
of  those  who  deny  that  it  occurred. 

Now  we  see  this  genocide  denial  has 
been  given  a  platform  at  one  of  our 
most  prestigious  universities.  Profes- 
sor Lowry,  who  is  recognized  as  one  of 
the  leading  specialists  in  Turkish  stud- 
ies, does  not  necessarily  deny  that 
many  Armenian  people  suffered  and 
died  during  that  period  of  time,  but  he 
claims  that  the  word  "genocide"  is  not 
the  most  accurate  word  to  describe  this 
tragedy.  Ck>incidentally,  this  has  been 
the  line  put  out  by  the  Turkish  Gov- 
ernment and  its  apologists. 

The  Turkish  spin  that  has  been  put 
on  the  genocide  is  disputed  by  a  large 
volume  of  documented  evidence,  much 
of  it  collected  by  American  diplomats 
and  journalists  on  the  scene.  There  is 
also  the  testimony  of  the  survivors. 
There  was.  in  conjunction  with  the 
physical  destruction  of  the  Armenian 
people,  the  effort  to  erase  all  traces  of 
the  Armenian  presence  in  the  areas 
now  in  Eastern  Turkey  by  changing  ge- 
ographic names  and  destrojring  Arme- 
nian religious  and  cultural  monu- 
ments. This  was  not  a  random  violence, 
Mr.  Speaker,  but  a  concerted  program 
to  eliminate  the  Armenian  people  and 


culture.   It  was,   as  we  now  use   the 
term,  "a  genocide." 

While  Professor  Lowry  and  others 
have  the  freedom  to  publish,  obviously, 
what  they  like,  I  question  whether  it 
sets  a  good  precedent  for  a  major  uni- 
versity to  accept  funding  from  a  for- 
eign government  to  essentially  pro- 
mote its  propaganda.  Many  scholars 
agree,  and  have  sharply  criticized 
Princeton  because  that  is  exactly  what 
is  happening.  I  would  hope  that  Prince- 
ton would  seriously  reconsider  taking 
money  from  the  Government  of  Turkey 
for  this  purpose  or,  at  a  minimum, 
would  somehow  build  into  its  program 
certain  safeguards  to  prevent  the  Turk- 
ish Government  influence  over  essen- 
tially what  the  professor  or  others 
might  say. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  that  this  is  just 
one  example,  if  you  will,  of  how  the 
Turkish  Government  tries  to  influence 
what  goes  on  in  this  country,  not  only 
here  in  Congress,  but  also  through  our 
institutions  of  higher  education,  but  I 
think  it  is  terribly  important  that 
Princeton  University  and  other  univer- 
sities like  it  do  not  continue  to  let 
their  academic  programs  be  influenced 
because  of  the  money  that  is  being  do- 
nated, in  this  case  by  Turkey,  or  other 
foreign  governments. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like,  if  I  could, 
to  include  the  article  that  was  in  the 
New  York  Times  on  Wednesday,  May 
22,  entitled  "Princeton  Is  Accused  of 
Fronting  for  the  Trirkish  Govern- 
ment." 

(By  William  H.  Honan) 

A  group  of  prominent  scholars  and  writers 
contends  that  Princeton  University  is  allow- 
ing itself  to  be  used  by  the  Turkish  Govern- 
ment as  a  center  for  propaganda  about  Tur- 
key's role  in  the  massacre  of  a  million  Arme- 
nians during  World  War  L 

Three  years  ago,  the  university  accepted 
$750,000  from  the  Government  of  Turkey  to 
endow  a  new  Ataturk  Chair  of  Turkish  Stud- 
ies In  the  Department  of  Near  Eastern  Stud- 
ies and  hired  a  professor.  Heath  W.  Lowry, 
who  had  worked  for  the  Turkish  Govern- 
ment, as  executive  director  of  the  Washing- 
ton-based Institute  of  Turkish  Studies. 

Peter  Balakian,  a  professor  of  English  at 
Colgate  University  who  has  helped  organize 
recent  protests  against  the  appointment, 
characterized  Professor  Lowry 's  scholarship 
as  "evil  euphemistic  evasion"  and  charged 
that  his  appointment  at  Princeton  was  an  in- 
stance of  a  foreign  government  bu3ring  credi- 
bility for  its  propaganda  by  endowing  a  chair 
at  an  American  university  and  Influencing 
the  choice  of  who  fills  the  post. 

Princeton  has  defended  the  appointment  of 
Professor  Lowry  through  a  terse  statement 
by  Amy  Gutmann,  the  dean  of  the  faculty, 
declaring  that  the  university  "does  not  per- 
mit donors  of  chairs  to  Influence  the  out- 
come of  its  appointment  process." 

Debates  on  responsibility  for  the  Armenian 
massacres  In  1915  and  1916  have  gone  on  for 
years,  and  have  accelerated  recently  with 
the  rising  interest  in  Holocaust  studies.  The 
Turks  and  a  handful  of  American  scholars, 
among  them  Professor  Lowry,  contend  that 
the  Armenian  deaths  were  the  unintended  re- 
sult of  wartime  deprivation,  while  the  Arme- 
nians  and  many   more   American   scholars 


consider  It  genocide  centrally  planned  by  the 
Ottoman  Turks. 

The  attacks  on  Princeton  erupted  last  year 
with  a  critical  article  In  the  academic  jour- 
nal Holocaust  and  Genocide  Studies  by  the 
scholar  Robert  Jay  LIfton.  In  February,  a 
group  of  100  scholars  and  writers  published  a 
denunciation  of  the  Turkish  Government  and 
Professor  Lowry  in  The  Chronicle  of  Higher 
Education,  a  weekly  journal;  the  signers  in- 
cluded Alfred  Kazin,  Norman  Mailer.  Arthur 
Miller.  Joyce  Carol  Oates.  Susan  Sontag, 
William  Styron,  David  RIesman  and  John 
Updike.  And  a  group  of  nearly  200  Armenian- 
Americans  held  a  protest  meeting  last 
Wednesday  night  at  the  Princeton  Club  in 
New  York  City. 

For  his  part.  Professor  Lowry  says  his 
skepticism  about  whether  the  deaths  were 
centrally  planned  simply  reflects  adherence 
to  scholarly  rules  of  evidence. 

"The  Turkish  Government  is  just  as  un- 
happy with  a  lot  of  my  work  as  are  some  of 
the  Armenians  who  attack  me,"  he  said.  "I 
have  never  denied  the  terrible  suffering  and 
deaths  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  Arme- 
nians during  the  First  World  War.  But  1  ob- 
ject to  the  use  of  the  word  genocide  until  the 
relevant  records  are  located,  studied  and 
have  proved  that  genocide  Is  In  fact  the  most 
accurate  term  to  describe  this  tragedy." 

The  furor  over  the  appointment  was 
prompted  by  an  odd  Incident  involving  Pro- 
fessor Lifton,  who  teaches  at  the  John  Jay 
College  of  Criminal  Justice  in  Manhattan.  In 
October  1990,  the  Turkish  Ambassador  to  the 
United  States.  Nuzhet  Kandemir,  wrote  to 
Professor  Lifton,  upbraiding  him  for  refer- 
ring in  his  latest  book  to  the  "so-called"  'Ar- 
menlaLn  genocide.'  " 

Professor  Lifton  was  not  surprised  by  the 
attack,  but  be  was  by  a  puzzling  enclosure 
with  the  lette-.  It  was  a  memo  from  Profes- 
sor Lowry  t  ^he  Ambassador  that  showed 
Professor  L.>-ry  had  drafted  the  official 
Turkish  Government  protest  to  the  Lifton 
book. 

The  memo  said  Professor  Lowry  was  writ- 
ing to  Ambassador  Kandemir  "with  an  eye  to 
drafting  a  letter  for  your  signature  to  the 
author." 

In  the  Holocaust  and  Genocide  Studies  ar- 
ticle last  year.  Professor  Lifton  revealed  the 
memo  and  branded  Professor  Lowry  as  an 
apologist  for  the  Turkish  Government. 

In  a  recent  Interview,  Professor  Lowry  ac- 
knowledged that  his  memo  to  Ambassador 
Kandemir  was  a  mistake.  "I  was  not  a  pro- 
fessor at  Princeton  when  I  wrote  that,"  he 
said.  "Looking  back  from  where  I  am  today, 
I  goofed." 

Professor  Lowry,  53,  received  a  Ph.D.  in 
Turkish  studies  from  the  University  of  Cali- 
fornia, Los  Angeles  in  19T7.  In  1985,  he  was 
one  of  69  specialists  in  Turkish  studies  who 
signed  a  petition  urging  tita,t  a  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives resolution  condemning  the 
crime  of  genocide  should  not  include  the  Ar- 
menian massacres.  These  crimes,  the  peti- 
tion stated,  were  the  result  of  "Intercom- 
munal  warfare"  complicated  by  "disease, 
famine,  suffering  and  massacres." 

"In  my  opinion,"  he  said  in  an  interview, 
"it  was  a  total  breakdown  in  civil  authority 
on  the  part  of  a  young,  revolutionary  gov- 
ernment flgbting  a  world  war  simulta- 
neously on  a  number  of  ftonts.  That  govern- 
ment's decision  to  relocate  its  Armenian 
citizenry  into  north  Syria  created  a  situa- 
tion in  which  the  deportees  were  subjected  to 
attacks  by  marauding  Kurdish  tribesmen, 
starvation  and  the  ravages  of  cholera  and  ty- 
phus epidemics." 

The  current  scholarly  debate  over  the  Ar- 
menian deaths  focuses  on  three  principal 
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sources  of  evidence:  the  memoirs  of  Henry 
Morgenthau,  who  was  the  United  States  Am- 
bassador to  Turkey  from  1913  to  1916;  a  re- 
mark that  Hitler  reportedly  made  in  1939. 
and  cable  traffic  and  other  messages  from 
German  diplomats  stationed  in  Turkey  dur- 
ing World  War  1. 

Vahakn  N.  Dadrian.  a  sociologist  who 
wrote  "The  History  of  the  Armenian  Geno- 
cide" (Berghahn  Books,  Providence,  1995), 
said  that  Ambassador  Morgan thau's  mem- 
oirs—published In  1918— provided  "conclusive 
proor'  that  the  Turks  committed  genocide. 

"Morgenthau  reported  that  when  he  com- 
plained to  top  Turkish  leaders  about  reports 
that  women,  children  and  old  people  were 
being  marched  into  the  desert  to  be  killed," 
Professor  Dadrian  said,  "he  was  told:  'We 
can't  make  distinctions.  Those  who  are  not 
guilty  today  will  oppose  us  in  the  future." " 

But  Professor  Lowry  counters  that  official 
records  he  discovered  show  that  Robert  Lan- 
sing, the  Secretary  of  State  then,  rewrote 
parts  of  the  memoirs,  and  that  the  book- 
long  considered  a  standard  In  the  annals  of 
diplomatic  history— is  filled  with  "outright 
lies  and  half-truths".  His  findings  were  pub- 
lished In  1990  by  an  academic  press  in 
Istanbul. 

The  remark  by  Hitler  is  another  matter  of 
contention  among  scholars.  He  is  reported  to 
have  said  in  a  private  meeting  with  SS  chiefs 
at  Obersalzberg.  on  the  eve  of  the  invasion  of 
Poland:  "Be  merciless  in  exterminating  Pol- 
ish men,  women  and  children.  Who,  after  all, 
speaks  today  of  the  annihilation  of  the  Ar- 
menians?" 

Professor  Lifton  said  the  quotation  not 
only  confirms  the  genocide  of  the  Armenians 
but  Indicates  that  "if  you  don't  confront 
genocide,  the  next  group  Inclined  toward  it 
can  see  Itself  as  carrying  out  the  genocide 
with  impunity." 

Professor  Lowry  said  he  believes  the  Hitler 
quote  Is  probably  apocryphal  and  has  been 
used  to  establish  a  false  link  between  the 
tragic  history  of  the  Turkish  Armenians  and 
the  Holocaust  a  generation  later. 

"The  Nuremberg  War  Crimes  Tribunal  dis- 
carded this  version  of  Hitler's  speech  and  re- 
lied instead  on  a  version  which  does  not  con- 
tain any  reference  to  the  Armenians,"  he 
said. 

The  third  source  of  evidence,  German  dip- 
lomatic traffic  reporting  the  Armenian  mas- 
sacres, is  considered  particularly  important 
by  scholars,  because  Turkey  was  a  German 
ally  in  the  World  War  I  and  because  in  their 
confidential  reports  to  Berlin,  the  German 
diplonuits  had  no  discernible  reason  to  fal- 
sify what  they  saw. 

Roger  W.  Smith,  a  professor  of  government 
at  the  College  of  William  and  Mary  in  Wil- 
liamsburg, Va.,  who  specializes  in  genocide 
studies,  said  the  German  cable  traffic  proves 
that  the  deaths  were  genocide. 

In  an  Interview,  he  said,  "Hans 
Wangenhelm,  the  German  Ambassador  to 
Turkey,  reported  to  Berlin  in  July  1915  that 
the  Turkish  Government  'is  really  pursuing 
the  aim  of  destroying  the  Armenian  race.' " 

Professor  Lowry  said  he  still  needed  to  be 
persuaded.  "If  this  material  and  newly  avail- 
able archives  from  Russia,  the  Ottoman  Em- 
pire and  the  various  Armenian  revolutionary 
organizations,  imints  to  genocide  as  an  accu- 
rate description  of  what  actually  took 
place,"  he  said,  "I'll  be  the  first  to  use  the 
word." 


NO  BRIDGE  TOO  FAR 

Under  the  Speaker's  announced  pol- 
icy of  May  12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from 


California  [Mr.  Dornan]  is  recognized 
for  30  minutes  as  the  designee  of  the 
majority  leader. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  signed 
up  for  60  minutes,  but  my  colleague 
from  the  beautiful  adjoining  Southern 
California  district  to  the  south,  which 
has  some  of  the  most  beautiful  surf  in 
the  Nation,  I  am  landlocked,  Mr.  Dana 
Rohrabacher,  will  follow  me.  I  gladly 
gave  him  30  minutes  of  my  time.  He 
has  some  very  important  things  upon 
which  he  will  report  to  his  district,  the 
Nation,  the  Members  of  this  House,  all 
through  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  left  Speaker 
Newt  Gingrich's  office,  and  he  told  us 
earlier  that  if  he  got  235  signatures  on 
a  letter  to  Mr.  Clinton  asking  him  in 
the  name  of  duty,  honor  and  country, 
to  remove  from  his  legal  pleadings  to 
get  out  of  giving  Paula  Corbin  Jones, 
the  young  lady  who  is  claiming  sexual 
harassment,  alleging  a  case  of  some- 
thing beyond  sexual  harassment,  at  the 
high  end  of  it.  that  category  where  it  is 
a  crime,  that  he  not  have  to  give  her 
her  day  in  court,  that  he  not  appear  in 
court,  because,  among  many  other  friv- 
olous reasons,  that  he  should  be  consid- 
ered an  active  duty  military  officer  as 
the  Commander-in-Chief  of  the  Armed 
Forces  of  the  United  States. 

He  refers  to  a  not  obscure,  but  not 
often  used,  act  of  this  Congress  in  1940, 
and  it  is  called  the  Soldiers  and  Sailors 
Relief  Act  of  1940,  and  that  is  what  he 
is  claiming  through  his  lawyer.  Bob 
Bennett,  that  is  a  Republican  activist 
and  good  friend  of  mine.  Bill  Bennett's 
older  brother,  that  Bob  Bennett,  the 
principal  lawyer  on  what  some  people 
in  the  press  are  calling  Clinton's  dream 
team,  hoping  for  the  same  impossible 
outcome  as  killer  O.J.  Simpson  got, 
that  they  are  claiming  this  1940  act. 

Back  to  Speaker  Gingrich.  He  said 
you  get  236,  of  course  I  will  be  on  there, 
make  it  unanimous.  Well,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona,  Mr.  BOB  Stump, 
who  is  the  point  man  on  this,  I  am  fly- 
ing tight  wing  on  World  War  n  veteran 
Bob  Stump,  combat  veteran,  so  this 
Korean  peacetime  fighter  pilot  is  right 
there  with  him,  and  in  two  days  we  got 
all  235  signatures.  I  just  left  Newt 
Gingrich's  office.  He  is  236.  We  picked 
up  a  couple  of  veterans  on  the  Demo- 
crat side  of  the  aisle,  and  we  are  off 
and  running  with  238  signatures. 

I  will  read  the  letter,  in  a  moment 
when  it  arrives,  to  the  President,  or 
the  press  release.  The  letter  will  be  fi- 
nally constructed  tomorrow,  delivered 
to  the  White  House  tomorrow  after- 
noon, on  this  Memorial  Day  weekend, 
asking  Mr.  Clinton  and  company  to 
take  that  example  of  a  pleading  out  of 
his  case,  to  delay  untD  1997  Paula 
Corbin's  day  in  court,  or  if  he  were  to 
win  a  second  term,  to  delay  it  until  the 
next  century,  2001  is  when  Mr.  Clinton 
would  leave  office,  at  noon  on  January 
20  if  he  gets  a  second  term,  and  then 
Paula  Corbin  Jones  can  have  her  day  in 
court. 


Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  you.  who  was  one 
of  the  first  signers  of  the  letter  out  of 
238,  I  think  you  might  have  been  so 
busy  today,  you  missed  the  inimitable 
Maureen  Dowd,  her  column  in  the  New 
York  Times,  America's  paper  of  record. 
All  the  news  that  fits— I  mean  all  the 
news  that  is  fit  to  print.  That  was  not 
deliberate.  I  have  said  it  the  other  way 
so  often  that  I  did  not  mean  to  do  that. 
All  the  news  that  is  fit  to  print. 

Maureen  Dowd  was  going  to  title  her 
colimin  on  Mr.  Clinton  "Hiding  Behind 
the  Soldiers  and  Sailors  Relief  Act  of 
1940."  and  I  will  explain  that  in  some 
brief  detail,  what  it  is  and  what  it  is 
not.  It  involves  only  civil  cases,  by  the 
way,  not  criminal  charges.  It  does  not 
cover  sexual  harassment.  But  Maureen 
Dowd  told  me  she  was  going  to  call  her 
column  "Sergeant  Bilk."  I  said  well,  I 
would  have  called  it  "No  Bridge  Too 
Far."  Cross  my  heart,  that  is  what  I 
said.  Mr.  Speaker,  right  in  that  Speak- 
er's lobby.  And  guess  what  she  calls  her 
column?  "No  Bridge  Too  Far." 

Above  her  name,  which  appears  be- 
cause she  would  be  one  of  their  senior 
columnists,  above  her  own  name 
Maureen  Dowd  appears  "Liberties."  It 
is  kind  of  a  top  headline.  And  then  a 
subject-headline  says,  I  can  hear  the 
music.  "He's  in  the  Army  now."  And 
here  is  her  colimm,  dateline  "Washing- 
ton." That  is  where  Maureen  Dowd 
covers  the  whole  wild  scene  inside  the 
Beltway,  firom  right  here  in  the  arena 
listening  to  the  screams  of  the  Chris- 
tians and  the  roars  of  the  lions. 

She  says,  "As  A  society,  we  haven't 
preserved  our  sense  of  shame."  Billy 
Graham  signed  off  on  that  on  May  2  in 
the  rotunda. 

a  1630 

We  have  not  preserved  our  sense  of 
shame.  "But  Bill  Clinton  is  doing  his 
best",  his  best — 

To  preserve  our  sense  of  shamelessness. 

The  President  and  his  Rasputin.  Dick  Mor- 
ris, have  broken  creative  new  ground  in 
brazenness. 

First  they  snatch  Republican  positions 
counting,  not  unreasonably,  on  the  forgetful- 
ness  of  voters  and  the  expediency  of  Demo- 
crats who  want  their  Republican  In  the 
White  House  to  win.  And  now  they  are  both 
embroiled  in  kerfufiles  on  Capitol  Hill, 
where  it  takes  a  lot  to  be  called  shameless. 

At  my  age,  Mr.  Speaker,  when  I  come 
across  a  new  word,  it  is  a  thrill.  When 
I  was  a  young  college  kid  I  used  to  read 
a  Bill  Buckley  column  and  find  five 
words  I  did  not  know.  I  now  know  that 
Bill  Buckley  and  I  are  peers  because  I 
have  not  read  a  column  of  his  in  at 
least  2  years  where  I  have  not  known 
every  word  in  the  column,  but  this  one 
is  a  new  one. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER,  would  you  do  me  a 
favor?  As  you  prepare  your  succinct  re- 
marks and  trenchant  comments  for  to- 
night, would  you  go  to  the  big  diction- 
ary and  look  up  this  word,  K-E^R-F-U- 
F-F-L-E-S,  kerfuffles.  That  is  what 
Maureen  Dowd  says,  and  I  will  read 
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this  sentence  a«rain.  I  love  to  leaxn  a 
new  word,  "And  now  they  are  both  em- 
broiled." the  President  and  his  people 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  "in 
kerfufnes  on  Capitol  Hill,  where  it 
takes  a  lot  to  be  called  shameless." 

"In  a  move  that  marks  a  new  level  of 
chutzpah  in  American  politics,  Mr. 
Clinton's  lawyers  mentioned  in  their 
appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court",  this  is 
the  Supreme  Court  across  the  street 
there  on  the  east  side  of  this  beautiful 
Capitol  Hill,  Mr.  Speaker,  "on  Paula 
Corbin  Jones's  sexual  harassment  suit 
that  the  President  may  be  protected  by 
the  Soldiers'  and  Sailors'  Civil  Relief 
Act  of  1940,  which  was  designed  to  give 
American  troops  some  protection  from 
civil  suits  while  on  active  duty." 

And  if  people  wonder  why  that  is  1940 
instead  of  1941  or  1942,  remember,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  in  this  Chamber,  in  Au- 
gust of  1941,  the  draft,  which  had  been 
in  existence  for  a  year,  was  saved  by 
one  vote  in  this  Chamber.  It  past  a  lit- 
tle more  comfortably  in  the  Senate. 
And  it  was  because  we  were  taking 
young  men  off  the  farms  and  out  of 
high  schools  and  colleges  and  putting 
them  in  the  military.  No  one  could 
foreclose  on  their  home  or  hit  them 
with  a  civil  suit  while  they  were  on  ac- 
tive duty  and  pretty  soon  about  to  face 
the  Japanese  warlord's  treachery  at 
Pearl  Harbor. 

Mr.  BONO.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen- 
tleman jrteld? 

Mr.  DORNAN.  I  jrield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  BONO.  It  appears  from  your  dia- 
logue here  that  you  are  rather  emo- 
tional about  an  issue,  and  I  may  be 
going  the  wrong  way,  and  I  certainly 
do  not  want  to  go  against  a  colleague, 
but  I  though  it  would  be  a  nice  gesture 
on  our  part  to  collect  funds  and  buy  a 
flak  jacket  for  the  President. 

I  just  want  to  make  sure  that  that  is 
not  offensive  to  the  line  of  dialog  that 
you  are  using  here. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Well,  you  made  a  cred- 
ible case  earlier  to  me  on  the  floor,  not 
just  in  humor,  that  if  he  pursued  this 
and  got  a  finding  of  the  Supreme  Court 
that  he  truly  was  on  active  duty,  at 
our  press  conference,  one  of  the  press. 
Less  Consolvlng,  of  a  local  radio  sta- 
tion, I  think  he  is  syndicated,  said, 
"Does  that  mean  he  would  have  to  test 
for  mv?"  HENRY  Hyde,  our  distin- 
guished colleague  and  chairman  of  the 
Conmiittee  on  the  Judiciary,  said 
maybe  he  would  have  to  go  through 
boot  camp.  An  abbreviated  one,  to  be 
sure.  And  imagine  him  on  active  duty 
and  all  the  repercussions  and  fallout 
from  that. 

Mr.  BONO.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  I  have  just  been  joined 
by  Mr.  Bob  Stump.  I  wish  you  would 
take  that  microphone,  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs.  Bob 
STUMP  has  brought  to  me  Newt  Ging- 
rich's signature.  That  makes  it  236. 
Susan  Molinari  called  in  from  crib 
side  with  her  brand  new  baby. 


Mr.  STUMP.  Yes. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  I  remember  the  baby's 
middle  name.  Ruby.  I  forget  the  first 
name.  Maybe  it  is  Susan  Ruby  Paxon. 
So  that  makes  it  236.  So  it  is  official. 

Let  me  just  thank  you,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, and  if  you  would  tell  us  briefly 
why  you  as  a  World  War  n  veteran  find 
this  the  bizarrest  of  stretches,  or  as 
Maureen  Dowd  put  it,  "No  Bridge  Too 
Far",  that  Clinton's  pleadings  in  the 
Supreme  Court  on  the  Paul  Corbin 
Jones  case  is  offensive  to  you  a  vet- 
eran. 

Mr.  STUMP.  Mr.  DoRNAN,  let  me  just 
thank  you  for  all  your  hard  work  on 
this,  and  the  reason  we  got  so  involved 
in  this,  it  is  so  offensive  to  anyone  that 
has  ever  worn  the  uniform  of  the 
United  States  services.  The  fact  that 
this  num  that  said  one  time  that  he  did 
not  like  the  military  and  now  he  is  try- 
ing to  hide  behind  the  service  of  the 
military  is  incredible. 

So  I  just  want  to  thank  you,  and  the 
Speaker  signing  that  letter  now  makes, 
and  I  thank  we  are  waiting  for  one  per- 
son to  call  in  from  the  airport  that  we 
somehow  happened  to  miss,  but  that  is 
236. 

Mr.  BONO.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr.  DORNAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  BONO.  I  would  like  to  enter  into 
a  question  and  answer  process,  if  I 
may,  with  you  for  a  second. 

I  am  baffled.  You  would  assume  that 
the  President  of  the  United  States  and 
what  he  does  would  be  considered  news, 
especially  if  you  are  a  newspaper. 
Would  that  be  a  correct  assumption? 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  BONO.  Do  your  find  it  interest- 
ing that  a  President  who  has  now  stat- 
ed that  he  is  in  the  military  and  is 
using  that  for  a  defense  and,  therefore, 
should  not  be  brought  before  any  jus- 
tice system  while  he  is  in  the  military, 
is  only  reported,  and  I  get  three  papers, 
but  it  was  only  reported  in  the  Times. 

I  am  just  curious,  and  perhaps  you 
have  the  answer,  why  would  not  the 
Post  and  the  Gannett  paper  grive  us 
that  story?  It  is  impossible  that  they 
would  be  embarrassed  to  relate  such  a 
story,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Well,  at  our  press  con- 
ference, two  reporters  began  to  argue,  I 
do  not  like  debates  at  press  con- 
ferences, that  it  was  only  an  example. 
They  asked  who  had  read  it.  Well,  Mr. 
Stump  of  Arizona  had  read  the  Bennett 
part  of  their  pleadings,  I  had,  and  it 
was  more  than  an  example.  It  was  a 
hint  to  the  judge  that  we  will  put  this 
in  formal  language  if  you  will  go  this 
far  with  this. 

And  I  think  the  answer  to  your  ques- 
tion is  buried  in  the  fact  that  in  a  re- 
cent poll  91  percent  of  the  elite  news 
media.  New  York,  Hollywood,  all  the 
major  papers,  and  all  the  major  papers 
here  except  the  Washington  Times,  91 
percent  said   they  voted  for  Clinton 


over  George  Bush.  So  that  is  the  rea- 
son. 

I  tell  you  what.  I  have  here  the  one 
paper,  the  great  Washington  Times, 
that  has  driven  the  story.  I  see  they 
have  a  lead  editorial  that  says  "Bill 
Clinton  Military  Man?" 

So  let  me  finish  Maureen  Dowd's  col- 
umn, stay  right  where  you  are,  if  you 
have  the  time.  Mr.  Rohrabacher 
looked  up  the  word  in  this  big  diction- 
ary and  kerfuffles  is  not  in  the  diction- 
ary. So  I  will  ask  Maureen  if  she  is 
using  a  British  dictionary.  That  one  is 
so  old,  though,  it  still  has  sodomy  in  it 
and  does  not  have  homophobia,  so 
maybe  it  has  not  been  updated. 

But  here  is  the  rest  of  Maureen 
Dowd's  column,  and  then  I  will  read 
the  lead  editorial  in  today's  Washing- 
ton Times. 

She  says,  and  I  will  go  back  one  sen- 
tence. 

In  a  move  that  marks  a  new  level  of 
chutzpah  in  American  politics,  Clinton's  law- 
yers mentioned  in  their  appeal  to  the  Su- 
preme Ctourt  on  Paul  Corbin  Jones's  sexual 
harassment  suit  that  the  President  may  be 
protected  by  the  aforementioned  act  of  1940, 
which  was  designed  to  grtve  American  troops 
some  protection  from  civil  suits  while  on  ac- 
tive duty. 

President  Clinton  here  thus  seeks, 
these  are  the  exact  words  of  Bob  Ben- 
nett, 

President  Clinton  here  thus  seeks  relief 
similar  to  that  which  he  may  be  entitled  as 
Commander  In  Chief  of  the  armed  forces,  and 
which  is  routinely  available  to  service  mem- 
bers under  his  command.  Not  for  criminal 
action. 

Robert  Bennett,  the  President's  law- 
yer, said  he  had  only  cited  the  act  as 
an  example  that  might  extend  to  the 
Commander  in  Chief,  not  as  his  main 
argument.  But  Mr.  Bennett  is  getting 
paid  too  much  money  to  make  the  hid- 
eous mistake  of  reminding  the  public 
of  one  of  Mr.  Clinton's  improvidences — 
his  maneuvering  on  the  draft — in  de- 
fense of  another — his  wandering  eye. 

Some  veterans  groups  and  Bob 
Stump,  the  Arizona  Republican  who  is 
chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Veterans'  Affairs,  and  I  would  add  for 
Maureen,  since  she  spoke  to  me,  the 
chairman  of  military  personnel  sub- 
committee, myself,  did  not  care  for  Mr. 
Clinton's  opportunistic  enlistment — 
Hello  sailor. 

Mr.  Stump  is  sending  the  President  a 
letter  signed  by  170  Republicans,  ad- 
dendum, 236,  the  entire  conference  plus 
two  Democrats,  asking  him  to  with- 
draw his  "ignoble  suggestion",  that  is 
from  our  letter,  fi-om  the  brief.  Quoting 
from  our  letter: 

The  Founding  Fathers  wanted  to  enshrine 
the  [Hlnciple  of  civilian  control  of  the  mili- 
tary in  the  Constitution  and  did  so  by  mak- 
ing the  President  the  civilian  Commander- 
in-Chief  of  the  armed  forces. 

And  the  same  for  the  Secretary  of 
War,  now  called  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense, and  the  three  service  secretaries. 
Navy  taking  care  of  the  Marine  Corps. 
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All  of  them  are  civilians,  and  civilians 
rule  in  this  great  land.  And  that  is 
what  makes  us  unique  in  all  of  Amer- 
ican history,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Maureen  continues  from  our  letter 
"You  are  not"  italicized,  "a  person  in 
military  service  nor  have  you  ever 
been." 

Also  in  the  President's  mailbag  is  a 
letter  from  Republican  Congress- 
women:  Our  troops  here  of  about  8  had 
a  press  conference  yesterday,  demand- 
ing that  Dick  Morris,  otherwise  re- 
ferred to  as  Rasputin,  be  fired  for  doing 
jury  duty  polling,  jury  duty  polling,  for 
Alex  Kelly  of  Darien,  CT.  the  unsavory 
teenage  burglar  who  fled  the  country 
after  he  was  accused  of  raping  two 
young  girls.  He  was  a  fugitive  in  Eu- 
rope for  8  years  living  the  posh  life  of 
a  ski  bum  while  his  parents  supported 
him.— Family  values. 

It  is  the  worst  thing  an  adviser  to  the 
President  could  be  doing  at  this  time 
when  crime  and  crimes  against  women 
are  such  a  deep  concern  to  the  Amer- 
ican people,  wrote  Representative  Jen- 
nifer DUNN  on  our  side  of  the  aisle. 

The  Republican  women  are  attempt- 
ing to  spruce  up  Mr.  Dole  gender-wise, 
but  they  have  a  good  feminist  point. 
Ordinarily,  in  a  case  like  this,  the 
Democratic  women  would  be  yelping, 
but  there  was  only  the  occasional 
brave  mutter.  Representative  Nfta 
LowEY  of  New  York,  "This  is  beyond 
the  pale." 

One  female  Democratic  lawmaker  ex- 
plained if  this  were  a  Republican  Presi- 
dent and  Dick  Morris  was  helping  an 
accused  rapist,  you  know  we  would  be 
screaming.  But  it  is  not  worth  picking 
a  fight.  We  just  want  to  win  in  '96. 

So  Democrats  have  suppressed  their 
distress  as  Mr.  Morris  has  helped  the 
Clintons  shape-shift,  when  Hillary 
Clinton  told  Larry  King,  "There  is  no 
left  wing  in  the  Clinton  White  House," 
and  when  Mr.  Clinton  embraced  the 
radical  Wisconsin  plan  to  abolish  wel- 
fare. 

Maureen  Dowd,  that  was  not  a  radi- 
cal plan.  Governor  Tommy  Thompson's 
plan  is  highly  reasonable  and  it  is 
going  to  sweep  the  Nation.  That  is  my 
own,  DORNAN,  aside. 

Maureen  finishes,  "Until  yesterday, 
homosexual  groups  had  fumed  as  the 
President  slithered  away  from  same 
sex  marriage."  What  a  great  verb, 
slithered  away.  "But  the  overly  eager 
White  House  announcement  yesterday 
that  Mr.  Clinton  would  sign  a  law  de- 
nying Federal  recognition  for  same 
sex",  that  is  homosexual,  "marriages  if 
they  ever  reached  his  desk  was  too 
much.  The  Human  Rights  Campaign", 
misnamed,  "the  largest  homosexual 
rights  group,  accused  the  President  of 
caving  in  to  the  right  wing,  and 
disinvited  George  Stephanopoulos  as  a 
dinner  speaker." 

And  here  is  Maureen  Dowd's  closing 
paragraph,  Mr.  Speaker.  "So  BiU  Clin- 
ton is  in  the  Army.  He's  against  gay 


marriage.  His  adviser  did  work  for  an 
alleged  rapist.  He  moves  from  the  left 
wing  to  the  right  wing  because  what  he 
really  believes  in  is  the  West  Wing." 

Mr.  Speaker,  unless  you  are  one  word 
ahead  of  me,  we  found  it  in  the  diction- 
ary. Our  hats  are  off  to  Maureen  Dowd, 
who  is  becoming  the  next  Bill  Buckley. 
Kerfuffle  is  to  become  disheveled.  Dis- 
turbance. A  fuss.  A  mess.  So  now  I  will 
read  that  sentence. 

D  1645 

And  now  both  the  White  House  and 
the  Democrats  in  this  Chamber  are  em- 
broiled in  kerfuffles,  disheveled,  dis- 
turbances on  Capitol  Hill,  where  it 
takes  a  lot  to  be  called  shameless. 

Now  to  the  Washington  Times.  Bill 
Clinton,  Military  Man,  lead  editorial. 

When  Bill  Clinton  famously  declared 
that  he  loathed  the  military  while 
doing  his  best  to  stay  out  of  it,  he  was 
obviously  not  yet  familiar  with  some  of 
the  fringe  benefits  that  military  serv- 
ice affords.  But  the  President  wants 
those  benefits  now,  even  though  he  has 
never  spent  a  day  in  uniform,  though 
perhaps  Mr.  Clinton  thinks  that  his 
spiffy  leather  bomber  jacket  counts, 
the  one  with  the  Velcro  where  he  puts 
on  the  First  Armored  Division  patch 
and  mixes  it  in  with  other  visits  to  uni- 
forms. Remember,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is 
to  be  the  year  of  Clinton  posing  in  uni- 
forms. Posing  with  Catholic  schoolgirls 
and  schoolboys  in  their  uniforms  but 
voting  for  partial  birth  infanticide. 
Posing  with  police  officers  ansrwhere  in 
the  country  at  the  drop  of  a  hat  but 
with  his  own  State  troopers  of  Arkan- 
sas having  condenmed  him  for  using 
them  to  procure.  And  now  he  is  posing 
with  the  military  at  every  drop  of  the 
hat.  Just  spoke  to  the  Coast  Guard 
Academy,  and  It  is  to  be  the  year  of 
Mr.  Clinton  surrounded  by  uniforms. 

So  the  Washington  Times  continues: 
The  benefit  the  President  is  groping  for 
is  the  protection  from  civil  litigation 
provided  to  active  duty  military  per- 
sonnel under  the  Soldiers  and  Sailors 
Civil  Relief  Act  of  1940. 

I  will  be  putting  in  at  the  end  of  this. 
Mr.  Speaker,  Clinton's  infamous  dis- 
graceful letter  to  Colonel  Eugene 
Holmes,  who  was  head  of  the  ROTC  at 
the  University  of  Arkansas  in  1969.  He 
has  been  the  head  for  a  decade.  I  spoke 
to  him  last  night.  I  will  have  some- 
thing about  his  words  later.  Then  I  am 
going  to  put  in  Colonel  Holmes'  letter 
from  September  7,  1992,  which  I  put  in 
the  Record  that  day,  the  only  paper  in 
America,  in  America  that  published 
those  two  letters,  the  1969  letter  and 
the  1992  letter  in  their  fulsome  horror, 
could  have  changed  the  election,  the 
only  other  paper  in  America,  the  only 
paper  that  put  them  in  was  this  Wash- 
ington Times. 

So  my  staff  will  get  those  over  to  me, 
which  I  know  they  are  working  on.  I 
will  put  those  in  at  the  end  of  this  30 
minutes. 


Perhaps  Mr.  Clinton  thought  that 
this  new  and  audacious  gambit  would 
go  imnoticed.  That  seems  to  be  what 
his  lawyer  Robert  Bennett  was  hoping: 
If  you  read  the  24-page  petition 
through  the  first  time,  you  would  miss 
it.  That  is  what  Bennett  says,  it  hit  me 
in  the  face  on  the  first  reading,  the 
paragraph  pushing  the  military  service 
claim,  Mr.  Bennett  told  the  Washing- 
ton Times.  But  Mr.  Clinton  cannot  al- 
ways be  that  lucky.  The  chairman  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Veterans'  Af- 
fairs noticed  the  claim  and  has  ex- 
pressed his  outrage  as  he  just  did  here 
on  the  House  floor  and  in  a  letter  to 
the  President.  The  commander  of  the 
American  Legion  is  similarly  non- 
plussed. They  plan  a  press  conference 
today — ^we  had  it;  it  was  terrific — sug- 
gesting that  the  issue  is  not  going  to 
be  dispelled  with  the  wave  of  Mr.  Ben- 
nett's legal  hand. 

According  to  Joseph  Canunarata, 
who  together  with  Gilbert  Davis,  I 
have  spoken  to  them,  represents  Paula 
Jones  in  her  lawsuit:  The  President's 
claim  is  not  only  legally  inappropriate, 
it  is  inappropriate  in  light  of  those  who 
served  and  those  who  have  died  in  our 
military  over  the  centuries. 

Perhaps  if  the  Soldiers  and  Sailors 
Relief  Act  actually  provided  a  shield  to 
Mr.  Clinton,  it  would  have  been  worth 
it  to  the  White  House  to  weather  the 
well-earned  scorn  now  being  heaped  on 
the  President. 

What  I  said,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  he 
should  give  Robert  Bennett  the  Johnny 
Cochran  award.  Anything  that  works, 
no  matter  how  shameless,  lying,  dis- 
torted, twisted,  or  ignominious.  But 
the  claim  is  almost  little  more  than  a 
bad  joke,  suggesting  that  Mr.  Bennett 
has  been  driven  to  extraordinary  and 
desperate  measures  to  block  the  dis- 
covery process.  For  starters,  as  Daniel 
Ludwig,  national  commander  of  the 
American  Legion,  points  out,  the  Com- 
mander in  Chief  is  a  civilian.  The 
President  isn't  subject  to  the  Uniform 
Code  of  Military  Justice.  He  is  not  eli- 
gible for  military  retirement.  His  serv- 
ice doesn't  fit  the  legal  definition  of 
active  duty.  It  is  bizarre  that  anyone 
would  suggest  the  civilian  President  of 
the  United  States  is  on  active  duty. 

I  would  add  to  that,  as  I  did  before, 
or  Mr.  William  Perry,  Secretary  of  De- 
fense. 

Back  to  the  Times:  That  was  cer- 
tainly the  ruling  of  the  Los  Angeles 
County  superior  court  in  Bailey  versus 
Kennedy  and  Hills  versus  Kennedy  to 
avoid  being  sued  over  damages  from  a 
traffic  accident.  President  John  F. 
Kennedy  asserted  that  the  Soldiers  and 
Sailors  Relief  Act  protected  him  as 
Commander  in  Chief.  It  wasn't  such  a 
moral  stretch  for  Mr.  Kennedy  who, 
after  all,  had  worn  a  Navy  uniform  in 
combat  and  had  been  wounded  when  his 
boat  was  cut  in  two  by  a  Japanese  de- 
stroyer. But  it  was  such  a  legal  stretch 
that  the  judge  in  LA  denied  John  F. 
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Kennedy's  motion  without  even  writ- 
ing an  opinion. 

I  just  learned  something  reading  that 
in  the  Washington  Times.  I  didn't 
know  John  F.  Kennedy  had  an  auto- 
mobile accident  out  there. 

The  President  should  also  have  con- 
sulted the  Supreme  Court's  interpreta- 
tion of  the  Soldiers  and  Sailors  Relief 
Act  in  the  1943  case  of  Boone  versus 
Lightner.  The  defendant  had  specu- 
lated in  the  market  unwisely  and  had 
done  so  with  money  improperly  taken 
from  his  own  daughter's  trust  fund. 
When  sued  by  the  daughter,  the  defend- 
ant relied  on  the  SSRA  and  the  fact 
that  he  was  a  uniformed  Army  captain 
in  wartime.  The  high  court  ruled  the 
captain  was  not  protected  from  litiga- 
tion because  he  had  a  desk  job  and  was 
himself  a  lawyer.  Thus  unlike  the  GI  in 
the  foxhole,  he  would  certainly  be  able 
to  make  his  court  appearances. 

The  court's  language  is  piquant,  say- 
ing that  charges  struck  at  his  honor  as 
well  as  his  judgment.  Does  that  sound 
like  Paula  Corbin  Jones?  It  does  to  this 
Air  Force  captain,  me. 

The  justices  concluded  that  discre- 
tion is  vested  in  the  courts  to  see  that 
the  immunities  of  the  act  are  not  put 
to  such  an  unworthy  use. 

I  am  going  to  remember  those  words. 
To  defend  yourself  from  a  charge  that 
you  exposed  yourself  and  offended  a  23- 
year-old  young  lady  who  had  just  been 
hired  by  the  State  of  Arkansas,  by  the 
CEO  of  the  State  of  Arkansas,  the  Gov- 
ernor. When  Mr.  Clinton  traveled  in  his 
Guard  airplanes  in  Arkansas,  he  would 
have  been  called  a  code  2.  The  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  is  code  1  in 
the  Coast  Guard.  Army.  Navy,  Air 
Force,  Marine  airplane,  code  2  is  Vice 
President  Gore  in  this  case,  any  one  of 
our  50  Governors  and  any  U.S.  Senator 
or  Congressman.  We  are  all  code  2.  I 
was  in  an  Air  Force  base  as  the  air- 
drome ofncer  when  they  said  a  code  4 
was  coming  in.  That  would  be  a  major 
general.  The  place  turned  upside  down. 
I  had  never  seen  a  2-star  in  my  life. 
One  day  when  they  said  a  code  1  was 
coming  in,  I  froze  in  fear.  It  was  Presi- 
dent Eisenhower.  No,  a  code  1,  excuse 
me.  President,  yes.  President  Eisen- 
hower. A  code  2  is  pretty  special.  That 
is  what  the  CEO  is  of  the  State  of  Ar- 
kansas, second  only  to  the  President  in 
military  respect. 

So  this  is  an  amazing  series  of  legal 
cases  here,  such  an  unworthy  use  in 
that  case,  whatever  I  said  it  was, 
Boone  versus  Lightner. 

The  Washington  Times  concludes: 
Mr.  Clinton  seems  willing  to  use  any 
ruse,  however  unworthy  of  his  office  it 
may  be,  to  delay  answering  what,  if 
ansrthlng,  he  was  doing  or  trying  to  do 
in  an  Arkansas  hotel  room,  second 
floor  mezzanine.  Excelsior  Hotel,  Little 
Rock,  with  Paula  Jones.  This  ignoble 
pleading  is  a  slap  in  the  face  of  the  mil- 
lions of  men  and  women  who  either  are 
serving  on  active  duty  or  have  served 


on  active  duty  in  the  armed  forces  of 
the  United  States,  Mr.  Stump  and  Mr. 
DORNAN  wrote  in  the  letter  to  their 
congressional  colleagues. 

He  concludes  that  the  President's 
most  recent  legal  maneuver  makes  a 
mockeiy  of  the  laws  meant  to  protect 
the  honorable  men  and  women  who 
serve  their  country.  True.  Just  stop  the 
legal  goofiness,  Mr.  President,  the 
Times  concludes.  Raise  your  right  hand 
and  get  on  with  it. 

I  would  add.  giving  the  young  woman 
her  day  in  court. 

Here  is  my  press  release  today,  Mr. 
Speaker.  Washington,  D.C.:  It  is  dis- 
graceful that  while  the  rest  of  the  Na- 
tion is  honoring  our  fallen  heroes  of 
military  service  this  long  Memorial 
Day  weekend.  Bill  Clinton  is  seeking 
shelter  behind  a  military  he  once 
claimed  to  loathe,  in  an  attempt  to 
delay  the  sexual  harassment  suit  filed 
by  Paula  Corbin  Jones.  On  May  15, 1996, 
attorneys  for  Mr.  Clinton  filed  an  ap- 
peal with  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  seek- 
ing to  delay  the  sexual  harassment 
lawsuit  filed  by  Paula  Jones,  former 
Arkansas  State  employee,  under  the 
supervision,  all  the  way  up  to  the  top 
of  the  Arkansas  pyramid,  of  then  Gov- 
ernor Bill  Clinton. 

Lawyers  for  Clinton  try  to  use  the 
Soldiers  and  Sailors  Civil  Relief  Act  of 
1940,  passed  because  we  were,  I  repeat, 
we  were  drafting  young  men.  I  repeat 
some  of  the  things  that  Mr.  Stump  and 
I  said  in  the  letter  we  circulated  on  the 
floor.  Repeat  again  the  purposes  of  the 
act.  And  this  should  be  in  this  formal 
Record  today,  it  is  persons  in  the  mili- 
tary service  who  are  devoting  their  en- 
tire energy  to  the  defense  needs  of  the 
Nation,  not  traveling  around  on  his 
two  Air  Force  747's  campaigning  and 
reimbursing  only  a  first  class  ticket. 

I  will  put  the  rest  of  my  press  release 
in  with  my  closing  line  that  he  mocks 
his  job  as  civilian  Commander  in  Chief 
and  the  honorable  men  and  women  who 
have  given  their  lives  to  the  protection 
of  this  great  Nation.  Tomorrow  I  go  up 
to  Annapolis  for  the  graduation.  I 
spent  last  Friday  at  West  Point.  Be- 
lieve me,  we  are  turning  out  honorable 
men  and  women. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  include  for  the 
Record  the  following  material: 

Text  of  Bill  Cunton's  Letter  to  ROTC 
Colonel 

The  text  of  the  letter  Bill  Clinton  wrote  to 
Col.  Eugene  Holmes,  director  of  the  ROTC 
program  at  the  University  of  Arkansas,  on 
Dec.  3, 1969: 

I  am  sorry  to  be  so  long-  in  writing.  I  know 
I  promised  to  let  you  hear  from  me  at  least 
once  a  month  and  from  now  on  I  will,  but  I 
have  had  to  have  some  time  to  think  about 
this  first  letter.  Almost  daily  since  my  re- 
turn from  England  I  have  thought  about 
writing,  about  what  I  want  and  ought  to  say. 

First.  I  want  to  thank  you,  not  just  for 
saving  me  from  the  draft,  but  for  being  so 
kind  and  decent  to  me  last  summer  when  I 
was  as  low  as  I  have  ever  been.  One  thing 
which  made  the  bond  we  struck  in  good  faith 
somewhat  palatable  to  me  was  my  high  re- 


gard for  you  personally.  In  retrospect  it 
seems  that  the  admiration  might  not  have 
been  mutual  had  you  known  a  little  more 
about  me,  about  my  political  beliefs  and  ac- 
tivities. At  least  you  might  have  thought  me 
more  fit  for  the  draft  than  ROTC. 

Let  me  try  to  explain.  As  you  know,  I 
worked  for  two  years  in  a  very  minor  posi- 
tion on  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Com- 
mittee. I  did  it  for  the  experience  and  the 
salary  but  also  for  the  opportunity,  however 
small,  of  working  every  day  against  a  war  I 
opposed  and  despised  with  a  depth  of  feeling 
I  had  reserved  soley  for  racism  in  America. 
Before  Vietnam,  I  did  not  take  the  matter 
lightly,  but  studied  it  carefully  and  there 
was  a  time  when  not  many  people  had  more 
information  about  Vietnam  at  hand  than  I 
did. 

I  have  written  and  spoken  and  marched 
against  the  war.  One  of  the  national  organiz- 
ers of  the  Vietnam  Moratorium  is  a  close 
friend  of  mine.  After  I  left  Arkansas  last 
summer.  I  went  to  Washington  to  work  in 
the  national  headquarters  of  the  Morato- 
rium, then  to  England  to  organize  the  Amer- 
icans here  for  demonstrations  Oct.  15  and 
Nov.  16. 

Interlocked  with  the  war  is  the  draft  issue 
which  I  had  not  begun  to  consider  separately 
until  early  1968.  For  a  law  seminar  at 
Georgetown  I  wrote  a  paper  on  the  legal  ar- 
guments for  and  against  allowing  the  Selec- 
tive Service  System,  the  classification  of  se- 
lective conscientious  objection  for  those  op- 
posed to  participation  in  a  particular  war. 
not  simply  participation  in  war  in  any  form. 

Prom  my  work  I  came  to  believe  that  the 
draft  system  itself  was  illegitimate.  No  gov- 
ernment really  rooted  in  limited  parliamen- 
tary democracy  should  have  the  power  to 
make  its  citizens  fight  and  kill  and  die  in  a 
war  they  may  oppose,  a  war  which  even  pos- 
sibly may  be  wrong,  a  war  which  in  any  case 
does  not  involve  immediately  the  peace  and 
freedom  of  the  nation. 

The  draft  was  justified  in  World  War  n  be- 
cause the  life  of  the  people  collectively  was 
at  stake.  Individuals  had  to  fight  if  the  na- 
tion was  to  survive,  for  the  lives  of  their 
countrymen  and  their  way  of  life.  Vietnam  is 
no  such  case.  Nor  was  Korea  an  example 
where,  in  my  opinion.  cerUin  military  ac- 
tion was  justified,  but  the  draft  was  not  for 
reasons  stated  above. 

Because  of  my  opposition  to  the  draft  and 
the  war  I  am  in  great  sympathy  with  those 
who  are  not  willing  to  fight,  kill  and  maybe 
die  for  their  country  (i.e.  the  particular  pol- 
icy of  a  particular  government)  right  or 
wrong.  Two  of  my  friends  at  Oxford  are  con- 
scientious objectors.  I  wrote  a  letter  of  rec- 
ommendation for  one  of  them  to  his  Mis- 
sissippi draft  board,  a  letter  which  I  am  more 
proud  of  than  anything  else  1  wrote  at  Oxford 
last  year.  One  of  my  roommates  is  a  draft  re- 
sister  who  is  possibly  under  Indictment  and 
may  never  be  able  to  go  home  again.  He  is 
one  of  the  bravest,  best  men  I  know.  His 
country  needs  men  like  him  more  than  they 
know.  That  he  is  considered  a  criminal  is  an 
obscenity. 

The  decision  not  to  be  a  resister  and  the 
related  subsequent  decisions  were  the  most 
difficult  of  my  life.  1  decided  to  accept  the 
draft  in  spite  of  my  beliefs  for  one  reason  to 
maintain  my  political  viability  within  the 
system.  For  years  I  have  worked  to  prepare 
myself  for  a  political  life  characterized  by 
both  practical  political  ability  and  concern 
for  rapid  social  progress.  It  is  a  life  I  still 
feel  compelled  to  try  to  lead.  I  do  not  think 
our  system  of  government  Is  by  definition 
corrupt,  however  dangerous  and  Inadequate 


May  23,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORI>— HOUSE 


12333 


it  has  been  in  recent  years.  (The  society  may 
be  corrupt,  but  that  is  not  the  same  thing, 
and  if  that  is  true,  we  are  all  finished  any- 
way.) 

When  the  draft  came,  despite  political  con- 
victions. I  was  having  a  hard  time  facing  the 
prospect  of  fighting  a  war  I  had  been  fighting 
against,  and  that  is  why  I  contacted  you. 
ROTC  was  the  one  way  left  in  which  I  could 
possibly,  but  not  positively,  avoid  both  Viet- 
nam and  resistence.  Going  on  with  my  edu- 
cation, even  coming  back  to  England,  played 
no  part  in  my  decision  to  join  ROTC.  I  am 
back  here  and  would  have  been  at  Arkansas 
Law  School  because  there  is  nothing  else  I 
can  do.  In  fact,  I  would  like  to  have  been 
able  to  take  a  year  out,  perhaps  to  teach  in 
a  small  college  or  work  in  some  conamunity 
action  project  and  in  the  process  to  decide 
whether  to  attend  law  school  or  graduate 
school  and  how  to  begin  putting  what  I  have 
learned  to  use. 

But  the  particulars  of  my  personal  life  are 
not  nearly  as  important  to  me  as  the  prin- 
ciples involved.  After  I  signed  the  ROTC  let- 
ter of  intent.  I  began  to  wonder  whether  the 
compromise  I  had  made  with  myself  was  not 
more  objectionable  that  the  draft  would  have 
been,  because  I  had  no  interest  in  the  ROTC 
program  in  itself  and  all  I  seemed  to  have 
done  was  protect  myself  from  physical  harm. 
Also.  I  began  to  think  1  had  deceived  you, 
not  by  lies — there  were  none — but  by  failing 
to  tell  you  all  the  things  I'm  writing  now.  I 
doubt  that  I  had  the  mental  coherence  to  ar- 
ticulate then. 

At  that  time,  after  we  had  made  our  agree- 
ment and  you  had  sent  my  ID  deferment  to 
my  draft  board,  the  anguish  and  loss  of  my 
self-regard  really  set  in.  I  hardly  slept  for 
weeks  and  kept  going  by  eating  compulsively 
and  reading  until  exhaustion  brought  sleep. 
Finally  on  Sept.  12.  I  stayed  up  all  night 
writing  a  letter  to  the  chairman  of  my  draft 
board,  saying  basically  what  is  in  the  preced- 
ing paragraph,  thanking  him  for  tnring  to 
help  in  a  case  where  he  really  couldn't,  and 
stating  that  I  couldn't  do  the  ROTC  afterall 
and  would  he  please  draft  me  as  soon  as  pos- 
sible. 

I  never  mailed  the  letter,  but  I  did  carry  It 
on  me  every  day  until  I  got  on  the  plane  to 
return  to  England.  I  didn't  mail  the  letter 
because  I  didn't  see.  in  the  end.  how  my 
going  in  the  Army  and  maybe  going  to  Viet- 
nam would  achieve  anything  except  a  feeling 
that  I  had  punished  myself  and  gotten  what 
I  deserved.  So  I  came  back  to  England  to  try 
to  make  something  of  this  second  year  of  my 
Rhodes  scholarship. 

And  that  is  where  I  am  now.  writing  to  you 
because  you  have  been  good  to  me  and  have 
a  right  to  know  what  I  think  and  feel.  I  am 
writing  too  in  the  hope  that  my  telling  this 
one  story  will  help  you  to  understand  more 
clearly  how  so  many  fine  people  have  come 
to  find  themselves  still  loving  their  country 
but  loathing  the  military  to  which  you  and 
other  good  men  have  devoted  years,  lifetimes 
of  the  best  service  you  could  give.  To  many 
of  us.  it  is  no  longer  clear  what  is  service  and 
what  is  disservice  or  if  it  is  clear  the  conclu- 
sion is  likely  to  be  illegal. 

Forgive  the  length  of  this  letter.  There  was 
so  much  to  say.  There  is  still  a  lot  to  be  said, 
but  it  can  wait.  Please  say  hello  to  Col. 
Jones  for  me. 

Merry  (Christmas. 

Bill  Clinton. 

A  {30L0NEL  Sets  the  Record  Straight 
[Sept.  7. 1992.  Memorandum  for  Record] 
Subject:  Bill  Clinton  and  the  University  of 
Arkansas  ROTC  Program 


There  have  been  many  unanswered  ques- 
tions as  to  the  circumstances  surrounding 
Bill  Clinton's  involvement  with  the  ROTC 
department  at  the  University  of  Arkansas. 
Prior  to  this  time  I  have  not  felt  the  neces- 
sity for  discussing  the  details.  The  reason  I 
have  not  done  so  before  is  that  my  poor 
physical  health  (a  consequence  of  participa- 
tion in  the  Bataan  Death  March  and  the  sub- 
sequent 3  years  internment  in  Japanese  POW 
camps)  has  precluded  me  from  getting  into 
what  I  felt  was  unnecessary  involvement. 
However,  present  polls  show  that  there  is  the 
imminent  danger  to  our  country  of  a  draft 
dodger  becoming  Commander-in-Chief  of  the 
Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States.  While  it 
is  true,  as  Mr.  Clinton  has  stated,  that  there 
are  many  others  who  avoided  serving  their 
country  in  the  Vietnam  War.  they  are  not  as- 
piring to  be  the  President  of  the  United 
States. 

The  tremendous  implications  of  the  possi- 
bility of  his  becoming  Commander-in-Chief 
of  the  United  States's  Armed  Forces  compels 
me  now  to  comment  on  the  facts  concerning 
Mr.  Clinton's  evasion  of  the  draft. 

This  account  would  not  have  been  impera- 
tive had  Bill  Clinton  been  completely  honest 
with  the  American  public  concerning  this 
matter.  But  as  Mr.  Clinton  replied  on  a  news 
conference  this  evening  (Sept.  5.  1992)  after 
being  asked  another  particular  about  his 
dodging  the  draft.  "Almost  everyone  con- 
cerned with  these  incidents  are  dead.  I  have 
no  more  comments  to  make."  Since  I  may  be 
the  only  person  living  who  can  give  a  firsts 
hand  account  of  what  actually  transpired.  I 
am  obligrated  by  my  love  for  my  country  and 
my  sense  of  duty  to  divulge  what  actually 
happened  and  make  it  a  matter  of  record. 

Bill  Cninton  came  to  see  me  in  my  home  in 
1969  to  discuss  his  desire  to  enroll  in  the 
ROTC  program  at  the  University  of  Arkan- 
sas. We  engaged  in  an  extensive,  approxi- 
mately two  (2)  hour  interview.  At  no  time 
during  this  long  conversation  about  his  de- 
sire the  program  did  he  inform  me  of  his  in- 
volvement, participation,  and  actually  orga- 
nizing protests  against  the  United  States  in- 
volvement in  Southeast  Asia.  He  was  shrewd 
enough  to  realize  that  had  I  been  aware  of 
his  activities,  he  would  not  have  been  ac- 
cepted into  the  ROTC  program  as  a  potential 
officer  in  the  United  Sutes  Army. 

The  next  day  I  began  to  receive  phone  calls 
regarding  Bill  Clinton's  draft  status.  I  was 
informed  by  the  draft  board  that  it  was  of  in- 
terest to  Senator  Fullbright's  office  that  Bill 
Clinton,  a  Rhodes  Scholar,  should  be  admit- 
ted to  the  ROTC  program.  I  received  several 
such  calls.  The  general  message  conveyed  by 
the  draft  board  to  me  was  that  Senator 
Fullbright's  office  was  putting  pressure  on 
them  and  that  they  needed  my  help.  I  then 
made  the  necessary  arrangements  to  enroll 
Mr.  cainton  into  the  ROTC  program  at  the 
University  of  Arkansas. 

I  was  not  "saving"  him  from  serving  his 
country,  as  he  erroneously  thanked  me  for  in 
his  letter  fr'om  England  (dated  Dec.  3.  1969). 
I  was  making  it  possible  for  a  Rhodes  Schol- 
ar to  serve  in  the  military  as  an  officer. 

In  retrospect  I  see  that  Mr.  Clinton  had  no 
intention  of  following  through  with  bis 
agreement  to  join  the  Army  ROTC  program 
at  University  of  Arkansas  or  to  attend  the 
University  of  Arkansas  Law  School.  I  had  ex- 
plained to  him  the  necessary  of  enrolling  at 
the  University  of  Arkansas  as  a  student  in 
order  to  be  eligible  to  take  the  ROTC  pro- 
gram at  the  university.  He  never  enrolled  at 
the  University  of  Arkansas,  but  instead  en- 
rolled at  Yale  University  after  attending  Ox- 
ford. I  believe  that  he  purposely  deceived  me. 


using  the  possibility  of  joining  the  ROTC  as 
a  ploy  to  work  with  the  draft  board  to  delay 
his  induction  and  get  a  new  draft  classifica- 
tion. 

The  Dec.  3  letter  written  to  me  by  Mr. 
Clinton,  and  subsequently  taken  from  the 
files  by  Lt.  Col.  Clint  Jones,  my  executive  of- 
ficer, was  placed  into  the  ROTC  files  so  that 
a  record  would  be  available  in  case  the  appli- 
cant should  again  petition  to  enter  into  the 
ROTC  program.  The  information  in  that  let- 
ter alone  would  have  restricted  Bill  Clinton 
from  ever  qualifying  to  be  an  officer  in  the 
United  States  military.  E>en  more  signifi- 
cant was  his  lack  of  veracity  in  purposely  de- 
frauding the  military  by  deceiving  me,  both 
in  concealing  his  anti-military  activities 
overseas  and  his  counterfeit  intentions  for 
later  military  service.  These  actions  cause 
me  to  question  both  his  patriotism  and  his 
integrity. 

When  I  consider  the  calibre,  the  bravery, 
and  the  patriotism  of  the  fine  young  soldiers 
whose  deaths  I  have  witnessed,  others  whose 
funerals  I  have  attended When  I  re- 
flected on  not  only  the  willingness,  but  ea- 
gerness that  so  many  of  them  displayed  in 
their  earnest  desire  to  defend  and  serve  their 
country,  it  is  untenable  and  incomprehen- 
sible to  me  that  a  man  who  was  not  merely 
unwilling  to  serve  his  country,  but  actually 
protested  against  its  military,  should  ever  be 
in  the  position  of  Commander-in-Chief  of  our 
Armed  Forces. 

I  write  this  declaration  not  only  for  the 
living  and  future  generations,  but  for  those 
who  fought  and  died  for  our  country.  If  space 
and  time  permitted  I  would  include  the 
names  of  the  ones  I  knew  and  fought  with, 
and  along  with  them  I  would  mention  by 
brother  Bob.  who  was  killed,  during  World 
War  n  and  is  buried  in  Cambridge,  England 
(at  the  age  of  23,  about  the  age  Bill  Clinton 
was  when  he  was  over  in  E!ngland  protesting 
the  war). 

I  have  agonized  over  whether  or  not  to  sub- 
mit this  statement  to  the  American  people. 
But,  I  realize  that  even  though  I  served  my 
country  by  being  in  the  military  for  over  32 
years,  and  having  gone  through  the  ordeal  of 
months  of  combat  under  the  worst  condi- 
tions followed  by  years  of  imprisonment  by 
the  Japanese,  it  is  not  enough.  I'm  writing 
these  comments  to  let  everyone  know  that  I 
love  my  country  more  that  I  do  my  own  per- 
sonal security  and  well-being.  1  will  go  to  my 
grave  loving  these  United  States  of  Amer- 
ican and  the  liberty  for  which  so  many  men 
have  fought  and  died. 

Because  of  my  poor  physical  condition, 
this  will  be  my  final  statement.  I  will  make 
no  further  comments  to  any  of  the  media  re- 
garding this  issue. 

Eugene  J.  Holmes. 
Colonel.  U.S.A.,  Ret. 

No  Bridge  Too  Far 
(Maureen  Dowd) 

As  a  society,  we  haven't  preserved  our 
sense  of  shame.  But  Bill  Clinton  is  doing  his 
best  to  preserve  our  sense  of  shamelessness. 

The  President  and  his  Rasputin.  Dick  Mor- 
ris, have  broken  creative  new  ground  in 
brazenness. 

First  they  snatch  Republican  positions, 
counting  (not  unreasonably)  on  the  forget- 
fulness  of  voters  and  the  expediency  of 
Democrats  who  want  their  Republican  in  the 
White  House  to  win.  And  now  they  are  both 
embroiled  in  kerfuflles  on  Capitol  Hill, 
where  it  takes  a  lot  to  be  called  shameless. 

In  a  move  that  marks  a  new  level  of 
chutzpah  in  American  politics.  Mr.  Clinton's 
lawyers  mentioned  in  their  ai>peal  to  the  Su- 
preme Court  on  Paula  C^orbin  Jones's  sexual 
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harassment  suit  that  the  President  may  be 
protected  by  the  Soldiers'  and  Sailors'  Civil 
Relief  Act  of  1940,  which  was  designed  to  ^ve 
American  troops  some  protection  from  civil 
suits  while  on  active  duty. 

"President  Clinton  here  thus  seeks  relief 
similar  to  that  to  which  he  may  be  entitled 
as  Commander  in  Chief  of  the  Armed  Forces, 
and  which  is  routinely  available  to  service 
members  under  his  command." 

Robert  Bennett,  the  President's  lawyer, 
said  he  had  only  cited  the  act  "as  an  exam- 
ple" that  might  extend  to  the  Commander  in 
Chief,  not  as  his  main  argument. 

But  Mr.  Bennett  is  getting  i»id  too  much 
to  make  the  hideous  mistake  of  reminding 
the  public  of  one  of  Mr.  Clinton's 
improvidences  (his  maneuvering  on  the 
draft)  in  defense  of  another  (his  wandering 
eye). 

Some  veterans'  groups  and  Bob  Stump,  the 
Arizona  Republican  who  is  chairman  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs,  did 
not  care  for  Mr.  Clinton's  opportunistic  en- 
listment. (Hello,  sailor). 

Mr.  Stump  is  sending  the  President  a  let- 
ter, signed  by  170  Republicans,  asking  him  to 
withdraw  his  "ignoble  suggestion"  from  the 
brief:  "The  Founding  Fathers  wanted  to  en- 
shrine the  principle  of  civilian  control  of  the 
military  in  the  Constitution  and  did  so  by 
making  the  President  the  civilian  Com- 
mander in  Chief  of  the  Armed  Services.  You 
are  not  a  person  in  military  service,  nor  have 
you  ever  been." 

Also  in  the  President's  raailbag  is  a  letter 
from  Republican  Congresswomen  demanding 
that  Dick  Morris  be  fired  for  doing  jury-re- 
lated polling  for  Alex  Kelly  of  Darien,  Conn., 
the  unsavory  teen-age  burglar  who  fled  after 
he  was  accused  of  raping  two  girls.  He  was  a 
fugitive  in  Europe  for  eight  years,  living  the 
posh  life  of  a  ski  bum,  while  his  parents  sup- 
ported him.  (Family  values.) 

"it  Is  the  worst  thing  an  adviser  to  the 
President  could  be  doing  at  a  time  when 
crime  and  crimes  against  women  are  such  a 
deep  concern  to  the  American  people,"  wrote 
Representative  Jennifer  Dunn. 

The  Republican  women  are  attempting  to 
si>ruce  up  Mr.  Dole  gender-wise,  but  they 
have  a  good  feminist  point.  Ordinarily,  in  a 
case  like  this,  the  Democratic  women  would 
be  yelping,  but  there  was  only  the  occasional 
brave  mutter.  "This  is  beyond  the  pale."  said 
Representative  Nita  Lowey  of  New  York. 

One  female  Democratic  lawmaker  ex- 
plained: "If  this  were  a  Republican  F>resident 
and  Dick  Morris  was  helping  an  accused  rap- 
ist, you  know  we  would  be  screanaing.  But 
it's  not  worth  picking  a  fight.  We  just  want 
to  win  in  *96." 

So  Democrats  have  suppressed  their  dis- 
tress as  Mr.  Morris  has  helped  the  Clintons 
shape-shift— when  Hillary  Rodham  Clinton 
told  Larry  King  "There  is  no  left  wing  of  the 
Clinton  White  House,"  and  when  Mr.  Clinton 
embraced  the  radical  Wisconsin  plan  to  abol- 
ish welfare. 

Until  yesterday,  gay  groups  had  fumed  as 
the  President  slithered  away  from  same-sex 
marriage.  But  the  overly  eager  White  House 
announcement  yesterday  that  Mr.  Clinton 
would  sign  a  law  denying  Federal  recogni- 
tion for  same-sex  marriages  if  it  ever 
reached  his  desk  was  too  much.  The  Human 
Rights  Campaign,  the  largest  gay-rights 
group,  accused  the  President  of  carving  in  to 
the  right  wing,  and  disinvlted  George 
Stephanopoulos  as  a  dinner  speaker. 

So  BUI  Clinton  is  in  the  Army.  He's 
against  gay  marriage.  His  adviser  did  work 
for  an  alleged  rapist.  He  moves  trom  the  left 
wing  to  the  right  wing  because  what  he  real- 
ly believes  in  is  the  West  Wing. 


Cld^ton's  Latest  Disgraceful  Dodge 

"It  is  disgraceful  that  while  the  rest  of  the 
nation  is  honoring  our  fallen  heroes  of  mili- 
tary service  this  weekend.  Bill  Clinton  is 
seeking  shelter  behind  the  military  he  once 
claimed  to  loath,  in  an  attempt  to  delay  the 
sexual  harassment  lawsuit  filed  by  Paula 
Jones."  commented  Congressman  Robert  K. 
Doman,  caiairman  of  the  House  National  Se- 
curity Subcommittee  on  Military  Personnel, 
after  the  announcement  that  Bill  Clinton 
will  use  The  Soldier's  and  Sailors'  Civil  Re- 
lief Act  of  1940  as  part  of  his  legal  defense  be- 
fore the  United  States  Supreme  Court. 

On  May  15,  1996,  attorneys  for  President 
Clinton  filed  an  appeal  with  the  U.S.  Su- 
preme Court  seeking  to  delay  the  sexual  har- 
assment lawsuit  filed  by  Paula  Jones,  a 
former  Arkansas  state  employee  under  the 
supervision  of  then-Governor  Bill  Clinton. 

Lawyers  for  Clinton  contend  that  the  Sol- 
diers' and  Sailors'  Civil  Relief  Act  of  1940 
provides  temporary  protection  from  civil 
suits  while  the  President  is  in  office.  This 
Act  requires  that  civil  litigation  against 
members  of  the  armed  services  be  postponed 
while  they  are  on  active  duty.  According  to 
his  plea,  "President  Clinton  here  thus  seeks 
relief  similar  to  that  which  he  may  be  enti- 
tled as  Commander  in  Chief  of  the  Armed 
Forces." 

However,  the  purpose  of  the  Act  is  to  allow 
the  United  States  to  fulfill  the  requirements 
of  national  defense,  by  enabling  "persons  in 
the  military  service  ..."  to  "devote  their 
entire  energy  to  the  defense  needs  of  the  Na- 
tion." Furthermore,  this  Act  clearly  states 
that  only  members  of  the  Army,  Navy,  Ma- 
rines, Air  Force,  and  C^ast  Guarc  and  offi- 
cers of  the  Public  Health  Service  vtnen  prop- 
erly detailed,  are  eligible  for  such  relief. 
This  Act  goes  further  in  defining  the  term 
"military  service"  to  include  the  period  dur- 
ing which  one  enters  "active  service"  and 
ends  when  one  leaves  "active  service." 

Under  the  Constitution,  Bill  Clinton  is  the 
civilian  Commander  in  Chief  of  the  Armed 
Forces.  The  Founding  Fathers  wanted  to  en- 
shrine the  principle  of  civilian  control  of  the 
military  in  the  Constitution  and  did  so  by 
making  the  President  the  civilian  Com- 
mander in  Chief. 

"Bill  Clinton  has  never  been  an  active  duty 
member  of  the  military.  In  fact,  in  1969,  he 
dodged  the  draft  and  ran  from  his  obligations 
to  both  his  military  and  his  country.  And 
now  as  the  civilian  c:k)mmander  in  Chief,  he 
mocks  the  honorable  men  and  women  who 
have  given  their  lives  to  the  protection  of 
our  great  nation." 


BURMA 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
(3oss).  Under  the  Speaker's  announced 
policy  of  May  12,  1995,  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Rohrabacher]  is 
recognized  for  30  minutes  as  the  des- 
ignee of  the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Dornan]  for  granting  me  this  time 
from  his  1-hour  special  order. 

There  are  several  issues  that  I  would 
like  to  speak  about  today.  Perhaps 
there  is  one  issue  that  I  should  begin 
with,  because  no  one  else  seems  to  be 
speaking  out,  although  I  know  that  it 
is  close  to  the  hearts  of  both  Repub- 
licans and  Democrats  here  in  the  House 
of  Representatives. 


When  we  have  our  disagreements 
here  in  the  House,  one  thing  that  we 
learn  is  that  although  we  disagree,  we 
do  have  some  fundamental  agreements 
that  keep  us  together  as  Americans 
and  that  bind  us  to  all  of  the  American 
people.  That  is,  we  do  believe  in  democ- 
racy. We  do  believe  in  fi-eedom  of 
speech.  We  do  believe  in  these  fim- 
damentals  that  were  fought  for  by 
George  Washington,  whose  picture  is 
on  our  wall  here  in  the  Chamber  of  the 
House. 

We  believe  that  we  have  a  commit- 
ment to  the  world,  a  commitment  to 
the  world  to  stand  for  freedom  because 
our  forefathers  were  aided  by  people 
whose  picture  is  also  here  on  the  wall 
in  our  Chamber,  Lafayette,  who  came 
hei^  to  help  us  struggle  for  our  free- 
dom and  independence  over  200  years 
ago. 

Basically  he  did  so  because  he  wanted 
to  express  a  solidarity  with  the  people 
of  the  United  States,  knowing  that  we 
would  be  the  champions  of  freedom.  By 
our  very  nature,  our  country  is  com- 
posed of  people  who  come  here  from  all 
comers  of  the  world,  all  parts  of  the 
world,  every  race,  every  religion,  every 
ethnic  group  is  represented  here,  and 
we  live  together  in  freedom  and  democ- 
racy. By  that  very  nature,  we  owe  the 
world  something.  That  is  the  stay  true 
to  those  principles  of  freedom  and  de- 
mocracy that  our  foirefathers  pro- 
claimed, not  just  the  lights  of  Ameri- 
cans but  the  rights  of  all  people. 

In  the  last  48  hours,  there  has  been  a 
vicious  attack  on  the  cause  of  democ- 
racy in  the  country  of  Burma.  Burma 
is  a  country  you  do  not  hear  much 
about.  Most  Americans  in  fact  prob- 
ably think  that  Burma,  the  only  thing 
they  relate  to  is  BurmaShave,  they 
think  of  BurmaShave.  It  must  be  some 
sort  of  shaving  cream  or  something. 

In  fact,  Burma  is  a  country  with  48 
million  people  in  Southeast  Asia.  A 
country  that  now  is  suffering  under  the 
heel  of  one  of  the  world's  most  vicious 
dictatorships.  And  over  these  last  few 
years,  nmny  of  us  who  have  been  active 
in  the  human  rights  movement  have 
tried  to  work  and  do  our  best  to  see 
that  perhaps  Burma  could  evolve  out  of 
this  dictatorship.  The  military  dicta- 
torship in  Burma  is  called  SLORC.  It  is 
a  name  that  basically  fits  the  regime 
because  it  sounds  like  it  is  right  out  of 
"Star  Wars,"  out  of  the  monstrous  re- 
gimes that  the  fi-eedom  fighters  in  the 
film  series  "Star  Wars,"  where  the 
freedom  fighters  are  fighting  against 
the  evil  empire. 

This  evil  empire  in  Burma  is  repress- 
ing the  people.  But  there  is,  you  might 
say,  a  champion  of  freedom,  a  hero  to 
the  world  who  lives  in  Burma  and  has 
tried  to  bring  democracy  to  that  coun- 
try. It  is  Aung  San  Suu  Kyi.  Aung  San 
Suu  Kyi  was  of  course  of  Nobel  prize 
winner  2  years  ago.  She  has  suffered  5 
years  of  confinement.  She  was  arrested 
by  the  SLORC  regime.  Then  last  year 
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she  was  set  free  and  many  of  us  hoped 
that  there  would  be  lessening  of  the  re- 
pression in  Burma.  But  what  has  hap- 
pened in  the  last  48  hours  is  that  the 
military  dictatorship  in  Burma, 
SLORC,  has  rounded  up  almost  200 
members  of  the  democratic  opposition 
in  Burma  and  arrested  them. 

Anyone  who  is  meeting  with  Aung 
San  Suu  Kyi,  anyone  who  is  involved  in 
the  democratic  movement  is  being  ar- 
rested. Dr.  Sein  Win,  the  Prime  Min- 
ister of  the  democratic  goverament  in 
exile,  testified  in  the  Senate  yesterday 
that  the  situation  in  Burma  is  one  of 
despair  and  despotism.  Today  his 
brother,  who  is  not  even  a  member  of 
the  democratic  movement,  was  ar- 
rested in  retaliation  for  what  Prime 
Minister  Sein  Win  testified  about  here 
in  Washington. 

D  1700 

So  I  have  introduced  a  piece  of  legis- 
lation hopefully  that  will  discourage 
Americans  from  doing  business  in 
Burma.  It  is  H.R.  2892.  and  we  would 
hope  that  the  American  people  and 
American  businessmen  recognize  that 
here  is  a  country  that  if  anyivhere  we 
should  take  a  stand  for  freedom.  If  any- 
where in  the  world  we  could  take  a 
stand  and  it  will  not  hurt  us  and  we 
just  show  that  we  believe  in  freedom,  it 
could  be  Burma.  And  there  is  no  excuse 
for  us  not  to  do  so.  There  is  no  strate- 
gic interest  there,  there  is  no  huge 
commercial  interest,  but  what  is  there 
are  48  million  people  suffering  under 
the  heal  of  despotism,  crying  out  to  the 
United  States  for  us  to  take  a  stand. 

Take  your  stand,  America.  What  side 
are  you  on? 

When  that  cry  goes  out  from  people 
who  are  being  oppressed,  never  should 
we  say  we  are  on  the  side  of  the  dic- 
tators, we  are  on  the  side  of  the  oppres- 
sors. 

This  country,  this  dictatorship  in 
Burma,  has  financed  its  war  on  its  own 
people  by  selling  off  its  teak  forests, 
which  have  been  decimated,  by  basi- 
cally selling  its  natural  resources,  its 
gems,  to  foreigners  who  have  come  in 
and  extracted  it,  and  they  put  the 
money,  the  SLORC  has  put  the  money 
into  their  own  pockets  and  into  their 
own  coffers,  and  now  it  is  even  willing 
to  sell  its  natural  gas  resources  to 
American  companies.  And  where  do 
these  moneys  go?  They  go  into  the  pur- 
chase of  weapon  systems  of  military 
equipment  and  militarization  of  this 
country  that  is  used  to  repress  their 
own  people. 

Furthermore,  this  monstrous  regime 
that  represses  its  own  people  in  Bm^na 
has  taken  its  resouirces  also  by  becom- 
ing involved  in  the  drug  trade.  Many 
people  in  our  country  wanted  us  to  ac- 
tually cooperate  with  the  Government 
of  Burma,  with  its  dictatorship,  think- 
ing that  we  could  together  stand 
against  drugs. 

Others  of  us  believed,  as  I  think  has 
been  reconfirmed,  that  the  dictatorship 


in  Burma  is  up  to  their  necks  in  the 
drug  trade.  They  have  not  refrained 
trom  becoming  involved  in  growing 
opium  and  selling  heroin  because  of 
some  kind  of  morality.  If  they  had  any 
morality,  they  would  not  be  murdering 
their  own  people,  and  that  was  brought 
home  more  recently  when  the  drug  lord 
Kung  Saw,  who  was  famous  in  the 
United  States,  or  I  should  say  infamous 
in  the  United  States,  he  was  put  out  of 
business  by  the  Burmese  military  dic- 
tatorship, and  what  has  happened? 
Kung  Saw,  he  may  have  gone  into  re- 
tirement; of  course  he  is  not  in  jail,  he 
is  in  retirement  in  Rangoon;  but  the 
drug  trade  and  the  drug  production 
from  his  area,  which  is  now  under  gov- 
ernment control,  continues  at  the  level 
that  it  was. 

Aung  San  Suu  Kyi,  this  heroine  of 
freedom,  this  women  who  in  our  time 
shows  an  example  to  the  world  of  what 
we  should  be  like  as  Americans,  cham- 
pions of  freedom,  has  asked  us  to  put 
economic  sanctions  on  this  regime  be- 
cause it  now  has  shown  its  true  colors. 
It  does  not,  the  Burmese  regime,  the 
SLORC  regime,  does  not  want  reform. 
It  instead  is  seeking  further  repression 
and  will  grasp  on  to  power  until  the 
last  desperate  time,  what  they  have,  is 
gone,  until  they  are  forced  from  power 
by  pressure  from  the  outside  or  by  per- 
haps revolution  from  their  own  people. 
Unfortunately  the  SLORC  regime  is 
being  bolstered  by  a  military  that  is 
being  supplied  by  Communist  China. 
Communist  China  has  sold  Burma  the 
weapons  it  needs  to  maintain  a  dicta- 
torship. 

In  fact,  Burma,  is  becoming  a  client 
state  of  China.  The  Red  Chinese  regime 
is  doing  all  it  can  to  keep  its  buddies, 
its  gangster  buddies,  in  power  in  Ran- 
goon. 

Congress  will  soon  take  up  the  issue, 
interestingly  enough,  of  most-favored- 
nation  status  to  China.  This  is  an  im- 
portant piece  of  legislation.  But  let  us 
make  sure  that,  as  we  move  forward 
when  we  are  talking  about  Burma,  that 
we  can  make  a  stand  in  Burma,  and  I, 
as  I  say,  I  have  introduced  H.R.  2892, 
and  I  ask  my  fellow  colleagues  to  join 
me  in  basically  outlawing  any  further 
American  investment  through  support- 
ing H.R.  2892  and  opposing  any  further 
American  investment  in  Burma. 

Now,  we  will  make  another  choice 
very  soon,  too,  which  it  comes  to  most- 
favored-nation  status  with  China. 
When  it  comes  to  this  decision,  yes. 
there  are  a  lot  of  other  factors  at  play. 
There  are  many.  China,  Communist 
China,  is  a  strategic  country.  There  are 
a  billion  people  in  China.  China  has 
technologies.  China  has  a  huge  army 
that  can  affect  the  United  States.  And 
also  economically  we  are  already  in  an 
economic  relationship  that  in  some 
way  binds  us  to  that  country. 

But  just  today  it  was  disclosed  that 
Chinese  officials  themselves  have  been 
involved  with  smuggling  f\illy  auto- 


matic AK-47  rifles  into  the  United 
States.  These  are  people  that  have  con- 
tacts in  the  Cliinese  army.  These  are 
not  Chinese  entrepreneurs,  people 
doing  this  outside  of  their  own  govern- 
ment. These  are  government  officials 
themselves. 

The  Red  Chinese  regime  is  a  rogue  re- 
gime. It  is  oppressing  its  own  people 
just  like  in  Burma  and  every  other  dic- 
tatorship, but  the  regime  also  sells  nu- 
clear weapons  technology  to  develop- 
ing countries  and  arms  dictatorships 
like  Burma.  It  has  a  Nazi-like  policy  in 
dealing  with  orphans,  in  dealing  with 
the  disabled  and  dealing  with  the  un- 
born. 

It  is  conducting  an  economic  war 
against  the  United  States.  I  mean  the 
bottom  line  is  American  companies 
find  it  difficult  to  sell  in  China  unless 
the  Chinese  regime  permits  them  to 
sell  their  goods  there,  yet  they  take 
full  advantage  of  our  market  in  the 
United  States.  So  they  limit  access  to 
their  market,  and  they  end  up  stealing 
our  intellectual  property,  as  is  becom- 
ing known  now.  These  people  are  in- 
volved with  grand  theft  of  our  intellec- 
tual property  rights,  our  CD's,  our  en- 
tertainment items  that  are  worth  bil- 
lions of  dollars  to  the  economy  of 
southern  California;  they  are  being 
ripped  off  by  companies  that  are  owned 
by  the  People's  Liberation  Army,  by 
government  officials  in  China. 

They  have,  in  fact,  a  S35  billion  trade 
surplus  with  us  that  does  not  even 
count  the  rip-en's,  and  with  this  S35  bil- 
lion in  surplus,  they  buy  weapons  in 
order  to  upgrade  their  military,  to 
threaten  their  neighbors,  and  bully 
their  neighbors  and  to  become  a,  quote, 
power  in  the  world.  Well,  we  have  seen 
what  that  power  means.  What  it  means 
when  you  have  a  dictatorship  spending 
money  and  upgrading  its  military,  it 
means  that  it  threatens  its  neighbors 
even  more  aggressively. 

In  the  Philippines  they  know  what  a 
better  armed  China  means.  They  have 
recently  had  a  little  confrontation 
with  the  Chinese  over  the  Spratley  Is- 
lands, and  what  should  have  been  a  ne- 
gotiated disagreement  became  almost 
an  armed  confi*ontation  when  a  bellig- 
erent, hostile  and  a  threatening  Red 
China  decided  it  would  have  its  way, 
negotiations  were  not  the  order  of  the 
day. 

We  also  saw  the  results  of  this  when 
just  a  month  ago  the  Red  Chinese  re- 
gime sent  its  military  into  the  Taiwan 
Strait  in  an  attempt  to  intimidate  the 
democratic  government,  the  Repub- 
lican of  China.  Taiwan,  trying  to  in- 
timidate them  into  not  having  a  tree 
election.  What  we  saw  were  missiles 
being  fired  at  a  democratic  people,  peo- 
ple who  were  simply  trying  to  have  an 
election,  in  order  to  intimidate  them 
and  frighten  them  from  their  demo- 
cratic rights. 

Well,  what  moi'e,  what  more  I  ask 
you,  does  a  country  have  to  do  before 
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the  United  States  says  that  they  will 
not  enjoy  the  trading  status  of  most- 
favored-nation  status  with  the  United 
States?  What  more  can  a  regime  do?  Do 
they  have  to  open  up  gas  ovens  and 
begin  murdering  people  exactly  like 
the  Nazis  did  during  World  War  n? 

This  is  a  regime,  a  monster  regime, 
on  the  mainland  of  China,  and  this  ad- 
ministration, the  Clinton  administra- 
tion, has  decoupled  any  consideration 
of  human  rights  to  the  consideration  of 
most-favored-nation  status  for  that  re- 
gime. It  is  a  disgrace.  Let  us  remember 
that  President  Clinton  4  years  ago  was 
attacking  then  sitting  President  Bush 
for  granting  most-favored-nation  sta- 
tus to  the  mainland  Chinese  regime, 
and  as  soon  as  President  Clinton  be- 
came President,  not  only  did  he  grant 
most-favored-nation  status,  but  he  has 
decoupled  the  consideration  of  most-fa- 
vored-nation status  from  any  discus- 
sion about  human  rights.  It  is  the  ulti- 
mate hypocrisy  and  has  been  one  of  the 
biggest  and  worst  setbacks  for  the 
human  rights  community  in  the  U.S. 
history,  when  the  President,  when 
President  Clinton,  not  only  reneged 
but  did  an  absolutely  turnabout  in  his 
belief  in  supporting  human  rights  on 
mainland  China. 

Well,  who  is  it  up  to,  then?  It  is  up  to 
us,  the  American  people,  to  stand  for 
our  beliefs  in  freedom  and  democracy 
and  to  stand  up,  yes,  for  the  interests 
of  the  United  States,  and  what  is  hap- 
pening with  the  most-favored-nation 
status  debate  here  in  Congress  is  that 
we  find  that  those  companies  that  are 
making  a  profit  from  their  investment 
in  China,  a  huge  profit  from  their  in- 
vestment in  China,  have  turned  around 
and  become  lobbjrists  to  us  for  this  dic- 
tatorial regime.  What  we  have  found  is 
not  that  what  the  theory  was  was  that 
if  we  permit  our  people  to  invest  in 
China  they  will  become  emissaries  of 
democracy  to  that  country,  but  they 
have  instead  become  lobbyists  for  a 
dictatorship  to  the  United  States. 

Well,  we  are  the  ones  who  have  to 
make  the  decision,  not  just  based  on 
what  a  very  small  group  of  companies 
are  doing,  making  a  profit  by  dealing 
with  these  terribly  dictatorial  regimes 
whose  hands  are  dripping  with  blood. 

The  fact  is  that  when  it  comes  to 
Bunna,  we  have  a  right  also  to  tell  our 
people  this  is  not  the  right  thing  to  do, 
for  your  to  do,  to  Invest  in  that  dicta- 
torship. We  also  have  a  right  and  obli- 
gation to  our  own  people  to  say  we  will 
not  permit  Chinese  goods  that  are  pro- 
duced in  slave  labor  camps  and  pro- 
duced by  the  army,  buy  companies  that 
are  owned  by  the  army,  and  produced 
by  a  regime  that  is  trying  to  bolster  its 
weapon  systems  to  threaten  its  neigh- 
bors, we  will  not  permit  that  country 
to  come  into  our  marketplace  and  with 
the  same  status  of  other  free  and  demo- 
cratic countries. 

I  would  hope  that  the  American  peo- 
ple insist  that  their  representatives  in 


the  United  States  vote  against  most-fa- 
vored-nation status  for  China. 

There  is  one  other  issue  that  will  be 
coming  forth  very  quickly  and  that  we 
will  find  in  front  of  this  body  within 
the  next  2  weeks.  It  is  an  issue  that  re- 
lates to  most-favored-nation  status  and 
relates  to  these  dictatorships  around 
the  world  because  it  is  changing  our 
patent  system  in  a  way  that  will  per- 
mit those  thieves,  those  dictatorships 
around  the  world,  to  steal  American 
technology. 

Now,  most  of  you  probably  have  not 
heard  anything  about  the  proposed 
changes  in  our  patent  law.  Most  Ameri- 
cans would  not  even  understand  the 
proposed  changes  in  our  patent  law. 
But  there  is  an  insidious  attempt  being 
made  to  make  fundamental  changes  in 
the  situation  of  our  patent  system,  in 
the  makeup  of  our  patent  system,  so 
that  it  will  be  easier  for  foreign  cor- 
porations to  steal  America's  greatest 
asset,  and  that  is  the  genius  of  our  peo- 
ple. What  will  be  coming  forth  before 
this  body  is  a  bill,  H.R.  3460,  which  I 
call  the  Steal  American  Technologies 
Act.  This  act,  believe  it  or  not,  will  in- 
sist that  from  now  on,  if  an  American 
inventor  applies  for  a  patent  in  this 
country,  after  18  months,  whether  or 
not  that  patent  has  been  issued,  that 
American  inventor's  application  with 
all  the  details  of  the  technology  that 
he  has  developed  will  be  published  for 
the  world  to  see.  This  is  an  invitation 
to  the  thieves  of  the  world  to  steal  our 
most  precious  asset,  and  that  is  the  in- 
novative and  creative  ideas  of  our  in- 
ventors and  our  technology  that  we 
will  use  in  the  future  to  keep  America 
competitive. 

This  is  absolutely  the  greatest  threat 
that  I  see  to  America's  future  prosper- 
ity, yet  so  few  people  will  understand 
what  the  vote  is  all  about.  But  it  does 
not  take  a  genius,  however,  to  under- 
stand that  if  we  disclose  the  informa- 
tion of  our  inventors,  even  before  their 
patents  have  been  issued,  that  there 
will  be  a  line  at  the  Patent  Office  to 
get  that  information  and  to  fax  it  im- 
mediately to  the  Chinese  mainland, 
where  they  will  set  up  manufacturing 
units  based  on  those  ideas  and  that 
technology  even  before  our  inventors 
are  issued  their  own  patent. 

Ironically,  when  H.R.  3460,  the  "Steal 
American  Technologies  Act,"  was 
going  through  the  subcommittee,  and 
it  has  passed  the  subcommittee  in  this 
body  and  is  heading  for  the  floor,  on 
the  day  that  it  was  passed  in  the  sub- 
committee I  had  a  representative  of  an 
American  company  that  represents 
many  patents.  It  happens  to  be  a  solar 
energy  company.  He  was  there  in  my 
office,  and  we  were  discussing  the  pat- 
ent law. 

D  1715 

I  asked  him  what  would  happen  if  his 
patent  applications  had  been  published 
before  he  actually  was  issued  the  pat- 
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ent.  His  face  turned  white,  and  his  fists 
came  together,  and  he  said. 

Congressman,  if  my  patent  applications 
are  published  before  my  patent  is  issued  my 
foreign  competitors  will  be  actually  manu- 
facturing the  things  that  I  have  invented  be- 
fore I  can  even  go  into  manufacturing  them. 
And  do  you  know  what  they  will  do  if  1  try 
to  sue  them  later?  They  will  use  the  profits 
from  my  own  technology  to  fight  me  in  court 
and  wipe  me  out. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  great  threat  to 
American  prosperity.  Every  American 
should  contact  their  Member  of  Con- 
gress, their  Senator,  to  defeat  H.R. 
3460,  the  steal  American  technologies 
act.  But  this  is  only  one,  jiist  one  swing 
at  the  American  patent  system.  The 
American  patent  system  has  been 
under  attack,  but  because  it  is  so  hard 
to  understand,  the  American  people 
cannot  see  what  is  going  on. 

Another  part  of  this  very  same  bill 
would  corporatize  the  Patent  Office  of 
the  United  States.  People  will  say, 
Dana  Rohrabacher  is  a  conservative 
Republican.  Does  he  not  believe  in  pri- 
vatization? I  certainly  do  not  believe 
we  should  take  our  court  system  and 
the  court  functions  of  government  and 
privatize  them.  No.  there  are  certain 
things  government  has  to  do.  Those 
things  deal  with  protecting  our  rights, 
protecting  our  fireedom.  especially  de- 
fining the  property  rights  we  have  in  a 
free  society. 

Part  of  this  legislation  would  take 
the  Patent  Office  and  corporatize  it 
and  turn  it  into  something  like  the 
Post  Office.  That  may  sound  benign 
but,  in  effect,  that  would  take  patent 
examiners  who  today  are  making  deci- 
sions, responsible  decisions  for  what 
are  the  property  rights  dealing  with 
new  technology  in  our  society,  as  to 
who  owns  those  ideas  and  those  new 
property  rights  that  are  being  created, 
and  those  patent  examiners  by  that 
process  will  be  stripped  of  their  civil 
service  protection. 

They  will  be  then  put  in  jeopardy  of 
many  outside  forces,  and  even  inside 
forces  that  might  want  to  influence 
their  decision,  forces  that  have  been 
thwarted  up  until  now  because  patent 
examiners  know  their  job  is  to  make 
the  right  decision,  and  they  are  pro- 
tected from  i>eople  making  assaults  on 
them  or  trying  to  influence  them  from 
the  outside. 

Can  anyone  believe  that  stripping 
our  patent  examiners,  the  people  who 
will  define  what  is  American  tech- 
nology in  the  future  and  who  owns  it, 
stripping  them  of  their  civil  service 
protection,  is  not  going  to  open  the 
doorway  to  corruption,  open  the  door- 
way to  foreigners  coming  here  trying 
to  steal  our  technology,  and  cut  off  our 
people  from  the  rights  to  control  their 
own  inventions?  Does  anyone  believe 
that  that  will  not  happen? 

No  one  who  looks  at  the  issue  be- 
lieves that,  but  the  fact  is  most  of  the 
Members  of  Congress  will  never  have 
any  way  of  seeing  the  details.  They 
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will  be  told  some  local  company  has 
decided  that  H.R.  3460,  which  I  call  the 
steal  American  technologies  act,  is  a 
good  thing  because  many  American 
companies,  what  has  hapi>ened,  these 
big  corporations,  many  of  them  who 
are  now  owned  by  multinational  cor- 
porations and  outside  people,  have  big 
shares  in  those  companies;  but  these 
big  American  corporations  have  de- 
cided that  they  are  going  to  buy  into 
global  protection  of  America's  intellec- 
tual property. 

What  it  is,  basically  they  have  de- 
cided that  for  a  promise  from  other 
countries  like  Red  China,  like  Japan, 
and  like  many  other  developing  coun- 
tries, a  promise  from  those  countries, 
oh,  yes,  we  will  protect  our  intellectual 
property  rights  if  you  will  only  con- 
form your  system  to  be  like  our  sys- 
tem. The  changes  that  aire  brought 
about  by  H.R.  3460  are  basically  aimed 
at  what  they  call  harmonizing  our  law 
with  that  of  Japan.  We  will  blink  our 
eyes  and  in  a  very  short  time  period, 
we  will  see  the  patent  law  in  the 
United  States  totally  changed  so  that 
it  mirrors  that  which  Japan  has  had 
over  these  last  few  decades. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  very  hard  for  peo- 
ple to  imderstand  what  the  significance 
of  this  is.  Why  is  the  gentleman  from 
California,  Dana  Rohrabacher,  down 
here  on  the  floor  talking  about  patent 
law,  these  little  changes?  So  what  if  it 
is  going  to  harmonize  with  Japan? 

Do  we  really  want  to  walk  around 
like  ants,  like  the  people  of  Japan?  Do 
we  want  to  be  suppressed  by  the  busi- 
ness interests,  by  the  big  boys  that  run 
roughshod  over  the  people  in  Japan? 
How  many  new  innovations  and  how 
much  creativity  has  come  out  of  Japan 
in  these  last  20  years?  The  people  of 
Japan  allow  themselves,  because  they 
have  a  different  culture,  allow  them- 
selves to  be  dominated  by  big  interest 
groups  who  control  their  society. 

That  is  not  what  America  is  all 
about.  America  is  about  the  rights  of 
the  individual,  the  rights  of  the  little 
guy.  the  rights  of  every  person  to  have 
the  same  control  over  his  destiny  as 
those  people  who  are  more  affluent,  the 
rights  of  every  person  to  direct  the 
coxirse  of  his  Government.  Other  coun- 
tries are  not  this  way. 

But  what  we  have  here  coming  before 
this  body  is  a  stark  choice:  H.R.  3460, 
the  steal  American  technologies  act, 
versus  a  bill  that  I  have  put  forward 
and  tried  to  get  to  the  floor  of  this 
body  for  IVi  years,  H.R.  359.  H.R.  359 
would  protect  American  inventors,  and 
it  would  restore  to  American  inventors 
the  guaranteed  patent  right  that  they 
have  to  protect  their  invention  or  their 
idea  for  a  gaiaranteed  patent  term  of  17 
years  after  they  have  been  issued  a  pat- 
ent. 

Most  Americans  do  not  understand, 
and  I  am  sad  to  report  to  those  people 
who  are  listening  tonight  that  the 
guaranteed  patent  term  that  Ameri- 
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cans  enjoyed  for  over  130  years  has  al- 
ready been  taken  away  from  them,  and 
most  Americans  do  not  even  know  it. 

What  hapi)ened  is  a  year  and  a  half 
ago,  in  the  GATT  implementation  leg- 
islation, an  item  was  snuck  into  this 
legislation  that  had  nothing  to  do  with 
the  GATT  agreement.  It  was  not  re- 
quired by  GATT  but  it  was  snuck  in 
there,  so  that  we  as  a  body  would  have 
to  vote  against  the  entire  world  trad- 
ing system,  or  we  would  have  to  vote 
for  the  world  trading  system.  We  would 
have  to  vote  against  the  world  trading 
system  in  order  to  get  at  that  one  pro- 
vision. 

Most  Members,  of  course,  were  not 
willing  to  cut  us  off  from  all  of  the 
trade  regulations  of  the  GATT  negotia- 
tions. But  it  was  an  insult  to  this  body 
that  they  had  put  this  provision  in  In 
the  first  place.  What  did  this  small  pro- 
vision do.  this  one  little  item  that  they 
snuck  in  there?  There  was  an  innoc- 
uous change  in  the  patent  law.  It  said 
that  the  patents  now  in  the  United 
States  will  now  be  measured  from  20 
years  from  the  time  the  inventor  files 
for  the  patent.  So,  20  yeairs  later  he 
will  no  longer  have  any  patent  rights. 

It  almost  sounds  like,  hey,  we  are  ac- 
tually expanding  the  amount  of  time 
that  a  patent  applicant  has  for  the  pro- 
tection of  his  patent.  But  in  reality 
what  has  happened,  what  we  used  to 
have  is  that  if  someone  applies  for  a 
patent  and  it  took  5  or  10  years  for  his 
patent  application  to  be  processed,  he 
or  she  would  have  17  years  guaranteed 
patent  protection  time  in  order  to 
make  that  investment  back,  in  order  to 
profit  from  that  technology.  But  if  we 
started  at  20  yeairs  and  it  is  over,  if  we 
started  when  the  man  applied  for  the 
patent  and  it  is  over  in  20  years,  if  it 
takes  10  or  15  years  for  the  patent  to 
issue,  that  patent  is  almost  worthless 
by  the  time  it  is  issued.  The  fact  is 
that  three-quarters  of  the  time  has  al- 
ready been  used  up.  In  other  words,  the 
clock  is  ticking  against  the  individual, 
rather  than  ticking  against  the  bu- 
reaucracy. 

That  was  a  dramatic  change,  to  let 
us  harmonize  our  system  with  Japan. 
Mr.  Speaker,  it  seems  innocuous,  but 
in  the  end.  it  dramatically  affects  the 
production  of  technology  in  our  soci- 
ety, and  it  also,  interestingly  enough, 
affects  who  receives  the  benefits  of 
that  technology,  because  if  a  foreign 
corporation  then  only  has  to  pay  5 
years'  worth  of  royalties,  rather  than 
17  years,  where  is  that  money  going? 

That  money  that  used  to  be  going 
into  the  pockets  of  American  inven- 
tors, because  they  had  a  giiaranteed  17 
years  of  patent  protection,  ends  up 
stajring  right  in  the  coffers  of  some  big 
corporation  in  China  or  Japan  or 
Korea,  or  even  here  in  the  United 
States.  The  little  guy  ends  up  losing 
dramatically.  The  big  guys  end  up 
being  able  to  steal  legally.  They  have 
changed  the  niles  of  the  game. 


My  bill,  H.R.  359.  which  will  serve  as 
a  substitute  for  H.R.  3460,  will  return 
the  patent  rights  that  the  American 
people  lost  by  the  GATT  implementa- 
tion legislation.  So  we  will  face  a  bat- 
tle in  the  upcoming  weeks  between 
H.R.  3460.  which  is.  as  I  say,  I  call  it 
the  steal  American  technologies  act, 
versus  my  bill,  H.R.  359. 

I  believe  this  issue  deserves  to  be  de- 
bated, because  it  has  an  impact  not 
only  on  the  people  of  the  United 
States,  but  elsewhere.  We  should  not 
permit  countries  like  Red  China  to 
steal  American  technology  and  legally 
do  so  because  we  are  disclosing  our 
very  utmost  secrets  to  them  by  passing 
such  foolish  legislation.  When  it  comes 
to  most-favored-nation  status,  when 
there  is  a  dictatorship  like  Red  China 
or  Burma,  we  should  not  treat  them  as 
any  other  free  Nation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  believe  in  free 
trade.  I  believe  that  commerce  between 
free  people  is  to  the  benefit  of  all  free 
people.  But  let  us  as  a  country  staind 
not  for  trade  with  dictators,  but  in- 
stead, let  us  stand  for  free  trade  be- 
tween free  people. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  imanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Mr.  Underwood  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  Gephardt),  for  today  and  Wednes- 
day. May  29.  on  account  of  officiad  busi- 
ness. 

Mr.  McNULTY  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Gephardt),  for  today,  after  2  p.m.,  on 
accoimt  of  personal  business. 

Mr.  Ward  (at  the  request  of  Mr.  Gep- 
hardt), for  today  and  the  balaince  of 
the  week,  on  account  of  a  death  in  the 
family. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  ABERCROMBIE)  to  revise 
and  extend  their  remarks  ajid  include 
extraneous  materiad:) 

Ms.  Waters,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Ms.  Norton,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Ms.  Jackson-Lee  of  Texas,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 

Mr.  LaFalce.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Pallone,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Owens,  for  60  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Solomon)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr.  Goss,  for  5  minutes,  on  May  24. 

Mr.  Weldon  of  Florida,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 

Mr.  Solomon,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Kasich.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 

Mr.  RiGGS,  for  5  minutes,  today. 
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Mr.  PETERSON  of  Florida,  and  to  in- 
clade  therein  extraneous  material  not- 
withstanding the  fact  that  it  exceeds 
two  pages  of  the  Record  and  is  esti- 
mated by  the  Public  Printer  to  cost 
S5,185. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Goss).  Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  60  of  the 
104th  Congress,  the  House  stands  ad- 
journed until  2  p.m.,  Wednesday,  May 
29.1996. 

Thereupon  (at  5  o'clock  and  27  min- 
utes p.m.),  pursuant  to  Senate  Concur- 
rent Resolution  60,  the  House  ad- 
journed until  Wednesday,  May  29,  1996, 
at  2  p.m. 


NOTICE  OF  PROPOSED 
RULEMAKING 

U.S.  Congress, 
Office  of  Compliance, 
Washington.  DC.  May  22. 19%. 
Hon.  Newt  Gingrich, 

Speaker  of  the  House.  U^.  House  of  Represent- 
atives, Washington.  DC. 
Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  Pursuant  to  Section 
3(M(b)  of  the  Congressional  Accountability 
Act  of  1995  (2  U.S.C.  §  13840))).  I  am  transmit- 
ting on  behalf  of  the  Board  of  Directors  the 
enclosed  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  for 
publication  in  the  Congressional  Record.  The 
notice,  which  the  Board  has  approved,  is 
being  issued  pursuant  to  {2a0(e). 

The     Congressional     Accountability     Act 
specifies  that  the  enclosed  notice  be  pub- 
lished on  the  flrst  day  on  which  both  Houses 
are  in  session  following  this  transmittal. 
Sincerely, 

Glen  D.  Nager, 
Chair  of  the  Board. 
office  of  compliance 
The  Congressional  AccounUbility  Act  of 
1995:  Extension  of  Rights.  Protections  and 
Responsibilities  Under  Chapter  71  of  Title  5. 
United    States    Code.    Relating   to    Federal 
Service  Labor-Management  Relations  (Regu- 
lations under  section  220(e)  of  the  Congres- 
sional AccounUbility  Act). 

NOTICE  OF  proposed  RULEMAKING 

Summary:  The  Board  of  IMrectors  of  the 
OfQce  of  Compliance  is  publishing  proposed 
regulations  to  implement  section  220  of  the 
Congressional  Accountability  Act  of  1995 
("CAA"  or  "Act"),  Pub.  L.  X04-1,  109  Stat.  3. 
Spcciflcally,  these  proposed  regulations  are 
published  pursuant  to  section  220(e)  of  the 
CAA. 

The  provisions  of  section  220  are  generally 
effective  October  1,  1996.  2  U.S.C.  section 
1351.  However,  as  to  covered  employees  of 
certain  specified  employing  offices,  the 
rights  and  protections  of  section  220  will  be 
effective  on  the  effective  date  of  Board  regu- 
lations authorized  under  section  220(e).  2 
U.S.C.  section  1351(0. 

The  proposed  regulations  set  forth  herein, 
which  are  published  under  section  2a0(e)  of 
the  Act,  are  to  be  applied  to  certain  employ- 
ing offices  of  the  Senate,  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, and  the  Congressional  instru- 
mentalities and  employees  of  the  Senate,  the 


House  of  Representatives,  and  the  Congres- 
sional instrumentalities.  These  regulations 
set  forth  the  recommendations  of  the  Deputy 
Executive  Director  for  the  Senate,  the  Dep- 
uty Executive  Director  for  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and,  the  Executive  Director,  Of- 
fice of  Compliance,  as  approved  by  the  Board 
of  Directors,  Office  of  Compliance.  A  Notice 
of  Proposed  Rulemaking  under  section  220(d) 
is  being  published  separately. 

Dates:  Comments  are  due  within  30  days 
after  publication  of  this  notice  in  the  Con- 
gressional Record. 

Addresses:  Submit  written  comments  (an 
original  and  10  copies)  to  the  Chair  of  the 
Board  of  Directors,  Office  of  Compliance, 
Room  LA  200,  John  Adams  Building,  110  Sec- 
ond Street,  S.E.,  Washington,  DC  20540-1999. 
Those  wishing  to  receive  notification  of  re- 
ceipt of  comments  are  requested  to  include  a 
self-addressed,  stamped  post  card.  Comments 
may  also  be  transmitted  by  facsimile 
("FAX")  machine  to  (202)  426-1913.  This  is 
not  a  toll-ltee  call.  Copies  of  comments  sub- 
mitted by  the  public  will  be  available  for  re- 
view at  the  Law  Library  Reading  Room, 
Room  LM-201,  Law  Library  of  Congress, 
James  Madison  Memorial  Building,  Washing- 
ton. DC,  Monday  through  Friday,  between 
the  hours  of  9:30  a.m.  and  4:00  p.m. 

For  Further  Information  Contact:  Execu- 
tive Director,  Office  of  Compliance  at  (202) 
724-9250.  This  notice  is  also  available  in  the 
following  formats:  large  print,  braille,  audio 
tape,  and  electronic  file  on  computer  disk. 
Requests  for  this  notice  in  an  alternative 
format  should  be  made  to  Mr.  Russell  Jack- 
son, Director.  Service  Department,  Office  of 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  and  Doorkeeper  of  the 
Senate,  (202)  224-2705. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 
/.  Introduction 

The  Congressional  Accountability  Act  of 
1995  ("CAA"  or  "Act")  was  enacted  into  law 
on  January  23.  1995.  In  general,  the  CAA  ap- 
plies the  rights  and  protections  of  eleven  fed- 
eral labor  and  employment  law  statutes  to 
covered  Congressional  employees  and  em- 
ploying offices.  Section  220  of  the  CAA  ad- 
dresses the  application  of  chapter  71  of  title 
5.  United  States  Code  ("chapter  71"),  relat- 
ing to  Federal  Service  Labor-Management 
Relations.  Section  220(a)  of  the  CAA  applies 
the  rights,  protections,  and  responsibilities 
established  under  sections  7102.  7106,  7111 
through  7117,  7119  through  7122,  and  7131  of 
chapter  71  to  employing  offices,  covered  em- 
ployees, and  representatives  of  covered  em- 
ployees. These  provisions  protect  the  legal 
right  of  certain  covered  employees  to  orga- 
nize and  bargain  collectively  with  their  em- 
ploying offices  within  statutory  and  regu- 
latory parameters. 

Section  220(d)  of  the  Act  requires  the 
Board  of  Directors  of  the  Office  of  Compli- 
ance ("Board")  to  issue  regulations  to  imple- 
ment section  220  and  further  states  that,  ex- 
cept as  provided  in  subsection  (e),  such  regu- 
lations "shall  be  the  same  as  substantive 
regulations  promulgated  by  the  Federal 
Labor  Relations  Authority  ("FLRA")  to  im- 
plement the  statutory  provisions  referred  to 
in  subsection  (a)  except— 

(A)  to  the  extent  that  the  Board  may  de- 
termine, for  good  cause  shown  and  stated  to- 
gether with  the  regulations,  that  a  modifica- 
tion of  such  regulations  would  be  more  effec- 
tive for  the  implementation  of  rights  and 
protections  under  this  section,  or 

(B)  as  the  Board  deems  necessary  to  avoid 
a  conflict  of  interest  or  appearance  of  con- 
flict of  interest." 

The  Board  has  separately  published  a  Notice 
of  Proposed  Rulemaking  with  respect  to  the 


issuance  of  regrulations  pursaunt  to  section 
220(d). 

Section. 220(e)(1)  of  the  CAA  requires  that 
the  Board  also  issue  regulations  "on  the 
manner  and  extent  to  which  the  require- 
ments and  exemptions  of  chapter  71  (]  should  • 
apply  to  covered  employees  who  are  em- 
ployed in  the  offices  listed  In"  section 
220(e)(2).  The  offices  listed  in  section  220(e)(2) 
are: 

(A)  the  personal  office  of  any  Member  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  or  of  any  Sen- 
ator: 

(B)  a  standing  select,  special,  permanent, 
temporary,  or  other  committee  of  the  Senate 
or  House  of  Representatives,  or  a  joint  com- 
mittee of  Congress; 

(C)  the  Office  of  the  Vice  President  (as 
President  of  the  Senate),  the  Office  of  the 
President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate,  the  Of- 
fice of  the  Majority  Leader  of  the  Senate, 
the  Office  of  the  Minority  Leader  of  the  Sen- 
ate, the  Office  of  the  Majority  Whip  of  the 
Senate,  the  Conference  of  the  Majority  of  the 
Senate,  the  Conference  of  the  Minority  of 
the  Senate,  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Conference  for  the  Majority  of  the  Senate, 
the  Office  of  the  Secretary  for  the  Minority 
of  the  Senate,  the  Majority  Policy  Commit- 
tee of  the  Senate,  the  Minority  Policy  Com- 
mittee of  the  Senate,  and  the  following  of- 
fices within  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Senate:  Offices  of  the  Parliamentarian,  Bill 
Clerk.  Legislative  Clerk,  Journal  Clerk.  Ex- 
ecutive Clerk,  Enrolling  Clerk,  Official  Re- 
porters of  Debate,  Daily  Digest,  Printing 
Services.  Captioning  Services,  and  Senate 
Chief  Counsel  for  Employment; 

(D)  the  Office  of  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  the  Office  of  the  Major- 
ity Leader  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
the  Office  of  the  Minority  Leader  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  the  Offices  of  the 
Chief  Deputy  Majority  Whips,  the  Offices  of 
the  Cailef  Deputy  Minority  Whips,  and  the 
following  offices  within  the  Office  of  the 
Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives:  Of- 
fices of  Legislative  Operations,  Official  Re- 
porters of  Debate,  Official  Reporters  to  Com- 
mittees, Printing  Services,  and  Legislative 
Information; 

(E)  the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Counsel  of 
the  Senate,  the  Office  of  the  Senate  Legal 
Counsel,  the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Coun- 
sel of  the  House  of  Representatives,  the  Of- 
fice of  the  General  Counsel  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  the  Office  of  the  Parliamen- 
tarian of  the  House  of  Representatives,  and 
the  Office  of  the  Law  Revision  Counsel; 

(P)  the  offices  of  any  caucus  or  party  orga- 
nization; 

(G)  the  Congressional  Budget  Office,  the 
Office  of  Technology  Assessment,  and  the  Of- 
fice of  Compliance;  and; 

(H)  such  other  offices  that  perform  com- 
parable functions  which  are  identified  under 
regulations  of  the  Board. 
These  offices  shall  be  collectively  referred  to 
as  the  "section  220(e)(2)  offices." 

Section  220(e)(1)  provides  that  the  regula- 
tions which  the  Board  issues  to  apply  chap- 
ter 71  to  covered  employees  in  section 
220(e)(2)  offices  "shall,  to  the  greatest  extent 
practicable,  be  consistent  with  the  provi- 
sions and  purposes  of  chapter  71  []  and  of  (the 
CAA]."  To  this  end,  section  220(e)(1)  man- 
dates that  such  regulations  "shall  be  the 
same  as  substantive  regulations  issued  by 
the  Federal  Labor  Relations  Authority  under 
such  chapter"  with  two  separate  and  distinct 
provisos: 

First,  section  220(e)(1),  like  every  other 
CAA  section  requiring  the  Board  to  issue  Im- 
plementing     regulations      (i.e.,      sections 
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202(d)(2),  203(c)(2),  204(c)(2).  205(c)(2).  206(c)(2). 
215(d)(2)),  authorizes  the  Board  to  modify  the 
FLRA's  regulations  "(A)  to  the  extent  that 
the  Board  may  determine,  for  good  cause 
shown  and  stated  together  with  the  regula- 
tion, that  a  modification  of  such  regulations 
would  be  more  effective  for  the  implementa- 
tion of  the  rights  and  protections  under  this 
section." 

Second,  independent  of  section  220(e)(1), 
section  220(e)(2)  requires  the  Board  to  issue 
regulations  that  "exclude  from  coverage 
under  this  section  any  covered  employees 
who  are  employed  in  offices  listed  in  [section 
220(e)(2)]  if  the  Board  determines  that  such 
exclusion  is  required  because  of— 

(i)  a  conflict  of  interest  or  appearance  of  a 
conflict  of  interest;  or 

(ii)  Congress'  constitutional  responsibil- 
ities." 

The  provisions  of  section  220  are  effective 
October  1,  1996,  except  that,  "[w]ith  respect 
to  the  offices  listed  in  subsection  (e)(2),  to 
the  covered  employees  of  such  offices,  and  to 
representatives  of  such  employees,  [section 
220]  shall  be  effective  on  the  effective  date  of 
regulations  under  subsection  (e)." 
//.  The  Advance  Notice  of  Proposed  RiUemalcing 

A.  Issues  for  Comment  that  Relate  to  Section 

220(e) 

The  Board  sought  comment  on  two  issues 
related  to  section  220(eXl)(A):  (1)  Whether 
and  to  what  extent  the  Board  should  modify 
the  regulations  promulgated  by  the  FLRA 
for  application  to  employees  in  section 
220(e)(2)  offices?  (2)  Whether  the  Board 
should  issue  additional  regulations  concern- 
ing the  manner  and  extent  to  which  the  re- 
quirements and  exemptions  of  chapter  71 
apply  to  employees  in  section  220(e)(2)  of- 
fices? 

The  Board  sought  comment  on  four  issues 
related  to  section  220(e)(lXB):  (1)  What  are 
the  constitutional  responsibilities  and/or 
conflicts  of  interest  (real  or  apparent)  that 
would  require  exclusion  of  employees  in  sec- 
tion 220(e)  offices  from  coverage  under  sec- 
tion 220  of  the  CAA?  (2)  Whether  determina- 
tions as  to  such  exclusions  should  be  made 
on  an  office-wide  basis  or  on  the  basis  of  job 
duties  and  functions?  (3)  Which  job  duties 
and  functions  In  section  220(e)  offices,  if  any, 
should  be  excluded  from  coverage,  and  what 
is  the  legal  and  factual  basis  for  any  such  ex- 
clusion? (4)  Are  there  any  offices  not  listed 
in  section  220(e)(2)  that  are  candidates  for 
the  application  of  the  section  220(e)(1)(B)  ex- 
clusion and,  if  so,  why? 

In  seeking  conmient  on  the  issues  related 
to  section  220(e)  regulations,  the  Board  em- 
phasized that  it  needed  detailed  legal  and 
factual  support  for  any  proposed  modifica- 
tions in  the  FLRA's  regulations  and  for  any 
additional  proposed  regulations  implement- 
ing sections  220(eXlXA)  and  (B). 

B.  Summary  of  Comments  Received 

The  Board  did  not  receive  any  comments 
on  Issues  arising  under  section  220(eXlXA). 
and  received  only  two  comments  on  issues 
arising  under  section  220(eKlXB).  These  two 
comments  addressed  the  issue  of  whether  the 
Board  should  grant  a  blanket  exclusion  for 
all  covered  employees  in  the  section  220(e)(2) 
offices.  The  Board  summarizes  those  two 
comments  here. 

One  commenter  argued  that  nothing  in  the 
CAA  warrants  any  categorical  exclusions 
ffom  coverage.  The  commenter  argued  that 
the  CAA's  instruction  to  the  Board  to  issue 
regulations  which  "to  the  greatest  extent 
practical"  are  "consistent  with  the  provi- 
sions and  purposes  of  chapter  71"  invites  cov- 
erage as  broad  in  scope  as  chapter  71  pro- 


vides for  Executive  Branch  employees.  The 
commenter  argued  that  section  220(eXlXB)  is 
an  exception  to  the  general  rule  mandating 
coverage  and  that  Congress  did  not  purport 
to  find  that  any  covered  employees  nec- 
essarily qualified  for  application  of  such  an 
exception.  The  commenter  further  argued 
that  the  legislative  history  of  section  220(e) 
indicates  that  Congress  simply  authorized 
the  Board  to  determine  whether  covered  em- 
ployees in  section  220(eX2)  offices  should  be 
excluded  without  in  any  way  suggesting  that 
they  should  be  excluded. 

The  commenter  then  pointed  out  that,  like 
Congress,  the  President  is  charged  with  con- 
stitutional responsibilities  and  that  execu- 
tive branch  employees  (other  than  statu- 
torily excepted  employees)  are  nonetheless 
free  to  join  and  be  represented  by  unions  of 
their  choice.  The  commenter  urged  that 
there  Is  nothing  in  the  functions  of  the  legis- 
lative branch  that  suggests  that  union  rep- 
resentation of  legislative  branch  employees 
is  any  different  than  union  representation  of 
executive  branch  employees  (or  that  it  poses 
any  unique  concerns).  From  this  argimient. 
the  commenter  concluded  that  no  blanket 
exemption  of  all  of  the  employees  in  section 
220(e)(2)  offices  is  warranted;  and  the  com- 
menter urged  that  its  conclusion  is  sup- 
ported by  the  overall  policy  of  the  CAA  to 
bind  Congress  to  the  same  set  of  rules  that 
other  employers  face. 

The  second  commenter  took  the  position 
that  all  of  the  covered  employees  in  a  num- 
ber of  the  section  2a0(e)(2)  offices  should  re- 
ceive a  blanket  exemption  from  coverage 
under  section  220.  In  support  of  this  argu- 
ment, the  commenter  first  described  the 
Senate's  constitutional  responsibilities  to 
exercise  the  legislative  authority  of  the 
United  States;  to  "make  all  laws  which  shall 
be  necessary  and  proper  for  carrying  into 
£lxecution"  its  enumerated  powers;  to  advise 
and  consent  to  treaties  and  certain  presi- 
dential nominations;  and  to  try  matters  of 
impeachments.  The  commenter  then  stated 
that,  in  fulfilling  these  responsibilities,  the 
Senate  must  be  "flree  from  improper  influ- 
ence from  outside  sources  so  that  Members 
can  fairly  represent  the  Interests  of  the 
United  States  and  its  citizens."  The  com- 
menter asserted  that  exclusion  from  cov- 
erage of  all  employees  in  Senators'  personal 
offices  Is  necessary  to  insulate  the  legisla- 
tive process  from  improper  influence  by  out- 
side parties. 

In  so  stating,  the  conwnenter  recognized 
that  a  number  of  such  employees  would  al- 
ready be  excluded  under  chapter  71.  but  ar- 
gued that  the  participation  of  any  employee 
of  a  Senator's  office  in  a  labor  organization 
would  "interfere  with  the  Senator's  con- 
stitutional responsibilities.  []  allow  unions 
to  obtain  an  undue  advantage  in  the  legisla- 
tive process  and  to  exercise  improper  influ- 
ence over  Members,  and  [  ]  create  conflicts  of 
interest."  The  commenter  asserted  that  al- 
lowing such  employees  to  organize  would 
"provide  labor  unions  with  unprecedented 
access  to  and  influence  over  the  operations 
and  legislative  activities  of  Senators'  per- 
sonal offices"  and  turn  the  collective  bar- 
gaining process  into  "a  lobbying  tool  of  or- 
granized  labor". 

The  commenter  contended  that  union  rep- 
resentation of  employees  in  a  Senator's  per- 
sonal office  also  could  create  significant  con- 
flicts of  interest,  both  because  legislation 
that  affects  union  or  management  rights 
may  have  a  direct  Impact  on  a  Senator's  bar- 
gaining position  with  an  employee  union, 
and  because  a  Senator's  voting  position  may 
be  tainted  by  the  appearance  that  he  or  she 


is  affected  by  the  position  of  the  employee 
union.  The  commenter  also  claimed  that 
pajrment  of  union  dues  by  a  Senator's  em- 
ployees could  create  the  perception  of  a  con- 
flict of  interest,  because  Senate  employees 
may  not  make  political  contributions  to 
their  employer,  but  the  employees  may 
nonetheless  pay  dues  to  a  union  that,  in 
turn,  contributes  to  that  employer.  The  com- 
menter further  argued  that,  if  a  Senator's 
employees  are  permitted  to  organize,  they 
may  develop  conflicting  loyalties  that  could 
render  them  politically  incompatible  with 
the  Senator  for  whom  they  work.  The  com- 
menter contended  that  it  would  be  an  unfair 
labor  practice  for  an  employer  to  discharge 
an  employee  because  of  union  affiliation 
even  if  that  union  affiliation  led  to  political 
incompatibility,  thus  allegedly  eviscerating 
section  502  of  the  CAA  (which  is  said  to  au- 
thorize an  employing  office  to  discharge  an 
employee  based  on  such  incompatibility).  Fi- 
nally, the  commenter  asserted  that,  if  em- 
ployees of  Senators'  offices  are  granted  the 
right  to  organize,  they  will  be  the  only  em- 
ployees of  Federal  elected  officials  who  are 
organized. 

The  commenter  also  took  the  position  that 
the  concerns  stated  regarding  iinion  organi- 
zation in  Senators'  personal  offices  are 
equally  applicable  to  employees  in  Senate 
leadership  and  committee  offices.  The  com- 
menter further  asserted  that  employees  in 
offices  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Senate  (Offices  of  the  ParUa- 
mentarian.  Bill  Clerk.  Legislative  Clerk. 
Journal  CHerk,  Executive  Clerk,  Enrolling 
Clerk.  Official  Reporters  of  Debate.  Daily  Di- 
gest and  Printing  Services.  Office  of  Senate 
Chief  Counsel  for  Employment)  should  be  ex- 
cluded from  coverage  because  they  allegedly 
occupy  confidential  positions  that  are  inte- 
gral to  the  Senate's  constitutional  functions. 
The  commenter  also  asserted  that  employees 
in  the  Office  of  the  Senate  Chief  Counsel  for 
Employment  should  be  excluded  because  at- 
torneys in  that  office  will  engage  in  labor  ne- 
gotiations on  behalf  of  management  in  Sen- 
ate offices  and  because  all  employees  in  the 
office  have  access  to  privileged  and  confiden- 
tial information.  The  commenter  similarly 
stated  that  employees  in  the  OfQce  of  the 
Legislative  Ck>unsel  and  the  OfQce  of  the 
Senate  Legal  (^unsel  should  be  excluded  be- 
cause they  have  direct  access  to  privileged 
and  confidential  information  relating  to  the 
constitutional  functions  of  the  Senate. 

Finally,  the  commenter  contended  that, 
pursuant  to  220(e)(2XH).  employees  in  four 
other  offices  should  be  subject  to  a  blanket 
exclusion.  Employees  in  the  Executive  OfQce 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate,  because  they 
are  privy  to  confidential  information  about 
both  the  legislative  functions  of  the  Senate 
and  the  labor  management  policies  of  the  Of- 
fice of  the  Secretary;  employees  in  the  Office 
of  Senate  Security,  because  they  have  access 
to  highly  sensitive  and  confidential  informa- 
tion relating  to  the  constitutional  respon- 
sibilities of  the  Senate,  as  well  as  to  matters 
of  national  security;  employees  in  the  Sen- 
ate Disbursing  Office,  because  they  have  ac- 
cess to  confidential  financial  information 
that  could  enhance  a  union's  bargaining  po- 
sition; and  employees  in  the  Administrative 
Office  of  the  Sergeant  at  Arms,  because  they 
have  access  to  confidential  information 
about  the  office  and  the  Senate. 
///.  Notice  of  Proposed  Rulemaking 

In  developing  its  proposed  regulations,  the 
Board  has  carefully  considered  both  its  re- 
sponsibilities under  section  220(e)  and  the 
two  directiy  contradictory  comments  that 
the  Board  received  concerning  the  regula- 
tions that  it  must  issue.  For  the  reasons  that 
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follow,  the  Board's  judgment  is  that  a  blan- 
ket exclusion  of  all  of  the  employees  in  the 
section  220(e)(2)  offices  is  not  "required" 
under  the  stated  statutory  criteria.  But  the 
Board  will  propose  regrulations  that  allow  the 
exclusion  issue  to  be  raised  with  respect  to 
any  particular  employee  in  any  particular 
case.  The  Board  also  urgres  commenters  who 
support  any  categorical  exclusions,  in  com- 
menting on  these  proposed  regulations,  to 
explain  why  particular  jobs  or  job  duties  re- 
quire exclusion  of  particular  employees  so 
that  the  Board  may  exclude  them  by  regula- 
tion, where  appropriate.  Through  this  initial 
regulation  and  any  categorical  exclusions 
that  may  appropriately  be  included  in  its 
final  regulations,  the  Board  intends  to  carry 
out  its  statutory  responsibility  under  sec- 
tion 220(e)  to  exclude  employees  from  cov- 
erage where  required,  and  to  make  changes 
in  the  FLRA's  regulations  where  necessary. 

A.  Section  220(e)(1)(A) 

Section  220(eXlXA)  authorizes  the  Board  to 
modify  the  FLRA's  regulations  "to  the  ex- 
tent that  the  Board  may  determine,  for  good 
cause  shown  and  stated  together  with  the 
regulation,  that  a  modification  of  such  regu- 
lations would  be  more  effective  for  the  im- 
plementation of  the  rights  and  protections 
under  [section  220(e)]."  No  commenter  took 
the  position  that  there  was  good  cause  to 
modify  the  FLRA  regulations  for  more  effec- 
tive implementation  of  section  220(e).  Equal- 
ly important,  no  commenter  took  the  posi- 
tion that  a  blanket  exclusion  of  all  of  the 
covered  employees  in  any  of  the  section 
220(e)  offices  would  be  "more  effective  for 
the  implementation  of  the  rights  and  protec- 
tions under  [section  220(e)]."  And.  at  present, 
the  Board  has  not  independently  found  any 
basis  to  exercise  its  authority  to  modify  the 
FLRA  regulations  for  more  effective  imple- 
mentation of  section  2a0(e).  The  Board  there- 
fore does  not  propose  to  issue  separate  regu- 
lations pursuant  to  section  220(eXl)(A>— that 
is,  except  as  to  employees  whose  exclusion 
trom  coverage  under  section  220  is  required, 
the  Board  proposes  that  the  regulations  that 
it  issues  under  section  220(d)  will  apply  to 
employing  offices,  covered  employees,  and 
their  representatives  under  section  22(Ke). 

B.  Section  220(e)(1)(B) 

Section  220(e)(lXB)  provides  that  the  Board 
"shall  exclude  from  coverage  under  [section 
220]  any  covered  employees  in  [section 
220(e)(2)  offices]  if  the  Board  determines  that 
such  exclusion  is  required  because  of— 

(i)  a  conflict  of  interest  or  appearance  of  a 
conflict  of  Interest;  or 

(ii)  Congress'  constitutional  responsibil- 
ities." 

The  question  here  for  resolution,  then,  is  to 
what  extent  the  Board  should  exclude  cov- 
ered employees  in  the  section  220(e)(2)  offices 
trom  coverage. 

1.  The  statutory  language  and  legislative 
history  indicate  that  exclusions  are  proper 
only  where  "required"  by  the  stated  statu- 
tory criteria 

Section  220(eXlXB)  states  that  the  Board 
"shall"  exclude  any  covered  employee  of  a 
section  2aO(eX2)  office  where  such  exclusion 
is  "reQuired"  by  the  stated  statutory  cri- 
teria. The  statutory  specification  that  the 
exclusion  be  "required"  by  Congress'  con- 
stitutional responsibilities  or  a  conflict  of 
interest  is  telling.  In  this  context,  the  term 
"required"  means  "insist[ed]  upon  usu[ally] 
with  certainty  and  urgency."  See  Webster's 
Third  New  International  Dictionary  (1966); 
see  also  Black's  Law  Dictionary  (4th  ed.  1968) 
("direct[ed],  order[ed].  demand[ed]. 

instructed],   command[ed]").  Thus,  merely 


being  helpful  to  or  in  furtherance  of  the  stat- 
ed statutory  criteria  is  insufficient;  rather, 
the  exclusion  must  be  necessary  to  the  con- 
duct of  Congress's  constitutional  responsibil- 
ities or  to  the  avoidance  of  a  conflict  of  in- 
terest (real  or  apparent). 

Although  legislative  history  should  always 
be  consulted  with  due  care  and  regard  for  its 
limitations,  the  scant  legislative  history  di- 
rectly attached  to  section  220(eXl)(B)  here 
appears  to  confirm  that  exclusions  are  prop- 
er only  where  necessary  to  achieve  the  stat- 
ed statutory  criteria.  See  141  Cong.  Rec.  S626 
(section-by-section  analysis  of  CAA).  What  is 
now  section  220(e)  was  added  to  a  predecessor 
to  the  CAA  in  October  1994  in  the  Senate 
Governmental  Affairs  Committee.  The  Com- 
mittee's Report  explains  that  this  provision 
was  added  in  response  to  several  Members' 
concerns  that  the  application  of  labor  laws 
to  the  legislative  offices  might  interfere 
with  Congress'  ability  to  fulfill  its  constitu- 
tional functions:  "For  example,  there  was  a 
concern  that,  if  legislative  staff  belonged  to 
a  union,  that  union  might  be  able  to  exert 
undue  influence  over  legislative  activities  or 
decisions.  Even  if  such  a  conflict  of  interest 
between  employees'  official  duties  and  union 
membership  did  not  actually  occur,  the  mere 
appearance  of  undue  influence  or  access 
might  be  very  troubling.  Furthermore,  there 
is  a  concern  that  labor  actions  could  delay  or 
disrupt  vital  legislative  activities."  [S.  Rep. 
No.  397.  103d  Cong.,  2d  Sess.  8  (1994).] 

The  Report  went  on  to  explain  that  the 
proposed  bill  addressed  the  Members'  con- 
cerns in  two  ways:  First,  rather  than  apply- 
ing the  National  Labor  Relations  Act 
("NLRA")  to  Congress,  the  bill  would  apply 
chapter  71  whose  "provisions  and  precedents 
.  .  .  address  problems  of  conflict  of  interest 
in  the  governmental  context  and  .  .  .  pro- 
hibit strikes  and  slowdowns."  Second,  "as  an 
extra  measure  of  precaution,"  the  bill  would 
not  apply  to  the  section  220(e)2)  offices 
"until  the  Board  has  conducted  a  special 
rulemaking  to  consider  such  problems  as 
conflict  of  interest."  Id.  at  8. 

The  above-described  Senate  Report  does 
not  reveal — either  expressly  or  implicitly — 
any  congressional  expectation  that  exclu- 
sions would  necessarily  result  as  a  con- 
sequence of  the  Board's  special  rulemaking. 
Instead,  the  Report  explains  that  the  con- 
cerns of  several  Members  were  principally 
addressed  by  the  incorporation  of  chapter  71 
(rather  than  the  NLRA)  in  the  bill  and  that, 
"as  an  extra  measure  of  precaution,"  the 
Board  should  consider  in  a  special  rule- 
making whether  application  of  even  chapter 
71  to  employees  in  section  220(e)  would  de- 
feat Ck)ngress'  responsibilities  or  cause  insol- 
uble conflicts  of  interest  (real  or  apparent). 
See  141  Cong.  Rec.  S444-45  (remarks  of  Sen- 
ator Grassley).  Indeed,  the  section-by-sec- 
tion analysis  of  the  bill  that  became  the 
CAA  states  that  section  220(e)  should  not  be 
construed  as  "a  standard  license  to  roam  far 
afield  from  [the]  executive  regulations."  See 
141  Cong.  Rec.  S626. 

The  legislative  materials  suggest  that  sec- 
tion 220(e)  requires  the  Board  to  exclude  em- 
ployees in  section  22(Ke)(2)  offices  only  where 
"required"  by  the  statutory  criteria— i.e., 
where  exclusion  is  necessary  to  the  accom- 
plishment of  the  statutory  criteria.  The  leg- 
islative materials  leave  no  room  for  the  ex- 
clusion of  covered  employees  in  the  absence 
of  a  demonstrated  and  substantial  need  for 
doing  so. 

2.  Exclusion  of  all  employees  in  section  220(e) 
offices  is  not  required  by  Congress'  con- 
stitutional responsibilities  or  concerns 
about  real  or  apparent  conflicts  of  interest 
On  the  basis  of  the  comments  received  to 

date,  the  Board  is  unable  to  find  a  dem- 


onstrated and  substantial  need  for  the  blan- 
ket exclusion  of  all  employees  in  the  section 
220(e)(2)  offices.  Such  a  blanket  exclusion  of 
all  covered  employees  does  not  appear  to  be 
required  by  either  Congress'  constitutional 
responsibilities  or  any  real  or  apparent  con- 
flicts of  interest. 

a.  Exclusion  is  not  necessitated  by  Congress' 
constitutional  responsibilities 

The  key  premise  of  the  commenter's  argu- 
ment that  exclusion  of  all  section  220(e)(2)  of- 
fice employees  is  required  by  Congress'  con- 
stitutional responsibilities  is  the  assertion 
that  collective  bargaining  rights  for  section 
220(e)  employees  are  categorically  inconsist- 
ent with  the  effective  functioning  of  the  Leg- 
islative Branch.  But  the  legislative  judg- 
ment embodied  in  chapter  71  is  that  collec- 
tive bargaining  rights  are  entirely  consistent 
with— and.  indeed,  enhance— the  efficient 
and  effective  functioning  of  the  Executive 
Branch.  See  5  U.S.C.  §7101.  More  to  the  point, 
the  legislative  judgment  in  chapter  71  is  that 
collective  bargaining  is  consistent  with — 
and,  indeed,  supportive  of— the  Executive 
Branch's  fulfillment  of  the  President's  con- 
stitutional responsibility  faithfully  to  exe- 
cute the  laws  of  the  United  States.  The 
Board  has  not  yet  been  presented  with  any 
facts  or  legal  argument  that  would  support  a 
determination  that,  in  contrast  to  the  situa- 
tion in  the  Executive  Branch,  all  employees 
of  the  section  220(eX2)  offices  must  be  ex- 
cluded trom  collective  bargaining  in  order 
for  the  Legislative  Branch  to  be  able  to  ful- 
fill its  constitutional  charge. 

For  example,  although  the  commenter  as- 
serts that,  if  a  Senator  is  required  to  bargain 
with  his  or  her  employees'  union,  the  em- 
ployees' union  will  obtain  an  undue  advan- 
tage in  the  legislative  process  by  dint  of  its 
members'  special  access  to  the  Senator  and 
its  members'  Influence  over  the  Senator's 
legislative  positions,  the  Board  does  not  be- 
lieve that  a  Senator  can  be  brought  to  his 
constitutional  knees  so  easily.  The  commit- 
ment of  our  Nation's  elected  representatives 
to  the  performance  of  their  constitutional 
duties  is  great;  and,  access  or  no  access  by 
unions,  it  must  be  presumed  that  out  elected 
representatives  will  carry  out  their  constitu- 
tional responsibilities  with  fervor.  Moreover, 
it  must  also  be  recognized  that,  in  doing  so. 
our  elected  representatives  will  be  supported 
by  many  employees  who  simply  do  not  have 
the  right  to  organize.  Supervisors — defined 
as  individuals  with  authority  to  hire,  direct. 
assign,  t»romote,  reward,  transfer,  furlough, 
layoff,  recall,  suspend,  discipline,  or  remove 
employees,  or  to  adjust  their  grievances,  or 
to  effectively  recommend  such  action — are 
not  even  covered  by  chapter  71  as  applied  by 
the  CAA.  See  sections  7103(aX2Xiii)  and 
7103(a)(10).  Likewise,  management  officials- 
defined  as  individuals  in  positions  whose  du- 
ties and  responsibilities  require  or  authorize 
the  individual  to  formulate,  determine,  or 
infiuence  the  policies  of  their  employer — are 
not  covered.  See  sections  7103(a)(2)(iii)  and 
7103(aXll).  Furthermore,  confidential  em- 
ployees— defined  as  employees  who  act  in  a 
confidential  capacity  with  respect  to  individ- 
uals who  formulate  or  effectuate  manage- 
ment policies  in  the  field  of  labor-manage- 
ment relations — and  employees  engaged  in 
personal  work  are  not  covered.  See  sectons 
7112(bX2),(3)  and  7103(aX13).  Finally,  employ- 
ees whose  participation  in  the  management 
of  a  labor  organization  or  whose  representa- 
tion of  a  labor  organization  results  in  a  con- 
flict or  apparent  conflict  of  interest  or  is 
otherwise  incompatible  with  law  or  with  offi- 
cial job  duties  are  not  covered.  See  section 
712(Ke).  Cumulatively,  these  exclusions  un- 
dermine the  claim  that  all  employees  of  a 
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section  220(e)(2)  office— including  secretaries 
and  messengers — ^must  be  excluded  from  cov- 
erage in  order  for  the  Legislative  Branch  to 
fulfill  its  constitutional  charge;  to  the  ex- 
tent that  a  union  obtains  access,  it  will  be 
on  behalf  of  employees  who  are  not  at  the 
center  of  the  Senator's  management  core. 

The  commenter  supporting  blanket  exclu- 
sion of  all  employees  in  certain  section 
220(e)(2)  office  also  argued  that,  absent  such 
an  exclusion,  a  Senator's  employees  would  be 
able  to  influence  a  Senators'  legislative  posi- 
tion of  exchange  for  concessions  at  the  bar- 
gaining table.  This  argument,  however,  ig- 
nores the  fact  that,  for  those  employees  not 
exempted  (such  as  certain  secretaries  and 
messengers),  chapter  71  provides  only  a  lim- 
ited set  of  labor  relations  rights.  Once  orga- 
nized, employees  may  bargain  about  their 
conditions  of  employment.  But  they  may  not 
bargain  about  matters  "specifically  provided 
for  by  Federal  statute,"  a  category  which  in- 
cludes inter  alia  a  number  of  restrictions  on 
pay,  health  insurance,  and  retirement  bene- 
fits for  legislative  employees.  See  section 
7102(2),  7103(aX12),  7103(aX14XC).  Moreover, 
they  may  only  bargain  about  their  "terms 
and  conditions  of  employment";  their  Sen- 
ator's legislative  positions  are  not  properly  on 
the  table.  And  in  the  event  that  nonexempt 
employees  in  section  220(e)(2)  offices  fail  to 
come  to  terms  with  an  employing  office 
about  their  tenns  and  conditions  of  employ- 
ment, the  employees  do  not  have  their  prin- 
ciple coercive  weapons  that  organized  labor 
uses  to  further  its  emplojrment  goals,  see 
Allis  Chalmers  v.  NLRB,  388  U.S.  175  (1967),  be- 
cause they  lack  the  right  to  strike  or  slow 
down.  See  sections  7103(a)(2)(v),  7311.  These 
limitations  make  it  clear  that  exclusion  of 
all  employees  in  a  section  220(eX2)  office 
(such  as  certain  secretaries  and  messengers) 
is  not  necessary  to  prevent  the  allegedly  im- 
proper influence  that  concerns  the  com- 
menter, and  they  make  self-evident  that 
such  a  blanket  exclusion  of  all  section 
220(e)(2)  office  employees  is  not  required  by 
Congress'  constitutional  responsibilities. 

The  commenter  supiwrting  blanket  exclu- 
sion of  all  employees  in  section  22(Ke)(2)  of- 
fices further  argued  that  all  members  of  a 
Senator's  staff— no  matter  how  routine  their 
job  duties — are  privy  to  inside  information 
about  the  Senator,  including  information 
about  the  Senator's  legislative  positions. 
The  commenter  expressed  a  concern  that  a 
Senator's  organized  employees  might  reveal 
this  confidential  information  to  their  union 
and  that  a  union  might  then  use  the  con- 
fidential information  to  exert  improper  in- 
fluence on  the  Senator  and  thus  on  the  legis- 
lative process.  The  commenter  also  feared 
that  a  Senator's  organized  employees  would 
not  wholeheartedly  perform  their  duties  if 
the  Senator  were  to  take  a  position  inimical 
to  the  interests  of  unions.  But.  again,  these 
concerns  are  not  sufficient  to  justify  blanket 
exclusions,  if  only  because  they  can  be  ad- 
dressed by  other  means. 

The  confidentiality  of  Information  and 
loyal  performance  of  duties  can  be  ensured 
without  exclusion  of  all  section  220(e)(2)  of- 
fice employees.  Nothing  in  federal  law,  and 
certainly  nothing  in  chapter  71  or  the  CAA, 
linnits  a  Member's  right  to  establish  neutral 
work  rules  designed  to  assure  productivity, 
discipline,  and  confidentiality  and  to  dis- 
cipline and/or  discharge  any  employee  who 
violates  those  rules.  An  employee  who  vio- 
lates one  of  these  work  rules  may  be  dis- 
charged for  that  reason. 

This  point  answers  the  commenter's  argu- 
ment that  categorical  exclusion  is  necessary 
because  a  Senator  would  not  be  able  to  dis- 


charge or  discipline  an  employee  who  leaks 
confidential  information,  or  one  who  openly 
and  actively  supports  legislation  that  the 
Senator  opposes.  If  the  Senator  bad  in  place 
and  enforced  a  work  rule  neutrally  forbid- 
ding conduct  without  regard  to  the  employ- 
ee's union  membership  or  activity  (so  long  as 
the  employee's  constitutional  rights  were 
not  violated).  The  Senator  would  only  vio- 
late section  220  of  the  CAA  if  he  or  she  sim- 
ply forbid  inconsistent  conduct  that  related 
to  union  membership  or  activities  or  en- 
forced a  facially  neutral  rule  in  a  discrimina- 
tory manner.  Exclusion  of  all  covered  em- 
ployees is  thus  not  "required"  to  address  the 
confidentiality  and  loyalty  concerns  that 
have  been  advanced  here. 
b.  Exclusion  of  all  employees  in  section  220(e)(2) 
offices  is  not  "retiuired"  by  any  real  or  appar- 
ent conflicts  of  interest 

Nor  is  the  Board  prepared  at  this  point  to 
accept  the  arg\mient  that  blanket  exclusion 
of  all  employees  in  section  220(e)(2)  offices  is 
"required"  to  avoid  conflicts  of  interest,  real 
or  apparent.  The  exclusions  in  chapter  71  for 
supervisory,  confidential  and  other  such  em- 
ployees are  sufficient  to  take  care  of  most 
potential  conflict  of  interest  questions  cre- 
ated by  employee  organization:  indeed,  chap- 
ter 71  itself  allows  exclusion  of  employees 
with  additional  insoluble  conflicts  of  inter- 
est. While  the  Board  is  prepared  to  exclude 
appropriate  categories  of  employees  where 
required  by  conflicts  of  interest,  the  sugges- 
tion that  all  employees  in  section  220(e)(2)  of- 
fices must  be  excluded  because  of  such  al- 
leged conflicts  does  not  appear  well-founded. 
The  commenter  expressed  a  fear  that  orga- 
nized employees  would  necessarily  have  a 
loyalty  to  the  union  and  to  union  goals  that 
would  be  inconsistent  with  loyal  service  to  a 
Member  and  to  his  or  her  legislative  posi- 
tions. There  may  indeed  be  such  tensions  and 
potential  conflicts  that  arise  trom  union 
membership  of  covered  employees.  But  such 
tensions  and  conflicts  also  arise  in  connec- 
tion with  a  covered  employee's  membership 
and  participation  in  other  special  interest 
groups,  such  as  the  Sierra  Club,  the  National 
Rifle  Association,  the  National  Right  to 
Work  Foundation,  or  the  National  Organiza- 
tion of  Women.  Indeed,  an  employee's  out- 
side associations — ^whatever  they  may  be — all 
give  rise  to  a  possible  tension  between  the 
employee's  interests  and  loyalties  (as  ex- 
pressed by  outside  associations)  and  the 
Member's  legrislative  positions.  Nonetheless. 
Congress  has  not  imposed  a  blanket  prohibi- 
tion on  employee  membership  and  participa- 
tion in  outside  associations;  and,  under  chap- 
ter 71,  the  tensions  and  potential  conflicts 
that  arise  in  connection  with  union  member- 
ship have  not  been  enough  to  justify  a  blan- 
ket exclusion  of  all  employees  from  organi- 
zation in  the  Executive  Branch.  While  the 
Board  is  prepared  to  consider  whether  such 
associations  might  preclude  organization 
rights  for  particular  employees  in  particu- 
larly sensitive  positions,  it  cannot  accept 
the  suggestion  that  the  possible  tensions  be- 
tween employee  interests  and  loyalties  and 
Member  positions  "requires"  the  blanket  ex- 
clusion of  aU  employees  in  section  220(e)(2) 
offices;  there  are  surely  less  restrictive 
means  for  mitigating  these  potential  con- 
flicts for  many,  if  not  all.  of  the  employees 
of  section  220(eX2)  offices. 

The  commenter  also  asserted  that  exclu- 
sion of  all  employees  is  required  by  an  appar- 
ent conflict  of  Interest  for  Members  voting 
on  legislation  that  affects  unions:  according 
to  the  commenter,  if  the  Members  support 
the  legislation,  they  may  be  perceived  as 
caving  to  union  pressure;  if  they  oppose  it. 


they  may  be  perceived  as  attempting  to  en- 
hance their  bargaining  positions  with  the 
union;  in  either  instance,  they  would  not  be 
perceived  as  serving  their  constituents.  But 
this  situation  does  not  appear  to  differ  trom 
that  faced  by  the  President  when  he  or  Exec- 
utive Branch  officials  acting  on  his  behalf 
take  a  position  on  pending  labor  legislation. 
That  apparent  conflict  is  inherent  to  em- 
ployee organization  in  the  public  sector,  and 
yet  chapter  71  reflects  a  judgment  that  this 
apparent  conflict  does  not  require  the  cat^ 
egorical  exclusion  of  all  employees  from  col- 
lective organization.  The  judgment  in  chap- 
ter 71,  which  Congress  incorporated  by  ref- 
erence in  the  CAA,  prevents  the  Board  from 
accepting  any  argument  that  this  apparent 
conflict  retjuires  exclusion  of  all  employees  in 
a  section  ^e)(2)  office. 

Indeed,  with  respect  to  both  alleged  con- 
flicts of  interest,  the  Board  finds  it  signifi- 
cant that,  in  chapter  71's  statement  of  con- 
gressional findings  and  purpose.  Congress  ex- 
pressly found  that  "labor  organizations  and 
collective  bargaining  in  the  civil  service  are 
in  the  public  interest"  because  they 
"safeguard[]  the  public  interest," 
"contributef]  to  the  effective  conduct  of 
public  business."  and  "facilitate[  ]  and 
encourage[  ]  the  amicable  settlements  of  dis- 
putes between  employees  and  their  employ- 
ers involving  conditions  of  employment.  See 
Section  7101.  Section  220(eKl)  of  the  CAA  in- 
structs the  Board  to  hew  as  closely  as  pos- 
sible to  "the  provisions  and  purposes  of 
chapter  71."  In  doing  so,  the  Board  has  no 
choice  but  to  reject  the  proposition  that  all 
employees  in  a  section  Z20(eK2)  office  must 
be  excluded  trom  coverage  because  of  a  real 
or  apparent  conflict  that  their  organization 
would  create  for  their  Member  of  Congress. 
The  premise  of  chapter  71.  and  thus  the  CAA, 
is  that  employees  in  unions  may  loyally 
serve  government  employees  and  that  the 
public  will  not  view  government  acts  in  re- 
sponse to  union  demands  as  illegitimate  re- 
sponses to  union  pressure. 

3.  Proposed  regulations  under  section 
220(eKlXB) 

For  these  reasons,  the  Board  does  not  pro- 
pose to  issue  regulations  that  grant  blanket 
exclusion  of  all  employees  in  any  of  the  sec- 
tion 220(e)(2)  offices.  In  the  Board's  judg- 
ment, the  issuance  of  blanket  exclusions 
from  the  application  of  section  220  for  all  em- 
ployees in  section  220(e)(2)  offices  would  rei>- 
resent  a  significant  departure  from  the  over- 
all purposes  and  policies  of  the  CAA.  The 
Board  would  promptly  take  that  step  if  it 
were  necessary  because  of  a  conflict  of  Inter- 
est (real  or  apparent)  or  Congress'  constitu- 
tional responsibilities.  But  no  necessity  has 
been  shown  or  yet  been  found  for  the  exclu- 
sion of  all  employees  in  section  2aO(eX2)  of- 
fices. 

The  Board  further  notes  that  no  com- 
menter took  the  position  that  there  were  job 
duties  of  employees  within  section  220(e)(2) 
offices  that  required  application  of  section 
220(e)(l)(B)'s  exception  to  coverage;  a  fortiori, 
no  comments  provided  the  Board  with  any 
facts  or  legal  argument  in  support  of  the 
issuance  of  regulations  providing  that  em- 
ployees in  section  220(eX2)  offices  who  per- 
form certain  job  duties  are  not  covered  by 
section  220.  For  this  reason,  the  Board  does 
not  propose  to  issue  any  such  regulations  at 
this  time.  Of  course,  the  Board  stands  ready 
to  use  its  rulemaking  authority  to  propose 
and  issue  such  regulations  when  and  if  the 
Board  is  presented  with  facts  and  legal  argu- 
ment demonstrating  that  the  application  of 
section  2aO(eXlXB)  to  employees  performing 
particular   job   duties   in    "required."    The 
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Board  again  urgres  commenters  to  provide 
the  Board  with  such  informatioD  and  au- 
thorities. 

The  commenter  supporting  blanket  exclu- 
sion of  all  employees  in  section  220(e)(2)  of- 
fices argued  that,  pursuant  to  its  power 
under  section  220(e)(2)(H),  the  Board  should 
propose  regulations  (i)  adding  the  Executive 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate,  the  Of- 
fice of  Senate  Security,  the  Senate  Disburs- 
ing Office,  and  the  Administrative  Office  of 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  to  the  statutory  list  of 
section  2a0(e)(2)  offices,  and  (ii)  granting  a 
blanket  exclusion  of  all  covered  employees 
in  these  offices.  By  its  analysis  above,  the 
Board  has  effectively  rejected  the  argument 
that  any  offices,  including  these  four,  are  en- 
titled to  blanket  exclusion  of  all  of  their  em- 
ployees li-om  application  of  section  220.  The 
Board  agrees,  however,  with  the  com- 
menter's  assertion  that  employees  in  these 
offices  perform  functions  "comparable"  to 
those  performed  by  employees  in  the  other 
section  220<eX2)  offices,  and  thus  the  Board 
proposes,  pursuant  to  section  220(e)(2)(H),  to 
treat  these  offices  as  section  220(e)(2)  offices 
for  all  purposes.  Including  the  determination 
of  the  effective  date  of  sections  220(a)  and 
(b).  For  all  other  offices— that  is.  all  offices 
that  are  not  either  listed  In  section  220(e)(2) 
or  defined  as  section  220(e)(2)  offices  here— 
the  effective  date  of  sections  220(a)  and  (b)  Is 
October  1, 1996. 

No  commenter  took  the  position  that  the 
Board  should  adopt  a  regulation  authorizing 
parties  and/or  employees  in  appropriate  pro- 
ceedings to  assert,  and  the  Board  to  decide, 
where  appropriate  and  relevant,  that  a  cov- 
ered employee  employed  in  a  section  220(e)(2) 
office  is  required  to  be  excluded  from  cov- 
erage under  section  220(e)  because  of  a  con- 
flict of  Interest  (real  or  apparent)  or  because 
of  Congress'  constitutional  responsibilities. 
The  Board,  however,  proposes  to  issue  such  a 
regulation.  By  doing  so,  the  Board  intends  to 
ensure  that  an  exclusion  may  be  provided 
where  the  law  and  the  facts  require  it.  The 
proposed  regulation  of  the  Board  allows  the 
issue  of  exclusions  under  section  220(e)(1)(B) 
to  be  raised  and  decided  on  a  case-by-case 
basis, 
/v.  Method  of  Approval 

The  Board  recommends  that  (1)  the  version 
of  the  proposed  regulations  that  shall  apply 
to  the  Senate  and  employees  of  the  Senate 
be  approved  by  the  Senate  by  resolution;  (2) 
the  version  of  the  proposed  regulations  that 
shall  apply  to  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  employees  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives be  approved  by  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives by  resolutions;  and  (3)  the  version  of 
the  proposed  regulations  that  shall  apply  to 
other  covered  employees  and  employing  of- 
fices be  approved  by  the  Congress  by  concur- 
rent resolution. 

Signed  at  Washington,  D.C.  on  this  22  day 
of  May.  1996. 

Glen  d.  Nager. 
Chair  of  the  Board. 
Office  of  Compliance. 
ttm.  Sp«clllc  regnhtiaas  resutUng  certain  offices 

otCtmgrtm 
IS4I7X.1.  Pvpon  SDd  Seope 

The  regulations  contained  in  this  section 
implement  the  provisions  of  chapter  71  as  ap- 
plied by  section  220  of  the  CAA  to  covered 
employees  in  the  following  employing  of- 
fices: 

(A)  the  personal  office  of  any  Member  of 
the  House  Representatives  or  of  any  Senator; 

(B)  a  standing  select,  special,  permanent, 
temporary,  or  other  committee  of  the  Senate 
or  House  of  Representatives,  or  a  joint  com- 
mittee of  Congress; 


(C)  the  Office  of  the  Vice  President  of  the 
Senate),  the  Office  of  the  President  pro  tem- 
pore of  the  Senate,  the  Office  of  the  Majority 
Leader  of  the  Senate,  the  Office  of  the  Mi- 
nority Leader  of  the  Senate,  the  Office  of  the 
Majority  Whip  of  the  Senate,  the  Conference 
of  the  Majority  of  the  Senate,  the  Conference 
of  the  Minority  of  the  Senate,  the  Office  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Conference  for  the  Ma- 
jority of  the  Senate,  the  Office  of  the  Sec- 
retary for  the  Minority  of  the  Senate,  the 
Majority  Policy  Committee  of  the  Senate, 
the  Minority  Policy  Committee  of  the  Sen- 
ate, and  the  following  offices  within  the  Of- 
fice of  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate:  Offices  of 
the  Parliamentarian.  Bill  Clerk,  legislative 
Clerk.  Journal  Clerk.  Executive  Clerk,  En- 
rolling Clerk,  Official  Reporters  of  Debate, 
Daily  Digest.  Printing  Services,  Captioning 
Services,  and  Senate  Chief  Counsel  for  Em- 
ployment. 

(D)  the  Office  of  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  the  Office  of  the  Major- 
ity Leader  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
the  Office  of  the  Minority  Leader  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  the  Offices  of  the 
cniief  Deputy  Majority  Whips,  the  Offices  of 
the  Chief  Deputy  Minority  Whips,  and  the 
following  offices  within  the  Office  of  the 
Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives:  Of- 
fices of  Legislative  Operations,  Official  Re- 
porters of  Debate,  Official  Reports  to  Com- 
mittees. Printing  Services,  and  Legislative 
Information; 

(E)  the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Counsel  of 
the  Senate,  the  Office  of  the  Senate  Legal 
Counsel,  the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Coun- 
sel of  the  House  Representatives,  the  Office 
of  the  General  Counsel  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, the  Office  of  the  Parliamen- 
tarian of  the  House  of  Representatives,  and 
the  Office  of  the  Law  Revision  Counsel; 

(F)  the  offices  of  any  caucus  or  party  orga- 
nization; 

(G)  the  Congressional  Budget  Office,  the 
Office  of  Technology  Assessment,  and  the  Of- 
fice of  Compliance:  and; 

(H)  the  Executive  Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Senate,  the  Office  of  Senate  Security, 
the  Senate  Disbursing  Office  and  the  Admin- 
istrative Office  of  the  Sergeant  at  Arms. 
IM7.2.  Appticmtioo  of  Chapter  71 

(a)  The  requirements  and  exemptions  of 
chapter  71  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  as 
made  applicable  by  section  220  of  the  CAA. 
shall  apply  to  covered  employees  who  are 
employed  In  the  offices  listed  in  section 
2472.1  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same 
extent  as  those  requirements  and  exemptions 
are  applied  to  other  covered  employees. 

(b)  The  regulations  of  the  Office,  as  set 
forth  at  sections  2420-29  and  2470-71,  shall 
apply  to  the  employing  offices  listed  in  sec- 
tion 2472.1.  covered  employees  who  are  em- 
ployed in  those  offices  and  representatives  of 
those  employees. 

(2472.3.  ExclBSioo  from  coverage 

Notwithstading  any  other  provision  of 
these  regulations,  any  covered  employee  who 
is  employed  In  an  office  listed  in  section 
2472.1  shall  be  excluded  ftom  coverage  under 
section  220  if  It  is  determined  in  an  appro- 
priate proceeding  that  such  exclusion  is  re- 
quired because  of  (a)  a  conflict  of  interest  or 
appearance  of  a  conflict  of  interest,  or  (b) 
Congress'  constitutional  responsibilities. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 


3144.  A  letter  lix)m  the  Deputy  Secretary  of 
Defense,  transmitting  notification  that  the 
report  required  by  section  365(a)  of  Public 
Law  104-106  will  be  transmitted  to  Congress 
no  later  than  September  1,  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  National  Security. 

3145.  A  letter  li-om  the  Director,  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget,  transmitting 
OMB's  estimate  of  the  amount  of  change  in 
outlays  or  receipts,  as  the  case  may  be,  in 
each  fiscal  year  through  fiscal  year  2002  re- 
sulting from  passage  of  H.R.  2024  and  H.R. 
2243,  pursuant  to  Public  Law  101-508,  section 
13101(a)  (104  Stat.  1388-582);  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget. 

3146.  A  letter  from  the  Chair,  Federal  En- 
ergy Regulatory  Commission,  transmitting 
the  1995  annual  report  of  the  Federal  Energy 
Regulatory  Commission,  pursuant  to  16 
U.S.C.  797(d);  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce. 

3147.  A  letter  firom  the  Secretary,  Federal 
Trade  Commission,  transmitting  the  Com- 
mission's final  rule— Guides  for  the  Metalic 
Watch  Band  Industry  and  Guides  for  the 
Jewelry  Industry— received  May  22, 1996,  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce. 

3148.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Defense 
Security  Assistance  Agency,  transmitting 
notification  concerning  the  Department  of 
the  Navy's  proposed  Letter(s)  of  Offer  and 
Acceptance  [LOA]  to  the  Netherlands  for  de- 
fense articles  and  services  (Transmittal  No. 
96-50),  pursuant  to  22  U.S.C.  2776(b);  to  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations. 

3149.  A  letter  firom  the  Director,  Defense 
Security  Assistance  Agency,  transmitting 
notification  concerning  the  Department  of 
the  Army's  proposed  Letter(s)  of  Offer  and 
Acceptance  [LOA]  to  the  Taipei  Economic 
and  C^iltural  Representative  Office  [TECHiO] 
in  the  United  States  for  defense  articles  and 
services  (transmittal  No.  96-48),  pursuant  to 
22  U.S.C.  2776(b);  to  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations. 

3150.  A  letter  trom  the  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Legislative  Affairs,  Depart- 
ment of  State,  transmitting  notification  of  a 
proposed  manufacturing  license  agreement 
for  production  of  major  military  equipment 
with  Japan  (Transmittal  No.  DTC-30-96), 
pursuant  to  22  U.S.C.  2776(d);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  International  Relations. 

3151.  A  letter  trom  the  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Legislative  Affairs,  Depart- 
ment of  State,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's report  on  nuclear  nonproliferation  in 
South  Asia  for  the  period  of  October  1,  1995, 
through  March  31,  1996,  pursuant  to  22  U.S.C. 
2376(c);  to  the  Committee  on  International 
Relations. 

3152.  A  letter  firom  the  Director,  Defense 
Security  Assistance  Agency,  transmitting 
notffication  concerning  the  Department  of 
the  Army's  proposed  Letter(s)  of  Offer  and 
Acceptance  [LOA]  to  Greece  for  defense  arti- 
cles and  services  (Transmittal  No.  96-49), 
pursuant  to  22  U.S.C.  2776(b);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  International  Relations. 

3153.  A  communication  fi*om  the  President 
of  the  United  States  transmitting  notifica- 
tion that  on  May  19,  1996,  heavy  fighting 
broke  out  between  government  forces  and 
mutinous  troops  in  the  capital  city  of 
Bangui,  Central  African  Republic,  and  that 
on  May  20,  1996.  the  deployment  of  United 
States  military  personnel  was  ordered  to 
conduct  the  evacuation  from  the  Central  Af- 
rican Republic  of  private  United  States  citi- 
zens and  certain  United  States  Government 
employees  (H.  Doc.  No.  104-220);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  International  Relations  and  or- 
dered to  be  printed. 
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3154.  A  letter  ftom  the  Chairwoman.  Na- 
tional Mediation  Board,  transmitting  the  fis- 
cal year  1995  annual  report  under  the  Federal 
Managers'  Financial  Integrity  Act  [FMFIA] 
of  1982,  pursuant  to  31  U.S.C.  3512(c)(3):  to  the 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

3155.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  transmitting  the  fiscal  year  1995 
annual  report  under  the  Federal  Managers' 
Financial  Integrity  Act  [FMFIA]  of  1982,  pur- 
suant to  31  U.S.C.  3512(c)(3);  to  the  Commits 
tee  on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3156.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Surface  Mining,  transmitting  the  Office's 
final  rule — Indiana  Regulatory  Program  (re- 
codification of  State  law)  [IN-132-FOR]  re- 
ceived May  22,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3157.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Surface  Mining,  transmitting  the  Office's 
final  rule — Texas  Regulatory  Program  (road 
systems  and  others)  [TX-029-FOR]  received 
May  22,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3158.  A  letter  ffom  the  Director,  Office  of 
Surface  Mining,  transmitting  the  Office's 
final  rule— Indiana  Regulatory  Program  (re- 
maining and  others)  [IN-133-FOR]  received 
May  22,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3159.  A  letter  fl:x)m  the  Director,  Office  of 
Surface  Mining,  transmitting  the  Office's 
final  rule— Hopi  Tribe  Abandoned  Mine  Land 
Reclamation  Plan  [HO-003-FOR]  received 
May  22,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3160.  A  letter  flrom  the  Director,  Office  of 
Surfatce  Mining,  transmitting  the  Office's 
final  rule — Missouri  Regulatory  Program  (re- 
vegetation  success  guidelines)  [MO-025-FOR] 
received  May  22,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3161.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Surface  Mining,  transmitting  the  Office's 
final  rule— Missouri  Regulatory  Program 
(state  alternative  bonding  system  and  oth- 
ers) [MO-026-FOR]  received  May  22,  1996,  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Resources. 

3162.  A  letter  ftom  the  Director,  Office  of 
Surface  Mining,  transmitting  the  Office's 
final  rule — Oklahoma  Abandoned  Mine  Land 
Reclamation  Plan  (eligible  lands  and  waters, 
and  others)  [OK— 15-FOR]  received  May  22, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(lKA);  to  the 
Committee  on  Resources. 

3163.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Surface  Mining,  transmitting  the  Office's 
final  rule— Indiana  Regulatory  Program 
(subsidence  control)  [IN-112-FOR]  received 
May  22,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lKA);  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3164.  A  letter  trom  the  Director.  Office  of 
Surface  Mining,  transmitting  the  Office's 
final  rule— New  Mexico  Regulatory  Program 
(definitions  and  others)  [NM-036-FOR]  re- 
ceived May  22,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3165.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Surface  Mining,  transmitting  the  Office's 
final  rule— Colorado  Regulatory  Program 
(definitions  and  others)  [CO-029-FOR]  re- 
ceived May  22.  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3166.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Surface  Mining,  transmitting  the  Office's 
final  rule— Virginia  Regulatory  Program 
(coal  waste)  [VA-105]  received  May  22,  1996, 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aKlKA);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Resources. 

3167.  A  letter  fi-om  the  Director,  Office  of 
Surface  Mining,  transmitting  the  Office's 
final  rule— Illinois  Regulatory  Program  (ter- 


mination of  jurisdiction  and  others)  [IL-089- 
FOR]  received  May  22,  1996.  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Re- 
sources. 

3168.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  National 
Legislative  Commission.  The  American  Le- 
gion, transmitting  a  copy  of  the  Legion's  fi- 
nancial statements  as  of  December  31,  1995, 
pursuant  to  36  U.S.C.  1101(4)  and  1103;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

3169.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Federal 
Emergency  Management  Agency,  transmit- 
ting notification  that  funding  under  title  V 
of  the  Robert  T.  Stafford  Disaster  Relief  and 
Emergency  Assistance  Act,  as  amended,  may 
exceed  S5  million  for  the  response  to  the 
emergency  declared  as  a  result  of  the  ex- 
treme fire  hazard  in  the  State  of  Texas  dat- 
ing back  to  February  23,  1996.  pursuant  to  42 
U.S.C.  5198(b)(3);  to  the  Committee  on  Trans- 
portation and  Inflrastructure. 

3170.  A  letter  fi-om  the  Secretary  of  Trans- 
portation, transmitting  the  Department's  re- 
port entitled  "Report  To  Ck)ngres6:  Products 
Used  For  Airport  Pavement  Maintenance 
And  Rehabilitation,"  pursuant  to  the  Fed- 
eral Aviation  Administration  Authorization 
Act  of  1994;  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3171.  A  letter  trom  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulations  Management.  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule — Veterans  and  Dependents 
Education:  Miscellaneous  (RIN  2900-AH60) 
received  May  22,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Veterans" 
Affairs. 

3172.  A  letter  trom  the  Chief.  Regulations 
Unit,  Internal  Revenue  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule — ^Determination  of 
Interest  Rate  (Revenue  Ruling  96-28)  re- 
ceived May  22,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

3173.  A  letter  trom  the  Chief.  Regulations 
Unit,  Internal  Revenue  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule — Definitions  Relating 
to  Corporate  Reorganizations  (Revenue  Rul- 
ing 96-29)  received  May  22,  1996,  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

3174.  A  letter  firom  the  Chief.  Regulations 
Unit,  Internal  Revenue  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule — Distribution  of 
Stock  and  Securities  of  a  Controlled  Cor- 
poration (Revenue  Ruling  96-30)  received 
May  22,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lKA);  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

3175.  A  letter  trom  the  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Legislative  Affairs,  Departs 
ment  of  State,  transmitting  a  report  on  allo- 
cation of  funds  the  executive  branch  intends 
to  make  available  from  funding  levels  estab- 
lished in  the  Foreign  Operations.  Export  Fi- 
nancing, and  Related  Programs  Appropria- 
tions Act,  1996;  jointly,  to  the  Committees 
on  Appropriations  and  International  Rela- 
tions. 

3176.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Health 
and  Human  Services,  transmitting  the  Sec- 
retary's evaluation  of  the  Medicare  select 
demonstration,  that  is,  a  Medicare  supple- 
mental insurance  product  limited  to  15 
Sutes  for  3  years,  effective  January  1.  1992. 
pursuant  to  section  4358(d)  of  the  Omnibus 
Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1990;  jointly,  to 
the  Committees  on  Commerce  and  Ways  and 
Means. 

3177.  A  letter  trom  the  Chair  of  the  Board, 
Office  of  Compliance,  transmitting  notice  of 
proposed  rulemaking  for  publication  in  the 
CONORESSIONAL  RECORD,  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  104-1,  section  304(b)(1)  (109  Stat.  29); 


jointly,  to  the  Committees  on  House  Over- 
sight and  Ek;onomic  and  EVlucational  Oppor- 
tunities. . 

3178.  A  letter  fl^m  the  Secretary  of  Health 
and  Human  Services,  transmitting  the  De- 
partment's report  entitled  "Report  to  Con- 
gress: Changes  in  Physician  Participation, 
Assignment,  and  E^tra  Billing  in  the  Medi- 
care I*rogram  During  1994 — ACTION."  pursu- 
ant to  section  1848(g)(6)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act;  jointly,  to  the  Committees  on  Ways 
and  Means  and  Commerce. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  xm,  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows: 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH:  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations. H.R.  3517.  A  bill  making  appropria- 
tions for  military  construction,  family  hous- 
ing, and  base  realignment  and  closure  for  the 
Department  of  Defense  for  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30,  1997,  and  for  other  purposes 
(Rept.  104-591).  Referred  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  GOODLING:  Committee  on  Economic 
and  Educational  Opportunities.  H.R.  2531.  A 
bill  to  amend  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act 
of  1938  to  clarify  the  exemption  for 
houseparents  from  the  minimum  wage  and 
maximum  hour  requirements  of  that  Act, 
and  for  other  purposes:  with  an  amendment 
(Rept.  104-592).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House  on  the  SUte  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Committee  on  Science.  HJl. 
3060.  A  bill  to  implement  the  Protocol  and 
Environmental  Protection  to  the  Antarctic 
Treaty  (Rept.  104-593,  Pt.  1).  Referred  to  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON:  Conunittee  on  Appro- 
priations. Report  on  the  Subdivision  of 
Budget  Totals  for  Fiscal  Year  1997  (Rept.  104- 
594).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

DISCHARGE  OF  COMICTTEE 

Pursuant  to  clause  5  of  rule  X  the 
Committees  on  International  Relations 
and  Resources  discharg^ed  from  further 
consideration.  H.R.  3060  referred  to  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
state  of  the  Union. 


TIME  LIMITATION  OF  REFERRED 
BILL 

Pursuant  to  clause  5  of  rule  X  the  fol- 
lowing action  was  taken  by  the  Speak- 
er: 

HJt  3060.  Referral  to  the  Committees  on 
International  Relations  and  Resources  ex- 
tended for  a  period  ending  not  later  than 
May  23.  1996. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXn,  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mr.  BILBRAY: 

H.R.  3518.  A  bill  to  amend  the  CHean  Air 
Act  to  permit  the  exclusive  apjdication  of 
State  regulations  regarding  reformulated 
gas  in  certain  areas;  to  the  Committee  on 
Commep 
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By  Mr.  BARTON  of  Texas: 
H.R.  3519.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Clean  Air 
Act;  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

By  Mr.  GEPHARDT  (for  himself,  Mr. 
BoNioR,  Mr.  Bentsen,  Mr.  Gejden- 
SON,  Mr.  POMEROY,  Mr.  Sawyer.  Mr. 
Fazio  of  California,  Mrs.  Kennelly. 
Mr.  Ddjgell,  Mr.  Gibbons,  Mr.  Clay, 
Mr.    LaFalce,    Mr.    Oberstar,    Mr. 
DURBiN,  Mr.  Johnson  of  South  Da- 
kota, Mr.  Kennedy  of  Massachusetts, 
Mr.  Stark,  Mr.  Matsui,  Mr.  Coyne, 
Mr.    Levin,    Mr.    McDermott,    Mr. 
Kleczka,  Mr.  Lewis  of  Georgia,  Mr. 
Neal  of  Massachusetts.  Mr.  Miller 
of  California,  Mr.  Williams,  Mr.  An- 
drews,   Mr.    Green    of  Texas,    Ms. 
WooLSEY,  Mr.  Fattah,  Ms.  DeLauro, 
Mr.  Murtha.  Mr.  Obey,  Mr.  Frost. 
Mr.  Brown  of  California,  Mr.  Yates, 
Mr.  Gonzalez,  Mr.  Studds,  Mr.  Mar- 
key,   Mr.    Rahall.    Mr.    VENTO,    Mr. 
Evans,  Ms.  Kaftur.  Mr.  Spratt,  Mr. 
Torres,  Mr.  Towns,  Mr.  Wise,  Mr. 
Kanjorski,     Mr.     Thornton,     Mr. 
Costello,     Ms.     Slaughter,     Mrs. 
IjOwey,  Mr.  Serrano,  Mr.  Olver,  Mr. 
FiLNER,  Mr.  Gutierrez,  Ms.  Harman, 
Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida,  Mr.  Holden, 
Mrs.  Meek  of  Florida,  Mr.  Scorr,  Mr. 
Stupak,  Mrs.  Thurman,  Ms.  Velaz- 
quez, Mr.  Wynn,  Mr.  Baldacci,  Ms. 
LoFGREN,    Mr.    Faleomavaega,    and 
Mr.  Sanders): 
H.R.  3520.  A  bill  to  provide  for  retirement 
saving  and  security;  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means,  and  in  addition  to  the  Com- 
mittees on  Economic  and  Educational  Op- 
portunities. Government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight,  and  Transportation   and   Infrastruc- 
ture, for  a  period  to  be  subsequently  deter- 
mined by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for  con- 
sideration of  such  provisions  as  fall  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  concerned. 
By  Ms.  BROWN  of  Florida: 
H.R.  3521.  A  bill  to  amend  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  to  repeal  the  requirement  that 
amounts  paid  to  a  member  of  the  Armed 
Forces  under  the  Special  Separation  Benefits 
Program  of  the  Deiwxtment  of  Defense,  or 
under  the  Voluntary   Separation  Incentive 
Program  of  that  Department,  be  offset  from 
amounts  subsequently  paid  to  that  member 
by  the  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  as 
disability  compensation;  to  the  Committee 
on  National  Security. 
By  Mrs.  COLLINS: 
H.R.  3S22.  A  bill  to  amend  title  23.  United 
States  Code,  to  ensure  consideration  of  and 
planning  for  reuse  or  disposal  of  construc- 
tion and  demolition  debris  resulting  from 
highway  projects,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Conmilttee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

By  Mr.  GALLEGLY: 
H.R.  3523.  A  bill  to  require  the  relocation 
of  a  National  Weather  Service  radar  tower 
which  is  on  Sulphur  Mountain  near  Ojai,  CA; 
to  the  Committee  on  Science. 
By  Mr.  OILMAN: 
H.R.  3524.  A  bill  to  amend  title  32,  United 
SUtes  Code,  to  authorize  the  National  Guard 
of  a  State,  as  part  of  a  drug  interdiction  and 
counter-drug  activities  plan,  to  assist  the 
Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service  in 
the  transportation  of  aliens  who  have  vio- 
lated a  Federal  or  State  law  prohibiting  or 
regulating  the  possession,  use,  or  distribu- 
tion of  a  controlled  substance;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  National  Security. 

By  Mr.  HYDE  (for  himself  and  Mr.  CON- 
TERs): 
H.R.  3525.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  to  clarify  the  Federal  jurisdic- 


tion over  offenses  relating  to  damage  to  reli- 
gious property;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Ju- 
diciary. 

By  Mr.  JOHNSON  of  South  DakoU: 

H.R.  3526.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  with  respect  to  transmission  of 
wagering  information;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  KIM  (for  himself,  Mr.  Bilbray, 
Mr.  Cunningham,  Mr.  Bonilla,  Mr. 
Horn.  Mrs.  Seastrand.  Mr.  Bono. 
Mr.  Dreier.  Mr.  Calvert,  Mr. 
McKeon.  Mr.  Doolittle.  and  Mr. 
Moorhead): 

H.R.  3527.  A  bill  to  provide  financial  assist- 
ance to  Mexican  border  States  for  transpor- 
tation projects  that  are  necessary  to  accom- 
modate increased  traffic  resulting  from  the 
implementation  of  the  North  American  Free- 
Trade  Agreement;  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 
By  Ms.  LOFGREN: 

H.R.  3528.  A  bill  to  require  any  department, 
agency,  or  instmmentally  that  contracts 
with  the  Federal  (Jovemment  to  offer  a 
health  plan  and  pension  plan;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight. 

H.R.  3529.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1986  to  allow  an  individual  who 
Is  entitled  to  receive  child  support  a  refund- 
able credit  equal  to  the  amount  of  impaid 
child  support  and  to  increase  the  tax  liabil- 
ity of  the  individual  required  to  pay  such 
support  by  the  amount  of  the  unpaid  child 
support;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

H.R.  3530.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1986  to  provide  a  deduction  for 
legal  expenses  of  individuals  who  bring  sex- 
ual harassment  suits  against  their  employ- 
ers; to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 
By  Mr.  MOORHEAD: 

H.R.  3531.  A  bill  to  amend  title  15.  United 
States  Code,  to  promote  investment  and  pre- 
vent intellectual  property  piracy  with  re- 
spect to  databases;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  MORAN  (for  himself,  Mr. 
HoYER,  Mr.  Wynn,  Mr.  Holden,  and 
Ms.  Norton)  (all  by  request): 

H.R.  3532.  A  bill  to  provide  a  temporary  au- 
thority for  the  use  of  voluntary  separation 
incentives  by  Federal  agencies  that  are  re- 
ducing employment  levels,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Government  Re- 
form and  Oversight. 

By  Mr.  NADLER: 

H.R.  3533.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Bank  Protec- 
tion Act  of  1968  to  require  enhanced  security 
measures  sufficient  to  provide  surveillance 
pictures  which  can  be  used  effectively  as  evi- 
dence in  criminal  prosecutions,  to  amend 
title  28,  United  States  Code,  to  require  the 
Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  to  make 
technical  recommendations  with  regard  to 
such  security  measures,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Fi- 
nancial Services,  and  in  addition  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary,  for  a  period  to  be 
subsequently  determined  by  the  Speaker,  in 
each  case  for  consideration  of  such  provi- 
sions as  fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
committee  concerned. 

By  Mr.  RADANOVICH  (for  himself,  Mr. 
CooLEY,  Mr.  Herger,  Mr.  Calvert, 
Mrs.  Seastrand,  Mr.  Farr,  Mr. 
DoOLEY,  and  Mr.  Condit): 

H.R.  3534.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  renew  certain  permits  in 
the  Mineral  King  Addition  of  the  Sequoia 
National  Park  and  to  protect  historic  and 
cultural  resources  in  that  National  Park, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Resources. 


By  Mr.  WYNN: 
H.R.  3535.  A  bill  to  redesignate  a  Federal 
building  in  Suitland,  MD,  as  the  "W.  Ed- 
wards Deming  Federal  Building";  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

By   Mr.   BARRETT   of  Nebraska   (for 
himself,     Mr.     Emerson,     and    Mr. 
LUCAS): 
H.  Con.  Res.  181.  Concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  Congress  that  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  should  dispose  of  all  re- 
maining commodities  in  the  disaster  reserve 
maintained  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1970  to  relieve  the  distress  of  livestock  pro- 
ducers whose  ability  to  maintain  livestock  is 
adversely  affected  by  the  prolonged  drought 
conditions  existing  in  certain  areas  of  the 
United  States;  to  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture. 

By  Mr.  KLINK  (for  himself,  Mr.  BATE- 
MAN,  Mr.  Bilirakis.  Mr.  Blute.  Mr. 
Coyne.  Mr.  Dornan.  Mr.  Doyle.  Mr. 
Engel.  Mr.  PinfDERBURK.  Mr.  Green 
of  Texas.  Mr.  Horn.  Mrs.  Maloney. 
Mr.  Matsui,  Mr.  Meehan,  Mr.  Menen- 
dez,  and  Mr.  Pallone): 
H.  Res.  441.  Resolution  calling  upon,  and 
requesting  that  the  President  call  upon,  all 
Americans  to  recognize  and  appreciate  the 
historical  significance  and  the  heroic  human 
endeavor  and  sacrifice  of  the  people  of  Oete 
during  World  War  n,  and  commending  the 
PanCretan  Association  of  America;  to  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations. 


MEMORIALS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXn.  memori- 
als were  presented  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

219.  The  SPEAKER  presented  a  memorial 
of  the  Senate  of  the  State  of  Tennessee,  rel- 
ative to  Federal  funding  for  the  Center  for 
Applied  Science  and  Technology  for  Law  En- 
forcement [CASTLE];  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows: 

H.R.  294:  Mr.  HOLDEN. 

H.R.  295:  Ms.  Kaptur. 

H.R.  559:  Mr.  Coyne. 

H.R.  580:  Mr.  STUPAK. 

H.R.  820:  Mr.  Bateman.  Mr.  Yates.  Mr. 
Scott.  Mr.  Deutsch.  and  Mr.  Lipinski. 

H.R.  878:  Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  TAYLOR  of 
North  Carolina,  Mr.  LaHood,  Mr. 
Christensen,  Mr.  Schiff,  Mr.  Poshard,  and 
Mr.  Costello. 

H.R.  940:  Mr.  Skaggs. 

H.R.  973:  Mr.  McDERMOTT. 

H.R.  997:  Mr.  VENTO. 

H.R.  1042:  Mr.  NORWOOD. 

H.R.  1352:  Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  NETHERCUTT. 
and  Mr.  Bryant  of  Tennessee. 

H.R.  1386:  Mr.  COMBEST. 

H.R.  1500:  Mr.  Watt  of  North  Carolina. 

H.R.  1711:  Mr.  Deal  of  Georgia.  Mrs. 
VUCANOVICH.  and  Mr.  Horn. 

H.R.  1805:  Mr.  LaHood,  Mr.  Christensen. 
and  Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey. 

H.R.  1882:  Mrs.  Maloney. 

H.R.  1916:  Ms.  GREENE  of  Utah. 

H.R.  1951:  Mr.  DEAL  of  Georgia. 

H.R.  2009:  Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  MEEHAN.  and 
Mr.  Markey. 

H.R.  2026:  Mr.  ORTON,  Mr.  GUTIERREZ,  Ms. 
Waters,    Mr.    Matsih.    Mr.    Roemer,    Mr. 


May  23,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


12345 


Fattah,  Ms.  Jackson-Lee,  Mr.  Owens,  Ms. 
Kaptur,  Mr.  Williams,  Mr.  Ford,  Mr.  Clem- 
ent, Ms.  McCarthy,  Mr.  Peterson  of  Flor- 
ida, Mr.  Dooley,  Mrs.  Clayton.  Mr.  Hefner. 
Mr.  Kleczka.  Mr.  abercrombie.  Mr.  Mar- 
key.  Mr.  Skaggs.  Ms.  Lofgren,  Mr.  Graham. 
Mr.  Houghton.  Mr.  Sensenbrenner,  Mr. 
Hayworth.  Mr.  Klug.  Mr.  Hall  of  Texas,  Mr. 
Dickey,  and  Mr.  Hostettler. 

H.R.  2214:  Mr.  ACKERMAN. 

H.R.  2230:  Mr.  CUNNINGHAM,  Mr.  McHUGH, 
Mr.  Whitfield,  Mr.  Doolittle.  Mr.  Stump, 
and  Mr.  Tauzin. 

H.R.  2247:  Mr.  Blute,  Mr.  BUNN  of  Oregon, 
Mr.  McOdllum.  Mr.  Moran,  and  Mr.  Smith  of 
New  Jersey. 

H.R.  2270:  Mr.  PETE  Geren  of  Texas  and 
Mr.  Horn. 

H.R.  2271:  Mr.  ScHUMER. 

H.R.  2320:  Mr.  Horn,  Mr.  KING,  and  Mr. 
Stupak. 

H.R.  2421:  Mr.  GiLMAN.  Mr.  KENNEDY  of 
Massachusetts,  and  Mrs.  Maloney. 

H.R.  2472:  Ms.  Harman,  Mr.  KENNEDY  of 
Massachusetts,  and  Mr.  Baldacci. 

H.R.  2508:  Mr.  Deal  of  Georgia  and  Mr. 
Pallone. 

H.R.  2513:  Mr.  Weller. 

H.R.  2665:  Mr.  Baldacci. 

H.R.  2697:  Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  MILLER  of 
California.  Ms.  Rivers.  Mr.  Payne  of  Vir- 
ginia. Mr.  Hastings  of  Washington.  Mr. 
LEACH,  and  Mr.  GooDLlNG. 

H.R.  2701:  Mr.  Wamp. 

H.R.  2749:  Mr.  NORWOOD  and  Mr.  Shuster. 

H.R.  2776:  Mr.  PICKETT. 

H.R.  2827:  Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio. 

H.R.  2911:  Mr.  Manzullo. 

H.R.  2986:  Mr.  Frank  of  Massachusetts. 

H.R.  3002:  Mr.  Frank  of  Massachusetts  and 
Mr.  Bachus. 


H.R.  3052:  Mr.  COTNE,  Mr.  ACKERMAN.  and 
Mr.  Pallone. 

H.R.  3083:  Mr.  Tauzdj. 

H.R.  3118:  Ms.  Kaptur.  Mr.  Fazio  of  Cali- 
fornia, and  Mr.  Rahall. 

H.R.  3142:  Mr.  Stupak  and  Mr.  Mascara. 

H.R.  3182:  Mr.  Hastert  and  Mr. 
LaTourette. 

H.R.  3187:  Mr.  Sanders.  Mr.  Rose.  Mr. 
Spratt.  Mr.  Frazer.  Mr.  Frost,  and  Mr. 
Hdjchey. 

H.R.  3226:  Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  NooRwooD.  Mr. 
Burton  of  Indiana,  Mr.  Frost.  Ms.  Woolsey. 
Mr.  Green  of  Texas.  Mr.  Evans.  Mr.  Hoyer, 
Mrs.  ScHROEDER,  Ms.  McKiNNEY,  Mrs.  Mink 
of  Hawaii.  Mr.  Torres,  and  Mr.  Lewis  of 
Georgia. 

H.R.  3294:  Mr.  Clement. 

H.R.  3337:  Mr.  KLECZKA. 

H.R.  3346:  Mr.  LEWIS  of  Georgia  and  Mr. 
Goss. 

H.R.  3386:  Mr.  DUNCAN  and  Mr.  Manton. 

H.R.  3391:  Mr.  Graham  and  Mr.  Tauzin. 

H.R.  3392:  Mr.  Vento.  Ms.  Slaughter,  and 
Ms.  Norton. 

H.R.  3447:  Mr.  Hayworth.  Mr.  Funderburk. 
Mr.  McIntosh.  Mr.  Neumantc,  Mr.  Metcalf, 
Mr.  Weldon  of  Florida,  and  Mr.  Horn. 

H.R.  3452:  Mrs.  FowLER  and  Mr.  Bliley. 

H.R.  3458:  Mr.  Weller  and  Mr.  Deal  of 
(Jeorgia. 

H.R.  3466:  Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts, 
Mr.  Lewis  of  Georgia,  and  Mr.  Watt  of  North 
Carolina. 

H.R.  3468:  Mr.  SCHAEFER.  Mr.  LVGUS  of 
South  Carolina,  and  Mr.  Bryant  of  Ten- 
nessee. 

H.R.  3480:  Mr.  Hayes.  Mr.  Barrett  of  Ne- 
braska, and  Mr.  Bereuter. 

H.R.  3493:  Mr.  Weller. 


H.R.  3495:  Mr.  Weller. 

H.R.  3506:  Mr.  DEAL  of  Georgia  and  Mr. 
Schaefer. 

H.  Con.  Res  47:  Mr.  Taylor  of  North  Caro- 
lina and  Mr.  Lazio  of  New  York. 

H.  Con.  Res.  155:  Mr.  Dellums. 

H.  Res.  263:  Mr.  Skeen,  Ms.  Lofgren.  Ms. 
McCarthy,  and  Mr.  Luther. 

H.  Res.  399:  Mr.  Watt  of  North  Carolina 
and  Mr.  LaFalce. 

H.  Res.  432:  Ms.  WooLSEY.  Mr.  Barrett  of 
Wisconsin,  Mr.  Moran.  Mr.  Baldacct.  Mr. 
MiNGE.  and  Mr.  Mascara. 

H.  Res.  439:  Mr.  Portman.  Mr.  HORN.  Mr. 
Klug,  and  Mr.  Sanders. 


DELETIONS  OF  SPONSORS  FROM 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXn,  sponsors 
were  deleted  from  public  bills  and  reso- 
lutions as  follows: 

H.R.  2740:  Mr.  Duncan. 
H.R.  3024:  Ms.  McKinney. 


DISCHARGE  PETITIONS— 
ADDITIONS  OR  DELETIONS 

The  following  Members  added  their 
names  to  the  following  discharge  peti- 
tions: 

Petition  12  by  Mrs.  SMITH  of  Washington 
on  House  Resolution  373:  Jack  Quinn  and  Mi- 
chael P.  Forbes. 
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The  Senate  met  at  12  noon,  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  Thurmond]. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  To- 
day's prayer  will  be  offered  by  our 
guest  Chaplain,  Dr.  Mark  Dever  of  the 
Capitol  Hill  Baptist  Church,  Washing- 
ton, DC. 

We  are  pleased  to  have  you  with  us. 


PRAYER 

The  guest  Chaplain,  Dr.  Mark  Dever, 
Capitol  Hill  Baptist  Church,  Washing- 
ton, DC,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Let  us  pray:  Lord  God,  as  we  begin 
the  official  business  of  the  day  in  this 
place,  we  praise  You  for  Your  sustain- 
ing presence.  We  remember  facing  situ- 
ations that  we  were  certain  we  could 
not  face,  or  having  to  face  them,  could 
not  survive.  Yet,  by  Your  providence, 
we  did.  And  so  we  begin  this  new  day 
by  praising  You  for  Your  sustaining 
presence,  even  in  apparently  hopeless 
situations. 

We  praise  You,  too,  for  Your  sov- 
ereign reminder  of  Yourself,  even 
through  pain  and  disaster.  We  confess. 
Lord,  that  for  all  of  our  words  about 
problems  in  our  society  we  are  too 
often  quietly  and  wrongly  proud  of  the 
prosperity  of  this  Nation,  feeling  that 
we  ourselves  are  sufficient  expla- 
nations for  all  the  good  we  see  and 
know.  So,  Lord  God,  we  praise  You  and 
thank  You  that  You  use  the  bounds  of 
our  abilities  and  troubles  to  remind  us 
of  the  limits  of  our  power.  Do  not  leave 
us.  Lord,  in  false  beliefs  about  our- 
selves, and  our  roles  here,  or  about 
You,  and  Your  rightful  claims  on  us. 

When  we  are  firustrated  by  injustices 
we  cannot  address,  remind  us.  Lord,  of 
the  brevity  of  this  life.  And  remind  us 
of  Your  coming  judgment:  of  its  re- 
ality, its  certainty,  its  inevitability, 
its  finality. 

When  we  are  tempted  to  be  selfish  or 
indifferent  to  our  work,  remind  us  of 
the  responsibility  You  have  entrusted 
to  us:  to  listen,  to  learn,  to  reflect,  to 
pray,  to  legislate,  to  obey. 

When  we  are  tempted  to  pride  in 
what  we  have  done — when  we  see  a  bill 
passed,  a  program  begun  or  ended,  an 
initiative  completed— and  we  feel 
something  of  the  power  of  our  office, 
remind  us  of  our  complete  and  utter 
dependence  on  You. 

For  Your  glory.  O  Lord,  restore  this 
land.  We  know  that  we  are  not  here  fi- 
nally to  fulfill  our  own  desires,  or  even 
the  desires  of  our  constituents.  We 
know  that  we  are  put  here  to  serve 
You.  So,  we  pray  that  You  would  use 
us — use  the  business  done  in  this  place 
today,  use  our  Government,  use  our 
Nation  to  display  Your  character.  Your 


glory  throughout  all  Your  creation.  We 
ask  through  Jesus  Christ,  our  Lord. 
Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  ACTING 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
able  acting  majority  leader.  Senator 
LOTT  of  Mississippi,  is  recognized. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Thank  you  very  much, 
Mr.  President. 


SCHEDULE 


Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  the  Senate 
will  immediately  resume  consideration 
of  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  57, 
the  concurrent  budget  resolution,  and 
will  begin  a  series  of  consecutive  roll- 
call  votes  on  or  in  relation  to  the  land- 
ing amendments. 

Under  agreement  reached  last  night, 
the  first  series  of  votes  will  continue 
until  1  p.m.  today.  There  will  be  no 
votes,  as  agreed  to,  between  the  hours 
of  1  and  2.  However,  the  Senate  will 
proceed  with  another  series  of  legisla- 
tive votes  beginning  at  2  o'clock  today. 

Senators  are  asked  to  remain  in  or 
around  the  Senate  Chamber  through- 
out these  voting  sequences  in  order  to 
facilitate  the  disposition  of  amend- 
ments as  quickly  as  possible.  The  first 
vote  in  both  series  will  be  15  minutes  in 
length,  but  all  remaining  votes  will  be 
limited  to  10  minutes  each.  The  Senate 
will  complete  action  on  the  budget  res- 
olution during  today's  session — hope- 
fully, by  late  afternoon. 

I  think  we  have  already  considered 
some  34  amendments.  We  still  have,  I 
guess.  10  or  12  votes  that  are  likely  and 
probably  about  4  hours  would  be  re- 
quired to  complete  that. 

So,  if  the  Members  would  stay  close 
to  the  floor  and  we  work  hard,  I  know 
the  managers  would  appreciate  it,  and 
we  can  get  this  work  done  before  late 
this  afternoon. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Shelby).  The  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  While  the  acting  majority 
leader  is  here,  I  would  like  to  clarify  a 
point  or  two,  if  I  might. 

First,  I  think  most  of  us  agree  that 
there  has  been  no  one  who  is  more  co- 
operative in  moving  this  thing  forward 
than  the  rankillg  member  of  the  Budg- 
et Committee. 

When  I  left  the  floor  last  night  before 
we  adjourned,  there  had  been  a  firm  an- 
nouncement that — I  thought  it  was  a 
firm  announcement — that  we  would 
come  in  at  10  o'clock  this  morning, 
which  fit  in  very  well  with  this  Sen- 


ator's schedule,  and  I  think  the  sched- 
ule of  the  Senate  as  a  whole.  I  did  not 
know  until  after  the  Senate  had  ad- 
journed, nor  was  I  contacted,  about 
moving  the  time  from  10  o'clock,  as 
stated  by  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee to  the  whole  Senate  half  an  hour 
before  that. 

I  would  simply  say  that  I  wish  we 
would  follow  the  customary  procedure. 
I  think  it  is  normal  to  check  with  the 
ranking  member  before  you  change 
times  after  it  has  been  agreed  to. 

Following  up  on  that.  I  must  say  that 
I  understood  that  we  could  not  work 
Tuesday  night  and  we  could  not  work 
Wednesday  night,  as  we  had  planned  to 
do,  because  of  functions.  Now  we  have 
lost,  I  think,  2  hours  this  morning  that 
we  could  have  used  constructively. 

I  would  simply  say  that  at  4  o'clock 
this  afternoon,  for  the  information  of 
the  whole  Senate,  there  will  be  a  me- 
morial service  for  the  late,  great  Cece 
Zorinsky,  the  wife  of  the  late  great 
Senator  from  Nebraska,  Senator  Ed- 
ward Zorinsky,  in  Senate  Dirksen  G-50, 
generally  called  the  Senate  audito- 
rium. This  Senator  will  make  that  af- 
fair whether  I  have  to  miss  votes  and 
abandon  my  responsibilities  here. 

But  I  would  just  inquire  at  this  time, 
following  that  memorial  service,  we 
have  some  time  between  5  and  6,  I  be- 
lieve— and  I  want  to  attend  that — the 
salute  to  Senator  Dole,  which  I  think 
has  been  arranged  by  the  acting  major- 
ity leader  and  the  minority  leader.  Tom 
Daschle.  I  would  just  like  to  inquire.  I 
see  the  chairman  of  committee  is  here, 
also.  We  have  an  awful  Jot  of  interrup- 
tions, and  I  do  not  want  to  add  to 
them.  The  only  interruption  I  am  sug- 
gesting is  that  one  that  I  intend  to 
carry  out  that  I  committed  to  a  long, 
long  time  ago. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  if  I  could 
just  respond  briefly,  the  Senator  has 
enumerated  some  of  the  problems  we 
have  been  trying  to  deal  with,  and  we 
will  try  to  acconmiodate  as  many  Sen- 
ators as  we  can.  We  have  very,  very  le- 
gitimate things  to  do.  We  had  the  me- 
morial, as  you  know,  for  Adniiral 
Boorda.  We  wanted  to  do  that,  and  we 
certainly  appreciate  the  Senator's  feel- 
ing about  Cece  Zorinsky.  That  is  what 
has  been  involved.  We  are  just  trying 
to  accommodate  everybody's  schedule. 
I  am  finding  out  more  and  more.  It  gets 
pretty  complicated. 

Your  point  is  well  taken.  We  will 
continue  to  try  to  work  with  every- 
body, particularly  the  managers  of  the 
bill.  We  had  some  complications,  and 
we  did  check  with  the  leader.  I  realize 
it  was  late  last  night,  but.  again,  we 
are  just  trying  to  help  everybody. 


>  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
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Mr.  EXON.  You  checked  with  the 
leader? 

Mr.  LOTT.  Yes.  sir.  I  believe  we  did. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  would  simply  say  for  the 
public  that  you  checked  with  the 
Democratic  leader. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Yes. 

Mr.  EXON.  The  Democrat  leader 
would  have  properly  talked  to  me.  He 
did  not.  I  will  talk  to  him  about  that. 

Mr.  LOTT.  In  his  defense,  we  did  it  at 
the  last  minute,  and  maybe  there  just 
was  not  enough  time  or  he  could  not 
find  out.  I  do  not  know.  But.  again,  we 
are  just  trying  to  accommodate  every- 
body. 

You  and  the  chairman  have  done  a 
great  job  trying  to  move  this.  It  has 
been  slow,  but  there  have  been  a  lot  of 
interruptions  that  we  just  could  not 
avoid.  We  want  to  keep  the  heat  on 
today  so  that  we  can  get  through, 
hopefully,  by  4  o'clock.  If  we  could  get 
started  voting  here  right  quick,  maybe 
we  could  make  it  by  4  o'clock  or  4:15 
p.m.  I  would  like  to  help  you  do  that. 

Mr.  E3X0N.  Let  us  seek  the  miracle. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield  just  for  the  briefest 
of  questions,  I  do  not  want  to  delay 
things.  I  say  to  Senator  DoMENia,  but 
could  the  Senator  indicate  to  us,  if  we 
finish  these  blocks  of  votes  on  this 
issue,  what  is  anticipated  on  the  Sen- 
ate schedule  beyond  this  issue? 

Mr.  LOTT.  Beyond  the  budget  resolu- 
tion? 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  LOTT.  We  are  working  on  that. 
We  will  be  communicating  with  the 
Democratic  leadership.  Senator  Dole 
will  be  here  later  this  afternoon.  We 
are  looking  at  several  items  that  could 
be  done.  We  hope  we  can  get  those 
worked  out  and  do  them  in  a  way  so 
that  they  would  not  involve  votes  this 
afternoon.  But  the  leader  will  be  back. 
He  will  be  here  shortly,  and  he  will 
comment  on  that. 

I  yield  the  floor,  Mr.  President. 


RESERVATION  OF  LEADER  TIME 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  leader  time  is  re- 
served. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate will  now  resimie  consideration  of 
Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  57, 
which  the  clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
A  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  57) 
setting  forth  the  congressional  budget  for 
the  U.S.  Government  for  fiscal  years  1997, 
1998. 1999,  2000.  2001.  and  2002. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  concurrent  resolution. 

Pending: 

Harkin  (for  Specter)  amendment  No.  4012, 
to  restore  funding  for  education,  training, 
and   health   programs   to   a   Congressional 


Budget  Office  fTeese  level  for  fiscal  year  1997 
through  an  across  the  board  reduction  in 
Federal  administrative  costs. 

Bumpers  amendment  No.  4014.  to  eliminate 
the  defense  firewalls. 

Thompson  amendment  No.  3961,  to  express 
the  sense  of  the  Senate  on  the  funding  levels 
for  the  Presidential  Election  Campaign 
Fund. 

Murkowskl  amendment  No.  4015.  to  pro- 
hibit sense  of  the  Senate  amendments  from 
being  offered  to  the  budget  resolution. 

Simpson  (for  Kerrey)  amendment  No.  4016. 
to  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate  on  long 
term  entitlement  reforms. 

Chafee/Breaux  amendment  No.  4018,  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute. 

Feingold  amendment  No.  3969.  to  eliminate 
the  tax  cut. 

Domenici    (for   McCain)    amendment   No. 

4022,  to  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate  re- 
garding Spectrum  auctions  and  their  effect 
on  the  integrity  of  the  budget  process. 

Domenici  (for  Faircloth)  amendment  No. 

4023,  to  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that 
any  comprehensive  legislation  sent  to  the 
President  that  balances  the  budget  by  a  cer- 
tain date  and  that  includes  welfare  reform 
provisions  shall  also  contain  to  the  maxi- 
mum extent  possible  a  strategy  for  reducing 
the  rate  of  out-of-wedlock  births  and  encour- 
aging family  formation. 

Exon  (for  Roth)  amendment  No.  4025,  to  ex- 
press the  sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the 
funding  of  Amtrak. 

Domenici  smnendment  No.  4027  (to  amend- 
ment No.  4012),  to  adjust  the  fiscal  year  1997 
non-defense  discretionary  allocation  to  the 
Appropriation  Committee  by  $5  billion  in 
budget  authority  and  S4  billion  in  outlays  to 
sustain  1996  post-OCRA  policy. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESrDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
want  to  say  to  my  firiend.  Senator 
Exon,  and  other  Senators  who  might 
have  heard  my  comments  yesterday 
about  when  we  would  meet  today,  it 
was  not  in  the  form  of  a  unanimous- 
consent  request,  but  I  did  intend  and 
say  to  the  Senator  that  we  would  start 
at  10.  Actually,  by  the  time  the  unani- 
mous consent  was  proposed  by  our  act- 
ing majority  leader,  forces  beyond  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  and  Senator 
Exon  went  to  work  on  it  and  it  came 
out  12  o'clock,  so  I  am  very  sorry  about 
that.  I  had  nothing  to  do  with  it,  and  I 
could  not  have  prevented  it,  and  I  am 
not  complaining.  It  is  just  that  is  the 
way  it  worked  out. 

Mr.  President,  I  understand,  and  I 
think  Senator  Exon  agrees,  that  the 
next  amendment  we  are  going  to  take 
up  would  be  the  Bimipers  amendment. 
That  is  4014  which  would  abolish  the 
firewalls. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  say  to  my  friend,  we  will 
get  Senator  BUMPERS  here.  It  was  our 
understanding— and  maybe  once  again 
we  missed  conwiunications — that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  was  going  to 
have  an  amendment. 

Mr.  DOMENKH.  We  are  going  to  set 
aside  for  a  while  Specter-Harkin  and 
my  second-degree  amendment,  with  the 
Senator's  concurrence. 

Mr.  EXON.  Yes.  We  are  setting  aside 
the  amendment  that  we  originally  had 


informally  intended  to  bring  up.  Is  that 
right? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  assume  so.  I  am  not 
sure  we  had,  but  nonetheless  we  can  go 
to  anyone  that  is  ready.  K  Senator 
BUMPERS  can  get  here 

Mr.  EXON.  In  view  of  the  fact  that 
the  schedule  has  been  changed  without 
anybody's  false  intention,  I  suggest  the 
absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  DOMENICL  I  agree. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4012,  AS  MODIFIED 

Mr.  DOMENICL  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  be  permitted 
to  modify  my  second-degree  amend- 
ment in  the  form  of  technical  changes 
to  be  considered  when  the  Senate  con- 
siders amendment  4012. 

Mr.  EXON.  We  have  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  send  the  modifica- 
tion to  the  desk. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  so  modified. 

Mr.  DOMENICL  I  thank  the  Chair. 

The  amendment  (No.  4012),  as  modi- 
fied, is  as  follows: 

On  page  25.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,700,000,000. 

On  page  25,  lice  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
1800,000,000. 

On  page  27,  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
1300,000.000. 

On  page  27,  line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
1600,000.000. 

On  page  42.  line  2,  decrease  the  amount  by 
S3.500.000.000. 

On  page  42.  line  3.  decrease  the  amount  by 
SIOO.000.000. 

On  page  52.  line  14,  increase  the  amount  by 
$5,000,000,000. 

On  page  52,  line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 
Sl.400.000.000. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  resolution,  on  page  52,  line  15,  the 
amount  is  deemed  to  be  $270,923,000,000.  On 
page  4.  line  8,  the  amount  is  deemed  to  be 
$1,323,100,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  9.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $1,361,600,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  10,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $1,392,400,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  11.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $1,433,600,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  12,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $1:454.000.000.000. 

On  page  4.  line  17.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $1,318,600,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  18.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $1,353,500,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  19.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $1,382,400,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  20.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $1,415,600,000. 

On  page  4.  line  21.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $1,433,100,000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  1,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $232,400,000,000. 

On  page  5,  line  2,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $223,600,000,000. 
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On  page  5.  line  3.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  S206.300.000.000. 

On  jmge  5,  line  4,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $185,700,000,000. 

On  page  5,  line  5.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  S143.SOO.000.000. 

On  page  5.  line  9.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  S5.449,000.000,000. 

On  page  5.  line  10,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  S5.722.700.000.000. 

On  page  5,  line  11.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  S5.97S,100.000.000. 

On  page  5.  line  12,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  16.207,700,000,000. 

On  page  5,  line  13,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  S6.39e,600.000,000. 

On  iwge  5,  line  14,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  S6.5SO.S00.000,000. 

On  page  6,  line  13,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  S290,000.000,000. 

On  page  6,  line  14,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  S277 ,400,000,000. 

On  page  6,  line  15,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  S2S6,000,000,000. 

On  page  6,  line  16,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $236,100,000,000. 

On  page  6,  line  17,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $193,3400,000,000. 

On  p:age  6.  line  18,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $155,400,000,000. 

On  page  9.  Une  22,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $14,900,000,000. 

On  page  11.  line  22.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $16,700,000,000. 

On  page  11,  line  23,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $16,800,000,000. 

On  page  13,  line  17,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $3,700,000,000. 

On  page  13.  line  18.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $3,100,000,000. 

On  page  15,  line  17.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $21,500,000. 

On  page  17.  line  16.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $12,800,000,000. 

On  page  17.  line  17,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $11,000,000,000. 

On  page  19,  line  16,  the  amount  Is  deemed 
to  be  $8,100,000,000. 

On  page  19,  line  17.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $2,400,000,000. 

On  page  21.  line  16.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $42,600,000,000. 

On  page  21.  line  17,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $39,300,000,000. 

On  page  23,  line  15,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $9,900,000,000. 

On  page  23.  line  16.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $10,800,000,000. 

On  page  29.  line  10,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $193,200,000,000. 

On  page  29.  line  11.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $191,500,000,000. 

On  page  31,  line  3.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $232,400,000,000. 

On  page  31,  line  4,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $240300,000.000. 

On  page  38.  line  8.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $13,700,000,000. 

On  page  39.  line  25.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $282,800,000,000. 

On  page  40,  line  1.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $282,800,000,000. 

On  page  40,  line  7.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $289,400,000,000. 

On  page  40.  line  8.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  S289.400.000.000. 

On  page  40,  line  14,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $293,200,000,000. 

On  page  40.  line  15.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $293,200,000,000. 

On  page  40.  line  21.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  S294.700.000.000. 

On  page  40.  ^e  22.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $294,700,000,000. 
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On  page  41.  line  3.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  S298.900.000.000. 

On  page  41.  line  4.  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $298,900,000,000. 

On  page  41,  line  10,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $303,400,000,000. 

On  page  41,  line  11,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $303,400,000,000. 

On  page  41,  line  17,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $348,234,000,000. 

On  page  41,  line  18,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $351,240,000,000. 

On  page  41,  line  19,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $348,465,000,000. 

On  page  41.  line  20.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  S349.951. 000.000. 

On  page  41.  line  21.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $351,311,000,000. 

On  page  41,  line  22,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $352,765,000,000. 

On  page  42,  line  8,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $200,000,000. 

On  page  42.  line  9,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $100,000,000. 

On  page  42,  line  15,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $400,000,000. 

On  page  42,  line  16,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $300,000,000. 

On  page  42,  line  22,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $800,000,000. 

On  page  42,  line  23,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $800,000,000. 

On  page  43.  line  5,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $1,200,000,000. 

On  page  43,  line  6,  the  amount  is  deemed  to 
be  $1,100,000,000. 

On  page  43,  line  12,  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $3,700,000,000. 

On  page  43,  line  13.  the  amount  is  deemed 
to  be  $3,700,000,000. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  im- 
mediately upon  the  arrival  of  Senator 
Thompson  proceed  to  the  Thompson 
amendment  No.  3981. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  will  not  interrupt 
anyone  offering  an  amendment,  but  I 
ask  I  may  be  allowed  to  continue  for 
about  3  minutes  as  in  morning  busi- 
ness. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  was  just 
reading  parts  of  my  mail  that  came  in. 
I  wanted  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
Senate  to  a  very  interesting  letter  I 
just  received  from  Charlie  Brogan, 
president  of  the  Nebraska  Broadcasters 
Association,  from  Lexington,  NE.  He 
writes  and  says: 


I  thought  about  you  this  week  when  my 
daughter  brought  home  the  enclosed  set  of 
rules  about  Internet  use.  She's  a  second 
grader  in  Sandoz  School  In  Lexington.  Her 
teacher.  Dianne  Yeutter.  spent  a  consider- 
able amount  of  time  with  the  children  on  the 
proper  use  of  the  Internet. 

Maybe  all  segments  of  the  nation  don't  ap- 
preciate the  seriousness  of  the  Internet  por- 
nography problem,  but  people  like  you  and  I 
with  children  and  grandchildren  certainly 
understand  it  very  well. 

I  thought  his  daughter's  note  was 
very  interesting.  It  is  brief. 

Internet  is  fun  and  helpful  when  you  need 
to  research  information  for  reports.  How- 
ever, we  are  concerned  about  certain  things. 
Don't  use  the  Internet  unless  you  know  what 
you're  doing  and  where  you're  going.  We  not 
only  have  to  ask  Mrs.  Yeutter  permission  to 
use  the  Internet  but  she  always  asks  where 
we're  going.  She  is  in  the  room  when  we  use 
the  Internet.  One  or  two  clicks  of  the  mouse 
can  be  powerful.  They  can  toke  you  to  places 
where  you  shouldn't  go.  For  example,  you 
can  get  into  big  trouble  by  buying  stuff  you 
don't  want.  You  can  click  into  things  that 
are  inappropriate  for  kids  and  adults.  Some- 
times the  words  we  read  are  hard  to  pro- 
nounce and  understand. 

I  thank  that  second-grader.  I  thought 
the  U.S.  Senate  might  like  to  hear  how 
one  second-grader  feels  about  what  we 
have  done  thus  far. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent these  letters  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
RECORD,  as  follows: 

Nebraska  Broadcasters  assocution. 

Omaha,  NE.  May  18. 1996. 
Hon.  J.J.  EXON, 
Hart  Office  Building. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Exon:  Thank  you  for  at- 
tending our  luncheon  for  Chris  McLean  last 
week  in  Omaha.  Your  presence  and  remarks 
were  the  right  touch  to  make  it  a  really  nice 
event  for  Chris.  We  have  appreciated  having 
him  on  the  job. 

I  thought  about  you  this  week  when  my 
daughter  brought  home  the  enclosed  set  of 
rules  about  Internet  use.  She's  a  second 
grader  at  Sandoz  School  in  Lexington.  Her 
teacher,  Dianne  Yeutter,  spent  a  consider- 
able amount  of  time  with  the  children  on  the 
proper  use  of  the  Internet. 

Maybe  all  segments  of  the  nation  don't  ap- 
preciate the  seriousness  of  the  Internet  por- 
nography problem,  but  people  like  you  and  I 
with  children  and  grandchildren  certainly 
understand  it  very  well.  Thank  for  all  your 
time  and  effort  working  on  the  problem. 
Sincerely, 

Charlie  Brogan, 
President.  N-S-A. 

Internet  is  fun  and  helpful  when  we  need  to 
research  information  for  reports.  However, 
we  are  concerned  about  certain  things.  Don't 
use  the  Internet  imless  you  know  what 
you're  doing  and  where  you're  going.  We  not 
only  have  to  ask  Mrs.  Yeutter  permission  to 
use  the  Internet  but  she  always  asks  where 
we're  going.  She  is  in  the  room  when  we  use 
Internet.  One  or  two  clicks  of  the  mouse  can 
be  powerful.  They  can  take  you  places  where 
you  shouldn't  go.  For  example,  you  can  get 
into  big  trouble  by  buying  stuff  you  don't 
want.  You  can  click  into  things  that  are  in- 
appropriate for  kids  and  adults.  Sometimes 
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the  words  we  read  are  hard  to  pronounce  and 
understand. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  concurrent  resolution. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  We  do  not  need  the 
quorum  call  because  Senator  Thomp- 
son is  ready. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  withhold  my  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator withholds  his  request  for  a 
quorum  call. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  is  seek- 
ing recognition? 

AMENDBiIENT  no.  3981 

Mr.  THOMPSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
call  up  amendment  3981. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  now  before  the  Senate. 

(The  text  of  the  amendment  No.  3981 
was  printed  in  the  Record  of  May  20. 
1996.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  THOMPSON.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  reserves  the  Presidential 
election  campaign  fund  checkoff  sys- 
tem as  it  is  today.  The  budget  resolu- 
tion instructions  direct  the  Finance 
Committee  to  terminate  the  current 
checkoff  system  which  funds  the  Presi- 
dential campaign  fund.  In  its  place,  the 
Finance  Committee  is  directed  to  allow 
taxpayers  to  make  a  voluntary  con- 
tribution to  the  fund  out  of  their  tax 
refund,  should  they  have  one. 

This  provision  in  the  budget  resolu- 
tion will  effectively  terminate  this 
post-Watergrate  reform.  It  is  a  system 
that  has  worked  better  than  any  of  the 
rest  of  our  campaigrn  finance  system, 
which  is  of  great  concern  to  many  peo- 
ple. I  do  not  think  it  is  wise  to  single 
out  the  system  and  the  part  of  it  that 
is  working  the  best  and  do  away  with 
it. 

It  has  been  scandal  free.  It  has  made 
for  a  more  level  playing  field.  Three 
out  of  the  last  four  challengers  to  in- 
cumbent Presidents  have  won. 

The  next  question  is,  what  do  we  re- 
place it  with  if,  in  fact,  this  is  the  de- 
mise of  the  current  system?  Do  we  go 
back  to  pre- Watergate? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  THOMPSON.  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  McCONNELL.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator firom  Kentucky  has  30  seconds. 

Mr.  McCONNELL.  I  will  take  the 
same  30  seconds  Senator  Thompson 
had. 


Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  time  in  oppo- 
sition, and  we  will  be  generous  with 
the  30  seconds. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  long  30 
seconds. 

Mr.  McCONNELL.  Mr.  President,  this 
is  a  vote  about  whether  you  want  to 
take  roughly  $300  million  over  a  4-year 
period  out  of  financing  political  con- 
ventions and  political  campaigns  for 
President  of  the  United  States  and 
apply  it  to  the  deficit.  The  beauty  of 
this  proposal  of  the  Budget  Committee 
is  that  it  does  not  end  the  Presidential 
checkoff  at  aU.  I  personally  would  like 
to  end  it.  I  think  it  is  a  terrible  idea  to 
have  taxpayer  ftmding  of  elections.  But 
the  proposal  of  the  Budget  Committee 
does  not  do  that.  All  it  says  is,  when 
you  check  off  on  your  tax  return  every 
April  15,  you  really  pay  for  it.  It  is  only 
S3,  and  I  am  confident  that  those  who 
believe  that  taxpayer  funding  of  politi- 
cal campaigns  is  a  good  idea  will  be 
more  than  happy  to  contribute  S3  to 
this  fund. 

Under  the  current  system  the  partici- 
pation in  the  checkoff  has  gone  from  29 
percent  down  to  13  percent,  and  that  is 
when  it  does  not  even  cost  the  person 
checking  off  any  money.  This  is  just 
truth  in  advertising.  If  you  check  off, 
you  pay  for  it. 

I  close  by  sajring  it  saves  S300  mil- 
lion, adds  that  to  deficit  reduction,  and 
allows  people  to  really  pay  for  the  vol- 
untary checkoff. 

I  hope  the  Thompson  amendment  will 
be  defeated. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Does  the  Senator 
want  the  yeas  and  nays  on  this?  Sen- 
ator Thompson  will  accept  a  voice 
vote. 

Mr.  THOMPSON.  I  will  accept  a  voice 
vote. 

Mr.  MCCONNELL.  Yes. 

Mr.  THOMPSON.  With  the  provision 
I  could  ask  for  a  roUcall  vote  subse- 
quently. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  think  you  have  the 
right  to  a  roUcall  vote  in  any  event 
after  a  voice  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  will 
be  before  the  Chair  announces  the  re- 
sult. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  If  he  does  it  before 
the  Chair  announces  the  result. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

All  in  favor  say  aye.  All  those  op- 
posed, no. 

The  ayes  appear  to  have  it. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  call  for 
the  yeas  and  najrs. 

What  was  the  ruling  of  the  Chair? 
The  ayes  have  it?  I  withdraw  my  re- 
quest. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote, 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESroiNG  OFFICER.  First  of 
all,  I  have  to  announce  the  result. 


The  ayes  appear  to  have  it.  The  ayes 
do  have  it. 

The  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  3981)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  apologize,  Mr. 
President,  I  thought  you  had  already 
ruled. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  motion  to  lay  on  the 
table  is  agreed  to. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4014 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  the 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered  on 
this  amendment  already. 

This  amendment,  I  say  to  my  col- 
leagues, is  one  with  which  you  are  all 
familiar.  It  is  called  the  defense  fire- 
walls. What  it  says  is,  no  matter  how 
many  epidennics.  fioods,  typhoons, 
earthquakes,  no  matter  how  much  of 
anything  you  have  in  this  country,  you 
may  not  take  a  dollar  from  the  defense 
budget  with  less  than  60  votes  to  put  it 
over  in  something  that  is  of  a  much 
more  dire  need. 

In  1991,  and  1992,  we  had  defense  fire- 
walls. We  took  them  down  in  1993  and 
1994.  Nothing  imtoward  happened.  I  am 
just  offended  what  this  does.  It  says 
that  no  matter  what  happens  that  de- 
fense may  not  be  touched.  No  matter 
how  bloated  the  defense  budget  may  be. 
it  says  you  cannot  take  a  penny  out  of 
defense  for  any  other  purpose,  no  mat- 
ter what  the  emergency  is. 

We  are  saying  we  do  not  trust  the 
Senate;  we  do  not  trust  the  Senate 
with  a  51-vote  majority.  If  you  want  to 
take  something  out  of  defense,  you 
have  to  get  60  votes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  since 
the  Senator  says  this  offends  him,  I 
might  say,  one  man's  offense  is  another 
man's  exhilaration.  I  think  the  fire- 
walls are  the  best  thing  we  have  ever 
done  for  the  defense  of  our  country.  I 
think  we  ought  to  vote  the  amendment 
down. 

Clearly,  it  is  not  as  the  Senator  said. 
The  Senate  votes  on  whether  it  wants 
the  defense  budget.  After  you  voted  it, 
you  cannot  take  away  from  it  when 
you  have  pressure  for  domestic  spend- 
ing. That  is  the  issue.  For  typhoons 
and  disasters,  it  is  another  issue.  The 
Budget  Act  clearly  says  you  can  break 
the  budget  for  those  kinds  of  items.  If 
you  have  n&tural  disasters,  it  does  not 
mean  you  can  take  the  money  f^m  the 
men  and  women  in  the  military. 

I  move  to  table  the  amendment  and 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  lay  on  the  table  amendment  No. 
4014.  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered. The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Kansas  [Mr.  Dole]  and  the 
Senator  flrom  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Santorum]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  57, 
nays  41,  as  follows: 

[KoUcall  Vote  No.  147  Leg.] 
YEAS— 57 


Abnhun 

Frist 

Lo^ar 

Asbcroft 

Glenn 

Mack 

Bennett 

Gorton 

MoCaln 

Bond 

Graham 

McConnell 

Brown 

Gramm 

Morkowski 

Bona 

Grajn.s 

Nlckles 

CampbeU 

Graxsley 

Nonn 

Ctuifee 

Grew 

Pressler 

Coats 

Hatch 

Bobb 

Cochimn 

HefUn 

Roth 

Cohen 

Helms 

Shelby 

CoTCidell 

Hatchison 

Simpson 

Cnig 

Inhofe 

Smith 

D'Amato 

JeSords 

Snowe 

DeWine 

Stevens 

Eempthome 

Thomas 

Falrcloth 

Kyi 

Thompson 

Felnsteln 

Lieberman 

Thaimond 

Ford 

Lett 
NAYS-41 

Warner 

Akaka 

Exon 

Mikolski 

Feinsold 

Moseley-Brann 

Blden 

Harkln 

Moynihan 

Hatfleld 

Murray 

Boxer 

Holllnrs 

Pell 

Bradley 

Inonye 

Pryor 

Braau 

Johnston 

Reid 

Bryan 

Kennedy 

RockefeUer 

Bumpers 

Kerrey 

Sarbanes 

Byrd 

Kerry 

Simon 

Conrad 

Kohl 

Specter 

Daachle 

LantenbeiT 

Wellstone 

Dodd 

Leahy 

Wyden 

Dorian 

Lerin 

NOT  VOTING— 2 

Dole 

Santomm 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  4014)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote,  and  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  «15 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President, 
yesterday  the  Senate  began  voting  on 
amendments  to  the  budget  resolution 
at  9  a.m.  and  for  the  next  8V&  hours,  we 
cast  27  votes  and  voice-voted  7  other 
amendments.  Out  of  the  34  amend- 
ments considered,  28  amendments—^ 
percent — ^were  sense-of-the-Senate 

amendments.  And  7  of  the  27  roUcall 
votes — ^more  than  one  out  of  four  votes 
were  unanimous  100-0. 

Mr.  President,  these  amendments  are 
not  binding;  they  do  not  shift  a  single 
dollar  firom  one  program  to  another. 
They  merely  allow  both  Republicans 
and  Democrats  to  engage  in  strategies 
of  gamesmanship  which  deceive  the 
American  people  about  our  legislative 
business. 


Enough  is  enough. 

My  amendment  simply  states  that  it 
shall  not  be  in  order  for  the  Senate  to 
consider  sense-of-the-Senate  resolu- 
tions during  debate  on  the  budget  reso- 
lution. 

I  think  we  have  reached  the  point 
where  all  of  us  would  agree  we  have  to 
abandon  these  unending,  and  meaning- 
less, sense-of-the-Senate  resolutions  or 
at  least  require  Senators  to  state  on 
the  floor  and  tell  the  American  public 
that  these  amendments  have  no  bind- 
ing effect. 

End  this  charade  on  the  American 
public  and  vote  to  eliminate  these 
amendments  on  budget  resolutions. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  the  Mur- 
kowski  amendment  would  create  a  new 
point  of  order  that  would  deprive  the 
minority  of  its  right  to  amend  with  the 
sense-of-the-Senate  langruage.  Under 
the  amendment,  the  majority  could  re- 
port out  any  sense-of-the-Senate  lan- 
guage it  wanted,  but  no  Senator  could 
offer  a  sense-of-the-Senate  amendment 
to  change  that  language  or  add  to  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time.  I  raise  a  point  of 
order  that  the  pending  amendment  is 
not  germane  and  it  violates  section 
305(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  waive  section  305(b)  of  the 
Budget  Act  for  the  consideration  of  the 
Murkowski  amendment  4015. 

Parliamentary  inquiry.  Do  I  get  an 
opportunity  to  speak  on  my  motion? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Thirty 
seconds. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Fellow  Senators,  I 
seldom  move  to  violate  the  Budget  Act, 
but  it  does  say  if  you  can  get  60  votes 
you  can  do  it.  I  believe  the  time  has 
come  to  send  a  signal  that  we  ought 
not  have  40,  50,  60  sense-of-the-Senate 
resolutions  on  a  Budget  Act.  That  is 
what  this  will  do.  This  will  say  we  are 
not  going  to  have  them  in  the  future. 
It  treats  everybody  the  same.  We  will 
just  not  have  that  kind  of  a  spectacle 
on  the  floor. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  have  30  seconds.  Mr. 
President,  as  I  understand  the  proce- 
dure, it  would  require  60  votes  to  do 
what  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  has 
just  requested. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  To  waive 
the  Budget  Act  requires  60  votes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  report  to  all  Senators  about 
the  ongoing  episode  of  my  statement 
yesterday  about  the  dinner  last  night 
and  my  wife's  position.  So  you  will  all 
know,  my  wife  arrives,  she  wanted  to 
be  there  very  much  and  she  brought  a 
purse.  In  the  purse  was  a  bar  of  Dial 
soap.  She  suggested  that  maybe  I 
should  wash  my  mouth  out  with  Dial 
soap.  I  have  done  that.  I  hope  I  have 
set  everything  straight.  I  misstated  my 
wife's  position,  but  it  was  all  in  fun, 
and  she  did  the  Dial  soap  for  fun,  too. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second?  There  is  a  sufficient 
second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  waive  the  Budget  Act.  The  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Kansas  [Mr.  Dole]  and  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Santokum]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  yeas  and  nays  resulted — yeas  57, 
nays  41,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  148  Leg.] 
YEAS— 57 


Abraham 

Gramm 

McCain 

Ashcroft 

Grams 

McConnell 

Bennett 

Grassley 

Murkowski 

Bond 

GregK 

Nickles 

Bums 

Hatch 

Nunn 

Byrd 

Hatfield 

Pressler 

CampbeU 

Helms 

Reid 

Chafee 

Hollin^ 

Robb 

Coats 

Hatchison 

Roth 

Cochran 

Inhofe 

Shelby 

Cohen 

Jeffords 

Simpson 

Coverdell 

Johnston 

Smith 

Craic 

Kassebaum 

Snowe 

D'Amato 

Kempthome 

Specter 

DeWine 

Kyi 

Stevens 

Faircloth 

Lieberman 

Thomas 

Frist 

Lott 

Thompson 

Glenn 

Lncar 

Thurmond 

Gorton 

Mack 

NAYS— 41 

Warner 

Akaka 

Dorsan 

Leahy 

Baucos 

Exon 

Levin 

Biden 

Feincold 

Mikulski 

Feinstein 

Moseley-Braon 

Boxer 

Ford 

Moynihan 

Bradley 

Graham 

Murray 

Breaox 

BarUn 

Pell 

Brown 

HefUn 

Pryor 

Bryan 

Inonye 

Rockefeller 

Bumpers 

Kennedy 

Sarbanes 

Conrad 

Kerrey 

Simon 

Daschle 

Kerry 

Wellstone 

Dodd 

Kohl 

Wyden 

Domenici 

Lautenbers 

NOT  VOTING— 2 

Dole 

Santomm 

Mr.  EXON 

.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  fc 

the  regrular  order. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  regular 
order. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  regxdar 
order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  We  will 
proceed. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  regular  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  Senators  still  wishing  to  vote? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
Change  my  vote  from  "aye"  to  "no." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  this 
vote,  the  ayes  are  57,  the  nays  are  41. 
Three-fifths  of  the  Senators  duly  cho- 
sen and  sworn,  not  having  voted  in  the 
affirmative,  the  motion  is  rejected. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
enter  a  motion  to  reconsider  the  vote 
by  which  the  motion  to  waive  the 
budget  act  for  the  consideration  of  the 
Murkowski  amendment  was  defeated. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  mo- 
tion is  entered  for  future  consider- 
ation. However,  the  motion  having 
failed  to  be  approved  at  this  time,  the 
Chair  will  rule  on  the  motion — on  the 
point  of  order.  The  rights  of  Senators 
are  reserved  to  move  in  the  future  to 
proceed  to  the  motion  to  reconsider. 

The  Chair  will  rule  at  this  time  that 
the  amendment  is  not  germane.  The 
point  of  order  is  sustained.  The  amend- 
ment falls  at  this  time. 


RECESS 


Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  Senate  stand  in  recess 
until  2  p.m.  today. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  1:13  p.m.  recessed  until  2:01  p.m.; 
whereupon,  the  Senate  reassembled 
when  called  to  order  by  the  Presiding 
Officer  [Mr.  Thomas]. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quonmi  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  concurrent  resolution. 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  «016 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  question  is  the  Simpson- 
Kerrey  amendment  No.  4016. 

Mr.  KERREY.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  to  speak  on  this? 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Thirty  seconds. 

Mr.  KERREY.  Thirty  seconds. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska.  Take  it  all. 

Mr.  KERREY.  I  do  not  expect  to  per- 
suade a  majority,  Mr.  President.  This 
is  an  amendment  that  will  have  a  tre- 
mendous impact  on  the  future  budget 
outlays  and  appropriations  of  this  Con- 
gress. As  everybody  that  has  examined 
the  facts  knows,  unless  we  make 
changes  in  these  long-term  entitlement 
programs,  we  are  simply  never  either 
going  to  get  into  balance  in  7  years, 
nor  are  we  going  to  be  able  to  sustain 
it  out  in  the  future.  We  are  converting 
our  Government  into  an  ATM  machine. 
The  longer  we  wait,  the  sooner  the  day 
is  going  to  arrive  when  there  is  no 
money  for  defense,  no  money  for  any- 
thing other  than  transfer  of  pajrments. 

As  I  said,  I  do  not  expect  a  majority 
to  vote  for  a  majority  of  these  propos- 
als in  here,  but  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
give  very  careful  consideration  to  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa. 


Mr.  GRASSLEY.  I  oppose  the  Kerrey 
amendment.  I  do  this  because  it  states 
the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  budget 
resolution  assumes  a  series  of  long- 
term  entitlement  reforms,  including 
reducing  the  CPI  by  one-half  a  percent- 
age point  each  year,  which  would  cut 
Social  Security  spending  by  about  $38 
billion  over  the  next  6  years,  and  it 
would  increase  taxes  by  about  $35  bil- 
lion over  that  period. 

The  amendment  also  calls  for  in- 
creasing the  retirement  age  for  civilian 
and  military  retirees  and  Social  Secu- 
rity and  Medicare  beneficiaries,  COLA 
limits  for  very  high  civilian  and  mili- 
tary pensions,  and  partial  privatization 
of  Social  Security. 

On  behalf  of  Senator  Domenici,  the 
chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee,  I 
move  to  table  the  Kerrey  amendment 
and  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second?  There  appears  to  be. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  table  the  amendment.  The  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered.  The  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Kansas  [Mr.  Dole]  is  nee- 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  63. 
nays  36.  as  follows: 

[RoUcaU  Vote  No.  149  Leg.] 
YEAS— 63 


Abraham 

FeincDld 

Mack 

Akaka 

Ford 

MnCam 

Ashcroa 

Glenn 

McConneU 

Baucus 

Gorton 

Mikulski 

Biden 

Graham 

Moieley-Braan 

Pingaman 

Gramm 

Murkowski 

Bond 

Graaaley 

Moiray 

Boxer 

Haikin 

Pressler 

Bums 

Hatch 

Reid 

Byrd 

HefUn 

Rockefeller 

Campbell 

Helms 

Roth 

Conrad 

Hutchison 

Sarbanes 

Coverdell 

Inhofe 

Shelby 

Craig 

Inouye 

Smith 

D'Amato 

Kempthonie 

Snowe 

Daschle 

Kennedy 

Specter 

Dodd 

Kerry 

Stevens 

Domenici 

Kyi 

Thurmond 

Dorgan 

Lautenbert 

Warner 

Exon 

Leahy 

Wellstone 

Faircloth 

Levin 
NAYS-36 

Wyden 

Bennett 

Frist 

Lttgar 

Bradley 

Grams 

Moynihaa 

Breauz 

Grew 

Nickles 

Brown 

Hatfleld 

Nunn 

Bryan 

HoUings 

Pen 

Bumpers 

Jeffords 

Piyor 

Chafee 

Johnston 

Robb 

Coats 

KiMfhanm 

Santorum 

Cochran 

Kerrey 

Simon 

Cohen 

Kohl 

Simpson 

DeWine 

Lieberman 

Thomas 

Feinstein 

Lott 

Thompson 

NOT  VOnNG-l 

OFFICER.     The 
now  amendment 


Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING 
pending  question  is 
No.  4018. 

Mr.  EXON.  Before  we  start  charging 
time,  could  we  have  a  little  order  here 
for  the  information  of  all  the  Senators? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Order  in 
the  Senate.  The  Senator  may  proceed. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  say  to 
the  chairman  of  the  conMnittee,  ac- 
cording to  our  scoresheet  we  have 
seven  amendments  left  that  have  been 
preagreed  to  for  consideration  and 
votes.  Then  there  are  some  others  that 
are  still  outstanding  that  we  still  have 
on  the  list.  Of  the  seven  that  are  still 
outstanding,  waiting  for  a  vote,  and 
since  we  are  cramped  for  time — I  know 
there  are  three  sense-of-the-Senate  res- 
olutions, one  by  Senator  McCain,  one 
by  Senator  Faircloth.  another  one  by 
Senator  RoTH.  all  sense-of-the-Senate 
resolutions— and  since  all  of  those  Sen- 
ators voted  against  considering  sense- 
of-the-Senate  resolutions,  I  am  wonder- 
ing if  they  would  like  to.  in  good  faith, 
withdraw  their  sense-of-the-Senate  res- 
olutions so  that  we  can  accomplish 
what  they  would  like  to  do  in  addition 
to  that. 

Mr.  McCain,  since  when  is  consist- 
ency a  requirement? 

Mr.  EXON.  Senators  who  have  a 
sense  of  the  Senate  outstanding,  they, 
too.  want  an  exiwdited  procedure.  I  say 
this  is  a  good  time  to  do  that. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  We  will  make  a  trade 
with  the  Senator.  We  will  reconsider 
this  if  you  help  us  and  vote  for  the  re- 
consideration. In  the  future  there  will 
be  no  more 

Mr.  FORD.  No. 

Mr.  EXON.  In  the  future?  I  would 
like  to  have  done  it  now. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  That  is  what  it  was. 
EXON.  If  we  are  going  to  con- 
sense-of-the-Senate  resolutions, 
are  seven  amendments  that  we 
about,   and  three  of  those 


are 


Dole 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  4016)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 


Mr. 
sider 
there 
know 
sense-of-the-Senate  resolutions. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  101B 

Mr.  DOMENICL  Mr.  President,  could 
we  have  order?  This  is  an  amendment 
that  has  been  worked  on  very  hard  by 
a  lot  of  people.  They  deserve  to  be 
heard. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Could  we 
have  order  so  we  can  move  forward? 
This  is  the  amendment,  the  Chafee- 
Breaux  amendment,  and  with  5  min- 
utes of  debate  equally  divided. 

Mr.  DOMENICL  A  10-minute  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Ten- 
minute  vote. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  I  ask  that  everybody 
please  give  their  attention  to  the  pro- 
posal we  are  making. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Could 
Senators  move  out  of  the  well,  please? 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  every 
Member  of  this  Chamber  believes  that 
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rmming  up  huge  deficits  year  after 
year  and  passing  the  debt  on  to  our 
children  is  just  plain  wrong.  Every 
Member  of  this  Chamber  knows  we 
must  restrain  the  entitlement  pro- 
grams. 

The  proposal  I  am  offering  on  behalf 
of  my«elf.  Senator  Breaxjx,  and  19  of 
our  colleagues.  Republicans  and  Demo- 
crats, balances  the  budget  in  7  years.  It 
makes  significant  reforms  to  entitle- 
ment programs.  It  extends  the  solvency 
of  the  Medicare  trust  fund  and  provides 
modest  tax  relief  for  working  families. 

These  are  all  sound  reasons  for  sup- 
porting it.  But  there  is  an  additional 
strong  reason  I  wish  to  call  to  your  at- 
tention. The  President's  budget  was  re- 
jected on  nearly  a  straight  party-line 
vote.  The  Republican  proposal  will  pass 
on  a  straight  party-line  vote,  I  expect. 
But  the  implementing  legislation  to 
the  Domenici  proposal,  the  implement- 
ing legislation  will  undoubtedly  be  ve- 
toed. Thus,  its  entitlement  reforms 
will  not  become  law.  just  like  last 
year.  Our  budget,  however,  has  a  realis- 
tic chance  of  becoming  law.  Today  with 
a  "yes"  vote  on  the  alternative,  we  can 
transform  talk  about  deficit  reduction 
into  action. 

If  we  pass  the  Chafee-Breaux  alter- 
native, a  balanced  budget  agreement 
can  be  reached  this  year.  If  this  effort 
fails,  then  we  will  go  through  another 
year  without  solving  our  Nation's  fis- 
cal problems. 

Mr.  BREAtJX  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator f^m  Louisiana. 

Mr.  BREAUX.  Mr.  President,  my  col- 
leagues. Herb  Stein,  the  economist  and 
sometimes  humorist,  once  said,  "K 
your  horse  dies,  we  suggest  you  dis- 
mount." Mr.  President,  both  parties 
today  are  trjrlng  to  ride  a  dead  horse. 
We  have  both  been  there  and  done  that 
before.  It  did  not  work  then.  It  is  not 
going  to  work  now. 

If  only  Democrats  vote  for  the  Demo- 
cratic budget,  it  will  not  pass.  If  only 
Republicans  vote  for  the  Republican 
plan,  it  will  pass,  but  it  is  not  going  to 
become  law.  There  is  another  way.  Our 
centrist  coalition  of  over  20  Senators, 
half  Democrat  and  half  Republicans, 
have,  in  fact,  offered  a  better  way.  The 
American  people  are  watching  us  today 
and  hoping  that  just  once  we  can  come 
together,  meet  in  the  middle,  and  get  it 
done. 

Let  me  be  very  honest  and  acknowl- 
edge that  our  one-half  of  1  percent  ad- 
justment to  the  Consumer  Price  Index 
is  politically  difficult  for  everyone.  But 
let  us  all  be  honest  with  ourselves  and 
to  the  American  people  and  acknowl- 
edge that  it  is  the  right  thing  to  do. 

If  we  do  nothing,  by  the  year  2012, 
projected  outlays  for  entitlements  will 
consume  100  percent  of  all  the  tax  reve- 
nues we  collect  leaving  nothing  for  any 
of  the  other  fimctions  of  Government. 

It  is,  therefore,  very  clear  which  path 
we  must  take.  The  only  question  is. 


will  we  have  the  political  courage  to  do 
the  right  thing?  I  think  that  together 
we  can  do  it. 

Mr.  President,  on  Monday  evening, 
the  senior  Senator  from  Illinois  asked 
about  the  effect  of  the  Chafee-Breaux 
amendment  on  student  loans.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  prior  to  the  vote  on  the 
amendment  a  letter  from  June  O'Neill, 
the  Director  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  which  addresses  that 
subject,  as  well  as  a  table  comparing 
the  saving  levels  in  the  Chafee-Breaux 
resolution  to  the  other  plans. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

U.S.  Senate, 
Congressional  Budget  Oftice, 

Washington.  DC.  May  21. 1996. 
Hon.  John  H.  Chafee, 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator:  At  your  request,  we  have 
reviewed  Amendment  No.  4018  to  S.  Con.  Res. 
57,  the  1997  budget  resolution.  That  amend- 
ment, introduced  by  yourself  and  others,  in- 
cludes reconciliation  instructions  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Resources, 
but  does  not  identify  any  specific  pro- 
grammatic changes  that  the  committee 
would  be  required  to  make  to  the  student 
loan  program  or  to  any  other  program  with- 
in its  jurisdiction. 
Sincerely, 

June  E.  O'Neill. 

Amendment  No.  4018— a  substitute  pro- 
posed by:  Mr.  Chafee,  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Breaux,  Mr.  Bennett,  Mr.  Brown,  Mr. 
Bryan.  Mr.  Cohen,  Mr.  Conrad,  Mrs.  Pein- 
stein,  Mr.  Graham.  Mr.  Gorton,  Mr.  Jef- 
fords, Mr.  Johnston,  Mrs.  Kassebaum,  Mr. 
Kerrey.    Mr.   Kohl,    Mr.    Lieberman,    Mr. 

NUNN,  Mr.  ROBB,  Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  SPECTER, 

and  Ms.  Snowe). 


Chafes' 
Brejia 

smngsj 
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-116 
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-62 
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-43 
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0 
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8 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
anyone  who  wishes  to  speak  in  opposi- 
tion? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  Senator  EXON 
half  the  time. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  join  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  in  what  I 
think  will  be  a  salute  to  our  colleagues 
from  Rhode  Island  and  Louisiana  for 
their  effort.  But  I  must  oppose  the 
amendment.  The  Chafee-Breaux  budget 
could  cut  COLA'S,  costing  a  typical  So- 
cial Security  beneficiary  $1,200  over  7 
years.  Such  changes  should  be  done,  in 
my  opinion,  if  at  all,  only  in  the  con- 
text of  a  comprehensive  Social  Secu- 
rity reform  package.  These  COLA  cuts 
would  also  hit  ETTC,  SSI,  and  retired 
and  disabled  veterans. 

The  amendment  goes  after  Medicare 
beneficiaries  as  well  unnecessarily.  Fi- 
nally, the  Chafee-Breaux  budget  cuts 


taxes  far  more  than  the  President  and 
far  more  than  I  think  is  prudent.  For 
these  reasons  I  urge  Senators  to  oppose 
it. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  everyone  to  know  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  thinks  those  bi- 
partisan Senators  that  put  this  pack- 
age together  deserve  our  highest  acco- 
lades, and  obviously,  in  the  scheme  of 
things  they  performed  a  very,  very  im- 
iwrtant  role  in  providing  an  alter- 
native in  a  way  that  may  some  day  be- 
come the  budget  of  the  United  States. 

But  for  any  member  of  that  coalition 
to  stand  up  and  say  since  this  is  bipar- 
tisan, it  is  going  to  become  law,  let  me 
suggest,  sitting  over  in  the  White 
House  is  the  President  of  the  United 
States.  The  President  of  the  United 
States  has  had  this  presented  to  him. 
He  is  not  in  favor  of  it  for  the  very  sim- 
ple reason  that  it  cuts  Social  Security. 
It  does  it  in  a  different  way  by  adjust- 
ing the  CPI,  and  it  may  be  something 
that  eventually  some  commission 
might  say  we  ought  to  do  that. 

But,  quite  frankly,  I  urge  this 
amendment  be  defeated  unless  those 
Senators  who  vote  for  it  truly  want  to 
take  on  the  President  of  the  United 
States  on  the  Social  Security  issue  5 
months  before  an  election.  I  think  it  is 
doomed.  Because  I  think  it  is  doomed, 
it  seems  to  me  we  ought  to  adopt  the 
underl3ring  bill  and  not  this  one.  I  yield 
the  floor. 

Mr.  BXniNS.  Mr.  President,  I  stand 
today  to  support  many  of  the  goals  of 
the  Chafee-Breaux  amendment  to  the 
Budget  Act  of  1997,  but  to  voice  con- 
cern regarding  how  to  pay  for  those 
goals. 

On  the  top  of  the  list  of  essential  tax 
reforms  that  this  amendment  addresses 
is  a  reduction  in  the  capital  gains  tax. 
This  tax  is  fundamentally  imfair  be- 
cause it  is  not  linked  to  inflation  and 
taxes  people  on  phantom  income.  No 
other  nation  in  the  world  has  a  tax  on 
capital  gains  and  at  least  a  reduction 
in  this  tax  is  in  order.  Because  a  clear 
majority  of  Americans  own  their  own 
homes  this  tax  reUef  lifts  a  huge  bur- 
den off  the  backs  of  the  middle  class.  It 
also  allows  businesses  to  buy  and  sell 
property  and  equipment  based  on  their 
need  and  not  on  the  Tax  Code.  It  frees 
money  trapped  in  deteriorating  assets 
to  be  used  to  invest  in  new  and  im- 
proved equipment  and  expand  the  econ- 
omy. This  in  turn  benefits  all  Ameri- 
cans. 

Another  essential  tax  reform  is 
eliminating  the  estate  and  inheritance 
tax.  These  taxes  are  very  destructive 
to  the  family.  It  forces  family  busi- 
nesses to  be  sold  and  increases  the  pain 
already  felt  by  the  loss  of  a  loved  one. 
The  ability  for  each  generation  to  pass 
on  it's  family  heritage  should  not  be 
blocked  by  the  Federal  Government's 
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grab  for  money.  These  taxes  must  be 
eliminated. 

Middle  class  tax  relief  was  promised 
by  the  President  in  1992  and  by  the 
Congress  in  1994.  The  President  vetoed 
it  repeatedly  last  year,  but  it  is  just  as 
important  now  as  it  was  then.  It  is 
time  to  cut  taxes  for  families  with 
children.  In  the  last  30  years  it  has  be- 
come increasingly  more  expensive  to 
raise  children.  The  typical  child  costs 
upwards  of  a  quarter  of  a  million  dol- 
lars to  raise  and  send  to  college.  A  $250 
per  child  family  tax  credit  would  go  a 
long  way  to  relieving  some  of  the 
stress  of  raising  children  in  the  typical 
American  family.  Since  the  average 
family  pays  38.2  percent  of  its  income 
toward  taxes,  surely  we  can  agree  to 
give  some  of  it  back  to  those  that  need 
it  the  most. 

All  of  these  reforms  are  needed  and 
necessary  and  I  support  them  without 
reservation.  However,  I  am  concerned 
about  the  way  the  Breaux-Chafee 
amendment  pays  for  these  reforms.  By 
tinkering  with  Federal  employees  re- 
tirement plans,  we  are  in  essense 
breaking  our  word  to  them.  I  believe 
that  the  Government  should  keep  its 
commitment  to  these  hard-working 
folks  and  not  change  the  niles  this  late 
in  the  game.  For  this  reason,  I  will  cast 
my  vote  in  opposition  to  the  Breaux- 
Chafee  amendment. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  com- 
mend Senators  Chafee  and  Breaux  for 
the  work  they  did  in  putting  together  a 
true  budget  compromise.  These  two 
distinguished  Senators  successfully  co- 
ordinated a  group  of  11  Democrats  and 
11  Republicans  in  a  good-faith  effort  to 
balance  our  Nation's  budget  in  a  fair 
and  responsible  way.  And,  their  work 
should  not  go  unnoticed. 

As  the  people  of  this  coimtry  know 
all  too  well.  Congress  has  been  wran- 
gling with  the  budget  issue  for  more 
than  a  year.  The  debate  has  been  bitter 
and,  at  times,  downright  rancorous. 
But,  if  we  step  back  and  look  beyond 
all  the  huffing  and  puffing,  we  find  that 
Congress  and  the  President  have 
learned  we  can  balance  the  budget.  It  is 
not  an  impossible  mission.  And  it  is 
not  an  idea  that  must  get  bogged  down 
along  party  lines. 

We  all  agree  the  budget  must  be  bal- 
anced. We  all  understand  the  need  to 
get  our  fiscal  house  in  order.  The  dif- 
ficult part,  however,  is  making  sure 
the  budget  plan  uses  good  common 
sense  and  reflects  America's  core  val- 
ues— the  belief  we  should  ensure  our 
quality  of  life,  educate  our  children, 
and  maintain  adequate  health  security 
for  our  parents  and  disabled. 

Unfortunately,  the  Senate  rejected 
the  centrist  budget  today.  However, 
the  awareness  of  this  plan  is  just  build- 
ing, and  I  am  pleased  to  note  support  is 
growing  for  this  plan.  I  believe  the 
Chafee-Breaux  budget  lays  the  ground- 
work and  sets  out  the  parameters  that 
could  be  used  to  strike  a  final  com- 


promise on  a  comprehensive  6-year  bal- 
anced budget  plan. 

The  centrist  budget  plan  is  not  per- 
fect. It  requires  serious  savings  in  pro- 
grams I  believe  in  and  my  friends  and 
family  depend  on.  It  asks  each  and 
every  one  of  us  to  give  a  little  in  order 
balance  the  budget.  It  cuts  Medicare, 
Medicaid;  it  curtails  welfare  programs; 
and  it  cuts  taxes  all  a  little  bit  more 
than  I  would  like.  But  the  proposals  in 
this  plan  are  workable.  It  calls  for  real- 
istic savings.  Savings  that  can  be 
achieved  without  risking  the  safety 
and  security  of  our  friends  and  fami- 
lies—without stripping  away  the  safety 
net  that  catches  our  most  needy. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  just  say,  last 
year  I  was  opposed  to  cutting  back 
Medicaid  because  it  provides  health 
care  for  our  poorest  children  and  it  en- 
sures quality  nursing  home  standards 
for  our  parents.  But,  after  talking  to 
health  care  experts  in  Washington 
State,  I  concluded  my  home  State 
could  still  serve  our  most  vulnerable 
populations  as  long  as  we  do  not  have 
drastic  cuts  to  Medicaid.  I  am  willing 
to  concede  that  point,  and  I  know  now 
that  if  we  all  give  a  little,  we  can  reach 
compromise. 

The  key  to  any  balanced  budget  pro- 
posal is  making  sure  the  numbers  fit 
the  policy  decisions.  In  other  words,  we 
cannot  just  arbitrarily  slash  important 
programs  simply  to  balance  the  budget. 
We  need  to  make  sure  we  can  reform 
the  programs  in  a  way  that  saves 
money  while  still  serving  the  public. 
The  Chafee-Breaux  plan  will  accom- 
plish that  goal— it  proposes  realistic 
numbers  that  can  be  achieved. 

Given  this,  let  me  say  that  I  will 
work  to  make  sure  the  Chafee-Breaux 
plan  is  balanced  and  reflects  America's 
priorities.  While  I  support  the  overall 
effort  to  put  aside  partisan  differences 
and  find  common  ground,  there  are 
very  important  matters  we  cannot  af- 
ford to  overlook. 

I  just  want  to  remind  my  colleagues 
and  our  State  legislators  who  seem  to 
be  clamoring  for  more  State  control  of 
Medicaid  and  Welfare,  that  our  chil- 
dren's needs  do  not  change  with  shift- 
ing political  winds. 

We  need  a  balanced  budget.  Saying 
that  is  the  easy  part.  But  we  must 
compromise  to  get  one,  and  that  is  the 
hard  part.  The  American  people  clearly 
are  willing  to  sacrifice  to  make  this 
happen.  And,  I  voted  today  in  support 
of  a  bipartisan  budget  agreement  that 
asks  for  shared  sacrifice.  The  numbers 
in  the  Breaux-Chafee  proposal  are  rea- 
sonable. How  the  proposed  gets  to  the 
numbers  still  raises  large  concerns  for 
me,  and  should  for  all  of  us. 

On  welfare,  there  will  be  cuts.  People 
will  see  reduced  services  from  their 
Govenmient.  There  will  be  new  re- 
quirements on  adults  to  do  more  in 
order  to  get  help,  and  if  this  breaks 
down  the  disincentives  in  our  current 
welfare  ssrstem,  then  I  support  it.  That 


is  one  reason  I  voted  for  this  amend- 
ment. 

But  how  we  achieve  savings  is  a  very 
important  question,  as  is  whether  we 
want  to  penalize  people.  And  I  think 
this  amendment  and  every  other  wel- 
fare proposal  goes  the  wrong  way  when 
it  comes  to  removing  national  stand- 
ards for  a  basic  guarantee  of  service. 

According  to  CBO,  removing  entitle- 
ment status  for  cash  assistance  does 
not  save  money  in  this  proposal.  I  can 
understand  saving  money  and  making 
programs  run  more  efficiently.  I  can 
see  why  people  in  this  country  want  to 
impose  work  reqmrements  on  those 
getting  public  assistance.  I  just  do  not 
understand  why  children  have  to  suffer 
because  their  parents  are  poor. 

The  Breaux-Chafee  proposal  cuts  food 
stamps,  SSI  eligibility,  and  many  other 
things  that  will  make  our  children's 
lives  harder,  day  to  day.  I  do  not  think 
this  is  wise.  But  in  the  interest  of  get- 
ting a  budget  agreement,  and  in  the 
spirit  of  shared  sacrifice,  some  of  these 
proposals  are  reasonable. 

But.  block-granting  and  capping  wel- 
fare payments  to  States  is  not  reason- 
able. When  the  economy  in  Wisconsin 
or  Washington  turns  sour,  we  will  see 
how  fast  the  States  want  help  from  the 
Federal  Treasury.  Removing  the  guar- 
antee to  a  basic  hand-up  in  need — this 
is  not  reasonable,  and  Congress  should 
not  be  doing  it  in  this  budget  or  any 
other. 

On  Medicaid,  the  Breaux-Chafee  plan 
will  change  early  health  treatment  for 
kids  under  EPSDT,  which  will  hinder 
our  long-term  preventative  health  ef- 
forts for  children.  We  will  be  less  likely 
to  stop  easy  ailments  before  they  be- 
come serious  and  costly  illnesses.  We 
know  this  is  going  in.  The  trick  will  be 
to  find  a  way  to  make  sure  that  does 
not  happen. 

There  are  many  other  concerns  I 
have  with  this  section  of  the  budget. 
The  overall  funding  level  looks  reason- 
able, but  we  need  to  watch  Medicaid  for 
its  impact  on  children. 

I  am  also  deeply  concerned  about  the 
proposals  included  in  this  budget  that 
would  target  our  federal  and  postal  em- 
ployees. These  people  who  serve  our 
country  have  already  been  hit  hard 
through  Government  shutdowns  and 
delayed  COLA'S.  This  budget  alBO  ad- 
justs contributions  and  collections 
from  the  CSRS  and  FERS  retirement 
plans,  and  it  increase  retirement  ages— 
improperly  placing  a  large  burden  on 
the  backs  of  Federal  workers.  We  must 
end  the  continued  3-month  delay  in  re- 
tiree COLA'S  and  honor  the  contract 
our  Nation  formed  with  our  valued 
Federal  workers. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  not  forget  the 
concerns  I  just  raised.  As  we  reform 
these  programs,  we  must  remember 
what  works  and  what  needs  to  be 
changed.  Last  year,  we  learned  the 
American  people  do  not  want  reckless 
changes.  They  want  wise  decision- 
making. They  want  us  to  craft  budgets 
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that  reflect  their  priorities.  And  I  am 
confident  that  with  good  common 
sense  we  can  meet  their  expectations. 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President.  I  will  op- 
pose the  Breaux-Chafee  substitute.  I 
want  to  commend  those  who  have  been 
involved  in  that  effort  and  support  the 
objective  they  seek.  Senator  Chafee 
and  Senator  Breaux  deserve  our  praise 
for  showing  the  country  that  we  do  not 
need  partisan  bickering  to  reach  a 
budget  agreement.  I  would  very  much 
like  to  have  been  able  to  join  their 
ranks  and  pass  a  budget  on  a  bipartisan 
basis. 

I  wish  more  of  our  Republican  friends 
would  have  joined  me  in  supporting  the 
President's  balanced  budget.  It  is  a  sad 
commentary  that  not  one  Member  of 
the  other  party  could  work  with  us  on 
a  plan  which  has  proven  to  cut  the  defi- 
cit in  half  while  keeping  our  economy 
moving  at  a  robust  clip.  The  President 
and  the  Democrats  have  crafted  a 
budget  which  eliminates  the  deficit 
and  works  for  middle-class  Americans. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  I  could  join  my 
friends.  I  have  discussed  this  proposal 
with  a  number  of  its  proponents,  but 
Mr.  President,  I  cannot  sign  on  to  a 
plan  at  this  time  which  arbitrarily 
changes  the  Consumer  Price  Index  or 
its  application  to  benefits  that  are  by 
law  adjusted  for  inflation. 

As  you  know,  the  CPI  is  one  of  the 
country's  most  widely  watched  eco- 
nomic indices.  The  CPI,  which  meas- 
ures the  changes  in  the  cost  of  living, 
is  determined  by  economists  at  the  Bu- 
reau of  Labor  Statistics.  These  ana- 
lysts are  continually  adjusting  the  CPI 
and  the  methodology  they  employ  to 
ascertain  it. 

There  are  a  nvimber  of  prominent 
economists — including  Federal  Reserve 
Chairman  Alan  Greenspan— who  tell  us 
the  CPI  overstates  the  actual  cost  of 
living  and  is  therefore  an  inaccurate 
estimate  for  the  rate  of  inflation.  They 
call  for  the  CPI  to  be  adjusted  down- 
ward. I  know  the  proponents  of  this 
budget  are  responding  to  these  calls 
when  they  arbitrarily  lower  the  CPI 
and  derive  more  than  $100  billion  to 
spend  on  tax  breaks  or  to  apply  to  defi- 
cit reduction. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  this  action— 
which  will  affect  millions  of  American 
taxpayers.  Social  Security  bene- 
ficiaries, and  other  retirees — is  pre- 
mature. 

As  changing  the  CPI  will  affect  mil- 
lions of  Americans,  we  should  study  it 
carefully  before  we  enact  any  change  in 
the  way  it  is  calculated  as  part  of  a 
deficit  reduction  plan.  Perhaps  at  some 
point  in  the  future,  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics  will  determine  that 
the  CPI  exaggerates  the  cost  of  living 
and  adjust  the  index  downward.  Or  per- 
haps the  Congress,  after  rigorous 
study,  will  thoroughly  debate  a  legisla- 
tive change  in  the  CPI  and  subse- 
quently enact  a  change.  As  you  know, 
Mr.  President,  the  Finance  Committee 


has  established  a  nonpartisan  commis- 
sion to  study  the  accuracy  and  meth- 
odology of  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 
This  Commission  is  due  to  release  its 
final  report  this  summer.  We  should 
wait  at  least  until  the  Commission  has 
reported  its  findings  before  legislating 
changes  to  this  index. 

At  least  until  then,  Mr.  President, 
legislation  to  change  the  CPI  is  not 
needed  and  would  be  extremely  unwise. 
We  can  and  should  balance  the  budget 
without  changing  the  CPI.  The  Presi- 
dent has  shown  us  that  it  is  possible  to 
balance  the  budget  by  the  year  2002 
without  changring  the  CPI.  I  voted  for 
his  balanced  budget  proposal  as  did 
many  of  the  proponents  of  this  change 
in  the  CPI. 

I  also  have  considerable  concerns 
about  the  level  and  impact  of  cuts  in 
the  Breaux-Chafee  budget  from  the 
level  needed  to  maintain  current  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid  services,  as  well  as 
the  discretionary  programs  that  are  so 
vital  to  investment  in  our  future,  rang- 
ing from  education  to  infrastructure, 
from  environmental  protection  to  high- 
technology  research  and  development. 

I  am  also  very  concerned  about  the 
size  of  the  Medicare  cuts  in  the  Chafee- 
Breaux  proposal  which  would  reduce 
this  essential  program  by  $154  billion 
by  2002.  These  cuts  will  result  in  inad- 
equate health  care,  more  exi)ensive 
health  care,  or  no  care  at  all.  Although 
cuts  this  large  could  be  implemented  in 
a  number  of  ways,  and  all  of  those 
would  have  a  considerable  negative  im- 
pact because  of  the  magnitude,  the 
Chafee-Breaux  proponents  have  advo- 
cated doubling  Medicare  premiums  for 
middle  and  upper  income  seniors,  re- 
quiring most  participants  to  bear  the 
burden  of  pasring  31.5  percent  of  the 
part  B  program's  costs.  Forcing  the  el- 
derly to  pay  an  unfair  share  of  deficit 
reduction  is  the  wrong  approach. 

And  all  for  those  reasons,  I  regret- 
fully concluded  I  cannot  join  in  sup- 
porting this  budget  alternative,  and  I 
must  oppose  the  Chafee-Breaux  sub- 
stitute. 

I  do  hold  out  hope,  however,  Mr. 
President,  that  those  of  us  who  sup- 
ported the  President's  budget,  which 
balances  the  budget  by  the  year  2002, 
will  be  able  to  work  with  the  pro- 
ponents of  this  budget  alternative  to 
secure  final  Senate  action  that  will  be 
far  preferable  for  our  Nation's  sake 
than  the  budget  the  Republican  major- 
ity will  ram  through  both  Houses  of 
Congress  this  week. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  support 
the  Chafee-Breaux  amendment  as  a 
substitute  for  the  underlying  budget 
offered  by  the  majority. 

The  Chafee-Breaux  amendment  is  a 
bipartisan  effort  to  find  a  compromise 
to  the  budget  dilemma.  It  provides  a 
more  moderate  reduction  in  discre- 
tionary spending  and  includes  a  na- 
tional guarantee  of  coverage  in  Medic- 
aid for  the  elderly,  the  disabled,  and 
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children   and  pregnant 


disadvantaged 
women. 

I  do  not  agree  with  all  aspects  of  the 
Chafee-Breaux  amendment,  however.  I 
do  not  agree  with  the  0.5-percent  ad- 
justment to  the  Consumer  Price 
Index — 0.3  percent  in  the  outyears.  I  do 
not  believe  that  such  a  change  should 
be  made  in  the  calculation  of  the  CPI 
without  careful  study  and  analysis 
showing  a  disparity  between  the  CPI 
and  the  rate  of  inflation  and  a  result- 
ing recommendation  ftom  the  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics  that  Congress  make 
such  a  change.  Also,  I  do  not  agree 
with  the  Chafee-Breaux  defense  discre- 
tionary spending  level  which  is  $11  bil- 
lion more  than  the  President  re- 
quested. I  am  also  concerned  by  the 
Chafee-Breaux's  assumption  of  a  40-per- 
cent cap  on  direct  student  loans. 

While  I  support  the  Chafee-Breaux 
amendment  as  a  substitute  for  the  ma- 
jority's budget,  I  would  need  to  see 
these  concerns  addressed  before  voting 
for  it  on  final  passage. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  amendment 
No.  4018.  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered.  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Kansas  [Mr.  Dole]  is  nec- 
essarily absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  46, 
nays  53,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  150  Leg.) 
YEAS— 46 


AlaUcn 

Falrcloth 

Liebennan 

Bennett 

Feinstein 

Lngar 

Frist 

Mojmihan 

Boxer 

Gorton 

Murray 

Bradley 

Graham 

Nairn 

Breaaz 

Gregg 

PeU 

Brown 

Hatch 

Pry  or 

Bryan 

Hatfield 

Reid 

CampbeU 

Inouye 

Robb 

Chafee 

Jeffords 

Santorom 

Coats 

Johnston 

Simon 

Cochran 

Kassebaum 

Simpson 

Cohen 

Kerrey 

Snowe 

Conrad 

Kohl 

Specter 

D'Amato 

Leahy 

DeWlne 

Levin 

NAYS— 53 

Abraham 

Gramm 

Milcnlslci 

Ashcroft 

Grams 

Moseley-Braan 

Baacas 

Grassley 

Morkowski 

Biden 

Harkin 

Nickles 

Bond 

Heflin 

Pressler 

Bnmiiers 

Helms 

RockefeUer 

Bums 

Hollings 

Roth 

Byrd 

Hotchison 

Sarbanes 

Coverdell 

Inhofe 

Shelby 

Craig 

Kempthome 

Smith 

Daschle 

Kennedy 

Stevens 

Dodd 

Kerry 

Thomas 

Domenlci 

Kyi 

Thompson 

Dorran 

Lautenbeig 

Thormond 

Ezon 

Lott 

Warner 

Felngold 

Mi/^lr 

Wellstone 

Ford 

McCain 

Wyden 

Glenn 

McConneU 

NOT  VOTING— 1 
Dole 

The  amendment  (No.  4018)  was  re- 
jected. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 
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Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  3969 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  question  is  amendment  No. 
3969. 

Senator  Fetngmdld  is  recognized. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President,  our 
amendment  offers  a  clear  choice:  tax 
cuts  or  deficit  reduction.  It  strikes  the 
$122  billion  tax  cut  and  applies  every 
penny  to  deficit  reduction.  I  think  that 
is  our  highest  economic  priority.  This 
is  not  just  a  partisan  issue.  The  Repub- 
lican and  Democratic  plans  have  had 
this  flaw.  The  bipartisan  plan  has  this 
flaw.  This  has  been  endorsed  by  the 
Concord  Coalition. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  the 
FEINGOLD  amendment  strikes  $122  bil- 
lion in  family  tax  credit  from  this  reso- 
lution. Therefore,  it  will  be  a  bill  with- 
out any  special  emphasis  for  the  fami- 
lies across  America.  I  believe  this 
should  be  tabled,  and  we  should  pro- 
ceed through  and  have  a  budget  that 
does  something  for  American  families, 
along  with  reducing  the  deficit.  I  be- 
lieve it  should  be  tabled. 

Therefore,  I  move  to  table  the 
amendment  and  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  to  table  the 
amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered, 
and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kempthorne).  Are  there  any  other  Sen- 
ators in  the  Chamber  desiring  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  57, 
nays  43,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  151  Leg.] 
YEAS— 57 


Abraham 

Ashcroft 

Baucus 

Bennett 

Biden 


Bezer 

Bradley 

Brown 

Boms 

Campbell 

Chafee 

Coats 

Cochran 

Coverdell 

Craig 

D'Amato 

DeWine 

Dole 


Akaka 

Bingaman 

Bream 

Bryan 

Bompers 

Byrd 

Cohen 

Conrad 


Domenici 

Falrcloth 

Ford 

Frist 

Gorton 

Gramm 

Grams 

Grassley 

Gregg 

Harkin 

Hatch 

Hatfield 

Helms 

Hutchison 

Inhofe 

Kassebaum 

Kempthome 

Kyi 

Liebennan 

NAYS— 43 

Daschle 

Dodd 

Dorgan 

Ezon 

Feisgold 

Feinstein 

Glenn 

Graham 


Lott 

Logar 

Mack 

McCain 

McConneU 

Mnrkowtki 

Nickles 

Pressler 

Roth 

Santorum 

Shelby 

Simpson 

Smith 

Snowe 

Stevens 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 

Warner 


Heflin 

Hollings 

Inouye 

Jeffords 

Johnston 

Kennedy 

Kerrey 

Keny 


Kohl 

Lautenberg 

Leahy 

Levin 

MiknlsU 

Moaeley-Braun 

Moynihan 


Murray 

Nnnn 

PeU 

Pryor 

Reid 

Robb 

Rockefeller 


Sarbanes 

Simon 

Specter 

Wellstone 

Wyden 


The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  3969)  was  agreed  to. 

APPEAL  OF  THE  RULING  OF  THE  CHAIR 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate Democratic  leader  has  appealed  the 
decision  of  the  Chair.  The  question  be- 
fore the  Senate  is.  Shall  the  decision  of 
the  Chair  stand  as  the  judgment  of  the 
Senate? 

There  is  1  minute  of  debate  equally 
divided. 

Mr.  DASCHLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESroiNG  OFFICER.  The  mi- 
nority leader. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  this 
resolution  abuses  reconciliation — ex- 
tending use  in  an  entirely  inappropri- 
ate way.  In  sanctioning  that  abuse,  the 
Chair  has  made  a  faulty  judgment  that 
could  have  a  vast  impact  on  the  Sen- 
ate. 

The  Chair  has  ruled  that  reconcili- 
ation can  be  used  solely  to  increase 
spending,  solely  to  cut  taxes,  solely  to 
increase  the  deficit. 

That  is  an  absolutely  unacceptable 
distortion  of  the  reconciliation  process; 
expanded  use  threatens  all  Senators' 
rights  to  debate  and  amend. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President  and 
fellow  Senators,  I  think  the  CHiair's 
ruling  should  be  sustained.  Senator 
Daschle's  point  of  order  was  based  on 
his  view  that  the  budget  resolution 
cannot  contain  separate  reconciliation 
instructions,  that  there  can  be  just 
one.  The  Parliamentarian  ruled  that 
you  could  have  multiple  reconciliation 
bills  directed  by  a  budget  resolution. 

I  think  the  Parliamentarian  is  right 
and  we  should  support  him.  Therefore, 
I  urge  that  you  vote  "no"  on  this  ap- 
peal—vote "aye"  on  this  appeal.  Ex- 
cuse me. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is.  Shall  the  decision  of  the 
Chair  stand  as  the  judgment  of  the 
Senate?  On  this  question,  the  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  53, 
nays  47,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  152  Leg.) 
YEAS— 53 


Abraham 

Ashcroft 

Bennett 

Bond 

Brown 

Boms 

CampbeU 

Chafee 

Coats 

Cochran 

Cohen 

Coverdell 

Craig 

D'Amato 


DeWine 

Dole 

Domenici 

Falrcloth 

Frist 

Gorton 

Gramm 

Grams 

Grassley 

Gregg 

Batch 

Hatfield 

Helms 

Hutchison 


Inhofe 

Jeffords 

Kassebaum 

Kempthome 

Kyi 

Lott 

Lngar 

Mack 

McCain 

McCounell 

Mnrkowski 

Nickles 

Pressler 

Roth 


Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 


Tliompaon 
Thurmond 
Warner 


Akaka  Feinstein  Uebennan 

Baucus  Ford  Mikulskl 

Biden  Glenn  Moseley-Braun 

Bingaman  Graham  Moynihan 

Boxer  Harkin  Murray 

Bradley  Heflin  Nnnn 

Breaux  Hollings  Pell 

Bryan  Inouye  Pryor 

Bumpers  Johnston  Reid 

Byrd  Kennedy  Robb 

Conrad  Kerrey  Rockefeller 

Daschle  Kerry  Sarbanes 

Dodd  Kohl  Simon 

Dorgan  Lautenberg  Wellstone 

Exon  Leahy  Wyden 

Feingold  Levin 

The  ruling  of  the  Chair  was  sustained 
as  the  judgment  of  the  Senate. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4022 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  occurs  on  amendment  No. 
4022  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ari- 
zona, Mr.  McCain. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  We  want  to  set  that 
aside  to  do  some  other  things  we  want 
to  do. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  is  recognized. 

The  Senate  will  please  come  to  order. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4023 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Senators  Faircloth 
and  Moynihan  have  an  amendment.  No. 
4023.  It  has  been  cleared  on  both  sides. 
There  is  no  need  for  a  rollcall  vote. 

I  yield  any  time  I  might  have  in  op- 
position. 

Mr.  EXON.  We  yield  back  our  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  K  there 
is  no  objection,  the  Senate  will  now 
proceed  to  consider  amendment  No. 
4023. 

Mr.  FAIRCLOTH.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  Senator 
Moynihan  be  added  as  a  cosponsor  to 
this  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  FAIRCLOTH.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  say  how  pleased  I  am  to  offer  this 
amendment  along  with  the  senior  Sen- 
ator from  New  York.  It  was  Senator 
Mo'STNiHAN's  ground-breaking  research 
30  years  ago  that  first  drew  attention 
to  a  situation  that  has  gone  from  a  de- 
veloping trend  to  what  I  consider  to  be 
a  real  crisis. 

This  amendment  simply  states  that 
it  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  if  wel- 
fare reform  is  included  in  balanced 
budget  legislation,  that  those  provi- 
sions contain  a  strategy  to  reduce  the 
incidence  of  out  of  wedlock  births  as 
well  as  encourage  family  formation. 

I  strongly  believe  that  welfare  reform 
that  does  not  seek  to  reverse  the  rising 
rate  of  out-of-wedlock  births,  will  not 
break  the  cycle  of  welfare  dependency 
that  is  consuming  more  and  more  of 
our  young  people. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
amendment. 

THE  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
be  no  further  debate,  the  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment. 
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The  amendment  (No.  4023)  was  agreed  efforts  shall  be  maintained  and  funding  for  go  on  record  as  opposing  the  House  cut 

to.  tte  Violent  Crime  Reduction  Trust  Fund  to  the  President's  $5  billion  request  for 

AMENDMENT  NO.  i/oi  ^1  not  be  cut  as  the  resolution  adopted  by  ^ij^  crime  law  trust  fund 

w      ,_.^„    -,      Tw     -J     -    ,       o  the  House  Of  Representatives  would  require.  T,,,t   ^Z.ZZ    \           -J       ^  ^i.   ^ 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  for  Sen-  .,  ,,—.17x1  »*  t>_  •..  ^"^'  ^®^  ™®  ^^°  point  out  that  even 
ator  BlDEN.  I  send  an  amendment  to  ^  ^-  °F!^^-  ^-  President,  it  seems  jf  we  pass  the  resolution  I  am  offering 
the  desk  and  ask  unanimous  consent  ^  °^  ^,°®J*  ^  ^^  °^®^  ^^°'  ^°  ^^°^^  today,  and  even  if  the  House  Repub- 
the  amendment  be  considered,  agreed  ^°eiBerrsr-last  year  we  had  to  fight  ucan  majority  ultimately  agrees  to 
to.  and  the  motion  to  reconsider  be  laid  ^°  f",  °°  ^^^  ^?^^  side  to  slash  fmiy  fund  the  President's  request  for 
on  the  table.  This  has  been  cleared  on  ^^°^/°':,^^«  <="^«  1*^  'rust  fund,  and  the  trust  fund-even  if  aU  that  hap- 
both  sides.  It  looks  like  we  are  going  to  have  to  do  pens,  a  massive  shortfall  in  the  Presi- 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  un-  *^^esame  this  year.  dent's  request  for  crime  fighting  re- 

derstand  Senator  Hatch  is  a  cosponsor  ,4^®    amentoient    which    I    propose  sources  will  still  have  been  made  by 

of  that  amendment.  ^^^^  ^^«s  the  entire  Senate  the  op-  the  budget  resolutions  adopted  by  the 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,   Senator  Portumty  to  express  its  support  for  full  Republican  majority. 

Hatch  is  a  cosponsor.  funding  of  the  violent  crime  control  To  quickly  review  the  facts  on  the 

The     PRESroiNG     OFFICER.     The  F^'  ^^°-  enacted  m  the  1994  crime  total   "administration  of  justice"  ac- 

clerk  will  report  the  amendment  by  }^Z'    .     ™®,  ^^^^  °^^  ^^^  ^^  Senate  count— compare  what  the  Senate  and 

number.  budget  resolution  offered  by  Chairman  House  budget  resolutions  offer  for  the 

The  bUl  clerk  read  as  follows:  Domenici  does  the  right  thing  on  .he  non-trust  fund  portion  of  the  "adminis- 

The  senator  fl^m  Nebraska  [Mr.  EXON].  for  ^^^1  !^t:^TJ^^J^^'^   ^"^^l  '^ra'ioa  of  justice"  account  that  pays 
Mr.  BmEN.  for  himself.  Mr.  LEAm'.  Mr.  Kohl  f^<is  the  President  s  $5  bilUon  request  for   the   entire   Justice   Departmen^- 
and  Mr.  Hatch  proposes  an  amendment  num-  ^°^  ^'^^  ^^'^^^  '^^  ^or  1997.  This  recog-  pBI,  DEA.  prisons,  everything— and  the 
bered4087.  nizes  that  the  $5  billion  for  the  trust  courts- 
Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan-  {"^^  ^^^.^l  ^^^  /°^  ^^  ^^®  ^«<^^^-  Biiuon 

imous    consent    that    reading    of   the  Pi°°    °'    ^T    ^®<^®^    "^^^^    ^°^«    ^^    President  request $18.5 

amendment  be  dispensed  with  272.000  employees.                                          House  budget  resolution 17,4 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER    Without  "^^  problem  is  that  the  budget  reso-     Senate  budget  resolution 16.7 

objection,  it  is  so  ordered  lution    proposed    by    the    Republican  These  are  massive  cuts— the  House 

The  amendment  is  as  follows-  leadership  of  the  House  of  Representa-  proposes  to  slash  the  President's  re- 

At  the  appropriate  place  insert  the  follow-  """^^^  J^^^^^il^L^^^  T^to^^t  2^!^*^  ^or  Crime  fighting  dollars  by  $1.1 

iny           ^     "         ^  narrow,  partisan  vote  of  226  to  195—221  billion;  the  Senate  proposes  a  cut  $1.8 

SEC  .  A  RESOumoN  REGARDING  THE  SEN-  Republicans  voted  for  it.  4  against;  190  billion. 

ATF8    SUPPORT    FOR    FEDERAL,  Democrats  voted  against.  5  voted  for  What  happened  to  all  this  "tough  on 

STATE  AND  LOCAL  LAW  ENFORCE-  it — cut  the  President's  $5  billion  re-  crime"  rhetoric  we  have  been  hearing 

MENT.  quest  for  the  trust  fund  by  $300  million,  from  all  sides?  It  seems  that  the  Presi- 

Jn  ^  p^.^T'^^Sf  *fT,H°?t^^;»  -n  '^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  *^  ^"i°°  """^^  dent  held  up  his  end  of  the  bargain-re- 

foSerSSt  offlcS  5^vl1e*^LS  S^L°s'  f-^^  ^,^\°  P^^oPf^ed J>y  the  Repub-  questing  the  largest-ever  amiual  budg- 

that  prwerve  a^d  ^tect  o^fi^o^a^d  Hcaji,  leadership  of  the  House-but  this  et  for  the  FBI,  DEA.  U.S.  attorneys. 

security;  ^^  still  a  sigmficant  cut  that  I  must  op-  and  help  for  State  and  local  prisons 

(2)  Law  enforcement  officers  deserve  our  POSe.  and  police.  But,  the  Congress  con- 
appreciation  and  support;  If  the  House  proposed  cut  of  $300  mil-  trolled  by  the  other  party  has  been 

(3)  Law  enforcement  officers  and  agencies  lion  is  allowed  to  stand  there  can  be  "AWOL— absent  without  law  enforce- 
are  under  increasing  attacks,  both  to  their  only  one  result— fewer  Federal  dollars  ment  " 

^^^^'^'^^^^1  ^  ^I^y  reputations;  will  be  available  to  combat  crime.  As  Unless  there  is  a  major  change  to  re- 

m?n7e?o^-n!S1n^Tirci?c"m:  ^L'TS'L'^ltT'^^Vr'^.  °^;  ?"~."l''^  '^^  7^^°  "^^  ''°'^  ^'^ 
mltment  from  the  Federal  Government  for  °^^°^  '^e  budget  resolution  do  not  Senate  budget  conferees  meet-we  can 
funding  and  financial  assistance  and  not  the  specify  which  programs  will  be  cut—  expect  but  one  result  when  the  appro- 
slashing  of  our  commitment  to  law  enforce-  ^^^  ^^  ^s  clear  that  some  programs  priators  develop  their  bills  later  this 
ment  if  they  are  to  carry  out  their  efforts  to  naust  be  cut.  year.  Massive  cuts  in  Federal  law  en- 
combat  violent  crime;  What  specifically  might  this  mean?  forcement   because    the   appropriators 

(5)  The  President's  Fiscal  Year  1996  budget  Let  us  just  review  the  law  enforcement  will  have  no  choice— if  we  shrink  the 
requrated  an  increase  of  14.8%  for  the  Fed-  efforts  funded  by  the  crime  law  trust  budget  pie  for  law  enforcement,  there 
eral  Bureau  of  Investigation.  10%  for  United  funrt-  <»  r,^  «,/^  *«  ^,^^-^«.  IT1  *t^  „ij         VT  ■ 
SUtes  Attorneys,  and  J4  milllion  for  Orga-  pj.^^,  nrn«.ont«r,=  *.«  rr,nn„r,.  ..uF  ^°  ^f°^*^®  ^^  *^®  ^"''*^-  ^^  '^ 
nized  Crime  Drug  Enforcement  Task  Forces;  l!^^^J'''°f^,'r'^^°^J^  ^'°^:„  •  ^"^^  ^^  ^^P^®" 

while  this  Congress  has  increased  funding  for  *  °^'  *^  niillion;  DEA.  $200  million;  Mr.  President.  I  urge  my  colleagues 

the    Federal   Bureau    of   Investigation    by  border     enforcement     and     deporting  to  adopt  the  amendment  I  am  offering 

10.8%.  8.4%  for  United  States  Attorneys,  and  aliens  who  break  the  law,  $525  million;  on    behalf    of   myself,    and    Senators 

a  cut  of  $15  million  for  Organized  Crime  Drug  violence  against  women  efforts  includ-  LEAHY,  KOHL,  and  Hatch. 

Enforcement  Task  Forces;  ing  more  police  and  prosecutors  and  Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  I  join  as 

(6)  On  May  16, 1W6,  the  House  of  Represent-  more  shelters  for  battered  women,  $254  a  sponsor  in  this  amendment  to  the 
Son^m°°the1Sentr»bimo'^''buT  "^"^°°=  *^  ^^"^°°  ^°'  constructing  budget  resolution.  Last  year  I  offered  a 
^SJ^Tor  tle^iofent  cSne  S^^^^^  P"^°°^  ^^  reimbursing  States  for  im-  similar  amendment  that  was  adopted 
Trust  Fund  for  Fiscal  Year  19»7  in  H.  Con.  P"soning  cnimnal  aliens;  and  an  addi-  by  the  Senate.  Unfortunately,  Congress 
Res.  178;  and  tional  $2.6  billion  to  aid  State  and  local  did  not  follow  through  on  our  commit- 

(7)  The  Violent  Crime  reduction  Trust  law  enforcement— whether  it  is  ment.  Last  year  the  budget  for  fighting 
Fund  as  adopted  by  the  Violent  Crime  Con-  through  the  100,000  Cops  Program  I  crime  was  never  finalized.  It  was  only 
trol  and  Law  Enforcement  Act  of  1994  fully  favor  or  the  block  grant  favored  by  the  recently  that  we  arrived  at  a  budget 
ftmds  the  Violent  Crime  Control  and  Law  other  side,  I  do  not  believe  that  any  resolution  for  a  fiscal  year  now  more 

S?f^e^"ui?tdef!c'?t'''''"'"''^'°  lf°f'°^'r°?,  ^    'T^'""    '""^    ^°'  than  half  over.  This  had  a  devastating 

(b)  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE.-lt  is  the  Sense  S^te  a;°<i  local  law  enforcement.  impact  on  anticrime  grant  programs 

of  the  Senate  that  the  provisions  and  the  ^®  ^'^  ™°^  ^^e^e  is  no  free  lunch—  and  should  not  be  repeated, 

functional  totals  underlying  this  resolution  so  if  there  is  a  cut  in  the  total  for  the  I  am  glad  to  join  with  Senator  BiDEN 

assume  the  Federal  Government's  commit-  trust  fund,  at  least  some  of  the  pieces  in  this  resolution  to  preserve  the  vio- 

ment  to  fund  Federal  law  enforcement  pro-  of  the  trust  fund  must  be  cut.  For  that  lent  crime  reduction  trust  fund.  Our 

grams  and  programs  to  assist  State  and  local  reason,  I  call  upon  the  entire  Senate  to  purpose  is  to  reaffirm  our  commitment 
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and  appreciation  for  Federal,  State, 
and  local  law  enforcement  and  the  out- 
standing job  that  they  do  under  the 
most  difficult  and  dangerous  cir- 
cumstances, and  to  reject  the  House's 
attempts  drastically  to  cut  our  finan- 
cial support  for  their  efforts. 

Over  the  last  few  years  there  has 
been  a  lot  of  public  debate  and  com- 
ment about  the  activities  of  law  en- 
forcement and  the  rhetoric  that  has 
been  used  to  disparage  and  malign 
these  dedicated  public  servants  and  the 
law  enforcement  agencies  in  which 
they  seirve.  I  submit  that  law  enforce- 
ment deserves  better.  We  owe  these 
men  and  women  our  respect,  apprecia- 
tion and  public,  moral  and  financial 
support. 

The  gruesome  fact  is  that  there  are 
increasing  threats  against  the  safety 
and  lives  of  law  enforcement  officers— 
the  bombing  of  offices  in  Texas  only 
yesterday,  the  Oklahoma  City  bomb- 
ing, reports  of  attacks  a.gainst  park 
rangers.  Forest  Service  employees. 
TreasuiT  employees  and  others.  The 
dedicated  men  and  women  in  Federal, 
State,  and  local  government  and  law 
enforcement  work  long  hours  for  lim- 
ited financial  reward  in  order  to  serve 
the  public,  protect  us  and  preserve  our 
freedom. 

It  is  in  this  context  that  I  am  con- 
cerned that  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives has  again  voted  to  cut  law  en- 
forcement resources.  The  House  voted 
on  May  16  to  cut  $300  million  from  the 
President's  request  for  the  violent 
crime  reduction  trust  fund  for  fiscal 
year  1997.  Last  year  the  House  voted  to 
offset  certain  tax  reduction  proposals 
by  cutting  $5  billion  from  the  violent 
crime  reduction  trust  fund.  Invading 
the  violent  crime  reduction  trust  fund 
makes  it  impossible  to  pay  for  the  law 
enforcement  and  crime  prevention  pro- 
grams of  the  Violent  Crime  Control 
Act  of  1994.  This  is  bad  policy  and  will 
lead  to  weakened  law  enforcement.  I 
hope  and  trust  that  our  Senate  col- 
leagues will  reject  this  cut  in  funding 
to  Federal  law  enforcement  and  Fed- 
eral assistance  to  State  and  local  ef- 
forts. 

When  we  passed  the  Violet  Crime 
Control  and  Law  EInforcement  Act  in 
1994,  we  paid  for  its  programs.  A  trust 
fund  was  established  from  the 
downsizing  of  the  Federal  Government 
by  some  250,000  jobs.  The  violent  crime 
reduction  trust  fund  contains  funds 
dedicated  to  law  enforcement  and 
crime  prevention  programs,  and  is  in- 
tended in  large  part  to  provide  Federal 
financial  assistance  to  critical  Federal, 
State  and  local  needs.  Since  passage  of 
the  Violent  Crime  Control  Act,  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Justice  has  been 
doing  a  tremendous  job  getting  these 
resources  to  the  field.  I  commend  the 
Associate  Attorney  General  John 
Schmidt  and  Chief  Joe  Brann,  who  di- 
rect the  community  policing  programs, 
for  their  quick  work.  I  know  that  fund- 


ing to  assist  local  law  enforcement  to 
hire  additional  officers  went  out  al- 
most immediately  based  on  a  simple, 
one-page  application.  Vermont  re- 
ceived commitments  of  over  $3  million 
toward  64  new  officers  in  34  jurisdic- 
tions, for  example. 

The  House  would  have  us  turn  our 
backs  on  law  enforcement  and  preven- 
tion programs  and  the  commitments 
we  made  in  the  Violent  Crime  Control 
Act.  Law  enforcement  and  community- 
based  programs  cannot  be  kept  on  a 
string  like  a  yo-yo  if  they  are  to  plan 
and  implement  crime  control  and  pre- 
vention programs.  Funding  for  impor- 
tant programs  implementing  the  Vio- 
lence Against  Women  Act  and  our  rural 
crime  initiatives  should  not  be  delayed 
or  cut  again.  What  we  need  to  do  is  to 
follow  through  on  our  commitments, 
not  to  breach  them  and  violate  our 
pledge  to  law  enforcement.  State  and 
local  government  and  the  American 
people.  Invading  trust  funds  dedicated 
to  crime  control  purposes  is  no  way  to 
proceed  and  no  way  to  restore  people's 
trust  and  respect  for  government  and 
the  commitments  that  it  makes. 

I  will  continue  to  work  with  the  At- 
torney General  and  my  Senate  col- 
leagues to  reject  the  ill-advised  House 
action.  I  will  work  to  preserve  the  vio- 
lent crime  reduction  trust  fund  so  that 
we  can  fulfil  the  promise  of  the  Violent 
Crime  Control  and  Law  Enforcement 
Act  and  our  commitment  to  do  all  that 
we  can  to  reduce  violent  crime  in  our 
local  communities.  This  is  not  the  time 
to  undercut  our  support  for  Federal 
law  enforcement  or  the  assistance  pro- 
vided State  and  local  law  enforcement. 
We  offer  this  amendment  as  an  embodi- 
ment of  the  Senate's  resolve  agadnst 
the  House-passed  cuts  to  the  violent 
crime  reduction  trust  fund  and  reduc- 
tions in  funding  of  Federal,  State,  and 
local  law  enforcement.  The  House- 
passed  cuts  to  law  enforcement  funding 
are  not  the  way  to  show  our  support  for 
those  women  and  men  whom  we  ask  to 
protect  public  safety  and  preserve  our 
precious  freedoms. 

THE  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  4037)  was  agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  «HT  TO  AMENDMENT  NO.  «12 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICL  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  the  second-degree  amendment  No. 
4027  to  the  Harkin-Specter  amendment 
4012. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
is  no  objection,  then,  the  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  amendment  4027  as  an 
amendment  to  4012. 

Who  yields  time?  The  Senator  from 
New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICL  Mr.  President,  I  will 
take  my  30  seconds  in  support  of  the 
amendment.  This  would  take  the  place 
of    the     Specter-Harkin     amendment 


which  had  added  $2.7  billion,  more  or 
less,  to  one  function  of  the  Govern- 
ment. Instead  of  doing  that,  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  adds  $4  billion  to 
the  overall  budget  and  it  can  be  used 
for  education  and  the  other  purposes 
within  it.  This  can  amount  to  a  non- 
defense  discretionary  freeze  spending 
level  and  we  have  arrived  at  that  as  a 
freeze  off  the  1996  consolidated  rescis- 
sions bill.  Once  one  had  it  all  figured 
out,  this  is  the  amount  of  money  in- 
quired to  make  it  a  freeze. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  will  yield  our  30  seconds 
to  the  Senator  from  Iowa. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Senator  Domentci  is 
proposing  a  second-degree  amendment 
which  increases  funding  for  education, 
job  training  and  health  by  $2  billion 
and  funding  for  nondefense  discre- 
tionary programs  by  $5  billion  overall. 
The  Domenici  amendment  is  not  all 
the  funding  we  need  for  the  programs 
including  title  I  and  Head  Start  and  I 
would  propose  the  options  in  my 
amendment;  however  I  do  support  this 
amendment  and  its  modification  be- 
cause it  is  an  important  step  in  the 
right  direction.  I  do  support  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  is  there 
time  available  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  There  should  have 
been.  I  yield  30  seconds  to  the  Senator 
to  speak  in  opposition. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
strongly  opposed  to  this  amendment.  I 
want  my  colleagues  to  look  at  some 
simple  numbers.  Last  year  in  the  budg- 
et resolution  for  fiscal  year  1996  we 
adopted  a  budget  that  called  for  spend- 
ing on  discretionary  nondefense  ac- 
counts in  fiscal  year  1997  of  $255  billion. 
The  budget  before  us  now  calls  for  dis- 
cretionary spending  for  the  same  year 
of  $267  billion,  so  that  we  have  in- 
creased nondefense  discretionary  in 
this  budget  $12  billion  above  last  year's 
budget  resolution.  If  we  adopt  this 
amendment  we  will  be  at  $271  billion, 
and  we  will  have  increased  nondefense 
discretionary  spending  by  $16.7  billion 
above  the  level  we  called  for  in  last 
year's  budget  resolution. 

Either  we  are  serious  about  control- 
ling spending  or  we  are  not.  It  is  some- 
thing we  are  capable  of  controlling.  I 
strongly  oppose  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  I  be  granted  30  sec- 
onds. The  Senator  from  Texas  spoke 
for  a  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  think  he  would  give 
it  to  me  anyway.  I  should  not  say  that 
about  how  long  he  took. 

Fellow  Republicans,  I  want  to  speak 
to  you  first.  The  estimates  on  tax  re- 
ceipts are  up  $15  billion  over  what  is  in 
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this  budget  resolution.  What  I  am  try- 
ing to  do,  so  you  will  all  know,  is  to 
make  sure  we  do  not  end  up  like  we  did 
last  year.  I  have  talked  to  John  Ka- 
SICH,  chairman  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  and  they  want  us  to  pass 
this  so  we  can  figrure  out  exactly  where 
we  are,  rather  than  end  up  precisely 
where  we  were  last  year.  If  you  want  to 
end  up  that  way,  you  vote  with  Senator 
Gramm.  If  you  want  to  give  us  a  chance 
to  get  by  without  last  year,  you  vote 
for  my  amendment. 

I  srield  the  floor. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  for  10  seconds  for  the 
Senator  troTa  Iowa. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Senate  will  please  come 
to  order. 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  is  recognized. 

Mr.  HARKLN.  Mr.  President,  all  I 
want  to  say  is  this  is  still  below  the 
CBO  freeze.  Period. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sunicient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment No.  4027.  The  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered.  The  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

The  result  was  announced,  yeas  75, 
nays  25.  as  follows: 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  153  Leg.] 
YEAS-75 


Mr.  LOTT  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Mississippi. 


AkakA 

Exon 

Lieberman 

Baocns 

Felnstetn 

Lagti 

Beooett 

Ford 

MUralskl 

Biden 

Frist 

Moeeley-Brann 

m^lJH^ynaTi 

Glenn 

Moyniban 

Bond 

Gorton 

Markowskl 

Boxer 

Murray 

Bndley 

Grusley 

Nunn 

Breuu 

Grew 

Pell 

Bryut 

HarUn 

Pressler 

Bampeis 

Hatcb 

Pryor 

Buns 

Batfleld 

Reid 

Bynl 

Henin 

Robb 

CampbeU 

HoUings 

Rockefeller 

Chafte 

Inoaye 

Sarbanes 

Cocbnn 

JeCords 

Shelby 

Cohen 

Johnston 

Simon 

Connd 

KusebsoiD 

Simpson 

D'Amkto 

Kennedy 

Snowe 

Ducble 

Kerrey 

Specter 

DeWine 

Kerry 

Stevens 

Dodd 

Kohl 

Thompson 

Dole 

Lsutenberg 

Thurmond 

DoOMIIliCl 

Leahy 

Wellstone 

Doifia 

Lerln 
NAYS— 25 

Wyden 

Abnhun 

Grams 

McConneU 

Aibcroft 

Helms 

Nlckles 

Brown 

Hntchison 

Both 

Coau 

Inhofe 

Santonim 

Coverdell 

Kempthome 

Smith 

Caig 

Kyi 

Thomas 

FalrdoUi 

Lott 

Warner 

Feiorold 

Mack 

Onmm 

McCain 

PROVIDING    FOR    A    CONDITIONAL 
ADJOURNMENT    OR    RECESS    OF 
THE    SENATE    AND    THE    HOUSE 
OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  send  a 
concurrent  resolution  to  the  desk  pro- 
viding for  a  conditional  adjournment  of 
Congress  and   ask   for  its  inmiediate 
consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report  the  resolution. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
A  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  60) 
providing  for  a  conditional  adjournment  or 
recess  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  resolution  be 
agreed  to  and  the  motion  to  reconsider 
be  laid  upon  the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  concurrent  resolution  (S.   Con. 
Res.  60)  was  agreed  to  as  follows: 
S.  Con.  Res.  60 

Resolved  by  the  SenaU  (the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives concurring).  That  when  the  Sen- 
ate recesses  or  adjourns  at  the  close  of  busi- 
ness on  Thursday.  May  23,  1996,  Friday,  May 
24,  1996,  or  Saturday,  May  25,  1996,  pursuant 
to  a  motion  made  by  the  Majority  Leader  or 
his  designee  in  accordance  with  this  resolu- 
tion, it  stand  recessed  or  adjourned  until 
noon  on  Monday,  June  3,  1996,  Tuesday.  June 
4,  1996  or  until  such  time  on  that  day  as  may 
be  specified  by  the  Majority  Leader  or  his 
designee  in  the  motion  to  recess  or  adjourn, 
or  until  noon  on  the  second  day  after  Mem- 
bers are  notified  to  reassemble  pursuant  to 
section  2  of  this  concurrent  resolution, 
whichever  occurs  first;  and  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  on  the  legislative  day  of 
Thursday,  May  23,  1996.  it  stand  adjourned 
until  2:00  p.m.  on  Wednesday,  May  29, 1996,  or 
until  noon  on  the  second  day  after  Members 
are  notified  to  reassemble  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 2  of  this  concurrent  resolution,  which- 
ever occurs  first. 

Sec.  2.  The  Majority  Leader  of  the  Senate 
and  the  Speaker  of  the  House,  acting  jointly 
after  consultation  with  the  Minority  Leader 
of  the  Senate  and  the  Minority  Leader  of  the 
House,  shall  notify  the  Members  of  the  Sen- 
ate and  House,  respectively,  to  reassemble 
whenever,  in  their  opinion,  the  public  inter- 
est shall  warrant  it. 


The  amendment  (No.  4027)  was  agreed 
to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  occurs  on  Amendment 
No.  4012  as  amended. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 

THE  BUDGET 
The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  concurrent  resolution. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  «12,  AS  AMENDED 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  occurs  on  agreeing  to 
Amendment  No.  4012,  as  amended. 

The  amendment  (No.  4012),  as  amend- 
ed, was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  we  have  an  understanding  that 
Senator  Roth  will  proceed  with  his 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  Senator 
from  Delaware  is  recognized. 


Mr.  EXON.  Before  Senator  Roth 
starts,  I  ask  the  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee, "we  have  how  many  amend- 
ments left  that  we  are  going  to  vote 
on?  As  I  understand  it,  we  have  Byrd 
that  requires  a  vote,  Roth  that  requires 
a  vote,  and  McCain,  and  final  passage. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Correct.  That  is 
what  I  understand. 

Mr.  EXON.  What  we  have  agreed  to 
earlier,  we  are  trying  to  get  out  of  here 
for  at  least  one-half  hour,  between  4  to 
4:30.  It  seems  to  me  that  we  could  prob- 
ably have  final  passage  by  no  later 
than  5:15. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  think  that  is  prob- 
ably correct,  I  say  to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  EXON.  Is  that  the  assumption 
under  which  we  are  working,  then?  We 
have  one  more  vote  at  least,  and  then 
go  to  a  half-hour  recess? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Are  we  going  to  have 
a  half-hour  recess? 

Mr.  EXON.  That  is  what  I  agreed  to 
with  both  the  majority  leader  and  the 
minority  leader. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  All  right.  If  our  lead- 
er agreed  it  to,  I  am  all  for  it.  I  asked 
the  Senator  to  ask  him.  That  is  fine. 
We  are  going  to  vote  on  Roth,  and  then 
recess  for  30  minutes.  All  right. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator froTa  Delaware  is  recognized. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  «QS 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  the  Roth 
resolution  simply  states  that  Congress 
would  give  Amtrak  a  secure  and  reli- 
able source  of  funding  for  capital  ex- 
penditures. The  rail  trust  fimd  would 
be  funded  by  transferring  revenues 
from  the  0.5-cent  excise  tax  that  is  cur- 
rently going  into  the  mass  transit  ac- 
count to  a  newly  created  rail  trust 
fund. 

While  Amtrak  would  have  $2.8  billion 
for  capital  expenditure  over  5  years, 
the  existing  $5.4  billion  surplus  in  the 
mass  transit  accoxint — the  mass  transit 
would  continue  to  have  billions  of  dol- 
lars in  excess  of  its  anticipated  appro- 
priations. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  my  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Senator  Grassley 
wants  to  speak  in  opposition.  I  jrield  to 
Senator  Grasslet  30  seconds. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  This  budget  resolu- 
tion, all  50  hours  of  debate  and  all  the 
many  himdreds  of  pages,  is  about  bal- 
ancing the  budget,  which  is  long  over- 
due and  it  is  something  that  we  should 
do.  The  Roth  amendment,  the  next 
amendment,  establishes  a  whole  new 
entitlement,  something  we  should  not 
do. 

OMB  expresses  concern  that  this  new 
funding  source  for  Amtrak  is  wrong 
and  it  takes  money  f^om  your  local 
mass  transit  for  Amtrak,  something  we 
should  not  do.  So  why  threaten  the  sol- 
vency of  our  mass  transit  accovmts? 
Balance  the  budget.  No  more  entitle- 
ments. 
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Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  Senator  Crom  Delaware. 

As  my  colleagues  will  recall,  I  offered 
a  similar  amendment  last  year  on  the 
budget  resolution.  Unfortunately,  we 
lost  by  one  vote.  I  have  been  pressing 
the  concept  of  a  dedicated  revenue 
source  for  Amtrak  for  quite  some  time 
now  and  I  welcome  the  opportunity  to 
voice  this  support  again. 

Mr.  President,  the  resolution  before 
us  is  a  sense  of  the  Senate  resolution 
that  Congress  should  provide  Amtrak 
with  the  revenue  from  one-half  penny 
of  the  Federal  gas  tax  that  is  now  di- 
rected to  mass  transit. 

This  revenue  will  provide  Amtrak 
with  a  steady,  dedicated  revenue 
source.  This  is  very  important  if  Am- 
trak is  to  be  able  to  make  long-term 
planning  decisions  that  will  enable  it 
to  become  financially  viable  in  the  fu- 
ture. 

Amtrak  is  a  key  component  of  this 
Nation's  transportation  system.  In  my 
home  State  of  Montana,  many  resi- 
dents rely  on  Amtrak's  service  to  trav- 
el to  and  from  the  State.  Amtrak 
means  jobs.  It  means  increased  tour- 
ism. And  it  means  increased  access  and 
mobility  for  Montanans. 

And  for  any  of  you  who  have  ever 
traveled  on  the  Empire  Bviilder 
through  the  northern  tier  of  my  State, 
you  know  the  tremendous  beauty  along 
the  Montana  hi-line. 

Some  will  argue  that  redirecting  the 
one-half  penny  from  mass  transit  to 
Amtrak  will  adversely  affect  mass 
transit  programs.  That  is  simply  not 
true.  There  is  an  over  $5.4  billion  cash 
surplus  in  excess  of  obligations  in  the 
mass  transit  account.  That  is  more 
than  enough  to  fund  mass  transit  pro- 
grams for  the  foreseeable  future. 

Mr.  President,  rural  transportation 
programs  seem  to  be  constantly  under 
attack.  Rural  areas  are  struggling.  We 
continue  to  see  a  decline  in  rural  trans- 
portation options — funding  for  rural  air 
service,  rural  transit  and  highway  pro- 
grams is  declining.  This  amendment  is 
one  small  step  forward  in  turning  back 
this  trend. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  occurs  on  agreeing  to  amend- 
ment No.  4025. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Might  I  correct  my 
statement?  I  understand  that  all  we 
have  agreed  to — we  do  not  have  to  go  in 
recess.  The  next  vote  will  occur  at  4:30. 

Mr.  EXON.  After  the  Roth  vote. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  The  next  vote  after 
this  one  will  occur  at  4:30.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  for  that^ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

The  question  now  occurs  on  agreeing 
to  amendment  No.  4025. 

Mr.  ROTH.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

The  question  occurs  on  agreeing  to 
amendment  No.  4025.  The  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered.  The  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  57, 
nays  43,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  154  Leg.] 
YEAS— 57 


Akaka 

Exon 

Miknlski 

BaucQS 

Feingold 

Moseley-Braon 

Bennett 

FeinsUin 

Moynihan 

Biden 

Ford 

Mnrkowski 

Blngaman 

Harkin 

Morray 

Boxer 

Hatch 

Nickles 

Bradley 

HoUings 

Pell 

Breanx 

Inooye 

Pressler 

Bryan 

Jeffords 

Pryor 

Bumpeis 

Johnston 

Reid 

Boms 

Kennedy 

Robb 

Byrt 

Kerrey 

Rockefeller 

Cbafee 

Kerry 

Roth 

Cohen 

Kohl 

Sarbanes 

D'Amato 

Lantenberg 

Simon 

Daschle 

Leahy 

Snowe 

DeWlne 

Levin 

Specter 

Dodd 

Lieberman 

Wellstone 

Dorgan 

Lott 
NAYS— 43 

Wyden 

Abraham 

Gorton 

Mack 

Ashcroa 

Graham 

McCain 

Bond 

Gramm 

McConneU 

Brown 

Grams 

Nonn 

Campbell 

Grassley 

Santonim 

Coats 

Grere 

Shelby 

Cochran 

Hatfield 

Simpson 

Conrad 

Beflln 

Smith 

CoverdeU 

Helms 

Stevens 

Craig 

Hutchison 

Thomas 

Dole 

Inhofe 

Thompson 

Domenici 

Kassebaom 

Thurmond 

Faircloth 

Kempthonie 

Warner 

Frist 

Kyi 

Glenn 

Locar 

The  amendment  (No.  4025)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  I  move  to  lay 
that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quonim  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  be  allowed  to 
speak  for  12  minutes  as  in  morning 
business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  is  rec- 
ognized. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Grams  pertain- 
ing to  the  introduction  of  S.  1805  are 
located  in  today's  Record  under 
"Statements  on  Introduced  Bills  and 
Joint  Resolutions.") 


Mr.  GRAMS.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. 

I  yield  the  floor.  I  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  would  like  to  be 
able  to  proceed  for  4  minutes  as  if  in 
morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Gregg).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 


INCREASING  THE  MINIMUM  WAGE 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  to- 
day's action  by  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives removes  one  of  the  Republican's 
obstacles  to  successful  action  on  the 
minimum  wage.  An  overwhelming  ma- 
jority of  House  Republicans.  81  percent, 
tried  to  kill  the  increase  by  attaching 
a  "ixjison  pill"  to  exempt  all  workers 
of  small  business,  but  43  courageous 
Republicans  stood  up  to  the  extremists 
in  their  party  and  spit  out  the  poison 
pill. 

As  the  price  for  accepting  an  in- 
crease. House  Republicans  tried  to 
deny  any  minimum  wage  at  all  for  mil- 
lions of  men  and  women  who  work  for 
small  business.  It  was  a  Republican 
sneak  attack  on  the  nunimum  wage, 
and  it  did  not  deserve  to  pass.  The  min- 
imum wage  is  supposed  to  be  a  floor.  It 
is  wrong  for  Republicans  to  try  to  turn 
that  floor  into  a  trap  door. 

The  Republican  philosophy  seems  to 
be  the  only  good  minimum  wage  is  no 
minimimi  wage.  It  is  bad  enough  that 
in  today's  economy,  America  has  to 
compete  with  sweatshop  labor  over- 
seas. If  the  Republicans  have  their 
way,  American  workers  and  American 
employers  will  have  to  compete  with 
sweatshop  labor  right  here  in  our  own 
backyard.  How  very  Republican.  Every 
previous  Congress  that  dealt  with  the 
minimum  wage  voted  to  expand  cov- 
erage and  give  the  benefits  of  the  law's 
protection  to  more  and  more  Ameri- 
cans. Now  is  no  time  to  roU  back  that 
progress.  It  is  time  to  end  the  Repub- 
lican war  on  hard-working  American 
families,  and  I  am  confident  the  Senate 
will  also  reject  any  Republican  scheme 
to  roll  back  the  minimum  wage.  No  one 
who  works  for  a  living  should  have  to 
Live  in  poverty. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  tliat  I  be  allowed  to 
speak  in  morning  business  for  no  more 
than  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


FOREST  HEALTH 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  within  an 
hour  or  so,  we  will  be  adjourning:  and 
out  for  the  Memorial  Day  recess.  But 
when  we  return,  it  is  my  plan  to  mark 
up  legislation  in  the  Public  Lands  and 
Forestry  Subcommittee  that  I  chair, 
dealing  with  forest  health,  the  health 
of  the  forests  of  our  country. 

For  well  over  a  decade  now,  we  have 
studied  the  issue  of  how  to  manage  our 
forests  in  light  of  the  recurrence  of 
wild  storm  style  forest  fires  that  con- 
tinue to  devastate  our  forests  across 
the  Pacific  Northwest  and  across  the 
Southwest  every  time  we  get  into  a  dry 
period,  especially  the  kind  the  South- 
west, New  Mexico  and  Arizona  and  Col- 
orado, are  experiencing  at  this  mo- 
ment. 

What  we  have  found,  Mr.  President, 
is  that  in  ov«r  great  ability  to  put  out 
fires,  we  have  allowed  to  build  up  on 
our  forest  floors,  massive  amounts  of 
fuel  in  the  form  of  dead  and  dying  trees 
as  a  result  of  bug  kill,  as  a  result  of 
fungus,  or  simply  as  a  result  of  the 
overpopulation  of  our  trees  and  there- 
fore their  death  because  of  lack  of 
moisture.  In  my  State  of  Idaho  and 
across  the  inland  West,  where  before 
man  came  to  that  region  we  had  tre- 
mendously healthy  forests  and  popu- 
lations of  trees  of  40  or  50  or  60  trees 
per  acre,  now,  because  of  our  ability  to 
put  out  fires,  we  are  finding  that  we 
have  300  and  400  trees  per  acre.  Of 
course,  there  is  only  so  much  moisture. 
When  we  get  into  a  drought  cycle, 
there  is  not  enough  moisture  to  keep 
all  of  those  trees  alive. 

What  we  are  finding  is  that  before  we 
had  this  tremendous  ability  to  put  out 
fires,  fires  would  come  along  on  a  rel- 
atively regular  basis,  caused  by  light- 
ning strikes  or  actually  caused  by  na- 
tive Americans  who  saw  the  useful  tool 
of  fire.  It  would  bum  at  a  low  rate,  at 
a  low  pace,  bum  off  the  shrubbery  and 
the  brush,  allow  the  mature  trees  to 
stand  and  allow  young  trees  that  had 
reached  a  certain  age  to  survive.  That 
kept  the  forests,  primaxily  of  the  West, 
in  a  very  productive  and  rather  pas- 
toral form. 

But  that  changed  and  it  has  changed 
dramatically  over  the  last  50  years,  as 
we  learned  to  put  out  fires.  But  we  did 
not  go  in  and  do  what  Mother  Nature 
was  doing,  and  that  was  to  thin  trees 
or  to  take  down  the  underbrush.  As  a 
result  of  that,  we  have  had  a  massive 
fuel  loading  in  many  of  the  forests  of 
the  West  and  Southwest. 

Mr.  President,  you  and  I  have  wit- 
nessed, in  the  last  several  months,  fires 


in  New  Mexico  and  Arizona  and  now  in 
Colorado  that,  by  our  forest  scientists' 
estimation,  are  the  most  intense  and 
hottest  wild  fires  we  have  ever  experi- 
enced. As  a  result,  Mother  Nature  is 
not  served  well.  These  fires  devastate 
the  forests,  leaving  not  even  a  snag 
standing,  destroy  the  ecosystems,  and 
scald  the  soil  in  a  way  there  is  little  to 
no  recovery  for  a  period  of  years  and 
years.  Those  are  not  normal  fires.  They 
are  abnormal  fires,  as  a  result  of  mas- 
sive fuel  buildup. 

I  was  visiting  with  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico,  Senator  DOMENICI,  about 
the  fires  in  his  State.  One  of  those 
areas  that  was  burned  had  been  dev- 
astated by  beetles.  Better  than  50  i)er- 
cent  of  the  stand  was  dead.  Yet,  be- 
cause of  current  law  and  because  of 
certain  interest  groups,  we  were  not  al- 
lowed to  go  in  and  thin  and  clean  and 
allow  new  growth  to  start.  As  a  result 
of  that,  fire  swept  through  there  and 
destroyed  the  whole  area. 

S.  391.  the  bill  that  I  have  worked  for 
over  a  year  to  craft,  visiting  with  sci- 
entists, holding  hearings,  and  making 
sure  we  build  a  strong  bipartisan  ef- 
fort, better  known  as  forest  health  leg- 
islation, the  kind  I  want  to  mark  up  as 
soon  as  we  get  back  here  in  early  June 
and  bring  it  to  the  floor  for  a  debate, 
hopefully  it  can  become  law  and  be- 
come the  public  policy  and  a  new  man- 
agement tool  for  our  U.S.  Forest  Serv- 
ice. 

It  would  allow  the  Forest  Service  to 
go  in  and  look  at  these  lands  and  under 
current  environmental  law  assure  they 
have  the  flexibility  to  go  in  and  thin 
and  remove  brush  and  actually  even 
vise  fire  in  a  selective  way.  to  assure 
that  our  forests  can  regain  their  health 
and  regain  their  vitality  in  an  environ- 
mental way  and  not  be  swept  away  and 
destroyed,  as  the  forests  we  have  seen 
under  fire  in  the  last  few  weeks 
throughout  the  Southwest.  Of  course, 
in  the  State  of  Colorado  last  week, 
when  man  got  in  the  way  of  the  fire,  or 
man's  dwellings,  they,  too.  were  swept 
away,  as  was  true  in  the  State  of  Idaho 
in  1994  when  we  saw  wildfires,  as  a  re- 
sult of  our  forest  health,  that  were  be- 
yond man's  recognition. - 

So  I  hope  when  we  come  back,  we  can 
join  the  wisdom  of  the  Spokesman-Re- 
view newspaper  that  editorialized  yes- 
terday in  my  area,  in  the  inland  West, 
sajring  that  we  ought  to  pass  S.  395,  we 
ought  to  make  good  public  policy,  and 
we  ought  to  allow,  once  again,  strong 
multiple-use  enviroimiental  standards 
to  return  to  our  public  forests  and  to 
the  management  of  those  public  for- 
ests. So  it  is  my  wish  we  mark  up  S.  395 
and  move  it  to  become  public  law. 

I  hope  in  early  June  we  can  have  it 
here  on  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate  for 
a  good  debate  and  passage. 

I  yield  the  remainder  of  my  time. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  concurrent  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  for  the  in- 
formation of  the  Senate,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  I  believe  Senator  Domenici 
would  confirm,  we  have  two  amend- 
ments remaining,  by  Senator  McCadj 
and  Senator  Byrd,  and  final  passage.  It 
seems  possible  to  me.  because  I  know 
some  people  are  trying  to  catch  planes, 
if  we  expedite  this,  we  could  be  through 
voting  by  about  5:20  or  something  of 
that  nature. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  the  pending 
amendment  be  temporarily  set  aside  so 
Senator  Byrd  may  offer  his  amend- 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4040 

(Purpose:  To  improve  our  water  and  sewer 
systems,  national  parks  and  Everglades,  to 
be  offset  by  closing  corporate  loopholes 
and  changes  in  tax  expenditures) 
Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  for  himself,  Mr.  Bdjoaman,  and  Mr. 
Lautenberg,  proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 4040. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

"The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  3,  line  5,  increase  the  amount  by 
SaOl  .000.000. 

On  page  3.  line  6.  Increase  the  amount  by 
$408,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  7,  increase  the  amount  by 
$649,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  8.  increase  the  amount  by 
$946,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  9.  Increase  the  amount  by 
$1,068,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  10.  Increase  the  amount  by 
$1,142,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  14.  increase  the  amount  by 
$201,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 
$408,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 
$649,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$946,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,068,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,142,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  8.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,011,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,049,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  10.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,089,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  11,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,131,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  12.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,068,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  13.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,110,000,000. 
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12361 


line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  19,  increase  the  amount  by 


On  page  4 
S201 .000.000. 

On  page  4 
S408.000.000. 

On  page  4 
S649.000.000. 

On  page  4,  line  20.  increase  the  amount  by 
S946.000.000. 

On  page  4,  line  21,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,068,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
Sl.142,000.000. 

On  page  15.  line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 
$190,000,000. 

On  page  15,  line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
$118,000,000. 

On  page  15.  line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 
$224,000,000. 

On  page  15.  line  25.  increase  the  amount  by 
S160.000.000. 

On  page  16,  line  7.  increase  the  amount  by 
S258.000.000. 

On  page  16, 
S222.000.000. 

On  page  16 
S293.000.000. 

On  page  16,  line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 
$276,000,000. 

On  page  16.  line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 
$228,000,000. 

On  page  16,  line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 
S312.000.000. 

On  page  17.  line  7.  increase  the  amount  by 
S265.000.000. 

On  page  17.  line  8.  increase  the  amount  by 
$304,000,000. 

On  page  23.  line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 
$821 .000.000. 

On  page  23.  line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 
$83,000,000. 

On  page  23.  line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
$825,000,000. 

On  page  23.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$248,000,000. 

On  page  24.  line  7.  increase  the  amount  by 
$831,000,000. 

line  8.  increase  the  amount  by 


line  8,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 


line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 


On  page  24 
S427.000.000. 

On  page  24. 
S838.000.000. 

On  page  24. 
$670,000,000. 

On  page  24.  line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
$840,000,000. 

On  page  24.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
S756.000.000. 

line  7,  increase  the  amount  by 


line  8,  increase  the  amount  by 
line  14.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 


On  page  25. 
$845,000,000. 

On  page  25. 
S838.000.000. 

On  page  52. 
Sl.Oll.OOO.OOO. 

On  page  52. 
$201,000,000. 

On  page  52.  line  21,  increase  the  amount  by 
SI  .049,000,000. 

On  page  52,  line  22,  increase  the  amount  by 
$408,000,000. 

On  page  52.  line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,089,000,000. 

On  page  52.  line  25.  increase  the  amount  by 
$649,000,000. 

On  page  S3,  line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,131,000,000. 

On  page  53.  line  3,  increase  the  amount  by 
$946,000,000. 

On  page  53. 
Sl.068.000.000. 

On  page  S3, 
$1,068,000,000. 

On  page  53,  line  8, 
Sl.110.000.000. 

On  page  S3,  line  9, 
Sl.142.000.000. 


line  5.  increase  the  amount  by 
line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 
increase  the  amount  by 


Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  voted  for 
the  amendment  that  Mr.  DoMENia  of- 
fered earlier.  It  was  a  good  amendment. 
But.  unlike  the  Domenici  amendment 
which  scattershots  funds  for  many  pop- 
ular programs,  my  amendment  targets 
$1.5  billion  for  the  safe  operation  of  our 
parks  and  S5  billion  for  the  cleanup  of 
our  water  and  construction  of  our 
sewer  systems,  which  are  being  ne- 
glected and  run  down.  Our  water  is 
dirty;  our  parks  are  rundown.  This  is  a 
disgrace.  There  is  a  J25  billion  backlog 
in  clean  water  and  sewer  needs  alone  in 
this  country,  and  the  Domenici  amend- 
ment does  not  answer  this  growing  cri- 
sis. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment  to 
the  budget  resolution,  which  I  offer  on 
behalf  of  myself  and  Senators  Bdjga- 
MAN  and  Lautenberg.  will  provide  an 
additional  $5  billion  for  rural  water  and 
sewer  programs  and  $1.5  billion  for  our 
national  park  system.  These  funds  are 
critically  necessary  to  protect  the 
most  basic  of  services  to  America. 

All  across  America,  millions  of  resi- 
dents in  niral  communities  continue  to 
suffer  from  inadequate  water  and  sewer 
services.  This  need  is  a  direct  link  to 
health,  sanitation,  and  environmental 
problems  in  all  States.  This  need  must 
be  addressed  to  provide  economic  vital- 
ity to  these  regions,  to  allow  new  job 
opportunities,  increase  the  tax  base, 
and  improve  the  quality  of  life  for  mil- 
lions of  Americans. 

Water  and  sewer  loan  programs  have 
a  proven  track  record  because  of  their 
nearly  zero-default  rate,  the  best  of  all 
Federal  loan  programs.  The  grant  por- 
tion of  these  programs  allows  impover- 
ished communities  and  rural  areas  to 
provide  their  citizens  the  most  basic  of 
human  services.  These  are  services 
that  most  Americans  take  for  granted 
every  day. 

A  recent  Federal  study  listed  my  own 
State  of  West  Virginia  among  the  five 
worst  States  in  the  Nation  in  terms  of 
the  availability  of  safe  drinking  water. 
There  are  some  places  in  my  State 
where  the  condition  of  the  water  sup- 
ply is  appalling,  and  where  people  are 
relying  on  water  supplies  from  systems 
operating  in  violation  of  safe  drinking 
water  standards,  or  wells  that  have 
been  contaminated.  In  certain  West 
Virginia  communities,  on  some  days, 
tap  water  runs  black,  but  families, 
with  no  other  water  source,  are  forced 
to  bathe  and  launder  in  it. 

As  we  approach  the  21st  Century,  we 
must  take  steps  to  ensure  that  vast  re- 
gions of  our  Nation  will  not  be  rel- 
egated to  the  living  standards  of  a 
Third  World  Nation. 

Mr.  President,  the  estimate  is  that 
there  are  3  naillion  households  in  the 
United  States  in  need  of  safe,  clean 
drinking  water.  The  estinmted  cost  to 
provide  this  water  is  about  $10  billion. 
It  is  estimated  that  $3.5  billion  is  nec- 
essary for  drinking  water  needs  deemed 
"critical",  and  the  balance  for  "seri- 


ous' requirements.  At  current  levels, 
only  approximately  $3.5  billion  would 
be  provided  over  the  next  six  years  to- 
ward providing  clean  drinking  water 
for  our  people. 

An  equally  pressing  requirement.  Mr. 
President,  is  the  need  to  provide  basic 
sewer  facilities  for  small  communities. 
Millions  of  Americans  in  rural  areas 
and  small  communities  live  without 
adequate  sewer  infixistructure.  The 
overall  cost  estimates  to  meet  these 
needs  exceed  $20  billion.  At  least  $7.3 
billion  should  be  provided  over  the  next 
6  years  to  meet  some  of  the  most  criti- 
cal needs.  My  amendment  will  not  fund 
all  of  these  backlogs,  but  it  will  help 
address  the  critical  requirement  for  the 
most  basic  of  amenities  that  each  of  us 
takes  for  granted  every  day. 

The  second  part  of  this  amendment 
provides  an  additional  $1.5  billion  for 
day-to-day  operations  in  our  national 
parks.  These  funds  will  be  used  for  the 
services  Americans  ought  to  be  pro- 
vided when  they  visit  their  national 
parks.  Within  the  amount.  $400  million 
is  for  restoration  of  the  Everglades  eco- 
system in  South  Florida.  The  need  to 
protect  the  fragile  and  decajring  re- 
sources of  the  Everglades  has  been  sup- 
ported in  recent  years  by  both  sides  of 
the  aisle. 

The  National  Park  Service  has  been 
entrusted  with  responsibility  for  368 
different  historic,  cultural,  scenic,  nat- 
ural resource,  and  recreation  sites. 
These  locations  represent  a  mosaic  of 
the  most  American  of  resources,  firom 
the  historic  sites  of  our  country's 
birth — Independence  Hall,  Minute  Man, 
Valley  Forge,  and  Yorktown— to  the 
celebration  of  our  cultural  heritage  at 
places  such  as  Aztec  Ruins,  Fort 
McHenry,  and  the  Natchez  Trace  Park- 
way, to  the  scenic  beauty  and  splendor 
of  places  like  Yellowstone,  the  Grand 
Canyon,  Big  Bend,  the  Everglades,  Cra- 
ter Lake,  Mount  Rushmore,  Acadia, 
and  Redwood  National  Parks. 

But  the  fate  of  these  parks  is  depend- 
ent on  providing  the  necessary  re- 
sources to  protect  the  parks— to  serve 
the  visitors;  to  maintain  the  buildings, 
roads,  and  campgrounds;  and  to  house 
the  employees  who  must  live  within 
the  national  parks.  As  dollars  are  fro- 
zen or  reduced,  the  parks  must  still 
pay  for  increased  costs  for  people,  sup- 
plies, equipment,  and  other  tools  nec- 
essary to  keep  the  parks  open.  Failure 
to  provide  the  funding  for  these  activi- 
ties means  fewer  park  rangers,  deferred 
maintenance,  closed  facilities  and 
trails,  and  possibly  dangerous  condi- 
tions for  park  visitors. 

The  start  of  the  summer  vacation 
season,  is  upon  us.  It  is  at  this  time  of 
year  that  Americans  load  the  family 
into  the  car  and  depart  for  a  visit  to 
the  parks.  Providing  operating  dollars 
for  the  National  Park  Service  vrill  help 
keep  all  sites  open,  and  will  contribute 
to  a  safer  experience  for  all  Americans. 
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What  does  it  mean  to  have  inad- 
equate resources  to  maintain  the  fa- 
cilities which  support  visitors  to  the 
parks?  Let  me  provide  an  example — if 
the  funding  isn't  available  to  pay  the 
people  who  drive  the  trash  trucks  and 
clean  the  restrooms  in  the  park  camp- 
grounds, trash  and  unsanitary  condi- 
tions accumulate.  Build-ups  of  trash 
can  attract  bears,  which  then  create  a 
safety  hazard.  The  presence  of  a  safety 
hazard  would  cause  the  Park  Service  to 
close  the  campground — thereby  deny- 
ing visitors  the  opportunity  to  camp  in 
a  park  they  might  have  driven  1,000 
miles  in  order  to  visit. 

In  fiscal  year  1996,  Members  from 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  urged  adequate 
funding  for  our  national  parks.  If  the 
necessary  allowances  are  not  provided 
to  address  our  park  requirements,  the 
Interior  Appropriations  Subcommittee 
will  have  little  choice  but  to  turn  to 
other  programs  in  order  to  find  the  re- 
sources necessary  to  protect  our  parks. 
This  could  mean  reductions  in  pro- 
grams such  as  low-income  weatheriza- 
tion  assistance.  Forest  Service  timber 
sales,  Smithsonian  and  other  museum 
operations,  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes, 
and  operations  of  the  Strategic  Petro- 
leum Reserve. 

Mr.  President,  many  Members  of 
Congress  have  worked  on  behalf  of 
their  constituents  to  see  that  park  fa- 
cilities are  well-maintained  and  taken 
care  of  properly.  When  water  and  sewer 
systems  fail,  they  have  sought  money 
to  fix  the  problem.  When  visitor  facili- 
ties were  necessary  for  new  parks,  the 
Appropriations  Committee  >>a-'5  pro- 
vided the  resources  to  build  camp- 
grounds, visitor  centers,  and  rehabili- 
tate historic  buildings.  But  once  the 
construction  is  over,  and  the  ribbon- 
cutting  ceremonies  completed,  there  is 
still  a  need  to  operate  these  facilities 
on  a  day-to-day  basis. 

In  order  to  pay  for  its  increase  in 
spending,  my  amendment  provides  for 
corresponding  increases  in  revenues 
over  the  6-year  period  of  this  budget 
resolution.  These  revenues  can  be  at- 
tained by  closing  corporate  loopholes 
and  by  changes  in  tax  expenditures. 

I  encourage  the  support  of  Senators 
for  my  amendment.  A  vote  against  this 
amendment  is  a  vote  against  the  Stat- 
ue of  Liberty,  Yellowstone,  Independ- 
ence Hall,  the  Grand  Canyon,  the  Ever- 
glades, and  all  of  the  other  360  plus  na- 
tional park  units.  A  vote  against  my 
amendment  Is  a  vote  tigainst  the  most 
basic  amenities  which  a  civilized  coun- 
try can  provide  for  its  people,  clean, 
safe  drinking  water  and  adequate  sew- 
age facilities. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  my  amend- 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired.  There  is 
time  in  opposition.  The  Senator  from 
New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  rel- 
ative  to   the   budget   resolution,   the 


Byrd  amendment  would  increase  taxes 
and  spending  by  $6.5  billion.  I  remind 
everyone,  there  is  nothing  in  the  reso- 
lution which  would  cause  a  shutdown 
of  the  national  parks.  Our  resolution 
assumes  full  funding  for  the  parks,  for 
rural  water  service,  and  for  sewer  pro- 
grams. 

In  addition,  might  I  say,  even  if  you 
think  you  are  voting  for  the  specific 
targeted  items,  this  money  will  go  to 
the  appropriations  to  be  used  by  the 
Appropriations  Committee  where  it 
sees  fit.  We  already  added  $5  billion  in 
budget  authority  and  $4  billion  in  out- 
lays. I  think  that  is  fair  enough  for 
today,  and  we  ought  to  defeat  this 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  certain  newspaper  articles,  to- 
gether with  a  breakdown  of  the  Domen- 
ici  amendment,  which  was  at  the  table 
when  we  voted  on  that  amendment.  I 
voted  for  it,  as  I  say.  I  would  like  to 
have  a  breakdown  in  there  to  show 
what  those  moneys  will  go  for,  pur- 
I)orted. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Parks  Offer  More  Muck,  Less  Help- 
Weather,  Budgets  Htt  National  Sites 

Fallen  trees  are  left  piled  by  the  sides  of 
roads.  Campgrrounds  are  bein?  closed.  Beach- 
es are  full  of  debris  and  river  muck.  And 
there  aren't  as  many  lectures  on  how  a  grey- 
ser  erupts. 

Tight  budgets  are  bringing  hard  times  to 
America's  national  parks  and  recreational 
areas,  and  a  severe  winter  and  flooding  in 
many  parts  of  the  country  are  malting  this 
spring  even  worse  as  park  officials  prepared 
for  the  summer  vacation  rush. 

Some  of  the  millions  of  visitors  to  the  na- 
tional parks  this  year  may  be  in  for  a  shock 
as  they  get  reduced  services  or  find  fewer 
park  rangers,  reduced  hours  of  operation  or 
parks  still  cluttered  with  fallen  trees  and 
washed-out  trails  from  winter  storms  and 
floods. 

"Historically,  we've  cut  the  lawns  every 
week  and  made  the  place  trim  and  neat," 
said  Bob  Kirby,  assistant  superintendent  of 
the  Delaware  Water  Gap  National  Recreation 
Area  in  eastern  Pennsylvania.  "Today  you 
see  the  grass  in  most  places  is  a  foot  high. 
The  picnic  areas  and  playgrounds  are  com- 
pletely, with  one  exception,  filled  with  river 
flotsam,  sticks  and  mud." 

The  park,  along  45  miles  of  the  Delaware 
River,  attracts  nearly  5  million  visitors  a 
year,  many  of  them  escaping  the  urban 
sprawl  (Tom  New  York  to  Philadelphia. 
While  costs  of  operation  have  jumped  13  per- 
cent, the  park's  budget  has  stayed  the  same. 

Federal  officials  and  private  watchdog 
groups  say  deterioration  and  money  short- 
ages are  imperiling  parks  across  the  country 
as  superintendents  have  bad  to  make  harsh 
choices  on  how  to  meet  expenses.  Often  It 
means  reducing  the  number  of  rangers  and 
other  workers. 

"Everybody  likes  ribbon  catting.  Nobody 
wants  to  fix  the  roof,"  said  Roger  Kennedy, 
director  of  the  National  Park  Service. 

This  summer  some  of  those  problems  will 
begin  to  have  an  impact  on  park  visitors. 


whose  numbers  are  expected  to  exceed  270 
million  this  year. 

"Visitors  are  going  to  find  trails  closed. 
They're  going  to  find  portions  of  parks 
closed,  campgrounds  closed."  Kennedy  said. 
"They're  going  to  see  signs  that  say  'Don't 
drink  the  water'  in  some  places.  They're 
going  to  find  there  are  no  ranger  talks.  The 
little  things  that  make  these  places 
parklike". 

Problems  are  everywhere. 

At  Yellowstone  in  Wyoming,  tow  museums 
have  been  closed.  A  shortage  of  park  rangers 
means  visitors  are  left  largely  on  their  own 
in  the  massive  park's  northern  sector.  Lec- 
tures at  the  Norris  Geyser  Basin  Museum  on 
how  a  geyser  works  are  a  thing  of  the  past. 

At  Delaware  Water  Gap,  workers  are  strug- 
gling to  fix  the  damaged  toilets  inundated  by 
floodwaters,  and  only  a  last-minute  infusion 
of  $43,000  prevented  the  firing  of  the  park's 
lifeguards. 

To  save  money,  2  of  the  10  campsites  at  the 
Great  Smoky  Mountains  National  Park  in 
North  Carolina  and  Tennessee  won't  open 
this  summer.  There  are  three  seasonal  rang- 
ers instead  of  10,  and  17  fewer  maintenance 
workers. 

Fewer  rangers  are  at  the  Sequoia  National 
Park  in  California,  and  the  season  has  been 
shortened.  At  another  great  northern  Cali- 
fornia park,  Yosemite,  and  at  many  other 
parks  and  recreational  areas  around  the 
country,  trash  won't  be  picked  up  or  toilets 
cleaned  as  frequently. 

"We  can  no  longer  do  more  with  less,"  said 
Mike  Finley,  Yellowstone's  superintendent. 
Each  year,  he  complained,  the  park  is  ex- 
pected to  "absorb  increasing  costs  and  main- 
tain the  same  levels  of  .  .  .  services"  for  a 
growing  number  of  visitors. 

Similar  sentiments  are  expressed  daily  by 
park  officials  and  rangers  across  the  coun- 
try. 

With  Congress  mindful  of  the  parks'  popu- 
larity, the  National  Park  Service  has  avoid- 
ed the  deep  budget  cutting  faced  by  some 
other  Interior  Department  agencies.  The 
park  service  received  $1.08  billion,  about  1 
percent  more  than  last  year,  to  operate  its 
parks  and  will  get  an  additional  S46  million 
for  storm  and  fiood  damage  repairs. 

But  park  supporters  maintain  that  more 
money  is  needed. 

The  budget  "doesn't  keep  up  with  infla- 
tion," said  Paul  Pritchard,  president  of  the 
National  Parks  and  Conservation  Associa- 
tion, a  inivate  watchdog  group.  "It's  not  one 
region.  It's  the  whole  national  park  system 
that  Is  being  neglected. 

The  association  Tuesday  released  the  find- 
ings of  a  poll  it  commissioned  that  showed 
the  public  by  a  4-to-l  margrin  would  not  oi>- 
pose  increasing  federal  funding  for  operation 
of  national  parks. 

Park  superintendents  have  had  to  make 
tough  choices.  At  most  parks  the  number  of 
seasonal  workers— both  rangers  and  mainte- 
nance workers— has  had  to  be  reduced.  Many 
parks  have  cut  back  in  garbage  collection 
and  toilet  cleaning.  Fewer  park  rangers  are 
faced  with  a  growing  number  of  visitors  and 
a  wider  array  of  law  enforcement  problems, 
leaving  less  time  for  tours  and  educational 
lectures. 

"All  the  parks  are  struggling,"  said  Elaine 
Sevy,  National  Park  Service  spokeswoman 
in  Washington.  She  said  more  than  900  au- 
thorized jobs  are  unfilled  throughout  the 
system  because  there's  no  money  to  pay  for 
them. 

parks  HTT  IN  THE  POCKETBOOK 

A  sampling  of  conditions  at  national 
parks,  monuments  and  recreational  areas 
around  the  country: 
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Great  Smoky  Mountains  In  North  Caro- 
lina-Tennessee—Two of  10  campsites  and  ad- 
joining picnic  areas  are  closed  and  won't 
open  this  summer.  Both  remote,  they  are  the 
92-site  Look  Rock  Campground  in  Tennessee 
and  the  46-site  Balsam  Mountain  Camp- 
ground In  North  Carolina.  The  number  of 
seasonal  maintenance  workers  has  been  cut 
from  65  to  48.  the  number  of  seasonal  rangers 
trom  10  to  three.  One  of  the  three  visitors 
centers  has  been  turned  over  to  a  private 
group  to  operate.  Cleanup  Crom  extensive 
winter  storm  damage  has  been  postponed. 
Some  will  not  be  completed  this  summer,  al- 
though $1.4  million  recently  was  allocated  to 
the  effort. 

Yellowstone  in  Wyoming— The  Norris 
Campground  will  be  closed  in  the  northern 
part  of  the  park,  eliminating  116  of  2.100 
campsites.  Two  museums  in  the  same  area — 
Norris  Geyser  Basin  Museum  and  the  Mu- 
seum of  the  National  Park  Rangers— are 
closed.  Visitors  can  travel  in  the  northern 
area  but  have  neither  tours  nor  ranger  brief- 
ings available.  Seasonal  employees  vnll  work 
shorter  schedules,  and  garbage  collection  is 
less  frequent.  A  four-hour  hike  to  the  pet- 
rified forest  on  Specimen  Ridge  Is  being  dis- 
continued. A  ban  on  overtime  has  delayed 
snowplowing,  keeping  some  roads  blocked 
later  than  normal. 

Yosemite  In  California— A  pothole-spotted 
road  leading  to  Yosemite's  Lower  Pines 
Campground  is  unlikely  to  be  repaired  this 
year.  Work  to  renovate  restrooms  and  up- 
grade the  park's  amphitheater  has  been  put 
off.  Garbage  collection  and  toilet  cleaning 
have  been  cut  back.  Officials  hope  to  repair 
flood  damage  that  closed  part  of  the  park. 
Hours  have  been  cut  back  for  tours  and  at 
visitor  centers.  Fewer  rangers  patrol  moim- 
tainous  trails,  but  spokesman  Scott 
Gedlman  said  essential  services— law  en- 
forcement, clean  drinking  water,  emergency 
medical  aid— are  being  maintained. 

Delaware  Water  Gap  Recreation  Area  in 
Pennsylvania— The  park  has  been  hit  by  "a 
double  whammy,"  said  Bob  Kirby,  assistant 
superintendent— first  the  budget  crunch, 
then  severe  floods  that  put  under  water 
much  of  the  40-mile  stretch  along  the  Dela- 
ware River  in  eastern  Pennsylvania.  Its 
budget  wasn't  increased,  but  the  park's  costs 
jumped  13  percent.  Kirby  said  extensive 
storm  damage  to  beaches  and  trails  along 
the  river  must  be  repaired.  Grass  isn't  being 
cut  as  often,  and  fioodlng  left  debris  and  mud 
on  the  beaches  and  inundated  public  rest- 
room  facilities  and  picnic  areas. 

Sequoia  in  California— The  tight  budget 
means  fewer  park  rangers  and  a  shorter  sum- 
mer season.  Park  spokeswoman  Malinee 
Crapsey  said  many  of  the  recreational  facili- 
ties may  open  a  week  later  than  usual.  Rang- 
ers will  conduct  fewer  tours.  Ptu-k  officials 
also  are  turning  more  toward  private  groups 
to  help  sponsor  programs. 

Cape  Hatteras  Seashore  In  North  Caro- 
lina—Trash collection  has  been  cut  In  half, 
but  some  slack  has  been  taken  up  by  private 
volunteer  groups.  Park  spokesman  Bob 
Woody  said  visitor  services  are  being  main- 
tained, and  the  park  has  more  educational 
programs  than  last  year.  But  tourists  tnring 
to  call  the  Hatteras  ranger  station  near  the 
famed  striped  Hatteras  Lighthouse  often 
have  to  talk  to  an  answering  machine  be- 
cause rangers  are  busy  elsewhere. 

Acadia  in  Maine — Eight  or  nine  fewer  sum- 
mer employees  are  being  hired,  and  fewer  na- 
ture briefings  and  tours  are  being  conducted 
by  park  rangers.  But  most  visitors  "will  not 
notice  any  reduction  in  service,"  said  Len 
Bobinchock.  the  park's  deputy  superintend- 


ent. "These  programs  are  so  popular,  we've 
had  to  put  a  limit  on  the  number  of  people 
who  can  participate  ansrway."  Hours  are  not 
being  changed. 

Crater  of  the  Moon  in  Idaho— Park  officials 
say  they  haven't  been  hit  very  hard.  The 
area  features  a  broad  swath  of  lava  forma- 
tions from  old  volcanoes,  and  some  walking 
trails  have  buckled  and  need  to  be  repaired. 
The  monument  is  building  a  scenic  motoring 
loop,  and  some  areas  may  be  closed  by  the 
construction. 

It's  a  Fact:  Rural  America  Still  Exists 

(By  Larry  Rader,  Program  Specialist) 

[From  West  Virginia  Rural  Water 

Magazine— Spring  1996] 

It  was  a  dreary,  rainy  February  day,  the 
kind  you  only  find  at  the  bottom  of  a  deep 
hollow  and  I  was  standing  in  mud  up  to  my 
ankles  looking  at  a  dilapidated  water  treat- 
ment plant.  I  had  been  in  this  same  scene  a 
hundred  times  over  the  past  ten  years,  but 
this  time  there  was  something  different.  I 
had  company  and  a  lot  of  it.  Jim  Anderson  of 
RECD  (I'mHA  to  those  of  us  who  can't  get 
used  to  the  name  change)  had  called  me  the 
previous  week  and  requested  that  I  take  part 
in  a  fact  finding  tour  of  McDowell  County. 
West  Virginia  on  February  22,  1996.  Jim  is 
RECD's  state  project  officer  for  Water  2000. 
The  Water  2000  initiative  is  a  combined  ef- 
fort of  federal,  state  and  local  agencies  com- 
mitted to  providing  potable  drinking  to  all 
rural  residents  of  the  United  States  by  the 
year  2000. 

The  McDowell  fact  finding  tour  was  initi- 
ated by  Senator  Robert  C.  Byrd  and  planned 
by  Bobby  Lewis.  State  Director  of  RECD. 
Mr.  Lewis  is  fTom  McDowell  county  and 
rightly  felt  that  this  area  of  the  state  typi- 
fies many  of  the  problems  facing  not  only 
West  Virginia,  but  rural  areas  across  the 
country.  Senator  Byrd  Is  also  from  a  rural 
area  of  Raleigh  County  and  realizes  that  the 
view  from  Washington  sometimes  becomes  a 
little  clearer  when  taken  from  the  bottom  of 
a  hollow  in  the  mud  and  rain.  The  tour  con- 
sisted of  both  staff  members  and  elected  offi- 
cials federal,  state  and  local.  Those  who 
needed  help  and  those  who  could  provide  it, 
all  in  the  same  hollow,  same  rain,  same  mud 
and  same  good  spfrits.  It  was  an  opportunity 
to  reaffirm  the  existence  of  rural  America 
and  Its  needs.  McDowell  County  PSD  oper- 
ates a  mlsh-mash  of  twelve  dilapidated  sys- 
tems abandoned  by  various  coal  companies 
over  the  years.  System  personnel  must  trav- 
el 120  miles  each  day  just  to  check  the  small 
treatment  plants.  And  forget  water  loss  per- 
centages! Just  keeping  water  in  the  decaying 
lines  Is  a  triumph.  It  Is  a  minute  by  minute 
struggle  most  of  us  could  never  envision. 

Water  quality  and  quantity  In  the  old  sys- 
tems are  inconsistent  at  best,  however,  right 
smack  in  the  middle  of  this  drinking  water 
nightmare  sets  two  water  treatment  facili- 
ties which  would  be  the  pride  of  any  commu- 
nity. The  new  facilities  at  Coalwood  and 
Caretta,  both  treatment  and  distribution, 
were  designed  by  Stafford  Consultants  and 
completed  in  1994.  Almost  overnight  350 
households  had  access  to  something  most 
people  take  for  granted,  a  dependable  supply 
of  safe  drinking  water.  Although  the 
Coalwood  and  Caretta  systems  were  funded 
primarily  through  RECD  in  the  form  of  loans 
and  grants,  McDowell  PSD  has  applied  to 
ARC.  AML.  Small  Cities  Block  Grants  as 
well  as  RECD,  all  of  whom  were  rejjresented 
on  that  wet  day  in  an  attempt  to  upgrade  the 
remaining  12  communities. 

Rural  people  have  always  been  willing  to 
share  in  the  cost  of  providing  essential  serv- 


ices. However,  they  must  have  access  to 
agencies,  both  federal  and  state,  which  un- 
derstand their  problems  and  are  sympathetic 
to  the  uniqueness  of  thefr  situation. 

Beginning  in  the  1950's  RECD  for  instance, 
has  provided  over  $203,000,000  in  low  interest 
loans  and  grants  to  over  200  water  and  waste 
water  systems  statewide  and  is  either  wholly 
or  partially  responsible  for  most  of  the  rural 
systems  built  in  West  Virginia  since  that 
time.  But  you  occasionally  need  to  remind 
other  people  that  not  only  does  the  need  still 
exist,  so  do  the  possibilities. 

We  are  very  proud  that  WVRWA  was  in- 
cluded in  the  February  22,  1996  Fact  Finding 
Tour  of  McDowell  County.  We  are  always 
ready  to  plead  the  case  for  rural  America 
and  it  gave  me  the  opportunity  to  visit  with 
people  who  can  and  do  make  a  difference.  As 
always.  I  am  extremely  proud  of  the  people 
at  McDowell  PSD.  Jeannie,  Ralph,  Bill. 
Randy,  the  other  employees  along  with  that 
PSD  Board  of  Directors  and  the  McDowell 
County  Commission  are  proof  that  it  can 
work  in  rural  areas.  Many  of  us  never  doubt- 
ed it. 

Fact  Finding  Tour  McDowell,  County- 
February  22,  1996  P.^UITIOPANT  List 

Bobby  Lewis.  State  Dfrector.  RECD-WV. 

John  Romano,  Assistant  Administrator. 
Rural  Utilities  Service.  Washington,  DC. 

Galen  Fountain.  Minority  Clerk,  Sub- 
conmiittee  on  Agriculture  &  Rural  Develop- 
ment. Senate  Appropriations  Committee 
Senator  Dale  Bumpers'  (D-AK)  Office,  Wash- 
ington, DC. 

Ralph  Goolsby.  ARC  Program  Director. 
WV  Development  Office.  Charleston.  WV. 

Jim  Anderson.  Rural  Development  Coordi- 
nator, RECD  WV. 

Terri  Smith  Legislative  Assistant.  Senator 
Robert  C.  Byrd's  Office.  Washington,  DC. 

Dawn  I>unnings,  AmeriCorp. 

Sanjay  Saxena,  Program  Coordinator,  Na- 
tional Drinking  Water  Clearinghouse,  Mor- 
gantown,  WV. 

State's  Drinking  Water  Supply 

Worsening,  Study  Says 

(By  Julie  R.  Cryser) 

It  would  take  $162.3  million  to  clean  up  and 
provide  potable  water  to  approximately 
79,000  West  Virginians,  according  to  a  study 
conducted  by  a  federal  agency. 

It  would  take  another  $405.7  million  to 
meet  the  worsening,  but  not  yet  critical, 
drinking  water  supply  situation  of  about 
476,000  West  Virginians. 

And  amid  all  of  these  problems,  the  federal 
government  is  cutting  federal  grants  and 
loans  for  water  projects.  West  Virginia  will 
lose  approximately  $5  million  in  loans  and 
$3.2  million  in  grants  for  water  and  sewer 
projects  in  1996.  according  to  Bobby  Lewis, 
state  director  for  Rural  Economic  and  Com- 
munity Development. 

'The  cuts  overall  are  devastating  to  a 
state  like  West  Virginia  that  has  always 
been  at  the  bottom  of  the  list  for  funding  for 
projects,"  Lewis  said. 

These  figures  come  from  the  West  Virginia 
Water  2000  assessment,  part  of  the  Clinton 
administration's  high-priority  Water  2000 
initiative.  The  program  Is  aimed  at  provid- 
ing safe  drinking  water  to  the  1  million 
Americans  without  water  piped  directly  into 
thefr  homes. 

Clay,  Barbour,  Boone.  Fayette  and  Lincoln 
counties  are  ranked  as  the  counties  with  the 
worst  drinking-water  problems  in  the  state. 
Lewis  said.  Most  of  the  problems  stem  from 
untreated  water  or  people  using  wells  that 
are  semi  contaminated  or  not  treatable,  he 
said. 


12364 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATT 


May  23,  1996 


The  study  was  conducted  by  the  U.S.  De- 
partment of  Agriculture  and  state  and  local 
government  agencies.  The  West  Virginia 
Rural  Water  Association  and  the  Regional 
Planning  and  Development  Council  helped  to 
develop  a  list  of  more  than  200,000  households 
with  water  that  is  undrinkable. 

"There  are  still  people  out  there  we  didn't 
get  on  our  list."  Lewis  said. 

He  estimates  that  at  least  half  of  West  Vir- 
ginians have  water  systems  that  pump  out 
water  that  should  not  be  consumed. 

"Some  places  you  can  hardly  bathe  in  it," 
he  said. 

Lewis  said  the  study  will  help  draw  atten- 
tion to  deplorable  water  conditions  in  the 
state.  The  project  could  also  help  qualify 
some  areas  for  USDA-fUnded  projects  under 
the  Water  2000  project  guidelines. 

"There  is  a  serious  need  for  some  type  of 
assistance  for  these  small  communities  in 
rural  West  Virginia,"  he  said,  "If  you  don't 
have  water,  you  can't  attract  industry  or 
people." 

Where  the  Commonplace  Is  Prized— Quar- 
ter OF  West  Virginians  Lack  access  to 
Municipal  Water 

(By  Michael  Janofsky) 

For  nearly  a  century,  most  residents  of 
this  tumbledown  mountain  hamlet  have  been 
drawing  their  drinking  water  trom  a  com- 
mon well  on  a  hillside  just  above  the  town's 
70  houses. 

Three  years  ago  state  offlcisis  found  that 
the  water  was  contaminated  with  pollutants, 
and  issued  an  order  to  boil  it  before  drink- 
ing. 

Like  most  other  people  in  Campbelltown, 
Carroll  Barlow  says  it  is  high  time  that  she 
and  her  neighbors  are  finally  hooked  up  to 
the  municipal  water  system  in  Marlinton, 
less  than  a  mile  away.  But  neither  the  state 
nor  the  local  governments  can  afford  to  pay 
for  the  pipes  or  the  pumps  to  carry  the  water 
up  the  valley. 

"I  hope  I  live  long  enough  to  get  safe  water 
is  this  house,"  said  Ms.  Barlow,  55,  who  says 
she  has  to  clean  her  sinks  and  toilet  twice  a 
day  to  deal  with  rust-colored  stains  that  the 
water  firom  the  well  leaves  behind. 

State  officials  say  no  medical  problems 
can  be  traced  to  the  water,  but  Ms.  Barlos  is 
not  taking  any  chances.  She  uses  the  well 
water  only  for  washing  and  buys  drinking 
water  in  69-cent  gallon  jugs  at  the  Foodland 
grocery  store  in  Marlinton. 

Prom  small  communities         like 

Campbelltown  to  isolated  hollows  with  no 
names,  access  to  reliable  supplies  of  clean 
drinking  water  has  long  been  a  problem  in 
West  Virginia.  The  state's  rugged  geography, 
coupled  with  the  endemic  joverty  of  niral 
Appalachia,  has  strictly  limited  the  ability 
of  both  local  and  state  government  to  extend 
water  lines  everywhere.  Neither  the  state 
nor  the  Federal  Government  is  required  to 
connect  isolated  residents  to  existing  water 
systems,  and,  given  the  nation's  tight-budget 
environment,  money  to  build  water  or  sew- 
age systems  to  our  spur  economic  develop- 
ment in  rural  areas  is  likely  to  bec6me  in- 
creasingly scarce. 

"We  just  can't  do  everything,"  said  W.D. 
Smith,  a  director  of  the  Appalachian  Re- 
gional Commission,  a  Federal  agency  that 
helps  promote  economic  development  but  is 
a  perennial  target  of  budget-cutters  in  Con- 
gress. 

Mr.  Smith  said  that  with  so  many  commu- 
nities seeking  financing  for  new  systems, 
only  those  that  can  demonstrate  an  unusu- 
ally urgent  need  or  Immediate  economic  ben- 
efit will  succeed. 


"We've  got  a  third-world  situation  here," 
he  said.  "I've  seen  human  suffering,  old  peo- 
ple, people  coming  to  me  in  tears.  But  I  al- 
ways have  to  ask  them,  'What's  so  unusual 
about  your  situation?'  It's  not  enough  any- 
more just  to  say  they  don't  have  any  water." 

A  recent  study  by  the  Agriculture  Depart- 
ment concluded  that  more  than  a  million 
people  living  in  rural  sections  around  the 
country,  including  large  parts  of  the  Mis- 
sissippi Delta  and  areas  along  the  Mexican 
border,  did  not  have  clean  drinking  water 
piped  into  their  homes.  But  experts  say  no 
other  state  has  so  large  a  percentage  of  its 
population  unserved  by  municipal  systems  as 
West  Virginia.  By  the  state's  own  estimate, 
almost  a  quarter  of  its  1.8  million  people 
have  no  access  to  municipal  water,  and  40 
percent  are  not  served  by  public  sewerage. 

West  Virginians  who  do  not  get  municipal 
water  rely  mostly  on  wells;  in  places,  a  sin- 
gle well  serves  an  entire  community.  Water 
drawn  from  these  wells  must  in  some  cases 
be  boiled  or  chemically  treated  to  remove 
impurities  like  contaminants  that  seep  into 
underground  water  reservoirs  from  aban- 
doned coal  mines.  People  living  near  active 
mines  are  especially  vulnerable  to  pollution; 
even  subtle  shifts  in  rock  formations  can 
unloose  new  contaminants  into  the  aquifers 
that  supply  well  water,  or  even  destroy  the 
aquifers. 

Despite  Senator  Robert  C.  Byrd's  legend- 
ary ability  to  funnel  Federal  money  home 
for  West  Virginia's  highway  system  and 
other  programs,  officials  say  state  agencies 
have  only  recently  focused  on  water  and  sew- 
erage needs  to  bolster  economic  develop- 
ment. Last  year,  voters  approved  a  $300  mil- 
lion bond  issue  for  water  and  sewerage. 

"More  people  are  being  served  now,"  said 
Amy  Swann,  a  division  director  at  West  Vir- 
ginia's Public  Service  Commission.  "But 
there  will  always  be  people  who  won't  be 
served.  It's  just  too  expensive  to  spend  $1 
million  to  construct  a  water  line  to  hollows 
where  12  people  live." 

State  officials  say  water  problems  exist  in 
all  55  of  West  Virginia's  counties  but  most 
acutely  in  the  rugged  eastern  half  of  the 
state.  Here,  amid  thick  forests  of  maple,  elm 
and  oak  trees,  gurgling  rivers  and  dating 
scenic  overlooks,  dozens  of  small  commu- 
nities, some  with  fewer  than  100  residences, 
straddle  narrow  mountain  roads  that  once 
served  rich  coal  mines  and  timber  fields. 

The  coal  and  timber  industries  are  long 
past  their  peak,  but  many  of  the  children 
and  grandchildren  of  the  workers  remain, 
drawing  from  the  same  wells  or  roadside 
springs,  some  in  use  for  more  than  60  years. 
Most  of  the  people  are  now  too  old,  too  poor 
or  too  proud  to  move. 

In  Marlinton  itself,  the  latest  problem  is 
that  officials  do  not  have  the  S3  million 
needed  to  carry  water  from  the  town's  water 
plant  to  the  new  hospital,  which  was  built  on 
a  hill  to  keep  it  high  and  dry  above  the 
flood-prone  banks  of  the  Greenbrier  River. 

For  now,  the  hospital,  scheduled  to  open 
this  summer,  will  draw  its  water  from  the 
well  that  serves  the  local  school,  across  the 
street.  "We're  struggling  to  find  the  fund- 
ing," said  Douglas  Dunbrack,  the  Marlinton 
Mayor,  who  doubts  that  the  well  water  sup- 
ply will  be  adequate  for  the  hospital,  in- 
tended to  serve  some  9,000  people  in  eastern 
West  Virginia.  "We  need  a  big-time  grant, 
but  there's  just  no  money  available." 

Water  Supply  Unsafe  for  Many  West 

Virginians 
The     U.S.     Department    of    Agriculture 
(USDA),   through  its  Rural  Economic  and 


Community  Development  (RECD)  offices  in 
West  Virginia,  has  completed  a  four-month 
assessment  of  the  state's  most  pressing  safe 
drinking  water  system  investment  needs. 
The  assessment  is  part  of  the  Clinton  admin- 
istration's high  priority  Water  2000  initia- 
tive, which,  according  to  RECD  sute  Direc- 
tor Bobby  Lewis,  "aims  to  deliver  safe  drink- 
ing water  to  the  estimated  one  million  rural 
Americans  currently  living  without  water 
piped  directly  into  their  homes." 

In  a  related  development,  the  U.S.  Con- 
gress recently  sent  to  President  Clinton  a 
1996  appropriations  bill  that  produces  a  30 
percent  funding  cut  below  1995  levels  for  safe 
drinking  water  and  sanitary  sewer  project 
construction. 

West  Virginia's  Water  2000  assessment  re- 
sults show  that  the  state's  rural  towns  have 
come  a  long  way  in  solving  their  safe  drink- 
ing water  problems  over  the  past  quarter 
century,  but  still  have  a  lot  of  gaps  to  fill. 
According  to  the  results,  the  50  West  Vir- 
ginia communities  with  the  most  pressing 
needs  require  a  combined  investment  of 
$162.3  million  to  serve  approximately  79,000 
people  who  now  have  serious  drinking  water 
quality  or  quantity  problems.  Additionally, 
some  $405.7  million  will  be  required  to  meet 
the  worsening  but  not  yet  critical  drinking 
water  supply  situation  of  some  476,000  West 
Virginians  in  443  communities. 

The  Water  2000  assessment  was  conducted 
by  USDA's  West  Virginia-based  personnel, 
together  with  state  and  local  government 
agencies,  and  representatives  of  two  non- 
profit organizations— the  West  Virginia 
Rural  Water  Association  and  the  Regional 
Planning  and  Development  councils. 

Historically,  the  USDA's  water  and  sewer 
loan  and  grant  program  has  been  the  pri- 
mary funding  source  for  rural  communities 
seeking  to  improve  their  public  health,  job 
development  and  fire  protection  situations 
by  constructing  and  improving  water  and 
sewer  systems.  The  USDA's  Rural  Utilities 
Service  (RUS),  as  part  of  Water  2000.  has 
begun  to  better  target  its  loans  and  grants  to 
lower  income,  remote  rural  communities 
with  the  nation's  most  pressing  drinking 
water  quality  and  quantity  problems.  The 
USDA's  water  and  sewer  loan  i>rogram,  in  its 
55-year  history,  has  loaned  out  $14  billion, 
and  lost  only  $14  million— a  loss  rate  of  one- 
tenth  of  one  percent. 

Wally  Beyer,  Washington-based  adminis- 
trator of  the  RUS.  said  that  West  Virginia 
water  and  sewer  projects  received  $16.8  mil- 
lion in  loans  and  $10.5  million  in  grants  in 
fiscal  year  (FY)  1995  from  this  federal  source. 
Approximately  60  percent  of  those  funds 
were  invested  in  safe  drinking  water 
projects.  According  to  Beyer,  based  on  fund- 
ing cuts  recently  approved  by  Congress  and 
signed  into  law.  West  Virginia  will  lose  ap- 
proximately $5  million  in  loans  and  $3.2  mil- 
lion in  grants  for  such  projects  in  FY  1996, 
which  started  on  October  1. 

"These  cuts  will  hurt  rural  West  Virginia 
towns  that  need  to  Invest  in  very  basic  com- 
munity drinking  water  improvements  for 
their  residents."  Beyer  said.  "At  the  level  of 
funding  the  Congress  has  provided  for  1996,  it 
will  take  at  least  14  years  to  solve  West  Vir- 
ginia's most  critical  rural  drinking  water 
problems,  and  at  least  35  years  to  make  all  of 
the  improvements  identified  in  the  just-com- 
pleted Water  2000  assessment." 

Rural  Water  Needs  To  Be  addressed 
A  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  official 
will  be  in  McDowell  County  today,  examin- 
ing rural  drinking  water  needs.  Sen.  Robert 
C.  Byrd's  office  reported. 
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John  Romano,  USDA  assistant  adminis- 
trator for  rural  utilities  service,  will  be 
joined  in  his  tour  by  local  leaders  including 
Bobby  Lewis,  the  USDA's  state  director  for 
Rural  Economic  and  Community  Develop- 
ment. 

"In  follow-up  to  a  recent  study  conducted 
by  the  USDA  on  the  nation's  water  needs, 
which  ranked  West  Virginia  among  the  five 
states  in  greatest  need  of  safe  drinking 
water,  I  urged  Agriculture  Department  offi- 
cials to  take  a  fact-finding  trip  to  West  Vir- 
ginia," Byrd  said  in  a  prepared  statement. 

Bjrrd  said  current  funding  for  the  rural  de- 
velopment portion  of  the  USDA  cannot  keep 
up  with  the  demand  for  safe  drinking  water, 
yet  it  is  one  of  the  programs  suffering  in  the 
battle  for  a  balanced  federal  budget. 

"It  is  important  for  federal  officials  to  un- 
derstand the  challenge  we  are  certain  to  face 
if  our  nation  continues  to  neglect  our  Inlta- 
structure  Investment  deficit,"  Byrd  said. 

DoMENici  Amendment 

Increase  non-defense  discretionary  spend- 
ing limits  in  FY  1997  by:  $5  billion  in  budget 
authority,  $4.1  billion  in  outlays. 

Changes  (in  millions)  the  following  areas 
in  FY  1997: 


Budcet 
Autliorrty 


0utl3TS 


Scienct,  Soact . 

Eiwro  

A(ncultun 


Canmeree  >iM>  Hoikiii( 

TmoportatiMi 

Conm.  ind  Re(.  Oe»  .... 


Incofw  Security 
Net  bilefnt  — 
AHonnce 


200 

100 

900 

200 

300 

200 

400 

300 

1.100 

700 

IJOO 

100 

1.700 

800 

3O0 

600 

200 

200 

400 

200 

100 

100 

-2,100 

900 

Total  adds . 


5.000 


4.100 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. The  yeas  and  nays  have  not  been 
ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  a£k  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  a^eeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered. The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona  [Mr.  Bumpers]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
ABRAHAM).  Are  there  any  other  Sen- 
ators in  the  Chamber  desiring  to  vote? 

The  result  was  annoimced — yeas  45, 
nays  54,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  155  Leg.] 
YEAS— 45 


Alc&ka 

Dodd 

Boilings 

Baucus 

Dorpan 

Inouye 

Exon 

Johnston 

Boxer 

Felngrold 

Kennedy 

Bndley 

Feinsteis 

Kerrey 

Btmoz 

Ford 

Kerry 

Biyao 

Glenn 

KoU 

Byrt 

Grahain 

L<jitenberr 

Coxmd 

BarUn 

Lealiy 

Dwchle 

HefUn 

LcTin 

Licbcmui 

Nonn 

Sarbanes 

MUrolskJ 

Pell 

SlmoD 

Mowley-Bnon 

Pryor 

Simpson 

Moynlbu 

Reld 

Wellstone 

Momy 

RocketeUer 
NAYS-54 

Wyden 

Abraham 

Faircloth 

Mack 

A£hcroft 

Frist 

McCain 

Bennett 

Gorton 

McCoimeU 

Biden 

Gramm 

Morkowsld 

Bond 

Grams 

NicUes 

Brown 

Grassley 

Pressler 

Bums 

Gre« 

Robb 

Campbell 

Hatch 

Roth 

Cbafee 

Hatneld 

Santomm 

Coats 

Helms 

Shelby 

Cochran 

Hntchison 

Smith 

Cohen 

Inhofe 

Snowe 

Coverdell 

JeOords 

Specter 

Craig 

Kassebanm 

Stevens 

D'Amato 

Kemiithome 

Thomas 

DeWine 

Kyi 

Thompson 

Dole 

Lott 

Thurmond 

Domenici 

Logar 

Warner 

NOT  VOTING— 1 

Hampers 

The  amendment  (No.  4040)  was  re- 
jected. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  I  cannot 
support  this  budget  resolution  for  1997 
fiscal  year. 

While  I  am  encouraged  that  the  ma- 
jority was  able  to  moderate  their  bal- 
anced budget  plan  from  last  year  be- 
cause of  stronger  economic  estimates 
from  the  Congressional  Budget  Office, 
this  budget  resolution  still  falls  short. 
It  cuts  Medicare  and  Medicaid  more 
than  is  necessary  to  achieve  a  balanced 
budget.  And  it  cuts  education  and  envi- 
ronment funding  while  increasing  de- 
fense spending— which  is  unacceptable 
in  today's  post-cold  war  world. 

This  Republican  budget  cuts  Medi- 
care by  S167  billion,  $50  billion  more 
than  the  President's  budget  over  the 
next  6  years.  These  cuts  would  reduce 
Medicare  spending  growth  per-bene- 
ficiary  far  below  projected  private  sec- 
tor growth  rates.  I  am  disapiwinted 
that  the  majority  persists  in  cutting  a 
program  that  is  vital  to  83,000  Ver- 
monters,  12  percent  of  whom  live  below 
the  poverty  level. 

The  Senate  Republican  budget  reso- 
lution ignores  the  fact  that  it  is  not 
just  Medicare  costs  that  are  rising.  All 
health  care  costs  are  rising.  And  by 
just  cutting  Medicare — and  Medicaid 
for  that  matter — a  huge  cost-shift  of 
medical  expenses  will  result  and  make 
sure  that  all  Vermonters  pay  more  for 
health  care. 

The  Republican  Medicare  cuts  are 
short  sighted.  Simply  cutting  Medicare 
does  not  make  its  problems  go  away. 
To  reduce  Medicare  costs,  we  must  re- 
duce health  care  costs  throughout  the 
system,  which  can  only  be  achieved  by 
true  health  care  reform.  I  look  forward 
to  sitting  down  at  a  table  with  Mem- 
bers from  both  sides  of  the  aisle  and 
hammering  out  a  plan  to  deal  with  the 
issue  of  comprehensive  health  care  re- 
form. But  in  the  meantime,  simply  cut- 
ting Medicare  is  not  the  answer. 

This  Republican  budget  includes  S72 
billion  in  Medicaid  cuts,  $18  billion 
more  in  cuts  than  the  President's  budg- 


et over  the  next  6  years.  The  resolution 
does  not  describe  how  these  savings 
would  be  achieved,  but  it  appears  the 
Republicans  still  intend  to  block  grant 
Medicaid.  This  will  simply  blow  a  hole 
in  the  safety  net  for  our  most  neediest 
citizens. 

This  Republican  budget  also  proposes 
capping  the  Federal  direct  student  loan 
program  at  20  percent  of  loan  volume. 
Since  schools  participating  in  the  di- 
rect loan  program  currently  handle  40 
percent  of  loan  volume,  many  will  be 
forced  out  of  the  program.  The  resolu- 
tion only  increases  overall  education 
funding  by  S3  billion  over  a  freeze  base- 
line over  the  next  6  years— hardly  an 
investment  in  the  one  of  the  Nation's 
most  important  resources. 

Unfortunately,  the  majority  refused 
to  moderate  its  cuts  in  protecting  the 
environment  during  debate  on  this  res- 
olution. Compared  to  the  President, 
the  Republican  budget  cuts  overall 
funding  for  environment  and  natural 
resources  programs  by  16  percent  in  the 
year  2002.  The  Republicans  cut  Na- 
tional Park  Service  operations  by  20 
percent.  Compared  to  President,  the 
Republican  budget  cuts  funding  for 
EPA's  enforcement  and  operations  by 
23  percent  in  the  year  2002. 

The  people  of  the  United  States  never 
voted  to  gut  environmental  spending  in 
the  last  election.  They  overwhelmingly 
want  to  make  sure  Government  pro- 
vides basic  safeguards  for  a  clean  envi- 
ronment. This  is  a  job  that  Govern- 
ment can  do  and  needs  to  do. 

The  environment  will  not  take  care 
of  itself.  We  have  to  step  up  and  be  re- 
sponsible about  the  future  we  pass  to 
our  children.  We  must  not  step  back 
from  the  bipartisan  commitments 
made  in  the  past  25  years  to  protect 
our  air,  water,  streams,  and  natural  re- 
sources. 

Moreover,  this  budget  ignores  cor- 
porate welfare.  President  Clinton  pro- 
posed that  S40  billion  be  raised  from 
corporate  reforms  and  loophole  closing 
legislation.  But  the  majority  has  caved 
to  special  interests,  and  its  budget  re- 
mains silent  on  corporate  welfare. 
Closing  tax  loopholes  should  be  part  of 
any  fair  balanced  budget  plan. 

Finally,  the  Republican  plan  includes 
S17  billion  In  cuts  to  the  earned  income 
tax  credit,  which  helps  low-income 
working  families  stay  off  welfare  and 
out  of  poverty.  The  President's  budget 
proposes  only  $5  million  in  reforms  to 
cut  down  on  earned  income  tax  credit 
fraud. 

This  Federal  tax  increase  wiU  raise 
taxes  in  seven  States  that  have  a  State 
earned  income  tax  credit  tied  to  the 
Federal  credit,  including  my  home 
State  of  Vermont.  The  resolution  could 
raise  both  State  and  Federal  taxes  on 
27,000  Vermont  working  families  earn- 
ing less  than  S28.500  a  year.  It  is  very 
doubtful  that  the  Vermont  General  As- 
sembly can  afford  to  increase  the  State 
earned  income  tax  credit  to  make  up 
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this  loss,  with  even  more  Federal  cuts 
on  the  way. 

At  a  time  when  many  worMng  Amer- 
icans are  struggrling  to  make  ends 
meet,  the  Senate  Republican  budget 
would  hike  Federal  taxes  on  low  and 
moderate-income  working  families.  It 
would  also  raise  some  State  taxes  on 
these  same  working  families.  This  is  a 
double  whammy  on  working  families. 

Mr.  President,  this  budget  resolution 
is  better  than  last  year's  extreme  budg- 
et, but  it  still  cuts  programs  for  elder- 
ly, young,  and  low-income  Vermonters 
more  than  is  necessary  to  balance  the 
budget.  We  can  do  better  than  this 
budget. 

Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAUN.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, on  April  23.  1996,  the  Senate,  by  a 
vote  of  100  to  0,  passed  the  Health  In- 
STirance  Reform  Act,  a  bill  that  will 
make  health  insurance  more  available 
to  more  Americans,  end  job  lock,  and 
end  concerns  regarding  pre-existing 
conditions.  That  same  bipartisan  ap- 
proach is  what  is  needed  now  if  this 
Senate  is  to  do  what  the  American  peo- 
ple expect  us  to  do— restore  real,  last- 
ing discipline  to  the  Federal  budget. 

la  the  last  Congress,  I  served  on  the 
Bipartisan  Commission  on  Entitlement 
and  Tax  Reform.  The  first  finding  in 
that  Commission's  interim  report  to 
the  President,  which  was  overwhelm- 
ingly endorsed  by  both  the  Democratic 
and  Republican  members  of  the  Com- 
mission, stated: 

To  ensure  that  today's  debt  and  spending 
commitments  do  not  unfairly  burden  Ameri- 
ca's children,  the  Government  must  act  now. 
A  bipartisan  coalition  of  Congress,  led  by  the 
President,  must  resolve  the  long-term  imbal- 
ance between  the  Government's  entitlement 
promises  and  the  funds  it  will  have  available 
to  pay  for  them. 

The  Commission,  however,  did  much 
more  than  simply  make  a  rhetorical 
case  for  bi-partisan  cooperation  to  ad- 
dress our  budget  problems.  It  also  did 
extensive  work  to  docimient  the  nature 
of  the  budget  problem  we  face,  because 
no  consensus  solution  to  our  budget 
problems  is  possible  unless  there  is 
first  a  consensus  on  what  our  real 
budget  problems  are. 

The  Conmiission  laid  out  the  kind  of 
budget  future  we  face,  and  the  underly- 
ing causes  of  our  budget  problems,  in 
considerable  detail.  Perhaps  the  Com- 
mission's most  important  finding  was 
that,  unless  we  begin  to  act  now,  the 
portion  of  the  gross  domestic  product 
of  the  United  States  consvmied  by  the 
Federal  Government  will  rise  fi-om  ap- 
proximately 21.4  percent  of  GDP  in  1995 
to  over  37  per  cent  of  GDP  by  the  year 
2030. 

Now,  thinking  about  percentages  of 
GDP  is  not  very  meaningful  to  most 
Americans.  It  might  be  useful,  there- 
fore, to  think  about  what  that  figure 
might  mean  for  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment and  Federal  deficits  if  we  trans- 
late those  percentages  into  the  fiscal 
year  1995  Federal  budget. 

In  fiscal  1995,  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment spent  approximately  $1.5  trillion 


dollars.  If  that  year's  budget  took  up  37 
percent  of  GDP,  as  the  Commission 
forecast  for  2030,  total  fiscal  year  1995 
spending  for  the  Federal  Government 
would  have  been  over  $1.15  trillion 
higher,  or  $2.65  trillion.  The  Federal 
deficit  would  explode  from  the  $163  bil- 
lion actually  reported  in  fiscal  1995  to 
over  $1.3  trillion.  The  Federal  deficit, 
imder  this  scenario,  would  amount  to 
almost  87  percent  of  the  total  amount 
the  Federal  Government  actually  spent 
in  fiscal  1995. 

Domestic  discretionary  spending 
would  not  account  for  a  single  penny  of 
that  increase;  It  would  consume  only 
$252  billion  of  that  theoretical  budget, 
or  approximately  11  percent  of  total 
Federal  spending.  Nor  would  defense 
spending  account  for  any  part  of  that 
increase.  It  would  continue  to  account 
for  only  $273  billion  of  the  total  $2.65 
trillion  budget. 

What  would  increase  is  interest  on 
the  national  debt,  which  would  more 
than  triple  from  the  $232  billion  the 
Federal  Government  actually  spent  on 
interest  expense  in  fiscal  1995  to  almost 
$700  billion.  Social  Security  would  dou- 
ble from  the  roughly  $330  billion  actu- 
ally spent  in  fiscal  1995  to  well  over 
$650  billion.  Medicare  would  also  dou- 
ble, from  approximately  $150  billion  to 
over  $310  billion.  And  Medicaid  would 
double  as  weU,  going  from  $90  billion  to 
$180  biUion. 

That  kind  of  budget  is  impossible. 
The  Federal  Government  could  not  sell 
the  new  Government  bonds  that  would 
be  necessary  to  support  deficits  of  that 
size.  Essentially,  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment would  have  to  declare  bank- 
ruptcy long  before  the  budget  ever 
reached  that  point.  The  members  of  the 
Conunission,  of  course,  all  knew  that. 
But  it  was  the  Commission's  judg- 
ment—one that  I  fully  endorsed— that 
it  was  important  to  lay  out  the  budget 
trends  the  Federal  Government  is  fac- 
ing, because  only  then  can  the  Presi- 
dent and  Congress,  working  together, 
do  something  to  change  those  trends. 

The  Commission's  work,  however,  did 
much  more  than  identify  the  trends, 
though.  The  Commission  went  on  to 
clearly  lay  out  the  underlying  causes 
for  those  trends — rising  health  care 
costs  and  the  aging  of  the  baby 
boomers. 

The  Conmiission  found  that  Federal 
health  care  expenses  rose  by  double 
digit  rates  in  the  late  1980's  and  early 
1990's,  and  it  forecast  that  total  Fed- 
eral health  care  expenses  would  triple 
to  11  percent  of  GDP  by  the  year  2030, 
unless  appropriate  policy  changes  are 
made.  Even  more  frighteningly,  it 
found  that  total  Federal  health  care 
expenses  will  at  least  double  as  a  per- 
centage of  GDP  even  if  health  care  cost 
inflation  is  brought  under  control. 

Changes  in  the  American  population 
are  even  a  more  powerful  engine,  one 
that  is  driving  overall  Federal  spending 
ever-higher.  Americans  are  now  living 


much  longer  than  they  did  in  1935  when 
Social  Security  began.  The  average  life 
expectancy  was  61.4  years  then.  It  is 
75.8  years  now,  and  it  is  projected  to  be 
78.4  years  by  2025.  In  1935,  the  life  ex- 
pectancy of  a  pereon  reaching  the  age 
of  66  was  12.6  years.  Now  it  is  17.5 
years,  and  by  2025,  it  will  be  18.8  years. 

These  figures  represent  a  real  tri- 
umph for  our  American  community. 
What  they  tell  us  Is  that  the  American 
system  works.  But  these  figures  also 
help  explain  why  that  triumph  is  not 
cost-firee.  In  1990,  there  were  almost 
five  workers  for  each  Social  Security 
retiree;  by  the  year  2030,  there  will  be 
less  than  three.  More  and  more  people 
are  drawing  Social  Security  benefits, 
and  drawing  them  for  a  longer  period. 
More  and  more  people  are  using  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid,  and  using  them  for 
a  longer  period  of  time.  And  those  facts 
mean  higher  costs. 

These  are  the  fundamental  truths  we 
must  all  face,  Mr.  President,  if  we  real- 
ly want  to  address  our  budget  prob- 
lems—if we  really  want  to  balance  the 
budget  in  a  way  that  makes  sense  and 
that  will  work.  We  have  to  decide  to- 
gether— on  a  bipartisan  basis — what 
our  priorities  are,  what  we  think  Gov- 
ernment can  do  and  must  do,  and  what 
we  are  willing  to  pay.  The  only  way  to 
make  these  decisions  is  to  be  honest 
with  the  American  people  about  what 
the  problems  are,  and  about  what  var- 
ious options  for  solution  of  these  prob- 
lems would  entail. 

I  would  like  to  be  able  to  say  that 
the  resolution  now  before  us  is  based 
on  that  kind  of  bipartisan  approach  to 
the  budget  issue.  I  would  like  to  be 
able  to  say  that  it  is  based  on  the  bi- 
partisan analysis  contained  in  the 
Commission's  report.  And  I  would  like 
to  say  that  it  is  an  attempt  to  present 
the  American  people  with  a  set  of  pro- 
posals that  face  the  underlying  budget 
trends  and  their  causes,  but  I  cannot. 

The  American  people  want  biparti- 
sanship in  approaching  our  budget 
problems.  Unfortunately,  however,  this 
budget  is  not  a  bipartisan  budget.  It 
does  not  reflect  an  agreement  between 
Congress  and  the  President,  or  even  be- 
tween the  Democrats  and  Republicans 
here  in  the  Senate.  Instead,  as  the 
straight  party  line  vote  in  the  Budget 
Committee  on  this  resolution  dem- 
onstrated, it  is  instead  based  on  the 
partisan  approach  to  the  budget  that 
was  so  in  evidence  last  year— an  ap- 
proach that  gave  us  three  Government 
shutdowns,  13  continuing  resolutions 
funding  the  Government  for  as  little  as 
a  day  at  a  time,  and,  in  the  end,  no  real 
progress  toward  dealing  with  our  most 
significant  budget  problems. 

This  is  a  large  budget  resolution,  and 
it  covers  six  fiscal  years,  but  it  is  easy 
to  tell  it  is  not  based  on  the  Bipartisan 
Commission's  analysis  of  our  budget 
problems.  This  budget  resolution,  for 
example,  obtains  fully  half  of  its  defi- 
cit reduction  from  domestic  discre- 
tionary spending. 
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Mandatory  spending — principally  So- 
cial Security,  Medicare,  Medicaid,  fed- 
eiral  retirement,  and  interest  on  the  na- 
tional debt— has  risen  ftom  32.4  percent 
of  the  total  Federal  budget  in  1963  to 
64.1  percent  now,  and  it  will  account 
for  fully  72  percent  of  the  Federal  budg- 
et in  the  year  2003.  Domestic  discre- 
tionary sijending,  on  the  other  hand, 
has  been  shrinking  as  a  percentage  of 
the  total  Federal  budget,  and  it  has 
been  generally  stable  as  a  percentage 
of  GDP.  It  is  not  the  primary  source  of 
our  budget  problem.  At  roughly  17  per- 
cent of  the  overall  Federal  budget,  it 
certainly  does  not  account  for  50  per- 
cent of  our  budget  problem. 

Perhaps  the  most  compelling  way  to 
demonstrate  that  fact  is  to  go  back  to 
the  Entitlement  Commission's  report. 
The  Commission  found  that  after  the 
year  2012,  even  if  every  single  domestic 
discretionary  spending  program  is  cut 
to  zero,  and  even  if  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment's budget  is  cut  to  zero,  the  Fed- 
eral Government  would  still  rvm  defi- 
cits every  year  thereafter,  imless  we 
act  to  address  our  core  budget  issues. 

The  American  people  do  not  want 
that  to  happen,  Mr.  President.  They  do 
not  want  the  Federal  Government  to  be 
without  resources  to  address  important 
national  priorities  like  education  and 
the  environment.  They  know  that  Fed- 
eral investment  in  education  is  a  pub- 
lic good.  They  know  that  Federal  in- 
vestment in  highways  and  mass  transit 
and  aviation  safety  is  a  public  good. 
They  know  that  Federal  investment  in 
health  research  is  a  public  good.  They 
know  that  Federal  stewardship  of  our 
national  parks,  including  such  national 
treasures  as  Yellowstone  and  the 
Grand  Canyon,  represents  a  public 
good.  And  they  know  that  Federal  ac- 
tion to  protect  our  environment  and 
clean  up  our  air,  our  water,  and  toxic 
waste  sites  is  a  public  good. 

When  Americaji  communities  experi- 
ence floods,  or  hurricanes,  or  tornados 
or  earthquakes,  they  want  the  Federal 
Government  to  be  able  to  act.  What 
they  don't  want  is  a  situation  where 
the  Federal  Government  is  unable  to 
act  because  of  our  failure  to  address 
the  Federal  Govenment's  budget  prob- 
lems. Yet,  if  deficit  reduction  efforts 
continue  to  focus  in  such  a  dispropor- 
tionate way  on  this  already  shrinking 
of  the  Federal  budget,  while  avoiding 
coming  to  grips  with  the  real  budget 
problems  in  the  mandatory  spending 
part  of  the  budget,  that  will  be  the  in- 
evitable result. 

Domestic  discretionary  spending  is 
not  the  only  area  where  this  budget 
resolution  falls  short.  In  Medicare,  it 
proposes  reductions  in  spending  that 
total  $167  billion,  cuts  that  are,  at  the 
same  time,  too  large  and  too  small. 

That  may  seem  like  a  contradiction, 
but  it's  not.  And  the  reason  it  is  not 
goes  back  to  the  underlying  forces 
driving  up  federal  spending— health 
care  inflation  and  demographics. 


We  need  to  sit  down  together  on  a  bi- 
partisan basis,  and  to  work  together  to 
develop  an  approach  to  Medicare— and 
for  that  matter,  Medicaid— that  wUl 
actually  reduce  the  Federal  health  care 
cost  inflation  rate.  Then,  based  on 
what  we  believe  we  can  actually 
achieve,  we  should  include  those  sav- 
ings in  the  budget  resolution.  This  res- 
olution does  exactly  the  opposite.  It 
sets  an  arbitrary  amount  of  budget 
savings,  and  essentially  caps  Medicare 
spending,  without  knowing  what  those 
arbitrary  caps  will  do  to  quality  of 
care,  access  to  care,  affordability  of 
care,  or  choice  of  provider.  And  while  it 
does  not  increase  direct  costs  to  bene- 
ficiaries, it  does  assume  major  cuts  in 
pasmients  to  hospitals  and  home  health 
providers  that  serve  beneficiaries, 
which  will  clearly  have  an  imjjact  on 
quality  and  access. 

Moreover,  the  figures  in  the  resolu- 
tion are  not  based  on  any  real  analysis 
of  how  much  health  care  inflation  can 
be  reduced,  and  how  much  time  it  wfll 
take  to  accomplish.  Instead,  the  reso- 
lution is  like  an  old  Soviet  5-year 
plan— except  it  covers  6  years.  It  sim- 
ply says  this  shall  happen.  Like  the  old 
Soviet  5-year  plans,  therefore,  it  has 
only  the  vaguest  connection  with  eco- 
nomic— and  in  this  case,  health  care — 
reality. 

At  the  same  time,  however,  the  pro- 
posals assumed  in  the  budget  resolu- 
tion do  not  in  any  way  come  to  grips 
with  the  underlying  demographic 
trends,  which  is  why  they  are  both  too 
large  and  too  small.  They  start  at  lev- 
els higher  than  can  be  justified  based 
on  reining  in  health  care  inflation,  but 
they  do  not  even  attempt  to  begin  to 
anticipate  what  needs  to  be  done  to 
handle  the  retirement  of  the  baby 
boomer  generation.  We  have  to  do  bet- 
ter than  that. 

This  resolution  also  contains  a  tax 
cut.  It  is  a  smaller  tax  cut  than  in  last 
year's  resolution,  but  it  suffers  from 
the  same  flaws.  I  am  the  first  to  agree 
that  Americans  ought  to  have  more 
money  in  their  pockets.  More  and  more 
Americans  are  being  priced  out  of  the 
American  dream.  More  and  more  Amer- 
icans are  losing  their  ability  to  pur- 
chase a  home,  a  new  car,  or  to  provide 
a  college  education  for  their  children. 
It  is  clear  that  more  and  more  Ameri- 
cans are  being  priced  out  of  the  dream 
market.  Between  1980  and  1995,  for  ex- 
ample: 

the  average  price  of  a  home  increased  from 
about  S76.000  to  over  $150,000.  an  increase  of 
more  than  100  percent;  the  average  price  of  a 
car  went  from  about  J7.000  to  about  S20,000. 
an  increase  of  over  285  percent,  and  the  num- 
ber of  weeks  an  American  had  to  work  to  pay 
for  the  average  car  increased  from  about  18 
weeks  to  over  27  weeks,  an  increase  of  about 
150  percent;  and  the  cost  of  a  year's  tuition 
at  a  publicly  supported  college  increased 
trora  K35  to  S2.860.  an  increase  of  almost  450 
percent,  and  a  year's  tuition  at  a  private  col- 
lege increased  from  an  average  of  33,498  to 
$12,432,  an  increase  of  355  percent. 


These  cost  increases  have  continued 
into  the  1990's,  but  income  growth  has 
not  kept  pace.  Economic  stagnation 
and  rising  income  disparity  are  now 
facts  of  life.  Just  last  month,  for  exam- 
ple, it  was  reported  that  Amerfcsms 
now  have  to  work  a  record  number  of 
weeks— 27,  as  I  stated  earlier— to  pur- 
chase a  new  car.  What  that  fact  means, 
of  course,  is  that  more  and  more  Amer- 
icans are  being  pushed  out  of  the  new 
car  market  altogether. 

Given  these  cost  trends.  Americans 
justifiably  want  to  see  higher  take- 
home  pay.  Government  can  make  an 
important  contribution  that  can  help 
Americans  achieve  that  goal  by  helping 
to  create  a  climate  where  productivity 
can  increase,  because  increases  in  pro- 
ductivity lead  to  increases  in  wealth, 
and  because  in  our  country,  it  is  pri- 
vate markets,  and  not  Government 
fiat,  that  determines  people's  incomes. 
Some  people  may  assume  that  tax 
cuts  automatically  increase  productiv- 
ity, but  it  is  worth  remembering  that. 
Federal  taxes  took  are  lower  now  than 
they  were  in  1969 — one  full  percentage 
point  of  GDP  lower.  In  1969.  the  top 
Federal  income  tax  rate  was  77  percent; 
now  it's  39  percent.  Since  1969.  the 
amount  raised  by  Federal  income  tax 
on  individuals  has  dropped  by  almost  11 
I)ercent.  and  the  amoimt  raised  by  the 
corporate  income  tax  has  been  cut  al- 
most in  half,  as  a  percentage  of  GDP. 
Yet,  the  U.S.  economy  generally,  and 
the  standard  of  living  of  the  average 
American,  grew  more  quickly  then. 

The  truth  is  that,  if  we  want  to  in- 
crease national  savings,  and  thereby 
help  increase  the  pool  of  capital  that  is 
necessary  to  support  productivity 
growth,  the  most  efficient  way  to  do 
that  is  to  address  our  core  budget  prob- 
lems, and  not  to  cut  taxes  now.  The 
most  important  reason  not  to  do  a  tax 
cut  now,  however,  has  nothing  to  do 
with  tax  policy,  national  savings  rates, 
or  productivity.  The  most  important 
reason  not  to  do  a  tax  cut  now  is  that 
a  tax  cut  sends  a  totally  wrong  mes- 
sage to  the  American  people  about  the 
scope  and  extent  of  our  budget  prob- 
lem. 

A  tax  cut  now  is  like  President  John- 
son's guns  and  butter  policy  in  the 
1960's.  It  says  that  our  budget  problems 
are  easy  to  solve,  so  easy  that  we  can 
afford  tax  cuts  while  we  balance  the 
budget  with  one  hand  tied  behind  our 
backs.  But  that's  not  the  case.  We  can 
continue  to  ignore  the  facts  for  a  few 
more  years  if  we  want,  but  ignoring  the 
truth  will  not  naake  it  go  away.  It  will 
only  make  the  day  of  reckoning  that 
much  worse. 

It  need  not  be  so.  While  tough  steps 
wiU  be  needed,  and  while  serious  costs 
are  involved,  if  we  work  together  on  a 
bipartisan  basis,  if  we  t>»iT)V  about  the 
long-term,  and  if  we  keep  our  focus  on 
the  priorities  of  the  American  people, 
we  can  address  our  budget  problems  in 
a  way  that  will  allow  this  great  Nation 
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to  protect  the  retirement  security  of 
Americans— now  and  in  the  future.  We 
can  do  so  in  a  way  that  will  allow  the 
United  States  to  meet  the  health  care 
priorities  of  Americans — now  and  in 
the  future.  And  we  can  do  so  in  a  way 
that  retains  resources  for  other  essen- 
tial investments — like  education  and 
the  environment. 

The  budget  resolution  now  before 
this  Senate  cannot  accomplish  these 
groals  because  it  is  not  bipartisan  and 
because  it  is  not  based  on  the  budget 
realities  we  are  facing.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues, therefore,  to  join  me  in  voting 
to  put  this  resolution  aside.  And  much 
more  importantly,  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  come  together  in  a  biparti- 
san way  to  begin  the  process  of  putting 
together  the  kind  of  budget  the  Amer- 
ican people  expect  of  us. 

THE  ARCTIC  NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE  [ANWRJ 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  engage  in  a  colloquy  with  the 
ranking  member  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee on  the  issue  of  ANWR? 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  would  be 
happy  to. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  It  has  come  to  my  at- 
tention that  the  Energy  and  Natural 
Resovirces  Committee  has  been  in- 
structed to  achieve  close  to  SI  billion 
in  savings  that  are  not  highlighted  as 
part  of  the  mandatory  assumptions 
section  of  the  environment  and  natural 
resources  function  of  the  committee 
report  on  the  budget  resolution.  Can 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  confirm 
that  this  is  true? 

Mr.  EXON.  The  Senator  from  Mon- 
tana is  correct,  in  fact,  this  billion  dol- 
lars of  savings  amounts  to  almost  75 
percent  of  the  required  savings  the  En- 
ergy and  Natural  Resources  must 
produce  in  order  to  comply  with  the 
Republican  budget  resolution. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  It  also  has  come  to  my 
attention  that  the  latest  CBO  savings 
estimate  for  opening  up  the  Arctic  Na- 
tional Wildlife  Refuge  [ANWR]  for  oil 
drilling  is  just  under  SI  billion.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  find  it  odd 
that  there  is  no  mention  of  ANWR  in 
this  year's  budget  resolution? 

Mr.  EXON.  Yes,  I  do  find  that 
strange.  The  committee  report  for  last 
year's  budget  resolution  cited  ANWR 
as  the  major  mandatory  savings  as- 
sumption for  the  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources  Committee,  indeed,  it's  in- 
clusion in  the  final  reconciliation  bill 
was  one  of  the  major  reasons  why  the 
President  vetoed  that  bill. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  inquire  of  Senator  ExoN,  is  it 
fair  for  me  to  assume  that  in  order  for 
the  Energy  and  Natural  Resource  Com- 
mittee to  meet  its  reconciliation  in- 
structions this  year,  the  Republican 
majority  is  planning  to  include  drilling 
in  ANWR? 

Mr.  EXON.  Yes.  I  do  believe  that  the 
Senator  from  Montana  is  correct  in 
making  that  assxmiption.  The  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources  Committee  has 


a  limited  amount  of  mandatory  pro- 
grams under  its  jurisdiction  to  target 
for  savings  as  part  of  a  reconciliation 
bill.  With  the  exception  of  privatizing 
the  Power  Marketing  Administrations, 
a  proposal  that  was  soundly  rejected 
during  last  year's  debate,  I  might  add 
with  the  Senator  Montana's  leadership. 
I  can  think  of  no  other  policy  under 
their  jurisdiction  that  could  generate  a 
SI  billion  in  savings. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Since  this  is  indeed  the 
case,  I  wonder  why  our  friends  on  the 
Republican  side  were  not  willing  to 
highlight  their  proposal  to  drill  for  oil 
in  the  Arctic  Refuge  as  the  leading  as- 
sumption in  their  report,  given  the  fact 
that  it  accounts  for  75  percent  of  the 
savings  for  the  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources Committee? 

Mr.  EXON.  It  might  be  due  to  the 
fact  that  a  clear  majority  of  the  Amer- 
ican people  do  not  support  oi)ening  up 
the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge  for 
oil  and  gas  exploration.  It  appears  to 
me  that  the  Republicans  are  trjring  to 
find  a  clever  way  to  cover  up  all  the 
damage  their  budget  will  do  to  the  en- 
vironment. 

Senator  BAUCUS.  I  believe  that  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  is  correct.  The 
American  people,  by  a  two  to  one  mar- 
gin, oppose  opening  up  ANWR  for  oil 
and  gas  drilling.  No  wonder  that  pro- 
ponents of  drilling  do  not  want  to  con- 
front the  issue  head-on. 

Our  citizens  understand,  even  if  some 
members  of  this  body  may  not,  that 
leasing  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  risks  serious  harm  to  one  of  our 
national  treasures.  It  squanders  the 
natural  resources  that  we  should  be 
leaving  for  future  generations.  And  it 
is  another  example  of  public  lands  poli- 
cies that  favor  special  interests  over 
the  interests  of  ordinary  families. 

The  irony  is  that  we  do  not  need  to 
take  these  risks  to  ensure  adequate 
supplies  of  energy.  There  are  new  oil 
fields  being  developed  in  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  right  now,  in  very  deep  water, 
that  can  produce  oil  without  the  envi- 
ronmental disruptions  that  would  sure- 
ly accompany  drilling  in  ANWR. 

Last  year,  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget,  hardly  an  environmentally 
zealous  group,  stated  that: 

Exploration  and  development  activities 
would  bring  physical  disturbances  to  the 
area,  unacceptable  risks  of  oil  spills  and  pol- 
lution, and  Ions-term  effects  that  would 
harm  wildlife  for  decades. 

That  is  not  the  kind  of  legacy  we 
should  be  leaving  for  our  children.  Yet 
that  is  what  could  well  be  in  store  for 
this  country  if  the  reconciliation  in- 
structions in  this  budget  are  carried 
out  as  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  has 
indicated.  I  thank  the  Senator  for  his 
observations. 

WELLSTONE  EDUCATION  TAX  DEDUCTION 
AMENDMENT 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  I  voted 
for  the  amendment  of  my  colleague 
from  Minnesota  because  I  support  pro- 


viding a  tax  deduction  to  parents  to 
help  deflray  the  costs  of  a  higher  edu- 
cation for  their  kids.  Senator 
Weixstone's  amendment  would  also 
permit  taxpayers  who  pursue  addi- 
tional education  to  deduct  all  or  a  por- 
tion of  the  related  costs.  This  is  impor- 
tant for  taxpayers  who  lose  their  job 
and  need  additional  skills  to  get  reem- 
ployed or  who  want  to  advance  to  a 
higher  pasring  job.  In  fact,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  introduced  S.  1312  earlier  this 
year  to  provide  a  S5,000  deduction  for 
higher  education  costs. 

I  do  have  one  concern  with  Senator 
Weixstone's  amendment.  The  only  tax 
cuts  permitted  under  its  language  are  a 
child  tax  credit  and  the  deduction  for 
higher  education  costs.  There  are  a 
number  of  other  tax  cuts  that  merit 
consideration  Mr.  President,  and  I  hope 
we  can  get  to  them  this  year.  For  ex- 
ample, an  increase  in  section  179  ex- 
pensing for  small  businesses,  expansion 
of  IRA's  to  encourage  savings,  and  es- 
tate and  gift  tax  relief  for  family- 
owned  businesses. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  ray 
distinguished  colleague  from  Min- 
nesota on  the  child  tax  credit  and  the 
higher  education  deduction  as  well  as  a 
number  of  other  tax  cuts  that  will  ben- 
efit taxpayers  in  Minnesota  and  Mon- 
tana as  well  as  the  entire  Nation. 

KYL  AMENDMENT  REQUIRING  A  SUPERMAJORTIT 
TO  RAISE  TAXES 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  the 
Sense  of  the  Senate  amendment  of  my 
colleague  from  Arizona  notes  that  the 
current  tax  system  is  overly  complex 
and  burdensome  and  that  action  must 
be  taken  to  produce  a  tax  system  that 
is  fairer,  flatter  and  simpler.  I  couldn't 
agree  more  and  I  look  forward  to  work- 
ing with  him  and  the  rest  of  my  col- 
leagues to  reform  a  tax  system  that  is 
badly  in  need  of  repair. 

I  was  unable  however,  Mr.  President, 
to  vote  for  Senator  Kyi's  amendment 
because  of  the  provision  requiring  a 
supermajority  vote  to  raise  taxes.  Iron- 
ically, I  believe  this  proposal  could  im- 
peded meaningful  tax  reform.  It  could 
have  the  effect  of  locking  in  existing 
loopholes  unless  those  of  us  who  want 
real  tax  reform  could  muster  a  super- 
majority.  Congress  may  ultimately  de- 
termine that  in  fact  more  than  a  sim- 
ple majority  of  its  members  should  be 
required  to  increase  taxes.  However,  a 
number  of  questions  need  to  be  ad- 
dressed before  we  take  such  action. 

What  is  a  sui)ennajority?  Two  thirds 
of  the  members,  or  perhaps  three- 
fourths? 

Can  the  supermajority  requirement 
be  waived  in  the  event  of  a  national 
emergency?  How  would  we  define  a  na- 
tional emergency? 

And  how  do  we  define  what  it  means 
to  "raise"  taxes?  Does  closing  a  cor- 
porate loophole — which  would  increase 
the  taxes  paid  by  the  companies  bene- 
fitting firom  the  loophole — ^require  a 
supermajority?  If  it  does,  Congress  will 
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be  hard  pressed  to  close  corporate  loop- 
holes. 

I  do  agree  with  the  language  in  my 
distinguished  colleague's  amendment 
calling  for  tax  reform,  and  I  may  agree 
in  time  with  the  need  for  a  "super- 
majority"  before  taxes  can  be  "raised," 
but  cannot  at  this  time  vote  for  his 
amendment  calling  for  that  super- 
majority. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President,  the 
debate  surrounding  this  year's  budget 
resolution  is  tame  compared  to  the  de- 
bate we  heard  last  year  at  this  time. 
But  we  should  not  be  lulled  by  this  rel- 
ative quiet.  This  year's  model  is  not 
much  different  from  the  one  produced 
last  year. 

In  one  key  regard,  it  may  be  worse. 

The  warnings  many  of  us  made  last 
year  have  come  true.  Rather  than  fo- 
cusing on  eliminating  the  deficit  and 
finally  balancing  the  Federal  budget, 
this  year's  budget  resolution  has  one 
overarching  goal,  namely  to  provide  an 
election  year  tax  cut. 

Mr.  President,  on  this  issue,  the 
hands  of  both  parties  are  dirty.  Repub- 
licans and  Democrats  both  have  en- 
gaged in  this  tax  cut  bidding  war.  Even 
the  so-called  bipartisan  budget  pro- 
posal revolves  around  a  $130  billion  tax 
cut. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  lost  a  real  op- 
portunity. 

After  the  debate  of  the  last  year,  one 
might  have  thought  that  we  had 
reached  a  consensus  that  baiancing  the 
Federal  budget  was  our  most  impor- 
tant task.  The  negotiations  that  took 
place  between  the  Republican  Congres- 
sional leadership  and  the  White  House 
appeared  to  be  moving  the  parties  clos- 
er together.  Each  side  had  agreed  to 
similar  ground  rules  and  a  timetable 
for  a  balanced  budget;  each  side  had  of- 
fered a  budget  plan  that  actually 
reached  balance. 

Sadly,  negotiations  broke  off,  and 
there  was  no  agreement  reached  on  a 
plan  to  balance  the  budget. 

Mr.  President,  a  central  reason  for 
the  failure  of  those  negotiations  was 
that  the  shared  goal  of  deficit  reduc- 
tion was  weighed  down  with  other  com- 
peting agendas — the  structure  of  Medi- 
care, whether  Medicaid  should  be  a 
block  grant,  welfare  reform,  and  the 
amovmt  and  structure  of  the  tax  cut. 
All  of  a  sudden,  it  wasn't  enough  to 
balance  the  budget.  Eliminating  the 
deficit  took  a  back  seat  to  those  other 
priorities. 

Mr.  President,  of  course  these  other 
matters  have  an  Impact  on  our  ability 
to  achieve  and  maintain  a  balanced 
budget.  I  support  reforms  to  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  not  only  for  their  own 
sake  but  for  the  very  reason  that  such 
reforms  are  needed  if  we  are  to  achieve 
a  balanced  budget. 

But  we  cannot  afford  to  divert  our 
attention  from  what  must  be  the  im- 
mediate business  of  Congress— bal- 
ancing the  budget. 


Of  all  the  distractions.  Mr.  President, 
by  far  the  most  dangerous  is  the  prom- 
ise of  a  major  tax  cut.  It  is  already  dif- 
ficult to  get  agreement  on  the  spending 
cuts  needed  to  eliminate  the  deficit. 
The  work  of  balancing  the  budget  is 
not  pleasant,  and  it  is  all  too  easy  to 
find  excuses  not  to  do  that  work. 

Proposals  to  cut  taxes  make  it  even 
more  difficult  to  stay  focused  on  that 
unpleasant  but  necessary  task.  How 
much  easier  it  is  to  speak  about  how 
one  might  cut  taxes,  and  by  how  much. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  noted  earlier  in 
this  debate,  we  are  now  obsessed  with 
enacting  tax  cuts,  no  matter  what  the 
cost  to  the  int^rity  of  the  budget. 
Every  time  you  turn  around  you  bump 
into  another  proposal  for  some  tax  cut. 
Some  come  clothed  as  tax  reform,  such 
as  the  so-called  flat  tax.  Others  are  less 
subtle.  The  Wall  Street  Journal  re- 
cently reported  that  a  "trendier"  tax 
cut  plan  is  a  15  percent  across-the- 
board  cut  in  income  tax  rates,  phased 
in  over  3  years.  And  I  have  no  doubt 
that  the  nominees  of  both  parties  will 
each  have  their  own  tax  cut  plan  to 
tout  this  summer. 

We've  just  spent  2  weeks  debating  the 
issue  of  a  4.3  cent  gas  tax  cut,  and  the 
other  body  has  sent  us  a  1.7  billion  dol- 
lar special  adoption  tax  credit  and  is 
working  on  another  7  billion  dollar  tax 
cut  for  small  businesses. 

Everyone  is  eager  to  float  a  tax  cut 
plan.  Mr.  President,  would  that  they 
were  equally  as  eager  to  offer  plans  to 
cut  spending  and  balance  the  budget. 

This  budget  resolution  aids  and  abets 
this  fiscally  reckless  and  irresponsible 
agenda.  Its  structure  of  consecutive 
reconciliation  bills,  finishing  with  a 
tax  cut  extravaganza  just  a  few  weeks 
before  the  election,  is  a  guarantee  that 
it  cannot  hope  to  lead  to  a  balanced 
budget,  only  jjolitical  posturing. 

The  budget  resolution  has  other 
flaws  as  well.  The  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid programs  are  underfunded,  the  di- 
rect result  of  the  need  to  fund  the  tax 
cut  and  to  add  even  more  funding  to  a 
Defense  Department  that  instead 
should  be  asked  for  significantly  more 
cuts.  And  as  with  last  year's  budget 
resolution,  there  is  no  effort  to  limit 
some  of  the  corporate  welfare  that  re- 
sponsible members  of  both  parties  have 
identified  as  a  top  priority  for  cutting. 

Mr.  President,  I  suspect  that  some  of 
this  year's  budget  resolution  is  the  re- 


Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  as  we  con- 
clude debate,  I  cannot  help  but  be 
struck  by  the  futility  of  this  Repub- 
lican budget.  It  is  a  tragic  repeat  of 
last  year's  Republican  budget  fiasco.  It 
is  a  fool's  errand  twice  over. 

A  year  ago,  many  of  us  stood  on  the 
Senate  floor  imploring  our  Republican 
colleagues  to  temper  their  harsh  views 
and  to  join  with  us  to  create  a  biparti- 
san balanced  budget.  We  predicted  a 
train  wreck  otherwise.  We  got  not  one. 
but  two  train  wrecks,  including  the 
longest  Federal  Government  shutdown 
in  the  history  of  our  Nation. 

We  will  soon  vote  on  this  so-called 
new  Republican  budget.  But  no  one 
should  be  fooled  as  to  its  novelty.  It  is 
at  best  a  hybrid  of  the  old  Republican 
budget  grrj^ted  onto  some  slick  par- 
liamentary procedures.  It  will  spin  out 
not  one,  but  three,  reconciliation  bills, 
because  the  Republican  Majority  wants 
to  create  a  web  of  budgetary  intrigue 
in  which  to  trap  the  President.  They 
want  to  amplify  partisan  confrontation 
over  the  summer  and  into  the  fall  elec- 
tions. 

Some  call  this  the  silly  season.  It 
would  be  silly,  if  it  were  not  so  sad  for 
our  Nation. 

Once  again,  the  congressional  major- 
ity is  squandering  an  opportunity  to 
balance  the  budget.  Last  year,  all  the 
Republicans  wanted  was  for  President 
Clinton  to  submit  a  7-year,  CBO-cer- 
tified,  balanced  budget.  President  Clin- 
ton delivered  with  a  fair  and  reason- 
able balanced  budget.  But  no,  the  Re- 
publicans claimed  that  it  was  not  good 
enough  for  them — even  though  it  was 
good  enough  for  the  Republican-se- 
lected CBO  Director. 

Perhaps  this  debate  did  serve  one 
larger  purpose.  With  amendments  trom 
this  side  of  the  aisle,  the  American 
people  could  see  that  there  is  another 
vision  for  the  future  of  our  Nation. 
There  is  a  way  to  balance  the  budget, 
but  without  jeopardizing  quality 
health  care  for  our  seniors,  without 
fouling  the  environment,  without  lim- 
iting the  learning  horizons  of  our  chil- 
dren. But  on  this  floor,  the  American 
people  saw  the  Republican  majority  oi>- 
pose  moderation  time  and  time  again. 

It  has  been  said  that  the  definition  of 
insanity  is  doing  the  same  thing  over 
and  over  again  and  expecting  a  dif- 
ferent result.  This  budget  would  be  in- 
sane, except  that  no  one  expects  a  dif- 


sult  of  the  special  political  (Ramies  of  ferent  result.  This  is  a  senseless  repeti 
presidential  election  year  politics.  If 
that  is  the  case,  I  earnestly  hope  that 
once  that  election  is  behind  us,  both 
parties  will  seize  the  opportunity  and 
reach  out  for  a  bipartisan  plan  to  bal- 
ance the  budget.  I  am  confident  that  a 
majority  of  the  Senate  and  the  other 
bodb'^  would  support  such  a  plan. 

Until  that  time,  Mr.  President,  I  will 
continue  working  with  members  form 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  to  identify  areas 
where  we  can  find  savings  that  will 
move  us  closer  to  completely  eliminat- 
ing our  Federal  budget  deficit. 


tion  of  a  failed  budget.  Because  of  its 
extremism,  it  deserves  to  fail.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  reject  it  once  again. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  in- 
tend to  vote  against  the  Republican 
Federal  budget  proposal.  This  budget  is 
nearly  the  same  as  the  one  proposed 
last  year  by  Republicans,  and  I  feel 
that  the  interests  of  the  Nation  con- 
tinue to  be  poorly  served  by  the  guide- 
lines specified  in  this  sort  of  ideologi- 
cally driven  legislation. 

Both  last  year's  Republican  budget 
proposal  and  the  one  we  are  voting  on 
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today  represent  a  misguided  set  of  pri- 
orities for  the  next  century  by  cutting 
resources  for  education,  job  training, 
the  environment,  and  Medicaid  in  order 
to  pay  for  tax  breaks  for  the  wealthy 
and  unneeded  defense  programs. 

Over  7  years,  the  Republican  proposal 
slashes  Medicare  by  S226.8  billion,  a 
number  only  slightly  different  from 
their  proposal  last  year  to  cut  Medi- 
care by  S228.2  billion.  Reductions  in  the 
earned  income  tax  credit  will  result  in 
increasing  taxes  on  lower  income  work- 
ing families  by  $21  billion  over  7  years, 
compared  to  the  S20-billion  tax  in- 
crease proposed  last  year. 

I  am  also  very  concerned  about  pro- 
posals in  this  legislation  that  would 
allow  States  to  make  significant  cuts 
in  their  own  contributions  to  Medicaid 
in  the  rules  governing  block  grants 
ftom  the  Federal  to  State  govern- 
ments. These  policies  threaten  gruaran- 
tees  of  coverage  for  children,  people 
with  disabilities,  and  older  Americans. 
This  serl'  •  of  proposals  represents  an 
alarming  rend  away  from  providing 
the  most  rudimentary  safety  net  for 
those  in  need  toward  further  enriching 
those  who  are  the  most  prosperous  in 
our  country. 

The  President's  budget  proposal  as 
well  as  a  centrist  alternative  budget 
crafted  primarily  by  Senators  Breaux 
and  Chafee  do  a  far  better  job  of  bal- 
ancing the  needs  of  the  most  disadvan- 
taged in  our  society  with  the  objective 
of  reaching  a  balanced  budget  by  2002. 
The  President's  budget  secures  the  in- 
tegrity of  the  Medicare  trust  fund 
through  2005,  and  it  does  so  without 
ravaging  this  important  program.  In 
contrast,  the  Republican  budget  cuts 
Medicare  by  $50  billion  more  than  the 
President's  plan. 

Education  and  job  training— Head 
Start,  Basic  Education  Assistance- 
title  1— School-to-Work,  and  Job  Train- 
ing for  Dislocated  Workers— remain 
high  priorities  of  our  Government,  as 
they  should  be,  in  the  President's  budg- 
et. In  contrast,  the  Republicans  slash 
more  than  $60  billion  firom  these  pro- 
grams. 

The  President  does  not  raise  taxes  on 
low-income  working  Americans.  In 
contrast,  the  Republicans,  by  cutting 
ETTC  by  S21  billion  over  the  next  7 
years,  intend  to  raise  taxes  for  between 
6  to  10  million  Americans. 

I  think  it  is  possible  to  balance  the 
budget  by  2002  without  abandoning 
America's  priorities— and  without 
abandoning  those  most  in  need.  We  can 
clearly  preserve  paycheck  security, 
health  security  and  retirement  secu- 
rity for  America's  working  families 
without  abandoning  our  commitment 
to  a  balanced  budget. 

Mr.  President,  I  must  also  add  that  I 
am  impressed  with  the  efforts  of  Sen- 
ator JOHN  Breaux  and  Senator  John 
Chafee  in  leading  the  way  on  yet  an- 
other alternative  budget  to  that  pro- 
posed by  the  Republican  majority.  This 


7-year  bipartisan  alternative  budget 
proposal,  which  I  have  voted  to  sup- 
port, is  a  conscientious,  bipartisan  ef- 
fort that  does  a  much  better  job  of 
maintaining  the  right  priorities  for  our 
country.  I  do  have  concerns  about 
whether  cutting  the  CPI  by  %  percent 
is  the  best  approach  to  dealing  with 
the  question  of  getting  a  better,  more 
accurate  inflation  indicator,  and  I 
think  that  any  adjustment  in  our  cost 
growth  measure  must  be  progressive  in 
its  application. 

While  the  Breaux-Chafee  alternative 
does  not  contain  everything  I  would 
want  in  a  budget,  the  process  of  bring- 
ing both  Democrats  and  Republicans 
together  to  seriously  confront  the 
problem  of  achieving  a  fair  yet  bal- 
anced budget  is  much  better  than  what 
we  ended  up  with— namely,  the  Repub- 
licans trying  to  force  the  same  old 
budget  down  our  throats. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  express  my  opposition  to  the 
Republican  budget  resolution  for  fiscal 
year  1997.  Quite  simply,  this  budget 
resolution  does  not  reflect  the  prior- 
ities and  values  held  by  most  Ameri- 
cans— the  belief  that  we  need  to  ensure 
otir  quality  of  life,  educate  our  chil- 
dren, and  care  for  our  elderly  and  dis- 
abled. 

I  regret  that  this  vote  will  not  be  bi- 
partisan, because  I  believe  we  have 
made  great  progress  over  the  past  year. 
Unfortunately,  this  Republican  budget 
falls  short.  It  fails  to  meet  us  halfway, 
and  it  proposes  deep  cuts  in  Medicare, 
education,  Medicaid,  and  the  environ- 
ment while  increasing  defense  spend- 
ing. These  cuts  are  not  necessary  to 
balance  the  budget;  rather,  they  are 
punitive  and  unwise. 

Mr.  President,  when  discussing  the 
budget,  we  must  step  back  and  look  at 
where  we  were  just  a  year  ago.  A  year 
ago,  the  President's  budget  was  not 
balanced  and  the  Republican  budget 
called  for  even  deeper  cuts  in  impor- 
tant programs— cuts  as  big  as  $250  bil- 
lion out  of  Medicare.  Since  that  time, 
however,  the  President  has  submitted  a 
CBO-certified  balanced-budget  that  in- 
cludes modest,  but  realistic,  cuts  in 
Medicare  and  Medicaid.  And  Repub- 
licans have  acknowledged  the  need  to 
increase  funding  for  Medicare,  edu- 
cation, the  environment.  Cops  on  the 
Street  and  Americorps. 

A  year  ago,  I  was  opposed  to  cutting 
back  Medicaid  because  it  provides 
health  care  for  our  poorest  children 
and  it  ensures  quality  nursing  home 
standards  for  our  parents.  After  work- 
ing with  health  care  experts  in  Wash- 
ington State,  I  concluded  my  home 
State  could  still  serve  our  most  vulner- 
able populations  as  long  as  we  don't 
have  drastic  cuts  to  Medicaid.  I'm  will- 
ing to  concede  that  point,  and  I  know 
now  that  if  we  all  give  a  little,  we  can 
reach  compromise.  But  Republican 
cuts  still  go  too  far. 

Republican  Medicaid  cuts  appear  to 
be  shrinking,  but,  unfortunately  you 


are  not  seeing  the  whole  story.  The  $72 
billion  cut  mentioned  in  the  bill,  by 
itself,  would  force  changes  in  eligi- 
bility and  services  for  Americans  on 
Medicaid.  But  in  addition,  this  bill 
would  allow  States  to  walk  away  from 
paying  their  fair  share  in  this  success- 
ful State  and  Federal  partnership.  Be- 
tween State  and  Federal  share  reduc- 
tions, over  $250  billion  would  be  cut 
from  health  care  coverage  for  poor  and 
working  families. 

The  majority  party  contends  their 
Medicaid  provisions  would  be  endorsed 
by  the  National  Governor's  Associa- 
tion. They  would  not.  Among  other 
problems,  this  bill  is  a  block  grant, 
with  no  way  for  States  to  be  reim- 
bursed for  extra  costs  resulting  from 
natural  disaster  or  economic  downturn. 
Even  if  their  were  no  problems,  and 
there  are  many,  I  could  not  support 
these  cuts.  States  need  flexibility,  and 
the  t3T)es  of  flexibility  sought  by  my 
State  are  reasonable.  But  we  in  Con- 
gress are  here  to  assure  that  every 
child  in  this  country  can  get  basic 
health  services,  no  matter  which  State 
they  live  in. 

On  welfare.  Republicans  cut  $53  bil- 
lion and  removes  the  guarantee  to  pub- 
lic assistance,  but  they  are  not  very 
clear  about  where  the  money  comes 
trom.  We  can  only  assume  they  will  do 
the  same  as  last  year — deep  cuts  in 
food  aid  and  nutrition  programs.  I  am 
interested  in  real  welfare  reform— re- 
form that  gives  people  alternatives  and 
assistance  to  move  people  off  of  public 
assistance  in  a  way  that  allows  them 
to  support  themselves.  This  Republican 
budget  is  an  attack  on  poor  families, 
and  I  cannot  supi>ort  it. 

Mr.  President,  let  us  remember  ex- 
actly where  we  are  on  this  road  to  end- 
ing the  deficit.  Since  1993,  we  have 
made  great  progress  toward  reducing 
this  Nation's  deficit.  CBO  estimates 
the  1996  deficit  will  fall  to  $130  billion— 
the  fourth  straight  year  the  deficit  has 
declined.  We  have  cut  the  budget  defi- 
cit in  half  in  less  than  4  years,  and  to- 
day's annual  deflcit  stands  as  the  low- 
est percentage  of  our  gross  domestic 
product  since  1980.  I'm  proud  of  this 
fact.  I  am  proud  to  have  been  involved 
in  crafting  the  budget  package  of  1993. 
That  deficit  reduction  package  has  us 
on  the  right  track. 

Our  need  to  do  more,  however, 
si>awned  a  bipartisan  group  of  Sen- 
ators, who  have  come  together  and  for- 
mulated a  well-reasoned,  well-balanced 
budget  proposal.  I  commend  Senators 
Chafee  and  Breaux  for  their  leader- 
ship and  hard  work  on  this  matter.  I 
voted  for  their  budget  alternative  be- 
cause it  is  exactly  the  kind  of  biparti- 
san teamwork  Congress  needs  to  see 
more  of.  Certainly,  I  would  like  to  see 
less  savings  come  out  of  discretionary 
accounts  that  include  education,  job 
training,  trade  promotion,  and  the  en- 
vironment. And  the  tax  cuts  may  be 
too  generous.  The  Chafee-Breaux  plan 


May  23,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


12371 


may  not  be  perfect,  but  I  believe  it  is 
probably  the  most  realistic  com- 
promise one  could  craft.  I  am  hopeful 
this  Centrist  plan  will  become  the 
framework  for  future  budget  negotia- 
tions. 

Mr.  President,  this  past  year  has 
taught  us  we  can  reach  a  balanced 
budget.  We  learned  we  can  formulate  a 
budget  that  uses  common  sense  and  re- 
flects America's  values  and  priorities. 
That  is  why  Senator  Kerry  and  I  of- 
fered an  amendment  to  restore  edu- 
cation and  job  training  funds  in  the  Re- 
publican budget.  As  my  colleagues 
know,  this  amendment  failed  despite 
the  fact  that  the  Republican  budget 
will  cut  education  spending  20  percent 
from  current  levels. 

Americans  understand  how  impor- 
tant education  and  job  training  invest- 
ments are  for  our  children,  and  the  fu- 
ture success  of  this  Nation.  A  recent 
USA  Today  poll  found  that  education 
has  become  the  most  important  issue 
for  Americans — ranking  above  crime. 
the  economy  and  the  quality  of  one's 
job. 

As  a  former  teacher,  mother,  and 
PTA  member,  I  know  from  personal  ex- 
perience the  value  and  importance  of 
Head  Start,  vocational  education,  and 
education  technology  programs.  I  have 
seen  these  programs  work,  and  I  have 
seen  the  satisfaction  on  the  faces  of 
children  who  are  finally  getting  a 
chance  to  excel  and  succeed. 

And,  Mr.  President,  this  Republican 
budget  takes  a  serious  step  backwards 
in  our  efforts  to  preserve  our  environ- 
ment and  ensure  our  quality  of  life. 
Unfortunately,  the  Senate  rejected  sev- 
eral amendments  that  would  have  soft- 
ened this  budget's  impact  on  the  envi- 
ronment. First,  I  oppose  a  change  in 
the  way  sales  of  Federal  assets  are 
treated  in  this  resolution.  For  the  last 
decade.  Congress  has  recognized  that 
our  public  lands  and  other  Federal  as- 
sets were  too  precious  to  sell  or  lease 
unless  Congress  or  the  administration 
decided  that  so  doing  was  in  the  best 
interest  of  the  public.  That  is  good  pol- 
icy and  one  that  traditionally  has  en- 
joyed strong  bi-partisan  support.  I  co- 
sponsored  the  Bumpers-Bradley  amend- 
ment which  would  have  preserved  our 
national  heritage  for  generations  to 
come,  and  would  have  rejected  this  ap- 
proach to  the  disposition  of  our  Fed- 
eral assets. 

I  also  supported  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  Senators  Lautenberg  and 
Kerry  that  would  have  increased  fund- 
ing by  $7.3  billion  over  6  years  for 
Function  300,  which  fvmds  the  National 
Park  Service,  the  Elnvironmental  Pro- 
tection Agency  and  other  environ- 
mental programs.  This  amendment 
would  have  restored  balance  to  the 
budget.  It  would  have  provided  a  sta- 
ble, strong  level  of  funding  to  protect 
our  national  treasures  and  clean  up  our 
environment. 

Senator  Wyden's  Sense  of  the  Senate 
amendment  would  have  eliminated  tax 


deductions  for  fines,  penalties,  and 
damages  arising  ftom  a  failure  to  com- 
ply with  Federal  and  State  environ- 
mental or  health  protection  laws.  That 
common  sense  approach  to  balancing 
the  budget  would  have  raised  up  to  $100 
million  annually.  The  amendment  pro- 
vided an  excellent  opportunity  to  ex- 
press our  support  for  law-abiding  com- 
panies who  do  not  break  environmental 
and  safety  laws  by  closing  a  tax  loop- 
hole enjoyed  by  those  who  do  break  our 
laws. 

Mr.  President,  last  year's  budget  de- 
bate was  painful  for  all  of  us.  It  was  es- 
pecially painful  for  our  constituents — 
our  hard-working  friends  and  neigh- 
bors. They  didn't  know  why  the  budget 
debate  forced  the  Government  to  shut 
down  twice — one  time  for  three 
straight  weeks.  They  didn't  see  that  as 
progress.  Instead,  they  saw  it  as  just 
another  example  of  what  is  wrong  with 
Congress  and  the  Govenmient  today. 

It  is  my  hope  this  year's  budget  and 
appropriations  process  will  be  more  or- 
derly. It  is  my  hope  the  American  peo- 
ple will  not  be  used  as  pawns  during 
our  budget  negotiations.  And  it  is  my 
hope  that  my  colleagues  will  remember 
the  budget  debate  requires  compromise 
if  we  hope  to  really  serve  the  people.  In 
the  end  last  year,  we  learned  our  Gov- 
ernment is  truly  a  democracy.  We 
learned  any  successful  budget  agree- 
ment will  need  to  be  as  broad  and  bi- 
partisan as  possible. 

We  have  a  lot  of  work  to  do  if  we  are 
going  to  reach  a  balanced  budget.  But 
the  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  both 
parties  have  agreed  to  enough  savings 
that  we  could  balance  the  budget  today 
if  we  really  want  to.  When  considering 
the  entire  budget,  the  difference  be- 
tween the  two  parties  amounts  to  less 
than  1  percent  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's spending.  A  balanced  budget 
plan  is  possible.  All  we  need  is  the 
courage  to  find  compromise. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  my 
colleagues  on  the  Appropriations  and 
Budget  Committees  in  order  to  make 
sure  this  Congress'  spending  priorities 
are  balanced  and  in  line  with  our  con- 
stituents' wishes.  Unfortunately,  to- 
day's budget  resolution  fails  to  strike  a 
balance.  It's  simply  a  replay  of  last 
year's  failed  Republican  budget.  And  I 
will  be  fighting  to  make  sure  this  Con- 
gress does  not  lose  sight  of  what  is 
truly  important  to  our  friends  and  fam- 
ilies. 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
make  a  simple  observation  on  the  Re- 
publican budget  resolution  before  the 
Senate:  it  does  not  reflect  the  prior- 
ities of  the  American  people.  For  that 
reason,  I  will  oppose  this  budget. 

Mr.  President,  as  you  know,  I  at- 
tempted throughout  the  past  several 
dajrs  to  amend  this  Republican  budget 
so  it  meets  the  needs  of  working  Amer- 
icans. I  attempted  to  ensure  that  the 
violent  crime  reduction  trust  fund  will 
be   fully   funded   and   that   sufficient 


funds  will  be  allocated  to  the  commu- 
nity policing  initiative.  But  this 
amendment  was  rejected  along  party 
lines. 

I  tried  to  add  back  some  of  the  cuts 
the  Republicans  have  made  to  environ- 
mental protection  and  conservation  ef- 
forts. But  the  amendment  was  rejected 
along  party  lines.  I  attempted  to  add 
back  funds  for  education  that  the  Re- 
publicans cut  from  the  budget— the 
largest  education  cut  in  history.  But 
the  amendment  was  rejected  along 
party  lines. 

Time  and  again,  the  Republican 
party  moved  in  lockstep  to  prevent  us 
from  providing  services  that  the  Amer- 
ican people  urgently  need. 

The  President  of  the  United  States 
has  proposed  a  budget  that  balances  in 
6  years.  It  protects  the  environment.  It 
secures  our  neighborhoods  by  putting 
more  cops  on  the  beat.  It  grives  assist- 
ance to  families  trying  to  care  for  el- 
derly parents  and  educate  their  chil- 
dren. I  voted  for  that  budget,  Mr. 
President. 

The  President  s  budget  continues  the 
sound  economic  and  fiscal  policy  put  in 
place  in  1993  which  has  halved  the  defi- 
cit, kept  interest  rates  and  inflation 
low  and  created  more  than  8  million 
jobs.  This  is  the  right  way  to  balance 
the  budget. 

The  Republicans'  budget  continues 
the  smoke-and-mirror  gimmicks  ve- 
toed by  the  President  and  rejected  by 
the  American  people.  It  slashes  Medi- 
care, cripples  education  programs  and 
opens  tax  loopholes  for  big  corpora- 
tions. This  is  the  wrong  way. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  give  you  an  ex- 
ample of  why  I  am  wary  of  the  budget 
the  Republicans  have  presented  this 
year  despite  all  the  pleas  that  they 
have  learned  their  lesson  and  corrected 
their  past  mistakes.  Last  year,  the 
Senate  voted  that  90  percent  of  any  tax 
cut  should  go  to  people  making  less 
than  $100,000  per  year.  Yet,  the  Repub- 
lican budget,  which  the  President  wise- 
ly vetoed,  devoted  almost  48  percent  of 
the  taix  cuts  to  people  earning  more 
than  $100,000.  So.  Mr.  President,  here 
we  go  again.  My  parents  taught  me  an 
old  sasring  which  guides  me  in  my  deci- 
sion to  reject  the  Republican  plan  be- 
fore us:  "once  bitten,  twice  shy."  The 
Republican  plan — then  as  now— raises 
Medicare  premiums  on  our  seniors, 
makes  our  environment  vulnerable  to 
the  whims  of  polluters,  denies  Medicaid 
coverage  to  veterans  who  would  have 
been  ineligible  for  VA  medical  care, 
and  prevents  children  of  many  middle 
income  Americans  tcom  getting  a  loan 
to  go  to  college. 

That  is  the  wrong  set  of  priorities  for 
our  Nation,  for  our  economy  and  for 
hard-working  American  families.  Mr. 
President.  I  reject  this  budget  as  I  re- 
jected the  Republican  plan  last  year,  as 
the  President  rejected  the  Republican 
plan  last  year,  and  as  the  American 
people  rejected  the  Republican  plan 
last  year. 
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I  hope  my  colleagues  oppose  the  Re- 
publican {dan. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  in  opposition  to  Senate  Concur- 
rent Resolution  57,  the  concurrent  res- 
olution on  the  budget  for  fiscal  year 
1997.  While  I  support  the  committee's 
efforts  to  balance  the  budget,  I  cannot 
agree  with  the  means  by  which  that 
balance  is  achieved. 

It  is  ironic  that  the  committee's  pro- 
posed budget  resolution  appears  to 
soften  the  hard  edge  of  many  of  the 
funding  cuts  proposed  in  last  year's  ve- 
toed reconciliation  legislation.  The 
committee  recognized  the  need  to 
make  the  cuts  look  less  draconian,  yet, 
cuts  similar  to  those  firom  last  year's 
failed  attempt  remain. 

The  committee's  budget  resolution 
merely  pays  lipservice  to  the  fact  that 
it  could  not  gamer  the  support  it  need- 
ed to  succeed  last  year,  because  it  tries 
to  include  similar  cuts  by  disguising 
them  in  a  6-year  rather  than  a  7-year 
program,  by  rescoring  the  cuts  to  make 
them  look  smaller,  and,  in  the  instance 
of  Medicaid,  by  reformulating  the  way 
the  cut  is  made  so  that  the  true  cut 
can  be  made  at  the  State  level  rather 
than  at  the  Federal  level. 

I  guess  we  are  to  chalk  it  up  to  elec- 
tion year  politics,  but  the  budget  reso- 
lution before  us  asks  us  to  ignore  our 
experience  last  year  when  we  witnessed 
the  so-called  train  wreck  that  caused 
the  Government  to  shut  down  twice. 

And,  we  are  to  ignore  the  progress, 
albeit,  limited  in  some  areas,  made  in 
negotiations  between  the  congressional 
leadership  and  the  White  House.  This 
budget  resolution,  in  many  instances, 
marks  a  disavowal  of  the  last  offer 
made  in  January  by  the  majority  in 
the  ongoing  budget  negotiations.  In- 
stead, particularly  in  the  case  of  wel- 
fare and  other  nondefense  discre- 
tionary spending,  we  are  asked  to  sup- 
port a  return  to  the  kinds  of  funding 
decisions  that  closed  the  Government 
twice  last  year. 

When  you  make  an  apples-to-apples 
comparison  with  last  year's  failed  wel- 
fare measure,  the  combined  cuts  to 
welfare  programs,  like  aid  to  families 
with  dependent  children,  supplemental 
security  income  and  food  stamps,  are 
essentially  the  same. 

The  cuts  in  nondefense  discretionary 
funding  are  deeper  than  the  January 
offer  made  to  the  President  but  not 
quite  as  deep  as  the  vetoed  reconcili- 
ation bill.  However,  since  the  House 
adopted  the  deepest  cuts  yet  proposed 
in  nondefense  discretionary  funding,  it 
seems  an  almost  certainty  that  we  are 
headed  back  to  the  levels  contemplated 
in  last  year's  failed  reconciliation  bUl 
when  we  get  to  conference. 

The  Republican  budget  continues  its 
attack  on  education  and  training.  The 
budget  resolution  caps  the  direct  stu- 
dent loan  program  at  20  percent  and,  to 
use  the  majority's  convenient  euphe- 


mism, it  freezes  funding  for  Pell  grants 
work  study  programs.  Further,  the 
budget  resolution  terminates  funding 
for  the  AmericaCorps  National  Service 
Program. 

Mr.  President,  these  changes  to  high- 
er education  would  continue  the  major- 
ity's efforts  to  make  it  harder  for 
working  families  and  their  children  to 
finance  a  college  education.  If  these 
proposed  cuts  and  changes  are  to  be- 
come law,  many  students  will  see  the 
doors  closed  to  the  opportunities  and 
choices  a  college  education  can  open  up 
for  them.  Other  students  and  their 
families  will  see  their  options  for  fi- 
nancing an  education  narrowed.  0MB 
estimates  that  the  student  loan  cap 
would  eliminate  1,100  schools  and  1.6 
million  students  from  participation, 
just  in  the  upcoming  iicademic  year. 
When  extended  over  the  life  of  the 
budget  progrram,  this  cap  would  deny 
direct  lending  opportunities  to  7  mil- 
lion borrowers. 

Mr.  President,  that's  not  what  this 
country  stands  for.  We  must  ensure 
that  working  middle-income  families 
will  be  able  to  afford  to  provide  higher 
educational  opportunities  to  their  chil- 
dren. 

The  Republican  budget  again  pro- 
poses to  cut  all  funding  for  the  first 
major  new  education  reform  bill  passed 
by  Congress  in  the  past  two  decades. 
Goals  2000  Is  a  comprehensive  national 
attempt  to  help  our  schools  achieve 
their  goals  of  producing  informed  citi- 
zens and  a  skilled,  competitive  work 
force  for  the  future.  I  believe  it  is  ex- 
tremely shortsighted  for  the  Repub- 
licans to  continue  to  propose  eliminat- 
ing this  important  program. 

The  budget  resolution  freezes  fund- 
ing—again, there's  that  euphemism  for 
what  amounts  to  a  cut— for  Head  Start 
and  chapter  1,  the  most  successful  pro- 
grams designed  to  get  our  children 
ready  for  school  and  for  teaching  basic 
skills,  hampering  our  efforts  to  reform 
public  education  in  this  country.  I  can- 
not support  these  proposals  which  will 
scale  back  our  commitment  to  public 
education  in  this  country. 

In  another  critical  area  in  nondefense 
discretionary  funding,  Mr.  President, 
the  budget  resolution  uses  funding  cuts 
to  weaken  environmental  protection 
and  to  decrease  the  Government's  abil- 
ity to  improve  public  health  and  safe- 
ty. 

While  targeting  environmental  pro- 
grams for  particularly  harsh  cuts,  this 
budget  resolution  also  effectively 
makes  policy  changes  that  should  be 
enacted  through  regular  legislative 
means.  This  measure  assumes  revenues 
from  opening  the  Arctic  National  Wild- 
life Refuge  for  oil  exploration  and  de- 
velopment. The  Coastal  Plain  of  this 
wildlife  refuge  is  one  of  our  few  re- 
maining ecological  treasures,  contain- 
ing 18  major  rivers,  and  providing  a 
habitat  for  36  species  of  land  mammals 
and  over  30  fish  species.  The  wilderness 


and  environmental  values  of  this  area 
are  irreplaceable.  The  environmental 
values  of  this  area  are  far  greater  than 
any  short-term  economic  gain  from  oil 
and  gas  development. 

Unfortunately.  Mr.  President,  these 
are  the  kinds  of  tradeoffs,  taking  away 
educational  opportunities  at  all  levels, 
firom  preschool  through  postsecondary 
education,  gutting  environmental  pro- 
grams, and  ruining  ecological  treas- 
ures, all  in  order  to  make  a  politically 
expedient  tax  cut  and.  as  we'll  see 
when  we  move  to  the  defense  author- 
ization bill,  to  waste  billions  of  dollars 
in  the  defense  accounts  on  programs  we 
don't  need.  I  can't  agree  to  this,  Mr. 
President.  But,  sadly,  this  is  just  the 
tip  of  the  iceberg. 

Let's  take  a  look  at  the  proposed  cut 
to  the  earned  income  tax  credit,  a  tax 
credit  designed  to  assist  low-income 
working  families  stay  off  the  welfare 
rolls.  It's  true  that  the  proposed  cut  is 
less  than  last  year's  failed  reconcili- 
ation package,  but  it  is  significantly 
deeper  than  that  proposed  by  the  ma- 
jority in  January  during  the  budget  ne- 
gotiations. Moreover,  it  is  almost  twice 
as  large  as  the  cut  proposed  by  the  Na- 
tional Governor's  Association.  And,  cu- 
riously, it  seems  to  be  at  odds  with  a 
proposal  made  during  the  minimum 
wage  debate  in  the  House  that  the 
earned  income  tax  credit  should  be  ex- 
panded as  an  alternative  to  raising  the 
minimum  wage.  The  majority  party 
says  it  is  offering  a  tax  cut.  With  the 
proposed  cuts  in  the  earned  income  tax 
credit,  never  mind  the  advertised  tax 
cut,  the  best  some  working  families 
can  hope  for  is  that  their  taxes  won't 
go  up. 

A  similar  sleight  of  hand  occurs  with 
respect  to  Medicaid.  The  amount  of 
Federal  funding  proposed  to  be  cut  is 
less  than  the  latest  budget  offer  made 
in  January.  The  hitch  is,  the  budget 
resolution  changes  the  contribution 
that  States  are  required  to  make.  This 
change  allows  80  percent  of  the  cuts 
proposed  last  year  to  be  made. 

Moreover,  not  only  does  the  budget 
resolution  cut  Federal  Medicaid  pay- 
ments to  the  States  by  $72  billion,  it 
does  not  specify  how  the  cuts  would  be 
made.  I  assume  that  the  Republicans 
still  support  block  granting  Medicaid 
funds.  I  am  opposed  to  this  proposal  be- 
cause of  the  adverse  impact  it  would 
have  on  children  in  low-income  fami- 
lies, the  disabled,  and  the  elderly  who 
require  nursing  home  care. 

When  you  get  to  Medicare,  again,  you 
have  to  pay  attention  to  the  fine  print. 
The  size  of  the  cut,  $168  billion,  is  the 
same  as  that  proposed  in  the  last  offer 
but  the  difference  here  is  the  cut  is 
taken  in  a  shorter  period  of  time,  over 
a  6-year  program  rather  than  a  7-year 
program.  So,  the  majority  again  great- 
ly reduces  Medicare  funding  for  the  el- 
derly in  order  to  provide  a  tax  cut  for 
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wealthy  Americans.  The  budget  resolu- 
tion's reduction  of  $168  billion  in  Medi- 
care means  that  the  growth  in  spend- 
ing per  beneficiary  will  be  less  than  the 
projected  growth  in  spending  in  the 
private  sector  which  insures  a  younger, 
healthier  population.  I  am  concerned 
that  these  cuts  and  the  proposed 
changes  in  the  structure  of  the  Medi- 
care Program  Mrill  adversely  impact 
the  quality  of  care  for  Medicare  bene- 
ficiaries and  will  make  it  more  expen- 
sive to  individuals. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  debated  this 
budget  resolution  over  the  course  of 
several  days  and  have  had  vigorous  de- 
bate over  a  series  of  amendments 
which  would  have  restored  necessary 
funding  in  areas  such  as  health  care, 
education,  job  training,  and  environ- 
mental protection.  Regrettably,  these 
efforts  did  not  succeed.  But,  the  votes 
really  have  been  just  a  self-fulfilling 
prophecy.  It  is  clear  that  the  majority 
isn't  looking  to  compromise  or  learn 
from  our  painful  experience  last  year. 
This  legislation  was  never  designed  to 
engender  my  support  and  I  certainly 
will  not  lend  my  support  to  it. 

In  addition  to  the  funding  issues  I 
have  described,  Mr.  President,  I  feel 
compelled  to  discuss  the  unusual  in- 
struction contained  in  the  budget  reso- 
lution concerning  the  reporting  out  of 
three  separate  reconciliation  bills. 
This  instruction  is  objectionable  be- 
cause it  imnecessarily  expands  the  role 
of  reconciliation  in  the  budgeting  proc- 
ess. Perhaps,  more  imiwrtantly,  it  is 
objectionable  because  it  goes  so  far  as 
to  instruct  the  reporting  out  of  a  rec- 
onciliation bill  that  not  only  will  not 
lower  the  deficit  but  undoubtedly  will 
raise  the  deficit. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4022 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  business  before  the  Senate  is 
now  the  McCain  amendment  No.  4022. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  to  the  Sen- 
ator who  has  the  amendment,  Senator 
McCain. 

Mr.  McCAIN.  Doesn't  the  opposition 
speak  first.  Mr.  President,  the  other 
side? 

Mr.  EXON.  I  yield  Senator  Houjngs 
the  30  seconds  on  our  side  on  the 
McCain  amendment. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  un- 
derstand the  distinguished  Senator 
trozn  Arizona  and  I  are  agreed  substan- 
tially with  his  sense-of-the-Senate  res- 
olution. In  every  one  of  the  auctions. 
Mr.  President,  what  we  do  on  them  is 
not  to  maxinuze  the  revenues  but  to 
protect  the  public  interest.  We  want  to 
increase  the  efficiency  and  enhance  the 
competition. 

So  I  welcome  this  particular  sense- 
of-the-Senate  resolution.  But  I  have  to 
add,  of  course,  the  fundamental  of  the 
public  interest,  which  I  am  sure  the 


Senator  firom  Arizona  is  interested  in, 
is  stipulated  in  the  Communications 
Act  of  1934.  section  309.  and  now  in  the 
new  Telecommunications  Act  it  is  also 
to  be  adhered  to.  So  I  move  the  adop- 
tion of  the  resolution. 

Mr.  DOMENICL  We  have  no  objection 
to  the  resolution. 

Mr.  EXON.  We  have  no  objection. 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  ftom  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  the 
sense-of-the-Senate  resolution  offered 
by  my  friend  from  Arizona  encourages 
the  Federal  Communications  Commis- 
sion [FCC]  to  move  forward  expedi- 
tiously on  a  number  of  pending  pro- 
ceedings. In  doing  so,  would  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona  agree  that  section 
309  of  the  Communications  Act  of  1934, 
as  amended,  is  the  provision  of  law 
that  authorizes  the  FCC's  use  of  auc- 
tions as  a  licensing  procedure? 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  I  agree. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Would  the  Senator 
further  agree  that  the  FCC  should  fol- 
low the  statute  in  conducting  auc- 
tions? 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Yes.  I  agree  that  the 
FCC  should  follow  the  law. 

I  yield  the  floor  and  yield  back  the 
remainder  of  my  time. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  ««  TO  AMENDMENT  NO.  4022 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  a  second-degree  amendment  to  the 
desk  and  ask  for  its  inmiediate  consid- 
eration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Parliamentary  in- 
quiry. Did  we  adopt  the  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  We  have 
not  adopted  the  amendment. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  it  be  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There  is 
a  pending  second-degree  amendment 
that  has  not  been  read. 

The  clerk  wfll  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  firom  Alaska  [Mr.  Murkowski] 
for  himself,  Mr.  Warnek.  Mr.  McCain,  Mr. 
Chafee.  and  Mr.  SMrrH,  proposes  an  amend- 
ment numbered  4041  to  amendment  No.  4022. 

Strike  all  after  the  word  "Sec."  and  insert: 

The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  The  Founding  Fathers  were  committed 
to  the  principle  of  civilian  control  of  the 
military; 

(2)  Every  President  since  G«orgre  Washing- 
ton has  affirmed  the  principle  of  civilian 
control  of  the  military; 

(3)  Twenty-six  Presidents  of  the  United 
States  served  in  the  United  States  Armed 
Forces  prior  to  their  inauguration  and  none 
of  them  claimed  the  Presidency  represented 
a  continuation  of  their  military  service; 

(4)  No  President  of  the  United  States  prior 
to  May  15,  1996  has  ever  sought  relief  from 
legal  action  on  the  basis  of  serving  as  Com- 
mander-in-Chief of  the  United  Stotes  Armed 
Forces; 

(5)  President  Clinton  Is  the  subject  of  a 
sexual  harassment  lawsuit  filed  on  May  6, 
1994  In  Federal  District  Court  in  Little  Rock. 
Arkansas  Involving  allegations  about  his 
conduct  in  May,  1991; 

(6)  On  May  15. 1996,  a  legal  brief  filed  on  be- 
half of  the  President  of  the  United  States  In 


the  United  States  Supreme  Court  asserted 
the  President  of  the  United  States  may  be 
entitled  to  the  protections  afforded  members 
of  the  United  States  Armed  Forces  under  the 
Soldiers'  and  Sailors'  Relief  Act  of  1940  (50 
U.S.C.  501  et.  al);  and 

(7)  The  purpose  of  the  Soldiers'  and  Sail- 
ors' Civil  Relief  Act  of  1940  is  to  enable  mem- 
bers of  the  military  services  "to  devote  their 
entire  energy  to  the  defense  needs  of  the  na- 
tion." 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  as- 
sumptions underlying  this  resolution  include 
that  the  President  of  the  United  States 
should  state  unequivocally  that  he  is  not  en- 
titled to  and  will  not  seek  relief  from  legal 
action  under  the  Soldiers'  and  Sailors'  Civil 
Relief  Act  of  1940.  and  that  he  will  direct  re- 
moval from  his  legal  brief  any  reference  to 
the  protections  of  the  Act. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Each 
side  gets  30  seconds.  The  Senator  from 
Alaska  has  30  minutes. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  asked  for  a  quorum. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays.  Mr.  President,  along  with 
Senators  WARNi»,  Chafee  and  McCain, 
who  are  cosponsors,  I  believe  what  we 
have  here  is  an  assertion  without 
precedent.  The  President  of  the  United 
States  claims  in  a  brief  filed  in  the  Su- 
preme Court  that  a  pending  sexual  har- 
assment lawsuit  against  him  should  be 
delayed  indefinitely.  He  claims  he  is 
entitled  to  the  protection  afforded 
members  of  the  military  under  the  Sol- 
diers and  Sailors  Act  of  1940. 

For  the  President  to  make  the  claim 
that  he  is  a  member  of  the  Armed 
Forces  is  simply  beyond  comprehen- 
sion. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  regular 
order. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  It  flies  in  the  face 
of  the  207-year-old  tradition  estab- 
lished by  George  Washington  that  the 
U.S.  military  should  be  under  civilian 
control. 

Mr.  FORD.  Regular  order. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  As  the  com- 
mander of  the  American  Legion  said: 
"We've  had  plenty  of  great  Americans 
take  off  a  military  uniform  to  assume 
the  Presidency.  None  has  ever  put  on  a 
uniform  after  Inauguration  Day." 

As  a  former  member  of  the  U.S. 
Coast  Guard,  I  respectfully  request 
that  the  President  should  immediately 
direct  his  attorney  to  drop  this  absurd 
claim. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ator is  not  in  order.   

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  has  30  seconds. 

Mr.  EXON.  My  apologies  to  those  I 
told  we  would  be  out  of  here  by  5:10. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  Senator 
from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  it  is  obvi- 
ous that  we  are  not  going  to  be  able  to 
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work  out  an  agreement  as  to  bow  a 
vote  can  be  obtained  on  tbis  issue  tbis 
afternoon.  Tbe  budget  resolution  is 
very  important  to  tbe  American  peo- 
ple. Tberefore,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent tbat  tbe  amendment  be  witbdrawn 
following  4  minutes  of  debate  equally 
divided  between  tbe  amendment  spon- 
sor and  tbe  Democratic  leader. 

Tbe  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  tbere 
objection? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Reserving  tbe  rigbt 
to  object,  Mr.  President,  I  wonder  if 
our  leader  will  furtber  say,  wben  tbat 
is  done  wbat  will  bappen,  so  we  all 
know. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  believe,  Mr.  President, 
firom  tbe  cbairman,  we  bave  one 
amendment  left  tbat  will  be  voice 
voted,  and  we  will  be  prepared  to  go  to 
final  lassage  immediately  after  tbat. 

Tbe  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  tbere 
objection  to  tbe  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Does  tbe  unanimous- 
consent  request  include  tbe  last  state- 
ment about  tbe  sequencing? 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  tbat  tbe  sequence  after 
tbis  ezcbange  be,  we  bave  a  voice  vote 
on  tbe  pending  McCain  amendment  and 
we  go  immediately  to  final  passage  of 
tbe  budget  resolution. 

Tbe  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  tbere 
objection  to  tbe  revised  unanimous 
consent  request?  Witbout  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Tbe  Senator  from  Alaska. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  in 
tbe  interest  of  moving  tbe  budget  proc- 
ess along,  I  am  witbdrawing  nfiy 
amendment,  but  I  want  to  assure  my 
colleagues,  until  our  President  orders 
bis  legal  counsel  to  drop  tbis  argument 
in  court,  I  will  be  raising  tbis  issue  on 
every  bill. 

As  we  go  out  for  this  Memorial  Day 
recess,  I  urge  all  of  us  to  reflect  on  tbe 
significance  of  tbis  particular  issue. 

I  jrield  tbe  remaining  time  split  be- 
tween Senator  McCain  and  Senator 
Warker. 

Mr.  WARNER  addressed  tbe  Cbair. 

Tbe  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Tbe  Sen- 
ator firom  Virginia. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  read  from  tbe  Congressional 
Record.  October  7,  1940,  referring  to 
tbis  act.  It  reads: 

Tbe  term  "person  In  military  service"  and 
the  term  "persons  in  the  military  service  of 
the  United  States."  as  used  in  this  Act,  shall 
include  the  following-  persons  and  no  others: 
All  members  of  the  Army  of  the  United 
States,  the  United  States  Navy,  the  Marine 
Corps,  the  Coast  Guard  and  all  ofQcers  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  detailed  by  proper  au- 
thority for  duty  either  with  the  Army  or  the 
Navy.  The  term  "military  service,"  as  used 
in  this  Act,  shall  signify  Federal  service  on 
active  duty  with  any  branch  of  service.  *  *  * 

Tbe  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Tbe  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona. 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
know  if  tbe  President  of  tbe  United 
States  knew  tbat  tbis  was  part  of  tbe 


defense  prepared  by  bis  lawyers.  I  bope 
very  strongly  tbat  he  will  bave  tbis 
taken  from  it.  It  is  an  issue  which  is 
very  emotional  to  a  lot  of  Americans, 
and  I  bope  that  by  us  raising  this  issue 
that  tbe  issue  will  be  dispensed  vrtth 
very  quickly  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States. 

I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my 
time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Tbe  mi- 
nority leader. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
read  a  statement,  first  of  all,  by  Robert 
Bennett,  tbe  attorney  representing  tbe 
President: 

♦  *  *  my  petition  on  the  President's  behalf 
references  the  Soldiers'  and  Sailors'  Civil 
Relief  Act  as  one  of  five  illustrative  exam- 
ples of  the  types  of  stays  that  can  tempo- 
rarily defer  lawsuits.  The  President  does  not 
rely  on  the  Act,  and  has  no  intention  of 
doing  so,  as  the  basis  for  requesting  relief  in 
this  case.  Our  petition  does  not  rely  on  the 
Act.  but  is  based  instead  on  important  con- 
stitutional principles.  We  have  no  intention 
of  changring  our  approach  in  the  future. 

Mr.  President,  I  submit  for  the 
Record  the  brief  submitted  on  behalf 
of  tbe  President,  and  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  it  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  tbe  brief 
was    ordered    to    be    printed    in    tbe 
Record,  as  follows: 
[In  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 

October  term,  1995] 

wnuAM  Jeftersok  Clinton,  PExmoNER,  vs. 

Paijla  Corbin  Jones,  Respondent 

On  Petition  For  A  Writ  Of  Certiorari  To 

The  United  States  Court  Of  Appeals  For  The 

Eighth  Circuit. 

PETmON  FOE  A  WRTP  OF  CERTIORARI 
QUESTIONS  PRESENTED 

1.  Whether  the  litigation  of  a  private  civil 
damans  action  a^inst  an  incumbent  Presi- 
dent must  in  all  but  the  most  exceptional 
cases  be  deferred  imtil  the  President  leaves 
office. 

2.  Whether  a  district  court,  as  a  proper  ex- 
ercise of  judicial  discretion,  may  stay  such 
litigation  until  the  President  leaves  office. 

PARTIES  TO  THE  PROCEEDING 

Petitioner.  President  William  Jefferson 
Clinton,  was  a  defendant  in  the  district  court 
and  appellant  in  the  court  of  appeals.  Re- 
spondent Paula  Corbin  Jones  was  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  district  court  and  cross-appellant 
in  the  court  of  appeals.  Danny  Ferguson  was 
a  defendant  in  the  district  court. 

Petitioner  William  Jefferson  Clinton  re- 
spectfully requests  that  a  writ  of  certiorari 
issue  to  review  the  judgment  of  the  United 
States  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Eight  Circuit 
entered  in  this  case  on  January  9. 1996. 

OPINIONS  BELOW 

The  opinion  of  the  court  of  api>eals  (Pet. 
App.  1)  is  reported  at  72  F.3d  1354.  The  court 
of  appeals'  order  denying  the  petition  for  re- 
hearing (Pet.  App.  32)  is  reported  at  81  F.3d 
78.  The  principal  opinion  of  the  district  court 
(Pet.  App.  54)  is  reported  at  869  F.  Supp.  690. 
Other  published  opinions  of  the  district 
court  (Pet.  App.  at  40  and  74)  appear  at  858  F. 
Supp.  902  and  879  F.  Supp.  86. 

JURISDICTION 

The  judgment  of  the  United  States  Court 
of  Appeals  for  the  Eighth  Circuit  was  entered 


on  January  9,  1996.  A  petition  for  rehearing 
was  filed  on  January  23,  1996,  and  denied  on 
March  28,  1996.  This  Court's  jurisdiction  is 
invoked  pursuant  to  28  U.S.C.  §1254(1)  (1994). 

LEGAL  PROVISIONS  INVOLVED  DJ  THE  CASE 

U.S.  CONST,  art.  n,  §1,  cl.  1. 
U.S.  CONST,  art.  n,  §§2-4. 
U.S.  CONST,  amend.  XXV. 
42  U.S.C.  §1983(1994). 
42  U.S.C.  §1985(1994). 
50  U.S.C.  app.  §510  (1988). 
50  U.S.C.  app.  §521  (1988). 
50  U.S.C.  app.  §525  (Supp.  V  1993). 
FED.  R.  Civ.  P.  40. 

These  provisions  are  set  forth  at  pages 
App.  79-85  of  the  Petitioner's  Appendix. 

STATEMENT  OF  THE  CASE 

Petitioner  William  Jefferson  Clinton  is 
President  of  the  United  States.  On  May  6, 
1994,  respondent  Paula  Corbin  Jones  filed 
this  civil  damages  action  against  the  Presi- 
dent in  the  United  States  District  Court  for 
the  Eastern  District  of  Arkansas.  The  com- 
plaint was  premised  in  substantial  part  on 
conduct  alleged  to  have  occurred  three  years 
earlier,  before  the  President  took  office.  The 
complaint  included  two  claims  arising  under 
the  federal  civil  rights  statues  and  two  aris- 
ing under  common  law,  and  sought  $175,000  in 
actual  and  punitive  damages  for  each  of  the 
four  counts.'  Jurisdiction  was  asserted  under 
28  U.S.C.  §§1331.  1332  and  1343  (1994). 

The  President  moved  to  stay  the  litigation 
or  to  dismiss  it  without  prejudice  to  its  rein- 
statement when  he  left  office,  asserting  that 
such  a  course  was  required  by  the  singular 
nature  of  the  President's  Article  n  duties 
and  by  principles  of  separation  of  powers. 
The  district  court  stayed  trial  until  the 
President's  service  in  office  expired,  but  held 
that  discovery  could  proceed  immediately 
"as  to  all  persons  including  the  President 
himself."  Pet.  App.  71. 

The  district  court  reasoned  that  "the  case 
most  applicable  to  this  one  Is  Nixon  v.  Fitz- 
gerald. [457  U.S.  731  (1962)],"  (Pet.  App.  67) 
which  held  that  a  President  is  absolutely  Im- 
mune from  any  civil  litigation  challenging 
his  official  acts  as  President.  While  the  hold- 
ing of  Fitzgerald  did  not  apply  to  this  case  be- 
cause President  Clinton  was  sued  primarily 
for  actions  taken  before  he  became  Presi- 
dent, the  court  stated  that  "[t]he  language 
of  the  majority  opinion"  In  Fitzgerald 

"is  sweeping  and  quite  firm  in  the  view 
that  to  disturb  the  President  with  defending 
civil  litigation  that  does  not  demand  imme- 
diate attention  .  .  .  would  be  to  interfere 
with  the  conduct  of  the  duties  of  the  office." 

Pet.  App.  68-69.  The  district  court  further 
found  that  these  concerns  "are  not  lessened 
by  the  fact  that  [the  conduct  alleged]  pre- 
ceded his  Presidency."  Id.  Invoking  Federal 
Rule  of  Civil  Procedure  40  and  the  court's  eq- 
uitable power  to  manage  its  own  docket,  the 
district  judge  stayed  the  trial  "[tjo  protect 
the  Office  of  President  .  .  .  trom  unfettered 
civil  litigation,  and  to  give  effect  to  the  pol- 
icy of  separation  of  powers."  Pet.  App.  72.* 

The  trial  court,  observing  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  filed  suit  three  years  after  the  al- 
leged events,  further  concluded  that  the 
plaintiff  would  not  be  significantly  Incon- 
venienced by  delay  of  trial.  Pet.  App.  70. 
However,  it  found  "no  reason  why  the  dis- 
covery and  deposition  process  could  not  pro- 
ceed," and  said  that  this  would  avoid  the 
possible  loss  of  evidence  with  the  passage  of 
time.  Pet.  App.  71. 

The  President  and  respondent  both  ap- 
pealed.^  A  divided  panel  of  the  court  of  ap- 
peals reversed  the  district  court's  order  stay- 
ing trial,  and  affirmed  its  decision  allowing 
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discovery  to  proceed.  The  panel  issued  three 
opinions. 

Judge  Bowman  found  the  reasoning  in 
Fitzgerald  "Inapposite  where  only  personal, 
private  conduct  by  a  President  is  at  issue." 
(Pet.  App.  11),  and  determined  that  "the  Con- 
stitution does  not  confer  upon  an  incumbent 
President  any  immunity  from  civil  actions 
that  arise  from  his  unofficial  acts."  Pet. 
App.  16.  He  also  wrote  that 

"[t]he  Court's  struggle  in  Fitzgerald  to  es- 
tablish presidential  immunity  for  acts  with- 
in the  outer  perimeter  of  official  responsibil- 
ity belies  the  notion  .  .  .  that  beyond  this 
outer  perimeter  there  is  still  more  immunity 
waiting  to  be  discovered." 
Pet.  App.  9. 

Judge  Bowman  further  concluded  that  it 
would  be  an  abuse  of  discretion  to  stay  all 
proceedings  against  an  Incumbent  President, 
asserting  that  the  President  "is  entitled  to 
immunity,  if  at  all,  only  because  the  Con- 
stitution ordains  it.  Presidential  immunity 
thus  cannot  be  granted  or  denied  by  the 
courts  as  an  exercise  of  discretion."  Pet. 
App.  16.  Ruling  that  the  court  of  appeals  had 
"pendent  appellate  jurisdiction"  to  enter- 
tain respondent's  challenge  to  the  stay  of 
trial  issued  by  the  district  court,  (Pet.  App. 
5  n.4)  (citing  Kincade  v.  City  of  Blue  Springs. 
Mo..  64  F.3d  389.  394  (8th  Clr.  1995),  cert,  de- 
nied. 1996  WL  26287  (Apr.  29.  1996)).  Judge 
Bowman  accordingly  reversed  that  stay  as 
an  abuse  of  discretion.  Pet.  App.  13  n.9. 

In  reaching  these  conclusions.  Judge  Bow- 
man put  aside  concerns  that  the  separation 
of  powers  could  be  jeopardized  by  a  trial 
court's  exercising  control  over  the  Presi- 
dent's time  and  priorities,  through  the  su- 
pervision of  discovery  and  trial.  He  stated 
that  any  separation  of  powers  problems 
could  be  avoided  by  "judicial  case  manage- 
ment sensitive  to  the  burdens  of  the  presi- 
dency and  the  demands  of  the  President's 
schedule."  Pet.  App.  13. 

Judge  Beam  "concurlred]  in  the  conclu- 
sions reached  by  Judge  Bowman."  Pet.  App. 
17.  He  stated  that  the  issues  presented  "raise 
matters  of  substantial  concern  given  the 
constitutional  obligations  of  the  office"  of 
the  Presidency.  Pet.  App.  17.  He  also  ac- 
knowledged tbat  "judicial  branch  inter- 
ference with  the  functioning  of  the  presi- 
dency should  this  suit  be  allowed  to  go  for- 
ward" is  a  matter  of  "major  concern."  Pet. 
App.  21.  He  expressed  his  belief,  however, 
that  this  litigation  could  be  managed  with  a 
"minimum  of  impact  on  the  President's 
schedule."  Pet.  App.  23.  This  could  be  accom- 
plished, he  suggested,  by  the  President's 
choosing  to  forgo  attending  his  own  trial  or 
becoming  involved  in  discovery,  or  by  limit- 
ing the  number  of  pre-trial  encounters  be- 
tween the  President  and  respondent's  coun- 
sel. Pet.  App.  23-24.  Judge  Beam  stated  that 
he  was  concurring  "[w]ith  [the]  understand- 
ing" that  the  trial  judge  would  have  substan- 
tial latitude  to  manage  the  litigation  in  a 
way  that  would  accommodate  the  interests 
of  the  Presidency.  Pet.  App.  25. 

Judge  Ross  dissented,  stating  that  the 
"language,  logic  and  intent"  of  Fitzgerald 

"directs  a  conclusion  here  that,  unless  exi- 
gent circumstances  can  be  shown,  private  ac- 
tions for  damages  against  a  sitting  President 
of  the  United  States,  even  though  based  on 
unofficial  acts,  must  be  stayed  until  the 
completion  of  tbe  President's  term." 

Pet.  App.  25.  Judge  Ross  observed  that 
"[n]o  other  branch  of  government  is  en- 
trusted to  a  single  person,"  and  determined 
that 

"[t]he  burdens  and  demands  of  civil  litiga- 
tion can  be  expected  *  *  *  to  divert  (the 


President's)  energy  and  attention  from  the 
rigorous  demands  of  his  office  to  the  task  of 
protecting  himself  against  personal  liability. 
That  result  *  •  *  would  impair  the  integrity 
of  the  role  assigned  to  the  President  by  Arti- 
cle n  of  the  Constitution." 

Pet.  App.  26. 

Judge  Ross  also  stated  that  private  civil 
suits  against  sitting  Presidents 

"create  opportunities  for  the  judiciary  to 
intrude  upon  the  Executive's  authority,  set 
the  stage  for  potential  constitutional  con- 
frontations between  courts  and  a  President, 
and  permit  the  civil  justice  system  to  be 
used  for  partisan  political  purposes." 

Pet.  App.  28.  At  the  same  time,  he  rea- 
soned, postponing  litigation  "will  rarely  de- 
feat a  plaintlfTs  ability  to  ultimately  obtain 
meaningful  relief."  Pet.  App.  30.  Judge  Ross 
concluded  that  litigation  should  proceed 
against  a  sitting  President  only  if  a  plainUff 
can  "demonstrate  convincingly  both  that 
delay  will  seriously  prejudice  the  plaintlfTs 
interests  and  that  *  *  *  [it]  will  not  signifi- 
cantly impair  the  presidents  ability  to  at- 
tend to  the  duties  of  his  office."  Pet.  App.  31. 

The  court  of  appeals  denied  the  President's 
request  for  a  rehearing  en  banc,  with  three 
judges  not  participating  and  Judge 
McMIllian  dissenting.  Judge  McMillian  said 
the  majority's  holding  had  "demean[ed]  the 
Office  of  the  President  of  the  United  States." 
Pet.  App.  32.  He  wrote  that  the  panel  major- 
ity "would  put  all  the  problems  of  our  nation 
on  pilot  control  and  treat  as  more  urgent  a 
private  lawsuit  that  even  the  [respondent] 
delayed  filing  for  at  least  three  years."  and 
would  "allow  judicial  interference  with,  and 
control  of,  the  President's  time."  Pet.  App. 
33. 

REASONS  FOR  GRANTING  THE  PETTnON 

This  case  presents  a  question  of  extraor- 
dinary national  importance,  which  was  re- 
solved erroneously  by  the  court  of  appeals. 
For  the  first  time  In  our  history,  a  court  has 
ordered  a  sitting  President  to  submit,  as  a 
defendant,  to  a  civil  damages  action  directed 
at  him  personally.  We  believe  that  absent  ex- 
ceptional circumstances,  an  incumbent 
President  should  never  be  placed  in  this  posi- 
tion. And  surely  a  President  should  not  be 
placed  in  this  position  for  the  first  time  in 
our  history  on  the  basis  of  a  decision  by  a 
fragmented  panel  of  a  court  of  appeals,  with- 
out this  Court's  review. 

The  decision  of  the  court  below  is  erro- 
neous in  several  respects.  It  is  inconsistent 
with  the  reasoning  of  Nixon  v.  Fitzgerald  and 
with  established  separation  of  powers  prin- 
ciples. The  panel  majority's  suggested  cure 
for  the  separation  of  powers  problems — "ju- 
dicial case  management  sensitive  to  .  .  .  the 
demands  of  the  President's  schedule"  (Pet. 
App.  13)— is  worse  than  tbe  disease:  it  gives  a 
trial  court  a  general  power  to  set  priorities 
for  the  President's  time  and  energies.  The 
panel  majority  also  grossly  overstated  the 
supposedly  extraordinary  character  of  the 
relief  that  the  President  seeks.  The  deferral 
of  litigation  for  a  specified,  limited  period  is 
far  ttom  unknown  in  our  judicial  system, 
and  it  is  routinely  afforded  in  order  to  pro- 
tect interests  that  are  not  comparable  in  im- 
portance to  the  interests  the  President  ad- 
vances here. 

Now  Is  the  appropriate  time  for  the  O^urt 
to  address  these  issues.  If  review  is  declined, 
the  President  would  bave  to  undergo  discov- 
ery and  trial  while  In  office,  which  would 
eviscerate  the  very  interests  he  seeks  to  vin- 
dicate. Moreover,  If  the  decision  below  is  al- 
lowed to  stand,  federal  and  state  courts 
could  be  confronted  with  more  private  civil 
damage  complaints  against  incumbent  Presi- 


dents. Such  complaints  Increasingly  would 
enmesh  Presidents  in  the  judicial  process, 
and  the  courts  in  the  political  arena,  to  the 
detriment  of  both. 

A.  The  Decision  Below  Is  Inconsistent  With  This 
Court's  Decisions  And  Jeopardizes  The  Sepa- 
ration Of  Powers 

1.  The  President  "occupies  a  unique  posi- 
tion in  the  constitutional  scheme."  Nixon  v. 
Fitzgerald.  457.  731,  749  (1982).  Unlike  the 
power  of  the  other  two  branches,  the  entire 
"executive  Power"  Is  vested  in  a  single  indi- 
vidual, "a  President,"  who  is  Indispensable 
to  the  execution  of  that  authority.  U.S. 
CONST,  art.  H,  §1.  The  President  is  never  off 
duty,  and  any  significant  demand  on  his 
time  necessarily  imposes  on  his  capacity  to 
carry  out  his  constitutional  responsibilities. 
Accordingly,  "[cjourts  traditionally  have 
recognized  the  President's  constitutional  re- 
sponsibilities and  status  as  factors  counsel- 
ing judicial  deference  and  restraint."  Fitzger- 
ald. 457  U.S.  753.  Indeed,  '[t]his  tradition  can 
be  traced  far  back  into  our  constitutional 
history."  Id.  at  753  n.34.  The  form  of  "judi- 
cial deference  and  restraint"  that  the  Presi- 
dent seeks  here — merely  postponing  the  suit 
against  him  until  he  leaves  office— is  mod- 
est. It  is  far  more  limited,  for  example,  i-har^ 
the  absolute  immunity  that  Fitzgerald  ac- 
corded all  Presidents  for  action  taken  within 
the  scope  of  their  presidential  duties. 

The  panel  majority  concluded  that  because 
the  Fitzgerald  holding  was  limited  to  civil 
damages  claims  challenging  official  acts,  the 
President  should  receive  no  form  of  protec- 
tion from  any  other  civil  suits.  This  conclu- 
sion is  fiatly  inconsistent  with  the  reasoning 
of  Fitzgerald.  The  Court  in  Fitzgerald  deter- 
mined that  the  President  was  entitled  to  ab- 
solute immunity  not  only  because  the  threat 
of  liability  for  official  acts  might  Inhibit 
him  in  the  exercise  of  his  authority  (.id.  at 
752  &  n.32),  but  also  because,  in  the  Court's 
words,  "the  singular  importance  of  the 
President's  duties"  means  that  "diversion  of 
his  energies  by  concern  with  private  lawsuits 
would  raise  unique  risks  to  the  effective 
functioning  of  government."  Id.  at  751. 

The  panel  majority  ignored  this  second 
basis  for  the  holding  of  Fitzgerald.  The  first 
basis  of  Fitzgerald— thAt  the  threat  of  liabil- 
ity might  chill  official  Presidential  decision 
making — is,  of  course,  largely  not  present 
here,  and  accordingly,  the  President  does  not 
seek  immunity  from  liability.'  But  the  sec- 
ond danger  to  the  Presidency  emphasized  by 
Fitzgerald — the  burdens  inevitably  attendant 
upon  being  a  defendant  in  a  lawsuit^-clearly 
exists  here,  the  court  of  appeals  simply  dis- 
regarded this  "unique  risk[]  to  the  effective 
functioning  of  government." 

2.  As  the  Fitzgerald  Court  demonstrated, 
the  principle  that  a  siting  President  may  not 
be  subjected  to  private  civil  lawsuits  has 
deep  roots  In  our  traditions.  See  457  U.S.  at 
751  n.31.  Justice  Story  stated  that 

"[t]he  president  cannot ...  be  liable  to  ar- 
rest, imprisonment,  or  detention,  wlille  he  is 
in  the  discharge  of  the  duties  of  his  office; 
and  for  this  purpose  his  person  must  be 
deemed,  in  civil  cases  at  least,  to  possess  an  offi- 
cial inviolability." 

3  JOSEPH  STORT,  COMHENTARIES  ON  THE 
CONSTITUTION   OF  THE  UNTTED    STATES   §1583. 

pp.  418-19  (1st  ed.  1833)  (emphasis  added). 
(pioted  m  Fitzgerald.  457  U.S.  at  749.  Senator 
Oliver  Ellsworth  and  then-Vice  President 
John  Adams,  both  delegates  to  the  Constitu- 
tional Convention,  also  agreed  that 

"the  President,  personally,  was  not  .  .  . 
subject  to  any  process  whatever  .  .  .  For 
[that]  would  .  .  .  put  it  in  the  power  of  a 
common  justice  to  exercise  any  authority 
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over  him  and  stop  the  whole  machine  of  Gov- 
ernment." 

JOURNAL  OF  William  Maclay  167  (E. 
Maclay  ed.,  1890),  quoted  in  Fitzgerald,  457 
U.S.  at  751  n.31. 

President  Jefferson  was  even  more  em- 
phatic: 

"The  leading  principle  of  our  Constitution 
is  the  independence  of  the  Legislature,  exec- 
utive and  judiciary  of  each  other.  .  .  .  But 
would  the  executive  be  independent  of  the  ju- 
diciary, if  he  were  subject  to  the  commands  of 
the  latter.  &  to  imprisonment  for  disobe- 
dience; if  the  several  courts  could  bandy  him 
firom  pillar  to  post,  keep  him  constantly 
trudging  from  north  to  south  &  east  to  west, 
and  withdraw  him  entirely  from  his  con- 
stitutional duties?" 

10  The  Works  of  Thomas  Jefferson  404  n. 
(Paul  L.  Ford  ed.,  1905),  quoted  in  Fitzgerald, 
457  U.S.  at  751  n.31.  As  the  Court  said  in  Fitz- 
gerald, "nothing  in  [the  Framers']  debates 
suggests  an  expectation  that  the  President 
would  be  subjected  to  the  distraction  of  suits 
by  disappointed  private  citizens."  457  U.S. 
751  n.31. 

3.  The  panel  majority  minimized  the  sepa- 
ration of  powers  concerns  that  so  troubled 
the  Framers.  It  ruled  that  these  problems 
can  never  be  addressed  by  postponing  litiga- 
tion against  the  President  until  the  end  of 
his  term.  Pet.  App.  16.  Instead,  the  panel  ma- 
jority's solution  was  "judicial  case  manage- 
ment sensitive  to  the  burdens  of  the  presi- 
dency and  the  demands  of  the  President's 
schedule."  Pet.  App.  13.  Rather  than  solving 
the  separation  of  powers  problems  raised  by 
allowing  a  suit  to  go  forward  against  a  sit- 
ting President,  the  panel's  approach  only  ex- 
acerbates them. 

The  panel  majority  envisioned  that, 
throughout  the  course  of  litigation  against 
him.  a  President  could  "pursue  motions  for 
rescheduling,  additional  time,  or  continu- 
ances" if  he  could  show  that  the  proceedings 
"Interfered]  with  specific,  particularized, 
clearly  articulated  presidential  duties."  Pet. 
App.  16.  If  the  President  disagreed  with  a  de- 
cision of  the  trial  court,  he  could  "petition 
[the  court  of  appeals]  for  a  writ  of  mandamus 
or  prohibition."  Pet.  App.  16.  In  other  words, 
under  the  panel's  approach,  a  trial  court 
could  insist,  before  considering  a  request  by 
the  President  for  adjustment  in  the  litiga- 
tion schedule,  that  the  President  provide  a 
"specific,  particularized"  explanation  of  why 
he  believed  his  official  duties  prevented  him 
from  devoting  his  attention  to  the  litigation 
at  that  time.  The  court  would  then  be  In  the 
position  of  repeatedly  evaluating  the  Presi- 
dent's official  priorities— precisely  what  Jef- 
ferson so  feared. 

This  approach  is  an  obvious  affront  to  the 
complex  and  delicate  relationship  between 
the  Judiciary  and  the  Presidency.  Neither 
branch  should  be  in  a  position  where  it  must 
approach  the  other  for  approval  to  carry  out 
its  day-to-day  responsibilities.  Even  if  a  trial 
court  discharged  this  mission  with  the  great- 
est judiciousness,  it  is  difficult  to  think  of 
anything  more  Inconsistent  with  the  separa- 
tion of  powers  than  to  put  a  court  in  the  po- 
sition of  continually  passing  judgment  on 
whether  the  President  is  spending  time  in  a 
way  the  court  finds  acceptable. 

4.  The  panel  majority  similarly  attempted 
to  downplay  the  demands  that  defending  pri- 
vate civil  litigation  would  Impose  on  the 
President's  time  and  energies.  Pet.  App.  IS- 
IS. The  concurring  opinion  in  particular  lik- 
ened the  defense  of  a  personal  damages  suit 
to  the  few  instances  when  Presidents  have 
testified  as  witnesses  in  judicial  or  legisla- 
tive proceedings.  Pet.  App.  22-23.  This  notion 


is  implausible  on  its  face;  there  is  no  com- 
parison between  being  a  defendant  in  a  civil 
damages  action  and  merely  being  a  witness. 
Even  so.  Presidents  have  been  caUed  as  wit- 
nesses only  in  cases  of  exigent  need,  and  only 
under  carefully  controlled  circumstances  de- 
signed to  minimize  intrusions  on  the  Presi- 
dent's ability  to  carry  out  his  duties. 

A  sitting  President  has  never  been  com- 
pelled to  testify  in  civil  proceedings.  I>resi- 
dents  occasionally  have  been  called  upon  to 
testify  in  criminal  proceedings,  in  order  to 
preserve  the  public's  interest  in  criminal  law 
enforcement  {Fitzgerald,  457  U.S.  at  754)  and 
the  defendant's  Constitutional  right  to  com- 
pulsory process  (U.S.  Const,  amend.  VI; 
United  States  v.  Burr.  25  F.  Cas.  30.  33  (C.C.D. 
Va  1807)  (No.  14.692d))— factors  that  are.  of 
course,  not  present  here.  But  even  in  those 
compelling  cases,  as  Chief  Justice  Marshall 
recognized,  courts  are  not  "required  to  pro- 
ceed against  the  president  as  against  an  ordi- 
nary individual."  United  States  v.  Burr,  25  F. 
Cas.  187.  192  (C.C.D.  Va.  1807)  (No.  14,694).  In- 
stead, courts  have  required  a  heightened 
showing  of  need  for  the  President's  testi- 
mony, and  have  permitted  it  to  be  obtained 
only  in  a  manner  that  limits  the  disruption 
of  his  official  functions,  such  as  by 
videotaped  deposition.* 

In  any  event,  there  is  an  enormous  dif- 
ference between  being  a  third-party  witness 
and  being  a  defendant  threatened  with  finan- 
cially ruinous  personal  liability.  This  is  true 
even  for  a  person  with  only  the  normal  busi- 
ness and  personal  responsibilities  of  every- 
day life — which  are.  of  course,  incalculably 
less  demanding  than  those  of  the  President. 
A  President  as  a  practical  matter  could 
never  wholly  ignore  a  suit  such  as  the 
present  one.  which  seeks  to  impugn  the 
President's  character  and  to  obtain  $700,000 
in  putative  damages  firom  the  President  per- 
sonally. "The  need  to  defend  damages  suits 
would  have  the  serious  effect  of  diverting  the 
attention  of  a  President  from  his  executive 
duties  since  defending  a  lawsuit  today — even 
a  lawsuit  ultimately  found  to  be  flrlvolous— 
often  requires  significant  expenditures  of 
time  and  money,  as  many  former  public  offi- 
cials have  learned  to  their  sorrow,"  Fitzger- 
ald, 457  U.S.  at  763  (Burger.  C.J..  concurring). 
Judge  Learned  Hand  once  commented  that 
as  a  litigant,  he  would  "dread  a  lawsuit  be- 
yond anything  else  short  of  sickness  and 
death."*  In  this  reg&ri  the  President  is  like 
any  other  litigant,  except  that  a  President's 
litigation,  like  a  President's  illness,  becomes 
the  nation's  problem. 

B.  The  Court  of  Appeals  Erred  in  Viewing  the 
Relief  Sought  by  the  President  As  Extraordinary 
The  court  below  appears  to  have  viewed 
the  President's  claim  in  this  case  as  excep- 
tional, both  in  the  relief  that  it  sought  and 
in  the  burden  that  it  Imposed  on  respond- 
ent.'' In  fact,  far  trom  seeking  a  "degree  of 
protection  from  suit  for  his  private  wrongs 
enjoyed  by  no  other  public  official  (much 
less  ordinary  citizens)"  (Pet.  App.  13).  the  re- 
lief that  the  President  seeks— the  temporary 
deferral  of  litigation— is  far  trom  unknown 
in  our  system,  and  the  burdens  it  would  im- 
pose on  plaintiffs  are  not  extraordinary. 

There  are  numerous  instances  where  civil 
plaintiffs  are  required  to  accept  the  tem- 
porary postponement  of  litigation  so  that 
Important  institutional  or  public  interests 
can  be  protected.  For  example,  the  Soldiers' 
and  Sailors'  Civil  Relief  Act  of  1940,  50  U.S.C. 
app-  §§501-25  (1988  &  Supp.  V  1993),  provides 
that  civil  claims  by  or  against  military  per- 
sonnel are  to  be  tolled  and  stayed  while  they 
are  on  active  duty.*  Such  relief  is  deemed 
necessary  to  enable  members  of  the  armed 


forces  "to  devote  their  entire  energy  to  the 
defense  needs  of  the  Nation."  50  U.S.C.  app. 
§510  (1988>.  President  Clinton  here  thus  seeks 
relief  similar  to  that  to  which  he  may  be  en- 
titled as  Commander-in-Chief  of  the  Armed 
Forces,  and  which  is  routinely  available  to 
service  members  under  his  command. 

The  so-called  automatic  stay  provision  of 
the  Bankruptcy  Code  similarly  provides  that 
litigation  against  a  debtor  is  to  be  stayed  as 
soon  as  a  party  files  a  bankruptcy  petition. 
That  stay  affects  all  litigation  that  "was  or 
could  have  been  commenced"  prior  to  the  fil- 
ing of  that  petition,  11  U.S.C.  §362  (1994),  and 
ordinarily  will  remain  in  effect  until  the 
bankruptcy  proceeding  is  completed.  Id." 
Thus,  if  respondent  had  sued  a  party  who  en- 
tered bankruptcy,  respondent  would  auto- 
matically find  herself  in  the  same  position 
she  will  be  in  if  the  President  prevails  before 
the  Court— except  that  the  bankruptcy  stoy 
is  indefinite,  while  the  stay  in  this  case  has 
a  definite  term,  circumscribed  by  the  con- 
stitutional limit  on  a  President's  tenure  in 
office. 

It  is  well  established  that  courts,  in  appro- 
priate circumstances,  may  put  off  civil  liti- 
gation until  the  conclusion  of  a  related 
criminal  prosecution  against  the  same  de- 
fendant.'" That  process  may.  of  course,  take 
several  years,  and  affords  the  civil  plaintiff 
no  relief.  The  doctrine  of  primary  jurisdic- 
tion, where  it  applies,  compels  plaintiffs  to 
postpone  the  litigation  of  their  civil  claims 
while  they  pursue  administrative  proceed- 
ings, even  though  the  administrative  pro- 
ceedings may  not  provide  the  relief  they 
seek.  This  process  too  can  take  several 
years.  See,  e.g.,  Ricci  v.  Chicago  MercantUe 
Exch..  409  U.S.  289.  30&^  (1973).  And  public 
officials  who  unsuccessfully  raise  a  qualified 
immunity  defense  in  a  trial  court  are  enti- 
tled, in  the  usual  case,  to  a  stay  of  discovery 
while  they  pursue  an  interlocutory  appeal. 
Harlow  V.  Fitzgerald.  457  U.S.  800.  818  (1982). 
Such  appeals  can  routinely  delay  litigation 
for  a  substantial  period. 

We  do  not  suggest  that  all  of  these  doc- 
trines operate  in  exactly  the  same  way  as 
the  relief  that  the  President  seeks  here.  But 
these  examples  thoroughly  dispel  any  sug- 
gestion that  the  President,  in  asking  that 
this  litigation  be  deferred,  is  somehow  plac- 
ing himself  "above  the  law."  or  that  holding 
this  litigation  in  abeyance  would 
impermissibly  violate  a  plaintiffs  entitle- 
ment to  access  to  the  courts.  More  specifi- 
cally, these  examples  demonstrate  that  what 
the  President  is  seeking— the  temporary  de- 
ferral of  litigation— is  relief  that  our  judicial 
system  routinely  provides  when  significant 
institutional  or  public  interests  are  at  stake, 
as  they  manifestly  are  here. 
C.  The  Panel  Majority  Erred  In  Asserting  Juris- 
diction Over,  And  Reversing,  The  District 
Court's  Discretionary  Decision  To  Stay  The 
Trial  Until  After  President  Clinton  Leaves  Of- 
fice 

1.  Respondent  cross-appealed  to  challenge 
the  district  court's  order  to  stay  trial.  Ordi- 
narily, a  decision  by  a  district  court  to  stay 
proceedings  is  not  a  final  decision  for  pur- 
poses of  appeal.  Moses  H.  Cone  Memorial  Hosp. 
V.  Mercury  Constr.  Corp.,  460  U.S.  1.  10  n.ll 
(1983).  Such  orders  may  be  reviewed  on  an  in- 
terlocutory basis  only  by  writ  of  mandamus. 
See  U.S.C.  §651  (1994)."  Inserting  that  juris- 
diction existed  for  her  cross-appeal,  the  re- 
spondent did  not  seek  such  a  writ  or  contend 
that  the  stay  was  appealable  under  28  U.S.C. 
§  1291  (1994)  as  a  final  order,  or  as  a  collateral 
order  under  Cohen  v.  Beneficial  Indus.  Loan 
Corp..  337  U.S.  541,  546  (1949).  Instead  respond- 
ent asserted,  and  the  panel  majority  found. 
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that  the  Ckjurt  of  Appeals  had  "pendent  ap- 
pellate jurisdiction"  over  respondent's  cross- 
appeal.  Pet.  App.  5  n.4. 

In  Sicint  v.  Chambers  County  Comm'n,  115  S. 
Ct.  1203  (1995),  this  Court  ruled  that  the  no- 
tion of  "pendent  appellate  jurisdiction,"  if 
viable  at  all,  is  extremely  narrow  in  scope 
(see  id.  at  1212).  and  is  not  to  be  used  "to  par- 
lay Co^icn-type  collateral  orders  into  multi- 
issue  interlocutory  appeal  tickets."  Id.  at 
1211.  The  panel  majority  sought  to  avoid 
Swint  by  declaring  that  respondent's  cross- 
appeal  was  "inextricably  intertwined"  with 
the  President's  appeal.  Pet.  App.  5  n.4.  This 
conclusion  is  incorrect. 

The  question  of  whether  the  President  is 
entitled,  as  a  matter  of  law,  to  defer  this  liti- 
gation is  analytically  distinct  from  the  ques- 
tion of  whether  a  district  court  may  exercise 
its  discretion  to  stay  all  or  part  of  the  litiga- 
tion. The  former  question  raises  an  issue  of 
law,  to  be  decided  based  on  the  President's 
constitutional  role  and  the  separation  of 
powers  principles  we  have  discussed;  the  lat- 
ter is  a  discretionary  determination  to  be 
made  on  the  basis  of  the  particular  facts  of 
the  case.  Moreover,  the  legal  question  of 
whether  a  President  is  entitled  to  defer  liti- 
gation is  one  on  which  the  district  court's 
determination  is  entitled  to  no  special  def- 
erence; a  court's  exercise  of  discretion  to 
stay  proceedings  is  a  determination  that  can 
be  overturned  only  for  abuse  of  that  discre- 
tion. 

The  district  court,  in  deciding  to  postpone 
trial  in  this  case,  explicitly  invoked  its  dis- 
cretionary powers  over  scheduling  (Pet.  App. 
71  (citing  Fed.  R.  Civ.  P.  40  and  "the  equity 
powers  of  the  Court")),  and  based  its  decision 
not  only  on  the  defendant's  status  as  Presi- 
dent—certainly a  relevant  and  valid  factor- 
but  also  on  a  detailed  discussion  of  the  par- 
ticular circumstances  of  this  case: 

"This  is  not  a  case  in  which  any  necessity 
exists  to  rush  to  trial.  It  is  not  a  situation. 
for  example,  in  which  someone  has  been  ter- 
ribly injured  in  an  accident  .  .  .  and  des- 
perately needs  to  recover  .  .  .  damages.  .  .  . 
It  is  not  a  divorce  action,  or  a  child  custody 
or  child  support  case,  in  which  immediate 
personal  needs  of  other  parties  are  at  stake. 
Neither  is  this  a  case  that  would  likely  be 
tried  with  few  demands  on  Presidential  time, 
such  as  an  in  rem  foreclosure  by  a  lending  in- 
stitution." 

"The  situation  here  is  that  the  Plaintiff 
filed  this  action  two  days  before  the  three- 
year  statute  of  limitations  expired.  Obvi- 
ously, Plaintiff  Jones  was  in  no  rush  to  get 
her  case  to  court.  .  .  .  Consequently,  the  pos- 
sibility that  Ms.  Jones  may  obtain  a  judg- 
ment and  damages  in  this  matter  does  not 
appear  to  be  of  urgent  nature  for  her,  and  a 
delay  in  trial  of  the  case  will  not  harm  her 
right  to  recover  or  cause  her  undue  incon- 
venience." 

Pet  App.  70. 

Review  of  the  district  court's  discretionary 
decision  to  postpone  the  trial— unlike  review 
of  its  decision  to  reject  the  President's  posi- 
tion that  the  entire  case  should  be  deferred 
as  a  matter  of  law — must  address  these  par- 
ticular facts  of  this  case.  Thus  the  respond- 
ent's cross-appeal  raised  issues  that,  far  trom 
being  "inextricably  intertwined"  with  the 
President's  submission,  can  be  resolved  sepa- 
rately trom  it.  The  panel  majority's  expan- 
sion of  the  court  of  appeals'  jurisdiction  over 
this  interlocutory  appeal  was  in  error. 

2.  The  decision  to  reverse  the  district  court 
also  was  incorrect  on  the  merits.  As  Justice 
Cardozo  explained  for  this  Court  in  Landis  v. 
North  Am.  Co.,  299  U.S.  248  (1936),  a  trial 
judge's  decision  to  stay  proceedings  should 
not  be  lightly  overturned: 


"[T]he  power  to  stoy  proceedings  is  inci- 
dentol  to  the  power  Inherent  in  every  court 
to  control  the  disposition  of  the  causes  on  its 
docket.  .  .  .  How  this  can  best  be  done  calls 
for  the  exercise  of  judgment,  which  must 
weigh  competing  Interests  and  maintain  an 
even  balance." 

Id.  at  254-55.  Indeed,  the  Court  in  Landis 
specifically  stated  that 

"[e]specially  in  cases  extraordinary  public 
moment,  the  [plaintiff]  may  be  required  to 
submit  to  delay  not  immoderate  in  extent 
and  not  oppressive  in  its  consequences  if  the 
public  welfare  or  convenience  wUl  thereby  be 
promoted." 

Id.  at  256. 

The  panel  majority  justified  its  reversal  of 
the  district  court  with  a  single  sentence  in  a 
footnote:  "Such  an  order,  delaying  the  trial 
until  Mr.  Clinton  is  no  longer  President,  is 
the  functional  equivalent  of  a  grant  of  tem- 
porary immunity  to  which,  as  we  hold  today. 
Mr.  Clinton  is  not  constitutionally  entitled." 
Pet.  App.  13  n.9.  It  is  unclear  what  the  panel 
meant  by  labeling  the  district  court's  order 
the  "functional  equivalent"  of  "temporary 
immunity",  inasmuch  as  the  district  court 
held  that  the  litigation  could  go  forward 
through  all  steps  short  of  trial.  But  it  is  en- 
tirely clear  that  the  panel  majority,  in  its 
sweeping  and  conclusory  ruling,  did  not 
begin  to  conduct  the  kind  of  careful  weigh- 
ing of  the  particular  facts  and  circumstances 
that  might  warrant  a  conclusion  that  the 
trial  court  here  abused  its  discretion. 

D.  The  Court  Should  Grant  Review  Now  To 
Protect  The  Interests  Of  The  Presidency 

This  is  the  only  opportunity  for  the  Court 
to  review  the  President's  claim  and  grant 
adequate  relief.  If  review  is  declined  at  this 
point,  the  case  will  proceed  in  the  trial 
court,  and  the  interests  the  President  seeks 
to  preserve  by  having  the  litigation  de- 
ferred— Interests  'rooted  in  the  constitu- 
tional tradition  of  the  separation  of  pow- 
ers"—will  be  irretrievably  lost.  Fitzgerald. 
457  U.S.  at  743.  749.  Should  the  President  pre- 
vail on  the  merits  below,  this  Court  will  not 
even  have  the  opportunity  to  provide  guid- 
ance for  future  cases. 

Now.  a  court  for  the  first  time  in  history 
has  held  that  a  sitting  President  is  required 
to  defend  a  private  civil  damages  action. 
This  holding  breaches  historical  understand- 
ings that  are  as  appropriate  today  as  ever  be- 
fore." The  court  in  Fitzgerald  specifically  an- 
ticipated the  threat  posed  by  suits  of  this 
kind.  Because  of  "the  sheer  prominence  of 
the  President's  office."  the  Court  noted,  the 
President  "would  be  an  easily  identifiable 
target  for  suits  for  civil  damages."  457  U.S. 
at  752-53.  Chief  Justice  Burger  added:  "When 
litigation  processes  are  not  tightly  con- 
trolled .  .  .  they  can  be  and  are  used  as 
mechanisms  of  extortion.  Ultimate  vindica- 
tion on  the  merits  does  not  repair  the  dam- 
age." Id.  at  763  (concurring  opinion).  In  these 
circumstonces,  the  fact  that  there  is  "no  his- 
torical record  of  numerous  suits  against  the 
President" — as  there  was  no  comparable 
record  before  Fitzgerald  (id.  at  753  n.33>— pro- 
vides no  reassurance  at  all  that  this  case  will 
be  an  isolated  one. 

There  is  no  question  that  the  issues  raised 
by  this  case  will  have  profound  consequences 
for  both  the  Presidency  and  the  Judiciary. 
The  last  word  on  issues  of  this  importance 
should  not  be  a  decision  by  a  splintered 
panel  of  a  court  of  appeals— a  decision  that  is 
inconsistent  with  the  precedents  of  this 
Court  and  with  the  constitutional  tradition 
of  separation  of  powers.  The  Court  has  recog- 
nized that  a  "special  solicitude  [is]  due  to 
claims  alleging  a  threatened  breach  of  essen- 


tial Presidential  prerogatives  under  the  sep- 
aration of  powers."  Id.  at  743.  The  Court 
should  grant  review  now.  to  protect  those 
prerogatives. 

CONCLUSION 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  we  respectfully 
request  that  the  President's  petition  for  writ 
of  certiorari  be  granted. 

Respectfully  submitted. 

Robert  S.  Bennett 

Counsel  of  Record. 

Carl  S.  Rauh.  Alan  Kriegel.  Amy  R.  Sabrln. 
Stephen  P.  Vaughn.  Skadden.  Arps.  Slate, 
Meagher  &  Flom.  1440  New  York  Avenue 
N.W..  Washington,  DC.  20005. 

Of  Counsel: 

David  A.  Strauss,  Geoffrey  R.  Stone.  1111 
East  60th  Street.  Chicago.  Illinois  60637.  May 
15.  1996. 

Attorneys  for  the  Petitioner  President  Wil- 
liam Jefferson  Clinton. 

FOOTNOTES 

'Tbe  first  two  counts  aUe^  thAt  in  1991.  when  tbe 
President  was  Governor  of  Arkansas  and  respondent 
a  state  employee,  he  subjected  respondent  to  sexiuJ 
harassment  and  thereby  deprived  her  of  her  civil 
riehts  in  violation  of  42  U.S.C.  111963.  19es  I19»<).  A 
third  claim  alleges  that  the  President  thereby  In- 
flicted emotional  distress  upon  respondent.  Finally, 
the  complaint  alleges  that  in  1994.  while  he  was 
President,  petitioner  defamed  respondent  through 
statements  attributed  to  the  White  House  Press  Sec- 
retary and  his  lawyer,  denying  her  much -publicized 
allegations  against  the  President. 

Arkansas  State  Trooper  Danny  Fergnaon  was 
named  as  codefendant  in  two  counts.  Respondent  al- 
leges that  Trooper  Ferguson  approached  her  on  tbe 
President's  behalf,  thereby  conspiring  with  the 
President  to  deprive  the  respondent  of  her  civil 
rights  in  violation  of  42  U.S.C.  {19BS.  Respondent 
also  alleges  that  Mr.  Fergnson  defamed  her  In  state- 
ments about  a  wpman  identified  only  as  "Paolv" 
which  were  attributed  to  am  anonymous  trooper  in 
an  article  about  President  Clinton's  personal  con- 
duct published  in  The  American  Spectator  m.y.T<..« 
Neither  the  publication  nor  the  anthor  was  named 
as  a  defendant  in  the  salt. 

'The  stay  of  trial  encompassed  the  claims  against 
Trooper  Ferguson  as  well,  because  the  court  found 
that  there  was  "too  much  lnterdei>endency  of  events 
and  testimony  to  proceed  piecemeal."  and  that  "it 
would  not  be  possible  to  try  the  Trooper  adequately 
without  testimony  Crom  the  President."  Pet.  App. 
71. 

'Jurisdiction  for  the  President's  appeal  was  fooad- 
ed  on  28  U.S.C.  {1291  (1994)  and  the  collateral  order 
doctrine,  as  articulated  in  Mitchell  v.  Farxyth.  Vn 
U.S.  511.  526  (1985)  and  Nixon  r.  Fitzgeraid.  457  U.S. 
731.  743  (1962).  In  our  view,  however,  the  court  of  ap- 
peals lacked  jurisdiction  to  entertain  respondent 
Jones'  cross-appeal.  See  infra  pp.  16-19.  Tlie  district 
court  stayed  the  litigation  as  to  both  defendants 
pending  appellate  review.  Pet.  App.  74. 

•The  President  reserved  the  right  below  to  assert 
at  the  appropriate  time,  along  with  certain  common 
law  immunities,  the  defense  of  absolute  immunity 
to  the  defamation  claim  that  arose  during  bis  Presi- 
dency. 

>5ee  e.g..  United  States  t.  McDougal.  No.  LR-CB-96- 
173  (E.D.  Ark.  Mar.  20.  1996)  (videotaped  deposition 
at  the  White  House):  United  States  v.  Poindexter.  732 
F.  Supp.  142,  146-17  (D.C.C.  1990)  (videotaped  deposi- 
tion): United  States  v.  North.  713  F.  Supp.  1448.  1449 
(D.D.C.  1969)  (quashing  subpoena  because  defendant 
failed  to  show  that  President's  testimony  would  sup- 
port his  defense).  afTd.  910  F.2d  S43  (D.C.  Crir.  1980). 
cert,  denied.  500  U.S.  Ml  (1991).  United  States  v. 
Fromme.  405  F.  Supp.  578.  583  (E.D.  Cal.  1975) 
(videotaped  deposition). 

*3  Lectures  on  Legal  Topics.  Assn.  of  the  Bar  of  tbe 
City  of  New  York  105  (1926).  (juoted  in  Fitzgerald.  457 
U.S.  at  763  n.6  (Burger,  C.  J.,  concurring). 

''For  example,  the  panel  majority  declared  that 
Article  n  "did  not  create  a  monarchy"  and  that  the 
President  is  "cloaked  with  none  of  the  attribotes  of 
sovereign  immunity."  Pet.  App.  6. 

'Specifically,  a  lawsuit  against  an  active-duty 
service  member  is  to  be  stayed  unless  it  can  be 
shown  that  the  defendant's  "ability  ...  To  conduct 
his  defense  is  not  materially  affected  by  reason  of 
his  mUitary  service."  SO  U.S.C.  app.  {521  (1968). 

'Indeed,  a  bankruptcy  judge's  discretion  has  been 
held  sufficient  to  authorize  a  stay  of  third-party 
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UtiraCion  in  other  courts  that  conceivably  could 
have  an  effect  on  the  bankraptcy  estate,  even  if  the 
debtor  Is  not  a  party  to  the  litigation  and  the  anto- 
matic  stay  is  not  triggered.  See  11  U.S.C.  S105  (1994); 
2  COLLIER  ON  Bamkkuftct  1105.02  (Lawrence  P.  King 
ed..  15th  ed.  19M).  and  cases  cited  therein. 

"Set,  e.g.,  Koester  v.  American  Republic  Invs..  11 
F.3d  818.  823  (8th  Clr.  1993):  Wehling  v.  Columbia 
Broadcasting  Sys..  608  F.2d  1064  (5th  Cir.  19T9):  United 
States  V.  Mellon  Bank,  N.A..  545  F.2d  869  (3d  Cir.  1976). 

"  Some  courts  recognize  that  exceptions  may  exist 
in  cases  in  which  a  stay  is  "tantamount  to  a  dismis- 
sal" because  it  "effectively  ends  the  litigation."  See, 
e.g.,  Boushel  v.  Toro  Co.,  985  F.2d  406.  408  (8th  Cir. 
199Q);  Chevney  StaU  College  Faculty  v.  Hufstedler,  703 
F.2d  732.  735  (3d  Cir.  1963).  Even  assuming  that  this 
exception  should  be  allowed,  it  is  not  applicable 
here,  where  the  district  court's  order  clearly  con- 
templated further  proceedings  in  federal  court.  See 
Boushel,  965  F.2d  at  406-09. 

>*  Heretofore,  there  have  been  no  private  civil  dam- 
age suits  initiated  or  actively  litigated  while  defend- 
ant was  serving  as  President.  While  there  are  re- 
corded private  civil  suits  against  Theodore  Roo- 
sevelt. Harry  Truman  and  John  F.  Kennedy,  all  were 
underway  before  the  defendant  assumed  office.  The 
first  two  wer«  dismissed  by  the  time  the  defendant 
became  President:  after  each  took  office,  the  dismis- 
sal as  confirmed  on  appeal.  See  New  York  ez  ret.  Hur- 
ley V.  Roosevelt,  179  N.Y.  544  (1904):  DeVault  v.  Tru- 
man. 194  S.W.2d  29  (Mo.  1946).  The  Kennedy  case  was 
filed  while  he  was  a  candidate,  and  was  settled  after 
President  Kennedy's  inauguration,  without  any  dis- 
covery against  the  Cblet  Executive.  See,  Bailey  v. 
Kennedy.  No.  757200,  and  Hilli  v.  Kennedy,  No.  757201 
(Los  Angeles  County  Superior  Court,  both  filed  Oct. 
27. 1960). 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  we  all 
ought  to  recognize  this  for  what  it  is. 
This  is  politics;  this  is  an  effort  to  em- 
barrass the  President  of  the  United 
States.  We  all  understand  that.  We  all 
folly  appreciate  what  is  going  on  here. 

The  fact  is,  the  President  has  said 
over  and  over  that  the  Constitution  is 
his  source  on  all  that  he  does.  And  cer- 
tainly in  this  case,  that  principle  is 
again  articulated  in  the  statement 
made  by  Mr.  Bennett. 

The  brief  refers  to  five  illustrative 
examples.  That  is  all.  They  are  illus- 
trative, they  are  analogous.  In  no  way 
does  the  President  rely  on  the  Soldiers' 
and  Sailors'  Act  for  any  defense  or  any 
exemption  from  legal  action.  So  this 
resolution  is  based  on  a  completely 
false  premise  and  is  totally  mis- 
directed. 

We  look  forward  to  the  opportunity 
of  having  many  of  these  debates  in  the 
coming  months,  because  if  we  are  going 
to  be  devoting  our  attention  to  this 
kind  of  minutiae  and  this  kind  of 
politicization  of  our  debate  in  the  com- 
ing months,  as  our  colleagues  appar- 
ently plan  to  do,  we  will  get  nothing 
done  in  this  Senate.  But  that  may  be 
their  choice. 

The  fact  is,  the  President  clearly  has 
made  his  case.  This  amendment  is  in 
error,  and  we  will  have  more  opportu- 
nities to  talk  about  it  in  the  future. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Alaska  is  withdrawn. 

The  amendment  (No.  4041)  was  with- 
drawn. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4022 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  McCain  amendment. 

The  amendment  (No.  4022)  was  agreed 
to. 


Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  Calendar  Order  No.  413,  House 
Concurrent  Resolution  178,  the  House 
budget  resolution;  further,  that  all 
after  the  resolving  clause  be  stricken, 
the  text  of  Senate  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 57,  as  amended,  be  inserted  in  lieu 
thereof,  the  Senate  then  proceed  to 
vote  on  adoption  of  the  concurrent  res- 
olution, and  immediately  thereafter, 
the  Senate  insist  on  its  amendment,  re- 
quest a  conference  with  the  House,  and 
the  Chair  be  authorized  to  appoint  con- 
ferees on  the  part  of  the  Senate,  and 
that  all  of  this  occur  without  any  in- 
tervening debate. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  clerk  will  report. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  178) 
establishing  the  congressional  budget  for  the 
United  States  Government  for  fiscal  year 
1997  and  setting  forth  appropriate  budgetary 
levels  for  fiscal  years  1998.  1999,  20(X),  2001  and 
2002. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
concurrent  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  yeas 
and  nays  have  not  been  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

CHANGE  OF  VOTE 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  change  my  vote 
on  rollcall  vote  No.  153,  the  Domenici 
second-degree  amendment  No.  4027, 
from  "nay"  to  "aye." 

The  amendment  was  overwhelmingly 
approved  by  a  vote  of  75  to  25,  so  a 
change  in  my  vote  will  make  no  dif- 
ference in  the  outcome  of  the  legisla- 
tion. 

I  understand  that  amendment  4027 
would  add  $5  billion  in  discretionary 
spending  authority,  much  of  which  will 
go  to  medical  research  and  education, 
and  that  there  is  no  impact  on  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  as  proposed  in  the 
underlying  Specter-Harkin  amendment 
No.  4012. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  House  Con- 
current Resolution  178,  as  amended. 
The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 
The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas  [Mr.  BlHilPERS]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  53, 
nays  46,  as  follows: 


[Rollcall  Vote  No. 

156  Leg.) 

YEAS— 53 

Abraham 

Prist 

McCain 

Ashcroft 

Gorton 

McConnell 

Bennett 

Gramm 

Murkowskl 

Bond 

Grams 

Nickles 

Brown 

Grassley 

Pressler 

Bums 

Gregg 

Roth 

Campbell 

Hatch 

Santorom 

Chafee 

Hatfield 

Shelby 

Coats 

Helms 

Simpson 

Cochran 

Hutchison 

Smith 

Cohen 

Inhofe 

Snowe 

Coverdell 

Jeffords 

Specter 

Ciaig 

Kassebaum 

Stevens 

D'Amato 

Kempthome 

Thomas 

DeWine 

Kyi 

Thompson 

Dole 

Lott 

Thurmond 

Domenici 

Lugar 

Warner 

Faircloth 

Mack 

NAYS— 16 

Akaka 

Ford 

Mikulski 

Baucns 

Glens 

Moseley-Brann 

Biden 

Graham 

Moynihan 

Bingaman 

Harkin 

Murray 

Boxer 

Hefiin 

Nunn 

Bradley 

Boilings 

Pell 

Breaux 

Inouye 

Pry  or 

Bryan 

Johnston 

Reid 

Byrd 

Kennedy 

Robb 

Conrad 

Keixey 

RockefeUer 

Daschle 

Kerry 

Sarbanes 

Dodd 

Kohl 

Simon 

Dorgan 

Lautenberg 

Wellstone 

Exon 

Leahy 

Wyden 

Feingold 

Levin 

Felnstein 

Liebennan 

NOT  VOTING— 1 
Bumpers 

The  concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con. 
Res.  178),  as  amended,  was  agreed  to;  as 
follows: 

Resolved,  That  the  resolution  firom  the 
House  of  Representatives  (H.  Con.  Res.  178) 
entitled  "Concurrent  resolution  establishing 
the  congressional  budget  for  the  United 
States  Goveminent  for  fiscal  year  1997  and 
setting  forth  appropriate  budgetary  levels 
for  the  fiscal  years  1996.  1999,  2000,  2001,  and 
2002.",  do  pass  with  the  following  amend- 
ment: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  resol'ving 
clause  and  insert: 

SECTION  1.  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON  THE 
BUDGET  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1997. 

(a)  Declaration.— The  Congress  determines 
and  declares  that  this  resolution  is  the  concur- 
rent resolution  on  the  budget  for  fiscal  year 
1997,  including  the  appropriate  budgetary  levels 
for  fiscal  years  1998,  1999,  2000,  and  2001,  as  re- 
quired by  section  301  of  the  Congressional  Budg- 
et Act  of  1974,  and  including  the  appropriate 
levels  for  fiscal  year  2002. 

(b)  Table  of  Contents.— The  table  of  con- 
tents for  this  concurrent  resolution  is  as  follows: 
Sec.  1.  Concurrent  Resolution  on  the  Budget  for 

Fiscal  Year  1997. 
TITLE  I— LEVELS  AND  AMOUNTS 
Sec.  101.  Recommended  levels  and  amounts. 
Sec.  102.  Debt  increase. 
Sec.  103.  Social  Security. 
Sec.  104.  Major  functional  categories. 
Sec.  105.  Reconciliation. 
TITLE  II— BUDGETARY  RESTRAINTS  AND 
RULEMAKING 
Sec.  201.  Discretionary  spending  limits. 
Sec.  202.  Tax  reserve  fund  in  the  Senate. 
Sec.  203.  Superfund  reserve  fund  in  the  Senate. 
Sec.  204.  Scoring  of  emergency  legislation. 
Sec.  205.  Exercise  of  rulemaking  powers. 
TITLE    III— SENSE     OF    THE    CONGRESS, 
HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES,  AND  SEN- 
ATE 
Sec.  301.  Sense  of  the  Congress  on  sale  of  Gov- 
ernment assets. 
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Sec. 

Sec. 

Sec. 

Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
5ec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 

Sec. 
Sec. 


302. 

303. 

304. 

305. 
306. 
307. 
308. 
309. 
310. 
311. 
312. 

313. 
314. 


Sec.  315. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


316. 
317. 


Sec.  318. 


Sec. 

319. 

Sec. 

320. 

Sec. 

321. 

Sec. 

322. 

Sec. 

323. 

Sec. 
Sec. 

324. 
325. 

Sec. 

326. 

Sec. 

327. 

Sec. 

328. 

Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 

329. 
330. 
331. 

Sec. 
Sec. 

332. 
333. 

Sec. 

334. 

Sec. 

335. 

Sec. 

336. 

Sense  of  the  Congress  that  tax  reduc- 
tions should  benefit  working  fami- 
lies. 

Sense  of  the  Congress  on  a  Bipartisan 
Commission  on  the  Solvency  of 
Medicare. 

Sense  of  the  Senate  on  considering  a 
change  in  the  minimum  wage  in 
the  Senate. 

Sense  of  the  Senate  on  long  term  pro- 
jections in  budget  estimates. 

Sense  of  the  Congress  on  medicare 
transfers. 

Sense  of  the  Senate  on  repeal  of  the 
gas  tax. 

Sense  of  the  Senate  on  medicare  trust- 
ees report. 

Sense  of  the  Congress  regarding 
changes  in  the  medicare  program. 

Sense  of  the  Senate  on  funding  to  as- 
sist youth  at  risk. 

Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the  use 
of  budgetary  savings. 

Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the 
transfer  of  excess  Government 
computers  to  public  schools. 

Sense  of  the  Senate  on  Federal  re- 
treats. 

Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the  es- 
sential air  service  program  of  the 
Department  of  Transportation. 

Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  equal 
retirement  savings  for  home- 
makers. 

Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the  Na- 
tional Institute  of  Drug  Abuse. 

Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the  ex- 
tension of  the  employer  education 
assistance  exclusion  under  section 
127  of  the  InterruU  Revenue  Code 
of  1986. 

Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the  Eco- 
nomic Development  Administra- 
tion placing  high  priority  on 
maintaining  field-based  economic 
development  representatives. 

Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  revenue 
assumptions. 

Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  domestic 
violence. 

Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  student 
loans. 

Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  reduc- 
tion of  the  national  debt. 

Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  hungry 
or  homeless  children. 

Sense  of  the  Senate  on  LIHEAP. 

Sense  of  the  Congress  regarding  addi- 
tional charges  under  the  medicare 
program. 

Sense  of  the  Congress  regarding  nurs- 
ing home  standards. 

Sense  of  the  Congress  concerning 
nursing  home  care. 

Sense  of  the  Congress  regarding  re- 
quirements that  welfare  recipients 
be  drug-free. 

Sense  of  the  Senate  on  Davis-Bacon. 

Sense  of  the  Senate  on  Davis-Bacon. 

Sense  of  Congress  on  reimbursement  of 
the  United  States  for  Operations 
Southern  Watch  and  Provide 
Comfort. 

Accurate  index  for  inflation. 

Sense  of  the  Senate  on  solvency  of  the 
Medicare  Trust  Fund. 

Sense  of  the  Congress  that  the  1993  in- 
come tax  increase  on  social  secu- 
rity benefits  should  be  repealed. 

Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the  Ad- 
ministration's practice  regarding 
the  prosecution  of  drug  smugglers. 

Corporate  subsidies  and  sale  of  Gov- 
ernment assets. 


Sec.  337.  Sense  of  the  Senate  on  the  Presidential 
Election  Campaign  Fund. 

Sec.  338.  Sense  of  the  Seruxte  regarding  welfare 
reform. 

Sec.  339.  A  resolution  regarding  the  Senate's 
support  for  Federal.  State,  and 
local  law  enforcement. 

Sec.  340.  Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the 
funding  of  Amtrak. 

Sec.  341.  Sense  of  the  Senate— Truth  in  Budget- 
ing. 

TITLE  I— LEVELS  AND  AMOUNTS 

S^.  101.  RECOMUENDED  LEVELS  AND  AMOUIVTS. 

The  following  budgetary  levels  are  appro- 
priate for  the  fiscal  years  1997,  1998,  1999,  2000, 
2001 ,  and  2002: 

(1)  FEDERAL  REVENUES.— For  purposes  Of  the 
enforcement  of  this  resolution— 

(A)  The  recommended  levels  of  Federal  reve- 
nues are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1997:  SI, 086 JOG. 000, 000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,129,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,176,100,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,229,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,289,600,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,359,100,000,000. 

(B)  The  amounts  by  which  the  aggregate  lev- 
els of  Federal  revenues  should  be  changed  are 
as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1997:  -$14,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  -$18,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  -$22,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  -$21,900,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  -$21,500,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  -$14,800,000,000. 

<C)  The  amounts  for  Federal  Insurance  Con- 
tributions Act  revenues  for  hospital  insurance 
within  the  recommended  levels  of  Federal  reve- 
nues are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $108,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $113,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $119^00,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $125,500,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $131,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $137,700,000,000. 

(2)  NEW  BUDGET  AUTHORITY.— For  purposes  of 
the  enforcement  of  this  resolution,  the  appro- 
priate levels  of  total  new  budget  authority  are 
as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,323  J 00. 000, 000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,361,600,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,392,400,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,433,600,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,454,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,499,100,000,000. 

(3)  Budget  outlays.— For  purposes  of  the  en- 
forcement of  this  resolution,  the  appropriate  lev- 
els of  total  budget  outlays  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $1,318,600,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $1,353,500,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $1,382,400,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $1,415,600,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $1,433,100,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $1,467,400,000,000. 

(4)  DEFICJTS.-For  purposes  of  the  enforce- 
ment of  this  resolution,  the  amounts  of  the  defi- 
cits are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $232,400,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $223,600,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $206,300,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $185,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $143,500,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $108,300,000,000. 

(5)  Pubuc  DEBT.— The  appropriate  levels  of 
the  public  debt  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $5,449,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $5,722,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $5,975,100,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $6,207,700,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $6,398,600,000,000.  ' 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $6, 550  JOO, 000. 000. 

(6)  DIRECT  LOAN  OBUGATtONS.—The  appro- 
priate levels  of  total  new  direct  loan  obligations 
are  as  follows: 


Fiscal  year  1997:  Ul, 400, 000, 000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $36,400,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $36,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $36,500,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $36,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $36,600,000,000. 

(7)  Primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments.—The  appropriate  levels  of  new  primary 
loan  guarantee  commitments  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $267,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $267,800,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $268,600,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $269,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $270,400,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $271,300,000,000. 
SEC  102.  DEBT  INCREASE 

The  amounts  of  the  increase  in  the  public  debt 
subject  to  limitation  are  as  follows: 

PVcal  pear  1997:  $290,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $277,400,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $256,000,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $236,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $193,300,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $155,400,000,000. 
SEC  103.  SOCIAL  SECURITY. 

(a)  Social  Security  Revenues.— For  pur- 
poses of  Senate  enforcement  under  sections  302. 
602.  and  311  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974.  the  amounts  of  revenues  of  the  Federal 
Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund 
and  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $384,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $401,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  U22, 800, 000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $444,200,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $463,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $485,700,000,000. 

(b)  SOCIAL  Security  Outlays.— For  purposes 
of  Senate  enforcement  under  sections  302,  602. 
and  311  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974. 
the  ajTU)unts  of  outlays  of  the  Federal  Old-Age 
and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund  and  the 
Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund  are  as 
follows: 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $310,400,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $323,000,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $335,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $349,300,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $363,900,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $378,800,000,000. 
SEC.  104.  MAJOR  FUNCTIONAL  CATEGORIES. 

The  Congress  determines  and  declares  that  the 
appropriate  levels  of  new  budget  authority, 
budget  outlays,  new  direct  loan  obligations,  and 
new  primary  loan  guarantee  commitments  for 
fiscal  years  1997  through  2002  for  each  major 
functional  category  are: 

(1)  National  Defense  (050): 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $265,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $263,700,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
menu.  $800,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $267,100,000,000. 

(B)  Outiays,  $262,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $269 JOO. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $265,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $192,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $271,800,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays.  $268,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $187,000,000. 

Fiscal  year2001: 


12380 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  23,  1996 


(A)  New  bvdget  authority,  S274JOO.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S267 .500.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. S1S5.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S276.900.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays,  S267J2O0.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, S183.000,000. 

(2)  IntematiOTuil  Affairs  (150): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S14 ,200, 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  SU, 900,000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  S4. 333. 000. 000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. S18,110.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  1996: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S12, 700,000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  SI 3. 600, 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  S4, 342, 000, 000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. S18,262,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  SI  1,600, 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays,  S12, 600, 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  S4,35S.0OO,OO0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. S18. 311. 000, 000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  SI 2. 000. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  Sll. 400.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  S4, 346, 000, 000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. S18, 311, 000, 000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  SI 2, 400, 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays,  SI  1,500, 000, 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  S4, 395, 000, 000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, S18.4O9,000.0O0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S12, 700, 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  SI  1,500, 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  U. 387, 000. 000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, S18.409,000,000. 

(3)  General  Science,  Space,  and  Technology 
(250): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S16. 700, 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays,  S16. 800. 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   corranit- 
ments,S0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S16,100.000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  S16. 300. 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S15,700,000.000. 

(B)  OuUays.  S15. 900. 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S15,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  S15,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S15, 500. 000, 000. 

(B)  OuUays,  SI 5, 500. 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S15, 500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  S15,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 


(D)   New  primary   loan  guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 
(4)  Energy  (270): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S3. 700. 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S3. 100, 000, 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SI  ,033,000,000. 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S2. 900. 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S2, 200, 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SI, 039, 000, 000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  32,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  SI. 800. 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SI. 045. 000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S2. 500. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  SI. 600. 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SI. 036. 000. 000. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S2. 700, 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  SI. 600.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SI. 000,000.000. 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S2. 400. 000, 000. 

(B)  OuUays,  SI  ,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SI, 031, 000,000. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

(5)  Natural  Resources  and  Environment  (300): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S20, 300.000.000. 

(B)  OuUays,  S21, 500.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  S37,000,000. 

(D)  New   primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S20, 000, 000, 000. 

(B)  OuUays.  S20, 900. 000. 000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
S41, 000,000,000. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S19. 900, 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S20. 600. 000, 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  S38.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S19. 500,000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays,  S20, 100. 000, 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  S38,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S19. 400, 000, 000. 

(B)  OuUays,  S19. 600. 000, 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  S38.000.000. 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S19, 300, 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays,  S19, 400, 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  S38.000.000. 

(D)  New   primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

(6)  Agriculture  (350): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S12,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  SI  1,000, 000, 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  S7, 794, 000, 000. 

(D)  New   primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, S5,870,000,000. 


Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  SI 2, 500, 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays,  SIO, 600, 000, 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  S9, 346, 000. 000. 

(D)  New   primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, S6, 637, 000, 000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  SI 2, 200, 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  SIO. 300. 000. 000. 

(C)  New        direct        loan       obligations, 
SIO, 743, 000, 000. 

(D)  New  primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. S6, 586, 000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  SI  1,500. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S9, 700, 000, 000. 

(C)  New        direct       loan       obligations, 
SIO, 736, 000, 000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee   commit- 
ments. S6, 652. 000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  SIO, 500, 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S8, 700. 000. 000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan        obligations. 
SIO.595.000.000. 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. S6. 641. 000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  SIO. 300, 000, 000. 

(B)  OuUays,  S8. 400. 000. 000. 

(C)  New        direct        loan        obligations, 
SIO  .570. 000. 000. 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. S6. 709. 000. 000. 

(7)  Commerce  and  Housing  Credit  (370): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S8. 100,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -S2, 400, 000, 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SI. 856, 000, 000. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, S197. 340, 000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S9, 600, 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays,  S5, 700, 000, 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SI, 787. 000, 000. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, S196,750.000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  SIO, 600. 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays,  S6, 100, 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SI. 763.000.000. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   commt- 
ments,  S196,253.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S12,600.000,000. 

(B)  OuUays,  S7, 500, 000, 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SI, 759. 000. 000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, S195,883,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  SI  1.400. 000. 000. 

(B)  OuUays,  S7. 400, 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SI. 745, 000. 000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, S195,375,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  Sll, 700,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays,  S7, 400, 000, 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SI, 740, 000, 000. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, S194,875,000.000. 

(8)  Transportation  (400): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S42. 600, 000, 000. 

(B)  OuUays.  S39, 300, 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  S15,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S43, 300, 000, 000. 

(B)  OuUays,  S37, 000. 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  S15,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 
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Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S43, 800, 000, 000. 

(B)  OuUays.  S35, 600, 000, 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  S15.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S43, 500, 000. 000. 

(B)  OuUays.  S34. 100, 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  S15.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S43, 700, 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S33. 700. 000, 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  S15,000,000 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S44. 000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S33, 200, 000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  S15,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

(9)  Community   and   Regional  Development 
(450): 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S9. 900. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  SIO. SOO, 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SI  ,222,000.000. 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. S2, 133. 000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S6, 700. 000. 000. 

(B)  OuUays,  S9, 500, 000, 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SI  M2. 000. 000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments. S2. 133, 000, 000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S6, 700. 000, 000. 

(B)  OuUays,  S8, 600, 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SI  ,265,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, S2, 171, 000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S6, 700. 000, 000. 

(B)  OuUays,  S7, 700, 000, 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SI  ,288.000.000. 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments, S2, 171, 000, 000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S6, 700, 000, 000. 

(B)  OuUays,  S7 ,200, 000, 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SI, 317.000.000. 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments, S2 ,202. 000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S6. 600. 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays,  S6, 700, 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SI, 343, 000, 000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. S2 ,202. 000. 000. 

(10)  Education,  Training,  Employment,  and 
Social  Services  (500): 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S51, 400,000.000. 

(B)  OuUays,  S51 ,500,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
S16,219,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, S15, 469, 000, 000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S49, 000, 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays,  S48, 900. 000, 000. 

(C)  New       dir&:t        loan       obligations, 
S19,040,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments. S14, 760,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S50, 200, 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S49. 400, 000, 000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligatioris, 
S21, 781. 000, 000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, S13. 854, 000 ,000. 


Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S5I, 000, 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays,  S50, 200, 000, 000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
S22.884.000,000. 

(D)  New   primary   loan   guarantee   commt- 
ments,  S14, 589, 000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S51. 800. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S50. 900, 000. 000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
S23. 978. 000. 000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. S15,319,000.000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  SS2. 600, 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S51, 700, 000, 000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
S25. 127. 000, 000. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. S16. 085, 000. 000. 

(11)  Health  (550): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S131.400.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  SI 32. 400, 000, 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. S187,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  SI 37, 400. 000. 000. 

(B)  OuUays,  SI 37. 800. 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments, S94.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S144,000,000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S144,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  SI 52, 800, 000. 000. 

(B)  OuUays.  S152,700,000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S160. 300.000.000. 

(B)  OuUays.  S159,900,000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S167 ,200,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays,  S166,700,000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligatioris,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

(12)  Medicare  (570): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S193 000.000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  S191 ,500.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S205.900.000.000. 

(B)  OuUays.  S204,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S216,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  S214,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S227, 300,000.000. 

(B)  OuUays,  S225.600,000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 


(A)  New  budget  authority,  S239,300,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays,  S237.600.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S253JO0.0O0,0O0. 

(B)  Outlays,  S251. 100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

(13)  Income  Security  (600): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S232.400.000.000. 

(B)  OuUays.  S240.3O0.0O0.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

I'iscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S241 .900.000,000. 

(B)  OuUays,  S245.2O0.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S246j00.000,000. 

(B)  OuUays.  S253.000.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S264.600.000.000. 

(B)  OuUays.  S264.5O0.0O0.0O0. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S264J0O.O0O,0OO. 

(B)  Outlays,  S268,500,000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S282. 800,000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays,  S281, 100,000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

(14)  Social  Security  (650): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S7. 800.000. 000. 

(B)  OuUays.  SIO ,500. 000, 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary    loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S8. 500, 000, 000. 

(B)  OuUays.  Sll  .200,000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S9 ,200. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  SI  1,900.000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligatioris.  SO. 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  SIO. 000, 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S12. 700.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  SIO. 800, 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  SI 3 ,500. 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  Sll, 600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  SI 4. 300. 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 
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(15)  Veterans  Benefits  and  Services  (700): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  i^. 000. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S39. 500. 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $935,000,000. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   coimnit- 
ments.  t26.362.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  199S: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S3S, 600. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S39, 300. 000, 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $962,000,000. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. $25,925,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $33,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $39,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $987,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments. $25,426,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $38,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $40,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $1,021,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee   commit- 
menU,  $24,883,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $38,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $37,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $1,189,000,000. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, $24,298,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $39,000,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $39,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $1,194,000,000. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. $23,668,000,000. 

(16)  Administration  of  Justice  (750): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $21,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $20,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $22,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $21,600,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $23,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $22,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $23,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $23,000,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $19,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $19,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $19,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $19,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

(17)  General  Government  (800): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $13,800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $13,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $13,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $13,600,000,000. 


(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $13,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $13,200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $13,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   comndt- 
ments,  $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $13,300,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $13,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,500,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New   primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(18)  Net  Interest  (900): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $282,800,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays.  $282,800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $289,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $289,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $293,200,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays,  $293,200,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $294,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $294,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $298,900,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $298 M). 000, 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $303,400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $303,400,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(19)  The  corresponding  levels  of  gross  interest 
on  the  public  debt  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $348,234,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $351,240,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $348,465,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $349,951,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $351,311,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $352,756,000,000. 

(20)  Allowances  (920): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$1,600,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $800,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  -$200,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $100,000,000. 

<C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 
(D)    New   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, $0. 
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Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$400,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$300,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary    loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  -$800,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  -$1,200,000  000 

(B)  OuUays,  -$1,100,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  aut?iority,  -$3,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$3,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

(21)  Undistributed  Offsetting  Receipts  (950): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  -$43,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$43,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$35,700,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays,  -$35,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority ,  -$34,900,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays,  -$34,900,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  coTnmit- 
ments,  $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  -$36,700,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays,  -$36,700,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obliga^ns,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  -$38,500,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays,  -$38,500,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guaranty  commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  - $40,100,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays,  -UO, 100. 000, 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

SSa  lOS.  SBCONCOJATION. 

(a)  First  Reconciuation  of  Spending  Re- 
ductions.— 

(1)  Senate  committees.— Not  later  than  June 
14, 1996,  the  committees  named  in  this  subsection 
shall  submit  their  recommendations  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget  of  the  Senate.  After  receiv- 
ing those  recommendations,  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  shall  report  to  the  SenaU  a  rec- 
onciliation bill  carrying  out  all  such  rec- 
ommendations urithout  any  substantive  revision. 

(A)  Committee  on  agriculture,  nutrition, 
AND  forestry.— The  Senate  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture, Nutrition,  and  Forestry  shall  report 
changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  pro- 
vide direct  spending  (as  defined  in  section 
250(c)(8)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency 
Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985)  to  reduce  ouUays 
$1,994,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1997  and 
$29,376,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1997 
through  2002. 

(B)  Committee  on  finance.— The  Senate 
Committee  on  Finance  shall  report  changes  in 


May  23,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD^SENATE 


laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct 
spending  (as  defined  in  section  250(c)(8)  of  the 
Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Con- 
trol Act  of  1985)  to  reduce  ouUays  $95,402,000,000 
for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1997  through  2002. 

(b)  Final  Reconciuation  of  Spending  Re- 
ductions.— 

(1)  Senate  committees.— If  legislation  is  en- 
acted pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  then  no  later 
than  July  12, 1996,  the  committees  named  in  this 
subsection  shall  submit  their  recommendations 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of  the  Senate. 
After  receiving  those  recommendations,  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget  shall  report  to  the 
Senate  a  reconciliation  bill  carrying  out  all  szich 
recommendations  unthout  any  substantive  revi- 
sion. 

(A)  Committee  on  agriculture,  nutrition. 
AND  forestry.— The  Senate  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture, Nutrition,  and  Forestry  sfiall  report 
changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  pro- 
vide direct  spending  (as  defined  in  section 
250(c)(8)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency 
Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985)  to  reduce  ouUays 
$86,000,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1997  and 
$251,000,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1997  through  2002. 

(B)  Committee  on  armed  services.— The 
Senate  Committee  on  Armed  Services  shall  re- 
port changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that 
provide  direct  spending  (as  defined  in  section 
250(c)(8)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency 
Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985)  to  reduce  ouUays 
$79,000,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1997  and 
$649,000,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1997  through  2002. 

(C)  Committee  on  banking,  housing,  and 
URBAN  AFFAIRS.— The  Senate  Committee  on 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs  shall  re- 
port changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that 
provide  direct  spending  (as  defined  in  section 
250(c)(8)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency 
Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985)  to  reduce  ouUays 
$3,628,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1997  and 
$3,605,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1997 
through  2002. 

(D)  Committee  on  commerce,  science,  and 
transportation.— The  Senate  Committee  on 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation  shall  re- 
port changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that 
provide  direct  spending  (as  defined  in  section 
250(c)(8)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency 
Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985)  to  reduce  ouUays  $0 
in  fiscal  year  1997  and  $19,396,000,000  for  the  pe- 
riod of  fiscal  years  1997  through  2002. 

(E)  Committee  on  energy  and  natural  re- 
sources.—The  Senate  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
toithin  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spend- 
ing (as  defined  in  section  250(c)(8)  of  the  Bal- 
anced Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control 
Act  of  1985)  to  reduce  ouUays  $84,000,000  in  fis- 
cal year  1997  and  $1,433,000,000  for  the  period  of 
fiscal  years  1997  through  2002. 

(F)  COMMITTEE  ON  ENVIRONMENT  AND  PUBUC 

WORKS.— The  Senate  Committee  on  Environment 
and  PiUilic  Works  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
loithin  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spend- 
ing (as  defined  in  section  250(c)(8)  of  the  Bal- 
anced Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control 
Act  of  1985)  to  reduce  outlays  $87,000,000  in  fis- 
cal year  1997  and  $2,212,000,000  for  the  period  of 
fiscal  years  1997  through  2002. 

(G)  Committee  on  Finance.— The  Senate 
Committee  on  Finance  shall  report  changes  in 
laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct 
spending  (as  defined  in  section  250(c)(8)  of  the 
Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Con- 
trol Act  of  1985)  to  reduce  ouUays  $6,716,000,000 
in  fiscal  year  1997  and  $169,707,000,000  for  the 
period  of  fiscal  years  1997  through  2002. 

(H)  Committee  on  governmental  affairs.— 
The  SenaU  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdic- 
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tion  that  redtux  the  deficit  $955,000,000  in  fiscal 
year  1997  and  $8,789,000,000  for  the  period  of  fis- 
cal years  1997  through  2002. 

(I)  Committee  on  the  lUDiciARY.—The  Sen- 
ate Committee  on  the  Judiciary  s?iall  report 
changes  in  laws  uiithin  its  jurisdiction  that  pro- 
vide direct  spending  (as  defined  in  section 
250(c)(8)  of  the  Balanced  Biuiget  and  Emergency 
Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985)  to  reduce  outlays  $0 
in  fiscal  year  1997  and  U76,000.000  for  the  pe- 
riod of  fiscal  years  1997  through  2002. 

(J)  Committee  on  labor  and  human  re- 
sources.—The  Seruite  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Human  Resources  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
vnthin  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spend- 
ing (as  defined  in  section  250(c)(8)  of  the  Bal- 
anced Biuiget  arui  Emergency  Deficit  Control 
Act  of  1985)  to  reduce  outlays  $725,000,000  in  fis- 
cal year  1997  and  $3,097,000,000  for  the  period  of 
fiscal  years  1997  through  2002. 

(K)  Committee  on  veterans'  affairs.— The 
Senate  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs  shall  re- 
port changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that 
provide  direct  spending  (as  defined  in  section 
250(c)(8)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency 
Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985)  to  reduce  outlays 
$175,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1997  and  $5,198,000,000 
for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1997  through  2002. 

(c)  Reconciuation  of  revenue  Reduc- 
tions.— 

(1)  Senate  committee.— If  the  legislation  is 
enacted  pursuant  to  subsections  (a)  and  (b), 
then  no  later  than  September  18.  1996.  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance  shall  report  to  the  Senate  a 
reconaliation  bill  proposing  changes  in  laws 
within  its  jurisdiction  necessary  to  reduce  reve- 
nues by  not  more  than  $15,359,000,000  in  fiscal 
year  2002  and  $116,104,000,000  for  the  period  of 
fiscal  years  1997  through  2002  and  reduce  out- 
lays $1,692,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1997  and 
$11,524,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1997 
through  2002. 

(d)  Treatment  of  Reconciuation  Bills  for 
Prior  Surplus.— For  purposes  of  section  202  of 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  67  (104th  Con- 
gress), legislation  which  reduces  revenues  pur- 
suant to  a  reconciliation  instruction  contained 
in  subsection  (c)  sfiall  be  taken  together  unth  all 
other  legislation  enacted  pursuant  to  the  rec- 
onciliation instructions  contained  in  this  resolu- 
tion when  determining  the  deficit  effect  of  such 
legislation. 

TITLE  n— BUDGETARY  RESTRAINTS  AND 
RULEMUKING 
SEC  201.  DlSCBETIONABr  SPENDING  LOOTS. 

(a)  Definition.— As  used  in  this  section  and 
for  the  purposes  of  allocations  made  pursuant  to 
section  302(a)  or  602(a)  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974,  for  the  discretionary  cat- 
egory, the  term  "discretionary  spending  limit" 
means — 

(1)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1997— 

(A)  for  the  defense  category  $266,362,000,000  in 
new  budget  authority  and  $264,568,000,000  in 
ouUays;  and 

(B)  for  the  nondefense  category 
$227,845,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$270,923,000,000  in  ouUays; 

(2)  unth  respect  to  fiscal  year  1998— 

(A)  for  the  defense  category  $267,831,000,000  in 
new  budget  authority  and  $262,962,000,000  in 
ouUays;  and 

(B)  for  the  nondefense  category 
$221,322,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$258,698,000,000  in  ouUays; 

(3)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1999.  for  the  dis- 
cretionary category  $493,221,000,000  in  new 
budget  authority  and  $525,742,000,000  in  out- 
lays; 

(4)  u)ith  respect  to  fiscal  year  2000,  for  the  dis- 
cretionary  category  $500,037,000,000  in  new 
budget  authority  arul  $525,071,000,000  in  out- 
lays; 

(5)  unth  respect  to  fiscal  year  2001,  for  the  dis- 
cretionary   category    $492,468,000,000    in    new 


budget  authority  and  $517,708,000,000  in  out- 
lays; and 

(6)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  2002,  for  the  dis- 
cretionary category  $501,177,000,000  m  new 
budget  authority  and  $515,979,000,000  in  out- 
lays: 

as  adjusted  for  changes  in  concepts  arui  defini- 
tions and  emergency  appropriations, 
(b)  Point  of  Order  in  the  Senate.— 

(1)  IN  GENERAL. — Except  as  provided  in  para- 
graph (2),  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the  Senate 
to  consider— 

(A)  a  revision  of  this  resolution  or  any  con- 
current resolution  on  the  budget  for  fiscal  year 
1998  (or  amendment,  motion,  or  conference  re- 
port on  such  a  resolution)  that  provides  discre- 
tionary spending  in  excess  of  the  sum  of  the  de- 
fense and  nondefense  discretionary  spending 
limits  for  such  fiscal  year; 

(B)  any  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget 
for  fiscal  year  1999,  2000,  2001,  or  2002  (or 
amendment,  motion,  or  conference  report  on 
such  a  resolution)  that  provides  discretionary 
spending  in  excess  of  the  discretionary  spending 
limit  for  such  fiscal  year;  or 

(C)  any  appropriations  bill  or  resolution  (or 
amendment,  motion,  or  conference  report  on 
such  appropriations  bill  or  resolution)  for  fiscal 
year  1997.  1998.  1999.  2000,  2001,  or  2002  that 
would  exceed  any  of  the  discretionary  spending 
limits  in  this  section  or  suballocations  of  those 
limits  made  pursuant  to  section  602(b)  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974. 

(2)  EXCEPTION.— 

(A)  In  general.— This  section  shall  not  apply 
if  a  declaration  of  war  by  the  Congress  is  in  ef- 
fect or  if  a  joint  resolution  pursuant  to  section 
258  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Def- 
icit Control  Act  of  1985  has  been  enacted. 

(B)  Enforcement  of  discretionary  umits 
IN  FY  1997.— Until  the  enactment  of  reconcili- 
ation legislation  pursuant  to  subsections  (a)  arui 
(b)  of  section  105  of  this  resolution  arui  for  pur- 
poses of  the  application  of  paragraph  (1),  only 
subparagraph  (C)  of  paragraph  (1)  shall  apply 
to  fiscal  year  1997. 

(c)  Waiver.— This  section  may  be  waived  or 
suspended  in  the  Senate  only  by  the  affirmative 
vote  of  three-fifths  of  the  Members,  duly  chosen 
and  sworn. 

(d)  APPEALS.— Appeals  in  the  Senate  from  the 
decisions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  any  provision 
of  this  section  sfiall  be  limited  to  1  fiour,  to  be 
equally  divided  between,  and  controlled  by,  the 
appellant  and  the  manager  of  the  concurrent 
resolution,  bill,  or  joint  resolution,  as  tfie  case 
may  be.  An  affirmative  vote  of  three-fifths  of  tfie 
Members  of  tfie  Senate,  duly  cfiosen  and  sworn, 
shall  be  required  in  tfie  Seruite  to  sustain  an  ap- 
peal of  tfie  ruling  of  the  Ctiair  on  a  point  of 
order  raised  under  this  section. 

(e)  Determination  of  Budget  Levels.— For 
purposes  of  this  section,  tfie  levels  of  new  budget 
autfiority,  ouUays,  new  entitlement  authority, 
arui  revenues  for  a  fiscal  year  sfuxU  be  deter- 
mined on  tfie  basis  of  estimates  made  by  tfie 
Committee  on  tfie  Budget  of  tfie  Senate. 

SEC.  SOi.  TAX  SBSERVE  FUND  IN  THE  SENATE. 

(a)  In  General.— In  the  Seruite.  revenue  and 
spending  aggregates  may  be  reduced  and  alloca- 
tions may  be  revised  for  legislation  tfiat  reduces 
revenues  by  providing  family  tax  relief,  fuel  tax 
relief,  and  incentives  to  stimulate  savings,  in- 
vestment, job  creation,  and  economic  growth  if 
such  legislation  will  not  increase  the  deficit 
for— 

(1)  fiscal  year  1997; 

(2)  tfie  period  of  fiscal  years  1997  through 
2001;  or 

(3)  tfie  period  of  fiscal  years  2002  through 
2006. 

(b)  REVISED  Allocations.— Upon  Oie  consid- 
eration of  legislation  pursuant  to  subsection  (a), 
the  Cfiairman  of  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of 
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the  Senate  may  file  trith  the  Senate  appro- 
priately revised  allocations  under  sections  302(a) 
and  602(a)  of  t?ie  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974  and  revised  functional  levels  and  aggre- 
gates to  carry  out  this  section.  These  revised  al- 
locations, functional  levels,  and  aggregates 
shall  be  considered  for  the  purposes  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974  as  allocations, 
functional  levels,  and  aggregates  contained  in 
this  resolution. 

(c)  Reporting  Revised  ALLOCATioss.—The 
appropriate  committee  shall  report  appropriately 
revised  allocations  pursuant  to  sections  302(b) 
and  602(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974  to  carry  out  this  section. 
SEC  tax  SVPBSFUND  BESEKVB  FUND  IN  THE 
SENATE. 

(a)  In  General.— After  the  enactment  of  legis- 
lation that  reforms  the  Superfund  program  and 
extends  Superfund  taxes,  in  the  Senate,  budget 
authority  and  outlays  allocated  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Appropriations  under  sections  302(a)  and 
602(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974, 
the  appropriate  functional  levels,  the  appro- 
priate budget  aggregates,  and  the  discretionary 
spending  limits  in  section  201  of  this  resolution 
may  be  revised  to  provide  additional  budget  au- 
thority and  the  outlays  flouting  from  that  budg- 
et authority  for  the  Superfund  program,  pursu- 
ant to  this  section. 

(b)  Deficit  Neutral  adjustments.— 

(1)  Allocations.— 

(A)  Committee  allocations.— In  the  Senate, 
upon  reporting  of  an  appropriations  measure,  or 
when  a  conference  committee  submits  a  con- 
ference report  thereon,  that  appropriates  funds 
for  the  Superfund  program  in  excess  of 
il, 302,000, 000,  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  of  the  Senate  may  submit  revised  al- 
locations, functional  levels,  budget  aggregates, 
and  discretionary  spending  limits  to  carry  out 
this  section  that  adds  to  such  allocations,  levels, 
aggregates,  and  limits  an  amount  that  is  equal 
to  such  excess.  These  revised  allocations,  levels, 
aggregates,  arui  limits  shall  be  considered  for 
the  purposes  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974  as  the  allocations,  levels,  aggregates,  and 
limits  contained  in  this  resolution. 

(B)  Committee  suBALLOCATioNS.—The  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate  may  re- 
port appropriately  revised  suballocations  pursu- 
ant to  sections  302(b)(1)  and  602(b)(1)  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  following  the 
revision  of  the  allocations  pursuant  to  subpara- 
graph (A). 

(2)  LIMITATIONS.— The  adjustments  under  this 
subsection  shall  not  exceed— 

(A)  the  net  revenue  increase  for  a  fiscal  year 
resulting  from  the  enactment  of  legislation  that 
extends  Superfund  taxes;  and 

(B)  SS98,000.000  in  budget  authority  for  a  fis- 
cal year  and  the  outlays  flowing  from  such 
budget  authority  in  all  fiscal  years. 

SEC.  i04.  SCORING  OF  EMERGENCY  LBGISIMION. 

Notwithstanding  section  606(d)(2)  of  the  Con- 
gressioruil  Budget  Act  of  1974.  the  determina- 
tions under  sections  302,  303,  311.  arui  602  of 
such  Act  sfuill  take  into  account  any  new  budg- 
et authority,  new  entitlement  authority,  out- 
lays, receipts,  or  deficit  effects  as  a  consequence 
of  the  provisions  of  sections  251(b)(2)(D)  and 
252(e)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency 
Deficit  Control  Act  of  19S5. 
SEC  106.  SXBSCISE  OF  RULEUAKDfC  POWERS. 

The  Congress  adopts  the  provisions  of  this 
title— 

(1)  as  an  exercise  of  the  rulemaking  power  of 
the  Senate  arui  the  House  of  Representatives,  re- 
spectively, arui  as  such  they  shall  be  considered 
as  part  of  the  rules  of  each  House,  or  of  that 
House  to  which  they  specifically  apply,  and 
such  rules  shall  supersede  other  rules  only  to 
the  extent  that  they  are  inconsistent  therewith; 
and 


(2)  unth  full  recognition  of  the  constitutional 
right  of  either  House  to  change  those  rules  (so 
far  as  they  relate  to  that  House)  at  any  time,  in 
the  same  manner,  arui  to  the  same  extent  as  in 
the  case  of  any  other  rule  of  that  House. 
TITLE    m— SENSE    OF    THE    CONGRESS, 

HOUSE     OF    REPRESENTATIVES,     AND 

SENATE 

SEC.  SOI.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  ON  SALE  OF 
GOVERNMENT  ASSETS. 

(a)  Sense  of  the  Concress.—H  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that — 

(1)  the  prohibition  on  scoring  asset  sales  lias 
discouraged  the  sale  of  assets  that  can  be  better 
managed  by  the  private  sector  and  generate  re- 
ceipts to  reduce  the  Federal  budget  deficit; 

(2)  the  President's  fiscal  year  1997  budget  in- 
cluded S3, 900, 000, 000  in  receipts  from  asset  sales 
and  proposed  a  change  in  the  asset  sale  scoring 
rule  to  allow  the  proceeds  from  these  sales  to  be 
scored; 

(3)  assets  should  not  be  sold  if  such  sale  would 
increase  the  budget  deficit  over  the  long  run; 
and 

(4)  the  asset  sale  scoring  prohUiition  should  be 
repealed  and  consideration  should  be  given  to 
replacing  it  unth  a  methodology  that  takes  into 
account  the  long-term  budgetary  impact  of  asset 
sales. 

(b)  Definitions.— For  purposes  of  this  section, 
the  term  "sale  of  an  asset"  shall  have  the  same 
meaning  as  under  section  250(c)(21)  of  the  Bal- 
anced Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control 
Act  of  1985. 

SEC.  302.  SENSE  OF  TBB  CONGRESS  THAT  TAX  RE- 
DUCTIONS SHOULD  BENEFIT  WORK- 
ING FAMILIES. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  this  con- 
current resolution  on  the  budget  assumes  any 
reductions  in  taxes  should  be  structured  to  bene- 
fit working  families  by  providing  family  tax  re- 
lief arui  iruxntives  to  stimulate  savings,  invest- 
ment, job  creation,  and  economic  growth. 
SEC  303.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  ON  A  BIPAR- 
TISAN COMtaSSION  ON  THE  SOL- 
VENCY OF  MEDICARE. 

(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  the  Trustees  of  medicare  have  concluded 
that  "the  medicare  program  is  clearly 
unsustainable  in  its  present  form"; 

(2)  the  Trustees  of  medicare  concluded  in  1995 
that  "the  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund, 
which  pays  inpatient  hospital  expenses,  uiill  be 
able  to  pay  benefits  for  only  about  7  years  and 
is  severely  out  of  financial  balance  in  the  long 
range"; 

(3)  preliminary  data  made  available  to  the 
Congress  indicate  that  the  Hospital  TYust  Fund 
wiU  go  bankrupt  in  the  year  2001,  rather  than 
the  year  2002,  as  predicted  last  year; 

(4)  the  Public  Trustees  of  medicare  have  con- 
cluded that  "the  Supplementary  Medical  Insur- 
ance Trust  Furui  shows  a  rate  of  growth  of  costs 
which  is  clearly  unsustainable"; 

(5)  the  Bipartisan  Commission  on  Entitlement 
and  Tax  Reform  coru:luded  that,  absent  long- 
term  changes  in  medicare,  projected  medicare 
outlays  will  increase  from  about  4  percent  of  the 
payroll  tax  base  today  to  over  15  percent  of  the 
payroll  tax  base  by  the  year  2030; 

(6)  the  Bipartisan  Commission  on  Entitlement 
and  Tax  Reform  recommended,  by  a  vote  of  30  to 
1,  that  spending  and  revenues  avail(^le  for 
medicare  must  be  brought  into  long-term  bal- 
ance; and 

(7)  in  the  most  recent  Trustees'  report,  the 
Public  Trustees  of  medicare  "strongly  rec- 
ommend that  the  crisis  presented  by  the  finan- 
cial condition  of  the  medicare  trust  funds  be  ur- 
gently addressed  on  a  comprehensive  basis,  in- 
cluding a  review  of  the  program's  finaruHng 
methods,  benefit  provisions,  and  delivery  mecha- 
nisms.". 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Congress.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  in  order  to  meet  the  aggre- 
gates arui  levels  in  this  budget  resolution— 


(1)  a  special  bipartisan  corrmassion  should  be 
estc^lished  immediately  to  make  recommenda- 
tions concerning  the  most  appropriate  response 
to  the  short-term  solvency  and  long-term  sus- 
tairuxbility  issues  facing  the  medicare  program; 
and 

(2)  the  commission  should  report  to  Congress 
its  recommendations  prior  to  the  adoption  of  a 
concurrent  budget  resolution  for  fiscal  year  1993 
in  order  that  the  committees  of  jurisdiction  may 
consider  these  recommendations  in  fashioning 
an  appropriate  congressional  response. 

SEC.  ax.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  CONSIDER- 
ING A  CHANGE  IN  THE  MINIMUM 
WAGE  IN  THE  SENATE. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that— 

(1)  proposals  to  increase  the  minimum  wage 
have  important  economic  and  biuigetary  con- 
sequences, as  there  are  about  3,600.000  workers 
at  or  below  the  minimum  wage  under  current 
law.  according  to  the  Congressional  Budget  Of- 
fice ("CBO"); 

(2)  S.  413.  a  bill  to  itKrease  the  minimum 
wage,  would  increase  costs  for  State  arui  local 
governments  by  SI, 030, 000,000  over  the  period 
1996  to  2000,  according  to  the  CBO.  arui  would, 
therefore,  violate  section  425(a)(2)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974  regarding  un- 
funded intergovernmental  rtuindates; 

(3)  S.  413  would  increase  costs  for  the  private 
sector  by  S12, 300, 000, 000  over  the  period  1996  to 
2000  and  would  reduce  jobs  by  between  100.000 
arui  500.000,  according  to  the  CBO; 

(4)  increasing  the  minimum  wage  would  have 
significant  interactions  unth  other  Federal 
spending  and  tax  programs,  inclriding  welfare 
programs  arui  the  earned  income  credit; 

(5)  States  have  the  authority  to  increase  the 
minimum  wage  in  their  States,  and,  as  of  Feb- 
ruary 1996,  10  States,  plus  Puerto  Rico  arui 
Washington,  D.C.,  had  minimum  wages  above 
the  Federal  minimum  xoage; 

(6)  although  raising  the  minimum  loage  will 
increase  incomes  for  some  workers,  it  is  a  poorly 
targeted  approach  to  tielping  poor  arui  low-in- 
come families  because — 

(A)  it  toill  eliminate  jobs  for  some  minimum- 
arui  louhwage  workers; 

(B)  85  percent  of  workers  in  poor  families  are 
paid  more  than  the  minimum  wage,  and  nearly 
60  percent  are  paid  more  tfuin  S5.25  per  hour, 
according  to  the  CBO; 

(C)  most  minimum  wage  workers  are  not  poor, 
with  some  70  percent  in  fiouseholds  with  in- 
comes above  150  percent  of  the  poverty  line,  ac- 
cording to  the  CBO;  arui 

(D)  most  minimum  wage  workers  do  not  stay 
at  the  minimum  wage  very  long,  with  two-thirds 
getting  a  pay  raise  within  the  first  year,  accord- 
ing to  the  CBO; 

(7)  the  best  approach  to  increasing  wages  and 
incomes  for  working  families  is  to  promote  poli- 
cies that  enhance  economic  growth  and  job  cre- 
ation, such  as  increasing  net  national  savings 
and  investment  by  balancing  the  Federal  budget 
arui  promoting  private  savings  and  investment 
through  fundcmental  tax  reform; 

(8)  legislation  to  change  the  minimum  wage 
should  be  considered  in  the  Senate  in  an  orderly 
manner  as  part  of  the  regular  consideration  of 
matters  related  to  the  budget  and  the  economy 
and  not  as  an  unscheduled  amendment  to  unre- 
lated legislation; 

(9)  there  are  important  issues  which  should  be 
considered  in  the  same  legislation  and  in  con- 
junction with  proposals  to  raise  the  minimum 
wage,  such  as  aUouring  for  improvements  in  the 
workplace  by  eruibling  cooperative  efforts  be- 
tween labor  and  management  as  provided  for  in 
S.  295,  the  Team  Work  for  Employees  and  Man- 
agement Act  of  1995,  arid  maintaining  a  training 
wage  to  minimize  job  loss  for  new  entrants  into 
the  job  market;  arui 

(10)  the  Senate  should  schedule  corisideration 
of  legislation  that  addresses  in  the  same  bill,  as 
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a  single  proposal,  the  minimum  wage  arui  the 

provisions  of  S.  295  no  later  than  the  month  of 

June  1996. 

SBC  SOS.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  LONG-TERM 
PROJECTIONS  IN  BUDGET  ESTI- 
MATES. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Seruite  that— 

(1)  the  report  accompanying  a  concurrent  res- 
olution on  the  budget  should  iruilude  an  analy- 
sis, prepared  after  consultation  with  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Congressional  Budget  Office,  of  the 
concurrent  resolution's  impact  on  revenues  and 
outlays  for  entitlements  for  the  period  of  30  fis- 
cal years;  and 

(2)  the  President  should  include  in  his  budget 
each  year,  an  ono/ysw  of  the  budget's  impact  on 
revenues  and  outlays  for  entitlements  for  the  pe- 
riod of  30  fiscal  years,  and  that  the  President 
sfiould  also  include  generational  accounting  in- 
formation each  year  in  the  President's  budget. 
SEC  306.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  ON  MEDI- 
CARE TRANSFERS. 

(a)  FINDINGS.-The  Congress  firuis  that— 

(1)  home  health  care  provides  a  broad  spec- 
trum of  ftealth  and  social  services  to  approxi- 
mately 3,500.000  medicare  beneficiaries  in  the 
comfort  of  their  homes; 

(2)  the  President  has  proposed  reimbursing  the 
first  100  home  health  care  visits  after  a  hospital 
stay  through  medicare  part  A  and  reimbursing 
all  other  visits  through  medicare  part  B.  shifting 
responsibility  for  S55. 000. 000. 000  of  spending 
from  the  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Furui  to  the 
general  revenues  that  pay  for  medicare  part  B; 

(3)  such  a  transfer  does  nothing  to  control 
medicare  spending,  and  is  merely  a  bookkeeping 
change  which  artificially  extends  the  solvency 
of  the  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund; 

(4)  this  transfer  of  funds  camouflages  the  need 
to  make  changes  in  the  medicare  program  to  en- 
sure the  long-term  solvency  of  the  Hospital  In- 
surance Trust  Fund,  which  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  now  states  will  become  bankrupt 
in  the  year  2001,  a  year  earlier  than  projected  in 
the  1995  report  by  the  Trustees  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity and  Medicare  Trust  Funds; 

(5)  Congress  will  be  breaking  a  commitment  to 
the  American  people  if  it  does  not  act  to  ensure 
the  solvency  of  the  entire  medicare  program  in 
both  the  short-  and  long-term; 

(6)  the  President's  proposal  loould  force  those 
in  need  of  chronic  care  services  to  rely  upon  the 
availability  of  general  revenues  to  provide  fi- 
nancing for  these  services,  making  them  more 
vulnerable  to  benefits  changes  than  under  cur- 
rent law;  and 

(7)  according  to  the  National  Association  of 
Home  Care,  shifting  medicare  home  care  pay- 
ments from  part  A  to  part  B  would  deemphasize 
the  importance  of  home  care  by  eliminating  its 
status  as  part  of  the  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund,  thereby  undermining  access  to  the  less 
costly  form  of  care. 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress.— It  is  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  in  meeting  the  spending  targets 
specified  in  the  budget  resolution.  Congress 
should  not  accept  the  President's  proposal  to 
transfer  spending  from  one  part  of  medicare  to 
another  in  its  efforts  to  preserve,  protect,  and 
improve  the  medicare  program. 

SEC  307.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  REPEAL  OF 
THE  GAS  TAX. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Seruite  finds  that— 

(1)  the  President  originally  proposed  a 
$72,000,000,000  energy  excise  tax  (the  so-called 
BTU  tax)  as  part  of  the  Omnibus  Budget  Rec- 
onciliation Act  of  1993  (OBRA  93)  which  in- 
cluded a  new  tax  on  transportation  fuels; 

(2)  in  response  to  opposition  in  the  Senate  to 
the  BTU  tax,  the  President  and  the  Congress 
adopted  instead  a  new  4 J  cents  per  gallon 
transportation  fuels  tax  as  part  of  OBRA  93, 
which  represented  a  30  percent  increase  in  the 
existing  motor  fuels  tax; 


(3)  the  OBRA  93  transportation  fuels  tax  has 
cost  American  motorists  an  estimated 
S14, 000. 000, 000  to  S15, 000. 000. 000  since  it  went 
into  effect  on  October  1, 1993; 

(4)  the  OBRA  93  transportation  fuels  tax  is  re- 
gressive, creating  a  larger  financial  impact  on 
lower  and  middle  income  motorists  than  on 
upper  income  motorists; 

(5)  the  OBRA  93  transportation  fuels  tax  im- 
poses a  disproportionate  burden  on  rural  citi- 
zens who  do  not  have  access  to  public  transpor- 
tation services,  and  who  must  rely  on  their 
automobiles  and  drive  long  distances,  to  work, 
to  shop,  and  to  receive  medical  care; 

(6)  the  average  American  faces  a  substantial 
tax  burden,  and  the  increase  of  this  tax  burden 
through  the  OBRA  93  transportation  fuels  tax 
represented  and  continues  to  represent  an  inap- 
propriate and  unwarranted  means  of  reducing 
the  Nation's  budget  deficit; 

(7)  retail  gasoline  prices  in  the  United  States 
have  increased  an  average  of  19  cents  per  gallon 
sJnce  the  beginning  of  the  year  to  the  highest 
level  since  the  Persian  Gulf  War.  and  the  OBRA 
93  transportation  fuels  tax  exacerbates  the  im- 
pact of  this  price  increase  on  consumers; 

(8)  continuation  of  the  OBRA  93  transpor- 
tation fuels  tax  urill  exacerbate  the  impact  on 
consumers  of  any  future  gasoline  price  spikes 
that  result  from  market  conditions;  and 

(9)  the  fiscal  year  1997  budget  resolution  will 
assume  a  net  tax  cut  totaling  $122,000,000,000 
over  six  years,  which  exceeds  the  revenue  impact 
of  a  repeal  of  the  OBRA  93  transportation  fuels 
tax,  and  will  establish  a  reserve  fund  which  may 
be  used  to  provide  other  forms  of  tax  relief,  in- 
cluding relief  from  the  OBRA  93  transportation 
fuels  tax,  on  a  deficit  neutral  basis. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  the  revenue  levels  and  proce- 
dures in  this  resolution  provide  that— 

(1)  the  Congress  and  the  President  should  im- 
mediately approve  legislation  to  repeal  the  4.3 
cents  per  gallon  transportation  fuels  tax  con- 
tained in  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation 
Act  of  1993  through  the  end  of  1996; 

(2)  the  Congress  and  the  President  should  ap- 
prove, through  the  fiscal  year  1997  budget  proc- 
ess, legislation  to  permanently  repeal  the  4J 
cents  per  gallon  transportation  fuels  tax  con- 
tained in  the  Omrubus  Budget  Reconciliation 
Act  of  1993;  arui 

(3)  the  savings  generated  by  the  repeal  of  the 
4.3  cents  per  gallon  transportation  fuels  tax  con- 
tained in  OBRA  93  should  be  fully  passed  on  to 
consumers. 

SEC  SOa.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  MEDICARE 
TRUSTEES  REPORT. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1)  the  Trustees  of  the  Medicare  Hospital  In- 
surance (HI)  Trust  Fund  serve  as  fiduciaries  for 
one  of  the  Federal  Government's  most  important 
programs,  and  as  fiduciaries  provide  critically 
important  information  each  year  to  the  Congress 
and  the  public  on  the  financial  status  of  the 
Medicare  HI  Furui; 

(2)  the  Trustees  are  required  to  issue  a  report 
on  the  financial  status  of  the  medicare  HI  Trust 
Fund  by  April  1  of  each  year; 

(3)  the  April  1995  Trustees  Report  stated  that 
the  Medicare  HI  Trust  Fund  would  go  bankrupt 
in  the  year  2002,  but  in  1995  the  Congress  and 
the  President  could  not  agree  on  a  plan  to  ex- 
tend the  solvency  of  the  medicare  program; 

(4)  in  1996,  the  Congress  arui  the  public  re- 
quire timely  information  on  the  full  and  exact 
nature  of  medicare's  financial  condition  in 
order  to  understand  what  actions  must  be  taken 
to  extend  the  solvency  of  the  of  the  Medicare  HI 
Trust  Fund;  and 

(5)  despite  the  April  1  deadline,  the  1996  Medi- 
care Trustees  Report  has  not  yet  been  issued. 
ond  each  day  of  delay  further  jeopardizes  Con- 
gress' ability  to  respond  appropriately  to  fore- 
stall the  program's  bankruptcy. 


(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  u  the  tense  of 
the  Senate  that  the  levels  in  this  budget  resolu- 
tion assume  that— 

(1)  the  Medicare  Trustees  should  discharge 
their  fiduciary  arui  statutory  responsibilities 
and  issue  their  1996  report  as  soon  as  possible; 
and 

(2)  in  light  of  the  Trustees'  delay  thus  far.  the 
Chief  Actuary  of  the  Medicare  Trust  Fund 
should  share  tvith  Congress  immediately  any 
preliminary  information  on  the  current  finan- 
cial status  of  the  Trust  Fund. 

SEC  309.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  REGARDING 
CHANGES  IN  THE  MEDICARE  PRO- 
GRAM 

(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  that,  in  achiev- 
ing the  spending  levels  specified  in  this  resolu- 
tion— 

(1)  the  public  trustees  of  medicare  have  con- 
cluded that  "the  medicare  program  is  clearly 
unsustainable  in  its  present  form"; 

(2)  the  President  has  said  his  goal  is  to  keep 
the  rnedicare  hospital  insurance  trust  fund  sol- 
vent for  more  than  a  decade,  but  his  budget 
transfers  $55,000,000,000  of  home  health  spend- 
ing from  medicare  part  A  to  medicare  part  B; 

(3)  the  transfer  of  home  health  spending 
threatens  the  delivery  of  home  health  services  to 
3.5  million  medicare  beneficiaries; 

(4)  such  a  transfer  increases  the  burden  on 
general  revenues,  including  income  taxes  paid 
by  working  Americans,  by  $55,000,000,000; 

(5)  such  a  transfer  artificially  inflates  the  sol- 
vency of  the  medicare  hospital  insurance  trust 
fund,  misleading  the  Congress,  medicare  bene- 
ficiaries, and  working  taxpayers; 

(6)  the  Director  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  has  certified  that,  unthout  such  a  trans- 
fer, the  President's  budget  extends  the  solvency 
of  the  hospital  insurance  trust  fund  for  only  arte 
additional  year;  and 

(7)  unthout  misleading  transfers,  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  therefore  fails  to  achieve  his  own 
stated  goal  for  the  medicare  hospital  insurance 
trust  fund. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Congress.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that,  in  achieving  the  spending 
levels  specified  in  this  resolution,  the  Corigress 
assumes  that  the  Congress  would-— 

(1)  keep  the  medicare  hospital  insurance  trust 
fund  solvent  for  more  than  a  decade,  as  rec- 
ommended by  the  President;  and 

(2)  accept  the  President's  proposed  level  of 
medicare  part  B  savings  of  $44,100,000,000  over 
the  period  1997  through  2002;  but  would 

(3)  reject  the  President's  proposal  to  transfer 
home  health  spending  from  one  part  of  medicare 
to  another,  which  threatens  the  delivery  of 
home  health  care  services  to  3  J  million  medicare 
beneficiaries,  artificially  inflates  the  solvency  of 
the  medicare  hospital  insurance  trust  fund,  and 
increases  the  burden  on  general  revenues,  in- 
cluding income  taxes  paid  by  working  Ameri- 
cans,  by  $55,000,000,000. 

SEC  Sia  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  FUNDING  TO 
ASSIST  YOUTH  AT  RISK. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Seruite  firuis  that— 

(1)  there  is  an  increasing  prevalence  of  vio- 
lence and  drug  use  among  this  country 's  youth: 

(2)  recognizing  the  magnitude  of  this  problem 
the  Federal  Government  must  continue  to  rruxxi- 
mize  efforts  in  addressing  the  increasing  preva- 
lence of  violence  and  drug  use  among  this  coun- 
try's youth,  with  necessary  adherence  to  budget 
guidelines; 

(3)  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  re- 
ports that  between  1985  and  1994,  juvenile  ar- 
rests for  violent  crime  increased  by  75  percent 
nationiDide; 

(4)  the  United  States  Attorney  General  reports 
that  20  years  ago.  fewer  than  half  our  cities  re- 
ported gang  activity  and  now,  a  generation 
later,  reasonable  estimates  indicate  that  there 
are  more  than  500,000  gang  members  in  more 
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than  16,000  gangs  on  the  streets  of  our  cities  re- 
sulting in  more  tfian  580.000  gang-related  crimes 
in  1993: 

(5)  the  Justice  Department's  Office  of  Juvenile 
Justice  and  Delinquency  Prevention  reports  tfiat 
in  1994,  law  enforcement  agencies  made  over 
2,700,000  arrests  of  persons  under  age  18,  with 
juveniles  accounting  for  19  percent  of  all  violent 
crime  arrests  across  the  country; 

(6)  the  Congressional  Task  Force  on  National 
Drug  Policy  recently  set  forth  a  series  of  rec- 
ommendations for  strengthening  the  criminal 
justice  and  law  enforcement  effort,  including 
domestic  prevention  efforts  reinforcing  the  idea 
that  prevention  begins  at  home; 

(7)  the  Office  of  Natioruil  Drug  Control  Policy 
reports  that  between  1991  and  1995,  marijuana 
use  among  8th,  10th,  and  12th  graders  has  in- 
creased and  is  continuing  to  spiral  upward; 
and 

(8)  the  Center  for  Substance  Abuse  Prevention 
reports  that  in  1993,  substarux  abuse  played  a 
role  in  over  70  percent  of  rapes,  over  60  percent 
of  incidents  of  child  abuse,  and  almost  60  per- 
cent of  murders  nationunde. 

(b)  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE.— It  is  the  Sense  of 
the  Senate  that  the  functional  totals  underlying 
this  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  assume 
that— 

(1)  sufficient  funding  should  be  provided  to 
programs  which  assist  youth  at  risk  to  reduce  il- 
legal drug  use  and  the  incidence  of  youth  crime 
and  violence; 

(2)  priority  should  be  given  to  determine 
"what  works"  throv.gh  scientifically  recognized, 
independent  evaluations  of  existing  programs  to 
maximiie  the  Federal  investment;  ond 

(3)  efforts  should  be  made  to  ensure  coordina- 
tion and  eliminate  duplication  among  federally 
supported  at-risk  youth  programs. 

SSa  311.  SESSB  OF  TBS  SENATE  SBGASDING  THE 
USE  OF  BUDGBTAEr  SAVINGS. 
(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1)  in  August  of  1994,  the  Bipartisan  Commis- 
sion on  Entitlement  and  Tax  Reform  issued  an 
Interim  Report  to  the  President,  which  found 
that,  "To  ensure  that  today's  debt  and  spending 
corramtments  do  not  unfairly  burden  America's 
children,  the  Government  must  act  now.  A  bi- 
partisan coalition  of  Congress,  led  by  the  Presi- 
dent, must  resolve  the  long-term  imbalance  be- 
tween the  Government's  entitlement  promises 
ojid  the  funds  it  will  have  available  to  pay  for 
them": 

(2)  unless  ttie  Congress  and  the  President  act 
together  in  a  bipartisan  way,  overall  Federal 
spending  is  projected  by  the  Commission  to  rise 
from  the  current  level  of  slighUy  over  22  percent 
of  the  Gross  Domestic  Product  of  the  United 
States  (hereafter  in  this  section  referred  as 
"GDP")  to  over  37  percent  of  GDP  by  the  year 
2030; 

(3)  the  source  of  that  growth  is  not  domestic 
discretionary  spending,  which  is  approximately 
the  same  portion  of  GDP  now  as  it  u>as  in  1969, 
the  last  time  at  wfiich  the  Federal  budget  was  in 
balance; 

(4)  mandatory  spending  was  only  29.6  percent 
of  the  Federal  budget  in  1963,  but  is  estimated  to 
account  for  72  percent  of  the  Federal  budget  in 
the  year  2003; 

(5)  social  security,  medicare  and  medicaid,  to- 
gether with  interest  on  the  ruitioruil  debt,  are 
the  largest  sources  of  the  growth  of  mandatory 
spending; 

(6)  ensuring  the  long-term  future  of  the  social 
security  system  is  essential  to  protecting  the  re- 
tirement security  of  the  American  people; 

(7)  the  Social  Security  Trust  Fund  is  projected 
to  begin  spending  more  than  it  takes  in  by  ap- 
proximately the  year  2013,  ttfith  Federal  budget 
deficits  rising  rapidly  thereafter  unless  appro- 
priate policy  changes  are  made; 

(8)  ensuring  the  future  of  medicare  and  medic- 
aid is  essential  to  protecting  access  to  high-qual- 
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ity  health  care  for  senior  citizens  and  poor 
women  and  children; 

(9)  Federal  health  care  expenses  have  been 
rising  at  double  digit  rates,  and  are  projected  to 
triple  to  11  percent  of  GDP  by  the  year  2030  un- 
less appropriate  policy  changes  are  made;  and 

(10)  due  to  demographic  factors.  Federal 
health  care  expenses  are  projected  to  double  by 
the  year  2030,  even  if  health  care  cost  inflation 
is  restrained  after  1999.  so  that  costs  for  each 
person  of  a  given  age  grow  no  faster  than  the 
economy. 

(b)  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  budget  savings  in  the  manda- 
tory spending  area  should  be  used— 

(1)  to  protect  and  enhance  the  retirement  se- 
curity of  the  American  people  by  ensuring  the 
long-term  future  of  the  social  security  system; 

(2)  to  protect  and  enhance  the  health  care  se- 
curity of  senior  citizens  and  poor  Americans  by 
ensuring  the  long-term  future  of  medicare  and 
medicaid;  and 

(3)  to  restore  and  maintain  Federal  budget 
discipline,  to  ensure  that  the  level  of  private  in- 
vestment necessary  for  long-term  economic 
growth  and  prosperity  is  available. 

SBC.  312.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  THE 
TRANSFER  OF  EXCESS  GOVERNUENT 
COMPUTERS  TO  FUBUC  SCHOOLS. 

(a)  AssuuPTiONS.-The  figures  contained  in 
this  resolution  are  based  on  the  following  as- 
sumptions: 

(1)  America's  children  must  obtain  the  nec- 
essary skills  and  tools  needed  to  succeed  in  the 
technologically  advanced  21st  century; 

(2)  Executive  Order  12999  outlines  the  need  to 
make  modern  computer  technology  an  integral 
Ttart  of  every  classroom,  provide  teachers  with 
the  professional  development  they  need  to  use 
new  technologies  effectively,  connect  classrooms 
to  the  National  Information  Infrastructure,  and 
encourage  the  creation  of  excellent  education 
software; 

(3)  many  private  corporations  have  donated 
educational  software  to  schools,  which  are  lack- 
ing the  necessary  computer  hardxcare  to  utUtie 
this  equipment; 

(4)  current  inixntories  of  excess  Federal  Gov- 
ernment computers  are  being  conducted  in  each 
Federal  agency;  and 

(5)  there  is  no  current  communication  being 
made  between  Federal  agencies  with  this  excess 
equipment  and  the  schools  in  need  of  tliese  com- 
puters. 

(b)  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE.— It  is  the  sensc  of 
the  Senate  that  the  functioruU  totals  and  rec- 
onciliation instructions  in  this  budget  resolution 
assume  that  the  General  Services  Administration 
should  place  a  high  priority  on  facilitating  di- 
rect transfer  of  excess  Federal  Government  com- 
puters to  public  schools  and  community-based 
educational  organizations. 

S&X  313.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  FEDERAL  RE- 
TREATS. 
It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  assump- 
tions underlying  the  functioruU  totals  in  this 
resolution  assume  that  all  Federal  agencies  will 
refrain  from  using  Federal  funds  for  expenses 
incurred  during  training  sessions  or  retreats  off 
of  Federal  property,  unless  Federal  property  is 
ru3t  available. 

SEC.  314.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  THE 
ESSENTIAL  AIR  SERVICE  PROGRAM 
OF  THE  DEPARTUENT  OF  TRANS- 
PORTATION. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that— 
(1)  the  essential  air  service  program  of  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation  under  subchapter  II 
of  chapter  417  of  title  49,  United  States  Code— 

(A)  provides  essential  airline  access  to  isolated 
rural  communities  across  the  United  States; 

(B)  is  necessary  far  the  economic  growth  and 
development  of  rural  communities; 

(C)  connects  small  rural  communities  to  the 
ruitional  air  transportation  system  of  the  United 
States: 


(D)  is  a  critical  component  of  the  natUmal 
transportation  system  of  the  United  States;  and 

(E)  provides  air  service  to  108  communities  in 
30  States;  and 

(2)  the  National  Comrrussion  to  Ensure  a 
Strong  Competitive  Airline  Industry  established 
under  section  204  of  the  Airport  and  Airway 
Safety,  Capacity,  Noise  Improvement,  and  Inter- 
modal  Transportation  Act  of  1992  recommended 
maintaining  the  essential  air  service  program 
with  a  sufficient  level  of  funding  to  continue  to 
provide  air  service  to  small  communities. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— it  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  the  essential  air  service  program 
of  the  Department  of  Transportation  under  sub- 
chapter II  of  chapter  417  of  title  49,  United 
States  Code,  should  receive  a  sufficient  level  of 
funding  to  continue  to  provide  air  service  to 
small  rural  comrrmnities  that  qualify  for  assist- 
ance under  the  program. 
SEC.  315.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING 

EQUAL  RETIRBUENT  SAVINGS  FOR 

HOMEMAEERS. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that  the  as- 
sumptions of  this  budget  resolution  take  into  ac- 
count that— 

(1)  by  teaching  and  feeding  our  children  and 
caring  for  our  elderly,  American  homemakers 
are  an  important,  vital  part  of  our  society; 

(2)  homemakers  retirement  needs  are  the  same 
as  all  Americans,  and  thus  they  need  every  op- 
portunity to  save  and  invest  for  retirement: 

(3)  because  they  are  living  on  a  single  income, 
homemakers  and  their  spouses  often  have  less 
income  for  savings; 

(4)  individual  retirement  accounts  are  pro- 
vided by  the  Congress  in  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  to  assist  Americans  for  retirement  savings; 

(5)  currently,  individual  retirement  accounts 
permit  workers  other  than  homemakers  to  make 
deductible  contributions  of  S2,000  a  year,  but 
limit  homemakers  to  deductible  contributions  of 
S250  a  year; 

(6)  limiting  homemakers  iiulirndual  retirement 
account  contributions  to  an  amount  less  than 
the  contributions  of  other  workers  discriminates 
against  homemakers. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  the  revenue  level  assumed  in 
this  budget  resolution  provides  for  legislation  to 
make  individual  retirement  account  deductible 
contribution  limits  for  homemakers  equal  to  the 
iruiividual  retirement  account  deductible  con- 
tribution limits  for  all  other  American  workers, 
and  that  the  Congress  arul  the  President  should 
immediately  approve  such  legislation  in  the  ap- 
propriate reconciliation  vehicle. 

SEa  316.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  THE 
NATIONAL  INSTITUTE  OF  DRUG 
ABUSE. 

(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  the  following: 

(1)  The  Natioruxl  Institute  on  Drug  Abuse 
(hereafter  referred  to  in  this  section  as  "NIDA") 
a  part  of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 
(hereafter  referred  to  in  this  section  as  "NIH") 
supports  over  85  percent  of  the  world's  drug 
abuse  research  that  has  totally  revolutionized 
our  understanding  of  addiction. 

(2)  One  of  NIDA 's  most  significant  areas  of  re- 
search ?MS  been  the  identification  of  the 
neurobiological  bases  of  all  aspects  of  addiction. 
irKluding  craving. 

(3)  In  1993.  NIDA  announced  that  approval 
had  been  granted  by  the  Food  and  Drug  Admin- 
istration of  a  new  medication  for  the  treatment 
of  heroin  and  other  opiate  addiction  which 
breaks  the  addict  of  daily  drug-seeking  beliavior 
and  allows  for  greater  compliarux  because  the 
patient  does  not  need  to  report  to  a  clinic  each 
day  to  have  the  medication  administered. 

(4)  Among  NIDA's  most  remarkable  accom- 
plishments of  the  past  year  is  the  successful  im- 
munization of  animals  against  the  psycho-stim- 
ulant effects  of  cocaine. 
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(5)  NIDA  has  also  recently  announced  that  it 
is  making  substantial  progress  that  is  critical  in 
directing  their  efforts  to  identify  potential  anti- 
cocaine  medications.  For  example,  NIDA  re- 
searchers have  recently  shown  that  activation 
in  the  brain  of  one  type  of  dopamine  receptor 
suppresses  drug-seeking  behavior  and  relapse, 
whereas  activation  of  another,  triggers  drug- 
seeking  behavior. 

(6)  NIDA's  efforts  to  speed  up  research  to  stem 
the  tide  of  drug  addition  is  in  the  best  interest 
of  all  Americans. 

(7)  State  and  local  governments  spend  billions 
of  dollars  to  incarcerate  persons  who  commit 
drug  related  offenses. 

(8)  A  1992  NatioruU  Report  by  the  Bureau  of 
Justice  Statistics  revealed  that  more  than  3  out 
of  4  jail  inmates  reported  drug  use  in  their  life- 
time, more  than  40  percent  had  used  drugs  in 
the  month  before  their  offense  with  27  percent 
under  the  influence  of  drugs  at  the  time  of  their 
offense.  A  significant  number  said  they  were 
trying  to  get  money  for  drugs  when  they  com- 
mitted their  crime. 

(9)  More  than  60  percent  of  juveniles  and 
young  adults  in  State-operated  juvenile  institu- 
tions reported  using  drugs  once  a  week  or  more 
for  at  least  a  month  some  time  in  the  past,  and 
almost  40  percent  reported  being  under  the  in- 
fluence of  drugs  at  the  time  of  their  offense. 

(10)  This  concurrent  resolution  proposes  that 
budget  authority  for  the  NIH  (including  NIDA) 
be  held  constant  at  the  fiscal  year  1996  level  of 
SI  1.950,000,000  through  fiscal  year  2002. 

(11)  At  such  appropriation  level,  it  would  be 
impossible  for  NIH  and  NIDA  to  maintain  re- 
search momentum  through  research  project 
grants. 

(12)  Level  funding  for  NIH  in  fiscal  year  1997 
would  reduce  the  number  of  competing  research 
project  grants  by  nearly  500,  from  6,620  in  fiscal 
year  1996  to  approximately  6,120  competing  re- 
search project  grants,  reducing  NIH's  ability  to 
maintain  research  momentum  and  to  explore 
new  ideas  in  research. 

(13)  NIH  is  the  world's  preeminent  research 
institution  dedicated  to  the  support  of  science 
inspired  by  arul  focused  on  the  challenges  of 
human  illness  and  liealth. 

(14)  NIH  programs  are  instrumental  in  improv- 
ing the  quality  of  life  for  Americans  through  im- 
proving health  arul  reducing  monetary  and  per- 
sonal costs  of  illnesses. 

(15)  The  discovery  of  an  anti-addiction  drug 
to  block  the  craving  of  illicit  addictive  sub- 
staruxs  urill  benefit  all  of  American  society. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Congress.— it  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  amounts  appropriated  for  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health— 

(1)  for  fiscal  year  1997  should  be  increased  by 
a  minimum  off33.000.000; 

(2)  for  fiscal  year  1998  should  be  increased  by 
a  minimum  of  K7 .000 ,000; 

(3)  for  fiscal  year  1999  should  be  increased  by 
a  minimum  of  $100,000,000; 

(4)  for  fiscal  year  2000  should  be  increased  by 
a  minimum  of  $100,000,000; 

(5)  for  fiscal  year  2001  should  be  increased  by 
a  minimum  of  $100,000,000;  and 

(6)  for  fisail  year  2002  should  be  increased  by 
a  minimum  of  $100,000,000; 

above  its  fiscal  year  1996  appropriation  for  addi- 
tional research  into  an  anti-addiction  drug  to 
block  the  cramng  of  illicit  addictive  substaiuxs. 
SEC.  317.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  THE 
EXTENSION  OF  THE  EMPLOYER  EDU- 
CATION    ASSISTANCE     EXCLUSION 
UNDER  SECTION  in  OF  THE  INTER- 
NAL REVENUE  CODE  OF  1966. 
(a)  Findings.— The  SenaU  finds  tfiat— 
(1)  since  1978,  over  7,000,000  American  workers 
have  benefited  from  the  employer  education  as- 
sistance exclusion  under  section  127  of  the  Inter- 
tuil  Revenue  Code  of  1986  by  being  able  to  im- 


prove their  education  and  acquire  new  skills 
without  having  to  pay  taxes  on  the  benefit; 

(2)  American  companies  have  benefited  by  im- 
proving the  education  arul  skills  of  their  em- 
ployees who  in  turn  can  contribute  more  to  their 
company: 

(3)  the  American  economy  becomes  more  glob- 
ally corrtpetitive  because  an  educated  workforce 
is  able  to  produce  more  and  to  adapt  rrurre  rap- 
idly to  changing  technologies; 

(4)  American  companies  are  experiencing  un- 
precedented global  competition  and  the  value 
and  necessity  of  life-long  education  for  their  em- 
ployees has  increased: 

(5)  the  employer  education  assistance  exclu- 
sion was  first  enacted  in  1978; 

(6)  the  exclusion  has  been  extended  7  previous 
times; 

(7)  the  last  extension  expired  December  31. 
1994:  and 

(8)  the  exclusion  has  received  broad  bipartisan 
support. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  the  revenue  level  assumed  in  the 
Budget  Resolution  accommodate  an  extension  of 
the  employer  education  assistance  exclusion 
under  section  127  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1986  from  January  1.  1995.  through  December 
31, 1996. 

SBC.  318.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  THE 
ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  ADMINIS- 
TRATION PLACING  HIGB  PRIORITY 
ON  MAINTAINING  FIELD-BASED  ECO- 
NOMIC DEVELOPMENT  REPRESENTA- 
77VES. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  makes  the  follow- 
ing findings: 

(1)  The  Economic  Development  Administration 
plays  a  crucial  role  in  helping  economically  dis- 
advantaged regions  of  the  United  States  develop 
infrastructure  that  supports  arul  promotes 
greater  economic  activity  and  growth,  particu- 
larly in  nonurban  regions. 

(2)  The  Economic  Development  Administration 
helps  to  promote  industrial  park  development, 
business  iruyubators,  water  and  sewer  system  im- 
provements, vocatioruxl  aiut  technical  training 
facilities,  tourism  development  strategies,  tech- 
nical assistarux  arui  capacity  building  for  local 
govemrrients.  economic  adjustment  strategies, 
revolving  loan  funds,  and  other  projects  which 
the  private  sector  has  not  generated  or  will  not 
generate  without  some  assistarux  from  the  Gov- 
ernment through  the  Economic  Development  Ad- 
ministration. 

(3)  The  Economic  Development  Administration 
maintains  6  regioiutl  offices  which  oversee  staff 
that  are  designated  field-based  representatives 
of  the  Economic  Development  Administration, 
and  these  field-based  representatives  provide 
valuable  expertise  arul  counseling  on  economic 
planning  arui  development  to  nonurban  commu- 
nities. 

(4)  The  Economic  Development  Administration 
Regional  Centers  are  located  in  the  urban  areas 
of  Austin,  Seattle,  Denver,  Atlanta,  Philadel- 
phia, and  Chicago. 

(5)  Because  of  a  37-percent  reduction  in  ap- 
proved funding  for  salaries  and  expenses  from 
fiscal  year  1995,  the  Economic  Development  Ad- 
ministration has  initiated  staff  reductior,^  re- 
quiring the  elimination  of  8  field-based  posi- 
tions. The  field-based  economic  development 
representative  positions  that  are  either  being 
eliminated  or  not  replaced  after  voluntary  re- 
tirement and  which  currently  interact  with  non- 
urban  communities  on  economic  development  ef- 
forts cover  the  States  of  New  Mexico,  Arizorui, 
Nevada,  North  Dakota,  Oklahoma,  Illinois,  In- 
diarui,  Maine,  Connecticut,  Rhode  Islarui,  arul 
North  Carolirui. 

(6)  These  staff  cutbacks  will  adversely  affect 
States  with  very  low  per-capita  personal  income, 
including  New  Mexico  which  ranks  47th  in  the 
Nation  in  per-capita  personal  income,  Okla- 


homa ranking  46th.  North  Dakota  ranking  42nd. 
Arizorux  ranking  35th.  Maine  ranking  34th,  arul 
North  Caroliiut  ranking  33rd. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  SenaU  that  the  functional  totals  arul  rec- 
onciliations instructioru  underlying  this  budget 
resolution  assume  that — 

(1)  it  is  regrettable  that  the  Economic  Develop- 
ment  Administration  has  elected  to  reduce  field- 
based  ecorumdc  development  representatives 
who  are  fulfilling  the  Economic  Development 
Administration 's  mission  of  interacting  with  and 
counseling  nonurban  communities  in  econonu- 
cally  disadvantaged  regions  of  the  United 
States: 

(2)  the  Economic  Development  Administration 
should  take  all  necessary  and  appropriate  ac- 
tions to  ensure  that  field-based  economic  devel- 
opment representation  receives  high  priority: 
and 

(3)  the  Economic  Development  Administration 
should  reconsider  the  planned  termiruttion  of 
field-based  economic  development  representa- 
tives responsible  for  States  that  are  economically 
disadvantaged,  and  ttuxt  this  reconsideration 
take  place  without  delay. 

SBC.  319.  SENSE  OF   THE  SENATE  REGARDING 
REVENUE  ASSUMPTIONS. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  finds  the  follow- 
ing: 

(1)  Corporations  arui  iruhxndtials  have  clear 
resporisibUity  to  adhere  to  environmental  laws. 
When  they  do  not.  arul  environmental  damage 
results,  the  Federal  arul  State  governments  may 
impose  fines  arui  penalties,  arul  assess  polluters 
for  the  cost  of  remediation. 

(2)  Assessment  of  these  costs  is  important  in 
the  enforcement  process.  They  appropriately  pe- 
nalize wrongdoing.  They  discourage  future  en- 
vironmental damage.  They  ensure  that  tax- 
payers do  not  bear  the  firuinaal  brunt  of  clean- 
ing up  after  damages  done  by  polluters. 

(3)  In  the  case  of  the  Exxon  Valdez  oil  spill 
disaster  in  Prince  William  Sound,  Alaska,  for 
example,  the  corporate  settlement  wiOi  the  Fed- 
eral Government  totaled  S900j000,000. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  assumptions  in  this  resolution 
assume  an  appropriate  amount  of  reoenues  per 
year  through  legislation  that  will  not  allow  de- 
ductions for  fines  arui  perutlties  arising  from  a 
failure  to  comply  with  Federal  or  State  environ- 
mental or  health  protection  2au». 

SEC  JMl  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  BBCARDING  DO- 
MESTIC VIOLENCE. 

The  assumptions  underlying  functioruU  totals 
arui  reconciliation  instructions  in  this  budget 
resolution  include: 

(1)  Findings.— The  Senau  finds  that 

(A)  Violence  against  women  is  the  leading 
cause  of  physical  injury  to  women.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  estimates  that  over  1  million  vio- 
lent crimes  against  women  are  committed  by  do- 
mestic partners  annually. 

(B)  Domestic  violence  dramatically  affects  the 
victim's  ability  to  participate  in  the  workforce. 
A  University  of  Minnesota  survey  reported  that 
one-quarter  of  battered  toomen  surveyed  had 
lost  a  job  partly  because  of  being  abused  arul 
that  over  half  of  these  women  had  been  har- 
assed by  their  almser  at  work. 

(C)  Domestic  molerux  is  often  intensified  as 
women  seek  to  gain  ecorumic  independence 
through  attending  school  or  job  framing  pro- 
grams. Batterers  have  been  reported  to  prevent 
women  from  attending  such  programs  or  sabo- 
tage their  efforts  at  self-improvement. 

(D)  Nationwide  surveys  of  service  promders 
prepared  by  the  Taylor  Institute  of  Chicago, 
Document,  for  the  first  time,  the  interrelation- 
ship between  domestic  violence  arul  welfare  by 
showing  that  between  50  percent  and  80  percent 
of  women  in  welfare  to  work  programs  are  cur- 
rent or  past  victims  of  domestic  violetux. 
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(E)  The  American  Psychological  Association 
has  reported  that  violence  against  women  is 
usually  witnessed  by  their  children,  who  as  a 
result  can  suffer  severe  psychological,  cognitive 
and  physical  damage  and  some  studies  have 
found  that  children  wfio  witness  violence  in 
their  homes  have  a  greater  propensity  to  commit 
tnolent  acts  in  their  homes  and  communities 
when  they  become  adults. 

(F)  Over  half  of  the  women  surveyed  by  the 
Taylor  Institute  stayed  with  their  batterers  be- 
cause they  lacked  the  resources  to  support  them- 
selves and  their  children.  The  surveys  also 
found  that  the  availability  of  economic  support 
is  a  critical  factor  in  women's  ability  to  leave 
abusive  situations  that  threaten  themselves  and 
their  children. 

(G)  Proposals  to  restructure  the  welfare  pro- 
grams may  impact  the  availability  of  the  eco- 
nomic support  and  the  safety  net  necessary  to 
enable  poor  women  to  flee  abuse  unthout  risking 
homelessness  and  starvation  for  their  families. 

(2)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that: 

(A)  No  welfare  reform  provision  should  be  en- 
acted by  Congress  unless  and  until  Congress 
considers  whether  such  welfare  reform  provi- 
sions loould  exacerbate  violence  against  women 
and  their  children,  further  endanger  women's 
lives,  make  it  more  difficult  for  women  to  escape 
domestic  violeiux.  or  further  punish  women  vic- 
timi2ed  by  violence. 

(B)  Any  welfare  reform  measure  enacted  by 
Congress  should  reQuire  that  any  welfare  to 
work,  education,  or  job  placement  programs  im- 
plemented by  the  States  address  the  impact  of 
domestic  violence  on  uxlfare  recipients. 

SBC  ai.  SBNSB  OF  SENATE  SEGARDING  STU- 
DENT LOANS 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1)  over  the  last  60  years,  education  and  ad- 
vancements in  knowledge  have  accounted  for  37 
percent  of  our  nation 's  economic  growth; 

(2)  a  college  degree  significantly  increases  job 
stability,  resulting  in  an  unemployment  rate 
among  college  graduates  less  than  half  that  of 
those  teith  high  school  diplomas; 

(3)  a  person  uiith  a  bachelc-  -  degree  loill  av- 
erage S0-S5  percent  more  iv  fetime  earnings 
than  a  person  with  a  high  school  diploma; 

(4)  education  is  a  key  to  providing  alter- 
natives to  crime  and  violence,  and  is  a  cost-ef- 
fective strategy  for  breaking  cycles  of  poverty 
and  moving  welfare  recipients  to  work; 

(5)  a  highly  educated  populace  is  necessary  to 
the  effective  functioning  of  democracy  and  to  a 
growing  economy,  and  the  opportunity  to  gain  a 
college  education  tielps  advance  the  American 
ideals  of  progress  and  social  equality; 

(6)  a  highly  educated  and  flexible  work  force 
is  an  essential  component  of  economic  growth 
and  competitiveness; 

(7)  for  many  families.  Federal  Student  Aid 
Programs  make  the  difference  in  the  ability  of 
students  to  attend  college; 

(8)  in  1994,  nearly  6  million  postsecondary  stu- 
dents received  some  kind  of  financial  assistance 
to  help  them  pay  for  the  costs  of  scfiooling; 

(9)  since  1988,  college  cosU  have  risen  by  54 
percent,  and  student  borroioing  fias  increased 
by  219  percent:  and 

(10)  in  fiscal  year  1996.  the  Balanced  Budget 
Act  achieved  savings  without  reducing  student 
loan  limits  or  increasing  fees  to  students  or  par- 
ents. 

(b)  Sense  of  Senate.— It  is  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that  the  aggregates  and  functional  levels 
iru:luded  in  this  budget  resolution  assume  that 
savings  in  student  loans  can  be  achieved  with- 
out any  program  change  that  would  increase 
costs  to  students  arui  parents  or  decrease  acces- 
sUiility  to  student  loans. 

SBC  ast.  SENSE  OP  IHE  SENATE  BEGASDING  BE- 
DVCnON  OF  THE  NATIONAL  DEBT. 

(a)  The  Senate  finds  that— 


(1)  S.  Con.  Res.  57  projects  a  public  debt  in  fis- 
cal year  1997  of  $5,400,000,000,000; 

(2)  S.  Con.  Res.  57  projects  that  the  public 
debt  will  be  $6,500,000,000,000  in  the  fiscal  year 
2002  when  the  budget  resolution  projects  a  uni- 
fied budget  surplus;  and 

(3)  this  accumulated  debt  represents  a  signifi- 
cant financial  burden  that  will  require  excessive 
taxation  arui  lost  economic  opportunity  for  fu- 
ture generations  of  the  United  States. 

(b)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  any  com- 
prehensive legislation  sent  to  the  President  that 
balances  the  budget  by  a  certain  date  and  that 
is  agreed  to  by  the  Congress  arui  the  President 
shall  also  contain  a  strategy  for  reducing  the 
national  debt  of  the  United  States. 

SEC.  3X3.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  BEGASDING 
HVNGBY  OR  HOMELESS  CHJLDBEN. 

(a)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  as- 
sumptions in  this  budget  resolution  assume  tfiat 
Congress  will  not  enact  or  adopt  any  legislation 
that  would  increase  the  number  of  children  who 
are  hungry  or  homeless. 

(b)  It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  the  as- 
sumptions in  this  budget  resolution  assitme  that 
in  the  event  legislation  enacted  to  comply  ipith 
this  resolution  results  in  an  increase  in  the 
number  of  hungry  or  homeless  children  by  the 
end  of  fiscal  year  1997.  the  Congress  would  re- 
visit the  provisions  of  said  legislation  which 
caused  such  increase  and  would,  as  soon  as 
practicable  thereafter,  adopt  legislation  which 
would  halt  any  continuation  of  such  increase. 

SEC.  324.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  UHEAP. 

(a)  FINDINGS— The  Senate  finds  that: 

(1)  Home  energy  assistance  for  working  arui 
low-income  families  with  children,  the  elderly 
on  fixed  incomes,  the  disabled,  and  others  who 
need  such  aid  is  a  critical  part  of  the  social  safe- 
ty net  in  cold-weather  areas  during  the  winter, 
and  a  source  of  necessary  cooling  aid  during  the 
summer; 

(2)  LIHEAP  is  a  highly  targeted,  cost-effective 
way  to  help  millions  of  low-income  Americans 
pay  their  home  energy  bills.  More  than  two- 
thirds  of  LIHEAP-eligible  households  have  an- 
nual incomes  of  less  than  $3,000,  more  than  one- 
half  have  annual  incomes  below  $6,000;  and 

(3)  LIHEAP  funding  has  been  substantially 
reduced  in  recent  years,  and  cannot  sustain  fur- 
ther spending  cuts  if  the  program  is  to  remain  a 
viable  means  of  meeting  the  home  heating  and 
other  energy -related  needs  of  low-income  fami- 
lies, especially  those  in  cold-weather  States. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— The  assumptions 
underlying  this  budget  resolution  assume  that  it 
is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  funds  made 
available  for  LIHEAP  for  fiscal  year  1997  wUl  be 
not  less  than  the  actual  expenditures  made  for 
LIHEAP  in  fiscal  year  1996. 

SBC.  325.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  REGABDDfG 
ADDITIONAL  CHARGES  VNDER  THE 
MEDICARE  PROGRAM. 

(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  senior  citizens  must  spend  more  than  1  dol- 
lar in  5  of  their  limited  incomes  to  purchase  the 
health  care  they  need; 

(2)  %  of  spending  under  the  medicare  program 
under  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
for  senior  citizens  ivith  annual  incomes  of  less 
than  $15,000; 

(3)  senior  citizens  cannot  afford  physician  fee 
mark-ups  that  are  not  covered  under  the  medi- 
care program  or  premium  overcharges;  and 

(4)  senior  citizens  enrolling  in  private  insur- 
ance plans  receiving  medicare  aipitation  pay- 
ments are  currently  protected  against  excess 
charges  by  health  providers  arui  additional  pre- 
mium charges  by  the  plan  for  services  covered 
under  the  medicare  program. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Congress.— it  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  tluit  any  reconciliation  bill  consid- 
ered during  the  second  session  of  the  104th  Con- 
gress should  maintain  the  existing  prohibitions 


against  additional  charges  by  providers  under 
the  medicare  program  under  title  XVIII  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  ("balance  billing"),  and  any 
premium  surcharges  for  services  covered  under 
such  program  that  are  levied  on  senior  citizens 
enrolled  in  private  insurance  plans  in  lieu  of 
conventional  medicare. 

SBC.  3S€.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  REGARDING 
NURSING  HOME  STANDABDS. 

(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  prior  to  the  enactment  of  subtitle  C  of  title 
IV  of  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of 
1987,  deplorable  conditions  and  shocking  abuse 
of  senior  citizens  and  the  disal)led  in  nursing 
homes  was  widespread;  and 

(2)  the  enactment  and  implementation  of  such 
subtitle  has  brought  major  improvements  in 
nursing  home  coruiitions  and  substantially  re- 
duced abuse  of  senior  citizens. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Congress.— it  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  tliat  any  reconciliation  bill  consid- 
ered during  the  second  session  of  the  104th  Con- 
gress should  not  include  any  changes  in  Federal 
nursing  home  quality  standards  or  the  Federal 
enforcement  of  such  standards. 

SEC.  327.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  CONCERNING 
NURSING  HOME  CARE. 

(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  under  current  Federal  law — 

(A)  protections  are  provided  under  the  medic- 
aid program  under  title  XIX  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  to  prevent  the  impoverishment  of 
spouses  of  nursing  home  residents; 

(B)  prottibitioru  exist  under  such  program  to 
prevent  the  charging  of  adult  children  of  nurs- 
ing home  residents  for  the  cost  of  the  care  of 
such  residents; 

(C)  prohibitions  exist  under  such  program  to 
prevent  a  State  from  placing  a  lien  against  the 
home  of  a  nursing  home  resident,  if  that  home 
UHW  occupied  by  a  spouse  or  dependent  child; 
and 

(D)  prohU>itions  exist  under  such  program  to 
prevent  a  nursing  home  from  charging  amounts 
above  the  medicaid  recognized  charge  for  medic- 
aid patients  or  requiring  a  commitment  to  make 
private  payments  prior  to  receiving  medicaid 
coverage  as  a  condition  of  admission;  and 

(2)  family  members  of  nursing  home  residents 
are  generally  urwJile  to  afford  the  high  cost  of 
nursing  home  care,  which  ranges  between 
$30,000  arui  $60,000  a  year. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Congress.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  provisions  of  the  medicaid 
program  under  title  XIX  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  that  protect  families  of  nursing  home  resi- 
dents from  experiencing  financial  ruin  as  the 
price  of  securing  needed  care  for  their  loved 
ones  should  be  retained,  including — 

(1)  spousal  impoverishment  rules; 

(2)  prohibitions  against  charging  adult  chil- 
dren of  nursing  home  patients  for  the  cost  of 
their  care; 

(3)  prohibitions  against  liens  on  the  homes  of 
nursing  home  residents  occupied  by  a  spouse  or 
dependent  child;  and 

(4)  prohibitions  against  nursing  homes  requir- 
ing private  payments  prior  to  medicaid  coverage 
as  a  condition  of  admission  or  allouring  charges 
in  addition  to  medicaid  payments  for  covered 
patients. 

SEa  32S.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  REGARDING 
REQUIREMBNTS  THAT  WELFARE  RE- 
CSZPTS  BE  DBUG-FRSB. 
In  recognition  of  the  fact  that  American  work- 
ers are  required  to  be  drug-free  in  the  work- 
place, it  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  this 
concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  assumes 
that  the  States  may  require  welfare  recipients  to 
be  drug-free  as  a  condition  for  receiving  such 
benefits  and  that  raruiom  drug  testing  may  be 
used  to  enforce  such  requirements. 
SBC  3S9.   SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  mt  DAVIS- 
BACON. 
Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  the  commit- 
tee report  on  this  resolution,  it  is  the  sense  of 
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the  Senate  that  the  provisions  in  this  resolution 
do  not  assume  the  repeal  of  the  Davis-Bacon 
Act. 

SBC   330.   SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  DAVIS- 
BACON. 

Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  the  commit- 
tee report  on  this  resolution,  it  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  the  provisions  in  this  resolution 
assume  reform  of  the  Davis-Bacon  Act. 
SEC.  331.  SENSE  OF  CONtOtESS  ON  REIMBURSE 
MENT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  FOR 
OPERATIONS      SOUTHOtN      WATCH 
AND  PROVIDE  COMFORT. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  as  of  May  1996,  the  United  States  has 
spent  $2,937,000,000  of  United  States  taxpayer 
funds  since  the  conclusion  of  the  Gulf  War  in 
1991  for  the  singular  purpose  of  protecting  the 
Kurdish  arui  Shiite  population  from  Iraqi  ag- 
gression; 

(2)  the  President's  defense  budget  request  for 
1997  includes  an  additional  $590,100,000  for  Op- 
erations Southern  Wateh  and  Provide  Comfort, 
both  of  which  are  designed  to  restrict  Iraqi  mili- 
tary aggression  against  the  Kurdish  and  Shiite 
people  of  Iraq; 

(3)  costs  for  these  military  operations  con- 
stitute part  of  the  continued  budget  deficit  of 
the  United  States;  and 

(4)  United  Nations  Security  Council  Resolu- 
tion 986  (1995)  (referred  to  as  "SCR  986")  would 
allow  Iraq  to  sell  up  to  $1,000,000,000  in  petro- 
leum arui  petroleum  products  every  90  days,  for 
an  initial  period  of  180  days. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Congress.— it  is  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  the  assumptions  underlying 
the  functional  totals  in  this  resolution  assume 
that— 

(1)  the  President  should  instruct  the  United 
States  Permanent  Representative  to  the  United 
Nations  to  ensure  any  subsequent  extension  of 
authority  beyond  the  180  days  originally  pro- 
vided by  SCR  986,  specifically  mandates  and  au- 
thorizes the  reimbursement  of  the  United  States 
for  costs  associated  unth  Operations  Southern 
Wateh  arui  Provide  Comfort  out  of  revenues 
generated  by  any  sale  of  petroleum  or  petro- 
leum-related products  origiruiting  from  Iraq; 

(2)  in  the  event  that  the  United  States  Perma- 
nent Representative  to  the  United  Nations  fails 
to  modify  the  terms  of  any  subsequent  resolution 
extending  the  authority  granted  by  SCR  986  as 
called  for  in  paragraph  (1),  the  President  should 
reject  any  United  Nations'  action  or  resolution 
seeking  to  extend  the  terms  of  the  oil  sale  be- 
yond the  180  days  authorized  by  SCR  986; 

(3)  the  President  should  take  the  necessary 
steps  to  ensure  that — 

(A)  any  effort  by  the  United  Nations  to  tempo- 
rarily lift  the  trade  embargo  for  humanitarian 
purposes,  specifically  the  sale  of  petroleum  or 
petroleum  products,  restricts  all  revenues  from 
such  sale  from  being  diverted  to  benefit  the  Iraqi 
military;  arui 

(B)  the  temporary  lifting  of  the  trade  embargo 
does  not  encourage  other  countries  to  take  steps 
to  begin  promoting  commercial  relations  unth 
the  Iraqi  military  in  expectation  that  saru:tions 
will  be  permanently  lifted;  arui 

(4)  revenues  reimbursed  to  the  United  States 
from  the  oil  sale  authorized  by  SCR  986,  or  any 
subsequent  action  or  resolution,  should  be  used 
to  reduce  the  Federal  budget  deficit. 

SEC  332.  ACCURATE  INDEX  FOR  INFLATION. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  firuis  that— 

(1)  a  significant  portion  of  Federal  expendi- 
tures arui  revenues  are  indexed  to  measurements 
of  inflation;  and 

(2)  a  variety  of  inflation  iruiices  exist  which 
vary  according  to  the  accuracy  unth  which  such 
indices  measure  increases  in  the  cost  of  living; 
arui 

(3)  Federal  Government  usage  of  inflation  in- 
dices which  overstate  true  inflation  has  the 


demonstrated  effect  of  accelerating  Federal 
speruiing,  increasing  the  Federal  budget  deficit, 
increasing  Federal  borrowing,  and  thereby  en- 
larging the  projected  burden  on  future  American 
taxpayers. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— it  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  the  assumptions  underlying  this 
budget  resolution  include  that  all  Federal 
spending  arui  revenues  which  are  indexed  for 
inflation  should  be  calibrated  by  the  most  accu- 
rate inflation  iruiices  which  are  available  to  the 
Federal  Government. 

SEC.  333.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  SOLVENCY 
OF  THE  MEDICARE  TBUST  FUND. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that  repeal  of 
certain  provisions  from  the  Omnibus  Budget 
Reconciliation  Act  of  1993  would  move  the  insol- 
vency date  of  the  HI  (Medicare)  Trust  Furui  for- 
ward by  a  full  year. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  no  provisions  in  this  Budget 
Resolution  should  worsen  the  solvency  of  the 
Medicare  Trust  Furui. 

SEC.  334.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGBESS  THAT  THE 
1993  INCOME  TAX  INCBEASE  ON  SO- 
CIAL SECC/K/7r  BENEFTTS  SHOULD 
BEBEPSALED. 

(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  that  the  as- 
sumptions underlying  this  resolution  include 
that— 

(1)  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget  proposal  of 
President  Clinton  to  raise  Federal  income  taxes 
on  the  Social  Security  benefits  of  senior  citizens 
unth  income  as  low  as  $25,000.  arui  those  provi- 
sions of  the  fiscal  year  1994  recommendations  of 
the  Budget  Resolution  arui  the  1993  Omnibus 
Budget  Recoiu:iliation  Act  in  which  the  One 
Huruired  Third  Congress  voted  to  raise  Federal 
income  taxes  on  the  Social  Security  benefits  of 
senior  citizens  with  income  as  low  as  $34,000 
should  be  repealed; 

(2)  the  Senate  Budget  Resolution  should  re- 
flect President  (Linton's  statement  that  he  be- 
lieved he  raised  Federal  taxes  too  much  in  1993; 
arui 

(3)  the  Budget  Resolution  should  react  to 
President  Clinton's  fiscal  year  1997  budget 
which  documents  the  fact  that  in  the  history  of 
the  United  States,  the  total  tax  burden  /uu 
never  been  greater  than  it  is  today,  therefore 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress.— It  is  the  sense  of  the 
Congress  that  the  assumptions  underlying  this 
Resolution  include— 

(1)  that  raising  Federal  income  taxes  in  1993 
on  the  Social  Security  benefits  of  middle-class 
individiuUs  unth  income  as  low  as  $34,000  was  a 
mistake; 

(2)  ttuit  the  Federal  income  tax  hike  on  Social 
Security  benefits  imposed  in  1993  by  the  One 
Hundred  Third  Congress  and  signed  into  law  by 
President  Clinton  should  be  repealed;  and 

(3)  President  Clinton  should  work  unth  the 
Congress  to  repeal  the  1993  Federal  iruxme  tax 
hike  on  Social  Security  benefits  in  a  manner 
that  would  not  adversely  affect  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Trust  Fund  or  the  Medicare  Part  A  Trust 
Furui,  arui  should  ensure  that  such  repeal  is 
coupled  unth  offsetting  reductions  in  Federal 
spending. 

SEC.  335.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  BEGARDING  THE 
ADMINISTRATIOlirS    PRACTICE    RE 
GARDING     THE    PBOSBCUIION    OF 
DBUG  SMUGGLERS. 
(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  firuis  that— 

(1)  drug  use  is  devastating  to  the  Nation,  par- 
ticularly among  juveniles,  and  ?uis  led  juveniles 
to  become  involved  in  interstate  gangs  arui  to 
participate  in  violent  crime; 

(2)  drug  use  has  experienced  a  dramatic  resur- 
gence among  our  youth; 

(3)  the  number  of  youths  aged  12-17  using 
marijxuxna  has  increased  from  1.6  million  in  1992 
te  2.9  million  in  1994,  and  the  category  of  "re- 
cent marijuaiui  use"  irureased  a  staggering  200 
percent  among  14-  to  15-year-olds  over  the  same 
period; 


(4)  sirux  1992,  there  has  been  a  52  percent 
jump  in  the  number  of  high  school  seniors  using 
drugs  on  a  monthly  basis,  even  as  worrisome  de- 
clines are  noted  in  peer  disapproval  of  drug  use; 

(5)  1  in  3  high  school  stiulents  uses  marijuarui: 

(6)  12-  to  17-year-olds  who  use  marijuana  are 
85  percent  more  likely  to  graduate  to  cocaine 
than  those  who  abstain  from  marijiuxna; 

(7)  juveniles  who  reach  21  without  ever  having 
used  drugs  almost  never  try  them  later  in  life; 

(8)  the  latest  results  from  the  Drug  Abuse 
Warning  Network  show  that  marijxuiiux-related 
episodes  jumped  39  percent  and  are  running  at 
155  percent  above  the  1990  level,  and  that  meth- 
amphetamine  cases  have  rixn  256  percent  over 
the  1991  level; 

(9)  between  February  1993  and  February  1995 
the  retail  price  of  a  gram  of  cocaine  fell  from 
$172  to  $137,  and  that  of  a  gram  of  heroin  also 
fell  from  $2,032  to  $1,278; 

(10)  it  has  been  reported  that  the  Department 
of  Justice,  through  the  United  Suites  Attorney 
for  the  Southern  District  of  California,  has 
adopted  a  policy  of  allounng  certain  foreign 
drug  smugglers  to  avoid  prosecution  altogether 
by  being  released  to  Mexico: 

(11)  it  has  been  reported  that  in  the  past  year 
approximately  2.300  suspected  narcotics  traffick- 
ers were  taken  into  custody  for  bringing  illegal 
drugs  across  the  border,  but  approximately  one 
in  four  were  returned  to  their  country  of  origin 
without  being  prosecuted; 

(12)  it  has  been  reported  that  the  United 
States  Customs  Service  is  operating  under  guide- 
lines limiting  any  prosecution  in  marijuana 
cases  to  cases  involving  125  pounds  of  mari- 
juana or  more; 

(13)  it  has  been  reported  that  suspects  possess- 
ing as  much  as  32  pounds  of  methamphetamine 
and  37.000  Quaaiude  tablets,  were  not  pros- 
ecuted but  were,  instead,  allowed  to  return  to 
their  countries  of  origin  after  their  drugs  and 
vehicles  were  confiscated: 

(14)  it  has  been  reported  that  after  a  seizure  of 
158  pounds  of  cocaine,  one  defendant  was  ated 
and  released  because  there  was  no  room  at  the 
Federal  jail  and  charges  against  here  were 
dropped; 

(15)  it  has  been  reported  that  some  smugglers 
have  been  caught  two  or  more  times — even  in 
the  same  week — yet  still  were  not  prosecuted: 

(16)  the  number  of  defendants  prosecuted  for 
violations  of  the  Federal  drug  laws  has  dropped 
from  25.033  in  1992  to  22S26  in  1995; 

(17)  this  Congress  has  increased  the  funding 
of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Prisoris  by  11.7  percent 
over  the  1995  appropriations  level;  and 

(18)  this  Congress  has  increased  the  funding 
of  the  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service 
by  23.5  percent  over  the  1995  appropriations 
level. 

(b)  Sense  of  SENATE.-It  is  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that — (1)  the  functional  totals  underly- 
ing this  resolution  assume  that  the  Attorney 
General  promptly  should  investigate  this  matter 
and  report,  within  30  days,  to  the  Chair  of  the 
Senate  and  House  Committees  on  the  Judiciary; 
and 

(2)  the  Attorney  General  should  ensure  that 
cases  involving  the  smuggling  of  drugs  into  the 
United  States  are  vigorously  prosecuted. 
SEC  33e.  CORPORATE  SUBSIDIES  AND  SALB  OF 
GOVERNMENT  ASSETS. 

(a)  CORPORATE  SUBSIDIES.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  tliat  the  functioruU  levels  and  aggre- 
gates in  this  budget  resolution  assume  that — 

(1)  the  Federal  budget  contains  tens  of  billions 
of  dollars  in  payments,  benefits  and  programs 
tliat  primarily  assist  profit-making  enterprises 
and  industries  rather  than  provide  a  clear  and 
compelling  public  interest; 

(2)  corporate  subsidies  can  provide  unfair 
competitiTx  advantages  to  certain  industries  arui 
industry  segments; 
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(3)  at  a  time  when  mllions  of  Americans  are 
being  asked  to  sacrifice  in  order  to  balance  the 
budget,  the  corporate  sector  should  bear  its 
share  of  the  burden;  and 

(4)  Federal  payments,  benefits,  and  programs 
vhich  predominantly  benefit  a  particular  indus- 
try or  segment  of  an  industry,  rather  than  pro- 
vide a  clear  and  compelling  public  benefit, 
should  be  reformed  or  terminated  in  order  to 
provide  additional  tax  relief,  deficit  reduction, 
or  to  achieve  the  savings  necessary  to  meet  this 
resolution's  instructions  and  levels. 

(b)  Sale  of  Goversuent  assets.— 

(1)  Budgetary  treatment.— 

(A)  In  general. — For  the  purposes  of  any 
concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  and  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974,  no  amounts 
realized  from  the  sale  of  an  asset  shall  be  scored 
with  respect  to  t?ie  level  of  budget  authority, 
outlays,  or  revenues  if  such  sale  loould  cause  an 
increase  in  the  deficit  as  calculated  pursuant  to 
subparagraph  (B). 

(B)  Calculation  op  net  present  value.— 
The  deficit  estimate  of  an  asset  sale  shall  be  the 
net  present  value  of  the  cash  flow  from — 

(i)  proceeds  from  the  asset  sale; 

(ii)  future  receipts  that  would  be  expected 
from  continued  ownership  of  the  asset  by  the 
Government;  and 

(iU)  expected  future  spending  by  the  Govern- 
ment at  a  level  necessary  to  continue  to  operate 
and  Tjiaintain  the  asset  to  generate  the  receipts 
estimated  pursuant  to  clause  (ii). 

(2)  DEPB/mONS.-For  purposes  of  this  section, 
the  term  "sale  of  an  asset"  shall  have  the  same 
meaning  as  under  section  2S0(c)(21)  of  the  Bal- 
anced Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control 
Act  of  1985. 

(3)  Treatment  op  loan  assets.— For  the  pur- 
poses of  this  subsection,  the  sale  of  loan  assets 
or  the  prepayment  of  a  loan  shall  be  governed 
by  the  terms  of  the  Federal  Credit  Reform  Act  of 
1990. 

SSC.  Sn.  SBNSB  or  the  senate  Off  THB  PBBSI- 
DESTIAL  ELBCnOS  CAMPAIGN 
FOND. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  assump- 
tions underlying  the  functional  totals  in  this 
resolution  assume  that  when  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee meets  its  outlay  and  revenue  obligations 
under  this  resolution  the  committee  should  not 
make  any  changes  in  the  Presidential  Election 
Campaign  Fund  or  its  funding  mechanism  and 
should  tneet  its  revenue  and  outlay  targets 
through  other  programs  unthin  its  jurisdiction. 

SSa  S3&  SENSE  OP  THB  SENATE  REGASDING 
WBLPARE  BBPORM. 

(a)  The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1)  S.  Con.  Res.  57  assianes  substantial  savings 
from  welfare  reform;  and 

(2)  children  bom  out  of  wedlock  are  five  times 
more  likely  to  be  poor  and  (^out  ten  times  more 
likely  to  be  extremely  poor  and  therefore  are 
more  likely  to  receive  welfare  benefits  than  chil- 
dren from  two  parent  families;  and 

(3)  high  rates  of  out-of-wedlock  births  are  as- 
sociated with  a  host  of  other  social  pathologies; 
for  example,  children  of  single  mothers  are  twice 
as  likely  to  drop  out  of  high  school;  boys  whose 
fathers  are  absent  are  more  likely  to  engage  in 
crimiTtal  activities;  ond  girls  in  single-parent 
families  are  three  times  more  likely  to  have  chil- 
dren out  of  wedlock  themselves;  therefore 

(b)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  any  com- 
prehensive legislation  sent  to  the  President  that 
balances  the  budget  by  a  certain  date  and  that 
includes  welfare  reform  provisions  and  that  is 
agreed  to  by  the  Congress  and  the  President 
shall  also  contain  to  the  maximum  extent  pos- 
sible a  strategy  for  reducing  the  rate  of  out-of- 
wedlock  births  and  encouraging  family  forma- 
tion. 


SSa  339.  A  RESOLUTION  REGARDING  THB  SEN- 
ATES SUPPORT  FOR  FBDBSAL, 
STATE,  AND  LOCAL  LAW  ENFORCE- 
UENT. 

(a)  FINDINGS.— The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1)  our  Federal,  State,  and  local  law  enforce- 
ment officers  provide  essential  services  tfiat  pre- 
serve and  protect  our  freedoms  and  security; 

(2)  law  enforcement  officers  deserve  our  ap- 
preciation and  support; 

(3)  law  enforcement  officers  and  agencies  are 
under  increasing  attacks,  both  to  their  physical 
safety  and  to  their  reputatioris; 

(4)  Federal,  State,  and  local  law  enforcement 
efforts  need  increased  financial  commitment 
from  the  Federal  Government  for  funding  and 
financial  assistance  and  not  the  slashing  of  our 
commitment  to  law  enforcement  if  they  are  to 
carry  out  their  efforts  to  combat  violent  crime; 

(5)  the  President's  fiscal  year  1996  budget  re- 
guested  an  increase  of  14.8  percent  for  the  Fed- 
eral Bureau  of  Investigation,  10  percent  for 
United  States  Attorneys,  and  $4,000,000  for  Or- 
ganized Crime  Drug  Enforcement  Task  Forces; 
while  this  Congress  has  increased  funding  for 
the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  by  10.8  per- 
cent, 8.4  percent  for  United  States  Attorneys, 
and  a  cut  of  $15,000,000  for  Organized  Crime 
Drug  Enforcement  Task  Forces; 

(6)  on  May  16,  1996.  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives has  nonetheless  voted  to  slash  $300,000,000 
from  the  President's  $5,000,000,000  budget  re- 
quest for  the  Violent  Crime  Reduction  Trust 
Fund  for  fiscal  year  1997  in  House  Concurrent 
Resolution  178;  and 

(7)  the  Violent  Crime  Reduction  Trust  Fund 
as  adopted  by  the  Violent  Crime  Control  and 
Law  Enforcement  Act  of  1994  fully  funds  the 
Violent  Crime  Control  and  Law  Enforcement 
Act  of  1994  without  adding  to  the  Federal  budg- 
et deficit. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  senate.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  tluit  the  provisions  and  the  func- 
tional totals  underlying  this  resolution  assume 
the  Federal  Government's  commitment  to  fund 
Federal  law  enforcement  programs  and  pro- 
grams to  assist  State  and  local  efforts  shall  be 
maintained  and  funding  for  the  Violent  Crime 
Reduction  Trust  Fund  shall  not  be  cut  as  the 
resolution  adopted  by  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives would  require. 

SEC.  340.  SENSE  OP  THESENATB  REGARDING  THB 
FUNDING  OP  AMTRAK. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1)  a  capital  funding  stream  is  essential  to  the 
ability  of  the  National  Rail  Passenger  Corpora- 
tion ("Amtrak")  to  reduce  its  dependence  on 
Federal  operating  support;  and 

(2)  Amtrak  needs  a  secure  source  of  financing, 
no  less  favorable  than  provided  to  other  modes 
of  transportation,  for  capital  improvements. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that— 

(1)  revenues  attributable  to  one-half  cent  per 
gallon  of  the  excise  taxes  imposed  on  gasoline, 
special  motor  fuel,  and  diesel  fuel  from  the  Mass 
Transit  Account  should  be  dedicated  to  a  new 
Intercity  Passenger  Rail  Trust  Fund  during  the 
period  January  1,  1997,  through  September  30, 
2001; 

(2)  revenues  would  not  be  deposited  in  the 
Intercity  Passenger  Rail  Trust  Fund  during  any 
fiscal  year  to  the  extent  that  the  deposit  is  esti- 
mated  to  result  in  available  revenues  in  the 
Mass  Transit  Account  being  insufficient  to  sat- 
isfy tfwt  year's  estimated  appropriation  levels; 

(3)  monies  in  the  Intercity  Passenger  Rail 
Trust  Fund  should  be  generally  available  to 
fund,  on  a  reimbursement  basis,  capital  expendi- 
tures incurred  by  Amtrak;  and 

(4)  amounts  to  fund  capital  expenditures  re- 
lated to  rail  operations  shoidd  be  set  aside  for 
each  State  that  has  not  had  Amtrak  service  in 
such  State  for  the  preceding  year. 


SBa  S4L  sense  of  the  senate— truth  m 

BUDGETING. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that: 

(1)  The  Congressional  Budget  Office  has 
scored  revenue  expected  to  be  raised  from  the 
auction  of  Federal  Communications  Commission 
licenses  for  various  services; 

(2)  For  budget  scoring  purposes,  the  Congress 
has  assumed  that  such  auctions  would  occur  in 
a  prompt  and  expeditious  manner  and  that  reve- 
nue raised  by  such  auctions  would  flow  to  the 
Federal  treasury; 

(3)  The  Resolution  assumes  that  the  revenue 
to  be  raised  from  auctions  totals  billions  of  dol- 
lars; 

(4)  The  Resolution  makes  assumptions  that 
services  would  be  auctioned  where  the  Federal 
Communications  Commission  has  not  yet  con- 
ducted avetions  for  such  services,  such  as  Local 
Multipoint  Distribution  Service  (LMDS),  li- 
censes for  paging  services,  final  broadband  PCS 
licenses,  narrow  band  PCS  licenses,  licenses  for 
unserved  cellular,  and  Digital  Audio  Radio 
(DARS),  and  other  subscription  services,  reve- 
nue from  which  has  been  assumed  in  Congres- 
sional budgetary  calculations  and  in  determin- 
ing the  level  of  the  deficit;  and 

(5)  The  Commission's  service  rules  can  dra- 
matically affect  license  values  and  auction  reve- 
nues and  therefore  the  Commission  should  act 
expeditiously  and  without  further  delay  to  con- 
duct auctions  of  licenses  in  a  manner  that  maxi- 
mizes revenue,  increases  efficiency,  and  en- 
hances competition  for  any  service  for  which 
auction  revenues  have  been  scored  by  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  arvdJor  counted  for 
budgetary  purposes  in  an  Act  of  Congress. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr. 
DONENICT,  Mr.  GRASSI^Y,  Mt.  NICKLES, 
Mr.  Gramm  of  Texas,  Mr.  Bond.  Mr. 
GOETON,  Mr.  EXON,  Mr.  HOLLINGS,  Mr. 
Johnston,  and  Mr.  Lautenbero. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Senate  Con- 
current Resolution  57,  the  Senate  budg- 
et resolution,  be  put  back  on  the  cal- 
endar. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
getting  late  and  I  normally  have  a  lot 
of  wrap-up  but  I  will  not  do  that  to- 
night. I  believe  it  is  imperative  that  I 
express  my  deep  appreciation  to  my 
friend,  the  ranking  member,  the  Sen- 
ator firom  Nebraska,  Senator  ExoN. 
This  is  the  last  resolution  after  16 
years  of  service  in  the  Senate  and  his 
State  of  Nebraska. 

I  am  not  sure  that  he  would  cherish 
being  part  of  six  or  eight  more  budgets, 
the  way  this  one  has  gone.  It  has  taken 
a  long  time  and  has  taken  a  big  toll  on 
us.  I  just  thank  him  for  everything  he 
has  done  and  for  his  help  during  the 
last  4,  5  days.  I  thank  all  my  fellow 
Senators  on  the  Budget  Committee. 
They  were  a  great  help,  great  guides, 
and  their  suggestions  permitted  us  to 
maneuver  our  way  through  all  of  the 
problems  and  get  this  important  reso- 
lution adopted. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  first  express 
my  deep  appreciation  to  my  friend  and 
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ranking  member  Senator  ExoN.  This 
will  be  his  last  budget  resolution  after 
16  years  of  distinguished  service  to  the 
U.S.  Senate  and  his  beloved  State  of 
Nebraska. 

I  would  also  like  to  thank  my  fellow 
Senators  on  the  Budget  Committee  for 
their  help,  guidance,  and  suggestions 
this  last  week  as  we  maneuvered  our 
way  through  this  important  resolution. 
Particular  thanks  to  Senators  Gorton 
and  Abraham  for  their  help  here  on  the 
floor. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  also  like  to 
take  a  moment  to  thank  the  staff  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle.  Bill  Dauster  and 
his  staff  have  done  an  excellent  job  for 
that  side  of  the  aisle.  In  light  of  the  in- 
creasingly partisan  nature  of  the  budg- 
et, I  am  always  impressed  by  the  work- 
ing relationship  between  our  staffs.  We 
spent  nearly  the  entire  50  hours  and  a 
full  7  days  on  this  budget  resolution. 
We  will  have  considered  nearly  100 
amendments  on  myriad  of  topics.  I 
•  want  to  thank  the  staff  for  the  long 
hours  and  hard  work  that  went  into 
this  budget  resolution.  I  also  want  to 
thank  the  Republican  floor  staff  and 
the  cloakroom  staff.  Their  assistance 
gets  us  through  this  difficult  process. 
Each  of  the  Budget  Committee  staff  de- 
serves a  great  deal  of  credit  for  the  suc- 
cess of  this  budget  resolution. 

I  want  to  publicly  express  my  appre- 
ciation to  my  staff  director  and  his  two 
assistants  here  on  the  floor  this  last 
week,  Austin  Smythe  and  Beth  Felder. 
There  are  other  staff  behind  the  scenes 
that  have  worked  tirelessly  to  bring 
this  resolution  about.  Instead  of  thank- 
ing each  of  my  Budget  Committee  staff 
individually,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  a  list  of  the  names  of  the  majority 
staff  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

MAJORTTY  STAFF 

Brian  Benczkowski;  Jim  Capretta;  Amy 
Call;  Lisa  Cieplak;  Christy  Dunn;  Beth 
Felder;  Alice  Grant:  Jim  Heam;  Keith 
Hennessey;  William  Hoagland;  Carol 
McQuire;  Anne  Miller,  Mieko  Nakabayashl; 
and  Denise  G.  Ramonas. 

Cheri  Reidy;  Ricardo  Rel;  Karen  Ricoy;  J. 
Brian  Rlley;  Mike  Ruffner;  Melissa  Sampson; 
Anrea  Shank;  Amy  Smith;  Austin  Smythe; 
Bob  Stevenson:  Beth  Wallls;  and  Winslow 
Wheeler. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  STAFF 

Diane  Bath;  Victor  Block;  Alex  Greene: 
Deena  McMullen;  Lynne  Seymour;  and 
George  Woodall. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  before  my 
firiend,  the  chairman  of  the  committee, 
leaves,  I  want  to  thank  him  for  his 
kind  remarks.  Yes,  this  is  my  last 
budget  resolution  forever.  Sometimes  I 
wonder  if  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee might  like  to  say  the  same  without 
giving  up  the  leadership  of  the  organi- 
zation. But  it  has  been  a  pleasure  for  18 
years  to  work  with  Pete  Domenici. 

As  I  said  the  other  day,  we  do  not  al- 
ways agree,  but  we  have  alwasrs  been 


agreeable  with  each  other  as  we  have 
debated  the  issues.  I  thank  him  for  all 
of  his  courtesies  when  we  were  in  the 
majority  and  now  that  he  is  in  the  ma- 
jority. I  appreciate  it  very  much.  I 
wish  him  well. 

Mr.  President.  I  want  to  take  the 
time  to  thank  the  Democratic  staff  of 
the  Senate  Budget  Committee  for  the 
outstanding  job  they  did  during  consid- 
eration of  the  budget  resolution.  I 
would  like  to  extend  the  appreciation 
of  our  side  to: 

Amy  Abraham  who  is  our  senior  ana- 
lyst on  education  and  discretionary 
health; 

Ken  Colling  who  is  our  analyst  on 
justice  and  general  government; 

Tony  Dresden  who  is  our  communica- 
tions director; 

Jodi  Grant  who  is  our  general  coun- 
sel; 

Matt  Greenwald  who  is  our  senior  an- 
alyst on  energy,  environment,  and 
science  &  technology; 

Joan  Huffer  who  is  also  a  senior  ana- 
lyst covering  Medicaid,  Social  Security 
and  income  security  issues; 

Phil  Karsting  who  is  the  senior  ana- 
lyst for  agriculture  and  community 
and  regional  development; 

Jim  Klumpner  who  is  our  chief  econ- 
omist; 

Soo  Jin  Kwon  who  is  our  analyst  on 
commerce,  transportation  and  bank- 
ing; 

Nell  Mays  who  is  the  committee's 
staff  assistant; 

Sue  Nelson  who  is  both  our  director 
of  budget  review  and  senior  analyst  on 
Medicare; 

Jon  Rosenwasser  who  is  our  analyst 
on  defense  and  international  affairs; 

Jerry  Slominskl  who  is  our  deputy 
chief  of  staff  and  senior  analyst  on  rev- 
enues; and 

Bill  Dauster  who  is  the  Democratic 
staff  director  and  chief  counsel  for  the 
Budget  Committee. 

Thanks  to  all  of  them  and  those  who 
work  with  them  for  a  job  very  well 
done.  Without  you.  it  would  have  been 
impossible  to  carry  on  as  we  have,  to 
uphold  what  we  think  are  the  good 
points  and  the  bad  points  of  this  par- 
ticular budget. 

With  that,  Mr.  President,  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  BOND  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Missouri  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BOND.  Mr.  President,  I  will  be 
very  brief.  First,  I  want  to  express  my 
deep  appreciation  to  our  esteemed 
leader  of  the  Budget  Committee,  Sen- 
ator DOMENICI  of  New  Mexico,  for  doing 
an  outstanding  job.  My  appreciation 
also  goes  to  Senator  ExoN  for  his 
steadfastness  and  to  the  members  of 
the  staff,  who  have  done  a  remarkable 
job.  It  has  been  a  pleasure  and  a  real 
treat  to  work  with  them.  It  has  been  an 
extremely  difficult  measure,  but  they 
did  it  very  well. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 
Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  there  be  a  pe- 
riod for  morning  business  with  Sen- 
ators permitted  to  speak  therein  for  up 
to  5  minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


UNITED  STATES/GERMAN  OPEN 

SKIES  AGREEMENT 
Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  a 
truly  historic  moment  occurred  in  Mil- 
waukee today  when  the  United  States 
and  the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany 
formally  signed  an  open  skies  agree- 
ment which  will  liberalize  air  service 
between  our  two  countries.  To  under- 
score the  importance  of  this  agree- 
ment, I  was  pleased  both  President 
Clinton  and  Chancellor  Kohl  were  on 
hand  to  sign  it. 

As  I  have  said  before,  the  United 
States/German  open  skies  agreement  is 
a  great  economic  victory  for  both 
countries  and  a  very  welcome  develop- 
ment for  consumers.  Under  the  agree- 
ment, airlines  of  both  coimtries  will  be 
free  to  operate  to  any  points  in  either 
country,  as  well  as  third  countries, 
without  limitation.  It  also  liberalizes 
pricing,  charter  services  and  further 
liberalizes  the  open  skies  cargo  regime 
already  in  place.  In  short,  it  allows 
market  demand,  not  the  heavy  hands 
of  governments,  to  decide  air  service 
between  the  United  States  and  Ger- 
many. 

In  addition  to  direct  benefits,  I  have 
long  said  such  an  agreement  would 
serve  as  a  catalyst  for  liberalizing  air 
service  markets  throughout  Europe. 
Recent  news  reports  indicate  the  com- 
petitive impact  of  the  U.SVGerman 
open  skies  agreement  is  already  being 
felt.  For  instance,  since  last  October 
the  British  government,  which  is  high- 
ly protective  of  the  restrictive  XS.SJ 
U.K.  bilateral  aviation  agreement,  ex- 
pressed no  willingness  to  seek  to  im- 
prove air  service  opportunities  between 
the  United  States  and  the  United  King- 
dom. This  week,  however,  British  nego- 
tiators came  to  Washington  whistling  a 
very  different  tune. 

The  competitive  impact  of  the  U.S7 
German  open  skies  agreement  also  is 
being  felt  in  U.S./France  aviation  rela- 
tions. Since  the  French  renoimced  our 
bilateral  aviation  agreement  in  1992, 
the  French  government  had  shown  no 
interest  in  negotiating  a  new  air  serv- 
ice agreement  with  the  United  States. 
Like  the  British,  the  French  too  are 
whistling  a  different  tune  as  a  result  of 
the  U.SVGerman  open  skies  agreement. 

I  welcome  reports  the  Government  of 
France  finally  has  expressed  an  inter- 
est in  discussing  a  liberal  bilateral 
aviation  agreement.  No  doubt  this  ab- 
rupt change  in  course  is  due  to  the 
competitive  reality  that  France  is  now 
virtually  surrounded  by  countries  en- 
joying open  skies  agreements  with  the 
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United  States.  Like  a  huge  magnet, 
these  countries  with  open  skies  re- 
gimes are  drawing  passenger  traffic 
away  from  French  airports. 

For  instance,  last  year  combined 
traffic  at  the  two  major  Paris  airports, 
Orly  and  Charles  de  Gaulle,  fell  nearly 
1  percent.  What  makes  this  statistic  re- 
markable is  elsewhere  in  Europe — par- 
ticularly in  countries  with  open  skies 
relations  with  the  United  States— pas- 
senger traffic  growth  has  been  robust 
at  major  airports.  For  instance,  pas- 
senger traffic  rose  8.7  percent  at 
Frankfurt  Main  Airport,  7.6  percent  at 
Amsterdam  Schiphol  Airport,  and  11 
percent  at  Brussels  Zaventem  Airport. 
Clearly,  the  French  realize  the  U.S./ 
German  open  skies  agreement  is  only 
going  to  make  the  problem  of  pas- 
senger traffic  diversion  much  worse.  As 
I  have  said  repeatedly,  competition 
will  be  our  best  ally  in  opening  the  re- 
maining restrictive  air  service  markets 
in  Europe.  At  great  cost  to  its  econ- 
omy, the  French  are  learning  this  les- 
son firsthand. 

Mr.  President,  I  commend  to  my  col- 
leagues an  article  describing  the  com- 
petitive impact  of  the  U.S./German 
open  skies  agreement  which  appeared 
today  in  the  Aviation  Daily.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  copy  of  that 
article  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  the 
conclusion  of  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  PRESST.KR.  Let  me  conclude  by 
saying  the  U.SVGerman  open  skies 
agreement  is  unquestionably  our  most 
important  liberalized  air  service  agree- 
ment to  date.  I  again  praise  the  bold 
and  steadfast  leadership  of  Secretary  of 
Transportation  Federlco  Pena  and  Ger- 
man Transport  Minister  Matthias 
Wissmann  in  securing  this  agreement. 
Both  the  United  States  and  Germany 
will  benefit  greatly  from  thefr  leader- 
ship which  turned  an  excellent  oppor- 
tunity Into  a  truly  historic  trade 
agreement  between  our  two  countries. 
ExHism 
[Prom  Aviation  Daily,  May  23, 1996] 
New  Caiuuer  Alliances  Fuel  Hopes  For 

U.S.-U.K.,  Europe  Open  Skies 
The  emergence  of  powerful,  antitrust-im- 
munized alliances  and  increasingly  open 
aviation  regimes  in  fueling  expectations  of 
breakthroughs  in  U.S.-U.K.  and  U.S.-Euro- 
pean  Union  relations.  In  a  Senate  floor 
speech  Tuesday,  Commerce  Committee 
Chairman  Larry  Pressler  (Rr-S.D.)  said  "a 
truly  historic  opportunity  niay  be  at  hand  to 
finally  force  the  British  to  join  us  on  the 
field  of  fl-ee  and  fair  air  service  competi- 
tion." The  chief  catalyst  for  this  oppor- 
tunity is  the  potential  alliance  between 
American  and  British  Airways.  With  pub- 
lished reports  saying  BA  and  American  are 
close  to  announcing  "a  major  business  alli- 
ance," British  officials  "came  to  Washington 
[Monday]  to  assess  the  price  tag  for  the  regu- 
latory relief  the  new  alliance  would  re- 
quire," said  Pressler.  "I  am  pleased  initial 
reports  Indicate  [DOT]  reaffirmed  Its  long- 
standing position:  Nothing  short  of  ftill  liber- 
alization of  the  U.S7U.K.  air  service  market 


would  be  acceptable,"  he  said.  "If  the  admin- 
istration stands  firm,  as  I  believe  it  must, 
the  current  restrictive  U.S.-U.K.  bilateral 
aviation  agreement  will  be  cast  into  the 
great  trash  heap  of  protectionist  trade  pol- 
icy, where  it  belongs." 

Pressler  traced  the  potential  for  a  UJC. 
breakthrough  to  the  U.S.-Germany  open 
skies  agreement,  struck  early  this  year. 
"Simply  put,  the  possible  British  Airways/ 
American  Airlines  alliance  is  a  competitive 
response  to  the  U.SJGermany  open  skies 
agreement  and  the  grant  of  antitrust  immu- 
nity to  the  United  Airlines/Lufthansa  alli- 
ance," he  said.  Pressler  was  active  in  devel- 
oping the  U.S.-Germany  pact,  a  point  under- 
scored on  the  Senate  floor  by  Sen.  Trent 
Lott  (R-Miss.),  who  said  Pressler's  "stead- 
fast leadership  was  instrumental  in  secur- 
ing" the  open  skies  agreement.  Lott  made 
public  letters  from  DOT  Secretary  Federico 
Pena,  who  praised  Pressler's  "bipartisan 
leadership  role"  on  the  issue,  and  German 
Transport  Minister  Matthias  Wissmann,  who 
called  I>ressler  "a  cornerstone  in  this  devel- 
opment." 

In  his  speech.  Pressler  said,  "If  the  Delta 
alliance  with  three  smaller  European  car- 
riers is  granted  a  final  antitrust  inmiunity 
order  later  this  month,  that  alliance— in 
combination  with  the  United  and  Northwest 
alliances— will  mean  nearly  50%  of  the  pas- 
senger traffic  between  the  United  States  and 
Europe  will  be  carried  on  fully  integrated  al- 
liances." This  will  leave  BA  "with  no  choice 
but  to  respond.  It  now  appears  to  be  doing  so 
by  seeking  to  ally  itself  with  the  strongest 
U.S.  carrier  available  and  ultimately,  to 
seek  antitrust  [immunity]  for  its  new  alli- 
ance." The  price  tag  for  the  regulatory  relief 
for  such  an  alliance  "must  be  nothing  less 
than  immediate  open  skies,"  said  Pressler. 

Industry  observers  are  looking  toward  next 
week's  European  Transport  Ministers  Con- 
ference and  a  meeting  of  the  European  Union 
Council  of  Ministers  in  mid-June  for  possible 
progress  in  EU-U.S.  aviation  relations.  Delta 
Chairman,  President  and  Chief  Executive 
Ronald  Allen  urged  the  EU  to  move  "boldly 
and  swiftly"  toward  an  open  skies  relation- 
ship with  the  U.S.  as  "the  next  necessary 
step  forward  for  world  aviation.  It  is  impor- 
tant that  we  take  the  step  soon."  In  a  speech 
yesterday  before  the  European  Aviation  Club 
in  Brussels,  Allen  praised  EU  Transport 
Commissioner  Neil  Kinnock's  proposal  that 
the  European  Commission  be  given  a  man- 
date to  negotiate  EU-wide  open  skies  with 
the  U.S.  "He  is  trying  to  open  the  door  to 
meaningful  transatlantic  competition  and 
integration."  Allen  said.  Some  observers  be- 
lieve Kinnock  will  gain  at  least  limited  au- 
thority at  the  Council  of  Ministers  Meeting. 
Allen  said  Delta  backed  a  number  of  pro- 
posals that  may  help  the  talks,  including  an 
increase  in  permissible  foreign  ownership  of 
U.S.  carriers  from  25%  to  49%.  He  said  the 
carrier  will  work  for  changes  in  U.S.  bank- 
ruptcy laws  that  allow  airlines  to  continue 
operating  while  avoiding  financial  respon- 
sibilities, but  the  EU  must  also  change  its 
policy  allowing  state  subsidies  for  troubled 
carriers.  "Both  these  assistance  measures 
distort  marketplace  competition  and  penal- 
ize carriers  that  have  made  the  difficult 
choices  necessary  to  make  their  companies 
competitive  and  financially  sound,"  said 
Allen.  He  added  that  the  EU  also  must  resist 
moves  to  hamper  competition  through  "safe- 
ty net"  regulations. 
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Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  pur- 
suant to  Section  304(b)  of  the  Congres- 
sional Accountability  Act  of  1995  (2 
U.S.C.  sec.  1384(b)),  a  Notice  of  Pro- 
posed Rulemaking  was  submitted  by 
the  Office  of  Compliance,  U.S.  Con- 
gress. The  notice  relates  to  Federal 
Service  Labor-Management  Relations 
(Regulations  under  section  220(e)  of  the 
Congressional  Accountability  Act.) 

Section  304(b)  requires  this  notice  to 
be  printed  In  the  Congressional 
Record,  therefore  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  notice  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  notice 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Office  of  Compliance— The  Congressional 
accountabilrrv  act  of  1995:  extension  of 
Rights,  Protections  and  Responsibilities 
Under  Chapter  71  of  TrrLE  5,  UNrrED 
States  Code,  Relating  to  Federal  Serv- 
ice Labor-Management  Relations  (Regu- 
lations Under  Section  220(e)  of  the  Con- 
gressional ACCOUNTABUJTy  ACT) 
NOTICE  OF  PROPOSED  RULEMAKING 
Summary:  The  Board  of  Directors  of  the 
Office  of  Compliance  is  publishing  proposed 
regulations  to  implement  section  220  of  the 
Congressional    Accountability   Act   of  1995 
("CAA"  or  "Act"),  Pub.  L.  104-1,  109  Stat.  3. 
Specifically,  these  proposed  regulations  are 
published  pursuant  to  section  220(e)  of  the 
CAA. 

The  provisions  of  section  220  are  generally 
effective  October  1,  1996.  2  U.S.C.  section 
1351.  However,  as  to  covered  employees  of 
certain  specified  employing  offices,  the 
rights  and  protections  of  section  220  will  be 
effective  on  the  effective  date  of  Board  regu- 
lations authorized  under  section  220(e).  2 
U.S.C.  section  1351(f). 

The  proposed  regulations  set  forth  herein, 
which  are  published  under  section  220(e)  of 
the  Act,  are  to  be  applied  to  certain  employ- 
ing offices  of  the  Senate,  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, and  the  Congressional  instru- 
mentalities and  employees  of  the  Senate,  the 
House  of  Representatives,  and  the  Congres- 
sional Instrumentalities.  These  regulations 
set  forth  the  recommendations  of  the  Deputy 
Executive  Director  for  the  Senate,  the  Dep- 
uty Executive  Director  for  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and,  the  Executive  Director,  Of- 
fice of  Compliance,  as  approved  by  the  Board 
of  Directors.  Office  of  Compliance.  A  Notice 
of  Proposed  Rulemaking  under  section  220(d) 
is  being  published  separately. 

Dates:  Comments  are  due  within  30  days 
after  publication  of  this  notice  in  the  Con- 
gressional Record. 

Addresses:  Submit  written  comments  (an 
original  and  10  copies)  to  the  Chair  of  the 
Board  of  Directors,  Office  of  Compliance, 
Room  LA  200,  John  Adams  Building,  UO  Sec- 
ond Street,  S.E.,  Washington,  DC  20540-1999. 
Those  wishing  to  receive  notification  of  re- 
ceipt of  comments  are  requested  to  include  a 
self-addressed,  stamped  post  card.  Comments 
may  also  be  transmitted  by  facsimile  (PAX) 
machine  to  (202)  426-1913.  This  Is  not  a  toll- 
free  call.  Copies  of  comments  submitted  by 
the  public  will  be  available  for  review  at  the 
Law  Library  Reading  Room,  Room  LM-201, 
Law  Library  of  Congress,  James  Madison 
Memorial  Building,  Washington,  DC,  Monday 
through  Friday,  between  the  hours  of  9:30 
a.m.  and  4:00  p.m. 
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For  further  information  contact:  Executive 
Director,  Office  of  Compliance  at  (202)  724- 
92S0.  This  notice  is  also  available  In  the  fol- 
lowing formats:  large  print,  braille,  audio 
tape,  and  electronic  file  on  computer  disk. 
Requests  for  this  notice  in  an  alternative 
format  should  be  made  to  Mr.  Russell  Jack- 
son, Director,  Service  Department,  Office  of 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  and  Doorkeeper  of  the 
Senate,  (202)  224-2705. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION 

/.  Introduction 

The  Congressional  Accountability  Act  of 
1995  ("CAA"  or  "Act")  was  enacted  into  law 
on  January  23,  1995.  In  general,  the  CAA  ap- 
plies the  rights  and  protections  of  eleven  fed- 
eral labor  and  employment  law  statutes  to 
covered  Congressional  employees  and  em- 
ploying offices.  Section  220  of  the  CAA  ad- 
dresses the  application  of  chapter  71  of  title 
5,  United  States  Code  ("chapter  71").  relat- 
ing to  Federal  Service  Labor-Management 
Relations.  Section  220(a)  of  the  CAA  applies 
the  rights,  protections,  and  responsibilities 
established  under  sections  7102,  7106,  7111 
through  7117,  7119  through  7122,  and  7131  of 
chapter  71  to  employing  offices,  covered  em- 
ployees, and  representatives  of  covered  em- 
ployees. These  provisions  protect  the  legal 
right  of  certain  covered  employees  to  orga- 
nize and  bargain  collectively  with  their  em- 
ploying offices  within  statutory  and  regu- 
latory parameters. 

Section  220(d)  of  the  Act  requires  the 
Board  of  Directors  of  the  Office  of  Compli- 
ance ("Board")  to  issue  regulations  to  imple- 
ment section  220  and  further  states  that,  ex- 
cept as  provided  in  subsection  (e),  such  regu- 
lations "shall  be  the  same  as  substantive 
regulations  promulgated  by  the  Federal 
Labor  Relations  Authority  ("FLRA")  to  im- 
plement the  statutory  provisions  referred  to 
In  subsection  (a)  except— 

(A)  to  the  extent  that  the  Board  may  de- 
termine, for  good  cause  shown  and  stated  to- 
gether with  the  regulations,  that  a  modifica- 
tion of  such  regulations  would  be  more  effec- 
tive for  the  Implementation  of  rights  and 
protections  under  this  section,  or 

(B)  as  the  Board  deems  necessary  to  avoid 
a  confiict  of  interest  or  appearance  of  con- 
flict of  interest." 

The  Board  has  separately  published  a  Notice 
of  Proposed  Rulemaking  with  respect  to  the 
issuance  of  regulations  pursuant  to  section 
220(d). 

Section  220(e)(1)  of  the  CAA  requires  that 
the  Board  also  issue  regulations  "on  the 
manner  and  extent  to  which  the  require- 
ments and  exemptions  of  chapter  71  []  should 
apply  to  covered  employees  who  are  em- 
ployed in  the  offices  listed  in"  section 
220(e)(2).  The  offices  listed  in  section  220(e)(2) 
are: 

(A)  the  personal  office  of  any  Member  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  or  of  any  Sen- 
ator, 

(B)  a  standing  select,  special,  permanent, 
temporary,  or  other  committee  of  the  Senate 
or  House  of  Representatives,  or  a  joint  com- 
mittee of  Congress; 

(C)  the  Office  of  the  Vice  President  (as 
President  of  the  Senate),  the  Office  of  the 
President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate,  the  Of- 
fice of  the  Majority  Leader  of  the  Senate, 
the  Office  of  the  Minority  Leader  of  the  Sen- 
ate, the  Office  of  the  Majority  Whip  of  the 
Senate,  the  Conference  of  the  Majority  of  the 
Senate,  the  Conference  of  the  Minority  of 
the  Senate,  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Conference  for  the  Majority  of  the  Senate, 
the  Office  of  the  Secretary  for  the  Minority 
of  the  Senate,  the  Majority  Policy  Commit- 


tee of  the  Senate,  the  Minority  Policy  Com- 
mittee of  the  Senate,  and  the  following  of- 
fices within  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Senate:  Offices  of  the  Parliamentarian.  Bill 
Clerk,  Legislative  Clerk,  Journal  Clerk,  Ex- 
ecutive Clerk,  Enrolling  Clerk,  Official  Re- 
porters of  Debate,  Daily  Digest,  Printing 
Services,  Captioning  Services,  and  Senate 
Chief  Counsel  for  Employment; 

(D)  the  Office  of  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  the  Office  of  the  Major- 
ity Leader  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
the  Office  of  the  Minority  Leader  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  the  Offices  of  the 
Chief  Deputy  Majority  Whips,  the  Offices  of 
the  Chief  Deputy  Minority  Whips,  and  the 
following  offices  within  the  Office  of  the 
Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives:  Of- 
fices of  Legislative  Operations.  Official  Re- 
porters of  Debate,  Official  Reporters  to  Com- 
mittees, Printing  Services,  and  Legislative 
Information; 

(E)  the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Counsel  of 
the  Senate,  the  Office  of  the  Senate  Legal 
Counsel,  the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Coun- 
sel of  the  House  of  Representatives,  the  Of- 
fice of  the  General  Counsel  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  the  Office  of  the  Parliamen- 
tarian of  the  House  of  Representatives,  and 
the  Office  of  the  Law  Revision  Counsel: 

(F)  the  offices  of  any  caucus  or  party  orga- 
nization; 

(G)  the  Congressional  Budget  Office,  the 
Office  of  Technology  Assessment,  and  the  Of- 
fice of  Compliance;  and; 

(H)  such  other  offices  that  perform  com- 
parable functions  which  are  Identified  under 
regulations  of  the  Board. 

These  offices  shall  be  collectively  referred 
to  as  the  "section  220(e)(2)  offices." 

Section  220(e)(1)  provides  that  the  regula- 
tions which  the  Board  Issues  to  apply  chap- 
ter 71  to  covered  employees  in  section 
220(e)(2)  offices  "shall,  to  the  greatest  extent 
practicable,  be  consistent  with  the  provi- 
sions and  purposes  of  chapter  71  U  and  of  [the 
CAA]."  To  this  end,  section  220(e)(1)  man- 
dates that  such  regulations  "shall  be  the 
same  as  substantive  regulations  issued  by 
the  Federal  Labor  Relations  Authority  under 
such  chapter"  with  two  separate  and  distinct 
provisos: 

First,  section  220(e)(1),  like  every  other 
CAA  section  requiring  the  Board  to  issue  Im- 
plementing regulations  (i.e..  sections 
202(d)(2),  203(c)(2),  204(c)(2),  205(c)(2),  206(c)(2), 
215(d)(2)),  authorizes  the  Board  to  modify  the 
FLRA's  regulations  "(A)  to  the  extent  that 
the  Board  may  determine,  for  good  cause 
shown  and  stated  together  with  the  regula- 
tion, that  a  modification  of  such  regulations 
would  be  more  effective  for  the  implementa- 
tion of  the  rights  and  protections  under  this 
section." 

Second.  Independent  of  section  220(e)(1), 
section  220(eX2)  requires  the  Board  to  issue 
regulations  that  "exclude  from  coveruge 
iinder  this  section  any  covered  employees 
who  are  employed  in  offices  listed  in  [section 
220(e)(2)]  if  the  Board  determines  that  such 
exclusion  Is  required  because  of— 

(I)  a  conflict  of  interest  or  appearance  of  a 
conflict  of  interest;  or 

(ID  Congress'  constitutional  responsibil- 
ities." 

The  provisions  of  section  220  are  effective 
October  1,  1996,  except  that,  "[w]ith  respect 
to  the  offices  listed  in  subsection  (e)(2),  to 
the  covered  employees  of  such  offices,  and  to 
representatives  of  such  employees,  [section 
220]  shall  be  effective  on  the  effective  date  of 
regulations  under  subsection  (e)." 


//.  The  AdvaTice  Notice  of  Proposed  Rulerru^ng 

A.  Issues  for  Comment  that  Relate  to 

Section  220(e) 

The  Board  sought  comment  on  two  issues 
related  to  section  220(e)(1)(A):  (1)  Whether 
and  to  what  extent  the  Board  should  modify 
the  regulations  promulgated  by  the  FLRA 
for  application  to  employees  in  section 
220(e)(2)  offices?  (2)  Whether  the  Board 
should  issue  additional  regulations  concern- 
ing the  manner  and  extent  to  which  the  re- 
quirements and  exemptions  of  chapter  71 
apply  to  employees  in  section  220(eX2)  of- 
fices? 

The  Board  sought  comment  on  four  issues 
related  to  section  220(eXlKB):  (1)  What  are 
the  constitutional  responsibilities  and/or 
conflicts  of  interest  (real  or  apparent)  that 
would  require  exclusion  of  employees  In  sec- 
tion 220(e)  offices  from  coverage  under  sec- 
tion 220  of  the  CAA?  (2)  Whether  determina- 
tions as  to  such  exclusions  should  be  made 
on  an  office-wide  basis  or  on  the  basis  of  job 
duties  and  functions?  (3)  Which  job  duties 
and  functions  in  section  220(e)  offices,  if  any. 
should  be  excluded  from  coverage,  and  what 
is  the  legal  and  factual  basis  for  any  such  ex- 
clusion? (4)  Are  there  any  offices  not  listed 
in  section  220(eK2)  that  are  candidates  for 
the  application  of  the  section  220(eKlKB)  ex- 
clusion and,  if  so.  why? 

In  seeking  comment  on  the  issues  related 
to  section  220(e)  regulations,  the  Board  em- 
phasized that  it  needed  detailed  legal  and 
factual  support  for  any  proposed  modifica- 
tions in  the  FLRA's  regulations  and  for  any 
additional  proposed  regulations  implement- 
ing sections  220(eKl)(A)  and  (B). 

B.  Summary  of  Comments  Received 
The  Board  did  not  receive  any  comments 

on  issues  arising  under  section  220(eXlKA). 
and  received  only  two  comments  on  issues 
arising  under  section  220(eXlXB).  These  two 
comments  addressed  the  issue  of  whether  the 
Board  should  grant  a  blanket  exclusion  for 
all  covered  employees  In  the  section  220(eX2) 
offices.  The  Board  summarizes  those  two 
comments  here. 

One  conmienter  argued  that  nothing  in  the 
CAA  warrants  any  categorical  exclusions 
from  coverage.  The  commenter  argued  that 
the  CAA's  Instruction  to  the  Board  to  issue 
regulations  which  "to  the  greatest  extent 
practicable"  are  "consistent  with  the  laxjvi- 
sions  and  purposes  of  chapter  71"  invites  cov- 
erage as  broad  In  scope  as  chapter  71  pro- 
vides for  Executive  Branch  employees.  The 
commenter  argued  that  section  220(eXlXB)  is 
an  exception  to  the  general  rule  mandating 
coverage  and  that  Congress  did  not  purport 
to  find  that  any  covered  employees  nec- 
essarily qualified  for  application  of  such  an 
exception.  The  commenter  further  argued 
that  the  legislative  history  of  section  220(e) 
indicates  that  Congress  simply  authorized 
the  Board  to  determine  whether  covered  em- 
ployees in  section  220(eX2)  offices  should  be 
excluded  without  in  any  way  suggesting  that 
they  should  be  excluded. 

The  commenter  then  pointed  out  that,  like 
Congress,  the  resident  is  charged  with  con- 
stitutional responsibilities  and  that  execu- 
tive branch  employees  (other  than  statu- 
torily excepted  employees)  are  nonetheless 
free  to  join  and  be  represented  by  unions  of 
their  choice.  The  commenter  urged  that 
there  is  nothing  In  the  functions  of  the  legis- 
lative branch  that  suggests  that  union  rep- 
resentation of  legislative  branch  employees 
is  any  different  than  union  reiHvsentation  of 
executive  branch  employees  (or  that  it  poses 
any  unique  concerns).  Prom  this  argument, 
the  conunenter  concluded  that  no  blanket 
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exemption  of  all  of  the  employees  in  section 
2aO(e)(2)  offices  is  warranted;  and  the  com- 
menter  ur^d  that  its  conclusion  is  sup- 
ported by  the  overall  policy  of  the  CAA  to 
bind  Congress  to  the  same  set  of  rules  that 
other  employers  face. 

The  second  commenter  took  the  position 
that  all  of  the  covered  employees  in  a  num- 
ber of  the  section  220(eX2)  offices  should  re- 
ceive a  blanket  exemption  from  coverage 
under  section  220.  In  support  of  this  argu- 
ment, the  commenter  first  described  the 
Senate's  constitutional  responsibilities  to 
exercise  the  legislative  authority  of  the 
United  States;  to  "make  all  laws  which  shall 
be  necessary  and  proper  for  carrying  into 
Execution"  its  enumerated  powers;  to  advise 
and  consent  to  treaties  and  certain  presi- 
dential nominations;  and  to  try  matters  of 
impeachments.  The  commenter  then  stated 
that,  in  fulfilling  these  responsibilities,  the 
Senate  must  be  "fli^e  trom  improper  influ- 
ence ftom  outside  sources  so  that  Members 
can  fairly  represent  the  interests  of  the 
United  States  and  its  citizens."  The  com- 
menter asserted  that  exclusion  ftom  cov- 
erage of  all  employees  in  Senators'  personal 
offices  is  necessary  to  insulate  the  legisla- 
tive process  trom  improper  influence  by  out- 
side parties. 

In  so  stating,  the  commenter  recognized 
that  a  number  of  such  employees  would  al- 
ready be  excluded  under  chapter  71,  but  ar- 
gued that  the  participation  of  any  employee 
of  a  Senator's  office  in  a  labor  organization 
would  "interfere  with  the  Senator's  con- 
stitutional responsibilities,  []  allow  unions 
to  obtain  an  undue  advantage  in  the  legisla- 
tive process  and  to  exercise  improper  influ- 
ence over  Members,  and  []  create  conflicts  of 
interest."  The  commenter  asserted  that  al- 
lowing such  employees  to  organize  would 
"provide  labor  unions  with  unprecedented 
access  to  and  influence  over  the  operations 
and  legislative  activities  of  Senators'  per- 
sonal offices"  and  turn  the  collective  bar- 
gaining process  into  "a  lobbsrlng  tool  of  or- 
ganized labor." 

The  commenter  contended  that  union  rep- 
resentation of  employees  in  a  Senator's  per- 
sonal office  also  could  create  significant  con- 
flicts of  interest,  both  because  legislation 
that  affects  union  or  nmnagement  rights 
may  have  a  direct  impact  on  a  Senator's  bar- 
gaining position  with  an  employee  union, 
and  because  a  Senator's  voting  position  may 
be  tainted  by  the  appearance  that  he  or  she 
is  affected  by  the  position  of  the  employee 
union.  The  commenter  also  claimed  that 
payment  of  union  dues  by  a  Senator's  em- 
ployees could  create  the  perception  of  a  con- 
flict of  interest,  because  Senate  employees 
may  not  make  political  contributions  to 
their  employer,  but  the  employees  may 
nonetheless  pay  dues  to  a  union  that,  in 
turn,  contributes  to  that  employer.  The  com- 
menter further  argued  that,  if  a  Senator's 
employees  are  permitted  to  organize,  they 
may  develop  conflicting  loyalties  that  could 
render  them  politically  incompatible  with 
the  Senator  for  whom  they  work.  The  com- 
menter contended  that  it  would  be  an  unfair 
labor  practice  for  an  employer  to  discharge 
an  employee  because  of  union  affiliation 
even  if  that  union  affiliation  led  to  political 
incompatibility,  thus  allegedly  eviscerating 
section  502  of  the  CAA  (which  is  said  to  au- 
thorize an  employing  office  to  discharge  an 
employee  based  on  such  incompatibility).  Fi- 
nally, the  commenter  asserted  that,  if  em- 
ployees of  Senators'  offices  are  granted  the 
right  to  organize,  they  will  be  the  only  em- 
ployees of  federal  elected  officials  who  are 
organized. 


The  commenter  also  took  the  position  that 
the  concerns  stated  regarding  union  organi- 
zation in  Senators'  personal  offices  are 
equally  applicable  to  employees  in  Senate 
leadership  and  committee  offices.  The  com- 
menter further  asserted  that  employees  in 
offices  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Senate  (Offices  of  the  Parlia- 
mentarian. Bill  Clerk.  Legislative  Clerk, 
Journal  Clerk.  Executive  Clerk.  Enrolling 
Clerk.  Official  Reporters  of  Debate.  Daily  Di- 
gest and  Printing  Services.  Office  of  Senate 
Chief  Counsel  for  Emplo3rment)  should  be  ex- 
cluded from  coverage  because  they  allegedly 
occupy  confidential  positions  that  are  inte- 
gral to  the  Senate's  constitutional  functions. 
The  commenter  also  asserted  that  employees 
in  the  Office  of  Senate  Chief  Counsel  for  Em- 
plojrment  should  be  excluded  because  attor- 
neys in  that  office  will  engage  in  labor  nego- 
tiations on  behalf  of  management  in  Senate 
offices  and  because  all  employees  in  the  of- 
fice have  access  to  privileged  and  confiden- 
tial information.  The  conmienter  similarly 
stated  that  employees  in  the  Office  of  the 
Legislative  Counsel  and  the  Office  of  the 
Senate  Legal  Counsel  should  be  excluded  be- 
cause they  have  direct  access  to  privileged 
and  confidential  information  relating  to  the 
constitutional  functions  of  the  Senate. 

Finally,  the  commenter  contended  that, 
pursuant  to  220(e)(2)(H).  employees  in  four 
other  offices  should  be  subject  to  a  blanket 
exclusion:  Employees  in  the  Executive  Office 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate,  because  they 
are  privy  to  confidential  information  about 
both  the  legislative  functions  of  the  Senate 
and  the  labor  management  policies  of  the  Of- 
fice of  the  Secretary;  employees  in  the  Office 
of  Senate  Security,  because  they  have  access 
to  highly  sensitive  and  confidential  informa- 
tion relating  to  the  constitutional  respon- 
sibilities of  the  Senate,  as  well  as  to  matters 
of  national  security;  employees  in  the  Sen- 
ate Disbursing  Office,  because  they  have  ac- 
cess to  confidential  financial  information 
that  could  enhance  a  union's  bargaining  po- 
sition; and  employees  in  the  Administrative 
Office  of  the  Sergeant  at  Arms,  because  they 
have  access  to  confidential  information 
about  the  office  and  the  Senate. 

///.  Notice  of  proposed  rulemaking 
In  developing  its  proposed  regulations,  the 
Board  has  carefully  considered  both  its  re- 
sponsibilities under  section  220(e)  and  the 
two  directly  contradictory  comments  that 
the  Board  received  concerning  the  regula- 
tions that  it  must  issue.  For  the  reasons  that 
follow,  the  Board's  judgment  is  that  a  blan- 
ket exclusion  of  all  of  the  employees  in  the 
section  220(e)(2)  offices  is  not  "required" 
under  the  stated  statutory  criteria.  But  the 
Board  will  propose  regulations  that  allow  the 
exclusion  issue  to  be  raised  with  respect  to 
any  particular  employee  in  any  particular 
case.  The  Board  also  urges  commenters  who 
support  any  categorical  exclusions,  in  com- 
menting on  these  proposed  regulations,  to 
explain  why  particular  jobs  or  job  duties  re- 
quire exclusion  of  particular  employees  so 
that  the  Board  may  exclude  them  by  regula- 
tion, where  appropriate.  Through  this  initial 
regulation  and  any  categorical  exclusions 
that  may  appropriately  be  included  in  its 
final  regulations,  the  Board  intends  to  carry 
out  its  statutory  responsibility  under  sec- 
tion 220(e)  to  exclude  employees  trom  cov- 
erage where  required,  and  to  make  changes 
in  the  FLRAs  regulations  where  necessary. 
A.  Section  220(e)(1)(A) 
Section  220(eXl)(A)  authorizes  the  Board  to 
modify  the  FLRA's  regulations  "to  the  ex- 
tent that  the  Board  may  determine,  for  good 


cause  shown  and  stated  together  with  the 
regulation,  that  a  modification  of  such  regu- 
lations would  be  more  effective  for  the  im- 
plementation of  the  rights  and  protections 
under  [section  220(e)]."  No  commenter  took 
the  position  that  there  was  good  cause  to 
modify  the  FLRA  regulations  for  more  effec- 
tive implementation  of  section  220(e).  Equal- 
ly important,  no  commenter  took  the  posi- 
tion that  a  blanket  exclusion  of  all  of  the 
covered  employees  in  any  of  the  section 
220(e)  offices  would  be  "more  effective  for 
the  implementation  of  the  rights  and  protec- 
tions under  [section  220(e)]."  And.  at  present, 
the  Board  has  not  independently  found  any 
basis  to  exercise  its  authority  to  modify  the 
FLRA  regulations  for  more  effective  imple- 
mentation of  section  220(e).  The  Board  there- 
fore does  not  propose  to  issue  separate  regu- 
lations pursuant  to  section  220(e)(l)(A>— that 
is.  except  as  to  employees  whose  exclusion 
from  coverage  under  section  220  is  required, 
the  Board  proposes  that  the  regulations  that 
it  issues  under  section  220(d)  will  apply  to 
employing  offices,  covered  employees,  and 
their  representatives  under  section  220(e). 
B.  Section  220(e)(1)(B) 

Section  220(e)(lXB)  provides  that  the  Board 
"shall  exclude  from  coverage  under  [section 
220]  any  covered  employees  in  [section 
220(e)(2)  offices]  if  the  Board  determines  that 
such  exclusion  is  required  because  of— 

(i)  a  confiict  of  interest  or  appearance  of  a 
conflict  of  interest;  or 

(ii)  Congress'  constitutional  responsibil- 
ities." 

The  question  here  for  resolution,  then,  is  to 
what  extent  the  Board  should  exclude  cov- 
ered employees  in  the  section  220(e)(2)  offices 
Crom  coverage. 

1.  The  statutory  language  and  legislative  his- 
tory indicate  that  exclusions  are  proper  only 
where  "required"  by  the  stated  statutory 
criteria 

Section  220(e)(lKB)  states  that  the  Board 
"shall"  exclude  any  covered  employee  of  a 
section  220(e)(2)  office  where  such  exclusion 
is  "required"  by  the  stated  statutory  cri- 
teria. The  statutory  specification  that  the 
exclusion  be  "required"  by  Congress'  con- 
stitutional responsibilities  or  a  conflict  of 
interest  is  telling.  In  this  context,  the  term 
"required"  means  "insist[ed]  upon  usu[ally) 
with  certainty  and  urgency."  See  Webster's 
Third  New  International  Dictionary  (1986); 
see  also  Black's  Law  Dictionary  (4th  ed.  1968) 
("direct[ed],  order[ed].  demand[ed]. 

instruct[ed],  command[ed]").  Thus,  merely 
being  helpful  to  or  in  furtherance  of  the  stat- 
ed statutory  criteria  is  insufficient;  rather, 
the  exclusion  must  be  necessary  to  the  con- 
duct of  Congress'  constitutional  responsibil- 
ities or  to  the  avoidance  of  a  conflict  of  in- 
terest (real  or  apparent). 

Although  legislative  history  should  always 
be  consulted  with  due  care  and  regard  for  its 
limitations,  the  scant  legislative  history  di- 
rectly attached  to  section  220(e)(1)(B)  here 
appears  to  confirm  that  exclusions  are  prop- 
er only  where  necessary  to  achieve  the  stat- 
ed statutory  criteria.  5ee  141  Cong.  Rec.  S626 
(section-by-section  analysis  of  CAA).  What  is 
now  section  220(e)  was  added  to  a  predecessor 
to  the  CAA  in  October  1994  in  the  Senate 
Governmental  Affairs  Committee.  The  Com- 
mittee's Report  explains  that  this  provision 
was  added  in  response  to  several  Members' 
concerns  that  the  application  of  labor  laws 
to  the  legislative  offices  might  interfere 
with  Congress'  ability  to  fulfill  its  constitu- 
tional functions: 

"For  example,  there  was  a  concern  that,  if 
legislative  staff  belonged  to  a  union,  that 
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union  might  be  able  to  exert  undue  influence 
over  legislative  activities  or  decisions.  Even 
if  such  a  conflict  of  interest  between  employ- 
ees' official  duties  and  union  membership  did 
not  actually  occur,  the  mere  appearance  of 
undue  influence  or  access  might  be  very 
troubling.  Furthermore,  there  is  a  concern 
that  labor  actions  could  delay  or  disrupt 
vital  legislative  activities."  [S.  Rep.  No.  397. 
103d  Cong..  2d  Sess.  8  (1994).] 

The  Report  went  on  to  explain  that  the 
proposed  bill  addressed  the  Members'  con- 
cerns in  two  ways:  First,  rather  than  apply- 
ing the  National  Labor  Relations  Act 
("NLRA")  to  Congress,  the  bill  would  apply 
chapter  71  whose  "provisions  and  precedents 
.  .  .  address  problems  of  conflict  of  interest 
in  the  governmental  context  and  . . .  prohibit 
strikes  and  slowdowns."  Second,  "as  an 
extra  measure  of  precaution."  the  bill  would 
not  apply  to  the  section  220(e)(2)  offices 
"until  the  Board  has  conducted  a  special 
rulemaking  to  consider  such  problems  as 
conflict  of  interest."  Id.  at  8. 

The  above-described  Senate  Report  does 
not  reveal— either  expressly  or  implicitly— 
any  congressional  expectation  that  exclu- 
sions would  necessarily  result  as  a  con- 
sequence of  the  Board's  special  rulemaking. 
Instead,  the  Report  explains  that  the  con- 
cerns of  several  Members  were  principally 
addressed  by  the  incorporation  of  chapter  71 
(rather  than  the  NLRA)  in  the  bill  and  that, 
"as  an  extra  measure  of  precaution."  the 
Board  should  consider  in  a  special  rule- 
making whether  application  of  even  chapter 
71  to  employees  in  section  220(e)  would  de- 
feat Congress'  responsibilities  or  cause  insol- 
uble conflicts  of  interest  (real  or  apparent). 
See  141  Cong.  Rec.  S444-45  (remarks  of  Sen- 
ator Grassley).  Indeed,  the  section-by-sec- 
tion analysis  of  the  bill  that  became  the 
CAA  states  that  section  220(e)  should  not  be 
construed  as  "a  standardless  license  to  roam 
far  afield  from  [the]  executive  regulations." 
See  141  Cong.  Rec.  S626. 

These  legislative  materials  suggest  that 
section  220(e)  requires  the  Board  to  exclude 
employees  in  section  220(eK2)  offices  only 
where  "required"  by  the  statutory  criteria— 
i.e..  where  exclusion  is  necessary  to  the  ac- 
complishment of  the  statutory  criteria.  The 
legislative  materials  leave  no  room  for  the 
exclusion  of  covered  employees  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  demonstrated  and  substantial  need 
for  doing  so. 

2.  Exclusion  of  all  employees  in  section  220(e)  of- 
fices is  not  required  by  Congress'  constitu- 
tional responsibilities  or  concerns  about  real 
or  apparent  conflicts  of  interest 

On  the  basis  of  the  conmients  received  to 
date,  the  Board  is  unable  to  find  a  dem- 
onstrated and  substantial  need  for  the  blan- 
ket exclusion  of  all  employees  in  the  section 
220(e)(2)  offices.  Such  a  blanket  exclusion  of 
all  covered  employees  does  not  appear  to  be 
required  by  either  Congress'  constitutional 
responsibilities  or  any  real  or  apparent  con- 
flicts of  interest. 

a.  Exclusion  is  not  necessitated  by  Congress' 
constitutional  responsibilities 

The  key  premise  of  the  commentcr's  argu- 
ment that  exclusion  of  all  section  220(e)(2)  of- 
fice employees  is  required  by  Congress'  con- 
stitutional responsibilities  is  the  assertion 
that  collective  bargaining  rights  for  section 
220(e)  employees  are  categorically  inconsist- 
ent with  the  effective  functioning  of  the  Leg- 
islative Branch.  But  the  legislative  judg- 
ment embodied  in  chapter  71  is  that  collec- 
tive bargaining  rights  are  entirely  consistent 
with— and,  indeed,  enhance— the  efficient 
and  effective  functioning  of  the  Executive 


Branch.  See  5  U.S.C.  |7101.  More  to  the  point, 
the  legislative  judgment  in  chapter  71  is  that 
collective  bargaining  is  consistent  with— 
and.  indeed,  supportive  of— the  Executive 
Branch's  fulfillment  of  the  President's  con- 
stitutional responsibility  faithfully  to  exe- 
cute the  laws  of  the  United  States.  The 
Board  has  not  yet  been  presented  with  any 
facts  or  legal  argument  that  would  support  a 
determination  that,  in  contrast  to  the  situa- 
tion in  the  Executive  Branch,  all  employees 
of  the  section  220(e)(2)  offices  must  be  ex- 
cluded firom  collective  bargaining  in  order 
for  the  Legislative  Branch  to  be  able  to  ful- 
fill its  constitutional  charge. 

For  example,  although  the  commenter  as- 
serts that,  if  a  Senator  is  required  to  bargain 
with  his  or  her  employees'  union,  the  em- 
ployees' union  will  obtain  an  undue  advan- 
tage in  the  legislative  process  by  dint  of  its 
members'  special  access  to  the  Senator  and 
its  members'  influence  over  the  Senator's 
legislative  positions,  the  Board  does  not  be- 
lieve that  a  Senator  can  be  brought  to  his 
constitutional  knees  so  easily.  The  conwnit- 
ment  of  our  Nation's  elected  representatives 
to  the  performance  of  their  constitutional 
duties  is  great;  and.  access  or  no  access  by 
unions,  it  must  be  presumed  that  our  elected 
representatives  will  carry  out  their  constitu- 
tional responsibilities  with  fervor.  Moreover, 
it  must  also  be  recognized  that,  in  doing  so. 
our  elected  representatives  will  be  supported 
by  many  employees  who  simply  do  not  have 
the  right  to  organize.  Supervisors — defined 
as  individuals  with  authority  to  hire,  direct, 
assign,  promote,  reward,  transfer,  furlough, 
layoff,  recall,  suspend,  discipline,  or  remove 
employees,  or  to  adjust  their  grievances,  or 
to  effectively  recommend  such  action— are 
not  even  covered  by  chapter  71  as  applied  by 
the     CAA.     See     sections     7103(a)(2Xiii)     & 
7103(aX10).  Likewise,  management  officials- 
defined  as  individuals  in  positions  whose  du- 
ties and  responsibilities  require  or  authorize 
the  individual  to  formulate,  determine,  or 
influence  the  policies  of  their  employer — are 
not   covered.    See   sections   7l03(aX2Xlii)  & 
7103(aXll).    Furthermore,    confidential    em- 
ployees— defined  as  employees  who  act  in  a 
confidential  capacity  with  respect  to  individ- 
uals who  formulate  or  effectuate  manage- 
ment policies  in  the  field  of  labor-manage- 
ment relations — and  employees  engaged  in 
personnel  work  are  not  covered.  See  sections 
7112(bX2),(3)  &  7103(aX13).  Finally,  employees 
whose  participation  in  the  management  of  a 
labor  organization  or  whose  representation 
of  a  labor  organization  results  in  a  conflict 
or  apparent  conflict  of  interest  or  is  other- 
wise incompatible  with  law  or  with  official 
job    duties   are    not   covered.    See   section 
7120(e).  Cumulatively,  these  exclusions  un- 
dermine the  claim  that  all  employees  of  a 
section  220(eX2)  office— including  secretaries 
and  messengers— must  be  excluded  from  cov- 
erage in  order  for  the  Legislative  Branch  to 
fulfill  its  constitutional  charge;  to  the  ex- 
tent that  a  union  obtains  access,  it  will  be 
on  behalf  of  employees  who  are  not  at  the 
center  of  the  Senator's  management  core. 

The  conunenter  supporting  blanket  exclu- 
sion for  all  employees  in  certain  section 
2a0(e)(2)  offices  also  argued  that,  absent  such 
an  exclusion,  a  Senator's  employees  would  be 
able  to  influence  a  Senator's  legislative  posi- 
tion in  exchange  for  concessions  at  the  bar- 
gaining table.  This  argument,  however,  ig- 
nores the  fact  that,  for  those  employees  not 
exempted  (such  as  certain  secretaries  and 
messengers),  chapter  71  provides  only  a  lim- 
ited set  of  labor  relations  rights.  Once  orga- 
nized, employees  may  bargain  about  their 
conditions  of  employment.  But  they  may  not 


bargain  about  matters  "specifically  provided 
for  by  Federal  stotute."  a  category  which  in- 
cludes inter  alia  a  number  of  restrictions  on 
pay,  health  insurance,  and  retirement  bene- 
fits for  legislative  employees.  See  sections 
7102(2).  7103(a)(12).  7103(aX14XC).  Moreover, 
they  may  only  bargain  about  their  "terms 
and  conditions  of  employment";  their  Sen- 
ator's legislative  positions  are  not  properly  on 
the  table.  And  in  the  event  that  nonexempt 
employees  in  section  220(eK2)  offices  fail  to 
come  to  tenns  with  an  employing  office 
about  their  terms  and  conditions  of  employ- 
ment, the  employees  do  not  have  the  prin- 
ciple coercive  weapons  that  organized  labor 
uses  to  further  its  employment  goals.  *ee 
Allis  Chalmers  v.  NLRB.  388  U.S.  175  (1967).  be- 
cause they  lack  the  right  to  strike  or  slow 
down.  See  sections  7103(aX2Xv).  7311.  These 
limitations  make  it  clear  that  exclusion  of 
all  additional  employees  in  a  section  220(eX2) 
office  (such  as  certain  secretaries  and  mes- 
sengers) is  not  necessary  to  prevent  the  al- 
legedly improper  influence  that  concerns  the 
commenter  and  they  make  self-evident  that 
such  a  blanket  exclusion  of  all  section 
220(e)(2)  office  employees  is  not  required  by 
Congress  constitutional  responsibilities. 

The  commenter  supporting  blanket  exclu- 
sion of  all  employees  in  section  220(e)(2)  of- 
fices further  argued  that  all  members  of  a 
Senator's  staff.— no  matter  how  routine  their 
job  duties — are  privy  to  inside  information 
about  the  Senator,  including  information 
about  the  Senator's  legislative  positions. 
The  commenter  expressed  a  concern  that  a 
Senators  organized  employees  might  reveal 
this  confidential  information  to  their  union 
and  that  a  union  might  then  use  the  con- 
fidential information  to  exert  improper  in- 
fluence on  the  Senator  and  thus  on  the  legis- 
lative process.  The  commenter  also  feared 
that  a  Senator's  organized  employees  would 
not  wholeheartedly  perform  their  duties  if 
the  Senator  were  to  take  a  position  inimical 
to  the  interests  of  unions.  But.  again,  these 
concerns  are  not  sufficient  to  justify  blanket 
exclusions,  if  only  because  they  can  be  ad- 
dressed by  other  means. 

The  confidentiality  of  information  and 
loyal  performance  of  duties  can  be  ensured 
without  exclusion  of  all  section  2aO(eX2)  of- 
fice employees.  Nothing  in  federal  law.  and 
certainly  nothing  in  chapter  71  or  the  CAA. 
limits  a  Member's  right  to  establish  neutral 
work  rules  designed  to  assure  productivity, 
discipline,  and  confidentiality  and  to  dis- 
cipline and/or  discharge  any  employee  who 
violates  those  rules.  An  employee  who  vio- 
lates one  of  these  work  rules  may  be  dis- 
charged for  that  reason. 

This  point  answers  the  commenter's  argu- 
ment that  categorical  exclusion  is  necessary 
because  a  Senator  would  not  be  able  to  dis- 
charge or  discipline  an  employee  who  leaks 
confidential  information,  or  one  who  openly 
and  actively  supports  legislation  that  the 
Senator  opposes.  If  the  Senator  had  in  place 
and  enforced  a  work  rule  neutrally  forbid- 
ding such  conduct,  then  he  or  she  could  dis- 
cipline or  discharge  an  employee  who  en- 
gaged in  the  forbidden  conduct  without  re- 
gard to  the  employee's  union  membership  or 
activity  (so  long  as  the  employee's  constitu- 
tional rights  were  not  violated).  The  Senator 
would  only  violate  section  220  of  the  CAA  if 
he  or  she  simply  forbid  inconsistent  conduct 
that  related  to  union  membership  or  activi- 
ties or  enforced  a  facially  neutral  role  in  a 
discriminatory  manner.  Exclusion  of  all  cov- 
ered employees  is  thus  not  "required"  to  ad- 
dress the  confidentiality  and  loyalty  con- 
cerns that  have  been  advanced  here. 
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b.  Exclusion  of  all  employees  in  section 
220(e)(2)  offices  is  not  "required"  by  any 
real  or  apparent  conflicts  of  interest 

Nor  is  the  Board  prepared  at  this  point  to 
accept  the  argument  that  blanket  exclusion 
of  all  employees  in  section  220(eK2)  offices  is 
"required"  to  avoid  conflicts  of  interest,  real 
or  apparent.  The  exclusions  in  chapter  71  for 
supervisory,  confidential  and  other  such  em- 
ployees are  sufficient  to  take  care  of  most 
potential  conflict  of  interest  questions  cre- 
ated by  employee  organization;  indeed,  chap- 
ter 71  itself  allows  exclusion  of  employees 
with  additional  insoluble  conflicts  of  inter- 
est. While  the  Board  is  prepared  to  exclude 
appropriate  categories  of  employees  where 
required  by  conflicts  of  interest,  the  sugges- 
tion that  all  employees  in  section  220(e)(2)  of- 
fices must  be  excluded  because  of  such  al- 
legred  conflicts  does  not  appear  well-founded. 

The  commenter  expressed  a  fear  that  orga- 
nized employees  would  necessarily  have  a 
loyalty  to  the  union  and  to  union  goals  that 
would  be  inconsistent  with  loyal  service  to  a 
Member  and  to  his  or  her  legislative  posi- 
tions. There  may  indeed  be  such  tensions  and 
potential  conflicts  that  arise  from  union 
membership  of  covered  employees.  But  such 
tensions  and  conflicts  also  arise  in  connec- 
tion with  a  covered  employee's  membership 
and  participation  in  other  special  interest 
groups,  such  as  the  Sierra  Club,  the  National 
Rifle  Association,  the  National  Right  to 
Work  Foundation,  or  the  National  Organiza- 
tion of  Women.  Indeed,  an  employee's  out- 
side associations— whatever  they  may  be— all 
give  rise  to  a  possible  tension  between  the 
employee's  interests  and  loyalties  (as  ex- 
pressed by  outside  associations)  and  the 
Member's  legislative  positions.  Nonetheless, 
Congress  has  not  Imposed  a  blanket  prohibi- 
tion on  employee  membership  and  participa- 
tion in  outside  associations;  and,  under  chap- 
ter 71,  the  tensions  and  potential  conflicts 
that  arise  in  connection  with  union  member- 
ship have  not  been  enough  to  justify  a  blan- 
ket exclusion  of  all  employees  firom  organi- 
zation in  the  Executive  Branch.  While  the 
Board  is  prepared  to  consider  whether  such 
associations  might  preclude  organization 
rights  for  particular  employees  in  particu- 
larly sensitive  positions,  it  cannot  accept 
the  suggestion  that  the  possible  tensions  be- 
tween employee  interests  and  loyalties  and 
Member  positions  "requires"  the  blanket  ex- 
clusion of  all  employees  in  section  220(e)(2) 
offices;  there  are  surely  less  restrictive 
means  for  mitigating  these  potential  con- 
flicts for  many,  if  not  all.  of  the  employees 
of  section  220(e)(2)  offices. 

The  commenter  also  asserted  that  exclu- 
sion of  all  employees  is  required  by  an  appar- 
ent conflict  of  interest  for  Members  voting 
on  legislation  that  affects  unions:  according 
to  the  commenter,  if  the  Members  support 
the  legislation,  they  may  be  perceived  as 
caving  to  union  pressure;  if  they  oppose  it, 
they  may  be  perceived  as  attempting  to  en- 
hance their  bargaining  positions  with  the 
union:  in  either  instance,  they  would  not  be 
perceived  as  serving  their  constituents.  But 
this  situation  does  not  appear  to  differ  from 
that  faced  by  the  President  when  he  or  Exec- 
utive Branch  officials  acting  on  his  behalf 
take  a  position  on  pending  labor  legislation. 
That  apparent  conflict  is  inherent  to  em- 
ployee organization  in  the  public  sector;  and 
yet  chapter  71  reflects  a  judgment  that  this 
apparent  conflict  does  not  require  the  cat- 
egorical exclusion  of  all  employees  from  col- 
lective organization.  The  judgment  in  chap- 
ter 71.  which  Congress  incorporated  by  ref- 
erence in  the  CAA,  prevents  the  Board  from 
accepting  any  argument  that  this  apparent 


conflict  requires  exclusion  of  all  employees  in 
a  section  ^e)(2)  office. 

Indeed,  with  respect  to  both  alleged  con- 
flicts of  interest,  the  Board  finds  it  signifi- 
cant that,  in  chapter  71's  statement  of  con- 
gressional findings  and  purpose.  Congress  ex- 
pressly found  that  "labor  organizations  and 
collective  bargaining  in  the  civil  service  are 
in     the     public     interest"     because     they 
"safeguardn        the        public        interest," 
"contribute[]  to  the  effective  conduct  of  pub- 
lic     business,"      and      "facilitate[]      and 
encourageU  the  amicable  settlements  of  dis- 
putes between  employees  and  their  employ- 
ers involving  conditions  of  employment."  See 
Section  7101.  Section  220(e)(1)  of  the  CAA  in- 
structs the  Board  to  hew  as  closely  as  pos- 
sible   to   "the    provisions   and   purposes   of 
chapter  71."  In  doing  so,  the  Board  has  no 
choice  but  to  reject  the  proposition  that  all 
employees  in  a  section  220(e)(2)  office  must 
be  excluded  from  coverage  because  of  a  real 
or  apparent  conflict  that  their  organization 
would  create  for  their  Member  of  Congress. 
The  premise  of  chapter  71,  and  thus  the  CAA, 
is   that  employees  in   unions  may  loyally 
serve  government  employers  and  that  the 
public  will  not  view  government  acts  in  re- 
sponse to  union  demands  as  illegitimate  re- 
sponses to  union  pressure. 
3.       Proposed      regulations      under      section 
220(e)(1)(B) 
For  these  reasons,  the  Board  does  not  pro- 
pose to  issue  regulations  that  grant  blanket 
exclusion  of  all  employees  in  any  of  the  sec- 
tion 220(e)(2)  offices.   In   the  Board's  judg- 
ment,   the   issuance   of  blanket   exclusions 
from  the  application  of  section  220  for  all  em- 
ployees in  section  220(e)(2)  offices  would  rep- 
resent a  significant  departure  from  the  over- 
all purposes  and  policies  of  the  CAA.  The 
Board  would  promptly  take  that  step  if  it 
were  necessary  because  of  a  conflict  of  Inter- 
est (real  or  apparent)  or  Congress'  constitu- 
tional responsibilities.  But  no  necessity  has 
been  shown  or  yet  been  found  for  the  exclu- 
sion of  all  employees  in  section  220(e)(2)  of- 
fices. 

The  Board  further  notes  that  no  com- 
menter took  the  position  that  there  were  job 
duties  of  employees  within  section  220(e)(2) 
offices  that  required  application  of  section 
220(e)(l)(B)'s  exception  to  coverage;  a  fortiori, 
no  commenter  provided  the  Board  with  any 
facts  or  legal  argument  in  support  of  the 
issuance  of  regulations  providing  that  em- 
ployees In  section  220(e)(2)  offices  who  per- 
form certain  job  duties  are  not  covered  by 
section  220.  For  this  reason,  the  Board  does 
not  propose  to  issue  any  such  regulations  at 
this  time.  Of  course,  the  Board  stands  ready 
to  use  Its  rulemaking  authority  to  propose 
and  issue  such  regulations  when  and  If  the 
Board  Is  presented  with  facts  and  legal  argu- 
ment demonstrating  that  the  application  of 
section  220(e)(1)(B)  to  employees  performing 
particular  job  duties  is  "required."  The 
Board  again  urges  commenters  to  provide 
the  Board  with  such  information  and  au- 
thorities. 

The  commenter  supporting  blanket  exclu- 
sion of  all  employees  in  section  220(eX2)  of- 
fices argued  that,  pursuant  to  its  power 
under  section  220(e)(2)(H).  the  Board  should 
propose  regulations  (I)  adding  the  Executive 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate,  the  Of- 
fice of  Senate  Security,  the  Senate  Disburs- 
ing Office,  and  the  Administrative  Office  of 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  to  the  statutory  list  of 
section  220(e)(2)  offices,  and  (il)  granting  a 
blanket  exclusion  of  all  covered  employees 
in  these  offices.  By  its  analysis  above,  the 
Board  has  effectively  rejected  the  argument 
that  any  offices.  Including  these  four,  are  en- 
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titled  to  blanket  exclusion  of  all  of  their  em- 
ployees from  application  of  section  220.  The 
Board  agrees,  however,  with  the  com- 
menter's  assertion  that  employees  in  these 
offices  perform  functions  "comparable"  to 
those  performed  by  employees  in  the  other 
section  220(e)(2)  offices,  and  thus  the  Board 
proposes,  pursuant  to  section  220(e)(2)(H),  to 
treat  these  offices  as  section  220(e)(2)  offices 
for  all  purposes,  including  the  determination 
of  the  effective  date  of  sections  220(a)  and 
(b).  For  all  other  offlces— that  is,  all  offices 
that  are  not  either  listed  in  section  220(e)(2) 
or  defined  as  section  220(e)(2)  offices  here— 
the  effective  date  of  sections  220(a)  and  (b)  is 
October  1, 1996. 

No  commenter  took  the  position  that  the 
Board  should  adopt  a  regiUatlon  authorizing 
parties  and/or  employees  in  appropriate  pro- 
ceedings to  assert,  and  the  Board  to  decide, 
where  appropriate  and  relevant,  that  a  cov- 
ered employee  employed  in  a  section  220(e)(2) 
office  is  required  to  be  excluded  from  cov- 
erage under  section  220(e)  because  of  a  con- 
flict of  interest  (real  or  apparent)  or  because 
of  Congress'  constitutional  responsibilities. 
The  Board,  however,  proposes  to  issue  such  a 
regulation.  By  doing  so,  the  Board  intends  to 
ensure  that  an  exclusion  njay  be  provided 
where  the  law  and  the  facts  require  it.  The 
proposed  regulation  of  the  Board  allows  the 
issue  of  exclusions  under  section  220(e)(1)(B) 
to  be  raised  and  decided  on  a  case-by-case 
basis. 

IV.  Method  of  approval 
The  Board  reconmiends  that  (1)  the  version 
of  the  proposed  regulations  that  shall  apply 
to  the  Senate  and  employees  of  the  Senate 
be  approved  by  the  Senate  by  resolution;  (2) 
the  version  of  the  proposed  regulations  that 
shall  apply  to  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  employees  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives be  approved  by  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives by  resolution;  and  (3)  the  version  of 
the  proposed  regrulations  that  shall  apply  to 
other  covered  employees  and  employing  of- 
fices be  approved  by  the  Congress  by  concur- 
rent resolution. 

Signed  at  Washington,  D.C.,  on  this  22nd 
day  of  May,  1996. 

Glen  D.  Nager, 
Chair  of  the  Board.  Office  of  Compliance. 
§2472    Specific  regulations  regarding  certain  of- 
fices of  Congress 
§2472.1    Purpose  and  Scope 

The  regulations  contained  in  this  section 
implement  the  provisions  of  chapter  71  as  ap- 
plied by  section  220  of  the  CAA  to  covered 
employees  in  the  following  employing  of- 
fices: 

(A)  the  personal  office  of  any  Member  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  or  of  any  Sen- 
ator, 

(B)  a  standing  select,  special,  permanent, 
temporary,  or  other  committee  of  the  Senate 
or  House  of  Representatives,  or  a  joint  com- 
mittee of  Congress; 

(C)  the  Office  of  the  Vice  President  (as 
President  of  the  Senate),  the  Office  of  the 
President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate,  the  Of- 
fice of  the  Majority  Leader  of  the  Senate, 
the  Office  of  the  Minority  Leader  of  the  Sen- 
ate, the  Office  of  the  Majority  Whip  of  the 
Senate,  the  Conference  of  the  Majority  of  the 
Senate,  the  Conference  of  the  Minority  of 
the  Senate,  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Conference  for  the  Majority  of  the  Senate, 
the  Office  of  the  Secretary  for  the  Minority 
of  the  Senate,  the  Majority  Policy  Commit- 
tee of  the  Senate,  the  Minority  Policy  Com- 
mittee of  the  Senate,  and  the  following  of- 
fices within  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Senate:  Offices  of  the  Parliamentarian.  Bill 
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Clerk.  Legislative  Clerk,  Journal  Clerk,  Ex- 
ecutive Clerk.  Enrolling  Clerk,  Official  Re- 
porters of  Debate,  Daily  Digest,  Printing 
Services,  C^aptloning  Services,  and  Senate 
Chief  Counsel  for  Employment; 

(D)  the  Office  of  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  the  Office  of  the  Major- 
ity Leader  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
the  Office  of  the  Minority  Leader  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  the  Offices  of  the 
Chief  Deputy  Majority  Whips,  the  Offices  of 
the  Chief  Deputy  Minority  Whips,  and  the 
following  offices  within  the  Office  of  the 
Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives:  Of- 
fices of  Legislative  Operations,  Ofiicial  Re- 
porters of  Debate,  Official  Reporters  to  Com- 
mittees, Printing  Services,  and  Legislative 
Information; 

(E)  the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Counsel  of 
the  Senate,  the  Office  of  the  Senate  Legal 
Counsel,  the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Coun- 
sel of  the  House  of  Representatives,  the  Of- 
fice of  the  General  Counsel  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  the  Office  of  the  Parliamen- 
tarian of  the  House  of  Representatives,  and 
the  Office  of  the  Law  Revision  Counsel; 

(F)  the  offices  of  any  caucus  or  party  orga- 
nization; 

(G)  the  Congressional  Budget  Office,  the 
Office  of  Technology  Assessment,  and  the  Of- 
fice of  Compliance;  and; 

(H)  the  Executive  Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Senate,  the  Office  of  Senate  Security, 
the  Senate  Disbursing  Office  and  the  Admin- 
istrative Office  of  the  Sergeant  at  Arms. 
§2472  J    Application  of  Chapter  71 

(a)  The  requfrements  and  exemptions  of 
chapter  71  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  as 
made  applicable  by  section  220  of  the  CAA, 
shall  apply  to  covered  employees  who  are 
employed  in  the  offices  listed  In  section 
2472.1  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same 
extent  as  those  requirements  and  exemptions 
are  applied  to  other  covered  employees. 

(b)  The  regulations  of  the  Office,  as  set 
forth  at  sections  2420-29  and  2470-71,  shall 
apply  to  the  employing  offices  listed  in  sec- 
tion 2472.1,  covered  employees  who  are  em- 
ployed in  Xhose  offices  and  representatives  of 
those  employees. 

§2472.3    Exclusion  from  coverage 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
these  regulations,  any  covered  employee  who 
is  employed  in  an  office  listed  in  section 
2472.1  shall  be  excluded  from  coverage  under 
section  220  if  It  is  determined  in  an  appro- 
priate proceeding  that  such  exclusion  is  re- 
quired because  of  (a)  a  conflict  of  interest  or 
appearance  of  a  conflict  of  interest,  or  (b) 
Congress  constitutional  responsibilities. 


As  for  how  many  millions  of  dollars 
there  are  in  a  trillion,  there  are  a  mil- 
lion million  in  a  trillion,  which  means 
that  the  Federal  Government  owes 
more  than  5  million  million  dollars. 


THE  VERY  BAD  DEBT  BOXSCORE 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  too  many 
Americans  have  not  the  foggiest  notion 
about  the  enormity  of  the  Federal 
debt.  Every  so  often,  I  ask  various 
groups,  how  millions  of  dollars  are 
there  in  a  trillion?  They  think  about 
it,  voice  some  estimates,  most  of  them 
not  even  close. 

They  are  stuimed  when  they  learn 
the  facts,  such  as  the  case  today.  To  be 
exact,  as  of  the  close  of  business  yes- 
terday. May  22,  1996,  the  exact  Federal 
debt— down  to  the  penny— stood  at 
$5,117,440,103,398.93. 

Another  astonishing  statistic  is  that 
on  a  per  capita  basis,  every  man, 
woman,  and  child  in  America  owes 
$19,318.08  as  his  or  her  share  of  the  Fed- 
eral debt. 


MINTZ  LEVIN'S  SUCCESSFUL 
DOMESTIC  VIOLENCE  PROJECT 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  do- 
mestic and  other  acts  of  violence 
against  women  have  reached  epidemic 
proportions.  Figures  from  1994  show 
that,  on  the  average  in  the  United 
States,  a  woman  was  murdered  every 
two  days,  and  a  woman  was  beaten 
every  15  seconds  as  a  result  of  domestic 
violence. 

The  Violence  Against  Women  Act 
was  passed  in  1994  to  address  this  prob- 
lem and  ensure  the  safety  and  peace  of 
mind  of  millions  of  women  and  their 
families.  Congress  took  an  approach 
that  requires  a  partnership  between 
the  private  sector  and  the  public  sector 
at  every  level— Federal,  State,  and 
local. 

The  Domestic  Violence  Project  being 
carried  out  by  the  law  firm  of  Mintz 
Levin  Cohn  Ferris  Glovsky  and  Popeo 
is  an  excellent  example  of  a  successful 
partnership.  In  testimony  before  the 
Senate  Judiciary  Committee,  Kenneth 
J.  Novak,  chairman  of  the  firm's  Com- 
munity Service  Program,  described  its 
Domestic  Violence  Project  and  its  ef- 
forts to  reduce  domestic  violence. 

The  Domestic  Violence  Project  that 
Mr.  Novak  described  can  be  an  effec- 
tive model  for  many  others  in  helping 
the  Nation  meet  and  master  the  chal- 
lenge of  domestic  violence.  I  believe 
that  Mr.  Novak's  testimony  will  be  of 
interest  to  all  of  us  in  Congress,  and  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  it  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
RECORD,  as  follows: 

Mr.  (Chairman,  and  members  of  the  Judici- 
ary Committee,  my  name  Is  Kenneth  J. 
Novack  of  the  law  firm  Mintz,  Levin,  Cohn. 
Ferris,  Glovsky  and  Popeo,  P.C,  with  offices 
in  Boston  and  Washington,  D.C.  As  a  member 
of  the  Firm's  Executive  Committee,  previous 
President  and  CEO,  and  Chairman  of  the 
Mintz  Levin  Community  Service  Program.  I 
am  pleased  to  be  here  today  to  provide  testi- 
mony regarding  the  commitment  of  one  law 
firm  to  make  a  significant  and  continuing 
difference  in  the  fight  against  domestic  vio- 
lence. 

BACKGROUND 

Mintz  Levin  has  strived  for  over  60  years  to 
create  and  maintain  a  workplace  of  diversity 
and  tolerance,  and  to  serve  the  community 
as  well  as  our  clients. 

In  1990.  at  the  initiative  of  two  first-year 
associates,  the  Firm  created  the  Mintz  Levin 
Domestic  Violence  Project  to  provide  free 
legal  representation  to  victims  of  domestic 
violence.  In  1994,  the  Firm  decided  to  expand 
and  focus  its  community  service  conunit- 
ment,  and  we  chose  the  area  of  domestic  vio- 
lence as  the  principal  focus  of  all  our  future 
community  service.  We  hired  a  full-time  Di- 
rector of  Community  Service  and  established 


a  Community  Service  Fund  to  complement 
our  domestic  violence  pro  bono  practice  and 
to  encourage  Firm-wide  participation. 

DOMESTIC  VIOLENCE  INmATTVES 

Mintz  Levin  chose  a  three-pronged  ai>- 
proach  for  our  efforts  against  domestic  vio- 
lence: public  policy  issues  on  a  national 
level;  state  and  local  efforts;  and  an  internal 
focus  within  the  Firm. 

Internal  Focus.  As  the  foundation  of  our 
domestic  violence  initiatives,  we  began  at 
home  by  working  to  give  all  our  employees 
access  to  the  support  needed  to  free  them- 
selves from  abusive  situations.  Mintz  Levin 
provides  Its  employees  with  free  legal  assist- 
ance Including,  when  necessary,  helping 
them  to  obtain  restraining  orders.  Elach  new 
employee  is  given  an  information  packet  in- 
cluding a  resource  card  entitled  Where  to  Get 
Help  if  Domestic  Violence  is  a  Problem,  which 
Identifies  three  Mintz  Levin  attorneys  and 
one  attorney  from  another  law  firm  who  will 
provide  free  and  confidential  assistance.  In 
addition,  a  booklet  entitled  Domestic  Vio- 
lence: The  Facts  is  provided  to  each  employee 
and  lists  local  resources.  Our  Human  Re- 
sources Department  has  developed  a  policy 
for  managing  family  violence  situations,  and 
all  management  staff  have  been  trained  to 
recognize  and  respond  to  such  situations.  A 
speaker's  bureau  provides  regularly  sched- 
uled seminars  to  increase  employee  aware- 
ness. We  have  also  offered  Model  Mugging 
safety-defense  classes  in  both  our  Boston  and 
Washington  offlces.  As  a  result  of  our  efforts, 
our  employees  feel  tree  to  come  forward  for 
assistance  and  do  so  on  a  regular  basis. 

Mintz  Levin  also  creates  opportunities  for 
broad-based  participation  by  our  employees 
in  community  service  activities.  A  Domestic 
Violence  Task  Force,  consisting  of  attor- 
neys, senior  professionals  and  other  employ- 
ees, regularly  reviews  and  advises  with  re- 
spect to  the  Finn's  public  jxjllcy  and  pro- 
gram development  initiatives.  A  Community 
Service  Advisory  Committee,  consisting  pri- 
marily of  administrative  and  support  staff, 
initiates  volunteer  projects  and  FIrmwide 
events  on  behalf  of  local  domestic  violence 
organizations.  The  Firm  encourages  inter- 
ested employees  to  assist  shelters,  advocacy 
groups  and  other  organizations  on  Firm 
time. 

State  and  Local  Efforts.  The  second  com- 
ponent of  Mintz  Levin's  domestic  violence 
initiative  consists  of  continuing  efforts  at 
the  state  and  local  levels,  enabling  us  to  uti- 
lize our  skills  as  legal  advocates  and  to  Iden- 
tify opportunities  for  new,  innovative 
projects  in  the  Greater  Boston  and  Washing- 
ton, D.C.  communities.  Our  attorneys  and 
senior  professionals  are  active  in  a  wide  vari- 
ety of  service  and  planning  committees,  and 
our  Domestic  Violence  Project  continues  to 
provide  pro  bono  legal  representation  to  vic- 
tims of  domestic  violence.  The  Project  is 
staffed  by  specially  trained  Mintz  Levin  at- 
torneys, paralegals  and  project  analysts,  who 
have  been  accepting  restraining  order  cases 
from  Greater  Boston  Legal  Services  since 
July  1990.  To  date,  participants  in  the 
Project  have  been  successful  in  obtaining 
protective  orders,  vacate  orders,  and  tem- 
porary custody  and  support  orders  for  over 
100  clients.  Project  attorneys  also  assist  cli- 
ents in  the  enforcement  of  such  orders.  The 
Project  provides  clients  with  social  services 
referrals  for  their  non-legal  needs,  such  as 
housing  and  counseling.  In  Washington,  we 
have  also  represented  battered  women  in 
court  and  sponsored  city-wide  training  ses- 
sions to  encourage  other  attorneys  to  do  the 
same. 

Through  our  Domestic  Violence  Project. 
Mintz  Levin  attorneys  have  also  represented 
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battered  women  In  appellate  matters  before 
tbe  Massachusetts  Supreme  Judicial  Court 
aad  have  filed  briefs  amici  curiae  in  both 
federal  and  state  courts.  Such  appellate 
work  is  essential  to  the  interpretation  and 
enforcement  of  laws  intended  to  protect  vic- 
tims of  domestic  violence.  Law  firms,  espe- 
cially Urgre  ones  like  Mintz  Levin,  are 
uniquely  situated  to  muster  the  legal  re- 
sources necessary  to  undertake  such  appel- 
late cases. 

In  addition  to  pro  bono  client  services, 
Project  participants  work  with  tbe  Massa- 
chusetts Coalition  of  Battered  Women  Serv- 
ice Groups  toward  the  enactment  of  legisla- 
tion that  will  afford  greater  protection  to 
victims  of  domestic  violence.  As  a  result  of 
these  efforts,  the  Project  was  instrumental 
in  securing  the  passage  in  December  1990  of 
the  Act  to  Fiirther  Protect  Abused  Persons, 
which  substantially  strengthened  the  Massa- 
chusetts Abuse  Prevention  statute.  In  De- 
cember 1993,  the  Project  worked  with  the 
Massachusetts  Coalition  of  Battered  Women 
Service  Groups  for  the  passage  of  legislation 
that  directs  judges  to  consider  evidence  of 
past  or  present  domestic  violence  in  custody 
and  visitation  proceedings.  More  recently, 
Project  members  worked  to  further  the  en- 
actment of  the  Massachusetts  Weapons  Bill, 
which  takes  guns,  ammunition  and  other 
weapons  out  of  the  hands  of  batterers. 

Our  experience  has  demonstrated  that  the 
opportunities  to  serve  are  not  limited  to  the 
Qelds  of  litigation  or  government  relations. 
Mintz  Levin's  real  estate  and  environmental 
law  professionals  have  provided  pro  bono 
legal  services  to  non-profit  corporations 
which  have  built  shelters  for  the  victims  of 
domestic  violence  and  transitional  housing 
for  homeless  women  and  their  families.  In 
1986,  the  Firm  began  its  representation  of 
the  Elizabeth  Stone  House,  an  alternative 
mental  health  and  battered  women's  shelter, 
with  the  acquisition  of  two  buildings  and  the 
conversion  of  them  into  a  battered  women's 
shelter  and  a  transitional  housing  program. 

In  1993,  the  Firm  represented  the  Asian 
Task  Force  Against  Domestic  Violence  in  its 
efforts  to  build  a  12-bed  emergency  shelter 
for  battered  women  and  their  children.  This 
shelter  was  the  first  shelter  for  Asian  women 
in  New  England.  In  the  past  year,  more  than 
170  women  have  used  the  Asian  Shelter,  and 
the  shelter  has  received  1,000  calls  for  help 
and  another  4,000  calls  seeking  information. 
It  is  an  especially  important  facility  for 
Asian  women  since  it  provides  a  hot  line  and 
counselling  in  a  number  of  Asian  languages, 
and  language  barriers  have  often  prevented 
Asian  women  from  seeking  help  at  tradi- 
tional shelters.  Attorneys  from  the  Firm 
have  served  on  the  Board  of  Directors  of  both 
the  Elizabeth  Stone  House  and  the  Asian 
Task  Force  Against  Domestic  Violence. 

The  Issues  of  homelessness  and  substance 
abuse  are  intertwined  with  that  of  domestic 
violence.  Therefore,  the  Firm's  real  estate 
and  environmental  law  attorneys  have  given 
their  time  to  help  the  Women's  Institute  for 
Housing  and  Economic  Development  develop 
two  transitional  progrsons  for  women,  one 
for  women  recovering  firom  substance  abuse 
and  one  for  homeless  women  and  their  fami- 
lies. 

In  Massachusetts,  we  work  closely  with 
tbe  Massachusetts  Coalition  of  Battered 
Women  Service  Groups,  helping  them  obtain 
funds  for  shelters  and  to  develop  programs 
that  provide  assistance  to  battered  women 
and  their  children.  We  act  as  advisors  to  dis- 
trict attorneys,  to  the  Governor's  office  and 
to  legislators  on  the  issue  of  domestic  vio- 
lence. We  have  worked  with  the  Massachu- 


setts Coalition  of  Battered  Women  Service 
Groups  toward  the  enactment  of  legislation 
to  help  prevent  placing  children  at  risk  fit)m 
batterers,  by  creating  a  rebuttable  presump- 
tion that  a  parent  who  engages  in  a  "pat- 
tern" or  "serious  incidence"  of  abuse  against 
his  or  her  partner  should  not  be  awarded  sole 
or  joint  custody  over  their  children.  Our  ef- 
forts extend  to  helping  the  Massachusetts 
Coalition  of  Battered  Women  Service  Groups 
obtain  funding  for  their  member  shelters,  in- 
cluding by  bringing  together  committed  ad- 
vocates and  legislators  who  keep  the  issue  of 
funding  active  in  the  agenda  of  the  Massa- 
chusetts legislature. 

In  1990.  the  Project  received  an  award  fi-om 
the  Young  Lawyers  Division  of  the  Boston 
Bar  Association;  and  in  1992,  the  Project  re- 
ceived an  award  firom  the  Women's  Bar  Asso- 
ciation for  its  work  on  behalf  of  victims  of 
domestic  violence.  In  1994,  the  Rose  Founda- 
tion presented  an  award  to  Mintz  Levin  for 
its  efforts  in  the  area  of  domestic  violence. 
We  are  encouraged  by  these  recognitions  of 
our  work  to  hope  that  other  firms  will  join 
us  in  helping  battered  women  and  children. 

Our  Community  Service  Program  also  in- 
cludes non-legal  direct  service  work.  As  part 
of  the  Polaroid  CEO  Challenge,  we  have 
partnered  with  the  Elizabeth  Stone  House, 
building  on  our  long-standing  conmnitment 
to  that  organization.  The  CEO  Challenge  en- 
courages business  leaders  to  end  domestic  vi- 
olence by  partnering  with  a  battered  wom- 
en's shelter,  providing  support  and  advocacy. 
Our  partnership  with  Elizabeth  Stone  House 
has  to  date  included  a  mentoring  program 
for  children,  and  internship  program  in  our 
production  department  for  women  seeking 
new  job  skills,  a  children's  holiday  party, 
and  a  very  successful  effort  to  raise  money 
to  provide  a  new  roof.  Mintz  Levin  also 
worked  with  the  Massachusetts  Office  of  Vic- 
tim Assistance,  by  helping  to  craft  and  im- 
plement "safe  plan",  a  program  that  pro- 
vides women  with  protection  and  assistance 
through  each  step  of  their  escape  from  vio- 
lence. And  we  have  provided  support  services 
to  Peace  At  Home,  one  of  the  first  organiza- 
tions to  deffne  domestic  violence  as  a  human 
rights  issue. 

National  Level.  On  a  national  level,  we  are 
proud  to  be  affiliated  with  the  National  Net- 
work to  End  Domestic  Violence.  As  you 
know.  The  National  Network  was  instrumen- 
tal In  the  drafting  of  the  Violence  Against 
Women  Act,  and  working  for  its  passage  and 
funding.  The  Violence  Against  Women  Act  is 
historic  legislation,  and  I  applaud  your 
championship.  Senator  Hatch,  of  the  issue  of 
violence  against  women  and  children.  Our  ef- 
forts on  behalf  of  the  National  Network  have 
included  our  serving  as  pro  bono  legal  coun- 
sel, as  well  as  providing  office  space  and  ad- 
ministrative support,  and  organizational  de- 
velopment, as  well  as  writing  amicus  briefs 
regau^ng  the  confidentiality  of  records  of 
battered  women  and  rape  crisis  service  pro- 
viders. 

Other  national  efforts  include  Mintz  Lev- 
in's participation  in  the  newly  organized  Na- 
tional Workplace  Resource  Center,  where  we 
serve  as  Co-chair  of  the  Corporate  Social  Re- 
sponsibility Sub-committee,  and  as  liaison 
to  the  American  Bar  Association's  Commis- 
sion on  Domestic  Violence. 

Charitable  Contributions.  Our  initiatives 
include  financial  contributions,  which  we 
make  through  our  Community  Service  Fund, 
as  well  as  in-kind  contributions.  Mintz  Levin 
in-kind  contributions  include  donations  of 
clothing,  furniture,  office  supplies,  graphic 
design,  printing  and  training  events.  We 
have  identified  a  continuing  need  of  grass- 


roots organizations  for  assistance  in  strate- 
gic plauaning,  business  development  and  com- 
puter technology.  We  consider  the  funding  of 
an  organizational  development  consultant  to 
be  an  excellent  form  of  in-kind  contribution. 
For  example,  when  the  Same  Sex  Domestic 
Violence  Coalition  applied  to  our  Commu- 
nity Service  Fund,  we  suggested  a  contribu- 
tion of  a  day-long  strategic  planning  session 
with  a  consultant  of  their  choice.  The  group 
accepted  and,  six  weeks  after  their  planning 
session,  we  received  an  invitation  to  a  com- 
munity forum  which  they  had  identified  as 
the  first  step  In  their  strategic  plan.  The 
community  forum  Inspired  an  active  group 
of  forty  organizations  and  committed  indi- 
viduals who  are  now  working  together  to  de- 
velop services  for  victims  of  same  sex  domes- 
tic violence. 

LESSONS  LEARNED 

The  Power  of  Networking.  MlnU  Levin 
draws  upon  the  knowledge  and  commitment 
of  approximately  600  employees,  including 
over  225  attorneys  and  senior  professionals. 
As  a  large  law  firm,  we  have  experience  with 
the  justice  system,  connections  to  the  cor- 
porate community,  extensive  state  and  fed- 
eral government  relations  capabilities,  and  a 
remarkable  ability  to  make  a  difference.  I 
believe  the  greatest  service  that  Mintz  Levin 
has  offered  in  its  six-year-old  domestic  vio- 
lence initiative  has  been  to  open  doors  which 
have  traditionally  been  shut  to  battered 
women  and  children  and  their  advocates,  and 
to  nuike  the  introductions  necessary  for  di- 
verse leaders  with  very  different  back- 
grounds to  form  new  partnerships. 

I  would  like  to  mention  a  few  examples. 
One  of  our  goals  has  been  that  resources  for 
battered  women  and  their  children  be  easily 
accessible,  and  that  domestic  violence  advo- 
cates and  service  organizations  be  able  to 
communicate  with  each  other  across  the 
country.  We  encouraged  our  client  America 
Online  ("AOL"),  which  operates  the  coun- 
try's largest  consumer  online  service,  to  con- 
sider a  domestic  violence  area  within  its  new 
Digital  City  Boston.  AOL  responded  enthu- 
siastically. At  my  request,  the  Mintz  Levin 
Director  of  Conununlty  Service  brought  to- 
gether representatives  fi-om  AOL  and  local 
domestic  violence  activists  to  design  and  im- 
plement a  domestic  violence  area.  The  Mas- 
sachusetts Coalition  of  Battered  Women 
Service  Groups  is  now  partnering  with  AOL, 
and  involved  advocates  are  receiving  the 
training  and  software  necessary  to  maintain 
the  area.  A  representative  trom  the  Public 
Educational  Technical  Assistance  Project  of 
the  National  Resource  Center  on  Domestic 
Violence,  funded  by  the  Centers  for  Disease 
Control,  is  involved  to  ensure  coordination 
with  other  emerging  domestic  violence  on- 
line networks.  The  area  is  scheduled  to  open 
in  June,  and  I  hope  it  will  be  a  precursor  to 
a  national  online  network. 

We  have  been  pleased,  and  occasionally 
surprised,  by  the  interest  of  others  in  sup- 
porting our  efforts.  As  part  of  our  fund  rais- 
ing efforts  to  provide  a  new  roof  for  the  Eliz- 
abeth Stone  House,  we  received  a  donation  of 
roofing  materials  trom  a  Firm  client,  and  do- 
nations f^om  several  vendors  for  a  silent  auc- 
tion. I  have  recently  agreed  to  serve  as  Co- 
chair  for  a  Men's  Advisory  Committee  for 
the  Massachusetts  Coalition  of  Battered 
Women  Service  Groups,  which  I  hope  will  en- 
courage other  businessmen  to  become  i>er- 
sonally  involved  in  working  to  end  domestic 
violence. 

Mintz  Levin  was  also  instrumental  in  the 
establishment  of  the  Jane  Doe  Safety  Fund. 
Through  our  corporate  clients,  we  were  able 
to  bring  together  corporations,  foundations 
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and  other  funds  to  provide  guidance  and  fi- 
nancial assistance  to  members  of  the  domes- 
tic violence  community  who  wanted  to  es- 
tablish a  fund  to  educate  the  public  about 
domestic  violence  and  to  support  battered 
women's  shelters.  The  Jane  Doe  Safety  Fund 
is  now  in  its  fifth  year  of  existence. 

Mintz  Levin  plans  to  continue  its  public 
policy  efforts  in  the  area  of  domestic  vio- 
lence on  both  a  state  and  national  level,  in- 
cluding our  partnerships  with  the  National 
Network  and  the  Elizabeth  Stone  House,  as 
well  as  our  own  Firm-based  education  and 
prevention  programs.  The  broad-based  in- 
volvement and  enthusiasm  of  our  employees 
reinforces  and  deepens  our  commitment  to 
the  issue.  We  will  also  continue  to  use  our 
access  and  relationships  to  encourage  and 
foster  new  public/private  partnerships.  Build- 
ing a  network  of  like-minded  law  firms 
across  the  country  is  one  of  our  goals  for  the 
coming  year. 

Economic  Security.  Economic  security  is 
listed  as  the  number  one  reason  battered 
women  go  back  to  their  abusers.  It  would  be 
wrong  to  separate  artificially  the  problem  of 
domestic  violence  from  the  issues  of  free 
legal  services,  social  services  and  child  sup- 
port programs.  Battered  women  need  more 
support,  not  less,  to  end  abusive  relation- 
ships. 

Learning  trom  Others.  Our  initiatives  in 
domestic  violence,  and  our  partnerships  with 
the  National  Network,  the  Elizabeth  Stone 
House,  and  other  service  organizations,  have 
taught  us  that  in  addition  to  having  a  lot  to 
offer,  we  have  a  lot  to  learn.  From  battered 
women  and  their  advocates  we  can  learn 
what  is  needed  next  to  end  domestic  violence 
and  how  and  when  our  resources  and  skills 
can  best  help.  The  passage  and  funding  of  the 
Violence  Against  Women  Act  has  already 
created,  and  will  continue  to  create,  oppor- 
tunities for  unlikely  partnerships.  Domestic 
violence  advocates,  law  firms,  corporations, 
government  agencies  and  the  judicitJ  system 
each  have  their  own  perspectives  on  the 
problem  of  domestic  violence,  and  we  all 
may  be  a  bit  parochial  in  our  approaches. 
Building  new  models  of  collaboration  is  both 
challenging  and  rewarding.  Our  new  partner- 
ships require  building  new  bridges.  We  must 
learn  to  work  respectfully  with  people  and 
organizations  with  very  different  histories, 
different  measures  of  success,  and  sometimes 
even  histories  as  adversaries.  As  we  create 
new  models  of  cooperation,  we  must  also  rec- 
ognize that  it  will  take  time,  patience,  good- 
will and  even  humor  to  go  the  distance. 

CONCLUSION 

Chairman  Hatch  and  Members  of  the  Sen- 
ate Judiciary  Committee,  I  offer  my  con- 
gratulations and  thanks  for  your  leadership 
in  the  passage  of  the  Violence  Against 
Women  Act.  I  also  thank  you  for  the  oppor- 
tunity to  speak  to  you  today.  It  is  my  belief 
that  lawyers  and  law  firms  are  in  a  unique 
position  to  become  innovative  partners  in 
the  Implementation  of  the  Act.  My  col- 
leagues and  I  look  forward  to  working  with 
others  in  the  legal  profession  to  make  a  sig- 
nificant contribution  to  the  fight  against  do- 
mestic violence. 

Respectfully  submitted,  Kenneth  J. 
Novack. 


TRIBUTES  TO  CHARLES  MEISSNER 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  the 
tragic  plane  crash  in  Croatia  last 
month  that  took  the  life  of  Secretary 
of  Commerce  Ron  Brown  also  took  the 
lives  of  other  outstanding  officials  in 


the  Department  of  Commerce,  includ- 
ing Charles  F.  Meissner.  who  was  As- 
sistant Secretary  for  International 
Economic  Policy  and  who  was  also  the 
husband  of  Doris  Meissner,  the  Com- 
missioner of  the  Immigration  and  Nat- 
uralization Service.  During  the  1970's, 
he  had  served  with  great  distinction  for 
several  years  on  the  staff  of  the  Senate 
Foreign  Relations  Committee. 

Our  hearts  go  out  to  the  Meissner 
family  in  this  time  of  their  great  loss. 
In  the  days  following  that  tragedy,  a 
number  of  eloquent  tributes  to  Charles 
Meissner  described  his  extraordinary 
career,  his  dedication  to  public  service, 
and  his  contributions  to  our  country 
and  to  peoples  throughout  the  world.  I 
believe  these  tributes  will  be  of  inter- 
est to  all  of  us  in  Congress  and  to  many 
others,  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  they  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  trib- 
utes were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Tribute  to  Charles  Meissner 
(By  Stuart  E.  Eizenstat) 

Doris.  Christine.  Andrew,  family  and 
ftiends  of  Chuck  Meissner.  I  feel  doubly 
blessed  by  my  association  with  the  Meissner 
family.  In  the  Carter  Administration  it  was 
my  good  fortune  to  work  closely  with  Doris 
on  immigration  issues— to  see  directly  her 
intelligence,  her  calm  amidst  the  pressures 
of  policymaking,  her  quiet  dignity,  her  dedi- 
cation to  public  service.  It  was  then  that  I 
first  came  in  contact  with  Chuck. 

But  it  was  during  the  past  2Vi  years,  with 
me  in  Brussels  and  Chuck  in  Washington, 
that  we  formed  an  intense  professional  and 
personal  bond  which  profoundly  influenced 
me.  We  worked  together  on  every  important 
trade  and  commercial  issue  involving  the 
European  Union  and  its  member  states. 

During  Chuck's  frequent  travels  to  Brus- 
sels, he  stayed  with  Fran  and  me,  and  had 
many  meals  with  us.  Chuck  and  I  attended 
innumerable  meetings  together.  When  my 
appointment  to  my  current  position  at  Com- 
merce became  known,  I  spent  a  great  deal  of 
time  talking  and  meeting  with  Chuck,  seek- 
ing his  advice  and  counsel  and  telling  him  of 
my  plans  to  beef-up  the  International  Eco- 
nomic Policy  unit  he  so  ably  led.  Our  last 
conversation  came  only  a  few  days  before  his 
trip  to  Bosma  and  Croatia. 

During  Chuck's  all-too-brief  tenure  as  As- 
sistant Secretary,  there  was  hardly  a  con- 
tinent that  did  not  benefit  from  Chuck's 
sterling  efforts.  Chuck  used  his  extensive  fi- 
nancial experience  at  Chemical  Bank  and  the 
World  Bank  to  encourage  private  sector  in- 
vestment in  the  border  regions  in  Mexico,  as 
chair  of  the  U.S.-Mexico  Border  Economic 
Development  task  force.  He  helped  to  expand 
economic  contacts  between  the  West  and 
Central  Europe  and  the  states  of  the  former 
Soviet  Union  by  his  work  to  invigorate  the 
Economic  Forum  of  the  Organization  for  Se- 
curity and  Cooperation  in  Europe,  and  by  the 
drive  and  leadership  he  gave  to  the  West- 
East  Economic  Conferences. 

Chuck  was  inspiring  in  his  work  with  large 
and  small  American  companies.  He  had  a 
fialr  for  dealing  with  CEOs.  They  empathized 
with  him  and  understood  his  global  vision. 
Nowhere  was  this  better  exemplified  than  in 
the  Transatlantic  Business  Dialogue.  Sec- 
retary Brown  initiated  the  idea  that  U.S.  and 
European  business  should  take  the  lead  in 
helping    government    design    fiiture    trans- 


atlantic commercial  policy.  But  it  was 
Chuck  that  made  this  idea  work.  The  success 
of  the  historic  conference  in  Seville.  Spain, 
last  November  that  brought  a  100  leading 
American  and  European  CEOs  together  was 
due  in  large  part  to  Chuck. 

Following  on  his  deep  conviction  that 
trade  was  the  best  force  for  peace.  Chuck 
used  his  boundless  energy  to  bring  American 
companies  together  with  companies  in 
emerging  democracies  and  in  reforming 
countries.  He  was  the  leading  force  behind 
President  Clinton's  White  House  Conference 
on  trade  and  Investment  in  Eastern  Europe, 
held  in  Cleveland  last  year.  That  conference 
exposed  America's  top  companies  to  the  gen- 
uine opportunities  to  build  commercial 
bridges  to  Central  Europe. 

He  poured  his  heart  into  using  commercial 
policy  to  support  the  peace  process  in  North- 
em  Ireland.  He  was  particularly  proud,  and 
justly  so.  of  bringing  scores  of  companies 
there  to  support  our  efforts  and  those  of  the 
British  government  to  bring  peace  to  that 
troubled  land.  When  peace  finally  comes  to 
Northern  Ireland,  as  it  surely  will.  Chuck 
Meissner  will  have  played  a  major  role  in 
being  a  midwife.  He  was  just  beginning  to  do 
the  same  in  Haiti. 

It  was  on  another  such  venture  to  under- 
gird  a  fragile  peace,  that  took  Chuck  and 
Ron  Brown  to  Croatia  and  Bosnia.  He  died 
doing  what  he  loved,  using  the  resources  of 
the  American  private  sector  to  strengthen 
the  forces  of  peace  and  democracy  abroad. 
The  terrible  conflict  in  Bosnia  has  now 
claimed  several  friends,  earlier  Bob  Frasure. 
and  now  Chuck.  Ron  and  our  other  col- 
leagues at  the  Commerce  Department. 

Chuck  maintained  a  punishing  travel 
schedule,  as  he  was  driven  to  extend  our 
commercial  diplomacy  round  the  world.  He 
joked  to  me  that  he  only  saw  Doris,  with  her 
own  demanding  schedule,  as  their  planes 
criss-crossed  in  the  sky!  And  Doris,  his  love 
for  you  and  the  children  was  evident  in  the 
fond  ways  in  which  he  talked  about  you. 

But  all  of  this  was  a  continuation  of  a  life 
devoted  to  public  service,  with  a  particular 
emphasis  on  expanding  America's  economic 
relationships  abroad,  relationships  which  are 
the  very  essence  of  our  efforts  to  expand  de- 
mocracy and  prosperity  around  the  globe.  He 
served  in  senior  positions  in  tbe  Treasury 
Department,  on  the  Senate  Foreign  Rela- 
tions Conmiittee,  where  he  was  Staff  Direc- 
tor of  the  Subcommittee  on  Foreign  Rela- 
tions, and  in  the  State  Department  where  he 
was  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for  Inter- 
national Finance  and  Development  and  Am- 
bassador and  U.S.  Special  Negotiator  for 
Economic  Matters.  Chuck's  service  to  the 
United  States  was  not  limited  to  civilian  po- 
sitions. He  was  a  Vietnam  veteran,  decorated 
on  several  occasions  for  his  bravery  in  com- 
bat as  a  Captain  in  the  United  States  Anny. 

But  with  all  of  these  accomplishments.  I 
will  most  remember  Chuck  with  genuine 
love  and  affection  for  something  more  per- 
sonal. Few  people  have  touched  me  tbe  way 
Chuck  did.  He  had  a  wonderful  joy  of  life  and 
sense  of  humor.  He  made  me  laugh — not  al- 
ways easy  to  do!  When  I  told  Doris  at  her 
home  Friday  about  this,  she  said,  "Yon 
know,  one  of  the  reasons  I  married  Chuck 
was  that  he  made  me  laugh  too!" 

When  Chuck  came  into  a  room  his  radiance 
lit  it  up.  That  beautiful  smile  and  almost 
cherubic  face — like  a  grown-up  version  of  one 
of  Raphael's  endearing  child  angels-^iever 
failed  to  touch  me  deeply  and  to  the  core.  I 
was  drawn  to  Chuck,  as  I  know  all  of  you 
were,  by  not  only  his  obvious  competence 
but  by  his  basic  decency,  his  goodness,  his 
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wonderful  humanity.  Chuck  believed  In 
causes  but  he  never  foirot  the  people  who 
were  to  benefit  tiom  them. 

Just  as  we  all  feel  blessed  by  Chuck's 
filendshlp,  and  by  his  caring,  all  of  us  also 
feel,  in  our  own  way,  cheated  by  his  tragic 
death— for  myself,  deprived  of  an  oppor- 
tunity to  work  even  closer  together  on  the 
causes  he  so  believed  in,  deprived  of  more 
time  to  nurture  our  Criendsbip,  deprived  of 
the  chance  to  simply  feel  so  good  in  bis  pres- 
ence. 

But  all  of  this  pales  in  comparison  to  the 
loss  for  Doris  and  the  children  of  a  husband, 
a  father,  a  companion.  There  is  an  old  say- 
ing, that  "men  and  women  plan,  but  God 
laughs  at  our  plans  and  has  his  own  for  us." 
None  of  us  can  possibly  explain  this  tragedy. 
All  one  can  say  is  that  God  on  High  must 
have  been  particularly  lonely  and  needed 
Chuck's  companionship  and  laughter;  as 
those  who  knew  him  on  this  imperfect  earth 
so  reveled  in  it. 

Chuck,  we  loved  you  as  you  loved  us.  Our 
memories  are  sweet  as  the  {fragrances  of 
Spring  will  surely  come.  They  did  not  die 
with  you.  All  of  your  fWends  will  always  be 
the  better  for  you  having  come  into  our  lives 
with  your  wonderful  countenance. 

Doris,  we  hope  that  our  prayers  and  the 
heartfelt  feelings  of  your  colleagues  in  the 
Justice  Department,  the  Conunerce  Depart- 
ment and  throughout  the  Administration 
will  strengthen  you  in  these  dark  and  dif- 
ficult days,  and  will  sustain  you  as  you  con- 
tinue to  service  the  country  so  well  for 
which  Chuck  gave  his  life. 

Reflections  on  Charles  Meissner 
(By  Michael  Ely) 

Today  it  is  my  honor  Inlefly  to  talk  to  you 
about  Charles  Meissner  and  the  central 
theme  of  his  working  life,  service  to  his  gov- 
ernment and.  more  broadly,  service  to  his 
nation  and  to  the  world.  Chuck  might  have 
been  embarrassed  by  this  discussion.  His 
sense  of  personal  responsibility  and  commit- 
ment was  so  deep  and  integrated  into  his  life 
that  it  became  part  of  his  personality.  It 
went  right  down  to  his  toenails.  He  felt  that 
devotion  to  the  public  good  was  normal  and 
natural  behavior,  even  if  not  widely  shared 
in  a  world  full  of  people  in  futile  pursuit  of 
private  gain  and  satisfaction  outside  of  and 
divorced  trom  the  public  good. 

Indeed,  his  concept  of  the  good  was  univer- 
sal, comparable  to  what  we  might  think  of  as 
the  inner  vision  of  a  saint,  but  tempered  by 
years  of  experience  in  addressing  complex 
issues  of  public  policy  where  the  path  to  the 
good  is  unmarked  and  has  to  be  discovered  or 
even  created.  Here  was  an  area  that  must 
^  have  drawn  Doris  and  Chuck  together:  their 
"^  willingness,  even  eagerness,  to  grapple  with 
f,  policy  issues  with  difficult  tradeoffs,  no  easy 
solutions  and  multiple  painful  outcomes. 
Chuck  sought  to  reconcile  commercial  af- 
fairs with  broader  national  interests;  Doris 
deals  with  the  terrible  tensions  between  so- 
cial decency  and  justice  and  conflicting  eco- 
nomic and  social  problems. 

Our  paths  first  came  together  in  the  State 
Department  almost  two  decades  ago.  FYom  a 
senior  staff  position  with  the  Senate  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  he  had  been 
parachuted  in,  as  it  were,  as  Deputy  Assist- 
ant Secretary  in  the  Bureau  of  Economic  Af- 
fairs, then  a  powerful  and  aggressive  organi- 
zation with  entirely  State  personnel.  Chuck 
used  to  joke,  with  some  reason,  that  I  was 
brought  in  as  his  principal  deputy  to  keep  an 
eye  on  him.  We  ended  up  mentoring  each 
other,  he  with  his  broad  Treasury  and  Senate 
background,  I  a  decade  older  with  depth  in 


overseas  diplomatic  service  and  State  bu- 
reaucratic background.  Our  relations, 
warmed  by  Chuck's  openness,  honesty  and 
obvious  ability,  deepened  into  mutual  trust 
and  ripened  into  friendship. 

It  was  in  retrospect  an  exciting  and  cre- 
ative period.  In  the  wake  of  the  first  oil 
shock  and  the  world  economic  slowdown 
many  countries  in  Latin  America,  Africa  and 
eastern  Europe  could  not  repay  to  the  US 
hundreds  of  millions  in  official  debts  con- 
tracted in  better  times.  It  was  Chuck's  labor 
of  Hercules  to  sort  out  the  economic  Impli- 
cations and  the  sticky  foreign  and  domestic 
politics  to  come  up  with  a  set  of  US  govern- 
ment responses.  A  thankless  business— he 
specialized,  like  Doris,  in  thankless  tasks— 
with  infinite  opportunity  for  offending  the 
Congress,  the  Treasury,  the  debtor  countries 
and  the  other  creditors. 

It  was  in  this  thicket  of  problems  that  he 
encountered  Michel  Camdessus,  then  a  very 
senior  officer  of  the  French  Treasury,  and 
like  him  an  official  of  extraordinary  breadth 
and  ability.  Their  initial  adversarial  rela- 
tions were  transformed  by  mutual  apprecia- 
tion Into  a  partnership  that  defined  the  rules 
for  handling  sovereign  debt,  and  lived  on 
through  the  years  that  followed. 

The  dozen  years  Chuck  spent  sorting  out 
the  debt  problems  of  the  Chemical  Bank  and 
experiencing  the  institutional  culture  of  the 
World  Bank  were  stepping  stones  to  his  pol- 
icy position  in  Commerce;  all  of  us  con- 
fidently expected  his  star  to  mount  In  the 
coming  years,  the  years  that  have  been 
taken  from  him. 

As  a  negotiator  he  was  matchless.  He  won, 
of  all  things,  by  being  straight!  To  begin 
with.  Chuck  was  deeply  uninterested  in  the 
social  luxuries  of  diplomatic  life  (I  finally 
got  him  to  recognize  the  difference  between 
red  and  white  wines)  and  skipped  the  cock- 
tail parties  unless  he  had  a  diplomatic  chore 
to  do  there.  For  another,  he  neither  bluffed 
nor  threatened,  nor  did  he  resiwnd  to  such 
tactics:  while  he  could  sense  the  bidden 
agenda  of  his  adversary,  he  had  none  of  his 
own;  and  his  attention  never  wavered  nor 
temper  fiared.  His  physical  vitality  and  a 
Churchlllian  ability  to  snatch  catnaps 
equipped  him  to  outlast  the  most  tenacious 
adversary.  And  his  patience  had  no  end. 

This  perhaps  gives  one  insight  into  the  se- 
cret of  Chuck's  consistent  success  as  a  public 
servant:  a  unmatched  combination  of  self- 
lessness, honesty,  self  control,  and  hunger 
for  the  public  good  that  set  him  apart  and 
armored  him  against  any  accusations  of  per- 
sonal advantage.  All  this  was  matched  by 
easy  good  humor,  modesty,  natural  courtesy 
and  a  radiant  smile  that  made  this  man,  in 
some  respects  really  most  formidable,  one  of 
the  least  threatening  I  have  ever  known.  The 
biggest  occupational  hazard  of  diplomacy  is 
vanity  and  it  increases  with  rank.  Chuck's 
ambassadorial  title,  conferred  to  increase  his 
negotiating  prestige,  never  impressed  him; 
he  laughingly  liked  to  suggest  he  be  called 
Ambassador  Chuck. 

Yet  he  was  a  true  intellectual — he  would 
not  have  liked  the  term— with  an  original, 
searching  mind  that  looked  so  broadly  and 
deeply  as  to  go  quite  beyond  the  reach  of 
most  of  us.  Because  of  this  he  was.  I  think, 
sometimes  quite  alone — very  few  could  stay 
with  him  at  the  vertiginous  level  of 
conceptualization  that  he  felt  was — ^is — ur- 
gently needed  to  think  out  tough  problems. 
It  was  to  help  in  this  endeavor  that  he  asked 
me  to  join  him  as  an  advisor. 

In  particular.  Chuck  was  convinced  that 
the  age  calls  for  new  and  creative  ways  to 
use  the  dynamism  and  power  of  the  Amer- 


ican private  sector  as  an  instrument  for 
peace,  stability  and  democracy.  In  his  two 
years  at  .Commerce  he  wrestled  with  the 
challenge  of  integrating  foreign  commercial 
policy  with  its  materially-driven  bottom- 
line  goals  with  broader  foreign  policy  to  find 
how  they  could  be  used  to  energize  and  rein- 
force each  other.  The  breakthroughs  for  rec- 
onciliation in  Ireland,  which  Chuck  created 
almost  single  handedly.  were  propelled  by 
his  vision  of  economic  growth  and  develop- 
ment based  on  cooperative  measures  to  in- 
duce private  investment  by  American  enter- 
prises. 

Underlying  all  of  his  endeavors— his  efforts 
in  Ireland,  his  attempts  to  strengthen  the 
Organization  for  Security  and  Cooperation  in 
Europe,  his  approach  to  the  problems  of  the 
big  emerging  markets— was  a  great  long- 
term  vision.  He  believed  that  the  essential 
task  of  the  post-Cold  War  era  was  to  struc- 
ture incentives  and  institutions  for  bringing 
all  the  Russias.  Chinas  and  Bosnias— all  the 
reforming  and  emerging  countries— into  the 
world  economic  order.  Chuck  dreamed  of  a 
world  of  peace,  stability  and  democracy  built 
upon  Irreversible  global  interdependence:  all 
nations  would  have  more  to  gain  by  cooper- 
ating, by  participating  in  an  open  world  sys- 
tem based  on  the  rule  of  law.  than  by  resort 
to  traditional  unilateral  attempts  to  seek 
advantage.  He  saw  the  vast  American  com- 
mercial structure  as  a  central  instrument  in 
this  great  scheme. 

He  was  working  on  how  to  articulate  this 
broad  concept  into  a  series  of  strategies 
when  he  was  taken  trom  us. 

A  week  ago  Stuart  Eizenstat  led  a  gather- 
ing of  Commerce  employees  in  refiection  on 
the  loss  of  Chuck  and  his  colleagues.  In  that 
moving  ceremony  one  of  the  respondents 
trom  the  audience  declared  that  the  finest 
memorial  for  the  perished  would  be  to  con- 
tinue to  work  toward  the  goals  they  believed 
in.  So  be  It  with  Charles  Meissner.  visionary, 
public  servant,  man  of  honor — and  husband, 
father  and  friend.  His  memory  will  strength- 
en and  sustain  us  as  we  continue  his  gallant 
search. 

The  Honorable  Charles  F.  Meissner 

Charles  Meissner  was  sworn  in  as  the  As- 
sistant Secretary  for  International  Eco- 
nomic Policy  at  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce on  April  4, 1994  following  confirmation 
by  the  United  States  Senate.  As  Assistant 
Secretary,  Mr.  Meissner  was  responsible  for 
international  commercial  policy  develop- 
ment, including  country  and  regional  mar- 
ket access  strategies,  multilateral  and  bilat- 
eral trade  issues,  and  policy  support  of  Sec- 
retary of  Commerce  Ronald  Brown  on  inter- 
national issues. 

Since  1992,  Mr.  Meissner  had  served  at  the 
World  Bank  as  manager  of  the  Office  of  Offi- 
cial Co-financing  and  Trust  Fund  Manage- 
ment. Mr.  Meissner  was  responsible  for 
maintaining  the  Bank's  financial  relation- 
ships with  official  co-financiers  who  co-fi- 
nance approximately  $10  billion  in  projects 
annually  with  the  World  Bank. 

Previously,  Mr.  Meissner  served  as  Vice 
President  at  Chemical  Bank  where  he  coordi- 
nated sovereign  debt  restructuring  policy 
within  the  bank  and  represented  Chemical  in 
negotiations  with  debtor  countries. 

In  1980,  Mr.  Meissner  was  appointed  Am- 
bassador and  U.S.  Special  Negotiator  for 
Economic  Matters.  Mr.  Meissner  has  also 
served  as  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for 
International  Finance  and  Development  in 
the  Bureau  of  Economic  and  Business  Affairs 
at  the  U.S.  Department  of  State. 

In  1973,  he  accepted  a  professional  staff  ap- 
pointment to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Re- 
lations of  the  U.S.  Senate  where  be  served  as 
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an  economist.  In  his  final  year  with  the  com- 
mittee, he  also  served  as  staff  director  to  the 
Subcommittee  on  Foreign  Assistance.  He 
began  his  career  in  1971  at  the  U.S.  Depart- 
ment of  Treasury  in  the  Office  of  Inter- 
national Affairs  where  he  worked  as  the 
Japan  desk  officer  and  as  special  assistant  to 
the  Assistant  Secretary  for  International  Af- 
fairs. 

A  native  of  Wisconsin,  Mr.  Meissner  is  a 
three-time  graduate  of  the  University  of  Wis- 
consin, including  a  BS  in  1964,  an  MS  in  Eco- 
nomics in  1967.  and  a  Ph.D.  in  Agricultural 
Economics  with  a  minor  in  Latin  American 
Studies  in  1969.  He  served  in  the  Vietnam 
War  as  a  Captain  in  the  United  States  Army 
during  1969  and  1970  and  received  for  his  serv- 
ice the  Army  Commendation  Medal,  the 
Joint  Service  Commendation  Medal  and  the 
Bronze  Star. 

Doris  and  Chuck  met  during  their  fresh- 
man year  at  the  University  of  Wisconsin  and 
were  married  in  1963.  They  have  two  chil- 
dren, Christine.  31,  and  Andrew,  27. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
with  my  colleague  from  Massachusetts 
to  mourn  the  loss  of  Charles  F.  Meiss- 
ner, the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Inter- 
national Ekionomic  Policy  at  the  Com- 
merce Department.  He  was  a  man  who 
devoted  his  life  to  furthering  America's 
economic  strength;  our  Nation  is  the 
better  for  his  service. 

His  close  friends — leaders  from  the 
public  and  private  sector — have  eulo- 
gized Chuck  Meissner  more  ably  than  I 
could  ever  hope  to  do.  I  want  to  share 
their  moving  statements  with  my  col- 
leagues and  with  others  of  our  Nation, 
so  all  Americans  may  know  and  under- 
stand how  deeply  America  misses  his 
service  and  his  leadership.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  these  tributes  to 
the  life  and  accomplishments  of  Chuck 
Meissner  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  trib- 
utes were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Tribute  to  Charles  Meissner 
(By  Michel  Camdessus) 

Having  had  the  privilege  for  18  years  to  be 
one  of  the  innumerable  colleagues  and 
friends  of  Chuck  Meissner  in  the  inter- 
national community,  let  me  try  to  tell  you 
what  sort  of  man  he  was  for  all  of  us. 

Let  me  tell  you  first  how  we  became 
friends,  something,  I  must  say,  which 
changed  my  life. 

When  I  first  met  Chuck  in  1978,  he  was  the 
highly  respected  and  seasoned  head  of  the 
U.S.  delegation  to  the  Paris  Club — this  group 
of  industrialized  countries  dealing  with  the 
payment  difficulties  of  the  debtor  coun- 
tries—and I  its  newly  appointed  and  totally 
unprepared  Chairman.  It  was  there,  as  Chuck 
tactfully  guided  me  through  the  intricacies 
of  developing  country  debt,  that  I  first  came 
to  know  the  fine  qualities  that  we  all  ad- 
mired so  much  in  him. 

I  must  say,  Cram  the  first  he  impressed  me 
very  much.  He  was  one  of  those  people  whose 
mere  presence  transformed  a  group's  life,  fo- 
cusing its  purposes,  adding  to  Its  creativity, 
making  it  congenial  and  enthusiastic.  What 
was  the  secret  of  this?  Was  it  his  charm,  his 
persuasiveness,  his  distinction  and  natural 
nobleness,  sense  of  humor,  the  fun  he  found 
in  working,  his  selfishness,  his  own  sense  of 
puri>ose  and  dedication?  All  of  these  things. 
and  more!  The  fact  that  behind  the  opposite 


member  at  the  negotiating  table  he  saw  a 
person,  and  behind  the  problems,  people; 
men,  women,  children,  whose  opinion  had  to 
be  sought  given  their  responsibility  for  their 
own  destinies,  people  whose  suffering  had  to 
be  alleviated,  people  who  had  to  be  given  a 
new  chance  .  .  .  And  more  again,  but  you  had 
to  know  him  well  to  perceive  this  and  to  be 
prepared  to  read  it  in  his  eyes,  his  smile,  his 
jokes,  or  in  his  silences,  the  extraordinary 
way  in  which  love  was  the  unifying  factor  of 
his  life.  He  loved  his  family,  he  loved  his 
friends,  he  loved  his  country,  the  values  of 
his  country  and  to  work  for  them,  knowing 
pretty  well  since  his  experience  in  Vietnam 
that  this  could  imply  the  ultimate  sacrifice. 
Let  me  mention  a  few  of  these  values:  the 
sense  of  responsibility  for  leading  the  way 
toward  a  better  world,  confidence  that  it  is 
always  worthwhile  to  help  people  stand 
again  on  their  feet,  to  work  with  them  to 
bmld  peace  through  solidarity.  I  said  solidar- 
ity; perhaps  the  proper  word  should  be  broth- 
erhood throughout  the  world  "fi-om  sea  to 
shining  seas."  This  was,  1  think  the  profes- 
sional secret  of  Chuck,  the  fact  that  in  one 
way  or  another,  even  in  the  most  adverse  sit- 
uations, he  was  always  giving  something  of 
himself,  putting  his  mind  and  heart  into 
achieving  a  better  agreement,  in  finding  a 
more  constructive  solution. 

I  witnessed  this  many,  many  times,  as  the 
debt  crises  multiplied  the  clients  of  the 
Paris  Club,  making  Chuck  a  regular  cus- 
tomer on  the  transatlantic  flights  between 
Washington  and  Paris.  Let  me  tell  you  that 
I  particularly  admired  him  on  the  occasion 
of  an  XWCTAD  meeting  in  Manila  where, 
leading  the  American  delegation,  his  role 
was  decisive  in  transforming  an  occasion 
which  could  have  been  confrontational  and 
rhetorical  into  an  opportunity  for  solidly 
laying  down  the  basic  principles  (the  so- 
called  "features")  which  since  then  have 
governed  public  debt  rescheduling  oper- 
ations. This  could  seem  somewhat  esoteric 
to  you.  but  if  I  tell  you  that  since  then,  on 
the  basis  of  these  principles,  more  than  250 
billion  dollars  of  public  debt  has  been  gener- 
ously rescheduled  *  *  *  and  65  countries 
have  been  given  a  new  chance,  you  will  have 
some  idea  of  the  contribution  Chuck  made  in 
making  the  world  a  better  place.  No  more  of 
this. 

In  the  days  since  that  terrible  tragedy  on 
the  hillside  outside  Dubrovnik.  Chuck's 
many  friends,  colleagues  and  admirers 
around  the  world  have  recounted  the  many 
other  instances  in  which  Chuck  tried  to 
make  a  difference— and  succeeded.  In  Bel- 
fast, where  he  had  traveled  many  times  to 
assist  in  building  economic  bridges  across 
the  political  divide,  and  where,  as  I  read  in  a 
message  from  the  West  Belfast  Economic 
Forum  director:  The  community  activists 
working  towards  economic  and  social  regen- 
eration in  West  Belfast  came  to  know 
Charles  Meissner.  It  was.  however,  to  Chuck 
Meissner's  own  credit  as  an  individual,  that 
we  came  to  also  regard  him  as  a  friend.  Over 
the  past  two  years,  Charles  Meissner  re- 
turned to  West  Belfast  on  several  occasions. 
Always,  be  ensured  that  grassroots  activists 
from  the  disadvantaged  communities  were 
consulted  and  kept  informed.  He  understood 
that  if  there  was  to  be  a  "Peace  Dividend" 
then  any  economic  intervention  fi:om  the 
USA  must  be  targeted  specifically  at  those 
communities  which  have  suffered  most  from 
exclusion  and  marginalisation.  Chuck 
recognised  that  more  than  straightforward 
economic  investment  is  required  to  bring 
about  economic  regeneration.  He  valued  the 
work  of  the  community  organizations  and 


the  opinions  of  those  with  firsthand  experi- 
ence of  dealing  with  the  problems  in  our 
community.  Chuck  gave  freely  of  his  own 
time  and  expertise  and  encouraged  others, 
both  within  his  department  and  among  the 
American  business  community  to  support  lo- 
cally based  economic  initiatives. 

Chuck's  action  was  similar  at  the  US- 
Mexican  border,  where  he  worked  to  improve 
the  economic  and  environmental  conditions. 
And  most  recently,  in  Bosnia  where  Chuck 
was  seeking  to  secure  a  fragile  peace  with 
the  pronyse  of  a  better  future  through  eco- 
nomic development  and  trade.  Suffice  it  here 
for  me  to  quote  his  last  declaration  in  Bos- 
nia. I  quote  the  wire  agencies: 

'"We  want  to  build  confidence  in  investing 
and  reestablish  the  internal  confidence"  be- 
tween the  Serbs.  Croats  and  Muslims,  said 
Charles  Meissner,  assistant  secretary  of  com- 
merce for  international  economic  policy. 

"Development  'gives  a  common  ground 
that  you  re-establish  economically,  develop- 
ing the  basis  for  interdependency,"  he  said." 

This  was  Chuck,  my  friends,  this  is  Chuck: 
a  great  man,  a  great  friend,  a  great  Amer- 
ican, a  great  builder  of  peace,  one  of  those 
"God  will  call  his  children"  (Mat.  5-9),  one  of 
those  who  can  tell  the  Lord  with  a  joyful  as- 
surance "your  house  will  be  my  home."  (Ps. 
23). 

MEMORIAL  SER^^CE  FOR  CHARLES  F.  MEISSNER 

(By  Ted  Crabb) 

I  came  to  know  Chuck  Meissner  in  the 
early  '60's  when  I  was  working,  as  I  still  do, 
at  the  Wisconsin  Union,  the  student-led  com- 
munity center  at  the  University  of  Wiscon- 
sin-Madison. Like  his  brother  David,  Chuck 
came  to  the  Union  not  only  to  take  part  in 
the  social,  cultural  and  recreational  activi- 
ties the  Union  provided,  but  to  help  plan,  de- 
velop and  promote  those  activities. 

It  tells  you  something  about  Chuck  Meiss- 
ner that  in  choosing  to  become  active  at  the 
Union  as  a  student,  he  was  not  deterred  by 
the  fact  that  his  older  brother  had  already 
made  his  mark  there,  first  as  a  committee 
chair  and  then  as  president  of  the  Union's 
student-faculty-alumni  governing  board.  An- 
other person,  less  comfortable  with  himself, 
might  have  chosen  a  different  activity,  or 
even  a  different  college  in  the  first  place. 
Not  Chuck.  If  the  Union  was  the  place  to  mix 
with  students  of  diverse  backgrounds,  to 
meet  informally  with  professors,  to  debate 
the  issues  of  the  day,  to  encounter  new  and 
provocative  ideas,  to  get  involved,  then 
that's  where  Chuck  wanted  to  be. 

It  may  have  been  at  the  Union  that  Chuck 
learned  the  patience  that  would  enable  him 
to  coi>e  with  the  vagaries  and  uncertainties 
of  government  service.  Two  years  in  a  row. 
Chuck  was  responsible  for  a  lecture  to  be 
given  by  Werner  von  Braun.  Two  years  in  a 
row,  he  made  posters,  distributed  notices  to 
university  classes,  made  arrangements  for  a 
special  dinner  for  the  honored  guest,  even 
produced  little  table  tents  resplendent  with 
glittering  rocket  ships.  Two  years  in  a  row. 
von  Braun  canceled  his  appearance  at  the 
last  minute. 

Certainly.  Chuck  learned  at  the  Union  how 
to  deal  with  dashed  hopes.  In  his  senior  year, 
he  was  a  candidate  for  president  of  the  Union 
but  lost  out  to  his  good  friend.  Carol 
Skomicka.  It  tells  you  something  about 
Chuck  that  this  defeat  was  no  permanent 
setback  to  their  lifelong  friendship. 

Chuck  left  the  university  after  he  finished 
his  graduate  work  in  Agricultural  Elconom- 
ics.  but  he  retained  his  interest  in  the  uni- 
versity and  in  the  Wisconsin  Union.  For  the 
last  eleven  years,  he  served  in  an  advisory 
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role  to  the  Union,  most  recently  as  a  mem- 
ber of  the  board  of  trustees  of  the  building 
association.  In  that  role,  he  was  the  kind  of 
board  member  that  a  president  or  director 
both  loves  and  fears. 

Chuck  didn't  just  attend  meetings.  He  en- 
gaged himself  in  them  totally,  asking  tough 
questions,  goading  everyone  to  more  effort. 
And  when  he  left  the  annual  meeting  after 
an  intense  day  and  a  half  session,  I  knew 
that  within  a  few  days,  I'd  get  a  letter  from 
him.  It  wouldn't  be  one  of  those  innocuous. 
"Thank  you  very  much,  you're  doing  a  great 
job  and  enclosed  are  my  expenses"  letter. 
No.  It  would  be  two  or  three  single-spaced, 
tightly  packed  pages  of  ideas  for  the  future 
and  suggestions  for  implementation.  "What 
is  the  Union  doing  to  prepare  for  a  decline  in 
funding  when  undergraduate  enrollment  is 
cut  back?  What  can  you  learn  and  put  into 
practice  trom  the  recent  Carnegie  Founda- 
tion report  on  higher  education?  What  is  the 
Union  doing  to  serve  the  community  in  con- 
tinuing education  and  to  broaden  the  life  ex- 
periences of  students?" 

In  one  letter  in  1990,  Chuck  focused  on  the 
role  and  image  of  Union  South,  a  second 
Union  building,  located  on  the  Engineering 
Campus  and  long  seen  by  some  as  a  sort  of 
afterthought,  or  as  Chuck  called  It,  "the  sec- 
ond child  who  has  to  share  his  parents'  love 
and  always  perform  up  to  the  older  sibling's 
standards."  Chuck  had  a  dozen  different 
ideas  for  upgrading  its  image,  including  the 
possible  rededication  of  the  building  to 
honor  those  who  have  promoted  civil  and 
human  rights  in  Wisconsin  as  a  means  of 
promoting  greater  campus  community  feel- 
ing in  the  cause  of  a  shared  heritage  among 
blacks,  whites,  Hisiianics,  Asians  and  Native 
Americans  on  campus. 

At  the  1991  meeting  of  the  trustees.  Chuck 
proposed  the  establishment  of  a  permanent 
endowment  for  the  Union  trustees,  to  pro- 
vide a  stable  source  of  funding  for  the  pro- 
gramming efforts  of  the  Union  and  the  up- 
keep and  renovation  of  the  physical  struc- 
tures. He  followed  up  his  suggestion  with  a 
three-page  draft  of  a  ftmding  statement  that 
the  board  of  trustees  adopted  at  its  next 
meeting,  with  almost  no  changes,  and  which 
it  has  since  implemented. 

All  directors  of  organizations  should  have 
members  Uke  Chuck  to  prod  and  nudge. 

The  Wisconsin  Union  is  a  tiny  entity  in  the 
world  that  Chuck  occupied.  It  tells  you  a  lot 
about  Chuck  Meissner  that  be  gave  it  the 
same  kind  of  focused  attention  he  gave  to 
the  global  issues  that  made  up  his  work  day. 
Just  last  fall,  he  was  calling  to  ask  me  to 
send  him  information  about  the  Wisconsin 
Union  that  he  could  take  to  a  person  he'd 
met  on  a  trade  mission,  who  was  trying  to 
build  a  campus  community  center  at  his  own 
college  in  Ireland. 

The  goals  and  the  purpose  of  the  Wisconsin 
Union  as  a  unifying  force  in  a  diverse  com- 
munity were  not  just  words  to  Chuck.  He  be- 
lieved in  the  worth  of  student  volunteer  ac- 
tivities. He  never  wavered  trom  the  view 
that  the  Union's  primary  mission  was  to  pro- 
vide opportunities  for  volunteering  and  to 
help  students  develop  the  skills  that  would 
make  them  effective  volunteers  and  contrib- 
utors to  their  communities— to  become  per- 
sons who  were  concerned  not  just  with  get- 
ting something  out  of  life  but  with  putting 
something  into  life.  Chuck  had  great  &ith  in 
students.  He  believed  there  was  little  they 
could  not  accomplish  if  given  the  oppor- 
tunity. His  constant  question  was,  "What  is 
the  student  role  in  this  program  or  this  func- 
tion?" 

To  those  of  us  who  worked  with  Chuck  at 
the  Union,  it  was  no  surprise  that  his  last  ef- 


fort would  be  leading  a  group  of  volunteer 
business  leaders  to  Bosnia.  Again,  he  had 
persuaded  others  to  apply  their  skills  and 
talents  to  doing  a  job  that  needed  to  be  done. 
The  scope  of  the  job  was  mammoth:  begin- 
ning the  healing  of  the  unimaginable  wounds 
of  a  civil  war  and  the  rebuilding  and  revital- 
izing of  an  entire  society.  But  Chuck  had 
seen  that  there  was  a  role  to  be  played  by 
volunteers  who  were  willing  to  put  their 
unique  talents  and  resources  to  work  to  help 
their  larger  community.  As  he  had  done 
throughout  his  life,  he  was  putting  into  prac- 
tice the  Union  ideal  that  the  foundation  of 
democracy  is  the  individual  efforts  of  citi- 
zens, working  together  to  solve  their  com- 
mon problems. 

Many  people  say  that  heroism  has  van- 
ished from  America.  We  in  this  audience 
know  better.  We  know  that  Chuck  Meissner 
was  a  hero.  Not  only  because  he  gave  his  life 
for  his  country  or  because  he  took  great 
risks  in  the  service  of  his  country  or  flew 
dozens  of  hazardous  and  uncomfortable 
flights  to  remote  places,  all  of  which  he  did, 
but  also  because  he  lived  the  values  to  which 
many  people  give  lip  service.  He  honored  his 
commitments.  He  gave  generously  of  him- 
self, not  for  self-aggrandizement  or  private 
fortune  but  for  the  worth  of  the  undertaking. 
He  did  what  he  did  because  it  was  tie 'fight 
thing  to  do.  And  in  the  end  he  left  the  world 
a  better  place  for  his  having  been  here. 

We  think  of  Chuck  and  we  remember  that 
broad  smile,  that  gentle  spirit,  the  way  he 
could  walk  into  a  room  of  strangers  and  put 
everyone  at  ease,  his  enjoyment  of  the  rich 
and  varied  experiences  his  jobs  offered  him, 
and  that  sense  of  irony  that  helped  him 
maintain  his  perspective  in  the  heady  and 
unreal  world  of  Washington  politics.  We 
think  of  the  love  and  pride  that  were  so  evi- 
dent whenever  Chuck  talked  about  Chris  and 
Andrew.  We  think  of  his  nmrriage  to  Doris: 
a  marriage  in  which  each  partner  provided 
the  ballast  that  allowed  the  other  to  soar. 
And  when  we  think  of  all  these  things  we  can 
only  be  grateful  that  we  knew  Chuck  and 
that  he  was  our  friend. 

[From  the  National  Journal,  Apr.  13, 1996] 

Here  Was  a  Pubuc  Servant 

(By  Ben  Wildavsky) 

The  way  a  friend  of  Charles  F.  Meissner's 
tells  the  story.  Commerce  Secretary  Ronald 
H.  Brown  was  once  leading  an  American  del- 
egation to  Bonn  when  high-profile  diplomat 
Richard  C.  Holbrooke  joined  him  in  the  head 
car  of  the  U.S.  motorcade.  Not  long  after  the 
vehicles  got  under  way,  the  motorcade 
stopped.  Holbrooke  walked  back  to  find 
Meissner  in  another  car  and  told  him  that 
Brown  had  requested  that  the  two  of  them 
trade  places.  "I  understand  you're  the  guy 
who  tells  him  what  to  say  before  the  meet- 
ing," Holbrooke  told  Meissner. 

Meissner,  the  assistant  Commerce  sec- 
retary for  international  economic  policy, 
was  one  of  the  best  of  that  unsung  yet  indis- 
pensable Washington  class:  the  people  who 
tell  other  people  what  to  say  before  the 
meeting.  While  he  was  a  distinguished  inter- 
national negotiator  in  his  own  right,  Meiss- 
ner was  fulfilling  a  key  behind-the-scenes 
role  for  Brown  when  he  was  killed  in  the 
April  3  plane  crash  that  took  the  lives  of  the 
Commerce  Secretary  and  more  than  30  other 
Americans. 

Those  who  knew  Meissner  say  the  5&-year- 
old  international  economics  expert  showed 
by  example  what  it  means  to  live  a  life  of 
public  service.  "He  was  a  civil  servant  in  the 
best  tradition  of  the  European  civil  service, 
where  it  carries  much  more  prestige,"  said 


Jeffi^y  E.  Garten,  former  Commerce  under- 
secretary for  international  trade  and  now 
dean  of  -the  Yale  School  of  Management. 
"When  I  was  nominated  to  go  to  the  Com- 
merce Department,  he  was  about  the  first 
person  I  went  to,  to  see  if  he  would  come 
with  me." 

With  the  new  Clinton  Administration 
eager  to  give  the  Commerce  Department  an 
active  role  in  combining  commercial  and  for- 
eign policy,  Meissner's  extensive  background 
in  government  and  in  international  banking 
was  tailor-made  for  the  department's  mis- 
sion. "Chuck  had  the  ideal  profile  in  that  he 
had  worked  in  the  State  Department  but  he 
had  all  this  private-sector  experience," 
Garten  said.  "Most  importantly,  he  knew 
how  to  deal  with  the  bureaucracy — and  in 
the  State  Department,  he  was  known  for 
being  very,  very  tough  in  pursuing  his  goals. 
It  was  kind  of  a  joke  that  when  he  headed  to- 
ward Treasury,  they  all  left  their  offices  be- 
cause they  didn't  want  to  spend  the  next 
three  days  arguing  with  him.  He  was  ex- 
tremely tenacious." 

Charles  William  Maynes,  editor  of  Foreign 
Policy  magazine,  said  Meissner  deserves  a 
share  of  the  credit  for  the  changed  role  of 
the  Commerce  Department  under  Brown.  In 
the  Administration's  first  three  years, 
"there  was  more  foreign  policy  coming  out 
of  the  Commerce  Department  thaoi  any  other 
division,"  Maynes  said.  "You  can  quarrel 
with  it,  but  they  had  a  specific  strategy  and 
certain  countries  they  targeted.  That  is 
Chuck  and  Garten  and  Brown  who  did  that— 
that's  where  that  came  trom." 

A  graduate  of  the  University  of  Wisconsin, 
where  he  earned  a  doctorate  in  economics, 
Meissner  received  the  Bronze  Star  for  his 
Army  service  during  the  Vietnam  war.  He 
began  his  Washington  career  at  the  Treasury 
Department  in  1971.  Following  a  five-year 
stint  as  a  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Commit- 
tee economist,  he  joined  the  State  Depart- 
ment as  a  deputy  assistant  secretary  and 
later  gained  ambassadorial  rank  as  the  lead 
U.S.  negotiator  on  international  debt  re- 
scheduling. Meissner  spent  nine  years  as  a 
Chemical  Bank  vice  president,  then  moved 
to  a  senior  World  Bank  post  in  1992  before 
joining  the  Administration  in  April  1994.  His 
wife,  Doris,  became  commissioner  of  the  Im- 
migration and  Naturalization  Service  in  1993. 

Meissner  was  known  among  colleagues  and 
friends  for  an  engaging  sense  of  humor  and 
for  his  basic  decency.  In  the  days  after 
Meissner's  death,  a  colleague  spoke  of  the 
strong  interest  he  took  In  advancing  the  ca- 
reers of  the  people  who  worked  for  him.  An- 
other recalled  the  "extraordinary" — and  suc- 
cessful— efforts  Meissner  made  to  help  a  Vi- 
etnamese woman  escape  her  country  just  be- 
fore the  fall  of  Saigon.  Many  remembered  his 
personal  warmth. 

"He  was  splendid  in  every  aspect  of  his  per- 
sonal and  professional  life,"  said  Richard  M. 
Moose,  undersecretary  of  State  for  manage- 
ment, who  first  met  Meissner  around  1970  at 
the  U.S.  military  headquarters  in  Vietnam. 
Moose  was  then  a  staff  member  of  the  For- 
eign Relations  Committee,  and  Meissner  was 
an  Army  Intelligence  officer.  Meissner 
helped  brief  the  visiting  Capitol  Hill  aides 
and  impressed  Moose  right  away.  "He  found 
a  way  not  to  go  along  with  the  convention  of 
misleading  congressional  delegations," 
Moose  said.  Later,  when  Meissner  went  to 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  the  two 
became  partners,  taking  numerous  trips  to- 
gether to  Vietnam  and  Cambodia.  "It  was 
like  a  traveling  seminar  In  macro- 
economics," Moose  said.  "He  was  terribly 
good  at  taking  his  knowledge  of  economic 
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theory  and  applying  it  to  very  practical 
kinds  of  situations." 

Maynes  said  Meissner  had  a  rare  under- 
standing of  the  real-world  intersection  of 
politics  and  economics.  "He  was  an  out- 
standing economist  and  a  devoted  public 
servant,"  Maynes  said.  "But  the  most  nota- 
ble thing  about  him  was  that  he  was  an  ex- 
cellent negotiator."  He  observed  that 
Meissner's  negotiating  skills  were  "so  ex- 
traordinary" he  was  asked  to  stay  at  State 
in  the  Reagan  Administration  even  though 
he  was  a  Democrat. 

Other  testimonials  to  Meissner's  qualities 
abound.  W.  Bowman  Cutter,  former  deputy 
director  of  the  National  Economic  Council, 
said  Meissner's  high-level  experience  in  gov- 
ernment and  business  made  his  judgment 
"something  you  could  really  rely  on."  Meiss- 
ner "obviously  loved  his  work,  and  he  was 
good  at  it,"  said  former  Senate  Majority 
Leader  George  J.  Mitchell,  D-Maine,  who 
worked  side  by  side  with  Meissner  in  the 
U.S.  effort  to  promote  economic  develop- 
ment in  Northern  Ireland  and  called  him  "a 
good  friend." 

In  the  end,  another  friend  said,  Meissner 
stood  out  for  his  love  of  substance.  "The 
higher  you  go  in  government,  the  more  you 
come  in  touch  with  sharks  or  political  ani- 
mals who  really  aren't  interested  in  policy 
but  who  want  to  do  favors  for  people  on  the 
Hill,  or  do  what  looks  good  in  tomorrow's 
press  stories,"  said  Ellen  L.  Frost,  a  former 
trade  official  now  with  the  Institute  for 
International  Economics  in  Washington. 
"And  Chuck  was  never  one  of  those.  He  cared 
about  sound  policy." 


HOLDS  AGAINST  MILITARY 
NOMINATIONS 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  be- 
fore we  recess  to  honor  all  veterans  as 
we  observe  Memorial  Day,  I  would  like 
to  bring  a  situation,  which  I  find  ex- 
tremely egregious,  to  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues. 

Today  there  are  25  military  nomina- 
tions pending  before  the  Senate.  These 
general  and  flag  officers  have  been  on 
the  Executive  Calendar  and  available 
for  confirmation  by  the  Senate  since 
Thursday  May  2,  1996.  Now,  3  weeks 
later,  they  are  still  not  confirmed  be- 
cause one  Senator  has  placed  a  hold  on 
these  nominations. 

I  do  not  like  anonymous  holds  for 
any  reason.  I  can  understand  a  Senator 
holding  a  political  civilian  nominee 
until  a  meeting  can  occur  or  an  agree- 
ment can  be  reached  on  an  issue  relat- 
ed to  the  civilian  nominee's  duties.  In 
these  cases  the  civilian  nominee  and 
the  agency  would  clearly  understand 
who  is  holding  the  nomination  and  the 
circumstances  under  which  they  may 
reach  accommodation.  In  my  view,  this 
type  of  hold  is  within  the  bounds  of 
Senatorial  privilege. 

Traditionally,  military  nominations 
have  not  been  the  subject  of  political 
holds.  In  the  past,  we  have  seen  mili- 
tary nominations  held  for  as  long  as  a 
year.  However,  in  these  cases,  the  hold 
was  not  anonsrmous  and  the  hold  was 
imposed  until  an  investigation  of  the 
activities  of  the  nominee  could  be  com- 
pleted to   the   Senator's  satisfaction. 


The  25  general  and  flag  officers  being 
held  today  are  hostages,  I  believe,  to  a 
political  debate  which  is  totally  unre- 
lated to  the  qualifications  or  assign- 
ments of  the  nominees. 

Let  me  review  for  my  colleagues  a 
few  of  the  nominations  which  are  being 
held.  In  the  Air  Force.  Lt.  Gen.  Rich- 
ard Myers  has  been  nominated  for  re- 
appointment to  lieutenant  general  and 
for  assignment  as  the  assistant  to  the 
Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff; 
Air  Force  Lt.  Gen.  John  Jumper  has 
been  nominated  for  reapjxjintment  to 
lieutenant  general  and  for  assignment 
as  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Plans  and 
Operations  for  the  Air  Force;  Lt.  Gen. 
Ralph  Eberhart  has  been  nominated  for 
reappointment  to  lieutenant  general 
and  for  assignment  as  Commander, 
U.S.  Forces,  Japan;  Lt.  Gen.  Daniel 
Christman  has  been  nominated  for  re- 
appointment to  lieutenant  general  and 
for  assignment  as  the  Superintendent 
of  the  U.S.  Military  Academy.  Mr. 
President,  these  are  not  all  of  the  35 
senior  military  officers  currently  under 
an  anonymous  hold,  but  they  represent 
a  sample  of  the  effect  of  this  hold. 

Why  would  a  Senator  deny  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Joint  Chief  of  Staff  his  key 
assistant,  the  person  who  travels  with 
the  Secretary  of  State  representing  the 
Chairman  in  critical  foreign  policy  dis- 
cussions? Why  would  a  Senator  hold  an 
officer  selected  for  assignment  as  the 
plans  and  operations  officer  for  the  en- 
tire U.S.  Air  Force.  We  all  understand 
the  global  commitments  of  the  Air 
Force.  Why  would  a  Senator  deny  the 
chief  of  staff  of  the  Air  Force  the  abil- 
ity to  fill  this  very  critical  billet?  Why 
would  a  Senator  deny  our  U.S.  Forces 
in  Japan  a  commander  or  the  cadets  of 
the  U.S.  Military  Academy  their  Su- 
perintendent? Is  there  any  political 
agenda  so  worthy  as  to  merit  such  ac- 
tion? I  think  not. 

Mr.  President,  I  abhor  this  tactic  of 
holding  military  nominations  hostage. 
I  assure  my  colleagues  this  is  not  the 
way  to  force  me  or  Senator  NUNN  to  ca- 
pitulate on  a  political  issue.  I  strongly 
believe  also  that  the  Department  of  De- 
fense should  not  make  concessions 
while  military  nominees  are  held.  We 
cannot  allow  military  nominations  to 
become  bargaining  chips  in  political 
disagreements,  for  local  defense  con- 
tracts or  approval  of  military  construc- 
tion projects.  Military  personnel  are 
selected  for  promotion  and  nominated 
by  the  President  based  on  their  per- 
formance and  potential  for  greater 
service.  These  are  merit  based  actions 
not  political  decisions.  As  chairman  of 
the  Armed  Services  Committee,  I  will 
do  everything  possible  to  keep  politics 
out  of  the  military  promotion  process. 

I  urge  the  Senator  who  has  placed  a 
hold  on  the  military  nominations  to  re- 
lease them  and  permit  the  Senate  to 
confirm  these  key  military  leaders  so 
they  can  continue  to  serve  their  coun- 
try and  perform  the  business  of  na- 
tional security. 


Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President.  I  would 
like  to  take  a  moment  today  to  discuss 
the  current  hold  that  has  been  placed 
on  military  nominations  that  are  pend- 
ing on  the  Senate  Calendar. 

There  are  today  25  military  nomina- 
tions pending  before  the  Senate.  These 
are  nominations  for  promotion  or  ap- 
pointment of  men  and  women  to  the 
flag  and  general  officer  grades  in  each 
of  the  military  departments.  These  are 
people  who  have  each  performed  in  the 
service  of  our  coimtry  with  great  dis- 
tinction for  over  20  years.  They  are  in- 
dividuals who  will  continue  to  serve  at 
the  highest  leadership  levels  in  our 
military. 

Some  examples  of  the  kinds  of  nomi- 
nations that  are  pending  include  the 
appointment  of  the  next  Commander  of 
U.S.  Air  Forces  in  Japan;  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  next  Commander  of  U.S. 
Central  Command  Air  Forces;  the  ap- 
pointment of  the  next  Superintendent 
of  the  U.S.  Military  Academy;  and  the 
promotion  of  19  officers  in  the  Navy  to 
the  grade  of  rear  admiral. 

Each  appointment  and  promotion  list 
has  been  considered  by  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  and  the  committee 
has  favorably  reported  each  nomina- 
tion to  the  Senate  recommending  con- 
firmation. Some  of  these  nominations 
were  reported  to  the  Senate  on  May  2; 
others  on  May  14.  Although  some  of 
these  nominations  have  been  pending 
for  3  weeks,  the  Seiuite  is  not  acting  on 
them  because  they  have  been  put  on 
hold  by  one  Senator. 

I  want  to  be  clear  here  that  I  do  not 
object  to  the  long-standing  Senate 
practice  that  permits  a  Senator  to  hold 
a  nomination  when  there  is  a  problem 
with  a  nomination.  Even  this  should 
only  be  done  when  there  is  sufficient 
cause.  This  is  certainly  not  what  is 
happening  here. 

I  strongly  object  to  the  tactic  of  put- 
ting a  hold  on  military  nominations  in 
order  to  gain  leverage  on  an  issue  that 
is  totally  unrelated  to  either  the  nomi- 
nees themselves  or  the  positions  for 
which  they  have  been  nominated.  This 
is  the  announced  purpose  of  the  Sen- 
ator's hold. 

The  Senate  has  had  a  strong  tradi- 
tion of  not  involving  our  military 
nominees  in  the  politics  of  the  Nation 
or  in  the  politics  of  the  Senate.  That 
tradition  is  being  ignored  here  and  I 
think  it  is  wrong. 

There  may  be  some  that  say  that  the 
holding  up  the  nominations  of  men  and 
women  in  uniform  is  an  appropriate 
way  of  getting  the  attention  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense.  In  my  judgment, 
it  is  inappropriate  and  I  would  rec- 
ommend the  Pentagon  leadership  not 
react  to  this  type  of  blackmail  be- 
cause, once  they  do,  all  military  nomi- 
nations would  be  at  risk. 

And  anyone  that  thinks  it  is  appro- 
priate to  use  military  servicemembers 
as  a  bargaining  chip  for  whatever  rea- 
son does  a  tremendous  disservice  to 
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those  brave  men  and  women  who  vol- 
unteer to  serve  our  Nation  in  uniform 
and  it  does  a  tremendous  disservce  to 
this  institution. 

How  do  you  tell  a  patriot  who  has 
served  almost  half  his  or  her  life  in 
uniform,  frequently  in  harms  way,  that 
they  are  not  being  confirmed  for  pro- 
motion because  a  United  States  Sen- 
ator wants  to  get  the  attention  of 
someone  in  the  administration? 

We  are  talking  here  about  people 
nominated  to  hold  the  positions  of  the 
highest  responsibility  in  our  military 
services  at  a  time  when  that  military 
is  committed  in  harms  way  around  the 
globe. 

Additionally,  the  unnecessary  delay 
of  military  nominations  has  some  very 
real  consequences  for  the  individuals 
and  their  families  that  I  want  to  men- 
tion. 

The  spring  and  early  summer  months 
are  traditionally  the  periods  of  the 
highest  turnover  for  military  person- 
nel. Every  effort  is  made  to  effect 
transfers  during  the  summer  months  in 
order  to  cause  as  little  disruption  to 
families  during  the  school  year. 

The  reassignment  of  a  senior  mili- 
tary ofQcer  upon  Senate  confirmation 
is  often  the  Ismchpin  of  a  series  of  re- 
assignments  that  moves  like  a 
"daiseychain"  down  through  the  ranks. 

Accompansring  one  3-star  appoint- 
ment can  be  a  series  of  nine  or  ten 
other  moves.  So,  unnecessarily  delay- 
ing confirmation  has  a  tremendous  ef- 
fect on  a  number  of  officers — and  their 
families— far  removed  from  the  nomi- 
nee. These  families  have  to  plan  their 
moves,  their  travel  and  leave  time. 
They  can  not  move  until  the  individual 
at  the  top  moves.  And  the  individuals 
at  the  top  can  not  move  until  they  are 
confirmed.  One  reason  for  this  is  that 
the  Senate  does  not  want  nominees  to 
take  any  actions  that  presume  the  out- 
come of  the  confirmation  process. 

Additionally,  it  is  important  to  note 
that  some  of  the  military  nominees 
pending  before  the  Senate  could  be  pro- 
moted immediately  if  they  were  con- 
firmed. Therefore,  holding  up  their 
confirmation  is  actually  taking  money 
out  of  the  pockets  of  these  officers. 
Surely,  we  do  not  want  to  require  a 
military  officer  to  pay  literally  for  a 
political  disagreement  in  which  he  or 
she  has  no  part. 

If  a  Senator  need  to  get  someone's 
attention;  if  one  Senate  committee 
needs  to  work  out  some  difference  with 
another  Senate  committee;  if  someone 
needs  to  gain  support  for  a  legislative 
proposal;  there  are  ways  to  do  this 
without  placing  the  military  service 
members  in  the  middle  and  adversely 
affecting  them  and  their  families. 

Each  day  we  ask  these  men  and 
women  to  make  tremendous  sacrifices 
for  our  Nation.  Sacrinces  that  no  one 
in  any  other  watk  of  life  is  asked  to 
make.  These  men  and  women  have 
earned   the   promotions  and  appoint- 


ments for  which  they  have  been  nomi- 
nated. We  do  them  a  disservice  when 
the  confirmation  process  is  used  as  a 
tactic  to  gain  advantage  in  the  Senate 
or  in  other  circles. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  my  colleagues  to 
understand  the  effect  that  holding 
military  nominations  has  on  the  men 
and  women  caught  in  the  middle  and  to 
refrain  using  military  nominations  as 
hostages.  I  would  hope  that  the  Sen- 
ator will  release  his  hold  so  these 
nominees  can  be  confirmed  prior  to  the 
Memorial  Day  recess. 


CHILDREN'S  HEALTH:  WHAT 
WORKS? 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  as 
part  of  my  ongoing  commitment  to 
children,  I  have  come  to  the  floor 
today  to  draw  attention  to  my  efforts 
to  improve  the  health  of  American 
children  and  young  people. 

It  is  clear  that  many  people  work 
hard  every  day  for  the  well-being  of 
children  in  this  country.  However,  we 
all  can  do — and  need  to  do — so  much 
more.  Children's  health  in  my  home 
State  of  Washington  is  better  overall, 
including  lower  infant  mortality  and 
better  prenatal  care.  However,  immuni- 
zation rates  and  child  nutrition  need 
improvement. 

Across  our  Nation,  over  10  million 
children  are  uninsured.  One  in  four 
children  are  covered  by  Medicaid — 
more  than  half  in  working  families. 
And,  nearly  200,000  babies  were  bom  in 
1993  who  had  no  prenatal  care,  or  none 
until  the  last  3  months  of  pregnancy, 
despite  the  fact  that  we  know  that 
averting  one  low  birth-weight  baby  can 
prevent  as  much  as  S37,000  in  initial 
hospital  and  doctor  fees. 

Internationally,  among  industri- 
alized countries,  America  ranks  16th  in 
the  living  standards  of  our  poorest 
children,  18th  in  the  gap  between  rich 
and  poor  children,  and  18th  in  infant 
mortality. 

Certainly,  we  all  can  do  better  for 
our  children's  well-being.  We  know  it, 
and  the  American  people  know  it. 

When  I  hear  from  people  in  Washing- 
ton State  on  the  topic  of  children's 
health,  I  hear  common  themes.  People 
from  Vancouver  to  Yakima  to  Spokane 
to  Tacoma  worry  about  kids  not  hav- 
ing access  to  basic  health  care.  They 
talk  about  children  going  to  emergency 
rooms  with  preventable  illnesses  and 
Injuries.  Parents  talk  about  feeling 
like  they  need  more  and  better  infor- 
mation to  make  decisions  affecting 
their  child's  health. 

In  response  to  those  concerns,  you 
w.il  continue  to  see  me  working  in 
three  different  areas  to  improve  and 
protect  children's  health  and  well- 
being: 

First,  keep  effective  national  stand- 
ards for  health  care  In  place  for  all 
children,  Including  those  with  special 
needs. 


Second,  make  prevention  the  center- 
piece of  our  national  children's  health 
policy. 

Third,  increase  access  to  information 
for  families  to  make  the  best  decisions 
possible  for  their  children. 

There  are  several  ways  to  do  more  for 
children,  and  not  all  of  them  are  dif- 
ficult. One  way  to  help  kids  is  simply 
to  draw  attention  to  the  people,  pro- 
grrams,  and  services  that  are  working 
and  doing  a  good  job  for  children 
today. 

In  my  home  State  of  Washington,  for 
example,  we  are  helping  children  to  be 
more  healthy  in  a  variety  of  ways. 

In  Ellensburg  and  In  Coupevllle, 
through  a  program  now  running  in  four 
counties  that  I  hope  one  day  goes 
statewide,  parents  of  young  children 
get  two  important  services  that  help 
them  make  the  best  decisions  for  their 
children. 

First,  any  parent  of  a  child  between 
birth  and  age  6  gets  special  mailings 
and  health  Information  sent  to  their 
home,  including  information  on  well- 
baby  checkups,  immunizations,  safety, 
and  normal  patterns  of  growth  and  de- 
velopment. All  at  no  cost  to  the  par- 
ents, and  all  for  a  totsJ  cost  of  about 
$10  per  child. 

Second,  parents  get  reminders  and 
assistance  to  get  the  many  immvmiza- 
tions  their  child  will  need.  We  know 
children  should  be  protected  firom  a 
host  of  childhood  illnesses,  from  diph- 
theria and  tetanus,  and  firom  polio  to 
measles,  mumps,  and  rubella.  We  also 
know  people  are  busy,  and  need  re- 
minders, access  to  affordable  vaccines, 
and  lots  of  information.  This  program 
is  a  good  start. 

There  is  also  a  dental  health  pro- 
motion effort  underway  in  my  State.  In 
the  past,  many  dentists'  advice  to  par- 
ents has  been  to  bring  children  in  for 
their  first  visit  about  the  time  they 
start  school,  at  age  4  or  5.  The  problem 
is  that  many  children  show  up  to  their 
first  dental  visit  with  decay,  gum  prob- 
lems— in  many  cases  so  serious  that 
they  require  dental  surgery — because  of 
preventable  causes. 

The  Access  to  Baby  and  Child  Den- 
tistry [ABDC]  program  in  Spokane, 
WA,  reaches  out  to  families  with  young 
children  and  encourages  early  dental 
visits.  ABDC  dentists  remind  them  to 
do  things  like  remove  baby  bottles  at 
the  proper  age,  and  not  give  babies  soft 
drinks  or  candy  bars.  In  addition,  den- 
tists, apply  fluoride  varnishes  and 
other  treatments  to  baby  teeth,  and  do 
other  clinical  procedures  to  decrease  a 
baby's  chances  of  developing  dental 
problems. 

These  measum  save  all  of  us  money 
in  the  long  run. 

Sometimes  bringing  awareness  to  a 
problem  is  not  enough.  I  mentioned 
that  we  need  to  preserve  national 
standards  for  children's  health.  This 
must  happen  at  the  national  level. 

This  Friday,  tomorrow,  the  National 
Highway    Traffic    Safety    Commission 
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and  Prevention  magazine  will  release 
I*revention's  1996  report  on  auto  safety 
in  America.  I  hope  we  all  pay  attention 
to  their  findings.  Last  year,  the  report 
included  Information  on  child  safety 
helmets.  This  year,  their  report  will 
focus  on  the  things  we  can  do  to  make 
automobile  travel  safer. 

Effective  national  standards  for  chil- 
dren's health  do  not  have  to  be  some 
scientific  formula.  Sometimes  it's  as 
easy  as  retaining  a  Federal  speed  limit, 
or  Federal  safety  regulations.  We  know 
that  the  55-mile-per-hour  speed  limit 
has  saved  countless  children's  lives.  We 
know  that  the  automobile  Industry  has 
made  great  strides  to  improve  auto- 
mobile safety.  We  know  air  bags  im- 
prove safety,  and  that  cellular  tele- 
phone use  probably  decreases  it. 

When  it  comes  to  the  basic  safety  of 
our  children,  it  should  not  depend  on 
which  line  on  a  map  they  just  crossed 
on  their  family  vacation. 

As  a  final  note,  I  want  to  remind  you 
all  that  on  June  1,  the  Children's  De- 
fense Fund  will  host  Stand  for  Chil- 
dren, an  event  In  Washington,  DC,  that 
will  bring  Americans  together,  to  show 
their  shared  commitment  to  children. 
We  spend  so  much  time  talking  about 
our  differences  of  opinion.  We  need  to 
respect  our  opposing  view,  but  get  be- 
yond them  to  common  ground  and 
common  sense  action  for  children. 

I  encourage  all  Americans  who  can 
attend  this  event  to  do  so.  It  will  be  a 
day  to  rally  around  our  children,  and 
show  them  how  important  they  are  to 
us  all.  This  will  be  a  day  of  fun  family 
activles,  and  togetherness,  and  of  the 
power  of  Individual  action. 

I  have  heard  from  many  people 
around  the  country  who  cannot  attend 
the  event.  I  encourage  you  to  support 
those  at  the  Lincoln  Memorial  in  your 
thoughts  and  prayers,  I  encourage 
every  American  to  do  at  least  one 
thing  to  make  a  difference  in  the  life  of 
a  child,  and  June  1  would  be  a  great 
place  to  start.  If  anyone  wants  more 
Information  on  the  Stand  for  Children 
event  they  can  call  1-800-233-1200. 

Anyone  who  is  listening  can  make  it 
easier  for  one  child  to  get  appropriate 
health  care.  Offer  to  provide  child  care 
or  a  ride  to  the  clinic,  so  someone's 
child  can  go  to  a  medical  check-up  or 
get  Immunized. 

We  all  can  help  prevent  health  prob- 
lems to  avoid  bigger  costs  later  on. 
Anyone  listing  can  volunteer  to  dis- 
tribute information  on  health 
screenings,  immunizations,  or  blood 
drives.  Lead  a  safety  committees  or  fit- 
ness day  at  the  local  park,  school,  or 
conamunlty  center.  Help  to  find  or 
build  affordable  housing  in  your  area. 

You  can  stay  educated  and  prepared 
about  children's  health.  Read  about 
childhood  Illnesses.  Make  a  personal 
medical  history  for  each  member  of 
your  family,  so  you  can  be  ready  in  the 
case  of  Illness  or  trauma. 

Nothing  is  more  vital  to  a  child  than 
her   basic    health.    A   child   must   be 


healthy  to  learn  well.  She  must  be  edu- 
cated to  participate  and  contribute  to 
our  society.  But  we  must  start  with 
making  sure  we  do  everything  we  can 
for  her  basic  well-being. 

You  will  see  me  doing  my  best  for  the 
health  of  our  children.  Please  join  me 
in  this  critical  effort. 


FOREIGN  OIL  CONSUMED  BY  THE 
UNITED  STATES?  HERE'S  THE 
WEEKLY  BOX  SCORE 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  the 
American  Petroleum  Institute  reports 
that  for  the  week  ending  May  17,  the 
United  States  imported  7,782,000  barrels 
of  oil  each  day,  256.000  barrels  less  than 
the  8,038,000  barrels  imported  during 
the  same  week  a  year  ago. 

Americans  relied  on  foreign  oil  for 
54.9  percent  of  their  needs  last  week, 
and  there  are  no  signs  that  this  upward 
spiral  will  abate.  Before  the  Persian 
Gulf  war,  the  United  States  obtained 
about  45  percent  of  its  oil  supply  from 
foreign  countries.  During  the  Arab  oil 
embargo  In  the  1970's,  foreign  oil  ac- 
counted for  only  35  percent  of  Ameri- 
ca's oil  supply. 

Anybody  else  interested  In  restoring 
domestic  production  of  oil — by  U.S. 
producers  using  American  workers? 
Politicians  had  better  ponder  the  eco- 
nomic calamity  certain  to  occur  In 
America  if  and  when  foreign  producers 
shut  off  our  oil  supply— or  double  the 
already  enormous  cost  of  imported  oil 
flowing  into  the  United  States — now 
7,782,000  barrels  a  day. 


THE  RETIREMENT  OF  CUM- 
BERLAND LAW  SCHOOL  DEAN 
PARHAM  H.  WILLIAMS,  JR. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  the  long- 
time dean  of  Cumberland  Law  School 
of  Samford  University,  Dr.  Parham  H. 
Williams,  Jr.,  will  retire  on  June  1, 
1996.  When  he  leaves  his  position  at  the 
Birmingham,  AL,  law  school,  he  will 
have  served  a  total  of  25  years  as  a  law 
school  dean,  14  at  the  University  of 
Mississippi  and  11  at  Cumberland.  His 
tenure  as  a  dean  is  such  that  his  title 
has  virtually  become  a  part  of  his 
name.  Even  his  grandchildren  call  him 
"Dean." 

Dean  Williams  is  widely  known  for 
his  involvement  in  the  legal  commu- 
nity and  his  outstanding  performance 
as  an  academician.  He  has  strength- 
ened Cumberland's  program  by  recruit- 
ing a  superb  faculty  which  has  added  a 
diversity  of  talents  and  ideas.  He 
oversaw  the  revitalization  of  the  fac- 
ulty through  the  development  and  im- 
plementation of  sabbatical,  promotion, 
tenure,  and  governance  policies  and 
procedures. 

The  size  of  its  entering  class  was  de- 
creased by  15  percent  at  a  time  when 
the  number  of  applications  increased 
over  200  percent.  As  a  result,  the  aver- 
age   admissions    criteria    have    been 


raised  to  new  heights.  The  academic 
excellence  of  the  law  school  has  also 
been  enhanced  through  initiatives  such 
as  increased  alumni  involvement;  the 
implementation  of  a  broad  continuing 
legal  education  program;  the  improve- 
ment of  the  advocacy  program;  the  ex- 
pansion of  foreign  study  opportunities; 
the  development  of  joint  degree  pro- 
grams; the  Inauguration  of  the  master 
of  comparative  law  degree;  and  the 
internationalization  of  the  law  school 
by  visiting  faculty  and  foreign  stu- 
dents. 

Since  taking  over  as  dean  on  July  1, 
1985,  Dean  Williams  has  helped  secure  a 
bright  future  for  the  law  school  by 
overseeing  the  largest  funds  develop- 
ment effort  in  its  history.  The  endow- 
ment has  increased  from  less  than  Jl 
million  to  over  $4.2  million,  resulting 
in  2  endowed  chairs,  25  endowed  schol- 
arships, 8  annually-funded  scholar- 
ships, and  6  special  funds  endowing  lec- 
tures and  other  programs.  The  stature, 
beauty,  and  utility  of  the  law  school 
have  been  enriched  by  the  construction 
of  the  Lucille  Stewart  Beeson  Law  Li- 
brary. 

Dean  Williams  earned  both  his  bach- 
elor of  arts  and  law  degrees  at  the  Uni- 
versity of  Mississippi,  in  1953  and  1954, 
respectively.  In  1965,  he  received  his 
LL.M.  degree  from  Yale  University.  Be- 
fore coming  to  Cumberland,  the  alma 
mater  of  both  his  parents — class  of 
1925— he  served  as  a  district  attorney  In 
his  native  Mississippi  and  as  an  associ- 
ate professor,  professor,  associate  dean, 
and  dean  at  the  University  of  Mis- 
sissippi School  of  Law.  His  academic 
specialties  are  evidence,  criminal  pro- 
cedure, criminal  law,  and  professional 
responsibility. 

The  author  of  9  law  review  articles 
and  co-author  of  "Mississippi  Evi- 
dence," he  has  served  as  a  commis- 
sioner of  the  law  enforcement  assist- 
ance commission  and  the  national  con- 
ference of  commissioners  of  uniform 
State  laws.  He  was  chairman  of  the 
Governor's  blue  ribbon  committee  on 
corrections;  the  Governor's  task  force 
on  tort  reform;  and  the  Mississippi  Su- 
preme Court  advisory  committee  on 
rules. 

As  Dean  Parham  H.  Williams,  Jr..  re- 
tires, he  will  be  remembered  for  bring- 
ing the  Cumberland  Law  School  into 
the  life  of  Birmingham  and  in  Alabama 
more  than  ever  before.  His  polished. 
Southern,  and  unfailingly  pleasant 
manner  have  guided  his  actions  and 
helped  create  an  image  of  civility  and 
learning.  I  am  proud  to  congratulate 
him  for  the  impeccable  job  he  has  done 
and  for  the  outstanding  legacy  he 
leaves  behind. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 
Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Thomas,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 
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EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session  the  Presiding 
Officer  laid  before  the  Senate  messages 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States  submitting  sundry  nominations 
which  were  referred  to  the  appropriate 
committees. 

(The  nominations  received  today  are 
printed  at  the  end  of  the  Senate  pro- 
ceedings.) 


REPORT  OF  PROPOSED  LEGISLA- 
TION ENTITLED  "THE  RETIRE- 
MENT SAVINGS  AND  SECURITY 
ACT"— MESSAGE  FROM  THE 
PRESIDENT— PM  150 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be- 
fore the  Senate  the  following  message 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  together  with  an  accompanying 
report;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  am  pleased  to  transmit  today  for 
the  consideration  of  the  Congress  the 
"Retirement  Savings  and  Security 
Act."  This  legislation  is  designed  to 
empower  aU  Americans  to  save  for 
their  retirement  by  expanding  pension 
coverage,  increasing  portability,  and 
enhancing  security.  By  using  both  em- 
ployer and  individual  tax-advantaged 
retirement  savings  programs,  Ameri- 
cans can  benefit  from  the  opportunities 
of  our  changing  economy  while  assur- 
ing themselves  and  thefr  families 
greater  security  for  the  future.  A  gen- 
eral explanation  of  the  Act  accom- 
panies this  transmittal. 

Today,  over  58  million  American  pub- 
lic and  private  sector  workers  are  cov- 
ered by  employer-sponsored  pension  or 
retirement  savings  plans.  Millions 
more  have  been  able  to  save  through 
Individual  Retirement  Accounts 
(IRAs).  The  Retirement  Savings  and 
Security  Act  would  help  expand  pen- 
sions to  the  over  51  million  American 
private-sector  workers — including  over 
three-quarters  of  the  workers  in  small 
businesses — ^who  are  not  covered  by  an 
employer-sponsored  pension  or  retire- 
ment savings  program  and  need  both 
the  opportunity  and  encouragement  to 
start  saving.  Women  particularly  need 
this  expanded  coverage:  fewer  than 
one-third  of  all  women  retirees  who  are 
55  or  older  receive  pension  benefits, 
compared  with  55  percent  of  male  retir- 
ees. 

The  Act  would  also  help  the  many 
workers  who  participate  in  pension 
plans  to  continue  to  save  when  they 
change  jobs.  It  would  reassure  all 
workers  who  save  through  employer- 
sponsored  plans  that  the  money  they 
have  saved,  as  well  as  that  put  aside  by 
employers  on  their  behalf,  will  be  there 
when  they  need  it. 

The  Retirement  Savings  and  Secu- 
rity Act  would: 

— Establish  a  simple  new  small  busi- 
ness 401(k}-type  plan^the  National 


Employee  Savings  Trust  (NEST)— 
and  simplify  complex  pension  laws. 
The  NEST  is  specifically  designed 
to  ensure  participation  by  low-  and 
moderate-wage  workers,  who  will 
be  able  to  save  up  to  S5,(X)0  per  year 
tax-deferred,  plus  receive  employer 
contributions  toward  retirement. 
The  Act  would  encourage  employ- 
ers of  all  sizes  to  cover  employees 
under  retirement  plans,  and  it 
would  enable  employers  to  put 
more  money  into  benefits  and  less 
into  paying  lawyers,  accountants, 
consultants,  and  actuaries. 

—Increase  the  ability  of  workers  to 
save  for  retfrement  from  their  first 
day  on  the  job  by  removing  barriers 
to  pension  portability.  In  particu- 
lar, employers  would  be  encouraged 
no  longer  to  require  a  1-year  wait 
before  employees  can  contribute  to 
their  pension  plans.  The  Federal 
Government  would  set  the  example 
for  other  employers  by  allowing  its 
new  employees  to  begin  saving 
through  the  Thrift  Savings  Plan 
when  they  are  hired,  rather  than 
having  to  wait  up  to  a  year.  In  ad- 
dition, the  Act  would  reduce  from 
10  to  5  years  the  time  those  partici- 
pating in  multiemployer  plans — 
union  plans  where  workers  move 
from  job  to  job — must  work  to  re- 
ceive vested  benefits.  It  would  also 
help  ensure  that  returning  veterans 
retain  pension  benefits  and  that 
workers  receive  their  retirement 
savings  even  when  a  previous  em- 
ployer is  no  longer  in  existence. 

—Expand  eligibility  for  tax-deduct- 
ible IRAs  to  20  million  more  fami- 
lies. In  addition,  the  Act  would  en- 
courage savings  by  making  the  use 
of  IRAs  more  flexible  by  allowing 
penalty-free  withdrawals  for  edu- 
cation and  training,  purchase  of  a 
first  home,  catastrophic  medical 
expenses,  and  long-term  unemploy- 
ment. It  would  also  provide  an  ad- 
ditional IRA  option  that  provides 
tax-free  distributions  instead  of 
tax-deductible  contributions. 

—Enhance  pension  security  by  pro- 
tecting the  savings  of  millions  of 
State  and  local  workers  from  their 
employer's  bankruptcy,  as  hap- 
pened in  Orange  County,  California. 
The  Act  would  (1)  require  prompt 
reporting  by  plan  administrators 
and  accountants  of  any  serious  and 
egregious  misuse  of  funds:  (2)  dou- 
ble the  guaranteed  benefit  for  par- 
ticipants in  multiemployer  plans  in 
the  unlikely  event  such  a  plan  be- 
comes insolvent;  and  (3)  enhance 
benefits  of  a  surviving  spouse  and 
dependents  under  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  System  and  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  System. 

—Ensure  that  pension  raiding,  such 
as  that  which  drained  $20  billion 
out  of  retfrement  funds  in  the  1980s, 
never  happens  again— by  retaining 
the  strong  current  laws  preventing 


such  abuses  and  by  requiring  peri- 
odic reports  on  reversions  by  the 
Secretary  of  Labor. 

Many  of  the  provisions  of  the  Retire- 
ment Savings  and  Security  Act  are 
new.  In  particular,  provisions  facilitat- 
ing saving  from  the  first  day  on  the 
job,  in  both  the  private  sector  and  the 
Federal  Government;  the  doubling  of 
the  multi-employer  guarantee;  and  im- 
proving benefits  for  surviving  spouses 
and  dependents  of  participants  in  the 
Civil  Service  Retfrement  System  and 
the  Raifroad  Retfrement  System  de- 
serve special  consideration  by  the  Con- 
gress. In  addition,  many  of  the  provi- 
sions and  concepts  in  this  Act  have 
been  previously  proposed  by  this  Ad- 
ministration and  have  broad  bipartisan 
support. 

American  workers  deserve  pension 
security— as  well  as  a  decent  wage,  life- 
long access  to  high  quality  education 
and  training,  and  health  security — to 
take  advantage  of  the  opportunities  of 
our  growing  economy. 

I  urge  the  prompt  and  favorable  con- 
sideration of  this  legrislative  proposal 
by  the  Congress. 

William  J.  Clinton. 

The  WHTTB  house.  May  23, 1996. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 
At  12:19  p.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Mr.  Hays,  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an-^ 
nounced  that  the  House  has  passed  the' 
following  bills,  in  which  it  requests  the 
concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.R.  3068.  An  act  to  accept  the  request  of 
the  Prairie  Island  Indian  Community  to  re- 
voke their  charter  of  incorporation  issued 
under  the  Indian  Reorganization  Act. 

H.R.  32S9.  An  act  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  fiscal  year  1997  for  intelligence  and 
intelligence-related  activities  of  the  United 
States  Government,  and  the  Central  Intel- 
ligence Agency  Retirement  and  Disability 
System,  and  for  other  purposes. 

ENROLLED  BILL  SIGNED 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Speaker  has  signed  the  following  en- 
rolled bill: 

H.R.  1965.  An  act  to  reauthorize  the  Coast- 
al Zone  Management  Act  of  1972,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  enrolled  bill  was  signed  subse- 
quently by  the  President  pro  tempore 

[Mr.  THURMOND]. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
pursuant  to  section  637(b)  of  Public 
Law  104-52  as  amended  by  section  2904 
of  Public  Law  104-134,  the  Speaker  ap- 
points the  following  Members  on  the 
part  of  the  House  to  the  National  Com- 
mission on  Restructuring  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service:  Mr.  Portman  of  Ohio 
and  Mr.  Matsui  of  California;  and  as 
members  from  private  life:  Mr.  Ernest 
Dronenberg  of  California,  Mr.  Gerry 
Harkins  of  Georgia,  Mr.  Grover 
Norquist  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
and  Mr.  George  Newstrom  of  Virginia. 

At  4:59  p.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
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Mr.  Hayes,  one  of  its  reading  clerks, 
annoimced  that  the  House  has  agreed 
to  the  following  concurrent  resolution: 
S.  Con.  Res.  60.  Concurrent  resolution  pro- 
viding for  a  conditional  adjournment  or  re- 
cess of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. 


MEASURE  REFERRED 
The  following  bill  was  read  the  first 
and  second  times  by  unanimous  con- 
sent and  referred  as  indicated: 

H.R.  3068.  An  act  to  accept  the  request  of 
the  Prairie  Island  Indian  Community  to  re- 
voke their  charter  of  incorporation  issued 
under  the  Indian  Reorganization  Act;  to  the 
Committee  on  Indian  Affairs. 


MEASURE  PLACED  ON  THE 
CALENDAR 

The  following  measure  was  read  the 
first  and  second  times  by  unanimous 
consent  and  placed  on  the  calendar: 

H.R.  3259.  An  act  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  fiscal  year  1997  for  intelligence  and 
intelligence-related  activities  of  the  United 
States  Government,  and  the  Central  Intel- 
ligence Agency  Retirement  and  Disability 
System,  and  for  other  purposes. 


EXECUTIVE  AND  OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The  following  communications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  with 
accompanjring  papers,  reports,  and  doc- 
imients,  which  were  referred  as  indi- 
cated: 

EC-2704.  A  communication  from  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 
port of  a  final  rule  concerning  the  amend- 
ment to  Class  D  and  E2  Airspace  and  estab- 
lishment of  Class  E4  Airspace  (RIN  2120- 
AA66).  received  on  May  13,  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Transpor- 
tation. 

EC-2705.  A  communication  from  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  re- 
port of  a  final  rule  concerning  the  establish- 
ment of  Class  E  Airspace  at  San  Andreas,  CA 
(RIN  2120-AA66),  received  on  May  13,  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

EC-2706.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Prisons,  Depart- 
ment of  Justice,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  report  of  an  interim  rule  concerning 
the  amendments  of  the  Bureau  of  Prisons 
regulations  on  institutional  management 
with  respect  to  sjjecial  administrative  meas- 
ures that  may  be  necessary  to  prevent  acts 
of  violence  and  terrorism  that  may  be  caused 
by  contacts  with  certain  inmates  (RIN  1120- 
AA54).  received  on  May  16,  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-2707.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Prisons,  Depart- 
ment of  Justice,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  report  of  an  interim  rule  concerning 
the  further  amending  of  an  interim  rule  on 
Drug  Abuse  Treatment  Programs  which  al- 
lows for  consideration  of  early  release  of  eli- 
gible inmates  who  complete  a  residential 
drug  abuse  treatment  program,  including  a 
transitional  treatment  phase  (RIN  1120- 
AA36),  received  on  May  16,  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 


EC-2708.  A  conmjunicatlon  from  the  Dep- 
uty Associate  Administrator  for  Acquisition 
Policy.  General  Services  Administration, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  report  of 
an  interim  rule  concerning  the  amendment 
of  the  General  Services  Administration  Ac- 
quisition Regulation  for  Change  71,  Acquisi- 
tion of  Leasehold  Interests  in  Real  Property 
(RIN  3090-AF92),  received  on  May  13.  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-2709.  A  communication  from  the  Execu- 
tive Director  of  the  Committee  for  Purchase 
From  People  Who  Are  Blind  or  Severely  Dis- 
abled, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  re- 
port of  a  final  rule  concerning  the  action 
adding  to  the  Procurement  List  services  to 
be  furnished  by  nonprofit  agencies  employ- 
ing persons  who  are  blind  or  have  other  se- 
vere disabilities,  received  on  May  16.  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Govemmenul  Affairs. 

EC-2710.  A  communication  from  the  Presi- 
dent and  Chief  Executive  Officer.  U.S.  En- 
richment Corjwration.  transmitting,  pursu- 
ant to  law.  the  report  concerning  the  man- 
agement controls  and  overall  internal  con- 
trol framework  being  adequate  and  effective, 
received  on  May  21,  1996;  to  the  Committee 
on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-2711.  A  conmiunlcation  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Cost  Accounting  Standards 
Board.  Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 
Executive  Office  of  the  President,  transmits 
ting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  report  concerning 
the  Cost  Accounting  Standards  Board,  re- 
ceived on  May  21.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs. 

EO-2712.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
woman of  the  National  Mediation  Board, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  report 
concerning  the  agency's  accounting  systems 
being  in  conformance  with  the  principles, 
standards,  and  related  requirements  pre- 
scribed by  the  Comptroller  General,  received 
on  May  16,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 

EC-2713.  A  communication  from  the  Audi- 
tor of  the  District  of  Columbia,  transmit- 
ting, pursuant  to  law.  the  report  entitled 
"Fiscal  Year  1995  Annual  Report  on  Advisory 
Neighborhood  Commissions,"  received  on 
May  16,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-2714.  A  conununication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Federal  Mine  Safety  and  Health 
Review  Commission,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law.  the  report  on  its  internal  controls 
and  financial  systems  in  effect  during  fiscal 
year  1995;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-2715.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  report  en- 
titled "Federal  Employment  Reduction  As- 
sistance Act  of  1996,"  received  on  May  9, 1996: 
to  the  Conmiittee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-2716.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Administrator  of  the  General  Services  Ad- 
ministration, transmitting,  a  draft  of  pro- 
posed legislation  to  reduce  the  Government's 
relocation  and  travel  costs,  and  to  ease  ad- 
ministrative burdens  while  providing  equi- 
table reimbursement  to  employees,  received 
on  May  9.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EO-2717.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Federal  Housing  Finance  Board, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  report  on 
the  Board's  internal  controls  and  financial 
management  systems  in  effect  during  the 
calendar  year  1995;  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 

EC-2718.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Federal  Housing  Finance  Board, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  report 


concerning  the  activities  and  findings  of  the 
Office  of  the  Inspector  General,  received  on 
May  6.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-2719.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of 
a  final  rule  relative  to  issuing  final  regula- 
tions on  alternative  forms  of  annuity  (RIN 
3206-AG16).  received  on  May  9.  1996;  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-2720.  A  communication  from  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Employee  Benefits  System, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  1994  an- 
nual report  for  the  Thrift  Plan  for  Employ- 
ees of  the  Federal  Reserve  System,  received 
on  May  6.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-2721.  A  communication  fTom  the  Regu- 
latory Policy  Official.  National  Archives 
(College  Park),  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  report  of  a  final  rule  concerning  the 
revision  regulations  to  require  Federal  agen- 
cies to  reimburse  NARA  for  storage  of  cer- 
tain records  maintained  in  Federal  records 
centers  that  have  exceeded  the  authorized 
disposal  date  (RIN  3095-AA65).  received  on 
May  3.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

E02722.  A  commimication  from  the  Execu- 
tive Director  of  the  Committee  for  Purchase 
From  People  Who  Are  Blind  or  Severely  Dis- 
abled, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 
port of  a  final  rule  concerning  the  addition 
to  the  Procurement  List  of  a  commodity  and 
services  to  be  furnished  by  nonprofit  agen- 
cies employing  persons  who  are  blind  or  have 
other  severe  disabilities,  received  on  May  8, 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs. 

EC-2723.  A  cORununication  fTom  the  Dep- 
uty Director  of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Man- 
agement, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the 
report  of  a  final  rule  relative  to  chanjging 
survey  responsibilities  for  several  appro- 
priated fund  Federal  Wage  System  wage 
areas  in  recognition  of  shifting  employment 
patterns  among  agencies  and  the  need  for 
lead  agencies  to  balance  their  wage  survey 
workloads  throughout  the  2-year  survey 
cycle  (RIN  3206-AH28),  received  on  May  6, 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs. 

EC-2724.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  Personnel  Management,  transmitting, 
pursuant  to  law.  the  report  of  an  interim 
rule  concerning  Federal  employee  training 
(RIN  3206-AF99),  received  on  May  9.  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-272S.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  National  Legislative  Commission, 
The  American  Legion,  transmitting,  pursu- 
ant to  law,  the  report  on  the  Commission's 
internal  controls  and  financial  management 
systems  in  effect  during  calendar  year  1995; 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-2726.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Farm  Credit  Administration, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  annual  re- 
port of  the  Administration  under  the  Free- 
dom of  information  Act  for  calendar  year 
1995:  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-2727.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Prisons.  Depart- 
ment of  Justice,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  the  report  of  an  interim  rule  concerning 
the  adoption  of  regulations  on  the  operation 
of  the  Intensive  Confinement  Center  Pro- 
gram (RIN  1120- AAll).  received  on  May  13. 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 
The  following  reports  of  committees 
were  submitted: 
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By  Mr.  PRESSLER,  from  the  Committee 
on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation, 
with  an  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute: 

S.  39.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Magnuson  Fish- 
ery Conservation  and  Management  Act  to 
authorize  appropriations,  to  provide  for  sus- 
tainable fisheries,  and  for  other  purposes 
(Kept.  No.  104-276). 

By  Mr.  STEVENS,  from  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  AH'airs,  without  amendment: 

H.R.  1880.  A  bill  to  designate  the  United 
States  Post  Office  building  located  at  102 
South  McLean,  Lincoln,  Illinois,  as  the  "Ed- 
ward Madigan  Post  Office  Building". 

H.R.  2262.  A  bill  to  designate  the  United 
States  Post  Office  building  located  at  218 
North  Alston  Street  in  Foley,  Alabama,  as 
the  "Hoik  Post  Office  Building." 

H.R.  2704.  A  bill  to  provide  that  the  United 
States  Post  Office  building  that  is  to  be  lo- 
cated on  the  2600  block  of  East  75th  Street  in 
Chicago,  Illinois,  shall  be  known  and  des- 
ignated as  the  "Charles  A.  Hayes  Post  Office 
Building." 

By  Mr.  HATCH,  Crom  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary,  without  amendment: 

H.R.  2960.  A  biU  to  amend  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  with  respect  to  stalking. 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF 
COMMITTEES 

The  following  executive  reports  of 
committees  were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  HATCH,  ftom  the  Committee 
the  Judiciary: 

J.  Rene  Josey,  of  South  Carolina,  to 
U.S.  Attorney  for  the  District  of  South  Caro- 
lina for  the  term  of  4  years. 

(The  above  nomination  was  reported 
with  the  recommendation  that  he  be 
confirmed.) 


on 


be 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  flrst 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 
By  Mr.  BAUCUS: 

S.  1796.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Tariff  Act  of 
1930  to  permit  merchandise  purchased  in  a 
duty-free  sales  enterprise  to  be  exempt  ftom 
duty  under  certain  circumstances;  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

By  Mr.   LEVIN  (for  himself  and  Mr. 

ABRAHAM): 

S.  1797.  A  bill  to  revise  the  requirements 
for  procurement  of  products  of  Federal  Pris- 
on Industries  to  meet  needs  of  Federal  agen- 
cies, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  FEDJGOLD: 
S.  1796.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Reclamation 
Reform  Act  of  1982  to  clarify  the  acreage 
limitations  and  incorporate  a  means  test  for 
certain  farm  operations,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nu- 
trition, and  Forestry. 

By  Ms.  SNOWE  (for  herself,  Ms.  Mkul- 
SD.  Mrs.  Fedjstein.  Mrs.  Murray, 
Ms.       Moseley-Braun,      and      Mr. 

KERRT): 

S.  1799.  A  bill  to  promote  greater  equity  in 
the  delivery  of  health  care  services  to  Amer- 
ican women  through  expanded  research  on 
women's  health  issues  and  through  improved 
access  to  health  care  services,  including  pre- 
ventive health  services;  to  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources. 


By   Mr.   D'AMATO    (for   himself,   Mr. 
Kerry,  Mrs.  Boxer,  Mr.  Bryan.  Ms. 
Moseley-Braun.  and  Mrs.  Murray): 
S.   1800.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Electronic 
Fund  Transfer  Act  to  limit  fees  charged  by 
financial  institutions  for  the  use  of  auto- 
matic teller  machines,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Banking,  Hous- 
ing, and  Urban  Affairs. 
By  Mr.  McCAIN: 
S.  1801.  A  bill  to  amend  title  49,  United 
States  Code,  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  for  fis- 
cal year  1997.  to  reform  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

By  Mr.  THOMAS  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Simpson): 
S.  1802.  A  bill  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  convey  certain  property  contain- 
ing a  fish  and  wildlife  facility  to  the  Stote  of 
Wyoming,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works. 

By  Mr.  GRASSLEY: 
S.  1803.  A  bill  to  provide  relief  to  agricul- 
tural producers  who  grant  easements  to.  or 
owned  or  operated  land  condemned  by,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  for  fiooding  losses 
caused  by  water  retention  at  the  dam  site  at 
Lake  Redrock,  Iowa,  to  the  extent  that  the 
actual  losses  exceed  the  estimate  of  the  Sec- 
retary, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  For- 
estry. 

By  Mr.  MURKOWSKI  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Johnston,  and  Mr.  akaka): 
S.  1804.  A  bill  to  make  technical  and  other 
changes  to  the  laws  dealing  with  the  Terri- 
tories and  Freely  Associated  States  of  the 
United  States;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources. 
By  Mr.  GRAMS: 
S.  1805.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  manage- 
ment of  Voyageurs  National  Park,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources. 

By  Mr.  D'AMATO  (for  himself,  Mr. 
DODD.  and  Mr.  Frist): 
S.  1806.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Food. 
Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  to  clarify  that  any 
dietary  supplement  that  claims  to  produce 
euphoria,  heightened  awareness  or  similar 
mental  or  psychological  effects  shall  be 
treated  as  a  drug  under  the  Act,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Human  Resources. 

By  Mr.  MiniKOWSKI  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  STEVENS): 
S.  1807.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Alaska  Native 
Claims  Settlement  Act,  regarding  the  Kake 
Tribal  Corporation  public  interest  land  ex- 
change; to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources. 

By  Mr.  MURKOWSKI  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Johnston): 
S.  1808.  A  bm  to  amend  the  Act  of  October 
15.  1966  (80  Stat.  915),  as  amended,  esUbUsh- 
ing  a  program  for  the  preservation  of  addi- 
tional historic  property  throughout  the  Na- 
tion, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 
By  Mr.  MURKOWSKI: 
S.  1809.  A  bUl  entitled  the  "Aleutian  World 
War  n  National  Historic  Areas  Act  of  1996"; 
to  the  Committee  on  Eiiergy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

By  Mr.  (SORTON  (for  himself  and  Mrs. 

Murray): 

S.  1810.  A  bill  to  expand  the  boundary  of 

the   Snoqualmie   National   Forest,   and  for 

other  purposes;  to  the  Comimlttee  on  Energy 

and  Natural  Resources. 


By  Mr.  MACK  (for  himself,  Mr.  Brad- 
ley. Mr.  Roth,  Mr.  Lautenberg,  and 
Mr.  Biden): 
S.  1811.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Act  entitled 
"An  Act  authorizing  Federal  participation  in 
the  cost  of  protecting  the  shores  of  publicly 
owned  property"  to  confirm  and  clarify  the 
authority  and  responsibility  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  En- 
gineers, to  promote  and  carry  out  shore  pro- 
tection  projects,   including  beach  nourish- 
ment projects,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee    on    Environment    and    Public 
Works. 

By  Mr.  GRAHAM: 
S.  1812.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  liquidation 
or  replication  of  certain  frozen  concentrated 
orange  juice  entries  to  correct  an  error  that 
was  made  in  connection  with  the  original 
liquidation;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  HELMS  (for  himself  and  Mr. 

GRASSLEY): 

S.  1813.  A  bill  to  reform  the  coastwise, 
intercoastal.  and  noncontiguous  trade  ship- 
ping laws,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

By  Mr.  GRAHAM  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Mack): 
S.  1814.  A  bill  to  provide  for  liquidation  or 
reliquidation  of  certain  television  sets  to 
correct  an  error  that  was  made  in  connection 
with  the  original  liquidation;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance. 

By    Mr.    GRAMM    (for    himself,    Mr. 
D'AMATO,  Mr.  DODD,  Mr.  Bryan,  and 
Ms.  Moseley-Braun): 
S.  1815.  A  bill  to  provide  for  improved  regu- 
lation of  the  securities  markets,  eliminate 
excess  securities  fees,  reduce  the  costs  of  in- 
vesting, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs. 

By  Mr.  BOND  (for  himself,  Mr.  Coats, 
Mr.     Abraham,    Mr.    Gramm,     Mr. 
Ashcroft,   Mr.   Craio,   Mr.   Cover- 
dell,  Mr.  GRASSLEY,  Mr.  Gregg,  Mr. 
Santorum,  Mr.  Faircloth,  and  Mr. 
Nickles): 
S.  1816.  A  bill  to  expedite  waiver  approval 
for  the   "Wisconsin  Works"   plan,  and  for 
other  purposes;   to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance. 

By  Mr.  GRASSLEY  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Hatch.    Mrs.    Kassebaum.    and    Mr. 
Bond): 
S.  1817.  A  bill  to  limit  the  authority  of 
Federal  courts  to  fashion  remedies  that  re- 
quire local  jurisdictions  to  assess,  levy,  or 
collect  taxes,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By   Mr.   DASCHLE   (for  himself.   Mr. 
Bryan,  Mr.  Dodo,  Mr.  Kennedy,  Mr. 
Leahy.  Ms.  Mikulski,  Ms.  Moseley- 
Braun,  Mr.  Rockefeller,  and  Mr. 
Simon)  (by  request): 
S.  1318.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Employee  Re- 
tirement Income  Security  Act  of  1974  to  pro- 
vide for  retirement  savings  and  security;  to 
the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

S.  1819.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Railroad  Re- 
tirement Act  of  1974  to  provide  for  retire- 
ment savings  and  security;  to  the  Committee 
on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

S.  1820.  A  bill  to  amend  title  5  of  the 
United  States  Code  to  provide  for  retirement 
savings  and  security;  to  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs. 

S.  1821.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  to  provide  for  retirement 
savings  and  security;  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 
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SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT  AND 
SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 
The  following  concurrent  resolutions 
and  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 
referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  indicated: 
By   Mr.   DOLE   (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Daschle): 
S.  Res.  256.  A  resolution  to  authorize  the 
production  of  records  by  the  Select  Commit- 
tee on  Intelligence;  considered  and  agreed  to. 
By  Mr.  LOTT: 
S.  Con.  Res.  60.  A  concurrent  resolution 
providing  for  a  conditional  adjournment  or 
recess  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives; considered  and  agreed  to. 
By  Mr.  DOLE: 
S.  Con.  Res.  61.  A  concurrent  resolution 
commending  the  Americans  who  served  the 
United  States  during  the  period  known  as 
the  Cold  War;  to  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services. 

By  Mr.  PRESSLER: 
S.  Con.  Res.  62.  A  concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  should  name  the  first 
of  the  fleet  of  the  new  attack  submarines  of 
the  Navy  the  "South  DakoU.';  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Armed  Services. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  LEVIN  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  ABRAHAM): 

S.  1797.  A  bill  to  revise  the  require- 
ments for  procurement  of  products  of 
Federal  Prison  Industries  to  meet 
needs  of  Federal  agencies,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Ju- 
diciary. 
the  federal  prison  industries  competttion 

IN  contracting  act 
•  Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  introduce,  with  Senator 
ABRAHAM,  the  Federal  Prison  Indus- 
tries Competition  in  Contracting  Act. 
This  bill,  if  enacted,  would  eliminate 
the  requirement  for  Federal  agencies 
to  purchase  products  made  by  Federal 
Prison  Industries  and  require  that  FPI 
to  compete  commercially  for  Federal 
contracts.  It  would  implement  a  key 
recommendation  of  the  Vice  Presi- 
dent's National  Performance  Review, 
which  concluded  that  we  should  "Take 
away  the  Federal  Prison  Industries' 
status  as  a  mandatory  source  of  Fed- 
eral supplies  and  require  it  to  compete 
commercially  for  Federal  agencies' 
business."  Most  importantly,  it  would 
ensure  that  the  taxpayers  get  the  best 
possible  value  for  their  Federal  pro- 
curement dollars. 

Mr.  President,  the  Director  of  Fed- 
eral Prison  Industries,  Mr.  Steve 
Schwalb,  told  me  earlier  this  year  that 
his  agency  is  fully  capable  of  compet- 
ing with  private  industry  for  Federal 
contracts.  Indeed,  FPI  would  have  a 
significant  advantage  in  any  such 
head-to-head  competition:  FPI  pays  in- 
mates only  X1.35  an  hour,  less  than  a 
third  of  the  minimum  wage  and  a  small 
f^^tction  of  the  wage  paid  to  most  pri- 
vate sector  workers  in  competing  in- 
dustries. 

The  taxpayers  already  provide  a  di- 
rect subsidy  Federal  Prison  Industries 


products  by  picking  up  the  cost  of  feed- 
ing, clothing,  and  housing  the  inmates 
who  provide  the  labor.  There  is  no  rea- 
son why  we  should  provide  an  indirect 
subsidy  as  well,  by  requiring  Federal 
agencies  to  purchase  products  from 
FPI  even  when  they  are  more  expensive 
and  of  a  lower  quality  than  competing 
commercial  items. 

Despite  Mr.  Schwalb's  statement 
that  Federal  Prison  Industries  is  capa- 
ble of  competing  with  the  private  sec- 
tor, FPI  remains  unwilling  to  do  so. 
The  reason  is  obvious:  it  is  much  easier 
to  gain  market  share  by  fiat  than  it  is 
to  compete  for  business.  Under  current 
law,  FPI  need  not  offer  the  best  prod- 
uct at  the  best  price;  it  is  sufficient  for 
it  to  offer  an  adequate  product  at  an 
adequate  price,  and  insist  upon  its 
right  to  make  the  sale.  Indeed,  FPI 
currently  advertises  that  it  offers  Fed- 
eral agencies  "ease  in  purchasing" 
through  "a  procurement  with  no  bid- 
ding necessary."  The  result  of  the 
FPI's  status  as  a  mandatory  source  is 
not  unlike  the  result  of  other  sole- 
source  contracting:  the  taxpayers  fre- 
quently pay  too  much  and  receive  an 
inferior  product  for  their  money. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  consider  my- 
self to  be  an  enemy  of  Federal  Prison 
Industries.  I  am  a  strong  supporter  of 
the  idea  of  putting  Federal  inmates  to 
work.  I  vmderstand  that  a  strong  prison 
work  program  not  only  reduces  inmate 
idleness  and  prison  disruption,  but  can 
also  help  build  a  work  ethic,  provide 
job  skills,  and  enable  prisoners  to  re- 
turn to  product  society  upon  their  re- 
lease. 

However,  I  believe  that  prison  work 
must  be  conducted  in  a  manner  that  is 
sensitive  to  the  need  not  to  unfairly 
eliminate  the  jobs  of  hard-working 
citizens  who  have  not  committed 
crimes.  FPI  will  be  able  to  achieve  this 
result  only  if  it  diversifies  its  product 
lines  and  avoids  the  temptation  to 
build  its  work  force  by  continuing  to 
displace  private  sector  jobs  in  its  tradi- 
tional lines  of  work.  For  this  reason,  I 
have  been  working  since  1990  to  try  to 
help  Federal  Prison  Industries  to  iden- 
tify new  markets  that  it  can  expand 
into  without  displacing  private  sector 
jobs.  I  had  hoped. 

In  1990,  the  House  Appropriations 
Connmittee  requested  a  study  to  iden- 
tify new  opportunities  for  FPI  to  meet 
its  growth  requirements,  assess  FPI's 
impact  on  private  sector  businesses 
and  labor,  and  evaluate  the  need  for 
changes  to  FPI's  laws  and  mandates. 
That  study,  conducted  by  Deloitte  & 
Touche,  concluded  that  FPI  shoiild 
meet  its  growth  needs  by  using  new  ap- 
proaches and  new  markets,  not  by  ex- 
panding its  production  in  traditional 
industries.  The  Deloitte  &  Touch  study 
concluded: 

FPI  needs  to  maintain  sales  in  industries 
that  produce  products  such  as  traditional 
furniture  and  furnishings,  apparel  and  tex- 
tile products,  and  electronic  assemblies  to 


12409 

employment   during   the 


maintain    inmate 
transition. 

These  industries  should  not  be  expanded, 
and  FPI  should  limit  its  market  shares  to 
current  levels. 

I  followed  up  on  that  report  by  meet- 
ing with  Federal  Prison  Industries  offi- 
cials and  participating  in  a  summit 
process,  sponsored  by  the  Brookings  In- 
stitute, designed  to  develop  alternative 
growth  strategies  for  FPI.  The  summit 
process  resulted  in  two  suggested  areas 
for  growth:  First,  entering  partner- 
ships with  private  sector  companies  to 
replace  offshore  labor;  and  second,  en- 
tering the  recycling  business  in  areas 
such  as  mattresses  and  electrical  mo- 
tors. 

In  January  1994.  I  urged  FPI  to  move 
quickly  to  implement  these  rec- 
ommendations and  develop  new  mar- 
kets. At  that  time.  I  wrote  to  Kathleen 
M.  Hawk,  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
Federal  Prisons,  as  follows: 

As  you  know.  I  am  supportive  of  FPI's  role 
in  keeping  inmates  occupied  and  teaching 
them  a  work  ethic  and  job  skills.  However. 
FPI's  continued  market  share  growth  in  the 
government  furniture  market  has  had  an  un- 
fair and  disproportionate  impact  on  that  par- 
ticular sector.  In  order  to  take  pressure  off 
of  such  traditional  industries  where  FPI  has 
focused.  FPI  should  cap  its  market  share  and 
diversify  its  activities  away  from  these  tra- 
ditional industries  and  into  alternative 
growth  strategies. 

I  am  alarmed  that  FPI  continues  to  in- 
crease its  share  of  government  purchases  of 
furniture.  The  1991  Deloitte  and  Touche 
study  recommended  that  FPI  limit  its  indus- 
try market  share  to  current  levels  in  tradi- 
tional industries.  It  would  be  a  welcome  sign 
of  goodwill  in  this  "summit"  process  if  FPI 
were  to  cap  its  market  share  in  the  furniture 
industry  while  aggressively  pursuing  accept- 
able alternative  growth  strategies. 

Unfortunately,  Federal  Prison  Indus- 
tries has  chosen  to  take  the  exact  op- 
posite course  of  action.  Earlier  this 
year,  FPI  acted  unilaterally  to  vir- 
tually double  its  furniture  sales  from 
$70  million  to  $130  million  and  fitim  15 
percent  of  the  Federal  market  to  25 
percent  of  the  Federal  market,  over  the 
next  5  years.  In  direct  contravention  of 
the  Deloitte  &  Touche  recommenda- 
tions. FPI  has  announced  its  intention 
to  undertake  similar  market  share  in- 
creases in  other  traditional  product 
lines,  such  as  work  clothing  and  pro- 
tective clothing. 

In  defense  of  this  action  FPI  con- 
tends that  it  will  not  place  an  undue 
burden  on  the  private  sector  because 
most  firms  within  the  industry  are  not 
heavily  involved  in  the  Federal  mar- 
ket. 

Mr.  President.  Federal  Prison  Indus- 
tries cannot  have  it  both  ways.  If  they 
are  providing  a  substantial  number  of 
jobs  to  inmates,  then  they  must  be  dis- 
placing a  substantial  number  of  jobs  in 
the  private  sector.  A  substantial  in- 
crease in  FPI's  business  means  a  simi- 
lar decrease  in  U.S.  private  sector  busi- 
ness— unless  it  is  displacing  imports, 
which  is  what  FPI  should  be  doing.  In- 
stead of  diversifying  as  recommended 
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by  the  Deloitte  &  Touche  study  and  the 
Brookings  summit,  FPI  is  going  back 
to  the  same  well  yet  again,  and  taking 
it  out  of  the  hide  of  the  same  tradi- 
tional industries. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  the  easy  way 
out,  but  it  isn't  the  right  way  for  FPI, 
it  isn't  the  right  way  for  the  private 
sector  workers  whose  jobs  FPI  is  tak- 
ing, and  it  isn't  the  right  way  for  the 
taxpayer,  who  will  continue  to  pay 
more  and  get  less  as  a  result  of  the 
mandatory  preference  for  FPI  goods. 
We  need  to  have  jobs  for  prisoners,  but 
can  no  longer  afford  to  allow  FPI  to 
designate  whose  jobs  it  will  take,  and 
when  it  .will  take  them.  Competition 
will  be  better  for  FPI,  better  for  the 
taxpayer,  and  better  for  working  men 
and  women  around  the  country.* 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  pleased  to  join  with  my  distin- 
guished colleague  f^om  Michigan  in 
sponsoring  this  legislation.  I  think 
that  Federal  Prison  Industries  plays  an 
extremely  valuable  role  in  giving  pris- 
oners something  useful  to  do  with  their 
time  and  helping  them  to  develop  the 
self-discipline  and  other  virtues  that 
enable  people  outside  of  prison  to  lead 
productive  lives.  I  am  convinced,  how- 
ever, that  these  same  goals  can  be  ac- 
complished within  the  parameters  set 
by  this  legislation.  I  also  see  no  reason 
why  the  law  abiding  owners  of  small 
businesses  and  the  workers  they  em- 
ploy should  be  deprived  of  any  oppor- 
timity  to  bid  for  a  class  of  government 
contracts  in  favor  of  FPI.  Finally,  I  ap- 
preciate Senator  Levin's  acceptance  of 
my  suggestion  to  include  section  2, 
which  I  believe  provides  useful  encour- 
agement to  FPI  to  try  to  concentrate 
its  expansion  efforts  in  the  direction  of 
goods  that  the  Government  presently 
acquires  by  importing  them. 
By  Mr.  FETNGOLD: 
S.  1798.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Reclama- 
tion Reform  Act  of  1982  to  clarify  the 
acreage  limitations  and  incorporate  a 
means  test  for  certain  farm  operations, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  For- 
estry. 

THE  ISRIGATION  SUBSnJY  REDUCTION  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  FEINGOLiD.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
introducing  today  a  new  measure  to 
curb  the  receipt  of  Federal  irrigation 
subsidies  by  large  agribusiness  inter- 
ests. I  am  introducing  legislation  in 
this  area  as  a  deficit  reduction  measure 
because  I  believe  that  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment needs  to  scrutinize  carefully 
all  forms  of  assistance  it  provides  in 
these  times  of  fiscal  constraint.  I  am 
also  prompted  to  act  in  this  area,  Mr. 
President,  because  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment has  been  unable  to  correct  fun- 
damental abuses  of  reclamation  law 
that  cost  the  taxpayer  millions  of  dol- 
lars every  year. 

In  1901,  President  Theodore  Roosevelt 
proposed  legislation,  which  came  to  be 
known  as  the  Reclamation  Act,  to  en- 
courage development  of  family  farms 


throughout  the  western  United  States. 
The  idea  was  to  provide  needed  water 
for  areas  that  were  otherwise  dry  and 
give  small  farms— those  no  larger  than 
160  acres — a  chance,  with  a  helping 
hand  from  the  Federal  Government,  to 
establish  themselves. 

Under  the  Reclamation  Reform  Act 
of  1982,  Congress  acted  to  expand  the 
size  of  the  farms  that  could  receive 
subsidized  water  to  960  acres.  The  RRA 
of  1982  expressly  prohibits  farms  that 
exceed  960  acres  in  size  from  receiving 
Federally-subsidized  water.  These  re- 
strictions were  added  to  the  Reclama- 
tion law  to  close  loopholes  through 
which  Federal  subsidies  were  flowing 
to  large  agribusinesses  rather  than  the 
small  family  fanners  that  Reclamation 
projects  were  designed  to  serve.  Agri- 
businesses were  expected  to  pay  full 
cost  for  all  water  received  on  land  in 
excess  of  their  960-acre  entitlement. 
Despite  the  express  mandate  of  Con- 
gress, regulations  promulgated  under 
the  Reclamation  Reform  Act  of  1982 
have  failed  to  keep  big  agricultural 
water  users  from  receiving  Federal  sub- 
sidies. The  General  Accounting  Office 
and  the  Inspector  General  of  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior  continue  to 
find  that  the  acreage  limits  established 
in  law  are  circumvented  through  the 
creation  of  arrangements  such  as  farm- 
ing trusts.  These  trusts,  which  in  total 
acreage  well  exceed  the  960  acre  limit, 
are  comprised  of  smaller  units  that  are 
not  subject  to  the  reclamation  acreage 
cap.  These  smaller  units  are  farmed 
imder  a  single  management  agreement 
often  through  a  combination  of  leasing 
and  ownership. 

Three  years  ago,  as  part  of  a  settle- 
ment of  a  suit  with  the  Natural  Re- 
sources Defense  Council,  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  agreed  to  propose  new 
regulations  imder  the  reclamation  pro- 
gram. At  the  beginning  of  February 
1996,  the  Administration  issued  its 
final  environmental  impact  statement 
[EIS]  on  its  proposed  regulations.  On 
March  8,  1996  I  joined  with  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Bradley],  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  (Mr. 
Gregg)  and  others  in  writing  to  the 
President  to  express  our  concern  and 
disappointment  that  these  new  regula- 
tions would  continue  to  allow  the  960- 
acre  loophole  to  be  exploited.  Indeed, 
neither  the  Bureau's  "preferred  op- 
tion" for  the  regulation,  nor  ajiy  of  the 
alternatives  they  describe  in  the  EIS, 
would  act  to  curb  irrigation  water 
abuses  by  these  agribusiness  trusts. 

Last  week,  I  received  a  response  to 
the  letter  I  joined  in  sending  to  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior.  The  letter 
states,  "Last  spring's  release  of  a  pro- 
posed rule  making  and  draft  EIS 
prompted  nearly  400  letters  and  8  pub- 
lic hearings  on  these  complex  issues 
during  the  conmient  period.  The  FEIS 
alternative  responds  to  many  of  the 
comments  we  received."  Mr.  President, 
this  letter  specifically  does  not  respond 


to  the  concerns  that  I,  the  Senator 
fi"om  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Bradley]  and 
others  raised.  Now  is  the  time,  in  light 
of  the  Department's  inability  to  cor- 
rect this  problem,  to  look  back  to  the 
statute  and  attempt  to  correct  the 
costly  loopholes  that  it  facilitates. 

F»resently,  according  to  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  there  are  80  such  trusts 
receiving  subsidized  water  on  more 
than  738,000  acres  of  land,  or  about  10 
percent  of  the  land  for  which  the  Bu- 
reau of  Reclamation  provides  water.  In 
a  1989  GAO  report,  the  activities  of  six 
of  these  tnists  were  fully  explored.  Ac- 
cording to  GAO,  one  12,345  acre  cotton 
farao — roughly  20  square  miles — operat- 
ing under  a  single  partnership,  was  re- 
organized to  avoid  the  960-acre  limita- 
tion into  15  separate  land  holdings 
through  18  partnerships,  24  corpora- 
tions, and  11  trusts  which  were  all  op- 
erated as  one  large  unit.  A  seventh 
very  large  trust  was  the  sole  topic  of  a 
1990  GAO  report.  The  Westhaven  trust 
is  a  23,238-acre  farming  operation  in 
Cadifomia's  Central  Valley.  It  was 
formed  for  the  benefit  of  326  salaried 
employees  of  the  J.G.  Boswell  Com- 
pany. Boswell,  GAO  found,  had  taken 
advantage  of  section  214  of  the  RRA, 
which  exempts  from  its  960-acre  limit 
land  held  for  beneficiaries  by  a  trustee 
in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  as  long  as  no 
single  beneficiary's  interest  exceeds 
the  law's  ownership  limits.  The  RRA, 
as  I  have  mentioned,  does  not  preclude 
multiple  land  holdings  from  being  op- 
erated collectively  under  a  trust  as  one 
farm  while  qualifsring  individually  for 
federally  subsidized  water.  Accord- 
ingly, the  J.G.  Boswell  Company  reor- 
ganized 23.238  acres  it  held  as  the  Bos- 
ton Ranch  by  selling  them  to  the 
Westhaven  Trust,  with  the  land  hold- 
ings attributed  to  each  beneficiary 
being  eligible  to  receive  federally  sub- 
sidized water. 

Before  the  land  was  sold  to 
Westhaven  Trust,  the  J.G.  Boswell 
Company  operated  the  acreage  as  one 
large  farm  and  paid  full  cost  for  the 
Federal  irrigation  water  delivered  for 
the  18-month  period  ending  in  May 
1989.  When  the  trust  bought  the  land, 
due  to  the  loopholes  in  the  law,  the  en- 
tire acreage  became  eligible  to  receive 
federally  subsidized  water  because  the 
land  holdings  attributed  to  the  326 
trust  beneficiaries  range  from  21  acres 
to  547  acres— all  well  under  the  960-acre 
limit. 

In  the  six  cases  the  GAO  reviewed  in 
1989,  owners  or  lessees  paid  a  total  of 
about  S1.3  million  less  in  1987  for  Fed- 
eral water  then  they  would  have  paid  if 
their  collective  land  holdings  were  con- 
sidered as  large  farms  subject  to  the 
Reclamation  Act  acreage  limits.  Had 
Westhaven  trust  been  required  to  pay 
full  cost.  GAO  estimated  in  1990.  it 
would  have  paid  S2  million  more  for  its 
water.  The  GAO  also  found,  in  all  seven 
of  these  cases,  that  reduced  revenues 
are  likely  to  continue  unless  Congress 


May  23,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


12411 


amends  the  Reclamation  Act  to  close 
the  loopholes  allowing  benefits  for 
trusts. 

The  legislation  that  I  am  introducing 
combines  various  elements  of  proposals 
introduced  during  previous  attempts 
by  other  members  of  Congress  to  close 
loopholes  in  the  1982  legislation  and  to 
impose  a  $500,000  means  test.  This  new 
approach  limits  the  amount  of  sub- 
sidized irrigation  water  delivered  to 
any  operation  in  excess  of  the  960-acre 
limit  which  claimed  $500,000  or  more  in 
gross  income,  as  reported  on  their  most 
recent  IRS  tax  form.  If  the  $500,000 
threshold  were  exceeded,  an  income 
ratio  would  be  used  to  determine  how 
much  of  the  water  should  be  delivered 
to  the  user  at  the  full-cost  rate,  and 
how  much  at  the  below-cost  rate.  For 
example,  if  a  961-acre  operation  earned 
$1  million  dollars,  a  ratio  of  $500,000 
(the  means  test  value)  divided  by  their 
gross  income  would  determine  the  full 
cost  rate,  thxxs  the  water  user  would 
pay  the  full  cost  rate  on  half  of  their 
acreage  and  the  below  cost  rate  on  the 
remaining  half. 

This  means  testing  proposal  was 
profiled  in  this  year's  "Green  Scissors" 
report,  written  by  Friends  of  the  Earth 
and  Taxpayers  for  Conunon  Sense  and 
supported  by  21  other  environmental 
ajid  consumer  groups,  including  groups 
like  the  Concord  Coalition,  the  Pro- 
gressive Policy  Institute.  The  premise 
of  the  report  is  that  there  are  a  number 
of  subsidies  and  projects,  totaling  $39 
billion  dollars  in  all,  that  could  be  cut 
to  both  reduce  the  deficit  and  benefit 
the  environment.  This  report  coalesces 
what  I  and  many  others  in  the  Senate 
have  long  known,  we  must  be  diligent 
in  eliminating  practices  that  can  no 
longer  be  justified  in  light  of  our  enor- 
mous annual  deficit  and  national  debt. 
The  "Green  Scissors"  recommendation 
on  means  testing  water  subsidies  indi- 
cates that  if  a  test  is  successful  in  re- 
ducing subsidy  payments  to  the  high- 
est grossing  10  percent  of  farms,  then 
the  Federal  Government  would  recover 
at  least  $440  million  per  year,  or  at 
least  $2.2  billion  over  5  years. 

The  measure  I  Introduce  today  is  my 
third  legislative  effort  in  the  area  of  ir- 
rigation subsidies,  all  of  which  have 
been  profiled  in  the  "Green  Scissors" 
report.  In  February  of  1995,  I  intro- 
duced two  related  pieces  of  legislation 
aimed  at  reducing  double  dipping  for 
irrigation  water  subsidies  that  cost  the 
Federal  taxpayers  millions  of  dollars 
each  year.  I  hope  that  other  Members 
will  join  me  in  sponsoring  these  efforts, 
as  elimination  of  western  water  sub- 
sidies, and  a  wide  range  of  reclamation 
subsidies,  should  be  pursued  as  legiti- 
mate deficit  reduction  opportunities. 

When  coimtless  Federal  program  are 
subjected  to  various  types  of  means 
tests  to  limit  benefits  to  those  who 
truly  need  assistance,  it  makes  little 
sense  to  continue  to  allow  large  busi- 
ness interests  to  dip  into  a  program  in- 


tended to  help  small  entities  struggling 
to  survive.  Taxpayers  have  legitimate 
concerns  when  they  learn  that  their 
hard-earned  tax  dollars  are  being  ex- 
pended to  assist  large  corjwrate  inter- 
ests in  select  regions  of  the  country 
who  benefit  from  these  loopholes.  The 
Federal  Water  Program  was  simply 
never  intended  to  benefit  these  large 
interests. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  it  is 
clear  that  the  conflicting  policies  of 
the  Federal  Government  in  this  area 
are  in  need  of  reform,  and  if  Federal 
agencies  cannot  be  diligent  in  curbing 
this  corporate  welfare  administra- 
tively. Congress  should  act.  Large  agri- 
businesses should  not  be  able  to  con- 
tinue to  soak  the  taxpayers.  We  should 
act  to  close  these  loopholes  as  soon  as 
possible.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  text  of  the  measure  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  text  of 
the  bill  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1798 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 
SECTION  L  SHORT  TTTUE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Irrigation 
Subsidy  Reduction  Act  of  1996". 

SEC.  2.  FIND04GS. 

Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  the  Federal  reclamation  program  has 
been  in  existence  for  over  90  years,  with  an 
estimated  taxpayer  investment  of  over 
$70,000,000,000; 

(2)  the  program  has  had  and  continues  to 
have  an  enormous  effect  on  the  water  re- 
sources and  aquatic  environments  of  the 
western  States; 

(3)  irrigation  water  made  available  from 
Federal  water  projects  In  the  West  is  a  very 
valuable  resource  for  which  there  arc  in- 
creasing and  competing  demands; 

(4)  the  justification  for  providing  water  at 
less  than  full  cost  was  to  benefit  and  pro- 
mote the  development  of  small  family  farms 
and  exclude  large  corporate  farms,  but  this 
purpose  has  been  frustrated  over  the  years 
due  to  inadequate  implementation  of  subsidy 
and  acreage  limits; 

(5)  below-cost  water  prices  tend  to  encour- 
age excessive  use  of  scarce  water  supplies  in 
the  arid  regions  of  the  West,  and  reasonable 
price  increases  to  the  wealthiest  western 
farmers  would  provide  an  economic  incentive 
for  greater  water  conservation; 

(6)  the  Federal  Government  has  increas- 
ingly applied  eligibility  tests  based  on  in- 
come for  Federal  entitlement  and  subsidy 
programs,  measures  that  are  consistent  with 
the  historic  approach  of  the  reclamation  pro- 
gram's acreage  limitations  that  seek  to 
limit  water  subsidies  to  smaller  farms;  and 

(7)  including  a  means  test  based  on  gross 
income  in  the  reclamation  program  will  in- 
crease the  effectiveness  of  carrying  out  the 
family  farm  goals  of  the  Federal  reclamation 
laws. 

SEC  X  AMENDMENTS. 

(a)  DEFDJmoNS.— Section  202  of  the  Rec- 
lamation Reform  Act  of  1982  (43  U.S.C.  390bb) 
is  amended — 

(1)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (7),  (8),  (9), 
(10).  and  (U)  as  paragraphs  (9),  (10).  (11).  (12), 
and  (13),  respectively; 

(2)  in  paragraph  (6)  by  striking  "owned  or 
operated  under  a  lease  which"  and  Inserting 


"owned,  leased,  or  operated  by  an  individual 
or  legal  entity  and  which"; 

(3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (6)  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(7)  Legal  ENTmr.— The  term  'legal  entity' 
includes  a  corporation,  association,  partner- 
ship, trust,  joint  tenancy,  or  tenancy  in  com- 
mon, or  any  other  entity  that  owns,  leases, 
or  operates  a  farm  operation  for  the  benefit 
of  more  than  1  individual  under  any  form  of 
agreement  or  arrangement. 

"(8)  Operator.— 

"(A)  In  general.— The  term  'operator'— 

"(i)  means  an  individual  or  legal  entity 
that  operates  a  single  farm  operation  on  a 
parcel  (or  parcel)  of  land  that  is  owned  or 
leased  by  another  person  (or  persons)  under 
any  form  of  agreement  or  arrangement  (or 
agreements  or  arrangements);  and 

"(ii)  if  the  individual  or  legal  entity— 

"(I)  is  an  employee  of  an  individual  or 
legal  entity,  includes  the  individual  or  li^ 
entity;  or 

"(II)  is  a  legal  entity  that  controls,  is  con- 
trolled by,  or  is  under  common  control  with 
another  legal  entity,  includes  each  such 
other  legal  entity. 

"(B)  Operation  of  a  farm  operation.— For 
the  purposes  of  subparagraph  (A),  an  individ- 
ual or  legal  entity  shall  be  considered  to  op- 
erate a  farm  operation  if  the  individual  or 
legal  entity  is  the  person  that  performs  the 
greatest  proportion  of  the  decisionmaking 
for  and  supervision  of  the  agricultural  enter- 
prise on  land  served  with  irrigation  water."; 
and 

(4)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(14)  Single  farm  operation.— 

"(A)  In  general.— The  term  "single  farm 
operation'  means  the  total  acreage  of  land 
served  with  irrigation  water  for  which  an  in- 
dividual or  legal  entity  is  the  operator. 

"(B)  Rules  for  determining  wmrrHER  sep- 
arate PARCELS  ARE  OPERATED  AS  A  SINGLE 
FARM  OPERATION.— 

"(i)  Equipment-  and  labor-sharing  activi- 
TIES.— The  conduct  of  equipment-  and  labor- 
sharing  activities  on  separate  parcels  of  land 
by  separate  Individuals  or  legal  entities  shall 
not  by  itself  serve  as  a  basis  for  concluding 
that  the  farming  operations  of  the  individ- 
uals or  legal  entities  constitute  a  single  farm 
operation. 

"(ii)  Performance  of  certain  services.— 
The  performance  by  an  individual  or  legal 
entity  of  an  agricultural  chemical  applica- 
tion, pruning,  or  harvesting  for  a  farm  oper- 
ation on  a  parcel  of  land  shall  not  by  Itself 
serve  as  a  basis  for  concluding  that  the  farm 
operation  on  that  parcel  of  land  is  part  of  a 
single  farm  operation  operated  by  the  indi- 
vidual or  entity  on  other  parcels  of  land.". 

(b)  iDENTIFICATtON  OF  OWNERS.  T.ia^;FE?>. 
AND  OPERATORS  AND  OF  SINGLE  FARM  OPER- 
ATIONS.—The  Reclamation  Reform  Act  of 
1982  (43  U.S.C.  39aa  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  in- 
serting after  section  201  the  following: 

"SEC  aOlA.  IDENTmCA'nON  OF  OWNERS.  LES- 
SEES, AND  OPERATCMtS  AND  OF  SIN- 
GLE FARM  OPEHA'nONS. 

"(a)  In  General.— Subject  to  subsectioD 
(b).  for  each  parcel  of  land  to  which  irriga- 
tion water  is  delivered  or  proposed  to  be  de- 
livered, the  Secretary  shall  identify  a  single 
individual  or  legal  entity  as  the  owner,  les- 
see, or  operator. 

"(b)  Shared  DEasioNMAXiNG  and  Super- 
vision.— If  the  Secretary  determines  that  no 
single  individual  or  legal  entity  Is  the  owner, 
lessee,  or  other  individual  that  performs  the 
greatest  proportion  of  decisionmaking  for 
and  supervision  of  the  agricultural  enter- 
prise on  a  parcel  of  land— 
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"(1)  all  indlvldaals  and  legral  entities  that 
own,  lease,  or  perform  a  proportion  of  deci- 
sionmaking' and  supervision  that  is  equal  as 
among-  themselves  but  greater  than  the  pro- 
portion performed  by  any  other  individual  or 
legal  entity  shall  be  considered  jointly  to  be 
the  owner,  lessee,  or  operator;  and 

"(2)  all  parcels  of  land  of  which  any  such 
individual  or  legal  entity  is  the  owner,  les- 
see, or  operator  shall  be  considered  to  be 
part  of  the  single  farm  operation  of  the 
owner,  lessee,  or  operator  identified  under 
subsection  (1). 

(c)  Pricino.— Section  205  of  the  Reclama- 
tion Reform  Act  of  1982  (43  U.S.C.  390ee)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(d)  Single  Farm  Operations  Generating 
More  Than  $500,000  in  Gross  Farm  Income.— 

"(1)  In  general.— Notwithstanding  sub- 
sections (a),  (b),  and  (c).  In  the  case  of— 

"(A)  a  qualified  recipient  that  reports 
gross  farm  income  flrom  a  single  farm  oper- 
ation in  excess  of  $500,000  for  a  taxable  year; 
or 

"(B)  a  limited  recipient  that  received  irri- 
gation water  on  or  before  October  1,  1981,  and 
that  reports  gross  farm  Income  from  a  single 
farm  operation  in  excess  of  $500,000  for  a  tax- 
able year; 

irrigation  water  may  be  delivered  to  the  sin- 
gle farm  operation  of  the  qualified  recipient 
or  limited  recipient  at  less  than  full  cost  to 
a  number  of  acres  that  does  not  exceed  the 
number  of  acres  determined  under  paragraph 
(2). 

"(2)  Maximum  number  of  acres  to  which 
irrigation  water  may  be  delivered  at  less 
THAN  FVLL  COST.— The  number  of  acres  deter- 
mined under  this  subparagraph  is  the  num- 
ber equal  to  the  number  of  acres  of  the  single 
farm  operation  multiplied  by  a  fi-action,  the 
numerator  of  which  is  $500,000  and  the  de- 
nominator of  which  is  the  amount  of  gross 
farm  income  reported  by  the  qualified  recipi- 
ent or  limited  recipient  in  the  most  recent 
taxable  year. 

"(3)  Inflation  adjustment.— 

"(A)  In  general.— The  $500,000  amount 
under  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  for  any  taxable 
year  beginning  in  a  calendar  year  after  1997 
shall  be  equal  to  the  product  of— 

"(1)  $500,000.  multiplied  by 

"(11)  the  inflation  adjustment  factor  for 
the  taxable  year. 

"(B)  Inflation  adjustment  factor.— The 
term  'inflation  adjustment  factor'  means, 
with  respect  to  any  calendar  year,  a  fraction 
the  numerator  of  which  is  the  GDP  implicit 
price  deflator  for  the  preceding  calendar 
year  and  the  denominator  of  which  is  the 
GDP  ImpUcit  price  deflator  for  1996.  Not 
later  than  April  1  of  any  calendar  year,  the 
Secretary  shall  publish  the  inflation  adjust- 
ment factor  for  the  preceding  calendar  year. 

"(C)  GDP  IMPUCIT  price  deflator.— For 
purposes  of  subparagraph  (B).  the  term  'GDP 
implicit  price  deflator'  means  the  first  revi- 
sion of  the  implicit  price  deflator  for  the 
gross  domestic  product  as  computed  and  pub- 
lished by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

"(D)  Rounding.— If  any  increase  deter- 
mined under  subparagraph  (A)  is  not  a  mul- 
tiple of  $100,  the  increase  shall  be  rounded  to 
the  next  lowest  multiple  of  $100.". 

(d)  Certification  of  (Compliance. — Section 
206  of  the  Reclamation  Reform  Act  of  1962  (43 
U.S.C.  390fD  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"SEC.  906.  CEBUFICATION  of  CmPUANCE. 

"(a)  In  General.— As  a  condition  to  the  re- 
ceipt of  irrigation  water  for  land  in  a  district 
that  has  a  contract  described  in  section  203, 
each  owner,  lessee,  or  operator  in  the  dis- 
trict shall  furnish  the  district,  in  a  form  pre- 
scribed by  the  Secretary,  a  certificate  that 


the  owner,  lessee,  or  operator  is  in  compli- 
ance with  this  title,  including  a  statement  of 
the  number  of  acres  owned,  leased,  or  oper- 
ated, the  terms  of  any  lease  or  agreement 
pertaining  to  the  operation  of  a  farm  oper- 
ation, and,  in  the  case  of  a  lessee  or  opera- 
tor, a  certification  that  the  rent  or  other 
fees  paid  reflect  the  reasonable  value  of  the 
irrigation  water  to  the  productivity  of  the 
land. 

"(b)  Documentation.— The  Secretary  may 
require  a  lessee  or  operator  to  submit  for  the 
Secretary's  examination— 

"(1)  a  complete  copy  of  any  lease  or  other 
agreement  executed  by  each  of  the  parties  to 
the  lease  or  other  agreement;  and 

"(2)  a  copy  of  the  return  of  income  tax  im- 
posed by  chapter  1  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1986  for  any  taxable  year  in  which 
the  single  farm  operation  of  the  lessee  or  op- 
erator received  irrigation  water  at  less  than 
full  cost.". 

(e)  Trusts.— Section  214  of  the  Reclama- 
tion Reform  Act  of  1982  (43  U.S.C.  390nn)  is 
repealed. 

(f)  Administrative  Provisions.— 

(1)  Penalties.— Section  224(c)  of  the  Rec- 
lamation Reform  Act  of  1982  (43  U.S.C. 
390ww(c))  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  "(c)  The  Secretary"  and  in- 
serting the  following: 

"(c)  Regulations;  Data  Collection;  Pen- 
alties.— 

"(1)  Regulations;  data  collection.- The 
Secretary";  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(2)      Penalties.— Notwithstanding     any 

other  provision  of  law,  the  Secretary  shall 
establish  appropriate  and  effective  penalties 
for  failure  to  comply  with  any  provision  of 
this  Act  or  any  regulation  issued  under  this 
Act.". 

(2)  Interest.— Section  224(1)  of  the  Rec- 
lamation Reform  Act  of  1982  (43  U.S.C. 
390ww(l))  Is  amended  by  striking  the  last 
sentence  and  inserting  the  following:  "The 
interest  rate  applicable  to  underpayments 
shall  be  equal  to  the  rate  applicable  to  ex- 
penditures under  section  202(3)(C).". 

(g)  Reporting.— Section  228  of  the  Rec- 
lamation Reform  Act  of  1982  (43  U.S.C.  390zz) 
is  amended  by  inserting  "operator  or"  before 
"contracting  entity"  each  place  it  appears. 

(h)  Memorandum  of  Understanding.— The 
Reclamation  Reform  Act  of  1982  (43  U.S.C. 
390aa  et  seq.)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  sections  229  and  230  as 
sections  230  and  231;  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  section  228  the  follow- 
ing: 

*SEC.  229.  MEMORANDUM  OF  UNDERSTANDING. 

"The  Secretary,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
shall  enter  into  a  memorandum  of  under- 
standing or  other  appropriate  instrument  to 
permit  the  Secretary,  notwithstanding  sec- 
tion 6103  of  the  Internal  Revenue  (3ode  of 
1986,  to  have  access  to  and  use  of  available 
information  collected  or  maintained  by  the 
Department  of  the  Treasury  and  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  that  would  aid  enforce- 
ment of  the  ownership  and  pricing  limita- 
tions of  Federal  reclamation  law.". 


By  Ms.  SNOWE  (for  herself,  Ms. 
MncuLSKi,  Mrs.  Feinstein.  Mrs. 
Murray    and    Ms.     Moseley- 

BRAUN): 

S.  1799.  A  bill  to  promote  greater  eq- 
uity in  the  delivery  of  health  care  serv- 
ices to  American  women  through  ex- 
panded research  on  women's  health 
issues  and  through  improved  access  to 


health  care  services,  including  preven- 
tive health  services;  to  the  Committee 
on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

women's  health  equity  act  of  1996 

Ms.  SNOWE.  Mr.  President,  I  am  ex- 
tremely pleased  to  join  with  Senator 
MncuLSKi  in  introducing  the  Women's 
Health  Equity  Act  of  1996.  I  believe 
that  this  event  is  historic,  not  only  be- 
cause of  the  impressive  breadth  and 
depth  of  this  legislation,  but  because 
five  women  Senators,  including  Sen- 
ators Feinstein,  Murray,  ajid 
Moseley-Braun,  have  joined  together 
to  set  an  agenda  for  congressional  ac- 
tion to  improve  women's  health. 

For  too  many  years,  women's  health 
care  needs  were  ignored  or  poorly  un- 
derstood, and  women  were  systemati- 
cally excluded  from  important  health 
research.  One  famous  medical  study  on 
breast  cancer  examined  hundreds  of 
men.  And  another  federally  funded 
study  examined  the  ability  of  aspirin 
to  prevent  heart  attacks  in  20,0(X)  medi- 
cal doctors,  all  of  whom  were  men,  de- 
spite the  fact  that  heart  disease  is  the 
leading  cause  of  death  among  women. 

Today,  Members  and  the  American 
public  understand  the  importance  of 
ensuring  that  both  genders  benefit 
equally  from  the  fruits  of  medical  re- 
search and  the  delivery  of  health  care 
services.  Unfortunately,  equity  does 
not  yet  exist  in  health  care,  and  we 
have  a  long  way  to  go.  Knowledge 
about  appropriate  course  of  treatment 
for  women  lags  far  behind  that  for  men 
for  many  diseases.  Research  into  dis- 
eases affecting  predominately  women, 
such  as  breast  cancer,  for  years  went 
grossly  underfunded.  And  many  women 
do  not  have  access  to  critical  reproduc- 
tive and  other  health  services. 

Throughout  my  tenure  in  the  House 
and  Senate,  I  have  worked  hard  to  ex- 
pose and  eliminate  this  health  care 
gender  gap  and  improve  women's  ac- 
cess to  affordable,  quality  health  serv- 
ices. And  under  my  leadership  as  the 
co-chair  of  the  Congressional  Caucus 
for  Women's  Issues,  women  legrislators 
in  the  House  called  for  a  GAO  inves- 
tigation into  the  inclusion  of  women 
and  minorities  in  medical  research  at 
the  National  Institute  of  Health.  This 
study  docimiented  the  widespread  ex- 
clusion of  women  from  medical  re- 
search, and  spurred  the  caucus  to  in- 
troduce the  first  Women's  Health  Eq- 
uity Act  [WHEA]  in  1990.  This  com- 
prehensive legislation  provided  Con- 
gress with  its  first  broad,  forward  look- 
ing health  agenda  intended  to  redress 
the  historical  inequities  that  face 
women  in  medical  research,  prevention 
and  services. 

Since  the  initial  introduction  of 
WHEA  in  the  101st  Congress,  women 
legislators  have  made  important 
strides  on  behalf  of  women's  health. 
Legislation  from  that  first  package 
was  signed  into  law  as  part  of  the  NIH 
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Revitalization  Act  in  June  1993,  man- 
dating the  inclusion  of  women  and  mi- 
norities in  clinical  trials  at  NIH.  We  es- 
tablished the  Office  of  Research  on 
Women's  Health  at  NIH.  and  secured 
dramatic  funding  increases  for  research 
into  breast  cancer,  osteoporosis,  and 
cervical  cancer. 

Today,  I  have  joined  forces  with 
many  of  my  women  colleagues  on  a  bi- 
partisan basis  to  take  the  next  crucial 
step  on  the  road  to  achieving  equity  in 
health  care.  The  Women's  Health  Eq- 
uity Act  of  1996  is  comprised  of  39  bills 
devoted  to  research  and  services  in 
areas  of  critical  Importance  to  wom- 
en's health.  I  have  already  introduced 
several  of  the  bills  contained  in  WHEA 
in  the  Senate:  the  Consumer  Involve- 
ment in  Breast  Cancer  Research  Act; 
the  Women's  Health  Office  Act;  the  Ge- 
netic Information  Nondiscrimination 
in  Health  Insurance  Act  of  1996;  the  Pa- 
tient Access  to  Clinical  Studies  Act; 
the  Medicare  Bone  Mass  Measurement 
Coverage  Act;  and  the  Accurate  Mam- 
mography Guidelines  Act.  Together, 
these  39  bills  represent  the  high-water 
mark  for  legislation  on  women's 
health. 

The  research  bills  contained  in  title  I 
of  WHEA  continue  to  push  for  in- 
creased biomedical  research  in  wom- 
en's health  at  NIH  and  other  Federal 
agencies,  and  address  the  need  for  so- 
cial policy  to  keep  pace  with  scientific 
technology.  The  impact  of  the  environ- 
ment of  women's  health,  women  and 
AIDS,  osteoporosis,  and  lupus  are  all 
addressed  in  this  title. 

The  service-oriented  bills  contained 
in  title  II  of  WHEA  target  new  areas 
such  as  the  prevention  of  insurance  dis- 
crimination based  on  genetic  informa- 
tion or  participation  in  clinical  re- 
search as  well  as  insurance  protection 
for  victims  of  domestic  violence.  Sev- 
eral bills  address  the  need  for  edu- 
cation and  training  of  health  profes- 
sionals and  the  importance  of  provid- 
ing information  about  health  risks  and 
prevention  to  women.  Adolescent 
health,  eating  disorders, 

postreproductive  health,  and  breast 
and  cervical  prevention  are  also  ad- 
dressed, as  well  as  the  need  to  des- 
ignate obstetrician-gjmecologists  as 
primary  care  providers  for  insurance 
purposes  and  to  provide  for  minimum 
hospital  stays  for  mothers  and  their 
newborns. 

Improving  the  health  of  American 
women  requires  a  far  greater  under- 
standing of  women's  health  needs  and 
conditions,  and  ongoing  evaluation  in 
the  areas  of  research,  education,  pre- 
vention, treatment,  and  the  delivery  of 
services.  I  believe  that  the  39  bills  com- 
prising the  Women's  Health  Equity  Act 
will  take  a  giant  step  in  this  direction, 
and  the  passage  of  this  legislation  will 
help  ensure  that  women's  health  will 
never  again  be  a  missing  page  in  Amer- 
ica's medical  textbook. 

Ms.  MIKULSKI.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
honored  to  join  my  good  friends  Sen- 


ators Snowe,  Boxer,  Feinstein,  Mim- 
ray,  and  Mosely-Braun  in  introducing 
the  Women's  Health  Equity  Act.  This 
years'  bill,  composed  of  37  separate 
bills,  will  improve  the  status  of  wom- 
en's health  in  the  areas  of  research, 
services  and  prevention.  The  package 
builds  on  past  successes.  It  brings  re- 
sources and  expertise  to  bear  on  the 
unmet  health  needs  of  America's 
women.  This  bill  sets  an  agenda.  It's 
where  women's  health  care  needs  to  go 
as  we  enter  the  21st  century. 

There  has  been  a  pattern  of  neglect 
and  a  history  of  indifference  to  wom- 
en's health  needs.  It's  astonishing  that 
between  1979  and  1986  the  death  rate 
from  breast  cancer  was  up  24  percent. 
No  one  knew  why.  Yet  there  was  no  re- 
search being  done — the  research  com- 
munity was  ignoring  this  very  signifi- 
cant problem.  I  worked  with  colleagues 
to  change  that  by  making  sure  that 
breast  cancer  research  got  its  fair 
share  of  research  dollars. 

I  was  frustrated  when  I  found  out 
that  America's  fiagship  medical  re- 
search center,  the  National  Institutes 
of  Health  [NIH],  was  supporting  re- 
search that  systematically  excluded 
women.  Less  than  a  decade  ago,  only  14 
percent  of  every  research  dollar  was 
going  to  study  the  health  problems  of 
51  percent  of  the  American  population. 
I  wanted  to  change  that.  And  I  did. 
With  the  help  of  my  colleagues,  I  was 
successful  in  setting  up  the  Office  of 
Women's  Health  Research  at  NHL  This 
office  is  turning  these  statistics 
around.  Women  are  now  routinely  in- 
cluded in  clinical  trials. 

Despite  all  our  progress,  we  have  a 
long  way  to  go.  We  have  to  change  out- 
dated attitudes.  It's  not  easy  to  reverse 
gender  biases.  We  take  a  few  steps  for- 
ward and  then  a  few  steps  back. 

I  want  to  make  sure  that  women's 
health  care  needs  are  met  comprehen- 
sively and  equitably.  The  NIH  must  al- 
locate sufficient  resources  to  women's 
diseases.  It  should  continue  to  include 
women  in  clinical  trials.  It  must  con- 
tinue to  expand  access  to  health  serv- 
ices for  women.  We  must  aggressively 
pursue  prevention  in  women's  diseases. 
I  pledge  to  fight  for  new  attitudes  and 
find  new  ways  to  end  the  needless  pain 
and  death  that  too  many  American 
women  face. 

I  am  proud  to  introduce  this  bill  with 
a  great  group  of  Senators  that  care 
equally  about  women's  health.  This  bill 
confirms  our  intent  to  move  forward  in 
women's  health  equity.  It  is  an  outline, 
a  framework,  an  agenda.  No  doubt,  it 
will  take  time,  but  I'm  sure  we  will 
succeed. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
in  strong  support  of  the  Women's 
Health  Equity  Act.  I  am  proud  to  join 
my  colleagues.  Senators  Snowe,  Mi- 
KULSKi,  Feinstein,  and  Moseley- 
Braun,  in  offering  this  package  of  39 
legislative  initiatives  of  critical  impor- 
tance to  the  health  of  women  and  their 


children.  Today  we  are  sending  a  pow- 
erful and  united  message.  We  are  more 
committed  than  ever  to  keeping  the 
spotlight  on  the  important  issues  sur- 
rounding women's  health  research, 
treatment  and  education. 

There  are  so  many  worthy  pieces  to 
this  bill  that  I  won't  go  into  each  and 
every  one  separately.  This  bill  under- 
scores the  lack  of  attention  that  has 
been  paid  to  women's  health  issues  and 
the  many  obstacles  we  face  in  getting 
accurate,  vital  information  about  our 
health,  the  health  of  our  children  and 
the  health  care  system  as  it  effects  us. 

Women  face  an  array  of  unique  and 
serious  health  risks.  We  must  do  more 
to  ensure  that  adequate  research  and 
education  programs  are  maintained, 
supported  and  enriched.  We  have  much 
more  to  learn  about  diseases  like 
osteoporosis,  lupus,  and  breast  cancer 
that  devastate  the  lives  of  women 
across  this  country.  And  we  need  to 
continue  to  broaden  the  scope  of  cur- 
rent efforts  in  research  into  AIDS,  car- 
diovascular disease  and  alcoholism  to 
better  understand  how  women  are  im- 
pacted. We  must  enable  women  to  pro- 
tect themselves  and  their  daughters. 

Mr.  President,  our  bill  recognizes  the 
need  for  supporting  this  kind  of  re- 
search and  specifically  addresses  all  of 
these  conditions  which  jeopardize  the 
health  of  women.  We  must  encourage  a 
coordinated  and  committed  effort  from 
the  top  level  of  our  government  to 
make  sure  that  women's  health  issues 
receive  the  attention  they  deserve.  For 
too  long,  our  concerns  were  ignored  or 
given  second-class  status.  If  we  con- 
tinue to  allow  this  to  happen — women 
will  die,  our  children  will  get  sick,  and 
future  generations  will  be  short- 
changed of  valuable  information  about 
ways  to  prevent  health-related  trage- 
dies. 

And  our  bill  acknowledges  another 
critical  health  issue  which  dispropor- 
tionately affects  women — domestic  vio- 
lence. The  Women's  Health  Equity  Act 
includes  a  number  of  provisions  which 
seek  to  protect  women  who  are  victims 
of  violence  from  being  discriminated 
against  when  seeking  health  insurance. 
Family  violence  is  a  public  health  cri- 
sis which  tears  families  apart  and  often 
prevents  women,  especially  low-income 
women,  fhsm  providing  their  children 
with  a  safe,  nurturing  environment  in 
which  to  learn  and  grow. 

As  you  know  Mr.  President,  one  of 
my  bigrgest  concerns  as  a  Senator  is  the 
well  being  of  our  Nation's  young  peo- 
ple. I  am  proud  that  this  bill  includes 
provisions  which  encourage:  adolescent 
health  demonstration  projects;  eating 
disorders  research  and  education  ini- 
tiatives; fetal  alcohol  syndrome  re- 
search and  prevention  programs;  and 
demonstration  projects  to  prevent 
smoking  in  WIC  clinics.  These  efforts 
are  critical  and  send  our  young  people 
an  important  message  that  we  care 
about  them,  their  health,  and  their  fu- 
tures. 
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I  am  particularly  pleased  that  the 
Newborns'  and  Mothers'  Health  Protec- 
tion Act  was  included  in  this  act.  By 
allowing  longer  hospital  stays  after 
child-birth,  we  will  see  improved 
health  for  both  mother  and  baby. 
Women  will  receive  essential  informa- 
tion about  care  for  their  newborn  and 
if  there  are  any  health  complications, 
mother  and  baby  will  receive  the  atten- 
tion they  need. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  conmiend 
Senator  Snowe  for  her  leadership  in  co- 
ordinating this  effort  and  for  all  she 
has  done  for  women's  health  and  health 
care.  I  am  proud  to  be  an  original  co- 
sponsor  of  this  bill  and  I  urge  all  of  my 
colleagues  to  join  and  help  move  these 
initiatives  forward.  Together,  we  can 
improve  the  lives  and  health  of  women 
and  children  in  our  Nation,  continue 
the  important  work  we  have  started 
and  celebrate  the  great  strides  we  have 
made.  I  look  forward  to  this  challenge. 

By   Mr.   D'AMATO   (for  himself. 

Mr.   Kerry,   Mrs.   Boxer,   Mr. 

Bryan.    Ms.    Moseley-Braun, 

and  Mrs.  Murray): 
S.  1800.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Elec- 
tronic Fund  Transfer  Act  to  limit  fees 
charged  by  financial  institutions  for 
the  use  of  automatic  teller  machines, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban 
Affairs. 

THE  PAIR  ATM  FEES  FOR  CONSUMERS  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  with  Senators  Kerry  and  Mur- 
ray as  my  primary  cosponsor  to  intro- 
duce legislation  to  protect  consumers 
trom  excessive  and  redundant  fees  im- 
posed by  automated  teller  machine 
(ATM)  operators.  I  am  also  pleased 
that  Senators  Boxer,  Bryan,  and 
Moseley-Braun  have  joined  in  cospon- 
soring  this  important  initiative. 

Traditionally,  a  bank  or  financial  in- 
stitution, let's  call  it  Integrity  Bank, 
agrees  to  provide  a  consumer  with  a 
package  of  services  in  exchange  for  the 
use  of  the  consumer's  money.  These 
services  tsrpically  include  access  to  an 
ATM  network,  such  as  MOST,  CIRRUS, 
or  PLUS,  which  consists  of  any  Integ- 
rity Bank  ATM's  as  well  as  ATM's  op- 
erated by  other  banks  or  financial  in- 
stitutions. Integrity  Bank  and  the  con- 
sumer have  an  agreement  about  wheth- 
er Integrity  Bank  will  charge  the  con- 
sumer for  using  ATM's  not  owned  by 
Integrity  Bank.  Integrity  Bank,  in 
turn,  is  responsible  for  pajring  the  net- 
work a  fee  for  transactions  completed 
by  its  consumers  on  ATM's  not  owned 
by  Integrity  Bank. 

Changes  which  took  effect  in  April  of 
this  year  may  force  the  consumer  to 
pay  new  fees.  Until  April  1,  the  major 
electronic  banking  networks  prohib- 
ited the  assessment  of  ATM  user  fees 
by  the  bank  which  owned  the  ATM. 
The  networks  have  revoked  this  policy, 
opening  the  door  to  a  new  and  out- 
rageous practice  beyond  the  control  of 


Integrity  Bank  and  its  customer.  Now, 
despite  the  fact  that  Integrity  Bank 
pa5rs  fees  to  the  ATM  network,  ATM 
owners  and  operators  can  now  charge 
non-customers  who  use  their  ATM's— a 
service  that  consumers  thought  was  in- 
cluded in  any  charges  imposed  by  In- 
tegrity Bank— their  bank. 

Now  many  ATM  users  may  be  caught 
in  the  middle.  Their  own  banks  can 
continue  to  impose  fees  while  the  oper- 
ators of  the  ATM's  they  use  are  enti- 
tled to  ransack  consumers'  accounts. 
What  is  next,  explicit  and  redundant 
fees  for  deposit  envelopes?  A  nighttime 
ATM  surcharge?  I  will  refrain  from  of- 
fering banks  any  further  suggestions 
on  how  to  pick  the  pockets  of  Amer- 
ican consumers. 

Mr.  President,  this  double-dipping  is 
imfair  and  unconscionable.  Consumers 
should  not  be  charged  twice  for  a  single 
ATM  transaction  and  should  certainly 
not  be  charged  a  fee  which  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  relationship  between  the 
consumer  and  his  or  her  financial  insti- 
tution. 

Banks  and  other  financial  service 
providers  argue  that  these  surcharges 
are  necessary  to  cover  the  costs  of 
ATM  operation.  In-branch  ATM's 
present  minimal  expense  to  financial 
institutions.  How  can  banks  argue  with 
straight  faces  that  surcharges  are  nec- 
essary to  cover  costs  of  operation? 

Mr.  President,  the  rules  change 
which  permits  this  extra  fee  was  en- 
acted only  recently.  While  some  banks 
have  already  imposed  the  surcharge, 
many  others  are  testing  the  waters  be- 
fore they  take  advantage  of  the  rule 
change.  Congress  should  act  before  this 
vmfair  practice  spreads  like  a  wildfire. 
It  Is  hard  to  believe  that  banks  are  so 
strapped  when  industry  profits  have 
never  been  higher.  For  the  fourth 
straight  year  in  1995,  commercial 
banks  reported  record  earnings.  Last 
year,  commercial  banks  reported  prof- 
its of  $48.8  billion,  exceeding  the  pre- 
vious year's  record  of  $44.6  billion  by 
9.4  percent.  These  skyrocketing  earn- 
ings are  primarily  the  result  of  in- 
creased interest  and  fee  income.  On  top 
of  this,  commercial  banks  now  pay 
nearly  nothing  to  receive  deposit  insur- 
ance. 

Are  banks  really  losing  money  on 
ATM  operations  or  is  this  new  fee  just 
an  easy  way  to  gouge  the  consumer? 
The  U.S.  Public  Interest  Research 
Group  and  the  Center  for  the  Respon- 
sive Law  recently  reported  that  ATM's 
generated  $3.1  billion  in  transaction 
fees  for  banks  in  1995.  Though  ATM 
transactions  cost  banks  $3.2  billion,  the 
report  said,  profits  increased  by  $2.2 
billion  as  a  result  of  the  labor  savings. 
This  new  ATM  surcharge  is  nothing 
more  than  a  thinly  veiled  attempt  to 
artificially  inflate  profits  at  the  con- 
sumer's expense. 

Banks  have  spent  the  past  20  years 
enticing  consumers  to  use  ATMs  to  re- 
duce the  need  for  branch  offices.  Banks 


have  told  regulators  and  the  Congress 
that  branch  closings  save  money  with- 
out decreasing  service  because  ATM's 
fill  the  role  once  served  by  branch  of- 
fices. Now  it  appears  providing  that 
service  comes  only  with  an  added  cost 
to  the  consumer  and  more  profit  for 
the  provider. 

Let  me  just  say  a  few  words  about 
the  impact  of  this  fee  on  community 
banks.  These  banks  have  already 
agreed  to  pay  fees  to  ATM  networks  in 
order  to  ensure  that  their  customers 
have  access  to  funds  at  convenient  lo- 
cations. Now  community  banks  face 
the  threat  of  losing  customers  to  large 
banks  with  large  ATM  networks.  Since 
community  bank  customers  depend  on 
other  institutions'  ATM's,  large  banks 
can  use  ATM  user  fees  to  steal  commu- 
nity bank  customers. 

This  moves  comes  at  a  time  when 
some  banks  are  charging  their  cus- 
tomers a  premium  for  teller  service. 
These  banks  justify  this  teller  fee  with 
claims  that  teller  service  is  more  ex- 
pensive to  provide  than  ATM  service. 
Now,  some  banks  are  squeezing  con- 
sumers even  harder  with  new  ATM  user 
fees.  Consumers  axe  getting  nickel-and- 
dimed  to  death  and  it  has  got  to  stop. 

Mr.  President,  the  bill  I  introduce 
today  would  prohibit  user  fees  imposed 
by  ATM  operators.  Under  this  bill,  for 
example,  banks  would  remain  free  to 
charge  their  own  customers  for  using 
the  ATM's  of  other  banks.  Other  ATM 
owners  and  operators,  however,  would 
be  prohibited  from  taking  a  second  bite 
out  of  the  consumer. 

There  is  congressional  precedent  for 
this  type  of  legislation.  Congress  origi- 
nally i>assed  legislation  banning  sur- 
charges in  the  credit  card  industry  in 
1976  and  renewed  the  ban  twice  in  1978 
and  1981.  In  that  instance.  Congress 
prohibited  retail  institutions  from 
charging  consumers  surcharges  on 
their  credit  card  purchases.  To  allow 
additional  charges  and  fees  for  card  use 
after  the  consumer  had  paid  for  the  use 
of  the  credit  card  would  have  forced 
customers  to  pay  twice  and  permitted 
some  unscrupulous  merchant  to  engage 
in  deceptive  advertising  and  other 
harmful  practices.  This  is  analogous  to 
our  current  ATM  situation. 

I  understand  that  some  businesses 
that  rely  on  retail  sales  through  credit 
and  ATM  cards  may  be  concerned 
about  this  bill.  They  need  not  worry. 
The  sole  purpose  of  this  legislation  is 
to  prohibit  excessive  fees  to  ATM 
users.  I  recognize  that  there  may  be 
some  off-site  ATM's  that  are  costly  to 
maintain  and  have  historically  charged 
fees.  I  am  willing  to  consider  necessary 
acconunodations  to  this  bill.  However, 
I  will  draw  the  line  in  cases  where  it  is 
clear  the  consumer  is  being  fleeced. 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  join  my  colleague  from  New 
York,  the  chairman  of  the  Banking 
Committee,  Senator  D'Amato,  in  intro- 
ducing this  important  piece  of  legisla- 
tion. 
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It  is  not  often  that  Senator  D'Amato 
and  I  agree  on  issues  on  this  floor  or  in 
the  Banking  Conmiittee,  and  when  we 
do,  there  is  justification  for  strong  bi- 
partisan support.  That  is  indeed  the 
case  on  this  legislation,  and  I  am 
pleased  to  join  with  my  colleague,  and 
I  congratulate  him  on  his  leadership  in 
moving  to  protect  consumers  against 
the  potential  of  double-bank-fees  that 
amount  to  a  banking-penalty  tax  on 
consumers. 

Why  do  we  need  this  legislation  now? 
Because,  on  April  1  of  this  year,  Amer- 
ican depositors  had  a  cruel  April  Fool's 
joke  played  on  them.  That's  the  day 
Visa  and  MasterCard— owners  of  two  of 
the  largest  automated  teller  network- 
began  letting  their  member  banks 
charge  a  fee  to  other  banks'  customers 
who  use  their  automated  tellers.  Some 
banking  analysts  tell  me  that  across 
the  country  this  surcharge  can  range 
from  50  cents  to  $2.50.  Consumers  can 
be  charged  an  increased  fee  by  both 
their  bank  and  the  bank  whose  ma- 
chine they  are  using  which  could  cost 
as  much  as  $5  to  make  a  deposit,  a 
withdrawal,  or  to  check  your  balance. 

Our  legislation  has  a  simple  purpose: 
it  prohibits  a  transaction  fee  assessed 
by  the  owner  or  operator  of  an  ATM 
machine.  This  bill  will  stop  double 
fees. 

It  gives  consumers  negotiating  power 
with  a  financial  services  industry 
which  is  consolidating  and 
downsizing— lasring  off  tellers,  shutting 
branches  and  reducing  bank-lobby 
hours;  it  helps  the  small  banker  fi-om 
being  run  out  of  business  by  the  big 
banks;  and  it  bolsters  congressional 
oversight  of  antitrust  violations. 

Mr.  President,  Massachusetts  is  in  a 
unique  situation.  Because  of  pending 
bank  mergers  and  consolidations  the  2 
largest  banks  will  soon  own  2,200  of  the 
3,500  ATM  machines  in  the  State — 
about  65  percent. 

In  no  other  State  does  one  bank  con- 
trol more  than  15  percent  of  the  ATM's. 
I  applaud  the  banking  industry  which 
has  grown  and  is  healthy  and  strong, 
and  there  is  room  in  financial  services 
for  large  institutions  and  for  small 
credit  unions  and  neighborhood  savings 
and  loans.  This  bill  not  only  protects 
consumers,  but  it  protects  small  banks 
that  don't  own  more  than  a  few  ATM's 
from  being  nm  out  of  business  by  the 
larger  banks  who  can  offer  free  trans- 
actions at  thousands  of  machines. 

Let  me  put  this  in  perspective.  In  a 
survey  of  just  228  of  the  3,500  machines 
in  my  State— less  than  10  percent  of  all 
the  machines — it  was  reported  that 
400,742  transactions  per  month  would 
be  subject  to  the  new  surcharge — al- 
most 5  million  transactions  per  year  at 
just  10  percent  of  the  ATM's  in  my 
State. 

If  the  larger  financial  institutions 
could  offer  no  fee  if  a  consumer  took 
their  money  out  of  a  smaller  institu- 
tion, the  fate  of  the  smaller  institu- 


tions in  an  increasingly  automated  en- 
vironment is  obviously  in  question,  and 
we  have  to  address  this  problem  now. 
And  to  save  the  conmiunity  banks  and 
avoid  the  1990's  version  of  the  1980's 
S&L  crisis. 

Mr.  President,  in  a  recent  USA  Today 
interview  with  an  executive  of  one  of 
the  Nation's  largest  banks,  when  asked 
"are  you  instituting  surcharges  on 
non-customers  who  use  your  auto- 
mated teller  machines?"  the  answer 
was  somewhat  disturbing. 

It  was: 

We're  poing  to  do  it  .  .  .  The  reason  is 
frankly  pretty  self-evident.  You've  got  a 
community  bank  that  likes  to  tell  you 
they're  going  to  give  you  this  wonderful 
service  and  you  can  shake  the  President's 
hand  and  get  a  doughnut  and  a  cup  of  coffee 
in  the  lobby  and  so  on.  When  you  go  in  to 
open  an  account  they  say  we  don't  have  any 
ATM's  but  don't  worry  about  it,  here's  our 
card  and  you  can  use  anybody's  ATM  in  the 
country.  So  we're  subsidizing  the  community 
banks.  We're  not  going  to  do  that  anjrmore. 

Well,  Mr.  President,  I  ask,  what's 
wrong  with  conmiunity  banks.  I  like 
the  idea  of  neighborhood  credit  unions 
and  having  a  cup  of  coffee  and  a  dough- 
nut in  the  lobby.  What  this  response 
tells  me  is  that  there  is  more  to  the 
surcharge  than  meets  the  eye.  And  we 
should  be  aware  of  the  what  lies  around 
the  comer  as  we  head  down  the  road. 

You  will  hear  fi'om  representatives  of 
the  industry,  Mr.  President.  Some  of 
the  biggest  banks  will  lobby  heavily 
saying  that  this  fee  is  an  issue  of  con- 
venience. But  I  suspect  that  other 
forces  are  at  play.  Commercial  banks 
posted  record  profits  last  year.  This 
new  fee  is  not  designed  to  raise  profits. 

Yet,  community  and  cooperative 
bankers  will  tell  you  a  different  story— 
a  constituent  of  mine  in  Dorchester, 
MA,  owns  a  profitable  bank  with  one 
ATM  machine.  He  runs  the  bank  well 
and  serves  the  community.  But  he  is  no 
match  against  far  bigger  competitors. 
He  knows  that  once  these  surcharges 
become  pervasive  and  the  big  banks 
start  charging  his  customers  to  use 
their  ATM's,  they  will  just  move  their 
accounts  to  the  big  banks  to  avoid  the 
charge. 

So,  this  is  not  an  issue  of  establish- 
ing prices  and  fees;  this  is  an  antitrust 
issue.  I  want  to  set  the  marker  down 
clearly — the  Congress  needs  to  do  a 
better  job  in  monitoring  and  prevent- 
ing the  trend  of  consolidation  from 
nmning  the  smaller  banks  out  of  busi- 
ness. 

I  want  to  be  clear  about  what  else 
this  bill  does,  and  what  it  does  not  do. 
This  legislation  does  not  regulate  fees 
and  prices,  and  does  not  curtail  the 
widespread  use  of  ATM's  especially  in 
lower  income  areas. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  believe  that  it 
is  the  business  of  the  U.S.  Senate  to  set 
prices  and  fees  at  banks  and  other  fi- 
nancial institutions.  I  am  a  great  be- 
liever in  the  free  market— not  the  Fed- 
eral Government — dictating  fee  struc- 


tures. But  there  is  a  general  sense  of 
fairness  that  is  being  violated  in  this 
new  surcharge. 

When  a  depositor  opens  an  account, 
he  or  she  knows  the  fees  associated 
with  transactions.  It  is  current  Federal 
law— found  in  statutes  like  the  Elec- 
tronic Funds  Transfer  Act,  the  Truth- 
in-Savings  Act  and  the  Truth-in-Lend- 
ing  Act— that  mandates  fees  to  be  dis- 
closed to  the  consumer.  So,  when  we 
open  a  bank  account,  we  will  know  how 
much  each  transaction  will  cost. 

But  now,  with  this  new  surcharge,  we 
are  left  in  the  dark.  We  don't  find  out 
how  much  it  will  cost  to  use  an  ATM 
machine,  not  associated  with  our  par- 
ticular bank,  until  our  statement  ap- 
pears in  the  mail,  long  after  the  ATM 
transaction  is  completed. 

That  is  bad  for  consumers  and  it  is 
bad  precedent.  And  the  trend  is  not  fa- 
vorable. Historic  mergers,  consolida- 
tions and  acquisitions  have  taken  place 
in  financial  service  industry.  Consum- 
ers have  less  choice,  not  more.  Bank 
lobby  hours  have  been  curtailed  so 
drastically,  tellers  replaced  by  ma- 
chines, that  we  are  forced  to  use 
ATM's.  This  is  the  direction  of  the  in- 
dustry and  at  some  point  the  Congress 
must  step  in  and  let  the  banks  know 
enough  is  enough. 

Thank  you  and  I  yield  the  floor. 


By  Mr.  McCAIN: 
S.  1801.  A  bill  to  amend  title  49. 
United  States  Code,  to  authorize  appro- 
priations for  the  Federal  Aviation  Ad- 
ministration for  fiscal  year  1997,  to  re- 
form the  Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

THE  OMNIBUS  AVIATION  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  today,  I 
am  introducing  the  Omnibus  Aviation 
Act  of  1996.  This  legislation  reauthor- 
izes for  one  year  several  key  programs 
of  the  Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion, including  the  vital  Airport  Im- 
provement Program.  It  also  provides 
needed,  comprehensive  FAA  reform,  in- 
cluding the  development  of  a  stable, 
long-term  funding  system  for  the  FAA. 
and  addresses  other  critical  safety  and 
airport  concerns.  Specifically,  this  leg- 
islation would: 

Reauthorize  AIP  at  $1.8  billion  for 
one  year; 

Expand  the  prohibition  on  airport 
revenue  diversion; 

Provide  for  thorough  reform  of  the 
FAA; 

Encourage  Congress  to  meet  the 
FAA's  short-term  funding  needs; 

Enhance  airline  safety  by  requiring 
airlines  to  share  emplosonent  and  per- 
formance records  before  hiring  new  pi- 
lots; and 

Abolish  the  MWAA  Board  of  Review. 

Significantly,  this  bill  expresses  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  Congress  must 
act  immediately  to  address  the  short- 
term  funding  needs  of  the  FAA.  Mr. 
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President,  we  have  all  heard  by  now 
that  certain  aviation  excise  taxes  that 
make  up  most  of  the  Airport  and  Air- 
way Tnist  Fimd,  which  provides  nearly 
all  of  the  PAA's  funding,  expired  at  the 
end  of  last  year.  Since  then,  no  money 
has  been  going  into  the  aviation  trust 
fund.  Yet,  the  FAA  has  determined 
that  since  the  beginning  of  this  year, 
approximately  half  a  billion  dollars  has 
been  spent  each  month  from  the  exist- 
ing trust  fund  balance.  The  FAA  ad- 
vises that  at  this  rate,  all  of  the  money 
in  the  trust  fund  will  be  spent  by  De- 
cember. Without  immediate  action  by 
Congress  to  provide  interim,  short- 
term  funding  for  the  FAA,  confidence 
in  the  FAA  and  our  nation's  air  traffic 
control  system  could  erode. 

The  legislation  that  I  am  introducing 
today  not  only  encourages  quick  reso- 
lution of  the  FAA's  immediate  funding 
problem,  but  also  sets  out  a  plan  for 
complete  FAA  reform.  In  specific,  this 
bill  incorporates  the  Air  Traffic  Man- 
agement System  Performance  Im- 
provement Act,  which  I  have  cospon- 
sored  with  Senator  Ford  and  Senator 
HOLLINGS,  to  create  a  more  autono- 
mous and  accountable  FAA  that  can 
continue  to  ensure  the  safety  of  the 
traveling  public  while,  at  the  same 
time,  meet  the  needs  of  the  growing 
aviation  industry. 

This  FAA  reform  measure  is  particu- 
larly important  because  while  the  in- 
terim, short-term  funding  is  in  place 
and  during  the  one-year  reauthoriza- 
tion of  FAA  programs,  the  FAA  will  be 
able  to  set  up  a  performance-based  fee 
system  to  satisfy  the  FAA's  long-term 
funding  needs.  This  FAA  reform  pro- 
posal would  ensure  that  the  new  FAA 
funding  system  must  consider  the 
FAA's  costs  of  providing  air  traffic 
control  services  and  must  increase  the 
efficiency  with  which  air  traffic  con- 
trol services  are  produced  or  used, 
without  jeopardizing  safety. 

The  existing  aviation  excise  tax  sys- 
tem does  not  enable  the  FAA  to  deter- 
mine whether  the  air  traffic  control 
system  is  becoming  more  or  less  costly 
per  flight,  or  whether  air  traffic  con- 
trol system  productivity  is  increasing 
or  decreasing.  By  contrast,  establish- 
ing a  user  fee  funding  system  under 
this  bill  would  compel  the  FAA  to  es- 
tablish a  cost  accounting  system, 
which  would  enable  it  to  determine  the 
efDciency  and  costs  of  the  FAA  and  the 
air  traffic  control  system,  and  develop 
Investment  and  modernization  pro- 
grams that  are  viable. 

This  legislation  also  addresses  other 
critical  aviation  issues.  First,  it  con- 
tains provisions  intended  to  reverse  the 
disturbing  trend  of  illegal  diversion  of 
airport  revenues.  To  ensure  that  air- 
port revenues  are  used  only  for  airport 
purposes,  this  legislation  would  expand 
the  prohibition  on  revenue  diversion  to 
cover  more  instances  of  diversion.  It 
also  would  establish  clear  penalties  and 
stronger  mechanisms  to  enforce  Fed- 


eral laws  prohibiting  revenue  diver- 
sion. In  addition,  the  bill  would  impose 
additional  reporting  requirements  so 
that  illegal  revenue  diversion  is  easily 
identified  and  verified.  It  also  would 
provide  important  protections  for  whls- 
tleblowers. 

To  enhance  the  safety  of  the  Nation's 
air  transportation  system,  this  legisla- 
tion also  contains  provisions  that 
would  require  air  carriers  to  request 
and  receive,  after  obtaining  written 
consent  from  a  pilot  application,  rel- 
evant employment  and  performance 
records  before  hiring  someone  as  a 
pilot.  These  provisions  focus  on  encour- 
aging and  facilitating  the  flow  of  infor- 
mation between  employers  so  that 
safety  is  not  compromised  in  any  way. 

To  ensure  that  the  burden  of  these 
pilot  recordsharing  provisions  does  not 
fall  on  employers  and  the  legal  system, 
when  a  transfer  is  requested  and  com- 
plied with,  both  the  employer  who 
turns  over  the  requested  records  and 
the  prospective  employer  who  receives 
them  will  be  immune  from  lawsuits  re- 
lated to  the  transferred  information, 
unless  the  employer  who  provides  the 
information  knows  it  is  false.  Complete 
immunity  is  critical— without  it,  the 
airlines  simply  will  not  share  records. 
The  legislation  therefore  could  not 
achieve  its  objective  of  making  it  a 
common  practice  of  prospective  em- 
ployers to  research  to  the  greatest  ex- 
tent the  experience  of  pilots,  and  to 
learn  significant  information  that 
could  affect  air  carrier  hiring  decisions 
and,  ultimately,  airline  safety. 

Finally,  this  legislation  makes  cer- 
tain changes  to  the  Metropolitan 
Washington  Airports  Authority  re- 
quired following  recent  Federal  court 
rulings.  In  specific,  the  bill  would  abol- 
ish the  MWAA  Board  of  Review,  and  in- 
crease the  number  of  presidentially  ap- 
pointed members  of  the  MWAA  Board 
of  Directors.  It  also  conveys  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  MWAA  should 
not  provide  free,  reserved  parking 
areas  at  either  Waishington  National 
Airport  or  Washington  Dulles  Inter- 
national Airport  for  Members  of  Con- 
gress and  other  government  officials  or 
diplomats. 

Mr.  President,  certain  unfortunate, 
recent  events  have  raised  questions 
about  the  safety  of  our  nation's  air 
transportation  system.  We  must  do  our 
part  to  reassure  the  traveling  public 
that  we  have  the  world's  safest  system. 
This  comprehensive  legislation  will  go 
a  long  way  in  reassuring  the  public 
that  the  system  is  safe,  and  will  pro- 
vide the  FAA  with  a  stable,  predict- 
able, and  sufficient  funding  stream  for 
the  long  term. 


By  Mr.  THOMAS  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  SIMPSON): 
S.  1802.  A  bill  to  direct  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  convey  certain  prop- 
erty containing  a  fish  and  wildlife  fa- 
cility to  the  State  of  Wyoming,  and  for 


other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Environment  and  Public  Works. 

RANCH  A  CROOK  COUNTY,  WYOMING  LiXSISLATION 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  along  with  my  colleague  ftom 
Wyoming,  Senator  Simpson,  to  intro- 
duce legislation  to  protect  public  land 
in  our  State.  This  bill  would  transfer 
680  acres  of  land  currently  adminis- 
tered by  the  United  States  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  to  the  State  of  Wyo- 
ming. This  property  conmionly  known 
as  Ranch  A  is  located  in  Crook  County, 
WY,  and  is  scheduled  to  be  disposed  of 
by  the  General  Services  Administra- 
tion in  the  coming  months.  Since  the 
area  is  unique  and  possesses  many  his- 
toric and  distinctive  characteristics, 
the  State  of  Wyoming  would  like  to 
have  the  property  transferred  to  it  so 
that  the  property  and  facilities  on  the 
land  can  be  preserved  for  the  public  for 
many  years  to  come. 

The  Ranch  A  lodge,  which  sits  on  680 
acres  of  property,  was  constructed  by  a 
private  developer  in  the  1930's  and  ac- 
quired by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  in  1963.  Since  the  area  has  an 
abimdant  supply  of  spring-fed  water,  it 
is  ideal  for  trout  research  and  the 
study  of  trout  genetics.  The  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  continued  its  research 
operations  at  Ranch  A  until  1980  when 
all  of  the  agency's  trout  research  work 
was  transferred  to  Bozeman,  MT.  Since 
that  time,  the  Service  has  maintained 
the  facility  but  has  leased  the  area  to 
a  variety  of  groups  including  the  Wyo- 
ming Game  and  Fish  Department  and 
the  South  Dakota  School  of  Mines. 

Although  the  area  has  significant 
historical  and  cultural  values,  in  1995 
the  Department  of  Interior  took  action 
to  divest  itself  of  ownership  of  Ranch 
A.  Recently,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  declared  the  property  as  "sur- 
plus" and  is  planning  to  dispose  of 
Ranch  A  through  the  General  Services 
Administration.  No  formal  action  has 
been  taken  on  the  disposal  request  and 
the  property  is  still  owned  and  main- 
tained by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv- 
ice. 

The  State  of  Wyoming  is  interested 
in  protecting  Ranch  A  and  working  to 
ensure  the  area  is  protected  for  future 
generations.  Earlier  this  year,  the  Wy- 
oming congressional  delegation  was  ap- 
proached by  Gov.  Jim  (Jeringer  and 
asked  if  we  could  introduce  legislation 
to  have  the  property  transferred  to  the 
State  of  Wyoming.  The  State  is  willing 
to  assume  ownership  of  the  area  and 
maintain  the  facility  and  the  adjacent 
land  for  educational,  historical  and 
wildlife  management  purposes. 

The  legislation  I  am  introducing 
today  would  achieve  that  goal.  The  bill 
would  transfer  all  right  and  title  of  the 
680  acres  and  all  buildings  on  the 
Ranch  A  property  to  the  State  of  Wyo- 
ming. The  State  would  assume  control 
of  the  property  and  would  be  required 
to  manage  the  area  for  public  purposes 
including  fish  and  wildlife  manage- 
ment, education  and  historical  uses.  In 
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order  to  ensure  the  area  remains  pub- 
lic, the  legislation  contains  a  reverter 
clause  that  requires  the  State  of  Wyo- 
ming to  manage  the  property  for  public 
uses  or  it  would  be  transferred  back  to 
Federal  ownership. 

The  bill  is  the  product  of  long  nego- 
tiations between  the  State  of  Wyoming 
and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  Ini- 
tially, the  State  would  only  accept  the 
land  if  Federal  funds  were  authorized 
to  refurbish  the  area.  However,  by 
working  with  the  State,  the  Federal 
Government  and  local  officials,  we 
have  been  able  to  craft  a  compromise 
that  does  not  require  any  Federal  ex- 
penditures and  keeps  the  land  public. 

Mr.  President,  the  Ranch  A  property 
is  a  truly  unique  facility  that  should  be 
kept  in  public  ownership.  The  area  has 
sigrnificant  historic  and  cultural  value 
in  addition  to  its  wildlife  and  research 
opportunities.  Keeping  the  area  clean 
and  pure  is  a  goal  of  the  residents  in 
the  region  who  hope  to  preserve  the 
beauty  of  the  facility  and  surrounding 
land  for  future  generations  to  enjoy. 
The  State  of  Wyoming  is  willing  to 
take  on  the  responsibility  of  protecting 
this  wonderful  property  and  I  strongly 
support  their  efforts  to  ensure  that 
Ranch  A  is  protected  for  many  years  to 
come. 

Instead  of  allowing  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment to  dispose  of  this  unique  prop- 
erty that  has  such  a  variety  of  uses,  I 
urge  Congress  to  take  action  and  allow 
the  State  of  Wyoming  to  protect  Ranch 
A.  The  choice  is  clear — either  we  pass 
this  bill  and  keep  the  area  open  to  the 
public,  or  we  allow  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment to  move  forward  and  dispose  of 
the  land  into  private  ownership.  I  hope 
we  can  move  quickly  to  support  this 
outstanding  area  and  pass  this  legisla- 
tion in  the  near  future. 


(for  him- 
and    Mr. 


By  Mr.   MURKOWSKI 
self,   Mr.   Johnston, 
Akaka): 
S.  1804.  A  bill  to  make  technical  and 
other  changes  to  the  laws  dealing  with 
the   territories  and  freely  associated 
States  of  the   United   States;   to   the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

TERMTORIES  AND  FREELY  ASSOCIATED  STATES 
LEGISLATION 

•  Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  am  introducing  legislation  that 
will  address  several  concerns  that  were 
brought  to  my  attention  by  the  leader- 
ship in  some  of  the  United  States  terri- 
tories and  in  the  nations  in  free  asso- 
ciation with  the  United  States.  I  am 
pleased  that  this  legislation  is  cospon- 
sored  by  the  Ranking  Member  and 
former  Chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Elnergy  and  Natural  Resources,  Senator 
Johnston,  as  well  as  by  Senator 
Akaka,  who  has  also  had  a  long  and 
abiding  interest  in  the  welfare  of  the 
territories  and  freely  associated 
States. 

During  the  February  recess,  I  had  the 
opportunity  to  meet  with  the  chief  ex- 


ecutives of  the  United  States  terri- 
tories of  American  Samoa,  Guam,  and 
the  Commonwealth  of  the  Northern 
Mariana  Islands  as  well  as  the  Presi- 
dents of  the  Republic  of  Palau,  the  Re- 
public of  the  Marshall  Islands,  and  the 
Federated  States  of  Micronesia.  I  want 
to  express  my  appreciation  to  all  of 
them  for  their  courtesies  and  their 
willingness  to  meet  with  Senator 
AKAKA  and  myself  and  for  their  assist- 
ance in  arranging  full  and  frank  discus- 
sions. 

I  was  impressed  by  the  diversity 
within  the  Pacific  and  the  magnitude 
of  the  problems  facing  these  island 
governments.  I  have  some  appreciation 
for  their  problems  in  dealing  with 
Washington  because  I  caji  recall  the 
days  of  territorial  administration  for 
Alaska.  I  was  also  able  to  point  out 
that  Statehood  is  not  a  complete  rem- 
edy for  those  who  still  think  Alaska  is 
their  private  reserve.  Alaska,  like  the 
islands,  is  noncontiguous  and  must 
deal  with  standards  developed  for  the 
lower  48  States.  We  have  the  problem 
of  servicing  small  remote  populations, 
much  like  the  Republic  of  the  Mar- 
shalls  and  the  Federated  States  of  Mi- 
cronesia have. 

The  legislation  that  I  am  introducing 
today  would  address  the  following 
issues: 

Section  1  extends  the  supplemental 
food  assistance  program  for  Enewetak 
and  Bikini  for  an  additional  5  years. 
Enewetak  and  Bikini  were  the  sites  for 
the  United  States  atmospheric  nuclear 
testing  program  in  the  Marshall  Is- 
lands and  the  food  assistance  program 
is  necessary  to  supplement  local  food 
supplies  while  the  populations  resettle 
their  atolls.  The  difficulty  that 
Enewetak  has  experienced  in  establish- 
ing a  local  food  supply  should  be  ample 
warning  to  the  poimlation  of  Bikini  of 
the  environmental  consequences  of  a 
scrape,  and  I  sincerely  hope  that  we 
can  avoid  that  environmental  degrada- 
tion. While  Enewetak  is  making  sig- 
nificant strides  in  reestablishing  a 
local  food  supply,  it  is  clear  that  a  con- 
tinuation of  the  agriculture  assistance 
is  needed.  The  language  would  also  re- 
quire the  United  States  to  ensure  that 
the  progrram  is  designed  to  meet  the  ac- 
tual needs  of  the  populations.  I  under- 
stand that  the  program  is  running  at 
the  same  level  as  it  did  10  years  ago 
without  taking  into  account  the 
change  in  population. 

A  concern  was  also  raised  over  the 
medical  care  and  monitoring  program 
that  the  Department  of  Energy  runs  in 
the  Northern  Marshalls.  At  the  same 
time  that  I  am  introducing  this  legisla- 
tion, I  am  also  introducing  an  amend- 
ment that  would  extend  the  program  to 
Bikini  and  Enewetak.  While  I  do  not 
want  to  jeopardize  the  effectiveness  of 
the  program  for  the  affected  popu- 
lations of  Rongelap  and  Utirik,  I  also 
want  to  ensure  that  the  objectives  of 
the  four  atoll  program  are  being  met. 


This  language  will  also  provide  the 
Committee  with  an  opportunity  to  re- 
view the  administration  of  the  program 
since  it  was  shifted  out  of  defense  pro- 
grams and  into  environmental  health 
within  DOE.  I  appreciate  that  the  four 
atoll  health  program  was  to  be  admin- 
istered by  the  Tribunal  established 
under  the  Compact  of  Free  Association, 
but  I  am  also  mindful  of  the  special  re- 
sponsibility that  the  United  States  has 
for  the  populations  of  the  four  affected 
atolls.  Under  the  terms  of  the  Com- 
pact, we  authorized  further  ex  gratia 
assistance  if  justified,  and  I  think  it  is 
time  for  the  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources  to  examine  how  the 
programs— those  being  provided  by  the 
Republic  of  the  Marshall  Islands  and 
those  provided  by  the  United  States — 
are  being  implemented.  I  was  very  im- 
pressed by  my  visit  to  Bikini  and  am 
grateful  for  the  courtesies  and  hospi- 
tality extended  by  the  Mayor,  the 
Council,  and  Senator  Balos.  During  the 
hearings  on  this  legislation.  I  also 
want  to  examine  what  role  the  I*ublic 
Health  Service  can  play  in  improving 
health  care  not  only  to  the  four  atolls, 
but  throughout  the  Republic  of  the 
Marshall  Islands  and  also  to  the  Fed- 
erated States  of  Micronesia  and  the  Re- 
public of  Palau.  I  again  want  to  empha- 
size that  in  no  way  do  I  want  to  jeop- 
ardize the  overriding  objective  of  the 
health  care  being  provided  by 
Brookhaven  to  the  133  exposed 
Marshallese,  but  I  do  not  want  to  pass 
over  the  opportunity  to  see  if  the  popu- 
lations of  Bikini  and  Enewetak  could 
bootstrap  onto  the  program  using  their 
trust  funds. 

Section  2  of  the  legislation  would  re- 
peal a  provision  of  law  that  authorizes 
the  government  of  the  Commonwealth 
of  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands  to 
take  over  the  American  Memorial  Park 
in  Saipan.  Senator  Akaka  and  I  par- 
ticipated in  a  wreath  laying  at  the 
park,  and  I  was  impressed  with  the  de- 
velopment of  the  area,  especially  in 
light  of  staff  descriptions  of  the  site 
only  a  few  short  years  ago.  Ambassador 
Haydn  Williams  deserves  a  great  deal 
of  credit  for  his  persistence  and  com- 
mitment to  seeing  the  park  estab- 
lished. While  I  am  not  opposed  to  pro- 
posals for  other  arrangements,  it  seems 
to  me  that  the  area  is  now  a  part  of  the 
National  Park  System  and  should  re- 
main so  until  the  lease  expires  unless 
some  concrete  proposal  is  brought  for- 
ward that  will  maintain  the  objectives 
and  purposes  for  the  memorial.  I  fully 
expect  tiiat  we  will  need  to  modi^  this 
provision  to  permit  the  commonwealth 
the  ability  to  develop  the  marina  area, 
but  at  least  for  the  time  being,  I  think 
the  National  Park  Service  should  con- 
tinue to  operate  and  maintain  the  me- 
morial. 

Section  3  is  a  technical  amendment 
to  the  legislation  dealing  with  the  land 
grant  status  of  the  College  of  Microne- 
sia and  was  brought  to  my  attention  by 
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Susan  Moses,  the  president  of  the  col- 
lege. The  amendment  would  provide 
separate  land  grant  status  to  the  three 
successor  institutions  to  the  former 
College  of  Micronesia— the  College  of 
Micronesia— FSM,  the  College  of  the 
Marshall  Islands,  and  the  Palau  Com- 
munity College.  This  amendment  will 
hopefully  eliminate  some  administra- 
tive headaches  for  the  college. 

Section  4  amends  the  Guam  Organic 
Act  to  guarantee  that  any  lands  ac- 
quired by  the  United  States  for  Federal 
purposes  will  be  made  available  to  the 
Government  of  Guam  when  those  pur- 
poses have  expired.  The  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, principally  the  Department 
of  Defense,  controls  about  one-third  of 
the  available  land  area  in  Guam.  Those 
lands  were  acquired  for  defense  needs, 
and  when  those  needs  no  longer  exist, 
the  lands  should  be  returned  to  Guam. 
I  was  particularly  troubled  by  the  situ- 
ation at  Ritidian  Point  where  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service,  seemingly  in  the 
dead  of  night,  effectively  stole  land 
that  the  Department  of  Defense  and 
the  Government  of  Guam  had  nego- 
tiated for  transfer.  Whatever  the  jus- 
tification for  Fish  and  Wildlife's  inter- 
est, there  is  no  excuse  for  the  insen- 
sitivity  shown  by  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  in  that  acquisition.  Rather 
than  spending  their  time  enlarging 
their  empire,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  could  make  better  use  of  their 
resources  by  going  after  the  brown  tree 
snake.  At  the  rate  they  are  going,  they 
will  have  the  only  wildlife  refuge  dedi- 
cated to  extinct  species.  I  especially 
want  to  thank  Congressman  Under- 
wood for  his  assistance  in  developing 
this  approach  to  guarantee  a  role  for 
the  Government  of  Guam  in  any  fur- 
ther Federal  land  disposal  in  Guam. 
The  Governor  of  Guam  made  an  excel- 
lent presentation  of  the  problems  cre- 
ated by  the  actions  of  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  and  I  think  this  is  a 
situation  that  needs  to  be  addressed 
and  I  am  grateful  for  the  comprehen- 
sive briefing  he  provided  us  during  our 
brief  visit  to  Guam. 

Section  5  would  repeal  a  provision  of 
law  that  limits  the  use  of  lands  trans- 
ferred to  Guam.  Again.  I  want  to  thank 
Congressman  Underwood  for  suggest- 
ing this  amendment.  I  cannot  think  of 
any  restriction  more  onerous  than 
transferring  property  for  which  the 
Federal  Government  has  no  further 
need  and  then  denjring  the  Government 
of  Guam  the  ability  to  derive  the  eco- 
nomic benefits  of  its  use  and  develop- 
ment. 

Section  6  was  suggested  by  the  Resi- 
dent Representative  of  the  Common- 
wealth of  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands 
and  would  provide  State-like  treat- 
ment for  the  commonwealth,  the  Vir- 
gin Islands,  and  American  Samoa  for 
certain  drug  enforcement  programs. 
Guam  and  Puerto  Rico  presently  have 
State-like  treatment,  and  this  amend- 
ment simply  provides  uniform  treat- 
ment for  all  the  territories. 


Section  7  of  the  legislation  would 
amend  the  Revised  Organic  Act  of  the 
Virgin  Islands  at  the  request  of  the 
Governor  of  the  Virgin  Islands.  The 
first  amendment  would  provide  that 
the  Governor  would  retain  his  powers 
as  Governor  when  he  is  temporarily  ab- 
sent from  the  territory  on  official  busi- 
ness. This  amendment  recognizes  that 
with  modem  communications  and 
transportation,  the  current  limitations 
are  archaic  and  impede  continuity  in 
the  operations  of  the  executive  branch 
in  the  Virgin  Islands. 

The  second  amendment  would  reform 
the  authority  granted  to  the  Virgin  Is- 
lands in  1976  to  issue  bonds  secured  by 
the  matching  fund.  The  debt  is  now  pri- 
ority debt,  not  parity  debt.  Priority 
debt  places  a  premiimi  value  on  the 
earliest  debt,  while  parity  debt  places 
all  bond  holders  on  a  level  playing 
field.  Although  most  communities  now 
issue  parity  debt,  the  current  limita- 
tion handicaps  the  Virgin  Islands  by 
requiring  a  higher  fee  and  interest  rate 
on  subsequent  issues  as  well  as  over 
coUateralization.  The  amendment 
would  permit  the  Virgin  Islands  to 
issue  parity  debt  and  allows  for  a  tran- 
sition to  i)ermit  the  Virgin  Islands  to 
refinance  their  current  priority  debt. 
This  would  reduce  the  debt  service  and 
free  up  needed  revenues  for  school  im- 
provements and  emergency  repairs 
made  necessary  by  Hurricane  Marilyn. 
I  want  to  emphasize  that  current  bond 
holders  will  be  fully  protected. 

Section  8  was  suggested  by  Senator 
Johnston  to  begin  to  look  at  what  the 
economic  future  of  the  Virgin  Islands 
will  be  in  light  of  the  changes  that  are 
happening  both  politically  and  eco- 
nomically in  the  Caribbean  and  what 
the  Federal  Government  can  do  to  pro- 
vide a  stable  and  self-sustaining  local 
economic  base.  I  fully  agree  with  Sen- 
ator Johnston  that  the  time  to  do  that 
analysis  is  now. 

Mr.  President,  upon  my  return  from 
my  visit  to  the  Pacific,  I  wrote  the 
President  on  what  I  thought  was  a  fair- 
ly significant  concern  raised  by  the 
Presidents  of  the  Republic  of  the  Mar- 
shall Islands  and  the  Federated  States 
of  Micronesia.  While  the  political  rela- 
tionship under  the  Compacts  of  Free 
Association  is  of  indefinite  duration, 
certain  provisions  are  subject  to  re- 
negotiation and  expire  at  the  end  of  15 
years.  The  compacts  require  renegoti- 
ation in  the  13th  year  and  the  Presi- 
dents quite  correctly  pointed  out  that 
was  not  sufficient  time  to  conclude  ne- 
gotiations and  obtain  the  necessary 
ratifications  by  the  United  States  and 
their  governments.  Like  the  Governor 
of  the  Virgin  Islands  and  Senator  JOHN- 
STON, they  are  looking  to  the  future 
and  trying  to  plan  for  it.  They  asked  if 
I  would  request  the  administration  to 
begin  the  process  of  formulating  the 
U.S.  position  and  begin  discussion 
while  there  was  a  degree  of  time.  Given 
the  number  of  years  it  took  for  the 
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original  ratification,  that  seemed  like 
a  reasonable  request.  I  will  not  com- 
ment on  the  President's  response, 
other  than  to  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  a  copy  of  my  letter  and  his  re- 
sponse be  included  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  President,  I  appreciate  that  we 
are  late  in  this  session  of  the  Congress, 
but  these  are  important  nmtters  that 
require  the  attention  of  the  Congress.  I 
want  to  announce  that  the  Committee 
on  Elnergy  and  Natural  Resources  will 
hold  a  hearing  on  this  legislation  on 
June  25,  1996  and  at  the  same  time  we 
will  review  the  report  on  the  law  en- 
forcement initiative  in  the  common- 
wealth of  the  Northern  Mariana  Is- 
lands. I  will  not  go  into  great  detail  on 
the  situation  in  the  Commonwealth 
other  than  to  say  that  reforms  need  to 
be  implemented.  We  had  extensive  and 
detailed  briefings  and  discussions  with 
the  Governor's  staff,  the  Federal  offi- 
cials on  the  island,  the  Chamber  of 
Comimerce,  the  legislature,  the  U.S.  at- 
torney and  Federal  judiciary.  It  is  my 
intention  to  move  expeditiously  on  this 
legislation  immediately  after  the  hear- 
ing is  concluded. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  additional  material  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

S.  1804 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  L  MARSHALL  ISLANDS  A(aUCULTURAL 
AND  food  PROGRAMS. 

Paragraph  (2)  of  subsection  (b)  of  section 
108  of  Public  Law  99-239,  as  amended,  is  fur- 
ther amended  by  striking:  the  word  "ten" 
aBd  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  word  "fif- 
teen" and  by  adding  at  the  end  of  subpara- 
graph (B)  "Such  technical  assistance,  pro- 
grams and  services  shall  ensure,  on  an  ongo- 
ing basis,  that  the  commodities  provided  re- 
flect the  changes  in  the  population  that  have 
occurred  since  the  effective  date  of  the  Com- 
pact.". 

SEC  2.  AMERICAN  MEMORIAL  PARK. 

Section  5  of  Public  Law  95-348  is  amended 
by  striking  subsection  (f).  and  renumbering 
subsections  (g)  and  (h)  as  subsections  (f)  and 
(g).  respectively. 

SEC  3.  TERIUTORIAL  LAND  GRANT  COLLEGES- 
TECHNICAL  AMENI»I£NT. 

Subsection  (b)  of  section  1361  of  Public  Law 
96-374  is  amended  by  striking  the  words  "Au- 
gust 30,  1980  (7  U.S.C.  327).  commonly  re- 
ferred to  as  the  Second"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  words  "July  2,  1862  (7  U.S.C.  305). 
commonly  referred  to  as  the  First". 

SEC  4.  AMENDMENT  TO  THE  GUAM  ORGANIC 
ACT. 

The  Organic  Act  of  Guam  (48  U.S.C.  1421  et 
seq.).  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

"Six;.  36.  (a)  At  least  180  days  before  trans- 
ferring to  any  Federal  agency  excess  real 
property  located  in  Guam,  the  Administrator 
of  General  Services  shall  notify  the  govern- 
ment of  Guam  that  the  property  is  available 
under  this  section. 

"(b)  The  Administrator  shall  transfer  to 
the  government  of  Guam  all  right,  title,  and 
interest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to  excess 
real  property  located  in  Guam,  by  quit  claim 
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deed  and  without  reimbursement,  if  the  gov- 
ernment of  Guam,  within  180  days  after  re- 
ceiving notification  under  subsection  (a)  re- 
garding the  property,  notifies  the  Adminis- 
trator that  the  government  of  Guam  intends 
to  acquire  the  property  under  this  section. 

"(c)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term 
'excess  real  property'  means  excess  property 
(as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  3  of  the 
Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Serv- 
ices Act  of  1949.  as  in  effect  on  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  the  Guam  Land  Return  Act)  that 
is  real  property.". 

SEC.  S.  REPEAL  OF  UMTTATION  ON  USE  OF 
LANDS  BY  THE  GOVERNMENT  OF 
GUAM. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  818(b)(2)  of  Public 
Law  96-418  (94  Stat.  1782),  is  repealed. 

(b)  Execution  of  Instruments.— The  Sec- 
retary of  the  Navy  and  the  Administrator 
General  Services  shall  execute  all  instru- 
ments necessary  to  implement  this  section. 

SEC.  6.  CLARIFICATION  OF  ALLOTMENT  FOR  TER- 
RITORIES. 

Section  901(a),  Part  1.  title  I  of  the  Act  of 
June  19,  1968  (42  U.S.C.  3791(a)),  as  amended, 
is  further  amended  in  paragraph  (2)  by 
changing  the  proviso  to  read  as  follows:  "(2) 
"State"  means  any  State  of  the  United 
States,  the  District  of  Columbia.  The  Com- 
monwealth of  Puerto  Rico,  the  '(Virgin  Is- 
lands, American  Samoa,  Guam,  and  the  Com- 
monwealth of  the  Northern  Mariana  Is- 
lands." 

SEC.  7.  AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  REVISED  ORGANIC 
ACT  OF  THE  VIRGIN  ISLANDS. 

(a)  Section  7(a)  of  P.L.  90-196  (82  Stat.  839), 
as  amended,  is  futher  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  "As  used  in  this  section,  the 
term  'temporary  absence'  shall  not  be  con- 
strued as  being  physically  absent  from  the 
territory  while  on  official  Government  busi- 
ness." 

(b)  Section  3  of  P.L.  94-392  (90  Stot.  1195). 
as  amended,  is  further  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

(1)  by  inserting  "hereinafter"  between  "ob- 
ligations" and  "issued"; 

(2)  by  deleting  "priority  for  payment"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "a  parity  lien  with 
every  other  issue  of  bonds  or  other  obliga- 
tions hereinafter  issued  for  pajrment";  and 

(3)  by  deleting  "in  the  order  of  the  date  of 
issue". 

(c)  The  provisions  of  section 
149(d)(3)(AKi)a)  and  149(d)(2)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986,  as  amended,  shall  not 
apply  to  bonds  issued: 

(1)  by  an  authority  created  by  statute  of 
the  Virgin  Islands  legislature,  the  proceeds 
of  which  will  be  used  to  advance  refund  cer- 
tain bonds  issued  by  such  authority  on  July 
8. 1992:  or 

(2)  by  an  authority  created  by  statute  of 
the  Virgin  Islands  Legislature,  the  proceeds 
of  which  will  be  used  to  advance  refund  cer- 
tain bonds  issued  by  such  authority  on  No- 
vember 3, 1994. 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections 
(b)  and  (c)  shall  apply  to  obligations  issued 
on  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  sec- 
tion. 

SEC  &  COMMISSION  ON  THE  ECONOMIC  FUTURE 
OF  THE  VIRGIN  ISLANDS. 

(a)  Establishment  and  Membership.— 
(1)  There  is  hereby  established  a  Commis- 
sion on  the  Economic  Future  of  the  Virgin 
Islands  (the  "(Jonmiission").  The  Commis- 
sion shall  consist  of  six  members  appointed 
by  the  President,  two  of  whom  shall  be  se- 
lected from  nominations  made  by  the  Gov- 
ernor of  the  Virgin  Islands.  The  President 
shall  designate  one  of  the  members  of  the 
Commission  to  be  Chairman. 


(2)  In  addition  to  the  six  members  ap- 
pointed under  paragraph  (1).  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  shall  be  an  ex-officio  member  of 
the  Commission. 

(3)  Members  of  the  Commission  appointed 
by  the  President  shall  be  persons  who  by  vir- 
tue of  their  background  and  experience  are 
particularly  suited  to  contribute  to  achieve- 
ment of  the  purposes  of  the  Commission. 

(4)  Members  of  the  Commission  shall  serve 
without  compensation,  but  shall  be  reim- 
bursed for  travel,  subsistence  and  other  nec- 
essary expenses  incurred  by  them  in  the  per- 
formance of  their  duties. 

(5)  Any  vacancy  in  the  Commission  shall 
be  filled  in  the  same  manner  as  the  original 
appointment  was  made. 

(b)  Purpose  and  Report.— 

(1)  The  purpose  of  the  Conmiission  is  to 
make  recommendations  to  the  I>resident  and 
Congress  on  the  policies  and  programs  nec- 
essary to  provide  for  a  secure  and  self-sus- 
taining future  for  the  local  economy  of  the 
Virgin  Islands  through  2020  and  on  the  role  of 
the  federal  government  in  providing  for  that 
future.  In  developing  recommendations,  the 
Commission  shall— 

(A)  solicit  information  and  advice  from 
persons  and  entities  that  the  Commission  de- 
termines have  expertise  to  assist  the  Com- 
mission in  its  work: 

(B)  examine  and  analyze  historical  data 
since  1970  on  expenditures  for  infrastructure 
and  services; 

(C)  analyze  the  sources  of  funds  for  such 
expenditures; 

(D)  assemble  relevant  demographic  and 
economic  data,  including  trends  and  projec- 
tions for  the  future;  and 

(E)  estimate  future  needs  of  the  Virgin  Is- 
lands, including  needs  for  capital  improve- 
ments, educational  needs  and  social,  health 
and  environmental  requirements. 

(2)  The  recommendations  of  the  Commis- 
sion shall  be  transmitted  to  the  President, 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources of  the  United  States  Senate  and  the 
Committee  on  Resources  of  the  United 
States  House  of  Representatives  no  later 
than  December  1, 1997.  The  recommendations 
shall  be  accompanied  by  a  report  that  sets 
forth  the  basis  for  the  reconunendations  and 
includes  an  analysis  of  the  capability  of  the 
Virgin  Islands  to  meet  projected  needs  based 
on  reasonable  alternative  economic,  political 
and  social  conditions  in  the  Caribbean,  in- 
cluding the  opening  in  the  near  future  of 
Cuba  to  trade,  tourism  and  development. 

(c)  Powers.— 

(1)  The  Commission  may— 

(A)  hold  such  hearings,  sit  and  act  at  such 
times  and  places,  take  such  testimony  and 
receive  such  evidence  as  it  may  deem  advis- 
able; 

(B)  use  the  United  States  mall  in  the  same 
manner  and  upon  the  same  conditions  as 
other  departments  and  agencies  of  the 
United  States; 

(C)  enter  into  contracts  or  agreements  for 
studies  and  surveys  with  public  and  private 
organizations  and  transfer  funds  to  federal 
agencies  to  carry  out  such  aspects  of  the 
Commission's  functions  as  the  Commission 
determines  can  best  be  carried  out  in  such 
manner;  and 

(D)  incur  such  necessary  expenses  and  ex- 
ercise such  other  powers  as  are  consistent 
with  and  reasonably  required  to  perform  its 
functions. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  pro- 
vide such  office  space,  furnishings  and  equip- 
ment as  may  be  required  to  enable  the  (5om- 
mlssion  to  perform  its  functions.  The  Sec- 
retary shall  also  furnish  the  Commission 


with  such  staff,  including  clerical  support,  as 
the  Commission  may  require  and  shall  pro- 
vide to  the  Commission  financial  and  admin- 
istrative services,  including  those  related  to 
budgeting,  accounting,  financial  reporting, 
personnel  and  procurement. 

(3)  The  President,  upon  request  of  the  Com- 
mission, may  direct  the  head  of  any  federal 
agency  of  department  to  assist  the  Commis- 
sion and  if  so  directed  such  head  shall— 

(A)  furnish  the  Commission  to  the  extent 
permitted  by  law  and  within  available  appro- 
priations such  information  as  may  be  nec- 
essary for  carrying  out  the  functions  of  the 
Commission  and  as  may  be  available  to  or 
procurable  by  such  department  or  agency; 
and 

(B)  detail  to  temporary  duty  with  the  (Com- 
mission on  a  reimbursable  bases  such  person- 
nel within  his  administrative  jurisdiction  as 
the  Commission  niay  need  or  believe  to  be 
useful  for  carrying  out  its  functions,  each 
such  detail  to  be  without  loss  of  seniority, 
pay  or  other  employee  status. 

(d)  Chairman.— Subject  to  general  policies 
that  the  Commission  may  adopt,  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Commission  shall  be  the  chief  ex- 
ecutive officer  of  the  Conunission  and  shall 
exercise  its  executive  and  administrative 
powers.  The  Chairman  may  make  such  provi- 
sions as  he  may  deem  appropriate  authoriz- 
ing the  performance  of  his  executive  and  ad- 
ministrative functions  by  the  staff  of  the 
Commission. 

(e)  Appropriations.— There  is  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be  nec- 
essary to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion. 

(f)  TERMINATION.— The  Commission  shall 
terminate  three  months  after  the  trans- 
mission of  the  report  and  recommendations 
under  subsection  (bX2). 

U.S.  Senate,  Commtttee  on  Enebgt 
AND  Natural  Resources. 

Washington  DC.  March  11. 1996. 
Hon.  William  J.  Clinton, 
President  of  the  United  States, 
The  White  House, 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  Recently  Senator 
Akaka  and  I  had  the  opportunity  to  meet 
with  President  Amata  Kabua  of  the  Republic 
of  the  Marshall  Islands  and  his  Cl^binet  and 
later  with  President  Bailey  Olter  of  the  Fed- 
erated States  of  Micronesia  and  the  Speaker 
of  their  legislature.  While  we  had  frank  and 
informative  meetings,  one  issue  arose  in 
both  meetings  that  we  wanted  to  bring  to 
your  attention  and  request  your  support. 

As  you  know,  in  1966.  the  Republic  of  the 
Marshall  Islands  and  the  Federated  States  of 
Micronesia  emerged  from  the  former  United 
Nations  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Is- 
lands as  sovereign  nations  in  free  association 
with  the  United  States.  That  status  had  been 
requested  by  the  Mlcronesian  governments 
in  the  late  1960's  and  negotiated  with  the 
United  States  over  more  than  a  decade.  Con- 
gress approved  the  (^impacts  of  Free  Asso- 
ciation for  these  two  areas  in  Public  Law  99- 
239,  signed  by  the  President  on  January  14. 
1986.  That  approval  came  after  several  years 
of  Congressional  consideration. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  Compacts,  the  po- 
litical relationship  is  open  ended,  but  the 
federal  assistance  provisions  terminate  after 
fifteen  years,  in  2001,  with  a  possible  two 
year  extension  if  negotiations  on  such  assist- 
ance have  not  concluded.  Under  section  231 
of  the  Compacts,  negotiations  on  those  pro- 
visions that  expire  at  the  end  of  fifteen  years 
shall  commence  no  later  than  in  year  thir- 
teen, in  1999.  The  leadership  in  both  coun- 
tries strongly  urged  that  discussions  begin 
prior  to  that  time.  I  supi)ort  that  request. 
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In  addition  to  the  critical  strate^c  and 
policy  Interests  of  the  United  States  in  each 
of  these  areas,  we  have  developed  a  close 
and,  I  hope,  an  endarin?  relationship  based 
on  mutually  shared  values,  the  political  de- 
velopment of  the  treely  associated  states  and 
their  emergence  from  the  United  Nations 
trusteeship  system  was  done  peacefully.  The 
option  of  free  association  was  a  decision 
made  by  the  Micronesians  at  a  time  when 
full  independence  was  the  mark  of 
decolonization  elsewhere  in  the  world.  While 
there  have  been  significant  developments  in 
the  ten  years  of  the  Compacts,  the  process  of 
nation-building  is  not  simple  nor  without 
setbacks  and  problems.  The  relationship  is 
unique,  and  while  I  understand  that  there 
are  some  who  And  it  troubling,  I  think  an 
honest  review  would  demonstrate  that  it  has 
exceeded  the  expectations  of  all  parties. 

I  do  have  some  concerns  with  how  the 
present  relationship  has  been  implemented, 
not  the  least  of  which  is  the  failure  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  to  assign  an  indi- 
vidual to  each  of  the  treely  associated  states 
to  provide  assistance  and  monitor  the  var- 
ious federal  programs  and  grants  that  have 
been  provided  despite  the  clear  intent  of  the 
Congress  in  approving  section  108  of  P.L.  101- 
219  and  explicit  appropriations.  That  is  a  sit- 
uation that  should  be  rectified  immediately. 
Some  of  the  present  economic  problems 
might  have  been  avoided  with  a  continuing 
presence  trom  the  Department.  While  I  sup- 
port the  Administration's  economic  policy 
reforms  being  carried  out  in  cooperation 
with  the  Asian  Development  Bank,  those  re- 
forms do  not  obviate  the  need  for  a  full  time 
presence  trom  the  Department  of  the  Inte- 
rior in  responding  to  the  problems. 

I  think  it  is  clear,  however,  that  the 
United  States  has  much  to  offer  the  microne- 
sian  governments  consistent  with  their  sov- 
ereignty and  our  fiscal  limitations.  Tech- 
nical and  other  assistance  in  marine  re- 
sources and  tourism  will  be  important  as 
these  countries  attempt  to  develop  their  eco- 
nomic potential  whUe  preserving  their  cul- 
ture and  traditions.  Continued  assistance  in 
fiscal  management  will  also  be  vital. 

I  strongly  suggest  that  you  begin  consider- 
ation of  the  Administration's  policy  with  re- 
spect to  fixture  assistance  to  the  f^ely  asso- 
ciated states  now  and  that  you  do  so  in  close 
consultation  with  the  Congress.  The  history 
of  the  original  approval  of  the  Compacts  in- 
dicates that  the  two  years  provided  in  sec- 
tion 231  is  wholly  inadequate  for  negotia- 
tions and  Congressional  consideration.  It 
would  be  even  worse  if  the  Administration 
waited  any  longer  to  begin  to  formulate  its 
position. 

I  do  want  to  emphasize  the  need  for  close 
Congressional  consultations.  This  Commit- 
tee, as  well  as  the  relevant  House  Commit- 
tees, were  involved  in  the  discussions  and  ne- 
gotiations that  led  to  the  passage  of  the  Cov- 
enant for  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands  and 
the  Compacts  for  the  three  freely  associated 
states,  and  many  of  our  concerns  are  re- 
flected in  the  final  documents. 
Sincerely. 

Frank  H.  Murkowski, 

Chairman. 

THE  WHITE  HOUSE, 
Washington,  April  10. 1996. 
Hon.  Prank  H.  Mxjrkowski. 
U-S.  Senate, 
WoihingUm,  DC 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Thank  you  for  your 
letter  regrading  U.S.  policy  toward  the  Fed- 
erated States  of  Micronesia  and  the  Republic 
of  the  Marshall  Islands.  These  former  parts 


of  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands 
make  an  important  contribution  to  our  secu- 
rity presence  in  the  Asia-Pacific  region. 

We  are  working  closely  with  Micronesia 
and  the  Marshal]  Islands  to  ensure  the  near- 
ly 52  billion  in  scheduled  U.S.  assistance 
from  over  forty  agencies  is  effectively  and 
efficiently  used.  The  Interior  Department 
has  dedicated  substantial  personnel  re- 
sources for  this  purpose. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  and 
other  members  of  your  committee  to  support 
the  exciting  process  of  nation-building  that 
is  Uking  place  in  these  former  parts  of  the 
Trust  Territories. 
Sincerely, 

Bill  Clinton.* 
•  Mr.  JOHNSTON,  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  join  in  the  introduction  of 
this  legrislation  that  will  address  sev- 
eral important  areas  of  concern  in  the 
territories  and  freely  associated  states. 
Many  of  the  provisions  result  from  a 
recent  trip  that  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources, Senator  Murkowski,  and  Sen- 
ator Akaka  recently  took  to  most  of 
the  Pacific  insular  areas. 

It  is  almost  24  years  since  I  first 
came  to  the  Senate  and  assumed  the 
chairmanship  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Territories  of  the  then  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs.  I  thought 
it  was  important  to  visit  the  areas 
under  the  committee's  jurisdiction  and 
meet  with  the  leadership.  There  is 
nothing  that  can  replace  that  first- 
hand knowledge.  Given  the  enormous 
workload  of  the  committee  and  the 
critical  nature  of  the  legislation  before 
us,  it  is  often  easy  to  overlook  the 
needs  of  the  territories  and  freely  asso- 
ciated states.  I  sincerely  hope  that 
other  members  of  the  committee  will 
also  visit  these  areas  and  come  to  ap- 
preciate the  unique  needs  and  problems 
that  confront  the  residents.  The  re- 
sponsibility for  these  areas  is  one  of 
those  unique  constitutional  authorities 
entrusted  to  Congress  by  article  IV. 

In  the  time  that  I  have  been  involved 
with  the  insular  areas,  Congress  has 
enacted  legislation  providing  full  local 
self-government  to  the  Virgin  Islands, 
Guam,  and  American  Samoa— includ- 
ing the  election  of  non-voting  dele- 
gates to  the  House  of  Representatives. 
We  have  also  terminated  the  Trust  Ter- 
ritory of  the  Pacific  Islands,  leader  to 
the  emergence  of  three  sovereign  na- 
tions in  free  association  with  the 
United  States  and  a  fully  locally  self- 
governing  territory— the  Common- 
wealth of  the  Northern  Mariana  Is- 
lands. I  also  had  the  privilege  of  serv- 
ing on  the  Ad  Hoc  Advisory  Group  of 
Puerto  Rico  with  our  former  colleague 
Marlow  Cook  and  former  Governor 
Luis  Munoz  Marin. 

I  want  to  focus  on  one  provision  of 
this  legislation,  and  that  is  the  study 
of  the  future  economic  needs  of  the 
Virgin  Islands.  Since  1960,  the  Virgin 
Islands  has  experienced  enormous 
growth  and  development.  In  large  part, 
that  growth  resulted  from  increased 
tourism  after  the  closure  of  Cuba  and 


also  from  improved  transportation 
links  to  the  Islands.  Another  compo- 
nent was  the  favorable  trade  status  of 
the  Virgin  Islands,  which  is  outside  the 
customs  territory  of  the  United  States. 
Those  underpinnings  are  about  to  dis- 
appear. NAFTA  and  other  trade  agree- 
ments are  eroding  the  trade  advantages 
that  the  Virgin  Islands  has  enjoyed. 
Within  the  foreseeable  future,  we  will 
have  a  post-Castro  Cuba  that  will  like- 
ly challenge  the  Virgin  Islands  tourist 
industry.  Rather  than  waiting  for  those 
events  to  happen,  it  is  essential  that 
we— the  Virgin  Islands  and  the  federal 
government— begin  to  plan  for  the  fu- 
ture. This  legislation  calls  for  the  cre- 
ation of  a  Commission  on  the  Eco- 
nomic Future  of  the  Virgin  Islands. 
The  Commission  would  carry  out  an  in- 
depth  study  of  what  will  need  to  be 
done  to  provide  a  transition  for  the 
Virgin  Islands  to  a  fully  self-sustaining 
local  economy  and  what  the  federal 
government  needs  to  do  to  facilitate 
that  transition. 

I  am  pleased  to  cosponsor  this  legis- 
lation and  I  look  forward  to  the  hear- 
ings that  the  Committee  will  conduct 
in  the  next  several  weeks.  At  that  time 
we  will  also  review  the  report  from  the 
Administration  on  the  law  enforcement 
initiative  in  the  Commonwealth  of  the 
Northern  Mariana  Islands.  I  was  the 
floor  manager  for  the  Covenant,  and  I 
take  particular  pride  in  the  accom- 
plishments that  have  occurred  in  the 
past  twenty  years.  The  Northern  Mari- 
anas entered  territorial  status  hed,vily 
dependent  on  federal  support  for  basic 
government  operations.  In  twenty 
years,  the  territory  has  progressed  to 
the  point  that  it  no  longer  requires  di- 
rect assistance  in  operations  and  is  ca- 
pable of  matching  federal  grants  for 
capital  infrastructure.  That  progress 
has  had  a  price,  however,  and  I  intend 
to  very  carefully  examine  the  labor  sit- 
uation and  the  continued  reports  of 
abuse,  especially  in  the  garment  indus- 
try. While  I  fully  support  the  authority 
for  local  self-government  conferred 
under  the  Covenant,  that  grant  also  in- 
cluded the  responsibility  for  exercising 
that  authority  properly. 

In  that  context,  on  July  20,  1995,  the 
Senate  passed  S.  638,  a  bill  containing, 
among  other  things,  significant  provi- 
sions addressing  labor  issues  in  the 
Commonwealth  of  the  Northern  Mari- 
ana Islands.  The  House  has  not  yet  re- 
sponded to  this  imjxsrtant  legislative 
initiative.  My  hope  is  that  we  can  ob- 
tain House  action  on  S.  638  soon— in 
time  for  the  104th  Congress  to  act  to 
address  these  problems.* 


By  Mr.  GRAMS: 

S.  1805.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  man- 
agement of  Voyageurs  National  Park, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 
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VOYAGEURS  NATIONAL  PARK  ACCESSIBIUTY  AND 
PARTNERSHIP  ACT 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President,  there  is  a 
march  toward  democracy  afoot  in 
America  today. 

That  statement  may  seem  surprising; 
after  adl,  why  would  such  a  movement 
be  needed?  We  Americans  take  pride  in 
the  fact  that  our  Government  is  based 
on  the  pursuit  of  democracy — in  the 
words  of  Abraham  Lincoln,  "a  govern- 
ment of  the  people,  by  the  people  and 
for  the  people."  And  that  principle 
should  have  as  much  relevance  today 
as  it  did  when  President  Lincoln  deliv- 
ered the  Gettysburg  Address  130  years 
ago — but  does  it? 

In  theory  perhaps,  but  as  a  practical 
matter,  it  seems  that  the  words  of  Lin- 
coln have  been  steadily  eroded  by  the 
recent  surge  in  the  size  and  power  of 
the  Federal  Government.  And  with 
that  growth  in  Washington  has  come 
the  slow  but  unmistakable  shift  in 
power  from  the  people  to  the  govern- 
ment. 

Under  a  democracy,  government  is 
needed  to  establish  and  enforce  the 
fundamental  rules  by  which  our  society 
operates— with  the  express  support  of 
the  people.  It  is  there  to  protect  the 
rights  of  individuals  and  to  step  in 
when  those  rights  come  into  conflict — 
to  resolve  disputes  between  people,  not 
to  create  them. 

But  in  recent  years,  the  American 
people  have  been  forced  to  watch  Gov- 
ernment expand  its  role  in  our  daily 
lives  through  the  use  of  laws,  rules, 
and  regulations — to  the  point  of  inter- 
ference. Instead  of  receiving  its  power 
from  the  people,  it  has  usurped  that 
authority  and  as  a  result,  abandoned 
any  sense  of  public  accountability. 

As  a  result,  many  people  believe  that 
they  have  lost  control  of  their  Govern- 
ment— indeed  a  growing  number  of  us 
feel  that  the  Government  now  controls 
us. 

There  is  no  better  example  of  this 
shift  in  power  than  in  the  Federal  (Jov- 
emment's  management  of  our  natural 
resources  and  public  lands,  particularly 
as  it  has  affected  the  people  of  my 
home  state  in  the  controversy  sur- 
rounding Voyageurs  National  Park. 

The  Park,  now  comprising  218,000 
acres  in  northern  Minnesota,  was  cre- 
ated in  1971  and  established  as  part  of 
the  National  Park  System  in  1975  fol- 
lowing years  of  contentious  debate  and 
public  hearings.  While  a  number  of 
local  residents  supported  the  creation 
of  the  park,  they  did  so  after  promises 
by  the  Federal  Government  of  in- 
creased economic  growth  in  the  region; 
maintenance  of  the  Park  as  a  multiple 
recreational  use  facility,  for  rec- 
reational activities  like  snowmobiling; 
and  the  continued  use  of  input  from 
the  public  into  the  management  of  the 
park. 

But  as  the  years  passed,  those  prom- 
ises fell  by  the  wayside,  leaving  local 
residents  out  in  the  cold  and  under- 


standably distrustful  of  government 
bureaucrats  who  have  been  unaccount- 
able to  the  people  they  are  supposed  to 
serve  and  unresponsive  to  their  needs. 
Instead  of  working  for  the  people,  the 
Federal  Government  has  consistently 
ignored  their  concerns  and  in  some 
cases,  actually  worked  against  them. 

For  example,  the  people  of  northern 
Minnesota  were  promised  that  in  ex- 
change for  giving  up  their  rights  to  the 
land  that  would  comprise  the  Park, 
they  would  receive  opportunities  to 
boost  their  local  economy.  In  fact, 
upon  creation  of  the  Park,  Federal  offi- 
cials estimated  that  it  would  host  over 
1.3  million  visitors  each  year,  thereby 
providing  much-needed  economic 
growth  for  the  surrounding  commu- 
nities. 

But  the  road  toward  economic  pros- 
perity never  found  its  way  through 
Voyageurs  National  Park.  Park  offi- 
cials currently  estimate  the  annual 
number  of  visitors  at  200,000— less  than 
one-sixth  thefr  initial  projection.  Even 
worse,  the  Park  Service  has  tried  to 
cover  its  tracks  by  suggesting  that  the 
park — despite  its  low  visitor  rate — is 
not  imderutilized. 

While  the  facts  and  figures  certainly 
counter  the  Park  Service's  assertion, 
nothing  beats  a  first-hand  assessment 
of  park  use.  So,  on  a  beautiful  Satur- 
day last  July,  I  visited  Voyageurs  Na- 
tional Park.  While  admiring  the  beauty 
and  historical  significance  of  the  lands 
and  waters  enclosed  within  the  park,  I 
was  struck  by  the  fact  that  hardly  any- 
one— with  the  exception  of  park  offi- 
cials and  a  few  scattered  visitors — was 
there.  It  was  only  when  I  drove  through 
the  neighboring  city  of  International 
Falls,  MN,  that  I  did  see  a  number  of 
tourists  and  visitors — in  line — waiting 
to  pass  through  customs — on  their  way 
to  Canada. 

In  1983,  Congress  called  for  the  Park 
Service  to  create  a  comprehensive  visi- 
tor use  and  facilities  plan  which  would 
lay  out  a  strategy  to  increase  park  use. 
In  spite  of  Congress'  directive,  no  at- 
tempt to  carry  out  the  study  ever  oc- 
curred— perhaps  due  to  the  Park  Serv- 
ice's belief  that  the  park  was  not  being 
underutilized.  bureaucratic  stone- 
walling, or  maybe  just  out  of  simple 
negligence.  Whatever  the  reason.  Voya- 
geurs National  Park  today  remains 
underutilized— an  isolated  enclave — 
with  the  people  of  northern  Minnesota 
forced  to  pay  the  price  of  the  National 
Park  Service's  mismanagement. 

The  Park  Service  and  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  have  also  worked 
together  to  curtail  legitimate  visitor 
access  to  and  use  in  the  Park.  Under 
the  guise  of  the  Endangered  Species 
Act,  certain  bajrs  were  shut  off  to 
snowmobiling  in  order  to  protect  the 
nesting  habitat  of  bald  eagles.  While 
everyone  agreed  that  the  eagles  should 
be  protected,  many  believed  that  both 
agencies  failed  to  give  valid,  scientific 
reasons  for  closing  off  the  bays.  Re- 


cently, a  Federal  district  judge  ruled 
that  Federal  bureaucrats  had  abused 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  to  unfairly 
restrict  snowmobile  access  in  the  bays. 
It  is  sadly  ironic  that  it  took  a  Federal 
judge  to  recognize  a  legitimate  use  in 
the  Park— something  the  Park  Service 
and  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  have 
failed  to  comprehend. 

But  perhaps  the  greatest  example  of 
arrogance  on  the  part  of  the  Federal 
Government  concerns  the  question  of 
wilderness  designation  within  the 
Park.  Despite  the  clearly  expressed  in- 
tent of  Congress  that  Voyageurs  Na- 
tional Park  was  to  be  a  multiple  rec- 
reational use  facility,  the  Park  Service 
has  continued  to  manage  certain  por- 
tions of  the  Park  for  wilderness  study 
characteristics.  One  need  go  no  further 
than  to  ask  my  colleague  from  Min- 
nesota, Representative  JiM  Oberstar. 
who  helped  create  the  Park  when  he 
served  as  a  Congressional  staffer,  about 
the  intent  of  Congress  that  it  was  to  be 
open  for  multiple  use.  Yet,  major  seg- 
ments of  the  Park  continue  to  be  shut 
off  to  legitimate  and  recognized  mul- 
tiple uses — such  as  snowmobiling,  boat- 
ing and  dog  sledding — further  breaking 
the  long-standing  commitments  made 
to  northern  Minnesotans. 

Mr.  President,  as  much  as  we  would 
like  to,  we  caimot  rewrite  the  history 
of  Voyageurs  National  Park  or  simply 
wave  a  magic  wand  to  right  the  wrongs 
to  which  the  people  of  northern  Min- 
nesota have  been  subjected  over  the 
last  25  years.  But  we  can  and  must  take 
action  to  ensure  that  history  does  not 
repeat  itself— that  future  management 
of  the  Park  be  conducted  in  accordance 
with  the  views  of  the  people. 

For  that  reason,  today,  I  am  intro- 
ducing legislation  which  would  help  re- 
solve this  controversy  by  bringing  de- 
mocracy and  government  accountabil- 
ity back  to  Voyageurs  National  Park. 

Under  my  legislation,  a  new  Planning 
and  Management  Council  will  be 
charged  with  developing  and  monitor- 
ing a  comprehensive  management  plan. 
It  will  consist  of  11  members  appointed 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and 
will  include  representatives  from  Fed- 
eral, State,  local  and  tribal  govern- 
ments. 

The  management  council  will  be  au- 
thorized to  create  Advisory  Councils 
made  up  of  individuals  representing  di- 
verse interests.  All  council  meetings 
will  be  open  to  the  public,  who  will  be 
given  opportunities  to  provide  com- 
ment on  agenda  items. 

Mr.  President,  under  my  bill,  public 
input  will  no  longer  be  ignored— in 
fact,  it  will  be  encouraged  as  part  of 
the  management  process. 

Finally,  my  legislation  will  prohibit 
the  Park  Service  from  issuing  any  ad- 
ditional regulations  regarding  the  Park 
between  enactment  of  this  bill  and  the 
Secretary's  final  approval  of  the  man- 
agement plan,  except  in  cases  of  rou- 
tine administration,  law  enforcement 
need  and  emergencies. 
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To  better  understand  how  this  new 
mana^ment  council  will  improve  the 
situation  in  northern  Minnesota,  one 
need  look  no  further  than  the  recent 
ban  that  was  proposed  by  the  National 
Park  Service  on  the  use  of  live  bait 
within  the  interior  lakes  of  Voyageurs 
National  Park — one  imposed  without 
the  solicitation  of  public  input  or  noti- 
fication to  area  fisherman  and  the  Min- 
nesota Department  of  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

This  unilateral  action  taken  by  the 
Park  Service  naturally  created  enor- 
mous controversy  and  outrage  in 
northern  Minnesota.  As  one  State  offi- 
cial said  at  the  time,  "It  was  a  big  sur- 
prise to  us  *  *  *.  There  was  no  prior 
discussion  with  us  on  the  ban.  There's 
a  longstanding  tradition  in  the  park  of 
being  able  to  use  live  bait." 

After  many  of  us  raised  our  objec- 
tions and  outrage  over  the  ban,  the 
Park  Service  backpedaled,  then  lifted 
the  ban,  stating  that  it  had  misread 
the  law.  In  doing  so,  the  Superintend- 
ent of  the  Park  was  quoted  in  the  pa- 
pers saying,  "I  had  no  idea  this  was 
going  to  be  a  problem.  If  I  had  known, 
trust  me,  I  would  have  dealt  with  it 
differently." 

Mr.  President,  think  about  those 
words  for  a  second.  According  to  the 
Park  Service,  if  they  had  just  known, 
they  never  would  have  tried  to  Impose 
their  will  on  the  people.  If  they  had 
just  known,  just  listened,  just  sought 
input,  none  of  this  would  have  hap- 
pened. That  is  exactly  what  we  are 
seeking  today. 

My  legislation  would  avoid  such  em- 
barrassments in  the  future  by  bringing 
everyone  together  to  ensure  that  man- 
agement of  the  Park  is  conducted  by 
agreement,  not  edict.  It  will  ensure 
that  everyone  has  a  seat  at  the  table 
when  the  decisions  are  made.  Above 
all,  this  new  management  council  will 
return  democracy  to  the  preservation 
of  Voyageurs  National  Park.  It  will  re- 
turn to  the  people  of  northern  Min- 
nesota a  voice  in  how  the  park  is  oper- 
ated and  its  impact  on  their  commu- 
nities, economy  and  livelihood. 

Mr.  President,  I  spoke  earlier  today 
of  a  growing  movement  toward  democ- 
racy in  America — bom  in  the  heartland 
of  our  Nation,  led  by  the  American  peo- 
ple, and  headed  toward  Washington. 
Since  holding  two  public  field  hearings 
in  Minnesota  on  this  issue  last  year,  I 
have  heard  from  numerous  citizen  or- 
ganizations, community  leaders,  and 
average  Minnesotans  about  the  man- 
agement of  the  park  and  how  their 
daUy  lives  are  affected  by  it. 

Their  message  is  simple:  Let  us  have 
a  say  in  how  our  natural  resources  are 
maintained — ^return  some  of  the  power 
to  the  people — give  us  back  our  govern- 
ment and  our  country.  The  silent  ma- 
jority, which  has  been  suppressed  for  so 
many  years,  is  now  finding  its  voice 
again — and  it  is  our  responsibility  to 
listen  to  it  and  act  upon  it.  By  con- 


ducting our  field  hearings,  which  at- 
tracted well  over  2,000  Minnesotans,  we 
took  the  first  step  by  listening.  Now, 
we  must  move  ahead  and  take  action. 

During  those  hearings,  I  heard  a 
number  of  people  give  profound  and 
often  moving  testimony.  Many  pre- 
sented- facts  and  figures — invaluable 
data  about  the  history  and  manage- 
ment about  the  park.  But  what  struck 
me  the  most  during  the  hearings  were 
the  personal  stories— the  real-life  ac- 
counts about  how  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment and  its  mismanagement  of  Voya- 
geurs National  Park  has  truly  changed 
the  lives  of  the  people  it  was  created  to 
serve. 

One  of  these  stories  belonged  to  Carol 
Selsaas  of  Cohasset,  MN.  In  her  testi- 
mony, Carol  described  the  work  of  her 
late  father,  George  Esslinger,  who  was 
one  of  the  strongest  supporters  in 
northern  Minnesota  for  the  creation  of 
Voyageurs  National  Park. 

Carol  said: 

For  over  9  years,  my  father  worked  with 
other  men  and  women  to  fight  for  the  cre- 
ation of  the  park.  He  assisted  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior  in  physically  identify- 
in?  the  boundaries  of  the  park.  He  traveled 
and  spoke  in  favor  of  the  park.  He  gave  his 
heart  and  soul  to  the  park.  He  believed  the 
area  he  supported  for  a  national  park  should 
be  maintained  for  the  enjoyment  of  all  peo- 
ple: snowmobilers,  cross  country  skiers, 
boaters,  hikers,  fishermen,  hunters,  yes  and 
even  dog  sledders.  He  felt  that  this  would  be 
a  park  for  everyone  who  had  respect  for  this 
land,  not  one  locked  up  except  for  a  chosen 
few. 

Carol  went  on  to  describe  how  her  fa- 
ther supported  the  park  with  the  un- 
derstanding that  the  trails  and  roads 
already  established — over  200  miles  on 
the  Kabetoganm  Peninsula  alone — 
would  be  maintained.  To  date,  all  but 
12  miles  are  now  closed  off  to  public  ac- 
cess. On  one  of  those  closed  off  trails, 
Carol  said,  rests  a  memorial  to  her  fa- 
ther placed  by  the  Park  Service.  With 
tears  in  her  eyes,  she  said  that  because 
of  the  inaccessibility  of  the  trail,  she 
has  never  been  able  to  visit  her  father's 
memorial. 

"My  father  died  knowing  that  he  had 
been  lied  to,"  said  Carol.  "He  died 
apologrizing  to  me,  his  grandson,  his 
community.  On  his  death  bed,  I  prom- 
ised that  I  would  fulfill  his  wish  and 
tell  the  story  of  how  he  was  misled  in 
his  support  for  Voyageurs  National 
Park." 

Indeed,  she  did — as  did  many  other  of 
my  fellow  Minnesotans.  We  cannot  for- 
get their  words  or  discard  their  testi- 
monies. In  the  sterile  halls  of  the  Fed- 
eral buildings  here  in  Washington,  the 
words  of  Carol  Selsaas  and  others  may 
not  mean  much,  but  to  me,  they  de- 
scribe the  heartfelt  emotions  and  pas- 
sions about  the  culture  of  northern 
Minnesota— a  culture  that  Washington 
may  not  understand,  but  cannot  take 
for  granted. 

Nor  can  we  hide  in  the  halls  of  Con- 
gress from  the  march  of  democracy 


that  is  spreading  throughout  the  heart- 
land of  our  country.  If  we  are  truly 
conmiitted  to  operating  as  the  open  de- 
mocracy described  by  President  Lin- 
coln, we  must  turn  the  tide  and  return 
power  back  to  its  legitimate  source  in 
America:  the  people. 

The  legislation  I  introduce  today  is  a 
necessary  step  in  bringing  the  prin- 
ciples of  democracy  back  to  one  small, 
but  important  region  of  our  Nation. 
Let  us  no  longer  obstruct  the  march  of 
democracy  but  help  pave  the  way  for  it 
across  America. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  test  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1805 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Hotise  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TTTUE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Voyageurs 
National  Park  Accessibility  and  Partnership 
Act  of  1996". 
SEC  2.  FINDINGS. 

Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  Voyageurs  National  Park  serves  as  a 
unique  federal  park  unit  in  1  of  the  Nation's 
distingruished  natural  ecosystems; 

(2)  Voyageurs  National  Park  shall  serve  as 
a  year-round  multiple-use  recreational  unit 
as  mandated  under  Public  Law  91-661; 

(3)  current  management  of  Voyageurs  Na- 
tional Park  has  unilaterally  restricted  use 
and  accessibility  within  certain  portions  of 
the  park; 

(4)  intergovernmental  cooperation  that  re- 
spects and  emphasizes  the  role  of  State, 
local,  and  tribal  governments  in  land  man- 
agement decision-making  processes  is  essen- 
tial to  optimize  the  protection  and  develop- 
ment of  social,  historical,  cultural,  and  rec- 
reational resources;  and 

(5)  the  national  interest  is  served  by— 

(A)  improving  the  management  and  protec- 
tion of  Voyageurs  National  Park; 

(B)  ensuring  appropriate  public  access,  en- 
joyment, and  use  throughout  Voyageurs  Na- 
tional Park;  and 

(C)  allowing  Federal,  State,  local,  and  trib- 
al governments  to  engage  in  an  innovative 
management  partnership  in  Federal  land 
management  decisionmaking  processes. 

SEC  3.  PLANNING  AND  MANAGEBIENT  COUNCIL. 

Public  Law  91-661  (16  U.S.C.  160  et  seq.)  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  sections  304  and  305  (16 
U.S.C.  1601  and  16Qj)  as  sections  306  and  307, 
respectively;  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  section  303  (16  U.S.C. 
160h)  the  following: 

"SEC.  904.  PLANNING  AND  MANAGEMENT  COUN- 
CIL. 

"(a)  Establishment.— There  is  established 
the  Voyageurs  National  Park  Intergovern- 
mental Council  (referred  to  in  this  Act  as  the 
'Council'). 

"(b)  Duties  of  the  Council.- The  Council 
shall  develop  and  monitor  a  comprehensive 
management  plan  for  the  park  in  accordance 
with  section  306. 

"(c)  Membership.— The  Council  shall  be 
composed  of  11  members,  appointed  by  the 
Secretary,  of  whom— 

"(1)  1  member  shall  be  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary for  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks,  or  a 
designee; 
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"(2)  3  members  shall  be  appointed,  from 
recommendations  by  the  Governor  of  Min- 
nesota, to  represent  the  Department  of  Natu- 
ral Resources,  the  Office  of  Tourism,  and  the 
Environmental  Quality  Board,  of  the  State 
of  Minnesota; 

"(3)  1  member  shall  be  a  commissioner 
from  each  of  the  counties  of  Koochiching  and 
Saint  Louis,  appointed  from  recommenda- 
tions by  each  of  the  county  boards  of  com- 
missioners; 

"(4)  1  member  shall  be  a  representative 
from  the  cities  of  International  Falls  and 
Orr,  appointed  from  recommendations  by 
each  of  the  city  councils; 

"(5)  1  member  shall  be  a  State  senator  who 
represents  a  legislative  district  that  con- 
tains a  portion  of  the  park,  appointed  from  a 
recommendation  by  the  (Sovemor  of  Min- 
nesota; 

"(6)  1  member  shall  be  a  State  representa- 
tive who  represents  a  legislative  district 
that  contains  a  portion  of  the  park,  ap- 
pointed from  a  recommendation  by  the  Grov- 
emor  of  Minnesota; 

"(7)  1  member  shall  be  an  elected  official 
from  the  Northern  Counties  Land-Use  CJo- 
ordioating  Board,  appointed  from  rec- 
ommendations by  the  Board;  and 

"(8)  1  member  shall  be  an  elected  official  of 
the  Native  American  community  to  rep- 
resent the  1854  Treaty  Authority,  appointed 
from  recommendations  by  the  Authority. 

"(d)  Advisory  Commtttees.— 

"(1)  In  GENERAL.— The  Council  may  estab- 
lish 1  or  more  advisory  committees  for  con- 
sultation, including  committees  consisting 
of  members  of  conservation,  sportsperson, 
business,  professional,  civic,  and  citizen  or- 
ganizations. 

"(2)  Funding.— An  advisory  committee  es- 
tablished under  paragraph  (1)  may  not  re- 
ceive any  amounts  made  available  to  carry 
out  this  Act. 

"(e)  Quorum.— A  majority  of  the  members 
of  the  Council  shall  constitute  a  quorum. 

"(f)  C^HAIRPEHSON.— 

"(1)  Election.— The  members  of  the  Coun- 
cil shall  elect  a  chairperson  of  the  Council 
from  among  the  members  of  the  Ck>uncil. 

"(2)  Terms.— The  chairperson  shall  serve 
not  more  than  2  terms  of  2  years  each. 

"(g)  Meetings.— The  Council  shall  meet  at 
the  call  of  the  chairperson  or  a  majority  of 
the  members  of  the  (Council. 

"(h)  Staff  and  Services.— 

"(1)  Staff  of  the  council.— The  Council 
may  appoint  and  fix  the  compensation  of 
such  staff  as  the  Council  considers  necessary 
to  carry  out  this  Act. 

"(2)  Procurement  of  temporary  serv- 
ices.—The  Council  may  procure  temporary 
and  intermittent  services  under  section 
3109(b)  of  title  5.  United  States  Code. 

"(3)  Administrative  support  services.— 
The  Administrator  of  General  Services  shall 
provide  to  the  Council,  on  a  reimbursable 
basis,  such  administrative  support  services 
as  the  Council  requests. 

"(4)  Provision  by  the  secretary.— On  a 
request  by  the  Council,  the  Secretary  shall 
provide  personnel,  information,  and  services 
to  the  Council  to  carry  out  this  Act. 

"(5)  Provision  by  other  federal  depart- 
ments AND  agencies.— A  Federal  agency 
shall  provide  to  the  Council,  on  a  reimburs- 
able basis,  such  information  and  services  as 
the  Council  requests. 

"(6)  Provision  by  the  governor.— The 
Governor  of  Minnesota  may  provide  to  the 
Council,  on  a  reimbursable  basis,  such  per- 
sonnel and  information  as  the  Council  may 
request. 


"(7)  Subpoenas.— The  Council  may  not 
issue  a  subpoena  nor  exercise  any  subpoena 
authority. 

"(i)  Procedural  matters.— 

"(1)  Guidelines  for  conduct  of  busi- 
ness.—The  following  guidelines  apply  with 
respect  to  the  conduct  of  business  at  meet- 
ings of  the  Council: 

"(A)  Open  meetings.— Each  meeting  shall 
be  open  to  the  public. 

"(B)  PuBUC  NOTICE.— Timely  public  notice 
of  each  meeting,  including  the  time,  place, 
and  agenda  of  the  meeting,  shall  be  pub- 
lished in  local  newspapers  and  such  notice 
may  be  given  by  such  other  means  as  will  re- 
sult in  wide  publicity. 

"(C)  PuBuc  PARTICIPATION.— Interested 
persons  shall  be  permitted  to  give  oral  or 
written  statements  regarding  the  matters  on 
the  sigenda  at  meetings. 

"(D)  MINUTES. — Minutes  of  each  meeting 
shall  be  kept  and  shall  contain  a  record  of 
the  persons  present,  an  accurate  description 
of  all  proceedings  and  matters  discussed  and 
conclusions  reached,  and  copies  of  all  state- 
ments filed. 

"(E)    PUBUC    INSPECTION    OF    RECORD.— The 

administrative  record,  including  minutes  re- 
quired under  subparagraph  (D),  of  each  meet- 
ing, and  records  or  other  documents  that 
were  made  available  to  or  prepared  for  or  by 
the  Council  incident  to  the  meeting,  shall  be 
available  for  public  inspection  and  copying 
at  a  single  location. 

"(2)  New  INFORMATION.— At  any  time  when 
the  Council  determines  it  appropriate  to 
consider  new  information  from  a  Federal, 
State,  or  local  agency  or  from  a  Council  ad- 
visory body,  the  Council  shall  give  full  con- 
sideration to  new  information  offered  at  that 
time  by  interested  members  of  the  public. 
Interested  parties  shall  have  a  reasonable  op- 
portunity to  respond  to  new  data  or  informa- 
tion before  the  Council  takes  final  action  on 
management  measures. 

"(j)  (COMPENSATION.- 

"(1)  In  general.- a  member  of  the  Ck>uncil 
who  is  not  an  officer  or  employee  of  the  Fed- 
eral government  shall  serve  without  pay 
when  canying  out  duties  pursuant  to  this 
Act. 

"(2)  Travel  expenses.— While  away  from 
the  home  or  regular  place  of  business  of  the 
member  In  the  performance  of  services  for 
the  Council,  a  member  of  the  Council  shall 
be  allowed  travel  expenses,  including  per 
diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  persons  employed  intermittently  in 
Federal  Government  service  are  allowed  ex- 
penses under  section  5703  of  title  5.  United 
States  Code. 

"(k)  Funding.— Of  amounts  appropriated  to 
the  National  Park  Service  for  a  fiscal  year, 
the  Secretary  shall  make  available  such 
amounts  as  the  Council  shall  request,  not  to 
exceed  $150,000  for  the  fiscal  year. 

"(1)  TERMINATION  OF  CoxwciL.- The  Council 
shall  terminate  on  the  date  that  is  10  years 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  sub- 
section. 

■SEC.  SOS.  MANAGEMENT  PLAN. 

"(a)  Schedule.— 

"(1)  In  general.— Not  later  than  3  years 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  sub- 
section, the  Council  shall  submit  to  the  Sec- 
retary and  the  (3ovemor  of  Minnesota  a  com- 
prehensive management  plan  (referred  to  in 
this  section  as  the  'plan')  for  the  park,  to  be 
developed  and  implemented  by  the  respon- 
sible Federal  agencies,  the  State  of  Min- 
nesota, and  local  political  subdivisions. 

"(2)  Preuminary  report.— Not  later  than 
1  year  after  the  date  of  the  first  meeting  of 
the  C^ouncil.  the  Council  shall  submit  a  pre- 


liminary report  to  the  Secretary  describing 
the  process  to  be  used  to  develop  the  plan. 

"(b)  DE'i'ELOPMENT  OF  PLAN.— 

"(1)  In  GENERAL.— In  developing  the  plan, 
the  Council  shall  examine  all  relevant 
issues,  including— 

"(A)  appropriate  pubUc  access  and  rec- 
reational use,  including— 

"(i)  snowmobiling  opportunities: 

"(ii)  campsites  and  trails; 

"(iii)  the  management  policies  of  harvest- 
ing fish  and  wildlife: 

"(iv)  aircraft  access  throughout  the  park: 

"(v)  ix>licies  affecting  hiking,  bicycling, 
snoeshoeing,  skiing,  current  watercraft  op- 
portunities, and  other  recreational  activities 
the  Council  considers  appropriate  for  the 
park;  and 

"(vi)  visitation  and  services  at  the  Kettle 
Falls  facilities; 

"(B)  the  proper  distribution  of  visitors  in 
the  park; 

"(C)  a  comprehensive  visitor  education 
program:  and 

"(D)  the  need  for  wilderness  management 
for  certain  areas  of  the  park. 

"(2)  CONDITIONS. — In  carrying  out  subpara- 
graphs (A)  through  (D)  of  paragraph  (1),  the 
Council  shall— 

"(A)  be  subject  to  relevant  environmental 
law; 

"(B)  consult  on  a  regular  basis  with  appro- 
priate officials  of  each  international.  Fed- 
eral, or  State  agency  or  local  government 
that  has  jurisdiction  over  land  or  water  in 
the  park: 

"(C)  consult  with  interested  conservation, 
sportsperson,  business,  professional,  civic, 
and  citizen  organizations;  and 

"(D)  conduct  public  meetings  at  appro- 
priate places  to  provide  interested  persons 
the  opportunity  to  comment  on  matters  to 
be  addressed  by  the  plan. 

"(3)  PROHIBITED  considerations.- The 
Council  may  not  consider— 

"(A)  removing  park  designation;  or 

"(B)  allowing  mining,  logging,  or  commer- 
cial or  residential  development. 

"(4)  Report.— The  Council  shall  report  to 
the  International  Joint  Commission  on 
water  levels  in  the  Rainy  Lake  Watershed, 
pursuant  to  the  Convention  Providing  for 
Emergency  Regulation  of  the  Level  of  Rainy 
Lake  and  of  Certain  Other  Boundary  Waters, 
signed  at  Ottawa  September  15.  1938  (54  Stat. 
1800). 

"(c)  APPROVAL  OF  Plan.— 

"(1)  Submission  to  secretary  and  gov- 
ernor.—The  Council  shall  submit  the  plan  to 
the  Secretary  and  the  Governor  of  Minnesota 
for  review. 

"(2)  APPROVAL  OR  disapproval  BY  SEC- 
RETARY.- 

"(A)  Review  by  the  governor.— The  Gov- 
ernor may  conunent  on  the  plan  not  later 
than  60  days  after  receipt  of  the  plan  from 
the  Council. 

"(B)  Secretary.- 

"(i)  In  general.— The  Secretary  shall  ap- 
prove or  disapprove  the  plan  not  later  than 
90  days  after  receipt  of  the  plan  from  the 
Council. 

"(ii)  Ciuteria  for  review.— In  reviewing 
the  plan,  the  Secretary  shall  consider — 

"(I)  the  adequacy  of  public  participation: 

"(II)  assurances  of  plan  Implementation 
from  State  and  local  officials  in  Minnesota: 

"(IQ)  the  adequacy  of  regulatory  and  fi- 
nancial tools  that  are  in  place  to  implement 
the  plan: 

"(TV)  provisions  of  the  plan  for  continuing 
oversight  by  the  Council  of  implementation 
of  the  plan;  and 

"(V)  the  consistency  of  the  plan  with  Fed- 
eral law. 
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"(iii)  Notification  of  disapproval.— If  the 
Secretary  disapproves  the  plan,  the  Sec- 
retary shall,  not  later  than  30  days  after  the 
date  of  disapproval,  notify  the  Council  in 
writing  of  the  reasons  for  the  disapproval 
and  provide  recommendations  for  revision  of 
the  plan. 

"(C)  Revision  and  RESiraMissioN.— Not 
later  titan  60  days  after  receipt  of  a  notice  of 
disapproval  under  subparagraph  (B)  or  (D), 
the  Council  shall  revise  and  resubmit  the 
plan  to  the  Secretary  for  review. 

"(D)  Approval  or  disapproval  of  revi- 
sion.—The  Secretary  shall  approve  or  dis- 
approve a  plan  submitted  under  subpara- 
graph (C)  not  later  than  30  days  after  receipt 
of  the  plan  from  the  Council. 

"(d)  Review  and  modification  of  Imple- 
mentation OF  Plan.— The  Council— 

"(1)  shall  review  and  monitor  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  plan;  and 

"(2)  may,  after  providing  for  public  com- 
ment and  after  approval  by  the  Secretary, 
modify  the  plan,  if  the  Council  and  the  Sec- 
retary determine  that  the  modiQcation  is 
necessary  to  carry  out  this  Act. 

"(e)  Lnterim  Program.— Before  the  ap- 
proval of  the  plan,  the  Council  shall  advise 
and  cooperate  with  appropriate  Federal, 
State,  local,  and  tribal  governmental  enti- 
ties to  minimize  adverse  impacts  on  the 
park. 

"(f)  National  Park  Service  Regula- 
tions.—During  the  period  beginning  on  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection  and 
ending  on  the  date  a  management  plan  is  ap- 
proved by  the  Secretary  under  subsection 
(c)(2),  the  Secretary  may  not  issue  any  regu- 
lation that  relates  to  the  park,  except  for— 

"(1)  regulations  required  for  routine  busi- 
ness, such  as  maintenance,  visitor  education, 
and  law  enforcement;  and 

"(2)  emergency  regulations. 

"(g)  State  and  Local  Jurisdiction.— 
Nothing  in  this  Act  diminishes,  enlarges,  or 
modifies  any  right  of  the  State  of  Minnesota 
or  any  political  subdivision  of  the  State  to— 

"(1)  exercise  civil  and  criminal  jurisdic- 
tion: 

"(2)  carry  out  State  flsfa  and  wildlife  laws 
in  the  park;  or 

"(3)  tax  persons,  corporations,  franchises, 
or  private  property  on  land  and  water  in- 
cluded in  the  park.". 


By  Mr.  D'AMATO  (for  himself, 
Mr.  DODD,  and  Mr.  Frist): 
S.  1806.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 
Food,  Brag,  and  Cosmetic  Act  to  clar- 
ify that  any  dietary  supplement  that 
claln:is  to  produce  euphoria,  heightened 
awareness  or  similar  mental  or  psycho- 
logical effects  shall  be  treated  as  a 
drug  under  the  Act,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Human  Resources. 

LEGISLATION  TO  CONTROL  HERBAL  STREET 
DRUGS 

•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
am  introducing  legislation— along  with 
my  colleagues  Senators  Dodd  and 
Frist— to  control  the  growing  problem 
of  dangerous  herbal  stimulants  that 
are  marketed  and  sold  as  alternatives 
to  powerful  and  illegal  street  drugs. 
This  carefully-drafted  bill  will  make 
these  herbal  street  drugs  subject  to 
pre-market  safety  reviews  and  allow 
the  Food  and  Drug  Administration,  the 
FDA,  to  take  prompt  and  decisive  ac- 
tion against  this  narrow  class  of  prod- 
ucts. 


I  strongly  support  the  right  of  the 
American  people  to  have  access  to  le- 
gitimate dietary  supplements,  ajid  I 
want  to  clearly  state  that  this  bill  will 
not  limit  that  access.  However,  herbal 
street  drugs  are  not  legitimate  dietary 
supplements.  They  are  quite  simply 
dangerous  products  masquerading  as 
dietary  supplements  to  evade  CJovern- 
ment  review  and  sanctions. 

Mr.  President,  on  March  7,  1996,  one 
of  these  products,  called  Ultimate 
Xphoria,  killed  20-year-old  Peter 
Schlendorf  of  Northport,  NY.  Peter,  a 
junior  at  the  State  University  of  New 
York  at  Albany,  died  from  a  lethal 
combination  of  herbal  stimulants 
found  in  this  product.  A  statement 
issued  by  the  medical  examiner's  office 
in  Panama  City,  FL,  where  Peter  died, 
specifically  states  that  Peter's  death 
"was  a  result  of  the  use  of  Ultimate 
Xphoria,  an  herbal  product  containing 
Ma  Huang."  Ma  Huang — also  known  as 
Ephedra — is  a  botanical  source  of  the 
powerful  stimulant  ephedrine.  The 
medical  examiner's  statement  lists  Pe- 
ter's cause  of  death  as  the  "ssmergistic 
effect  of  ephedrine"  and  several  other 
herbal  stimulants  contained  in  this 
product.  The  statement  further  ex- 
plains that  these  stimulants  "can  have 
an  adverse  effect  on  the  heart  and  cen- 
tral nervous  system." 

Mr.  President,  I  am  committed  to 
doing  eversrthing  that  I  can  to  ensure 
that  no  more  young  people  die  from 
these  dangerous  herbal  street  drugs. 
And  let  me  be  perfectly  clear:  if  Con- 
gress fails  to  act,  it  will  just  be  a  mat- 
ter of  time  before  these  products  kill 
more  yoimg  people. 

This  is  a  battle  to  protect  our  chil- 
dren. The  slick  peddlers  of  these  herbal 
street  drugs  have  specifically  targeted 
young  people.  They  sell  their  products 
in  novelty  shops,  using  flashy  signs  and 
posters  that  appeal  to  and  attract  ado- 
lescents. They  give  their  products 
names  like  Cloud  9,  Herbal  Ecstacy,  Ul- 
timate Xphoria,  Magic  Mushrooms  and 
E-Ludes. 

Using  the  Internet  and  showy  bro- 
chures, they  hawk  their  dangerous 
wares  with  promises  of  "euphoric  stim- 
ulation, highly  increased  energy  levels, 
tingly  skin  sensations,  increased  sex- 
ual sensations,  enhanced  sensory  proc- 
essing and  mood  elt  -.tions."  One  prod- 
uct, called  Herbal  E.otacy,  even  claims 
that  it  is  "a  carefully  formulated  and 
thoroughly  tested  organic  alternative 
to  actual  MDMA  or  Ecstacy"— a  dan- 
gerous, illegal  street  drug.  The  market- 
ing brochure  for  this  product  further 
states  that  it  "acts  on  the  same  basis 
as  MDMA,  triggering  similar,  but  not 
identical,  physical  reactions  in  the 
body."  This  is  just  outrageous. 

In  addition,  many  of  these  products 
falsely  claim  to  be  safe  and  tested. 
Some  are  even  advertised  as  "100  per- 
cent and  FDA  approved"  and  as  "100 
percent  natural  .  .  .  with  no  side  ef- 
fects". As  Peter's  death  clearly  dem- 


onstrates, however,  these  products  can 
be  deadly,  and  none  are  FDA-approved. 
How  can  the  producers  of  these  herbal 
street  drugs  claim  that  they  are  safe 
and  tested  when  they  can  produce  such 
tragic  results?  This  is  wrong  and  must 
be  stopped. 

The  manner  in  which  these  products 
are  marketed  invites  misuse  by 
unsuspecting  young  people.  These  prod- 
ucts are  advertised  as  alternatives  to 
street  drugs.  They  are  intended  to  get 
young  people  high.  And  what  happens 
when  the  recommended  dosage  doesn't 
achieve  the  desired  high?  Then,  the 
claims  that  these  products  are  safe, 
natural  and  thoroughly  tested  lure 
young  people  into  taking  larger  dos- 
ages. Indeed,  some  sellers  are  telling 
people  to  take  two,  three  and  four 
times  the  recommended  dosage  to 
achieve  the  desired  high. 

Mr.  President,  the  legislation  that  I 
am  introducing  today  will  help  to  en- 
sure that  no  more  young  i)eople  die 
from  these  dangerous  products.  The 
bill  amends  the  Federal  Food,  Drug, 
and  Cosmetic  Act  to  clarify  that  a  die- 
tary supplement  shall  be  considered  a 
drug  if  its  label  or  labeling  claims  or 
implies  that  the  dietary  supplement 
produces  euphoria,  heightened  aware- 
ness or  similar  mental  or  psychological 
effects.  As  a  result,  this  narrow  class  of 
dangerous  products  will  be  subject  to 
the  same  premarket  safety  reviews  as 
other  drugs,  and  the  FDA  will  have  en- 
hanced authority  to  take  prompt  and 
decisive  action  against  them.  Now,  the 
FDA  win  be  able  to  quickly  pull  these 
herbal  street  drugs,  like  the  one  that 
killed  Peter  Schlendorf,  from  stores  be- 
fore they  kill  again.  This  legislation  is 
necessary  to  protect  the  health  of  the 
American  public,  particularly  its 
youth,  who  are  obviously  the  target  of 
these  dangerous  herbal  street  drugs. 

Again,  let  me  clearly  state  that  this 
bill  has  been  carefully  drafted  to  main- 
tain the  public's  continued  access  to  le- 
gitimate dietary  supplements.  For  ex- 
ample, it  will  not  limit  access  to  either 
over-the-counter  drugs,  such  as 
Sudafed,  or  legitimate  dietary  supple- 
ments, such  as  herbal  teas,  that  con- 
tain ephedra  or  its  related  products. 

I  am  certain  that  no  Member  of  Con- 
gress envisioned  that  the  Dietary  Sup- 
plement Health  and  Education  Act  of 
1994— the  Dietary  Supplement  Act- 
would  protect  dangerous  products  like 
these  herbal  street  drugs,  but  these 
products  are  currently  covered  by  the 
literal  language  of  that  act.  Since 
these  products  are  considered  dietary 
supplements  under  current  law,  the 
FDA's  authority  to  regulate  them  is 
significantly  limited.  For  example, 
these  products  are  not  currently  sub- 
ject to  premarket  safety  reviews.  In  ad- 
dition, the  FDA  cannot  regulate  herbal 
street  drugs  as  a  class,  but  instead 
must  take  action  against  each  product 
individually.  Indeed,  the  FDA  must 
prove  that  a  particular  formulation  of 
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an  herbal  street  drug  "presents  a  sig- 
nificant or  unreasonable  risk  of  illness 
or  injury"  before  it  can  take  any  ac- 
tion against  the  product.  This  is  a 
lengthy  process  that  can  take  years. 

Moreover,  under  current  law,  an 
herbal  street  drug  manufacturer  can 
easily  evade  an  FDA  enforcement  ac- 
tion simply  by  changing  the  composi- 
tion of  its  product,  while  continuing  to 
make  the  same  labeling  claims  for 
drug-like  mental  and  psychological  ef- 
fects. Each  time  the  product  formula 
changes,  the  FDA  must  evaluate  the 
new  formula  and  build  its  case  from 
the  beginning.  The  product  formula 
thus  becomes  a  moving  target  that  the 
FDA  must  chase.  The  FDA  should  not 
have  to  chase  herbal  street  drugs. 

Some  will  argue  that  this  legislation 
is  unnecessary  and  that  the  FDA  al- 
ready has  the  authority  to  take  action 
against  herbal  street  drugs,  but  the 
clever  producers  and  marketers  of 
these  herbal  street  drugs  have  been 
careful  to  take  advantage  of  the  pro- 
tections afforded  legitimate  dietary 
supplements  under  the  Dietary  Supple- 
ment Act.  For  example,  under  that  act, 
a  dietary  supplement  is  not  subject  to 
regulation  as  a  drug  simply  because  its 
label  or  labeling  bears  a  truthful,  non- 
misleading  claim  regarding  its  effect 
on  the  body.  This  provision  signifi- 
cantly limits  the  FDA's  ability  to  take 
action  against  the  peddlers  of  herbal 
street  drugs  who  use  carefully  worded 
labels  to  evade  FDA  review  and  con- 
trol. 

Other  options  available  to  the  FDA 
would  also  be  ineffective  against  herbal 
street  drugs.  For  example,  the  Dietary 
Supplement  Act  gives  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  the  au- 
thority to  declare  that  a  dietary  sup- 
plement poses  an  imminent  hazard  to 
public  health  or  safety.  Once  such  a 
declaration  is  made,  the  dietary  sup- 
plement can  be  banned.  A  formal  immi- 
nent hazard  declaration  requires 
lengthy  formal  rulemaking  procedures, 
however,  including  a  trial-type  hearing 
before  an  administrative  law  judge.  In 
addition,  because  what  sells  an  herbal 
street  drug  is  its  claims  rather  than  its 
ingredients,  the  imminent  hazard  dec- 
laration can  easily  be  defeated  by  a  for- 
mulation change  without  any  label 
change.  One  can  easily  imagine  the 
slick  peddlers  of  these  products  switch- 
ing a  single  ingredient— for  example, 
from  ephedra  to  kava-kava,  another 
powerful  herbal  stimulant— just  as  the 
FDA  is  knocking  on  their  door. 

Mr.  President,  the  marketing  of  herb- 
al street  drugs  as  dietary  supplements, 
rather  than  as  drugs,  does  not  promote 
any  of  the  goals  identified  by  Congress 
in  the  Dietary  Supplement  Act.  That 
act  was  intended  to  promote  the  public 
health.  Congressional  findings  in  sec- 
tion 2  of  the  act  cite  the  role  of  a 
healthy  diet,  including  safe  dietary 
supplements  in  disease  prevention, 
long-term  good  health,  and  reducing 


health  care  costs.  Far  from  promoting 
the  public  health,  herbal  street  drugs 
endanger  the  health  and  safety  of  con- 
sumers and  give  rise  to  unnecessary 
medical  costs. 

These  dangerous  products  are  not 
taken  for  nutritional  purposes  or  to 
otherwise  improve  health  and  thus  are 
not  within  the  intended  coverage  of  the 
Dietary  Supplement  Act.  The  manufac- 
turers of  herbal  street  drugs  should  not 
be  permitted  to  abuse  the  Dietary  Sup- 
plement Act  by  using  it  to  legitimize 
the  marketing  of  dangerous  products. 
A  narrowly  drafted  statutory  amend- 
ment to  correct  the  inclusion  of  herbal 
street  drugs  in  the  language  of  the  act 
would  achieve  the  intent  of  Congress 
by  closing  a  loophole  that  Congress 
never  intended  to  create. 

Herbal  street  drugs  killed  young 
Peter  Schlendorf.  We  have  to  make 
sure  that  this  does  not  happen  again. 
We  have  carefully  drafted  this  legisla- 
tion to  target  the  narrow  class  of  prod- 
ucts that  killed  Peter— products  that 
are  being  marketed  and  sold  to  young 
people  as  safe  and  legal  alternatives  to 
dangerous,  illegal  street  drugs.  We 
must  take  action  quickly.  I  urge  my 
fellow  Senators  to  support  this  effort 
and  quickly  pass  this  legislation.  If  we 
wait,  herbal  street  drugs  will  end  more 
promising,  young  lives.* 
•  Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  am  proud 
to  sponsor  this  very  important  legisla- 
tion with  my  colleagues.  Senators 
D'AMATO  and  Frist,  in  my  view,  the 
legislation  is  necessary  to  protect  the 
American  public,  and  particularly  our 
Nation's  youth,  from  what  amount  to 
common  street  drugs. 

The  makers  of  these  products  make 
no  attempt  to  sell  them  as  products  to 
improve  health  or  nutrition.  The  prod- 
ucts carry  names  like  "Herbal 
Ecstacy,"  "Ultimate  X-Phoria,"  and 
"Cloud  9."  One  product  claims  "It  is  a 
carefully  formulated  and  thoroughly 
tested  organic  alternative  to  actual 
MDMA  or  Ecstacy."  I  hardly  think  any 
of  us  believe  that  our  Nation's  children 
should  be  able  to  go  into  any  novelty 
store  and  buy  the  equivalent  of  a  pow- 
erful, dangerous,  and  I  might  add,  ille- 
gal street  drug. 

Let  me  share  with  you  the  claims 
and  promotional  language  of  these 
products,  lest  there  be  any  doubt  what 
there  purpose  is  for: 

The  effects  of  Herbal  Ecstacy  beyond 
smart  drug  capacity  include:  Euphoric  stim- 
ulation; highly  increased  energy  levels; 
tingly  skin  sensations:  enhanced  sensory 
processing:  mood  elevations. 

Herbal  Ecstacy  acts  on  the  same  basis  as 
MDMA,  triggering  similar  but  not  identical 
physical  reactions  in  the  body. 

Our  herbs  are  100%  natural  and  are  unique- 
ly formulated  to  give  you  a  floaty,  energetic, 
mind  expanding,  euphoric  experience. 

And  listen  to  what  is  presented  on  a 
brochure  as  endorsements  by  users: 
They  don't  call  it  "ultimate"  for  nothing! 
This   puts   everything  else   I've   tried   to 
shame!! 
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Now,  Mr.  President,  I  guess  we  might 
feel  differently  if  we  knew  these  prod- 
ucts were  without  risk.  But  the  fact  is, 
they  have  proven  deadly.  Peter 
Schlendorf,  a  20-year-old  from  York, 
FL,  died  because  he  took  one  of  these 
products.  The  cause  of  death  was  iden- 
tified by  the  medical  examiner's  office 
in  the  Florida  town  where  Peter  died. 

The  makers  of  these  products  claim 
they  are  nutritional  supplements,  le- 
gitimately sold  and  promoted.  They 
point  to  a  law  passed  a  couple  of  years 
ago  that  was  meant  to  govern  legiti- 
mate dietary  supplements,  that  im- 
prove health  and  nutrition.  But  make 
no  mistake.  These  products  do  nothing 
to  improve  health  and  nutrition. 

So,  the  legislation  we  are  proposing 
today  is  very  simple.  It  says  that  prod- 
ucts claiming  to  produce  euphoria, 
heightened  awareness  or  similar  men- 
tal or  psychological  effects  shall  be 
treated  as  a  drug.  It  would  make  the 
products  subject  to  the  same  review,  by 
the  U.S.  Food  and  Drug  Administra- 
tion, as  other  drugs.  The  products  are 
not  banned.  And  the  bill  will  have  no 
effect  on  legitimate  dietary  supple- 
ments. It  only  will  affect  products  that 
are  marketed  and  sold  as  alternatives 
to  powerful  street  drugs. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  hope  that  we 
can  act  quickly  on  this  legislation  and 
prevent  the  kind  of  tragedy  experi- 
enced by  the  Schlendorfs.* 
•  Mr.  FRIST.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  join  my  distinguished  col- 
league from  New  York  in  introducing 
legislation  to  address  an  alarming 
problem  facing  our  children  today. 

A  new  class  of  street  drugs  is  endan- 
gering our  Nation's  young  people. 
These  products  are  being  portrayed  as 
safe,  natural  alternatives  to  illegal 
street  drugs,  but  they  are  far  from  safe. 
As  a  medical  doctor  who  specialized 
in  heart  ailments.  I  am  fanitiiflr  with 
the  powerful  and  even  life-threatening 
effect  some  of  these  products  can  have 
on  the  human  heart  and  central  nerv- 
ous sjrstem.  And  as  the  father  of  three 
young  bosre  of  the  ages  8,  10  and  12,  I 
am  outraged  at  the  way  these  products 
are  being  blatantly  marketed  toward 
children  and  young  adults. 

Therefore,  I  have  joined  Senators 
D'AMATO  and  DoDD  in  introducing  a 
bill  that  will  control  the  growing  prob- 
lem of  herbal  street  drugs.  This  bill 
will  classify  as  drugs  products  mar- 
keted and  sold,  particularly  to  young 
people,  as  alternatives  to  illegal  street 
drugs.  As  a  result  these  products  will 
be  subject  to  the  same  Federal  review 
and  sanctions  as  other  pharma- 
ceuticals. 

This  bill  will  not  limit  public  access 
to  legitimate  dietary  supplements  and 
over-the-counter  medications.  It  is  not 
drafted  to  limit  public  access  to  prod- 
ucts that  contain  particular  ingredi- 
ents. The  producers  of  legitimate  prod- 
ucts that  make  truthful  claims  about 
their  product  have  nothing  to  fear  from 
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this  bill.  To  the  contrary,  they  should 
support  the  intent  of  this  bill  because 
it  addresses  the  problem  of  unscrupu- 
lous manufacturers  who  are  giving  the 
dietary  supplement  industry  a  bad 
name  and  abusing  the  very  laws  which 
permit  dietary  supplement  manufac- 
turers to  place  truthful  and  nonmis- 
leading  claims  on  their  products. 

These  herbal  street  drugs  pose  sig- 
nificant health  risks  to  consumers. 
These  products  are  marketed  under  a 
variety  of  brand  names,  including 
Cloud  9,  Herbal  Ecstasy  and  Ultimate 
Xphoria,  with  labels  that  claim  or 
imply  that  they  produce  such  effects  as 
euphoria,  heightened  awareness  and 
other  effects.  These  labels  often  por- 
tray the  products  as  legal  alternatives 
to  illegal  street  drugs  such  as  "ec- 
stasy." "Ecstasy"  is  the  street  name 
for  MDMA  (4-methyl-2, 

dimethoxyamphetamine),  which  pro- 
duces euphoria. 

These  products  often  contain  botani- 
cal sources  of  ephedrine.  Ephedrine  is 
an  amphetamine-like  stimulant  that 
can  have  potentially  dangerous  effects 
on  the  heart  and  central  nervous  sys- 
tem. Possible  adverse  effects  range 
ftom  clinically  significant  effects  such 
as  heart  attack,  stroke,  seizures,  psy- 
chosis and  death,  to  clinically  less  sig- 
nificant effects  that  may  indicate  the 
potential  for  more  serious  effects. 
These  effects  can  include  dizziness, 
headache,  gastrointestinal  distress,  ir- 
regular heartbeat,  and  heart  palpita- 
tions. The  labels  on  these  herbal  street 
drugs  may  list  one  or  more  ephedrine- 
containing  ingredients,  including  ma 
huang,  Chinese  ephedra,  ma  huang  ex- 
tract, ephedra.  Ephedra  sinica,  ephedra 
extract,  ephedra  herb  powder,  epitonin 
or  ephedrine. 

Ephedrine  and  its  related  products 
are  also  available  in  many  legitimate 
forms  that  will  not  be  affected  by  this 
bill.  For  example,  ephedrine  can  be 
useful  for  treating  mild  forms  of  sea- 
sonal or  chronic  asthma  and  is  also 
FDA-approved  for  treating  enursesis 
hypotension,  nasal  congestion  and 
sisustitis. 

According  to  a  statement  by  the  Pan- 
ama City,  Florida  medical  examiner, 
20-year-old  Peter  Schlendorf  died  "as  a 
result  of  the  use  of  Ultimate  Xphoria, 
an  herbal  product  containing  Ma 
Huang".  Peter's  cause  of  death  was 
listed  as  the  "synergistic  effect  of 
ephedrine,  pseudo-ephedrine,  phenyl- 
propanolamine and  caffeine".  There  is 
no  question  that  this  combination  of 
stimulants  can  have  an  adverse  effect 
on  the  heart  and  central  nervous  sys- 
tem. 

As  lawmakers,  we  have  a  responsibil- 
ity to  make  sure  that  no  more  young 
people  die  flrom  these  herbal  street 
drugs.  This  bill  provokes  debate  on  this 
important  issue.  I  have  already  been 
contacted  by  a  major  trade  association, 
the  Council  for  Responsible  Nutrition 
[CRN],  and  the  Nutritional  Health  AlU- 


ance,  an  industry  and  consumer  coali- 
tion, expressing  a  desire  to  work  with 
us  to  reach  an  effective  solution  to  this 
issue.  I  urge  all  interested  parties  to 
come  to  the  table  and  address  the  seri- 
ous consequences  of  allowing  these 
herbal  street  drugs  to  fall  into  the 
hands  of  our  children.* 


By  Mr.  MURKOWSKI  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Stevens): 
S.  1807.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Alaska 
Native  Claims  Settlement  Act,  regard- 
ing the  Kake  Tribal  Corporation  public 
interest  land  exchange;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

KAK£  LAND  EXCHANGE  LEGISLATION 

•  Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  introduce  the  Kake  Tribal  Land 
Exchange  Act  on  behalf  of  myself  and 
Senator  Stevens.  This  legislation 
would  amend  the  Alaska  Native  Claims 
Settlement  Act  which  authorized  the 
transfer  of  23,040  acres  of  land  from  the 
U.S.  Government  to  Kake  Tribal  Cor- 
poration. 

The  land  was  transferred  to  Kake  to 
recognize  "an  immediate  need  for  a 
fair  and  just  settlement" 

Unfortunately,  Kake  has  not  received 
the  full  beneficial  use  of  its  23,040  acres 
because  the  city's  watershed — over 
2,400  acres— rest  within  Kake  Tribal's 
lands.  In  order  to  protect  the  city's  wa- 
tershed and  still  receive  beneficial  use 
of  their  23,040  acres  we  are  proposing 
an  acre-for-acre  land  exchange.  This 
will  assist  the  people  of  Kake,  AK,  as 
they  move  toward  a  safer,  cleaner,  and 
healthier  future. 

Under  this  proposal,  Kake  Tribal 
would  exchange  the  watershed  for  2,427 
acres  in  southeast  Alaska,  thereby  al- 
lowing Kake  to  receive  its  full  entitle- 
ment under  ANCSA.  This  legislation  is 
of  great  importance  to  the  residents  of 
the  community  of  Kake,  AK. 

This  legislation  will  ensure  protec- 
tion of  the  Gunnuk  Creek  watershed 
which  is  the  main  water  supply  for  the 
city  of  Kake  as  well  as  protect  critical 
habitat  for  the  Gunnuk  Creek  hatch- 
ery. 

The  legislation  has  received  wide 
support  in  Alaska  from  diverse  groups 
such  as:  The  Southeast  Alaska  Con- 
servation Council,  the  city  of  Kake, 
AK,  the  Organized  Village  of  Kake,  the 
Kake  non-profit  fishery,  the  Alaska 
Federation  of  Natives,  and  Sealaska 
Corporation. 

Additionally,  the  Governor  of  Alaska 
has  written  to  me  in  support  of  this  ex- 
change. Attached  are  copies  of  some  of 
the  letters  of  support  I  have  received 
for  the  record  at  this  time. 

Because  this  is  an  acre-for-acre  ex- 
change there  will  be  no  cost  to  the  Fed- 
eral Govenmient.  I  introduced  this  leg- 
islation with  the  confidence  that  it  is 
in  the  best  interest  of  not  only  the  citi- 
zens of  Kake  but  with  the  knowledge 
that  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  all 
Americans  to  protect  drinking  water 
for  our  communities.  Lastly,  this  legis- 


May  23,  1996 

lation  will  help  fulfill  our  commitment 
to  the  Natives  of  Alaska  that  they  will 
be  treated  fairly  and  justly  under  the 
Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1807 

Be  it  macted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TirLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Kake  Tribal 
Corporation  Land  Exchange  Act." 

SEC.  2.  AMENDMENT  OF  SETTLEMENF  ACT. 

The  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act 
(Public  Law  92-203,  December  18,  1971,  85 
Stat.  688,  43  U.S.C.  1601  et  seq.),  as  amended, 
is  further  amended  by  adding-  a  new  section 
to  read: 

SEC  40.  KAKE  TRIBAL  CORPORATION  LAND  EX- 
CHANGE. 

(a)  To  provide  Kake  Tribal  Corporation 
with  land  suitable  for  development,  to  ac- 
knowledge the  corporation's  return  to  public 
ownership  land  needed  as  a  municipal  water- 
shed area,  and  to  promote  the  public  inter- 
est, the  Secretary  shall  convey  to  the  cor- 
poration approximately  2,  427  acres  of  Fed- 
eral land  as  described  in  subsection  (c).  The 
land  to  be  conveyed  includes: 

(1)  up  to  388  acres  in  the  Slate  Lakes  area, 
as  described  in  (c)(2)  of  this  section,  if,  with- 
in five  years  after  the  effective  date  of  this 
section,  the  corporation  has  entered  into  an 
agreement  to  lease  or  otherwise  convey  some 
or  all  of  the  land  to  the  operator  of  the 
Jnalin  Mine;  or, 

(2)  at  the  corporation's  option,  the  388 
acres  mentioned  in  (1)  of  this  subsection  and 
the  remaining  2,039  acres  may  be  conveyed 
from  the  acres  described  in  (c)(3)  of  this  sec- 
tion. 

(b)  TTTLE  TO  Surface  and  Sussinu-ACE.— 
Subject  to  valid  existing  rights  and  ease- 
ments, the  Secretary  shall,  no  later  than  the 
deadlines  specified  in  (c)(2)  and  (3)  of  this 
section,  convey  to  Kake  Tribal  Corporation 
title  to  the  surface  estate  in  this  land  and 
convey  to  Sealaska  Corporation  title  to  the 
subsurface  estate  in  that  land. 

(c)  Description  and  Deadlines.— The  land 
covered  by  this  section  is  in  the  Copper 
River  Meridian  and  is  further  described  as 
follows: 

(1)  the  land  to  be  conveyed  by  Kake  Tribal 
Corporation  to  the  United  States,  no  later 
than  90  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this 

section,  as  shown  on  the  map  dated 

and  labeled  Attachment  A,  is  the  municipal 
watershed  area  and  is  described  as  follows: 

Municipal  watershed 


Section 

T56S,  R72E 
13  

Approxi- 
mate 
acres 

82 

23  

118 

24  

635 

25  

640 

26  

346 

34  

9 

35  

349 

36  

248 

Approximate  total 

2.427 
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(2)  Kake  Tribal  Corporation  shall  have  the 
option  to  select  up  to  388  acres  in  the  Slate 
Lakes  area,  as  shown  on  the  map  dated 

and  labeled  Attachment  B.  This 

option  shall  remain  in  effect  for  five  years 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  section. 
The  land  to  be  conveyed  is  identified  on  the 
following  maps  as: 


Slake  lakes  area 

Section 

Description 

Approxi- 
mate 
acres 

22  . 
7R 

T35S.  Rfi2F, 
EMi 

wyi 

27 
152 

26  . 

27  . 

w% 

E% 

119 
23 

38 


T36S,  R62E 

1  WVs,  NWy*   

Two  utility  corridors:  One  be- 
ginning in  the  northwest  quar- 
ter of  section  1,  T36S,  R62E. 
heading  northwest  through 
the  northeast  quarter  of  sec- 
tion 2,  then  heading  northwest 
through  section  26,  T35S, 
R62E:  another  beginning  in 
section  23,  T35S.  R62E.  heading 
northeast,  then  heading  north- 
west through  section  23.  then 
northwest  through  the  south- 
west quarter  of  section  15, 
then  northwest  through  sec- 
tion 16,  then  turning  northeast 
in  the  northeast  quarter  of 
section  16  to  the  Jualin  pat- 
ented group. 

Approxi-  388 

mate 

total. 

(3)  the  remaining  2,039  acres  of  land  to  be 
conveyed  to  Kake  Tribal  Corporation,  or  the 
entire  2.427  acres  if  the  option  on  the  388 
acres  mentioned  in  (2)  of  this  subsection  is 
not  exercised,  shall  be  land  in  the  Hamilton 
Bay  and  Saginaw  Bay  areas  and  shall  be  con- 
veyed within  90  days  after  the  effective  date 
of  this  section;  this  land  is  shown  on  the 
maps  dated  and  labeled  Attach- 
ments C  and  D. 

(d)  Timber  Manufactdring.— Notwith- 
standing any  other  provision  of  law,  timber 
harvested  from  lands  conveyed  to  Kake  Trib- 
al Council  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  not  be 
available  for  export  as  unprocessed  logs  from 
Alaska,  nor  may  Kake  Tribal  Corporation 
sell,  trade,  exchange,  substitute,  or  other- 
wise convey  such  logs  to  any  other  person 
for  the  purpose  of  exporting  such  logs  from 
their. 

(e)  Relation  to  Other  Reqltrements.— 
The  land  conveyed  to  Kake  Tribal  Corpora- 
tion and  Sealaska  Corporation  under  this 
section  is,  for  all  purposes,  considered  land 
conveyed  under  the  Alaska  Native  Claims 
Settlement  Act. 

(f)  Maps.— The  maps  referred  to  in  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  maintained  on  file  in  the  Office 
of  the  Chief,  United  States  Forest  Service, 
and  in  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior, Washington,  D.C.  The  acreage  cited  in 
this  section  is  approximate,  and  if  a  discrep- 
ancy arises  between  cited  acreage  and  the 
land  depicted  on  the  specified  maps  the  maps 
shall  control.  The  maps  do  not  constitute  an 
attempt  by  the  United  States  to  convey 
State  or  private  land.* 


By  Mr.  MURKOWSKI  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Johnston); 


S.  1808.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Act  of  Oc- 
tober 15,  1966  (80  Stat.  915),  as  amended, 
establishing  a  program  for  the  preser- 
vation of  additional  historic  property 
throughout  the  Nation,  and  for  other 
purpose;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources. 

THE  national  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  ACT  OF 
1966  AMENDMENT  ACT  OF  1996 

•  Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  Senator  Johnston  and  myself, 
I  introduce  a  bill  to  amend  the  Na- 
tional Historic  Preservation  Act  of 
1966,  that,  when  enacted,  will  continue 
the  appropriations  authorization  for 
the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Pres- 
ervation. 

Established  in  1966,  the  Council  is  an 
independent  Federal  agency  respon- 
sible for  advising  the  President  and  the 
Congress  on  historic  preservation  mat- 
ters and  conmienting  to  Federal  agen- 
cies on  the  effects  of  their  activities 
upon  historic  properties. 

Mr.  President,  over  the  past  three 
decades,  the  Congress  has  made  a  sub- 
stantial commitment  to  the  preserva- 
tion and  encouragement  of  our  na- 
tional heritage.  Established  by  the  Na- 
tional Historic  Preservation  Act,  the 
Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preserva- 
tion has  served  to  improve  the  effec- 
tiveness and  coordination  of  public  and 
private  efforts  in  historic  preservation. 

Historic  preservation  safeguards 
physical  links  to  the  past.  It  is  through 
these  links  that  our  important  cultural 
resources  are  preserved  and  passed  on 
to  succeeding  generations.  Destruction 
of  our  significant  cultural  and  historic 
resources  serves  no  purpose.  Our  mem- 
ory of  important  history  only  becomes 
more  difficult  without  the  various  fab- 
rics to  view,  touch  and  or  experience. 

Congress  recognized  this  principle  in 
the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act 
of  1966:  "The  historical  and  cvdtural 
foundations  of  the  nation  should  be 
preserved  as  a  living  part  of  our  com- 
munity life  and  development  in  order 
to  give  a  sense  of  orientation  to  the 
American  people." 

Mr.  President,  in  addition  to  many 
educational  programs,  one  of  the  most 
important  functions  of  the  Advisory 
Council  is  mediating  between  any  Fed- 
eral agency  issuing  a  permit  and  the 
individual  who  is  planning  to  develop 
his  property.  Under  the  terms  of  Sec- 
tion 106  of  the  National  Historic  Pres- 
ervation Act,  the  Council  seeks  to  ne- 
gotiate a  memorandum  of  agreement 
in  such  cases,  setting  forth  what  will 
be  done  to  reduce  or  avoid  and  adverse 
effects  the  undertaking  will  have. 

While  the  section  106  process  has 
often  been  described  as  contentious  by 
private  property  rights  advocates  and 
others,  I  believe  the  Advisory  Council 
can  and  should  serve  as  a  solution  to 
resolving  conflicts  between  a  some- 
times over-reaching  bureaucracy  and 
the  individual  property  owner. 

It  is  my  hope  that  the  committee 
hearing  process  will  shed  light  on  the 


problems,  address  the  issues,  as  well  as 
the  successes  of  the  Council;  and  that 
we  can  move  forward  on  this  important 
program  in  a  positive  and  constructive 
manner. 

The  Council's  appropriations  author- 
ization expires  with  the  current  fiscal 
year.  This  legislation  will  authorize 
the  continuing  work  of  the  Council  by 
providing  appropriations  authority 
from  fiscal  year  1997  through  fiscal 
year  2002. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1806 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled.  That  the  Act  of  Octo- 
ber 15.  1966  (80  Stat.  915).  as  amended  (16 
U.S.C.  Section  470  et  seq.)  Is  further  amended 
as  follows: 

(a)  Section  212(a)  is  amended  by  deleting 
the  last  sentence  and  inserting  in  Ueu  there- 
of the  sentence  "There  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  not  to  exceed  S5.000.000  in  each 
fiscal  year  1997  through  2002. "• 


By  Mr.  MURKOWSKI: 
S.  1809.  A  bill  entitled  the  "Aleutian 
World  War  H  National  Historic  Areas 
Act  of  1996";  to  the  Committee  on  En- 
ergy and  Natural  Resources. 

THE  ALEirriAN  WORLD  WAR  H  NATIONAL 
HISTORIC  AREAS  ACT  OF  TSK 

•  Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President.  I 
introduce  a  bill  entitled  the  "Aleutian 
World  War  n  National  Historic  Areas 
Act  of  1996." 

Mr.  President,  the  Ounalashka  Cor- 
poration is  the  Alaska  Native  village 
corporation  for  the  Unalaska  region  of 
the  Western  Aleutian  Islands.  The  Cor- 
poration is  the  major  land  owner  of 
Amaknak  Island,  where  the  City  of  Un- 
alaska is  located.  The  Corporation  has 
been  working  closely  with  municipal 
officials  of  the  (I^ty  of  Unalaska  to 
identify  Corporation  land  which  would 
be  Federally  recognized  and  designated 
as  a  unique  "historic  area". 

Many  have  forgotten  that  diuing 
World  War  H,  Unalaska  came  under  at- 
tack. Unalaska  was  raided  and  bombed 
by  Japanese  aircraft  in  one  of  the  few 
sieges  on  U.S.  territory.  This  area  of 
Amaknak  Island  was  heavily  fortified, 
and  much  of  the  original  bunkers,  tun- 
nels, and  buildings  remain.  The  Cor- 
poration owns  the  majority  of  land  and 
facilities  occupied  by  U.S.  niilitary 
forces  on  Amaknak  Island  during  the 
war. 

The  area  is  rich  in  history  and 
memories.  In  recent  years  World  War  U. 
veterans  who  were  stationed  in  Un- 
alaska, and  in  some  cases  family  mem- 
bers, have  made  pilgrimages  back  to 
honor  fallen  friends  and  relive  the  past. 

In  addition  to  the  historic  signifi- 
cance of  Unalaska  during  the  War, 
there  is  also  a  compelling  story  of  the 
Aleutian    Islands    indigenous    people 
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which  is  not  well  known.  Alaska  Na- 
tive people  from  23  villages  were  evacu- 
ated from  the  region  during  the  War, 
and  many  were  interned  in  relocation 
camps.  As  a  result  of  the  devastating 
bombing  by  the  Japanese,  the  city  of 
Unalaska  was  the  only  village  that  was 
re-inhabited  following  the  World  War  n 
effort. 

The  Aleut  people  made  substantial 
contributions  to  the  war  effort  and  yet 
suffered  hardships  similar  to  those  of 
the  Japanese-Americans  throughout 
the  war. 

The  Corporation,  the  City  of  Un- 
alaska, and  many  historians  believe 
that  the  history  of  the  Aleut  people 
and  the  war  effort  in  the  region  are 
intertwined.  In  response  to  the  in- 
creased interest  of  the  World  War  n 
veterans  and  their  survivors  who  have 
visited  Unalaska,  the  Corporation  is 
considering  constructing  a  World  War 
n  Historic  Center  on  the  Island  of 
Amaknak  to  tell  this  unique,  but  little 
known  history  of  the  war  in  the  Aleu- 
tians and  the  Aleut  people  to  the  rest 
of  the  world. 

Mr.  President,  this  legislation,  when 
enacted,  vrill  establish  the  "Aleutian 
World  War  n  National  Historic  Area". 
I  am  very  cognizant  of  the  adverse  ef- 
fects that  new  units  of  the  National 
Park  System  can  create  on  existing 
units  of  the  System.  This  legislation 
provides  us  with  a  unique  opportunity 
to  work  with  and  for  the  private  sector 
in  the  development  and  operation  of 
this  important  historic  resources. 

There  will  be  no  land  acquisition  or 
day-to-day  oi)erational  expenses  nor- 
mally associated  with  other  units  of 
the  National  Park  System.  The 
Ounakashka  Corporation  has  exclusive 
ownership  and  control  of  the  lands, 
buildings  and  historic  structures  which 
would  comprise  the  historic  area. 

The  Corix>ration  is  not  seeking  land 
exchanges  with  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  and  does  not  desire  to  convey 
or  encumber  title  to,  or  control  of,  its 
lands  to  the  Federal  Government.  The 
Corporation  only  wants  to  work  with 
the  Federal  Government  to  save  this 
significant  piece  of  the  history  of  the 
United  States.  The  expense  to  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service  would  be  minimal, 
and  would  consist  of  technical  assist- 
ance and  training.  The  contribution  to 
the  public  will  be  a  historic  site  that  is 
preserved  for  the  enjojnnent  and  edu- 
cation of  all  Americans. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1809 
SECTION  L  SHORT  TTTLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Aleutian 
World  War  n  National  Historic  Areas  Act  of 
1996". 
9BC  2.  PUKPOeE. 

The  purpose  of  this  Act  is  to  designate  and 
preserve  the  Aleutian  World  War  n  National 


Historic  Area  within  lands  owned  by  the 
Ounalaska  Corporation  on  the  island  of 
Amaknak,  Alaska  and  to  provide  for  the  in- 
terpretation, for  the  educational  and  inspira- 
tional benefit  of  present  and  future  genera- 
tions, of  the  unique  and  significant  cir- 
cumstances involving  the  history  of  the 
Aleut  people,  and  the  role  of  the  Aleut  peo- 
ple and  the  Aleutian  Islands  in  the  defense  of 
the  United  States  in  World  War  11. 

SEC  3.  BOUNDARIES. 

The  Aleutian  World  War  n  National  His- 
toric Area  shall  be  comprised  of  areas  on 
Amaknak  island  depicted  on  the  map  enti- 
tled "Aleutian  World  War  U  National  His- 
toric Area". 

SEC  4.  TERMS  AND  CONDmONSw 

Nothing  in  this  Act  shall— 

(a)  authorize  the  conveyance  of  lands  be- 
tween the  Ounalaska  Corporation  and  the 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  nor  remove 
land  or  structures  appurtenant  to  the  land 
from  the  exclusive  control  of  the  Ounalaska 
Corporation;  or 

(b)  provide  authority  for  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  to  assume  the  duties  associ- 
ated with  the  daily  operation  of  the  Historic 
Area  or  any  of  its  facilities  or  structures. 

SEC  5.  TECHNICAL  ASSISTANCE. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  award 
grants  and  provide  technical  assistance  to 
the  Ounalaska  Corporation  and  the  City  of 
Unalaska  to  assist  with  the  planning,  devel- 
opment, and  historic  preservation  from  any 
program  funds  authorized  by  law  for  tech- 
nical assistance,  land  use  planning  or  his- 
toric preservation.* 


By  Mr.  GORTON  (for  himself  and 

Mrs.  Murray): 

S.  1810.  A  bill  to  expand  the  boundary 

of  the  Snoqualmie  National  Forest  and 

for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee 

on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

THE  SNOQUALMIE  NATIONAL  FOREST  BOUNDABT 
ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF  1996 

•  Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
am  joined  by  junior  Senator  from 
Washington  State,  Mrs.  Murray,  in  in- 
troducing the  "Snoqualmie  National 
Forest  Boundary  Adjustment  Act  of 
1996."  Earlier  this  week  Representative 
Jennifer  Dunn,  of  Washington  State, 
introduced  identical  legislation  in  the 
House. 

This  legislation  will  facilitate  the  ex- 
change of  land  between  the 
Weyerhaeuser  Company  and  the  Forest 
Service  by  adjusting  a  National  Forest 
Boundary.  As  Chairman  of  the  Interior 
Appropriations  Subcommittee,  which 
funds  our  National  Forest  and  Parks, 
land  exchanges  result  in  less  exi>ense  to 
the  Federal  taxpayer  than  do  land  ac- 
quisitions. 

I  will  be  working  over  the  course  of 
the  next  few  months  to  get  this  legisla- 
tion passed  by  both  the  House  and  Sen- 
ate, and  I  encourage  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  legislation.* 

•  Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President.  I  ftdly 
support  this  landmark  agreement  nego- 
tiated by  the  Sierra  Club's  Cascade 
Checkerboard  Project,  the 
Weyerhaeuser  Company,  and  the  For- 
est Service.  I  particularly  applaud  the 
Weyerhaeuser  Company's  donation  of 
approximately  1,900  acres  of  land,  900 
acres  of  which  will  become  part  of  the 
Alpine  Lakes  Wilderness  Area. 


This         exchange  will  give 

Weyerhaeuser  7,200  acres  of  80-  to  100- 
year-old  trees  within  the  Mount  Baker- 
Snoqualmie  National  Forest  in  Pierce 
County,  WA,  in  exchange  for  33,000 
acres  of  company's  land.  Essentially, 
the  company  gets  timber  to  cut  now, 
and  the  public  gets  much  more  land 
upon  which  future  forests  will  be 
grown.  Both  Weyerhaeuser  and  the 
Forest  Service  will  also  be  better  able 
to  manage  their  lands  as  ecosystems 
and  reduce  costs  and  administrative 
burdens  of  checkerboard  management. 

I  strongly  support  such  negotiated 
trades.  I  believe  it  is  in  all  of  our  inter- 
ests to  reduce  the  checkerboard  pat- 
tern of  ownership— which  Congress  cre- 
ated through  a  massive  land  grant  to 
the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  in  1864.  I 
will  continue  to  encourage  cooperation 
between  public  and  private  landowner, 
and  envfronmental  and  timber  inter- 
ests. Such  agreements  provide  models 
for  resolution  of  natural  resources  dis- 
putes and  other  environmental  issues. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  the  Senate  to 
take  expeditious  action  on  this  bill, 
which  simply  alters  the  boundary  of 
Mount  Baker-Snoqualmie  National 
Forest.  The  boundary  change  is  needed 
before  the  exchange  can  occur.  I  thank 
my  colleagues  for  any  support  they  can 
give  to  their  bii>artisan,  non-controver- 
sial bill.* 


By  Mr.  MACK  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Bradley,  Mr.  Roth.  Mr.  Lau- 
TENBERG,  and  Mr.  Biden): 
S.  1811.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Act  enti- 
tled "An  Act  authorizing  Federal  par- 
ticipation in  the  cost  of  protecting  the 
shores  of  publicly  owned  property"  to 
confirm  and  clarify  the  authority  and 
responsibility  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  En- 
ETineers,    to    promote    and    carry    out 
shore    protection    projects,    including 
beach  nourishment  projects,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Environment  and  Public  Works. 

THE  SHORE  PROTECTION  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  announce  legislation  I  am  in- 
troducing—along with  Senator  Brad- 
t-EY  and  others— to  reaffirm  the  Fed- 
eral role  in  beach  preservation  and  re- 
nourishment.  I  want  to  thank  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey  for  his  steadfast 
efforts  on  this  issue  and  for  all  he  did 
to  make  this  bill  possible. 

Mr.  President,  in  my  State  of  Flor- 
ida, healthy  beaches  mean  a  healthy 
economy.  Each  year,  millions  of  people 
travel  from  around  the  world  to  enjoy 
the  recreational  benefits  of  my  State's 
coastlines.  This  tourist  activity  sus- 
tains our  economy  and  provides  hun- 
dreds of  thousands  of  jobs  for  Florid- 
ians.  As  a  consequence,  people  in  Flor- 
ida care  deeply  about  the  future  of  our 
beaches  and  look  to  us  to  ensure  that 
they  are  properly  maintained. 

For  60  years,  Mr.  President,  the  U.S. 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  worked  in 
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partnership  with  the  Congress,  the 
States,  and  coastal  communities  to  de- 
vise a  workable  policy  on  sandy  beach 
renourishment.  The  Corps  brought  to 
this  partnership  a  wealth  of  accumu- 
lated technical  expertise  and  institu- 
tional knowledge  about  beach  preserva- 
tion. Further,  they  brought  funding 
which  was  leveraged  with  State  and 
local  participation  into  projects  which 
directly  benefited  the  Nation's  coast- 
lines. 

This  all  ended  last  year  when  the 
Clinton  administration  turned  its  back 
on  coastal  communities  by  ending  the 
traditional  Federal  role  in  beach  re- 
nourishment.  In  its  1996  budget  re- 
quest, the  administration  indicated 
that  beach  preservation  and  mainte- 
nance was  no  longer  of  national  signifi- 
cance. 

I  strongly  disagree.  Almost  half  our 
population  lives  in  or  near  coastal 
communities.  The  coastal  economy  is 
responsible  for  one-third  of  our  gross 
domestic  product  and  more  than  28 
million  jobs.  Much  of  this  economic  ac- 
tivity derives  from  the  vacationtime 
lure  of  healthy  beaches.  These  projects 
truly  are  of  national  significance.  Mr. 
President,  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
ought  to  remain  a  full  partner  in  this 
effort. 

Last  year,  I  joined  Senator  Bradley 
and  several  of  my  colleagues  in  twice 
writing  the  administration  in  protest. 
Further,  we  restored  the  Corps'  author- 
ity through  the  appropriations  process. 
This  victory  was  only  short  term,  how- 
ever, and  coastal  communities 
throughout  the  Nation  asked  Congress 
for  assurance  of  a  permanent  Federal 
presence  in  this  sector. 

When  the  administration  released 
this  year's  budget  and  again  proposed 
to  end  the  Corps'  involvement  in  re- 
storing beaches,  we  began  to  explore  a 
permanent  legislative  solution  to  this 
problem.  The  culmination  of  our  ef- 
forts is  the  bill  we  are  introducing 
today. 

Our  legislation  is  very  simple.  Mr. 
President.  We  amend  the  mission  of  the 
Corps  to  include  shore  protection 
projects,  and  we  mandate  that  the 
Corps  make  recommendations  to  Con- 
gress on  specific  projects  that  are  wor- 
thy of  Federal  larticipation.  Further, 
we  require  the  Corps  to  consider  bene- 
fits to  the  local  and  regional  economy 
and  ecology  when  considering  prepar- 
ing cost/benefit  analyses  on  beach 
projects.  And  we  encourage  the  Corps 
to  work  with  the  States  and  local  com- 
munities on  regional  plans  for  the 
long-term  preservation  of  our  coastal 
resources. 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  will  ensure 
that  the  Federal  Government  remains 
a  full  partner  with  the  States  and  com- 
munities on  the  preservation  of  our 
beach  resources.  This  is  critical  to 
Florida  and  to  our  Nation's  economy.  I 
encourage  my  colleagues  to  join  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  and  me  as  we 
continue  to  move  ahead  on  this  issue. 


Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1811 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 
SECTION  L  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Shore  Pro- 
tection Act  of  1996". 

SEC.  2.  FINDINGS  AND  PURPOSE. 

(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  the  beach,  shore,  and  coastal  resources 
of  the  United  States— 

(A)  are  critical  assets  that  must  be  pro- 
tected, conserved,  and  restored;  and 

(B)  provide  economic  and  environmental 
benefits  that  are  of  national  significance; 

(2)  a.  network  of  healthy  and  nourished 
beaches  is  essential  to  the  economy,  com- 
petitiveness in  world  tourism,  and  safety  of 
coastal  communities  of  the  United  States; 

(3)(A)  the  coasts  of  the  United  States  are 
an  economic  asset,  supporting  34  percent  of 
national  employment,  or  28,000,000  jobs;  and 

(B)  the  413  coastal  communities  of  the 
United  States  generate  Jl.300.000.000.000.  or 
'/4.  of  the  gross  domestic  product; 

(4)(A)  travel  and  tourism— 

(i)  is  the  second  largest  sector  of  the  econ- 
omy of  the  United  States;  and 

(ii)  contributed  over  $746,000,000,000  to  the 
gross  domestic  product  in  1995; 

(B)  the  health  of  the  beaches  and  shoreline 
of  the  United  States  contributes  to  this  eco- 
nomic benefit,  since  the  leading  tourist  des- 
tinations in  the  United  States  are  beaches; 
and 

(C)  85  percent  of  all  tourism-generated  rev- 
enue in  the  United  States  derives  from  coast- 
al communities; 

(5HA)  the  value  of  the  coastline  of  the 
United  States  lies  not  only  in  the  jobs  and 
revenue  that  the  coastline  generates,  but 
also  in  the  families,  homes,  and  businesses 
that  the  coastline  protects  from  hurricanes, 
t3rphoons.  and  tropical  and  extratropical 
storms;  • 

(B)  almost  50  percent  of  the  total  United 
States  population  lives  in  coastal  commu- 
nities; and 

(C)  beaches  provide  protection  to  prevent 
the  destruction  of  life  and  hundreds  of  bil- 
lions of  dollars  worth  of  property; 

(6)  shoreline  protection  projects  can  pro- 
vide ecologicSLl  and  environmental  benefits 
by  providing  for,  or  by  restoring,  marine  and 
littoral  habitat; 

(7)(A)  the  coastline  of  the  United  States  is 
a  national  treasure,  visited  by  millions  of 
Americans  and  foreign  tourists  every  year; 

(B)  over  90,000.000  Americans  spend  time 
boating  or  fishing  along  the  coast  each  year; 
and 

(C)  the  average  American  spends  10  rec- 
reational days  per  year  on  the  coast;  and 

(8)  since  shoreline  protection  projects  gen- 
erate positive  economic,  recreational,  and 
environmental  outcomes  that  benefit  the 
United  States  as  a  whole.  Federal  respon- 
sibility for  preserving  this  valuable  resource 
should  be  maintained. 

(b)  PURPOSE.— The  purpose  of  this  Act  is  to 
provide  for  a  Federal  role  in  shore  protection 
projects,  including  projects  involving  the  re- 
placement of  sand,  for  which  the  economic 
and  ecological  benefits  to  the  locality,  re- 
gion, or  Nation  exceed  the  costs. 

SEC  3.  SHORE  PROTECTION. 

(a)  In  General.— The  first  section  of  the 
Act  entitled  "An  Act  authorizing  Federal 


participation  in  the  cost  of  protecting  the 
shores  of  publicly  owned  property",  api>roved 
August  13,  1946  (33  U.S.C.  426e),  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)— 

(A)  by  striking  "damage  to  the  shores"  and 
inserting  "damage  to  the  shores  and  beach- 
es"; and 

(B)  by  striking  "the  following  provisions" 
and  all  that  follows  through  the  period  at 
the  end  and  inserting  the  following:  "this 
Act,  to  promote  shore  protection  projects 
and  related  research  that  encourage  the  pro- 
tection, restoration,  and  enhancement  of 
sandy  beaches,  including  beach  restoration 
and  periodic  beach  nourishment,  on  a  com- 
prehensive and  coordinated  basis  by  the  Fed- 
eral Government.  States,  localities,  and  pri- 
vate enterprises.  In  carrying  out  this  policy, 
preference  shall  be  given  to  areas  in  which 
there  has  been  a  Federal  investment  of  funds 
and  areas  with  respect  to  which  the  need  for 
prevention  or  mitigation  of  damage  to  shores 
and  beaches  is  attributable  to  Federal  navi- 
gation projects  or  other  Federal  activities."; 

(2)  in  subsection  (d),  by  striking  "or  from 
the  protection  of  nearby  public  property" 
and  inserting  ",  if  there  are  sufficient  bene- 
fits to  local  and  regional  economic  develop- 
ment and  to  the  local  and  regional  ecology 
(as  determined  under  subsection  (e)(2)(B)),"; 
and 

(3)  in  subsection  (e) — 

(A)  by  striking  "(e)  No"  and  inserting  the 
following: 

"(e)  AUTHORIZATION  OF  PROJECTS.— 

"(1)  Ln  general.— No";  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(2)  STUDIES.— 

"(A)  In  general.— The  Secretary  shall— 

"(i)  recommend  to  Congress  studies  con- 
cerning shore  protection  projects  that  meet 
the  criteria  established  under  this  Act  (in- 
cluding subparagraph  (B)(iii))  and  other  ap- 
plicable law; 

"(ii)  conduct  such  studies  as  Ck>ngre8s  re- 
quires under  applicable  laws;  and 

"(iii)  report  the  results  of  the  studies  to 
the  appropriate  committees  of  Congress. 

"(B)  Recommendations  for  shore  protec- 
tion PROJECTS.— 

"(i)  Hi  general.— The  Secretary  shall  rec- 
ommend to  Congress  the  authorization  or  re- 
authorization of  shore  protection  projects 
based  on  the  studies  conducted  under  sub- 
paragraph (A). 

"(ii)  Considerations.— In  making  rec- 
ommendations, the  Secretary  shall  consider 
the  economic  and  ecological  benefits  of  a 
shore  protection  project  and  the  ability  of 
the  non-Federal  interest  to  participate  in 
the  project. 

"(iii)  Consideration  of  local  and  re- 
gional BENEFTTS. — In  analyzing  the  economic 
and  ecological  benefits  of  a  shore  protection 
project,  or  a  flood  control  or  other  water  re- 
source project  the  purpose  of  which  includes 
shore  protection,  the  Secretary  shall  con- 
sider benefits  to  local  and  regional  economic 
development,  and  to  the  local  and  regional 
ecology,  in  calculating  the  full  economic  and 
ecological  justifications  for  the  project. 

"(iv)  NEPA  REQUIREMENTS.— Nothing  in 
this  subparagraph  imposes  any  requirement 
on  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  under  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969 
(42  U.S.C.  4321  et  seq.). 

"(C)  Coordination  of  projects.— In  con- 
ducting studies  and  making  recommenda- 
tions for  a  shore  protection  project  under 
this  paragraph,  the  Secretary  shall — 

"(i)  determine  whether  there  is  any  other 
project  being  carried  out  by  the  Secretary  or 
the  head  of  another  Federal  agency  that  may 
be  complementary  to  the  shore  protection 
project;  and 
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"(il)  if  there  is  such  a  complementary 
project,  describe  the  efforts  that  will  be 
made  to  coordinate  the  projects. 

"(3)  Shore  protection  projects.— 

"(A)  In  general.— The  Secretary  shall  con- 
struct, or  cause  to  be  constructed,  any  shore 
protection  project  authorized  by  Congress,  or 
separable  element  of  such  a  project,  for 
which  funds  have  been  appropriated  by  Con- 
gress. 

"(B)  Agreements.— 

"(i)  Requirement.- After  authorization  by 
Congress,  and  before  commencement  of  con- 
struction, of  a  shore  protection  project  or 
separable  element,  the  Secretary  shall  enter 
into  a  written  agreement  with  a  non-Federal 
interest  with  respect  to  the  project  or  sepa- 
rable element. 

"(ii)  Terms.— The  agreement  shall— 

"(I)  specify  the  life  of  the  project;  and 

"(II)  ensure  that  the  Federal  Government 
and  the  non-Federal  interest  will  cooperate 
in  carrying  out  the  project  or  separable  ele- 
ment. 

"(C)  Coordination  of  projects.— In  con- 
structing a  shore  protection  project  or  sepa- 
rable element  under  this  paragraph,  the  Sec- 
retary shall,  to  the  extent  practicable,  co- 
ordinate the  jiroject  or  element  with  any 
complementary  project  identified  under 
paragraph  (2)(C). 

"(4)  REPORT  TO  CONGRESS.- The  Secretary 
shall  report  annually  to  the  appropriate 
committees  of  Congress  on  the  status  of  all 
ongoing  shore  protection  studies  and  shore 
protection  projects  carried  out  under  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  Secretary.". 

(b)  Requirement  of  agreements  Prior  to 
Reimbursements.— 

(1)  Small  shore  protection  projects.— 
Section  2  of  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  au- 
thorizing Federal  ];>articipation  in  the  cost  of 
protecting  the  shores  of  publicly  owned  prop- 
erty", approved  August  13.  1946  (33  U.S.C. 
4a6f).  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  "Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  of 
the  Array"  and  inserting  the  following: 
"SEC  S.  REDCBURSBBIENTS. 

"(a)  In  general.— The  Secretary"; 

(B)  in  subeection  (a)  (as  so  designated)— 

(i)  by  striking  "local  interests"  and  insert- 
ing "non-Federal  interests"; 

(ii)  by  inserting  "or  separable  element  of 
the  project"  after  "project";  and 

(ill)  by  inserting  "or  separable  elements" 
after  "projects"  each  place  it  appears;  and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(b)  Agreements.— 

"(1)  Requirement. — After  authorization  of 
reimbursement  by  the  Secretary  under  this 
section,  and  before  commencement  of  con- 
struction, of  a  shore  protection  project,  the 
Secretary  shall  enter  into  a  written  agree- 
ment with  the  non-Federal  interest  with  re- 
spect to  the  project  or  separable  element. 
"(2)  Terms.- The  agreement  shall— 
"(A)  specify  the  life  of  the  project;  and 
"(B)  ensure  that  the  Federal  Government 
and  the  non-Federal  interest  will  cooperate 
in  carrying  out  the  project  or  separable  ele- 
ment.". 

(2)  Other  shoreline  protection 
PROJECTS.— Section  206(e)(lXA)  of  the  Water 
Resources  Development  Act  of  1992  (33  U.S.C. 
426i-l(e)(lKA))  is  amended  by  inserting  be- 
fore the  semicolon  the  following:  "and  enters 
into  a  written  agreement  with  the  non-Fed- 
eral interest  with  respect  to  the  project  or 
separable  element  (including  the  terms  of  co- 
operation)". 

(c)  State  and  Regional  Plans.— The  Act 
entitled  "An  Act  authorizing  Federal  par- 
ticipation in  the  cost  of  protecting  the 
shores  of  publicly  owned  property",  approved 
August  13, 1946.  is  amended— 


(1)  by  redesignating  section  4  (33  U.S.C. 
426h)  as  section  5;  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  section  3  (33  U.S.C. 
426g)  the  following: 

"SEC.  4.  STATE  AND  REGIONAL  PLANS. 

"The  Secretary  may — 

"(1)  cooperate  with  any  State  in  the  prepa- 
ration of  a  comprehensive  State  or  regional 
plan  for  the  conservation  of  coastal  re- 
sources located  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
Sute; 

"(2)  encourage  State  participation  in  the 
implementation  of  the  plan;  and 

"(3)  submit  to  Congress  reports  and  rec- 
ommendations with  respect  to  appropriate 
Federal  participation  in  carrying  out  the 
plan.". 

(d)  DEFINmONS.— 

(1)  In  general.— Section  5  of  the  Act  enti- 
tled "An  Act  authorizing  Federal  participa- 
tion in  the  cost  of  protecting  the  shores  of 
publicly  owned  property",  approved  August 
13, 1946  (as  redesignated  by  subsection  (c)(1)), 
is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  "Sec.  5.  As  used  in  this  Act, 
the  word  'shores'  includes  all  the  shorelines" 
and  inserting  the  following: 

"SEC.  5.  DEFINITIONS. 

"In  this  Act: 

"(1)  Secretary.— The  term  'Secretary' 
means  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

"(2)  Separable  element.— The  term  'sepa- 
rable element'  has  the  meaning  provided  by 
section  103(f)  of  the  Water  Resources  Devel- 
opment Act  of  1966  (33  U.S.C.  2213(0). 

"(3)  Shore.— The  term  'shore'  includes 
each  shoreline  of  each";  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(4)  Shore  protection  project.— The  term 

'shore  protection  project'  includes  a  project 
for  beach  nourishment,  including  the  re- 
placement of  sand.". 

(2)  Conforming  amendments.— The  Act  en- 
titled "An  Act  authorizing  Federal  partici- 
pation in  the  cost  of  protecting  the  shores  of 
publicly  owned  property",  approved  August 
13, 1946,  is  amended— 

(A)  in  subsection  (b)(3)  of  the  first  section 
(33  U.S.C.  426e(bK3)),  by  striking  "Secretary 
of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  En- 
gineers," and  inserting  "Secretary,";  and 

(B)  in  section  3  (33  U.S.C.  426g),  by  striking 
"Secretary  of  the  Army"  and  inserting  "Sec- 
retary". 

(e)  Objectives  of  Projects.— Section  209 
of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1970  (42  U.S.C. 
1962-2)  is  amended  by  inserting  "(including 
shore  protection  projects  such  as  projects  for 
beach  nourishment,  including  the  replace- 
ment of  sand)"  after  "water  resource 
projects". 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  join  Senator  Mack  in  Intro- 
ducing a  measure  designed  to  provide 
for  a  continuing  Federal  role  in  pro- 
tecting a  valuable  national  resource — 
our  Nation's  coastline.  The  Shore  Pro- 
tection Act  of  1996  states  clearly  that 
the  Federal  Government  has  an  obliga- 
tion to  provide  necessary  support- 
both  financial  and  technical — for 
projects  that  promote  the  protection, 
restoration  and  enhancement  of  sandy 
beaches  and  shorelines  in  cooperation 
with  States  and  localities. 

Beach,  shore  and  coastal  resources 
are  critical  to  our  economy  and  quality 
of  life,  but  they  are  fragile  and  must  be 
protected,  conserved  and  restored.  As  a 
coastal  State  Senator,  who  walks  the 
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beaches  of  the  Jersey  shore  every  year, 
I  know  first-hand  the  economic  and 
recreational  benefits  that  are  derived 
firom  healthy  beaches.  Every  summer, 
thousands  of  New  Jerseyans  and  visi- 
tors from  all  over  the  U.S.  and  the 
world,  visit  the  beaches  of  the  Jersey 
shore,  generating  roughly  $11  billion  in 
travel  and  tourism  revenues. 

However,  beaches  are  important  not 
only  to  New  Jersey's  economy  or  to 
those  of  other  coastal  communities, 
they  are  important  to  the  Nation's 
economy.  Beaches  support  28  million 
jobs,  and  coastal  commimities  generate 
$1.3  trillion,  or  one-third,  of  the  Gross 
National  Product.  Travel  and  tourism 
is  the  second  largest  sector  of  our  econ- 
omy, contributing  over  $746  billion  in 
1995  and  amounting  to  a  $26  billion 
trade  surplus.  Beaches  are  responsible 
for  this  economic  boom.  As  the  leading 
tourist  destination  in  the  U.S.,  coast- 
lines generate  85  percent  of  tourism-re- 
lated revenue.  If  we  allow  this  valuable 
resource  to  simply  wash  away,  billions 
of  dollars  in  beach  related  revenues 
will  disappear  as  well. 

The  value  of  our  coastline  lies  not 
only  in  the  jobs  and  revenue  that  they 
generate,  but  also  in  the  families, 
homes  and  business  they  protect  from 
hurricanes,  nor'easters  and  tropical 
storms.  With  almost  50%  of  all  Ameri- 
cans living  in  our  coastal  commimities, 
we  simply  must  have  healthy  beaches 
as  our  first  line  of  defense.  Nourished 
beaches  can  also  provide  ecological  and 
environmental  benefits  for  certain  spe- 
cies of  wildlife  by  pro'sriding,  or  restor- 
ing, marine  and  littoral  habitat. 

In  1995,  the  Administration  proposed 
an  end  to  the  Federal  role  in  shore  pro- 
tection projects.  Citing  budgetary  con- 
cerns, the  Administration  proposal 
called  for  Federal  involvement  in 
projects  that  were  of  "national  signifi- 
cance" only.  This  bill  makes  the  case 
that  the  preservation  of  an  invaluable 
economic  and  environmental  re- 
source— our  shoreline — is  of  national 
significance.  Our  bill  would  permit  all 
the  local,  regional  and  national  eco- 
nomic and  ecological  benefits  of  a 
shoreline  protection  project  to  be  con- 
sidered when  judging  a  project's  merit. 
I  am  confident  this  comprehensive 
evaluation  will  demonstrate  that  shore 
protection  projects  are  indeed  of  na- 
tional significance. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  take  a  moment 
to  outline  the  major  provisions  of  the 
bill.  Specifically,  the  bill  would  man- 
date a  continuing  Federal  role  in  shore 
protection  projects.  The  bill  changes 
the  mission  of  the  Corps  trom  one  of 
general  authority  to  do  beach  projects 
to  a  specific  mandate  to  undertake  the 
protection,  restoration  and  enhance- 
ment of  beaches  in  cooperation  with 
states  and  local  communities. 

Additionally,  the  bill  would  require 
that  new  criteria  be  used  in  conducting 
the  cost/benefit  analysis  of  a  proposed 
project.  Currently,  when  undertaking 
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cost/benefit  analysis  to  determine  the 
suitability  of  proposed  projects,  the 
Corps  is  only  required  to  consider  the 
property  values  of  property  directly  ad- 
jacent to  the  beach.  The  Corps  can 
take  into  account  revenues  generated 
through  recreation,  but  is  not  required 
to  do  so,  nor  can  the  recreational  val- 
ues be  weighed  as  anything  other  than 
an  "incidentaJ"  benefit.  This  bill  re- 
quires that  the  benefits  to  the  local,  re- 
gional and  national  economy  and  the 
local,  regional  and  national  ecology  be 
considered.  This  comprehensive  evalua- 
tion will  demonstrate  that  shore  pro- 
tection projects  are  of  national  signifi- 
cance. 

The  bill  also  requires  that  the  Corps 
report  annually  to  Congress  on  beach 
project  priorities.  The  Corps  will  be  re- 
quired to  submit  information  (reports) 
to  Congress  on  projects  that,  when 
evaluated  with  the  bill's  new  costA)ene- 
fit  criteria,  are  found  to  merit  Federal 
involvement.  In  current  law,  this  au- 
thority is  discretionary  and  has  been 
suspended  by  the  Administration. 

The  bill  also  encourages  the  Corps  to 
work  with  state  and  local  authorities 
to  develop  regrional  plans  for  preserva- 
tion, restoration  and  enhancement  of 
shorelines  and  coastal  resources.  Fur- 
ther the  Corps  is  encouraged  to  work 
with  other  agencies  to  coordinate  with 
other  projects  that  may  have  a  com- 
plimentary effect  on  shoreline  protec- 
tion projects. 

A  network  of  healthy  and  nourished 
beaches  is  essential  to  our  economy, 
competitiveness  in  world  tourism  and 
the  safety  of  our  coastal  communities. 
Protection  of  the  Nation's  shoreline 
must  be  a  continued  Federal  priority. 


By  Mr.  GRAHAM: 
S.  1812.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  liq- 
uidation or  replication  of  certain  fro- 
zen concentrated  orange  juice  entries 
to  correct  an  error  that  was  made  in 
connection  with  the  original  liquida- 
tion; to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 
legislation  to  correct  iNEQurrY  suffered 

BY  juice  farms.  INC. 

•  Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
introducing  legislation  today  that  will 
order  Customs  to  take  the  necessary 
steps  to  correct  an  inequity  suffered  by 
a  Florida  company.  Juice  Farms,  Inc., 
resulting  from  a  Customs  administra- 
tive error  arising  from  a  dumping  case. 

From  1987  to  1990.  several  anti-dvmip- 
ing  orders  were  issued  covering  Brazil- 
ian frozen  concentrated  orange  juice. 
Juice  Farms  imported  juice  from 
Brazil  and  deposited  duties  with  Cus- 
toms. As  required  by  law,  liquidation 
of  the  import  entries  by  Customs  was 
suspended  by  Commerce  pending  the 
outcome  of  administrative  dumping  re- 
views to  be  conducted  by  Commerce. 

In  1991,  after  three  successive  re- 
views, the  Department  of  Commerce 
found  no  sales  at  less  than  fair  value. 
Commerce  instructed  Customs  to  re- 
turn Juice  Farms'  anti-dumping  duty 


deposits  plus  interest.  Juice  Farms 
learned,  however,  that  Customs  had 
mistakenly  liquidated  a  number  of  en- 
tries. Such  liquidations  were  in  clear 
violation  of  the  suspension  order. 

Juice  Farms  pursued  court  chal- 
lenges but  received  an  unfavorable  de- 
cision because  the  court  found  that  the 
company  filed  its  protest  of  the  pre- 
mature liquidations  too  late.  Accord- 
ingly, even  though  the  duties  were  re- 
quired by  law  to  be  returned  to  Juice 
Farms,  to  date  the  deposits  have  not 
been  received.  The  legislation  I  propose 
today  simply  will  correct  that  error 
and  require  Customs  to  refund  the 
funds  properly  owed  Juice  Farms.* 


By  Mr.  HELMS  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Grassley): 
S.  1813  A  bill  to  reform  the  coastwise, 
intercoastal,  and  noncontiguous  trade 
shipping  laws,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 
Science,  and  Transportation. 

the  coastal  SHIPPING  COMPETmON  ACT  OF 
1996 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  since  1920 
there  has  been  a  Federal  statute  in 
force  in  America  that,  however  well  in- 
tentioned,  has  nonetheless  prevented  a 
vast  segment  of  the  farming  commu- 
nity in  North  Carolina  and  other 
States  from  obtaining  reasonably 
much-needed  and  priced  grain  from  the 
Midwest. 

In  doing  so,  of  course,  it  has  long  pre- 
vented Midwestern  grain  producers 
from  delivering  grain  to  grain  deficit 
States  which  repeatedly  experience  dif- 
ficulty in  sustaining  their  livestock. 
North  Carolina  is  one  of  the  those 
States. 

That  is  why  I  am  today  introducing 
S.  1813,  the  Coastal  Shipping  Competi- 
tion Act,  which  will  eliminate  a  harm- 
ful anachronism  that  enables  a  few  wa- 
terbome  carriers  to  cling  to  a  monop- 
oly on  shipping.  The  victims  of  this 
system,  in  North  Carolina  and  else- 
where, assert  accurately  that  those 
shippers  have  no  certified  Jones  Act 
ships  to  meet  the  demands  of  producers 
who  need  the  gain. 

In  fact,  Mr.  President,  poultry  and 
pork  farmers  in  North  Carolina  say 
they  can't  get  enough  grain  for  their 
farms  to  feed  their  animals.  North 
Carolina  cannot  now,  nor  ever  be  able, 
to  produce  enough  grain  to  satisfy  the 
urgent  needs  of  the  poultry  and  pork 
producers  in  North  Carolina.  As  a  re- 
sult, they  must  rely  upon  grain  shipped 
in  from  the  Midwest.  The  railroads 
can't  guarantee  enough  railcars  to 
move  this  grain  from  the  Midwest,  and 
the  costs  of  such  shipments  as  can  be 
arranged  are  enormous. 

The  increase  in  transportation  costs, 
coupled  with  the  price  of  grain,  inevi- 
tably leads  to  excessively  high  over- 
head costs  for  North  Carolina  farmers. 
To  put  it  succinctly,  the  shortage  of 
grains  and  shortage  of  trains  means 
sharply  elevated  costs  and  prices  that 


threaten  the  livelihoods  of  many  farm- 
ers. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  letters  from  two  highly  re- 
spected North  Carolina  farmers,  both 
of  whom  urge  introduction  and  passage 
of  this  legislation,  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  the  conclusion  of  my  re- 
marks. 

Mr.  President,  according  to  the  most 
recent  North  Carolina  Department  of 
Agriculture  statistics.  North  Carolina 
was,  in  1995,  No.  1  in  the  Nation  in  tur- 
key production  with  61.2  million  birds; 
in  hog  production.  North  Carolina  was 
No.  2,  with  8.3  million  heads— Iowa  was 
No.  1 — and  in  commercial  broilers 
North  Carolina  was  No.  4  with  644  mil- 
lion birds — Arkansas,  CJeorgia,  and  Ala- 
bama ranked  first,  second,  and  third. 

Mr.  President,  this  past  Saturday  an 
article  in  the  May  18  edition  of  the  Ra- 
leigh News  and  Observer,  reported  that 
800  poultry  jobs  in  Chatham  County, 
N.C.,  were  threatened  by.  among  other 
things,  high-feed  grain  prices.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  this  article 
"800  Perdue  Jobs  in  Danger"  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  the  conclusion  of  my 
remarks. 

Mr.  President,  additionally,  in  times 
of  severe  weather — such  as  this  past 
winter — railroads  often  are  unable  to 
get  through  mountain  passes  because 
of  snow  or  flooding. 

Mr.  President,  the  Jones  Act  unfairly 
and  unreasonably  restricts  shipping  be- 
tween ports  in  the  United  States  be- 
cause it  requires  that  merchandise  and 
produce  shipped  by  water  between  U.S. 
points  be  shipped  only  on  U.S.-bnilt, 
U.S.-flagged,  U.S.-manned,  and  U.S.- 
citizen  owned  vessels  specifically  docu- 
mented and  authorized  by  the  Coast 
Guard  for  such  shipments. 

But.  Mr.  President,  the  problem  with 
that  is  that  not  nearly  enough  certified 
vessels  exist  to  transport  grain  to 
farmers  in  North  Carolina  and  other 
States.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  my  farmers 
are  now  being  forced  to  go  to  foreign 
sources  for  feed  grain. 

Last  year,  according  to  a  report  in 
the  September  12, 1995,  Journal  of  Com- 
merce, Murphy  family  farms  brought 
in  a  cargo  shipment  of  1  million  bush- 
els of  Canadian  wheat  to  the  port  of 
Wilmington,  NC,  aboard  Canada  steam- 
ship lines. 

Mr.  President,  the  Jones  Act  is  sim- 
ply not  fair.  It's  not  fair  to  farmers  in 
the  Midwest  and  it  is  unfair  to  count- 
less producers  in  my  own  State  and  in 
other  States. 

Those  who  may  protest  this  legisla- 
tion are  likely  to  claim  that  it  will 
somehow  destroy  American  shipping. 
That  simply  is  not  so.  Moreover,  if  the 
status  quo  is  maintained,  my  farmers 
will  have  no  choice  but  to  purchase 
their  foreign  grain  from  Canada,  Ar- 
gentina, and  other  countries— and  all 
of  it  will  be  shipped  on  foreign  flagged 
vessels. 

According  to  a  December  1995  report 
by  the  U.S.  International  Trade  Com- 
mission, 
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The  economy  wide  effect  of  removing  the 
Jones  Act  is  a  U.S.  economic  welfare  gain  of 
approximately  S2.8  billion.  This  figure  can 
also  be  interpreted  as  the  annual  reduction 
in  real  national  income  imposed  by  the 
Jones  Act.  A  primary  reason  for  the  large 
gain  in  welfare  is  a  decline  of  approximately 
26  percent  in  the  price  of  shipping  services 
formerly  restricted  by  the  Jones  Act. 

Mr.  President,  isn't  it  ironic  ttiat  the 
United  States — the  breadbasket  of  the 
world — has  such  an  unwise  and  unfair 
lid  on  that  bread  basket?  That  lid,  Mr. 
President,  is  the  Jones  Act. 

That  is  my  reason  for  offeringr  this 
legislative  remedy,  Mr.  President.  If 
Senators  truly  believe  in  the  free  en- 
terprise system,  they  will  support  this 
proposal  to  allow  American  grain  to  be 
shipped  unhindered  to  grain  deficit 
States  that  are  in  need  of  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  additional  material  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1813 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SBCnON  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Coast- 
al Shipping  Competition  Act  of  1996". 

SEC  2.  MISCELLANEOUS  AMENIMfENTS  TO  DEFI- 
NmONS  IN  TITLE  48,  UNITED 
STATES  COI«. 

Section  2101  of  title  46,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended— 

(1)  in  each  of  paragraphs  (1)  through  (45), 
by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  and  insert- 
ing a  semicolon; 

(2)  in  paragraph  (46),  by  striking  the  period 
at  the  end  and  inserting  ";  and"; 

(3)  by  striking  paragraph  (3a)  and  inserting 
the  following: 

"(3a)  'citizen  of  the  United  States'  means— 

"(A)(i)  a  national  of  the  United  States,  as 
defined  in  section  101(a)(22)  of  the  Immigra- 
tion and  Nationality  Act  (8  U.S.C. 
1101(aK22)): 

"(il)  a  corporation  established  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States  or  under  the  laws 
of  a  State,  territory,  district,  or  possession 
of  the  United  States,  that  has— 

"(I)  a  president  or  other  chief  executive  of- 
ficer and  chairman  of  the  board  of  directors 
of  that  corporation  who  are  citizens  of  the 
United  States;  and 

"(II)  a  board  of  directors,  on  which  a  ma- 
jority of  the  number  of  directors  necessary 
to  constitute  a  quorum  are  citizens  of  the 
United  States; 

"(iii)  a  partnership  existing  under  the  laws 
of  a  State,  territory,  district,  or  imssesslon 
of  the  United  States  that  has  at  least  1  gen- 
eral partner  who  is  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States; 

"(iv)  a  trust  that  has  at  least  1  trustee  who 
is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States:  or 

"(V)  an  association,  joint  venture,  limited 
liability  company  or  partnership,  or  other 
entity  that  has  at  least  1  member  who  is  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States;  but 

"(B)  such  term  does  not  include— 

"(i)  with  respect  to  a  person  or  entity 
under  clause  (ii),  (iii),  or  (v)  of  subparagraph 
(A),  aty  parent  corporation,  partnership,  or 
other  person  (other  than  an  individual)  or 
entity  that  is  a  second-tier  owner  (as  that 
term  is  defined  by  the  Secretary)  of  the  per- 
son or  entity  involved;  or 


"(ii)  with  respect  to  a  trust  under  clause 
(iv),  any  beneficiary  of  the  trust."; 

(4)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (4)  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

"(4a)  'coastwise  trade' — 

"(A)  subject  to  subparagraph  (B),  means 
the  transportation  by  water  of  merchandise 
or  passengers,  the  towing  of  a  vessel  by  a 
towing  vessel,  or  dredging  operations  em- 
braced within  the  coastwise  laws  of  the 
United  States— 

"(i)  between  points  in  the  United  States 
(including  any  district,  territory,  or  posses- 
sion of  the  United  States); 

"(ii)  on  the  Great  Lakes  (including  any 
tributary  or  connecting  waters  of  the  Great 
Lakes  and  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway); 

"(iii)  on  the  subjacent  waters  of  the  Outer 
Continental  Shelf  subject  to  the  Outer  Con- 
tinental Shelf  Lands  Act  (43  U.S.C.  1331  et 
seq.);  and 

"(iv)  in  the  noncontiguous  trade;  and 

"(B)  does  not  include  the  activities  speci- 
fied in  subparagraph  (A)  on  the  navigable 
waters  included  in  the  Inland  waterways 
trade  except  for  activities  specified  in  sub- 
paragraph (A)  that  occur  on  mixed  waters."; 

(5)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (lie)  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

"(lid)  'foreign  qualified  vessel'  means  a 
vessel— 

"(A)  regristered  in  a  foreign  country;  and 

"(B)  the  owner,  operator,  or  charterer  of 
which  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  or— 

"(i)  has  qualified  to  engage  in  business  in 
a  State  and  has  an  agent  in  that  State  upon 
whom  service  of  process  may  be  made; 

"(ii)  is  subject  to  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  in  the  same  manner  as  any  foreign 
person  doing  business  in  the  United  States; 
and 

"(iii)  either— 

"a)  employs  vessels  in  the  coastwise  trade 
regularly  or  from  time  to  time  as  part  of  a 
regularly  scheduled  freight  service  in  the 
foreign  ocean  (including  the  Great  Lakes) 
trades  of  the  United  States;  or 

"(H)  offers  passage  or  cruises  on  passenger 
vessels  the  owner,  operator,  or  charterer  em- 
ploys in  the  coastwise  trade  or  in  the  coast- 
wise trade  as  part  of  those  cruises  offered  in 
the  foreign  ocean  (including  the  Great 
Lakes)  trades  of  the  United  States."; 

(6)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (14a)  as 
paragraph  (14b); 

(7)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (14)  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

"(14a)  'inland  waterways  trade' — 

"(A)  means — 

"(i)  the  transportation  of  merchandise  or 
passengers  on  the  navigable  rivers,  canals, 
lakes  other  than  the  Great  Lakes,  or  other 
waterways  inside  the  Boundary  Line; 

"(ii)  the  towing  of  barges  by  towing  vessels 
in  the  waters  specified  in  clause  (i);  or 

"(ill)  engaging  in  dredging  operations  in 
the  waters  specified  in  clause  (i);  and 

"(B)  includes  any  activity  specified  in  sub- 
paragraph (A)  that  is  conducted  in  mixed  wa- 
ters."; 

(8)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (15a)  as 
paragraph  (15b); 

(9)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (15)  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(15a)  'mixed  waters'  means — 

"(A)  the  harbors  and  ports  on  the  coasts 
and  Great  Lakes  of  the  United  States;  and 

"(B)  the  rivers,  canals,  and  other  water- 
ways tributary  to  the  Great  Lakes  or  to  the 
coastal  harbors  and  coasts  of  the  United 
States  inside  the  Boundary  Line, 
that  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  deter- 
mines to  be  navigable  by  oceangoing  ves- 
sels."; 
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paragraph   (17a)  as 


(10)  by  redesignating 
paragraph  (17b); 

(11)  by. inserting  after  paragraph  (17)  the 
following: 

"(17a)  'noncontiguous  trade'  means  trans- 
portation by  water  of  merchandise  or  pas- 
sengers, or  towing  by  towing  vessels— 

"(A)  between— 

"(i)  a  point  in  the  48  continental  States 
and  the  District  of  Columbia;  and 

"(ii)  a  point  in  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto 
Rico,  Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands,  American 
Samoa,  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands,  or 
any  other  noncontiguous  territory  or  posses- 
sion of  the  United  States,  as  embraced  with- 
in the  coastwise  laws  of  the  United  States; 
or 

"(B)  between  2  points  described  in  subpara- 
graph (A)(u)."; 

(12)  in  paragraph  (21)(A)— 

(A)  in  clause  (ii),  by  striking  "or"  after  the 
semicolon; 

(B)  in  clause  (Hi),  by  inserting  "or"  after 
the  semicolon;  and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
clause: 

"(iv)  an  Individual  who— 
"(I)  is  a  member  of  the  family  or  a  guest  of 
the  owner  or  charterer;  and 
"(EI)  is  not  a  passenger  for  hire;"; 

(13)  by  striking  paragraph  (40)  and  insert- 
ing the  following: 

"(40)  'towing  vessel'  means  any  commer- 
cial vessel  engaged  in,  or  that  a  person  in- 
tends to  use  to  engage  in,  the  service  of— 

"(A)  towing,  pulling,  pushing,  or  hauling 
alongside  (or  any  combination  thereof);  or 

"(B)  assisting  in  towing,  pulling,  pushing, 
or  hauling  alongside;";  and 

(14)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (40)  the 
following  new  paragraphs: 

"(40a)  'towing  of  a  vessel  by  a  towing  ves- 
sel between  i)oints'  means  attaching  a  tow- 
ing vessel  to  a  towed  vessel  (including  any 
barge)  at  1  point  and  releasing  the  towed  ves- 
sel trom  the  towing  vessel  at  another  point, 
regardless  of  the  origin  or  ultimate  destina- 
tion of  either  the  towed  vessel  or  the  towing 
vessel;  and 

"(40b)  'transportation  of  merchandise  or 
passengers  by  water  between  points'  means, 
without  regard  to  the  origin  or  ultimate  des- 
tination of  the  merchandise  or  passengers  in- 
volved— 

"(A)  in  the  case  of  merchandise,  loading 
merchandise  at  1  point  and  permanently  un- 
loading the  merchandise  at  another  point;  or 

"(B)  in  the  case  of  passengers,  embarking 
passengers  at  1  point  and  permanently  dis- 
embarking the  passengers  at  another 
point.". 

SEC  3.  DOCUMENTATION. 

(a)  DEaTNmoNs.— Section  12101(b)(2)  of  title 
46,  United  States  Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  paragraph  (2)  and  inserting 
the  following: 

"(2)  'license',  'enrollment  and  license',  'li- 
cense for  the  coastwise  (or  coasting)  trade', 
'enrollment  and  license  for  the  coastwise  (or 
coasting)  trade',  and  'enrollment  and  license 
to  engage  in  the  foreign  and  coastwise  (or 
coasting)  trade  on  the  northern,  north- 
eastern, and  northwestern  fhintiers,  other- 
wise than  by  sea'  mean  a  coastwise  endorse- 
ment provided  in  section  12106."; 

(2)  by  striking  paragraph  (3);  and 

(3)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (4)  as  para- 
graph (3). 

(b)  Vessels  Eugible  for  DoctmENTA- 
TION.— Section  12102(a)  of  title  46,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  all  that  precedes  paragraph 
(5)  and  inserting  the  following: 

"(a)  A  vessel  of  at  least  5  net  tons  that  is 
not  registered  under  the  laws  of  a  foreign 
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country  or  that  is  not  titled  in  a  State  is  eli- 
gible for  documentation  if— 

"(1)(A)  the  vessel  is  owned  by  an  individual 
who  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  or  a 
corporation,  association,  trust,  joint  ven- 
ture, partnership,  limited  liability  company, 
or  other  entity  that  is  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States;  and 

"(B)  the  owner  of  the  vessel  is  capable  of 
holding  title  to  a  vessel  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  or  under  the  laws  of  a  State;"; 
and 

(2)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (5)  and  (6) 
as  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3),  respectively. 

(c)  (30ASTWISE  Endorsements.— Section 
12106  of  title  46,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"$  12106.  Coastwise  endonements  and  certifi- 
cates 

"(a)  In  General.— a  certificate  of  docu- 
mentation may  be  endorsed  with  a  coastwise 
endorsement  for  a  vessel  that  is  eligible  for 
documentation. 

"(b)  EUGiBiLmr.— 

"(1)  In  general.— Any  of  the  following  ves- 
sels may  be  issued  a  certificate  to  engage  in 
the  coastwise  trade  if  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  makes  a  finding,  pursuant  to 
information  obtained  and  furnished  by  the 
Secretary  of  State,  that  the  government  of 
the  nation  of  registry  of  such  vessel  extends 
reciprocal  privileges  to  vessels  of  the  United 
States  to  engage  in  the  transportation  of 
merchandise  or  passengers  (or  both)  in  its 
coastwise  trade: 

"(A)  A  foreign  qualified  vessel  (as  defined 
in  section  2101(lld)). 

"(B)  A  vessel  of  foreign  registry- 

"(i)  if  the  vessel  is  subject  to  a  demise  or 
bareboat  charter,  for  the  duration  of  that 
charter,  to  a  person  or  entity  that  would  be 
eligible  to  document  that  vessel  if  that  per- 
son or  entity  were  the  owner  of  the  vessel;  or 

"(ii)  that  engages  irregularly  in  the  coast- 
wise trade  of  the  United  States. 

"(2)  Vessel  engaging  irregularlt  in  the 
COASTWISE  TRADE. — For  purposes  of  this  sub- 
section, a  vessel  engages  irregularly  in  the 
coastwise  trade  of  the  United  States  if  that 
vessel— 

"(A)  during  any  60-day  period  does  not 
make,  in  the  aggregate,  more  than  4  calls  to 
United  States  ports;  and 

"(B)  during  any  calendar  year  does  not 
make,  in  the  aggregate,  more  than  6  calls  to 
United  States  ports. 

"(c)  Employment  in  the  coastwise 
Trade. — Subject  to  the  applicable  laws  of 
the  United  States  regulating  the  coastwise 
trade  and  trade  with  Canada,  only  a  vessel 
with  a  certificate  of  documentation  endorsed 
with  a  coastwise  endorsement  or  with  a  cer- 
tificate issued  under  subsection  (b)  may  be 
employed  in  the  coastwise  trade.". 

(d)  Inland  Waterways  Endorsements.— 
Section  12107  of  title  46.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"S 12107.  Inland  waterways  endorsemeBts 
"A  certificate  of  documentation  may  be 

endorsed  with  an  inland  waterways  endorse- 
ment for  a  vessel  that— 
"(1)  is  eligible  for  documentation;  and 
"(2)(A)  was  buUt  in  the  United  States;  or 
"(B)  was  not  built  in  the  United  States; 

but  was— 
"(i)  captured  in  war  by  citizens  of  the 

United  States  and  lawfully  condemned  as 

prize; 
"(11)  adjudged  to  be  forfeited  for  a  breach 

of  the  laws  of  U'e  United  States;  or 
"(ill)  is  qualified  for  documentation  under 

section  4136  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (46  App. 

U.S.C.  14).". 


(e)  Limitations  on  Operations  authorized 
BY  CERTmcATES.— Section  12110(b)  of  title  46. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "coastwise  trade"  and  in- 
serting "coastwise  trade  or  inland  water- 
ways trade";  and 

(2)  by  striking  "that  trade"  and  inserting 
"those  trades". 

SEC  4.  TRANSPORTATION  OF  MERCHANDISE  IN 
THE  COASTWISE  AND  INLAND  WA- 
TERWAYS TRADES. 

(a)  In  GENERAL.— Section  27  of  the  Mer- 
chant Marine  Act.  1920  (46  U.S.C.  App.  883)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"SEC.  27.  PROHIBrnON. 

"No  merchandise,  including  merchandise 
owned  by  the  United  States  Govenmient.  a 
State  (as  defined  in  section  2101  of  title  46. 
United  States  Code),  or  a  political  subdivi- 
sion of  a  State,  and  including  material  with- 
out value,  shall  be  transported  by  water,  on 
penalty  of  forfeiture  of  the  merchandise  (or  a 
monetary  amount  not  to  exceed  the  value  of 
the  merchandise,  as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury,  or  the  actual  cost  of 
the  transportation,  whichever  is  greater,  to 
be  recovered  from  any  cosigner,  seller, 
owner,  importer,  consignee,  agent,  or  other 
person  that  transjwrts  or  causes  the  mer- 
chandise to  be  transported  by  water>— 

"(1)  in  the  coastwise  trade,  in  any  vessel 
other  than — 

"(A)  a  vessel  documented  with  a  coastwise 
endorsement  under  section  12106(a)  of  title 
46,  United  States  Ck>de;  or 

"(B)  a  vessel  that  has  been  issued  coast- 
wise certification  under  section  12106(b)  of 
title  46.  United  States  Code,  that  is  in  effect 
for  engaging  in  the  transportation  of  mer- 
chandise; or 

"(2)  in  the  inland  waterways  trade  in  any 
vessel  other  than  a  vessel  documented  with 
an  inland  waterways  endorsement  under  sec- 
tion 12107  of  title  46.  United  States  Code.". 

(b)  Repeal. — Section  27A  of  the  Merchant 
Marine  Act,  1920  (46  App.  U.S.C.  883-1)  is  re- 
pealed. 

SEC  S.  TRANSPORTATION  OF  PASSENGERS. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  8  of  the  Act  of 
June  19,  1886  (24  Stat.  81,  chapter  421;  46 
U.S.C.  App.  289)  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

SEC.  a  PROHiBrnoN. 

"No  passengers  shall  be  transported  by 
water,  on  penalty  of  S200  for  each  passenger 
so  transported  or  the  actual  cost  of  the 
transportation,  whichever  is  greater,  to  be 
recovered  from  the  vessel  so  transporting  the 
passenger— 

"(1)  in  the  coastwise  trade,  in  any  vessel 
other  than— 

"(A)  a  vessel  documented  with  a  coastwise 
endorsement  under  section  12106  of  title  46. 
United  States  Code;  or 

"(B)  a  vessel  that  has  been  issued  a  coast- 
wise certification  under  section  12106(b)  of 
title  46.  United  States  (^ode.  that  is  in  eftecl 
for  engaging  in  the  transportation  of  mer- 
chandise; and 

"(2)  in  the  inland  waterways  trade,  in  any 
vessel  other  than  a  vessel  documented  with 
an  inland  waterways  endorsement  under  sec- 
tion 12107  of  title  46.  United  States  Code.". 

(b)  Repeals.— The  following  provisions  are 
repealed: 

(1)  The  Act  of  April  26,  1938  (52  SUt.  223, 
chapter  174;  46  U.S.C.  App.  289a). 

(2)  Section  12(22)  of  the  Maritime  Act  of 
1981  (46  U.S.C.  App.  289b). 

(3)  Public  Law  96-^63  (46  U.S.C.  App.  289c). 
SEC  &  TOWING  AND  SALVAGING  OPERATIONS. 

Section  4370(a)  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (46 
U.S.C.  App.  316(a))  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 


"(aXl)  No  vessel  (including  any  barge), 
other  than  a  vessel  in  distress,  may  be 
towed— 

"(A)  in  the  coastwise  trade  by  any  vessel 
other  than— 

"(i)  a  vessel  documented  with  a  coastwise 
endorsement  under  section  12106(a)  of  title 
46.  United  States  Code:  or 

"(ii)  a  vessel  registered  in  a  foreign  coun- 
try, if  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  finds, 
pursuant  to  information  furnished  by  the 
Secretary  of  State,  that  the  government  of 
that  foreign  country  and  the  government  of 
the  country  of  which  each  ultimate  owner  of 
the  towing  vessel  is  a  citizen  extend  recip- 
rocal privileges  to  vessels  of  the  United 
States  to  tow  vessels  (including  barges)  in 
the  coastal  waters  of  that  country;  or 

"(B)  in  the  inland  waterways  trade  by  any 
vessel  other  than  a  vessel  documented  with 
an  inland  waterways  endorsement  under  sec- 
tion 12107  of  title  46,  United  States  Code. 

"(2)(A)  The  owner  and  master  of  any  vessel 
that  tows  another  vessel  (including  a  barge) 
in  violation  of  this  section  shall  each  be  lia- 
ble to  the  United  States  (lovemment  for  a 
civil  penalty  in  an  amount  not  less  than  S250 
and  not  greater  than  $1,000.  The  penalty 
shall  be  enforceable  through  the  district 
court  of  the  United  States  for  any  district  in 
which  the  offending  vessel  is  found. 

"(B)  A  penalty  specified  in  subparagraph 
(A)  shall  constitute  a  lien  upon  the  offending 
vessel,  and  that  vessel  shall  not  be  granted 
clearance  until  that  penalty  is  paid. 

"(C)  In  addition  to  the  penalty  specified  in 
subparagraph  (A),  the  offending  vessel  shall 
be  liable  to  the  United  States  Government 
for  a  civil  penalty  in  an  amount  equal  to  S50 
per  ton  of  the  measurement  of  the  vessel 
towed  in  violation  of  this  section,  which 
shall  be  recoverable  in  a  libel  or  other  en- 
forcement action  conducted  through  the  dis- 
trict court  for  the  United  States  for  the  dis- 
trict in  which  the  offending  vessel  is  found.". 

SBC  7.  DREDGING  OPERATIONS. 

The  first  section  of  the  Act  of  May  28,  1906 
(34  SUt.  204,  chapter  2566;  46  U.S.C.  App.  292), 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"SBCnON    1.   VESSELS   THAT   MAT   ENGAGE    IN 
DREDGING. 

"(a)  In  General.— a  vessel  may  engage  In 
dredging  operations— 

"(1)  on  the  navigable  waters  included  in 
the  coastwise  trade,  if— 

"(A)  the  vessel  is  documented  with  a  coast- 
wise endorsement  under  section  12106(a)  of 
title  46,  United  SUtes  Code;  or 

"(B)  the  vessel  is  registered  in  a  foreign 
country  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
finds,  pursuant  to  information  furnished  by 
the  Secretary  of  State,  that  the  government 
of  that  foreign  country  and  each  government 
of  the  country  of  which  an  ultimate  owner  of 
the  vessel  is  a  citizen  extend  reciprocal 
privileges  to  vessels  of  the  United  States  to 
engage  in  dredging  operations  in  the  coastal 
waters  of  that  country;  or 

"(2)  on  the  navigable  waters  included  in 
the  inland  waterways  trade,  if— 

"(A)  the  vessel  is  documented  with  an  in- 
land waterways  endorsement  under  section 
12107  of  title  46.  United  States  Code;  or 

"(B)  the  vessel  would  be  qualified  to  be 
documented  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  with  a  coastwise  endorsement  under 
section  12106(a)  of  title  46.  United  States 
Code,  except  that  the  vessel  was  not  built  in 
the  United  States. 

"(b)  Penalties.— When  a  vessel  is  operated 
in  knowing  violation  of  this  section,  that 
vessel  and  its  equipment  are  liable  to  seizure 
by  and  forfeiture  to  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment.". 
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SEC    &    CmZENSHIP    AND    TRANSFER    PROVI- 

sicms. 

(a)  Citizenship  of  Corporations,  Part- 
nerships, AND  ASSOCIATIONS.— Section  2  of 
the  Sliippinp  Act,  1916  (46  U.S.C.  App.  802)  is 
amended — 

(1)  in  subsection  (a>— 

(A)  by  inserting  a  period  after  "possession 
thereof;  and 

(B)  by  striking  all  that  follows  the  period 
inserted  in  subparagraph  (A)  through  the  end 
of  the  subsection:  and 

(2)  by  striking  subsection  (c). 

(b)  APPROVAL  OF  Transfer  of  Registry  or 
Operation  Under  Authority  of  a  Foreign 
Country  or  for  Scrapping  in  a  Foreign 
Country;  Penalties.— Section  9  of  the  Ship- 
ping Act,  1916  (46  U.S.C.  App.  808)  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  by  striking  subsection  (c)  and  inserting 
the  following: 

"(c)  Except  as  provided  in  section  611  of 
the  Merchant  Marine  Act,  1936  (46  U.S.C. 
App.  1181)  and  section  31322(a)(1)(D)  of  title 
46,  United  States  Code,  a  person  may  not. 
without  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation- 

"(1)  place  under  foreign  registry— 

"(A)  a  documented  vessel;  or 

"(B)  a  vessel  with  respect  to  which  the  last 
documentation  was  made  under  the  laws  of 
the  United  States; 

"(2)  operate  a  vessel  referred  to  in  para- 
graph (1)  under  the  authority  of  a  foreign 
government;  or 

"(3)  scrap  or  transfer  for  scrapping  a  vessel 
referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  in  a  foreign  coun- 
try."; and 

(2)  by  striking  subsection  (d)  and  inserting 
the  following: 

"(dXD  A  person  that  places  a  documented 
vessel  under  foreign  registry,  operates  that 
vessel  under  the  authority  of  a  foreign  coun- 
try, or  scrape  or  transfers  for  scrapping  that 
vessel  in  a  foreign  country— 

"(A)  in  violation  of  this  section  and  know- 
ing that  that  placement,  operation,  scrai>- 
ping,  or  transfer  for  scrapping  is  a  violation 
of  this  section  shall,  upon  conviction,  be 
fined  under  title  18,  United  States  Code,  im- 
prisoned for  not  more  than  5  years,  or  both; 
or 

"(B)  otherwise  in  violation  of  this  section 
shall  be  liable  to  the  United  States  (Sovem- 
ment  for  a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than 
SIO.OOO  for  each  violation. 

"(2)  A  documented  vessel  may  be  seized  by, 
and  forfeited  to.  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment if  that  vessel  is  placed  under  foreign 
registry,  operated  under  the  authority  of  a 
foreign  country,  or  scrapped  or  transferred 
for  scrapping  in  a  foreign  country  in  viola- 
tion of  this  section.". 
SEC  «.  LABOR  PROVISIONS. 

(a)  TiIATffT.lTY  FOR  iNJXniY  OR  DEATH  OF  MAS- 
TER OR  Crew  Member.— Section  20(a)  of  the 
Act  of  March  4,  1915  (38  Stat.  1185,  chapter 
153;  46  U.S.C.  App.  688(a))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  Inserting  "(1)"  after  "(a)"; 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (1)  (as 
designated  under  paragraph  (1)  of  this  sub- 
section) the  following  new  sentence:  "In  an 
action  brought  under  this  subsection  against 
a  defendant  employer  that  does  not  reside  or 
maintain  an  office  in  the  United  States  (in- 
cluding any  territory  or  possession  of  the 
United  States)  and  that  engages  in  any  en- 
teriHlse  that  makes  use  of  1  or  more  ports  in 
the  United  States  (as  defined  in  section  2101 
of  title  46.  United  States  Code),  jurisdiction 
shall  be  under  the  district  court  most  proxi- 
mate to  the  place  of  the  occurrence  of  the 
personal  injury  or  death  that  is  the  subject 
of  the  action.";  and 


(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(2)(A)  The  employer  of  a  master  or  mem- 
ber of  the  crew  of  a  vessel — 

"(i)  may,  at  the  election  of  the  employer, 
participate  in  an  authorized  compensation 
plan  under  the  Longshore  and  Harbor  Work- 
ers' Compensation  Act  (33  U.S.C.  901  et  seq.); 
and 

"(ii)  if  the  employer  makes  an  election 
under  clause  (i),  notwithstanding  section 
2(3)(G)  of  the  Longshore  and  Harbor  Workers' 
Compensation  Act  (33  U.S.C.  902(3)(G)).  shall 
be  subject  to  that  Act. 

"(B)  If  an  employer  makes  an  election,  in 
accordance  with  subparagraph  (A),  to  par- 
ticipate in  an  authorized  compensation  plan 
under  the  Longshore  and  Harbor  Workers' 
Compensation  Act— 

"(i)  a  master  or  crew  member  employed  by 
that  employer  shall  be  considered  to  be  an 
employee  for  the  purposes  of  that  Act;  and 

"(ii)  the  liability  of  that  employer  under 
that  Act  to  the  master  or  crew  member,  or 
to  any  i)erson  otherwise  entitled  to  recover 
damages  from  the  employer  based  on  the  in- 
jury, disability,  or  death  of  the  master  or 
crew  member,  shall  be  exclusive  and  in  lieu 
of  all  other  liability.". 

(b)  MnraroM  Requirements.— All  vessels, 
whether  documented  in  the  United  States  or 
not.  operating  in  the  coastwise  trade  of  the 
United  States  shall  be  subject  to  minimum 
international  labor  standards  for  seafarers 
under  international  agreements  in  force  for 
the  United  States,  as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation  on  the  advice  of  the 
Secretaries  of  Labor  and  Defense. 

SEC  la  REGUtATIONS  REGARDING  VESSELS. 

(a)  AppucABLE  Minimi™  Requirements.— 
Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2).  the  min- 
imum requirements  for  vessels  engaging  in 
the  transportation  of  cargo  or  merchandise 
In  the  United  States  coastwise  trade  shall  be 
the  recognized  international  standards  in 
force  for  the  United  States  (as  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  department  in  which 
the  Coast  Guard  is  operating,  in  consultation 
with  any  other  official  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment that  the  Secretary  determines  to  be 
appropriate). 

(b)  Consistency  in  appucation  of  Stand- 
ards.—In  any  case  in  which  any  minimum 
requirement  for  vessels  referred  to  in  para- 
graph (1)  is  inconsistent  with  a  minimum 
that  is  applicable  to  vessels  that  are  docu- 
mented in  a  foreigrn  country  and  that  are  ad- 
mitted to  engage  in  the  transportation  of 
cargo  and  merchandise  in  the  United  States 
coastwise  trade,  the  standard  applicable  to 
United  States  documented  vessels  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  the  standard  applicable  to  ves- 
sels that  are  documented  in  a  foreign  coun- 
try. 

(c)  Minimum  Requirements  for  Vessels.— 
As  used  in  this  subsection,  the  term  "mini- 
mum requirements  for  vessels"  means,  with 
respect  to  vessels  (including  United  States 
documented  vessels  and  foreign  documented 
vessels),  all  safety,  manning,  inspection, 
construction,  and  equipment  requirements 
applicable  to  those  vessels  in  United  States 
coastwise  passenger  trade,  to  the  extent  that 
those  requirements  are  consistent  with  ap- 
plicable international  law  and  treaties  to 
which  the  United  States  is  a  signatory. 

SEC  11.  ENVIRONMENT. 

All  vessels,  whether  documented  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States  or  not,  regularly 
engaging  in  the  United  States  coastwise 
trade  shall  comply  with  all  applicable  United 
States  and  international  environmental 
standards  in  force  for  the  United  States. 


SEC.  12.  GENERAL  REQUIREMENTS. 

Each  person  or  entity  that  is  not  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States,  as  defined  in  section 
2101(3a)  of  title  46.  United  States  Ck>de.  that 
owns  or  operates  vessels  that  regularly  en- 
gage in  the  United  States  domestic  coastwise 
trade  shall— 

(1)  establish  an  office  or  place,  and  qualify 
under  the  laws  of  that  place,  to  do  business 
in  the  United  States; 

(2)  name  an  agent  upon  whom  process  may 
be  served; 

(3)  abide  by  all  applicable  laws  of  the 
United  States;  and 

(4)  post  evidence  of— 

(A)  financial  responsibility  in  amounts  as 
considered  necessary  by  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  for  the  business  activities  of 
that  person  or  entity;  and 

(B)  compliance  with  applicable  United 
States  laws. 

Mubphy  Family  Farms, 
Rose  Hill.  NC.  May  21, 1996. 
Hon.  Jesse  Helms, 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Helms:  I  am  writing  to  urge 
you  to  introduce  and  sponsor  the  Coastal 
Shipping  Competition  Act— Legislation  that 
I  believe  would  bring  much  needed,  yet  fair 
reform  to  our  nation's  antiquated  maritime 
transportation  laws. 

North  Carolina  consumes  in  its  animal  and 
poultry  production  businesses  fair  more  grain 
and  oilseed  meals  than  our  North  Carolina 
farmers  are  able  to  produce.  Thus  f^,  we 
have  relied  upon  rail  transportation  origi- 
nating in  the  "Eastern  Grain  Belt"  states  to 
augment  local  supplies.  As  our  demand  in- 
creases, we  will  likely  continue  to  use  rail 
transportation  as  our  inlmary  source  of 
grains  and  oilseed  meals  f^m  production 
areas  outside  North  Carolina.  However,  we 
are  beginning  to  experience  the  symptoms  of 
over  taxing  the  capacity  of  the  rail  corridors 
that  serve  us.  Additionally,  realization  of 
the  risks  inherent  in  relying  too  heavily  on 
a  single  source  of  dry  bulk  transport  to  feed 
live  animals  and  poultry  is  becoming  far  too 
real  when  we  have  had  major  service  inter- 
ruptions on  at  least  three  occasions  since 
early  December  1996. 

We  believe  that  the  only  other  viable 
transportation  source  to  supply  our  needs  is 
via  water.  Yet.  after  some  five  years  of  dili- 
gent effort,  the  only  reasonably  competitive 
cargo  that  we  have  been  able  to  procure  via 
water  has  been  foreign  cargoes  delivered  to 
the  port  of  Wilmington  on  foreign  vessels. 
This  seems  illogical  to  us  because  we  know 
that  the  United  States  is  the  most  efficient 
and  largest  producer  of  grains  and  oilseed 
meals  in  the  world  and  that  our  country 
serves  as  the  world's  repository  of  supply  of 
these  Invaluable  resources. 

Why  can't  we  access  these  domestic  sup- 
plies via  water?  We  believe  that  a  major  im- 
pediment lies  within  the  constraints  imposed 
upon  us  and  others  by  the  Merchant  Marine 
Act  of  1920,  more  commonly  known  as  the 
Jones  Act.  Legislation  to  reform  the  Jones 
Act  is  desperately  needed  to  help  rebuild  a 
viable,  competitive  United  States  domestic 
shipping  industry  and  to  enhance  the  com- 
petitive position  of  ours  and  other  American 
agricultural  producers  and  businesses.  I  be- 
lieve that  without  this  legislation  we  will  ex- 
perience the  not  so  gradual  erosion  of  the 
economic  viability  of  our  existing  capital 
asset  base  and  likewise  the  economic  demise 
of  many  of  our  good  citizens  and  business 
persons  who  depend  upon  the  animal  and 
poultry  iax)duction  industry  of  North  Caro- 
lina for  their  livelihoods. 
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As  a  member  of  the  business  community 
and  a  farmer  fK>m  your  district.  I  assure  you 
that  this  is  an  issue  of  utmost  importance 
and  one  that  merits  your  attention  and  sup- 
port. 

Thank  you  for  your  time  and  effort  and 
please  let  me  know  if  I  may  be  of  assistance. 
Sincerely, 

Wendell  H.  Murphy, 

Chairman  and  CEO. 

GoLDSBORo  Milling  Company. 

GoldsboTo,  NC,  May  21. 1996. 

Dear  Senator  Helms:  Let  me  start  by 
thanking  you  for  all  you  have  done  in  the 
past  in  support  of  agri-business  in  this  coun- 
try. Your  support  has  meant  a  great  deal  to 
all  of  us. 

I'm  also  writing  you  today  to  ask  you  to 
introduce  and  support  the  Coastal  Shipping 
Competition  Act— legislation  that  would 
bring  much  needed  reform  to  our  nation's 
antiquated  maritime  transportation  laws. 

These  laws  negatively  affect  thousands  of 
businesses  across  America  every  day  because 
the  laws  have  eliminated  competitive  deep- 
water  domestic  waterboume  transportation 
for  essential  manufacturing  inputs  and  fin- 
ished products. 

The  Merchant  Marine  Act  of  1920  (known 
as  the  Jones  Act)  has  had  an  ironically  anti- 
American  impact.  While  it  may  have  been 
originally  written  to  protect  the  U.S.  ship- 
ping industry,  the  resulting  noncompetitive 
domestic  industry  is  sparsely  available,  if  at 
all  in  many  U.S.  locations.  Not  a  single 
coastal  f^ighter  over  1.000  tons  is  operating 
on  the  entire  2.000  mile  East  Coast  of  the 
United  States. 

Those  of  us  in  the  poultry  and  hog  business 
on  the  East  Coast  r^ly  need  an  alternative 
transportation  option  for  our  inputs  (such  as 
grain)  because  the  infirastructure  of  the  rail- 
roads is  getting  critically  overloaded.  How- 
ever, being  restricted  to  using  a  U.S.  owned, 
operated  and  manned  ship  effectively  elimi- 
nates the  possibility  of  getting  inputs  deliv- 
ered by  water  to  east  coast  ports. 

Legislation  to  reform  the  Jones  Act  is  des- 
perately needed  to  help  build  the  competi- 
tive position  of  American  businesses  and  ag- 
ricultural producers. 

As  a  member  of  the  business  community  in 
North  Carolina.  I  can  assure  you  this  is  an 
issue  that  merits  your  attention  and  sup- 
port. Thanks  for  all  that  you  have  already 
done  and  for  your  consideration  on  this  mat- 
ter. 

Sincerely. 

J.L  Maxwell.  Jr. 

Chairman. 

[Prom  the  News  &  Observer.  May  18. 1996] 

800  PERDUE  Jobs  in  Danger 

(By  Jay  Price) 

SiLER  dry. — Perdue  Farms  announced  Fri- 
day that  it  will  padlock  its  (Chatham  (bounty 
chicken  processing  plant  unless  the  plant 
can  be  sold  within  60  days,  placing  the  future 
of  800  workers  in  doubt  and  sending  shock 
waves  through  the  local  economy. 

The  company,  which  has  headquarters  in 
Salisbury,  Md.,  blamed  the  move  on  high 
feed  costs  and  a  glutted  chicken  market. 
"Hopefully,  we'll  find  a  buyer,  and  if  we 
don't  we'll  make  the  workers  aware  of  job 
opportunities  at  other  Perdue  facilities," 
said  company  spokesnnan  Richard  Auletta  in 
New  York. 

The  news  ffom  one  of  Chatham  County's 
largest  employers  cast  a  pall  over  the  annual 
Siler  City  Chicken  Festival,  which  begins 
today. 

"I've  worked  here  a  long  time,"  said  Frank 
Torres,  a  Perdue  employee  since  1985.   "I 


don't  know  what  happened.  I  can't  do  noth- 
ing new.  Now  all  everybody's  got  is  one  piece 
of  paper  and  a  check.  I  don't  know  what  will 
happen." 

Torres  said  that  Friday  morning,  employ- 
ees were  given  a  letter  in  Spanish  and 
English  outlining  the  company's  plans. 

Perdue  said  employment  at  a  28-worker 
feed  mill  in  Staley  also  will  be  scaled  back, 
and  the  operation  may  later  be  closed. 

Also  affected  are  118  growers  who  raise 
chickens  for  Perdue  under  contract,  mostly 
in  Chatham  and  Randolph  counties.  Only  30 
of  those  will  continue  to  raise  birds  for  the 
company,  which  will  process  them  at  other 
plants. 

The  company  said  it  will  try  to  arrange  for 
the  remaining  growers  to  work  with  other 
poultry  companies  in  the  area. 

Perdue  said  the  plant  workers,  most  of 
whom  earn  $7  to  J7.10  an  hour,  can  apply  for 
jobs  at  other  plants,  but  the  closest  ones  are 
in  Robbins  and  Concord,  a  considerable  dis- 
tance away  by  car. 

About  noon  Friday,  workers  dressed  in 
jeans,  work  boots  and  hard  hats  trickled  sol- 
emnly out  of  the  yellow  brick  plant  and  into 
a  gravel  parking  lot.  Many,  like  Torres,  are 
migrant  workers  from  Mexico  who  made 
their  way  to  Chatham  County  in  search  of 
stability. 

Domingo  Gonzales.  28  years  old  and  the  fa- 
ther of  two.  has  been  at  the  plant  for  only 
three  months. 

"I  don't  know  what  I'll  do."  he  said,  noting 
that  he  has  been  working  at  odd  jobs  in  the 
United  States  for  nearly  nine  years  and  was 
hoping  to  finally  settle  down.  "Maybe  I'll  go 
back  to  Mexico." 

The  fkte  of  many  workers  like  Torres  and 
Gonzales  may  depend  on  complex  business 
forces  over  which  they  have  no  control. 

Besides  record-high  feed  prices  Perdue 
cited  a  recent  jump  in  fuel  costs  and  an 
abundance  of  poultry,  beef  and  pork  as  major 
reasons  for  the  decision. 

Producers  are  passing  sm  estimated  40  per- 
cent more  for  feed  than  they  did  a  year  ago. 
and  are  getting  lower  prices  for  their  prod- 
ucts, said  Dr.  Tom  Carter,  a  poultry  special- 
ist with  the  N.C.  Cooperative  Extensive 
Service. 

"It's  an  unusual  situation  with  the  grain 
prices  so  high,"  Carter  said.  "The  cost  of 
production  is  higher  than  the  market,  and 
that's  because  of  high  com  prices." 

Carter,  however,  was  optimistic  that  an- 
other company  would  buy  the  61,000-square- 
foot  plant,  which  can  process  625,000  birds  a 
week. 

"Very  seldom  does  a  facility  like  that  go 
without  a  buyer,"  Carter  said.  "On  the  sur- 
face, it  looks  like  the  situation  is  such  that 
people  wouldn't  want  to  buy  it,  but  if  you 
look  beneath  the  surface,  you  usually  get  the 
best  buy  when  the  price  is  down." 

Growers  also  may  be  able  to  sell  birds  else- 
where. Charter  said.  Townsend.  Golden  Poul- 
try and  Mount  Aire  have  poultry  processing 
plants  in  Siler  City,  Sanford  and  Bonlee.  re- 
spectively. Carter  said. 

"Eventually,  growers  will  adjust  and  move 
in  with  other  companies,"  Carter  said,  "but 
it  may  take  longer  than  some  can  adjust 
their  finances  for." 

Growers  work  under  contract  to  processors 
like  Perdue.  The  processor  owns  the  chick- 
ens, so  in  this  case  the  farmers  won't  get 
stuck  with  the  birds.  But  they  could  get 
stuck  with  big  investments  in  chicken 
houses,  which  cost  about  S120.000.  The  aver- 
age farmer  in  the  area  has  three  houses,  said 
Dr.  Glenn  Carpenter,  a  Pittsboro  extension 
agent  specializing  in  poultry.   Some  older 


houses  may  have  cost  just  a  few  thousand 
dollars,  he  said. 

Many  growers  raise  chickens  part-time. 
Tjrpically.  it's  a  family  affair  employing  be- 
tween one  and  three  people,  but  some  oper- 
ations are  larger  and  full-time. 

The  plant  was  one  of  a  group  of  processing 
facilities  that  Perdue  bought  from  Showell 
Farms  in  January  1995.  Its  products  are  sold 
mostly  to  institutional  users  such  as 
schools,  hospitals  and  restaurants. 

MIXED  signals 

In  recent  months,  signs  were  that  it  was 
prospering.  Olivier  Devaud,  director  of  Chat- 
ham's Economic  Development  Commission, 
said  the  plant  had  been  hiring  workers  since 
announcing  in  December  that  it  needed  150 
more.  In  the  past  year  Perdue  spent  *4  mil- 
lion for  new  equipment  at  the  plant  and  $1 
million  on  an  expansion,  which  was  still 
under  way  when  Friday's  announcement 
came. 

Other  signals  were  more  ominous.  In 
March,  Perdue — the  nation's  No.  2  poultry 
producer— said  it  would  cut  production  by  7 
percent,  but  that  it  didn't  plan  layoffs.  Other 
large  poultry  firms,  including  Tyson,  Hudson 
Foods  Inc.  and  Pilgrims  Pride  Corp.,  had  al- 
ready announced  similar  cuts. 

Poultry  and  eggs  make  up  the  most  lucra- 
tive agricultural  industry  in  the  state,  said 
Kim  Decker  of  the  state  Agriculture  Depart- 
ment. In  1994,  the  most  recent  year  for  which 
statistics  were  available,  poultry  and  eggs 
earned  farmers  $1.9  billion,  he  said. 

In  contrast,  revenue  from  hogs  was  3960 
million  and  from  tobacco.  S943  million. 
Statewide,  the  industry  employs  more  than 
27.000  people. 

major  job  source 

The  plant  is  Chatham's  third  largest  em- 
ployer. Devaud  said  its  closing  would  be  a 
blow  to  the  local  economy.  But  new  compa- 
nies and  expansions  are  expected  to  bring  120 
new  jobs  to  Siler  City  in  the  next  month 
alone,  and  the  county's  unemployment  rate 
is  just  2.7  percent. 

Devaud  said  he  hopes  that  Townsend.  the 
county's  biggest  employer,  can  eventually 
hire  some  of  the  workers  at  its  chicken  proc- 
essing plant. 

One  who  might  be  looking  is  Steven  Gar- 
ner, who  landed  a  job  loading  trucks  at  the 
Perdue  plant  three  weeks  ago.  He  was  angry 
Friday. 

"That's  800  people,"  he  said  between  puffs 
of  a  cigarette. 

"I've  got  a  family.  I'm  the  one  who  buys 
the  groceries  and  pays  the  bills.  It's  going  to 
be  really  hard." 


By  Mr.  GRAMM  (for  himself,  Mr. 
D'AMATO,  Mr.  Bryan,  and  Ms. 
Moseley-Braun): 
S.  1815.  A  bill  to  provide  for  improved 
regTilation  of  the  securities  markets, 
eliminate  excess  securities  fees,  reduce 
the  costs  of  investing,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Bank- 
ing, Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

THE  SECURITIES  INVESTMENT  PROMOTION  ACT 

OF  use 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
am  joined  by  Senators  D'Amato,  Dodd, 
Bryan,  and  Moseley-Braun  in  intro- 
ducing the  Securities  Investment  Pro- 
motion Act  of  1996.  This  is  important 
legislation  incorporating  reforms  sup- 
ported by  business  and  by  State  and 
Federal  Securities  regulators. 

This  legislation  moves  forward  In  a 
significant  way  to  define  a  division  of 
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labor  between  the  State  and  Federal 
governments  for  the  supervision  of  the 
securities  industry.  In  the  process  two 
very  important  goals  are  achieved.  We 
improve  administration  of  our  nation's 
securities  laws  while  at  the  same  time 
greatly  reducing  the  cost  of  that  regu- 
lation. 

We  must  always  remember  that  the 
cost  of  securities  regulation,  however 
desirable  or  effective  that  regulation 
may  be,  is  ultimately  bom  by  the  peo- 
ple who  invest.  Today,  that  includes  al- 
most everyone.  Not  everyone  may  have 
a  stock  portfolio,  although  an  increas- 
ing number  of  American  families  do. 
But  most  Americans  have  investments 
in  a  mutual  fund  or  have  a  stake  in  a 
pension  fund  that  invests  in  our  na- 
tion's securities  markets.  More  and 
more  small  businesses  are  funding 
their  growth,  expansion,  and  job  cre- 
ation with  financing  from  the  securi- 
ties markets. 

When  I  became  Chairman  of  the  Se- 
curities Subcommittee,  I  was  struck  by 
the  number  of  State  and  Federal  regu- 
lators, and  people  in  the  securities 
business,  as  well  as  investors,  who 
commented  on  the  need  to  reform  out- 
of-date  and  unnecessary  securities  reg- 
ulation. The  most  inunediate  need  in 
that  regrard  the  Congress  addressed  last 
year,  with  our  bill  to  reform  securities 
litigation.  That  was  a  measured,  bipar- 
tisan effort. 

The  legislation  that  we  are  introduc- 
ing today  is  a  continuation  of  that  bi- 
partisan spirit.  I  am  proud  to  be  joined 
by  the  Chairman  of  the  Banking  Com- 
mittee. Senator  D'Amato,  as  well  as  by 
the  Ranking  Member  of  the  Securities 
Subcommittee,  Senator  DODD,  together 
with  Senators  Bryan  and  Moseley- 
Braun  of  the  Banking  Committee.  We 
have  all  worked  closely  in  drafting  the 
bill  that  we  are  introducing,  and  have 
in  addition  benefited  from  comments 
and  suggestions  £rom  the  SEC,  State 
securities  regulators,  trade  associa- 
tions, the  stock  exchanges,  and  self- 
regrulatory  organizations,  among  oth- 
ers. I  invite  further  comments  as  we 
consider  this  bill  in  the  Committee  and 
then  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  I  have 
intentionally  sought  to  cast  the  net 
wide  in  seeking  comment  from  the  pub- 
lic on  this  legislation,  since,  ulti- 
mately, what  we  do  in  this  bill  affects 
the  people  of  this  covmtry  in  very  im- 
portant ways. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  com- 
ment briefly  on  some  of  the  key  provi- 
sions of  the  bill. 

Title  I  of  the  bill  is  called  the  Invest- 
ment Advisers  Integrity  Act.  It  is  an 
updated  version  of  a  bill  that  I  intro- 
duced on  the  first  day  of  the  104th  Con- 
gress, S.  148.  There  are  approximately 
25,000  registered  investment  advisers  in 
the  nation  today,  and  the  number 
keeps  growing.  The  SEC  has  testified 
that  they  do  not  have  the  resources  to 
supervise  effectively  such  a  large  num- 
ber of  advisers.  In  the  past,  proiwsals 


were  put  forward  to  increase  SEC  fund- 
ing for  enforcement  of  the  Investment 
Adviser  Act  of  1940  by  assessing  a  $16 
million  tax  on  the  industry.  Even  with 
such  a  tax,  however,  an  investment  ad- 
viser could  have  gone  several  years 
without  an  inspection. 

Title  I  of  the  bill  tries  a  different  ap- 
proach, first  suggested  to  me  by  former 
SEC  Commissioner  Rick  Roberts.  This 
approach  addresses  the  problem 
through  a  partnership  between  the 
Federal  and  State  securities  regu- 
lators, dividing  up  the  responsibility. 
The  States  would  have  exclusive  juris- 
diction to  register  investment  advisers 
who  manage  less  than  S25  million  in 
client  assets.  These  are  the  investment 
advisers  whose  activities  are  most  like- 
ly to  be  within  their  home  State.  In 
fact,  about  half  of  all  investment  advis- 
ers do  not  personally  manage  any  cli- 
ent assets  at  all. 

The  SEC  would  have  exclusive  re- 
sponsibility for  registration  of  invest- 
ment advisers  who  manage  $25  million 
or  more  of  client  assets,  as  well  as  for 
all  investment  advisors  to  mutual 
funds.  These  are  the  investment  advis- 
ers most  likely  to  be  engaged  in  inter- 
state commerce,  appropriately  a  Fed- 
eral concern. 

I  would  add,  Mr.  President,  that  this 
provision  does  not  impose  a  Federal 
mandate  on  the  States,  for  under  the 
provisions  of  the  bill,  any  State  that 
did  not  want  to  assume  the  responsibil- 
ity for  registration  of  investment  ad- 
visers is  not  required  to  do  so.  The  ad- 
visers in  such  a  State  would  then  be  re- 
quired to  register  with  the  SEC,  re- 
grardless  of  the  size  of  their  business. 

The  effect  of  this  division  of  respon- 
sibility will  be  that  between  two-thirds 
and  three-quarters  of  investment  advis- 
ers will  be  supervised  by  the  States 
where  they  do  their  business.  On  the 
other  hand,  perhaps  as  much  as  two- 
thirds  or  more  of  the  assets  under  man- 
agement will  be  managed  by  invest- 
ment advisers  supervised  by  the  SEC, 
demonstrating  the  concentration  of 
managed  assets  in  the  hands  of  the 
larger  investment  advisers,  having 
multi-state  operations. 

I  would  like  to  express  my  apprecia- 
tion to  the  representatives  of  the  in- 
vestment adviser  industry,  the  SEIC, 
and  the  Texas  State  Securities  Com- 
missioner, Denise  Crawford,  for  their 
assistance  in  revising  and  crafting  this 
title  of  the  bill,  and  the  support  that 
they  have  expressed  for  this  approach. 
Whereas  today  investment  adviser  su- 
pervision is  limited  at  best,  and  more 
often  than  not  effectively  non-existent, 
this  division  of  labor  will  mean  that 
adequate  resources  and  attention  can 
not  be  brought  to  bear  to  encourage 
the  integrity  of  the  industry  and  fur- 
ther increase  the  investment  opi>ortu- 
nities  for  American  families. 

Mr.  President,  perhaps  the  most  sig- 
nificant impact  of  this  bill  will  come 
from  the  provisions  assigning  respon- 


sibility for  mutual  fund  prospectuses 
review  to  the  SEC.  Mutual  funds  spend 
tens  of  -millions  of  dollars  each  year 
complying  with  a  patchwork  of  varied 
and  often  conflicting  State  require- 
ments governing  the  prospectuses  by 
which  funds  are  offered  to  investors. 
These  requirements  are  merely  dif- 
ferent, usually  duplicative,  and  to  not 
provide  investors  with  any  added  useful 
information  than  what  is  already  re- 
quired by  the  SEC.  Moreover,  comply- 
ing with  these  requirements  is  time 
consuming.  In  just  one  example,  while 
a  particular  mutual  fund  was  awaiting 
delays  in  clearing  its  prospectus  with  a 
certain  State  regrulator,  its  value  in- 
creased by  16%.  That  was  a  16%  growth 
denied  to  the  investors  of  that  State 
who  could  not  place  funds  with  the  mu- 
tual fund  until  its  prospectus  had 
cleared  the  State  regulators.  No  inves- 
tor was  helped  by  that  delay.  The  mu- 
tual fund  industry  has  dramatically  in- 
creased the  investment  opportunities 
for  American  families  of  all  levels  of 
income,  and  I  am  please  to  further  the 
efforts  of  my  colleagues.  Congressmen 
Fields  and  Bliley,  to  move  forward 
this  important  relief  firom  unnecessary 
regulatory  burden. 

Similarly,  stocks  that  are  traded  on 
the  national  stock  exchange  and  trad- 
ing systems  would  be  exempted  from 
State  regulation  under  the  provisions 
of  this  bill.  Again,  as  with  mutual 
funds,  this  is  a  national  business,  the 
very  kind  of  activity  contemplated  by 
the  Founding  Fathers  with  the  inter- 
state commerce  clause  of  the  Commis- 
sion. 

One  of  the  provisions  of  the  bill, 
which  I  consider  of  high  importance,  is 
a  requirement  that  the  Chief  Econo- 
mist of  the  SEC  conduct  and  publish  an 
economic  analysis  of  each  new  regula- 
tion before  the  regulation  can  enter 
into  effect.  Mr.  I*resident,  the  SEC  is  a 
lawyer-heavy  agency.  The  Officer  of 
General  Counsel,  for  example,  has  a 
budget  of  over  $10  million  and  120  staff 
members.  By  comparison,  the  Office  of 
Economic  Analysis,  even  with  the  in- 
crease required  by  my  amendment  to 
the  appropriation  bill,  has  a  budget  of 
$3  million  and  about  two  dozen  employ- 
ees. 

The  actions  of  the  SEC  in  regulating 
the  nation's  capital  markets  have  a 
profound  impact  on  the  economy  of  the 
nation  and  of  the  world.  It  is  therefore 
of  paramount  importance  that  a  high 
priority  be  given  within  the  SEC  to 
careful  examination  and  analysis  of  the 
economic  and  market  consequences  of 
its  regulations.  Otherwise,  we  are  in 
danger  of  regulating  blindly,  which  the 
economic  livelihood  and  health  of  the 
nation  cannot  risk. 

While  there  are  many  other  impor- 
tant provisions  of  the  bill,  I  wlU  con- 
clude, Mr.  President,  by  emphasizing 
the  last  section  of  the  bill.  This  provi- 
sion addresses  the  need  for  improving 
the  access  to  U.S.  stock  exchanges  for 


May  23,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


12437 


the  listing  of  world-class  foreign  com- 
panies. Today.  U.S.  accounting  stand- 
ards are  in  many  points  different  from 
the  accounting  standards  of  other 
countries.  They  are  not  necessarily 
better,  just  different.  Under  current 
regulations,  a  foreign  company  wishing 
to  list  on  a  U.S.  stock  exchange  would 
first  have  to  meet  U.S.  accounting 
standards,  which  in  effect  may  mean 
that  the  company  would  have  to  keep 
two  sets  of  books. 

The  SEC  has  sought  to  address  this 
problem  through  a  greater  harmoni- 
zation of  international  accounting 
standards.  The  bill  encourages  the  SEC 
to  redouble  its  efforts  to  achieve  a 
level  of  generally  accepted  accounting 
standards  and  to  report  to  the  Congress 
on  its  progress. 

Our  nation's  stock  exchanges  are  the 
preeminent  exchanges  in  the  world.  It 
is  hard  to  see  how  we  can  continue  that 
position  long  into  the  next  century 
while  maintaining  fomudable  obstacle 
to  the  listing  on  our  exchanges  of  the 
major  corporations  of  the  world.  I  do 
not  see  how  any  American  investor  is 
protected  by  being  forced  to  resort  to 
the  London  or  Frankfurt  stock  ex- 
changes in  order  to  invest  in  foreign 
corporations. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  important  leg- 
islation. Congressman  Jack  Fields  and 
the  members  of  the  House  Commerce 
Committee  have  done  the  country  a 
great  service  by  setting  in  motion  a 
process  by  which  the  Congress  will 
begin  to  delineate  clearly  the  roles  of 
the  State  and  Federal  governments  in 
securities  regulation.  I  hope  that  this 
bill  can  be  adopted  in  short  order  and 
meet  in  conference  with  similar  legis- 
lation recently  adopted  unanimously 
by  the  House  Commerce  Committee. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  additional  nmterial  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Secumties  Investment  Promotion  act  of 

1996 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE:  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 

Securities  Investment  P*romotion  Act  of 
1996. 
SEC  2.  SEVERABfUrr. 

Court  Striking:  any  provision  of  the  Act 
does  not  a^ect  other  provisions. 

ITTLE  L  INVESTMENT  ADVISERS 
INTEGRITY  ACT 
SEC.  lOL  SHORT  TITLE. 

Investment  Advisers  Integrity  Act. 
SEC  102.  ENHANCED  FUNDING  FOR  ENFORCE- 
MENT. 

Authorizes  appropriation  of  up  to  S16  mil- 
lion in  each  of  FY1997  and  FY199e  for  en- 
forcement of  the  Investment  Advisers  Act  of 
1940. 

Sac.  lOS.  hnproved  SnpervicioB  Throogh  Fcdeiml  and 
Slate  Coopeiatian 

Investment  advisers  with  less  than  S25  mil- 
lion in  assets  under  managrement  and  that  do 
not  advise  a  mutual  fund  are  exempted  from 
registering  with  the  SEC  if  they  are  required 
to  register  with  the  state  where  the  adviser 
maintains  its  business. 


The  SEC  may  exempt  from  requirements 
to  register  with  the  SEC  other  persons  or 
classes  of  persons  if  the  SEC  determines  that 
registration  would  be  unfair,  a  burden  on 
interstate  conunerce,  or  for  other  reasons. 
The  SEC  is  given  similar  authority  to  make 
exemptions  from  state  registration. 

Investment  advisers  registered  with  the 
SEC  are  exempt  trom  state  investment  ad- 
viser regulation.  States  may  require  such  in- 
vestment advisers  to  file  notice  with  the 
state  and  pay  appropriate  fees. 

SEC  104.  INTEBSTATE  COOPERATION. 

Investment  advisers  complying  with  books 
and  records  requirements  of  the  state  of 
their  principal  place  of  business  cannot  be 
subject  to  added  books  and  records  require- 
ments by  other  states  where  they  may  con- 
duct business. 

A  state  may  not  require  an  investment  ad- 
viser to  maintain  a  higher  net  capital  to  post 
a  higher  bond  than  required  by  the  sate 
where  the  principal  offices  are  located. 

SEC.  lOS.  DISQUAUFICATKXS  OF  CONVICTED 
FELONS. 

The  SEC  is  authorized  to  deny  investment 
advisery  registration  to  anyone  convicted  of 
a  felony  in  the  previous  10  years. 
TITLE  IL  FACnJTATING  INVESTMENT  IN 
MUTUAL  FUNDS 
SEC.  201.  SHORT  TFTLE. 

Investment  Company  Act  Amendments  of 
1996. 
SEC.  202.  FUNDS  OF  FUNDS. 

Allows  mutual  funds  to  invest  in  other  mu- 
tual funds  in  the  same  group  or  family  of 
funds  and  allows  just  one  of  the  funds  to  im- 
pose sales  charges  on  investors. 

SEC  203.  FLEXIBLE  REGISTRATION  OF  SECURI- 
TIES. 

Simplifies  the  calculation  and  payment  of 
registration  fees  by  mutual  funds. 

SEC  204.  INVESIMENT  CCMfPANY  ADVERTISING 

Allows  mutual  funds  to  include  in  their  ad- 
vertising information  that  was  not  included 
in  their  last  prospectus. 
SEC  20S.  VARIABLE  INSURANCE  CONTRACTS. 

Gives  insurance  companies  that  issue  vari- 
able annuities  the  same  ability  as  mutual 
funds  to  set  product  charges. 

SEC.  20&  PROHIBrnON  ON  DECEPTIVE  INVEST- 
MENT CCHkfPANY  NAMES. 

Mutual  funds  may  not  have  deceptive  or 
misleading  names. 

SEC.  207.  EXCEPTED  INVESTMENT  COMPANIES. 

Exempts  from  mutual  fund  regulation  any 
fund  not  publicly  offered  and  whose  investors 
are  persons  who  each  own  at  least  S5  million 
in  investments  or  are  institutional  investors 
owning  at  least  S25  million  in  investments. 

Within  one  year  the  SEC  shall  prescribe 
rules  to  allow  employees  of  such  a  fund  to  in- 
vest in  the  fund. 
SEC  208.  PERFORMANCE  FEES. 

Gives  authority  to  the  SEC  to  allow  in- 
vestment advisers  to  be  paid  performance 
fees  for  advising  sophisticated  investors. 

TITLE  m.  REDUCING  THE  COSTS  OF 
SAVING  AND  INVESTBfENT 

SEC.  201.  EXEMPTION  FOR  ECONOMIC  BUSINESS, 
AND  INDUSTRIAL  DEVELOPMENT 
COMPANIES. 

Exempts  business  industrial  development 
companies  from  the  Investment  Company 
Act  if  at  least  80%  of  its  securities  are  sold 
to  "accredited"  investors  who  are  of  the 
state  where  the  company  is  organized. 
SEC  2a>.  DtmtASTATE  CLOSED-END  INVESTMENT 
COMPANY  EXEMPTION. 

Raises  from  SIOO.OOO  to  SIO  million  the  limit 
for  closed-end  investment  companies  to  qual- 


ify for  an  exemption  from  the  Investment 

Company  Act. 

Sec  30S.  Definitaoa  at  "jft**'^  PartfoliD  /v<— |— tij 

Expands  the  definition  of  an  eligible  port- 
folio company  to  include  companies  with  up 
to  $4  million  in  assets. 

Sec  304.  DefinitioB  of  Bannew  Devdopneot  Coaav*- 
aiee 

Removes  requirement  that  a  business  de- 
velopment company  provide  significant  man- 
agerial assistance. 

Sec  30S.  Acqaisitioii  of  Anets  by  BastDeas  Develop- 
OMst  Companict 

Permits  BDCs  to  acquire  securities  of  a 
company  it  may  invest  in  from  sources  other 
than  the  company  itself. 

Sec  306.  Capital  Stroctnrc  Ameadjaeati 

Allows  BDCs  that  meet  certain  require- 
menCBto  issue  a  broader  range  of  securities. 

Sec  307.  Fame  of  Written  Statcaenta 

Authorizes  the  SEC  to  require  BDCs  to  in- 
clude a  description  of  risk  factors  associated 
with  their  capital  structure  in  a  written  an- 
nual report  to  shareholders. 

Sec  306  Facilitating  Nataonal  Secnritie*  Marketa. 

Codifies  existing  state  exemptions  from 
state  registration  for  securities  that  are 
traded  on  a  national  exchange,  the  Nasdaq 
National  Market  System,  or  other  exchange 
or  system  identified  by  the  SEC.  and  securi- 
ties sold  to  qualified  purchasers.  Exempts 
from  state  registration  mutual  funds  and 
other  investment  companies.  No  state  review 
of  prospectuses  for  such  securities  or  mutual 
funds.  States  may  impose  notice  and  appro- 
priate fee  requirements  and  are  not  limited 
from  enforcing  state  fraud  laws  in  connec- 
tion with  such  securities. 

Sec  300.  Becolatory  Flezilitlity 

Gives  the  SEC  authority  to  make  exemp- 
tions from  provisions  of  the  Securities  Act  of 
1933  and  the  Securities  Exchange  Act  of  1934. 
Sec  Sia  Analysis  of  Economic  EOacA  of  Rcfalatioa 

Requires  the  Chief  Economist  of  the  SEC 
to  prepare  and  publish  an  economic  analysis 
of  any  proposed  SEC  regulation  before  it  be- 
comes effective.  Authorizes  S6  million  in  ap- 
propriations for  FY  1997  and  S6  million  for 
FY  1998  for  the  SEC's  Economic  Analysis 
Program,  including  the  Office  of  Economic 
Analysis. 
Sec  311.  Privatiiatjon  of  EDGAR 

Requires  the  SEC.  within  180  days  of  enacv 
ment.  to  submit  to  Congress  a  report  on  its 
plan  for  promoting  competition  and  innova- 
tion of  EDGAR  through  the  privatization  of 
all  or  parts  of  the  system. 

Sec  312.  Improvinc  Coordinatioa  of  Sapcrvisioa 

Directs  the  SEC  and  other  securities  exam- 
ination authorities  to  coordinate  their  ex- 
aminations. 
Sec  313.  Increased  to  Fcrriga  Basineaa  Infbraaatioa 

Facilitates  participation  by  U.S.  informa- 
tion media  in  financial  press  briefings  held 
outside  of  the  United  States. 
Sec  314.  Shoct-Fona  Recistratiaa 

ClariHes  that  voting  and  non-voting  shares 
shall  be  considered  in  detemUning  whether  a 
company  is  eligible  to  use  the  short-form 
registration  statement. 
Sec  31S.  Chnrcii  Kiimiojee  PmsMMB  Flans 

Exempts  church  employee  pension  plans 
from  federal  and  state  securities  laws,  except 
the  anti-fraud  provisions.  The  plans  would 
continue  to  be  subject  to  Internal  Revenue 
Code  regulations  regarding  eligibility,  gov- 
ernance, and  operations  of  such  plans. 
Sec  3ia  rimaortnt  PMcainaaee  af  i 


Expresses  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that 
the  SEC  should  reinforce  its  efforts  in  devel- 
oping generally  accepted  international  ac- 
counting standards  in  order  to  enhance  the 
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ability  of  foreign  corporations  to  list  their 
stocks  on  U.S.  exchanges,  and  requires  the 
SEC  to  report  to  Congress  in  one  year  on  its 
progress. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
with  great  enthusiasm  that  I  rise  today 
with  my  colleagues,  the  chairman  and 
ranking  member  of  the  Securities  Sub- 
committee, Senator  Gramm  and  Sen- 
ator DODD,  and  Senators  Bryan  and 
MOSEI.ET-BRAUN  to  introduce  the  Secu- 
rities Investment  Promotion  Act  of 
1996. 

The  U.S.  securities  market  is  the  pre- 
eminent market  in  the  world.  It  is  a 
fair,  efticient  and  orderly  market.  In 
1995,  the  U.S.  equity  market  capitaliza- 
tion of  $7.98  trillion  represented  nearly 
half  of  the  S16.48  worldwide  equity  mar- 
ket. The  market  is  at  an  all  time  high, 
having  increased  in  trading  volume  168 
percent  in  the  last  decade  from  77.3  bil- 
lion to  207.4  billion.  Clearly  our  seciiri- 
ties  market  is  a  national  treasure. 

This  bill  my  colleagues  and  I  intro- 
duce today  represents  a  bi-partisan  ef- 
fort to  improve  regulation  of  the  secu- 
rities market.  The  legislation  seeks  to 
maintain  our  preeminent  securities 
market  by  making  it  even  more  effi- 
cient and  more  accessible  to  those  indi- 
viduals and  entitles  who  seek  entry  in 
order  to  raise  capital. 

The  legislation  streamlines  securi- 
ties regulation  by  peeling  back  layers 
of  duplicative,  unnecessary  and  burden- 
some regulation — opening  up  the  cap- 
ital markets  and  promoting  capital 
formation.  It  makes  more  efficient  use 
of  precious  State  and  Federal  resources 
by  dividing  rather  duplicating  regu- 
latory responsibility.  These  changes 
will  also  strengthen  consumer  and  in- 
vestor protection. 

nrVESniENT  ADVISERS 

The  Securities  Investment  Pro- 
motion Act  fills  a  significant  regu- 
latory gap  in  the  area  of  investment 
advisers.  As  low  interest  rates  have 
caused  individuals  to  fiock  to  the  secu- 
rities markets  with  their  savings  and 
retirement  money — often  seeking  ad- 
vice from  an  investment  adviser — it  be- 
comes increasingly  critical  for  Con- 
gress to  ensure  that  investment  advis- 
ers are  adequately  regulated.  The  in- 
crease in  mutual  fund  investments, 
which  are  usually  managed  by  invest- 
ment advisers,  has  also  contributed  to 
the  growing  nuimber  of  investment  ad- 
visers. 

Right  now,  22,000  investment  advisers 
manage  approximately  $10.6  trillion  in 
assets.  The  SEC  does  not  have  suffi- 
cient resources  to  maintain  an  ade- 
quate inspection  program  for  invest- 
ment advisers.  According  to  some  SEC 
estimates,  they  are  only  able  to  inspect 
some  of  the  smaller  investment  advis- 
ers once  every  30  years. 

The  bill  creates  a  rational  system  of 
regulation  for  investment  advisers  by 
dividing  between  the  SEC  and  the 
States  responsibility  for  regulating  in- 
vestment advisers.  States  will  regulate 


the  smaller  investment  advisers  who 
operate  in  their  State  and  manage  $25 
million  or  less  in  assets.  The  SEC  will 
regulate  the  larger  advisers.  This  sys- 
tem will  enable  the  States  auid  the  SEC 
to  share  regulatory  responsibility— bet- 
ter protecting  investors. 

MXJTUAL  FUNDS 

The  Securities  Investment  Pro- 
motion Act  of  1996  facilitates  the  reg- 
istration, operation  and  certain  disclo- 
sures made  by  mutual  funds.  Over  30 
million  U.S.  households,  or  about  31 
percent  now  own  mutual  funds.  In  part 
because  of  low  interest  rates,  by  the 
end  of  last  year  mutual  fund  assets  hit 
the  $2.7  trillion  mark — exceeding  bank 
deposits  for  the  first  time. 

This  bill  allows  the  mutual  fund  mar- 
ket to  operate  as  a  national  market, 
comprehensively  regulated  by  the  SEC. 
Right  now,  when  a  mutual  fund  reg- 
isters its  shares  it  must  register  with 
the  SEC  and  the  SUtes.  As  a  result, 
mutual  funds  must  comply  with  a 
crazy  quilt  of  regulation  imposed  by 
the  laws  of  each  of  the  50  States.  This 
bill  facilitates  mutual  fund  registra- 
tion by  eliminating  the  requirement 
that  mutual  funds  register  with  the 
States. 

The  bill  makes  it  easier  for  mutual 
funds  to  provide  current  information  in 
advertisements;  calculate  their  reg- 
istration fees  and  invest  in  other  mu- 
tual funds  in  their  family  of  funds.  It 
also  provides  additional  consumer  and 
investor  protection  by  giving  the  SEC 
authority  to  prohibit  mutual  funds 
from  naming  their  funds  in  a  manner 
that  could  mislead  or  confuse  inves- 
tors. 

CAPPPAL  FORMATION 

The  bill  promotes  capital  formation 
by  eliminating  overlapping  State  and 
Federal  requirements  for  registering 
certain  t3rpes  of  securities,  such  as  se- 
curities sold  to  "qualified  purchasers" 
or  securities  that  are  listed  on  a  na- 
tional securities  exchange  or  market 
system.  It  also  gives  the  SEC  flexibil- 
ity to  identify  other  exchanges  or  sys- 
tems that  should  qualify  for  the  ex- 
emption from  registration. 

The  bill  promotes  investment  in 
small  projects  and  business  by  making 
it  easier  for  economic,  business,  and  in- 
dustrial development  companies  to 
raise  money  without  having  to  register 
with  the  SEC.  These  companies  will 
not  have  to  register  their  securities  if 
80  percent  or  more  of  the  securities  are 
sold  to  accredited  investors  within  the 
State  the  company  operates.  This  bill 
provides  further  relied  for  companies 
operating  within  one  State.  The  SEC 
may  now  exempt  from  the  securities 
laws  a  company  with  $100,000  in  assets 
that  is  operating  within  a  State.  The 
Securities  Investment  Promotion  Act 
of  1996  raises  this  level  to  $10  million. 

The  bUl  provides  liquidity  and  in- 
vestment opportunities  to  business  de- 
velopment companies— enabling  these 
companies  to  invest  more  capital  in 


small  businesses.  It  also  helps  venture 
capitalists  tap  the  capital  markets  to 
fund  business  endeavors  by  allowing  in- 
dividuals and  entities  to  pool  a  certain 
amount  of  investment  funds  without 
having  to  register  with  the  SEC. 

REGXJLATORY  MODERNIZATION 

The  legislation  updates  the  securities 
laws  to  reflect  the  reality  of  today's 
marketplace.  It  simplifies  certain  pro- 
cedures for  paying  fees  and  making  dis- 
closures. It  gives  the  SEC  flexibility  to 
adapt  to  the  changing  financial  market 
by  giving  the  SEC  authority  to  exempt 
transactions,  individuals  or  entities 
from  the  Federal  securities  laws. 

The  bill  fosters  awareness  of  the  cost 
of  regulation  by  requiring  the  SEC  to 
publish  an  economic  analysis  of  a  pro- 
posed regulation  before  it  becomes  ef- 
fective. It  also  reduces  the  costs  associ- 
ated with  revolving  door  compliance 
examinations,  where  one  regulator 
completes  its  examination  only  to  be 
replaced  by  the  next.  The  legislation 
requires  the  regulators  to  coordinate 
examinations. 

The  Securities  Investment  Pro- 
motion Act  of  1996  is  a  significant  piece 
of  legislation  that  will  ensure  that  the 
U.S.  securities  market  remains  number 
one  in  the  world.  It  is  not  a  controver- 
sial bill,  it  enjoys  support  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle.  This  bill  thoughtfully  and 
carefully  tightens  the  laws  governing 
the  securities  market.  I  commend  my 
colleagues  and  their  staff  for  their  ex- 
cellent work  in  drafting  this  legisla- 
tion and  plan  to  move  it  quickly 
through  the  Banking  Committee. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  join  Senators  Gramm, 
D'AMATO,  Bryan,  and  Moseley-Braun 
in  introducing  the  Securities  Invest- 
ment Promotion  Act  of  1996. 

The  U.S.  capital  markets  are  vitally 
important  for  the  grood  economic 
health  not  only  of  virtually  every 
American  company  but  for  n:iiIlions 
and  millions  of  individual  investors 
who  have  placed  some  of  their  assets 
either  directly  in  securities  or,  as  has 
become  more  and  more  common,  into 
mutual  funds. 

We  must  recognize  that  sustained 
economic  growth  is  heavily  dependent 
upon  the  continuing  ability  of  our  cap- 
ital markets  and  financial  services  in- 
dustry to  function  efficiently  and  with 
integrity.  If  companies  find  impedi- 
ments to  obtaining  capital,  they  will 
not  grow.  K  individuals  find  impedi- 
ments to  their  access  to  securities  and 
other  investments,  they  will  not  save. 
Taking  steps  to  enhance  the  access  of 
both  corporations  and  individuals  to 
the  securities  markets  is  a  prudent 
means  by  which  Congress  can  help  sus- 
tain or  even  increase  the  Nation's  rate 
of  economic  growth. 

Furthermore,  the  American  capital 
markets  are  the  envy  of  the  world.  No 
other  nation  enjoys  the  international 
reputation  of  our  capital  markets  and 
it  is  necessary  for  Congress  periodi- 
cally to  review  and  modernize,  where 
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necessary,  the  laws  that  make  our 
markets  and  our  financial  services  in- 
dustry the  world's  leader. 

The  legislation  that  is  being  intro- 
duced today  is  the  culmination  of  a 
lengthy  bipartisan  effort  to  reform 
those  aspects  of  the  securities  laws 
that  are  an  outdated  impediment  to 
the  efficient  functioning  of  the  securi- 
ties industry.  The  bill  will  also  provide 
clearer  statutory  directives  to  both 
state  and  Federal  regulators  so  that 
the  integrity  of— and  confidence  in — 
our  capital  markets  and  financial  serv- 
ices industry  is  enhanced. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  provide  a  brief 
summary  of  the  major  elements  of  this 
legislation.  The  three  main  areas  that 
the  bill  addresses  are:  improving  the 
regrulation  of  investment  advisors 
under  the  Investment  Advisors  Act  of 
1940;  modernizing  and  streamlining  the 
regulation  of  mutual  funds  under  the 
Investment  Company  Act  of  1940;  and, 
making  modest  adjustments  in  the  se- 
curities laws  to  account  for  changes  in 
the  financial  world  over  the  past  60 
years. 

Title  I,  the  Investment  Advisors  In- 
tegrity Act,  would  provide  much  need- 
ed clarity  to  regulators  for  the  regula- 
tion of  investment  advisors  under  the 
Investment  Advisors  Act  of  1940.  The 
most  important  feature  of  this  title  is 
to  draw  a  clear,  bright  line  between 
those  registered  investment  advisors 
who  should  be  regulated  at  the  Federal 
level  by  the  Securities  and  Exchange 
Commission,  and  those  advisors  who 
are  more  properly  regulated  by  the 
state  that  is  the  advisor's  principal 
place  of  business. 

The  bill  would  require  investment  ad- 
visors with  more  than  $25  million 
imder  management  to  be  regvilated  by 
the  Securities  and  Exchange  commis- 
sion, while  those  with  assets  under  the 
$25  million  threshold  would  be  regu- 
lated by  the  state. 

This  bifurcation  is  necessary  because 
it  is  not  realistic  to  expect  the  SEC  to 
be  able  to  thoroughly  supervise  the 
more  than  25,000  advisors  who  are  reg- 
istered under  the  lAA  nor  is  it  reason- 
able to  have  the  advisor  industry  bur- 
dened by  duplicative  state  and  Federal 
regulation.  This  change  will  allow  the 
state  and  Federal  regulators  to  focus 
on  those  parts  of  the  industry  that  is 
within  their  regrulatory  expertise, 
while  freeing  the  industry  from  the 
burden  of  duplicative  layers  of  regula- 
tion. 

The  second  title  of  the  bill  is  entitled 
Facflitating  Investment  in  Mutual 
Funds.  While  most  of  my  colleagues 
are  aware  of  the  rapid  growth  in  the 
mutual  fund  industry,  I  wonder  how 
many  are  aware  that  nearly  one  out  of 
every  three  American  families  has 
money  invested,  in  some  form  or  an- 
other, in  mutual  funds.  Mutxial  funds, 
as  of  1995,  have  slightly  more  than  $2 
trillion  dollars  under  management, 
with  $800  billion  coining  firom  individ- 


ual Investors  and  $1.2  trillion  coming 
from  institutional  investors. 

The  significantly  increasing  impor- 
tance of  the  mutual  fund  industry  led 
to  a  lengthy  review  by  the  Securities 
and  Exchange  Commission  in  1992,  enti- 
tled "Protecting  Investors:  A  Half-Cen- 
tury of  Investment  Company  Regula- 
tion," which  made  recommendations 
for  modernizing  of  the  Investment 
Company  Act  of  1940.  The  last  time 
Congress  revised  the  ICA  was  in  1970, 
and  many  believe  that  it  is 
approriate — a.  quarter  century  later— 
for  Congress  to  take  a  fresh  look  at  the 
issue  of  modernization. 

Several  of  the  mutual  fund  provisions 
of  the  legislation  being  introduced 
today  were  originally  proposed  by  the 
SEC  in  their  1992  report.  Other  sugges- 
tions have  been  forthcoming  since  that 
report  and  represent  a  careful  balance 
between  the  need  to  make  the  Invest- 
ment Company  Act  fit  the  mutual  fund 
industry  as  it  exists  today,  without 
sacrificing  any  investor  protection. 

This  section  of  the  bill  contains  two 
major  components:  the  first  is  to  elimi- 
nate unnecessary  state  regulation  of 
mutual  funds,  while  preserving  the 
state's  authority  to  investigate  for 
fraud  and  other  types  of  wrongdoing. 
Mutual  funds  are  highly  regulated  by 
the  Securities  and  Exchange  Commis- 
sion through  the  Investment  Company 
Act  of  1940;  in  fact,  this  is  one  of  the 
most  successfully  regulated  industries 
in  America,  borne  out  by  the  explosive 
growth  in  mutual  funds  since  the  Act 
was  passed.  In  1940,  there  were  105  reg- 
istered companies  with  $2  billion  in  as- 
sets (according  to  the  SEC);  today,  as  I 
mentioned  above,  there  are  more  than 
5,300  funds  holding  over  $2  trillion  in 
assets. 

The  very  success  of  SEC  regulation 
has  rendered  most  individual  state  reg- 
ulations obsolete,  not  to  mention  that 
compljrlng  with  these  duplicative  stat- 
utes is  both  expensive  and  burdensome 
on  the  industry.  The  costs  of  this  regu- 
latory burden  are  passed  onto  consum- 
ers. "The  legislation  we  are  introducing 
today  will  preempt  most  state  regula- 
tion of  mutual  funds,  while  preserving 
the  state's  necessary  ability  to  protect 
consumers  through  anti-fraud  and 
other  statutes. 

Another  area  that  will  be  modernized 
through  adoption  of  this  legislation 
will  be  in  the  area  of  smaller  funds 
whose  investors  are  either  wealthy  in- 
dividuals— defined  in  the  bill  as  those 
with  more  than  $5  million  in  invest- 
ments—and institutional  investors. 
These  funds,  which  are  exempt  from 
many  of  the  provisions  of  the  Invest- 
ment Company  Act  of  1940  because  of 
their  smaller  size  and  unique  nature, 
often  provide  critically  needed  capital 
directly  to  new  corporations  and  gen- 
erally to  America's  emerging  indus- 
tries. By  modestly  expanding  the  pool 
of  people  and  institutions  eligible  to 
participate  in  such  funds,  the  legisla- 


tion seeks  to  expand  the  amount  of 
capital  available  for  investment,  par- 
ticularly newer,  small  and  moderate 
sized  companies. 

There  are  also  enhanced  mutual  fund 
disclosure  requirements  benefiting  in- 
vestors that  we  are  continuing  to  de- 
velop, and  I  would  anticipate  that  if 
and  when  this  bill  goes  to  mark-up, 
they  will  be  added  to  the  legislation. 

The  last  title  of  the  bill  contains  a 
number  of  provisions  that  attempt  to 
remove  anomalies  that  have  developed 
within  the  securities  laws  as  the  finan- 
cial world  has  changed  over  the  last 
sixty  years.  These  changes,  while  mod- 
est in  and  of  themselves,  will  neverthe- 
less provide  significant  and  needed  re- 
lief to  both  investors  and  industry. 

In  all.  Mr.  President,  this  is  an  ex- 
tremely balanced  and  thoughtful  bill 
that  has  been  drafted  in  close  consulta- 
tion with  the  Securities  and  Exchange 
Commission  and  the  North  American 
Securities  Administrators  Association, 
the  umbrella  group  for  the  fifty  state 
securities  administrators.  It  has  been 
written  in  bipartisan  manner  that  is 
increasingly  rare  in  this  body,  and  as  a 
result,  the  bill  provides  statutory  re- 
form that  is  needed  by  investors,  cor- 
porations and  the  financial  services  in- 
dustry without  sacrificing  any  con- 
sumer protections.  I  hope  that  the  Sen- 
ate will  move  expeditiously  to  pass  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  BRYAN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  sign  on  as  a  co-sponsor  of 
the  Securities  Investment  Promotion 
Act  of  1996.  This  comprehensive  effort 
to  modernize  our  regulation  of  the  cap- 
ital markets  will  help  us  achieve  the 
most  efficient  possible  regulatory 
scheme,  while  preserving  investor  con- 
fidence in  our  markets  by  maiwfj>in<ng 
needed  investor  protection  safeguards. 

I  come  to  this  issue  believing  that 
our  capital  formation  process  is  fun- 
damentsdly  sound.  America's  capital 
markets  are  the  fairest,  most  success- 
ful, and  the  most  liquid  the  world  has 
ever  known.  By  virtually  every  statis- 
tical measure,  our  capital  markets  are 
vibrant  and  healthy.  The  stock  market 
has  been  setting  new  records  for  some 
time  now  and  is  in  the  midst  of  the 
longest  run  in  this  century.  This  has 
been  an  vmprecedented  boom  for  com- 
panies, investors  and  Wall  Street  firms. 

The  manner  in  which  we  reform  our 
regulation  of  securities  is  important 
because  tens  of  millions  of  Americans 
increasingly  rely  on  our  nation's  finan- 
cial markets  to  save  for  retirement, 
fund  their  children's  college  education, 
and  to  receive  a  rate  of  return  on  sav- 
ings that  exceeds  the  rate  of  inflation. 
Today,  more  than  ever,  the  people  of 
America  are  investing  in  America.  For 
the  first  time  in  history,  mutual  fund 
assets  exceed  the  deposits  of  the  com- 
mercial banking  sjrstem. 

The  growth  in  the  mutual  fund  indus- 
try has  been  nothing  short  of  phenome- 
nal. Today,  there  are  2,222  stock  funds. 
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2,576  bond  and  fixed-income  funds,  plus 
another  1,000  money-market  funds,  ac- 
cording to  the  Investment  Company  In- 
stitute. In  fact,  there  are  now  twice  as 
many  mutual  funds — with  a  value  of 
around  $2.8  trillion — as  stocks  listed  on 
the  New  York  Stock  Exchange.  The 
reason  for  this  huge  expansion  of  funds 
may  be  summed  up  in  one  word:  de- 
mand. Funds  continue  to  roll  off  the 
assembly  line  because  investors  want 
more  avenues  in  which  to  put  their 
money. 

Investors  are  attracted  to  mutual 
funds  because  the  market  has  remained 
generally  trouble-free  and  because  of 
its  relative  safety.  While  much  of  the 
credit  for  this  environment  should  go 
to  go  to  the  industry  itself,  so  too 
should  credit  go  to  an  effective  system 
of  regulation.  In  our  enthusiasm  for 
updating  and  modernizing  the  over- 
sight of  this  marketplace,  care  must  be 
taken  to  maintain  vital  investor  pro- 
tections that  have  helped  this  industry 
grow  and  prosper. 

Our  securities  laws  and  regulations 
are  designed  first  and  foremost  to  pro- 
tect investors  and  to  maintain  the  in- 
tegrity of  the  marketplace,  thereby 
promoting  trust  and  confidence  in  our 
system  of  capital  formation.  We  should 
strive  for  a  securities  regulatory  sys- 
tem that  is  tough — but  one  that  also  is 
fair  and  reasonable. 

On  balance,  I  believe  that  this  legis- 
lation does  a  good  job  of  eliminating  or 
modernizing  laws  and  regulations  that 
either  are  duplicative  or  outdated — 
without  sacrificing  investor  protection. 
However,  I  also  recognize  that  the  in- 
troduction of  this  bill  is  just  the  first 
step  in  a  longer  process  and  that  fur- 
ther fine  tuning  and  revisions  will  be  in 
order  as  we  learn  more  about  the  prac- 
tical effect  of  several  of  its  specific 
provisions.  I  have  decided  to  sign  on  as 
a  co-sponsor  despite  the  reservations  I 
have  aboiit  specific  provisions  con- 
tained in  the  bill.  I  will  seek  out  the 
comments  and  views  of  federal  and 
state  regulators,  industry  representa- 
tives, and  investor  advocates  on  these 
matters. 

I  would  like  to  take  just  a  few  min- 
utes to  briefly  highlight  a  few  key  pro- 
visions of  this  legislation: 

More  rational  investment  adviser 
oversight.  This  bill  seeks  to  rationalize 
the  regulatory  scheme  for  investment 
advisers.  Over  the  last  decade,  both  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  Sen- 
ate have  held  numerous  hearings  in 
which  we  have  been  told  that  our  sys- 
tem of  investment  adviser  regulation  is 
woefully  inadequate,  both  in  terms  of 
the  resources  we  devote  to  the  effort 
and  the  laws  that  govern  the  industry. 
Today,  we  take  a  modest  first  step  in 
the  effort  to  establish  a  credible  pro- 
gram of  investment  adviser  oversight. 
While  I  applaud  the  sensible  approach 
contained  in  this  bill,  it  is  my  hope 
that  Congress  does  not  end  its  consid- 
eration of  this  issue  here. 


This  bill  will  direct  the  Securities 
and  Exchange  Commission  to  focus  on 
the  biggest  investment  advisers— those 
who  manage  more  than  $25  million  of 
client  assets.  Investment  advisers  who 
fall  below  this  threshold  will  be  over- 
seen by  the  State  securities  regulators, 
who  appropriately  are  griven  the  task  of 
overseeing  the  smaller,  local  invest- 
ment advisers.  Now,  it  may  be  that  the 
$25  million  is  not  an  appropriate  divid- 
ing line.  I  would  look  for  guidance  here 
to  the  regxilators  and  the  industry  who 
will  be  questioned  on  this  issue.  If  we 
learn  that  the  threshold  is  too  high, 
too  low,  or  too  inflexible,  I  expect  we 
will  make  the  necessary  revisions. 

The  oversight  of  investment  advisers 
is  an  extremely  important  issue,  as 
more  and  more  Americans  turn  to 
these  financial  professionals  to  help 
guide  them  through  the  increasing 
complexity  of  ovir  financial  markets. 
Both  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives have  addressed  the  issue 
of  improving  investment  adviser  over- 
sight for  several  years  now,  but  each 
time  we  have  failed  to  reach  an  agree- 
ment on  how  best  to  accomplish  such  a 
goal.  Establishing  a  more  rational  sys- 
tem for  determining  jurisdiction  is  a 
helpful  step.  But,  it  is  only  a  first  step. 
If  we  can  all  agree  on  this,  I  hope  that 
we  can  also  agree  to  come  back  next 
year  and  begin  the  process  of  evaluat- 
ing whether  our  investment  adviser 
laws  are  adequate  for  the  protection  of 
investors.  For  example,  as  I  understand 
it,  there  is  little  more  to  the  federal 
system  of  regulation  than  filling  out 
some  paperwork  and  paying  a  one-time 
fee.  There  are  no  minimum  standards 
of  competency,  training,  or  education 
to  become  an  investment  adviser.  We 
must  take  a  closer  look  at  this  law  to 
determine  where  it  may  be  deficient 
and  to  make  the  necessary  improve- 
ments. 

Improved  State-Federal  Coordination. 
Today,  both  the  Securities  and  Ex- 
change Conunission  and  the  50  State 
securities  regulators  share  the  respon- 
sibility for  overseeing  our  capital  mar- 
kets. By  and  large,  this  system  of 
shared  regulatory  responsibility  has 
worked  well,  with  the  SEC  taking  re- 
sponsibility for  market-wide  issues, 
while  the  States  focus  their  attention 
on  the  issues  most  affecting  individual 
investors  and  small  businesses. 

I  also  believe  that  there  is  room  for 
improved  coordination  and  a  more 
clearly  defined  allocation  of  resjwn- 
sibUity  between  the  States  and  the 
SEC.  I  support  the  goal  of  eliminating 
duplicative  and  overlapping  regula- 
tions that  do  not  provide  any  addi- 
tional protections  to  Investors  or  to 
the  markets  but  which  do  serve  to  in- 
crease the  costs  of  raising  capital.  I  be- 
lieve this  bill  draws  brighter  lines  of 
responsibility  between  the  States  and 
the  SEC.  and  streajnlines  the  securities 
offering  process  for  American  busi- 
nesses. However.  I  will  withdraw  my 


support  if  any  changes  are  made  to  the 
bill  that  will  have  the  effect  of  weaken- 
ing the  State  role  in  policing  sales 
practices,  or  that  will  in  any  way  un- 
dermine the  enforcement  authority  of 
State  securities  regulators  or  the  abil- 
ity of  defrauded  investors  to  recover 
their  losses  in  court  under  State  laws. 

Modernization  of  mutual  fund  over- 
sight. This  bill  recognizes  the  fun- 
damentally national  character  of  the 
mutual  fund  industry  by  assigning  ex- 
clusive responsibility  for  the  routine 
review  of  mutual  fund  offering  docu- 
ments and  related  materials  to  the 
SEC  and  NASD.  The  legislation  also 
encourages  further  Innovation  in  the 
mutual  fund  industry  by  means  of  ad- 
vertising prospectuses  and  fund  of 
funds. 

While  I  understand  that  this  section 
of  the  bill  generally  corresponds  to  a 
similar  section  contained  in  H.R.  3005 
recently  approved  by  the  House  Com- 
merce Conmiittee,  I  am  troubled  that 
the  Senate  version  fails  to  incorporate 
two  key  provisions  of  the  House  bill 
that  deal  with  Commission  authority 
with  resi)ect  to  reporting  and  record 
keeping  requirements. 

In  closing,  I  want  to  say  that  it  is  my 
intention  to  carefully  consider  the 
feedback  and  comments  we  receive  on 
this  legislation— f^om  Federal  and 
State  securities  regulators— from  rep- 
resentatives of  the  securities  indus- 
try—and from  investor  advocates.  I 
will  work  to  revise  any  provisions  that 
are  identified  as  having  the  potential 
to  upset  the  delicate  balance  between 
promoting  capital  formation  and  pro- 
tecting investors  that  this  bill  now 
seeks  to  accomplish. 


By  Mr.   BOND   (for  himself,  Mr. 

COATS.      Mr.      ABRAHAM.  Mr. 

Gramm,     Mr.     ASHCROFT,  Mr. 

CRAIG.      Mr.      COVERDELL.  Mr. 

Grassley.    Mr.     Gregg,    Mr. 

Santorum.  Mr.  Faircloth,  and 

Mr.  NiCKLES): 
S.  1816.  A  bill  to  expedite  waiver  ap- 
proval for  the  "Wisconsin  Works"  plan, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance. 

THE  WISCONSIN  WORKS  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  BOND.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  introduce  a  measure  that  will 
assist  the  President  of  the  United 
States  in  carrying  out  a  promise  he 
made  to  the  people  of  Wisconsin  that 
he  would  approve  the  Wisconsin  Works 
program.  There  have  been  some  prob- 
lems getting  welfare  actually  acted  on. 
I  had  a  very  nice  letter  from  the  Presi- 
dent last  year  for  the  work  that  we  did 
on  the  welfare  reform  bill.  But  that 
measure  got  vetoed  and  so  did  a  subse- 
quent measure. 

Now,  the  President  has  said  that  he 
supports  the  welfare  reform  demonstra- 
tion project  in  Wisconsin,  known  as 
Wisconsin  Works.  Well,  today,  on  be- 
half of  mjrself.  Senators  Coats.  Abra- 
ham.   Gramm    of    Texas,    Ashcroft, 
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Craig,  Coverdell,  Grassley,  Gregg, 
Santorum.  Faircloth,  and  Nickles,  I 
am  submitting  a  very  brief  bill,  which, 
in  substance,  says  that  when  waivers 
are  submitted  by  the  Wisconsin  De- 
partment of  Health  and  Services  to 
conduct  a  demonstration  project 
known  as  Wisconsin  Works,  those  waiv- 
ers shall  be  deemed  approved. 

We  have  heard  many  stories  about 
the  need  to  reform  welfare,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, and  one  of  those  stories  that  has 
been  repeated  recently  is  that  of  an  ex- 
I)eriment  in  Sedalia,  MO,  where  appli- 
cants for  food  stamps  were  sent  to  an 
employer.  Many  of  them  took  jobs, 
which  is  good.  It  moved  them  off  public 
assistance.  Those  who  were  turned 
down  because  they  were  not  capable 
could  stay  on  public  assistance.  Those 
who  refused  to  show  up  were  taken  off 
of  the  food  stamp  rolls.  So  there  was  an 
incentive  for  those  who  did  not  want  to 
work.  Two  people  went  for  the  job,  but 
they  were  turned  down  because  they 
tested  positive  for  drugs. 

Under  existing  Federal  law,  the  State 
of  Missouri  could  not  sanction  those 
people,  even  though  they  were  turned 
down  for  a  job  because  they  tested 
positive  for  drugs.  The  simple  point  of 
that  is  that  that  creates  the  most  per- 
verse of  incentives — the  incentive  for 
people  who  are  on  public  assistance  and 
who  do  not  want  to  have  to  take  a  job 
to  get  on  drugs  and  they  can  stay  on 
the  public  assistance  rolls. 

That  is  the  kind  of  thing  that  needs 
to  be  changed.  That  is  why  we  need 
welfare  reform.  Today.  Mr.  President.  I 
am  simply  acting  to  expedite  one  of 
the  many  waivers  now  pending  from 
the  States,  which  has  been  delayed,  I 
understand  from  the  Governors,  an  av- 
erage of  210  d&ys.  This  measure,  if  and 
when  adopted,  will  deem  the  waivers 
submitted  by  the  State  of  Wisconsin  to 
be  approved. 


By  Mr.  GRASSLEY  (for  himself, 
Mr.   Hatch,   Mrs.   Kassebaum, 
and  Mr.  Bond): 
S.  1817.  A  bill  to  limit  the  authority 
of  Federal  courts  to  fashion  remedies 
that  require  local  jurisdictions  to  as- 
sess,  levy,   or  collect   taxes,   and   for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

THE  FAIRNESS  IN  JUDICIAL  TAXATION  ACT  OF 
1996 

•  Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President.  I  in- 
troduce the  Fairness  in  Judicial  Tax- 
ation Act  of  1996.  I  would  like  to  thank 
Senator  Hatch,  Senator  Kassebaum, 
and  Congressman  Manzullo  for  their 
leadership  on  this  issue.  I  hope  that 
both  the  House  and  Senate  will  move 
quickly  to  pass  this  bill. 

This  important  piece  of  legislation 
will  curb  the  awesome  power  that  the 
Federal  courts  gave  themselves  in  the 
Supreme  Court  Case  of  Missouri  versus 
Jenkins.  As  this  body  well  knows,  in 
that  case  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  ruled 
that  Federal  courts  could  force  towns 


and  cities  across  America  to  raise 
taxes— even  if  State  law  forbids  a  tax 
increase.  Amazingly,  the  Supreme 
Court  failed  to  place  any  effective  limi- 
tation on  this  power. 

This  is  outrageous  and  violates  one 
of  the  basic  principles  our  great  Nation 
was  founded  on — ^no  taxation  without 
representation.  I  really  can't  think  of  a 
more  un-American  creature  than  a  tax 
imposed  by  an  unelected,  unaccount- 
able Federal  judge.  I  urge  my  fellow 
Senators  to  remember— the  power  to 
tax  is  the  power  to  destroy. 

This  Congress  is  working  hard  to  re- 
duce the  tax  burdens  on  American  fam- 
ilies and  small  businesses.  It  would  be 
a  dereliction  of  duty  not  to  do  what  we 
can  to  protect  the  American  taxpayer 
from  the  destructive  power  of  judge- 
imposed  taxes. 

Today,  I  expect  to  be  appointed  to  a 
national  commission  which  is  charged 
with  looking  into  ways  to  change  the 
way  the  IRS  operates  so  that  it  will  be 
fairer  to  the  American  taxpayer.  The 
bill  I  introduce  today  is  intended  to 
deal  with  the  same  sort  of  problem- 
helping  to  protect  the  American  people 
from  the  abusive  use  of  Federal  power 
in  the  collection  of  taxes. 

In  my  view,  and  I  believe  in  the  view 
of  the  vast  majority  of  American  tax- 
payers, it  doesn't  matter  where  the 
abuse  comes  from — the  IRS  or  some 
Federal  judge.  The  bottom  line  is  that 
the  scale  has  tipped  too  far  in  the  di- 
rection of  the  Federal  Government  and 
away  from  protecting  the  rights  of  the 
American  people. 

Now,  we  cannot  by  statute  overturn 
Missouri  versus  Jenkins.  And  we  don't 
have  the  votes  to  pass  a  constitutional 
amendment.  Since  the  Supreme  Court 
has  spoken,  and  we  are  stuck  with 
judge-imposed  taxes,  the  Fairness  in 
Judicial  Taxation  Act  goes  as  far  as  we 
can.  The  bill  sets  up  a  six-part  test 
which  must  be  met  before  a  judge  can 
compel  the  raising  of  taxes.  In  brief, 
before  a  court  could  impose  a  tax,  the 
judge  would  have  to  prove: 

That  there  is  no  way — other  than  a 
tax— to  achieve  justice;  right  now, 
courts  can  compel  the  raising  of  taxes 
without  even  looking  to  see  what  else 
can  be  done; 

The  tax  won't  in  reality  make  the 
problems  the  tax  is  supposed  to  fix 
even  worse; 

That  the  tax  will  not  force  property 
owners  to  leave  the  area,  thereby  actu- 
ally reducing  the  amount  of  tax  reve- 
nue for  the  town  or  city; 

The  proposed  tax  will  not  cause  prop- 
erty values  to  plummet;  when  property 
owners  leave  to  avoid  judge-imposed 
taxes,  this  can  cause  the  value  of  land 
and  property  to  go  through  the  floor; 

The  tax  will  not  override  tax  caps  set 
by  local  law;  in  Missouri  versus  Jen- 
kins, the  Supreme  Court  actually  ruled 
that  Federal  Judge  can  strike  down 
local  tax  caps; 

The  proposed  tax  will  effectively  re- 
dress only  the  narrow  issue  before  the 


court;  in  some  cases.  Federal  judges 
have  used  judge-imposed  taxation 
plans  to  tolv  for  vast  social  engineering 
schemes. 

As  you  can  see,  Mr.  President,  these 
six  factors  will  make  it  difficult— but 
not  impossible — for  courts  to  raise 
taxes.  I  wish  we  could  just  overturn 
Missouri  versus  Jenkins,  but  we  can't. 
So.  this  is  the  next  best  thing. 

Importantly,  the  Fairness  in  Judicial 
Taxation  Act  gives  everyday,  average 
Americans  the  right  to  go  before  the 
court  and  be  heard  on  the  issue  of  tax 
increases.  Congress  might  not  be  able 
to  force  courts  not  to  raise  taxes,  but 
we  can  at  least  make  the  courts  listen 
to  people  who  will  be  harmed  by  the 
tax  increase.  And  anyone  who  wants  to. 
and  who  has  appeared  before  the  judge 
to  oppose  the  tax.  can  file  their  own 
independent  appeal— Immediately,  and 
not  at  the  end  of  the  court  case,  which 
can  drag  on  for  many  years. 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  is  good  and 
fair  and  reasonable.  It  returns  power 
back  to  the  American  people  in  a  real 
and  effective  way.« 

•  Mrs.  KASSEBAUM.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  pleased  to  join  today  Senator 
Grassley  in  introducing  the  Fairness 
in  Judicial  Taxation  Act  of  1996.  I  want 
to  commend  Senator  Grassley,  Sen- 
ator Hatch,  and  Congrressman  Man- 
zullo for  their  leadership  on  this  im- 
portant issue. 

In  recent  years,  a  number  of  judges 
have  ordered  local  governments  to  im- 
pose taxes  on  citizens  as  a  means  to 
remedy  a  constitutional  violation.  In 
many  of  these  cases,  I  have  believed 
that  Federal  courts  exceeded  their  lim- 
ited jurisdiction  under  article  m  of  the 
Constitution.  While  I  fully  understand 
the  role  of  the  judiciary  in  protecting 
constitutional  rights,  I  do  not  believe 
that  judges  should  be  in  the  business  of 
needlessly  imposing  taxes. 

Our  legislation  addresses  this  issue 
by  requiring  Federal  courts  to  meet 
certain  criteria  before  Imposing  a  tax. 
The  Federal  court  must  find  that: 
There  is  no  other  means  available  to 
remedy  the  deprivation  of  rights,  the 
tax  will  not  contribute  to  the  depriva- 
tion intended  to  be  remedied,  the  tax 
will  not  result  in  a  loss  of  revenue,  the 
tax  will  not  disproportionately  affect 
any  racial,  ethnic,  or  national  group, 
and  plans  submitted  by  a  locality  will 
not  effectively  redress  the  deprivation. 

These  five  criteria  are  similar  to  the 
analysis  any  effective  legislature 
would  undertake  before  Imposing  a  tax 
on  its  people.  It  is  a  reasonable,  mod- 
erate approach  to  a  difficult  issue. 

Mr.  President,  in  1990,  I  joined  Sen- 
ator Danforth  in  supporting  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  which  would  pro- 
hibit judicial  taxation.  Senator  THUR- 
MOND has  advocated  a  legislative  solu- 
tion to  this  same  issue.  While  these 
various  approaches  have  not  yet  been 
successful,  I  believe  they  represent  the 
emerging  consensus  that  courts  should 
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stay  out  of  the  business  of  imposing 
taxes. 

I  would  hope  that  the  legrislation  we 
are  introducing  today  will  contribute 
to  the  important  debate  about  this 
issue. 

Mr.  President,  my  interest  in  the 
issue  of  judicial  taxation  grew  out  of 
the  experience  of  the  Kansas  City,  MO, 
school  system.  In  that  case,  the  Fed- 
eral judge  has  essentially  taken  over 
the  school  system  by  imposing  a  tax  on 
the  local  population  in  order  to  finance 
implementation  of  a  magnet  school 
plaji.  His  intervention,  I  would  argue, 
has  created  an  undercurrent  of  ill  will, 
exacerbated  racial  tension,  and  done 
little  to  solve,  over  the  long  term,  the 
problems  with  the  Kansas  City  of 
school  system. 

School  desegregation  is  not  an  easy 
issue.  It  is  fitiught  with  emotion,  and 
there  are  no  magic  answers.  But  impos- 
ing a  comprehensive  solution  from  the 
bench — without  the  support  of  the  com- 
munity—has not  proven  effective.  We 
simply  must  find  a  better  approach  to 
this  problem — an  approach  which 
brings  a  community  together. 

I,  for  one,  have  strongly  supported 
neighborhood  schools.  One  of  the  real 
strengths  of  our  education  S3rstem  has 
been  in  its  local  base.  The  sense  of  con- 
nection among  students,  parents, 
school  officials,  and  communities  is  a 
vitally  important  source  of  support  for 
children.  When  education  loses  its 
roots  in  the  neighborhood,  we  lose  the 
commitment  and  emphasis  which  are 
critical  to  academic  success. 

Moreover,  at  a  time  when  the 
stresses  and  outright  breakdown  of 
many  families  have  denied  to  children 
the  strong  and  jjositive  messages  they 
should  be  receiving  from  the  parents, 
the  sense  of  connection  and  belonging 
that  a  school  can  provide  becomes  even 
more  vital. 

I  fear  that  complex.  Rube  Goldberg 
solutions  involving  busing,  magnet 
schools,  and  the  such — financied  by  ju- 
dicially imposed  taxes— undermine 
community  support  for  effective 
schooling.  The  business  at  hand  is  to 
guarantee  that  all  our  students  have  an 
opportunity  for  a  quality  education  in 
their  neighborhoods.  That  is  where  we 
should  devote  our  energies  and  our  fi- 
nancial resources. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  pleased  to  join 
with  Senator  Grassley  in  proposing 
legislation  which  deals  with  a  key  as- 
pect of  this  problem— the  imposition  of 
taxes  by  Federal  courts.  It  is  my  hope 
that  the  Senate  will  act  expeditiously 
on  this  important  legislation,  and  com- 
munities will  again  work  together  to 
improve  education  for  all  their  chil- 
dren.* 


By  Mr.  DASCHLE  (for  himself. 
Mr.  Bryan,  Mr.  Dodd,  Mr.  Ken- 
nedy. Mr.  Leahy,  Ms.  Mikulski, 

Ms.  MOSEI.EY-BRAUN  Mr. 

Rockefeller,  and  Mr.  Simon) 
(by  request): 


S.  1818.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Employee 
Retirement  Income  Security  Act  of 
1974  to  provide  for  retirements  savings 
and  Security;  to  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

S.  1819.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1974  to  provide  for 
retirement  savings  and  security;  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

S.  1820.  A  bill  to  amend  title  5  of  the 
United  States  Code  to  provide  for  re- 
tirement savings  and  security;  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

S.  1821.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  provide  for  re- 
tirement savings  and  security;  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

RETIREMENT  SAVINGS  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  lack  of 
retirement  security  is  America's  quiet 
crisis. 

Americans  who  work  hard  all  their 
lives — either  in  the  workplace  or  at 
home — deserve  peace  of  mind  that  a  se- 
cure retirement  awaits  them.  But  too 
many  Americans  live  in  fear  that  they 
cannot  afford  to  retire  because  they  do 
not  have  adequate  pension  coverage. 

Right  now,  51  million  working  Amer- 
icans—more than  half  of  private  sector 
workers — have  no  private  pension  plan. 
Women  are  especially  hard  hit  by  this 
quiet  crisis.  Nearly  two-thirds  of  work- 
ing women  do  not  have  pension  plans. 
And  if  you  work  in  a  small  business, 
you  only  have  a  l-in-4  chance  of  get- 
ting pension  coverage. 

Even  those  workers  fortunate  enough 
to  have  a  pension  plan  cannot  be  sure 
their  pensions  will  actually  be  there 
when  they  are  ready  to  retire.  Add  to 
that  the  fact  that  more  Americans  are 
spending  every  dollar  they  earn  just  to 
pay  the  bills,  leaving  less  and  less  for 
retirement,  and  it  is  no  wonder  people 
are  worried  about  the  future. 

Working  Americans  should  be  able  to 
count  on  a  pyramid  of  income  sources 
that,  along  with  Medicare,  provides 
them  with  a  secure  retirement.  Social 
Security  is  the  base  of  that  pyramid, 
the  foundation  of  retirement  security. 
At  the  top  of  the  pyramid  are  em- 
ployer-provided pensions  and  private 
savings. 

From  day  one.  Democrats  in  this 
Congress  have  had  to  fight  to  protect 
Social  Security  and  Medicare  from  at- 
tacks by  the  far  right.  And  we  wUl  con- 
tinue to  defend  those  programs  as  the 
critical  bedrock  of  retirement  security. 

But  Social  Security  and  Medicare — 
alone — were  never  intended  to  provide 
full  retirement  security.  If  people  are 
going  to  retire  with  dignity  and  secu- 
rity, they  need  personal  savings,  and 
they  need  adequate  pension  coverage. 
But  too  many  obstacles  exist  in  ovir 
current  system  for  millions  of  Ameri- 
cans to  get  and  keep  pension  coverage. 

That  is  why  pension  reform  is  one  of 
the  top  3  priorities  for  Democrats  be- 
tween now  and  November.  We  are  com- 
mitted to  getting  some,  if  not  all,  of 


this  package  back  to  the  President  for 
his  signature  before  this  Congress  ends. 

Democrats  plan  to  ease  the  fears  of 
working  Americans  by  making  it  easier 
for  businesses  to  offer  pension  plans, 
and  easier  for  workers  who  do  not  have 
access  to  employer-sponsored  pensions 
plans  to  set  up  their  own,  tax-free  pen- 
sion plans. 

We  will  also  establish  a  new  kind  of 
401(k)  plan  to  help  people  save  up  to 
$5,000  a  year,  tax-free,  for  retirement. 

Workers  will  be  able  to  take  their 
pensions  and  retirement  savings  ac- 
counts with  them  when  they  change 
jobs.  They  will  not  lose  what  they  have 
already  saved  every  time  they  take  a 
new  job.  That  is  essential  in  an  econ- 
omy where  the  average  worker  will 
change  jobs  up  to  8  times  in  his  or  her 
career. 

In  addition  to  more  pensions,  this 
plan  will  make  all  pensions  more  se- 
cure by  requiring  pension  funds  to  be 
invested  in  a  more  timely  manner,  and 
by  increasing  civil  and  criminal  pen- 
alties for  pension  raiding. 

Finally,  Democrats  in  the  Senate 
will  push  to  dramatically  increase 
women's  retfrement  security  by  ena- 
bling them  to  earn  pensions  them- 
selves, and  by  making  sure  women  are 
aware  of  the  spousal  pension  funds  to 
which  they  may  be  entitled. 

My  colleague  from  Kansas,  Senator 
Kassebaum,  predicted  in  a  recent 
speech  that  pension  reform  would  be 
the  big  issue  for  the  next  Congress.  I 
respectfully  disagree  with  my  col- 
league. Senate  Democrats  believe  that 
pension  reform  is  a  big  issue  for  this 
Congress.  There  is  no  reason  the  Amer- 
ican people  should  have  to  wait  that 
long. 

People  who  work  hard  all  thefr  lives 
deserve  to  be  able  to  retire  with  dig- 
nity and  security.  We  intend  to  ensure 
that  they  can,  and  we  intend  to  do  so 
this  year. 

•  Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAUN.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  am  pleased  to  have  this  oppor- 
tunity to  join  my  colleagues  in  intro- 
ducing President  Clinton's  jpension  leg- 
islation, the  Retirement  Savings  and 
Security  Act.  This  legislation  address- 
es some  of  the  most  serious  concerns  of 
the  Nation's  work  force,  and  it  will 
have  a  positive  and  lasting  impact  on 
the  working  people  of  this  country. 
The  Retirement  Savings  and  Security 
Act  will  help  America's  working  people 
prepare  for  their  retirement,  and  help 
ensure  their  future  economic  security. 

This  plan  tackles  the  significant 
problems  of  pension  coverage  and  port- 
ability by  making  it  easier  for  people 
to  enroll  in  pension  plans,  by  making  it 
easier  for  small  businesses  to  offer  ben- 
efits to  their  employees,  and  by  mak- 
ing it  easier  for  people  to  save  for  their 
retirement. 

A  baby  boomer  will  turn  50  every  7 
seconds  this  year.  The  average  Amer- 
ican will  hold  between  four  and  eight 
jobs  in  his  or  her  lifetime.  These  trends 
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require  that  we  concern  ourselves  with 
increasing  access  to  our  Nation's  pen- 
sion system  and  ensuring  that  pensions 
are  portable. 

As  the  sponsor  of  S.  1756,  the  Wom- 
en's Pension  Equity  Act,  I  want  to  take 
special  note  of  the  attention  the  Presi- 
dent's plan  gives  to  some  of  the  pen- 
sion issues  which  have  a  disproportion- 
ate impact  on  women. 

Our  pension  system  was  not  designed 
for  working  women,  either  those  in  the 
work  force  or  in  the  home.  The  statis- 
tics vividly  make  the  case.  Women 
make  up  60  percent  of  seniors  over  65 
years  old,  but  75  percent  of  the  elderly 
poor.  An  elderly  woman  is  twice  as 
likely  as  a  man  to  live  below  the  pov- 
erty line.  One  reason  for  the  high  inci- 
dence of  poverty  among  older  women  is 
clear — less  than  one-third  of  female  re- 
tirees receive  any  pension  benefits  at 
all  and  for  those  that  do,  the  average 
benefit  is  only  half  that  of  male  retfr- 
ees.  Over  half  of  all  male  retirees  re- 
ceive pension  benefits. 

There  are  a  number  of  reasons  for  the 
disparity  in  men's  and  women's  pen- 
sion coverage  and  benefits.  Women  are 
more  likely  to  move  in  and  out  of  the 
work  force  to  care  for  family,  women 
are  more  likely  to  work  at  home,  or  to 
work  in  industries  without  generous 
salary  or  pension  benefits,  and  women 
earn  less  compared  to  men— all  of 
which  contributes  to  little  or  no  pen- 
sion income. 

This  legislation  encourages  increased 
portability  and  lower  vesting  require- 
ments. Allowing  workers  to  earn  pen- 
sion benefits  quickly  and  to  take  those 
benefits  with  them  when  they  change 
jobs  will  directly  benefit  women,  who 
are  more  likely  than  men  to  take  time 
out  of  the  work  force  to  care  for  their 
children  or  thefr  parents. 

This  legislation  encourages  small 
business  to  offer  401(k)  plans.  Expand- 
ing pension  coverage  into  small  busi- 
nesses will  directly  benefit  women,  who 
disproportionately  work  in  small  busi- 
nesses. 

This  legrislation  encourages  employ- 
ers to  accept  a  lump  sum  rollover  of  a 
new  employee's  pension  funds  from  the 
previous  employer.  Making  it  easier  to 
transfer  retirement  funds  dfrectly  into 
a  new  account,  thereby  decreasing  the 
likelihood  of  pension  savings  being 
spent  before  retfrement,  will  directly 
benefit  women,  who  are  almost  a  thfrd 
more  likely  to  receive  a  lump  sum  pay- 
ment as  their  sole  pension  income,  will 
benefit  dfrectly. 

In  addition,  this  plan  contains  sev- 
eral targeted  initiatives  that  were 
drawn,  in  part,  from  S.  1756,  and  that 
will  help  to  further  ensure  retirement 
security  for  older  women.  These  are 
initiatives  to  protect  working  women 
and  homemakers  alike  who  face  widow- 
hood or  divorce.  -The  current  pension 
laws  often  leave  widows  and  divorced 
women  without  any  of  the  pension  ben- 
efits earned  by  their  husbands  during 
many  years  of  marriage. 


I  am  very  pleased  that  the  President 
acted  to  ensure  that  these  provisions 
were  included  in  the  administration's 
pension  bill.  The  President  understands 
that  our  pension  laws  have  to  reflect 
the  reality  faced  by  women  today  in 
the  work  force,  in  the  home,  and  in  re- 
tirement. 

I  want  to  take  particular  note  of  the 
President's  interest  in  dealing  with 
two  problems  affecting  widows  and  di- 
vorced widows  whose  deceased  hus- 
bands participated  in  the  Federal  civil 
service  retfrement  system. 

The  first  provision  in  this  legislation 
allows  a  widow  or  divorced  widow  to 
collect  thefr  husband's  civil  service 
pension  if  he  dies  after  leaving  his  civil 
service  job  and  before  collecting  his 
pension  benefits.  The  second  provision 
allows  a  court  that  awards  a  woman 
part  of  her  husband's  civil  service  pen- 
sion upon  divorce,  to  extend  that 
award  to  any  lump  sum  payment  made 
if  the  husband  dies  before  collecting 
benefits. 

These  provisions  ensure  that  women 
will  not  be  left  without  pension  income 
in  their  retirement  years  because  of  ab- 
surd, yet  potentially  devastating,  pen- 
sion loopholes  in  the  civil  service  re- 
tirement system.  Similar  language  is 
included  in  S.  1756. 

Mr.  President,  the  President's  pen- 
sion initiative  will  result  in  significant 
improvements  in  pension  coverage  for 
older  women.  This  bill  is  just  another 
example  of  the  President's  commit- 
ment to  increase  the  economic  security 
of  all  Americans. 

All  Americans  need  improved  pension 
coverage.  We  need  to  know  that  we  can 
retire  without  falling  into  poverty  or 
becoming  a  huge  financial  burden  for 
our  families.  We  need  to  know  that  the 
golden  years  are  not  going  to  turn  into 
disposable  years. 

I  commend  the  President  on  his  ef- 
forts to  expand  pension  coverage,  port- 
ability, and  security  for  all  Americans 
and  I  commend  the  President  for  mak- 
ing a  special  effort  when  it  comes  to 
older  women  living  alone — those  most 
likely  to  live  in  poverty. 

I  am  proud  to  be  able  to  cosponsor 
this  important  initiative.  All  Ameri- 
cans, women  included,  deserve  to  retire 
with  dignity.* 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  483 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatch,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Leahy]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  483,  a  bill  to  amend  the  provisions 
of  title  17,  United  States  Code,  with  re- 
spect to  the  duration  of  copyright,  and 
for  the  other  purposes. 

S.  S07 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Pressler,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  LOTT]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  507,  a  bUl  to  amend  title  18  of  the 
United    States    Code    regarding    false 


identification  documents,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

S.  CB4 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatfield,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Moynihan]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  684,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act  to  provide  for  pro- 
grams of  research  regarding  Parkin- 
son's disease,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  <14 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  McCain,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 
kota [Mr.  Conrad]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  814,  a  bill  to  provide  for 
the  reorganization  of  the  Bureau  of  In- 
dian Affairs,  and  for  other  purposes, 
s.  t« 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  DoRGAN.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  South  Da- 
kota [Mr.  Daschle]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  948,  a  bill  to  encourage 
organ  donation  through  the  inclusion 
of  an  organ  donation  card  with  individ- 
ual income  refund  payments,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.  1166 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  LUGAR,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Ashcroft],  and  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  ROBB]  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  S.  1166,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and 
Rodenticide  Act,  to  imjffove  the  reg- 
istration of  pesticides,  to  provide 
minor  use  crop  protection,  to  improve 
pesticide  tolerances  to  safegaurd  in- 
fants and  children,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

8.  US3 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatfield,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Moynihan]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1183.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Act 
of  March  3,  1931  (known  as  the  Davis- 
Bacon  Act),  to  revise  the  standards  for 
coverage  under  the  Act,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

S.  1219 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Feingold,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Glenn]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1219,  a  bill  to  reform  the  financing  of 
Federal  elections,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  1397 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Kyl,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Shelby]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1397,  a  bill  to  provide  for  State  control 
over  fafr  housing  matters,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.  1578 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Frist,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  ftom  Utah  [Mr. 
Bennett]  and  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  DASCHLE]  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  S.  1578,  a  bill  to  amend 
the  Individuals  with  Disabilities  Edu- 
cation Act  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  fiscal  years  1997  through  2002,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

S.  1643 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  GREGG,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
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Coats]  was  added  as  a  cosiionsor  of  S. 
1643,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Older  Ameri- 
cans Act  of  1965  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  fiscal  years  1997  through  2001. 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1615 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Kerry,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Ms. 
Snowe]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1645,  a  bill  to  regulate  United  States 
scientific  and  tourist  activities  in  Ant- 
arctica, to  conserve  Antarctic  re- 
sources, and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1731 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Craig,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  North  Caro- 
lina [Mr.  Faircloth]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1731,  a  bill  to  reauthorize 
and  amend  the  National  Geologic  Map- 
ping Act  of  1992,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1743 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bingaman,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Baucus],  the  Senator  flrom  Iowa 
[Mr.  Grasslet],  and  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Inhofe]  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  S.  1743,  a  bill  to  provide 
temporary  emergency  livestock  feed 
assistance  for  certain  producers,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

8.  1747 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Gramm,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mrs. 
HirrcmsoN]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  1747.  a  bill  to  correct  the  marking 
requirements  for  American-made 
feather  and  down-filled  products. 

S.  17» 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Domenici,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  South  Da- 
kota [Mr.  Pressi^er],  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  [Mrs.  Kassebaum],  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Grassley],  and  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Inhofe] 
were  added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  1755.  a 
bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Agriculture 
Improvement  and  Reform  Act  of  1996  to 
provide  that  assistance  shall  be  avail- 
able under  the  noninsured  crop  assist- 
ance program  for  native  pasture  for 
livestock,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  17U 

At  the  request  of  Ms.  Mikulski,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Warner]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1759.  a  bill  to  amend  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  to  require  that  written 
notice  be  furnished  by  the  Office  of 
Personnel  Management  before  making 
any  susbstantial  change  in  the  health 
benefits  program  for  Federal  employ- 
ees. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION  250 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Brown,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  California 
[Mrs.  Boxer],  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  DeWine],  and  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Bennett]  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  Senate  Resolution  250,  a 
resolution  expressing  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  regarding  tactile  currency  for 
the  blind  and  visually  impaired. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4023 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Faircloth,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  York 


[Mr.  MOYNIHAN]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  amendment  No.  4023  proposed  to 
Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  57,  an 
original  concurrent  resolution  setting 
forth  the  congressional  budget  for  the 
United  States  Government  for  fiscal 
years  1997,  1998,  1999,  2000,  2001,  and 
2002. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  «25 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Roth,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Jeffords],  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Dorgan],  the  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware  [Mr.  Biden],  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Simon]  and 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
LOTT]  were  aidded  as  cosponsors  of 
amendment  No.  4025  proposed  to  Sen- 
ate Concurrent  Resolution  57,  an  origi- 
nal concurrent  resolution  setting  forth 
the  congressional  budget  for  the  United 
States  Grovemment  for  fiscal  years 
1997,  1998, 1999.  2000,  2001,  and  2002. 


SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLU- 
TION 60— RELATIVE  TO  A  CONDI- 
TIONAL ADJOURNMENT  OR  RE- 
CESS OF  THE  SENATE  AND 
HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Mr.  LOTT  submitted  the  following 
concurrent  resolution;  which  was  con- 
sidered and  agreed  to: 

S.  Con.  Res.  60 
Resolved  by  the  Senate  (the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives concurring).  That  when  the  Sen- 
ate recesses  or  adjourns  at  the  close  of  busi- 
ness on  Thursday,  May  23,  1996,  Friday,  May 
24,  1996.  or  Saturday,  May  25,  1996,  pursuant 
to  a  motion  made  by  the  Majority  Leader  or 
his  designee  in  accordance  with  this  resolu- 
tion, it  stand  recessed  or  adjourned  until 
noon  on  Monday,  June  3, 1996.  Tuesday,  June 
4,  1996  or  until  such  time  on  that  day  as  may 
be  specified  by  the  Majority  Leader  or  his 
designee  in  the  motion  to  recess  or  adjourn, 
or  until  noon  on  the  second  day  after  mem- 
bers are  notified  to  reassemble  pursuant  to 
section  2  of  this  concurrent  resolution, 
whichever  occurs  first;  and  that  when  the 
house  adjourns  on  the  legislative  day  of 
Thursday,  May  23,  1996,  it  stand  adjourned 
until  2:00  p.m.  on  Wednesday,  May  29, 1996,  or 
until  noon  on  the  second  day  after  Members 
are  notified  to  reassemble  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 2  of  this  concurrent  resolution,  which- 
ever occurs  first. 

Sec.  2.  The  Majority  Leader  of  the  Senate 
and  the  Speaker  of  the  House,  acting  jointly 
after  consultation  with  the  Minority  Leader 
of  the  Senate  and  the  Minority  Leader  of  the 
House,  shall  notify  the  Members  of  the  Sen- 
ate and  House,  respectively,  to  reassemble 
whenever,  in  their  opinion,  the  public  inter- 
est shall  warrant  it. 


SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLU- 
TION 61— RELATIVE  TO  COM- 
MENDING AMERICANS  WHO 
SERVED  IN  THE  COLD  WAR 

Mr.  DOLE  submitted  the  following 
concurrent  resolution;  which  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services: 

s.  Con.  Res.  61 

Whereas  the  most  dangerous  military  com- 
petition in  the  history  of  mankind  has  come 
to  a  close  without  a  nuclear  holocaust; 


Whereas  men  and  women  in  the  armed 
forces,  intelligence  community,  and  foreign 
service  comm'onlty  of  the  United  States 
faithfully  performed  their  duties  during  the 
period  known  as  the  Cold  War; 

Whereas  many  of  these  persons  were  iso- 
lated f^om  family  and  friends  and  served 
under  arduous  conditions  in  far  away  lands 
in  order  to  preserve  peace  and  harmony 
throughout  the  world: 

Whereas  these  persons  performed  their 
duty  in  the  most  successful,  extended,  mili- 
tary competition  in  the  history  of  mankind 
and  ensured  that  weapons  of  mass  destruc- 
tion, capable  of  destroying  all  humanity, 
were  never  released; 

Whereas  the  self-discipline  and  dedication 
of  these  persons  were  fundamental  to  the 
prevention  of  a  Super  Power  conflict;  and 

Whereas  the  silent  determination  of  these 
persons  brought  a  peaceful  victory  to  all  the 
people  of  the  world:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  (the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives concurring).  That  Congress  ac- 
knowledges the  service  and  sacrifices  of 
these  Americans  who  contributed  to  historic 
victory  in  the  Cold  War. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  today  I  am 
pleased  to  join  Representative  Rick 
Lazio  of  New  York,  in  paying  tribute 
to  the  dedicated  Americans  who  served 
in  the  Armed  Forces,  Intelligence 
Agencies,  and  the  Diplomatic  Corps 
during  the  Cold  War.  Their  courageous 
efforts  not  only  ensured  America's  se- 
curity, but  eventually  brought  peace 
and  freedom  to  millions  of  people 
around  the  world  who  had  suffered 
under  communism  for  decades. 

In  the  aftermath  of  World  War  n,  a 
new  threat  to  freedom  emerged.  Fifty 
years  ago  this  spring,  British  Prime 
Minister  Winston  Churchill  warned  the 
Western  world  of  that  new  threat  in  a 
speech  at  Westminster  College  in  Ful- 
ton, Missouri.  "From  Stettin  in  the 
Baltic  to  Trieste  in  the  Adriatic  an 
fron  curtain  has  descended  across  the 
Continent  *  *  *.  The  Communist  par- 
ties, which  were  very  small  in  all  these 
Extern  States  of  Europe,  have  been 
raised  to  pre-eminence  and  power  far 
beyond  their  numbers  and  are  seeking 
everyi^here  to  obtain  totalitarian  con- 
trol. Police  governments  are  prevailing 
in  nearly  every  case,  and  so  far,  except 
in  Czechoslovakia,  there  is  no  true  de- 
mocracy." To  combat  this  new  threat 
Prime  Minister  Churchill  called  on  us 
to  work  to  prevent  open  hostilities  and 
to  ensure  the  "*  *  *  establishment  of 
conditions  of  freedom  and  democracy 
as  rapidly  as  i>ossible  in  all  countries." 
He  further  called  for  cooperation  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  her  allies 
"*  *  *  in  the  air,  on  the  sea.  all  over 
the  globe  and  in  science  and  in  indus- 
try, and  in  moral  force  *  *  *"  in  order 
that  we  might  have  an  "overwhelming 
assurance  of  security." 

For  the  next  four  decades,  the  United 
States,  with  its  Allies,  stood  resolute 
against  Communist  aggression.  The 
ftill  resources  of  our  military,  intel- 
ligence organizations,  and  diplomatic 
corps  were  brought  to  bear  to  ensure 
freedom  and  prevent  the  spread  of  tsrr- 
anny.  The  United  States,  through  the 
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Marshall  Plan,  rebuilt  Europe.  We 
formed  alliances,  such  as  NATO,  with 
our  allies  to  provide  a  coordinated 
military  response  to  Communist  ag- 
gression. And  the  United  States  em- 
barked on  the  Strategic  Defense  Initia- 
tive, to  ensure  that  future  generations 
would  not  grow  up  fearing  a  nuclear 
holocaust. 

Now,  50  years  after  Prime  Minister 
Churchill's  speech  in  Fulton,  Missouri 
the  United  States  is  again  the  world's 
only  super  power.  We  again  are  leading 
the  world  into  a  new  age.  Just  as 
America's  principled  leadership  was  re- 
quired for  victory  in  the  Cold  War,  so 
will  our  moral  strength  be  required  to 
face  the  challenges  of  the  future. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  it  is  only  fit- 
ting that  today  we  take  a  few  moments 
to  recognize  and  thank  those  Ameri- 
cans who  served  our  government 
throughout  the  long  years  of  the  Cold 
War.  Without  their  dedication,  brav- 
ery, and  sacrifice  our  victory  would  not 
have  been  possible.  I  am  pleased  to  join 
Congressman  Lazio  in  recognizing 
these  Americans  and  I  know  my  col- 
leagues in  the  Senate  join  me  in  this 
«xpression  of  thanks. 


SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLU- 
TION 62— RELATIVE  TO  THE  NAM- 
ING THE  FIRST  OF  THE  FLEET 
NEW  ATTACK  SUBMARINES  THE 
"SOUTH  DAKOTA" 

Mr.  PRESSLER  submitted  the  fol- 
lowing concurrent  resolution;  which 
was  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services: 

S.  CoN.  Res.  62 

Whereas  the  battleship  South  Dakota  (BB- 
57)  was  commissioned  on  March  20.  1942,  and 
was  originally  scheduled  to  host  the  surren- 
der of  Japan  in  World  War  II; 

Whereas  the  battleship  South  Dakota  (BB- 
57)  quickly  became  the  flagship  of  Admiral 
Chester  W.  Nimitz's  3d  fleet  and  was  re- 
nowned as  the  famous  Battleship  "X"; 

Whereas  the  battleship  South  Dakota  (BB- 
57)  was  one  of  the  greatest  and  most  deco- 
rated battleships  of  World  War  n,  earning 
the  Navy  unit  commendation,  the  Asiatic- 
Pacific  Campaign  Medal  with  13  battle  stars, 
the  World  War  n  Victory  Medal,  and  the 
Navy  Occupation  Service  Medal; 

Whereas  on  January  31.  1947.  after  only  5 
years  of  service,  the  battleship  South  Da- 
kota (BB-57)  was  decommissioned  and  placed 
in  reserve;; 

Whereas  during  its  5  years  of  dutiful  serv- 
ice, the  crew  of  the  battleship  South  Dakota 
(BB-57)  demonstrated  both  dedication  and 
courage  in  their  efforts  to  preserve  the  secu- 
rity of  the  United  States  and  protect  the 
freedoms  of  all  Americans;  and 

Whereas  It  Is  entirely  appropriate  to  have 
the  first  of  the  fleet  of  the  new  attack  sub- 
marines of  the  Navy  named  the  "South  Da- 
kota" in  order  to  honor  the  courage  and 
commitment  of  the  brave  crew  of  the  battle- 
ship South  Dakota  (BB-57).  and  to  serve  as  a 
fitting  tribute  to  one  of  America's  truly 
great  battleships:  Now,  therefore,  be  It 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  (the  House  of  Rejh 
resentatives  concurring).  That  it  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  should  name  the  first  of  the  fleet  of  the 


new   attack   submarines   of  the   Navy   the 
"South  Dakota". 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
to  honor  and  recognize  Floyd 
Gulbrandson,  Al  Rickel,  Charles 
Skorpik,  Willie  Wieland,  and  the  rest 
of  the  dedicated  crew  of  the  famous 
World  War  n  battleship  BB-57.  the 
South  Dakota,  by  introducing  a  resolu- 
tion to  name  the  first  of  the  next  gen- 
eration of  new  attack  submarines 
(NSSN)  the  South  Dakota. 

Following  naval  tradition,  naming 
the  first  vessel  in  a  new  fleet  christens 
the  entire  fleet  as  the  class  of  the  first 
vessel  named.  Hence  by  naming  the 
first  submarine  South  Dakota,  the  en- 
tire NSSN  fleet  of  four  would  be  classi- 
fied as  the  South  Dakota  class.  This 
honor,  naming  a  class  of  submarines 
after  the  BB-57  is  truly  an  appropriate 
tribute. 

For  my  colleagues  familiar  with  U.S. 
naval  history,  the  name  South  Dakota 
should  recall  a  tradition  of  great  bat- 
tleships and  great  service.  As  history 
records,  two  separate  classes  of  battle- 
ships have  borne  the  name  South  Da- 
kota. Both  were  marked  by  innovative 
design,  artillery  power,  and  sea 
strength.  Commissioned  in  1908  and  au- 
thorized on  August  19,  1916.  BB-49,  the 
first  of  a  class  of  South  Dakota  battle- 
ships was  to  include  six  potent  vessels. 
However,  after  the  United  States 
signed  the  Washington  Arms  Naval 
Limitation  Treaty  on  February  6,  1922, 
construction  of  BB-49  and  the  entire 
South  Dakota  class  was  canceled  due  to 
a  10-year  prohibition  on  warship  con- 
struction. The  first  South  Dakota.  BB- 
49,  would  never  participate  in  sea  com- 
bat as  she  was  scrapped  before  comple- 
tion. Naval  combat  for  a  South  Dakota 
class  of  warships  would  have  to  wait 
until  World  War  n. 

The  next  class  of  South  Dakota  bat- 
tleships, this  time  composed  of  four 
vessels,  was  commissioned  33  years 
later  in  1941,  the  first  being  BB-57.  The 
four  South  Dakota  class  battleships 
were  faster,  stronger,  and  more  resist- 
ant to  damage  than  any  other  vessels 
constructed  at  that  time.  In  particular, 
stretching  more  than  600  feet  and  dis- 
placing more  than  43,000  tons  of  water. 
BB-57  was  equipped  with  massive  fire- 
power, which  included  9  16-inch  gvms. 
16  5-inch  guns,  68  40-millimeter  guns, 
and  76  20-millimeter  guns. 

Both  classes  of  South  Dakota  battle- 
ships represented  the  ingenious  techno- 
logical and  planning  expertise  of  Amer- 
ica's battleship  designers.  These  ships 
were  carefully  designed  to  ensure  that 
our  strategic  interests  and  our  defense 
needs  were  met.  Particularly  in  the 
case  of  BB-57,  the  planning  and  design 
of  the  battleship  were  truly  remark- 
able naval  achievements,  considering 
treaty  limitations  prior  to  World  War 
n.  South  Dakota  represented  future 
U.S.  domination  as  a  world  naval 
power. 

Of  course,  a  well-designed  battleship 
is  useless  without  a  well-trained,  dedi- 


cated crew.  I  would  like  to  share  with 
my  colleagues  an  excerpt  from  a  letter 
I  received  from  a  crevrmember  of  the 
South  Dakota.  Mr.  Elmer  Pry's  words 
represent  the  zeal,  loyalty,  and  team- 
work of  those  who  served  on  this  ship. 
This  ship  was  the  most  Qghtingest  hard 
hitting  machine  of  war  that  man  has  ever 
seen.  We  took  it  and  by  joe  we  dished  it  out. 
I  was  a  very  proud  person  to  have  the  honor 
to  have  been  aboard  her  and  I  know  all  my 
shipmates  felt  the  same.  She  took  us 
through  hell  and  back.  We  were  mostly  a 
green  crew  but  with  the  help  of  the  old  salts 
we  learned  how  to  do  the  job  and  we  sure  did 
it  as  the  record  shows  but  I  guess  you  have 
to  give  the  credit  to  our  beloved  skipper. 
Captain  Thomas  L.  Gatch.  He  is  the  one  that 
made  us  a  fighting  crew.  He  trained  us  the 
day  he  came  aboard  to  shoot  and  shoot 
straight.  .  .  .  Because  of  him  the  ship  be- 
came a  fighting  machine. 

Mr.  President,  Mr.  Pry's  words  re- 
flect that  no  resource  we  commit  to 
the  defense  of  our  country  is  more  val- 
ued and  more  precious  than  the  brave 
individuals  who  sacrifice  and  serve.  Ad- 
miral Nimitz  once  said,  "We  [cannot] 
relax  our  readiness  to  defend  ourselves. 
Our  armament  must  be  adequate  to  the 
needs,  but  our  faith  is  not  primarily  in 
these  machines  of  defense  but  in  our- 
selves". This  was  especially  true  of  the 
brave  crew  of  the  South  Dakota.  To  the 
American  people,  BB-57  became  known 
as  the  famed  "Battleship  X",  the  flag- 
ship of  Adm.  Chester  W.  Nimitz's  Third 
Fleet  during  World  War  IL 

When  the  call  to  duty  went  out  fol- 
lowing the  attack  on  Pearl  Harbor,  the 
crew  of  the  South  Dakota  answered  with 
valiant  service.  The  South  Dakota  be- 
came the  most  decorated  battleship  of 
World  War  IL  She  participated  in  9 
major  shore  bombardments  and  shot 
down  64  enemy  aircraft.  Collectively, 
the  crew  of  the  South  Dakota  endured 
many  battles  and  earned  several  distin- 
guished awards,  including  the  Navy 
Unit  Commendation,  the  Asiatic-Pa- 
cific Campaign  Medal  with  13  battle 
stars,  the  World  War  n  Victory  Medal, 
and  the  Navy  Occupation  Service 
Medal. 

On  October  26,  1942.  the  South  Dakota 
entered  its  first  major  battle  with  a 
green  crew  on  deck.  She  was  attacked 
by  180  enemy  bombers  in  what  is  now 
known  as  the  Battle  of  Santa  Cruz  Is- 
land. Defending  both  the  Enterprise  and 
Hornet  aircraft  carriers,  the  South  Da- 
kota boldly  exchanged  gunfire  and  shot 
down  an  unprecedented  30  enemy  air- 
craft, rendering  2  enemy  aircraft  car- 
riers inoperative.  Through  repeated 
bombardments  and  heavy  fire,  only  1 
bomb  out  of  23  struck  the  South  Da- 
kota. For  their  valiant  actions  and  en- 
during perseverance.  Captain  Gatch 
was  decorated  with  the  Navy  Cross,  the 
crew  was  presented  with  the  Navy  Unit 
Commendation,  and  the  South  Dakota 
received  the  first  of  13  battle  stars. 
There  is  no  question  that  BB-57  was  in- 
strumental in  our  winning  the  naval 
war   in   the   Pacific,    thus   protecting 
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many  of  the  f^edoms  we  and  countless 
others  around  the  world  enjoy  today. 

The  name  South  Dakota  is  important 
in  the  history  of  World  War  n,  not  just 
in  terms  of  naval  heroism,  but  also  her- 
oism by  South  Dakotans  on  the  home- 
front  and  the  front  lines.  The  State  of 
South  Dakota  has  a  long  history  of 
strong  support  for  the  protection  of  our 
national  security  interests.  Ten  per- 
cent of  the  population  of  South  Da- 
kota, 74,100  individuals,  are  veterans. 
Of  those,  20,100  served  our  country  dur- 
ing World  War  n.  Our  veterans  are  rep- 
resentative of  South  Dakota's  ardent 
commitment  to  serving  our  Nation  in 
times  of  peace  and  war. 

However,  families  who  stayed  at 
home  also  contributed  to  and  sup- 
ported the  war  effort.  South  Dakotans 
young  and  old  dug  deep  into  their 
pockets  and  piggy  banks  to  keep  Amer- 
ican troops  armed,  fed,  and  clothed. 
During  eight  national  fundraising  cam- 
paigns. South  Dakota  exceeded  its 
quotas.  South  Dakota  consistently 
ranked  first  or  second  in  the  per  capita 
sale  of  the  Series  "E"  war  bonds, 
known  as  the  people's  bonds.  South  Da- 
kota raised  $111.5  million  from  the  sale 
of  people's  bonds— that  is  $173  for  every 
South  Dakota  man,  woman,  and  child. 
I  am  proud  to  hail  from  a  State  that 
stands  for  such  sacrifice  and  service. 

Mr.  President.  On  January  31,  1947, 
the  South  Dakota  was  decommissioned 
and  sold  as  scrap  metal  for  $466,425.  The 
mainmast  and  stubs  of  the  16-inch  gun 
were  saved  firom  salvage  and  stand  as  a 
memorial  in  Sioux  Falls  to  commemo- 
rate those  who  served  aboard  BB-57. 
The  crew  of  the  South  Dakota  and  their 
descendants  gather  in  Sioux  Fails 
every  2  years  to  reminisce  and  offer 
their  respects  to  those  who  served  our 
country  in  war. 

It  would  be  appropriate  for  the  first 
of  our  next  generation  of  attack  sub- 
marines— the  latest  example  of  naval 
technological  innovation — to  carry  the 
name  of  America's  most  decorated  bat- 
tleship, the  South  Dakota.  NSSN  will 
represent  the  next  generation  of  imder- 
sea  superiority.  NSSN  will  have  in- 
creased flexibility,  maneuverability 
and  armaments.  If  the  NSSN  is  named 
South  Dakota,  it  will  carry  the  history 
of  days  ago. 

My  resolution  honors  the  memory  of 
those  associated  with  the  name  South 
Dakota,  whether  it  be  the  designers  of 
the  previous  South  Dakota  class  ships, 
the  veterans  who  served  aboard  the 
BB-57,  or  the  thousands  of  South  Da- 
kotans who  unfailingly  have  answered 
the  call  to  serve  our  country.  I  hope 
my  colleagues  will  join  me  in  further- 
ing the  tradition  of  the  South  Dakota 
by  joining  as  sponsors  of  this  resolu- 
tion. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  256— REL- 
ATIVE TO  THE  PRODUCTION  OF 
RECORDS  BY  THE  SELECT  COM- 
MITTEE ON  INTELLIGENCE 

Mr.  DOLE  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Daschle)  submitted  the  following  reso- 
lution; which  was  considered  and 
agreed  to: 

S.  Res.  256 

Whereas,  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  Gen- 
eral of  the  Central  Intelligrence  Agency  has 
requested  that  the  Select  Committee  on  In- 
telligence provide  it  with  copies  of  commit- 
tee records  relevant  to  the  Office's  pending 
review  of  matters  related  to  the  Zona  Rosa 
massacre  of  six  American  citizens  in  El  Sal- 
vador in  1985; 

Whereas,  by  the  privileges  of  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States  and  Rule  XI  of  the  Stand- 
ing Rules  of  the  Senate,  no  evidence  under 
the  control  or  in  the  possession  of  the  Senate 
can,  by  administrative  or  judicial  process,  be 
taken  from  such  control  or  possession  but  by 
permission  of  the  Senate; 

Whereas,  when  it  appears  that  documents, 
papers,  and  records  under  the  control  or  in 
the  possession  of  the  Senate  may  promote 
the  administration  of  justice,  the  Senate  will 
take  such  action  as  will  promote  the  ends  of 
justice  consistently  with  the  privileges  of 
the  Senate:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  the  Chairman  and  Vice 
Chairman  of  the  Select  Committee  on  Intel- 
ligence, acting  jointly,  are  authorized  to  pro- 
vide to  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  of  the 
Central  Intelligence  Agency,  under  appro- 
priate security  procedures,  copies  of  records 
that  the  Office  has  requested  for  use  in  con- 
nection with  its  pending  review  into  matters 
related  to  the  Zona  Rosa  massacre. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


THE  CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET 
CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION 


BIDEN  (AND  OTHERS)  AMENDMENT 
NO.  4037 

Mr.  EXON  (for  Mr.  BiDEN,  for  himself, 
Mr.  LEAHY,  Mr.  KoHL,  and  Mr.  Hatch) 
proposed  an  amendment  to  the  concur- 
rent resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  57)  setting 
forth  the  congressional  budget  for  the 
United  States  Government  for  fiscal 
years  1997,  1998,  1999,  2000,  2001,  and 
2002;  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.  .  A  RESOLUTION  REGARDING  THE  SEN- 
ATES SUPPORT  FOR  FEDERAL, 
STATE  AND  LOCAL  LAW  ENFORCE- 
MENT. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that: 

(1)  Our  Federal,  State  and  local  law  en- 
forcement officers  provide  essential  services 
that  preserve  and  protect  our  freedoms  and 
security; 

(2)  Law  enforcement  officers  deserve  our 
appreciation  and  support; 

(3)  Law  enforcement  officers  and  agencies 
are  under  Increasing  attacks,  both  to  their 
physical  safety  and  to  their  reputations: 

(4)  Federal,  State  and  local  law  enforce- 
ment efforts  need  increased  financial  com- 
mitment from  the  Federal  Government  for 
funding  and  financial  assistance  and  not  the 
slashing  of  our  commitment  to  law  enforce- 


ment if  they  are  to  carry  out  their  efforts  to 
combat  violent  crime; 

(5)  the  President's  Fiscal  Year  1996  budget 
requested  an  increase  of  14.8%  for  the  Fed- 
eral Bureau  of  Investigation,  10%  for  United 
States  Attorneys,  and  Si  million  for  Orga- 
nized Crime  Drug  Enforcement  Task  Forces; 
while  this  Congress  has  increased  funding  for 
the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  by 
10.8%,  8.4%  for  United  States  Attorneys,  and 
a  cut  of  $15  million  for  Organized  Crime  Drug 
Enforcement  Task  Forces; 

(6)  On  May  16, 1996,  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives has  nonetheless  voted  to  slash  $300 
million  trom  the  President's  $5  billion  budg- 
et request  for  the  Violent  Crime  Reduction 
Trust  Fund  for  Fiscal  Year  1997  in  H.  Con. 
Res.  178;  and 

(7)  The  Violent  Crime  Reduction  Trust 
Fund  as  adopted  by  the  Violent  Crime  Con- 
trol and  Law  Enforcement  Act  of  1994  fully 
funds  the  Violent  Crime  Control  and  Law 
Enforcement  Act  of  1994  without  adding  to 
the  federal  budget  deficit. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  Sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  provisions  and  the 
functionsLl  totals  underlying  this  resolution 
assume  the  Federal  Government's  commit- 
ment to  fund  Federal  law  enforcement  pro- 
grams and  programs  to  assist  State  and  local 
efforts  shall  be  maintained  and  funding  for 
the  Violent  Crime  Reduction  Trust  Fund 
shall  not  be  cut  as  the  resolution  adopted  by 
the  House  of  Representatives  would  require. 


THE  SENATE  CAMPAIGN  FINANCE 
REFORM  ACT  OF  1996 


MCCAIN  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  4038 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  MCCAIN  (for  himself,  Mr.  Fein- 
gold,  Mr.  THOMPSON,  Mr.  Wellstone, 
Mr.  Graham.  Mr.  Simon,  Mrs.  Murray, 
Mr.  KERREY,  Mr.  Kerry,  Mr.  Kohl,  Mr. 
DODD,  and  Mr.  Bingaman)  submitted  an 
amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
them  to  the  bill  (S.  1764)  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1997  for 
military  construction,  and  for  other 
purposes;  from  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services;  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  bill,  insert  the  following 
new  title: 

TITLE  ^—CAMPAIGN  FINANCE  REFORM 

SEC. OL  SHORT  TTTLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Senate 
Campaign  Finance  Reform  Act  of  1996". 

SEC.    ^_02.    AMENDMENT   OF    CAMPAIGN   ACT; 
TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 

(a)  Amendment  of  FECA.— When  used  in 
this  title,  the  term  "FECA"  means  the  Fed- 
eral Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C. 
431  et  seq.). 

(b)  Table  of  Contents.— The  table  of  con- 
tents of  this  title  is  as  follows: 

TITLE  ^—CAMPAIGN  FINANCE 
REFORM 

Sec. 01.  Short  title. 

Sec. 02.  Amendment  of  Campaign   Act; 

table  of  contents. 
Subtitle  A — Senate  Election  Spending 
Limits  and  Benefits 

Senate  election  spending  limits 
and  benefits. 
Free  broadcast  time. 
Broadcast  rates  and  preemption. 
Reduced  postage  rates. 


Sec. 


.11. 


Sec. 

12. 

Sec. 

13. 

Sec. 
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Sec. 


other 


inter- 


15.  Contribution   limit 
Senate  candidates. 
Subtitle  B— Reduction  of  Special  Interest 
Influence 
Chapter  l— Elimination  Of  Poutical  Ac- 
tion Committees  From  Federal  Election 
Activities 

Sec. 21.  Ban  on  activities  of  political  ac- 
tion   committees    in    Federal 
elections. 
Chapter  2— Provisions  Relating  to  Soft 
Money  of  PoLmcAL  Parties 

Sec. ^31.  National  committees. 

Sec. 32.  State,  district,  and  local  com- 
mittees. 

Sec. 33.  Tax-exempt  organizations. 

Sec.  34.  Candidates. 

Sec. 35.  Reporting  requirements. 

Chapter  3 — Soft  Money  of  Persons  Other 
Than  Poutical  Parties 

Sec. ^41.  Soft    money    of   persons 

than  political  parties. 
Chapter  4 — Contributions 

Sec. 51.  Contributions     through 

mediarles  and  conduits. 
Chapter  5— ADomoNAL  PROHismoNS  on 
Contributions 

Sec. 61.  Allowable      contributions      for 

complying  candidates. 
Chapter  6— Independent  Expendttures 
Sec. 71.  Clarification  of  definitions  relat- 
ing   to    independent    expendi- 
tures. 
Subtitle  C— Miscellaneous  Provisions 

Sec. ^81.  Restrictions  on  use  of  campaign 

funds  for  personal  purposes. 
Sec.  ^82.  Campaign    advertising    amend- 
ments. 
Sec. 83.  Filing  of  reports  using  comput- 
ers and  facsimile  machines. 
.84.  Audits. 
.85.  Limit  on  congressional   use   of 

the  franking  privilege. 
.86.  Authority  to  seek  injunction. 
.87.  Severability. 

.88.  Expedited    review    of   constitu- 
tional issues. 
.89.  Reporting  requirements. 
.90.  Effective  date. 
.91.  Regulations. 
Subtitle  A — Senate  Election  Spending  Limits 
and  Benefits 

SEC. 11.  SENATE  ELECTION  SPENDING  LDOTS 

AND  BENEFITS. 

(a)  In  General.— FECA  is  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  the  following  new  title: 
"TITLE  V— SPENDING  UMITS  AND  BENE- 
FITS    FOR     SENATE     ELECTION     CAM- 
PAIGNS 

■SEC  SOL   CANDIDATES  EUGIBLE  TO  RECEIVE 
BENEFITS. 

"(a)  In  General.— For  purposes  of  this 
title,  a  candidate  is  an  eligible  Senate  can- 
didate if  the  candidate — 

"(1)  meets  the  primary  and  general  elec- 
tion filing  requirements  of  subsections  (c) 
and  (d); 

"(2)  meets  the  primary  and  runoff  election 
expenditure  limits  of  subsection  (b); 

"(3)  meets  the  threshold  contribution  re- 
quirements of  subsection  (e);  and 

"(4)  does  not  exceed  the  limitation  on  ex- 
penditures from  personal  funds  under  section 
502(a). 

"(b)  Primary  and  Runoff  Expendtture 
Ldctts.- 

"(1)  In  general.— The  requirements  of  this 
subsection  are  met  if— 

"(A)  the  candidate  or  the  candidate's  au- 
thorized committees  did  not  make  expendi- 
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tures  for  the  primary  election  in  excess  of 
the  lesser  of— 

"(i)  67  percent  of  the  general  election  ex- 
penditure limit  under  section  502(b);  or 

"(ii)  $2,750,000;  and 

"(B)  the  candidate  and  the  candidate's  au- 
thorized committees  did  not  make  expendi- 
tures for  any  runoff  election  in  excess  of  20 
percent  of  the  general  election  expenditure 
limit  under  section  502(b). 

"(2)  Indexing.— The  $2,750,000  amount 
under  paragraph  (l)(A)(ii)  shall  be  increased 
as  of  the  beginning  of  each  calendar  year 
based  on  the  increase  in  the  price  index  de- 
termined under  section  315(c),  except  that 
the  base  period  shall  be  calendar  year  1995. 

"(c)  Primary  Filing  Requirements.— 

"(1)  In  general.— The  requirements  of  this 
subsection  are  met  if  the  candidate  files  with 
the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  a  certification 
that— 

"(A)  the  candidate  and  the  candidate's  au- 
thorized committees— 

"(i)  will  meet  the  primary  and  runoff  elec- 
tion expenditure  limits  of  subsection  (b);  and 

"(li)  will  only  accept  contributions  for  the 
primary  and  runoff  elections  which  do  not 
exceed  such  limits; 

"(B)  the  candidate  and  the  candidate's  au- 
thorized committees  will  meet  the  limita- 
tion on  expenditures  trom  personal  funds 
under  section  502(a);  and 

"(C)  the  candidate  and  the  candidate's  au- 
thorized committees  will  meet  the  general 
election  expenditure  limit  under  section 
502(b). 

"(2)  Deadline  for  filing  certification.— 
The  certification  under  paragraph  (1)  shall 
be  filed  not  later  than  the  date  the  candidate 
files  as  a  candidate  for  the  primary  election. 

"(d)  General  Election  Filing  Rexjuire- 
ments.— 

"(1)  In  general.— The  requirements  of  this 
subsection  are  met  if  the  candidate  files  a 
certification  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Sen- 
ate under  penalty  of  perjury  that— 

"(A)  the  candidate  and  the  candidate's  au- 
thorized committees— 

"(1)  met  the  primary  and  runoff  election 
expenditure  limits  under  subsection  (b);  and 

"(ii)  did  not  accept  contributions  for  the 
primary  or  runoff  election  in  excess  of  the 
primary  or  runoff  expenditure  limit  under 
subsection  (b),  whichever  is  applicable,  re- 
duced by  any  amounts  transferred  to  this 
election  cycle  from  a  preceding  election 
cycle; 

"(B)  at  least  one  other  candidate  has  quali- 
fied for  the  same  general  election  ballot 
under  the  law  of  the  State  involved: 

"(C)  the  candidate  and  the  authorized  com- 
mittees of  the  candidate— 

"(i)  except  as  otherwise  provided  by  this 
title,  will  not  make  expenditures  that  exceed 
the  general  election  expenditure  limit  under 
section  502(b): 

"(ii)  will  not  accept  any  contributions  in 
violation  of  section  315:  and 

"(iii)  except  as  otherwise  provided  by  this 
title,  will  not  accept  any  contribution  for 
the  general  election  involved  to  the  extent 
that  such  contribution  would  cause  the  ag- 
gregate amount  of  contributions  to  exceed 
the  sum  of  the  amount  of  the  general  elec- 
tion expenditure  limit  under  section  S02(b). 
reduced  by  any  amounts  transferred  to  this 
election  cycle  f^m  a  previous  election  cycle 
and  not  taken  into  account  under  subpara- 
graph (AXii):  and 

"(D)  the  candidate  intends  to  make  use  of 
the  benefits  provided  under  section  503. 

"(2)  Deadline  for  filing  certification.— 
The  certification  under  paragraph  (1)  shall 
be  filed  not  later  than  7  days  after  the  ear- 
Uer  of— 


"(A)  the  date  the  candidate  qualifies  for 
the  general  election  ballot  under  State  law; 
or 

"(B)  if  under  State  law.  a  primary  or  run- 
off election  to  qualify  for  the  general  elec- 
tion ballot  occurs  after  September  1.  the 
date  the  candidate  wins  the  primary  or  run- 
off election. 

"(e)  Threshold  Contribution  Require- 
ments.— 

"(1)  In  general.— The  requirements  of  this 
subsection  are  met  if  the  candidate  and  the 
candidate's  authorized  committees  have  re- 
ceived allowable  contributions  during  the 
applicable  period  in  an  amount  at  least  equal 
to  the  lesser  of— 

"(A)  10  percent  of  the  general  election  ex- 
penditure limit  under  section  502(b);  or 

"(B)  $250,000. 

"(2)  DEFiNmoNS.— For  purposes  of  this 
title— 

"(A)  the  term  'allowable  contributions" 
means  contributions  that  are  made  as  gifts 
of  money  by  an  individual  imrsuant  to  a 
written  instrument  identifying  such  individ- 
ual as  the  contributor,  except  that  such  term 
shall  not  include  contributions  from  individ- 
uals residing  outside  the  candidate's  State  to 
the  extent  such  contributions  exceed  40  per- 
cent of  the  aggregate  allowable  contribu- 
tions (without  regard  to  this  subparagraph) 
received  by  the  candidate  during  the  applica- 
ble period;  and 

"(B)  the  term  'applicable  period'  means — 

"(i)  the  period  beginning  on  January  1  of 
the  calendar  year  preceding  the  calendar 
year  of  the  general  election  involved  and 
ending  on  the  date  on  which  the  certification 
under  subsection  (cK2)  is  filed  by  the  can- 
didate; or 

"(ii)  in  the  case  of  a  special  election  for 
the  office  of  United  States  Senator,  the  pe- 
riod beginning  on  the  date  the  vacancy  in 
such  office  occurs  and  ending  on  the  date  of 
the  general  election. 

"SEC.  SOX.  LDQTATION  ON  EXPENNTURES. 

"(a)  Limitation  on  Use  of  Personal 
Funds.— 

"(1)  In  general. — The  aggregate  amount  of 
expenditures  that  may  be  made  during  an 
election  cycle  by  an  eligible  Senate  can- 
didate or  such  candidate's  authorized  com- 
mittees from  the  sources  described  in  para- 
graph (2)  shall  not  exceed  the  lesser  of— 

"(A)  10  percent  of  the  general  election  ex- 
penditure limit  under  subsection  (b);  or 

"(B)  $250,000. 

"(2)  Sources.— A  source  is  described  in  this 
subsection  if  it  is— 

"(A)  personal  funds  of  the  candidate  and 
members  of  the  candidate's  immediate  fam- 
ily: or 

"(B)  personal  loans  incurred  by  the  can- 
didate and  members  of  the  candidate's  im- 
mediate family. 

"(3)  AMENDED  DECLARATION.— A  candidate 
who — 

"(A)  declares,  pursuant  to  this  Act,  that 
the  candidate  does  not  intend  to  expend 
funds  described  in  paragraph  (2)  in  excess  of 
$250,000;  and 

"(B)  subsequently  changes  such  declara- 
tion or  expends  such  funds  in  excess  of  that 
amount. 

shall  file  an  amended  declaration  with  the 
Commission  and  notify  all  other  candidates 
for  the  same  office  not  later  than  24  hours 
after  changing  such  declaration  or  exceeding 
such  limits,  whichever  first  occurs,  by  send- 
ing a  notice  by  certified  mall,  return  receipt 
requested. 

"(b)  General  Election  Expenditure 
Umtt.— 

"(1)  In  general.— Except  as  otherwise  pro- 
vided in  this  title,  the  aggregate  amount  of 
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expenditures  for  &  general  election  by  an  eli- 
gible Senate  candidate  and  the  candidate's 
authorized  committees  shall  not  exceed  the 
lesser  of— 

••(A)  $5,500,000;  or 

"(B)  the  greater  of— 

"(i)  1950,000;  or 

"(11)  $400,000;  plus 

"(I)  30  cents  multiplied  by  the  voting  age 
population  not  in  excess  of  4,000,000;  and 

"(II)  25  cents  multiplied  by  the  voting  age 
population  in  excess  of  4,000,000. 

"(2)  Exception. — in  the  case  of  an  eligible 
Senate  candidate  in  a  State  that  has  not 
more  than  1  transmitter  for  a  commercial 
Very  High  Frequency  (VHP)  television  sta- 
tion licensed  to  operate  in  that  State,  para- 
graph (1)(B)(U)  shall  be  applied  by  substitut- 
ing— 

"(A)  '80  cents'  for  '30  cents'  In  subclause 
(I):  and 

"(B)  '70  cents'  for  '25  cents'  in  subclause 
(H). 

"(3)  Indexing.— The  amount  otherwise  de- 
termined under  paragraph  (1)  for  any  cal- 
endar year  shall  be  increased  by  the  same 
percentage  as  the  percentage  increase  for 
such  calendar  year  under  section  501(b)(2). 

"(c)  Payment  of  Taxes.— The  limitation 
under  subsection  (b)  shall  not  apply  to  any 
expenditure  for  Federal,  State,  or  local  taxes 
with  respect  to  earnings  on  contributions 
raised. 

"(d)  Special  Exception  for  Complying 
Candidates  Running  against  Non-Comply- 
ing Candidates.— If  in  the  case  of  an  election 
with  more  than  one  candidate  where  one  or 
more  candidates  who  have  received  contribu- 
tions in  excess  of  10  percent  of  the  general 
election  limits  contained  in  this  Act  or  has 
expended  personal  funds  in  excess  of  10  per- 
cent of  the  general  election  limits  contained 
in  this  Act  choose  not  to  comply  with  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  or  violate  the  limita- 
tions on  expenditures  contained  in  this  Act, 
such  limitations  contained  in  section  502(b) 
of  this  Act  for  the  complying  candldate(s) 
shall  be  Increased  by  20  percent." 

"SBC  S03.  BENETITS  EUCmLE  CANDIDATES  EN- 
TITLED TO  RECEIVE. 

"An  eligible  Senate  candidate  shall  be  en- 
titled to  receive— 

"(1)  the  broadcast  media  rates  provided 
under  section  315(b)  of  the  Communications 
Act  of  1934; 

"(2)  the  Cree  broadcast  time  provided  under 
section  315(c)  of  such  Act;  and 

"(3)  the  reduced  postage  rates  provided  in 
section  3626(e)  of  title  39,  United  States  Code. 
"SEC  S04.  certification  by  cmoossioN. 

"(a)  In  General.— Not  later  than  48  hours 
after  an  eligible  candidate  qualifies  for  a 
general  election  ballot,  the  Commission 
shall  certify  the  candidate's  eliglbilitv  for 
bee  broadcast  time  under  section  315(b  )  of 
the  Communications  Act  of  1934.  The  C  om- 
mission  shall  revoke  such  certification  if  it 
determines  a  candidate  fails  to  continue  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  this  title. 

"(b)  Determinations  by  Commission.— All 
determinations  (including  certifications 
under  subsection  (a))  made  by  the  Commis- 
sion under  this  title  shall  be  final,  except  to 
the  extent  that  they  are  subject  to  examina- 
tion and  audit  by  the  Commission  under  sec- 
tion 505. 

"SEC.  SOS.  REPAYMENTS;  ADDITIONAL  CIVIL  PEN- 
ALTIES. 

"(a)  Excess  Payments;  Revocation  of 
Status.- If  the  Commission  revokes  the  cer- 
tlQcatioa  of  a  candidate  as  an  eligible  Sen- 
ate candidate  under  section  504(a),  the  Com- 
mission shall  notify  the  candidate,  and  the 
candidate  shall  pay  an  amount  equal  to  the 


value  of  the  benefits  received  under  this 
title. 

"(b)  Misuse  of  BENEnrs.- If  the  Commis- 
sion determines  that  any  benefit  made  avail- 
able to  an  eligible  Senate  candidate  under 
this  title  was  not  used  as  provided  for  in  this 
title,  or  that  a  candidate  has  violated  any  of 
the  spending  limits  contained  in  this  Act, 
the  Commission  shall  so  notify  the  candidate 
and  the  candidate  shall  pay  an  amount  equal 
to  the  value  of  such  benefit.". 

(b)  TRANsmoN  Period.— Expenditures 
made  before  January  1,  1997,  shall  not  be 
counted  as  expenditures  for  purposes  of  the 
limitations  contained  in  the  amendment 
made  by  subsection  (a). 

SEC. 12.  FREE  BROADCAST  TIME. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  315  of  the  Com- 
munications Act  of  1934  (47  U.S.C.  315)  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  sub-;ection  (a) — 

(A)  by  striking  "within  the  meaning  of  this 
subsection"  and  inserting  "within  the  mean- 
ing of  this  subsection  and  subsection  (c)"; 

(B)  by  redesignating  subsections  (c)  and  (d) 
as  subsections  (d)  and  (e),  respectively;  and 

(C)  by  inserting  immediately  after  sub- 
section (b)  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(c)(1)  An  eligible  Senate  candidate  who 
has  qualified  for  the  general  election  ballot 
shall  be  entitled  to  receive  a  total  of  30  min- 
utes of  free  broadcast  time  from  broadcast- 
ing stations  within  the  State  or  an  adjacent 
State. 

"(2)(A)  Unless  a  candidate  elects  otherwise, 
the  broadcast  time  made  available  under 
this  subsection  shall  be  between  6;00  p.m. 
and  10:00  p.m.  on  any  day  that  falls  on  Mon- 
day through  Friday. 

"(B)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this 
Act,  a  candidate  may  use  such  time  as  the 
candidate  elects  except  that  such  time  may 
not  be  used  in  intervals  of  less  than  30  sec- 
onds or  more  than  5  minutes. 

"(C)  A  candidate  may  not  request  more 
than  15  minutes  of  fi-ee  broadcast  time  be 
aired  by  any  one  broadcasting  station. 

"(3)(A)  In  the  case  of  an  election  among 
more  than  2  candidates,  the  broadcast  time 
provided  under  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  allo- 
cated as  follows: 

"(i)  The  amount  of  broadcast  time  that 
shall  be  provided  to  the  candidate  of  a  minor 
party  shall  be  equal  to  the  number  of  min- 
utes allocable  to  the  State  multiplied  by  the 
percentage  of  the  number  of  popular  votes 
received  by  the  candidate  of  that  party  in 
the  preceding  general  election  for  the  Senate 
in  the  State  (or  if  subsection  (d)(4)(B)  ap- 
plies, the  percentage  determined  under  such 
subsection). 

"(ii)  The  amount  of  broadcast  time  re- 
maining after  assignment  of  broadcast  time 
to  minor  party  candidates  under  clause  (i) 
shall  be  allocated  equally  between  the  major 
party  candidates. 

"(B)  In  the  case  of  an  election  where  only 
1  candidate  qualifies  to  be  on  the  general 
election  ballot,  no  time  shall  be  required  to 
be  provided  by  a  licensee  under  this  sub- 
section. 

"(4)  The  Federal  Election  Commission 
shall  by  regulation  exempt  trom  the  require- 
ments of  this  subsection— 

"(A)  a  licensee  whose  signal  is  broadcast 
substantially  nationwide:  and 

"(B)  a  licensee  that  establishes  that  such 
requirements  would  impose  a  significant  eco- 
nomic hardship  on  the  licensee.";  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (d),  as  redesignated— 

(A)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (1); 

(B)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (2)  and  inserting  a  semicolon;  and 


(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraphs: 

"(3)  the- term  'major  party'  means,  with  re- 
spect to  an  election  for  the  United  States 
Senate  in  a  State,  a  political  party  whose 
candidate  for  the  United  States  Senate  in 
the  preceding  general  election  for  the  Senate 
in  that  State  received,  as  a  candidate  of  that 
party,  25  percent  or  more  of  the  number  of 
popular  votes  received  by  all  candidates  for 
the  Senate: 

"(4)  the  term  'minor  party'  means,  with  re- 
spect to  an  election  for  the  United  States 
Senate  in  a  State,  a  political  party- 

"(A)  whose  candidate  for  the  United  States 
Senate  in  the  preceding  general  election  for 
the  Senate  in  that  State  received  5  percent 
or  more  but  less  than  25  percent  of  the  num- 
ber of  popular  votes  received  by  all  can- 
didates for  the  Senate;  or 

"(B)  whose  candidate  for  the  United  States 
Senate  in  the  current  general  election  for 
the  Senate  in  that  State  has  obtained  the 
signatures  of  at  least  5  percent  of  the  State's 
registered  voters,  as  determined  by  the  chief 
voter  registration  official  of  the  State,  in 
support  of  a  petition  for  an  allocation  of  fi-ee 
broadcast  time  under  this  subsection;  and 

"(5)  the  term  'Senate  election  cycle' 
means,  with  respect  to  an  election  to  a  seat 
in  the  United  States  Senate,  the  6-year  pe- 
riod ending  on  the  date  of  the  general  elec- 
tion for  that  seat.". 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  general 
elections  occurring  after  December  31,  1996 
(and  the  election  cycles  relating  thereto). 
SEC.  13.  BROADCAST  RATES  AND  PREEMP- 
TION. 

(a)  Broadcast  Rates.— Section  315(b)  of 
the  Communications  Act  of  1934  (47  U.S.C. 
315(b))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "(b)  The  changes"  and  in- 
serting "(b)(1)  The  changes"; 

(2)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2) 
as  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B),  respectively; 

(3)  in  paragraph  (1)(A),  as  redesignated— 

(A)  by  striking  "forty-five"  and  inserting 
"30";  and 

(B)  by  striking  "lowest  unit  charge  of  the 
station  for  the  same  class  and  amount  of 
time  for  the  same  period"  and  inserting 
"lowest  charge  of  the  station  for  the  same 
amount  of  time  for  the  same  period  on  the 
same  date";  and 

(4)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(2)  In  the  case  of  an  eligible  Senate  can- 
didate (as  described  in  section  501(a)  of  the 
Federal  Election  Campaign  Act),  the  charges 
for  the  use  of  a  television  broadcasting  sta- 
tion during  the  30-day  period  and  60-day  pe- 
riod referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)(A)  shall  not 
exceed  50  percent  of  the  lowest  charge  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (1)(A).". 

(b)  Preemption;  Access.— Section  315  of 
such  Act  (47  U.S.C.  315),  as  amended  by  sec- 
tion   12(a),  is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  subsections  (d)  and  (e) 
as  redesignated,  as  subsections  (e)  and  (f),  re- 
spectively; and 

(2)  by  inserting  immediately  after  sub- 
section (c)  the  following  subsection: 

"(dXl)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2), 
a  licensee  shall  not  preempt  the  use,  during 
any  period  specified  in  subsection  (b)(1)(A), 
of  a  broadcasting  station  by  an  eligible  Sen- 
ate candidate  who  has  purchased  and  paid  for 
such  use  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)(2). 

"(2)  If  a  program  to  be  broadcast  by  a 
broadcasting  station  is  preempted  because  of 
circumstances  beyond  the  control  of  the 
broadcasting  station,  any  candidate  adver- 
tising spot  scheduled  to  be  broadcast  during 
that  program  may  also  be  preempted.". 
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(c)  Revocation  of  License  for  Failure  To 
Permit  access.— Section  312(a)a)  of  the 
Communications  Act  of  1984  (47  U.S.C. 
312(a)(7))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "or  repeated"; 

(2)  by  inserting  "or  cable  system"  after 
"broadcasting  station";  and 

(3)  by  striking  "his  candidacy"  and  insert- 
ing "the  candidacy  of  such  person,  under  the 
same  terms,  conditions,  and  business  prac- 
tices as  apply  to  its  most  favored  adver- 
tiser". 

(d)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  the  gen- 
eral elections  occurring  after  December  31, 

1995  (and  the  election  cycles  relating  there- 
to). 

SEC 14.  REDUCED  POSTAGE  RATES. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  3626(e)  of  title  39, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  in  paragraph  (2)— 

(A)  in  subparagraph  (A>— 

(i)  by  striking  "and  the  National"  and  in- 
serting "the  National";  and 

(il)  by  inserting  before  the  semicolon  the 
following:  ",  and,  subject  to  paragraph  (3). 
the  principal  campaign  committee  of  an  eli- 
gible Senate  candidate;"; 

(B)  in  subparagraph  (B),  by  striking  "and" 
after  the  semicolon; 

(C)  in  subparagraph  (C),  by  striking  the  pe- 
riod and  inserting  a  semicolon;  and 

(D)  by  adding  after  subparagraph  (C)  the 
following  new  subparagraphs: 

"(D)  the  term  'principal  campaign  commit- 
tee' has  the  meaning  given  such  term  in  sec- 
tion 301  of  the  Federal  Election  Campaign 
Act  of  1971;  and 

"(E)  the  term  'eligible  Senate  candidate" 
has  the  meaning  given  such  term  in  section 
501(a)  of  the  Federal  Election  Campaign  Act 
of  1971.";  and 

(2)  by  adding  after  paragraph  (2)  the  follow- 
ing new  paragraph: 

"(3)  The  rate  made  available  under  this 
subsection  with  respect  to  an  eligible  Senate 
candidate  shall  apply  only  to  that  number  of 
pieces  of  mail  equal  to  2  times  the  number  of 
individuals  in  the  voting  age  population  (as 
certified  under  section  315(e)  of  such  Act)  of 
the  State.". 

(b)  EFFEcnvE  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  the  gen- 
eral elections  occurring  after  December  31, 

1996  (and  the  election  cycles  relating  there- 
to). 

SEC 15.  CONTRIBirnON  LDOT  FOR  EUGIBLE 

SENATE  CANDIDATES. 

Section  315(a)(1)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C. 
44Ia(a)(l))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "except  as  provided  in  sub- 
paragraph (B),"  before  "to"  in  subparagraph 
(A); 

(2)  by  redesignating  subparagraphs  (B)  and 
(C)  as  subparagraphs  (C)  and  (D),  respec- 
tively; and 

(3)  by  inserting  immediately  after  subpara- 
graph (A)  the  following  new  subparagraph: 

"(B)  to  any  eligible  Senate  candidate  and 
the  authorized  political  committees  of  such 
candidate  with  respect  to  any  election  for 
the  office  of  United  States  Senator  (If  any 
other  Senate  candidate  chooses  not  to  com- 
ply with  the  expenditure  limits  contained  in 
this  Act  and  has  received  contributions  in 
excess  of  10  percent  of  the  general  election 
limits  contained  in  this  Act  or  has  expended 
personal  fiinds  in  excess  of  10  percent  of  the 
general  election  limits  contained  in  this  Act) 
which,  in  the  aggregate,  exceed  $2,000;". 


Subtitle  B— Redaction  of  Special  Interest 
Inflnence 
CHAPTER  1— ELIMINATION  OF  POLITICAL 
ACTION  COMMITTEES  FROM  FEDERAL 
ELECTION  ACTIVITIES 

SEC.  21.  BAN  ON  ACTIVmES  OF  POUTICAL 

ACTION  COMMTITEES  IN   FEDERAL 
ELECTIONS. 

(a)  In  General.— Title  m  of  FECA  (2 
U.S.C.  301  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  section: 

"BAN  ON  federal  ELECTION  ACI'IVITIES  BY 
POLITICAL  ACTION  COMMriTEES 

"Sec.  324.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  this  Act,  no  person  other  than  an 
individual  or  a  political  committee  may 
make  contributions,  solicit  or  receive  con- 
tributions, or  make  expenditures  for  the  pur- 
pose of  influencing  an  election  for  Federal 
office.". 

(b)  DEFiNmoN  OF  PouncAL  Committee.- 
(1)  Section  301(4)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  431(4))  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(4)  The  term  'political  committee" 
means — 

"(A)  the  principal  campaign  committee  of 
a  candidate: 

"(B)  any  national.  State,  or  district  com- 
mittee of  a  political  party,  including  any 
subordinate  conunittee  thereof; 

"(C)  any  local  committee  of  a  political 
party  that— 

"(i)  receives  contributions  aggregating  in 
excess  of  $5,000  during  a  calendar  year; 

"(ii)  makes  payments  exempted  trom  the 
definition  of  contribution  or  expenditure 
under  paragraph  (8)  or  (9)  aggregating  in  ex- 
cess of  $5,000  during  a  calendar  year:  or 

"(iii)  makes  contributions  or  expenditures 
aggregating  in  excess  of  $1,000  during  a  cal- 
endar year;  and 

"(D)  any  committee  jointly  established  by 
a  principal  campaign  committee  and  any 
committee  described  in  subi)aragraph  (B)  or 
(C)  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  joint  fund- 
raising  activities.". 

(2)  Section  316(b)(2)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C. 
441b(b)(2))  is  amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  "or"  after  "subject;"; 

(B)  by  striking  "and  their  families;  and" 
and  inserting  "and  their  families.";  and 

(C)  by  striking  subparagraph  (C). 

(c)  Candidate's  Committees.— <1)  Section 
315(a)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  441a(a))  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  para- 
graph: 

"(9)  For  the  purjxDses  of  the  limitations 
provided  by  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2).  any  polit- 
ical committee  that  is  established,  financed, 
maintained,  or  controlled,  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, by  any  candidate  or  Federal  office- 
holder shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  authorized 
committee  of  such  candidate  or  office- 
holder.". 

(2)  Section  302(eK3)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  432) 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(3)  No  political  committee  that  supports, 
or  has  supported,  more  than  one  candidate 
may  be  designated  as  an  authorized  commit- 
tee, except  that— 

"(A)  a  crjididate  for  the  office  of  President 
nominated  by  a  political  party  may  des- 
ignate the  national  committee  of  such  politi- 
cal party  as  the  candidate's  principal  cam- 
paign committee,  if  that  national  committee 
maintains  separate  books  of  account  with  re- 
spect to  its  functions  as  a  principal  cam- 
paign committee;  and 

"(B)  a  candidate  may  designate  a  political 
committee  established  solely  for  the  purpose 
of  joint  fundraising  by  such  candidates  as  an 
authorized  conunittee.". 

(d)  Rlxes  Appucable  When  Ban  not  in 
EFFECT.— (1)  For  purposes  of  FECA,  during 


any  period  beginning  after  the  effective  date 
in  which  the  limitation  under  section  324  of 
that  Act  (as  added  by  subsection  (a))  is  not 
in  effect— 

(A)  the  amendments  made  by  subsections 
(a),  (b),  and  (c)  shall  not  be  in  effect: 

(B)  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  a  multi- 
candidate  political  committee,  intermediary, 
or  conduit  (as  that  term  is  defined  in  section 
315(a)(8)  of  FECA,  as  amended  by  section 

51  of  this  title),  to  make  a  contribution 

to  a  candidate  for  election,  or  nomination 
for  election,  to  Federal  office  (or  an  author- 
ized committee)  to  the  extent  that  the  mak- 
ing or  accepting  of  the  contribution  will 
cause  the  amount  of  contributions  received 
by  the  candidate  and  the  candidate's  author- 
ized committees  from  multicandidate  politi- 
cal committees  to  exceed  20  percent  of  the 
aggregate  Federal  election  spending  limits 
applicable  to  the  candidate  for  the  election 
cycle;  and 

(C)  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  a  political  com- 
mittee, intermediary,  or  conduit,  as  that 
term  is  defined  in  section  315(a)(8)  of  FECA 

(as  amended  by  section 51  of  this  title), 

to  make  a  contribution  to  a  candidate  for 
election,  or  a  nomination  for  an  election,  to 
Federal  office  (or  an  authorized  committee 
of  such  candidate)  in  excess  of  the  amount 
an  individual  is  allowed  to  give  directly  to  a 
candidate  or  a  candidate's  authorized  com- 
mittee. 

(2)  A  candidate  or  authorized  committee 
that  receives  a  contribution  from  a  multi- 
candidate  political  committee  in  excess  of 
the  amount  allowed  under  jMuragraph  (1)(B) 
shall  return  the  amount  of  such  excess  con- 
tribution to  the  contributor. 

CHAPTER  2-PROVISIONS  RELATING  TO 
SOFT  MONEY  OF  POLITICAL  PARTIES 
SEC. SI.  NATIONAL  COMMnTEES. 

A  national  committee  of  a  political  party, 
including  the  national  congressional  cam- 
paign committees  of  a  political  party,  and 
any  officers  or  agents  of  such  party  commit- 
tees, shall  not  solicit  or  receive  any  con- 
tributions, donations,  or  transfers  of  funds, 
or  spend  any  funds,  not  subject  to  the  limita- 
tions, prohibitions,  and  reporting  require- 
ments of  this  title.  This  provision  shall 
apply  to  any  entity  that  is  established,  fi- 
nanced, maintained  or  controlled  by  a  na- 
tional committee  of  a  political  party,  includ- 
ing the  national  congressional  campaign 
committees  of  a  political  party,  and  any  offi- 
cer or  agents  of  such  party  committees, 
other  than  an  entity  that  is  regulated  by  sec- 
tion   32  of  this  Act. 

SEC  32.  STATE,  DISTRICT,  AND  LOCAL  COM- 
MnTEES 

(a)  Any  amount  expended  or  disbursed  by  a 
State,  district,  or  local  committee  of  a  polite 
ical  party,  during  a  calendar  year  in  which  a 
Federal  election  is  held,  for  any  activity 
which  might  affect  the  outcome  of  a  Federal 
election,  including  but  not  limited  to  any 
voter  registration  and  get-ont-the-vote  ac- 
tivity, any  generic  campaign  activity,  and 
any  communication  that  identifies  a  Federal 
candidate  (regardless  of  whether  a  State  or 
local  candidate  is  also  mentioned  or  identi- 
fied) shall  be  made  from  funds  subject  to  the 
limitations,  prohibitions  and  reporting  re- 
quirements of  this  title. 

(b)  Paragraph  (a)  shall  not  apply  to  ex- 
penditures or  disbursements  made  by  a 
State,  district  or  local  committee  of  a  politi- 
cal party  for — 

(1)  a  contribution  to  a  candidate  other 
than  for  Federal  office,  provided  that  such 
contribution  is  not  designated  or  otherwise 
earmarked  to  pay  for  activities  described  in 
subparagraph  (a)  above; 


12450 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORDS-SENATE 


May  23,  1996 


(2)  the  costs  of  a  State  or  district/local  po- 
litical convention; 

(3)  the  non-Federal  share  of  a  State,  dis- 
trict or  local  party  committee's  administra- 
tive and  overhead  expenses  (but  not  includ- 
ing the  compensation  in  any  month  of  any 
individual  who  spends  more  than  20  percent 
of  his  or  her  time  on  activity  during  such 
month  which  may  affect  the  outcome  of  a 
Federal  election).  For  purposes  of  this  provi- 
sion, the  non-federal  share  of  a  party  com- 
mittee's administrative  and  overhead  ex- 
penses shall  be  determined  by  applying  the 
ratio  of  the  non-Federal  disbursements  to 
the  total  Federal  expenditures  and  non-Fed- 
eral disbursements  nuuie  by  the  committee 
during  the  previous  presidential  election 
year  to  the  committee's  administrative  and 
overhead  expenses  in  the  election  year  in 
question; 

(4)  the  costs  of  grassroots  campaign  mate- 
rials, including  buttons,  bumper  stickers, 
and  yard  signs,  which  material  solely  name 
or  depict  a  State  or  local  candidate;  and 

(5)  the  cost  of  any  campaign  activ- 
ity conducted  solely  on  behalf  of  a 
clearly  identified  State  or  local  can- 
didate, provided  that  such  activity  is 
not  covered  by  subparagraph  (a)  above. 

(c)  Any  amount  spent  by  a  national.  State. 
district  or  local  committee  or  entity  of  a  po- 
litical party  to  raise  funds  that  are  used,  in 
whole  or  in  part,  to  pay  the  costs  of  any  ac- 
tivity covered  by  paragraph  2(a)  above  shall 
be  made  from  funds  subject  to  the  limita- 
tions, prohibitions,  and  reporting  require- 
ments of  this  title. 

This  provision  shall  apply  to  any  entity 
that  is  established,  financed,  maintained,  or 
controlled  by  a  State,  district  or  local  com- 
mittee of  a  political  party  or  any  agent  or 
officer  of  such  party  committee  in  the  same 
manner  as  it  applies  to  that  committee. 

SEC ^SS.  TAX-EXEMPT  ORGANIZATIONS. 

No  national.  State,  district  or  local  com- 
mittee of  a  political  party  shall  solicit  any 
funds  for  or  make  any  donations  to  any  orga- 
nization that  is  exempt  firom  Federal  tax- 
ation under  26  U.S.C.  501(c). 
SEC ^14.  CANDIDAlEa 

No  candidate  for  Federal  offlce.  individual 
holding  Federal  office,  or  any  agent  of  such 
candidate  or  officeholder,  may  solicit  or  re- 
ceive any  funds  in  connection  with  any  Fed- 
eral election  unless  such  funds  are  subject  to 
the  limitations,  prohibitions  and  reporting 
requirements  of  this  title.  This  provision 
shall  not  apply  to  the  solicitation  or  receipt 
of  funds  by  an  individual  who  is  a  candidate 
for  a  non-Federal  office  if  such  activity  is 
permitted  under  State  law  for  such  individ- 
ual's non-Federal  campaign  committee. 
SEC ^SB.  BEFOSTING  REQUIREMENTS. 

(a)  Reporting  Requirements.— Section  304 
of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  434)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(d)  Political  CtoMMrrrEES.— <1)  The  na- 
tional conmiittee  of  a  political  party,  any 
congressional  campaign  committee  of  a  po- 
litical party,  and  any  subordinate  committee 
of  either,  shall  report  all  receipts  and  dis- 
bursements during  the  reporting  period, 
whether  or  not  in  connection  with  an  elec- 
tion for  Federal  office. 

"(2)  A  political  committee  (not  described 
in  paragraph  (1))  to  which  section  325  applies 
shall  report  all  receipts  and  disbursements 
including  separate  schedules  for  receipts  and 
disborsements  for  any  State  Party  Grass- 
roots Fund  described  in  section  301(21). 

"(3)  Any  political  conunittee  to  which  sec- 
tion 325  ajqplies  shall  include  in  its  report 
under  paragraph  (1)  or  (2)  the  amount  of  any 


transfer  described  in  section  325(d)(2)  and 
shall  itemize  such  amounts  to  the  extent  re- 
quired by  subsection  (b)(3)(A). 

"(4)  Any  political  committee  to  which 
paragraph  (1)  or  (2)  does  not  apply  shall  re- 
port any  receipts  or  disbursements  that  are 
used  in  connection  with  a  Federal  election. 

"(5)  If  a  political  committee  has  receipts 
or  disbursements  to  which  this  subsection 
applies  irom  any  person  aggregating  in  ex- 
cess of  5200  for  any  calendar  year,  the  politi- 
cal committee  shall  separately  itemize  its 
reporting  for  such  person  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  required  in  subsection  (b)  (3)(A),  (5),  or 
(6). 

"(6)  Reports  required  to  be  filed  under  this 
subsection  shall  be  filed  for  the  same  time 
periods  required  for  political  committees 
under  subsection  (a).". 

(b)  Report  of  Exempt  Contributions.— 
Section  301(8)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  431(8))  is 
amended  by  inserting  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(C)  The  exclusion  provided  in  subpara- 
graph (B)(viii)  shall  not  apply  for  purposes  of 
any  requirement  to  report  contributions 
under  this  Act.  and  all  such  contributions 
aggregating  in  excess  of  S200  shall  be  re- 
ported.". 

(c)  Reports  by  State  Committees.— Sec- 
tion 304  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  434).  as  amended 
by  subsection  (a),  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(e)  Filing  of  State  Reports.— In  lieu  of 
any  report  required  to  be  filed  by  this  Act, 
the  Commission  may  allow  a  State  commit- 
tee of  a  political  party  to  file  with  the  Com- 
mission a  report  required  to  be  filed  under 
State  law  if  the  Commission  determines  such 
reports  contain  substantially  the  same  infor- 
mation.". 

(d)  Other  Reporting  Requirements.— 

(1)  authorized  committees.— Section 
304(b)(4)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  434(b)(4))  is 
amended— 

(A)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (H); 

(B)  by  inserting  "and"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (I);  and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subparagraph: 

"(J)  in  the  case  of  an  authorized  commit- 
tee, disbursements  for  the  primary  election, 
the  general  election,  and  any  other  election 
in  which  the  candidate  participates;". 

(2)  Names  and  addresses.— Section 
304(b)(5)(A)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  434(b)(5)(A))  is 
amended— 

(A)  by  striking  "within  the  calendar  year"; 
and 

(B)  by  inserting  ",  and  the  election  to 
which  the  operating  expenditure  relates" 
after  "operating  expenditure". 

CHAPTER  3- SOFT  MONEY  OF  PERSONS 
OTHER  THAN  POUTICAL  PARTIES 

SEC  4L  SOFT  MONEY  OF  PERSONS  OTHER  " 

than  P<HJnCAL  PARTIES. 

Section  304  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  434).  as 
amended  by  section  3S(c).  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  sub- 
section: 

"(f)  Election  Acnvmr  of  Persons  Other 
Than  Political  Parties.— (lXA)(i)  If  any 
person  to  which  section  325  does  not  apply 
makes  (or  obligates  to  make)  disbursements 
for  activities  described  in  section  325(b)  in 
excess  of  $2,000.  such  person  shall  file  a  state- 
ment— 

"(I)  on  or  before  the  date  that  is  48  hours 
before  the  disbursements  (or  obligations)  are 
made;  or 

"(11)  in  the  case  of  disbursements  (or  obli- 
gations) that  are  required  to  be  made  within 
14  days  of  the  election,  on  or  before  such  14th 
day. 


"(ii)  An  additional  statement  shall  be  filed 
each  time  additional  disbursements  aggre- 
gating S2.000  are  made  (or  obligated  to  be 
made)  by  a  person  described  in  clause  (i). 

"(B)  This  paragraph  shall  not  apply  to— 

"(i)  a  candidate  or  a  candidate's  authorized 
committees:  or 

"(ii)  an  independent  expenditure  (as  de- 
fined in  section  301(17)). 

"(2)  Any  statement  under  this  section  shall 
be  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  or 
the  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
and  the  Secretary  of  State  (or  equivalent  of- 
ficial) of  the  State  involved,  as  appropriate, 
and  shall  contain  such  information  as  the 
Commission  shall  prescribe,  including 
whether  the  disbursement  is  in  support  of.  or 
in  opposition  to,  1  or  more  candidates  or  any 
political  party.  The  Secretary  of  the  Senate 
or  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
shall,  as  soon  as  possible  (but  not  later  than 
24  hours  after  receipt),  transmit  a  statement 
to  the  Commission.  Not  later  than  48  hours 
after  receipt,  the  Commission  shall  transmit 
the  statement  to — 

"(A)  the  candidates  or  political  parties  in- 
volved; or 

"(B)  if  the  disbursement  is  not  in  support 
of.  or  in  opposition  to.  a  candidate  or  politi- 
cal party,  the  State  committees  of  each  po- 
litical party  in  the  State  involved. 

"(3)  The  Commission  may  make  its  own  de- 
termination that  disbursements  described  in 
paragraph  (1)  have  been  made  or  are  obli- 
gated to  be  made.  The  Commission  shall  no- 
tify the  candidates  or  political  parties  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (2)  not  later  than  24 
hours  after  its  determination.". 

CHAPTER  4— CONTRIBUTIONS 
SEC  ^51.  contributions  THROUGH  INTER- 
MEDIARIES AND  CONDUITS. 

Section  315(a)(8)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C. 
441a(aK8))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(8)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection: 

"(A)  Contributions  made  by  a  person,  ei- 
ther directly  or  indirectly,  to  or  on  behalf  of 
a  particular  candidate,  including  contribu- 
tions that  are  in  any  way  earmarked  or  oth- 
erwise directed  through  an  intermediary  or 
conduit  to  a  candidate,  shall  be  treated  as 
contributions  from  the  person  to  the  can- 
didate. If  a  contribution  is  made  to  a  can- 
didate through  an  intermediary  or  conduit, 
the  intermediary  or  conduit  shall  report  the 
original  source  and  the  intended  recipient  of 
the  contribution  to  the  Commission  and  the 
intended  recipient. 

"(B)  Contributions  made  directly  or  indi- 
rectly by  a  person  to  or  on  behalf  of  a  par- 
ticular candidate  through  an  intermediary 
or  conduit,  including  contributions  arranged 
to  be  made  by  an  intermediary  or  conduit, 
shall  be  treated  as  contributions  from  the 
intermediary  or  conduit  to  the  candidate  if— 

"(1)  the  contributions  made  through  the 
intermediary  or  conduit  are  in  the  form  of  a 
check  or  other  negotiable  instrument  made 
payable  to  the  intermediary  or  conduit  rath- 
er than  the  Intended  recipient;  or 

"(ii)  the  intermediary  or  conduit  is— 

"(I)  a  political  committee,  a  political 
party,  or  an  officer,  employee,  or  agent  of  ei- 
ther; 

"(II)  a  person  whose  activities  are  required 
to  be  reported  under  section  308  of  the  Fed- 
eral Regulation  of  Lobbying  Act  (2  U.S.C. 
267),  the  Foreign  Agents  Registration  Act  of 
1938  (22  U.S.C.  611  et  seq.),  or  any  successor 
Federal  law  requiring  a  person  who  is  a  lob- 
byist or  foreign  agent  to  report  the  activities 
of  such  person; 

"(ni)  a  person  who  is  prohibited  from  mak- 
ing contributions  under  section  316  or  a  part- 
nership; or 
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"(IV)  an  officer,  employee,  or  agent  of  a 
person  described  in  subclause  (II)  or  (HI)  act- 
ing on  behalf  of  such  person. 

"(C)  The  term  'contributions  arranged  to 
be  made'  includes— 

"(i)(I)  contributions  delivered  directly  or 
indirectly  to  a  particular  candidate  or  the 
candidate's  authorized  committee  or  agent 
by  the  person  who  facilitated  the  contribu- 
tion; and 

"(II)  contributions  made  directly  or  indi- 
rectly to  a  particular  candidate  or  the  can- 
didate's authorized  committee  or  agent  that 
are  provided  at  a  fundraising  event  spon- 
sored by  an  intermediary  or  conduit  de- 
scribed in  subparagraph  (B); 

(D)  This  paragraph  shall  not  prohibit— 

"(i)  fundraising  efforts  for  the  benefit  of  a 
candidate  that  are  conducted  by  another 
candidate  or  Federal  officeholder;  or 

"(ii)  the  solicitation  by  an  individual  using 
the  individual's  resources  and  acting  in  the 
individual's  own  name  of  contributions  from 
other  persons  in  a  manner  not  described  in 
paragraphs  (B)  and  (C).". 
CHAPTER  5— ADDITIONAL  PROmBITIONS 
ON  CONTRIBUTIONS 

SEC   ^61.   AUX>WABLE   CONTRIBUTIONS   FOR 

COMPLYING  CANDIDATES. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  Federal  Election 
Campaign  Act  of  1971.  in  order  for  a  can- 
didate to  be  considered  to  be  in  compliance 
with  the  spending  limits  contained  in  such 
Act.  not  less  than  60  percent  of  the  total  dol- 
lar amount  of  all  contributions  flxjm  individ- 
uals to  a  candidate  or  a  candidate's  author- 
ized committee,  not  including  any  expendi- 
tures, contributions  or  loans  made  by  the 
candidate,  shall  come  from  individuals  le- 
gally residing  in  the  candidate's  State. 
CHAPTER  6— INDEPENDENT 
EXPENDITURES 
SEC 71.  CLASmCA'nON  OF  ESFINinONS  RE- 
LATING TO  INDEPENDENT  EXPENDI- 
TURES. 

(a)  Independent  Expendfture  DEFmrnoN 
Amendment.— Section  301  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C. 
431)  is  amended  by  striking  paragraphs  (17) 
and  (18)  and  inserting  the  following: 

"(17)(A)  The  term  'independent  expendi- 
ture' means  an  expenditure  that — 

"(1)  contains  express  advocacy;  and 

"(ii)  is  made  without  the  participation  or 
cooperation  of.  or  without  the  consultation 
of.  a  candidate  or  a  candidate's  representa- 
tive. 

"(B)  The  following  shall  not  be  considered 
an  independent  expenditure: 

"(i)  An  expenditure  made  by— 

"(I)  an  authorized  committee  of  a  can- 
didate for  Federal  office,  or 

"(II)  a  political  committee  of  a  political 
party. 

"(ii)  An  expenditure  if  there  is  any  ar- 
rangement, coordination,  or  direction  with 
respect  to  the  expenditure  between  the  can- 
didate or  the  candidate's  agent  and  the  per- 
son making  the  expenditure. 

"(iii)  An  expenditure  if.  in  the  same  elec- 
tion cycle,  the  person  making  the  expendi- 
ture is  or  has  been — 

"(I)  authorized  to  raise  or  expend  funds  on 
behalf  of  the  candidate  or  the  candidate's  au- 
thorized committees;  or 

"(II)  serving  as  a  member,  employee,  or 
agent  of  the  candidate's  authorized  commit- 
tees in  an  executive  or  policymaking  posi- 
tion. 

"(iv)  An  expenditure  if  the  person  making 
the  expenditure  has  advised  or  counseled  the 
candidate  or  the  candidate's  agents  at  any 
time  on  the  candidate's  plans,  projects,  or 
needs  relating  to  the  candidate's  pursuit  of 
nomination  for  election,  or  election,  to  Fed- 


eral office,  in  the  same  election  cycle,  in- 
cluding any  advice  relating  to  the  can- 
didate's decision  to  seek  Federal  office. 

"(V)  An  expenditure  if  the  person  making 
the  expenditure  retains  the  professional 
services  of  any  individual  or  other  person 
also  providing  services  in  the  same  election 
cycle  to  the  candidate  in  connection  with 
the  candidate's  pursuit  of  nomination  for 
election,  or  election,  to  Federal  office,  in- 
cluding any  services  relating  to  the  can- 
didate's decision  to  seek  Federal  office.  For 
purposes  of  this  clause,  the  term  'profes- 
sional services"  shall  include  any  services 
(other  than  legal  and  accounting  services 
solely  for  purposes  of  ensuring  compliance 
with  any  Federal  law)  in  support  of  any  can- 
didate's or  candidates'  pursuit  of  nomination 
for  election,  or  election,  to  Federal  office. 
For  purposes  of  this  subparagraph,  the  per- 
son making  the  expenditure  shall  include 
any  officer,  director,  employee,  or  agent  of 
such  person. 

"(18KA)  The  term  "express  advocacy' 
means  when  a  communication  is  taken  as  a 
whole  and  with  limited  reference  to  external 
events,  an  expression  of  support  for  or  oppo- 
sition to  a  specific  candidate,  to  a  specific 
group  of  candidates,  or  to  candidates  of  a 
particular  political  party. 

"(B)  The  term  'expression  of  support  for  or 
opposition  to"  includes  a  suggestion  to  take 
action  with  respect  to  an  election,  such  as  to 
vote  for  or  against,  make  contributions  to. 
or  participate  in  campaign  activity,  or  to  re- 
fl'ain  from  taking  action.". 

(b)  Contribution  Defdotion  amend- 
ment.—Section  301(8XA)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C. 
431(8)(A))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  clause  (i),  by  striking  "or"  after  the 
semicolon  at  the  end; 

(2)  in  clause  (ii),  by  striking  the  period  at 
the  end  and  inserting  ";  or";  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
clause: 

"(iii)  any  payment  or  other  transaction  re- 
ferred to  in  paragraph  (17)(A)(i)  that  is  not 
an  independent  expenditure  under  paragraph 
(17).". 

Subtitle  C — ^MisceUaneons  Provistona 

SEC ^81.  RESTRICTIONS  ON  USE  OF  CAMPAIGN 

FUNDS  FOR  PERSONAL  PURPOSES. 

(a)  Restrictions  on  Use  of  Campaign 
Funds.— Title  m  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  431  et 
seq.),  as  amended  by  section 21.  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
section: 

"restrictions  on  use  of  campaign  FLTiJDS 

for  personal  purposes 
"Sec.  326.  (a)  An  individual  who  receives 
contributions  as  a  candidate  for  Federal  of- 
fice— 

"(1)  shall  use  such  contributions  only  for 
legitimate  and  verifiable  campaign  expenses: 
and  , 

"(2)  shall  not  use  such  contributions  for 
any  inherently  personal  purpose. 
"(b)  As  used  in  this  subsection— 
"(1)  the  term  'campaign  expenses'  means 
expenses   attributable   solely   to   bona   fide 
campaign  purposes;  and 

"(2)  the  term  'inherently  personal  purpose' 
means  a  purpose  that,  by  its  nature,  confers 
a  personal  benefit,  including  a  home  mort- 
gage rent  or  utility  payment,  clothing  pur- 
chase, noncampaign  automobile  expense, 
country  club  membership,  vacation,  or  trip 
of  a  noncampaign  nature,  household  food 
items,  tuition  payment,  admission  to  a 
sporting  event,  concert,  theatre  or  other 
form  of  entertainment  not  associated  with  a 
campaign,  dues.  fees,  or  contributions  to  a 
health  club  or  recreational  facility  and  any 


other  inherently  personal  living  expense  as 
determined  under  the  regulations  promul- 
gated pursuant  to  section  302(b)  of  the  Sen- 
ate Campaign  Finance  Reform  Act  of  1996.". 
(b)  Regulations.- Not  later  than  90  days 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  title,  the 
Federal  Election  Commission  shall  promul- 
gate regulations  consistent  with  this  title  to 
implement  subsection  (a).  Such  regulations 
shall  apply  to  all  contributions  possessed  by 
an  individual  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  title. 

SEC.    82.    CAMPAIGN    ADVERTISING    AMEND- 
MENTS. 

Section  318  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  441d)  is 
amended — 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)— 

(A)  in  the  matter  preceding  paragraph  (l>— 
(i)  by  striking  "Whenever"  and  inserting 

•Whenever  a  political  committee  makes  a 
disbursement  for  the  purpose  of  financing 
any  communication  through  any  broadcast- 
ing station,  newspaper,  magazine,  outdoor 
advertising  facility,  mailing,  or  any  other 
type  of  general  public  political  advertising, 
or  whenever"; 

(ii)  by  striking  "an  expenditure"  and  in- 
serting "a  disbursement";  and 

(iii)  by  striking  "direct":  and 

(B)  in  paragraph  (3).  by  inserting  "and  per- 
manent street  address"  after  "name";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsections: 

"(c)  Any  printed  communication  described 
in  subsection  (a)  shall  be — 

"(1)  of  sufficient  type  size  to  be  clearly 
readable  by  the  recipient  of  the  communica- 
tion; 

"(2)  contained  in  a  printed  box  set  apart 
from  the  other  contents  of  the  communica- 
tion: and 

"(3)  consist  of  a  reasonable  degree  of  color 
contrast  between  the  background  and  the 
printed  statement. 

"(d)(1)  Any  broadcast  or  cablecast  conunu- 
nication  described  in  subsection  (aXl)  or  sub- 
section (aX2)  shall  include,  in  addition  to  the 
requirements  of  those  subsections,  an  audio 
statement  by  the  candidate  that  identifies 
the  candidate  and  states  that  the  candidate 
has  approved  the  communication. 

"(2)  If  a  broadcast  or  cablecast  commu- 
nication described  in  paragraph  (1)  is  broad- 
cast or  cablecast  by  means  of  television,  the 
communication  shall  include,  in  addition  to 
the  audio  statement  under  paragraph  (1).  a 
written  statement  which — 

"(A)  appears  at  the  end  of  the  communica- 
tion in  a  clearly  readable  manner  with  a  rea- 
sonable degree  of  color  contrast  between  the 
background  and  the  printed  statement,  for  a 
iwriod  of  at  least  4  seconds;  and 

"(B)  is  accompanied  by  a  clearly  identifi- 
able photographic  or  similar  image  of  the 
candidate. 

"(e)  Any  broadcast  or  cablecast  commu- 
nication described  in  subsection  (aX3)  shuii 
include,  in  addition  to  the  requirements  of 
those  subsections,  in  a  clearly  spoken  man- 
ner, the  following  statement: 
• is  responsible  for  the  con- 
tent of  this  advertisement.'  (with  the  blank 
to  be  filled  in  with  the  name  of  the  political 
committee  or  other  person  paying  for  the 
communication  and  the  name  of  any  con- 
nected organization  of  the  payor).  If  broad- 
cast or  cablecast  by  means  of  television,  the 
statement  shall  also  appear  in  a  clearly  read- 
able manner  with  a  reasonable  degree  of 
color  contrast  between  the  background  and 
the  printed  statement,  for  a  period  of  at 
least  4  seconds.". 
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_8S.  FILING  OF  REPORTS  USING  COMPUT- 
ERS AND  FACSIMILE  MACHINES. 

Section  302(g)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  432(g))  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

"(6)(A)  The  Commission,  in  consultation 
with  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  may 
prescribe  regulations  under  which  persons 
required  to  file  designations,  statements. 
and  reports  under  this  Act— 

"(1)  are  required  to  maintain  and  file  them 
for  any  calendar  year  in  electronic  form  ac- 
cessible by  computers  if  the  person  has.  or 
has  reason  to  expect  to  have,  aggregate  con- 
tributions or  expenditures  in  excess  of  a 
threshold  amount  determined  by  the  Com- 
mission; and 

"(11)  may  maintain  and  file  them  in  that 
manner  if  not  required  to  do  so  under  regula- 
tions prescribed  under  clause  (i). 

"(B)  The  Commission.  In  consultation  with 
the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  and  the  Clerk  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  shall  prescribe 
regulations  which  allow  persons  to  file  des- 
ignations, statements,  and  reports  required 
by  this  Act  through  the  use  of  facsimile  ma- 
chines. 

"(C)  In  prescribing  regulations  under  this 
paragraph,  the  Commission  shall  provide 
methods  (other  than  requiring  a  signature  on 
the  document  being  filed)  for  verifying  des- 
ignations, statements,  and  reports  covered 
by  the  regulations.  Any  document  verified 
under  any  of  the  methods  shall  be  treated  for 
all  purposes  (including  penalties  for  perjury) 
in  the  same  manner  as  a  document  verified 
by  signature. 

"(D)  The  Secretary  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives  shall 
ensure  that  any  computer  or  other  system 
that  they  may  develop  and  maintain  to  re- 
ceive designations,  statements,  and  reports 
in  the  forms  required  or  permitted  under  this 
paragraph  is  compatible  with  any  such  sys- 
tem that  the  Commission  may  develop  and 
maintain.". 
SEC. ^BcAurars. 

(a)  Random  Audits.— Section  311(b)  of 
FECA  (2  U.S.C.  438(b))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "(1)"  before  "The  Commis- 
sion"; and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(2)  Notwithstanding  paragraph  (1),  the 
Commission  may  after  all  elections  are  com- 
pleted conduct  random  audits  and  investiga- 
tions to  ensure  voluntary  compliance  with 
this  Act.  The  subjects  of  such  audits  and  in- 
vestigations shall  be  selected  on  the  basis  of 
criteria  established  by  vote  of  at  least  4 
members  of  the  Commission  to  ensure  im- 
partiality in  the  selection  process.  This  para- 
graph does  not  apply  to  an  authorized  com- 
mittee of  a  candidate  for  President  or  Vice 
President  subject  to  audit  under  title  VI  or 
to  an  authorized  committee  of  an  eligible 
Senate  candidate  or  an  eligible  House  can- 
didate subject  to  audit  under  section 
522(a).". 

(b)  Extension  of  Period  During  Which 
Campaign  audits  May  Be  Begun.— Section 
311(b)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  438(b))  Is  amended  by 
strikiiig  "6  months"  and  inserting  "12 
months". 

SEC.  8&  UMIT  ON  CONGRESSIONAL  USE  OF 

THE  FRANKING  PBIVILEGE. 

Section  321(Ka)(6)(A)  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(A)  A  Member  of  Congress  shall  not  mall 
any  mass  mailing  as  franked  mail  during  a 
year  in  which  there  will  be  an  election  for 
the  seat  held  by  the  Member  durint  the  pe- 
riod between  January  1  of  that  year  and  the 


date  of  the  general  election  for  that  Office, 
unless  the  Member  has  made  a  public  an- 
nouncement that  the  Member  will  not  be  a 
candidate  for  reelection  to  that  year  or  for 
election  to  any  other  Federal  office.". 

SEC. ^8&  AUTHORmr  TO  SEEK  INJUNCTION. 

Section  309(a)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  437g(a))  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(13XA)  If,  at  any  time  in  a  proceeding  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (1),  (2).  (3).  or  (4),  the 
Commission  believes  that— 

"(I)  there  is  a  substantial  likelihood  that  a 
violation  of  this  Act  is  occurring  or  is  about 
to  occur; 

"(ii)  the  failure  to  act  expeditiously  will 
result  in  irreparable  harm  to  a  party  affected 
by  the  potential  violation; 

"(ill)  expeditious  action  will  not  cause 
undue  harm  or  prejudice  to  the  interests  of 
others;  and 

"(iv)  the  public  interest  would  be  best 
served  by  the  issuance  of  an  injunction, 
the  Commission  may  initiate  a  civil  action 
for  a  temporary  restraining  order  or  a  tem- 
porary injunction  pending  the  outcome  of 
the  proceedings  described  in  paragraphs  (1). 
(2),  (3).  and  (4). 

"(B)  An  action  under  subparagraph  (A) 
shall  be  brought  in  the  United  States  district 
court  for  the  district  in  which  the  defendant 
resides,  transacts  business,  or  may  be  found, 
or  in  which  the  violation  is  occurring,  >»»« 
occurred,  or  is  about  to  occur."r 

(2)  in  paragraph  (7).  by  striking  "(5)  or  (6)" 
and  inserting  "(5).  (6).  or  (13)";  and 

(3)  in  paragraph  (11).  by  striking  "(6)"  and 
inserting  "(6)  or  (13)". 

SEC. 87.  SEVERABILITr. 

If  any  provision  of  this  title,  an  amend- 
ment made  by  this  title,  or  the  application 
of  such  provision  or  amendment  to  any  per- 
son or  circumstance  is  held  to  be  unconstitu- 
tional, the  remainder  of  this  title,  the 
amendments  made  by  this  title,  and  the  ap- 
plication of  the  provisions  of  such  to  any 
person  or  circumstance  shall  not  be  affected 
thereby. 

SEC.  8&  EXPEDITED  REVIEW  OF  CONSTITU- 
TIONAL ISSUE& 

(a)  DiRECr  APPEAL  TO  SUPREJiE  (30URT.— An 

appeal  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  from  any  inter- 
locutory order  or  final  judgment,  decree,  or 
order  issued  by  any  court  ruling  on  the  con- 
stitutionality of  any  provision  of  this  title 
or  amendment  made  by  this  title. 

(b)  ACCEPTANCE  AND  EXPEDITION.— The  Su- 
preme Court  shall,  if  it  has  not  previously 
ruled  on  the  question  addressed  in  the  ruling 
below,  accept  jurisdiction  over,  advance  on 
the  docket,  and  expedite  the  appeal  to  the 
greatest  extent  possible. 

SEC. SSl  reporting  REQUIREMENTS. 

(a)  Contributors.— Section  302(c)(3)  of 
FECA  (2  U.S.C.  432(c)(3))  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing "5200"  and  inserting  "$50". 

(b)  Disbursements.— Section  302(c)(5)  of 
FECA  (2  U.S.C.  432(c)(5))  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing "$200"  and  inserting  "$50". 

SEC 90.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  title, 
the  amendments  made  by,  and  the  provisions 
of,  this  title  shall  take  effect  on  January  1, 
1997. 

SEC •!.  REGULATIONS. 

The  Federal  Election  Commission  shall 
prescribe  any  regulations  required  to  carry 
out  this  title  not  later  than  9  months  after 
the  effective  date  of  this  title. 
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MURKOWSKI  AMENDMENT  NO.  4039 
(Ordered  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources.) 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI  submitted  an 
amendment  intended  to  be  proixjsed  by 
him  to  the  bill  (S.  1804)  to  make  tech- 
nical and  Other  changes  to  the  laws 
dealing  with  the  Territories  and  Freely 
Associated  States  of  the  United  States; 
as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  following  new 
section: 

"SEC.  9.  BIKINI  AND  ENEWETAK  MEDICAL  CARE. 

In  fulfillment  of  the  terms  of  Public  Law 
96-205  and  section  103(h)(1)  of  Public  Law  9»- 
239,  the  Secretary  of  Energy  shall  include 
the  populations  of  Bikini  and  Enewetak 
within  its  existing  special  medical  care  pro- 
gram in  the  Marshall  Islands  at  the  request 
of  the  local  government  and  on  a  reimburs- 
able basis. 


THE  CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET 
CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION 


BYRD  (AND  OTHERS)  AMENDMENT 
NO.  4040 

Mr.  BYRD  (for  himself.  Mr.  Binga- 
MAN.  and  Mr.  Lautenberg)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  Senate  Concurrent  Res- 
olution 57,  supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  3,  line  5,  Increase  the  amount  by 
$201,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  6,  increase  the  amount  by 
$408,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  7,  Increase  the  amount  by 
$649,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  8,  increase  the  amount  by 
$946,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  9.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,068,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  10,  increase  the  amount  by 
SI.142.000.000. 

On  page  3,  line  14,  increase  the  amount  by 
$201,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 
$408,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  16.  Increase  the  amount  by 
$649,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  17.  increase  the  amount  by 
$946,000,000. 

On  page  3.  line  18.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,068,000,000. 

On  page  3,  line  19,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,142,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  8,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,011,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  9,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,049,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  10,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,089,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  11,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,131,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  12,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,068,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  13.  Increase  the  amount  by 
$1,110,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
$201,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  18,  increase  the  amount  by 
$408,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  19.  increase  the  amount  by 
$849,000,000. 

On  page  4,  line  20.  Increase  the  amount  by 
$946,000,000. 
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On  page  4.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,068,000,000. 

On  page  4.  line  22.  increase  the  amount  by 
SI. 142.000,000. 

On  page  15.  line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 
$190,000,000. 

On  page  15,  line  17,  increase  the  amount  by 
$118,000,000. 

On  page  15,  line  24,  increase  the  amount  by 
$224,000,000. 

On  page  15,  line  25,  increase  the  amount  by 
$160,000,000. 

On  page  16,  line  7,  increase  the  amount  by 
$258,000,000. 

On  page  16.  line  8.  Increase  the  amount  by 
$222,000,000. 

On  page  16.  line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 
$293,000,000. 

On  page  16.  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
$276,000,000. 

On  page  16.  line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
$228,000,000. 

On  page  16.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$312,000,000. 

On  page  17.  line  7.  Increase  the  amount  by 
$265,000,000. 

On  page  17.  line  8.  increase  the  amount  by 
$304,000,000. 

On  page  23.  line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 
$821,000,000. 

On  page  23.  line  16.  increase  the  amount  by 
$83,000,000. 

On  page  23,  line  23.  increase  the  amount  by 
$825,000,000. 

On  page  23.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$248,000,000. 

On  page  24.  line  7,  increase  the  amount  by 
$831,000,000. 

On  page  24.  line  8,  Increase  the  amount  by 
$427,000,000. 

On  page  24,  line  15,  increase  the  amount  by 
$838,000,000. 

On  page  24.  line  16,  increase  the  amount  by 
$670,000,000. 

On  page  24,  line  23,  increase  the  amount  by 
$840,000,000. 

On  page  24.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$756,000,000. 

On  page  25.  line  7,  increase  the  amount  by 
$845,000,000. 

On  page  25.  line  8.  increase  the  amount  by 
$838,000,000. 

On  page  52.  line  14.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,011,000,000. 

On  page  52.  line  15.  increase  the  amount  by 
$201,000,000. 

On  page  52.  line  21.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,049,000,000. 

On  page  52.  line  22,  increase  the  amount  by 
$408,000,000. 

On  page  52.  line  24.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,089,000,000. 

On  page  52,  line  25,  increase  the  amount  by 
$849,000,000. 

On  page  S3,  line  2.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,131,000,000. 

On  page  53.  line  3.  increase  the  amount  by 
$946,000,000. 

On  page  53,  line  5,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,068,000,000. 

On  page  53.  line  6.  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,068,000,000. 

On  page  53,  line  8,  increase  the  amount  by 
$1,110,000,000. 

On  page  53,  line  9.  Increase  the  amount  by 
$1,142,000,000. 


MURKOWSKI  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  4041 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Warner,  Mr.  McCain,  Mr.  c:hafee,  and 
Mr.  SMITH)  proposed  an  amendment  to 
amendment  No.  4022  proposed  by  Mr. 
McCain,  supra;  as  follows: 


Strike  all  after  the  word  "Sec."  and  insert: 
The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  The  Founding  Fathers  were  committed 
to  the  principle  of  civilian  control  of  the 
military; 

(2)  Every  President  since  George  Washing- 
ton has  affirmed  the  principle  of  civilian 
control  of  the  military; 

(3)  Twenty-six  President  of  the  United 
States  served  in  the  United  States  Armed 
Forces  prior  to  their  Inauguration  and  none 
of  them  claimed  the  Presidency  represented 
a  continuation  of  their  military  service; 

(4)  No  President  of  the  United  States  prior 
to  May  15,  1996.  has  ever  sought  relief  from 
legal  action  on  the  basis  of  serving  as  Com- 
mander-in-Chief of  the  United  States  Armed 
Forces; 

(5)  President  Clinton  is  the  subject  of  a 
sexual  harassment  lawsuit  filed  on  May  6, 
1994,  in  Federal  District  Court  in  Little 
Rock,  Arkansas  involving  allegations  about 
his  conduct  in  May,  1991; 

(6)  On  May  15, 1996,  a  legal  brief  filed  on  be- 
half of  the  President  of  the  United  States  in 
the  Supreme  Court  asserted  the  President  of 
the  United  States  may  be  entitled  to  the  pro- 
tections afforded  members  of  the  United 
States  Armed  Forces  under  the  Soldiers'  and 
Sailors'  Relief  Act  of  1940  (50  U.S.C.  501  et. 
al);  and 

(7)  The  purpose  of  the  Soldiers'  and  Sail- 
ors' Civil  Relief  Act  of  1940  is  to  enable  mem- 
bers of  the  military  services  "to  devote  their 
entire  energy  to  the  defense  needs  of  the  na- 
tion". 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  as- 
sumptions underlying  this  resolution  Include 
that  the  President  of  the  United  States 
should  state  unequivocally  that  he  is  not  en- 
titled to  and  will  not  seek  relief  firom  legal 
action  under  the  Sollders'  and  Sailors'  Civil 
Relief  Act  of  1940.  and  that  he  will  direct  re- 
moval from  his  legal  brief  any  reference  to 
the  protections  of  the  Act. 


NOTICE  OF  HEARING 

SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  announce  that  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Indian  Affairs  will  conduct  a 
hearing  during  the  session  of  the  Sen- 
ate on  Wednesday.  June  26,  1996.  at  9:30 
a.m.  on  amendments  to  the  Indian 
Child  Welfare  Act  [ICWA].  The  hearing 
will  be  held  in  room  485  of  the  Russell 
Senate  Office  Building. 

Those  wishing  additional  information 
should  contact  the  Committee  on  In- 
dian Affairs  at  224-2251. 

COMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATURAL 
RESOXntCES 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  announce  for  the  public 
that  a  hearing  has  been  scheduled  be- 
fore the  full  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources  to  receive  testi- 
mony regarding  S.  1804,  a  bill  to  make 
technical  and  other  changes  to  the 
laws  dealing  with  the  Territories  and 
Freely  Associated  States  of  the  United 
States,  that  I  have  introduced  today. 
The  hearing  will  also  consider  an 
amendment  that  I  have  also  introduced 
that  deals  with  medical  care  for  Bikini 
and  Enewetak  Atolls  in  the  Republic  of 
the  Marshall  Islands.  In  addition  to  the 
legislative  matters,  the  committee  will 
also  conduct  an  oversight  into  the  law 


enforcement  initiative  in  the  Common- 
wealth of  the  Northern  Mariana  Is- 
lands. While  the  report  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  is  overdue.  I  ex- 
pect that  it  will  be  submitted  in  suffi- 
cient time  for  review  and  comment  by 
the  Northern  Marianas  prior  to  the 
hearing. 

The  hearing  will  be  held  on  Tuesday, 
June  25,  1996,  it  will  begin  at  9:30  a.m., 
and  will  take  place  in  room  SD-366  of 
the  Dirksen  Senate  Office  Building  in 
Washington,  DC. 

For  further  information,  please  call 
James  P.  Beime,  senior  counsel  to  the 
committee  at  (202)  224-2564  or  Betty 
Nevitt  at  (202)  224-0765. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 

MEET 

COMMTTTEE  ON  BANKING,  HOUSING,  AND  l^tBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban 
Affairs  be  authorized  to  meet  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  on  Thursday. 
May  23.  1996.  to  conduct  a  hearing  on  S. 
1317.  the  Public  Utility  Holding  Com- 
pany Act  of  1995. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERNMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  on  behalf  of  the 
Governmental  Affairs  Committee  to 
meet  on  Thursday.  May  23  at  10  a.m. 
for  a  hearing  on  IRS  oversight. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIART 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Thursday,  May  23.  1996.  at  10  a.m.  to 
hold  an  executive  business  meeting. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMriTEE  ON  VETERANS'  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  the 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs  would 
like  to  request  unanimous  consent  to 
hold  a  hearing  on  pending  legrislation 
at  10  a.m..  on  Thursday,  May  23,  1996. 
The  hearing  will  be  held  in  room  418  of 
the  Russell  Senate  Office  Building. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON  INTELUGENCE 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  be  author- 
ized to  meet  during  the  session  of  the 
Senate  on  Thursday.  May  23,  1996.  at 
9:30  a.m.  to  hold  an  open  hearing  on  in- 
telligence matters. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SPECIAL  COMMITTEE  ON  AGING 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Special 
Committee  on  Aging  be  authorized  to 
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meet  duriog  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Thursday,  May  23,  at  9:30  a.m.  to 
hold  a  hearing  to  discuss  encouraging 
return  to  work  in  the  SSI  and  DI  Pro- 
grams. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  CHILDREN  AND  FAMILIES 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Children  and  Families  of 
the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human 
Resources  be  authorized  to  meet  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  at  9:30  a.m.. 
Thursday,  May  23,  1996,  for  a  hearing 
on  encouraging  responsible  fatherhood. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


REFORM  OF  U.S.  INTELLIGENCE 
AGENCIES 

•  Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  briefly  discuss  the  need  for  re- 
form of  our  intelligence  agencies.  This 
is  a  subject  that  has  occupied  the  Sen- 
ate Select  Committee  on  Intelligence 
at  least  since  I  was  vice  chairman  dur- 
ing the  mld-1980's,  and  I  am  encouraged 
that  the  Congress  and  the  administra- 
tion are  making  progress  on  this.  I  ap- 
plaud the  work  of  Chairman  Specter 
and  Vice  Chairman  Kerrey  for  their  ef- 
forts in  this  area. 

I  do  not  think  there  is  any  longer  a 
serious  Question  that  our  intelligence 
agencies  need  reform.  The  issue  is  what 
kind  of  reform,  and  how  much. 

For  over  40  years,  the  CIA,  the  DIA, 
the  State  Department's  Intelligence 
and  Research  Bureau,  and  every  other 
agency  or  department  that  has  ever 
had  any  pretensions  of  plasrtng  a  role  in 
national  security  or  foreign  policy, 
geared  their  intelligence  activities  to 
the  necessities  of  the  cold  war.  The  en- 
tire structure,  which  was  poorly  co- 
ordinated, duplicative,  inefficient,  and 
often  ineffective,  was  set  up  to  respond 
to  the  Soviet  threat. 

Billions  of  dollars  were  spent  on  ac- 
tivities which  today  have  little  rel- 
evance to  our  intelligence  needs  or 
budgetary  realities  and  more  impor- 
tantly. Called  to  even  predict  the  great- 
est event  since  World  War  n— the  dis- 
integration of  the  former  Soviet  Union. 

Appalling  lapses  have  only  recently 
come  to  light,  the  Aldrich  Ames  case 
being  the  most  notorious  example.  The 
CIA's  payment  of  thousands  of  dollars 
to  a  Guatemalan  colonel  who  it  had 
reason  to  believe  had  been  involved  in 
the  murder  of  an  American  citizen,  is 
another.  Unfortunately,  there  are  oth- 
ers. 

But  beyond  these  widely  publicized 
lapses  in  judgment  and  intelligence 
analysis,  a  culture  developed  within 
the  intelligence  community  that  at 
times  resulted  in  intelligence  offlcials 
withholding  crucial  information  from 


other  officials  in  the  administration 

and  Congress  who  were  formulating 
and  implementing  policy.  There  are  ex- 
amples of  station  chiefs  failing  to  dis- 
close Information  to  our  ambassadors 
about  a  matter  of  grave  importance.  In 
Guatemala,  the  CIA  station  chief  re- 
portedly failed  to  Inform  our  Ambas- 
sador of  Information  relating  to  the 
murder  of  an  American  citizen  by  Gua- 
temalan soldiers.  The  Ambassador,  left 
in  the  dark,  told  the  victim's  family 
that  the  Eimbassy  had  no  information 
about  this  crime. 

I  did  not  rise  today  simply  to  point 
out  the  failures  of  the  intelligence 
community.  Our  intelligence  agencies 
are  comprised  of  hard  working,  dedi- 
cated people  who  often  provide  critical 
and  accurate  information  to  the  Con- 
gress and  the  executive  branch.  How- 
ever, since  the  end  of  the  cold  war  our 
Intelligence  needs  have  changed  dra- 
matically while  our  intelligence  agen- 
cies have  not. 

The  U.S.  intelligence  community 
must  reinvent  Itself  to  address  more  ef- 
fectively the  growing  threats  to  our 
national  security,  including  regional 
conflicts,  the  proliferation  of  weapons 
of  mass  destruction,  international  or- 
ganized crime,  narcotics  trafficking, 
and  terrorism.  In  order  to  do  so  effec- 
tively, the  intelligence  community 
must  reduce  duplication  between  agen- 
cies, increase  efficiency,  create  a  great- 
er accountability  for  the  Director  of 
Central  Intelligence,  and  Increase  the 
role  of  oversight  to  ensure  that  the  re- 
forms are  cost  effective. 

In  response  to  the  changing  role  of 
U.S.  intelligence,  in  1994,  former  Sen- 
ator Dennis  DeConclni  and  the  senior 
Senator  Crom  Virginia,  Senator  John 
Warner,  proposed  the  creation  of  a  bi- 
partisan commission  made  up  of  Mem- 
bers of  Congress,  the  administration, 
and  the  private  sector  to  review  the 
current  condition  of  the  intelligence 
community  and  propose  ideas  for  how 
best  to  make  lasting  reforms.  The  In- 
telligence Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  1995  created  the  Commission  on 
the  Roles  and  Capabilities  of  the  U.S. 
Intelligence  Community  chaired  by 
former  Secretary  of  Defense  Les  Aspin. 
Unfortunately,  Les  passed  away  several 
months  after  his  appointment,  but  his 
enthusiasm  and  hard  work  were  not 
lost  on  the  Commission's  members  or 
its  staff. 

The  Commission's  goal  was  to  review 
the  role  of  the  U.S.  Intelligence  com- 
mimity  in  the  post-cold  war  world. 
After  almost  a  year's  work,  the  Com- 
mission Issued  its  findlngrs  and  rec- 
ommendations on  March  1, 1996. 

The  Commission  reconmiended  that 
U.S.  intelligence  agencies  should  inte- 
grate intelligence  into  the  policy  com- 
munity, expand  cooperation  between 
agencies  and  the  Congress  and  create 
greater  efficiency  in  order  to  meet  the 
intelligence  requirements  of  the  21st 
century.  I  strongly  support  these  goals. 


But  the  Commission  did  not  go  far 
enough.  I  am  convinced  that  sub- 
stantive reforms  will  not  take  root  \xn- 
less  the  Director  of  Central  Intel- 
ligence is  given  more  authority  and 
control  over  the  entire  intelligence 
budget. 

I  have  no  doubt  that  Director  Deutch 
is  one  of  the  CIA's  finest  Directors. 
However,  he  does  not  have  sufficient 
resources  at  his  disposal  to  fully  re- 
form the  many  different  intelligence 
agencies  throughout  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. 

Although  Director  Deutch  is  respon- 
sible for  approving  the  annual  budget 
for  our  national  intelligence  agencies, 
over  95  percent  of  the  intelligence 
budget  is  funded  through  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  and  85  percent  of  the 
intelligence  budget  is  utilized  by  agen- 
cies not  under  his  control.  This  must 
change. 

I  am  encouraged  that  the  Senate  In- 
telligence Committee  recently  took  a 
step  toward  providing  the  DCI  with 
greater  control  over  the  intelligence 
budget.  On  April  24,  the  committee 
supported  the  Clinton  administration's 
proposal  to  declassify  the  amount 
spent  on  the  Intelligence  budget.  More 
Importantly,  the  committee  supported 
proposals  to  give  the  DCI  a  role  in  ap- 
pointing the  heads  of  all  the  intel- 
ligence agencies  and  greater  control 
over  the  entire  intelligence  budget,  in- 
cluding those  intelligence  agencies 
within  the  Pentagon.  I  applaud  the 
committee's  actions  and  while  I  hope 
the  Senate  will  debate  this  further,  I 
urge  the  members  of  the  Senate  Armed 
Services  Conmilttee  to  support  the  In- 
telligence Committee's  goals. 

In  addition  to  providing  the  DCI  with 
more  control  over  the  intelligence 
budget,  I  believe  that  the  cloak  of  se- 
crecy should  be  removed  from  the  In- 
telligence community  to  as  great  an 
extent  as  possible.  As  a  government 
that  prides  itself  on  its  openness,  the 
United  States  should  not  restrict  ac- 
cess to  information  that  does  not  jeop- 
ardize national  security. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  the  greatest  re- 
spect for  the  senior  Senator  from  New 
York,  Senator  Moynihan,  the  former 
vice  chair  of  the  Intelligence  Commit- 
tee. Senator  Moynihan's  knowledge  of 
history  and  his  experience  both  before 
and  during  his  service  in  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate give  him  tremendous  insight  into 
how  the  Intelligence  community 
should  be  reformed. 

I  agree  with  Senator  Moynihan's  con- 
cern about  secrecy  in  the  intelligence 
conununity.  The  extraordinary  and  ex- 
cessive efforts  to  classify  harmless  in- 
formation wastes  money,  discourages 
informed  debate,  and  leads  to  inac- 
curate information  treated  as  fact  by 
the  people  who  are  responsible  for 
crafting  U.S.  foreign  policy.  In  reality, 
much  of  what  is  deemed  to  be  secret 
can  be  found  by  picking  up  the  morn- 
ing paper  or  watching  CNN. 
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I  hope  that  the  Congress  and  the  ex- 
ecutive branch  will  work  together  to 
reform  the  U.S.  intelligence  commu- 
nity. The  report  on  the  Commission  on 
the  Roles  and  Capabilities  of  the 
United  States  Intelligence  Community 
is  a  good  place  to  start,  but  Its  propos- 
als should  not  be  the  only  reforms  dis- 
cussed. We  must  continue  to  work  to 
ensure  that  the  Intelligence  commu- 
nity becomes  cost  effective  and  ad- 
dresses the  intelligence  needs  of  the 
21st  century.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  TOWN  OF  AL- 
TON'S BICENTENNIAL  CELEBRA- 
TION AND  200  YEARS  OF  HIS- 
TORY 

•  Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  congratulate  Alton,  NH,  on 
the  occasion  of  their  community  bicen- 
tennial celebration.  Almost  200  years 
ago  on  June  16,  1796,  the  town  of  Alton 
was  incorporated  by  the  New  Hamp- 
shire House  and  Senate  and  approved 
by  then-Governor  Gilman.  To  honor  200 
years  of  history,  the  citizens  of  Alton 
have  designated  1996  as  a  yeau-  of  bicen- 
tennial celebrations  with  a  variety  of 
special  town  activities.  Alton's  big  Bi- 
centennial Day  celebration  is  planned 
for  June  16  and  the  bicentennial  parade 
will  take  place  Augiist  17. 

The  history  of  Alton  began  around 
1770  when  the  first  pioneers  arrived  in 
the  area.  Early  settlers  worked  dili- 
gently to  construct  roads  and  bridges, 
schools  and  churches.  The  area  now 
known  as  Alton  these  settlers  first 
moved  to  was  truly  majestic — the 
southern  tip  of  Lake  Wlnnipesaukee 
along  the  shores  of  the  Merryroeeting 
River,  and  nestled  by  the  mountains. 
Today,  Alton  still  sits  in  a  very  pictur- 
esque area  of  the  lakes  region  of  New 
Hampshire — not  too  far  from  my  home- 
town of  Tuftonboro. 

Alton's  first  town  hall  meeting  was 
held  at  the  home  of  Capt.  Benjamin 
Bennett.  Town  officers  were  elected  on 
that  day,  March  13,  1797,  and  other  per- 
tinent town  matters  were  discussed. 
For  himdreds  of  years  now,  Alton  has 
continued  the  town  meeting  tradition. 
As  Alton's  bicentennial  proclamation 
states  on  behalf  of  Alton's  residents, 
"the  principles  of  democracy  and  self- 
governance  have  prevailed  on  issues 
such  as  spending  appropriations,  build- 
ing of  meeting  houses,  support  of  edu- 
cation, construction  of  highways  and 
bridges,  collection  of  taxes,  election  of 
political  representatives,  and  enforce- 
ment of  laws." 

A  number  of  significant  events  oc- 
curred for  Alton  in  the  1800's.  In  1849, 
the  railroad  arrived  in  the  town  and 
the  trains  continued  to  stop  in  the 
Alton  Bay  area  until  1935.  Then,  in 
1872,  the  steamer,  Mount  Washington, 
was  first  launched  in  Alton  Bay  after 
being  constructed  there.  From  1880  to 
1920,  the  Rockwell  Clough  Co.  em- 
ployed a  number  of  residents  and  be- 


came nationally  known  as  the  first 
manufacturer  of  cork  screws  and  the 
company  that  invented  paper  clips. 

Recently,  the  people  of  Alton  suf- 
fered through  a  devastating  flood  that 
destroyed  many  homes.  I  had  the  op- 
portunity to  visit  the  area  after  the 
flood  and  witnessed  how  quickly  this 
community  had  joined  together  to  re- 
build. Rescue  teams  and  volunteers, 
along  with  families  and  friends,  worked 
together  day  and  night  to  help  their 
neighbors  who  were  victims  of  the 
flood.  I  was  very  impressed  with  the 
strength  and  fortitude  this  conmaunity 
displayed. 

The  public  officials  and  residents  of 
Alton  have  planned  some  festive  activi- 
ties to  recognize  the  200  years  of  his- 
tory their  town  has  enjoyed.  A  number 
of  exhibits  will  be  on  display  in  the 
townhall  featuring  clay  pipes,  summer 
camps,  railroads,  and  the  Alton  Central 
School.  The  Alton  Historical  Society 
will  provide  a  walking  tour  of  the  city 
and  conduct  various  other  historical 
programs.  A  haunted  hay  ride  and 
haunted  house  are  also  planned  later  in 
the  year  for  Halloween.  June  16  will 
mark  the  big  anniversary  celebration 
with  day-long  activities  including  a 
family  picnic,  fireworks,  and  a  bicen- 
tennial march  to  Alton  Central  School. 

My  wife  taught  school  in  Alton,  so 
this  scenic  lakeside  town  holds  a  spe- 
cial place  in  the  hearts  of  the  Smith 
family.  I  congratulate  all  the  residents 
of  Alton  on  this  historic  milestone  and 
wish  them  all  an  enjoyable  year  of 
celebration  and  remembrance.  You  all 
should  be  very  proud  of  your  heritage 
and  200  years  of  history.* 


near  future.  And  I  ask  my  colleagues  to 
join  me  in  wishing  them  strength  to 
continue  their  search  for  Mark.* 


MARK  HIMEBAUGH 

*  Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  today  to  observe  Mark 
Hlmebaugh's  16th  birthday. 

For  those  who  do  not  know  Mark,  he 
is  one  of  America's  many  missing  chil- 
dren. In  November  1991,  when  he  was  11 
years  old,  Mark  left  his  home  in  Cape 
May  County,  NJ,  to  play.  He  was  never 
seen  again.  His  parents  have  not  seen 
him  in  4V4  years.  Despite  the  efforts  of 
his  parents,  law  enforcement,  and  an 
outstanding  group  of  volunteers,  his 
parents  say  they  are  no  closer  to  recov- 
ering Mark  than  in  November  1991. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  difficult  to  imag- 
ine the  heartache  and  sufi'ering  of  a 
parent  who  has  a  missing  child.  With 
each  passing  day,  there  is  continuing 
concern,  continuing  fear,  and  continu- 
ing prayers  for  a  safe  return. 

Unfortunately,  each  year,  thousands 
of  people  across  the  country  disappear. 
Most  of  these  are  children.  Despite  the 
increased  awareness  and  the  additional 
tools  law  enforcement  has  acquired, 
the  problem  continues  to  be  serious. 

Our  children  are  our  most  precious 
resource.  They  are  our  future.  I  hope 
with  all  my  heart  that  the  Hlmebaugh 
family  is  reunited  with  their  son  in  the 


PREVENT  TELEPHONE  FRAUD 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  briefly  highlight  the  work  of 
several  telecommunications  companies 
and  organizations,  which  together  have 
created  the  Alliance  To  Outfox  Phone 
Fraud.  This  cooperative  alliance,  which 
includes  the  Illinois  Consolidated  Tele- 
phone Co.,  Is  working  to  educate  and 
enlist  the  assistance  of  consumers  in 
preventing  telephone  fraud,  a  rapidly 
growing  crime  which  costs  consumers 
nearly  $3.7  billion  every  year. 

As  telecommunications  technology 
continues  to  improve,  the  potential  for 
fraudulent  activity  also  rises.  As  hack- 
ers have  become  sophisticated  enough 
to  keep  pace  with  new  technology,  tele- 
phone fraud  has  grown  because  con- 
sumers are  often  unaware  of  the  new 
dangers.  Telecommunications  fraud 
takes  many  forms — "shoulder  surfers 
watch  or  listen  as  customers  enter 
their  calling  card  numbers  on  pay 
phones;  criminals  posing  as  police  offi- 
cers or  telephone  company  representa- 
tives try  to  bill  calls  to  homes;  and 
high-technology  cellular  thieves  use 
cloning  devices  to  steal  cellular  phone 
serial  nvimbers. 

Summer  travelers  are  particularly 
susceptible  to  telephone  fraud.  As  we 
approach  the  hectic  summer  travel  sea- 
son, I  urge  consumers  to  take  pre- 
cautions to  ensure  that  they  do  not  be- 
come victims  of  this  increasing  crime. 
Certainly,  the  efforts  of  the  Alliance 
To  Outfox  Phone  Fraud  to  increase 
consumer  awareness  are  a  step  in  the 
right  direction.* 


JOSEPH  GARDNER:  A  LIFE  DEDI- 
CATED TO  MAKING  LIFE  BETTER 
FOR  PEOPLE  AND  EXPANDING 
THEIR  OPPORTUNITIES 

*  Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAUN.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, last  week,  the  city  of  Chicago, 
the  State  of  Illinois,  and  the  United 
States  of  America  suffered  a  grievous 
loss  because  of  the  death  of  Joseph  E. 
Gardner.  Joe  Gardner's  life  was  de- 
voted to  helping  people,  to  helping 
communities,  to  bringing  people  into 
our  economy,  to  bringing  economic 
growth  and  hope  to  communities  with- 
out much  of  either,  and  to  expanding 
opportunities  for  everyone. 

I  first  met  Joe  when  he  was  working 
at  the  Woodlawn  Organization,  more 
years  ago  than  I  care  to  remember. 
And  our  paths  have  crossed  frequently 
ever  since  then.  Joe  worked  on  a  wide 
variety  of  issues,  but  all  of  them  were 
fundamentally  about  heljiing  people, 
and  especially  poor  people,  make  their 
lives  better.  I  always  admired  his  com- 
mitment to  people  and  to  neighbor- 
hoods, and  the  energy,  the  enthusiasm, 
and  the  savvy  he  brought  to  his  work. 


12456 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  23,  1996 


Chicago  Is  a  city  of  neighborhoods, 
and  Joseph  Gardner  was  a  product  of 
Chicago  neighborhoods.  He  was  raised 
in  the  Lawndale  neighborhood  on  Chi- 
cago's West  Side,  and  he  graduated 
from  Mount  Carmel  High  School  in 
Woodlawn.  He  earned  his  undergrauiu- 
ate  degree  at  Loyola,  an  institution  in 
Chicago,  and  went  back  to  the  West 
Side  for  a  masters  degree  from  the  Uni- 
versity of  Illinois  at  Chicago. 

With  his  education  and  his  obvious 
gifts,  he  could  have  done  almost  any- 
thing. But  for  Joseph  Gardner,  edu- 
cation was  not  a  means  to  get  away 
from  his  community  and  his  neighbors. 
Rather  it  was  a  way  to  open  doors  for 
poor  neighborhoods  and  poor  people 
who  faced  closed  doors,  and  who  had 
the  doors  to  opportunity  slammed  in 
their  faces  for  far  too  long. 

Joseph  Gardner  chose  to  give  back  to 
his  city,  and  to  his  community.  He 
chose  to  devote  his  life  to  making  it 
possible  for  disadvantaged  young  peo- 
ple to  match  and  exceed  what  he  had 
accomplished.  He  fought  for  jobs,  for 
decent  housing,  for  education,  for  safe 
neighborhoods,  for  families,  and  for 
children.  Throughout  his  career  at  the 
Woodlawn  Organization,  at  Operation 
Push,  where  he  was  executive  vice- 
president,  and  in  government,  the  fight 
was  always  the  same — to  open  up  op- 
portunities for  people,  to  expand  the 
possibilities  for  people,  to  build  hope, 
and  self-respect,  and  economic  secu- 
rity. 

Joe  Gardner  made  Chicago  a  better 
place.  He  died  far  too  soon;  there  was 
still  so  much  he  wanted  to  do.  I  will 
greatly  miss  him,  and  I  know  the  peo- 
ple of  Chicago  and  the  state  of  Illinois 
will  miss  him,  particularly  the  poor 
people  he  cared  so  much  about.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  HIS  MAJESTY  KING 
BHUMIBOL  ADULYADEJ  OF  THAI- 
LAND 

•  Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  pay  tribute  to  His  Majesty 
King  Bhumibol  Adulyadej  of  Thailand, 
who  will  celebrate  the  50th  anniversary 
of  his  accession  to  the  throne  on  June 
9,  1996.  This  is  indeed  an  auspicious  oc- 
casion, as  King  Bhumibol  is  the  first 
Thai  king  to  have  reigned  for  50  years. 

King  Bhumibol  has  been  the  overseer 
and  benefactor  of  remarkable  change 
and  progress  for  his  nation.  From  the 
beginning  of  his  reign,  he  has  tirelessly 
devoted  his  time  and  effort  to  the  well- 
being  and  welfare  of  the  Thai  people. 
Under  his  stewardship,  government  has 
become  an  instrument  of  progress  for 
people,  as  evident  by  the  more  than 
1,800  royal  development  projects  he  has 
initiated  in  the  areas  of  agriculture, 
envirozmiental  conservation,  public 
health,  occupational  promotion,  water 
resources  development,  communica- 
tions, and  social  welfare. 

During  his  reign,  Thailand  has  expe- 
rienced a  dramatic  transformation  in 


its  industrial  structure  to  become  a 
leader  among  developing  nations.  Man- 
ufacturing accounts  for  over  31  percent 
of  the  nation's  economy  and  exports 
are  booming.  Textiles  have  supplanted 
rice  as  Thailand's  major  export  item, 
and  Thailand  is  now  a  major  exporter 
of  sophisticated  high- technology  prod- 
ucts. King  Bhumibol's  leadership  in  di- 
versifsring  his  nation's  economy  and 
encouraging  foreign  investment  has 
opened  new  doors  of  opportunity  and 
prosperity  to  his  people  and  has  pro- 
pelled Thailand  to  a  place  of  respected 
prominence  among  the  nations  of  the 
Pacific  rim. 

Not  only  are  the  industrial  and  tech- 
nological advances  significant,  but 
King  Bhumibol  has  achieved  these 
gains  while  preserving  the  cultural  in- 
tegrity and  national  heritage  of  the 
Thai  people.  He  is  a  much  beloved  lead- 
er and  national  patriarch,  who  has  cre- 
ated a  unique  version  of  the  modem 
monarchy.  Firmly  committed  to  the 
development  of  democratic  principles, 
he  has  always  been  on  the  side  of  peace 
and  prosperity  and  has  responsibly 
guided  his  nation  within  the  param- 
eters of  his  constitutional  authority. 

The  United  States  and  Thailand  have 
enjoyed  a  longstanding  friendship  and 
economic  partnership  from  which  both 
nations  have  tremendously  benefited.  I 
have  had  the  privilege  of  visiting  Thai- 
land on  several  occasions  to  promote 
opportunities  for  trade  and  investment 
and  have  been  profoundly  grateful  for 
the  assistance  and  hospitality  I  have 
received.  It  has  been  an  honor  and  a 
pleasure  to  work  with  this  remarkable 
nation  for  the  continued  peace  and 
prosperity  of  both  of  our  countries. 

I  know  that  my  colleagues  in  the 
U.S.  Senate  join  me  in  congratulating 
King  Bhumibol  for  his  magnificent 
leadership  and  prosperous  reign,  as  we 
look  forward  to  many  more  years  of 
friendship  with  his  great  nation.* 


CELEBRATING  THE  50TH  ANNIVER- 
SARY OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF 
VETERANS  AFFAIRS  VOLUNTARY 
SERVICE  [VAVS] 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President, 
this  year  marks  the  50th  anniversary  of 
the  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs 
Voluntary  Service  [VAVS].  Its  half- 
century  of  caring  for  veterans  and 
their  families  in  communities  across 
the  country  has  generated  more  than 
440  million  hours  of  service  and  intro- 
duced millions  of  citizens  tb  the  fulfill- 
ment and  satisfaction  of  volunteering. 

VAVS  was  bom  in  the  burgeoning, 
postwar  VA  medical  system  as  VA  hos- 
pital administrators  sought  a  way  to 
organize  the  spontaneous  volunteer 
movements  that  developed  in  commu- 
nities near  military  and  VA  hospitals. 
From  the  start,  VA  officials  recognized 
this  volunteer  movement  as  a  natural 
adjunct  to  the  quality  of  health  care 
provided  veterans.  In  April  1946,  under 


the  leadership  of  General  Omar  Brad- 
ley, then  head  of  VA,  representatives  of 
eight  national  veterans  and  service  or- 
ganizations met  in  Washington.  DC,  to 
form  a  national  advisory  committee. 
The  result  of  the  meeting  was  a  plan 
through  which  both  community  organi- 
zations and  individuals  could  partici- 
pate in  volunteering  and  help  manage 
those  volunteer  programs  locally  and 
nationally  through  advisory  commit- 
tees. 

That  plan  was  approved  May  17,  1946, 
the  birth  date  of  the  VA  Voluntary 
Service.  Today,  there  are  60  major  vet- 
eran, civic,  and  service  organizations 
participating  on  the  National  Advisory 
Conrniittee,  with  more  than  350  other 
national  and  community  organizations 
supporting  VAVS. 

Still  based  in  the  VA  health  care  sys- 
tem, VA  volunteers  have  expanded 
with  that  system  into  every  area  of  pa- 
tient care  and  support,  and  have  fol- 
lowed the  VA  mission  into  community 
settings  such  as  hospice  programs,  fos- 
ter care,  hospital-based  home  care,  vet- 
erans outreach  centers,  homeless  veter- 
ans programs,  and  special  events  for 
the  disabled.  In  addition,  community 
volunteers  work  increasingly  with 
VA's  other  service  delivery  venues  such 
as  benefits  offices  and  national  ceme- 
teries. 

VAVS  volunteers  have  been  particu- 
larly active  in  supporting  community 
programs  aimed  at  reaching  and  serv- 
ing the  homeless.  These  l-to-3  day 
events  offer  a  variety  of  services  to  the 
homeless,  and  VA  resources  focus  on 
assisting  veterans,  who  make  up  at 
least  one-third  of  the  homeless  male 
population  in  a  tsrpical  community. 

Volunteers  have  also  become  an  inte- 
gral part  of  the  system  of  national  and 
local  showcase  events  aimed  at  intro- 
ducing persons  with  disabilities  back 
to  mainstream  activities.  These  in- 
clude the  National  Disabled  Veterans 
Winter  Sports  Clinic,  the  National  Vet- 
erans Wheelchair  Games— the  largest 
wheelchair  athletic  meet  in  the  world — 
the  National  Disabled  Veterans  Golden 
Age  Games,  and  the  National  Disabled 
Veterans  Creative  Arts  Festival.  Cor- 
porate volunteers  play  a  strong  role  in 
these  events  and  have  become  ele- 
mental to  their  success.  Growing  par- 
ticipation from  the  corporate  sector  is 
setting  the  pace  for  the  future  of 
VAVS,  along  with  a  strong  and  growing 
youth  volunteer  program  that  is  intro- 
ducing teenagers  and  college  students 
to  careers  as  well  as  to  community 
service. 

The  focus  remains  as  it  was  in  those 
early  post-World  War  n  years,  respond- 
ing to  each  community's  desfre  to  put 
its  veterans  first.  That's  why  last  year, 
volunteers  contributed  a  total  of 
14,021.586  hours  of  service  through 
VAVS  programs,  12,649.676  of  which 
came  from  93,821  regularly  scheduled 
volunteers.  Numbers  do  not  tell  the 
real  story,  however.  There  is  no  way  to 
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calculate  a  community's  caring  and 
sharing  with  some  of  its  most  impor- 
tant citizens.  For  50  years,  VAVS  has 
been  there  to  channel  that  caring  in  a 
productive,  meaningful  way.* 


DISTRICT  COURT  RULING  SHOULD 
SPUR  SECRETARY  OF  AGRI- 
CULTURE TO  REFORM  CLASSI- 
FIED PRICES 

•  Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President,  on 
Monday,  Minnesota  District  Court 
Judge  David  Doty  released  a  decision 
holding  that  class  I  prices  used  in  the 
Federal  milk  marketing  order  system 
are  arbitrary  and  capricious.  I  rise 
today  to  applaud  that  ruling.  It  is  the 
second  such  ruling  by  the  district  court 
in  2  years.  It  is  my  hope  that  the  com- 
bination of  this  most  recent  ruling  and 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  Dan  Glick- 
man's  commitment  to  restore  equity  in 
Federal  orders  will  finally  be  enough  to 
change  this  discriminatory  pricing  sys- 
tem for  good. 

Mr.  President,  class  I  prices,  prices 
that  farmers  receive  for  fluid  milk,  in- 
crease at  a  rate  of  21  cents  for  every  100 
miles  a  farmer  lives  from  Eau  Claire. 
WI.  This  systematic  discrimination 
against  Wisconsin  dairy  farmers  has 
never  been  adequately  defended  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  which  has 
great  administrative  latitude  to  set 
these  prices.  Department  officials  have 
chosen  to  continue  the  discriminatory 
pricing  scheme  when  they  had  the  au- 
thority to  change  it  and  the  knowledge 
that  it  should  be  changed. 

Mr.  President,  this  most  recent  rul- 
ing comes  more  than  5  years  after  a 
group  of  Minnesota  dairy  farmers  filed 
a  class  action  lawsuit  against  then- 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  Clayton 
Yeutter  charging  that  class  I  prices 
were  unlawful  under  the  basic  authori- 
ties of  the  authorizing  statute.  The 
plaintiffs  also  charged  that  the  system 
had  caused  the  loss  of  thousands  of 
Upper  Midwest  dairy  farms  as  the  ex- 
cessive prices  provided  to  other  regions 
stimulated  surplus  production  driving 
down  prices  to  farmers  in  our  region. 
Since  this  lawsuit  was  initiated.  Wis- 
consin has  lost  more  than  6,000  family 
dairy  farms  who  simply  could  not  com- 
pete with  the  mega-dairies  in  other  re- 
gions who  were  enjoying  the  artifi- 
cially high  fluid  milk  prices  under  the 
Federal  order  system.  As  a  Wisconsin 
State  senator  at  that  time,  I  was  able 
to  secure  funding  for  the  State  of  Wis- 
consin to  participate  in  the  lawsuit  as 
an  amicus  curiae.  Since  that  lawsuit 
was  filed,  and  since  I  have  been  a  Mem- 
ber of  the  U.S.  Senate.  I  and  other 
members  of  the  Upper  Midwest  con- 
gressional delegation  have  taken  all 
steps  possible  to  push  for  reform  of  this 
system.  Legislative  reform  of  class  I 
prices  has  proved  nearly  impossible  as 
Senators  from  regions  benefiting  from 
this  sjrstem  have  rejected  all  sugges- 
tions for  reform. 


Two  years  ago.  a  different  district 
court  judge  directed  then-Secretary 
Espy  to  issue  an  amplified  decision 
properly  justifying  a  1993  final  rule  on 
Federal  orders  which  failed  to  reform 
class  I  prices.  One-hundred  and  twenty 
days  later  on  August  12, 1994,  an  ampli- 
fied decision  was  issued  by  the  Sec- 
retary. That  decision,  devoid  of  sub- 
stance, was  an  insult  to  Wisconsin 
dairy  farmers  who  have  suffered  from 
the  Department's  approach  to  this 
issue. 

Following  the  issuance  of  that  ampli- 
fied decision,  the  Minnesota  Milk  Pro- 
ducers Association  filed  another  mo- 
tion for  summary  judgment  charging 
that  Secretary  Espy's  amplified  deci- 
sion was  arbitrary  and  capricious  be- 
cause it  was  uiisupported  by  evidence 
and  inconsistent  with  the  mandates  of 
the  authorizing  statute. 

On  Monday,  three  Secretaries  of  Ag- 
riculture and  four  sessions  of  Congress 
after  the  initiation  of  this  legal  pro- 
ceeding, the  District  Court  of  Min- 
nesota agreed  with  the  plaintiffs.  The 
court  concluded  that  "the  Secretary 
has  wholly  failed  to  pro%dde  an  expla- 
nation of  his  decision  consistent  with 
the  requirements  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Agreement  Act."  With  re- 
spect to  the  use  of  Eau  Claire,  WI,  as 
the  reference  point  from  which  most 
fluid  milk  prices  are  determined,  the 
court  chided  the  Department  for  claim- 
ing it  does  not  use  Eau  Claire  as  a  bas- 
ing point,  despite  evidence  to  the  con- 
trary. Judge  Doty  stated,  "The  Sec- 
retary may  not  enforce  what  is  clearly 
a  single  basing-point  S3rstem  without 
explaining  how  it  reflects  reasoned 
consideration  of  the  statutory  factors. 
If  Eau  Claire  is  to  be  the  basing  point, 
then  the  Secretary  must  explain  why. 
for  each  market  to  which  a  con- 
templated order  relates,  distance  from 
Eau  Claire  is  a  relevant  consider- 
ation." 

The  court  stopped  short  of  finding 
class  I  prices  Illegal  but  found  that 
they  have  never  been  adequately  justi- 
fied by  the  Department  of  Agriciilture 
and  as  such,  the  decision  to  maintain 
them  was  arbitrary  and  capricious. 
Judge  Doty  remanded  the  decision  to 
Secretary  Glickman  for  120  days  after 
which  the  Secretary  is  to  issue  an  am- 
plified decision  on  class  I  prices  that 
reflects  the  factors  majadated  by  the 
authorizing  statute. 

It  is  my  hope  that  in  120  days  our 
current  Secretary  of  Agriculture  will 
do  the  right  thing  and  aimounce  com- 
prehensive changes  to  the  classified 
pricing  ssrstem  with  class  I  prices  based 
upon  the  economic  factors  required  by 
the  statute— supply-and-demand  fac- 
tors, prices  of  feeds,  other  inputs  to 
production,  and  the  public  interest. 

Interestingly,  this  time  frame  coin- 
cides with  USDA's  Federal  order  con- 
solidation process  required  in  the  1996 
farm  bill.  I  have  always  said,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  reform  of  these  discrimina- 


tory class  I  prices  and  the  elimination 
of  Eau  Claire,  WI,  as  the  single  basing 
point  for  milk  prices  could  be  accom- 
plished through  the  legislative  process, 
the  administrative  process  or  the  judi- 
cial process.  The  recently  enacted  1996 
farm  bill  and  Monday's  district  court 
ruling  represent  the  confluence  of 
these  three  processes. 

The  Congress,  through  the  1996  farm 
bill,  has  directed  the  Secretary  to  con- 
solidate the  number  of  Federal  orders 
from  the  current  33  to  between  10  and 
14.  Implicit  in  that  directive  is  admin- 
istrative reform  of  the  pricing  struc- 
ture for  those  new  orders — an  authority 
which  the  Secretary  holds  under  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement 
Act.  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Dan 
Glickman  has  publicly  admitted,  both 
to  dairy  farmers  and  to  Congress,  that 
class  I  prices  are  unfair  to  the  Upper 
Midwest  and  have  produced  "regional 
inequities."  He  has  committed  to  re- 
duce class  I  differentials  in  the  reform 
process.  Now  the  district  court  ruling 
has  provided  a  clear  ruling  that  the 
Secretary  shall  follow  the  economic 
criteria  of  the  original  authorizing 
statute  in  setting  those  prices  rather 
than  bowing  to  political  pressures  from 
those  regions  that  benefit  from  this 
discriminatory  pricing  system. 

The  Secretary  has  two  choices. 

He  can  comply  with  the  court's  order 
by  reforming  class  I  prices  to  bring 
them  more  in  line  with  the  economic 
realities  in  1996.  He  can  do  that  both  in 
issuing  an  amplified  decision  that  com- 
plies with  the  statute  as  required  by 
the  court  as  well  as  by  implementing 
pricing  reform  as  part  of  Federal  milk 
marketing  order  reform  required  by 
1996  farm  biU. 

Or  he  can  continue  to  fight  the  Upper 
Midwest  in  this  lawsuit  by  seeking  to 
delay  the  process  further,  rubber- 
stamping  bad  decisions  by  previous 
Secretaries,  causing  the  loss  of  even 
more  dairy  farms  in  the  Upper  Midwest 
and  imposing  huge  costs  on  our  rural 
communities  that  depend  on  a  thriving 
dairy  industry. 

I  hope  Dan  Glickman  chooses  the 
first  option. 

This  has  been  a  long  fight.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. It  is  time  for  it  to  end.  It  is  time 
for  the  Secretary  and  the  administra- 
tion to  do  the  right  thing.  I  will  work 
with  them  to  make  that  h&pjten.* 


PRESIDENTIAL, 
PENSION     FOR- 


CONGRESSIONAL, 
AND  JUDICIAL 
FETTURE  ACT 

*  Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  today  I  join 
Senators  Gregg  and  Nickles  in  intro- 
ducing long  overdue  legislation  which 
creates  tough  new  sanctions  for  public 
officials  who  engage  in  wrongdoing 
while  they  are  in  office.  This  legisla- 
tion, the  Congressional.  Presidential, 
and  Judicial  Pension  Forfeiture  Act, 
prohibits  the  receipt  of  pension  bene- 
fits by  Members  of  Congress,  Presi- 
dents and  members  of  the  judiciary 
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who  engage  in  criminal  conduct  while 
in  office.  Those  who  engage  in  felonies 
that  relate  to  abuse  of  office  and  un- 
dermine confidence  in  public  officials 
should  not  be  entitled  to  receive  gener- 
ous pension  benefits. 

Recently,  I  have  heard  from  many 
constituents  about  this  issue.  This  is 
really  something  that  reflects  on  the 
integrity  of  this  institution.  It  is  an 
issue  that  affects  any  individual  who 
aspires  to  public  service.  Most  I  have 
heard  f^om  are  upset  with  the  ability 
of  public  servants  to  collect  pension 
benefits  after  they  have  been  convicted 
of  a  felony  while  serving  in  a  public  of- 
fice. Current  law  allows  a  former  Mem- 
ber of  Congress  or  a  judge  to  collect 
their  taxpayer  financed  pensions  even 
after  they  have  been  convicted  of  such 
offenses  as  perjury. 

The  bipartisan  legislation  we  are  in- 
troducing today  would  put  an  end  to 
this  practice.  Taxpayer  financed  pen- 
sions are  not  an  entitlement.  K  public 
officials  breach  the  public's  trust  they 
should  forfeit  their  right  to  these  pen- 
sions. They  do  not  deserve  these  bene- 
fits if  they  conmiit  crimes  while  serv- 
ing in  office.  Serving  in  public  office  is 
an  honor  carrsrtng  tremendous  respon- 
sibility. Whether  you  are  the  Presi- 
dent, a  Federal  judge,  or  a  Member  of 
Congress  you  are  always  aware  of  this 
responsibility.  Few  undertake  this  re- 
sponsibility lightly. 

Yet  all  of  us  are  aware  of  recent 
cases  involving  egregious  violations  of 
the  public  trast.  Unfortunately,  these 
individual  cases,  while  isolated,  tar- 
nish the  image  of  all  public  office- 
holders. They  undermine  public  con- 
fidence in  our  democracy.  They  do  so 
because  the  public  is  led  to  believe  that 
crime  committed  while  serving  in  pub- 
lic office  pays.  And  to  a  certain  extent, 
under  the  current  law,  it  does.  Public 
officials  can  commit  fraud  or  perjury 
while  in  public  office  and  are  still  able 
to  collect  generous  pensions.  This  is 
simply  not  right. 

The  bipartisan  legislation  we  are  in- 
troducing today  will  put  an  end  to  this. 
Judges,  Members  of  Congress  and  the 
President  will  forfeit  their  pension 
benefits  if  they  commit  felonies  while 
in  public  office.  The  list  of  felonies 
which  would  result  in  a  loss  of  pension 
are  directly  related  to  the  performance 
of  official  duties.  Among  the  offenses 
listed  in  the  bill  are  bribery  and  illegal 
gratuities,  improper  representation  be- 
fore the  government,  violation  of 
antilobbjmig  restrictions,  false  claims 
and  trs.xjLd,  abuse  of  the  electoral  proc- 
ess, conspiracy  to  defiraud  the  United 
States,  and  perjury. 

Public  service  is  both  an  honor  and  a 
privilege.  It  represents  a  sacred  trust 
and  thus  we  ought  to  have  harsh  pen- 
alties for  those  who  breach  that  trust. 
Those  who  violate  this  trust  while 
serving  in  public  ofilce  should  not  be 
entitled  to  their  pensions.  The  tax- 
payers have  helped  finance  these  pen- 


sions. At  a  minimum,  they  are  owed 
this  kind  of  accountability. 

Finally,  I  wish  to  thank  Senators 
Gregg  and  Nickles  for  their  leadership 
and  support  on  this  issue.  Senators 
Gregg,  Nickles  and  I  had  been  work- 
ing on  a  solution  to  this  issue  and  I  am 
confident  that  this  legislation  is  the 
appropriate  response.  I  believe  this  is  a 
problem  in  need  of  bipartisan  atten- 
tion. Greater  accountability  will  ulti- 
mately produce  public  greater  con- 
fidence in  our  three  branches  of  gov- 
ernment.* 


SIMPLE 


MEMORIAL  DAY  1996: 
TRUTHS 
•  Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  mention  an  uixioming,  special 
American  holiday.  Memorial  Day. 

Last  year,  in  honor  of  Father's  Day, 
I  read  to  you  a  letter  from  a  fellow  New 
Mexican,  Chuck  Everett.  Mr.  Everett 
originally  wrote  that  letter  while  he 
was  serving  in  Korea  to  his  father  who 
was  back  home  in  the  United  States. 

In  that  letter,  a  younger  Chuck  Ever- 
ett talked  about  certain  simple 
truths — a  son's  longing  to  be  with  his 
dad  on  Father's  Day;  a  soldier's  patri- 
otism; and  hope  for  the  future.  The 
young  soldier  dedicated  that  particular 
day  to  fathers,  the  support  of  free  will, 
free  speech,  freedom  from  fear,  freedom 
of  religion,  and  freedom  of  thought. 

Today,  in  recognition  of  Memorial 
Day,  I  want  to  share  with  the  Senate 
and  the  Americatn  people  some  more  in- 
sightful thoughts  by  Mr.  Everett.  His 
poem,  entitled  "Simple  Truths,"  serves 
as  a  good  reminder  to  those  of  us  who 
serve  in  this  esteemed  Chamber,  as 
well  as  to  all  Americans,  that  while 
our  country  derives  much  strength 
from  its  diversity,  we  Americans  also 
share  basic  ideals — ideals  for  which 
many  men  and  women  have  given  their 
lives.  As  the  country  remembers  those 
brave  Americans  who  fought  for  the 
United  States,  I  submit  that  we  are  a 
nation  founded  on  ideas,  notably  the 
rights  to  life,  liberty,  and  the  pursuit 
of  happiness.  These  are  simple  truths 
to  be  cherished  and  protected  for  fu- 
ture generations. 

In  memory  of  those  who  were  killed 
or  are  still  considered  to  be  missing  in 
action,  I  respectfully  ask  that  the  text 
of  Mr.  Everett's  poem  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  poem  follows: 

Simple  Truths 
Simple  truths  are  emotions  from  the  heart 
To  state  those  feelings  we  wish  to  share 
With  Uaose  with  whom  we  do  not  stand  apart 
And  sharing  those  ideals  about  which  we 
care. 

We  ever  strive  to  serve  our  God  and  country, 
A  nation  bom  to  hear  the  bells  of  freedom 

ring. 
Bound   not   by    the    shackles   of  fear   and 

affTontry. 
But  living  free  of  oppression  by  dictator  or 

king. 

We  dedicate  our  lives  to  the  support  of  de- 
mocracy. 


Building  a   nation   with   simple  truths  In 

mind. 
Glorified  in  living  free  from  any  aristocracy. 
Striving  for  liberty  and  justice  for  all  man- 
kind. 

Let  our  mission  be  to  keep  this  country  free. 
To  stand  tall  for  what  we  feel  Is  right 
or  wrong. 

Embracing  ourselves  in  the  principles  of  lib- 
erty 

And  always  being  on  the  alert  and  ever  so 
strong.— C.  Everett.* 


WAYLAND  V.F.W.  POST  7581 

•  Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  this  week- 
end America  honors  its  veterans 
through  Memorial  Day  activities 
across  the  country.  It  is  a  time  when 
we  thank  our  veterans  for  their  service 
and  remember  those  we  have  lost.  Vet- 
erans of  Foreign  Wars  Post  7581  in 
Wayland,  MI,  will  be  celebrating  Me- 
morial Day  this  year  as  it  does  each 
year.  However,  this  year  will  be  espe- 
cially significant  because  it  marks  the 
50th  anniversary  of  the  post. 

Wayland  VFW  Post  7581  was  char- 
tered at  a  ceremony  in  the  Wayland 
High  School  gym  on  June  10,  1946,  with 
43  members.  In  1949,  a  Ladies  Auxiliary 
to  the  post  was  instituted.  VFW  Post 
7581  dedicated  its  headquarters  on  June 
10,  1956.  Most  of  the  work  on  the  build- 
ing was  done  by  the  members  of  the 
Post.  Over  the  years,  post  membership 
has  grown  dramatically.  The  post  now 
maintains  289  members,  including  74 
life  members. 

During  its  50  years,  the  post  has  dedi- 
cated its  efforts  to  providing  services 
for  the  Wayland  community,  including: 
Lite-a-Hike  campaigns,  blood  banks, 
little  league  baseball,  polio  dances  and 
the  donation  of  flags  to  local  schools. 
Last  winter,  the  post  made  national 
news  for  helping  stranded  motorists 
during  the  blizzard.  The  post  also  con- 
ducts military  funerals,  participates  in 
Memorial  Day  activities  and  assists 
veterans  submitting  claims  to  the  Vet- 
erans' Administration. 

Mr.  President,  the  members  of 
Wayland  VFW  Post  7581  have  not  only 
proudly  served  our  country  in  military 
service,  but  they  continue  to  serve 
through  their  commitment  to  commu- 
nity. I  know  my  Senate  colleagues  will 
join  me  In  honoring  the  veterans  of 
VFW.  Post  7581  and  congratulating 
them  on  their  50  years  of  service  to  the 
community  of  Wayland,  MI.» 


JANET  RENO'S  WORDS  OF  WISDOM 

•  Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  a  lot  to  be  proud  of  in  our  country 
and  we  have  many  great  role  models. 
One  role  model,  who  recently  visited 
my  home  state  and  spoke  to  the  grad- 
uates of  the  University  of  South  Caro- 
lina, Is  Janet  Reno. 

Janet  Reno  is  our  country's  first  fe- 
male Attorney  General  and  has  ex- 
celled in  the  role.  She  is  a  dedicated, 
top-flight  public  servant.  And  Indeed, 
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that  was  also  her  reputation  in  Flor- 
ida, where  President  Clinton  plucked 
her  In  1993  from  her  role  as  the  State's 
attorney  for  Dade  County.  Janet  Reno 
was  known  in  Dade  County  as  a  tough, 
front-line  crime  fighter  and  she  de- 
voted herself  to  making  communities 
safer,  keeping  children  out  of  trouble, 
reducing  domestic  violence  and  helping 
families.  She  also  targeted  career 
criminals,  dangerous  offenders  and 
drug  traffickers,  promising  strict  and 
certain  sentences  that  put  them  away 
and  kept  them  away. 

Janet  Reno  grew  up  in  Florida  and 
worked  her  way  through  Cornell  Uni- 
versity. She  wanted  to  pursue  a  law  de- 
gree but  was  told  that  "woman  didn't 
become  lawyers."  She  ignored  the  ad- 
vice and  became  one  of  only  16  women 
in  a  class  of  565  students  to  enroll  in 
Harvard  Law  School  in  1960.  When  she 
graduated,  people  said,  "No  one  will 
hire  a  woman  lawyer."  She  proved 
them  wrong,  of  course.  Janet  Reno  was 
and  is  a  trail-blazer. 

In  her  speech  to  the  USC  graduates, 
Janet  Reno  talked  about  the  frustra- 
tions that  faced  her  and  her  prede- 
cessors as  Attorney  General.  She  said: 

There  is  no  vaccination  for  crime,  as  there 
Is  for  polio.  The  only  thing  we  have  Is  hard 
work,  seven  days  a  week,  parents  raising 
children  right,  police  walking  the  beat  every 
single  night,  and  prosecutors  putting  crimi- 
nals behind  bars,  one  by  one.  Our  problems 
are  complex  and  the  answers  rarely  simple. 

Janet  Reno  encouraged  the  graduates 
avoid  the  deadly  sins  of  our  public  life: 
extremism,  cynicism  and  defeatism. 
Her  advice  is  sound  and  I  think  we 
could  all  benefit  trom  it.  I  ask  that  her 
address  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  address  follows: 

Spring  Commencement  Address  by  U.S. 
ATTORNEY  General  Janet  Reno 

I  am  honored  to  share  this  day  with  you.  It 
is  so  wonderful  to  look  out  to  see  so  many 
who  have  worked  so  hard  to  obtain  their  di- 
ploma today.  I  especially  want  to  say  hello 
to  my  fellow  chemistry  majors.  In  1960.  I 
earned  my  chemistry  degree  from  Cornell 
University.  So.  to  you  parents  who  worry 
that  your  graduating  sons  and  daughters 
still  lack  a  clear  career  goal,  I  suggest,  give 
them  a  little  more  time;  you  never  know 
what  might  happen. 

Since  my  graduation  in  1960.  so  many 
things  in  America  have  changed  for  the  bet- 
ter. In  1960,  the  Iron  Curtain  divided  the 
world  between  fi-eedom  and  dictatorship. 
Just  two  weeks  ago  I  walked  the  streets  of 
Budapest  along  side  the  free  people  of  Hun- 
gary, and  I  talked  with  Western  Europeans 
and  Extern  Europeans  alike  about  our  com- 
mon fight  against  crime.  In  1960.  even  after 
the  Supreme  Court  outlawed  racial  segrega- 
tion, much  of  America  was  still  divided  Into 
two  nations,  black  and  white.  But  in  the 
civil  rights  efforts  that  soon  followed,  our 
nation  kept  the  promises  the  founding  fa- 
thers made  and  finally  made  equality  the 
law  of  the  land. 

In  1960  when  I  graduated  fTom  college,  peo- 
ple told  me  a  woman  couldn't  go  to  law 
school,  and  when  I  graduated  from  law 
school,  people  told  me  law  Qnns  won't  hire 
you.  Thirty  years  later,  no  one  ever  told  me 
I  couldn't  be  Attorney  General.  You  are 


graduating  Into  an  amazing  era.  In  1960.  no- 
body had  ever  heard  of  the  Internet,  no  one 
had  been  to  the  moon.  The  CAT  scan  was  not 
invented  until  1973.  But  even  though  our 
world  is  more  safe  and  our  country  Is  more 
just  and  new  technologies  are  changing  our 
lives,  nobody  would  say  that  we  are  a  nation 
without  serious,  serious  challenges.  Many  of 
these  challenges  seem  so  stubborn  and 
unyielding,  such  as  violent  crime,  homeless- 
ness.  and  poverty.  Others  seem  complex  and 
inscrutable,  like  the  International  economy 
and  the  spread  of  AIDS.  And  others  just  seem 
overwhelming,  like  the  fear  of  terrorism  or 
environmental  catastrophe.  But  America  is  a 
nation  of  optimists  and  problem  solvers. 
Each  generation  looks  to  Its  children  to  keep 
our  society  moving  and  to  make  life  better. 
After  the  parties  and  the  vacations  and  the 
graduate  degrees  yet  to  come.  America  will 
look  to  you  for  help.  For  no  matter  where 
you  go  and  what  you  do.  you  can  make  a  dif- 
ference. 

That's  what  I  would  like  to  talk  about 
today.  For  In  these  last  30  years,  too  many 
people  of  goodwill  have  looked  at  these  very 
hard  problems  and  started  throwing  up  their 
hands  and  turning  away.  They  are  getting 
caught  up  in  the  three  deadly  sins  of  our 
public  life:  extremism,  cynicism,  and  defeat- 
ism. 

The  first  great  threat  to  our  optimistic 
spirit  is  extremism,  for  it  blinds  us  to  the 
tough,  tough  choices  we  all  confront  when 
we  wrestle  with  the  dl^cult  problems  of 
today.  The  historian  Arthur  Schleslnger 
once  observed  that  America's  progress  and 
freedom  were  fueled  by  what  he  called  "the 
vital  center  in  American  politics.'"  He  meant 
a  place  where  men  and  women  of  reason  and 
goodwill  could  meet  regardless  of  their  polit- 
ical party  affiliation,  a  place  to  hash  out 
their  differences  and  debate  the  problems  of 
the  day.  A  lively  debate  to  be  sure,  some- 
times even  unruly,  but  one  carried  out  on 
conmion  terms  with  respect  for  the  other 
person.  The  vital  center  has  always  been  a 
place  where  people  might  be  divided  In  their 
approach  to  solving  a  problem,  but  where 
they  were  united,  as  Americans,  in  their  de- 
termination to  act  reasonably  and  to  see  the 
virtue  In  other  points  of  view.  In  short,  the 
politics  of  the  vital  center  means  using  de- 
mocracy as  a  process  of  working  together  to 
find  solutions  that  attack  problems  with 
progress.  Slow  sometimes,  terribly  slow  and 
exhausting  to  be  sure,  but  always  In  the 
American  tradition  of  reforms  that  are  not 
perfect,  but  take  us  one  step  forward,  one 
Important  step  forward. 

Today  I  fear  many  Americans  are  forget- 
ting about  the  vital  center.  Too  often  in  to- 
day's politics,  on  all  sides,  people  are  con- 
fronting tough  problems  and  retreating  to 
extremes  and  to  simple  solutions  Instead  of 
embracing  the  complexity  that  problem  solv- 
ing always  demands  and  that  democracy  re- 
quires. You  may  not  like  everything  govern- 
ment does,  I  know  I  don't,  but  the  alter- 
native Is  not  to  throw  up  your  hands  or  turn 
to  violence.  What  we  must  do  Is  to  sit  down 
together  as  reasonable  people  and  make  our 
government  do  what  is  right  and  stop  doing 
what  may  be  wrong-headed  or  wasteful.  Ex- 
tremism wants  to  sprint  when  the  race  is 
really  a  marathon.  Extremism  wants  to  es- 
cape the  complexity  of  democracy  and  the 
staggering  diversity  of  human  nature,  but  It 
never  can.  ESxtremIsm  argues  that  problems 
are  easy  to  solve  but  if  they  were,  we  would 
have  licked  them  a  long,  long  time  ago. 

As  Attorney  General.  I  deal  with  problems 
that  frustrated  previous  Attorney  Generals 
for  years,  such  as  crime,  terrorism  and  do- 


mestic violence.  There  is  no  vaccination  for 
crime,  as  there  Is  for  polio.  The  only  thing 
we  have  is  hard  work  seven  days  a  week,  par- 
ents raising  children  right,  police  walking 
the  beat  every  single  night,  and  prosecutors 
putting  criminals  behind  bars,  one  by  one. 
We're  not  a  bumper  sticker  away  from  solv- 
ing terrorism.  We  have  to  be  eternally  vigi- 
lant, close  our  borders  to  those  who  threaten 
us  and  work  slowly  and  patiently  for  peace 
in  the  lands  where  foreign  terrorists  come 
from,  just  as  we  must  fight  the  hatred  and 
the  paranoia  that  fuels  domestic  terrorism. 
There  Is  no  sound  byte  that  can  make  do- 
mestic violence  go  away.  We  have  to  stop 
abusers  one  by  one  and  let  them  know  that 
there  is  never  an  excuse  for  hitting  someone 
you  love.  We  have  to  build  shelters  one  at  a 
time  to  give  victims  a  safe  place  away  from 
the  abuse,  and  we  have  to  help  victims  re- 
build their  lives  slowly  and  steadily. 

The  vital  center  knows  that  problems  are 
complicated  and  that  answers  are  rarely  sim- 
ple. I  hope  that  In  your  lives  you  will  choose 
the  course  of  leadership,  not  partisanship. 
Think  twice  when  someone  has  a  simple  an- 
swer. Remember  that  so  many  of  our  prob- 
lems took  decades  to  get  where  they  are  and 
that  no  amount  of  sloganeering  can  fix  them 
overnight.  And  don't  ever  forget  to  listen. 
For  1  have  learned  so  much  when  I  have  lis- 
tened to  the  people  with  whom  I  have  dis- 
agreed. Sometimes  I  have  changed  my  mind. 
Sometimes  I  have  changed  theirs. 

The  second  great  threat  to  our  nation's  op- 
timistic spirit  is  cynicism.  Maybe  you  have 
faced  It  already.  The  cynic  knows  so  much 
about  what  is  wrong  and  why  it  can't  be 
fixed.  He  can  tell  you  which  baseball  players 
strike  out  the  most  and  why  planes  and 
stock  markets  crash.  She  can  tell  you  which 
public  figures  were  caught  doing  something 
wrong,  why  the  current  peace  n^otlatlons 
sire  doomed,  and  why  so  many  marriages  end 
in  divorce.  It  may  be  a  beautiful  South  Caro- 
lina day.  but  the  cynic  knows  it  is  going  to 
rain  someday.  Of  course,  cynicism  never  hap- 
pens by  itself.  It  always  builds  on  genuine 
problems  and  disasters.  Watergate  and  other 
scandals  convinced  millions  of  Americans 
that  government  was  permanently  broken 
and  that  everyone  In  jnibllc  life  was  some 
sort  of  alien  from  ordinary  American  life, 
that  they  might  as  well  have  landed  in  a 
spaceship.  In  fact,  you  can  look  at  any  of  our 
institutions  and  you  can  find  a  scandal,  and 
cynics  told  you  so.  Sports  heroes,  police  offi- 
cers, business  leaders,  doctors,  ministers, 
teachers  and  politicians — everyone  can  point 
to  people  In  all  walks  of  life  who  have  fallen 
below  society's  standards.  We  can  use  a 
funny  line  to  dismiss  politicians  or  teachers 
or  Wall  Street  bankers,  but  that's  the  easy 
way  out  and  after  we  do.  what's  different? 
Nothing,  except  that  fewer  good  people  are 
willing  to  work  to  make  our  government  bet- 
ter, care  for  the  helpless  amongst  us.  or 
build  a  business  that  puts  its  customers 
needs  first. 

At  the  very  least.  If  you're  finding  yourself 
falling  prey  to  cynicism,  consider  Its  cousin, 
skepticism.  At  least  the  skeptic  has  an  open 
mind.  The  skeptic  sees  all  the  same  problems 
and  asks  all  the  same  questions,  but  Is  will- 
ing to  let  the  answer  be  good  or  bad.  And  if 
you  are  a  recovering  cynic,  and  you  have 
made  it  back  to  skepticism,  why  not  just 
take  the  final  step  and  become  an  Idealist  in 
the  best  American  tradition?  And  I  don't 
mean  for  a  minute  that  yon  should  be  naive. 
The  Reverend  Martin  Luther  King  Jr.  talked 
about  the  need  for  all  of  us  to  have  a  tough 
mind  and  a  tender  heart.  I  can  tell  you  that 
no  one  can  come  to  Washington  and  ever 
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hope  to  do  well  if  she  does  not  start  the 
morning  by  asking  tough  questions  and  end 
the  day  getting  real  answers.  This  nation 
was  founded  by  idealists  with  tough  niinds 
and  with  tender  hearts,  and  they  formed  a 
government  designed  to  check  the  worst  in 
human  nature  just  as  they  risked  their  lives 
to  found  a  country  that  cherished  freedom 
and  liberty  over  oppression.  They  took  the 
hard  way,  and  they  made  a  difference. 

A  month  ago,  as  the  sun  was  setting  before 
it  rose  again  on  Eastern  morning,  I  was  in 
Dover  Delaware  listening  to  President  Clin- 
ton honor  Commerce  Secretary  Ron  Brown 
and  32  other  Americans  who  died  in  the  plane 
crash  in  Bosnia.  They  were  young  and  old, 
men  and  women,  government  workers  and 
business  leaders,  but  they  were  all  there  be- 
cause they  believed  they  could  help  a  rav- 
aged country  heal  from  civil  war.  These  33 
lives,  said  the  President,  show  us  the  best  of 
America.  They  are  a  stem  rebuke  to  the  cyn- 
icism that  is  all  too  familiar  these  days.  He 
talked  about  how  family  after  family  told 
him  how  their  loved  ones  were  proud  of  their 
work  and  believed  in  what  they  were  doing 
and  believed  they  could  make  a  difference. 

Finally,  I  want  to  talk  to  you  about  the 
brother  of  extremism  and  cynicism,  defeat- 
ism. Not  everyone  faces  hopelessness,  but  no 
one  is  far  away  from  someone  who  does.  It 
may  be  across  town  where  a  family  can't  af- 
fOBd  to  pay  the  rent,  or  take  the  child  to  the 
doctor  because  they  don't  have  a  job.  It  may 
be  in  the  next  classroom  where  a  student  is 
convinced  that  he  will  never  succeed,  that  no 
one  cares,  and  that  street  crime  will  be  the 
only  way  out  of  a  hard  life.  It  might  be  next 
door  where  a  wife  or  child  faces  terror  every 
night  at  the  hands  of  an  abusive  spouse  or 
parent.  You  may  never  find  yourself  at  the 
bottom  of  life's  pit,  and,  if  you  do,  I  prey 
that  you  have  the  energy  and  courage  to  get 
up  and  out.  But  you  may  know  someone  who 
has  fallen,  someone  who  doesn't  even  want 
to  try  because  he  is  sure  it  won't  make  a  dif- 
ference. 

I  have  been  Attorney  General  now  for 
three  years,  and  my  faith  in  the  American 
people  and  their  ability  to  deal  with  adver- 
sity has  never  been  so  strong.  I  have  never 
been  so  sure  that  we  can  prevail  against  the 
causes  of  wrong  in  this  world.  I  know  we  can 
defeat  extremism  and  reclaim  the  vital  cen- 
ter. I  know  we  can  defeat  cynicism  and  seek 
what  is  good  amidst  all  that  is  bad.  I  know 
we  can  defeat  defeatism  and  teach  those  who 
have  fallen  to  get  up  and  to  hope  again.  It 
won't  be  easy,  and  it  will  take  a  lot  more 
than  any  speech  could  ever  do,  but  I  come 
here  today  because  you  are  the  future  of  this 
country. 

I  know  you  have  the  energy.  I  know  you 
have  the  conrmiitment.  I  know  you  can  make 
the  choice  to  stand  for  what  is  right  and 
good  in  this  world.  If  you  choose  public  serv- 
ice you  will  be  choosing  one  of  the  most  re- 
warding and  fulfilling  careers  our  society 
can  offer.  But  whether  you  are  running  a 
business,  or  teaching  a  class,  prosecuting 
criminals,  or  raising  a  family,  you  can  make 
a  difference.  In  another  spring  time,  33  years 
ago.  the  Reverend  Martin  Luther  King  Jr. 
sat  in  a  Birmingham  jail,  exhausted  firom 
years  of  seeking  justice  for  all.  He  was  dis- 
pirited, and  even  some  of  his  fellow  min- 
isters were  saying  he  should  back  off  and 
wait  for  progress  to  happen  on  its  own.  He 
must  struggle  to  keep  cynicism  out  of  his 
every  thought,  and  sitting  in  that  jail  cell 
day  after  day,  with  progress  coming  slowly 
or  not  at  all,  he  had  to  wonder  why  any  man 
had  a  right  to  hope.  But  Reverend  King  made 
his  choice,  he  began  writing  until  his  words 


filled  the  margins  of  a  secondhand  news- 
paper. The  power  of  his  choice  flowed  out  of 
a  pen  and  into  the  conscious  of  America. 
Today  as  you  prepare  to  make  your  choices 
in  life.  I  would  like  to  close  with  a  few  of 
those  words  from  Dr.  King's  letter  from  that 
Birmingham  jail: 

"We  must  come  to  see  that  human 
progress  never  tolls  in  on  wheels  of  inevi- 
tability. It  comes  through  the  tireless  efforts 
and  the  persistent  work  of  men  willing  to  be 
co-workers  with  God,  and  without  this  hard 
work  time  itself  becomes  an  ally  of  the 
forces  of  social  stagnation.  We  must  use  time 
creatively,  and  forever  realize  that  the  time 
is  always  ripe  to  do  right." 

I  hope  and  pray  that  you  will  make  your 
choice  the  choice  of  standing  for  what  is 
right  and  good  in  this  world.  Thank  you, 
congratulations,  good  luck,  and  God  bless 
you.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  PRESIDENT  LEE 
TENG-HUI,  PRESIDENT  OF  THE 
REPUBLIC  OF  CHINA 

•  Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  congratulate  the  first  popu- 
larly elected  President  of  the  Republic 
of  China,  Lee  Teng-hui.  All  Americans 
congratulate  the  people  of  Taiwan  for 
voting  to  complete  their  transition  to 
democracy. 

The  election  of  President  Lee  on 
March  23,  1996,  was  the  result  of  a  10- 
year  transition  which  some  have  called 
a  political  miracle  in  twentieth-cen- 
tury Chinese  politics,  making  Taiwan 
the  first  Chinese  democracy. 

President  Lee  and  the  people  of  Tai- 
wan not  only  deserve  congratulations 
for  their  transition  to  democracy,  they 
also  deserve  our  continued  support.  As 
President  Lee  and  the  Taiwanese 
emerge  as  a  force  for  democracy,  free- 
dom and  stabilization  in  East  Asia,  the 
United  States  should  encourage  their 
efforts  to  be  represented  and  respected 
in  international  organizations  and  ne- 
gotiations as  well.  The  United  States 
should  also  support  and  encourage  con- 
structive dialog  and  relations  between 
Taiwan  and  Beijing. 

This  transition  to  democracy  is  espe- 
cially significant  because  it  took  place 
against  a  backgrround  of  mounting 
military  intimidation,  political 
threats,  and  diplomatic  isolation  from 
mainland  China.  Despite  these  intimi- 
dating threats,  the  people  of  Taiwan 
were  not  deterred  firom  casting  their 
ballots  for  freedom  and  liberty. 

On  May  20  in  Taipei,  President  Lee 
delivered  his  inaugural  address  to  the 
world  as  well  as  to  the  people  of  the 
Republic  of  China.  He  said: 

My  fellow  countrjrmen:  The  doors  have 
opened  to  full  democracy,  with  all  its  vigor 
in  full  swing.  Today,  most  deserving  of  a  sa- 
lute are  the  people  of  the  Republic  of  China: 
A  salute  to  them  for  being  so  resolute  and 
decisive  when  it  comes  to  the  future  of  the 
country.  A  salute  to  them  for  being  so  firm 
and  determined  when  it  comes  to  the  defense 
of  the  democracy.  A  salute  to  them  for  being 
so  calm  and  invincible  when  it  comes  to  fac- 
ing up  to  threats. 

I  join  many  in  celebrating  President 
Lee's  triumph  and  the  will  of  the  peo- 


ple of  the  Republic  of  China  to  march 
boldly  down  the  road  of  democracy  for 
the  first  time  in  the  history  of  the  Chi- 
nese people. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  the  com- 
plete text  of  President  Lee's  inaugviral 
address  be  printed  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record. 

The  text  follows: 

Full  Text  of  President  Lee  Teng-Hui's 
inaugural  speech 

Your  Majesty,  Your  Excellencies,  Distin- 
guished Guests,  My  Fellow  Countrymen,  La- 
dies and  Gentlemen: 

Today  we  are  assembled  here  to  jubilantly 
and  solenmly  celebrate  the  inauguration  of 
the  President  and  Vice  President  before  all 
our  compatriots.  This  gather  marks  not  only 
the  commencement  of  the  ninth-term  Presi- 
dency and  Vice  Presidency,  but  also  a  Cresh 
beginning  for  the  future  of  the  country  and 
the  people. 

Today,  the  21.3  million  people  in  this  coun- 
try formally  march  in  the  new  era  of  "popu- 
lar sovereignty." 

Today,  the  Chinese  people  enter  a  new 
frontier  full  of  hope. 

Today,  we  in  Taiwan  firmly  tell  the  world, 
with  great  pride  and  self-confidence: 

We  now  stand  on  the  apex  of  democratic 
reform  and  will  remain  there  resolutely. 

We  have  proved  eloquently  that  the  Chi- 
nese are  capable  of  practicing  democracy. 

We  have  effectively  expanded  the  influence 
of  the  international  democratic  camp  and 
made  significant  contributions  to  the  cause 
of  freedom  and  democracy. 

Therefore,  this  gathering  of  today  does  not 
celebrate  the  victory  of  any  candidate,  or 
any  political  party  for  that  matter.  It  honors 
a  triumph  of  democracy  for  the  21.3  million 
people.  It  salutes  the  confirmation  of  firee- 
dom  and  dignity— the  most  fundamental 
human  values — in  the  Taiwan.  Penghu. 
Kinmen  and  Matsu  area. 

My  fellow  countrjmien:  The  doors  have 
oi>ened  to  full  democracy,  with  all  its  vigror 
in  full  swing.  Today,  most  deserving  of  a  sa- 
lute are  the  people  of  the  Republic  of  China: 

A  salute  to  them  for  being  so  resolute  and 
decisive  when  it  comes  to  the  future  of  the 
country. 

A  salute  to  them  for  being  so  firm  and  de- 
termined when  it  comes  to  the  defense  of  de- 
mocracy. 

A  salute  to  them  for  being  so  calm  and  in- 
vincible when  it  comes  to  facing  up  to 
threats. 

From  now  on,  the  people  as  a  whole,  rather 
than  any  individual  or  any  political  party, 
will  be  invested  with  the  ruling  power  of  the 
nation.  This  is  free  will  in  full  play,  the  full- 
est realization  of  "popular  sovereignty,"  the 
real  compliance  with  the  will  of  Heaven  and 
response  to  human  wishes."  the  getting  rid 
of  the  old  and  ringing  in  the  new.  All  the 
glory  belongs  to  the  people. 

My  fellow  countrymen:  At  this  very  firesh 
start  of  history,  we  pledge  ourselves  to 
launch  the  new  era  with  a  new  determina- 
tion and  new  deeds.  This  is  our  conmion 
homeland,  and  this  is  the  fundamental  sup- 
port we  draw  upon  in  our  struggle  for  sur- 
vival. Fifty  years  of  a  common  destiny 
forged  in  fortune  and  misfortune  have  united 
us  all  into  a  closely  bound  and  interdepend- 
ent community.  The  first-ever  popular  presi- 
dential election  has  reconfirmed  our  collec- 
tive consciousness  that  we  in  Taiwan  have  to 
work  together  as  one  man. 

How  to  make  this  land  of  ours  more  beau- 
tiful and  how  to  make  its  inhabitants  feel 
safer  and  live  a  happier  and  more  harmo- 
nious life  is  the  common  responsibility  of 
the  21.3  million  people! 
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"Whatever  the  people  desire  is  always  in 
my  heart."  I  am  fully  aware  of  the  needs  of 
the  people  and  I  pledge  myself  to  do  my  best 
to  deserve  their  trust.  But  no  individual  or 
political  party  can  single-handedly  decide  a 
policy  of  far-reaching  importance  to  the 
country.  The  government  will  soon  invite 
opinion  leaders  and  other  representatives 
ftom  various  quarters  to  exchange  views  on 
major  topics  of  future  national  development. 
The  consensus  that  emerges  from  such  meet- 
ings will  launch  the  country  into  a  new  era. 

The  election  is  over,  but  the  promises 
made  during  the  campaign  will  be  kept  and 
fulfilled  as  soon  as  possible.  Building  a  mod- 
em country  entails  the  services  of  all  avail- 
able talents.  I  am  convinced  that  only  when 
upright,  insightful,  capable  and  experienced 
people,  regardless  of  their  political  affili- 
ation or  social  group,  participate  in  the  lead- 
ership of  the  government  will  political  sta- 
bility and  national  growth  be  ensured. 

The  times  are  changing,  so  is  the  social  cli- 
mate. Keeping  in  the  old  grooves  while  re- 
fraining from  any  innovation  is  doomed  to 
failure.  Political  maneuvering  has  no  place 
in  political  interaction,  nor  can  self-interest 
have  any  role  in  deciding  upon  a  political  po- 
sition. No  quarrels  can  be  started  under  the 
pretense  of  representing  the  will  of  the  vot- 
ers. A  boycott  certainly  is  not  the  equivalent 
of  checks  and  balances.  The  ideal  of  democ- 
racy we  are  pursuing  means  not  just  effec- 
tive checks  and  balances;  it  demands  hand- 
in-hand  cooperation  for  the  welfare  of  the 
people  among  the  political  parties. 

Four  years  will  soon  pass.  We  have  no  time 
for  wavering  or  waiting.  For  the  purpose  of 
laying  a  solid  and  secure  foundation  for  the 
country  and  bequeathing  a  happy  and  com- 
fortable life  to  the  future  generations,  let  us 
get  off  to  a  very  good  start  today— May  20. 
1996. 

First,  we  have  to  broaden  and  deepen  the 
democratic  exercise.  Horizontally,  we  will 
share  our  democratic  experience  with  all 
Chinese  and  international  friends.  Verti- 
cally, we  will  proceed  to  phase  2  constitu- 
tional reform,  promote  clean  elections,  en- 
sure clean  and  efficient  government,  enhiance 
law  and  order,  restructure  the  political  land- 
scape, and  strengthen  the  multiparty  politi- 
cal system,  so  as  to  guarantee  stability  and 
development  for  democracy. 

Economic  growth  and  political  democracy 
are  equally  important.  Without  continued 
success  in  economic  development,  we  risk 
losing  everything.  We  have  to  make  sure 
that  the  plan  for  turning  Taiwan  into  a  hub 
for  business  operations  in  the  Asia-Pacific 
region  will  proceed  on  schedule  so  that  this 
country  may  from  a  position  of  strength 
play  a  role  to  be  reckoned  with  in  the  inter- 
,  ^J^ional  community  and  in  the  process  of 
national  unification.  In  the  meanwhile  we 
have  to  plan  ahead  for  national  development 
well  into  the  next  century,  nurture  a  liberal- 
ized and  internationalized  economic  regime 
in  as  short  as  possible  a  period  of  time,  fos- 
ter a  low-tax,  obstacle-ft'ee  business  climate, 
renovate  the  land  system,  improve  the  small 
and  medium  business,  and  greatly  enhance 
national  competitiveness.  Only  when  thus 
prepared  will  we  be  able  to  compete  in  a  new 
Asia-pacific  age  of  mutual  benefit  and  co- 
prosperity,  thus  becoming  an  indispensable 
partner  for  prosperity  and  development 
internationally. 

At  the  same  time  we  do  not  intend  to  ne- 
glect development  in  non-economic  sectors. 
Our  top  priorities  will  be  the  judicial  system, 
education,  culture,  and  social  restructuring, 
which  will  have  to  move  ahead  in  tandem. 

Judicial  reform  should  be  based  above  all 
on  the  rule  of  law.  All  Judicial  judgments 


have  to  be  fair  and  make  sure  that  all  are 
equal  before  the  law.  The  rule  of  law  being 
the  foundation  of  democracy,  the  cause  of 
democracy  will  be  compromised  to  a  serious 
extent  if  court  rulings  are  not  trusted  by  the 
people.  The  reform  will  also  guarantee  full 
respect  for  any  fundamental  human  rights 
including  those  of  prisoners  and  parties  to  a 
law  suit.  Rectitude  and  efficiency  in  the 
court  and  prosecutorial  system  will  have  to 
be  drastically  improved. 

Reform  in  education  aims  to  put  into  prac- 
tice a  concept  of  education  that  imparts  hap- 
piness, contentment,  pluralism  and  mutual 
respect.  Such  education  is  designed  to  de- 
velop potentialities,  respect  individualism, 
promote  humanism.  and  encourage 
creativeness.  All  unreasonable  restrictions 
will  be  removed  to  allow  the  emergence  of 
the  life  education  system.  Ample  room  will 
be  reserved  for  individual  originality  and 
personal  traits  to  ensure  the  continued  pur- 
suit of  self-growth  and  self-realization.  The 
new  generation  will  be  assisted  to  know 
their  homeland,  love  their  country  and  fos- 
ter a  broad  international  view.  Fortified  in 
this  manner  they  can  better  meet  inter- 
national challenges  and  map  out  a  bright  fu- 
ture for  their  country  in  an  increasingly 
competitive  global  village. 

My  fellow  countrymen:  After  5,000  years 
the  Chinese  are  still  going  strong  solely  be- 
cause the  derive  sustenance  trom  an  excel- 
lent culture.  Under  the  strong  impact  of 
Westem  civilization  since  the  mid-19th  cen- 
tury, Chinese  culture  has  gone  through 
tribulations  and  shocks  giving  rise  to  a 
sharp  decline  in  national  confidence.  Bearing 
this  in  mind.  I  have  never  stopped  thinking 
about  cultural  regeneration.  1  am  hoping 
that  the  people  of  Taiwan  will  nurture  a  new 
life  culture  as  well  as  a  broad  and  long-sights 
ed  view  of  Life.  The  new  Chinese  culture, 
with  moorings  in  the  immense  Chinese  herit- 
age, will  draw  upon  Westem  cultural  essence 
to  facilitate  adapting  to  the  new  climate  of 
the  next  century. 

This  Is  the  essence  of  the  concept  of  "man- 
age the  great  Taiwan,  nurture  a  new  Chinese 
culture."  All  the  major  cultures  originated 
in  a  very  restricted  area.  The  5.000-year  Chi- 
nese culture  also  rose  from  a  small  region 
called  Chung  Yuan.  Uniquely  situated  at  the 
confluence  of  mainland  and  maritime  cul- 
tures, Taiwan  has  been  able  in  recent  dec- 
ades to  preserve  traditional  culture  on  the 
one  hand  and  to  come  into  wide  contact  with 
Western  democracy  and  science  and  modem 
business  culture  on  the  other.  Equipped  with 
a  much  higher  level  of  education  and  devel- 
opment than  in  other  parts  of  China,  Taiwan 
is  set  to  gradually  exercise  Its  leadership 
role  in  cultural  development  and  take  upon 
itself  the  responsibility  for  nurturing  a  new 
Chinese  culture. 

Managing  the  great  Taiwan  can  nurture 
not  just  a  new  culture,  but  also  a  new  soci- 
ety. With  political  democracy,  Taiwan's  so- 
ciety has  become  robustly  pluralistic.  The 
vigor  thus  released  will  provide  nourishment 
for  new  social  life  and  bring  about  further 
progress. 

We  will  regenerate  family  ethics  and  build 
up  a  strong  sense  of  community  beginning  at 
the  grass  roots.  This  will  enable  us  to  have  a 
harmonious  and  communicative  society 
where  all  members  can  have  the  joy  of  fam- 
ily life.  People  will  also  be  encouraged  to 
live  a  simple  life  and  treasure  all  available 
resources.  The  land  should  be  used  based 
upon  optimum  planning,  and  nature  con- 
servation should  be  promoted  to  make  it  pos- 
sible for  future  generations  to  savor  the 
beauty  of  the  landscape.  In  the  same  spirit. 


we  will  take  better  care  of  the  disadvantaged 
groups  in  the  interests  of  social  harmony 
and  human  dignity.  We  also  want  to  have  in 
place  a  social  security  system,  fair  to  all  and 
sure  to  endure,  that  provides  for  freedom 
trom  want.  But  this  system  can  only  be  in- 
stalled gradually,  depending  upon  the  avail- 
ability of  funding  support. 

At  the  very  time  when  we  are  engaged  in 
the  task  of  developing  the  Republic  of  China 
on  Taiwan,  the  overseas  Chinese  are  never 
out  of  mind.  We  do  our  very  best  continuing 
to  assist  them  In  developing  their  careers. 
The  welfare  of  the  Chinese  in  Hong  Kong  and 
Macao  has  always  been  of  great  concem  to 
us.  We  are  ready  to  land  them  a  helping  hand 
to  help  maintain  democracy,  freedom  and 
prosperity  in  this  area. 

Today  the  existence  and  development  of 
the  Republic  of  China  on  Taiwan  has  won 
international  recognition  and  respect.  In  the 
new  international  order  of  today,  such  basic 
tenets  as  democracy,  human  rights,  peace 
and  renunciation  of  force  are  universally  ad- 
hered to:  they  are  In  full  accord  with  the 
Ideals  upon  which  our  country  was  founded. 
We  will  continue  to  promote  pragmatic  di- 
plomacy In  compliance  with  the  principles  of 
goodwill  and  reciprocity.  By  so  doing  we  will 
secure  for  our  21.3  million  people  enough 
room  for  existence  and  development  as  well 
as  the  respect  and  treatment  they  deserve  in 
the  international  arena. 

My  fellow  countrymen:  China  has  suffered 
a  lot  In  the  20th  century.  In  the  initial 
stages,  it  was  buffeted  with  a  series  of  Inva- 
sions, and  over  the  last  SO  years  an  Ideologi- 
cal gap  has  been  responsible  for  the  Chinese- 
fighting-Chinese  tragedy,  resulting  in  con- 
frontation and  enmity  among  the  Chinese.  I 
have  been  of  the  view  that  on  the  threshold 
of  the  21st  century  the  two  sides  of  the  Tai- 
wan Straits  should  work  for  ending  this  his- 
torical tragedy  and  ushering  in  a  new  epoch 
when  Chinese  should  help  each  other. 

It  is  this  consideration  that  over  the  past 
years  has  been  guiding  our  initiative  in  pro- 
moting a  win-win  strategy  for  expanding 
cross-straits  relations  leading  to  eventual 
national  unification,  but  we  are  doing  this 
on  the  premise  that  the  Taiwan,  Penghu. 
Kinmen  and  Matsu  area  is  well  protected  and 
the  welfare  of  its  people  safeguarded.  Unfor- 
tunately, the  cross-straits  relationship  has 
experienced  bumps  irom  time  to  time  be- 
cause the  Chinese  Conununists  have  refused 
to  admit  the  very  fact  that  the  Republic  of 
China  does  exist  in  the  area.  Beginning  last 
year,  the  Chinese  Communists,  because  of 
their  opposition  to  democracy,  launched 
against  myself  a  smear  campaign  using  false 
charges  to  damage  my  credibility,  but  I  sim- 
ply ignore  their  irrational  behavior  and  re- 
main patient.  An  eye  for  an  eye  is  no  solu- 
tion to  an  historical  question  of  SO  years. 

In  an  attempt  to  izifluence  the  outcome  of 
the  first  popular  presidential  election  in 
March,  the  Chinese  Communist  conducted  a 
series  of  military  exercises  against  Taiwan, 
but  unrivaled  restraint  prevailed  In  this 
country.  We  know  that  It  Is  imperative  that 
peace  and  stability  be  maintained  in  the 
Asia-Pacific  region.  More  important,  we 
would  not  like  to  see  the  sudden  disappear- 
ance of  the  economic  growth  in  mainland 
China  that  has  been  made  possible  with 
great  difficulty  by  its  openness  policy  over 
the  years.  Patience  on  the  part  of  the  21.3 
million  people  is  not  tantamount  to  coward- 
ice. Because  we  believe  quiet  tolerance  is  the 
only  way  to  dispel  enmity  bred  by  confronta- 
tion. We  will  never  negotiate  under  threat  of 
attack,  but  we  do  not  fear  to  negotiate.  Our 
position  is  that  dialogue  will  lead  to  the  res- 
olution of  any  issues  between  the  two  sides 
of  the  Taiwan  Straits. 
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The  Republic  of  China  has  always  been  a 
sovereign  state.  Disputes  across  the  Straits 
center  around  system  and  lifestyle;  they 
have  nothing:  to  do  with  ethnic  or  cultural 
identity.  Here  in  this  country  it  is  totally 
necessary  or  impossible  to  adopt  the  so- 
called  course  of  "Taiwan  independence."  For 
over  40  years,  the  two  sides  of  the  Straits 
have  been  two  separate  jurisdictions  due  to 
various  historical  factors,  but  it  is  also  true 
that  both  sides  pursue  eventual  national  uni- 
fication. Only  when  both  sides  face  up  to  the 
fkcts  and  engage  in  dialogue  with  profound 
sincerity  and  patience  will  they  be  able  to 
find  the  solution  to  the  unification  question 
and  work  for  the  common  welfare  of  the  Chi- 
nese people. 

Today,  I  will  seriously  call  upon  the  two 
sides  of  the  Straits  to  deal  straightforwardly 
with  the  momentous  question  of  how  to  ter- 
minate the  state  of  hostility  between  them. 
which  will  then  make  a  crucial  contribution 
to  the  historic  task  of  unification.  In  the  fu- 
ture, at  the  call  of  my  country  and  with  the 
support  of  its  people,  I  would  like  to  embark 
upon  a  journey  of  peace  to  mainland  China 
taking  with  me  the  consensus  and  will  of  the 
21.3  million  people.  I  am  also  ready  to  meet 
with  the  top  leadership  of  the  Chinese  Com- 
munists for  a  direct  exchange  of  views  in 
order  to  open  up  a  new  era  of  conmiunication 
and  cooperation  between  the  two  sides  and 
ensure  peace,  stability  and  prosperity  in  the 
Asia-Pacific  region. 

My  fellow  countrymen:  We  in  Taiwan  have 
realized  the  Chinese  dream.  The  Chinese  of 
the  20th  century  have  been  striving  for  the 
realization  of  a  happy,  wealthy  China  and  of 
Dr.  Sun  Yat-sen's  "popular  sovereignty" 
ideal.  For  50  years,  we  have  created  in  the 
Taiwan,  Penghu,  Klnmen  and  Matsu  area  an 
eye-catching  "economic  miracle"  and 
achieved  a  world-acclaimed  democratic  re- 
form. The  Chinese  who  were  regarded  as  dic- 
tatorial, feudalistic,  penurious,  and  back- 
ward by  Western  countries  one  century  ago 
have  by  now  created  in  the  Taiwan  area  a 
new  land  of  democracy,  wealth  and  progress. 
proudly  enjoying  enthusiastic  recognition 
trom  the  world.  This  stand  for  not  just  a 
proud  achievement  of  our  21.3  million  people; 
it  marks  a  crucial  departure  for  the  Chinese 
people  to  rise  again  to  a  new  height  of  glory. 
We  believe  that  whatever  is  achieved  by  the 
Chinese  in  Taiwan  can  also  be  achieved  by 
the  Chinese  in  mainland  China.  We  are  will- 
ing to  provide  our  developmental  experience 
as  an  aid  in  mapping  out  the  direction  of  de- 
velopment in  mainland  China.  The  friiits  of 
our  hard  work  can  be  used  to  assist  in  en- 
hancing the  welfare  of  million  of  our  com- 
patriots on  the  mainland.  The  Chinese  on  the 
two  sides  can  thus  join  forces  for  the  benefit 
of  the  prosperity  and  development  of  the 
Chinese  nation  as  a  whole. 

My  fellow  countrymen:  I  wish  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  express  my  heartfelt  grati- 
tude for  the  trust  you  have  reposed  in  me. 
Today,  I  have  accepted  with  humility  and  so- 
lemnity the  office  of  the  ninth-term  Presi- 
dent of  the  Republic  of  China  at  the  swear- 
ing-in ceremony  this  morning.  I  fully  under- 
stand the  meaning  of  this  office  as  well  as 
the  duties  of  this  office.  I  pledge  myself  to 
the  complete  performance  of  my  duties  to 
the  best  of  my  power.  I  would  never  fail  you. 
Meanwhile,  I  sincerely  call  upon  all  my  fel- 
low citizens  to  give  me  wholehearted,  unself- 
ish and  patient  support  so  that  we  may 
stride  forward  hand  in  hand  into  the  21st 
century.  I  am  convinced  that  during  the  next 
century  the  Chinese  people  will  be  able  to 
achieve  the  historic  enterprise  of  peaceful 
unification  and  do  their  very  part  for  the 
peace  and  development  of  the  world. 


May  I  wish  the  Republic  of  China  contin- 
ued prosperity  and  all  the  distinguished 
guests  health  and  happiness.  Thank  you.* 


THE  CLOSURE  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
AVENUE:  A  MATTER  OF  COMMON 
SENSE 

•  Mr.  Pryor.  Mr.  President,  there  has 
been  a  lot  of  talk  recently,  both  in 
Congress  and  in  the  media,  about  re- 
opening the  area  of  Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue directly  in  front  of  the  White 
House  that  was  closed  due  to  security 
concerns.  Reopening  the  street  to  com- 
muter traffic  sound  good  to  drivers 
who  are  inconvenienced.  But  before  we 
tear  dovim  security  structures  at  any 
Federal  fauiility  we  should  step  back 
and  review  recent  events  in  Oklahoma 
City  and  New  York.  The  security  of 
Federal  buildings  has  become  a  serious 
issue  indeed,  and  when  the  lives  of 
Americans  are  threatened  we  cannot 
afford  to  act  politically. 

About  1  year  ago.  Treasury  Secretary 
Robert  Rubin,  whose  department  is 
charged  with  protecting  the  President, 
ordered  the  Secret  Service  to  close 
Pennsylvania  Avenue  to  vehicular  traf- 
fic in  front  of  the  White  House.  His  de- 
cision was  not  made  precipitously  but 
only  after  it  was  called  for  by  the  most 
comprehensive  study  of  White  House 
security  in  our  Nation's  history.  That 
study,  which  was  conducted  by  a  body 
called  the  White  House  Security  Re- 
view, determined  that  the  threat  of 
violent  acts  against  the  White  House, 
and  other  Federal  buildings,  had  grown 
much  more  serious  over  the  last  dec- 
ade. 

It  does  not  take  a  big  study  to  tell  us 
that  times  have  changed  and  that  there 
is  a  greater  threat  to  Federal  buildings 
such  as  the  White  House.  The  World 
Trade  Center  bombing,  the  Oklahoma 
City  bombing,  not  to  mention  the  mur- 
der near  CIA  headquarters  10  miles 
from  here,  are  ample  evidence  of  the 
threat  that  domestic  terrorism  now 
poses  in  America. 

Mr.  President,  all  of  us  agree  that 
the  White  House  is  the  property  of  the 
public,  that  it  should  be  as  accessible 
as  reasonable  possible.  But  the  White 
House  Security  Review  clearly  found 
that  the  threat  to  public  safety  from 
an  open  Pennsylvania  Avenue  far  out- 
weighed the  inconvenience  to  commut- 
ers and  sightseers  in  cars.  After  much 
consideration  the  Review  concluded 
that  it  was,  not  able  to  identify  any  al- 
ternative to  prohibiting  vehicular  traf- 
fic on  Pennsylvania  Avenue  that  would 
ensure  the  protection  of  the  President 
and  others  in  the  White  House  complex 
from  explosive  devices  carried  in  vehi- 
cles near  the  perimeter.  These  findings 
were  endorsed  by  its  independent  bipar- 
tisan Advisory  Committee,  which  in- 
cluded former  Secretary  of  Transpor- 
tation William  Coleman  and  the  former 
Director  of  the  FBI  and  CIA,  Judge 
William  Webster. 


According  to  every  authorative  study 
of  the  situation,  restricting  car  traffic 
around  the  White  House  is  more  than 
reasonable.  It  is  essential. 

Many  argue  that  Secretary  Rubin's 
actions  have  had  a  negative  effect  on 
America's  enjoyment  of  the  White 
House.  However,  tours  have  continued 
as  scheduled,  and  visitors  can  now 
enjoy  walking  and  biking  down  Penn- 
sylvania Avenue  without  danger  of  ve- 
hicular traffic.  The  White  House  is  still 
the  people's  house  and  many  would  say 
that  enjosmient  has  been  increased  by 
the  evolving  pedestrian  mall. 

Perhaps  the  strongest  argument 
against  closure  of  Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue in  front  of  the  White  House  is  that 
it  causes  traffic  problems  for  city  mo- 
torists. While  it  is  true  that  closure  of 
this  area  has  increased  an  already  bad 
traffic  problem,  the  Department  of 
Transportation's  Federal  Highway  Ad- 
ministration and  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia's Department  of  Public  Works 
are  examining  short-term  and  long- 
term  measiires  to  reduce  traffic  prob- 
lems in  the  city. 

Again,  inconvenience  of  drivers 
around  the  White  House  cannot  take 
precedent  over  the  safety  of  the  public 
who  visit  the  White  House,  the  public 
servants  who  work  in  the  White  House 
and,  of  course,  the  President  and  his 
family.  Our  Government  and  society 
places  a  high  value  on  human  life  and 
I  think  even  the  most  anxious  D.C. 
driver  would  not  want  their  zeal  to  get 
around  town  to  result  in  harm  to  an- 
other American. 

It  is  also  valuable  to  note  that  the 
creation  of  a  pedestrian  mall  is  consist- 
ent with  President  Washington's  vision 
for  the  White  House,  and  it  is  similar 
to  a  proposal  that  President  and  Mrs. 
Kennedy  endorsed  a  generation  ago. 

Mr.  President,  Americans  have  long 
been  known  for  their  freedom,  but  I 
like  to  think  Americans  are  also 
known  for  their  common  sense.  While  I 
realize  that  restricting  access  to  any 
public  building  is  not  consistent  with 
America's  sense  of  freedom,  I  would 
argue  that  reopening  Pennsylvania  Av- 
enue is  contrtuTT  to  our  good  common 
sense. 

Mr.  President,  Secretary  Rubin  made 
a  wise  decision  a  year  ago.  He  used  his 
common  sense  and  decided  that  closing 
Pennsylvania  Avenue  was  the  right 
thing  to  do.  Let's  not  overrule  his  good 
judgment  or  jeopardize  the  people's 
house  by  reopening  Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue.* 


RECOGNITION  OF  CHISHOLM  TRAIL 
ROUNDUP,  FORT  WORTH,  TX 

•  Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President, 
more  than  a  hundred  years  ago,  cattle 
drives  made  their  way  across  the  Texas 
plains  toward  the  railhead  of  Abilene, 
KS,  along  what  came  to  be  known  as 
the  Chisholm  Trail.  Within  a  span  of 
only  two  decades,  the  Chisholm  Trail 
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not  only  transformed  settlements  and 
towns,  like  Ft.  Worth,  into  major  cen- 
ters of  commerce,  it  also  produced  one 
of  our  Nation's  most  enduring  folk  he- 
roes—the cowboy. 

Since  1976,  the  Chisholm  Trail 
Roundup  has  been  held  in  the  historic 
Stockyards  District  of  Fort  Worth,  TX. 
The  Roundup  celebrates  the  Western 
spirit  of  adventure  and  perseverance 
and  honors  the  cultures  of  tribe  and 
Nation  that  forged  a  new  way  of  life  on 
the  American  frontier.  From  native 
American  dances  to  cowboy  gunfights, 
the  roundup  displays  all  aspects  of 
frontier  life  and  creates  an  atmosphere 
in  which  learning  about  our  history 
and  enjojring  the  festival  come  to- 
gether. 

As  one  of  the  country's  largest  an- 
nual festivals,  the  Chisholm  Trail 
Roundup  is  nonprofit  and  benefits 
Western  heritage  organizations.  For  3 
days  in  June,  Fort  Worthians  will 
gather  once  again  to  celebrate  the 
city's  rich  heritage  and  to  relive  one  of 
the  most  memorable  times  in  Amer- 
ican history. 

As  a  Senator  from  the  State  of 
Texas,  I  would  like  to  recognize  the 
Chisholm  Trail  Roundup  and  its  efforts 
to  remind  us  of  our  pioneering  herit- 
age. I  appreciate  the  thousands  of 
hours  of  work  that  have  gone  into 
planning  this  year's  event,  and  I  am 
looking  forward  to  many  more  round- 
ups in  the  years  to  come.« 


LARGE  BINOCULAR  TELESCOPE  ON 
MT.  GRAHAM  IN  ARIZONA 

•  Mr.  INOUYE.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
express  my  serious  concern  with  lan- 
giiage  contained  in  the  final  fiscal  year 
1996  appropriations  measure  which  ad- 
dressed the  construction  of  the  Large 
Binocular  Telescope  on  Mr.  Grahajn  in 
Arizona,  which  is  a  sacred  place  to  the 
Apache  Nation  and  home  to  the  endan- 
gered Mt.  Graham  red  squirrel.  The 
Apache  tribal  and  religious  leaders 
have  urged  the  Congress  and  the  ad- 
ministration to  protect  their  historic 
holy  land.  They  are  joined  by  national 
Native  organizations  and  by  a  broad 
cross-section  of  the  religious  and  envi- 
ronmental communities  internation- 
ally. I  am  also  troubled  that  because 
there  has  been  no  hearing  in  the  Con- 
gress on  this  matter,  the  Apaches  have 
not  been  afforded  an  opportunity  to  be 
heard  on  this  important  matter  of  reli- 
gious freedom. 

It  is  my  imderstanding  that  the  ad- 
ministration has  stated  its  position 
that  construction  should  not  proceed 
until  and  unless  there  is  full  compli- 
ance with  standard  environmental  and 
cultural  reviews.  This  position  is  con- 
sistent with  the  recent  ruling  by  the 
Ninth  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  and  it 
would  appear  that  the  language  ad- 
dressing Mt.  Graham  telescope  con- 
tained in  the  appropriations  Act  is  not 
contrary  to  this  position.  I  can  only  as- 


simie  that  the  administration  and 
many  of  my  colleagues  who  have  con- 
cerns both  for  the  environment  as  well 
as  Native  American  rights  have  not  in- 
sisted on  the  removal  of  this  language 
because  they  also  read  it  as  allowing 
for  the  customary  environmental  and 
cultural  reviews  to  be  completed  before 
construction  on  the  telescope  is  al- 
lowed to  proceed.* 


SALUTE  TO  ELIZABETHTON  AND 
CARTER  COUNTY  ECONOMIC  DE- 
VELOPMENT COMMISSION 

•  Mr.  FRIST.  Mr.  President,  today,  I 
would  like  to  commend  the  city  of 
Elizabethton  and  Carter  County,  TN, 
for  their  innovative  work  in  helping  at- 
tract businesses  and  residents  to  their 
community  through  the  use  of  the 
Internet.  Last  November,  the 
Elizabethton  and  Carter  County  Eco- 
nomic Development  Commission  estab- 
lished a  World  Wide  Web  home  page  to 
provide  corporations  looking  to  relo- 
cate or  select  sites  for  expansion  with 
instant  access  to  the  information  they 
need  on  this  region  in  upper  east  Ten- 
nessee. 

The  Elizabethton  and  Carter  County 
Community  Profile  is  an  online  listing 
that  offers  viewers  demographic  infor- 
niation  on  the  area,  including  labor 
matistics,  tax  rates,  education  levels, 
population,  housing  data,  t3rpes  and 
availability  of  transportation,  and  lo- 
cations of  business  complexes  and  in- 
dustrial parks.  It  encompasses  more 
than  120  pa^es  of  detailed  community 
and  economic  information  for  consult- 
ants, site  selection,  real  estate  and  cor- 
porate executives  tiiroughout  the  world 
and  is  a  fine  example  of  how  advanced 
technology  can  aid  in  the  growth  and 
development  of  every  American  city. 

As  a  physician  and  a  U.S.  Senator,  I 
know  firsthand  how  useful  the  Internet 
has  become  in  the  last  few  years.  When 
I  was  a  heart  transplant  surgeon  in 
Nashville,  I  considered  access  to  the 
Internet  as  vital  to  my  work  as  any 
surgical  instrument  because  it  allowed 
me  to  obtain  up-to-the-minute  infor- 
mation on  the  latest  medical  tech- 
niques and  procedures.  It  also  allowed 
me  to  communicate  easily  with  my 
colleagues  in  transplant  surgery 
throughout  the  covmtry  and  across  the 
globe. 

Since  coming  to  the  U.S.  Senate,  I 
have  found  a  new  use  for  the  Internet- 
constituent  communications.  My 
World  Wide  Web  home  page— the  first 
established  by  a  Republican  Member  of 
Congress — ^now  allows  Tennesseans  to 
view  legislation  that  I  have  introduced, 
as  well  as  my  press  releases,  fiow  state- 
ments, biographical  information,  com- 
mittee assignments,  and  voting  record 
with  the  click  of  a  mouse.  And  I  am 
able  to  communicate  via  e-mail  with 
thousands  of  Tennesseans  and  Ameri- 
cans who  contact  my  office  through  my 
home  pa^e  seeking  further  information 


on  specific  issues.  The  Internet  has  rev- 
olutionized the  way  my  Senate  office 
functions. 

In  much  the  same  way,  the  informa- 
tion superhighway  is  revolutionizing 
the  way  companies  do  business  and  the 
way  cities  and  counties  approach  eco- 
nomic development.  Mr.  President, 
Elizabethton  and  Carter  County  are  on 
the  frontlines  in  this  revolution.  There 
are  many  much  larger  cities  that  will 
have  to  struggle  to  obtain  the  techno- 
logical advancements  that  have  been 
made  in  this  community.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  commend  the  Ellizabethton  and 
Carter  County  Economic  Development 
Commission  for  their  foresight,  innova- 
tion and  creativity,  and  I  look  forward 
to  seeing  other  cities  and  counties  fol- 
low Elizabethton's  and  Carter  County's 
lead.* 


WHY  DO  WE  CALL  TAXES  A 
BURDEN 

•  Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  there  is  a 
commonly  held  belief  abroad  in  the 
land  that  all  taxes  are  inherently  bur- 
densome. This  is  implicit  in  an  event 
recently  noted,  known  as  "Tax  Free- 
dom Day."  I  was  moved  to  ponder  this 
matter  after  reading  an  article  in  The 
Washin^rton  Post,  entitled  "Why  Do  We 
Call  Taxes  a  Burden'?"  by  Professor 
Rashi  Fein.  Professor  Fein  makes  the 
point,  most  excellently,  that  our  lan- 
guage shapes  our  actions. 

A  "burden"  is  by  definition  oppres- 
sive. Our  facile  use  of  the  term  in  con- 
nection with  our  taxes  thereby  encour- 
ages us  to  act  to  ease  those  taxes.  By 
such  thinking,  in  fashioning  a  budget 
resolution,  all  manner  of  actions  be- 
come justified.  Let  us  jettison  support 
for  Medicare,  Medicaid,  Social  Secu- 
rity, hiring  of  police  ofDcers,  heating 
assistance  to  the  poor,  protection  of 
our  environment,  education  loans. 
United  States  humanitarian  oper- 
ations, civilian  and  military  retire- 
ment pensions,  national  defense,  pros- 
ecution of  drug  smugglers,  and  Am- 
trak.  Thus,  so  this  form  of  reasoning 
goes,  will  our  "burden"  be  lifted.  Yet 
who  among  us  would  not  assert  that 
some,  if  not  all  of  the  aforementioned 
programs  are  worthy  in  motive  and  in- 
tent, albeit  perhaps  not  flawless  in  exe- 
cution? 

Professor  Fein  posits  that  the  weigh- 
ing of  appropriate  tax  and  expenditure 
policies  is  difficult  when  our  language 
encourag^es  us  to  think  of  our  taxes  as 
burdens  not  connected  to  the  benefits 
we  derive  from  them.  Police  protec- 
tion, clean  air  and  water,  an  educated 
populace,  and  a  strong  national  defense 
benefit  each  and  every  one  of  us.  More- 
over, Federal  entitlements— benefits 
citizens  are  entitled  to  collect  if  they 
meet  certain  demographic  or  income 
definitions— reach  49  percent  of  U.S. 
households,  including  39  percent  of 
families  with  children  and  98  percent  of 
the  elderly. 
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As  a  moral  proposition,  we  must  be 
careftil  of  our  words,  for  our  words  be- 
come our  actions.  And,  as  the  adage 
goes,  actions  become  character,  and 
our  character  becomes  our  destiny.  In 
considering  amendments  to  the  budget 
resolution,  let  us  not  join  in  vying  to 
reduce  our  tax  "burden"  lest  our  des- 
tiny become  a  society  "less  organized 
and  less  civilized." 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  the  article 
entitled  "Why  Do  We  Call  Taxes  a  Bur- 
den'?" be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  article  follows. 

[From  the  Washington,  Post.  May  17, 1996] 

Why  do  we  Call  Taxes  a  'Burden'? 

(By  Rashi  Fein) 

I  learn  a  lot  watching  C-SPAN.  The  other 
night,  one  of  Washington's  leading  econo- 
mists was  asked  about  using  the  tax  system 
to  help  reduce  environmental  damage.  The 
response?  It  certainly  would  be  difficult,  be- 
cause it  would  increase  the  "tax  burden." 

"Tax  burden"  is  a  phrase  with  which  we 
are  all  so  familiar  that  we  don't  stop  to 
think  what  it  means— nor  what  it  Implies.  At 
Qrst  blush  it  seems  value-free.  But  plainly  a 
"burden"  is  something  to  be  lifted.  We  don't 
refer  to  the  monies  we  spend  on  movies,  pop- 
corn, milk  or  shoes  as  "burdens."  We  refer  to 
them— «jd  think  of  them— as  expenditures, 
some  (movies  and  popcorn)  optional,  others 
(food,  shoes)  necessary.  We  don't  speak  of 
our  "consumption  burden."  Why,  then,  a 
"tax  burden"? 

Is  it  that  our  tax  payments  are  not  op- 
tional bat  our  food  expenditures  are?  That 
can't  be  it:  We  have  to  buy  food.  We  can 
choose  between  steak  and  hamburger  (or  yo- 
gurt and  tofu),  but  we  can't  choose  between 
eating  and  starving.  Indeed,  the  penalty  for 
not  eating  far  exceeds  the  penalty  for  non- 
payment of  taxes,  yet  we  do  not  speak  of  the 
"food  burden." 

More  likely,  we  think  of  taxes  as  a  burden 
because  we're  not  quite  certain  what  it  is 
we're  buying  when  we  pay  them.  We  miss, 
somehow,  the  connection  between  our  tax 
dollars  and  the  fire  protection,  the  highways, 
the  security  against  foreign  powers  and  the 
biomedical  research  that  our  dollars  buy. 
The  problem  is  that  few  of  the  benefits  we 
derive  can  be  seen,  touched  or  smelled.  More- 
over, the  benefits  we  derive  from  govern- 
ment expenditures  most  often  accrue  to  ev- 
eryone; they  do  not  come  packaged  in  dis- 
crete units— this  box  of  defense  for  me,  this 
piece  of  highway  for  you. 

And  many  of  us  assume  that  we'd  continue 
to  get  whatever  it  is  we're  getting  trom  gov- 
ernment even  if  we  didn't  pay  our  taxes. 
Without  spending  our  dollars,  we'd  have  no 
milk  on  our  tables,  but  we  can't  really  imag- 
ine that  schools  and  roads  would  disappear  if 
you  and  I  didn't  buy  them  with  our  tax  dol- 
lars, aearly,  government  doesn't  determine 
how  many  potholes  to  fill  only  after  it  depos- 
its our  tax  dollars.  If  I  don't  buy  that  book, 
that  restaurant  meal,  that  aspirin — or  if  I 
cheat  on  my  taxes — does  government  really 
subtract  firom  the  pothole-fixing  budget  or 
the  salaries  of  judges?  That's  a  tough  con- 
nection to  make — but  without  that  connec- 
tion, my  taxes  come  to  seem  irrelevant, 
hence  unnecessary,  hence  a  "burden." 

Of  course,  no  government  program  would 
suffer  if  yon  or  I  consumed  less  (and  thus 
paid  less  in  sales  tax)  or  if  I  cheated  on  my 
return  (and  thus  paid  less  in  income  tax). 
But  if  you  and  I  both  underi>aid,  everyone 
else  would  have  to  pay  more.  And  it  surely 
stretches  language  beyond  acceptable  usage 


to  call  not  taking  advantage  of  one's  neigh- 
bors a  "burden." 

Burdens  are  by  definition  oppressive,  and 
our  facile  use  of  the  term  in  connection  with 
our  taxes  thereby  encourages  us  to  do  every- 
thing we  can  (within  the  law)  to  ease  them. 
Cheating  on  our  taxes  comes  to  seem  accept- 
able (at  least  understandable),  even  though 
tax  evasion  is  precisely  analogous  to  shop- 
lifting. If  we  take  fire  protection,  guarantees 
on  educational  loans,  clean  air  and  water  but 
fail  to  pay  for  them,  we  are  stealing. 

Our  language  shapes  our  attitudes.  To 
weigh  appropriate  tax  and  expenditure  poli- 
cies in  difficult  when  our  language  encour- 
ages us  to  think  of  our  taxes  as  burdens  not 
connected  to  the  benefits  we  derive  from 
them. 

Some  weeks  ago,  I  received  a  brochure  en- 
couraging me  to  open  an  IRA.  In  that  bro- 
chure, a  1040  tax  return  was  labeled  "pain," 
while  the  application  for  an  IRA  was  labeled 
"pain  killer."  By  implication,  taxes  (like 
pain)  are  to  be  avoided.  By  implication,  I  can 
continue  to  enjoy  the  benefits  of  government 
expenditures  without  paying  for  them. 

We  can  debate  "value  for  money,"  the  wis- 
dom of  particular  government  policies,  pro- 
grams and  expenditures.  We  can  argue  as  to 
whether  we're  spending  too  much  here,  not 
enough  there.  But  that  debate  is  distorted  if 
we  enter  it  with  the  view  that  any  govern- 
ment expenditure — which  means  my  tax  dol- 
lar— is  inherently  burdensome. 

I  feel  as  I  do  because  I  remember  what  Jus- 
tice Holmes  wrote  in  1904:  "Taxes  are  what 
we  pay  for  a  civilized  society"  and  what 
Franklin  Delano  Roosevelt  said  in  1936, 
"Taxes,  after  all,  are  the  dues  that  we  pay 
for  the  privileges  of  membership  in  an  orga- 
nized society." 

Now,  at  century's  end,  our  economists  tell 
us  taxes  are  a  burden,  and  our  pension  funds 
tell  us  taxes  are  a  pain.  Is  it  any  wonder  that 
our  leaders  vie  to  reduce  the  burden  and  the 
pain,  even  if  in  so  doing  our  society  becomes 
somewhat  less  organized  and  less  civilized?* 


and  grrace.  She,  like  her  work,  was  an 
American  original,  and  I  am  very  glad 
that  the'  U.S.  Postal  Service  has  chosen 
to  honor  her  in  this  way.« 


GEORGIA  O'KEEFFE 
COMMEMORATIVE  STAMP 

•  Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President, 
today,  on  the  historic  plaza  in  Santa 
Fe,  New  Mexico,  the  United  States 
Postal  Service  will  unveil  the  C^eorgia 
O'Keeffe  "Red  Poppy"  Commemorative 
Stamp.  This  stamp  is  a  culmination  of 
the  work  of  many  people  to  bring  spe- 
cial recognition  to  the  artist  who  is 
considered  one  of  the  foremost  Amer- 
ican artists  of  the  20th  Century. 

Although  a  native  of  Wisconsin,  Miss 
O'Keeffe  has  been  closely  identified 
with  New  Mexico  for  nearly  70  years 
through  her  life  and  work.  We  are  ex- 
ceptionally proud  of  the  fact  that  her 
love  of  our  landscape  was  so  wonder- 
fully realized  in  her  paintings. 

Miss  O'Keeffe  found  endless  fascina- 
tion in  the  bleached  bones  that  dot  the 
New  Mexico  deserts.  The  intense  colors 
of  conmion  flowers,  the  vastness  of  the 
sky  and  the  shape  of  the  hills  all  were 
sources  of  profound  inspiration.  Her  art 
expressed  her  vision.  Because  of  her 
work,  we  can  have  a  glimpse  of  what 
she  saw. 

When  Georgia  O'Keeffe  died  in  Santa 
Fe  on  March  6,  1986,  her  work  remained 
as  a  lasting  testament  to  her  talent 


TRIBUTE  TO  JOHN  LIEBENSTEIN, 
SLAIN  RICE  COUNTY  DEPUTY 

•  Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  to  pay  tribute  to  a  very  brave  nnan, 
to  Deputy  John  Liebenstein,  40,  a  nine 
year  member  of  the  Rice  County  Sher- 
iffs Department  in  Minnesota. 

Deputy  Liebenstein  sacrificed  his  life 
on  May  3,  1996  in  the  line  of  duty.  He 
was  killed  when  a  suspect,  allegedly 
driving  a  stolen  car,  rammed  his  un- 
marked squad  car  on  a  fi'eeway  exit, 
following  a  high  speed  chase  by  police 
over  forty  miles  through  three  coun- 
ties. 

It  is  a  tragedy  when  any  policeman 
falls  in  the  line  of  duty.  However,  Dep- 
uty Liebenstein's  untimely  death  had 
an  immediate  impact  on  the  citizens  of 
his  tightly-knit  Minnesota  community. 

John  was  a  fine  law  enforcement  offi- 
cer who  dedicated  his  life  to  defending 
the  peace.  Therefore,  it  was  fitting 
when  Governor  Ame  Carlson  ordered 
all  state  flags  to  be  lowered  to  half- 
staff  in  his  honor. 

Deputy  John  Liebenstein  was  also  a 
loving  husband,  and  a  wonderful  father. 
I  extend  my  deepest,  most  heartfelt 
sympathy  to  his  devoted  wife,  Jean  and 
his  three  children. 

He  leaves  a  rich  legacy  of  protecting 
the  lives  and  property  of  his  fellow  citi- 
zens, and  we  will  never  forget  this  gal- 
lant man.* 


HONORING  THE  LANGLEYS  CELE- 
BRATING THEIR  50TH  WEDDING 
ANNIVERSARY 

•  Mr.  AKAKA.  Mr.  President,  I  am  de- 
lighted today  to  honor  Norton  and 
Joan  Langley  of  Honolulu,  Hawaii,  who 
will  celebrate  their  50th  wedding  anni- 
versary on  May  28,  1996.  The  commit- 
ment to  marriage  is  a  solemn  one,  and 
the  desire  to  remain  united  for  half  a 
century  is  laudable. 

The  Langleys  met  while  teenagers 
and  were  married  in  1946,  after  Norton 
returned  from  World  War  n  with  two 
Purple  Hearts.  In  1957.  they  traded  life 
in  San  Francisco  for  Honolulu  where 
they  opened  the  first  of  their  clothing 
stores,  Casual  Aire  of  Hawaii.  Their 
flagship  shop,  located  in  the  lovely  Hil- 
ton Hawaiian  Village  Hotel  in  Waikiki, 
was  featured  in  the  opening  shots  of 
the  first  television  series  produced  in 
Hawaii— "Hawaiian  Eye." 

Two  of  their  three  children  continue 
to  reside  in  Honolulu  where  son,  Larry, 
and  daughter.  Jodi,  operate  Casual 
Aire.  Their  eldest  daughter,  Nanci,  re- 
sides in  Virginia,  and  is  a  valued  mem- 
ber of  my  staff.  I  wish  this  happy  fam- 
ily all  the  best  and  congratulate  them 
on  the  strength  of  their  family  ties.* 


May  23,  1996 

ON  THE  EVE  OF  RUSSIA'S 
PRESIDENTIAL  ELECTIONS 

*  Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  since  the 
Soviet  Union  broke  up  in  December 
1991,  Russians  have  undergone  five  very 
painful  years  of  political  and  economic 
transition.  Life  is  difficult  and  uncer- 
tain for  many  average  Russians.  In 
Russia's  most  recent  elections,  held 
last  December,  Communists  gained 
control  of  the  Russian  legislature  and 
pro-reform  parties  were  marginalized. 
Earlier  this  year,  that  Parliament 
voted  to  abrogate  the  treaty  which  dis- 
banded the  Soviet  Union.  While  reject- 
ing the  Parliament's  vote.  President 
Yeltsin  is  nevertheless  pursuing  closer 
ties  with  its  former  Soviet  neighbors. 
President  Boris  Yeltsin  has  also  made 
several  key  personnel  changes  in  the 
last  few  months,  dismissing  some  of 
the  key  reformers.  War  continues  to 
rage  in  Chechnya.  At  the  same  time, 
Russia  has  agreed  to  adhere  to  strin- 
gent economic  requirements  to  con- 
tinue to  receive  funding  from  Inter- 
national Monetary  Fund. 

Against  this  backdrop,  on  June  16,  in 
less  than  a  month,  Russians  will  go  to 
the  polls  to  elect  a  President.  Whatever 
the  outcome,  this  election  will  have 
profoimd  implications  for  the  course  of 
reform  in  Russia,  the  future  of  democ- 
racy in  Central  and  Eastern  Europe 
and  the  former  Soviet  Union,  the  devel- 
opment of  United  States-Russian  rela- 
tions, and  in  fact,  global  stability. 

I  fear  that  we  are  not  giving  enough 
thought  and  attention  to  what  is  tak- 
ing place  in  Russia  and  particularly  to 
how  the  impending  election  might  af- 
fect United  States-Russian  relations. 
Accordingly,  majority  and  minority 
staff  members  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  were  recently  tasked  with 
visiting  Russia  to  get  a  sense  of  the 
issues  and  the  candidates  in  the  lead- 
up  to  the  elections.  They  have  prepared 
a  report  based  upon  their  visit  which  I 
would  commend  to  my  colleagues. 

The  report  makes  no  predictions 
about  the  outcome  of  the  election. 
Rather,  it  presents  some  of  the  issues 
confronting  the  candidates  and  the 
electorate,  including  economic  and  key 
foreign  policy  issues.  I  would  ask  that 
the  report  summary  be  placed  in  the 
Record  at  the  end  of  my  remarks. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  no  one  can 
predict  what  will  happen  in  Russia  in 
the  coming  weeks  and  months.  I  be- 
lieve, however,  that  it  is  important  to 
be  as  informed  as  possible  about  devel- 
opments in  Russia  so  as  to  avoid  unin- 
formed or  knee-jerk  reactions  to 
events  there.  I  believe  the  connmittee 
staff  report  makes  a  useful  contribu- 
tion to  the  discussion. 

I  am  pleased  to  note  that  the  staff 
trip  was  conducted  and  the  report  was 
written  on  a  bipartisan  basis.  I  would 
like  to  thank  Senator  Helms  and  his 
staff  for  the  high  level  of  cooperation 
they  have  offered  on  this  venture.  I 
know  that  we  share  the  goal  of  sup- 
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porting  continued  reform  in  Russia, 
and  as  Russia  heads  into  a  period  of  un- 
certainty, I  am  hopeful  that  we  can 
continue  to  work  together  to  promote 
that  goal. 

SUMMAHY  OF  KEY  FINDINOS 

On  June  16,  1996,  the  Russian  Federa- 
tion will  hold  Presidential  elections. 
By  any  estimation,  this  election— jiost 
over  a  month  away — will  have  profound 
implications  for  the  course  of  reform  in 
Russia,  the  future  of  democracy  in  Cen- 
tral and  Eastern  Europe  and  the  former 
Soviet  Union,  the  development  of 
United  States-Russian  relations,  and  in 
fact,  global  stability.  No  clear  favorite 
candidate  has  yet  emerged. 

The  Russian  presidential  election 
comes  in  the  wake  of  five  very  painful 
years  of  political  and  economic  transi- 
tion. Ironically,  just  as  the  Russian 
economy  shows  evidence  of  imminent 
growth,  the  Russian  electorate's  hos- 
tility to  reform  and  pro-reform  can- 
didates is  peaking. 

The  Russian  people  appear  to  fear 
change  more  than  they  dislike  Presi- 
dent Boris  Yeltsin.  However,  voter  dis- 
content runs  deep  and  nostalgia  for  the 
better,  more  stable  and  predictable 
times,  whether  based  on  reality  or  not, 
is  the  order  of  the  day.  Many  equate 
democracy  with  a  breakdown  of  order, 
rampant  crime  and  corruption,  and  op- 
pression by  the  mafia. 

At  this  point,  it  appears  that  the 
Communist  candidate,  Gennadiy 
Zyuganov,  has  the  largest  amount  of 
support  among  the  electorate. 
Zjruganov  has  a  chameleon-like  ability 
to  tailor  his  message  to  a  particular 
audience.  It  is,  therefore,  difficult  to 
distinguish  his  true  beliefs  from  his 
campaign  rhetoric,  and  by  extension  to 
predict  how  the  Commimist  Party,  if  it 
captures  the  Presidency,  would  manage 
the  Russian  economy,  political  system, 
and  foreign  policy. 

Many  in  Russia  conclude  that  an 
electoral  victory  by  the  Communists 
would  inevitably  result  in  dictatorship. 
Such  fears  may  not  be  overblown:  anec- 
dotal information  indicates  that  some 
reformers  are  keeping  their  exit  visas 
current  through  the  presidential  elec- 
tion. The  gloomier  analysts  even  pre- 
dict a  prompt  reopening  of  the  gulags 
and  the  reemergence  of  political  trials. 

Two  trends  in  the  Russian  economy 
may  serve  to  sustain  market  reforms 
in  Russia  even  if  an  anti-market  can- 
didate is  elected  President.  The  first  is 
the  growing  base  of  small  businesses. 
The  second  is  the  increasing  flow  of 
economic  power  to  the  regions. 

President  Yeltsin  has  predicted  that 
he  will  prevail  in  the  first  round  of  the 
June  16  election,  gathering  enough  of 
the  vote  to  win  the  election  outright. 
While  such  an  outcome  is  nearly  im- 
possible, Yeltsin  is  widely  viewed  as  a 
likely  second  place  finisher — which  is 
sufficient  to  get  him  into  the  nm-o£f. 

While  President  Yeltsin's  core  sup- 
porters within  the  electorate  are  out- 


numbered by  those  committed  to  the 
Conmiunists,  it  is  widely  believed  that 
he  has  much  more  opportunity  to 
broaden  his  support  as  the  campaign 
wears  on. 

Vladimir  Zhirinovsky  must  be  con- 
sidered a  serious  contender  if  for  no 
other  reason  than  that  he  has  consist- 
ently exceeded  the  expectations  of 
most  analysts.  While  he  is  reviled  by 
most  opponents,  Zhirinovsky  has  a 
loyal,  if  somewhat  fractious  electoral 
base.  His  high  negative  rating  makes 
his  chances  of  victory  near  impossible. 
A  widely  split  vote  among  pro-reform 
candidates,  however,  could  propel  him 
into  the  second  round,  thereby  creating 
the  nightmare  scenario  for  Russia's 
democratic  reformers:  a  runoff  between 
Zyuganov  and  Zhirinovsky. 

Grigory  Yavlinsky  considers  himself 
to  be  the  last,  true  democratic  reform 
leader  in  Russia.  Certainly,  he  is  the 
last  democrat  with  anything  resem- 
bling a  popular  constituency  in  Russia 
today,  although  many  question  wheth- 
er his  popularity  extends  much  beyond 
Moscow  and  St.  Petersburg. 

The  key  to  Yavlinsky's  electoral 
strategy  is  to  build  a  coalition — the  so- 
called  "third  force"— with  fellow  can- 
didates Svyatoslav  Fyodorov  and  Gen- 
eral Alexandr  Lebed.  The  three — all  of 
whom  have  collected  the  necessary  one 
million  signatures  to  be  listed  on  the 
ballot — have  tentatively  agreed  to  sup- 
port the  most  popular  among  them. 
The  problem  is  that  each  of  the  three 
believes  himself  to  be  that  person. 

Aside  f^om  the  campaign  perform- 
ance of  the  various  candidates  for  the 
Presidential  election,  other  factors 
which  may  influence  the  outcome  in- 
clude voter  turnout  and  the  ever 
present  threat  of  fraud.  Even  if  the 
Jime  election  is  relatively  fair,  charges 
of  fraud  will  likely  be  made  by  those 
who  fail  to  make  the  second  round. 

Russian  politicians  readUy  admit 
that  foreign  policy  will  not  play  a 
major  role  in  the  upcoming  presi- 
dential election  campaign.  That  being 
said,  Russia's  identity  and  role  in  the 
world  is  a  theme  that  all  candidates 
are  exploiting — and  to  which  voters 
seem  to  be  responding. 

Given  the  resonance  that  nationalist 
themes  have  among  the  electorate,  it  is 
not  surprising  that  the  current  govern- 
ment is  emphasizing  Russian  integra- 
tion with  other  countries  of  the  former 
Soviet  Union,  rethinking  its  relation- 
ship with  the  United  States,  and  oppos- 
ing NATO  expansion. 

Russian  officials  go  to  great  lengths 
to  emphasize  that  the  government  is 
pursuing  integration  with  its  neighbors 
as  distinct  firom  reintegration.  Accord- 
ing to  these  officials,  the  distinction  is 
that  reintegration  would  imply  a  reim- 
position  of  a  command  economy  and 
reestablishment  of  the  Soviet  Union, 
while  integration  implies  a  voluntary 
relationship  on  the  model  of  the  Euro- 
pean Union. 
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After  the  break-up  of  the  Soviet 
Union  in  December  1991.  there  was  gen- 
eral euphoria  in  Washington  and  Mos- 
cow about  the  prospects  for  a  United 
States— Russian  partnership  on  a  wide 
range  of  foreign  policy,  arms  control, 
and  other  issues.  By  1994,  however,  sev- 
eral events  had  occurred  which  collec- 
tively served  to  dampen  enthusiasm  in 
both  capitals  about  the  prospects  for 
close  United  States-Russian  coopera- 
tion. 

Both  Washington  and  Moscow  had 
unrealistic  expectations  about  the  pos- 
sibilities for  United  States-Russian  re- 
lations. Still,  many  Russians,  while 
readily  admitting  that  things  had 
change(lt3Cfi-'eluctant  to  abandon  the 
notion  of  a  Russian-United  States  part- 
nership—particularly on  issues  of  mu- 
tual interest  such  as  arms  control  and 
the  fight  against  organized  crime  and 
terrorism. 

Even  those  who  admit  to  a  cooling  in 
relations  with  the  United  States  point 
to  United  States-Russian  collaboration 
in  Bosnia  as  a  success  story  and  a 
model  for  future  cooperation.  Given 
previous  United  States-Russian  divi- 
sions over  Bosnia — with  the  Russians 
traditionally  taking  positions  sympa- 
thetic to  the  Serbs — Russian  satisfac- 
tion with  the  current  IFOR  arrange- 
ment is  particularly  noteworthy. 

While  Russian  officials  continue  to 
voice  their  opposition  to  NATO  expan- 
sion, their  arguments  are  often  con- 
tradictory and  muddled.  It  is  difficult 
to  gauge  whether  apparent  Russian  ap- 
prehensions are  genuine  or  calculated. 

Russian  officials  offer  an 
unapologetlc  though  naive  defense  of 
Russia's  relationship  with  Iran.  They 
regard  Russia's  relations  with  Iran  as 
normal,  and  perceive  Iran  neither  as 
enemy  nor  ally.  Russian  officials  com- 
pletely dismiss  suggestions  that  Iran 
may  use  technology  acquired  from  Rus- 
sia to  develop  a  nuclear  weapons  pro- 
gram. 

Russian  foreign  policy  analysts  are 
divided  over  whether  close  relations 
can  be  forged  with  the  People's  Repub- 
lic of  China.  Nonetheless,  despite  this 
skepticism,  many  endorse  expanded  co- 
operation with  China  as  a  useful  coun- 
terbalance to  the  United  States  on 
issues  such  as  NATO  expansion.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  LT.  COMDR.  STEPHEN 

P.  METRUCK,  U.S.C.G. 
•  Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  express  my 
sincere  thanks  to  Lt.  Comdr.  Stephen 
Metruck  who  has  served  as  my  legisla- 
tive assistant  for  oceans  and  fisheries 
issues  for  the  past  2%  years. 

Steve  has  done  an  outstanding  job 
and  has  honored  himself  and  the  Coast 
Guard  with  his  dedication  and  Quiet 
dignity.  His  talents  and  the  depth  of 
his  knowledge  brought  a  unique  per- 
spective on  the  Issues  on  which  he  ad- 
vised me,  and  he  will  be  missed.  I  know 


that  the  Coast  Guard  needs  to  retain 
officers  with  his  experience  and  capa- 
bility and  Steve's  dedication  to  the 
Service  compels  him  to  return  to  the 
field,  but  I  would  welcome  his  perma- 
nent service  in  my  office.  Our  loss  is 
the  Coast  Guard's  gain,  and  Steve  will 
be  leaving  my  staff  shortly  to  return  to 
serve  as  the  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Coast  Guard  Marine  Safety  Office  in 
Buffalo,  NY. 

Steve  came  to  my  staff  on  detail 
from  the  United  States  Coast  Guard  to 
assist  me  with  my  work  on  the  Senate 
Commerce  Committee  Subcommittee 
on  Oceans  and  Fisheries.  As  Ranking 
Member  of  that  Subcommittee — and  in 
my  prior  role  as  Vice  Chairman  of  the 
subcommittee's  predecessor,  the  Na- 
tional Ocean  Policy  Study— I  had 
planned  to  sponsor  a  nimiber  of  impor- 
tant legislative  measures  Including  the 
reauthorization  of  the  Magnuson  Fish- 
ery Conservation  and  Management  Act 
and  was  pleased  to  gain  someone  with 
Steve's  experience  and  expertise  in  ma- 
rine safety  and  environmental  policy. 

For  over  2Vz  years,  Steve  has  been  a 
crucial  part  of  my  legislative  team.  I 
have  come  to  rely  on  his  expertise  in 
Coast  Guard,  marine,  coastal  and  fish- 
eries issues.  As  we  all  know  around 
here,  it  is  critical  to  have  staff  that 
can  produce  high  quality  work  under 
short  deadlines  and  with  constantly 
shifting  priorities.  Steve  was  a  master 
juggler.  He  was  a  quick  study  and  in 
short  order  he  began  to  work  closely 
with  Committee  staff  where  he  helped 
draft  several  bills  and  amendments,  in- 
cluding the  omnibus  rewrite  of  the 
Magnuson  bill  as  well  as  innumerable 
floor  statements,  memos  and  letters. 

Another  key  aspect  for  any  staff  in 
my  office  is  to  provide  courteous  and 
helpful  constituent  service.  Steve  dem- 
onstrates an  amazing  ability  to  be  sen- 
sitive yet  fair  to  all  i)artles  involved  in 
an  issue.  I  believe  that  most  of  my  con- 
stituents— fishermen,  coastal  residents, 
environmental  activists  and  others — 
who  he  has  served  would  agree  that  he 
is  always  extremely  helpful  and  treats 
everyone  equally  and  with  respect. 

As  he  leaves  to  continue  his  duty 
with  the  Coast  Guard,  I  join  the  mem- 
bers of  my  staff  and  everyone  who  has 
had  the  pleasure  to  work  with  Steve 
Metruck  during  his  time  in  the  United 
States  Senate  in  wishing  him  well  in 
his  service.  I  know  Steve  will  continue 
to  honor  his  uniform,  his  country,  and 
his  family  with  the  decency,  intel- 
ligence, and  integrity  he  brought  to  his 
service  on  my  staff.  He  is  to  be  com- 
mended for  his  deep  and  abiding  belief 
that  we  must  do  everything  we  can  to 
responsibly  protect  and  preserve  the 
environment.  Good  luck,  Lt.  Comdr. 
Stephen  P.  Metruck,  and  thank  you  for 
a  job  well  done.* 


CONGRATULATING  THE  UNIVER- 
SITY OF  NORTH  DAKOTA  FLYING 
TEAM 

Mr.  CONRAD.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  offer  my  sincere  congratula- 
tions to  the  men  and  women  of  the 
University  of  North  Dakota  Flying 
Team,  who  recently  captured  their 
third  consecutive  national  champion- 
ship at  the  National  Intercollegiate 
Flying  Association's  48th  annual  Safe- 
ty and  Flight  Evaluation  Conference  in 
Dasrtona  Beach,  FL. 

The  championship  places  an  empha- 
sis on  safety,  and  is  comprised  of  nine 
different  events  that  test  a  variety  of 
aviation  skills,  both  on  the  ground  and 
in  the  air.  In  addition  to  scoring  an 
overall  win,  UND  was  first  in  combined 
scoriiag  for  the  five  grovmd  events,  and 
second  in  the  Judges  Trophy,  which  is 
awarded  on  the  basis  of  a  team's  over- 
all depth. 

A  national  championship  is  clearly  a 
tremendous  accomplishment,  and  I 
commend  each  and  every  member  of 
the  team.  Although  a  significant 
achievement,  I  want  my  colleagues  to 
know  that  this  is  only  the  most  recent 
triumph  for  what  has  been  without 
question  the  most  successful  NIFA 
team  in  the  country.  This  year's  na- 
tional championship  is  the  UND  Fljring 
Team's  tenth  in  the  last  twelve  years, 
and  the  fifth  for  retiring  team  coach 
John  Bridewell. 

This  victory  was  a  team  effort  from 
start  to  finish,  but  several  Individuals 
deserve  special  recognition.  Mike 
Smleja  placed  first  in  Aircraft  Rec- 
ogrnltlon,  the  fourth  time  he  has  won 
that  event  at  the  national  tournament. 
Larry  Freer  was  another  rejjeat  win- 
ner, taking  first  place  in  Simulated 
Comprehensive  Aircraft  Navigation 
(SCAN)  for  the  second  consecutive 
year.  Freer  also  placed  seventh  in  Sim- 
ulator Flying.  Robert  Shaw  captured 
second  place  in  Computer  Accuracy, 
and  Susan  Bailey  took  home  second 
place  in  the  message  drop,  in  her  very 
first  competition. 

This  victory  and  the  women  and  men 
who  made  it  possible  are  a  credit  to  the 
university  and  UNO's  Center  for  Aero- 
space Sciences,  an  internationally  rec- 
ognized center  for  aerospace  learning.  I 
am  proud  of  every  member  of  the  team, 
and  offer  special  congratulations  to 
coach  Bridewell,  who  is  ending  his  dis- 
tinguished tenure  with  yet  another 
championship.  Every  member  of  the 
team  and  coaching  staff  deserve  rec- 
ognition, and  I  am  pleased  to  submit  a 
complete  list  for  the  Record. 

The  list  follows: 

1996  UND  FLYING  TEAM 

Team  Members:  Bill  Bailey  (senior.  Rog- 
ers. MN),  Susan  Bailey  (sophomore,  Sutton, 
ND),  Shannon  Ben^eyfield  (sophomore,  Dil- 
lon, MT),  Chris  Farmer  (co-captain,  senior. 
Bluefield,  WV),  LArry  Freer  (junior.  West 
Palm  Beach,  FL),  Mike  Galante  (co-captain, 
senior.  Champlin,  MN).  Brian  Jackson  (jun- 
ior. Sioux  Falls,  SD).  Joshua  Kendrick  (sen- 
ior.   Lino    Lakes.    MN),    Aleah    Longshore 
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(sophomore.  Settler,  Alberta.  Canada),  Rob- 
ert Shaw  (senior,  Naperville,  IL),  Mike 
Smieja  (senior.  Wells.  MN),  Juliana  Stops 
(sophomore,  Buffalo  Grove,  IL),  and  Chris 
VanGinkel  (senior.  Maurice,  lA). 

Coach:  John  Bridewell. 

Assistant  Coaches:  Drew  Avery,  Spencer 
Henderson,  Jim  Higrgins,  Mark  Johnson,  and 
Al  Skramstad. 

Mr.  BOND  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  Senator  from  Missouri  is  recog- 
nized. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Bond  pertaining 
to  the  introduction  of  S.  1816  are  lo- 
cated in  today's  RECORD  under  "State- 
ments on  Introduced  Bills  and  Joint 
Resolutions.") 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska  is  recogrnlzed. 


ARTS,  LETTERS,  AND  POLITICS 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Chair.  An  interesting  fund- 
raising  letter  came  to  my  attention.  It 
was  written  by  actress  Priscilla  Pres- 
ley, Elvis  Presley's  former  wife. 

Accompanying  the  letter  was  another 
from  actor,  Robert  Redford. 

These  letters  are  promoting  a  special 
evening  of  "Arts,  Letters  and  Politics" 
in  Beverly  Hills  benefiting  a  group 
called  "Americans  for  a  Safe  Future." 

During  this  special  star-studded 
evening,  there  will  be  a  lavish  recep- 
tion, followed  by  a  "program  of  celeb- 
rity prose  and  poetry  readings"  by 
movie  stars  Ed  Harris  and  Amy  Mad- 
Igan.  The  Master  of  Ceremonies  will  be 
Ed  Begley,  Jr. 

Other  names  on  the  letterhead  in- 
clude such  Hollywood  luminaries  as 
rock  star  Don  Henley  and  TV  producers 
Gayle  Hurd  and  Gary  Goldberg. 

For  as  little  as  $250  or  as  much  as 
$5000,  one  can  attend  this  glittering 
fund  raising  event  at  the  beautiful  Cha- 
teau Marmont  in  Beverly  Hills. 

The  letter  goes  on  to  note  that  pro- 
ceeds from  this  fund  raising  event  will 
benefit  Americans  for  a  Safe  Future 
and  "its  continuing  efforts  to  protect 
our  environment,  our  children,  and  our 
future  from  radioactive  contamina- 
tion." 

Well,  Mr.  President,  I  want  to  protect 
our  environment,  our  children,  and  our 
future  fi"om  radioactive  contamination. 

We  all  do. 

But  I  will  not  be  making  a  contribu- 
tion to  this  group. 

I  will  not  be  sending  a  check. 

I  will  not  be  going  to  Beverly  Hills  to 
listen  as  movie  stars  read  poetry. 

Because  this  group  is  on  the  wrong 
side  of  the  environment,  Mr.  President. 

They  are  actually  opposing  what 
they  claim  to  uphold. 

While  these  movie  stars  claim  to  be 
protecting  our  children  fi-om  radio- 
active contamination,  their  efforts  are 
inadvertently  exposing  our  children  to 
radioactive  contamination. 

I  am  not  suggesting  that  these  movie 
stars  want  to  do  this  because  of  a  lack 
of  intention. 


I  am  sure  they  are  well  meaning.  I 
am  certain  they  think  they  are  doing 
the  right  thing. 

But  they  are  misinformed,  and  they 
are  harming  those  they  really  want  to 
protect. 

"Americans  for  a  Safe  Future"  claim 
they  are  protecting  the  Colorado  River 
from  the  low-level  radioactive  waste 
facility  planned  for  Ward  Valley  in  the 
Mojave  Desert. 

If  the  Ward  Valley  site  is  built,  they 
say  radioactivity  from  Ward  Valley 
will  leak  into  the  Colorado  River. 

Robert  Redford  says  so. 

EM  Begley,  Jr.  says  so. 

Priscilla  Presley  says  so. 

Don  Henley  says  so. 

That  is  all  some  people  need  to  hear 
to  reach  for  their  checkbooks  and  take 
up  the  cause. 

Sadly,  some  are  content  to  get  infor- 
mation about  radioactive  waste  and 
desert  hydrology  from  rock  singers  and 
movie  stars,  even  if  prominent  and  dis- 
tinguished scientists  say  otherwise. 

I  want  to  refer  to  this  chart,  because 
it  speaks  for  itself.  There  are  the  Hol- 
Ijrwood  movie  stars,  and  here  are  the 
scientists  who  risk  their  reputation  in 
sajring  that  Ward  Valley  is  unlikely  to 
leak  radioactivity  into  the  Colorado 
River.  Where  are  you  going  to  put  this 
waste?  Nobody  wants  it.  California  has 
met  the  Federal  laws  that  we  set  up  to 
allow  them  to  do  it.  This  is  the  site  the 
National  Acadenay  of  Sciences  has  rec- 
ommended, and  here  we  are  listening 
to  movie  stars  raising  money  that  it 
will  not  be  there,  but  they  do  not  pro- 
pose to  put  it  an3rwhere. 

Mr.  President.  I  believe  we  ought  to 
listen  to  geologists  and  hydrologists 
when  the  subject  is  radioactive  waste 
and  desert  hydrology,  and  we  ought  to 
listen  to  movie  stars  when  the  subject 
is.  well,  movies. 

Sadly,  the  activism  of  movie  stars 
has  temporarily  eclipsed  the  findings 
of  scientists. 

Secretary  Babbitt  is  ignoring  the  Na- 
tional Academy  of  Sciences  report  that 
he  himself  commissioned  and  the  tax- 
payers paid  for — and  we  are  at  an  im- 
passe today. 

And  because  of  that  impasse,  low- 
level  radioactive  waste  is  piling  up  at 
800  sites  around  California,  including 
most  major  colleges  and  hospitals. 

Some  of  the  sites  are  in  densely  pop- 
ulated areas,  vulnerable  to  accidental 
radioactive  releases  from  fire,  flood  or 
eaui^hquake. 

"Americans  for  a  Safe  Future"  are 
headquartered  in  Santa  Monica,  ac- 
cording to  their  letterhead.  I  asked  my 
staff  to  review  the  2,106  radioactive 
materials  licenses  in  California,  and 
they  quickly  found  13  in  Santa  Monica. 
There  are  432  in  Los  Angeles  County. 
And  yes.  some  are  even  in  Beverly 
Hills. 

Do  these  activists  and  movie  stars 
know  that  radioactive  waste  is  piling 
up  in  California  neighborhoods,   hos- 


pitals and  college  campuses,  because 
they  are  standing  in  the  way  of  a  facil- 
ity in  the  remote  and  unpopulated 
desert? 

Do  they  know  that  fire,  earthquake 
or  flood  could  result  in  a  release  of  ra- 
dioactive materials  from  these  sites? 

Are  they  suggesting  we  halt  cancer 
treatment  or  AIDS  research  that  uses 
radioactive  materials? 

Mr.  President,  these  activists  and 
movie  stars  may  be  sincere,  but  they 
are  sincerely  wrong.  They  do  not  real- 
ize the  effect  of  their  activism.  They 
are  endangering  the  environment  and 
their  communities  while  they  intend  to 
do  the  opposite. 

Mr.  President,  like  most  Americans  I 
like  to  go  to  the  movies  and  see  tal- 
ented actors  and  actresses  practice 
their  craft. 

And  as  talented  as  these  actors  and 
actresses  are,  the  are  not  experts  in  the 
field  of  hydrology  or  radioactivity. 

Nor  am  I.  That  is  why  I  rely  on  ex- 
perts. And  the  experts  of  the  National 
Academy  of  Sciences  have  spoken. 

Ward  Valley  is  safe.  Let  us  get  the 
waste  out  of  populated  neighborhoods, 
and  out  to  a  monitored  site  in  the  re- 
mote desert  where  it  belongs. 

I  urge  these  movie  stars  who  lend 
their  names  and  talents  to  these  causes 
to  examine  the  facts  and  the  scientific 
evidence  about  Ward  Valley,  and  to  re- 
consider their  actions. 

I  know  that  they  want  a  safe  future. 
We  all  do. 

But  I  do  not  believe  we  need  to  trade 
a  safe  present  to  achieve  that  goal.  A 
single,  licensed,  monitored  disposal 
site  at  Ward  Valley  will  not  only  result 
in  a  safe  future — ^but  it  gets  the  waste 
being  stockpiled  in  hospitals  and  col- 
lege campuses  out  of  our  neighbor- 
hoods and  away  from  our  children 
today. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  cosponsor  a 
bipartisan  bill  Senator  Johnston  and  I 
have  introduced  to  end  the  impasse:  S. 
1596,  the  Ward  Valley  Land  Transfer 
Act. 

Let  us  listen  to  science,  and  end  this 
stalemate. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  President.  I  yield  the 
floor. 

I  see  other  colleagues  seeking  rec- 
ognition. 

I  wish  you  a  pleasant  recess,  Mr. 
President. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY  addressed  the  C^iair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa. 


THE  VOID  IN  MORAL 
LEADERSHIP— PART  X 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  last 
week,  attorneys  for  the  President  of 
the  United  States  filed  an  appeal  with 
the  Supreme  Court  to  delay  the  sexual 
harassment  lawsuit  filed  against  him 
by  Paula  Jones.  Ms.  Jones  is  a  former 
Arkansas  State  employee. 

The  President's  strategy  is  to  try  to 
delay  the  lawsuit  until  after  he  leaves 
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o£Qce.  among  the  reasons  he  cites  for 
the  need  for  delay  is  the  Soldiers'  and 
Sailors'  Civil  Relief  Act  of  1940.  This 
law  lets  those  who  serve  in  the  mili- 
tary postpone  civil  litigation  until  the 
subject's  completion  of  active  duty 
military  service. 

Columnist  Maureen  Dowd  writes 
about  this  issue  in  this  morning's.  New 
York  Times.  She  says  it  is  a  move 
"that  marks  a  new  level  of  chutzpah  in 
American  politics."  She  says,  "As  a  so- 
ciety, we  haven't  preserved  our  sense  of 
shame.  But  Bill  Clinton  is  doing  his 
best  to  preserve  our  sense  of  shameless- 
ness." 

Why  is  this?  Ms.  Dowd  goes  on  to  ex- 
plain: "*  *  *  Mr.  Bennett  (the  Presi- 
dent's attorney  in  the  case)  is  getting 
paid  too  much  to  make  the  hideous 
mistake  of  reminding  the  public  of  one 
of  Mr.  Clinton's  improvidences  (his  ma- 
neuvering on  the  draft)  in  defense  of 
another  (his  wandering  eye)."  That  is  a 
quote  from  Maureen  Dowd's  column  in 
today's  issue  of  The  New  York  Times. 

In  a  "Dear  Colleague"  letter  dated 
May  21,  Bob  Stump,  the  chairman  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Veterans  Af- 
fairs, also  addressed  this  issue  of  the 
President  allegedly  serving  in  the 
armed  forces.  Mr.  Stump,  I  might  re- 
mind my  colleagues,  was  once  a  mem- 
ber of  the  President's  own  party.  Here 
is  what  Mr.  Stump  says,  speaking 
about  the  President's  use  of  the  1940 
act: 

This  ignoble  pleading  is  a  slap  in  the  face 
to  the  miUions  of  men  and  women  who  either 
are  serving  on  active  duty,  or  have  served  on 
active  duty  in  the  armed  forces  of  the  United 
SUtes.  In  1969.  President  Clinton  ran  away 
trom  his  military  obligation,  dodging  the 
draft,  claiming  that  he  'loathed  the  mili- 
tary." Now,  President  Clinton  by  claiming 
powible  protection  under  The  Soldiers'  and 
Sailors'  CivU  Relief  Act,  makes  a  mockery  of 
the  laws  meant  to  protect  the  honorable  men 
and  women  who  serve  their  country  in  the 
armed  forces  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  given  a  series  of 
statements  on  this  floor  regarding  the 
President's  absence  of  moral  leadership 
for  this  country.  I  have  been  very  spe- 
cific about  when  he  has  failed  to  set  a 
good  example  for  those  he  serves  and 
leads.  I  have  been  specific  about  how  he 
says  one  thing  and  does  another. 

I  think  moral  leadership,  from  my 
definition,  is  doing  what  you  say  you 
are  going  to  do. 

This  is  yet  another  example— this  use 
of  the  Soldiers'  and  Sailors'  Civil  Re- 
lief Act  of  1940— where  the  President  of 
the  United  States,  albeit  a  citizen,  is 
indeed  the  Commander  in  Chief,  but  he 
probably  is  not  doing  what  the  intent 
of  the  law  is.  The  Constitution  empow- 
ers him.  of  course,  to  be  their  leader. 

With  that  power,  he  has  responsibil- 
ities. Responsibilities  to  set  the  best 
possible  example  for  those  in  the  mili- 
tary. 

Tlie  U.S.  Navy  has  recently  under- 
gone enormous  public  criticism.  One  of 
the  most  damning  incidents  was  sexual 
harassment  associated  with  Tailhook. 


Congress  and  the  public  have  put  great 
pressure  on  the  Navy  to  assign  respon- 
sibility and  accountability  for  that 
outrageous  behavior.  Admirals  and 
captains  could  not  hide  behind  loop- 
holes, helped  by  clever  lawyers,  to 
avoid  accountability.  They  had  to  face 
trial,  and  take  responsibility  for  their 
actions. 

In  his  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court, 
the  President  would  like  to  avoid  tak- 
ing that  responsibility.  What  kind  of 
message  does  that  send  to  the  men  and 
women  he  leads  as  Commander  in 
Chief? 

Is  not  the  mark  of  a  true  leader  one 
who  would  do  the  same  that  he  asks  of 
those  he  leads?  How  can  a  leader  have 
one  standard  for  himself  and  another 
for  everyone  under  him — a  double 
standard?  Is  this  setting  a  good  exam- 
ple? Is  this  leadership?  And  what  kind 
of  military  would  we  have  if  our  offi- 
cers chose  to  follow  their  leader,  in 
this  case  the  Commander  in  Chief,  and 
avoid  responsibility  in  the  same  way? 
Well,  of  course,  you  know  the  answer. 
The  integrity  of  the  military  would  be 
severely  compromised. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  good  illustra- 
tion of  why  moral  leadership  in  a 
President  is  so  important,  just  as 
Franklin  Delano  Roosevelt  observed.  I 
have  quoted  him  so  many  times  on  this 
floor  in  this  series  of  speeches  that  I 
am  not  going  to  quote  him  a^ain,  but 
FDR  laid  out  very  clearly  that  if  there 
is  anyplace  you  are  going  to  question  a 
President,  it  is  his  moral  leadership.  In 
this  President,  there  is  a  fundamental 
lack  of  moral  leadership. 

It  has  a  corroding  effect  on  the 
public's  trust  in  their  Government  and 
authorities.  It  breeds  cynicism.  That  is 
my  great  fear,  and  that  is  why  I  have 
reluctantly  taken  the  floor  recently 
with  my  observations  about  the  Presi- 
dent not  doing  what  he  said  he  would 
do. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DORGAN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  BEN- 
NETT). The  Senator  from  North  Dakota. 


CRITICIZING  THE  PRESIDENT 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  must 
observe  before  I  speak  briefly  about 
what  I  intend  to  speak  about,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa  does  not  seem  so  reluc- 
tant; he  says  he  reluctantly  takes  the 
floor,  and  he  certainly  has  been  i>ersist- 
ent,  and  today  at  least  he  has  taken 
the  floor  criticizing  the  President  for 
what  he  has  not  done. 

The  minority  leader  just  finished 
reading  the  statement  in  the  Chamber 
that  describes  accurately  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  filing  on  behalf  of 
the  President,  and  it  categorically  re- 
jects the  assertions  just  made  by  the 
Senator  flrom  Iowa.  But  it  is  an  even- 
numbered  year.  We  all  know  what  that 
means.  And  being  President  certainly 
means  you  are  subject  to  criticism.  I 


understand  that,  as  do  others  who 
serve  in  public  office.  I  believe  the 
American  people  understand  all  of  us 
have  things  about  us  that  are  positive, 
things  that  are  not  so  positive  perhaps. 
None  of  us  are  perfect. 

This  President,  like  President  Bush 
and  President  Reagan,  President 
Carter  and  others  before  them,  I  sus- 
pect, resides  in  the  White  House  trsring 
to  figure  out  how  to  do  the  best  job  he 
can  to  move  this  country  forward  and 
serve  the  best  interests  of  this  country. 

It  is  easy  to  be  critical.  I  hope  all  of 
us  would  xmderstand  that  the  job  of  the 
President  of  the  United  States  is  a 
tough  job.  It  is  tough  for  Republicans 
and  tough  for  Democrats.  This  is  a 
country  with  a  lot  of  good  and  a  lot  of 
opportunity,  and  I  hope  all  of  us  can 
work  together  to  help  this  President 
and  future  Presidents  realize  that  op- 
portunity. 


NATIONAL  MISSILE  DEFENSE 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  take 
the  floor  to  say  that  it  appears  to  me 
we  may  be  talking  about  National  Mis- 
sile Defense  or  the  Defend  America  Act 
very  soon.  Perhaps  it  will  even  be  laid 
down  before  we  finish  tonight  so  there 
is  a  cloture  vote  when  we  come  back.  I 
am  not  sure. 

I  want  to  observe — ^and  I  have  done 
this  for  years  that  I  have  been  in  Con- 
gress—that we  just  finished  a  budget  in 
which  there  was  a  lot  of  talk  about  re- 
ducing the  Federal  deficit,  the  need  to 
reduce  Federal  spending,  and  the  De- 
fend America  Act,  or  the  National  Mis- 
sile Defense  Progrram,  is  a  program,  ac- 
cording to  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office,  that  just  to  build — not  to  oper- 
ate, just  to  build— will  cost  between  $30 
billion  and  S60  billion.  Now,  the  oper- 
ational costs  will  be  much,  much  great- 
er than  that. 

It  seems  to  me  the  funding  question 
ought  to  be  posed  and  ought  to  be  an- 
swered by  those  who  bring  a  spending 
program  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate  that 
says  let  us  spend  up  to  an  additional 
$60  billion  more  on  a  program  that  I  do 
not  think  this  country  needs  because 
the  National  Missile  Defense  Program, 
or  the  Defend  America  Act.  will  not 
truly  be  an  astrodome  over  our  country 
that  will  defend  us  against  incoming 
missiles.  It  presumes  that  we  should 
build  a  defense  against  ICBM's  in  the 
event  a  rogue  nation  would  launch  an 
ICBM  with  a  nuclear  tip  against  our 
country,  or  in  the  event  there  is  an  ac- 
cidental nuclear  launch  against  our 
country. 

Of  course,  a  nuclear  device  might 
very  likely  come  from  a  less  sophisti- 
cated missile  like  a  cruise  missile.  We 
have  thousands  and  thousands  and 
thousands  of  cruise  missiles  proliferat- 
ing this  world.  They  are  much  easier  to 
get  access  to.  A  nuclear-tipped  cruise 
missile  is  a  much  more  likely  threat  to 
this  country  than  the  ICBM,  or  perhaps 
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a  suitcase  and  20  pounds  of  plutonium 
and  the  opportunity  to  turn  it  into  a 
nuclear  device,  or  perhaps  a  glass  vile 
no  larger  than  this  with  the  most  dead- 
ly biological  agents  to  mankind. 

Of  course,  we  will  spend  $60  billion  on 
a  star  wars  program,  at  the  end  of 
which  it  will  be  obsolete  and  will  not 
protect  this  country  against  that 
which  we  advertise  we  need  protection. 

We  had  an  ABM  system  built  in 
North  Dakota.  Billions  and  billions  of 
dollars  in  today's  money  went  into 
that  in  northeastern  North  Dakota.  It 
was  declared  mothballed  the  same 
month  it  was  declared  operational.  In 
other  words,  the  same  month  they  de- 
clared operational  a  sjrstem  which  they 
said  we  desperately  needed  they  de- 
cided would  no  longer  be  needed,  and  it 
sits  up  there  as  a  concrete  monument 
to  bad  planning.  It  was  an  expenditure 
of  the  taxpayers'  money  that,  in  my 
judgment,  need  not  have  been  made. 

Now  we  are  told  that  we  have  the 
need  for  a  national  defense  program,  or 
Defend  America  Act,  of  some  tsrpe  that 
will  defend  us  only  against  a  very  nar- 
row, limited  threat,  not  a  full-scale  nu- 
clear attack  from  an  adversary,  be- 
cause it  will  not  defend  us  against 
that,  will  not  defend  us  against  a  nu- 
clear attack  of  cruise  missiles.  It  can- 
not do  that.  It  will  not  defend  us 
against  a  nuclear  attack  by  a  terrorist 
nation  putting  a  nuclear  bomb  in  a 
suitcase  in  the  trunk  of  a  Yugo  car,  a 
rusty  old  Yugo  at  a  dock  in  New  York 
City.  But  we  are  told  $60  billion  to 
build  and  how  many  tens  of  billions  of 
dollars  to  operate  is  what  is  necessary. 

I  say  to  those  who  will  bring  that  to 
the  floor,  while  you  do  that,  please 
bring  us  a  plan  telling  us  who  is  going 
to  pay  the  tax  to  build  it.  Where  are 
you  going  to  get  the  monesr?  Who  is 
going  to  pay  the  tax?  And  then  de- 
scribe why  that  is  necessary  and  the 
fact  when  you  get  done  you  have  not 
created  the  defense  for  America  you 
say  you  are  going  to  create. 

There  are  many  needs  that  we  have 
in  this  country  in  defense.  Many  re- 
main unmet.  This  kind  of  proposal 
ranks  well  down,  in  my  judgment,  in 
the  order  of  priorities.  If  it  is  techno- 
logically feasible  to  be  built  to  protect 
this  country,  it  ranks  well  down  in  the 
order  of  priorities.  My  hope  is  that  we 
will  have  a  full,  aggressive,  interesting 
debate  on  this  because  it  is  not  a  de- 
bate about  pennies.  It  is  a  debate  about 
a  major,  sizable  spending  program,  new 
spending  program  at  a  time  when  we 
are  trying  to  downsize  and  at  a  time 
when  we  are  talking  about  the  need  to 
control  Federal  spending. 

Those  who  bring  this  to  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  have  an  obllgration  to  tell  us 
how  it  is  going  to  be  paid  for.  The  an- 
nouncement of  this  so-called  Defend 
America  Act  was  made  at  a  press  con- 
ference recently,  and  the  question  was 
asked:  Where  do  you  get  the  money  for 
this?  And  the  answer  at  the  press  con- 


ference by  Members  of  the  Senate  was: 
Well,  we  will  leave  that  to  the  experts. 

No,  it  will  not  be  left  to  the  experts. 
This  Congress  will  have  to  decide  who 
pays  for  a  new  Federal  spending  pro- 
gram that  will  cost  $60  billion  plus  and 
after  being  built  will  not  in  fact  defend 
this  country  against  a  nuclear  attack. 

There  are  many  needs  that  we  have 
in  our  defense  ssrstem  in  this  country. 
Some  worry  that  we  are  in  a  cir- 
cumstance where  we  will  decide  to 
downsize  in  defense  too  much:  We  will 
be  imprepared  to  meet  an  adversary; 
we  will  be  unprepared  to  meet  a  threat. 

I  understand  that.  I  understand  this 
country  has  gone  through  this  In  pre- 
vious iperiods,  and  I  do  not  want  us  to 
be  in  that  position.  But  I  also  under- 
stand that  in  every  area  of  the  armed 
services  there  are  weapons  programs 
that  simply  seem  to  have  a  life  of  their 
own  and  they  tend  to  build  and  build, 
and  they  become  not  so  much  a  justifi- 
able program  that  is  necessary  to  de- 
fend our  country,  but  they  become  a 
program  that  is  supported  by  a  range 
of  politicians  and  corporations  and 
other  interests  that  give  it  a  life  of  its 
own.  even  when  it  becomes  unneces- 
sary or  when  the  science  and  the  tech- 
nology demonstrate  it  is  not  needed. 

I  hope  we  will  have  an  aggressive  dis- 
cussion about  this,  about  the  threat 
and  about  the  amount  of  proposed  ex- 
penditure, and  about  who  is  going  to 
come  up  with  the  money,  and  espe- 
cially about  whether,  in  fact,  this  is 
needed  for  this  country's  defense. 

Mr.  President,  I  thank  you  for  your 
indulgence.  I  jrield  the  floor,  and  I 
make  a  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  INTERSTATE  STALKING  ACT 
Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  talk  about  a  bill  that  I  hope  we 
can  clear  tonight  in  the  Senate  because 
it  is  a  very  important  bill  that  will 
begin  to  protect  the  victims  of  stalking 
all  over  this  country.  You  know,  we  did 
not  really  know  much  about  stalking 
until  the  last  few  years.  That  is  be- 
cause it  was  a  hard  crime  to  pin  down. 
Stalking  is  threats.  It  is  harassment.  It 
is  the  constant  terrorizing  of  a  victim, 
whether  the  act  that  is  said  would  be 
done  is  actually  iwrpetrated  or  if, 
sometimes,  it  is  not.  But  whether  it  is 
or  is  not.  it  is  a  very  tough  thing  for  a 
victim  to  continue  to  be  in  fear,  to 
wonder,  "Am  I  going  to  have  someone 
stick  a  knife  in  my  back?  Am  I  going 
to  be  able  to  walk  in  my  neighborhood 
without  fear?  Am  I  going  to  be  able  to 
go  to  sleep  at  night  without  fear?' 


Then,  in  fact,  we  have  found  that  the 
victims  of  this  stalking  actually  be- 
come victims  sometimes.  When  Con- 
gressman Ed  Royce  and  I  started  work- 
ing on  this  we  had  a  press  conference  in 
which  we  had  some  incredible  stories  of 
stalking  victims.  A  woman  from  Cali- 
fornia who  was  constantly  threatened, 
who  moved  to  Florida  to  escape  this 
stalking  from  this  person  that  she  real- 
ly did  not  know  and  who  was  clearly 
demented — she  moved  to  Florida  and 
one  night  did  become  a  victim.  The 
person  broke  into  her  home  and  threat- 
ened her  with  a  knife.  She  did  get  away 
without  injury. 

But  then  there  was  the  stalking  vic- 
tim whose  husband  was  outside  with 
his  wife  and  she  was  shot  to  death,  he 
was  shot,  and  this  was  from  a  person 
who  had  constantly  threatened  his 
wife.  So  they  could  have  prevented  it  if 
there  had  been  some  way  to  do  it,  but, 
in  fact,  there  was  no  way  to  do  it  be- 
cause stalking  was  not  a  crime  until 
recently. 

Now  we  have  the  situation  in  which 
you  have  the  stalking  in  one  State,  the 
person  moves  to  another  State,  and 
they  do  not  have  the  coverage  in  the 
other  State  because  the  actual  harass- 
ment was  in  the  first  State  and  when  it 
happened  in  the  second  State  you  had 
to  establish  it.  The  Interstate  Stalking 
Act  will  make  it  a  Federal  crime  to 
cross  State  lines  to  do  the  State  crime 
of  stalking.  It  does  not  make  stalking 
a  Federal  crime,  but  it  does  make 
crossing  State  lines  to  do  it,  when  it  is 
a  crime,  a  crime.  That  would  give  pro- 
tection to  the  woman  who  moved  f^m 
California  to  Florida.  It  will  give  pro- 
tection to  more  of  the  people  who  have 
had  the  terrorizing  experience  of  being 
constantly  barraged  by  threats  from 
another  person.  Many  people  in  public 
life  have  had  this  experience.  It  is  a 
scary  thing  to  happen.  To  live  in  fear 
most  of  the  time,  or  some  of  the  time, 
is  something  we  do  not  have  to  put  up 
with  in  our  society. 

This  is  a  bill  that  passed  unani- 
mously in  the  House  a  couple  of  weeks 
ago.  It  was  passed  out  of  the  Judiciary 
Committee  today  on  a  very  bipartisan 
basis.  I  thank  Senator  Hatch  and  Sen- 
ator BiDEN  for  expeditiously  having 
hearings  on  this  bill  and  putting  it 
through  the  committee.  Now  I  am  very 
concerned  because  I  thought  this  would 
be  a  bill  that  would  not  cause  any 
problem  and  I  would,  of  course,  like  to 
see  it  go  through  tonight  because  I 
think  the  President  will  sign  this  bill. 
I  think  the  President  is  going  to  see 
the  need  for  this  bill.  I  think  if  he  can 
sign  it  before  we  come  back  from  the 
Memorial  Day  recess,  that  that  might 
save  a  life.  It  might  save  a  victim  from 
being  harassed.  It  really  might  help  a 
victim.  If  it  helps  one  victim  in  this 
country,  then  why  not  do  it? 

If  we  pass  it  tonight,  it  will  go 
straight  to  the  President  because  the 
bill  is  in  the  form  that  it  passed  the 
House.  This  should  not  be  a  tough  bill. 
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I  am  asking  my  colleagues  on  the 
Democratic  side  to  clear  this  bill.  We 
thought  that  it  was  cleared.  Perhaps  It 
was  not.  Perhaps  they  can  make  a 
phone  call,  if  someone  has  a  concern  on 
their  side.  I  think  we  ought  to  be  able 
to  do  what  is  right.  This  is  a  bill  that 
ought  to  pass.  It  is  a  bill  that  has 
merit.  It  is  a  bill  that  is  not  controver- 
sial or  it  would  have  been  stopped  be- 
fore now. 

So  I  hope  my  colleagues  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  will  see  Ht  to  find  out 
if  there  is  a  real  problem  with  this  bill. 
Or  if  it  is  a  problem  with  something 
else,  perhaps  they  will  clear  this  bill, 
because  it  might  save  one  life.  It  might 
save  one  person  from  being  victimized 
and  it  would  be  worth  it  if  we  could  do 
that. 

This  is  a  bill  that  passed  along  with 
Megan's  law  on  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentative's side.  Megan's  law  has  al- 
ready been  signed  by  the  President. 
This  will  allow  victims  of  any  kind  of 
domestic  violence  harassment  or  if  it  is 
not  a  domestic  partner  or  a  spouse  but 
a  stranger  who  is  doing  the  harass- 
ment, it  will  also  provide  protection  if 
a  person  crosses  State  lines  to  do  that. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  it  is  not  too 
late  tonight.  I  would  like  to  see  this 
bill  cleared  because  it  is  important.  It 
is  the  right  thing.  It  is  bipartisan  and 
I  think  there  may  be  something  on  the 
other  side  that  could  easily  be  worked 
out. 

I  just  ask  my  colleagues  on  the 
Democratic  side  of  the  aisle  to  expedite 
this.  We  might  save  a  life  and  it  would 
be  worth  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader. 


DEFEND  AMERICA  ACT 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  yesterday 
President  Clinton  acknowledged — be- 
latedly—that the  post-cold-war  era  pre- 
sents us  with  new  national  security 
challenges.  He  stated,  "The  end  of  com- 
munism has  opened  the  door  to  the 
spread  of  weapons  of  mass  destruction 
*  *  *."  Unfortunately,  while  the  Presi- 
dent is  finally  willing  to  recogrnize  the 
threat  posed  by  the  proliferation  of 
weajmns  of  mass  destruction,  he  re- 
mains unwilling  to  seriously  respond  to 
it — with  progress,  as  opposed  to  pro- 
nouncements— on  national  missile  de- 
fense. 

Most  Americans  do  not  know— let  me 
underscore — most  Americans  do  not 
know  that  the  United  States  has  no  de- 
fense against  ballistic  missiles.  If  you 
were  to  ask  the  average  American,  in 
fact  to  ask  anybody  in  this  Chamber 
unless  they  are  on  the  Armed  Services 
Committee,  they  might  not  know.  If 
you  were  asked  a  question,  "If  a  mis- 
sile, an  incoming  missile  was  headed 
toward  Chicago,  what  should  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  do?"  and  the 
people  will  tell  you  in  these  little  focus 
groups.  "Shoot  it  down"— we  can't.  We 


don't  have  a  defense.  So,  if  a  rogue 
state  such  as  North  Korea  launched  a 
single  missile  at  the  United  States,  we 
could  do  nothing  to  stop  its  deadly 
flight  towards  an  American  town  or 
city. 

In  his  speech  yesterday  President 
Clinton  pointed  to  his  $3  billion  budget 
request  for  missile  defense  programs  as 
evidence  of  a  "strong,  sensible  national 
missile  defense  program."  This  happens 
to  be  21  percent  less  than  the  Presi- 
dent's own  national  security  advisers 
proposed  in  their  Bottom-Up  review  of 
U.S.  defense  needs.  It  is  also  30  percent 
less  than  what  the  Senate  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee  provides  in  this  year's 
defense  authorization  bill.  In  short,  it 
is  not  enough  for  a  determined  and  ef- 
fective effort  to  defend  the  American 
people  from  the  threat  of  ballistic  mis- 
siles. 

President  Clinton  attacked  the  De- 
fend America  Act,  which  I  introduced  2 
months  ago,  claiming: 

They  have  a  plan  that  Congress  will  take 
up  this  week  that  would  force  us  to  choose 
now  a  costly  missile  defense  system  that 
could  be  obsolete  tomorrow. 

This  is  simply  not  true.  The  Defend 
America  Act  only  forces  to  commit 
now  to  deploy  a  national  missile  de- 
fense system  by  the  year  2003.  The 
choice  of  what  type  of  system  is  left  up 
to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  who  will 
report  back  to  the  Congress  on  the  re- 
quirements for  an  effective  ballistic 
missile  defense  system.  And  making  a 
decision  to  go  forward  with  missile  de- 
fense now  will  not,  as  the  President  ar- 
gued yesterday,  lead  to  America  de- 
ploying an  obsolete  system. 

The  programs  we  currently  have  in 
development  can  serve  as  the  building 
blocks  for  a  system  that  meets  the 
missile  threat  as  it  emerges.  Further- 
more, as  with  the  procurement  of  any 
weapons  system,  moving  flrom  develop- 
ment to  deplojnment  requires  lead 
time.  You  cannot  do  it  in  a  week  or  a 
year  or  18  months.  It  does  not  happen 
overnight.  The  President's  assertions 
contradict  those  of  his  own  Secretary 
of  Defense,  who  recently  stated  that 
these  technologies  "would  be  quite  ca- 
pable of  defending  against  the  much 
smaller  and  relatively  unsophisticated 
ICBM  threat  that  a  rogue  or  a  terrorist 
could  mount  any  time  in  the  foresee- 
able future." 

That  is  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

I  would  like  to  address  the  issue  of 
cost.  There  has  been  quite  an  uproar 
about  a  Congressional  Budget  Office  es- 
timate of  the  cost  of  deploying  a  na- 
tional missile  defense  system  pursuant 
to  the  Defend  America  Act.  The  CBO 
stated  that  total  acquisition  costs  for 
the  year  2010  would  range  ftom  $31  bil- 
lion to  S60  billion,  if  such  a  system 
largely  consists  of  advanced  space- 
based  components.  However,  the  De- 
fend America  Act  does  not  specify  any 
required  components  of  a  national  mis- 
sile defense  system  to  include  space- 


based  components.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  CBO  says  that  a  ground-based  sys- 
tem with  upgraded  space-based  sensors 
would  ran  around  $14  billion.  Section  4 
of  the  Defend  America  Act  states: 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  develop  for 
deployment  an  affordable  and  operationally 
effective  national  missile  defense  system 
which  shall  achieve  initial  operational  capa- 
bility by  the  end  of  2003. 

The  decision  on  what  is  affordable 
and  effective  is  left  up  to  the  Secretary 
of  Defense.  What  I  would  like  to  know 
is  how  CBO  estimated  a  national  mis- 
sile defense  system  whose  components 
are  unknown.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
CBO  approach  was  somewhat  like  a 
family  deciding  they  are  going  to  buy  a 
house  and  being  told  by  a  real  estate 
agent  that  it  will  cost  them  anjrwhere 
between  $40,000  to  $4  million.  That  is 
the  range. 

That  is  true,  houses  come  in  many 
prices.  There  are  two-bedroom  homes 
and  then  there  are  the  mansions  and 
the  couple's  decision  would  come  down 
to  what  they  need  and  what  they  can 
afford.  Those  are  the  same  guidelines 
we  need  to  use  here.  What  does  the 
United  States  need  to  protect  its  citi- 
zens, and  how  can  it  best  be  done  and 
how  can  we  achieve  this  protection  in 
an  affordable  manner? 

Outlining  these  estimates  are  a  good 
way  to  avoid  a  serious  debate  on  a 
most  serious  issue.  The  American  peo- 
ple deserve  better,  because  we  are  talk- 
ing about  the  safety  and  security  of 
their  children  and  their  grandchildren 
and  themselves. 

You  would  not  know,  if  you  follow 
some  of  the  press  coverage  of  this 
issue,  that  the  cold  war  is  over. 

We  do  not  need  a  so-called  space 
shield  to  defend  against  an  attack  of 
thousands  of  missiles.  We  do,  however, 
need  to  defend  the  American  people 
against  the  much  more  limited  threat 
of  an  accidental  launch  or  an  attack  by 
rogue  and  terrorist  regimes,  such  as 
North  Korea  and  Iran,  who  are  acquir- 
ing a  limited,  but  deadly,  capability  to 
deliver  weapons  of  mass  destruction 
with  ballistic  missiles. 

As  President  Clinton's  former  Direc- 
tor of  Central  Intelligence  testified, 
the  threat  of  ballistic  missiles  is  grow- 
ing and  the  administration  is  not  ad- 
dressing this  frightening  reality.  This 
is  President  Clinton's  former  Director 
of  the  CIA. 

In  his  testimony  before  the  House 
National  Security  Committee,  James 
Woolsey  stated: 

Ballistic  missiles  can,  in  the  future  they 
increasingly  will,  be  used  by  hostile  states 
for  blackmail,  terror,  and  to  drive  wedges  be- 
tween us  and  our  allies.  It  is  my  judgment 
that  the  administration  is  not  currently  giv- 
ing this  vital  problem  the  proper  weight  it 
deserves. 

Through  budgetary  scare  tactics  and 
skewed  analjrsis,  the  administration  is 
trying  to  confuse  this  issue  and  avoid 
answering  the  central  question  of 
whether  or  not  the  American  people 
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should  be  protected.  By  seeking  to  pro- 
ceed to  the  Defend  America  Act  today, 
I  hope  to  move  beyond  rhetoric  and 
misinformation  to  a  serious  debate  on 
a  critical  matter  affecting  the  future 
security  of  all  Americans. 

I  believe  the  number  one  responsibil- 
ity this  Govenmient  has  to  its  citizens 
is  to  provide  them  with  protection. 
That  is  what  the  Defend  America  Act 
is  all  about. 

So,  again,  let  me  repeat  the  question: 
If  you  had  an  incoming  ballistic  mis- 
sile and  you  ask  somebody  in  my  State 
or  any  State,  What  should  the  Presi- 
dent do.  they  would  say,  "Shoot  it 
down."  And  your  response  would  have 
to  be,  "We  cannot.  We  have  no  de- 
fense." 

I  suggest  those  who  say  it  is  a  decade 
away  go  back  and  look  at  some  of  the 
predictions  made  in  the  past.  I  believe 
we  have  that  obligation.  When  we  talk 
about  the  cost,  $14  billion  is  a  lot  of 
money,  but  so  would  be  the  human  cost 
and  any  added  cost  if  some  rogue  state 
or  some  accidental  launch  directed  a 
missile  toward  the  United  States. 

UNANBCOUS  CONSENT  REQUEST— S.  1635 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  now  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  Senate  turn  to  the  con- 
sideration of  calendar  No.  411. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ob- 
ject. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Let  me  identify  that  as  S. 
1635,  the  "Defend  America"  bill. 


CLOTURE  MOTION 
Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  now  move 
to  proceed  to  S.  1635  and  send  a  cloture 
motion  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clo- 
ture   motion    having    been    presented 
under  rule  XXn.  the  Chair  directs  the 
clerk  to  read  the  motion. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

CLOTURE  MOTION 

We.  the  undersigned  Senators,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  rule  XXII  of  the 
Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  do  hereby 
move  to  bring  to  a  close  debate  on  the  mo- 
tion to  proceed  to  Calendar  No.  411,  the  "De- 
fend America"  bill: 

Bob  Dole,  Strom  Thurmond.  John  War- 
ner,   Trent    Lott,    Bob    Smith,    Rick 
Santonun.    Jesse   Helms,   Kay   Bailey 
Hutchison.    Dan    Coats,    Dirk    Kemp- 
thome,  John  McCain.  Jon  Kyi,  Pete  V. 
Domenicl,  Bill  Cohen,  Lauch  Faircloth, 
Ted  Stevens. 
Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  cloture  vote 
occur  at  2:15  p.m.  on  Tuesday,  June  4, 
and  that  the  mandatory  quorum  under 
rule  XXn  be  waived. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from.  Texas. 


INTERSTATE  STALKING 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  just  been  informed  that  the 
Democratic  side  is  not  going  to  be  able 
to  clear  the  interstate  stalking  bill  to- 
night. I  ask  that  they  do  everything 
possible  to  see  if  tomorrow,  when  we 
are  in  session,  if  we  can  do  what  is  nec- 
essary to  clear  this  bill.  It  could  really 
make  a  difference  if  we  can  pass  it  to- 
morrow, even  if  there  is  an  amendment 
and  we  need  to  have  that  cleared  with 
the  House,  if  it  is  a  sincere  amend- 
ment. I  would  certainly  like  to  work 
with  the  other  side  to  put  that  on  and 
try  to  get  it  cleared  by  the  House  next 
week  so  we  can  pass  this  expeditiously. 

It  really  might  make  the  difference 
for  a  victim  in  this  country  who  has 
had  no  remedy.  It  really  might  make 
life  better  for  some  child  who  is  a  vic- 
tim who  has  no  remedy.  Mr.  President, 
I  think  it  is  incumbent  on  us  to  be  sin- 
cere in  our  efforts  when  we  are  dealing 
with  something  that  is  clearly  biparti- 
san. I  do  not  think  that  it  should  be 
held  up  unless  there  is  a  very  good  rea- 
son. 

Most  of  the  Senate  has  looked  at  this 
bill.  The  Judiciary  Committee  passed 
it  very  easily.  It  passed  unanimously  in 
the  House,  and  I  just  hope  whoever  has 
a  hold  on  this  bill  will  let  it  go.  It  is  a 
good  bill,  it  is  a  simple  bill,  and  the 
timing  really  could  make  the  dif- 
ference in  someone's  life  in  this  coiin- 
try.  It  would  be  worth  it  if  we  could 
clear  it  tomorrow. 

Thank  you.  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  THURMOND  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator fi-om  South  Carolina. 


THE  DEFEND  AMERICA  ACT  OF 
1996 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
proud  to  be  a  principal  cosponsor  of  the 
Defend  America  Act  of  1996.  This  legis- 
lation will  fill  a  glaring  void  in  United 
States  national  security  i)olicy  by  re- 
quiring the  deployment  of  a  national 
missile  defense  system  by  2003  that  is 
capable  of  defending  the  United  States 
against  a  limited,  accidental,  or  unau- 
thorized ballistic  missile  attack. 

Mr.  President,  ironically,  most 
Americans  already  believe  that  we 
have  such  a  system  in  place.  This  as- 
sumption is  understandable  since, 
under  the  Constitution,  the  President's 
first  responsibility  is  to  provide  for  the 
defense  of  the  American  homeland.  Un- 
fortunately, the  current  President  has 
decided  that  this  obligation  is  one  that 
can  be  indefinitely  delayed.  In  my 
view,  the  time  has  come  to  end  Ameri- 
ca's complete  vulnerability  to  ballistic 
missile  blackmail  and  attack. 

The  President  and  his  supporters  in 
Congress  have  argued  that  there  is  no 
threat  to  justify  deployment  of  a  na- 
tional missile  defense  sjrstem.  This  is 
simply  not  true.  The  political  and  mili- 
tary situation  in  the  former  Soviet 


Union  has  deteriorated,  leading  to 
greater  uncertainty  over  the  control 
and  security  of  Russian  strategic  nu- 
clear forces.  China's  recent  use  of  bal- 
listic missiles  near  Taiwan,  and  veiled 
threats  against  the  United  States, 
clearly  demonstrates  how  such  missiles 
can  be  used  as  tools  of  intimidation 
and  blackmail.  North  Korea  is  develop- 
ing an  intercontinental  ballistic  mis- 
sile that  will  be  capable  of  reaching  the 
United  States  once  deployed.  Other 
hostile  and  unpredictable  countries, 
such  as  Libya,  Iran,  and  Iraq,  have 
made  clear  their  desire  to  acquire  mis- 
siles capable  of  reaching  the  United 
States.  TBe  technology  and  knowledge 
to  produce  missiles  and  weapons  of 
mass  destruction  is  available  on  the 
open  market. 

It  is  also  important  to  bear  in  mind 
that  a  national  missile  defense  system 
can  actually  discourage  countries  from 
acquiring  long-range  missiles  in  the 
first  place.  In  this  sense,  we  should 
view  national  missile  defense  as  a  pow- 
erful non-proliferation  tool,  not  just 
something  to  be  considered  some  time 
in  the  future  as  a  response  to  newly 
emerging  threats. 

The  policy  advocated  in  the  Defend 
America  Act  of  1996  is  virtually  iden- 
tical to  that  contained  in  the  fiscal 
year  1996  defense  authorization  bill, 
which  was  passed  by  Congress  and  ve- 
toed by  the  President.  Like  the  legisla- 
tion vetoed  by  the  President,  the  De- 
fend America  Act  of  1996  would  require 
that  the  entire  United  States  be  pro- 
tected against  a  linuted,  accidental,  or 
unauthorized  attack  by  the  year  2008. 
It  differs  from  the  vetoed  legislation  in 
that  it  provides  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense greater  flexibility  in  determining 
the  precise  architecture  for  the  system. 

The  Defend  America  Act  of  1996  urges 
the  President  to  begin  negotiations  to 
amend  the  ABM  Treaty  to  allow  for  de- 
ployment of  an  effective  ssrstem.  But  it 
also  recommends  that,  if  these  negotia- 
tions fail  to  produce  acceptable  amend- 
ments within  1  year.  Congress  and  the 
President  should  consider  withdrawing 
the  United  States  fit)m  the  ABM  Trea- 
ty. Nothing  in  this  legislation,  how- 
ever, requires  or  advocates  abrogation 
or  violation  of  the  ABM  Treaty. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  important  to 
point  out  that  in  1991,  Congress  ap- 
proved, and  the  President  signed,  the 
Missile  Defense  Act  of  1991,  which  es- 
tablished policies  similar  to  those  ad- 
vocated in  the  Defend  America  Act  of 
1996.  Like  the  Defend  America  Act,  the 
Missile  Defense  Act  of  1991  called  for 
deployment  of  an  initial  national  mis- 
sile defense  S3rstem  by  a  date  certain 
and  provided  for  a  follow-on  S3rstem. 
Both  also  urged  the  President  to  begin 
negotiations  to  amend  the  ABM  Trea- 
ty. 

Although  there  are  clear  differences 
between  the  Defend  America  Act  of 
1996  and  the  Missile  Defense  Act  of 
1991.  I  believe  that  these  similarities 
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are  worth  pointing  out.  A  number  of 
my  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  are  now  sasring  that  they  oppose  a 
policy  to  deploy  by  a  date  certain.  But 
this  is  what  we  did  in  the  1991  Act.  Sev- 
eral of  these  same  Senators  now  also 
seem  to  be  opposed  to  any  amendments 
to  the  ABM  Treaty,  even  though  the 
1991  Act  clearly  urged  to  the  President 
to  negotiate  such  amendments. 

Mr.  President,  it  has  been  asserted 
that  a  commitment  to  deploy  a  na- 
tional missile  defense  system  might 
jeopardize  the  START  n  Treaty.  But 
the  Missile  Defense  Act  of  1991  was 
signed  into  law  at  the  same  time  that 
negotiations  on  the  START  I  Treaty 
were  being  concluded.  Indeed,  at  the 
same  time  that  START  I  was  being  fi- 
nalized, Russian  President  Yeltsin  pro- 
posed that  the  United  States  and  Rus- 
sia cooperate  on  a  "Global  Defense 
System".  I  find  it  hard  to  believe  that 
anything  in  the  Defend  America  Act 
would  jeopardize  START  n  any  more 
than  the  Missile  Defense  Act  of  1991 
jeopardized  START  I.  Those  who  make 
this  assertion  are  simply  giving  Rus- 
sian opponents  of  START  n  another 
excuse  to  oppose  the  agreement. 

Mr.  President,  opponents  of  the  De- 
fend America  Act  have  also  argued 
that  it  would  lock  us  into  a  techno- 
logical dead  end;  that  in  3  years  we 
may  have  better  technology  available 
to  do  the  job.  The  fact  is  that  there  are 
no  technologies  in  development  other 
than  those  identified  in  the  Defend 
America  Act.  The  Administration's  so- 
called  "three-plus-three"  national  mis- 
sile defense  plan  relies  on  the  exact 
same  technologies  that  would  be  em- 
ployed if  the  Defend  America  Act  were 
passed.  The  only  difference  is  that 
under  the  Defend  America  Act,  devel- 
opment of  those  technologies  would  be 
accelerated.  Once  again  the  Adminis- 
tration and  its  congressional  allies  are 
just  making  excuses  for  not  getting  on 
with  the  business  of  defending  Amer- 
ica. 

Mr.  President,  the  last  issue  I  want 
to  deal  with  is  the  question  of  cost.  We 
have  heard  some  rather  careless  asser- 
tions made  about  the  cost  of  the  De- 
fend America  Act.  It  is  true  that  if  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  decided  to  deploy 
a  constellation  of  space-based  lasers,  a 
constellation  of  "Brilliant  Pebbles" 
si>ace-based  interceptors,  a  constella- 
tion of  "Brilliant  Eyes"  space-based 
sensors,  and  300  or  400  ground-based 
interceptors  at  multiple  sites  the  cost 
could  be  as  high  as  S60  billion  over  the 
next  IS  to  20  years.  But  Mr.  President, 
under  the  Defend  America  Act,  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  could  also  select  a 
more  modest  deployment  that  could  be 
achieved  for  $5  to  $10  billion.  The  Air 
Force  and  the  Army  both  have  devel- 
oped such  low-cost  proposals.  Accord- 
ing to  the  Congressional  Budget  Office, 
a  system  consisting  of  100  ground-based 
interceptors,  four  new  ground-based  ra- 
dars and  a  constellation  of  Brilliant 


Eyes  sensors  would  cost  approximately 
$14  billion  over  the  next  6  years. 

These  are  clearly  affordable  costs 
when  compared  with  the  costs  associ- 
ated with  other  major  items  in  the  de- 
fense budget.  An  entire  national  mis- 
sile defense  system  could  be  acquired 
for  less  than  an  additional  20  B-2  bomb- 
ers. The  cost  would  be  about  the  same 
for  the  Corps  SAM  theater  missile  de- 
fense system,  which  the  administration 
strongly  supports  even  though  we  al- 
ready have  four  core  theater  missile 
defense  systems  in  development  to  pro- 
tect forward  deployed  forces. 

In  my  view,  those  who  assert  that  we 
cannot  afford  an  NMD  system  have 
simply  gotten  their  priorities  wrong. 
With  an  annual  defense  budget  of  $260 
billion  to  $270  billion,  it  is  irrespon- 
sible to  argue  that  we  should  not  spend 
$1  billion  per  year  on  the  defense  of  the 
American  homeland. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  conclude  by 
saying  that  the  Defend  America  Act  of 
1996  is  balanced  and  timely  legislation. 
I  understand  that  opponents  of  this 
legislation  do  not  want  to  allow  the 
Senate  to  vote  on  this  issue.  But  the 
President  will  not  be  able  to  hide  from 
it.  If  the  President's  allies  in  the  Sen- 
ate stand  in  the  way  of  a  vote  on  the 
Defend  America  Act  to  protect  him 
from  having  to  sign  or  veto  this  legis- 
lation, the  American  people  will  none- 
theless know  who  stands  for  their  de- 
fense and  who  does  not. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 


DEFEND  AMERICA  ACT  INCREASES 
NUCLEAR  THREAT 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  while  the 
stated  intent  of  the  so-called  Defend 
America  Act  is  to  reduce  the  threat  of 
nuclear  missiles  to  the  United  States, 
in  fact,  the  Defend  America  Act,  so- 
called,  will  actually  increase  that 
threat.  Its  passage  would  actually 
make  us  less  secure.  It  should  be  re- 
named the  Make  America  Less  Secure 
Act,  rather  than  the  Defend  America 
Act. 

Do  we  want  defenses?  Of  course.  The 
issue  is  not  do  we  want  to  defend.  The 
issue  is,  against  what  threats?  What 
threats  do  we  create  in  the  process  of 
deploying  defense?  At  what  price? 
What  resources  do  we  deny  ourselves 
for  other  threats  that  may  be  more 
real? 

This  is  not  simply  the  Republican 
leadership  of  the  Congress— Senator 
Dole,  Speaker  Gingrich  and  others — 
versus  President  Clinton.  In  support  of 
President  Clinton's  position  are  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  the  Chairman  of 
the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  and  the  De- 
fense Department. 

Now,  this  is  the  letter  which  General 
Shall teashvili  wrote  to  Senator  Nunn 
relative  to  this  bill.  He  said  in  this  re- 
gard: 

.  .  .  efforts  which  suggest  changes  to  or 
withdrawal  from  the  ABM  Treaty  may  jeop- 


ai-dize  Russian  ratification  of  START  n  and, 
as  articulated  in  the  Soviet  Statement  to 
the  United  States  of  13  June  1991,  could 
prompt  Russia  to  withdraw  fl:x)m  START  1. 1 
am  concerned  that  failure  of  either  START 
Initiative  will  result  in  Russian  retention  of 
hundreds  or  even  thousands  more  nuclear 
weapons,  thereby  increasing  both  the  costs 
and  risks  we  may  face. 

He  continues: 

We  can  reduce  the  possibility  of  facing 
these  increased  cost  and  risks  by  planning  [a 
national  missile  defense]  system  consistent 
with  the  ABM  treaty.  The  current  National 
Missile  Defense  Deplosnment  Readiness  Pro- 
gram, which  is  consistent  with  the  ABM 
treaty,  will  help  provide  stability  in  our 
strateeric  relationship  with  Russia  as  well  as 
reducing  future  risks  from  rogue  countries. 

So  the  conflict  that  exists  here  is  be- 
tween the  congressional  Republican 
leadership  on  the  one  hand  and  Presi- 
dent Clinton,  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff, 
and  the  Defense  Department  on  the 
other  hand.  Of  course,  there  are  sup- 
porters of  each  of  those  two  leadership 
groups.  That  is  the  contrast  here.  We 
have  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  the 
Defense  Department  that  have  adopted, 
with  the  administration's  support,  a 
National  Missile  Defense  Deployment 
Readiness  Program.  With  this  so-called 
Three-plus-Three  program,  we  would 
develop  the  system  in  3  years  and  then, 
depending  on  the  threat,  depending  on 
the  cost,  depending  on  the  situation 
that  exists,  we  would  then  decide 
whether  to  deploy,  and  could  deploy 
within  3  years  of  that  decision. 

That  is  the  Defense  Department  posi- 
tion. That  is  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 
position.  That  is  the  administration 
position:  not  a  commitment  now  to  de- 
ploy prematurely  and  unilaterally, 
which  would  jeopardize  our  relation- 
ship with  Russia  and  undermine  our  de- 
termination that  they  live  up  to 
START  I  and  START  n.  Such  a  posi- 
tion, as  is  in  this  bill,  would  play  right 
into  the  hands  of  those  supemational- 
ists  and  jingoists  in  Russia  who  right 
now  are  running  for  President  of  that 
country. 

This  is  the  worst  time  to  be  introduc- 
ing this  kind  of  legislation.  This  is  not 
just  me  saying  this.  I  am  not  alone  in 
saying  or  suggesting  this.  It  is  not  just 
Senator  Levin  from  Michigan  who  is 
doing  it.  It  is  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 
who  are  sasring:  do  not  do  anything 
unilaterally  to  undermine  the  ABM 
Treaty,  because  by  doing  so  Russia  has 
informed  us  that  they  will  no  longer 
comply  with  START  I  and  will  not  rat- 
ify START  n.  They  tell  us  the  result— 
and  now  I  quote — "with  the  result  that 
Russia  would  retain  hundreds  or  even 
thousands  more  nuclear  weapons, 
thereby  increasing  both  the  costs  and 
risks  we  may  face." 

That  is  the  issue  before  the  Senate. 
Do  we  want  to  precipitate  that  kind  of 
action  on  the  part  of  Russia  by  a  pre- 
mature, unilateral  decision  that  we  are 
going  to  deploy  a  system  which  is  in- 
consistent   with    a    critical    security 
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agreement  between  ourselves  and  Rus- 
sia? It  was  the  wrong  time  to  do  it  last 
year  and,  after  much  effort,  we  avoided 
it.  It  is  particularly  the  wrong  time  to 
do  it  this  year  because  there  will  be  an 
election  going  on  in  Russia  in  the  next 
few  weeks.  This  bill  will  be  seized  upon 
by  people  in  Russia  who  do  not  believe 
in  START  I,  who  do  not  want  to  ratify 
START  n.  It  will  be  seized  upon  by 
them  as  evidence  for  why  they  should 
not  ratify  START  n.  That  is  the  fear 
that  General  Shalikashvili  has  set 
forth. 

Now,  in  addition,  this  legislation  will 
threaten  a  number  of  international  se- 
curity efforts  besides  the  START  trea- 
ties. The  so-called  Nunn-Lugar,  or  co- 
operative threat  reduction  program, 
which,  helps  to  secure,  store,  and  dis- 
mantle former  Soviet  nuclear  warheads 
so  that  they  cannot  again  threaten  any 
nation,  would  also  be  put  at  risk.  Nego- 
tiations for  a  comprehensive  test  ban 
treaty  to  outlaw  all  nuclear  weapon 
tests  and  help  prevent  the  development 
of  new  nuclear  weapons  would  be  de- 
layed. Russian  ratification  of  the 
Chemical  Weapons  Convention  would 
be  sidelined.  So,  instead  of  eliminating 
the  world's  largest  stockpile  of  chemi- 
cal weapons,  Russia  could  leave  its 
chemical  weai>ons  in  place. 

This  bill  could  relegate  other  impor- 
tant cooperative  security  arrange- 
ments with  Russia  to  the  scrap  heap. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
for  an  additional  2  minutes. 

Mr.  WARNER.  I  see  no  objection  to 
that. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  There  are  other  impor- 
tant cooperative  security  arrange- 
ments with  Russia  that  we  have  built 
upon  and  we  have  created.  We  have 
built,  finally,  some  trust  and  some  con- 
fidence between  our  two  militaries.  Our 
Defense  Department  does  not  view  Rus- 
sia as  an  adversary,  but  as  a  partner  in 
cooperative  security.  Take  a  look  at 
what  is  happening  in  Bosnia,  where  we 
have  Russian  soldiers  under  U.S.  com- 
mand in  the  implementation  force. 
Take  a  look  at  what  has  happened  with 
the  United  States  and  Russian  de-tar- 
geting of  our  nuclear  missiles,  where 
no  longer  are  missiles  on  either  side 
targeted  on  the  other's  nations. 

If  we  threaten  unilaterally  to  violate 
the  ABM  Treaty,  as  the  Defend  Amer- 
ica Act  does,  it  could  play  right  into 
the  hands  of  those  in  Russia  who  want 
to  return  to  a  hostile  relationship.  By 
committing  to  build  the  system,  by 
making  that  coimnitment  now  to  build 
a  system  by  the  year  2008,  the  Defend 
America  Act  also  locks  us  into  possibly 
the  least  capable  technology. 

That  is  another  thing  that  the  Penta- 
gon is  not  agreeing  with.  They  want  to 
develop  the  technology  and,  if  and 
when  a  decision  needs  to  be  made,  to 


utilize    the    best    technology    that   is 
available. 

The  Defense  Department's  missile  de- 
fense program,  which  is  also  the  ad- 
ministration's missile  defense  pro- 
gram, the  so-called  three-plus-three 
plan,  will  develop  missile  defense  tech- 
nology that  will  permit  a  deployment 
decision  as  soon  as  3  years,  and  then  3 
years  thereafter,  if  there  is  a  threat 
that  warrants  the  deplosrment,  and  if 
the  military  capability  of  that  system 
is  such  that  it  is  effective,  and  if  the 
cost  is  such  that  it  justifies  the  advan- 
tage to  us,  then  we  can  deploy  the  sys- 
tem. And  because  the  threat  is  esti- 
mated to  be  15  years  away,  we  can  con- 
tinue to  develop  the  technology  to 
make  it  as  effective  as  possible. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  threats  now 
with  terrorists  acquiring  and  using 
chemical  weapons.  It  happened  in  the 
Tokyo  subway,  and  it  could  happen 
here  in  this  country.  That  is  a  real 
threat.  And  there  have  been  efforts  to 
smuggle  nuclear  weapon  materials 
from  facilities  in  the  former  Soviet 
Union.  It  is  probably  no  harder  to 
smuggle  nuclear  materials  or  weapons 
into  the  United  States  than  to  smuggle 
drugs.  We  have  very  few  efforts  under- 
way to  halt  that  deadly  enterprise. 
Less  than  20  pounds  of  plutonium  could 
make  a  bomb  which  could  destroy  an 
American  city.  Mr.  President.  20 
poimds  of  very  easily  transportable 
Plutonium  can  destroy  a  city.  Yet  the 
proposal  before  us  is  to  spend  tens  of 
billions  of  dollars  against  threats 
which  are  tmcertain,  which  the  intel- 
ligence experts  say  has  not  material- 
ized and  is  unlikely  to  materialize  in 
the  next  15  years,  at  the  same  time 
that  we  are  underfunding  needed  de- 
fenses against  real  threats  such  as  the 
terrorist  threat  using  chemical  weap- 
ons. 

At  best,  the  Dole-Gingrich  crash  pro- 
gram would  only  counter  a  handful  of 
foreign  missiles— less  than  the  number 
contained  on  a  single  Russian  sub- 
marine. Alternatively,  some  50  Russian 
submarines  and  their  missiles  would  be 
eliminated  outright  if  the  START  I  and 
n  treaties  are  implemented.  It  is  clear 
which  approach  is  more  reliable  and 
cost-effective. 

By  committing  to  build  a  system  by 
2003  the  Defend  America  Act  also 
locks-in  the  least  capable  technology. 
The  result  would  be  a  very  "thin"  sys- 
tem, according  to  the  Pentagon.  Why 
lock  ourselves  into  such  technology 
prematurely  when  the  threat  may 
eventually  demand  better  technology? 
Our  intelligence  agencies  estimate  no 
new  countries  will  build  missiles  able 
to  reach  the  continental  United  States 
for  15  years.  The  risk  of  a  missile 
launched  against  the  United  States  is 
already  drastically  deterred  by  the 
guarantee  of  prompt  and  devastating 
retaliation. 

Let's  look  at  the  price  tag.  The  "De- 
fend America  Act"  says,  in  essence. 


"build  a  system  by  2003.  whatever  the 
cost."  When  asked  about  the  system's 
cost.  Senator  Dole  admitted  igno- 
rance. CBO  estimates  that  just  buying 
this  system  will  cost  between  $31-$60 
billion.  If  the  Administration  requested 
money  for  a  new  weapon  system  with 
no  blueprint  and  no  idea  of  the  cost. 
Congress  would  flatly  reject  it.  It 
should  do  so  with  the  Dole-Gingrich 
bill. 

If  we  pour  money  into  premature 
missile  defenses,  resources  will  be  lack- 
ing for  other  defense  efforts  that  im- 
prove our  security.  To  deal  with  secu- 
rity threats  to  the  U.S.  we  must  exer- 
cise cooperative  threat  reduction,  non- 
proliferation  and  arms  control  efforts. 
We  must  also  maintain  our  conven- 
tional military  forces  sufficient  to  dis- 
suade any  nation  from  using  weapons 
of  mass  destruction  against  us. 

Our  strategy  to  secure  the  U.S. 
against  weapons  of  mass  destruction 
demands  balance.  Supporters  of  the 
Dole-Gingrich  legislation  are  looking 
backwards  at  a  non-existent  Soviet 
Union  instead  of  looking  forward  to 
meeting  the  real  emerging  threats  to 
our  national  security. 

Finally,  I  ask  unanimous  consent, 
Mr.  President,  that  the  letter  from 
General  Shalikashvili  to  Senator  Nunn 
be  printed  in  the  RECORD. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Chairman  OF  THE 
JoDJT  Chiefs  of  Staff, 
Washington,  DC,  May  1, 1996. 
Hon.  Sam  NimN. 

US.   Senate.    Committee   on   Armed   Services, 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Nonn:  In  response  to  your 
recent  letter  on  the  Defend  America  Act  of 
1996.  I  share  Congressional  concern  with  re- 
gard to  the  proliferation  of  ballistic  missiles 
auad  the  potential  threat  these  missiles  may 
present  to  the  United  States  and  our  allies. 
My  staff,  along  with  the  CINCs.  Sernces  and 
the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization 
(BMDO),  is  actively  reviewing  proposed  sys- 
tems to  ensure  we  are  prepared  to  field  the 
most  technologically  capable  systems  avail- 
able. We  also  need  to  take  into  account  the 
parallel  initiatives  ongoing  to  reduce  the 
ballistic  missile  threat. 

In  this  regard,  efforts  which  suggest 
changes  to  or  withdrawal  from  the  ABM 
Treaty  may  jeopardize  Russian  ratification 
of  START  n  and,  as  articulated  in  the  Soviet 
Statement  to  the  United  States  of  13  June 
1991.  could  prompt  Russia  to  withdraw  from 
START  L  I  am  concerned  that  failure  of  ei- 
ther START  initiative  will  result  in  Russian 
retention  of  hundreds  or  even  thousands 
more  nuclear  weapons  thereby  increasing 
both  the  costs  and  risks  we  may  &ce. 

We  can  reduce  the  possibility  of  facing 
these  increased  cost  and  risks  by  planning  an 
NMD  system  consistent  with  the  ABM  trea- 
ty. The  current  National  Missile  Defense  De- 
ployment Readiness  Program  (NDRP).  which 
is  consistent  with  the  ABM  treaty,  will  help 
provide  stability  in  our  strategic  relation- 
ship with  Russia  as  well  as  reducing  future 
risks  from  rogue  countries. 

In  closing  let  me  reassure  you.  Senator 
Nunn,  that  I  will  use  my  office  to  ensure  a 
timely  national  missile  defense  deployment 
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decision  is  made  when  warranted.  I  have  dis- 
cussed the  above  position  with  the  Joint 
Chiefs  and  the  appropriate  CIMCs.  and  all  are 
in  agreement. 
Sincerely, 

John  M.  Shalikashvili, 
ChaiTTnan  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  I  Close,  finally,  with  the 
last  line  of  General  Shalikashvili's  let- 
ter: "I  have  discussed  the  above  posi- 
tion with  the  Joint  Chiefs  and  the  ap- 
propriate CINCs,  and  all  are  in  agree- 
ment." 
I  thank  the  Chair  and  yield  the  floor. 
Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
the  chairman  of  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  if  I  may  have  5  minutes 
within  which  to  proceed. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  The  able  Senator 
fi-om  Virginia  can  have  25  minutes  if  he 
wants  to.  I  am  very  pleased  to  hear 
him  speak. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
inquire  of  my  distinguished  colleague 
ftom  Michigan,  before  he  departs  the 
floor.  I  ask  my  colleague  from  Michi- 
gan this.  The  Senator's  opening  state- 
ment was  that  we  should  call  this  bill 
"less  secure." 

Mr.  President,  my  understanding  is 
that  we  have  absolutely  no  ability  in 
this  country  today  to  interdict  an 
intercontinental  ballistic  missile,  or 
indeed  a  short-range  ballistic  missile.  I 
ask  my  distingxiished  colleague  this. 
We  have  no  security,  so  how  can  we  be 
less  than  what  I  view  is  zero  today? 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Well,  we  do  have  some 
missile  defense  against  the  short-range 
missiles,  as  my  good  &iend  from  Vir- 
ginia knows.  We  are  trjring  to  improve 
those  defenses.  That  is  an  effort  that  I 
think  almost  aU  Senators  support, 
which  is  the  defense  against  those 
short-range  missiles  that  provide  the 
real  threat  that  those  rogue  countries 
indeed  have.  We  have  the  Patriot  mis- 
sile capability,  the  anti-missile  capa- 
bility, and  are  trying  to  improve  that, 
for  which  our  committee  funded  the  ef- 
forts. We  are  seeking  defenses  against 
those  theater  short-range  missiles  that 
provide  the  real  threats. 

If  I  can  complete  my  answer,  on  the 
long-range  missile,  the  question  is  two- 
fold  

Mr.  WARNER.  If  I  can  interrupt,  I 
will  first  respond,  and  then  I  would  ap- 
preciate it  if  we  could  continue.  I  am 
ftilly  aware  of  the  Patriot  system.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  I  am  the  chairman  of 
the  subconrniittee,  and  my  distin- 
guished colleague  from  Michlgsm  is  the 
ranking  member  and,  indeed,  we  work 
on  that  together.  We  recognize  that 
those  short-range  systems,  the  Patriot, 
have  to  be  deployed  to  the  regrion. 
Theoretically,  they  cannot  run  all  over 
the  United  States.  So  a  rogue  attack,  if 
it  could  be  mounted,  with  a  short- 
range  theater  missile  somehow  against 
the  continental  units  of'  the  United 
States  is  dependent  on  the  ability  to 
quickly  deploy  from  what  few  locations 
we  have  in  that  sjrstem  to  some  other 
part  of  the  United  States. 


To  me,  that  is  highly  impractical. 
That  is  theoretical.  Putting  that  aside, 
let  us  agree,  I  hope,  that  the  United 
States  does  not  have  any  indigenous 
ability  to  defend  against  an  interconti- 
nental missile,  albeit  fired  by  mistake, 
fired  by  a  terrorist  organization,  or 
perhaps  intentionally,  against  Alaska 
or  Hawaii,  from  say,  Russia  or  China. 
Am  I  not  correct  on  that? 

Mr.  LEVIN.  The  Senator's  question 
raises  the  exact  reason  why  the  De- 
fense Department  has  adopted  the  Na- 
tional Missile  Defense  Deplosrment 
Readiness  Program,  which  will  put  us 
in  a  position,  in  3  years,  hopefully, 
where  we  can  make  a  decision  as  to 
whether  or  not— those  are  the  key 
words,  "whether  or  not"— to  deploy  the 
kind  of  defense  which  the  Senator  has 
just  described,  without  committing  us 
now  to  do  so  for  two  reasons.  The  two 
reasons  are  that  we  do  not  want  to 
make  a  commitment  now,  according  to 
our  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs,  to 
deploy  a  system  which  could  under- 
mine the  ABM  Treaty,  which,  in  turn, 
would  then  cause  Russia  not  to  reduce 
the  number  of  warheads  that  she  has 
and  could  cause  Russia  not  to  ratify 
START  n.  It  is  in  the  interest  of  this 
country  that  Russia  ratify  the  START 
II  Treaty.  The  other  reason  given  for 
the  Defense  Department  s  position  in 
favor  of  the  National  Missile  Defense 
Readiness  Program,  which  will  address 
the  threat  the  Senator  talks  about,  is 
that  they  will  then  be  in  a  position  to 
use  the  best  technology  available  and 
not  conmiit  themselves  prematurely  to 
deploy  a  system  that  may  be  an  infe- 
rior technology. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  Us- 
tened  carefully  as  my  colleague  from 
Michigan  recited  his  argument.  But  I 
come  back  to  his  opening  statement 
that  this  would  make  us  "less  secure." 
We  have  nothing  from  which  to  go  to  a 
lesser  security  today,  in  terms  of  our 
ability  tomorrow  or  tonight  to  inter- 
dict a  stray,  imintentional  missile,  or 
indeed  one  fired  by  a  terrorist  at  the 
United  States.  Can  we  agree  on  that 
point? 

Mr.  LEVIN.  No.  We  can,  I  hope,  agree 
on  this.  If,  in  fact,  our  commitment  to 
deploy  a  system  now  causes  Russia  not 
to  ratify  START  n,  or  to  pull  out  from 
START  I,  leaving  her  with  thousands 
of  additional  warheads  that  she  other- 
wise would  have  gotten  rid  of,  it  will 
indeed  make  us  less  secure.  That  is 
why  this  bill  should  be  called  the  Re- 
duce America's  Security  Act  of  1996— 
because  the  commitment  to  deploy  this 
defense  prematurely  will,  in  the  view  of 
General  Shalikashvili  and  the  Joint 
Chiefs,  who  share  his  view,  cause  Rus- 
sia to  pull  out  from  START  I,  not  to 
ratify  START  H,  and  that  will  make  us 
less  secure. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Now,  Mr.  President,  it 
is  obvious  that  we  are  not  going  to 
come  to  closure  on  that  point.  But  we 
have  each  made  our  positions. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  informs  the  Senators  that  under 
the  rules  we  are  operating  by,  there  are 
five  minutes  for  morning  business. 
Does  the  Senator  wish  to  ask  for  addi- 
tional time? 

Mr.  WARNER.  The  chairman  has  put 
in  a  request  that  we  have  more  time.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  we  may 
proceed  for  a  period  in  the  colloquy  of 
another  3  or  4  minutes,  and  then  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  will  close  with  a 
set  of  remarks  of  his  own. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  Senator  from  Virginia  is 
recognized  to  engage  in  a  colloquy,  fol- 
lowing which  the  Senator  from  Vfr- 
ginia  is  recognized  for  5  minutes  for 
morning  business. 
Mr.  WARNER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 
I  say  this  to  my  good  friend.  I,  with 
modesty,  mention  the  fact  that  in  the 
period  when  the  ABM  Treaty  was  nego- 
tiated, I  was  privileged  to  be  serving  in 
the  Department  of  Defense  and,  more 
specifically,  imder  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy.  I  followed  the  preparations  and 
the  negotiations  for  the  ABM  Treaty. 
Mr.  President,  it  was  my  privilege  to 
accompany  the  President  of  the  United 
States  and  the  Secretary  of  State  and 
our  chairman  to  Moscow  in  May  of 
1972.  My  principal  responsibility  was  to 
conclude  the  negotiation  of  the  Inci- 
dents at  Sea  Treaty,  on  which  I  have 
been  the  principal  negotiator,  and  to  be 
the  signatory  on  behalf  of  the  United 
States  on  that  Executive  agreement 
with  the  Soviet  Union  and  with  the  So- 
viet Navy. 

Mr.  LEVTN.  A  landmark  agreement  it 
was. 

Mr.  WARNER.  It  is  still  in  effect 
today,  although  modified.  It  is  a  living 
Executive  agreement,  in  a  sense. 

Departing  from  that  and  going  back 
to  the  ABM  Treaty,  I  remember  re- 
viewing this  at  that  time  and  in  the 
past  2  or  3  years  in  the  course  of  the 
debates.  Those  that  were  present  at 
that  time  were  clearly  of  one  mind 
that  that  treaty  was  never  designed  to 
apply  to  the  short-range  theater  sys- 
tems. I  might  ask,  does  my  distin- 
guished colleague  concur  in  that? 

Mr.  LEVIN.  I  do  indeed,  and  that  is 
why  we  are  developing  theater  sys- 
tems. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Fine.  Well,  that  is  my 
concern.  This  ABM  treaty  has  indeed, 
in  my  judgment,  impeded  the  unfet- 
tered, unrestrained  technical  knowl- 
edge that  this  country  has  available  to 
devise  means  for  a  defense  of  the  short- 
range  systems.  I  just  wanted  to  put 
that  point  alongside  the  points  of  my 
distinguished  colleague  from  Michigan. 
That  concludes  my  inquiry. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  If  I  could  comment  brief- 
ly on  that,  I  do  not  think  the  Defense 
Department  or  the  Joint  Chiefs  would 
agree  that  we  have  been  constrained  in 
the  development  of  the  short-range 
systems,  the  so-called  "theater  sys- 
tems." We  are  proceeding  apace  with 
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those  systems,  and  I  think  we  have 
been  assured  by  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment that  not  only  would  we  agree 
that  the  ABM  Treaty  does  not  cover 
the  short-range  or  theater  systems,  but 
that  the  Defense  Department  does  not 
feel  that  the  ABM  Treaty  has  con- 
strained that  development.  Article  6  of 
the  treaty  was  written,  however,  very 
expressly  to  prevent  each  nation  from 
turning  non-ABM  systems  into  ABM 
systems.  That  was  also  part  of  the 
treaty  which  was  ratified. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
simply  close  this  debate  with  the  ob- 
servation that  my  criticism  is  not  di- 
rected at  President  Clinton  but,  indeed, 
to  a  succession  of  Presidents  who  have 
laid  down,  should  we  say,  a  framework 
within  which  our  scientists,  research 
and  development,  and  others  have  been 
contained.  And,  if  you  look  carefully  at 
the  assertions  by  the  chairman  and 
others,  yes,  we  have  not  limited  them 
within  that  framework.  But  I  take  the 
position  that  the  framework  should 
never  have  been  laid  down  in  the  first 
place  predicated  on  the  ABM  Treaty  in 
the  short-range  missile  defense  sys- 
tems. That  never  should  have  applied 
to  any  of  our  research  and  development 
as  components  for  a  defense  against 
short-range  attack. 


DEFEND  AMERICA  ACT 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  turn  to  the  legislation  at  hand 
which  was  addressed  by  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  committee. 

I  rise  today  to  join  my  colleagues  in 
supporting  this  crucial  legislation  to 
protect  the  American  people  from  the 
very  real  threat  of  long-range  ballistic 
missile  attack.  I  find  it  curious  that 
the  day  after  President  Clinton  made 
headlines  by  claiming  that  he  supports 
a  National  Missile  Defense  System,  the 
Democrats  in  the  Senate  are  prevent- 
ing the  Senate,  as  the  distinguished 
chairman  stated,  from  even  debating 
and  considering  a  bill  that  would  pro- 
vide for  such  a  system. 

It  was  timely,  in  my  judgment,  for 
this  debate  because  the  interest  of  the 
American  people  have  been  drawn  to 
the  fact  that  we  do  not  have  a  defense 
against  an  accidental  or  unintentional 
firing  of  a  long-range  strategic  ballis- 
tic missile.  That,  I  think,  is  agreed  on 
by  all. 

During  his  speech  yesterday  at  the 
Coast  Guard  Academy,  President  Clin- 
ton made  a  series  of  points  on  national 
nussile  defense.  Let  us  examine  care- 
fully his  assertions. 

The  President  begins  by  talking 
about  theater  missile  defense:  "Our 
first  priority  is  to  defend  a«rainst  exist- 
ing or  near-term  threats,  like  short- 
and  medium-range  missile  attacks  on 
our  troops  in  the  field  or  our  allies." 
So  far,  I  concur.  This  is  also  the  prior- 
ity that  Republicans  established  years 
ago,  in  the  wake  of  the  Persian  Gulf 


war.  On  trips  to  that  theatre  during 
that  war  I  saw  the  destruction  of  Iraq's 
use  of  the  scud.  I  experienced  with 
other  Senators,  a  scud  attack  on  Tel 
Aviv  on  February  18,  1991.  It  impacted 
a  considerable  distance  from  where  we 
were  at  the  Defense  Ministry  Building. 

The  President  then  continues,  "And 
we  are,  with  upgraded  Patriot  nnissiles, 
the  Navy  Lower  and  Upper  Tier  and  the 
Army  THAAD."  What  are  the  facts? 
The  facts  are  that  the  administration's 
recent  BMD  Program  Update  Review 
shifted  the  focus  of  TMD  efforts  to 
point  defense  systems  (Patriot  PAC-3 
and  Navy  Lower  Tier)  at  the  expense  of 
the  more  promising  and  capable  area 
wide  systems  (THAAD  and  Navy  Upper 
Tier).  As  a  result  of  this  review,  $2  bil- 
lion was  stripped  from  the  THAAD  pro- 
gram over  the  FYDP;  and  the  Navy 
Upper  Tier  program  remains  little 
more  than  a  science  project — with  no 
acquisition  or  deployment  strategy. 
These  actions  were  taken  despite  last 
year's  clear  legal  requirements  to  ac- 
celerate both  programs.  Once  again, 
the  Armed  Services  Committee  has  had 
to  come  to  restore  both  of  these  pro- 
grams—adding almost  $500  million  to 
the  administration's  inadequate  re- 
quest in  the  Senate  bill. 

Next,  the  President  addresses  the 
threat:  "The  possibility  of  a  long-range 
intercontinental  missile  attack  on 
American  soil  by  a  rogue  state  is  more 
than  a  decade  away."  I  say  wrong  Mr. 
President.  The  President  and  many  of 
our  Democrat  colleagues  are  relying  on 
a  recent  intelligence  community  as- 
sessment which  reportedly  claims  that 
the  threat  of  ballistic  missile  attack 
against  the  United  States  is  15  years 
away.  Several  important  qualifications 
must  be  highlighted.  First,  that  intel- 
ligence assessment  was  carefully  craft- 
ed to  consider  only  threats  to  the  con- 
tinental United  States— not  Alaska  and 
Hawaii.  The  threat  to  Alaska,  in  par- 
ticular, from  a  long-range  ballistic 
missile  currently  under  development 
by  North  Korea  is  real  and  near-term. 
Also,  that  15-year  scenario  is  based  on 
the  assumption  that  rogue  nations  will 
develop  their  missiles  indigenously — 
without  foreign  help.  We  all  know  that 
these  nations  are  receiving  substantial 
foreign  assistance  for  their  weapons  de- 
velopment programs.  Such  assistance 
will  substantially  accelerate  the 
threat. 

We  should  not  be  lulled  into  a  sense 
of  complacency  by  such  reports.  Re- 
member the  assessments  we  received 
just  prior  to  the  Gulf  War— Iraq  was 
supposed  to  be  least  5  years  away  from 
a  nuclear  weapons  capability.  After 
Desert  Storm,  and  the  U.N.  inspec- 
tions, we  were  shocked  to  learn  the 
true  extent  of  the  advancements  in  the 
Iraqi  nuclear  program 

A  focus  on  the  threat  from  rogue  na- 
tions also  ignores  the  substantial  mili- 
tary capabilities  both  Russia  and 
Chinar— both  nations  with  interconti- 


nental missiles  capable  of  reaching  our 
shores.  We  all  know  of  the  threats  the 
Chinese  made  during  the  recent  stand- 
off with  Taiwan.  They  correctly  know 
that  the  United  States  is  currently  de- 
fenseless against  ICBM  attack.  And  the 
President  may  take  comfort  in  the 
Russian  promise  that  they  are  no 
longer  targeting  the  United  States.  But 
we  all  know  that — even  if  this  rep- 
resentation is  true — retargeting  is  a 
relatively  quick  and  easy  thing  to 
change.  I  would  prefer  us  to  rely  on 
limited  U.S.  defenses,  rather  than  Rus- 
sian promises,  for  our  security. 

In  criticizing  the  Defend  America 
Act,  the  President  claims  that  "They 
have  a  plan  that  Congress  will  take  up 
this  week  that  would  force  us  to  choose 
now  a  costly  missile  defense  system 
that  could  be  obsolete  tomorrow.  The 
Congressional  Budget  Office  estimates 
that  this  cost  will  be  between  $30  and 
$60  billion."  The  facts?  The  Defend 
America  Act  does  not  specify  a  particu- 
lar architecture  for  a  national  missile 
defense  system — it  simply  says  that 
the  United  States  should  have  a  highly 
effective  system  to  defend  airainst  lim- 
ited, accidental  or  unauthorized  ballis- 
tic missile  attacks.  There  is  nothing 
new  here.  This  is  technology  that  we 
have  been  investing  in— to  the  tune  of 
$38  billion— since  the  early  1980s.  We 
are  simply  saying  that  the  time  for 
"science  projects"  is  over,  the  time  has 
arrived  to  turn  this  technology  into  a 
deployed  system  that  will  protect 
Americans. 

Weapons  development  programs— on 
average — take  a  decade  trozn  start  to 
finish.  As  technology  advances,  those 
advancements  are  incorporated  into 
the  weapons.  Why  should  NMD  be  any 
different— why  does  the  President 
think  that  an  NMD  system  would  be 
"obsolete"  by  the  time  it  is  deployed  in 
the  year  2003?  There  is  no  basis  for  such 
a  claim. 

Concerning  the  CBO  cost  study,  the 
$30  to  $60  billion  range  the  President 
refers  to  represents  the  high  end  of  the 
CBO's  conclusions.  According  to  the 
study,  a  NMD  system  capable  of  pro- 
tecting the  United  States  could  be  de- 
veloped and  deployed  for  less  than  $14 
billion  over  the  next  13  years— or  about 
a  billion  dollars  a  year.  This  is  a  rel- 
atively smaller  cost — less  than  %  of  1 
percent  of  the  DoD  budget— to  protect 
the  United  States  from  attack. 

I  should  also  point  out  that  other 
cost  estimates— these  coming  from  the 
administration — are  much  lower  than 
CBO's.  For  example,  the  Air  Force  has 
said  that  it  would  cost  only  $2.5  billion 
to  deploy  such  a  system;  and  the  Army 
estimates  a  cost  of  $5  billion. 

The  President  states:  "Those  who 
want  us  to  deploy  this  system  before 
we  know  the  details  and  the  dimen- 
sions of  the  threat  we  face  I  believe  are 
wrong.  I  think  we  should  not  leap  be- 
fore we  look."  This  is  not  a  surprising 
statement  firom  a  President  who  is  a 
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recent  "convert"  to  the  need  for  a  na- 
tional missile  defense  sjrstem.  Repub- 
licans liave  been  following  "tbe  details 
and  dimensions  of  the  threat"  for  over 
a  decade.  What  more  do  we  have  to 
wait  for  before  committing  to  defend 
the  United  States?  The  threat  is  not  di- 
minishing. Approximately  30  countries 
currently  have  ballistic  missiles,  with 
varying  ranges,  and  many  of  these  na- 
tions either  have  or  are  actively  seek- 
ing to  acquire  war  heads  of  mass  de- 
struction— nuclear,  chemical  or  bio- 
logical. There  is  no  lack  of  appetite  in 
the  world  for  such  "status  symbols." 
Weapons  of  terror,  intimidation.  I  sub- 
mit that  the  only  thing  inevitable 
about  the  missile  threat  we  face  is  that 
the  threat  will  continue  to  increase. 
The  President  seems  to  believe  that  we 
have  the  luxury  of  time  to  sit  around 
and  discuss  and  contemplate  the 
threat — all  the  while  with  Americans 
remain  unprotected  against  an  unin- 
tentional or  terrorist  firing  of  one  or 
more  naissiles.  I  say  it  is  time  to  act  to 
protect  our  Nation  before  it  is  too  late. 

One  of  my  favorite  lines  in  the  Presi- 
dent's speech  is:  "It  is  (Defend  America 
Act)  would  weaken  our  defenses  by 
taking  money  away  from  things  we 
know  we  need  right  now."  This  from  a 
President  who  submitted  a  budget  re- 
quest that  was  $18.6  bUlion  below  the 
FY96  level  for  defense;  and  the  same 
President  who  recently  threatened  to 
veto  the  FY97  Defense  Authorization 
Bill  passed  by  the  House  because  it 
contains  $12  billion  more  than  he  re- 
quested. A  President  who  has  a  history 
for  inadequately  funding  our  military. 

Finally,  the  President  claims  that: 
"It  is  (Defend  America  Act)  would  vio- 
late the  anns  control  agreements  that 
we  have  made  and  these  agreements 
make  us  more  secure."  Again,  the 
facts.  There  is  nothing  in  the  defend 
America  Act  which  would  violate  the 
ABM  Treaty.  The  Act  calls  on  the 
President  to  negotiate  changes  to  that 
Treaty  to  allow  for  the  depl03nTient  of 
an  effective  NMD  system.  I  should 
point  out  to  my  colleagues  that  the 
ABM  Treaty— a  25-year  old  agreement 
with  the  Soviet  Union — was  never  in- 
tended to  be  a  static  agreement.  The 
Treaty  itself  includes  provisions  for 
amendments— and,  in  fact,  the  Treaty 
has  been  amended  over  the  years.  Why, 
all  of  a  sudden,  is  the  Treaty  now  not 
amendable? 

I  firmly  believe  that  Americans  here 
at  home  and  U.S.  troops  deployed  over- 
seas should  be  protected  by  highly  ef- 
fective missile  defenses  as  soon  as  is 
technologically  possible. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 
Mr.  WARNER.  I  know  the  Chair  and 
others  are  anxious  to  conclude  the 
matters  before  the  Senate  tonight.  I 
am  prepared  to  assume  the  role  of  act- 
ing leader  and  have  the  concluding  re- 
marks for  tonight. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Virginia  is  recognized. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  if 
there  is  nothing  else  to  come  before  the 
Senate  tonight,  I  think  we  are  ready  to 
adjourn. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  say  to 
the  distinguished  chairman,  might  I 
suggest  that  either  the  chairman  or  I 
address  certain  closing  remarks  for  the 
le9.der? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  will  delegate  that 
to  the  able  Senator  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  WARNER.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished chairman. 


MEASURE  SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED— H.R.  3286 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  reports  H.R.  3286,  the 
bill  be  sequentially  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Indian  Affairs  for  the 
purpose  of  considering  title  HI  of  the 
bill  for  a  period  of  10  days  of  Senate 
session;  further,  that  if  the  Committee 
on  Indian  Affairs  does  not  report  the 
measure  at  the  end  of  the  10  session 
days,  the  Indian  Affairs  Committee  be 
discharged  from  further  consideration 
of  the  bill  and  the  bill  be  placed  on  the 
calendar. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 
REPORT 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  commit- 
tees have  between  11  a.m.  and  2  p.m.  on 
Wednesday,  May  29,  to  file  legislative 
or  executive  reported  legislation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


AUTHORIZATION  FOR  PRODUCTION 
OF  RECORDS 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  Senate  Resolution  256  submit- 
ted earlier  today  by  Senators  Dole  and 
Daschle. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows. 

A  resolution  (S.  Res.  256)  to  authorize  the 
production  of  records  by  the  Select  Commit- 
tee on  Intelligence. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  resolution. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  the  Select 
Conmiittee  on  Intelligence  has  received 
a  request  from  the  Office  of  the  Inspec- 
tor General  of  the  Central  Intelligence 
Agency  for  copies  of  committee  records 
relevant    to    the    Inspector    General's 


pending  inquiry  into  the  Zona  Rosa 
massacre  of  six  American  citizens  in  El 
Salvador  in  1985. 

Mr.  President,  this  resolution  would 
authorize  the  Chairman  and  Vice 
Chairman  of  the  Intelligence  Commit- 
tee, acting  jointly,  to  provide  commit- 
tee records  in  response  to  this  request, 
utilizing  appropriate  security  proce- 
dures. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  resolution 
be  agreed  to,  the  preamble  be  agreed 
to,  the  motion  to  reconsider  be  laid  on 
the  table,  and  that  any  statements  re- 
lating to  the  resolution  appear  at  the 
appropriate  place  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  256)  was 
agreed  to. 

The  preamble  was  agreed  to. 

The  resolution,  with  its  preamble,  is 
as  follows: 

Whereas,  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  Gen- 
eral of  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency  has 
requested  that  the  Select  Committee  on  In- 
telligence provide  it  with  copies  of  conunlt- 
tee  records  relevant  to  the  Office's  pending 
review  of  matters  related  to  the  Zona  Rosa 
massacre  of  six  American  citizens  in  El  Sal- 
vador in  1985; 

Whereas,  by  the  privileges  of  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States  and  Rule  XI  of  the  Stand- 
ing Rules  of  the  Senate,  no  evidence  under 
the  control  or  in  the  possession  of  the  Senate 
can,  by  administrative  or  judicial  process,  be 
taken  from  such  control  or  possession  but  by 
permission  of  the  Senate; 

Whereas,  when  it  appears  that  documents, 
papers  and  records  under  the  control  or  in 
the  possession  of  the  Senate  may  promote 
the  administration  of  justice,  the  Senate  will 
take  such  action  as  will  promote  the  ends  of 
justice  consistently  with  the  privileges  of 
the  Senate:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  the  Chairman  and  Vice 
Chairman  of  the  Select  Committee  on  Intel- 
ligence, acting  jointly,  are  authorized  to  pro- 
vide to  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  of 
the  Central  Intelligence  Agency,  under  ap- 
propriate security  procedures,  copies  of 
records  that  the  Office  has  requested  for  use 
in  connection  with  its  pending  review  into 
matters  related  to  the  Zona  Rosa  massacre. 


ORDERS  FOR  FRIDAY,  MAY  24,  1996 
Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  Sen- 
ate completes  its  business  today  it 
stand  in  adjournment  until  the  hour  of 
11:30  a.m.  on  Friday,  May  24;  further, 
that  immediately  following  the  prayer, 
the  Journal  of  proceedings  deemed  ap- 
proved to  date,  no  resolutions  come 
over  under  the  rule,  the  call  of  the  cal- 
endar be  dispensed  with,  the  morning 
hour  be  deemed  to  have  expired,  and 
the  Senate  then  turn  to  a  ijeriod  for 
morning  business  until  the  hour  of  1 
p.m.  with  Senators  permitted  to  speak 
for  up  to  5  minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PROGRAM 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  for  the 
information  of  all  Senators,  a  cloture 
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motion  was  filed  on  the  Defend  Amer- 
ica Act  today.  That  cloture  vote  will 
occur  on  Tuesday,  June  4,  at  2:15  p.m., 
and  will  be  the  next  roUcall  vote.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  session  tomorrow  for 
morning  business  in  an  attempt  to 
clear  a  few  items  that  would  be  consid- 
ered by  consent. 

No  rollcall  votes  will  occur  during 
Friday's  session  of  the  Senate. 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  11:30  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  if  there 
is  no  further  business  to  come  before 
the  Senate — and  I  see  no  Senators 
seeking  recognition— I  now  ask  that 
the  Senate  stand  in  adjournment  as 
under  the  previous  order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  7:46  p.m.,  adjourned  until  Friday, 
May  24,  1996,  at  11:30  a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 
Executive   nominations   received   by 
the  Senate  May  23,  1996: 

DJS'lTi'UTK  OF  AMERICAN  INDIAN  AND  ALASKA 
NATIVE  CULTURE  AND  ARTS  DEVELOPMENT 

JEANNE  GIVENS.  OF  mABO.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER  OF  THE 
BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES  OF  THE  DJSTITUTE  OF  AMERICAN 
INDIAN  AND  ALASKA  NATIVE  CCLTURE  AND  ARTS  DE 
VEIOPMENT  FOR  A  TERM  EXPIRING  OCTOBER  18.  2002. 
VICE  PIESTEWA  ROBERT  HAROLD  A.MES.  TERM  EXPIR- 
ING. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 

KEITH  R.  HALL.  OF  MARTLAND,  TO  BE  AN  ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE.  VICE  JEFFREY  K.  HAR- 
RIS. RESIGNED. 

EXECimVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 

KERRI-ANN  JONES.  OF  MARYLAND.  TO  BE  AN  ASSOCI- 
ATE DIRECTOR  OF  THE  OFFICE  OF  SCIENCE  AND  TECH- 
NOLOGY POUCY.  VICE  JAMES  M.  WALES.  RESIGNED 

U.S.  INTERNATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT 
COOPERATION  AGENCY 

GERALD  S.  MOGOWAN.  OF  VIRGINIA.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER 

OF  THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  OF  THE  OVERSEAS  PRI- 
VATE IN\'ESTMENT  CORPORATION  FOR  A  TERM  EXPIR- 
ING DECEMBER  17.  UM.  VICE  DONALD  BURNHAM 
ENSENAT.  RESIGNED. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

PETE  PETERSON.  OF  FLORIDA.  TO  BE  AMBASSADOR  EX- 
TRAORDINARY AND  PLENIPOTENTlAKy  OF  THE  UNITED 


STATES  OF  AMERICA  TO  THE  SOCIAUST  REPCBUC  OF 
VTEnJAM. 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 

FRANKLIN  D.  RAINES.  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA. 
TO  BE  DIRECTOR  OF  THE  OFFICE  OF  MANAGEMBiT  AND 
BUDGET.  VICE  ALICE  M.  RIVLIN. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

J.  DAVTIT  MCATEER.  OF  WEST  VIRCIMA.  TO  BE  SOUCI- 
TOR  FOR  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR.  \1CE  THOMAS  S 
WILLIAMSON.  JR. 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 

JERRY  M  MELILLO.  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.  TO  BE  AN  AS- 
SOCIATE DIRECTOR  OF  THE  OFFICE  OF  SCIENCE  AND 
TECHNOLOGY  POLICS'.  VICE  ROBERT  T  WATSON  RE- 
SIGNED. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

JOHN  STERN  WOLF.  OF  MARYLAND.  A  CAREER  MEMBER 
OF  THE  SENIOR  FOREIGN  SERVICE.  CLASS  OF  MINISTER- 
COUNSELOR.  FOR  THE  RANTC  OF  AMBASSADOR  DURING 
HIS  TENLTIE  OF  SERVICE  AS  U.S.  COORDINATOR  FOR 
ASU  PACIFIC  ECONOMIC  COOPERATION  [APEC]. 

CORPORATION  FOR  PUBLIC  BROADCASTING 

HEIDI  H.  SCHULMAN.  OF  CALIFORNIA.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER 
OF  THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  OF  THE  CORPORATION 
FOB  PUBUC  BROADCASTD<G  FOR  A  TERM  EXPIRING  JAN- 
UARY 31.  2002.  VICE  LESLEE  B.  ALEXANDER.  TERM  EX- 
PIRED. 
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CONSUMER  AUTOMOBILE  LEASING 
ACT  OF  1996 


HON.  JOHN  J.  LaFALCE 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23. 1996 

Mr.  LaFALCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  today  in- 
troducing legislation  to  provide  consumers  with 
the  information  they  need  to  maJ<e  informed 
decisions  about  automobile  leases.  My  bill,  the 
consumer  Automobile  Leasing  Act  of  1996 
would  update  and  strengthen  current  Federal 
requirements  for  automobile  lease  disclosure 
and  advertising  under  chapter  5  of  the  Truth  in 
Lending  Act. 

Automobile  leasing  is  a  growing  phenome- 
non that  is  supplanting  traditional  new  car 
sales  and  dominating  automobile  advertising. 
It  is  the  automobile  industry's  answer  to  the 
growing  affordability  gap  between  rising  new 
car  prices  and  stagnating  family  incomes. 

A  decade  ago  consumer  leases  represented 
less  than  5  percent  of  all  new  car  transactions. 
Today,  more  than  30  percent  of  all  new  auto- 
mobile transactions  involve  leases.  By  the 
year  2000,  some  auto  industry  experts  predict, 
leases  will  constitute  over  half  of  all  new  car 
transactions  and  a  significant  portion  of  used 
care  transactions. 

This  rapid  growth  in  automobile  leases  has 
generated  a  concomitant  increase  in  lease  ad- 
vertising. The  Center  for  consumer  Affairs  at 
ttie  University  of  Wisconsin  reported  last  year 
that  its  &-year  study  of  advertising  in  the  Mil- 
waukee market  showed  that  lease  advertising 
had  grown  from  a  relatively  infrequent  occur- 
rence to  the  most  commonly  advertised  con- 
sumer transactk>n  in  that  market.  Automobile 
leases  now  figure  as  prominently  as,  if  not 
more  prominently  than,  traditk>nal  automobile 
sales  transactions  in  advertising  in  the  Wash- 
irigton,  DC  market  and  in  my  congressional 
district  in  western  New  York.  Leasing  dearty 
has  become  a  reasonable  alternative  to  buy- 
ing a  r)ew  automobile  not  just  for  luxury  car 
buyers,  but  also  for  middle-dass  families,  for 
retirees  on  fixed  incomes  and  even  for  college 
students.  And  i«ase  advertising  now  seeks  to 
appeal  to  all  these  markets. 

Automobile  leases  can  be  beneficial  for  con- 
sumers, paiticutarty  in  providing  more  man- 
ageat>le  monthly  automobile  payments  and 
lower  maintenance  costs.  Unfortunately,  it  is 
often  very  difficult  for  consumers  to  urKler- 
stand  the  terms  of  auto  leases  and  to  know 
whether  they  actually  save  money  with  a 
lease.  As  the  Natnnal  Center  for  Study  of  Re- 
sponsive Law  commented  to  the  Federal  Re- 
serve board  last  year,  current  lease  pro- 
motions may  deceive  consumers  into  believing 
that  they  are  getting  a  better  deal  with  a  lease 
than  a  credit  purchase,  when  this  may  not  t>e 
true. 


I.  THE  NATURE  OF  THE  PROBLEM 

Part  of  the  problem  comes  from  the  com- 
plexity of  lease  transactions.  As  a  special  task 
force  of  the  State  attorneys  general  reported 
to  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  in  November, 
most  consumers  are  not  yet  familiar  with  lease 
transactkins.  The  task  force  cited  the  way  in 
which  the  automobile  industry  has  chosen  to 
structure  lease  transactions,  both  the  terms 
used  and  their  application  in  contracts  and  ad- 
vertising, as  making  leases  far  more  complex 
than  the  traditional  sales  situation.  This  com- 
plexity creates  enonnous  opportunity  for  mis- 
representation and  abuse. 

Problems  also  stem  from  inadequacies  in 
current  laws  and  regulations  goveming  lease 
disclosure  and  advertising,  particularly  at  the 
Federal  level.  The  Consumer  Leasing  Act  was 
enacted  as  chapter  5  of  the  Truth  in  Lending 
Act  in  1976,  k>ng  before  Congress  could  have 
antk;ipated  the  current  upsurge  in  automobile 
leases.  Federal  regulations  governing  lease 
disctosure  and  advertising  have  not  been  re- 
vised or  updated  in  any  significant  way  since 
their  issuance  by  the  Federal  Reserve  Board 
in  1981.  This  creates  serious  problems  even 
on  technical  grounds.  The  dollar  amount  of  the 
leases  covered  by  the  act,  for  example,  is  in- 
adequate and  will  pemnit  increasing  numbers 
of  auto  leases  to  escape  Federal  regulatkin. 
Civil  penalties  under  the  act  also  are  woefully 
inadequate  to  deter  violatkins  by  automobile 
dealers  and  leasing  companies  when  viewed 
in  comparison  to  potential  profits. 

The  inadequacies  of  current  law  and  regula- 
tion present  additional  problems  in  practice. 
These  laws  and  regulations  offer  no  consistent 
standards  goveming  dear  and  conspicuous 
disdosure  for  either  lease  contracts  or  adver- 
tising. They  permit  disctosure  far  too  late,  usu- 
ally at  the  time  a  lease  is  signed,  and  some- 
times even  after  a  vehide  has  been  ordered 
and  the  consumer  has  pakj  a  deposit  or  other 
fee.  They  offer  no  dear  standards  for  nontradi- 
tkxial  advertising,  for  example,  in  commercial 
mailings,  toll-free  telephone  numbers  or  on  the 
Internet.  They  permit  lease  advertising  to  mix 
terms  and  costs  of  leases  and  installment 
credit  sales,  whrch  may  easily  confuse  and 
mislead  consumers.  And  they  permit  s<MXilled 
come-on  promotions  that  have  little  relevance 
to  the  temis  actually  offered  to  consumers  or 
the  vehk:le  models  actually  available. 

One  of  the  most  serious  omissions  of  cur- 
rent regulatkjns  is  the  lack  of  any  requirement 
to  disdose  the  annual  interest  rate  implicit  in 
lease  transactions.  The  lease  interest  rate  has 
been  described  by  State  Attorneys  General, 
the  Consumer  Federal  of  America,  the  Amer- 
ican Association  of  Retired  Persons  [AARP] 
and  other  organizations  as  the  critical  factor  in 
the  lease  equatk)n.  Together  with  the  lease 
tenn,  the  capitalized  cost  of  ttie  automobile 
and  the  vehide  residual  value,  it  is  one  of  the 
four  variables  that  determine  the  consumer's 
monthly  lease  payment.  To  allow  leasing  com- 


panies to  hide  one  of  these  key  variables,  as 
most  now  do,  the  attorneys  general  com- 
mented, is  to  invite  abuse.  Not  requiring  dis- 
dosure of  a  lease  interest  rate,  they  noted,  is 
tantamount  to  the  hiding  of  valuable  informa- 
tion from  consumers. 

In  Canada,  lease  annual  interest  rates  will 
soon  be  a  required  disdosure  item  in  all  prov- 
inces. A  national  woridng  group  of  provindal 
and  Federal  offidals  recently  agreed  that  les- 
sors should  be  required  to  disdose  a  lease 
rate  as  an  annual  percentage  rate.  Last  July, 
the  National  Conference  of  Commissioners  on 
Uniform  State  Laws  released  a  study  urging 
unifonTi  State  consumer  leasing  laws  and  rec- 
ommending required  disdosure  of  lease  inter- 
est rates  to  allow  comparison  shopping  by 
consumers.  This  same  requirement  is  needed 
in  Federal  law.  Without  disdosure  of  a  lease 
rate,  according  to  the  consumer  Federatran, 
consumers  have  no  way  of  computing  the  real 
cost  of  a  lease. 

All  of  these  problems  in  automobile  leasing 
are  compounded  by  lease  documents  that 
hide  critk:al  disclosures  among  technical  lease 
terms  and  that  confuse  consumers  with  legal 
jargon,  imprecise  terms  and  byzantine  pay- 
ment and  penalty  formulas.  Key  consumer  in- 
formation such  as  the  price  of  the  leased  auto- 
mobile, is  not  cleariy  disdosed  or  is  hidden  in 
broader  cost  amounts.  Fees  paid  as  part  of 
the  vehide  capitalized  cost  or  the  payment  re- 
quired at  lease  signing  may  not  be  identified 
and  Itemized.  And  major  costs  after  the  lease 
is  signed,  such  as  vehkde  delivery  charges 
and  lease-end  disposition  fees,  are  obscured 
or  hidden  to  such  a  degree  that  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission  says  many  consumers  are 
unaware  of  their  existence. 

But  it  is  in  the  area  of  lease  advertising  that, 
in  my  view,  the  problems  and  abuses  of  cur- 
rent automobile  leasing  are  most  evklent.  You 
only  have  to  turn  on  the  television  or  open  the 
advertising  sections  of  any  tocal  and  regional 
newspaper  to  find  advertisements  that  rou- 
tinely feature  deceptively  k}w  monthly  lease 
rates  or  other  attractive  aspects  of  a  lease 
while  obscuring  or  omitting  required  informa- 
tion about  the  costs  and  restrictions  of  the 
lease;  scroll  consumer  infonnation  quickly 
across  the  television  screen  or  in  mouse  sized 
type  in  print  advertisements  to  make  it  difficult 
for  consumers  to  see  or  read;  highlight  no  or 
zero  downpayment  amounts  without  stating 
the  substantial  charges  and  fees  a  consumer 
may  actually  have  to  pay  upon  signing  the 
lease;  and  combine  disclosure  for  numerous 
vehide  models  in  confusing  tiny  print  or  mix 
the  payment  amounts,  downpayments,  interest 
rates,  and  other  items  for  leases  with  those  of 
credit  installment  transactions. 

The  Federal  Trade  Commission  summarized 
these  problems  earlier  this  year  in  detailed 
comments  to  the  Federal  Reserve  Board: 

Many  lease  advertisements  today  may  fall 
short  of  the  "clear  and  conspicuous"  stand- 
ard. Currently  many  television  and  some 
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print  advertisements  boldly  promote  certain 
attractive  lease  terms  and  regulate  the  re- 
quired lease  disclosure  to  fine  print  or  a  lo- 
cation that  is  both  inconspicuous  and  barely 
visible.  Some  television  advertisements  use 
background  music  or  flashing  images  that 
further  obscure  the  required  disclosures.  Tel- 
evision advertisements  may  also  flash  the 
disclosures  on  the  screen  for  only  two  or 
three  seconds  or  scroll  so  quickly  that  con- 
sumers are  unable  to  read  this  important  in- 
formation. 

These  common  practices  make  it  extremely 
difficult  for  consumers  to  understand  the  terms 
of  advertised  leases  and  virtually  impossible 
for  consumers  to  make  knowledgeable  com- 
parisons between  lease  offerings.  In  their 
comments  last  year,  the  attorneys  general  ex- 
pressed concern  that  automobile  lease  adver- 
tisements have,  for  several  years,  generally 
failed  to  adequately  disdose  material  informa- 
tk>n  consumers  need  to  make  informed  deci- 
sions. The  Federal  Trade  Commissk)n  echoed 
this  sentiment,  stating  that  current  misleading 
advertisements  may  significantly  hinder  com- 
parison lease  shopping,  in  dired  contradiction 
of  the  purposes  of  the  Consumer  Leasing  Act. 

Cleariy,  current  lease  advertising  provides 
no  standardized  format  or  uniform  disclosures 
to  permit  consumers  to  make  an  intelligent 
and  informed  choice  t>etween  leasing  and  buy- 
ing an  automobile  or  even  to  make  compari- 
sons among  comparable  leases  offered  by  dif- 
ferent dealers. 

Given  the  confusion  created  by  lease  adver- 
tising and  the  complexity  of  the  leases  thenr>- 
selves,  it  is  not  surprising  that  reports  of  de- 
ceptive or  abusing  leasing  pradices  are  in- 
creasing. The  State  attorneys  general  report  a 
dramatic  increase  in  the  numtaer  of  consumer 
leasing  complaints  received  by  our  offk:es. 
Local  consumer  affairs  agerx^ies  in  areas  as 
diverse  as  San  Jose,  CA;  Montgomery  Coun- 
ty, MD;  and  Penellas  County,  FL,  all  have  re- 
ported auto  leasing  as  the  area  in  whKh  con- 
sumer complaints  have  increased  most  signifi- 
cantiy  in  recent  years.  Public  agendes  and 
consumer  organizations  all  point  to  the  inad- 
equacy of  information  available  to  consumers, 
as  well  as  growing  pressures  on  auto  dealers 
to  maximize  profits  through  leasing,  as  creat- 
ing an  enormous  potential  for  abuse  of  con- 
sumers and  as  emphasizing  the  need  for  ir>- 
creased  consumer  protedk>n. 

II.  OVERVIEW  OF  THE  LEGISIATON 

The  legislation  I  am  introdudng  today  offers 
a  comprehensive  approach  to  the  problems  of 
automobile  lease  disdosure  both  in  lease  doc- 
uments and  in  advertising.  Indeed,  the  bill  is 
the  first  legislatkin,  that  I  am  avyare  of,  to  pro- 
pose comprehensive  revision  of  the  Consumer 
Leasing  Act  since  the  act  was  passed  20 
years  ago. 

In  general  terms,  the  legislation  amends  the 
Consumer  Leasing  Ad  to  implement  many  of 
the  changes  in  lease  disdosure  and  advertis- 
ing recommended  last  year  by  the  attomeys 
general  task  force.  It  incorporates  technkai 
changes  requested  by  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board.  It  seeks  to  apply  to  all  forms  of  lease 
advertising  recent  Federal  Trade  Commission 
standards  for  dear  and  conspicuous  disdo- 
sure, as  well  as  the  FTC's  proposed  equal 
prominence  standard  for  lease  advertising. 
And  it  proposes  required  disdosure  of  a  lease 
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interest  rate  and  other  changes  to  enhance 
lease  disclosure  and  advertisir>g  advocated  by 
the  Consumer  Federation  and  other  consumer 
organlzatk>ns. 

More  specifically,  my  legislation  would  mod- 
ify and  update  the  disclosure  requirements  in 
current  law  to  prosntie  consumers  with  more 
visible,  more  complete,  and  more  relevant  in- 
formation in  lease  documents  about  the  terms 
and  costs  of  auto  leases.  It  would  create  a 
spedal  requirement  for  automot>ile  leases, 
modeled  on  proposals  recently  implemented 
by  the  leasing  subskliary  of  Ford  Motor  Co., 
that  require  the  highlighted  disdosure  of  key 
consumer  costs  and  consumer  notices  or 
warnings  at  the  beginning  of  the  lease  docu- 
ment. And  it  requires  that  consumers  receive 
required  disdosure  before  the  lease  signing  in 
situations  where  an  automobile  must  be  or- 
dered and  ttie  consumer  is  required  to  pay  a 
deposit  or  incurs  any  other  form  of  finandai  or 
legal  obligation. 

However,  it  is  in  the  area  of  lease  advertis- 
ing that  my  legislation  would  make  the  most 
far-feaching  changes.  It  clarifies  the  dear  and 
conspkaxHJS  disclosure  requirement  in  current 
law  by  incorporating  the  more  spedfic  reason- 
ably understandable  standards  used  by  the 
Federal  Trade  Commission  in  the  900  number 
rule  and  in  other  industry  advertising  orders.  It 
extends  disdosure  requirements  to  advertise- 
ments on  the  lnterT>et.  It  requires  all  lease  ad- 
vertisements to  disdose  a  lease  rate  com- 
puted as  an  annual  percentage  rate.  It  re- 
quires that  disdosures  in  foreign  language  ad- 
vertisements be  made  in  the  language  pri- 
marily used  in  the  advertisement.  And  it  wouW 
permit  television  advertisers  to  use  the  alter- 
native toll-free  telephone  disdosure  option  in 
current  law  for  radio  advertisements  arvj  dar- 
ify  disdosure  standards  for  toll-free  telephone 
advertising. 

The  bill  also  addresses  the  more  abusive 
advertising  pradkses  that  are  dearty  intended 
to  confuse  or  deceive  consumers.  It  would 
prohibit  lease  advertisers  from  daiming  that  no 
down  payment  is  required  when,  in  fact,  sig- 
nificant fees  and  charges  are  required  to  t>e 
paid  at  lease  signing.  It  requires  that  trans- 
adions  be  deariy  klentified  as  a  lease  at  least 
as  prominently  as  any  featured  lease  term  or 
payment.  It  would  prohibit  the  mixing  of  the 
temis  of  leases  and  installment  credit  trans- 
adions  in  the  same  advertiserpent  And  it 
woukj  prevent  lessors  from  advertising  lease 
terms  tfiat  are  offered  only  to  select  consum- 
ers or  advertising  lease  terms  for  vehide  mod- 
els they  do  not  have  in  suffident  quantities  to 
meet  reasonably  antkapated  consumer  de- 
mand. 

Rnally,  the  bill  introduces  a  new  initiative  for 
print  advertisements  whk:h  woukJ  move  auto 
lease  advertising  toward  a  uniform  pridng  ap- 
proach that  encourages  comparison  shopping 
by  consumers.  The  proposal  creates  a  spedal 
lease  box  requirement  for  printed  lease  adver- 
tisements that  simplifies  the  disdosures  re- 
quired for  lessors,  makes  disdosures  more 
visible  and  understarxJable  to  consumers  and 
provkJes  greater  uniformity  in  terminology  and 
cost  disdosures.  It  would  make  disdosed 
costs  more  relevant  to  lease  terms  offered  to 
consumers  by  requiring  that  advertised  costs 
represent  average  costs  of  comparat>le  vehi- 
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des  leased  by  the  advertising  dealer  with  op- 
tk>n  packages  most  commonly  requested  by 
consumers.  And  it  woukJ  require  that  key  fac- 
tors used  to  cakxilate  monthly  lease  pay- 
ments— the  lease  terms,  vehide  residual 
value,  and  excess  mileage  limits — be  stand- 
ardized to  refled  standard  industry  practk^s  in 
order  to  minimize  their  manipulation  to 
produce  artificially  tow  monthly  payment 
amounts  in  lease  advertisements. 

The  proposal  woukJ  standardize  the  infor- 
mation disdosed  for  comparat>ie  automobile 
models  and  highlight  actual  differences  in  ve- 
hkde  capitalized  costs,  up  front  payments  and 
lease  interest  rates  among  advertised  lease 
options.  The  biH  acknowledges  that  this  is  only 
one  approach  to  introdudng  uniform  pridng 
and  disdosure  to  automobile  leasing.  It  directs 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board  to  study  additional 
or  alternative  approaches  for  standardizing  the 
terms  ar)d  cost  disdosures  of  auto  leases  and 
to  propose  appropriate  initiatives  that  would 
permit  more  dired  comparison  of  the  base 
costs  of  competing  lease  transactions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  all  these  proviskjns  I  have 
tried  to  incorporate  proposals  that  balar>ce  the 
consumers  nght  to  know  all  relevant  informa- 
tk>n  atwut  the  terms  and  costs  of  automobile 
leases  with  the  need  to  minimize  the  burdens 
of  disdosure  for  automobile  dealers  and  ad- 
vertisers. I  have  also  sought  to  incorporate  tt>e 
best  kleas  of  public  agencies  and  consumer 
organizatrans  that  have  studied  the  problems 
of  consumer  leasing,  as  well  as  the  rec- 
ommendations of  the  automobile  leasing  irv 
dustry.  I  do  not  daim  tttat  the  proposals  in  my 
bill  are  the  only  solutkms  to  the  problems  ac^ 
dressed,  nor  even  necessarily  the  best  ap- 
proaches. But  I  believe  they  will  help  us  to 
begin  a  necessary  dialog  on  this  important 
issue. 

111.  CONCUIStON 

My  purpose  in  this  bill  is  to  encourage 
broader  understanding  of  the  growing  impor- 
tance of  automobile  leasing,  of  the  increasing 
problems  in  leasing  practnes  and  lease  adver- 
tising, and  of  the  various  solutions  ttiat  are 
being  discussed  by  publk;  officials  in  this 
country  and  in  Canada.  Arxl  n:iy  intent  is  to 
erKX>urage  as  comprehensive  a  det>ate  as 
possit>te  in  Congress  on  tfie  complex  and 
timely  consumer  issues  rziised  by  automobile 
leasing. 

My  legislation  also  responds  to  dianges  in 
current  auto  leasing  requirements  that  were  in- 
corporated by  the  majority  in  last  year's  bank 
regulatory  relief  legislatkm.  A  broad  manager's 
amendment  put  forward  dumg  full  committee 
consideratkxi  of  this  legislation  stnKk  some  of 
the  more  positive  initiatives  proposed  in  earlier 
legislation  by  Mr.  Bereuter.  The  amerxlment 
replaced  these  initiatives  with  provisrans  de- 
signed to  create  a  safe  hartjor  for  disdosures 
made  by  auto  lessors  and  to  limit  signtficantiy 
the  civil  liability  of  automobile  leasir)g  compa- 
nies for  false  disdosures  relating  to  numerous 
key  disdosures  for  consumers,  including  de- 
scriptions of  the  property  to  be  leased,  addi- 
tional fees  and  charges,  lease-end  liabilities 
and  purchase  options.  These  changes  were 
proposed  without  congresskxud  hearir>gs  and 
were  approved  without  any  oral  or  written 
presentatkxi  or  discussk>n. 

The  growing  importar)ce  of  automobile  leas- 
ing requires  that  changes  in  lease  disdosure 
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and  advertising  be  given  broad  and  careful 
consideration  by  Congress  and  not  become 
just  arwther  hidden  giveaway  to  special  inter- 
ests. In  adopting  the  original  Consumer  Leas- 
ing Act  20  years  ago,  Congress  recognized 
that  applying  any  lesser  standard  than  full  and 
complete  disclosure  to  automobile  leasing  is 
an  invitation  to  abuse  and  deception.  The 
same  considerations  should  govern  what  we 
do  today. 

The  legislcition  I  am  introducing  simply  re- 
quires that  consumers  be  given  full  infomiation 
about  lease  transactions  in  a  manner  which  is 
understandable  emd  which  allows  them  to 
make  intelligent  purchasing  decisions.  The  ex- 
periefKes  of  the  State  attonneys  general,  local 
oonsunf>er  affairs  offices  and  consumer  organi- 
zations suggest  that  cunrent  relations  and  the 
methods  used  by  lessors  to  comply  with  them, 
to  quote  the  attorneys  general  statement, 
often  make  it  impossitile  for  consumers  to 
make  such  decisk>ns. 

I  urge  the  Congress  to  initiate  broad  hear- 
ings desigr)ed  to  incorporate  all  points  of  view 
on  issues  related  to  automobile  leasing,  and  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  give  careful  consider- 
ation to  the  changes  and  initiatives  proposed 
in  this  legislation. 


JUSTICE  STEPHEN  BREYER'S 
ADDRESS  FOR  THE  1995  DAYS  OF 
REMEMBRANCE  CEREMONY 


HON.  TOM  LANTOS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  LANTOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  April  16, 
Members  of  Congress,  members  of  the  dipk>- 
matic  corps  and  hundreds  of  survivors  of  the 
Holocaust  and  their  friends  gathered  here  in 
the  Capitol  Rotunda  for  the  Days  of  Remem- 
brarx^  cerenwny.  The  U.S.  Holocaust  Memo- 
rial Courwil  was  established  by  Congress  to 
preserve  the  memory  of  the  horrors  of  the  Hol- 
ocaust I  commend  the  Council  and  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Days  of  Renr>embrance  Committee, 
chaired  by  my  good  friend  Benjamin  Meed,  for 
their  vigilant  and  genuine  adherence  to  their 
extraordinarily  important  task. 

One  of  the  first  acts  of  the  committee  was 
to  establish  tt>e  Days  of  Remembrance  cere- 
mony to  mirror  similar  ceremonies  heW  in 
Israel  and  throughout  our  Natkxi  and  the 
WorW.  This  year,  the  Days  of  Remembrance 
cerenKxiy  centered  on  the  50th  anniversary  of 
tt)e  Nuremberg  trials.  The  ceremony  was  a  re- 
minder of  the  difficult  process  of  first  coping 
and  their  healing  that  all  survivors  and  process 
of  first  coping  and  then  healing  that  all  sur- 
vivors and  their  families  and  k>ved  ones  had  to 
endure. 

At  this  ceremony  I  was  touched  by  the  es- 
pecially poignant  words  of  Associate  Justice 
Stephen  Breyer.  Throughout  his  life  he  has 
committed  himself  to  the  guidance  of  edu- 
catkm  and  the  principal  of  justue.  These  were 
the  principles  that  he  chose  to  speak  of,  so 
ekx)uently,  during  the  ceremony. 

Therefore,  it  was  befitting  that  a  leader  from 
ttw  highest  court  of  our  land  address  the  cere- 
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mony  commemorating  the  triumph  of  justice 
over  bart>arity.  Justice  Breyer  stands  as  a 
symtxjl  of  our  country's  fervent  commitment  to 
the  rule  of  law.  His  remarits  commemorating 
the  50th  anniversary  of  the  Nuremberg  Trials 
will  erxjure  as  a  tribute  to  Ifmse  who  cham- 
pioned the  forces  of  justice,  compassion  and 
equality  in  an  environment  where  those  same 
qualities  were  callously  disregarded.  I  ask  by 
colleagues  to  join  me  congratulating  Justice 
Breyer  on  his  excellent  speech;  may  Its  won- 
derful and  inspirational  message  frnd  its  way 
into  the  hearts  and  minds  of  individuals 
around  the  world. 

Crimes  Against  Humanity.  Nuremberg,  1946 

(By  Stephen  Breyer.  Associate  Supreme 

Court  Justice) 

The  law  of  the  United  States  sets  aside 
today,  Yom  Hashoah,  as  a  Day  of  Remem- 
brance— of  the  Holocaust.  On  Yom  Hashoah 
1996,  we  recall  that  fifty  years  a^o  another 
member  of  the  Court  on  which  I  sit.  Justice 
Robert  Jackson,  joined  representatives  of 
other  nations,  as  a  prosecutor,  at  Nurem- 
berg. That  city,  Jackson  said,  though  chosen 
for  the  trial  because  of  Its  comparatively 
wlU-functloned  physical  facilities,  was  then 
"In  terrible  shape,  there  being  no  telephone 
communications,  the  streets  full  of  rubble, 
with  some  twenty  thousand  dead  l)odles  re- 
ported to  be  still  In  It  and  the  smell  of  death 
hovering  over  It,  no  public  transportation  of 
any  kind,  no  shops,  no  commerce,  no  lights, 
the  water  system  In  bad  shape."  The  court- 
house had  been  "damaged."  Its  courtroom 
was  "not  large."  Over  one  door  was  "an  hour 
glass."  Over  another  was  "a  large  plaque  of 
the  Ten  Commandments"— a  sole  survivor. 
In  the  dock  21  leaders  of  Hitler's  Thousand 
Tear  Reich  faced  prosecution. 

Justice  Jackson  described  the  Nuremberg 
Trial  as  "the  most  Important  trial  that 
could  be  imagined."  He  described  his  own 
work  there  as  the  most  important  "experi- 
ence of  my  life,"  "Infinitely  more  important 
than  my  work  on  the  Supreme  Court,  or  .  .  . 
anything  that  I  did  as  Attorney  General." 
This  afternoon,  speaking  to  you  as  an  Amer- 
ican Jew,  a  judge,  a  Member  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  I  should  like  briefly  to  explain  why  I 
think  that  he  was  right. 

First,  as  a  lawyer,  Rol)ert  Jackson  under- 
stood the  Importance  of  collecting  evidence. 
Collecting  evidence?  one  might  respond. 
What  need  to  collect  evidence  In  a  city 
where,  only  twenty  years  before,  the  law 
itself.  In  the  form  of  Nuremberg  Decrees,  had 
segregated  Jews  into  Ghettos,  placed  them 
in  forced  labor,  expelled  them  from  their 
professions,  expropriated  their  property,  and 
forbid  them  all  cultural  life,  press,  theater, 
and  schools.  What  need  to  collect  evidence 
with  the  death  camps  that  followed  them- 
selves opened  to  a  world,  which  finally  might 
see.  "Evidence."  one  might  then  have  ex- 
claimed. "Just  open  your  eyes  and  look 
around  you." 

But  the  Torah  tells  us.  There  grew  up  a 
generation  that  "knew  not  Joseph."  That  is 
the  danger.  And  Jackson  was  determined  to 
compile  a  record  that  would  not  leave  that, 
or  any  other  future  generation  with  the 
slightest  doubt.  "We  must  establish  incred- 
ible events  by  credible  evidence,"  he  said. 
And,  he  realized  that,  for  this  purpose,  the 
prosecution's  33  live  witnesses  were  of  sec- 
ondary importance.  Rather,  the  prosecutors 
built  what  Jackson  called  "a  drab  case," 
which  did  not  "appeal  to  the  press"  or  the 
public,  but  it  was  an  Irrefutable  case.  It  was 
built  of  documents  of  the  defendants  "own 
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making,"  the  "authenticity  of  which"  could 
not  be,  and  was  not  "challenged."  The  pros- 
ecutors brought  to  Nureml)erg  100.000  cap- 
tured German  documents;  they  examined 
millions  of  feet  of  captured  moving  picture 
film;  they  produced  25,000  captured  still  pho- 
tographs, "together  with  Hitler's  personal 
photographer  who  took  most  of  them."  The 
prosecutors  decided  not  to  ask  any  defendant 
to  testify  against  another  defendant,  lest 
anyone  believe  that  one  defendant's  hope  for 
leniency  led  him  to  exaggerate  another's 
crimes.  But  they  permitted  each  defendant 
to  call  witnesses,  to  testify  In  his  own  be- 
half, to  make  an  additional  statement  not 
under  oath,  and  to  present  documentary  evi- 
dence. The  very  point  was  to  say  to  these  de- 
fendants: What  have  you  to  say  when  faced 
with  our  case— a  case  that  you,  not  we,  have 
made,  resting  on  your  own  words  and  con- 
fessed deeds?  What  is  your  response?  The  an- 
swer, after  more  than  10  months  and  17,000 
transcript  pages,  was,  in  respect  to  nineteen 
of  the  defendants,  that  there  was  no  answer. 
There  was  no  response.  There  was  nothing  to 
say.  As  a  result,  the  evidence  Is  there.  In 
Jackson's  words,  "with  such  authenticity 
and  in  such  detail  that  there  can  be  no  re- 
sponsible denial  of  these  crimes  In  the  future 
and  no  tradition  of  martyrdom  of  the  Nazi 
leaders  can  arise  among  Informed  people." 
Future  generations  need  only  open  their  eyes 
and  read. 

Second,  as  a  judge,  Robert  Jackson  under- 
stood the  value  of  precedent — what  Cardozo 
called  "the  power  of  the  beaten  path."  He 
hoped  to  create  a  precedent  that,  he  said, 
would  make  "explicit  and  unambiguous" 
what  previously  had  been  "implicit"  In  the 
law,  "that  to  persecute,  oppress,  or  do  vio- 
lence to  individuals  or  minorities  on  politi- 
cal, racial,  or  religious  grounds  ...  is  an 
International  crime  .  .  .  for  the  commission 
[of  which]  .  .  .  individuals  are  responsible" 
and  can  be  punished.  He  hoped  to  forge  &om 
the  victorious  nations'  several  different  legal 
systenis  a  single  workable  system  that,  in 
this  Instance,  would  serve  as  the  voice  of 
human  decency.  He  hoped  to  create  a  "model 
of  forensic  fairness"  that  even  a  defeated  na- 
tion would  perceive  as  fair. 

Did  he  succeed?  At  the  least,  three-qusur- 
ters  of  the  German  nation  at  the  time  said 
they  found  the  trial  "fair"  and  "Just."  More 
Importantly,  there  Is  cause  for  optimism 
about  the  larger  objectives.  Consider  how 
concern  for  the  protection  of  basic  human 
liberties  grew  dramatically  in  the  United 
States,  In  Europe,  and  then  further  abroad. 
In  the  half  century  after  World  War  n.  Con- 
sider the  development  of  what  is  now  a  near 
consensus  that  legal  institutions— written 
constitutions,  bills  of  rights,  fair  i»rocedures, 
an  independent  judiciary— should  play  a  role, 
sometimes  an  Important  role,  in  the  protec- 
tion of  human  liberty.  Consider  that,  today, 
a  half  century  after  Nureml)erg  (and  history 
does  not  count  fifty  years  as  long),  nations 
feel  that  they  cannot  simply  Ignore  the  most 
barbarous  acts  of  other  nations;  nor,  for  that 
matter,  as  recent  events  show,  can  those  who 
commit  those  acts  Ignore  the  ever  more  real 
possibility  that  they  will  be  held  account- 
able and  brought  to  justice  under  law.  We 
are  drawn  to  follow  a  path  once  beaten. 

Third,  as  a  human  being,  Jackson  believed 
that  the  Nureml>erg  trials  represented  a 
human  efiort  to  fulfill  a  basic  human  aspira- 
tion—"humanity's  aspiration  to  do  justice." 
He  enunciated  this  effort  In  his  opening 
statement  to  the  Tribunal.  He  began:  "The 
wrongs  which  we  seek  to  condemn  and  pun- 
ish have  been  so  calculated,  so  malignant 
and  so  devastating,  that  civilization  cannot 
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tolerate  being  Ignored  because  it  cannot  sur- 
vive their  being  repeated.  That  four  nations 
flushed  with  victory  and  stung  with  Injury, 
Stay  the  hand  of  vengeance  and  voluntarily 
submit  their  captive  enemies  to  the  judg- 
ment of  the  law  is  one  of  the  most  signifi- 
cant tributes  that  Power  ever  has  paid  to 
Reason." 

To  understand  the  significance  of  this 
statement.  It  is  Important  to  understand 
what  It  is  not.  Nuremberg  does  not  purport 
to  be  humanity's  answer  to  the  cataclysmic 
events  the  opening  statement  goes  on  to  de- 
scribe. A  visit  to  the  Holocaust  Museum  (or, 
for  some,  to  the  corridors  of  memory)  makes 
clear  that  not  even  Jackson's  fine  sentences, 
eloquent  though  they  are,  can  compensate 
for  the  events  that  provoked  them.  But.  that 
Is  only  because,  against  the  background  of 
what  did  occur,  almost  any  human  state- 
ment would  ring  hollow.  A  museum  visit 
leads  many,  Including  myself,  to  react,  not 
with  words,  but  with  silence.  We  think: 
There  are  no  words.  There  Is  no  compensat- 
ing deed.  There  can  be  no  vengeance.  Nor  Is 
any  happy  ending  possible.  We  emerge  deeply 
depressed  about  the  potential  for  evil  that 
human  beings  possess. 

It  Is  at  this  point,  perhaps,  that  Nuremberg 
can  help,  for  It  reminds  us  that  the  Holo- 
caust story  Is  not  the  whole  story;  It  reminds 
us  of  those  humian  aspirations  that  remain  a 
cause  for  optimism.  It  reminds  us  that  after 
barbarism  came  a  call  for  reasoned  justice. 

To  end  the  Holocaust  story  with  a  fair 
trial,  an  emblem  of  that  justice.  Is  to  remind 
the  listener  of  what  Aeschylus  wrote  twenty- 
five  hundred  years  ago,  in  his  "Eumenldes" — 
where  Justice  overcoming  the  avenging  fu- 
ries, humanity's  barbaric  selves,  promises 
Athens  that  her  seat,  the  seat  of  Justice, 
"shall  be  a  wall,  a  bulwark  of  salvation,  wide 
as  your  land,  as  your  imperial  state;  none 
mightier  in  the  habitable  world."  It  Is  to 
rei>ear  the  Book  of  Deuteronomy's  Injunc- 
tion to  the  Jewish  People:  "Justice,  justice 
shall  you  pursue." 

And  if  I  emphasize  the  role  of  Nuremt>erg 
in  a  story  of  the  Holocaust,  that  is  not  sim- 
ply because  Justice  Jackson  himself  hoped 
that  the  trial  "would  commend  Itself  to  pos- 
terity." Rather,  it  is  because  our  role— the 
role  of  almost  all  of  us— today  in  relation  to 
the  Holocaust  is  not  simply  to  learn  from  It, 
but  also  to  tell  and  to  retell  it,  ourselves,  to 
our  children  and  to  future  generations. 
Those  who  were  lost  said,  "Remember  us." 
To  do  that,  to  remember  and  to  repeat  the 
story  is  to  preserve  the  past,  it  is  to  learn 
from  the  past.  It  is  to  Instruct  and  to  warn 
the  future.  It  is  to  help  that  future,  by  lead- 
ing them  to  understand  the  very  worst  of 
which  human  nature  is  capable.  But,  It  Is 
also  to  tell  that  small  part  of  the  story  that 
will  also  remind  them  of  one  human  virtue — 
humanity's  "aspiration  to  do  justice."  It  Is 
to  help  us  say.  with  the  Psalmist.  "Right- 
eousness and  Justice  are  the  foundations  of 
Your  Throne." 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  DIAMOND  JUBI- 
LEE OF  THE  VILLAGE  OF 
EDGERTON'S  HOMECOMING 
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attentkxi  of  my  coHeagues  an  important  event 
t>eing  hekj  in  Edgerton,  Ohn,  June  19-22. 
The  Village  of  Edgerton  will  be  celebrating  the 
75th  Diamond  Anniversary  of  the  community's 
homecoming.  This  annual  summer  festival  is  a 
time  for  friends  and  neightxjrs  to  get  together 
and  honor  their  community  spirit. 

A  true  railroad  city,  Edgerton  was  surveyed 
in  1854  where  the  proposed  Michigan  South- 
em  and  Northern  Indiana  Railroad  aossed  the 
St.  Joseph  River.  Named  after  former  news- 
paper editor,  Ohio  State  Senator  and  U.S. 
Congressman  Alfred  P.  Edgerton,  the  city 
grew  quickly.  By  the  end  of  the  Civil  War  there 
were  two  general  stores,  three  saloons,  a  gro- 
cery, hotel,  produce  dealer,  harness  shop, 
house  painter,  four  carpenters,  two  black- 
smiths, and  a  wagon  maker.  Thnsugh  the 
years,  the  occupatk)ns  have  changed  but  the 
sense  of  pride  in  community  has  remained. 

This  pride  is  manifested  every  summer 
through  the  village's  homecoming.  Throughout 
its  history,  Edgerton  has  been  blessed  by  their 
enthusiasm  and  volunteer  labor  for  its  many 
projects.  Anniversaries  are  a  time  to  reflect 
upon  a  steadfast  tradition  of  service,  they  are 
also  a  time  to  kx*  toward  new  horizons.  The 
residents  of  Edgerton  have  made  it  their  re- 
sponsibility to  serve  those  in  need  by  keeping 
pace  with  the  ever  increasing  challenges  fac- 
ing mankind.  This  summer's  celebratkxi  horv 
ors  ttiat  heritage. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me  today  in  rec- 
ognizing Edgerton's  Diamond  Anniversary 
Homecoming  and  encouraging  the  residents  to 
continue  to  set  ttie  standard  for  community  in- 
volvement in  Ohio. 


TRIBUTE  TO  MEND 


HON.  PAUL  L  GLLMOR 

OF  OHIO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  GILLMOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  gives  me 
great  pleasure  to  rise  today  arxJ  bring  to  the 


HON.  HOWARD  L  BERMAN 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23. 1996 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  honored  to 
pay  tribute  to  Meeting  Each  Need  With  Dignity 
[MEND],  which  this  year  celebrates  its  25th 
anniversary  of  servk:e  to  the  northeast  San 
Fernando  valley.  With  its  efforts  to  provkle 
comprehensive  health,  educational  and  em- 
ptoyment  servrces,  MEND  has  played  an  in- 
valuat>le  role  in  the  community.  Today  it 
serves  as  many  as  13,000  people  per  nxxith. 

That  total  is  indicative  of  MEND'S  growth 
and  success  in  a  quarter-oentury  of  operation. 
As  recently  as  1987.  MEND  had  a  dient  t>ase 
of  2,000  people  per  month.  With  tt>e  increase 
in  populatkxi  in  the  area  over  the  past  decade, 
plus  cuts  in  government  funding,  MEND  has 
been  forced  to  respond  to  a  situatkxi  tfiat  ap- 
proact)ed  crisis  proportk>ns. 

In  addKion  to  provkjing  general  sennces,  the 
agency  offers  food,  ctothing  and  Englisf>-iar>- 
guage  classes.  I  cannot  imagine  what  life 
wouW  be  ike  for  the  poor,  sick,  elderly,  and 
aspiring  citizens  in  the  northeast  valley  without 
the  presence  of  MEND. 

Last  ysar  MEND  expanded  its  facilities,  add- 
ing a  waiting  room,  dassroom,  computer  lab, 
separate  medical  and  dental  treatment  rooms, 
a  pharmacy,  food  warehouse  and  sorting  room 
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for  dothes.  I  was  partkxjiarty  impressed  tftat 
this  SI  million  expansk>n  was  furxled  entirely 
by  private  sources. 

MEND  has  come  a  tong  way  since  Its  operv 
ing  in  1971,  when  Cathofec  and  Protestant 
church  memtjers  worked  out  of  their  own  ga- 
rages distributing  donated  food  and  dothing  to 
poor  people  in  the  northeast  San  Fernando 
valley. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me  today  in  sa- 
luting MEND,  an  organization  that  has  done 
so  much  for  so  many  over  the  past  25  years. 
Its  dedkatkm  to  the  community  and  desire  to 
help  is  a  shining  example  for  us  all. 


IN  HONOR  OF  JOSE  JOSE:  A  DIS- 
TINGUISHED MUSICIAN  AND  IN- 
DIVIDUAL 


HON.  ROBERT  MENENDEZ 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  MENENDEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  pay  special  tribute  to  Jose  Jose,  a  remark- 
able indivklual  who  has  distinguished  himsetf 
by  his  enomious  contribution  to  Latino  musk; 
and  the  Hispank;  community.  He  will  be  horv 
ored  during  a  perfomiance  at  Radk>  City 
Musk:  Hall  on  May  24,  1996. 

Bom  in  Mexkx}  as  Jose  Romuki  Sosa  Ortiz, 
Jose  Jose  was  destined  to  become  a  re- 
nowned international  celebrity.  The  son  of  a 
tenor  for  tf>e  Mexkan  Natior^  Opera  Con>- 
pany,  Jose  Esquival,  and  a  concert  pianist. 
Margarita  Ortiz,  Jose  Jose's  talent  and  interest 
in  music  were  influeiKed  t>y  the  success  of  his 
parents. 

During  the  igsCs,  Jose  Jose's  talent  began 
to  emerge.  He  joined  the  school  choir  arid 
began  performing  at  local  festivals,  and  impor- 
tant social  and  sporting  everrts.  Upon  learning 
to  play  the  guitar  in  the  earty  1960*5,  he 
formed  a  trio  along  with  his  cousin  and  a  dose 
friend.  Jose  Jose's  first  record  received  little 
recognition  but  he  persevered  on  in  his  musi- 
cal career.  He  began  performing  at  prominent 
nightduts  tke  the  Tropicana,  EL  Faroiito  and 
Peria  Negra,  and  was  soon  offered  a  record 
deal  with  RCA  Records.  Soon  after,  in  1969. 
Jose  Jose  struck  it  big  throughout  tt>e  His- 
pank; community  with  his  first  hit  song,  "La 
Nave  Del  Otvkk>."  Folk>wing  the  overwtielming 
success  of  this  single,  his  career  reached 
heights  beyond  his  dreams. 

The  sudden  success  catapulted  the  singer 
to  international  stardom.  Throughout  the  TVs 
and  BO'S,  he  toured  major  cities  in  the  United 
States,  Puerto  Rkx>,  Guatemala,  Costa  Rka, 
Brazil  and  Argentina,  and  made  numerous  tel- 
eviskxi  appearances  performing  such  re- 
nowned hits  as  "La  Nave  Dei  Olvido.' 
"Secretos,"  "Lagrimas,"  "40  y  20,"  "Gavilan  O 
Paloma,"  and  "B  Triste."  Today  Jose  Jose 
serves  as  an  example  of  seif-determinatnn 
and  hard  work.  His  vowe  has  touched  the 
lives  of  so  many  and  will  continue  to  echo 
throughout  the  international  community  for 
many  years  to  come. 
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tt  is  an  honor  to  have  such  an  outstanding 
entertainer  visit  the  13th  District  and  to  per- 
form at  Radio  City  Music  Hall.  I  ask  my  col- 
leagues to  join  me  in  honorir)g  Jose  Jose,  an 
entertainer  for  the  ages. 


THE  NOVALIC  FOUNDATION  OF 
CROATIA 


HON.  TOM  LAWrOS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 19% 

Mr.  LANTOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  Chamber 
has  heard  many  statements  on  the  horrors 
that  the  recent  wars  on  the  tenitory  of  the 
former  Yugoslavia  visited  on  the  peoples  of 
that  region.  While  no  skJe  remained  blameless 
in  these  conflkrts,  in  fact,  all  skJes  committed 
unspeakable  crimes,  it  was  certainly  the  Serb 
aggressors  who  showed  the  world  degrees  of 
inhumane  cruelty,  of  bart>arism  that  some  of 
us  had  hoped  would  never  be  used  again  as 
toois  to  settle  questrans  of  terrttory  or  domi- 
nance. 

I  was  one  of  the  Members  here  who  made 
many  of  the  statements  I  just  refen-ed  to  as  I 
followed  these  events  ck>sely  and  felt  very 
strongly  about  them,  ttonetheless,  just  the 
other  day  I  was  reminded  again  quite  power- 
fully of  the  excesses  of  perverse  cruelty  in 
these  wars.  I  was  presented  with  a  photo 
album  of  some  of  the  churches  of  Eastern 
Croatia,  the  region  that  is  still  under  Serb  oc- 
cupation. These  pictures  reminded  me  that 
this  was  not  just  a  pditkal  and  ethnic  war,  but 
it  was  also  a  war  against  culture  and  religk>n. 
The  Serb  invaders  purposefully  targeted  the 
churches  of  the  Croat  and  Hungarian  ethnic 
communities  in  that  regkxi,  shelling  them  with 
ferocity  and  great  predskHi.  About  67  church- 
es lie  partly  or  fully  in  ruin  in  or  around  the  still 
occupied  territones. 

Not  aH  news  coming  from  that  regnn  is  bad, 
however.  These  photos  of  the  destroyed 
churches  were  presented  to  me  in  my  office 
by  a  remarkable  individual,  Mr.  Antun  Novalic, 
a  businessman  from  the  town  of  Osijek,  Cro- 
atia, right  across  a  river  from  the  occupied  ter- 
ritories. In  this  area  where  the  wounds  of  eth- 
nk:  hatred  are  still  festering,  Mr.  Novalic  has 
established  a  foundatk)n  with  his  own  money, 
dedKated  to  rebuikJing  those  churches  regard- 
less of  the  creed  or  ethnicity  of  the  congrega- 
tnns.  His  plans  also  include  the  restoration  of 
the  M  Jewish  cemetery  in  the  village  of 
Vorosmart.  an  arxaent  Hungarian  settlement  in 
Croatia  going  back  over  a  millennium.  The 
cemetery  suffered  no  war  damage,  but  it  suf- 
fered vandalism  during  the  invask>n  and  is 
generaly  in  a  neglected  state. 

Mr.  htovaUc  was  not  asking  for  money  in  this 
country,  as  he  tokl  me  he  wanted  to  establish 
a  record  of  accomplishment  using  his  own 
furxls  before  he  woukj  ask  for  others  to  con- 
tribute. He  was  here  to  seek  moral  support 
and  to  inform  Americans  wtx)  care  atxxjt  the 
fate  of  that  regkm  of  the  objectives  of  the 
Novafic  Foundatmn. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  commend  Mr.  Novalic  for  his 
noble  klea  and  wish  every  success  for  his 
foundatnn.  I  wanted  my  colleagues  to  know 
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that  for  every  act  of  destruction,  of  seeding 
hatred,  someone,  somewhere  is  wortdng  self- 
lessly  on  construction,  on  restoring  ethnic  har- 
mony and  tolerance.  I  hope  the  United  States 
will  remain  allied  to  such  people  and  give  their 
efforts  all  reasonable  support. 


MACOMB  COUNTY  BIKE  PATH: 
SHOWING  THE  POWER  OF  PART- 
NERSHIPS 


HON.  DAVID  L  BONIOR 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  at  a  time  when 
people  all  across  America  are  kx)king  for  new 
ways  to  work  together  for  the  bettemient  of 
our  communities,  I  want  to  call  the  attentkin  of 
my  colleagues  to  a  project  in  my  Congres- 
sk>nal  District  that  is  a  shining  example  of  the 
power  of  partnerships. 

A  few  years  ago,  I  and  others  in  our  area 
worked  together  to  establish  the  Macomb 
Bike/Hike  Path.  The  idea  behind  the  bike  path 
was  a  simple  one — to  give  people  in  Clinton 
Township  a  recreational  resource  to  use  and 
enjoy.  The  establishment  of  the  bike  path  was 
a  community  effort,  one  which  brought  to- 
gether the  Federal  Govemment,  county  gov- 
ernment, and  our  neightwrs  to  work  together 
for  a  common  goal. 

Simply  put,  the  Macomb  Bike  Path  has 
been  a  tremendous  success.  It  is  heavily  used 
by  joggers,  dog  walkers,  and  many  others  who 
value  it  as  an  important  recreational  resource. 
And  while  many  people  use  the  bike  path, 
until  last  year  it  was  just  that— an  asphalt  path 
mnning  through  a  sparse  tract  of  land. 

Last  year,  however,  Detroit  Edison,  as  part 
of  their  ongoing  efforts  to  improve  our  envirorv 
ment,  agreed  to  contract  with  Ceit  Reming 
Landscaping  and  Metropolitan  Forestry  Corv 
sultants  to  plant  114  trees  along  an  empty 
stretch  of  the  Macomb  Bike  Path.  These  trees, 
whk:h  are  valued  at  $20,000,  include  some  of 
the  most  t>eautiful  kind  imaginable,  including 
green  ash,  red  oak,  red  arKJ  amur  maples,  and 
ftowering  crabapple  trees. 

This  donation  has  gone  a  k>ng  way  toward 
enriching  and  beautifying  the  bike  path  for  our 
community  and  its  residents.  On  one  of  my  re- 
cent trips  back  home  to  Michigan,  I  walked  the 
newly-renovated  path  and  marveled  at  the 
beauty  of  the  newly  blooming  trees. 

Also  helping  out  in  our  efforts  to  improve  the 
path  and  care  for  these  trees  is  the  Macomb 
County  Road  Commisskxt,  the  Boy  Scouts  of 
America  Troop  #157,  the  Bearing  Burners 
Auto  Club,  the  Lake  Pointe  Nursing  Center, 
the  Tree  People  Community  Group,  and  the 
Inter-County  Drainage  Board. 

Mr.  Speaker,  many  people  wori<ed  together 
to  make  this  project  a  reality,  but  I  want  to 
give  special  recognitxxi  to  several  people  from 
Detroit  Edison  aixJ  their  contractors:  Peggy  A. 
Sorvala,  John  A.  Cretti,  Ronald  L.  Mclntyre, 
Roberta  C.  Urbani,  Paul  Stricher,  Cal  Fleming 
Landscaping  and  David  Breedk>ve. 

I  also  would  like  to  recognize  Detroit  Edison 
Chairman  John  Lobbia  for  his  leadership  in 
making  projects  like  this  one  a  reality. 
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The  contritHJtksns  of  these  men  and  women 
are  a  shining  example  of  public  service.  They 
are  truly. people  who  promote  and  act  on  the 
values  of  our  community  and  have  a  genuine 
concem  for  the  people  they  serve.  Their  work 
on  the  Macomb  Bike/Hike  Path  is  an  excellent 
example  of  what  can  be  accomplished  when 
govemment,  citizens  and  private  industry  work 
together. 


SALUTE  TO  REV.  DR.  REPSIE  M. 
WARREN  OF  PHILADELPHIA 


HON.  raOMAS  M.  POGUFITA 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  FOGLIETTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  pay  special  tribute  to  Rev.  Dr.  Repsie  M. 
Warren,  founder  and  pastor  of  the  Society  for 
Helping  Church  to  congratulate  her  on  her 
many  years  of  service  to  the  Philadelphia 
community. 

Reverend  Warren,  educated  at  Elizabeth 
City  State  University,  Philadelphia  Antkxih  Uni- 
versity, Philadelphia  Lutheran  Theological 
Seminary,  and  New  York  Theological  Semi- 
nary, began  her  tenure  with  the  Society  for 
Helping  Church  over  20  years  ago.  Rev.  War- 
ren estat)lished  the  Society  for  Helping  Church 
in  1976,  and  the  Society  for  Helping,  Inc.,  a 
Social  Service  Agency  for  the  deaf  and  hear- 
ing Impaired,  in  1977,  where  she  serves  as 
executive  director.  Reverend  Warran  has  dedi- 
cated her  life  to  improving  the  plight  of  the 
people  within  the  Philadelphia  community. 

Reverend  Warren  is  also  an  outstanding  ed- 
ucator. Since  her  retirement  from  teaching  in 
the  Philadelphia  Publk:  School  System,  she 
has  become  an  activist  concerned  atwut  qual- 
ity educatKKi.  Reverend  Warren  has  played  a 
vital  role  in  many  programs  in  the  Philadelphia 
community  as  the  vice  chair  of  the  Black  Cler- 
gy of  Philadelphia  &  Vicinity,  Inc.  and  wx 
presklent  of  the  Southeastern  Regk)n  of  One 
Church  One  Child.  Reverend  Warren  has 
been  active  in  religious  and  community 
projects,  holding  memtrarships  in  various  orga- 
nizatk>ns  for  community  enrichment. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  join  me  today  in 
congratulating  Rev.  Dr.  Repsie  M.  Wanren  for 
her  many  years  of  service  with  Society  for 
Helping  Church  and  the  Philadelphia  commu- 
nity. I  wish  the  Reverend  Wan'en  and  the  So- 
ciety for  Helping  Church  the  very  best  as  they 
continue  their  servk:e  to  the  Philadelphia  com- 
munity. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  ADMINISTRA- 
TION'S RETIREMENT  PROTEC- 
TION ACT 


HON.  SAM  GIBBONS 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 19% 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  we  are 
introducing  today  is  a  good  bill.  It  contains 
many  provisions  that  will  accomplish  positive 
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results  in  our  retirement  system.  It  will  in- 
crease the  number  of  families  and  indivkJuais 
who  can  contribute  to  their  retirement  savings 
through  an  IRA  by  approximately  20  million.  In 
additk>n,  it  will  make  retirement  benefits  avail- 
able to  approximately  10  million  small  busi- 
nesses and  their  employees. 

There  has  been  growing  concem  at)out  the 
adequacy  of  the  pool  of  retirement  savings 
available  for  our  aging  baby-boom  generation. 
Some  studies  have  indicated  that  the  mem- 
bers of  this  group  are  saving  at  only  one-third 
the  rate  they  will  need  to  retire  at  a  standard 
of  living  which  is  similar  to  their  current  stand- 
ard. This  legislation  certainly  will  expand  the 
opportunity  for  these  woricers  to  increase  their 
retirement  savings.  Also,  younger  workers 
could  begin  saving  for  retirement  at  an  eariier 
age  under  the  optk>nal  waiver  of  the  initial 
waiting  period  for  qualification  to  participate  in 
their  empk>yer's  plan. 

In  additnn,  the  simplified  401  (k)  plan  small 
businesses  would  be  able  to  offer  to  their  em- 
pk)yees  under  this  bill  would  alknv  many  part- 
time  wori<ers  to  set  askje  retirement  funds. 
Under  this  provision,  any  worker  who  makes 
at  least  $5,000  for  2  consecutive  years  woukJ 
be  eligible.  This  wouki  include  many  women 
who  are  in  the  work  force  on  a  part-time  basis 
because  of  family  responsibilities.  Also,  a 
great  numt>er  of  woricers  maintain  part-time 
hours  at  some  point  in  their  careers  for  dif- 
ferent reasons.  This  bill  woukJ  altow  them  to 
continue  to  save  for  retirement.  This  is  a  major 
step  in  the  right  directk>n.  I  applaud  this  effort. 

Last  year,  the  Republk»is  included  a  provi- 
sion in  their  Balanced  Budget  Act  which  would 
have  alk>wed  emptoyers  to  rakJ  the  retirement 
funds  of  their  employees.  President  Clinton 
spedfKally  mentkmed  that  provisnn,  among 
others,  including  Medk:are  and  welfare,  as  a 
reason  for  vetoing  the  t>ill.  This  bill  contains 
provisions  that  are  designed  to  deter  emptoy- 
ers from  engaging  in  such  behavior.  This  em- 
phasizes our  strong  commitment  to  f>rotect 
artd  presence  the  pensk>ns  of  hard-wortdng  in- 
dividuals. 

Another  good  feature  of  this  bill  is  the  provi- 
sion that  would  ensure  that  workers  of  compa- 
nies which  go  out  of  business  or  workers  who 
left  an  emptoyer  many  years  eariier  woukJ  be 
able  to  collect  their  retirement  benefits  from 
these  emptoyers  through  the  Pension  Benefit 
Corporatton  [PBGC].  PBGC  will  act  as  a  clear- 
inghouse for  the  terminated  plans  of  these 
emptoyers.  This  will  help  many  of  our  workers 
who  otherwise  may  have  no  other  way  of  col- 
lecting these  funds.  This  provision  will  have  a 
very  positive  impact  on  many  wortcers  at  a 
time  when  they  need  it  most.  I  strongly  sup- 
port this  effort. 

1  have  always  supported  portat>ility  in  our 
penston  system.  I  am  very  pleased  to  see  that 
the  administration  will  be  taking  additksnal 
steps  to  improve  the  ability  of  an  emptoyee  to 
take  his  or  her  retirement  account  to  a  subse- 
quent emptoyer.  I  welcome  this  effort. 

In  conclusion,  I  reiterate  my  support  for  this 
bill,  and  I  took  forward  to  working  toward  mak- 
ing its  goals  become  reality. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  ALBERTUS  MAGNUS 
COLLEGE  ON  ITS  70TH  ANNIVER- 
SARY 


HON.  ROSA  L  DeLAURO 

OF  CONNECTICUT 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  23. 19% 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker:  It  is  with  great 
pleasure  that  I  rise  today  to  salute  Albertus 
Magnus  College  on  its  70th  Anniversary. 

Albertus  Magnus  was  founded  in  1925  by 
the  Dominican  Sisters  of  St.  Mary  of  the 
Springs,  Columbus,  Ohto.  It  was  the  first 
Catholk:  reskjential  liberal  arts  college  for 
women  in  New  England. 

The  College  has  established  a  tradition  of 
setting  precedents  in  educational  innovatton. 
The  New  Dimenstons  Program  was  estat>- 
lished  in  1994  and  enables  students  to  wori< 
and  maintain  family  commitments  while  obtain- 
ing a  degree  in  business  administration  in  only 
two  years.  The  Tri-Session  Plan  was  imple- 
mented in  1993  and  altows  students  to  com- 
plete their  degree  program  in  three  years  by 
attending  three  sesstons  per  academic  year 
instead  of  two.  Although  the  program  is  in- 
tense and  academtoally  rigorous,  students  eire 
abte  to  save  valuable  time  and  money.  The 
program  has  been  cited  by  leading  educators 
as  model  to  control  the  ever-rising  cost  of  a 
college  educatton.  These  are  only  two  exam- 
ples of  the  College's  mission  to  make  a  liberal 
arts  educatton  both  intellectually  challenging 
and  accessible. 

Throughout  all  the  changes  and  reforms, 
Albertus  Magnus  has  remained  steadfast  in  its 
commitment  to  the  pursuit  of  knowledge  and 
the  liberal  arts.  Albertus  Magnus  is  dedicated 
to  gukUng  undergraduates  on  their  academto 
and  intellectual  journey.  The  College  strives  to 
provkle  students  with  the  tools  to  buiM  their 
own  paradigm  for  understanding  and  interpret- 
ing the  world.  Students  are  taught  to  engage 
in  the  analytkal  process  as  they  try  to  under- 
stand and  then  questton  traditional  schools  of 
thought.  Graduates  of  Alt>ertus  Magnus  leave 
with  the  knowledge  that  life  is  a  journey  and 
that  they  must  never  cease  to  questton  and 
exptore  what  they  believe  to  be  true. 

t  am  pleased  to  wish  Abertus  Magnus  con- 
gratulations on  the  70th  Anniversary.  I  am 
confident  that  under  the  strong  leadership  of 
President  Julia  Md^amara  the  College  will 
move  into  the  21st  century  at  the  forefront  of 
educatton. 


TRIBUTE  TO  DR.  IAN  EDWARDS 


HON.  GREG  GANSKE 

OF  IOWA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23. 19% 

Mr.  GANSKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wouto  like  to 
bring  your  attention  to  ttie  recent  travels  of  Dr. 
Ian  Edwards,  president  of  Toastmasters  Inter- 
national 

Dr.  Edwards'  tiip  in  earty  May  was  the  first 
ever  presklential  visit  to  the  Toastinasters  Na- 
tional Capitol   Distiict  27.   He  was  elected 
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presklent  of  Toastmasters  Interrtational  in 
1995  and  has  been  a  Toastmaster  tor  over  18 
years. 

Dr.  Edwards  and  his  family  currently  live  in 
west  Des  Moines,  lA  and  I  am  pleased  to 
have  such  an  accomplished  public  speaker  in 
my  district. 


THE  DATABASE  INVESTMENT  AND 
INTELLECTUAL  PROPERTY 

ANTIPIRACY  ACT  OF  1996 


HON.  CARLOS  J.  MOORHEAD 

OFCAIJFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 19% 

Mr.  (MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  in- 
troduce the  Database  Investment  and  Intellec- 
tual Property  Antipiracy  Act  of  1996,  a  bill  to 
encourage  continued  investment  in  ttie  pro- 
duction and  distiibution  of  valuable  new  data- 
bases. 

Qectronic  databases,  and  other  compila- 
ttons  of  factual  material,  are  absolutely  indis- 
pensable to  the  American  economy  on  the 
verge  of  ttie  new  century.  These  information 
products  put  a  wealth  of  data  at  the  fingertips 
of  business  people,  professtonals,  scientists, 
scholars,  and  consumers,  and  enable  them  to 
retiieve  from  this  haystack  of  information  the 
spedfto  factual  needle  that  they  need  to  solve 
a  partkxilar  ecorKxnic,  research,  or  edu- 
cational problem.  Whether  they  focus  on  finan- 
cial, soentific,  legal,  medical,  bibltographto, 
news,  or  other  information,  databases  are  an 
essential  tool  for  improving  productivity,  ad- 
vancing educatton  and  training,  and  creating  a 
more  informed  citizenry.  They  are  also  the 
linchpin  of  a  dynamto  commercial  information 
industry  in  the  United  States. 

Developing,  compiling,  disttibuting,  and 
maintaining  commerctalty  significant  databases 
requires  substantial  investments  of  time,  per- 
sonnel, and  money.  Information  companies 
must  dedtoate  massive  resources  to  gathering 
and  verifying  factual  material,  presenting  it  in 
a  user-friendly  way,  artd  keeping  it  current  and 
useful  to  customers.  U.S.  firms  have  been  the 
worid  leaders  in  this  fieto.  The  have  brought  to 
market  a  wide  rartge  of  valuable  datatiases 
that  meet  the  information  needs  of  busi- 
nesses, professtonals,  researchers,  and  con- 
sumers worldwtoe.  But  several  recent  legal 
and  techr>otogtoal  devetopments  threaten  to 
cast  a  pal  over  this  progress,  by  eroding  the 
incentives  for  the  continued  investment  need- 
ed to  maintain  and  buiU  upon  the  U.S.  lead  in 
world  markets  for  electrons  information  re- 
sources. 

Here  in  the  United  States,  the  1991  Su- 
preme Court  dedston  in  Rest  Publtoations  v. 
Rural  Telephone  Servtoe  Co.  marked  a  tougtv 
er  attitude  toward  daims  of  copyright  in  data- 
bases. While  reaffirming  that  most— although 
not  all — commercially  significant  databases 
satisfy  the  "originality"  requirement  for  protec- 
tion under  copyright,  the  Court  emphasized 
ttiat  this  protection  is  "necessarily  thin."  Sev- 
eral subsequent  kTwer  court  dedstons  have 
underscored  that  oopyrigtit  cannot  stop  a  corrv 
petitor  from  lifting  massive  amounts  of  factual 
material  from  a  copyrighted  database  to  use 
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as  the  basis  for  its  own  competing  product. 
Database  producers  are  concerned  ttiat  some 
of  these  cases  may  also  cast  doubt  on  the 
ability  of  a  datat>ase  proprietor  to  use  contrac- 
tual provisions  to  protect  agaiinst  unfair  com- 
petition from  such  "free  riders." 

In  Europe,  a  6-year  legislative  process  cul- 
minated earlier  this  year  in  the  issuance  of  a 
European  Union  Directive  on  Legal  Protection 
of  Databases.  Among  other  things,  the  Direc- 
tive creates  a  new,  non-copyright  form  of  legal 
protection  for  databases,  to  supplement  copy- 
right. But  it  denies  this  new  protection  to  U.S.- 
originated  databases  unless  the  United  States 
is  found  to  offer  "comparable"  protection  to 
European  databases.  When  fully  Implemented 
in  1998,  the  European  Directive  could  place 
U.S.  firms  at  an  enormous  competitive  dis- 
advantage throughout  the  entire  European 
market. 

At  the  World  Intellectual  Property  Organiza- 
tion, a  growing  international  consensus  sup- 
ports development  of  a  new  Intemational  trea- 
ty on  noncopyright  protection  for  databases, 
with  the  possit>ility  of  action  as  early  as  De- 
cember 1996.  Indeed,  this  week  in  Geneva, 
U.S.  negotiators  are  putting  forward  a  draft  for 
such  an  intematk>naJ  instrument 

In  cyberspace,  technological  devetopments 
represent  a  threat  as  well  as  an  opportunity 
for  databases,  just  as  for  other  kinds  of  works. 
Copying  factual  material  from  a  database,  and 
rearranging  it  to  form  9  competing  information 
product— just  the  kind  of  behavk>r  that  copy- 
right protection  may  not  effectively  prevent — is 
cheaper  and  easier  ttian  ever,  through  digital 
technology  that  is  now  in  widespread  use. 

When  aJI  these  factors  are  added  together, 
tt)e  bottom  fine  is  dear,  it  is  time  to  consider 
new  federal  legisiatk>n  to  protect  database  de- 
vekjpers  against  piracy  and  unfair  competition, 
and  thus  encourage  continued  investment  in 
the  production  and  distritxitkxi  of  valuable 
oomnr>ercial  databases.  Such  legisiatx>n  could 
improve  the  mari(et  dimate  for  databases  in 
the  United  States;  ensure  protectkxi  for  U.S. 
databases  abroad  on  an  equitable  basis;  place 
the  United  States  on  the  leading  edge  of  an 
emerging  intematk>naJ  consensus;  and  provide 
a  balanced  and  measured  response  to  the 
new  challenges  of  cyt>erspace.  The  bill  I  intro- 
duce today  aims  to  advarK:e  these  goals. 

While  copyright,  on  the  Federal  level,  and 
the  State  contract  law  underiying  licensing 
agreements,  remain  essential  tools  for  protect- 
ing the  enormous  investment  in  databases 
from  the  threat  of  unfair  competition,  there  are 
gaps  in  the  protection  that  can  best  be  filled 
by  a  new  Federal  statute.  The  Database  In- 
vestment and  Intellectual  Property  Antiptracy 
Act  would  prohibit  tfie  misappropriation  of  val- 
uable commercial  databases  by  unscrupulous 
competitors  who  grab  data  collected  by  others, 
repackage  it,  and  market  a  product  that  threat- 
ens competitive  injury  to  the  original  database. 
This  new  Federal  protectkxi  is  modeled  in  part 
on  the  Lanham  Act,  which  already  makes 
similar  kinds  of  unfair  competition  a  civil  wrong 
under  Federal  law.  It  also  draws  on  some  of 
the  positive  elements  of  the  European  direc- 
tive, arxl  is  intended  to  be  fully  consistent  with 
the  draft  intemational  treaty  language  being 
put  forward  by  our  negotiators  in  Geneva.  Inv 
portantly,  this  bill  maintains  existing  protec- 
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tlons  for  databases  afforded  by  copyright  and 
contract  rights.  It  is  intended  to  supplement 
these  legal  rights,  not  replace  them. 

The  Datatjase  Investment  and  Intellectual 
Property  Antipiracy  Act  is  a  t>alanced  pro- 
posal. It  is  aimed  at  actual  or  threatened  com- 
petitive injury  from  misappropriation  of  data- 
bases or  their  contents,  not  at  non-competitive 
uses.  The  bill  contains  spedfic  exemptions  for 
use  of  Insubstantial  portions  of  datat)ases  for 
any  p>urpose.  The  bill  spedfically  allows 
innovators  to  create  their  own  databases  inde- 
pendently, as  a  result  of  their  own  work  and 
investment,  as  opposed  to  "free  rkling"  on  the 
wori<  and  Investment  of  others.  Our  goal  is  to 
stimulate  the  creation  of  even  more  data- 
bases, and  to  encourage  even  more  competi- 
tion among  them.  The  bill  avokJs  conferring 
any  monopoly  on  facts,  or  taking  any  other 
steps  that  might  be  inconsistent  with  these 
goals. 

Some  sections  of  this  bill  are  modeled 
dosely  on  the  non-copyright  provisions  of  H.R. 
2441,  the  Nil  Copyright  Protection  Ad  of 
1995,  as  introduced  last  fall.  As  these  provi- 
sions in  the  Nil  legislation  are  refined  and  im- 
proved in  the  legislative  process,  I  antkapate 
that  conforming  changes  would  be  made  to 
the  corresponding  provisions  of  the  Database 
Investment  and  Intelledual  Property  Antipiracy 
Ad  as  well. 

This  legislation  provides  the  starting  point 
for  legislative  adivity  on  an  important  and 
complex  subjed.  I  look  forward  to  hearing  the 
suggestions  and  reactk)ns  for  interested  par- 
ties, and  of  my  colleagues,  in  the  near  future, 
and  to  wortdng  with  the  Administratkxi  to 
strengthen  protectk>ns  for  U.S.  datat)ases  both 
at  home  and  around  the  worid. 


TRIBUTE  TO  RUTH  NUSSBAUM 


HON.  HOWARD  L  BERMAN 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  honored 
today  to  pay  tribute  to  my  good  friend  Ruth 
Nussbaum,  wtw  was  a  fervent  supporter  of 
Israel  even  before  the  founding  of  the  country 
in  1948.  She  has  worked  tirelessly  and  dedi- 
cated much  of  her  life  to  Israel  and  the  Jewish 
people.  Ruth  is  a  dear  friend  of  my  unde. 
Jack  Shapiro  and  I  have  often  heard  him 
speak  of  her  with  great  affedion  and  resped. 
Jack  and  his  late  wife,  my  aunt  Dora  had  tre- 
mendous admiration  for  the  work  done  by 
Ruth  and  her  late  husband.  Rabbi  Max  Nuss- 
baum. 

Bom  in  Beriin,  Ruth  and  her  family  emi- 
grated to  the  United  States  from  Germany  in 
1940,  as  Hitler's  plans  for  the  Jews  became 
dear.  They  settled  first  in  Oklahoma,  where 
Max  was  rabbi  at  Temple  Beth  Ahava,  and 
then  moved  to  Los  Angeles  in  September 
1942.  Soon  after  aniving  in  Los  Angeles  Max 
became  rat>bi  at  Temple  Israel  of  Hollywood, 
and  Ruth  settled  into  a  lifetime  of  adivism. 

From  her  first  year  in  Amerka,  she  enlisted 
in  efforts  to  save  European  Jews  from  the 
Nazis.  Her  goal  was  getting  the  Jews  to  Pal- 
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estine.  After  World  War  II,  she  became  in- 
volved in  the  movement  to  lift  immigration  limi- 
tatk>ns  in  Palestine,  and  the  establishment  of 
Israel  as  an  independent  natnn. 

Following  the  death  of  Rabbi  Nussbaum  in 
1974,  Ruth  inaeased  her  adivities  on  behalf 
of  Israel.  She  served  for  many  years  as  Zion- 
ist affairs  and  program  chair  for  the  Los  Ange- 
les Chapter  of  Hadassah,  and  was  chair  of 
Israel  Bonds'  Women's  Division  and  Advisory 
Council.  In  1977  she  was  a  founding  member 
of  the  Association  of  Reform  Zionists  of  Amer- 
ica [ARZA],  the  Zionist  affiliate  of  the  Union  of 
American  Hebrew  Congregations. 

Ruth  has  visited  Israel  at  least  20  times,  at- 
tending missions,  sen/Ing  as  a  delegate  to  the 
Worid  Zionist  Congress  and  visiting  her  nieces 
and  nephews.  In  this  way  she  combines  k>ve 
for  her  family  with  love  for  her  people. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me  today  in  hon- 
oring Ruth  Nusst>aum,  a  woman  whose  self- 
lessness and  dedication  is  a  shining  example 
for  us  all.  I  am  proud  to  be  her  friend. 


THE  HONORABLE  Sm  YATES  AT 
THE  DAYS  OF  REMEMBRANCE 
CEREMONY 


HON.  TOM  LAfTFOS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  LANTOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  April  16, 
Members  of  Congress,  members  of  the  Diplo- 
matic Corps  and  hundreds  of  survivors  of  the 
Hotocaust  and  their  friends  gathered  here  in 
the  Capiioi  Rotunda  for  the  National  Days  of 
Rememtyance  commemoration.  The  United 
States  Holocaust  Memorial  Coundl  was  estab- 
lished by  Congress  to  preserve  the  memory  of 
the  vk:tims  of  \he  Hotocaust.  I  commend  the 
Council  and  the  members  of  the  Days  of  Re- 
membrance Committee,  chaired  by  my  good 
friend  Benjamin  Meed,  for  their  vigilant  and 
genuine  adherence  to  their  extraordinarily  im- 
portant task. 

One  of  the  first  acts  of  the  Coundl  was  to 
establish  the  annual  Days  of  Remembrance 
commemoratton  to  mirror  similar  observances 
heM  in  Israel  and  throughout  our  natkxi  and 
elsewhere  in  the  world.  This  year,  the  com- 
memoratton  centered  on  the  50th  emniversary 
of  the  Nuremt>erg  trials.  The  ot>servance  was 
a  reminder  of  the  difTicult  process  of  first  cop- 
ing and  then  healing  that  all  survivors  and 
their  families  and  loved  ones  had  to  endure. 

Our  senior  colleague,  SiD  Yates,  who  him- 
self served  with  distindton  in  the  Navy  in 
Worid  War  II,  delivered  a  very  poignant 
speech  at  the  ceremony.  I  was  so  moved  by 
his  powerful  speech  that  I  invite  my  colleagues 
to  take  a  moment  to  read  his  remarks. 
The  Days  of  Remembrance  Candle  Ughtimc 
Ceremont 
(By  Sidney  R.  Yates) 

"The  first  to  perish  were  the  children," 
said  poet  Yitzshak  Katzenelson,  himself  a 
victim  of  the  Nazis,  and  a  witness  to  their 
destruction. 

French  author,  Francois  Manrlac  who  lived 
in  occupied  France  said:  "Nothing  I  have 


May  23,  1996 


seen  during  these  somljer  years  left  so  deep  a 
mark  upon  me  as  those  hundreds,  of  Jewish 
children  standing  in  Austerlitz  station." 

15.000  children  were  sent  to  Terezln  con- 
centration camp.  Only  100  survived.  Jlrl  Well 
writes  of  these  children:  "Only  the  drawings 
and  the  poems— that  is  all  that  is  left  of 
these  children,  for  their  ashes  have  long 
since  sifted  across  the  fields  around  Ausch- 
witz." 

How  could  any  person— kill  innocent  chil- 
dren—not 1  or  20  or  lOO— but  1.5  million  chil- 
dren were  exterminated  by  the  Nazis. 

We  cannot  forget  the  insane  butchery  of 
our  young.  We  mourn  for  them— for  their 
mothers  and  fathers  and  brothers  and  sis- 
ters—and we  mourn  for  ourselves,  for  having 
lost  them. 

Today  as  we  light  the  candles  we  will 
honor  members  of  the  staff  who  prosecuted 
the  German  leaders  at  The  Nuremberg  Trials 
for  crimes  unprecedented  in  human  history. 
Unprecedented,  yes.  and  also  unspeakable. 

As  these  candles  are  lighted  we  rememt>er 
the  victims  of  Nazi  vlclousness. 

As  we  light  these  candles  we  will  be  re- 
meml>erlng  the  children  whose  lives  were 
snufled  out. 

There  is  no  punishment  adequate  for  the 
crimes  against  the  children.  There  Is  only 
our  memory  to  keep  them  alive — forever. 

We  will  Remember  the  Children. 


ABERCROMBEE  GUILD  OF  CHRIST 
HOSPITAL  HONORED  FOR  120 
YEARS  OF  CONTINUOUS  SERVICE 


HON.  ROBERT  MENENDEZ 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  MENENDEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  pay  tribute  to  the  Aberoombie  Guikl  of 
Christ  Hospital  for  120  years  of  sennce  to  the 
resklents  of  Jersey  City.  A  spedal  ceremony 
to  celebrate  the  guild's  accomplishments  will 
be  hekl  at  the  Lit>erty  Science  Center  on  May 
23,  1996. 

Formeriy  called  the  ladies'  Hospital  Quito, 
the  organizatton  we  honor  today  was  formed 
in  1874  by  a  group  of  20  women.  They  t>egan 
by  making  dothing  for  the  sick  chitoren  in  the 
hospital.  As  the  needs  of  the  hospital 
changed,  so  dto  the  guHd.  In  1887,  the  daisy 
ward,  a  pediatrics  ward,  was  estat>lished  in 
the  hospital.  Since  then,  the  guito  has  devoted 
much  of  its  time  and  efforts  to  creating  a  com- 
fortable environment  for  the  chitoren  in  this 
ward.  Through  the  years,  the  guild  has  strived 
to  make  the  lives  of  the  patients  and  the  hos- 
pital community  a  little  better. 

The  guito  was  incorporated  and  named  after 
one  of  the  founders  and  prestoents  of  Christ 
Hospital,  Rev.  Richard  Mason  Abercrombie. 
As  a  oorporatton,  the  guito  is  devoted  to  se- 
curing money  arto  supplies  for  tt)e  hospital 
with  spedal  care  given  to  ttie  chitoren's  ward, 
of  whtoh  Christ  Hospital  is  particulaily  proud. 
Tt)e  funds  donated  arto  bequeathed  to  the 
guild  greatly  benefit  these  chitoren.  The  mon- 
eys are  used  to  provtoe  the  children  with  the 
medical  attentton  needed. 

The  Guito  also  provtoes  a  number  of  other 
valuable  servtoes,  including  a  monthly  news 
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letter  known  as  the  Daisy  and  a  burial  fund 
that  is  administered  by  the  burial  committee. 
The  burial  fund  provtoes  a  final  resting  place 
for  impoverished  patients  who  have  died  in  the 
hospital.  In  addition,  the  chapel  committee, 
which  provtoes  Holy  Communk>n  and  other  re- 
ligtous  services,  and  the  sewing  committee, 
whk*  provtoes  made  and  mended  dothing. 
are  the  most  commonly  known  features  of  the 
guito. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  rise  and  join  me  in 
honoring  the  Abercrombie  Guito.  The  services 
and  help  the  guito  has  provided  the  chitoren 
and  patients  of  Christ  Hospital  are  truly  ex- 
traordinary. 


HONORING  GRATIOT  PARK  UNITED 
METHODIST  CHURCH 


HON.  DAVID  L  BONIOR 

OF  MICmCAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  23. 1996 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  the  men  and  women  of  the 
Grattot  Parte  United  Methodist  Church  in  Port 
Huron,  Ml.  This  Sunday,  I  and  many  others 
from  Mtohigan's  Bluewater  area  wHI  gather  at 
the  church  to  dedicate  a  marker  celebrating 
the  importance  of  ttiat  structure  in  the  history 
of  our  community  and  our  State. 

The  origins  of  the  Grattot  Park  United  Meth- 
odist congregation  can  be  traced  back  to  the 
time  of  the  construdnn  of  Fort  Grattot  in 
1814,  arto  the  earty  days  of  the  church  are 
tied  to  the  growth  of  the  fort. 

Records  of  the  time  show  that  drcuit  rtoers 
regularly  traveled  ttwough  the  wntoemess  to 
preach  at  Fort  GraboL  Accounts  also  indtoate 
that  the  earty  congregatton  survived  a  dev- 
astating cholera  outbreak  in  1832  that  neariy 
wiped  out  the  entire  territory. 

In  1859,  the  Reverend  A.E.  Ketchum  estab- 
lished a  MettKtoist  dass  at  the  Fort  Gratiot 
Misston.  Brothers  ventured  to  remote  areas  of 
Michigan  seeking  new  members  for  the  com- 
munity. 

The  site  of  today's  Gratiot  Parte  United 
Methodist  Church  was  first  surveyed  in  1834, 
and  changed  ownership  several  times  before 
being  purchased  in  trust  for  ttie  church  in  July 
1866. 

In  1968,  the  church  was  formally  renamed 
the  Grattot  Parte  United  Methodist  Church. 

The  Bluewater  area  is  far  different  today 
than  it  was  in  the  times  of  Fort  Gratiot.  Where 
once  ptoneers  struggled  to  settle  tt>e  land, 
today  Port  Huron  is  a  thriving  city  arto  a  grow- 
ing center  of  commerce.  But  despite  decades 
of  change,  the  Grattot  Parte  United  Methodist 
Church  still  startos  as  a  part  of  our  community 
and  part  of  the  lives  of  our  people. 

It  has  seen  the  deep  divistons  created  by 
the  Civil  War  arto  witnessed  the  inventtons  of 
Thomas  Edison. 

It  has  stood  through  the  dawn  of  the  Grant 
Tmnk  Railroad  and  the  boom  of  the  shipping 
and  lumber  industries  and  the  growth  of  Port 
Huron. 

And  through  it  alt,  the  church  arto  its  con- 
gregatton have  stood  as  a  source  of  strength 
and  feltowship  tor  the-people  of  our  area. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  the  marieer  that  the  Mtohigan 
Historical  Center  has  affixed  to  this  structure  is 
a  fitting  tribute  to  the  Grattot  Parte  United 
Methodist  Church  and  a  source  of  great  pride 
for  the  entire  Port  Huron  community. 

I  hope  that  my  colleagues  will  join  me  in 
recognizing  this  important  destgnatton. 


SMALL  BUSINESS  PERSON  OF  THE 
YEAR 


HON.  BART  S1TJPAK 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  23. 1996 

Mr.  STUPAK.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  an  honor  for 
me  to  bring  to  the  attentton  of  this  txtoy  arto 
the  nation  an  irtoivtoual  who  has^  truly  made  a 
differerx:e  in  his  local  area  and  wtm,  atong  the 
way.  has  helped  so  many  others.  Mr.  Paul  R. 
Argall.  Prestoent  of  PCBM  Management  Com- 
pany, Inc.,  in  Ishpemmg,  Michigan  began  with 
a  dream,  a  goal,  an  toea  and  has  molded  that 
Into  one  of  tf>e  most  successful  busiriess  oper- 
ations in  the  Upper  Peninsula  of  Mtohigan.  For 
his  ettorts,  Mr.  Argall  has  been  named  Mid>i- 
gan  Small  Business  Person  of  the  Year  by  the 
United  States  Small  Business  Administratiexi, 
a  honor  well  deserved. 

Mr.  Argall  first  distinguished  himself  as  a 
Certified  Pubkc  Accountant,  opening  his  own 
firm  in  1978.  Realizing  that  his  home  town  of 
Ishpeming.  Ilee  other  snutll  communities  in  the 
Upper  Peninsula,  was  on  an  eoorxxnic  de- 
dine,  Paul  moved  fonvard  in  1984  by  estab- 
lishing PCBM  Management  Company  that 
formed  the  foundation  tor  a  dream  that  he  be- 
lieved wouto  not  just  provtoe  jobs  tor  so  many 
local  restoents,  but  «vouto  t>e  the  primary 
source  of  economic  devetopment  tor  the  area. 

The  goal  was  to  buito  a  village  within  the 
dty  tf\at  wouto  include  various  businesses  to 
support  local  tourism.  FoHowing  the  aoquisibon 
in1987  of  some  35  aaes  of  land  atong  US-41, 
the  first  of  wtiat  wouto  be  many  new  snrtaN 
businesses  began  with  the  Pamtoa  Discount 
Center,  a  40,000  square  foot  department  store 
that  created  50  new  jobs.  A  fifty  room  ho«ei 
and  165  seat  restaurant  was  tt)en  added  in 
1989  arto  the  Counby  Village  Plaza  began  to 
take  shape.  Since  then,  many  new  businesses 
have  oper>ed  indudtog  otfier  restaurants,  gro- 
cery stores,  a  bowling  center,  banks,  laurv 
dromats,  bookstores  and  many  other  shops. 

PCBM  Management  itself  has  grown  oortsto- 
erably,  as  well,  to  now  six  substoiaries  and  is 
recognized  in  the  area  a  leading  real  estate 
development  company.  The  company  has 
grown  to  over  120  emptoyees  who  oversee 
annual  sales  of  nearty  $3.5  millton  and  in  1994 
made  the  Inc.  500  as  well  as  the  Mtohigan  pri- 
vate 100,  a  list  of  the  state's  fastest  growirig 
companies.  Further,  in  1995,  PCBM  was  reo- 
ognized  by  the  Michigan  Jobs  Commisston  tor 
its  long  standing  commitment  to  Mtohigan  arto 
to  Ishpeming. 

As  good  as  this  company  is,  it  was  the  tore- 
sight  of  arto  gutoanoe  by  Paul  Argall  that  has 
provided  the  fourtoation  for  its  growth.  A 
strong  family  man,  an  active  mentoer  of  his 
church   and   other   charitable   organizations. 
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Paul  deserves  not  just  the  title  of  Small  Busi- 
ness Person  of  the  Year,  but  the  thanks  of  so 
many  people  in  the  lshp>eming  area. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  behalf  of  the  Ishpeming 
area,  the  Upper  Peninsula  and  the  entire  state 
of  MKhigan,  I  congratulate  Mr.  Paul  Argall  and 
PCBM  Management  Company  on  a  job  well 
done. 


RECOGNIZING  JAMES  R.  NUNES 


HON.  BILL  BAKER 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  BAKER  of  California  Mr.  Speaker,  for 
more  than  three  decades.  James  R.  Nunes 
has  served  as  an  otfkxr  of  the  law.  Since 
1979,  he  has  been  chief  of  the  Pleasant  Hill, 
CA  Police  Department  in  my  home  district. 
I^ow,  after  37  years  as  a  police  officer,  first 
with  the  military  and  then  with  three  different 
cities,  he  is  retiring  from  the  force. 

Throughout  his  career.  Chief  Nunes  has 
worked  to  make  our  streets  safer,  our  commu- 
nities stronger,  and  our  chiklren's  future  bright- 
er. He  knows  the  meaning  of  long  nights,  hard 
woflc,  and  personal  sacriTice.  His  many  com- 
munity activities  further  reflect  his  commitment 
to  the  citizens  of  the  East  Bay,  and  are  indic- 
ative of  his  devotxm  to  the  buikJing  of  a  better 
society. 

Those  wtio  work  for  publk:  safety  know  that 
a  secure  society  does  not  come  cheaply.  It  is 
the  product  of  vigilarKe,  perseverance,  and 
foresight.  These  are  the  qualities  that  have 
typified  Chief  Nunes'  sennce.  It  is  my  sincere 
hope  that  Chief  Nunes  will  enjoy  a  well-de- 
served retirement  from  the  force.  His  contribu- 
tions have  been  both  formkfabie  and  enduring, 
and  I  know  aU  of  my  colleagues  will  join  me 
in  wishing  him  every  good  thing  in  the  days 
ahead. 


MEMORIAL,  DAY  1996— ANOTHER 
VIEWPOINT 


HON.  BOB  FILNER 

OFCAUFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 19% 

Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  place 
into  the  Congressional  Record  the  folk>wing 
thoughts  by  Robert  Sniffen,  a  U.S.  Navy  vet- 
eran wtK)  has  served  as  a  veteran's  advocate 
for  the  past  27  years.  He  has  held  veteran-re- 
lated positions  in  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Labor  and  in  the  Center  administration.  He 
has  aiso  served  as  the  natk>nal  service  and 
legislative  (firector  of  AMVETS.  Cun'ently,  Mr. 
Sniffen  is  chairman  of  tiie  board  for  San  Diego 
Veterans'  Sennce,  a  southern  California  non- 
profit organization  dedcated  to  the  needs  and 
concerns  of  California's  veterans. 

Memorial  Day  will  soon  signal  the  txadl- 
tlonal  salute  to  pay  homage,  tribute,  and 
honor  to  our  nation's  men  and  women  who 
have  made  the  ultimate  sacrifices  on  behalf 
of  the  freedoms  we  all  enjoy.  Beautiful,  emo- 
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tlon  charged  ceremonies,  largely  attended  by 
veterans  and  their  families,  will  be  encap- 
sulated into  micro-second  broadcast  news 
clips  and  short  print  articles  Including 
photos  for  public  consumption. 

For  those  who  deal  dally  with  the  sur- 
vivors of  military  service.  Memorial  Day  Is 
also  an  appropriate  date  on  which  to  Inform 
and  educate  the  public  as  to  the  status  of  the 
needs,  issues,  and  concerns  of  veterans  who 
have  survived  military  service. 

To  date,  potential  legislation  is  floating 
upward  In  Congress  to  establish  a  Commis- 
sion to  evaluate  programs  of  the  federal  gov- 
ernment that  assist  members  of  the  armed 
forces  and  veterans  in  readjusting  to  civilian 
life.  It  will  be  known  as  the  "Commission  on 
Service  Members  and  Veterans  Transition 
Assistance".  Of  the  hundreds  of  pages  of  vet- 
eran legislation  Introduced  before  Congress, 
this  "Commission  on  Veterans"  Is  the  most 
vital.  Veteran  organizations  and  veteran  ad- 
vocates must  hold  both  presidential  can- 
didates responsible  for  obtaining  such  a  com- 
mitment, before  the  November  elections. 
Veterans  must  demand  action  now,  or  this 
landmark  legislation  will  never  see  the  light 
of  day. 

If  fully  enacted,  the  Commission  will  con- 
duct a  bottom-up  review  of  programs  in- 
tended to  assist  veterans.  Veteran  advocates 
view  this  potential  landmark  legislation  as  a 
G.L  Bill  of  Rights  review,  as  well  as  the 
reading  of  the  fine  print  that  violates  the  Sa- 
cred Government  Contract  made  with  each 
military  Inductee.  Those  who  support  vet- 
eran entitlements  should  contact  their  Con- 
gressional representatives  and  seek  their 
support  in  creating  this  new  Commission, 
which  will  evaluate  and  upgrade  the  earned 
entitlements  of  our  military  personnel  and 
our  veterans. 

Across  America,  our  military  personnel 
and  veterans  are  disproportionately  suffering 
the  ill  effects  of  military  down-sizing,  base 
closures.  Industry  collapses  In  the  defense 
and  aerospace  Industries,  and  corporate 
down-sizing  to  increase  profits.  Military 
families  and  veterans  are  receiving  food 
stamps;  homeless  veterans  continue  to  roam 
the  streets  they  fought  to  protect;  thousands 
of  fully  qualified  veterans  are  grossly  dis- 
advantaged economically,  ficlng  the  ravages 
of  unemployment  and  under-employment. 
Still  others  are  shut  out  of  the  market  place 
due  to  lack  of  re-tralnlng.  There  is  little  call 
for  Infantry  or  weapons  skills  in  the  high- 
tech  Information  era.  Training  and  re-traln- 
lng veterans  must  be  a  top  priority. 

Meanwhile,  only  three  million  of  the  twen- 
ty-eight million  living  veterans  actually  ac- 
cess medical  treatment  from  the  veterans 
medical  system.  Budget  and  deficit  reduc- 
tions and  streamlining  of  the  VA  programs 
through  reorganization  will  adversely  im- 
pact senior  veterans,  whose  numbers  will 
grow  as  rapidly  as  their  current  and  future 
medical  needs  explode. 

While  most  veterans  are  successful  and 
arise  each  day  to  run  America,  some  veter- 
ans need  help  to  reintegrate  into  a  civilian 
society,  as  well  as  to  overcome  adverse  eco- 
nomic factors. 

Thousands,  currently  in  the  military,  are 
shifted  dally  from  the  military  pay  line,  to 
the  unemplosrment  line,  becoming  a  family 
"at  risk"  who,  then,  may  soon  become  the 
"new"  homeless. 

Veterans  are  l)elng  told  by  the  Washington 
beancounters  and  Congress  that  veterans 
must  sustain  their  share  of  budget  cuts.  It  Is 
believed  that  most  Americans  would  agree 
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that  our  veterans  "paid  In  full"  at  the  entry 
and  exit  doors  of  military  service. 

As  the  American  public  makes  way  for  the 
beaches.'  mountains,  and  resorts  on  Memorial 
Day,  veterans  and  their  families  will  pause 
to  salute  our  fallen  heroes.  Veteran  organi- 
zations and  thefr  leaders  will  ensure  that  the 
tributes  occur  as  their  solemn  duty.  It  is 
these  Americans  who  will  give  appropriate 
thought  to  the  survivors  and  non-survivors. 
All  Americans  should  give  greater  reflection 
to  questioning  our  nation's  commitment,  to 
those  who  have  contributed  most  to  Ameri- 
ca's ongoing  survival. 

Many  this  Memorial  Day  will  be  asking. 
"Why  has  the  contract  with  America's  veter- 
ans been  broken?"  "How  do  we  reinstate  ade- 
quate programs  for  veterans  In  a  country 
that  now  seems  to  approve  the  popular  no- 
tion of  budget  cuts,  even  at  great  expense  to 
those  who  served,  survived,  and  now,  more 
than  ever,  need  our  help?" 

America  Is  Number  One,  Thanks  to  Veter- 
ans, and  other  governmental  agency  slogans, 
such  as  Putting  Veterans  First  are  again 
singing,  "When  Johnny  Comes  Marching 
Home."  while  the  budget  cut  "ax  murderers" 
blindly  cut  veterans'  programs. 

Thus,  wherever  one  finds  themselves  this 
Memorial  Day.  these  are  thoughts  worth 
considering— and  acting  upon.  As  Memorial 
Day  proceeds,  veterans  not  active  In  a  veter- 
an's organization  may  wish  to  consider  mem- 
bership In  a  group  of  thefr  choice,  and 
thought  should  be  given  as  to  methods  of  cit- 
izen support  for  veteran  programs,  i.e.. 
through  volunteer  participation,  assistance 
with  monetary  needs  for  local  veteran  orga- 
nizations that  serve  veterans,  and  letting  the 
appropriate  political  leaders  know  that  vet- 
eran programs  should  be  the  first  saved— and 
the  last  cut— In  current  and  future  budget 
considerations. 

We  need  to  remember  those  men  and 
women  who  are  In  eminent  danger  In  Bosnia. 
Korea,  Liberia  and  other  potential  conflict 
sites  for  future  veterans  that  will  need  to  be 
honored  at  future  Memorial  Day  ceremonies. 
Amidst  the  flood  of  broadcast  and  news- 
paper media  of  the  business  world's  "trib- 
ute" to  another  holiday  sales/marketing  op- 
portunity, American  needs  to  "refocus"  Its 
moral  compass,  dfrectly  upon  those  political 
leaders  and  candidates,  to  determine  who 
win  recognize  and  reverse  the  governmental 
failures  over  the  many  years  before  the  next 
veteran-related  holiday  arrives  in  November 
of  this  year. 

Memorial  Day  1996  Is.  indeed,  an  excellent 
occasion  to  remind  ourselves  that  this  year 
we  should  salute  our  fallen  dead  and  also  pay 
a  living  tribute  to  those  who  did  survive- 
only  to  return  at  a  time  when  most  Ameri- 
cans had  lost  respect  and  support  for  those 
who  make  democracy  possible,  worldwide 
and  locally. 

Thoughts,  ideas,  suggestions,  and  rejoin- 
ders that  "Freedom  is  not  Free"  Is  designed 
to  provoke  countrymen  to  take  positive 
addition  to  reverse  the  demise  of  the  Impor- 
tance of  protecting,  rather  t-.han  slashing 
costs— that  are  the  aftermath  of  this  Memo- 
rial Day  *  •  *  and  future  Memorial  Days  to 
come. 

Let  us  all  utilize  this  sacred,  heartfelt  day 
of  tribute  as  the  starting  point  in  reinitiat- 
ing dedication  to  keeping  our  commitments 
to  veterans  and  thefr  families,  by  insisting 
that  government  revitalize,  not  kill  veter- 
an's programs,  as  Memorial  Day  1996  ap- 
proaches. 

The  very  future  of  America  may  depend 
upon  these  veteran-related  Issues. 
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REPEALING  THE  4.3  CENT 
GASOLINE  TAX 


HON.  TOM  A.  COBURN 

OF  OKLAHOMA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  COBURN.  Mr.  Speaker,  due  to  cir- 
cumstances beyond  my  control,  I  was  not 
physically  able  to  cast  my  vote  for  H.R.  3415, 
whk:h  repealed  the  4.3  cent  gasoline  tax  im- 
plemented in  1993.  At  this  time,  I  woukf  like  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  submit  my  opinion  on 
this  issue  for  the  record. 

Tax  relief — in  order  to  be  truly  effective — 
must  do  two  things.  First,  it  must  be  meaning- 
ful relief;  people  must  be  able  to  reap  the  ben- 
efits of  Congress'  actions.  Second,  it  must  t>e 
paid  for  with  real  dollars,  not  with  creative 
bookkeeping  or  irresponsit>le  offsets. 

I  am  committed  to  tax  relief.  The  American 
people  are  overburdened  with  federal,  state, 
and  local  taxes  but  don't  see  the  retums  for 
their  investment  In  fact.  May  7,  just  two 
weeks  ago,  marked  "National  Tax  Freedom 
Day"  where  people  stopped  handing  over  their 
paycheck  to  Unde  Sam  and  started  working 
for  themselves.  Cleariy,  tax  relief  is  important, 
necessary,  and  well  deserved. 

I  do  not  support  the  1993  decisk>n  to  raise 
gasoline  taxes  4.3  cents  a  gallon  to  finance  ir- 
responsible government  spending.  Dollars  col- 
lected from  fuel  taxes  shoukj  be  spent  only  on 
infrastructure,  not  on  pet  projects  or  wasteful, 
duplicative  federal  programs.  It  stand  to  rea- 
son that  Ideally,  the  gas  tax  shoukJ  t>e  re- 
pealed. 

But  it  ti^xibles  me  that  tax  relief — in  this 
case,  repealing  the  gas  tax — has  become  a 
political  foott>atl.  I  do  not  believe  people  will 
truly  benefit  from  this  token  gesture.  I  question 
the  timing  of  the  gas  tax  repeal:  if  gas  taxes 
were  too  high,  why  dklnt  Congress  attempt  to 
repeal  them  six  months  ago,  when  the  price  of 
gasoline  was  at  an  ail-time  low?  I  find  it  curi- 
ous that  this  issue  has  only  been  addressed 
during  an  eiectkin  year  .  .  .  and  if  repeal  of 
the  tax  is  truly  necessary,  then  why  is  it  tem- 
porary? Shouklnl  tax  relief  last  beyond  the 
1996  elections?  And  how  are  we  planning  to 
address  the  k>ss  of  revenue  to  tt>e  federal 
treasury?  Auctioning  the  spectrum  is  neither  a 
real  nor  a  responsible  option.  The  criteria  for 
tax  cuts— meaningful  relief  which  is  paid  for— 
have  not  been  met. 

WhHe  I  disagree  with  H.R.  3415,  I  am  also 
opposed  to  the  Administiation's  "solution." 
Selling  12  million  barrels  of  oil  from  tine  Strate- 
gic Peti'oleum  Reserve  wont  lower  gasoline 
prices— in  fact,  it  will  COST  the  American  tax- 
payers $144  milton  dollars.  The  President's 
response  to  rising  gasoline  prices  is  politically 
motivated  as  well.  This  is  a  superfkaal,  cos- 
metic action  whk:h  will  do  nothing  to  truly 
k>wer  gasoline  prices. 

Furthermore,  I  strongly  believe  that  neither 
Congress  nor  the  President  shoukJ  be  in  the 
business  of  regulating  gasoline  prices,  just  like 
the  federal  govemment  shoukl  not  regulate 
the  price  of  other  commodities  like  wheat, 
com,  or  sugar.  Instead,  the  market  shoukJ  be 
alk>wed  to  functk>n.  History  shows  that  fuel 
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prices  traditionally  rise  in  the  spring  but  fall 
and  level  out  after  a  few  weeks.  1996  is  no 
different.  Already,  consumers  are  watching 
prices  go  down,  although  not  as  quickly  as 
they  might  like. 

Mr.  Speaker,  had  I  been  able  to  cast  my 
vote  on  this  piece  of  legisJatkxi,  I  woukJ  have 
voted  "no."  I  cannot  support  a  politically  moti- 
vated tax  cut  which  will  not  significantly  akj  the 
American  consumer.  This  is  a  tax  cut  package 
tied  up  with  pretty  ribbons— but  when  the  tax- 
payers open  it,  they  see  an  empty  box,  not  the 
true  savings  Congress  has  promised. 

I  feel  this  is  another  example  of  electkxv 
year  politics,  not  genuine  reform.  I  want  to  tell 
the  people  of  Oklahoma's  second  distnct  that 
Congress  reduced  their  tax  burden,  txjt  I  want 
them  to  be  able  to  see  the  difference  In  their 
bankbook  at  the  end  of  the  month.  I  cannot 
vote  for  a  gimmk:k  which  makes  politicians 
k>ok  good  but  doesnl  actually  help  the  people 
who  put  tf>em  in  office.  I  don't  believe  that 
temporarily  repealing  the  1993  gasoline  tax 
will  do  much  to  lift  the  tax  burden  from  ttie 
shoukjers  of  the  American  people;  therefore  I 
cannot  support  it. 
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Mr.  LANTOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Washington 
Institute  for  Near  East  Polcy  has  for  many 
years  provided  an  invaluable  forum  for  discus- 
sion of  diffwult  issues  facing  the  MkMIe  East 
Last  Tuesday,  the  InstihJte  invited  Secretary 
Christopher  to  discuss  the  very  urgent  and  on- 
going problem  of  terrorism.  As  we  r^oice  at 
the  magnificent  progress  in  the  peace  proc- 
ess, we  are  sadder>ed  and  frustrated  tjy  the  vi- 
ckxjs  tenrorist  attacks  whk:h  are  carried  out  by 
an  unyiekjing  and  elusive  extremist  minority. 

Mr.  Speaker,  1  invite  my  colleagues  to  read 
Secretary  Christopher's  thoughtful  remarks 
and  productive  suggestions  as  to  how  the 
United  States  can  play  a  stronger  role  in 
bringing  these  attacks  to  an  end. 

FIGBTIMG  terrorism:  CHALLENGES  FOR  THE 

Peacemakers 

Thank  you  very  much.  Mike.  It  is  a  real 
pleasure  to  speak  again  at  The  Washington 
Institute.  Under  the  leadership  of  Mike 
Stein,  Barbl  Weinberg,  and  Rob  Satloff.  the 
Institute  has  continued  to  excel  as  an  In- 
valuable forum  for  the  discussion  of  U.S.  pol- 
icy In  the  Middle  East.  I  should  say  that  the 
Institute  has  been  a  reservofr  for  talent  as 
well.  Any  organization  that  could  help  cul- 
tivate the  likes  of  Martin  Indyk.  Dennis 
Ross,  and  John  Hannah  has  got  to  be  doing 
something  right.  Sometimes  I  think  that  the 
State  Department  owes  you  a  finder's  fee. 

As  Mike  mentioned.  I  last  spoke  at  the  In- 
stitute In  Octol>er  1993.  soon  after  Prime 
Minister  Rabin  and  Chairman  Arafat  shook 
hands  on  the  White  House  lawn  and  forever 
changed  the  course  of  Middle  East  'history. 


12487 

Since  then,  much  has  happened.  Israel  and 
Jordan  are  at  peace.  Palestinians  defied  the 
Hamas  call  to  l>oycott  elections  and  In  doing 
so  gave  their  clear  mandate  for  peace. 
Today,  they  govern  themselves  in  Gaza  and 
most  cities  in  the  West  Bank.  The  PalesUn- 
lan  National  Council  voted  overwhelmingly 
to  make  good  on  its  commitment  to  cancel 
the  egregious  provisions  of  its  charter.  Eco- 
nomic summits  have  been  held  in  Casablanca 
and  Amman.  Eight  members  of  the  Arab 
League  have  made  ofQclal  visits  to  Israel, 
and — with  the  exception  of  Libya.  Iraq,  and 
Sudan — every  Arab  League  member  has  par- 
ticipated In  some  aspect  of  the  peace  proc- 
ess. 

Had  I  predicted  these  events  in  1993.  you 
probably  would  have  said  that  I  needed  a 
long  rest.  The  scope  and  pace  of  change  has 
truly  been  breathtaking.  It  has  come  so  fast 
that  what  was  previously  unthinkable  Is  now 
routine.  In  the  face  of  difficult  challenges.  It 
is  easy  to  forget  how  dramatically  the  peace 
process  has  already  transformed  the  land- 
scape of  the  Middle  East.  As  we  move  for- 
ward, we  must  remember  the  enormous 
progress  we  have  made. 

None  of  the  challenges  we  now  face  is  more 
pressing  than  the  light  against  terrorism. 
Terrorism  destroys  Innocent  lives.  It  under- 
mines a  society's  sense  of  security— and  with 
it  the  very  foundation  upon  which  a  lasting 
peace  must  be  built.  As  such,  terrorism  Is  a 
threat  to  our  national  Interests— not  simply 
In  the  Middle  East,  but  around  the  world. 

President  Clinton  has  rightly  identified 
terrorism  as  one  of  the  most  Important  secu- 
rity challenges  we  face  In  the  wake  of  the 
Cold  War.  As  he  said  in  his  address  to  the 
United  Nations  last  October,  terrorism  today 
is  a  world-wide  phenomenon.  No  one  is  im- 
mune. Certainly  not  Israel.  But  also  not 
EgTPt.  Or  Japan.  Or  France.  Britain,  or  Ger- 
many. Or  Turkey.  Saudi  Arabia.  Argentina, 
or  Algeria.  And.  unfortunately,  not  America, 
where  terrorists  have  struck  from  lower 
Manhattan  to  Oklahoma  City. 

As  if  the  threat  Is  not  already  severe 
enough,  we  now  face  an  even  more  alarming 
danger:  the  terrorist  armed  with  weapons  of 
mass  destruction.  Last  year's  nerve  gas  at- 
tack on  the  Tokyo  subway  system  was  a 
grim  omen.  It  was  also  a  wakeup  call  for  the 
world.  The  threat  Is  real.  We  must  act  now 
to  meet  It. 

The  United  States  Is  leading  the  way.  Last 
month,  the  President  signed  into  law  land- 
mark antl-terrorlsm  legislation.  This  bill 
provides  law  enforcement  with  new  tools  to 
stop  terrorists  before  they  strike  and  to 
bring  them  to  justice  when  they  do.  It 
strengthens  our  ability  to  prevent  Inter- 
national terrorists  from  raising  funds  in  the 
United  States.  And  while  ensuring  legal  safe- 
guards. It  allows  us  quickly  to  expel  foreign- 
ers who  provide  support  for  terrorist  activi- 
ties. 

The  United  States  has  also  spearheaded  ef- 
forts to  combat  terrorism  on  a  global  leveL 
We  have  Imposed  strong  sanctions  against 
states  that  sponsor  or  harbor  terrorists.  We 
have  Intensified  our  counter-terrorism  co- 
operation with  other  countries,  allowing  us 
to  apprehend  key  figures  in  attacks  like  the 
World  Trade  Center  bombing.  Last  Decem- 
l>er.  with  our  i>artners  In  the  G-7  and  Russia, 
we  convened  a  ministerial  meeting  In  Ottawa 
to  develop  common  strategies  for  fighting 
terror.  And  in  April,  President  Clinton 
joined  President  Yeltsin  and  other  leaders  in 
Moscow,  where  they  agreed  on  new  steps  to 
prevent  nuclear  materials  £rom  falling  Into 
the  wrong  hands. 
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Nowhere  In  the  world  has  America's  lead- 
ership iQ  the  fight  against  terror  been  more 
evident  than  In  the  Middle  East.  We  have 
maintained  UN  sanctions  against  Libya  for 
Its  role  In  the  bombing  of  Pan-Am  103.  And 
we  are  working  to  Increase  pressure  on 
Sudan  for  Its  support  of  last  June's  assas- 
sination attempt  against  Egypt's  President 
Mubarak. 

America's  most  critical  role,  however— and 
the  one  I  want  to  focus  on  today— Is  defend- 
ing the  Middle  East  peace  process  and  the 
I>eacemakers  against  the  vicious  attacks  of 
their  enemies.  Terrorists  and  their  support- 
ers are  now  engaged  In  a  systematic  assault 
on  Israel  and  the  peace  process.  Their  goal  Is 
clear:  They  seek  to  kill  the  very  possibility 
of  peace  by  destroying  every  Israeli's  sense 
of  personal  security. 

The  enemies  of  peace  are  escalating  their 
attacks  for  a  very  clear  reason:  the  peace 
process  Is  succeeding.  With  every  step  to- 
ward peace  that  Israel  and  her  neighbors 
take,  the  enemies  of  peace  grow  more  des- 
perate and  more  determined  to  lash  out. 
They  must  promote  fear  because  they  know 
that  hope  Is  their  undoing. 

The  United  States  Is  determined  to  ensure 
that  the  enemies  of  peace  do  not  succeed.  We 
will  never  give  In  to  their  terror.  We  refuse 
to  allow  terrorists  to  undermine  our  resolve 
or  divert  us  Crom  our  goal  of  a  real,  secure, 
and  lasting  peace  for  Israel  and  for  all  the 
peoples  of  the  Middle  East. 

When  Israel  was  terrorized  by  a  wave  of 
suicide  bombings  In  February  and  March. 
President  Clinton  responded  by  organizing 
the  Sharm  el-Shelkh  simimlt.  Literally  over- 
night, leaders  from  around  the  world  an- 
swered his  call  to  join  Israel — ^not  to  cele- 
brate another  breakthrough  In  the  peace 
process,  but  to  defend  the  peace  process  at  a 
moment  of  crisis.  It  was  an  unprecedented 
event  that  sent  an  unmistakable  message: 
The  enemies  of  peace  are  doomed.  Their  ter- 
ror will  only  strengthen  our  resolve  to  com- 
plete the  circle  of  peace  and  pat  them  out  of 
business  for  good. 

Sharm  el-Shelkh  launched  a  process  to  ex- 
pand Joint  efforts  against  terrorism  through- 
out the  region.  Most  recently.  President 
Clinton  and  Prime  Minister  Peres  signed  a 
new  antl-terrorlsm  accord  that  will 
strengthen  cooperation  between  our  two  gov- 
ernments. In  addition,  the  United  States  Is 
providing  Israel  with  more  than  SlOO  million 
In  antl-terrorlsm  equipment  and  training. 

We  have  also  begun  to  bolster  the  counter- 
terrorism  capabilities  of  the  Palestinian  Au- 
thority. With  our  support.  Israeli  and  Pal- 
estinian security  services  are  now  cooperat- 
ing In  a  Joint  campaign  to  root  out  the  ter- 
rorist Infrastructure  In  the  West  Bank  and 
Gaza.  Palestinian  forces  have  Intercepted 
many  suicide  bombers.  They  have  uncovered 
explosives  and  arms  caches.  They  have  ar- 
rested, tried,  and  Imprisoned  perpetrators  of 
acts  and  continue  to  hunt  down  others. 

Chairman  Arafat  today  clearly  under- 
stands that  he  must  give  a  100  percent  effort 
In  the  war  on  terror— and  not  Just  because 
his  agreements  with  Israel  require  It.  He  Is 
doing  It  because  he  knows  that  the  bombs  of 
Hamas  and  Islamic  Jlbad  are  trying  to  de- 
stroy Palestinian  aspirations  as  much  as 
they  are  Israeli  lives.  The  United  States  will 
continue  to  Insist  that  this  Increased  Pal- 
estinian effort  Is  sustained. 

Like  Hamas  before  It,  Hlzbollah's  purpose 
In  last  month's  attacks  In  Lebanon  was  also 
to  kill  the  peace  process.  As  hostilities  esca- 
lated, America's  responsibility  and  Interests 
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were  clear:  To  use  our  Influence  to  stop  the 
suffering  of  Innocent  civilians,  to  end  the 
crisis,  and  to  create  a  new  framework  to 
limit  the  chances  of  It  happening  again. 

The  agreement  that  resulted  fit)m  my 
shuttle  mission  achieved  those  objectives. 
Hundreds  of  thousands  of  Israelis  and  Leba- 
nese have  been  able  to  return  to  their  homes. 
New.  written  understandings  have  been 
reached  to  contain  the  dangers  of  any  hos- 
tilities. An  International  effort  will  be 
mounted  to  assist  In  Lebanon's  reconstruc- 
tion. And  we  are  organizing  a  Monitoring 
Group  in  which  Israel.  Lebanon,  and  Ssrria 
are  being  brought  together  for  the  first  time 
to  help  prevent  another  crisis. 

This  recent  campaign  of  violence  has  again 
shone  the  spotlight  on  a  disturbing  reality: 
When  it  comes  to  terrorism  against  the 
peace  process.  Iran  is  playing  a  leading  role. 
Iran's  leaders  regularly  use  rhetoric  that  In- 
cites terrorism.  President  Rafsanjanl  called 
Prime  Minister  Rabin's  assassination  "di- 
vine vengeance."  And  Just  prior  to  the 
Hamas  bombing  spree.  Iran's  Supreme  Lead- 
er. Khameinl.  preached  that  "The  power  of 
Islam  will  ultimately  bring  about  the  end  of 
the  rootless  Zionist  regime  »  *  *  which  must 
be  destroyed." 

Ix^n  has  not  stopped  at  rhetoric.  It  fre- 
quently meets  with  all  the  major  terrorist 
groups— Including  Hlzbollah.  Hamas,  Pal- 
estinian Islamic  Jihad,  and  the  PFL-PGC.  It 
actively  encourages  these  groups  to  use  ter- 
ror to  destroy  the  peace  process.  It  provides 
them  with  money— up  to  several  million  dol- 
lars a  year  in  the  case  of  Hamas,  Islamic, 
Jlbad.  and  others;  and  up  to  SlOO  million  a 
year  for  Hlzbollah.  Iran  also  supplies  them 
with  arms  and  material  support,  training, 
and— in  some  cases— operational  guidance. 

The  evidence  has  grown  in  recent  months. 
In  advance  of  Israel's  elections,  Iranian- 
trained  terrorists  have  been  sent  to  infil- 
trate Israel  and  the  Palestinian  territories. 
Some  have  been  intercepted.  Others  nar- 
rowly failed  In  carrying  out  their  deadly  ac- 
tivities. Still  others  have  succeeded  In  their 
murderous  missions.  We  believe  that  an  Ira- 
nian-backed group  was  responsible  for  last 
week's  drive-by  shooting  of  an  Israeli-Amer- 
ican yeshlva  student  In  the  West  Bank.  In 
another  case,  Belgium  intercepted  a  ship- 
ment containing  a  mortar,  which  came  trom 
Iran  and  was  probably  intended  for  an  attack 
on  a  Jewish  target  In  Europe. 

There  should  no  longer  be  any  debate 
about  Iran's  Involvement  In  terrorism 
against  the  peace  process.  German  Foreign 
Minister  Kinkel  left  no  doubt  that  in  re- 
marks he  made  here  In  Washington  Just  two 
weeks  ago.  He  said  that  Germany  is  "fully 
aware  of  the  evil  things  that  Iran  has  been 
doing  and  is  still  doing."  He  went  on  to  say 
that  "[T]he  Americans  and  the  Germans 
agree  as  to  the  general  assessment  of  what 
Iran  means  by  way  of  terrorism  *  •  •  support 
of  Hlzbollah.  Hamas,  and  Jihad." 

While  we  and  our  allies  now  share  a  similar 
analysis  of  the  facts,  we  differ  when  it  comes 
to  how  best  to  deal  with  Iran.  The  United 
States  believes  that  Iran  will  only  change  its 
behavior  when  the  world  makes  it  pay  a  suf- 
ficiently high  political  and  economic  price. 
We  must  deny  Iran's  leaders  the  resources  to 
finance  their  dangerous  policies.  That  Is  why 
the  President  decided  last  year  to  Impose  a 
comprehensive  embargo  on  U.S.  trade  with 
Iran.  And  that  is  why  we  have  been  working 
with  Congress  on  legislatloi  to  further  tight- 
en economic  restrictions  on  Iran. 

In  contrast,  some  European  nations  con- 
tinue to  engage  Iran  in  what  they  call  a  crlt- 
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leal  dialogue,  while  maintaining  normal 
trade.  The  Europeans  themselves  acknowl- 
edge that  their  policy  has  produced  no  sig- 
nificant change  in  Iranian  behavior.  We  re- 
main convinced  that  no  amount  of  dialogue 
will  alter  Iran's  policies,  unless  it  is  coupled 
with  real  economic  pressure. 

Let  me  stress  one  point:  We  do  not  opjxsse 
the  EU  policy  because  we  oppose  the  prin- 
ciple of  speaking  with  Iran.  The  United 
States  has  long  said  that  we  are  ready  to 
conduct  an  open  dialogue  with  authoritative 
representatives  of  the  Iranian  government, 
in  which  we  could  fully  air  our  two  major 
concerns:  First,  Iran's  support  for  terrorism, 
especially  against  the  peace  process.  And 
second,  its  efforts  to  acquire  weapons  of 
mass  destruction.  Iran,  however,  has  never 
taken  up  this  offer. 

Our  determination  to  contain  Iran  and  to 
defeat  the  enemies  of  peace  is  clear.  But  so 
is  our  commitment  to  press  ahead  with  nego- 
tiations on  a  comprehensive  Arab-Israeli 
peace.  Anything  less  would  hand  the  terror- 
ists the  very  victory  they  seek. 

To  close  the  circle  of  peace,  agreements  be- 
tween Israel  and  Syria  and  between  Israel 
and  Lebanon  are  essential.  Syria  presents  us 
with  a  unique  challenge.  On  the  one  hand,  we 
continue  to  have  serious  problems  in  our  bi- 
lateral relationship  with  Syria.  Syria  re- 
mains on  our  narcotics  list  as  well  as  our 
terrorism  list. 

Both  President  Clinton  and  I  have  consist- 
ently pressed  our  concerns  with  President 
Assad  and  other  senior  Syrian  officials.  We 
will  continue  to  do  so.  and  to  make  clear 
that  these  concerns  must  be  met  before  the 
United  States  can  build  a  mutually  bene- 
ficial relationship  with  Syria. 

Yet  we  recognize  that  Syria  is  different 
from  Iran.  Iran  rejects  the  very  notion  of 
peace  and  has  dedicated  Itself  to  Israel's  de- 
struction. By  contrast,  Syria  has  been  nego- 
tiating directly  with  Israel  to  end  their  con- 
flict. I  have  no  Illusions.  Translating  that 
willingness  to  negotiate  Into  a  peace  agree- 
ment will  be  difficult.  But  the  talks  thus  far 
have  provided  a  solid  foundation  for  progress 
when  negotiations  resume. 

As  long  as  we  remain  convinced  that  peace 
Is  possible,  we  must  continue  to  work  with 
the  parties  to  achieve  a  breakthrough  that 
would  have  far-reaching  strategic  con- 
sequences—not Just  for  the  Middle  East,  but 
for  America's  vital  Interests.  A  comprehen- 
sive peace  will  dramatically  reduce  the  risks 
of  another  Arab-Israeli  war.  It  will  remove 
the  final  constraints  on  Israel's  having  nor- 
mal relations  with  the  entire  Arab  and  Mus- 
lim world. 

Finally,  and  perhaps  most  Importantly, 
ending  the  Arab-Israeli  conflict  will  allow  us 
and  our  friends  to  harness  our  resources  to 
meet  the  common  set  of  strategic  challenges 
that  threaten  us  all— especially  the  rise  of 
extremist  movements  that  use  terrorism  and 
violence,  and  rogue  states,  like  Iran  and 
Iraq,  that  possess  weapons  of  mass  destruc- 
tion. 

These  are  the  real  dangers  that  we  and  our 
friends  will  have  to  address  in  the  coming 
years.  In  pursuit  of  our  national  interests, 
we  are  determined  to  do  so.  A  critical  part  of 
our  strategy  must  be  a  continued  effort  to 
seize  the  historic  opportunity  that  now  ex- 
ists to  achieve  a  secure  and  comprehensive 
peace. 
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OF  OHIO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23. 1996 

Mr.  GILLMOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
recognize  an  outstanding  school  in  Ohio's 
Fifth  Congressional  District.  The  Charles  A. 
Krout  Elementary  School  was  recently  chosen 
as  one  of  the  best  in  the  State  of  Ohio  by  the 
Ohio  Association  of  Elementary  School  Admin- 
istrators. This  is  an  honor  very  few  schools  re- 
ceive. 

When  you  walk  through  the  front  door  at 
Krout  Elementary,  you  cannot  help  but  see 
that  the  staff  works  extremely  hard  every  sin- 
gle day  for  every  single  student.  One  of  the 
points  stressed  at  the  school  is  the  high  level 
of  parental  and  community  involvement.  The 
education  of  the  children  is  a  collective  effort. 
About  200  parents,  grandparents,  and  retired 
people  volunteer  for  different  school  functions. 
This  level  of  dedication  should  be  the  standard 
for  our  chikjren. 

Mr.  Speaker,  quality  education  is  at  the 
heart  of  America's  future.  Krout  Elementary 
has  done  enormous  good  for  its  community 
and  the  country  through  solid  dedication  to  the 
power  of  learning  and  knowledge  that  our 
young  people  need. 

This  honor  is  a  time  to  reflect  upon  past  ac- 
complishments. It  is  also  a  time  to  look  toward 
new  horizons.  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me 
today  in  recognizing  the  achievements  of  the 
Charles  A.  Krout  Elementary  School  and  en- 
courage its  faculty,  parents,  and  students  to 
continue  to  uphold  its  impressive  legacy. 


TRIBUTE  TO  ERNIE  BEDROSIAN 


HON.  GEORGE  P.  RADANOVICH 

OF  CALITORNU 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
would  like  to  congratulate  Ernie  Bedrosian, 
founder  of  Raisin  Bargaining  Association.  On 
Friday,  May  24,  1996,  in  my  district  in  Fresno, 
CA,  the  Raisin  Bargaining  Association  will  be 
honoring  their  founder,  Mr.  Emie  Bedrosian. 
He  will  be  commended  for  his  excellent  work 
on  behalf  of  the  California  rsusin  growers  and 
packers. 

Mr.  Bedrosian  founded  the  RBA  at  the  age 
of  29  in  1966  and  his  wori(  on  behalf  of  Cali- 
fomia  raisin  leaders  is  legendary.  I  send  to 
Emie  and  the  RBA  my  very  best  wishes  (or 
continued  success. 


HON.  GERALD  BJl.  SOLOMON 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  pleas- 
ure to  commemorate  the  golden  anniversary 
of  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars  Post  No.  7765. 
This  post,  I  am  proud  to  say,  is  based  in  Red 
Hook,  NY,  in  the  heart  of  my  congressranal 
district,  and  is  celebrating  its  50th  year  of 
servk».  And  this  post  personifies  the  out- 
standing efforts  of  the  entire  nationwkle  mem- 
bership to  promote  a  strong  national  defense 
and  to  help  veterans  and  their  families.  That  is 
one  reason  I  was  so  pleased  to  be  awarded 
the  V.F.W.  National  Commander's  Congres- 
sional Award  several  years  ago. 

The  V.F.W.,  Mr.  Speaker,  has  been  an  or- 
ganizatkjn  of  exceptional  merit  and  service  to 
the  needs  of  many  veterans.  It  is  only  appro- 
priate that  those  brave  men  and  women  who 
placed  themselves  in  harms  way  overseas  be 
represented  by  such  an  able  organization.  The 
members  of  Post  No.  7765  have  been  receiv- 
ing just  such  outstanding  service  for  50  years 
now.  It  is  comforting  to  know  that  those  who 
served  the  needs  of  our  country  and  fought  for 
the  principles  and  kJeals  of  America  all  over 
the  gtobe  can  depend  on  the  support  of  an  or- 
ganization like  Post  7765  back  home  in  up- 
state New  York. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  service  of  this  post  in  Red 
Hook  is  worthy  of  significant  recognition.  This 
post,  and  others  like  it,  are  the  reason  I  fought 
so  hard  to  attain  Department  level  status  for 
Veterans  Affairs.  When  RonaM  Reagan  signed 
that  legislation  into  law,  veterans  were  finally 
afforded  the  degree  of  national  conskleration 
they  deserve.  The  efforts  of  V.F.W.  posts  like 
this  one,  Mr.  Speaker,  having  served  the 
needs  of  veterans  since  1946,  assured  veter- 
ans the  assistance  arxj  recogniton  they  de- 
served prior  to  approval  of  this  Govemment 
department  and  continue  to  encourage  (air 
consideration  of  veterans'  issues.  For  this,  Mr. 
Speaker,  we  owe  Post  7765  a  tremendous 
debt  of  gratitude. 

The  famous  historian  George  Santayana 
once  said.  Those  who  do  not  remember  his- 
tory are  bound  to  repeat  it."  V.F.W.  posts  all 
across  America  have  not  forgotten  the  past  or 
those  men  and  women  wtK>  made  the  ultimate 
sacrifice  for  our  country.  I  ask  aN  Members  in 
the  House  to  rise  in  tribute  ^o  V.F.W.  Post 
7765  and  join  me  in  saluting  all  the  memt)ers, 
past  and  present,  on  the  occasion  of  their  50th 
anniversary. 


LIFEJACKETS:  THEY  FLOAT— YOU 
DON'T 


HON.  HOWARD  COBLE 

OF  NORTH  CAROUNA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  each  year  an  esti- 
mated 76  million  Americans — more  tJian  one- 
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fourth  of  our  population — enjoy  recreational 
boating  as  a  means  to  forget  the  stress  and 
pressure  of  everyday  life.  Fortunately,  our  Na- 
tion is  blessed  with  vast  water  resources  that 
provide  a  means  of  escape  (or  those  v^ho  just 
want  to  "get  away  from  it  all." 

Tragically— and  to  a  great  extent  need- 
lessly—approximately 800  people  die  each 
year  in  boating-related  accklents.  Reaeational 
boating  is  second  only  to  motor  vehicles  in  the 
numtjer  o(  transportation-related  fatalities. 

Since  1958,  by  sponsoring  National  Safe 
Boating  Week  and  other  activities  promoting 
boating  safety  throughout  the  year,  the  United 
States  Coast  Guard  has  continuously  worked 
to  remind  the  American  puUk:  of  the  impor- 
tance of  boating  safety.  "Lifejackets:  They 
Ftoat— You  Dont!"  is  the  slogan  of  this  year's 
boating  safety  campaign.  National  Safe  Boat- 
ing Week  is  being  observed  this  week.  May 
18-24,  just  prior  to  Memorial  Day  weekend 
which  is  the  beginning  of  the  traditional  sum- 
mer boating  season. 

Falling  overt>oard  and  capsizing  are  the 
leading  causes  of  boating  accidents.  In  77 
percent  of  the  documented  reaeational  boat- 
ing fatalities  reported  to  the  Coast  Guard,  the 
victim  was  not  wearing  a  personal  ftotation  de- 
vice, more  commonly  referred  to  as  a  life- 
jacket.  The  Coast  Guard  considers  wearing  a 
lifejacket  the  single  most  important  factor  to 
ensure  survivability  in  these  accidents.  It  is  un- 
fortunate tfiat,  while  hundreds  of  people  die 
needlessly  each  year,  the  tx>ating  public  still 
does  not  understand  the  importance  of  wear- 
ing lifejackets. 

The  most  recent  tragic  example  of  the  need 
for  lifejackets  was  the  drowning  of  former  CIA 
Director  William  Colby.  It  is  presumed  that  Mr. 
Colby  drowned  wtien  he  fell  out  of  his  carK>e 
as  he  was  boating  in  a  tributary  of  the  Chesa- 
peake Bay.  Unfortunately,  Mr.  Coby  was  not 
wearing  a  floatatkm  devce  wf)en  found.  Ar>- 
other  tragc  example  is  an  incident  that  oc- 
curred in  Aritansas  in  July  1993.  A  family  of 
nine  (two  parents  and  seven  chiklren)  went 
out  on  the  Fourche  LaFave  River  in  a  14-1oot 
flat-bottom  boat  designed  (or  only  three  peo- 
ple. Although  the  weather  was  dear  and  the 
water  was  calm,  the  overioaded  boat  quekly 
began  to  take  water,  and  within  minutes  of 
leaving  the  shore  tfie  boat  went  down.  There 
were  no  lifejackets  on  board  even  though  only 
two  of  the  people  coukl  swim.  Both  parents 
and  five  of  the  children  drowned.  This  incident 
is  a  texttx>ok  case  of  failure  to  observe  baste 
boating  safety  rules. 

So  as  Americans  everywhere  (kx*  to  our 
Nation's  rivers,  lakes,  and  oceans  to  enjoy  the 
hot  summer  weather,  remember  "Lif^ckets: 
They  Fkat— You  Dont!" 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  LATE  BILL 
HUGHES 


HON.  WnjJAM  0.  UPINSKI 

OFEXDJOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  the  memory  of  a  man  of  out- 
standing public  service  from  my  distrk;}  who 
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recently  passed  away — Mr.  Bill  Hughes,  direc- 
tor of  the  Pleasantdale  Park  District. 

Mr.  Hughes,  who  t)attled  colon  cancer  for  10 
months,  served  the  district  for  5'/fe  years.  His 
tenure  saw  explosive  growth  in  both  the  com- 
munities Pleasantdale  served  and  programs 
the  district  offered. 

Perhaps  Mr.  Hughes'  greatest  achievement 
was  helping  to  guide  the  development  of 
Flagg  Creek  Golf  Course,  a  premiere  9-hole 
course,  in  conjunction  with  the  city  of  Country- 
side. 

CountryskJe  Mayor  Carl  LeGant,  who 
worked  ctosely  with  Mr.  Hughes  sakJ  of  his 
passing:  "If  s  sad.  He  was  a  good  person  to 
work  with.  He  will  be  missed." 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  join  Mayor  LeGant  in  moum- 
ir)g  the  toss  of  this  community  leader,  and  ex- 
teiKl  to  Mr.  Hughes'  family  my  condolences. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

END  TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
FRAUD  NOW 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  ARAPAHOE 
LIBRARY  DISTRICT 


HON.  DAN  SCHAEFER 

OF  COLORADO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 19% 

Mr.  SCHAEFER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  congratulate  the  Arapahoe  Library  District 
on  its  30th  anniversary.  This  is  an  operatk>n 
that  began  back  in  A^ril  1966  with  a  used 
bookmobile  and  4,000  books  borrowed  from 
the  State  of  Cotorado.  Now,  the  district  oper- 
ates 8  brarKh  libraries  throughout  Arapahoe 
County  arid  serves  over  100,000  people  annu- 
ally. 

The  Arapahoe  Lit>rary  District  is  a  shining 
example  of  a  k>cally  run  organizatnn  that  pro- 
vkles  effective  programs  without  appropria- 
tkxts  and  regulations  from  Washir>gton. 

BeskJes  promoting  the  obviously  worthy 
cause  of  literacy,  the  district  also  sponsors  an 
annual  photo  contest  and  a  children's  summer 
reading  program  which  focuses  on  a  specific 
tope— this  summer's  suggested  reading  deals 
with  the  history  of  the  West.  It  also  provides 
an  informatkxi  center  available  to  small  busi- 
nesses and  technokjgy  classes  on  how  to  uti- 
lize the  internet.  Another  marie  of  distinction  is 
the  Glendale  branch's  dual  function  as  library 
and  community  center  for  the  tocal  population 
of  Russian-Jewish  immigrants.  Here  they  re- 
ceive vital  classes  in  English  and  general  life- 
skills. 

The  Arapahoe  Library  District  is  an  example 
of  how  tocan^f  mn  institutk>ns  can  contribute  to 
the  educatranal  benefit  of  the  surrounding 
communities.  Thus,  it  is  with  great  pleasure  I 
join  with  my  colleagues  in  tlie  House  in  com- 
mending the  board  of  trustees,  ttie  emptoyees, 
and  the  over  100,000  patrons  of  the  Arapahoe 
Library  District  on  its  30th  anniversary. 


HON.  BILL  McCOLLUM 

OF  FLORIDA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  alert 
my  colleagues  and  the  American  people  to  the 
growing  nationwide  prot}lem  of  telecommuni- 
cations fraud.  Last  month,  as  chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Crime,  I  conducted  hearings 
on  telemart<eting  fraud  against  the  elderiy,  and 
the  tremendous  toll  that  it  takes.  Tele- 
mariteting  fraud  is  just  one  aspect  of  the  tele- 
communications scheme  and  the  elderiy  are 
not  its  only  victims. 

Telecommunicatnns  fraud  can  manifest 
itself  in  several  forms  including  crimes  like 
"shoulder  surfing,"  where  criminals  literally 
look  over  the  shoulder  of  unsuspecting  victims 
entering  their  calling  card  number  on  a 
payphone.  These  victims  are  often 
unsuspecting  tourists  in  a  crowded  airport, 
hotel  lobby,  or  shopping  mall  who  use  a  pay 
telephone  for  a  long  distance  call.  The  criminal 
then  can  use  their  calling  card  number  him- 
self/herself or  it  or  sell  it  later,  costing  the  vic- 
tim or  phone  company  hundreds  or  thousands 
of  dollars. 

Criminals  have  also  been  known  to  pose  as 
law  enforcement  officials,  and  approach  elder- 
ly citizens  claiming  they  need  to  bill  a  call  to 
a  residential  numt>er  as  part  of  an  investiga- 
tk>n.  As  cellular  technotogy  has  progressed,  so 
has  the  criminal  mettKXls.  For  example, 
ctoning  devices  are  used  to  steal  cellular 
phone  serial  numbers  from  the  radk>  waves 
tttat  carry  the  phone  signal.  These  unk^ue 
codes  are  used  to  charge  thousands  of  dollars 
of  calls  to  the  accounts  of  innocent  phone 
users. 

Telecommunications  fraud  affects  millions  of 
Americans  each  year,  and  the  damage  done 
is  appalling.  This  year  atone  telecommuni- 
cattons  fraud  is  expected  to  reach  $3.7  blllton, 
an  increase  of  S395  millton  from  1995.  A  sur- 
vey of  over  90  businesses  who  were  victims  of 
telecommunications  fraud  found  that  the 
tosses  ranged  from  a  few  thousand  dollars  to 
34  millton.  The  amount  of  long  distance 
charges  stoton  through  business  equipment  in 
the  United  States  is  around  $1.5  billton.  The 
cost  to  telephone  users  in  "800"  line  charges, 
njn  up  by  thieves  and  attempted  thieves,  is 
estimated  to  reach  a  minimum  of  $215  million 
this  year. 

We  must  stop  these  criminals  and  protect 
Americans  from  this  deceptively  simpte  fraud. 
Mr.  Speaker,  in  my  home  State  of  Florida 
many  etoeriy  citizens  have  come  to  retire  com- 
fortably, and  many  tourists  visit  our  attractions, 
especially  now  as  the  summer  season  is 
about  to  begin.  When  they  pick  up  the  phone 
and  place  a  call,  they  should  not  have  to 
worry  atx>ut  someone  stealing  from  them.  We 
must  end  telecommunications  fraud  and  stop 
these  criminals  cold. 

Twelve  telecommuntoations  companies  have 
come  together  to  fight  this  crime  and  to  en- 
hance public  awareness  through  the  Alliance 
to  Outfox  Phone  Fraud.  Their  education  efforts 
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have  gone  beyond  their  service  areas  and 
reach  out  to  make  the  national  and  inter- 
national community  aware  of  this  problem  and 
how  to  deal  with  it.  Besides  public  service  an- 
nouncements, the  alliance  has  launched  a  full 
campaign  to  include  brochures,  posters,  and 
even  a  toll  free  number  to  encourage  tele- 
communications customers  to  educate  them- 
selves and  join  the  campaign. 

We  in  Congress  must  leam  from  efforts  like 
this  to  help  Americans  become  aware  of  this 
problem  so  they  can  avoid  becoming  victims 
of  crime. 


FAIRNESS  FOR  DISABLED 
VETERANS  ACT  OF  1996 


HON.  CORRINE  BROWN 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 19% 

Ms.  BROWN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
I  rise  to  talk  about  a  very  important  issue  that 
affects  veterans  in  my  district  in  Florida  and 
veterans  around  the  country.  Right  now,  a  vet- 
eran who  has  bravely  served  our  Nation  can- 
not collect  VA  disability  payments  while  col- 
lecting payments  for  eariy  separatton  from  the 
armed  services.  Although  a  person  may  be  eli- 
gible for  both,  under  current  law,  a  disabled 
veteran  cant  receive  both.  To  me,  that  just 
doesnt  make  sense. 

As  a  member  of  the  Veterans'  Affairs  Com- 
mittee, I  am  proud  to  introduce  the  Fairness 
for  Disabled  Veterans  Act  of  1996  to  corect 
this  injustice  in  current  law. 

The  language  of  the  bill  is  simple.  The  bill 
repeals  the  requirement  that  amounts  paki  to 
a  member  of  the  Armed  Forces  under  special 
separation  programs  shall  be  offset  from 
amounts  subsequently  pato  to  that  memt>er  by 
the  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  as  disabil- 
ity compensation.  The  repeal  would  be  retro- 
active to  the  date  this  rule  went  into  effect  on 
December  5, 1991. 

Here's  how  this  works  in  practtoe.  If  an  indi- 
vidual received  an  SSB  payment  of  $30,000, 
he  would  not  receive  the  first  $30,000  of  VA 
disability  compensation  to  whtoh  he  would  oth- 
erwise have  been  entitled.  This  legislation 
would  allow  eligibto  indivkjuals  to  receive  the 
full  amount  of  disability  payments  regardless 
of  prior  SSB  or  VSI  payments. 

In  the  early  1990's,  Congress  established 
eariy  military  separatton  benefits  to  help  the 
Defense  Department  reduce  the  size  of  the 
Armed  Forces.  The  Department  of  Defense 
[DOD]  curently  offers  certain  military  person- 
nel the  opportunity  to  leave  military  servtoe 
voluntarily  in  retum  for  cash  payments  under 
two  programs,  the  Special  Separatton  Benefit 
[SSB]  and  the  Voluntary  Separatton  Incentive 
[VSI].  The  SSB  program  offers  a  one-time 
cash  payment,  while  the  VSI  program  provides 
an  annual  payment  over  many  years,  depend- 
ing on  length  of  service.  Servtoemembers  who 
leave  service  under  these  programs  have  the 
option  of  choosing  either  program. 

When  this  law  was  passed.  Congress  also 
included  restrictions  on  these  programs  pre- 
venting military  personnel  who  receive  eariy 
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separation  benefits  from  receiving  disability 
compensation  from  the  Department  of  Veter- 
ans Affairs  until  the  separation  benefits  are  re- 
pato. 

Today,  thousands  of  the  veterans  who  ac- 
cepted the  payment  and  left  the  military  are 
suffering  fi^om  service-connected  disabilities 
such  as  gulf  war  syndrome  and  other  health 
problems.  These  disat>led  veterans  are  unable 
to  wori<  and  their  families  are  faced  with  finarv 
cial  hardship. 

SSB  and  VSI  benefits  are  for  services  ren- 
dered as  well  as  compensation  for  the  veter- 
an's participation  in  DOD's  downsizing.  Dis- 
ability pay  is  compensation  for  mental  or  phys- 
ical disabilities  incurred  in  that  servtoe.  These 
are  two  separate  compensations.  That's  why  I 
believe  it  is  unfetir  to  offset  one  payment  with 
another.  If  the  Department  of  Defense  or  the 
Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  offers  a  benefit 
to  a  retiring  member  of  the  Armed  Forces,  that 
person  deserves  to  receive  that  benefit. 

Thafs  why  I've  inti-oduced  this  bill.  Lef s  tell 
our  disat>led  veterans  that  we  care  atx>ut  them 
and  that  we  will  fight  for  whafs  right.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  the  Fairness  for  Dis- 
abled Veterans  Act  of  1996. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

LIVERPOOL'S  COACH  JENSEN  RE- 
TIRES WITH  89  PERCENT  WIN 
RECORD  OVER  33  YEARS 


RED  COLEMAN  CELEBRATES  50 
YEARS  OF  BUSINESS 


HON.  EDDE  BERNICE  JOHNSON 

OF  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 19% 

Ms.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON  of  Texas. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  congratulate  Mr. 
Red  Coleman  and  his  family  on  the  50th  anni- 
versary of  operating  a  successful,  thriving 
business  in  Dallas.  Red  Coleman,  a  good 
friend  and  consummate  businessman,  has 
used  his  resources  of  leadership  and  edu- 
cation to  operate  12  Red  Coleman's  package 
stores  and  19  Red-E  Mart  convenience  stores 
throughout  the  Dallas/Fort  Worth  Metroplex. 

Mr.  Red  Coleman  and  his  wife,  Frances, 
started  their  business  in  1946  with  one  store 
on  Forest  Avenue.  Since  that  time,  his  stores 
have  grovm  and  prospered.  Throughout  all  of 
his  business  dealings,  Red  Coleman  has  oper- 
ated his  stores  with  adherence  to  the  highest 
ethtoal  standards  and  a  commitment  to  cus- 
tomer sennce. 

But  Red  Coleman's  success  in  business  is 
not  only  evident  in  the  quality  management  of 
his  stores,  but  in  the  community  in  which  he 
lends  his  skills  and  time.  He  is  someone  who 
believes  everyone  has  a  responsit>ility  to  give 
back  to  our  community — and  he  does  it  on  a 
daily  t}asis. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Red  Coleman  is  a  tmly  excep- 
tional businessman  and  an  outstanding  person 
in  Dallas.  He,  Frances,  and  their  son  Ronnie, 
when  he  joined  the  family  business,  are  re- 
sponsible for  making  so  many  contributtons  to 
our  community.  I  wish  Red  and  his  family  an- 
other 50  years  and  more  of  success  and  hap- 
piness with  all  their  endeavors. 


HON.  JAMES  T.  WALSH 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 19% 

Mr.  WALSH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  ask  my 
colleagues  today  to  join  me  in  saluting  a  man 
who  has  been  a  scholastic  sports  leader  in 
central  New  Yori<  for  33  years.  Now,  he  is  re- 
tiring as  the  Liverpool  High  School  cross-coun- 
try, indoor  h^ck  and  field,  and  outdoor  ti'ack 
and  fieto  head  coach. 

His  name  is  Oscar  6.  Jensen,  and  he  is 
known  respectfully  and  affectionately  as 
"OBJ." 

He  is  a  man  who  has  been,  as  all  good 
educators  are,  devoted  to  the  academto  as 
well  as  physical  well-being  of  students.  His  ex- 
traordinary record  of  excellence  and  his  exem- 
plary guidance  of  young  people  is  legendcuv  in 
Liverpool,  NY. 

The  memories  students  have  of  Oscar  Jen- 
sen will  remain  vivto.  Parents,  teachers,  staff, 
administrators,  and  Liverpool  fans  will  recall 
his  sti-ong  leadership  in  the  athletic  program 
for  many  years  to  come. 

To  relate  his  records  briefly,  in  cross-country 
he  won  207  meets,  tost  99  and  tied  l.  He  led 
the  team  to  be  section  III  champtons  three 
times  and  a  State  champtonship  team  in  1991. 
In  indoor  track  and  field  he  won  4804  and  lost 
500,  tying  19.  His  teams  were  section  III 
champtons  eight  times.  In  outdoor  track  and 
fieto,  he  won  279  and  lost  only  43.  His  teams 
were  OHSL  Champtons  14  times.  He  coached 
six  State  champtons. 

Coach  Jensen's  career  winning  percentage 
for  all  three  sports  is  89  percent,  an  outstand- 
ing tradition  of  excellence.  Additionally,  all  his 
teams  consistentiy  finished  with  the  top 
schools  in  the  State  in  academto  achievement. 

This  retirement  follows  his  retirement  2 
years  ago  as  a  phystos  teacher.  It  frees  him 
to  pursue  clinics  and  other  training  of  coaches 
and  athletes,  some  of  wtiom  will  eventually 
reach  worid<lass  levels  of  competition. 

Oscar  B.  Jensen  is  an  example  of  discipline, 
commitment  and  inspiratton.  He  will  t>e  missed 
by  the  Liverpool  community  and  respected  tor 
his  accomplishments  throughout  school  his- 
tory. 


IN  HONOR  OF  CYRUS  KATZEN 


HON.  inOMAS  M.  DAVIS 

OF  VOMSnOA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 19% 

Mr.  DAVIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  gives  me  great 
pleasure  to  rise  and  pay  tribute  to  Dr.  Cyrus 
Katzen  who  is  the  recipient  of  the  1996  Presi- 
dent's Award  from  the  American  University  in 
Washington,  DC.  An  excepttonal  member  of 
our  tocal  community,  Dr.  Katzen  was  recently 
honored  for  his  dedicated  servtoe  to  the  arts, 
education,  and  the  Washington  Metitjpolitan 
community. 
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In  his  life.  Dr.  Katzen  has  pursued  many  di- 
verse interests  in  the  business  and  the  artistic 
communities.  He  received  a  dental  degree 
from  Georgetown  University  and  then  served 
as  a  dental  surgeon  at  Providence  Hospital,  a 
teacher  of  dentistry,  and  the  organizer  of  the 
dental  department  of  the  DC  Crippled  Chil- 
dren's Society.  But  dentistry  was  only  Dr. 
Katzen's  first  career.  He  also  pursued  an  inter- 
est in  bartdng  by  organizing  arto  directing 
three  separate  financial  institutions;  he  still 
serves  on  the  board  of  directors  for  ttie  Com- 
munity Bank  of  Northern  Virginia.  As  founder 
of  the  Cuknore  Realty  Co.  and  prestoent  of 
the  Mozel  Devetopment  Corp.  in  Baileys 
Crossroads,  VA,  Dr.  Katzen  provtoed  strong 
and  continuous  support  for  the  revitalization  of 
Baileys  Crossroads  and  brokered  real  estate 
projects  ttiat  transformed  Tyson's  Comer, 
Crystal  City,  and  Rosslyn  into  the  thriving 
commercial  centers  they  are  today. 

Throughout  the  years.  Dr.  Katzen  and  his 
wife.  Myrtle,  have  been  avto  collectors  of  art 
wort(s  by  Picasso,  Modigiiani,  and  Sam 
Gilliam.  They  have  generously  supported  the 
devetopment  of  the  arts  at  the  American  Uni- 
versity, among  others,  and  recentty  provided 
the  school  with  a  naming  gift  for  a  gallery  and 
terrace  in  the  university's  new  arts  center. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  my  colleagues  wiB  join 
me  in  saluting  the  imaginative  vision  arto  com- 
mitment that  Dr.  Katzen  has  given  to  the  arts 
and  to  the  economic  devetopment  of  our  com- 
munity. He  is  indeed  well-deserving  of  this  dis- 
tinguished award. 


IN  PURSUIT  OF  FULLEST  POS- 
SIBLE ACCOUNTING  IN  THE  SO- 
CIALIST REPL'BLIC  OF  VIETNAM, 
JUNE  1994^JUNE  1995 


HON.  DOUGLAS  "PEIE"  PEIIRSON 

OF  FLORIDA 

m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  23, 19% 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Ftorida.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today  I  want  to  enter  into  the  Record  a  very 
valuable,  insightful  personal  experience  mono- 
graph, titied,  "In  Pursuit  of  Fullest  Possible  Ac- 
counting in  tiie  Socialist  Republto  of  Vi^nam, 
June  1994-nJune  1995,"  prepared  by  Lt.  CoL 
Metvin  E.  Rtohmorxl,  Jr.  This  paper  captures 
Cotor)el  Rtohmond's  wnque  experience  while 
assigned  as  commander  of  Detachment  2, 
Joint  Task  Force — Full  Accounting  [JTF-FA], 
in  Hanoi,  Socialist  Republic  of  Vietnam. 

Cotonel  Richmond's  account  of  his  year  of 
duty  in  Vietiiam  not  only  contairts  a  factual 
record  of  the  activities  of  his  command,  but 
also  takes  the  reader  on  a  historical  review  of 
America's  efforts  to  reach  fuUest  possible  ac- 
counting of  our  missing  servtoemen  in  Viet- 
nam. Woven  throughout  his  monograph  is  an 
authentic  description  of  the  level  of  coopera- 
tion his  unit  experienced  wtiite  worldng  with 
the  Vietnamese  on  a  daily  basis. 

A  sensitive  review  of  this  impressive  paper 
will  help  many  to  better  understand  America's 
commitment  to  fullest  possible  accounting  and 
to  see  first  hand  the  rigors  associated  with  our 
efforts  to  reach  that  goal. 
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Some  2,157  Americans  remain  unac- 
counted-for as  a  result  of  the  United  States's 
involvement  In  the  war  in  Indochina;  1,610  In 
Vietnam.  In  January  1992,  the  Department  of 
Defense  organized  Joint  Task  Force— Full 
Accounting  and  began  an  Intensive  effort  un- 
precedented In  the  history  of  warfare  to  ac- 
count for  Its  missing  warriors.  I  was  privi- 
leged to  participate  in  this  effort  as  the 
Commander  of  Detachment  2,  JTF-FA  from 
10  June  1994  until  28  June  1995.  The  purpose 
of  this  paper  is  to  describe  the  full  account- 
ing effort  in  Vietnam  and  my  ezi>eriences 
during  my  tenure  as  Commander.  The  mono- 
graph provides  sufficient  background  and 
historical  information  to  acquaint  readers 
with  the  issue.  Most  importantly  though,  it 
describes  the  progress  the  U.S.  Government 
made  in  resolving  the  issue  while  I  was 
there.  Finally,  I  presented  a  number  of  les- 
sons I  learned  as  the  Connmander  of  Detach- 
ment 2,  especially  regarding  hosting  high 
level  delegations,  dealing  with  the  media,  co- 
operating with  U.S.  veteran  organizations. 
Interacting  with  the  Department  of  State, 
and  working  with  the  Vietnamese  Govern- 
ment and  people. 

When  a  soldier  was  injured  and  could  not 
get  back  to  safety,  his  buddy  went  out  to  get 
him,  against  his  officer's  orders.  He  returned 
mortally  wounded  and  his  friend,  who  he  had 
carried  back,  was  dead.  The  ofQcer  was 
angry.  "I  told  you  not  to  go,"  he  said.  "Now 
rve  lost  both  of  you.  It  was  not  worth  it." 
The  dying  man  replied,  "But  it  was.  Sir,  be- 
cause when  I  got  to  him  he  said,  'Jim.  I  knew 
you'd  come.'"' 

"I  knew  you'd  come."  If  I  were  to  summa- 
rise the  efforts  of  the  United  States  to  re- 
cover, identify  and  repatriate  to  the  United 
States  its  missing  servicemen,  these  four 
words  describe  them  best.  Today  there  re- 
main more  than  78,000  Americans  still  unac- 
counted-for from  World  War  n  and  over  8,100 
from  the  Korean  War.  As  of  February  27. 
1996.  there  were  2.157  Americans  still  unac- 
counted-for as  a  result  of  the  United  States 
involvement  in  the  war  in  Indochina.  Quite 
naturally,  most  of  those  losses  are  in  the  So- 
cialist Republic  of  Vietnam,  but  there  are 
also  Americans  unaccounted-for  in  the  Lao 
Peoples  Democratic  Republic,  the  Kingdom 
of  Cambodia,  and  the  People's  Republic  of 
China.*' 

In  January  1992.  the  Department  of  Defense 
(DOD)  organized  Joint  Task  Force— Full  Ac- 
counting (JTF-FA)  and  assigned  it  the  mis- 
sion to  "resolve  the  cases  of  Americans  still 
unaccounted-for  as  a  result  of  the  Southeast 
Asian  conflict  through  investigation,  archi- 
val research  and  remains-recovery  oper- 
ations."* Thus  began  an  intensive  effort  un- 
precedented in  the  history  of  warfare  to  ac- 
count for  a  nation's  unaccounted-for  war- 
riors.* 

I  was  privileged  to  participate  in  this  ef- 
fort as  the  Commander  of  Detachment  2, 
JTF-FA  trom  June  10,  1994  until  June  28, 
1995.  The  purpose  of  this  paper  is  to  describe 
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EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

the  full  accounting  effort  in  Vietnam  during 
my  tenure  as  Commander.  I  have  begun  with 
a  very  brief  history  of  the  United  States 
Government's  (USG)  effort  to  resolve  this 
issue  and  a  description  of  how  the  USG  offi- 
cially accounts  for  its  missing.  I  will  then 
outline  the  preparations  I  undertook  to  as- 
sume my  duties,  and  describe  the  organiza- 
tion of  JTF-FA  in  general,  and  Detachment 
2  in  detail.  The  final  two  sections  of  the  body 
of  the  paper,  contain  an  examination  of  the 
aspects  of  progress  we  made  in  resolving  the 
unaccounted-for  issue,  and  close  with  lessons 
I  learned  during  my  tenure  that  may  be  of 
use  to  other  military  officers  as  they  prepare 
for  duties  in  similar  circumstances.  The  les- 
sons concentrate  on  issues  involving  hosting 
high  level  delegations,  dealing  with  the 
media,  cooperating  with  U.S.  veterans  orga- 
nizations, interacting  with  the  Department 
of  State,  and  working  with  the  Vietnamese 
Government  and  people.  For  those  who  are 
unfamiliar  with  this  issue,  the  annexes  and 
the  glossary  contain  information  that  ex- 
plains the  terminology  associated  with  this 
issue. 

To  set  the  stage  for  the  remainder  of  this 
paper,  it  is  Important  to  emphasize  that  as 
the  Commander  of  Detachment  2,  I  was  an 
operator,  not  a  policy-maker.  President  Clin- 
ton "normalized"  diplomatic  relations  with 
Vietnam  in  July  1995.  because  Vietnam  had 
cooperated  sufficiently  in  resolving  the  issue 
of  Americans  still  missing  in  Vietnam.  There 
are  still  many  steps  yet  to  be  taken,  how- 
ever, before  relations  will  be  "normal." 
These  steps  are  contingent  upon  continued 
progress  by  the  Vietnamese  toward  resolving 
the  issue  of  unaccounted-for  Americans.  The 
President  and  Congress  will  determine  when 
the  Vietnamese  have  progressed  sufficiently 
to  continue  to  move  forward  in  our  relations 
with  Vietnam. 

Any  inferences  you  may  draw  regarding 
policy  Issues  as  you  read  this  monograph  are 
your  own.  I  will  lay  out  the  developments  as 
I  saw  them,  but  will  try  not  to  draw  any  con- 
clusions regarding  the  level  of  progress. 
Where  I  state  something  as  my  opinion,  it  is 
exactly  that.  It  does  not  reflect  the  official 
or  unofficial  i>osltions  of  the  United  States 
Government.  Joint  Task  Force — Full  Ac- 
counting, the  Defense  POW/MIA  Office 
(DPMO).  or  any  other  agency  or  individual. 

Finally,  participating  in  this  effort  is  a 
tremendously  emotional  experience.  Never 
before  have  I  had  such  a  strong  sense  of  con- 
tributing to  something  so  important.  To  a 
person,  every  member  of  JTF-FA  has  a  sin- 
gle-minded purpose;  to  get  the  families  the 
answers  they  so  richly  deserve.  I  cannot  even 
begin  to  describe  the  flood  of  emotion  we  felt 
whenever  we  found  a  tooth  during  an  exca- 
vation, because  we  knew  that  it  would,  in  all 
likelihood,  lead  to  an  identification.  I  cannot 
explain  the  sense  of  satisfaction  we  got  when 
we  unearthed  two  gold  wedding  bands  and 
human  remains  when  excavating  an  aircraft 
crash  site  thought  to  be  that  of  two  missing 
Americans. 

I  believe  Leslie  Weatherhead's  passage  at 
the  opening  of  this  paper  best  describes  why 
those  of  us  in  JTF-FA  felt  our  mission  was 
so  important.  I  normally  recited  her  quote 
privately  to  our  participants  before  every  re- 
patriation ceremony  to  remind  everyone  of 
why  we  were  there.  Being  in  Hanoi  and  work- 
ing this  issue  day  in  and  day  out,  it  was  easy 
to  become  somewhat  hardened  to  the  impor- 
tance of  our  mission.  1  believe  the  repatri- 
ation ceremonies  were  the  heart  and  soul  of 
what  we  did,  and  thought  it  was  a  good  time 
to  reflect  on  our  mission.  Each  ceremony 
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culminated  years  of  work  to  find  and  recover 
each  set  of  remains.  And  now,  more  than  20 
years  after  making  the  ultimate  sacrifice  for 
their  country,  these  soldiers,  airmen,  ma- 
rines, and  sailors— some  of  God's  noblest  peo- 
ple—were going  home. 

"War  is  always  and  will  ever  be  obscene, 
but  faced  with  a  greater  obscenity — slavery, 
I  would  flght.  While  war  is  obscene,  those 
who  go  forward,  who  charge  the  machine 
guns,  who  bleed,  who  go  down  to  the  aid  sta- 
tions and  are  put  in  body  bags — they  are  not 
obscene,  their  sacrifices  have  no  measure — 
theirs  has  a  purity  where  mankind  shines 
and  is  beyond  corruption.  I  am  not  blas- 
phemous when  I  say  that  in  the  brutality 
and  evil  of  war,  soldiers  who  have  offered 
themselves  up  so  that  their  buddies  may 
live,  have  in  them  the  likeness  and  image  of 
God.  And  damn  those  who  debunk  courage, 
valor,  fidelity,  love  of  country,  love  of  home, 
family,  hopes  and  dreams  for  a  better  tomor- 
row. Our  soldiers  give  up  much— that  others 
may  live,  not  only  in  freedom  but  even  lux- 
ury. They  deserve  our  great,  great  gratitude 
and  affection  because  they  are  willing  to 
serve.  They  are  some  of  God's  noblest  peo- 
ple." 

—General  Cavazos. 
Evolution  of  accounting  Operations 

The  United  States  Government  (USG)  ef- 
forts to  account  for  Americans  still  missing 
as  a  result  of  its  participation  in  the  conflict 
in  Southeast  Asia  have  changed  dramati- 
cally since  initial  operations  began  under 
the  auspices  of  the  Joint  Casualty  Resolu- 
tion Center  ( JCRC).  JCRC  and  its  subsequent 
fleld  activities  came  to  being  as  a  result  of  a 
jcint  agreement  between  President  Reagan's 
Presidential  Emissary  for  Humanitarian  Af- 
fairs, (Seneral  John  Vessey  (USA  Retired), 
and  SRV  Acting  Foreign  Minister  Tran 
Quang  Co.  General  Vessey  helped  establish 
the  ground  rules  for  joint  investigations, 
surveys,  and  excavations  with  the  Vietnam- 
ese. 

Joint  fleld  activities  (JFAs)  began  rather 
humbly.*  JFA  1  lasted  ten  days,  from  Sep- 
tember 25,  1968  until  October  4.  1968.  The  Vi- 
etnamese permitted  only  enough  American 
personnel  in-country  to  man  two  very  small 
teams  and  restricted  the  duration  of  oper- 
ations to  only  ten  days.  The  team  arrived  at 
Noi  Bai  Alrfleld  outside  Hanoi  aboard  a  sin- 
gle USAF  C-141  and  brought  aU  their  equip- 
ment with  them.  Including  four  Jeep  Chero- 
kees.  The  conditions  were  spartan  to  say  the 
least.  With  no  helicopter  support  auid  only 
four  Jeeis.  travel  overland  was  agonizingly 
slow,  and  travel  time  was  Included  in  the 
ten-day  operations  plan.  The  roads  were 
poor,  there  were  virtually  no  telephones  and 
the  teams  were  not  allowed  to  bring  radios 
into  country.  Each  team  included  a  Team 
Leader  (civilian  linguist),  a  team  analyst 
(Military  Intelligence  specialist),  and  a 
Seareh  and  Rescue  specialist.  They  had  no 
permanent  base  of  operations  in  Vietnam, 
limited  non-temporary  storage  (one  small 
room  in  the  basement  of  the  Ministry  of  For- 
eign AffUrs  [MFA]  Reception  Hall),  and  they 
carried  everything  with  them.  The  first  JFA 
required  approximately  three  days'  travel 
just  to  reach  the  first  investigation  sites 
north  and  northwest  of  Hanoi.  The  teams 
had  only  about  four  days  of  intensive  inves- 
tigations for  a  total  of  six  cases.  They  then 
needed  three  days  to  return  to  Hanoi  where 
they  prepared  to  redeploy  on  Day  10.  Need- 
less to  say,  compared  to  today's  JFAs,  not 
much  investigating  took  place. 

Gradually,  JCRC  expanded  the  amount  and 
t3rpe  of  equipment  they  maintained  in  Viet- 
nam. On  July  7,  1991,  JCRC  and  the  Central 
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Identification  Laboratory,  Hawaii  (CILHI). 
opened  what  was  known  as  the  U.S.  MIA  Of- 
fice on  the  third  floor  of  the  Boss  Hotel  in 
downtown  Hanoi.  After  the  15th  JFA  in  Jan- 
uary 1992.  JCRC  stood  down.  JTF-FA.  the 
parent  organization  of  Detachment  2  In 
Hanoi,  replaced  it.  JTF-FA,  under  the  direc- 
tion of  its  initial  commander.  Major  General 
Thomas  H.  Needham.  expanded  Investigative 
and  recovery  operations  exponentially. 

By  April  1993.  teams  were  operating  in  nu- 
merous provinces  simultaneously  with  vir- 
tually unrestricted  access  to  travel  between 
provinces  as  necessary.  By  the  time  of  my 
arrival  in  June  1994.  we  were  deploying  well 
over  100  personnel  Into  the  country  for  each 
JFA  using  multiple  military  and  civilian  air- 
craft sorties  into  three  airports:  Noi  Bai 
International  Airport  in  Hanoi  (northern  op- 
erations), the  Da  Nang  International  Airport 
in  Da  Nang  (central  operations),  and  Tan 
Son  Nhut  in  Ho  Chi  Minh  City  (southern  op- 
erations). JTF-FA  had  expanded  operations 
from  JCRC's  initial  two  teams  in  country  for 
ten  days,  to  up  to  eight  teams  in-country  for 
30  or  more  days.  We  had  over  100  Mitsubishi 
Pajero  4-wheel-drIve  vehicles  pre-positloned 
throughout  the  country,  three  helicopters  (2 
MI-8s  and  1  MI-17)  available  for  movement  of 
personnel  and  equipment  to  sites  inacces- 
sible by  vehicle,  and  had  built  three  storage 
buildings  in  the  Ranch  for  team  equipment. 

During  the  period  1988-1991.  both  the  U.S. 
and  SRV  sides  went  through  a  mutual  and 
rapid  education  on  the  capabilities  and  in- 
tentions of  the  other.  The  "learning  curve" 
was  steep.  In  the  beginning,  investigations 
and  excavations  proceeded  at  a  crawl.  Today, 
Vietnamese  team  leaders  are  active  partici- 
pants In  planning  and  preparing  for  each 
JFA.  During  my  tenure,  at  the  suggestion  of 
the  VNOSMP,  my  specialists  and  Operations 
Officer  met  with  the  Vietnamese  team  lead- 
ers prior  to  each  JFA  to  fully  coordinate 
every  aspect  of  the  operation.  Instead  of 
halting  operations  In  the  middle  of  a  JFA  be- 
cause an  unexpected  problem  arose,  the  Viet- 
namese were  now  trying  to  anticipate  prob- 
lems and  resolve  them  prior  to  the  onset  of 
operations. 

Some  have  been  critical  of  the  rapid  tempo 
of  operations  of  JTF-FA,  characterizing  it  as 
"steam-rolling  through  Vietnam."  They  de- 
scribed the  investigations  as  rushed  and  in- 
complete, with  lEs  concentrating  on  the 
number  of  cases  they  could  close  rather  than 
the  quality  of  their  investigations.  This  is  an 
unfair  description  of  early  JTF  operations 
and  current  operations  verify  this.  During 
its  existence,  JCRC-CILHI  teams  completed 
as  few  as  13  JFAs,  200  investigations,  and  37 
excavations.  By  the  end  of  my  tenure  as 
Commander,  Detachment  2,  in  approxi- 
mately the  same  amount  of  time  as  JCRC 
had  operated,  JTF-FA  had  completed  nearly 
1,400  investigations  and  approximately  200 
excavations.  We  did  And  that  some  of  the 
early  investigations  could  have  been  per- 
formed better,  and  we  reinvestigated  them; 
some  numerous  times. 

The  fast  pace  in  the  early  days  of  JTF-FA 
allowed  investigators  and  anal3rsts  to  gather 
as  much  information  as  possible,  about  as 
many  cases  as  possible,  as  quickly  as  pos- 
sible. This  Is  not  testament  to  an  ineffective 
JCRC.  Rather,  it  clearly  demonstrates  the 
Increased  priority  this  issue  had  accrued 
with  both  the  U.S.  and  SRV  governments. 
Time  is  one  of  the  JTF-FA's  greatest  en- 
emies; witnesses  get  older  and  many  pass 
away,  and  the  effects  of  the  environment 
continue  to  degrade  the  evidence  It  pos- 
sesses. The  fast  pace  allowed  us  to  complete 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

the  less  difficult  cases,  assess  our  position, 
and  then  concentrate  on  other  more  difficult 
cases. 

AccouNTiNC  Procedures 

The  USG  accounts  for  missing  Americans 
in  one  of  three  ways.  The  flrst.  and  most  ob- 
vious method  is  to  discover  a  live  American. 
A  live  unaccounted-for-American  has  sur- 
faced since  Operations  Homecoming  in  1973.' 
The  second  method  Is  through  positive  and 
legally  sufficient  identification  of  remains. 
The  last  method  of  accounting  for  missing 
Americans  is  by  presenting  compelling  evi- 
dence that  indicates  the  USG  will  not  be  able 
to  meet  either  of  the  first  two  criteria. 

CILHI  is  responsible  for  Identifying  the  re- 
mains returned  to  its  facility.  Today,  its  pri- 
mary means  of  identifying  remains  is  by 
matching  dental  remains  to  the  dental 
records  of  unaccounted-for  Americans.  CILHI 
also  has  the  capability  to  identify  remains 
through  DNA  matching.  It  is  currently  doing 
this  through  the  Armed  Forces  DNA  Identi- 
fication Laboratory  In  Maryland.  DNA 
matching  also  has  some  practical  difficulties 
in  that  It  usually  requires  a  piece  of  bone 
(approximately  five  grams)  larger  than  the 
fragments  teams  normally  recover  at  the  ex- 
cavation sites. 

The  third  means  of  accounting  for  missing 
Americans  is  much  less  conclusive  than  the 
first  two  methods  and  to  date,  the  USG  has 
not  used  it  to  account  for  unaccounted-for 
Americans.  Over-water  losses  are  the  classic 
example  of  cases  that  might  fall  into  this 
category.  In  Vietnam  alone,  there  are  449  un- 
accounted-for Americans  believed  to  be  lost 
over-water.  The  likelihood  of  finding  a  live 
American  or  identifiable  remains  (or  even 
aircraft  wreckage  for  that  matter)  in  these 
over-water  cases  is  extremely  small.  They 
would  be  prohibitively  expensive  to  pursue 
as  a  matter  of  policy. 

There  are  also  numerous  cases  where  iden- 
tifiable remains  axe  unlikely  to  be  found. 
Today  there  are  numerous  sets  of  remains 
stored  at  CILHI  that  are  associated  with  spe- 
cific cases  (i.e.,  teams  excavated  these  re- 
mains from  sites  positively  correlated  to  a 
specific  loss,  or  the  remains  came  to  CILHI 
through  unilateral  refugee/turnovers  that  as- 
sociated them  with  a  specific  individual),  but 
the  remains  are  insufficient  for  legal  Identi- 
fication. At  some  point,  the  USG  must  deter- 
mine whether  further  efforts,  either  joint  or 
unilateral,  to  resolve  the  cases  correlated  to 
these  sets  of  remains  are  likely  to  bear  fruit. 
If  not.  accounting  for  these  Individuals  using 
the  third  means  of  accounting  may  be  the 
only  reasonable  option. 

On  November  13.  1995.  the  Defense  POW/ 
MIA  Office  (DPMO)  published  the  results  of 
Its  comprehensive  review  of  cases.  The  pur- 
pose of  the  study  was  to  review  all  unre- 
solved cases  so  as  to:  "(1)  focus  our  (the 
USG)  understanding  on  individual  cases,  (2) 
provide  the  basis  for  a  sound  investigations 
strategy,  and  (3)  define  next  steps  for  achiev- 
ing the  fullest  possible  accounting  of  Ameri- 
cans missing  in  Southeast  Asia."*  DPMO  as- 
sessed "each  case,  weighing  all  related  infor- 
mation. Including  data  collected  through  re- 
cent on-site  American  investigation  and  re- 
search In  Vietnam,  Laos,  and  Cambodia.  We 
(DPMO)  found  that  for  any  case  it  is  exceed- 
ingly difficult  to  predict  the  extent  to  which 
evidence  of  knowledgeabllity  by  Vietnam, 
Laos,  or  Cambodia  about  some  aspect  of  a 
U.S.  loss  could  lead  to  an  accounting  of  the 
individual."*  The  report  reconunends  the 
"next  steps"  for  the  remaining  cases  as  list- 
ed below." 

1.  Further  Pursuit— The  review  identified 
further  leads  requiring  investigation  for  1.476 
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individuals  still  unaccounted-for.  942  of  these 
individuals  were  lost  in  Vietnam. 

2.  Deferred— The  review  identified  159  indi- 
viduals Tor  whom  the  USG  has  exhausted  all 
investigative  leads,  "and  no  further  avenues 
of  pursuit  can  be  identffied.  Although  the  In- 
vestigation of  these  cases  is  not  complete; 
we  (the  USG)  require  additional  Information 
to  develop  new  leads." '' 

3.  No  Further  Pursuit— The  review  identi- 
fied 567  individuals  still  unaccounted-for 
whom,  "regardless  of  any  future  effort  by 
the  U.S.  Government  and  the  governments  of 
Vietnam,  Laos,  and  Cambodia,  their  cases 
cannot  be  resolved  through  the  repatriation 
of  remains."  12 

Preparation  for  assuming  Command 

At  the  time  of  my  selection  for  JTF-FA,  I 
was  3ommandlng  1st  Battalion,  asth  Infan- 
try, a  basic  combat  training  battalion  at 
Fort  Jackson,  South  Carolina.  Detachment  2 
had  two  previous  commanders  prior  to  me. 
Jack  Donovan  and  John  Cray.  All  three  of  us 
were  coming  out  of  battalion  command  at 
the  time  of  our  selection.  Additionally,  each 
had  been  selected  to  attend  Senior  Service 
College  which  we  had  to  defer  for  one  year  to 
command  Detachment  2.  I  was  not  scheduled 
to  give  up  command  of  1-26  Infantry  until 
June  10. 1994,  but  because  John  had  to  return 
to  CONUS  to  attend  the  United  States  Army 
War  College.  I  had  my  change  of  command 
on  May  10,  1994.  Since  command  of  the  De- 
tachment is  like  no  other  job  I  had  ever  had, 
time  was  of  essence  to  assure  a  good  overlap 
between  John  and  me.  I  changed  command  at 
0900  on  May  10  and  flew  to  Washington.  D.C. 
at  1900  that  evening.  Luckily,  my  wife  and  I 
were  able  to  spend  some  time  together  dur- 
ing two  weeks  of  leave  a  couple  of  weeks  be- 
fore my  change  of  command. 

In  Washington,  my  orientations  included 
briefings  by  the  Army  Service  Casualty  Of- 
fice," the  Defense  POW/MIA  Office  (DPMO). 
and  the  Vietnam/Laos'Cambodia  Office  of  the 
East  Asia  Pacific  Office  at  the  Department 
of  State.  I  also  spent  half  a  day  with  a  public 
affairs  orientation  team  from  the  USAF  at 
the  Pentagon.  My  time  with  the  USAF  and 
USA  (Casualty  Offices  was  extremely  useful. 
The  PAO  orientation  proved  to  be  Invaluable 
to  me  throughout  my  tenure."  The  other  of- 
fices I  visited  appeared  unprepared  for  my 
arrival  and  provided  very  llttie  information 
about  the  issue  or  my  duties. 

John  Cray  attended  about  six  weeks  of  Vi- 
etnamese language  training  in  Washington 
prior  to  departing  CONUS.  Because  of  the 
limited  time  available,  however,  I  did  not 
have  the  same  opportunity.  It  was  not  abso- 
lutely necessary  that  the  commander  receive 
language  training,  but  it  would  have  been 
useful.  Once  I  had  my  feet  on  the  ground  in 
Vietnam  and  had  achieved  a  sufficient  level 
of  proficiency  in  my  duties.  I  hired  a  tutor  to 
teach  Vietnamese  to  me.  I  met  with  >i<Tn 
about  twice  a  week  for  an  hour  and  a  >'«i<' 
each  day.  It  was  amazing  how  much  my  Viet- 
namese counterparts  appreciated  the  fact 
that  I  was  trying  to  learn  their  languagv. 
Though  I  never  became  very  proficient,  I  be- 
lieve the  very  fact  that  I  tried  meant  a  lot  to 
the  Vietnamese. 

After  Washington.  I  flew  to  Honolulu.  Ha- 
waii for  JTF-FA  in-processing  at  Camp 
Smith.  This  included  briefings  from  the 
PACOM  staff  and  in-depth  briefings  by  the 
JTF-FA  staff.  At  the  time  of  my  arrival. 
Major  General  Thomas  H.  Needham  was  the 
Commander.  JTF-FA.  I  had  served  as  a  com- 
pany commander  for  30  months  under  then 
LTC  Needham  in  the  1st  Battalion  (Air- 
borne). 509th  Infantry  in  Vicenza.  Italy,  so 
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we  knew  each  other  well.  His  In-brleflng'  to 
me  was  characteristically  brief  and  easy  to 
remember.  Despite  the  fkct  that  General 
Needh&m  grave  up  command  on  July  27,  1994 
to  Brigadier  General  Charles  Vlale,  I  found 
his  guidance  worthwhile  to  heed  throughout 
my  tenure.  His  guidance  Included: 

1.  If  It  ain't  broke,  don't  fix  It. 

2.  There  can  always  be  Improvement  In  the 
quality  of  reports. 

3.  Work  on  the  Quality  of  chow  at  the 
Ranch. 

4.  Know  the  helicopter  contract.  When  and 
what  triggers  Increased  costs? 

5.  Dealing  with  the  press.  Tone  down  the 
adjectives;  I.e.  "Continue  high  level  of  sup- 
port consistent  with  pre-embargo  lifting." 

6.  Read  SOPs  and  Policy  Letters,  Com- 
mand Letters  and  Trip  Notes. 

7.  There  is  a  folder  for  every  past  JFA— 
Read  them. 

8.  Look  at  deficit  repairs  for  the  Ranch. 
See  if  they  are  really  necessary. 

9.  Keep  the  boss  informed. 

Though  I  worked  on  all  of  these,  there 
were  three  I  tried  to  always  keep  uppermost 
in  my  mind  and  were  instrumental  In  what- 
ever success  I  may  have  had;  keep  the  boss 
Informed,  watch  my  adjectives,  and  keep  the 
boss  informed. 

After  an  intense  schedule  in  Hawaii.  I  flew 
to  Southeast  Asia.  My  first  stop  was  Bang- 
kok, Thailand.  I  checked  into  what  would  be- 
come my  "home  away  from  the  Ranch,"  the 
Imperial  Hotel.  The  Imperial  staff  had 
hosted  JTF-FA  teams  for  years  and  treated 
us  all  very  well. 

While  In  Bangkok,  I  had  to  in-process  at 
the  embassy  aoid  then  received  the  Detach- 
ment 1  In-brleflng  Crom  LTC  Dave  Geraldson 
CDSAF),  the  Commander  of  Detachment  1. 
BecauM  the  Detachment  1  position  was  a 
three-year  assignment.  Dave  had  been  with 
the  JTF  since  Its  Inception.  He  had  a  wealth 
of  knowledge  about  the  Issue  and  was  a  good 
friend  throughout  my  tour.  While  I  was  In 
Bangkok,  the  29th  JFA  was  redeploying  out 
of  Vietnam  into  Thailand.  JFA  report  writ- 
ing always  occurred  in  Bangkok,  so  I  was 
able  to  watch  John  go  through  the  entire  re- 
port writing  sequence. 

From  Bangkok,  I  accompanied  General 
Needham  to  Phnom  Penh,  Cambodia.  We 
stayed  there  only  three  days  (two  nights), 
and  BJaJor  Tony  Lowe  (USAF),  the  Detach- 
ment 4  Commander,  briefed  me  on  his  oper- 
ation. Things  were  pretty  slow  in  Cambodia 
at  that  time.  Two  of  our  helicopters  had 
been  shot  at  and  hit  some  months  earlier 
(possibly  by  local  bandits)  and  the  Khmer 
Rouge  had  been  active,  so  the  CJTF-FA  had 
suspended  field  operations  in  Cambodia  out 
of  security  concerns.  The  last  thing  any  of  us 
wanted  to  do  was  to  hurt  or  iciii  an  American 
today  while  recovering  the  remains  of  an 
American  who  died  over  20  years  ago.  Field 
operations  In  Cambodia  did  not  resume  until 
late-fall  1994. 

With  my  In-brleflngs  complete,  I  flew  into 
Hanoi  with  General  Needham  and  began  10 
days  of  overlap  with  John  Gray.  I  was  able  to 
do  almost  everything  related  to  JFAs  once 
with  John  prior  to  having  to  do  it  on  my  own 
after  his  departure.  The  only  exception  was 
deploying  the  teams  into  Vietnam  from 
Pattaya.  Thailand.  I  attended  a  Technical 
Talk  with  the  VNOSMP,  attended  Provincial 
Coordination  Conferences  In  Ho  Chi  Mlnh 
City,  Da  Nang  and  Hanoi,  observed  a  Joint 
Forensics  Review  and  a  Repatriation  Cere- 
mony, and  helped  plan  the  next  JFA  that  I 
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would  Implement.  The  time  with  John  was 
extremely  valuable  to  me.  Most  Importantly, 
John  Introduced  me  to  most  of  the  Vietnam- 
ese I  would  work  with  during  my  tour.  In 
Vietnam,  It  Is  always  better  to  have  someone 
the  Vietnamese  knew  well  available  to  intro- 
duce you. 

On  June  10.  1994,  after  a  month  of  in-brlef- 
lngs and  travel.  I  assumed  command  of  De- 
tachment 2.  The  goodbyes  were  very  emo- 
tional for  John.  He  had  become  very  close  to 
the  members  of  Detachment  2  during  his  ten- 
ure. I  was  extremely  grateful  to  John  Cray 
for  his  kindness  as  I  tried  to  learn  the  ropes. 

In  July  1995,  during  my  out-brleflng  with 
Lieutenant  (Jeneral  David  Bramlett,  Deputy 
Commander  in  Chief,  Pacific  Command 
(DCINC),  I  credited  much  of  my  success  to 
my  predecessors;  Jack  Donovan  and  John 
Cray.  I  did  not  do  that  out  of  false  humility, 
but  out  of  the  reality  that  it  was  thefr  ef- 
forts that  laid  the  groundwork  for  the 
progress  we  made  during  my  tenure.  They 
built  the  organization  and  set  the  systems  in 
place.  All  I  had  to  do  was  sustain  thefr  sys- 
tems, tweak  them  here  and  there,  take  care 
of  the  troojjs,  and  continue  to  nurture  our  re- 
lationships with  the  Vietnamese.  It  was  pri- 
marily John  Cray  though  who  positioned  me 
well  for  success  and  I  will  always  be  grateful 
to  him  for  the  unselfish  manner  In  which  he 
prepared  me  to  assume  my  duties. 
Command  and  Control 

The  command  and  control  scheme  for  JTF- 
FA  is,  by  design,  very  clean.  There  are  very 
few  Intervening  headquarters  between  the 
troops  in  the  field  and  the  highest  level  of 
the  government.  One  very  important  "agen- 
cy" not  Included  In  the  command  and  con- 
trol structure  Is  the  f^imllles  of  the  unac- 
counted-for, but  It  is  the  families  that  are  al- 
ways uppermost  in  the  mind  of  every  mem- 
ber of  the  JTF.  Although  there  is  no  direct 
contact  between  the  families  and  the  JTF 
personnel  in  the  field,  everything  we  did,  ev- 
erything we  discovered,  was  shared  with  the 
families.  The  conduit  between  the  JTF  and 
the  families  is  the  respective  Service  Cas- 
ualty Branches. 

The  CJTF-FA  works  directly  for  the 
CINCPAC.  Despite  having  a  very  close  rela- 
tionship with  the  Defense  POW/MIA  Office 
(DPMO)  and  always  being  very  conscious  of 
thefr  operations  and  influence,  we  were  not 
In  thefr  chain  of  command.  The  CJTF 
seemed  to  take  It  as  his  and  his  staff's  re- 
sponsibility to  shield  the  Detachments  in  the 
field  from  inquiries  and  directives  from  any- 
one except  JTF-FA  Headquarters  and  they 
did  this  extremely  well.  I  rarely  spoke  di- 
rectly with  anyone  Involved  with  this  issue 
who  was  not  in  my  chain  of  command,  and 
when  I  did,  I  always  cleared  It  with  the  CJTF 
or  DCJTF  first. 

Until  about  December  1994,  our  primary 
means  of  communication  with  JTF-FA 
Headquarters  was  via  telephone  conversa- 
tions and  fax.  This  was  extremely  expensive. 
In  December,  JTF-FA  established  an  E-mail 
network  between  It  and  all  the  Detachments 
in  the  field.  This  cut  costs  dramatically  and 
also  made  It  easier  to  send  correspondence 
between  elements  of  the  JTF. 

As  depicted  in  Figure  3,  JTF-FA  is  orga- 
nized Into  a  headquarters  element  stationed 
at  United  States  Pacific  Command 
(USPACOM)  Headquarters,  Camp  Smith,  Ha- 
waii, and  Detachments  1  through  4  posted  in 
Bangkok,  Thailand;  Hanoi,  Vietnam; 
Vlentlanne,  Laos;  and  Phnom  Penh,  Cam- 
bodia, respectively.  Deteachment  1  is  the  ad- 
ministrative and  logistical  hub  for  the  re- 
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malnlng  three  Detachments  in  Southeast 
Asia.  Because  we  did  not  have  a  U.S.  em- 
bassy in  Vietnam,  Detachment  1  was  our 
link  to  the  rest  of  the  world.  They  purchased 
many  of  our  groceries  from  the  U.S.  embassy 
commissary  In  Bangkok,  and  we  Qew  them 
into  Hanoi  once  or  twice  a  month  on  a  space 
available  basis.  Detachment  1  was  also  our 
postal  connection.  All  mail  for  Detachment  2 
went  to  Detachment  1,  and  they  held  it  until 
someone  came  to  Hanoi.  Mail  was  extremely 
important  to  us,  and  the  standing  JTF  rule 
was  that  nobody  left  Bangkok  for  Detach- 
ment 2  without  picking  up  the  mail.  Even 
the  CJTF  helped  us  out  In  this  regard  by  al- 
ways picking  up  the  mall  when  be  passed 
through  Bangkok  en  route  to  Hanoi.  Like- 
wise, nobody  left  Hanoi  for  Bangkok  without 
taking  our  mail  out. 

The  only  other  Detachment  I  had  regular 
contact  with  was  Detachment  3  in  Laos. 
There  was  a  lot  of  coordination  Involved 
with  trilateral  operations,  and  LTC  John 
Twohig  (my  counterpart  in  Laos)  and  I  spoke 
frequently  to  coordinate  them. 

The  mission  of  Detachment  2  is  to  "coordi- 
nate all  United  States  Department  of  De- 
fense efforts  in  Vietnam  to  achieve  the  full- 
est possible  accounting  for  Americans  still 
unaccounted-for  as  a  result  of  the  war  in 
Indochina."  The  USG  knows  that  it  will 
never  resolve  every  case,  thus  the  require- 
ment to  provide  the  fullest  rather  than  a  full 
accounting.  Detachments  3  In  Laos  and  4  In 
Cambodia  have  missions  similar  to  Detach- 
ment 2  with  the  additional  requirement  of 
supporting  the  Ambassador's  country  team. 
During  my  tenure  as  Commander  of  Detach- 
ment 2,  the  United  States  and  Vietnam  did 
not  have  diplomatic  relations.  As  a  result,  I 
did  not  have  this  requirement. 

Work  at  Detachment  2  was  essentially  a 
seven-day-a-week  proposition,  but  I  endeav- 
ored to  be  as  fiexlble  as  possible  regarding 
individual  schedules.  Because  the  intensity 
of  our  work  varied  flrom  time  to  time  and 
section  to  section,  I  tried  not  to  watch  the 
clock.  I  expected  Detachment  personnel  to 
work  when  they  needed  to  work,  but  to  take 
some  time  off  when  thefr  responsibilities  al- 
lowed it.  I  did  require  them,  however,  to  in- 
form thefr  supervisor  of  thefr  whereabouts  if 
they  were  not  in  their  office  In  the  event  an 
issue  arose.  The  high  quality  personnel  as- 
signed to  the  Detachment  allowed  me  to  ex- 
ercise this  level  of  Dexlbility  without  worry- 
ing about  the  quality  of  work  degrading.  As 
much  as  possible,  I  tried  to  give  the  Detach- 
ment Sundays  off,  but  there  was  always 
some  work  members  of  the  Detachment  had 
to  accomplish  on  Sunday,  especially  during 
JFAs.  Since  Monday  in  Vietnam  was  Sunday 
In  Hawaii,  we  did  not  receive  many  calls 
from  the  Headquarters  on  Monday.  This  en- 
abled me  to  give  the  Detachment  Monday 
mornings  off,  thus  giving  them  two  evenings 
a  week  when  they  knew  they  would  not  have 
to  work  the  next  morning. 

Much  of  our  work  schedule  revolved 
around  the  time  difference  between  JTF-FA 
Headquarters  in  Hawaii  and  our  office  in 
Vietnam.  We  were  about  19  hours  ahead  of 
Hawaii.  The  (3JTF  prohibited  the  JTF-FA 
staff  firom  telephoning  us  prior  to  0730  Viet- 
nam time  unless  It  was  an  absolute  emer- 
gency. This  precluded  us  from  being  hounded 
at  all  hours  of  the  very  early  morning  about 
issues  that  were  not  urgent.  Our  work  day 
began  between  0700  and  0730  Tuesday  through 
Saturday,  and  at  1130  on  Mondays,  and  con- 
tinued until  our  work  was  complete.  During 
a  JFA.,  we  normally  worked  until  about  2100 
everyday. 
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Other  than  the  normal  day-to-day  oper- 
ation of  the  Detachment,  we  undertook 
seven  basic  tasks:  1)  Investigate  live  sighting 
reports,  2)  conduct  Joint  investigations  and 
recoveries.  3)  conduct  historical  and  archival 
research,  4)  Interview  witnesses  and  officials 
and  analyze  Information  and  "leads"  In  the 
field,  5)  coordinate  and  support  teams  in  the 
field,  6)  participate  In  technical  meetings, 
and  7)  represent  the  USG  In  repatriation 
ceremonies.  To  effectively  accomplish  each 
of  these  tasks,  we  organized  the  Detachment. 

Historically,  the  Commander  of  the  De- 
tachment has  been  a  combat  arms  lieutenant 
colonel  who  had  successfully  commanded  at 
the  battalion  level,  and  was  either  a  Senior 
Service  College  selectee  or  graduate.  Some 
have  argued  that  the  commander  should  be  a 
foreign  area  or  Intelligence  specialist.  The 
fact  is,  however,  that  the  Commander  is  pri- 
marily an  "operator."  The  skills  normally 
associated  with  a  combat  arms  officer  are 
the  skills  required  of  the  Detachment  Com- 
mander; i.e.,  motivate  personnel,  deal  effec- 
tively with  people,  manage  resources  and 
people  over  vast  distances,  coordinate  avia- 
tion assets,  and  resupply  activities,  etc. 

The  Commander  serves  In  this  position  for 
12-13  months.  Once  again,  some  believe  that 
the  turbulence  associated  with  a  one-year 
tour  for  the  Commander  Is  detrimental  to 
the  effort.  I  believe  maintaining  It  as  a  one 
year  tour  Is  one  of  the  keys  to  preserving  the 
credibility  of  the  organization.  The  unac- 
counted-for issue  is  a  very  emotional  one, 
not  only  for  the  families,  but  also  for  those 
of  us  who  worked  so  hard  to  resolve  It  as 
fully  as  possible.  As  one  works  the  issue.  It 
Is  very  easy  to  develop  strong  i>ersonal  opin- 
ions about  It,  and  those  associated  with  it.  It 
Is  also  not  difficult  to  develop  relationships, 
either  positive  or  negative,  with  the  Viet- 
namese officials  with  whom  you  work  and 
this  could  effect  negotiations.  The  bottom 
line  is  that  individuals  who  work  this  issue 
for  an  extended  period  of  time  begin  to  de- 
velop an  "agenda."  As  soon  as  this  happens 
you  are  likely  to  lose  your  credibility  with 
the  families. 

One  of  the  Conamander's  primary  respon- 
sibilities is  to  ensure  that  personal  opinions 
and  agendas  do  not  develop  to  such  an  extent 
that  they  cloud  the  facts.  When  a  new  officer 
assumes  duties  as  the  Commander,  he  views 
the  Issue  with  a  new  set  of  eyes,  and  this  is 
desirable.  For  those  who  believe  that  a  one 
year  tour  for  the  Commander  Is  detrimental 
in  terms  of  continuity,  I  must  add  that  there 
are  numerous  experts  available  to  the  Com- 
mander who  provide  advice  and  exiwrtlse 
that  more  than  compensate  for  this  lack  of 
experience. 

Besides  the  Commander,  there  were  nor- 
mally five  other  long-term  members  of  the 
Detachment  (i.e.,  longer  than  one  year).  The 
Afr  Force  provides  the  Detachment's  Execu- 
tive Officer/Operations  Officer.  This  individ- 
ual Is  normally  a  relatively  senior,  experi- 
enced and  successful  Afr  Force  Major  who 
had  extensive  experience  In  operational  du- 
ties. I  screened  numerous  files  to  Identify  a 
successor  for  the  incumbent  while  I  was 
there.  When  examining  records,  I  focused  on 
several  professional  attributes.  First,  was  he/ 
she  capable  of  assuming  full  command  of  the 
Detachment?  In  the  13  months  I  commanded. 
I  went  on  TDY  over  40  times.  During  my 
R&R  period  at  Christmas,  I  was  away  firam 
the  Detachment  for  two  weeks.  The  Deputy 
bad  to  be  fully  capable  of  assuming  com- 
mand of  the  Detachment  in  my  absence.  Sec- 
ond, I  looked  for  operations  experience.  Op- 
erations at  the  Detachment  run  at  a  f^t 
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pace  and  the  Deputy  must  be  able  to  coordi- 
nate field  activities,  manage  aviation  re- 
sources, and  coordinate  and  execute 
logistical  resupply  of  the  teams,  with  very 
little  or  no  supervision. 

Several  of  the  officers  the  Air  Force  nomi- 
nated for  the  Deputy  position  had  Intel- 
ligence backgrounds.  I  was  very  leery  of  ac- 
cepting an  officer  whose  record  reflected 
this,  as  I  was  concerned  that  the  Vietnamese 
might  look  at  this  assignment  suspiciously. 
We  worked  very  bard  to  convince  the  Viet- 
namese that  our  only  purpose  for  being  In 
Vietnam  was  to  resolve  the  unaccounted-for 
issue,  and  that  we  had  no  Interest  In  gather- 
ing other  types  of  Information.  Mr.  Le  Mal. 
the  Vletnaimese  Deputy  Minister  of  Foreign 
Affairs,  remarked  to  my  Detachment  Histo- 
rian during  a  dinner  toward  the  end  of  my 
tenure,  that  they  had  initially  thought  we 
had  "other  purposes"  for  being  in  Vietnam, 
but  that  now  they  knew  that  we  were  there 
for  only  one  purpose,  to  resolve  the  Issue  of 
unaccounted-for  Americans.  I  worked  ex- 
tremely hard  not  to  violate  that  trust  as  I 
thought  It  would  be  extremely  detrimental 
to  the  issue  If  the  Vietnamese  ever  perceived 
that  I  was  violating  that  trust.  Assigning  an 
officer  with  an  intelligence  background  to 
the  Detachment  could  have  given  that  per- 
ception to  the  Vietnamese. 

The  Detachment  had  the  normal  adminis- 
tration, operations  and  logistic  sections  of 
any  military  organization.  A  long-term 
member  of  the  Detachment  directed  each; 
Administration— an  Army  Staff  Sergeant  or 
Sergeant  First  Class,  Logistics— a  DA  civil- 
ian under  a  two-year  renewable  contract, 
and  Operations— an  Afr  Force  Major  and  Afr 
Force  Technical  Sergeant  or  Master  Ser- 
geant. 

The  final  section  organic  to  the  Detach- 
ment was  the  Casualty  Resolution  Section 
(CRS).  Mr.  Gary  Flanagan,  a  reUred  USAF 
linguist/analyst,  directed  the  operations  of 
the  CRS.  Gary  has  been  working  this  issue 
since  October  1967,  initially  with  the  Joint 
Casualty  Resolution  Center  and  then  with 
the  JTF.  <]rary  is  one  of  those  threads  of  con- 
tinuity I  spoke  of  earlier.  For  a  new  com- 
mander coming  into  the  Detachment,  much 
of  what  occurs  doesn't  always  make  sense, 
and  dealing  with  such  a  different  culture  Is 
often  frustrating.  Gary  was  extremely  skill- 
ful in  explaining  the  historical  basis  for  var- 
ious methods,  and  often  kept  me  out  of  trou- 
ble by  recommending  techniques  for  getting 
things  done  with  the  Vietnamese. 

Gary  directed  the  efforts  of  the  Research  & 
Investigation  Team  (RIT).  The  RTT  is  a  six- 
person  team  that  deploys  to  Vietnam  for  a 
period  of  four  months,  the  JTF  manned  the 
RIT  with  the  most  skillful  Vietnamese  lin- 
guists and  analysts  assigned  to  the  JTF.  and 
the  team  works  Its  most  difficult  cases.  It  Is 
responsible  for  archival  research,  oral  his- 
tory interviews,  special  remains  and  priority 
case  investigations,  and  walk-In  interviews.** 
As  we  near  the  "fullest  possible  accounting" 
and  large-scale  Joint  Field  Activities  be- 
come less  productive,  the  RIT  will  provide 
the  organizational  and  operational  design  for 
continued  efforts  well  into  the  future. 

Though  he  returned  to  Washington,  D.C. 
toward  the  end  of  my  tour,  Mr.  Bob  Destatte 
was  an  Invaluable  asset  to  me  throughout 
my  tenure.  He  was  the  Detachment's  Re- 
search Historian,  assigned  to  DPMO,  but  at- 
tached to  Detachment  2  as  DPMO's  in-coun- 
ti7  analyst.  I  don't  think  there  are  many 
who  are  familiar  with  this  issue  who  would 
argue  against  me  when  I  say  Bob  is  the  most 
knowledgeable  individual  Involved  with  this 
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Issue  today.  He  Is  a  fluent  Vietnamese  lin- 
guist and  can  totally  immerse  himself  In  the 
Vietnamese  culture  as  required.  He  accom- 
panied me  to  most  meetings  during  delega- 
tion visits  as  he  was  one  of  the  few  people 
who  both  understood  the  issue  and  under- 
stood Vietnamese.  He  was  able  to  convey 
some  of  the  nuances  of  what  the  Vietnamese 
said  during  the  meeting  that  others  would 
miss.  Bob  was  amongst  the  first  Americans 
in-country  in  the  early  19e0's  and  has  been  In 
and  out  of  Vietnam  ever  since.  He  was  the 
single  most  important  person  to  me  as  I  was 
beglimlng  to  learn  the  Issue.  If  Bob  had  a 
fault.  It  was  that  he  is  a  perfectionist  and 
sometimes  got  mired  in  the  details  of  a  par- 
ticular issue.  This  said,  his  reports  were  al- 
ways extremely  detailed,  complete,  and  au- 
thoritative. Bob  knew  the  background  of 
every  aspect  •  of  this  issue,  and  willingly 
shared  It  with  anyone  Interested.  It  was  a 
great  loss  to  the  Detachment  when  be  re- 
turned to  the  United  States.  I  always  took 
great  comfort  in  being  able  to  walk  down- 
stairs to  his  office  whenever  I  needed  assist- 
ance. 

At  various  times,  additional  personnel 
come  under  the  command  and  control  of  De- 
tachment 2.  Whenever  there  Is  a  live-sight- 
ing to  Investigate.  Stony  Beach,  the  Defense 
Intelligence  Agency  office  in  Bangkok.  Thai- 
land, dispatches  an  investigator  to  inves- 
tigate the  report.  Though  this  Investigator 
works  directly  for  DIA.  as  soon  as  be  enters 
Vietnam,  he  comes  under  Detachment  2  for 
the  duration  of  his  Investigation  in  Vietnam. 

The  largest  group  of  "temporary"  person- 
nel directed  by  Detachment  2  is  the  Inves- 
tigation/Recovery Team  (IRT)  that  enters 
the  country  every  other  month  for  Joint 
Field  Activities.  Each  IRT  consists  of  well 
over  100  specialists  who  fan  out  across  the 
country  to  Investigate  leads  and  interview 
witnesses,  and  conduct  recovery  operations. 
For  most  of  my  tenure,  the  IRT  consisted  of 
two  Investigation  Elements  (IE)  and  six  Re- 
covery Elements  (RE). 

The  mix  of  lEs  and  REs  varies  depending 
upon  constraints  the  Vietnamese  Impose  and 
the  work-load  we  had  to  accomplish.  In  the 
early  days  of  the  JTF,  the  Vietnamese  lim- 
ited the  number  of  personnel  It  permitted 
Into  the  country,  however,  they  became 
much  more  fiexlble  in  adjusting  these  num- 
bers to  the  needs  of  the  mission.  The  JTF 
has  Investigated  every  case  at  least  once, 
many  numerous  times.  As  such.  In  early  1994 
It  changed  the  IE/RE  mix  from  three  IBs  and 
five  REs  to  the  current  ration.  The  JTF  has 
between  40  and  50  cases  scheduled  for  recov- 
ery in  Vietnam,  and  on  average,  an  RE  can 
complete  two  recoveries  each  JFA.  To  facili- 
tate the  backlog  of  recoveries.  JTF-FA  In- 
creased the  number  of  REs  to  six. 

During  most  JFAs,  the  lEs  and  REs  were 
dispersed  throughout  Vietnam.  The  primary 
means  of  contact  with  them  was  telephone, 
if  that  was  available,  and  HF  radio  when  the 
teams  were  operating  in  remote  sites.  The 
Detachments  in  Laos  and  Cambodia  commu- 
nicated with  thefr  teams  in  the  field  via 
SAT(X)M  radio,  which  was  much  more  reli- 
able than  the  HF.  This  was  a  major  Issue  be- 
tween the  USG  and  the  Vietnamese.  We  re- 
quested permission  to  use  SATCOM  continu- 
ously. We  felt  It  was  a  safety  Issue  with  the 
teams  (U.S.  and  Vietnamese)  in  the  field. 
There  were  times  when  I  was  out  to  touch 
with  teams  by  radio  for  up  to  four  consecu- 
tive days.  Communications  between  the  De- 
tachment and  two  teams  In  the  field  became 
so  bad  during  one  JFA  that  I  had  a  heli- 
copter fiy  to  the  site  every  other  day  to 
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check  on  the  team.  This  was  a  very  expen- 
sive proposition,  but  work  at  remote  sites 
can  be  very  hazardous  and  I  could  not  risk 
not  knowing  their  situation.  Every  visiting 
delegation  raised  the  SATCOM  issue  at  the 
highest  levels  of  the  Vietnamese  Govern- 
ment, but  they  never  acceded  to  our  request. 
Admiral  Macke.  CINCPAC,  even  assured  the 
Vietnamese  that  we  would  use  only 
unencrypted  systems  and  went  so  £ar  as  to 
offer  to  provide  the  Vietnamese  a  SATCOM 
station  to  enable  them  to  monitor  our  com- 
munications. We  had  nothing  the  hide.  Their 
reasoning  for  denying  our  requests  was  that 
they  did  not  have  the  regulations  in  place  to 
control  satellite  communications.  They  pos- 
ited that  granting  us  the  authorization 
opened  the  door  for  others  to  use  It.  While  I 
never  quite  understood  their  position,  I 
never  made  any  progress  In  changing  it. 

I  had  a  very  direct  and  close  relationship 
with  the  Vietnamese  Government.  Until  the 
opening  of  the  United  States  Liaison  Offlce 
(USLO)  In  Hanoi,  I  was  the  senior  USG  rep- 
resentative In  Vietnam.  Even  after  it  opened, 
I  remained  the  primary  point  of  contact  in 
Vietnam  concerning  the  issue  of  missing 
Americans.  My  direct  counterpart  in  the  Vi- 
etnamese Government  was  the  Director  of 
the  Vietnamese  OfQce  Seeking  Missing  Per- 
sons (VNOSMP).  During  most  of  my  tenure, 
this  was  Mr.  Vu  Chi  Cong.  The  VNOSMP  con- 
tained representatives  of  the  Ministries  of 
Foreign  Affairs  (MFA).  National  Defense 
(MND).  and  Interior  (MOD.  The  MFA  coordi- 
nated the  operation  for  the  Vietnamese  as 
they  are  the  ministry  responsible  for  dealing 
with  officials  from  other  countries.  The  MND 
and  MOI  had  representatives  in  the  VNOSMP 
because  they  are  the  two  ministries  who 
would  have  collected  and  stored  information 
during  the  war  regarding  U.S.  service  men; 
MND  for  obvious  reasons,  and  MOI  because 
they  were  responsible  for  the  administration 
of  POW  camps  and  the  prison  system. 

I  found  the  VNOSMP  to  be  very  helpful  and 
open  to  our  effort.  I  had  easy  access  to  the 
VNOSMP.  Mr.  Cong  even  gave  me  his  home 
telephone  number  in  the  event  an  emergency 
arose  after  normal  duty  hours. 

In  sum,  the  organization  and  command  and 
control  structure  I  worked  under  was  very 
effective.  I  had  one  boss,  the  CJTF,  and  he 
and  his  staff  never  hesitated  to  run  inter- 
ference for  me  as  necessary  to  keep  other 
agencies  firom  distracting  our  efforts.  The 
CJTF  never  micro-managed  my  operations 
and  allowed  me  great  leverage  In  how  I  ac- 
complished the  Detachment's  mission.  This 
Qexiblllty  was  very  Important  to  my  credi- 
bility with  the  Vietnamese,  as  they  knew 
that  I  was  entrusted  to  make  decisions  and 
to  follow  through  on  those  decisions.  Despite 
the  freedom  of  action  he  allowed  us.  the 
CJTF  was  always  there  to  support  us  when 
necessary.  I  was  well  staffed  with  some  of 
the  best  soldiers,  sailors,  airmen,  marines 
and  civilians  I  have  ever  worked  with.  The 
Vietnamese  ensured  that  I  had  direct  access 
to  the  necessary  agencies  in  their  govern- 
ment whenever  necessary.  The  command  cli- 
mate truly  provided  an  environment  that  en- 
sured our  success. 

Prcwress  Toward  the  Fullest  Possible 
Accounting 

In  March  1992,  President  Clinton  validated 
fonner  President  Bash's  four  areas  requiring 
tangible  evidence  of  progress  by  the  Viet- 
namese as  a  precondition  to  normalizing  re- 
lations: (1)  repatriation  and  Identification  of 
remains.  (2)  access  to  documents,  (3)  tri- 
lateral cooperation,  and  (4)  progress  in  re- 
solving priority  cases  and  live  sighting  in- 
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vestlgatlons.  and  support  for  joint  field  ac- 
tivities (JFAs).  The  President  has  continued 
to  stress  these  areas  even  as  the  United 
States  begins  to  engage  Vietnam  in  other 
issues  of  concern. 

I  considered  sufficient  progress  in  the 
President's  four  areas  our  end  state,  despite 
the  t&ct  that  tangible  evidence  of  progress  is 
a  difficult  end  state  to  define.  Although  as  a 
military  officer  I  am  much  more  comfortable 
when  I  have  an  end  state  that  I  can  clearly 
enunciate,  1  soon  discovered  that  when  deal- 
ing with  emotional  that  have  great  political 
consequences  at  the  highest  levels  of  the 
government,  clarity  of  the  ultimate  objec- 
tive is  often  difficult  to  deflne  more  pre- 
cisely. 

The  press  often  asked  the  question;  "When 
will  all  this  end?"  My  answer  to  this  was  al- 
ways that  their  question  was  one  for  the  pol- 
icy-makers; i.e.  President  Clinton,  members 
of  Congress,  the  Secretary  of  State,  etc.  I 
was  merely  an  operator  in  the  field.  It  is, 
however,  my  opinion  that  the  effort  will 
never  end.  "End"  connotes  finality,  a  ceasing 
of  all  efforts.  Today,  we  are  still  finding  re- 
mains of  unaccounted-for-soldiers  from 
World  Wars  I  and  n,  and  the  Cold  War.  Task 
Force — Russia  is  searching  the  archives  and 
records  of  the  former  Soviet  Union  in  an  ef- 
fort to  resolve  losses  from  the  Cold  War  era. 
We  have  yet  to  search  the  areas  in  North 
Korea  where  we  lost  America  soldiers,  aind 
last  year,  a  group  in  Canada  even  unearthed 
the  remains  of  an  American  lost  during  the 
War  of  1812.  As  long  as  we  have  Americans 
unaccounted-for  in  Southeast  Asia,  I  do  not 
believe  our  efforts  will  ever  entirely  cease. 
Rather,  if  at  some  point  our  efforts  become 
less  productive  (i.e.,  a  significant  diminution 
in  successful  investigations  and  excavations) 
the  means  by  which  we  seek  to  achieve  our 
ends,  the  fullest  possible  accounting,  may 
evolve. 

By  definition.  JTFs  are  temporary.  At 
some  point  in  the  future,  it  is  reasonable  to 
envision  an  organization  such  as  CILHI  con- 
trolling the  entire  accounting  effort  In 
Southeast  Asia.  There  might  be  a  small  team 
of  investigators  such  as  the  current  RTT  that 
remains  in  Vietnam  to  pursue  leads  as  they 
develop.  As  the  small  in-country  team  dis- 
covers likely  sites  for  excavation,  an  KB 
from  CILHI  could  deploy  to  Vietnam  to  exca- 
vate that  location.  Whenever  we  have  infor- 
mation that  leads  us  toward  resolving  a  case, 
1  believe  we  will  follow  it. 

The  USG  hinges  future  relations  with  the 
Vietnamese  on  progress  toward  the  account- 
ing effort.  It  is  also  critical  to  understand 
how  the  Vietnamese  view  thefr  assistance  in 
this  endeavor.  When  negotiating  with  the  Vi- 
etnamese and  when  speaking  with  the  press, 
it  is  Important  to  keep  In  mind  the  Vietnam- 
ese Government's  official  premise  for  cooper- 
ating. Vietnamese  officials  repeatedly  re- 
minded visiting  delegations  that  they  con- 
sider this  issue  a  "humanitarian"  issue  and 
that  they  cooperate  because  it  is  the  right 
thing  to  do.  Thefr  cooperation  does  not  de- 
pend on  closer  relations,  financial  assist- 
ance, etc.  This  seemed  to  me  to  be  a  very  im- 
portant point  with  the  Vietnamese.  I  felt  it 
was  the  basis  for  the  :>ositlon  that  thefr  co- 
operation would  C0.1  me  until  we  resolve 
the  issue  to  the  satisi..  .tion  of  the  USG. 

As  I  said  earlier,  it  was  not  my  responsibil- 
ity to  assess  the  amount  of  progress  we 
made;  those  were  policy  decisions.  It  was  my 
job  to  Identify  means  of  effectiveness  of  joint 
and  unilateral  efforts.  I  endeavored  to  pro- 
vide relevant  facts  pertinent  to  each  of  the 
President's  four  areas,  and  then  left  the  as- 
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sessment  to  the  policy-makers.  The  discus- 
sions that  follow  are  the  elements  of 
progress  I  deemed  significant  during  my  ten- 
ure. This  was  the  information  I  presented  to 
visiting  USG  officials. 

RECOVERY  AND  REPATRIATION  OF  REMAINS 

Since  the  end  of  our  involvement  In  the 
conflict  in  Indochina  in  1975,  the  remains  of 
428  individuals  have  been  repatriated  to  the 
United  States  and  positively  identified. 

Recovery  and  repatriation  of  remains 
showed  strong  progress  during  my  tenure.  On 
the  surface,  this  indicator  of  progress  is  rel- 
atively easy  to  measure.  Ostensibly,  all  that 
should  be  necessary  is  to  count  the  numbers 
of  remains  we  recover  in  the  field  and  subse- 
quently repatriate  to  the  United  States.  Nev- 
ertheless in  just  about  every  aspect  of  this 
issue,  you  can  look  at  the  results  in  two 
ways.  Executives  of  the  National  League  of 
Families  (NLF)"  contend  that  the  only 
meaningful  way  to  measure  progress  In  this 
area  is  by  the  number  of  unaccounted-for 
Americans  that  have  been  IdentlQed  posi- 
tively. Since  January  1992  when  the  JTF 
began  operations.  CILHI  has  Identifled  110 
previously  unaccounted-for  Americans.  The 
NLF  points  to  this  relatively  low  figure 
when  compared  with  the  total  number  of  un- 
accounted-for as  evidence  of  slow  ijrogress  in 
recovering  and  repatriating  remains  and  a 
lack  of  cooperation  by  the  Vietnamese.  On 
the  other  hand,  you  can  look  at  the  number 
of  remains  that  have  been  repatriated  In 
that  same  period,  consider  that  more  than  20 
years  have  iiassed  the  losses  occurred,  and 
develop  entirely  different  conclusions  re- 
garding the  success  of  JTF  operations.  I  con- 
tend that  the  JTF  and  CILHI  have  been  high- 
ly successful  in  recovering  and  repatriating 
remains. 

The  difficulty  of  locating  remains  was 
clarlfled  for  me  when  teams  excavated  the 
former  Lang  Vei  Special  Forces  Camp  In 
Quang  Trl  Province  to  search  for  five  unac- 
counted-for Americans.  The  JTF  had  exca- 
vated this  site  twice  previously  without  suc- 
cess. IN  February  1995,  we  brought  Major 
(Retired)  Frank  C.  Wllloughby  to  Vietnam  to 
assist  us  in  our  efforts.  Mr.  Wllloughby  had 
designed  and  built  the  camp,  and  commanded 
it  at  the  time  of  the  incident  in  1968.  Upon 
his  arrival  at  the  recovery  site.  MAJ 
Wllloughby  reconnoltered  the  area  our  teams 
had  excavated  during  previous  JFAs  as  they 
tried  to  find  the  camp's  Tactical  Operations 
Center  (TOC).  It  was  in  the  TOC  where  one  of 
the  five  missing  Americans  had  been  seen 
last. 

Mr.  Wllloughby  thought  that  given  the  old 
maps  and  descriptions  of  the  area,  the  areas 
where  we  excavated  were  reasonable  loca- 
tions to  dig.  However,  after  a  couple  of  days 
to  orient  himself  on  the  ground,  Mr. 
Wllloughby  suggested  excavating  for  the 
TOC  some  50  yards  from  the  previous  loca- 
tions. He  also  confirmed  the  location  of  the 
camp's  Observation  Post  (OP)  and  a  4.2-inch 
mortar  pit  where  the  four  remaining  service 
members  were  last  known  to  be.  After  sev- 
eral days  of  excavating,  we  found  the  rem- 
nants of  the  TOC,  one  bone  fragment  and  one 
possible  bone  firagment.  Still  visible  on  the 
concrete  floor  of  the  TOC  were  the  scars 
made  by  hand  grenades  the  attackers  threw 
down  the  bunker's  afr  vents. 

Since  the  war,  the  local  Vietnamese  had 
used  the  site  of  the  camp  as  a  "quary"  for 
materials  to  build  Highway  9,  and  dramati- 
cally changed  the  nature  of  the  terrain.  Mr. 
Wllloughby  thought  that  the  remains  of  his 
soldiers  had  most  likely  been  In  the  area  of 
where   the   Vietnamese   had  quarried,   and 
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were  thus  irretrievably  lost.  I  firmly  believe 
that  without  Mr.  Willoughby's  on-site 
knowledge  we  would  not  have  found  the  site. 

During  one  of  my  visits  to  the  site,  Mr. 
Wllloughby  and  I  sat  on  a  hUl  in  the  middle 
of  the  old  camp  and  he  recounted  the  day  of 
the  battle  for  me.  As  we  looked  west  from 
the  hill,  we  could  see  Laos  which  the  attack- 
ing Vietnamese  had  used  as  a  sanctuary. 
This  battle  was  the  first  of  the  war  when  the 
Vietnamese  used  tanks  to  attack  the  Amer- 
ican positions,  and  is  the  subject  of  a  book 
by  David  Stockwell  entitled.  Tanks  in  the 
Wire."  We  could  probably  see  about  two 
miles  dlsunt,  and  he  said  that  at  the  time  of 
the  war,  all  that  we  were  now  surveying  was 
triple  canopy  jungle.  Today,  the  view  encom- 
passed only  rice  paddies  between  the  camp 
and  the  Laotian  mountains.  He  said  that  the 
hill  we  were  sitting  on  was  a  good  ten  to  12 
feet  taller  during  the  war,  and  that  the  bull- 
dozing of  the  hill  for  road  materials  had 
changed  its  appearance  dramatically. 

This  story  clearly  demonstrates  the  prob- 
lems associated  with  time.  More  than  20 
years  passed  since  the  Incident  of  loss.  Not 
only  was  It  likely  that  the  environment  had 
eroded  whatever  renmins  the  ground  held, 
but  it  was  obvious  that  "man"  had  changed 
the  terrain.  The  terrain  changes  and  the 
memories  of  witnesses  fade.  There  is  an  ele- 
ment of  luck  Involved  every  time  we  find  re- 
mains. To  be  able  to  then  Identify  the  re- 
mains is  even  more  fortuitous. 

I  need  to  digress  from  the  subject  of  repa- 
triation of  remains  to  farther  elaborate  on 
Mr.  Willoughby's  trip.  Though  I  barely  got 
to  know  him,  Mr.  Wllloughby  will  always  be 
one  of  my  heroes.  It  was  a  very  emotional 
trip  back  for  him,  but  one  which  I  think 
helped  him  close  an  open  chapter  in  his  life. 
During  one  of  my  visits  to  Lang  Vei,  I 
brought  a  television  crew  from  KCRA  tele- 
vision in  Sacramento,  California.  While 
Interviewing  Mr.  Wllloughby,  the  commenta- 
tor asked  him  why  he  returned  to  Vietnam 
to  help  us.  Although  I  do  not  remember  the 
exact  wording,  Mr.  Wllloughby  replied  by 
saying  that  he  was  the  Commander  at  the 
time  they  evacuated  the  camp,  forced  by 
enemy  action  to  leave  five  of  his  soldiers  be- 
hind. During  the  war,  he  always  felt  it  his 
duty  to  do  everything  he  could  to  bring  his 
soldiers  home.  The  passage  of  time  had  not 
relieved  him  of  his  duty,  for  he  was  still 
thefr  commander.  Over  25  years  passed  since 
the  Incident,  but  duty  to  his  soldiers  still 
drove  this  great  American— one  of  God's  no- 
blest people. 

I  also  had  the  opportunity  during  this  visit 
to  learn  about  another  aspect  of  this  issue. 
After  the  television  crew  interviewed  Mr. 
Wllloughby,  they  turned  to  one  of  my 
VNOSMP  counterparts,  Senior  Colonel 
Blen  ^"  asking  him  for  his  impressions  of  our 
efforts.  SRCol  Blen  said  that  he  had  lost  four 
brothers  during  thefr  "war  for  independ- 
ence," one  of  whom  was  lost  in  the  same 
area  near  Highway  9.  Unfortunately,  this 
brother  is  still  missing.  SRCol  Blen  said  that 
many  members  of  his  family  criticized  his  ef- 
forts to  help  the  USG  account  for  its  miss- 
ing, when  he  cannot  even  account  for  his  own 
brother.  The  commentator  then  asked  how 
he  answered  thefr  reproaches.  SRCol  Blen  re- 
plied very  curtly,  "I  tell  them  that  I  help  be- 
cause it  is  the  right  thing  to  do." 
Unilateral  Activities  by  the  Vietnamese  to  Re- 
cover Remains 

Daring  my  tenure,  delegations  continually 
stressed  that  the  Vietnamese  needed  to  work- 
more  unilaterally  to  resolve  this  issue.  Some 
stress  unilateral  action  because  they  believe 
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that  the  Vietnamese  Government  is  with- 
holding remains  and  information  concerning 
missing  Americans.  Thus,  they  reason  that 
only  the  Vietnamese  can  resolve  these  rases 
and  they  could  do  so  by  simply  handing  over 
the  Information  or  remains  they  possess.  I 
am  not  in  a  position  to  conclusively  state 
where  the  truth  in  this  matter  lies.  I  do 
know,  however,  that  unilateral  operations 
are  a  poor  substitute  for  joint  investigations 
and  research.  Unilateral  operations  do  not 
result  in  near  the  quality  of  work  joint  oper- 
ations do. 

Another  aspect  of  our  requests  for  more 
unilateral  efforts  on  the  part  of  the  Viet- 
namese that  I  felt  was  Important  was  the 
lack  of  credence  we  sometimes  attached  to 
thefr  results.  Time  and  time  again,  I  saw  in- 
dividuals both  inside  and  outside  the  USG 
criticize  the  results  of  Vietnamese  unilateral 
efforts  simply  (In  my  opinion)  because  thefr 
results  did  not  coincide  with  the  results  they 
expected.  In  my  opinion,  if  we  ask  the  Viet- 
namese to  investigate  cases  unilaterally, 
then  when  they  do  we  have  a  certain  obliga- 
tion to  accept  the  results  of  their  efforts.  I 
am  not  saying  that  we  should  uncondition- 
ally accept  every  report  just  because  the  Vi- 
etnamese say  it  is  accurate.  What  I  am  say- 
ing is  that  if  we  are  unwilling  to  accept  thefr 
results  whatever  they  might  be.  then  maybe 
we  should  reconsider  the  value  of  requesting 
the  unilateral  activity  in  the  first  place. 

We  should  keep  in  mind  that  unilateral 
work  by  the  Vietnamese  precedes  everything 
we  do.  There  is  no  way  we  could  find  wit- 
nesses to  Interview,  documents  to  analyze  or 
sites  to  excavate  without  prior  work  by  the 
Vietnamese;  never  have — never  will.  Ap- 
proximately ten  dajrs  before  every  JFA,  the 
Vietnamese  team  leaders  begin  to  coordinate 
with  provincial  officials,  reconnolter  sites, 
search  for  witnesses,  and  arrange  for  thefr 
presence.  Thanks  to  thefr  preliminary  ef- 
forts, when  American  team  members  arrive, 
we  can  maximize  the  time  in-country.  Addi- 
tionally, the  Vietnamese  i)rovide  unilater- 
ally almost  half  of  all  remains  that  we  ob- 
tain. 

In  June  1994,  a  Vietnamese  citizen  from 
Son  La  Province  contacted  Detachment  2  of- 
ficials stating  someone  he  knew  in  Son  La 
had  remains  of  an  American  service  man. 
During  the  interview,  he  produced  a  dog-tag 
Impression  correlating  to  Case  0954  to  the 
Casualty  Resolution  Section  at  Detachment 
2.  We  sent  an  official  £rom  our  office  and  one 
firom  the  VNOSMP  to  Son  La  to  meet  the  in- 
dividual who  allegedly  had  the  remains.  Al- 
though the  individual  in  Son  La  denied  hav- 
ing any  remains,  the  witness  who  gave  us  the 
information  in  Hanoi  Insisted  that  this  was 
the  correct  Individual.  At  that  time,  we  were 
unable  to  obtain  the  remains,  but  the  Com- 
mander of  the  local  Border  Defense  Forces 
pledged  that  he  would  continue  to  inves- 
tigate this  case  and  recover  any  available  re- 
mains. In  January  1995,  we  received  the  re- 
mains from  the  VNOSMP  and  in  February 
1995,  we  repatriated  the  remains  to  the 
United  States. 

This  was  an  important  lesson  for  me  in 
dealing  with  Vietnamese  authorities.  When 
the  Vietnamese  citizen  initially  refused  to 
give  us  the  remains,  I  felt  that  the  SRV  offi- 
cials should  have  searched  his  home  and  be- 
longings and  confiscated  the  remains.  After 
all.  it  is  against  the  law  in  Vietnam  to  hoard 
remains  or  demand  compensation  for  them.  I 
soon  learned,  however,  that  the  Vietnamese 
continually  stress  that  they  prefer  persua- 
sion rather  than  force  to  entice  Vietnamese 
citizens  to  turn  remains  over  to  U.S.  or  Viet- 
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namese  officials.  They  are  concerned  that 
force  would  discourage  other  citizens  from 
coming  forth  with  remains  or  information. 
Besides,  the  remains  could  have  been  any- 
where, and  if  he  had  hidden  them,  the  likeli- 
hood of  finding  them  would  have  been  very 
slim.  Case  0954  is  an  example  where  the  Viet- 
namese process  of  patient  persuasion  seems 
to  have  worked. 

Nevertheless.  I  did  get  the  impression  that 
when  persuasion  failed,  SRV  officials  were 
not  hesitant  to  enforce  the  law.  During  the 
32d  JFA.  SRV  officials  confiscated  remains 
from  an  SRV  citizen  who  demanded  com- 
pensation for  them.  The  officials  later  pro- 
vided them  to  our  team  members.  Seeking 
compensation  for  remains  is  not  an  uncom- 
mon occurrence.  Vietnamese  citizens  will 
oiteh  approach  team  members  In  the  field,  or 
they  will  even  come  to  "The  Ranch"  to  offer 
remains  or  information  in  exchange  for 
money,  gold,  or  a  visa  to  the  United  States 
for  themselves  or  a  relative.  In  all  cases,  our 
answer  was  that  under  no  circumstances 
would  we  compensate  them  for  remains  or 
Information.  Rather,  we  encouraged  them  to 
provide  the  remains  for  information  as  an 
"act  of  compassion  to  help  resolve  this  hu- 
manitarian issue."  In  most  cases,  the  citi- 
zen, seeing  he  was  not  going  to  receive  any- 
thing in  return,  handed  over  the  remains  or 
provided  the  information  anyway. 

Refusing  to  "buy"  remains  or  information 
was  an  important  position  for  the  Vietnam- 
ese Government  as  well  as  ours.  Vietnam  is 
an  extremely  poor  country.  If  word  spread 
that  the  USG  was  "paying"  for  remains, 
some  Vietnamese,  not  realizing  that  we  can 
differentiate  betw^n  remains  belonging  to  a 
Southeast  Asian  Mongoloid  and  an  Amer- 
ican, would  begin  "robbing  graves  "  through- 
out Vietnam  in  hopes  of  earning  money. 
Rather  than  helping  our  efforts,  this  would 
likely  cause  many  Vietnamese  to  resent  the 
results  of  our  efforts. 

During  my  tenure,  there  were  several  cases 
of  individuals  absolutely  refusing  to  hand 
over  remains  they  had  without  some  type  of 
reward.  In  some  instances  the  Vietnamese 
were  able  to  document  repeated  attempts  by 
the  same  individuals  to  seU  remains.  I  know 
of  at  least  two  successful  prosecutions  of 
"remains  dealers"  while  I  was  in  Vietnam. 

The  Vietnamese  also  appeared  to  act  uni- 
laterally in  cases  that  might  Involve  some 
sensitivity  with  the  Vietnamese  populace. 
During  the  34th  JFA,  Vietnamese  authorities 
In  Ben  Tre  Province  unilaterally  excavated  a 
site  in  a  War  Heroes  Cemetery.  Past  Inves- 
tigations of  this  case  led  us  to  believe  that 
the  Vietnamese  had  buried  an  unaccounted- 
for  American  in  the  cemetery  inadvertently. 
Provincial  officials  were  very  sensitive  about 
the  possibility  of  angering  the  villagers  if 
they  saw  Americans  excavating  in  thefr  War 
Heroes  Cemetery.  The  provincial  officials 
disinterred  several  graves  during  the  evening 
when  they  would  not  be  observed  by  the  vil- 
lagers, and  presented  the  remains  to  a  JTF- 
FA  anthropologist  waiting  nearby  for  exam- 
ination. Unfortunately,  he  determined  all 
the  remains  to  be  of  Southeast  Asian  origin. 
The  Importance  of  this  episode,  however.  Is 
the  level  of  cooperation  it  demonstrates. 
Could  this  have  occurred  in  Arlington  Na- 
tional Cemetery,  the  final  resting  place  of 
many  of  our  war  heroes? 

In  another  development  regarding  unilat- 
eral efforts  by  the  Vietnamese  to  develop 
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"leads"  concerning  unaccounted-for  Ameri- 
cans, the  Vietnamese  grovemment  unilater- 
ally tasked  the  Ministry  of  War  Invalids,  So- 
cial Welfare  and  Labor  (responsible  for  ac- 
counting for  the  over  300,000  missing  Viet- 
namese from  the  war)  to  coordinate  their  ef- 
forts with  those  of  the  VNOSMP.  Now,  before 
their  Investigators  travel  to  the  various 
provinces,  they  take  with  them  a  list  of  un- 
accounted-for Americans  possibly  lost  in 
those  areas.  When  they  interview  witnesses 
regarding  Vietnamese  missing,  they  also  ask 
about  our  unaccounted-for  individuals. 
Amnest]/  Program 

The  Vietnamese  Government  actively  pub- 
licizes their  remains  amnesty  program"  and 
the  U.S.  MIA  Offlce.  They  allowed  Detach- 
ment 2  to  place  an  advertisement  In  the 
Hanoi  Yellow  Pages  Inviting  Vietnamese 
citizens  who  might  have  information  about 
unaccounted-for  Americans  to  contact  the 
VNOSMP  or  the  U.S.  MLA  offlce  In  Hanoi. 
They  also  televised  advertisements  request- 
ing Information  on  specific  cases  and  placed 
the  U.S.  MIA  OfQce  on  tourist  maps.  Addi- 
tionally, numy  of  the  remains  we  receive 
from  Vietnamese  citizens  originate  from  re- 
mote areas  of  the  country,  thus  indicating 
widespread  word  of  the  amnesty  program. 

One  such  case  occurred  during  the  34th 
JFA.  The  VNOSMP  notified  us  that  villagers 
in  Quy  Nhon  Town  had  discovered  what  they 
believed  were  remains  of  an  American.  A 
family  in  Quy  Nhon  found  these  remains 
while  looking  for  the  remains  of  one  of  their 
children  in  a  local  cemetery.  When  they  re- 
moved the  bones  from  the  ground,  they  real- 
ized that  they  were  much  too  large  to  be  Vi- 
etnamese. They  placed  them  back  into  the 
grave  and  notified  local  officials  of  thefr  dis- 
covery. The  local  official  called  the 
VNOSMP  offering  to  excavate  the  site  uni- 
laterally, and  the  VNOSMP  then  called  me 
to  request  that  I  send  an  anthropologist  to 
Quy  Nhon  Town  to  examine  the  remains.  On 
Maxch  7  and  8, 1995,  a  JTF-FA  anthropologist 
reviewed  the  remains.  The  remains  consisted 
of  nearly  three-quarters  of  an  entire  skele- 
ton and  21  (possibly  22)  teeth,  five  with  res- 
torations. The  anthropologist  determined 
the  remains  to  be  from  a  large  male,  over  40 
years  old,  over  six  feet  tall,  and  not  South- 
east Asian  Mongoloid.  We  repatriated  these 
remains  to  the  United  States. 
'  'Dog  Tag ' '  Investigations 

Since  1979,  the  USG  has  received  literally 
thousands  of  reports  of  remains  associated 
with  a  set  of  "dog  tags"  in  the  hands  of  pri- 
vate citizens.  About  97%  of  the  Americans 
named  in  these  reports  were  never  unac- 
counted-for. while  somewhat  more  than  100 
Americans  named,  in  the  reports  are  still 
missing.  You  must  consider  two  facts  regard- 
ing "dog  tag"  cases.  First,  during  the  war. 
many  Americans  lost  thefr  dog  tags,  gave 
them  to  thefr  "gfrl  firlends."  traded  them. 
etc.  Second,  when  we  evacuated  the  embassy 
in  1975,  the  machines  used  to  manufacture 
dog  tags  remained  behind.  Budding  "entre- 
preneurs" have  been  cranking  out  counter- 
feit tags  ever  since.  The  end  result  is  that, 
whether  real  or  counterfeit,  a  glut  of  dog 
tags  is  available  throughout  Vietnam,  espe- 
cially In  stores  and  street  comers  catering 
to  tourists. 

Shortly  after  my  arrival  In  Vietnam,  a 
U.S.  citizen  visiting  Vietnam  contacted  one 
of  our  Els  working  in  the  vicinity  of  Ho  Chi 
Mlnh  City  to  tell  them  that  she  had  1,444  dog 
tags  of  missing  Americans  and  a  set  of  re- 
mains. She  said  that  Vietnamese  secret  po- 
lice and  even  the  CIA  were  following  her,  and 
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she  feared  for  her  life.  The  IE  team  leader 
agreed  to  meet  with  her  and  she  related  a 
fantastic  story  of  Intrigue.  She  said  that  a 
very  "reliable"  Vietnamese  man  had  con- 
tacted her  and  offered  to  lead  her  to  where 
he  knew  there  were  a  number  of  dog  tags  and 
remains  of  missing  Americans.  She  knew  he 
was  reliable  because  he  did  not  ask  for  any 
money  for  the  Items,  only  some  compensa- 
tion for  the  time  and  travel.  She  recounted 
an  escapade  involving  nighttime  motorcycle 
rides  disguised  as  a  Vietnamese  peasant  to 
various  locations.  She  further  described 
crawling  Into  a  "previously  unknown"  tun- 
nel In  Marble  Mountain,  Da  Nang  (one  of  the 
most  famous  tourist  sites  in  all  Vietnam), 
and  there,  on  top  of  the  ground,  lay  1,444  pre- 
viously undiscovered  dog  tags.  Then  he  took 
her  by  motorcycle  to  a  cemetery  where  a 
small  bag  containing  bones  laid  on  top  of  the 
ground. 

She  believed  she  had  solved  the  entire 
Issue  of  unaccounted-for  Americans,  and  told 
us  that  she  planned  to  call  a  press  conference 
as  soon  as  she  landed  In  Los  Angeles  (she 
claimed  to  be  a  journalist).  Knowing  that  It 
Is  easier  to  discredit  an  Inaccurate  story  be- 
fore it  comes  out  than  to  react  to  one  after 
It  hits  the  media,  we  thought  it  was  critical 
to  determine  the  veracity  of  her  claims.  Our 
first  step  was  to  send  (HLHI's  best  anthro- 
pologist to  HCMC  to  examine  the  remains. 
He  found  them  to  be  from  a  Southeast  Asian 
Mongoloid.  It  was  obvious  to  him  that  they 
were  not  American.  For  two  days,  analysts 
in  Detachment  2  searched  our  database  of 
missing  Americans  comparing  It  to  the 
names  on  the  dog  tags.  Not  a  single  one  cor- 
related to  an  unaccounted-for  American.  As 
soon  as  we  confirmed  our  findings,  I  Imme- 
diately called  the  JTF-FA  Public  Affairs  Of- 
ficer (PAO)  In  HawaU  to4nform  him  of  the 
results  of  our  investigation.  I  never  heard  of 
any  news  report  or  press  conferences  regard- 
ing this  Incident. 

JTF-FA  cannot  afford  to  dismiss  any  of 
these  claims  without  fully  investigating 
them.  Though  the  odds  are  slim,  the  possible 
benefit  of  discovering  new  leads  far  outweigh 
the  amount  of  work  Involved  chasing  dead- 
ends. The  Archival  Research  Team  (ART) 
began  Investigating  dog-tag  leads  during  my 
tenure  and  the  RTT  continues  this  effort 
today.  In  October  1994,  the  ART  received  par- 
tial human  remains  and  a  set  of  dog  tags 
that  we  tentatively  correlated  to  two  cases 
of  unaccounted-for  Americans.  One  set  of  re- 
mains contained  teeth  with  restorations.  A 
CILHI  anthropologist  confirmed  that  the  re- 
mains were  likely  to  be  those  of  an  Amer- 
ican, and  we  repatriated  these  remains  to 
the  United  States. 

ACCESS  TO  DOCXmENTS 

The  USG  believes  that  museum  artifacts 
and  archives,  tradition  houses  (local  muse- 
ums), military  historical  files,  prison 
records,  etc.,  might  contain  Inforniatlon  per- 
taining to  Americans  still  unaccounted-for. 
Since  its  January  1992,  members  of  JTF-FA 
have  examined  over  30,000  Items  correlating 
to  over  820  unresolved  cases.  These  include 
more  than  2,000  photographs  of  former  POWs, 
remains,  crew  gear,  personal  identification 
items,  aircraft  wreckage,  sketches,  maps, 
etc.  During  its  existence,  the  ART  had  unre- 
stricted access  to  museums  and  tradition 
houses  throughout  Vietnam,  and  interviewed 
many  of  the  past  museum  curators.  USG  in- 
vestigators. Including  DIA  analysts,  have 
visited  several  prisons  throughout  Vietnam 
and  have  discovered  no  evidence  that  the  Vi- 
etnamese held  U.S.  prisoners  after  1973.  Ad- 
ditionally, the  Vietnamese  established  the 
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Joint  Document  Center  (JDC)  in  a  wing  of 
thefr  Central  Army  Museum  in  Hanoi.  The 
JDC  serves  as  a  permanent  location  dedi- 
cated to'the  Joint  review  of  any  artifacts  or 
documents  researchers  might  discover.  De- 
tachment 2  and  VNOSMP  analysts  man  the 
JDC  on  a  dally  basis. 

Providing  archival  information  to  the  USG 
presents  an  Interesting  dilemma  to  the  Viet- 
namese. Prior  to  the  arrival  of  CODEL  Bond 
in  the  Fall  of  1994,  I  attended  a  meeting  be- 
tween Mr.  Jim  Hall  and  Mr.  Nguyen  Xuan 
Phong,  Director  of  the  Americas  Depart- 
ment, Ministry  of  Foreign  Affkirs.«  During 
the  meeting,  Mr.  Hall  encouraged  Mr.  Phong 
to  present  any  documents  they  may  have  vm- 
covered  during  thefr  unilateral  research  to 
the  visiting  delegation.  Mr.  Phong  responded 
that  they  no  longer  thought  It  wise  to  hold 
documents  they  find  to  present  to  delega- 
tions. Rather,  they  preferred  to  hand  them 
over  to  the  Detachment  inamedlately  upon 
discovering  and  reviewing  them.  The  Viet- 
namese were  In  an  Interesting  Catch-22.  If  a 
delegation  visited  and  the  Vietnamese  did 
not  give  them  a  document  of  some  type,  crit- 
ics of  thefr  level  of  cooperation  quickly 
claimed  that  the  Vietnamese  were  withhold- 
ing Information.  On  the  other  hand.  If  they 
provided  docimients  to  visiting  delegations, 
these  same  critics  claimed  that  the  Viet- 
namese had  all  the  documents  we  were  look- 
ing for  and  provided  tld-blts  to  visitors  to 
try  to  convince  us  of  their  cooperation.  I 
could  not  argue  Mr.  Phong's  logic  because  I 
saw  It  happen. 

Although  the  nvmiber  of  items  investiga- 
tors have  examined  Is  large,  access  to  docu- 
ments and  other  Items  of  archival  research 
was  one  of  the  toughest  areas  for  us  to  note 
significant  and  tangible  progress  during  my 
tenure.  Only  late  In  my  tour  did  our  efforts 
begin  to  show  concrete  headway.  One  of  our 
primary  goals  was  to  "coach"  the  Vietnam- 
ese to  report  thefr  activities  more  effec- 
tively. We  stressed  that  it  was  not  good 
enough  to  simply  perform  research  and  then 
tell  us  that  they  did  not  find  anything.  We 
suggested  to  them  that  if  they  looked  for 
documents  in  the  archives  of  the  Afr  Defense 
units  in  Military  Region  4.  for  example,  they 
needed  to  provide  us  the  specifics  of  thefr  ef- 
forts; what  files  did  they  look  at,  what  time 
period  did  the  records  cover,  where  did  they 
perform  the  research,  when,  who  were  the  in- 
vestigators, etc.? 

During  one  of  our  Technical  Conferences, 
General  Vlale,  CJTF-FA,  requested  our 
counterparts  Improve  the  detail  of  thefr  re- 
ports. In  response.  Mr.  Cong,  Director  of  the 
VNOSMP.  tried  to  explain  their  problem.  He 
said  that  when  Vietnamese  Investigate  a 
case,  and  find  nothing,  no  report  is  nec- 
essary. Partly  in  Jest,  I  told  him  that  the 
American  Government  can  write  reams 
about  what  we  don't  find.  Nonetheless,  on  a 
more  serious  note  I  explained  that  knowing 
the  circumstances  around  which  investiga- 
tors found  nothing  may  often  be  as  valuable 
to  an  analyst  as  actually  finding  something. 
Mr.  Cong  concluded  by  saying  that  it  was 
taking  a  "cultural  change"  for  them  to  real- 
ize what  we  wanted,  but  pledged  his  support 
to  continue  to  try. 

Ms.  Virginia  Foote,  the  President  of  the 
USATletnam  Trade  Council  and  frequent  visi- 
tor to  Vietnam,  offered  another  consider- 
ation regarding  the  detail  of  Vietnamese  re- 
porting. In  mid-1995,  the  DASD  for  POW/MIA 
AOalrs.  (]reneral  Wold,  asked  Ms.  Foote  to  in- 
tervene with  the  Vietnamese  to  encourage 
them  to  Improve  the  detail  of  thefr  report- 
ing. During  a  meeting  with  the  Ministry  of 


May  23,  1996 

Interior  official  in  charge  of  the  U.S.  MIA 
work  by  the  MOI,  Ms.  Foote  encouraged  him 
to  Improve  their  reporting  procedures.  She 
received  a  "very  firm,  and  rather  angry,  an- 
swer that  such  reporting  would  expose  their 
military  Intelligence  filing  and  personnel 
system  which  they  will  not  do."  Ms.  Foote 
advised  (Seneral  Wold  and  Ambassador  Win- 
ston Lord  that  "they  might  have  set  too 
high  a  reporting  standard  and  that  the  Viet- 
namese are  never  going  to  issue  reports  ex- 
plaining in  depth  thefr  process  for  unilateral 
searches  for  the  reasons  given  by  MOL  In  my 
view  (Ms.  Foote's),  it  is  not  reasonable  for 
the  USG  to  push  this  too  far." 

At  least  annually.  President  Clinton  sent  a 
delegation  representing  him  to  Vietnam  to 
assess  the  level  of  progress  we  were  making 
and  the  level  of  Vietnamese  cooperation.  The 
delegations  normally  thanked  the  Vietnam- 
ese for  their  past  cooperation  and  encour- 
aged more  effort  In  various  areas.  The  dele- 
gations often  brought  specific  requests  for 
information  regarding  specific  cases  of  par- 
ticular Interest  to  the  USG,  and  suggested 
ways  of  Improving  cooperation. 

At  the  request  of  the  July  1994  Presidential 
Delegation,  the  MOI  and  MND  each  formed  a 
small  team  to  unilaterally  research  histori- 
cal files  and  Interview  Vietnamese  officials 
who  may  have  Information  concerning  miss- 
ing Americans.  They  submitted  an  Initial 
"work-plan"  and  asked  for  our  Ideas  con- 
cerning the  plan.  The  VNOSMP  jjrovlded  the 
teams'  initial  report  to  us  In  March  1995,  and 
on  May  15,  1995,  Mr.  Phong  gave  additional 
reports  from  the  MOI  and  MND  to  me.  On 
May  30,  1995.  Mr.  Tran  Van  Tu,  Acting  Direc- 
tor, VNOSMP,  provided  a  report  from  the 
MOI  to  me  detailing  thefr  research  efforts  In 
seven  northern  i>rovInces. 

At  the  time  of  my  departure.  Detachment 
2  was  receiving  on  a  regular  basis,  reports 
from  the  VNOSMP  and  the  special  teams 
formed  by  the  MND  and  MOI  for  unilateral 
research.  In  total,  I  received  five  written  re- 
ports of  progress  from  the  VNOSMP.  Though 
I  did  not  see  the  final  assessments  of  these 
reports  prior  to  my  departure,  they  did  ap- 
pear to  have  useful  and  previously  unavail- 
able information. 

Personal  Dairies  and  Artifacts 

Though  we  have  not  received  a  large  num- 
ber of  personal  records,  we  did  receive  some, 
and  It  appeared  that  the  Vietnamese  Veter- 
ans Association  was  encouraging  Its  member 
to  provide  more  to  us.  Shortly  after  Presi- 
dent Clinton  lifted  the  trade  embargo,  a  re- 
tired PAVN»  Senior  Colonel  voluntarily 
shared  Information  about  unaccounted-for 
Americans  that  he  had  recorded  In  his  per- 
sonal wartime  diary.  In  one  Instance,  his 
diary  confirmed  that  one  aircraft  and  a  crew 
of  eight  men  who  disappeared  while  on  a  mis- 
sion In  Laos  nearly  30  years  ago,  crashed 
more  than  140  km  (nearly  100  miles)  from  the 
last  known  location  noted  In  U.S.  records. 
"The  Vietnamese  Veterans  Association, 
headed  by  General  Quang,  started  an  aggres- 
sive campaign  to  encourage  Vietnamese  vet- 
erans to  come  forward  with  information  that 
might  help  account  for  Americans  killed 
during  the  war.  Materials  have  been  coming 
in  greater  quantity  since  diplomatic  rela- 
tions were  established." ^ 

TRILATERAl.  COOPERATION" 

The  most  Important  aspect  of  Trilateral 
Field  Activities  is  that  the  Vietnamese  Gov- 
ernment considered  this  an  issue  between 
the  U.S..  Laos  and  Cambodia,  not  Vietnam. 
This  is  important  because  Vietnam  contin- 
ually stated  that  they  would  support  what- 
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ever  requests  the  U.S.  made  regarding  these 
operations  so  long  as  they  were  able  to  lo- 
cate the  witnesses  and  persuade  them  to  par- 
ticipate. Thefr  actions  supported  thefr  prom- 
ises. On  December  1,  1994.  U.S..  Vietnamese, 
and  Laotian  officials  met  in  Hanoi  to  lend 
structure  to  the  way  we  conducted  trilateral 
operations.  All  participants  agreed  that  Vi- 
etnamese and  JTF-FA  Investigators  would 
continue  to  Identify  and  then  Interview  Viet- 
namese citizens  who  might  possess  informa- 
tion pertaining  to  unaccounted-for  Ameri- 
cans in  Laos.  If,  after  the  Interview,  Viet- 
namese and  U.S.  investigators  concluded 
that  the  witness  had  pertinent  Information, 
Laotian  investigators  would  travel  to  Viet- 
nam to  interview  the  witness.  If.  subsequent 
to  thefr  Interview,  the  Laotians  agreed  that 
the  witness  possessed  reliable  information 
that  could  help  resolve  a  case,  they  author- 
ized thefr  travel  to  Laos  and  participation  in 
a  JFA  in  Laos. 

From  this  conference  forward,  it  was  ap- 
parent that  the  VNOSMP  was  working  dili- 
gently to  identify  Vietnamese  witnesses  who 
could  assist  in  resolving  cases  In  Laos.  Dur- 
ing the  first  three  JFAs  following  the  tri- 
lateral agreement  In  December,  the 
VNOSMP  provided  eight  Vietnamese  wit- 
nesses to  assist  Investigations  In  Laos.  The 
VNOSMP  located  all  the  witnesses  unilater- 
ally, made  them  available  for  the  Laotians 
to  interview,  and  escorted  them  to  Laos.  All 
this  is  in  spite  of  several  witnesses  living  in 
remote  locations,  short  notices  for  passports 
and  visas,  and  frequently  difficult  transpor- 
tation and  communication  problems  with 
local  officials  and  witnesses.  In  one  Instance, 
the  witnesses  did  not  want  to  travel  to  Laos 
citing  health  and  business.  They  did  agree, 
however,  to  travel  to  Hanoi  on  short  notice 
and  spent  hours  studying  maps  with  our  spe- 
cialists and  describing  thefr  recollections  of 
the  incident. 

Two  cases  exemplifying  trilateral  coopera- 
tion stand  out  most.  The  first  trilateral  case 
we  Investigated  under  the  new  guidelines  in- 
volved the  loss  of  11  Americans  at  Phou  Pha 
Thl  In  northern  Laos.  Phou  Pha  Thl  was  a 
"secret"  radar  site  that  vectored  U.S.  afr- 
craft  Into  targets  over  northern  Vietnam 
during  the  conflict.  During  the  war.  a  PAVN 
sapper  unit  scaled  sheer  cliffs  In  the  middle 
of  the  night,  surprised  the  defenders,  and 
overran  the  site.  11  Americans  remain  unac- 
counted-for. After  weeks  of  unilateral  work, 
the  Vietnamese  located  the  best  witness  for 
the  Phou  Pha  Thl  site,  Mr.  Muc,  a  retired 
PAVN  Colonel,  who  led  the  PAVN  attack  on 
the  site.  Our  most  experienced  linguist  and 
analyst,  Mr.  Bob  Destatte,  interviewed  Mr. 
Muc  and  found  that  his  recoUectlon  of  the 
events  that  transpfred  the  night  of  the  at- 
tack confirmed  that  he  had  in  fact  led  the 
attack.  We  nominated  Mr.  Muc  to  travel  to 
Laos  to  help  with  the  trilateral  field  activ- 
ity. 

In  December  1994,  Mr.  Muc  went  to  Phou 
Pha  Thl  and  assisted  U.S.  and  Lao  investiga- 
tors on  site.  Though  thefr  efforts  were  in 
vain,  both  the  Vietnamese  and  Laotian  gov- 
ernments had  cooperated  fully  on  the  agreed 
upon  trilateral  procedures,  and  the  process 
worked.  We  continued  to  use  this  model  dur- 
ing all  future  trilateral  operations. 

The  second  case  occurred  shortly  after  our 
first  trilateral  operation.  The  Vietnamese 
unilaterally  located  a  witness  to  a  C-47  crash 
in  Laos.  The  Vietnamese  made  him  available 
for  a  joint  Interview  on  very  short  notice, 
and  he  provided  three  sketches  of  the  area 
surrounding  the  crash  site.  These  sketches 
included  the  relative  locations  of  three  mass 
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graves  and  a  mass  burial  site  of  eight  U.S. 
afr  crew  members.  We  nominated  >iirt)  to 
travel  to  Laos,  and  In  January  1995  he  and 
two  other  Vietnamese  witnesses  whom  the 
Vietnamese  located  unilaterally  traveled  to 
Laos  to  help  investigators  on  site. 

Trilateral  operations  between  the  U.S., 
Vietnam  and  Laos  progressed  from  being 
something  out  of  the  ordinary  to  being  nor- 
mal operations.  Detachments  2  and  3,  the  Vi- 
etnamese representatives,  and  Laotian  spe- 
ciallsts  all  appeared  to  regard  f>it«  as  an  in- 
tegral aspect  of  operations  In  Laos  and  treat- 
ed It  as  such. 

PRIORmr  CASES,  LIVE  SIGHTING 
INVESTIGATIONS.  JOINT  FIELD  ACriVXTlES 

Priority  Cases 

Priority  'Last  Known  Alive"  Cases.^^ 
These  cases  involve  some  of  the  USGs  most 
sensitive  cases  In  that  they  Include  cases 
where  the  USG  has  been  unable  to  conclu- 
sively determine  If  the  Individual  is  dead  or 
alive.  Of  the  196  Individuals  In  this  category, 
one  Is  a  foreign  national,  we  have  completely 
resolved  and  Identified  the  remains  of  27  In- 
dividuals, and  determined  the  fate  of  all  but 
50  of  the  Individuals.  Investigators  have  In- 
vestigated each  of  the  remaining  Priority 
Cases  at  least  once,  some  as  many  as  seven 
or  eight  times." 

One  priority  case  we  investigated  while  I 
was  in  Vietnam  was  C^ase  0644.  The  last 
known  location  for  0644  was  in  a  militarily 
sensitive  area.  The  Vietnamese  denied  access 
to  the  site  to  us  because  they  claimed  that 
no  aircraft  ever  crashed  there.  They  would 
not  allow  our  teams  into  that  sensitive  area 
unless  there  was  a  reasonable  expectation 
that  it  would  lead  to  success.  We  continued 
to  request  access  to  the  site.  The  Vietnamese 
sent  LTC  Pham  Teo.  one  of  thefr  most  expe- 
rienced Investigators,  to  the  site  to  unilater- 
ally Investigate  the  case.  He  found  several 
witnesses  who  confirmed  that  the  crash  oc- 
curred outside  the  sensitive  area  in  a  neigh- 
boring province.  LTC  Pham  Teo  traveled  to 
the  location  the  witnesses  identified  to  In- 
vestigate thefr  claims.  He  recovered  a  small 
amount  of  remains  and  some  Identification 
media.  A  joint  U.SVSRV  team  Investigated 
the  new  crash  site  during  the  October-No- 
vember 1994  JFA.  They  found  the  crash  site 
LTC  Pham  Teo  Identified  and  recovered 
small  pieces  of  wreckage.  The  Joint 
Forenslcs  Review  In  September  1994  accepted 
the  remains  LTC  Pham  Teo  unilaterally  re- 
covered and  we  repatriated  them  to  the  U.S. 
in  September  1^  for  further  analysis. 
CTTiHT's  forensic  analysis  determined  these 
remains  were  of  an  adult  male,  however,  the 
remains  were  insufficient  to  permit  deter- 
mination of  race.  JTT-FA  rescheduled  thl!^ 
case  for  reinvestigation. 

Special  Remains  Cases."  During  my  ten- 
ure, the  30th  through  3Sth  JFAs,  we  exca- 
vated sites  associated  with  13  special  re- 
mains cases.  We  recovered  remains  from  five 
sites  and  CJTTiHT  was  able  to  resolve  two  of 
the  cases  through  positive  identification  of 
remains  (Cases  0951  and  1910). 

Another  case.  CUise  0037,  was  resolved  after 
our  investigation  led  to  confirmation  that 
the  remains  had  been  Interred  at  Arlington 
Cemetery  since  the  mld-19e0s.  This  was  a 
"remains  reportedly  recovered  but  not  repa- 
triated" case  and  proved  very  Interesting. 
Case  0037  Involves  remains  of  an  American 
civilian  who  was  killed  In  Vietnam  during 
the  war.  The  Vietnamese  claimed  that  they 
had  recovered  the  remains  and  returned 
them  directly  to  the  widow  during  the  war. 
Our  government,  however,  did  not  have  a 
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record  of  the  repatriation.  Despite  a  unilat- 
eral Investigation  by  Vietnamese  authorities 
and  two  fleld  Investigations  by  US  Investiga- 
tors, both  of  whom  concluded  the  remains 
had  been  returned,  our  government  contin- 
ued to  press  the  Vietnamese.  Finally,  DOS 
contacted  the  widow  who  confirmed  the  Vi- 
etnamese claims. 

We  have  Investigated  every  SRT  case  joint- 
ly with  Vietnamese  specialists  at  least  once. 
JTF-FA  and  CTT.KT  have  resolved  five  cases 
tally.  The  field  Investigation  teams  have 
found  no  evidence  that  could  sustain  the  be- 
lief that  Vietnamese  authorities  have  recov- 
ered remains  for  the  Special  Remains  Cases 
that  they  have  not  yet  repatriated  which  Is 
the  basic  premise  for  the  SRT  Ust.  Discussed 
below  are  a  few  cases  we  investigated  from 
each  category  of  SRT  cases.  The  point  I  am 
trying  to  make  by  relating  the  cir- 
cumstances of  these  Investigations  is  that 
the  results  of  these  investigations  led  me  to 
believe  that  our  assumption  that  the  Viet- 
namese still  control  these  remains  is  not  en- 
tirely valid.  Our  investigators  determined 
through  exhaustive  Investigations  that  there 
are  at  least  30  cases  for  which  the  remains 
are  non-recoverable.  There  are  another  14 
cases  for  which  we  have  evidence  to  believe 
that  remains  we  have  recovered  and  repatri- 
ated to  CILHI  are  those  of  the  unaccounted- 
for  individual,  but  have  been  unable  to  con- 
clusively identify  them. 

Case  0951  (Died  in  Captivity  List).  This 
case  Involved  the  loss  of  one  American  who 
the  Vietnamese  reported  as  having  died  on 
January  2,  1969  while  in  a  jungle  POW  camp 
In  what  Is  now  Quang  Nam  Da  Nang  Prov- 
ince. Six  prisoners  died  in  the  qamp.  The  VI- 
etojunese  claimed  to  have  excavated  and  re- 
patriated five  sets  of  remains  from  the  camp 
location  following  the  war  and  that  they 
were  unable  to  find  the  sixth.  Joint  teams 
Investigating  Case  0951  confirmed  the  Viet- 
namese claim.  The  sixth  remained  unac- 
counted-for. 

The  VNOSMP  helped  as  find  the  old  camp 
site.  There,  we  found  eight  holes  indicating 
that  as  the  Vietnamese  claimed,  they  had 
snccesafDlly  found  five  graves,  and  had  tried 
three  times  unsuccessfully  to  find  the  last 
American.  In  January  1994,  CSM  Davis,  a 
former  POW  still  on  active  duty  In  the 
Army,  accompanied  a  joint  investigation  ele- 
ment to  the  site.  He  Identified  where  he  per- 
sonally burled  the  unaccounted-for  Amer- 
ican associated  with  this  case.  After  excavat- 
ing the  site  for  three  weeks  In  August  1994.  a 
Joint  team  found  a  nearly  complete  skeleton. 
Including  31  teeth  (10  with  restorations)  at 
the  site.  CILHI  confirmed  the  Identification 
of  this  individual  in  April  1995.  This  dem- 
onstrates, at  least  in  this  case,  that  the  Viet- 
namese never  recovered  this  set  of  remains — 
contrary  to  what  some  might  claim. 

Case  1910  (Graves  Registry  Case).  A  Joint 
team  excavated  the  crash  site  on  the  side  of 
a  karst  In  October-November  1994.»  It  recov- 
ered material  evidence  and  remains,  includ- 
ing hundreds  of  possible  human  bone  frag- 
ments, 16  teeth,  eight  with  restorations,  that 
led  to  a  successful  Identification  for  this 
case.  It  Is  puzzling  as  to  why  the  Individual's 
name  appeared  on  a  graves  registry  unless 
villagers  had  burled  the  remains  they  found 
and  left  the  majority  at  the  crash  site. 

Case  0653  (Graves  Registry  Case).  A  Joint 
team  excavated  this  site  In  January  1995.  We 
recovered  material  evidence  and  remains  (in- 
cluding two  teeth,  one  with  restoration)  that 
we  were  hopeful  would  lead  to  a  successful 
identification  for  this  case. 

Case  0a5  (Photo  and  Graves  Register 
Case).  Our  Investigators  found  a  photograph 
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of  the  unaccounted-for  American,  apparentiy 
severely  injured,  receiving  medical  care  at  a 
hospital.  Vietnamese  authorities  helped  us 
locate  and  interview  the  doctor  and  three  of 
the  four  nurses  in  the  photograph.  Their  in- 
formation led  us  to  other  witnesses  who  con- 
firmed the  American  died  shortly  after  he  ar- 
rived at  the  Quang  Ninh  Province  Hospital, 
and  was  buried  in  the  public  cemetery  behind 
the  hospital.  Notwithstanding  that  the  only 
known  firsthand  witness  to  the  burial  died 
several  years  ago,  Vietnamese  authorities  al- 
lowed us  to  excavate  parts  of  that  public 
cemetery  to  search  for  the  remains  of  this 
American  during  the  October-November  1994 
JFA.  Though  the  excavation  Inadvertently 
disturbed  a  few  graves  of  local  residents, 
local  ofilcials  and  citizens  volunteered  their 
support  for  the  team's  work.  The  team  did 
not  find  the  remains,  however,  local  citizens 
volunteered  new  information  that  might  lead 
us  to  a  person  who  left  the  area  years  ago, 
but  who  helped  bury  this  American. 

Excavating  this  case  also  exemplified  the 
compassion  of  our  team  members.  While  ex- 
cavating a  site  at  the  cemetery,  the  RE  un- 
earthed the  remains  of  a  small  child.  Appar- 
entiy, at  the  time  of  the  burial  the  family 
did  not  have  enough  money  to  purchase  a 
casket  for  the  child.  They  simply  wrapped 
the  dead  child  In  cloth  and  Interred  the  body. 
Our  team  members  went  to  the  local  village 
and  purchased  with  their  personal  money  a 
small  casket  in  which  they  placed  the  child's 
remains.  The  RE  then  ceased  their  work  and 
allowed  the  villagers  time  to  reinter  the 
child  with  the  appropriate  ceremonies.  Our 
soldiers,  sailors,  marines  and  airmen  are 
truly  our  best  ambassadors. 
Live  Sighting  InvestigatiOTis^ 

Since  the  commencement  of  JTP  oper- 
ations in  January  1992,  the  USG  has  inves- 
tigated over  90  live-sighting  reports.  None 
reflected  the  presence  of  live  unaccounted- 
for  Americans.  The  USG  has  no  evidence 
that  live  Americans  are  being  held  against 
their  will  in  Vietnam.  Neither  does  the  USG 
have  any  evidence  proving  there  are  not— It 
Is  almost  impossible  to  i>rove  a  negative.  As 
such,  we  always  devoted  the  necessary  time, 
manpower,  and  resources  to  fully  Investigate 
each  and  every  live-sighting  as  completely 
as  possible. 

The  Vietnamese  have  been  very  forthcom- 
ing in  granting  access  to  sites  we  need  to  in- 
vestigate as  a  part  of  an  LSL  Later  in  this 
paper  (beginning  on  page  51),  I  explain  the 
manner  in  which  we  investigated  normal 
cases  in  militarily  sensitive  areas.  These 
procedures  did  not,  however,  apply  to  LSIs. 
Normal  investigations  during  JFAs  do  not 
entail  the  sense  of  urgency  and  immediacy 
that  LSIs  do.  When  we  investigate  the  inci- 
dent site  for  an  aircraft  crash  that  occurred 
ao  to  30  years  ago,  it  is  unlikely  that  the  site 
will  change  much  more  than  it  already  has. 
However,  the  very  nature  of  an  LSI  demands 
that  we  receive  Immediate  access  or  the  in- 
tegrity of  the  investigation  would  be  in  Jeop- 
ardy. The  Vietnamese  understand  this.  To 
my  knowledge,  and  to  that  of  the  primary 
Stony  Beach  live  sighting  Investigator,  the 
Vietnamese  have  never  denied  JTF-FA  or 
Stony  Beach  personnel  access  to  any  place 
we  asked  to  enter  as  a  part  of  an  LSI. 

The  USG  must  take  care  not  to  endanger 
the  unrestricted  access  the  Vietnamese  have 
allowed  for  LSIs.  Many  live  sighting  reports 
are  credible,  but  some  are  not.  The  USG 
should  take  care  not  to  allow  ridiculous  live 
sighting  reports  such  as  those  by  former 
Congressman  Billy  Hendon  (see  Annex  A)  to 
jeopardize  Vietnam's  support  for  the  serious 
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work  U.S.  and  Vietnamese  teams  are  con- 
ducting. 
Joint  Field  Activities 

JTF-FA  has  sent  more  than  11,700  notices 
of  progress  regarding  their  cases  to  over  2,200 
families. 

I  always  tried  to  stress  to  visitors  and 
Journalists  that  it  is  necessary  to  look  be- 
yond the  "statistics,"  and  look  at  the  over- 
all progress.  It  would  be  easy  to  look  at  the 
number  of  provinces  we  operated  in  during 
the  35th  JFA  and  compare  that  to  the  num- 
ber in  any  of  the  other  JFAs.  Or,  you  could 
look  at  the  number  of  cases  we  Investigated 
and  excavated  during  the  35th  JFA  and  com- 
pare those  numbers  to  the  activities  of  the 
28th  JFA,  immediately  following  President 
Clinton's  decision  to  lift  the  trade  embargo. 
By  only  looking  at  raw  statistics,  one  could 
very  easily  conclude  that  the  Vietnamese 
felt  they  had  achieved  their  goal  with  the 
lifting  of  the  embargo  and  that  they  now  saw 
no  reason  to  continue  to  cooperate  with  our 
efforts.  Simply  looking  at  the  statistics 
could  lead  you  to  conclude  there  had  been  a 
diminution  of  cooperation.  Nothing  could  be 
farther  from  the  truth. 

It  is  true  we  have  operated  In  slgnificantiy 
fewer  provinces  during  recent  JFAs,  but  we 
consciously  decided  to  concentrate  our  ef- 
forts in  the  central  part  of  the  country.  This 
allowed  us  to  maximize  work-time  and  mini- 
mize travel  time.  In  the  early  days,  an  IE 
could  check  into  a  hotel  in  Da  Nang  and 
fully  Investigate  all  Its  cases  from  that  sin- 
gle location.  Today,  on  the  other  hand,  an  IE 
may  interview  one  witness  in  Da  Nang  one 
day,  drive  for  two  days  to  another  province 
to  Interview  another  witness  for  the  same 
case,  and  continue  in  this  manner  for  a  num- 
ber of  days.  Several  cases  during  my  tenure 
involved  treks  by  lEs  through  the  Jungle  for 
two  to  three  days  Just  to  Investigate  a  single 
"last  known  location."  There  was  even  a 
case  In  Song  Be  Province  for  which  we  con- 
tracted elephants  to  transport  the  IE  to  and 
firom  the  site  because  the  terrain  was  so 
treacherous  and  wild  animals  (tigers  and 
snakes)  were  so  prevalent.  In  the  end,  we 
were  able  to  find  a  helicopter  landing  zone 
near  the  site,  and  did  not  need  to  use  the  ele- 
phants. 

Like  the  investigations,  excavations  have 
become  much  more  complex.  Today,  it  is  not 
unusual  for  a  case  to  take  two  JFAs  to  com- 
plete. Once  again  in  Song  Be  Province,  we 
had  a  case  that  required  three  JFAs.  During 
the  34th  JFA,  two  cases.  Case  0927  and  0911, 
were  extremely  difficult  to  excavate  because 
of  the  clayey  soil,  mud  and  water.  Though 
scheduled  to  be  completed  during  the  JFA, 
the  excavation  teams  could  not  complete 
them  In  the  sOlotted  time.  It  was  very  impor- 
tant to  finish  them  as  soon  as  possible  since 
the  approchlng  monsoons  would  likely  de- 
stroy the  work  we  had  already  accomplished 
and  preclude  further  excavations.  At  our  re- 
quest, the  Vietnamese  extended  the  two  ex- 
cavation teams  in-country  an  extra  two 
weeks.  This  was  a  significant  decision,  and 
one  that  required  approval  from  the  highest 
level  of  the  Ministry  of  Foreign  Afiairs. 

During  the  35th  JFA,  local  officials  in  two 
provinces  demanded  exorbitant  land  com- 
pensation fees  for  alteratiozis  our  excavation 
teams  made  to  the  terrain  around  two  of  our 
recovery  sites.  They  made  these  demands 
after  the  recoveries  were  complete,  despite 
repeated  requests  by  us  that  they  identify 
valid  compensation  fees  prior  to  the  start  of 
the  operation.^  When  Detachment  personnel 
could  not  resolve  the  issue  satisfactorily 
with  the  local  officials,  the  Acting  Director. 
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"VNOSMP,  sent  one  of  his  most  experienced 
specialists  to  assist  in  negotiations  with 
local  officials.  Within  one  day,  we  had  re- 
solved the  differing  positions  and  agreed  on  a 
suitable  level  of  compensation.  Provincial 
officials  also  agreed  to  try  to  do  better  at 
Identifying  costs  up  front  in  the  future. 
Investigations  in  Militarily  Sensitive  Areas 

One  requirement  of  JTF-FA  is  to  visit  the 
last  known  location  noted  in  U.S.  records  for 
each  unaccounted-for  American.  Occasion- 
ally, this  site  falls  within  a  sensitive  mili- 
tary installation  or  area.  Vietnamese  au- 
thorities have  worked  with  us  to  develop  a 
method  of  Investigating  these  cases  that 
meets  their  security  concerns  and  our  need 
to  try  to  achieve  the  "fullest  possible"  ac- 
counting. 

First,  Vietnamese  specialists  unilaterally 
investigate  the  case  to  try  to  confirm  the 
facts  of  the  case.  If  they  find  that  the  inci- 
dent occurred  outside  the  sensitive  area,  we 
follow  with  a  Joint  Investigation  of  the  area 
outside  the  militarily  sensitive  area.  If  the 
Joint  investigation  confirms  the  Vietnamese 
findings,  there  Is  no  longer  any  need  for  U.S. 
Investigators  to  seek  access  to  the  area. 

If  the  Vietnamese  determine  the  incident 
did  occur  inside  the  sensitive  area,  they  uni- 
laterally seek  witnesses  who  can  clarify  the 
facts  of  the  case,  and  then  arrange  for  U.S. 
Investigators  to  Interview  the  witnesses  out- 
side the  sensitive  area.  If  they  are  unable  to 
resolve  the  case  through  unilateral  inves- 
tigation, and  if  they  confirm  the  incident  oc- 
curred Id  the  militarily  sensitive  area.  Viet- 
namese authorities  work  with  us  to  devise  a 
"case-specific"  resolution  that  has  some- 
times Included  giving  American  Investiga- 
tors access  to  the  area.  In  short,  the  Viet- 
namese required  that  we  follow  every  lead 
possible  before  requesting  access  to  a  mili- 
tarily sensitive  site.  If  the  case  was  still  un- 
resolved and  the  only  viable  leads  led  us 
back  to  the  restricted  area,  the  Vietnamese 
were  willing  to  negotiate  a  suitable  solution. 
During  the  30th  JFA  the  Vietnamese 
granted  us  access  to  three  of  five  militarily 
sensitive  areas  vicinity  the  Cam  Ranh  Bay 
naval  facility  for  which  they  had  previously 
denied  access.  For  the  two  remaining  cases, 
they  brought  witnesses  outside  the  sensitive 
area  for  our  Investigators  to  interview. 

One  of  the  remaining  cases  involved  a 
drowning.  The  missing  American  had  been 
on  RStR  and  was  swimming  in  the  ocean. 
Witness  reports  at  the  time  of  the  incident 
indicate  that  the  individual  was  swept  un- 
derwater and  not  seen  again.  As  I  said  ear- 
lier, JTF-FA  procedures  require  that  we 
visit  the  "last  known  location"  which,  in 
this  case,  was  within  a  secure  area  vicinity 
Cam  Ranh  Bay.  The  Vietnamese  denied  our 
teams  access  to  the  site,  reasoning  that  we 
had  controlled  the  naval  facility  for  some 
years  after  the  incident— if  we  did  not  find 
the  body  then,  what  made  us  think  a  visit  to 
the  site  today  would  result  in  finding  the  re- 
mains? 

During  the  34th  JFA,  Joint  teams  Inves- 
tigated two  cases  that  occurred  In  militarily 
sensitive  areas.  Cases  0272  and  1895.  Though 
the  Vietnamese  would  not  grant  us  access  to 
the  last  known  location  as  It  was  in  the  sen- 
sitive areas,  they  did  Investigate  the  case 
unilaterally  and  made  several  witnesses 
available  for  our  interview. 

MISCELLANEOUS  INDICATORS  OF  PROGRESS 

Oral  History  Program  (OHP)" 

The  OHP  has  been  a  very  productive  pro- 
gram for  JTF-FA.  It  amassed  a  large  body  of 
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knowledge  that  helped  us  understand  many 
aspects  of  Vietnamese  operations  during  the 
conflict,  most  Importantiy  the  POW  camp 
procedures.  Numerous  interviews  with 
present  and  former  high  ranking  Vietnamese 
officials  have  provided  many  insights  Into 
what  might  have  happened  to  some  of  our 
missing. 

The  MND  OHP  cell  unilaterally  researches 
the  Information  we  provide  to  them  for  each 
OHP  interview  we  request.  Due  to  the  lim- 
ited communications  and  transportation  ca- 
pabilities throughout  Vietnam,  the  VNOSMP 
two-man  cell  then  travels  to  each  potential 
location  nationwide  to  locate  each  witness. 
Most  witness  searches  require  the  VNOSMP 
members  to  coordinate  with  the  province, 
district,  village,  and  hamlet  authorities  con- 
secutively. In  some  cases,  when  OHP  leads 
are  unclear,  the  VNOSMP  spends  days  and 
weeks  tracking  down  individuals.  They 
might  Interview  hundreds  of  people  for  leads 
before  ever  finding  the  individual  in  ques- 
tion. 

One  such  case  Involved  our  request  to 
speak  to  a  Mr.  Phap.  Since  May  1993.  the 
MND  cell  of  the  VNOSMP  has  searched  for 
Mr.  Phap,  a  possible  witness  for  a  priority 
case.  This  continuing  search  spanned  several 
provinces  and  Included  searches  of  the  PAVN 
officers'  registry,  visits  to  local  veterans 
groups,  and  queries  with  province  officials. 
Desxrite  the  negative  results  so  far.  the 
VNOSMP  continues  to  search  for  Mr.  Phap 
even  though  the  search  is  the  equivalent  of 
searching  for  some  named  "Bill"  in  Texas 
while  only  knowing  that  "Bill"  served  in  a 
company  during  the  war.  This  Is  only  one  ex- 
ample of  unilateral  efforts  to  find  witnesses 
when  the  U.S.  has  very  limited  identification 
or  location  data  for  a  witness. 

During  more  difficult  searches,  the 
VNOSMP  members  seek  members  of  local 
veterans  groups,  ofllcials  of  the  Ministry  of 
Labor,  War  Invalids,  and  Social  Aflilrs,  local 
family  registers,  and  public  security  agen- 
cies. Without  these  efforts  prior  to  each  OHP 
interview,  the  joint  OHP  team  could  spend 
several  days  on  the  road  in  order  to  conduct 
each  interview.  Their  preliminary  efforts 
save  the  Joint  OHP  team  a  lot  of  time. 

While  I  was  in  Vietnam,  the  VNOSMP  pro- 
duced two  OHP  unilateral  reports  of  inter- 
view. Although  these  reports  lacked  the  de- 
tails we  desired,  they  were  full-page  docu- 
ments with  far  more  details  r-^wn  the  stand- 
ard "VNOSMP  reports  of  the  past.  The 
VNOSMP  has  also  produced  reports  on  each 
round  of  Joint  OHP  activities.  The  latest  re- 
ports Included  a  section  on  unilateral 
VNOSMP  activities  during  the  investigative 
phase. 

The  Vietnamese  have  worked  diligently  to 
assist  us  in  the  OHP.  They  dedicated  some  of 
their  most  experienced  investigators  to  the 
effort  and  participate  in  all  joint  interviews 
with  our  analysts.  They  have  also  inter- 
viewed numerous  ofClclals  unilaterally. 

On  January  20,  1995,  a  joint  U.S.Arietnam 
Oral  History  team  interviewed  active  duty 
PAVN  Lieutenant  (general  Tran  Van  Tra  at 
the  Ho  Chi  Minh  City  Veterans  Association 
OfDce  in  Ho  Chi  Minh  City.  In  addition  to 
other  duties.  General  Tra  Is  the  director  of 
the  Vietnam  Veterans  Association,  Ho  Chi 
Minh  City  Chapter.  General  Tra  had  refused 
several  Interview  requests  previously.  His 
only  requirement  In  granting  this  interview 
was  for  a  "high  ranking  American  official  to 
attend  the  interview."  As  I  was  then  the 
highest  ranking  American  in-country,  I  went 
to  the  interview  along  with  Detachment  lin- 
guists and  analysts. 


12501 

The  interview  began  as  a  lecture  with  Gen- 
eral Tra  telling  me  that  further  progress  In 
resolving  this  "hirnianitarian'  issue  rested 
with  the  will  of  the  people.  If  the  USG  could 
rally  the  Vietnamese  people  behind  our  ef- 
fort, he  said,  we  could  make  great  progress. 
"After  all,"  said  General  Tra,  "we  know 
what  great  obstacles  can  be  overcome  when 
the  people  are  behind  the  effort."  (I  thought 
that  was  a  fairly  obvious  reference  to  the 
"Vietnam  War.")  General  Tra  continued  by 
emphasizing  that  we  should  show  more  com- 
passion for  the  Vietnamese  people's  loss  of 
over  one  million  killed  during  their  "War  for 
Independence,"  and  the  more  than  300.OOO  Vi- 
etnamese still  missing. 

At  this  point,  I  spoke  telling  General  Tra 
about  the  Vietnam  Veterans  of  American 
Veterans  Initiative."  I  told  him  that  the 
WA's  information  led  Vietnamese  inves- 
tigators to  a  mass  grave  containing  the  re- 
mains of  approximately  95  missing  Vietnam- 
ese. From  this  point  forward,  the  entire  tone 
of  our  meeting  changed.  Rather  than  a  one 
way  lecture  from  General  Tra  to  me,  the 
Interview  became  a  discussion  of  what  meas- 
ures the  Vietnamese  veterans  organization 
could  take  to  assist  our  work. 

During  the  Interview.  General  Tra  also 
provided  general  Information  on  PAVN  chan- 
nels that  managed  U.S.  POWs  during  the 
war.  He  also  stated  his  firm  conviction  that 
the  Provisional  Revolutionary  Governments 
(PRG)  delegation  to  the  Four  Party  Joint 
Military  Commission  (FPJMC)  ensured  the 
release  of  all  U.S.  prisoners  held  in  the 
South  during  the  conflict.  Pursuant  to  t.hts 
interview.  General  Tra  pledged  that  his  orga- 
nization would  unilaterally  collect  informa- 
tion on  unaccounted-for  Americans. 

As  a  result  of  our  Initial  interview.  Gen- 
eral Tra's  Chief  of  Staff,  Brigadier  General 
Nguyen  Van  Si,  met  with  our  VNOSB4P  coun- 
terpart Colonel  Le  Ky  on  January  22.  1985  to 
discuss  specifics  of  how  the  Ho  Chi  Mtnh  city 
Veterans  Association  Chapter  could  assist  in 
the  U.S.  MIA  effort.  They  decided  Vietnam- 
ese veterans  might  provide  the  following 
types  of  Information  and  he  pledged  his  com- 
mitment to  the  effort:  personal  accounts  of 
wartime  Incidents  involving  U.S.  losses, 
POWs,  and  unaccounted-for  personnel;  per- 
sonal wartime  Journals  with  Information  on 
U.S.  losses,  POWs.  and  unaccounted-for  90- 
sonnel;  Information  on  where  POW/MIA  re- 
lated archival  documents  might  be  today: 
and  names  of  other  individuals  with  possible 
POW/MIA  related  Information. 
TKhnical  Confereruxs 

Prior  to  each  JFA,  we  held  Joint  meetings 
between  JTF-FA  and  VNOSMP  to  coordinate 
our  operations.  General  Vlale  was  the  senior 
U.S.  representative  and  Mr.  Vu  Chi  Cong,  Di- 
rectors VNOSMP,  was  the  semor  SRV  rep- 
resentative. During  these  meetings,  we  as- 
sessed progress  to  date,  reviewed  the  results 
of  the  most  recent  JFA,  discussed  our  re- 
quirements for  the  upcoming  JFA,  and  dis- 
cussed any  other  Issues  pertinent  to  our  ef- 
forts. In  1990,  these  technical  meetings  rou- 
tinely lasted  three  or  more  days.  The  Viet- 
namese side  deliberated  and  often  contested 
each  talking  point.  Today,  the  meetings  last 
only  two  to  three  hours.  The  Vietnamese 
representatives  come  to  the  meetings  well 
prepared  and  work  with  us  to  ensure  well 
planned,  efficient  and  effective  JFAs. 
Vietnamese  Veterans  Assistarux 

A  Vietnam  Veterans  Organization  delega- 
tion trom  Ho  Chi  Minh  City  Chapter  accom- 
panied visiting  American  WA  members  to 
Tay  Ninh  in  February  1905.  In  Tay  Ninh.  the 
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Vietnamese  host,  BG  Nguyen  Van  SI,  Intro- 
duced a  retired  PAVN  colonel  to  the  VAA 
group.  The  colonel  grave  his  account  of  the 
1972  shoot  down  of  a  U.S.  Jet.  We  received 
this  Information  on  February  26,  1995,  and 
confirmed  that  Brigadier  General  SI  was  the 
same  General  SI  who  was  General  Tran  Van 
Tra's  chief  of  staff.  We  felt  that  the  fact  that 
General  Si  attended  our  Oral  History  Inter- 
view In  January  and  later  introduced  a  re- 
tired ofQcer  with  si>ectflc  case  information 
was  a  very  positive  sign  that  the  Vietnamese 
veterans  can  locate  witnesses  for  unresolved 
cases,  and  that  General  Tra  was  sincere  in 
his  pledge  to  help  mobilize  Vietnamese  vet- 
erans to  our  aid. 

Detachment  2  analysts  tentatively  cor- 
related the  veteran's  account  with  that  of  a 
still  unaccounted-for  American.  A  joint 
team  excavated  a  site  they  believed  to  be  as- 
sociated with  this  case  In  May  1993.  They  re- 
covered a  small  amount  of  possible  human 
remains,  but  CTT.HT  was  unable  to  Identify 
them. 

On  Btey  29.  1995,  the  VNOSMP  provided 
Conunander.  Detachment  2,  with  three  let- 
ters from  Vietnamese  veterans  groups  pro- 
viding Information  concerning  cases  within 
Laos.  At  the  time  of  my  departure,  analysts 
were  reviewing  these  letters. 

LESSONS  LEAKMEO 
OFFICIAL  VTSTTORS 

Every  Detachment  Commander  had  to  host 
numerous  official  visitors  trom  the  USG  and 
I  was  no  exception.  During  my  predecessor's 
tour,  the  President  considered  lifting  the 
U.S.  trade  embargo  against  Vietnam.  This 
resulted  In  Innumerable  "fact-finding"  trips 
to  Vietnam,  especially  by  representatives  of 
Congress.  During  my  tenure.  President  Clin- 
ton considered  normalizing  relations  with 
Vietnam,  and  likewise  numerous  visits  en- 
sued.*' Many  have  asked  me  about  the  util- 
ity of  these  visits  expecting  that  their  pri- 
mary purpose  was  as  a  boondoggle  by  the 
various  visitors.  I  must  emphasize  that  It 
was  my  experience  that  virtually  every  visit 
by  a  USG  official  was  tightly  scheduled  with 
ofQcial  functions.  Any  sightseeing  on  the 
part  of  the  visitors  was  normally  en  route  to 
another  Ministry  or  while  driving  to  and 
&om  the  airport.  Meetings  with  Vietnamese 
Government  officials  began  early  in  the 
morning  and  lasted  until  late  afternoon.  The 
only  break  they  normally  took  was  a  work- 
ing lunch  hosted  by  one  of  the  Vietnamese 
ministries,  usually  the  Ministry  of  Foreign 
Affairs.  An  official  reception  or  supper  nor- 
mally ended  each  day  and  lasted  until  about 
2130  (Vietnamese  official  diimers  were  very 
predictable  in  their  duration— two  hours). 

Throughout  all  the  visits  that  occurred 
while  I  commanded  the  Detachment,  only 
one.  the  visit  of  Congressman  Dana  Rohr- 
abacher  (Br<;A)  did  not  leave  me  with  a  thor- 
oughly positive  Impression  of  the  purpose 
and  accomplishments  of  the  trip.  Mr.  Rohr- 
abacher  Is  a  member  of  the  International  Re- 
lations (Asian  &  the  Pacific)  Committee  and 
an  outspoken  critic  of  JTF-FA  operations  in 
Vietnam  and  U.S.  policy  toward  Vietnam.  He 
visited  Vietnam  at  the  same  time  as  CODEL 
Spence.  but  did  not  Join  them  in  any  of  their 
meetings  except  to  arrive  uninvited  at  a 
working  lunch  at  the  Ministry  of  Foreign  Af- 
fklrs.  The  only  reason  he  Joined  CODEL 
Spence  here  was  that  he  needed  a  ride  to  the 
aUiport  with  the  CODEL  immediately  follow- 
ing the  luncheon.  Despite  our  mission  being 
the  driving  force  behind  relations  between 
the  U.S.  and  Vietnam,  and  despite  his  criti- 
cisms of  our  operations,  I  never  met  Mr. 
Rohrabacher.  He  refused  our  offer  to  update 
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him  on  our  operations.  Whether  or  not  he 
agrees  with  U.S.  policy  or  JTF-FA  oper- 
ations. It  seems  to  me  he  would  want  to 
gather  information  from  every  source  pos- 
sible in  order  to  draw  an  informed  conclu- 
sion. 

Since  the  issue  of  unaccounted-for  Ameri- 
cans was,  and  remains,  the  most  Important 
issue  between  the  U.S.  and  Vietnam,  offlclal 
visitors  normally  began  their  visits  with  a 
visit  to  the  Ranch.  Here,  we  updated  them  on 
our  current  operations,  and  when  asked,  pro- 
vided our  assessment  of  progress  to  date. 
When  assessing  progress,  I  cited  develop- 
ments in  each  of  the  President's  four  areas 
requiring  progress.  I  tried  not  to  draw  con- 
clusions from  these  developments,  but  rather 
attempted  to  lay  out  the  facts  as  I  saw  them, 
and  let  them  draw  their  own  conclusions. 
However,  If  asked  point  blank  for  my  opin- 
ions, I  was  obligated  to  answer  with  my 
opinion. 

During  the  CODEL  Bond  visit  In  late  1994, 
Senator  John  Kerry  (D-Mass.)  Joined  the 
CODEL  for  the  Ranch  briefing.  Senator 
Kerry  has  been  a  driving  force  behind  nor- 
malizing relations  with  Vietnam  and  he 
wanted  to  ensure  the  CODEL  left  the  brief- 
ing fully  aware  of  our  operations  and  the 
level  of  Vietnamese  cooperation.  He  asked 
me  several  questions  during  the  briefing  to 
emphasize  i>oints  he  wanted  the  CODEL  to 
take  away  from  the  briefing.  At  one  point, 
he  asked  for  my  opinion  of  how  normalizing 
relations  with  Vietnam  would  improve  the 
Vietnamese  Government's  cooperation  in  our 
efforts.  I  think  he  expected  me  to  say  that  it 
would  greatly  improve  cooperation. 

I  responded  instead  by  saying  that  I  did 
not  believe  it  would  affect  the  Vietnamese 
Government's  cooperation  very  much,  be- 
cause I  thought  they  were  already  cooiierat- 
ing  at  a  very  high  level  and  there  was  not 
much  more  they  could  do.  Where  I  thought 
the  benefits  of  normalizing  relations  would 
make  their  greatest  mark  was  on  the  level  of 
cooperation  we  received  from  individual  Vi- 
etnamese citizens.  I  thought  this  would  be  of 
significant  benefit  to  our  efforts.  I  said  that 
as  the  U.S.  and  Vietnam  increase  contacts, 
and  to  the  extent  those  contacts  were  posi- 
tive, we  would  progress  more  quickly  be- 
cause we  would  receive  even  more  grrass- 
roots  support.  I  am  a  firm  believer  that  Viet- 
namese veterans  and  average  citizens  possess 
information  that  could  be  useful  to  us;  they 
Just  need  some  motivation  to  step  forward. 

I  do  not  think  Senator  Kerry  was  entirely 
pleased  with  my  answer  and  would  have  pre- 
ferred for  me  to  say  that  normalization 
would  greatly  increase  Govenmaent  coopera- 
tion. I  knew  that  was  what  he  wanted  me  to 
say,  but  it  was  not  what  I  really  believed. 

Most  delegations  that  visited  Hanoi  asked 
for  issues  we  would  like  to  see  them  raise 
with  the  Vietnamese.  They  would  also  tell  us 
what  they  were  going  to  discuss  and  asked 
for  our  opinions  on  both  the  Issue  and  the 
manner  in  which  they  should  approach  the 
Vietnamese  about  the  issue.  They  were  espe- 
cially Interested  In  Bob  Destatte's  and  Gary 
Flanagan's  perspectives  as  they  had  worked 
with  the  Vietnamese  the  longest. 

I  would  only  ask  them  to  raise  an  issue 
with  the  Vietnamese  If  both  the  CJTF-FA 
and  I  had  been  unsuccessful  in  resolving  It  at 
our  respective  levels.  I  cleared  all  Issues 
with  the  (3JTF-FA  prior  to  reconraiending 
the  delegation  raise  It  to  the  highest  levels 
of  government.  In  Vietnam,  as  in  many  other 
countries,  it  is  very  dangerous  to  raise  an 
issue  above  your  counterpart's  head  without 
first  giving  him  the  opportunity  to  solve  it. 
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Then  if  it  Is  still  unresolved,  telling  your 
counterpart  that  you  are  going  to  rec- 
ommend a  high-level  delegation  raise  the 
issue  Is  normally  a  good  idea.  "Face"  is  very 
important  to  the  Vietnamese  and  coopera- 
tion on  difficult  Issues  that  may  arise  In  the 
future  often  depends  on  how  respectful  you 
are  of  your  counterpart's  position.  In  short, 
there  is  nothing  new  here.  Attempt  to  solve 
problems  at  the  lowest  possible  level.  Never 
"back  door"  your  counterpart. 

Many  visitors  also  asked  us  how  best  to 
discuss  issues  with  the  Vietnamese.  When 
Admiral  Macke  visited,  I  recommended  that 
he  begin  discussions  with  the  MND  by  talk- 
ing about  his  experiences  as  a  pilot  during 
the  war.  I  found  that  the  Vietnamese  senior 
military  officials  seemed  to  enjoy  exchang- 
ing "war  stories"  with  American  veterans. 
This  "Ice  breaker"  often  led  to  a  cordial  and 
informal  discussion  of  issues  following  the 
introductory  discussions.  Admiral  Macke 
began  his  discussions  at  the  MND  by  remark- 
ing how  much  more  pleasant  his  flight  over 
Hanoi  was  that  day  than  it  had  been  some  25 
years  earlier.  This  led  to  a  very  friendly  ex- 
change between  him  and  the  Vice  Minister  of 
National  Defense,  General  Bun. 

We  prepared  visitors  as  best  we  could  so 
that  they  would  not  be  surprised  by  events 
during  their  visit.  We  provided  each  visitor 
with  a  folder  containing  the  schedule  of 
events,  a  tourist  map  of  Hanoi,  biographies 
of  the  Vietnamese  hosts,  as  available,  and 
sketches  of  meeting  areas  as  best  as  we  could 
determine.  Biographies  were  often  very  dif- 
ficult to  get.  We  never  wanted  to  give  the  Vi- 
etnamese the  Impression  that  we  were 
"gathering  intelligence,"  so  trying  to  collect 
biographical  Information  about  their  govern- 
ment's leaders  was  a  very  sensitive  propo- 
sition. We  depended  on  public  information 
and  past  encounters  with  the  Individuals  to 
orient  the  visitors  to  their  hosts. 

Each  folder  also  contained  our  "best 
guess"  »*  of  what  the  physical  layout  of  the 
meeting  rooms  would  be,  where  to  sit,  where 
the  interpreters  would  be,  etc.  Because  we 
could  not  usually  see  the  rooms  prior  to  the 
actual  meetings,  we  based  our  sketches  on 
what  we  had  seen  in  the  past.  Providing  a 
sketch  precluded  awkward  uncertainty  in 
the  beginning  of  the  meetings  as  delegates 
tried  to  figure  out  where  to  sit.  The  begin- 
nings of  meetings  were  the  times  when  pho- 
tographers and  other  members  of  the  media 
were  present,  so  we  did  not  want  our  rep- 
resentatives to  appear  hesitant  or  uncertain. 

At  the  first  meeting  I  attended  with  the 
July  1994  Presidential  Delegation  (my  first 
high  level  visit),  I  entered  the  room  after  the 
visiting  U.S.  delegation  had  taken  their 
seats.  The  only  remaining  seat  at  the  table 
was  on  the  Vietnamese  side.  The  Vietnam- 
ese, always  very  gracious  hosts,  quickly  ush- 
ered me  to  the  empty  seat.  I  soon  learned 
that  this  was  not  a  very  good  idea.  Had  I 
been  aware  of  the  protocol,  I  would  have  de- 
clined their  offer  and  sat  somewhere  else, 
however,  nobody  had  told  me  what  to  expect. 
This  was  a  good  lesson  for  me.  We  tried  to 
prevent  this  kind  of  awkward  moment  for 
visitors  by  briefing  them  ahead  of  time. 

We  endeavored  to  do  the  same  for  recep- 
tions, luncheons  and  suppers.  Most  official 
dinners  were  held  In  the  Ministry  of  Foreign 
Affairs  guest  house,  the  Le  Thach  Govern- 
ment Guest  House,  and  they  all  followed  a 
similar  pattern.  Items  I  always  tried  to  ver- 
ify before  the  delegates  arrived  were;  which 
door  should  we  enter  through  (there  were 
two),  the  menu  (if  possible),  the  seating  ar- 
rangement, and  the  English  Ismguage  pro- 
ficiency of  the  host.  If  I  could  not  determine 
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the  seating  arrangement  prior  to  arrival,  I 
tried  to  slip  into  the  dining  area  during  the 
Initial  welcome  at  the  door  to  at  least  deter- 
mine which  side  of  the  table  the  key  dele- 
gates would  sit.  I  did  not  want  them  wander- 
ing around  the  table  searching  for  their 
name  plate. 

Many  of  the  Vietnamese  officials  spoke 
English  extremely  well,  but  would  rarely 
speak  anything  except  Vietnamese  during  of- 
ficial meetings.  During  receptions,  however, 
they  would  often  speak  English.  When  Con- 
gressman Solomon  Ortiz  (D-Texas)  visited, 
we  told  him  that  many  of  the  officials  from 
the  MFA's  America's  Department  spoke 
Spanish  fluently.  Within  minutes  at  the 
luncheon.  Congressman  Ortiz  and  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Americas  Department,  Mr.  Phong, 
were  deeply  engaged  In  conversation  using 
Spanish.  Mr.  Phong,  who  had  graduated  from 
the  University  of  La  Havana  and  had  been 
posted  in  Cuba  in  the  past,  also  speaks 
English  fluently,  but  I  think  he  really  en- 
Joyed  talking  with  Congressman  Ortiz  In 
Spanish. 

At  General  Vlale's  direction,  we  also  pre- 
pared folders  that  we  gave  to  the  delega- 
tion's princlpal(s)  en  route  to  each  meeting 
location.  This  contained  only  information 
pertaining  to  the  next  meeting.  Though  the 
Initial  folder  at  the  hotel  was  useful,  we 
found  the  second  folder  ensured  that  the  per- 
tinent Information  for  the  next  meeting  was 
fresh  in  the  visitor's  mind  and  helped  focus 
his  thoughts. 
Translator  Support  to  Delegations 

There  were  several  linguists  assigned  to 
Detachment  2.  We  did  not  possess  any  Inter- 
preters, and  I  quickly  learned  that  there  is  a 
huge  difference  between  an  Interpreter  and  a 
linguist.  Interpreters  undergo  specific  train- 
ing to  become  proficient  in  their  skill  and  we 
simply  did  not  have  personnel  trained  In 
that  manner  assigned  to  the  Detachment. 
TSgt  Ron  Ward,  USAF,  did,  however,  fill  this 
void  extremely  well.  When  visitors  came  to 
Vietnam,  we  always  linked-up  Ron  Ward  and 
the  visitors  the  evening  before  the  Initial 
meetings  so  they  could  discuss  Issues  the 
visitors  planned  to  raise  during  the  meet- 
ings. If  the  visitors  sent  tAlklng  points  to  us 
ahead  of  their  visit  or  provided  them  upon 
their  arrival,  Ron  was  always  responsible  for 
translating  them  to  ensure  he  understood 
not  only  the  literal  meaning,  but  also  the  in- 
tent. Ron  stayed  "glued"  to  the  visitors 
throughout  their  visit.  Including  riding  with 
them  between  meetings  to  explain  nuances 
of  discussions  or  to  discuss  any  changes  the 
visitor  wanted  to  make  for  the  next  meeting. 
If  space  in  vehicles  when  driving  between 
visits  was  limited,  I  always  deferred  to  Ron 
to  ensure  the  visitor  was  comfortable  with 
the  translation. 

Translating  with  the  Vietnamese  was  not 
always  an  easy  task.  I  believe  It  was  a  cul- 
tural trait  of  the  Vietnamese  to  speak  very 
softly.  This  made  It  very  difficult  at  times 
for  the  Interpreter  to  hear  the  principal.  The 
Vietnamese  officials  always  provided  an  In- 
terpreter, but  we  still  tried  to  have  Vietnam- 
ese linguists  In  every  meeting  to  ensure  our 
Interpretation  of  the  translation  was  the 
same  as  the  interpreters.  If  necessary,  our 
Interpreter  would  Interrupt  the  proceedings 
to  either  clarify  a  point  or  ask  for  an  expla- 
nation. The  Vietnamese  did  the  same  to  us. 

One  rather  comical  instance  occurred  dur- 
ing our  Trilateral  Conference  with  Vietnam- 
ese and  Laotian  officials  on  December  1, 1994 
In  Hanoi.  Vietnamese  Vice  Foreign  Minister 
Blnh  was  the  senior  Vietnamese  official 
present,  and  his  Interpreter  was  a  Vletnam- 
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ese  VNOSMP  team  leader  who  spoke  English 
excellently.**  Vice  Minister  Blnh  made  some 
Introductory  welcoming  remarks  in  Viet- 
namese to  the  conference  that  lasted  two  to 
three  minutes.  The  interpreter  translated  In 
the  following  manner.  "I  would  like  to  wel- 
come the  delegates  to  this  very  Important 
conference,  and  all  that  welcoming  stuff." 
The  point  here  Is  that  there  Is  a  huge  dif- 
ference between  someone  who  fluently 
speaks  another  language  and  one  who  is  a 
trained  Interpreter.  Understand  the  dif- 
ference, and  accept  the  handicai>s  you  bear 
when  an  interpreter  Is  unavailable.  I  was  al- 
ways very  comfortable  with  Ron  Ward  as  an 
Interpreter.  He  took  his  Job  seriously,  under- 
stood the  ramifications  of  his  duties,  and 
studied  hard.  He  also  understood  the  issue 
thereby  ensuring  the  proper  translation  of 
our  positions. 

INTERACTION  WITH  THE  MEDIA 

"Watch  your  adjectives:"  As  I  said  earlier, 
the  CJTF's  cautionary  words  stuck  with  me 
throughout  my  tenure.  This  forewarning 
came  to  mind  on  numerous  occasions  as  I  op- 
erated In  what  the  media  described  as  the 
"center  of  a  political  typhoon.  On  one  side 
are  Americans  who  believe  the  U.S.  govern- 
ment and  military  have  been  duped  by  the 
Vietnamese  into  spending  millions  of  dollars 
on  a  wild-goose  chase  for  remains  that  Hanoi 
already  controls  and  cynically  manipulates. 
On  the  other  side  are  comiiatriots  who  ac- 
cuse the  first  group  of  exploiting  the  fami- 
lies of  MIAs  by  holding  out  false  hope  of  in- 
formation, or  even  survival  of  their  loved 
ones  in  Southeast  Asian  Jungles."  » 

Before  even  leaving  CONUS.  I  quickly  be- 
came aware  of  the  media  challenges  I  would 
face  as  the  Commander  of  Detachment  2. 
During  my  orientations  at  the  Defense  POW/ 
MIA  Office  In  Arlington,  Virginia.  I  had  a 
chance  meeting  with  Ms  Ann  Mills  Grif- 
fith*', the  Executive  Director  of  the  Na- 
tional League  of  Families,  and  a  strident 
critic  of  U.S.  policy  toward  Vietnam.  When  I 
was  Introduced  to  her,  her  only  words  were, 
"Well,  I  hope  we  hear  less  from  you  In  the 
press  than  we  have  your  predecessor.  He's 
the  most  quoted  Anny  officer  in  the  country. 
But  *  •  •  niaybe  we  can  get  together  prior  to 
your  departure  and  talk  about  the  Issue."  I 
did  not  meet  with  her  again  until  she  came 
to  Vietnam  as  part  of  the  July  1994  Presi- 
dential Delegation. 

When  the  Commander  of  Detachment  2  as- 
sumes his  duties,  he  Is  Immediately  thrust 
Into  a  position  with  great  political  sensitiv- 
ity and  media  Interest.  There  was  an  Inter- 
esting discrepancy  with  the  manner  In  which 
the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  handles 
media  access  versus  the  way  the  Department 
of  State  (DOS)  handles  it.  As  I  understood  it, 
DOS  personnel  were  not  authorized  to  "go  on 
the  record"  with  the  media  unless  they  have 
prior  DOS  apiMTOval  or  have  achieved  a  cer- 
tain level  of  responsibility  in  the  Depart- 
ment. When  Mr.  Jim  Hall  first  arrived  In 
Hanoi  in  January  1995  as  the  Chief  of  the 
United  States  Liaison  Office,  he  did  not  have 
this  authorization  despite  his  years  of  expe- 
rience In  Asian  and  Vietnamese  Issues.  Con- 
versely, from  Day  1  as  the  Commander,  I  was 
not  only  authorized,  but  encouraged  to  speak 
to  the  media.  During  his  In-briefing  to  me. 
General  Vlale  directed  that  I  "tell  the  JTF's 
story  and  Include  the  media  where  and  when 
appropriate." 

President  Clinton's  apparent  desire  to  nor- 
malize relations  with  Vietnam  was  looming 
in  the  near  future  during  most  of  my  tenure. 
His  decision  hinged  on  Vietnamese  coopera- 
tion on  the  issue  I  was  responsible  for  coordl- 
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natlng  in  Vietnam,  so  the  media  was  always 
keenly  Interested  In  our  acUvltles.  Inter- 
action seemed  to  run  the  gamut  of  media  fo- 
rums. The  print  media  was  in  Hanoi  in  force. 
Permanently  posted  in  Hanoi  from  the  print 
and  television  media  were  John  Rogers  of 
Reuters,  George  Esper.  Bruce  Stanley  and 
Kathy  Wllhelm  of  Associated  Press,  Kristin 
Huckshom  of  the  San  Jose  Mercury  News. 
Adam  Schwarz  of  Far  Eastern  Economic  Re- 
view, Jason  Bleibtreu  of  Worldwide  Tele- 
vision News,  and  Philippe  Agret  of  Agence 
France— Presse.  Ron  Moreau,  Newsweek's 
Southeast  Asia  correspondent,  and  Tom 
Mlntier.  Cable  News  Network's  Bureau  Chief 
in  Bangkok  also  visit  Hanoi  frequently. 
There  were  also  several  foreign  and  Amer- 
ican "local"  television  affiliates  who  visited 
including  "Der  Spelgel"  who  produced  an  ex- 
tensive documentary  on  Vietnam  which  In- 
cluded our  efforts,  and  KCRA  television  from 
Sacramento,  California.  Though  they  never 
actually  came  In  person,  the  British  Broad- 
casting System  called  me  several  times  and 
interviewed  me  twice  on  live  radio  while  I 
was  in  Hanoi. 

The  30th  anniversary  of  the  "faU  of  Sai- 
gon" also  precipitated  numerous  press  visits 
to  Vietnam.  Neil  Sheehan"  came  to  Hanoi 
to  research  an  article  published  In  the  April 
24.  1995  edition  of  The  New  Yorker  magazine. 
Also  from  the  print  media  came  Steven  But- 
ler, U.S.  News  and  World  Report,  and  Frank 
Gibney  of  Time.  From  the  television  media 
came  Jim  Vance  of  WRC-TV  in  Washington, 
DC,  Robin  Smith »  and  her  husband  Bill 
Plant  for  a  piece  for  "Eye  to  Eye,"  and  the 
crew  of  "Larry  King  Live." 

The  purpose  of  Identifying  all  of  these 
Journalists  and  correspondents  in  this  paper 
Is  not  to  Imjaress  anyone  with  our  "15  min- 
utes of  fame,"  but  Instead  to  display  the 
magnitude  of  the  problem.  My  preparation 
for  working  with  the  media  consisted  of  one 
morning  in  the  catacombs  of  the  Pentagon 
where  Air  Force  Public  Affairs  officers  ran 
me  through  a  number  of  scenarios  I  might 
face.  These  scenarios  Included  an  Interview 
with  a  print  Journalist,  an  on-camera  inter- 
view where  the  commentator  was  sitting  In 
the  room  with  me.  an  on-camera  Interview 
where  the  Interviewer  was  In  another  loca- 
tion and  I  had  only  the  camera  to  speak  to. 
and  a  chance  Interview  by  a  "mob"  of  Jour- 
nalists, both  print  and  video.  There  was  not 
a  single  scenario  they  presented  me  that  I 
did  not  face  several  times  as  the  Commander 
in  Hanoi.  Their  jxreparations  kept  me  out  of 
trouble  on  several  occasions. 

Thanks  In  large  measure  to  their  efforts 
and  advice  from  those  at  other  agencies,  to 
Include  the  CJTF-FA,  I  deployed  to  Vietnam 
with  a  few  "rules  of  thumb,"  for  dealing  with 
the  media: 
Alwajrs  tell  the  truth. 
Watch  the  adjectives. 

Tadk  only  about  what  I  know— don't  specu- 
late or  guess. 

Know  the  two  or  three  most  Important 
things  I  want  to  get  across  and  keep  coming 
back  to  them— no  matter  what  the  question 
Is;  i.e.,  have  an  agenda— the  press  will. 

Never  assume  video  cameras  or  tape  re- 
corders are  "off." 

There  Is  no  such  thing  as  a  casual  con- 
versation with  a  member  of  the  press. 
Invite  the  press  along  on  visits  to  the  field. 
When  dealing  with  complex  emotional 
Issues  (such  as  this)  don't  grant  quick  Inter- 
views with  members  of  the  press  who  I  was 
not  confident  fully  understand  the  Issue. 

Whenever  possible,  lean  heavily  on  the  or- 
ganization's Public  Affairs  Officer. 


12504 

Always  ten  the  truth 

Often,  there  were  times  when  certain  Infor- 
mation was  not  "releasable"  to  the  press, 
and  I  had  to  decline  comment.  This  always 
seemed  a  better  option  than  trying  to  mis- 
lead the  press  or  give  them  an  Incomplete 
answer  just  to  appease  them.  I  developed  a 
rapport  with  the  Hanoi  press  such  that  when 
I  declined  comment,  they  understood  that  I 
would  give  them  the  Information  as  soon  as 
possible.  That  did  not.  however,  always  pre- 
clude them  from  contlnulnt'to  press  In  hopes 
that  I  might  slip  up  and  divulge  the  Informa- 
tion. In  my  opinion,  George  Esper  and  Bruce 
Stanley  were  the  most  skilled  at  asking  the 
same  question  several  different  ways.  The 
press  alwasrs  tried  to  get  Information  con- 
cerning the  success  of  our  JFAs  prior  to  the 
end  of  the  JFA.  We  never  wanted  to  provide 
that  Information  until  the  Repatriation 
Ceremony,  because  it  was  not  until  then  that 
we  were  certain  about  the  number  of  remains 
our  forenslcs  specialists  had  agreed  to  repa- 
triate. We  did  not  want  to  publicize  Inac- 
cnrate  Information.  The  media  also  knew 
that  I  attended  meetings  between  the  Viet- 
namese and  all  visiting  U.S.  delegations. 
They  often  tried  to  get  me  to  tell  them  what 
occurred  during  the  meeting,  but  I  felt  that 
was  an  Issue  the  leader  of  the  delegation 
should  provide.  If  he  desired  to  do  so.  I  al- 
ways declined  comment. 
Watch  the  adjectives 

The  poUtical  sensitivity  of  this  Issue 
meant  that  individuals  on  all  sides  of  the 
Issue  would  likely  dissect  my  comments  to 
try  to  find  any  "hidden"  meaning.  Calling 
cooperation  "strong"  was  much  different 
than  saying  it  was  "outstanding."  I  tried  to 
measure  my  comments  such  that  I  was  pre- 
senting facts,  not  speculation  or  opinion. 
Talk  only  about  what  1  know 

Although  operations  in  Vietnam  were  the 
focus  of  media  coverage  of  the  Issue  of  unac- 
counted-for Americans,  It  was  only  one  facet 
of  the  entire  operation.  Often,  the  media 
asked  questions  concerning  operations  in 
Laos  or  Cambodia  and  I  would  fend  these  off 
by  simply  saying  that  I  stayed  too  busy  In 
Vietnam  to  try  to  remain  current  with  oper- 
ations elsewhere.  I  normally  referred  them 
to  the  Detachment  Commanders  in  those 
coontrles.  Referring  media  to  the  JTF-PAO 
was  also  a  very  effective  means  of  "stasrlng 
in  my  lane."  and  not  talking  about  some- 
thing in  somebody  else's  realm. 

Know  the  two  or  three  most  important  things 
you  u)ant  to  get  across  and  keep  coming 
back  to  them 

The  first  four  Issues  listed  below  were  re- 
current themes  with  the  press  throughout 
my  tenure.  For  on-camera  interviews,  the 
XJSAF  PAO  team  at  the  Pentagon  rec- 
ommended a  "trick  of  the  trade"  to  get  my 
themes  across  as  forcefully  as  possible.  Nor- 
mally, the  start  of  the  interview  began  with 
the  commentator  welcoming  me  and  saying 
hello.  This  proved  to  be  a  great  time  to 
strike  first,  by  acknowledging  the  greeting 
and  then  beginning  to  hit  at  least  the  first 
two  themes  listed  below  before  even  being 
asked  a  question.  The  same  technique 
worked  at  the  close  of  most  Interviews, 
where  I  had  the  opportunity  to  close  with 
key  words  such  as  "highest  national  prior- 
ity" and  "committed  to  finding  answers  for 
the  families."  The  themes  I  tried  to  empha- 
size were: 

President  Clinton  naade  resolving  this 
issue  a  matter  of  the  "highest  national  pri- 
ority" and  was  devoting  the  necessary  per- 
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sonnel,  resources,  and  funding  appropriate  to 
that  level  priority. 

There  were  hundreds  of  dedicated  young 
Americans  working  arduously  in  the  Held 
with  one  objective  In  mind — to  find  the  an- 
swers the  families  of  the  unaccounted-for  so 
richly  deserve. 

We  were  enjoying  the  continued  support  of 
the  Vietnamese  Government  and  people  to 
resolve  this  issue. 

Regarding  what  the  U.S.  policy  toward 
Vietnam  should  be,  I  always  stressed  that  I 
was  an  "operator"  In  the  field,  not  a  policy- 
maker and  was  not  qualified  to  make  policy 
recommendations  or  comments. 

Regarding  the  issue  of  live  Americans  still 
being  held  against  their  will  In  Vietnam,  1 
continually  emphasized  that  the  USG  had  no 
evidence  to  support  the  contention  that  live 
Americans  are  being  held  against  their  will, 
however,  we  also  do  not  have  any  evidence  to 
be  sure  there  are  not.  Therefore,  we  devote 
the  necessary  time,  people  and  resources  to 
fully  Investigate  each  and  every  live-sight- 
ing report. 

This  last  Issue  hit  Its  apex  when  former 
Congressman  Billy  Hendon  visited  Hanoi  In 
May  1995.«  During  his  visit,  another  "media 
theme"  I  continually  emphasized  was  that 
despite  Mr.  Hendon 's  claims,  the  Vietnamese 
had  never  denied  U.S.  Investigators  access  to 
any  location  It  requested  to  visit  In  conjunc- 
tion with  a  llve-slghtlng  Investigation. 
Video  cameras  and  tape  recorders  are  never 
-off 

One  of  the  scenarios  the  USAF  PAO  In- 
structional team  covered  during  my  orienta- 
tion at  the  Pentagon  Involved  an  on-camera 
Interview.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  inter- 
view, the  commentator  made  some  closing 
remarks  and  thanked  me  for  the  interview. 
The  cameraman  then  walked  away  &Y>m  the 
camera  as  the  commentator  began  Idle  chit- 
chat. Unknown  to  me,  the  cameraman  left 
the  camera  on  and  running.  The  commenta- 
tor's seemingly  Innocent  conversation  re- 
garding the  Issue  we  had  been  discussing  on- 
camera  was  actually  an  attempt  to  draw  me 
into  saying  things  I  did  not  want  to  say  on- 
camera.  I  never  noticed  this  occurring  dur- 
ing my  tenure  In  Hanoi,  but  I  was  always 
cognizant  of  Its  possibility. 
Invite  the  press  along  on  visits  to  the  field 

One  advantage  I  had  with  the  media  in 
Hanoi  that  others  may  not  enjoy  in  other  as- 
signments Is  that  the  media  was  very  de- 
pendent on  me  for  access  to  sites  and  infor- 
mation. I  develoi)ed  strong  relationships 
with  many  of  the  correspondents  and  when 
an  Investigation  or  excavation  was  taking 
place  that  I  thought  might  interest  them.  I 
invited  them  to  "hitch  a  ride"  with  me  when 
I  visited  the  site.  Many  of  our  sites  were  in- 
accessible except  by  helicopter,  so  If  they  did 
not  go  with  me.  they  did  not  go  at  all.  I 
never  used  this  advantage  as  a  threat,  but 
was  able  to  pick  and  choose  who  I  would  in- 
vite to  go  along  with  me. 
No  casual  conversations  viith  the  media 

Though  I  did  develop  an  excellent  rapport 
with  most  of  the  Hanoi  media  representa- 
tives, I  always  kept  In  mind  LTG 
Bramlett's*!  advice  to  me  during  a  previous 
assignment  that  there  are  "no  casual  con- 
versations with  a  general  officer."  and  ap- 
plied that  to  the  press.  There  were  occasions 
where  I  went  "off  the  record,"  but  these  In- 
stances were  only  with  journalists  who  I 
knew  very  well  and  trusted.  During  my  en- 
tire tenure,  I  cannot  think  of  a  single  In- 
stance where  anyone  in  the  media  violated 
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that  trust,  but  I  must  emphasize  that  going 
"off  the  record"  can  entail  great  risk  (and 
sometimes  great  stupidity). 
Ensure  the  media  member  understands  the  issue 

As  is  probably  apparent  by  now,  the  unac- 
counted-for Issue  Is  very  complex  and  emo- 
tional. I  tried  never  to  grant  an  Interview 
with  a  new  journalist/correspondent  unless 
they  would  take  the  time  for  me  to  brief 
them  on  the  Issue.  As  I  became  more  and 
more  familiar  with  the  Issue,  this  became  a 
very  arduous  requirement,  with  discussions 
lasting  as  long  as  three  hours,  but  it  paid  off. 
To  my  knowledge,  I  was  only  misquoted  once 
during  my  tenure,  and  even  that  was  not  a 
very  serious  case. 
Lean  heavily  on  the  PAO 

LTC  Dave  Fredrlkson,  the  JTF-FA  PAO 
was  often  the  most  valuable  JTF-FA  staff 
member  for  me.  He  deployed  to  Vietnam 
often,  and  whenever  he  did,  he  lifted  a  great 
load  off  my  shoulders.  He  had  been  assigned 
to  the  JTF  since  Its  Inception,  and  fully 
undertood  the  Issue  and  Its  history.  He  had 
developed  a  personal  relationship  with  the 
Hanoi  press  corps  and  understood  their 
strengths  and  wealcnesses.  Often,  Often,  how- 
ever, there  were  times  when  the  press  want- 
ed to  talk  to  the  Commander,  not  a  staff  offi- 
cer from  Hawaii.  In  those  Instances,  Dave  be- 
came a  close  listener  to  both  the  press  and 
me  to  ensure  I  did  not  Inadvertently  say 
something  Incorrectly.  Prior  to  events  when 
we  knew  a  lot  of  press  would  be  present, 
Dave  also  helped  prepare  and  rehearse  me  for 
their  Issues. 

When  Dave  wasn't  In  Hanoi,  I  sent  infor- 
mation regarding  all  press  contacts,  no  mat- 
ter how  Insignificant,  to  him  by  fax  or  E- 
mail.  In  that  way,  he  knew  which  media  to 
watch  to  ensure  they  "got  the  story  right." 
The  PAO  cannot  help  unless  he  Is  up  to  speed 
on  the  Issues.  To  be  effective,  the  PAO  need- 
ed  to  know  everything  that  went  on  in  the 
JTF.  and  the  Commanders  in  the  field  were 
his  best  source  of  Information  for  operations 
in  their  resi>ective  countries. 

The  only  time  I  had  difficulty  with  the 
press  was  when  I  tried  to  handle  a  "press 
pool"  rather  than  giving  the  problem  to  the 
PAO  and  letting  him  handle  It.  This  occurred 
during  Mr.  Hendon's  visit.  Once  It  came  time 
to  visit  the  "live-sighting"  location,  the  Vi- 
etnamese allowed  us  to  take  along  one  mem- 
ber of  the  press.  After  consulting  with  Dave 
Fredrlkson,  I  informed  the  press  that  be- 
cause we  could  only  take  one  member  of  the 
media  with  us,  we  would  use  the  "press  ix>ol" 
technique,  and  that  Individual  must  agree  to 
share  his/her  report  with  the  others.  My  mis- 
take was  in  designating  the  si)eclflc  member 
that  would  accompany  us.  I  chose  John  Rog- 
ers of  Reuters  who  was  the  senior  member  of 
the  Hanoi  press  corps.  He  was  extremely 
knowledgeable  of  the  issue,  but  was  also 
what  I  would  best  characterize  as  "quietly 
competent."  His  familiarity  with  the  subject 
was  the  real  selling  point  for  me,  but  I  also 
thought  that  John's  low-key  approach  with 
the  Vietnamese  would  best  serve  thorough 
and  objective  coverage  of  a  very  sensitive  in- 
vestigation. The  Vietnamese  never  before  al- 
lowed a  member  of  the  media  to  accompany 
an  LSL  I  did  not  want  to  betray  their  trust. 
To  make  a  long  story  short,  Kathy  Wil- 
helm  (AP)  did  not  agree  with  my  decision, 
stating  that  It  Is  the  press  who  should  decide 
who  would  represent  them  in  the  pool.  In  the 
end,  and  after  much  heated  discussion  and 
aggravation  with  Kathy,  I  referred  her  to 
Dave  Fredriskson.  I  told  her  that  I  would 
defer  to  whatever  he  advised.  After  all  was 
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said  and  done,  Dave  recommended  that  I 
allow  the  press  corps  to  decide.  I  did.  Kathy 
Wllhelm  represented  the  media,  and  she  did 
a  good  job  of  covering  the  investigation. 

In  retrospect.  It  would  have  been  a  lot  easi- 
er ff  I  had  deferred  to  the  JTF-FA  PAO  from 
the  outset.  I  was  clearly  delving  Into  an  area 
where  I  was  unfamiliar.  I  was  extremely 
tired  (and  short-tempered)  after  a  week  of  re- 
sponding to  Mr.  Henddn's  shenanigans,  and  I 
had  lost  patience  with  many  in  the  press 
corps  who  I  felt  were  giving  Mr.  Hendon  and 
bis  ridiculous  accusations  much  too  much 
coverage.  I  was  also  annoyed  at  their  tele- 
phone calls  at  all  hours  of  the  day  and  night 
for  the  latest  Information.  I  had  lost  my  ob- 
jectivity, and  hindsight  has  shown  me  that 
passing  the  ball  to  someone  separated  from 
the  difficulties  In  Hanoi,  I.e.  Dave 
Fredrlkson  In  Hawaii,  would  have  relieved 
me  of  much  needless  aggravation. 

INTERACTION  WITH  U.S.  VETERANS  GROUPS 

During  my  tenure  as  the  Commander  of 
Detachment  2,  delegations  firom  several  vet- 
erans groups  visited  Vietnam  and  requested 
a  briefing  at  the  Ranch.  We  always  granted 
their  requests  as  we  felt  strongly  that  their 
consltiuency  needed  to  understand  the  ex- 
tent of  our  efforts.  I  must  admit  that  I  was 
usually  more  nervous  prior  to  briefing  veter- 
ans groups  than  I  was  prior  to  Congressional 
delegations.  For  some  reasons,  1  always  ex- 
pected a  confrontation,  but  In  fact,  never 
had  one.  I  found  every  veterans  group  delega- 
tion that  visited  us  to  be  genuinely  con- 
cerned about  unraveling  the  truth  surround- 
ing the  Issue,  fully  supportive  of  our  efforts, 
and  absolutely  devoted  to  taking  home  the 
facts  to  their  members.  This  Is  not  to  say 
that  all  veterans  agreed  with  U.S.  policy  de- 
cisions toward  normalizing  relations  with 
Vietnam.  Most  did  not,  but  that  was  not  an 
issue  that  was  of  concern  to  me.  My  job  was 
to  convey  to  them  the  extent  of  JTF-FA's  ef- 
forts in  Vietnam,  our  dedication  to  finding 
answers  for  the  families,  and  our  commit- 
ment to  achieving  the  fullest  possible  ac- 
counting. In  their  dealings  with  those  of  us 
in  the  field,  my  experience  with  the  veterans 
organizations  was  uniformly  i>osltlve. 

The  U.S.  veterans  program  that  was  of 
most  help  to  us  in  the  field  was  the  Vietnam 
Veterans  of  America  (WA)  Veterans  Initia- 
tive. As  I  said  earlier,  the  Vietnamese  claim 
to  have  over  300,000  of  their  own  people  still 
missing  from  their  "war  for  Independence." 
The  WA  has  requested  that  their  member- 
ship forward  to  the  WA  any  war  memora- 
bilia, artifacts,  photographs,  maps,  etc. .that 
may  help  the  Vietnamese  resolve  Instances 
of  their  missing.  Semi-annually,  officials 
from  the  WA  travel  to  Vietnam  to  provide 
the  Items  they  receive  to  the  Vietnamese 
veterans  organization.  This  Is  a  veterans- to- 
▼eterans  program,  not  govemment-to-gov- 
emment,  and  the  WA  closely  guard  this  re- 
lationship. We  helped  them  on  occasion,  but 
only  by  assisting  them  Interpret  maps  or 
make  sense  of  one  document  or  another. 

In  the  summer  of  1994,  the  WA  visited 
Vietnam  and  one  of  the  Items  they  provided 
was  a  map  Indicating  the  location  of  a  mass 
grave  of  Vietnamese.  The  map  indicated  that 
approximately  100  Vietnamese  had  been  bur- 
led at  the  location  marked  on  the  map.  Gary 
Flanagan,  our  CRS,  helped  the  WA  officials 
refine  the  location  on  current  maps,  and  the 
WA  traveled  with  Vietnamese  veterans  to 
find  the  site.  The  Vietnamese  excavated  the 
site  and  found  the  remains  of  approximately 
95  Individuals. 

This  program  encouraged  Vietnamese  vet- 
erans to  provide  the  same  type  of  support  to 
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our  operations.  By  us  showing  compassion 
for  their  loss.  I  believe  the  Vietnamese  vet- 
erans who  have  diaries,  photographs  or  other 
items  In  their  private  possession  will  be 
more  likely  to  provide  those  items  to  us. 

INTERACTION  WITH  DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

The  primary  mission  of  the  United  States 
Liaison  Office  (USLO)  was  to  promote  addi- 
tional progress  In  securing  the  fullest  pos- 
sible accounting  on  the  Issue  of  unac- 
counted-for Americans.  In  addition  to  their 
primary  mission,  the  USLO  performed  sev- 
eral secondary  tasks  on  behalf  of  the  USG 
and  provided  other  services  similar  to  those 
other  liaison  offices,  consular  offices  and  em- 
bassies provide.  These  tasks  Included:  assur- 
ing the  protection  and  welfare  of  U.S.  citi- 
zens, conducting  human  rights  dialogue  with 
the  Vietnamese  Government,  promoting  In- 
creased bilateral  and  multilateral  ties  with 
Vietnam,  and  promoting  U.S.  business  and 
economic  Interests. 

Although  during  my  tenure  we  never  had 
an  "officially  sanctioned"  relationship,  I 
clearly  saw  myself  as  part  of  the  USLO 
"Country  Team,"  and,  therefore,  subordinate 
to  the  USLO  Chief.  However.  I  was  the  senior 
DOD  official  in  Vietnam  representing  the 
Commander-in-Chief,  Pacific  Command 
(CINCPAC),  who  was  directly  responsible  to 
the  President  for  all  matters  pertaining  to 
the  issue  of  unaccounted-for  Americans.  1 
was  entirely  responsible  for  coordinating  the 
full-accounting  mission  In  Vietnam,  and  had 
only  one  boss,  the  CJTF-FA.  Whereas  we 
recognized  the  DOS  commitment  to  the  Issue 
of  accounting  or  missing  American  service- 
men as  Its  first  priority,  we  Insisted  that  the 
USLO  and  all  Vietnamese  Government  agen- 
cies coordinate  all  POW/MXA  business,  cor- 
respondence, and  reports  with  me  as  the 
Commander  of  Detachment  2. 

I  always  tried  to  keep  the  Chief,  USLO,  Mr. 
Jim  Hall  appraised  of  all  our  official  activi- 
ties and  provided  him  copies  of  all  requests, 
correspondence  and  reports.  Mr.  Hall  di- 
rected that  his  relationship  with  me  be  di- 
rect; I  did  not  have  to  work  through  his  dep- 
uty or  anyone  else  in  the  USLO.  I  understood 
the  Importance  of  working  with  Mr.  Hall  to 
ensure  he  was  fully  abreast  of  all  matters 
pertaining  to  the  Issue.  Likewise.  I  always 
felt  that  Mr.  Hall  understood  that  CJTF-FA 
and  CINCPAC  were  totally  responsible  for  all 
aspects  of  our  efforts,  and  that  they  held  me 
responsible  for  in-country  activities.  Mr. 
Hall  went  to  great  lengths  to  support  and  fa- 
cilitate our  operations. 

As  a  result  of  a  statement  by  Secretary 
Christopher  that  promised  Congress  that  a 
member  of  the  USLO  would  have  full-time 
responsibilities  as  the  POW/MIA  officer,  my 
work  was  made  somewhat  more  difficult.  I 
felt  this  was  unnecessary  and  counter-pro- 
ductive as  the  Issue  of  accounting  for  miss- 
ing Americans  was  my  primary  job.  I  worked 
on  It  all  day  every  day.  The  DOS  in  Washing- 
ton, D.C.  insisted  that  Mr.  Hall  assign  this 
duty  to  one  of  his  personnel  as.  In  my  opin- 
ion, a  political  gesture— a  decision  somebody 
made  without  fUlly  understanding  the  role  of 
the  Detachment  Commander.  It  was  not 
based  on  the  realities  In  Vietnam.  Albeit 
well  Intentloned,  there  was  simply  no  way 
that  anyone  In  the  USLO  would  know  as 
much  about  the  issue  as  I  did. 

Because  we  worked  in  separate  buildings, 
did  not  mean  we  did  not  talk.  Mr.  Hall  and 
I  had  a  very  close  professional  relationship 
based  on  trust  and  mutual  respect.  He  knew 
that  I  worked  this  issue  everyday,  all  day, 
and  that  if  he  needed  Information  on  the 
Issue,  all  he  had  to  do  was  ask.  Likewise,  I 
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was  fully  aware  that  Washington  expected 
him  to  be  fully  knowledgeable  of  our  Issue, 
and  I  always  tried  to  keep  him  appraised  of 
everything  we  did. 

I  tried  to  ameliorate  this  directive  from 
Washington  by  working  mornings  at  the 
USLO  and  afternoons  in  my  office,  but  this 
did  not  work  well.  I  found  It  very  difficult  to 
work  In  two  offices,  especially  when  I  had  to 
carry -my  work  from  office  to  office.  I  contin- 
ued to  check-In  with  Mr.  Hall  dally,  but 
gradually  stopped  going  to  the  USLO  in  the 
mornings  to  work.  I  don't  think  anyone  real- 
ly minded,  and  I  accomplished  a  lot  more  In 
my  own  office  at  the  Ranch.  Mr.  Haii  was 
very  understanding  of  my  predicament  and 
chose  to  allow  me  to  do  what  I  thought  best. 

Overall,  the  establishment  of  the  USLO 
was  a  very  positive  step.  It  was  especially 
helpful  during  VIP  visits.  Previously,  the  en- 
tire Detachment's  work  would  grind  to  a 
halt  as  we  supported  the  visits  with  baggage 
handlers,  escorts,  etc.  Now.  the  only  one 
whose  time  Is  monopolized  during  these  vis- 
its Is  that  of  the  Detachment  Commander, 
and  there  vras  no  way  to  change  that  as  I 
could  not  delegate  that  responsibility. 

As  I  said,  prior  to  the  arrival  of  the  USLO 
we  were  responsible  for  all  aspects  of  VIP 
visits.  Once  the  USLO  opened.  It  assumed 
the  responsibility  of  coordinating 
Itineraries,  providing  transportation  and 
lodging,  custom&'lmmlgratlon  clearance. 
baggage  handling,  etc..  for  all  non-DOD  offi- 
cials visiting  SRV.  As  previously.  I  contin- 
ued to  attend  all  meetings  and  other  activi- 
ties Involving  the  visitors.  I  thought  this 
was  extremely  Important  as  the  USG  began 
to  engage  the  Vietnamese  on  Issues  other 
than  the  POWMIA  Issue.  The  Detachment 
Commander's  presence  In  meetings  served  as 
a  reminder  to  the  Vietnamese  that  though 
we  were  talking  about  other  Issues,  the  Issue 
of  missing  Americans  was  still  the  number 
one  priority  of  the  USG.  I  also  provided  all 
necessary  briefings  and  reports  concerning 
JTF-FA  opeatlons,  as  requested  by  Mr.  Ball 
or  the  visiting  officials. 

Regarding  VIP  schedules,  I  did  not  think 
some  of  the  action  officers  at  the  USLO  were 
as  aggressive  with  the  Vietnamese  as  experi- 
ence had  taught  us  we  could  be.  When  we  co- 
ordinated a  schedule  for  visitors,  we  always 
fenced  the  time  the  Detachment  needed  to 
brief  the  delegation  (normally  two  hours)  as 
their  first  order  of  priority.  This  ensured 
that  they  were  as  current  as  possible  on  our 
operations  and  progress.  We  then  provided 
the  remaining  time  to  the  Vietnamese  for 
them  to  schedule  the  rest  of  the  visit.  It  was 
my  impression  that  action  officers  at  the 
USLO  took  the  opix>sIte  approach;  give  the 
Vietnamese  the  schedule,  let  them  fill  it  in 
with  the  requested  meetings,  and  then  fill  in 
the  remaining  time  with  our  briefing.  As  a 
result,  we  never  had  quite  the  time  available 
to  prebrief  Incoming  delegations  that  we  had 
In  the  pre-USLO  days. 

I  also  learned  that  DOS  and  DOD  cultures 
simply  have  different  briefing  "styles." 
Some  months  later,  this  Informal  "style" 
was  later  confirmed  to  me  as  the  normal  op- 
erating procedure  for  DOS  during  a  lecture 
by  Ambassador  Marc  Baas  to  a  War  College 
seminar.*^  Once  the  USLO  was  established. 
we  normally  briefed  visitors  over  lunch 
while  we  all  sat  on  conches  In  Mr.  Hall's  of- 
fice. It  was  my  experience  that  DOS  person- 
nel rarely  use  briefing  slides  and  brief  In  a 
much  more  Informal  fashion  than  does  the 
military.  In  my  opinion,  nothing  beat  com- 
ing to  the  Ranch  and  sitting  at  the  table  for 
a  formal  briefing,  but  I  also  have  come  to  re- 
alize that  Is  very  much  a  part  of  the  military 
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coltore  and  not  necessarily  characteristic  of 
other  agencies.  In  support  of  that,  I  had  sev- 
eral Congressional  Staff  delegations  com- 
ment to  me  that  It  Is  always  refreshing  to 
have  an  Army  officer  brief  them;  they  al- 
ways get  a  hand-out.  the  brieflng  Is  normally 
to  the  point  and  clear,  and  we  don't  tend  to 
dodge  the  tough  Issues.  To  this  day,  I  believe 
It  is  much  more  difficult  to  do  this  when  ev- 
eryone is  sitting  in  easy  chairs  eating  sand- 
wiches and  drinlcing  cokes. 

My  greatest  concern  about  the  USLO  role 
in  Vietnam  came  when  Deputy  Assistant 
Secretary  of  State  for  Counter-Narcotics, 
Mr.  Gelbard,  visited  Southeast  Asia.  A  red 
flag  went  up  for  me  during  his  visit.  I  con- 
cluded from  his  visit  that  with  the  opening 
of  the  USLO,  other  governmental  agencies 
were  rushing  to  push  their  agenda  with  the 
Vietnamese  and  either  downplay,  or  pay  Up- 
scrvlce  to  the  POW/MIA  issue.  I  felt  that 
these  competing  agendas  would  confuse  the 
Vietnamese,  and  that  they  might  lose  focus 
on  the  issue.  I  must  add  that  I  was  pleased 
that  we  were  beginning  to  engage  the  Viet- 
namese on  issues  other  than  the  issue  of  un- 
accounted-for Americans  and  knew  that  the 
Vietnamese  also  felt  it  a  refreshing  develop- 
ment. My  only  concern  was  one  of  emphasis 
and  a  fear  that  the  our  issue  would  lose  its 
priority  with  the  Vietnamese  before  Presi- 
dent Clinton  had  determined  that  sufficient 
progress  had  been  achieved  to  warrant  im- 
proved relations.** 

MPBESSIONS  OF  VIETNAMESE  PEOPLE  AND 
CTJLTURE 

Living  in  Vietnam  was  like  nothing  I  ever 
expected.  Prior  to  arriving  in  Vietnam,  my 
only  experience  in  a  "communist"  led  coun- 
try was  in  then  East  Berlin  in  1982.  I  will 
never  forget  crossing  from  West  to  East  Ber- 
lin. I  can  best  characterize  It  as  going  from 
color  to  black  and  white.  To  me,  East  Berlin 
appeared  cold,  grey,  and  depressing.  The  peo- 
ple did  not  appear  happy,  merchandise  in 
stores  wsts  shabby,  and  the  store  shelves  were 
not  well  stocked.  I  expected  much  the  same 
atmosphere  In  Vietnam  and  was  therefore 
shocked  by  the  environment  I  found.  Hanoi, 
Ho  Chl  Mlnh  City,  and  Da  Nang  (the  only 
major  urban  centers  In  Vietnam)  are  vibrant 
cities.  Construction  is  occurring  everywhere, 
store  shelves  are  well  stocked  (new  American 
products  were  arriving  on  the  shelves  almost 
dally),  the  people  appeared  happy,  and  color 
was  everywhere.  Not  everything  Is  "rosy"  In 
Vietnam,  however.  The  people  are  very  poor, 
the  infrastructure  Is  almost  non-existent, 
and  It  Is  obvious  that  the  country  Is  strug- 
gling as  it  opens  to  the  International  com- 
munity and  moves  toward  a  market  econ- 
omy. Through  my  readings  and  attendance 
at  various  meetings  during  the  visits  of  U.S. 
delegations.  I  know  that  the  Vietnamese 
have  a  long  way  to  go  to  abide  by  United  Na- 
tions standards  regarding  human  rights,  but 
it  is  not  evident  on  a  dally  basis. 

In  short.  I  did  not  And  the  atmosphere  op- 
pressive as  I  did  in  East  Berlin  12  years  ear- 
lier. Most  significantly  to  me  was  that  the 
Vietnamese  people  appeared  hopeful  about 
the  future  and  that  their  quality  of  life  was 
destined  to  Improve.  I  felt  an  atmosphere  of 
optimism  almost  everywhere  I  went  in  Viet- 
nam. 

The  most  surprising  thing  to  me  was  the 
friendliness  of  the  Vietnamese,  most  espe- 
cially toward  Americans.  Even  in  Hanoi,  the 
people  seemed  to  thoroughly  enjoy  talking 
to  Americans  and  saw  America  as  the  land  of 
everything  good.  My  impression  was  that 
given  the  opportunity  to  choose,  Vietnamese 
would  much  rather  attend  American  unlver- 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

sltles,  buy  American  goods,  and  model  their 
futvire  after  the  United  States.  It  was  inter- 
esting to  find  that  if  Vietnamese  children 
called  you  a  Russian,  they  normally  meant 
It  as  an  Insult,  not  a  compliment. 

Vietnamese  are  probably  the  hardest  work- 
ing people  I  have  ever  encountered.  Most  Vi- 
etnamese work  at  least  six  days  a  week, 
many  seven,  with  their  only  real  vacation 
coming  during  Tet.«<  Our  Vietnamese  em- 
ployees were  extremely  loyal,  rarely  com- 
plained, and  always  willing  to  go  the  extra 
mile  for  us. 

The  family  appears  to  be  the  most  signifi- 
cant aspect  of  everyday  Vietnamese  life.  As 
I  tried  to  learn  Vietnamese,  I  found  that  the 
most  valuable  phrases  to  learn  revolved 
around  being  able  to  talk  about  your  own 
family  and  ask  about  theirs.  Young  unmar- 
ried Vietnamese  usually  still  live  with  their 
family,  and  once  married,  the  children  will 
also  often  take  in  one  or  both  parents.  I 
found  that  beginning  a  negotiation  with  my 
counterpart  normally  got  off  to  a  better 
start  if  I  began  with  small  talk  about  his  or 
my  family. 

I  cannot  remember  a  single  instance  of  a 
Vietnamese  talking  derisively  to  me  about 
someone  else.  I  do  not  believe  it  is  in  their 
nature  to  talk  badly  about  anyone  else.  Any- 
one dealing  with  the  Vietnamese,  whether 
officially  or  unofficially,  should  keep  this  in 
mind.  I  truly  believe  that  the  Vietnamese  do 
not  trust  someone  who  speaks  badly  of  oth- 
ers In  public.  It  is  probably  a  trait  we  could 
stand  to  emulate. 

It  was  also  a  rare  event  for  a  Vietnamese 
official  to  flatly  refuse  a  request  of  ours. 
Now,  this  by  no  means  meant  that  we  always 
got  what  we  asked  for.  Rather  than  sasrlng 
"No,"  I  found  that  the  Vietnamese  used 
phrases  such  as,  "That  would  be  very  dif- 
ficult," or  "We  will  have  to  study  that  issue 
more,"  or  "We  would  like  to  do  that  but  we 
will  have  great  difficulty  getting  the  other 
ministries  to  support  it."  I  soon  learned  that 
these  phrases  normally  meant  "No." 

As  I  said  earlier  In  this  paper,  "Face,"  as 
some  people  call  it  Is  very  important  in  Viet- 
nam as  It  is  in  most  Asian  countries.  I  took 
every  opportunity  possible  to  publicly  praise 
my  counterpart  during  visiting  delegations, 
and  always  tried  to  compliment  lower  level 
officials  in  the  presence  of  their  superiors. 
Praise  goes  a  long  way  in  Vietnam,  as  it  does 
evenrwhere.  Conversely,  when  I  was  having 
difficulty  with  someone.  I  would  never  criti- 
cize them  In  public  or  speak  to  their  superior 
without  first  Informing  them  of  what  I  would 
do  If  we  were  unable  to  progress  at  that 
level.  Vietnamese  do  not  mind  you  going 
over  thefr  head.  Just  don't  do  It  behind  thefr 
backs. 

One  of  my  goals  \ipou  assuming  command 
of  Detachment  2  was  to  Improve  the  personal 
relationships  between  the  Detachment  and 
our  Vietnamese  workers  amd  counteniarts. 
Since  my  days  as  a  lieutenant,  I  have  always 
felt  that  it  is  helpful  to  nurture  relation- 
ships with  those  with  whom  you  work.  I  have 
found  that  it  is  much  more  difficult  to  de- 
cline a  request  from  a  friend,  than  it  is  to 
refuse  a  casual  acquaintance.  I  have  also 
found  that  subordinates  work  much  harder 
for  those  whom  they  respect  and  "like"  than 
for  those  who  Just  pay  their  salary  and  do 
not  care  for  them  as  an  individual. 

As  I  said  earlier,  we  had  several  Vietnam- 
ese local  hires  who  worked  at  the  Ranch. 
Whether  these  Individuals  were  our  secretar- 
ies, our  cook,  our  maids,  drivers,  guards  or 
gardeners,  I  tried  to  make  them  feel  a  part  of 
the  Detachment.  After  all,  without  thefr  ef- 
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forts,  we  would  not  have  been  able  to  con- 
centrate on  our  own  duties.  I  began  inviting 
them  to  Detachment  social  events  such  as 
Thanksgiving  supper  and  though  very  shy  in 
the  beginning,  they  soon  opened  up  to  us  and 
became  lasting  friends.  We  even  had  a  fare- 
well of  sorts  for  one  of  our  retiring  guards. 
This  elderly  gentleman  had  guarded  our 
compound  since  we  first  leased  it,  so  we  had 
a  luncheon  on  the  Ranch  for  him  and  pre- 
sented him  with  a  JTF-FA  Certificate  of  Ap- 
preciation signed  by  me.  I  can  almost  guar- 
antee that  he  has  that  certificate  proudly 
displayed  in  his  home.  I  am  Just  as  certain 
that  when  he  speaks  to  his  Vietnamese 
friends  and  family,  his  reflections  on  Ameri- 
cans will  be  positive. 

We  tried  to  do  the  same  for  our  counter- 
parts in  the  VNOSMP.  Not  too  long  after  my 
arrival,  we  hosted  a  small  party  at  the 
Ranch  for  Detachment  2  and  the  VNOSMP.  It 
was  a  very  relaxed  atmosphere  that  Included 
American  and  Vietnamese  food.  I  believe 
this  was  the  first  time  many  of  our  VNOSMP 
counterparts  had  even  been  on  the  Ranch 
other  than  at  the  main  office  building. 

I  knew  we  had  made  great  strides  in  devel- 
oping trust  and  friendship  when  the 
VNOSMP  Invited  us  to  a  Tet  party  at  the  Le 
Tach  Government  Guest  House.  Like  our  In- 
vitation to  them  earlier  In  my  tour,  they  In- 
cluded the  entire  Detachment.  This  was  also 
a  first  In  our  relationship. 

In  the  Spring  of  1995.  we  decided  to  host  a 
party  at  the  Ranch  for  our  counterparts.  I 
asked  Mr.  Hall  if  the  USLO  would  like  to  co- 
host  it  with  us  and  he  quickly  agreed  to  help 
us.  We  wanted  to  make  this  an  American 
event  complete  with  hamburgers,  hot  dogs, 
potato  salad,  country  music  and  rock-and- 
roll.  Guests  at  the  party  ran  the  gamut  from 
our  guards  and  maids,  to  the  Vietnamese 
Vice  Minister  of  Interior,  the  Director  of  the 
Vietnamese  Veterans  Organization,  senior 
officials  In  the  Ministries  of  Foreign  Affairs 
and  National  Defense,  the  Hanoi  i>ress  corps 
(on  the  agreement  that  everything  was  "off 
the  record"  that  evening),  and  a  couple  of 
American  businessmen.  Vietnamese  officials 
rarely  showed  themselves  to  us  in  a  casual 
atmosphere,  but  everyone  seemed  to  relax 
and  enjoy  themselves.  I  think  we  spread  a  lot 
of  good  will  during  this  party  and  gained 
much  more  than  we  gave. 

These  few  Instances  of  shared  camaraderie 
served  a  very  Important  purpose — they  built 
trust  between  our  organizations  and  between 
individuals.  Becoming  friends  did  not  mean 
that  I  would  always  agree  with  my  counter- 
parts or  them  with  me.  Neither  did  it  mean 
that  I  would  push  any  less  vigorously  for 
issues  I  thought  were  important  to  achieving 
the  fullest  possible  accounting.  What  I  do  be- 
lieve it  meant  was  that  I  understood  the  Vi- 
etnamese perspective  and  could  usually  find 
a  way  to  honor  thefr  position  while  still  ac- 
complishing the  mission  I  was  bound  to  do. 
It  meant  that  I  was  better  able  to  read  body 
language  and  recognize  intent  versus  literal 
meanings  of  spoken  words.  It  meant  that  I 
could  better  time  my  requests  or  frame  them 
in  such  a  way  as  to  maximize  my  opportuni- 
ties for  success.  In  short,  I  think  our  friend- 
ships developed  trust.  Trust  led  to  greater 
access  an  enhanced  cooperation.  And  better 
cooperation  led  to  progress. 

CONCLUSION 

When  Sergeant  Major  of  the  Army  Richard 
Kldd  visited  our  troops  In  the  field  in  Viet- 
nam in  January  1995.  he  asked  me  what  mes- 
sage I  would  like  him  to  take  back  to  the 
United  States.  I  wanted  to  repeat  my  reply 
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to  him  here  in  my  concluding  comments,  be- 
cause 1  hope  you  have  come  to  the  same  con- 
clusions. 

The  President  of  the  United  States  consid- 
ers this  Issue  one  of  the  highest  national  pri- 
ority and  Is  resourcing  it  appropriately. 

There  are  hundreds  of  great  Americans 
working  tfrelessly  under  arduous  conditions 
with  only  one  purpose  in  mind— to  provide 
the  families  the  answers  they  so  richly  de- 
serve. 

There  are  hundreds  of  Vietnamese  citizens 
working  slde-by-slde  with  our  specialists  to 
help  us  find  the  answers,  and  the  Vietnamese 
government  is  cooperating  strongly  In  our 
efforts. 

We  are  finding  many  of  the  answers  we  are 
seeking.  No,  we  aren't  finding  all  the  an- 
swers, but  we  are  making  significant 
progress  toward  the  fullest  possible  account- 
ing. 

Finally,  I  asked  him  to  tell  all  the  soldiers, 
sailors,  airmen,  and  marines  that  he  can 
that  20  years  after  the  conflict  in  Vietnam, 
the  United  States  is  still  trying  to  bring 
home  its  fallen  warriors.  Through  all  the  re- 
ports of  the  cfrcurastances  of  loss  I  read,  I 
did  not  see  a  single  case  of  our  soldiers  being 
"abandoned"  on  the  battlefield.  Our  service 
men  and  women  should  continue  thefr  Serv- 
ice, knowing  that  we  will  come  for  them  too. 
One   of  the   most   Important   findings   of 
DOD's  "Zero-Based  Comprehensive  Review  of 
Cases"  Is  that  if  found  "no  evidence  that  In- 
formation Is  being  deliberately  withheld"  by 
the  governments  of  Vietnam,  Laos  or  Cam- 
bodia.** Could  the  Vietnamese  Government 
do    more?   In    my    opinion,    they    probably 
could,  but  I  also  look  at  all  the  other  dif- 
ficulties they  face  as  they  try  to  rebuild 
thefr  country.  I  believe  they  are  providing  a 
level    of   cooperation    far    exceeding   what 
nilght  be  reasonable  to  expect  of  them,  and 
that  the  Vietnamese  Government  is  commit- 
ted to  continuing  thefr  current  level  of  co- 
operation indefinitely.  During  a  visit  by  one 
of  the  Congressional  delegations  to  Vietnam. 
the  Vice  Foreign  Minister  of  Foreign  Affairs. 
Mr.  Le  Mai.  said  that  he  did  not  expect  the 
USG  to  stop  pressuring  Vietnam  for  assist- 
ance in  achieving  the  fullest  possible  ac- 
counting. He  simply  hoped  that  it  could  soon 
become     Just     one     Issue     of    Importance 
amongst  many  other  Issues  discussed   be- 
tween two  countries  with  normal  relations. 
Though  the  Issue  of  missing  Americans  Is 
still  one  of  America's  "highest  National  pri- 
orities." and  it  correctly  remains  the  pri- 
mary issue  of  discussion  between  Vietnam 
and  the  United  States.  Mr.  Le  Mai's  expecta- 
tions are  being  realized  today  albeit  slowly. 
During  my  tour  in  Vietnam,   I  received 
much  more  than  I  gave.  The  men  and  women 
of  Joint  Task  Force— Full  Accoimting  are  an 
inspiration  to  us  all  as  they  endure  the  long 
hours,  the  elements,  the  heat,  the  humidity, 
the  snakes,   the  unexploded  ordnance,  and 
nimierous  other  hardships  to  do  thefr  Job— 
and  do  so  happily.  The  leadership  of  JTF-FA. 
Generals  Needham  and  Vlale  and  Colonel 
Prizell.  provided  the  guidance  and  resources 
I  needed  to  accomplish  the  mission,  but  al- 
lowed me  the   flexibility  and  authority  I 
needed   to   operate   confidently   and   effec- 
tively. I  had  the  best  command  environment 
I  could  have  possibly  hoped  for. 

The  JTF-FA  staff  worked  tirelessly  behind 
the  scenes  to  make  those  of  us  in  the  field 
successful,  and  they  did  so  without  receiving 
many  of  the  accolades  and  fanfare  those  of 
us  who  were  in  the  field  received.  I  also  must 
acknowledge  the  efforts  of  those  who  went 
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before  me.  Colonel  Jack  Donovan.  Colonel 
John  Cray  and  all  those  who  served  with 
them.  It  was  their  efforts  that  created  the 
conditions  under  which  I  was  able  to  operate, 
and  they  set  the  stage  well.  If  at  any  point 
in  this  monograph  I  gave  the  impression  that 
the  accomplishments  I  cited  were  mine.  It 
was  unintentional  and  false.  Progress  on  this 
issue  was  a  team  effort  that  Included  the  De- 
tachments in  the  filed,  the  JTF-FA  and 
PACOM  Headquarters  and  staffs,  and  the  De- 
fense POW/MIA  Office.  I  privileged  to  be  a 
small  part  of  a  great  team. 

There  are  other  groups  contributing  to  the 
fullest  possible  accounting  that  I  believe 
also  need  a  lot  of  the  credit  for  the  success 
of  the  operators  in  the  field.  The  Vietnam 
Veterans  of  America,  the  Veterans  of  For- 
eign Wars,  the  American  Legion,  the  Na- 
tional League  of  Families  and  many  other 
groups  are  faithfully  representing  thefr  con- 
stituency to  get  the  answers  they  deserve. 
They  too  contribute  to  the  overall  effort.  I 
also  appreciated  the  open-minded  approach 
the  Congressional  and  Congressional  Staff 
delegations  took  during  their  visits.  Without 
the  not  always  politically  popular  efforts  of 
Senators  John  McCain.  John  Kerry.  Kit 
Bond,  and  Sam  Nunn.  I  do  not  believe  we 
would  be  making  the  progress  we  are  today. 

I  always  enjoy  talking  about  our  nation's 
efforts  in  Vietnam,  because  I  do  not  feel  the 
American  people  or.  more  Importantly,  the 
men  and  women  of  Americas  Armed  Forces 
are  aware  of  the  extent  of  our  nation's  com- 
mitment to  resolving  the  very  emotional 
Issue  of  Americans  still  missing  in  Southeast 
Asia.  This  monograph  has  given  me  the  op- 
portunity to  reflect  on  the  most  rewarding 
year  of  my  22  year  career,  and  to  offer  some 
thoughts  as  to  how  we  approached  our  du- 
ties. I  hope  this  paper  will  be  of  some  use  to 
those  who  may  follow  in  similar  situations, 
and  that  it  serves  as  a  record  of  the  Impres- 
sion of  Just  one  member  of  a  very  large  team 
dedicated  to  pursuing  and  achieving  the  full- 
est possible  accounting  for  Americans  still 
unaccounted-for  In  Indochina. 

I  opened  this  paper  with  a  quote  describing 
why  I  think  JTF-FA's  mission  is  Important. 
I  will  close  with  another  quote.  How  can  the 
contributions  of  JTF-FA  best  be  summa- 
rized? I  think  Admiral  Richard  Macke. 
CINCPAC.  said  it  best  on  February  10.  1995 
when  he  presented  the  Joint  Meritorious 
Unit  Award  to  JTF-FA: 

"What  will  be  the  legacy  of  Joint  Task 
Force-Full  Accounting?  It  won't  be  the  sites 
searched,  the  witnesses  interviewed,  the  tons 
of  sou  sifted.  Your  legacy  will  be  the  relief  of 
the  families  of  those  we  are  able  to  account 
for.  And  your  legacy  will  be  the  iron-clad 
faith  that  the  men  and  women  of  our  armed 
services  have  In  each  other.  When  we  are 
next  called  upon  to  put  ourselves  in  harms 
way.  we  can  do  so  without  hesitation,  be- 
cause we  know  you'll  come.  I  can  think  of  no 
greater  legacy  to  leave  to  those  who  come 
after  us." 

God's  noblest  people  and  thefr  families 
must  always  know  that  we'll  come— no  mat- 
ter how  long  It  takes. 

Live-Sighting  Repoet— Mk.  Bnxy  Hendon 

One  of  the  most  difficult  periods  of  my  ten- 
ure occurred  in  April  1995.  Mr.  BUly  Hendon 
arrived  In  my  office  claiming  to  have  infor- 
mation concerning  live  Americans  being  held 
by  the  Vietnamese.*'  He  said  that  he  had  "fr- 
refutable  proof  that  the  Vietnamese  were 
holding  Americans  In  an  underground  facil- 
ity beneath  a  mountain  in  a  militarily  sen- 
sitive area  in  VInh  Phn  Province  (northwest 
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of  Hanoi).  Furthermore,  he  claimed  that  the 
Vietnamese  had  denied  JTF-FA  Investiga- 
tors access  to  this  sensitive  area  for  the  pur- 
pose of  live-sighting  InvestlgaUons. 

I  told  him  that  if  he  would  provide  his  "in- 
telligence" to  me.  I  would  forward  It  to  the 
necessary  agency  Immediately,  and  we  would 
investigate  It.  He  said  that  he  did  not  trust 
me  to  investigate  It  without  first  "tipplng- 
off '  the  Vietnamese  and  would  not  give  me 
the  Information.  Rather,  he  suggested  we 
gather  all  the  press  we  could  and  all  go  in- 
vestigate the  case  together. 

While  I  was  speaking  with  Mr.  Hendon.  I 
directed  my  Detachment  NCOIC  to  contact 
the  United  States  Liaison  Office  (USLO),  as 
I  thought  they  should  be  Involved  in  this. 
The  Deputy  Chief  of  the  USLO  and  the  Re- 
gional Security  Officer  soon  arrived  at  my 
office  to  assist  me  In  my  actions  with  Mr. 
Hendon.  Once  they  arrived,  I  excused  myself 
so  that  I  could  call  JTF-FA  Headquarters  to 
inform  them  of  the  situation.  I  spoke  at 
length  with  Colonel  Frizell.  the  Deputy  Com- 
mander, and  received  specific  guidance  re- 
garding my  interactions  with  Mr.  Hendon. 
After  our  discussions.  I  returned  to  convey 
Colonel  Frizell's  guidance  to  Mr.  Hendon.  In 
Hawaii.  Colonel  Frizell  Immediately  notified 
the  Deputy  CINCPAC.  DPMO  and  other  nec- 
essary agencies  of  our  situation  and  actions. 
Once  back  in  my  office.  I  told  Mr.  Hendon 
that  I  would  not  make  a  "media  circus"  of 
any  live-sighting  investigation  as  it  would  be 
inappropriate.  Colonel  Frizell  also  spoke  to 
Mr.  Hendon  telephonlcally  twice.  He  ex- 
plained our  position  to  him  in  what  I  am 
sure  were  much  less  politically  correct  terms 
than  I  had  used.  A  dlsUngulshed  career  In 
the  United  States  Marine  Corps,  which  in- 
cluded his  aircraft  being  shot  down  over 
northern  Vietnam  during  the  conflict  and 
three  years  as  the  Deputy  CJTF-FA,  did  not 
exactly  endear  the  likes  of  Mr.  Hendon  to 
Colonel  Frizell. 

Mr.  Hendon  responded  that  he  would  not 
give  me  the  information  until  his  conditions 
were  met.  We  reached  an  irrpuffw^  that  nei- 
ther of  us  was  willing  to  skirt. 

We  concluded  our  meeting  when  Mr.  Hen- 
don asked  if  he  could  stay  on  the  Ranch  as 
he  feared  for  his  Ufe.  He  claimed  that  Mr. 
Nguyen  Xuan  Phong  (Director  of  the  Ameri- 
cas Department)  and  Mr.  Vu  Chl  Cong  (my 
counteri>art  in  the  VNOSMP)  had  threatened 
his  life.  After  speaking  with  Colonel  Frizell, 
I  denied  Mr.  Hendon's  request  for  the  follow- 
ing reasons;  the  Ranch  was  not  U.S.  property 
(as  embassy  property  Is)  and  therefore  can- 
not provide  the  protection  to  U.S.  citizens 
that  embassies  can,  we  did  not  have  facilities 
to  support  such  requests,  and  finally,  we 
were  confident  that  his  claims  regarxiing  the 
threat  to  his  Ufe  was  baseless  and  ridiculous. 
I  did.  however,  make  arrangements  for  him 
to  stay  in  a  room  in  a  small  six-room  hotel 
immediately  adjacent  to  the  Ranch.  Several 
of  my  personnel  were  also  living  in  the  hotel 
for  a  short  time,  so  I  thought  that  would 
ease  his  concerns  for  his  safety  (if  he  really 
had  any).  As  I  walked  Mr.  Hendon  from  my 
office  building,  he  asked  what  would  happen 
if  he  refused  to  leave.  I  did  not  directly  an- 
swer his  question,  but  made  it  clear  that  I 
would  not  allow  him  to  stay  on  the  Ranch. 

As  Mr.  Hendon  left  the  Ranch,  he  locked 
himself  to  the  outside  metal  gate  of  our 
driveway  with  a  set  of  handcuffs.  Since  it 
was  cloudy,  beginning  to  sprinkle,  and 
threatening  thunder  and  lightning,  I  got 
some  bolt  cutters  to  free  Mi.  Hendon  from 
his  handcuffs.  I  also  did  not  want  the  press 
to  arrive  with  Mr.  Hendon  chained  to  my 
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gute.  As  I  was  cutting'  the  handcuffs  (from 
the  Inside  of  the  gate  with  Mr.  Hendon  on 
the  outside),  Mr.  Hendon  was  taking  pictures 
of  me.  In  any  event,  Mr.  Hendon  had  another 
pair  of  handcuff^  and  re-locked  himself  to 
the  gate  a  little  later. 

As  we  watched  Mr.  Hendon  throughout  the 
day,  we  found  that  his  efforts  lacked  a  cer- 
tain amount  of  integrity  and  sincerity. 
Locked  to  the  gate,  he  entertained  members 
of  the  press  with  his  intent  to  remain  locked 
to  the  gate  until  such  time  as  I  was  willing 
to  investigate  his  claims  of  live  Americans. 
Yet,  after  the  departure  of  the  press,  and  as 
necessary,  he  unlocked  himself  from  the  gate 
to  return  to  his  hotel  room  to  use  the  bath- 
room, or  he  would  pay  young  Vietnamese 
children  to  bring  hixn  food  and  sodas  and 
even  managed  to  get  a  chair  to  sit  on  outside 
the  gate.  Needless  to  say,  however.  In  the 
heat  and  humidity  of  Vietnam,  Mr.  Hendon 
soon  decided  that  chaining  himself  to  the 
gate  would  not  bring  him  much  progress 
compared  to  the  discomfort  he  was  experi- 
encing. Soon  he  was  only  appealing  at  the 
gate  during  selected  press  Intervals. 

Later,  I  called  the  DFCJTF  to  ask  permis- 
sion to  call  Stony  Beach  in  Bangkok  and  re- 
quest they  send  a  live-sighting  Investigator 
to  Hanoi.  In  this  manner  we  would  be  imme- 
diately ready  to  respond  to  any  valid  infor- 
mation we  might  receive  from  Mr.  Hendon. 
He  agreed,  and  the  Vietnamese  approved  his 
visa  within  a  few  hours  of  our  request.  This 
quick  approval  was  extremely  rare  In  Viet- 
nam. It  normally  took  ten  days  for  a  routine 
request  and  two  to  three  days  for  an  emer- 
gency request.  This  told  me  the  Vietnamese 
understood  the  urgency  of  our  request. 

I  reviewed  our  actions  with  Mr.  Jim  Hall, 
the  Chief,  United  States  Liaison  Office, 
Hanoi,  and  the  DCJTF  in  Hawaii  several 
times  each  day  during  this  ordeal  to:  1)  keep 
them  Informed  of  the  situation,  and  2)  re- 
ceive their  guidance.  I  continued  to  refuse  to 
meet  with  Mr.  Hendon  again  unless  it  was  at 
the  nSLO  with  Mr.  Hall.  I  also  continued  to 
deny  Mr.  Hendon  further  access  to  the 
Ranch.  We  remained  willing  to  meet  with 
Mr.  Hendon  whenever  he  decided  to  provide 
his  information  to  us  in  the  proper  environ- 
ment; i.e..  in  a  relatively  secure  environ- 
ment on  U.S.  property  such  as  the  USLO  and 
not  In  the  middle  of  a  press  conference. 

As  time  went  on.  Mr.  Hendon  decided  to 
hold  a  press  conference  to  give  the  press  the 
details  of  his  "Intelligence."  During  this 
conference  he  claimed  that  we  refused  to 
meet  with  him  (we  did  not— we  only  insisted 
that  we  meet  In  the  proper  forum),  that  we 
refused  to  investigate  this  case  (we  did  not— 
we  were  awaiting  his  Information)  and  that 
the  Vietnamese  had  denied  us  access  to  this 
site  for  investigation.  He  said  that  I  had  lied 
when  I  said  the  Vietnamese  had  never  denied 
us  access  to  any  site  for  the  purpose  of  a  LSL 

Mr.  Hendon  did  a  skillful  job  with  the  press 
of  mixing  apples  and  oranges  regarding  ac- 
cess to  the  site.  His  claims  of  being  denied 
suxess  to  the  Vinh  Phu  military  reservation 
Implied  that  the  Vietnamese  had  denied  ac- 
cess to  the  site  for  the  purpose  of  investigat- 
ing a  live-sighting.  We  had  not.  As  I  dis- 
cussed earlier  in  this  monograph,  the  Viet- 
namese did  deny  us  access  to  the  reserva- 
tion, but  that  was  during  our  investigation 
of  Case  0644.  not  an  LSL  It  is  Important  to 
stress  that  to  my  knowledge,  and  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  primary  Stony  Beach  live 
sighting  investigator,  JTF-FA  and  Stony 
Beach  Investigators  have  never  been  denied 
access  to  any  location  anywhere  in  Vietnam 
as  a  part  of  a  live  sighting  investigation.  I 
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clarified  this  point  with  the  press  on  several 
occasions,  but  I  do  not  think  this  was  ever 
made  completely  clear  in  the  articles  I  saw. 

For  almost  two  weeks.  Mr.  Hendon  lived  In 
the  hotel  next  door  to  the  Ranch,  occasion- 
ally sending  a  fax  to  me  imploring:  me  to 
meet  his  conditions  so  he  could  provide  his 
"intelligence"  to  me.  He  was  also  in  obvious 
contact  with  his  associates  back  in  the 
United  States.  We  soon  became  the  object  of 
several  "National  Vietnam  P.O.W.  Strike 
Force"  newsletters  written  by  Mr.  Joe  L. 
Jordan,  the  Strike  Force  Commander.  Mr. 
Jordan  is  one  of  the  more  vocal  critics  of 
U.S.  policy  in  Vietnam  regarding  POW/MIA 
efforts.  His  newsletters  made  statements 
about  me  such  as: 

"Not  only  does  Richmond  refuse  to  go,  he 
demands  that  Hendon  give  him  the  data  so 
he  can  turn  it  over  to  the  communists.** 

"Will  some  other  U.S.  Army  scumbag  like 
LTC  Richmond  help  the  communists  hide  his 
[future  U.S.  POWs]  whereabouts  {.sic]  30  years 
from  now  after  he  has  been  captured?** 

"Your  little  panty-waisted.  snot-nosed  fag- 
got commander  of  the  ranch,  U.S.  Army  Lt 
Col  Melvln  Richmond  whined.  'We  might  be 
out  there  for  months  looking  in  each  and 
every  little  cave."*' " 

But  my  favorite  passage  was  when  Mr.  Jor- 
dan described  Mr.  Hendon's  situation: 

"He  [Mr.  Hendon]  was  last  seen  running 
down  a  dark  alley  in  the  red  light  and  bar 
district  near  Le  Nam  De  street  with  the  KGB 
in  hot  pursuit.  A  caucasion  [sic]  American  of 
6V^  feet  in  height  like  Hendon  will  not  go  un- 
noticed for  long  and  he  is  believed  to  already 
be  in  secret  captivity,  his  exact  whereabouts 
unknown."" 

Mr.  Hendon  was  in  a  very  comfortable,  but 
conditioned  hotel  room  next  door  to  the 
Ranch,  meeting  with  the  press  everyday.  The 
only  hardship  I  noticed  with  Mr.  Hendon  was 
that  the  top  of  his  head  became  very  sun- 
burned. 

Finally,  Mr.  Hendon's  visa  expired  and  the 
Vietnamese  refused  to  renew  it.  Before  leav- 
ing, Mr.  Hendon  gave  is  the  Information  he 
had  via  a  fax,  and  we  began  the  LSI  process. 
He  left  Vietnam  proclaiming  victory. 

When  we  finally  investigated  Mr.  Hendon's 
Information,  the  results  were  as  we  sus- 
pected they  would  be.  The  location  be  pro- 
vided was  some  50  kilometers  outside  the 
Vinh  Phu  military  reservation.  It  was  in  the 
middle  of  expansive  rice  paddies— not  a 
mountain  in  view.  And  there  was  no  evidence 
of  live  Americans  ever  having  been  held  in 
that  area.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  Mr.  Hendon 
had  been  to  that  very  location  a  couple  of 
years  previous. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  individuals  such  as 
Mr.  Hendon  are  able  to  manipulate  the  press 
and  manipulate  the  hopes  of  families  the 
way  he  does.  At  one  point  I  told  Bruce  Stan- 
ley of  AP  that  I  thought  they  were  giving 
Mr.  Hendon  entirely  too  much  attention.  I 
said  that  they  were  allowing  Mr.  Hendon  to 
build  a  story  where  none  exists.  Bruce  agreed 
with  my  assessment,  but  said  that  they  had 
to  follow  him  .  .  .  just  in  case  he  did  some- 
thing newsworthy. 

There  are  hundreds  of  great  Americans 
working  tirelessly,  often  in  very  Inhospitable 
conditions,  to  try  to  resolve  this  Issue.  There 
are  other  organizations  such  as  the  National 
League  of  Families  and  U.S.  veterans  groups 
who  disagree  with  U.S.  policies  concerning 
Vietnam,  but  I  always  felt  that  their  mo- 
tives were  pure  and  their  intentions  the 
same  as  ours— to  find  the  truth  for  the  fami- 
lies of  the  missing.  I  strongly  resented  indi- 
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vlduals  such  as  Mr.  Hendon  and  Mr.  Jordan 
who  manipulated  the  press,  manipulated  the 
truth,  misrepresented  me.  and  misrepre- 
sented those  devoted  to  finding  the  truth.  I 
believe  they  cloud  the  issue,  develop  distrust 
amongst  the  families  of  the  missing,  and 
Americans  in  general,  and  do  so  for  (In  my 
opinion)  personal  gain. 

Glossary 

Americas  Department:  The  department  of 
the  Vietnamese  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs 
responsible  for  relations  between  Vietnam 
and  the  Americas  (including  Cuba).  During 
my  tenure,  the  Director  of  the  Americas  De- 
partment was  Mr.  Nguyen  Xuan  Phong. 

Amnesty  Program:  The  Vietnamese  estab- 
lished the  Amnesty  Program  to  encourage 
Vietnamese  citizens  to  provide  any  remains 
and  Information  they  possess  concerning  un- 
accounted-for Americas  to  the  Central  Gov- 
ernment without  fear  of  punishment.  My  ex- 
perience indicated  that  the  Vietnamese  Gov- 
ernment was  genuine  In  this  offer.  The  only 
instances  I  knew  of  where  the  C^ovemment 
prosecuted  Vietnamese  citizens  regarding  re- 
mains Involved  "remains  trading." 

Archival  Research  Team  (ART):  The  Archi- 
val Research  Team  worked  with  the 
VNOSMP  to  find  SRV  records  containing  in- 
formation about  unaccounted-for  Americans, 
and  jointly  researched  and  investigated  re- 
ports that  private  citizens  had  remains  of 
unaccounted-for  Americans.  SRV  records  in- 
cluded war-time  film  footage,  military  and 
government  records,  and  national  museimi 
and  library  holdings.  Established  in  October 
1992,  the  ARTs  had  access  to  all  civilian  and 
military  museums,  public  security  houses, 
tradition  houses  and  newspaper  and  maga- 
zine offices  in  Vietnam.  In  May  1993.  the 
VNOSMP  and  JTF-FA  established  the  Joint 
Document  Center  (JDC)  in  the  Central  Army 
Museum  in  Hanoi.  The  JDC  served  as  a  re- 
pository for  all  documents,  books,  and  re- 
ports that  Vietnamese  and  U.S.  investigators 
uncovered.  Three  ARTs  deployed  to  Vietnam 
organizing  their  efforts  along  the  lines  of  al- 
ready established  Vietnamese  Military  Re- 
gions (MRS);  ART  1  operated  in  MRl,  MR2, 
and  MR3,  all  In  northern  Vietnam.  ART  2  op- 
erated in  MR4  and  MR5  in  central  Vietnam, 
and  ART  3  operated  in  MR7  and  MR9  in 
southern  Vietnam.  In  February  1995,  the  RIT 
assumed  the  duties  of  the  ART  as  It  was  no 
longer  necessary  to  have  a  single  team  dedi- 
cated entirely  to  this  effort. 

Anthropologlst/Archeologlst:  Each  RE  has 
an  anthropologist  assigned  to  it.  The  anthro- 
pologlst/archeologlst  provides  the  scientific 
control  for  the  recovery  site  and  ensures 
that  every  aspect  of  the  recovery  operation 
conforms  with  scientific  standards  that  can 
withstand  the  closest  legal  and  scientific 
scrutiny.  Most  anthropologlsts/archeologists 
assigned  to  CILHI  are  under  contract  to  the 
Army  Corjs  of  Engineers.  The  anthropolo- 
glsts/archeologists working  In  the  field  are 
highly  respected  and  among  the  world's  most 
accomplished  scientists  of  their  fields.  With- 
in the  elite  group,  CILHI  certifies  certain  an- 
thropologlsts/archeologists as  being  able  to 
turn  away  remains.  If  a  team  recovers  what 
they  suspect  to  be  a  bone  at  a  recovery  site 
they  cannot  dispose  of  that  piece  of  remains 
(even  if  it  has  a  beak  on  it  or  is  an  obvious 
animal  bone)  unless  a  certified  anthropolo- 
gist/archeologlst  authorizes  the  team  to  do 
so. 

Dled-in-(3aptivlty  Cases  (DIC):  Of  the  84 
SRT  cases,  27  cases  representing  29  Individ- 
uals are  DIC  cases.  Since  these  cases  involve 
individuals  who  died  while  In  Vietnamese 
captivity,  U.S.  Government  ofilclals  believed 
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It  reasonable  to  assume  that  the  Vietnamese 
should  have  control  of  the  individuals'  re- 
mains or  know  of  their  whereabouts. 

Discrepancy  Cases:  Another  name  for  Pri- 
ority Cases. 

Dog  Tag  Reports:  Since  1979,  the  United 
States  Government  has  received  thousands 
of  reports  of  remains  associated  with  dog 
tags  in  the  hands  of  private  citizens.  About 
97%  of  the  Americans  named  in  these  reports 
were  never  unaccounted  for.  A  little  more 
than  100  Americans  named  in  the  reports  are 
still  unaccounted-for.  The  Archival  Research 
Team  began  investigating  these  cases  in 
July  1994. 

Excavate:  If  an  IE  discovers  credible  infor- 
mation (i.e.;  witness  testimony,  wreckage, 
etc.)  that  allows  it  to  narrow  the  scope  of 
work  at  a  location  to  a  reasonable  size  loca- 
tion, it  will  recommend  that  an  RE  excavate 
the  site  to  try  to  find  remains. 

Explosive  Ordnance  Specialist:  An  EOD 
specialist  is  assigned  to  each  IE  and  RE.  It  is 
a  common  occurrence  for  our  teams  to  en- 
counter live  ordnance  remaining  from  the 
conflict  in  Vietnam.  The  EOD  specialist  en- 
sures the  safety  of  the  team  during  its  oper- 
ations. 

Fate  Determined:  A  normal  IE  team  can 
make  three  recommendations  after  inves- 
tigating a  case;  reinvestigate,  excavate,  or 
pending,  in  the  case  of  Priority  Case  Inves- 
tigations, the  team  may  make  one  other  rec- 
ommendation, fate  determined.  This  means 
that  although  the  case  is  still  unresolved, 
the  team  did  conclude  that  the  unaccounted- 
for  American  died,  thus  his  "fate  has  been 
determined."  Further  Investigations  will 
continue  as  necessary  or  until  the  case  is  re- 
solved. 

Graves  Registry  Cases:  Of  the  84  SRT 
cases,  39  cases  representing  46  individuals  are 
SRV  Graves  Registry  cases.  The  names  of 
these  46  individuals  appeared  on  provincial 
graves  registries,  therefore  the  USG  position 
is  that  since  the  registries  refiect  that  the 
Vietnamese  knew  of  the  burial  location  dur- 
ing the  war.  they  should  still  know  the 
whereabouts  of  the  remains. 

Incident  Location:  Site  where  the  unac- 
counted-for American  was  last  seen  or 
thought  to  have  been;  e.g..  crash  site,  burial 
site,  site  of  an  ambush,  etc. 

Investigation  Element  (IE):  Each  IE  is 
composed  of  a  Team  Chief,  an  Assistant 
Team  Chief,  two  analysts/llngulsts.  two  Mor- 
tuary Affairs  Specialists,  a  medic  and  an 
EOD  Specialist. 

Investigation/Recovery  Team  (IRT):  The 
IRT  Includes  all  members  of  lEs,  REs  and 
any  other  support  personnel  deployed  to 
Vietnam  for  approximately  30  days  to  con- 
duct a  single  Joint  Field  Activity. 

Joint  Document  (Center  (JDC):  The  Viet- 
namese established  the  JDC  in  a  wing  of 
their  Central  Army  Museum  in  Hanoi.  It 
serves  as  a  location  for  U.S.  and  Vietnamese 
specialists  to  examine  and  store  archival  in- 
formation such  as  films,  photographs,  arti- 
facts, documents,  etc. 

Joint  Field  Activity  (JFA):  JTF-FA  con- 
ducts six  JFAs  annually  in  Vietnam.  Teams 
deploy  by  U.S.  C-130  and  commercial  aircraft 
into  Vietnam  from  UTapao  Air  Base,  Thai- 
land Into  Noi  Bal  International  Airport. 
Hanoi  (for  teams  operating  in  northern  Viet- 
nam), Da  Nang  International  Airport,  Da 
Nang  (for  teams  operating  in  central  Viet- 
nam), and  Tan  Son  Nhat  International  Air- 
port (for  teams  operating  In  southern  Viet- 
nam). From  these  initial  starring  areas,  lEs 
and  REs  deploy  by  ground  or  helicopter  to 
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their  initial  operating  location.  Each  JFA 
lasts  approximately  30  days. 

Joint  Forenslcs  Review:  At  the  close  of 
each  JFA  Vietnamese  and  U.S.  forenslcs  spe- 
cialists examine  all  remains  the  joint  IRT 
obtained  during  the  JFA  and  any  Detach- 
ment 2  may  have  obtained  since  the  last  re- 
view. They  study  the  remains  to  scientif- 
ically ensure  they  are  likely  to  be  remains  of 
a  missing  American. 

Last  Know  Alive  Cases:  Another  name  for 
Priority  Cases. 

Last  Known  Location:  The  last  known  lo- 
cation Is  very  similar  to  the  incident  loca- 
tion; the  site  where  the  unaccounted-for 
American  was  last  seen  or  thought  to  have 
been  (e.g.,  crash  site,  burial  site,  site  of  an 
ambush,  etc.).  lEs  are  always  required  to 
visit  the  last  known  location  (unless  during 
the  course  of  their  Investigation  they  find 
evidence  that  categorically  refutes  the  last 
known  location).  Even  for  over-water  cases, 
the  IE  will  go  up  to  ten  miles  out  to  sea  to 
investigate  the  last  known  location. 

Life  Support  Technician  (LST):  An  LST  is 
assigned  to  every  RE.  He  has  two  primary 
missions;  (1)  confirm  that  the  aircraft  wreck- 
age at  the  site  correlates  to  the  aircraft  of 
loss,  and  (2)  determine  if  the  crew  members 
were  aboard  the  aircraft  at  the  time  of  im- 
pact. They  did  this  by  analyzing  the  wreck- 
age, identification  media,  crew  member  life 
support  equipment,  etc. 

Live  Sighting:  Contrary  to  popular  opin- 
ion, this  does  not  always  mean  a  current  re- 
port of  a  live  American  either  living  freely 
or  being  held  against  his  will  in  Vietnam, 
though  this  could  be  the  case.  Every  day.  an- 
alysts in  Hawaii  and  Washington,  DC  pore 
over  historical  documents  and  reports 
searching  for  information  pertaining  to  an 
unaccounted-for  American.  Should  they  un- 
cover a  report  of  a  live  American  during 
their  research  (e.g.,  an  analyst  finds  a  pre- 
viously undiscovered  notation  indicating  a 
captured  live  American  was  being  led 
through  a  village  in  South  Vietnam  In  1967), 
this  discovery  could  result  in  the  initiation 
of  a  live  sighting  investigation. 

Live  Sighting  Investigation  (LSI):  These 
receive  the  highest  priority  of  any  other  op- 
eration Involved  with  resolving  this  Issue. 
Investigators  from  the  Defense  Intelligence 
Agency  (DIA)  office  in  Bangkok.  Thailand. 
Stony  Beach.  Investigate  all  live  sightings. 
JTF-FA.  DPMO.  JTF-FA  and  the  VNOSMP 
go  to  great  lengths  to  assure  the  Integrity  of 
each  LSI.  DPMO  receives  all  live  sighting  re- 
ports either  from  the  field,  their  analysts,  or 
any  other  source.  They  analyze  each  report, 
and  prepare  draft  requirements  before 
tasking  Stony  Beach  to  investigate  the 
sighting.  Though  DPMO  can  notify  Stony 
Beach  of  the  requirement  via  secure  means 
of  communications.  Detachment  2  has  no 
such  capability.  To  minimize  the  oppor- 
tunity for  anyone  to  accuse  the  Vietnamese 
of  "rigging"  the  investigation  or  "rehearse" 
witnesses,  the  only  information  that  passes 
to  the  Detachment  is  that  DPMO  has  initi- 
ated an  LSI  and  a  Stony  Beach  investigator 
needs  an  entry  visa  into  Vietnam.  It  Is  not 
until  the  Investigator  arrives  in  Vietnam 
and  sits  down  with  the  Commander  of  De- 
tachment 2  and  VNOSMP  officials  that  any- 
one in  Vietnam  knows  the  specifics  of  the 
case.  There  have  been  many  instances  where 
Inmiediately  following  the  initial  meeting 
with  his  Vietnamese  counterpart,  the  Stony 
Beach  investigator  and  his  counterpart  de- 
part immediately  for  the  site.  The  Vietnam- 
ese have  never  denied  access  by  the  Stony 
Beach  Investigator  to  any  site  involving  an 
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LSI.  Once  the  investigator  completes  his  in- 
vestigation, he  debriefs  the  Commander.  De- 
tachment 2  and  returns  to  Bangkok,  where 
he  files  his  report  with  DIA.  An  Interagency 
board  In  Washington.  DC  reviews  the  report 
and  votes  to  resolve,  reinvestigate,  or  de- 
velop additional  Information  for  the  case. 

Mortuary  Affairs  Specialist:  Specialists  as- 
signed to  USACTT.m  whose  Military  Occupa- 
tional Skill  (MOS)  Involves  proficiency  and 
knowledge  in  wartime/combat  burials. 

Oral  History  Program  (OHP):  The  Oral  His- 
tory Program  began  in  1979.  when  analysts 
from  the  Defense  Intelligence  Agency  (DIA) 
began  interviewing  refugees  from  Vietnam 
to  try  to  uncover  Information  regarding  un- 
accounted-for Americans  in  Vietnam.  From 
1968  to  1992.  Vietnam  allowed  limited  access 
to  Vietnam  for  OHP  analysts.  In  May  1993, 
JTF-FA  presented  what  became  known  as 
the  "List  of  83"  to  the  Vietnamese  Govern- 
ment. This  list  contained  the  names  of  83 
former  and  current  PAVN  officers  and  gov- 
ernment officials  who  the  USB  believed 
could  have  information  regarding  unac- 
counted-for Americans.  Between  May  and 
December  1993.  OHP  team  members  from  De- 
tachment 2  interviewed  74  of  the  individuals 
from  the  "List  of  83."  This  Included  14  flag 
officers  and  36  field  grade  officers  and  led  to 
the  accumulation  of  information  concerning 
over  40  cases  Involving  21  unaccounted-for 
Americans.  Between  January  and  June  1994. 
JTF-FA  continued  to  press  the  Vietnamese 
for  access  to  the  remaining  nine  Individuals, 
but  for  a  variety  of  reasons,  could  not  gain 
access  to  them,  and  the  OHP  essentially 
ground  to  a  halt.  Some  Inside  and  outside 
the  USG  felt  the  program  had  failed  because 
we  were  denied  access  to  the  remaining  nine 
individuals  despite  our  success  In  interview- 
ing 89%  of  those  we  requested  to  interview. 
In  July  1994  we  proposed  to  the  VNOSMP 
that  we  relnvlgorate  the  OHP  by  approach- 
ing the  program  differently.  We  rec- 
ommended that  we  get  away  from  con- 
centrating on  a  "List  of  83"  and  Instead  con- 
centrate on  the  product  we  gain  through  the 
program's  Interviews.  The  Vietnamese 
agreed  and  we  began  providing  the  Vietnam- 
ese with  a  list  of  Individuals  we  would  like  to 
interview  during  a  specified  "Investigation 
period"  (normally  concurrent  with  a  JFA;  3D 
day  period),  and  then  interviewed  all  they 
made  available.  For  those  who  we  felt 
strongly  that  we  needed  to  interview,  but 
were  not  agreed  to  by  the  Vietnamese,  we 
continued  to  resubmit  the  names.  The  bot- 
tom line  Is  that  In  August  1994.  we  began  a 
new  interview  phase.  In  September  1994  we 
relntervlewed  Military  Region  4  Graves  Reg- 
istry compilers  and  in  October  1994  held  a  se- 
ries of  interviews  in  Quang  Nam-Da  Nang 
Province.  The  OHP  continues  a  strong  pro- 
gram today. 

Over-Water  Case:  470  unaccounted-for 
Americans  are  known  to  have  been  lost  at 
sea.  Most  of  these  cases  involve  aircraft  that 
were  hit  and  tried  to  escape  to  the  relative 
safety  of  the  ocean  before  crashing.  Other  In- 
clude losses  of  individuals  when  their  vessels 
sank,  or  who  were  swept  overboard.  In  Viet- 
nam alone,  over-water  cases  account  for  449 
of  the  more  than  1600  unaccounted-for. 

Pending:  If  an  IE  Investigates  a  case  and 
exhausts  aU  leads  without  finding  enouf h  in- 
formation to  recommend  a  site  to  excavate, 
the  team  leader  recommends  placing  the 
case  in  the  pending  category.  This  does  not 
mean  the  case  Is  closed  as  many  contend.  In- 
stead, pending  means  that  there  are  no  fur- 
ther leads  to  pursue,  and  until  such  time  as 
someone  develops  a  credible  lead,  the  JTF 
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will  not  actively  Investigate  the  case.  How- 
ever, should  an  analyst  uncover  new  infor- 
matlon  or  Questions  regarding  the  pending 
case,  JTF-FA  will  reactivate  the  case  and 
schedule  It  for  reinvestigation.  This  has  oc- 
curred on  several  occasions. 

Photo  Cases:  of  the  84  SRT  cases.  11  cases 
representing  12  individuals  are  Photo  cases. 
In  many  instances,  either  for  historical  or 
propaganda  purposes,  the  Vietnamese  photo- 
graphed bodies  and  body  parts  of  dead  Amer- 
icans. We  have  correlated  several  such  pho- 
tographs to  11  cases.  12  Individuals  who  are 
still  unaccounted-for.  The  USG  position  Is 
that  since  the  Vietnamese  photographed  the 
bodies  or  remains,  they  should  still  control 
or  know  the  whereabouts  of  these  remains. 

Priority  Case:  Also  known  as  Discrepancy 
Cases.  Last  Known  Alive  Cases,  or  even  Pri- 
ority Last  Known  Alive  Discrepancy  Cases. 
When  General  Vessey  became  the  President's 
Special  Envoy  to  resolve  the  Issue  of  Ameri- 
cans still  unaccounted-for  in  Southeast  Asia, 
one  of  his  first  steps  was  to  direct  analysts 
to  review  all  existing  cases  and  determine 
the  cases  where  the  individual  is  thought  to 
have  survived  his  Incident  of  loss  and  may 
still  be  alive.  (Hypothetical  Example:  Two 
aircraft  were  attacking  a  target  and  a  sur- 
face-to-air missile  Impacts  one  of  the  air- 
craft. That  aircraft's  wing  man  sees  the  pilot 
eject,  and  descend  to  the  ground  under  a 
good  parachute.  The  wing  man  might  even 
have  observed  the  pilot  being  captured  and 
led  away.  This  is  one  type  of  Priority  Case. 
We  know  the  individual  survived  his  incident 
of  loss,  he  did  not  return  to  the  United 
States  during  Operation  Homecoming,  and  it 
is  possible  that  he  is  still  alive.)  JTF-FA  and 
the  VNOSMP  formed  a  Joint  Priority  Case 
Investigation  Team  to  make  a  focused  effort 
to  determine  the  fate  of  the  Priority  Cases  in 
Vietnam.  Operations  began  on  11  June  1993  to 
determine  the  fate  of  92  individuals  associ- 
ated with  73  cases.  Eventually,  this  list  grew 
to  196  cases.  To  date,  teams  have  inves- 
tigated every  Priority  Case  at  least  once, 
some  seven  to  eight  times.  Of  the  196  individ- 
uals, one  Is  a  foreign  national,  and  27  have 
been  resolved  completely.  There  remain  50 
individuals  whose  fate  has  not  yet  been  de- 
tennlned. 

Priority  Case  Investigation  Team  (PCIT): 
The  U.S.  and  Vietnamese  governments 
deemed  investigating  the  Priority  Cases  to 
be  so  important  that  they  formed  a  special 
team  dedicated  solely  to  investigating  these 
cases.  The  U.S.  manned  the  team  with  a  BIAJ 
Stony  Beach  investigator  to  ensure  the  high- 
est quality  Investigation. 

"The  Ranch":  The  Ranch  Is  the  small  com- 
pound located  in  the  northwestern  comer  of 
Hanoi  that  houses  Detachment  2,  JTF-FA.  It 
has  three  buildings,  a  team  house,  a  TDY 
building,  and  an  ofQce  building.  JTF-FA 
leases  this  facility  from  the  Vietnamese.  The 
original  Detachment  2  tenants  named  it  the 
Ranch  as  it  was  a  truly  American  name. 

Recovery  Element  (RE):  Each  RE  Is  com- 
posed of  a  Team  Chief,  a  Non-Commissloned 
Officer  In  Charge  (NCOIC),  an  anthropologist 
or  archeologlst,  a  photographer,  four  Mor- 
tuary Affairs  Specialists,  two  analyst^ln- 
guists.  an  EOD  Specialist,  a  Life  Support 
Technician  (LST).  and  a  medic.  The  Team 
Chief  is  normally  an  Army  Quartermaster 
Corps  Captain.  Most  of  the  RE  comes  from 
USACILHL  The  analystsaingulsts  and  LST 
are  assigned  to  JTF-FA.  The  EOD  Specialist 
and  medic  can  come  from  any  Service,  nor- 
mally ftom  a  unit  assigned  to  PACOM. 

Reinvestigate:  If,  after  the  end  of  a  JFA  or 
investigation  period,  the  Investigators  have 
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not  completed  investigating  the  leads  they 
were  assigned  or  have  developed  new  leads 
that  they  were  unable  to  pursue,  they  rec- 
ommend a  team  reinvestigate  the  case  in  the 
future. 

Remains  Not  Recoverable:  IE  teams  can 
recommend  three  categories  for  cases  they 
investigate,  excavate,  reinvestigate,  or  pend- 
ing. PCrr  and  SRT  Investigators  can  also 
recommend  "Remains  Not  Recoverable." 
This  recommendation  means  that  the  Inves- 
tigator has  fully  Investigated  the  case  and  Is 
confident  that  the  remains  of  the  unac- 
counted-for American  have  either  decayed 
beyond  hope  for  ever  being  found,  been  de- 
stroyed, or  otherwise  beyond  the  capability 
of  ever  being  recovered.  Example— In  one 
SRT  case  we  found  a  Vietnamese  villager 
who  had  actually  burled  an  unaccounted-for 
American.  When  he  led  investigators  to  the 
site,  he  saw  that  what  had  been  a  small 
stream  during  the  war,  had  swollen  to  be 
much  wider.  He  pointed  to  where  he  had  bur- 
led the  American  in  what  he  described  as  a 
shallow  grave,  but  it  was  now  completely 
submerged.  The  Investigators  classified  this 
case  as  "Remains  Not  Recoverable"  as  the 
remains  had  certainly  washed  away  over 
time,  and  the  likelihood  of  recovering  them 
was  very  remote. 

Remains  Obtained:  Obtaining  remains  in- 
cludes receiving  and  recovering  remains. 

Remains  Received:  To  receive  remains 
means  to  gain  possession  of  them  when  a  Vi- 
etnamese citizen  or  official  gives  them  to  a 
U.S.  official. 

Remains  Recovered:  To  recover  remains 
means  to  gain  possession  of  them  through  an 
excavation. 

Remains  Recovered  But  Not  Repatriated 
Cases:  Of  the  84  SRT  cases,  seven  cases  rep- 
resenting 11  Individuals  are  Remains  Recov- 
ered But  Not  Repatriated  cases.  LAW  the 
terms  of  the  Paris  Peace  Accords  ending  our 
involvement  in  the  conflict  In  Vietnam,  the 
Vietnamese  provided  a  list  of  remains  they 
had  recovered  and  were  repatriating  to  the 
United  States.  These  11  Individuals  correlate 
to  remains  the  Vietnamese  reported  that 
they  had  recovered,  but  that  the  USG  claims 
it  did  not  officially  receive. 

Remains  Trading:  Selling  or  trading  re- 
mains or  information.  We  know  that  many 
Vietnamese  citizens  possess  remains;  every 
JFA  the  IRT  receives  remains  from  Viet- 
namese citizens.  It  is  not  unconmion  for  a 
Vietnamese  to  offer  to  provide  the  informa- 
tion/remains In  exchange  for  monetary  com- 
pensation or  a  visa  to  the  United  States.  In 
a  few  cases,  what  we  called  "remains  deal- 
ers" approached  our  investigators.  These 
"remains  traders"  differed  from  the  average 
citizen  requesting  "compensation"  in  that 
they  made  their  living  from  this  endeavor. 
Neither  U.S.  or  Vietnamese  officials  will  pay 
for  remains  or  information. 

Repatriation:  To  return  remains  to  the 
United  States.  In  the  case  of  Vietnam,  teams 
must  provide  all  remains  obtained  to  their 
Vietnamese  counterparts.  At  the  end  of  the 
JFA,  Vietnamese  and  U.S.  forenslcs  special- 
ists from  USACHLHI  examine  all  remains  ob- 
tained to  assure  they  are  likely  to  be  those 
of  an  American.  If  they  conclude  they  are 
not  America,  the  U.S.  specialists  do  not  ac- 
cept them  for  repatriation  to  the  United 
States. 

Repatriation  Ceremony:  Ceremony  at  Nol 
Bal  International  Airport,  Hanoi;  SRV. 
where  the  Commander.  Detachment  2,  on  be- 
half of  the  United  States  Government  offi- 
cially accepts  remains  from  officials  of  the 
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VNOSMP,  and  loads  them  on  a  U.S.  aircraft 
for  return  to  the  United  States. 

Research  &  Investigation  Team  (RTT):  The 
RTT  Is  a  six-person  team  that  deploys  to 
Vietnam  for  a  period  of  four  months.  It  is 
manned  with  the  most  skillful  Vietnamese 
linguists  and  analysts  assigned  to  the  JTF 
and  works  its  most  difficult  cases.  It  Is  re- 
sponsible for  archival  research,  oral  history 
Interviews,  special  remains  and  priority  case 
Investigations,  an  walk-In  Interviews. 

Resolved:  To  legally  Identify  the  remains 
as  being  those  of  an  unaccounted-for  Amer- 
ican. 

Scope  Loss  (or  Off-the-Scope  Losses):  In 
many  Instances  during  the  conflict,  Amer- 
ican aircraft  simply  disappeared  from  the 
"radar  scopes"  of  ground  monitoring  sta- 
tions, or  the  Individuals  were  "never  heard 
from  again  after  embarking  on  long-range 
ground  or  air  reconnaissance  missions  or 
after  their  aircraft  were  last  seen  visually  on 
radar  heading  toward  a  given  target."  In 
these  instances.  lEs  use  the  point  at  which 
the  aircraft  or  patrol  went  "off  the  scope"  as 
the  last  known  location,  or  they  will  ex- 
trapolate from  that  point  using  the  direction 
and  speed  of  travel  to  try  to  determine  pos- 
sible location  of  the  loss.  Scope  losses  In- 
volve the  loss  of  308  Individuals.  DPMO  has 
determined  that  it  cannot  resolve  the  cases 
of  54  of  these  individuals.** 

Special  Remialns  Case:  Unlike  the  Priority 
Cases  where  the  USG  believes  the  unac- 
counted-for individual  might  have  survived, 
we  know  that  the  Individuals  associated  with 
Special  Remains  Cases  died.  However,  be- 
cause of  photographic  evidence,  names  ap- 
pearing on  graves  registries,  POW  camp 
records,  or  other  Vietnamese  records  it  Is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  at  one  ixjint  the 
Vietnamese  had  control  of  the  Individual's 
remains,  and  should  now  be  able  to  produce 
those  remains.  There  were  originally  84  Spe- 
cial Remains  cases. 

Special  Remains  Case  Team  (SRT):  This 
team's  mission  was  to  work  with  the 
VNOSMP  to  resolve  the  84  SRT  cases  for 
which  the  United  States  Government  had 
reason  to  believe  the  Vietnamese  should  be 
able  to  provide  a  full  accounting. 

Stony  Beach:  Stony  Beach  Is  the  Defense 
Intelligence  Agency  (DIA)  office  In  Bangkok, 
Thailand.  Stony  Beach  anal3rsts  Investigate 
all  live  sightings  and  provided  the  primary 
investigator  on  the  PCIT. 

Tri-Lateral  Operations:  During  the  war  In 
Indochina,  the  Vietnamese  controlled  major 
jwrtlons  of  Laos  and  Cambodia.  As  such, 
when  we  investigate  cases  in  Laos  and  Cam- 
bodia, It  Is  very  likely  that  Vietnamese  citi- 
zens (former  PA  VAN  or  VC)  would  have  more 
Information  concerning  the  incidents  of  loss 
than  any  Laotian  or  Cambodian  citizens.  If 
we  can  identify  a  Vietnamese  citizen  who 
possesses  such  Information,  we  will  coordi- 
nate between  Vietnam  and  the  third  country 
(Cambodia  or  Laos)  to  bring  that  witness 
Into  their  country  to  visit  the  site  during  a 
JFA  In  that  country.  These  are  called  Tri- 
Lateral  Operations  as  they  are  Joint  U.S./ 
SRV/KOC  or  U.S./SRV/Laos  operations. 

Unilateral  Researoh  &  Investigations: 
Many  people  both  Inside  and  outside  the 
USG  believe  that  the  only  way  we  can  re- 
solve this  issue  fully  and  rapidly  is  for  the 
Vietnamese  Government  to  increase  their 
unilateral  research  and  investigations.  It  is 
my  opinion  that  some  emphasize  unilateral 
research  because  they  believe  the  Vietnam- 
ese are  purposely  withholding  archival  infor- 
mation and  even  remains.  They  stress  "uni- 
lateral" research  In  a  round-about  way  of  de- 
manding the  Vietnamese  release  these  items. 
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My  experience  does  not  lead  me  to  believe 
the  Vietnamese  are  withholding  ansrthing. 
and  that  as  they  find  documents  and  re- 
mains, they  are  submiuing  them  to  Detach- 
ment 2. 1  believe  our  Investigations  are  most 
fruitful  when  performed  Jointly  with  the  Vi- 
etnamese; the  Investigations  are  always 
more  thorough  and  the  reports  of  Investiga- 
tion are  uniformly  more  detailed.  For  those 
instances  where  the  Vietnamese  deny  access 
to  an  American,  and  unilateral  research/In- 
vestigation by  Vietnamese  officials  is  the 
only  other  option,  then,  and  only  then, 
should  we  accept  unilateral  research  as  a 
viable  option. 

United  States  Central  Identification  Lab- 
oratory, Hawaii  (USACILHI  or  more  com- 
monly Cnsiy.  CILHI  has  a  world-wide  mis- 
sion to  search  for,  recover  and  identify  U.S. 
service  men  missing  from  all  conflicts. 

Vietnamese  Office  Seeking  Missing  Per- 
sons (VNOSMP):  The  VNOSMP  Is  Detach- 
ment 2's  counterpart  organization  in  the  Vi- 
etnamese Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs.  It  is 
responsible  for  coordinating  Vietnamese  ef- 
forts to  resolve  the  issue  of  unaccounted-for 
Americans.  It  is  not  involved  with  Vietnam- 
ese efforts  to  seek  its  own  missing  from  the 
war.  My  direct  counterpart  during  my  tenure 
was  Mr.  Vu  Chi  Cong. 

Walk-In  Interviews:  We  always  kept  a 
skilled  linguist  at  the  Ranch  in  case  a  Viet- 
namese citizen  arrived  offering  to  provide 
some  Information,  remains,  artifacts,  etc..  to 
us.  As  noted  earlier,  our  ofQce  was  depicted 
on  tourist  maps  and  an  advertisement  for 
our  office  was  in  the  Hanoi  Yellow  Pages.  We 
normally  had  a  couple  of  walk-in  interviews 
each  week. 

ABBREVIATIONS/ ACRONTMS 

AP:  Associated  Press. 

ART:  Archival  Research  Team. 

CTIiHT:  More  common  reference  to  the 
United  States  Army  Central  Identification 
Laboratory.  Hawaii  than  the  more  accurate 
USACILHI. 

CINCPAC:  Commander-in-Chief.  United 
States  Pacific  Command.  Admiral  Macke 
was  the  CINCPAC  during  my  tenure. 

(DJTF-FA:  Commander.  Joint  Task  Force- 
Full  Accounting.  Major  General  Thomas  H. 
Needham  was  the  initial  CJTF-FA.  His  com- 
mand extended  into  the  first  month  of  my 
command  at  which  time  Brigadier  (General 
Charles  Vlale  assumed  command  (27  July 
1994). 

CODEL:  Congressional  Delegation. 

DIC:  DIed-In-Captlvlty. 

DPMO:  Defense  POW/MIA  Office. 

EOD:  Explosive  Ordnance  Disposal. 

IE:  Investigation  Element. 

IRT:  Investigation  A;  Recovery  Team. 

JCRC:  Joint  Casualty  Resolution  Center. 

JDC:  Joint  Document  Center. 

JFA:  Joint  Field  Activity. 

JTF-FA  Joint  Task  Force— Full  Account- 
ing. 

KOC:  Kingdom  of  Cambodia.  Normally  re- 
ferred to  only  as  Cambodia. 

LSI:  Live  Sighting  Investigation. 

LST:  Life  Support  Technician. 

MFA:  Vietnamese  Ministry  of  Foreign  Af- 
fairs. 

MND:  Vietnamese  Ministry  of  National  De- 
fense. 

MOI:  Vietnamese  Ministry  of  the  Interior. 

OHP:  Oral  History  Program. 

PACOM:  More  common  reference  to  the 
United  States  Pacific  Command  than  the 
more  accurate  USPACOM. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

PCIT:  Priority  Case  Investigation  Team. 
RE:  Recovery  Element. 
SRT:  Special  Remains  Team. 
SRV:  Socialist  Republic  of  Vietnam. 
STAFFDEL:   Congressional  Staff  Delega- 
tion. 

UPI:  United  Press  International. 
USACILHI:  United   States  Army  Central 
Identification  Laboratory.  Hawaii. 
USLO:  United  States  Liaison  Office. 

USPACOM;  United  States  Pacific  Com- 
mand. 

VNOSMP:  Vietnamese  Office  Seeking  Miss- 
ing Persons. 

FOOTNOTES 

'Leslie  Weatherhead.  ■Comradeslilp."  quoted  by 
Admiral  Richard  Macke.  CINCPAC,  In  a  speech 
awarding  the  Joint  Merltorloas  Unit  Award  to  JTF- 
FA.  February  10. 1995. 

'NOTE:  Other  names  I  will  use  for  these  countries 
throughout  the  text  are  Vietnam  or  SRV,  Laos. 
Cambodia  or  KOC.  and  China  or  PRO.  respectively. 

'Unless  otherwise  noted,  statistics  used  througb- 
out  this  monograph  are  current  as  of  February  27. 
1996  and  were  provided  to  the  author  by  the  Public 
Affairs  Omce.  JTF-FA.  Camp  Smith.  Hawaii. 
<  JTF-FA  mission  statement. 
'Unaccounted-for  or  missing  are  the  correct  terms 
when  referring  to  the  Individuals  we  were  searching 
for.  POW,  MIA  and  KLA  are  legal  terms  DOD  uses  to 
classify  wartime  losses  and  help  determine  benefits 
for  the  next-of-kin  and  the  actual  service  member. 
There  are  no  remaining  POWs  or  MIAs  from  the  con- 
flict In  Southeast  Asia.  Colonel  Charles  Shelton  was 
the  last  service  member  carried  as  a  POW.  The  USG 
continued  to  carry  him  as  POW  after  It  had  reclassi- 
fied all  other  missing  service  men  so  that  he  might 
serve  as  a  national  symbol  that  the  unaccounted-for 
"would  not  be  forgotten."  Colonel  Shelton's  family 
recently  requested  that  the  USG  change  his  status 
to  killed  In  action,  body  not  recovered,  and  DOD 
concurred  with  their  request. 

'See  Glossary  for  a  complete  explanation  of  the 
nature  of  today's  Joint  Field  Acuvitles. 

''Bobby  Garwood's  return  does  not  count  In  this 
first  category  as  he  was  never  "unaccounted-for." 

'Department   of  DefenM.    "A   Zero-Based   Com- 
prehensive Review  of  Cases  Involving  Unaccounted 
for  Americans  In  Southeast  Asia,"  (November  13, 
1995).  p.  1. 
•Ibid. 

"Ibid,  pp.  4-7. 
"Ibid.  p.  6. 
"Ibid. 

»I  met  with  the  USAF  Cacoalty  OfRce  In  Sas  An- 
tonio, Texas  prior  to  changing  command.  I  was 
scheduled  to  meet  with  the  USN  Casualty  Offlce.  bat 
nobody  ftom  their  office  showed  up  for  the  appoint- 
ment they  scheduled  with  me. 

"See  Interaction  with  the  Media  for  a  discussion 
of  the  training  I  received. 
"See  the  Glossary  for  explanations  of  these  terms. 
"Table  1  reflects  the  number  of  remains  repatri- 
ated during  this  period.  Not  all  have  been  Identified. 
"The  National  League  of  Families  Is  very  active 
In  trying  to  resolve  this  Issue.  Though  I  believe 
they,  like  all  members  of  JTF-FA.  are  committed  to 
achieving  the  fullest  possible  accoutlng.  the  NLF 
and  Its  Elxecutlve  Director  are  often  critical  of  USG 
policy  toward  Vietnam.  The  NLF  did  not  support  ei- 
ther President  Clinton's  decision  to  lift  the  trade 
embargo  against  Vietnam,  or  his  decision  to  normal- 
ize relations  between  the  United  States  and  Viet- 
nam. 

"Just  as  a  note  of  interest,  Mr.  Wlllooghby  did 
not  think  very  highly  of  the  accuracy  of  this  book. 
"SRCol  Blen  was  a  «  year  PAVN  veteran.  He 
fought  the  Japanese,  the  French,  the  Americans, 
and  the  Cambodians.  He  Is  the  MND  representative 
to  the  VNOSMP. 
*See  Glossary. 

» At  the  time,  the  USIX>  had  not  yet  opened.  Mr. 
Hall  was  the  Chief  of  the  Vletnam/Ijuis/Cambodla 
desk.  East  Asian  &  Pacific  Affairs.  DOS. 
»  Peoples  Army  of  Vietnam. 
"Virginia  Foote,  President.  U.S/Vletnam  Trade 
Council.  "Progress.  Problems  and  Suggestions  to 
MIA  accounting."  memorandum  for  the  March  1996 
Presidential  Delegation  to  Vietnam.  29  February 
1996. 

''See  Glossary  for  an  explanation  of  trilateral  op- 
erations. 
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"See  Glossary. 

"See  Glossary  for  an  explanaUon  of  "Fate  Deter- 
mined." 
"See  Glossary. 

■A    karst    is   a   relatively   small    peak   Jutting 
straight  out  of  the  ground.  They  are  extremely 
steep,  sometimes  with  sheer  faces,  and  are  noimally 
a  few  hundred  feet  tall. 
"See  Glossary. 

»We  do  not  pay  for  remains  or  cooperation,  how- 
ever, we  do  pay  landowners  for  alterations  we  inflict 
on  their  property,  e.g.  If  we  excavate  a  site  In  the 
middle  of  a  farmer's  rice  paddy.  It  Is  only  right  that 
we  compensate  him  for  his  lost  crop. 
"■-See  Glossary. 

''See  page  72  for  an  explanaUon  of  this  program. 
"From  June  1994  until  June  1995.  the  following 
delegations  visited  Hanoi:  two  PresidenUal  delega- 
tions headed  by  Ambassador  Winston  Lord  and  DSD 
for  Veteran  Affairs  Herschel  Gober.  CODEL  Bond 
(Senators  Kit  Bond.  Sam  Nunn.  John  Glenn.  David 
Pryor.  WllUam  Cohen,  and  Barbara  Mlknlski). 
CODEL  Kerry  (Senator  John  Kerry).  CODEL  Spence 
(Congressman  Floyd  Spence).  CODEL  McCain  (Sen- 
ator John  McCain).  CODEL  Slmon/Murkowskl. 
STAFFDEL  Record.  STAFFDEL  Stetson.  CODEL 
Rohrabacher,  DASD  for  POW/MlA  AlTalrs  James 
Wold.  DASS  Peter  Tomsen  (2).  Admiral  Zumwalt. 
and  Sergeant  Major  of  the  Army  Richard  Kldd. 

"We  based  our  assumptions  on  what  we  had  seen 
In  the  past.  Each  ministry  had  a  normal  way  of  op- 
erating, and  seldom  deviated  from  it. 

"He  had  worked  with  JTF-FA  teams  for  several 
years,  understood  American  slang  as  well  as  most 
Americans,  and  was  very  comfortable  In  the  pres- 
ence of  Americans.  He  Is  currently  attending  Amer- 
ican University  In  Washington.  DC  on  a  Ford  Foun- 
dation grant. 

"Steven  Butler.  "A  painful  search  for  the  mlsv 
Ing."  VS.  Neua  and  World  Report.  118,  no.  17  (May  L 
1996):  62. 

^  Ms.  Griffith's  brother  Is  still  unaccounted-for  as 
a  result  of  his  aircraft  crashing.  In  her  role  as  the 
Executive  Director  of  the  NLF.  Ms.  Gnmth  Is  an  ar- 
dent supporter  for  the  families  of  the  nnaccoonled- 
for.  Her  knowledge  of  the  totality  of  the  issue  is.  Is 
my  opinion,  second  to  none.  Though  I  strongly  dis- 
agree with  her  on  many  of  her  Interpretations  of  the 
facts.  I  have  never  disputed  her  strong  desire  to 
fully  resolve  this  very  dlftlcnlt  and  emotional  issue. 

"Author  of  A  Bright  Shimng  Lie. 

"Ms.  Smith  Is  the  daughter  of  a  pilot  still  naac- 
counted-for  at  the  time  of  my  departure.  She  came 
to  Vietnam  to  try  to  find  the  crash  site  of  her  father 
and  to  bring  some  type  of  closure  to  her  loas.  Ms. 
Smith  was  able  to  visit  the  site  we  had  identified 
during  past  JFAs  and  seemed  satisfied  with  her  find- 
ings. Shortly  after  her  visit  we  excavated  her  la- 
ther's crash  site  (the  excavation  was  scheduled  prior 
to  her  visit,  and  was  not  a  result  of  her  visit).  Exca- 
vators found  what  they  believed  to  be  her  father's 
Naval  Academy  ring  in  the  excavation. 

"See  Annex  A  for  a  complete  explanation  of  the 
Mr.  Hendon  Ilve-slghting  claims. 

« I  had  worked  for  then  BG  David  Bramlett  In  the 
2Sth  Infantry  Division  (Light).  During  most  of  my 
tenure  in  Vietnam.  LTG  Bramlett  was  the 
DCINCPAC. 

« Discussion  led  by  Ambassador  Marc  Baas  to  the 
Asla-Paclflc  Regional  Strategic  Assessment  class  on 
23  February  1996. 

"In  his  actual  meetings  with  the  Vietnamese,  by 
the  way.  Mr.  Gelbard  fully  supported  the  issne  of 
missing  Americans  as  the  USG's  highest  priorities, 
so  my  concerns  regarding  that  particular  visit  were 
possibly  somewhat  unwarranted.  Overall,  however.  I 
think  the  concern  was  (and  may  still  be)  a  valid  one. 

"Oriental  New  Year. 

""A  Zero-Based  Comprehensive  Review  of  Cases 
Involving  Unaccounted  for  Americans  in  Southeast 
Asia." 

"  Personal  Opinion— Mr.  Hendon  is  a  former  Con- 
gressman trom  North  Carolina.  I  believe  that  be 
makes  unsubstantiated  claims  concerning  the  FOW/ 
MIA  Issue  to  fan  the  emotions  of  families  and  veter- 
ans in  America.  It  Is  my  opinion  that  he  maalpo- 
lates  this  issue  to  win  support  for  election  actlvlUec 
and  to  earn  a  living. 

•  Joe  L.  Jordan.  "NaUonal  Vietnam  P.O.W.  Stitke 
Force"  Newsletter.  June  4, 1986. 

"Ibid. 

"Joe  L.  Jordan.  "NaUonal  Vietnam  P.O.W.  Stnke 
Force"  Newsletter.  June  9.  1996. 

>>  Joe  L.  Jordan.  NaUonal  Vietnam  P.O.W.  Strike 
Force"  Newsletter.  Jane  4.  1996. 
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''"A  Zero-Based  Comprehensive  Review  of  Cases 
Involving  Vnaccoanted  for  Ameiicaos  In  Southeast 
Asia."  p.  10. 


MINIMUM  WAGE 


HON.  JIM  SAXFON 

OF  NEW  JESSET 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  SAXTON,  Mr.  Speaker,  earlier  today  in 
my  remarks  during  the  debate  on  increasing 
the  minimum  wage,  I  mentioned  over  100 
studies  that  unanimously  agree  that  raising  the 
minimum  wage  has  a  detrimental  effect  on 
employmenL  I  also  mentioned  that  the  "Card- 
Krueger  studtes'  are  erroneous  in  their  corv 
elusion  that  raising  the  minimum  wage  in- 
creased employment  in  New  Jersey. 

Ttiis  summary  of  the  academic  research — 
100  studies — on  the  minirmim  wage  is  de- 
signed to  give  nonspecialists  a  sense  of  just 
how  isolated  the  Card-Krueger  studies  are.  It 
also  indicates  that  ttie  minimum  wage  has 
wide-ranging  negative  effects  that  go  t)eyond 
just  unemployment  For  example,  higher  mint- 
mum  wages  encourage  employers  to  cut  track 
on  training,  thus  depriving  low-wage  workers 
of  an  important  means  of  long-term  advance- 
merrt  in  return  for  a  small  increase  in  current 
income.  For  many  workers  this  is  a  very  bad 
tradeoff,  but  one  for  whk:h  the  law  provides  no 
alternative. 

Last  year  I  placed  into  the  Record  the  com- 
plete list  of  these  100  studies.  If  you  are  inter- 
ested in  reviewing  ttie  complete  list,  please 
refer  to  page  5269  of  the  February  16,  1995, 
issue  of  the  Congressional  Record. 

Also,  for  a  better  imderstancfing  of  why  I  t>e- 
Keve  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  will 
hurt  those  ifs  intended  to  help,  I  am  putting 
into  the  Record  a  Joint  Economk:  Committee 
Report  entitled  "Raising  the  Minimum  Wage: 
The  llluskxi  of  Compassk)n'',  April  1996. 
Raising  the  Minimum  Wage:  The  Illusion  op 
Compassion 

"[BJiit  as  Clinton  himself  explained  two  years 
ago,  hiking  the  minimum  [wage]  is  ''the  wrong 
way  to  raise  the  incomes  of  low-wage  earn- 
ers.' "—{Time,  February  6, 1995,  p.  27). 

Once  ag:ain,  we  hear  the  cries  to  raise  the 
minimum  wa^e.  The  rhetoric  is  familiar; 
"the  minimum  wage  isn't  a  living  wage," 
and  "we  need  to  ensure  that  work  pays." 
However,  raising  the  minimum  wage  is  a 
misguided  passion.  All  the  valid  research 
shows  that  raising  the  minimum  wage  de- 
stroys jobs.  It  hurts  exactly  those  workers  it 
intends  to  help— the  poor,  the  unskilled,  and 
the  young.  Everyone  wants  to  see  income 
growth  boost  the  economic  well-being  of  the 
working  poor,  but  throwing  many  of  them 
out  of  work  is  not  the  solution. 

sawing  off  the  first  rung 

The  major  way  the  minimum  wage  hurts 
the  poor  is  by  cutting  off  the  first  rung  of 
the  employment  ladder.  Raising  the  mini- 
mum wage  destroys  jobs.  This  statement  is 
incontrovertible.  Economists  have  consist- 
ently proven  the  job-destroying  effects  of 
higher  minimum  wages.  But  more  impor- 
tantly, higher  minimum  wages  destroy 
entry-level  jobs.  Without  entry  level  jobs, 
low-skilled  and  young  workers  cannot  start 
jobs  and  gain  valuable  work  skills. 
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blocking  work  to  welfare 

The  rhetoric  of  raising  the  minimum  wage 
has  been  linked  to  welfare.  Proponents  of 
higher  minimum  wages  argue  that  a  higher 
minimum  wage  is  necessary  to  encourage 
welfare  recipients  to  enter  the  work  force. 
Tragically,  as  the  minimum  wage  encour- 
ages welfare  recipients  to  search  for  employ- 
ment, it  makes  it  more  difficult  for  them  to 
find  work.  First,  with  fewer  jobs  available,  it 
is  more  difficult  for  all  workers  to  find  em- 
ployment. Second,  a  higher  minimum  wage 
makes  work  more  attractive  to  many  people. 
This  expanded  pool  of  job  applicants  allows 
employers  to  be  more  selective.  Employers 
pick  applicants  with  more  skills  from  this 
pool.  Welfare  recipients  suffer  because  there 
are  fewer  jobs  and  more  competition.  The  re- 
sult of  higher  minimum  wages  is  to  keep 
welfare  recipients  dependent  on  the  govern- 
ment for  a  longer  time. 

destroying  human  capital 

It  is  increasingly  apparent  that  the  key  to 
a  prosperous  life  is  education.  Sadly,  in- 
comes of  high-school  drop-outs  are  falling  to 
keep  pace  with  the  incomes  of  college  grad- 
uates. Dropping  out  of  high  school  is  almost 
a  guarantee  of  a  difficult  life.  I>ublic  policy 
should  take  careful  pains  to  encourage  stu- 
dents to  stay  in  school.  Unfortunately,  rais- 
ing the  minimum  wage  encourages  high- 
school  students  to  drop  out.  By  altering  the 
rewards  to  work,  some  students  leave  school 
for  minimum  wage  jobs.  However,  without  a 
high  school  degree,  advancement  is  more  dif- 
ficult. 

THE  ARGUMENT  FOR  HIGHER  MINIMUM  WAGES: 
THE  SANDY  FOUNDATION 

"Now,  I've  Studied  the  arguments  and  the  evi- 
dence for  and  against  a  minimum  wage  increase. 
I  believe  the  weight  of  the  evidence  is  that  a 
modest  increase  does  not  cost  jobs,  and  may 
even  lure  people  back  into  the  job  market."— 
President  Bill  Clinton,  State  of  the  Union 
Address,  Jan.  24,  1995. 

The  argument  against  raising  the  mini- 
mum wage  has  a  long  and  noble  history.  Sev- 
eral of  the  most  prominent  economists  have 
argued  against  minimum  wages.  Yet,  the 
Democrats  continue  to  argue  for  higher  min- 
imum wages.  Labor  Secretary  Robert  Reich 
and  Laura  D' Andrea  Tyson  held  a  press  con- 
ference to  laud  several  studies  that  claim 
that  higher  minimum  wages  have  no  delete- 
rious effects  on  emplojrment.  The  whole  ar- 
gument of  the  press  conference  was  l>ased  on 
a  study  by  Dr.  David  Card  and  Dr.  Alan 
Krueger  of  Princeton  University.  Drs.  Card 
and  Krueger  examined  the  differences  be- 
tween New  Jersey,  which  imposes  a  state- 
wide higher  minimum  wage,  and  Pennsyl- 
vania, which  kept  the  federal  minimum 
wage.  The  research,  on  which  the  Adminis- 
tration has  based  Its  arguments,  has  col- 
lapsed under  its  own  weight. 

Card  and  Krueger  interviewed  fast-food 
restaurants  on  both  sides  of  the  Delaware 
River.  They  posited  that  any  differences  be- 
tween New  Jersey  and  Pennsylvania  could  be 
explained  solely  by  the  minimum  wage. 
What  they  found  was  that  New  Jersey  res- 
taurants hired  more  employees  over  the  pe- 
riod of  the  study  than  Pennsylvania  res- 
taurants. 

The  results  of  the  study  were  extraor- 
dinary. Card  and  Krueger  seemed  to  have  dis- 
covered a  refutation  of  the  law  of  demand. 
Economists  were  stunned.  Because  of  the  ex- 
traordinary results,  they  debated  the  results. 
Many  economists  argued  that  the  differences 
between  New  Jersey  and  Pennsylvania  were 
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more  than  simply  differences  of  minimum 
wage  rates.  Other  economists  argued  that 
the  study  desigrn  was  flawed. 

Other  economists  were  able  to  review  the 
study  using  better  data  with  devastating  re- 
sults for  the  Card-Krueger  study  and  the  Ad- 
ministration argument.  Card  and  Krueger 
gained  their  data  by  asking  one  question. 
"How  many  full-time  and  part-time  workers 
are  employed  in  your  restaurant,  excluding 
managers  and  assistant  managers?"  Depend- 
ing upon  the  answer,  they  interpolated  em- 
pl03rment  trends.  It  is  clear  from  this  ques- 
tion that  their  report  was  deeply  flawed. 

First,  the  person  answering  the  phone  was 
allowed  to  interpret  this  question  dif- 
ferently. Did  they  mean  how  many  people 
this  week,  this  month,  this  shift?  Who  is  a 
part-time  worker?  Varying  interpretations 
of  this  question  allowed  different  answers 
from  the  same  restaurant  over  the  period  of 
the  study.  The  data  Card  and  Krueger  col- 
lected show  incongruous  results.  For  exam- 
ple, a  Wendy's  restaurant  went  fix)m  35  em- 
ployees (zero  full-time,  35  part-time)  to  65 
employees  (35  full-time.  30  part-time).  Other 
restaurants  show  strange  results  as  well. 

Second,  they  simply  divided  the  number  of 
part-time  employees  by  two  and  added  them 
to  the  number  of  full-time  employees.  This 
method  of  estimating  employment  effects 
cannot  accurately  estimate  the  effects  of 
higher  minimum  wages.  Restaurant  man- 
agers simply  could  have  responded  to  a  high- 
er minimum  by  forcing  employees  to  accept 
fewer  hours. 

The  best  data  Card  and  Krueger  could  have 
obtained  trom  these  restaurants  were  hours 
worked.  However,  they  did  not  obtain  that 
data.  Another  set  of  economists.  Dr.  David 
Neumark  and  Dr.  William  Wascher,  obtained 
the  payroll  data  from  the  restaurants  Card 
and  Krueger  surveyed.  When  Neumark  and 
Wascher  calculated  the  numbers,  using  the 
identical  statistical  methodology  of  Card 
and  Krueger,  they  found  the  exact  opposite 
of  Card  and  Krueger.  Card  and  Krueger  found 
that  restaurant  employment  in  New  Jersey 
rose,  while  restaurant  employment  in  Penn- 
sylvania fell.  Neumark  and  Wascher  found 
that  employment  In  Pennsylvania  rose  more 
rapidly  than  employment  in  New  Jersey.  A 
Presidential  Commission  found  in  1960  that 
teenage  emplo3rment  fell  one  to  three  per- 
cent for  every  ten  percent  hike  In  the  mini- 
mum wage.  The  difference  between  Pennsyl- 
vania and  New  Jersey  was  exactly  within 
that  range. 

The  Card  and  Krueger  study  has  collapsed. 
The  foundation  of  the  Administration's  argu- 
ment for  higher  wages  has  fallen  apart.  Rais- 
ing the  minimum  wage  destroys  jobs.  Only 
by  doing  sloppy  research  can  economists  ar- 
rive at  another  answer.  The  Card  and 
Krueger  fiasco  is  an  example  when  inad- 
equate research  is  used  to  buttress  unwise 
policy. 

The  minimum  wage  is  an  example  of  mis- 
guided compassion.  It  is  a  policy  that  hurts 
those  it  is  intended  to  help.  We  have  too 
many  policies  fi-om  Washington  that  are  det- 
rimental to  America's  citizens.  Effective 
compassion  requires  a  government  that  as- 
sists its  citizens  in  acquiring  the  skills  nec- 
essary to  provide  for  themselves  and  their 
families.  It  requires  a  government  that  al- 
lows workers  to  keep  more  of  their  income 
through  lower  taxes.  It  requires  a  govern- 
ment that  encourages  economic  growth 
through  less  government  spending  and  less 
regulation.  It  is  time  to  measure  compassion 
by  our  efforts  to  minimize  the  number  of 
Americans  receiving  federal  aid— not  by  the 
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amount  of  government  largesse.  Raising  the 
minimum  wage  fails  to  live  up  to  Its  promise 
of  assisting  the  poor. 


TRIBUTE  TO  KEYSTONE  FUTURE 
FARMERS  OF  AMERICA 


HON.  PAUL  L  GULMOR 

OF  OHIO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 19% 

Mr.  GILLMOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
recognize  an  outstanding  student  organization 
within  my  congressional  district.  Members  of 
the  Keystone  Future  Farmers  of  America  cap- 
tured fifth  place  in  both  the  natnnal  poultry 
contest  and  national  nursery-landscape  con- 
test heW  in  Kansas  City  during  the  National 
FAA  Convention  last  November.  A  total  of  44 
nursery-landscape  State  championship  teams 
and  33  poultry  State  championship  teams  en- 
tered the  competition. 

In  nursery-landscape  the  team  posted  2,264 
points  and  was  edged  out  of  the  national  title 
by  Bear  Creek,  NC,  who  posted  a  winning 
score  of  2,558.  Individually  2  members  were  in 
the  top  20  with  Matt  Kappan  placing  18th  with 
779  points  and  Keith  Diedrick  scoring  771 
points  for  20th  place.  Brad  Smith  scored  713 
points  to  round  out  the  team  scoring. 

Members  of  the  poultry  team  placed  3  mem- 
bers in  the  top  20  posting  a  team  score  of 
2,409  and  was  edged  out  the  by  national 
champion  Latrina,  TX,  who  scored  2,570 
points.  Individually,  team  memt>er  Julie  Aklrich 
scored  805  points  good  for  15th  place,  Anna 
Pickworth  scored  803  to  place  16th.  Any  Hol- 
comb  scored  771  points  and  placed  36th  in 
overall  competition.  A  total  of  176  indivkJuals 
entered  nursery-landscape  while  132  took  part 
in  the  poultry  contest. 

For  teams  to  qualify  for  national  FFA  com- 
petition they  must  win  the  State  contest.  In  the 
past  4  years,  six  teams  from  Keystone  FFA 
have  qualified  for  the  national  competition. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  honoring 
the  talent  and  hard  wori<  of  these  students, 
who  under  the  able  direction  of  Larry  Lokai, 
have  set  the  standard  for  FFA  excellence  in 
Ohio. 


WArriNG  TO  HEAR  FROM  THE 
SECRETARY  OF  THE  ARMY 


HON.  JOHN  CONYERS 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 19% 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  United 
States  has  the  best  intentions  in  Haiti  but  right 
now  it  is  engaged  in  an  obstruction  of  justice 
of  the  most  egregious  kind.  When  a  multi- 
national force  restored  democracy  to  Haiti  the 
United  States  Military  seized  thousands  of 
documents  from  the  Haitian  Military  head- 
quarters and  from  the  headquarters  of 
FRAPH,  a  violent  paramilitary  organization. 
Over  a  year  and  a  half  after  they  were  taken, 
the  Department  of  Defense  still  has  not  re- 
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turned  them,  and  the  State  Department  is  still 
supposedly  negotiating  their  return.  The 
seized  documents  are  desperately  needed 
today  to  collect  information  about  human 
rights  vk>lations  that  took  place  while  the  elect- 
ed president,  Jean-Bertrand  Anstlde  was  in 
forced  exile. 

On  Decemljer  1,  40  Members  of  Congress 
wrote  the  following  letter  to  President  Clinton, 
calling  for  the  release  of  the  documents: 
Congress  of  the  Unfted  States. 
House  of  Representatives, 

Washington.  DC.  DecenU>er  1, 1995. 
President  William  Jefferson  Clinton. 
The  White  House. 

Dear  Mr.  Preside^^t:  Just  over  a  year  ago. 
we  celebrated  the  restoration  of  democracy 
to  Haiti  with  the  return  of  its  duly  elected 
President,  Jean-Bertrand  Arlstide.  Your  role 
as  president  was  crucial  to  this  occurring. 
The  re-establishment  of  the  legitimate  gov- 
ernment of  Haiti  followed  three  years  of  a 
murderous  military  regime.  Recent  press  ac- 
counts have  discussed  how  the  Pentagon  is 
now  holding  tens  of  thousands  of  pages  of 
documents  taken  during  the  restoration  of 
government,  and  has  yet  to  return  them.  We 
seek  a  complete  account  of  all  documents 
and  their  immediate  return  to  the  Haitian 
government.  This  Is  not  only  normal  and  ap- 
propriate, but  expected  in  the  relations  be- 
tween the  two  friendly  nations.  The  docu- 
ments should  include  any  and  all  that  may 
pertain  to  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency, 
the  Defense  Intelligence  Agency,  or  any 
other  part  of  the  United  States  Government. 

There  is  absolutely  no  justification  why 
these  materials  should  be  in  the  hands  of  our 
government  now  that  the  legitimate  govern- 
ment of  Haiti  has  been  restored.  The  fact 
that  these  documents  have  been  withheld  ob- 
viously raises  questions  about  the  level  of 
collaboration  between  elements  of  the  Amer- 
ican government  and  the  former  military  re- 
gime. 

These  documents  are  necessary  to  the  gov- 
ernment of  Haiti  If  it  is  to  make  sense  of 
what  happened  during  the  three  years  of 
President  Aristlde's  forced  exile.  We  should 
be  comforted  by  President  Aristlde's  enlight- 
ened policy  of  reconciliation  that  has  been 
the  hallmark  of  his  new  government.  Never- 
theless, Haitian  investigators  must  have  full 
knowledge  at>out  the  sources  and  causes  of 
the  pain  and  bloodshed  during  the  rule  of  the 
military  junta  If  Haiti  Is  to  be  reconciled 
and  to  move  forward. 

The  United  States  must  satisfy  Its  respon- 
sibility to  meet  the  Haitian  government's 
right  to  the  ownership  of  these  documents. 
To  deny  President  Arlstide  the  official  docu- 
ments of  his  Insubordinate  military  is  an  in- 
sult to  this  new  democratic  nation.  Any- 
thing short  of  a  complete  return  of  all  docu- 
ments also  undermines  our  policy's  goals  of 
supporting  a  thriving,  stable,  and  peaceful 
democracy  In  Haiti.  It  would  also  undermine 
the  Integrity  of  open  democracy  in  our  na- 
tion. We  might  add  that  history  has  taught 
us  repeatedly  that  democracy  Is  not 
strengthened  by  concealing  what  may  be  em- 
barrassing or  what  may  l>e  Inconvenient. 

We  expect  that  you  will  facilitate  the  Im- 
mediate return  of  all  the  aforementioned 
documents. 

Sincerely, 
John  Conyers,  Jr.,  Carrie  Meek,  Julian 
Dixon.  Alan  Mollohan,  Jim  Traflcant. 
Marcy  Kaptur,  Nancy  Pelosl,  Eva  Clay- 
ton, Kwelsl  Mfume,  Barney  Frank.  Ron 
Dellums,        Joe        Moakley.        Paul 
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Kanjorlskl,  Cardiss  Collins.  Dave 
Bonior.  Sheila  Jackson-Lee.  George 
Brown.  John  Lewis.  Louis  Stokes. 
George  Miller,  Maurice  Hlnchey. 
Bennle  Thompson.  Martin  Sabo,  Peter 
DeFazio.  Joe  Kennedy.  Henry  Gonzalez. 
Victor  Frazer.  Neil  Abercromble! 
Bobby  Rush.  Eliot  Engel.  Major  Owens. 
Eddie  Bemice  Johnson.  Earl  Hllllard. 
Ed  Towns.  Donald  Payne.  Sam  Gib- 
bons. Chaka  Fattah.  Bernard  Sanders. 
Vic  Fazio.  Nlta  Lowey. 

A  few  days  later.  Members  of  the  Congres- 
sional Black  Caucus  had  a  meeting  with  the 
Haitian  Ambassador  Jean  Casimir.  Then  we 
met  with  the  State  Department  Haiti  Coordina- 
tor, Ambassador  James  Dobbins,  who  has 
since  moved  on  to  the  National  Security  Coun- 
cil. At  both  Briefings,  we  learned  that  the  ad- 
ministration intended  to  return  the  documents 
and  materials.  Soon  thereafter,  the  U.S.  gov- 
ernment offered  the  Haitian  Government  in- 
credibly onerous  temis  for  return  which  the 
Haitian  Government  rejected. 

On  January  30,  two  dozen   members  of 
Congress  joined  me  in  writing  to  President 
Clinton  again  and  demanding  the  release  of 
these  documents.  That  letter  follows: 
Congress  of  the  Untted  States. 
HOUSE  OF  Representatives. 

Washington.  DC.  January  30. 1996. 
The  President. 
The  White  House. 

Dear  Mr.  Presojent:  We  are  writing  to 
you  regarding  the  Haitian  documents  and 
materials  still  In  possession  of  the  United 
States  Government.  The  restoration  of  de- 
mocracy In  Haiti  has  been  a  hallmark  of 
your  foreign  policy  success  and  we  are  en- 
thusiastic supporters  of  this  policy  and  your 
ongoing  attention  towards  Haiti.  We  applaud 
the  release  of  some  of  the  documents,  but 
the  continued  retention  of  those  remaining 
troubles  us  because  It  Is  frustrating  the  judi- 
cial process  In  Haiti.  Therefore,  we  urgently 
request  a  meeting  with  you  as  soon  as  pos- 
sible. 

Many  of  us  first  wrote  to  you  alx>ut  this 
matter  on  December  1, 1995,  and  were  encour- 
aged by  your  administration's  announce- 
ment that  the  documents  would  be  released. 
Nearly  two  months  later,  they  still  have  not 
been  returned.  Surely  this  Is  fax  longer  r^an 
Is  required  to  resolve  any  logistical  require- 
ments necessary  for  the  secure  transfer  of 
such  materials.  The  Government  of  Haiti 
needs  these  documents  if  it  Is  to  understand 
what  happened  during  the  years  of  President 
Aristlde's  forced  exile,  to  continue  the  proc- 
ess of  disarmament,  and  to  fully  Investigate 
the  crimes  of  paramilitary  groups  such  as 
FRAPH.  Return  of  the  documents  Is  espe- 
cially urgent  In  light  of  the  pending  extra- 
dition of  FRAPH's  leader,  Emmanuel  Con- 
stant. 

In  your  eloquently  delivered  State  of  the 
Union  address,  you  pointed  out  that  "in 
Haiti  the  dictators  are  gone,  democracy  has 
a  new  day."  The  inauguration  of  a  new  presi- 
dent In  Haiti  on  February  7  promises  a  new 
era  of  peaceful  transition  of  power.  However, 
the  challenges  of  disarmament  and  judicial 
Inquiry  remain.  An  Important  way  of  assur- 
ing that  these  processes  continue  Is  to  re- 
turn the  Haitian  documents  and  materials. 
There  Is  no  excuse  for  the  Intransigence  of 
elements  of  the  United  States  Government 
who  are  obstructing  the  rule  of  law  the 
United  States  and  the  Multinational  Force 
helped  restore  to  Haiti.  Doing  so  Interferes 
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with  the  youn?  spirit  of  democracy  and  rec- 
onciliation In  Haiti  and  contradicts  the  old 
tradition    of   democracy    and    openness    In 
America.  We  look  forward  to  meet  with  you 
to  discuss  these  matters  in  full  detail. 
Sincerely, 
John    Conyers,    Major    Owens,    Cynthia 
McKinney,  Harold  Ford,  Barbara-Rose 
Collins,  Bennle  Thompson,  Ronald  Del- 
lums,  Louis  Stokes,  Carrie  Meek,  Elea- 
nor   Holmes    Norton,    Donald    Payne, 
Alcee   Hastings,    Sheila   Jackson-Lee, 
Earl  Hlllard,    San  ford   Bishop,   Albert 
Wynn,  Corrine  Brown,  Bemie  Sanders, 
Victor   Frazer,   Jim   Clybnm,   George 
Miller,  Xavler  Becerra,  Peter  DeFazlo, 
George    Brown,    Barney    Frank,    Luis 
Gutierrez. 

But  the  seizure  of  ttie  documents  took  on  a 
wtK>le  new  meaning  wtien  the  New  York 
Times  reported  on  February  6  that  during  the 
invasion  Amencan  troops  were  told  by  superi- 
ors that  FRAPH  was  a  legitimate  opposition 
group.  They  were  tokJ  this  despite  the  fact  that 
Pentagon  and  State  Department  officials  knew 
that  FRAPH  was  a  group  of  bloodthirsty  thugs, 
and  that  H  had  been  linked  to  thousands  of 
murders. 

This  raised  a  number  of  troubling  questions. 
For  example,  why  were  US  troops  deliberately 
misinformed?  Why  was  there  such  a  stark 
contrast  between  stated  policy  and  action? 
Why  were  the  documents  taken  in  the  first 
place?  if  ttie  documents  were  tsUcen  to  protect 
our  troops,  why  haven't  they  been  retumed 
since,  and  why  weren't  they  shared  with  other 
troops?  I  deckled  to  put  some  of  these  ques- 
tnns  to  my  good  friend,  the  Honorable  Togo 
West,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  I  am  submit- 
ting my  letter  to  Secretary  West  for  the 
Record. 

Congress  of  the  tTNiTED  States, 
HOUSE  OF  Representatives, 

Washington,  DC,  April  12, 1996. 
Hon.  Togo  D.  West,  Jr., 
Secretary  of  the  U.S.   Army,   The  Pentagon, 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Togo:  I  know  you  are  aware  that  our 
relations  with  halti  are  of  great  concern  to 
me.  I  have  traveled  there  many  times  over 
the  years,  most  recently  with  Ambassador 
Madeleine  Albright  to  witness  that  nation's 
first  peaceful  transfer  of  power  as  the  demo- 
cratically elected  Rene  Preval  was  sworn  in 
as  president.  While  this  was  cause  for  cele- 
bration, difQcult  challenges  for  Haiti  re- 
main. 

One  of  the  most  pressing  Issues  facing 
Haiti  Is  to  establish  security  among  the  peo- 
ple and  confidence  In  the  new  justice  system 
by  Investigating  human  rights  crimes  and 
continuing  the  disarmament  process.  I  am 
concerned  that  the  United  States  is  not 
doing  everything  it  could  to  advance  these 
goals.  While  the  Republican  Congress  Is  pre- 
occupied with  a  few  select  murder  cases,  new 
gangs  and  paramilitary  organizations  threat- 
en a  new  surge  of  vigilante  violence  because 
their  weapons  have  not  been  taken  away. 
News  reports  from  Haiti  indicate  as  many  as 
ten  armed  anti-democratic  gangs  are  cur- 
rently operating. 

During  the  restoration  of  democracy  to 
Haiti  in  the  fall  of  1994,  the  U.S.  military 
seized  photographs,  thousands  of  pages  of 
documents,  and  other  materials  from  the 
Haitian  Army  (the  FAH'd),  the  headquarters 
of  the  Front  for  Advancement  and  Progress 
of  Haiti  (FRAPH)  and  other  locations.  I  am 
well  aware  of  the  ongoing  discussions  be- 
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tween  the  United  States  (Sovemment  and  the 
Government  of  Haiti  to  arrange  for  the  re- 
turn of  the  Haitian  documents.'  I  have  writ- 
ten two  letters  to  President  Clinton  about 
this  matter,  signed  by  a  cumulative  total  of 
50  members  of  Congress.  I  believe  that  a  re- 
turn of  these  materials  could  make  an  im- 
portant contribution  to  the  establishment  of 
peace  and  justice  in  Haiti. 

This  letter,  however.  Is  a  request  for  infor- 
mation about  the  directives  that  were  given 
prior  to  the  seizure  of  the  documents  and 
materials  and  what  happened  in  the  period 
after  they  were  taken.  Since  the  U.S.  Army 
constituted  a  large  proportion  of  American 
Involvement  in  the  multinational  operation 
in  Haiti,  I  thought  you  would  be  able  to  pro- 
vide me  with  some  details  about  the  actual 
seizure  of  the  documents  and  the  decisions 
leading  up  to  that  action.  Specifically,  I 
would  like  to  know  (1)  generally  what  troops 
were  told  to  look  for  by  commanding  officers 
before  the  searches;  (2)  which  locations  were 
searched  and  if  a  complete  list  of  these  sites 
is  available;  (3)  if  SALUTE  forms  or  other  In- 
ventories are  available  describing  everjrthing 
that  was  found;  and  most  Importantly,  (4) 
what  the  established  priority  intelligence  re- 
quirements and  Information  requirements 
were. 

I  understand  that  captured  enemy  material 
is  an  Important  element  of  intelligence,  and 
that  selzvu*  of  CEM  is  vital  to  gaining  infor- 
mation about  the  adversary.  In  meeting  that 
requirement,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  armed 
forces  Involved  in  the  seizures  did  an  admira- 
ble job.  The  seizures  in  Haiti  are  a  special 
case  because  they  occurred  during  a  multi- 
national operation.  The  "Joint  Doctrine  for 
Intelligence  Support  to  Operations"  (Joint 
Pub.  2-0)  notes  in  its  chapter  on  multilateral 
operations  that  "...  nations  should  share 
all  relevant  and  pertinent  Intelligence  about 
the  situation  and  the  adversary  to  attain  the 
t>est  possible  common  understanding  of  the 
threatened  interests,  determine  relevant  and 
attainable  objectives,  and  achieve  unified  ef- 
forts against  the  adversary."  I  am  a  strong 
supporter  of  the  United  Nations  and  the  UN 
is  of  course  facing  increased  skepticism  in 
the  United  States.  Therefore  my  fifth  and 
final  request  is  to  hear— from  the  Army's 
perspective— how  information  contained  in 
the  seized  materials  was  shared  with  other 
members  of  the  multilateral  forces  and  how 
that  contributed  to  the  successful  prosection 
of  the  overall  mission. 

The  restoration  of  Haiti's  legitimate  gov- 
ernment was  a  great  success  for  the  cause  of 
democracy  in  general  and  the  foreign  policy 
of  President  Clinton  In  particular.  UN  Sec- 
retary General  Boutros  Boutros-Ghall,  who  I 
met  with  yesterday,  agrees  with  me  and  1 
know  you  do  too.  For  that  reason,  I  hope  you 
will  assist  me  in  my  effort  to  learn  more 
about  our  operation  in  Haiti.  I  look  forward 
to  hearing  from  you,  and  I  hope  you  will  per- 
sonally contact  me  if  you  have  any  ques- 
tions. 

Sincerely, 

John  (Jonyers,  Jr., 
Member  of  Congress. 

I  will  have  a  copy  of  today's  Congressional 
Record  for  May  24,  1996,  delivered  to  his  of- 
fce  in  case  my  letter  was  tost  before.  I  took 
fonward  to  my  good  friend's  response. 
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'  I  commissioned  a  Congressional  Research  Service 
study  by  the  American  Law  Division  which  deter- 
mined that  according-  to  the  Foreign  Relations  Law 
of  the  United  States  and  International  law  as  Inter- 
preted by  the  United  States,  the  seized  documents 
clearly  belong  to  the  leglUntate  government  of 
Haiti.  The  opinion  also  noted  that  their  seizure  and 
retention  Is  a  departure  from  these  norms. 


[From  the  New  York  Times,  Feb.  6, 1996] 

Cables  Show  U.S.  Deception  on  HAmAN 

Violence 

(By  Larry  Rohter) 

Port-au-Prdjce.  Haiti,  February  5.— In  the 
months  after  the  United  States  invasion  of 
Haiti,  American  officers  repeatedly  told 
their  troops  that  the  country's  most  dreaded 
paramilitary  group  was  actually  a  legiti- 
mate opposition  political  party.  "They're  no 
different  from  Democrats  or  Republicans," 
soldiers  in  Haiti  dutifully  echoed  when  asked 
about  their  instructions. 

But  a  review  of  classified  cables  sent  by 
the  American  Embassy  in  Haiti  to  the  De- 
fense and  State  Departments  shows  that  for 
a  year  before  the  Invasion  in  September  1994 
the  Pentagon  knew  that  the  official  version 
was  not  true. 

Within  weeks  of  the  founding  of  the  Front 
for  the  Advancement  and  Progress  of  Haiti, 
the  papers  indicate,  American  intelligence 
agencies  had  concluded  the  group  was  a  gang 
of  "gun-carrying  crazies"  eager  to  "use  vio- 
lence against  all  who  oppose  it." 

"All  over  the  country,  Fraph  is  evolving 
into  a  sort  of  Mafia,"  a  cable  from  the  office 
of  the  American  military  attache  in  Port>au- 
Prlnce  warned  in  the  spring  of  1994,  using  the 
group's  acronym.  "Its  use  of  force  to  intimi- 
date and  coerce  is  sanctioned  by  the  local 
military,  which  derives  both  political  and  es- 
pecially material  benefits  from  their  rela- 
tionship." 

With  United  States  troops  now  in  Bosnia 
pursuing  some  of  the  same  objectives  as  in 
Haiti,  the  documents  raise  questions  about 
the  senders'  mission,  the  information  they 
are  given  by  superiors  and  the  action  they 
take  in  the  field. 

Human  rights  ottservers  and  others  who 
have  seen  the  papers  say  they  also  raise  the 
question  whether  the  military  ordered  Amer- 
ican troops  to  ignore  hunoan  rights  abuses 
committed  l>efore  they  arrived. 

What  remains  uncertain  is  why  the  Penta- 
gon took  a  public  stance  clearly  at  odds  with 
the  classified  information  it  had  collected  in 
Haiti. 

A  Pentagon  official  denied  today  that 
there  was  any  conflict  l>etween  the  official 
position  and  the  inside  Information:  "If  day- 
light is  perceived  between  our  public  and  pri- 
vate perceptions,  that's  wrong.  We  agreed  on 
what  Fraph  was.  Fraph  was  a  political  move- 
ment, but  clearly  a  political  movement  with 
a  substantial  thug  element  to  it.  It  was  clear 
to  us  that  Fraph  represented  a  potential 
threat.  That  didn't  change.  There  were  ef- 
forts, clearly,  in  the  initial  weeks  of  the 
Intervention  to  calm  the  rhetoric  and  reduce 
the  likelihood  that  there  would  t>e  violent 
confrontations — and  that  was  relatively  suc- 
cessful." 

Ira  Kurzban,  an  American  lawyer  who  has 
reviewed  the  cables  on  l>ehalf  of  the  Haitian 
Government,  said,  "There  is  absolutely  no 
ambiguity  in  these  documents  with  respect 
to  the  fact  that  Fraph  was  an  instrument  of 
repression  under  the  control  of  the  w^itli^" 
military." 

In  a  telephone  interview  firom  the  Mary- 
land jail  where  he  is  being  held  for 
deporatatlon,  Emmanuel  Constant,  the 
founder  of  Fraph,  said  that  from  the  moment 
American  troops  landed  he  was  under  pres- 
sure from  the  United  States  military  to  help 
it  maintain  "a  form  of  balance  in  Haiti"  be- 
tween groups  supporting  President  Jean- 
Bertrand  Aristide  and  those  opposing  him. 

Mr.  Constant  said  he  was  told  by  the  Amer- 
ican military  early  in  October  1994  that  "I 
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should  ease  up  the  tension  and  avoid  con- 
frontation" by  "giving  a  speech  in  which  I 
promised  to  be  a  constructive  opposition  to 
Aristide."  That  speech  was  delivered  soon 
afterward,  and  Mr.  Constant  maintained  it 
"was  approved  by  the  U.S.  Government,  by 
the  embassy  people"  in  advance. 

In  the  interview,  Mr.  Constant  acknowl- 
edged that  he  had  l>een  an  informant  of  the 
Central  Intelligence  Agency  l>efore  the 
American  invasion  but  said  he  now  feels  \>e- 
trayed  "They  have  the  wrong  man  in  jail." 
he  said. 

Haitian  (Jovemment  officials  and  foreign 
diplomats  here  said  it  appeared  the  Defense 
Department  and  American  intelligence  agen- 
cies were  acting  to  weaken  Mr.  Aristide, 
whom  they  had  long  distrusted.  These  offi- 
cials suggested  that  United  States  Govern- 
ment agencies  may  also  have  been  trying  to 
protect  Haitian  Informants  who  might  be 
useful  in  the  future  but  had  been  discredited 
by  the  collapse  of  the  military  dictatorship 
that  overthrew  Mr.  Aristide. 

In  separate  raids  on  the  headquarters  of 
Fraph  and  the  Haitian  armed  forces  after  the 
invasion,  American  troops  seized  more  than 
150,000  pages  of  official  documents,  which 
were  taken  to  the  United  States.  Haiti  has 
demanded  their  return. 

Several  hundred  pages  of  United  States 
documents  relating  to  Fraph  were  obtained 
last  year  by  the  Center  for  Constitutional 
Rights  for  a  suit  filed  in  Federal  Court  in 
Brooklyn  by  Alerte  Belance,  an  Aristide  sup- 
porter now  living  in  New  Jersey.  She  says 
the  group  atxlucted  her  in  Haiti  in  1993  and 
attacked  her  with  a  machete,  cutting  off  one 
of  her  arms,  an  ear,  and  parts  of  her  nose  and 
tongue  l)efore  leaving  her  for  dead. 

Human  rights  groups  say  such  brutality 
was  typical  of  Fraph,  which  they  hold  re- 
sponsible for  many  of  the  more  than  3,000 
deaths  during  Mr.  Arlstlde's  exile,  from  1991 
to  1994. 

The  Center  for  Constitutional  Rights  has 
filed  a  motion  for  a  default  judgment  against 
Fraph,  which  has  failed  to  respond  to  the 
suit.  But  Ms.  Belance's  lawyers  have  asked 
the  presiding  judge  to  delay  any  award  of 
damages  until  their  client  obtains  additional 
documents,  including  tens  of  thousands  of 
the  pages  seized  by  American  troops  from 
Fraph's  headquarters. 

"These  documents  are  relevant  to  estab- 
lish that  Fraph  was  acting  under  color  of  of- 
ficial authority  when  it  carried  out  the  tor- 
ture of  Alerte  Belance,  and  therefore  vio- 
lated international  law,"  the  Center  for  Con- 
stitutional Rights  contended  In  court  papers 
filed  last  month. 

Cables  that  have  already  been  declassified 
by  the  Defense  Intelligence  Agency  as  i>art  of 
the  suit  indicate  that  American  intelligence 
agencies  had  a  broad  network  of  Informants 
both  within  the  Haitian  armed  forces  and 
Fraph.  In  public,  however,  all  parties  denied 
that  they  were  connected. 

Soon  after  Fraph  was  formed,  a  State  De- 
partment cable  on  Oct.  28,  1993,  concluded, 
"Their  effectiveness  is  a  function  of  the  will- 
ingness of  their  patrons"  in  the  Haitian 
Armed  Forces  "to  use  intimidation  and  vio- 
lence (carried  out  by  armed  civilian 
attaches)  to  'enforce'  their  i>olitlcal  initia- 
tives." 

By  December,  the  military  attache  in 
Port-au-Prince  was  warning  the  Pentagon 
that  repression  by  Fraph  In  Haiti's  southern 
peninsula  "has  increased  considerably." 

When  in  the  spring  of  1994  American  offi- 
cials began  interviewing  refugees  who  had 
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fled  by  sea,  they  obtained  an  even  clearer 
picture  of  Fraph's  violent  methods.  Some 
testimony  came  from  Fraph  meml)ers  who 
said  they  had  fied  in  disgust. 

"When  they  kill  and  rape  people,  we  (new 
members)  are  forced  to  sit  and  watch,"  a 
cable  quoted  a  former  Fraph  operative  as 
saying,  adding,  "He  also  related  that  later  In 
the  Initiation  process  you  are  forced  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  killings  and  rapes." 

But  that  information  was  apparently  with- 
held from  American  troops  after  they  inter- 
vened on  Sept.  19,  1994,  to  restore  President 
Aristide  and  his  Lavalas  movement.  Radio 
broadcasts  to  Special  Forces  units  In  the 
Haitian  countryside,  for  example,  described 
Lavalas  and  Fraph  as  competing  political 
parties  equally  dedicated  to  the  country's 
well-being. 

The  documents  suggests  that  the  American 
military's  willingness  to  work  with  Fraph 
began  to  diminish  only  after  a  radio  con- 
versation l)etween  Mr.  Constant  and  other 
leaders  of  the  group  was  Intercepted.  Accord- 
ing to  a  cable  sent  on  Oct.  3,  1994,  they  were 
"threatening  to  break  out  weapons  and  begin 
an  all-out  war  against  the  foreigners"  and 
"named  an  American  official  as  their  first 
target." 

By  January  1995,  the  State  Department 
was  denying  that  the  United  States  had  ever 
treated  Fraph  as  anything  but  thugs.  The 
Secretary  of  State's  office  said  of  Fraph  in  a 
cable  to  the  American  Embassy  in  Haiti, 
"We  viewed  it  as  basically  a  rent-a-mob 
group  financed  by  the  military  for  recruiting 
purposes  and  dependent  upon  the  military 
leaders'  ability  to  punish/reward."  In  addi- 
tion, the  unclassified  cable  said,  "we  appre- 
ciate the  embassy's  consistent  hard  line  on 
Fraph  and  strongly  endorse  the  embassy's 
latest  clarification  of  our  position." 


TRIBUTE  TO  NELSON  "NELLIE" 
HAGNAUER 


HON.  JERRY  F.  COSHLLO 

OFILUNOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  (X)STELLO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  a  great  American,  a  dedicated 
public  servant,  a  devoted  family  man,  and  a 
good  friend,  Nelson  "Nellie"  Hagnauer  of 
Madison  (bounty,  Illinois. 

Nellie  passed  away  last  Saturday,  May  18, 
at  his  home  in  Granite  City.  In  the  days 
ahead,  the  thoughts  and  prayers  of  Nellie's 
friends  are  with  his  family — Bemie,  Nip  and 
Mary,  Susy  and  Ron,  Jamie,  Molly,  Ched  and 
Janet,  Ruth,  and  other  relatives  who  loved  and 
will  always  tove  Nellie  Hagnauer. 

Nellie  was  an  outstarxfing  public  servant.  He 
served  on  the  Madison  County  Board  for  41 
years,  24  as  its  chairman.  He  was  also  the 
Granite  City  Township  Supervisor,  serving  in 
that  positton  since  1961,  and  was  elected 
chairman  of  the  Madison  County  Transit  Dis- 
trict, serving  in  that  positton  since  1988. 

He  was  always  humble  atxxjt  his  accom- 
plishments and  servtoe,  but  his  legacy  to  the 
people  of  Madison  County  and  the  entire  re- 
gton  is  enormous.  Nellie  spent  most  of  his  life 
in  publto  service — or  as  he  called  it,  "poli- 
ttos"— and  he  toved  every  minute  of  it 

He  knew  what  Tp  OtJeill  knew,  that  all  poli- 
tics is  tocal.  He  was  proud  to  be  the  Demo- 
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cratto  Committeeman  in  his  precinct,  p>roud  to 
be  the  county  board  member  from  his  district, 
and  to  serve  the  people  of  Granite  C^  as 
their  township  supervisor. 

Nellie  was  recognized  throughout  the  state 
by  leaders  in  government,  politics,  and  busi- 
ness as  a  man  with  significant  power  in  ttie 
state,  county  and  region.  People  wanting  to 
mn  for  nattonal  and  statewide  offk»  came  to 
Nellie  to  seek  his  advice  and  counsel.  I 
know — I  was  one  of  them. 

Nellie  always  used  his  power  to  help  other 
people,  and  his  influence  can  be  seen 
throughout  this  entire  regton.  As  he  often  sato, 
it  was  his  desire  to  be  firm,  but  fair. 

It  was  Nellie's  vote  on  the  East-West  Gate- 
way Ck>ordinating  Council,  where  he  had 
served  as  Chairman,  that  helped  bring 
MetroUnk  light  rail  to  the  regton.  It  was  fai- 
lle's willingness  to  get  involved  that  helped  us 
save  Scott  Air  Force  Base  and  keep  the 
Charies  Meivin  Price  Support  Center  open  in 
Granite  City.  And.  it  wjis  Nellie  who  pushed 
me  to  bring  Federal  funds  "home"  tor  a  new 
Clark  Bridge  in  Alton. 

Locally,  r^iellie's  leadership  was  responsit>le 
for  the  new  county  Administratton  txjiWing, 
and  a  new  county  jail  in  Edwanisville.  And. 
because  of  his  dedtoatton  as  head  of  the  tran- 
sit distrtot.  we  have  excellent  transit  servtoe  for 
the  people  wtK>  need  it  in  Madison  County. 

And.  lers  not  target  the  Township  Buitoing. 
He  was  so  proud  that  he  was  able  to  bring  a 
new  building  for  the  people  of  Granite  (^ 
Township— particularty  for  the  sentor  citi- 
zens— they  heW  countless  events  in  it  since  its 
opening  in  1978. 

I  guess  what  I  admired  about  Nellie 
Hagnauer  as  much  as  anything  was  that  Nellie 
was  always  Nellie.  If  he  was  being  inducted 
into  the  Softball  Hall  of  Fame,  sitting  at  his 
desk  in  his  EdwardsviUe  or  chairing  a  county 
board  meeting,  he  never  changed.  Not  even  in 
a  meeting  at  the  State  House,  or  at  the  White 
House  with  President  Clinton,  or  tor  ttiat  mat- 
ter, needling  his  friends  at  a  tocal  get-to- 
gether—f4eliie  was  always  Netiie. 

The  only  thing  he  toved  more  than  publto 
servtoe  or  polittos  was  his  family  and  Irierxls, 
in  that  order.  He  never  forgot  where  he  came 
from  or  the  people  who  helped  him  atong  the 
way.  We  will  remember  him  tor  who  he  was, 
as  a  publto  servant,  husband,  father  arto 
grandfather— and  as  a  good  friend. 

Mr.  Speaker,  several  of  my  colleagues  in 
the  Illinois  congresstonal  delegatton  knew  Nel- 
lie Hagnauer  as  wen,  and  I  know  they  join  me 
in  asking  the  otfier  members  of  the  United 
State  Ck>ngress  to  recognize  the  contributions 
of  one  decent,  horKyable  and  hardworking 
man — my  good  friend,  Nellie  Hagnauer. 


DAVID  ANTHONY  BERONIO 


HON.  GEORGE  MIIUER 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 19% 

Mr.  MILLER  of  C^alifomia.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
rare  occastons  there  are  indivkjuals  who  so 
distinguish  themselves  over  their  lifetime  that  it 
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is  appropriate  and  fitting  to  take  a  few  mo- 
ments to  recognize  them  and  the  contributions 
they  have  made  and  continue  to  make  to  the 
great  American  experience.  David  Anthony 
Beronio  of  Vall^,  CA.  is  just  such  a  distin- 
guished American.  Let  me  share  a  few  in- 
sights and  thoughts  on  this  man  who  recently 
celetxated  his  75th  birthday,  a  man  who  has 
led  a  life  filled  with  the  fascinating  spirit  of  ad- 
venture and  contributions  to  his  community 
and  country. 

As  many  of  my  colleagues  know,  Dave 
Beronio  is  a  renowned  sports  reporter,  illustra- 
tor, and  motivational  speaker.  Over  the  past 
57  years  he  has  honed  his  combination  of 
wafts  into  an  art  form  without  peer  or  rival.  He 
is  a  teller  of  stories  atiout  sports  and  life  which 
has  enriched  the  lives  of  countless  others. 

Picture,  if  you  wHI,  that  very  special  area  of 
the  famed  Candlestick  Park  where  a  few  giant 
white  stars  are  painted.  This  is  alumni  comer, 
but  for  the  die  hard  fans  of  the  San  Francisco 
Forty-Niners  it  may  as  well  be  the  hall  of 
fame.  It  is  the  place  where  the  greats  of  the 
game  are  remembered,  the  hall  of  famers,  all 
pros  and  other  outstanding  players  who  have 
made  a  major  impact  on  the  team  and  the 
fans.  There  is  only  one  name  on  that  great 
wall,  Mr.  Speaker,  one  name  that  was  never 
sewn  on  the  back  of  a  jersey.  One  name  that 
was  not  assigned  a  number  in  the  program. 
Yet  there  it  is  on  a  giant  white  star— Dave 
Beronio. 

The  earty  indicatk>ns  of  a  great  reporter 
showed  in  Dave  Beronk)  during  his  high 
school  years  in  Vallejo  where  he  excelled  in 
academics  and  sports— especially  football, 
track,  arxj  his  real  passkxi,  boxing.  It  was  dur- 
ing this  time  that  he  began  working  part  time 
for  the  Vall^  Times  HeraM,  a  job  that  would 
become  full  time  after  graduatkMi  and  a  life- 
time vocatkxi  for  the  next  57  years. 

Wofid  War  II  interrupted  Dave's  budding  ca- 
reer and  in  1942  he  joined  his  feltow  Ameri- 
cans in  senrice  to  his  country.  As  might  be  ex- 
pected in  a  life  such  as  Dave's  one  of  his 
earty  assignments  in  the  military  was  to  the 
famed  HoJIywood  Canteen  with  young  stariets 
of  the  day  such  as  Veronka  l.ake  arxJ  Ava 
Gardner. 

It  wasnt  tong,  however,  before  Dave  was 
assigned  as  a  gunner  on  a  newly  formed  B- 
17  crew  and  shipped  to  England  to  become 
part  of  the  94th  Bombardment  Group,  8th  Air 
Force.  After  completing  an  extraordinary  35 
misskxis,  he  wets  awarded  the  Distinguished 
Flying  Cross.  His  crew  was  returned  to  the 
States  and  Dave  was  assigned  to  an  Army  Air 
Crops  base  kxated  near  Phoenix,  AZ. 

K  was  here  that  he  met  Katherine  Rentinelli 
0(  Akron,  OH.  They  were  married  in  1945, 
when  Dave  was  discharged.  Later  that  year, 
he  and  Kay  retumed  to  Vallejo,  CA  and  his  job 
at  the  Vallejo  Times  Herald.  Together  they 
began  a  kyving  family  that  wouM  eventually  in- 
clude sons  Davkj.  Ronakj,  and  Barry. 

Dave  was  soon  promoted  to  the  position  of 
sports  editor  and  began  his  now  trademarked 
style  of  not  only  reporting  on  the  event  but 
also  drawing  a  sports  portrait  of  not  only  re- 
porting on  the  event  but  also  drawing  a  sports 
poitrait  of  the  week's  outstanding  athlete.  He 
retained  his  athletk:  talent  over  the  years  and 
became  a  speed  partner  in  sparing  drills  with 
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such  boxing  legends  as  Joe  Louis,  Archie 
Moore,  Joey  Maxim,  and  Ezzard  Charies.  A 
good  reporter  as  well  as  a  good  boxer,  Dave 
would  have  these  champions  sit  after  the 
workout  for  intennews  and  to  be  sketched. 

That  kind  of  hands-on  reporting,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, is  what  separated  Dave  Beronio  from  his 
peers.  He  not  only  observed,  he  did.  And  in 
doing  so,  he  gained  the  respect  and  apprecia- 
tion of  both  athlete  and  reader.  He  has  a 
unique  Insight  into  the  mind  and  emotions  of 
the  sports  champion,  and  it  has  shown  in  his 
writing,  illustrating,  and  story  telling  for  over 
half  a  century. 

Dave  Beronio  has  taken  this  talent  around 
the  glode  to  Olympic  Games,  Super  Bowls, 
Worid  Series,  and  Rose  Bowls,  and  he  has  al- 
ways brought  the  spectacle  and  feeling  home 
to  the  reader  and  listener.  He  is,  after  all,  a 
teller  of  stories. 

Dave  Beronio  illustrations  of  the  sports  leg- 
ends of  this  century  each  tell  a  story.  They  ap- 
peared in  numerous  national  publications  and 
have  been  lithographed  into  prized  limited  edi- 
tions. Always  the  lover  of  community,  Dave 
frequently  donates  these  limited  editions  to 
charities  for  auctk>n  where  they  have  raised 
thousands  of  dollars. 

To  this  day  Dave  Beronio  remains  in  de- 
mand as  a  motivational  speaker,  energizing 
his  audience  with  the  excitement  and  spirit  of 
his  life.  He  should  know,  for  he  has  lived  life 
to  the  fullest. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  my  distinguished  col- 
leagues to  join  me  in  wishing  the  very  best  to 
Dave  Beronk)  on  his  75th  birthday,  a  man  who 
has  given  his  very  best  for  so  many  years,  en- 
riched the  lives  of  so  many,  and  contributed 
so  much  to  our  American  culture. 


DOCTORS  WITHOUT  BORDERS 
REPORT  ON  CHECHNYA 


HON.  CHRISTOPHER  H.  SMITO 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
notrced  in  the  news  that  PreskJent  Yeltsin  has 
vowed  to  go  ahead  with  a  trip  to  Chechnya 
some  time  before  the  Presidential  electk)ns  in 
June.  As  our  colleagues  are  aware,  Moscow 
has  tried  to  reestablish  control  over  the  break- 
away north  Caucasus  regk>n  by  unleashing  a 
bnjtal  war  against  not  only  combatants,  but 
also  against  thousands  of  noncombatants, 
Chechen  and  Russian,  alike. 

Mr.  Yeltsin  says  that  he  intends  to  go  to 
Chechnya  despite  assassination  threats.  I  truly 
hope  there  won't  be  any  such  attempts,  but  it 
must  be  admitted  that  the  people  of  Chechnya 
have  reason  to  be  bitter  about  the  fate  of  their 
homeland.  While  Chechen  in^egulars  have 
committed  their  share  of  atrocities,  there  is 
emerging  from  Chechnya  a  frightening  pk:ture 
of  the  Russian  Army  degenerating  from  an  or- 
ganized military  force  into  a  band  of  barely 
controlled  brigands. 

The  Commission  on  Security  arxJ  Coopera- 
tkm  in  Europe,  of  whk^h  I  am  proud  to  serve 
as  chairman,  held  congressk>nal  hearings  on 
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the  situation  in  Chechnya  eariier  this  year.  At 
these  hearings,  Russian  Duma  member  and 
prominent  human  rights  advocate  Sergei 
Kovalev  described  the  continuing  depredations 
by  the  Russian  military  against  civilians.  In  his 
words.  "45,000  innocent  persons"  killed  in  the 
war  is  loo  high  a  price  to  pay  for  punishing 
[the  late  Chechen  leader  Dzhokar]  Dudaev." 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  this  connection,  I  would 
note  tfiat  the  Commission  on  Security  and  Co- 
operation in  Europe  recently  received  a  dis- 
turbing report  from  the  well  known  inter- 
national humanitarian  organization  Doctors 
Without  Borders,  drawing  attention  to  the  dete- 
riorating human  rights  situation  in  Chechnya. 
This  report,  "Civilians  Targeted,"  documented 
the  systematic  bombing  and  killing  of  civilians 
by  the  Russian  military  in  Chechnya,  which, 
according  to  the  report,  has  actually  increased 
following  President  Yeltsin's  announced  peace 
initiative  in  March. 

I  would  list  a  few  of  the  activities  engaged 
in  by  the  Russian  military,  as  witnessed  by 
Doctors  Without  Borders  teams. 

Whole  villages,  including  hospitals,  schools 
and  mosques,  continue  to  be  targeted,  in  bla- 
tant violation  of  the  Geneva  Conventkms  and 
other  international  agreements,  to  whrch  Rus- 
sia is  a  signatory. 

The  Russian  military  extorts  money  from 
Russian  civilians  in  exchange  for  safe  pas- 
sage out  of  villages  under  attack. 

Newly  secured  towns  and  villages  are  sys- 
tematk:ally  kx)ted  and  cattle  are  either  killed  or 
stolen. 

Civilians  are  systematically  denied  the  right 
to  humanitarian  assistance  and  humanitarian 
relief  organizations  are  denied  access  to  the 
areas  in  greatest  need,  often  k>ng  after  a  mili- 
tary offensive  is  over. 

The  Russian  military  has  consistently  failed 
to  respect  the  neutrality  of  hospitals  and  clin- 
ics, both  in  areas  of  intense  military  activity  in 
the  center  of  the  country  and  in  the  capital 
Grozny,  where  the  Doctors  Without  Borders 
hospital  is  under  reguleu^  sniper  fire. 

These  are  a  few  of  the  blatant  violations  of 
accepted  mies  of  warfare  and  humanitarian 
conduct  cited  in  the  report 

I  think  we  can  safely  assume  that  Mr. 
Yeltsin's  advisors  have  not  provkjed  him  with 
a  Russian  language  copy  of  the  Doctors  With- 
out Borders  report  on  his  army's  actkHis  in 
Chechnya.  There  certainly  have  been  indica- 
tions that  the  President's  advisors  and  military 
commanders  have  not  been  supplying  him 
with  entirely  accurate  information  regarding 
the  state  of  affairs  in  that  war-torn  region. 

However,  I  have  yet  to  hear  anyone  doubt 
Mr.  Yeltsin's  personal  courage.  Perhaps  he 
will  leave  the  secure  confines  of  the  Sevemy 
airport  on  the  outskirts  of  Grozny  and  see 
what  sort  of  peace  his  mifitary  is  promoting  in 
Chechnya. 

I  wish  him  a  safe  arid  instructive  trip. 


May  23.  1996 
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HON.  BOB  STUMP 

OF  ARIZONA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 19% 

Mr.  STUMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  Memorial  Day 
leaves  few  hearts  unmoved  in  recalling  the 
sacrifices  made  by  brave  men  and  women 
who  died  in  the  defense  of  freedom  and  de- 
mocracy. Memorial  Day  is  not  about  war  or 
peace,  nor  is  it  about  a  battle  or  an  armistice. 
Memorial  Day  is  about  people— those  who 
have  lived,  and  those  who  have  died. 

There  are  no  words  to  adequately  describe 
the  supreme  sacrifice  made  by  brave  Ameri- 
cans who  have  died  in  the  defense  of  our 
country.  Words  in  the  context  of  why  we  honor 
their  memory,  pale  in  comparison  to  the  ulti- 
mate deeds  that  men  and  women  have  done 
for  those  of  us  now  living  in  a  free  worid. 

What  we  can  do  for  them,  is  to  sustain  the 
memories  of  their  heroism — with  respect,  with 
reverence,  and  with  our  heartfelt  admiratwn. 
Humble  words  can  never  repay  the  debt  we 
owe  these  brave  men  and  women,  yet  we  can 
strive  to  keep  faith  with  them  and  to  uphold 
their  vision  of  righteousness,  which  led  them 
into  battle  and  to  their  final  sacrifice.  We  are, 
after  all,  the  caretakers  of  their  memory. 

The  determination  and  courage  shown  by 
countless  Americans  wtio  have  fought  and 
died  in  battle,  is  symtx>lized  in  a  myriad  of 
monuments  and  memorials,  each  commemo- 
rating the  deeds  of  untokJ  Americans  whose 
remains  sanctify  the  soil  throughout  the  worid. 
Those  who  have  died  and  those  who  are  still 
missing  deserve  our  perpetual  contemplatkin. 

PreskJent  Lincoln  knew  this  when  he  dedi- 
cated those  haltowed  grounds  at  Gettysburg 
on  that  cokj  November  day  in  1863. 

We  have  come  to  dednate  a  portion  of  that 
fiekj,  as  a  final  resting  place  for  those  who 
here  gave  their  lives  that  a  natkxi  might  live. 
It  is  altogether  fitting  and  proper  that  we 
should  do  this.  But  in  a  larger  sense,  we  can- 
not dedicate — we  cannot  consecrate — we  can- 
not halk>w  this  ground.  The  brave  men,  living 
and  dead,  who  struggled  here,  have  con- 
secrated it  far  above  our  poor  power  to  add  or 
detract.  The  worid  will  little  note  nor  tong  re- 
member what  we  say  here,  but  they  can  never 
forget  wtiat  they  did  here. 

In  Workj  War  I,  America  made  the  worid 
safe  for  democracy  and  helped  create  a  prom- 
ising new  worW  from  the  ashes  of  defeat  In 
Worid  War  II,  faced  with  the  single  greatest 
threat  to  civilization  the  worid  had  ever  known, 
magnificent  young  Americans  fought  to  extin- 
guish the  fjiame  of  tyranny  throughout  the 
worid.  America  provided  freedom  toving  peo- 
ple mired  in  a  daric  sea  of  despair,  a  beacon 
of  hope  and  faith  sustaining  their  antkapatton 
of  victory  over  oppresskxi. 

In  Korea  and  Vietnam,  Americans  helped 
stem  the  tkje  of  totalitarianism,  which  directly 
led  to  the  demise  of  Communism  and  our  ulti- 
mately vKlory  in  the  cold  war.  Today,  America 
is  the  guardian  of  democracy.  Amerkans  con- 
tinue to  demonstrate  our  resolve  as  the  senti- 
nel of  freedom  in  Lebanon,  Grenada,  the  Per- 
sian Gulf,  Haiti,  Somalia  and  the  Balkans. 
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It  is  up  to  us  the  living,  the  beneficiaries  of 
their  sacrifice,  to  commemorate  the  deeds  of 
those  whom  we  confer  the  epithet  of  patriot. 

Those  who  have  served  in  combat  under- 
stand the  unk)ue  experience  of  war.  Each  has 
seen  the  devastation  of  property  and  the  hor- 
ror of  death.  Each  has  experienced  the  sad- 
ness of  the  toss  of  a  friend  and  understands 
the  grief  of  families  who  have  lost  a  loved  one. 
To  this  day,  many  share  in  the  anguish  of 
those  who  dont  know  the  fate  of  a  friend  or 
a  loved  one  missing  in  action.  We  all  stand  to- 
gether as  comrades  in  eirms. 

How  can  we  convey  our  appreciation  for  the 
meaning  of  this  day  to  those  who  have  never 
served? 

Education  connects  future  generations  of 
Americans  with  the  battles  fought  by  their  par- 
ents and  their  grandparents.  Each  generatton 
must  be  taught  that  the  willingness  of  some  to 
sacriftoe  their  lives  so  that  others  might  live  in 
freedom,  is  the  eternal  legacy  of  all  wtK>  have 
honorat>ly  served  our  country  in  wars  past. 

For  it  is  this  history  which  teaches  us  that 
brave  Americans  who  were  willing  to  give  their 
lives  for  freedom  and  democracy,  did  so  for  a 
cause  they  considered  infinitely  more  impor- 
tant than  life.  None  volunteered  to  die.  Each 
volunteered  to  defend  the  values  which  brave 
men  and  women  have  always  been  willing  to 
die  for.  Those  values  passed  on  to  each  gen- 
eration of  Americans  are  to  advocate  honor,  to 
strengthen  the  family,  and  to  defend  our  coun- 
try and  our  flag. 

MerTX>rial  Day  is  a  nattonal  day  of  respect. 
As  we  honor  the  memory  of  our  Nation's  vet- 
erans an6  war  heroes  who  are  no  longer  with 
us,  let  us  pledge  ttiat  their  lives  and  their  sac- 
riftoe  shall  not  have  t>een  offered  In  vain,  but 
will  be  remembered  by  us  all  forever. 


TRIBUTE  TO  RON  PETERSON  ON 
THE  OCCASION  OF  HIS  RETIRE- 
MENT 


HON.  PAUL  L  GHUMOR 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 19% 

Mr.  GILLMOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  gives  me 
great  pleasure  to  rise  today  and  pay  tribute  to 
an  outstanding  citizen  of  Ohio.  After  30  years 
of  dedicated  service  delivering  the  U.S.  mail  in 
Port  Clinton,  Ohto,  Letter  Carrier  Ron  "Pete" 
Peterson  is  hanging  up  the  mail  bag  for  good. 
I  am  especially  thankful  for  Ron's  dedicatton 
because  he  has  tieen  delivering  to  my  family 
and  friends  along  Sand  Road  for  almost  28  of 
his  30  years. 

We  have  often  heard  that  America  worics 
because  of  the  unselfish  contributtons  of  her 
citizens.  Ron  is  an  Air  Force  veteran,  serving 
for  7  years.  He  has  continued  this  servtoe  for 
his  country  through  the  United  States  Postal 
Senrice.  Over  the  years,  Ron  has  set  the 
standard  for  dedicatton  to  duty  and  he  is  an 
example  to  others. 

Anyone  who  knows  Ron  Peterson  knows  he 
is  an  avto  fan  of  the  Buckeyes,  Indians,  and 
Cavaliers.  His  enthusiasm  for  sports  is 
matched  by  his  knowledge  and  apprectatton  of 
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jazz  musk:.  He  has  been  extremely  helpful  to 
scores  of  colleagues  and  restoents  alike  and 
has  always  provkJed  positive  leadership  for 
the  Post  Office. 

Sometimes  ttie  only  compensation  you  get 
for  the  extra  time  and  effort  put  into  your  ca- 
reer is  the  thanks  and  appreciation  you  re- 
ceive from  the  community.  By  that  standard, 
Ron  Peterson  is  Indeed  a  wealthy  man.  I  ask 
my  colleagues  to  join  me  In  extending  a  spe- 
cial thanks  to  Ron  Peterson  and  recognize  the 
example  he  has  set  for  ottiers.  I  know  his 
friends  and  family  are  proud  of  his  career  and 
wish  him  well  as  he  enters  this  new  chapter  of 
his  life. 


FUNDRAISER  ADMITS  MIS- 

HANDLING OF  ILLEGAL  CAM- 
PAIGN CONTRIBUTIONS  FOR  IN- 
DIAN EMBASSY 


HON.  PHILIP  M.  CRANE 

OF  ILLINOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23. 19% 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Thursday, 
May  9,  1996,  the  Baltimore  Sun  ran  an  arttole 
reporting  ttiat  Laiit  H.  Gadhia,  a  major  poMtoal 
fundraiser  in  Maryland,  confessed  to  launder- 
ing over  S46,000  in  illegal  political  contribu- 
tions from  the  Indian  Embassy.  Gadhia,  former 
campaign  treasurer  for  Maryland  Goverrxx, 
Parris  Glendening,  and  a  Baltimore  immigra- 
tton  lawyer,  confessed  to  ttie  scheme  in  tt>e 
U.S.  District  Court  in  Baltimore,  according  to 
the  report  According  to  the  report  Mr.  Gadhia 
used  moriey  provtoed  t>y  the  Emt>assy  through 
an  operative  named  DeverKJra  Singh  to  reim- 
burse frierKte  and  associates  for  campaign 
contributtons  to  pro-India  members  of  Con- 
gress and  a  politkal  actton  committee  known 
as  the  Indian-American  Leadership  Investment 
Fund.  It  IS  illegal  for  anyone  who  is  not  a  citi- 
zen to  make  a  polittoal  contributton,  and  it  is 
illegal  to  falsify  the  name  of  the  contributor. 
Yet  Indian  Emt>assy  spokesman  Shiv 
Mukherjee  is  quoted  in  the  arttote  as  saying 
that  "the  Indian  Embassy  operates  fully  within 
the  txxjnds  of  dipkxnatk;  propriety."  The  words 
of  the  Embassy  are  dearly  at  odds  with  its  ac- 
tions. 

The  Embassy  officials  in  charge  of  tt>e 
scheme,  former  Ambassador  S.S.  Ray  and 
former  Embassy  staffer  Devendra  Singh,  have 
both  retumed  to  India.  Mr.  Ray  was  a  tosing 
candkJate  for  Pariiamerrt  in  the  recent  eiec- 
ttons  arKJ  Mr.  Sir>gh  hoUs  a  high-ranking  posi- 
tion with  the  Rajasthan  state  pottoe.  The  new 
ambassador,  Naresh  Charxjra,  brought  his 
brother,  Girish  Chartdra  Saxena.  to  the  Em- 
bassy with  him.  Girish  Saxena  is  a  fcxmer 
head  of  India's  Research  and  Analysis  Wing 
[RAW],  whtoh  infiltrated  Skh  temples  through- 
out Punjab,  Khalistan,  In  June  1984,  in  which 
over  20,000  Sikhs  were  kiOed.  Ambassador 
Chandra  himself  has  recently  been  impltoated 
in  Illegal  smuggling  of  CFC's  from  India  to  the 
United  States,  according  to  published  reports. 
CFCs  have  been  banned  in  the  United  States 
since  January  1.  According  to  the  Customs 
Servtoe,  CFCTs  are  now  the  No.  2  problem 
after  illegal  drugs. 
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In  a  press  conference  on  February  19, 
1995,  Indian  foreign  Minister  R.L  Bhatia  said, 
'There  is  a  strong  anti-India  lobby  in  the 
United  States.  We  are  spending  large  sums  of 
money  through  Ambassador  Ray  to  neutralize 
it"  Now  we  know  how  the  regime  was  spend- 
ing that  money.  While  the  Memtters  who  re- 
ceived these  contributions  did  not  know  that 
they  were  illegal,  they  know  now,  and  I  call 
upon  those  Members  to  return  the  money.  I 
urge  you  to  oosponsor  House  Concurrent  Res- 
olutk>n  32,  whk:h  calls  for  seif-determinatk)n 
for  Khalistan,  and  H.R.  1425,  which  will  cut  off 
U.S.  akl  to  India  until  human  rights  are  re- 
spected. 

These  illegal  politk:al  activities  are  just  one 
more  demonstration  of  the  moral  bankruptcy 
of  the  recent  regime.  Some  of  us  spoke  out 
when  former  Ambassador  Ray  was  caught  en- 
dorsing a  candidate  in  the  South  Dakota  Sen- 
ate race  and  attacking  one  in  New  Jersey. 
Once  again  the  Embassy  is  inappropriately  irt- 
volved  in  U.S.  politics.  I  know  I  speak  for 
many  members  of  this  House  when  I  say  that 
I  hope  the  new  Indian  Government  will  conect 
these  practKes.  I  am  introducing  Into  the 
Record  artKies  from  the  May  9  issues  of  the 
Baltimore  Sun  and  the  Washington  Trmes 
about  the  Qadhia  case. 

[From  the  Balt;imore  San,  May  9. 1996] 

Campaign  Ptrao-RAiSER  Admits  Guilt 

(By  Jim  Haner  and  Mark  Matthews) 

A  prominent  ftmd-r&lser  for  Maryland 
Democrats  pleaded  guilty  yesterday  to  elec- 
tion firaud  In  a  scheme  to  launder  at  least 
$46,000  In  Illegal  campaign  contributions  he 
received  from  an  official  at  the  embassy  of 
India  in  1994. 

L&lit  H.  Gadhlar— a  57-year-old  immigration 
lawyer  and  former  campaign  treasurer  to 
Gov.  Parrts  N.  Glendenlng— confessed  in  U.S. 
District  Court  in  Baltimore  to  his  role  in  the 
scheme  to  influence  congressional  law- 
makers involved  in  foreign-policy  decision 
affecting  India. 

An  Immigrant  trom  Bombay,  India,  who 
was  active  In  Baltimore's  early  civil  rights 
movement.  Gadhia  now  faces  up  to  five  years 
in  prison  and  S2SO,000  in  fines.  Sentencing  is 
scheduled  for  this  summer. 

Prosecutors  say  the  case  against  Gadhia  is 
one  of  only  a  handful  of  cases  in  which  for- 
eign citizens  or  governments  have  been 
linked  to  Illegal  campaign  contributions  In  a 
U.S.  political  race,  and  may  be  the  first  time 
an  offlcial  of  a  foreign  embassy  has  been  im- 
plicated. 

"The  fact  that  the  money  came  from  the 
Indian  Embassy  and  that  so  many  people 
were  manipulated  Into  participating  in  the 
scheme  takes  this  case  to  a  higher  level  than 
we  normally  see  in  these  kind  of  investiga- 
tions." said  U.S.  Attorney  hyane  A. 
Battaglla.  "Obviously,  we  have  not  seen  a 
case  like  this  in  Baltimore  before." 

Among  those  who  received  the  Illegal  funds 
were  four  members  of  the  Maryland  delega- 
tion and  congressmen  in  Pennsylvania,  New 
York  and  Ohio.  According  to  documents  filed 
in  the  case,  federal  authorities  could  find  no 
evidence  that  any  of  the  recipients  was 
aware  of  the  true  source  of  the  contribu- 
tions. 

"The  campaign  assumed  that  these  were 
appropriate  contributions,"  said  Jesse  Ja- 
cobs, press  secretary  for  Sen.  Paul  S.  Sar- 
banes,  the  Marylander  who  is  the  third-rank- 
ing Democrat  on  the  Foreign  B«lations  Com- 
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mlttee.  Mr.  Sarbanes  received  S4,500  of  the 
questionable  contributions. 

Other  Maryland  Democrats  who  received 
S3,000  contributions  each  were  Reps.  Ben- 
jamin L.  Cardln  and  Steny  H.  Hoyer  and 
former  Rep.  Kwesl  Mfume. 

In  all,  19  Democratic  candidates  nation- 
wide got  the  money  shortly  before  the  1994 
elections  through  a  network  of  prominent 
Indian-American  businessmen  in  Maryland, 
their  fiunllles  and  employees  of  their  compa- 
nies. The  donors  then  were  reimbursed  by 
Gadhia,  who  admitted  yesterday  that  he 
used  money  from  a  minister  at  the  Embassy 
of  India  In  Washington. 

Under  Federal  Election  Commission  rules, 
it  is  Illegal  for  noncltizens  to  make  political 
contributions  or  for  anyone  to  make  dona- 
tions in  another  person's  name.  But  Gadhia 
never  informed  donors  that  the  money  was 
coming  from  India— or  told  them  that  it  was 
a  crime  to  accept  reimbursement  for  a  dona- 
tion. 

"The  vast  majority  of  people  in  the  Indian- 
American  conununlty  nationally  are  going 
to  be  appalled  by  this,"  said  Subodh 
Chandra,  28,  a  Los  Angeles  lawyer  who  heads 
a  political  action  committee  that  unwit- 
tingly received  at  least  $31,400  of  the  illegal 
contributions  for  Gadhia. 

"We  can  only  hope  at  this  point  that  these 
were  the  acts  of  a  lone  humbler  or  group  of 
bumblers  and  not  some  sort  of  International 
intrigue  involving  the  Indian  government. 
Whatever  the  case  may  be,  it  has  harmed  an 
immigrant  conmiunlty  in  this  country  that 
has  worked  hard  for  political  recognition," 
Chandra  said. 

The  scheme  first  came  to  light  last  year 
after  a  two-month  investigation  by  The  Sun 
into  Chandra's  PAC,  the  Indian-American 
Leadership  Investment  Fimd.  Federal  cam- 
paign finance  records  showed  that  almost  all 
of  the  group's  money  came  from  Baltimore 
donors  with  ties  to  Gadhia,  who  then  was 
Glendenlng's  campaign  treasurer. 

Donating  mostly  in  S1,000  and  S500  incre- 
ments, contributors  ranged  from  prominent 
Indian-American  engineers  and  doctors  to 
cooks,  busboys,  students  and  secretaries  who 
never  before  had  made  a  political  donation. 

A  half-dozen  contributors  interviewed  said 
they  were  paid  by  Gadhia  or  his  nephew  to 
write  the  checks,  but  had  no  idea  the  prac- 
tice was  Illegal. 

Satish  Bahl,  a  part  owner  of  the  Akbar 
Restaurant  on  Charles  Street— where  kitch- 
en employees  made  $13,000  in  bogus  contribu- 
tions— echoed  other  Baltimore  donors  in  say- 
ing he  now  feels  badly  used  by  his  former 
friend. 

"I  had  no  idea— absolutely  no  idea,"  he 
said  yesterday.  "We  were  not  aware  of  the 
consequences.  We  were  only  Involved  third- 
hand.  We  never  thought  about  how  i&r  this 
could  go." 

Gadhia  denied  the  allegations  at  the  time 
of  The  Sun's  investigation.  But  the  case 
against  him  continued  to  build  last  summer 
as  FBI  agents  issued  subpoenas  to  those  who 
gave  to  the  PAC  or  who  attended  fund-rais- 
ers held  by  Gadhia  for  Maryland  congres- 
sional candidates,  Baltimore  Mayor  Kurt  L. 
Schmoke  and  presidential  aspirants  Bill 
CUnton  and  Michael  S.  Dukakis. 
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Gadhia  was  at  the  height  of  his  political 
influence,  having  been  rewarded  by 
Glendenlng  with  an  $80,000-a-year  post  as  his 
deputy  secretary  of  International  economic 
development.  Within  days,  the  governor  de- 
manded his  resignation. 
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The  allegations  of  wrongdoing  stunned 
Baltimore's  close-knit  Indian-American 
community  t>ecause  Gadhia  was  its  de  facto 
political  leader— the  man  with  the  golden 
Rolodex  who  could  produce  thousands  of  dol- 
lars In  contributions  with  a  round  of  tele- 
phone calls. 

Then,  on  May  8,  1995,  FBI  agents  seized 
documents  from  Gadhla's  Charles  Street  of- 
fice that  quickly  expanded  the  investigation 
beyond  the  PAC  contributions:  copies  of  66 
personal  checks  attached  to  an  Airborne  Ex- 
press bill  of  lading. 

According  to  records  released  yesterday  by 
the  U.S.  attorney's  office  in  Baltimore,  the 
courier  bill  was  addressed  to  a  minister 
named  Devendra  Singh  at  the  "Embassy  of 
India"  and  it  contained  checks  not  only  to 
the  PAC  but  to  12  Democratic  lawmakers. 

The  records  enabled  the  FBI  to  trace  some 
$46,000  in  Illegal  contributions  back  to  Singh 
at  the  embassy,  Battaglia  said. 

Singh,  who  now  is  a  high-ranking  police  of- 
ficial in  Rajasthan  state  in  India,  was  min- 
ister for  personnel  and  community  affairs  at 
the  embassy  at  the  time.  Among  his  duties 
was  to  reach  out  to  prominent  Americans 
who  had  immigrated  from  India  and  seek 
their  support  for  the  government. 

NO  "SUCH  CONTRIBUTION" 

The  current  minister  for  conmiunlty  af- 
fairs. Wajahat  Habibullah,  denied  that  the 
embassy  is  Involved  in  trying  to  Influence 
U.S.  foreign  policy  through  campaign  con- 
tributions. 

"I  have  not  made  any  such  contributions," 
he  said,  adding  that  diplomats  at  the  em- 
bassy have  a  budget  for  entertaining  dig- 
nitaries but  not  for  political  donations. 
"Certainly  it  is  not  part  of  our  work." 

But  it  is  not  the  first  time  the  issue  has 
come  up. 

India's  current  ambassador  has  been  in 
Washington  only  since  April.  But  his  prede- 
cessor, Siddhartha  Ray,  who  is  now  running 
for  Parliament  in  India,  drew  harsh  criticism 
from  Indiana  Republican  Rep.  Dan  Burton 
for  his  statements  backing  certain  members 
of  Congress  who  were  known  to  be  strong 
supporters  of  India. 

"We  are  very  concerned  about  political  ac- 
tivities at  the  Indian  Embassy,"  Burton's 
chief  of  staff,  Kevin  Blnger,  said  of  the 
Gadhia  guilty  plea.  "We  feel  very  strongly 
that  It  should  stay  out  of  political  races. 
Any  allegation  that  this  is  going  on  should 
be  investigated  and  made  an  issue  with  the 
Indian  government." 

Said  embassy  spokesman  Shlv  Mukherjee: 
"The  Indian  Embassy  operates  fully  within 
the  bounds  of  diplomatic  propriety." 

Officially,  the  State  Department  had  no 
comment.  Privately,  however,  officials 
chalked  up  the  illegal  contributions  that 
were  funneled  through  Gadhla's  Maryland 
political  network  to  a  lack  of  sophistication 
in  how  to  infiuence  the  American  political 
system. 

One  official  said  the  Indians  had  made  a 
fumbling  start  in  their  attempt  to  copy  the 
formidable  clout  wielded  on  Capitol  Hill  by 
such  coimtries  as  Greece  and  Israel,  which 
are  aligned  with  powerful  and  well-financed 
Washington  lobbies. 

India  and  Its  supporters  in  Washington 
have  been  extremely  vocal  in  trying  to  limit 
U.S.  military  assistance  to  India's  longtime 
adversary,  Pakistan— most  recently,  the  sale 
of  38  F-16  fighters. 

As  the  Clinton  administration  has  tried  to 
improve  trade  and  political  ties  with  India 
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while  not  damaging  relations  with  Pakistan; 
much  of  this  debate  had  played  itself  out  be- 
fore the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Conmilt- 
tee  and  House  International  Relations  Com- 
mittee. 

Federal  Election  Commission  records  show 
that  the  committee  members  have  become 
magnets  for  campaign  contributions  from 
Pakistani  and  Indian  immigrants  living  in 
the  United  States— and  for  Gadhla's 
laundered  contributions. 

In  addition  to  Sarbanes.  other  Democratic 
committee  members  targeted  were  Sen. 
Charles  S.  Robb  of  Virginia,  $2,000;  Rep.  Gary 
L.  Ackerman  of  New  York,  $3,000;  Rep. 
Sherrod  Brown  of  Ohio,  $3,000;  Rep.  Lee  H. 
Hamilton  of  Indiana,  $3,000;  Rep.  Eliot  L. 
Engel  of  New  York,  $3,000;  Robert  E.  Andrews 
of  New  Jersey,  $3,000;  and  Rep.  Howard  L. 
Berman  of  California,  $2,800. 

State  Department  officials  said  yester- 
day's revelations  were  unlikely  to  do  serious 
damage  to  U.S.-Indlan  relations.  Nor  does 
the  Gadhia  case  appear  to  rise  to  the  level  of 
other  campaign  financing  scandals  Involving 
foreign  nationals. 

The  Justice  Department  is  investigating 
the  campaign  finances  of  Rep.  Jay  Kim,  a 
California  Republican  and  the  first  Korean- 
American  member  of  Congress. 

Since  December,  four  Korean  companies — 
Hyundai  Motor  America,  Korean  Air  Lines, 
Daewoo  International  (America)  Corp.  and 
Samsung  America— have  paid  a  total  of  $1.2 
million  in  fines  in  connection  with  illegal 
campaign  contributions  to  Kim  that  were 
laundered  through  company  employees. 

In  1994,  a  number  of  Japanese  citizens  and 
corporations  paid  a  $162,225  civil  penalty  to 
the  FEC  for  making  more  than  $300,000  in  il- 
legal  contributions   in   Hawaii   during  the 

i9eos. 

Perhaps  the  most  famous  episode  of  foreign 
intervention  in  recent  history  was  the  Ko- 
rean scandal  of  the  1970s,  in  which  a  wealthy 
South  Korean  businessman  funneled  hun- 
dreds of  thousands  of  dollars  in  bribes  and 
contributions  to  U.S.  politicians. 

Among  those  caught  in  the  scandal,  which 
implicated  more  than  30  members  of  Con- 
gress, was  Hancho  C.  Kim,  a  Maryland  busi- 
nessman. He  was  sentenced  to  six  years  in 
prison  in  1978  for  accepting  $600,000  in  funds 
from  the  Korean  government  to  infiuence 
members  of  Congress. 

HOW  THE  MONEY  MOVED 

Aug.  16,  1993:  Indian-American  Leadership 
Investment  Fund  registers  as  a  political  ac- 
tion conunlttee  (PAC)  with  the  Federal  Elec- 
tion Commission.  In  first  13  months,  it  raises 
$700. 

October  1994:  Lallt  H.  Gadhia  sends  41 
checks  totaling  $34,900  written  by  various  in- 
dividuals to  the  PAC.  Between  Oct.  30  and 
Nov.  3,  the  PAC  sends  $34,800  to  14  congres- 
sional candidates  and  to  the  Massachusetts 
Democratic  Party's  Victory  '94  fund.  Federal 
prosecutors  say  that  Gadhia  selected  the 
candidates  to  receive  contributions  and  that 
he  reimbursed  the  authors  of  most  of  the 
checks,  suing  money  obtained  from  an  offi- 
cial at  the  Indian  Embassy  in  Washington. 

October-November  1994;  Another  $15,000  in 
contributions  from  individuals  is  made  di- 
rectly to  12  candidates,  including  eight  who 
also  received  money  from  the  PAC.  The  con- 
tributors are  reimbursed  by  Gadhia,  using 
money  Crom  the  Indian  Embassy  official. 

Dec.  1,  1994:  Gadhia  sends  a  report  on  the 
use  of  the  campaign  funds  to  the  embassy  of- 
ficial Devendra  Singh. 
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May  3,  1995:  Gadhia  resigns  as  (3ov.  Parrts 
N.  Glendenlng's  campaign  treasurer  follow- 
ing a  report  in  The  Sun  describing  his  fund- 
raising  activities.  He  also  takes  leave  of  ab- 
sence from  his  $80,000  post  as  assistant  sec- 
retary of  international  economical  develop- 
ment in  the  Maryland  Department  of  Eco- 
nomic and  Employment  Development. 

May  8,  1995:  FBI  searches  Gadhlas  law  of- 
fice and  finds  evidence  of  the  scheme  to 
launder  illegal  campaign  contribuUons. 

June  30,  1995:  Gadhia  resigns  his  state  job. 

Yesterday:  Gadhia  appears  in  federal  court 
and  admits  his  role  in  the  scheme. 

[From  the  Washington  Times.  May  9, 1996] 
DEMOCRAT  Guilty  of  Laun-dering 

CONTRIBLTIONS 

(By  Mary  Pemberton) 

Baltimore.— A  Democratic  Party  activist 
pleaded  guilty  yesterday  to  devising  a 
scheme  to  funnel  $46,000  in  Illegal  contribu- 
tions to  a  political  action  committee  and 
several  federal  election  campaigns. 

Lallt  H.  Gadhia.  57,  who  had  been  Gov.  Par- 
rls  Glendenlng's  campaign  treasurer,  pleaded 
guilty  in  federal  court  to  one  count  of  caus- 
ing a  false  statement  to  be  made  to  the  Fed- 
eral Election  Commission.  U.S.  Attorney 
L3mne  A.  Battaglia  said.  He  faces  up  to  five 
years  in  prison  and  a  $250,000  fine  at  sentenc- 
ing Aug.  6. 

None  of  the  money  in  question  went  to  the 
governor's  campaign.  But  Maryland  Repul)- 
llcan  Party  Chairman  Joyce  Lyons  Terhes 
said  Gadhla's  activities  are  Indicative  of  the 
type  of  people  Mr.  Glendenlng  surrounds 
himself  with. 

"I  think  it  is  one  more  example  of  the 
Qawed  administration  of  Glendenlng,"  she 
said. 

But  a  state  Democratic  Party  spokesman 
said  It  has  nothing  to  do  with  Mr. 
Glendenlng  and,  if  anything,  reflects  posi- 
tively on  the  party. 

"It  is  very  unfortunate  that  he  became 
overzealous,  but  the  Clinton  administration 
does  not  back  off...even  though  this  guy  has 
been  a  strong  supporter  of  Democrats." 
David  Paulson  said. 

The  FBI  said  Gadhia  approached  the  In- 
dian-American Leadership  Fund  In  the  fall  of 
1994  and  persuaded  the  New  Mexico  PAC  to 
contribute  to  candidates  other  than  Indian- 
Americans,  as  long  as  he  did  the  fund  rais- 
ing. 

For  three  weeks  in  October  1994.  (Jadhla 
presented  the  PAC  with  checks  totaling 
$34,900,  which  he  said  were  contributions 
from  a  number  of  individuals.  He  also  pro- 
vided names,  addresses  and  occupations  for 
those  individuals  so  that  the  PAC  could  file 
the  required  reports  with  the  FEC. 

The  PAC.  in  return,  made  political  con- 
tributions to  federal  candidates  selected  by 
Gadhia  In  the  November  elections. 

For  the  most  part,  the  money  donated  to 
the  PAC  did  not  come  from  the  contributors, 
prosecutors  said.  At  least  $31,400  of  the  funds 
provided  to  the  PAC  were  laundered  by  Indi- 
viduals who  Issued  checks  to  the  Indian- 
American  Leadership  Fund  and  then  were  re- 
imbursed in  cash  for  their  contributions  by 
Gadhia  or  his  Intermediaries,  according  to 
theFBL 

Prosecutors  said  Gadhia  used  the  same 
t3ri)e  of  scheme  to  launder  $15,000  in  illegal 
contributions  that  he  provided  directly  to  a 
number  of  federal  election  campaigns. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  JOHN  N.  KRAMER 


HON.  STIVE  GUNDERSON 

OF  WISCONSIN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  23. 1996 

Mr.  GUNDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  many  re- 
tire with  impressive  records,  but  few  couW 
boast  of  surpassing  the  extraordinary  career 
record  of  a  prominent  constituent  of  Wiscon- 
sin's Third  Congressional  District,  John  N. 
(Nk*)  Kramer  of  Fennimore,  Wl. 

Kramer,  age  83,  recently  stepped  down 
after  serving  almost  60  years  as  the  city  attor- 
ney for  Fennimore.  As  one  of  the  State's  pre- 
mier municipal  and  school  attorneys,  he  is 
also  retiring  from  the  law  practk»  he  first  es- 
tat>lished  in  Fennimore  in  1938,  after  having 
been  in  a  prior  practice  in  Lancaster,  Wl.  In 
additkxi  to  serving  many  communities  as  legal 
counsel,  he  also  served  as  president  of  the 
League  of  Wisconsin  Municipalities  for  three 
consecutive  terms.  He  was  also  recognized 
statewkle  for  helping  school  districts  consoli- 
date during  the  late  1950's  and  igeCs. 

One  of  his  finest  achievements  to  benefit 
southwest  Wisconsin  was  getting  a  technkal 
college  located  In  Fennimore.  During  the  late 
1960's,  the  State  was  developing  vocatiortal 
districts  and  southwest  Wisconsin  was  to  be 
included  in  eittier  ttie  Madison  or  LaCrosse 
vocational  district.  Kramer,  who  served  on 
several  State  committees,  was  instrumental  in 
convincing  the  State  that  there  shoukj  be  a 
separate  vocatnnal  district  in  the  southwest- 
em  part  of  the  State.  Kramer  was  recognized 
for  this  achievement  by  Southwest  Tech  in 
1992  and  the  administration  buiktng  on  cam- 
pus was  renamed  the  Kramer  Administratk>n 
BuikSng.  During  that  rime,  the  city  of 
Fennimore  also  named  and  dedcated  a  park 
in  Nid<'s  honor. 

Kramer  has  also  worked  on  boards  of  three 
of  Wisconsin's  main  railroads  to  maintain  rai 
service  in  the  State. 

NKk  is  a  faithful  and  dedicated  member  of 
the  RepubScan  Party  of  Wisconsin  and  the 
Third  Congressk>nai  District,  having  served  as 
the  Third  District  chaimian  for  several  years, 
as  well  as  chairman  of  the  Grant  County  Re- 
publican Party,  a  positkxi  he  stin  hoWs. 

His  many  accomplishments,  statewide  and 
kxally,  have  eamed  him  many  friends  and 
much  respect  through  the  State.  Although  he 
plans  to  keep  in  contact  with  kxig-time  dients 
and  serve  on  a  couple  of  committees,  he  is 
honoring  the  wishes  of  his  wife,  Katherine, 
sons  John,  Jr.  and  Mart(  and  daughter  JoeMen, 
in  retiring  form  his  practice. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  behalf  of  the  constituents  of 
Wisconsin's  Third  District,  I  wish  him  a  welf- 
eamed  happy  retirement. 
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ERMA  BOMBECK— AN  AMERICAN 
LEGEND 


HON.  JOHN  J.  LaFALCE 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  UFALCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  1990  I  had 
the  pleasure  of  meeting  Erma  Bombeck  when 
she  visited  Buffak)  and  spoke  at  the  conv 
mencement  exercises  for  Canisius  College,  on 
whose  board  I  now  serve.  She  was  just  the 
same  in  person  as  most  found  her  in  print: 
witty,  tunny,  down  to  Earth.  Yet  she  was  also 
one  of  the  most  sensible  and  reasonable  peo- 
ple I've  ever  met. 

^k>  one  attains  the  huge  successes  that 
Erma  did  without  hard  work  and  a  strong 
sense  of  self.  Yet  despite  her  fame,  the  ac- 
claim did  not  go  to  her  head.  She  remained 
that  wonderfully  boisterous,  self-deprecating 
humorist  wtK)  inspired  us  all  with  her  wonder- 
ful stories.  As  Canisius  said  in  the  citation  ac- 
companying the  honorary  doctorate  they  gave 
her  on  that  occask>n,  "she  is  a  troubadour  of 
the  late  20th  century,  the  chronicler  of  our 
American  domestk:  habits."  The  citation  went 
on  to  note  that  she  viewed  herself  as  an  "ordi- 
nary pefson,"  and  that  it  was  ~that  'ordinari- 
ness' to  which  we  pay  tritxjte  *  *  *,  for  in  her 
writings  we  hear  EveryNeighbor,  the  voice  of 
someone  we  all  know,  someone  who  recounts 
universal  experiences." 

Perhaps  the  ck>sest  p>arallel  to  Erma  was 
another  American  original.  Will  Rogers.  And 
what  distinguished  them  both  was  the  com- 
nxm  ingredient  they  brought  to  their  observa- 
tions of  humanity  and  human  beings:  common 
sense.  To  see  human  fallibility  arxJ  absurdity 
through  that  prism  is  itself  a  recipe  for  having 
an  enioyable  time  in  life,  but  to  t>e  able  to  con- 
vey those  observatkxis  to  others  is  a  gift  in- 
deed. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  tribute  to  one  of  our 
Nation's  true  originals,  Erma  Bomt>eck.  I  sa- 
lute her  for  the  joy  she  brought  to  so  many  of 
her  felow  Americans,  and  for  the  courage  with 
which  she  faced  the  caricer  which  took  her 
from  us  last  nwrrth. 

Let  me  quote  again  from  the  Canisius'  cita- 
tion: 

As  any  clown  can  t^ll  yoa.  It  is  far  easier 
to  make  people  cry  than  it  is  to  make  them 
laugh.  In  a  world  full  of  sadness,  Erma 
Bombeck  espouse[d]  a  simple  philosophy:  "If 
yoa  can't  make  it  l>etter,  you  can  laugh  at 
it."  But  in  helping  us  to  see  the  humor  in 
our  stress-filled  lives,  she  has  made  it  better. 
indeed. 

For  making  us  more  aware  of  ourselves 
and  each  other,  for  staunchly  maintaining 
her  affirmative  view  of  God's  creation,  and 
for  sharing  the  precious  gift  of  laughter. 
Canisius  College  proudly  awards  Erma 
Bombeck  the  degree  of  Doctor  of  Humane 
Letters,  honoris  causa. 

A  few  days  ago  the  Buffak)  News  printed  a 
remembrance  written  by  Erma's  husband.  Bill 
Bombeck,  akxig  with  another  beautiful  piece 
by  free-iance  writer  Christina  Abt.  Bill 
Bombeck's  arxl  Christina  Abfs  words  said  it 
aH,  and  I  ask  consent  to  insert  those  two  arti- 
cles at  this  point  in  the  Record  so  our  col- 
leagues can  share  in  their  thoughtful  vrards. 
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Erma,  you  will  be  sorely  missed.  Thanks  for 
everything. 

[From  the  Buffalo  News.  May  13. 1996] 

Erma  Bombeck  and  the  Ride  of  Her  Life 

(By  Bill  Bombeck) 

In  1989  my  wife,  Erma  Bombeck,  began  to 
experience  a  series  of  painful  medical  prob- 
lems, but  she  disdained  letting  her  readers 
know  most  of  the  details.  She  usually 
brushed  aside  rumors  and  Inquiries  with  a 
Joke  and  a  plea  that  her  purpose  was  to  write 
humor  and  make  people  smile.  Health  re- 
ports are  not  funny.  Her  greatest  fear  was 
that  she  would  become  a  "poster  child"  and 
people  would  feel  sorry  for  her. 

Throughout  these  assaults  she  remained 
unl>ellevably  optimistic.  Erma  always  knew 
that  there  was  a  pony  in  their  someplace. 
Not  only  did  the  research  and  writing  of  her 
book  "I  Want  to  Grow  Hair,  I  Want  to  Grow 
Up.  I  want  to  Go  to  Boise"  provide  a  nation 
with  the  heroics  of  kids  surviving  cancer, 
but  it  also  helped  give  Erma  the  courage  to 
face  her  many  trials,  including  her  last  one. 

I  have  met  astronauts,  war  heroes,  flre- 
flghters  and  police  officers,  but  I  have  never 
known  anyone  with  more  courage  than 
Erma.  Courage  has  been  called  grace  under 
fire.  I  would  propose  we  call  it  Erma  under 
fire. 

Erma  would  not  have  approved  of  my 
words.  But  for  this  one  time  I  will  do  what 
Erma  admonished  all  who  challenged  her 
words,  and  that  was  to  "go  out  and  get  your 
own  column." 

I  have  searched  for  a  way  to  show  my  fami- 
ly's gratitude  to  the  thousands  of  fans  and 
friends  who  have  shown  so  much  love  and 
compassion  toward  her.  I'd  like  to  share  with 
you  a  personal  recollection  I  read  at  the  fam- 
ily services  that  were  held  before  the  fu- 
neral. 

In  1947,  three  or  four  couples  were  outside 
the  Lakeside  Ballroom  in  Dayton,  Ohio.  We 
were  too  early  to  be  admitted  for  the  big- 
band  dance,  so  we  all  wandered  over  to  the 
adjoining  amusement  park. 

Not  far  Cram  the  ballroom  was  the  roller 
coaster.  All  of  the  boys  l>egan  cajoling  their 
dates  to  ride  with  them.  The  girls  giggled 
and  said  no.  It  was  too  frightening,  and  it 
would  mess  up  their  hair  and  dresses. 

I  looked  at  my  date  and  asked  her  if  she 
wanted  to  go.  She  didn't  hesitate.  She  said, 
"Sure,  I'll  go."  I  was  surprised  and  looked  at 
her  again.  She  was  slight,  narrow-shoul- 
dered, with  tiny  hands  and  feet.  But  she  had 
the  greatest  smile  and  laugh.  Her  smile  had 
a  charming  space  between  her  two  front 
teeth.  I  thought,  this  is  some  kind  of  girl. 

The  Lakeside  roller  coaster  was  a  rickety 
old  leftover  from  the  Depression.  The  frame 
was  mostly  made  of  unpalnted  2-by-4s.  No 
modem  inspection  by  OSHA  ever  would  have 
approved  this  for  man's  use. 

The  cars  were  linked  together  with  what 
looked  like  modified  train  couplers.  They 
were  mostly  red  painted  wood  with  metal 
wheels  and  a  coglike  device  that  clicked 
loudly.  The  seats  had  worn  black  leather 
padding.  There  were  no  belts,  but  there  were 
worn  steel  bars  that  had  to  l>e  raised  and 
lowered  by  the  attendant. 

The  attendant  was  an  old  man  in  oil- 
stained  bib  overalls.  He  said  little,  but  raised 
the  bar  and  she  entered  the  seat  first,  and  I 
followed  by  her  side. 

There  were  two  tapered  2-by-4's  on  the 
platform,  angled  away  from  each  other.  He 
moved  the  one  closest  to  the  car  to  an  up- 
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right  position.  The  car  moved  forward,  slow- 
ly picking  up  speed.  The  metal  wheels  on  the 
metal  track  nmde  so  much  noise  you  had  to 
yell  to  your  partner  to  be  heard. 

The  car  left  the  level  starting  track  and 
began  a  slow  ascent.  In  20  or  30  seconds, 
when  the  track  became  steeper,  the  cog  de- 
vice engaged  the  car.  Then  there  was  a  dis- 
trict rhythmic  clacking  sound  as  the  cog  de- 
vice labored  to  overcome  the  near-per- 
pendicular angle  of  the  track.  You  felt  as  if 
it  wouldn't  make  it,  but  Just  when  it  reached 
a  point  that  forced  the  passengers  to  stare, 
not  at  the  car  ahead  or  the  track,  but  only 
at  the  night  sky,  it  plunged  downward,  a 
wild,  almost  free-fkll.  Maybe  whatever  con- 
trolled the  speed  was  now  broken. 

She  made  her  first  sound  since  she  had 
said,  "Sure,  I'll  go."  She  screamed  and 
clenched  my  aoin.  I  said,  "Hang  on  to  the 
bar."  She  kept  hanging  on  to  my  arm.  Sud- 
denly we  were  at  the  bottom,  and  we  both 
were  so  relieved  that  we  laughed,  and  I  saw 
that  smile  again. 

The  ride  continued,  with  bone-Jarring 
twists  and  turns,  dizzy  heights  and  abrupt 
plunges.  Sometimes  we  would  enter  a  dark 
tunnel,  so  dark  the  sparks  firam  the  wheels 
and  tracks  made  it  look  like  it  was  on  fire. 

She  kept  hanging  on  to  my  arm.  I  was  grip- 
ping the  metal  l>ar  so  tightly  I  thought  I 
would  bend  it.  This  was  some  ride.  We  were 
thrilled  and  exhilarated,  scared  and  breath- 
less. 

We  had  been  in  and  out  of  many  tunnels. 
Each  time  they  ended  with  almost  blinding 
light  in  our  eyes,  and  then  on  to  another 
straight-up  climb. 

We  started  in  a  tunnel  that  seemed  to 
plunge  deeper  than  all  the  others.  It  kept 
dropping.  We  both  sensed  this  one  was  really 
different.  Finally,  instead  of  the  bright 
lights,  we  were  back  at  the  platform. 

We  looked  at  each  other.  We  didn't  speak, 
but  we  sensed  the  ride  had  changed.  The  man 
in  the  bib  overalls  was  standing  by  the  ta- 
pered 2-by-4s.  He  started  to  imsh  one  firam  its 
angle  to  a  straight-up  position.  The  car 
stopped.  I  told  him  the  ride  was  great,  but  it 
was  too  short:  we  wanted  to  go  on.  He  raised 
the  bar.  She  smiled  again.  I  looked  at  the  at- 
tendant again.  He  said,  this  is  April  22, 1996— 
your  ride  is  over.  I  looked  over  at  her  seat. 
She  was  gone. 

[From  the  Buffalo  News,  May  14, 1996] 

Erma  Bombeck  Was  Company  for  Stay-at- 

HoME  Moms 

(By  Christina  Abt) 

The  unthinkable  happened  to  me  last 
month.  A  meml>er  of  my  family  died,  and  I 
didn't  even  know  she'd  been  sick.  Worse  than 
that,  no  one  called  to  inform  me  of  her  pass- 
ing. I  had  to  hear  about  it  on  the  news. 

The  cold,  hard  reality  of  death  was  dealt  to 
me  In  a  30-second  sound  byte  courtesy  of  a 
well-known  antacid  and  a  lite  beer. 

I'm  angry,  hurt  and  confused  all  at  once; 
but  most,  I'm  so  incredibly  sorry  that  I 
never  let  this  lady  know  how  much  I  enjoyed 
her  company. 

Without  fail,  her  realistic  and  refreshing 
view  of  life  alwasrs  gave  me  hope.  She  was  a 
lady  of  great  intelligence,  compassion,  sen- 
sitivity, insight  and  most  importantly,  "on 
the  mark"  humor. 

She  was  Erma  Bombeck.  whose  column  I 
read  in  The  Buffalo  News. 

Why  did  she  touch  me  so  much?  Because 
her  life  was  so  like  mine,  like  those  of  so 
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many  women.  She  was  a  career  woman,  a 
writer,  but  a  woman  who  chose  to  devote 
herself  to  marriage,  family  and  community 
as  well. 

And  she  always  made  us  feel  as  if  the  fact 
that  we  are  human  was.  not  only  acceptable 
but  something  to  be  cherished— warts  and 
all. 

From  diapers  and  toilet  training  through 
high  school  proms  and  college  graduations, 
over  the  peaks  and  valleys  of  marital  bliss, 
and  even  on  social  issues,  this  lady's  unique 
perspective  on  the  frustrations  and  triumphs 
of  life  as  it  really  happens  could  make  me 
laugh,  cry,  understand  a  new  point  of  view 
and  always  feel  better  alwut  the  daily  grind. 

Erma  Bombeck's  career  as  a  colmnnlst 
spanned  an  era  when  women  began  leaving 
the  kitchen  for  the  board  room  and  experi- 
encing corporate  heartburn  rather  than 
labor  pains.  The  message  that  we  should 
"have  it  all"  was  everywhere.  A  heretofore- 
unknown  body  of  womenhood  was  developing 
a  thousand  new  and  different  dialects  with 
no  translator.  There  were  new  battlefields  of 
full-time  motherhood  versus  full-time 
personhood. 

A  grudging  understanding  and  bridging  of 
these  gaps  among  women  came  about,  partly 
through  the  written  work  of  this  clever  lady 
and  her  sharp  pen. 

She  spoke  the  language  of  women  every- 
where, a  language  of  the  heart.  Every  story 
she  told  seemed  to  reach  a  part  of  our  sense 
and  sensibility  no  matter  what  the  topics. 
People  saved  the  stories,  underlined  them, 
sent  them  to  relatives,  read  them  to  fflends 
over  the  phone. 

And  what  made  it  all  so  effective  was  that 
this  woman  was  a  part  of  all  of  our  families. 
She  knew  your  mom.  your  Aunt  Rose,  your 
husband,  your  child. 

Her  stories  were  her  own.  but  to  me,  as  to 
other  readers,  it  almost  seemed  as  if  the  text 
were  taken  Cram  a  hidden  camera  set  up  in 
my  own  house— with  words  used  verbatim. 

In  February,  my  daughter  sent  me  a 
Bombeck  columns  as  a  valentine.  The  topic? 
"Having  It  All." 

The  content  could  have  been  taken  di- 
rectly from  the  Iffe  my  two  children  and  I 
experienced  as  I  tried  to  be  a  4&-hour-a-day 
mom  to  them  while  still  cooking,  cleaning, 
washing  clothes,  car-pooling,  shopping,  jn-e- 
tending  to  be  an  intelligent  life  form,  heal- 
ing the  sick,  raising  the  dead— woman  will 
understand.  The  last  few  lines  of  the  column 
gave  hope  that  someday  the  child  will  realize 
the  mother-to-slave  ratio  and  actually  ex- 
press gratitude,  even  if  it  is  20  years  later. 

And  that's  what  my  daughter  did.  She 
wrote  at  the  t>ottom  of  the  column,  "Thanks, 
Mom.  I  love  you,"  Hallmark  never  said  it 
better. 

Coming  as  my  twenty-something  children 
are  on  their  way  to  productive  lives  and  I 
confront  the  "what  now?"  crisis,  this  column 
felt  like  a  testimonial. 

Erma,  friend,  I  will  miss  you. 


SMALL  BUSINESS  JOB 
PROTECTION  ACT 


HON.  RICHARD  J.  DURBIN 

OFILUNOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  23. 19% 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  voted  in  favor 
of  the  Small  Business  Job  Protection  Act  yes- 
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terday  because  it  provides  several  advan- 
tageous new  tax  benefits  for  small  businesses 
and  their  employees.  By  creating  simpltfied  re- 
tirement plants,  extending  the  tax  exclusion  for 
emptoyer-provided  educatkxial  assistance  and 
encouraging  emptoyers  to  hire  woricers  from 
economkally  and  othenwise  disadvantaged 
groups  through  the  Work  Opportunity  Tax 
Credit,  this  legislation  can  contribute  to  the  vi- 
tality of  small  businesses. 

Despite  the  positive  attritxjtes  of  this  bill, 
two  provisions  trouble  me.  First,  by  repealing 
section  956A  of  the  Tax  Code,  Congress  is  re- 
instating an  incentive  for  U.S.  companies  to 
move  operations  and  jobs  to  foreign  tax  ha- 
vens, accumulate  unlimited  passive  assets, 
and  avoid  paying  U.S.  income  taxes. 

Congress  put  sectkxi  956A  in  the  Code  in 
1993  to  curb  the  ability  of  controlled  foreign 
corporatkxis  to  accumulate  excess  passive  as- 
sets and  shelter  them  from  U.S.  taxatnn.  By 
repealing  this  provision,  we  are  giving  yet  an- 
other tax  break  to  multinational  corporate  gi- 
ants and  a  paid-for-ticket  to  run  to  tax  havens. 
And  oddly  enough,  we're  doing  it  in  a  "small 
business"  bill. 

Secondly,  I  do  not  favor  the  wholesale  re- 
peal of  the  Section  936  tax  credit  whk:h  en- 
courages economc  investments  in  Puerto 
Rico.  This  actk>n  wouU  have  a  detrimental  Im- 
pact on  American  citizens  in  Puerto  Rico.  I  do 
endorse  reform  of  the  credit,  focused  on  es- 
tablishing effective  mechanisms  to  foster  and 
improve  job  creation,  and  using  the  projected 
revenue  savings  for  social  and  emptoyment 
and  training  needs  in  Puerto  Rkx). 

I  urge  House  conferees  to  carefully  reas- 
sess these  provisions  and  seek  alternative 
revenue  sources  to  pay  for  the  valuable  small 
business  tax  refonns  in  this  legislatkxi. 


IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE  MINIMUM 
WAGE 


HON.  GERALD  D.  KLECZKA 

OF  WISCONSIN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong 
support  of  raising  the  minimum  wage. 

The  minimum  wage  is  a  critkal  earnings 
fkx>r  for  the  working  men  and  women  of  our 
Natkxi.  I  have  supported  the  necessary  peri- 
ods inaease  in  ttie  minimum  wage  since  I 
was  first  elected  to  Congress,  introducing  my 
own  biH  for  this  purpose  in  1986.  In  1989,  I 
voted  in  favor  of  adjusting  the  minimum  wage 
to  its  current  level  of  $425. 

It  is  abundantly  dear  that  $4.25  is  no  k>nger 
an  adequate  minimum  wage.  Since  1991,  the 
wage  has  k>st  $0.50  in  value.  An  individual 
working  full  time  at  this  rate  makes  less  than 
$9,000  per  year— not  nearty  enough  to  sup- 
port a  family. 

Even  the  proposed  increase  of  $0.90  over  2 
years  will  only  compensate  for  half  ttie  value 
lost  in  inflation  during  the  1980's.  However,  it 
is  a  critical  step. 

Nearty  12  mHKon  woricers  across  our  tMatkm 
are  working  for  minimum  wage.  Of  these, 
ctose  to  75  percent  are  over  20  years  of  age. 
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Fifty-eight  percent  of  these  adults  are  women, 
many  of  them  single  mothers.  In  Wisconsin 
alone,  about  9  percent  of  our  workforce — over 
200,000  people— is  earning  less  than  $5.15 
per  hour. 

This  is  simply  not  sustainable.  If  we  are 
going  to  reform  welfare,  cut  the  earned  in- 
come tax  aedit,  and  reduce  other  benefits  for 
the  poor,  we  must  guarantee  them  a  livable 
wage.  We  cannot  cut  all  the  legs  off  the  table 
and  then  wonder  why  it  does  not  starxl.  The 
minimum  wage  is  a  crucial  safety  net  for  the 
wortcing  poor,  ensuring  that  we  do  not  retum 
to  the  sweatshops  of  the  past,  where  unscru- 
pulous empkjyers  preyed  upon  the  desperate. 

I  woukj  also  like  to  express  my  oppositkxi  to 
the  (aoodling  amendments,  which  represent 
nothing  more  than  a  cynical  attempt  to  scuttle 
the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  first  of  these 
amendments  wouk)  discriminate  against  new 
hires  and  tipped  emptoyees,  two  of  the  groups 
most  likely  to  t)e  earning  the  minimum  wage. 
These  provisions  would  altow  employers  to 
pay  subminimum  wage  levels  to  these  work- 
ers. 

The  secorxj  Goodiing  amendment  woukJ  ex- 
empt small  businesses  with  less  than 
$5()0,000  in  gross  annual  sates  from  minimum 
wage  laws.  This  wouki  effectively  excuse  two- 
thirds  of  all  American  businesses,  emptoying 
over  1 0  million  worlcers.  from  providing  a  mod- 
est wage  fkxx.  This  is  outrageous.  I  hope  our 
colleagues  in  the  Senate  will  recognize  these 
proviskms  for  the  cynical  pk>y  they  are  and  re- 
ject them  outright 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  aH  of  my  colleagues  in 
the  strongest  possitiie  terms  to  vote  in  tavor  of 
increasing  the  minimum  wage. 


NEW  BEDFORD  STANDARD  TIMES 
SUPPORTS  SUPREME  COURT'S 
COLORADO  DECISION 


HON.  BARNEY  FRANK 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  23. 1996 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  was  very  pleased  to  read  in  the  New  Bedford 
Standard  Times,  on  Thursday,  May  23,  an  ex- 
cellent editorial  in  support  of  the  recent  Su- 
preme Court  ruling  stridng  down  the  anti-gay 
and  lestxan  law  in  Cokxado.  As  the  editorial 
cogently  points  out  what  the  Supreme  Court 
sakj  is  "tttat  this  is  still  the  United  States  of 
America,  people  are  still  entitled  to  equal  pro- 
tection urxJer  the  law.  AH  people.  Even  or>es 
we  may  misunderstand  or,  as  in  the  case  of 
Cokxado  voters,  despise.  The  Supreme  Court 
understands  that  even  if  many  other  people 
do  not."  I  am  very  grateful  to  the  editorial 
board  of  the  New  Bedford  Standard  Times  for 
coming  to  the  Supreme  CourTs  defense  on 
this  important  occask>n  wtien  they  have  re- 
affirmed basic  American  constitutk)nal  prin- 
ciples. And  I  ask  ttiat  this  excellent  temperate, 
well  reasoried  editorial  be  printed  here. 
Court's  Rulimo  on  Gays  Was  Strict 
Reading  of  CONSTrrunoN 

The   U.S.    Supreme   Court   made    a   pro- 
foundly   conservative    decision    this    week 
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when  it  voted  6-3  to  strike  down  a  Colorado 
measure  that  soa^bt  to  deny  homoseziials 
any  "special  treatment"  under  the  law. 

That's  always  the  charge  when  gays  in  the 
United  States  make  any  attempts  to  appeal 
to  the  government  to  stop  people  from  dis- 
criminating against  them.  They're  looking 
for  "si>ecial  treatment"  that  no  one  else 
gets. 

But  the  Colorado  constitutional  amend- 
ment turned  that  logic  on  its  head,  giving 
homosexuals  "special  treatment"  no  Amer- 
ican would  want,  and  in  the  process  ran  afoul 
of  the  equal  protection  clause  of  the  Con- 
stitution. 

The  six  justices  who  made  that  conclusion 
haven't  lost  their  minds.  They  haven't  sub- 
scribed to  some  subversive  liberal  agenda. 
They  merely  read  the  words  of  the  amend- 
ment in  question  and  took  them  literally. 
And  what  they  meant,  literally,  that  one 
group  of  people  was  to  be  singled  out  for  a 
single  trait  and  systematically  denied  any 
specific  civil  rights  protection  in  the  State 
of  Colorado. 

"It  is  not  within  our  constitutional  tradi- 
tions to  enact  laws  of  this  sort"  was  the  tart 
understatement  of  Justice  Anthony  M.  Ken- 
nedy, who  wrote  the  majority  decision.  To 
better  understand  what  he  meant,  try  sub- 
stituting the  words  "black"  or  "elderly"  or 
"handicapped"  for  the  word  "homosexual" 
and  try  talking  about  denying  those  groups 
protection  under  the  law  when  they  have 
been  discriminated  against.  To  put  it  simply. 
In  those  cases  where  conamunitles  have  insti- 
tuted laws  protecting  gays  from  discrimina- 
tion in  housing,  banking,  employment  or 
whatever,  it  is  because  of  the  fact  tl^t  with- 
out such  protections  it  remains  legal  to  dis- 
criminate against  them  in  many  instances. 
The  discrimination  does  happen.  As  we  see  in 
Colorado,  that's  the  way  a  lot  of  people 
would  like  it. 

But  thanks  to  the  fact  that  this  is  still  the 
United  States  of  America,  people  are  still  en- 
titled to  equal  protection  under  the  law.  All 
people.  Even  ones  we  may  nalsunderstand  or, 
as  in  the  case  of  Colorado  voters,  despise. 
The  Sujjreme  Court  understands  that,  even  if 
many  other  people  do  not.  We've  got  a  long 
way  to  go  in  this  country,  don't  we? 


SEYMOUR  H.  KNOX  m 


HON.  JOHN  J.  LaFALCE 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  UFALCE  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
salute  a  man  who  was  a  friend  of  mine,  a 
friend  of  fiis  community,  and  a  friend  of  our 
Nation.  Seymour  H.  Knox  III,  who  passed 
away  this  week,  was  a  leader  in  Western  New 
Yor1(  whose  contributions  were  known  to  all. 

Mr.  Knox  was  best  known  as  the  co-owner, 
with  his  brotfier,  of  the  Buffak)  Sabres  hockey 
team.  But  he  was  more — much  more— than  a 
sportsman,  important  as  that  role  was  in  our 
community.  He  followed  his  father's  footsteps 
as  a  patron  of  the  arts.  He  was  a  successful 
businessman.  And  the  list  of  his  other  civic  erv 
deavors  is  too  long  to  list 

Seymour  Knox's  last  contribution  to  our  re- 
gkxi  may  be  the  longest-lasting.  It  was  his 
drive  and  dedkation,  perhaps  more  than  any- 
thing else,  that  ensured  the  development  of 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

his  beloved  hockey  team's  new  home.  Marine 
Midland  Arena.  And  that  new  facility  will  help 
spur  the  continued  redevelopment  of  down- 
town Buffalo. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Buffak)  and  the  entire  Western 
New  York  area  will  miss  Seymour  Knox,  and 
I  know  that  all  of  his  neighbors  and  mine  join 
in  paying  tribute  to  one  of  our  finest. 

At  this  point,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  In- 
troduce a  Buffalo  News'  editorial  about  Mr. 
Knox  into  the  RECORD: 

[From  the  Buffalo  News,  May  23, 1996] 

SEYMOtm  Knox  m  Leaves  Legacy  to  the 
Community  He  Cared  For 

Seymour  H.  Knox  in  was  bom  to  wealth, 
and  he  put  it  to  good  use  for  his  community. 
Like  his  father  before  him,  Knox  left  Buffalo 
an  institution  that  will  forever  bear  his 
mark.  In  his  father's  case,  it  was  a  nation- 
ally known  art  grallery.  In  his  case,  it  is  a  na- 
tionally famous  sports  team.  Buffalo  is  rich- 
er for  both  of  them. 

To  say  it  simply,  Buffalo  needs  more  peo- 
ple like  Seymour  H.  Knox  m.  His  death 
Wednesday,  from  cancer,  came  a  few  days 
after  the  public  got  its  first  look  at  the  Ma- 
rine Midland  Arena,  which  Knox  worked  ar- 
duously to  bring  into  being.  It  will  be  the 
new  home  of  the  Buffalo  Sabres  major  league 
hockey  team,  his  hard-won  creation  and  his 
enduring  contribution  to  his  home  town. 

More  than  one  friend  and  more  than  one 
fan  will  express  regrets  that  Knox  did  not 
live  to  see  the  day  when  his  team  would 
skate  onto  the  ice  of  the  new  arena.  But  at 
least  he  knew  it  would  happen. 

Though  the  efforts  of  Knox  and  his  brother, 
Northrup,  the  Buffalo  franchise  in  the  Na- 
tional Hockey  League  was  secured  In  1969. 
From  the  beginning  to  his  death,  Seymour 
Knox  m  was  chairman  of  the  partnership 
that  owned  the  team.  Most  of  the  time  he 
was  also  president  of  the  team. 

Titles  aside,  the  hockey-loving  public 
knew  Knox  simply  as  the  one  who  got  the 
team  for  Buffalo  and  served  as  its  head  man 
through  the  years.  He  was  the  guy  in  the 
gold  seats  a  few  rows  above  the  Sabres' 
bench. 

Knox  also  kept  the  team  here.  In  an  age 
when  pix>fessional  owners  change  cities  at  an 
alarming  rate,  Knox  was  loyal  to  Buffklo 
even  though  its  comparatively  small  market 
might  have  made  other  pastures  seem 
greener.  The  point  of  the  new  arena  is  to 
make  the  team  financially  strong,  securing 
it  for  Buffalo  for  the  foreseeable  future. 
Knox's  vision  made  the  Marine  Midland 
Arena  possible.  His  legacy  will  be  the  excit- 
ing hockey  games  of  the  future— games  that 
will  help  make  Buffalo  a  l>etter  place  to 
spend  the  winter. 

Knox  was  also  important  to  Buff  a  in  for  nu- 
merous other  civic  endeavors.  Those  in- 
cluded the  chairmanship  of  the  Buffalo  Fine 
Arts  Academy,  governing  body  of  the 
Albright-Knox  Art  Gallery,  which,  to  a  great 
degree,  was  his  father's  gift  to  Buffalo.  The 
gallery's  most  distinguishing  feature  is  its 
modem  art  collection  put  together  with  care 
by  the  late  Seymour  H.  Knox  Jr. 

His  son's  contribution  is  less  genteel,  but  a 
community  needs  many  aspects  to  its  life.  It 
is  richer  for  both  of  these  gifts. 

From  the  start,  the  hockey  team  has 
played  at  Memorial  Auditorium,  Buffalo's 
aged  indoor  sports  place,  now  slipping  into 
retirement. 

At  the  last  Sabres  game  in  the  Aud  a  bit 
more  than  a  month  ago,  Knox  was  given  a 
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prolonged  ovation  by  a  capacity  crowd.  Fans 
know  why  the  Sabres  exist.  They  let  is  show. 
Knox  give  a  short  speech,  closing  with  the 
words:  "Farewell,  old  friend." 

Buffalo   people    can   repeat   those    words 
today. 


HONORING  MARVIN  GRAVES 


HON.  ELEANOR  HOLMES  NORTON 

OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Ms.  NORTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to 
rise  today  to  recognize  the  achievements  of  a 
very  talented  and  gifted  athlete  who  is  also  a 
Washingtonian.  Marvin  Graves  is  a  6'1',  195- 
pound  athlete  who  is  an  exceptional  foott>all 
player  and  a  responsible  citizen  who  has  dedi- 
cated himself  to  community  senrice  and  lived 
up  to  the  respect  and  admiration  he  has  won 
from  fans. 

Marvin  Graves  was  txjrn  in  Washington,  DC 
on  February  7,  1971,  to  Metvin  and  Katrina 
Graves.  He  attended  Archbishop  Carroll  High 
School  in  the  District  where  he  lettered  in  foot- 
ball, baskett>all  and  baseball.  Upon  graduation 
from  high  school  Marvin  Graves  entered  Syra- 
cuse University  on  a  four-year  football  scholar- 
ship and  majored  in  child  and  family  studies. 

During  the  course  of  his  spectacular  colle- 
giate career,  he  was  a  four-year  starter  and 
hokJs  16  of  the  31  passing  records  at  Syra- 
cuse, including  6  of  the  11  total  offense 
records.  His  records  also  include:  a  four-time 
bowl  MVP,  AP  second  team  All-Amerlcan, 
Eastern  College  Athletic  Conference  [ECAC] 
Player  of  the  Year,  second  team  All-Big  East, 
and  a  finalist  for  the  Daley  O'Brien  National 
Quartert>ack  Award. 

In  1994  Marvin  Graves  graduated  from  Syr- 
acuse University.  He  is  now  the  star  quarter- 
back for  the  Toronto  Argonauts  of  the  Cana- 
dian Football  League.  After  an  incredit)le 
cometjack  performance  on  Sunday,  October  2, 
1994,  Marvin  Graves*  coach  Bob  O'Biltovich 
had  this  to  say  about  his  star  player:  "You 
saw  one  of  the  greatest  quartert>ack  perform- 
ances in  a  fourth  quarter  that  you'll  ever  see 
in  your  life  *  *  *  Nobody  in  this  league  has 
played  a  quarter  like  that." 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  truly  a  pleasure  and  honor 
to  recognize  the  great  achievements  of  my 
constituent,  Marvin  Graves.  I  salute  his  re- 
meiricable  career  as  an  athlete  and  commend 
his  presence  and  activities  in  the  community. 
He  has  spoken  at  high  sctxMis,  hospitals,  and 
group  homes  eager  to  stress  the  importance 
of  educatk)n,  and  urging  our  young  people  to 
never  engage  in  drug  activity.  I  ask  my  col- 
leagues to  join  me  in  recognizing  this  out- 
standing young  man. 


INTRODUCTION  OP  A  BILL 


HON.  BENJAMIN  A.  GILMAN 

OF  NEW  YORK 

DJ  THE  HOUSE  '^F  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  am  intro- 
ducing legislation  that  will  help  this  Nation 
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staiggle  more  effectively  with  the  scourge  of  il- 
licit drugs,  and  those  who  engage  in  this 
deadly  trade. 

It  has  recently  come  to  my  attention  that 
many  illegal  criminal  aliens  in  our  State  and 
k>cal  prisons  for  drug  related  offenses  had 
often  prevk>usly  been  transported — after  they 
had  served  their  prison  time — by  air  by  our 
fine  local  National  Guard  units  to  Federal  de- 
portation centers  for  eventual  processing  out 
of  our  Nation. 

There  were  many  important  benefits  to 
these  controlled  tvlational  Guard  military  flights, 
including  security,  because  many  of  these 
criminal  aliens  involved  with  drugs  and  faang 
deportation  often  had  histories  of  violent  be- 
havior and  conduct. 

In  addition,  the  cost  of  transporting  these 
aliens  individually  along  with  Immigration  and 
t4aturalizatk>n  Sen/ice  [INS]  officers  accom- 
panying them  on  commercial  carriers  is  ex- 
pensive. It  also  exposed  these  criminal  aliens 
to  £in  unsuspecting  public  in  our  civilian  air- 
ports and  on  commercial  flights. 

Current  limits  on  the  number  and  the  al- 
ready broad  arxf  difTicult  responsibilities  of  our 
dedicated  and  hardworidng  INS  personnel, 
and  the  costs  of  commercial  travel  for  and 
with  these  criminal  aliens  facing  deportation, 
often  makes  it  impossible  to  ensure  that  these 
individuals  when  their  time  served  in  jail  was 
completed  will  ever  be  taken  to  or  show  up  at 
deportation  centers.  Ultimately  these  limita- 
tions bear  heavily  on  wtiether  in  fact  these 
criminal  aliens  are  ever  eventually  removed 
from  the  United  States. 

In  some  cases,  at>sent  INS  ability  to  effec- 
tively transport  arKJ  move  these  aliens  facing 
deportation,  we  may  t>e  letting  these  criminal 
aliens — pending  eventual  deportatwn — merely 
back  into  our  local  communities  to  engage  in 
more  drug  related  crime  and  vk>lence. 

In  the  past  State  and  kx:al  authorities  often 
had  consolidated  a  number  of  these  individual 
aliens  for  a  group  flight  under  INS  and  Na- 
tional Guard  control  at  the  same  time  to  these 
deportation  centers.  These  National  Guard 
flights  made  sense  as  a  tool  in  our  arsenal 
against  drugs  and  those  who  would  engage  in 
their  possession,  use  or  distributk>n,  as  well  as 
serving  the  Guard's  training  needs  and  re- 
quirements. 

However;  these  effective  and  cost  efficient 
National  Guard  flights  were  I  am  informed, 
ended  several  years  ago  because  there  was 
questions  rsiised  about  the  legal  authority  for 
the  t^tx>nal  Guard  to  engage  in  this  activity, 
only  indirectly  drug  related. 

My  bill,  which  i  introduce  today,  makes  the 
tocai  National  Guard's  authority  dear  in  this 
area;  if  it  desires  to  promote  Its  training  and 
antinarcotics  function  and  role  in  this  fashion 
SIS  part  of  its  antkJrug  plans.  It  may  dearly  do 
so.  It  also  limits  those  cases  where  the  Na- 
tional Guard  may  assist  the  INS  in  transport- 
ing aliens  to  those  criminal  aliens,  who  have 
violated  a  Federal  or  State  law  prohibiting  or 
regulating  the  possesskxi,  use,  or  distribution 
of  a  controlled  substance. 

It  Is  a  reasonable  use  of  the  National 
Guard's  air  assets,  pik)ts,  and  personnel  inci- 
dental to  training  by  the  Guard.  It  also  serves 
our  national   interests  in  the  t>attle  against 
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drugs.  As  we  well  know,  drugs  and  those  in- 
volved in  the  deadly  trade  in  these  poisons, 
cost  our  society  more  than  S67  billk>n  annu- 
ally, and  threaten  our  cities,  schools,  youth, 
and  future  generations. 

The  bill  is  simply  authority  for  those  local 
National  Guard  units  that  want  to  engage  in 
assisting  INS  to  transport  these  criminal  aliens 
involved  in  drugs  for  deportation  purposes.  It 
will  help  this  Nation  get  a  handle  on  the  many 
foreign  tx>m  indivkJuals  in  our  prison  system 
who  have  engaged  in  drug  related  criminal  ac- 
tivity and  face  deportafion  spirited  out  of  this 
country  as  soon  as  possible. 

We  should  do  all  we  can  to  get  these  crimi- 
nal aliens  Involved  In  drugs  and  related  vio- 
lence out  of  our  Natk)n  as  soon  as  possible 
and  not  allow  them  back  on  our  streets  to  af- 
fect our  communities,  schools,  arxj  chikfrens' 
futures  and  very  lives  and  well  being. 

I  ask  that  the  full  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
hereafter 

H.R.    . 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  AUTHOnnY  FOR  NATIONAL  GUARD 
TO  ASSIST  IN  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
CERTAIN  ALIENS. 

Section  112(d)(1)  of  title  32.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  sentence:  "The  plan  as  ap- 
proved by  the  Secretary  may  provide  for  the 
use  of  personnel  and  equipment  of  the  Na- 
tional Guard  of  that  State  to  assist  the  Im- 
migration and  Naturalization  Service  in  the 
transportation  of  aliens  who  have  violated  a 
Federal  or  State  law  prohibiting  or  regulat- 
ing the  possession,  use,  or  distribution  of  a 
controlled  substance.". 


CELEBRATING  50  YEARS  OF  SERV- 
ICE BY  VFW  ROMANOWSKI  POST 
6896 


HON.  JOHN  D.  DINGELL 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  DINGELL  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  an  honor  to 
rise  today  to  mark  50  years  of  dedicatk>n  by 
the  Sgt.  Stanley  F.  Romanowski  Post  6896  of 
the  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars.  The  Ideals  em- 
bodied in  the  Post  membership  stand  as  a 
model  of  pubik:  service. 

In  exemplary  fashion,  the  Romanowski  Post 
has  served  its  members  and  the  community  at 
large.  I  am  proud  to  be  associated,  as  a  mem- 
ber, with  an  organizatkxi  whose  fierce  cama- 
raderie is  only  outshone  by  its  firm  commit- 
ment to  serving  Deartxxn,  the  4th  VFW  dis- 
trKt.  and  Wayrw  County,  Ml. 

To  list  all  of  the  ways  Post  6896  serves  the 
community  woukJ  be  near  to  impossible,  yet  it 
is  important  to  recognize  a  few  of  Vhe  pro- 
grams whk:h  the  Post  has  established:  the 
Post  Blood  Bank,  serving  both  members  and 
the  pubik:;  spaghetti  dinners  supporting  mus- 
cular dystrophy  research;  and  the  Christmas 
Needy  Basket  Program  provkjing  food  for  fam- 
ilies enduring  hard  times.  These  are  just  three 
examples  of  the  selfless  charity  central  to 
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Romanowski's  mission.  The  additkxis  of  the 
Ladies  Auxiliary  and  the  Dads  Post  have  in- 
creased the  number  of  people  wtw  have  the 
opportunity  to  participate  in  a  positive  way  In 
Post  activities  while  also  ex;»nding  the  re- 
sources available  to  be  dedicated  to  charitable 
pursuits.  The  numerous  clut>s  and  leagues 
whk:h  operate  within  the  post  have  helped  to 
aeate  a  supportive  and  congenial  atmos- 
phere. 

On  May  12,  1946,  when  the  Post  was  hum- 
bly instituted  in  the  gymnasium  of  ttie  Munger 
imermediate  School,  its  members  couU  not 
have  foreseen  the  success  that  was  ahead. 
Romanowski  has  been  the  largest  Post  in  the 
Department.  It  has  kxig  held  the  Drill  Team 
title  of  Department  Oiampkxis  (first  captured 
in  1965),  and  tvwce  hosted  the  VFW  Natkjnal 
(Dorrventkjn.  Throughout  the  years,  ttie  Post 
has  gained  a  well-deserved  reputatkm  for  hos- 
pitality and  generosity. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  honor  and  personal 
pride  ttiat  I  congratulate  my  home  Post  for  50 
years  of  dedicated  service  in  southeast  Mk:ti»- 
gan. 


BROWARD  COUNTY  LIBRARY 
SYSTEM  WINS  AWARD 


HON.  L  CLAY  SHAW,  JR. 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  SHAW.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  rec- 
ognize a  south  Ffonda  Institution  which  has  re- 
cently received  the  highest  honor  in  its  Md. 
The  American  Libraries  Assodatnn  and  the 
Library  Journal  have  named  the  Broward 
County  Library  System,  the  "1996  Natkxial  Li- 
brary of  the  Year." 

The  Broward  County  Ubrary  System  has 
consistently  provkjed  ttie  reskJents  of  south 
Ftorida  with  excellent  servKe,  vakiabte  re- 
sources, and  vital  information.  The  ifcrary  sys- 
tem fias  become  a  fixture  within  the  commu- 
nity, and  the  community  support  is  extraor- 
dinary. The  Ubrary  draws  nxire  attendance 
than  all  the  Ftorida  sports  teams  combined. 
The  Miami  Herald  proclaimed  the  library  to  be 
"one  of  the  Broward  County  Commissfon's 
most  important  achievements."  Support  such 
as  this  Illustrates  the  Broward  County  Library's 
successful  pursuit  of  exceNenoe  and  innova- 
tive approaches  to  Ibrary  service. 

In  our  growing  age  of  technotogy  and  tele- 
communicatfons,  the  Broward  County  Library 
System  has  provided  state  of  ttie  art  re- 
sources which  are  in  high  demand.  The  library 
volunteered  to  pilot  the  FreeNet  System  to  en- 
hance access  in  provkling  ttie  South  FkyMa 
community  with  electronk;  mail,  a  pubfic  forum 
to  exchange  kleas,  and  Internet  service  to  re- 
search data  bases.  During  Its  expansfon  in 
service  and  information,  the  library  system  has 
proven  its  commitment  to  devetop  a  service 
that  will  meet  the  technofogkal  standards  of 
the  21st  century. 

Through  its  program  of  servKe  and  dedfoa- 
txxi,  the  Broward  County  Ubrary  System  has 
kept  ttie  taxpayer  in  high  regard.  For  example, 
the  library  system  formed  a  partnership  with 
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Broward  Community  College  in  order  to  con- 
solidate financial  resources  for  operational  and 
construction  services.  This  partnership  has 
saved  taxpayers  $1 7,000,000— which  is  the 
total  cost  of  building  and  operating  two  librar- 
ies. Both  the  public  and  private  sectors  have 
enabled  the  Broward  County  Library  System 
to  provide  essential  service,  as  well  as  a  com- 
mitment to  education. 

The  Broward  County  Library  System  has 
provided  educational  standards  that  have 
been  adopted  and  practiced  by  educators.  The 
library  has  teamed  up  with  local  schools,  col- 
leges and  universities  in  providing  its  coveted 
resources  for  all  age  groups. 

Mr.  Speaker,  throughout  this  country  there 
are  many  individuals  who  are  dedicated  to 
strengthening  our  community  spirit,  one  such 
individual  is  Mr.  Samuel  Morrison,  Director  of 
the  Libraries  Division  of  Broward  County.  I  ask 
my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  extending  corv 
gratulations  to  Sam  Morrison  and  the  staff  of 
the  Broward  County  Library  System  on  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  1996  National  Library  of  the  Year 
Award. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

THE  275TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  THE 
INCORPORATION  OF  THE  TOWN 
OF  VOLUNTOWN.  CT 


May  23,  1996 


MEMORIAL.  DAY  1996 


HON.  TOM  LANTOS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  LANTOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
commemorate  the  observance  of  Memorial 
Day.  This  day  we  pause  from  our  busy  sched- 
ule to  honor  those  who  have  given  their  lives 
defending  our  freedom  in  the  line  of  duty.  A 
smaN  stone  market  at  Omaha  Beach  Ceme- 
tery echoes  our  gratitude  with  this  simple  but 
powerful  acknowledgement  'To  these  we  owe 
our  highest  resolve,  that  the  cause  for  which 
they  died,  we  shall  live." 

The  efforts  of  the  men  and  women  who  val- 
iantly served  our  country  here  and  abroad  to 
preserve  peace  and  liberty  deserve  our  high- 
est reoognitnn.  Whether  we  observe  this  oc- 
caskm  through  ceremony  or  prayer.  Memorial 
Day  leaves  few  hearts  unmoved.  From  the  re- 
mote pieces  of  Argonne,  istormandy,  Inchon, 
Da  Nang,  and  Kuwait  City,  Americans  have 
shed  their  bkx>d  so  that  others  might  live  in 
peace,  without  fear  of  tyranny  and  aggressk}n. 
We  have  an  obiigatxMi  to  remember  the 
names  auxl  the  deeds  of  the  Americans  who 
pakj  the  price  for  our  freedom. 

The  courage  and  vak>r  shown  by  the  men 
and  women  who  have  served  our  country  is 
symbolized  by  the  plethora  of  monuments  and 
memorials,  each  commemorating  the  deeds  of 
untokj  numbers  of  Americans  who  made  the 
ultimate  sacrtTice  for  their  country.  For  those 
who  ttave  died  and  for  those  who  are  still 
missing,  we  pause  to  reflect  and  hopefully  to 
learn. 

For  us,  the  living,  the  beneficiaries  of  their 
sacrifices,  the  responsbility  rests  in  our  hands. 
History  teaches  us  that  those  who  were  willing 
to  give  their  lives  for  freedom  and  democracy, 
do  so  fcx  a  cause  more  important  than  life. 

We  are  proud  of  those  who  have  served  our 
f^latxxi.  Today  we  remember  so  that  future 
generations  will  never  forget. 


HON.  SAM  GEJDENSON 

OF  CONNECTICUT 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  commemorate  the  275th  anniversary  of 
Voluntown,  CT.  Like  so  many  communities 
across  eastern  Connecticut,  Voluntown  has  a 
proud  history  which  spans  nearly  three  cen- 
turies. 

In  1698,  Lt.  Thomas  Leffingwell  of  Nonwich 
and  Sgt.  John  Frink  of  Stonington  petitioned 
the  assembly  in  New  Haven  for  a  plantation 
for  the  volunteer  settlers  who  carved  a  com- 
munity out  of  the  forbidding  wildemess  of  re- 
mote eastem  Connecticut.  Several  years  later 
the  assembly  approved  the  petition.  The  peti- 
tion reads  in  part: 

Granted  unto  the  Inhabitants  of 
Voluntown  the  power  and  privilege  of  choos- 
ing: their  own  town  officers  and  carrying  on 
their  own  town  affairs,  as  other  towns  In  this 
Colony  by  law  Impowered  to  do  so.  All  volun- 
teer rights  or  lots  In  number  of  acres,  within 
the  original  grants  are  hereby  taxed  at  eight 
shillings  per  year  for  five  years,  for  the  sup- 
port of  a  minister  and  building  a  meeting 
house  in  said  town.  The  committee  for  the 
proprietors  of  the  old  Voluntown  are  hereby 
impowered  to  act  Jointly  in  settling  a  min- 
isters salary. 

I  am  proud  to  fly  a  flag  over  the  Capitol  to 
mark  this  special  occasion.  The  residents  of 
Voluntown  are  rightfully  proud  on  this  land- 
mark anniversary. 


WE  ACTUALLY  BUILD  BRIDGES 
TOO  .  .  . 


HON.  JAMES  M.  TALENT 

OF  MISSOURI 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  TALENT.  Mr.  Speaker,  1  rise  today  to 
share  with  my  colleagues  a  thoughtful  article 
on  regulatory  issues  affecting  small  business 
written  by  Mr.  Tom  McCrackin,  a  constituent  of 
mine  from  St.  Louis,  Missouri: 

1  recently  received  a  letter  from  Rep.  Jim 
Talent  (R-Mo.),  asking  if  I  wanted  to  testify 
before  the  House  Small  Business  Commit- 
tee's Subcommittee  on  Regulation  and  Pa- 
perwork. 

The  purpose  of  the  hearing  was  to  discuss 
regulatory  Issues  of  concern  to  business  own- 
ers, testify  about  the  burdens  of  government 
and  tell  Congress  what  specific  regulations 
should  be  repealed. 

In  trying  to  decide  If  I  had  anything  worth 
testifying  al)out,  I  did  a  little  research.  By 
signing  the  contract  and  t>ond  for  our  Route 
47  Warren  County  Project,  I  agreed  to: 

1.  be  governed  by  the  following  15  acts: 

Clean  water; 

Endangered  Species  Act; 

National  Historic  Preservation  Act; 

Farmland  Protection  Act; 

Comprehensive  Environmental  Response, 
Compensation  and  Recovery  Act; 


Work  Hours  Act  of  1962; 

Surface  Transportation  and  Uniform  Relo- 
cation Assistance  Act  of  1987; 

Public  Works  Emplojrment  Act  of  1977; 

Federal-Aid  Roads  Act; 

Clean  Air  Act; 

Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act; 

Contract  Work  Hours  and  Safety  Stand- 
ards Act; 

Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  of  1990; 

Copeland  Act;  and 

Davis-Bacon  Act. 

2.  abide  by  16  sections  in  six  titles  of  the 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations; 

3.  be  bound  by  three  Executive  Orders 
(U246,  11738.  &  12549); 

4.  obey  nine  sections  in  six  titles  of  the 
United  States  Code; 

5.  fill  out  Standard  Form  LLL  (Disclosure 
Form  to  Report  Lobbying)  and  Form  PR-1391 
(Federal  Aid  Highway  Construction  Contrac- 
tors Annual  EEO  Report)  and  Form  WH-347 
(Certified  Payroll); 

6.  comply  with  provisions  of  OSHA,  Equal 
Employment  Opportunity,  Disadvantaged 
Business  Enterprise,  Unmarked  Human  Bur- 
ial Sites,  Missouri  Solid  Waste  Management, 
Nationwide  Permit  (NWP)  No.  26,  Section  404 
Permit,  NWP  No.  4,  Standard  Grading  Rules 
for  West  Coast  Lumber,  Hometown  Plan, 
Non-Discrimination  In  Emplojrment,  Mis- 
souri Seed  Law,  Workman's  Compensation 
Insurance,  General  Wage  Order  No.  38,  and 
prevailing  wage,  community  block  grant  de- 
velopment programs  and  other  public  laws 
and  revised  statutes  of  Missouri;  and 

7.  deal  with  and  meet  the  requirements  of 
the  following  12  agencies: 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places; 
State  Historic  Preservation  Offlce; 
United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service; 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service; 
United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers: 
Office    of   Federal    Contract    Compliance, 
United  States  Department  of  Lalxir; 
Federal  Highway  Administration; 

Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Adminis- 
tration; 

Wage  and  Hour  Division,  Employment 
Standards  Administration; 

Missouri  Department  of  Labor  and  Indus- 
trial Relations,  Division  of  Labor  Standards; 

Employment  and  Training  Administration, 
Bureau  of  Apprenticeship  and  Training, 
United  States  Department  of  Labor;  and 

Missouri  Department  of  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

I'll  let  you  know  how  my  testimony  goes. 
All  I  really  wanted  to  do  was  build  the 
bridge. 


CHURCH  ARSON  PREVENTION  ACT 
OF  1996 


HON.  HENRY  J.  HYDE 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  23, 1996 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  am  intro- 
ducing the  "Church  Arson  Preventk>n  Act  of 
1996,"  legislation  which  will  give  Federal  au- 
thorities the  tools  necessary  to  prosecute  and 
bring  to  justice  people  who  bum,  desecrate,  or 
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othenwise  damage  religious  property.  I  am 
pleased  that  the  Committee's  Ranking  Mem- 
ber, John  Conyers,  is  joining  in  sponsoring 
this  bill. 

The  arson  of  a  place  of  worship  is  repulsive 
to  us  as  a  society.  When  the  fire  is  motivated 
by  racial  hatred,  it  is  even  more  reprehensible. 
There  is  no  crime  that  should  be  more  vigi- 
lantly investigated,  and  the  perpetrators  more 
vigorously  prosecuted,  than  this. 

Eariier  this  week,  on  May  21,  1996,  the 
Committee  on  the  Judrciary  held  hearings  on 
the  very  troubling  increase  in  church  burnings, 
and  particulariy  those  occurring  in  the  south- 
eastern United  States.  Since  October  1991 
there  have  been  110  incidents  of  church  arson 
reported  to  Federal  authorities;  33  of  these  oc- 
curred in  the  first  five  months  of  1996.  The 
victims  of  these  crimes  are  not  confined  to  a 
particular  religkJus  group — ^the  bumings  in- 
clude synagogues,  mosques,  and  church  con- 
gregations both  African-American  and  Cauca- 
sian. But,  of  the  51  fires  reported  since  Janu- 
ary 1995,  more  than  half  involve  Aftican-Amer- 
ican  congregations. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

Although  Federal  authorities  have  been 
somewhat  successful  in  prosecuting  these 
cases,  the  Federal  statutes  which  grant  juris- 
diction over  fires  and  acts  of  vandalism  at 
houses  of  worship  make  it  diffkxjit  to  bring 
Federal  cases  if  the  culprits  are  acting  alone. 
My  bill  will  eliminate  these  impediments,  there- 
by giving  the  Attorney  General  an  effective 
weapon  with  which  to  fight  these  heinous 
crimes.  The  bill  amends  section  247  of  Title 
18,  United  States  Code,  which  makes  it  a 
crime  to  damage  religious  property  or  to  ot>- 
struct  persons  in  the  free  exercise  of  religious 
beliefs,  by  requiring  only  that  the  offense  "is  in 
or  affects  interstate  or  foreign  commerce."  In 
using  this  formulation.  Congress  will  be  grant- 
ing jurisdiction  over  all  conduct  which  may  be 
reached  under  the  interstate  commerce  clause 
of  the  Constitutk>n.  The  parameters  of  this  ju- 
risdictk>n  are  left  to  the  Courts  to  define,  in  ac- 
cordance with  Constitutional  pnndples. 

In  additk>n,  the  Hyde  bill  decreases  the  dol- 
lar value  of  destructkwi  which  must  occur  in 
order  to  prosecute  a  crime  under  section  247. 
Cunent  law  requires  that  the  loss  fi'om  the  de- 
facement, damage  or  destruction  involved  be 
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more  than  Si 0,000.  This  means  that  when  the 
damage  from  a  fire  is  minimal,  or  wt>en  hate 
is  expressed,  not  through  fire  but  through 
desecratk)n  of  defacement  of  houses  of  wor- 
ship, 18  U.S.C.  247  is  not  an  available  source 
of  jurisdiction.  My  bill  reduces  the  dollar  re- 
quirement to  $5,000,  an  amount  whwh  will 
allow  Federal  prosecution  of  more  cases, 
while  ensuring  ttiat  the  Federal  government  is 
not  becoming  involved  in  cases  that  because 
of  their  de  minimum  effect,  are  best  left  to 
State  authorities. 

1  dare  say  that  we  in  Cor>gress  are  unani- 
mous in  our  condemnation  of  those  who  would 
express  their  hatred  by  destroying  or  damag- 
ing religious  property.  While  we  may  not  be 
able  to  legislate  this  prob4em  away,  we  can 
ensure  that  those  who  commit  these  cnmes 
are  swiftly  and  firmly  punished.  I  invite  my  col- 
leagues to  join  me  in  this  goal  by  co-sponsor- 
ing the  "Church  Arson  Prevention  Act  of 
1996."  Shoukf  you  wish  to  do  so,  or  shouM 
you  need  further  inforrr^tkxi,  please  contact 
me  or  Judkaary  Committee  counsel  Diana 
Schacht,  at  extension  53951. 
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May  24,  1996 


The  Senate  met  at  11:30  a.m.,  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  Thurmond]. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain.  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
OgUvie,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Almighty  God,  we  thank  You  for  the 
gift  of  imagination  that  You  have  en- 
trusted to  us.  With  our  imagrinations 
You  have  enabled  us  to  form,  hold,  and 
achieve  images  of  what  You  can  make 
possible.  Coupled  with  the  gifts  of  hope 
and  expectation.  You  help  us  imagine 
Your  best  for  us  and  for  our  Nation. 

Now  at  the  beginning  of  this  new  day, 
we  form  and  hold  a  positive  picture  of 
this  Chamber  filled  with  Your  pres- 
ence. Knowing  that  we  are  accountable 
to  You  for  every  thought  that  we  think 
and  word  that  we  speak,  we  con- 
template how  we  should  act  and  react 
under  the  guidance  of  Your  spirit.  We 
hold  the  image  of  how  You  want  us  to 
relate  to  each  other  as  fellow  Ameri- 
cans who  believe  in  You  and  want  Your 
vision  for  our  Nation.  We  sense  the  ci- 
vility and  the  greatness  of  character 
You  want  from  us.  Help  us  to  express 
to  others  the  same  kindness,  gracious- 
ness,  and  respect  that  we  have  received 
from  You. 

So  renew  our  dedication  to  You.  We 
are  daughters  and  sons  in  Your  eternal 
and  inclusive  family,  and  in  loyalty  to 
You  we  commit  ourselves  to  work  for 
Your  glory  and  the  good  of  our  beloved 
Nation.  I  pray  this  in  the  name  of 
Jesus.  Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  ACTING 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
able  and  acting  majority  leader.  Sen- 
ator LOTT  of  Mississippi,  is  recognized. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Thank  you  very  much, 
Mr.  President. 


SCHEDULE 


Mr.  LOTT.  The  Senate  will  be  in  for 
a  period  of  morning  business  today 
until  the  hour  of  1  p.m.  with  Senators 
permitted  to  speak  for  up  to  5  minutes 
each.  The  Senate  may  also  consider 
any  legislative  or  executive  items 
cleared  for  action.  However,  there  will 
be  no  rollcall  votes  today. 

As  a  reminder  to  all  Senators,  the 
next  rollcall  vote  will  occur  on  Tues- 
day, June  4,  at  2:15  p.m.  and  be  on  the 
motion  to  invoke  cloture  on  the  mo- 
tion to  proceed  to  S.  1635,  the  Defend 
America  Act.  When  the  Senate  com- 
pletes its  business  today,  it  will  stand 
in  adjournment  for  the  Memorial  Day 
recess  until  Monday,  June  3. 


Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  observe 
the  absence  of  a  quonim. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
BURNS).  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


BALANCED  BUDGET  AMENDMENT, 
WELFARE  REFORM,  AND  THE 
MINIMUM  WAGE 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  since  the 
American  people  put  the  Republicans 
in  control  of  Congress,  I  think  there 
has  been  a  consensus— Democrats, 
Independents,  Republicans — that  we 
should  balance  the  budget.  We  have 
succeeded  now  in  making  a  balanced 
budget,  which  is  supported  by  80-some 
percent  of  the  American  people,  a  na- 
tional priority.  Perhaps  no  policy  is 
more  important  than  the  personal  eco- 
nomic future  of  Americans,  the  future 
of  our  children  and  the  future  of  our 
Nation. 

Last  year,  under  Republican  leader- 
ship. Congress  did  pass  a  budget  that 
would  be  in  balance  by  the  year  2002. 
President  Clinton  vetoed  that  budget 
and  denied  America  the  brighter  future 
that  would  have  resxilted  in  higher 
standards  of  living,  more  real  economic 
growth,  lower  interest  rates,  reducing 
what  Americans  will  pay  for  home 
mortgages,  car  loans,  and  student 
loans,  and  an  increase  in  the  savings 
rates,  higher  productivity,  and  relief 
from  the  crushing  burden  of  debt. 

But  notwithstanding  that,  the  Presi- 
dent and  his  allies  in  and  out  of  Con- 
gress who  talk  about  a  balanced  budget 
say  we  ought  to  have  a  balanced  budg- 
et. They  may  have  a  different  way  to 
arrive  at  one.  So  I  think  there  is  a  fair- 
ly strong  consensus  at  least  that  we 
should  balance  the  budget.  We  just 
have  not  been  able  to  come  together  on 
how  we  do  that.  We  have  tried  private 
negotiations  at  the  White  House  with 
myself  and  the  Speaker  and  the  major- 
ity leader  in  the  House.  They  went  on 
day  after  day,  week  after  week,  55 
hours  of  face-to-face  meetings.  We 
could  not  come  together. 

So  my  view  is  that  since  almost  ev- 
eryone agrees  we  should  balance  the 
budget  at  least  by  the  year  2002,  we 
should  take  the  next  logical  step  and 
do  what  it  takes  to  make  certain  that 
we  fulfill  our  commitment  to  pass  a 
constitutional  amendment  to  balance 
the  budget. 

Last  year,  we  had  a  month-long  de- 
bate. We  talked  about  all  the  pros  and 


cons  of  a  balanced  budget  amendment 
to  the  Constitution.  The  final  vote  was 
65-35.  It  was  actually  66-34.  Then  I 
changed  my  vote  to  "no"  so  that  I 
could  use  the  parliamentary  procedure 
to  have  a  reconsideration  of  this  vote, 
and  I  said  sometime  this  year. 

All  we  were  doing,  if  you  recall,  was 
sending  this  to  the  States  where  three- 
fourths  of  the  States  would  have  to 
ratify  the  amendment  before  it  became 
jiait  of  the  Constitution.  So  we  were,  in 
effect,  leaving  it  to  up  to  the  people  or 
leaving  it  up  to  the  legislative  body 
closer  to  the  people  whether  or  not  this 
particular  balanced  budget  amendment 
to  the  Constitution  should  be  ratified 
and  be  made  a  part  of  the  Constitution. 

I  have  made  a  number  of  statements 
both  in  the  Chamber  and  in  public  that 
we  would  take  up  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  again,  and  since  my  depar- 
ture is  inMninent,  I  want  to  keep  my 
word  and  keep  my  cormnitment,  al- 
thoxigh  I  have  no  illusions  about  the 
outcome.  So  during  the  week  of  June  3, 
it  is  my  intention  to  fulfill  the  com- 
mitment I  made  to  hold  another  vote 
on  the  balanced  budget  amendment. 

As  I  said,  I  am  not  under  any  illu- 
sions, but  I  think  there  is  a  great  deal 
at  stake.  I  think  we  have  an  obligation 
to  future  generations  of  Americans  to 
make  the  effort.  Only  one  man  stands 
between  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment and  the  American  people,  and 
that  is  President  Clinton.  I  hope  Presi- 
dent Clinton  will  change  his  position 
on  the  balanced  budget  amendment.  I 
believe  the  upcoming  vote  will  grive 
President  Clinton  the  opportunity  to 
demonstrate  the  kind  of  leadership  the 
American  people  want,  but  I  am  cer- 
tain it  will  succeed  only  if  the  Presi- 
dent lends  his  support,  his  unqualified 
support  to  the  effort.  Only  the  Presi- 
dent can  help  encourage  Democrats 
who  voted  for  it  in  the  past  and  then 
voted  against  it  last  year  to  give  us  the 
necessary  67  votes  to  send  this  to  the 
States  for  ratification. 

Again,  let  me  make  it  clear.  We  are 
not  making  the  final  judgment  when 
we  send  an  amendment  to  the  States 
for  ratification.  It  takes  three-fourths 
of  the  States.  It  would  not  be  easy,  but 
my  view  is  we  can  send  it  back  to  the 
people,  back  to  the  people's  representa- 
tives, closer  to  the  people,  and  this 
also,  of  course,  will  give  my  colleagues 
who  have  supported  the  amendment  in 
the  past  but  voted  against  it  last  year 
another  opportunity  to  come  home 
again,  an  opportunity  to  do  the  most 
important  thing  we  can  be  asked  to  do, 
and  that  is  to  make  a  positive  dif- 
ference. 

So  I  hope  that  President  Clinton 
could  repair  the  damage.  I  know  he 
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urged  and  probably  persuaded  at  least 
six  of  our  colleagues  to  vote  "no."  It  is 
not  very  often  we  get  a  second  chance 
to  do  the  right  thing,  but  we  are  going 
to  offer  that  chance  to  the  President 
and  to  others.  I  assume  the  vote  will  be 
the  same,  or  maybe  even  one  or  two 
less,  but  this  is  a  bipartisan  effort. 

I  want  to  underscore  that.  One  of  the 
leaders  in  this  effort  has  been  Senator 
Paul  Simon  from  the  State  of  Illinois, 
who  is  retiring  from  the  Senate  at  the 
end  of  this  year.  He  has  been  working 
day  after  day,  month  after  month,  year 
after  year  for  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  the  Constitution.  He  did 
not  dream  it  up  last  year  or  the  year 
before.  As  long  as  I  have  known  Paul 
Simon,  he  has  been  supporting  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment,  and  so  has 
the  Senator  from  Idaho,  Mr.  Craig,  and 
they  have  worked  closely  together. 

At  one  time,  we  thought  we  had  as 
many  as  72  votes,  but  when  the  vote 
was  taken,  it  was  only  66.  So  my  view 
is  it  is  bipartisan.  It  comes  down  to  one 
simple  question:  Do  we  trust  the  Amer- 
ican people?  Do  we  trust  the  State  leg- 
islatures? I  think  if  we  do,  then  we  will 
send  this  amendment  to  the  States  and 
let  them  take  a  look  at  it.  The  Found- 
ing Fathers  did  not  give  Congress  the 
power.  They  reserved  that  power  to  the 
States  and  the  people.  For  most  of  us 
who  say  we  are  for  a  balanced  budget, 
this  is  an  opportunity  to  give  our 
States,  whether  it  is  Kansas  or  some 
other  State,  members  of  my  legisla- 
ture, an  opportunity  to  say,  well,  it  is 
good;  it  is  bad;  it  should  not  be  done. 

So,  I  will  let  my  colleagues  know, 
and  I  will  advise  the  Democratic  leader 
on  the  precise  time.  But  it  will  be 
sometime,  probably,  I  would  guess, 
along  about  June  4.  But  I  will  let  my 
Democratic  friend,  the  leader  of  the 
Democratic  Senate,  Senator  Daschle, 
know  a  precise  time.  As  I  understand, 
there  is  no  debate.  So  any  debate  will 
happen  before.  There  will  not  be  any 
agreement  on  any  debate,  but  bring  it 
up,  vote,  and  then  move  on  to  some- 
thing else. 

Let  me  also  say  that  I  was  prepared 
last  night — because  the  President  made 
a  statement  in  Wisconsin  to  send  him 
the  welfare  bill  and  he  would  sign  it^ 
and  I  may  later  today  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  bring  up  the  welfare  bill  and 
pass  it,  send  it  to  the  House.  This  is  ap- 
parently a  bill  the  President  wants.  I 
do  not  assume  there  would  be  any  ob- 
jection on  the  other  side.  But,  if  the 
President  is  serious,  we  are  serious.  We 
will  get  serious  in  a  hurry. 

I  will  ask  consent,  we  will  send  it  to 
the  House,  and  the  House,  of  course, 
with  the  Rules  Committee,  they  do  not 
have  to  wait  4,  5.  6,  10,  12  days  on  an 
issue  like  this,  they  can  do  it  in  3  or  4 
hours. 

So,  if  the  President  is  serious  about 
this,  if  he  will  just  notify  my  col- 
leagues on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
not  to  object,  we  may  pass  a  welfare 
bill  here  very  quickly. 


I  have  also  been  asked,  and  I  have 
not  discussed  it  with  the  majority  lead- 
er—the majority  whip.  Senator  LOTT, 
about  when  we  would  bring  the  mini- 
mum wage  vote  to  the  floor.  I  do  not 
have  a  problem  with  bringing  it  to  the 
floor  at  any  time.  In  fact,  we  offered 
my  colleagues  on  the  other  side  an 
agreement  which,  had  they  accepted, 
we  would  bring  it  up  as  soon  as  we 
came  back  from  the  Memorial  Day  re- 
cess, but  it  was  rejected. 

It  still  seems  to  me  that  we  ought  to 
be  able  to  bring  it  up;  whenever  they 
want  to  they  bring  up  an  amendment, 
we  bring  up  what  we  want  to  bring  up 
as  an  amendment.  We  do  that  fre- 
quently around  here.  We  have  two  dif- 
ferent views.  I  think  there  should  be  an 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage.  I  think 
we  couple  it  with— we  have  talked 
about  it  some,  about  a  teenage  provi- 
sion, where  you  want  teenagers  to 
work,  the  so-called  training  wage.  We 
might  increase  those  who  are  not  cov- 
ered, by  a  small  amount,  for  businesses 
that  are  small  businesses. 

I  have  talked  about  this  to  Senator 
Daschle.  I  think  there  are  a  couple 
areas  we  may  be  able  to  agree  on. 
There  may  be  others  who  have  other 
amendments  we  may  not  be  able  to 
agree  to.  But  it  seems  to  me.  if  we  are 
serious  about  it.  we  ought  to  bring  it 
up  and  do  it  very  quickly.  We  have  had 
enough  debate  on  the  action.  We  would 
be  prepared  to  take  care  of  that  also  on 
the  week  of  June  3. 

Mr.  FORD.  Will  the  distinguished 
majority  leader  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  will  be  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  FORD.  When  the  majority  leader 
says  "the  minimum  wage  bill."  does 
that  mean  the  bill  that  was  sent  over 
to  us  from  the  House;  that  would  be  a 
stand-alone  offer? 

Mr.  DOLE.  We  have  the  right  to 
amend. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  understand  you  have  the 
right  to  amend  it.  but  it  will  stand 
alone,  it  would  not  be  included  in  the 
package  as  in  the  debate  we  had  here 
previously  in  the  Senate? 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  would  be  happy  to  work 
out  something  along  that  line  with  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  FORD.  Rather  than  have  four  or 
five  votes  and  then  have  a  vote  on  the 
whole  package,  including  the  coupling 
as  the  Senator  said,  that  we  could  have 
the  stand-alone  votes — I  think  we  are 
very  close  to  making  some  kind  of 
agreement. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  would  want  to  consult, 
obviously,  with  my  colleagues.  But  my 
view  is  there  will  be  a  minimum  wage 
increase.  It  will  pass  the  Congress.  It 
will  have  some  amendments  that 
maybe  are  not  totally  pleasing  to  ev- 
erybody in  the  Senate  on  either  side  of 
the  aisle.  In  fact,  maybe  even  the  mini- 
mum wage  is  not  totally  pleasing  to 
everybody  on  either  side  of  the  aisle. 
But  I  think,  given  the  strong  biparti- 
san vote  in  the  House,  and  I  think 


there  is  support,  bipartisan  support,  for 
an  increase  on  this  side,  the  question  is 
what  do  you  add  to  it  to  get  it  passed? 

Mr.  FORD.  The  only  question  I  was 
concerned  about  is  that  originally  we 
had  four  or  five  individual  votes  and 
then  that  would  have  been  included  in 
a  total  package,  with  the  coupling  of 
maybe  a  poison  pill  or  two  there,  that 
the  President  may  not  particularly 
like  and  said  he  would  have  to  veto 
that  with  that  pill.  If  we  get  the  House 
bill  and  then  that  is  a  stand-alone,  and 
we  get  the  amendments  and  let  the 
Senate  work  its  will,  I  think  we  are 
getting  very  close  to  an  agreement  on 
minimum  wage.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  will  be  happy  to  take  it 
up  with  the  leadership  on  my  side  and. 
hopefully,  be  able  to  go  to  the  Demo- 
cratic leader  and  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  with  some  proposal  to  be  ac- 
cepted. 

I  yield  the  floor. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  there  will  now  be  a 
period  for  the  transaction  of  morning 
business  not  to  extend  beyond  the  hour 
of  1  p.m.,  with  Senators  permitted  to 
speak  therein  for  not  to  exceed  5  min- 
utes each. 

Who  seeks  recognition? 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana. 


WELFARE  REFORM 

Mr.  BREAUX.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
our  Democratic  leader  is  on  his  way.  I 
will  certainly  yield  to  him  at  the  time 
he  comes  for  any  remarks  he  would 
like  to  make.  But  I  would  like  to  just 
take  some  time  in  his  absence  to  com- 
ment on  one  of  the  conmients  made  by 
the  majority  leader.  Senator  Dole,  re- 
garding welfare  and  welfare  reform. 

I  think  there  is  a  growing  consensus 
on  behalf  of  both  sides  of  the  aisle  that 
a  welfare  reform  bill  is  achievable.  It  is 
achievable  in  this  Congress  this  year.  I 
think  we  are  getting  very,  very  close. 
The  President  of  the  United  States  has 
said  some  favorable  things  about  the 
welfare  plan  that  has  been  proposed  by 
the  Republican  Governor  of  Wisconsin, 
Senator  Thompson.  I  think  the  Presi- 
dent nuule  it  very  clear  on  the  previous 
bill,  the  so-called  Dole-Gingrich  wel- 
fare reform  bill  that  the  President  ve- 
toed, that  he  vetoed  it  for  a  very  spe- 
cific reason.  He  vetoed  it  because  it  did 
not  provide  for  adequate  health  care 
for  children  and  he  vetoed  it  because  it 
did  not  provide  for  additional  child 
care  fvmding  for  children  of  welfare 
parents. 

The  President's  stated  position  on 
welfare  reform  is  that  it  should  be 
tough  on  work  but  also  should  be  good 
for  children.  I  think  that  is  the  right 
approach.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any- 
one in  America  who  wants  to  be  tough 
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on  welfare  who  wants  to  be  tough  and 

unfair  to  innocent  children  who  did  not 
ask  to  be  bom  into  this  world. 

Yes;  be  tough  on  the  parents.  Yes; 
put  time  limits  on  welfare.  Yes;  cut 
able-bodied  parents  off  of  welfare  if 
they  refuse  to  work.  But  let  us  make 
svire  that  this  Nation,  as  great  as  it  is, 
takes  care  of  innocent  children  who  did 
not  ask  to  be  bom. 

So  I  think  the  President  made  it  very 
clear  he  would  support  his  imderstand- 
ing  of  what  was  in  the  Wisconsin  plan 
if  it,  in  fact,  took  care  of  children  by 
providing  Medicaid  or  health  care  for 
those  children  and  also  additional  child 
care  funding.  That  is  why  he  vetoed  the 
previous  welfare  bill  that  had  been  sent 
to  him,  because  it  simply  did  not  pro- 
vide for  those  two  major  ingredients. 

If  the  Wisconsin  plan  meets  those 
standards.  I  think  it  is  one  that  can  be 
signed.  I  think  the  comments  of  the 
President  yesterday  while  he  was  in 
Wisconsin  really  said  exactly  that, 
that  he  would  support  a  welfare  reform 
even  if  it's  a  Republican  plan,  or  a 
Democratic  plan;  it  doesn't  make  any 
difference  who  has  authored  it.  But  he 
also  said,  "So,  what  I  say,  if  this  is 
Senator  Dole's  plan" — meaning  a  plan 
that  provided  for  health  care  for  chil- 
dren and  for  child  care  funding  for  chil- 
dren, that,  if  that  is  in  the  plan,  "I 
think  what  he  ought  to  do  is  pass  his 
plan  through  this  Congress  before  he 
leaves  the  Senate  and  I  will  sign  it." 
That  was  a  statement  that  I  agree 
with,  that,  if  a  plan  is  presented  that 
provides  medical  care  for  innocent 
children  and  if  it  is  a  plan  that  pro- 
vides for  child  care  funding  so  the  par- 
ents can  go  to  work,  then  it  is  a  plan 
that,  indeed,  the  President  would  want 
to  sign. 

So  I  think  we  are  close.  I  conmiend 
the  latest  plan  that  I  saw  coming  from 
our  Republican  colleagues  for  the 
closeness  that  it  allows  the  two  bodies 
to  get  together  on  an  agreement.  What 
I  point  out  is  that  my  review  of  what 
they  are  trjring  to  do  with  their  plan  is, 
I  think,  very  positive,  in  the  sense  that 
it  does  some  things  in  the  direction  of 
providing  more  for  child  care,  a  very 
positive  thing;  it  has  tough  new  work 
rules  in  the  Republican  proposal,  and 
that  is  good;  it  has  a  larger  contin- 
gency fund  for  States  in  an  economic 
downturn,  and  that  is  good.  So  there 
are  a  number  of  really  good  things  in 
the  new  Republican  plan  that  moves  it 
closer  to  what  we  as  Democrats  have 
been  trying  to  get  accomplished. 

But  there  are,  I  think,  some  defi- 
ciencies. I  think  these  deficiencies  are 
not  such  that  they  cannot  be  corrected, 
but  the  deficiencies,  I  think,  are  sig- 
nificant. For  instance,  they  provide  no 
vouchers  for  children  after  the  parents 
have  been  cut  off  of  welfare  assistance. 

What  do  you  do,  I  would  say  to  our 
colleagues,  when  you  tell  a  parent  you 
are  not  going  to  get  any  more  assist- 
ance after  2  or  3  years— what  are  you 


going  to  say  to  a  2-year-old  child,  a 
baby,  an  infant,  or  a  child  that  has  no 
way  to  support  itself  and  gets  sick?  Are 
we  not  going  to  have  any  help  for  inno- 
cent children?  I  think  that  is  wrong. 

Be  as  tough  as  we  possibly  can  on 
parents  and  make  them  go  to  work  and 
say,  "If  you  don't  go  to  work,  you  are 
going  to  lose  your  benefits,"  and  say, 
"There  is  a  certain  time  limit  that  you 
have  to  get  to  work  if  you  are  capable 
of  doing  it."  But,  imfortunately,  there 
are  going  to  be  some  who  do  not  meet 
those  standards  and  unfortunately  they 
are  going  to  be  some  children  who  are 
going  to  be  innocent  victims  imless  we 
find  a  way  to  take  care  of  them.  I  sug- 
gest if  we  do  not  take  care  of  them  in 
the  short  term  we  are  going  to  be 
spending  a  great  deal  more  money  in 
the  long-term  taking  care  of  medical 
problems. 

So  I  suggest  that  we  ought  to  bring 
up  the  welfare  bill  as  soon  as  we  can. 
Do  not  tie  it  down  with  other  things 
that  are  still  in  dispute,  like  Medicare 
or  Medicaid  or  other  controversial 
issues.  Let  us  face  it.  If  we  can  get  an 
agreement  on  welfare,  let  us  do  it  and 
let  us  quit  arguing  about  who  will  get 
the  credit.  There  is  enough  credit  for 
everybody.  Everybody  will  win  if  we 
come  to  an  agreement  that  makes 
sense.  But  everybody  loses  if  we  con- 
tinue to  fight  it  from  a  political  stand- 
point and  not  address  it  from  a  human- 
itarian standpoint.  Let  us  be  tough  on 
reform,  but  help  children. 

I  am  encouraged  we  are  getting  clos- 
er on  welfare  reform.  I  will  again  say 
the  new  proposal  from  the  Republican 
side  is  a  very  positive  step.  This  allows 
us  to  sit  and  negotiate  over  just  a  cou- 
ple of  items  and  be  able  to  say,  "Yes, 
we  can  produce  a  bipartisan  welfare 
plan  which  will  be  good  for  the  coun- 
try." 

I  hope  we  can  do  it  very  quickly.  I 
think  it  can  be  a  product  this  Presi- 
dent will  sign  very  quickly.  So  what  if 
you  have  a  signing  ceremony  and  Sen- 
ator Bob  Dole  comes  down  and  Presi- 
dent Bill  Clinton  comes  down  and  signs 
the  same  piece  of  legislation.  Is  that 
not  good  for  this  country?  Is  that  not 
why  we  are  supposed  to  be  here?  I 
think  the  answer  is  yes. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor  and 

suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum,  since 

no  one  is  apparently  waiting  to  speak. 

The     PRESmiNG     OFFICER.     The 

clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  see  no 
colleagues  on  the  floor  today.  We  do 
not  have  record  votes.  I  expect  there 
are  very  few  Senators  here.  I  know  we 
are  in  a  period  for  morning  business 
with  a  5-minute  limitation.  I  ask  unan- 


imous consent  to  be  allowed  to  speak 
for  20  minutes  in  morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  If  the  minority  leader 
or  others  come  and  need  to  take  some 
time,  I  will  be  happy  to  accommodate 
them. 


UNITED  STATES  TRADE 
RELATIONSHIP  WITH  JAPAN 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President.  I  want- 
ed to  come  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
today  and  talk  a  bit  about  trade.  The 
Senate  last  evening  passed  a  budget, 
and  there  was  a  lot  of  discussion  about 
deficits.  Actually,  we  had  three  budg- 
ets considered  by  the  Senate,  none  of 
which  balances  the  budget  in  the  year 
2002.  despite  the  fact  it  was  alleged 
that  all  of  them  did.  That  is  because 
the  only  way  any  of  them— whether  it 
was  the  President's,  the  centrist's,  or 
the  GOP  budget — portrayed  a  balance 
in  2002  was  by  using  the  Social  Secu- 
rity trust  funds. 

We  do  have  a  fiscal  policy  deficit,  and 
there  is  reason  to  talk  about  that.  But 
that  deficit  has  been  coming  down  and 
coming  down  rather  substantially  for  a 
number  of  reasons.  There  is  another 
deficit  in  the  twin  deficits  we  face  in 
this  country  that  no  one  talks  about. 
Virtually  no  one  talks  about  the  trade 
deficit.  I  do  not  quite  understand  why 
no  one  talks  much  about  this,  but  it  is 
every  bit  as  serious  a  problem  for  this 
country  as  the  fiscal  policy  deficit.  It 
relates  to  jobs  and  opportunity  that 
are  lost  in  this  country.  It  relates  to 
jobs  moving  from  our  covmtry  to  other 
countries. 

So  I  want  to  spend  a  little  time  talk- 
ing about  the  trade  deficit.  Previously 
I  did  talk  about  it  more  generally. 
Today  I  want  to  talk  about  one  portion 
of  it.  That  is  the  portion  of  the  trade 
deficit  that  relates  to  our  trade  with 
Japan.  In  future  presentations  I  will 
talk  about  trade  with  China,  Mexico 
and  Canada  and  other  aspects  of  the 
trade  deficit  as  well.  I  want  to  talk 
today  about  the  trade  deficits  we  have 
had  generally  in  our  country  and  spe- 
cifically about  the  largest  deficit  that 
we  have,  which  is  with  the  country  of 
Japan. 

This  chart  shows  the  merchandise 
trade  deficit  in  our  country,  and  it 
shows  in  1995  it  set  a  record  of  $175  bil- 
lion. All  of  this  is  red  ink.  This  is  what 
the  chart  shows,  massive  quantities  of 
trade  deficits  year  after  year.  They  are 
not  accidental.  They  are  the  result  of  a 
trade  strategy  that  is  not  working  and 
a  trade  strategy  that  bleeds  economic 
opportunity  away  from  our  country. 

As  I  begin,  I  want  to  say  the  Clinton 
administration  has  been  better  than 
the  previous  two  administrations  in 
dealing  with  this  issue,  but  it  does  not 
solve  the  problem.  They  are  more  ag- 
gressive with  China  and  they  have  been 
more  aggressive  with  Japan,  but  the 
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fact  is  our  trade  strategy  has  not  been 
working,  imder  Republican  or  under 
Democratic  administrations. 

Here  is  what  our  trade  deficit  looks 
like.  Our  merchandise  trade  deficit  hit 
$175  billion  last  year.  The  fact  is,  we 
need  to  take  a  look  at  our  trade  rela- 
tionships. We  need  to  develop  long- 
term  trade  policies  that  make  sense  for 
our  entire  economy — business,  labor, 
agriculture  and  industry.  We  need  to 
bring  new  and,  in  my  judgment,  inno- 
vative approaches  to  this  problem  to 
try  to  figure  out  how  do  we  eliminate 
these  trade  deficits. 

The  fact  is,  our  Nation's  trade  deficit 
cannot  be  solved  by  a  one-size-fits-all 
solution  in  the  global  economy.  If  we 
are  going  to  solve  this  problem,  we 
have  to  understand  what  causes  these 
trade  deficits.  We  need  to  understand 
the  bilateral  relationships  we  have 
with  the  other  countries  that  make  up 
these  deficits. 

I  want  to  talk  specifically  about  the 
largest  trade  deficit  we  have  in  the 
context  of  these  trade  deficits.  It  is  our 
trade  relationship  with  Japan. 

Japan  is  our  second-largest  trading 
partner,  but  we  have  the  single  largest 
merchandise  trade  deficit  with  them. 
This  issue  is  not  just  about  theory.  It 
is  about  baseball  bats.  It  is  about  ap- 
ples. It  is  about  rock-and-roll  music.  It 
is  about  automobiles.  It  is  about 
VCR's.  It  is  about  computer  chips  and 
about  fair  trade  between  us  and  Japan. 

As  the  world's  two  economic 
powerhouses,  the  United  States  and 
Japan  trade  with  each  other.  We  have  a 
joint  responsibility  to  bring  about 
some  kind  of  economic  balance  be- 
tween us.  Trade  and  growth  ovight  to  be 
two-way  streets.  They  are  mutual,  and 
they  are  reciprocal.  Our  trade  relation- 
ship with  Japan  has  not  been  mutually 
advantageous. 

No  Nation  can  benefit  from  a  trade 
strategy  in  which  you  have  recurring 
consecutive  deficits  year  after  year. 
Our  trade  balance  looks  like  this:  37 
percent  of  the  merchandise  trade  defi- 
cit in  our  country  comes  from  our  rela- 
tionship with  Japan,  nearly  a  $60  bil- 
lion trade  deficit. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  we  must 
change  that  circumstance.  Our  country 
cannot  continue  to  have  a  trade  rela- 
tionship with  Japan  that  has  these 
kinds  of  deficits.  The  only  other  coun- 
try that  approaches  that  is  our  deficit 
with  China.  We  have  a  fairly  large  defi- 
cit with  Canada  and  Mexico  combined: 
over  $30  billion.  This  cannot  continue. 

The  next  chart  shows  the  yearly 
trade  deficits  with  the  country  of 
Japan.  If  you  take  a  look  at  this  sea  of 
red  ink  in  our  trade  relationship  with 
Japan,  you  can  only  conclude  that  our 
trade  relationship  with  Japan  has  not 
been  mutually  beneficial.  1995  was  the 
31st  consecutive  year  of  trade  deficits 
that  we  have  had  with  the  country  of 
Japan.  In  fact,  the  last  time  we  had  a 
trade  surplus  with  Japan  was  1964. 


This  chart  shows  that  last  year  was 
the  third  highest  trade  deficit  we  had 
with  the  country  of  Japan.  This  will 
not  go  away  by  wishful  thinking.  Oh, 
some  months  there  is  a  story  in  the 
paper  that  says  it  has  improved;  some 
months  there  is  a  story  saying  it  gets 
a  little  worse. 

This  chart  shows  exactly  what  our 
trade  relationship  with  Japan  is.  It  is  a 
one-way  relationship  that  substan- 
tially benefits  them  and  hurts  us  by 
draining  jobs  and  opportunity  and  eco- 
nomic growth  in  our  country. 

Our  country  cannot  continue  to  have 
this  kind  of  a  structural  trade  deficit 
with  Japan  year  after  year  after  year. 
In  the  past  5  years  alone,  we  have 
racked  up  a  quarter  of  a  trillion  dollar 
trade  deficit  with  one  country. 

You  can  make  a  case  on  the  fiscal 
policy  of  the  budget  that  is  money  we 
owe  to  ourselves.  Really,  that  is  only 
partially  true.  But,  you  cannot  make 
that  kind  of  case  on  the  trade  deficit. 
Any  trade  deficits  we  have  in  the  ag- 
gregate are  going  to  be  paid  for  by  a 
lower  standard  of  living  in  America. 

The  next  chart  shows  the  trade  flow 
between  us  and  the  country  of  Japan. 
This  past  year  our  imports  from  Japan 
include  automobiles,  vehicles,  machin- 
ery, electrical  equipment,  VCR's,  tele- 
vision sets,  manufactured  articles.  $123 
billion  has  been  sent  to  America  from 
Japan  in  the  past  year.  That  is  right: 
$123  billion. 

What  are  we  sending  back?  We  are 
sending  grains,  cereals,  meats,  food, 
wood,  mineral  fuels,  coal,  some  oil,  and 
some  aircraft.  There  was  $64  billion  of 
goods  shipped  from  America  to  Japan. 
So  we  purchase  $123  billion  from  Japan, 
and  they  purchase  $64  billion  from  us. 

The  important  part  of  this  relation- 
ship is  that  most  of  what  we  are  pur- 
chasing from  Japan  represents  manu- 
factured goods,  high-technology  goods, 
the  kinds  of  things  that  relate  to  jobs. 
Much  of  what  they  consume  from  us  is 
not  the  product  of  manufacturing. 

We  appreciate  very  much  the  fact 
that  they  buy  our  grains,  and  I  want 
them  to  buy  a  lot  more.  They  have  an 
obligation  to  buy  a  lot  more.  I  appre- 
ciate that  they  buy  our  steak,  our  beef, 
our  pork.  They  ought  to  buy  more  T- 
bone  steaks  and  send  it  to  Tokyo.  The 
fact  is,  there  is  more  demand  for  beef 
in  Japan  than  can  be  served  by  the 
quantity  of  beef  they  now  allow  in. 

But  the  fact  is,  we  need  some  more 
balance  in  both  the  overall  trade  flow 
and  also  the  kinds  of  goods  that  are 
moving  between  our  countries.  We  need 
to  also  be  sending  to  Japan  the  product 
of  our  manufacturing  goods. 

The  next  chart  shows  the  market 
share  that  the  United  States  has  of  se- 
lected Industries  in  Japan.  It  is  pretty 
interesting.  It  shows  our  market  share 
in  the  world  as  a  United  States  pro- 
ducer and  then  our  market  share  in 
Japan.  None  of  this  is  accidental. 

Paper  and  paper  board:  We  have  a  14 
percent  world  share;  we  have  2  percent 
of  the  Japanese  market. 


Aerospace:  We  are  better  than  most, 
we  have  a  69  percent  world  share;  44 
percent  in  the  Japanese  market. 

Automobiles  and  vehicles:  We  have  a 
16  percent  share  of  the  world  market;  a 
1  percent  share  of  the  Japanese  mar- 
ket. Is  that  an  accident?  While  we  are 
driving  Hondas  and  Nissans  and  Toy- 
otas, is  it  an  accident  that  we  only 
have  1  percent  of  the  Japanese  market? 
No.  I  am  going  to  talk  about  why  that 
is  the  case.  It  is  a  deliberate  restriction 
on  American  products  going  into 
Japan. 

Machine  tools:  6  percent  of  the  world 
market;  1  percent  of  the  Japanese  mar- 
ket. 

Pharmaceuticals:  27  percent  of  the 
world  market;  7  percent  of  the  Japa- 
nese market. 

Office  machines:  29  percent  of  the 
world  market;  10  percent  of  the  Jai>a- 
nese  market. 

The  point  from  this  chart  is  that  the 
Japanese  systematically  keep  from 
their  marketplace  the  kinds  of  things 
that  we  are  shipping  around  the  rest  of 
the  world  because  they  want  to  restrict 
what  they  buy  from  us.  Yet,  they  want 
to  continue  to  expand  the  amount  they 
sell  to  us.  What  does  it  mean?  It  means 
that  we  have  a  very  large  trade  deficit 
with  the  country  of  Japan. 

The  next  chart  reviews  a  little  about 
the  trade  agreements  that  we  have  had. 
Some  say,  well,  we  have  all  these  trade 
agreements.  We  have  GATT,  we  have 
bilateral  agreements,  we  have  ail  kinds 
of  agreements  that  are  going  to  be 
opening  up  segments  of  the  Japanese 
market. 

During  the  past  3  years  the  Clinton 
administration  has  been  very  aggres- 
sive. They  have  negotiated  21  separate 
agreements  with  Japan.  Included  in 
these  are  two  of  the  general  framework 
agreements,  and  a  variety  of  industry- 
based  agreements  with  Japan.  They 
contain  everything  from  intellectual 
property  to  medical  technology,  from 
autos  to  auto  parts  and  air  cargo. 

The  purpose  of  these  agreements  is  to 
try  to  make  consistent  and  measurable 
gains  in  getting  American  products 
into  the  Japanese  marketplace.  I  think 
President  Clinton  has  been  aggressive 
on  this.  I  appreciate  that.  Former  Am- 
bassador Mickey  Kantor  has  been  the 
most  aggressive  of  all  of  our  trade  am- 
bassadors. 

But  at  the  same  time,  we  ought  to 
understand  that  this  progress  is  pain- 
fully slow  and  terribly  inadequate.  We 
are  not  solving  the  problem.  This  was 
especially  evident  to  me,  at  least,  in  a 
statement  made  by  Japan's  Vice  Bdin- 
ister  of  International  Trade  and  Indus- 
try about  a  month  before  President 
Clinton  recently  went  to  Japan. 
Yoshihiro  Sakamoto  told  the  Foreign 
Correspondents  Club  in  Tokyo: 

It  is  DO  lon^r  relevant  to  ne^ti»te  and 
have  an  agreement  on  issues  related  to  ?lo]>- 
&1  industries  in  a  limited  bilateral  context 
between  Japan  and  the  United  States.  Tbe 
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era  of  bilateralism  is  over.  Any  such  fWction 
bom  now  on  will  have  to  be  solved  in  accord- 
ance with  the  World  Trade  Organization  .  .  . 

In  other  words,  he  is  saying  about 
this  bigr  surplus  they  have  with  us,  or 
our  big:  trade  deficit  with  Japan,  that 
the  days  are  over  when  we  are  going  to 
negotiate  with  them  to  get  more  of  our 
cars  into  Japan  or  more  of  our  elec- 
tronics equipment  into  Japan.  Now  he 
says  we  are  going  to  be  dealing  with 
the  WTO  under  GATT. 

The  fact  is,  the  World  Trade  Organi- 
zation simply  does  not  even  address  or 
relate  to  the  kinds  of  barriers  that  we 
face  in  getting  American  products  into 
Japan.  I  can  understand  why  Japan 
really  wants  to  deal  through  the  World 
Trade  Organization  rather  than  bilat- 
eral negotiations.  They  have  decided 
that  it  is  the  best  route  for  them  be- 
cause we  have  painted  ourselves  in  a 
comer  with  this  thing  called  the  Gen- 
eral Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade. 

The  WTO.  the  World  Trade  Organiza- 
tion, primarily  deals  with  tariffs  and 
quota  barriers.  The  problem  is  that 
Japan  has  a  whole  range  of  non-tariff 
barriers  that  keep  American  products 
out.  I  am  going  to  describe  a  few  of 
them.  These  barriers  have  nothing  to 
do  with  the  WTO  and  GATT.  We  cannot 
solve  them  through  the  WTO  and 
GATT.  But  nonetheless,  Japan  keeps  a 
wide  range  of  products  out.  It  restricts 
dramatically  a  wide  range  of  American 
products  going  into  Japan. 

Perhaps  a  couple  of  Japanese  agricul- 
tural tariffs  will  best  illustrate  the  cir- 
cumstances that  I  am  talking  about. 

Beef.  I  do  not  know  if  many  have 
been  to  Japan.  The  Presiding  Officer 
has  been  to  Japan.  If  you  go  to  Japan 
to  buy  a  T-bone  steak  in  Tokyo.  It 
costs  you  $28  to  $30  a  pound.  Why?  Be- 
cause there  is  not  enough  beef  in 
Japan. 

We  negotiated  with  Japan  to  get 
more  American  beef  into  Japan.  You 
would  have  thought  when  it  was  over 
you  that  we  had  won  the  Olsmipics. 
You  bad  people  doing  cartwheels  and 
praising  Hosanna  and  doing  feasts  and 
fiestas.  What  a  wonderful  thing  it  was 
that  we  would  get  more  American  beef 
into  Japan. 

We  have  such  low  expectations  of  the 
trade  relationship  with  Japan.  When 
you  strip  away  what  is  actually  in  the 
agreement,  you  find  that  there  is  a  50- 
percent  tariff  on  all  the  beef  that  goes 
into  Japan.  In  other  words  we  were  suc- 
cessfta  In  getting  them  down  to  a  50- 
percent  tariff  applied  to  American  beef 
going  into  Japan.  And,  there  is  going 
to  be  a  reduction,  they  say,  of  that  50- 
percent,  down  2  percent  a  year. 

But.  if  you  have  120  percent  growth 
In  the  volume  coming  in  the  reduction 
does  not  happen.  So,  you  still  have  a 
50-percent  tariff  on  beef  going  into 
Japan.  All  the  folks  that  did  cart- 
wheels about  the  major  breakthrough 
should  take  a  second  look.  This  was  on 
the  front  pages  some  years  ago  as  a 


major  breakthrough  in  beef  going  to  go 
into  Japan.  Guess  what?  We  still  have 
a  50-percent  tariff  on  American  beef 
going  into  Japan.  Despite  that  the  cat- 
tle organizations  think  it  is  great  we 
are  sending  more  beef  to  Japan  and  so 
do  I. 

But,  what  low  expectations  we  have 
if  we  believe  it  is  fair  for  a  trading 
partner  like  Japan  to  say  to  us,  "You 
want  to  ship  us  hamburger  or  T-bone 
steaks,  guess  what?  You  have  a  50-per- 
cent tariff."  That  is  exactly  the  kind  of 
thing  they  have  done  to  us  over  and 
over  and  over  again.  It  is  exactly  why 
our  trade  deficit  with  them  has  grown. 

I  will  not  describe  the  situation  with 
pork  but  it  is  almost  exactly  the  same 
thing.  The  implication  was  that  we 
have  solved  a  problem  and  we  get  more 
pork  into  Japan.  Yet  the  fact  is  they 
put  up  a  nontariff  barrier. 

In  my  judgment  it  is  a  fundamentally 
outrageous  trade  policy  to  say  to  us, 
"We  want  to  ship  you  all  our  cars,  we 
want  to  ship  you  our  VCR's,  ship  you 
what  we  produce,  but  when  you  want  to 
send  American  goods  to  Japan  we  want 
to  narrow  your  market  and  restrict 
your  opportunities." 

The  next  chart  shows  some  of  these 
foreign  trade  barriers.  I  have  a  copy  of 
the  booklet  put  out  by  the  U.S.  Trade 
Representative  offices  showing  trade 
barriers.  It  shows  the  trade  barriers  we 
face  when  American  producers  and 
workers  try  to  send  their  products  to 
Japan.  This  book  says: 

Whereas  previous  administrations  had 
reached  bilateral  and  multilateral  agree- 
ments with  Japan,  long-term  access  to  Ja- 
pan's markets  for  foreign  goods  and  services 
has  remained  elusive.  While  Japan  has  re- 
duced its  formal  tariff  rates  to  imports  to 
very  low  levels,  invisible  non-tariff  barriers 
such  as  nontransparency,  discriminatory 
standards  and  exclusionary  business  prac- 
tices maintain  a  business  environment  pro- 
tective of  domestic  comixinies  and  restric- 
tive of  the  free  flow  of  competitive  goods 
into  the  Japanese  domestic  market. 

That  says  we  are  losing  American 
jobs  and  sapping  America's  economic 
strength.  Our  jobs  are  going  overseas. 
Why?  Because  Japan  is  sending  their 
manufactured  products  here  and  we 
cannot  get  enough  of  our  manufactured 
products  into  Japan. 

The  next  chart  shows  the  barriers  to 
getting  the  products  into  Japan.  There 
are  many  of  them.  The  intricate  trade 
and  customs  bvireaucracy  that  stalls 
products  when  they  get  to  Japan.  Then 
there  is  overregulation  and  excessive 
inspection,  restrictive  standards,  dis- 
criminatory pricing  and  procurement, 
state  trading  authorities,  and  some- 
thing called  the  Keiretsu  system.  Most 
Members  of  the  Senate  understand  that 
this  Keiretsu  structure  in  Japan  would 
be  illegal  in  the  United  States.  It  is  a 
whole  series  of  integrated  business  re- 
lationships and  cross  ownership  that 
simply  prevents  us  from  getting  into 
and  competing  in  the  Japanese  market. 

There  are  plenty  of  examples  of  that. 
Automobiles,  for  example:  If  you  do 
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not  have  dealers  or  existing  dealers 
who  are  licensed  to  sell  your  cars,  you 
cannot  get  sell  your  cars.  The  nontariff 
barriers  of  getting  goods  into  Japan  is 
legendary  even  for  companies  con- 
stantly trying  to  do  that. 

I  mentioned  apples.  It  took  us  20 
years  of  negotiation  and  study  and  re- 
view before  Japan  would  accept  apples 
from  Washington  State — 20  years. 
When  it  comes  to  accepting  the  inter- 
national phytosanitary  standards  on 
fruits  and  vegetables  the  best  the 
USTR  can  say  is.  "Progress  has  been 
slow."  That  radically  understates  the 
circumstance,  when  it  takes  20  years  to 
get  an  apple  into  Japan. 

Go  to  Japan  today  to  Tokyo,  and  see 
some  kids  play  on  a  high  school  play- 
ground. See  if  you  see  an  aJumlnum 
baseball  bat.  You  hear  the  ping  of  alu- 
minum baseball  bats  in  America  these 
days.  It  seems  a  lot  of  the  kids  want 
aluminum  bats  rather  than  wood,  but 
do  you  hear  that  sound  hitting  a  soft- 
ball  or  baseball.  You  will  not  hear  it  in 
Japan  because  in  Japan  if  a  Japanese 
high  school  wants  to  buy  a  baseball 
bat,  the  bat  has  to  have  the  Japanese 
Industrial  Standard  seal  of  approval. 

While  there  are  no  formal  prohibi- 
tions on  aluminum  baseball  bats,  no 
one  has  been  able  to  get  the  Japanese 
Industrial  Standard  seal  of  approval  on 
an  aluminum  baseball  bat.  That  means 
there  are  no  aluminum  baseball  bats  in 
Japanese  high  schools.  It  does  not  re- 
late to  tariffs  or  quotas.  It  relates  to 
something  called  the  Japanese  Indus- 
trial Standard  seal  of  approval. 

Now  with  all  the  international  in- 
trigue in  all  of  the  high-level  negotia- 
tions, we  run  up  a  massive  trade  deficit 
with  Japan  and  we  are  told,  "Well,  our 
marketplace  cannot  accept  enough  T- 
bone  steaks  or  any  aluminum  bats,  or 
it  take  20  years  to  get  an  apple  through 
to  be  eaten  by  a  Japanese  consumer." 

Japanese  do  not  recognize  the  copy- 
rights on  sound  recordings  made  out- 
side of  Japan  prior  to  1971.  Now.  the 
Presiding  Officer,  being  trom  Montana, 
knows  that  the  best  music  In  our  coun- 
try came  in  the  1950's  and  1960's.  Be- 
cause of  the  circumstances  of  the  non- 
recognition  of  copjrrights  on  sound  re- 
cordings in  Japan,  none  of  this  good 
old  rock  and  roll  music  Is  protected  in 
the  Japanese  market.  All  of  it  is  avail- 
able to  be  used  for  nothing.  That  is  an- 
other example  of  a  circumstance  of 
doing  business  in  Japan. 

Even  earthquakes  do  not  seem  to 
shake  their  resolve  to  prevent  outside 
Interests  from  coming  In  with  goods 
and  services.  The  Kobe  earthquake 
prompted  some  Swiss  dogs  to  be  sent  to 
help  find  people  buried  in  the  nibble. 
Those  Swiss  dogs  were  held  up  at  the 
airport  in  quarantine.  Special  emer- 
gency equipment  was  delayed  In  cus- 
toms to  respond  to  the  Kobe  earth- 
quake and  foreign  teams  of  emergency 
doctors  came  to  Japan  to  help  and 
could  not  practice  because  they  did  not 
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have  Japanese  licenses.  That  is  the 
kind  of  bureaucracy  that  we  face  in 
trjring  to  get  foreign  goods  and  services 
into  the  Japanese  markets. 

Next,  finally,  I  will  talk  about  some 
myths  about  the  United  States  trade 
deficit  with  Japan.  The  first  msrth  is 
this  is  something  we  do  not  have  to 
talk  about  and  that  it  is  selT-correct- 
ing.  It  will  go  away. 

It  is  not  going  away.  It  is  getting 
worse.  It  is  a  deliberate  managed  trade 
strategy  by  Japan  to  enhance  their 
economy  at  our  expense.  It  means 
fewer  jobs  in  our  country.  It  means 
economic  opportunity  lost.  It  means  a 
lower  standard  of  living  in  America. 

The  second  myth  is  that  the  trade 
deficit  can  be  solved  through  the  World 
Trade  Orgajilzation.  Anybody  that  be- 
lieves that  needs  to  go  find  some 
bridges  to  buy  this  afternoon.  It  will 
not  happen.  The  World  Trade  Organiza- 
tion is  not  going  to  solve  this  problem. 

Another  myth  is  that  bilateral  trade 
deficits  do  not  matter.  It  is  only  the 
aggregate  that  matters.  That  would  be 
true  for  some  other  country  that  would 
have  equal  trade  surpluses  to  offset 
against  such  a  deficit.  That  argument 
has  no  relationship  to  this.  We  have  a 
constant  recurring  trade  deficit  that  is 
hurting  this  country  and  the  largest 
deficit  is  with  the  country  of  Japan.  It 
is  deliberate.  It  is  not  getting  better.  It 
is  getting  worse. 

It  does  not  matter  what  we  trade 
with  Japan,  some  say.  Nonsense.  Japan 
is  one  of  our  largest  trading  partners. 
As  I  have  indicated,  for  over  30  years, 
every  single  year,  we  have  had  a  trade 
deficit.  More  importantly,  they  are 
sending  us  finished  products,  the  prod- 
uct of  labor  and  manufacturing  and 
good  jobs,  and  all  too  often  they  are 
unwilling  to  buy  from  us  the  product  of 
our  manufacturing.  They  are  inter- 
ested in  buying  our  coal  and  other 
things  that  are  not  a  product  of  manu- 
facturing and  do  not  create  as  many 
jobs  in  our  country. 

Another  myth  is  that  the  deficit  can 
be  solved  by  macroeconomic  policies. 
The  deficit  is  not  going  to  be  solved  by 
macroeconomic  policies.  Our  trade  def- 
icit with  Japan  is  a  structural  problem, 
and  the  imbalance  in  our  economies  is 
a  result  of  a  continuing  trade  deficit, 
not  a  cause  of  it. 

We  have  cut  our  Federal  budget  defi- 
cit substantially  in  recent  years.  Yet, 
we  have  still  seen  a  massive  surge  in 
Japanese  imports  during  these  years. 

Some  say,  well,  it  is  the  currency  ex- 
change rate  that  caused  the  deficit. 
That  is  simply  not  true.  As  the  cur- 
rency exchange  rate  moved  in  one  di- 
rection or  another,  our  trade  deficit 
has  frequently  moved  exactly  the  oppo- 
site direction  that  you  would  expect. 
This  trade  deficit  is  not  going  to  be 
solved  by  macroeconomic  policies. 

Some  say  that  the  Japanese  market 
cannot  absorb  more  American  goods. 
That,  of  course,  is  the  biggest  myth  of 


all.  This  is  another  version  of  the  msrth 
that  we  cannot  compete  in  the  Japa- 
nese marketplace  because  we  do  not 
understand  the  Japanese  market.  The 
fact  is  that  the  American  products  pro- 
duced here  do  well  whenever  they  are 
available  to  Japanese  customers.  The 
problem  is  getting  into  the  Japanese 
marketplace  to  make  them  available 
to  the  Jai)anese  customers. 

Now,  it  is  true  that,  on  a  per  capita 
basis,  the  Japanese  import  as  much 
from  the  United  States  as  the  United 
States  Imports  from  Japan.  But  that  is 
one  of  those  statistics  that  conceals 
rather  than  reveals.  If  we  turn  this 
around,  we  would  find  that,  on  a  per 
capita  basis,  Japan  exports  four  times 
more  to  the  United  States  than  we  ex- 
port to  Japan.  That  is  a  statistic  that 
just  confounds  an  issue  rather  than 
clarifies  an  issue. 

The  fact  is,  whenever  the  Japanese 
market  has  been  opened  up  to  an  op- 
portunity to  trade  more  and  import 
more  from  the  United  States,  the 
United  States  has  experienced  a  sub- 
stantial growth  in  sales  to  Japan.  Our 
problem  is  that  opportunity  has  not  ex- 
isted very  often  with  Japan,  and  that  is 
the  reason  for  our  recurring  trade  defi- 
cit. 

The  final  chart  talks  about  solving 
our  trade  deficit  with  Japan.  What  do 
we  have  to  do  to  resolve  this?  First  of 
all,  you  stop  ignoring  it.  Do  not  have 
200  days  of  discussion  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  about  the  fiscal  policy  defi- 
cit and  then  completely  ignore  a  trade 
policy  deficit  that  is  even  higher  than 
the  fiscal  policy  deficit.  Don't  ignore 
one  that  will  inevitably  be  repaid  some 
day  by  a  lower  standard  of  living  in 
this  coimtry.  This  is  another  part  of 
the  twin  deficits  that  hurt  our  country, 
and  we  have  to  deal  with  it. 

We  have  to  continue  and  expand  bi- 
lateral framework  talks  with  Japan, 
and  push  them  hard.  We  have  to  say  to 
Japan:  You  have  a  responsibility  to  us. 
A  trade  relationship  is  a  two-way  rela- 
tionship, and  we  will  no  longer  coun- 
tenance a  relationship  in  which  you  do 
well  at  our  expense.  We  will  not  con- 
tinue, in  the  next  30  years,  a  continu- 
ing trade  deficit  with  Japan. 

Second,  we  must  monitor  market  ac- 
cess and  enforce  agreements,  and  do  it 
aggressively.  None  of  this  talk  and 
fluff.  Go  at  this  aggressively  and  insist 
on  market  access,  demand  market  ac- 
cess for  American  workers  and  for  the 
products  of  American  businesses  in 
Japan. 

We  need  to  involve  and  aggressively 
represent  U.S.  business,  agriculture, 
and  labor  Interests  in  trade  disputes. 
We  have  been  wallflowers  in  our  trade 
relationship  with  these  folks.  We  sit 
aroimd  and  twiddle  our  thumbs  and  act 
nervous  and  sweat  all  day  wondering 
what  we  can  do.  It  is  very  simple. 

What  we  say  to  countries  like  Japan 
is:  We  enjoy  your  products.  Americans 
deserve   to  have  opportunity  to  pur- 


chase your  products,  but  we  demand,  as 
a  part  of  that,  that  you  open  your  mar- 
kets to  us.  If  you  are  sajring  to  us,  "We 
want  to  ship  our  cars,  VCR's,  and  tele- 
vision sets  to  America  to  sell,  but  we 
will  not  allow  American  products  into 
Japan  in  any  significant  quantity," 
then  we  say,  "Sell  your  cars  in  some 
other  country.  Sell  your  cars  In  Kenya. 
See  how  many  cars  you  sell  in  the  Ken- 
yan market." 

If  you  want  to  sell  in  this  market, 
you  are  welcome  to.  Then  we  hold  up  a 
mirror  and  say,  "Treat  us  as  we  treat 
you.  If  you  want  access  to  our  market, 
you  will  have  it  on  the  condition  that 
we  get  access  to  your  market."  Any- 
thing short  of  that,  in  my  judgment,  is 
unacceptable  to  this  country. 

We  also  have  to  work  with  our  trad- 
ing partners  to  open  Japanese  markets. 
Other  countries  suffer  the  same  prob- 
lems. We  have  to  work  with  them  to  re- 
spond. 

We  need  to  require  full  reciprocity 
and  full  market  access.  That  is  the 
mirror  approach,  saying,  if  you  want  to 
be  in  our  markets,  we  expect  and  de- 
mand to  be  in  yours. 

Finally  we  have  to  make  solving  the 
trade  deficit  a  national  priority.  I  in- 
tend to  offer,  next  week,  a  piece  of  leg- 
islation that  would  establish  a  commis- 
sion to  move  quickly  to  develop  na- 
tional recommendations  on  how  we  ag- 
gressively involve  ourselves  in  resolv- 
ing this  trade  deficit  and  bringing  this 
trade  deficit  down.  We  need  balanced 
trade,  not  just  with  Japan  but  with 
China,  Mexico,  Canada,  and  other  coun- 
tries as  well. 

I  am  not  saying,  in  any  way.  that 
Japan  is  not  a  valued  trading  i>artner 
of  ours.  I  am  sasrlng  that  our  tnide  re- 
lationship with  Japan  has  not  been  mu- 
tually beneficial.  It  is  not  helping  this 
country.  It  is  hurting  this  country.  We 
ought  to  decide,  as  a  country,  that  we 
want  to  have  a  strong  manufacturing 
base  that  helps  create  good  jobs  here  in 
our  country.  We  ought  to  decide  we  do 
not  want  to  put  a  wall  around  us.  We 
want  to  be  willing  and  able  to  compete 
with  anybody  who  wants  to  ship  their 
goods  into  our  country,  provided  they 
are  produced  with  a  living  wage  paid 
somewhere  else,  produced  under  cir- 
cumstances that  do  not  pollute  the  en- 
vironment, do  not  exploit  child  labor, 
and  so  on.  Even  while  we  do  that,  we  as 
a  country  ought  to  insist  that  other 
countries  allow  us  the  same  access  to 
their  markets. 

It  is  interesting,  if  you  go  back  to 
the  Second  World  War  and  chart  the  50 
years  since  the  Second  World  War,  you 
will  find  that  25  years  after  the  Second 
World  War  we  won  everything  economi- 
cally. And,  we  did  it  with  one  hand  tied 
behind  our  back.  Our  trade  policy  was 
a  foreign  policy,  and  nobody  made  any 
bones  about  it.  It  was  designed  to  help 
other  countries.  But  we  could  beat 
other  countries  without  any  problem. 
We  were  the  biggest,  the  strongest,  the 
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most,  the  best.  We  could  outcompete 
and  outsell  and  beat  any  country  in  the 
world  on  almost  any  level  economi- 
cally. 

As  a  result,  during  those  25  years, 
American  wages  continued  to  rise  and 
workers  benefited  from  our  economic 
opportunities  and  the  economic 
strength  that  we  had.  In  the  first  25 
years,  wages  went  up  like  that.  Then  in 
the  next  25  years,  in  that  second  half  of 
the  50  years,  wages  began  to  stagnate 
for  most  Americans.  What  happened? 
What  happened  was  that  those  we  used 
to  treat  with  a  trade  policy  that  was 
really  a  foreign  policy  have  become 
tough,  shrewd  economic  customers  and 
tough  competitors — Japan,  Germany, 
and  others. 

What  has  happened  was  we  began  to 
bleed  strengrth  out  of  this  country  with 
these  kinds  of  trade  deficits  that  we 
have  seen.  These  were  recurring,  con- 
sistent, yearly  trade  deficits  that 
sapped  this  country's  economic 
strength. 

Our  trade  policy  should  no  longer  be 
a  foreign  policy.  They  ought  to  be  eco- 
nomic policies  that  say  to  other  cus- 
tomers and  other  trade  partners  in 
other  countries,  who  are  tough  com- 
petitors, that  we  will  give  you  certain 
access  to  our  marketplace  because  we 
want  to  have  a  free  and  open  market- 
place. It  should  say  we  want  to  give 
consumers  access  to  a  wide  range  of 
products  from  around  the  world.  But 
all  of  you — Japan,  China,  (Jermany, 
and  others— have  a  responsibility  in  re- 
turn. This  responsibility  finally  is 
going  to  be  one  that  America  insists 
upon.  The  responsibility  is  to  allow  the 
American  worker  and  the  American 
producer  into  your  marketplace  to 
compete  on  the  same  basis  as  you  com- 
pete in  our  coimtry.  We  expect  it,  and, 
more  importantly,  we  demand  it,  and 
we  are  going  to  do  things  necessary  to 
enforce  it. 

I  come  from  a  State  that  requires 
that  we  find  foreiem  homes  for  a  lot  of 
what  we  raise.  I  understand  that.  There 
is  our  grain,  beef,  and  a  lot  of  agricul- 
tural produce  which  move  overseas.  I 
appreciate  the  fact  that  we  have  trade 
relationships  with  countries  that  are 
willing  to  purchase  these  commodities. 
But  it  is  not  gratuity  that  suggests  to 
me  that  Japan  and  China  ought  to  buy 
more  agricultural  products,  not  less, 
ftomus. 

When  we  run  up  trade  deficits,  or 
when  Japan  and  China  run  up  a  trade 
surplus  with  us  and  then  go  elsewhere 
to  buy  grain  or  shop  elsewhere  to  buy 
airplanes,  there  is  something  fun- 
damentally wrong  with  our  trade  rela- 
tionships. I  hope  that  we  will  decide 
that  this  kind  of  trade  strategy  that  we 
have  had  under  Republicans  and  Demo- 
crats for  three  or  four  decades  is  rob- 
bing our  children  of  the  kind  of  eco- 
nomic future  they  ought  to  have  in  our 
country.  It  has  been  shifting  our  Na- 
tion from  a  high-wage  nation  to  a  low- 


wage  nation.  It  has  been  a  major  con- 
tributor to  our  fiscal  policy  deficits  be- 
cause it  has  zapped  our  economic 
strength  and  it  has  slowed  our  eco- 
nomic grrowth. 

I  hope  all  of  us  will  decide  to  do 
something  about  this.  As  I  said,  I  want 
to  introduce  some  legislation  next 
week  to  form  an  emergency  commis- 
sion to  try  to  deal  with  recommenda- 
tions on  how  this  country  confronts 
this  trade  deficit.  I  am  going  to  make 
presentations  similar  to  this  on  our 
trade  deficit  with  China,  which  is  $34 
billion  a  year  and  growing,  and  on  our 
trade  deficit  with  Mexico  and  Canada, 
which  combined  is  also  nearly  $34  bil- 
lion a  year  and  growing. 

I  hope,  perhaps  at  the  conclusion,  all 
of  us  will  have  some  more  information 
and  some  more  facts  about  a  problem 
that  I  think  is  a  serious  problem  for 
our  country  and  one  that  literally  begs 
for  attention.  It  demands  a  solution  if 
we  as  a  country  are  going  to  remain  an 
economic  power  in  the  world  in  the 
decades  to  come. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  BUDGET 


Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  say  a  few  words  about  the  budget 
that  this  body  enacted  last  evening.  I 
voted  with  pride  for  the  Domenici-Dole 
budget  because  it  places  our  budget  in 
balance  by  the  year  2002. 

This  budget  is  the  first  real  budget, 
with  real  numbers  in  it  that  will  lead 
us  to  a  balanced  budget,  that  has  been 
passed  since  I  came  to  the  Congress  in 
1974.  We  finally  have  passed  a  real 
budget  with  real  numbers  in  it  that 
will  lead  us  to  a  balanced  budget. 

Also,  this  budget  contains  welfare  re- 
form, real  welfare  reform,  that  will 
lead  us  to  workfare  following  the  Wis- 
consin plan.  We  passed  the  same  thing 
last  year.  It  was  vetoed  twice  by  the 
President.  But  even  he  now  says  he  has 
endorsed  most  parts  of  the  Wisconsin 
plan.  So  even  though  our  budget  last 
year  was  not  enacted,  it  has  had  some 
dramatic  results.  Even  the  liberal 
Democrats  are  now  talking  about  a 
balanced  budget  for  the  first  time. 
They  are  at  least  pretending  to  be  in- 
terested. The  President  gave  his  radio 
address  on  the  need  for  welfare  reform 
following  the  Wisconsin  plan  which, 
under  Republican  Gov.  Tommy  Thomp- 
son, has  become  a  model  to  get  people 
onto  workfare. 

So  this  is  very,  very  important  for 
our  country.  In  fact,  a  balanced  budget 


is  the  most  important  thing  we  can  do 
because  it  will  provide  for  low  interest 
rates  and  a  stable  doUax,  and  that  will 
help  us  export  more.  A  balanced  budget 
wiU  help  college  students  who  have 
student  loans  because  it  keeps  interest 
rates  down  and  the  payments  can  be 
less.  It  helps  homeowners  who  have 
home  mortgages  in  terms  of  their  in- 
terest. It  helps  small  business  people 
because  of  lower  interest  rates  and  a 
stable  dollar  for  exports.  It  helps  agri- 
culture. In  fact,  it  may  be  the  most  im- 
portant farm  bill. 

I  supported  the  fi-eedom-to-farm  bill 
with  pride,  and  I  was  a  part  of  the  lead- 
ership team  that  brought  us  the  free- 
dom to  farm  bill.  But  if  we  can  export, 
commodity  prices  will  take  care  of 
themselves.  In  fact,  we  have  some  of 
the  highest  conmiodity  prices  in  his- 
tory. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  a  serious 
problem  with  cattle  prices  at  this  time. 
I  just  finished  a  conversation  about  the 
need  for  the  Clinton  administration  to 
enforce  the  antitrust  actions  and  the 
price-fixing  actions  if  American  con- 
sumers are  not  getting  the  advantages 
of  lower  beef  prices— and  they  are  not. 
Some  people  say  we  need  more  inves- 
tigations and  studies.  We  do  not  need 
more  investigations  and  studies.  We 
need  action  by  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion and  the  Justice  Department  to  en- 
force the  antitrust  laws  and  the  price- 
fixing  laws  that  we  have  in  this  coun- 
try. That  will  help  beef  prices.  That 
will  help  our  cattle. 

Mr.  President,  I  grew  up  on  a  farm, 
and  I  used  to  raise  cattle.  We  would  go 
out  to  western  South  Dakota  and  buy 
400-pound  feeder  calves  and  bring  them 
back  to  eastern  South  Dakota,  feed 
them  for  a  year,  and  sell  them.  I  kept 
records  on  my  4-H  beef  cattle,  and  I 
know  how  tough  it  is  to  make  a  profit 
on  feeder  cattle.  I  know  that  a  lot  of 
our  cattlemen  today  are  losing  money 
and  are  losing  their  farms  because  of 
low  cattle  prices.  There  have  been  a 
number  of  steps  taken.  But  they  have 
all  been  on  the  edge. 

The  real  issue  is  price.  I  feel  strongly 
that  the  great  packer  concentration  is 
causing  price-fixing,  and  we  need  anti- 
trust action  by  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion. They  have  the  authority.  The  law 
is  on  the  books.  We  should  do  it  now. 

So,  Mr.  President,  in  conclusion,  let 
me  say  that  I  voted  with  pride  for  the 
Dole  budget  that  passed  the  Senate  be- 
cause it  has  welfare  reform  in  it  that 
will  lead  to  workfare. 

It  will  fundamentally  change  the  wel- 
fare S3rstem  in  our  country  to 
workfare.  It  will  save  taxpayers' 
money.  It  will  mean  that  actual  wel- 
fare recipients  will  do  even  better.  This 
is  a  good  budget  that  will  lead  us  to  $1 
billion  in  2002. 1  hope  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  the  White  House  ac- 
cept the  budget  this  year. 

I  thank  the  Chair,  and  I  jrield  back 
my  time. 
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Mr.  President,  I  note  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


WELFARE  REFORM 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  before 
we  leave  for  the  Memorial  Day  recess, 
I  wainted  to  make  a  couple  of  com- 
ments if  I  could  with  regard  to  the  cur- 
rent situation  on  welfare  reform.  I  did 
not  hear  all  of  his  remarks,  but  I  know 
that  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
just  made  a  reference  to  welfare  in  the 
budget.  A  number  of  colleagues  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  have  addressed  the 
issue  this  morning— Senator  Breaux, 
and  I  believe,  the  majority  leader  did 
so  as  well.  I  think  it  is  fairly  clear  that 
Democrats  and  Republicans  want  wel- 
fare reform.  I  do  not  know  of  anyone 
who  supports  the  status  quo. 

There  has  been  a  lot  of  talk  about  re- 
form principles  over  the  last  several 
months.  The  President  reiterated  the 
basic  principles  just  last  weekend.  And 
on  Tuesday,  my  colleague,  the  major- 
ity leader,  announced  his  principles. 
The  legislation  to  reform  welfare  has 
come  a  long  way  in  the  last  12  months. 
Senator  Breaux  and  Senator  Chafee 
have  worked  over  the  course  of  the  bet- 
ter part  of  a  year  now  to  achieve  a  bi- 
partisan compromise  on  welfare  re- 
form, and  frankly  I  applaud  them  for 
their  effort  and  for  the  contribution 
they  have  made  to  this  debate. 

On  the  House  side.  Representatives 
Tanner  and  Castle  have  done  much 
the  same  thing,  and  for  them,  too, 
there  has  been  a  good  deal  of  attention 
for  the  work  product  they  have  pro- 
duced. On  Wednesday,  Republican 
House  and  Senate  Members  introduced 
legislation  very  close  to  those  bills.  So 
in  large  measure,  many  of  the  extreme 
provisions  of  the  legislation  offered  in 
1995  are  no  longer  evident  in  the  wel- 
fare reform  proposals  that  are  cur- 
rently being  considered.  If  you  look  at 
the  proposals,  what  is  remarkable  is 
the  degree  to  which  there  is  common 
ground.  That  common  ground  is  really 
based  on  a  number  of  principles  that 
apparently  are  shared  now  by  the  vast 
majority  of  Republicans  and  Demo- 
crats. 

First,  able-bodied  welfare  recipients 
ought  to  work.  I  do  not  think  there  is 
much  disagreement  about  that.  Sec- 
ond, welfare  receipts  ought  to  be  lim- 
ited in  time.  Now,  there  is  some  dis- 
agreement with  regard  to  the  length  of 
time  perhaps,  especially  on  my  side  of 
the  aisle,  but  I  do  believe  there  is  a 
broad,  bipartisan  consensus  in  the  mid- 
dle that  there  ought  to  be  a  time  limi- 


tation. Adequate  funds  for  child  care 
need  to  be  provided  as  well.  You  cannot 
ask  a  family  to  go  take  that  new  job. 
to  leave  the  security  of  the  welfare  in- 
frastructure and  then  to  expect  them 
to  leave  children  in  the  living  room  un- 
attended. We  talk  about  making  sure 
that  families  have  the  ability  to  be 
families,  to  take  care  of  their  children. 
If  they  are  going  to  work,  somebody 
has  to  take  that  responsibility  while 
they  are  gone. 

I  also  recognize,  and  I  think  most 
colleagues  do,  that  there  is  a  broad 
consensus  about  how  we  treat  illegal 
noncitizens.  They  should  not  receive 
welfare,  period.  I  do  not  think  there  is 
much  disagreement  with  regard  to  wel- 
fare receipt  for  illegal  noncitizens. 
Child  support  enforcement  laws  need  to 
be  strengthened.  There  are  still  too 
many  deadbeat  dads  out  there  who 
ought  to  be  sought  out  and  ought  to  be 
made  to  live  up  to  their  responsibil- 
ities. 

We  need  to  provide  more  flexibility 
to  States.  The  President  has  provided 
now,  I  am  told,  over  60  waivers  in 
States  across  the  country.  No  greater 
level  of  flexibility  has  ever  been  given 
by  any  administration  to  States  to  find 
ways  to  address  the  welfare  issue  from 
their  perspective  more  effectively  than 
has  this  administration. 

Finally — and  I  think  there  is  some 
disagreement  on  this— there  is  a  grow- 
ing consensus  that  children,  infants, 
and  toddlers  especially,  those  most  vul- 
nerable, need  to  be  protected;  that  wel- 
fare reform  should  not  be  about  punish- 
ing kids.  It  ought  to  be  about  giving 
them  as  much  empowerment,  as  much 
opportiuiity  to  be  cared  for,  to  be  edu- 
cated, to  be  fed,  to  be  clothed,  and 
housed  in  a  way  that  will  ensure  that 
they  are  not  on  welfare  someday.  We 
need  to  break  this  generational  link- 
age. The  only  way  we  are  going  to  do 
that  is  to  empower  children  and  find 
ways  to  ensure  that  they  are  not  pun- 
ished as  we  continue  to  find  a  more 
viable  approach  to  our  welfare  system. 

The  President  said  yesterday  that  he 
would  like  to  enact  welfare  quickly.  In 
fact,  he  said  he  would  like  to  see  it 
happen  before  the  majority  leader 
leaves  the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  there  ought  to 
be  bipartisan  agreement  to  that  effect. 
Let  us  try  to  do  that.  I  listened  care- 
fully to  the  speech  by  the  majority 
leader  in  Wisconsin,  and  he  said, 
"When  I  say  real  welfare  reform,  I 
mean  requiring  every  able-bodied  wel- 
fare recipient  to  find  work  within  2 
years." 

The  Republican  bill  introduced  yes- 
terday goes  beyond  that  particular  re- 
quirement for  work,  and  it  is  some- 
thing we  are  going  to  have  to  be  able  to 
address.  There  are  no  exceptions,  ex- 
cept for  mothers  with  children  under 
age  1.  What  about  disabled  people? 
Should  they  be  required  to  find  a  job  in 
2  years?  What  about  those  caring  for  a 


disabled  child?  What  about  those  who 
are  caring  for  a  disabled  spouse?  Do  we 
require  the  same  of  them  that  we  re- 
quire for  able-bodied  people  in  normal 
circumstances? 

That  is  something  I  am  sure  in  a  bi- 
partisan way  we  can  resolve  to  every- 
one's satisfaction,  but  clearly  those  are 
a  series  of  questions  that  in  our  view 
have  to  be  addressed  in  a  way  that  will 
allow  us  to  pass  meaningful  legislation 
sometime  soon. 

I  do  hope  we  can  act  on  it  soon,  but 
we  also  need  to  read  the  legislation 
that  has  been  introduced.  It  was  not 
available  yesterday.  We  do  not  know  if 
it  will  be  available  today.  There  may 
be  other  areas  in  the  bill  where  the 
provisions  do  not  match  the  principles 
that  appear  to  be  the  conomon  ground 
that  binds  Republicans  and  Democrats. 
But  clearly  there  is  a  desire,  and  I 
think  that  desire  is  becoming  more 
pronounced,  more  articulate  in  a  more 
specific  way  than  at  any  time  in  recent 
memory. 

I  agree  with  much  of  the  majority 
leader's  speech  in  Wisconsin,  not  just 
the  quote  to  which  I  just  made  ref- 
erence. He  did  not  speak  as  an  extrem- 
ist partisan  leader.  He  spoke  of.  and  I 
quote.  "The  American  ideals  of  free- 
dom and  human  dignity,  opportunity 
and  personal  responsibility."  He  is 
right. 

The  President  has  articulated  in 
much  the  same  way  what  this  ought  to 
be  about.  Now  it  is  our  responsibility 
to  ensure  that  welfare  reform  does  not 
aim  at  the  mother  but  hit  the  child. 

Much  has  been  said  about  reform 
Little  has  been  said  about  protecting 
children.  We  all  want  to  make  sure 
that  they  are  protected,  that  they  do 
not  pay  for  the  mistakes  or  the  cir- 
ciunstances  of  their  parents.  Somehow 
there  ought  to  be  a  way  to  protect  chil- 
dren as  we  attempt  in  a  positive  way  to 
construct  a  welfare  infi-astructure  that 
allows  us  to  make  fundamental  change. 

If  our  Republican  colleagues  are  seri- 
ous about  welfare,  then  we  ought  to 
schedule  it.  We  ought  to  schedule  it 
quickly.  We  could  agree  today  to  take 
that  legislation  up  before  the  Senate  as 
early  as  June  4  when  we  come  back. 
Let  us  set  aside  this  so-called  Defend 
America  Act.  Let  us  bring  welfare  re- 
form to  the  floor  and  let  us  begin  to  ad- 
dress it.  We  can  compare  our  provi- 
sions. We  can  agree  on  principles.  We 
can  decide  how  we  answer  the  ques- 
tions that  I  have  addressed,  but  let  as 
move  it. 

Let's  drop  the  partisan  ploy  to  com- 
bine welfare  and  Medicaid.  There  is  no 
consensus  on  Medicaid.  There  is  a  con- 
sensus on  welfare.  Not  proceeding  on 
June  4  means  that  perhaps  there  are 
some  who  are  not  serious  about  wheth- 
er or  not  we  ought  to  move  in  an  expe- 
ditious way.  that  we  may  not  be  able  to 
get  this  bipartisan  consensus  in  a  time- 
frame that  will  allow  the  majority 
leader  to  demonstrate  his  leadership  as 
he  has  in  the  last  couple  of  days. 
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So  I  hope  that  we  could  get  some 
agreement  to  take  up  welfare  reform  at 
the  earliest  possible  date.  I  would  be 
prepared  to  work  with  the  majority 
leader  to  find  a  way  to  ensure  that 
Senators  have  an  opportunity  to  voice 
their  objectives  and  their  goals  as  well 
as  their  opposition  to  specific  ideas 
that  may  be  debated.  That  is  what  a 
good  welfare  debate  is  all  about. 

But  I  can  guarantee  this.  There 
would  not  be  any  long,  unnecessary, 
extended  debate.  We  could  resolve  this 
matter.  We  could  send  it  on  to  the 
President.  We  could  find  the  President 
and  the  majority  leader  in  agreement, 
and  move  on  to  other  issues  that  may 
separate  us  and  continue  to  require  the 
debate  that  I  know  they  will.  Medicaid 
and  Medicare  may  be  two  examples. 
But  we  can  do  welfare.  We  can  do  it  the 
week  we  get  back.  We  can  do  it  in  a 
matter  of  a  limited  period  of  time. 
That  is  possible.  I  hope  we  could  find  a 
way,  in  a  bipartisan  agreement,  to 
make  that  happen  sooner  rather  than 
later. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  BAUCUS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDENG  OFFICER.  The  sen- 
ior Senator  from  Montana. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  what  is 
the  pending  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  We  are  in 
morning  business  with  Senators  al- 
lowed to  speak  up  to  5  minutes. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  I  thank  the  Presiding 
Officer,  my  colleague  from  Montana. 


MFN  STATUS  FOR  CHINA 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
discuss  the  question  of  most-favored- 
nation  tariff  status  for  China. 

Our  goals  in  China  policy  over  the 
next  10  years  are  more  important  than 
our  goals  for  the  next  2  months.  But  we 
must  begin  with  the  next  2  months  and 
MFN  status,  because  we  can  not  do 
much  at  all  unless  we  avoid  disaster  in 
the  short  term. 

We  Americans  should  begin  by  under- 
standing what  MFN  status  is,  and  what 
it  is  not.  MFN  is  not  a  special  favor 
and  it  does  not  mean  "best  country."  It 
traditionally  meant  that  we  would  give 
a  country  the  same  tariff  rates  every- 
one else  got.  But  today,  MFN  is  closer 
to  "Least"  than  "Most"  favored  na- 
tion. 

Only  seven  countries — Afghanistan, 
Cuba,  Cambodia,  Laos,  North  Korea, 
Vietnam,  and  Yugoslavia  lack  MFN 
status.  And  the  House,  as  well  as  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee,  has  al- 
ready passed  a  bill  to  get  Cambodia  off 
that  list. 

By  contrast,  31  countries  get  tariffs 
below  MFN  through  the  Caribbean 
Basin  Initiative,  the  Andean  Trade 
Preference  Act,  the  NAFTA,  and  the 
United  States-Israel  Free-Trade  Agree- 
ment. And  when  we  renew  the  General- 
ized System  of  Preferences,  the  total 
will  rise  to  151  countries  and  territories 
with  tariffs  below  MFN. 


So  griving  China  MFN  status  is  noth- 
ing si)ecial.  Now  look  at  revoking 
MFN.  It  raises  tariffs  from  Uruguay 
Round  to  Smoot-Hawley  rates.  That 
brings  our  average  tariff  on  Chinese 
goods  fi-om  4.6  to  40  percent.  To  choose 
some  of  China's  largest  exiwrts, 
Smoot-Hawley  tariffs  raise  the  duty  on 
silk  blouses  tenfold,  from  6.5  to  65  per- 
cent. On  radio-tape  players,  from  1  to 
35  percent.  On  toys  and  stuffed  ani- 
mals, zero  to  70  percent. 

This  would  make  trade  with  China 
impossible.  China  would  lose  about  $44 
billion  of  exports,  nearly  a  third  of  its 
total  sales  to  the  world.  China's  inevi- 
table retaliation  would  cost  us  $14  bil- 
lion in  direct  exports,  plus  much  of  our 
$17  billion  in  exports  to  Hong  Kong. 

The  consequences  would  be  stagger- 
ing. China  would  suffer  a  huananitarian 
crisis,  as  millions  of  workers  in  coastal 
export  factories  lose  their  jobs  over- 
night. That  is  why  the  dissident  Wei 
Jingsheng  hopes  we  will  not  revoke 
MFN  status,  and  says  that  "the  direct 
victims  of  such  measures  are  the  al- 
ready poverty-stricken  Chinese  peo- 
ple." 

They  would  not  be  the  only  victims. 
The  damage  to  Hong  Kong  would  be 
tremendous.  The  United  States  would 
lose  hundreds  of  thousands  of  export 
jobs.  Retailers  and  the  millions  of  peo- 
ple they  employ  would  suffer  a  massive 
disruption  of  toy  and  apparel  imports 
just  as  they  are  buying  stocks  for  the 
Christmas  season. 

And  although  MFN  is  a  trade  policy, 
the  malign  effect  of  revoking  it  would 
go  far  beyond  trade  and  jobs.  It  is  hard 
to  see  how  we  could  continue  working 
with  China  in  areas  of  mutual  interest. 
And  the  consequences  in  politics  and 
security — from  our  ability  to  manage 
the  nuclear  aspirations  of  North  Korea, 
to  preventing  weapons  proliferation  in 
the  Middle  East,  to  the  U.N.  Security 
Covmcil  and  beyond— would  be  im- 
mense. 

That  brings  us  to  the  larger  and  more 
important  question — what  we  hope  to 
achieve  in  China  policy  generally.  And 
again,  start  with  the  facts. 

China  is  the  world's  most  populous 
coimtry.  It  has  nuclear  weapons  and 
the  world's  largest  army. 

It  is  a  major  industrial  contributor 
to  global  climate  change  and  pollution 
of  the  oceans.  And  it  is  the  world's 
fastest  growing  major  economy.  So  in 
the  coming  decades,  China  will  have 
significant  effect,  for  good  or  for  ill,  on 
economic,  environmental  and  political 
developments  in  Asia  and  around  the 
world. 

If  China  is  hostile — or,  short  of  out- 
right hostility,  refuses  to  recognize  the 
standards  of  behavior  most  countries 
accept,  and  approaches  the  world  with 
an  angry  nationalism — hopes  for  peace 
and  prosperity  recede. 

And  as  the  first  half  of  this  century 
showed,  a  weak,  poor,  and  £ragmented 
China  is  equally  dangerous. 
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It  becomes  a  source  of  revolution.  It 
sends  refugees  across  the  world.  And  it 
attracts  the  greed  and  aggression  of  its 
neighbors,  as  it  did  Bolshevik  Russia 
and  Imperial  Japan. 

So  we  should  do  what  we  can  to  avoid 
either  extreme.  That  is  a  difficult  for- 
eign policy  problem  which  requires  pa- 
tient, continuous  engagement.  We 
should  work  with  China  wherever  pos- 
sible. And  issues  from  environmental 
protection,  to  adoption  of  Chinese  or- 
phans, to  security  in  Korea  show  that 
it  is  often  possible. 

We  also  have  disputes  with  China,  on 
intellectual  property  protection,  treat- 
ment of  dissidents,  and  weapons  sales. 
And  we  must  address  these  disputes  in 
a  calm  but  serious  way.  The  U.S.TR's 
annoimcement  of  sanctions  for  viola- 
tions of  the  1995  Intellectual  Property 
Agreement  today  is  a  good  example. 

But  whether  we  are  talking  about 
mutual  interests,  or  disputes,  there  is 
really  only  one  way  to  succeed.  That  is 
by  sta3dng  engaged  and  remembering 
our  long-term  goal  of  a  world  a  bit 
more  peaceful  and  more  prosperous. 

Barring  a  cataclysmic  event  that 
makes  engagement  impossible — an 
unprovoked  attack  on  Taiwan,  for  ex- 
ample—revoking or  conditioning  MFN 
will  not  help  achieve  that  goal.  Rather 
the  reverse,  to  put  it  mildly.  And  if 
such  an  event  were  to  occur,  a  policy 
based  on  MFN  would  be  far  too  weak. 

In  fact,  there  is  no  situation  to  which 
revoking  MFN  status  would  be  the  ap- 
propriate response.  And  thus,  after  6 
years,  it  is  time  to  end  the  debate.  It 
has  become  simply  an  artificial,  annual 
crisis  at  a  time  when  we  have  all  too 
many  real  ones. 

So  this  year,  the  administration 
should  show  strength  and  confidence  in 
its  basically  sound  policy. 

We  should  not  revoke  MFN  status. 
We  should  not  try  a  split-the-baby  half 
measure  like  revoking  MFN  for  state- 
owned  industry  or  bringing  China  back 
to  Tokyo  round  tariffs.  Nor  should  we 
use  new  conditions  to  postpone  the  de- 
cision a  few  months  or  a  year.  We 
should  just  leave  MFN  alone. 

And  next  year,  we  should  move  on.  It 
is  time  to  bring  China  out  of  the  Jack- 
son-Vanik  amendment,  extend  MFN 
permanently,  and  close  this  debate  for 
good. 


VOLUNTARY  ENVIRONMENTAL 
SELF-AUDITING 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  this  week 
the  Senate  Judiciary  Subcommittee  on 
Administrative  Oversight  and  the 
Courts  held  a  hearing  on  voluntary  en- 
vironmental self-auditing.  The  hearing 
was  held  to  explore  the  State  experi- 
ence with  laws  to  encourage  self-audits 
and  why  it  is  necessary  to  enact  Fed- 
eral legislation  to  complement  these 
State  laws. 

I  want  to  take  this  opportunity  today 
to  share  with  you  the  importance  of 
what  was  said  at  this  hearing. 
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First,  an  explanation  of  what  vol- 
untary environmental  self-auditing  is; 
why  companies  do  it;  and  what  the 
problems  are. 

In  the  past  10  years,  the  number  of 
environmental  statutes  and  regula- 
tions that  impose  compliance  obliga- 
tions, and  the  corresponding  increase 
in  civil  and  criminal  penalties  and 
sanctions  for  violations  of  those  obliga- 
tions, have  dramatically  increased. 
Furthermore,  thanks  in  part  to  these 
laws,  social  mores  that  value  environ- 
mentally responsible  business  practices 
also  compel  environmental  awareness 
by  businesses.  In  response  to  these  de- 
velopments, more  and  more  companies 
use  environmental  self-audit  programs 
as  a  tool  to  ensure  compliance  with 
this  complex  and  litigious  system. 

Generally,  an  environmental  audit  is 
a  means  of  reviewing  a  business  in 
order  to  get  a  snapshot  of  its  overall 
compliance  with  environmental  laws 
and  to  troubleshoot  for  potential  fu- 
ture problems.  EPA  defines  an  audit  as 
a  systematic,  documented,  periodic, 
and  objective  review  by  regulated  enti- 
ties of  facility  operations  and  practices 
related  to  meeting  environmental  re- 
quirements. Audits  can  include  inspec- 
tions of  equipment  to  ensure  that  per- 
mit requirements  are  being  met;  as- 
sessment of  future  and  present  risks  of 
regulated  and  unregulated  materials 
used  at  the  facility;  and  assessment  of 
day-to-day  operation  of  its  environ- 
mental management  structure  and  re- 
sources. Some  companies  have  compli- 
ance management  systems  that  can  in- 
clude day-to-day,  even  shift-to-shift 
voluntary  activities  to  assure  compli- 
ance. 

No  State  or  Federal  law  requires 
companies  to  undertake  comprehensive 
environmental  self-auditing.  This  is  a 
voluntary,  good  business  practice  initi- 
ated by  companies  that  are  taking 
extra  steps  to  be  in  full  compliance 
with  environmental  law. 

There  are  no  guidelines  or  standard 
practices— audits  vary  considerably  be- 
cause they  are  done  voluntarily  and  be- 
cause they  must  acconunodate  the  in- 
dividual needs  of  companies  or  specific 
facilities  to  be  most  effective.  They  are 
typically  much  more  extensive  than  an 
inspection  by  a  State  or  Federal  regu- 
lator because  they  are  done  more  often 
and  because  compftnies  simply  know 
much  more  about  their  operations  and 
permit  obligations  than  the  regulator 
can. 

So,  a  company  conducting  its  own 
audit  can  identify  and  correct  a  much 
wider  range  of  potential  violations. 

Sounds  like  a  great  idea,  doesn't  it? 

Unfortimately,  many  companies  do 
not  do  voluntary  self-audits  because 
the  information  contained  in  the  audit 
document  can  be  obtained  by  regu- 
lators, prosecutors,  citizens'  groups,  or 
private  citizens  and  used  to  sue  the 
company. 

Remember  that  we  have  an  incred- 
ibly complex  compliance  system.  A  re- 


cent survey  by  Arthur  Anderson  Envi- 
ronmental Services  and  the  National 
Law  Journal  found  that  nearly  70  per- 
cent of  200  corporate  attorneys  inter- 
viewed said  that  they  did  not  believe 
total  compliance  with  the  law  was 
achievable— due  to  the  complexity  of 
the  law,  the  varying  interpretations  of 
the  regulators,  the  ever-present  role  of 
human  error,  and  the  cost.  Because  of 
this  complexity,  it  is  possible  and  log- 
ical that  companies  that  take  on  the 
task  of  self-evaluation  will  find 
volations— that  is  what  we  want  them 
to  do.  Find  problems  and  fix  them 
without  waiting  a  year  for  a  govern- 
ment inspection.  Unfortunately,  the 
audit  documents  are  a  vehicle  for  any- 
one to  use  to  sue.  Companies  complet- 
ing environmental  audits  develop  docu- 
mentation of  their  instances  of  non- 
compliance or  areas  of  potential  con- 
cern. These  documents,  if  made  public, 
are  a  roadmap  for  third  parties  or  gov- 
ernments to  use  to  sue  the  company 
even  if  the  problem  has  already  been 
corrected  and  no  environmental  harm 
has  occurred. 

Companies  are  already  vulnerable  to 
extensive  liability  under  environ- 
mental laws.  Under  the  Clean  Air  Act 
amendments  of  1990,  for  example,  the 
maximum  civil  penalty  that  may  be  as- 
sessed is  now  $25,000  per  day  per  viola- 
tion. EPA's  fiscal  year  1994  enforce- 
ment and  compliance  assurance  accom- 
plishments report  shows  that  166  civil 
judicial  penalties  were  brought  in  1994 
totaling  $65.6  million.  On  average,  that 
is  about  $400,000  a  case.  Administrative 
penalty  orders  for  the  same  year  num- 
bered 1,433  actions,  which  totaled  $48 
million. 

That's  a  lot  of  money  and  a  pretty 
powerful  disincentive  to  self-auditing. 

Seventeen  States  have  recognized 
this  disincentive  to  self-auditing  and 
have  enacted  laws  to  fix  the  problem  so 
more  companies  will  self-audit. 

Mississippi  is  one  of  those  States 
that  has  acted  on  this  issue. 

These  laws  tjrpically  do  two  things: 

First,  provide  a  qualified  evidentiary 
privilege  for  internal  company  audit 
documents,  and  second,  grant  penalty 
inununlty  to  companies  that  conduct 
audits,  voluntarily  disclose  any  viola- 
tions they  discover  in  their  audit,  and 
promptly  clean  up  or  fix  the  violation. 

In  other  words,  if  you  are  a  resjwn- 
sible  company  that  does  self-auditing 
to  find  out  where  you  have  problems, 
and  you  tell  the  State  authority  that 
you  found  it  and  fixed  it,  you  are  re- 
warded by  not  having  to  pay  a  fine  and 
by  getting  protection  from  use  of  an  in- 
ternal company  audit  in  court. 

Better  environmental  compliance 
using  a  voluntary  fiexible  approach: 
this  is  what  we  all — both  Republicans 
and  Democrats  alike — believe  to  be  the 
new  environmentalism. 

This  is  conmion  sense — companies 
have  an  incentive  to  find  and  fix  their 
problems  right  away. 


That's  better  for  the  environment: 
State  officials  benefit  because  they  can 
establish  cooperative  relationships 
with  companies  instead  of  the  current 
adversarial  enforcement  first  system; 
Taxpayers  get  better  return  from  their 
tax  dollars  because  enforcement  re- 
sources can  be  redirected  toward  the 
bad  guys  who  are  not  following  the 
law;  and  of  course,  best  of  all,  we  are 
all  rewarded  with  greater  compliance 
with  environmental  law. 

These  laws  are  not  about  secrecy  and 
letting  polluters  off  the  hook— you'll 
hear  that  from  the  opponents  of  these 
laws. 

Opponents  will  say  that  these  laws 
make  it  more  difficult  to  prosecute  and 
that  they  will  interfere  with  enforce- 
ment actions  or  compromise  the 
public's  right  to  know. 

Not  true.  These  laws  protect  only  the 
voluntary  self-audit  document— they 
do  not  protect  any  information  re- 
quired by  law  to  be  collected,  devel- 
oped, maintained,  reported,  or  other- 
wise made  available  to  a  government 
agency.  The  opponents  are  saying  that 
protection  of  the  audit  document  will 
allow  bad  actors  to  hide  violations  and 
endanger  human  health.  Of  course. 
that  is  not  true:  you  gain  nothing  from 
these  laws  if  you  are  using  an  audit  for 
a  fraudulent  purpose,  or  if  you  find  a 
violation  and  don't  fix  it,  or  if  you 
have  a  pattern  of  repeat  violations. 

If  you're  cheating,  you're  out,  as  it 
should  be.  These  laws  are  about  a  new 
way  to  do  things  with  all  the  safe- 
guards you  would  expect  a  State  legis- 
lature would  insist  upon  to  protect  its 
citizens. 

Again,  17  States  think  this  is  a  better 
way  to  get  things  done.  And  by  the 
way,  25  other  State  legislatures  are 
considering  this  voluntary  self-audit 
legislation — that  is  a  grand  total  of  42 
States. 

I'd  say  this  is  a  definite  trend. 

We  need  to  enact  similar  legislation 
on  the  Federal  level  to  complement 
and  assist  these  States  with  full  and  ef- 
fective implementation  of  this  concept. 
This  is  what  the  hearing  was  all  about: 
the  need  for  Federal  legislation. 

Why  not  let  the  States  continue  to 
show  us  innovative  ways  to  achieve  en- 
vironmental progress?  Because  the  way 
our  system  of  environmental  law  is  set 
up,  EPA  retains  the  right  to  enforce 
the  law  after  it  delegates  program  au- 
thority to  a  State.  This  means  that 
without  a  Federal  law  granting  a  quali- 
fied privilege  and  immunity  for  vol- 
untary self-audits,  the  ElPA  can  take 
separate  enforcement  actions— or 
overfile — ^regardless  of  any  State  ac- 
tion. So,  a  company  that  wishes  to 
take  advantage  of  a  State  audit  law 
which  provides  it  with  enforcement 
protections  firom  State  action,  is  not 
protected  fi^m  Federal  enforcement 
actions. 

Why  would  a  company  voluntarily 
disclose  violations  to  a  State  when  the 
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feds  can  come  after  them  for  the  same 
thing?  It  would  be  asking  them  to  be 
hit  with  a  lawsuit. 

EPA  has  been  very  clear  about  its  in- 
tent to  scrutinize  actions  in  States 
which  have  enacted  laws  and  in  States 
which  are  currently  addressing  audit 
bills  in  their  legislatures.  EPA  has  set 
up  a  task  force  to  monitor  the  approval 
of  State  delegated  programs  under  the 
Clean  Air  Act  for  States  with  vol- 
untary environmental  audit  statutes. 
The  Agency  has  indicated  that  ap- 
proval of  certain  State  programs  may 
be  delayed  or  denied  because  of  their 
State  audit  privilege  statutes.  EPA  has 
used  this  threat  to  withhold  Federal 
program  delegation  in  order  to  influ- 
ence pending  State  legislation. 

This  is  an  astonishing  breach  of 
States'  rights,  if  you  ask  me. 

Threatening  States  because  of  laws 
their  citizens'  representatives  have  en- 
acted. Governor  Merrill  of  New  Hamp- 
shire said  it  best  in  responding  to 
EPA's  opposition  to  that  State's  law: 

I  reject  the  suggestion  that  States  like 
New  Hampshire  must  recognize  the  primacy 
of  Federal  laws  in  order  to  successfully  de- 
sign and  implement  effective  environmental 
laws.  In  fact,  States  have  proven  time  and 
time  a^ain  that  the  Federal  Government 
does  not  know  best  and  does  not  get  the  job 
done  for  the  citizens  of  the  several  States.  I 
hope  that  the  EPA  does  not  intend  to  mini- 
mize the  independent  sovereign  rights  of 
States  to  adopt  and  enforce  environmental 
laws  that  protect  our  environment  and  add 
to  our  quality  of  life. 

Full  use  of  these  State  laws  will 
never  happen  in  this  adversarial  cli- 
mate and  an  opportunity  to  encourage 
this  creative  and  cost-effective  ap- 
proach to  environmental  problems  will 
be  missed  if  we  do  not  take  action  on 
the  Federal  level. 

Even  the  Clinton  administration  has 
recognized  the  value  of  promoting  en- 
vironmental self-auditing,  having 
issued  a  policy  statement  in  December 
1995.  It  is  a  good  step  forward  by  this 
administration;  unfortunately,  it  does 
not  really  do  the  job. 

Basically,  the  administration  policy 
says  if  companies  come  forward  and 
voluntarily  disclose  violations,  then 
EPA  will  not  in-osecute  them  as  aggres- 
sively as  they  could  otherwise.  Not  a 
real  bonus.  No  evidentiary  protection, 
no  protection  against  citizen  suits,  and 
it  is  only  a  policy,  not  a  rule,  so  it  does 
not  have  the  force  of  law  nor  does  it 
have  any  impact  on  what  the  Justice 
Department  or  the  FBI  can  do. 

A  nice  gesture  but  that's  about  it. 

The  hearing  makes  a  compelling  case 
for  enactment  of  Federal  legislation. 
Senators  Brown  and  Hatfield  have  in- 
troduced legislation,  S.  582,  to  encour- 
age environmental  self-auditing  by  set- 
ting up  parallel  protections  and  incen- 
tives on  the  Federal  level  that  parallel 
those  on  the  State  level. 

Enactment  of  S.  582  will  allow  these 
17  States  to  fully  implement  their 
laws.  We  here  in  Congress  can  put  our 


money  where  our  mouth  is  by  enacting 
the  kind  of  flexible,  voluntary  environ- 
mental statutes  that  we  have  all  been 
talking  about  for  a  year.  And  it  pre- 
sents the  EPA  with  the  opportunity  to 
work  with  instead  of  against  our 
States.  This  is  the  best  reason  yet  to 
pass  the  Brown-Hatfield  bill. 

We  all  get  better  environmental  com- 
pliance. 


THE  VERY  BAD  DEBT  BOXSCORE 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  at  the 
close  of  business  Thursday,  May  23, 
1996,  the  Federal  debt  stood  at 
$5,120,583,551,676.66. 

On  a  per  capita  basis,  every  man, 
woman,  and  child  in  America  owes 
$19,329.45  as  his  or  her  share  of  that 
debt. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorimi  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  Chair 
recognizes  the  Senator  from  Mis- 
sissippi. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  thank  the 
Democratic  leader  for  being  here.  We 
do  want  to  engage  in  some  unanimous- 
consent  requests  and  hear  his  response. 
I  am  pleased  that  we  are  able  to  make 
these  offers  today. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  REQUESTS— 
H.R.  3415,  S.  295,  AND  H.R.  3448 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  begin  by 
asking  unanimous  consent  that  the 
majority  leader,  after  notification  of 
the  Democratic  leader,  may  turn  to  the 
consideration  of  H.R.  3415  regarding 
the  gas  tax  repeal,  and  that  it  be  con- 
sidered under  the  following  time  re- 
straints, 1  hour  on  the  bill  to  be  equal- 
ly divided  in  the  usual  form,  no  amend- 
ments or  motions  be  in  order,  and  fol- 
lowing the  conclusion  of  time,  the  bill 
be  read  for  a  third  time,  and  final  pas- 
sage occur  without  further  action  or 
debate. 

I  think,  since  we  are  entering  the  Me- 
morial Day  week,  we  could  come  to- 
gether on  an  agreement  on  a  number  of 
unanimous-consent  requests  here,  par- 
ticularly this  one.  It  would  be  very 
helpful  to  the  American  people  if  we 
could  send  this  gas  tax  repeal  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States.  He 
would  be  able  to  sign  it  right  here  at 
this  critical  moment  as  Americans  are 
traveling  all  over  our  country.  And, 
therefore,  I  make  that  unanimous-con- 
sent request  at  this  time,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. 

I  further  ask  immediately  following 
the  disposition  of  H.R.  3415  the  Senate 
turn  to  consideration  of  S.  295  regard- 


ing labor-management— that  is  the 
TEAM  Act,  cooperation  in  the  work- 
place— that  no  amendments  or  motions 
be  in  order,  and  there  be  2  hours  of  de- 
bate to  be  equally  divided  in  the  usual 
form,  and  following  the  conclusion  or 
yielding  back  of  time,  the  Senate  pro- 
ceed to  third  reading,  and  final  passage 
occur  all  without  action  or  debate. 
Again,  that  is  the  so-called  TEAM  Act, 
and  it  be  brought  up  with  no  amend- 
ments. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  follow- 
ing the  disposition  of  S.  295,  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  H.R. 
3448  regarding  the  minimum  wage,  and 
it  be  considered  under  the  following 
time  restraints:  1  hour  on  the  bill  to  be 
equally  divided  in  the  usual  form,  one 
amendment  in  order  to  be  offered  by 
the  majority  leader  or  his  designee,  one 
amendment  in  order  to  be  offered  by 
the  Democratic  leader  or  his  designee; 
that  the  amendments  be  offered  in  the 
first  degree  and  limited  to  1  hour  each, 
to  be  equally  divided  in  the  usual  form, 
no  motions  be  in  order  other  than  mo- 
tions to  table,  and  following  the  dis- 
position of  the  amendments  and  the 
conclusion  of  time  the  bill  be  advanced 
to  third  reading,  and  final  passage 
occur  all  without  further  action  or  de- 
bate. 

Therefore,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
for  all  of  those  I  listed. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  the 
distinguished  majority  whip  and  I  have 
had  the  opportunity  to  discuss  these 
matters  now  on  several  occasions  and  I 
appreciate  his  candor  and  the  oppor- 
tunity we  have  had  to  discuss  ways 
with  which  to  bring  these  bills  to  the 
floor. 

I  have  indicated  to  him  that  on  sev- 
eral of  these  bills  my  Democratic  col- 
leagues hope  to  offer  amendments.  It  is 
not  our  desire  to  extend  debate,  to  my 
knowledge,  on  any  of  these  bills.  Our 
hope,  however,  is  that  on  the  gas  tax 
bill  we  have  the  opportunity  to  offer  an 
amendment  which  would  ensure  that 
consumers  benefit  from  this  reduction 
in  the  gas  tax.  This  unanimous-consent 
agreement  would  not  allow  for  that. 
We  have  other  amendments  that  we 
would  like  to  be  able  to  offer. 

Because  of  our  desire  to  offer  amend- 
ments and  our  difficulty  in  having  that 
right  under  this  unanimous-consent 
agreement,  I  have  to  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ob- 
jection is  heard. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  if  I  could 
inquire  of  the  Democratic  leader,  I 
know  that  the  majority  leader  has  in- 
dicated that  he  would  be  willing  to 
work  with  the  minority  in  developing 
the  concept  where  the  gas  tax  repeal 
would  be  subject  to  some  amendments, 
including  a  technical  amendment  to  be 
offered  by  the  majority  leader  regard- 
ing previously  purchased  gas,  an 
amendment  to  be  offered  by  the  Demo- 
cratic leader  or  his  designee,  and  then 
one  to  be  offered  by  the  majority  lead- 
er or  his  desigrnee.  I  know  you  have  a 
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Senator  that  has  been  working  on  try- 
ing to  come  up  with  a  way  to  guaran- 
tee the  people  actually  get  this  gas  tax 
repeal. 

I  am  willing,  on  behalf  of  the  major- 
ity leader,  to  modify  that  unanimous- 
consent  request  to  include  those 
amendments  on  the  gas  tax,  if  that 
would  be  helpful. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  I  want  to  consult 
with  a  couple  of  my  colleagues  prior  to 
the  time  we  enter  into  that  agreement 
at  this  time. 

The  majority  whip  has  provided  us,  I 
think,  with  an  opportunity  here  to 
reach  an  agreement,  at  least  on  that 
particular  bill.  If  it  were  in  concert 
with  the  minimum  wage  bill  to  be 
taken  to  the  floor  at  approximately  the 
same  time — that  is,  within  the  same 
day  or  the  day  following— I  think  we 
might  have  an  agreement  that  those 
two  bills  could  be  put  on  the  calendar 
and  brought  up  as  soon  as  we  come 
back.  I  would  be  interested  in  working 
with  my  distinguished  colleague  to  see 
if  that  might  be  accomplished. 

Mr.  LOTT.  If  I  could  inquire  of  the 
Democratic  leader,  with  regard  to  the 
gas  tax,  I  know  he  would  want  to  con- 
sult with  others,  the  outline  I  offered, 
the  technical  amendment,  and  an 
amendment  by  either  the  Democratic 
leader  or  his  designee  or  the  majority 
leader  or  his  designee  with  regard  to 
the  gas  tax.  that  would  probably  be 
something? 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  We  have  a  couple  of 
different  approaches  that  our  col- 
leagues have  considered  with  regard  to 
ensuring  that  the  benefit  actually  be 
provided  to  the  consumer.  One  involved 
an  accounting  mechanism,  that  I  would 
allow  that  to  happen.  Another  involved 
a  straight  tax  credit.  I  would  have  to 
make  some  determination  that  my  col- 
leagues have  an  interest  in  offering 
both  amendments.  If  that  were  the 
case,  I  would  have  to  come  back  with 
an  alternative  which  would  allow  the 
consideration  of  at  least  those  two 
amendments.  This  unanimous-consent 
agreement  only  allows  for  one  amend- 
ment. That  is  something  we  would 
have  to  work  through. 

Certainly,  the  offer  is— I  take  it  in 
good  faith.  I  think  I  would  be  in  a  posi- 
tion to  respond  in  the  not-too-distant 
future  to  that  particular  unanimous- 
consent  agreement. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  think  we  could  probably 
work  out  the  addition  or  another 
amendment  if  that  would  help  us  reach 
an  agreement. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  I  think  it  might. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  want  to  emphasize 
again,  and  I  know  the  Democratic  lead- 
er understands  this,  it  would  really  be 
good  if  we  could  get  an  agreement  on 
this  and  find  some  way  to  move  it 
quickly  for  the  benefit  of  all  American 
people.  We  would  have  liked  to  do  it 
now  before  Memorial  Day  or  as  soon  as 
we  can.  We  think  that  would  be  a  very, 
very  positive  thing  for  the  American 
people  and  for  the  economy. 


Now,  on  the  TEAM  Act,  is  there 
something  more  that  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  would  want  on  the 
TEAM  Act?  We  do  not  include  any 
amendments  here,  but  we  are  anxious 
to  have  this  issue  considered.  As  the 
saying  goes,  "Let's  talk."  We  would 
like  to  see  if  we  can  talk  about  how  we 
get  this  done  and  encourage  talk  be- 
tween employers  and  employees.  Do 
you  have  any  alternative  you  would 
like  to  suggest  with  regard  to  the 
TEAM  Act? 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  As  I  say.  I  think 
there  are  a  nuxriber  of  amendments,  or 
perhaps  just  one  substitute  amendment 
that  we  would  like  to  offer.  We  have 
not  had  the  opportunity  to  come  to 
closure  on  that.  I  do  think  that  also 
could  be  agreed  upon  in  the  not-too- 
distant  future,  perhaps  as  early  as  the 
week  we  get  back.  That  is  the  time- 
frame for  the  number  of  amendments 
we  would  want  to  offer.  I  suspect  that 
one,  perhaps  a  couple  of  amendments, 
would  be  all  we  have  a  need  to  offer, 
but  we  would  certainly  want  to  be  able 
to  amend  the  bill  as  it  is  currently  pre- 
sented. 

Mr.  LOTT.  The  Democratic  leader 
will  give  us  a  response  on  that. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  I  sure  will. 

Mr.  LOTT.  We  will  ask  for  a  modi- 
fication with  regard  to  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  go  something  like 
this,  if  I  could  go  over  it.  We  will  give 
this  to  the  minority  leader  at  the  con- 
clusion of  our  exchange  here.  We  could 
also  probably  get  approval  from  the 
majority  leader.  We  ask  consent  for  the 
following  disposition  of  S.  295:  That  the 
Senate  proceed  to  the  consideration  of 
H.R.  3448,  which  is  the  House-passed 
bill  regarding  the  minimum  wage,  and 
it  be  considered  under  the  following  re- 
straints. One  hour  on  the  bill  to  be 
equally  divided  in  the  usvial  form;  one 
amendment  in  order  to  be  offered  by 
the  majority  leader  or  his  designee;  one 
amendment  in  order  to  be  offered  by 
the  Democratic  leader  or  his  designee. 
That  the  amendments  be  offered  in  the 
first-degree,  and  1  hour  each  to  be 
equally  divided  in  the  usual  form;  no 
motions  in  order  other  than  a  motion 
to  table,  and  following  disposition  of 
amendments  and  closing  of  time,  the 
bill  be  advanced  to  third  reading,  and 
final  passage  occur  without  further  de- 
bate occurring. 

Again,  I  am  trying  to  see  If  we  can- 
not find  a  way  to  make  all  three  of 
these  very  important  issues  be  consid- 
ered by  the  Senate.  We  could  get  the 
gas  tax  up,  in  a  way  that  three  or  per- 
haps four  amendments  could  be  offered. 
The  TEAM  Act,  if  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  has  a  suggestion  of  an 
amendment  on  that,  perhaps  we  could 
work  it  out,  and  we  also  offer  this  addi- 
tional proposal  with  regard  to  mini- 
mum wage. 

I  think  if  this  package  is  going  to 
come  up,  actually,  the  majority  mem- 
bers would  like  to  have  an  opportunity 


to  offer  an  amendment,  perhaps,  in 
that  area.  Before  we  got  a  complete 
agreement  here.  I  want  to  make  sure 
the  majority  leader  is  totally  satisfied 
with  the  response  that  we  get  here,  and 
also  that  our  people  are  comfortable 
with  that  arrangement.  Would  that 
help  with  regard  to  the  minimum 
wage? 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Mississippi  has  given  us 
an  opportunity  here.  I  think,  to  move 
the  minimum  wage  bill.  As  he  is  fully 
aware,  this  minimum  wage  package  in- 
cludes quite  an  elaborate  array  of  tax 
provisions  for  small  business. 

A  number  of  our  colleagues,  as  I  un- 
derstand it.  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
have  expressed  some  interest  in  taking 
a  closer  look  at  those  provisions,  with 
an  expectation  that  they  may  want  to 
modify  them  or  add  to  them.  It  is 
largely  a  concern  for  that  aspect  of  the 
legislation  that  would  cause  me  to  be 
somewhat  concerned  about  whether 
one  amendment  would  allow  an  ade- 
quate opportunity  for  our  colleagues  to 
address  the  tax  provisions. 

So  we  will  have  to  consult  with  our 
colleagues,  and  I  am  sure  the  nuijority 
whip  may  find  the  same  need,  as  he 
just  has  indicated,  to  consult  not  only 
with  regard  to  the  minimum  wage  pro- 
visions, but  the  tax  provisions  as  well. 
We  are  getting  closer.  Clearly,  this  is 
encouraging.  I  hope  that  in  the  not- 
too-distant  future,  we  can  come  to 
some  resolution.  This  is  another  step 
in  the  right  direction.  I  appreciate  the 
offer  made  by  the  whip,  and  we  will  re- 
spond as  soon  as  possible. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  again,  with 
regard  to  the  minimum  wage,  of 
course,  we  do  have  an  interest  in  the 
tax  provisions  passed  in  the  House.  I 
know  members  of  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee want  to  take  a  look  at  it.  Hope- 
fully, within  the  next  10  days  they  can 
do  that. 

The  idea  is,  surely,  to  try  to  help  the 
small  businesses  that  could  be  im- 
pacted in  such  a  way  that  their  profit 
margin  could  evaporate,  or  they  could 
wind  up  laying  people  off.  We  do  not 
want  that.  We  are  worried  about  the 
human  impact,  people  at  the  entry 
level  in  small  businesses  that  could 
wind  up  losing  their  job,  or  not  getting 
that  first  job.  We  hope  these  tax  provi- 
sions help  soften  that  blow.  We  would 
like  to  make  sure  that  that,  in  fact,  is 
what  happens.  As  the  minority  leader 
suggests,  we  may  want  to  consider  add- 
ing some  more  or  taking  some  out  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

Mr.  President,  again,  we  have  some 
important  work  to  do  in  the  remaining 
three  legislative  months  of  this  year. 
We  are  very  anxious,  now  that  we 
passed  a  budget  resolution  yesterday, 
to  get  that  conference  completed  and 
move  on  to  the  reconciliation  bill,  so 
that  we  can  have  Medicaid  and  welfare 
reform  and  other  spending  savings,  so 
that  we  can  give  some  tax  relief  to  the 
American  people. 
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In  order  to  get  all  that  done,  includ- 
ing defense  authorization,  I  know  we 
need  to  clear  up  these  issues.  I  know 
the  minority  would  be  inclined  to  offer 
amendments  that  would  wind  up  bog- 
ging  down  other  bills,  and  if  we  can 
find  a  way  to  break  the  legislative 
gridlock,  in  a  cooperative  way,  and  get 
the  job  done  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
American  people,  I  think  the  American 
people  would  see  that  very  positively.  I 
want  to  see  if  we  can  find  a  way  to 
make  that  happen. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
express  enthusiastically  my  desire  to 
work  with  the  whip  to  make  that  hap- 
pen. I  only  lend  one  small  piece  of  ad- 
vice if  he  is  desirous  of  making  that 
happen  sooner  rather  than  later.  We 
could  simply  take  the  defend  America 
bill  off  of  the  calendar  for  now — put  it 
back  on  the  calendar,  I  should  say — or, 
obviously,  we  are  back  into  a  cloture 
vote  at  2:15  on  Tuesday.  We  can  avoid 
that  cloture  vote  and  go  right  to  these 
bills  and  debate  them.  I  do  not  think 
there  is  any  desire  on  our  part  to  un- 
necessarily extend  the  debate.  We  do 
have  some  amendments,  as  I  have  indi- 
cated. I  think  we  can  resolve  these 
matters  one  by  one  and  have  a  very 
productive  week  when  we  get  back. 
That  might  be  time  much  better  spent 
than  to  have  additional  cloture  votes 
on  the  so-called  Defend  America  Act. 
That  is,  obviously,  a  matter  that  my 
colleagues  on  the  other  side,  the  lead- 
ership, are  going  to  have  to  decide. 
That  would  be  a  way  with  which  to 
break  the  logjam  and  keep  the  process 
moving  along.  I  look  forward  to  work- 
ing with  the  distinguished  whip  and 
the  majority  leader  to  see  if  we  can  re- 
solve Uie  matters  in  the  not-too-dis- 
tant future. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Madam  President,  I  yield 
the  floor. 

Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mrs. 
Hutchison).  The  distingruished  major- 
ity leader  is  recognized. 


WELFARE  REFORM 

Mr.  DOLE.  Madam  President,  I  will 
just  say  a  word  or  two,  and  I  will  make 
a  imanlmous-consent  request.  Three 
days  ago  in  Wisconsin,  I  outlined  my 
welfare  reform  plan.  Let  me  be  as  clear 
as  I  can  about  what  it  contains.  There 
are  five  principal  points. 

I  mean  every  able-bodied  welfare  re- 
cipient to  find  work  within  2  years,  or 
a  shorter  period  of  time  if  the  State  so 
desires. 

I  mean  a  real  5-year  lifetime  limit  on 
welfare  payments  with  few  exceptions. 

I  mean  making  certain  that  Ulegal 
noncitizens  are  ineligible  for  all  emer- 
gency benefits. 

I  mean  giving  States  the  ability  to 
stop  payments  to  unmarried  teens. 

And,  above  all,  I  mean  trusting  the 
Nation's  Governors  with  the  flexibility 
they  need  to  establish  the  laboratories 
of  our  democracy. 


I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  there  are 
different  approaches.  Everybody  wants 
welfare  reform.  I  think  the  President 
and  I  have  a  different  approach.  It  will 
be  debated — maybe  after  my  departure 
from  the  Senate — and  I  hope  there  is 
some  way  to  work  out  welfare  and 
Medicaid  as  a  package  and  have  that 
signed  by  the  President. 

We  are  witnessing  in  the  inner  cities 
out-of-wedlock  births  as  high  as  80  per- 
cent. Most  Americans  believe,  I  think, 
that  able-bodied  people  on  welfare 
should  work  if  there  are  jobs,  and  the 
President  indicated  yesterday  that,  in 
effect,  he  said  he  would  take  our  sug- 
gestions. I  am  not  certain  he  has  had 
an  opportunity  to  read  the  bill.  It  was 
introduced  a  couple  of  days  ago.  If  he 
does  agree  with  my  five  positions, 
which  I  just  stated — I  do  not  think 
they  are  consistent  with  his  views.  In 
fact,  I  will  indicate  for  the  Record  that 
he  has  a  different  view  on  almost  each 
of  the  five. 

Governor  Thompson  and  four  other 
Republican  Governors  wrote  to  Presi- 
dent Clinton,  "Without  national  wel- 
fare reform  for  all  50  States,  the  cycle 
of  poverty  goes  on — for  instance,  the 
number  of  single  women  head  of  house- 
holds in  poverty  has  increased  by 
175,000  since  you,  Mr.  President,  took 
office." 

No  doubt  about  it,  we  must  stop  the 
plague  of  out-of-wedlock  births  in  our 
inner  cities,  which  is  as  high  as  80  per- 
cent in  some  areas. 

We  must  give  all  able-bodied  Ameri- 
cans a  chance  at  the  American  work 
ethic. 

We  must  reform  welfare.  President 
Clinton  is  not  doing  this.  As  we  all 
know,  he  has  twice  vetoed  welfare  re- 
form passed  by  Congress.  I  wonder  if  he 
is  willing  to  deny  the  American  dream 
to  another  generation  of  Americans. 

President  Clinton  yesterday  sug- 
gested my  five  positions  outlined  above 
were  very  consistent  with  his.  They  are 
not.  The  President  suggested  that  Con- 
gress pass  my  welfare  reform  plan  and 
the  he  will  sign  it. 

I  am  ready  to  move  on  my  plan.  I 
offer  the  following  unanimous  consent. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  REQUEST- 
WELFARE  REFORM 

Mr.  DOLE.  Madam  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
turn  to  the  immediate  consideration  of 
the  bill,  which  I  now  send  to  the  desk 
re  welfare,  and  it  be  considered  under 
the  following  time  restraints:  1  hour  on 
the  bill  to  be  equally  divided  in  the 
usual  form;  no  amendments  or  motions 
in  order;  and  that  following  the  conclu- 
sion or  yielding  back  of  time,  the  Sen- 
ate proceed  to  third  reading  and  final 
passage  to  occur,  all  without  further 
action  or  debate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Madam  President,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object.  The  last 


time  the  Senate  considered  welfare  re- 
form, as  you  know  and  the  majority 
leader  recognizes,  it  took  over  10  days. 
We  had  200  amendments  offered.  The 
Senate  conducted  42  roUcall  votes  in 
relation  to  that  particular  bill— all  of 
this  on  a  piece  of  legislation  with  close 
to  700  pages.  I  do  not  know  if  every- 
body had  the  opportunity  to  see  the 
catalog  effect  that  that  bill  has  as  you 
carry  it  to  the  desk.  But  this  is  the 
conference  report  from  that  bill.  It  is 
693  pages  long.  There  were  a  lot  of 
amendments.  Ultimately,  as  the  leader 
recalls,  there  was  a  pretty  broad  bipar- 
tisan support  for  the  bill,  after  all  that 
work  was  done. 

So  I  do  not  know  that  we  might  be 
able  to  agree  to  what  he  has  suggested 
now. 

But  in  light  of  what  he  has  suggested. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  ma- 
jority leader  amend  his  request  to  pro- 
vide that  the  Senate  turn  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  welfare  bill  as  the 
first  order  of  business  on  Monday,  June 
3,  and  that  the  motion  to  proceed  to 
the  missile  defense  bill  be  delayed  until 
the  completion  of  the  welfare  bill,  so 
that  we  might  finish  it  while  he  is  still 
here. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
leader  modify  his  request? 

Mr.  DOLE.  Madam  President,  I  object 
to  that.  But  I  indicate  that  we  have 
talked  about  minimum  wage,  we  have 
talked  about  welfare  reform,  and  we 
have  talked  about  repeal  of  the  gas  tax, 
which  we  hoped  to  have  done  before  the 
Memorial  Day  recess  in  order  to  save 
millions  of  Americans  a  lot  of  money. 
We  did  not  quite  get  it  done. 

I  am  perfectly  willing,  if  we  can  work 
out  some  agreement.  My  point  is  that 
the  President  says  he  likes  this  bill.  He 
said,  "Send  that  bill  down  here  and  I 
will  sign  it."  He  is  going  to  have  a 
week  to  look  at  it— the  Memorial  Day 
recess.  It  will  be  printed,  and  it  will  be 
available.  I  believe  the  Democratic 
leader  will  find  that  there  are  even 
more  generous  provisions  in  the  bill 
that  passed  this  body  by  a  vote  of  87  to 
12,  and  it  would  have  been  88  to  12  ex- 
cept Senator  Hatfield  fttjm  Oregon 
was  ill  that  day. 

So  we  have  tried  in  this  bill  to  ac- 
commodate many  of  the  concerns  the 
Governors  raised,  f^m  both  parties. 
We  believe  it  is  a  good  bill.  The  Presi- 
dent said  it  is  a  good  bill.  At  least  that 
is  what  he  said  Wednesday  in  Wiscon- 
sin. I  am  just  trying  to  accommodate 
his  wishes.  But  I  cannot  agree  with  all 
of  the  other  matters  pending. 

We  may  decide  on  the  missile  de- 
fense, if  we  can  work  out  some  broad 
agreement  to  put  it  back  on  the  cal- 
endar. I  think  we  could  dispose  of  the 
other  three  next  week — the  week  we 
are  back,  the  last  week  I  will  be  in  the 
U.S.  Senate.  It  would  certainly  be 
agreeable  with  me. 

So  I  will  try  to  work  with  the  distin- 
gruished Democratic  leader. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  majority  leader's  re- 
quest? 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Regrettably,  we  ob- 
ject at  this  time. 


MEASURE  PLACED  ON  THE 
CALENDAR'S.  1823 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  bill  which  I  introduced  be 
placed  on  the  calendar. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  their 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 


EXECUTIVE  CALENDAR 

Mr.  DOLE.  Madam  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  im- 
mediately proceed  to  executive  session 
to  consider  the  following  nominations 
en  bloc  on  today's  Executive  Calendar: 
Calendar  Nos.  534.  580,  581,  582,  583,  584. 
592.  593.  599,  and  600. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
the  nominations  be  confirmed  en  bloc, 
the  motions  to  reconsider  be  laid  upon 
the  table  en  bloc,  and  that  any  state- 
ments relating  to  the  nominations  ap- 
pear at  the  appropriate  place  in  the 
Record,  the  President  be  inunediately 
notified  of  the  Senate's  action,  and 
that  the  Senate  then  return  to  legisla- 
tive session. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  nominations  considered  and  con- 
firmed en  bloc  are  as  follows: 

AIR  FORCE 

The  following  named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment in  the  United  States  Air  Force  to  the 
grade  of  brigadier  general  under  the  provi- 
sions of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  section 
624: 

To  be  brigadier  general 
Col.  William  Welser  HI.  05a-42-4623.  Regular 
Air  Force. 

PANAMA  CANAL  COMMISSION 

Markos  K.  Marinakis,  of  New  York,  to  be  a 
Member  of  the  Board  of  the  Panama  Canal 
Commission. 

AIR  FORCE 

The  following-named  officer  for  reappoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general 
while  assigned  to  a  position  of  importance 
and  responsibility  under  Title  10,  United 
States  Code,  Section  601: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

Lt.  Gen.  Richard  B.  Myers.  509-42-7092 

The  following-named  officer  for  reappoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general 
while  assigned  to  a  position  of  importance 
and  responsibility  under  Title  10,  United 
States  Code.  Section  601: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 
Lt.  Gen.  John  P.  Jumper.  226-60-7457,  U.S. 
Air  Force. 


The  following-named  officer  for  reappoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general 
while  assigned  to  a  position  of  importance 
and  responsibility  under  Title  10,  United 
States  Code.  Section  601: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 
Lt.  Gen.  Ralph  E.  Eberhart,  490-46-7375,  U.S. 
Air  Force 

The  following-named  officer  for  reappoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general 
while  assigned  to  a  position  of  importance 
and  responsibility  under  Title  10,  United 
States  Code,  Section  601: 
Maj.  Gen.  Carl  E.  Franklin,  458-58-3551,  U.S. 
Air  Force 

ARMY 

The  following-named  officer  for  reappoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general  in 
the  U.S.  Army,  while  assigned  to  a  position 
of  importance  and  responsibility  under  Title 
10.  United  States  Code.  Section  601(a): 

To  be  lieutenant  general 
Lt.  Gen.  Daniel  W.  Christman.  302-36-9745. 
U.S.  Army 

NA\T 

The  following-named  officer  for  promotion 
in  the  Navy  of  the  United  States  to  the  grade 
under  title  10.  United  States  Code.  Section 
624: 

To  be  rear  admiral 
Rear  Adm.  (Ih)  James  F.  Amerault,  018-32- 

0491.  U.S.  Navy 
Rear  Adm.  (Ih)  Lyle  G.Bien,  504-58-1731.  U.S. 

Navy. 
Rear  Adm.  (Ih)  Richard  A.  Buchanan.  174-58- 

9136,  U.S.  Navy 
Rear  Adm.  (Ih)  WiUiam  V.  Cross  n.  190-34- 

1635.  U.S.  Navy 
Rear  Adm.  (Ih)  Walter  F.  Doran,  104-36-4942, 

U.S.  Navy 
Rear  Adm.  (Ih)  James  O.  Ellis.  Jr..  252-76- 

4995.  U.S.  Navy 
Rear  Adm.  (Ih)  William  J.  Fallon.  155-34-0304. 

U.S.  Navy 
Rear  Adm.  (Ih)  Thomas  B.  Fargo.  559-66-9953. 

U.S.  Navy 
Rear  Adm.  (Ih)  Dennis  V.   McGinn,  020-34- 

1807.  U.S.  Navy 
Rear  Adm.  (Ih)  Joseph  S.  Mobley,  559-56-1832, 

U.S.  Navy 
Rear  Adm.  (Ih)  Edward  Moore,  Jr.,  430-^2- 

0064,  U.S.  Navy 
Rear  Adm.  (Ih)  Daniel  J.  Murphy.  546-68-6221, 

U.S.  Navy 
Rear  Adm.  (Ih)  Rodney  P.  Rempt.  571-60-5464. 

U.S.  Navy 
Rear  Adm.  (Ih)  Norbert  R.  Ryan.  Jr.,  201-34- 

4487.  U.S.  Navy 
Rear  Adm.  (Ih)  Raymond  C.  Smith,  Jr.,  548- 

54-1889,  U.S.  Navy 

RESTRICTED  LINE 

To  be  rear  admiral 
Rear  Adm.  (Ih)  George  P.  Nanos,  Jr..  003-32- 

1992,  U.S.  Navy 
Rear  Adm.  (Ih)  Craig  E.  Steidle.  056-26-0017. 

U.S.  Navy 
Rear  Adm.  (Ih)  James  L.  Taylor.  292-38-7610. 

U.S.  Navy 
Rear  Adm.  (Ih)  Patricia  A.  Tracey,  0e4--4O- 

3579.  U.S.  Navy 

SMALL  BUSINESS  ADMINISTRATION 

Ginger  Ehn  Lew,  of  California,  to  be  Dep- 
uty Administrator  of  the  Small  Business  Ad- 
ministration. 

[New  Reports] 
departb4ent  of  justice 
J.  Rene  Josey,  of  South  Carolina,  to  be 
U.S.  Attorney  for  the  District  of  South  Caro- 
lina for  the  term  of  4  years. 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  re- 
turn to  legrislative  session. 


NOTE 
On  page  12440  of  the  RECORD  of  May 
23,  the  statement  of  Mr.  Bond  on  the 
introduction  of  S.  1816,  the  Wisconsin 
Works  Act.  was  inadvertently  attrib- 
uted to  Mr.  Grassley.  The  permanent 
RECORD  has  been  corrected  to  reflect 
the  following. 


By   Mr.   BOND   (for  himself,   Mr. 
COATS,       Mr.       ABRAHAM,       Mr. 

Gramm.     Mr.     ASHCROFT,     Mr. 

CRAIG,      Mr.      COVERDELL,      Mr. 

Grassley,     Mr.     Gregg,     Mr. 

Santorum,  Mr.  Faircloth,  and 

Mr.  NICKLES): 
S.  1816.  A  bill  to  expedite  waiver  ap- 
proval for  the  "Wisconsin  Works"  plan, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance. 

THE  WISCONSIN  WORKS  ACT  OF  199S 

Mr.  BOND.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  introduce  a  measure  that  will 
assist  the  President  of  the  United 
States  in  carrying  out  a  promise  he 
made  to  the  people  of  Wisconsin  that 
he  would  approve  the  Wisconsin  Works 
program.  "There  have  been  some  prob- 
lems getting  welfare  actually  acted  on. 
I  had  a  very  nice  letter  from  the  Presi- 
dent laist  year  for  the  work  that  we  did 
on  the  welfare  reform  bill.  But  that 
measure  got  vetoed  and  so  did  a  subse- 
quent measure. 

Now,  the  President  has  said  that  he 
supports  the  welfare  reform  demonstra- 
tion project  in  Wisconsin,  known  as 
Wisconsin  Works.  Well,  today,  on  be- 
half of  myself.  Senators  Coats,  Abra- 
ham, Gramm  of  Texas,  ashcroft. 
Craig,  Coverdell,  Grassley,  Gregg, 
Santorum,  Faircloth,  and  Nickles,  I 
am  submitting  a  very  brief  bill,  which, 
in  substance,  says  that  when  waivers 
are  submitted  by  the  Wisconsin  De- 
partment of  Health  and  Services  to 
conduct  a  demonstration  project 
known  as  Wisconsin  Works,  those  waiv- 
ers shall  be  deemed  approved. 

We  have  heard  many  stories  about 
the  need  to  reform  welfare,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, and  one  of  those  stories  that  has 
been  repeated  recently  is  that  of  an  ex- 
periment in  Sedalia,  MO,  where  appli- 
cants for  food  stamps  were  sent  to  an 
employer.  Many  of  them  took  jobs, 
which  is  good.  It  moved  them  off  public 
assistance.  Those  who  were  turned 
down  because  they  were  not  capable 
could  stay  on  pubUc  assistance.  Those 
who  refused  to  show  up  were  taken  off 
of  the  food  stamp  rolls.  So  there  was  an 
incentive  for  those  who  did  not  want  to 
work.  Two  people  went  for  the  job,  but 
they  were  turned  down  because  they 
tested  positively  for  drugs. 

Under  existing  Federal  law,  the  State 
of  Missouri  could  not  sanction  those 
people,  even  though  they  were  turned 
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down  for  a  job  because  they  tested 
positive  for  drugs.  The  simple  point  of 
that  is  that  that  creates  the  most  per- 
verse of  incentives — the  incentive  for 
people  who  are  on  public  assistance  and 
who  do  not  want  to  have  to  take  a  job 
to  get  on  drugs  and  they  can  stay  on 
the  public  assistance  rolls. 

That  is  the  kind  of  thing  that  needs 
to  be  changed.  That  is  why  we  need 
welfare  reform.  Today,  Mr.  President,  I 
am  simply  acting  to  expedite  one  of 
the  many  waivers  now  pending  from 
the  States,  which  has  been  delayed,  I 
understand  from  the  Governors,  an  av- 
erage of  210  days.  This  measure,  if  and 
when  adopted,  will  deem  the  waivers 
submitted  by  the  State  of  Wisconsin  to 
be  approved. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

At  12:54  p.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Mr.  Hays,  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  House  had  passed  the 
following  bill,  in  which  it  requests  the 
concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.R,  3448.  An  act  to  provide  tax  relief  for 
small  businesses,  to  protect  jobs,  to  create 
opportunities,  to  increase  the  take  home  pay 
of  workers,  to  amend  the  Portal-to-Portal 
Act  of  1947  relating  to  the  payment  of  wages 
to  employees  who  use  employer  owned  vehi- 
cles, and  to  amend  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act  of  1938  to  increase  the  minimum  wage 
rate  and  to  prevent  job  loss  by  providing 
flexibility  to  employers  in  complying  with 
minimum  wage  and  overtime  requirements 
under  that  Act. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time   by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 
By  Mr.  HABKIN: 

S.  1822.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Food  Security 
Act  of  1985  to  permit  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture to  waive  the  prohibition  on  the  ter- 
mination of  conservation  reserve  contracts 
for  certain  lands,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition. 
and  Forestry. 

By  Mr.  DOLE: 

S.  1823.  A  bill  to  restore  the  American  fam- 
ily, enhance  support  and  work  opportunities 
for  families  with  children,  reduce  out-of-wed- 
lock pregnancies,  reduce  welfare  dependence 
by  requiring  work,  control  welfare  spending, 
and  Increase  State  flexibility;  read  twice  and 
placed  on  the  calendar. 


SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT  AND 
SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  concurrent  resolutions 
and  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 
referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  indicated: 
By  Mrs.  KASSEBAUM: 

S.  Con.  Res.  63.  A  concurrent  resolution  to 
express  the  sense  of  Congress  that  the  Sec- 
retary of  A^culture  should  dispose  of  all  re- 
maining commodities  in  the  disaster  reserve 
maintained  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1970  to  relieve  the  distress  of  livestock  pro- 


ducers whose  ability  to  maintain  livestock  is 
adversely  affected  by  the  prolonged  drought 
conditions  existing  in  certain  areas  of  the 
United  States,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and 
Forestry. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  HARKIN: 
S.  1822.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Food  Se- 
curity Act  of  1985  to  permit  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  to  waive  the  pro- 
hibition on  the  termination  of  con- 
servation reserve  contracts  for  certain 
lands,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition, 
and  Forestry. 

THE  CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 
CONTRACTS  MODIFICATION  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
today  introducing  legislation  to  make 
a  minor  modification  in  the  rules  ap- 
plicable to  the  early  termination  of 
Conservation  Reserve  Program  con- 
tracts. This  bill  will  provide  greater 
flexibility  in  the  management  of  CRP 
acreage  and  increase  opportunities  for 
livestock  production  using  land  that 
has  been  enrolled  in  CRP,  while  con- 
tinuing to  protect  against  soil  erosion 
and  to  conserve  the  natural  resource 
base. 

The  Federal  Agricultural  Improve- 
ment and  Reform  Act  of  1996  estab- 
lished a  new  early  termination  option 
for  holders  of  CRP  contracts.  Partici- 
pants who  entered  into  a  contract  be- 
fore January  1, 1995,  may  tenninate  the 
contract  at  any  time  if  the  contract 
has  been  in  effect  for  at  least  5  years. 
Certain  lands  considered  to  be  of  high 
environmental  value  are  not  eligible 
for  the  early  termination  option.  The 
act  specifically  disallows  the  early  ter- 
mination of  contracts  on  land  having 
an  erodibility  index  of  more  than  15,  a 
restriction  that  also  was  included  in 
the  rules  for  the  early  CRP  termi- 
nation option  offered  this  spring 
through  administrative  action  inde- 
pendent of  the  farm  bill. 

The  restriction  on  early  removal  of 
the  more  highly  erodible  land  from  the 
CRP  is  obviously  designed  to  reduce 
the  potential  for  returning  land  to  crop 
production  where  doing  so  presents  a 
higher  risk  of  damaging  levels  of  soil 
erosion.  Of  course,  a  principal  purpose 
of  the  CRP  was  to  remove  highly  erod- 
ible land  from  production  in  order  to 
conserve  soil,  so  it  is  reasonable  to  en- 
sure that  early  terminations  of  CRP 
contracts  do  not  nullify  the  benefits  of 
the  CRP  or  negate  the  investment  in 
conservation  made  by  taxpayers 
through  CRP  payments. 

While  the  prohibition  against  early 
termination  of  contracts  on  land  hav- 
ing an  erodibility  index  higher  than  15 
seems  reasonable  in  general,  it  does 
not  take  much  sense  to  livestock  pro- 
ducers who  would  like  to  remove  land 
from  the  CRP  in  order  to  use  it  for 


haying  or  grazing.  The  nationwide 
emergency  release  of  CRP  for  grazing 
and  haying  has  relieved  a  good  deal  of 
the  concern  regarding  access  to  CRP 
acres  for  livestock  feed— but  only  for 
this  year.  There  is  a  real  need  for  a 
longer  term  resolution  of  this  matter. 

My  bill  would  simply  allow  the  Sec- 
retary to  waive  the  restrictions  on  the 
types  of  land  that  may  be  removed 
firom  the  CRP  under  the  early  termi- 
nation option  if  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines that  the  land  will  be  used  only 
for  haying,  grazing  or  other  use  not  in- 
volving the  destruction  of  vegetable 
cover.  By  ensuring  that  the  vegetable 
cover  is  not  destroyed,  protection 
against  soil  erosion  will  be  maintained. 
In  addition,  any  such  waiver  can  be 
made  only  if  the  Secretary  determines 
that  the  land  will  be  used  only  in  a 
manner  that  adequately  protects  the 
natural  resource  base.  As  discussed, 
the  waiver  authority  contained  in  this 
bill  is  designed  specifically  to  deal  with 
the  prohibition  against  early  termi- 
nation of  CRP  contracts  on  land  with 
an  erodibility  index  higher  than  15. 
There  may  be  some  other  instances  in 
which  a  waiver  meeting  the  require- 
ments of  this  bill  could  be  granted,  but 
they  would  be  tightly  limited  by  the 
requirement  that  vegetable  cover  not 
be  destroyed  and  that  the  natural  re- 
source base  be  adequately  protected. 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  is  a  common- 
sense  solution  that  will  provide  more 
reasonable  options  to  CRP  contract 
holders  for  returning  land  to  economic 
use  while  maintaining  vegetable  cover 
and  protecting  the  natural  resource 
base.  I  hope  my  colleagues  will  support 
this  legislation  and  that  it  will  be  en- 
acted at  the  earliest  opportunity.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  text  of  the 
bill  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1822 

Be  it  enacted  by  ttie  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  American  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  TKHMlNA'nON  OF  CONSERVATION 
RESERVE  CONTRACTS  BY  OWNERS 
OR  OPERATORS. 

Section  1235(e)  of  the  Food  Security  Act  of 
1985  (16  U.S.C.  3835(e))  is  amended  by  striking 
paragraph  (2)  and  inserting  the  following: 

"(2)  Certain  lands  excepted.— 

"(A)  In  general. — Subject  to  subparagraph 
(B),  the  following  lands  shall  not  be  subject 
to  an  early  termination  of  contract  under 
this  subsection: 

"(1)  Filtcrstripo,  waterways,  strips  adja- 
cent to  riparian  areas,  windbreaks,  and 
shelterbelts. 

"(ii)  Land  with  an  erodibility  index  of 
more  than  15. 

"(Ill)  Other  lands  of  high  environmental 
value  (including  wetlands),  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary. 

"(B)  Waiver.— The  Secretary  may  waive 
the  application  of  subparagraph  (A)  to  land  if 
the  Secretary  determines  that  the  land  will 
be  used  only— 

"(1)  for  haying,  grazing,  or  other  use  not 
involving  the  destruction  of  vegetative 
cover;  and 
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"(11)  in  a  manner  that  adequately  protects 
the  natural  resource  base  of  the  land.". 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  1396 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Burns,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Kempthorne]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1386,  a  bill  to  provide  for  soft-met- 
ric conversion,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1578 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  FRIST,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Hatfield]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  1578,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Individuals 
with  Disabilities  Education  Act  to  au- 
thorize appropriations  for  fiscal  years 
1997  through  2002,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  1714 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Burns,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  MCCONNELL],  and  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Thurmond] 
were  added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  1714,  a 
bill  to  amend  title  49,  United  States 
Code,  to  ensure  the  ability  of  utility 
providers  to  establish,  improve,  oper- 
ate and  maintain  utility  structures,  fa- 
cilities, and  equipment  for  the  benefit, 
safety,  and  well-being  of  consumers,  by 
removing  limitations  on  maximum 
driving  and  on-duty  time  pertaining  to 
utility  vehicle  operators  and  drivers, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1813 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Helms,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Burns]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1813,  a  bill  to  reform  the  coast- 
wise, intercoastal,  and  noncontiguous 
trade  shipping  laws,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  1818 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Ford,  his  name 
was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S.  1818,  a 
bill  to  amend  the  Employee  Retire- 
ment Income  Security  Act  of  1974  to 
provide  for  retirement  savings  and  se- 
curity. 

S.  1819 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Ford,  his  name 
was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S.  1819,  a 
bill  to  amend  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Act  of  1974  to  provide  for  retirement 
savings  and  security. 

S.  1820 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  FORD,  his  name 
was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S.  1820,  a 
bill  to  amend  title  5  of  the  United 
States  Code  to  provide  for  retirement 
savings  and  security. 

S.  1821 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Ford,  his  name 
was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S.  1821,  a 
bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1986  to  provide  for  retirement 
savings  and  security. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4038 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Fein(X)LD  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Wyden]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 


amendment  No.  4038  intended  to  be  pro- 
posed to  S.  1764,  an  original  bill  to  au- 
thorize appropriations  for  fiscal  year 
1997  for  military  construction,  and  for 
other  purposes. 


SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLU- 
TION 63— RELATIVE  TO  THE  SEC- 
RETARY OF  AGRICULTURE 

Mrs.  KASSEBAUM  submitted  the  fol- 
lowing  concurrent   resolution;    which 
was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture, Nutrition,  and  Forestry: 
S.  Con.  Res.  63 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  (the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives concurring). 

SECTION  1.  USE  OF  DISASTER  RESERVE  FOR  AS- 
SISTANCE TO  LIVESTOCK  PRODUC- 


In  light  of  the  prolonged  drought  condi- 
tions existing  in  certain  areas  of  the  United 
States,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  should 
promptly  dispose  of  all  commodities  in  the 
disaster  reserve  maintained  under  section  813 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1970  (7  U.S.C. 
1427a)  to  relieve  the  distress  of  livestock  pro- 
ducers whose  ability  to  maintain  livestock  is 
adversely  affected  by  the  prolonged  drought. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


HOUSE  SMALL  BUSINESS  TAX 
INCENTIVES  BILL 

•  Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
address  the  Senate  on  a  bill  that  over- 
whelmingly passed  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives this  week.  The  vote  was 
414  to  10.  The  bill  I  refer  to  is  the  Small 
Business  Job  Protection  Act  of  1996. 

The  bill  is  a  collection  of  tax  incen- 
tives for  small  businesses.  As  every 
Member  of  this  body  knows,  small  busi- 
nesses create  the  lion's  share  of  jobs  in 
America.  The  bill  will  lift  some  of  the 
heavy  tax  burden  borne  by  small  busi- 
nesses. To  the  extent  we  lift  the  tax 
burden  on  small  businesses,  these  busi- 
nesses will  be  able  to  continue  to  cre- 
ate jobs  for  Americans.  Included  in  the 
bill  are  some  proposals  that  were  con- 
tained in  the  Balanced  Budget  Act  of 
1995. 

First,  an  increase  in  the  amount  of 
equipment  a  small  business  can  ex- 
pense; the  current  annual  amount  of 
$17,500  would  be  gradually  increased  to 
S25,000. 

Second,  a  package  of  proposals  to 
simplify  the  pension  tax  rules.  These 
proposals  will  bring  more  small  busi- 
nesses and  their  workers  into  the  pen- 
sion system;  in  addition,  these  propos- 
als will  enhance  pension  security  for 
millions  of  American  workers  and  their 
families. 

Third,  a  series  of  proposals  to  reform 
the  subchapter  S  corporation  tax  rules. 
Almost  2  million  small  businesses  do 
business  as  subchapter  S  corporations. 

This  package  of  small  business  tax 
incentives  is  fully  paid  for. 

Mr.  President,  I  congratulate  Chair- 
man Bill  archer  for  successfully  shep- 


herding this  package  of  much-needed 
tax  relief  through  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. 

In  recent  days,  many  of  my  col- 
leagues have  asked  me  about  Senate 
action  on  this  bill.  When  the  bill  ar- 
rives from  the  House,  I  expect  the  bill 
to  be  referred  to  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee. Once  referred  to  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee, I  anticipate  taking  action  on 
the  bill  shortly  after  the  Senate  re- 
turns from  the  Memorial  Day  recess. 

Mr.  President,  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee, including  longstanding  members 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  has  a  tradi- 
tion of  sensitivity  to  the  needs  of  small 
business-.  I  intend  to  continue  that  tra- 
dition with  a  Finance  Committee  im- 
print on  the  small  business  tax  bill. 

In  addition.  Mr.  President,  I  am  also 
considering  adding  measures  to  help 
create  economic  growth,  promote  sav- 
ingrs  and  investment,  and  enhance  eco- 
nomic opportunities  for  all  Ameri- 
cans.* 


A  CRACKDOWN  ON  IMMIGRANTS  IS 
RESTRICTING  SCHOLARSHIPS 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  I  cast  one 
of  the  few  votes  against  the  immigra- 
tion bill  that  passed  the  U.S.  Senate 
recently.  And  I  did  it  because  part  of 
the  bill  simply  goes  too  far.  We  are  in 
a  period  in  which  there  is  a  great  deal 
of  mean-spirited  and  anti-immigrant 
sentiment,  a  mean-spiritedness  and 
sentiment  that  does  not  serve  the  Na- 
tion well. 

For  example,  my  amendment  to  per- 
mit people  who  are  illegal  immigrants, 
and  who  are  going  to  become  citizens, 
to  get  student  aid  that  is  available  to 
all  American  citizens,  is  just  common 
sense. 

We  want  these  future  citizens  to  be 
productive  members  of  our  society. 

The  bill  that  passed  the  Senate  not 
only  denies  them  that  assistance,  but 
can  be  the  basis  for  deportation  if  they 
receive  that  aid  for  one  year. 

Two  items  have  appeared  recently 
that  should  cause  us  to  reflect  a  little 
more. 

One  is  an  op-ed  piece  in  the  C^liicago 
Sun  Times,  by  a  member  of  the  edi- 
torial board,  Tom  Sheridan. 

The  other  is  an  article  titled  "A 
Crackdown  on  Immigrants  Is  Restrict- 
ing Scholarships"  by  Dirk  Johnson 
that  appeared  in  the  New  York  Times. 
I  ask  that  both  articles  be  printed  in 
the  Record  after  my  remarks. 

Both  suggest  that  we  are  being  short- 
sighted in  what  we  are  doing. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  read  these 
two  items  if  they  have  not  done  so. 

The  op-eds  follow: 

Foreign  Treasures 
(By  Tom  Sheridan) 

First,  an  explanation.  I'm  half-Irish  on  my 
father's  side.  Third  generation.  My  mother's 
ancestry  is  more  muddled,  though  European. 
My  wife  is  half-Italian  (third  generation), 
with  the  rest  mostly  German. 
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With  that  mix,  our  kids  would  be  a  diverse 
lot.  But  we  also  have  children  who  are  Fili- 
pino (first  generation)  Hispanic  (second  gen- 
eration) and  Asian. 

What  I've  done  to  enrich  the  Sheridan  fam- 
ily gene  pool  is  nothing  less  than  remark- 
able. It's  the  same  way  families— and  Na- 
tions—are enriched:  Each  of  us  has  ancestors 
who  came  from  somewhere  else. 

All  of  which  makes  me  very  impressed 
with  people  becoming  U.S.  citizens  these 
days.  And  damn  glad  I  was  bom  here  and 
didn't  have  to  take  the  citizenship  test.  I 
might  not  pass  it. 

A  study  question  for  the  citizenship  test: 
How  many  changes  or  amendments  are  there 
to  the  U.S.  Constitution?  Do  you  know? 
Without  looking? 

There's  a  lot  of  public  yelping  these  days 
over  immigration— legal  and  no-so-legal.  Il- 
legal immigration  is  just  that— illegal— and 
should  not  be  tolerated.  Ck>ngress  is  right  to 
clamp  down  on  it. 

But  we  seem  to  have  confused  the  two.  It 
has  given  us  a  sense  of  public  schizophrenia. 
On  one  hand,  the  folks  in  Congress  have 
passed  legislation  making  it  harder  to  immi- 
grate— even  legally.  On  the  other  hand.  Im- 
migration and  Naturalization  Service  people 
are  working  doubly  hard  to  help  people  be- 
come citizens. 

Bills  rolling  through  Congress  would  slow 
the  immigration  process.  Included  in  the 
measure  passed  by  the  Senate  this  month  are 
provisions  to  sharply  limit  federal  benefits 
available  to  legal  residents,  even  as  they 
pursue  the  process  of  becoming  citizens. 

It  means  that  legal  immigrants  couldn't 
apply  for  a  student  loan,  a  tuition  grant 
(even  based  on  merit)  or  federal  job-training 
assistance.  The  penalty  is  deportation.  Even 
if  a  legal  Immigrant  gets  help,  and  later 
seeks  citizenship,  the  reward  would  be  depor- 
tation. 

Should  we  tolerate  legal  residents  who  per- 
form acts  of  terrorism  against  the  United 
States,  or  threaten  its  society  with  acts  such 
aa  drug-smuggling?  Of  course  not.  But  under 
the  recent  Terrorism  Act,  a  legal  resident 
who  has  been  a  successful  member  of  society 
for  years  and  ran  afoul  of  the  law  would  be 
deported. 

That's  hardly  a  welcoming  gesture.  It 
would  make  me  wonder  whether  our  nation, 
which  has  traditionally  embraced  all  classes 
of  people,  really  wanted  me. 

It  screams  election-year  propaganda: 
"Look  everybody;  look  how  tough  we  are." 
Such  tough  talk  is  phony.  But  only  three 
senators,  including  Illinois  Sen.  Paul  Simon, 
saw  it  that  way  and  voted  against  it. 

All  of  which  brings  me  to  the  act  of  becom- 
ing a  citizen,  which  more  than  19.000  people 
did  through  the  Chicago  INS  office  last  year. 
Five  times  that  many  will  take  the  oath  to 
support  and  defend  the  United  States  this 
year. 

Test  question:  What  amendment  addresses 
or  guarantees  voting  rights? 

Cltlienshlp  USA,  an  INS  project,  took  over 
18.000  square  feet  of  the  old  Sears  store  on 
State  Street  on  April  30.  Workers  are  proc- 
essing at  least  800  people  a  day  to  work 
through  a  bcu:klog  of  citizenship  applica- 
tions. In  the  12-month  period  ending  this 
fall.  INS  officials  expect  that  an  amazing 
60.000  new  citizens  will  have  been  naturalized 
in  Chicago.  That's  wonderful. 

The  next  celebration  of  citizenship  will 
take  place  May  24  in  the  International  Am- 
phitheater, where  10.000  new  citizens  ftom 
scores  of  nations  around  the  world  will  be 
sworn  In. 

Question:  Why  did  the  Pilgrims  come  to 
America? 


Answer:  For  religious  freedom.  And  a  bet- 
ter life. 

That's  something  we  should  keep  In  niind 
when  we  put  up  roadblocks  to  the  process 
that  enriches  us  as  a  nation.  Immigration 
certainly  enriched  me. 

A  Crackdown  on  Immigrants  Is  Restricting 

Scholarships 

(By  Dirk  Johnson) 

Edgar,  WI,  May  9.— Vying  to  attend  a  pres- 
tigious camp  for  patriotic  young  Wisconsin 
scholars,  one  student's  resume  sparkled 
above  the  rest:  a  16-year-old  who  earned 
straight  A's,  played  violin,  spoke  French  and 
displayed  an  interest  in  government. 

But  the  girl.  Pang  Thao,  a  junior  at  rural 
Edgar  High  School,  has  been  rejected  by  the 
camp's  sponsor,  the  American  Legion  Auxil- 
iary, because  she  is  not  a  United  States  citi- 
zen, even  though  she  will  become  one  in  a 
matter  of  months. 

"Rules  are  rules,  and  unfortunately  she's 
not  a  citizen,"  said  Eileen  Knox,  a  spokes- 
woman for  the  Auxiliary.  "There  are  lots  of 
American-bom  girls  who  are  still  waiting  in 
the  wings,  hoping  they  can  be  chosen." 

The  rejection  of  Pang,  who  immigrated 
with  her  parents  when  she  was  two  months 
old,  follows  a  similar  incident  in  Texas  ear- 
lier this  spring.  The  Houston  Stock  Show 
and  Rodeo  awarded  a  S10,000  scholarship  to  a 
Texas  honors  student,  only  to  withdraw  the 
prize  after  learning  the  winner  was  not  a 
United  States  citizen. 

When  it  comes  to  anger  toward  immigrants 
and  their  children,  a  growing  sentiment  by 
almost  any  measure,  Americans  usually 
complain  about  unskilled  and  illiterate  new- 
comers putting  a  drain  on  budgets  and  serv- 
ices. 

But  the  rejection  of  the  two  young  schol- 
ars, immigration  advocates  say,  illustrates  a 
wellspring  of  resentment  against  those  who 
can  compete,  perhaps  too  well. 

"On  the  one  hand,  we  encourage  assimila- 
tion and  achievement,"  said  Lucas 
Guttentag,  a  lawyer  who  specializes  in  Immi- 
gration for  the  American  Civil  Liberties 
Union,  "and  we  say  we  want  immigrants  to 
learn  the  values  of  American  society.  But 
then  we  turn  around  and  exclude  these  peo- 
ple from  the  very  institutions  that  imbue 
those  values." 

The  tough  immigration  bill  passed  over- 
whelmingly by  the  Senate,  for  example, 
would  deny  college  financial  aid  to  legal  im- 
migrants who  are  not  citizens. 

For  Pang,  the  talk  of  policy  and  politics 
can  be  reduced  to  something  very  basic. 
"There  are  a  lot  of  people  out  there  who 
don't  like  me,"  she  said  the  other  night, 
while  on  break  Crom  her  job  as  a  waitress  at 
here  parents'  restaurant.  "They  don't  know 
me.  But  they  don't  like  me." 

In  fact,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Thao  were  among  the 
thousands  of  Hmongs  driven  by  Communist 
forces  from  Laos  for  helping  the  United 
States  in  the  Vietnam  War. 

Pang  is  an  exceedingly  polite  teenager  who 
seems  to  bend  over  backwards  to  avoid 
sounding  like  a  complainer.  But  she  hears 
plenty  of  the  stereotypes  about  minorities: 
"They  get  more  welfare.  They  don't  pay 
taxes.  They're  not  loyal  to  America." 

She  has  found  herself  saying  in  a  Hash  of 
defensive  anger:  "Man  don't  you  understand. 
I'm  here  because  of  you.  I'm  here  because  my 
relatives  and  my  ancestors  helped  the  Amer- 
icans in  the  war." 

Her  parents.  Long,  38.  and  Chong  Thao,  38, 
delayed  starting  the  citizenship  is-ocess  until 
last  year.  "It  is  hard  to  let  go  when  you 
come    fi"om    another    country,"    said    Mrs. 


Thao.  "It's  a  part  of  you.  But  over  time,  we 
understand.  This  is  our  home  country  now. 
We  are  Americans."  They  mn  the  Thai  Cafe 
in  a  strip  mall  in  Wausau,  a  city  of  37,000  in 
central  Wisconsin  with  a  sizeable  Hmong 
(pronounced  mung)  population.  Pang  works 
nights  and  Saturdays. 

Mrs.  Thao  also  works  fUll  time  as  a  case- 
worker for  the  Marathon  County  Welfare  De- 
partment. In  addition,  the  family  raises  gin- 
seng in  the  fields  around  their  farmhouse 
here,  about  20  miles  west  of  Wausau. 

The  family,  with  six  children,  struggles  fi- 
nancially. But  the  parents  remember  life  in 
the  refugee  camp  in  Thailand.  "The  refugee 
camp  was  hell,"  Mrs.  Thao  said.  "Not  enough 
food.  Poor  sanitation.  Hot.  A  lot  of  sick  chil- 
dren. Many  died.  We  were  lucky. 

Pang  and  her  parents  have  been  careful  not 
to  criticize  the  American  Legion.  And  they 
have  expressed  gratitude  to  the  University  of 
Wisconsin  at  Whitewater,  which  recently  in- 
vited Pang  to  participate  in  an  international 
conference  there  in  June,  as  a  consolation 
for  her  rejection  at  the  Legion  camp.  Badger 
Girls  State. 

Those  who  defend  the  citizenship  rule 
noted  that  favoritism  for  citizens  goes  back 
to  the  nation's  founders.  They  point  to  the 
constitutional  requirement  that  the  Presi- 
dent be  bom  in  the  United  States. 

"Citizenship  means  something,"  said  Mrs. 
Knox,  of  the  Legion  Auxiliary.  "On  Election 
Day,  you  cannot  go  to  the  polls  and  say. 
'Well,  I'm  going  to  be  a  citizen  next  week."' 

The  disappointment  in  the  Thao  family  has 
been  keen,  although  Pang,  the  oldest  child, 
bristles  at  the  notion  of  people  feeling  sorry 
for  her.  "I'm  not  complaining,"  she  said. 
"I'm  not  whining,  and  I  don't  need  anyone's 
pity."  More  than  anything  else  about  the 
citizenship  issue,  she  said,  she  is  bothered  by 
the  views  of  those  who  believe  being  bom  in 
the  United  States  is  a  virtue.  "I  really  dis- 
like this  idea  of  some  people  being  superior 
over  others,"  she  said.  "Most  of  the  people 
here  are  just  a  mix  of  nationalities  from 
somewhere  else.  The  difference  between  me 
and  you  is  the  color  of  our  skin  and  our 
background.  And  that's  it." 

At  the  time  of  the  application  for  the 
camp,  it  appeared  the  citizenship  approval 
might  be  granted  In  time.  But  the  shut-down 
of  some  Government  offices  in  the  Washing- 
ton budget  dispute  delayed  citizenship  appli- 
cations and  doomed  those  hopes. 

"It's  all  right.  Mom,  it's  really  no  big 
deal,"  Pang  had  said,  knowing  how  badly  her 
mother  felt. 

The  students  and  teachers  at  Edgar  High 
School,  where  minorities  can  be  counted  on 
the  fingers  of  one  hand,  have  supported 
Pang,  said  Mark  Lacke.  the  school  principal. 

"She  is  a  very  bubbly,  smart,  popular 
girl,"  said  Mr.  Lacke,  who  had  pressed  the 
Legion  to  reconsider.  If  the  Legion  would  not 
budge,  Mr.  Lacke  asked  if  it  would  be  pos- 
sible for  Pang  to  attend  the  camp  as  an  ob- 
server, rather  than  as  a  delegatf;  The  prin- 
cipal said  he  would  drive  the  girl  there  him- 
self, and  the  school  would  pay  her  expenses. 

"They  got  back  to  me  and  said  there  was 
no  latitude,"  he  said.  "There  should  have 
been  some  forum  for  an  appeal  here." 

Pang,  who  will  attend  the  University  of 
Minnesota  after  she  graduates  &om  high 
school  next  year,  plans  to  study  architec- 
tural design.  "The  best  schools  are  in  the 
East,  but  they're  really  expensive,"  she  said. 

As  Pang  helped  her  harried  parents  clear 
tables  and  deliver  orders,  she  spoke  of  the  fi- 
nancial pressures  at  home,  vowing  to  claim  a 
piece  of  the  American  dream. 

"After  college."  she  said,  "I'm  going  make 
big  bucks,  help  my  little  sister  get  in  to  one 
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of  those  Eastern  schools — one  of  us  has  got 
to."» 


DEMOCRATS  BLOCKING  REPEAL 
OF  THE  GAS  TAX 

•  Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President.  I  am  dis- 
appointed that  again  today,  my  col- 
leagues on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
blocked  efforts  to  start  to  relieve  the 
tax  burden  on  the  American  people  by 
repealing  the  1993  Clinton  gas  tax  in- 
crease. I  wish  we  would  have  been  able 
to  repeal  this  tax  today  before  the 
American  people  set  off  to  enjoy  the 
Memorial  Day  weekend  and  the  begin- 
ning of  the  summer  driving  season. 

My  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  had  agreed  to  pass  the  gas  tax 
repeal  if  the  House  passed  the  mini- 
mum wage  bill  in  a  form  acceptable  to 
them.  Well,  Mr.  President,  the  House 
did  pass  a  clean  minimum  wage  bill. 
Yet,  rather  than  keep  their  promise 
and  pass  the  gas  tax  repeal,  my  col- 
leaigues  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
have  again  blocked  its  passage.  Time 
and  again  we  have  tried  to  accommo- 
date them  and  time  and  again  they 
have  backed  away  from  their  promises. 
How  are  we  to  help  the  American  peo- 
ple if  my  colleagues  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle  continue  to  renege  on  their 
promises? 

I  would  like  to  remind  my  colleagues, 
that  when  President  Clinton  raised 
taxes  S268  billion  in  1993,  he  said  he  was 
raising  them  on  the  rich.  We  knew  then 
that  that  was  not  true.  Now  there  is  no 
doubt.  President  Clinton  has  raised 
taxes  not  only  on  the  middle  class  but 
also  on  low-income  families,  and  now 
my  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  are  densring  these  low-income 
families  tax  relief.  The  truth  is,  Mr. 
President,  that  every  person  who 
drives  a  car.  who  buys  groceries,  who 
takes  the  bus,  the  train,  or  a  plane  has 
to  pay  this  tax.  These  aren't  all  rich 
Americans.  In  fact.  Americans  who  are 
hit  the  hardest  by  this  regressive  tax 
are  people  at  the  lowest  income  levels, 
those  making  less  than  S10,000  a  year. 
Repeal  of  this  regressive  tax,  therefore, 
would  benefit  all  Americans,  especially 
those  with  modest  incomes. 

It  is  a  well-known  fact  that  the  4.3- 
cents-per-gallon  motor  fuels  tax  not 
only  disproportionately  affects  low-in- 
come people,  but  it  also  hits  people  in 
rural  areas  harder  than  it  does  those  in 
more  metropolitan  areas.  President 
Clinton  knows  this.  In  February  1993, 
just  months  before  he  signed  into  law 
the  largest  tax  increase  in  history, 
said,  and  I  quote,  "For  years  there 
have  been  those  who  say  we  ought  to 
reduce  the  deficit  by  raising  the  gas 
tax  a  whole  lot.  That's  fine  if  you  live 
in  the  city  and  ride  mass  transit  to 
work.  It's  not  so  good  if  you  live  in  the 
country  and  drive  yourself  to  work." 
Despite  this  statement,  the  4.3-cents- 
per-gallon  tax  increase  was  enacted.  I 
agree    with    President    Clinton's    1993 


statement.  People  in  rural  areas  should 
not  be  penalized  because  they  live  in 
areas  that  require  them  to  use  their 
cars  and  travel  longer  distances.  For 
example,  in  my  home  State  of  Dela- 
ware, which  contains  many  rural  areas, 
the  average  family  pays  $463  in  gas 
taxes  per  year.  This  figure  includes 
both  State  and  FederaJ  gas  taxes.  When 
the  4.3-cents-per-gallon  motor  fuels  tax 
is  repealed,  the  average  Delaware  fami- 
ly's tax  burden  will  be  reduced  by  $48— 
a  good  first  step. 

The  Clinton  gas  tax  increase  did  not 
get  a  single  Republican  vote  because 
Republicans  believe  in  cutting  wasteful 
Government  spending,  rather  than  in- 
creasing taxes  to  pay  for  more  Govern- 
ment spending.  So  while  in  the  scheme 
of  Government  programs  the  4.3-cents- 
per-gallon  gas  tax  may  not  seem  to  be 
a  paramount  issue,  it  represents  what 
separates  Republicans  from  the  big 
Government  spenders.  While  the  Presi- 
dent purports  to  favor  balancing  the 
budget,  at  best  he  would  do  so  by 
matching  big  spending  with  high  taxes. 
Our  belief  is  that  we  should  cut  spend- 
ing and  lower  taxes. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  time  to  give 
Americans  a  break  from  taxes  and  big 
Government.  I  ask  my  colleagues  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  to  allow  the 
Senate  to  move  forward,  and  stop 
blocking  tax  relief  for  working  Ameri- 
cans.* 


AMBASSADOR  ROBERT  KRUEGER 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  our 
former  colleague  in  the  Senate,  Ambas- 
sador Robert  Krueger,  has  been  nomi- 
nated to  be  Ambassador  to  Botswana 
after  serving  as  Ambassador  to  Bu- 
rundi. A  report  that  he  sent  around  to 
some  friends  about  Burundi  is  worth 
reading  for  anyone  interested  in  that 
troubled  nation. 

I  ask  that  Ambassador  Krueger' s  re- 
port be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  report  follows: 

Burundi:  An  Oklahoma  Cmr  Massacre 
Evert  Hour 

(A  Report  by  Ambassador  Robert  Krueger, 
April  24, 1996) 

Summary:  The  situation  in  Burundi  is 
more  threatening  to  human  life  and  democ- 
racy, with  a  greater  chance  for  major  con- 
fiagration,  than  at  any  time  In  the  last  two 
years.  A  European  diplomat  says  that  "if  the 
world  gives  up  on  Burundi  .  .  .  perhaps  a 
million  may  die"  there.  (End  summary.) 

On  the  weekend  of  April  19,  Americans 
mourned  again  and  reflected  on  the  worst 
terrorist  attack  in  our  history:  168  people 
killed  a  year  ago  in  Oklahoma  City.  Tele- 
vision cameras  covered  the  scene;  dignitaries 
spoke  on  the  occasion;  and  citizens  every- 
where questioned  how  terror  could  strike  so 
unexpectedly,  shattering  lives  in  an  instant 
and  a  sense  of  security  for  years. 

But  if  we  adjust  proportionately  for  the 
difference  in  populations,  Burundi  has  an 
Oklahoma  City-size  massacre  every  hour  of 
the  day.  Burundi's  population  is  only  about 
one-forty-second  (1/42)  that  of  the  USA. 
Hence,  4  people  being  killed  in  Burundi  are 


numerically  equivalent  to  168  killed  in  the 
USA.  Regrettably,  a  reasonable  estimate  is 
that  100  people  are  killed  daily  in  Burundi: 
or.  four  every  hour.  24  hours  a  day. 

Understandably,  cameras  in  America  fo- 
cussed.  on  April  19.  1996.  on  Oklahonaa  City; 
or  on  Lebanon,  where  at  least  75  were  killed. 
And  world  attention  naturally  follows  the 
camera.  Yet.  normally  there  are  no  inter- 
national camera  crews  in  Burundi.  But  the 
filling  continues. 

This  cable  is  a  reminder  that  In  an  obscure 
country  in  the  heart  of  Africa,  the  killing  is 
proportionately  vastly  heavier  than  what 
the  cameras  are  covering;  or.  indeed,  than  in 
almost  any  place  else  in  the  world.  And  as 
the  protagonist  of  Arthur  Miller's  play 
"Death  of  a  Salesman"  said,  "Attention 
must  be  paid." 

1  recently  sent  a  summary  report  (Secstate 
80607)  stating  that  I  had  perceived  a  steady 
destruction  of  democracy  and  an  increase  in 
mayhem  during  my  almost  two-year  tenure 
as  ambassador  to  Burundi.  And  the  situation 
now  seems  to  me  worse  than  when  the  cable 
was  first  drafted  several  weeks  ago.  Evtn 
though  I  have  not  been  in  Burundi  for  the 
past  7'/i  months,  and  I  must  rely  on  the  re- 
ports of  various  individuals  whom  I  learned 
to  trust  when  I  was  there.  1  am  regrettably 
but  firmly  convinced  that  the  situation  in 
Burundi  is  at  this  moment  more  precarious, 
with  a  larger  possibility  of  massive  blood- 
shed, than  at  any  time  since  my  arrival  in 
Burundi  in  June.  1994. 

In  1994.  and  often  in  1995.  visitors  would 
regularly  ask.  "Will  Burundi  be  another 
Rwanda? "  with,  of  course,  all  the  fears  of 
historically  large  genocide  which  the  ques- 
tion carries.  My  resi»nse  was  "I  won't  i>re- 
diet  for  more  than  two  months  or  so  into  the 
future;  but.  no.  we  will  not  have  a  Rwanda- 
type  disaster  in  that  period."  And  that  much 
iwtjved  true. 

But  today.  I  find  that  the  president  of  the 
large  political  party.  Dr.  Mlnani  of  Frodebn, 
has  openly  written  in  official  public  docu- 
ments, just  two  weeks  ago,  that  the  believes 
Burundi  is  in  a  situation  like  that  of  Rwanda 
before  April  6,  1994.  the  onset  of  the  deluge. 
Other  Burundi  leaders  and  foreign  diplomats 
with  whom  I  have  spoken  sound  more  omi- 
nous tones  than  anything  I  had  heard  In  Bu- 
rundi during  my  time  there. 

"The  center  will  not  hold;  Mere  anarchy  is 
loosed  upon  the  world."— W.B.  Yeats 

While  the  international  community  and 
those  who  support  democratic  institutions  In 
Burundi  have  both  hoped  that  political  cen- 
trists and  moderates  would  gain  greater  con- 
trol, the  country  has  instead  become  increas- 
ingly polarized.  As  the  poet  Yeats  said,  writ- 
ing of  another  revolution.  "The  center  will 
not  hold."  Certainly  it  has  not  held  in  Bu- 
rundi, and  the  risk  is  increasing  of  mere  an- 
archy being  loosed— if  not  upon  the  world- 
then  at  least  upon  Burundi  and  other  coun- 
tries In  Central  Africa. 

The  president  and  prime  minister  no 
longer  travel  together,  and  are  said  to  be 
openly  at  odds.  The  prime  minister's  party. 
Uprona,  has  renewed  its  periodic  call  for  the 
president's  resignation.  Moreover,  the  divi- 
sions are  not  only  inter-party,  but  intra- 
party.  Many  Hutu  members  of  parliament 
are  now  more  symjiathetic  with  Nyangoma 
than  with  their  official  leadership.  And  divi- 
sions among  the  Tutsi  conamonity— In  the 
army  itself,  within  Uprona.  within  the  var- 
ious minor  parties— are  forcing  people  more 
and  more  to  the  extremes. 

PRIME  minister  TELLS  THE  POPULACE  TO 
DEFEND  ITSELF  AGAINST  "ENEMIES" 

As  is  well  known,  the  prime  minister  sev- 
eral weeks  ago  called  upon  the  population  to 
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defend  Itself  against  its  "enemies."  But,  as 
Dr.  Mlnani  pointed  out  in  a  recent  Frodebu 
announcement,  the  Prime  Minister  did  not 
deCne  who  those  enemies  were.  That  deter- 
mination was  left  to  the  minds  of  the  arming 
populace.  Such  calls  to  self-defense,  it  is  reli- 
ably reported,  have  been  repeated  in  the 
prime  minister's  visits  to  various  locations 
in  the  countryside.  Meanwhile,  the  FDD  and 
other  guerrilla  groups  have  enlarged  their 
attaclcs.  And  in  face  of  an  impotent  civilian 
government  incapable  of  protecting  them, 
the  majority  of  the  population  have  some- 
times given  supiwrt  to  guerrillas  even  as 
they  spread  terror. 

IMMOLATION  AND  MURDER 

Consider  some  of  the  events  of  the  last  sev- 
eral weeks,  reported  to  me  from  several 
sources  that  have  proven  reliable  in  the  past. 

(A)  In  an  act  of  ethnic  purification,  over 
Easter  weekend,  22  Hutu  domestic  workers 
were  immolated  in  Nyakabiga  quarter  in 
Bujumbura  by  their  Tutsi  employers. 

(B)  Reportedly,  50  Hutus,  including  com- 
munity leaders,  were  killed  in  the  city  of 
Gitega:  all  were  members  of  Frodebu  and  re- 
lated Hutu  minor  parties.  The  head  of  the 
agriculture  department  for  that  region  and 
several  teachers  in  secondary  schools  were 
among  those  murdered.  The  provincial  gov- 
ernor has  now  fled,  as  have  other  Hutu  polit- 
ical leaders  from  Gitega.  the  second-largest 
city  in  Burundi.  To  judge  from  recent  gov- 
ernment actions  in  other  provinces,  the  ci- 
vilian governor's  departure  will  offer  an  ex- 
cuse to  replace  him  with  yet  another  mili- 
tary governor. 

(C)  Even  the  national  radio,  known  to 
favor  Tutsi  interests,  and  likely  to  under- 
estimate the  killing,  has  acknowledged  that 
at  least  300  people  were  killed  in  Gitega 
province  between  April  ^12. 

(D)  Tutsi  extremists  have  driven  the  Red 
Cross  trom  the  city  of  Gitega  so  hat  it  will 
be  unable  to  witness  and  possibly  report  on 
the  carnage. 

(E)  The  FDD  attacked  and  killed  a  large 
number  of  Tutsi  students  in  an  urban  center 
(the  name  of  which  I  failed  to  record). 

(P)  After  an  attack  by  the  FDD  against  the 
army,  at  Bukeye,  on  April  10  the  army  killed 
more  than  30  Hutu  civilians  in  revenge. 

(G)  An  official  in  the  security  service  has 
confirmed  that  members  of  the  military  are 
recruiting  Tutsi  civil  servants  and  students, 
training  them,  and  issuing  them  weapons  for 
use  against  their  "enemies"  in  the  country- 
side. 

(H)  A  university  official  has  confirmed 
that  a  letter  circulating  now  on  campus  has 
been  signed  by  over  100  Tutsi  students,  urg- 
ing their  classmates  to  stop  academic  work 
and  take  up  arms  with  them  against 
Njrangoma  and  his  allies  (i.e.  Hutus)  in  the 
Bujumbura  quartiers  of  Mutanga  Nord, 
Kinama,  and  the  countryside. 

(I)  Lt.  Col.  Nzeyimana  Dieudonne.  a  high- 
ranking  officer  in  the  gendarmerie,  was  as- 
sassinated on  20  April  (reportedly  by  Sans 
Echec)  in  Bujumbura. 

(J)  The  Hutu  parliamentarian  Gahungu  (5e- 
rard,  from  the  Province  of  Cibltoke — a  mod- 
erate with  a  Tutsi  wife,  was  killed  by  a  gun- 
man in  Ngagara. 

(K)  On  20  April,  at  least  7  (perhaps  more) 
Hntus  were  killed  in  the  Bujumbura  quartier 
of  Nyakabiga.  having  been  kidnapped  and 
brought  there  from  other  parts  of  the  city. 

(L)  Over  30  Hutus  were  massacred  in  the 
commune  of  Rntovo  by  Tutsi  militias,  as- 
sisted by  the  army. 

(M)  A  secondary  school  (lycee)  in  Kayanza 
was  attacked  with  grenades;  two  students 
were  killed,  others  injured. 
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"Perhaps  a  million  will  die. 
diplomat 

The  above  are  a  few  illustrations  of  what  is 
happening.  They  form  but  a  fraction  of  the 
total  picture.  I  have  received  reports  of 
fighting  during  the  past  two  weeks  in 
Bubanza.  Gatumba.  Ngozi.  Mutare.  Karuzi. 
Gitega.  Rutama.  Bururi.  and  other  locations. 
One  reliable  source  said  that  at  least  75-80% 
of  the  country  is  currently  shaken  by  vio- 
lence. A  respected  Western  diplomat  told  me 
that  every  province  except  Bujumbura  was 
now  subject  to  attack  by  guerilla  forces. 

Perhaps  most  poignantly,  I  was  asked  by  a 
very  experienced  European  diplomat  who 
once  served  in  the  USA  and  now  serves  in 
Burundi,  "Please,  I  know  the  generosity  of 
the  American  people.  Do  what  you  can  to  see 
that  the  USA  remains  concerned.  I  am 
afraid,  (he  continued)  that  most  of  the  world 
is  about  to  give  up  on  Burundi.  But  if  the 
world  gives  up,  there  is  a  risk  that  not  just 
thousands,  but  perhaps  a  million  will  die  in 
a  rage  that  no  one  can  justify." 

I  am  not  suggesting  that  I  expect  a  million 
people  to  die.  I  do  not.  And  1  would  be 
shocked  if  Burundi  suffered  carnage  on  any- 
thing approaching  chat  scale.  Nor  do  I  be- 
lieve Burundi  has  y-Jt  arrived  at  a  situation 
similar  to  Rwanda  on  April  6. 1994. 

But  when  I  observe  that  the  president  of 
the  majority  political  party  and  an  experi- 
enced and  balanced  European  diplomat  fore- 
see such  possibilities,  it  should  give  us 
pause.  Two  years  ago.  very  few  people  in  Bu- 
rundi used  such  severe  terms.  These  two 
would  not  have.  Today,  many  others  might 
do  so. 

If  asked  whether  I  am  predicting  the  immi- 
nence of  a  major  civil  war  I  would  say:  no. 
But  with  qualifications.  During  the  months  I 
was  present  in  Burundi.  I  said  confldently 
that  no  such  event  would  occur  within  the 
next  two  months.  I  can  no  longer  confidently 
say  that.  I  don't  know  if  the  larobability  of 
such  an  event  is  5%.  10%.  20%  or  higher.  I  do 
know  it  is  no  longer  an  impossibility. 

Reports  fi-om  every  quarter  describe  the 
situation  as  more  precarious  than  in  1994  or 
1995.  The  capacity  of  the  Burundi  populace  to 
absorb  horrendous  punishment  and  yet  to 
persevere  is  awesome,  but  not  infinite.  I 
don't  know  the  trigger  point  of  national 
rage.  And  I  have  only  the  reports  of  others, 
not  of  my  own  eyes.  But  all  their  eyes  see 
the  situation  as  deteriorating  more  rapidly 
than  before. 

An  unclassifled  cable  is  not  the  place  to  ex- 
plore suggestions  for  possible  ways  to  ad- 
dress all  these  problems.  Yet,  as  ambassador. 
I  want  without  delay  and  without  reticence 
to  offer  a  partial  account  of  some  of  the 
events  and  attitudes  that  now  prevail  in  Bu- 
rundi. They  sound  the  most  threatening  and 
dangerous  toward  peace,  justice,  democracy 
and  human  life  that  I  have  heard  during  the 
period  that  I  have  been  privileged  to  serve  as 
ambassador  to  Burundi.* 


HOWARD  STRINGER 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  recently 
Hov?ard  Stringer,  chief  executive  offi- 
cer of  Tele-TV,  received  the  First 
Amendment  Leadership  Avrard  pre- 
sented by  the  Radio  and  Television 
News  Directors  Foundation  at  their  an- 
nual banquet. 

In  his  remarlcs,  he  comments  about 
the  need  for  sensitivity  and  realism  in 
dealing  with  the  problems  of  television 
violence. 


In  working  with  television  executives 
on  this  problem,  I  have  found  none  su- 
perior to  Howard  Stringer.  He  is  both 
sensible  and  sensitive. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  read  his  re- 
marks, which  I  ask  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  remarks  follow: 
Radio    and    Television    News    Directors 
Foundation  Annual  Banquet  and  Cele- 
bration of  the  First  Amendment 

(By  Howard  Stringer) 
This  is  an  interesting  moment  for  any 
broadcaster  to  accept  an  award  attached  to 
the  1st  Amendment.  Just  weeks  ago.  Presi- 
dent Clinton  and  a  number  of  television  ex- 
ecutives assembled  in  The  White  House  to 
collaborate  on  a  ratings  system  which  would 
measure  and  proclaim  the  intensity  of  sex 
and  violence  on  their  programs.  The  Presi- 
dent endorsed  the  V-chip  as  a  device  that 
would,  "hand  the  remote  control  back  to 
America's  parents."  It  would  be  one  small 
step  for  broadcasters,  but  a  giant  step  for 
viewers.  Some  observers  found  the  quid-pro- 
quo  a  little  cynical— fi-ee  use  of  the  spectrum 
for  digital  compression  on  one  side,  election 
year  political  advantage  for  the  other,  but 
all  in  all,  surely  a  positive  gesture. 

Some  observers  are  concerned  that  the 
government  has  at  least  nudged  its  unholy 
way  into  content.  Remembering  President 
Nixon's  use  of  the  IRS  as  a  weapon  against 
political  enemies,  some  day  a  President 
could  recognize  that  in  the  digital  future, 
whoever  controls  the  chip  not  only  controls 
V  for  Violence,  but  V  for  Voters. 

In  the  near  term.  I'm  more  worried  that 
this  new  political  contract  will  do  two 
things.  Firstly,  it  will  engender  cynicism  if 
it  has  no  impact  at  all.  and  secondly,  it  will 
let  programmers  off  the  hook,  especially  if 
by  gladly  accepting  the  V-chip  they  abdicate 
further  responsibility  for  content. 

The  cynicism  factor  is  no  small  consider- 
ation. Since  I  came  to  America,  successive 
governments  have  trumpeted  a  grand  solu- 
tion to  whatever  ails  the  country.  The  war  to 
end  communism  in  Vietnam,  the  war  on  pov- 
erty, the  war  on  hunger,  the  war  on  racism, 
the  war  on  drugs,  all  created  a  level  of  expec- 
tation, only  to  be  followed  by  let  down.  After 
World  War  n.  America  became,  in  Robert 
Samuelson's  words,  "a  nation  of  enthusiastic 
problem  solvers"  with  the  expectation  that 
everything  could  be  easily  solved.  When  solu- 
tions fail,  he  observed,  we  sink  into  an  at- 
mosphere of  "tne  floating  gloom."  The 
ranks  of  the  cjrnical  grow  ever  larger. 

In  1993  I  attended  hearings  on  Capitol  Hill 
on  the  subject  of  violence.  With  the  valiant 
exception  of  Senator  Paul  Simon,  most  of 
my  interrogators  clearly  hadn't  watched  tel- 
evision, couldn't  differentiate  between  net- 
work and  cable,  and  weren't  terribly  inter- 
ested in  debating  the  issue  on  its  merits.  One 
Congressman  told  me  that  he  was  going  to 
vote  for  the  V-chip  because  he  was  fed  up 
with  network  news  reporters  attacking  Con- 
gressional junkets. 

On  the  evening  after  the  hearings,  I  re- 
ceived a  telephone  call  from  that  remarkable 
reporter,  Jimmy  Breslin.  He  told  me  he'd 
just  spent  the  night  in  Bedford  Stuyvesant. 
where  kids  were  out  on  the  streets,  armed  to 
the  teeth,  dealing  in  drugs,  joining  gangs  and 
dropping  out  of  school.  "Trust  me"  said 
Breslin,  "those  kids  aren't  watching  your 
network."  Of  course  he  was  right.  The  street 
kids  of  urban  America  aren't  glued  to  "The 
Nanny,"  "Friends."  "Touched  by  an  Angel." 
We'd  be  a  lot  safer  if  they  were.  The  gutter 
body  count  is  more  accurately  represented  in 
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movies  like  "Die  Hard"  or  "Terminator." 
which  are  'R'  rated,  than  on  television, 
though  even  in  those  movies  at  least  the 
good  gujrs  win  and  the  bad  guys  lose. 

Ratings  systems  are  valuable  to  the  child 
with  responsible  parents.  They're  not  much 
of  an  obstacle  to  the  latch-key  kid  with 
nothing  but  time  on  his  hands.  So  even  if  we 
accept  that  the  V-chip  will  help  some  par- 
ents, let's  not  fool  ourselves  that  it  will  di- 
minish violence  on  the  street.  Otherwise,  the 
letdown  will,  as  I've  said,  promote  yet  more 
cynicism  all  round. 

My  second  point  is  that  all  of  us  in  the 
broadcasting  or  cable  or  telephone  program- 
ming community  have  a  higher  responsibil- 
ity that  the  government  cannot  and  should 
not  enforce.  Instead  of  debating  the  issue  of 
TV's  relationship  to  violence,  let's  turn  the 
question  on  its  head.  Can  we  help  society 
fight  violence?  Can  we  do  more?  Bill  Moyers 
said  recently,  "What  we  need  is  a  strategy  of 
affirmation  by  society  as  a  whole,  from 
homes,  schools,  churches,  synagogues  and  all 
the  institutions  that  transmit  values."  What 
about  from  our  entertainment  institutions? 

There  has  been  violence  in  great  literature 
and  in  great  drama  beyond  Shakespeare  to 
the  ancient  Greeks.  Blood  is  the  ink  of  much 
theatrical  history,  but  great  writers  under- 
stand great  consequences.  Villains  are 
doomed.  Victims  mourned.  The  audience  is 
taught  accountability,  responsibility,  sen- 
sitivity and  compassion.  It's  not  enough  for 
the  audience  to  leave  the  stage  or  screen  just 
thrilled  or  amused.  The  true  artist  can  teach 
us  to  care,  and  of  course,  to  feel. 

If  the  sociopaths  who  parade  through  our 
news  clips  show  no  remorse,  then  maybe  our 
entertainment  programs  should.  If  the  eyes 
of  killers  reflect  only  the  chill  of  arctic 
wastes,  then  maybe  we  should  offer  warmer 
vistas.  If  dozens  of  people  die  unrecognized 
and  unmoumed  In  our  movies,  then  maybe 
we  should  shed  tears  for  them. 

If  we  perceive  the  loss  of  life  as 
unremarkable,  then  the  absence  of  love  will 
also  be  unremarkable.  Death  stings,  pain 
hurts,  loss  devastates,  fear  terrifies.  If  we 
complain  that  television  merely  mirrors  re- 
ality, then  let  us  try  to  reflect  our  reality 
more  skillfully  and  honestly.  Violence  Is  not 
poetic  or  balletic.  It  is  ugly.  Violence  in- 
spires more  tears  than  cheers  on  the  streets 
of  our  cities.  True  artists  have  the  power  to 
move  not  only  their  audiences,  but  adso  their 
times. 

America  won  more  than  the  Cold  War.  It's 
also  winning  the  global  infotainment  war. 
We  export  popular  culture  to  the  world.  With 
that  victory  comes  some  responsibility.  We 
can  give  audiences  only  "What  they  want" 
and  cynically  wait  for  the  cash  registers  to 
ring,  or  we  can  challenge  our  creative  minds 
to  reach  further  into  their  souls.  We  can  cer- 
tainly do  more  than  shelter  gratefully  be- 
hind labels,  and  allow  taste  to  evaporate. 

In  the  end  industry  leaders  must  take  per- 
sonal responsibility  for  what  goes  on  the 
screen.  If  we  separate  like  church  and  state, 
our  artistic  values  from  our  personal  values, 
then  we  create  programs  for  others  we  would 
not  be  willing  to  share  with  our  own  family 
and  friends.  If  we  produce  dreadful  entertain- 
ment just  because  we  automatically  assume 
they,  the  viewers,  will  like  it.  eventually  the 
viewers  will  turn  on  us.  challenge  our  cjmi- 
clsm  and  demand  not  just  the  V-chip  but  the 
C-chlp-C  for  censorship. 

The  greatest  threat  to  all  our  hard  won 
fi-eedoms.  whether  freedom  of  religion,  firee- 
dom  of  speech,  freedom  of  the  press  or  the 
right  to  petition  Is  cynicism.  I  accept  this 
award  on  behalf  of  my  colleagues,  my  col- 


laborators and  my  comrades,  especially 
those  of  you  I  know  In  this  room  who  are 
anything  but  cynical.  If  all  of  you  are  to  be 
custodians  of  the  new  world  cultural  order, 
then  you  have  a  clear  duty  to  try  to  protect 
and  cherish  its  citizens.* 


COMMON  SENSE.  R.I.P. 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  Jeff  Lyon 
had  a  brief  observation  under  the  title 
"Common  Sense,  R.I.P."  in  the  Chi- 
cago Tribune  magazine,  which  I  ask  to 
be  printed  in  the  Congressional 
Record  after  my  remarks. 

It  comments  on  the  death  of  7-year- 
old  pilot  Jessica  Dubroff,  but  its  real 
commentary  is  on  our  society  and  what 
we  have  permitted. 

It  is  worth  reading  and  reflecting 
upon. 

The  article  follows: 

Common  Sense.  R.I.P. 
(By  Jeff  Lyon) 

Despite  what  legions  of  editorial  writers 
have  said,  the  real  message  in  the  death  of  7- 
year-old  pilot  Jessica  Dubroff  is  not  that 
we're  pushing  our  kids  too  hard,  which,  it 
goes  without  saying,  we  are. 

It's  that  everywhere  you  look,  the  perish- 
able human  commodity  known  as  common 
sense  has  died. 

Of  course.  It's  absurd  that  the  FAA  lets 
tots  fly  planes.  But  it's  equally  crazy  that  we 
can't  get  a  ban  to  stick  on  guns  that  can  kill 
a  dozen  people  in  a  microsecond.  Or  that  the 
government  is  allowed  to  spend  more  than  it 
takes  In  for  years,  even  though  any  imbecile 
know  what  happens  when  you  charge  up  too 
much  merchandise  on  your  credit  cards. 

An  entire  generation  celebrates  sexual 
promiscuity,  then  is  surjHlsed  when  the  har- 
vest is  AIDS,  herpes,  illegitimacy  and  mari- 
tal erosion.  An  Industry  that  makes  billions 
selling  a  lethal,  highly  addictive  drug  like 
tobacco  claims  the  stuff  is  harmless  in  the 
face  of  overwhelming  evidence  to  the  con- 
trary and  is  allowed  to  get  away  with  it. 

We  pile  people  Into  public  housing,  take 
the  dignity  of  work  away  from  them  and  are 
astonished  when  the  result  is  a  permanent 
underclass.  We  put  our  schools  on  short  ra- 
tions, then  are  shocked  that  our  kids  think 
like  Beavis  and  Butthead.  We  let  the  rank- 
est, foulest  programming  spew  out  over  the 
airwaves  and  wonder  why  there  is  moral 
decay. 

There  was  a  time  when  people  recognized 
that  certain  behaviors  had  consequences.  It 
was  a  lesson  that  sank  in  the  first  time  you 
got  sick  after  Mom  warned  against  eating 
too  many  potato  chipa. 

But  that  kind  of  wisdom  has  become  an- 
other casualty  of  modem  life.  Maybe  moms 
and  dads  aren't  dispensing  it  anymore. 
Maybe  moms  and  dads  aren't  even  home  any- 
more. 

Whatever  the  cause,  as  a  society  we've  for- 
gotten our  umbrella  and  now  It's  started  to 
rain.  Isn't  It  time  we  reacquired  the  sense  to 
go  inside?* 


ORDERS  FOR  MONDAY.  JUNE  3, 
1996 

Mr.  DOLE.  Madam  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  Sen- 
ate reconvenes  under  the  provisions  of 
Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  60  at  1:30 
p.m.,  on  Monday,  June  3,  that  imme- 


diately following  the  prayer,  the  Jour- 
nal of  proceedings  be  deemed  approved 
to  date,  no  resolutions  come  over  under 
the  rule,  the  call  of  the  calendar  be  dis- 
pensed with,  the  morning  hour  be 
deemed  to  have  expired,  and  there  then 
be  a  period  for  morning  business  not  to 
extend  beyond  the  hour  of  3:30  p.m. 
with  Senators  permitted  to  speak  for 
up  to  5  minutes  each,  with  the  follow- 
ing exceptions:  the  first  90  minutes 
under  the  control  of  Senator  Cover- 
dell,  or  his  designee;  the  second  30 
minutes  under  the  control  of  Senator 
Daschle,  or  his  designee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  ftirther  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  at  3:30  p.m.  the  Senate  re- 
sume debate  on  the  motion  to  proceed 
to  the  Defend  America  Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PR(XJRAM 

Mr.  DOLE.  Madam  President,  I  recap, 
for  the  information  of  all  Senators, 
that  a  cloture  motion  was  filed  on  the 
motion  to  proceed  to  the  Defend  Amer- 
ica Act.  That  vote  occur  on  Tuesday 
June  4,  at  2:15  p.m.,  unless  we  can  work 
out  some  overall  agreement.  We  would 
want  to  add  to  that — I  have  discussed 
this  with  the  Democratic  leader- 
health  care  reform.  That  package  is  in 
conference.  That  is  something  which  I 
very  much  would  like  to  do  that  week. 
I  talked  to  both  Senators  Kassebaum 
and  Kennedy,  and  others.  Hopeftilly. 
we  might  add  to  the  list  three  or  four 
things  that  we  might  complete  action 
on  that  week. 

If  there  is  not  any  change,  then  that 
roUcall  vote  will  occur  after  the  policy 
luncheons,  I  vinderstand,  at  2:15. 

Mr.  DASCHLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  dis- 
tinguished Democratic  leader. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Madam  President.  I 
do  not  want  to  delay  the  distinguished 
majority  leader,  but  I  would  also  note 
that  he  and  I  have  had  the  opportunity 
to  discuss  the  issue  of  confirmation  of 
judges,  and  I  hope  that  we  could  con- 
tinue to  work  on  that  and  find  some 
resolution.  I  know  there  is  a  great  deal 
of  interest  on  both  sides  in  trying  to 
fignre  ont  a  way  to  break  loose  the  log- 
jam on  what  I  believe  are  17  or  18 
judges  that  await  some  action  here.  A 
lot  of  families  and  a  lot  of  futures  are 
on  the  line.  I  am  sure  that  the  sooner 
we  accommodate  everyone's  interest, 
the  better  it  is  for  everybody  con- 
cerned. 

I  appreciate  the  majority  leader's  in- 
terest in  trying  to  resolve  that  matter 
as  well.  We  will  want  to  work  with  him 
to  see  that  we  get  that  done. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  would  say  to  the  Demo- 
cratic leader  that  if  we  cannot  arrive 
at  some  agreement,  I  would  be  pre- 
pared to  call  them  up  one  at  a  time.  If 
someone  wants  to  vote  "no" — and  I  un- 
derstand that  at  least  one  may  take 
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some  time,  one  of  the  nominees.  For 
others,  there  may  be  rollcall  votes.  But 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  Democratic 
leader  is  correct.  We  should  not  be 
holding  people  up.  If  we  need  a  vote, 
vote  them  down  or  vote  them  up,  or 
whatever,  but  they  ought  to  be  voted 
on  because  they  probably  have  plans  to 
make  and  there  are  families  involved. 

So  I  hope  we  can  reach  some  accom- 
modation to  dispose  of  those  as  quickly 
as  possible  when  we  return. 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  1:30  P.M., 
MONDAY,  JUNE  3.  1996 

Mr.  DOLE.  Madam  President,  if  there 
is  no  further  business  to  come  before 
the  Senate,  I  now  ask  that  the  Senate 
stand  in  adjournment  under  the  provi- 
sions of  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution 
60. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  1:47  p.m.,  adjourned  until  Monday, 
June  3. 1996,  at  1:30  p.m. 


CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive  nominations  confirmed  by 
the  Senate  May  24,  1996: 

PANAMA  CANAL  COMMISSION 

MARXOS  K.  MARINAKIS.  OF  NEW  YORK.  TO  B£  A  MEM- 
BER OF  THE  BOARD  OF  THE  PANAMA  CANAL  COMMIS- 
SION. 

SMALL  BUSINESS  ADMINISTRATION 

GINGER  EHN  LEW.  OF  CALIFORNIA.  TO  BE  DEPUTY  AD- 
MDOSTRATQR  OF  THE  SMALL  BUSINESS  ADMINISTRA- 
TION. 

THE  ABOVE  NOMINATIONS  WERE  APPROVED  SUBJECT 
TO  THE  NOMINEES-  COMMRMENT  TO  RESPOND  TO  RE- 


QUESTS TO  APPEAR  AND  TESTIFY  BEFORE  ANY  DULY 
CONSnTUTED  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  SENATE. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

J.  RENE  JOSEY.  OF  SOUTH  CAROUNA.  TO  BE  U.S.  AT- 
TORNEY FOR  THE  DISTRICT  OF  SOUTH  CAROLINA  FOR 
THE  TERM  OF  4  YEARS. 

IN  THE  AIR  FORCE 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMB}  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
IN  THE  U.S.  AIR  FORCE  TO  THE  GRADE  OF  BRIGADIER 
GENERAL  UNDER  THE  PROVISIONS  OF  TITLE  10.  UNITED 
STATES  CODE.  SECTION  624: 

To  be  brigadier  general 

COL.    WILLIAM    WELSER    m.    05»-O4S23.    REGl^LAR    AIR 
FORCE 

THE  POLLOWDJG-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  REAPPOINT- 
MENT TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  WHILE 
ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPON- 
SIBILITY UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SEC- 
TION 601: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

LT.  GEN.  RICHARD  B.  MYERS.  909-43-7092.  U.S.  AIR  FORCE. 
THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  REAPPOINT- 
MENT TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  WHILE 
ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPON- 
SIBnjTY  UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SEC- 
TION 601; 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

LT.  GEN.  JOHN  P.  JUMPER.  236-60-7457.  U.S.  AIR  FORCE. 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  REAPPOINT- 
MENT TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  WHILE 
ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPON- 

STwn.mr  under  title  lo.  united  states  code,  sec- 
tion 601: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

LT.     GEN.     RALPH    E.     EBERHART.    4S(M»-7375.    U.S.    AIR 
FORCE 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  WHILE  AS- 
SIGNED TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  ANT)  RESPON- 
SIBtUTY  UNDER  TITLE  10,  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SEC- 
TION 601: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ.  aOi.  CARL  E.  FRANKLIN.  4ie-SB-3Ul.  U.S.  AIR  FORCE 

IN  THE  ARMY 

THE  FOLLOWPlG-NA3<ED  OFFICER  FOR  REAPPOINT- 
MENT TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  IN  THE 


U.S.  ARMY  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORr 
TANCE  AND  RESPONSIBILITY  UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNITED 
STATES  CODE.  SECTION  601(A): 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

LT.  GEN.  DANIEL  W.  CHRISTMAN.  303-36-97iS.  U.S.  ARMY. 

IN  THE  NAVY 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICERS  FOR  PROMOTION  IN 
THE  NAVY  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  TO  THE  GRADE  INDI- 
CATED UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SECTION 
624: 

UNRESTRICTED  LINE 

To  be  rear  admiral 

REAR  ADM.  (LH)  JAMES  F.  AMERAULT.  016-32-0491.  U.S. 

NAVY. 
REAR  ADM.  (LH)  LYLE  G.  BIEN.  504-58-1731.  U.S.  NAVY. 
REAR  ADM.  (LH)  RICHARD  A.  BUCHANAN.  174-58-9136.  U.S. 

NAVY. 
REAR  ADM.  (LH)  WILLIAM  V.  CROSS  n.  190-34-1635.  U.S. 

NAVY. 
REAR  ADM.  (LH)  WALTER  F.  DORAN.  104-36-4942.  U.S. 

NAVY. 
REAR  ADM.  (LH)  JAMES  O.  ELLIS.  JR..  252-76-4995.  U.S. 

NAVY. 
REAR  ADM.  (LH)  WILLIAM  J.  FALLON.  155-94-0304.  U.S. 

NAVY. 
REAR  ADM.  (LH)  THOMAS  B.  FARGO.  5»«-9953.  U.S.  NAVY. 
REAR  ADM.  (LH)  DENNTS  V.  MCGINN.  iaa-3*-imn.    U.S. 

NAVY. 
REAR  ADM.  (LH)  JOSEPH  S.  MOBLEY.  5S9-S6-1832.  U.S. 

NAVY. 
REAR  ADM.  (LH)  EDWARD  MOORE.  JR..  430-82-0064.  U.S. 

NAVY. 
REAR  ADM.  (LH)  DANIEL  J.  MURPHY.  546-68-6221.  U.S. 

NAVY. 
REAR  ADM.  (LH)  RODNEY  P.  REMPT.  571-60-5464.  U.S.  NAVY. 
REAR  ADM.  (LH)  NORBERT  R.  RYAN.  JR..  201-34-4487.  U.S. 

NAVY. 
REAR  ADM.  (LH)  RAYMOND  C.  SMITH.  JR..  548-54-1889.  U.S. 

NAVY. 

RESTRICTED  LINE 

To  be  rear  admiral 

REAR  ADM.  (LH)  GEORGE  P.  NANOS.  JR..  OOS-32-1992.  U.S. 

NAVY. 
REAR  ADM.  (LH)  CRAIG  E.  STEIDLE.  066-26-0017.  U.S.  NAVY. 
REAR  ADM.  (LH)  JAMES  L  TAYLOR.  298-38-7610.  U.S.  NAVY. 
REAR  ADM.  (LH)  PATMCIA  A.  TRACEY.  084-40-3579.  n.S. 

NAVY. 
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HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— Wednesday,  May  29,  1996 


The  House  met  at  2  p.m.  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro  tem- 
pore [Ms.  Greene  of  Utah]. 


DESIGNATION  OF  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication from  the  Speaker: 

Washington,  DC. 

May  29. 1996. 
I   hereby   designnate    the   Honorable   Enid 
Greene  to  act  as  Speaker  pro  tempore  on 
this  day. 

Newt  Gingrich, 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


PRAYER 


The  Chaplain,  Rev.  James  David 
Ford,  D.D.,  offered  the  following  pray- 
er: 

When  we  think  on  Your  name.  O  God. 
or  meditate  on  Your  providence,  we  re- 
call all  the  wonderful  gifts  of  life  that 
we  have  received  from  Your  hand.  For 
the  gifts  of  forgiveness  and  grace,  for 
justice  and  mercy,  for  hope  and  faith, 
for  healing  and  helping,  and  for  all 
Your  wonders  we  give  our  thanks- 
giving. Yet,  above  all  else  and  soaring 
over  all  Your  creation,  we  recognize 
Your  gift  of  love,  a  love  that  passes  all 
human  understanding  and  a  love  that 
transcends  all  our  customs  and  edicts. 
For  this  gift  of  eternal  love  that  makes 
each  day  alive  with  new  possibilities, 
we  offer  these  words  of  gratitude  and 
praise.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  has  examined  the  Journal  of  the 
last  day's  proceedings  and  announces 
to  the  House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I,  the  Jom-- 
nal  stand  as  approved. 

Mr.  CHABOT.  Madam  Speaker,  pur- 
suant to  clause  1,  rule  I,  I  demand  a 
vote  on  agreeing  to  the  Speaker's  ap- 
proval of  the  Journal. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  Chair's  approval  of 
the  Journal. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  CHABOT.  Madam  Speaker,  I  ob- 
ject to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  provisions  of  clause  5  of  rule 


I,  further  proceedings  on  this  question 
will  be  postponed. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Will  the 
gentleman  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Christensen]  come  forward  and  lead 
the  House  in  the  Pledge  of  Allegiance. 

Mr.  CHRISTENSEN  led  the  Pledge  of 
Allegiance  as  follows: 

I  pledge  allegiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  to  the  Repub- 
lic for  which  it  stands,  one  nation  under  God, 
indivisible,  with  liberty  and  justice  for  all. 


COMMUNICATION  FROM  THE 
CLERK  OF  THE  HOUSE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication from  the  Clerk  of  the  House  of 
Representatives: 

U.S.  House  of  REPRESE-vpATrvES, 

Washington.  DC,  May  28. 1996. 
Hon.  Newt  Gingrich. 

The  Speaker,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  DC. 
Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  Pursuant  to  the  per- 
mission granted  in  Clause  5  of  Rule  IQ  of  the 
Rules  of  the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 
the  Clerk  received  the  following  message 
from  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  on  Friday, 
May  24,  1996  at  2:00  p.m.:  that  the  Senate 
passed  with  amendment  H.  Con.  Res.  178  and 
requested  conference. 

With  warm  regards, 

Robin  H.  Carle, 
Clerk,  17.5.  House  of  Representatives. 


DEFmmON  OF  A  TOBACCO 
SUCKER 

(Mr.  FUNDERBURK  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Madam  Speaker, 
recently  a  politician  in  North  Carolina 
asked  if  I  could  describe  a  tobacco 
sucker.  The  answer  is  a  tobacco  sucker 
is  one  who  believes  that  David  Kessler 
of  the  FDA,  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia, Henry  Waxman,  and  Bill  Qlin- 
ton  are  firiends  of  tobacco.  That  is  a  to- 
bacco sucker. 

Madam  Speaker,  caught  in  the  mid- 
dle of  the  assault  on  tobacco  by  the 
Clinton  administration  are  thousands 
of  small  hardworking  tobacco  farmers 
in  the  Second  District  of  North  Caro- 
lina. These  farmers  are  not  the  giant 
tobacco  corporations  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration, the  FDA,  and  some  in 
Congress  attack  regularly.  These  are 
small  farmers  who  struggle  from  year 


to  year  just  to  make  ends  meet.  These 
are  the  people  who  provide  the  jobs  and 
pay  the  taxes. 

The  end  result  of  the  Clinton  crusad- 
ers will  be  to  make  tobacco  products  il- 
legal. The  White  House  talks  about 
American  jobs,  but  it  will  stop  at  noth- 
ing to  wipe  out  a  proud  and  legal 
American  industry  and  watch  its  prof- 
its head  offshore.  The  tobacco  farmers 
in  my  district  generate  over  $43,000  in 
taxes  for  each  acre  of  tobacco,  and  to- 
bacco products,  provide  the  Treasury 
over  $11.5  billion  annually. 


WHO  IS  REALLY  GOING  TO  BENE- 
FIT IF  CONGRESS  RENEWS  CHI- 
NA'S MOST-FAVORED-NATION 
STATUS? 

(Ms.  KAPTUR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  Madam  Speaker,  who 
is  really  going  to  benefit  if  Congress  re- 
news China's  most-favored-nation 
trade  status  for  another  year?  Will 
more  of  our  citizens  get  good  jobs  with 
good  benefits?  No.  Will  prices  go  down 
in  our  stores?  No.  We  will  all  wait  for 
that  day.  But  will  leading  importers 
from  China  make  billions  off  trading 
our  jobs  for  outsourced  production  to 
China?  Absolutely. 

People  like  David  Glass  will  benefit. 
Who  is  he?  He  is  the  chief  executive  of- 
ficer of  Wal-Mart,  the  leading  United 
States  importer  from  China.  Last  year 
he  earned  over  $1  million  trading  off 
the  handiwork  of  Chinese  women  who 
earn  10  cents  an  hour  working  14-hour 
days.  So  did  his  top  five  executives, 
who  hauled  off  over  $3  million  just  last 
year. 

Evidently  Wal-Mart  believes  China's 
repressive  regime  is  somebody  they 
want  to  do  business  with.  Last  year, 
Wal-Mart  imported  1,000  shipments 
from  China  by  relying  on  700  Chinese 
contract  sweatshops.  Can  Members 
imagine  how  many  jobs  that  would  cre- 
ate in  our  country,  including  in  those 
conununities  in  which  Wal-Mart  does 
business  here?  I  say  it  is  time  to  re- 
voke China's  privileged  trade  status 
until  we  get  a  fair  shake  for  American 
and  Chinese  workers  and  consumers. 


EXPRESSSING  SUPPORT  FOR  A  BI- 
PARTISAN SOLUTION  TO  SAVE 
MEDICARE  BEFORE  IT  GOES 
BANKRUPT  IN  2001 

(Mr.  CHRISTENSEN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 


DThis  symbol  represents  the  time  of  day  during  the  House  proceedings,  eg.,  D  1407  is  2K)7  pan. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 
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for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  CHRISTENSEN.  Madam  Speaker, 
I  rise  today  to  express  my  support  for 
a  bipartisan  solution  to  save  Medicare 
before  it  goes  bankrupt  in  2001. 

Frankly,  I've  been  surprised  by  the 
scare  tactics  and  demagogrurey  by  the 
other  side. 

They  know  Medicare  is  going  bank- 
rupt, but  they  would  rather  attack  Re- 
publicans than  fix  the  problem. 

Despite  the  false  claims  and 
disinformation  being  perpetuated  by 
Washington  union  bosses,  the  truth  is 
that  our  plan  would  increase  Medicare 
spending  from  S4.900  per  beneficiary  in 
1996  to  $7,100  per  person  in  2002.  That's 
a  S2,200  per  senior  increase  in  Medicare 
spending. 

Our  plan  requires  us  to  spend  smart- 
er. It  cracks  down  on  waste,  fraud,  and 
abuse. 

For  me,  this  is  not  a  partisan  issue — 
it  is  a  personal  issue.  I  have  loved  ones 
who  depend  on  Medicare.  Like  so  many 
other  American  seniors,  my  grand- 
mother, who  still  teaches  school,  needs 
Medicare  as  a  safety  net. 

So  lets  end  the  partisan  sniping.  Sav- 
ing Medicare  will  not  be  easy;  it  is  a 
task  that  will  require  wisdom,  courage, 
and  resolution.  Only  by  working  to- 
gether will  we  be  able  to  preserve  and 
protect  this  vital  program. 


played  by  the  rules  all  their  lives,  and 
all  they  want  is  a  decent,  safe,  and  a 
dignified  retirement. 


THE  AMERICAN  PEOPLE  WANT 
CONGRESS  TO  WORK  FASTER 
AND  WITH  LESS  POLITICAL  POS- 
TURING 

(Ms.  DeLAURO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Madam  Speaker,  last 
week  after  much  pushing,  prodding, 
and  pulling,  the  House  passed  an  in- 
crease in  the  minimum  wage.  This  past 
weekend  what  I  heard  over  and  over 
from  the  residents  of  Connecticut's 
Third  District,  which  I  represent,  was: 
"Finally.  What  took  so  loiig?" 

Madam  Speaker,  the  American  peo- 
ple want  us  to  continue  to  focus  on 
policies  that  protect  their  families, 
honor  their  work,  and  safeguard  the  fu- 
ture for  their  children,  but  they  want 
these  policies  to  move  through  this 
Congress  faster  and  with  less  i>olitical 
posturing. 

The  American  people  want  retire- 
ment security,  so  let  us  make  pensions 
portable.  They  want  health  care  re- 
form, so  let  us  cover  preexisting  condi- 
tions. They  want  a  balanced  budget, 
but  they  do  not  want  us  to  raiid  the 
Medicare  system. 

I  challenge  the  Republican  leadership 
to  listen  to  what  the  American  people 
are  saying.  They  want  to  see  that 
Medicare  is  preserved  and  not  de- 
stroyed, and  that  we  do  not  provide  a 
tax  break  for  the  wealthiest  Americans 
at  the  expense   of  seniors  who  have 


WELFARE  REFORM:  THE  WHITE 
HOUSE  NEEDS  TO  LEAD,  FOL- 
LOW, OR  GET  OUT  OF  THE  WAY 

(Mr.  BALLENGER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Madam  Speaker, 
during  the  1992  presidential  campaign, 
candidate  Clinton  promised  to  end  wel- 
fare as  we  know  it.  Not  only  has  he  not 
ended  welfare  as  we  know  it,  but  he  has 
acted  as  the  protector  and  champion  of 
welfare  as  we  know  it.  This  Repub- 
lican-led Congress  has  sent  the  Presi- 
dent a  welfare  bill  based  on  common- 
sense  reforms,  and  he  vetoed  it  not 
once  but  twice.  So  much  for  ending 
welfare  as  we  know  it. 

Timed  to  undercut  a  speech  by  Sen- 
ator Robert  Dole,  the  President  an- 
nounced his  support  for  Republican 
welfare  reform  planned  by  Wisconsin 
Governor  Tommy  Thompson.  However, 
he  failed  to  promise  his  signature  on  a 
waiver  allowing  the  Governor's  plan  to 
go  forward.  Such  a  waiver,  implement- 
ing these  types  of  reform,  woold  not  be 
necessary  if  the  President  had  signed 
the  welfare  reform  legislation  sent  to 
him  by  the  Republican-controlled  Con- 
gress. Again,  a  great  display  of  this 
President's  skill  at  saying  one  thing 
and  doing  another. 


TIME  TO  LEARN  THE  TRUTH 
ABOUT  WHITEWATER 

(Mr.  TRAFICANT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Madam  Speaker,  a 
jury  found  Jim  McDougal  and  his  wife, 
Susan  McDougal,  guilty;  guilty  on  22 
counts.  They  face  10  years  in  prison,  10 
times  that,  100  years  and  over  $5  mil- 
lion in  fines.  A  jury  found  Arkansas 
Governor  Tucker  guilty  on  two  counts. 
He  faces  10  years  and  a  half  a  million 
dollars  in  fines.  I  do  not  know  if  the 
McDougals  are  innocent  or  guilty.  I  do 
not  know  if  Tucker  is  innocent  or 
guilty,  but  I  know  one  thing  for  sure.  If 
they  have  any  friends  left  in  the  sav- 
ings and  loan  Industry,  now  is  the  time 
to  call  them  up. 

As  a  Democrat  I  want  to  say  this,  is 
it  any  wonder  the  American  taxpayers 
got  shafted  for  over  $100  billion  in  sav- 
ings and  loans  ripoffs,  after  seeing 
what  happened  in  Little  Rock?  I  think 
it  is  time  to  find  the  truth.  They  had 
better  make  a  loan.  They  are  sure  fac- 
ing a  lot  of  penalties. 


STATES  KNOW  BEST  WHEN  IT 
COMES  TO  THE  WELFARE  OF 
THEIR  CITIZENS 

(Mrs.  SEASTRAND  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  SEASTRAND.  Madam  Speaker, 
over  200  years  ago  13  States  came  to- 
gether to  form  the  foundation  of  a  new 
nation.  Their  union  was  based  on  the 
belief  that  big  centralized  government 
is  bad  government.  Today,  37  States 
later,  that  belief  is  especially  true 
when  you  consider  welfare  reform. 

History  teaches  us  again  and  again 
that  States  know  best  when  it  comes 
to  the  welfare  of  their  citizens.  Unfor- 
tunately, this  is  a  lesson  lost  on  Presi- 
dent Clinton. 

When  it  comes  to  welfare  waivers, 
the  President  refuses  to  allow  States  to 
do  it  their  way.  He  has  denied  waivers 
outright  in  Illinois,  Massachvisetts,  and 
Wyoming,  and  has  forced  other  States 
to  come  to  Washington  on  bended  knee. 

His  plan  would  not  allow  States  to 
limit  benefits  to  less  than  5  years  nor 
would  it  provide  for  any  new  flexibility 
in  operating  child  protection  programs. 

Madam  Speaker,  there  was  a  histori- 
cal reason  why  this  country  was  named 
the  United  States  of  America,  and  we 
should  do  everything  in  our  power  to 
prevent  it  from  becoming  the  united 
state  of  big  Bill  Clinton  government. 


WHITEWATER  AND  THE  WHITE 
HOUSE,  SOMETHING  IN  COMMON 

(Mr.  OXLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  OXLEY.  Madam  Speaker,  the 
bodies  keep  piling  up  on  the  porch  of 
the  White  House.  Yesterday,  three 
more  people  were  convicted  in  the  Ar- 
kansas savings  and  loan  scandal  that 
has  threatened  to  envelop  more  and 
more  people.  This  is  just  one  more  ex- 
ample of  what  has  happened  with  the 
White  House's  mishandling  of  this  ter- 
rible incident.  Something  stinks  in  Ar- 
kansas, and  that  stench  is  stretching 
all  the  way  to  the  White  House. 

Whitewater  and  the  White  House, 
something  in  common  stasring  to- 
gether, and  yesterday  was  one  more  ex- 
ample of  that  fact. 


COMPLAINTS  ON  WHITEWATER 
ARE  REPUBLICAN  ATTEMPTS  AT 
DlSTRACmON    FROM    THE    REAL 

ISSUES 

(Mr.  WARD  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  WARD.  Madam  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  because  I  am  not  surprised  that 
what  we  are  hearing  about  firom  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  is  what  we  are 
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hearing  about.  Anything,  anything  to 
avoid  the  subjects  that  we  have  been 
talking  about  on  this  side.  Those  sub- 
jects are  the  incredibly  slow  work  that 
we  saw  in  increasing  the  minimum 
wage.  Those  subjects  include  the  in- 
credibly slow  work  we  have  seen  about 
truly  protecting  people  who  rely  on 
Medicare  and  Medicaid,  and  people  who 
have  relied  on  the  strides  that  we  have 
made  in  the  environment,  and  in  edu- 
cation. 

What  we  have  seen  over  this  last  V/z 
years  makes  us  wonder,  it  nriakes  us 
wonder,  but  today  it  all  becomes  clear. 
What  becomes  clear  is  that  they  are 
trying  to  distract  us.  The  efforts  that 
are  being  made  again  in  these  1-min- 
utes  this  morning  by  the  other  side  are 
simply  to  distract  us  from  these  nuun 
issues.  Madam  Speaker,  I  would  hope 
that  we  can  stick  to  these  main  issues 
and  work  to  do  these  things. 


D  1415 
WELFARE  REFORM 

(Mr.  EHLERS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  EHLERS.  Madam  Speaker,  I 
started  political  life  as  a  county  com- 
missioner in  Kent  Coimty,  MI.  We  had 
a  county  welfare  department  that  won 
a  number  of  awards  for  providing  bet- 
ter services  at  lower  cost  than  most 
counties  across  the  United  States. 

But  most  of  the  programs  that  we  in- 
stituted required  a  waiver  flrom  Wash- 
ington, and  we  had  to  fight  and  kick 
and  scream  in  order  to  get  those  waiv- 
ers. I  thought  it  strange  that  we  would 
have  to  fight  with  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment in  order  to  save  them  money. 

I  went  to  the  State  legislature,  and 
once  again  I  got  involved  in  battles  at 
the  State  level  requesting  waivers  from 
the  Federal  Government  to  improve 
the  welfare  program  and  to  provide 
better  services  at  less  cost.  Once  again 
I  thought  it  strange:  Why  should  we 
have  to  fight  the  Federal  Government 
to  save  taxpayers  money? 

Now  that  I  am  here,  I  strongly  sup- 
port giving  the  States  and  local  com- 
munities more  to  say  about  operating 
their  welfare  programs,  because  I  am 
convinced  that  they  can  do  a  better  job 
at  less  cost  than  we  have  with  our  cur- 
rent system.  I  applaud  the  Republicans 
in  the  House  for  introducing  a  bill 
which  will  bring  that  about  and  make 
it  possible  for  us  to  save  money  for  the 
people  of  this  coimtry. 


WORK  TO  BE  DONE 

(Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  her  remarks.) 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Madam 
Si>eaker,  I  think  it  is  important  this 


morning  and  this  afternoon  to  empha- 
size that  there  is  work  to  be  done.  I  re- 
alize that  the  headlines  of  yesterday 
evening,  that  we  would  hear  a  lot  of 
spin  talk  and  dragging  Whitewater  and 
a  variety  of  other  issues  all  the  way  to 
the  White  House. 

But  I  really  want  to  speak  about 
what  the  American  people  have  said  to 
me  when  I  go  home  to  the  18th  Con- 
gressional District,  and  that  is  about 
senior  citizens  who  are  appalled  that 
we  are  still  talking  about  cutting  $166 
billion  fjrom  Medicare,  about  medical 
professionals  who  will  say  to  me  that 
the  medical  system  is  in  an  uproar  be- 
cause they  cannot  care  for  sick  and  the 
needy.  I  also  hear  from  young  people 
who  say  that  they  are  looking  forward 
to  an  entry  level  job,  but  they  have  got 
families  and  they  need  an  increase  in 
the  minimimi  wage.  They  are  gratified 
that  we  did  some  work  last  week  after 
long,  long  months  of  trying. 

So  I  hope  my  Republican  colleagues 
will  get  down  to  the  business  of  work- 
ing. As  we  approach  this  omnibus 
science  bill,  I  hope  they  will  realize 
that  science  is  the  cutting  edge  of  the 
21st  century.  I  hope  we  will  not  drag 
Whitewater  into  our  work.  I  hope  we 
will  work  for  the  American  people. 


rr  IS  TIME  TO  SAY  "NO"  TO  THE 
STATUS  <3UO  AND  REFORM  WEL- 
FARE NOW 

(Mr.  CHABOT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  CHABOT.  Madam  Speaker,  this 
Congress  has  twice  passed  welfare  re- 
form legislation  that  emphasizes  work 
and  personal  responsibility.  President 
Clinton,  who  told  America  that  he 
would  "end  welfare  as  we  know  it," 
has,  on  both  occasions,  vetoed  that  leg- 
islation. Now  he  tells  us  once  again 
that  he's  ready  to  keep  his  promise 
that  he  really  is  willing  to  reform  wel- 
fare. Well,  we'll  see. 

We  will  soon  give  President  Clinton 
another  opportunity  to  put  his  money 
where  his  mouth  is.  We  will  make  one 
more  effort  to  send  him  a  bill  that  will 
move  millions  of  Americans  trora  that 
cycle  of  dependency  on  big  government 
to  a  life  of  productivity  and  respon- 
sibility for  self  and  family. 

Madam  Speaker,  let's  hope  for  the 
sake  of  generations  of  Americans 
caught  in  the  welfare  trap  that  the 
President  isn't  just  pulling  our  leg 
once  again.  Let's  hope  that  he'll  finally 
agree  to  keep  his  oft-repeated  cam- 
paign promise  to  "end  welfare  as  we 
know  it." 


WHITEWATER  CONVICrnONS 
(Mr.  ROHRABACHER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 

his  remarks.)       

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Madam  Speak- 
er,   4    years    ago    P»resident    cn.inton 


kicked  off  his  Presidential  campaign. 
His  theme  was  honesty  in  government, 
and  the  example  he  pontificated  about 
was  the  S&L  debacle  that  was  then 
costing  the  taxpayers  tens  of  billions  of 
dollars. 

The  conviction  of  President  Clinton's 
cronies  in  Arkansas  suggests  that 
while  candidate  Clinton  was  making 
honesty  the  theme  of  his  campaign,  his 
own  gang  was  engaged  in  looting  a  sav- 
ings and  loan  institution  in  Little 
Rock.  We  have  come  to  know,  unfortu- 
nately, that  our  President,  President 
Clinton,  is  a  politician  that  has  abso- 
lutely no  shame. 


PERMISSION  FOR  SUNDRY  COM- 
MITTEES AND  THEIR  SUB- 
COMMTITEES  TO  SIT  TODAY 
DURING  THE  5-MINUTE  RULE 

Mr.  WALKER.  Madam  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  following 
committees  and  their  subcommittees 
be  permitted  to  sit  today  while  the 
House  is  meeting  in  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House  xmder  the  5-minute 
rule:  Committee  on  National  Security; 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure; and  Permanent  Select 
Conunittee  on  Intelligence. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  mi- 
nority has  been  consulted  and  that 
there  is  no  objection  to  these  requests. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Ms. 
Greeks  of  Utah).  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 


ORDER  OF  CONSIDERATION  OF 
AMENDMENTS  AND  POSTPONING 
VOTES  ON  AMENDMENTS  DUR- 
ING CONSIDERATION  OF  H.R.  3322, 
OMNIBUS  CIVILIAN  SCIENCE  AU- 
THORIZATION ACT  OF  1996 
Mr.  WALKER.  Madam  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  during  consid- 
eration of  H.R.  3322,  pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  427,  following  disposition  of 
the  amendment  offered  by  Representa- 
tive Walker  or  his  designee  and  speci- 
fied in  House  Resolution  427.  the  fol- 
lowing amendments  or  germane  modi- 
fications thereof  be  considered  in  the 
following  order  and  notwithstanding 
their  amending  portions  of  the  bill  not 
yet  read  for  amendment:  An  amend- 
ment offered  by  Representative  Schiff 
regarding  National  Science  Foundation 
funding;  amendment  No.  3  by  Rep- 
resentative Gekas;  amendment  No.  7 
by  Representative  THORNBERRT; 
amendment  No.  22  by  Representative 
TRAFICANT;  an  amendment  offered  by 
Representative  Roemer  regarding  en- 
docrine disrupters;  an  amendment  No. 
2  offered  by  Mr.  Cramer;  amendment 
No.  14  by  Representative  Lofgren;  and 
amendment  No.  8  by  Representative 
Brown  of  California,  following  disposi- 
tion of  which  committee  shall  resume 
consideration  of  the  bill  pursuant  to 
House  Resolution  427. 
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Further,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  Chairnuui  of  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  may  postpone  until  a  time 
during  farther  consideration  in  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  a  request  for  a 
recorded  vote  on  any  of  these  amend- 
ments to  the  bill,  or  any  amendments 
thereto.  The  Chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole,  may  reduce  to  not 
less  than  5  minutes  the  time  for  voting 
by  electronic  device  on  any  postponed 
question  that  immediately  follows  an- 
other vote  by  electronic  device  without 
intervening  business  provided  that  the 
time  for  voting  by  electronic  device  on 
the  first  of  any  series  of  questions  shall 
be  not  less  than  15  minutes. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 


WELFARE  REFORM 

(Mr.  COOLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Madam  Speaker,  on 
welfare  reform  Bill  Clinton  has  per- 
formed one  shameless  flip-flop  after 
the  next.  During  the  1992  Presidential 
campaign,  candidate  Clinton  promised 
to  end  welfare  as  we  know  it.  President 
Clinton  never  offered  any  serious  wel- 
fare reform  program.  There  was  never 
even  a  vote  on  welfare  reform  when  the 
Democrats  controlled  the  Congress 
during  the  first  2  years  of  his  Presi- 
dency. Clinton  on  the  record  opposes 
the  idea  of  allowing  governments  to 
pursue  their  own  welfare  programs, 
saying  there  is  a  danger  that  some 
States  will  get  into  a  race  to  the  bot- 
tom. 

When  the  Republicans  led  the  Con- 
gress, we  kept  our  promise  and  sent 
Bill  Clinton  a  bill  that  would  genuinely 
reform  welfare.  We  not  only  sent  it  to 
him  once  but  we  sent  it  to  him  twice, 
and  he  vetoed  it  both  times.  Madam 
Speaker.  I  think  we  need  to  look  at 
welfare  reform  very  seriously  and  offer 
the  American  people  a  new  program 
that  will  truly,  truly  revise  welfare. 


BLOATED  CONGRESSIONAL 
MILITARY  BUDGET 

(Ms.  MCKENNEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Ms.  MCKINNEY.  Madam  Speaker, 
you  would  think  that  my  Republican 
colleagues  have  learned  their  lesson. 
Over  the  past  year,  the  American  peo- 
ple have  expressed  their  outrage  over 
the  1996  congressional  military  budget 
which  gave  the  Pentagon  $7  billion 
more  than  they  asked  for.  Well.  Madam 
Speaker,  here  we  go  again.  This  year 
the  Republican  led  Congress  has  de- 
cided to  grive  the  Pentagon  $13  billion 
more  than  what  it  asked  for.  Maybe  my 
Republican  colleagues  did  not  get  the 
message.  Why  don't  they  use  the  extra 


$13  billion  on  environmental  programs 
which  their  1997  budget  cut  by  19  per- 
cent. Or  maybe  they  could  use  the 
money  to  provide  student  loans  to  the 
2.5  million  young  people  who  will  have 
their  student  loans  reduced  under  the 
Republican  budget. 

Madam  Speaker,  we  know  that  our 
military  budget  is  much  larger  than 
the  military  budgets  of  all  of  our  en- 
emies combined. 

So,  since  there  is  no  country— or, 
even  group  of  countries  that  poses  a 
credible  threat  to  our  national  secu- 
rity, on  behalf  of  the  American  people 
I  must  ask  if  the  real  threat  the  Repub- 
licans fear  is  a  foreigm  power,  or  the 
wrath  of  the  defense  industry. 


OMNIBUS  CIVILIAN  SCIENCE 
AUTHORIZATION  ACT  OF  1996 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant  to  House  Resolution  427  and  rule 
XXm.  the  Chair  declares  the  House  in 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consider- 
ation of  the  bill,  H.R.  3322. 

D  1425 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (H.R.  3322)  to  au- 
thorize appropriations  for  fiscal  year 
1997  for  civilian  science  activities  of 
the  Federal  Government,  and  for  other 
purposes,  with  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana 
in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  the  bill  is  considered  as  having 
been  read  the  first  time. 

Under  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walker]  and  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Brown] 
each  will  control  30  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walker]. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  6  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  bring 
before  the  House  H.R.  3322,  the  Omni- 
bus Civilian  Science  Authorization  Act 
of  1996.  This  bill  provides  fiscal  1997  au- 
thorizations for  the  National  Science 
Foundation,  NASA,  the  U.S.  Fire  Ad- 
ministration in  FEMA,  NOAA.  the  re- 
search programs  of  EPA.  the  National 
Institute  of  Standards  and  Technology, 
the  research  programs  of  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration,  and  the 
earthquake  hazards  reduction  program. 
This  legislation  provides  5  percent  or 
$285  million  more  in  basic  research 
spending  than  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion budget. 

This  chart  to  my  left  indicates  the 
basic  funding  research  and  shows  that 
we  are  higher  in  funding  the  fundamen- 
tal science  of  the  country  than  what 
the  Clinton  administration  budget 
calls  for. 

In  addition,  this  bill  calls  for  $3.7  bil- 
lion for  environmental  science  includ- 


ing $1.25  billion  for  the  global  climate 
change  programs,  and  it  ends  corporate 
welfare.  In  short,  this  represents  a 
sound  and  responsible  approach  to  the 
funding  of  our  Nation's  Federal  civilian 
research  and  development  efforts. 

The  legislation  authorizes  $19.3  bil- 
lion for  fiscal  year  1997.  The  Presi- 
dent's request  for  these  programs  is 
$20.3  billion. 

We  provide  $3.2  billion  for  the  Na- 
tional Science  Foundation,  a  $31  mil- 
lion increase  over  fiscal  year  1996,  plus 
$26  million  for  basic  research  grants 
and  $25  million  for  South  Pole  environ- 
mental and  safety  renovations. 

We  provide  $13.5  billion  for  NASA,  in- 
cluding full  funding  for  the  space  sta- 
tion, an  increase  in  space  science  and 
life  and  microgravity  research  and  $1 
billion  for  the  missions  to  planet 
Earth. 

We  provide  $27.6  million  for  the  U.S. 
fire  administration.  The  President's  re- 
quest is  that  same  number. 

We  provide  $1.37  billion  for  what  are 
called  the  dry  programs  of  NOAA.  in- 
cluding full  modernization  of  the  Na- 
tional Weather  Service.  $100  million  for 
basic  climate  change  research,  and  a 
complete  project  authorization  for  the 
installation  of  the  Advanced  Weather 
Interactive  Processing  System,  the 
new  weather  forecasting  technology  so 
crucial  to  public  safety. 

We  provide  $490  million  for  EPA's  Of- 
fice of  Research  and  Development. 

We  provide  $385.8  million  for  the  Na- 
tional Institute  of  Standards  and  Tech- 
nology. $21  million  over  current  fund- 
ing and  $10  million  more  than  the 
President's  request  for  the  core  func- 
tions of  that  agency. 

We  provide  $186  billion  for  the  re- 
search and  development  programs  of 
the  Federal  Aviation  Administration, 
its  current  funding  level. 

We  provide  $96.2  million  for  Earth- 
quake Hazards  Reduction  Program. 
That  is  the  President's  request. 

We  are  considering  this  science  au- 
thorization bill  in  the  same  coordi- 
nated manner  as  last  year,  whereby  we 
combined  our  individual  authorization 
bills  into  one  vehicle,  a  process  which 
enables  us  to  consider  civilian  research 
and  development  in  a  broad,  rational 
context.  We  do  not  include  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy's  programs  in  this  bill, 
since  we  have  already  passed  fiscal  1997 
authorization  in  last  year's  bill.  The 
subcommittee  of  jurisdiction,  however, 
may  consider  a  more  detailed  specifica- 
tion of  those  nimibers  in  the  near  fu- 
ture. 

Along  with  providing  funding,  this 
bill  includes  some  important  policy 
provisions.  In  the  NASA  title,  for  in- 
stance, we  have  included  langruage  ad- 
vancing the  commerciaJ  use  of  the 
space  station;  making  important 
amendments  to  the  Commercial  Space 
Launch  Act;  procurement  changes  to 
encourage  the  agency  to  use  existing 
commercial  technology  in  its  pro- 
grams, and  to  purchase  private  sector 
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science  and  environmental  data.  With- 
in NOAA.  we  revise  the  National 
Weather  Service's  Organic  Act  to  allow 
the  privatization  of  specialized  weather 
services.  And,  at  EPA,  we  have  charged 
the  Assistant  Administrator  for  Re- 
search with  responsibility  for  the  qual- 
ity of  science  at  EPA,  and  we  require 
the  Science  Advisory  Board  to  review 
EPA's  research  budget. 

We  have  made  some  tough  choices  in 
crafting  this  legislation,  choices  made 
in  the  context  of  what  is  likely  to  be 
contained  in  the  budget  resolution  and 
in  the  context  of  moving  us  along  the 
glide  path  which  leads  to  a  balanced 
budget.  Why?  Because  the  Committee 
on  Science  has  decided  to  be  relevant 
to  the  process.  We  realize  that  if  we,  as 
authorizers,  are  going  to  have  an  im- 
pact on  the  funding  decisions  that  will 
be  made  in  the  appropriations  process, 
we  have  to  commit  ourselves  to  a  real- 
istic plan.  Believe  me,  as  all  of  our 
conunittee  members  know,  those 
choices  have  not  always  been  popular 
and  they  surely  have  not  been  easy. 
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But  I  am  proud  of  the  work  that  we 
have  done,  and  that  good  work  is  re- 
flected in  the  fact  that  our  bill  passed 
the  committee  with  bipartisan  support. 

The  tenor  of  the  policy  debate  has 
now  changed  within  the  Congress  and 
the  science  community  as  the  emphasis 
has  shifted  from  industrial  policy  to 
basic  research  and  from  status  quo  sub- 
sidies to  new  knowledge.  Quite  simply, 
we  have  proven  to  oiu-  colleagues  and 
to  the  science  conmiunity  that  this 
committee  is  serious  about  its  respon- 
sibility and  it  is  up  to  the  challenge  of 
setting  our  priorities  and  is  tough 
enough  to  effect  real  change. 

At  the  conclusion  of  general  debate,  I 
will  offer  a  manager's  amendment  to 
address  the  jurisdictional  problems  we 
have  had  with  two  other  conmiittees 
and  to  make  some  administrative 
changes  at  the  request  of  the  National 
Science  Foundation.  The  chairman  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Basic  Research, 
the  gentleman  from  New  Mexico,  Mr. 
Steve  Schiff,  will  also  have  an  amend- 
ment to  add  $41.2  million  to  NSF's  uni- 
versity research  grants  account  to  re- 
flect the  work  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget  to  bolster  basic  research. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  acknowledge 
for  special  thanks  the  cosponsors  of  the 
legislation,  the  Chairs  of  our  sub- 
conunittee  who  have  been  a  part  of  the 
team,  and  without  whose  help  we  could 
not  have  brought  this  bill  to  the  floor, 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin,  Mr.  Jim 
Sensenbrenner,  the  gentleman  team 
California,  Mr.  Dana  Rohrabacher.  the 
gentleman  from  New  Mexico,  Mr. 
Steve  Schiff,  and  the  gentlewoman 
ftom  Maryland,  Mrs.  Connie  Morella. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, 1 3rleld  myself  10  minutes. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  hardly  know  where 
to  start  with  this  bill.  I  an  not  sure 
whether  I  should  discuss  the  policy 
proposals  in  this  bill  or  the  process  by 
which  this  bill  was  put  together. 
Maybe  I  should  start  with  my  deep  re- 
gret that  we  have  come  to  the  floor 
today  so  deeply  divided  on  support  for 
Federal  research  and  development 
[R&D]  programs,  issues  that  should 
elicit  bipartisan  support. 

And  I  note  the  chairman  indicated 
that  there  was  bipartisan  support  for 
his  bill.  The  roUcall  will  show  that  one 
Democrat,  who  probably  did  not  know 
what  he  was  voting,  for,  voted  in  sup- 
port of  this  bill,  and  this  does  not  ex- 
actly indicated  to  me  strong  bipartisan 
support. 

But  both  because  of  the  proposals 
being  made  and  the  process  that  was 
used  in  putting  this  bill  together,  I 
cannot  support  H.R.  3322. 

My  difficulties  with  this  legislation 
start  with  the  title:  Omnibus  Civilian 
Science  Authorization  Act.  This  is  not 
an  omnibus  bill. 

When  the  House  considered  H.R.  2405 
last  year,  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania was  enthusiastic  about  his  revo- 
lutionary idea  to  bring  all  of  the 
Science  Committee  authorization  bills 
into  a  single,  omnibus  bill.  Among  its 
other  virtues,  he  argued,  was  that  it 
would  permit  Congress  to  consider  pri- 
orities among  the  civilian  science  port- 
folio. 

I  was  skeptical  last  year  and  I  re- 
main skeptical  today.  As  I  predicted 
last  year,  packaging  the  committee's 
bill  together  into  a  single  bill  has  not 
expedited  its  consideration  in  the  Sen- 
ate. Indeed,  last  year's  authorization 
bill  remains  languishing  there  without 
any  Senate  action  on  any  of  its  provi- 
sions. This  year's  bill  is  likely  to  face 
the  same  fate. 

Nor  does  the  claim  that  packaging 
these  bills  together  pennits  Congress 
to  set  priorities  stand  up  to  closer 
scrutiny.  As  I  also  pointed  out  last 
year,  much  of  the  civilian  R&D  science 
and  technology  portfolio  is  not  in  this 
committee's  jurisdiction.  For  example, 
neither  NIH  nor  USDA,  which  together 
constitute  a  very  significant  fraction 
of  the  total  of  civilian  science  budget, 
are  included  in  this  bill.  And,  as  the 
Resources  Committee  and  the  Trans- 
portation Committee  have  reminded 
us,  neither  are  some  of  the  research 
programs  in  NOAA,  the  Department  of 
the  Interior,  and  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration.  So  the  fact  is  that  we 
only  have  some  of  the  civilian  science 
portfolio  in  firont  of  us.  We  can't  trade 
off  the  space  station  for  more  AIDS  re- 
search in  this  bill. 

The  case  is  even  tougher  to  make 
this  year  because  the  so-called  omnibus 
bill  is  less  omnibus  than  last  year's 
bill.  The  committee  has.  for  political 
reasons,  left  behind  programs,  indeed 
entire  Federal  departments,  that  are 
under  our  jurisdiction  and  should  be  in- 
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eluded  in  this  bill.  The  Department  of 
Energy's  civilian  research  and  develop- 
ment portfolio,  a  modest  $4.7  billion 
per  year  effort,  has  been  dropped  from 
this  bill,  reportedly  due  to  differences 
within  the  ranks  of  the  majority  on 
our  committee.  Likewise,  the  external 
programs  at  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce's National  Institute  of  Stand- 
ards and  Technology  have  been  left  be- 
hind, for  the  second  year  in  a  row,  for 
political  reasons  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle. 

Of  coiu^e,  the  argument  that  we  are 
setting  priorities  assumes  that  Mem- 
bers could  actually  offer  amendments 
to  move  funding  from  one  agency  to 
another.  But,  under  the  rule  which  we 
are  considering  today,  amendments 
which  move  funding  fi*om  one  title  to 
another  are  subject  to  a  point  of  order. 

The  idea  that  we  are  somehow  set- 
ting priorities  is  one  of  the  most  ab- 
surd fictions  that  we  will  be  hearing 
from  the  other  side  today.  As  we  all 
know,  the  real  task  of  setting  prior- 
ities is  done  in  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  where  the  602(b)  allocation 
forces  hard  choices  among  sometimes 
disparate  programs.  The  bill  today  has 
little  relevance  to  those  decisions.  It 
doesn't  tell  the  HUD-VA-IA  Sub- 
committee how  to  allocate  funds  be- 
tween NASA  and  the  housing  program, 
or  NSF  and  veteran's  hospitals. 

Once  you  get  beyond  the  title,  the 
substantive  policy  problems  emerge. 
Those  programs  that  are  contained  in 
the  legislation  are  treated  so  poorly 
and  so  arbitrarily  that  it  would  have 
been  better  to  leave  them  out  as  well. 
This  legislation  cuts  science  programs 
so  deeply  that  it  is  actually  an 
antiscience  bill.  It  treats  environ- 
mental and  "soft  path"  energy  re- 
search so  badly  that  this  is  an 
antienvlronment  bill.  H.R.  3322  makes 
major  cuts  and  omissions  to  tech- 
nology development  programs,  castiiig 
it  as  an  antijobs  and  competitiveness 
bill.  And  by  leaving  DOE  out  all  to- 
gether, this  is  clearly  a  bill  that  is 
antienergy  independence. 

On  science  issues,  the  chairman  has 
argued  eloquently,  if  erroneously,  that 
the  Federal  Goverxunent  should  be  fo- 
cusing on  basic  research  and  leave  the 
rest  of  the  work  to  the  private  sector. 
In  this  bill,  the  Republicans  make 
large  cuts  to  applied  and  develop- 
mental research  work  and  then  seek 
the  gratitude  of  the  scientific  conunu- 
nity  for  making  smaller  cuts  to  the 
basic  science  funded  in  this  bill.       

The  Brown  substitute  to  H.R.  3322 
provides  $170  million  greater  support 
for  basic  research  than  the  Republican 
proposal.  But.  in  addition  to  total 
funds  authorized,  there  are  important 
differences  from  H.R.  3322  in  the  details 
of  the  allocations  made  and  in  the  poli- 
cies applied  to  the  agencies. 

The  majority  has  expressed  a  pref- 
erence for  NASA  space  science  through 
a  more  generous  allocation  than  the 
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substitute — so  generous  that  the  agen- 
cy appears  not  to  know  what  to  do  with 
the  excess  above  its  request.  On  the 
other  hand,  H.R.  3322  provides  less  than 
1  percent  growth  for  NSF,  the  premier 
basic  research  funding  agency  in  the 
Science  Committee's  jurisdiction  and 
the  agency  with  the  broadest  charter 
for  advancing  research  and  education 
in  science  and  engineering.  The  Brown 
substitute  provides  3.3  percent  growth 
for  NSF,  which  will  allow  small  growth 
above  inflation,  instead  of  the  effective 
cut  in  the  Republican  bill,  and  this 
chart  will  show  the  differences  in  some 
of  those  areas. 

H.R.  3322  also  totally  ignores  a  major 
component  of  the  Federal  civilian  basic 
research  funding  by  excluding  author- 
izations for  the  Department  of  Energy. 
DOE  has  the  largest  basic  research 
budget,  after  NSF,  in  the  Science  Com- 
mittee's jurisdiction.  This  negligence 
is  hardly  consistent  with  the  major- 
ity's claim  to  champion  and  protect 
basic  research  in  the  Federal  R&D 
budget.  The  Brown  substitute  by  con- 
trast includes  the  President's  request 
for  DOE. 

Further,  unlike  H.R.  3322,  the  sub- 
stitute places  no  ban  or  restrictions  on 
legitimate  areas  of  scientific  inquiry. 
The  substitute  presumes  that  the  usual 
merit  review  process  will  be  used  by 
the  agencies  to  select  the  most  promis- 
ing research  directions  to  advance  fun- 
damental knowledge. 

This  distinction  between  basic  and 
applied  research  is  at  the  heart  of  the 
Republican  proposal,  and  yet  it  is  a  dis- 
tinction entirely  without  relevance  the 
real  world.  I  have  worked  at  science 
policy  for  decades  and  cannot  find  the 
seam  between  basic  and  applied  re- 
search. The  reality  is  that  ideas  move 
along  a  continuum  from  the  lab  to  the 
market  and  removing  support  to  any 
one  part  of  this  process  will  stop 
progress. 

What  is  more  important  in  this  bill  is 
the  overall  funding  level  proposed.  This 
bill,  together  with  the  DOE  funding 
levels  set  during  the  debate  on  last 
year's  onmlbus  bill,  cuts  fiscal  year 
1997  funding  for  the  R&D  programs 
under  our  jurisdiction  $1.3  billion  below 
this  year's  funding  levels  and  is  $2  bil- 
lion under  the  President's  request  for 
fiscal  year  1997.  These  cuts  pose  a  grave 
threat  to  our  civilian  R&D  activities. 
They  are  ill-advised  and  entirely  un- 
necessary to  achieved  a  balanced  budg- 
et. 

In  contrast,  the  Republican  t>ill  essentially 
eliminates  EPA's  ability  to  fund  research  relat- 
ed to  giobai  diniate  change,  an  area  often 
characterized  by  the  Memt)ers  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  as  "liberal  claptrap."  H.R. 
3322  also  continLies  an  oblique  attack  on 
NSPs  support  for  the  behavioral  and  social 
scierx^es  ttvough  elimination  of  an  NSF  sci- 
entific directorate  and  specific  guidance  to  the 
agency  in  the  accompanying  legislative  report. 

Finally,  the  Brown  substitute  provides  the 
resources  needed  to  ensure  NSF's  ability  to 


administer  its  research  arxj  education  pro- 
grams. H.R.  3322,  on  tfie  other  hand,  imposes 
cuts  of  nearly  6  percent  below  the  current  year 
appropriation  for  NSF  salaries  and  administra- 
tive expenses.  Such  a  cut  applied  to  a  lean  or- 
ganization— only  6  percent  of  the  total  budget 
goes  for  running  the  agency — will  result  in 
staff  reductions  that  could  reach  1 0  percent  of 
authorized  strength.  The  net  result  would  be  to 
impede  virtually  all  business  operations  of 
NSF  from  payments  to  scientists  to  the  timing 
and  quality  of  research  award  decisions. 

As  tfie  green  glow  following  Earth  Day  has 
faded,  so  has  the  Republican  interest  in  the 
environment.  The  bill  made  major  cuts  to  envi- 
ronmental programs  when  it  was  reported  out 
of  committee,  cutting  environmental  R&D  at 
the  Environn)ental  Protection  Agency,  the  Mis- 
sion to  Planet  Earth  Program  at  NASA,  and 
the  oceanic  arxJ  atmospheric  programs  at 
NOAA.  The  cuts  to  NOAA  reported  t>y  the 
committee  are  particularly  ironic,  since  they 
cut  the  coastal  zone  program  by  80  percent 
the  day  after  the  House  voted  overwhelmingly 
to  reauthorize  the  Coastal  Zone  Management 
Program  as  a  manifestation  of  bipartisan  con- 
cem  for  the  environment  While  these  cuts, 
along  with  ottier  damage  to  the  NOAA  pro- 
grams, will  k>e  corrected  by  a  manager's 
amendment  to  delete  large  sections  of  the  bill 
to  resolve  the  protests  by  the  Resources  Com- 
mittee, the  bill's  antienvironmental  slant  re- 
mains evident  in  the  remaining  sections. 

For  example,  the  bill  b)ans  specific  areas  of 
environmental  research.  After  arguing  for 
science-based  regulatory  decision  making  in 
their  regulatory  reform  efforts  last  year,  ihe 
Republnans  fiave  tried  to  ban  environmental 
research  tfiat  they  find  troubling.  Examples  of 
this  are  the  tjan  on  indoor  air  quality  at  EPA 
contained  in  this  bill,  arxJ  tfie  ban  on  funding 
for  ttie  climate  change  action  plan  efforts. 

Continuing  with  the  policy  paradoxes  found 
in  this  bill,  I  must  raise  again  tfie 
anticompetitiveness  bent  of  this  legislation. 
Tfie  private  sector  Council  on  Competitiveness 
just  issued  a  study  on  a  U.S.  R&D  polny  for 
competitiveness  that  pointed  out  tfie  need  for 
joint  industry-government  research  programs. 
Over  tfie  F>ast  few  montfis,  we  have  heard 
from  a  numt)er  of  industrial  leaders  wfio  have 
argued  in  favor  of  the  joint  technology  devel- 
opment programs  and  manufacturing  exten- 
sion programs  at  NIST.  Yet  the  Republicans 
have  left  tfiese  programs  out  of  this  bill. 

Last  year,  tfie  Technoksgy  Sut)Committee  of 
tfie  Science  Committee  unanimously  approved 
H.R.  1871,  to  authorize  the  external  tecfv 
nology  programs  at  NIST.  That  bill  has  never 
been  taken  up  by  the  full  committee.  We  have 
tried  to  offer  this  consensus  legislation  to  the 
omnibus  bill  last  year  and  again  this  year,  txjt 
the  Reput)licans  have  blocked  our  efforts.  The 
omission  of  these  technoksgy  devekjpment 
programs  at  NIST  and  cuts  to  applied  and  de- 
velopmental R&D  programs  tfvoughout  this  bill 
pose  a  great  threat  to  our  at^ility  to  compete 
in  the  worid.  While  other  countries  are  increas- 
ing their  R&D,  we  are  cutting  ours.  What  is 
wrong  with  this  picture? 

One  last  major  point  to  be  made  is  the  sig- 
nal being  sent  by  not  offering  a  DOE  title  to 
this  bill.  Initially,  a  DOE  R&D  authorizatkxi 
was  to  be  included  in  this  bill,  but  a  numtser 
of  committee  Republk;ans  apparently  ttxxjght 
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tfiat  tfie  cuts  went  too  far.  As  a  result,  the 
DOE  R&D  provisions  were  pulled  from  the  bill 
with  vague  promises  tfiat  such  a  bill  may  be 
considered  someday  by  the  committee.  But 
Members  need  not  wait  for  tfie  committee  to 
act  to  see  wfiat  those  proposals  were,  be- 
cause tfiey  were  incorporated  into  the  report 
accompanying  tfie  budget  resolution.  The  re- 
port calls  for  a  radical  reduction  in  DOE's  en- 
ergy research  programs,  including  a  call  to 
phase  out  DOE's  R&D  directed  at  solar  and 
renewable  energy  technologies,  new  fossil  erv 
ergy  technologies,  and  energy  conservation 
measures.  Many  of  the  committee's  Repub- 
licans have  written  to  the  Budget  Committee 
and  the  Appropriations  Committee  disagreeing 
with  tfiese  priorities,  but  we  find  nothing  in 
H.R.  3322  to  give  Memtiers  the  opportunity  to 
vote  on  these  radical  proposals. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  spend 
a  few  minutes  discussing  the  procedural 
abuses  in  bringing  this  tiill  to  the  floor.  Tfie  mi- 
nority's dissenting  views  set  out  tfiese  corv 
cems  in  some  detail,  and  I  will  not  repeat 
them  all  here.  Suffice  to  say  that  no  oppor- 
tunity was  missed  to  minimize  the  ability  of 
Members  to  understand  or  challenge  the  tiill. 
The  legislative  record  is  inadequate  and  non- 
existent on  many  issues.  Subcommittee  mark- 
ups were  bypassed  over  the  otijections  of  the 
minority.  No  t>ill  was  introduced  prior  to  mark- 
up, arKJ  Memt^ers  first  saw  the  chairman's 
mar1(  on  a  MorvJay  morning  for  a  Wednesday 
nmming  mari<up,  during  a  week  in  which  no 
votes  were  scheduled  until  after  5  on  Tues- 
day. 

Instead  of  a  reasonable,  deliberative,  and 
collegial  process,  the  committee's  markup  was 
reduced  to  rubberstamping  tfie  cfiairman's 
proposal.  The  quality  of  the  committee's  wort< 
product  fias,  in  my  view,  suffered  as  a  result 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  doni  need  to  take  my 
word  for  this.  I  understand  that  the  chairman 
of  tfie  Resources  Committee,  Mr.  Young,  ve- 
hemently ot>iected  to  numerous  provisions  in 
his  committee's  jurisdiction,  none  of  wtiich  had 
been  reviewed  by  his  committee,  stating 
"there  is  no  reason  to  have  our  Members  pre- 
cipitously consider  another  flawed  and  con- 
troversial measure."  As  a  result,  we  now  have 
a  manager's  amendment  which  will  delete  a 
numtier  of  pages  from  the  committee  t)ill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  tfie  traditional  prerog- 
atives enjoyed  by  the  minority  is  the  right  to 
complain  about  its  treatment  at  the  hands  of 
the  majority.  The  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania, when  he  served  as  this  committee's 
ranking  minority  member,  knew  no  peer  in  tfiat 
regard.  It  is  interesting  now  to  see  wtiat 
sparked  his  complaints. 

In  1992,  Mr.  Walker  complained  bitteriy 
about  tfie  process  by  which  the  tfien-Demo- 
cratic  majority  brought  one  bill — H.R.  5231, 
the  National  Competitiveness  Act  of  1992 — to 
the  committee  for  a  markup.  In  tfiat  case,  the 
subcommittee  hekj  over  25  hearings  and 
heard  from  over  1 00  expert  witnesses.  Copies 
of  tfie  bill  had  been  sent  to  over  200  experts 
in  the  fiekis  of  science,  technology,  and  trade 
for  review  and  comment  On  May  1 3,  1 992,  a 
draft  of  a  bill  was  provided  to  tfie  minority  sub- 
committee staff,  and  to  all  members  of  the 
committee.  The  subcommittee  chairman  in- 
vited members  to  submit  suggestions  prior  to 
the  bill's  introduction,  and  a  number  of  meirv 
bers,    including    minority    members,    raised 
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issues  and  concerns.  The  subcommittee  met 
on  June  24,  1992.  At  the  subcommittee  mark- 
up, Itie  subcommittee  ranking  member,  Mr. 
Tom  Lewis,  stated,  "We  have  made  consider- 
able progress  in  working  out  our  disagree- 
ments on  the  National  Competitiveness  Act  of 
1992,  H.R.  5231 ,  since  it  is  was  introduced  on 
May  21 ."  While  the  subcommittee  chair  contin- 
ued to  express  concerns  and  reserve  final 
judgment  on  the  bill,  it  was  reported  out  of  the 
subcommittee  on  a  voce  vote.  The  full  com- 
mittee met  a  week  later,  on  July  1,  1992,  and 
Mr.  Walker  was  given  an  opportunity  to  offer 
and  debate  a  substitute  amendment  which 
cleariy  couW  have  been  objected  to  as  non- 
germane.  We  debated  this  single  bill  on  the 
floor  for  over  3  days. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  tfiat  our  procedural 
complaints  are  often  dismissed  with  the  conv 
ment  that  tfie  Reputilk:ans  aren't  doing  any- 
thing tfiat  we  didn't  do  to  them  when  we  were 
in  ttie  majority.  I  cannot  speak  for  otfier  com- 
mittees and  other  former  Cfiairs,  but  I  will  say 
tfiat  I  tried  to  fully  respect  tfie  rights  and  privi- 
leges of  all  members  and  the  integrity  of  the 
committee  process. 

This  self-serving  statement  askle,  these 
squabbles  tend  to  divert  attention  from  the 
more  serious  issue  at  stake:  the  traditional 
role  of  expert  committees.  As  political  power 
has  become  concerrtrated  in  tfie  hands  of  a 
few  at  the  top  of  the  Republican  leadership, 
committees  have  t)ecome  increasingly 
marginalized.  Bills  fiave  been  txought  to  tfie 
floor  which  fiave  never  been  reported  by  tfie 
committees  of  jurisdkition.  When  bills  have 
been  reported,  tfie  House  leadership  has  arbi- 
trarily changed  tfiem  to  its  liking  before  the  bill 
comes  to  tfie  floor.  The  committee  structure  is 
being  replaced  by  webs  of  personal  influence 
tfiat  binds  Memt)ers  to  their  leadership,  and 
weaken  tfie  value  of  tfieir  individual  votes. 

The  minority  objects  to  these  efforts  to  by- 
pass the  collective,  conskJered  judgment  of 
committees  througfi  tactics  tfiat  discourage 
members  from  obtaining  information  and  par- 
ticipating in  thoughtful  discussion,  negotiation, 
and  compromise. 

For  all  of  tfiese  reasons,  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  join  with  me  in  voting  against  H.R. 
3322. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  re- 
marks of  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia, who  is  obviously  opposed  to  this 
bill  because  this  bill  goes  in  a  different 
direction  than  the  ideology  that  has 
been  promoted  by  this  Congress  now 
for  60  years. 

For  60  years  the  science  programs 
moved  more  and  more  toward  Washing- 
ton decisionmaking,  toward  more  and 
more  big  spending  that  drove  us  into 
deficit  budgets,  toward  more  and  more 
pork  barrel,  and  then  toward  the  end  of 
the  process,  toward  funding  corporate 
welfare  in  this  country  and  calling  it 
science  spending. 

I  understand  that  the  gentleman's 
ideology  forces  him  to  stick  with  the 
status  quo  and  not  want  to  change  any- 
thing in  the  direction  that  science  has 


been  going.  This  bill  represents  a  real 
reform  bill  moving  us  in  new  direc- 
tions, and  the  Democrats  are  deter- 
mined to  oppose  those  reforms  and 
those  new  directions.  But  in  the  opin- 
ion of  this  Member,  this  is  exactly  the 
direction  we  have  to  go  if  we  ulti- 
mately are  going  to  balance  our  budg- 
ets. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  6  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
SCHIFF]. 

Mr.  SCHIFF.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  within  H.R.  3322.  my 
Subcommittee  on  Basic  Research  has 
jurisdiction  over  three  titles  of  this 
bill,  title  I,  the  National  Science  Foun- 
dation, title  m,  the  U.S.  Fire  Adminis- 
tration, and  title  vm,  the  National 
Earthquake  Hazards  Reduction  Pro- 
gram. 

In  the  Basic  Research  Subcommittee, 
support  for  all  three  titles  has  tradi- 
tionally been  bipartisan.  This  is  par- 
ticularly true  for  the  activities  of  the 
National  Science  Foimdation. 

The  National  Science  Foundation 
[NSF]  is  the  principal  supporter  of  fun- 
damental research  and  education  con- 
ducted at  colleges  and  imiversities  in 
the  fields  of  mathematics,  science,  and 
engineering. 

NSF  accomplishes  this  through 
grants  and  contracts  to  more  than  2,000 
colleges,  universities,  and  other  re- 
search institutions  in  all  parts  of  the 
United  States.  The  Foundation  ac- 
counts for  approximately  25  percent  of 
the  Federal  support  to  academic  insti- 
tutions for  basic  research. 

As  chairman  of  this  conmuttee  and 
vice  chairman  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee, Mr.  Waucer,  has  voiced  his  strong 
support  for  basic  research.  I  share 
those  same  views.  There  are  provisions 
in  this  bill  requiring  financial  disclo- 
sure of  high  level  employees,  protect- 
ing Reservist  and  National  Guard  per- 
sonnel recalled  to  active  duty,  and 
tasking  NSF  to  find  ways  to  reduce 
costs. 

Title  I  authorizes  $3.25  billion  for 
NSF  in  fiscal  year  1997.  Research  and 
related  activities  is  funded  at  S2.34  bil- 
lion. Unlike  the  administration's  budg- 
et, which  zeros  out  academic  facilities 
modernization,  H.R.  3322  provides  SlOO 
million  for  this  account.  The  bill  also 
continues  full  funding  for  the  Laser 
Inferferometer  Gravitational  Wave  Ob- 
servatory [LIGO]  and  provides  $25  mil- 
lion for  the  South  Pole  Safety  project. 

In  this  tight  fiscal  climate,  the  com- 
mittee has  had  to  set  priorities  for  the 
future  in  R&D  funding.  Realizing  this 
fact,  H.R.  3322  freezes  the  salaries  and 
expenses  account  at  $120  million.  In  an 
effort  to  reduce  the  bureaucracy  and 
increase  the  focus  on  basic  research, 
the  bill  directs  NSF  to  eliminate  at 
least  one  directorate.  Further,  H.R. 
3322  requires  that  NSF  review  Its  pro- 
grams and  directorates  to  determine 
whether  they  are  organized  to  meet  the 


needs  of  their  customer— the  research 
community— into  the  21st  century. 

The  science  community  needs  to  un- 
derstand that  the  Republican  and 
Democrats  in  both  the  House  and  Sen- 
ate, on  both  the  Appropriations  and 
Authorization  Committees,  have  been 
supportive  of  basic  research.  Because 
Members  understand  that  basic  re- 
search is  the  economic  foundation  for 
our  future,  they  have  sheltered  these 
programs  when  many  others  are  being 
drastically  reduced  or  eliminated  alto- 
gether. 

There  are  many  good  provisions  in 
this  bill.  As  I  have  stated  previously, 
members  of  this  committee  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  have  traditionally 
been  strong  supporters  of  NSF.  This  is 
partially  true  because  NSF  administers 
research  that  is  merit  based  on  peer  re- 
viewed. Other  agencies  should  endeavor 
to  emulate  this  model  of  success. 

Title  m  of  H.R.  3322  authorizes  $27.6 
million,  the  administration's  request, 
for  the  U.S.  Fire  Administration 
[USFA]  and  the  National  Fire  Acad- 
emy. This  relatively  small  amount  of 
money  goes  quite  a  distance  toward 
protecting  both  people  and  property 
from  the  devastating  effects  of  fire  and 
arson,  particularly,  I  might  add  at  this 
tragic  time  in  the  Southeast,  where  I 
live. 

The  Fire  Administration  was  created 
over  20  years  ago  in  response  to  an  in- 
creasing number  of  fire-related  deaths 
and  injuries  in  this  country.  The  pro- 
grams, at  the  Fire  Administration  help 
to  reduce  loss  of  life  and  property  to 
fires  by  educating  the  public,  collect- 
ing and  distributing  data,  conducting 
research  into  fire  suppression  tech- 
nologies and  techniques,  and  promot- 
ing firefighter  health  and  safety.  Since 
the  Fire  Administration  was  estab- 
lished, fire-related  deaths  have  de- 
creased from  9,000  per  year  to  4,300  per 
year;  fire-related  injuries  have  de- 
creased from  300.000  per  year  to  27,000 
per  year;  and  firefighter  deaths  have 
decreased  from  250  per  year  to  100  per 
year.  This  agency  clearly  deserves 
commendation  for  its  success. 

In  addition,  the  Fire  Administers  the 
National  Fire  Academy  in  Elmnuts- 
burg,  MD.  The  Fire  Academy  is  lauded 
by  firefighters  nationwide  for  the  fire 
and  emergency  training  it  provides. 
Each  year  tens  of  thousands  of  fire- 
fighters and  emergency  service  person- 
nel are  trained  in  the  latest  fire  protec- 
tion and  control  activities  through 
both  on-  and  off-campus  programs. 

Over  the  past  couple  of  months,  in 
my  home  State  of  New  Mexico,  wild 
fires  have  been  burning  out  of  control 
because  of  dry  weather  conditipns. 
Lives,  property,  and  precious  national 
monuments  are  threatened.  The  hun- 
dreds of  firefighters  who  are  out  on  the 
front  lines,  risking  their  lives,  need  the 
continuing  support  of  an  agency  that 
helps  them  to  do  their  jobs  more  safe- 
ly. 
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Finally,  title  vm  of  H.R.  3322  reau- 
thorizes the  earthquake  research,  edu- 
cation, and  mitigation  programs  of  the 
Federal  Government,  Specifically,  the 
bill  provides  S95.3  million  for  the  Na- 
tional Earthquake  Hazards  Reduction 
program  [NEHRP]  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

NEHRP  was  established  in  1977  in  re- 
sponse to  the  catastrophic  loss  of  life 
and  property  suffered  during  earth- 
quakes, and  to  a  growing  consensus 
that  a  Federal  research  and  develop- 
ment program  might  lead  to  a  method 
for  predicting  an  earthquake  and/or  at 
least  reducing  the  devastating  effects 
of  one.  While  prediction  has  remained 
somewhat  elusive,  the  program  has 
greatly  improved  our  knowledge  of 
both  the  earth  science  and  engineering 
aspects  of  earthquake  risk  reduction. 

NEHRP  is  administered  by  four  Fed- 
eral agencies,  the  Federal  Emergency 
Management  Agency  [FEMA],  the  U.S. 
Geological  Survey  [USGS],  the  Na- 
tional Science  Foundation,  and  the  Na- 
tional Institute  of  Standards  and  Tech- 
nology [NIST].  FEMA  is  the  agency 
charged  with  coordinating  the  pro- 
gram, and,  in  addition,  is  responsible 
for  public  education,  earthquake  haz- 
ards mitigation  programs,  emergency 
planning,  and  information  gathering 
and  dissemination.  The  USGS  conducts 
research  on  earthquake  risk  and  effect. 
The  NSF  performs  fundamental  earth- 
quake studies,  engineering  research, 
and  postearthquake  investigations. 
NIST  conducts  applied  engineering  re- 
search and  code  development  and  dis- 
tribution.          

Each  of  the  NEHRP  sigencies  has  sep- 
arate budgets.  The  funds  in  this  title 
for  NSF  and  NIST  are  firom  sums  al- 
ready authorized  in  previous  titles  for 
the  two  agencies. 

The  J85.3  million  authorized  for 
NEHRP  in  this  legislation  is  what  the 
administration  requested  for  fiscal 
year  1997. 

D  1445 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  conclude  my 
opening  presentation  to  commend  the 
gentleman  firom  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Walker],  our  chairman,  for  bringing 
this  bill  to  the  floor.  In  my  exi)erience 
in  7%  years  in  having  the  privilege  of 
serving  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, with  several  noted  exceptions,  I 
have  seen  authorizing  committees 
being  diminished  in  their  real  role  in 
the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives.  I  be- 
lieve that  is  because  the  authorizing 
committee  have  tried  to  avoid  making 
the  tough  decisions  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Appropriations  must  always 
make. 

It  is  easier  to  authorize  everything 
which  in  reality  means  authorizing 
nothing.  Under  Chairman  Walker  we 
are  presenting  a  plan,  a  plan  that  can 
be  and  will  be  debated  on  the  House 
floor  but  a  plan  that  shows  the  Com- 
mittee on  Science  is  committed  to  pro- 
moting priorities  in  science  and  re- 
search development. 


Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Texas,  Ms.  EDDIE  BERNICE 
Johnson. 

Ms.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON  of 
Texas.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  we  consider 
the  merits  of  H.R.  3322,  the  Omnibus 
Civilian  Science  Authorization  for  1996, 
one  large  portion  of  the  bill  is  notice- 
ably absent.  Members  interested  in  the 
authorization  levels  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy's  programs  will  not 
find  a  title  authorizing  those  programs 
in  this  legislation. 

Although  programs  relating  to  con- 
servation, renewable  energy  sources 
and  fossil  energy  are  of  obvious  impor- 
tance to  the  Nation,  they  will  not  be 
considered  as  a  part  of  this  omnibus 
bill. 

Under  the  language  of  the  omnibus 
science  bill  considered  during  the  last 
budget  cycle,  the  authorizations  for 
DOE  programs  for  this  fiscal  year  were 
included.  This  was  accomplished 
through  an  amendment  offered  by 
Chairman  Walker  and  agreed  to  by  the 
full  House  by  a  voice  vote. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  the  House  will 
not  have  the  opportunity  to  set  policy 
guidelines  for  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy through  this  bill.  A  separate  bill 
dealing  with  DOE  is  scheduled  for  sub- 
committee considerations,  but  I  sus- 
pect that  the  full  committee  will  never 
see  the  legislation,  nor  will  the  House 
as  a  whole.  I  find  this  process  objec- 
tionable. 

With  regard  to  the  language  of  the 
bill  that  is  before  us,  I  will  be  support- 
ing an  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Tan- 
ner and  myself  to  provide  authoriza- 
tion to  the  Advanced  Technology  Pro- 
gram and  the  Manufacturing  Extension 
Partnership.  These  programs,  which  as- 
sist American  companies  in  bringing 
new  technologies  to  the  marketplace, 
are  critical  for  our  economic  develop- 
ment. 

Although  the  Science  Committee 
leadership  has  been  opposed  to  these 
programs  in  the  past,  calling  them  cor- 
porate welfare,  the  appropriators,  and 
the  Senate,  have  seen  fit  to  fund  both 
the  ATP  and  the  MEP.  Many  on  the 
Republican  side  of  the  aisle  have  ex- 
pressed their  support  for  these  pro- 
grams, as  a  fine  example  of  govern- 
ment-industry partnerships  which  help 
America  stay  competitive. 

Our  overseas  competitors  have  been 
continuing  their  investment  in  new 
technology,  while  America  has  moved 
away  from  this  critical  part  of  our 
economy.  Large  corporations  which 
must  constantly  please  stockholders 
are  preoccupied  with  the  bottom  line, 
and  are  slow  to  invest  in  high-risk 
technology  which  can  often  have  long- 
term  rewards. 

Small  businesses  often  do  not  have 
the  necessary  capital  to  invest  in  high- 
risk  technologies.  The  ATP  and  the 
MEP  are  programs  which  assist  both 
large  and  small  companies  with  high- 
risk  investment. 


The  ATP.  for  example,  is  a  program 
which  has  assisted  many  small  busi- 
nesses with  new  technology.  Forty-six 
percent  of  ATP  awards  have  gone  to 
small  businesses,  or  to  joint  ventures 
led  by  a  small  business. 

Public-private  partnerships  are  a  via- 
ble and  effective  way  to  keep  America 
competitive  in  the  global  economy,  and 
our  support  of  the  ATP  and  MEP  is  one 
way  for  this  Congress  to  assist  Amer- 
ican business  in  the  global  market- 
place. I  urge  my  colleagues  to  think 
carefully  about  this  issue,  and  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

The  gentlewoman  from  Texas  has 
mentioned  again,  as  the  chairman  or  as 
the  Member  from  California  did,  the 
lack  of  an  energry  authorization  in  this 
particular  bill. 

I  would  refer  both  Members  to  H.R. 
2405,  the  blue  engrossed  version  of  the 
bill  that  passed  the  House  last  year 
which  we  have  already  sent  to  the  Sen- 
ate, for  fiscal  year  1997  numbers  for  the 
Department  of  Energy.  If  they  will 
refer  to  page  93.  lines  6  through  17.  they 
will  find  that  we  have  already  done  our 
work  in  that  regard  and  the  reason  why 
it  did  not  need  to  be  included  here. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  made  mention  be- 
fore, there  may  be  a  more  detailed  ver- 
sion of  this  to  come  out  of  the  sub- 
committee at  some  later  date,  but  the 
fact  is  the  work  of  this  committee  has 
been  completed,  unlike  past  years 
when  they  were  in  control,  when  we 
hardly  ever  got  anything  done  in  that 
area. 

The  Advanced  Technology  Program 
to  which  the  gentlewoman  referred  is 
one  of  the  largest  corporate  welfare 
programs  that  this  Nation  has  ever  cre- 
ated. Some  of  the  biggest  corporations 
in  America  have  benefited  firom  the 
taxpayers'  largesse  through  that  pro- 
gram. It  is  a  definition  of  what  the 
American  people  want  to  change.  It  is 
one  of  the  true  reforms  in  this  bill  that 
we  have  decided  not  to  go  ahead  with 
that  program  and  use  corporate  welfare 
as  a  way  of  what  we  call  science  spend- 
ing. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield.  7  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Sensenbrenner]  . 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, it  is  easy  to  say  you're  in  favor  of 
balancing  the  budget.  Congress  has 
been  saying  it  for  years.  But,  until  re- 
cently, those  of  us  who  are  willing  to 
follow  the  words  with  actions  have  not 
had  enough  votes  to  bring  the  budget 
under  control.  Now.  we  do.  Actions 
speak  louder  than  words,  and  this  body 
has  proven  it.  We  made  the  tough 
choices  and  passed  a  balanced  budget 
resolution,  only  to  be  confronted  with 
an  administration  that  wants  to  put 
those  choices  off  and  some  colleagues 
who  say  they  want  to  balance  the  budg- 
et as  long  as  they  don't  have  to  cut  any 
programs. 
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The  majority  of  us  still  have  respon- 
sibility for  putting  the  Government  on 
a  path  to  fiscal  responsibility.  We  still 
have  to  make  those  hard  calls.  In  the 
area  of  civil  science.  H.R.  3322  does 
that.  In  our  civil  space  program,  this 
bill  represents  a  savings  of  $308.7  mil- 
lion dollars  from  the  President's  re- 
quest. It  preserves  and  strengthens 
NASA's  historic  focus  and  contribu- 
tions in  basic  science  areas,  such  as  as- 
tronomy, astrophysics,  aerodynamics, 
life,  and  microgravity  sciences.  It  re- 
duces those  programs  which  amount  to 
commercial  welfare,  and  restructures 
programs,  such  as  Mission  to  Planet 
Earth,  that  bust  the  President's  own 
NASA  budget  in  the  outyears.  The  ad- 
ministration abdicated  its  responsibil- 
ity to  maintain  programs  consistent 
with  available  resources  when  he  sent 
two  sets  of  books  up  here  last  month. 
He  left  the  tough  choices  for  Congress 
to  make.  We  made  them. 

The  bill  fully  funds  the  international 
space  station  and  the  space  shuttle. 
The  House  passed  a  multiyear  author- 
ization of  the  station  last  year  to  put 
this  program  on  a  sound  financial  foot- 
ing consistent  with  the  balanced  budg- 
et resolution.  H.R.  3322  reaffirms  the 
sound  fiscal  decisions  we  made  last 
year.  It  also  includes  full  funding  for 
life  and  microgravity  research,  much 
of  which  will  take  place  on  the  station 
and  shuttle.  This  area  of  research  is 
important  in  improving  life  on  earth 
through  new  knowledge  of  materials 
and  human  ph3rsiology. 

H.R.  3322  increases  the  funding  for 
space  science.  This  area  of  NASA  basic 
research  has  brought  us  amazing  dis- 
coveries from  programs  such  as  the 
Hubble  space  telescope  and  the  Galileo 
probe  to  Jupiter.  This  increase  pre- 
serves space  science  as  the  bipartisan 
priority  it  has  always  been  for  the 
Science  Committee  and  protects  if 
from  the  disproportionate  cuts  in- 
flicted by  the  administration's  outyear 
budget.  Most  of  the  increases  are  dedi- 
cated to  small,  focused  science  mis- 
sions that  stimulate  education  and 
drive  costs  down.  The  space  science 
community  has  made  the  greatest 
strides  in  increasing  the  bang  tax- 
payers receive  for  their  buck  by  rede- 
signing missions  to  be  faster,  cheaper, 
better.  We  need  to  reward  success  and 
ensure  that  space  science  does  not  suf- 
fer disproportionately  in  the  President' 
budget.  This  bill  does  that. 

The  bill  reduces  the  President's  re- 
quest for  Mission  to  Planet  Earth  by 
$373.7  million,  but  still  provides  over  a 
billion  dollars  and  fully  funds  the  AM- 
1,  L.andsat-7.  and  TRMM  satellites; 
earth  probes;  and  Mission  to  Planet 
Earth  science,  which  alone  accounts 
for  $508  million.  In  1992  the  Science 
Committee  concluded  that  Mission  to 
Planet  Earth  was  not  a  core  NASA 
mission.  Therefore,  the  Science  Com- 
mittee treated  it  as  a  discretionary 
program  to  be  funded  with  whatever 


funds  remained  after  NASA's  core  pro- 
grams were  funded.  In  NASA's  fiscal 
year  1994  authorization,  the  Science 
Committee  reaffirmed  Mission  to  Plan- 
et Earth's  status  as  a  "level  of  effort 
program  that  accomplishes  as  much  as 
possible  with  whatever  resources  can 
be  provided."  Since  the  NASA  budget 
is  coming  down,  so  must  this  discre- 
tionary program. 

This  year  and  last,  several  congres- 
sional witness  testified  that  Mission  to 
Planet  Earth  can  be  done  at  a  lower 
cost  by  using  new  technology,  exploit- 
ing commercial  investments  in  earth 
observation,  and  leveraging  existing 
environmental  data  bases  which  re- 
main largely  unanalyzed  by  scientists. 
The  bill  directs  NASA  to  begin  taking 
those  steps  that  will  shift  the  focus  on 
Mission  to  Planet  Earth  to  science  in- 
stead of  hardware. 

We  provide  full  fimding  for  basis  re- 
search efforts  in  aeronautics  but  con- 
trol the  rate  of  increase  in  the  Ad- 
vanced Subsonic  Technology  Program 
to  prevent  it  fi"om  mutating  into  cor- 
porate welfare.  H.R.  3322  saves  $34  mil- 
lion from  the  President's  request  for 
this  program  within  the  aeronautics 
budget. 

We  fully  fund  the  new  technology 
programs  that  are  vital  in  taking  our 
civil  space  program  into  the  next  cen- 
tury. These  include  new  millennium 
spacecraft  technology  and  the  reusable 
launch  vehicle.  These  programs  will 
lower  the  cost  of  future  government 
civil  and  national  security  space  ac- 
tivities. They  will  also  provide  a  boost 
to  our  commercial  space  industry  as  we 
transfer  this  technology  into  the  pri- 
vate sector,  making  it  more  competi- 
tive with  foreign  space  industries 
which  receive  huge,  direct,  operating 
subsidies  trom  their  governments. 

Balancing  the/budget  means  making 
cuts  and  setting  priorities,  which  we've 
done.  H.R.  3322  builds  on  NASA's 
strengths  and  experience  in  basic  re- 
search and  fundamental  science.  It  pro- 
vides more  than  a  billion  dollars  for 
stud3ring  this  planet  and  the  resources 
needed  to  bring  the  aviation  industry 
into  the  next  century.  More  impor- 
tantly, it  will  continue  NASA's  accom- 
plishments in  revealing  the  wonders  of 
the  universe  and  set  the  stage  for  the 
future  of  himian  development  of  space. 
By  passing  H.R.  3322.  we  will  enable 
NASA  to  continue  achieving  break- 
throughs in  science  and  keep  the  Gov- 
ernment on  the  path  toward  balancing 
the  budget. 

a  1500 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  3rield  mjrself  1  minute,  and  I 
hope  this  will  be  the  last  time  I  do  it. 
If  I  take  1  minute  to  clarify  everything 
the  other  side  said,  it  would  be  using 
up  too  much  of  my  time. 

The  gentleman  ftom  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Walker]  cited  the  fact  that  we 
had  an  energy  authorization  bill  from 


last  year  as  the  reason  for  not  having 
it  in  this  year's  bill.  Actually,  we  had 
an  authorization  for  NSF  in  last  year's 
bill,  but  we  also  have  one  in  this  year's 
bill.  It  is  a  little  distingenuous  on  the 
paxt  of  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Walker]  to  use  the  argu- 
ment with  regard  to  energy  that  we 
had  an  authorization  last  year,  when 
he  did  not  mention  that  for  the  NSF. 

What  has  occurred,  of  course,  is  that 
the  Department  of  Energy  has  a  num- 
ber of  items  in  it  which  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walker]  does 
not  like  and  which  he  calls  corporate 
welfare  or  liberal  claptrap.  All  research 
is  divided  into  three  parts  in  his  mind: 
basic  research,  which  is  good:  and  cor- 
porate welfare;  and  liberal  claptrap, 
which  he  seeks  to  avoid. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  4  minutes  to 
my  good  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Tanner],  a  member  of 
one  of  our  subcommittees. 

Mr.  TANNER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appre- 
ciate the  gentleman  yielding  me  the 
time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  deeply  concerned 
about  the  direction  H.R.  3322,  the  Om- 
nibus Civilian  Science  Authorization 
Act  of  1996.  will  take  this  Nation.  It 
purports  to  support  basic  science  and 
end  corporate  welfare,  but  I  believe  the 
policies  advocated  by  the  bill  look  to 
the  past  rather  than  to  the  future. 

The  bill  would  kill  programs  that 
support  small  business  and  create  good, 
high-i>ajring  jobs  in  this  worldwide 
economy.  First,  it  eliminates  the  Man- 
ufacturing Extension  Partnership  Pro- 
gram. MEP  centers,  as  they  are  known 
in  42  States,  assist  small-  and  medium- 
size  firms  employing  fewer  than  500 
workers  to  modernize  in  order  to  com- 
pete in  the  demanding  global  market- 
place in  the  1990's  and  beyond.  This 
program  has  strong  support  of  the  busi- 
ness community.  State  and  local  gov- 
ernments, and  the  Congress. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  not  talking 
about  big,  multinational  corporations. 
There  are  381,000  small  manufacturers 
who  are  struggling  to  maintain  their 
competitiveness.  Their  competitors  are 
just  as  likely  to  be  companies  in  Asia 
or  Europe  as  another  company  down 
the  street.  The  MEP  is  a  highly  suc- 
cessful program  for  small  business  and 
this  Nation. 

Second,  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee wants  to  terminate  the  Advanced 
Technology  Program.  Although  large 
corporations  do  participate  in  this  pro- 
gram, approximately  half  of  the  ATP 
awards  have  gone  to  small  businesses. 
Not  only  businesses  participate  in  this 
program,  but  more  than  100  univer- 
sities are  working  on  157  ATP  projects. 

This  tjrpe  of  industry-govemment- 
university  partnership  is  what  non- 
biased  outside  experts  are  recommend- 
ing as  the  trend  for  the  future.  As 
Brian  Rushton.  president  of  the  Amer- 
ican Chemical  Society,  stated: 

The  National  Institute  of  Standards  and 
Technology's  Advanced  Technolog;  Program 
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is  a  vital  component  of  our  nation's  tech- 
nology competitiveness  portfolio.  ACS 
strongly  urges  Congress  to  continue  to  sup- 
port ATP.  ATP  supports  market  incentives 
and  encourages  companies  to  invest  for  tbe 
long-term  in  high-risk,  high-payoff  tech- 
nologies. 

Mr.  Chainnan,  not  alone  in  their 
view  is  the  Council  on  Competitive- 
ness. In  its  publication  "Endless  Fron- 
tier, Limited  Resources,"  it  concluded 
as  its  central  finding  that  R&D  part- 
nerships hold  the  key  to  meeting  the 
challenge  of  transition  our  Nation  now 
faces.  Eliminating  the  ATM  and  the 
MEP  program  is  not  eliminating  cor- 
porate welfare,  it  is  just  eliminating  a 
commonsense  approach  to  a  com- 
prehensive research  policy. 

Although  H.R.  3322  is  supposed  to  be 
a  comprehensive  authorization  for  all 
civilian  research  and  development 
science  programs,  it  does  not  authorize 
the  Department  of  Energy  research.  We 
have  been  told  that  we  did  that  last 
year.  They  claim  to  have  protected 
basic  research;  however,  the  DOE  cuts 
in  this  bill  damage  all  tsrpes  of  re- 
search. In  Tennessee  alone,  the  cuts  to 
the  Oak  Ridge  National  Laboratory, 
the  University  of  Tennessee,  such  pro- 
grams as  energy  conservation  and  the 
things  that  enable  our  companies  to 
compete,  will  be  cut  another  13  percent 
in  addition  to  what  was  done  last  year 
for  a  total  of  45  percent. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  as  serious  about 
deficit  reduction  as  any  Member  of 
Congress.  As  a  member  of  the  coali- 
tion, I  worked  hard  with  them  to  de- 
velop a  plan  balancing  our  budget  in  7 
years.  Everyone  says  it  does.  But  we 
look  at  these  policies  in  this  bill,  and  it 
reminds  me  of  1950  rather  than  the 
year  2000. 

Finally,  quoting  firom  the  Council  on 
Competitiveness  again,  it  said:  Equally 
the  report  finds  the  United  States  has 
an  urgent  interest  in  resolving  the  po- 
larized debate  over  the  proper  role. 
Federal  role  in  research  and  develop- 
ment. Battles  over  the  proper  limits  of 
Government  activity  have  reinforced 
the  outdated  distinction  between  basic 
and  applied  research  as  the  primary 
basis  for  decision  making. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Brown]  has  12% 
minutes  remaining,  and  the  gentleman 
firom  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walker]  has 
9V&  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr. 

CRAM£R]. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
my  colleague  from  California,  Mr. 
Brown,  the  ranking  member,  for  yield- 
ing me  the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise,  unfortunately, 
in  opposition  to  the  committee's  bill.  I 
have  several  concerns  about  this  bill. 
One  of  those  concerns  I  will  raise  in  an 
amendment  that  I  and  the  gentleman 
firom  Indiana  [Mr.  Roemer]  will  offer 
when  we  get  to  the  NOAA  section  of 
the  bill. 


The  National  Weather  Service  is  un- 
dergoing a  major  modernization  and 
will  be  closing  offices  all  over  the 
country.  While  I  and  other  Members 
support  that  modernization,  I  do  not 
want  some  Government  bureaucrat  de- 
termining that  my  weather  service  of- 
fice will  be  closed.  I  want  more  protec- 
tion than  that,  and  I  and  other  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  have  fought  very  hard 
to  make  sure  that  we  have  that  kind  of 
protection,  and  we  have  been  denied 
that  so  far. 

Mr.  Chairman,  currently  a  process 
exists  in  law  to  require  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  to  certify  that  such 
weather  services  will  not  be  degraded. 
The  committee's  bill  eliminates  this 
requirement  and,  consequently,  the 
committee's  bill  would  allow  weather 
service  bureaucrats  to  close  offices  all 
over  the  country.  Just  this  past  week- 
end, my  district  there  in  Alabama  suf- 
fered again  from  tornadoes,  tornado 
warnings.  Other  sections  of  the  coun- 
try did,  as  well.  Our  section  of  the 
country  was  left  out  of  the  Weather 
Service's  modernization  plan,  and  we 
dotted  i's,  crossed  t's,  and  now  we  are 
expected  to  be  included  in  that  mod- 
ernization plan. 

However,  I  do  not  want,  in  the  proc- 
ess of  getting  our  NEXRAD  radar  up 
and  in  place,  I  do  not  want  a  bureau- 
crat determining  that  for  some  even 
temporary  length  of  time  that  we  will 
be  without  that  kind  of  coverage. 

Mr.  Chairman,  another  concern  is 
that  the  conmiittee's  bill  drastically 
cuts  the  operations  budget  for  the 
Weather  Service.  That  budget  line  cuts 
pay  for  the  salaries  of  Weather  Service 
employees  in  field  offices  across  the 
Nation.  The  concern  with  that  salary 
cut  would  be  that  it  would  eliminate 
midnight  forecast  shifts  at  all  Weather 
Service  offices.  We  simply  cannot  pay 
that  kind  of  price,  and  we  cannot  go 
that  far  with  this  kind  of  funding.  This 
bill  would  be  devastating  for  other  dis- 
tricts across  the  country. 

Mr.  Chairman,  another  issue  that  I 
am  concerned  about  within  the  bill 
itself  would  be  NASA's  issues.  The  bill 
cuts  NASA's  salaries  by  $81.5  million. 
NASA  has  been  downsized  enough.  This 
is  not  the  time  to  cut  additional  sala- 
ries. 

Support  the  Brown  substitute. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Maryland  [Mrs.  Morella]. 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
on  Science,  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Walker],  for  shielding  me 
the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  join  my  colleagues 
of  the  Committee  on  Science  in  com- 
mending our  Chairman,  Mr.  Walker, 
for  the  very  fine  work  that  has  gone 
into  the  preparation  of  this  legislation 
for  floor  action. 

Chairman  Walker  has  consistently 
supported  the  concept  of  unifying  the 


civilian  science  missions  of  the  Federal 
Government  under  one  policy  um- 
brella, with  the  objective  being  greater 
consistency  in  the  development  and 
implementation  of  the  research  and  de- 
velopment policies  and  activities  of  the 
Federal  Government.  Perhaps,  one  day, 
the  Congress  will  take  such  a  bold  step 
as  part  of  the  effort  to  Re-engineer 
Government  and  make  it  more  respon- 
sive to  the  needs  of  America  in  the  21st 
century. 

But  that  day  is  not  yet,  and  our 
chairman  has  worked  faithfully  to  do 
the  next  best  thing:  Conduct  an  au- 
thorization process  that  genuinely 
looks  at  the  budgetary  constraints 
that  we  are  faced  with  as  we  move  to- 
ward ending  annual  operating  deficits 
over  a  period  of  7  years,  and  make  rea- 
soned judgments  about  our  priorities 
for  the  national  science  programs 
taken  as  a  whole. 

In  this  way,  we  hope  to  use  the  mon- 
eys available  to  us  in  the  wisest  way 
possii-le  to  expand  the  frontiers  of 
knov  x.'dge  and  better  our  quality  of 
life. 

The  bill  before  the  House  provides 
strong  support  for  our  basic  research 
programs:  Fully  funding  the  core  lab- 
oratory programs  of  the  National  Insti- 
tutes of  Standards  and  Technology  is 
just  one  feature  of  that  support.  I  have 
worked  closely  with  our  chairman  in 
the  structuring  of  those  provisions  of 
the  bill,  as  well  as  others,  and  I  can 
vouch  for  his  good  fadth  and  diligence 
in  striving  to  work  cooperatively  with 
all  members  of  the  committee  to  de- 
velop a  bill  which  is  balanced:  Accept- 
able on  the  one  hand  to  all  who  are 
concerned  about  continuing  strong  sup- 
port for  the  basic  research  activities  of 
the  Federal  science  establishment, 
while  on  the  other  hand,  responsive  to 
the  rightful  concerns  of  those  Members 
who  are  determined  that  this  Congress 
meet  its  obligations  of  fiscal  respon- 
sibility to  future  generations. 

Of  course,  there  are  programs  that  I 
would  like  to  see  provided  for  in  this 
legislation  that  do  not  presently  ap- 
pear, and  I  hope  to  work  with  the 
Chairman  on  amendments  that  might 
be  found  acceptable  that  would  provide 
authorization  for  those  programs,  or 
increase  fimding  for  others  which  are 
authorized.  The  Manufacturing  Exten- 
sion Partnership  Program,  located 
within  the  NIST  umbrella  at  Com- 
merce, and  enhanced  funding  for  envi- 
ronmental research  are  two  areas  of 
particular  concern  to  me.  At  the  same 
time,  I  am  cognizant  of  the  great  re- 
sponsibility we  have  to  manage  our  re- 
sources wisely  for  the  benefit  of  all 
citizens. 

I  believe  that  one  of  the  oversight  ef- 
forts which  our  committee  could  prof- 
itably undertake  during  the  balance  of 
this  year  would  be  to  systematically 
explore  the  means  through  which  prior- 
ities are  set  by  individual  agencies  and 
recipients  of  national  science  research 
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funds,  and  how  well  our  research  prior- 
ities match  the  technological,  environ- 
mental, and  health  challenges  that  will 
face  us  in  the  next  century.  I  look  for- 
ward to  working  with  our  chairman  in 
that  effort. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, 1  yield  2  minutes  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Hall],  the  chairman  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Space  and  Aeronautics 
of  the  Committee  on  Science. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
is  35  years  ago  this  month.  May  5,  1961, 
that  a  young  man  named  Alan  Shepard 
became  the  first  American  to  fly  into 
space.  His  15-minute  suborbital  flight 
was  the  first  milestone  in  a  journey 
that  has  taken  Americans  to  the  moon, 
has  led  to  the  development  of  the 
world's  first  reusable  spaceship,  the 
space  shuttle,  and  will  soon  result  in 
American  scientists  and  engineers  con- 
ducting important  research  on  the 
international  space  station. 

D  1515 

Our  citizens  take  great  pride  in  what 
our  Nation  has  achieved  in  the  human 
space  flight,  and  we  look  forward  to 
what  lies  aheaxl. 

We  have  some  concerns,  of  course, 
about  what  lies  ahead.  The  U.S.  space 
program  is  not  just  about  men  and 
women  in  space. 

I  think  ever  since  the  dawn  of  the 
space  age  the  National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Administration  has  been  pushing 
back  the  boundaries  of  knowledge  and 
sending  robotic  spacecraft  to  almost 
every  planet  in  the  solar  system,  ob- 
serving other  stars  and  galaxies  with 
space-based  observatories  and  probing 
the  very  complexities  of  our  own  plan- 
et's atmosphere,  our  oceans,  and  our 
climate. 

I  think  all  of  these  achievements 
have  been  very  impressive,  but  NASA's 
world  class  capabilities  did  not  just 
come  out  of  thin  air,  they  are  the  re- 
sult of  investments  by  the  American 
people,  and  that  is  why  I  am  troubled  a 
little  bit  about  the  bill  the  Members 
have  before  us  today. 

H.R.  3322  represents,  in  my  opinion,  a 
step  backward  in  our  support  of  the 
space  program  that  has  delivered  so 
many  benefits  to  our  citizens. 

I  think  most  of  my  colleagues  know 
that  I  consider  myself  somewhat  of  a 
fiscal  conservative  who  is  willing  to 
make  some  tough  spending  cuts  when 
we  have  to.  In  past  years,  though.  I 
have  worked  with  the  chairman  and 
with  the  ranking  Democrat  to  make 
these  cuts  and  to  streamline  the  pro- 
gram, and  NASA  has  risen  to  that  chal- 
lenge. 

It  had  an  outyear  funding  plan  cut  by 
over  one-third  over  the  last  4  years.  No 
one  else  that  I  know  of  has  made  those 
type  cuts. 

I  could  give  you  examples,  but  time 
does  not  allow  me  to. 

I  would  just  say  that  the  gentleman 
from  CaUfomia  [Mr.  Brown]  will  offer 


an  amendment  to  fix  the  programs  in 
the  NASA  authorization  that  I  have 
outlined,  and  I  think  that  the  Amer- 
ican space  program  is  very  vital  to  our 
future.  We  ought  to  give  it  the  re- 
sources it  needs  to  carry  out  the  mis- 
sion. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr. 

HOYER]. 

Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  agree 
with  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Hall].  This  bill  does  not  serve  the 
space  program  well,  and  I  therefore  rise 
in  strong  opposition  to  this  science 
bUl. 

Here  we  are  once  again  fighting  dra- 
matic and  excessive  cuts  in  important 
programs,  cuts  that  will,  I  think,  be 
flawed  and  misgiiided  if  we  adopt  them. 

The  bill  includes  a  $374  million  reduc- 
tion for  NASA's  Mission  to  Planet 
Earth. 

This  equates  to  a  27-i)ercent  cut  to 
the  Earth  observing  system,  the  cen- 
terpiece of  Mission  to  Planet  Earth  and 
NASA's  contribution  to  the  global  ef- 
fort to  imderstand  the  Earth's  climate. 
The  science  bill  is  a  meat  cleaver  ap- 
proach, in  my  opinion,  and  if  Mission 
to  Planet  Earth  is  to  remain  viable,  it 
cannot  sustain  these  types  of  dramatic 
cuts. 

Mission  to  Planet  Earth  is  an  evolv- 
ing program,  and  these  cuts  would  be 
devastating.  We  should  not  walk  away 
from  our  national  conmiitment  to  a 
better  understanding  of  our  environ- 
ment. 

This  program  is  part  of  a  substantial 
international  effort.  These  cuts  dra- 
matically reduce  our  role  in  this  coop- 
erative structure  and  send  the  wrong 
message  to  our  partners  overseas.  This 
should  not  be  a  partisan  issue.  Presi- 
dent's Reagan  and  Bush  both  supported 
the  program,  and  President  Clinton 
counts  Mission  to  Plant  Earth  as  one 
of  his  top  science  priorities.  Moreover, 
the  scientific  community  has  contin- 
ued to  validate  the  integrity  of  the  pro- 
gram. 

Therefore,  as  I  said,  we  should  not 
walk  away  from  our  commitment  to 
Mission  to  Planet  Earth  for  it  is  our  in- 
vestment today  that  will  reap  innu- 
merable and  long  lasting  benefits  for 
future  generations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  previous  speaker 
ftom  Texas  indicated  that  this  had 
been  a  bipartisan  effort  in  the  past.  It 
ought  to  be  a  bipartisan  issue  in  the  fu- 
ture. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  opposition  to 
the  bill  and  support  of  the  substitute 
to  be  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
California  and  thank  the  gentleman  for 
the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  despite  my  stror^  opposition 
to  this  t>ill,  I  would  be  remiss  as  the  cochair  of 
the  Congressional  Fire  Services  Caucus,  if  I 
did  not  say  that  I  am  pleased  ttie  bill  author- 
izes funds  for  the  academy,  equal  to  the 
President's  request  This  is  a  worthwhile  in- 


vestment in  our  Nation's  fire  safety  and  emer- 
gency medical  activities,  tt  provides  ttie  Amer- 
ican people  with  the  finest  public  education  in 
fire  prevention  arxl  control. 

Again,  I  want  to  reiterate  my  strong  opposi- 
tion to  ttie  Civilian  Science  Auttxxization  Act 
for  fiscal  year  1997.  I  believe  the  biH  unteirty 
targets  the  Mission  to  Planet  Earth  Program.  I 
want  to  express  my  strong  (Ssappointment 
with  ttie  committee's  decision  to  rmjuce  furxJ- 
ing  for  this  important  scientific  program  wtiich 
is  crucial  to  a  better  understanding  of  ttie 
world  in  which  we  aU  live. 

The  bill  includes  a  $374  million  cut  for 
NASA's  Mission  to  Planet  Earth.  This  equates 
to  a  27-percent  cut  to  the  Earth  Observing 
System  [EOS],  which  is  the  centerpiece  of 
NASA's  contribution  to  the  global  effort  to  the 
understarxj  how  the  Earth's  climate  works. 

In  1990,  President  Bush,  building  upon  the 
recommendations  of  ttie  Reagan  administra- 
tion, recognized  the  importance  of  understand- 
ing ttie  Earth's  dimate  wtien  he  established 
the  U.S.  Global  Change  Research  Program 
[USGCRPj.  This  program  serves  as  our  courv 
try's  contribution  to  an  international  effort  to 
develop  the  first  integrated  understanding  of 
ttie  Earth's  processes  and  their  effect  on  glob- 
al climate  ctiange  using  remotely  sensed  and 
surface  l>ased  data. 

The  cuts  adopted  by  ttie  Science  Committee 
unfairty  target  three  components  of  EOS  and 
will  put  our  counby  in  a  position  of  being  un- 
able to  obtain  and  maintain  our  international 
contribution  to  ttiis  vital  program.  The  bill 
would  essentially  eliminate  the  EOS-PM 
spacecraft.  EOS  CHEM  spacecraft,  and  less- 
en ttie  capability  of  ttie  EOS  data  information 
system.  These  three  programs  are  critical  to 
ttie  viability  of  ttie  program. 

The  EOS-PM  spacecraft  is  designed  to  en- 
able fundamental  advances  in  understandmg 
ttie  processes  ttiat  govern  weattier  and  ottier 
climate  phenomena  Over  half  of  ttie  critical 
measurements  planned  for  all  of  EOS  are  in- 
cluded as  part  of  ttiis  spacecraft  According  to 
Dr.  John  Christy  and  Dr.  Richard  McNider  of 
ttie  Earth  system  laboratory  at  ttie  University 
of  Alatama,  natural  variations  in  the  world's 
climate  are  real  and  tiave  significant  economic 
impact.  Our  cun-ent  knowledge  of  the  Earth's 
climate  system  is  terribly  inadequate.  Ttie  Na- 
tion's present  gtobal  ctisuige  program  is  an  ap- 
propriate place  to  begin  to  understand  ttie 
Earth's  climate  system. 

Ttie  EOS-CHEM  spacecraft  will  improve  our 
understarxf  ng  of  pollution  and  ttie  ozone  proc- 
esses. This  is  critical  at  a  time  when  increas- 
ing amounts  of  gfobal  pollution  are  coming 
from  nations  ottier  ttian  ttie  United  States  with 
profound  regional  and  global  effects.  It  is  im- 
portant ttiat  we  tiave  a  better  understanding  of 
how  and  wtiy  ttiis  occurs,  so  we  can  do  wtiat 
is  necessary  to  get  ttiis  situation  under  continl. 

The  EOS  data  information  system  provides 
the  means  for  controlling  ttie  satellites,  proc- 
essing data  from  ttie  satellites  into  a  usable 
form,  storing  and  distibuting  that  data  to  re- 
searctiers  and  ottier  users,  and  enatiling  data 
analysis.  EOSDIS  is  ttie  means  by  whicti 
NASA  will  transmit  useful  information  to  a  vari- 
ety of  users.  The  program  is  currently  on 
schedule  arxj  set  to  become  operational  in 
1997.  A  50-percent  cut  to  ttiis  program  vrauU 
be  devastating.  A  reduction  of  ttiis  magnitude 
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will  hinder  our  ability  to  control  the  ortxts  of 
the  EOS  satellites,  schedule  and  maintain 
measurements  of  the  instruments,  and  proc- 
ess store,  and  distribute  the  data.  The  benefits 
of  the  EOSDIS  systems  are  enormous.  It  will 
establish  for  ttie  first  time  an  integrated,  on- 
line, electronic  library  of  geography  based  te- 
lemetry, synthetic  aperture  radar,  and  Larxjsat 
imagery.  Moreover,  NASA  estimates  that  in 
addition  to  supporting  Mission  to  Planet  Earth 
scientists.  EOSDIS  will  be  used  by  thousands 
of  other  scientists  around  the  world,  other  re- 
searchers, arxj  govemmerrt  officials.  In  addi- 
tion, as  the  program  continues  to  develop,  it 
wil  eventually  serve  many  commercial  pur- 
poses. 

In  1991.  the  EOS  Program  had  an  esti- 
mated 1&-year  budget  of  SI 8  billion.  In  just  5 
years,  the  program  has  been  significantly  re- 
duced and  is  now  a  S7  billion  program.  These 
decreases  have  resulted  in  fewer  instruments, 
fewer  measurements,  and  ttie  elimination  of 
vital  areas  of  scientific  research.  NASA  has 
shown  its  ability  to  cut  the  program  over  60 
percent  without  compromising  the  integrity  arxi 
future  of  the  program.  NASA  has  also  Indi- 
cated a  willingness  to  further  reduce  the  costs 
of  ttie  program  by  incorporating  new  tecfv 
nology  arxl  strengthening  partnerships  with 
comrnercial,  agency,  arxj  international  part- 
ners. 

In  adcfition  to  ttie  cuts  in  Mission  to  Planet 
Earth,  the  bill  undermines  ttie  at>ility  of  NASA 
to  carry  out  its  functions  by  reducing  the  level 
of  funding  for  salaries  and  expenses.  Ttie  cut 
of  $81.5  million  is  not  well  thought  out  and  will 
have  devastating  impact  on  all  NASA  centers. 
The  net  result  will  be  either  a  NASA  reduction 
in  force  totaling  1.400  employees  tjy  October 
1,  1996  or  an  agencywide  furlough  for  12  to 
14  days.  This  is  unacceptable  for  one  of  the 
world's  premiere  science  and  technologically 
advanced  institutions.  NASA  is  already  reduc- 
ing its  staff  level  to  meet  its  zero  based  re- 
view. The  levels  they  have  achieved  allow 
ttiem  to  adequately  meet  the  daily  require- 
ments necessary  to  efficiently  carry  out  their 
operations.  This  is  an  unwise  decision  and  it 
ought  to  be  rejected. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  reject  this  bill  and 
to  support  the  Brown  substitute  which  is  a  bet- 
ter investment  for  our  country  and  which  will 
allow  these  important  scientific  programs  to 
meet  their  mission. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairmaji,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from.  New  York  [Mr.  Boeh- 

LERT]. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  bill. 

I  want  to  commend  Chairman  Walker  and 
the  subcommittee  chairs  for  reporting  out  a 
t>alanoed  bill  that  is  supportive  of  science. 

In  this  time  of  budget  cutting,  the  Science 
Committee  has  worked  has  to  protect  scientific 
research  from  urxlue  hardship  and  to  set  prior- 
ities. I  particularly  want  to  tfiank  Mr.  Schiff  for 
his  amendment  which  will  increase  funding  for 
the  National  Sderx^e  Foundation  by  an  addi- 
ttonal  $41  million.  I  shouM  add  that  I  hope 
some  of  that  money  woukJ  t>e  put  to  use  erv 
suring  ttnt  the  Natton  is  served  by  an  ade- 
quate number  of  supercomputer  centers. 

I  am  also  pleased  to  see  ttiat  ttie  bill  funds 
environmental  research  at  healthy  levels. 


Mr.  Chairman.  I  do  not  agree  with  every  pol- 
icy decision  that  is  emtxxiled  in  this  bill.  But 
overall,  ttie  t>ill  has  accomplished  exactly  what 
the  Science  Committee  has  committed  itself  to 
do:  it  protects  t}ask:  research,  ttie  foundation 
of  our  Nation's  future  success. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  ROHRABACHER]. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  am  very  proud  to  join  my  colleagues 
on  the  Committee  on  Science  in  bring- 
ing this  well-constructed  legislation  to 
the  House  floor.  The  authorizations  for 
National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Ad- 
ministration and  the  EPA's  Office  of 
Research  and  Development  will,  as 
they  did  last  year,  fund  all  the  vital  re- 
search services  of  these  important 
agencies  and  all  the  research  they  need 
to  get  their  job  done.  At  the  same  time 
we  get  budget  savings  by  eliminating 
bureaucracy,  by  continuing  privatiza- 
tion efforts  endorsed  by  the  adminis- 
tration and  by  eliminating  earmarks 
that  even  the  Clinton  administration 
does  not  want. 

Title  rv  of  this  bill  will  give  the  Na- 
tional Weather  Service  Forecast,  for 
example,  an  increase  of  almost  $20  mil- 
lion from  current  funding  to  a  total  of 
$626  million.  So  for  those  who  are  criti- 
cizing that  we  have  cut  the  National 
Weather  Service,  let  us  note  that  there 
has  been  aui  actual  increase  in  fimding. 
This  represents  full  support  for  the 
Weather  Service  modernization  pro- 
gram and  allows  for  full  funding  for  the 
installation  and  operation  of  the  state- 
of-the-art  Doppler  radars. 

Title  IV  also  authorizes  completion 
of  the  computer  software  integration 
system  known  as  AWIPS  at  a  level  the 
NOAA  Administrator  stated  is  suffi- 
cient to  finish  this  pivotal  component 
of  the  Weather  Service  modernization 
program. 

Title  IV  also  provides  level  funding 
of  both  long-term  climate  research  and 
seasonal  interannual  climate  research. 

The  Committee  on  Science  has  sup- 
ported and  will  continue  to  support  ol>- 
jective  scientific  research  to  improve 
our  knowledge  of  weather  phenomena 
such  as  El  Nino. 

What  we  will  not  support  are  pro- 
grrams  such  as  that  in  the  EPA  which 
assumes  an  apocal3rptic  global  warming 
and  then  spend  enormous  sunfis  on  stud- 
ies that  will  prove  or  disprove  what  the 
impact  of  this  glol)al  warming  will 
have  on  the  planet. 

In  title  V  of  this  bill,  however,  we  do 
continue  to  support  increased  funding 
for  research  which  supports  the  EPA's 
regiilatory  mission.  Title  V  increases 
funding  for  research  above  the  Presi- 
dent's request  for  priority  programs 
such  as  hazardous  waste  research, 
drinking  water  disinfection  and  air  pol- 
lution caused  by  particulate  matter. 
We  stick  to  our  balanced  budget  by 
eliminating  corporate  welfare  pro- 
grams such  as  the  environmental  tech- 
nology initiative,  research  on  indoor 


air  which  the  EPA  does  not  regulate, 
by  the  way.  and  climate  programs 
which  are  legitimate  climate  programs 
rather  than  trendy  scientific  programs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  liefore  my  time  is  up  I 
would  just  like  to  say  a  few  things 
about  the  NASA  title  of  this  bill.  I 
would  like  to  commend  the  sub- 
committee chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Sensenbrenner] 
as  well  as  my  good  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  WALK- 
ER] for  the  excellent  product  they  have 
done. 

Of  course,  one  of  my  chief  concerns 
in  this  area  is  that  we  fully  utilize 
America's  potential  in  the  future  in 
space  by  making  sure  that  we  do  the 
development  of  the  reusable  launch 
system  today  that  will  be  used  tomor- 
row. 

I  have  two  concerns  about  the  reus- 
able launch  program;  first,  we  have 
never  made  an  experimental  fiight  test 
in  this  program  based  on  only  one  vehi- 
cle, and  the  reusable  launch  vehicle 
program  does  not  have  enough  money 
for  a  second  copy  for  the  X-33,  and  I 
would  hope  that  we  could  do  that,  but 
obviously  we  are  dealing  with  scarce 
funds  and  we  have  to  set  priorities. 

So  I  am  not  happy  with  that,  and  I 
would  like  to  see  that  corrected,  but  I 
recognize  that  we  are  operating  on  the 
budget  where  we  are  looking  for  a  bal- 
anced budget  in  the  end.  Second,  f^om 
time  to  time  there  have  l)een  bureau- 
cratic attacks  on  the  X-33  project  basi- 
cally because  we  are  not  doing  things 
the  way  we  used  to  do  them.  But  the 
reusable  launch  vehicle  program  is  so 
important  to  our  future  because  it  will 
do  what  is  absolutely  necessary  if  we 
are  to  have  a  space  program  in  the  fu- 
ture, and  that  is  to  bring  down  the  cost 
of  getting  into  space.  Once  we  do  that, 
then  we  can  have  all  kinds  of  other 
programs  in  space  and  accomplish  all 
kinds  of  other  goals  in  space  because 
we  will  have  brought  down  the  fun- 
damental cost  of  getting  into  space  in 
the  first  place. 

So  I  am  very  happy  that  we  have  sup- 
ported the  X-33  program,  which  is  the 
reusable  launch  vehicle  program,  in 
this  bill.  I  would  hope  it  would  be  a  lit- 
tle stronger,  but  we  are  operating  in  a 
balanced  budget  concept  here. 

Mr.  Chairman,  H.R.  3322  is  a  fiscally 
sound  bill,  and  I  submit  it  is  also  a  sci- 
entifically sound  bill,  and  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  vote  "yes"  for  science 
and  a  balanced  budget.  We  are  not  ex- 
empting ourselves  on  the  Conmiittee 
on  Science  from  making  tough  deci- 
sions and  setting  priorities  in  order  to 
make  sure  that  future  generations  will 
have  their  own  money  to  spend  rather 
than  having  us  spend  all  of  their 
science  and  research  money  now. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  firom  Indiana  [Mr. 

ROEMER]. 

Mr.  ROEIMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I 
rise  today  to  talk  about  H.R.  3322,  the 
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purported  Committee  on  Science  bill.  I 
am  reminded  of  a  slogan  that  came  out 
of  the  presidential  campaigns  in  the 
1980s;  it  was,  "Where  is  the  beef?"  Well, 
in  this  bill  it  is  where  is  the  energy? 
Where  is  the  renewables?  Where  is  the 
solax?  Where  is  the  environmental  as- 
pect in  this  bill? 

Bringing  this  bill  to  the  House  fioor 
without  some  of  the  most  important 
components  is  like  bringing  the  de- 
fense bill  to  the  House  fioor  without 
the  Air  Force  components,  or  the  edu- 
cation bill  to  the  House  fioor  without 
student  loans,  or  the  agriculture  bill  to 
the  House  fioor  without  the  dairy  com- 
ponents. 

Now  why  is  that?  Why  are  we  not  al- 
lowed to  have  out  say  on  the  energy?  It 
is  a  good  question. 

We  had  a  markup  scheduled  for  May 
15.  and  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Subconmiittee  on  Energy,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  ROHR- 
ABAC3IER],  and  I,  who  worked  together 
on  offsets  and  on  balancing  the  budget 
and  trying  to  come  up  with  cuts  in  pro- 
grams, we  were  dissuaded  or  not  al- 
lowed to  have  that  committee  naarkup. 
and  I  come  here.  Mr.  Chairman,  to  do 
the  people's  business. 

Now.  we  may  not  win  on  our  amend- 
ments in  a  sul)committee  markup  to  go 
to  the  full  committee,  but  we  should 
have  our  opportunity  and  our  say-so  in 
the  democratic  process  to  get  our 
markup  together  after  months  of  hear- 
ings and  to  have  our  input  as  the  ex- 
perts in  the  subconamittee  to  make  rec- 
onmiendations  to  the  full  committee 
on  renewables  and  energy  concerns.  We 
were  not  allowed  to  do  that. 

Why?  Mayl)e  l>ecause  last  year's  bill 
had  a  50-percent  cut  to  solar  R&D.  a  30- 
percent  cut  to  renewable  R&D,  a  20- 
percent  cut  to  fusion  R&D.  and  a  10- 
percent  cut  to  biological  and  environ- 
mental research.  It  is  no  wonder  that 
these  very  important  programs  are 
conspicuously  absent  from  this  bill. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  distin- 
guished gentlewoman  ftom  Texas  [Ms. 
Jackson-Lee]. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  think  when  we  begin  to 
talk  about  science  and  the  twenty-first 
century,  all  of  us  would  like  to  come  to 
the  House  fioor  and  really  propose  the 
support  of  H.R.  3322  in  a  bipartisan 
manner. 

This  disappoints  me  greatly  that  I 
have  to  rise  and  vehemently  disagree 
with  this  legislative  primarily  t>ecause 
I  am  a  strong  proponent  of  science 
being  the  work  of  the  21st  century,  and 
this  legislation  has  totally  al>dicated 
its  responsibility  to  science. 

First  of  all,  we  have  not  had  any  ex- 
tensive hearings  to  determine  which  di- 
rection this  legislation  should  take. 

D  1530 

It  disappoints  me  that  we  have  the 
stewardship     of    responsibility     over 


items  such  as  space  and  science,  re- 
search and  development,  and  we  have 
not  done  the  job.  It  disappoints  me 
that  we  have  not  recognized  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Standards  and  their 
responsibilities  for  the  NEP  program 
and  the  ATP  program. 

I  have  in  my  hand  a  letter  from  the 
Texas  Department  of  Commerce,  argu- 
ing vigorously  that  we  should  support 
the  NEP  program  and  the  Advanced 
Technology  Program,  none  of  which 
are  supported  with  any  vigor  in  this 
legislation.  We  cut  reseaurch  and  devel- 
opment some  $2  billion.  And  then  we 
come  down  to  the  lean  and  mean 
NASA;  we  cut  jobs,  we  cut  personnel 
some  S81.5  million. 

I  am  just  here  to  throw  up  my  hands. 
That  is  why  I  will  be  offering  an 
amendment  to  restore  the  $81.5  million 
to  provide  for  the  personnel  in  the  cen- 
ters throughout  this  Nation  that  have 
already.  Mr.  Chairman,  suffered  the 
greatest  downsizing  that  we  could 
imagine.  If  we  do  not  restore  that  $81.5 
million  in  the  amendment  that  I  am  of- 
fering, we  will  see  NASA  employees  in 
the  centers  being  furloughed  for  3 
weeks. 

Are  we  addressing  the  issues  of  safety 
and  the  responsibility  we  have  for  the 
continuation  of  NASA's  programs  and 
certainly  the  space  station?  I  hope  we 
can  come  together  in  a  bipartisan  man- 
ner and  look  at  the  Brown  suljstitute 
that  fully  responds  to  research  and  de- 
velopment; and  then,  as  well,  look  at 
the  amendments  that  I  will  be  offering, 
in  particular  dealing  with  the  environ- 
ment, but  more -particularly  the  $81.5 
million  restoration  that  we  need  to  en- 
sure that  NASA  can  do  the  job  that  the 
American  people  want  them  to  do.  and 
to  create  jol)s  for  the  21st  century. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  to  voice  my  opposition 
to  this  bill  and  some  of  ttie  polk:ies  ttierein. 
Mr.  Chairman,  not  only  do  I  object  to  numer- 
ous provisk>ns  within  the  legistatton.  but  also 
to  ttie  sut>versive  process  by  which  ttvs  bill 
has  made  it  to  the  fkxx. 

As  you  know,  ttie  Science  Committee  has 
responsibility  for  our  Nation's  governmental 
space,  science,  research  and  development  ac- 
tivities. These  activities  encompass  enormous 
taxpayer  dollars,  thousands  of  researchers, 
graduate  students  arxl  companies  and  hokl 
within  ttiem.  ttie  future  of  our  country's  techno- 
logical leadership  and  prosperity.  However, 
under  Reputslican  leaderstiip.  our  stewardship 
of  these  activities  has  greatly  lapsed  and  over 
the  past  year  and  a  half,  the  Science  Commit- 
tee has  atxogated  its  responsit)ilities.  This  is 
evidenced  by  the  paucity  of  publk:  hearings 
we  have  field  on  many  important  issues,  by 
ttie  Republnan  dominated  committee's  ap- 
proval to  rely  on  what  are  private  conversa- 
txxis  as  justification  for  policy  and  funding  de- 
cisions, these  t>ypassing  sutxommittees  dur- 
ing ttie  legislative  process,  and  extensive  par- 
tisan gamesmanship  which  the  ottier  side  has 
engaged  in. 

H.R.  3322  deals  with  al  of  ttie  agencies 
under  this  committee's  jurisdKtkxi  including 
NASA.  NSF,  parts  of  the  EPA.  and  NOAA. 


With  this  in  mind,  one  woukJ  think  that  the  im- 
portance of  these  agencies,  what  they  do.  and 
the  money  we  spend  for  them  would  warrant 
ttKXjghtful  consideratkxi  bf  ttie  members  of 
ttie  committee,  allowing  for  adequate  det>ate 
and  consideration.  This  has  not  occun-ed.  In 
previous  years,  the  subcommittees  were  given 
an  opportunity  to  lend  their  expertise  and 
ideas  to  legislatkxi  tiefore  it  was  brought  to 
ttie  full  committee — not  ttiis  year.  In  prevkxjs 
years,  the  committee  spent  many  hours  of  de- 
bate and  discussk>n  on  ttie  programs  we  over- 
see— txjt  not  this  year;  we  were  forced  to  con- 
sider them  all  in  1  day.  Mr.  Chairman,  what  I 
would  simply  ask  the  chairman,  wtiafs  our 
purpose  when  the  chairman  refuses  to  allow 
us  to  perform  the  job  our  constituents  elected 
us  for? 

Furthermore,  wtien  I  received  this  bill.  I 
found  to  my  surprise  that  ttiere  was  no  De- 
partment of  Energy  title  and  an  atjsolute  at>- 
sence  of  any  funding  for  ttie  external  pro- 
grams at  the  Natkxial  Institute  of  Standards 
[NIST).  We  were  told  that  this  year's  DOE  au- 
thorization numtiers  were  included  in  a  fkXK 
amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Walker  last  year. 
And  during  committee  markup,  ttie  chairman 
said  ttiat  an  amendment  regarding  the  MEP 
and  ATP  programs  were  not  relevant  to  ttie 
NIST  title.  How  can  that  be.  NIST  administers 
ttiose  programs. 

Finally,  this  bill  continues  ttie  Republican 
war  against  effective  pubUc-private  partner- 
ships, environmental  R&D,  and  wtiatever  ttiey 
happen  to  consider  corporate  welfare.  We 
Memtiers  have  been  tokj  over  and  over  ttiat 
for  every  dollar  spent  in  the  MEP  and  ATP 
programs,  up  to  $8  is  generated  in  the  econ- 
omy atong  with  numerous  jotis.  Mr.  Walker 
refuses  to  hear.  We  have  been  told  ttiat  R&D 
is  cnxial  to  stay  competitive  and  that  time-to- 
market  is  wtiat  is  driving  profits  and  decisions. 
Again,  Mr.  Walker  is  in  denial. 

Regardless  of  what  ttie  ctiairman  says,  ttiis 
bill  auttiorizes  about  S2.06  billion  less  ttian  ttie 
Presklenfs  budget  for  research  and  develop- 
ment programs  under  our  jurisdctkxi.  Period. 
This  is  a  bad  bil.  tirought  to  ttie  fkx>r  and  justi- 
fied t>y  secretive  conversations,  artxtrary  finan- 
cial and  policy  deciskxis  arxJ  one  man's  my- 
opic view  of  the  workj.  It  is  with  great  pride 
that  I  vote  nay.  and  fight  to  preserve  my  ctiil- 
dren's  future. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  jrield  Ih^  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Bentsen]. 

Mr.  BENTSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ap- 
preciate the  gentleman  from  California 
yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  substitute  that  he  will  offer 
to  this  bill  later  to  restore  some  impor- 
tant NASA  and  EPA  functions.  I  also 
rise  in  support  of  the  amendments  that 
my  colleague,  the  gentlewoman  from 
Texas  [Ms.  Jackson-lee],  will  also 
offer.  I  also  rise  in  strong  support  of 
the  space  station  and  in  opposition  to 
any  amendments  which  would  cut  or 
eliminate  funding  altogether  for  the 
Space  Station  Program. 

Some  have  argued  that  it  would  lie 
fiscally  prudent  to  eliminate  the  space 
station.  Nothing  could  be  flirther  fix>m 
the  truth.  In  fact,  it  would  be  terribly 


12560 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  29,  1996 


imprudent  to  kill  the  program  we  have 
already  invested  more  than  S12  billion 
in.  Our  12  international  partners  have 
spent  more  than  S4  billion.  Actual 
hardware  is  being  built.  To  eliminate 
the  program  now,  after  so  much  of  the 
investment  has  been  made,  would  be 
the  height  of  irresponsibility  by  allow- 
ing our  investment  to  be  waived. 

The  Space  Station  Program  is  on 
track  and  on  budget,  and  the  first 
launch  is  just  over  a  year  from  now  in 
November  1997.  Americam  contractors 
have  produced  more  than  80,000  pounds 
of  flight  hardware  and  our  inter- 
national partners  have  produced  more 
than  60,000  pounds.  The  space  station  is 
no  longer  a  dream  but  a  reality,  and  it 
will  soon  be  in  orbit,  producing  tre- 
mendous dividends.  Tliis  is  a  worth- 
while investment  and  exploration  in 
science,  an  investment  in  jobs  and  eco- 
nomic growth,  an  investment  in  inter- 
national cooperation,  and  most  of  all, 
an  investment  in  improving  life  for  all 
of  us  here  on  Earth. 

The  American  space  program  has  al- 
ready made  remarkable  contributions 
to  technology  and  medical  research 
during  its  35-year  history.  The  space 
station  is  the  next  logical  step,  a  per- 
manent orbiting  laboratory  capable  of 
long  duration  research.  Let  us  defeat 
these  amendments  to  eliminate  or  cut 
the  space  station  and  keep  the  program 
on  track. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Traficant],  our  most 
potent  speaker,  who  I  have  reserved 
until  last. 

Mr.  TRAPICANT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
will  support  the  Brown  substitute,  but 
failing  that  I  will  vote  for  final  passage 
of  the  bill.  I  want  to  thank  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee,  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Waucer],  for 
dealing  with  an  issue  in  this  bill,  that 
NASA  is  now  hit  with  the  budget  prior- 
ities, like  every  other  program,  and  for 
including  my  language  that  would  in 
fact  urge  NASA  to  look  at  underuti- 
lized facilities  in  depressed  commu- 
nities. It  might  be  a  chance  for  NASA 
to  develop  a  political  strategy.  They 
have  none.  I  think  the  ivory  tower  days 
are  over.  I  would  hope  they  would  move 
out  into  other  areas  and  develop  a 
truly  regional  national  base  of  politi- 
cal support.  They  are  certainly  going 
to  need  it  in  the  future. 

I  would  say  to  the  gentleman  fi-om 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Sewsenbrenner],  I 
think  overall  he  has  done  a  good  job, 
and  the  gentlemen  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Hall). 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chaimmn,  I  jrield 
myself  such  time  as  I  miay  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  first  of  all,  the  charge 
was  made  that  there  were  no  hearings 
on  this  bill.  The  fact  is  that  there  were 
a  number  of  hearings  in  the  sub- 
committees on  the  content  of  this  bill. 
Maybe  Members  did  not  get  there  for 
those  hearings,  but  the  fact  is  that 
hearings  were  held.  We  do  know  what 
policy  direction  we  need  to  go. 


It  was  also  suggested  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  that  there  was 
something  disingenuous  about  the  na- 
ture of  the  bill.  I  would  simply  say  that 
when  they  stand  up  and  talk  about  en- 
ergy bills  not  coming  before  the  Con- 
gress, I  spent  20  years  on  the  commit- 
tee, during  which  time  I  do  not  remem- 
ber the  Democrats  ever  bringing  a  com- 
prehensive energy  bill  before  the  Con- 
gress. They  brought  pieces,  but  for  the 
first  time  in  the  history  of  the  commit- 
tee since  I  have  been  here,  we  brought 
a  comprehensive  energy  bill  to  the 
floor  last  year  and,  in  fact,  passed  it 
for  a  2-year  program.  That  is  the  rea- 
son why  it  is  not  here  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  finally  I  would  simply 
respond  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia when  he  said  that  this  gentleman 
had  called  some  of  the  programs  under 
our  jurisdiction  liberal  claptrap.  I 
would  say  to  the  gentleman,  if  he  can 
find  an3rwhere  in  the  public  or  private 
record  where  this  gentleman  has  ever 
made  those  statements,  I  would  be 
happy  to  support  his  substitute,  but  I 
do  not  think  he  could  ever  find  any- 
thing where  this  gentleman  ever  made 
such  a  statement.  We  might  want  to  be 
somewhat  accurate  in  all  of  this. 

With  all  that  said,  this  is  a  very  good 
bill  that  we  bring  before  the  floor.  It  is 
in  strong  support  of  science,  and  it  is 
in  a  fiscally  responsible  climate.  That 
is  what  is  expected  of  us.  We,  on  this 
committee,  think  we  have  a  conmait- 
ment  to  the  7-year  balanced  budget.  We 
have  to  plan  programs  within  that  con- 
text. This  bill  does  good  science  work 
in  the  context  of  a  balanced  budget.  I 
would  urge  people  to  support  it. 

Mr.  POMEROY.  Mr.  Chairman,  today  again. 
I  wish  to  express  my  strong  support  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Irv 
diana  (Mr.  Roemer]  arxJ  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Ganske]  to  eliminate  authorization 
for  the  space  station. 

In  1984.  the  Reagan  administration  pro- 
posed to  construct  a  manned  space  station 
that  would  be  in  sen/ice  by  1994  at  a  cost  of 
$8  billion.  Today,  after  several  redesigns,  we 
have  spent  S1 1  billion  and  unfortunately  have 
very  little  to  show  for  it  Current  cost  projec- 
tions now  estimate  tfiat  the  total  cost  to  build 
and  operate  the  space  station  will  be  at  least 
S70.8  billion. 

While  I  do  not  believe  we  can  afford  ttie 
space  station  at  this  time,  I  do  believe  we  can. 
and  must,  afford  to  wisely  invest  Govemment 
resources  in  research  and  technology  devel- 
opment. Unfortunately,  the  space  station  has 
taken  funds  away  from  many  worthy  projects 
such  as  the  Earth  Observing  System,  the  Na- 
tional Aerospace  Plane,  as  well  as  the  un- 
manned space  program.  In  this  time  of  tight 
budgets,  I  believe  we  must  invest  Federal 
funds  in  cost-effective  scierx»  and  technology 
programs  that  produce  real  results— exparxJ- 
ing  our  scientific  understanding  and  increasing 
our  commercial  competitiveness  in  inter- 
national markets. 

I  would  like  to  emphasize  that  a  "yes"  vote 
on  the  bipartisan  Roenter-Ganske  amendment 
is  not  a  vote  against  NASA.  Quite  the  oppo- 
site, to  support  this  amendment  is  to  support 
valuable,    cost-effective    NASA    space    and 


science  programs  that  have  been  starved  by 
the  space  station.  A  vote  for  the  Roemer- 
Ganske  amendment  is  a  vote  against  the 
space  station — a  project  that  is  rapkJIy  tosing 
its  scientific  missions  even  as  it  continues  to 
add  billions  to  our  deficit 

Mr.  ROBERTS.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  July  15, 
1995,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  wrote  to  the 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  indicating  ttiat  "since  many  short-  and 
tong-term  agricultural  planning  activities  are 
weather  dependent,  there  exists  a  need  for 
timely  meteorological  information  to  support 
efficient  and  cost-effective  management  deci- 
sions." On  April  1,  1996,  against  the  interests 
of  the  agricultural  community,  the  Department 
of  Commerce's  National  Weathier  Service  ter- 
minated the  Agricultural  Weather  Service.  As  it 
is  currently  drafted.  I  believe  H.R.  3322  limits 
our  ability  to  maintain  ttie  accuracy  and  reli- 
ability of  weather  infonnation  which  is  essen- 
tial for  American  farmers. 

The  collection,  quality,  and  reporting  of  agri- 
cultural weather  data  should  remain  a  Federal 
responsibility.  Without  Federal  responsibility  to 
collect  and  distribute  weather  data,  the  spe- 
cialized forecasts  and  private  sector  agricul- 
tural weather  services  may  not  remain  viable. 
Furthennore,  I  believe  that  the  private  sector 
has  not  yet  property  denrx>nstrated  it  is  ready 
to  assume  responsibility  for  agricultural  weath- 
er data  collection  and  dissemination. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  is  familiar 
with  farming  and  the  collection  and  dissemina- 
tion of  agricuttural  weather  data.  Therefore,  I 
believe  ttiat  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is 
the  most  suitat>le  agency  for  this  service.  The 
Department  of  Agriculture  has  ongoing  rela- 
tionships with  the  land-grant  colleges  and  uni- 
versities, and  via  the  Extension  Service  can 
ensure  ttiat  this  information  is  made  availat>le 
to  all  producers.  Therefore,  I  would  encourage 
the  National  Weattier  Service  to  work  coop- 
eratively with  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to 
explore  ways  to  continue  to  provide  agricul- 
tural weather  data  and  ultimately  transfer  this 
responsibility  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

It  is  my  hope  that  as  Congress  continues  its 
work  on  H.R.  3322.  and  until  such  time  ttiat 
action  can  be  taken  to  transfer  the  Agricultural 
Weather  Service  to  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture, that  this  important  and  essential  serv- 
ice will  be  continued  through  the  Department 
of  Commerce.  Additionally,  funding  for  this 
service  should  continue  through  Commerce, 
State,  JustKe  appropriations. 

The  Chairman.  All  time  for  general 
debate  has  expired. 

Pursuant  to  the  rule,  the  bill  shall  be 
considered  under  the  5-minute  rule  by 
titles,  and  the  first  section  and  each 
title  shall  be  considered  read. 

Before  consideration  of  any  other 
amendment,  it  shall  be  in  order  to  con- 
sider the  amendment  printed  in  H. 
Rept.  No.  104-565  if  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman firom  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walk- 
er], or  his  designee.  That  amendment 
shall  be  considered  read,  may  amend 
portions  of  the  bill  not  yet  read  for 
amendment,  shall  be  debatable  for  10 
minutes,  equally  divided  and  con- 
trolled by  the  proponent  and  an  oppo- 
nent, shall  not  be  subject  to  amend- 
ment, and  shall  not  be  subject  to  a  de- 
mand for  division  of  the  question. 
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If  that  amendment  is  adopted,  the 
bill,  as  amended,  shall  be  considered  as 
an  original  bill  for  the  purpose  of  fur- 
ther amendment. 

During  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment,  the  Chair  may  accord  pri- 
ority in  recognition  to  a  Memt>er  offer- 
ing an  amendment  that  he  has  printed 
in  the  designated  place  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record.  Those  amendments 
will  be  considered  read. 

Pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  House  of 
today,  it  shall  be  in  order  after  the  dis- 
position of  the  amendment  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvajiia  [Mr.  Wauc- 
ER],  printed  in  H.  Rept.  No.  104-565.  to 
consider  the  following  amendments  or 
germane  modifications  thereto,  which 
shall  be  considered  in  the  following 
order  and  notwithstanding  their 
amending  portions  of  the  bill  not  yet 
read  for  amendment:  First,  an  amend- 
ment by  the  gentleman  from  New  Mex- 
ico [Mr.  SCHIFF]  regarding  National 
Science  Foundation  funding;  second, 
amendment  No.  3  by  the  gentleman 
from  Peimsylvania  [Mr.  Gekas];  third, 
amendment  No.  7  by  the  gentleman 
fi-om  Texas  [Mr.  Thornberry];  fourth, 
amendment  No.  22  by  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Traficant]:  fifth,  an 
amendment  by  the  gentleman  from  In- 
diana [Mr.  Roemer]  regarding  endo- 
crine disrupters;  sixth,  amendment  No. 
2  by  the  gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Cramer];  seventh,  amendment  No.  14 
by  the  gentlewoman  from  California 
[Ms.  Lofgren];  and  eighth,  amendment 
No.  8  by  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Brown]. 

Following  disposition  of  amendment 
No.  8,  the  committee  shall  resume  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  pursuant  to  H.R. 
427. 

In  addition,  the  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  may  postpone 
until  a  time  during  further  consider- 
ation in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  a 
request  for  a  recorded  vote  on  the 
aforementioned  amendments  or  any 
amendment  thereto  and  may  reduce  to 
not  less  that  5  minutes  the  time  for 
voting  by  electronic  device  on  any 
postponed  question  that  immediately 
follows  another  vote  by  electronic  de- 
vice without  intervening  business,  pro- 
vided that  the  time  for  voting  by  elec- 
tronic device  on  the  first  in  any  series 
of  questions  shall  not  be  less  that  15 
minutes. 

For  what  purpose  does  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  rise? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WALKER 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Walkijr: 

Pa^e  3,  in  the  table  of  contents,  strike  the 
items  relating  to  subtitle  B  of  title  IV. 

Page  3,  in  the  table  of  contents,  amend  the 
line  relating  to  subtitle  C  of  title  IV  to  read 
as  follows: 

SUBTITLE  B— PROGRAM  SUPPORT 

Page  4,  in  the  table  of  contents,  amend  the 
items  relating  to  subtitle  D  of  title  IV  to 
read  as  follows: 


StJBTITLE  C— STREAMLINING  OF  OPERATIONS 

Sec.  441.  Programs. 

Sec.  442.  Reduction  in  travel  budget. 

Page  4.  in  the  table  of  contents,  amend  the 
line  relating  to  subtitle  E  of  title  IV  to  read 
as  follows: 

SUBTITLE  D— MISCELLANEOUS 

Page  4,  in  the  table  of  contents,  strike  the 
item  relating  to  section  453. 

Page  4,  in  the  table  of  contents,  amend  the 
items  relating  to  title  Vn  to  read  as  follows: 

TTTLE  vn— FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 
RESEARCH.  ENGINEERING,  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

Sec.  701.  Short  title. 

Sec.  702.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 

Sec.  703.  Research  priorities. 

Sec.  704.  Research  Advisory  Coir.mittees. 

Sec.  705.  National  aviation  research  plan. 

Page  7.  lines  U,  13.  and  15.  strike  "(1)". 

Page  7,  lines  12,  14,  and  16.  strike  "sci- 
entific". 

Page  12.  after  line  4,  insert  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

(1)  in  section  4(g)  (42  U.S.C.  1863(g)),  by 
striking  "the  appropriate  rate  provided  for 
individuals  in  grade  GS-18  of  the  General 
Schedule  under  section  5332"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "the  maximum  rate  payable 
under  section  5376": 

Page  12,  lines  5.  9,  and  17.  redesignate  para- 
graphs (1),  (2).  and  (3)  as  paragraphs  (2),  (3). 
smd  (4),  respectively. 

Page  12,  lines  17  through  20.  amend  para- 
graph (4).  as  so  redesignated,  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

(4)  in  section  14(c)  (42  U.S.C.  1873(c))— 

(A)  by  striking  "shall  receive"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "shall  tie  entitled  to  re- 
ceive"; 

(B)  by  inserting  ",  including  traveltime," 
after  "business  of  the  Foundation";  and 

(C)  by  striking  "the  rate  specified  for  the 
daily  rate  for  grade  GS-18  pf  the  General 
Schedule  under  section  5332"  4n(l  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "the  maximum  rate  payable 
under  section  5376";  and 

Page  12.  lines  21  and  22,  strike  paragraph 
(4). 

Page  13,  lines  19  through  21.  amend  sub- 
section (d)  to  read  as  follows: 

(d)  SCIENCE  AND  ENGINEERING  EQUAL  OP- 
PORTUNITIES ACT  AMiaiDMENTS. — (1)  Section 
34  of  the  Science  and  Engineering  Equal  Op- 
portuniUes  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1885b)  is  amend- 
ed— 

(A)  by  inserting  "and  persons  wtth  dis- 
ABiUTiEs"  after  "MDJORrriES  in  science"  in 
the  section  heading:  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(c)  The  Foundation  is  authorized  to  un- 
dertake and  support  programs  and  activities 
to  encourage  the  participation  of  persons 
with  disabilities  in  the  science  and  engineer- 
ing professions.". 

(2)  Section  36  of  the  Science  and  Engineer- 
ing Equal  Opportunities  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1885c) 
is  amended— 

(A)  in  subsection  (a),  by  inserting  "persons 
with  disabilities,"  after  "minorities,": 

(B)  in  subsection  (b),  by  amending  the  sec- 
ond sentence  to  read  as  follows:  "In  addition, 
the  Chairman  of  the  National  Science  Board 
may  designate  members  of  the  Board  as  ex 
officio  members  of  the  Committee."; 

(C)  by  striking  subsections  (c)  and  (d); 

(D)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (b)  the 
following  new  subsection: 

"(c)  The  Committee  shall  be  responsible 
for  reviewing  and  evaluating  all  Foundation 
matters  relating  to  participation  in,  oppor- 
tunities for,  and  advancement  in  education, 
training  and  research  in  science  and  engi- 
neering of  women,  minorities,  persons  with 
disabilities,  and  other  groups  currently 
underrepresented  in  scientific,  engineering, 
and  professional  fields."; 

(E)  by  redesignating  subsections  (e)  and  (0 
as  subsections  (d)  and  (e),  respectively;  and 


(F)  in  sulnection  (d).  as  so  redesignated  by 
subparagraph  (E)  of  this  paragraph,  by  strik- 
ing "additional". 

Page  17,  line  1.  strike  "develop"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "development". 

Page  90,  line  11.  through  page  93,  line  13, 
strike  subtitle  B. 

Page  93.  line  14.  redesignate  subtitle  C  as 
subtitle  B. 

Page  94,  line  4.  through  page  97,  line  13, 
strike  subsections  (c)  and  (d). 

Page  97.  lines  14  and  21.  redesignate  sab- 
sections  (e)  and  (f)  as  subsections  (c)  and  (d). 
respectively. 

Page  98,  line  1.  redesignate  subtitle  D  as 
subtitle  C. 

Page  98,  lines  6  through  11.  strike  para- 
graphs (1)  through  (4). 

Page  98.  lines  16  through  21.  strike  para- 
graphs (8)  through  (12). 

Page  99,  lines  5  through  9.  strike  para- 
graphs (17)  and  (18). 

Page  98.  line  12.  through  page  99.  line  10.  re- 
designate paragraphs  (5).  (6).  (7),  (13),  (14). 
(15).  (16).  and  (19)  as  paragraphs  (1)  through 
(8).  respectively. 

Page  99,  line  19,  through  page  100.  line  7, 
strike  subsections  (c)  and  (d). 

Page  100,  line  8.  strike  "LIMITATIONS  ON 
APPROPRIATIONS  '  and  insert  in  lieu  there- 
of "REDUCnO.N  IN  TRAVEL  BUDGET". 

Page  100,  lines  9  through  15,  strike  "(a) 
Maximlt*  amount"  and  all  that  follows 
through  "Travel  Bltxjet.— " 

Page  100,  line  20.  through  page  103,  line  24. 
strike  section  443. 

Page  104,  line  1.  redesignate  subtitle  E  as 
subtitle  D. 

Page  106,  line  9,  through  page  116.  line  9. 
strike  section  453. 

Page  119,  line  1.  strike  "Environmental" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Environment". 

Page  124,  line  9.  through  pa«e  129.  line  3. 
strike  sections  702  through  705. 

Page  129.  line  4.  redesignate  section  706  as 
section  702. 

Page  130.  line  10,  insert  "and"  after  "ac- 
tivities;". 

Page  130,  lines  12  through  18.  strike  ";  and" 
and  all  that  follows  through  "Facilities  and 
Equipment". 

Page  130,  line  19.  redesignate  section  707  as 
section  703. 

Page  131,  line  9.  through  page  132.  line  5. 
strike  section  708. 

Page  132.  line  6,  redesignate  section  709  as 
section  704. 

Page  133,  line  1.  redesignate  section  710  as 
section  705. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Walker]  and  a  Meml>€r  opposed 
will  each  control  5  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walker]. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  is 
one  that  we  had  attempted  to  work  out 
with  everyone  concerned,  and  allows  us 
to  expedite  the  process  of  deliberating 
the  bill  on  the  floor.  The  administra- 
tion forwarded  their  draft  authoriza- 
tion bill  for  the  National  Science 
Foundation  to  the  committee  the  night 
before  our  markup.  At  that  time  we 
were  not  able  to  include  several  of  the 
technical  amendments  in  our  bill. 

In  consultation  with  the  minority, 
amendments  to  NSF  can  be  termed 
technical  and  administrative,  and  we 
know  of  no  opposition  to  these  amend- 
ments that  are  included  in  the  man- 
ger's amendment  that  I  ofTering.  Fur- 
ther amendments  in  this  particular 
manager's  amendment  relate  to  title 
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IV,  the  NOAA  authorization,  which 
strike  provisions  of  shared  jurisdiction 
between  the  Committee  on  Science  and 
the  Committee  on  Resources.  The  re- 
moval of  these  provisions  will  help  ex- 
pedite the  bill. 

Finally,  we  have  language  in  this 
amendment  which  strikes  several  pro- 
visions in  title  Vn,  the  FAA  research, 
engineering,  and  development  author- 
ization. The  gentlewoman  from  Mary- 
land [Mrs.  MORELLA],  the  chairman  of 
our  Subcommittee  on  Technology  on 
the  Committee  on  Science,  is  working 
with  the  Committee  on  Transportation 
and  Infrastructure  to  craft  language 
relating  to  these  provisions.  Again, 
this  actually  allows  the  committee  to 
move  forward  with  H.R.  3322  on  the 
floor. 

I  wish  to  thank  the  subcommittee 
chairman  and  the  chairmen  of  the 
other  concerned  committees  for  their 
efforts  to  deal  with  these  revisions  and 
bring  them  before  the  House.  I  strongly 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
amendment. 

TITLE  I — NATIONAL  SCIENCE  F0UNDATK3N 

Conforms  language  to  the  reduction  of  di- 
rectorates; corrects  obsolete  referefKes  to  the 
GS-18  pay  scale;  allows  members  of  the 
ScierKe  Board  to  decline  ttieir  compensation; 
broader^  ttie  Engineering  Equal  Opportunities 
Act  to  irKiude  persons  with  disabilities;  arxJ  al- 
lows ttie  Chainnan  of  the  National  Science 
Board  to  appoint  ex-officio  members  to  review 
committees. 

TTFLE  IV— NATIONAL  OCEAMC  AND  ATMOSPHERIC 
ACMNISTRATKX 

Drops  the  foHowing  programs  within  the  joint 
jurisdiction  of  the  Cornmittee's  on  Science  and 
Resources:  All  National  Ocean  Service  [NOS] 
programs  auttiorization,  irx:iuding  the  Coastal 
Oceian  Program;  ttie  Ocean  and  Great  Lakes 
Program  auttxxizations  arxl  terminations 
under  ttie  Office  of  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric 
Research  [OAR]  including  ttie  termination  of 
ttie  National  Undersea  Research  Program  and 
the  auttiorization  of  the  National  Sea  Grant 
College  Program;  ttie  authorization  of  ttie  ma- 
rine services  account  and  the  termination's  of 
the  NOAA  Corps  and  the  hK)AA  Fleet  K4od- 
emization  Progiam;  language  estatiiistiing  the 
National  Ocean  Partnership  Program;  arxl  lan- 
guage setting  a  cap  on  total  appropriations  for 
the  Operations,  Research  arxJ  Facilities  Ac- 
count of  NOAA. 

TTTLE  VII — FEDERAL  AVIATION  AOMMtSTRATION 
RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING.  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

The  manager's  amendment  strikes  ttie  fol- 
k>wing  sectKtns/proviskms  from  ttie  bill:  section 
702,  Rndings — isutlined  committee  findings  re- 
garding the  FAA's  delays  in  fielding  new  prod- 
ucts and  services,  including  kxig-standing  in- 
ternal management,  organizational,  and  cul- 
tural impednients  to  improving  Its  acquisition 
processes;  sectkm  703,  Definitions— defined 
acquisition  management  teams  used  in  sec- 
tion 704  of  title  VII;  section  704,  Management 
Principles  fi-e..  "guking  prindptes")— man- 
dated guidvig  principles  for  conducting  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  researcti,  engineering, 
arxi  development  activities;  section  705,  Docu- 
ment of  April  1,  1996— FAA's  recently  imple- 
mented acquisition  management  system;  sec- 


tion 706,  Auttiorization  of  Appropriations;  item 
K — authorized  siK;h  sums  as  may  necessary 
for  other  research,  engineering,  and  develop- 
ment activities  conducted  under  the  Engineer- 
ing, Development  Test,  arxj  Evaluation  activ- 
ity of  the  Facilities  and  Equipment  account; 
and  section  708,  Budget  Designation  For  Fed- 
eral Aviation  Administration  Research  and  De- 
velopment Activities — Required  ttiat  future 
FAA  bixlgets  include  in  a  single  budget  cat- 
egory all  research  and  development  activities 
that  would  be  classified  as  basic  research,  ap- 
plied research,  or  developmental  under  the 
guidelines  established  by  OMB  in  Budget  Cir- 
cular A-1 1 . 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  would  ask  the  Chair,  do  I  have 
to  be  opposed  to  this  amendment  to 
claim  this  time? 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Brown]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  first  let  me  say  I  do 
not  intend  to  oppose  the  chairman's 
amendment.  He  has  consulted  with  us 
with  regard  to  this  amendment.  I  think 
the  purpose  of  it  clearly  is  to  expedite 
the  process  of  the  committee  this 
afternoon,  plus  correcting  a  few  mis- 
takes that  were  made  in  the  original 
bill.  I  am  more  than  happy  to  accom- 
modate the  chairman  with  regard  to 
that. 

I  did  want  to  take  a  minute,  however, 
Mr.  Chairman,  to  apologize  to  the 
chairman  if  I  accused  him  of  using  the 
term  "liberal  claptrap."  That  was  not 
my  intention.  That  was  the  patented 
phrase  of  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  ROHRABACHER].  I  thought  I  in- 
dicated that  it  was  Members  on  the 
other  side  who  used  those  two  terms, 
but  not  speciHcally  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walker].  The 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  pat- 
ented the  term  "corporate  welfare."  I 
propose  to  carefully  distinguish  t)e- 
tween  these  two  divisions  in  the  Fed- 
eral research  and  development  budget 
whenever  I  can. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  plead  guilty.  I  said  that  global  warm- 
ing at  best  is  unproven.  and  at  worst, 
liberal  claptrap.  I  plead  guilty. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  knew  the  gentleman  would  say 
that.  He  has  been  unabashed  in  his  ref- 
erence to  these  programs  in  those 
terms.  I  admire  him  for  that,  as  a  nutt- 
ter  of  fact.  I  think  it  is  an  artful 
phrase,  as  is  the  term  "coriiorate  wel- 
fare," and  it  serves  as  a  hook  on  which 
Members  can  say  all  sorts  of  things 
about  programs  that  they  do  not  like. 
First  they  can  call  them  liberal  clap- 


trap, and  then  say  why  they  do  not  like 
them. 

One  other  thing  about  the  statement 
of  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Walker]  at  which  I  do  take  um- 
brage. He  said  he  has  been  on  the  com- 
mittee for  20  years.  If  he  finishes  this 
year,  that  will  be  correct.  He  then  said 
that  there  had  been  no  energy  bills 
passed  by  the  committee  during  that 
time.  Then  I  think  he  qualified  that  by 
saying  there  had  been  occasional  ef- 
forts at  doing  portions  of  a  bill. 

I  would  remind  the  gentleman  of  the 
fact  that  in  1992  we  had  the  Energy 
Policy  Act  of  1992,  appropriately 
named,  which  was  a  comprehensive,  al- 
though not  absolutely  all-inclusive,  en- 
ergy bill,  and  as  a  matter  of  fact,  we 
are  still  lieing  guided  for  many  of  the 
things  done  in  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy by  that  Energy  Policy  Act,  which 
was  an  authorization  bill  of  1992. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walker]  takes 
delight  in  disparaging  the  record  of  the 
committee  before  he  became  chairman, 
but  if  he  will  just  stick  to  the  facts  I 
will  be  glad  to  agree  with  him.  I  am 
not  particularly  proud  of  the  record 
that  we  have  made,  and  with  the  help 
of  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Walker]  we  tried  to  remedy  that 
many  times.  He  understands  the  prob- 
lems in  getting  an  energy  authoriza- 
tion bill  passed. 

It  had  been  my  hope  that  under  his 
leadership  we  would  get  an  energy  pol- 
icy bill  passed.  We  have  not  yet,  and  I 
would  confidently  predict  we  will  not 
during  the  remainder  of  his  term  as 
chairman,  but  if  there  is  a  possibility, 
I  would  be  more  than  happy  to  work 
with  the  gentleman.  I>ecau6e  I  think  we 
share  a  desire  that  the  Committee  on 
Science  participate  fully  in  the  author- 
ization of  all  programs  under  our  juris- 
diction. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  to  speak  on  this 
amendment.  I  strongly  support  ttie  manager's 
amendment,  perhaps  more  ttian  the  manager 
himself. 

Mr.  Chairman,  during  committee  markup  of 
H.R.  3322.  Democrats  expressed  two  fun- 
damental concerns  over  ttie  structure  of  this 
bill.  First,  the  bill  seemed  designed  to  capture 
many  programs  ttiat  were  not  under  the  juris- 
dictkin  of  the  Science  Committee.  Second,  the 
tiill  took  great  pains  to  avoid  addressing  some 
agencies  that  were  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Science  Conwnittee. 

The  most  ot>vk)us  problem  with  the  t)ill  in 
the  first  instance  was  its  inclusion  of  the 
ocean,  coastal,  and  fishery  programs  within 
NOAA.  As  was  brought  out  in  our  markup,  the 
bill  did  not  attempt  to  auttiorize  these  pro- 
grams, it  attempted  to  deauthorize  them.  In 
particular,  the  bill  sought  to  eliminate  NOAA's 
role  in  the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  that 
was  coincidentally  reauthorized  the  day  tiefore 
as  a  part  of  the  Republican  celetxation  of 
Earth  Day.  The  bill  also  contained  hostile  pro- 
viskins  directed  at  the  Sea  Grant  Program,  the 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  and  several 
other  important  programs.  Ttiese  were  not 
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programs  that  were  addressed  in  any  hearing 
before  the  Science  Committee,  yet  extensive 
policy  and  detailed  funding  decisions  were 
made  a  part  of  the  bill. 

During  the  maritup.  Ms.  Rivers  of  Michigan 
offered  an  amendment  to  remove  ttiese  pro- 
grams from  the  t>ill  and  provide  the  opportunity 
to  ttie  Committee  on  Resources  to  establish 
more  acceptable  funding  levels  for  these  pro- 
grams. Her  amendment  was  defeated  along 
party  lines.  I  would  stress  that  every  Repub- 
lican on  our  committee  that  voted  to  auttiorize 
ttie  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  on  the 
floor  on  April  23,  voted  to  deauthorize  the  pro- 
gram on  April  24.  Members  who  spoke  to 
House  cameras  in  warm  glowing  terms  atmut 
ttie  Sea  Grant  Program,  voted  in  committee  to 
slash  it  Members  who  spoke  about  ttie  impor- 
tance of  the  ocean  sciences  voted  to  virtually 
eliminate  ttiem. 

At  the  time  of  Ms.  Rivers'  amendment. 
Democrats  were  ctiaracterized  t>y  majority 
members  of  ttie  committee  in  very  unflattering 
terms  and  were  accused  of  playing  politics.  I 
woukj  only  point  out  ttiat  our  opposition  to  the 
structure  of  ttie  t)ill  was  hardly  rooted  in  par- 
tisan politics.  Indeed.  I  strongly  subscribe  to 
the  letter  sent  by  ttie  ctiair  of  the  Resources 
Committee  descritxng  his  perceptions  of  this 
state  of  affairs.  He  accurately  descrit>ed  the 
at>sence  of  any  attempt  on  the  part  of  ttie 
Ctiair  to  develop  a  consensus  on  these  pro- 
grams as  a  major  factor  in  ttie  state  of  legisla- 
tive gridlock  that  befell  last  year's  science  au- 
ttxxization  bill. 

Wtiat  ttie  manager's  amendment  does  not 
do  today  is  fix  the  other  half  of  ttie  problem — 
ttiat  is  the  at>sence  of  an  authorization  for 
other  programs  in  our  jurisdiction.  The  NIST 
extramural  programs  and  ttie  Department  of 
Energy  R&D  programs  are  vital  to  many  menv 
bers  of  ttie  committee  on  both  skies  of  ttie 
aisle.  Procedural  manipulatkms  were  found  to 
exclude  ttiese  from  the  bill,  but  this  does  not 
make  ttiem  less  valuable  and  does  not  re- 
move them  from  ttie  responsitxlity  of  our  conv 
mittee.  Later,  Memtjers  will  tje  given  a  ctiance 
to  vote  for  ttiese  vital  programs  when  ttiey 
consider  my  amendment  to  H.R.  3322 — an 
amendment  ttiat  fully  funds  ttiese  programs  at 
the  President's  request  levels. 

I  will  ctose  by  again  stating  my  support  for 
this  amendment.  I  befieve  it  will  improve  ttie 
bill  and  provkle  a  better  chance  for  the  pro- 
grams in  questk>n  to  receive  a  fair  treatment 
before  the  proper  committees  of  jurisdiction. 

With  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  reiterate 
my  support  for  the  chairman's  amend- 
ment, and  I  yield  back  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  maybe  with  that 
statement  we  can  get  past  all  the  in- 
ternal squabbles  in  the  committee  and 
so  on  and  actually  get  to  discussing 
real  policy  here  on  the  floor  with  re- 
gard to  science  policy. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walk- 
er]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate section  1. 


The  text  of  section  1  is  as  follows: 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 
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Sec.  702.  Findings. 

Sec.  703.  Deflnitions. 

Sec.  704.  Managrement  principles. 

Sec.  705.  Document  of  April  1. 1996. 

Sec.  706.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  House  of  today,  it  is  now 
in  order  to  consider  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  New  Mex- 
ico [Mr.  SCHIFF]. 

AMBiiDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SCHIFF 

Mr.  SCHIFF.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Schiff:  Page  6, 
line  21,  strike  "$3,250,500,000"  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  "$3,291,700,000". 

Page  6,  line  25,  strike  "$2,340,300,000"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$2,381,500,000". 

Mr.  SCHIFF.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  pur- 
pose of  my  amendment,  if  adopted, 
would  raise  the  authorization  figrure  for 
the  research  and  related  activities  ac- 
count of  the  National  Science  Founda- 
tion by  $41.2  million.  At  the  time  the 
House  Committee  on  Science  was  vot- 
ing to  pass  H.R.  3322,  the  bill  we  have 
before  us  today,  the  House  Committee 
on  the  Budget  had  not  yet  presented 
the  proposed  budget  resolution  to  the 
full  House  of  Representatives. 

On  May  16  of  this  year,  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Budget  proposed  and  the 
House  of  Representatives  adopted  a 
budget  resolution  for  fiscal  year  1997. 
In  that  budget  resolution,  there  was  a 
raise  in  the  same  accoimt  by  the  same 
amount  of  $41.2  million.  So,  in  other 
words,  my  amendment  would  raise  the 
authorization  for  the  research  and  re- 
lated activities  account  of  the  National 
Science  Foundation  by  exactly  the 
amount  that  we  passed  in  the  budget 
resolution  a  short  time  ago. 

I  want  to  personally  commend  Chair- 
man Walker  of  the  Committee  on 
Science,  who  is  also,  of  course,  vice 
chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on 
the  Budget,  who  I  know  was  instrumen- 
tal in  pressing  for  this  increase  in  basic 
research  authorization. 

I  believe,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we 
should  continue  to  seek  all  of  the  au- 
thorization for  which  we  can  be  fiscally 
responsible,  that  is,  for  which  the  funds 
can  be  identified  and  found  to  support 
Federal  research.  Since  we  have  ac- 
complished that  through  the  budget 
resolution.  I  would  like  to  make  our 
bill  here  today,  H.R.  3322.  match  the 
budget  resolution  in  the  same  account. 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  although  I  anticipate 
much  partisanship  in  the  debate  over 
H.R.  3^,  I  want  to  point  out  that  the 
National  Science  Foundation  enjoys 
strong  bipartisan  support.  I  want  to 
thank  Basic  Research  Subcommittee 
Chairman  Schiff  for  the  professional, 
nonpartisan  manner  in  which  he  has 
conducted  himself  on  all  matters  with- 
in Basic  Research's  jurisdiction,  in- 
cluding the  NSF. 

On  the  NSF  budget  generally,  I  hope 
that  we  will  continue  to  maintain  our 
history  of  bipartisan  advocacy.  The 
support  that  NSF  provides  in  meeting 
a  wide  variety  of  challenges  in  math, 
science,  and  engineering  education 
cannot  be  overstated.  In  my  region, 
both  Camegie-Mellon  University  and 
the  University  of  Pittsburgh  rely  heav- 
ily on  NSF  support  to  conduct  impor- 
tant research  in  a  number  of  areas. 

What  concerns  me  enough  to  rise  at 
this  point,  is  the  future  of  NSF's 
Supercomputing  Program.  The  Basic 
Research  Subcommittee  has  held  two 
hearings  relating  to  the  Supercomput- 
ing Program,  one  on  the  high  perform- 
ance computing  and  communications 
initiative  in  general,  and  one  on  NSF's 
decision  to  recompete  its  Super- 
computing  Program.  The  common 
theme  in  these  two  hearings  was  that 
we  are  letting  funding  issues  com- 
promise the  integrity  of  what  has  been 
recognized  by  Members  in  both  parties 
as  a  model  program. 

What  especially  disturbs  me  is  NSF's 
decision  to  "recompete"  its  leading 
edge  centers  based  upon  the  findings  of 
the  Hayes  Report.  The  Hayes  Report 
found  that  there  needed  to  be  greater 
emphasis  placed  on  regional  computing 
centers  in  order  to  ease  the  extreme 
burden  being  placed  on  the  four  lead- 
ing-edge centers.  I  agree  that  the  best 
way  to  help  meet  the  demands  for  user 
time  at  the  leading-edge  centers  is  to 
increase  the  capabilities  of  the  re- 
gional centers.  K  there  are  projects 
that  require  less  capacity,  or  the  mer- 
its of  larger  projects  can  be  initially 
judged  at  the  regional  centers,  then  we 
should  pursue  it.  What  troubles  me  is 
that  the  only  way  anyone  has  chosen 
to  enhance  the  regional  centers  is  at 
the  expense  of  the  leading-edge  cen- 
ters. In  other  words,  NSF  has  decided 
that  the  way  to  solve  one  problem  is  to 
create  another,  potentially  more  seri- 
ous problem. 

We  are  confronted  with  a  situation 
where,  in  order  to  enhance  the  ability 
to  access  a  valuable  research  tool,  we 
are  going  to  reduce  that  tool's  capac- 
ity. I  know  that  this  situation  is  of 
concern  to  Members  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle.  During  the  hearing  on  the 
Supercomputing  Program  there  were 
many  Members  in  both  parties  who 
said  that  if  money  was  the  only  force 
driving  the  downsizing  of  leading-edge 
centers,  then  we  should  find  the  money 
elsewhere  and  not  deconstruct  one  of 
our  Government's  greatest  success  sto- 
ries. 


I  do  not  take  issue  with  formalizing 
the  relationships  between  leading-edge 
and  regional  facilities  through  the  pro- 
posed partnership  centers.  However, 
witnesses  at  our  hearing  seemed  quite 
clear  that  there  was  nothing  about  the 
reorganization  that  was  leading  to  a 
potential  downsizing  of  leading-edge 
centers.  Rather,  it  was  budgetary  con- 
cerns that  were  driving  this  process. 

In  response  to  a  question  posed  by 
Congressman  Boehlert,  Dr.  Ed  Hayes, 
chairman  of  the  task  force  on  the  Fu- 
ture of  NSF  Supercomputing  Centers, 
stated: 

The  concern  is  that  ...  if  these  [Partner- 
ship] centers  come  into  being  and  the  NSF 
budget  did  not  grow  at  a  rate  significantly 
above  inflation  for  this  program,  you  would 
not  be  able  to  keep  up  with  the  recapitaliza- 
tion cycle  that  would  be  necessary  to  keep 
the  leading-edge  sites  at  a  level  that  would 
be  sufficiently  interesting  to  draw  the  very 
best  researchers  .  .  . 

Later,  in  response  to  a  question  I 
posed  about  why  we  were  considering 
downsizing  centers  that  were  over  sub- 
scribed. Dr.  Hayes  said: 

And  if  the  NSF  budget  would  support,  with 
the  recapitalization  I  mentioned  earlier, 
more  than  the  minimum  of  two  [Partnership 
Centers]  that  we  were  strongly  pushing  for, 
then  within  the  concept  of  the  partnership  I 
think  there  will  be  quite  a  comfort  level  and 
enthusiasm  for  doing  that. 

Despite  the  assertions  of  NSF  that 
funding  is  not  the  issue  here,  our  com- 
mittee's hearing  record  seems  to  indi- 
cate otherwise.  Rather,  it  seems  to  me 
that  the  recomjpetition  is  based  upon 
NSF  trying  to  predict  future  funding 
decisions  by  the  Congress.  In  this  case, 
it  seems  like  the  analysis  of  the  task 
force  was  done  correctly,  but  they  then 
went  beyond  the  scope  of  their  mission 
by  presupposing  future  funding  deci- 
sions by  Congress. 

My  admonition  to  the  NSF  is  not  to 
base  policy  decisions  by  guessing  how 
the  Science  Committee  is  going  to  act. 
As  we  just  witnessed  with  the  Schiff 
amendment,  preordained  authorization 
caps  have  a  way  of  changing  arovmd 
here.  If  current  funding  for  the  Super- 
computing  Program  is  not  sufficient  to 
keep  the  United  States  as  a  world  lead- 
er in  high-speed  computing,  let  us 
know,  and  we  will  act  accordingly. 

I  do  not  intend  to  offer  an  amend- 
ment at  this  point.  But  I  do  want  to 
put  the  NSF  on  notice  that  there  are 
many  Members  of  Congress  who  are 
watching  the  recompetitlon  with  a 
watchful  eye,  and  are  not  necessarily 
pleased  with  what  they  have  seen  so 
far. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
New  Mexico  has  described  the  situation 
in  which  we  find  ourselves  with  regard 
to  this  amendment.  The  budget  did  per- 
mit some  additional  latitude  for  some 
spending  in  the  basic  research  accounts 
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at  the  NSF,  and  so  I  am  very  much  sup- 
portive of  what  the  gentleman  has  de- 
cided to  do  here,  because  we  are  obvi- 
ously then  conducting  this  increase 
within  the  context  of  the  balanced 
budget  to  which  the  House  has  agreed. 

I  do  want  to  point  out  that  this 
amount  of  money  would  then  actually 
increase  the  House-passed  levels  for 
basic  science  within  the  National 
Science  Foundation  to  a  level  above 
that  which  the  administration  re- 
quested, and  I  think  also  that  it  indi- 
cates our  commitment  to  continuing 
this. 

With  regard  to  what  the  gentleman 
flrom  Pennsylvania  has  just  stated,  I 
personally  have  visited  the  super- 
computing  center  in  Pittsburgh,  and 
agree  that  those  supercomputing  cen- 
ters are  a  valuable  part  orthe  network 
that  we  Jire  establishing  across  the 
country  and  that  NSF  needs  to  be  cog- 
nizant of  that.  While  NSF  has  claimed 
that  there  are  no  particular  money 
problems,  that  this  is  largely  a  policy- 
related  issue  that  is  being  done,  the 
fact  is  that  this  increase  in  the  Schiff 
amendment  does  give  them  sufficient 
resources  within  this  account  to  do  a 
number  of  things,  plusing  up  university 
accovmts,  dealing  more  meaningfully 
with  supercomputers. 

There  are  a  number  of  things  that 
NSF  has  it  within  their  capacity  to  do. 
I  hope  that  they  do  resolve  the  prob- 
lems with  regard  to  supercomputers  in 
a  way  that  assures  that  the  Nation  has 
a  strong  foundation,  because  obviously 
the  communication  tools  of  the  future 
have  a  great  deal  to  do  with  the  knowl- 
edge economy  of  the  future. 

So  I  certainly  would  indicate  that 
the  gentleman  has  raised  a  legitimate 
issue.  It  is  one  that  the  committee  will 
continue  to  watch  from  the  standpoint 
of  NSF.  I  thank  the  gentleman  from 
New  Mexico  for  his  amendment.  I  think 
it  is  a  valuable  addition  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  reqiiisite 
number  of  words  and  I  rise  in  support 
of  the  gentleman's  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  not  normally 
belabor  this  ]?oint  and  delay  action  on 
this  very  meritorious  amendment,  but 
I  always  have  the  feeling  that  we  are 
getting  a  certain  spin  attached  to  these 
amendments  which  kind  of  rankles  me 
a  little  bit,  and  so  I  have  to  get  up  and 
give  my  own  spin  although  I  end  up 
supporting  the  amendment  likewise. 

As  was  the  case  with  the  authoriza- 
tion bill  last  year,  the  same  is  true  this 
year.  Each  subcommittee  was  given  a 
ceiling  by  the  chairman  of  the  full 
committee  which  was  slavishly  adhered 
to  in  the  subcommittee.  The  result  for 
NSF  for  last  year,  fiscal  year  1996,  is 
that  the  authorization  passed  last  year 
by  the  House  but  not  yet  enacted  into 
law,  of  course,  is  $94  million  less  than 
the  actual  appropriations  bill.  So  now 
after  our  committee  has  reported  the 
bill  and  following  the  results  of  the  fis- 


cal year  1996  appropriations  process, 
which  was  just  completed  a  few  weeks 
ago,  we  are  now  adding  $40  million  to 
NSF's  research  accounts  that  was  done 
in  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
and  we  now  have  an  amendment  to 
raise  our  authorization  level  by  a  simi- 
lar amount.  This  could  have  been 
avoided,  of  course,  if  the  committee 
had  been  allowed  to  follow  its  own  best 
judgment  last  year. 

This  additional  funding  will  provide 
enough  growth  to  at  least  offset  infla- 
tion as  opposed  to  the  1-percent  in- 
crease provided  in  the  underlying  bill 
as  reported  by  the  committee.  Because 
of  the  strong  sentiments  that  the  ma- 
jority has  expressed  in  support  of  basic 
research,  it  was  surprising  to  me  that 
so  little  growth  was  provided  in  the 
core  research  activities  of  NSF.  The 
Democratic  substitute,  which  I  offered 
in  committee,  of  course,  attempted  to 
correct  this  miserly  treatment  of 
NSF's  research  account  by  providing 
growth  of  nearly  5  percent  above  the 
fiscal  year  1996  appropriation,  but  our 
proposal  in  committee  was  rejected  on 
a  party  line  vote. 

While  I  support  the  increase  provided 
by  the  amendment,  I  am  nevertheless 
disappointed  that  it  is  still  $40  million 
below  the  level  in  the  Democratic  sub- 
stitute which  I  am  offering  later  today. 
This  may  seem  like  a  relatively  small 
difference,  but  it  translates  into  a  loss 
of  500  individual  research  grants  to  uni- 
versity researchers.  Basically  this 
amendment  will  only  allow  research 
project  funding  to  stay  even  with  infla- 
tion. It  provides  no  real  growth  which 
advances  ftmdamental  knowledge  and 
underpins  the  technological  strength  of 
the  Nation. 

I  am  also  disappointed  that  the 
amendment  is  limited  to  raising  the 
authorization  level  just  for  the  re- 
search account.  No  increase  is  proposed 
to  raise  the  allocation  for  the  internal 
operations  of  the  agency  which  have 
been  cut  by  $7  million  below  the  1996 
appropriation  level.  This  is  an  extreme 
cut  for  an  agency  which  consumes  only 
4  percent  of  its  total  budget  on  internal 
operations  and  which  has  maintained  a 
constant  work  force  for  the  past  decade 
while  the  workload  has  doubled.  NSF 
estimates  that  a  cut  of  this  magnitude 
translates  into  a  loss  of  up  to  120  staff 
positions,  or  about  10  percent  of  its 
work  force. 

While  I  support  this  amendment,  I  do 
not  believe  it  goes  for  enough  to  ensure 
the  continuance  of  a  vigorous  and  well- 
managed  program  at  NSF. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Schiff]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  House  of  today,  it  is  now 
in  order  to  consider  amendment  No.  3 
by  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Gekas]. 


AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  CEXAS 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Gekas:  Page  87. 
after  line  21.  insert  the  following  new  sub- 
section: 

(h)  Report.— Section  704  of  the  Weather 
Service  Modernization  Act  (15  U.S.C.  313 
note)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  subsection: 

"(c)  Report.— The  National  Weather  Serv- 
ice shall  conduct  a  review  of  the  N'EXRAD 
Network  radar  coverage  pattern  for  a  deter- 
mination of  areas  of  inadequate  radar  cov- 
erage. After  conducting  such  review,  the  Na- 
tional Weather  Service  shall  prepare  and 
submit  to  the  Congress,  no  later  than  1  year 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Omni- 
bus Civilian  Science  Authorization  Act  of 
1996.  a  report  which— 

"(1)  assesses  the  feasibility  of  existing  and 
future  Federal  Aviation  Administration  Ter- 
minal Doppler  Weather  Radars  to  provide  re- 
liable weather  radar  data,  in  a  cost-efficient 
manner,  to  nearby  weather  forecast  ofnces: 
and 

"(2)  makes  recommendations  for  the  im- 
plementation of  the  findings  of  the  report.". 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  to 
my  colleagues  that  I  must  precede  the 
text  of  my  amendment,  an  explanation 
of  it,  by  a  brief  history  of  what  brings 
iis  to  the  floor  today. 

In  recent  history  of  the  National 
Weather  Service  in  our  area,  in  central 
Pennsylvania,  we  learned  several  years 
ago,  to  our  dismay,  that  the  reorga- 
nization of  the  National  Weather  Serv- 
ice apparatus  was  going  to  include  a 
transfer  of  the  National  Weather  Serv- 
ice headquarter,  from  Harrisburg,  the 
capital  of  the  State,  to  State  College, 
the  home  of  Penn  State,  for  its  real 
nexus  in  the  weather  service  planning 
that  was  then  going  on. 

D  1600 

We  expressed  our  concerns,  those  of 
us  who  live  in  and  represent  the  people 
of  the  central  Pennsylvania  area 
around  Harrisburg,  because  we  felt 
that  any  such  move  would  create  gape 
in  the  coveirage  that  historically  was 
well  covered  by  the  Harrisburg  center. 
Well,  as  it  turned  out,  we  were  over- 
ruled, and  the  move  was  authorized  and 
actually  made. 

Now,  what  happened  in  1994,  a  tor- 
nado hit  in  the  city  of  Harrisburg,  in 
the  capital  city,  feet  away,  just  yard- 
age away  as  it  were,  from  the  former 
weather  station,  and  it  went  unde- 
tected. Now,  here  is  the  weather  sta- 
tion at  State  College,  with  NEXRAD 
capacity,  state-of-the-art,  high  veloc- 
ity and  high  capacity  weather  service 
predictable  apparatus,  and  the  tornado 
in  Harrisburg  was  missed. 

We  believed  then  and  we  believe  now 
that  this  was  a  kind  of  a  gap  that  was 
created  by  the  positioning  of  NEXRAD 
in  State  College,  which  by  the  ration- 
ale of  the  topography  itself  would  over- 
shoot the  very  site  where  this  little 
tornado  occurred. 
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Well,  if  that  was  not  enough,  several 
other  little  incidents  happened  and  epi- 
sodes were  not  detected.  So  in  1995,  a 
year  a«ro,  right  in  this  Chamber,  on  a 
similar  bill,  we  in  the  front  of  the  sub- 
committee then  chaired,  still  chaired, 
by  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
ROHRABACHER],  we  offered  a  simple 
amendment  to  try  to  remedy  this  gap 
situation.  Then  we  learned  that  there 
were  many  other  sectors  of  the  country 
where  similar  gaps  were  occurring. 

When  the  committee  held  hearings 
on  this  same  subject,  many  of  our  col- 
leagues testified  to  the  very  same  kind 
of  gap.  What  we  came  up  with  in  cen- 
tral Pennsylvania,  through  the  aus- 
pices of  some  people  who  work  for  the 
National  Weather  Service  and  other  ex- 
perts, was  that  some  of  these  gaps 
could  be  filled  by  simply  piggybacking 
with  the  Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion, the  FAA,  capacity  at  nearby  air- 
ports. 

Harrisonburg  International  Airport, 
which  is  also  at  the  footstep  of  the  cap- 
ital of  the  Connmonwealth,  was  in  oper- 
ation and  we  felt  that  maybe  we  ought 
to  contact  them  and  see  whether  they 
could  fill  the  gap  in  on  some  of  these 
related  episodes  that  the  State  College 
£8u:ility  could  not  pick  up. 

At  any  state,  we  offered  an  amend- 
ment to  study  the  feasibility  of  such  a 
piggybacking  capability,  and  the  com- 
mittee and  then  the  House  passed  this 
amendment  and  the  bill  to  which  it 
was  attached,  and  so  we  were  on  our 
way,  we  felt,  to  solving  this  problem. 
Well,  the  bill  never  really  became  law, 
and  then  we  found  ourselves  trying  to 
fight  the  same  battles. 

Now,  what  happened?  The  Secretary 
of  Conmierce,  in  response  to  a  man- 
date, issued  in  1995,  in  October  1995,  a 
report  on  this  very  same  subject,  and 
in  that  report,  "The  Secretary's  Report 
to  Congress  on  Adequacy  of  NEXRAD 
Coverage  and  Degradation  of  Weather 
Services  Under  National  Weather  Serv- 
ice Modernization  for  32  Areas  of  Con- 
cern," that  is  the  title  of  the  report, 
which  acknowledges  just  in  the  title 
that  there  waa  a  degradation  of  na- 
tional weather  services  and  also  that 
there  was  a  problem  with  the  adequacy 
of  NEXRAD  coverage,  in  that  they 
come  up  with  a  recommendation  in 
this  report,  and  I  am  reading  directly 
from  the  report  now,  which  says  that 
the  team,  the  team  that  works  on 
these  projects,  finds  that  there  is  sig- 
nificant potential  for  weather  data 
from  these  radars,  meaning  the  FAA 
radars,  to  enhance  the  quality  control 
of  WSRr^8-D  data  and  to  provide  valu- 
able additional  viewing  angle  perspec- 
tives for  particular  storms,  which  is  an 
exact  composition  to  what  we  were 
averring  back  in  1994  and  1995  about 
filling  in  the  gape. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Gekas]  has  expired. 
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(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Gekas 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  GEKAS.  So  my  amendment,  Mr. 
Chairman,  which  I  understand  both  the 
minority  and  the  majority  have  agreed 
to  incorporate  into  the  legislation, 
simply  follows  through  with  the  Sec- 
retatry  of  Commerce's  recommenda- 
tions to  have  a  biagency  task  force 
look  into  the  further  feasibility  of 
what  we  have  proposed  now  for  2  years. 
In  this  way  we  can  begin  to  fill  those 
gaps  that,  unfortunately,  have  been  oc- 
curring too  often,  and  in  too  many 
places  across  the  Nation. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  support  of  the  gentle- 
man's amendment. 

I  want  to  compliment  the  gentleman 
for  the  assiduous  way  in  which  he  has 
carried  out  the  pursuit  of  trying  to  up- 
grade the  Weather  Service  as  it  in- 
volves his  particular  area,  and  I  am 
sure  he  would  also  want  to  do  that  for 
the  other  parts  of  the  country  as  well. 

He  has  correctly  reported  the  facts 
here,  and  any  earlier  objections  I  may 
have  had  to  past  amendments  that  the 
gentleman  had  were  not  based  on  their 
merits,  but  on  the  feeling  that  we 
would  probably  be  able  to  accomplish 
these  things  by  putting  the  pressure 
necessity  on  the  various  agencies  that 
are  involved.  It  turns  out,  of  course, 
that  the  National  Weather  Service  has 
been  persuaded  by  his  continued  con- 
cern and  by  others'  to  follow  essen- 
tially the  path  which  he  reconmiended, 
without  the  passage  of  any  additional 
legislation. 

So  I  would  urge  other  Members  to  be 
as  diligent  in  pursuing  such  worthy  ob- 
jectives as  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania has,  and  that  these  objectives 
can  frequently  be  obtained  by  such  dili- 
gent effort  without  the  necessity  of 
passing  additional  legislation  which 
can  sometimes  be  misinterpreted. 

Now,  ijart  of  my  problem  was  I  have 
Members  from  all  over  the  country 
coming  to  me,  complaining  in  the  same 
way  that  the  gentleman  had  about  the 
inadequacy  of  the  coverage  and  the 
problems  related  from  this  transfer 
that  we  are  making  to  try  to  upgrade 
Weather  Service  capability.  I  have  had 
to  tell  them  I  do  not  think  we  need  a 
separate  law  to  correct  this,  that  we 
can  correct  it  in  the  fashion  that  the 
gentleman  has  exemplified  here,  and  I 
just  want  to  commend  the  gentleman 
for  what  he  has  done. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Gekas  amendment 
encourages  the  National  Weather  Serv- 
ice to  follow  through  on  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce's  recommendation  to  ini- 
tiate a  dialog  with  the  FAA  to  assist  in 
the  potential  for  the  National  Weather 
Service  using  FAA  weather  radar. 

This  is  a  good  amendment,  and  I  en- 
courage my  colleagues  to  support  it. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 


I  think  we  have  put  so  much  faith  in 
this  new  system,  NEXRAD,  that  we 
have  overlooked  some  basics  and  I 
think  we  have  put  some  communities 
at  risk.  I  think  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Gekas]  very  ably 
here  articulates  the  fact  of  what  hap- 
pened in  his  community.  There  are 
other  communities  like  mine  that  are 
waiting  for  some  of  these  things  to 
happen. 

We  have  gotten  so  sophisticated,  I 
think  we  have  lost  a  little  common- 
sense.  This  is  a  good  amendment  and  I 
am  not  quite  so  sure  it  even  goes  far 
enough.  I  think  the  Congress  must  re- 
view the  lifesaving  ability  of  having 
more  eyes  and  ears  and  radar  activities 
looking  at  volatile  weather  than  we 
have  the  right  now,  and  this  is  a  step  in 
that  direction,  but  certainly  will  not 
be  our  final  answer. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  I  3rield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  poses  an  interesting 
question.  I  am  wondering,  too,  whether 
or  not  we  ought  to  be  conducting  a  re- 
view of  NEXRAD  and  how  it  has 
worked  in  its  brief  lifetime,  because 
many  of  these  problems  were  foreseen 
at  the  time  that  the  reorganization 
was  instituted,  and  now  it  is  not 
enough  for  us  to  say  I  told  you  so. 

I  believe  that  what  the  gentleman 
has  said  may  prompt  us  to  get  together 
and  see  if  there  is  some  kind  of  easy  re- 
view we  can  make  of  the  NEXRAD  ca- 
pacity. I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  I  would  like  to  work 
with  the  gentleman  on  that.  I  think  he 
has  very  ably  brought  us  to  a  position 
where  maybe  something  might  be  done 
here  that  might  help  the  country  in  a 
lot  of  areas  that  have  not  had  some  of 
the  problems  that  he  has  had  but 
might  be  waiting  for  those  disasters  to 
happen. 

With  that,  I  support  the  amendment, 
and  I  want  to  compliment  the  gen- 
tleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Gekas]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  SOUDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  is  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SOUDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
engage  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Science  in  a  colloquy  concerning 
authorization  for  NEXRAD  radars  for 
the  National  Weather  Service. 

Is  it  not  the  case  that  this  bill  in  the 
1992  authorization.  Public  Law  102-567. 
authorized  full  funding  for  the  adminis- 
tration's request  for  the  NEXRAD  line 
items? 
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Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SOUDER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  the 
report  indicates,  the  gentleman  cor- 
rectly states  that  the  committee  sup- 
ports the  administration's  request  for 
NEXRAD  systems  acquisition  of 
$53,145,000  in  fiscal  year  1997. 

Mr.  SOUDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
President's  request  includes  funding 
for  a  new  NEXRAD  unit  to  be  placed  in 
the  vicinity  of  Fort  Wa3me,  IN.  and 
new  units  in  the  southeast  Tennessee/ 
northern  Alabama  region,  and  in  Ar- 
kansas, as  recommended  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Commerce.  Is  obligation  of 
funds  for  these  units  in  fiscal  year  1997 
consistent  with  the  limitations  con- 
tained in  section  411(c)  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  WALKER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
further  srield,  Mr.  Chairman,  my  under- 
standing is  that  the  Secretary  intends 
to  make  the  certificate  necessary 
under  Public  Law  102-567  in  section  411 
and  has  every  expectation  to  be  able  to 
do  so. 

The  language  in  H.R.  3322,  subject  to 
the  Secretary's  certification  and  inclu- 
sion in  the  fiscal  year  1997  National 
Weather  Service  implementation  plan, 
enables  the  construction  of  the  three 
units  noted  by  the  gentleman  from  In- 
diana. 

Mr.  SOUDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  his  clarification  and 
his  leadership  on  this  bill  and  in  ensur- 
ing that  areas  vulnerable  to  severe 
weather  receive  adequate  warning. 
This  is  a  critical  safety  concern  for 
northeast  Indiana  because  our  State 
ranks  first  in  the  Nation  in  tornado 
deaths.  You  might  say  we  have  twisted 
twisters.  We  very  much  appreciate  the 
efforts  of  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania, Chairman  Walker,  and  the  sub- 
committee chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  California,  Mr.  Rohrabacher,  on 
this  issue. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  House  of  today,  it  is  now 
in  order  to  consider  amendment  seven 
by  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Thornberry]. 

amendment  offered  by  mr.  thornberry 

Mr.  THORNBERRY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Thornberry: 
Page  87,  after  line  21,  insert  the  following 
new  subsection: 

(h)    NEXRAD    OPERATIONAL    AVAa.ABnJTY 

AND  RELiABiUTy.— (1)  The  Secretary  of  De- 
fense, in  conjunction  with  the  Administrator 
of  the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Ad- 
ministration, shall  take  Immediate  steps  to 
ensure  that  NEXRADs  operated  by  the  De- 
partment Of  Defense  that  provide  primary 
detection  coverage  over  a  portion  of  their 
range  (Unction  as  folly  committed,  reliable 
elements  of  the  national  weather  radar  net- 
work, operating  with  the  same  standards. 


Quality,    and   availabUlty   as   the  National 
Weather  Service-operated  NEXRADs. 

(2)  NEXRADs  operated  by  the  Department 
of  Defense  that  provide  primary  detection 
coverage  over  a  portion  of  their  range  are  to 


get  the  same  amount  of  coverage  at 
least  as  the  folks  who  rely  on  the  Na- 
tional Weather  Service  radar. 
Mr.  Chairman,  hopefully,  one  of  these 


be  considered  as  integral  parts  of  the  Na-     days  we  will  have  a  rain  cloud  in  my 


tional  Weather  Radar  Network. 

Mr.  THORNBERRY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  amendment  is  the  exact  same  as 
an  amendment  that  was  accepted  by  all 
sides  on  this  bill  last  year  and  its  seeks 
to  deal  with  a  subset  of  the  problem 
that  we  have  already  heard  some  dis- 
cussion of,  and  that  is  inadequacies  of 
coverage  in  the  new  dopier  radar  sys- 
tem. 

Most  of  the  country  is  protected  by 
radar  which  are  run  by  the  National 
Weather  Service.  However,  some  of  the 
country  is  protected  by  radars  which 
are  run  by  the  Department  of  Defense, 
and  it  is  those  radars  which  feed  into 
the  National  Weather  Service  system 
to  provide  coverage. 

For  example,  in  a  great  part  of  my 
district,  primary  coverage  is  provided 
by  a  radar  run  by  the  Air  Force  near 
Frederick,  OK  and  backup  service  for 
that  area  is  provided  by  a  radar  by  the 
Air  Force  out  of  Dyess  Air  Force  Base 
near  Abilene.  Now,  the  difficulty  arises 
because  the  radars  run  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  are  not  held  to  the 
same  standards  as  the  radars  which  are 
operated  by  the  National  Weather 
Service  themselves.  So  what  we  have 
experienced  in  our  area  are  that  com- 
munication lines  go  down,  power  to  the 
radar  goes  down,  and  often,  when  we 
most  need  these  radars,  they  are  sim- 
ply unavailable. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  studies  by  the 
National  Research  Coimcil  and  the 
GAO  confirm  that  these  DOD  radar  are 
simply  not  available  as  much  as  Na- 
tional Weather  Service  radar,  and  the 
effect  is  they  simply  do  not  offer  the 
same  level  of  protection  as  the  Na- 
tional Weather  Service  radar. 

My  amendment  simply  says  that 
DOD  radar  in  the  sjrstem'lave  to  meet 
the  same  standards  as  the  National 
Weather  Service  radars  so  that  there 
will  be  no  second  class  of  coverage  for 
anybody  in  this  country. 

Now,  since  we  have  had  this  debate 
last  year,  I  have  to  report  that  the  sit- 
uation in  my  particular  region  has  got- 
ten better.  And  I  appreciate  the  efforts 
of  the  Air  Force,  the  NationaJ  Weather 
Service,  and  others  involved  in  making 
sure  the  radar  is  available  more  of  the 
time  than  it  was  the  time  before.  In 
particular,  I  want  to  thank  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania,  the  chafr- 
man  of  the  conrniittee,  who  has  helped 
bring  this  problem  to  the  attention  of 
the  relevant  agencies  and  pressed  them 
as  we  move  forward  for  modernization 
to  make  sure  nobody  is  left  behind.  The 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  has 
been  helpful  as  well. 

I  know  all  Members  share  my  deter- 
mination to  make  sure  that  there  is  no 
second  class  of  coverage  and  that  those 
folks  who  are  relying  on  the  DOD  radar 


district  so  that  we  can  really  put  this 
system  to  the  test.  We  look  forward  to 
that  day,  but  in  the  meantime,  I  appre- 
ciate my  colleagues  supporting  this 
amendment. 

D  1615 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  THORNBERRY]  is  Similar  to  an 
amendment  adopted  by  the  full  House 
last  year.  It  requires  the  Department 
of  Defense  to  live  up  to  its  commit- 
ment to  provide  NEXRAD  radar  cov- 
erage in  selected  regions  of  the  coun- 
try. 

DOD's  NEXRAD  radar  is  an  impor- 
tant component  of  our  Nation's  weath- 
er coverage.  If  DOD  does  not  supply  the 
National  Weather  Service  with  the 
NEXRAD  it  has  agreed  to  supply,  gaps 
in  the  coverage  will  occur. 

So  the  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  addresses  this,  and  I  com- 
mend the  gentleman  for  his  amend- 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  THORNBERRY]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  House  of  today,  it  is  now 
in  order  to  consider  amendment  No.  22 
by    the    gentleman    from    Ohio    [Mr. 

TRAFICANT]. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  TRAFICANT 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Traficawt. 
Page  137,  after  line  4,  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

SEC  904.  BUT  AMERICAN. 

(a)  Sense  of  Congress.— It  is  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  any  recipient  of  a  grant  under 
this  Act.  or  under  any  amendment  made  by 
this  Act.  should  purchase,  when  available 
and  cost-effective.  American  made  equip- 
ment and  i>roducts  when  expending  grant 
monies. 

(b)  Notice  of  Recipients  of  assistance.— 
In  allocating  grants  under  this  Act.  or  under 
any  amendment  made  by  this  Act.  the  Sec- 
retary shall  provide  to  each  recipient  a  no- 
tice describing  the  statement  made  in  sub- 
section (a)  by  the  Congress. 

Amend  the  table  of  contents  accordingly. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  take  off  on  something 
that  was  mentioned  by  the  gentleman 
flrom  California  [Mr.  Brown]. 

This  is  the  last  year  here  in  Congress 
for  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Walker],  and  I  would  like  to  say 
to  the  gentleman,  if  I  can  get  his  atten- 
tion, I  want  to  commend  him  for  dis- 
tinguished service  to  his  district,  to 
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the  Congress  and  to  the  country.  He 
has  been  a  Member  that  said  "no" 
around  here  at  the  times  he  had  to. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment,  I 
think  eveiybody  understands  it.  I 
would  like  to  see  more  American  prod- 
ucts purchased  with  more  of  our  pro- 
curement dollars,  because  American 
workers  get  a  paycheck  and  pay  the 
taxes  for  all  of  these  "Buck  Rogers" 
experiments  that  are  not  reality.  I 
think  it  is  very  important. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank 
Chairman  Walkek,  who  could  have 
raised  points  of  order  on  a  couple  of  ap- 
propriation bills  on  more  significant 
buy  American  language,  and  he  did 
not.  I  believe  this  is  reasonable.  This 
language  affords  an  opportunity  for  re- 
cipients of  grants  to  be  encouraged, 
wherever  feasible,  to  buy  American- 
made  products.  They  are  to  get  a  no- 
tice to  that  effect,  and  hopefully  that 
will  happen. 

In  the  year  to  come,  I  will  be  asking 
for  a  report,  an  investigation  that 
would  monitor  the  types  of  procure- 
ment and  the  dollars  that  are  spent  on 
products  that  may  not  be  made  in 
America,  and  if  those  products  were 
available  here,  at  a  cost-competitive 
price. 

So  finally,  in/«lso  saying  that,  I  urge 
the  committee  to  also  look  forward  to 
participatory  moneys  pledged  by  other 
nations  and  governments  who  are  to 
explore  space  with  us  and  make  sure 
we  just  do  not  get  another  song  and 
dance  from  them;  that  we  actually  get 
some  of  their  yens  and  some  of  their 
deutsche  marks  and  some  of  their  cash. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Walker]. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ap- 
preciate the  gentleman's  kind  words. 
As  the  gentleman  knows,  it  is  much 
easier  to  say  yes  around  here  than  it  is 
to  say  no,  and  I  appreciate  his  com- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  going  to  say 
no  to  the  gentleman's  amendment.  I 
am  going  to  agree  with  the  gentle- 
man's amendment  and  urge  the  House 
to  adopt  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Traficant]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  House  of  today,  it  is  now 
in  order  to  consider  amendment  No.  18 
by  the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
ROEMER]. 

AMENDlfEKT  18,  AS  MODIFIEO,  OFFERED  BY 
UR.  ROEMER 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment,  as  modified. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Amendment,  as  modified,  offered  by  Mr. 

ROEMER: 

Page  122.  after  line  9,  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

SEC    S«7.    ENDOCRINE    DISRUPTER    RESEARCH 
PLANNING. 

(a)  Short  Tttle.— This  section  may  be 
cited  as  the  "Endocrine  Disrupter  Research 
Planning  Act  of  1996". 


(b)  Findings.— The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  recent  reports  in  the  media  have  fo- 
cused public  attention  on  a  possible  link  be- 
tween exposure  to  chemicals  that  may 
mimic  hormones  and  may  have  adverse  bio- 
logical effects  in  humans  and  wildlife,  in- 
cluding carcinogenic,  reproductive,  neuro- 
logical, and  immunological  effects,  now  com- 
monly referred  to  as  endocrine  disrupters; 

(2)  given  the  significant  scientific  uncer- 
tainties concerning  the  effects  of  such  endo- 
crine disrupters  on  humans  and  wildlife,  it 
cannot  at  this  time  be  concluded  whether  or 
not  endocrine  disrupters  constitute  a  signifi- 
cant threat  to  human  health  or  the  environ- 
ment; 

(3)  neither  a  conclusion  that  endocrine 
disrupters  pose  an  imminent  and  serious 
threat  to  human  health  and  the  environ- 
ment, nor  a  conclusion  that  the  risks  are  in- 
significant or  exaggerated,  is  warranted 
based  on  the  present  state  of  scientific 
knowledge; 

(4)  additional  research  is  needed  to  more 
accurately  characterize  the  risks  of  endo- 
crine disrupters; 

(5)  risk  assessment  principles  should  be 
used  to  guide  the  development  of  a  coordi- 
nated research  plan  to  ensure  that  research 
results  are  relevant  and  adequate  to  objec- 
tively estimate  risk  to  guide  future  public 
policy  decisions; 

(6)  research  carried  out  by  the  Federal 
Government  should  be  done  in  a  planned  and 
coordinated  manner  to  ensure  that  limited 
resources  are  spent  efficiently  and  that  criti- 
cal information  gaps  are  filled  as  quickly  as 
possible;  and 

(7)  researchers  from  academla,  industry, 
and  Federal  laboratories  should  coordinate 
efforts  to  prioritize  research  topics,  identify 
capital  needs,  and.  in  general,  develop  a  com- 
prehensive research  plan  to  address  impor- 
tant scientific  and  policy  questions  sur- 
rounding the  potential  effects  of  such  chemi- 
cals. 

(c)  Research  Planning  Report.— 

(1)  Report.— The  Administrator,  in  coordi- 
nation with  other  Federal  agencies  with  sci- 
entific expertise  in  areas  relevant  to  assess- 
ing the  human  health  and  ecological  risks  of 
endocrine  disrupters,  shall  submit  to  Con- 
gress, along  with  the  President's  Budget  Re- 
quest for  Fiscal  Year  1998,  a  plan  for  con- 
ducting research  needed  to  objectively  assess 
and  characterize  the  risk  of  endocrine 
disrupters  on  human  health  and  environ- 
ment. 

(2)  Contents.— The  plan  submitted  under 
this  section  shall  include — 

(A)  the  role  of  each  participating  agency  in 
the  research  plan  and  the  resources  required 
by  each  agency  to  carry  out  the  research 
plan,  including  human  and  capital  resources 
needed  to  ensure  that  agencies  have  appro- 
priate expertise,  facilities,  and  analytical  ca- 
pabilities to  meet  the  goals  of  the  research 
plan; 

(B)  the  mechanisms  by  which  each  agency 
will  carry  out  research,  including  the  use  of 
Federal  laboratory  facilities,  extramural 
grants  and  contracts,  and  cooperative  re- 
search and  development  agreements  with 
universities,  research  centers,  and  the  pri- 
vate sector,  and  mechanisms  to  avoid  dupli- 
cation o;  effort  and  for  appropriate  peer  re- 
view, including  independent  and  external 
peer  review  of  Federal  agency  Intramural  re- 
search; 

(C)  specific  research  strategies  and  timeli- 
ness for  addressing  the  critical  information 
gaps  with  respect  to  hazard  identification, 
dose-response  assessment,  and  exposure  as- 
sessment; and 


(D)  an  assessment  of  the  current  state  of 
scientific  knowledge  concerning  effects  of 
synthetic  and  naturally  occurring  endocrine 
disrupters  on  human  health  and  the  environ- 
ment, including  identification  of  scientific 
uncertainties  unlikely  to  be  capable  of  sig- 
nificant resolution  in  the  near  term,  studies 
which  support  or  fail  to  support  conclusions 
of  adverse  public  health  effects,  and  the  op- 
portunity for  public  comment  on  such  as- 
sessment. 

(d)  Savings  Clause.— Nothing  in  this  sec- 
tion is  intended  to  alter,  or  otherwise  affect 
any  statutory  authority  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  or  any  other  Fed- 
eral regulatory  agency  or  regulate  sub- 
stances which  may  pose  a  threat  to  the  pub- 
lic health  or  the  environment. 

Amend  the  table  of  contents  accordingly. 

Mr.  ROEMER  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment,  as  modified, 
be  considered  as  read  and  printed  in 
the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment  on  endocrine  disrupters. 
Before  I  get  into  what  this  amendment 
does  and  what  we  hope  to  accomplish 
with  it,  I  think  I  should  explain  what 
endocrines  are  and  what  endocrine 
disrupters  are. 

Endocrines  are  chemicals  that  con- 
trol many  functions  of  the  human 
body,  including  our  ability  to  repro- 
duce, grow  up,  metabolize  food,  and 
fight  diseases. 

Endocrine  disrupters  are  chemicals 
in  the  environment  that  imitate  these 
hormonal  chemicals  and  potentially 
alter  growth,  reproduction,  and  other 
biological  functions  in  animals  and  hu- 
mans. 

Reports  in  many  works  of  scientific 
literature,  including  "Our  Stolen  Fu- 
ture," this  book  that  I  hold  in  my  hand 
by  Theo  Colbum,  among  others,  indi- 
cate that  some  man-made  chemicals 
have  endocrine  effects  in  birds  and 
other  wildlife  that  result  in  abnormal 
development  and  potential  reproduc- 
tive problems.  High  levels  of  certain 
man-made  endocrine  disrupting  chemi- 
cals have  been  associated  with  in- 
creased rates  of  breast  cancer  in  some 
human  beings. 

Thus,  some  endocrine  disrupters  are 
man-made  chemicals.  Others  are  natu- 
rally occurring  substances. 

A  wide  variety  of  substances,  includ- 
ing pesticides,  "plasticizers"  and 
breakdown  products  from  detergents, 
have  been  shown  to  have  the  ability  to 
act  in  some  cases  as  endocrine 
disrupters. 

For  example,  the  microwaving  of 
food  in  plastic  containers  may  transfer 
endocrine-disrupting  chemicals  from 
the  plastic  into  the  food.  We  all  are 
very  familiar  with  the  process  of  put- 
ting some  food  in  a  plastic  container, 
putting  it  in  a  microwave:  and  some- 
times some  literature  has  indicated 
that  that  might  migrate  firom  the  plas- 
tic into  the  food.  This  might  be  a  prob- 
lem that  we  should  be  concerned  about. 
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Additional  research  is  needed  to  un- 
derstand how  prevalent  such  endocrine- 
disrupting  chemicals  are  in  our  daily 
lives  and  what  impact  they  have  on 
human  health,  wildlife,  and  the  envi- 
ronment. 

The  say  we  go  about  studying  this, 
Mr.  Chairman,  is  not  to  say,  as  some 
have  said  in  the  past,  that  we  need  to 
throw  money  at  this  problem  and  we 
need  to  get  every  Federal  agency  and 
bureaucracy  studying  it  differently. 

It  is  also  not,  as  some  have  indicated 
in  the  past,  in  the  future  to  completely 
igrnore  this  problem  and  to  say  there  is 
no  problem  here,  let  us  neglect  this  and 
see  if  people  begin  to  get  sick.  We  have 
said  a  new  approach,  a  third  way,  a  new 
idea. 

We  say  in  this  amendment  there  is 
neither  a  conclusion  that  endocrine 
disrupters  pose  an  imminent  threat  nor 
that  there  is  a  conclusion  that  the 
risks  are  insignificant  or  exaggerated 
based  on  the  percent  state  of  scientific 
knowledge.  Further  research  is  re- 
quired. 

Let  us  use  the  risk  assessment  prin- 
ciples that  we  have  talked  about  in  the 
last  few  years  to  better  study  this 
problem.  Let  us  coordinate  our  Federal 
research  bureaucracy  and  not  have  ev- 
erybody begin  to  study  it,  but  begin  to 
concentrate  a  study  in  a  few  areas. 

That  is  what  this  amendment  does. 
Let  us  study  and  research  on  a  sci- 
entific basis,  using  risk  assessment 
principles  in  a  new  way,  whether  we  do 
have  a  problem  with  plastic,  with  de- 
tergents, with  pesticides;  and  if  we  can 
do  that,  we  may  need  to  come  before 
Congress  in  the  future  and  study  it  fur- 
ther. 

This  amendment  does  not  require  a 
new  appropriation  of  money.  It  simply 
seeks  to  coordinate  what  we  might  be 
doing  in  the  future  as  our  budgets  are 
declining.  And  as  our  budgets  are  re- 
strained here  in  the  U.S.  Congress,  let 
us  try  some  new  ideas  to  study  some 
potentially  very,  very  serious  new 
problems. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that  the  body 
will  agree  to  this  amendment. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  support  of  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  ranking  member  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Envi- 
ronment. This  issue  has  captured  the 
attention  of  the  press  ajid  public  in  re- 
cent weeks,  but  in  fact  research  in  this 
area  has  been  ongoing  for  over  15  years 
now.  I  believe  the  gentleman  is  correct 
in  assuming  that  this  is  more  than  a 
passing  fancy.  The  issues  raised  by  the 
release  of  the  book.  "Our  Stolen  Fu- 
ture," are  of  concern  and  deserve  the 
serious  attention  of  this  committee. 

The  design  and  implementation  of  a 
good  research  plan  is  essential  to  gain- 
ing sound  scientific  information  about 
the  nature  and  scope  of  this  problem. 
These  efforts  are  already  underway 
within  the  Federal  Government.  It  is 
Congress  that  now  needs  to  participate 


in  these  efforts.  The  research  report  re- 
quired under  the  amendment  will  pro- 
vide us  with  a  solid  basis  to  make  rec- 
ommendations for  future  authoriza- 
tions that  may  be  needed. 

I  want  to  commend  the  gentleman 
for  his  efforts  in  drafting  an  amend- 
ment that  can  be  agreed  to  by  people 
with  vaiTing  opinions  about  the  valid- 
ity and  seriousness  of  this  issue.  I  have 
no  doubt  that  we  will  have  other  oppor- 
tunities to  debate  this  issue  before  the 
close  of  this  Congress.  There  is  more 
that  Congress  could  do  in  this  area,  but 
we  should  surely  not  do  less  than  is 
provided  for  in  this  amendment.  We 
may  be  asked  to  make  tough  policy 
choices  in  the  future  on  this  issue.  We 
should  make  those  choices  from  an  in- 
formed position,  that  is  what  the  Roe- 
mer  amendment  will  help  to  ensure.  I 
urge  its  adoption. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Roemer-Boehlert  amendment  to  re- 
quire EPA  to  plan  and  coordinate  endo- 
crine disrupter  research.  The  Commit- 
tee on  Science  has  strongly  supported 
EPA  research  on  endocrine  disrupters, 
including  more  money  in  H.R.  3322 
than  the  administration  had  requested. 
We  have  an  S8  million  total  amount  in 
this  bill,  which  is  10  percent  above  the 
President's  request  of  $7.1  million. 

The  Roemer-Boehlert  amendment 
helps  us,  though,  to  define  that  re- 
search and  will  require  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  to  submit  to 
Congress  a  plan  for  conducting  re- 
search needed  to  objectively  assess  and 
characterize  the  risk  of  endocrine 
disrupters. 

Recent  concerns  have  been  raised 
about  the  broad  array  of  both  natural 
and  ssmthetic  compounds  which  have 
the  capacity  to  mimic  both  human  and 
animal  hormones  disrupting  the  body's 
natural  state.  These  components, 
known  collectively  as  endocrine 
disrupters,  have  been  alleged  to  con- 
tribute to  a  wide  variety  of  human  and 
environmental  maladies,  including  re- 
duced sperm  counts  and  increased  in- 
stances of  fetal  abnormalities. 

While  the  media  has  widely  reported 
as  fact  the  hypothesis  that  sjmthetic 
compounds  are  causing  human  sperm 
counts  to  decline  worldwide,  credible 
scientific  research  on  the  issue  is  lack- 
ing. Even  the  premise  that  sperm 
counts  are  declining  remains  unproven. 

The  amendment  will  go  a  long  way 
toward  establishing  a  scientifically 
sound  research  plan  to  address  the  po- 
tential impacts  of  endocrine  disrupters. 
The  research  can  then  be  used  to  do 
any  necessary  assessments  of  the  best 
estimate  of  risk,  based  on  the  weight  of 
the  scientific  evidence,  and  to  pursue 
necessary  cost-benefit  analysis,  should 
any  regulatory  mechanisms  be  pro- 
posed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  good  amend- 
ment. I  support  it,  and  I  thank  the  gen- 


tleman from  Indiana  for  bringing  it  to 
the  attention  of  the  House. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  jrield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  for 
his  support  of  this  amendment,  and 
look  forward  to  working  with  the  gen- 
tleman in  the  course  of  his  remaining 
time  here  in  Congress  to  see  that  we  do 
come  up  with  a  new  way  of  studying 
what  could  be  a  very  significant  prob- 
lem. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment,  as  modified,  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  ROE- 
MER]. 

The  amendment,  as  modified,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  House  of  today,  it  is  now 
in  order  to  consider  amendment  No.  2 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Ala- 
bama [Mr.  Cramer], 
amendment  no.  2.  as  modified,  offered  by 
mr.  cramer 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment,  as  modified. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  as  modified,  offered  by  Mr. 
Cramer:  Page  87,  lines  1  through  21.  amend 
subsection  (g)  to  read  as  follows: 

(g)  Weather  Service  Modernization.- 
The  Weather  Service  Modernization  Act  (15 
U.S.C.  313  note)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  section  706 — 

(A)  by  amending  subsection  (b)  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(b)  Certification.— The  Secretary  may 
not  close,  automate,  or  relocate  any  field  of- 
fice unless  the  Secretary  has  certified  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation  of  the  Senate  and  the  Com- 
mittee on  Science  of  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives that  such  action  will  not  result  in 
degradation  of  service  to  the  affected  area. 
Such  certification  shall  be  in  accordance 
with  the  modernization  criteria  established 
under  section  704."; 

(B)  by  striking  subsections  (c).  (d).  (e).  and 
(f);  and 

(C)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (b)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsections: 

"(c)  Special  CmcL-MSTANCES.- The  Sec- 
retary may  not  close  or  relocate  any  field  of- 
fice which  Is  located  at  an  airport,  if  the  Sec- 
retary, in  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  and  the  Committee,  deter- 
mines as  a  result  of  an  air  safety  apiiralsal 
that  such  action  will  result  in  degradation  of 
service  that  affects  aircraft  safety.  This  air 
safety  appraisal  shall  be  issued  jointly  by 
the  Department  of  Commerce  and  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation  before  Septem- 
ber 30,  1996.  and  shall  be  based  on  a  coordi- 
nated review  of  all  the  airports  in  the  United 
States  subject  to  the  certification  require- 
ments of  subsection  (b).  The  appraisal  shall— 

"(1)  consider  the  weather  information  re- 
quired to  safely  conduct  aircraft  operations 
and  the  extent  to  which  such  information  is 
currently  derived  through  manual  observa- 
tions provided  by  the  National  Weather 
Service  and  the  Federal  Aviation  Adminis- 
tration, and  automated  observations  pro- 
vided from  other  sources  including  the  Auto- 
mated Weather  Observation  Service  (AWOS). 
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the  Automated  Surface  Observing  System 
(ASOS),  and  the  Geostationary  Operational 
Environmental  Satellite  (GOES);  and 

"(2)  deteiTOine  whether  the  service  pro- 
vided by  ASOS.  and  ASOS  augmented  where 
necessary  by  human  observations,  provides 
the  necessary  level  of  service  consistent  with 
the  service  standards  encompassed  in  the  cri- 
teria for  automation  of  the  field  offices. 

"(d)  PUBUC  LIAISON.— The  Secretary  shall 
maintain  for  a  period  of  at  least  two  years 
after  the  closure  of  any  weather  office  a  pro- 
gram to^ 

"(1)  provide  timely  information  regarding 
the  activities  of  the  National  Weather  Serv- 
ice which  may  affect  service  to  the  commu- 
nity, including  modernization  and  restruc- 
turing: and 

"(2)  work  with  area  weather  service  users, 
including  persons  associated  with  general 
aviation,  civil  defense,  emergency  prepared- 
ness, and  the  news  media,  with  respect  to  the 
provision  of  timely  weather  warnings  and 
forecasts.";  and 

(2)  in  section  707— 

(A)  by  amendment  subsection  (c)  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(c)  DtJTDES.  The  Committee  shall  advise 
the  Congress  and  the  Secretary  on— 

"(1)  the  implementation  of  the  Strategic 
Plan,  annual  development  of  the  Plan,  and 
establishment  and  implementation  of  mod- 
ernization criteria;  and 

"(2)  matters  of  public  safety  and  the  provi- 
sion of  weather  services  relate  to  the  com- 
prehensive modernization  of  the  National 
Weather  Service.";  and 

(B)  by  amending  subsection  (f)  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(0  Termination.— The  Committee  shall 
terminate — 

"(1)  on  September  30, 1996;  or 

"(2)  90  days  after  the  deadline  for  public 
comment  on  the  modernization  criteria  for 
closure  certification  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  pursuant  to  section  704(b)(2). 
whichever  occurs  later.". 

Mr.  CRAMER  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment,  as  modified, 
be  considered  as  read  and  printed  in 
the  Record, 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Weather  Service  Modernization  Act, 
which  was  passed  in  1992,  established 
procedures  for  the  modernization  of  the 
National  Weather  Service.  A  lot  of  us 
here  today,  the  gentleman  flrom  Indi- 
ana [Mr.  ROEMER]  included,  and  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Wamp] 
as  well,  have  fought  long  and  hard  to 
make  sure  that  our  areas  of  the  coun- 
try were  included  in  that  moderniza- 
tion plan. 

There  were  two  points  that  we  raised 
consistently  about  this  modernization 
act.  One  was  the  requirement  that  no 
Weather  Service  office  can  be  closed  or 
automated  without  a  certification  that 
the  closure  would  not  result  in  deg- 
radation of  service  to  the  affected  area. 

Let  me  repeat  that  in  lay  language. 
We  do  not  want  Weather  Service  offices 
closed  without  a  certification  that 
there  is  no  degradation  of  service 
there. 


So  as  we  proceed  with  the  moderniza- 
tion plan,  we  are  proceeding  with  a 
network  of  NEXRAD  radars  that  will 
cover  the  entire  country.  A  lot  of  us 
have  talked  about  our  concerns  about 
the  NEIXRAD  radars,  but  we  have  not 
talked  as  much  about  the  closure  of 
the  Weather  Service  offices. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  support  the  mod- 
ernization plan,  but  I  think  there  is  a 
balance  between  no  certification  at  all, 
which  the  committee  bill  stands  for, 
and  a  streamlined  certification  proc- 
ess. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  commend 
Chairman  Walker  and  the  staff  of  the 
committee  for  working  with  us,  those 
of  us  that  are  concerned,  to  make  sure 
that  we  develop  the  proper  balance  be- 
tween cost  savingrs  and  the  protection 
of  our  citizens,  because  we  are  talking 
about  the  protection  of  lives  when  we 
are  talking  about  the  closure  of  the 
Weather  Service  offices. 
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We  need  a  certification  process. 
There  must  be  some  specific  account- 
ability before  we  are  going  to  say  that 
we  will  not  serve  an  area  through  the 
existing  weather  service  office.  It  has 
taken  many  of  us  Members  of  Congress 
a  few  years  to  make  sure  that  our 
areas  were  in  fact  given  consideration 
for  the  modernization  process.  I  know 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  ROE- 
MER] and  I,  through  the  committee,  on 
the  floor,  as  well,  have  fought  consist- 
ently and  maintained  that  we  were  in 
gap  areas,  that  the  modernization  plan 
did  not  in  fact  cover  our  areas  and  that 
our  children,  our  families,  people  in 
church,  people  in  schools,  people  in 
their  homes  would  in  fact  be  very  vul- 
nerable. 

Mr.  Chairman,  just  this  past  weekend 
in  my  district  we  had  another  weather 
service  pattern  that  moved  in.  We  were 
glued  to  our  TV's  as  we  watched  the 
NEXRAD  coverage  in  my  district  from 
100  miles  south.  We  looked  at  the  local 
weather  service  Doppler  radar  that  we 
have  in  our  area  as  well,  all  of  that  try- 
ing to  see  if  we  could  be  protected.  So 
when  we  are  talking  about  saving 
money,  we  have  also  got  to  be  talking 
about  saving  lives  and  some  built-in 
checks  and  balances  in  this  process. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  amendment  today 
would  accomplish  a  streamlining  of  the 
certification  process.  As  I  said  a  few 
minutes  ago.  I  want  to  commend  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  Cliair- 
man  Walker,  and  thank  him  for  work- 
ing Mrith  us  on  making  sure  that  we 
have  at  least  a  streamlined  certifi- 
cation process.  We  will  eliminate  the 
costly  and  time-consuming  require- 
ment that  each  closing  certification  be 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  for  60 
days.  We  will  eliminate  by  September 
one  of  the  two  current  oversight  com- 
mittees involved  in  the  process.  This 
streamlining  will  save  $35  million  over 
5  years  and  will  eliminate  redundancies 
that  are  currently  in  the  law. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  in  favor  of 
streamlining  the  modernization  proc- 
ess, but  I  am  not  willing  to  sacrifice 
the  safety  of  people.  This  is  a  safety 
issue,  and  I  thank  the  chairman  for  ac- 
cepting my  committee  amendment. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  amendment  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama  [Mr.  C!ramer]. 
He  and  I  have  worked  over  the  past  4V^ 
years,  I  believe,  on  the  committee  that 
we  serve  on  together  to  try  to  make 
sure  that  public  safety  is  not  com- 
promised when  an  office  is  prematurely 
closed. 

Let  me  just  relate  an  instance  of  this 
concern  to  the  people  in  this  body  and 
again  salute  the  gentleman  from  Ala- 
bama for  taking  such  a  critically  im- 
portant lead  role  in  this  amendment. 
In  Indiana  right  now,  as  the  distin- 
guished chairman  over  the  whole  body 
knows,  being  a  Member  from  Indiana, 
we  axe  seeing  a  host  of  tornados  and 
floods  hit  our  area.  This  is  not  only  po- 
tentially endangering  school  children 
that  may  be  getting  on  a  bus  to  go  to 
school  for  one  of  the  last  days  of  school 
in  Indiana  when  they  need  not  be  if 
they  had  a  sufficient  warning  out  there 
from  radar  that  covered  our  area, 
which  the  National  Research  Council 
says  does  not;  we  do  not  have  adequate 
coverage  in  our  area  right  now. 

So  school  children  going  out  to  get 
on  a  school  bus  at  6:30  in  the  morning 
may  not  have  to  take  that  risk,  if  we 
got  the  sufficient  scientific  data  out 
there  and  then  the  warning  on  the 
radio  that  school  was  closed  and  we 
had  a  dangerous  situation,  inclement 
weather  or  a  tornado  in  the  area,  right 
now  do  not  have  that  good  scientific 
coverage. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  helps 
protect  our  existing  olK'ices  flrom  pre- 
mature closure  until  we  get  the  new 
radar  and  technology  put  up  in  our 
area.  We  are  hopeful  that  this  new 
NEXRAD  radar  will  be  located  some- 
where in  northern  Indiana,  based  upon 
science  and  technology  and  where  it  is 
going  to  work  best,  whether  that  is  in 
Saint  Joseph  County,  whether  that  is 
in  Elkhart  County,  whether  that  might 
even  be  in  Allen  County,  or  south  of 
there,  to  make  sure  that  we  save  the 
taxpayer  money. 

As  the  Chairman  of  the  body  knows 
today,  too,  our  farmers  are  having  a 
difficult  time  getting  out  in  the  fields 
to  plant  corn  because  of  the  weather. 
This  technology  would  help  us  save 
lives  from  tornados  and  inclement 
weather,  help  us  save  billions  of  dollars 
in  terms  of  the  costs  to  farmers  of  try- 
ing to  get  good  information  out  there 
before  they  get  into  the  fields  as  to 
when  they  can  get  into  the  fields. 

This  amendment  is  not  only  about 
public  safety  and  concern  for  children 
and  money  for  agriculture,  which  is  a 
huge  cost  in  our  economy  today,  it  is 
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also  about  streamlining  a  bureaucratic 
process,  doing  it  the  right  way,  doing  it 
the  way  that  it  will  save  money  and 
not  compromise  our  schoolchildren 
back  home  in  Indiana  or  in  Alabama. 

So  I  rise  in  strong  support  of  this 
streamlining  the  bureaucracy  but  not 
compromising  public  safety  and  school- 
children in  the  morning  getting  on  a 
bus.  I  also  would  like  to  acknowledge 
and  compliment  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  for  his  support  and  his 
staffs  support,  working  together  on 
this  amendment,  and  from  what  I  im- 
derstand,  their  acceptance  of  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Cramer]  will  partially  restore  the 
certification  process  for  closure  of  old 
National  Weather  Service  offices.  H.R. 
3322  as  presently  drafted  currently 
eliminates  the  certification  process  en- 
tirely, saving  the  National  Weather 
Service  $35  million  over  the  next  5 
years.  The  gentleman  from  Alabama 
offered  an  amendment  going  in  this 
same  direction  in  the  committee.  We 
have  since  been  able  to  work  out  some 
language  between  us.  I  want  to  thank 
the  gentleman  very  much  for  working 
with  us  on  this. 

We  are  told  now  by  the  National 
Weather  Service  that  the  amendment 
that  he  has  crafted  results  in  saving  a 
similar  $35  million  over  the  5-year  pe- 
riod with  a  dramatically  scaled-back 
certification  process.  This  is  the  kind 
of  streamlining  that  should  go  on  with- 
in Government. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  between  us  we 
have  come  up  with  an  acceptable  solu- 
tion here.  It  does  save  the  taxpayer 
some  money.  It  is  the  direction  of  re- 
form that  we  need  to  be  taking  as  a 
Congress  and  as  a  country.  So  I  con- 
gratulate the  gentleman  for  his  amend- 
ment. I  am  delighted  to  support  it. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Cramer  amendment  to  streamline  the 
weather  office  certification  procedures. 

I  would  say  that  these  certification 
procedures  were  developed  in  1992  at  a 
time  when  the  National  Weather  Serv- 
ice was  in  the  early  stages  of  a  far 
reaching  modernization  program  in 
which  new  technologies  would  be  de- 
ployed and  the  geographic  distribution 
of  weather  forecast  offices  would  be 
vastly  altered. 

There  was  widespread  recognition  in 
Congress  that  this  modernization  pro- 
posal would  have  far  reaching  benefits 
for  public  safety  and  would  also  reduce 
the  cost  to  the  taxpayer.  The  issue 
which  dominated  the  debate,  however, 
was  how  this  would  affect  the  local 
communities  who  had  come  to  depend 
on  the  service  that  the  local  offices 
were  providing. 


After  a  great  deal  of  debate  and  dis- 
cussion within  the  Science  Committee, 
with  many  other  Members  of  the  House 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  and  with 
Members  of  the  other  body,  and  with 
the  National  Weather  Service,  a  care- 
fully crafted  compromise  was  devel- 
oped. That  compromise  was  included  in 
Public  Law  102-567. 

Essentially,  that  compromise  was  a 
congressional  commitment  that  no  of- 
fices would  be  closed  or  consolidated 
until  there  was  a  demonstration  that 
there  would  be  no  degradation  of  serv- 
ice. Congress  went  to  great  lengths  to 
ensure  that  the  public  had  adequate 
input  into  this  process  that  affected 
their  personal  lives  so  directly. 

It  is  no  secret  that  some  in  the  0MB. 
the  Department  of  Commerce  Inspector 
(General,  and  some  Members  of  Con- 
gress have  felt  that  no  such  commit- 
ment was  necessary.  This  point  of  view 
has  been  the  basis  of  the  existing  bill 
langruage  that  does  away  with  the  cer- 
tification procedures.  I  would  only  say 
to  them  that,  from  my  perspective, 
this  commitment  was  necessary  in 
order  to  gain  the  support  of  Congress 
to  undertake  the  modernization  pro- 
gram at  all.  I  would  also  say  that  the 
certification  procedures  that  we  are 
talking  about  had  strong  bipartisan 
consensus.  It  reflected  the  instincts  of 
most  Members  to  look  out  for  the  safe- 
ty and  well-being  of  his  or  her  con- 
stituents. 

At  this  juncture,  I  am  satisfied  that 
the  modernization  program  has  been 
successful  enough  that  we  can  consider 
a  streamlining  of  the  certification  pro- 
cedures as  proposed  by  Mr.  CRAMER.  I 
believe  that  the  compromise  language 
is  fair  and  will  still  provide  the  nec- 
essary assurances  to  the  public  and 
allow  for  adequate  public  input  and  re- 
view. 

I  support  the  Cramer  amendment  and 
urge  its  adoption. 

Mr.  POMEROY.  Mr.  Chairman,  once  again, 
I  would  like  to  express  my  strong  support  for 
Representative  Cramer's  amendment  to 
streamline  ttie  certification  process  for  elimi- 
nating a  National  Weattier  Service  office. 

When  the  National  Weather  Service  beqan 
developing  this  comprehensive  modernization 
program,  we  heard  a  lot  about  the  revolutiorv 
ary  improvements  this  would  bring  to  our 
weather  forecasting  system.  I  don't  doubt  the 
quality  of  the  NEXRAD  system.  However,  I  am 
concerned  that  in  the  rush  to  revamp  the  sys- 
tem, a  few  areas  have  ttie  potential  of  literally 
falling  through  the  cracks.  In  my  own  commu- 
nications with  the  National  Weattier  Service,  I 
heard  repeated  justificatioris  arxj  explanations 
for  those  areas  which  are  k>ng  distarx:es  be- 
tween NEXRAD  facilities.  An  independent  sci- 
entific review  confirmed  my  fears  that  some 
areas  of  our  country  will  actually  suffer  a  toss 
of  servk:e  under  NEXRAD. 

Last  year,  the  National  Research  Council 
completed  its  study  of  NEXRAD  coverage  arx) 
tt>e  potential  for  a  degradation  in  service  due 
to  the  fiekj  office  consoikjation.  While  the  NRC 
study  found  NEXRAD  will  offer  services  above 


and  beyond  ttie  current  weather  forecasting 
system,  it  also  noted  concem  for  areas  a  tong 
distance  from  a  proposed  NEXRAD  facility. 
One  of  those  areas  of  concem  is  Williston, 
ND,  whose  old  radar  is  120  miles  from  the 
nearest  NEXRAD  facility. 

Currently,  a  study  is  being  undertaken  for 
the  Williston  area  to  determine  if  a  degrada- 
tion of  servk:e  woukJ  occur  under  the  f^ttonal 
Weattier  Sendee's  modemizatton  plan.  Data  is 
being  collected  from  the  existing  Williston 
radar  and  the  NEXRAD  radars  for  comparison. 
If  the  certifkatkjn  process  for  office  ctosure  is 
eliminated,  the  National  Weather  Service 
could  ignore  the  results  of  the  study  and  move 
fonward  with  its  original  plans,  even  if  a  deg- 
radatksn  of  service  is  proven. 

Even  ttKKjgh  the  westem  part  of  my  State  is 
sparsely  populated,  those  living  there  need 
and  deserve  the  same  quality  of  weattier  fore- 
casting available  to  the  rest  of  ttie  country.  In 
rural  areas  wtiere  tong  distances  are  often 
traveled  as  a  matter  of  daily  life,  forewarning 
of  severe  weather  is  crucial  to  public  safety. 

I  urge  all  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Cramer  amendment  and  make  sure  tfie  Na- 
tional Weather  Service  foltows  a  streamlined 
certification  process  for  weattier  office  cto- 
sures. 

Mr.  DEUTSCH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  sip- 
port  of  this  amendment  to  protect  ttie  lives  and 
property  of  milltons  of  Americans.  High  quality 
weattier  service  shouM  be  a  basic  guarantee. 
Unfortunately,  this  guarantee  is  in  jeopardy 
today  as  we  constoer  a  bill  that  woukj  let  bu- 
reaucrats close  weattier  stattons  without  re- 
gard for  degradation  of  service. 

Mr.  Ctiairman,  ttie  certification  requirement 
prevented  ttie  ctosure  of  ttie  critical  weattier 
station  in  Key  West  As  the  Nattonal  Weather 
Service  considered  ctosing  ttie  facility  last 
year,  they  were  required  to  evaluate  how  ttiey 
couto  serve  the  80,000  resklents  and  visitors 
of  the  Keys  wtio  live  on  43  Islands  across  a 
120-mile  stretch.  The  people  of  the  Keys  were 
grateful  that  ttie  rational  Weattier  Servk:e  had 
to  consider  their  yiviqje  situation.  WittxxJt  the 
certification  requirement  ttie  National  Weattier 
Servce  woukJ  have  made  a  grave  mistake. 

Mr.  Oiairman,  I  ttiought  we  resolved  this 
issue  last  year  wtien  we  debated  ttie  exact 
same  issue.  Unfortunately,  we  dto  not  Con- 
gress stiouto  not  cut  comers  when  it  comes  to 
basic  put>lk;  safety,  and  I  thank  ttie  Chairman 
for  accepting  this  amendment 

Mr.  HILLEARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  sup- 
port of  ttie  revised  Cramer  amendment  I  am 
glad  that  ctianges  have  been  made  in  Mr. 
Cramer's  amendment  since  the  Science  Com- 
mittee markup  to  reflect  ttie  best  interest  of 
the  American  people. 

Although  I  agree  with  the  concept  of  certifi- 
cation in  ttie  amendment  offered  by  my  col- 
league, Mr.  Cramer,  the  certification  process 
called  for  in  his  amendment  offered  in  commit- 
tee was  far  too  expensive  and  time  consum- 
ing. In  addition,  tfie  amendment  reinstated 
costly  and  unnecessary  provisions  which 
maintain  ttie  current,  outdated  systems  and 
place  ttie  safety  of  citizens  at  risk. 

Consktering  the  certiftoation  provisions  and 
phaseout  requirements,  ttie  amendment  wouU 
have  exceeded  ttie  transition  costs  called  for 
in  H.R.  3322  by  S20  millton. 


12572 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  29,  1996 


In  its  previous  form,  the  National  Weather 
Service  would  have  been  forced  to  devote  re- 
sources toward  bureaucratic  paperwork  asso- 
ciated with  closing  obsolete  weattier  service 
offices. 

I  support  the  immediate  imptementation  of 
NEXRAD  with  certification  which  includes  no 
additional  cost  to  taxpayers. 

It  is  vital  that  we  get  this  NEXRAD  system 
in  place  as  soon  as  they  are  operational.  This 
is  very  important  to  my  district  which  continues 
to  be  at  a  disadvantage  because  portions  of 
my  district  are  not  now  covered  by  NEXRAD. 

We  need  to  get  the  NEXRAD  systems  up 
and  operational  now  to  protect  ttie  people  of 
Tennessee. 

The  amendment  in  committee  would  have 
delayed  getting  this  system  in  place  to  protect 
the  people  of  Tennessee. 

hkm  ttiat  ttie  flaw  in  the  amendment  has 
been  corrected,  I  now  support  ttie  amendment 
from  Mr.  Cramer  arxl  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  rL 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment,  as  modified,  offered  by 
the  grentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Cramer]. 

The  amendment,  as  modified,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  I>ursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  House  of  today,  it  is  now 
in  order  to  consider  amendment  No.  14 
by  the  gentlewoman  from  California 
[Ms.  LOFGREN]. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MS.  LOFGREN 

Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  wUl  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Ms.  Lofcren:  Pa£:e 
7.  line  6,  strike  "S120.000,000"  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  "S129.100.000". 

Pagre  7,  lines  9  througrh  16,  strike  sub- 
section (c). 

Pagre  19.  lines  13  througrh  23,  amend  section 
130  to  read  as  follows: 
SEC  130u  REORGANIZATION. 

(a)  Plan.— The  Director  shall  carry  out  a 
review  and  analysis  of  the  or^nizational 
structure  of  the  National  Science  Founda- 
tion for  the  purpose  of  developing  a  plan  for 
reorganization  that  will  result  in  reduced  ad- 
ministrative costs,  while  maintaining  the 
quality  and  effectiveness  of  the  Foundation's 
programs.  The  plan  shall  include  one  or  more 
options  for  reorganization  of  the  Founda- 
tion, and  one  option  shall  be  an  org^aniza- 
tional  structure  having  fewer  than  7  direc- 
torates. 

Cb)  Report.— By  February  15,  1997,  the  Di- 
rector shall  transmit  to  the  Congress  a  re- 
port containing  the  plan  required  by  sub- 
section (a).  The  report  shall  document  the 
advantages  and  disadvantages  of  each  option 
included  in  the  plan,  provide  an  estimate  of 
cost  savings  for  each  option,  and  designate 
the  Director's  preferred  option. 

Amend  the  table  of  contents  accordingly. 

Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
amendment  corrects  two  provisions  in 
the  bill  that  will  impede  the  internal 
operation  of  the  National  Science 
Foundation.  First  of  all,  the  amend- 
ment restores  funding  for  NSF  salaries 
and   administrative    expenses   to    the 


President's  request  level  in  order  to 
avoid  ill-considered  staff  reductions. 

Second,  it  removes  provisions  which 
together  eliminate  funding  for  one  of 
NSF's  directorates  and  which  would 
trigger  perhaps  inadvertently  a  reorga- 
nization of  NSF's  administrative  struc- 
ture. 

NSF  is  not  a  bloated  bureaucracy. 
Between  fiscal  years  1983  and  1993, 
NSF's  full-time  staff  positions  re- 
mained constant  while  its  budget  near- 
ly tripled  and  the  workload  measured 
by  nvunbers  of  proposals  processed 
more  than  doubled.  In  the  current  fis- 
cal year,  the  cost  of  operating  NSF  is  4 
percent  of  the  total  budget,  which  is  a 
modest  and  reasonable  level  of  admin- 
istrative overhead.  Due  to  the  dedica- 
tion of  its  workers  and  investments  in 
infrastructure,  NSF  has  improved  its 
efficiency,  resulting  in  increased  pro- 
ductivity. 

H.R.  3322  proposes  to  cut  the  budget 
for  salaries  and  administrative  ex- 
penses by  more  than  J7  million  below 
the  current  fiscal  year  budget  and  9 
million  below  the  request.  NSF  has  de- 
termined that  after  taking  into  ac- 
count fixed  costs  for  rent  and  utilities, 
such  a  cut  would  translate  into  a  re- 
duction of  120  people,  assuming  the  av- 
erage compensation  level  across  the 
agency. 

The  science  and  engineering  staff 
comprises  about  one-third  of  total  per- 
sonnel and  one-half  of  the  total  pay- 
roll. NSF  estimates  that  a  budget  cut 
of  this  magnitude  will  result  in  layoff 
of  scientific  and  engineering  personnel, 
the  people  who  run  the  research  pro- 
grams, and  would  degrade  the  effi- 
ciency of  operations.  Moreover,  this 
cut  would  result  in  a  reduction  of  one 
to  $2  million  in  the  computer  net- 
working investment  NSF  is  now  mak- 
ing to  streamline  internal  operations 
and  improve  communications  with  the 
university  research  community. 

These  investments  have  been  the 
basis  of  past  productivity  improve- 
ments and  have  helped  NSF  to  meet 
the  growing  workload  demands  while 
avoiding  staff  increases.  The  net  result 
of  the  cuts  proposed  by  H.R.  3322  would 
be  to  impede  virtually  all  business  op- 
erations of  NSF  from  disbursement  of 
payments  to  university  researchers 
throughout  the  Nation  to  the  timing 
and  quality  of  research  award  deci- 
sions. My  amendment  restores  funding 
to  a  reasonable  level  for  the  internal 
operations  of  this  already  slimmed- 
down  agency. 

In  addition,  my  amendment  removes 
the  provisions  of  the  bill  that  elimi- 
nate one  NSF  directorate.  These  provi- 
sions do  raise  a  reasonable  issue.  That 
is  what  approaches  can  the  agency 
take  to  further  streamline  its  organiza- 
tion and  reduce  administrative  ex- 
penses. Ideally,  organizational  changes 
will  be  found  which  will  both  reduce 
costs  and  improve  the  efficiency  of  the 
agency's  operations. 


Mr.  Chairman,  my  objection  to  HR. 
3322  is  that  it  presimies  that  the  way  to 
achieve  such  improvements  is  through 
elimination  of  one  of  the  agency's  di- 
rectorates. It  may  be  that  such  a 
course  of  action  is  the  best  approach, 
but  we  cannot  make  that  judgment  in 
the  absence  of  evidence.  This  Congress 
should  not  be  making  an  arbitrary  de- 
termination. No  hearings  have  been 
held  by  the  Committee  on  Science  on 
this  matter.  NSF  has  developed  no  plan 
for  reorganization  that  lays  out  the  ad- 
vantages nor  provides  an  estimate  of 
cost  savings  of  such  a  change. 

I  would  also  i>oint  out  that  section 
lllC  of  the  bill  on  the  one  hand  twins 
use  of  fiscal  year  1997  funding  to  more 
than  six  directorates  while  section  130 
specifies  that  the  agency  has  until  No- 
vember 15,  IVi  months  into  the  new  fis- 
cal year,  to  present  a  reorganization 
plan  to  Congress.  This  again  sugrgests 
the  agency  is  being  forced  into  signifi- 
cant change  prior  to  developing  a  re- 
alignment plan  and  that  congression- 
ally  mandated  cuts  have  more  to  do 
with  our  belief  system  and  politics 
than  with  streamlining. 

Rather  than  impose  a  congressional 
mandate  for  a  specific  organizational 
change  in  NSF,  it  seems  to  me  it  would 
be  more  reasonable  to  mandate  a  thor- 
ough review  of  the  operation  with  an 
accomi)anying  plan  to  achieve  adminis- 
trative cost  reductions  and  improve  ef- 
ficiency of  operations.  With  such  a  plan 
in  hand,  the  committee  would  l>e  in  a 
position  to  mandate  useful  changes. 
My  amendment  strikes  the  prohibition 
in  fiscal  year  1997  funding  for  more 
than  six  directorates,  strikes  the  limi- 
tation of  six  assistant  directors,  im- 
poses a  requirement  for  NSF  to  submit 
by  February  15,  1997,  a  reorganization 
plan  with  several  options  to  improve 
operational  effectiveness  and  to  reduce 
administrative  costs. 

My  amendment  stipulates  that  NSF 
evaluate  as  part  of  the  plan  the  elimi- 
nation of  one  directorate.  The  Congress 
will  have  time  to  consider  the  NSF  rec- 
ommendations through  the  hearing 
process  prior  to  consideration  of  fiscal 
year  1998  authorization  legislation.  By 
following  this  procedure,  we  would  be 
able  to  make  an  informed  decision  on 
necessary  legislation.  I  would  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  this  amendment, 
and  I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my 
time. 

Mr.  SCHIFF.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  my  col- 
league, Ms.  LOFGREN.  I  Object  to  the 
amendment  t>ecause,  first  of  all,  the 
majority  in  presenting  this  bill,  H.R. 
3322,  has  tried  to  put  all  of  the  money 
it  possibly  can  into  the  research  and 
related  activities  account  and  other  ac- 
counts that  actually  go  to  grants  for 
research,  which  is  the  major  function 
of  the  National  Science  Foundation. 
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We  do  not  Ijelieve  it  is  unreasonable 
to  ask  the  National  Science  Founda- 
tion to  help  cooperate  with  us  in  terms 
of  establishing  this  priority  in  getting 
the  money  out  for  research  grants  by 
tightening  their  belt  somewhat  in  the 
area  of  their  administrative  overhead. 
In  that  regard,  we  have  proposed  a  re- 
duction in  the  salaries  and  expenses,  as 
correctly  identified  by  my  colleague, 
ftom  the  current  funding  of  $127  mil- 
lion a  year  for  salaries  and  expenses  to 
$120  million  a  year.  That  is  a  $7  million 
reduction. 

D  1645 

And  we  believe  although  the  NSF 
will  have  to  make  some  difficult 
choices,  as  other  agencies  have  made 
difficult  choices,  as  this  Congress  made 
difficult  choices  when  we  reduced  the 
number  of  committees  in  the  U.S. 
House  of  Representatives  for  the  first 
time  in  my  memory  and,  I  think,  vir- 
tually anyone's  memory  in  the  House 
of  Representatives. 

Now,  we  think  the  National  Science 
Foundation  should  be  willing  to  under- 
go that  same  prioritization  and  deci- 
sionmaking, but  there  is  another  rea- 
son why  I  oppose  the  Lofgren  amend- 
ment, and  that  is  the  gentlewoman 
from  California  says  that  we  should 
adopt  the  President's  budget  on  the 
salaries  and  expense  account,  and  in- 
deed the  President'  budget  would  go  up 
from  this  year,  fiscal  year  1996,  to  next 
year,  fiscal  year  1997,  in  the  salaries 
and  expense  account  for  the  National 
Science  Foundation.  It  would  go  up. 

Here  is  fiscal  year  1996  right  now 
showing  the  $127  million  per  year 
amount  funded  for  this  accoimt.  Here 
is  the  proposed  budget  in  H.R.  3322.  It 
goes  down  in  the  next  fiscal  year,  but 
it  does  not  go  down  after  that.  It  stays 
level  for  each  of  the  next  4  fiscal  years 
all  the  way  to  fiscal  year,  to  and  in- 
cluding fiscal  year,  2000.  We  proposed 
that  it  stay  at  an  annual  appropriation 
of  $120  million. 

It  is  not  true  of  the  President's  budg- 
et. The  President's  budget  goes  up  in 
this  account  in  fiscal  year  1997,  but 
what  happens  after  that?  It  drops  pre- 
cipitously. It  drops  immediately  below 
the  $120  million  that  has  t>een  author- 
ized in  H.R.  3322.  It  drops  in  the  next 
fiscal  year  to  $118  million.  It  drops  in 
the  next  fiscal  year  to  $107  million.  It 
drops  again  in  the  next  year  to  $101 
million.  Now  I  wonder  what  the  effects 
on  the  National  Science  Foundation 
will  be  if  those  cuts  take  effect? 

We  are  proposing  a  one-time  reduc- 
tion and  then  a  stabilization.  The  ad- 
ministration is  proposing  a  raise  and 
then  a  big  drop.  What  would  X>e  the 
same  effect  as  outlined  by  the  previous 
speaker  if  that  bigger  drop  occurs  than 
we  are  recommending? 

I  want  to  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
what  is  reflected  here,  the  comparison 
of  budgets,  is  what  I  have  seen  in  many 
accounts.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is  this 


diagram,  although  it  is  one  account  of 
one  agency,  it  is  the  salaries  account  of 
the  National  Science  Foundation,  this 
account  illustrates  almost  every  com- 
parison I  have  seen  Ijetween  the  con- 
gressional proposed  budget  and  the  ad- 
ministration's budget.  They  propose  in- 
creases in  fiscal  year  1997.  Well,  we 
vote  on  fiscal  1997  this  year  in  calendar 
year  1996.  That  is  a  Presidential  elec- 
tion year,  and  so  there  is  a  proposed  ar- 
tificial boost  for  1  year  and  then  a  big 
drop  after  that. 

And  I  want  to  say  I  have  numerous 
constituent  groups  who  rely  upon  ap- 
propriations and  grants  from  the  Fed- 
eral Government  who  are  handed  mate- 
rial from  the  administration,  and  they 
bring  it  over  to  my  office,  and  I  am 
sure  my  colleagues  from  both  parties 
have  seen  this,  and  they  say,  "I'd  like 
you  to  support  the  President's  request 
for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  agency  in 
which  we  have  an  interest." 

And  I  say  to  them,  "Well,  if  I  do. 
what  is  the  adnainistration's  request 
for  the  agency  you're  interested  in  in 
fiscal  year  1998,  1999  and  so  forth,  down 
to  the  year  2002,  since  both  sides  have 
agreed  we  are  going  to  attempt  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  by  that  year,"  and 
frankly  I  get  a  blank  stare  most  of  the 
time. 

Well,  we  do  not  know  that  the  admin- 
istration is  proposing  for  our  agency. 
Well,  I  suggest  that  all  people  inter- 
ested in  Federal  appropriations  better 
find  out,  t>ecause  this  is  an  artificial 
election  year  bump,  and  after  that,  to 
make  the  books  balance,  there  is  a  big 
drop,  far  worse  than  anything  that  is 
proposed  by  the  Congress  in  my  esti- 
mation. 

The  point  is  both  sides  have  now 
agreed  publicly  that  we  will  attempt  to 
balance  the  budget  in  7  years,  by  fiscal 
year  2002.  This  chart  only  goes  to  fiscal 
year  2000,  so  there  is  even  two  more 
years  not  illustrated  here  in  the  chart 
t>efore  us. 

With  that  in  mind,  I  think  that  what 
the  committee  here  proposes  in  H.R. 
3322  is  reasonable  and  should  be  adopt- 
ed and  the  amendment  rejected. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  strong  support  of  my  colleague's 
amendment,  and  I  want  to  make  a  few 
points.  I  do  believe  that  H.R.  3322  just 
goes  too  far  with  regard  to  the  Na- 
tional Science  Foundation.  Let  us  re- 
memljer  this  is  one  of  the  most  effi- 
cient Federal  agencies.  Less  than  4  per- 
cent of  its  budget  supports  its  own  in- 
ternal operations.  In  the  past  decade 
its  budget  has  tripled,  the  workload 
has  doubled,  but  yet  the  work  force  has 
remained  constant.  So  I  think  the  gen- 
tlewoman's amendment  has  focused  on 
a  problem  in  NSF  that  H.R.  3322  does 
not  in  fact  address,  and  so  con- 
sequently I  support  this  amendment 
and  urge  my  colleague  to  do  the  same. 

Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  California. 


Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  just  like  to  further  add  that  In 
the  discussion  had  by  my  well-re- 
spected colleague  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  SCHIFF],  I  think  it  is  really  a  di- 
version from  the  issue  l)efore  us.  The 
funding  actually  authorized  for  NSFs 
tntemal  operation  for  1997  is  what  is 
l)efore  us.  and  differences  in  funding 
projections  for  the  NSF  t>eyond  1997  in 
the  President's  balanced  budget  plan 
versus  the  Gingrich  budget  plan  really 
are  not  particularly  relevant  to  this 
discussion.  The  outyear  budget  esti- 
mates for  individual  agencies,  let  alone 
specific  budget  categories  such  as  the 
salaries  and  expense  account  of  NSF, 
are  not  cast  in  stone  by  the  proposed 
funding  envelope  of  the  President's 
budget  plan  any  more  than  they  are  by 
the  Republican  budget  resolution. 

For  example,  last  year's  House  budg- 
et resolution  assumed  a  total  funding 
level  of  $3.17  billion  for  NSF  for  fiscal 
year  1997,  which  is  $120  million,  or  4 
percent,  t»€low  the  estimate  for  fiscal 
year  1997  in  this  year's  budget  resolu- 
tion. Also,  we  are  assured  in  this  year's 
budget  resolution  that  $120  million  for 
NSF  salary  and  expense  account  for 
1997,  it  will  be  followed  by  an  equal 
amount  in  the  next  5  years.  However, 
last  year's  budget  resolution  assimied 
this  account  would  decline  by  $5  mil- 
lion. 

The  point  is  that  the  additional  years 
will  be  subject  to  additional  authoriza- 
tion and  appropriation,  and  these  are 
made  on  a  year-by-year  basis.  The 
budget  estimates  for  NSF  beyond  1997 
are  not  relevant  to  this  year's  author- 
ization, and  I  would  just  make  this 
point:  I  know  that  the  gentleman  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  ScmPF]  supports 
NSF,  as  do  I.  I  know  that  he  l>elieves  in 
their  research,  as  do  I.  and  respects  the 
organization.  But  if  we  allow  them  to 
l>e  reduced  so  far  administratively  that 
they  cannot  adequately  review  the 
grants  and  get  the  funding  out  to  our 
fine  universities,  we  will  have  hobbled 
really  something  that  is  a  star  in  our 
country,  and  I  know  that  my  colleague 
agrees  that  the  NSF  is  a  star  in  our 
country. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  urge  adop- 
tion of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  I  want  to  briefly 
point  out  that  H.R.  3322  will  eliminate 
one  NSF  directorate,  and  yet  we  do  not 
know  the  effect  of  that  on  the  agency. 
So  I  think  we  are  imposing  an  organi- 
zational change  on  that  agency  before 
we  hear  from  that  agency,  and  this 
agency  is  too  efficient  to  treat  that 
way,  and  so  I  applaud  the  gentlewoman 
for  accomplishing  that  through  her 
amendment  as  well. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  going  to  strongly 
support  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentlewoman  from  California  [Ms. 
LOFGREN]  and  as  a  matter  of  fact  have 
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included  similar  provisions  in  the  sub- 
stitute which  I  will  offer  at  the  appro- 
priate time.  It  seems  to  be  highly  un- 
wise to  take  an  agency,  which  all  of  us 
recognize  the  value  of,  it  is  very  high 
on  the  priorities  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walker]  and  other 
Members  of  the  majority.  There  is  no 
criticism  that  it  is  engaged  in  waste, 
fi'aud,  or  abuse.  It  has  a  very  lean  orga- 
nization and  one  which  works  ex- 
tremely effectively  in  moving  grants 
out  to  the  best  researchers  in  this 
country  on  the  basis  of  thoroughly 
peer-reviewed  applications  for  these 
grants. 

So  I  think  it  smacks  of  being  puni- 
tive to  arbitrarily  cut  even  a  small  fig- 
ure like  S7  million,  which  is  only  about 
6  percent  of  their  budget,  for  this  par- 
ticular category  of  activities.  It 
smacks  of  a  certain  degree  of  punitive- 
ness  to  seek  to  do  this  particularly 
when  we  have  had  no  hearings  on  the 
need  for  it,  we  have  not  asked  the 
agency  in  for  comments  on  it,  we  have 
not  asked  the  research  community  for 
their  views  on  it.  We  are  merely  told 
repeatedly,  over  and  over  again,  that 
we  have  to  engage  in  belt  tightening, 
we  have  to  make  tough  choices,  we 
have  to  be  willing  to  accept  a  little 
pain.  Of  course,  what  is  not  mentioned 
here  is  that  this  suffering,  belt  tighten- 
ing, and  pain  is  aimed  at  securing  a 
balanced  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  nobody  Is  arguing 
about  a  balanced  budget.  The  Presi- 
dent's budget  is  in  balance,  or  close  to 
in  balance.  The  budgets  which  I  have 
consistently  supported  in  prior  years, 
including  last  year,  were  in  balance. 
The  argument  is  not  over  the  question 
of  balancing  the  budget,  and  $7  million 
is  not  going  to  balance  the  budget  par- 
ticularly. It  is  over  how  we  get  to  the 
balanced  budget. 

Now,  obviously,  there  is  some  objec- 
tion to  the  fact  that  in  the  President's 
budget  he  does  not  have  these  cuts,  but 
that  there  are  cuts  later  on  down  the 
road.  This  is  a  question  of  judgment.  It 
is  in  the  eyes  of  the  majority,  this  is  a 
flagrant  example  of  trying  to  buy  the 
election  by  keeping  up  another  $7  mil- 
lion for  personnel  over  at  NSF.  I  doubt 
very  seriously  if  $7  million  going  to  the 
personnel  over  at  NSF  is  going  to  buy 
the  election  for  anybody.  I  think  it  is  a 
reflection  of  the  President's  commit- 
ment to  science  and  trying  to  keep  the 
funding  for  the  most  respected  sci- 
entific program  this  country  has  at  a 
more  equitable  level,  not  to  make  dras- 
tic cuts  in  it,  and  I  think  that  this  is 
why  we  should  adopt  the  gentle- 
woman's amendment. 

Now,  what  really  is  hajipening  here  is 
that  there  is  a  difference  in  values.  I  do 
not  mean  to  berate  this.  The  gentle- 
men on  the  other  side  who  are  willing 
to  cut  $7  million  out  of  NSF  are  willing 
to  add  S13  billion  to  the  Defense  De- 
partment budget,  or  whatever  the  ap- 
propriate number  is.  Frankly,  because 


in  their  view,  the  views  of  the  major- 
ity, or  most  of  the  majority;  I  will  not 
characterize  all  of  them;  it  is  more  im- 
portant to  exceed  the  President's  budg- 
et by  $12  or  $13  billion  than  it  is  to 
maintain  the  level  of  support  for  our 
basic  research  in  this  country,  and  if 
our  colleagues  have  that  sort  of  values, 
fine,  but  do  not  disguise  the  argument 
by  saying  that  they  are  trying  to  bal- 
ance the  budget.  Both  budgets  are  bal- 
anced. They  are  trying  to  cut  programs 
in  order  to  add  money  to  the  Defense 
Department  or  other  progrrams  that 
they  favor. 

That  Is  the  honest  to  God  truth  as  to 
what  is  going  on  here,  and  it  will  recur 
in  many  debates  as  they  attack  the 
President's  budget  for  whatever  rea- 
sons they  can  think  of  and  then  pro- 
ceed to  go  ahead  and  propose  additions 
to  it  for  those  programs  that  they  hap- 
pen to  like.  So  let  us  be  honest  about 
this.  Let  us  adopt  the  amendment  of 
the  gentlewonaan  from  California  [Ms. 
LOFGREN]  and  protect  this  most  impor- 
tant progrram  that  we  have  for  the  sup- 
port of  science  in  this  country. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  nimiber  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  good  amend- 
ment to  debate  because  I  think  it  does 
draw  the  contrasts  between  where  the 
two  parties  are  coming  from  on  some  of 
these  issues. 

First  of  all,  this  is  about  bureauc- 
racy. This  Is  whether  or  not  we  are 
going  to  reform  the  bureaucracies  of 
Washington  in  order  to  give  more 
money  to  the  country. 

Now,  we  give  more  money  to  the 
country  in  a  variety  of  forms.  We  have 
chosen,  in  the  case  of  NSF,  to  give 
more  money  in  terms  of  actual  re- 
search, and  I  will  show  a  chart  here  in 
a  moment  that  indicates  that.  That  is 
where  we  have  put  our  Issue.  In  other 
words,  get  the  moneys  out  to  the  uni- 
versities, get  them  out  to  the  people 
out  In  the  coimtry,  and  so  on,  rather 
than  do  it  with  bureaucracy  in  Wash- 
ington. 

Second,  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Brown]  talks  about  the  fact 
that  the  balanced  budgets  are  similar. 
As  my  colleagues  know,  the  balanced 
budgets  are  not  at  all  similar.  We  in- 
clude in  our  balanced  budget  a  tax  cut 
for  middle-class  America.  Their  budg- 
ets do  not  Include  tax  cuts,  and  so  in- 
deed we  have  to  cut  more  in  spending 
because  we  intend  to  cut  taxes  for  mid- 
dle-class working  families  in  this  coun- 
try. 
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So  the  fawjt  is  that  they  want  to  con- 
tinue to  spend,  spend,  spend,  keep  the 
taxes  high  and  spend  people's  money 
here  in  Washington  for  more  and  more 
bureaucracy.  We  have  specifically  said 
that  we  want  to  do  something  dif- 
ferent. We  want  to  balance  the  budget 
while   cutting   the   taxes  for  middle- 


class  working  families.  So  our  budgets 
do  reflect  a  desire  to  reduce  bureauc- 
racy so  tax  cuts  can  be  given  to  mid- 
dle-class working  families  in  this  coun- 
try. 

That  is  what  we  are  talking  about 
here,  whether  or  not  we  actually  want 
to  begin  the  process  of  cutting  bu- 
reaucracy, or  whether  or  not  we  want 
to  play  a  shell  game  in  terms  of  budg- 
ets, as  is  suggested  on  the  chart  shown 
by  the  gentleman  ffom  New  Mexico. 
What  we  have  is  a  shell  game  here. 
They  raise  the  budget  for  personnel 
and  for  bureaucracy  in  the  first  year, 
and  then  all  of  a  sudden  they  drop  it 
way  off. 

We  actually  asked  the  question  of 
NSF:  If  you  go  along  with  what  the 
President  has  requested  in  his  budget, 
which  these  1997  numbers  supjwsedly 
endorse,  how  miany  full-time  Federal 
employees  could  we  lose  by  1998  when 
the  account  goes  down  not  to  $120  mil- 
lion that  we  are  talking  about,  but 
down  to  $118  million?  And  then  how 
many  more  employees  do  we  lose  when, 
under  the  President's  numbers,  we  go 
to  $107  million?  Or  how  many  more  do 
we  lose  when  we  go  to  $101  million? 
That  is  what  the  President's  budget 
does. 

Guess  what?  Having  asked  that  ques- 
tion of  the  NSF,  the  letter  got  hung  up 
in  0MB.  NSF  wanted  to  reply  to  us,  but 
somewhere  down  in  OMB  they  do  not 
want  us  to  know  the  answer  to  that 
particular  question,  because  the  fact  is 
the  answer  to  that  question  will  prob- 
ably reveal  exactly  the  shell  game 
going  on  here. 

If  we  are  going  to  be  cutting  money 
for  bureaucracy,  should  we  be  putting 
the  money  into  some  real  research?  We 
cut  the  money  for  bureaucracy  and 
then  flatten  the  line  into  the  outyears 
under  a  balanced  budget  over  7  years. 
What  does  the  administration  do?  The 
administration,  not  according  to  me 
but  according  to  the  AAAS,  whose 
studies  on  academic  science  were  wide- 
ly touted  on  this  floor  last  year,  they 
took  a  look  at  the  NSF  budgets.  What 
did  they  find?  The  red  line  is  the  Presi- 
dent's budget.  They  find  that  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  for  NSF  goes  out  here 
fairly  flat  for  a  couple  of  years  and 
then  drops  off  terrincally,  while  they 
also  find  that  the  House-passed  budget 
continues  to  climb  in  the  outyears.  We 
take  money  out  of  bureaucracy  and  put 
it  into  real  science.  The  President  in 
those  outyears  takes  it  out  of  bureauc- 
racy, but  takes  it  out  of  research  too. 
Everything  drops  and  the  entire  enter- 
prise is  left  with  no  support  and,  in 
this  case,  no  science. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  my  view,  that  is  a 
bad  deal.  It  seems  to  me  that  what  we 
want  to  do  is  reject  the  gentlewoman's 
amendment  that  suggests  that  more 
money  for  bureaucrats  is  what  we  need 
in  Washington.  We  think  It  is  time  for 
reform  in  Washington.  Let  us  eliminate 
the  bureaucracy. 
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We  have  been  criticized  because  In 
our  report  language  we  say  that  one  of 
the  directorates  should  be  cut  as  a  way 
of  eliminating  the  program.  The  fact  is 
that  there  are  a  number  of  options 
available  to  the  NSF  that  the  minority 
does  not  seem  to  recognize.  For  exam- 
ple, the  minority,  In  saying  that  120  po- 
sitions would  have  to  be  cut,  ignores 
the  fact  that  one  of  the  things  we 
might  be  able  to  do  is  to  reduce  travel 
budgets  at  NSF,  or  we  might  be  able  to 
reduce  administrative  overhead  ex- 
penses. There  are  all  kinds  of  ways  we 
could  lower  this  account. 

They  simply  assume  that  what  NSF 
would  do  Is  fire  people.  That  Is  what 
their  numbers  do.  I  do  not  necessarily 
think  that  that  is  the  way  NSF  would 
deal  with  this.  We  think  one  of  the 
ways  we  can  reduce  some  of  that  ad- 
ministrative overhead  is  by  reducing 
the  number  of  directorates.  We  suggest 
they  reduce  it  by  one.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
ovir  report  we  suggest  a  specific  direc- 
torate because  that  was  the  most  re- 
cent one  adopted.  It  is  also  one  where 
the  science  was  spread  out  through  the 
agency  before,  and  now  we  are  reducing 
a  directorate.  Perhaps  that  is  the  way 
to  go. 

But  it  is  up  to  NSF.  It  is  up  to  the  di- 
rector. How  does  he  want  to  reduce  this 
money,  is  what  we  are  saying.  We  are 
going  to  give  them  discretion.  But  we 
do  want  to  eliminate  the  spending.  We 
do  want  to  bring  it  down  and  then  keep 
it  in  a  flat  line,  as  this  chart  rep- 
resents. 

The  administration  has  a  shell  game 
going  here:  Increase  It,  as  the  gentle- 
woman suggests,  and  then  drop  it  like 
a  rock,  so  we  do  not  have  the  kind  of 
support  that  the  agency  needs  in  the 
outyear.  I  do  not  think  that  is  a  good 
deal.  I  suggest  we  vote  with  the  com- 
mittee's position.  Keep  the  money  out 
of  bureaucracy,  put  it  toward  real 
science,  reject  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  California  [Ms.  LoPGREa^]. 

Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DOYLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  California. 

Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  to 
me.  I  just  wanted  to  make  a  few  brief 
comments  on  the  amendment  and  what 
we  are  talking  about  here. 

We  are  talking  about  a  reduction  in 
this  year's  funding  for  staffing  the 
NSF.  I  am  a  new  Member  of  Congress. 
I  have  been  here  only  about  18  months, 
but  I  have  yet  to  hear  in  my  18  months 
in  Congress  any  hint  from  any  Member 
of  this  body  that  this  is  a  highly  politi- 
cized organization. 

In  fact,  quite  to  the  contrary,  I  have 
heard  from  both  sides  of  the  aisle  a 
great  deal  of  comment  about  the  excel- 


lent work  done  through  the  auspices  of 
the  NSF,  the  fine  science  they  have 
produced.  So  I  have  a  sense  that  this  Is 
a  good  organization  and  that  we  ought 
to  listen  to  the  director  of  the  organi- 
zation. So  I  would  like  to  quote  the  di- 
rector, NeaJ  Lane,  who  has  commented 
on  the  bill,  and  which  I  think  my 
amendment  speaks  to. 

He  says  that  he  is  very  disappointed 
with  the  proposed  reduction,  and  says, 
"Our  analysis  of  the  conmiittee's  re- 
duction in  this  area  shows  that  it 
would  require  the  elimination  of  120 
FTE's,  roughly  10  percent  of  our  work 
force — in  1  year."  He  goes  on  to  say 
that: 

A  reduction  of  this  kind  would  demoralize 
our  highly  talented  and  dedicated  work 
force.  If  we  fail  to  provide  sufficient  re- 
sources to  adequately  stafl'  and  support  NSF. 
the  result  will  be  less  coordination,  less 
oversigrht.  less  efficiency,  and  a  real  degrada- 
tion in  the  integrity  of  the  merit  review 
process  and  the  quality  of  our  programs  and 
operations. 

This  is  a  lot  of  money  where  I  come 
from.  $7  million,  but  I  also  think  it 
needs  to  be  put  in  the  broader  context 
of  the  overall  budget  for  science  and 
the  overall  budget  for  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  it 
would  be  pennsrwise  and  pound  foolish 
to  make  a  reduction  of  10  percent  of 
the  scientists  in  HSF,  as  the  director 
suggests  would  be  the  result,  that 
would  preclude  them  from  adequately 
managing  the  remainder  of  the  budget 
that  we  are  providing  for  in  the  budget, 
and  augmented.  I  might  add.  by  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Schiff]. 

This  is  not  a  question  of  bureauc- 
racy. It  is  about  good  management,  in 
making  sure  that  the  resources  that  we 
are  investing  in  science  are  wisely 
managed  and  prudently  overseen  and 
that  there  is  a  good  Interface  between 
our  higher  education  community  and 
the  National  Science  Foundation. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  speaking  at  some 
length  on  this  because  I  think  we  know 
that  failure  to  adequately  invest  in 
science  is  really  a  blow  to  our  future. 
Although  there  may  be  sit-ins  or  dem- 
onstrators talking  about  the  National 
Science  Foundation,  it  may  not  be  on 
the  talk  radio,  really,  the  constituency 
for  Investment  in  science  is  the  next 
generation.  Failure  to  do  the  prudent 
thing  in  this  regard  is  really  a  failure 
for  the  next  generation,  my  children 
and  others  in  their  age  bracket.  The  10- 
and  11-  and  12-year-olds  will  be  reaping 
the  problems  that  we  sow  here  through 
a  misstep. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  adoption  of  my 
amendment. 

Mr.  LaHOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LaHOOD.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania,  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Conunittee  on 
Science. 


Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding.  I  appre- 
ciate the  gentlewoman's  explanation. 
Again,  she  makes  the  point  that  they 
fundamentally  believe  on  the  minority 
side  that  if  in  fact  we  can  concentrate 
power  In  Washingrton  and  if  in  fact  we 
can  put  power  into  the  hands  of  bu- 
reaucrats, that,  in  fact,  the  country 
will  be  made  better;  that  somehow, 
science  and  research  will  be  expanded 
by  having  $9  million  more  or  $7  million 
more  spent  for  more  bureaucrats.  That 
is  precisely  what  we  disagree  with. 

Neal  Lane's  letter,  and  I  have  it  be- 
fore me  here,  does  not  suggest  they  are 
going  to  cut  scientists.  He  suggested 
they  would  eliminate  120  FTE's.  rough- 
ly 10  percent  of  the  work  force.  That  is 
not  just  scientists,  that  is  all  kinds  of 
people  that  might  be  employed  at  the 
Science  Foundation. 

As  I  said  before,  the  question  here  is 
why  did  they  choose  to  only  deal  with 
the  work  force?  No  wonder  morale 
would  be  low  at  the  National  Science 
Foundation.  When  a  cut  is  suggested, 
what  the  National  Science  Foimdation 
says  immediately  is  let  us  cut  employ- 
ees. The  fact  is  he  could  cut  travel 
budgets,  he  could  cut  administrative 
overhead,  he  could  cut  all  kinds  of 
things.  Instead,  he  chooses  in  his  letter 
to  suggest  that  the  only  place,  the  only 
place  they  are  prepared  to  make  cuts  is 
to  take  it  out  of  the  hide  of  their  work 
force.  No  wonder  they  have  low  morale 
over  there.  No  wonder  the  situation  is 
so  bad. 

That  is  the  reason  why,  in  my  view, 
we  need  to  have  this  cut.  We  need  to 
get  that  in  a  stable  position  so  it  can 
in  fact  operate  within  a  balanced  budg- 
et for  the  next  several  years,  and  do  so 
in  a  way  which  equitably  treats  the 
science  community  while  increasing 
the  amount  actually  spent  for  science 
and  getting  it  out  to  the  country. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  this  is  a  bad 
amendment.  It  does  in  fact  increase 
spending.  It  should  be  rejected. 

Mr.  SCHIFF.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LaHOOD.  I  jrield  to  the  gen- 
tleman f^om  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  SCHIFF.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appre- 
ciate the  gentleman  shielding  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  just  want  to  add  an- 
other point  of  view.  That  is.  again,  to 
the  fact  that  the  President's  budget, 
and  that  is  what  we  are  being  offered 
here,  we  are  being  offered  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  for  fiscal  year  1997,  and 
although  it  goes  up  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
it  goes  down  each  fiscal  year  after 
that.  In  fiscal  year  1998,  only  in  the 
next  year,  at  $118  miUion,  the  same  ac- 
count we  are  talking  about  will  be  $2 
million  less  than  the  Republican  pro- 
posal on  the  floor  today.  The  adminis- 
tration's proposal  keeps  going  down 
every  year  after  that. 

The  point  is,  even  from  the  point  of 
view  being  expressed  by  the  gentle- 
woman offering  the  amendment,  the 
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$120  million  funding  every  year  that  re- 
mains stable  will  be  better  for  the  Na- 
tional Science  Foundation  than  the  ad- 
ministration's budget.  I  recognize  the 
gentlewoman  stated  that,  well,  budgets 
in  future  years  are  not  in  concrete.  But 
they  are  becoming  made  in  concrete. 
That  is  because  both  sides,  the  admin- 
istration and  the  Congress,  Repub- 
licans and  Democrats,  have  agrreed  to  a 
common  goal  of  balancing  the  budget 
by  fiscal  year  2002. 

Therefore,  if  we  are  going  to  adopt  a 
House  Republican  budget  or  a  House 
Democratic  budget,  or  in  this  case,  the 
proposal  for  the  administration's  budg- 
et, we  have  to  understand  what  all  of 
the  years  mean,  because  the  books 
have  to  balance  somewhere.  If  the  ad- 
ministration in  this  election  year  is 
going  to  propose  an  increase  in  any  ac- 
count, then  they  have  to  make  the 
books  balance  somewhere.  They  do  it 
by  taking  the  money  away  in  the  larg- 
er dimension  in  future  years. 

Mr.  STUDDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  STUDDS.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman fi-om  California. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  srielding  to  me,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  asked  for  this  oppor- 
tunity, despite  the  fact  that  I  have  spo- 
ken before,  because  I  am  beginning  to 
see  the  beginnings  of  an  outline  of 
what  the  real  differences  are  here.  The 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Walker],  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  committee,  has  sought  to  put  it 
in  terms  of  a  difference  between  elimi- 
nating the  bureaucrats  and  sending  the 
money  out  to  the  people.  That  is  one 
way  to  phrase  it. 

I  had  earlier  indicated  that  I  felt  that 
the  people  on  the  majority  side  were 
willing  to  cut  the  program  at  NASA,  at 
NSF  and  at  NASA  also,  as  far  as  that 
is  concerned,  so  they  could  spend  more 
money  on  defense.  The  gentlemen  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walker],  has  cor- 
rectly pointed  out  that  that  is  not  ex- 
actly all  they  want  to  do.  They  also 
want  to  propose  a  very  substantial  tax 
cut  for  what  he  calls  the  middle  class, 
which,  as  I  understand  it,  is  basically 
those  who  earn  S200.000  a  year  or  more. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  could  go  even  fur- 
ther in  clarif3ring  this  difference  in  phi- 
losophy. We  could  point  out  also  that 
it  is  necessary  in  the  Republican  budg- 
et that  they  generate  a  few  more  cuts 
in  order  that  they  can  also  take  care  of 
not  only  the  tax  cut  for  the  rich  middle 
class  and  for  the  military,  but  they 
also  think  that  it  is  necessary  to  re- 
duce the  rate  of  growth  in  benefits  for 
welfare,  for  Medicaid,  people  on  Social 
Security  and  so  forth. 

What  we  are  seeing  emerge  here  is  a 
classic  difference  in  philosophy  be- 
tween the  Democrats  and  the  Repub- 


licans. There  is  some  overlap,  of 
course.  There  are  Members  on  the  Re- 
publican side  who  do  not  always  agree 
with  the  priorities  that  the  majority 
over  there  have.  As  I  read  in  the  paper, 
some  of  these  differences  are  becoming 
fairly  overt  at  this  point.  Not  all  demo- 
crats agree  to  the  same  concepts,  what 
I  have  described  as  the  democratic  core 
values  that  the  President  has  tried  to 
enunciate,  and  which  I  occasionally  try 
to  enunciate.  But  I  think  it  is  fairly 
clear  that  the  majority,  in  this  bill,  are 
trying  to  pile  up  cuts  which  can  be 
used  to  offset  some  of  these  other  core 
values  that  they  have:  a  bigger  mili- 
tary, more  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy, 
and  so  forth. 

D  1713 

Recognizing  as  I  say  this  that  this 
will  probably  polarize  the  debate  and 
bring  every  loyal  Republican  to  the 
floor  to  vote  against  this  amendment,  I 
want  to  see  that  happen,  because  I 
want  to  see  these  core  values  clearly 
set  forth  and  voted  for  in  a  way  that 
will  be  clear  to  all  the  American  peo- 
ple. 

I  may  be  totally  wrong  and  the 
American  people  are  going  to  say, 
"George.  Bob  Walker  correctly  de- 
scribed you  as  a  bureaucrat-loving, 
tax-and-spend  liberal,"  and  they  are 
going  to  vote  against  me.  But  I  want 
them  to  have  the  chance  to  see  this 
laid  out  so  that  we  will  know  what  it  is 
that  we  are  voting  for,  and  it  is  with 
this  point  in  mind  that  I  am  supporting 
this  amendment  which  protects  a  pro- 
gram which  we  all  agree  is  a  valuable 
program  but  it  is  run  by  bureaucrats,  I 
do  not  know  who  else  could  run  it,  and 
so  we  are  going  to  cut  the  bureaucrats 
out. 

I  hope  that  the  amendment  will  pass. 
If  it  does  not  pass,  I  hope  everybody 
will  be  on  record  as  to  which  side  that 
they  are  on. 

Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  jrield? 

Mr.  STUDDS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  California. 

Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
National  Science  Foundation  employs 
almost  exactly  the  same  number  of 
people  in  1994  as  it  did  in  1984,  that  de- 
spite a  2.5  times  increase  in  the 
amount  of  work  that  they  have  had  to 
do.  So  I  do  not  think  it  is  correct  to 
say  that  we  want  to  build  an  empire. 

In  fact,  this  is  an  agency  that  cut  its 
overhead  and  staff  from  6  to  3.9  percent 
between  1982  and  today.  It  is  a  reducing 
agency.  It  is  an  agency  that  is  becom- 
ing more  efficient,  but  it  takes  some 
staff  to  administer  the  program.  I 
think  we  all  agree  that  it  has  been  ad- 
ministered efficiently  and  well  and  to 
the  benefit  of  our  Nation  and  to  the 
scientific  future  of  our  country.  I  ask 
that  the  amendment  be  supported. 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 


I  would  just  like  to  say,  in  response 
to  the  ranking  minority  member's 
comments,  the  tax  reductions  that  we 
were  trying  to  get  through  the  House 
last  year,  which  I  think  were  vitally 
needed,  provided  tax  cuts  to  families 
with  children.  The  data  on  this  is  very 
clear.  Young  families  trying  to  raise 
kids  today  now  send  a  quarter  of  their 
income  to  Washington,  DC,  whereas  40 
years  ago  they  sent  about  5  percent.  It 
is  many  of  those  young  families  that 
are  imder  the  most  stress. 

We  also  had  a  capital  gains  relief 
package  that  was  going  to  provide 
very,  very  badly  needed  jobs  in  my  dis- 
trict, which  has  been  hard  hit  by  de- 
fense cuts  as  well  as  2,000  jobs  that 
were  eliminated  at  Kennedy  Space  Cen- 
ter between  1990  and  1994  when  about  SI 
billion  was  taken  out  of  the  shuttle 
program.  So  I  think  the  Republican 
budget  priorities  are  sound  priorities. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Florida.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania,  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Science. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
want  to  emphasize  the  point  the  gen- 
tleman is  making.  Every  high  tech- 
nology entrepreneur  that  I  have  talked 
to  has  told  me  that  one  of  the  fun- 
damental things  that  we  should  do  for 
high  technology  in  this  country  is  cut 
the  capital  gains  taxes.  They  need 
long-term  risk  investment  in  high 
technology  industries  in  this  country, 
and  so  therefore  the  capital  gains  tax 
cut  that  we  have  proposed  is  in  fact 
one  of  the  best  things  we  can  do  for 
science  and  technology  in  this  country, 
if  we  believe  in  the  entrepreneurial 
spirit  that  is  going  to  drive  that  tech- 
nology. 

Second,  the  gentleman  is  absolutely 
correct.  We  are  not  talking  about 
$200,000  a  year  families.  If  anybody  had 
bothered  to  read  the  budget  that  we 
passed  in  the  House  the  other  day,  it 
went  to  families  who  made  less  than 
SIOO.OOO  a  year.  That  is  where  the 
money  is  going.  Those  are  middle-class 
Americans  out  there  who  are  in  fact 
the  people  who  would  benefit  the  most 
fi-om  the  tax  cut  that  we  have. 

So  yes,  indeed  we  want  to  cut  taxes 
as  a  part  of  reforming  Government,  but 
fundamental  to  this  amendment  is, 
this  amendment  is  about  bureaucracy. 
The  President  increases  bureaucracy 
for  1  year,  but  then  if  all  the  things  the 
other  side  is  saying  are  true  about  the 
need  for  these  people  in  the  agency,  the 
fact  is  that  by  the  next  year  his  num- 
bers are  lower  than  our  numbers.  So 
what  will  people  come  back  and  do 
next  year?  Say,  "Well,  the  President  is 
wrong  now.  Now  we  need  to  increase 
it." 

How  do  we  get  to  a  balanced  budget 
if  all  we  are  doing  is  increasing  spend- 
ing? The  fact  is  the  President's  num- 
bers only  get  to  balance  because  he  is 
willing  to  make  massive  cuts  in  the 
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out  years  in  discretionary  spending. 
That  is  what  the  other  side  will  not  ac- 
knowledge. 

The  fact  is  on  this  floor  we  ought  to 
acknowledge  the  realities  of  the  situa- 
tion. We  ought  not  put  up  with  shell 
game  budgets.  We  ought  to  be  willing 
to  say  that  if  something  has  to  last  for 
7  years,  we  ought  to  have  a  plan  for  it 
going  7  years,  not  the  kind  of  thing 
that  shows  up  in  the  President's  budget 
where  we  increase  things  in  the  elec- 
tion year  and  then  drop  them  off  a  cliff 
in  the  years  afterwards. 

That  would  be  extremely  damaging 
to  NSF.  That  is  what  is  being  proposed 
by  this  amendment,  and  I  think  that  it 
should  be  rejected  out  of  hand. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LaHood).  The  question  is  on  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  California  [Ms.  LOFGREN]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  "noes"  appeared  to  have  it. 

Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote,  and  pending  that 
I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  order  of  the  House  of  today, 
further  proceedings  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentlewoman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Ms.  LOFGREN]  will  be  postponed. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 

Pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  House  of 
today,  it  is  now  in  order  to  consider 
amendment  No.  8  by  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Brown]. 

AMENDMENT  IN  THE  NATURE  OF  A  SUBSTFTUTE 
OFFERED  BY  MR.  BROWN  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  offer  an  amendment  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  substitute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment  in  the  nature  of 
a  substitute. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  substitute  is  as  follows: 

Amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
offered  by  Mr.  Brown  of  California: 

Strike  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  in- 
sert in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
SECTION  1.  SHORr  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Science  and 
Technology  Investment  Act  of  1996". 
■nTLE  I— NATIONAL  SCIENCE 
FOUNDATION 
SEC  101.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  National  Science  Foundation 
$3,325,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997,  which  shall 
be  available  for  the  following  categories: 

(1)  Research  and  Related  Activities, 
$2,472,000,000.  which  shall  be  available  for  the 
following  subcategories: 

(A)  Mathematical  and  Physical  Sciences, 
$708,000,000. 

(B)  Engineering.  $354,300,000. 

(C)  Biological  Sciences.  $326,000,000. 

(D)  Geosciences.  $454,000,000. 

(E)  Computer  and  Information  Science  and 
Engineering,  $277,000,000. 

(F)  Social,  Behavioral,  and  Economic 
Sciences,  $124,000,000. 

(G)  United  States  Polar  Research  Pro- 
grams, $163,400,000. 


(H)  United  States  Antarctic  Logistical 
Support  Activities.  $62,600,000. 

a)  Critical  Technologies  Institute. 
$2,700,000. 

(2)  Education  and  Human  Resources  Ac- 
tivities. $619,000,000. 

(3)  Major  Research  Equipment.  $95,000,000. 

(4)  Salaries  and  Expenses.  $129,100,000. 

(5)  Office  of  Inspector  General,  $4,700,000. 

(6)  Headquarters  Relocation,  $5,200,000. 

TITLE  n— NATIONAL  AERONAUTICS  AND 
SPACE  ADMINISTRATION 

SEC.  SOI.  nSCAL  YEAR  IM7  AUTHORIZATION  OF 
APPROPRIATIONS. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Admin- 
istration for  fiscal  year  1997  the  following 
amounts: 

(1)  For  "Human  Space  Flight"  for  the  fol- 
lowing programs: 

(A)  Space  Station,  $1,802,000,000. 

(B)  United  States/Russian  Cooperation. 
$138,200,000. 

(C)  Space  Shuttle,  $3,150,900,000.  including 
for  Construction  of  Facilities  relating  to  the 
following  programs: 

(i)  Replacement  of  LC-39  Pad  B  Chillers 
(KSC),  $1,800,000. 

(ii)  Restoration  of  Pad  B  Fixed  Support 
Structure  Elevator  System  (KSC),  $1,500,000. 

(ili)  Rehabiliution  of  480V  Electrical  Dis- 
tribution System,  Kennedy  Space  Center. 
External  Tank  Manufacturing  Building 
(MAF),  $2,500,000. 

(iv)  Restoration  of  High  Pressure  Indus- 
trial Water  Plant,  Stennls  Space  Center. 
$2,500,000. 

CD)  Payload  and  Utilization  Operations. 
$271,800,000. 

(2)  For  "Science,  Aeronautics,  and  Tech- 
nology" for  the  following  programs: 

(A)  Space  Science.  $1,857,300,000. 

(B)  Life  and  Microgravity  Sciences  and  Ap- 
plications. $498,500,000. 

(C)  Mission  to  Planet  Earth.  $1,402,100,000. 

(D)  Aeronautical  Research  and  Tech- 
nology, $857,800,000.  of  which  $5,000,000  shall 
be  for  the  identification  and  upgrading  of  na- 
tional dual-use  airbreathlng  propulsion  aero- 
nautical test  facilities. 

(E)  Space  Access  and  Technology. 
$725,000,000 

(F)  Academic  Programs.  $100,800,000. 

(G)  Mission  Communication  Services, 
$420,600,000. 

(3)  For  "Mission  Support"  for  the  following 
programs: 

(A)  Safety,  Reliability,  and  Quality  Assur- 
ance. $36,700,000. 

(B)  Space  Communication  Services. 
$291,400,000. 

(C)  Construction  of  Facilities,  including 
land  acquisition.  Including  the  following: 

(i)  Modernization  of  Electrical  Distribu- 
tion System.  Ames  Research  Center, 
$2,400,000. 

(11)  Modification  of  Aircraft  Ramp  and  Tow 
Way,  Dryden  Flight  Research  Center, 
$3,000,000. 

(ili)  Restoration  of  Hangar  Building  4801. 
Dryden  Flight  Research  Center.  $4,500,000. 

(iv)  Modernization  of  Secondary  Electrical 
Systems,  (Soddard  Space  Flight  Center. 
$1,500,000. 

(V)  Restoration  of  Chilled  Water  Distribu- 
tion System.  Goddard  Space  Flight  Center. 
$4,000,000. 

(vl)  Modification  of  Refrigeration  Systems. 
Various  Buildings,  Jet  Propulsion  Labora- 
tory, $2,800,000. 

(vil)  Rehabilitation  of  Electrical  Distribu- 
tion System,  White  Sands  Test  Facility, 
Johnson  Space  Center,  $2,600,000. 


(vill)  Rehabiliution  of  Utility  Tunnel 
Structure  and  System.  Johnson  Space  Cen- 
ter, $4,400,000. 

(Ix)  Replacement  of  DX  Units  with  Central 
Chilled  Water  System,  Logistics  Facility, 
Kennedy  Space  Center.  $1,800,000. 

(X)  Rehabilitation  of  Central  Air  Equip- 
ment Building,  Lewis  Research  Center 
$6,500,000. 

(xi)  Modification  of  Chilled  Water  System. 
Marshall  Space  Flight  Center.  $6,700,000. 

(xii)  Rehabilitation  of  Condenser  Water 
System,  202'207  Complex  (MAF).  $2,100,000. 

(xlii)  Minor  Revitalization  of  Facilities  at 
Various  Locations,  not  in  excess  of  $1,500,000 
per  project,  $57,900,000. 

(xiv)  Minor  construction  of  new  facilities 
and  additions  to  existing  facilities  at  various 
locattOBB,'  not  in  excess  of  $1,500,000  per 
project,  $3,400,000. 

(XV)  Facility  planning  and  design,  not  oth- 
erwise provided  for,  $18,700,000. 

(xvl)  Environmental  compliance  and  res- 
toration, $33,000,000. 

(D)  Research  and  Program  Management. 
$2,078,800,000. 

(4)  For  "Inspector  General",  $17,000,000. 

SEC.  202.  NATIONAL  AERONAUTICS  AND  SPACE 
ACT  OF  1M8  AMENDMENT. 

Section  102(d)(1)  of  the  National  Aero- 
nautics and  Space  Act  of  1958  (42  U.S.C. 
2451(dXl))  is  amended  by  inserting  "and  its 
climate  and  environment."  after  "knowledge 
of  the  Hearth". 

TITLE  m— DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 
SEC  301.  SHORT  TTTLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Energy  Re- 
search and  Development  Act  of  1996". 
SEC  30Z.  FINDINGS. 

The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  Federal  support  of  research  and  devel- 
opment in  general,  and  energy  research  and 
development  in  particular,  has  played  a  key 
role  in  the  growth  of  the  United  States  econ- 
omy since  World  War  n  through  the  produc- 
tion of  new  itnowledge,  the  development  of 
new  technologies  and  processes,  and  the 
demonstration  of  such  new  technologies  and 
processes  for  application  to  industrial  and 
other  uses; 

(2)  Federal  support  of  energy  research  and 
development  is  especially  Important  because 
such  research  and  development  contributes 
to  solutions  for  national  problems  In  energy 
security,  environmental  protection,  and  eco- 
nomic competitiveness; 

(3)  the  Department  of  Energy  has  success- 
fully promoted  new  technologies  and  proc- 
esses to  address  problems  with  energy  sup- 
ply, fossil  energy,  and  energy  conservation 
through  its  various  research  and  develop- 
ment inrograms; 

(4)  while  the  Federal  budget  deficit  and 
payments  on  the  national  debt  must  be  ad- 
dressed through  cost-cutting  measures,  in- 
vestments in  research  and  development  on 
key  energy  issues  must  be  maintained; 

(5)  within  the  last  two  years,  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  has  made  great  strides  In 
managing  its  programs  more  efficiently  and 
effectively; 

(6)  significant  savings  should  result  trom 
these  measures  without  hampering  the  De- 
partment's core  missions;  and 

(7)  the  Strategic  Realignment  Initiative 
and  other  such  efforts  of  the  Department 
should  be  continued. 

SEC  SOS.  DEFINrnONS. 

For  purposes  of  this  title — 

(1)  the  term  "Department"  means  the  De- 
partment of  Energy;  and 

(2)  the  term  "Secretary"  means  the  Sec- 
retary of  Energy. 
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SEC  304.  ENERGY  CONSERVATION. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Secretary  for  flscal  year  1997  for  energy 
conservation  research,  development,  and 
demonstration — 

(1)  $99,721,000  for  energy  conservation  in 
building  technology.  State,  and  community 
sector-nongrant; 

(2)  $159,434,000  for  energy  conservation  in 
the  industry  sector; 

(3)  $221,308,000  for  energy  conservation  in 
the  transportation  sector  and 

(4)  $28,350,000  for  policy  and  management 
activities. 

SEC  90S.  POSSa  ENERGY. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Secretary  for  fiscal  year  1997  for  fossil 
energy  research,  development,  and  dem- 
onstration— 

(1)  S102.629.000  for  coal; 

(2)  $52,537,000  for  petroleum: 

(3)  $108,706,000  for  gas: 

(4)  $4,000,000  for  the  Fossil  Energy  Coopera- 
tive Research  and  Development  Program: 

(5)  $2,188,000  for  fuel  conversion,  natural 
gas,  and  electricity: 

(6)  $60,115,000  for  program  direction  and 
management; 

(7)  $3,304,000  for  plant  and  capital  improve- 
ments; 

(8)  $15,027,000  for  environmental  restora- 
tion; and 

(9)  $5,000,000  for  mining. 

SEC  SOS.  mCH  ENERGY  AND  NUCLEAR  PETYSICS. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Secretary  for  fiscal  year  1997  for  high  en- 
ergy and  nuclear  physics  activities  of  the  De- 
partment— 

(1)  $679,125,000  for  high  energy  physics  ac- 
tivities: 

(2)  S318.425.000  for  nuclear  physics  activi- 
ties: and 

(3)  Sll.eOO.OOO  for  program  direction. 

SBC  SOT.  SOLAS  AND  RENEWABLE  ENERGY. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Secretary  for  fiscal  year  1997  for  solar 
and  renewable  energy  research,  development, 
and  demonstration- 

(1)  $263,282.000  for  solar  energy: 

(2)  $35,600,000  for  geothermal  energy: 

(3)  $11,012,000  for  hydrogen  energy; 

(4)  $17,301,000  for  policy  and  management: 

(5)  $36,050,000  for  electric  energy  systems 
and  storage:  and 

(6)  $5,700,000  for  in-house  energy  manage- 
ment. 

SEC  SOS.  NUCLEAR  ENERGY. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Secretary  for  Qscal  year  1997  for  nuclear 
energy  research,  development,  and  dem- 
onstration— 

(1)  $137,750,000  for  nuclear  energy,  including 
$40,000,000  for  the  Advanced  Light  Water  Re- 
actor program; 

(2)  $79,100,000  for  the  termination  of  certain 
facilities: 

(3)  $12,704,000  for  isotope  support;  and 

(4)  $18,500,000  for  program  direction. 

SEC  SO*.  ENVnKmMENT,  SAFETY,  AND  HEALTH. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  api>ropriated  to 
the  Secretary  for  fiscal  year  1997  for  re- 
search, development,  and  demonstration— 

(1)  $73,160,000  for  the  Office  of  Environ- 
mental Safety  and  Health;  and 

(2)  $39,046,000  for  program  direction. 
SBC  SIO.  ENERGY  RESEARCH  DIRECTORATE. 

(a)  AUTHORIZATIONS.— There  are  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  to  the  Secretary  for  fiscal 
year  1997— 

(1)  S379.075.000  for  biological  and  environ- 
mental research  activities: 

(2)  $255,600,000  for  fusion  energy  research, 
development,  and  demonstration: 


(3)  $653,675,000  for  basic  energy  sciences  ac- 
tivities, of  which  $1,000,000  shall  be  for  plan- 
ning activities  for  neutron  source  upgrades: 
and 

(4)  $158,143,000  for  computational  and  tech- 
nology research. 

(b)  Report  to  Congress.— Before  May  1, 
1997,  the  Secretary,  after  consultation  with 
the  relevant  scientific  communities,  shall 
prepare  and  transmit  to  the  Congress  a  re- 
port detailing  a  strategic  plan  for  the  oper- 
ation of  facilities  that  are  provided  funds  au- 
thorized by  subsection  (a)(3).  The  report 
shall  include — 

(1)  a  list  of  such  facilities,  including  sched- 
ules for  continuation,  upgrade,  transfer,  or 
closure  of  each  facility; 

(2)  a  list  of  proposed  facilities  to  be  pro- 
vided funds  authorized  by  subsection  (a)(3), 
including  schedules  for  the  construction  and 
operation  of  each  facility: 

(3)  a  list  of  research  opportunities  to  be 
pursued,  including  both  ongoing  and  pro- 
posed activities,  by  the  research  activities 
authorized  by  subsection  (a)(3);  and 

(4)  an  analysis  of  the  relevance  of  each  fa- 
cility listed  in  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  to  the 
research  opportunities  listed  in  paragraph 
(3). 

SEC.  311.  SUPPORT  PROGRAMS  FOR  ENERGY  SUP- 
PLY RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Secretary  for  fiscal  year  1997  for  support 
programs  for  Energy  Supply  Research  and 
Development — 

(1)  $2,000,000  for  Energy  Research  Analyses: 

(2)  $28,885,000  for  the  Multi-Program  En- 
ergy Laboratory  program: 

(3)  $14,900,000  for  the  Information  Manage- 
ment Investment  program: 

(4)  $42,154,000  for  program  direction; 

(5)  $19,900,000  for  University  and  Science 
Education  programs; 

(6)  $12,000,000  for  the  Technology  Informa- 
tion Management  Program;  and 

(7)  $651,414,000  for  Civilian  Environmental 
Restoration  aind  Waste  Management. 

TITLE  IV— NATIONAL  OCEANIC  AND 
ATMOSPHERIC  ADMINISTRATION 
SEC  401.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "National 
Oceanic    and    Atmospheric    Administration 
Authorization  Act  of  1996". 
SEC.  402.  POUCY  AND  PURPOSE. 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  United  States  and 
the  purpose  of  this  title  to— 

(1)  support  and  promote  continuing  the 
mission  of  the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration  to  monitor,  describe 
and  predict  changes  in  the  Earth's  environ- 
ment, protect  lives  and  property,  and  con- 
serve and  manage  the  Nation's  coastal  and 
marine  resources  to  ensure  sustainable  eco- 
nomic opportunities; 

(2)  affirm  that  such  mission  involves  basic 
responsibilities  of  the  Federal  Government 
for  ensuring  general  public  safety,  national 
security,  and  environmental  well-being,  and 
promising  economic  growth; 

(3)  affirm  that  the  successful  execution  of 
such  mission  depends  strongly  on  inter- 
dependency  and  sjmerglsm  among  compo- 
nent activities  of  the  National  Oceanic  and 
Atmospheric  Administration: 

(4)  recognize  that  the  activities  of  the  Na- 
tional Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administra- 
tion underlie  the  societal  and  economic  well- 
being  of  many  sectors  of  our  Nation;  and 

(5)  recognize  that  such  mission  Is  most  ef- 
fectively performed  by  a  single  Federal  agen- 
cy with  the  capability  to  link  societal  and 
economic  decisions  with  a  comprehensive 
understanding  of  the  Earth's  environment, 
as  provided  for  in  this  title. 


SEC.  403.  NATIONAL  WEATHER  SERVICE  OPER- 
ATIONS AND  RESEARCH. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  enable  the  Na- 
tional Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administra- 
tion to  carry  out  the  operations  and  research 
activities  of  the  National  Weather  Service 
$471,702,000  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

SEC.  404.  NATIONAL  WEATHER  SERVICE  SYSTEMS 
ACQUISITION. 

(a)  AUTHORIZATION.— There  are  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  to  the  Secretary  of  Com- 
merce to  enable  the  National  Oceanic  and 
Atmospheric  Administration  to  improve  its 
public  warning  and  forecast  systems 
$68,984,000  for  fiscal  year  1997.  None  of  the 
funds  authorized  under  this  section  may  be 
used  for  the  purposes  for  which  funds  are  au- 
thorized under  section  102(b)  of  the  National 
Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration 
Authorization  Act  of  1992  (Public  Law  102- 
567). 

(b)  AWIPS  COMPLETE  PROGRAM  AUTHORIZA- 
TION.—<1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(2),  there  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
to  the  Secretary  for  all  fiscal  years  begin- 
ning after  September  30,  1996,  an  aggregate 
of  $271,166,000,  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended, to  complete  the  acquisition  and  de- 
ployment of  the  Advanced  Weather  Inter- 
active Processing  System  and  NOAA  Port 
and  to  cover  all  associated  activities,  includ- 
ing program  management  and  operations  and 
maintenance  through  September  30, 1999. 

(2)  No  funds  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated for  any  fiscal  year  under  paragraph 
(1)  unless,  wl'.hin  60  days  after  the  submis- 
sion of  the  President's  budget  request  for 
such  Qscal  year,  the  Secretary— 

(A)  certifies  to  the  Congress  that— 

(i)  the  ssrstems  meet  the  technical  per- 
formance specifications  Included  in  the  sys- 
tem contract  as  in  effect  on  August  11,  1995; 

(ii)  the  systems  can  be  fully  deployed, 
sited,  and  operational  without  requiring  fur- 
ther appropriations  beyond  amounts  author- 
ized under  paragraph  (1);  and 

(ill)  the  Secretary  does  not  foresee  any 
delays  in  the  systems  deployment  and  oper- 
ations schedule:  or 

(B)  submits  to  the  Congress  a  report  which 
describes — 

(i)  the  circumstances  which  prevent  a  cer- 
tification under  subparagraph  (A); 

(ii)  remedial  actions  undertaken  or  to  be 
undertaken  with  respect  to  such  cir- 
cumstances; 

(ill)  the  effects  of  such  circumstances  on 
the  S3rstems  deployment  and  operations 
schedule  and  systems  coverage;  and 

(iv)  a  justification  for  proceeding  with  the 
program,  if  appropriate. 

(c)  Repeal.— Section  102(b)(2)  of  the  Na- 
tional Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administra- 
tion Authorization  Act  of  1992  is  repealed. 

SEC  405.  WEATHER  SERVICE  MODERNIZATOWI. 

(a)  Weather  Service  MoDERNizA-noN. — 
The  Weather  Service  Modernization  Act  (15 
U.S.C.  313  note)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  section  706— 

(A)  by  amending  subsection  (b)  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(b)  CERTIFICATION.- The  Secretary  may 
not  close,  consolidate,  automate,  or  relocate 
any  field  office  unless  the  Secretary  has  cer- 
tified to  the  Committee  on  Ck>minerce, 
Science,  and  Transportation  of  the  Senate 
and  the  Comnnlttee  on  Science  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  that  such  action  will  not 
result  in  degradation  of  services  to  the  af- 
fected area.  Such  certification  shall  be  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  modernization  criteria  es- 
tablished under  section  704."; 

(B)  by  striking  subsections  (c),  (d).  and  (e); 


May  29,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORI>— HOUSE 


12579 


(C)  by  redesignating  subsection  (f)  as  sub- 
section (d);  and 

(D)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (b)  the 
following  new  subsection: 

"(c)  Speclu.  Circumstances.— The  Sec- 
retary may  not  close  or  relocate  any  field  of- 
fice which  is  located  at  an  airport,  unless  the 
Secretary,  in  consultation  with  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation  and  the  Committee, 
first  conducts  an  air  safe^  appraisal,  deter- 
mines that  such  action  win  not  result  in  deg- 
radation of  service  that  affects  aircraft  safe- 
ty, and  Includes  such  determination  in  the 
certification  required  under  subsection  (b). 
This  air  safety  appraisal  shall  be  issued 
jointly  by  the  Department  of  Commerce  and 
the  Department  of  Transportation  before 
September  30.  1996.  and  shall  be  based  on  a 
coordinated  review  of  all  the  airports  in  the 
United  States  subject  to  the  certification  re- 
quirements of  subsection  (b).  The  appraisal 
shall— 

"(1)  consider  the  weather  information  re- 
quired to  safely  conduct  aircraft  operations 
and  the  extent  to  which  such  information  is 
currently  derived  through  manual  observa- 
tions provided  by  the  National  Weather 
Service  and  the  Federal  Aviation  Adminis- 
tration, and  automated  observations  pro- 
vided from  other  sources  including  the  Auto- 
mated Weather  Observation  Service  (AWOS). 
the  Automated  Surface  Observing  System 
(ASOS),  and  the  Geostationary  Operational 
Environmental  Satellite  (GOES);  and 

"(2)  determine  whether  the  service  pro- 
vided by  ASOS,  and  ASOS  augmented  where 
necessary  by  human  observations,  provides 
the  necessary  level  of  service  consistent  with 
the  service  standards  encompassed  in  the  cri- 
teria for  automation  of  the  field  offices."; 
and 

(2)  in  section  707— 

(A)  by  amending  subsection  (c)  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(c)  Duties.— The  Committee  shall  advise 
the  Congress  and  the  Secretary  on— 

"(1)  the  implementation  of  the  Strategic 
Plan,  annual  development  of  the  Plan,  and 
establishment  and  implementation  of  mod- 
ernization criteria;  and 

"(2)  matters  of  public  safety  and  the  provi- 
sion of  weather  services  which  relate  to  the 
comprehensive  modernization  of  the  Na- 
tional Weather  Service.";  and 

(B)  by  amending  subsection  (f)  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(0  Termination.— The  Committee  shall 
terminate — 

"(1)  on  September  30, 1996;  or 

"(2)  90  days  after  the  deadline  for  public 
comment  on  the  modernization  criteria  for 
closure  certification  published  In  the  Federal 
Register  pursuant  to  section  704(b)(2). 
whichever  occurs  later.". 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress  Regarding  addi- 
tional Modernization  AcnvmES.— It  is  the 
sense  of  Congress  that  the  Secretary  of  Com- 
merce should  plan  for  the  Implementation  of 
a  follow-on  modernization  program  aimed  at 
Improving  weather  services  provided  to  areas 
which  do  not  receive  weather  radar  coverage 
at  10,000  feet.  In  carrying  out  such  a  pro- 
gram, the  Secretary  should  plan  for  a  pro- 
curement of  Block  n  NEXRAD  radar  units. 
SEC  406.  BASIC  FUNCTIONS  AND  PRIVATBA'nON 
OF  NA'nONAL  WEATHER  SERVICE  . 

(a)  Basic  Functions.— The  basic  functions 
of  the  National  Weather  Service  shall  be— 

(1)  the  provision  of  forecasts  and  warnings 
including  forecasts  and  warnings,  of  severe 
weather,  flooding,  hurricanes,  and  tsunami 
events; 

(2)  the  collection,  exchange,  and  distribu- 
tion of  meteorological,  hydrologic,  climatic, 
and  oceanographic  data  and  Information;  and 


(3)  the  preparation  of  hydrometeorological 
guidance  and  core  forecast  information. 

(b)  PROHmrnoN.— The  National  Weather 
Service  shall  not  provide  any  new  or  en- 
hanced weather  services  for  the  sole  benefit 
of  an  identifiable  private  entity  or  group  of 
such  entities  operating  in  any  sector  of  the 
national  or  international  economy  in  com- 
petition with  the  private  weather  service  in- 
dustry. 

(c)  New  OR  Enhanced  Service.— If  the  Sec- 
retary determines,  after  consultation  with 
appropriate  Federal  and  State  officials,  that 
a  new  or  enhanced  weather  service  is  nec- 
essary and  in  the  public  interest  to  fulfill  the 
international  obligations  of  the  United 
States,  to  enable  State  or  Federal  emer- 
gency or  resource  managers  to  better  per- 
form their  State  or  Federal  duties,  or  to 
carry  out  the  functions  of  the  National 
Weather  Service  described  In  subsection  (a), 
the  National  Weather  Service  may  provide 
such  new  or  enhanced  service  as  one  of  its 
basic  functions  if— 

(1)  each  new  or  enhanced  service  provided 
by  the  National  Weather  Service  will  be  lim- 
ited to  the  level  that  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines necessary  to  fulfill  the  requirements 
of  this  subsection,  taking  into  account  the 
capabilities  and  limitations  of  resources 
available,  scientific  knowledge,  and  techno- 
logical capability  of  the  National  Weather 
Service;  and 

(2)  upon  request,  the  National  Weather 
Service  will  promptly  make  available  to  any 
person  the  data  or  data  products  supporting 
the  new  or  enhanced  service  provided  pursu- 
ant to  this  section,  at  a  cost  not  greater 
than  that  sufficient  to  recover  the  cost  of 
dissemination. 

(d)  Federal  Register.— The  Secretary 
shall  promptly  publish  in  the  Federal  Reg- 
ister each  determination  made  under  sub- 
section (c). 

(e)  Privatization  Review.— The  Secretary 
shall,  by  February  15,  1997,  conduct  a  review 
of  all  existing  weather  services  and  activi- 
ties performed  by  the  National  Oceanic  and 
Atmospheric  Administration  in  order  to 
identif^  those  activities  which  may  be  trans- 
ferred to  the  private  sector.  Such  review 
shall  Include  a  determination  that  activities 
identified  for  privatization  will  continue  to 
be  disseminated  to  users  on  a  reasonably  af- 
fordable basis  with  no  degradation  of  service. 
The  Secretary  shall,  by  March  15,  1997,  pro- 
vide to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  the  President  of  the  Senate 
a  plan  for  transferring  these  identified  serv- 
ices to  the  private  sector. 

SEC.  407.  CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY  RESEARCR 

(a)  AUTHORIZATION.— There  are  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  to  the  Secretary  of  Com- 
merce to  enable  the  National  Oceanic  and 
Atmospheric  Administration  to  carry  out  its 
climate  and  air  quality  research  activities 
$122,681,000  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

(b)  Globe.— Of  the  amount  authorized  in 
subsection  (a),  $7,000,000  are  authorized  for 
fiscal  year  1997  for  a  program  to  increase  sci- 
entific understanding  of  the  Earth  and  stu- 
dent achievement  in  math  and  science  by 
using  a  worldwide  network  of  schools  to  col- 
lect environmental  observations.  Beginning 
in  fiscal  year  1997.  amounts  appropriated  for 
such  program  may  be  obligated  only  to  the 
extent  that  an  equal  or  greater  amount  of 
non-Federal  funding  is  provided  for  such  pro- 
gram. 

SEC  408.  ATMOSPHERIC  RESEARCH. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  enable  the  Na- 
tional Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administra- 
tion to  carry  out  its  atmospheric  research 
activities  $43,766,000  for  fiscal  year  1997. 


SEC.  409.  SATELLITE  OBSERVING  A.VD  ENVIRON- 
MENTAL DATA  MANAGEMENT  SYS- 
TEMS. 

(a)  AUTHORIZATION.— There  are  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  to  the  Secretary  of  Com- 
merce to  enable  the  National  Oceanic  and 
Atmospheric  Administration  to  carry  out  its 
satellite  observing  systems  activities  and 
data  and  information  services,  $348,740,000  for 
fiscal  year  1997,  and.  in  addition,  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary  to  continue  planning 
and  development  of  a  converged  polar  orbit- 
ing meteorological  satellite  program.  None 
of  the  funds  authorized  in  this  subsection 
may  be  used  for  the  purposes  for  which  funds 
are  authorized  under  section  105(d)  of  the  Na- 
tional Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administra- 
Uon  Act  of  1992  (Public  Law  102-567). 

(b)  Repeal.— Section  105(d)(2)  of  the  Na- 
tional Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administra- 
tion Authorization  Act  of  1992  is  repealed. 

SEC  410.  PROGRAM  SUPPORT. 

(a)  ExEcurrvE  Dirbction  and  Administra- 
TTVE  ACTTvrnES.— There  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
to  enable  the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration  to  carry  out  executive 
direction  and  administrative  activities,  in- 
cluding management,  administrative  sup- 
port, provision  of  retired  pay  of  National 
Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration 
conunissioned  officers,  and  policy  develop- 
ment. $64,694,000  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

(b)  ACQxnsmoN,  Construction,  Mainte- 
nance, and  Operation  of  Fachjties.— There 
are  authorized  to  be  approjiriated  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  Commerce  for  acquisition,  con- 
struction, maintenance,  and  operation  of  fa- 
cilities of  the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration  $37,366,000  for  fiscal 
year  1997. 

(c)  AIRCRAFT  Services.- There  are  authtw- 
ized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  to  enable  the  National  Oceanic 
and  Atmospheric  Administration  to  carry 
out  aircraft  services  activities,  including  air- 
craft operations,  maintenance,  and  support, 
$10,182,000  for  fiscal  year  1907. 

SEC  411.  EDUCATIONAL  PROGRAMS  AND  ACTIVI- 

TIE& 

The  Secretary  of  Commerce  may  conduct 
educational  programs  and  activities  related 
to  the  responsibilities  of  the  National  Oce- 
anic and  Atmospheric  Administration.  For 
the  purposes  of  this  section,  the  Secretary 
may  award  grants  and  enter  into  cooperative 
agreements  and  contracts  with  States,  pri- 
vate sector,  and  nonprofit  entities. 
TITLE  V— ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 

AGENCY 
SEC  SOI.  SHORT  TTTLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Environ- 
mental Research,  Development,  and  Dem- 
onstration Authorization  Act  of  1996". 

SEC  80S.  DEFINrnOfS. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term— 

(1)  "Administrator"  means  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency: 

(2)  "Agency"  means  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency:  and 

(3)  "Assistant  Administrator"  means  the 
Assistant  Administrator  for  Research  and 
Development  of  the  Agency. 

SEC  SOS.  AUTHOROATION  OF  APFBOPRIA1KH<S. 

(a)  Ik  General.— There  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  the  Administrator 
$580,460,000  for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Office 
of  Research  and  Development  for  environ- 
mental research,  development,  and  dem- 
onstration activities,  including  program 
management  and  support,  in  the  areas  speci- 
fied in  subsection  (b). 
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(b)  Spectfic  Programs  and  AcnvmEs.— Of 
the  amount  authorized  in  subsection  (a), 
there  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 
following: 

(1)  For  air  related  research.  $88,163,200. 

(2)  For  water  quality  related  research. 
S26.2S3.800. 

(3)  For  drinlting  water  related  research. 
S26.S83,700. 

(4)  For  pesticide  related  research. 
SaO.632.000. 

(5)  For  toxic  chemical  related  research. 
S12.341.S00. 

(6)  For  research  related  to  hazardous 
waste.  $10,343,900. 

(7)  For  multimedia  related  research  ex- 
penses, S300.837.000. 

(8)  For  program  management  expenses. 
S8.184,700. 

(9)  For  research  related  to  leaking  under- 
ground storage  tanks.  S681.000. 

(10)  For  oil  pollution  related  research. 
Sl.031.000. 

(11)  For  environmental  research  labora- 
tories. S8S.358.200. 

(C)  CONTDJCENT  AUTHORIZATION  FOR  RE- 
SEARCH Relating  to  the  cleanup  of  Con- 
taminated Sites.— To  the  extent  that  the 
Hazardous  Substances  Trust  Fund  is  author- 
ized to  receive  funds  during  flscal  year  1997. 
there  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
that  fiscal  year  $42,508,000  from  such  Fund  to 
the  Administrator  for  research  relating  to 
the  cleanup  of  contaminated  sites. 

TITLE  VI— TECHNOLOGY 
SEC.  tn.  SBORT  rmf. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Technology 
Administration  Authorization  Act  of  1996". 

SEC  MS.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APFROPRIATiONS. 

(a)  Under  Secretart  for  Technology.— 
There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  the  activities 
of  the  Under  Secretary  for  Technology/Office 
of  Technology  Policy  $9,531,000  for  fiscal  year 
1997. 

(b)  National  Institute  of  Standards  and 
Technology.— There  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for 
the  National  Institute  of  Standards  and 
Technology  for  fiscal  year  1997  the  following 
amounts: 

(1)  For  Industrial  Technology  Services. 
$450,000,000.  of  which— 

(A)  $345,000,000  shall  be  for  the  Advanced 
Technology  Program  under  section  28  of  the 
National  Institute  of  Standards  and  Tech- 
nology Act  (15  U.S.C.  278n):  and 

(B)  $105,000,000  shall  be  for  the  Manufactur- 
ing Elxtension  Partnerships  program  under 
sections  25  and  26  of  the  National  Institute  of 
Standards  and  Technology  Act  (15  U.S.C. 
278k  and  2781). 

(2)  For  Scientific  and  Technical  Research 
and  Services.  $270,744,000.  of  which— 

(A)  $267,764,000  shall  be  for  Laboratory  Re- 
search and  Services;  and 

(B)  $2,980,000  shall  be  for  the  Malcolm 
Baldrige  National  Quality  Award  program 
under  section  17  of  the  Stevenson-Wydler 
Technology  Innovation  Act  of  1980  (15  U.S.C. 
3711a)-. 

(3)  For  Construction  of  Research  Facilities. 
$105,240,000. 

SEC  an.  NATIONAL  TNSTTTtm  OF  STANDARDS 
AND     TECHN<»LOGY     ACT    AMEND- 
MENTS. 
The  National  Institute  of  Standards  and 
Technology  Act  (15  U.S.C.   271   et  seq.)  is 
amended— 
(1)  in  section  25(c)— 

(A)  by  striking  "for  a  period  not  to  exceed 
six  years"  In  paragraph  (1);  and 

(B)  by  striking  "which  are  designed"  and 
all  that  follows  through  "operation  of  a  Cen- 


ter" in  paragraph  (5)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "to  a  maximum  of  ^At  Federal  fund- 
ing. Each  Center  which  receives  financial  as- 
sistance under  this  section  shall  be  evalu- 
ated during  its  sixth  year  of  operations,  and 
at  least  once  each  two  years  thereafter  as 
the  Secretary  considers  appropriate,  by  an 
evaluation  panel  appointed  by  the  Secretary 
In  the  same  manner  as  was  the  evaluation 
panel  previously  appointed.  The  Secretary 
shall  not  provide  funding  for  additional 
years  of  the  Center's  operation  unless  the 
most  recent  evaluation  is  positive  and  the 
Secretary  finds  that  continuation  of  funding 
furthers  the  purposes  of  this  section";  and 
(2)  in  section  28— 

(A)  by  striking  "or  contracts"  in  sub- 
section (b)(1)(B).  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"contracts,  and.  subject  to  the  last  sentence 
of  this  subsection,  other  transactions"; 

(B)  by  inserting  "and  if  the  non-Federal 
participants  in  the  joint  venture  agree  to 
pay  at  least  50  percent  of  the  total  costs  of 
the  joint  venture  during  the  Federal  partici- 
pation period,  which  shall  not  exceed  5 
years,"  after  "participation  to  be  appro- 
priate,"; 

(C)  by  striking  "provision  of  a  minority 
share  of  the  cost  of  such  joint  ventures  for 
up  to  5  years,  and  (iii)"  in  subsection 
(b)(1)(B),  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "and"; 

(D)  by  striking  "and  cooperative  agree- 
ments" in  subsection  (b)(2),  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  ".  cooperative  agreements,  and. 
subject  to  the  last  sentence  of  this  sub- 
section, other  transactions"; 

(E)  by  adding  after  subsection  (b)(4)  the 
following: 

"The  authority  under  paragraph  (1)(B)  and 
paragraph  (2)  to  enter  into  other  trans- 
actions shall  apply  only  if  the  Secretary, 
acting  through  the  Director,  determines  that 
standard  contracts,  grants,  or  cooperative 
agreements  are  not  feasible  or  appropriate, 
and  only  when  other  transaction  instru- 
ments incorporate  terms  and  conditions  that 
reflect  the  use  of  generally  accepted  com- 
mercial accounting  and  auditing  practices."; 
and 

(F)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(k)  Notwithstanding  subsection 

(bXl)(B)(ii)  and  subsection  (d)(3).  the  Direc- 
tor may  grant  extensions  beyond  the  dead- 
lines established  under  those  subsections  for 
joint  venture  and  single  applicant  awardees 
to  expend  Federal  funds  to  complete  their 
projects,  if  such  extension  may  be  granted 
with  no  additional  cost  to  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment and  it  is  in  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's interest  to  do  so.". 

TITLE  Vn— UNITED  STATES  FIRE 
ADMINISTRATION 

SEC.  701.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Fire  Ad- 
ministration Authorization  Act  of  1996". 

SEC.  702.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section  17(g)(1)  of  the  Federal  Fire  Preven- 
tion and  Control  Act  of  1974  (15  U.S.C. 
2216(a)(1))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  subpara- 
graph (E); 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (F)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "; 
and";  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subparagraph: 

"(G)  $27,560,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30. 1997.". 


TITLE  Vm— FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINIS- 
TRATION RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING, 
AND  DEVELOPMENT 

SEC  801.  AVIATION  RESEARCH  AUTHORIZATION. 

Section  48102(a)  of  title  49.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "Not  more  than  the  follow- 
ing amounts"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"For  fiscal  year  1997.  not  more  than 
$195,700,000  for  Research.  Engineering,  and 
Development"; 

(2)  by  inserting  "40119.  44912."  after  "carry 
out  sections":  and 

(3)  by  striking  "of  this  title"  and  all  that 
follows  through  the  end  of  the  subsection 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "of  this  title". 

SEC  802.  RESEARCH  PRIORITIES. 

Section  48102(b)  of  title  49,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (2)  as  para- 
graph (3);  and 

(2)  by  striking  "Availability  for  Re- 
search.—(l)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"Research  Priorities.— (D  The  Adminis- 
trator shall  consider  the  advice  and  rec- 
ommendations of  the  research  advisory  com- 
mittee established  by  section  44508  of  this 
title  in  establishing  priorities  among  major 
categories  of  research  and  development  ac- 
tivities carried  out  by  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration. 

"(2)". 
SEC.  808.  RESEARCH  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE. 

Section  44508(a)(1)  of  title  49.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  subpara- 
graph (B): 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (C)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "; 
and";  and 

(3)  by  Inserting  after  subparagraph  (C)  the 
following  new  subparagraph: 

"(D)  annually  review  the  allocation  made 
by  the  Administrator  of  the  amounts  author- 
ized by  section  48102(a)  of  this  title  among 
the  major  categories  of  research  and  devel- 
opment activities  carried  out  by  the  Admin- 
istration and  provide  advice  and  rec- 
ommendations to  the  Administrator  on 
whether  such  allocation  is  appropriate  to 
meet  the  needs  and  objectives  identified 
under  subparagraph  (A).". 

SEC.  804.  NATIONAL  AVIATION  RESEARCH  PLAN. 

Section  44501(c)  of  title  49.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (2)(A)  by  striking  "15- 
year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "5-year": 

(2)  by  amending  subparagraph  (B)  to  '•ead 
as  follows: 

"(B)  The  plan  shall— 

"(1)  provide  estimates  by  year  of  the  sched- 
ule, cost,  and  work  force  levels  for  each  ac- 
tive and  planned  major  research  and  develop- 
ment project  under  sections  40119.  44504, 
44505,  44507.  44509,  44511-44513,  and  44912  of 
this  title,  including  activities  carried  out 
under  cooperative  agreements  with  other 
Federal  departments  and  agencies; 

"(11)  specify  the  goals  and  the  priorities  for 
allocation  of  resources  among  the  major  cat- 
egories of  research  and  development  activi- 
ties, including  the  rationale  for  the  prior- 
ities identified; 

"(iii)  identify  the  allocation  of  resources 
among  long-term  research,  near-term  re- 
search, and  development  activities;  and 

"(iv)  highlight  the  research  and  develop- 
ment activities  that  address  specific  rec- 
ommendations of  the  research  advisory  com- 
mittee established  under  section  44508  of  this 
title,  and  document  the  recommendations  of 
the  committee  that  are  not  accepted,  speci- 
fying the  reasons  for  nonacceptance.";  and 
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(3)  in  paragraph  (3)  by  inserting  ",  includ- 
ing a  description  of  the  dissemination  to  the 
private  sector  of  research  results  and  a  de- 
scription of  any  new  technologies  developed" 
after  "during  the  prior  fiscal  year". 

TITLE  IX— NA'nONAL  EARTHQUAKE 

HAZARDS  REDUCTION  PROGRAM 

SEC.  901.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section  12  of  the  Earthquake  Hazards  Re- 
duction Act  of  1977  (42  U.S.C.  7706)  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)(7)  by  striking  "and 
$25,750,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Septem- 
ber 30,  1996"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"$25,750,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Sep- 
tember 30.  1996,  and  $18,825,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  September  30. 1997"; 

(2)  in  subsection  (b)  by  striking  "and 
$50,676,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Septem- 
ber 30.  1996"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"$50,676,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Sep- 
tember 30.  1996.  and  $46,130,000  for  the  flscal 
year  ending  September  30. 1997"; 

(3)  in  subsection  (c)  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  sentence:  "There  are  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated,  out  of  funds  oth- 
erwise authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
National  Science  Foundation.  $28,400,000  for 
fiscal  year  1997.  including  $17,500,000  for  engi- 
neering research  and  $10,900,000  for  geo- 
sciences  research.";  and 

(4)  in  subsection  (d)  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  sentence:  "There  are  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated,  out  of  funds  oth- 
erwise authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
National  Institute  of  Standards  and  Tech- 
nology. $1,932,000  for  fiscal  year  1997.". 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, this  amendment  that  I  am  ofler- 
ing  is  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  to 
H.R.  3322  and  its  contents  have  been  al- 
luded to  in  earlier  debate.  We  will  refer 
to  this  substitute  as  a  Democratic  sub- 
stitute but  I  believe  that  it  also  rep- 
resents the  Views  of  most  moderate  Re- 
publicajis  in  the  House  and  in  the  other 
body.  It  also  seeks  to  preserve  many 
investments  in  research  and  develop- 
ment initiated  under  the  past  Repub- 
lican administrations  of  George  Bush 
and  Ronald  Reagan. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  key  feature  of  this 
substitute  is  that  it  provides  sustain- 
ing funding  this  year  for  valuable 
science  and  technology  programs  with- 
in an  overall  balanced  budget  plan,  the 
plan  submitted  by  the  administration 
on  March  19.  The  Congressional  Budget 
Office  has  certified  that  this  plan  does 
balance  the  budget  by  the  year  2002. 

The  substitute  I  am  offering,  like 
H.R.  3322,  is  a  1-year  bill.  This  is  a  crit- 
ical year,  however,  in  the  long-range 
context.  There  are  now  no  real  dif- 
ferences between  the  Democrats  and 
Republicans  over  the  commitment  to 
cut  spending  and  balance  the  budget. 
The  question  is  one  of  priorities  and  of 
process,  as  I  tried  to  describe  a  few 
minutes  ago.  How  do  we  achieve  this 
balanced  budget  and  at  the  same  time 
maintain  critical  levels  of  investment 
in  the  very  things  that  have  been  the 
source  of  and  necessary  to  continue  to 
stimulate  our  economy? 

In  reducing  the  size  of  Government, 
it  is  imperative  that  we  recognize  that 
this  is  not  simply  an  accounting  exer- 


cise. We  must  take  a  good  hard  look  at 
the  programs  we  want  to  preserve  and 
provide  the  necessary  funding  to  tran- 
sition them  to  more  efficient  tech- 
nologies while  restructuring  them  in  a 
sensible  way.  The  Democratic  sub- 
stitute does  this. 

We  recognize  that  some  agencies, 
such  as  NASA,  have  made  heroic 
strides  in  downsizing  and  we  have  made 
an  effort  to  meet  their  request  levels  to 
continue  on  this  track.  We  have  not  re- 
warded them  with  additional  cuts  in 
personnel  and  programs  as  has  H.R. 
3322,  an  action  that  will  only  make  it 
all  the  more  difficult  for  them  to 
achieve  what  we  all  want. 

This  substitute  also  establishes  pri- 
orities within  R&D  that  best  address 
some  of  our  most  pressing  challenges 
in  the  future.  This  bill  provides  funding 
for  technology  partnerships  in  the 
Manufacturing  Extension  Program  and 
the  Advanced  Technology  Program. 
These  efforts  will  increase  the  produc- 
tivity of  American  industry  to  allow 
them  to  compete  in  the  future  world 
economy.  In  a  more  direct  sense,  these 
programs  will  provide  jobs  both  today 
and  in  the  future.  However,  these  pro- 
grams have  fallen  within  the  purview 
of  what  the  chairman  of  our  committee 
calls  corporate  welfare  and  they  are 
scheduled  to  be  eliminated  by  this  leg- 
islation. 

The  substitute  also  provides  funding 
for  energy  conservation  programs, 
solar  and  renewables,  fossil  energy  pro- 
grams, and  fusion  energy  research. 
Some  of  these  are  in  what  I  have  de- 
scribed, either  the  liberal  claptrap  or 
corporate  welfare  category.  At  a  time 
when  our  national  attention  is  fixed  on 
rising  energy  prices  and  our  depend- 
ence on  fluctuating  world  markets,  it 
is  imperative  that  we  continue  the 
drive  for  energy  indei>endence. 

In  the  environmental  area,  the  sub- 
stitute provides  funding  to  develop  a 
full  understanding  of  key  environ- 
mental issues  such  as  ozone  depletion 
and  climate  change  in  order  to  provide 
a  basis  for  any  future  policy,  regula- 
tion, or  international  agreement. 
Democrats  strongly  believe  that  the 
fundamental  approach  to  risk-based 
regulations  is  sound  R&D.  We  have  not 
banned  any  research  in  this  substitute 
as  does  H.R.  3322,  nor  have  we  taken 
the  position  that  these  problems  will 
go  away  if  we  simply  kill  the  research. 

Finally,  Mr.  (Chairman,  the  sub- 
stitute bill  provides  a  balanced  set  of 
R&D  priorities  that  include  both  basic 
and  applied  research.  We  believe  that 
the  concept  of  basic  versus  applied  re- 
search are  inseparable  and  both  are 
valuable  contributors  to  our  long-term 
economic  growth  and  intellectual  lead- 
ership. We  believe  that  a  rigid  ideologi- 
cal approach  to  restricting  the  Federal 
role  only  to  basic  research  is  pro- 
foundly misguided,  and  that  position  is 
one  supported  by  the  Council  on  Com- 
petitiveness. 


The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Brown]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Brown 
of  California  was  allowed  to  proceed  for 
2  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  We  found 
in  our  markup  before  the  Committee 
on  Science  that  the  authors  of  H.R. 
3322  have  a  fundamental  misconception 
of  what  basic  research  is.  The  cat- 
egories of  research  they  have  defined  as 
basic  do  not  comport  with  any  other 
definitions  used  by  the  0MB.  by  the 
American  Association  for  the  Advance- 
ment of  Science,  or  by  any  other  group 
that  w©  know  of.  Yet  the  definitions 
that  have  been  fabricated  for  the  piir- 
pose  of  this  bill  constitute  the  underly- 
ing science  policy  and  budget  policy 
that  the  authors  intend  to  guide  the 
science  establishment. 

We  found,  when  examining  the  actual 
figures  in  H.R.  3322  and  the  substitute 
I  am  offering,  that  the  Republican  bill 
is  virtually  identical  in  fiscal  year  1996 
levels  for  overall  basic  research.  My 
substitute  represents  an  increase  of 
about  3  percent  over  fiscal  year  1996 
levels.  Thus,  contrary  to  the  assertions 
of  its  authors.  H.R.  3322  offers  no  in- 
crease in  basic  research  over  the  Presi- 
dent or  over  my  substitute.  In  fact, 
just  the  opposite  is  true. 

The  most  significant  budgetary  prob- 
lem however,  is  represented  by  the 
nonbasic  research  programs  that  in- 
clude such  important  activities  as 
weather  forecasting,  aeronautical  re- 
search, environmental  research  as  well 
as  personnel  levels  of  scientists  and  en- 
gineers. The  Republican  bill  cuts  these 
accounts  by  over  7  percent  in  nominal 
terms,  close  to  10  percent  with  infla- 
tion. My  substitute  provides  enough  to 
keep  pace  with  inflation  this  year. 

I  will  close  by  acknowtedging  today  that  an 
even  greater  personal  concern  of  mine  is  how 
these  science  programs  will  fare  over  the  next 
decade.  Although  there  has  been  an  intense 
debate  between  the  Republicans  arxJ  the 
White  House  over  how  much  to  reduce  discre- 
tionary spending  as  a  part  of  any  overall  txjdg- 
et  agreement,  I  personally  believe  tttat  civilian 
R&D  has  suffered  too  much,  especially  in 
NASA.  I  hope  that  both  sides  can  take  a  more 
enlighter>ed  look  at  the  importance  of  our  R&O 
investments  over  the  long  term  and  reassess 
our  budget  needs  in  ttiis  area. 

Mr.  Chaimian,  I  am  enclosing  with  this 
statement  a  summary  of  the  specific  actions 
my  substitute  takes  to  address  some  of  tfie 
shortcomings  of  H.R.  3322  and  provide  a 
more  reasoned  approach  to  R&D  pnorities  this 
fiscal  year.  The  Democratic  substitute  is  tietter 
for  the  environment,  better  for  (ob  creatk)n  and 
competitiveness,  better  for  education,  and  bet- 
ter for  science.  I  ask  all  my  colleagues  to  )oin 
me  in  supporting  this  amendment 
Comparison  of  H.R.  3322.  the  Omnibus  Crvn^- 

lAN  Science  authorization  act  of  1996. 

AND  THE  Brown  Substttcte 
background 

H.R.  3322.  the  Omnibus  Civilian  Science 
Authorization  Act  of  1996.  was  reported  by 
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the  Science  Committee  on  April  24, 1996.  The 
bill  authorizes  research  and  other  programs 
in  FY  1997  for  the  National  Science  Founda- 
tion (NSF),  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration  (NASA).  U.S.  Fire  Adminis- 
tration, National  Oceanographic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration  (NOAA),  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  (EPA).  National 
Institute  of  Standards  and  Technology 
(NIST).  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
(FAA)  and  National  Earthquake  Hazards  Re- 
duction Program.  H.R.  3322  does  not  include 
the  Department  of  Energy  (DOE),  whose  FY 
97  research  programs  were  authorized  by  the 
House  on  October  12.  1995  (H.R.  2405).  It  also 
does  not  include  authorization  for  the  Ad- 
vanced Technology  Program  (ATP)  or  the 
lif&nufacturing  Extension  Partnership 
(NEP)— two  NIST  programs  that  are  consid- 
ered high-priority  by  the  Clinton  Adminis- 
tration. 

A  Democratic  Alterative  to  H.R.  3322 
which  tracks  the  President's  FY  97  budget 
request  was  offered  by  Rep.  George  Brown  at 
Committee  markup  and  was  voted  down  27-21 
on  a  straight  party-line  basis.  Although  the 
bill  and  the  Alternative  are  both  described  as 
consistent  with  a  balanced  budget,  they  dif- 
fer sharply  on  policy  and  funding. 

POLICY  &  FUNDING  PROVIDED  BY  BROWN 
AMENDMENT 

For  NSF:  Adds  $74M  (4.4%)  to  overall  budg- 
et, a  3%  increase  over  FY  96  versus  less  than 
1%  in  H.R.  3322;  restores  S9M  in  Salaries  Sc 
ESzpenses  account  to  avoid  delays  in  process- 
ing proposals;  allows  NSF  to  maintain  the 
Directorate  for  Social,  Economic,  and  Be- 
havioral Sciences;  and  eliminates  S1(X)M  in 
Facilities  Modernization  account  to  fund  re- 
search instead  of  bricks  in  accord  with  Di- 
rector's request. 

For  NASA:  Adds  S30M  (2%)  to  overall 
budget;  restores  funding  to  personnel  ac- 
count to  avoid  additional  furloughs  at  NASA 
centers;  restores  J374M  (27%)  cut  from  Mis- 
sion to  Planet  Earth  and  S34M  (18%)  cut  from 
Advanced  Subeonics  Research;  fully  funds 
President's  request  for  Space  Sciences  ac- 
count; and  gives  a  clear  mandate  to  study 
the  climate  and  environment  of  Earth. 

For  NOAA:  Retains  but  streamlines  the 
"certification"  process  for  closure  of  weath- 
er stations;  Outlines  policy  for  promoting 
public  and  private  roles  in  weather  forecast- 
inr>  and  Restores  the  bill's  cuts  in  weather 
forecasting  activities  and  environmental  re- 
search. 

For  EPA:  Restores  I92M  (16%)  for  environ- 
mental R&D;  authorizes  Superfund  R&D;  and 
eliminates  bans  on  climate,  indoor  air  and 
environmental  technologies  research. 

For  NIST:  Restores  funding  for  the  Tech- 
nology Administration  ($10M),  Advanced 
Technology  Program  ($345M),  and  Manufac- 
turing Extension  Partnership  ($105M)— all 
eliminated  by  H.R.  3322  and  funds  Labs  at 
the  President's  request. 

For  FAA:  Consolidates  scattered  research 
accounts  into  a  single  R&D  account. 

For  DOE:  Restores  deep  cuts  in  Solar  & 
Conservation  (50%).  Renewables  (30%).  Bio- 
logical and  Environmental  (10%).  Fusion 
(20%).  and  Fossil  Research  (30%)  accounts,  as 
required  by  the  House-passed  H.R.  2405. 

SUMMARY 

The  Brown  substitute  supports  "basic  re- 
search", as  defined  by  the  research  agencies 
themselves,  more  generously  than  the  Re- 
publican bill  (S6.02  vs.  S5.85  billion).  Brown 
supports  applied  research  and  development 
much  more  generously  than  H.R.  3322. 

The  Brown  substitute  supports  technology 
partnerships,  which  are  critical  to  creating 


high-wage  jobs,  as  recommended  by  the  re- 
cent Council  on  Competitiveness  report 
"Endless  Frontier,  Limited  Resources:  U.S. 
R&D  Policy  for  Competitiveness." 

The  Brown  substitute  supports  important 
environmental  research  initiatives,  rather 
than  screening  these  programs  through  an 
ideological  filter. 

BUDGET  SUMMARY  COMPARISON  TABLE 

[In  millions  ol  dollars] 
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Fistil         Fiscal 
year  1995    yea'  1996 


H.R. 
3322/ 
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Bnnm  al- 
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KSf  _. 
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lt.4M 

34 

1J49 

588 

8 

701 

0 

0 

5.281 

3.220 

13.885 

28 

1.324 

525 

7 

620 

186 

95 

4.578 

3.250 

13.496 

28 

1J08 

487 

0 

386 

186 

95 

4.001 

3735 

NASA  . 

13804 

USf  A  . 
NOAA' 
EPA  ... 



28 

1.463 

579 

msi 

FAA           

10 
826 
196 

NEHRP 
WIF 

95 
4  797 

Total 

25.689 

24.468 

23.237 

25.123 

<  NOAA  funding  figures  reflect  IDe  status  of  Itie  bill  upon  adootion  of  a 
Manager's  amenilmeflt  whtcli  removes  programs  mttiin  the  junsdiction  of 
ItK  Resounxs  Cofflmittee  The  bill  a  repotted  cuts  an  additional  S170  mil- 
lion fnmi  tlKse  programs 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Brown  substitute. 

I  do  so  for  many  reasons.  The  under- 
lying bill  is  based  upon  a  false  premise 
and  is  basically  an  abdication  of  Fed- 
eral participation  in  research  and  de- 
velopment. 

When  I  came  to  Congress  I  wanted  to 
serve  on  the  Science  Committee  be- 
cause I  recognize  that,  in  addition  to 
regulatory  reform  and  balancing  the 
budget,  we  need  a  sound  research  and 
development  policy  to  achieve  eco- 
nomic security. 

I  can  not  begin  to  describe  my  dis- 
appointment over  the  way  the  Science 
Committee  dealt  with  its  authoriza- 
tion. Basically,  we  have  abandoned  any 
debate  over  policy  in  favor  or  partisan- 
ship. You  will  hear  much  rhetoric 
about  how  much  the  Science  Commit- 
tee contributed  towards  balancing  the 
budget. 

The  truth  is  that  our  committee  was 
presented  with  alternative  budgets  for 
most  of  our  accounts,  all  of  which  fell 
within  the  constraints  of  a  balanced 
budget  plan — the  one  put  forward  by 
the  Senate  Budget  Committee,  and 
here  in  the  House  by  the  coalition. 

Were  these  considered  on  their  mer- 
its? No.  Instead,  Members  were  told 
that  there  was  only  one  vision,  the  vi- 
sion the  chairman  put  forward  about 
how  much  each  Appropriations  sub- 
committee 602(b)  allocations  would  be 
dedicated  to  our  accounts.  This  was 
not  reality,  and  a  further  examination 
shows  the  fiscal  year  1996  budget  even- 
tually turned  out  to  be  very  much  like 
the  levels  of  the  alternative  proposals 
that  had  been  based  on  balanced  budg- 
ets put  forward  by  both  parties. 

Since  last  year's  omnibus  science  bill 
did  not  accomplish  much,  we  tried  a 
different  approach  this  year.  What  kind 
of  improvements  did  we  make? 

Well,  the  two  most  noticeable 
changes  are  that  we  skipped  sub- 
committee markup,  and  also  that  we 


decided  to  consider  a  number  of  our 
programs  outside  Science  Committee 
jurisdiction,  while  ignoring  some 
major  responsibilities. 

The  Brown  substitute  is  a  much  more 
realistic  approach  to  meeting  our  Na- 
tion's research  and  development  needs 
while  still  maintaining  our  commit- 
ment to  a  balanced  budget.  It  is  a  vast 
improvement  over  the  underlying  bill 
in  numerous  wasrs,  but  the  one  I  want 
to  focus  on  is  it  includes  something  the 
manager's  amendment  does  not— a  title 
covering  the  Department  of  Energy's 
research  and  development  programs. 

Last  October,  when  the  House  consid- 
ered H.R.  2405,  an  amendment  offered 
by  Chairman  Walker  was  adopted 
which  raised  authorization  levels  for 
fiscal  year  1996  to  meet  the  previously 
appropriated  level,  but  also  set  fiscal 
year  1997  levels. 

This  amendment  was  clear  evidence 
of  how  irrelevant  the  Science  Commit- 
tee has  been  in  the  area  of  energy  re- 
search. The  fiscal  year  1996  levels  in 
the  Walker  amendment  merely  re- 
flected what  the  appropriations  had  al- 
ready done  with  these  programs,  and 
the  fiscal  year  1997  levels  were  not  the 
result  of  Science  Committee  action. 

In  the  debate  action  over  the  inclu- 
,sion  of  fiscal  year  1997  authorization  in 
the  Walker  amendment.  Science  Com- 
mittee Chairman  Walker  stated,  "I 
never  contended  that  I  brought  this 
matter  before  the  committee.  I  brought 
it  to  the  floor  as  my  own  amendment." 

Since  the  House  acted  on  H.R.  2405, 
there  have  been  several  developments 
which  warrant  reconsideration  of  these 
numbers. 

For  instance,  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  has  revised  its  economic 
assumptions,  resulting  in  greater  flexi- 
bility in  making  discretionary  spend- 
ing decisions.  Also,  the  Energy  and  En- 
vironment Subcommittee  has  held  a 
series  of  hearings  on  energy  research 
and  development,  which  have  proven  to 
be  very  helpful  in  our  ability  to  judge 
the  value  of  the  various  programs  in 
question. 

While  I  am  grrateful  to  Energy  and 
Environment  Subcommittee  Cliairman 
ROHRABACHER  for  Scheduling  these 
hearings,  they  will  be  for  nothing  if  the 
committee  is  unable  to  act  on  this 
hearing  record  in  a  timely  manner. 

The  need  to  revisit  DOE  R&D  funding 
is  apparently  shared  by  Chairman 
Walker  and  Subcommittee  Chairman 
ROHRABACHER,  who,  when  we  marked 
up  the  bill  we  have  here  today,  publicly 
pledged  their  willingness  to  move  a  fis- 
cal year  1997  DOE  R&D  authorization 
bill. 

While  I  supported  this  approach,  it  is 
now  becoming  apparent  that  the  mark- 
up of  a  separate  DOE  authorization 
will  occur  too  late  to  influence  this 
year's  process. 

D  1730 
Mr.  Chairman,  a  previous  colleague 
of  mine  asked  the  question  where  is  the 
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beef.  In  western  Pennsylvania,  we 
would  say  this  bill  is  all  foam  and  no 
beer. 

Member's  who  are  concerned  about 
oxir  energy  security,  and  what  we  are 
doing  to  further  It,  should  support  the 
Brown  substitute.  Leaving  it  up  to  ap- 
propriators  or  the  other  body  is  not  a 
responsible  way  to  represent  your  con- 
stituents. 

Mr.  OLVER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
substitute  which  has  been  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  underlsring  bill, 
which  has  been  offered  by  the  Commit- 
tee on  Science,  the  so-called  Walker 
bill,  I  believe  is  a  direct  attack  on 
America's  investment  in  the  future. 
The  business,  academic,  and  scientific 
communities  all  ought  to  be  outraged 
by  the  legislation  in  the  form  that  it 
has  been  offered.  It  does  not  take  much 
of  a  look  at  this  bill,  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
see  that  it  is  the  Brown  substitute  that 
is  in  the  best  interest  of  continued  eco- 
nomic growth. 

We  hear  so  much  talk  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  how  cutting  taxes  for 
the  wealthy  will  lead  to  job  growth, 
meanwhile  this  bill  pulls  the  rug  out 
from  under  the  efforts  to  create  whole 
new  industries.  One  minute  our  Repub- 
lican colleagues  insist  that  we  do  away 
with  regulations  that  supposedly  stand 
in  the  way  of  job  growth  and  the  next 
minute  they  are  cutting  opportunities 
for  new  high  paying  jobs. 

Civilian  R&D,  in  my  view,  has  been 
over  the  years,  and  will  continue  to  be, 
about  a  lot  more  than  just  jobs,  just 
the  jobs  that  are  involved  in  the  re- 
search itself.  The  new  technologies 
that  offer  potential  from  that  R&D  in- 
clude: 

More  effective  law  enforcement;  the 
reduction  of  environmental  pollution; 
efficient  environmental  cleanups;  in- 
creased national  security;  and  more 
disi>osable  income  that  we.  as  Ameri- 
cans, need  from  the  savings  that  can  be 
made  through  energy  conservation. 

That  is  naming  a  very  few  of  those 
available. 

Civilian  R&D  is  probably  the  best 
way  of  ensuring  that  America  remains 
competitive  in  the  global  economy,  yet 
the  vmderlying  bill  here,  the  Walker 
bill,  reduces  our  chance  to  remain  pre- 
eminent in  science  and  technology,  a 
preeminence  which  testifier  after  testi- 
fier said  we  were  in  danger  of  losing  if 
we  did  not  keep  up  our  input  and  our 
commitment  to  our  research  base. 

What  we  will  end  up  with  here  is  the 
need  to  import  those  new  technologies 
from  elsewhere  if  we  lose  the  pre- 
eminence that  we  have  had  over  a  long 
period  of  time  and  our  trade  imbalance 
will  now  become  a  trade  imbalance  on 
the  very  thing  that  we  have  been  the 
leaders  on  over  decades,  ever  since  the 
Second  World  War,  really,  in  those 
areas  of  the  development  of  new  tech- 


nologies and  the  wonderful  research 
and  development  programs  that  we 
have  maintained  in  this  country  over  a 
period  of  at  least  50  years. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  irrespon- 
sible and  shortsighted  for  the  Congress 
to  cut  funding  for  energy  conservation 
and  to  cut  funding  for  renewable  en- 
ergy research.  It  is  a  wipeout  of  the 
funding  for  energy  conservation  re- 
search and  a  wipeout  of  the  research 
into  renewable  energy  sources.  This 
bill  erases  any  semblance  of  a  national 
energy  policy.  Gone.  Simply  gone.  Non- 
existent with  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  do  not  think  that  is 
the  way  we  should  be  preparing  for  the 
21st  century,  as  critical  as  the  use  of 
energy  is  in  this  whole  society  of  ours. 

Now,  we  are  hearing  a  lot  of  rhetoric 
on  the  other  side  about  defending  basic 
research.  In  the  underljring  bill  the  Re- 
publican proposals  are  seriously  less 
supportive  of  basic  research  than  the 
substitute  from  the  gentleman,  the 
ranking  member,  the  gentleman  from 
California.  The  Republican  expla- 
nations, which  claim  a  more  generous 
level  for  basic  research  funding,  are 
based  on  an  arbitrary  classification  of 
basic  versus  applied  definitions,  which 
we  can  all  argue  about,  but  it  is  an  ar- 
bitrary definition  which  is  not  the  defi- 
nition of  the  standard  classification  as 
has  been  used  by  the  0MB  and  which  is 
also  the  classification  used  in  all  of  the 
historical  data  for  baseline  compari- 
sons on  Federal  investments  in  re- 
search. 

For  the  NSF,  which  has  been  our  pre- 
mier basic  research  agency,  support 
agency  for  everything  but  the  bio- 
medical sciences,  the  substitute  bill  by 
the  gentleman  from  California  provides 
growth  of  at  least  $70  million  more 
than  the  underljring  bill.  For  research 
project  support,  the  difference  in 
growth  is  S82  million  greater  on  the 
part  of  the  Brown  substitute  than  from 
the  underlying  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  differences 
stand  out  in  light  of  the  many  times 
we  have  heard  Republican  claims  about 
the  high  priority  that  they  place  on 
basic  research  in  the  Federal  R&D 
budget. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Olver]  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Volkmer,  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Olver  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  2  additional  min- 
utes.) 

Mr.  OLVER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  cold 
war  is  over,  a  fact  which  has  changed 
our  economy,  so  that  civilian  research 
is  key  to  meeting  our  challenges  under 
the  new  economy.  We  should  be  work- 
ing to  develop  new  technologies  that 
will  provide  new  opportunities  to  high- 
tech  workers  in  civilian  industries. 
And  though  the  cold  war  may  be  over, 
the  technological  war  has  just  begun. 

America  should  be  on  the  verge  of  a 
new  technological  frontier  and  making 


certain  that  we  maintain  our  pre- 
eminence in  both  science  and  tech- 
nology in  this  world.  Yes,  we  have  a 
budget  deficit.  Yes,  we  should  elimi- 
nate waste.  Yes,  we  should  be  ex- 
tremely careful  in  how  we  expend  every 
dollar  that  is  spent,  but  the  Brown  sub- 
stitute is  in  line  with  a  balanced  budg- 
et without  retreating  from  scientific 
and  technological  excellence  in  this 
country.  The  underlying  bill,  I  believe. 
is  irresponsible  as  a  scientist,  and 
America  deserves  better. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  the  substitute  from  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Brown  substitute,  and  I  want  to  take  a 
moment  to  say  something  about  it.  It 
is  the  right  thing  to  do. 

What  I  mean  by  that  is  that  the  Fed- 
eral Government  is  fulfilling  its  proper 
role  when  it  encourages  technological 
research  and  development.  It  is  fulfill- 
ing its  proper  role  when  it  encourages 
us  to  look  beyond  our  atmosphere  for 
the  answers  to  the  questions  we  face. 

Most  of  us  can  agree  that  the  very 
nature  of  the  Federal  Government  is 
changing.  The  functions  that  the  Gov- 
ernment has  had  throughout  our  life- 
times are  changing— this  is  as  it  should 
be.  The  Federal  Government  needs  to 
be  much  smaller  and  more  responsive 
to  the  American  people.  And  we  are  be- 
ginning to  move  in  that  direction. 

For  example,  NASA  should  con- 
centrate on  reducing  costs  and  encour- 
aging greater  involvement  by  the  pri- 
vate sector.  In  conversations  I  have 
had  with  Administrator  Goldin,  I  know 
that  he  is  eager  to  continue  the  agen- 
cy's trends  in  this  direction. 

But  I  believe  fundamentally  that  the 
United  States  should  maintain  its  posi- 
tion as  the  leader  in  science  and  space 
research. 

Two  weeks  ago  in  this  room  we  met 
to  debate  the  1997  budget  resolution. 
The  Blue  Dogs  submitted  their  budget 
plan  which  would  have  set  us  on  a  path 
to  achieve  a  balanced  budget  by  2002.  It 
would  have  forced  all  of  us  to  tighten 
our  belts  a  notch  or  two  and  get  our 
fiscal  house  in  order.  In  fact,  our  plan 
borrowed  S137  billion  less  than  the  ma- 
jority version.  Unfortunately  our  budg- 
et plan  was  defeated. 

But.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Blue  Dog 
budget,  which  garnered  significant  bi- 
partisan support,  specifically  endorsed 
the  funding  levels  for  science  and  tech- 
nology contained  in  this  substitute.  We 
did  this  because  we  believed  that 
America  must  continue  to  be  a  leader. 
H.R.  3322  is  a  step  away  from  the  cut- 
ting edge.  That  is  not  a  dfrectlon  I 
want  to  go. 

My  colleagues  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  know  that  I  do  not  endorse  in- 
creased spending  lightly.  We  have  to 
think  about  the  return  on  our  invest- 
ments. Keeping  these  programs  prop- 
erly funded  is  an  investment  we  can 
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count  on.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port the  Brown  substitute. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words,  and  I  rise  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  bill  in  favor  of  the  gentle- 
man's substitute  amendment. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  Brown  substitute  to  H.R. 
3322.  This  so-called  omnibus  bill  has  several 
missing  pieces. 

This  omnibus  bill  does  not  contain  an  au- 
thorization for  the  Department  of  Commerce's 
technology  progranns  housed  at  the  National 
Institute  of  Science  and  Technology.  These 
programs  are  designed  to  help  industry  de- 
velop new  technologies.  They  provide  me- 
diunrt-sized  companies  with  scarce  matching 
funds  and  necessary  manufacturing  informa- 
tion. 

H.R.  3322  cuts  personnel  accounts  at  ttie 
National  Weattier  Service.  Coming  from  Flor- 
ida where  hurricanes  are  a  major  weather 
ttireat,  I  feel  ttat  these  cuts  are  unjustifiable. 
This  action  leaves  many  areas  of  the  country 
at  risk  from  severe  weatfier  events. 

But  this  measure  does  not  stop  there.  It  also 
takes  shots  at  arxither  major  preserx»  in  Flor- 
ida. NASA.  The  funding  levels  proposed  in  the 
bill  translate  into  personnel  layoffs  at  the 
NASA  facilities  in  Rorida. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  coukj  go  on,  but  these  few 
examptes  are  proof  enough  that  his  bill  needs 
fixing.  I  urge  opposition  to  this  bill  and  support 
the  Brown  substitute. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, H.R.  3322  seeks  to  create  the  im- 
pression that  we  are  considering  an 
omnibus  civilian  science  proposal,  but 
we  are  not.  Noticeably  al)sent  are  the 
energy  research  and  development 
[R&D]  programs  at  the  Department  of 
Energy  [DOE].  How  do  we  explain  the 
absence  of  about  $4.7  billion  in  author- 
izations for  the  civilian  science  pro- 
grams at  DOE? 

Federal  support  for  R&D  is  the  quin- 
tessential investment  in  our  Nation's 
future.  Unfortunately,  despite  50  years 
of  strong  bipartisan  support,  the  Re- 
publican leadership  now  treats  R&D  as 
a  low  priority.  The  overall  reduction 
would  t)e  $711  million  below  this  year's 
ftmding  and  nearly  $800  million  below 
the  President's  proposal.  Solar  and  re- 
newable energy  research  would  be  cut 
34  percent.  Conservation  energy  R&D 
would  be  slashed  43  percent.  Fuel  cell 
research  would  Ije  cut  66  percent.  And  I 
would  remind  my  colleagues  that  this 
is  all  being  done  in  1  year,  not  over  5 
years  or  7  years. 

We  cannot  let  stand  congressional 
proiwsals  that  endanger  our  ability  to 
create  more  high-income  jobs  in  devel- 
oping industries  as  well  as  to  promote 
safer,  more  cost-efficient  and  environ- 
mentally sensitive  energy  tech- 
nologies. 

R&D  is  responsible  for  approximately 
one-half  of  the  productivity  improve- 


ments in  the  Nation's  economy.  Tech- 
nological innovation  is  the  single  most 
important  source  of  long-term  eco- 
nomic growth,  and  the  total  economic 
return  on  investment  in  R&D  is  several 
times  as  high  as  for  other  forms  of  in- 
vestment. 

While  Republicans  seek  to  make  po- 
litical hay  out  of  the  gas  price  spike  we 
are  currently  suffering,  they  are  cut- 
ting the  research  at  DOE  that  moves  us 
away  from  dependence  upon  gasoline. 
While  Senator  Dole  proposes  a  cut  in 
the  gas  tax.  House  Republicans  propose 
to  cut  DOE'S  transportation  energy  re- 
search budget  by  $66.8  million  below 
this  year's  funding,  a  38  percent  cut. 

We  don't  know  when  or  if  the  Repub- 
licans will  make  good  on  these  threats 
to  cut  DOE.  For  the  sake  of  my  home 
State  of  California,  I  hope  they  do  not. 
The  Department  of  Energry  calculated 
that  California  received  about  $722  mil- 
lion in  energy  R&D  funding  in  fiscal 
year  1995.  We  are  heavily  involved  in 
programs  like  energy  conservation  re- 
search, and  research  on  fusion  energy 
development,  both  of  which  are  hit 
heavily  in  the  Republican  proposals.  I 
mentioned  fuel  cell  research  as  an  area 
being  targeted  and  as  one  that  is  im- 
portant to  a  state  seeking  to  sustain 
our  economic  recovery  while  maintain- 
ing our  air  quality.  In  the  Third  Dis- 
trict, we  have  the  University  of  Cali- 
fornia at  Davis,  which  ranks  in  the  top 
20  universities  in  Federal  research 
grants  and  is  responsible  for  managing 
three  DOE  laboratories.  All  of  these 
programs  are  at  risk  if  the  Republican 
committee  proposal  prevails. 

The  substitute  offered  by  Mr.  Brown 
today  contains  all  of  the  programs  that 
should  l>e  in  an  omnibus  bill,  including 
the  DOE  programs.  And  it  fvmds  them 
at  the  President's  request  level.  If  you 
are  concerned,  as  I  am,  about  our  en- 
ergy future  you  will  support  Mr. 
Brown.  If  you  want  energy  security  in 
the  future,  as  I  know  the  residents  of 
my  State  do,  you  will  support  the 
Brown  substitute. 

D  1745 

So  I  certainly  wish  today  to  go  on 
record  in  support  of  my  colleague's 
substitute  amendment,  and  in  strong 
opposition  to  the  bill  as  it  has  been  re- 
ported out  of  the  Committee  on 
Science. 

Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  Brown  substitute  to  the  om- 
nibus science  bill.  The  substitute  pro- 
vides, in  my  opinion,  more  adequate 
funding  levels  and  makes  a  better  in- 
vestment in  environment,  science,  and 
technology. 

Mr.  Chairman,  like  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Stenholm]  who  rose,  I 
was  a  strong  supporter  of  the  so-called 
blue  dog  budget  each  time  it  has  been 
offered.  That  budget  reached  balance 
within  6  years.  It  reached  balance  by 


cutting  more  spending,  frankly,  than 
any  of  the  alternatives  that  were  of- 
fered on  this  floor,  and  it  reduced  the 
deficit  more  quickly  than  any  other  al- 
ternative on  this  floor. 

But  as  the  gentleman  from  Texas, 
who  is  in  my  opinion  the  premier  bal- 
anced-budget individual  on  this  floor  in 
either  party,  said  so  correctly,  that 
budget  provided  for  adequate  funds  to 
fund  the  space  and  science  programs 
addressed  by  this  bill  more  adequately 
than  are  provided  in  this  bill. 

I  am  particularly  pleased  that  the 
Brown  amendment  authorizes  funding 
for  Mission  to  Planet  Earth  at  the 
President's  requested  level  of  $1.4  bil- 
lion. The  restoration  of  the  President's 
request  would  eliminate  the  27-percent 
cut  to  the  Earth  observing  system 
which  is  the  centerpiece  of  NASA's 
contribution  to  the  global  effort  to  un- 
derstand how  the  Earth's  climate 
works  and  to  use  that  technology  to 
improve  our  lives. 

I  personally  consider  Mission  to 
Planet  Earth  to  be  one  of  NASA's  and 
America's  most  promising  and  impor- 
tant undertakings.  I  am  pleased  of 
course  that  Goddard  Space  Flight  Cen- 
ter in  Greenbelt,  MD,  has  the  lead  re- 
sponsibility for  implementing  the  criti- 
cal research  program  which  helps  us  as 
a  Nation  and  as  a  people  to  understand 
the  Earth's  global  environment. 

A  perspective  from  space,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, is  critical.  Only  firom  above  is  it 
realistically  possible  to  observe  distant 
parts  of  the  world's  oceans,  deserts, 
and  polar  regions,  using  a  macro  ap- 
proach. But  most  importantly,  it  al- 
lows people  to  be  more  informed  about 
what  is  happening  in  their  own  State 
or  their  own  region. 

Mission  to  Planet  Earth  will  further 
the  understanding  of  the  causes  of  nat- 
ural disasters,  and  how  to  respond  to 
them.  The  Elarth  observing  system,  the 
core  component  of  Mission  to  Planet 
Earth,  will  dramatically  improve  agri- 
cultural and  natural  resources  produc- 
tivity. In  fact,  it  is  likely  to  allow  cli- 
mate predictions  a  year  or  more  in  ad- 
vance. 

Not  only  will  this  serve  as  a  sci- 
entific benefit,  but  it  will  result  in  sub- 
stantial benefits  and  saving  to  policy- 
nfiakers,  the  taxpayers,  farmers,  and 
busnesspeople  alike.  I  might  say,  Mr. 
Chairman,  as  an  aside,  to  golfers  as 
well. 

Mission  to  Planet  Earth  is  still  an 
evolving  program.  Reducing  the  fund- 
ing level  does  not  take  into  account 
the  substantial  reductions  the  program 
has  already  imdergone.  It  also  sends 
the  wrong  message  to  our  international 
partners  who  have  invested  in  this 
globally  integrated  program. 

Over  the  last  5  years,  NASA  has  re- 
duced funding  for  the  program  through 
the  year  2000  by  60  percent  while  still 
maintaining  the  24  critical  science 
measurements  endorsed  by  the  greater 
science  community  and  preserving 
critical  launch  schedules. 
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In  addition,  NASA  has  committed  to 
fvuiiher  reducing  costs  and  duplicate 
tasks  through  incorporation  of  tech- 
nology and  stronger  links  with  com- 
mercial interagency  and  international 
partners. 

If  Congress  wants  to  keep  the  pro- 
gram viable,  we  must  realize  that 
enough  is  enough.  We  have  cut,  but  if 
we  cut  more,  we  will  cut  very  deeply 
and  seriously  into  the  effectiveness  of  a 
critical  program.  I  believe  we  must 
continue  this  investment  in  under- 
standing the  planet. 

In  addition,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  say 
that  the  salary  and  expense  levels  pro- 
vided in  the  Brown  substitute  will  pre- 
clude substantial  numbers  of  layoffs 
and/or  RIF's,  which  will  further  under- 
mine the  effectiveness  of  this  program. 
I  regret  very  seriously  that  the  bill 
itself  has  proposed  such  serious  cuts  in 
salary  and  expense  levels. 

If  the  programs  are  to  continue,  we 
need  to  provide  for  the  appropriate 
level  of  funding  for  those  who  will  con- 
tinue that  program. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  the  Brown  sub- 
stitute, which  provides  funding  for  Mis- 
sion to  Planet  Earth  at  the  President's 
requested  level.  I  plan  to  work  with  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  to  en- 
sure that  objective  as  well. 

Ms.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON  of 
Texas.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to  strike 
the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  Brown  substitute.  Unlike 
the  underlying  bill,  the  amendment  au- 
thorizes the  energy  program  of  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  at  appropriate  lev- 
els for  1997. 

Last  year's  authorization  bill  con- 
tained a  2-year  authorization  for  the 
Department  of  Energy,  and  the  bill  be- 
fore us  today  makes  no  mention  of 
these  programs.  That  leaves  us  with 
the  authorization  levels  from  last 
year's  bill,  and  that  is  not  good  policy. 
Mr.  Chairman,  by  allowing  these  au- 
thorization levels  to  stand,  we  are  giv- 
ing away  our  responsibility  to  provide 
program  directions. 

The  amendment  makes  the  tough 
choices  we  need  to  fund  energy  pro- 
grams. Fossil  energy  programs  are 
scaled  back  while  the  overall  level  for 
energy  R&D  is  funded  at  a  higher  level 
than  the  House  budget  resolution. 

The  amendment  provides  full  funding 
for  fusion  energy  research  and  develop- 
ment on  a  bipartisan  basis.  Over  65 
Members  of  the  House  signed  letters  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Walker]  and  the  gentleman  firom  Lou- 
isiana [Mr.  Livingston],  requesting  full 
funding  of  these -programs. 

The  amendment  also  enhances  basic 
research  at  the  Department  of  Energy. 
This  amendment  provides  almost  $60 
million  more  for  high  energy  and  nu- 
clear physics  research  than  the  current 
authorization  levels. 

The  amendment  also  provides  full 
funding  for  such  crucial  programs  as 


the  Environmental  Technologies  Ini- 
tiative, the  U.S.  Global  Change  Re- 
search Program,  and  high-performance 
computing  programs  at  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy. 

These  sensible  authorization  levels 
do  not  bust  the  budget.  The  figures  of 
the  Brown  substitute  are  consistent 
with  a  balanced  budget  by  year  2002  as 
presented  by  both  the  President  and 
the  Coalition,  the  blue  dog's  budget. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  cast  a  vote 
for  a  reasonable  energy  policy. 

Mr.  TANNER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  substitute  offered 
by  Mr.  Brown  tries,  I  think,  to  achieve 
a  balance  between  short-term,  me- 
dium-term and  long-term  research 
goals  in  the  Federal  Government,  and 
has  done  so  in  a  sound,  fiscally  respon- 
sible manner. 

The  bill  represents  a  best  effort  to 
develop  a  research  and  development 
policy  that  reflects  today's  economic 
realities  and  the  need  to  balance  the 
budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  Government  needs 
to  be  an  ally  of  business,  not  an  adver- 
sary, and  the  amendment  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Brown] 
tries  to  make  that  truly  come  to  pass. 
The  amendment  follows  the  advice  of 
the  recently  released  Council  on  Com- 
petitiveness report  entitled  "Endless 
Frontier,  Limited  Resources."  The  re- 
port's central  finding  is  that  research 
and  development  partnerships  hold  the 
key  to  meeting  the  challenge  of  transi- 
tion that  our  Nation  now  faces. 

Included  in  this  definition  of  partner- 
ships are  the  Partnership  for  a  New 
Generation  Vehicle,  the  Advanced 
Technology  Program,  and  Cooperative 
Research  and  Development  Agree- 
ments. H.R.  3322  moves  in  a  direction 
that  is  counter  to  the  council's  rec- 
ommendations, and  in  my  opinion,  has 
potentially  devastating  consequences 
for  our  country's  future. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill  itself  main- 
tains the  outdated  distinction,  again 
quoting  the  Council  on  Competitive- 
ness report,  between  basic  and  applied 
research:  and  based  on  this  distinction, 
eliminates  funding  for  applied  research 
and  govemment-industry-nniversity 
partnerships,  which  almost  everyone 
who  has  studied  this  equation  f^om  a 
nonbiased  point  of  view  thinks  is  a 
shortsighted  way  to  go  in  the  future, 
and  is  not  going  to  be  at  all  helpf\il  for 
the  scientific  community  in  this  coun- 
try. 

The  Brown  sul>stitute  authorizes  at  a 
level  consistent  with  balancing  the 
budget  as  has  been  stated  in  the  blue 
dog  coalition  budget  and,  in  my  judg- 
ment, goes  in  the  direction  we  need  to 

go- 

Over  and  over  again  today  we  see 
business,  because  of  the  vagaries  in  the 
nuirketplace,  unable  to  invest  in  "blue 
sky"  research;  that  research  that  does 


not  have  in  its  immediate  vision  a  way 
to  bring  a  product  to  market  and  man- 
ufacture and  market  it  commercially, 
in  other  words,  get  a  return  on  invest- 
ment. 

These  partnerships  then  become  all 
the  more  important  for  our  country  to 
maintain  its  technological  and  sci- 
entific base.  With  these  partnerships, 
not  giveaways  and  grants,  but  partner- 
ships where  industry  working  with  gov- 
ernment can  both  reap  a  reward  from 
breakthrough,  new  technologies. 

This  is  serious  business.  The  Brown 
substitute,  in  my  judgment,  is  much 
more  responsible  to  maintain  and  en- 
hance on  the  scientific  and  technology 
base  that  exists  in  business,  industry, 
and  universities,  and  Federal  labora- 
tories across  the  country,  and  I  would 
urge  its  adoption. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  numljer  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  many  rea- 
sons why  the  substitute  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  California  ought  to  be 
approved  by  this  House,  but  let  me  just 
name  two. 

First,  at  a  time  when  this  Nation 
should  be  marching  boldly  into  the  in- 
formation age,  the  Science  Committee 
has  reported  a  timid  bill  that  is  wholly 
inadequate  to  the  technological  chal- 
lenges that  confix)nt  us. 

This  bill  reported  by  the  Science 
Conrniittee  cuts  $1.2  billion  ftom  the 
President's  science  and  technologry  re- 
quest. Basic  research  alone  is  $170  mil- 
lion l>elow  the  President's  request. 

This  bill  is  plainly  not  the  l>est  we 
can  do.  It  will  make  it  harder  for  us  to 
harness  the  enormous  promise  of  the 
information  age,  to  conduct  the  basic 
research  that  will  make  America  more 
productive,  and  to  improve  the  sci- 
entific proficiency  of  American  school- 
children. 

Second,  this  bill  is  a  slap  in  the  face 
to  the  dedicated  Federal  workers  who 
administer  our  research  portfolio.  This 
includes  employees  of  NASA,  NOAA, 
and  the  National  Science  Foundation. 
For  the  NSF  alone,  it  actually  cuts  $7 
million  from  the  agency's  salaries  and 
expenses. 

This  cut  is  made  despite  the  fact  that 
the  NSF  has  one  of  the  best  records  in 
Government  of  holding  its  costs  down. 
Only  4  percent  of  the  NSF's  budget 
goes  to  internal  operations.  During  the 
past  decade,  the  NSF  work  force  has 
remained  constant  in  the  face  of  a  dou- 
bling of  its  workload. 

How  does  the  Science  Committee 
propose  to  reward  this  outstanding 
record?  With  a  cut  in  salaries  and  ex- 
penses that  will  cause  the  loss  of  as 
many  as  120  positions  from  the  agency, 
that's  how.  The  Brown  substitute  re- 
stores these  cuts  and  assures  that  the 
NSF  and  other  agencies  wiU  have  the 
resources  they  need  to  administer  the 
agency's  enormous  research  program 
effectively. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  when  the  leadership  of 
this  House  closed  the  Goveminent 
down  at  Christmas,  there  was  a  picture 
that  appeared  in  many  newspapers.  It 
showed  the  mailroom  of  the  National 
Science  Foundation  piling  up  with  re- 
search proposals. 

When  we  finally  ended  that  shutdown 
and  reopened  American  Grovemment, 
the  scientists  and  engineers  at  the  NSF 
went  quietly  back  to  work,  cleared  out 
the  backlog,  and  got  our  civilian 
science  program  back  on  its  feet.  It's 
just  plain  wrong  to  now  cut  what  has 
plainly  been  an  exceedingly  well-run 
agency. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Brown  substitute. 

a  1800 

Mr.  MINGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  this  afternoon 
in  opposition  to  H.R.  3322  and  in  strong 
support  of  the  Brown  substitute.  We 
have  been  lulled  into  complacency  by 
the  last  few  years  of  ample  energy  sup- 
plies. It  should  not  take  a  dramatic 
rise  in  the  price  of  gasoline  for  Con- 
gress to  remember  our  responsibilities 
to  the  energy  supply  and  to  the  secu- 
rity of  this  Nation. 

Unless  we  pass  the  Brown  substitute, 
this  Congress  will  only  perpetuate  the 
type  of  complacency  that  we  cannot 
accept.  We  need  only  look  to  the  Mid- 
dle East  to  see  how  our  energy  security 
and  national  security  are  intimately 
related.  We  fought  the  Persian  Gulf 
war  in  large  part  over  a  threat  to  our 
oil  supply.  The  Department  of  Energy 
is  forecasting  that  we  will  become  even 
more  dei)endent  on  this  volatile  source 
of  energy  during  the  next  20  years. 

Our  only  insurance  policy  against  fu- 
ture energy  security  problems,  like 
more  gas  hikes,  further  pollution  and 
degradation  of  the  environment,  is  en- 
ergy research  and  development.  Yet 
the  bill  before  us  today  continues  ex- 
treme cuts  to  energy  research  and  de- 
velopment that  were  passed  last  year 
by  this  Chamber  in  a  truncated  process 
and  are  again  a  part  of  this  year's 
budget  resolution.  In  fact,  this  year's 
cuts  in  renewable  and  solar  research 
and  development  are  an  additional  30 
percent  trozn  last  year,  which  was  cut 
30  percent  from  1995.  Thus,  this  bill 
represents  a  50-percent  cut  from  the 
President's  request. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  majority  must  be- 
lieve that  the  American  people  will  not 
notice  that  Congress  is  cutting  energy 
efficiency  and  renewable  research  and 
development.  Perhaps  they  think  the 
American  people  will  not  care.  How- 
ever, poll  after  poll  shows  that  the 
American  people  not  only  know  about 
these  programs  but  overwhelmingly 
support  them.  Every  single  day,  the 
American  people  appreciate  the  lower 
electricity  and  heating  bills  that  Fed- 
eral energy  research  and  development 
has  brought  to  them  because  of  energy 
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efficient  refrigerators  and  new  window 
technologies.  With  each  new  break- 
through in  renewable  fuels,  this  coun- 
try moves  closer  to  the  day  when  we 
can  significantly  reduce  our  depend- 
ence on  imported  oil  and  become  more 
self-sufficient  in  all  forms  of  energy.  It 
will  also  increase  our  chronic  trade  def- 
icit problem.  Roughly  50  percent  of  our 
trade  deficit  is  caused  by  the  imports 
of  foreign  oil.  That  also  augers  well  for 
our  national  security,  enabling  us  to 
become  less  vulnerable  to  interruptions 
in  supply  from  foreign  oil  sources. 

Expanding  the  development  of  renew- 
able energy  is  beneficial  to  our  na- 
tional economy.  Exports  of  these  new 
energy  technologies  on  the  world  mar- 
ket are  a  significant  opportunity. 
American  entrepreneurs  and  national 
labs  in  our  country  represent  the  cut- 
ting edge  of  this  industry.  We  must  not 
pull  the  plug  on  the  small  businesses 
that  are  in  this  field  and  lose  out  on 
this  untapped  potential. 

Mr.  Chairman,  renewable  energy 
technologies  provide  a  boost  in  eco- 
nomic benefits  to  our  rural  commu- 
nities. Farmer-owned  ethanol  plants 
have  brought  new  jobs  to  many  declin- 
ing rural  communities  that  depend  on 
com  production,  not  to  mention  the 
benefit  of  displacing  imported  oil.  Wind 
energy  is  another  cutting  edge  tech- 
nology that  holds  promise  throughout 
the  windy  Great  Plains  States,  yet  the 
committee's  budget  zeroes  out  wind  en- 
ergy research  and  development  funding 
just  when  the  industry  is  on  the  verge 
of  production  cost  competitiveness. 

We  must  not  overlook  the  environ- 
mental benefits  that  renewable  energy 
technologies  provide.  As  clean  tech- 
nologies like  wind,  biomass,  solar,  geo- 
thermal,  and  hydro  continue  to  dis- 
place coal  and  oil,  the  air  we  breathe 
will  improve. 

I  would  also  like  to  point  out,  as 
have  several  other  speakers,  that  the 
Brown  substitute  is  compatible  with 
the  Blue  Dog  balanced  budget.  Do  not 
believe  the  complaints  from  the  other 
side  that  say  that  support  for  the 
Brown  substitute  will  bust  the  budget. 
It  is  not  true.  The  American  public  un- 
derstands that  we  have  too  much  at 
stake  in  energy  security,  in  curbing 
pollution,  and  creating  and  capturing 
high  technology  markets.  Let  us  show 
the  American  people  that  Congress  has 
gotten  the  message. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Brown  substitute  that  would  fully  fund 
energy  research  and  development  ac- 
tivities and  oppose  H.R.  3322. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  move  to  strike  the  req- 
uisite number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  little  over  a  year 
ago,  I  arrived  in  the  U.S.  Congress  and 
had  the  pleasure  of  being  able  to  be  as- 
signed to  the  House  Committee  on 
Science,  a  committee  that  I  thought 
had  as  its  message  and  nussion  the  cre- 
ation of  work  for  the  21st  century.  It  is 


in  this  committee's  responsibility  or 
amongst  its  responsibilities  to  be  the 
guiding  force  and  partner  with  the  pri- 
vate sector  as  it  relates  to  research  and 
development,  space  and  environmental 
research,  as  well.  But  at  the  same 
time,  I  have  argued  vigorously  for  an 
inner-city  district,  like  the  18th  Con- 
gressional District,  that  our  support  of 
science  creates  opportunities  for  our 
young  people  as  we  move  toward  the 
21st  century. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  with  great 
sadness  that  I  rise,  as  I  have  indicated, 
in  opposition  to  the  present  H.R.  3322 
and  vigorously  support  the  Brown  sub- 
stitute, hoping  that  we  will  have  an  op- 
portunity to  support  this  amendment 
in  a  balanced  and  bipartisan  mianner, 
for  this  is  in  fact  a  representative  of  a 
balanced  approach  to  science  as  we 
move  toward  the  21st  century.  It  recog- 
nizes the  responsibility  that  we  have 
for  fiscal  integrity.  But,  at  the  same 
time,  it  acknowledges  what  role  we 
have  on  the  world  arena  in  terms  of 
supporting  science. 

The  Brown  amendment,  in  fact,  re- 
stores cuts  in  salaries  and  expense  ac- 
coxmts,  preventing  delays  in  the  proc- 
essing of  scientific  grant  proposals 
throughout  the  country  for  the  Na- 
tional Science  Foimdation,  one  of  the 
premier  institutions  that  helps  to 
carry  the  message  of  science  across 
this  Nation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  addition,  it  allows 
the  National  Science  Foundation  to 
maintain  a  directorate  for  the  social, 
economic,  and  behavioral  sciences.  It 
restores  the  S2  billion  that  is  so  needed 
to  make  our  science  mission  a  real 
mission. 

As  it  relates  to  NASA,  the  Brown 
substitute  protects  the  President's  re- 
quest for  Mission  to  Planet  Earth  but. 
more  important,  allows  us  to  study  the 
environmental  impact  on  all  that  is  oc- 
curring around  us.  It  gives  us  long- 
range  planning  opportunities,  and  it 
provides  a  clear  mandate  from  NASA 
to  study  the  climate  and  envfronment 
of  the  Earth,  something  that  I  would 
imagine  none  of  us  would  disagree 
with. 

In  particular  something  that  I  am 
very  concerned  about,  having  visited 
several  of  our  NASA  centers  around 
the  Nation  and,  in  fact,  watched  NASA 
over  the  last  year  and  a  half  almost  re- 
duce itself  to  a  lean,  mean  oi)erating 
machine,  and  yet  we  are  cutting  some 
S18.5  million  in  salaries,  which  will 
drastically  cut  into  the  NASA  centers 
and  jeopardize  NASA's  ability  to  safely 
deliver  its  programs.  That  is  a  reduc- 
tion in  force  totaling  1,400  employees 
by  October  1,  1996,  a  physical  legal  im- 
possibility, or  an  agencsrwide  furlough 
of  21,000  employees  for  12  to  14  days. 
Someone  would  simply  ask  the  ques- 
tion: How  much  more  can  we  take?  Are 
we  really  serious  about  our  commit- 
ment to  science  and  research  in  this 
Nation? 
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Then  might  I  add,  in  my  dismay  as  I 
looked  at  this  legislation  for  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  and  the  research 
and  technology  research  that  it  pro- 
vides, it  is  not  listed.  And  I  would  like 
to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the  chair- 
man a  letter  that  I  received  from  my 
depauitment  of  commerce  in  the  State 
of  Texas,  acknowledging  the  impor- 
tance of  the  National  Institute  of 
Standards  and  Technology  and  the 
MEP  Program  in  particular.  The  kind 
of  small-  and  medium-sized  companies 
that  benefit  from  MEP  employ  nearly 
12  million  people,  roughly  65  percent  of 
the  manufacturing  work  force.  This 
amendment  and  substitute  restores 
that  funding. 

Last  year  over  25,000  of  these  small 
businesses  benefited  from  the  MEP  sup- 
port, and  more  than  1,300  letters  of  sup- 
port were  sent  to  Congress  from  small 
businesses.  Are  we  for  the  small  busi- 
ness community?  I  do  not  know  about - 
that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  legrislation  that  is 
on  the  floor  does  not  seem  to  suggest 
that  we  are  prejjared  to  provide  small 
businesses  the  opportunity  for  science 
and  research.  The  Brown  amendment 
does.  Then  we  want  to  close  out  on  the 
Advanced  Technology  Program.  I  am 
shocked  when  we  begin  to  look  at  this 
country's  role  on  the  international 
arena.  This  should  be  a  bipartisan,  uni- 
fied effort  to  support  a  program  that 
provides  a  partnership. 

We  are  not  asking  for  Government 
dominance,  but  we  are  asking  for  the 
Government  to  recognize  they  have  a 
real  role  in  research  and  development 
with  the  private  sector.  We  are  abdi- 
cating that  responsibility.  I  support 
the  Brown  substitute  because  it  clearly 
acknowledges  that. 

Mr.  Chairman.  European  nations  are 
accelerating  investment  in  commercial 
technology.  Japan  has  plans  in  the 
works  to  double  the  government's 
science  program.  China  plans  to  triple 
its  investment  in  R&D.  Korea  has  con- 
siderably boosted  its  R&D  efforts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  it  is  important  that  we  re- 
spond to  the  international  arena  of 
science  in  a  bipartisan  way.  Support 
NASA  with  the  personnel  funding.  Sup- 
port these  science  programs  as  well  as 
these  research  and  development  efforts. 
Let  us  support  the  Brown  substitute. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  before  us  for  our 
consideration,  the  Brown  substitute  to  H.R. 
3322.  This  substitute  has  what  H.R.  3322 
does  not  have— a  balartced  and  thoughtful  ap- 
proach to  this  Nation's  research  and  develop- 
ment science,  and  space  enterprises.  The 
Democrats  on  the  committee  felt  that  too 
many  changes  were  necessary  to  make  the 
chairman's  bill  a  satisfactory  piece  of  legisla- 
tion and  tfiat  the  only  way  to  address  many  of 
the  problems  was  to  offer  a  complete  sub- 
stitute. Although  this  committee  has  oversight 
responsibilities,  it  has  been  my  experience 
that  only  disaster  can  result  when  peo|3ie  with- 
out expertise  or  experience  begin  to  micro- 
manage  wtiat  they  do  not  know,  as  in  the 


case  of  H.R.  3322.  This  legislation  continues 
to  attempt  to  force  the  Republk:an  ideok}gical 
and  personal  viewpoints  upon  not  only  the  rest 
of  the  Nation,  but  the  futures  of  our  chiWren 
as  well.  They  criticize  EPA  and  environmental 
regulations,  txjt  wont  alk>w  the  agerK:y  to  corv 
duct  the  research  to  answer  important  ques- 
tions. 

Among  the  many  problems  contained  within 
the  chairman's  bill  which  ttie  Brown  sut)stitute 
fixes  are: 

The  Republican's  personal  and  lonely  verv 
detta  against  NASA's  Mission  to  Planet  Earth 
Program,  reducing  the  administration's  request 
t>y  more  than  S300  million,  eliminating  space- 
craft and  restructuring  the  program  even 
ttraugh  he  has  never  actually  had  to  operate 
or  run  a  multibillion  dollar  space  program.  The 
President  has  made  this  program  a  NASA  pri- 
ority, ttie  Senate  has  strongly  supported  ttiis 
program,  and  tt>e  chairman's  own  National  Re- 
search Council  evaluation  validated  it 

The  sut)stjtute  includes  the  S81 .5  million  re- 
quested by  the  administration  for  NASA  sala- 
ries and  personnel,  but  cut  by  the  chairman.  If 
this  sut>stitute  fails  I  will  offer  a  separate 
amendment  to  add  back  this  S81.5  million. 
While  this  may  not  seem  like  much  to  the  Re- 
put>licans,  ttiey  still  have  ttieir  \obs  and  are  rx>t 
threatened  with  a  layoff  or  reduction  in  force 
[RIF].  A  cut  of  ttiis  magnitude  will  mean  that 
the  hardworking  emptoyees  of  the  Johnson 
Space  Center  in  Houston  will  have  to  forgo 
pay  that  ttiey  have  earned  arxj  deserve. 

The  substitute  supports  the  basic  research 
components  of  the  administratk>n's  multi- 
agency  research  initiatives  in  important  areas 
to  the  Nation's  ecorKtmic  future:  high  perlomv 
ance  computing,  and  communications,  envi- 
ronment and  natural  resources,  and  advanced 
manufacturing  techniques. 

The  substitute  irKdudes  a  Department  of  En- 
ergy title,  wtiich  the  chairman's  bill  does  not 
and  it  reverses  ttie  deep  Repubik:an  cuts  in 
fossil  R&D,  solar  and  renewabies  R&D  corv 
sensation  R&D  and  fusion  energy  R&D,  ttie 
MEP  and  ATP. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Brown  substitute  as  an  attempt  to 
reach  a  moderate  approach  consistent 
with  a  balanced  budget  to  our  national 
science  and  technology  policy.  As  we 
review  the  activity,  to  the  extent  there 
has  been  any  in  this  Gingrich  Congress 
with  reference  to  science  and  tech- 
nology, I  think  it  has  to  be  conceded 
that  the  major  accomplishment  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Science  over  this 
Congress  occurred  on  the  first  day  of 
Congress.  That  was  the  day  that  the 
name  of  the  committee  was  changed. 
Since  the  time  of  the  name  change, 
other  than  that,  the  activity  of  the 
committee  has  been  pretty  downhill. 

After  embracing  some  of  the  Ging- 
rich agenda  to  hamstring  Federal 
health  and  safety  regulation  and  pursu- 
ing a  technology  policy  that  basically 
said,  if  our  research  has  any  immediate 
application,  then  we  do  not  want  to 
fund  it,  we  only  want  to  fUnd  the  most 
theoretical    research,    the    committee 


basically  has  done  very  little.  For  over 
4  months,  it  did  not  meet  at  all.  Last 
year  it  has  as  its  monument,  as  a  com- 
mittee of  this  Congress,  it  has  one 
committee  report.  It  did  not  manage  to 
get  a  single  thing  written  into  law  dur- 
ing all  of  1995.  And  today  the  do-little 
approach  of  this  do-little  committee  is 
projected  through  the  legislation  that 
is  offered  tonight  as  an  alternative  to 
the  Brown  substitute.  It  says  we  ought 
to  do  the  same  thing  with  reference  to 
the  future  of  this  country  in  science 
and  technology.  You  see,  instead  of  the 
kind  of  dispassionate,  bipartisan,  mod- 
erate approach  of  moving  forward  that 
occurred  not  just  in  prior  Democratic 
administrations  but  in  prior  Repub- 
lican administrations  of  people  work- 
ing together  realizing  that,  if  there  is 
any  subject  that  ought  to  be  biparti- 
san, it  is  science  and  technology  pol- 
icy. 

We  have  substituted  the  scoring  ap- 
parently of  political  points  for  that 
kind  of  moderate  approach  and  sub- 
stituted arrogance  for  reasoned  dis- 
course. Let  me  give  just  a  few  examples 
of  how  the  Brown  substitute,  an  alter- 
native, proposes  to  deal  with  these 
problems.  First  in  the  area  of  the  Na- 
tional Science  Foundation,  as  my  col- 
league from  Virginia  pointed  out,  this 
is  a  fairly  small  agency.  All  this  talk 
about  bureaucracy,  it  has  a  very  effi- 
cient program.  About  4  percent  of  its 
budget  of  the  tax  dollars  are  spent  on 
administration.  To  be  sure,  we  are  get- 
ting a  return  on  our  research  dollars. 
The  other  96  percent  is  spent  on  re- 
search, going  out  mainly  to  university 
research:  Yet,  it  is  that  agency  that 
the  proposal  that  is  before  us  tonight 
would  do  substantial  damage  to.  The 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Brown] 
seeks  to  minimize  the  amount  of  that 
damage,  not  really  to  extend  and  ad- 
vance significantly  the  fine  work  of  the 
National  Science  Foundation,  but  at 
least  to  mitigate  the  damage. 

A  second  example  is  with  reference  to 
the  environment.  Now,  I  know  that  the 
real  monument  of  this  Gingrich  Con- 
gress has  been  its  attempt  to  cut  Medi- 
care. But  ranking  right  up  there  with 
the  effort  to  cut  Medicare  surely  is  the 
effort  to  aid  every  polluter  in  the  coun- 
try with  reference  to  the  environment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  remember  last 
year  the  enactment  in  this  House  of 
the  Dirty  Water  Act  that  would  end  20 
years  of  the  national  cleanup  of  pollu- 
tion of  our  streams  and  lakes  and  riv- 
ers, a  proposal  that  the  New  York 
Times  succinctly  described  as  one  that 
would  make  it  easier  for  polluters  to 
pollute;  but  that  is  no  surprise  l>ecau8e 
polluters  wrote  the  bill. 

D  1815 
Then  all  of  last  fall  we  had  all  these 
antienvironmental  riders  that  would 
get  tacked  on  without  a  hearing  that 
would  propose  to  hamstring  first  one 
Federal  agency  after  another  in  pro- 
tecting the  public  health  and  safety 
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with  reference  to  our  enviromnent.  and 
we  have  had  one  thing  after  another, 
and  this  year  the  only  thing  different 
was  some  memo  that  came  out  from 
the  Republican  House  conference  that 
suggested  Republican  Members  go  out 
and  hug  trees  and  go  to  zoos  and  pet 
animals  to  indicate  they  really  were 
not  as  antienvironmental  as  appeared 
to  be  the  case. 

And  so  now  we  come  to  the  science 
budget,  and  the  continuation  of  this 
extremist  agenda  is  to  simply  say  that 
certain  tsrpes  of  research  will  be  off 
limits.  We  do  not  want  to  know  what 
the  good  science  will  show  with  ref- 
erence to  these  areas,  we  want  to  pro- 
hibit research  altogether. 

For  example,  long-term  climate 
change  research  at  one  Federal  agency, 
indoor  air  research  at  another  agency, 
and  cu'  renewable  energy  research  by 
50  percent,  some  restricted,  some  sig- 
nificantly reduced,  and  I  suppose  that 
that  is  consistent  with  the  comment  of 
one  of  the  House  Republican  leaders 
that  a  scientist,  a  distinguished  chem- 
ist who  got  an  award,  the  Nobel  Prize, 
for  his  work  in  chemistry  in  discover- 
ing the  link  between  chlorofluoro- 
carbons  and  ozone  depletion  in  our  at- 
mosphere, he  was  referred  to  as  having 
received  the  Noble  appeasement  award. 
It  is  that  kind  of  extremist  endeavor 
that  is  carried  on  in  this  bill  that  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Brown] 
proposes  to  ameliorate,  and  I  heartily 
support  his  effort  to  do  that. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
substitute  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  firom  California  [Mr. 
Brown]. 

One  of  the  serious  problems  with 
H.R.  3322  is  the  omission  of  research 
conducted  by  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy. This  substitute  restores  funding 
for  these  programs.  We  made  tremen- 
dous progress  and  received  Noble  prizes 
for  the  research  conducted  in  labs  fund- 
ed under  research  programs  by  the  De- 
partment of  Energy.  The  Thomas  Jef- 
ferson National  Accelerator  Facility  in 
Virginia  is  the  Department  of  Energy 
facility  that  supports  a  national  sub- 
atomic particle  research.  This  facility 
provides  the  Nation  a  unique  tool  for 
exploring  the  structure  of  the  nucleus 
of  an  atom  and  for  dramatically  in- 
creasing our  understanding  of  how  the 
basic  building  blocks  of  nature  work. 
The  Transfer  Technology  Program 
funded  by  the  Department  of  Energy 
includes  the  very  best  scientific  re- 
search facilities  in  the  Nation.  Under 
the  guidance  of  the  Laser  Processing 
Consortium,  which  includes  22  labora- 
tories and  universities  on  three  con- 
tinents, we  have  developed  cutting- 
edge  technologies  that  will  be  critical 
in  our  future  health  and  national  eco- 
nomic well-being.  As  a  nation  we  must 
retain  our  edge  to  meet  the  coming 
international  competition. 


Another  program,  Mr.  Chairman, 
funded  under  this  substitute  is  the  Mis- 
sion to  Planet  Earth  project  under 
NASA.  Two  satellites  not  funded  under 
the  base  bill  are  essential  to  determin- 
ing how  climate  changes.  Not  the  im- 
pact of  weather  changes;  we  know  how 
floods  and  tornados  and  droughts  and 
snow  affect  our  climates,  but  we  need 
the  information  that  will  be  collected 
by  CHEM-1  and  P.M.-l  satellites  which 
will  help  to  establish  early  warning 
systems,  provide  information  on  natu- 
ral irrigation  channels  and  assist  in 
recognizing  the  power  of  wind,  water, 
and  natural  vegetation  on  our  home 
planet. 

I  am  also  pleased  to  see  the  restora- 
tion in  the  substitute  of  the  20-percent 
funding  cut  in  H.R.  3322  of  the  NASA 
advanced  subsonic  program.  This  fund- 
ing is  vitally  important  to  maintaining 
this  Nation's  longstanding  leadership 
on  subsonic  research.  We  need  the  stud- 
ies on  aging  aircraft  used  in  the  newer 
economy  airlines,  we  need  the  improve- 
ment of  safety  of  our  air  traffic  control 
systems,  and  we  need  the  research  and 
development  of  the  quieter,  more  fuel 
efficient  and  environmentally  safe  air- 
craft. 

I  acknowledge  and  support  the  need 
to  cut  Government  spending  where  ap- 
propriate in  order  to  meet  our  budget 
responsibilities,  but  such  a  cut  to 
NASA's  aeronautics  program  are  ex- 
tremely counterproductive  to  our 
shared  goals  of  creating  a  stronger 
economy  and  a  stronger  America. 

I  ask  that  we  support  the  Brown  sub- 
stitute. 

Ms.  HARMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Science,  I  rise  today  in 
strong  support  of  the  Brown  substitute 
and  against  H.R.  3322. 

Over  the  shoulders  of  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walker]  in  the 
Committee  on  Science  hearing  room  is 
a  biblical  quotation  which  reads, 
"Where  there  is  no  vision,  the  people 
perish."  In  my  view,  H.R.  3322  is  a  bill 
without  vision.  Because  of  its  short- 
sighted cuts  to  civilian  R&D  our  Na- 
tion's leadership  position  on  science 
and  technology  issues  may  very  well 
perish  in  the  not  too  distant  future. 

The  Brown  substitute  offers  a  much 
different  vision  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's role  in  research  and  develop- 
ment. It  represents  a  vision  that  Gov- 
ernment can  and  should  be  a  partner 
with  industry  as  we  move  into  the  21st 
century.  Its  enactment  is  critical  for 
our  future. 

A  key  difference  between  the  Brown 
substitute  and  H.R.  3322  is  the  treat- 
ment of  NASA's  Mission  to  Planet 
Earth.  This  important  program  will 
provide  us  with  a  better  scientific  un- 
derstanding of  global  change  and  di- 
rectly stimulate  American  interests 
around  the  globe. 


As  an  example.  Mission  to  Planet 
Earth-generated  data  will  help  sci- 
entists answer  key  questions  about  our 
planet's  changing  climate  and  will  help 
farmers  understand  and  predict  El  Nino 
positions,  allowing  them  to  plant  their 
crops  accordingly. 

Unlike  the  Brown  substitute,  which 
funds  Mission  to  Planet  Earth  at  the 
administration's  requested  level,  H.R. 
3322  dramatically  slashes  the  program 
by  $374  million  in  fiscal  year  1997.  This 
cut  flies  counter  to  the  National  Re- 
search Council's  comprehensive  review 
of  the  program,  a  review  requested  by 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Walker]  himself. 

The  review  was  clear,  the  science  un- 
derlying the  Mission  to  Planet  Earth 
Program  is  fundamentally  soimd.  The 
PM-1  and  CHE»I-1  mission  should  be 
implemented  without  delay.  Dr.  Ed 
Frieman,  who  chaired  the  study,  testi- 
fied before  the  Conmiittee  on  Science 
that  postponing  PM  and  CHEM  would 
not  only  cause  delay,  but  also  would 
increase  costs. 

At  a  March  Committee  on  Science 
hearing  on  global  climate  change  in 
the  Mission  to  Planet  Earth  Program, 
not  a  single  witness  advocated  cancel- 
ing the  PM  and  CHEM  mission.  No  one 
urged  the  conunittee  to  chop  $374  mil- 
lion lirom  the  program.  Even  renowned 
global  warming  skeptics  agreed  that 
more  data  on  climate  change  was  a  ne- 
cessity. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  need  to  be  doing 
more,  not  less  research  into  difflcult 
scientific  questions  like  climate 
change.  Good  science  is  good  business. 
We  must  be  visionary,  not  reactionary. 
I  urge  Members  to  support  the  Brown 
substitute,  a  strong  vision  for  our  Na- 
tion's science  and  technology  future. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentle- 
woman from  Texas  [Ms.  Jackson-Lee] 
for  her  words  about  restoring  the  fund- 
ing to  the  NASA  personnel  account. 
That  was  a  cut  that  should  not  have 
been  made,  and,  as  I  think  we  noted 
when  we  marked  up  H.R.  3322  at  full 
committee,  these  personnel  funding 
cuts  would  cause  a  very  severe  hard- 
ship on  the  very  hard-working  men  and 
women  at  NASA  centers,  something 
that  was  confirmed  in  writing  by  the 
NASA  comptroller  some  time  ago. 

I  certainly  rise  in  support  of  the 
Brown  substitute  and  particularly  the 
provisions  relating  to  the  NASA  ad- 
ministration. As  I  mentioned  in  the 
general  debate,  while  H.R.  3322  main- 
tains full  funding  for  the  space  station 
and  biomedical  research;  I  am  grateful 
for  that;  I  like  that  part  of  it;  I  have 
been  troubled  by  some  of  the  other  cuts 
to  NASA  though  in  the  bill,  and  I  am 
pleased  that  the  Brown  substitute 
would  correct  these  problems. 

First,  the  substitute  funds  NASA  at 
the  level  of  the  President's  request. 
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$13.8  billion.  It  is  a  reasonable  funding 
level,  maintaining  our  commitment  to 
NASA's  programs  and  its  dedicated 
personnel  while  at  the  same  time  con- 
tinuing our  conunitment  to  deficit  re- 
duction. It  is  not  a  budget  buster,  and 
in  fact  the  level  of  NASA  funding  con- 
tained in  the  Brown  substitute  and  in 
the  President's  request  is  almost  $100 
million  below  the  fiscal  year  1996  ap- 
propriation for  NASA. 

Second,  the  Brown  substitute  fully 
funds  the  space  station  as  well  as  the 
biomedical  research  that  I  believe  will 
develop  and  develop  into  very  impor- 
tant benefits  to  ail  of  our  citizens, 
young  and  old. 

So  I  am  pleased  that  NASA  and  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health  are  work- 
ing together  effectively  on  a  wide 
range  of  cooperative  research  activi- 
ties, and  the  Brown  substitute  will 
allow  that  significant  research  to  con- 
tinue. 

Third,  the  Brown  substitute  will  re- 
store funding  that  was  cut  from  a  num- 
ber of  critical  accounts.  In  addition  to 
the  funding  for  Mission  to  Planet 
Earth,  which  I  am  sure  other  Members 
have  addressed  or  will  address,  the 
Brown  substitute  restores  funding  for 
the  Advanced  Subsonic  Aeronautical 
Research  Program.  The  funding  will 
allow  NASA  to  continue  several  things, 
among  them  research  to  address  safety 
concerns  relating  to  aging  aircraft,  col- 
laborative initiatives  with  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  to  improve 
the  safety  and  efficiency  of  the  Na- 
tion's air  traffic  management  ssrstem, 
R&D  to  develop  the  technologies  for 
quieter,  more  fuel  efficient  aircraft, 
R&D  for  general  aviation  conunuter 
aircraft. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Brown  substitute 
also  restores  the  funding  that  was  cut 
from  NASA's  personnel  accoimt,  and  I 
have  addressed  that,  and  it  was  very 
well  addressed,  and  the  NASA  comp- 
troller had  already  stated  that  the  pro- 
posed cuts  to  the  salaries  and  expense 
accounts  would  result  in  furloughs  at 
the  NASA  centers,  something  that  I  be- 
lieve no  Member  of  Congress  wants  to 
impose  on  the  hard-working  employees 
of  the  space  agency. 

Further,  the  Brown  substitute  re- 
stores the  funding  for  facilities  and 
maintenance  facilities  at  the  center. 
That  is  very  important.  The  one-third 
cut  to  the  maintenance  budget  con- 
tained in  H.R.  3322  would  hurt  the  abil- 
ity of  the  centers  to  carry  out  their 
missions  in  a  safe  and  timely  manner. 
So  we  should  not  really  be  making  cuts 
that  lead  to  higher  costs  down  the 
road,  as  is  usually  the  case  when  we 
cut  the  deferred  maintenance. 

All  in  all,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Brown 
substitute  maintains  our  historic  sup- 
port of  the  U.S.  space  program  and  pro- 
vides the  responsible  level  of  funding 
for  NASA  and  its  activities.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  the  Brown 
amendment. 


Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  first  thank 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Brown]  for  offering  his  substitute,  and 
I  also  wish  to  thank  the  approximately 
16  or  so  Members  from  the  minority 
who  have  spoken  in  favor  of  it  and 
given  all  the  details  of  why  the  sub- 
stitute is  so  much  better  than  the 
original  bill. 

The  original  bill  that  is  before  us. 
Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  House, 
is  one  of  the  worst  bills  that  I  have 
ever  seen;  is  the  worst,  not  one,  is  the 
worst  that  I  have  ever  seen  come  out  of 
the  Committee  on  Science.  Space,  and 
Technology  in  my  20  years  here. 

I  had  served  under,  on  the  Committee 
on  Science,  under  illustrious  chairmen 
such  as  Don  Fuqua  and  Bob  Rowe  and 
the  gentlenruin  from  California  [Mr. 
Brown].  I  now  serve  under  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania.  The  dis- 
tinct difference  between  those  and  the 
one  I  presently  have  is  that  they  were 
interested  in  promoting  science  in  this 
country.  They  were  interested  in  basic 
research  in  this  country.  They  were  not 
interested  in  getting  rid  of  programs 
that  benefit  this  country  in  the  name 
of  balancing  the  budget  when  it  is  real- 
ly in  the  name:  I  do  not  like  the  pro- 
grams, I  am  not  in  favor  of  the  pro- 
grams, therefore  we  are  going  to  get 
rid  of  them  no  matter  how  good  they 
are  for  the  country. 

D    1830 

What  does  this  all  relate  to?  It  all 
really  gets  back  to  a  philosophy,  and  a 
philosophy  of  government,  and  the  dif- 
ference between  the  majority,  led  by 
the  Speaker,  the  gentleman  from  Geor- 
gia [Mr.  GINGRICH],  the  radical  Repub- 
lican extremists  that  want  to  remove 
the  Federal  Government  from  all  sec- 
tors of  society  and  say  let  the  free  mar- 
ket take  care  of  it. 

If  we  had  done  that  in  the  past,  we 
would  not  have  all  of  the  benefits  that 
this  country  presently  has.  especially 
from  basic  research  that  we  will  find 
from  NSF.  We  would  not  have  the  de- 
velopment of  the  small  businesses  and 
large  businesses  throughout  this  coun- 
try, and  our  ability  to  be  in  the  fore- 
fi"ont  in  the  economic  sector  of  this 
world,  because  it  is  that  partnership 
that  was  spoken  of  earlier  between  gov- 
ernment, industry,  and  individuals 
that  has  made  this  country  grreat. 

Yet,  the  radical  right  of  the  majority 
would  like  to  tell  us  that  the  role  of 
the  Federal  Government  is  just  to  de- 
fend out  shores  and  that  is  it,  and  get 
out  of  the  way  of  everybody  else.  That 
is  what  they  say.  If  we  stop  and  think 
about  that,  it  is  a  little  bit  scary, 
folks.  It  scares  me  that  the  Federal 
Government  should  only  defend  the 
shores  and  not  have  anything  else  to  do 
with  the  rest  of  mankind  in  this  coun- 
try. 


Our  Constitution  not  only  provides 
for  defending  the  shores,  but  also  says 
that  the  Federal  Government  must 
care  for  the  general  welfare  of  the  peo- 
ple. That  is  basically  what  some  of  us 
are  about.  That  is  the  basic  difference. 
And  when  Members  look  at  this  bill 
that  we  have  before  us.  the  unneces- 
sary cuts,  because  we  do  not  need 
them,  as  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Stenholm]  pointed  out;  under  the 
coalition  budget  we  reached  a  balanced 
budget  in  the  same  time  period  that 
the  Republicans  did,  and  yet  we  even 
cut  more  spending  in  that  timeframe. 
Our  deficits  are  smaller,  the  debt  is 
less  in  2002.  and  yet  we  could  take  the 
Brown  substitute  and  fit  it  in  and  pro- 
vide the  basic  research,  the  partnership 
programs  with  business  and  industry 
and  small  businesses.  We  can  do  all  of 
that. 

So  this  is  a  clear  case  not  of  doing  it 
to  balance  the  budget,  but  it  is  a  clear 
case  of  reducing  NSF  funding,  reducing 
basic  research  into  energy  supplies 
solely  for  the  purpose  of  getting  rid  of 
it  because  we  do  not  like  it.  The  Re- 
publicans MTill  tell  you  they  do  not  be- 
lieve in  these  programs.  I  daresay  that 
if  we  would  have  been  down  this  road 
when  I  first  was  here  20  years  ago.  we 
would  not  have  many  of  the  benefits 
that  we  have  today,  that  we  in  this 
country  enjoy  today. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  VOLK- 
mer]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  VoLK- 
MER  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  addi- 
tional minutes.) 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
not  believe  that  there  are  very  many 
scientists  in  this  country  who  do  the 
research,  that  does  benefit  everybody 
in  this  country,  who  feel  that  we 
should  do  away  with  basic  research 
programs.  I  maintain  that  there  are 
people  out  there  that  are  dedicated  sci- 
entists willing  to  take  on  the  task  of 
trying  to  find  knowledge  for  the  sake 
of  knowledge,  so  that  knowledge,  once 
it  proves  out,  can  lead  to  such  things 
as  getting  rid  of  many  diseases  that  we 
presently  have,  many  Ulnesses  that  we 
presently  have;  getting  us  a  new  way  to 
manufacture  products,  new  materials 
for  products. 

I  can  remember  back  when  I  was  a 
youngster,  and  things  have  changed 
dramatically  up  to  the  present  time.  A 
lot  of  that  is  because  of  research  that 
was  done  on  behalf  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, and  in  cooperation  with  uni- 
versity professors  and  scientists,  indus- 
trial scientists.  It  is  that  basic  re- 
search that  has  gotten  us  where  we  are. 

Now  to  say  that  we  no  longer  need  to 
do  these  things  to  the  extent  that  the 
gentleman  from  California,  Mr.  Brown, 
has  provided  in  the  substitute  tells  me 
very  clearly  that  the  majority,  under 
the  leadership  of  the  gentleman  f^m 
Georgia,  Newt  Gingrich,  clearly  Is  on 
the  road  to  eliminating  these  "pco- 
grams. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly  support  the 
substitute  offered  by  the  gentleman 
firom  California,  and  I  commend  him 
for  offering  it.  I  strongly  oppose  the 
bill  as  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Waucer]. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Cfiairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  bill  H.R.  3322  and  in  sup- 
port of  the  Brown  substitute.  This  bill  seeks  to 
create  the  impression  that  we  are  considering 
an  omnibus  civilian  science  proposal,  but  we 
are  not  Noticeably  absent  are  ttie  energy  re- 
search arxj  development  [R&D]  programs  at 
the  Department  of  Energy  [DOE].  How  do  we 
explain  the  absence  of  about  $4.7  txllion  in 
authorizations  for  the  civilian  science  pro- 
grams at  DOE? 

Federal  support  for  R&D  is  the  quintessen- 
tial investment  in  our  Nation's  future.  Unfortu- 
nately, despite  5  years  of  strong  t}ipartisan 
support,  the  Republican  leadership  now  treats 
R&D  as  a  low  priority.  The  overall  reduction 
would  be  S711  million  below  this  year's  fund- 
ing and  nearly  $800  million  below  the  Presi- 
dent's proposal.  Solar  and  renewable  energy 
research  would  t)e  cut  34  percent.  Conserva- 
tion energy  R&D  would  be  siasfied  43  percent 
Fuel  cell  research  would  be  cut  66  percent 
Arxj  I  would  remind  my  colleagues  that  this  is 
all  t>eing  done  in  one  year,  not  over  5  years 
or  7  years. 

We  cannot  let  starxj  congressional  propos- 
als that  endanger  our  ability  to  create  more 
high-income  jobs  in  developing  industries  as 
well  as  to  promote  safer,  more  cost-efficient 
arxJ  envirorvnentally  sensitive  energy  tech- 
nologies. 

R&D  is  responsible  for  approximately  one- 
half  of  the  productivity  improvements  in  the 
Nation's  ecorx)my.  Technological  innovation  is 
the  single  most  important  source  of  long-term 
economic  growth,  arxl  the  total  economic  re- 
turn on  investment  in  R&D  is  several  times  as 
high  as  for  other  forms  of  investment. 

While  Republicans  seek  to  make  political 
hay  out  of  the  gas  price  spike  we  are  currently 
suffering,  they  are  cutting  ttie  research  at  DOE 
that  moves  us  away  from  dependence  upon 
gasoline.  While  Senator  DCX£  proposes  a  cut 
in  the  gas  tax.  House  Reput}ik:ans  propose  a 
cut  DOE'S  transportatk)n  energy  Research 
budget  by  $66.8  million  below  this  year's  fund- 
ing, a  38  percent  cut 

We  doni  know  wtien  or  if  the  Republicans 
will  make  good  on  these  threats  to  cut  DOE. 
For  the  sake  of  my  home  State  of  California, 
I  hope  they  do  not  The  Department  of  Energy 
cakujiated  that  Califomia  received  about  $722 
millk>n  in  energy  R&D  funding  in  fiscal  year 
1995.  We  are  heavily  involved  in  programs 
like  eriergy  conservation  research,  and  re- 
search on  fuskxi  energy  development  both  of 
which  are  hit  heavily  in  the  Republk:an  pro- 
posals. I  mentioned  fuel  cell  research  as  an 
area  being  targeted  and  as  one  that  is  impor- 
tant to  a  State  seeking  to  sustain  our  eco- 
nomic recovery  while  maintaining  our  air  qual- 
ity. In  the  Third  District,  we  have  ttie  University 
of  Califomia  at  Davis,  whch  ranks  in  the  top 
20  universities  in  Federal  research  grants  and 
is  responsible  for  managing  three  DOE  latx>ra- 
tories.  All  of  these  programs  are  at  risk  if  tfie 
Republkan  committee  proposal  prevails. 

The  substitute  offered  by  Mr.  Brown  today 
contains  all  of  the  programs  that  shoukj  be  in 


an  omnibus  bill,  including  the  DOE  programs. 
And  it  funds  them  at  the  PreskJent's  request 
level.  If  you  are  concerned,  as  I  am,  about  our 
energy  future  you  will  support  Mr.  Brown.  If 
you  want  energy  security  in  the  future,  as  I 
know  the  residents  of  my  State  do,  you  will 
support  the  Brown  sut»stitute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Califomia  [Mr.  Brown]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  demand  a  recorded  vote,  and 
pending  that  I  make  a  point  of  order 
that  a  quonmi  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  House  today,  further  pro- 
ceedings on  the  amendment  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  substitute  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Califomia  [Mr.  Brown] 
will  be  postponed. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 

SEQUENTIAL  VOTES  POSTPONED  IN  COMMITTEE 
OF  THE  WHOLE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  House  of  today,  proceed- 
ings will  now  resume  on  those  amend- 
ments on  which  further  proceedings 
were  postponed  in  the  following  order: 

Amendment  No.  14,  offered  by  the 
gentlewoman  from  Califomia  [Ms. 
LOFGREN]  and  amendment  No.  8,  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  BROWN]. 

The  Chair  will  reduce  to  5  minutes 
the  time  for  any  electronic  vote  after 
the  first  vote  in  this  series. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MS.  LOFGREN 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  Califomia  [Ms. 
LOFGREN]  on  which  further  proceedings 
were  postponed  and  on  which  the  noes 
prevailed  by  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  redesignate  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  redesignated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  170,  noes  243, 
not  voting  20,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  196] 
AYES— 170 


Abercrombie 

Adcermui 

Andrews 

Baesler 

Baldaccl 

Barcia 

Becerra 

BeilensoD 

Bentsen 

Berman 

BeviU 

Bishop 

Bonior 

Borski 


Boacher 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (PL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Cardis 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

Clybnm 

Coleman 

Collins  (IL) 


Collins  (MI) 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Cnmmlngs 

Danner 

DeFazio 

DeLaoro 

Dellums 

Deatsch 

Dicks 

Dizon 

DoKgett 

Dooley 

Doyle 


Dorbin 

Edwards 

En^l 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Fan- 

Fattah 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Filner 

Flake 

Frank  (MA) 

Frost 

Forse 

Gejdenson 

Gepbardt 

Gibbons 

Gonzalez 

(Gordon 

Green  (TX) 

Gutierrez 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall(TX) 

Hamilton 

Harman 

Hastingrs  (FL) 

Hefner 

Hilliard 

Hinchey 

Holden 

Hoyer 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson  (SD) 
Johnson.  E.B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptor 
Kennedy  (MA) 
Kennedy  (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 


Allaid 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachos 
Baker  (CA) 
Baker  (LA) 
Ballencer 
Ban- 
Barrett  (NE) 
Barrett  (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 


Bateman 

Bereuter 

Bilbray 

Bilirakis 

Bliley 

Blate 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

Bonilla 

Bono 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bonn 

Bunninj 

Burr 

Burton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Calvert 

Camp 

Campbell 

Canady 

CasUe 

Cliabot 

(^liambliss 

Chenoweth 

Christensen 

Chrysler 

Clinker 

Coble 

Cobara 

Collia*  (GA) 

Combest 

Condit 

Cooley 

Costello 


Klink 

LaFalce 

Levin 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lipinski 

Lofgren 

Luther 

Maloney 

Manton 

Markey 

Martinez 

Mascara 

Matsui 

McDermott 

McHale 

McKlnney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Millender- 

McDonald 
MlUer  (CA) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
MoUohan 
Montgomery 
Moian 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne  (NJ) 
Payne  (VA) 
Pelosi 
Rahall 
Raiwel 
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Reed 

Richardson 

Rivers 

Roemer 

Rose 

Roybal-Allard 

Rush 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Serrano 

Ska^gs 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stenhobn 

Stokes 

Stnpak 

Tanner 

Tejeda 

Thompson 

Thornton 

Thnrman 

Torres 

Towns 

Traflcant 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Vlsclosky 

Volkmer 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Waxman 

Williams 

WUson 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Yates 
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NOES— 243 

Coz 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cnbin 

Cunningham 

Davis 

Deal 

DeLay 

Dlaz-Balart 

Dickey 

DooUttle 

Doman 

Dreler 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Ehlers 

EhrUch 

Emerson 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewing 

FaweU 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frelinghuysen 

Frisa 

Funderbnrk 

Gallerly 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Geren 

Gilchrest 

Gillmor 

Oilman 

Goodlatte 

Goodllng 

Goss 

Graham 

Greene  (UT) 

Greenwood 

Gutknecht 


Hancock 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Helneman 

Herger 

Hilleary 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Istook 

Jacobs 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson,  Sam 

Jones 

Kasich 

KeUy 

King 

Kingston 

Kleczka 

Klttg 

Knollenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Largent 

Irfitham 

LaTonrette 

Laughlin 

Lazio 

Leach 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Lightfoot 

Tilnder 

Livingston 

LoBlondo 

Longley 

Lucas 

Manznllo 


Martini 

Poshard 

Smith  (WA) 

MoCarthj- 

Pryce 

Sender 

McCoUum 

QuUlen 

Spence 

McCrery 

Quinn 

Steams 

McDade 

Radanovich 

Stockman 

Mclnnls 

Ramstad 

Stump 

Mcintosh 

Regula 

Talent 

McKeon 

Riggs 

Tate 

Mer/-»1f 

Roberts 

Tauzin 

Meyers 

Rogers 

Taylor  (MS) 

Mica 

Rohrabacher 

Taylor  (NO 

Miller  (FL) 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Thomas 

Moorhead 

Roth 

Thomberry 

Morella 

Royce 

Tiahrt 

Myers 

Sabo 

Torklldsen 

Myrtck 

Salmon 

Upton 

Nethercutt 

Sanford 

Vucanovlch 

Neumann 

Saxton 

Walker 

Ney 

Scarborough 

Walsh 

Norwood 

Schaefer 

Wamp 

Nnssle 

Schiff 

Watts  (OK) 

Obey 

Seastrand 

Weldon  (FL) 

Ozley 

Sensenbrenner 

Weldon  (PA) 

Parkard 

Shadegg 

Weller 

Parker 

Shaw 

White 

Pazon 

Shays 

Whltneld 

Peterson  (MN) 

Shuster 

Wicker 

Petri 

Slslsky 

Wise 

Pickett 

Skeen 

Wolf 

Pombo 

Snuth  (MI) 

Young  (AS) 

Porter 

Smith  (NJ) 

Zeliff 

Portm&n 

Smith  (TX) 

Zimmer 

NOT  VOTING— 20 

Chapman 

Hayes 

Pomeroy 

Conyers 

Lancos 

Roukema 

de  la  Garza 

Lincoln 

Solomon 

Dingell 

Lowey 

Studds 

Foglietta 

McHugh 

TorrlceUi 

Ford 

Molinari 

Young  (FL) 

Gunderson 

Peterson  (FL) 

D  1855 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Conyers  for,  with  Mr.  Young  of  Florida 
against. 

Mr.  CLINGER  changed  his  vote  from 
"aye"  to  "no." 

Messrs.  STOKES.  BENTSEN,  and 
MONTGOMERY  changed  their  vote 
from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  annouinced 
as  above  recorded. 

AMENDMENT  IN  THE  NATURE  OF  A  SUBSTTTUTE 
OFFERED  BY  MR.  BROWN  OF  CALIFORNIA 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Califomia  [Mr.  Brown]  on  which 
further  proceedings  were  postponed  and 
on  which  the  ayes  prevailed  by  voice 
vote. 

The  Clerk  will  redesignate  the 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute. 

The  Clerk  redesignated  the  amend- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  substitute. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  This  is  a  5-minute 
vote. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  176,  noes  236, 
not  voting  22,  as  follows: 


[Roll  No.  197] 

1 

AYES— 176 

Abercrombie 

Gonzalez 

Oberstar 

Ackerman 

Cordon 

Olver 

Andrews 

Green  (TX) 

Ortiz 

Baesler 

Gotterrez 

Orton 

Baldacci 

HaU(OH) 

Owens 

BarcU 

Haurrx) 

Pallone 

Becerra 

Hamilton 

Pastor 

Beilenson 

Harman 

Payne  (NJ) 

Bentsen 

Hastings  (FL) 

Payne  (VA) 

Berman 

Hefner 

Pelosi 

BeviU 

Hilliard 

Peterson  (MN) 

Bishop 

Hinchey 

Pickett 

Bonior 

Holden 

Rahall 

Borski 

Houghton 

Rangel 

Boucher 

Hoyer 

Reed 

Brewster 

Jackson  (IL) 

Richardson 

Browder 

Jackson-Lee 

Rivers 

Brown  (CA) 

(TX) 

Rose 

Brown  (FL) 

Jefferson 

Roybal-Allard 

Brown  (OH) 

Johnson  (SD) 

Rush 

Bryant  (TX) 

Johnson,  E.B. 

Sabo 

Canlin 

Johnston 

Sawyer 

Chaiunan 

Kanjorski 

Schroeder 

(nay 

Kaptur 

Schumer 

Clinton 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Scott 

CHement 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Serrano 

Clybum 

Kennelly 

Sisisky 

CoUins  (IL) 

Kildee 

Skaggs 

Collins  (MI) 

Klink 

Skelton 

Condit 

LaFalce 

Slaughter 

Coyne 

Levin 

Spratt 

Cramer 

Lewis  (GA) 

Stark 

Cnmmings 

Lofgren 

Stenholm 

Danner 

Luther 

Stokes 

DeLauro 

Maloney 

Stupak 

Dellums 

Manton 

Tanner 

Deutsch 

Markey 

Taylor  (MS) 

Dicks 

Martinez 

Tejeda 

Dizon 

Mascara 

Tliompwn 

MatSQi 

Thornton 

Dooley 

McCarthy 

Doyle 

McDermott 

Torres 

Durbln 

McHale 

Towns 

Edwards 

McKlnney 

TraHcant 

Engel 

McNulty 

Velazquez 

Eshoo 

Meehan 

Vento 

Evans 

Meek 

Vlsclosky 

Fair 

Menendez 

Volkmer 

Fattah 

Millender- 

Ward 

Fazio 

McOonald 

Waters 

Fields  (LA) 

MiUer  (CA) 

Watt  (NO 

Filner 

Mlnge 

Wazman 

Flake 

Mink 

Williams 

Frank  (MA) 

Moakley 

WUson 

Frost 

MoUohan 

Wise 

Futse 

Montgomery 

Woolsey 

Gejdenson 

Moran 

Wynn 

(Gephardt 

Murtha 

Yates 

(Jeren 

Nadler 

Gibbons 

Neal 
NOES-235 

Allard 

Calvert 

Dreler 

Archer 

Camp 

Duncan 

Armey 

CampbeU 

Dunn 

Bachus 

Canady 

Ehlers 

Baker  (CA) 

Castle 

EhrUch 

Baker  (LA) 

Chabot 

Emerson 

Ballenger 

Chambllss 

Enfli«t< 

BaiT 

ChristenKB 

EongB 

Barrett  (NE) 

Chrysler 

Everett 

Barrett  (WI) 

Clinger 

Ewing 

Bartlett 

Coble 

FaweU 

Barton 

Cobom 

Fields  (TX) 

Bass 

Collins  (GA) 

FlflHAflJl 

Bateman 

Oimbest 

Foley 

Bereuter 

Cooley 

Forbes 

Bilirakis 

Costello 

Fowler 

Bliley 

Cox 

Fox 

Blute 

Crane 

Franks  (CT) 

Boehlert 

Crapo 

Franks  (NJ) 

Boehner 

Cremeans 

Frelinghuysen 

Bonilla 

Cubin 

Frisa 

Bono 

(^inninghani 

Funderburk 

Brownback 

Davis 

Gallegly 

Bryant  (TN) 

Deal 

GMiske 

Bnnn 

DeFazio 

Gekas 

Buimlng 

DeLay 

GUchrest 

Burr 

Dlaz-Balart 

Gillmor 

Barton 

Dickey 

Oilman 

Buyer 

DooUtUe 

(loodlatte 

Callahan 

Domaa 

Goodllng 

Goss 

LoBlondo 

Sanders 

Graham 

Longley 

Sanfort 

Greene  (UT) 

Lucas 

Saxton 

Greenwood 

ManzuUo 

Scarborough 

Gutknecht 

Martini 

Schaefer 

Hancock 

McCoUnm 

Schirr 

Hansen 

McCrery 

Seastrand 

Hastert 

McDade 

Sensenbrenner 

Hastings  (WA) 

Mclnnls 

Shadegg 

Hayworth 

Mcintosh 

Shaw 

Hefley 

McKeon 

Shays 

Helneman 

Met<^If 

Shuster 

Herger 

Meyers 

Skeen 

HUlearj- 

Mica 

Smith  (Ml) 

Hobson 

MlUer(FL) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Hoekstra 

Moorhead 

Smith  (TX) 

Hoke 

MoreUa 

Smith  (WA) 

Horn 

Myers 

Solomon 

Hostettler 

Mynck 

Sender 

Hunter 

Nethercutt 

Spence 

Hutchinson 

Neumann 

Steams 

Hyde 

Ney 

Stockman 

Inglis 

Norwood 

Stomp 

Istook 

Nussle 

Talent 

Jacobs 

Obey 

Tate 

Johnson  (CT) 

Oiley 

Johnson.  Sam 

Packard 

Taylor  (NO 

Jones 

Parker 

Thomas 

Kasich 

Pazon 

Thomberry 

Kelly 

Petri 

Tiahrt 

Kim 

Pombo 

Torklldsen 

TTiny 

Porter 

Upton 

Kingston 

Portman 

Vucanovlch 

Kleczka 

WaUier 

Klug 

Pryce 

Walsh 

KnoUenberg 

(iuUlen 

Wamp 

Kolbe 

Qulim 

Watts  (OK) 

LaHood 

Weldon  (FL) 

rjth«m 

Weldon  (PA) 

LaTonrette 

ReguU 

Weller 

Laughlin 

Riggs 

White 

Lazlo 

Roberts 

Whltneld 

Leach 

Boemer 

Wicker 

Lewis  (CA) 

Rogers 

Wolf 

Lewis  (KY) 

Rohrabacher 

Young  (AK) 

Lightfoot 

Ros-Lehttaen 

Zeliff 

Linder 

Roth 

Zunmer 

Lipinski 

Royce 

Livingston 

NOT  VOTING— 22 

BUbray 

Gundenos 

Peterson  (FL) 

Chenoweth 

Hayes 

Pomeroy 

Coleman 

Lantos 

Roukema 

Conyers 

Largent 

Stodds 

de  la  Garza 

TorrtoeUl 

Dingell 

Yoai>g(FL) 

FogUecu 
Fort 

McHugh 
Molinari 

O  1902 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 
On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Conyers  for,  with  Mr.  Young  of  Florid* 
against. 

Mr.  FORBES  changed  his  vote  from 
"aye"  to  "no." 

So  the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
subsiitulo  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  annoonoed 
as  above  recorded. 

Mr.  WALKER  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Dreier) 
having  assumed  the  chair.  Mr.  BURTON 
of  Indiana,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill,  H.R.  3322,  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  fiscal  year  1997  for  civilian 
science  activities  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, and  for  other  purposes,  had 
come  to  no  resolution  thereon. 
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REPORT  ON  A  HOUSE  RESOLUTION 
ON  PROCEEDINGS  AGAINST  JOHN 
M.  QUINN,  DAVID  WATKINS,  AND 

.   MATTHEW  MOORE 

Mr.  CUNGEJR.  from  the  Coinimttee 
on  Government  Refonn  and  Oversight, 
subnaitted  a  privileged  report  (Rept. 
No.  104-598)  on  a  House  resolution  on 
proceedings  against  John  M.  Quinn, 
David  WatMns,  and  Matthew  Moore, 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Cal- 
endar and  ordered  to  be  printed. 


OMNIBUS  CIVILIAN  SCIENCE 
AUTHORIZATION  ACT  OF  1996 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  House  Resolution  427  and  rule 
XXm,  the  Chair  declares  the  House  in 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill,  H.R.  3322. 

a  1905 

IN  THE  COMJflTTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  fur- 
ther consideration  of  the  bill,  H.R.  3322, 
to  authorize  appropriations  for  fiscal 
year  1997  for  civilian  science  activities 
of  the  Federal  Government,  and  for 
other  purposes,  with  Mr.  Burton  of  In- 
diana in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  House  rose  earlier 
today,  amendment  No.  8,  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Brown] 
had  been  disposed  of. 

Are  there  further  amendments  to  sec- 
tion 1? 

If  not,  the  Clerk  will  designate  title 
L 

The  text  of  title  I  is  as  follows: 
TITLE  I— NATIONAL  SCIENCE 
FOUNDATION 
SBC  lOL  SBOBT  TITLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "NaUonal 
Science   Foundation  Authorization   Act   of 
1996". 
SEC  lOL  DETINrnONS. 

For  purposes  of  this  title- 
CD  the  term  "Director"  means  the  Director 
of  the  Foundation; 

(2)  the  term  "Foundation"  means  the  Na- 
tional Science  Foundation; 

(3)  the  term  "institution  of  higher  edu- 
cation" has  the  meaning  given  such  term  in 
section  laoi(a)  of  the  Higher  Education  Act 
of  1965; 

(4)  the  term  "national  research  facility" 
means  a  research  facility  funded  by  the 
Foundation  which  is  available,  subject  to  ap- 
propriate policies  allocating  access,  for  use 
by  all  scientists  and  engineers  affiliated  with 
research  institutions  located  in  the  United 
States;  and 

(5)  the  term  "United  Sutes"  means  the 
several  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  the 
Conmionwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin 
Islands,  Guam,  American  Samoa,  the  Com- 
monwealth of  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands, 
and  any  other  territory  or  possession  of  the 
United  SUtes. 

Subtitle  A— National  Science  Foundation 

Anthmrization 

SEC  111.  AUTBtMOZATION  OP  APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a)  Fdiddjos.— The  Congress  finds  that— 


(1)  the  programs  of  the  Foundation  are  im- 
portant for  the  Nation  to  strengthen  basic 
research  and  develop  human  resources  in 
science  and  engineering,  and  that  those  pro- 
grams should  be  funded  at  an  adequate  level; 

(2)  the  primary  mission  of  the  Foundation 
continues  to  be  the  support  of  basic  sci- 
entific research  and  science  education  and 
the  support  of  research  fundamental  to  the 
engrineering  process  and  engineering  edu- 
cation; and 

(3)  the  Foundation's  efforts  to  contribute 
to  the  economic  competitiveness  of  the 
United  States  should  be  in  accord  with  that 
primary  mission. 

(b)  Fiscal  Year  1997.— There  are  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  to  the  Foundation 
$3,250,500,000  for  fiscal  year  1997,  which  shall 
be  available  for  the  following  categories: 

(1)  Research  and  Related  Activities, 
$2,340,300,000. 

(2)  Education  and  Human  Resources  Ac- 
tivities, $600,000,000. 

(3)  Major  Research  Equipment,  $80,000,000. 

1 4)  Academic  Research  Facilities  Mod- 
ernization. $100,000,000. 

(5)  Salaries  and  Expenses,  $120,000,000. 

(6)  Office  of  Inspector  General.  $5,000,000. 

(7)  Headquarters  Relocation,  $5,200,000. 

(c)  LiMTtATiON. — Consistent  with  the 
amendment  made  by  section  130(a)  of  this 
Act,  funds  appropriated  under  subsection 
(bXD  of  this  section  shall  be  available  to  not 
more  than  6  scientific  directorates.  No  funds 
appropriated  under  subsection  (b){l)  may  be 
obligated  or  expended  by,  for,  or  through  a 
scientific  directorate  if  funds  appropriated 
under  subsection  (b)(1)  have  been  obligated 
or  expended  for  6  other  scientific  direc- 
torates. 

SEC  112.  PROPORTIONAL  REDUCTION  OF  RE- 
SEARCH AND  RELATED  ACllVniES 
AMOUNTS. 

If  the  amount  appropriated  pursuant  to 
section  111(b)(1)  is  less  than  the  amount  au- 
thorized under  that  paragraph,  the  amount 
available  for  each  scientific  directorate 
under  that  paragraph  shall  be  reduced  by  the 
same  proportion. 

SEC  113.  CWJSULTATION  AND  REPRESENTATHM 
EXPENSES. 

From  appropriations  made  under  author- 
izations provided  in  this  title,  not  more  than 
$10,000  may  be  used  in  each  fiscal  year  for  of- 
ficial consultation,  representation,  or  other 
extraordinary  expenses  at  the  discretion  of 
the  Director.  The  determination  of  the  Di- 
rector shall  be  final  and  conclusive  upon  the 
accounting  officers  of  the  Government. 

SEC  114.  REPROGRAMMING. 

(a)  $500,000  OR  Less.— In  any  given  fiscal 
year,  the  Director  may  transfer  appropriated 
funds  among  the  subcategories  of  Research 
and  Related  Activities,  so  long  as  the  net 
funds  transferred  to  or  from  any  subcategory 
do  not  exceed  $500,000. 

(b)  Greater  than  $500,000.— In  addition, 
the  Director  may  propose  transfers  to  or 
from  any  subcategory  exceeding  $500,000.  An 
explanation  of  any  proposed  transfer  under 
this  subsection  must  be  transmitted  in  writ- 
ing to  the  Conunittee  on  Science  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  and  the  (Commit- 
tees on  Labor  and  Human  Resources  and 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation  of 
the  Senate.  The  proposed  transfer  may  be 
made  only  when  30  calendar  days  have  passed 
after  transmission  of  such  written  expla- 
nation. 

Subtitle  B — General  Provisions 
SEC  Ul.  ANNUAL  REPORT. 

Section  3(f)  of  the  National  Science  Foun- 
dation Act  of  1950  (42  U.S.C.  1862(0)  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows: 


"(f)  The  Foundation  shall  provide  an  an- 
nual report  to  the  President  which  shall  be 
submitted,  by  the  Director  to  the  Congress  at 
the  time  of  the  President's  annual  budget 
submission.  The  report  shall— 

"(1)  contain  a  strategic  plan,  or  an  update 
to  a  previous  strategic  plan,  which— 

"(A)  defines  for  a  three-year  period  the 
overall  goals  for  the  Foundation  and  specific 
goals  for  each  major  activity  of  the  Founda- 
tion, including  each  scientific  directorate, 
the  education  directorate,  and  the  polar  pro- 
grams office;  and 

"(B)  describe  how  the  identified  goals  re- 
late to  national  needs  and  will  exploit  new 
opportunities  in  science  and  technology; 

"(2)  identify  the  criteria  and  describe  the 
procedures  which  the  Foundation  will  use  to 
assess  progress  toward  achieving  the  goals 
identified  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (1); 

"(3)  review  the  activities  of  the  Founda- 
tion during  the  preceding  year  which  have 
contributed  toward  achievement  of  goals 
identified  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (1) 
and  summarize  planned  activities  for  the 
coming  three  years  in  the  context  of  the 
identified  goals,  with  particular  emphasis  on 
the  Foundation's  planned  contributions  to 
major  multi-agency  research  and  education 
initiatives; 

"(4)  contain  such  recommendations  as  the 
Foundation  considers  appropriate;  and 

"(5)  include  information  on  the  acquisition 
and  disposition  by  the  Foundation  of  any 
patents  and  patent  rights.". 

SEC  U2.  NATIONAL  RESEARCH  FACIUTIES. 

(a)  Factuties  Plan.— The  Director  shall 
provide  to  Congress  annually,  as  a  part  of 
the  report  required  under  section  3(f)  of  the 
National  Science  Foundation  Act  of  1950,  a 
plan  for  the  proposed  construction  of.  and  re- 
pair and  upgrades  to,  national  research  fa- 
cilities. The  plan  shall  include  estimates  of 
the  cost  for  such  constiniction,  repairs,  and 
upgrades,  and  estimates  of  the  cost  for  the 
operation  and  maintenance  of  existing  and 
proposed  new  facilities.  For  proi>osed  new 
construction  and  for  major  upgrades  to  ex- 
isting facilities,  the  plan  shall  include  fund- 
ing profiles  by  fiscal  year  and  milestones  for 
major  phases  of  the  construction.  The  plan 
shall  include  cost  estimates  in  the  categories 
of  construction,  repair,  and  upgrades  for  the 
year  in  which  the  plan  is  submitted  to  Con- 
gress and  for  not  fewer  than  the  succeeding 
4  years. 

(b)  LnoTA-noN  on  Obugation  of  Unau- 
thorized appropriations.— No  funds  appro- 
priated for  any  project  which  involves  con- 
struction of  new  national  research  facilities 
or  construction  necessary  for  upgrading  the 
capabilities  of  existing  national  research  fa- 
cilities shall  be  obligated  unless  the  funds 
are  specifically  authorized  for  such  purpose 
by  this  Utie  or  any  other  Act  which  is  not  an 
appropriations  Act,  or  unless  the  total  esti- 
mated cost  to  the  Foundation  of  the  con- 
struction project  is  less  than  $50,000,000.  This 
subsection  shall  not  apply  to  construction 
projects  approved  by  the  National  Science 
Board  prior  to  June  30, 1995. 

SEC  1S3.  EUGIBIUTY  FOR  RESEARCH  FACIUIY 
AWARDS. 

Section  203(b)  of  the  Academic  Research 
Facilities  Modernization  Act  of  1988  is 
amended  by  striking  the  final  sentence  of 
paragraph  (3)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following:  "The  Director  shall  give  prior- 
ity to  institutions  or  consortia  that  have  not 
received  such  funds  in  the  preceding  5  years, 
except  that  this  sentence  shall  not  apply  to 
previous  fbnding  received  for  the  same 
multiyear  project.". 
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SEC.  124.  ADMINISTRATIVE  AMENDMENTS. 

(a)  National  Science  Foundation  Act  of 
1950  AMENDMENTS.— The  National  Science 
Foundation  Act  of  1950  (42  U.S.C.  1861  et  seq.) 
is  amended — 

(1)  by  redesignating  the  subsection  (k)  of 
section  4  (42  U.S.C.  1863(k))  that  was  added 
by  section  108  of  the  National  Science  Foun- 
dation Authorization  Act  of  1988  as  sub- 
section (1); 

(2)  in  section  5(e)  (42  U.S.C.  1864(e))  by 
amending  paragraph  (2)  to  read  as  follows: 

"(2)  Any  delegation  of  authority  or  imposi- 
tion of  conditions  under  paragraph  (1)  shall 
be  promptly  published  in  the  Federal  Reg- 
ister and  reported  to  the  Committees  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources  and  Commerce, 
Science,  and  Transportation  of  the  Senate 
and  the  Committee  on  Science  of  the  House 
of  Representatives."; 

(3)  by  inserting  "be  entitled  to"  between 
"shall"  and  "receive",  and  by  inserting  ",  in- 
cluding traveltime,"'  after  "Foundation"  in 
section  14(c)  (42  U.S.C.  1873(c)); 

(4)  by  striking  section  14(j)  (42  U.S.C. 
1873(j));  and 

(5)  by  striking  "Atomic  Energy  Commis- 
sion" in  section  15(a)  (42  U.S.C.  1874(a))  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Secretary  of  En- 
ergy". 

(b)  National  Science  Foundation  author- 
ization ACT,  1976  Amendments.— Section  6(a) 
of  the  National  Science  Foundation  Author- 
ization Act,  1976  (42  U.S.C.  1881a(a))  is 
amended  by  striking  "social,"  the  first  place 
it  appears. 

(c)  National  Science  Foundation  author- 
ization ACT  OF  1988  Amendments.— (1)  Sec- 
tion 117(a)(l)(B)(v)  of  the  National  Science 
Foundation  Authorization  Act  of  1988  (42 
U.S.C.  1881b(l)(B)(v))  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(V)  from  schools  established  outside  the 
several  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia 
by  any  agency  of  the  Federal  Government 
for  dependents  of  its  employees.". 

(2)  Section  117(a)(3)(A)  of  such  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  1881b(3)(A))  is  amended  by  striking 
"Science  and  Engineering  Education"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Education  and 
Human  Resources". 

(d)  Education  for  Economic  Securtty  Act 
Amendments.— Section  107  of  Education  for 
Ekionomic  Security  Act  (20  U.S.C.  3917)  is  re- 
I>ealed. 

(e)  Technical   Amendment.— The   second 
subsection  (g)  of  section  3  of  the  National 
Science  Foundation  Act  of  1950  is  repealed. 
SEC  12S.  INDIRECT  COSTS. 

(a)  Matching  Funds.— Matching  funds  re- 
quired pursuant  to  section  204(a)(2)(C)  of  the 
Academic  Research  Facilities  Modernization 
Act  of  1988  (42  U.S.C.  1862c(a)(2KC))  shall  not 
be  considered  facilities  costs  for  purposes  of 
determining  indirect  cost  rates. 

(b)  Report.— The  Director  of  the  Office  of 
Science  and  Technology  Policy,  in  consulta- 
tion with  other  relevant  agencies,  shall  pre- 
pare a  report  analjrzing  what  steps  would  be 
needed  to— 

(1)  reduce  by  10  percent  the  proportion  of 
Federal  assistance  to  institutions  of  higher 
education  that  are  allocated  for  indirect 
costs;  and 

(2)  reduce  the  variance  among  indirect  cost 
rates  of  difi'erent  institutions  of  higher  edu- 
cation, including  an  evaluation  of  the  rel- 
ative benefits  and  burdens  of  each  option  on 
institutions  of  higher  education.  Such  report 
shall  be  transmitted  to  the  Congress  no  later 
than  December  31, 1996. 

SEC  IM.  FINANCIAL  DISCLOSURE. 

Persons  temjwrarily  employed  by  or  at  the 
Foundation  shall  be  subject  to  the  same  fi- 


nancial disclosure  requirements  and  related 
sanctions  under  the  Ethics  in  Government 
Act  of  1978  as  are  permanent  employees  of 
the  Foundation  in  equivalent  positions. 

SEC.  127.  EDUCATIONAL  LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE  FOR 
ACTIVE  DUTY. 

In  order  to  be  eligible  to  receive  funds 
from  the  Foundation  after  September  30. 
1996.  an  institution  of  higher  education  must 
provide  that  whenever  any  student  of  the  in- 
stitution who  is  a  member  of  the  National 
Guard,  or  other  reserve  component  of  the 
Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States,  is  called 
or  ordered  to  active  duty,  other  than  active 
duty  for  training,  the  institution  shall  grant 
the  member  a  military  leave  of  absence  from 
their  education.  Persons  on  military  leave  of 
absence  from  their  institution  shall  be  enti- 
tied.  upon  release  from  military  duty,  to  be 
restored  to  the  educational  status  they  had 
attained  prior  to  their  being  ordered  to  mili- 
tary duty  without  loss  of  academic  credits 
earned,  scholarships  or  grants  awarded,  or 
tuition  and  other  fees  paid  prior  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  military  duty.  It  shall  be 
the  duty  of  the  institution  to  refund  tuition 
or  fees  paid  or  to  credit  the  tuition  and  fees 
to  the  next  semester  or  term  after  the  termi- 
nation of  the  educational  military  leave  of 
absence  at  the  option  of  the  student. 

SEC.  128.  SCIENCE  STUDIES  INSTITUTE. 

(a)  AMENDMENT.— Section  822  of  the  Na- 
tional Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
1991  (42  U.S.C.  6686)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "Critical  Technologies  In- 
stitute" in  the  section  heading  and  in  sub- 
section (a),  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"Science  Studies  Institute"; 

(2)  in  subsection  (b)  by  striking  "As  deter- 
mined by  the  chairman  of  the  committee  re- 
ferred to  in  subsection  (c),  the"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "The"; 

(3)  by  striking  subsection  (c),  and  redesig- 
nating subsections  (d),  (e).  (f).  and  (g)  as  sub- 
sections (c),  (d).  (e),  and  (f),  respectively; 

(4)  in  subsection  (c).  as  so  redesignated  by 
paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection— 

(A)  by  inserting  "science  and"  after  "de- 
velopments and  trends  in"  in  paragraph  (1); 

(B)  by  striking  "with  particular  emphasis" 
in  paragraph  (1)  and  all  that  follows  through 
the  end  of  such  paragraph  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "and  developing  and  maintain- 
ing relevant  informational  and  analytical 
tools."; 

(C)  by  striking  "to  determine"  and  all  that 
follows  through  "technology  policies"  in 
paragraph  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"with  particular  attention  to  the  scope  and 
content  of  the  Federal  science  and  tech- 
nology research  and  develop  portfolio  as  it 
affects  interagency  and  national  issues"; 

(D)  by  amending  paragraph  (3)  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(3)  Initiation  of  studies  and  analysis  of  al- 
ternatives available  for  ensuring  the  long- 
term  strength  of  the  United  States  in  the  de- 
velopment and  application  of  science  and 
technology,  including  appropriate  roles  for 
the  Federal  Government,  State  governments, 
private  industry,  and  institutions  of  higher 
education  in  the  development  and  applica- 
tion of  science  and  technology."; 

(E)  by  inserting  "science  and"  after  "Exec- 
utive branch  on"  in  paragraph  (4)(A);  and 

(F)  by  amending  paragraph  (4)(B)  to  read 
as  follows: 

"(B)  to  the  interagency  committees  and 
panels  of  the  Federal  Government  concerned 
with  science  and  technology."; 

(5)  in  subsection  (d),  as  so  redesignated  by 
paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection,  by  striking 
"subsection  (d)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"subsection  (c)";  and 


(6)  by  amending  subsection  (f).  as  so  redes- 
ignated by  paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection, 
to  read  as. follows: 

"(f)  sponsorship.— The  Director  of  the  Of- 
fice of  Science  and  Technology  Policy  shall 
be  the  sponsor  of  the  Institute.". 

(b)  Conforming  Usage.— All  references  in 
Federal  law  or  regulations  to  the  Critical 
Technologies  Institute  shall  be  considered  to 
be  references  to  the  Science  Studies  Insti- 
tute. 

SEC  12*.  EDUCATIONAL  IMPACT. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  finds  thatr- 

(1)  Federal  research  funds  made  available 
to  institutions  of  higher  education  often  cre- 
ate incentives  for  such  institutions  to  em- 
phasize research  over  undergraduate  teach- 
ing and  to  narrow  the  focus  of  their  graduate 
programs;  and 

(2)  National  Science  Foundation  funds  for 
Research  and  Related  Activities  should  be 
spent  in  the  manner  most  likely  to  improve 
the  quality  of  undergraduate  and  graduate 
education  in  institutions  of  higher  edu- 
cation. 

(b)  Educational  Impact.— (l)  The  impact 
that  a  grant  or  cooperative  agreement  by  the 
National  Science  Foundation  would  have  on 
undergraduate  and  graduate  education  at  an 
institution  of  higher  education  shall  be  a 
factor  in  any  decision  whether  to  award  such 
grant  or  agreement  to  that  institution. 

(2)  Paragraph  (1)  shall  be  effective  with  re- 
spect to  any  grant  or  cooperative  agreement 
awarded  after  September  30,  1997. 

(c)  Report.— The  Director  shall  provide  a 
plan  for  the  implementation  of  subsection 
(b)  of  this  section,  no  later  than  December 
31,  1996,  to  the  Committee  on  Science  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  Committee 
on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation 
and  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources of  the  Senate. 

SEC  IM.  DIVISIONS  OF  THE  FOUNDATHMS*. 

(a)  Amendment.— Section  8  of  the  National 
Science  Foundation  Act  of  1950  (42  U.S.C. 
1866)  is  amended  by  Inserting  "The  Director 
may  appoint,  in  consultation  with  the  Board, 
not  more  than  6  Assistant  Directors  to  assist 
in  managing  the  Divisions."  after  "time  to 
time  determine.". 

(b)  Report.— By  November  15,  1996,  the  Di- 
rector shall  transmit  to  the  Congress  a  re- 
port on  the  reorganization  of  the  National 
Science  Foundation  required  as  a  result  of 
the  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a). 

SEC  131.  NATIONAL  SCIEI<iCE  AND  ENGINEERINC 
FOUNDATION. 

The  National  Science  Foundation  and  the 
National  Science  Board  are  hereby  renamed 
as  the  National  Science  and  Engineering 
Foundation  and  the  National  Science  and 
Engineering  Board,  respectively,  and  all  ref- 
erences thereto  in  Federal  law  or  regulation 
shall  be  deemed  to  refer  to  the  National 
Science  and  Engineering  Foundation  or  the 
National  Science  and  Engineering  Board,  as 
appropriate. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any 
amendments  to  title  I? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  EHLERS 

Mr.  EHLERS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  EIhlers:  Page 
20.  lines  1  through  10.  strike  section  131. 
Amend  the  table  of  contents  accordingly. 

Mr.  EHLERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  pur- 
pose of  the  amendment  is  very 
straightforward  and  very  simple.  In  the 
Committee  on  Science,  an  amendment 
was  added  to  the  bill  to  change  the 
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name  of  the  National  Science  Founda- 
tion to  the  National  Science  and  Engi- 
neering Foundation.  That  amendment 
was  added  by  a  1-vote  margin.  The  pur- 
pose of  my  amendment  is  to  strike  that 
amendment  and  to  maintain  the  name 
of  the  National  Science  Foundation  as 
the  National  Science  Foundation. 

I  want  to  emphasize  that  the  issue 
before  us  is  not  an  issue  dealing  with 
respect  for  engineering.  It  is  not  an 
issue  dealing  with  support  of  engineer- 
ing. I  must  say  that  I  have  the  greatest 
respect  for  engineers.  I  began  my  ca- 
reer in  academic  work  as  an  engineer. 
I  would  be  perfectly  happy  and  proud 
to  have  remained  on  that  career  track 
and  to  be  an  engineer  today.  I  also 
have  a  son  who  is  currently  a  practic- 
ing engineer.  I  have  the  greatest  re- 
spect for  the  engineering  profession 
and  for  engineers  as  professionals. 

I  also  strongly  support  and  will  con- 
tinue to  support  engineering  as  a  dis- 
cipline within  the  National  Science 
Foundation.  Currently  the  engineering 
portion  of  the  National  Science  Foun- 
dation budget  exceeds  13  percent.  So. 
obviously,  there  is  a  great  deal  of  sup- 
port for  engineering  within  the  Na- 
tional Science  Foundation. 

As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  in  fact,  en- 
gineering is  a  part  of  science.  It  is  one 
of  the  subflelds  or  subdisciplines  of 
science,  and  I  believe  it  is  a  mistake  to 
single  them  out  and  include  them  in 
the  name  of  the  National  Science 
Foundation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  just  to  give  some  idea 
of  what  the  National  Science  Founda- 
tion covers,  at  this  point  they  have 
programs  in  physics,  biology,  chem- 
istry, a  number  of  the  social  sciences — 
including  psychology  and  economics — 
computer  science,  mathematics,  ocean- 
ography, geology,  atmospheric 
sciences,  and  also  education.  I  believe 
that  if  this  name  change  is  added, 
there  would  immediately  be  a  request 
for  other  names  to  be  included  in  the 
title  of  the  organization  and,  eventu- 
ally, the  name  would  lose  all  meaning 
as  we  would  end  up  with  another  mean- 
ingless Washington  acronym. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  fact,  I  believe  that 
the  only  discipline  within  the  National 
Science  Foundation  which  might  have 
some  rightful  claim  to  being  included 
separately  in  the  name  of  the  NSF 
would  be  mathematics,  which  never 
has  been  and  is  not  now  considered  a 
science.  It  is  a  separate  discipline,  a 
separate  method  of  thought  and  inves- 
tigation, and  provides  the  foundation 
for  much  of  science.  Also  if  anyone 
were  to  change  the  name  of  the  Na- 
tional Science  Foundation  to  accu- 
rately reflect  its  mission,  perhaps  "Na- 
tional Research  Foundation"  might  be 
most  appropriate,  because  that  is  the 
primary  emphasis  of  the  National 
Science  Foundation  in  all  the  dis- 
ciplines mentioned  above.  They  fund 
research  in  all  these  different  scientific 
fields,  including  all  those  I  have  men- 


tioned, including  engrineering,  as  well 
as  a  few  others. 

The  suggestion  to  change  the  name  is 
particularly  inappropriate  at  this  time 
because  there  is  currently  a  trend,  not 
only  within  the  National  Science  Foun- 
dation but  within  this  Nation  itself,  in 
research  establishments  to  engage  in 
interdisciplinary  science.  The  lines  be- 
tween the  disciplines  are  blurring  and 
we  find  more  and  more  interdiscipli- 
nary efforts  to  combine  engrineering 
and  chemistry,  for  example,  or  to  com- 
bine mathematics  and  physics  in  par- 
ticular programs  and  in  particular  di- 
rections of  research. 

I  would  also  emphasize  that  a  major 
part  of  the  Foundation's  work  is  in 
education,  and  the  teachers  might  well 
come  along  and  ask  why  NSF  should 
not  be  named  the  National  Science  and 
Education  Foundation. 

I  recognize  that  a  large  number  of  en- 
gineers, many  of  whom  are  close 
friends  and  all  of  whom  I  respect  very 
deeply,  are  very  anxious  to  have  their 
discipline  achieve  greater  recognition 
and  to  be  named  specifically  in  the 
title  of  the  National  Science  Founda- 
tion. I  believe  this  is  going  in  the 
wrong  direction.  It  is  very  importaint 
to  maintain  the  identity  of  the  Na- 
tional Science  Foundation  as  it  is.  It  is 
known  worldwide  by  that  name. 

D  1915 

Because  I  am  a  practicing  scientist,  I 
recall  what  happened  when  the  name  of 
the  National  Bureau  of  Standards  was 
changed  to  the  National  Institutes  of 
Standards  and  Technology.  It  still 
causes  confusion  throughout  the  world 
because  for  many  years  the  National 
Bureau  of  Standards  was  recognized 
worldwide  as  a  major  scientific  enter- 
prise and  everyone  knew  it  by  that 
name. 

In  summary,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge 
that  we  adopt  my  amendment  and 
maintain  the  name  of  the  organization 
as  the  National  Science  Foundation. 

Mr.  BARTON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  to  speak  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  reminded  of  a 
story  that  President  Abraham  Lincoln 
used  to  tell.  Somebody  was  about  to  be 
hung  and  the  crowd  was  gathering  on 
the  town  square  and  they  asked  the 
gentleman  about  to  be  hung  if  he  had 
any  last  remarks;  and  he  said,  if  it 
were  not  for  the  honor  of  the  occasion, 
he  would  just  as  soon  not  be  there. 

..t  it  were  not  for  the  honor  of  having 
my  amendment  singled  out  to  be 
struck  from  the  bill,  I  would  just  as 
soon  not  be  here.  I  am  the  author  of 
the  amendment  to  change  the  name  of 
the  National  Science  Foundation  to 
the  National  Science  and  Engineering 
Foundation.  Admittedly,  it  was  a  close 
vote,  23  to  22,  but  it  still  was  an  affirm- 
ative vote. 

I  think  it  is  very  important  that  we 
recognize  engineering  for  its  contribu- 


tions to  the  American  society.  Our 
first  President,  George  Washington, 
was  a  practicing  engineer.  Even  in  this 
century,  we  have  had  engineering 
Presidents  like  President  Hoover  and 
President  Carter. 

There  are  over  6  million  practicing 
engineers  in  our  Nation.  So  engineers 
are  not  a  part  of  science,  they  are  a 
separate  discipline.  If  you  go  to  any 
major  research  university  in  this  coun- 
try, they  have  a  school  of  engineering 
that  is  separate  and  apart  from  their 
science  departments.  We  have  a  Na- 
tional Academy  of  Sciences.  We  have  a 
National  Academy  of  Engineering. 

If  my  colleagues  read  the  annual  re- 
port of  the  National  Science  Founda- 
tion, budget  summary,  fiscal  1997,  I 
read  the  first  sentence,  "The  National 
Science  Foundation  requests  $3.3  bil- 
lion for  fiscal  1997  to  invest  in  almost 
20,000  research  and  education  projects 
in  science  and  engineering."  Every- 
where in  the  first  two  pages  of  the  NSF 
budget  sununary,  where  it  says 
"science,"  it  says,  "and  engineering." 

All  of  the  various  societies  of  engi- 
neering have  submitted  letters  of  en- 
dorsement to  change  the  name  of  the 
National  Science  Foundation  to  the 
National  Science  and  Engineering 
Foundation.  I  will  submit  those  for  the 
Record.  We  have  the  Institute  of  Elec- 
trical and  Electronics  Engineers,  the 
American  Society  of  Mechanical  Engi- 
neers, the  American  Nuclear  Engineer- 
ing Society,  the  American  Society  of 
Civil  Engineers;  they  have  all  gone  on 
record  specifically  endorsing  the  Bar- 
ton amendment  to  change  the  name 
fi:om  the  National  Science  Foundation 
to  the  National  Science  and  Engineer- 
ing Foundation. 

There  is  no  cost  to  this  amendment. 
The  Director  of  the  National  Science 
Foundation,  Dr.  Neal  Lane,  testified  at 
our  budget  hearing  that  there  is  no 
cost  associated  with  this.  It  does  not 
cost  anything.  It  empowers  engineers. 
They  are  a  separate  field.  It  passed  in 
committee  on  a  bipartisan  vote  in  sup- 
port of  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  strongly  rec- 
ommend that  we  defeat  the  amendment 
of  the  gentleman  flrom  Michigan  [Mr. 
Eelers].  Keep  the  name  change  as 
adopted  in  committee  and  let  us  em- 
power engineers.  Let  us  call  it  the  Na- 
tional Science  and  Engineering  Foun- 
dation. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  very  difficult 
vote  for  me,  and  I  would  like  to  explain 
why.  I  have  shared  with  the  gentlenmn 
flrom  Texas  [Mr.  Barton]  the  desire  to 
give  engineers  a  more  prominent  role 
in  the  national  scientific  and  techno- 
logical community,  and  I  pursued  this 
over  many,  many  years.  I  have  actu- 
ally authored  a  nimiber  of  the  changes 
in  the  Science  Foundation  charter, 
which  specifically  includes  in  a  number 
of  places  in  the  charter  a  separate  role 
for  engineers. 
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I  have  not  done  this  with  the  purpose 
of  setting  up  a  rivalry  between  sci- 
entists and  engineers,  but  to  give  what 
I  felt  was  due  respect  to  the  engineer- 
ing profession  and  its  vast  contribu- 
tions to  the  American  public. 

I  have  likewise  authored  legislation 
to  set  up  a  separate  foundation  for  en- 
gineers and  what  you  might  call  tech- 
nologists that  would  parallel  the  Na- 
tional Science  Foundation,  just  as  we 
have  at  the  national  academies,  a  Na- 
tional Academy  of  Science  and  a  Na- 
tional Academy  of  Engineering,  as  well 
as  the  National  Institute  of  Medicine.  I 
thought  perhaps  we  could  set  up  that 
kind  of  a  structure. 

My  previous  efforts  to  establish  a 
separate  engineering  institute  or  foun- 
dation have  not  succeeded,  and  I  was 
persuaded  that  I  should  join  with  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  in  this  title 
change  as  a  means  of  providing  the 
kind  of  respect  and  attention  that  I 
thought  was  deserved. 

At  the  risk  of  appearing  to  be  with- 
out principle  and  totally  wishy-washy  I 
have  decided  that  I  made  the  wrong 
vote  in  committee  in  supporting  Mr. 
Barton,  and  since  there  was  only  one 
vote  difference,  I  think  Mr.  Barton 
ought  to  accept  the  fact  that  he  has 
lost  the  mandate  of  heaven  and  that  we 
ought  to  leave  the  title  the  same  as  it 
was.  I  apologize  for  this,  because  I 
think  I  did  not  do  justice  to  my  overall 
goal  of  trying  to  give  greater  respect  to 
the  engineering  profession. 

Mr.  BARTON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  BARTON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  just  want  to  make  sure  that  I 
understand  my  good  friend  from  Cali- 
fornia who  has  been  such  a  stalwart 
supporter  of  mine  on  this  issue.  When 
we  are  down  to  the  critical  moment  on 
the  floor  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives with  the  entire  country  watching, 
we  are  not  watching  you  change  your 
mind  as  we  debate  the  issue? 

Is  that  the  gentleman's  current  posi- 
tion? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, reclaiming  my  time,  well,  to 
some  of  my  friends  on  the  other  side 
who  think  I  am  a  totally  inflexible, 
knee-jerk  liberal,  I  want  to  indicate 
that  I  can  change  my  mind. 

Mr.  BARTON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  respect  the  gentleman  from 
California.  I  am  disappointed,  but  I 
certainly  respect  his  change  of  mind. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, again  reclaiming  my  time.  I  can 
assure  the  gentleman  that  I  am  not 
happy  with  having  to  make  this  change 
either,  but  I  have  received  a  number  of 
communications  from  people  that  I  re- 
spect that  this  was  not  achieving  what 
I  thought  it  might  achieve,  and  my 
conclusion  is  that  I  would  join  with 
Mr.  Ehuers  in  trsring  to  reverse  this 
action,  and  I  yield  back  the  balance  of 
my  time. 


Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  rise  in  support  of 
the  amendment.  This  section  of  the  bill 
did  come  out  of  conunittee  on  a  one- 
vote  margin,  and  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Barton]  has  worked  very 
honorably  on  this  and  feels  very 
strongly  about  the  need  for  this  name 
change. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  concern  is  this. 
You  have  one  of  the  premier  science 
agencies  in  the  world  in  the  National 
Science  Foundation.  It  is  recognized 
worldwide  for  the  quality  of  its  work. 
By  changing  the  name,  we  will  in  fact 
affect  the  ability  of  the  world  to  under- 
stand just  exactly  who  our  premier 
science  agency  is,  and  I  think  that 
would  be  a  shame  at  the  present  time. 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  also  think  that  the 
current  name  more  reflects  the  mission 
of  the  £igency  than  the  changed  name 
would.  Adding  engineering  to  NSF's 
name  suggests  that  science  and  engi- 
neering are  fundamentally  separate 
and  incompatible.  A  broader  perspec- 
tive recognizes  science  as  a  method  for 
solving  problems.  It  is  a  method  used 
by  physicists,  chemists,  anthropolo- 
gists, and  engineers. 

NSF  does  not  support  engineering 
the  way  it  is  classically  defined,  the 
application  of  science  and  mathematics 
to  practical  ends.  Rather,  it  supports 
research,  using  scientific  method  on 
problems  of  interest  to  engineers,  just 
as  it  supports  research  using  the  sci- 
entific method  on  problems  of  interest 
to  chemists,  physicists,  and  anthro- 
pologists. 

The  absence  of  the  name  "engineer- 
ing" in  the  foundation's  name  is  not 
indicative  of  any  absence  of  respect  for 
engineers,  any  more  than  the  absence 
of  "teachers"  in  the  name  shows  a  lack 
of  respect  for  education,  which  is  an- 
other of  the  foundation's  central  mis- 
sions. 

The  move  to  gain  support  for  a  name 
change  comes  at  a  particularly  unsuit- 
able time  for  NSF  inasmuch  as  the  fis- 
cal 1997  budget  emphasizes  moving  out 
of  constraining  wajrs  of  solving  prob- 
lems and  encouraging  interdisciplinary 
thinking  and  the  integration  of  prob- 
lem-solving efforts  across  multiple 
areas  of  inquiry. 

NSF  does  not  need  a  name  change 
that  brings  attention  to  outdated  pro- 
fessional rivalries  that  are  irrelevant 
to  its  mission. 

The  name  of  our  committee  was 
changed  ftt)m  Science,  Space,  and 
Technology  to  Science  to  indicate  our 
support  for  science  in  its  broadest  con- 
text. Similarly,  I  believe  that  the  Na- 
tional Science  Foundation  supports  the 
idea  of  basic  research. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  would  like  to 
make  a  little  observation.  Before  I  do. 


I  voted  with  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
in  committee  and  I  plan  to  vote  with 
him  now.  But  what  I  would  like  to  ob- 
serve is  that  with  all  of  the  monu- 
mental tasks  facing  this  Nation  and 
facing  this  House  of  Representatives, 
we  are  spending  time  debating  whether 
or  not  the  National  Science  Founda- 
tion is  called  the  National  Science 
Foundation  or  whether  it  is  called  the 
National  Science  and  Engineering 
Foundation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  does  not  make  a  dif- 
ference what  we  call  it.  It  is  going  to 
do  the  same  thing.  It  is  only  going  to 
get  the  same  amount  of  money.  Every- 
thing is  going  to  be  the  same.  I  think 
this  is  really,  absolutely  silly.  Mr. 
Chairman,  it  is  worse  than  whether  we 
should  have  pets  in  senior  citizen  hous- 
ing. 

Mr.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  req- 
uisite number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  very  reluctantly 
to  support  the  amendment  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  E^HLERS], 
because  I  have  such  great  respect  for 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Bar- 
ton]. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  a  scientist.  I 
have  about  100  papers  in  the  literature: 
probably  50  of  them  are  basic  science.  I 
worked  as  an  engineer.  I  was  called  en- 
gineer in  several  places.  I  was  called 
engineer  for  8  years,  at  IBM  for  one  of 
them.  I  have  been  awarded  20  patents, 
which  is  certainly  in  the  engineering 
area. 

Our  youngest  son  of  10  children  has 
just  gotten  his  degree  in  chemical  engi- 
neering, so  I  am  very,  very  supportive 
of  engineering,  having  worked  as  one 
and  been  awarded  patents  and  having  a 
son  who  is  an  engineer.  And  I  also  have 
been  in  the  scientific  area. 

I  just  think  that  this  name  change  is 
not  in  the  best  interest  of  either  sci- 
entists or  engineers.  NSF  has  a  long 
history.  It  is  known  worldwide.  I  think 
it  would  be  very  confusing  to  people  to 
change  the  name. 

I  agree  with  the  comment  that  was 
made  that  changing  the  name  of  the 
National  Bureau  of  Standards  did  not 
do  much  good.  There  is  now  a  lot  of 
confusion.  I  still  tend  to  refer  to  it  as 
NBS  because  it  was  that  for  a  number 
of  years.  We  need  to  be  careful  when 
changing  names  because  we  may  do 
more  than  change  the  name. 

Mr.  BARTON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland.  I  srield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  BARTON  of  Texas.   Mr.   Chair- 
man, what  was  that  name  changed  to? 
Mr.    BARTLETT   of  Maryland.    The 
National  Institute  of  Science  and  Tech- 
nology. 

Mr.  BARTON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, and  my  name  change  is  from  the 
National  Science  Foundation  and  we 
are  adding  "engineering."  Does  the 
gentleman  really  think  that  is  going  to 
confuse  people? 
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Mr.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  the  gentleman  will  con- 
tinue to  yield,  yes,  I  think  it  will  con- 
fuse people.  And  if  we  need  a  National 
Science  Foundation,  I  will  be  very 
happy  to  join  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  Brown]  in  supporting  that 
National  Engineering  Foundation.  I 
think  that  would  be  appropriate. 

But  the  National  Science  Foundation 
is  the  National  Science  Foundation. 
Science  is  not  engineering.  Engineer- 
ing is  not  science.  They  are  separate 
disciplines,  and  I  would  strongly  urge 
support  to  the  Ehlers  amendment. 

a  1930 

Mr.  STEARNS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  Barton  amendment  and 
what  he  is  trying  to  do.  I  think  the 
simple  word  "science"  without  the 
word  "engineering"  connotes  that  it  is 
applied  research.  With  "engineering," 
it  has  practical  aspects  and  it  also  rep- 
resents a  broad  consensus  in  America 
that  engineers  have  a  role,  so  their 
name  should  be  part  of  this. 

So  I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to 
supiwrt  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Barton].  I  think  the  gentleman  has 
taken  a  courageous  stand  for  engineers 
across  this  country,  and  I  think  we 
should  support  him. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ehlers]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  EHLERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  339,  noes  58, 
answered  "present"  1,  not  voting  35,  as 
follows: 

[Roll  No.  198] 
AYES-339 


Abercrambie 

Bonlor 

Coble 

Ackennan 

Bono 

Coleman 

AlUrd 

Borskl 

Collins  (GA) 

Andrews 

Boacher 

Collins  (IL) 

Archer 

Browder 

Combest 

Anney 

Brown  (CA) 

Condlt 

Bkdias 

Brown  (FL) 

Cooley 

Busier 

Brown  (OH) 

Costello 

Bsker  (CA) 

Brownback 

Cox 

BsUaoci 

Btysnt  (TN) 

Coyne 

BsUenger 

Bonn 

Cramer 

Barcls 

Banning 

Crane 

Bsrr 

Buyer 

Crapo 

Ban«tt(NE) 

CalUhu 

Cremeans 

BamttCKT) 

Camp 

CnUn 

Bartlett 

Campbell 

Cnmmings 

Bsjs 

Caaady 

Cnnnlngham 

Hsfmin 

Cardin 

Danoer 

Becerrs 

Castle 

Daris 

Beilemon 

Chabct 

Deal 

Bereater 

Chambliss 

OeLanro 

Benau 

Chapman 

Dellnms 

BeviU 

Chenoweth 

Dentsch 

BiUnUs 

Chrlstenaen 

Dlaa-Balart 

Bishop 

Chrysler 

Dickey 

BUley 

Clay 

Dicks 

Blate 

Clement 

Dizon 

BoehiMir 

CUncer 

Doejett 

Doolittle 

Dom&n 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Dnrbic 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

EhrUch 

Emetson 

Engel 

English 

Ensign 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Everett 

Ewing 

Fan- 

Fattah 

Fawell 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Fields  (TX) 

Filner 

Flake 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (CD 

Fnnks  (NJ) 

Frelinghuysen 

Frisa 

Furse 

(^allegly 

Ganske 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

GUchrest 

Glllmor 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

(doodling 

Gordon 

Goes 

Greene  CUT) 

Greenwood 

Gutierrez 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayworth 

HetBer 

Heineman 

Hinchey 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Houston 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglls 

Jackson  CIL) 

Jacobs 

Johnson  (CD 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  Sam 

Johnston 

Kanjorskl 

Kapcur 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy  (HI) 

Kennelly 

Kildee 


Baker  (LA) 

Barton 

Bentsen 

Bilbray 

Boehlert 

Bryant  (TX) 

Burr 

Burton 


Kingston 

Kleczka 

Klink 

Klug 

KnoUenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Ii«th«m 

LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Lazio 

Levin 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Lightfoot 

Linder 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Lofgren 

Longley 

Lucas 

Luther 

Maloney 

Man  ton 

Manzollo 

Markey 

Martinez 

Martini 

Mascara 

Matsui 

McCarthy 

McCoUnm 

McCrery 

McDermott 

.McHogb 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Menendez 

Metcalf 

Mica 

MlUer  (CA) 

Miller  (FL) 

Minge 

Mink 

Moakley 

MoUohan 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Moran 

Morella 

Murtha 

Myers 

Myrick 

Nadler 

Neal 

Netherctttt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Oiley 

Packard 

Pallone 

Pastor 

Paxon 

Payne  (NJ) 

Pelosi 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Porter 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryoe 

QoiUen 

Qninn 

NOES-^ 

Calvert 

Clayton 

Cnybum 

Cobuni 

Collins  (HI) 

DeLay 

Frost 

Funderburk 


Radanovlch 

Rahall 

Ramstad 

Rangel 

Reed 

Regula 

Richardson 

Riggs 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Rose 

Roybal-Allard 

Royce 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sanford 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Seirano 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

Sisisky 

Skaggs 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Stenholm 

Stokes 

Stump 

Stnpak 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NC) 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Torkildsen 

Trancant 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Ward 

Watt  (NC) 

Watts  (OK) 

Waxman 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

WUliams 

WiM 

Wolf 

Woolaey 
Wynn 
Tates 

Toung  (AX) 
Zeliff 


Geren 
Graham 
Green  (TX) 
Gutknecht 
HalirrX) 
Barman 
Hastings  (FL) 
Heney 


Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hostettler 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
JefTerson 
Johnson.  E.B. 
Jones 
Kim 
Laigent 
Lipinski 
McHale 


Mclnnis 
McKinney 
Meek 
Meyers 

MiUender- 

McDonald 
Owens 
Parker 
Payne  (VA) 
Rohrabacher 
Salmon 
Schiff 
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Steams 

Stockman 

Thompson 

Thomberry 

Tlahrt 

Torres 

Towns 

Volkmer 

Waters 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Zimmer 


ANSWERED  "PRESENT"— 1 
DeFazio 
NOT  VOTING— 35 


Bonilla 

Hastert 

Peterson  (PL) 

Brewster 

Hayes 

Pomeroy 

Conyers 

Herger 

Roth 

de  la  Garza 

Horn 

Roukema 

Dingell 

Istook 

Skeen 

Dooley 

LaFalce 

Stark 

FogUetU 

Lantos 

Studds 

Ford 

Leach 

TorriceUi 

Gibbons 

Lincoln 

Vucanovich 

Oilman 

Lowey 

Wilson 

Gunderson 

McDade 

Young  (FL) 

Hall  (OH) 

Molinari 

D  1947 

Messrs.  BRYANT  of  Texas,  HILL- 
IARD, CLYBURN,  and  JEFFERSON 
changed  their  vote  from  "aye"  to  "no." 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  HORN.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  roUcall 
No.  198,  I  was  unavoidably  detained  on 
official  business  and  was  not  able  to 
vote  on  the  Ehlers  amendment  which 
eliminated  Engineering  from  the  pro- 
posed title  of  National  Science  and  En- 
gineering Foundation.  Since  I  believe 
science  and  engineering  are  equally 
honorable  professions  essential  to  the 
well-being  of  our  people  and  our  Na- 
tion, I  would  have  voted  "nay". 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  inad- 
vertently was  absent  during  rollcall  198 
on  the  Ehlers  amendment  and,  had  I 
been  present,  I  would  have  voted 
"aye". 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  title  I? 

If  not,  the  Clerk  will  designate  title 

n. 

The  text  of  title  n  is  as  follows: 
TITLE  n— NATIONAL  AERONAlTnCS  AND 
SPACE  ADMINISTRATION 
Subtitle  A— General  Proviuons 
SEC.  aOL  SHOKT  TTTLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  Au- 
thorization Act,  Fiscal  Year  1997". 
SEC  M2.  FINDING& 
The  Congress  makes  the  following  findings: 

(1)  The  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration  should  aggressively  pursue 
actions  and  reforms  directed  at  reducing  in- 
stitutional costs,  including  management  re- 
structuring, facility  consolidation,  procure- 
ment reform,  personnel  base  downsizing,  and 
convergence  with  other  defense  and  commer- 
cial sector  systems. 

(2)  While  institutional  reforms, 
restructurings,  and  downsizing  hold  the  slim 
promise  of  reconciling  the  disparity  between 
projected  needs  of  the  National  Aeronautics 
and  Space  Administration  with  funding  lev- 
els requested  by  the  Administration  over  the 
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next  4  years,  such  reforms  provide  no  guar- 
antee against  cancellation  of  missions  or 
elimination  of  centers  in  the  event  reform 
efforts  fail  to  achieve  cost  reduction  targets. 

(3)  The  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration  must  reverse  its  current 
trend  toward  becoming  an  operational  agen- 
cy, and  return  to  its  proud  history  as  the  Na- 
tion's leader  in  basic  scientific  air  and  space 
research. 

(4)  Commercial  space  activity  is  in  a  deli- 
cate state  of  growth.  It  has  the  potential  to 
eclipse  Federal  space  activity  in  its  eco- 
nomic return  to  the  Nation,  if  it  is  not  sti- 
ned. 

(5)  The  United  States  is  on  the  verge  of 
creating  and  using  new  technologies  in 
microsatellltes,  information  processing,  and 
space  launches  that  could  radically  alter  the 
manner  in  which  the  Government  approaches 
its  space  mission. 

(6)  The  overwhelming  preponderance  of  the 
Federal  Government's  requirements  for  rou- 
tine, nonemergency  manned  and  unmanned 
space  transportation  can  be  met  most  effec- 
tively, efficiently,  and  economically  by  a 
free  and  competitive  market  in  privately  de- 
veloped and  operated  launch  services. 

(7)  In  formulating  a  national  space  trans- 
portation service  policy,  the  National  Aero- 
nautics and  Space  Administration  should  ag- 
gressively promote  the  pursuit  by  the  com- 
mercial sector  of  development  of  advanced 
space  transportation  technologies  including 
reusable  space  vehicles,  single-stage-to-orbit 
vehicles,  and  human  space  systems. 

(8)  The  Federal  Government  should  invest 
in  the  types  of  research  and  innovative  tech- 
nology in  which  the  United  States  private 
sector  does  not  invest,  while  avoiding  com- 
petition with  the  activities  in  which  the 
United  States  private  sector  does  invest. 

(9)  International  cooperation  in  space  ex- 
ploration and  science  activities  serves  the 
United  States  national  interest — 

(A)  when  it- 
CD  reduces  the  cost  of  undertaking  mis- 
sions the  United  States  Government  would 
pursue  unilaterally; 

(ii)  enables  the  United  States  to  pursue 
missions  that  it  could  not  otherwise  afford 
to  pursue  unilaterally;  or 

(iii)  enhances  United  States  capabilities  to 
use  and  develop  space  for  the  benefit  of 
United  States  citizens;  and 

(B)  when  it  does  not— 

(i)  otherwise  harm  or  interfere  with  the 
ability  of  United  States  private  sector  firms 
to  develop  or  explore  space  commercially; 

(ii)  interfere  with  the  ability  of  Federal 
agencies  to  use  space  to  complete  their  mis- 
sions; 

(iii)  undermine  the  ability  of  United  States 
private  enterprise  to  compete  favorably  with 
foreign  entities  in  the  commercial  space 
arena;  or 

(iv)  transfer  sensitive  or  commercially  ad- 
vantageous technologies  or  knowledge  from 
the  United  States  to  other  countries  or  for- 
eign entities  except  as  required  by  those 
countries  or  entities  to  make  their  contribu- 
tion to  a  multilateral  space  project  in  part- 
nership with  the  United  States,  or  on  a  quid 
pro  quo  basis. 

(10)  The  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration  and  the  Department  of  De- 
fense can  cooperate  more  effectively  in 
leveraging  their  mutual  capabilities  to  con- 
duct joint  space  missions  that  improve 
United  States  space  capabilities  and  reduce 
the  cost  of  conducting  space  missions. 

(11)  The  Reusable  Launch  Vehicle  program, 
and  the  acquisition  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment of  the  vehicle  resulting  from  that  pro- 


gram, are  necessary  for  the  protection  of  es- 
sential security  interests  for  purposes  of  in- 
terpreting   the    obligations    of   the   United 
States  under  the  General  Agreement  on  Tar- 
iffs and  Trade. 
SEC  908.  DEFINrnONS. 
For  purposes  of  this  title- 
CD  the  term  "Administrator"  means  the 
Administrator  of  the  National  Aeronautics 
and  Space  Administration; 

(2)' the  term  "cost  threat"  means  a  poten- 
tial change  to  the  program  baseline  docu- 
mented as  a  potential  cost  by  the  Space  Sta- 
tion Program  Office;  and 

(3)  the  term  "institution  of  higher  edu- 
cation" has  the  meaning  given  such  term  in 
section  1201(a)  of  the  Higher  Education  Act 
of  1965  (20  U.S.C.  n41(a)). 

Subtitle  B — Aatborization  of  Appropriations 

CHAPTER  1— AUTHORIZATIONS 
SEC  211.  HUMAN  SPACE  FUGHT. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Admin- 
istration for  fiscal  year  1997  for  Human 
Space  Flight  the  following  amounts: 

(1)  For  the  Space  Station.  Jl  .840.200.000. 

(2)  For  Space  Shuttle  Operations. 
S2.514.900,000. 

(3)  For  Space  Shuttle  Safety  and  Perform- 
ance Upgrades.  $636,000,000.  including  for 
Construction  of  Facilities  relating  to  such 
programs — 

(A)  replacement  of  L039  Pad  B  Chillers 
(KSC),  51,800.000; 

(B)  restoration  of  Pad  B  Fixed  Support 
Structure  Elevator  System  (KSC),  $1,500,000; 

(C)  rehabilitation  of  480V  Electrical  Dis- 
tribution System,  Kennedy  Space  Center, 
External  Tank  Manufacturing  Building 
(MAF),  $2,500,000;  and 

(D)  restoration  of  High  Pressure  Industrial 
Water  Plant,  Stennis  Space  Center, 
$2,500,000. 

(4)  For  Payload  and  Utilization  Operations. 
$271,800,000. 

(5)  For  Russian  Cooperation,  $100,000,000. 

SEC   ZI2.   SCIENCE,  AERONAUTICS,   AND  TECH- 
NOLOGY. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Admin- 
istration for  fiscal  year  1997  for  Science,  Aer- 
onautics, and  Technology  the  following 
amounts: 

(1)  For  Space  Science,  $2,167,400,000. 

(2)  For  Life  and  Microgravity  Sciences  and 
Applications,  $498,500,000,  of  which  at  least 
$2,000,000  is  reserved  for  research  and  early 
detection  systems  for  breast  and  ovarian 
cancer  and  other  women's  health  issues. 

(3)  For  Mission  to  Planet  Earth. 
$1,028,400,000.  of  which  $50,000,000  shall  be  for 
commercial  data  purchases  under  section 
259(a).  Funds  authorized  by  this  paragraph 
may  not  be  obligated  to  duplicate  private 
sector  or  other  Federal  activities  or  to  pro- 
cure systems  to  provide  data  unless  the  Ad- 
ministrator certifies  to  Congress  that  no  pri- 
vate sector  entity,  or  Federal  entity  other 
than  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration,  can  provide  suitable  data  in 
a  timely  manner. 

(4)  For  Space  Access  and  Technology. 
$711,000,000  of  which— 

(A)  $324,700,000  are  authorized  for  Advanced 
Space  Transportation;  and 

(B)  $10,000,000  shall  be  for  continuing  the 
Launch  Voucher  Demonstration  Program  au- 
thorized under  section  504  of  the  National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  Au- 
thorization Act,  Fiscal  Year  1993  (15  U.S.C. 
5803). 

(5)  For  Aeronautical  Research  and  Tech- 
nology, $823,400,000,  of  which— 


(A)  $354,400,000  are  authorized  for  Research 
and  Technology  Base  activities: 

(B)  $254,300,000  are  authorized  for  High 
Speed  Research; 

(C)  $152,800,000  are  authorized  for  Advanced 
Subsonic  Technology; 

(D)  $23,300,000  are  authorized  for  High-Per- 
formance  Computing  and  Communications; 
and 

(E)  $38,600,000  are  authorized  for  Numerical 
Aerodynamic  Simulation. 

(6)  For  Mission  Communication  Services. 
$410,600,000. 

(7)  For  Academic  Programs,  $95,500,000. 
SEC  2U.  »nSSION  SUPPORT. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Admin- 
istration for  fiscal  year  1997  for  Mission  Sup- 
port the  following  amounts: 

(1)  For  Safety,  Reliability,  and  Quality  As- 
surance, $36,700,000. 

(2)  For  Space  Communication  Services, 
$281,250,000. 

(3)  For  Construction  of  Facilities,  includ- 
ing land  acquisition.  $105,000,000,  including 
the  following: 

(A)  Modernization  of  Electrical  Distribu- 
tion System.  Ames  Research  Center, 
$2,400,000. 

(B)  Modification  of  Aircraft  Ramp  and  Tow 
Way.  Dryden  Flight  Research  Center. 
$3,000,000. 

(C)  Restoration  of  Hangar  Building  4801. 
Dryden  Flight  Research  Center.  $4,500,000. 

(D)  Modernization  of  Secondary  Electrical 
Systems,  Godd&rd  Space  Flight  Center. 
$1,500,000. 

(E)  Restoration  of  CHiilled  Water  Distribn- 
tion  System,  Goddard  Space  Flight  Center, 
$4,000,000. 

(F)  Modification  of  Refrigeration  Systems. 
Various  Buildings.  Jet  Projnilsion  Laborar 
tory,  $2,800,000. 

(G)  Rehabilitation  of  Utility  Tunnel  Struc- 
ture and  Systems,  Johnson  Space  Center. 
$4,400,000. 

(H)  Replacement  of  DX  Units  with  Central 
Chilled  Water  System,  Logistics  Facility, 
Kennedy  Space  Center,  $1,800,000. 

(I)  Rehabilitation  of  Ontral  Air  Equip- 
ment Building,  Lewis  Research  Center. 
$6,500,000. 

(J)  Modification  of  Chilled  Water  System. 
Marshall  Space  Flight  Outer,  $6,700,000. 

(K)  Rehabilitation  of  Condenser  Water  Sys- 
tem, 202/207  Complex  (MAF).  $2,100,000. 

(L)  RehabiliUtion  of  Electrical  Distribu- 
tion System.  White  Sands  Test  Facility, 
$2,600,000. 

(M)  Minor  Revitalization  of  Facilities  at 
Various  Locations,  not  in  excess  of  $1,500,000 
per  project,  $19,600,000. 

(N)  Minor  construction  of  new  facilities 
and  additions  to  existing  facilities  at  various 
locations,  not  in  excess  of  $1,500,000  per 
project,  $3,400,000. 

(O)  Facility  planning  and  design,  not  oth- 
erwise provided  for.  $6,700,000. 

(P)  Environmental  compliance  and  restora- 
tion, $33,000,000. 

(4)  For  Research  and  Program  Manage- 
ment, including  personnel  and  related  costs. 
travel,  and  research  operations  support, 
$1,957,850,000. 

SEC  tI4.  INSPECTOR  GENERAU 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Admin- 
istration for  Inspector  General.  $17,000,000  for 
fiscal  year  1997. 
SBC  n&  TOTAL  AUTHORBATHm. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  subtitle,  the  total  amount  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  the  National  Aeronautics 
and  Space  Administration  under  this  title 
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shall  not  exceed  113,495,500.000  for  fiscal  year 
1997. 

SEC  2I«.  OFFICE  OF  COMMERCIAL  SPACE  TRANS- 
PORTATION AUTHORIZATICm. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Secretary  of  Transportation  for  the  ac- 
tivities of  the  Office  of  Commercial  Space 
Transportation,  $5,770,000  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

SEC  217.  OFFICE  OF  SPACE  COMMERCE. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  the  activities 
of  the  Ofilce  of  Space  Commerce  established 
by  section  253  of  this  Act,  $500,000  for  fiscal 
year  1997. 

CHAPTER  a— RESTRUCTURING  THE  NA- 
TIONAL AERONAUTICS  AND  SPACE  AD- 
BONISTRATION 

SEC  Sn.  FINDINGa 

The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  the  restructuring  of  the  National  Aero- 
nautics and  Space  Administration  is  essen- 
tial to  accomplishing  the  space  n:iissions  of 
the  United  States  while  simultaneously  bal- 
ancing the  Federal  budget; 

(2)  to  restructure  the  National  Aeronautics 
and  Space  Administration  rapidly  without 
reducing  mission  content  aind  safety  requires 
objective  financial  judgment;  and 

(3)  a  formal  economic  review  of  its  mis- 
sions and  the  Federal  assets  that  support 
them  is  required  in  order  to  plan  and  imple- 
ment needed  restructuring  of  the  National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration. 

SEC  as.  RESTRUCTURING  REPORTS. 

(a)  Implementation  Report.— The  Admin- 
istrator shall  transmit  to  Congress,  no  later 
than  July  31,  1996,  a  report  on  its  restructur- 
ing activities  by  fiscal  year  containing,  at  a 
minimum,  a  description  of  all  actions  taken 
or  planned  to  be  taken  after  July  31,  1995, 
and  before  October  1,  2002,  including  con- 
tracts terminated  or  consolidated;  reduc- 
tions in  force;  relocations  of  personnel  and 
facilities;  sales,  closures,  or  mothballing  of 
capital  assets  or  facilities;  and  net  savings  to 
be  realized  from  such  actions  by  fiscal  year. 

(b)  Proposed  Legislation.— The  President 
shall  propose  to  Congress,  not  later  than 
September  30,  1996,  all  enabling  legislation 
required  to  carry  out  actions  described  by 
the  Administrator's  report  under  subsection 
(a). 

CHAPTER  S-^JMITATIONS  AND  SPECIAL 
AUTHORITY 

SEC  tn.  USE  or  funds  for  cchxsthuction. 

(a)  Autborizeo  Uses. — Funds  api>ropriated 
under  sections  211(1)  throug^h  (5),  212,  and 
213(1)  and  (2),  and  funds  appropriated  for  re- 
search operations  support  under  section 
213(4),  may  be  used  for  the  construction  of 
new  facilities  and  additions  to,  repair  of,  re- 
habilitation of,  or  modification  of  existing 
facilities  at  any  location  in  support  of  the 
purposes  for  which  such  fUnds  are  author- 
ized. 

(b)  Limitation.— None  of  the  funds  pursu- 
ant to  subsection  (a)  may  be  expended  for  a 
project,  the  estimated  cost  of  which  to  the 
National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administra- 
tion, including  collateral  equipment,  exceeds 
$500,000,  until  30  days  have  passed  after  the 
Administrator  has  notified  the  Committee 
on  Science  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  the  Committee  on  Commerce.  Science, 
and  Transportation  of  the  Senate  of  the  na- 
ture, location,  and  estimated  cost  to  the  Na- 
tional Aeronautics  and  Space  Administra- 
tion of  such  project. 

(c)  Tttle  to  FACiLmES.— If  funds  are  used 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  for  grants  to  in- 
stitutions of  higher  education,  or  to  non- 
profit organizations  whose  primary  purpose 
is  the  conduct  of  scientific  research,  for  pur- 


chase or  construction  of  additional  research 
facilities,  title  to  such  facilities  shall  be 
vested  in  the  United  States  unless  the  Ad- 
ministrator determines  that  the  national 
program  of  aeronautical  and  space  activities 
will  best  be  served  by  vesting  title  in  the 
grantee  institution  or  organization.  Each 
such  grant  shall  be  made  under  such  condi- 
tions as  the  Administrator  shall  determine 
to  be  required  to  ensure  that  the  United 
States  will  receive  therefrom  benefits  ade- 
quate to  justify  the  making  of  that  grant. 

SEC.     232.     AVAttABIUTy     OF     APPROPRIATED 

amounts. 

To  the  extent  provided  in  appropriations 
Acts,  appropriations  authorized  under  chap- 
ter 1  may  remain  available  without  fiscal 
year  limitation. 

SEC  233.  REPROGRAMMING  FOR  CWISTRUCTION 
OF  FACmnES. 

(a)  In  General.— Appropriations  author- 
ized under  any  paragraph  of  section  211(6)  or 
213(3)— 

(1)  may  be  varied  upward  by  10  percent  in 
the  discretion  of  the  Administrator;  or 

(2)  may  be  varied  upward  by  25  percent,  to 
meet  unusual  cost  variations,  after  the  expi- 
ration of  15  days  following  a  report  on  the 
circumstances  of  such  action  by  the  Admin- 
istrator to  the  Committee  on  Science  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  Committee 
on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation 
of  the  Senate. 

The  aggregate  amount  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated under  sections  211(6)  and  213(3) 
shall  not  be  increased  as  a  result  of  actions 
authorized  under  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of 
this  subsection. 

(b)  Special  Rule.— Where  the  Adminis- 
trator determines  that  new  developments  in 
the  national  program  of  aeronautical  and 
space  activities  have  occurred;  and  that  such 
developments  require  the  use  of  additional 
funds  for  the  purposes  of  construction,  ex- 
pansion, or  modification  of  facilities  at  any 
location;  and  that  deferral  of  such  action 
until  the  enactment  of  the  next  National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  Au- 
thorization Act  would  be  inconsistent  with 
the  interest  of  the  Nation  in  aeronautical 
and  space  activities,  the  Administrator  may 
use  up  to  $10,000,000  of  the  amounts  author- 
ized under  section  211(6)  or  213<3)  for  each  fis- 
cal year  for  such  purposes.  No  such  funds 
may  be  obligated  until  a  period  of  30  days 
has  passed  after  the  Administrator  has 
transmitted  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce, 
Science,  and  Transportation  of  the  Senate 
and  the  Committee  on  Science  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  a  written  report  describ- 
ing the  nature  of  the  construction,  its  costs, 
and  the  reasons  therefor. 

SEC.  2M.  CWtSIDERATION  BY  COMMITTEEa 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law— 

(1)  no  amount  appropriated  to  the  National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  may 
be  used  for  any  program  for  which  the  Presi- 
dent's annual  budjret  request  included  a  re- 
quest for  funding,  but  for  which  the  Congress 
denied  or  did  not  provide  funding; 

(2)  no  amount  appropriated  to  the  National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  may 
be  used  for  any  program  in  excess  of  the 
amount  actually  authorized  for  the  particu- 
lar program  under  this  subtitle;  and 

(3)  no  amount  appropriated  to  the  National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  may 
be  used  for  any  program  which  has  not  been 
presented  to  the  Congress  in  the  President's 
annual  budget  request  or  the  supporting  and 
ancillary  documents  thereto, 

unless  a  period  of  30  days  has  passed  after 
the  receipt  by  the  Committee  on  Science  of 


the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Transpor- 
tation of -the  Senate  of  notice  given  by  the 
Administrator  containing  a  full  and  com- 
plete statement  of  the  action  proposed  to  be 
taken  and  the  facts  and  circumstances  relied 
upon  in  support  of  such  proposed  action.  The 
National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administra- 
tion shall  keep  the  Committee  on  Science  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Transpor- 
tation of  the  Senate  fully  and  currently  in- 
formed with  respect  to  all  activities  and  re- 
sponsibilities within  the  jurisdiction  of  those 
committees.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  by 
law,  any  Federal  department,  agency,  or 
independent  establishment  shall  furnish  any 
information  requested  by  either  committee 
relating  to  any  such  activity  or  responsibil- 
ity. 

SEC.  235.  LIMITATION  ON  OBLIGATION  OF  UNAU- 
THORIZED appropriahons. 

(a)  Reports  to  (Ingress.— Not  later  than 
30  days  after  the  later  of  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  an  Act  making  appropriations  to  the 
National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administra- 
tion for  fiscal  year  1997  and  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  Act.  the  Administrator  shall 
submit  a  report  to  Congress  and  to  the 
Comptroller  (General  which  specifies — 

(1)  the  portion  of  such  appropriations 
which  are  for  programs,  projects,  or  activi- 
ties not  authorized  under  chapter  1  of  this 
subtitle,  or  which  are  in  excess  of  amounts 
authorized  for  the  relevant  program,  project, 
or  activity  under  this  title;  and 

(2)  the  portion  of  such  appropriations 
which  are  authorized  under  this  title. 

(b)  Federal  Register  Notice.— The  Ad- 
ministrator shall,  coincident  with  the  sub- 
mission of  the  report  required  by  subsection 
(a),  publish  in  the  Federal  Register  a  notice 
of  all  programs,  projects,  or  activities  for 
which  funds  are  appropriated  but  which  were 
not  authorized  under  this  title,  and  solicit 
public  comment  thereon  regarding  the  Im- 
pact of  such  programs,  projects,  or  activities 
on  the  conduct  and  effectiveness  of  the  na- 
tional aeronautics  and  space  program. 

(c)  LnOTATiON.— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law,  no  funds  may  be  obli- 
gated for  any  programs,  projects,  or  activi- 
ties of  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration  for  fiscal  year  1997  not  au- 
thorized under  this  title  until  30  days  have 
passed  after  the  close  of  the  public  comment 
period  contained  in  the  notice  required  in 
subsection  (b). 

SEC  236.  USE  OF  FUNDS  FOR  SCIENTIFIC  CON- 
SUMPTIONS OR  EXTRAORDINARY 
EXPENSES. 

Not  more  than  $30,000  of  the  funds  appro- 
priated under  section  212  may  be  used  for  sci- 
entific consultations  or  extraordinary  ex- 
penses, upon  the  authority  of  the  Adminis- 
trator. 

Subtitle  C— International  Space  Station 
SEC.  241.  FINDINGS. 

The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  the  development,  assembly,  and  oper- 
ation of  the  International  Space  Station  is 
in  the  national  Interest  of  the  United  States; 

(2)  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Ad- 
ministration has  restructured  and  redesigned 
the  International  Space  Station,  consoli- 
dated contract  responsibility,  and  achieved 
program  management,  control,  and  stability; 

(3)  the  significant  involvement  by  private 
ventures  in  marketing  and  using,  competi- 
tively servicing,  and  commercially  augment- 
ing the  operational  capabilities  of  the  Inter- 
national Space  Station  during  its  assembly 
and  operational  phases  will  lower  costs  and 
Increase  benefits  to  the  international  part- 
ners; 
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(4)  further  rescoping  or  redesigns  of  the 
International  Space  Station  will  lead  to 
costly  delays,  increase  costs  to  its  inter- 
national partners,  discourage  commercial  in- 
volvement, and  weaken  the  international 
space  partnership  necessary  for  future  space 
projects; 

(5)  total  program  costs  for  development, 
assembly,  and  initial  operations  have  been 
identified  and  capped  to  ensure  financial  dis- 
cipline and  maintain  program  schedule  mile- 
stones; 

(6)  in  order  to  contain  costs,  mission  plan- 
ning and  engineering  functions  of  the  Na- 
tional Space  Transportation  System  (Space 
Shuttle)  program  should  be  coordinated  with 
the  Space  Station  Program  Office; 

(7)  the  International  Space  Station  rep- 
resents an  important  component  of  an  ade- 
quately funded  civil  space  program  which 
balances  human  space  flight  with  science, 
aeronautics,  and  technology; 

(8)  the  International  Space  Station  should 
be  an  inspiration  to  society,  particularly  our 
young  people,  and  should  provide  new  and 
expanded  opportunities  to  meet  important 
educational  goals;  and 

(9)  when  completed,  the  International 
Space  Station  will  be  the  largest,  most  capa- 
ble microgravity  research  facility  ever  devel- 
oped. It  will  provide  a  lasting  framework  for 
conducting  large-scale  science  programs 
with  international  partners  and  it  is  the 
next  step  in  the  human  exploration  of  space. 
The  United  States  should  commit  to  com- 
pleting this  program,  thereby  reaping  the 
benefits  of  scientific  research  and  inter- 
national cooperation. 

SEC.  242.  COMMERCIALIZATION  OF  SPACE  STA- 
TION. 

(a)  PoucY.— The  Congress  declares  that  a 
priority  goal  of  constructing  the  Inter- 
national Space  Station  is  the  economic  de- 
velopment of  Earth  orbital  space.  The  Con- 
gress further  declares  that  the  use  of  free 
market  principles  in  operating,  allocating 
the  use  of,  and  adding  capabilities  to  the 
Space  Station,  and  the  resulting  fullest  pos- 
sible engagement  of  commercial  providers 
and  participation  of  commercial  users,  will 
reduce  Space  Station  operational  costs  for 
all  partners  and  the  Federal  Government's 
share  of  the  United  States  burden  to  fund  op- 
erations. 

(b)  Report.— The  Administrator  shall  de- 
liver to  the  Congress,  within  60  days  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  a  mar- 
ket study  that  examines  the  role  of  commer- 
cial ventures  which  could  supply,  use,  serv- 
ice, or  augment  the  International  Space  Sta- 
tion, the  specific  policies  and  initiatives  the 
Administrator  is  advancing  to  encourage 
these  commercial  opportunities,  the  cost 
savings  to  be  realized  by  the  International 
partnership  from  appljrlng  commercial  ap- 
proaches to  cost-shared  operations,  and  the 
cost  reimbursements  to  the  United  States 
Federal  Government  from  commercial  users 
of  the  Space  Station. 

SEC  243.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS. 

It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  the  "cost 
incentive  fee"  single  prime  contract  nego- 
tiated by  the  National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Administration  for  the  International 
Space  Station,  and  the  consolidation  of  pro- 
grammatic and  financial  accountability  into 
a  single  Space  Station  Program  Ofilce.  are 
two  examples  of  reforms  for  the  reinvention 
of  all  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Ad- 
ministration programs  that  should  be  ap- 
plied as  widely  and  as  quickly  as  possible 
throughout  the  Nation's  civil  space  program. 

SEC  244.  SPACE  STATION  ACCOUNTING  REPORT. 

(a)  Annual  Report  to  the  Congress.— The 
Administrator  shall  transmit  a  report  to  the 


Congress  each  year  containing  a  complete 
accounting  of  all  costs  of  the  space  station, 
including  cash  and  other  payments  to  Rus- 
sia. 

(b)  Quarterly  Reports  From  Russu.— 
The  Administrator  shall  obtain  quarterly  re- 
ports from  the  Russian  Space  Agency  during 
the  term  of  the  contract  between  the  Rus- 
sian Space  Agency  and  the  National  Aero- 
nautics and  Space  Administration  which 
fully  account  for  the  disposition  of  funds 
paid  or  transferred  by  the  National  Aero- 
nautics and  Space  Administration  to  Russia, 
including— 

(1)  the  amount  of  funds  received  from  the 
National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administra- 
tion and  the  date  of  their  receipt; 

(2)  the  amount  of  funds  converted  from 
United  States  currency  by  the  Russian  Space 
Agency,  the  currency  Into  which  the  funds 
have  been  converted,  and  the  dates  and  ex- 
change rates  of  each  such  conversion; 

(3)  the  amount  of  non-United  States  cur- 
rency, and  of  United  States  currency,  dis- 
bursed by  the  Russian  Space  Agency  to  any 
contractor  or  subcontractor,  the  Identity  of 
such  contractor  or  subcontractor,  and  the 
date  on  which  the  funds  were  disbursed;  and 

(4)  the  balance  of  the  funds  provided  by  the 
National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administra- 
tion which  have  not  been  disbursed  by  the 
Russian  Space  Agency  as  of  the  date  of  the 
report. 

Subtitle  D — ^Miscellaneous  Provisions 

SEC.  251.  COMMERCIAL  SPACE  LAUNCH  AMEND- 
MENTS. 

(a)  Amendments.— Chapter  701  of  title  49. 
United  States  Code.  Is  amended— 

(1)  In  the  table  of  sections— 

(A)  by  amending  the  Item  relating  to  sec- 
tion 70104  to  read  as  follows: 

"70104.  Restrictions  on  launches,  operations, 
and  reentries."; 

(B)  by  amending  the  item  relating  to  sec- 
tion 70106  to  read  as  follows: 

"70108.  Prohibition,  suspension,  and  end  of 
launches,  operation  of  launch 
sites  and  reentry  sites,  and  re- 
entries."; 

and 

(C)  by  amending  the  item  relating  to  sec- 
tion 70109  to  read  as  follows: 

"70109.  Preemption  of  scheduled  launches  or 
reentries."; 

(2)  in  section  70101— 

(A)  by  Inserting  "microgravity  research." 
after  "information  services,"  In  subsection 
(a)(3); 

(B)  by  inserting  ".  reentry,"  after  "launch- 
ing" both  places  it  appears  In  subsection 
(a)(4); 

(C)  by  inserting  ",  reentry  vehicles,"  after 
"launch  vehicles"  In  subsection  (aX5): 

(D)  by  inserting  "and  reentry  services" 
after  "launch  services"  in  subsection  (a)(6); 

(E)  by  inserting  ",  reentries,"  after 
"launches"  both  places  It  appears  In  sub- 
section (a)(7); 

(F)  by  inserting  ",  reentry  sites."  after 
"launch  sites"  In  subsection  (a)(8); 

(G)  by  Inserting  "and  reentry  services  " 
after  "launch  services"  in  subsection  (a)(8); 

(H)  by  inserting  "reentry  sites,"  after 
"launch  sites,"  in  subsection  (aX9); 

(I)  by  inserting  "and  reentry  site"  after 
"launch  site"  In  subsection  (a)(9); 

(J)  by  Inserting  "reentry  vehicles,"  sifter 
"launch  vehicles"  In  subsection  (b)(2); 

(K)  by  striking  "launch"  in  subsection 
(b)(2XA); 

(L)  by  inserting  "and  reentry"  after  "com- 
mercial launch"  in  subsection  (b)(3); 


(M)  by  striking  "launch"  alter  "and  trans- 
fer commercial"  in  subsection  (bX3):  and 

(N)  by  inserting  "and  development  of  re- 
entry sites."  after  "launch-site  sup>port  fa- 
cilities." in  subsection  (bX4); 

(3)  in  section  70102— 

(A)  by  striking  "and  any  payload"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "or  reentry  vehicle 
and  any  payload  from  Earth"  in  paragraph 
(3); 

(B)  by  inserting  "or  reentry  vehicle"  after 
"means  of  a  launch  vehicle"  in  paragraph  (8); 

(C)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (10) 
through  (12)  as  paragraphs  (14)  through  (16). 
respectively; 

(D)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (9)  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraphs: 

"(10)  "reenter"  and  "reentry"  mean  to  return 
or  attempt  to  return,  purposefully,  a  reentry 
vehicle  and  Its  payload,  if  any,  from  E^arth 
orbit  or  from  outer  space  to  Earth. 

""(11)  "reentry  services'  means— 

"'(A)  activities  involved  in  the  preparation 
of  a  reentry  vehicle  and  its  payload.  if  any, 
for  reentry;  and 

""(B)  the  conduct  of  a  reentry. 

"'(12)  "reentry  site'  means  the  location  on 
Earth  to  which  a  reentry  vehicle  is  intended 
to  return  (as  defined  in  a  license  the  Sec- 
retary issues  or  transfers  under  this  chap- 
ter). 

"'(13)  'reentry  vehicle"  means  a  vehicle  de- 
signed to  return  from  Earth  orbit  or  outer 
space  to  Earth,  or  a  reusable  launch  vehicle 
designed  to  return  from  outer  space  substan- 
tially intact.";  and 

(E)  by  inserting  "or  reentry  services""  after 
"launch  services"  each  place  it  appears  in 
paragraph  (15),  as  so  redesignated  by  sub- 
paragraph (C)  of  this  paragraph: 

(4)  in  section  70103(b>— 

(A)  by  inserting  ""and  Reentries'"  after 
"Launches"  in  the  subsection  heading 

(B)  by  inserting  "and  reentries"  after 
"space  launches"  in  paragraph  (1);  and 

(C)  by  inserting  "and  reentry"  after  "space 
launch"  in  paragraph  (2); 

(5)  In  section  70104 — 

(A)  by  amending  the  section  designation 
and  heading  to  read  as  follows: 

'§70104.    Restrictians    on    lannchea,    oper- 
ations, and  reentries"; 

(B)  by  inserting  "or  reentry  site,  or  to  re- 
enter a  reentry  vehicle,"  after  "operate  a 
launch  site"  each  place  It  appears  in  sub- 
section (a); 

(C)  by  inserting  "or  reentry"  after  "launch 
or  operation"  in  subsection  (a)(3)  and  (4); 

(D)  in  subsection  (by— 

(I)  by  striking  "launch  license"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "license"; 

(ID  by  inserting  "or  reenter"  after  "may 
launch":  and 

(ill)  by  inserting  "or  reentering"  after  "re- 
lated to  launching";  and 

(E)  in  subsection  (c)— 

(I)  by  amending  the  subsection  heading  to 
read  as  follows:  "Preventing  Launches  and 
Reentries. — "; 

(ii)  by  inserting  "or  reentry"  after  "pre- 
vent the  launch":  and 

(ill)  by  inserting  '"or  reentry"'  after  "de- 
cides the  launch"; 

(6)  in  section  70105— 

(A)  by  inserting  "or  a  reentry  site,  or  the 
reentry  of  a  reentry  vehicle."  after  "oper- 
ation of  a  launch  site"  in  subsection  (bXD; 
and 

(B)  by  striking  '"or  operation"  and  insert- 
ing In  lieu  thereof  ".  operation,  or  reentry" 
in  subsection  (bX2XA); 

(7)  in  secUon  70106(a)— 

(A)  by  Inserting  "or  reentry  site"  after 
"observer  at  a  launch  site"; 
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(B)  by  inserting  "or  reentry  vehicle"  after 
"assemble  a  launch  vehicle";  and 

(C)  by  inserting:  "or  reentry  vehicle"  after 
"with  a  launch  vehicle"; 

(8)  in  section  70108— 

(A)  by  amending  the  section  designation 
and  heading  to  read  as  follows: 

**$  70108.  Prohibition,  nuipeiuioB,  and  end  of 
Unndie*,  operation  of  launch  sites  and  re- 
entry site*,  and  reentries"; 

and 

(B)  in  subsection  (a>— 

(i)  by  inserting  "or  reentry  site,  or  reentry 
of  a  reentry  vehicle."  after  "operation  of  a 
launch  site";  and 

(ii)  by  inserting  "or  reentry"  after  "launch 
or  operation"; 

(9)  in  section  70109— 

(A)  by  amending  the  section  designation 
and  heading  to  read  as  follows: 

"{70100.  Preemption  of  acheduled  launches 
or  reentries"; 

(B)  in  subsection  (a)— 

(i)  by  inserting  "or  reentry"  after  "ensure 
that  a  launch"; 

(ii)  by  inserting  ".  reentry  site,"  after 
"United  States  Government  launch  site"; 

(ill)  by  Inserting  "or  reentry  date  commit- 
ment" after  "launch  date  commitment"; 

(iv)  by  inserting  "or  reentry"  after  "ob- 
tained for  a  launch"; 

(V)  by  Inserting  ",  reentry  site,"  after  "ac- 
cess to  a  launch  site"; 

(vi)  by  inserting  ",  or  services  related  to  a 
reentry,"  after  "amount  for  launch  serv- 
ices"; and 

(vii)  by  inserting  "or  reentry"  after  "the 
scheduled  launch";  and 

(C)  In  subsection  (c),  by  inserting  "or  re- 
entry" after  "prompt  launching"; 

(10)  in  section  70110— 

(A)  by  Inserting  "or  reentry"  after  "pre- 
vent the  launch"  in  subsection  (a)(2);  and 

(B)  by  Inserting  "or  reentry  site,  or  re- 
entry of  a  reentry  vehicle."  after  "operation 
of  a  launch  site"  in  subsection  (a)(3)(B); 

(11)  in  secUon  70111— 

(A)  by  inserting  "or  reentry"  after 
"launch"  in  subsection  (aXl)(A); 

(B)  by  Inserting  "and  reentry  services" 
after  "launch  services"  in  subsection 
(aXl)(B); 

(C)  by  inserting  "or  reentry  services"  after 
"or  launch  services"  in  subsection  (a)(2); 

(D)  by  Inserting  "or  reentry"  after  "com- 
mercial launch"  both  places  it  appears  in 
subsection  (bXD; 

(E)  by  inserting  "or  reentry  services"  after 
"launch  services"  in  subsection  (bX2)(C); 

(F)  by  strilcing  "or  its  payload  for  launch" 
in  subsection  (d)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"or  reentry  vehicle,  or  the  payload  of  either, 
for  launch  or  reentry";  and 

(G)  by  inserting  ".  reentry  vehicle."  after 
"manufacturer  of  the  launch  vehicle"  in  sub- 
section (d); 

(12)  in  section  70112— 

(A)  by  Inserting  "or  reentry"  after  "one 
launch"  In  subsection  (a)(3); 

(B)  by  Inserting  "or  reentry  services"  after 
"launch  services"  in  subsection  (aX4); 

(C)  by  Inserting  "or  reentry  services"  after 
"launch  services"  each  place  it  appears  in 
subsection  (b); 

(D)  by  inserting  "applicable"  after  "car- 
ried out  under  the"  in  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2) 
of  subsection  (b); 

CE)  by  striking  ",  Space,  and  Technology" 
in  subsection  (dXD; 

(F)  by  inserting  "or  Reentries"  after 
"Launches"  in  the  heading  for  subsection 
(e);  and 

(O)  by  inserting  "or  reentry  site  or  a  re- 
entry" after  "launch  site"  In  subsection  (e); 


(13)  in  section  70113(aXl)  and  (d)(1)  and  (2), 
by  inserting  "or  reentry"  after  "one  launch" 
each  place  it  appears; 

(14)  in  section  70115(bXlKDXi)— 

(A)  by  inserting  "reentry  site."  after 
"launch  site.";  and 

(B)  by  inserting  "or  reentry  vehicle"  after 
"launch  vehicle"  both  places  it  appears;  and 

(15)  in  section  70117— 

(A)  by  inserting  "or  reentry  site,  or  to  re- 
enter a  reentry  vehicle"  after  "operate  a 
launch  site"  in  subsection  (a); 

(B)  by  inserting  "or  reentry"  after  "ap- 
proval of  a  space  launch"  in  subsection  (d); 

(C)  by  amending  subsection  (f)  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(D  Launch  Not  an  Export;  Reentry  Not 
AN  Import. — A  launch  vehicle,  reentry  vehi- 
cle, or  payload  that  is  launched  or  reentered 
is  not,  because  of  the  launch  or  reentry,  an 
export  or  import,  respectively,  for  purposes 
of  a  law  controlling  exports  or  imports."; 
and 

(D)  in  subsection  (g)— 

(i)  by  striking  "operation  of  a  launch  vehi- 
cle or  launch  site."  in  paragraph  (1)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "reentry,  operation  of 
a  launch  vehicle  or  reentry  vehicle,  or  oper- 
ation of  a  launch  site  or  reentry  site.";  and 

(ii)  by  inserting  "reentry,"  after  "launch." 
in  paragraph  (2). 

(b)  ADomoNAL  Amendments. — (l)  Section 
70105  of  title  49,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended — 

(A)  by  inserting  "(1)"  before  "A  person 
may  apply"  in  subsection  (a); 

(B)  by  striking  "receiving  an  application" 
both  places  it  appears  in  subsection  (a)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "accepting  an  appli- 
cation in  accordance  with  criteria  estab- 
lished pursuant  to  subsection  (b)(2)(D)"; 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  subsection  (a) 
the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(2)  In  carrying  out  paragraph  (1),  the  Sec- 
retary may  establish  procedures  for  certifi- 
cation of  the  safety  of  a  launch  vehicle,  re- 
entry vehicle,  or  safety  system,  procedure, 
service,  or  personnel  that  may  be  used  In 
conducting  licensed  conrmiercial  space 
launch  or  reentry  activities."; 

(D)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
secUon  (bX2)(B); 

(E)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
subsection  (b)(2XC)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  ";  and"; 

(F)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  subsection  (bX2) 
the  following  new  subparagraph: 

"(D)  regulations  establishing  criteria  for 
accepting  or  rejecting  an  application  for  a  li- 
cense under  this  chapter  within  60  days  after 
receipt  of  such  application.";  and 

(G)  by  Inserting  ",  or  the  requirement  to 
obtain  a  license,"  after  "waive  a  require- 
ment" in  subsection  (bX3). 

(2)  The  amendment  made  by  paragraph 
dXB)  shall  take  effect  upon  the  effective 
date  of  final  regulations  issued  pursuant  to 
section  70105(b)(2KD)  of  title  49,  United 
States  Code,  as  added  by  paragraph  (1)(F)  of 
this  subsection. 

(3)  Section  70102(5)  of  title  49.  United 
States  Code.  Is  amended— 

(A)  by  redesignating  subparagraphs  (A)  and 
(B)  as  subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C).  respec- 
tively; and 

(B)  by  Inserting  before  subparagraph  (B). 
as  so  redesignated  by  subparagraph  (A)  of 
this  paragraph,  the  following  new  subpara- 
graph: 

"(A)  activities  directly  related  to  the  prep- 
aration of  a  launch  site  or  payload  facility 
for  one  or  more  launches;". 

(4)  Section  70103(b)  of  title  49.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended— 


(A)  In  the  subsection  heading,  as  amended 
by  subsection  (a)(4XA)  of  this  section,  by  in- 
serting "AND  State  Sponsored  Spaceports" 
after  "and  Reentries";  and 

(B)  In  paragraph  (1),  by  inserting  "and 
State  sponsored  spaceports"  after  "private 
sector". 

(5)  Section  70105(a)(1)  of  title  49,  United 
States  Code,  as  amended  by  subsection  (b)(1) 
of  this  section.  Is  amended  by  inserting  at 
the  end  the  following:  "The  Secretary  shall 
submit  to  the  Committee  on  Science  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  Committee 
on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation 
of  the  Senate  a  written  notice  not  later  than 
7  days  after  any  occurrence  when  a  license  Is 
not  issued  within  the  deadline  established  by 
this  subsection.". 

(6)  Section  70111  of  title  49.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(A)  in  subsection  (aXl).  by  inserting  after 
subparagraph  (B)  the  following: 

"The  Secretary  shall  establish  criteria  and 
procedures  for  determining  the  priority  of 
competing  requests  ftom  the  private  sector 
and  State  governments  for  ijroperty  and 
services  under  this  section."; 

(B)  by  striking  "actual  costs"  in  sub- 
section (bXD  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"additive  costs  only";  and 

(C)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (b)(2)  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

"(3)  The  Secretary  shall  ensure  the  esub- 
lishment  of  uniform  guidelines  for,  and  con- 
sistent implementation  of,  this  section  by 
all  Federal  agencies.". 

(7)  Section  70112  of  title  49.  United  SUtes 
Code,  is  amended — 

(A)  in  subsection  (a)(1),  by  inserting 
"launch,  reentry,  or  site  operator"  after  "(1) 
When  a"; 

(B)  In  subsection  (bKD.  by  Inserting 
"launch,  reentry,  or  site  operator"  after 
"(1)A";  and 

(C)  In  subsection  (f),  by  inserting  "launch, 
reentry,  or  site  operator"  after  "carried  out 
under  a". 

(c)  Regulations.— <l)  Chapter  701  of  title 
49,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  section: 
"$70120.  R^ulatimis 

"The  Secretary  of  Transportation,  within  6 
months  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  section,  shall  Issue  regulations  to  carry 
out  this  chapter  that  include — 

"(1)  guidelines  for  industry  to  obtain  suffi- 
cient insurance  coverage  for  potential  dam- 
ages to  third  parties; 

"(2)  procedures  for  requesting  and  obtain- 
ing licenses  to  operate  a  commercial  launch 
vehicle  and  reentry  vehicle; 

"(3)  procedures  for  requesting  and  obtain- 
ing operator  licenses  for  launch  and  reentry; 
and 

"(4)  procedures  for  the  application  of  gov- 
ernment indemnification.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  for  such  chapter 
701  Is  amended  by  adding  after  the  Item  re- 
lating to  section  70119  the  following  new 
Item: 

"70120.  Regulations.". 

(d)  Report  to  Congress.— (i)  Chapter  701 
of  title  49.  United  States  Code,  Is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  section: 

"{70121.  Report  to  Congress 

"The  Secretary  of  Transportation  shall 
submit  to  Congress  an  annual  report  to  ac- 
company the  President's  budget  request 
that— 

"(1)  describes  all  activities  undertaken 
under  this  chapter,  including  a  description  of 
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the  process  for  the  application  for  and  ap- 
proval of  licenses  under  this  chapter  and  rec- 
ommendations for  legislation  that  may  fur- 
ther commercial  launches  and  reentries;  and 

"(2)  reviews  the  performance  of  the  regu- 
latory activities  and  the  effectiveness  of  the 
Office  of  Commercial  Space  Transpor- 
tation.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  for  such  chapter 
701  is  fiirther  amended  by  adding  after  the 
item  relating  to  section  70120,  as  added  by 
subsection  (c)(2)  of  this  section,  the  follow- 
ing new  item: 

"70121.  Report  to  Congress.". 
SEC.    252.    REQUIREMENT    FOR    INDEPENDENT 
COST  A.NALYSIS. 

Before  any  funds  may  be  obligated  for 
Phase  C  of  a  project  that  is  projected  to  cost 
more  than  $75,0(X},000  in  total  project  costs, 
the  Chief  Financial  Officer  for  the  National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  shall 
conduct  an  independent  cost  analysis  of  such 
project  and  shall  report  the  results  to  Con- 
gress. In  developing  cost  accounting  and  re- 
porting standards  for  carrying  out  this  sec- 
tion, the  Chief  Financial  Officer  shall,  to  the 
extent  practicable  and  consistent  with  other 
laws,  solicit  the  advice  of  expertise  outside 
of  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Ad- 
ministration. 

SEC  253.  OFFICE  OF  SPACE  COMMERCE. 

(a)  Establishment.— There  is  established 
within  the  Department  of  Commerce  an  Of- 
fice of  Space  Commerce. 

Cb)  Functions.— The  Office  of  Space  Com- 
merce shall  be  the  principal  unit  for  the  co- 
ordination of  space-related  issues,  programs, 
and  initiatives  within  the  Department  of 
ConMnerce.  The  Office's  primary  responsibil- 
ities shall  include— 

(1)  promoting  private  sector  investment  in 
space  activities  by  collecting,  analyzing,  and 
disseminating  information  on  space  mar- 
kets, and  conducting  workshops  and  semi- 
nars to  increase  awareness  of  commercial 
space  opportunities; 

(2)  assisting  United  States  commercial  pro- 
viders in  their  efforts  to  do  business  with  the 
United  States  Government,  and  acting  as  an 
industry  advocate  within  the  executive 
branch  to  ensure  that  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment meets  its  space-related  requirement,  to 
the  fullest  extent  feasible,  with  commer- 
cially available  space  goods  and  services; 

(3)  ensuring  that  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment does  not  compete  with  the  private 
sector  in  the  provision  of  space  hardware  and 
services  otherwise  available  from  the  private 
sector; 

(4)  promoting  the  export  of  space-related 
goods  and  services; 

(5)  representing  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce In  the  development  of  United  States 
policies  and  In  negotiations  with  foreign 
countries  to  ensure  tree  and  fair  trade  inter- 
nationally in  the  area  of  space  conrunerce; 

(6)  seeking  the  removal  of  legal,  policy, 
and  institutional  impediments  to  space  com- 
merce; and 

(7)  licensing  private  sector  parties  to  oper- 
ate private  remote  sensing  space  systems 
and  supporting  the  private  sector's  role  in 
the  commercial  development  of  Landsat  re- 
mote sensing  data  distribution. 

SEC.  254.  NATIONAL  AERONAUTICS  AND  SPACE 
ACT  OF  1958  AMENDMENTS. 

(a)  Declaration  of  Pouct  and  Purpose.— 
Section  102  of  the  National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Act  of  1958  (42  U.S.C.  2451)  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  by  striking  subsection  (f)  and  redesig- 
nating subsections  (g)  and  (h)  as  subsections 
(f)  and  (g).  respectively;  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (g).  as  so  redesignated  by 
paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  by  striking 


"(f).  and  (g)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"and  (0". 

(b)  Reports  to  the  Congress.— Section 
206(a)  of  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Act  of  1958  (42  U.S.C.  2476(a))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "January"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "May";  and 

(2)  by  striking  "calendar"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "fiscal". 

(c)  Disclosure  of  Technical  Data.— Sec- 
tion 303  of  the  National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Act  of  1958  (42  U.S.C.  2454)  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)(C),  by  inserting  "or 
(c)"  after  "subsection  (b)";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(cXD  The  Administrator,  at  his  discretion 
or  at  the  request  of  a  private  sector  entity, 
shall  delay  for  a  period  of  at  least  one  day, 
but  not  to  exceed  5  years,  the  unrestricted 
public  disclosure  of  technical  data  in  the 
possession  of.  or  under  the  control  of,  the 
Administration  that  has  been  generated  in 
the  performance  of  experimental,  develop- 
mental, or  research  activities  or  programs 
funded  jointly  by  the  Administration  and 
such  private  sector  entity. 

"(2)  Within  1  year  after  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  the  National  Aeronautics  ajid 
Space  Administration  Authorization  Act. 
Fiscal  Year  1997.  the  Administrator  shall 
issue  regulations  to  carry  out  this  sub- 
section. Paragraph  (1)  shall  not  take  effect 
until  such  regulations  are  issued. 

"(3)  Regulations  issued  pursuant  to  para- 
graph (2)  shall  include— 

"(A)  guidelines  for  a  determination  of 
whether  data  is  technical  data  within  the 
meaning  of  this  subsection; 

"(B)  provisions  to  ensure  that  technical 
data  is  available  for  dissemination  within 
the  United  States  to  United  States  persons 
and  entities  in  furtherance  of  the  objective 
of  maintaining  leadership  or  competitiveness 
in  civil  and  governmental  aeronautical  and 
space  activities  by  the  United  States  indus- 
trial base;  and 

"(C)  a  specification  of  the  period  or  periods 
for  which  the  delay  in  unrestricted  public 
disclosure  of  technical  data  is  to  apply  to 
various  categories  of  such  data,  and  the  re- 
strictions on  disclosure  of  such  data  during 
such  period  or  periods,  including  a  require- 
ment that  the  maximum  5-year  protection 
under  this  subsection  shall  not  be  provided 
unless  at  least  50  percent  of  the  funding  for 
the  activities  or  programs  is  provided  by  the 
private  sector. 

"(4)  The  Administrator  shall  annually  re- 
port to  the  Congress  all  determinations 
made  under  paragraph  (1). 

"(5)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the 
term  'technical  data'  means  any  recorded  in- 
formation, including  computer  software. 
that  is  or  may  be  directly  applicable  to  the 
design,  engineering,  development,  produc- 
tion, manufacture,  or  operation  of  products 
or  processes  that  may  have  significant  value 
in  maintaining  leadership  or  competitive- 
ness in  civil  and  governmental  aeronautical 
and  space  activities  by  the  United  States  in- 
dustrial base.". 

SEC.  255.  PROCUREMENT. 

(a)  Procurement  Demonstration  Pro- 
gram.— 

(1)  In  GENERAL.— The  Administrator  shall 
establish  within  the  Office  of  Space  Access 
and  Technology  a  program  of  expedited  tech- 
nology procurement  for  the  purpose  of  dem- 
onstrating how  Innovative  technology  con- 
cepts can  rapidly  be  brought  to  bear  upon 
space  missions  of  the  National  Aeronautics 
and  Space  Administration. 


(2)  Procedures  and  evaluation.— The  Ad- 
ministrator shall  establish  procedures  for  ac- 
tively seeking  from  persons  outside  the  Na- 
tional Aeronautics  and  Space  Administra- 
tion innovative  technology  concepts,  relat- 
ing to  the  provision  of  space  hardware,  tech- 
nology, or  service  to  the  National  Aero- 
nautics and  Space  Administration. 

(3)  Requirement.- At  least  l  percent  of 
amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated  under 
section  212(4)  shall  be  used  for  innovative 
technology  procurements  that  are  deter- 
mined under  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection 
to  meet  mission  requirements. 

(4)  Special  authority.- In  order  to  carry 
out  this  subsection  the  Administrator  shall 
recruit  and  hire  for  limited  term  appoint- 
ments persons  from  outside  the  National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  with 
special  expertise  and  experience  related  to 
the  innovative  technology  concepts  with  re- 
spect to  which  procurements  are  made  under 
this  subsection. 

(5)  Sunset.— This  subsection  shall  cease  to 
be  effective  10  years  after  the  date  of  its  en- 
actment. 

(b)  Technology  Procurement  Intitative.- 

(1)  Lv  general.— The  Administrator  shall 
coordinate  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration  resources  in  the  areas  of  pro- 
curement, commercial  programs,  and  ad- 
vanced technology  in  order  to — 

(A)  fairly  assess  and  procure  commercially 
available  technology  from  the  marketplace 
in  the  most  efficient  manner  practicable: 

(B)  achieve  a  continuous  pattern  of  inte- 
grating advanced  technology  from  the  com- 
mercial sector,  and  from  Federal  sources 
outside  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration,  into  the  missions  and  pro- 
grams of  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration : 

(C)  incorporate  private  sector  buying  and 
bidding  iHX>cedures.  including  fixed  price 
contracts,  into  procurements:  and 

(D)  provide  incentives  for  cost-plus  con- 
tractors of  the  National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Administration  to  integrate  commer- 
cially available  technology  in  subsystem 
contracts  on  a  fixed-price  basis. 

(2)  Certification.— Upon  solicitation  of 
any  irocurement  for  space  hardware,  tech- 
nology, or  services  that  are  not  commer- 
cially available,  the  Administrator  shall  cer- 
tify, by  publication  of  a  notice  and  oppor- 
tunity to  comment  in  the  Commerce  Busi- 
ness Daily,  for  each  such  procurement  ac- 
tion, that  no  functional  equivalent,  commer- 
cially, available  space  hardware,  technology, 
or  service  exists  and  that  no  commercial 
method  of  procurement  in  available. 

SEC  2SS.  ADDITIONAL  NATIONAL  AERONAUTICS 
AND  SPACE  AOMINISTBATION  FA- 
CILITIES. 

The  Administrator  shall  not  construct  or 
enter  into  a  new  lease  for  facilities  to  sup- 
port National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Admin- 
istration programs  unless  the  Administrator 
notifies  the  Congress  that  the  Administrator 
reviewed  existing  National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Administration  and  other  federally 
owned  facilities,  including  military  facilities 
scheduled  for  closing  or  reduction,  and  found 
no  such  facilities  appropriate  for  the  In- 
tended use. 

SEC  257.  PURCHASE  OF  SPACE  SCIENCE  DATA. 

(a)  In  General.— To  the  maximum  extent 
possible,  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration  shall,  where  cost  effective, 
purchase  space  science  data  trom  the  United 
States  private  sector.  Examples  of  such  data 
include  scientific  data  concerning  the  ele- 
mental and  mineralogical  resources  of  the 
moon  and  the  planets.  Earth  environmental 
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d&ta  obtained  through  remote  sensing  obser- 
vations, and  solar  storm  monitoring. 

(b)  COMPETmvE  Bidding.— (1)  Contracts  for 
the  purchase  of  space  data  under  this  section 
shall  be  awarded  in  a  process  of  full,  fair,  and 
open  competitive  bidding. 

(2)  Submission  of  cost  data,  either  for  the 
purposes  of  supporting  the  bid  or  fulfilling 
the  terms  of  the  contract,  shall  not  be  re- 
quired of  bidders  or  awardees  of  the  contract. 

(3)  Reasonable  performance  specifications, 
rather  than  design  or  construction  specifica- 
tions, shall  be  used  to  the  maximum  extent 
feasible  to  define  requirements  for  United 
States  private  sector  providers  with  respect 
to  the  design,  construction,  or  operation  of 
equipment  used  in  obtaining  space  science 
data  under  contracts  entered  into  under  this 
section.  This  subsection  shall  not  be  con- 
strued to  prohibit  the  Federal  Government 
from  requiring  compliance  with  applicable 
safety  standards. 

(4)  Contracts  under  this  section  shall  not 
provide  for  the  Federal  Ctovemment  to  ob- 
tain ownership  of  data  not  specifically 
sought  by  the  Federal  Government. 

SEC  tS&  PLAN  FOR  MISSION  TO  PLANET  EARTH. 

(a)  Requirement.— The  Administrator 
shall,  within  6  months  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act.  transmit  to  the  Con- 
gress a  report  containing  a  plan  for  Mission 
to  Planet  Earth. 

(b)  Contents.— The  report  required  by  sub- 
section (a)  shall  include— 

(1)  an  analysis  of  Earth  observation  sys- 
tems of  other  countries  and  the  ways  in 
which  the  United  States  could  benefit  from 
such  systems,  including  by  eliminating  du- 
plication of  effort; 

(2)  an  analysis  of  how  the  Department  of 
Defense's  airborne  and  space  sensor  pro- 
grams could  be  used  in  Mission  to  Planet 
Earth: 

(3)  a  plan  for  infusing  advanced  technology 
into  the  Mission  to  Planet  Earth  program, 
including  milestones  and  an  identification  of 
available  resources: 

(4)  a  plan  to  solicit  ixt>i>osals  f^m  the  pri- 
vate sector  on  how  to  innovatively  accom- 
plish the  most  critical  research  on  global  cli- 
mate change: 

(5)  an  integrated  plan  for  research  in  the 
Scientific  Research  and  Mission  to  Planet 
Earth  enterprises  described  in  the  National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  Stra- 
tegic Plan  issued  in  May.  1994; 

(6)  a  plan  for  developing  metrics  and  mile- 
stones to  quantify  the  performance  of  work 
on  Mission  to  Planet  Earth;  and 

(7)  a  plan  for  the  role,  structure,  and  oper- 
ation of  the  Earth  Observing  Satellite  Data 
Information  System. 

SEC  SSt.  AC<tinSmON  of  earth  remote  sens- 
ing DATA. 

(a)  ACQUISITION.— To  the  maximum  extent 
possible,  the  Administrator  shall,  where  cost 
effective,  acquire  space-based  and  airborne 
Earth  remote  sensing  data,  services,  dis- 
tribution, and  applications  provided  by  the 
United  States  private  sector  to  meet  Govern- 
ment goals  for  Mission  to  Planet  Earth. 

(b)  Study.— (1)  The  Administrator  shall 
conduct  a  study  to  determine  the  extent  to 
which  the  baseline  scientific  requirements  of 
Mission  to  Planet  Earth  can  be  met  by  the 
private  sector,  and  how  the  National  Aero- 
nautics and  Space  Administration  will  meet 
such  requirements  which  cannot  be  met  by 
the  private  sector. 

(2)  The  study  conducted  under  this  sub- 
section shall— 

(A)  make  recommendations  to  promote  the 
availability  of  information  trom  the  Na- 
tional Aeronautics  and  Space  Administra- 


tion to  the  private  sector  to  enable  the  pri- 
vate sector  to  better  meet  the  baseline  sci- 
entific requirements  of  Mission  to  Planet 
Earth; 

(B)  determine  and  prioritize  the  appro- 
priate baseline  scientific  requirements  for 
Mission  to  Planet  Earth,  and  reevaluate,  sci- 
entifically justify,  and  prioritize  the  data 
sets  necessary  to  fulfill  those  baseline  sci- 
entific requirements: 

(C)  make  recommendations  to  promote  the 
dissemination  to  the  private  sector  of  infor- 
mation on  advanced  technology  research  and 
development  performed  by  or  for  the  Na- 
tional Aeronautics  and  Space  Administra- 
tion: and 

(D)  identify  policy,  regulatory,  and  legisla- 
tive barriers  to  the  implementotion  of  the 
recommendations  made  under  this  sub- 
section. 

(3)  The  results  of  the  study  conducted 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  transmitted  to 
the  Congress  within  6  months  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(c)  Administration.— This  section  shall  be 
carried  out  as  part  of  the  Commercial  Re- 
mote Sensing  Program  at  the  Stennis  Space 
Center. 

sec  280.  SHUTTLE  PRIVATIZATION. 

(a)  PoucY  AND  Preparation.— The  Admin- 
istrator shall  prepare  for  an  orderly  transi- 
tion ftom  the  Federal  operation,  or  Federal 
management  of  contracted  oi)eration.  of 
space  transportation  systems  to  the  Federal 
purchase  of  commercial  space  transportation 
services  for  all  nonemergency  launch  re- 
quirements, including  human,  cargo,  and 
mixed  payloads.  In  those  preparations,  the 
Administrator  shall  take  into  account  the 
need  for  short-term  economies,  as  well  as  the 
goal  of  restoring  the  National  Aeronautics 
and  Space  Administration's  research  focus 
and  its  mandate  to  promote  the  fullest  pos- 
sible commercial  use  of  space.  As  part  of 
those  preparations,  the  Administrator  shall 
plan  for  the  potential  privatization  of  the 
Space  Shuttle  program  after  the  year  2012. 
Such  plan  shall  keep  safety  and  cost  effec- 
tiveness as  high  priorities.  Nothing  in  this 
section  shall  prohibit  the  National  Aero- 
nautics and  Space  Administration  trom 
studying,  designing,  developing,  or  funding 
upgrades  or  modifications  essential  to  the 
safe  and  economical  operation  of  the  Space 
Shuttle  fieet. 

(b)  Safe  Operation. — In  reviewing  propos- 
als for  moving  to  a  single  prime  contractor 
the  Administrator  shall  give  priority  to  con- 
tinued safe  operation  of  space  transportation 
systems. 

(c)  FEAsmiLnr  Study.— The  Administrator 
shall  conduct  a  study  of  the  feasibility  of  im- 
plementing the  recommendation  of  the  Inde- 
pendent Shuttle  Management  Review  Team 
that  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Ad- 
ministration transition  toward  the  privatiza- 
tion of  the  Space  Shuttle.  The  study  shall 
identify,  discuss,  and.  where  possible, 
present  options  for  resolving,  the  major  pol- 
icy and  legal  issues  that  must  be  addressed 
before  the  Space  Shuttle  is  privatized,  in- 
cluding— 

(1)  whether  the  Federal  Government  or  the 
Space  Shuttle  contractor  should  own  the 
Space  Shuttle  orbiters  and  ground  facilities; 

(2)  whether  the  Federal  Government  should 
indemnify  the  contractor  for  any  third  party 
liability  arising  from  Space  Shuttle  oper- 
ations, and.  if  so.  under  what  terms  and  con- 
ditions; 

(3)  whether  payloads  other  than  National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  pay- 
loads  should  be  allowed  to  be  launched  on 
the   Space   Shuttle,  how  missions  will   be 


prioritized,  and  who  will  decide  which  mis- 
sion flies  and  when; 

(4)  whether  commercial  payloads  should  be 
allowed  to  be  launched  on  the  Space  Shuttle 
and  whether  any  classes  of  payloads  should 
be  made  ineligible  for  launch  consideration: 

(5)  whether  National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Administration  and  other  Federal 
Government  payloads  should  have  priority 
over  non-Federal  payloads  in  the  Space 
Shuttle  launch  assignments,  and  what  poli- 
cies should  be  developed  to  prioritize  among 
payloads  generally; 

(6)  whether  the  public  interest  requires 
that  certain  Space  Shuttle  functions  con- 
tinue to  be  performed  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment; and 

(7)  how  much  cost  savings,  if  any,  will  be 
generated  by  privatization  of  the  Space 
Shuttle. 

(d)  Report  to  Congress.— within  60  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act, 
the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Admin- 
istration shall  complete  the  study  required 
under  subsection  (c)  and  shall  submit  a  re- 
port on  the  study  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce, Science,  and  Transportation  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Science  of  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

SEC.  261.  LAUNCH  VOUCHER  DEMONSTRATION 
PROGRAM  AMENDMENTS. 

Section  504  of  the  National  Aeronautics 
and  Space  Administration  Authorization 
Act,  Fiscal  Year  1993  (15  U.S.C.  5803)  is 
amended — 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)— 

(A)  by  striking  "the  Office  of  Commercial 
Programs  within";  and 

(B)  by  striking  "Such  program  shall  not  be 
effective  after  September  30, 1995."; 

(2)  by  striking  subsection  (c);  and 

(3)  by  redesignating  subsections  (d)  and  (e) 
as  subsections  (c)  and  (d),  respectively. 

SEC.    262.    PRIVATIZATION    OF    MICROGRAVTTV 
PARABOUC  FUGHT  OPERATIONS. 

(a)  Finding.- The  Congress  finds  that  no 
national  security  or  mission  critical  jus- 
tification exists  for  the  National  Aero- 
nautics and  Space  Administration  to  main- 
tain its  own  fleet  of  aircraft  to  provide  a 
short  duration  mlcrogravity  environment 
via  parabolic  flight. 

(b)  Privatization  of  Flight  Operations.— 
(1)  The  Administrator  shall  privatize  all 
parabolic  flight  aircraft  operations  con- 
ducted by  or  for  the  National  Aeronautics 
and  Space  Administration  in  support  of 
mlcrogravity  research,  astronaut  training, 
and  other  functions,  whose  total  cost  can  be 
reduced  through  issuance  of  one  or  more 
long-term,  renewable,  block  purchase  con- 
tracts for  the  performance  of  such  operations 
by  United  States  commercial  sector  provid- 
ers. 

(2)  Within  90  days  after  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  Act,  the  Administrator  shall 
issue  a  request  for  proposals  to  provide  serv- 
ices which  meet  all  or  part  of  the  micro- 
gravity  flight  needs  of  the  National  Aero- 
nautics and  Space  Administration,  as  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (1)  at  a  net  savings  to 
the  United  States  Government.  The  Admin- 
istrator shall  coordinate  the  process  of  re- 
view of  such  proposals,  and  shall  oversee  the 
transfer  of  such  operations  to  the  commer- 
cial sector  as  specified  in  paragraph  (3). 

(3)  Within  6  months  after  the  issuance  of  a 
request  for  proposals  under  paragraph  (2), 
the  Administrator  shall,  where  cost  effec- 
tive, award  one  or  more  contracts  for  micro- 
gravity  parabolic  flight  services  to  a  micro- 
gravity  flight  provider  that  is  certified  by 
the  Federal  Aviation  Administration.  Except 
as  provided  in  paragraph  (4).  the  Adminis- 
trator shall  cease  all  National  Aeronautics 
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and  Space  Administration-operated 

parabolic  aircraft  flights,  and  shall  there- 
after procure  all  mlcrogravity  parabolic 
flight  services  from  commercial  sector  pro- 
viders. National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Ad- 
ministration experimenters,  and  National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Adminlstration-fUnd- 
ed  experimenters,  who  would  otherwise  use 
National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administra- 
tion-owned or  operated  mlcrogravity 
parabolic  flight  aircraft,  shall  be  issued 
vouchers  for  the  procurement  of  micro- 
gravity  parabolic  flight  services  from  the 
commercial  sector. 

(4)  The  Administrator  may.  as  necessary  to 
ensure  the  continuity  of  National  Aero- 
nautics and  Space  Administration  oper- 
ations, continue  to  operate  parabolic  aircraft 
flights  for  up  to  3  months  after  a  contract  is 
awarded  under  paragraph  (3).  If  the  Adminis- 
trator continues  operations  pursuant  to  this 
paragraph,  the  Administrator  shall  concur- 
rently transmit  to  the  Congress  an  expla- 
nation of  the  reasons  for  such  action. 

(5)  Six  months  after  the  National  Aero- 
nautics and  Space  Administration  ceases  all 
parabolic  aircraft  flights  under  paragraph 
(3),  the  Administrator  shall  transmit  a  re- 
port to  Congress  on  the  effectiveness  of  pri- 
vatization under  this  section. 

SEC.  283.  UNITARY  WIND  TUNNEL  PLAN  ACT  OF 
IMS  AMENDMENTS. 

The  Unitary  Wind  Tunnel  Plan  Act  of  1949 
is  amended— 

(1)  in  section  101  (50  U.S.C.  511)  by  striking 
"transsonic  and  supersonic"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "transonic,  supersonic,  and 
hypersonic":  and 

(2)  in  section  103  (50  U.S.C.  513>— 

(A)  by  striking  "laboratories"  in  sub- 
section (a)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "lab- 
oratories and  centers": 

(B)  by  striking  "supersonic"  in  subsection 
(a)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "transonic, 
supersonic,  and  hypersonic";  and 

(C)  by  striking  "laboratory"  in  subsection 
(c)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "facility". 

SEC.  264.  USE  OF  ABANDONED  AND  UNDERUTI- 
LIZED BUILDINGS,  GROUNDS,  AND 
FACIUnES. 

(a)  In  General.— In  meeting  the  needs  of 
the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Admin- 
istration for  additional  facilities,  the  Admin- 
istrator, whenever  feasible,  shall  select 
abandoned  and  underutilized  buildings, 
grounds,  and  facilities  in  depressed  commu- 
nities that  can  be  converted  to  National  Aer- 
onautics and  Space  Admilnlstratlon  facilities 
at  a  reasonable  cost,  as  determined  by  the 
Administrator. 

(b)  DEFiNmoNS. — For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  term  "depressed  communities" 
means  rural  and  urban  communities  that  are 
relatively  depressed,  in  terms  of  age  of  hous- 
ing, extent  of  poverty,  growth  of  per  capita 
income,  extent  of  unemployment,  job  lag,  or 
surplus  labor. 

SEC.  265.  COST  EFFECTIVENESS  CALCULAT10N& 

In  calculating  the  cost  effectiveness  of  the 
cost  of  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration  engaging  in  an  activity  as 
compared  to  the  private  sector,  the  compari- 
son shall  be  made  based  only  on  the  price  the 
private  sector  provider  will  charge  for  such 
activity. 

SEC  268.  PROCUREMENT  atSBUDSMAN. 

(a)  ESTABUSHMENT.— The  Administrator 
shall  establish  the  position  of  Procurement 
Ombudsman  for  the  National  Aeronautics 
and  Space  Administration. 

(b)  FUNCTIONS.— The  Procurement  Ombuds- 
man shall— 

(1)  be  responsible,  in  consultation  with  the 
Office  of  Procurement,  for  reviewing  pro- 


posed new  missions  for  the  National  Aero- 
nautics and  Space  Administration  to  deter- 
mine if  such  missions,  or  elements  thereof, 
can  be  fulfilled  by  United  States  commercial 
providers;  and 
(2)  serve  as  a  point  of  contact  for— 

(A)  persons  with  whom  the  National  Aero- 
nautics and  Space  Administration  has  en- 
tered into  a  procurement  contract,  with  re- 
spect to  concerns  of  those  persons  about  that 
contract;  and 

(B)  United  States  commercial  providers, 
with  respect  to  issues  relating  to  competi- 
tion between  those  providers  and  the  Federal 
Government. 

(c)  REPORTS  TO  Congress.— The  Procure- 
ment Ombudsman  shall  annually,  in  con- 
junction with  the  President's  annual  budget 
request,  transmit  a  report  to  Congress  de- 
scribing the  activities  of  the  Ombudsman 
during  the  previous  year. 

SEC  267.  AUTHORITY  TO  REDUCE  OR  SUSPEND 
CONTRACT  PAYMENTS  BASED  ON 
SUBSTANTIAL  EVIDENCE  OF  FRAUD. 

Section  2307(h)(8)  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  "and  (4)"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(4),  and  (6)". 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr.  King- 
ston) having  assumed  the  chair,  Mr. 
Burton  of  Indiana,  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee,  having  had  under  consider- 
ation the  bill  (KR.  3322)  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1997  for 
civilian  science  activities  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses, had  come  to  no  resolution  there- 
on. 


The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore, 
points  of  order  are  reserved. 


All 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  PROVID- 
ING FOR  CONSIDERATION  OF 
H.R.  3517.  MHJTARY  CONSTRUC- 
TION APPROPRIATIONS  BILL. 
FISCAL  YEAR  1997 

Mr.  SOLOMON,  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  submitted  a  privileged  report 
(Rept.  No.  104-599)  on  the  resolution  (H. 
Res.  442)  providing  for  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.R.  3517)  making  appropria- 
tions for  military  construction,  family 
housing,  and  base  realignment  and  clo- 
sure for  the  Department  of  Defense  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30, 
1997,  and  for  other  purposes,  which  was 
referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  or- 
dered to  be  printed. 


REPORT  ON  H.R.  3540.  FOREIGN  OP- 
ERATIONS, EXPORT  FINANCING. 
AND  RELATED  PROGRAMS  AP- 
PROPRIATIONS ACT,  1997 

Mr.  CALLAHAN,  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  Appropriations,  submitted  a 
privileged  report  (Rept.  No.  104-€00)  on 
the  bill  (H.R.  3540)  making  appropria- 
tions for  foreign  operations,  export  fi- 
nancing, and  related  programs  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30,  1997, 
and  for  other  purposes,  which  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Union  Calendar  and  or- 
dered to  be  printed. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  clause  5  of  rule  I,  the  pending 
business  is  the  question  of  the  Speak- 
er's approval  of  the  Journal. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1.  rule  I,  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 


REMOVAL  OF  NAME  OF  MEMBER 
AS  COSPONSOR  OF  H.R.  1462 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
remove  my  name  as  a  cosponsor  of  H.R. 
1462. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersesr? 

There  was  no  objection. 


MEMBER 
2723  AND 


REMOVAL  OF  NAME  OF 
AS  COSPONSOR  OF  H.R 
H.R.  1972 

Mr.  STOCKMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  remove  my 
name  as  a  cosponsor  of  H.R.  2723  and 
H.R.  1972. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


EXPRESSING  SYMPATHY  ON  THE 
DEATH  OF  JERRY  JUNKTNS. 
PRESIDENT  OF  TEXAS  INSTRU- 
MENTS 

(Ms.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON  of 
Texas  asked  and  was  given  permission 
to  address  the  House  for  1  minute  and 
to  revise  and  extend  her  remarks.) 

Ms.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON  of 
Texas.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  join  Dallas,  the 
State  of  Texas,  and  the  Nation  in  ex- 
pressing my  profound  sympathy  for  the 
loss  of  a  world  leader,  Mr.  Jerry 
Junkins,  president  of  Texas  Instru- 
ments, who  died,  untimely,  of  a  heart 
attack  while  traveling  in  Europe. 

Mr.  Junkins  is  well  known  through- 
out Texas,  the  Nation,  and  the  world. 
He  was  a  leader  in  trade  policies,  a 
leader  in  support  of  education,  a  leader 
in  support  of  public-private  partner- 
ships and  the  creation  of  jobs,  and  a 
real  leader  in  giving  minority 
businesspeople  opportunities.  A  very 
untimely  death. 

Mr.  Speaker,  with  great  sadness,  I  rise  to 
pay  special  trixjte  to  a  good  friend,  and  a  re- 
markatjle  individual  wtx)  has  distinguished 
himself  by  his  exceptional  contributions  to  the 
Dallas  business  community.  Mr.  Jerry  R. 
Junkins,  the  Chairman,  president  and  CEO  of 
Texas  Instruments,  passed  away  from  a  heart 
attack  while  on  a  business  trip  in  Germany. 
He  was  58. 

Jerry  Junkins  will  be  remembered  for  his 
many  contributions  in  the  intemabortaJ,  na- 
tional and  state  arenas,  particutarly  as  a  lead- 
er in  pushing  for  global  trade  expansion  for 
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the  U.S.  But  for  those  of  us  in  Dallas,  he  will 
be  remembered  as  a  champion  for  our  com- 
munity. He  was  a  champion  of  early  childhood 
education,  especially  for  Tl's  support  of  the 
Margaret  H.  Cone  Model  Head  Start  Center. 
For  many  years,  he  chaired  the  Dallas  Citi- 
zen's Council  Education  Committee.  He  was  a 
guarden  angel  for  Paul  Quinn  College,  and  he 
was  the  inspiration  behind  the  Tl  Minority 
Business  Development  Program  which  grew  to 
over  SI  20  million  in  a  very  shtort  time. 

Jerry  Junldns  joined  Texas  Instruments  in 
1959,  and  wor1(ed  his  way  to  its  top  position 
of  president  and  CEO  in  1985.  He  became 
chairman  in  1988.  Jerry  Junkins  served  in  a 
broad  range  of  civic  and  irxJustrial  positions  in 
Dallas,  including:  Memk>er  of  the  Board  of 
Trustees  of  Southem  Methodst  University; 
arxl  Member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  Cat- 
erpillar Inc..  The  Procter  &  Gamble  Company, 
arxl  3M.  He  was  also  a  member  of  the  Busi- 
ness Council,  cochaimian  of  The  Business 
Roundtabie,  arxj  chairman  of  its  International 
Trade  arxl  Investment  Task  Force. 

Mr.  Speaker,  all  of  Dallas  and  the  State  of 
Texas  grieve  for  Jerry  Junkins'  wife,  Sally,  his 
daughters  Kirsten  and  Karen,  his  parents,  arvj 
his  brothers  arxl  sisters.  Mr.  Junkins  was  an 
extraordinary  leader,  an  exemplary  txjsiness- 
man,  and  a  highly  respected  national  and 
community  leaders.  He  inspired  those  he 
worked  with,  won  ttie  devotion  of  his  friends, 
and  earned  the  gratitude  of  his  Nation.  I  ask 
my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  honoring  Mr.  Jerry 
Junkins. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS 
The  SPELAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  and  under  a  previous  order  of 
the  House,  the  following  Members  will 
be  recognized  for  5  minutes  each. 


WHAT  NEXT  FOR  THE 
INDEPENDENT  COUNSEL? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, this  week,  the  President's  business 
partners  in  the  Whitewater  venture 
were  found  guilty  of  a  total  of  22 
counts  of  bank  fraud.  James  and  Susan 
McDougal  were  President  and  Mrs. 
Clinton's  business  partners  in  the 
Whitewater  Development  Corp.— which 
is  still  the  main  focus  of  Kenneth 
Starr's  investigation. 

In  addition,  Jim  Guy  Tucker,  Bill 
Clinton's  successor  as  Governor  of  Ar- 
kansas, was  found  guilty  of  conspiracy 
and  mail  fraud. 

Recently,  a  number  of  my  colleagues 
have  been  raising  questions  about  Mr. 
Starr's  ethics  and  his  work  as  Inde- 
pendent Counsel.  They  have  stated 
that  he  is  biased  because  of  his  Repub- 
lican background  or  his  legal  work  for 
different  clients. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  nonsense  being 
put  out  by  the  Democrats  for  political 
punwses.  Mr.  Starr's  results  speak  for 
themselves: 


First,  of  19  charges  that  Mr.  Starr 
filed  against  Mr.  McDougal,  he  was 
convicted  on  18. 

Second,  of  four  charges  Mr.  Starr 
filed  against  Mrs.  McDougal,  she  was 
convicted  on  all  four. 

Third,  of  seven  charges  filed  against 
Governor  Tucker,  he  was  convicted  on 
two. 

Fourth,  of  30  charges  Mr.  Starr  filed 
in  these  cases,  he  won  convictions  on 
24.  That  is  an  80  percent  conviction 
rate.  A  jury  of  12  Arkansas  citizens  has 
examined  the  evidence  and  clearly  does 
not  feel  that  Mr.  Starr  is  filing  frivo- 
lous or  unsupported  charges. 

Fifth,  in  addition  to  this  week's  con- 
victions, Mr.  Starr  has  received  guilty 
pleas  from  nine  other  people  involved 
in  Whitewater — political  associates  of 
President  Clinton,  associates  of  Madi- 
son Guarantee  Savings  and  Loan,  and 
people  who  worked  on  the  Whitewater 
deal. 

Sixth,  one  of  those  people  who  pled 
guilty  was  the  Associate  Attorney  Gen- 
eral of  the  United  States — ^Webster 
Hubbell— a  close  firiend  of  the  Presi- 
dent. 

Clearly,  serious  crimes  have  been 
committed,  and  the  independent  coun- 
sel is  doing  a  good  job  of  bringing  peo- 
ple to  account  for  them.  That  is  why 
Democrats  are  suddenly  attacking  the 
Independent  Counsel. 

At  this  point,  there  are  two  obvious 
Questions  that  everyone  is  asking: 

First,  what  impact  do  these  convic- 
tions have  on  the  President  and  Mrs. 
Clinton? 

Second,  where  does  the  Independent 
Counsel  go  from  here? 

Let  me  shed  a  little  light  on  these 
questions. 

What  impact  do  these  convictions 
have  on  the  President  and  Mrs.  Clin- 
ton? 

President  Clinton  was  not  on  trial  in 
this  particular  case.  But  he  was  never 
far  away  from  it  either. 

David  Hale  testified  that  then-Gov- 
ernor Clinton  pressured  him  to  make 
the  illegal  loan  of  $300,000  to  Susan 
McDougal. 

Documents  presented  during  the  trial 
showed  that  part  of  that  money  went 
to  pay  debts  of  the  Whitewater  Devel- 
opment Corp.  Bill  and  Hillary  Clinton 
were  partners  in  Whitewater,  so  they 
directly  benefited  from  this  loan. 

The  defense  believed  President  Clin- 
ton's testimony  during  the  trial  would 
be  a  knockout  punch  for  the  defend- 
ants. It  wasn't.  The  President's  testi- 
mony apparently  did  little  to  cast 
doubts  on  the  prosecution's  case.  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  McDougal  were  convicted  on 
22  of  23  counts. 

The  Castle  Grande  real  estate  deal 
was  at  the  heart  of  this  case.  As  an  at- 
torney at  the  Rose  Law  Firm.  Hillary 
drew  up  legal  papers  for  some  of  the 
key  transactions.  Throughout  the 
trial,  documentary  evidence  showed 
that  this  deal  was  a  series  of  sham 


transactions  that  helped  bring  about 
the  downfall  of  Madison  Guarantee 
Savings  and  Loan. 

This  raises  a  very  serious  question: 
How  much  did  Hillary  Clinton  know 
about  the  true  nature  of  the  Castle 
Grande  deal? 

For  4  years,  Mrs.  Clinton  has  been 
telling  the  public  that  she  did  very  lit- 
tle legal  work  on  the  Castle  Grande 
project.  She  made  this  statement  in  a 
sworn  statement  to  Federal  banking 
investigators. 

However,  the  Rose  Law  Firm  billing 
records  that  mysteriously  turned  up  at 
the  White  House  in  January  disputed 
that  statement.  Even  though  they  had 
been  under  subpoena  for  2  years,  the 
records  weren't  given  to  the  Independ- 
ent Counsel  until  they  were  "discov- 
ered" in  January. 

It  was  quickly  discovered  that  the 
billing  records  had  Mrs.  Clinton's  fin- 
gerprints on  them.  More  importantly, 
these  records  for  the  first  time  pro- 
vided documentation  that  Mrs.  Clinton 
had  drafted  legal  documents  for  Castle 
Grande. 

The  questions  that  this  raises  are  nu- 
merous: 

First.  Did  Mrs.  Clinton  mislead  Fed- 
eral investigators  about  her  involve- 
ment in  Castle  Grande? 

Second.  Did  she  or  anyone  at  the 
White  House  obstruct  justice  by  hiding 
these  records  for  2  years. 

Third.  Did  Mrs.  Clinton  understand 
the  nature  of  the  sham  transactions  for 
which  she  was  drawing  up  option  agree- 
ments? 

Where  does  the  Independent  Counsel 
go  from  here? 

There  are  many  other  facets  of  the 
Whitewater  scandal  that  merit  contin- 
ued investigation: 

First,  the  Whitewater  deal  itself;  sec- 
ond, potentially  illegal  contributions 
to  Bill  Clinton's  campaigns;  and  third, 
the  death  of  Vincent  Foster. 

One  important  area  that  I  hope  the 
Independent  Counsel  is  exploring  is  the 
Arkansas  Development  Finance  Au- 
thority—or ADFA. 

ADFA  was  created  by  Governor  Clin- 
ton in  1985  to  provide  economic  devel- 
opment loans  in  Arkansas. 

In  December  of  1988.  ADFA  deposited 
$50  million  in  a  Japanese  bank  in  the 
Cayman  Islands.  I  have  a  copy  of  the 
contract  that  I  will  enter  into  the 
record.  I  have  also  delivered  a  copy  of 
this  document  to  the  Independent 
Counsel's  office. 

Why  would  an  economic  development 
agency  in  Arkansas  deposit  $50  million 
in  a  bank  in  the  Cayman  Islands?  The 
Cayman  Islands  are  a  well-known  cen- 
ter of  money  laundering  for  drug  deal- 
ers. The  State  Department's  inter- 
national narcotics  control  report  de- 
scribed the  Caymans  as  "a  haven  for 
money  laundering." 

In  addition,  public  documents  show 
that  ADFA  was  steering  bond  under- 
writing business  to  a  firm  owned  by 
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Dan  Lasater.  Mr.  Lasater's  story  by 
now  is  well-known.  He  was  a  financial 
supporter  of  Bill  Clinton's  campaigns. 
He  flew  Bill  and  Hillary  Clinton  around 
on  his  private  plane.  He  hired  Bill  Clin- 
ton's brother  and  paid  off  an  $8,000  drug 
debt  he  owed.  Mr.  Lasater  also  pled 
guilty  to  Federal  charges  of  cocaine 
distribution. 

Why  was  ADFA  steering  business  to 
someone  like  Dan  Lasater,  who  was 
well-known  in  Arkansas  for  drug  use 
and  wild  parties  at  which  drugs  were 
freely  distributed? 

Why  was  ADFA  putting  millions  of 
dollars  in  foreign  banks  in  a  money- 
laundering  haven  like  the  Cayman  Is- 
lands? 

Was  then-Governor  Clinton  aware  of 
what  was  going  on  at  the  agency  that 
he  created? 

All  of  these  questions  need  to  be  re- 
solved. The  Independent  Counsel 
should  not  quit — and  I  am  confident 
that  he  will  not  quit— until  these  ques- 
tions are  completely  answered  to  the 
public's  satisfaction. 

D  2000 

The  questions  that  this  raises  are  nu- 
merous: Did  Mrs.  Clinton  mislead  the 
Federal  investigators  about  her  in- 
volvement in  Casa  Grande?  Did  she  or 
anyone  else  in  the  White  House  ob- 
struct justice  by  hiding  these  records 
for  2  years?  Did  Mrs.  Clinton  under- 
stand the  nature  of  the  sham  trans- 
actions for  which  she  was  drawing  up 
option  agreements.? 

Second,  where  does  the  independent 
counsel  go  from  here?  There  are  many 
other  facets  of  the  Whitewater  scandal 
that  merit  continued  investigation:  the 
Whitewater  deal  itself,  potentially  ille- 
gal contributions  to  Bill  Clinton's  cam- 
paigns, the  death  of  Vince  Foster.  One 
important  area  that  I  hope  the  inde- 
pendent counsel  is  exploring  is  the  Ar- 
kansas Development  Financial  Author- 
ity. 

The  ADFA  was  created  by  Governor 
Clinton  in  1985  to  provide  economic  de- 
velopment loans  in  Arkansas.  In  De- 
ceml}er  of  1988  the  Arkansas  Develop- 
ment Financial  Authority  deposited, 
and  get  this,  $50  million  in  a  Japanese 
bank  in  the  Cayman  Islands.  I  have  a 
copy  of  the  contract  that  I  will  enter 
into  the  Recxjrd.  Tomorrow  night, 
since  I  am  out  of  time  now,  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  will  go  into  more  detail  on  this  $50 
million  that  was  Arkansas  money  that 
was  transferred  to  the  Cajmian  Islands, 
a  major  transit  point  for  drug  tra^ick- 
ing  in  this  hemisphere. 


WE     MUST     NOT     TAKE     YESTER- 
DAY'S    HEADLINES     AND     MAKE 
THEM  TODAY'S  CONCLUSIONS 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
woman from  Texas  [Ms.  Jackson-Lee] 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Ms.    JACKSON-LEE    of   Texas.    Mr. 
Speaker,  I  was  compelled,  in  listening 


to  my  good  friend  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle,  to  simply  rise  and  ask  for 
truth  in  speaking,  only  because  I  think 
that  we  do  a  disservice  to  make  yester- 
day's headlines  today's  congressional 
debate. 

A  jury  rendered  a  verdict  yesterday. 
Some  of  those  individuals  are  friends  of 
those  who  are  in  government  here  in 
Washington.  DC.  The  comment  that  I 
heard  at  this  point  is  that  the  he 
wished  his  friends  well.  The  comments 
that  I  heard  of  their  lawyers  is  that  the 
process  is  not  over.  and.  in  fact,  they 
have  the  right  to  appeal.  The  real  ques- 
tion becomes,  now,  for  us  in  this  Con- 
gress, to  allow  the  process  to  move  for- 
ward. 

There  is  a  Whitewater  investigator 
committee  in  the  Senate  that  has  a 
Jime  14  deadline.  To  date,  they  have 
found  nothing  and  determined  nothing. 
There  was  a  report  secured  by  the  RTC 
just  about  2  years  ago  from  a  law  firm 
in  California,  an  independent  assess- 
ment that  found  no  wrongdoing  on  the 
part  of  the  President  and  First  Lady. 
But  we  are  here  only  to  encourage  the 
fairness  and  openness  to  this  process. 

I  hope  we  do  not  take  to  the  House 
floor  to  cause  statements  to  be  made 
that  would  suggest  that  we  have  con- 
cluded and  we  have  all  the  answers.  It 
is  appropriate,  as  I  have  said,  for  this 
process  to  be  followed  through.  We 
might  listen  mindfully  to  the  foreman 
of  the  jury,  who  spoke  very  eloquently 
yesterday  evening  and  indicated  that  it 
was  not  a  question  of  the  integrity  or 
credibility  of  the  I*resident  of  the 
United  States.  They  made  independent 
judgments  on  the  data  and  documenta- 
tion submitted. 

But  I  do  believe  that  we  have  the  re- 
sponsibility to  the  American  public  to 
be  forthright.  There  is  no  reason  to 
hide  the  ball,  but  we  also  have  the  re- 
sponsibility to  be  responsible;  to  allow 
those  authorities  that  have  the  juris- 
diction, the  courts  of  law,  the  inves- 
tigative committee  in  the  Senate,  to 
do  their  job.  We  add  nothing  to  bring 
to  the  floor  accusations  on  the  Presi- 
dent and  First  Lady  when  there  are 
processes  going  forward  to  ensure  that 
the  job  is  done. 

I  believe  that  American  people  would 
like  us  to  proceed  accordingly,  and  I 
hope  we  give  respect  to  all  of  those  in- 
volved in  this  process,  including  those 
who  have  been  now  judged,  who  have 
the  right  as  Americans  to  appeal  their 
case  to  the  highest  court  of  the  land. 


TRUTH  IN  SPEAKING 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Dornan]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are 
so  many  subjects  racing  through  my 
mind  right  now  for  a  5-minute  special 
order.  I  was  going  to  talk  about  an 
Army  hero  who  was  killed  in  Bosnia 


trjring  to,  to  use  his  own  words  from  a 
few  hours  before  his  death,  clear  these 
stinking  minefields  for  the  children  of 
Bosnia,  but  the  last  gentlewoman 
began  her  remarks  by  sasring  it  is  time 
for  truth  in  speaking. 

Let  me  tell  the  gentlewoman,  as 
somebody  who  started  investigating 
Little  Rock  in  1992.  before  the  Clintons 
were  in  the  White  house.  I  think  Little 
Rock,  just  Little  Rock,  in  an  otherwise 
great  State,  and  only  in  the  field  of 
politics  with  some  businesspeople,  was 
a  stinking  hole  of  corruption;  with  not 
this  current  Governor,  but  the  prior 
Governor,  a  stinking  hole  of  corrup- 
tion. And  that  like  Hamlet's  line  about 
murder,  though  it  hath  no  tongue,  will 
by  most  miraculous  organ  out.  all  of 
this  financial  corruption  will  by  most 
miraculous  organ  out  by,  using  her 
very  words,  truth  in  speaking. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DORNAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, what  I  did  in  my  special  order  was 
ask  a  number  of  questions  that  were 
still  unanswered.  One  of  the  questions 
that  I  think  is  very,  very  important  is 
why  did  the  Arkansas  Development  Fi- 
nancial Authority  send  $50  million  of 
Arkansas  money  to  the  Cayman  Is- 
lands to  deposit  in  a  ttank  in  the  Cay- 
man Islands,  which  is  a  major  drug 
transit  point  acknowledged  by  almost 
every  DEA  agent  in  the  world?  Why 
would  they  send  $50  million  of  Arkan- 
sas money  down  there?  That  is  a  ques- 
tion that  needs  to  be  answered. 

I  have  the  electronic  bank  transfer 
statements  in  my  office.  I  am  going  to 
put  them  in  the  Congressional 
Record.  There  is  no  doubt  the  money 
was  wired  to  the  Cayman  Islands.  The 
question  needs  to  be  asked,  why  was  it 
wired?  Why  would  the  Governor  of  Ar- 
kansas allow  that?  Why  would  the  Ar- 
kansas Development  Financial  Author- 
ity, a  State-run  agency,  send  their 
money  out  of  the  country  to  a  drug 
haven?  I  hope  that  the  independent 
counsel  will  explore  that.  We  are  going 
to  ask  other  questions  as  well. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  no  one 
other  than  the  gentleman  has  inves- 
tigated the  Vince  Foster  thing  or  ana- 
lyzed it.  And  the  line  of  Vince  Foster's 
that  comes  back  to  us  from  the  grave 
about  the  whole  Whitewater  mess  and 
the  IRS  problems  was,  these  are  Vince 
Foster's  words,  "This  is  a  can  of  worms 
we  do  not  want  to  open."  The  can  of 
worms  was  opened  in  front  of  that  jury 
and  they  got  24  felony  convictions. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Texas,  the  Portia  fit)m 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  do  not  know  if  I  will  accept 
that.  I  am  the  gentlewonmn  from 
Texas.  I  appreciate  the  gentleman  ftom 
California  in  his  sincerity,  and  also  my 
friend  who  is  down  at  the  well,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  BxniTON]. 
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But  might  I  just  suggest  to  both  of 
my  colleagues,  first  of  all,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Dornan] 
speaks  highly  of  those  who  have  offered 
themselves  for  a  military  career.  Gov- 
ernor Jim  Guy  Tucker  is  a  former  Ma- 
rine war  correspondent,  a  graduate 
from  Harvard,  or  undergraduate,  and 
University  of  Arkansas  Law  School,  I 
believe.  I  do  not  think  he  engaged  in 
the  business  of  public  service  to  find 
himself  where  he  is  today. 

My  point  being  made  on  the  floor  is 
that  we  have  various  entities  that  are 
engaged  in  investigating  these  cir- 
cumstances, including  the  special  pros- 
ecutor and,  in  fact,  the  Senate  White- 
water committee.  I  believe  they  have 
spent  to  date  some  $12.4  million  and 
have  yet  to  find  or  determine  anything 
related  to  any  consequences  relevant 
to  the  White  House. 

My  only  point,  made  to  both  gentle- 
men, is  that  I  think  we  would  do  well 
to  allow  those  who  have  been  des- 
ignated to  investigate  it,  and  if  the 
gentleman  ftom  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton] 
is  involved  in  the  investigation,  so  be 
it;  but  the  point  is  we  do  not  add  to  the 
resolution  by  false  accusations  or  loose 
accusations  where  we  do  not  have  the 
proof  to  answer  the  questions. 

The  gentleman  from  Indiana  has 
every  right  to  ask  a  question.  I  hope 
the  gentleman's  question  is  answered. 
But  I  do  not  find  it  meritorious  to  en- 
gage in  this  kind  of  debate. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  I  agree.  Just  to  clear 
the  record,   for   those  who   were   not 
forced  to  take  4  years  of  Shakespeare 
in  school,  that  Portia,  because  I  well 
know  the  gentlewoman's  distinguished 
name,  means  a  lady  lawyer  of  exceed- 
ing skill,  as  in  Portia  from  the  Mer- 
chant of  Venice,  who  gave  us  the  great 
soliloquy: 
The  quality  of  mercy  Is  not  straln'd. 
It  droppeth  as  the  gentle  rain  from  heaven 
Upon  the  place  beneath.  It  is  twice  bless'd: 
It  blesseth  him  that  gives  and  him  that 
takes. 

I  just  wanted  that  on  the  record. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  if  the  gentleman  will  srield 
ftirther,  Shakespeare  also  said: 

The  first  thing  we  do  is  kill  all  the  law- 
yers. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  That  was  in  Henry  VI. 
The  barber  said  that.  I  do  not  want  any 
part  of  that. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  appreciate  very  much  the 
gentleman's  compliment.  I  want  it  to 
be  acknowledged  I  am  just  a  humble 
servant  from  the  18th  Congressional 
District  of  Texas.  But  I  appreciate  the 
kindness  of  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  DORNAN]  and  the  gentleman 
ftom  Indiana  [Mr.  Bxjrton].  But  I  do 
think  it  is  appropriate  that  we  not 
take  yesterday's  headlines  and  be  able 
to  determine  truth  or  fact  here  in  the 
House  when  we  do  not  have  all  the 
facts. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  clos- 
ing, they  are  taking  bets  in  our  cloak- 


room that  Al  Gore  will  run  one  heck 
of  a  race  in  October  of  this  very  year 
for  President  of  the  United  States. 


MEDICARE 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota  [Mr.  GUT- 
KNECHT]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Mr.  Speaker,  why 
is  it  that  Washington  is  unable  to  ad- 
dress and  solve  a  political  problem 
until  it  becomes  a  crisis?  Why  is  it  that 
Washington's  answer  to  any  problem  is 
to  take  more  in  taxes  and  waste  more 
in  spending? 

Well,  they  are  doing  it  again,  but  this 
time  it's  serious.  This  time  it's  about 
Medicare.  The  President  and  the  bu- 
reaucrats in  Washington  say  there  is 
no  problem.  I  do  not  agree.  The  Presi- 
dent wants  everyone  to  ignore  the  fi- 
nancial problems  surrounding  Medi- 
care, but  I  will  not  be  silent.  We  have 
a  moral  imperative  to  fight  back.  And 
America  needs  to  fight  back  as  well. 

What  would  you  think  of  your  Fed- 
eral Government  if  it  knew  Medicare 
was  in  trouble,  yet  did  nothing  to  save 
it?  What  would  you  think  of  the  politi- 
cians in  Washington  if  they  had  the  fig- 
ures in  their  hands  and  knew  the  truth, 
yet  chose  to  do  nothing?  What  would 
you  think  of  your  Member  of  Congress 
if  he  or  she  allowed  Medicare  to  go 
bankrupt  when  they  could  have  saved 
it?  You  would  be  pretty  angry.  Right? 
You  would  never  forgive  them.  You 
would  vote  against  them  next  Novem- 
ber. 

Well,  guess  what?  That  is  exactly 
what  the  President  has  done.  He  knows 
the  numbers.  He  knows  what  his  own 
Medicare  trustees  have  found.  The 
trustees  have  admitted  that  Medicare 
is  hemorrhaging  money  at  a  frighten- 
ing rate.  They  have  admitted  that  the 
program  will  soon  be  bankrupt.  That  is 
right.  Bankrupt.  That  is  not  a  joke. 
That  is  not  some  political  claim.  That 
is  a  fact. 

President  Clinton  knows  it.  But  he 
has  tried  to  hide  this  fact  because  the 
elections  are  coming  up.  We  have  a 
President  who  will  say  and  do  anything 
to  get  reelected — and  that  includes 
playing  politics  with  Medicare. 

Sure,  Republicans  could  have  played 
along.  We  could  have  remained  silent 
and  done  what  politicians  have  done 
for  decades — tell  our  voters  that  every- 
thing is  fine  until  the  crisis  hits.  But 
we  did  not  come  here  to  engage  in  poli- 
tics-as-usual, and  I  did  not  come  here 
to  sell  out  my  constituents  just  for  the 
sake  of  the  next  election.  Medicare  is  a 
matter  of  principle,  and  I  would  rather 
be  sent  home  for  telling  the  truth  than 
remain  here  by  telling  lies. 

Medicare  has  to  be  strengthened  fi- 
nancially— there  is  no  choice — and  we 
have  to  stop  the  mismanagement  once 
and  for  all.  This  may  not  be  what  some 
want  to  hear,  but  they  have  to  hear  it 


anjrway.  It  may  be  common  in  Wash- 
ington to  hide  the  truth,  but  I  cannot. 
And  I  will  not.  It  is  your  money  and 
your  children's  money.  You  have  a 
right  to  know  the  truth. 

I  have  seen  the  numbers  issued  by 
the  Medicare  trustees,  and  if  we  do  not 
act  soon,  it  will  soon  be  too  late.  If  we 
do  not  strengthen  Medicare  financially, 
we  will  continue  to  spend  millions 
more  than  we  take  in,  and  it  will  go 
bankrupt.  But  it  is  not  just  a  question 
of  spending  more  money— and  we  Re- 
publicans want  to  spend  7  percent  more 
per  year,  every  year,  on  Medicare.  It  is 
a  question  of  spending  the  money 
smarter. 

But  strengthening  Medicare  finan- 
cially is  not  enough.  Washington  has  a 
way  of  making  everything  it  touches 
more  expensive,  more  complicated,  and 
more  difficult  for  Americans  to  under- 
stand. That  too  must  change.  The 
Medicare  paperwork  is  overwhelming. 
We  need  to  simplify  the  Medicare  sys- 
tem so  that  seniors  can  read  the  bills 
and  interact  effectively  with  their  doc- 
tors and  hospitals.  We  have  to  end 
Washington  mismanagement,  and  end 
it  now. 

But  even  that  is  still  not  enough.  Too 
many  seniors  have  told  me  that  their 
Medicare  coverage  is  inadequate.  It 
does  not  cover  prescription  drugs  or 
eyeglasses.  Seniors  should  be  in  charge, 
not  the  Washington  bureaucracy.  Sen- 
iors should  have  the  right  to  choose 
the  health  care  plan  that  smts  them 
best,  and  no  Washington  bureaucrat 
should  have  the  ability  to  deny  them 
that  choice.  Remember,  every  dollar 
that  is  spent  on  the  Washington  bu- 
reaucracy is  a  dollar  that  cannot  go  to 
health  care  for  seniors. 

And  that  also  means  an  end  to  all  the 
abuse,  fraud,  and  waste  in  the  Medicare 
system.  Under  the  Republican  plan, 
doctors  and  hospitals  that  abuse  the 
Medicare  system  will  not  get  a  slap  on 
the  wrist.  They  will  be  punished— le- 
gally and  financially.  Washington  may 
not  have  been  serious  about  fighting 
abuse,  fraud  and  waste,  but  Repub- 
licans are. 

It  is  our  responsibility  to  strengthen 
Medicare  financially  so  that  it  does  not 
go  bankrupt  now  or  in  the  future.  It  is 
our  responsibility  to  simplify  Medicare 
so  that  every  recipient  will  understand 
and  be  able  to  use  the  system  easily.  It 
is  our  responsibility  to  fight  the  waste, 
fraud  and  abuse  in  the  Medicare  sys- 
tem. In  short,  it  our  responsibility  to 
find  a  solution  for  Medicare  for  the 
next  generation,  not  just  the  next  elec- 
tion. 

I  will  fight  for  the  right  of  every  sen- 
ior citizen  in  every  district  across 
America  to  get  the  facts.  I  will  demand 
that  the  Medicare  trustees  and  the 
White  House  make  available  to  every 
American  the  exact  financial  details 
about  Medicare.  The  President  may  not 
like  it,  but  I  believe  the  people  who  pay 
the  bills  have  a  right  to  know  exactly 
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what  I  know.  You  have  a  right  to  know 
the  facts  about  Medicare.  After  all.  it 
is  your  money. 


D  2015 
CRISIS  IN  MEDICARE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Taylor  of  North  Carolina).  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Tauzin]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
pleased  to  follow  my  friend  Crom  Min- 
nesota, Mr.  GUTKNECHT,  to  talk  about 
the  Medicare  crisis  in  America.  It  is  a 
crisis.  It  is  upon  us.  The  Medicare  sys- 
tem is  not  about  to  go  bankrupt,  it  will 
not  soon  go  bankrupt,  it  is  already  fall- 
ing into  bankruptcy. 

The  first  quarter  of  this  year,  unex- 
pectedly the  Medicare  system  began 
slipping  into  bankruptcy.  What  does 
that  mean?  It  means  that  the  money 
coming  into  the  system  from  your  and 
my  taxes  is  not  enough  to  cover  the 
money  going  out  of  the  system,  going 
out  to  pay  the  bills  of  seniors  who  need 
Medicare  coverage. 

Why  is  there  not  enough  money  in 
the  system?  Is  it  because  we  are  not 
paying  enough  taxes?  No,  it  is  because 
Medicare  costs  are  running  at  three 
times  the  rate  of  inflation.  The  waste, 
fraud,  and  abuse  is  about  to  ruin  a  sys- 
tem critical  to  American  seniors,  my 
mother  included. 

Mom  just  got  out  of  the  hospital  in 
January,  again  from  another  serious 
problem.  She  has  survived  cancer 
twice.  Last  month  she  played  in  the 
Senior  Olsmipics  at  home  and  won  5 
medals — 3  silver  and  two  gold — one  in 
javelin  and  one  in  shot  put.  She  is  a 
miracle. 

But  Medicare  has  saved  my  mother, 
and  it  has  saved  countless  of  other 
mothers,  fathers,  grandparents  of 
Members  of  this  House  and  of  citizens 
all  over  this  country.  Can  we  afford  to 
let  Medicare  go  bankrupt?  I  say  no. 

Is  it  fair  for  anyone  to  scare  seniors 
into  resisting  changes  to  reform  Medi- 
care to  make  it  work?  Is  it  fair  to  sen- 
iors to  keep  scaring  them  with  Medi- 
care cut  language?  The  truth  is  if 
somebody  does  not  fix  Medicare  soon, 
we  will  face  three  choices  very  soon. 

First,  we  will  have  to  choose  between 
not  taking  care  of  our  seniors  any- 
more— and  we  will  not  make  that 
choice,  we  will  always  take  care  of  our 
seniors  in  America.  Or,  second,  we  will 
have  to  choose  to  tax  the  dickens  out 
of  the  younger  generation,  to  double 
their  pasnroll  taxes  to  put  more  money 
in  this  bucket  that  has  got  a  hole  in  it. 
Or,  third,  we  are  going  to  have  to  bor- 
row and  borrow  and  borrow  on  future 
generations  to  cover  the  bankruptcy 
that  is  upon  us  in  Medicare. 

The  biggest  enemy  of  seniors  in 
America  is  not  those  of  us  who  are  try- 
ing to  fix  Medicare,  who  are  trying  to 


give  seniors  more  choices,  who  are  try- 
ing to  cut  the  waste,  the  fraud,  the  bu- 
reaucratic abuse,  the  mess  we  have  in 
this  system.  The  biggest  enemy  to 
Medicare  and  to  seniors  is  not  the  Re- 
publican Party  and  those  of  us  who 
have  offered  a  plan  to  fix  it. 

The  biggest  enemy  of  our  seniors,  the 
biggest  enemy  of  Medicare  is  anyone 
who  will  try  to  scare  seniors  into  doing 
nothing,  because  to  do  nothing  means 
we  face  one  of  those  three  awful 
choices:  to  borrow  our  whole  country 
into  bankruptcy,  to  tax  the  dickens 
out  of  future  generations,  or  to  give  up 
caring  for  our  seniors,  none  of  which 
are  good  options. 

We  want  to  continue  a  sound  and 
strong  Medicare  system  for  America's 
seniors,  but  to  do  so  will  take  some 
courage  around  this  place.  It  will  take 
someone  willing  to  say  it  is  time  to  fix 
a  problem  before  it  goes  bankrupt.  It 
will  take  someone  willing,  literally  in 
the  White  House,  to  address  this  issue 
instead  of  trying  to  scare  seniors  into 
believing  that  everybody  is  tnring  to 
cut  their  benefits  or  cut  their  program. 
Nothing  could  be  further  from  the 
truth. 

The  truth  is  Medicare  is  already 
going  bankrupt  as  we  speak  tonight.  If 
we  do  not  show  some  courage  around 
this  place  and  fix  that  system  for  our 
seniors,  if  someone  in  the  White  House 
does  not  join  us  instead  of  trying  to 
scare  seniors  across  America,  Medicare 
will  indeed  fail  the  seniors  who  depend 
upon  it,  my  mother  included. 

If  all  of  you  love  your  parents  and 
your  grandparents,  as  I  know  you 
must,  as  much  as  I  love  mine,  then  can 
we  not  join  together  and  fix  this  prob- 
lem while  there  is  still  a  chance  to  fix 
it?  Do  we  have  to  resort  to  partisan 
tactics  and  scare  tactics  just  to  resist 
each  other  politically?  Or  can  we  look 
beyond  these  political  boundaries  and 
fix  the  Medicare  system  for  the  seniors 
of  our  country,  and  preserve  our  chil- 
dren's opportunities  to  earn  a  decent 
living  for  themselves  without  getting 
taxed  into  oblivion? 

Those  are  the  hard  choices  we  face, 
but  I  came  here  to  make  hard  choices. 
I  came  here  to  tell  the  truth  and  to 
face  the  difficult  problems  we  have. 
This  is  one  of  the  most  difficult  ones 
we  have. 

Anybody  who  will  scare  seniors  in- 
stead of  facing  this  tough  and  difficult 
problem  and  curing  the  Medicare  prob- 
lems, taking  care  of  the  waste,  fraud, 
and  abuse  that  is  ripping  this  system 
apart,  anyone  who  is  willing  to  scare 
seniors  instead  of  doing  that  does  not 
deserve  to  be  reelected  to  any  office  in 
this  land.  Anyone  who  is  willing  to 
work  for  seniors,  to  repair  the  Medi- 
care system,  indeed  deserves  their 
trust  and  their  confidence.  It  comes 
down  to  that. 

Do  we  have  faith  enough  in  each 
other,  in  our  purpose  here  in  Washing- 
ton, to  serve  this  Nation  and  to  do  the 


right  thing  for  those  who  sent  us  here, 
to  put  partisan  attacks  and  scare  tac- 
tics behind  us?  I  think  we  can  and  I 
think  we  should,  but  it  will  take  some- 
one in  the  White  House  to  show  a  little 
more  courage  and  a  little  less  partisan- 
ship. 


THE  TAX  TRAP 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Georgia  [Mr.  Kingston]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I 
travel  around  the  first  district  of  Geor- 
gia I  meet  a  lot  of  people— in  Savan- 
nah. Brunswick.  Statesboro  and  also  in 
the  smaller  towns  like  Odum, 
Reidsville,  Glemiville — and  basically 
wherever  I  am  having  town  meetings, 
they  are  always  asking  the  same  ques- 
tions; Why  are  so  many  families  across 
America  struggling  to  keep  their  heads 
above  water?  Why  are  Americans  work- 
ing harder  and  harder  and  having  less 
to  show  for  it?  Why  is  it  that  many 
people,  many  families,  have  to  have 
two  jobs  just  to  make  ends  meet? 

I  think  we  can  summarize  everything 
in  two  words:  the  tax  trap.  It  is  simple 
to  explain.  It  is  simply  this:  the  harder 
you  work,  the  more  taxes  Washington 
makes  you  pay.  The  more  taxes  you 
pay.  the  longer  and  harder  you  have  to 
work.  You  end  up  working  harder  and 
longer,  and  Washington  ends  up  with 
more  but  you  end  up  with  less. 

It  is  like  the  old  doodle  bugs  we  used 
to  catch  when  we  were  kids.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. The  doodle  bug  builds  a  cylindrical 
trap.  Ants  come  walking  by  and  they 
fall  into  the  cylindrical  trap,  and  then 
they  try  to  dig  themselves  out.  The 
harder  the  ant  digs,  the  more  dirt  CaJls 
on  the  ant.  Then  that  doodle  bug  is  just 
sitting  there  with  his  pinchers  ready 
and  his  mouth  wide  open,  and  when 
that  ant  is  exhausted,  the  doodle  bug 
comes  up,  grabs  him,  and  sucks  him  on 
down. 

That  is  what  is  happening  to  middle- 
class  America  right  now.  We  are  just 
working  harder  and  harder,  trying  to 
get  out  of  this  big  trap  set  by  the 
Washington  bureaucracy,  and  Washing- 
ton, just  like  the  doodle  bug.  is  win- 
ning. 

When  I  was  a  child,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
biggest  investment  a  family  made  was 
the  family  home,  but  today  it  is  taxes. 
We  send  more  money  to  the  tax  collec- 
tor than  we  spend  on  food,  clothing, 
and  shelter  combined. 

My  parents  grew  up  in  an  America 
that  promised  that  if  they  worked  hard 
and  saved  and  did  the  right  thing,  you 
too  could  enjoy  the  American  dream. 
But  today  children  in  my  generation 
and  the  many  generations  coming  after 
me  are  afraid  they  are  not  going  to  be 
able  to  share  in  that  American  dream. 

The  Washington  bureaucracy, 
though,  has  enjoyed  it.  They  have  en- 
joyed this  friiits  of  our  labor.  Today 
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the  bureaucracy  in  Washington  has 
grown  to  an  all-time  high.  Our  Govern- 
ment alone  costs  us  S1.6  trillion  a  year, 
Mr.  Speaker.  It  is  way  out  of  control. 
It  has  160  different  Federal  job  training 
programs,  240  different  Federal  edu- 
cation programs,  300  economic  develop- 
ment programs,  and  500  urban  aid  pro- 
grams. How  much  is  enough,  Mr. 
Speaker?  The  fact  is  all  these  programs 
are  probably  well-intended,  but  they 
take  money  off  the  table  of  middle- 
class  America. 

Look  at  the  President  of  the  United 
States.  He  ran  under  a  promise  of  a 
middle-class  tax  cut  and  instead  passed 
the  largest  tax  increase  in  the  history 
of  the  country.  Today,  because  of 
President  Clinton's  policy,  the  typical 
family  pays  S2.600  more  in  taxes  than 
they  did  on  election  day  1992— and 
think  about  the  insecurity  the  middle- 
class  Americans  have. 

I  think  about  Karen  Goddard.  Karen 
and  I  worked  together  for  about  10 
years.  Karen  and  Ian  had  2  incomes  and 
they  had  4  kids.  Despite  the  fact  that 
they  worked  hard,  it  was  very  difficult 
to  get  those  kids'  college  education 
paid  for.  even  though  they  had  done  ev- 
erything right,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  still  did 
not  matter. 

I  think  about  people  like  Charles 
Sieler  and  Tracy  Smith,  who  are  going 
to  be  getting  married  in  July.  Once 
they  get  married,  Mr.  Speaker,  their 
tax  burden  will  become  higher  than  it 
is  individually  because  of  their  horrible 
marriage  tax  penalty  where  we  actu- 
ally tax  people  more  once  they  are 
married  than  they  were  as  single  peo- 
ple before  them. 

I  think  about  people  of  my  dad's  gen- 
eration and— now  I  am  getting  up 
there,  I  am  41  years  old;  my  dad  and  his 
friends,  my  old  teachers,  my  Simday 
school  teacher,  the  people  who  used  to 
drive  me  to  Little  League,  and  the  peo- 
ple who  used  to  drive  me  to  the  Dairy 
Queen  on  hot  Sunday  afternoons — elder 
senior  Americans  that  I  have  known  all 
my  life.  Now  it  is  their  turn  to  retire 
and  enjoy  the  fruits  of  their  labor,  but 
they  are  not  sure  that  Medicare  is 
going  to  be  there  tomorrow  and  all  of 
them  are  on  Medicare,  Mr.  Speaker. 

We  have  got  to  have  fundamental 
changes  in  Washington,  because  our 
policies  affect  real  people  with  real 
problems.  This  tax  trap,  Mr.  Speaker, 
is  really  sucking  us  all  in.  We  have  got 
to  break  free  of  it.  I  believe  we  have  to 
have  fundamental  reform  in  Washing- 
ton. We  have  to  change  our  education 
system,  to  put  more  local  autonomy  in 
the  program.  We  need  to  have  legal  re- 
form. We  need  to  change  the  Washing- 
ton bureaucracy.  We  need  to  have  a 
health  care  plan  that  is  more  afford- 
able and  more  accessible. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  are  the  policies 
this  Congress  is  moving  toward.  We 
need  to  continue  these  reforms.  I  am 
proud  to  work  on  them. 


SYSTEM  IN  NEED  OF  CHANGE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Net]  is  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  NEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  down  in 
Bellaire,  OH,  a  town  in  my  district, 
something  was  said  to  me  at  Rogers 
Barber  Shop  that  is  said  virtually 
every  single  day  in  my  district  as  I  go 
about  talking  to  people.  That  was  from 
a  constituent  who  said,  "You've  got  to 
balance  the  Nation's  budget,  you've  got 
to  do  it  for  the  children,  we've  got  to 
do  it  now." 

Then  that  gentleman  proceeded  to 
talk  about  how  in  fact  he  had  oppor- 
tunity when  he  was  being  raised  down 
in  the  Ohio  valley.  I  stop  to  think 
about  it,  and  hardly  a  day  goes  by  that 
I  do  not  have  a  young  couple  that 
comes  up  to  me  and  tells  me  that  they 
wonder  about  their  future  and  the  fu- 
ture of  their  children. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  have  to  ask  a 
few  questions.  Why  are  so  many  fami- 
lies struggling  to  keep  their  heads 
above  water?  Why  has  it  become  so  dif- 
ficult for  families  in  this  country  to 
make  it?  I  believe  that  we  can  summa- 
rize it  in  the  3  words  that  has  been  said 
best  by  my  colleague  from  Georgia,  the 
tax  trap.  It  is  the  tax  trap  on  working 
American  men  and  women.  It  is  a 
cycle.  It  is  a  vicious  cycle.  It  is  never 
ending  on  people  in  this  country,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Some  people  believe  that  the  answer 
lies  in  Washington  DC.  It  does  not.  For 
decades  Wsishington,  DC  has  told  the 
American  people  that  everything  is 
okay  while  it  continued  to  spend  the 
inheritance  of  children  and  undermine 
their  very  future. 

As  I  went  around  my  district  and  did 
a  lot  of  Memorial  Day  events  with  our 
fine  veterans,  I  saw  a  lot  of  young  peo- 
ple, Mr.  Speaker.  I  looked  at  my  own 
children,  Bobby  and  Kayla,  wondering 
what  opportunity  they  are  going  to 
have,  wondering  what  opportunity 
other  young  people  are  going  to  have  in 
this  country.  I  wonder  if  they  are  going 
to  have  the  same  kind  of  opportimity  I 
had  when  I  was  raised  41  years  ago, 
when  a  debt  was  not  hung  upon  my 
neck  to  pay,  unlike  today.  A  child  bom 
today  in  this  country  is  going  to  owe 
$187,000  over  their  working  lifetime  to 
pay  for  the  past  spending  habits  of  this 
room. 

That  is  not  right,  it  is  not  fair,  and  it 
is  not  morally  correct  to  do  that  to 
young  people.  Mr.  Speaker. 

Every  day  working  families  who  have 
been  so  hard  hit  in  the  18th  Congrres- 
sional  District  of  Ohio  as  they  have 
across  this  country,  especially  in  the 
industrialized  areas  that  were  ravaged 
by  the  bureaucrats  in  this  Govenmient 
and  by  the  overspending  of  Washing- 
ton, every  single  day  those  working 
people  have  to  sit  down  at  their  dinner 
table  and  they  have  to  balance  their 
budget,  and  Washington  did  not.  That 
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is  the  problem,  Mr.  Speaker.  Past  tax- 
and-spend  policies  are  not  the  way  to 
provide  opportunity  for  working  peo- 
ple. 

And  people  have  insecurity  these 
days.  I  can  only  think  of  the  married 
couple  that  wants  to  buy  that  piece  of 
the  American  dream,  the  home.  I  can 
only  think  of  the  thirtysomethings 
who  are  accumulating  debt  that  they 
cannot  pay.  I  can  only  think  about  the 
couples  in  their  forties  and  fifties  who 
are  desperately  trying  to  do  the  right 
thing  and  save  for  their  future,  and  I 
think  of  America's  seniors,  America's 
seniors  who  paid  their  dues  and  who  de- 
serve the  best  and  deserve  for  Medicare 
to  be  their  for  them. 

Those  are  the  Americans  that  I  can 
think  of.  Those  are  the  real  people.  Not 
inside  the  Beltway  in  Washington,  Mr. 
Speaker,  but  the  real  people  that  every 
single  day  have  to  go  out  and  earn  a 
living  and  have  to  provide  opportunity 
for  their  families. 

It  is  not  right  what  has  been  done  in 
Washington.  Enough  is  enough.  It  is 
time  to  draw  the  line  in  the  sand.  It  is 
time  to  give  people  back  their  ability 
to  control  their  destiny. 

Mr.  Speaker,  corporate  America  also 
needs  to  produce  a  healthy  environ- 
ment and  healthy  bottom  line  for 
working  Americans.  Corporate  Amer- 
ica needs  to  be  involved  in  job  training, 
employee  education,  and  involved  in 
the  community.  That  does  not  mean 
that  we  need  to  rip  down  the  corpora- 
tions, but  we  need  to  be  able  to  create 
a  job  and  people  need  to  be  able  to  have 
a  job.  Corporate  America  has  got  to 
help  with  that  take-home  power.  Cor- 
porate America  has  got  to  be  a  player 
in  this  system,  Mr.  Speaker.  It  has  got 
to  be  sensitive  to  the  working  people, 
as  Congress  needs  to  be  sensitive  to  the 
working  people  of  this  country. 

We  also  need  legal  reform.  The  coun- 
try has  come  into  a  sense  of  lawsuit 
madness  and  that  in  itself  also  has  to 
end. 

D  2030 

With  all  due  respect,  the  trial  law- 
yers are  totally  out  of  control  in  this 
country.  We  need  to  make  fundamental 
changes  in  Washington,  DC,  to  have  a 
better,  brighter,  cleaner,  safer  future 
for  our  children. 

It  is  about  the  wallet,  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  money  that  the  working  people  of 
this  country  put  into  the  wallet  and 
the  money  this  Government  takes  out. 
And  under  our  plan,  and  we  want  to 
join  together  with  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle,  working  Americans  are  going  to 
have  more  of  their  own  hard  earned 
money  to  spend  for  their  futures. 


WASHINGTON'S  SPENDING  HAS 
UNDERMINED  OUR  FUTURE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Taylor  of  North  Carolina).  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Fox]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 
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Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, the  answer  for  too  many  people  lies 
in  Washington  as  a  solution  for  all 
problems.  For  decades  Washington  has 
told  America  that  everything  is  OK, 
while  it  spent  our  children's  and  grand- 
children's inheritance  and  undermined 
their  future.  For  too  long  Washington 
has  spent  more  than  it  takes  in,  spent 
your  hard  earned  tax  dollars  unwisely 
just  to  pay  for  a  growing  bureaucracy, 
a  bureaucracy  that  includes  160  dif- 
ferent job  training  programs,  240  edu- 
cational programs,  300  economic  devel- 
opment programs,  and  500  urban  aid 
programs. 

How  has  Washington  afforded  these 
programs?  By  raising  your  taxes 
through  the  roof.  Just  ask  Bill  Clinton. 
He  was  not  in  office  100  days  before  at- 
tempting to  take  even  more  of  your 
hard  earned  dollars.  By  comparison. 
Republicans  spent  our  first  100  days 
trjring  to  cut  taxes. 

The  fact  is  virtually  every  year  you 
send  more  of  your  hard  earned  dollars 
to  Washington  and  that  leaves  less  for 
you  and  your  family.  Do  you  ever  won- 
der why  the  President  and  the  Demo- 
crats are  asking  you  to  sacrifice  a  lit- 
tle more  so  Washington  could  spend  a 
little  more?  Should  not  we  demand 
Washington  spend  less  so  that  you  can 
keep  more?  After  all,  it  is  your  money. 

It  should  not  surprise  anyone  that 
more  and  more  American  families  find 
it  difficult  to  make  ends  meet;  that 
more  and  more  Americans  are  forced  to 
live  from  paycheck  to  paycheck;  that 
too  many  Americans  want  to  put  some- 
thing away  for  the  future  but  cannot; 
that  almost  everybody  feels  th» 
squeeze  from  rising  prices  and  higher 
taxes. 

The  Republican  majority  is  making  a 
difference  by  making  sure  we  have  a 
line  item  veto,  which  passed;  a  bal- 
anced budget.  We  have  regulatory  re- 
form and  unfunded  mandate  reform. 
All  of  these  have  led  to  a  stronger 
economy  and  less  of  your  tax  dollars 
going  out  the  window. 

Against  unanimous  Republican  oppo- 
sition, the  President  imposed  the  larg- 
est tax  hike  in  American  history  in 
1993.  The  cost  of  the  President's  poli- 
cies for  a  typical  family  in  higher  taxes 
and  lower  eamingrs  is  $2,600,  and  all  of 
us  have  felt  the  crunch.  The  tax  trap 
costs  a  lot  of  money,  and  higher  taxes 
means  less  savings  and  a  more  uncer- 
tain future.  The  Republican  policies 
that  we  have  put  forward  and  have 
been  adopted  by  this  House,  will  put 
our  course  and  our  financial  security 
back  on  track  and  are  making  a  dif- 
ference every  day. 

What  we  are  trying  to  do  here  is  part 
of  the  revolution  of  change  that  is  posi- 
tive and  good  for  all  Americans.  Stay 
tuned  further. 


THE  TAX  TRAP 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 


tleman from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayworth] 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
evening  we  have  heard  my  colleagues 
talk  about  the  tax  trap,  the  tax  trap 
which  has  enmeshed  so  many  Ameri- 
cans who  fall  victim  to  this  simple  ob- 
servation which  history  and  simple 
mathematics  would  bear  out:  The  hard- 
er you  work  and  the  more  you  succeed, 
the  more  Washington  and  the  Washing- 
ton bureaucracy  takes  from  you. 

I  realize  this  is  deadly  serious  busi- 
ness, Mr.  Speaker,  because  we  are  talk- 
ing about  real  people  with  real  con- 
cerns and  the  genuine  future  of  this 
Nation  at  stake.  And  not  to  make  light 
of  this,  but  to  bear  it  out  in  one  of  its 
forms,  I  am  reminded  of  the  Walt  Dis- 
ney production,  "The  Parent  Trap," 
because  the  tax  trap  for  our  citizens  is 
all  too  often  a  parent  trap.  This  is 
what  I  mean. 

So  often  now,  across  the  width  and 
breadth  of  this  country  parents,  both 
parents,  in  a  household  are  working 
oft-times  not  because  of  choice  but  be- 
cause of  trying  to  move  their  family 
beyond  this  tax  trap.  Quite  often  a 
spouse  goes  to  work  simply  to  try  and 
satisfy  the  tax  bite;  simply  to  try  to 
lift  the  family  out  of  this  hole  created 
by  more  and  more  taxation,  and  the  in- 
cessant need  of  this  bureaucracy  to  ask 
for  more  and  more  money  from  average 
Americans. 

My  colleague  from  Pennsylvania  ar- 
ticulated it,  talked  about  the  largest 
tax  increase  in  American  history  given 
to  this  Nation  by  people  who  used  to 
sit  in  the  majority  in  this  very  room 
along  with  a  President  who  said  on  the 
campaign  trail  that  middle-class  Amer- 
ica needed  tax  relief,  and  yet  turned 
around  not  100  days  into  his  term  and 
gave  us  the  largest  tax  increase  in 
American  history. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  heard  a 
lot  of  playground  taunts,  we  have 
heard  a  lot  of  name  calling.  The  word 
extreme  has  been  bandied  about,  and 
dare  I  say  in  extreme  fashion.  Well,  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  is  fair  to  ask  this  question. 
For  those  who  would  throw  out  the 
word  extreme  with  such  ease,  what  is 
so  wrong  about  asking  Washington  to 
live  within  its  means?  What  is  so 
wrong  about  demanding  that  Washing- 
ton not  spend  so  extravagantly  as  to 
sacrifice  our  children's  future?  And  is 
it  fair,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  punish  working 
families  who  are  playing  by  the  rules 
and  trying  to  provide  for  their  family's 
future? 

The  good  news  is  that  this  new  ma- 
jority in  Congress,  working  with  a  lot 
of  folks,  quite  candidly,  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  who  are  willing  to  own 
up  to  these  problems,  trying  to  move 
past  partisan  bickering,  together  we 
have  fashioned  a  constructive  way  to 
deal  with  these  problems,  to  balance 
our  Federal  budget,  to  roll  back  the 
tax  bite  and  try  to  eliminate  the  tax 
trap;  to  try  to  save  health  care  and 


Medicare  for  future  generations  with- 
out bankrupting  the  generations  who 
must  pay  for  it. 

That  is  the  mission  we  face,  and. 
again,  we  would  ask  the  President  of 
the  United  States  to  join  with  us  in  a 
constructive  program  for  the  future. 

It  is  a  tragedy.  Mr.  Speaker,  that  our 
President  and  his  term  of  office  thus 
far  has  been  defined  not  by  accomplish- 
ments. Indeed,  now.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
question  is  not  what  can  the  President 
accomplish,  but,  said,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
question  has  become,  especially  in  the 
wake  of  recent  revelations,  how  can 
this  President  explain  it  away  this 
time?  What  rhetorical  device,  what 
language  can  he  use,  what  verbal  con- 
tortions can  be  brought  to  bear  to 
avoid  the  problem  and  escape  the  re- 
sponsibility? 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  American  people  de- 
serve us  to  act  responsibly,  to  save  this 
Nation  for  today's  seniors  and  for  our 
children. 


REFORM  OF  THE  FOOD  AND  DRUG 
ADMINISTRATION 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  ajinounced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Greenwood]  is  recognized 
for  60  minutes  as  the  designee  of  the 
majority  leader. 

Mr.  GREENWOOD.  Mr.  Speaker,  a 
number  of  my  colleagues  and  I  this 
evening  have  taken  it  upon  ourselves 
to  engage  in  a  1-hour  special  order  on  a 
very  special  package  of  bills  we  intend 
to  move  from  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce, on  which  we  all  serve,  through 
the  House  of  Representatives.  We  ex- 
pect that  the  Senate  will  move  its 
package  and  that  we  will  put  this  pack- 
age on  the  President's  desk  and  that  he 
will  sign  it. 

The  issue  is  reform  of  the  Federal 
Food  and  Drug  Administration. 

GENEatAL  L£AVX 

Mr.  GREENWOOD.  Mr.  Speaker,  be- 
fore we  proceed,  I  would  like  to  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  this  special  order. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  GREENWOOD.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Food  and  Drug  Administration  was  cre- 
ated by  this  Congress  at  the  turn  of  the 
century,  about  90  years  ago,  and  the 
Food  and  Drug  Administration  has  a 
very  important  task.  Americans  f^om 
all  walks  of  life,  as  parents,  as  sons  and 
daughters,  as  spouses,  rely  on  the  Food 
and  Drug  Administration  to  make  sure 
that  the  dnigs  that  are  prescribed  to 
us,  that  the  food  that  we  consume,  that 
the  medical  devices  that  are  utilized  in 
our  care  and  hospitals  are  safe  and  are 
effective. 
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And  we  are  blessed  because  in  this 
country  we  have  the  greatest  pharma- 
ceutical industry  in  the  world,  we  have 
the  greatest  medical  device  industry  in 
the  world,  and  our  people  enjoy  safety 
and  the  best  health  care  in  the  world  as 
a  result  of  the  work  of  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration.  It  does  a  very 
good  job  of  making  sure  that  the  prod- 
ucts that  reach  us  in  the  marketplace, 
that  our  doctors  prescribe  to  us,  that 
we  encounter  in  our  hospitals  are,  in 
fact,  safe  and,  in  fact,  are  effective; 
that  they  do  what  the  makers  say  they 
will  do  for  us. 

That  is  the  good  news.  But  there  is 
another  side  of  the  FDA,  and  the  prob- 
lem with  the  FDA  is  the  time  it  has 
taken  to  move  these  products  firom  the 
research  laboratory  through  the  Fed- 
eral bureaucracy  of  the  FDA,  some 
10,000  employees,  to  those  Americans 
who  are  waiting  for  miracle  cures,  for 
new  drugs,  for  the  latest  heart  trans- 
plant devices,  mechanical  hearts.  That 
time  is  too  long.  It  is  taking  12  years, 
on  average,  to  move  a  product,  a  phar- 
maceutical product,  through  the  Food 
and  Drug  Administration.  It  costs 
about  S350  million  for  a  company  to  do 
it. 

And  I  think  that  probably  most 
Americans  watching  tonight  would  be 
surprised  to  learn  that  two-thirds  of  all 
of  the  drugs  that  are  actually  devel- 
oped in  the  Untied  States  by  our  phar- 
maceutical companies  are  first  avail- 
able to  patients  overseas,  not  in  our 
country  at  all. 

So  our  task  has  been  with  this  legis- 
lation to  see  if  we  cannot  reengineer 
the  FDA,  the  Food  and  Drug  Adnoinis- 
tration;  to  redesign  it,  reform  it,  up- 
date it,  modernize  it,  make  it  better  so 
that  as  we  move  into  the  next  century, 
the  FDA  can  still  be  the  gold  standard 
for  safety  and  efHcacy  but  also  will 
begin  to  be  able  to  bring  these  miracle 
products  and  miracle  cures  to  our  peo- 
ple much  more  quickly,  because  pa- 
tients die  in  America  today  waiting  for 
the  bureaucracy  within  the  FDA  to 
act. 

We  appreciate  the  FDA  needs  to  act 
with  caution,  but  we  think  that  we  can 
reform  the  FDA  so  that  it  will  act 
much  more  efGciently  and  much  more 
in  the  patient's  interest. 

Now,  as  many  Americans  have  no- 
ticed, getting  things  done  in  this  Con- 
gress is  not  easy.  It  is  a  partisan  place. 
It  is  a  place  of  535  individual  Members 
of  Congress.  And  in  a  Presidential  elec- 
tion year,  an  election  year  for  most  of 
the  Congress,  it  is  difficult  to  come  to 
an  accord,  and  particularly  on  an  issue 
as  important  and  critical  as  reform  of 
the  FDA. 

So  my  colleagues  who  we  will  hear 
flrom  tonight,  Mr.  Barton  from  Texas, 
Mr.  Klug  from  Wisconsin,  Mr.  Burr 
fi-om  North  Carolina,  and  Mr.  Fox  firom 
my  own  State  of  Pennsylvania,  have 
doile  something  that  is  a  little  unusual 
lately  in  the  Congress,  and  that  is  we 


have  reached  out  from  the  beginning  in 
a  bipartisan  fashion.  We  have  said  to 
our  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle,  this  issue  is  about  life  and  death. 
This  issue  is  about  saving  the  lives  of 
our  children  and  our  parents  and  our 
husbands  and  our  wives,  and  we  need  to 
put  partisan  politics  aside. 

D  2045 

We  need  to  get  the  job  done.  We  need 
to  cooperate.  We  need  to  work  to- 
gether. And  our  success  to  date  has 
been,  I  think,  miraculous.  We  have 
gathered  159  cosponsors  onto  our  bills. 
Republicans  and  Democrats  across  the 
political  spectrum. 

We  have  reached  out  to  the  patient 
groups.  We  have  talked  to  our  fellow 
Americans  who  suffer  from  AIDS  or 
who  are  HIV-positive.  We  have  talked 
to  cancer  patients.  We  have  talked  to 
the  practitioners  treating  those  pa- 
tients and  talked  to  patients  who  suf- 
fer from  multiple  sclerosis  and  Lou 
Gehrig's  disease,  kids  who  suffer  ftrom 
diabetes,  and  Americans  who  suffer 
from  coronary  artery  diseaises  and  a 
long,  long  list  of  diseases  that  is  exten- 
sive. 

We  asked  them  what  they  think  we 
need  to  do  to  make  sure  that  these  mi- 
raculous products  being  developed  in 
our  universities  and  our  laboratories 
are  brought  to  those  who  are  literally 
dying,  to  receive  them  more  quickly; 
and  the  result  has  been  legislation  that 
we  think  is  exciting,  we  think  is  inno- 
vative, and  we  think  actually  will  be 
signed  into  law  in  1996. 

We  would  like  to  share  the  details  of 
this  information  with  America  this 
evening.  To  that  end,  I  would  first  like 
to  recognize  my  good  friend  and  col- 
league from  Texas,  Mr.  BARTON,  who 
is  the  primary  sponsor  and  the  lead  on 
the  medical  devices  bill.  He  will  tell  us 
about  medical  devices  and  what  we 
hope  to  do  there. 

Mr.  BARTON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  thank  my  friend  from  Pennsylvania, 
Mr.  Greenwood,  for  organizing  this 
special  order.  I  am  pleased  to  be  on  the 
House  floor  this  evening  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Green- 
wood], the  gentleman  from  North  Caro- 
lina [Mr.  Burr],  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Klug],  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Bilirakis],  and  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Fox],  as  we  talk  about  a  very  impor- 
tant issue. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  you  went  out  to  the 
American  people  and  asked  them,  what 
does  FDA  stand  for,  I  doubt  very  seri- 
ously that  very  many  people  could  say 
that  it  stand  for  Food  and  Drug  Admin- 
istration. I  joked  earlier  in  the  year  in 
a  television  interview  that  it  stands  for 
"foot  dragging  and  alibis,"  because  it 
takes  about  12  years  and  S350  million  to 
get  a  drug  and  medical  device  through 
the  entire  gauntlet  of  approval  steps  at 
the  FDA  that  are  currently  in  place. 

The  people  that  are  participating  in 
this  special   order  this  evening,   col- 


leagues that  have  cosponsored  the  bills 
in  a  bipartisan  effort,  we  want  FDA  to 
stand  for  fair  decisions  for  all. 

We  have  the  best  medical  devices  in 
the  world;  we  have  the  best  pharma- 
cological drugs  in  the  world;  we  have 
the  safest  food  supply  in  the  world.  But 
more  and  more,  our  medical  device 
companies,  our  pharmaceutical,  inno- 
vative, companies  are  going  overseas 
because  the  approvals  do  not  take  as 
long  and  the  regulatory  jungle  is  not  as 
complex  as  it  is  here  in  this  country. 

To  put  a  personal  face  on  it,  Mr. 
Speaker,  my  father  is  in  his  early  70's. 
He  is  a  veteran  and  served  his  country 
in  World  War  IL  He  was  a  navigator  for 
the  B-24  Liberator.  Is  now  a  diabetic 
and  has  been  diagnosed  within  the  last 
several  months  to  have  a  slow-growing 
form  of  prostate  cancer. 

There  are  drugs  in  the  marketplace 
today  and  procedures  in  the  market- 
place today  in  other  countries  that, 
were  he  a  citizen  of  Great  Britain  or 
France  or  Germany,  he  would  have  ac- 
cess to  those  drugs  and  devices.  Be- 
cause he  is  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  he  does  not. 

It  is  very  difficult  for  me  to  go  to 
Waco,  Texas,  where  my  father  lives, 
and  say.  Dad,  I  would  like  to  help  you, 
but  under  the  current  law  we  cannot 
let  you  use  that  noninvasive  glucose 
sensor,  so  you  do  not  have  to  prick 
your  finger  two  or  three  times  a  day. 
Or,  Dad,  there  is  a  new  drug  that  has 
been  approved  for  prostate  cancer  over- 
seas, but  it  has  not  yet  been  approved 
by  the  FDA.  If  you  live  another  10 
years,  maybe  it  will  be  approved. 

I  cannot  say  that. 

But  I  can  say.  Dad,  in  the  next  3 
months,  I  hope  to  be  a  part  of  a  coali- 
tion of  Republicans  and  Democrats  in 
both  the  House  and  the  Senate  that 
passes  an  FDA  reform  package  that 
makes  those  drugs  and  makes  those  de- 
vices accessible  to  you,  not  10  years 
from  now  but  next  year,  and  maybe 
even  in  the  next  5  or  6  months. 

In  the  medical  device  bill  that  I  am 
the  chief  sponsor  of  we  have  four  basic 
principles.  We  do  want  a  responsible 
method  for  third-party  review  where  a 
medical  device  applicant  can  either  go 
outside  the  system  to  an  accredited 
third-party  reviewer  or  can  go  within 
the  system  within  the  FDA  currently 
to  have  their  application  reviewed. 

We  want  a  dispute  resolution  which 
is  obvious  in  any  complex  situation. 
There  are  going  to  be  disagreements. 
We  think  there  needs  to  be  some  mech- 
anism where  if  the  applicant  and  the 
FDA  have  a  disagreement  about  the  ap- 
plication, you  can  get  a  fair  resolution 
of  that  disagreement.  We  do  not  want 
it  to  be  a  trivial  disagreement;  we  want 
it  to  be  a  substantive  policy  disagree- 
ment or  a  time  disagreement.  But  let 
there  be  a  internal  dispute  resolution 
that  is  acttudly  workable. 

Most  Americans  do  not  realize,  but 
there  is  a  cutoff  date  for  medical  de- 
vice qualifications  in  this  country.  If 


May  29,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


12611 


your  device  was  in  existence  before 
1976,  it  is  reviewed  under  a  certain  set 
of  circumstances  and  if  it  came  into 
existence  after  1976.  it  has  to  go 
through  a  much  more  complex  set  of 
regulatory  findings.  We  want  to  do 
away  with  this  artificial  1976  bright 
line  and  we  want  all  devices  to  be  re- 
approved  and,  as  they  are,  given  an 
original  classification  and  not  auto- 
matically put  into  the  most  complex 
classification  of  Class  m. 

I  think  you  would  be  surprised,  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  realize  that  a  simple  piece 
of  plastic  called  a  breast  sensor  paid, 
which  is  two  pieces  of  plastic  with  a 
silicone  gel  between  it,  about  6  inches 
in  diameter,  it  took  the  FDA  10  years 
to  approve  the  breast  sensor  device  and 
then  only  with  the  use  of  prescription 
under  the  care  of  a  physician,  because 
under  current  law  the  breast  sensor 
pad  has  to  be  classified  as  Class  m. 
which  would  be  like  a  heart  implant. 

Under  our  legislation,  if  approved 
and  put  into  law,  the  breast  sensor  pad 
would  be  given  a  reclassification  and 
almost  certainly  be  put  into  Class  I  or 
Class  n,  where  it  would  be  available 
over  the  counter  so  that  millions  of 
American  women  could  obtain  it  at  a 
nominal  fee  and  would  be  able  to  self- 
examine  their  breast  in  the  privacy  of 
their  home. 

The  last  thing  that  we  want  to  insist 
on  in  the  medical  device  bill  is  that  all 
new  devices  be  given  a  fair  evaluation 
within  a  time  certain  of  when  they  are 
presented.  And  that  may  ag^ain  be 
third-i)arty  or  may  be  within  the  FDA. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to  partici- 
pate in  this  special  order.  I  commend 
Mr.  Greenwood  and,  again,  all  the 
other  chief  sponsors  that  are  here  this 
evening:  Mr.  Klug,  Mr.  BxniR,  the 
chairman  of  our  subcommittee,  Mr. 
Bilirakis  of  Florida,  and  of  course  Mr. 
Fox  of  Pennsylvania. 

This  is  a  bipartisan  effort.  It  has  got 
overwhelming  support  among  the 
American  people,  70  to  80  percent  ap- 
proval in  the  various  polls,  and  we  hope 
that  before  we  adjourn  to  go  home  that 
we  can  have  a  bill  on  the  President's 
desk  £md  we  think  President  Clinton 
will  sign  it. 

I  yield  back  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  GREENWOOD.  Before  the  gen- 
tleman leaves,  I  want  to  recall  the  gen- 
tleman who  came  to  our  first  press 
conference  who  suffered  from  a  coro- 
nary problem  where  he  had  an  artery 
that  was  closing  down,  and  he  needed  a 
stint.  Is  that  the  right  term?  A  stint 
that  could  be  implanted  in  this  artery 
to  keep  it  open  and  keep  the  blood 
flowing. 

He  was  told  that  his  time  was  lim- 
ited, he  did  not  have  long  to  live.  There 
was  a  device  that  had  been  invented;  I 
have  it  in  my  hand.  I  do  not  know  that 
the  camera  can  pick  it  up.  It  looks  like 
a  spring  you  nriight  take  out  of  a  ball 
point  pen.  This  is  implanted  in  the  ar- 
tery and  holds  it  open. 


Mr.  BARTON  of  Texas.  I  believe  that 
device  is  available  in  Italy,  but  not  in 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  GREENWOOD.  Finish  the  story. 
He  did  go  to  Italy. 

Mr.  BARTON  of  Texas.  It  wasn't  on 
the  approved  list  in  the  United  States 
it  was  approved  in  Europe.  And  so  the 
gentleman  went  to  Italy  and  his  sur- 
geons, I  believe,  flew  to  Italy  with  him, 
and  they  had  the  operation,  and  it  was 
a  success  and  he  went  mountain  climb- 
ing within  6  months  after  the  oper- 
ation. 

Had  he  stayed  in  the  United  States 
and  waited  for  the  FDA  for  approval,  it 
is  argruable  that  the  gentleman  would 
be  dead  today.  He  would  not  only  not 
be  mountain  climbing,  but  he  would 
not  be  breathing  today.  But  because  he 
did  go  overseas  and  was  fortunate 
enough  to  have  the  money  to  go  over- 
seas, he  is  alive  to  tell  the  story  today. 

Mr.  GREENWOOD.  That  story  tells 
what  needs  to  be  told  and  what  we  are 
trying  to  accomplish  here,  and  that  is 
save  lives.  He  was  fortunate.  He  could 
afford  to  go  to  Italy  and  have  the  sur- 
gery and  pay  for  it,  but  most  Ameri- 
cans do  not  have  that  luxxiry. 

Let  me  share  one  final  point  with  the 
gentleman.  We  have  something  else  in 
common.  My  dad  is  a  B-24  liberator 
pilot  as  well. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  now 
yield  to  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Klug],  who  is  the 
prime  sponsor  of  the  second  of  our 
three-bill  package  and  that  is  the  bill 
that  would  reform  FDA  with  regard  to 
its  responsibilities  for  approving  food 
products. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania,  Mr. 
Greenwood,  for  the  time  and  also 
thank  him  and  Chairman  Bliley  and 
ChaimMji  Bilirakis  for  their  leader- 
ship on  this  proposal,  as  well  as  my 
colleagues  from  Texas  and  North  Caro- 
lina. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  go  back,  be- 
cause I  do  not  think  we  can  stress  this 
often  enough,  to  what  is  at  stake  in 
FDA  reform,  period.  Because  you  man- 
aged, Mr.  Greenwood,  at  the  end  of 
your  conversation  with  Mr.  Barton,  I 
think,  to  put  a  very  human  face  on 
what  happens  with  FDA  reform. 

I  can  remember  standing  about  6 
weeks  ago  in  a  press  conference  in 
Madison  with  the  family  of  a  young 
boy,  Cody  Young,  who  lives  in  Baraboo 
about  an  hour  from  Madison,  the  place 
where  the  Ringling  Brothers  Circus 
was  founded.  And  he  has  a  severe  case 
of  epilepsy.  And  the  tragedy  of  this 
story,  as  you  will  hear  over  and  over 
tonight,  is  that  the  original  medication 
developed  for  Cody  Young's  severe  case 
of  epilepsy  was  first  conceived  at  a 
United  States  research  facility.  It  was 
tested  in  the  United  States,  and  it  now 
sits  essentially  at  the  FDA's  desk, 
ready  to  be  approved,  while  the  drug  is 
already  available  in  Switzerland.  And 


here  is  Cody  Young's  family  saying.  I 
do  not  get  it.  Developed  in  the  United 
States,  first  tested  in  the  United 
States,  ready  to  be  marketed  in  the 
United  States:  and  the  FDA  has  it  tan- 
gled up  in  bureaucratic  redtape  while  it 
is  available  to  citizens  in  Europe. 

That  is  unfortunately  not  only  the 
story  of  what  happens  to  individual 
families,  but  also  the  story  of  individ- 
ual companies.  Frightening  statistics 
say  that  a  majority  of  United  States 
medical  device  manufacturing  compa- 
nies, such  as  Lunar,  which  makes  de- 
vices to  check  bone  density,  important 
in  diagnosing  osteoporosis  in  elderly 
women  or,  for  example,  a  large  anes- 
thesia equipment  manufacturing  oper- 
ation based  in  Madison,  have  consid- 
ered in  their  recent  past  moving  some 
of  their  operations  offshore.  Not  only  is 
it  easier  to  get  pharmaceutical  prod- 
ucts approved  quicker  overseas,  but 
also  approval  of  medical  devices  over- 
seas, in  addition,  because  of  the  liabil- 
ity problems  we  have  in  the  United 
States.  And  we  tried  in  this  Chamber 
this  year  to  fix  the  whole  tort  system 
and  its  attendant  problems  and  dra- 
matic costs. 

The  bottom  line  is,  those  companies' 
items,  conceived  in  the  United  States, 
increasingly  are  being  manufactured 
overseas  and  United  States  citizens 
will  not  be  given  access  to  them. 

It  is  easy  to  understand  why  you 
need  to  care  about  pharmaceutical 
products,  when  they  are  available,  and 
medical  devices  that  cannot  get  ap- 
proved, such  as  a  child  with  juvenile  di- 
abetes who  does  not  have  access  to 
noninvasive  glucose  testing.  I  talked  to 
a  little  girl  in  Madison,  7  years  old. 
whose  fingertips  are  covered  with  scars 
because  she  has  to  prick  them  several 
times  a  day  to  do  blood  testing,  where 
the  testing  machinery  in  Canada  meas- 
ures it  in  the  sweat  and  you  never  have 
to  prick  your  fingers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  the  middle  part 
which  is  food.  The  Food  and  Drug  Ad- 
ministration has  grown  so  dramati- 
cally in  recent  years,  it  now  covers  a 
quarter  of  the  Nation's  economy  and 
the  first  part  is  food.  The  second  part 
is  drugs,  but  the  first  part  is  food. 

Over  the  years,  the  FDA  has  grown  so 
oumbersome  it  has  made  it  extraor- 
dinarily difficult  for  normal  manufac- 
turing operations  to  go  on  and  normal 
farming  practicing  to  evolve.  What 
does  that  mean  to  you  sitting  in  the 
Chamber  or  what  does  it  mean  if  you 
are  watching  this  at  home?  It  means 
that  it  is  more  expensive  to  get  food 
products  to  your  shelves. 

And  the  situation  in  the  droughts  af- 
fecting the  Southwest  in  particular  and 
the  threat  we  see  with  wheat  crops  in 
Nebraska,  it  may  be  more  difficult,  for 
example,  to  help  those  crops  spring 
back  up.  If  they  are  hurt  in  the 
drought,  they  are  more  susceptible  to 
disease  and  more  susceptible  to  prob- 
lems with  insects  and  other  calamities; 
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and  we  want  to  make  it  more  available, 
make  it  easier  for  the  American  farmer 
to  grow  crops  and  make  it  easier  to  get 
the  products  to  grocery  stores  at  a 
price  that  still  is  reasonable  for  you  as 
a  consumer. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  tell  you  a  couple 
of  issues.  There  are  four  major  compa- 
nies in  the  United  States  which  sell 
food  gift  packages,  catalogs  that  you 
get  at  Christmas.  Three  are  based  in 
Wisconsin  with  two  in  my  districts.  No 
jokes  about  cheeses  tonight. 

D  2100 

Wisconsin  Cheese  is  located  in  Sun 
Prairie,  and  another  one  of  them  is  lo- 
cated in  Monroe,  WI.  Swiss  Colony  is  in 
fact  the  largest  gift  package  company 
in  the  United  States.  Now,  when  you 
buy  something  from  Swiss  Colony,  you 
will  notice  you  get  those  kinds  of  little 
packages  of  cheese  or  sausage  or  crack- 
ers, whatever  the  case  may  be.  Under 
the  Nutritional  Labeling  and  Edu- 
cation Act  that  was  passed  several 
years  ago,  we  have  to  describe  in  some 
detail  the  ingredients  in  that  packag- 
ing. 

They  were  scared  to  death  because 
imagine  if  you  have  a  company  that 
manufactures  millions  of  pounds  of 
cheese  and  sausage  and  you  have  got  to 
come  up  with  individual  labels  that  fit 
on  this  little  1-by-l-inch  square.  We 
worked  out  an  agreement  with  the 
FDA  at  that  point  that  says  when  you 
buy  a  gift  box,  we  will  have  a  loose-leaf 
sheet  in  it.  We  worked  that  deal  out. 
But  now  the  problem  is  all  across  the 
country. 

Suddenly,  municipalities  and  States 
are  developing  their  own  labeling  re- 
quirements. So  now  for  somebody  like 
Swiss  Colony,  you  look  down  the  road 
and  see  that  not  only  do  you  have  to 
have  federal  labeling,  you  now  have  to 
have  50  different  labels  for  every  State 
that  wants  its  own  set  of  nutritional 
information.  It  may  be  that  munici- 
palities and  conununities  and  cities 
pass  their  own  labeling  standards  as 
well,  so  you  have  got  50  States  and 
thousands  of  communities  and  cities 
and  towns.  You  cannot  do  business  that 
way. 

Polks  say,  wait  a  minute,  are  not  Re- 
publicans for  shifting  power  back  to 
States?  You  want  welfare  back  there, 
Medicaid  back  there.  Why  suddenly  are 
you  arguing  about  nutritional  label- 
ing? Because  one  of  the  things  we  are 
supposed  to  do  in  the  Committee  on 
Commerce  is  to  take  care  of  interstate 
commerce.  We  want  to  make  sure  it  is 
easy  for  things  to  get  shipped  across 
State  lines.  That  is  why  you  do  not 
have  toll  booths  when  goods  move  from 
Illinois  to  Wisconsin  or  firom  Pennsyl- 
vania to  New  York.  It  is  one  of  the 
founding  principles  in  our  Constitu- 
tion. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  one  of  the  things  we 
are  trying  to  do  in  this  bill  is  develop 
national    nutritional    labeling    stand- 


ards, one  size  fits  all.  You  can  do  one 
label  that  works  in  California  and  in 
Florida,  and  one  label  that  works  in 
New  York  and  Wisconsin  and  Washing- 
ton State. 

Now,  a  very  parallel  case  several 
years  ago  was  something  called  the 
Town  of  Casey  decision,  also  involving 
pesticides.  The  question  in  the  Town  of 
Casey  decision  is  that  the  Town  of 
Casey  decided  they  were  going  to  do 
their  own  standards  for  putting  pes- 
ticide applications  on  farm  fields 
around  the  Town  of  Casey.  That  was 
the  community's  right  to  do  that,  until 
you  step  back  for  a  minute  and  try  to 
think  of  that.  What  if  every  commu- 
nity in  the  United  States  developed  its 
own  standards  for  pesticide  application 
and  pesticide  labeling?  And  some  com- 
munities said  you  had  to  call  24  hours 
in  advance,  and  some  said  48  hours  in 
advance,  and  some  said  you  had  writ- 
ten notice  7  days  in  advance  and  14 
days  in  advance,  and  7  days  afterwards, 
and  3  days  afterwards  with  a  phone 
call.  It  would  be  crazy.  It  would  nwike 
it  impossible  to  farm  in  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  was  actually  a  Su- 
preme Court  decision,  and  the  Town  of 
Casey  went  against  the  town.  They 
said  we  are  going  to  have  one  national 
standard  for  j)esticide  application  and 
for  labeling  and  for  warning.  That  is 
what  we  are  really  trying  to  get  at.  I 
think  it  is  a  terrific  idea  that  today 
consumers  can  pick  up  any  product, 
whether  it  is  a  chtmk  of  cheese  or 
whether  it  is  a  piece  of  chicken  or  a 
candy  bar  and  cereal,  and  look  at  the 
back  and  vmderstand  exactly  what  it  is 
you  are  eating:  what  the  ingredients 
are,  what  the  fat  content  is,  what  the 
nutritional  value  is. 

I  think  we  all  agree.  This  Chamber 
passed  that  several  years  ago.  The 
President  signed  it  into  law.  That  is 
terrific.  But  one  national  nutritional 
labeling  standard  only  is  necessary.  K 
you  do  not  like  what  is  listed,  then  you 
come  here  to  Congress  and  you  come  to 
the  FDA  to  change  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  second  point  I  want 
to  make  for  my  colleagrue  in  Pennsyl- 
vania and  other  people  in  the  Chamber 
and  folks  watching  at  home  tonight  is 
something  called  the  Delaney  clause. 
Now,  this  is  real  inside  baseball,  so 
stick  with  me  for  a  minute.  But  the 
Delaney  clause  was  passed  in  the  late 
1950's  to  guarantee  we  would  not  have 
cancer  in  our  food  chain,  or  I  should 
say  not  have  products  that  cause  can- 
cer in  our  food  chain. 

Now,  what  has  happened  over  the  last 
45  years  is  that  our  testing  equipment 
has  gotten  extraordinarily  better,  and 
the  food  chain  is  safer  than  it  ever  was 
before.  But  Delaney  says  you  cannot 
have  ansrthing  in  food  products  which 
might  even  marginally  be  tied  to  can- 
cer, one  in  a  billion  case.  In  fact,  the 
testing  equipment  has  now  gotten  so 
good.  And  a  story  that  everybody  in 
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my  home  State  of  Wisconsin  strangely 
seems  to  understand  is  that,  if  you 
throw  a  glass  of  beer  into  the  Great 
Lakes,  you  can  detect  it  with  today's 
testing  equipment. 

That  is  the  kind  of  standard  you  are 
looking  at  with  an  individual  piece  of 
food.  The  food  is  safer  than  it  ever  was 
before,  but  the  testing  equipment  is  so 
much  better. 

Now,  what  happens  from  a  practical 
standpoint?  The  honest  answer  is  no- 
body enforces  Delaney.  We  make  no 
differentiation  whatsoever  between  a 
product  that  causes  serious  cancer  risk 
or  a  product  that  has  negligible  cancer 
risk.  We  simply  want  to  bring  this  into 
today's  scientific  standards. 

Now  wait  a  minute;  this  is  not  some 
kind  of  crazy  radical  idea.  You  know 
who  wanted  to  do  this  back  in  1982?  Al 
Gore.  Al  Gore,  when  he  was  in  the 
U.S.  Senate,  decided  to  try  to  change 
the  Delaney  clause  to  bring  it  up  to  to- 
day's standard^. 

In  fact,  what  we  do  in  this  piece  of 
legislation  is  say:  Wait  a  minute,  we 
are  not  even  sure  we  are  smart  enough 
to  know  how  to  do  it.  We  are  going  to 
ask  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration 
to  do  it.  We  say  to  them  you  bring  it  up 
to  today's  standards.  We  do  not  want 
to  do  it  because  it  will  then  be  seen  as 
political  or  be  seen  as  not  being  tough 
enough. 

The  bottom  line  is  everybody  knows 
Delaney  does  not  work,  and  the  Food 
and  Drug  Administration  has  got  to  fix 
it.  Again,  keep  in  mind  the  two  fun- 
damental points.  The  idea  is  to  make 
farming  more  practicable  and  safer. 

Second,  the  easier  it  is  to  farm,  the 
easier  it  is  to  get  things  to  the  super- 
market, the  better  selection  you  will 
have  as  a  consumer,  and  the  cheaper 
prices  that  you  will  have  in  firont  of 
you. 

So  the  bottom  line  again  in  all  this 
FDA  reform,  what  we  are  really  tnring 
to  accomplish  tonight  is  to  make  the 
Food  and  Drug  Administration  more 
responsible  to  changes  in  science  and 
to  make  the  Food  and  Drug  Adminis- 
tration more  responsible  to  changes  in 
the  marketplace.  It  is  to  tell  the  Food 
and  Drug  Administration  your  first 
priority  should  be  to  make  sure  that 
pharmaceutical  products  and  medical 
devices  and  food  manufacturing  in  the 
United  States  is  extraordinarily  safe. 
But  when  it  takes  12  years,  as  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Greenwood]  said  and  $390 
million  and  400,000  paiges  of  documents 
in  order  to  get  a  new  prescription  drug 
approved,  it  has  gotten  out  of  control. 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  what  this  special 
order  is  about  tonight,  which  is  to  take 
the  Food  and  Drug  Administration, 
which  has  done  a  terrific  job  over  the 
years,  and  give  it  the  tools  and  strip 
away  some  of  the  undergrowth  and  cut 
back  some  of  the  bureaucracy  so  it  can 
do  its  job  even  better  and  simpler  and 
less  costly  axid  less  bureaucratic  in 
1996. 
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Mr.  GREENWOOD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman.  I  think  it  is  fair 
to  say  that,  in  both  of  the  central 
issues  of  the  food  bill,  what  we  are 
really  trjring  to  do  is  leave  the  author- 
ity in  the  FDA  in  terms  of  the  uniform- 
ity. I  represent  the  State  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, and  we  have  Hershey  Foods.  As 
you  talked,  I  tried  to  imagine  a  Her- 
shey bar  that  might  have  to  have  one 
label  in  Minnesota  and  a  different  label 
in  Houston,  TX,  and  yet  a  third  label  in 
some  community  in  New  York,  et 
cetera.  It  would  be  virtually  impossible 
for  the  company  to  comply  with  all  of 
that  crazy  patchwork  quilt  of  labels. 

All  we  are  saying  is  the  FDA  does  a 
good  job  at  this.  Let  them  be  the  ex- 
perts. Let  them  determine  what  should 
be  on  the  label,  and  leave  it  there  be- 
cause of  the  interstate  commerce. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gen- 
tleman is  exactly  right.  If  we  think 
this  through  rationally,  essentially 
what  will  happen  is,  if  we  end  up  with 
this  crazy  local.  State,  national  patch- 
work of  requirements  for  labeling 
standards,  eventually  companies  will 
say  well,  we  will  do  that  for  California, 
because  California  has  got  so  many 
people  in  it,  it  is  worth  the  investment. 
But  it  might  not  be  in  North  Dakota, 
or  it  might  not  be  in  Delaware. 

So  essentially  you  will  see  a  situa- 
tion where  companies  and  consumers 
will  be  deprived  of  the  opportunity  to 
buy  things  off  the  shelves  simply  be- 
cause of  labeling  standards  that  add 
very  little  value  to  the  amount  of  in- 
formation that  a  consumer  already  has 
in  front  of  him  or  in  front  of  her. 
Again,  we  all  agree  on  the  committee 
that  you  want  nutritional  labeling 
standards  in  place,  but  one  set  of  labels 
nationally.  And  if  you  are  unhappy 
with  an  individual  provision,  get  it 
changed  once  for  California  and  Dela- 
ware and  Wisconsin  and  Pennsylvania 
and  not  for  every  single  community. 

Mr.  GREENWOOD.  Mr.  Speaker,  then 
on  the  Delaney  clause,  all  we  are  say- 
ing, again,  is  we  want  the  FDA  to  de- 
cide what  the  standard  should  be  for 
products  that  might  be  remotely  tested 
in  animals  to  have  some  carcinogenic 
quality. 

It  is  the  old  story,  you  hear  these 
stories,  well,  if  you  ate  500,000  poxmds 
of  grapes  every  day  for  the  next  500,000 
years,  you  might  have  a  one-in-a-mil- 
lion  chance  of  having  cancer.  That  is 
sort  of  an  absurd  level  of  micromanage- 
ment.  What  we  really  want  the  FDA  to 
do  is  tell  us  what  is  safe  for  our  kids  to 
eat,  what  is  safe  for  us  to  eat,  what  will 
not  increase  our  chances  of  cancer.  And 
you  tell  us,  you  have  got  the  experts, 
and  we  will  make  it  apply  nationwide. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  gets  back 
to  what  I  was  talking  about  earlier 
with  medical  devices.  It  is  part  of  that 
culture  of  fear.  It  is  a  fear  within  the 
FDA  itself  that  they  cannot  say  yes.  If 
they  say  yes,  it  is  that  on-in-a-million 
chance  that  something  will  go  wrong. 


But  when  you  look  at  pharmaceutical 
products,  what  you  forget  is  that 
999,000  cases  where  something  goes 
right:  and  that  has  really  been  the 
problem. 

Again  on  the  Delaney  clause,  what 
you  have  to  remember  is  this  is  a  very 
centrist  idea.  AL  Gore  suggested  it.  Dr. 
Kessler  at  the  head  of  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration,  when  he  was  a 
staffer  in  the  U.S.  Senate,  spent  years 
trjring  to  fix  the  Delaney  clause.  So 
this  is  not  any  radical  idea.  If  you  can 
get  AL  Gore  and  David  Kessler  and  Joe 
Barton  and  Scxyrr  Klug  and  Jim 
Greenwood  to  all  agree  on  the  same 
issues,  I  would  suggest  everybody,  in- 
cluding everybody  at  the  FDA,  under- 
stands Delaney  does  not  work  and  that 
it  has  to  get  fixed. 

Mr.  GREENWOOD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  very  good 
work  on  this  legislation  and  look  for- 
ward to  its  passage. 

We  are  very  privileged  to  have  with 
us  the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Bilirakis],  the  chairman  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Health  and  Environment 
of  the  Committee  on  Commerce,  who 
has  provided  the  leadership  for  this  ef- 
fort, who  has  given  us  the  green  light 
to  move  this  important  package  of  leg- 
islation through  his  committee  and 
who  win  now  share  his  thoughts  as  our 
leader  on  this  issue. 

I  3neld  such  time  as  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  may  consume. 

Mr.  BILIRAKIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  firom  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Greenwood]. 

Mr.  Speaker,  tough  acts  to  follow, 
certainly  as  we  are  all  here  this 
evening  to  talk  about  improving  and 
saving  people's  lives.  That  is  really 
what  it  is  all  about.  We  all  want  to  en- 
sure the  health  and  safety  of  our  citi- 
zens, and  streamlining  the  approval 
process  at  the  FDA  will  help  to  do  just 
that. 

Simply  stated,  the  FDA  must  be  re- 
formed. Simply  stated,  it  has  to  be  re- 
formed. Consumers  must  have  quicker 
access  to  safe  and  effective  new  drugs, 
medical  devices,  and  foods.  Countless 
numbers  of  individuals  and  groups  have 
contacted  Congress  to  ask  for  help,  and 
many  of  us  have  received  this  message 
loud  and  clear.  The  message  is  that 
FDA  approvals,  as  so  many  of  us  have 
already  said,  of  drugs,  medical  devices, 
and  foods  take  too  long. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  everyone 
here  today  to  know  that  this  message 
has  not  fallen  on  deaf  ears.  I  will  not 
say  that  the  message  which  we  all  have 
received  time  and  again  over  these 
many  past  years  has  fallen  on  deaf  ears 
prior  to  this  Congress,  but  the  fact  of 
the  nmtter  is  nothing  was  done  by  the 
Congress.  Since  this  effort  was  started 
this  year,  some  approvals  all  of  a  sud- 
den, I  might  add,  have  been  expedited. 
I  am  svire  that  is  just  a  coincidence. 
Anyhow,  Mr.  Speaker,  as  chairman  of 
the    Health    and    Environment    Sub- 


committee, I  am  really  proud  to  be 
part  of  the  FDA  reform  team  created 
by  the  gentleman  from  Virginia,  Chair- 
man BULEY.  and  spearheaded  by  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania,  Mr. 
Greenwood. 

The  team  has  come  forward  with  sev- 
eral bipartisan  proposals  for  reform 
that  will  speed  up  the  approval  process 
for  drugs,  medical  devices,  and  foods  so 
that  consumers  will  have  increased  ac- 
cess to  these  products  while  still  being 
assured  of  their  health  and  safety.  I 
want  to  underline  that,  as  others  have, 
while  still  being  assured  of  their  health 
and  safety.  This  goal  has  guided  our 
team  in  this  effort. 

As  we  have  heard,  the  approval  proc- 
ess takes  much  too  long.  Today,  it 
takes  something  like  12  years  and  S350 
million  to  get  the  average  new  drug 
from  the  laboratory  to  American  pa- 
tients who  need  it.  To  make  things 
even  worse,  as  others  have  said,  the 
majority  of  the  new  drugs  approved  by 
the  FDA  in  the  last  5  years  were  al- 
ready approved  and  in  use  in  other 
coimtries. 

The  FDA  approval  process  actually 
interferes  with  the  essential  need  to 
approve  vital  research  in  products  that 
fight  serious  illness.  This  legislation 
changes  that.  In  the  medical  device 
area,  I  know  it  has  been  very  thor- 
oughly discussed.  The  average  time  it 
takes  for  the  FDA  to  approve  a  medical 
device  has  increased  from  415  days  in 
1990  to  773  days  in  1995,  all  while  the 
FDA  is  required  by  law  to  take  no 
longer  than  180  dajrs  to  approve  new 
medical  devices.  The  legislation  intro- 
duced in  the  House  addresses  these  con- 
cerns. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  stress  that 
streamlining  and  improving  the  FDA 
does  not  weaken  our  resolve  for  the 
safety  or  effectiveness  of  products. 
Once  again,  I  would  like  to  thank 
Chairman  Bi.n.KY  for  his  leadership  on 
this  issue  and  especially  Jim  Green- 
wood, who  has  directed  our  FDA  re- 
form effort.  Together  with  JoE  Barton, 
Richard  BtniR,  and  Scott  Kluo,  we 
have  developed  a  balanced,  bipartisan 
approach  to  approving  the  FDA's  ap- 
proval process.  I  am  proud  of  you  guys. 
You  have  done  good,  as  we  say  in  the 
South. 

As  I  have  said  before,  in  closing,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  safety  and  health  of  our 
Nation's  citizens  is  my  and  our  con- 
cern. This  FDA  reform  legislation  is  a 
balanced,  bipartisan  approach  that  wiU 
streamline  the  approval  process  to 
allow  safe  and  effective  drugs,  devices 
and  foods  to  reach  patients,  consumers 
more  quickly  and  efficiently  without 
sacrificing  safety.  So  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  carefully  consider  this  legis- 
lation which  would  streamline  and  im- 
prove the  approval  process  to  allow  our 
Nation's  citizens  better  access  to  safe 
and  effective  drugs,  medical  devices, 
and  foods. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  for  his  wonderful 
work. 

Mr.  GREENWOOD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  chairman  very  much.  Let  me 
say  that  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  BiLlRAKis]  has  served  long  and 
with  great  distinction  on  the  Health 
and  Eiaviroxmient  Subcommittee,  and 
this  is  his  first  term  as  the  chairman  of 
that  committee.  I  think  that  working 
together  in  bipartisan  fashion,  we  will 
be  able  to  accomplish  something  that 
we  will  be  able  to  say  that  on  your 
watch,  we  passed  legislation,  the  Presi- 
dent signed  it,  and  we  talked  about  life 
and  death  issues.  This  will  save  lives. 
Children  will  survive  rare  diseases. 
Cures  for  horrible  plagues,  like  AIDS 
and  cancer  will  come  to  patients,  re- 
lieve their  suffering  much  more  quick- 
ly for  years  and  years  to  come.  That 
will  be  just  a  part  of  your  legacy  as 
chairman  of  this  subcommittee,  and  we 
are  very  pleased  for  your  leadership. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  now  like  to 
yield  time  to  my  colleague,  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Burr].  Mr.  Burr  is  the  prime  sponsor 
of  the  pharmaceutical  bill,  deals  with 
pharmaceutical  products  and  biologic 
products,  all  that  new  science  that 
deals  with  fighting  disease  at  the  mo- 
lecular level.  It  is  where  we  are,  I 
think,  on  the  dawn  of  a  new  age  in 
medicine  where  we  will  have  cures  for 
diseases  that  we  cannot  even  image 
right  now. 

Mr.  Speaker.  Mr.  Burr  is  a  new  Mem- 
ber. He  is  a  fJreshman,  but  he  has  done 
just  an  extraordinary  job  on  this 
project.  He  has,  I  would  say,  far  more 
than  anyone  else  in  the  House  been  re- 
sponsible for  the  large  number  of  co- 
sponsors  on  this  bill.  He  has  been  work- 
ing with  Members  fitjm  around  the 
country,  from  both  sides  of  the  aisle, 
preaching  the  good  word  of  FDA  reform 
and  has  converted  a  lot  of  folks  to  this 
cause. 

With  that,  I  would  like  to  yield  such 
time  as  he  may  consume  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Burr]. 
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Mr.  BURR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Greenwood]  and  thank  him  for  his 
leadership,  as  I  do  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Bilirakis]  and  the  gen- 
tleman flrom  Virginia  [Mr.  Bliley],  and 
I  think  the  gentleman  raises  a  good 
question. 

It  is  9:15  at  night.  Why  are  we  here? 
We  are  here  tonight,  and  we  have  put 
months  of  work  into  hearings  and  into 
meetings  with  patient  coalitions  and 
with  hospital^  and  with  doctors  about 
the  horrorxStories  at  FDA,  and  I  am 
here  tooft^t  to  say  that  we  also  heard 
some  successes  with  FDA. 

We  have  an  agency  in  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration  that  needs  to  be 
here.  It  has  a  purpose.  But  we  have  also 


seen  the  instances  where  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration  has  no  human 
face,  and  what  we  have  seen  is,  in  fact, 
the  human  faces. 

I  never  will  forget,  Jim,  when  I  got  to 
Washington  just  a  year  and  a  half  ago; 
it  seems  like  eternity  now.  In  one  of 
the  first  hearings  I  ran  into  a  product 
called  the  censor  pad,  and  I  am  sorry 
Joe  Barton  is  not  here  because  Joe 
usually  talks  about  it;  I  am  the  one 
that  carries  it  around.  And  the  reason 
I  carry  it  around  with  me: 

It  probably  was  the  best  example 
since  I  have  been  here  about  the  failure 
of  bureaucracy,  the  fact  that  bureauc- 
racy cannot  make  decisions  that  apply 
common  sense  to  something.  This  prod- 
uct was  designed  to  aid  women  with 
the  examination  of  a  breast  for  possible 
cancer.  It  increases  the  sensitivity  over 
soap  and  water  because  it  is  plastic 
with  some  silicon  in  the  middle,  and  it 
allows  a  woman  at  any  time  of  the  day 
to  apply  this  pad  and  to  begin  an  exam. 
If  this  pad  were  to  find  breast  cancer 
in  1  woman,  then  I  feel  that  it  is  our 
responsibility  to  have  it  on  the  market 
because  it  is  nonintrusive,  it  cannot 
hurt  a  person,  it  is  not  there  to  replace 
a  mammogram  or  any  other  exam  that 
is  done  in  a  medical  office.  It  is  there 
to  encourage  a  woman  any  time  of  the 
day  or  night  to  check  herself.  This  is 
the  type  of  common  sense  thing  that  I 
think  we  ought  to  make  sure  is  ap- 
proved by  the  FDA. 

Now  this  was  classified  as  a  medical 
device  under  the  same  category  as  a 
pacemaker  because  there  was  no  prior 
product  Like  it,  and  the  reality  is  that 
this  has  been  at  the  Food  and  Drug  Ad- 
ministration now  for  11  years.  The  per- 
son who  invented  this  product  won  the 
inventor  of  the  year  award  in  medical 
devices,  and  the  year  after  that  the 
FDA  sued  him.  It  is  an  incredible  story 
about  the  abuses  that  happen  in  bu- 
reaucracy. 

But  we  are  here  to  talk  about 
positives  tonight,  we  are  here  to  talk 
about  what  we  can  do  by  this  Congress 
taking  a  responsible  look  at  the  prob- 
lems that  we  have  at  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration  using  the  talents 
and  creativity  of  people  there  that  are 
the  best  in  the  country,  and  then,  look- 
ing at  the  private  sector  in  America 
where  we  have  more  talented  people 
and  saying  how  can  we  plug  them  into 
this  process.  How  can  we  do  it  while  as- 
suring safety  and  efficacy  to  all  the 
American  people  for  the  drugs  and 
pharmaceuticals  and  medical  devices 
that  they  have  become  so  accustomed 
to  that  safety? 

The  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Bar- 
ton] talked  about  tonight  third  party 
review.  Think  of  the  teaching  hospitals 
that  we  have  in  this  country  who  do 
clinical  triaJs  today,  who  do  drug  re- 
search, who  come  up  with  new  com- 
pounds that  might  be  the  breakthrough 
for  cancer  or  for  diabetes;  they  are  at 
our  disposal  to  try  to  use  them  not 
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only  in  the  clinical  process,  but  in  the 
overall  overseeing  of  the  clinical  trial 
and  maybe  with  the  applications. 
There  is  an  option  that  we  look  at.  It 
is  not  that  we  have  to  do  It.  It  is  that 
we  have  a  responsibility  to  explore  any 
option  that  exists  that  might  make  it 
better  because  in  fact  what  we  hope  is 
that  we  can  reach  new  efficiencies 
while  maintaining  safety  and  efficacy. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  first  thing, 
Jim,  we  changed,  I  think,  was  the  mis- 
sion statement.  The  mission  statement 
was  changed  to  say  that  the  FDA 
should  promote  and  protect,  to  pro- 
mote, to  move  forward,  to  advance  and 
to  protect  the  integrity  of  the  safety 
system  that  Americans  had  come  to 
know.  In  fact,  what  we  want  to  do  is  we 
want  to  open  up  the  communication  of 
what  has  been  a  very  closed  agency, 
one  that  communicates  freely  with  the 
applicants  of  pharmaceuticals  and  de- 
vices, one  that  shares  with  the  compa- 
nies where  they  are  in  the  process,  one 
that  solicits  information  from  compa- 
nies that  companies  are  willing  to  sui>- 
ply  because  it  is  their  intent  to  speed 
up  the  process. 

I  think  we  alluded  to  the  fact  earlier 
tonight  that  right  now  it  takes  14.8 
years  to  approve  a  new  pharmaceutical 
in  this  country.  In  fact,  in  the  1960's,  in 
1963,  it  was  8.1  years.  Today  it  is  $350 
million.  Then  it  was  about  $70  million. 
If  Americans  wonder  why  drugs  that 
hit  the  marketplace  that  are  new  are 
so  expensive,  all  they  have  to  do  is 
look  at  the  investment  that  pharma- 
ceutical companies  have  to  make  in  re- 
search and  development  and  the  ap- 
proval time  to  realize  why  a  new  pre- 
scription Is  a  hundred  dollars.  Well,  no- 
body wants  to  make  it  $30  w.^.se  than 
we  do,  and  if  we  can  reach  that  through 
new  efficiencies,  we  have  a  responsibil- 
ity, as  Members  of  Congress,  to  try  to 
explore  how  in  fact  we  can  do  that  with 
the  help  of  the  FDA. 

In  fact,  one  of  the  single  most  impor- 
tant things  of  the  FDA  reform  legisla- 
tion is  that  we  require  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration  to  do  an  annual 
report  to  Congress,  tell  us  how  many 
drugs  have  we  had  applications  for, 
how  many  have  we  approved.  Is  it  un- 
reasonable to  believe  that  the  Amer- 
ican people  deserve  some  type  of  ac- 
countability for  the  approval  process?  I 
think  it  is  very  much  within  the  re- 
sponsibility of  Congress,  a£  we  rep- 
resent people  all  across  this  country, 
to  say  to  every  agency  in  the  Federal 
Government  you  have  accountability 
to  the  people  through  us. 

In  fact,  one  of  the  most  contentious 
parts  of  the  bill  deals  with  the  dissemi- 
nation of  information.  70  percent  of  all 
the  cancer  treatment  today  is  the  off- 
label  use  of  an  approved  drug.  Doctors 
find  that  there  is  a  drug  that  is  already 
on  the  marketplace  that  works  well  for 
a  certain  disease,  and  they  choose  to 
use  that  drug  to  treat  that  i>articular 
problem.  But  in  fact  pharmaceutical 
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companies  cannot  take  their  experi- 
ence, their  successes  where  they  might 
write  about  them  in  professional  medi- 
cal journals  and  duplicate  those  and 
send  them  to  other  doctors.  They  can 
only  make  a  copy  and  send  it  to  a  doc- 
tor when  a  doctor  requests  that  infor- 
mation. 

Well,  70  percent  of  my  district  is 
rural.  My  doctors  are  doing  everything 
they  can  to  provide  primary  care  to 
their  population.  They  do  not  have 
time  to  read  medical  journals.  This 
would  be  such  a  tremendous  aid  to 
them,  to  have  the  ability  for  peer  re- 
view articles  to  be  replicated  and  sent 
to  them.  Think  of  the  valuable  infor- 
mation that  one  can  find  in  peer  review 
articles. 

Mr.  GREENWOOD.  Mr.  Speaker,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield  on  that  point, 
just  to  make  this  crystal  clear  to  ev- 
eryone because  I  think  Americaais  will 
be  surprised  to  understand  this. 

In  your  district,  rural  North  Caro- 
lina; in  my  district  in  Bucks  and  Mont- 
gomery Counties  of  Pennsylvania,  we 
can  have  a  physician  treating  a  child 
for  a  disease  and  frustrated  because  he 
cannot  cure  that  disease,  and  some- 
where in  another  part  of  the  country  a 
physician  may  have  treated  a  thousand 
children  with  this  disease  with  a  phar- 
maceutical product  that  was  not  origi- 
nally designed  for  that  purpose,  but  it 
works,  and  it  is  saving  these  children. 
And  today  under  the  law,  if  the  maker 
of  that  drug  wanted  to  send  an  article 
that  the  doctor  who  treated  the  thou- 
sand kids  wrote  in  a  medical  journal, 
wanted  to  mail  it  to  the  doctor,  your 
physician  in  your  district  or  my  dis- 
trict, and  say,  "You  might  want  to  see 
what  this  doctor  over  here  has  done; 
he's  curing  these  kids,"  it  is  against 
the  law. 

Mr.  BURR.  It  is  not  only  against  the 
law,  but  to  do  it  he  would  have  to  rely, 
we  would  have  to  rely,  on  our  doctor 
who  might  not  have  read  it  to  request 
it.  What  an  insane  way  to  go  through 
the  process. 

And  I  think  the  thing  that  is  scary 
and  should  be  scary  for  the  American 
people  is  that  as  this  off-label  use  is 
tried  more  frequently,  a  doctor  might 
determine  that  the  dosage  is  very  cru- 
cial, and  if  other  doctors  are  going  to 
use  that  off-label  use  or  that  pharma- 
ceutical for  an  off-label  use,  should 
they  not  have  the  latest  information 
about  the  dosage  to  use  and  the  fre- 
quency of  usage,  where  today  again 
that  is  information  that  pharma- 
ceutical companies  can  only  dissemi- 
nate when  a  physician  requests  it,  not 
when  there  is  a  peer  review  article  that 
states  this  new  information  that  might 
have  been  found. 

So  in  fact  there  are  many  areas, 
many  parts  of  this  legislation,  that  are 
crucial  to  the  health  of  the  American 
people.  America  has  the  best  health 
care  system  in  the  world.  It  is  uncon- 
scionable for  Americans  to  have  any- 


thing less  than  superior  access  to  life- 
saving  drugs.  I  believe  that  by  safely 
streamlining  the  drug  approval  process 
it  will  not  only  help  families  by  lower- 
ing drug  prices  and  keeping  high  pay- 
ing jobs  here  in  America,  but  give  ter- 
minally ill  patients  access  to  lifesaving 
treatments. 

FDA  reform  is  not  radical,  it  is  re- 
sponsible. It  is  not  senseless,  it  is  safe. 
America's  health  industry  and  patients 
are  chained  to  an  FDA  process  that 
provides  no  flexibility,  has  no  common 
sense  and  has  no  human  face.  The  FDA 
reform  legislation  will  remove  these 
chains  and  ensure  safety  in  a  process 
structured  to  more  effectively  and  effi- 
ciently approve  drugs. 

In  fact,  as  people  have  told  stories  to- 
night, Jim,  about  patients  in  their  own 
districts,  I  have  got  several,  too,  sev- 
eral patients  who  are  now  being  treat- 
ed by  alternative  methods.  Why  are 
they  doing  that?  Because  it  is  their 
choice.  They  have  determined  that 
that  choice  that  exists  is  the  best 
choice  for  them,  and  right  now  we  are 
slowly  moving  to  a  situation,  if  we  are 
not  there  already,  where  the  Govern- 
ment will  tell  us  no,  you  cannot  do 
that. 

Well,  when  these  people  have  a 
choice  between  nothing  and  nothing, 
do  we  not  have  a  moral  responsibility 
as  Members  of  Congress  to  present 
them  with  an  option?  I  think  we  do. 
and  that  is  why  I  am  proud  to  be  here 
tonight.  I  am  proud  to  be  a  sponsor  of 
3199,  I  am  proud  to  say  that  this  is  a 
bill  Jon  Fox  started  legislation  long 
before  I  did,  and  this  has  incorporated 
much  of  Jon's  it  has  incorporated  the 
thoughts  of  hundreds  of  people  around 
this  country  and  in  this  town,  but  more 
importantly,  it  is  a  bill  that  we  can  all 
stand  here  tonight  and  say  that  we  are 
proud  that  it  has  bijartisan  support, 
that  Democrats  and  Republicans  be- 
lieve very  strongly  in  the  changes  that 
we  propose  to  make. 

Why?  Because  we  have  put  politics 
aside  and  we  tried  to  put  human  health 
in  the  forefront.  Well,  we  will  succeed 
to  do  that.  We  will  succeed  by  marking 
up  this  legislation  in  a  bipartisan  way, 
coming  to  this  very  House  floor  and  de- 
bating with  our  critics  the  importance 
of  it,  and  we  will  win  because  we  are 
right. 

D  2130 

Mr.  GREENWOOD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  remarks, 
and  also  for  his  stellar  work  through- 
out this  process.  Just  to  follow  up,  on 
a  bipartisan  note,  I  spend  2%  to  3  hours 
today  in  my  office,  and  I  am  a  Repub- 
lican, with  a  Republican  staff  member, 
an  attorney,  a  Democratic  staff  mem- 
ber, and  we  worked  through  the  bills 
line  by  line.  Republicans  and  Demo- 
crats, just  using  our  common  sense, 
just  using  the  knowledge  that  each  of 
us  brings  to  the  subject. 

It  has  been  a  joy  for  me,  in  contrast 
to  so  much  of  what  the  House  of  Rei>- 


resentatives  has  done  since  I  have  been 
in  Congress  that  has  been  so  partisan 
and  had  such  a  biting  edge  to  it.  to  do 
it  together.  Democrats  and  Repub- 
licans, because  we  know  that  lives 
hand  in  the  balance. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  to  my  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Fox],  who  represents  the  district  im- 
mediately to  the  west  of  mine.  Mr.  Fox 
and  I  served  in  the  Pennsylvania  legis- 
lature, and  he  has  been  a  leader  in  FDA 
reform  and  introduced  his  own  legisla- 
tion. I  would  like  him  to  share  his 
thoughts  with  us. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania and  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  BURR]  for  his  leadership 
in  this  movement.  I  know  that  he  in 
the  Pennsylvania  leglslatxire  and  the 
Pennsylvania  Senate  was  particularly 
a  leader  into  his  own  right  when  it 
came  to  health  care  reform  and  to 
making  sure  medical  devices  and  phar- 
maceuticals were  covered  in  the  legis- 
lature, to  the  extent  they  could  get 
them  to  those  patients. 

So  I  am  very  happy  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia,  Mr.  Blilet. 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce, appointed  you  as  the  point  per- 
son, the  task  force  chairman  for  FDA 
reform,  to  bring  together  people  like 
the  gentleman  ffom  North  Carolina. 
Mr.  Burr,  who  has  fashioned  legisla- 
tion which,  I  appreciate  the  acknowl- 
edgement of  our  initial  efforts,  but 
your  bill,  working  with  Mr.  GREEa«wooD 
and  the  gentleman  from  Virginia.  Mr. 
Bliley,  and  the  gentleman  from  Flor- 
ida, Mr.  Bujrakis,  the  gentlenaan  firom 
Texas,  Mr.  Barton,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin,  Mr.  KL0G,  together 
you  have  the  package  here  that  I  think 
is  the  most  important  legislation  in 
the  second  session  of  the  104th  Con- 
gress. 

We  may  have  set  the  tone  on  reform- 
ing Congress  in  the  first  session  and 
getting  our  fiscal  house  in  order,  but 
what  could  be  more  important  for  our 
constituents  than  making  sure  that 
health  care  opportunities  to  live  longer 
and  better  can  in  fact  be  a  reality? 

What  you  two  gentlemen,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Green- 
wood] and  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Burr]  have  done  here  to- 
night I  think  is  to  bring  out  to  our  col- 
leagues and  to  others  exactly  what  can 
be  done  by  the  passage  of  this  reform 
legislation.  So  I  am  very  appreciative 
of  your  leadership  and  looking  forward 
to  having  the  bill  passed. 

I  did  wajit  to  mention  that  from  my 
perspective  and  that  of  the  American 
public,  this  legislation  will  speed  up 
the  lifesaving  life-extending  drugs  and 
medical  devices  while  people  are  await- 
ing a  cure  or  a  vaccine.  Very  impor- 
tant. What  is  amazing  to  me  is  that 
American  patients  have  been  denied, 
even  though  they  have  already  been  ap- 
proved    overseas,     many     important 
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drugs.  If  the  FDA  had  approved  the 
drug  Interleukin  2  in  the  United  States 
as  soon  as  it  was  approved  in  Europe, 
the  lives  of  3,500  kidney  cancer  patients 
might  have  been  saved.  On  Alzheimer's 
disease,  the  drug  THA  was  delayed  for 
7  years  after  it  was  available  in  Eu- 
rope. I  had  a  hearing  in  my  country 
seat  of  Montgomery  County  in  Norris- 
town  just  last  year  with  patients  who 
had  cancer,  ALS.  AIDS,  epilepsy.  One 
individual  with  epilepsy  explained  that 
they  had  to  go  to  England  to  get  a  drug 
which  really  was  not  as  good  as  the 
American  drug,  but  the  American  drug 
was  not  approved  by  FDA  yet. 

So  the  fact  is  this  legislation  that 
Mr.  Greenwood  Mr.  Burr  are  here  to- 
night talking  about  will  streamline 
product  approval,  allow  for  third  party 
review,  establish  a  fast  track  standard 
for  filings  and  applications,  have  a  col- 
laborative approach  to  clinical  re- 
search, promote  harmonization;  and  by 
that  we  mean  the  discoveries  overseas 
and  in  other  countries  which  are  clini- 
cally correct,  we  will  allow  their  stud- 
ies to  be  used  and  implemented  here  in 
the  United  States  without  the  delay  of 
further  time. 

Those  annual  reports  by  the  FDA  to 
Congress  will  certainly  let  us  know 
how  we  are  doing  on  speeding  up  the 
process.  If  we  do  not  pass  this  legisla- 
tion, but  I  am  sure  we  will,  the  discov- 
eries and  jobs  that  they  bring  will  go 
overseas.  We  just  have  to  look  to  a  1995 
study  by  the  American  Electronics  As- 
sociation that  found  40  percent  of  med- 
ical device  Arms  reduced  their  number 
of  U.S.  employees  because  of  FDA 
delasrs.  Twenty-nine  percent  boosted 
investment  in  foreign  operations. 
Twenty-two  percent  moved  U.S.  jobs 
out  of  the  country. 

With  the  legislation  that  the  gen- 
tleman firom  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Green- 
wood] and  the  gentleman  ttoia  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Burr]  are  discussing  to- 
night with  their  colleagues  from  the 
Committee  on  Commerce,  we  will  stop 
that.  The  jobs  will  return,  the  discov- 
eries will  be  made  earlier,  and  our  pa- 
tients will  be  the  beneficiaries. 

So  by  working  together  with  Com- 
missioner Kessler.  Republicans  and 
Democrats  together.  House  and  Senate 
Members  together,  working  with  the 
White  House,  we  will  have  FDA  reform 
this  year  in  the  104th  Congress,  and 
then  we  will  be  able  to  go  back  to  our 
districts  and  say  that  we  really  passed 
important,  bipartisan  legislation  that 
will  improve  the  health  care  of  every 
American. 

I  thank  the  gentlemen  for  their  lead- 
ership, and  for  allowing  me  to  join 
them  in  this  important  special  order. 

Mr.  GREENWOOD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman.  What  I  would 
like  those  Americans  who  are  listening 
to  us  and  watching  us  on  C-Span  to- 
night to  think  about  is  to  imagine  that 
their  mother  or  father,  their  elderly 
parent,  lies  in  a  bed  in  a  hospital,  with 


a  condition  that  is  fatal,  and  the  doc- 
tor takes  you  outside  the  room  and 
says.  "It  does  not  look  good  for  your 
mom  or  your  dad.  It  does  not  look  like 
he  or  she  is  going  to  make  it,"  and 
why. 

And  you  say,  "Isn't  there  anything 
that  you  can  do?"  And  the  doctor  says, 
"Well,  there  is  a  device  that  has  been 
developed  in  our  country,  it  has  been 
tested  in  Europe,  and  it  seems  to  be 
working  in  cases  just  like  this,  in 
France  and  in  England  and  in  Italy. 
And  if  I  had  that,  if  it  was  legal  for  me 
to  use  that,  I  would  take  your  mom  or 
your  dad  to  surgery  right  away,  we 
would  Implant  that  device,  and  I  think 
the  prognosis  would  be  excellent.  But 
it  has  not  been  approved  by  the  Food 
and  Drug  Administration,  it  has  been 
sitting  there  for  years,  and  until  I  can 
get  it,  there  is  nothing  I  can  do." 

Or  imagrine  your  little  child,  boy  or 
girl,  the  same  situation,  in  a  hospital, 
suffering,  and  as  a  parent  you  want  to 
relieve  that  suffering.  And  the  doctor 
tells  you  that  there  is  a  drug,  there  is 
a  medicine,  it  is  a  wonderful  medicine 
that  has  fixed  these  kids  up  elsewhere 
in  the  world,  but  we  cannot  get  it 
through  the  FDA.  It  is  still  bogrged 
down  there.  "If  I  could  only  get  that,  I 
could  relieve  your  child's  suffering  or 
save  his  life." 

I  think  if  Americans  picture  them- 
selves in  that  situation  as  sons  and 
daughters  of  their  elderly  parents,  or 
thinking  about  their  husband  or  their 
wife  in  that  situation,  or  in  the  worst 
case  of  all,  a  small  child,  they  would 
say,  somebody  has  to  take  care  of  this. 

That  is  what  we  are  doing.  That  is 
what  we  are  trying  to  do.  We  are  trsring 
to  say  that  the  U.S.  Congress  needs  to 
take  an  agency  that  has  been  aroimd 
for  90  years,  doing  some  very  good 
work,  and  bring  it  into  the  next  cen- 
tviry,  so  that  the  spectacular  and  won- 
derful drugs  that  are  being  developed 
by  the  brightest  and  most  dedicated 
people  in  our  country,  who  want  noth- 
ing other  than  to  save  those  lives,  to 
relieve  that  suffering,  to  get  that  prod- 
uct through  the  Food  and  Drug  Admin- 
istration, make  sure  that  it  is  safe, 
make  sure  that  it  works,  and  get  it  to 
those  patients  as  quickly  as  i>ossible. 

If  we  do  that,  and  we  do  that  because 
we  put  politics  aside  and  say  that  Re- 
publicans and  Democrats  will  work  to- 
gether, we  will  hold  hands  on  this,  we 
will  get  it  done  and  we  will  all  go  over 
to  the  White  House,  Republicans  and 
Democrats,  for  the  bill  signing  cere- 
mony, that  will  have  made  my  stay  in 
this  Congress  worthwhile. 

Mr.  BURR.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  continue  to  yield,  I  think 
the  interesting  thing  here  is  that  we 
are  convicted  to  make  sure  that  this 
legislation  passes  and  gets  a  Presi- 
dential signature.  Why?  It  is  because 
we  have  seen  the  human  face  that  we 
need  to  apply  to  the  problem.  Bureauc- 
racy never  tends  to  see  the  human  face. 


I  think  for  many  people  who  listen  to- 
night, they  may  wonder,  you  are  Mem- 
bers of  Congress.  What  do  you  know 
about  reforming  the  FDA? 

The  number  of  hearingrs  in  oversight 
and  investigation,  and  I  would  say  to 
my  colleague,  Jm  you  were  there,  the 
number  of  hours  that  we  spent  once  we 
had  the  first  draft  of  this  legislation,  I 
believe  17  hours  in  2  days,  where  we 
brought  people  in  from  all  over  the 
country  who  could  lend  their  expertise 
to  the  language  and  to  the  intent,  and 
to  assure  the  efficacy  and  the  safety,  it 
all  exists  in  this  one  package.  For 
once,  we  have  seen  the  process  work 
exactly  like  it  is  supposed  to. 

But  to  an  agency  that  I  continue  to 
hear  the  same  remarks  that  I  hear 
from  other  agencies,  "We  are  making 
changes.  Let  it  work.  Let  it  happen.  It 
will  fix  itself,"  it  only  reminds  me  of  a 
statement  that  a  gentleman  made  sev- 
eral years  ago,  that  a  fool  is  one  that 
believes  you  can  continue  to  do  the 
same  thing  and  expect  a  different  re- 
sult. In  fact,  we  have  to  change  cul- 
turally and  fundamentally  what  we  do 
if  we  want  to  expect  a  different  result. 

I  carry  in  my  voting  card  wallet  a 
statement  that  I  think  is  very  appro- 
priate, that  is  printed  at  the  Jefferson 
Memorial.  I  will  read  it  just  very  brief- 
ly. It  is  Jefferson's  words:  "I  am  not  an 
advocate  of  frequent  change  in  laws 
and  constitutions,  but  laws  and  institu- 
tions must  go  hand  in  hand  with  the 
progress  of  the  himmn  mind.  As  that 
becomes  more  developed,  more  enlight- 
ened, as  new  discoveries  are  made,  new 
truths  discovered  and  manners  and 
opinions  change,  with  the  change  of 
circimistances,  institutions  must  ad- 
vance also  to  keep  pace  with  the 
times." 

Mr.  Speaker,  tonight  we  are  keeping 
pace  with  the  times. 

Mr.  GREENWOOD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentlemen  who  have  partici- 
pated in  the  special  order.  I  think  we 
are  going  to  make  this  a  textbook  ex- 
ample of  how  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  can  put  iwlitics  aside 
completely  and  utterly,  work  with 
Democrats  and  Republicans 

evenhandedly,  put  a  bill  into  law  that 
will  save  thousands  of  lives,  and  I  look 
forward  to  the  bill  signing  ceremony. 

Mr.  TOWNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to 
participate  In  this  evening's  special  order  on 
FDA  reform.  On  March  29,  three  "FDA  re- 
form" bills  were  introduced  to  amend  the 
Food,  Drug  and  Cosmetics  Act  with  respect  to 
the  regulation  of  drugs  and  biological  prod- 
ucts, foods  arxj  animal  drugs  and  medical  de- 
vices. 

I  believe  tfiat  three  bills  offer  an  eamest  and 
responsible  approach  to  the  reform  of  FDA 
regulations  and  procedures  which  govem  a 
variety  of  very  different  and  distinct  products 
and  industries.  These  legislative  reforms  rec- 
ognize the  need  to  streamline  the  operations 
of  the  Food  and  Dmg  Administration  while  giv- 
ing the  agency  ultimate  authority  to  protect  the 
public's  health. 


May  29,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


12617 


Under  the  reform  approach  now  before  the 
Commerce  Committee,  the  FDA  would  also  be 
responsible  for  getting  new  products  on  the 
market  through  a  prompt,  efficient  review  and 
approval  process.  This  effort  responds  to  the 
agency's  critics  who  argue  that  ttie  current 
product  approval  process  slows  down  the 
availatjiiity  of  safe  and  effective  products.  It  is 
an  approach  which  I  believe  will  still  protect 
the  public  health  but  it  will  also  enhance 
American  companies'  ability  to  be  nmre  conv 
petitive  in  the  intematonal  marketplace. 

That  is  why  I  am  supporting  these  legislative 
reforms  and  also  why  I  am  the  principal  co- 
sponsor  of  H.R.  3200,  introduced  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr. K lug],  to  address 
rieeded  changes  in  the  food  and  animal  drug 
areas. 

H.R.  3200  proposed  changes  to  the  latjeling 
of  Foods  and  the  approval  process  for  animal 
drugs.  The  cun-ent  standard  which  subjects 
health  claims  to  the  same  scrutiny  that  is  ap- 
plied to  drugs  is  simply  not  warranted.  In  addi- 
tion, the  food  additive  petition  process,  whk:h 
has  allowed  200  petitions  to  languish,  is  in 
dire  need  of  revision.  Last  year,  an  investiga- 
tive report  by  the  Subcommittee  on  Human 
Resources  and  Intergovemmental  Relations 
found  that  reviewers  requested  too  much  data 
tfiat  was  not  even  used  to  determine  the  safe- 
ty of  a  food  additive.  Irrelevant  data  only  adds 
unnecessary  cost  arxJ  depresses  investments 
in  new  food  ingredients  and  technologies.  This 
"zero  risk"  management  approach  could  be  di- 
rectly attritjuted  to  ttie  influence  of  the  Delaney 
clause  which  almost  everyone  agrees  is  no 
longer  reflective  to  today's  best  scientific 
measurements.  The  findings,  in  this  report 
support  the  proposed  change  in  H.R.  3200 
from  zero  risk  to  a  ''negligit>le  risk"  standard. 

H.R.  3200  also  incorporates  ttie  provisions 
of  H.R.  2508,  to  modernize  the  requirements 
for  the  regulatkin  of  animal  drugs.  The  time 
frame  for  approval  is  shortened  from  180  days 
to  90  days.  In  additkjn  to  these  provisk>ns,  the 
bill  provides  for  the  regulatkxi  of  certain  drugs 
through  a  "veterinary  feed  directive"  regulation 
for  medicated  feeds  to  be  issued  by  a  veteri- 
narian. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  hope  that  the  three  re- 
form bills  currently  under  conskieration  wiH  re- 
tain FDA  as  a  strong  and  viable  agency  that 
has  the  necessary  resources  to  ensure  prod- 
uct quality.  It  is  also  my  expectation,  fiowever, 
tfiat  these  reforms  will  make  FDA  a  strong 
partner,  rather  than  an  impediment,  in  making 
useful  technology  and  products  to  market 

WHAT  MAKES  AMERICA  GREAT? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Rohr- 
ABACHER]  is  recognized  for  60  minutes. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today  I  would  like  to  begin  my  talk 
here  with  a  question  of  why  do  we 
think  that  America  is  a  great  country. 
I  would  like  people  who  are  listening 
and  the  people  who  are  perhaps  reading 
this  in  the  Congressional  Recx)RD  to 
ask  themselves  why  they  think  that 
America  is  such  a  great  country. 

Is  it  because  we  have  a  powerful  mili- 
tary? No,  that  could  not  be  the  answer. 


could  it,  because  there  are  a  lot  of 
great  countries?  There  are  a  lot  of 
countries  in  the  world  that  have  strong 
militaries,  powerful  militaries.  Yet. 
they  are  not  great  countries.  They  are 
not  countries  that  we  would  wish  to 
identify  with. 

Is  it  because  we  have  a  lot  of  big 
companies,  a  lot  of  industrial  compa- 
nies in  the  United  States?  No.  They 
have  a  lot  of  big  firms  and  big  compa- 
nies in  other  parts  of  the  world  that 
are  pretty  despicable  parts  of  the 
world.  In  fact,  there  are  big  companies 
at  different  places  in  the  world  that  no 
American  would  want  to  live? 

Perhaps  it  is  because  we  have  a  l>eau- 
tiful  flag,  and  we  have  the  red,  white, 
and  blue,  that  is  sitting  tyehind  the  po- 
dium there.  A  beautiful  flag  does  not 
make  a  great  country,  nor  does  a  big 
military  or  a  powerful  military  make  a 
great  country. 

Certainly  one  of  the  factors  that 
make  a  society  a  great  country  is  the 
fact  that  people  have  a  certain  degree 
of  freedom,  and  that  was  one  of  the 
guiding  principles  that  led  to  the  for- 
mation of  the  United  States  200  years 
ago,  when  our  Founding  Fathers  strug- 
gled for  liberty  and  for  independence. 

But  America  is  not  just  a  free  coun- 
try. America  is  a  prosperous  country  as 
well,  but  it  is  not  just  a  prosperous 
country  for  a  few  people.  It  has  a  pros- 
perity that  has  impacted  on  the  lives  of 
the  common  man  and  woman.  Yes,  in 
this  country  we  have  freedom.  Every- 
one, every  individual,  has  the  right  to 
vote,  to  speak,  to  pray;  basically,  to 
control  his  or  her  own  destiny.  These 
things  are  important  to  what  is  great 
about  America. 

Even  our  poor  people,  however,  which 
is  another  factor,  live  a  decent  life.  In 
America,  a  working  person,  an  average 
working  person,  if  he  or  she  is  willing 
to  work  and  to  try  and  to  live  an  hon- 
est life,  they  can  live  a  decent  life  eco- 
nomically. This,  too,  is  part  of  the 
American  dream,  because  what  we  have 
in  America,  what  essentially  makes 
America  great,  is  our  freedom  and  the 
opportunity  of  our  people,  the  oppor- 
tunity to  live  in  a  certain  degree  of 
prosperity.  And  our  people  have,  in- 
deed, lived  more  abundant  lives  than 
anyone  else  in  the  history  of  the  world. 
Here,  wealth  is  abundant  enough  so 
that  the  average  person  lives  a  good 
life. 

Home  ownership  in  this  country  is 
more  widespread  than  in  almost  any 
society  in  the  world.  People  own  their 
own  cars.  Some  of  these  things  are  con- 
sidered miraculous  in  other  parts  of 
the  world,  where  only  a  chosen  elite,  a 
very  few  people,  get  to  participate  in 
this,  the  blessings  of  America.  In  this 
country,  our  people  select  their  own 
job,  even.  That  is  not  the  case  in  many 
other  countries. 

D  2145 
In  our  country,  what  we  see  is  even 
the  most  arduous  phjrsical  labor  is  as- 


sisted by  machines,  and  this  is  part  of 
the  history  of  our  country.  Many  peo- 
ple say,  well,  the  reason  America  has 
done  so  well  is  because  our  people  work 
so  hard  and  they  have  always  been 
hardworking  people.  Well,  that  is  not 
really  true.  There  are  hardworking 
people  all  over  the  world.  Yet  very  few 
societies  have  prospered  and  have  en- 
joyed the  freedom  that  we  have  here  in 
the  United  States. 

No,  what  we  have  done  in  the  United 
States  is  ensure  that  our  working  peo- 
ple are  assisted  by  machines  and  that 
the  work  that  they  do  is  multiplied, 
the  product  of  their  labor  is  multiplied 
by  technology.  Basically  ours  is  a  his- 
tory of  technology  being  brought  to 
play  to  help  save  the  backbreaking 
pain  of  our  working  people. 

I  recently  came  across  a  story  of  one 
of  the  early  patents  in  the  United 
States.  It  is  not  really  all  that  early  of 
a  patent.  It  was  issued  March  20  of  1883. 
It  was  a  patent  that  was  issued  to  Jan 
Matzeliger  and  two  investors  who  had 
invested  in  his  project. 

What  was  his  project?  What  was  his 
patent  all  about?  It  was  a  machine  that 
revolutionized  the  manufacturing  of 
shoes.  Most  people  just  take  shoes  for 
granted,  but  before  this  machine  was 
invented,  many  people  of  the  United 
States  never  wore  shoes.  In  fact,  the 
price  of  shoes  was  out  of  reach.  Most 
people  owned  shoes,  maybe  one  pair  of 
shoes  for  their  entire  life. 

But  within  a  few  years  of  Mr. 
Matzeliger's  invention  being  brought 
to  play,  the  price  of  shoes  in  our  coun- 
try dropped  by  50  percent.  Ordinary 
people  were  able  to  afford  shoes  for 
their  feet.  We  just  take  this  for  granted 
today. 

We  also  take  for  granted  machines 
like  Eli  Whitney's  reaper  or  the  elec- 
tric light  bulb,  or  how  about  Rol)ert 
Fulton's  steam  engine?  By  the  way. 
Rot)ert  Fulton  never  invented  the 
steam  engine.  If  you  look  back  at  Rol>- 
ert  Fulton,  not  only  did  he  not  invent 
the  steam  engine,  he  also  was  not  the 
first  one  to  ever  put  a  steam  engine 
onto  a  ship. 

Rol>ert  Fulton  put  a  steam  engine  on 
a  ship  and  they  called  him  a  great  in- 
ventor. Well,  the  fact  is  that  the  Ger- 
mans had  put  a  steam  engine  on  a  ship 
long  before,  but  it  had  never  been 
brought  to  play  in  their  economy  be- 
cause special  interest  groups  in  the 
German  economy  refused  to  permit 
that  steam  engine  on  that  ship  fl*om 
being  used  l>ecause  it  would  displace 
people  from  work. 

In  the  United  States  we  saw  it  as  a 
means  of  ending  the  terrible  labor,  the 
painful  labor  of  pushing  ships  with 
sticks  through  the  water.  Our  society 
welcomed  technology  and  the  German 
society  did  not. 

In  fact,  even  the  Germans  were  not 
the  first  ones  to  invent  the  steam  en- 
gine. The  steam  engine  was  invented 
by  the  Greeks  in  ancient  times.  Maybe 
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you  will  remember  seeing  a  picture  of  a 
steam  engine,  an  early  steam  engine 
which  revolved  like  this  over  a  fire. 
That  was  invented  by  the  Greeks,  but 
in  the  Greek  marketplace,  relieving 
the  pressure  of  work  and  the  burden  of 
work  on  so  many  people  like  the  steam 
engine  would  have  done  was  not  some- 
thing that  was  thought  to  be  a  worthy 
goal. 

So  the  steam  engines  were  passed  up 
by  the  Greeks  and  by  the  German  boat- 
men. But  it  was  Robert  Fulton  that 
revolutionized  the  world  and  created 
steamboats  which  changed  the  world. 

Thomas  Jefferson,  Ben  Franklin,  so 
many  of  our  Founding  Fathers  were 
technologists  because  they  believed  in 
fi^eedom  and  technology,  they  believed 
that  technology  would  change  the 
world  just  as  democracy  would  change 
the  world.  In  fact,  creating  a  patent  of- 
fice was  written  into  our  Constitution. 
Can  you  imagine  that?  Over  200  years 
ago,  our  Founding  Fathers  wrote  that 
there  would  be  an  office  to  patent  new 
technologies  and  that  was  mandated  in 
the  basic  law  of  the  land,  the  Constitu- 
tion. 

That  is  because  our  Founding  Fa- 
thers saw  ours  as  a  society  that  would 
be  unlike  any  other  society  ever  in  the 
history  of  mankind.  They  saw  that 
America  would  be  a  land  of  liberty, 
where  the  rights  of  aU  would  be  pro- 
tected, and  they  believed  that  prosper- 
ity would  follow  because  it  would  be 
not  just  the  prosperity  of  the  few  but 
the  prosperity  of  the  many. 

Well,  how  could  that  be  possible?  If 
they  thought  they  were  going  to  create 
a  firee  society,  how  could  they  think 
that  a  free  society  and  a  firee  people 
could  ever  compete  with  slave  labor?  In 
fact,  we  had  slave  labor  in  a  large  por- 
tion of  our  country,  so  how  could  free- 
dom work? 

Well,  how  freedom  could  work  and 
compete,  and  how  we  could  convince 
ourselves  to  get  rid  of  the  evil  of  slav- 
ery in  the  United  States,  was  that  free 
people  can  compete  with  slave  labor. 
Free  people  can  compete  with  re- 
pressed citizens  of  other  parts  of  the 
world,  as  in  China  today,  if  the  fi^e 
people  have  the  technology  they  need 
to  do  the  job.  The  technology  was  the 
key  to  freedom  and  prosperity.  They 
saw  that. 

Interestingly  enough,  Mr.  Matzeliger, 
whom  I  just  mentioned,  Jan 
Matzeliger,  was  a  black  American,  and 
he  invented  a  machine,  as  I  said,  that 
changed  the  life  of  all  Americans.  He 
invented  a  machine  that  made  it  pos- 
sible for  Americans  to  have  decent 
lives  because  they  were  able  to  afford 
shoes. 

And  at  a  time  when  the  rights  of 
other  black  Americans  and  all  black 
Americans  were  actually  being  tread 
upon,  were  being  attacked,  his  right  as 
an  American  to  own  his  patent  was  not 
abridged.  His  patent  rights  were  pro- 
tected, even  though  he  was  a  black 
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American  and  many  of  the  rights  of 
black  Americans  of  those  days  were 
not  being  recognized  and  not  being  pro- 
tected. That  is  how  strongly  the  United 
States  felt  about  technology  and  about 
our  rights  to  own  the  technology  that 
we  develop,  because  it  is  so  important 
for  new  technologies  to  be  developed 
and  for  that  incentive  to  be  into  the 
system. 

It  was  America's  ingenuity  as  our 
Foimding  Fathers  foresaw  and  as  we 
can  see  ourselves  in  retrospect,  it  was 
America's  ingenuity  that  has  proven 
our  most  valuable  asset. 

Well,  in  the  middle  of  the  last  cen- 
tiiry,  Americans  were  given  a  guaran- 
teed patent  term  of  17  years.  That  pat- 
ent by  that  great  black  American  who 
invented  this  machine  that  provided 
shoes  for  all  of  us,  once  his  patent  was 
issued,  he  received  a  guarantee,  he  and 
his  investors,  that  that  patent  would 
be  recognized  for  17  years  and  he  would 
be  able  to  benefit  from  it.  Mr. 
Matzeliger  had  lived  a  life  of  depriva- 
tion before  he  invented  that  machine, 
and  he  lived  a  decent  life  after  that  in 
Philadelphia.  He  lived  a  life  not  of  lux- 
ury, not  of  opulence  but  a  decent  life 
and  he  was  a  gentleman  and  recognized 
so  by  his  conununity  and  he  left  a  siz- 
able estate  to  the  church  when  he  died, 
because  he  had  been  able  to  receive  the 
benefits  of  his  invention  and  this  was 
thought  to  be  so  important  for  all 
Americans.  This  was  a  right.  It  was  a 
right,  a  guaranteed  right  of  17  years  to 
benefit  from  anything  that  you  in- 
vented. It  was  a  right  just  like  any 
other  economic  right  or  just  like  any 
other  political  right  or  social  right. 
This  17-year  guaranteed  patent  term 
served  us  well  for  over  a  century. 
Americans,  in  fact,  have  had  tradition- 
ally the  strongest  patent  protection  of 
any  nation  of  the  world.  That  is  why 
we  prospered.  That  is  why  the  Amer- 
ican people  have  lived  well  when  huge 
numbers  of  people  in  other  countries 
have  been  living  in  poverty  and  living 
lives  of  desperation. 

If  we  did  not  have  a  strong  patent 
system,  if  we  were  not  the  ones  devel- 
oping the  shoe  machines,  our  people 
also  would  have  lived  in  poverty,  would 
have  lived  in  repression.  I  am  here  to- 
night to  warn  the  American  people 
that  the  technology  laws  that  have 
been  so  vital  to  o\ir  Nation's  prosperity 
and  to  our  standard  of  living,  to  the 
standard  of  living  of  all  of  our  people, 
is  being  fundamentally  changed,  it  is 
being  changed  in  a  way  that  they  are 
not  aware  of  and  will  have  repercus- 
sions on  their  standard  of  living  and  it 
is  happening  as  we  speak.  Patent  rights 
enjoyed  by  Americans  for  over  a  cen- 
tury are  being  eliminated.  The  idea  of 
a  guaranteed  patent  term  which  has 
been  the  right  of  Americans  is  being 
eliminated.  Americaxis  will  find  that 
rights  that  they  have  taken  for  grant- 
ed, prosperity  that  they  have  taken  for 
granted,  is  changing,  that  something  is 


being  diminished  and  they  just  cannot 
figure  out  what  it  is  that  is  happening 
to  their  country.  Were  we  not  always 
the  leader  in  technology?  What  has 
happened?  In  the  years  ahead,  Ameri- 
cans will  never  know  what  the  change 
was  because  it  is  happening  today  very 
quietly.  And  it  will  have  serious  and 
sorrowful  consequences  upon  the  peo- 
ple, future  generations  of  Americans 
and  perhaps  on  this  generation  of 
young  Americans. 

It  started  only  a  short  time  ago, 
right  after  Mr.  Clinton  was  elected,  he 
sent  the  head  of  our  patent  office, 
Bruce  Lehman,  to  Japan.  There  Mr. 
Lehman  signed  an  agreement,  to, 
quote,  harmonize  our  patent  laws  with 
those  of  Japan.  Here  you  have  an 
unelected  official  who  agreed  to  change 
our  laws  in  a  way  which  dramatically 
diminished  our  rights,  rights  that  had 
been  Americans  for  over  100  years,  a 
guaranteed  patent  term,  a  right  to 
guaranteed  patent  term  of  17  years. 

By  the  way,  the  Japanese  did  not 
have  that,  of  course.  That  is  why  we 
had  to  change  this  patent  term.  We  had 
to  eliminate  this  guaranteed  patent 
term  that  Americans  had,  because  that 
is  not  what  the  Japanese  system  is 
like.  The  Japanese  system  is  different. 
So  the  Agreement  that  Mr.  Lehman 
signed  was  an  agreement  to  harmonize 
our  patent  laws  and  instead  of  bringing 
their  system  up  to  our  standard  of  pro- 
tection for  the  individual,  Mr.  Lehman 
agreed  to  bring  down  the  protection  en- 
joyed by  Americans  to  the  much  lower 
level  of  the  Japanese. 

If  you  might  remember,  the  Japanese 
are  not  well  known  for  their  many  in- 
ventions. I  remember  reading  about 
Admiral  Perry  landing  in  Japan.  Admi- 
ral Perry  landed  in  Japan  and  brought 
a  little  train  with  him.  Do  you  remem- 
ber that?  He  brought  a  little  piece  of 
American  technology  of  the  day  and 
the  Japanese  proceeded  to  copy  it,  be- 
cause the  Japanese  are  known  to  copy 
but  they  are  not  know  to  invent.  Where 
we  have  something  like  100  Nobel  lau- 
reates for  scientific  achievements,  they 
have  5.  That  is  because  in  Japan,  the 
system  they  have  established,  their 
patent  system,  their  system  of  dealing 
with  ingenuity  and  new  ideas  was  a 
ssrstem  that  was  set  up  for  the,  quote, 
collective  good,  which,  of  course, 
means  the  big  guys  who  run  the  system 
are  running  it  for  themselves  and  they 
run  roughshod  over  the  common  people 
of  Japan.  That  is  what  we  have  done. 
We  have  harmonized  our  system  to  be 
like  that.  Is  that  not  wonderful?  Does 
that  not  make  everybody  think  that  is 
it  not  a  great  thing  now  that  we  going 
to  have  a  system  like  Japan's?  Forget 
it. 

If  we  had  harmonized  our  political 
rights  with  another  country  and 
brought  the  level  of  legal  protection  of 
our  rights  down,  there  would  have  been 
a  revolt.  What  would  have  happened, 
for  example,  if  we  signed  an  agreement 
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with  Singapore  saying,  well,  let  us  har- 
monize our  laws  here  and  what  we  are 
going  to  do  is  we  will  become  more  like 
Singapore  and  that  means  that  we  will 
have  certain  restrictions  on  freedom  of 
religion  and  the  press  and  rights  to 
speak  and  that  will  make  us  like 
Singapore. 

Americans  would  never  accept  that. 
They  would  say,  "That's  too  impor- 
tant. You  can't  diminish  our  rights 
that  way." 

However,  what  is  happening  right 
now  very  quietly  is  the  diminishing  of 
basically  intellectual  property  rights, 
the  gxiaranteed  patent  term,  which  will 
have  a  much  more  dramatic  impact  on 
the  life  of  the  American  people  than 
what  I  just  described  ais  a  harmoni- 
zation with  Singapore.  And  what  will 
happen  is  we  will  turn  around  and  we 
will  never  know  what  hit  us. 

This  change  is  more  insidious  than 
anything  I  have  ever  seen  during  my  8 
years  in  the  House  and  during  my  7 
years  before  that  in  the  White  House, 
and  during  my  10  years  before  that  in 
and  out  of  journalism. 

The  first  blow  of  this  underhanded 
maneuver  to  quote,  harmonize  our 
laws,  that  protect  the  patent  rights  of 
our  people  so  they  will  be  like  Japan 
came  2  years  ago  when  a  seemingly  in- 
nocuous change  about  patent  term  was 
snuck  into  the  GATT  implementation 
legislation.  I  say  snuck,  because  there 
was  nothing  in  GATT  that  required  us 
to  change  the  length  of  our  patent 
term  the  way  it  was  presented.  What 
they  did  is  put  something  into  the 
GATT  implementation  legislation  that 
was  not  required  by  GATT. 

Many  American  people  do  not  under- 
stand and  say,  "Well,  what  does  that 
have  to  do  with  anything?"  What  it  has 
to  do  with  it  is  the  Members  of  this 
Congress  voted  for  a  thing  called  fast 
track. 
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I  voted  for  fast  track.  I  voted  for  fast 
track  because  I  believed  that  setting 
up  a  world  trading  system  was  impor- 
tant and  that  if  part  of  what  that 
would  do  is  that  would  say  that  when 
the  President  came  back  to  us  with  an 
agreement,  with  his  international  trad- 
ing agreement,  we  would  then  just  vote 
on  that  agreement  and  it  would  be  all 
or  nothing.  We  could  not  amend  it. 
Thus  it  is  called  fast  track.  We  could 
not  amend  and  would  have  to  vote  up 
or  down  on  the  bill.  But  part  of  the 
agreement  that  we  thought  we  had  by 
giving  the  President  fast  track  was 
that  nothing  would  be  put  in  the  GATT 
implementation  legislation  on  that 
vote  that  was  not  absolutely  required 
by  GATT. 

So  in  order  to  achieve  this  change  in 
the  patent  law  here,  which  was  not  re- 
quired by  GATT,  they  snuck  it  into  the 
implementation  legislation  so  that  in 
order  for  us  to  defeat  it,  this  body 
would  have  to  vote  against  the  entire 


world  trading  system.  Well,  does  that 
sound  like  a  Democratic  maneuver? 
This  was  the  most  underhanded  maneu- 
ver that  I  had  ever  seen,  especially  for 
a  change  that  will  have  long-term  im- 
plications for  the  well-being  of  our 
country. 

The  change,  as  I  say,  seemed  inno- 
cent enough.  In  fact,  the  change  in  the 
GATT  implementation  legislation 
sounded  like  it  was  expanding  the 
length  of  our  patent  term.  Tradition- 
ally, as  I  have  said,  when  someone  ap- 
plies for  a  patent,  no  matter  how  long 
it  takes  them  to  get  that  patent,  it  will 
be  17  years  of  protection  that  they 
have  to  recoup  their  investment  and  to 
profit  from  their  invention  after  the 
patent  is  issued.  So  after  that  patent  is 
issued,  they  will  have  17  years. 

That  is  what  we  have  had  for  over  a 
century.  That  is  the  incentive  people 
have  had  to  invest  in  new  technologies. 
That  is  what  incentive  people  have 
had,  like  this  black  gentleman  who  in- 
vented the  shoemaking  machine,  who 
lived  years  in  deprivation  in  order  to 
invent  the  machine,  because  he  knew 
he  would  benefit  for  17  years  of  owner- 
ship after  that  machine  was  put  on  to 
the  market  and  he  was  issued  his  pat- 
ent. 

Well,  they  changed  that.  They 
changed.  They  eliminated  that  guaran- 
teed patent  term,  and,  in  exchange, 
what  do  we  have?  We  were  given  a  pat- 
ent term  that  is  20  years  from  filing. 
Now,  does  that  sound  like  they  are  ex- 
tending your  patent  term?  Well,  no;  in 
fact,  what  is  happening  is  that  the  20- 
year-from-filing  term  means  that  once 
you  have  filed  for  your  intent,  20  years 
later,  no  matter  how  long  it  takes  you 
to  be  issued  your  patent,  you  have  no 
patent  rights  left. 

So  that  means  if  it  takes  10  to  15 
years,  as  nmny  breakthrough  tech- 
nologies have  taken,  a  long  time  to  get 
their  patent  issued,  because  sometimes 
in  these  modem  technologies  they  are 
hard  to  understand;  20  years  from  filing 
means  that  if  it  takes  them  15  years  to 
get  their  patent  issued,  they  have  only 
got  5  years  left  of  protection.  Five 
years  left  of  protection. 

That  means  that  every  inventor, 
then,  like  in  Japan,  is  totally  vulner- 
able to  the  bureaucracy  and  totally 
vulnerable  to  big  interest  groups  that 
might  try  to  interfere  with  the  process; 
might  try  to  stop  the  patent  from 
being  issued  in  one  way  or  another. 

No,  what  we  did  in  the  GATT  imple- 
mentation legislation  to  the  patent 
term  was  the  most  dramatic  attack  on 
patent  rights,  on  fundamental  right  of 
Americans  that  I  have  seen  in  my  life- 
time. But  because  no  one  could  under- 
stand it,  it  just  slipped  right  on  by. 
And  as  I  say,  I  supported  the  fast 
track,  and  I  never  felt  more  betrayed 
than  when  I  realized  what  had  been  put 
into  that  GATT  implementation  legris- 
lation  when  it  was  not  even  required  by 
those  negotiations. 


Well,  when  I  began  to  complain  about 
it,  I  was  promised  by  the  House  leader- 
ship, by  the  Republican  leadership  of 
the  House,  that  there  would  be  a 
chance  to  correct  this  problem  and 
that  we  would  have  a  chance  to  vote  on 
restoring  the  guaranteed  patent  term. 
That  was  the  promise  made  to  me.  So 
I  put  together  a  piece  of  legislation, 
H.R.  359,  that  restores  the  guaranteed 
patent  term,  the  right  of  a  guaranteed 
patent  term  of  17  years  to  the  Amer- 
ican people.  It  has  202  cosponsors.  That 
piece  of  legislation  was  bottled  up  in  a 
subcommittee  for  almost  a  year  and  a 
half;  not  permitted  to  move  to  the 
floor  for  a  vote.  And  it  took  a  lot  of 
hell  raising  on  the  part  of  a  certain 
Member  of  Congress  to  make  sure  that 
system  started  to  move,  because  during 
that  year  and  a  half  an  exiwnsive  pub- 
lic relations  campaign  was  launched. 

Huge  multinational  corporations  and 
foreign  corporations,  as  well  as  giant 
American  corporations,  have  moved 
into  Washington,  DC.  and  started  an 
attack  on  H.R.  359.  This  bill,  they  say, 
is  not  in  their  interest.  And  many 
Members  of  this  body  have  been,  actu- 
ally they  have  been  contacted  by  huge 
companies  saying,  well.  Congressman 
ROHRABACHER  does  not  know  what  he  is 
talking  about;  this  will  be  in  our  bene- 
fit. 

Well,  what  appears  to  have  happened 
is  that  corporate  America,  giant  cor- 
porate America,  that  has  ties  with 
multinational  corporations  and  loyal- 
ties all  over  the  world,  and  as  we  know 
those  loyalties  often  do  not  extend  to 
their  own  American  people,  they  would 
sell  out  the  jobs  of  American  people  in 
an  instant  in  order  to  get  a  10  percent 
higher  profit  margin  by  investing  in  a 
dictatorship  like  China,  well  these 
giant  corporate  American  interests 
signed  off  on  the  idea  of  diminishing 
American  patent  rights.  In  exchange 
for  what?  In  exchange  for  a  promise 
that  there  would  be  an  international 
system  now  which  will  recognize  some- 
what and  somewhat  enforce  America's 
ownership  of  certain  technologies  and 
of  patents.  Sort  of  a  recognition  of  pat- 
ents. 

Well,  what  is  happening  now  would 
be  very  equivalent  of  when  Japan 
began  signing  agreements  20  years  ago 
to  open  their  markets  to  the  United 
States;  that  if  instead  of  waiting  to  see 
if  Japan  would  actually  open  their 
markets,  instead  of  just  signing  pieces 
of  paper,  that  we  went  right  ahead  and 
gave  economic  concessions  to  the  Japa- 
nese that  changed  America's  ability  to 
compete  with  Japan.  It  is  absolute  non- 
sense. 

And  corporate  America  is  not.  is  not. 
I  repeat  not,  the  best  group  in  this 
country  to  decide  what  the  rights,  eco- 
nomic rights  of  our  people  should  be. 
Not  to  say  they  do  not  do  a  good  job. 
and  oftentimes  they  are,  yes,  profit- 
making  companies  of  world  scope,  but, 
quite  often  they  have  absolutely  no 
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commitment  to  the  freedom  and  ideals 
that  our  forefathers  talked  about.  They 
are  looking  at  the  bottom  line.  In  this 
particular  case  their  bottom  line  is 
very,  very  shortsighted,  and  really,  in 
the  end,  has  diminished  the  rights  of 
the  American  people  in  a  way  that  will 
dramatically  hurt  our  prosperity. 

Well,  the  second  shoe  during  this 
year  and  a  half  when  my  bill  was  bot- 
tled up,  the  second  shoe  has  fallen.  A 
bill  has  been  introduced,  H.R.  3460, 
which  finishes  the  harmonization,  com- 
pletes the  harmonization  that  we,  that 
our  government,  that  this  imelected  of- 
ficial, Mr.  Layman,  has  agreed  to  do, 
the  harmonization  of  our  patent  laws. 

What  does  H.R.  3460  do?  This  bill  is  so 
transparent  I  do  not  understand  how 
any  Member  of  Congress  could  vote  for 
it.  I  call  it  the  Steal  American  Tech- 
nologies Act.  And  I  hope  that  Members 
of  Congress  are  contacted  by  their  con- 
stituents about  this  bill.  3460,  the  Steal 
American  Technologies  Act,  because 
when  they  hear  what  this  bUl  does, 
common  sense  will  tell  them  what  is 
going  on;  that  we  are  in  the  process  of 
seeing  one  of  the  greatest  acts  of  thiev- 
ery from  the  United  States  of  America 
in  the  history  of  our  country. 

This  patent  bill,  this  supposed  patent 
bill,  H.R.  3460,  says  this:  that  if  our  in- 
ventors apply  for  a  patent,  18  months 
later,  whether  or  not  the  patent  has 
been  issued  to  the  applicant,  all  of  the 
details  of  that  patent  application, 
every  blueprint,  every  last  piece  of  in- 
formation, will  be  published  for  the 
world  to  see.  Now,  do  you  understand 
what  I  am  sasring?  This  law  is  an  open 
invitation  to  the  thieves  of  the  world 
to  steal  American  technology  from 
American  Inventors  even  before  our  in- 
ventors have  been  issued  thefr  patent. 

This  Is  the  same  mentality  at  the 
patent  office,  which  recently  led  our 
patent  office  to  give  its  entire  database 
to  the  Red  Chinese.  And  what  was  the 
excuse  when  we  were  asked,  well,  why 
did  you  do  that?  They  said,  well,  then 
they  will  know  what  technology  not  to 
steal. 

This  is  beyond  Imagination,  but  it 
should  be  understandable  to  the  com- 
mon sense  of  the  American  people.  I 
would  hope  that  they  know  that  in  this 
Democratic  process  they  can  talk  to 
their  Congressmen,  who  will  be  voting 
on  3460  and  voting  on  my  bill  as  a  sub- 
stitute, H.R.  359,  because  common 
sense  tells  you  that  before  you  issue  a 
patent  to  someone  you  do  not  disclose 
all  of  his  secrets. 

Ironically,  when  this  bill  was  going 
through  the  subcommittee.  I  was  sit- 
ting in  my  office  with  a  manufacturer 
of  solar  technology.  And  I  asked  him, 
and  this  is  at  the  same  moment  that 
the  subcommittee  was  passing  H.R. 
3460  out,  I  said  what  will  happen  if  this 
bill  actually  goes  into  law  and  when 
you  Hie  for  a  patent  after  18  months, 
whether  you  have  been  issued  the  pat- 
ent or  not.  that  it  gets  published  for 


the  whole  world?  And  his  face  reddened 
and  his  fist  balled  up  and  he  said.  Con- 
gressman, if  that  happens,  that  means 
that  my  technology,  that  we  have 
spent  so  much  time  to  develop  and  our 
investors  here  in  the  United  States 
have  invested  in,  that  means  my  com- 
petitors overseas,  the  Chinese  and  the 
Japanese,  or  anybody  else,  will  be  in 
production  of  my  technologry,  making  a 
profit  from  it,  before  I  am  issued  my 
patent  and  before  I  can  go  into  produc- 
tion. Which  means,  if  I  try  to  fight 
them  later,  they  will  be  using  the  prof- 
its from  my  technology  to  defeat  me 
and  probably  put  me  out  of  business. 

Talk  about  an  outrage.  It  does  not 
take  a  rocket  scientist  to  figure  out 
what  is  going  on  here.  American  tech- 
nology is  being  put  in  jeopardy.  For 
what?  To  harmonize  our  laws  with 
Japan.  And  in  Japan,  of  course,  when  a 
young  inventor  invents  something,  or  a 
poor  inventor  or  a  small  businessman 
invents  something,  in  Japan  over  these 
years,  the  big  companies  have  run 
roughshod  over  those  average  people 
and  stolen  their  wealth  and  stolen 
their  technology,  and  they  know  not  to 
raise  their  head  up  and  to  protest. 

By  the  way,  there  are  other  parts  of 
this  H.R.  3460,  the  Steal  American 
Technologies  Act.  Know  what  the  other 
parts  are?  They  are  not  only  going  to 
attacks  the  rights  of  American  citizens 
to  a  guaranteed  patent  term,  they  are 
not  only  going  to  take  an  inventor's 
rights  away  from  him  to  have  his  in- 
vention secret  until  he  is  issued  a  pat- 
ent, but  they  are  going  to  change  the 
system,  the  government  system  itself. 

They  are  going  to  take  the  patent  of- 
fice and  they  are  going  to,  what  they 
call  corporatlze  it.  Now,  I  am  a  con- 
servative Republican.  I  am  all  in  favor 
of  privatization.  Now,  you  would  think, 
oh,  here  is  an  idea  where  you  take 
something  done  by  the  govenmient  and 
take  it  over  to  the  private  sector.  Well, 
I  was  Ronald  Reagan's  speech  writer.  I 
talked  about  privatization  all  the  time. 
You  would  think  I  would  be  in  favor  of 
it. 
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Well,  it  is  just  like  the  foolishness  of 
changing  the  patent  term  to  20  years. 
That  did  not  help  us  either.  What  it 
was  was  20  years  that  ends  up  with  5  or 
6  years  of  protection  for  breakthrough 
technologies. 

No,  this  type  of  corporatization  they 
have  in  mind  would  take  our  patent  of- 
fice, which  has  been  part  of  our  Gov- 
ernment since  the  founding  of  our  Con- 
stitution and  corporatlze  it.  What  does 
that  mean?  That  means  that  the  pat- 
ent examiners,  the  men  and  women 
who  make  judicial  decisions  as  to  what 
our  rights  are  to  new  properties  of 
technology,  they  are  defining  what 
your  property  rights  are  for  the  new 
technologies  that  are  being  created. 
Those  patent  examiners  are  going  to 
lose  thefr  civil  service  protection. 
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So  after  all  of  these  years,  after  100 
years  of  protection  for  our  patent  ex- 
aminers, they  will  now  be  put  in  a  situ- 
ation where  outside  pressures  will  be 
brought  on  them  because  they  do  not 
have  thefr  civil  service  protection. 
This  is  an  invitation  to  corruption.  We 
have  seen  an  invitation  to  steal  our 
technology  and  now  we  see  an  invita- 
tion to  corruption  by  opening  our  sys- 
tem up  to  pressures  that  it  has  never 
been  opened  up  to  before. 

In  one  fell  swoop,  our  international 
competitors  will  have  destroyed  the 
edge  that  we  had  on  the  world,  the  edge 
that  ensured  that  America  would  be 
not  only  a  land  of  freedom,  but  a  land 
of  prosperity  for  the  common  person. 
This  is  not  just  happening  on  its  own. 
There  are  powerful  forces  at  work  that 
are  behind  H.R.  3460,  the  Steal  Amer- 
ican Technology  Act,  and  are  trjring  to 
fundamentally  change  the  patent  sys- 
tem. 

Now,  why  is  this?  Why  would  they 
want  to  do  that?  They  would  want  to 
do  that  because  overseas  they  too  un- 
derstand that  the  development  of  new 
technology  has  been  America's  great- 
est leverage  in  our  competition  with 
the  rest  of  the  world. 

What  made  us  competitive?  what 
made  our  people  be  able  to  keep  thefr 
jobs  and  have  decent  standards  of  liv- 
ing in  the  past  was  because  we  had  ma- 
chines that  permitted  us  to  do  things 
that  could  not  be  done  overseas  cheap- 
er with  slave  labor.  And  that  is  ever 
more  true  as  we  enter  into  a  new  age 
where  technology  is  even  more  impor- 
tant. 

America  is  being  neutered  of  the  pat- 
ent protection  and  the  patent  system 
that  has  kept  our  people  free  and  pros- 
perous, and  future  generations,  maybe 
even  our  own  children,  will  say,  well, 
did  we  not  always  used  to  be  the  ones 
that  came  up  with  all  the  new  ideas? 
Weren't  we  the  ones  that  were  ahead  of 
the  game  because  we  were  on  the  cut- 
ting edge  of  technology? 

But  that  will  be  a  distant  memory 
because  we  will  have  changed  the  fun- 
damental laws  that  made  that  so  with 
America,  because  our  edge  was  not  be- 
cause we  were  of  any  particular  race  or 
religion  or  culture.  It  was  because  our 
laws  developed  around  the  spirit  of  in- 
dividualism and  creativity  and  freedom 
that  were  consistent  with  a  prosperous 
society.  And  now  we  are,  or  at  least  our 
leaders  are,  trying  to  harmonize  our 
laws  with  those  of  Japan.  That  is  not 
the  way  that  we  are  going  to  have  a 
better  life  for  our  people. 

This  is  a  desperate  fight.  Those  who 
are  opposing  the  Steal  American  Tech- 
nologies Act.  H.R.  3460.  do  not  have  the 
resources  of  these  big  corporations  who 
see  themselves  as  players  in  the  inter- 
national arena,  rather  than  people  who 
are  concerned  basically  about  the  well- 
being  of  American  people. 
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We  do  not  have  the  resources  to  fight 
them.  H.R.  359.  my  bill  that  would  re- 
store the  guaranteed  patent  term,  we 
have  got  very  few  resources  behind  us. 

And  even  though  we  have  had  202  co- 
sponsors,  we  have  not  been  able  to 
move  it  through  the  system.  I  would 
hope  that  the  American  people  know 
that  democracy  still  flourishes  here  be- 
cause they  can  get  involved.  It  is  not 
jvist  the  people  in  this  body.  It  is  not 
just  Members  of  Congress  who  will 
make  the  decision. 

If  people  actually  talk  to  their  Con- 
gressman, if  people  actually  go  and  ask 
their  Congressman,  Hey,  how  are  you 
going  to  vote  on  this  Steal  American 
Technologies  Act,  H.R.  3460?  They  will 
find  that  their  Congressman  is  also  lis- 
tening to  them. 

And  I  would  hope  that  we  can  prove 
that  our  democracy  still  fimctions  and 
it  is  not  just  powerful  interests  in 
Washington,  DC  who  want  to  har- 
monize our  laws  with  Japan  that  can 
guide  the  future  of  our  country. 

I  have  every  faith  in  this  country. 
With  technology,  we  will  continue  to 
be  the  land  of  liberty  that  our  fathers 
foresaw.  We  will  continue  to  be  that 
hope  of  the  world,  that  shining  city  on 
the  hill  where  even  the  average  people 
live  decent  lives  if  they  work  hard  and 
are  honest. 

But  this  will  not  happen  if  in  this 
new  age  of  technology  that  we  have 
changed  the  fundamental  laws  and  pro- 
tections that  have  assured  American 
progress  in  the  past. 

This  is  a  desperate  fight  and  it  is  a 
fight  not  that  many  Americans  under- 
stand. Patent  law  seems  such  a  boring 
subject.  In  fact,  I  cannot  get  on  talk 
radio  programs.  People,  ask  you  about 
this  and  they  say  latent  law?  Are  you 
crazy?  Patent  law,  it  is  a  very  difficult 
issue  to  understand  because  it  takes 
longer  than  10  seconds  to  describe  it. 

But  tonight  I  am  telling  you  that  we 
are  in  the  midst  of  a  battle  that  will 
make  all  the  difference.  If  this  scheme 
to  harmonize  our  technology  laws  with 
those  of  Japan  succeeds,  our  people 
will  pay  the  consequences. 

Now,  what  is  the  excuse  the  other 
side  uses?  Obviously,  people  honestly 
disagree.  Not  everybody  on  the  other 
side  is  for  bringing  America  down. 
Most  of  the  Congressmen  on  the  other 
side  of  this  issue  have  been  told,  well, 
the  reason  we  have  to  change  this  law 
is  because  there  is  something  called  a 
submarine  patent.  That  this  is  a  big 
problem. 

What  a  submarine  patent  is  that  if 
somebody  Invents  something  and  in- 
stead of  trying  to  get  thefr  patent,  like 
almost  everybody  wants  to  get  thefr 
patent  as  soon  as  possible,  99  percent  of 
all  inventors  are  stniggling,  please  give 
me  my  patent  as  soon  as  possible.  They 
want  thefr  patent,  but  some,  maybe  a 
few,  maybe  1  percent,  I  do  not  know, 
are  trjlng  to  elongate  this.  They  are 
actually  plajrlng  the  system  so  that  the 


patent  is  not  issued  right  away  and  so 
that  when  it  is  Issued  and  they  have 
that  17  years,  it  is  actually  a  much 
longer  period,  maybe  20  years  or  maybe 
25  years. 

This  is  a  very  small  problem  numeri- 
cally. Only  a  very  few  people  want  this, 
because  most  inventors  know  that 
technological  change  is  happening  so 
quickly,  they  have  to  get  the  patent 
issued  so  quickly  because  otherwise 
they  will  lose  out,  because  new  tech- 
nology will  be  developed. 

But  we  are  told  that  this  problem  is 
so  important.  I  would  say  that  I  believe 
this  is  a  small  problem  and  can  be 
dealt  with.  I  have  told  everyone  in  this 
debate,  I  will  support  any  effort  to  deal 
with  the  submarine  patent  problem 
that  does  not  eliminate  the  guaranteed 
patent  term.  And  I  have  been  willing  to 
compromise  for  1V4  years  on  this,  but 
yet  it  is  funny.  Those  proponents  of 
H.R.  3460  were  never  able  to  come  back 
to  me  with  what  I  asked. 

I  said,  ansrthing  except  eliminating 
the  guaranteed  patent  term  we  can  put 
into  a  bill  and  then  that  will  work  on 
these  people  who  are  trying  to  elongate 
the  process.  I,  in  fact,  even  put  some- 
thing into  my  bill  that  said  if  someone 
is  elongating  the  process  and  not  try- 
ing to  get  their  patent  issued,  that 
after  60  months  it  will  be  published 
whether  or  not  the  patent  has  been 
issued. 

And  so,  I  said,  okay,  if  someone  is  in- 
tentionally trying  to  get  thefr  patent 
so  it  is  not  issued,  let  us  clamp  down 
on  that.  But  no  one  would  ever  come 
up  with  these  suggestions.  All  they 
would  suggest  is  we  have  got  to  elimi- 
nate the  guaranteed  patent  term.  That 
is  all.  That  is  all  we  can  do.  There  is  no 
other  alternative  but  eliminate  that 
guaranteed  patent  term. 

It  is  very  similar  to  sajring  I  have  got 
a  toe  that  really  hurts  me.  and  so  what 
I  am  going  to  do  is  cut  my  foot  off  in 
order  to  make  sure  my  toe  does  not 
hurt  me  anymore.  And  that  is  the  an- 
swer I  have  been  getting  back. 

But  some  people,  and  many  people  in 
this  body  will  never  look  at  this  issue 
with  any  depth  because  they  are  in- 
volved with  many  other  issues.  The 
issue  we  just  heard  about,  the  FDA. 
some  Congressmen  have  spent  enor- 
mous time  and  effort  to  try  to  get  re- 
forms in  the  FDA.  They  probably  do 
not  know  about  this  patent  issue,  and 
they  may  accept  the  arguments  of 
these  big  companies,  these  multi- 
national corporations  saying  that  in 
order  to  stop  this  submarine  patent  we 
have  actually  got  to  make  this  change 
or  we  have  got  to  have  a  harmonization 
with  Japan. 

Well,  we  need  to  make  sure  that  the 
American  people  and  the  American 
workers  speak  up.  It  should  be  evident 
to  everyone  that  we  are  not  going  to 
have  a  better  sjrstem  by  eliminating 
the  civil  service  protection  of  our  pat- 
ent examiners  by  opening  that  up  to 


outside  pressures  and  corruption.  That 
is  not  going  to  help  anything. 

We  are  not  going  to  have  a  better 
system  if  our  inventors  do  not  have 
that  guaranteed  system  because  what 
will  happen,  if  indeed  thefr  patents  are 
held  up  as  compared  to  past  patents? 
For  example,  you  know,  we  know  that 
no  matter  how  long  it  takes  the  bu- 
reaucracy to  work  in  the  past,  they 
have  had  17  years  of  protection.  If  they 
end  up  with  5  years  of  protection  be- 
cause it  has  been  held  up  15  years  and 
there  is  only  5  years  left,  who  is  bene- 
fiting by  that? 

Well,  look  very  closely.  That  5  years, 
instead  of  17  years  worth  of  protection, 
that  5  years  is  going  to  result  in  very 
few  royalties  as  compared  to  the  17 
years  of  protection.  Those  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  of  royalties,  even 
billions  of  dollars  of  royalties  that 
would  have  been  coming  to  the  United 
States  now  are  going  to  be  in  the  bank 
accounts  of  huge  foreign  corporations 
that  will  not  have  to  pay  the  royalty, 
even  if  they  do  not  steal  American 
technology  and  they  just  pay  for  it  via 
a  royalty. 

So  they,  themselves,  if  they  operate 
totally  legally  within  the  new  system, 
will  find  that  the  wealth  that  should  be 
coming  here  for  our  ideas  and  creativ- 
ity will  be  staying  right  in  those  for- 
eign bank  accounts. 

This  is  not  the  way  to  make  it  better 
for  the  United  States,  and  it  certainly 
will  not  make  it  better  if  every  time 
our  people  come  up  with  a  great  new 
idea — I  know  some  people  who  have  de- 
veloped a  new  system  that  will  dra- 
matically bring  down  the  pollution 
coming  out  of  automobile  engines,  dra- 
matically reduce  this.  They  have  been 
frightened  to  death  because  they  are 
afraid  that  before  they  can  actually  go 
in  the  market  with  thefr  invention, 
that  what  will  happen  is  the  word  will 
leak  out  and  all  over  the  world,  people 
will  be  stealing  thefr  technology  and 
what  they  have  a  right  to  receive  the 
benefit  from  developing  this,  that  they 
will  lose  the  profit  from  thefr  own  in- 
vention and  never  be  able  to  recoup  it. 
Well,  under  the  system  that  they  are 
talking  about,  the  Steal  American 
Technology  Act  would  say  to  my 
friends.  You  cannot  file  for  a  patent 
unless  you  are  willing  after  18  months 
to  let  everybody  in  the  world  know 
about  every  single  detail  of  your  inven- 
tion. 

Is  this  going  to  spar  innovation  and 
creativity  and  wealth  creation  in  the 
United  States?  Our  people  are  going  to 
pull  back.  Investors  not  going  to  invest 
in  American  technologies.  That  is  not 
going  to  make  things  better. 

The  shortening  or  eliminating  the 
guaranteed  patent  term  will  hurt  our 
major  universities.  One  of  the  biggest 
supporters  of  my  legislation,  H.R.  359 
are  American  universities,  MIT,  Har- 
vard, all  of  these  universities  that  have 
patents  and  know  that  they  need  a 
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guaranteed  patent  term  for  them  to 
have  an  asset. 

Also  the  small  business  community 
is  dramatically  behind  H.R.  359,  and  op- 
posed to  the  H.R.  3460,  the  Steal  Amer- 
ican Technologies  Act. 

We  have  the  little  guy  versus  the  big 
gay.  That  is  what  is  going  on  in  a  very 
quiet  but  crucial  struggle  in  Washing- 
ton, DC,  today.  The  little  guy  versus 
the  big  guy. 

I  believe  in  the  United  States  of 
America.  I  believe  the  little  guy  can 
still  win.  I  believe  the  small  inventor 
who  comes  up  with  a  new  idea  has  been 
the  main  spring  of  the  progress  and  the 
prosperity  that  we  have  had  in  the 
United  States  of  America.  And  I  know 
that  if  the  American  people  can  under- 
stand what  the  essence  of  this  issue  is 
all  about,  that  they  will  insist  that 
their  Congressman  not  support  the 
Steal  American  Technologies  Act,  H.R. 
3460,  but  instead,  will  demand  that  the 
guaranteed  patent  term  that  we  have 
enjoyed  as  a  right  of  Americans  for 
over  a  century  be  restored  to  the 
American  people. 

D  2230 

This,  as  I  say,  is  a  Hght  that  probably 
will  not  even  be  noticed  in  the  history 
books;  especially  if  we  win,  it  will  not 
be  noticed.  People  will  never  know 
about  this  fight  if  we  win.  The  Amer- 
ican standard  of  living  and  American 
competitiveness  will  be  what  it  is. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  something  that 
people  have  learned  to  take  for  grant- 
ed. We  have  taken  it  for  granted  that 
young  people  have  great  opportunities 
in  their  lives.  We  have  taken  for  grant- 
ed that  they  wear  shoes,  that  there  are 
shoe  for  everybody  in  our  society.  We 
take  that  for  granted.  That  has  not 
been  the  history  of  the  rest  of  the 
world.  If  we  harmonize  our  laws  and  we 
downgrade  our  rights  so  that  they  are 
the  same  as  every  other  country  in  the 
world,  America  will  not  be  America. 

So  tonight,  I  hope  that  this  battle 
will  not  be  remembered  because,  if  we 
win.  people  will  just  go  right  on  and 
take  this  for  granted.  But  if  we  lose, 
someday  someone  may  read  this  Con- 
gressional RECXIRO  and  say  this  was  a 
crucial  turning  point  and  no  one  ever 
noticed  because  the  concept  of  patent 
law  and  intellectual  property  rights 
was  just  too  esoteric  for  regular  people 
to  imderstand.  This  is  at  a  time  when 
we  are  going  into  a  global  market- 
place, into  a  new  era  of  technology, 
when  a£  never  before  the  standard  of 
living  of  the  American  people  wiU  be 
tied  to  innovation  and  tied  to  creativ- 
ity and  tied  to  the  new  technologies  of 
the  coming  age. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  hope  that  those  future 
Americans  will  not  have  to  look  back 
in  the  Congressional  Record  and  see 
this  speech  and  say  it  is  too  bad  they 
did  not  recognize  what  was  going  on 
and  complaining  about  the  system.  In- 
stead, I  hope  that  they  never  read  that 


because  the  freedom  and  progress  that 
we  have  is  taken  for  granted  and  will 
be  the  same  freedom  and  progress  100 
years  from  now  and  20  years  from  now 
that  it  was  when  our  forefathers,  Ben- 
jamin Franklin,  that  great  tech- 
nologist, Thomas  Jefferson,  these  great 
champions  of  himian  liberties,  not  just 
for  Americans  but  for  all  people,  when 
they  founded  our  country  225  years  ago. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Armey)  for  today  and  on  May  30  on  ac- 
count of  illness  in  the  family. 

Ms.  MOLINARI  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Armey)  for  today  and  the  balance  of 
the  week  on  account  of  maternity 
leave. 

Mr.  POMEROY  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Gephardt)  for  today  on  account  of  per- 
sonal business. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Ms.  Jackson-Lee  of  Texas)  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  and  in- 
clude extraneous  material:) 

Mr.  Nadler,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Hayworth)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr.  Mcintosh,  for  5  minutes,  on  May 
30. 

Mr.  Jones,  for  5  minutes  each  day  on 
May  30  and  June  4. 

Mr.  RiGGS,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana,  for  5  minutes 
each  day,  today,  and  on  May  30  and  31. 

Mr.  DORNAN,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Diaz-Balart,  for  5  minutes,  on 
May  30. 

Mr.  Hoekstra,  for  5  minutes  each 
day,  today,  and  on  May  30. 

Mr.  Miller  of  Florida,  for  5  minutes, 
on  May  30. 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Taxjzin,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Kingston,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Ney.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Lucas,  for  5  minutes,  on  May  30. 

Mr.  Fox  of  Pennsylvania,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 

Mr.  Hayworth,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Hoke,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Member  (at  her  own 
request)  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks and  include  extraneous  mate- 
rial:) 

Ms.  Jackson-Lee  of  Texas  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 
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(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Ms.  Jackson-Lee  of  Texas)  and 
to  include  extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Ward. 

Mr.  Wynn. 

Mr.  Levin. 

Mr.  Frazer,  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Stark. 

Mr.  MORAN. 

Mr.  SCHUMER,  in  two  instances. 
Mr.  Skelton. 

Ms.  WOOLSEY. 

Mr.  Rahall. 

Mr.  Oberstar. 

Ms.  Kaptur.  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  FILNER. 

Mr.  KILDEE. 

Mr.  ACKERMAN. 

Mr.  Ortiz. 

Mr.  Gordon. 

Ms.  Pelosi. 

Mr.  Payne  of  New  Jersey,  in  two  in- 
stances. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Hayworth)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Hoke,  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  Shuster. 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA. 

Mr.  SCHIFF. 

Mr.  Klug. 

Mr.  Knollenberg,  in  four  instances. 

Mr.  Hayworth. 

Mr.  Leach. 


BILLS  PRESENTED  TO  THE 
PRESIDENT 

Mr.  THOMAS,  from  the  Committee 
on  House  Oversight,  reported  that  that 
conunittee  did  on  the  following  days 
present  to  the  President,  for  his  ap- 
proval, bUls  of  the  House  of  the  follow- 
ing title: 

May  22.  1996: 

H.R.  2066.  An  act  to  amend  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  to  provide  greater  flexibil- 
ity to  schools  to  meet  the  Dietary  Guidelines 
for  Americans  under  the  school  lunch  and 
school  breakfsist  programs. 
May  23.  1996: 

H.R.  1965.  An  act  to  reauthorize  the  Coast- 
al Zone  Management  Act  of  1972,  and  for 
other  purposes. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  10  o'clock  and  32  minutes 
p.m.)  the  House  adjourned  until  Thurs- 
day. May  30, 1996,  at  10  a.m. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS. 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

3179.  A  letter  firom  the  Administrator,  Ag- 
ricultural Marketing  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule— Vegetables;  Import 
Regulations;  Modification  of  Regulatory 
Time  Periods  for  Imported  Onions  (Docket 
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No.  FV95-9eO-lFR)  received  May  22, 1996.  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  aOKaXlKA);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Agriculture. 

3180.  A  letter  from  the  Administrator.  Co- 
operative State  Research,  Education,  and 
Extension  Service,  transmitting  the  Serv- 
ice's final  rule— Rangland  Research  Grants 
Program;  Administrative  I>rovisions 
(Workplan  Number:  95-006)  received  May  24. 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture. 

3181.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Adminis- 
trator, Farm  Service  Agency,  transmitting 
the  Agency's  final  rule— Wetlands  Reserve 
Program  (RIN:  0560-AE83)  received  May  22, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture. 

3182.  A  letter  from  the  General  Sales  Man- 
ager, Foreign  Agricultural  Service,  trans- 
mitting the  Service's  final  rule— Regulations 
Governing  the  Commercial  Sales  of  Agricul- 
tural Commodities  (RIN:  0551-AA43)  received 
May  24,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture. 

3183.  A  letter  from  the  Administrator,  For- 
eign Agricultural  Service,  transmitting  the 
Service's  final  rule— 7  CFR  Part  6— Import 
Quotas  and  Fees;  Final  Rule  to  Eliminate 
Certain  Obsolete  Subparts  (RIN:  0551-AA46) 
received  May  24,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture. 

3184.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Financial 
Crimes  Enforcement  Network;  transmitting 
the  Network's  final  rule — Amendment  to  the 
Bank  Secrecy  Act  Regulations  Relating  to 
Orders  for  Transmittal  of  Funds  by  Finan- 
cial Institutions  (31  CFR  Part  103)  (RIN:  1506- 
AA17)  received  May  28,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Financial  Services. 

3185.  A  letter  fTom  the  Acting  Director,  Of- 
fice of  Thrift  Supervision,  transmitting  the 
Office's  1995  annual  report  to  Congress  on 
implementation  of  the  Community  Reinvest- 
ment Act,  pursuant  to  12  U.S.C.  2904;  to  the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Financial  Serv- 
ices. 

3186.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary. 
Department  of  Education,  transmitting 
Final  Priority— Training  Personnel  for  the 
Education  of  Individuals  with  Disabilities 
Program,  pursuant  to  20  U.S.C.  1232(d)(1);  to 
the  Committee  on  Economic  and  Eidu- 
cational  Opportunities. 

3187.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  General 
Counsel  for  Regtilations,  Department  of  Edu- 
cation, transmitting  the  Department's  re- 
port on  the  final  priorities  contained  in  the 
notice  inviting  applications  for  new  awards 
for  fiscal  year  [FY]  1996— Foreign  Language 
Assistance  Grants  (State  educational  agen- 
cies) received  May  28,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(B);  to  the  Committee  on  Eco- 
nomic and  Educational  Opportunities. 

3188.  A  letter  fTom  the  Assistant  General 
Counsel  for  Regulations,  Department  of  Edu- 
cation, transmitting  the  Department's  re- 
port on  the  final  priorities  contained  in  the 
notice  inviting  applications  for  new  awards 
for  fiscal  year  [FY]  1996— Foreign  Language 
Assistance  Grants  (Local  educational  agen- 
cies) received  May  28,  1996.  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(aXl)(B);  to  the  Committee  on  Eco- 
nomic and  Educational  Opportunities. 

3189.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  General 
Counsel  for  Regulations,  Department  of  Edu- 
cation, transmitting  the  Department's  re- 
port on  the  final  funding  priority  for  Train- 
ing Personnel  for  the  Education  of  Individ- 
uals with  Disabilities  Program— received 
May  23,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(B); 
to  the  Committee  on  Economic  and  Edu- 
cational Opiwrtunities. 


3190.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Energy,  transmitting  the  De- 
partment's final  rule— Acquisition  Regula- 
tion: Technical  Amendments  (RIN:  1991- 
AB27)  received  May  22,  1996.  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

3191.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Regula- 
tions Policy  Management  Staff,  Food  and 
Drug  Administration,  transmitting  the  Ad- 
ministration's final  rule — Chloro- 
fiuorocarbon  Propellants  in  Self-Pressurized 
Containers;  Addition  to  List  of  Essential 
Uses  (Docket  No.  95P-0088)  received  May  28. 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXl)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce. 

3192.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Legislative  Affairs.  Depart- 
ment of  State,  transmitting  notification  of  a 
proposed  license  for  the  export  of  defense  ar- 
ticles or  defense  services  sold  commercially 
to  Japan  (Transmittal  No.  DT024-96).  pursu- 
ant to  22  U.S.C.  2776(c);  to  the  Committee  on 
International  Relations. 

3193.  A  communication  from  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  transmitting  notifica- 
tion that  the  Federal  Republic  of  Yugoslavia 
(Serbia  and  Montenegro)  and  the  Bosnian 
Serbs  emergency  is  to  continue  in  effect  be- 
yond May  30.  1996.  pursuant  to  50  U.S.C. 
1622(d)  (H.  Doc.  No.  104-222);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  International  Relations  and  ordered 
to  be  printed. 

3194.  A  letter  fi^m  the  Executive  Director. 
Committee  for  Purchase  From  People  Who 
Are  Blind  or  Severely  Disabled,  transmitting 
the  Committee's  final  rule— Additions  to  the 
Procurement  List  (61  F.R.  10733.  11811,  and 
14088)  received  May  23.  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3195.  A  letter  from  the  Program  Manage- 
ment Officer,  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service,  transmitting  the  Service's  final 
rule— Foreign  and  Domestic  Fishing;  Sci- 
entific Research  Activity  and  Exempted 
Fishing  [Docket  No.  960222043-6131-01;  I.D. 
111595B]  received  May  28,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  aOKaXlXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Re- 
sources. 

3196.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Fisheries  Conservation  and  Management. 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  transmit- 
ting the  Service's  final  rule— Ocean  Salmon 
Fisheries  Off  the  Coasts  of  Washington,  Or- 
egon, and  California;  Cape  Arago,  OR,  to  Or- 
egon-California Border  [Docket  No. 
960126016-6121-04;  LD.  051796A]  received  May 
28,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to 
the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3197.  A  letter  fTom  the  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Legislative  Affairs,  Depart- 
ment of  State,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule— Nationality  Procedures 
(Bureau  of  Consular  Affairs)  (22  CFR  Part  50 
Subpart  B  and  C)  received  May  22.  1996.  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary. 

3198.  A  letter  fTom  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Standard  In- 
strument Approach  Procedures;  Miscellane- 
ous Amendments  (34)— Amendment  No.  1728 
(RIN:  2120-AA65)  (1996-0011)  received  May  23. 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  SOKaXlXA):  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

3199.  A  letter  fTom  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Standard  In- 
strument Approach  Procedures:  Miscellane- 
ous Amendments  (38) — Amendment  No.  1727 
(RIN:  2120-AA65)  (1996-0010)  received  May  23, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXIXA);  to  the 


Committee    on    Transportation    and    Infra- 
structure. 

3200.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Standard  In- 
strument Approach  Procedures;  Miscellane- 
ous Amendments  (18)— Amendment  No.  1726 
(RIN:  2120-AA65)  (1996-0009)  received  May  23. 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

3201.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Standard  In- 
strument Approach  Procedures;  Miscellane- 
ous Amendments  (4)— Amendment  No.  1731 
(RIN:  2120-AA65)  (1996-0012)  received  May  23, 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infi«- 
structure. 

3202.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Standard  In- 
strument Approach  Procedures;  Miscellane- 
ous Amendments  (35>— Amendment  No.  1730 
(BIN:  2120-AA65)  (1996-0014)  received  May  23. 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

3203.  A  letter  fTom  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Standard  In- 
strument Approach  Procedures;  Miscellane- 
ous Amendments  (38)— Amendment  No.  1729 
(RJN:  2120-AA65)  (1996-0013)  received  May  23. 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

3204.  A  letter  flx)m  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Revocation  of 
Restricted  Area  Rr-5202,  Gardiner's  Island. 
NY  (RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0022)  received  May 
23,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  SOKaXlXA):  to 
the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infira- 
structure. 

3205.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Amendment  to 
Class  D  and  Class  E  Airspace:  New  E^land 
Region;  Correction— Docket  No.  95-ANE-60 
(RIN:  212a-AA66)  (1996-0026)  received  May  23, 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

3206.  A  letter  fTom  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — ^Temporary  Pro- 
hibition of  Oxygen  Generators  as  Cargo  in 
Passenger  Aircraft  (RIN:  2137-AC89)  received 
May  23,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3207.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Regulated 
Navigation  Area:  Boston  Harbor.  Long  Island 
Bridge,  Boston,  MA  (RIN:  2115-AE84)  re- 
ceived May  23.  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3208.  A  letter  fTom  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Special  Local 
Regulation:  Revision  to  special  local  regula- 
tions [CGDOl-96-016)  (RIN:  2115-AE46)  re- 
ceived May  23,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
601(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3209.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Special  Local 
Regulation:  Swim  the  Bay.  Narragansett 
Bay,  Narragansett,  Rl  [CGDOl-95-170]  (RIN: 
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2115-AE46)  received  May  23,  1996.  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infirastructure. 

3210.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Special  Local 
Regulation:  Quonset  Open  House,  North 
Kingstown.  RI  [CGDOl-96-017]  (RDJ:  2115- 
AE46)  received  May  23,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3211.  A  letter  from  the  CJeneral  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Petroleum  and 
Special  Programs  Administration  (49  CFR 
Part  195)  received  May  23, 1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infirastructure. 

3212.  A  letter  trom  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Restructuring 
of  Cylinder  Specifications  Requirements 
CRDJ:  2137-AC81)  received  May  23, 1996,  pursu- 
ant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee 
on  Transportation  and  Infirastructure. 

3213.  A  letter  flx>m  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Airworthiness 
Directives;  Jetstream  Aircraft  Limited 
HP137  MKl,  Jetstream  Models  3101  and  3201 
Airplanes  (Docket  No.  95-CE-18-AD)  (RIN: 
2120-AA64)  received  May  23,  1996,  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3214.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Airworthiness 
Directives;  Jetstream  Aircraft  Limited 
HP137  MKl,  Jetstream  Series  200,  and  Jet- 
stream Model  3101  Airplanes  (Docket  No.  95- 
CE-79-AD)  (RIN:  2120-AA64)  received  May  23, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Conunlttee  on  Transportation  and  Infta- 
stractore. 

3215.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Airworthiness 
Directives;  The  New  Piper  Aircraft,  Inc. 
Models  PA-28-140.  PA-28-150,  PA-28-160,  and 
PA-28-180  Airplanes  (Docket  No.  95-CE-51- 
AD)  (RIN:  2120-AA64)  received  May  23,  1996, 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Transportation  and  Infirastruc- 
tnre. 

3216.  A  letter  trom  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Airworthiness 
Directives:  Airbus  Model  A310  and  A300-600 
Series  Airplanes  (Docket  No.  94-NM-245) 
(RIN:  2120-AA64)  (1996-0034)  received  May  23, 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXl)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

3217.  A  letter  trom  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Airworthiness 
Directives;  Boeing  Model  747-200,  -300,  and 
-400  Series  Airplanes  Equipped  with  General 
Electric  Model  CP6-80C2  PMC  and  CF6-80C2 
FADEC  Engines,  and  Pratt  &  Whitney  Model 
PW4000  Engines  (Docket  No.  95-NM-16a-AD) 
(RIN:  2120-AA64)  received  May  23,  1996,  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3218.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Airworthiness 
Directives;  McDonnell  Douglas  Model  DC-9 
and  Model  DC-9-80  Series  Airplanes,  Model 
MD-88  Airplanes,  and  C-9  (Military)  Series 
Airplanes  (Docket  No.  95-NM-186-AD)  (REN: 
2120-AA64)  received  May  23,  1996,  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infhutructure. 


3219.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Airworthiness 
Directives;  Learjet  Model  31  and  35A  Air- 
planes (Docket  No.  95-NM-197-AD)  (RIN: 
2120-AA64)  received  May  23,  1996,  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infliustructure. 

3220.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Airworthiness 
Directives;  de  Havilland  Model  DHC-7  Series 
Airplanes  (Docket  No.  95-NM-llO-AD)  (RIN: 
2120-AA64)  received  May  23,  1996,  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  InUrastructure. 

3221.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Airworthiness 
Directives;  Airbus  Industrie  Model  A300. 
A300-600,  and  A310  Series  Airplanes  (Docket 
No.  95-NM-85-AD)  (RIN:  2120-AA64)  received 
May  23.  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Inftastructure. 

3222.  A  letter  from  the  Chief,  Regulations 
Unit,  Internal  Revenue  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule— Tax  Relief  for  Those 
Affected  by  Operation  Joint  Endeavor  (Reve- 
nue Ruling  96-34)  received  May  23.  1996.  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXl)(A);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Ways  and  Means. 

3223.  A  letter  ftom  the  Chief.  Regulations 
Unit,  Internal  Revenue  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule— Taxpayer  Identify- 
ing Numbers  (TINs)  (RIN:  1545-AS83)  re- 
ceived May  23.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  xm,  reports  of 
conunittees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing:  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  CANADY:  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. H.R.  3235.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Ethics  In 
Government  Act  of  1978.  to  extend  the  au- 
thorization of  appropriations  for  the  Office 
of  (Sovemment  Ethics  for  3  years,  and  for 
other  purposes  (Rept.  104-595  Pt.  1).  Referred 
to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  SHUSTER:  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure.  H.R.  1036.  A  bill  to 
amend  the  Metropolitan  Washington  Air- 
ports Act  of  1966  to  direct  the  President  to 
appoint  additional  members  to  the  board  of 
directors  of  the  Metropolitan  Washington 
Airports  Authority,  to  replace  the  Board  of 
Review  of  the  Airports  Authority  with  a  Fed- 
eral Advisory  Commission,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; with  an  amendment  (Rept.  104-596). 
Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  of  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  HYDE:  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
H.R.  2977.  A  bill  to  reauthorize  alternative 
means  of  dispute  resolution  In  the  Federal 
administrative  process,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses (Rept.  104-597).  Referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union. 

Mr.  CLINGER:  Committee  on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight.  Proceedings  Against 
John  M.  Quinn.  David  Watkins.  and  Matthew 
Moore  (Rept.  104-598).  Referred  to  the  House 
Calendar. 

Mr.  QXnLLEN:  Committee  on  Rules.  House 
Resolution  442.  Resolution  providing  for  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (H.R.  3517)  making  ap- 
propriations for  military  construction,  fam- 


ily housing,  and  base  realignment  and  clo- 
sure for  the  Department  of  Defense  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30.  1997.  and  for 
other  purposes  (Rept.  104-599).  Referred  to 
the  House  Calendar. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN:  <3ommlttee  on  Appropria- 
tions. H.R.  3540.  A  bill  making  appropria- 
tions for  foreign  operations,  export  financ- 
ing, and  related  programs  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  September  30.  1997.  and  for  other  pur- 
poses (Rept.  104-600).  Referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union. 

DISCHARGE  OF  COMMTTTEE 

Pursuant  to  clause  5  of  rule  X  the 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight  discharged  from  further  con- 
sideration. H.R.  3235  referred  to  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union. 


TIME  LIMITATION  OF  REFERRED 

BILL 
Pursuant  to  clause  5  of  rule  X  the  fol- 
lowing action  was  taken  by  the  Speak- 
er: 

H.R.  3235.  Referral  to  the  Committee  on 
Cjovemment  Reform  and  Oversight  extended 
for  a  period  ending  not  later  than  May  29. 
1996. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXn,  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mr.  DUNCAN  (for  himself.  Mr.  Shu- 
STER.  Mr.  Oberstar,  Mr.  Lipimski, 
and  Mr.  Heineman): 

H.R.  3536.  A  bill  to  amend  title  49,  United 
States  Code,  to  require  an  air  carrier  to  re- 
quest and  receive  certain  records  before  al- 
lowing an  individual  to  begin  service  as  a 
pilot,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 
By  Mr.  SAXTON: 

H.R.  3537.  A  bill  to  improve  coordination  of 
Federal  Oceanographic  programs;  to  the 
Committee  on  Resources,  and  in  addition  to 
the  Committee  on  National  Security,  and 
Science,  for  a  period  to  be  subsequently  de- 
teiTOlned  by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for 
consideration  of  such  provisions  as  fall  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  con- 
cerned. 

By  Mr.  FILNER: 

H.R.  3538.  A  bill  to  amend  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  to  clarify  the  conditions  under 
which  an  action  may  be  brought  against  a 
State  to  enforce  veterans'  reemplosmient 
rights,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  SHUSTER  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Duncan.  Mr.  Oberstar,  and  Mr.  Li- 
pinski): 

H.R.  3539.  A  bill  to  amend  title  49,  United 
States  Code,  to  reauthorize  programs  of  the 
Federal  Aviation  Administration,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Trans- 
portation and  Infrastructure,  and  in  addition 
to  the  Committees  on  Ways  and  Means,  and 
Rules,  for  a  period  to  be  subsequently  deter- 
mined by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for  con- 
sideration of  such  provisions  as  fall  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  concerned. 
By  Mr.  CALLAHAN: 

H.R.  3540.  A  bill  making  appropriations  for 
foreign  operations,  export  financing,  and  re- 
lated programs  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30. 1997,  and  for  other  purposes. 
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By  Mr.  ALLARD: 
H.R.  3541.  A  bill  to  provide  for  an  exchange 
of  lands  with  the  city  of  Greeley.  CO,  and 
The  Water  Supply  and  Storage  Co.  to  elimi- 
nate private  Inboldings  in  wilderness  areas, 
to  cause  instream  fiows  to  be  created  above 
a  wild  and  scenic  river,  to  eliminate  poten- 
tial development  on  private  inholdings  with- 
in the  forest  boundary,  to  reduce  the  need 
for  future  water  reservoirs,  to  reduce  the 
number  of  Federal  land  use  authorizations, 
and  to  improve  the  security  of  the  water  sup- 
ply of  the  city  and  the  company,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Re- 
sources. 

By  Mr.  BAKER  of  Louisiana: 
H.R.  3542.  A  bill  to  amend  title  38.  United 
States  Code,  to  allow  dependency  and  indem- 
nity compensation  to  be  paid  under  certain 
circumstances  to  former  spouses  of  veterans 
dying  from  service-connected  disabilities:  to 
the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

By  Ms.  DUNN  of  Washington  (for  her- 
self. Mr.  ISTOOK.  Mr.  Jacobs,  and  Mr. 
ENGUSH  of  Pennsylvania): 
H.R.  3543.  A  bill   to  provide  for  congres- 
sional election  campalgm  accountability,  and 
for  other  purposes;   to  the  Conmilttee   on 
House  Oversight,  and  In  addition  to  the  Com- 
mittees on  Government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight, and  Ways  and  Means,  for  a  period  to  be 
subsequently  determined  by  the  Speaker,  in 
each  case  for  consideration  of  such  provi- 
sions as  fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
committee  concerned. 

By    Mr.    FATTAH    (for    himself.    Mr. 
Doyle.  Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida.  Mr. 
Laughlin.  Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Towns. 
and  Mr.  Green  of  Texas): 
H.R.  3544.  A  bill  to  provide  for  transition 
for  new  Members  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives; to  the  Committee  on  House  Oversight. 
By  Mr.  FORBES: 
H.R.  3545.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  the  sur- 
vivors of  the  late  Secretary  of  Commerce 
Ronald  H.  Brown  and  the  survivors  of  each 
Federal  employee  killed  in  the  plane  crash 
with  him;  to  the  Ck>mmlttee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 

By  Mr.  GRAHAM: 
H.R.  3546.  A  bill  to  direct  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  convey  the  Walhalla  National 
Fish  Hatchery  to  the  State  of  South  Caro- 
lina; to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 
By  Mr.  HAYWORTH: 
H.R.  3547.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  convey- 
ance  of  a  parcel   of  real   property   in   the 
Apache  National  Forest  In  the  State  of  Ari- 
zona to  the  Alpine  Elementary  School  Dis- 
trict 7  to  be  used  for  the  construction  of 
school  facilities  and  related  playing  fields;  to 
the  Committee  on  Resources. 

By  Mr.  KLUG  (for  himself.  Mr.  Condit. 
Mr.  Peterson  of  Minnesota,  and  Mr. 
Tauzin): 
H.R.  3548.  A  bill  to  amend  title  23.  United 
States  Code,  to  eliminate  penalties  for  non- 
compliance by  States  with  requirements  re- 
lating to  the  national  minimum  drinking 
age;   to  the  Committee  on  Transportation 
and  Infrastructure. 

By   Mr.   LONGLEY  (for  himself.   Mr. 
Baldacci.  and  Mr.  Zeliff): 
H.R.  3549.  A  bill  to  amend  title  23.  United 
States  Code,  to  allow  trucks  weighing  be- 
tween 80.000  and  100,000  pounds  to  operate  on 
that  iwrtion  of  the  Maine  Turnpike  which  is 
now  limited  to  80,000  pounds:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 
By  Mr.  McDADE: 
H.R.  3550.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue (k>de  of  1966  to  exclude  from  gross  In- 
come the  gain  realized  from  the  sale  or  ex- 
change of  a  capital  asset  used  to  generate 


self-employment  income  if  the  entire 
amount  of  such  gain  is  deposited  in  an  indi- 
vidual retirement  account;  to  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means. 

By     Mr.     SHAW     (for     himself,     Mr. 

PaIuLone,  Mr.  Foley,  Mr.  Castle.  Mr. 

ANDREWS,  and  Mr.  Cunningham): 
H.R.  3551.  A  bill  to  amend  the  act  entitled 
"An  Act  authorizing  Federal  participation  in 
the  cost  of  protecting  the  shores  of  publicly 
owned  property"  to  confirm  and  clarify  the 
authority  and  responsibility  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  En- 
gineers, to  promote  and  carry  out  shore  pro- 
tection projects,  including  beach  nourish- 
ment projects,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

By  Mr.  QUILLEN: 
H.  Res.  442.  Resolution  providing  for  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (H.R.  3517)  making  ap- 
propriations for  military  construction,  fam- 
ily housing,  and  base  realignment  and  clo- 
sure for  the  Department  of  Defense  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30.  1997,  and  for 
other  purposes;  House  Calendar  No.  232. 
House  Report  No.  104-599. 

By    Mr.    CONDIT    (for    himself.    Mr. 

Pombo.  Mr.  Brewster.  Mr.  Calvert. 

Mr.  Chambuss.  Mrs.  Chenoweth.  Mr. 

Dooley.  Mr.  DooLiTTLE.  Mt.  Fazio  of 

California.    Mr.    Foley,    Mr.    Pete 

Geren    of   Texas.    Mr.    Hayes.    Mr. 

Herger.  Mrs.  Lincoln.  Mr.  Orton. 

Mr.  Payne  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Peterson 

of  Minnesota.  Mr.  Radanovich.  Mr. 

RiGGS.  Mr.  SlsiSKY.  and  Mr.   Sten- 

HOLM): 

H.  Res.  443.  Resolution  providing  for  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (H.R.  1627)  to  amend  the 
Federal  Insecticide.  Fungicide  and 
Rodentlclde  Act  and  the  Federal  Food.  Drug, 
and  Cosmetic  Act,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Rules. 
By  Mr.  FORBES: 

H.  Res.  444.  Resolution  urgrlng  the  deten- 
tion and  extradition  to  the  United  States  by 
the  appropriate  foreign  governments  of  Mo- 
hammed Abbas  for  the  murder  of  Leon 
Klinghoffer;  to  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations. 


MEMORIALS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXIIt 

220.  The  SPEAKER  presented  a  memorial 
of  the  Senate  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  rel- 
ative to  Senate  Resolution  No.  20  memori- 
alizing the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to 
enact  legislation  which  will  facilitate  the  de- 
velopment and  approval  of  new  drugs,  bio- 
logical products,  and  medical  devices;  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce. 


PRIVATE  BILLS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXn, 

Mr.  BAKER  of  Louisiana  introduced  a  bill 
H.R.  3552  for  the  relief  of  Alayne  Mae  Wat^ 
son;  which  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXn.  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tion as  follows: 

H.R.  40:  Mr.  Tate. 

H.R.  57:  Mr.  HERGER. 

H.R.  324:  Mr.  POMEROY. 


H.R.  621:  Mr.  ALLARD. 

H.R.  738:  Mr.  King. 

H.R.  1023:  Mr.  CoNorr. 

H.R.  1046:  Mr.  SKEEN  and  Mr.  HILLIARD. 

H.R.  1076:  Mr.  Barr.  Mr.  HORN.  Mr.  STU- 
PAK,  Mr.  Deltsch,  and  Mr.  Evans. 

H.R.  1226:  Mr.  Castle. 

H.R.  1484:  Mr.  MaBTINL 

H.R.  1499:  Mr.  Tate. 

H.R.  1713:  Mr.  Laughlin,  Mr.  WHnriELD, 
and  Mr.  Martinez. 

H.R.  1776:  Mr.  Hastings  of  Washington,  Mr. 
Wise,  Mr.  Cummings,  Mr.  Andrews,  Mr. 
CosTELLO.  Mr.  Dicks.  Mr.  Fields  of  Louisi- 
ana. Mr.  Menendez.  Mr.  Miller  of  Califor- 
nia. Mr.  MORAN,  Mr.  ORTIZ.  Mr.  Pallone.  Mr. 
Pastor.  Mr.  Poshard.  Mr.  Roemer.  Mr. 
Rose.  Mr.  Skaggs,  Mr.  Volkmer.  Mr.  Wil- 
liams. Ms.  MlUJINDER-MCDONALO.  MS.  HAR- 
MAN.  Mr.  McHale,  Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  ARCHER. 
Mr.  Taylor  of  Mississippi.  Mr.  Radanovich. 
Mr.  Stockman,  and  Mr.  McNulty. 

H.R.  2026:  Mr.  OILMAN.  Ms.  PRYCE.  Mr. 
Yates.  Mr.  bilirakis.  Mr.  Stare,  and  Mr. 
Delay. 

H.R.  2167:  Mr.  SCHIFF  and  Mr.  (30YNE. 

H.R.  2182:  Mrs.  Meyers  of  Kansas. 

H.R.  2240:  Mr.  Freunghuysen  and  Mr.  Can- 

ADY. 

H.R.  2244:  Mr.  Sam  Johnson. 

H.R.  2246:  Mr.  Brown  of  California. 

H.R.  2270:  Mrs.  CL'BIN. 

H.R.  2341:  Mr.  NORWOOD. 

H.R.  2416:  Mr.  MORAN. 

H.R.  2450:  Mr.  McKEON. 

H.R.  2536:  Mr.  MEEHAN.  Mr.  SCHlFF.  Mr. 
HORN,  and  Mr.  Ramstad. 

H.R.  2580:  Mr.  CONDrr. 

H.R.  2587:  Mr.  Thornberry.  Mr.  ORTIZ.  Mr. 
McHale.  and  Mr.  Hostettler. 

H.R.  2932:  Mr.  LaUGHUN. 

H.R.  2976:  Mr.  BARRETT  Of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
CLINGER.  Mr.  CoNDfT.  Mr.  Flake.  Mr.  Kan- 
jobski.  Mr.  KILDEE.  and  Mr.  Rahall. 

H.R.  3022:  Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida,  Mr. 
Watt  of  North  Carolina.  Mr.  Boehlert.  and 
Ms.  Slaughter. 

H.R.  3038:  Mr.  MiNGE  and  Mr.  DoOLEY. 

H.R.  3083:  Mr.  CAMPBELL. 

H.R.  SS5:  Mr.  DEXTTSCH  and  Mr.  Hastings 
of  Florida. 

H.R.  3173:  Mr.  BERMAN  and  Mr.  Neal  of 
Massachusetts. 

H.R.  3181:  Mr.  FiLNER.  Mr.  Watt  of  North 
Carolina,  Mr.  Spratt,  Mr.  Evans,  and  Mrs. 
Clayton. 

H.R.  3183:  Mr.  Ballenger. 

H.R.  3189:  Mr.  Mascara  and  Mr.  Hunter. 

H.R.  3195:  Mr.  SCARBOROUGH. 

H.R.  3199:  Mr.  Callahan,  Mr.  Hayworth. 
Mr.  Chapman,  Mr.  Royce,  and  Mr.  Castle. 

H.R.  3211:  Mr.  Funderburk,  Mr.  DlCKEY, 
Mr.  Bachus.  Mr.  SouDER,  Mr.  (Thambuss.  Mr. 
Norwood,  Mr.  Montgomery.  Mr.  Canady. 
Mr.  Weldor  of  Florida.  Mr.  Hayworth.  and 
Mr.  Paxon. 

H.R.  3226:  Mr.  LEACH.  Ms.  Jackson-Lee. 
Mr.  Bacerra.  and  Mr.  Gejdenson. 

H.R.  3280:  Mr.  YATES  and  Mr.  McDermott. 

H.R.  3294:  Ms.  Jackson-LEE  and  Mr.  DOR- 

NAN. 

H.R.  3303:  Mr.  ROSE. 

H.R.  3307;  Mr.  FLANAGAN.  Mr.  ENGLISH  of 
Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Running  of  Kentucky.  Mr. 
Canady.  and  Mr.  Livingston. 

H.R.  3311:  Mr.  BONIOR  and  Mr.  MASCARA. 

H.R.  3332:  Mr.  CUMMINCS.  Ms.  Velazquez. 
Ms.  Jackson-Lee.  Ms.  Lopgrek,  and  Mrs. 
Mink  of  Hawaii. 

H.R.  3337:  Mr.  OBERSTAR. 

H.R.  3338:  Mr.  Pastor,  Mr.  Salmon.  Mr. 
PETERSON    of    Minnesota,    and    Mr.    Rohr- 

ABACHER. 

H.R.  3348:  Mr.  SANDERS. 
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H.R.  3354:  Mr.  Watts  of  Oklahoma. 

H.R.  3385:  Mr.  BONILLA,  Mr.  KOLBE,  Mr. 
Fields  of  Texas.  Mr.  Hall  of  Texas,  and  Mr. 
Stump. 

H.R.  3401:  Mr.  FIELDS  of  Louisiana.  Mrs. 
Meek  of  Florida,  Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois. 
Ms.  Eddie  Bernice  Johnson  of  Texas.  Ms. 
Brown  of  Florida,  Mr.  Gonzalez,  Mr. 
Franks  of  New  Jersey,  Ms.  Jackson-Lee,  Ms. 
FURSE,  and  Mrs.  Kennelly. 

H.R.  3449:  Mr.  SMITH  of  Texas  and  Mr. 
Ortiz. 

H.R.  3450:  Mr.  HOLDEN  and  Mr.  GOODLING. 

H.R.  3462:  Mr.  FROST,  Mr.  Davis,  Mr.  Wtnn, 
Mr.  Evans,  Mr.  Lewis  of  Georgia,  Mr.  Wise, 
Mr.  Stark,  Mr.  Bentsen,  Mr.  Rahall,  Mr. 
Yates,  Mr.  Frazer.  and  Mr.  Ehlers. 

H.R.  3463:  Mr.  Dellums,  Mr.  HILLIARD,  Mr. 
Barrett  of  Wisconsin,  Mr.  Nadler,  Mr. 
Frank  of  Massachusetts,  and  Ms.  Norton. 

H.R.  3465:  Ms.  Roybal-ALLARD,  Mr.  HORN 
Mr.  DURBDJ.  Mr.  FROST,  Mr.  Vento,  Mr.  BAR- 
RETT of  Wisconsin,  Mr.  Moran.  Ms.  Norton, 
and  Mr.  Fazio  of  California. 

H.R.  3498:  Ms.  WoOLSEY,  Mr.  Waxman,  Mr. 
Frost,  Ms.  Norton,  Ms.  Pelosi,  Mr.  Neal  of 
Massachusetts,  and  Ms.  Lofgren. 

H.R.  3505:  Mr.  DoYLE.  Ms.  NORTON.  Mr.  Wil- 
son, Mr.  Kennedy  of  Massachusetts,  Mr. 
Neal  of  Massachusetts,  Mr.  Hefner,  Mr. 
Mascara,  and  Ms.  Millender-McDonald. 

H.R.  3508:  Ms.  NORTON  and  Mr.  ZiMMER. 


H.R.  3520:  Mr.  Lantos,  Mr.  HlLLIARD,  and 
Mr.  Martinez. 

H.  Res.  172:  Mr.  Gutierrez.  Mr.  Green  of 
Texas,  Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois,  Mr.  Lipinski, 
Mr.  Dellums,  Mr.  LaHood,  Mr.  Manton,  Mr. 
Frost,  Mr.  Farr,  and  Mr.  Filner. 

H.  Res.  439:  Ms.  LOFGREN  and  Mr.  WOLF. 


DELETIONS  OF  SPONSORS  FROM 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  sponsors 
were  deleted  from  public  bills  and  reso- 
lutions as  follows; 

H.R.  1462:  Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey. 

H.R.  1972:  Mr.  Stockman. 

H.R.  2723:  Mr.  STOCKMAN. 


AMENDMENTS 

Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXn.  proposed 
amendments  were  submitted  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.R.  3322 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Roemer 
AMENDMENT  No.  25:  Page  ,  25,  line  12,  strike 
"$1,840,200,000"    and   insert  in    lieu   thereof 
"$1,765,200,000". 


H.R.  3322 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Wamp 


Amendment  No.  26:  Page  83,  line  1,  strike 
"$445,668,000"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"$450,668,000". 

Page  83,  line  10,  strike  "$64,991,000"  and  in- 
sert in  lieu  thereof  "$86,984,000". 

Page  85,  line  10,  insert  "of  which  up  to 
$116,483,000  may  be  available  for  fiscal  year 
1997,"  after  "available  until  expended,". 

Page  88,  line  18,  strike  "$308,473,000"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$287,997,000". 

Page  89,  line  22,  strike  "$39,500,000"  and  in- 
sert in  lieu  thereof  "$19,024,000". 

H.R.  3517 

Offered  by:  Ms.  Furse 

AMENDMENT  No.  1:  At  the  end  of  the  bill, 
insert  after  the  last  section  (preceding  the 
short  title)  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  (a)  Limtiation  on  Use  of  Funds.— 
None  of  the  funds  made  available  in  this  Act 
may  be  used  for  renovation,  repair,  or  other 
military  construction  project  in  connection 
with  Spinelli  Barracks  or  Taylor  Barracks, 
Mannheim,  Germany. 

(b)  Corresponding  Reduction  in  Funds.— 
The  amount  otherwise  provided  by  this  Act 
for  "Military  Construction,  army"  is  here- 
by reduced  by  $17,400,000. 
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MAJ.    GEN.    RANDOLPH    W.    HOUSE, 
WENTWORTH  COMMISSIONING 

SPEECH 


HON.  KE  SKELTON 

OF  MISSOLTU 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATTVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  May  11, 
1996,  Maj.  Gen.  Randolph  W.  House  gave  the 
commissioning  cerenxjny  speech  at  Went- 
worth  Military  Academy  in  Lexington,  MO.  His 
impressive  address  should  be  preserved,  and 
I  include  herewith  a  condensed  version. 

Major  General  House  was  the  brigade  com- 
mander of  the  Blackhawk  brigade,  1st  Cavalry 
Division,  which  received  the  Valorous  Unit 
Award  in  the  Persian  Gulf  conflict  as  a  result 
of  the  deception  attack  into  Iraq  on  February 
20,  1991. 
Maj.  Gen.  Randolph  w.  House.  Wentworth 

MlLPPARY    academy    COMMISSIONING    CERE- 
MONY 

I'd  like  to  begin  my  remarks  by  emphasiz- 
ing that  it  is  indeed  an  honor  and  privilege 
to  address  you  here  today  as  you  embark  on 
the  next  phase  of  your  military  career. 

What  a  sharp  looking  group  of  new  lieuten- 
ants and  cadets  you  are.  I'll  try  to  keep  that 
keen,  sharp  look  in  your  eyes  by  keeping 
these  remarks  brief  and  to  the  point. 

It  is  great  to  be  here  in  historic  Lexington, 
Missouri,  the  scene  of  the  famous  "Battle  of 
the  Hemp  Bales"  in  1861.  It  is  a  humbling  ex- 
perience to  walk  the  ground  where  brave  sol- 
diers struggled  and  were  willing  to  die  for 
what  they  believed  in. 

President  Harry  Truman  said  time  and 
again  that  a  nation  that  forgot  its  own  his- 
tory was  in  trouble,  and  he  added,  "The  only 
thing  new  under  the  sun  is  the  history  you 
haven't  learned  yet." 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  come  to  a 
school  where  our  nation's  great  military  her- 
itage walks  hand-in-hand  with  the  present 
and  future. 

And  today  history  is  being  made  as  Went- 
worth commissions  its  first  four  female  ca- 
dets as  second  lieutenants.  That's  historic. 
That's  outstanding.  Congratulations  to  each 
of  you. 

Soon  you  will  be  platoon  leaders  in  charge 
of  America's  soldiers.  General  Reimer,  the 
Chief  of  Staff  of  our  Army,  tells  an  account 
of  a  group  of  captured  German  soldiers  dur- 
ing WWn  asking  their  American  captors  for 
their  credentials  before  they  would  surren- 
der. The  American  officer,  pointing  to  the 
American  soldiers  present,  said:  "These  are 
our  credentials."  Today  this  still  holds  true. 
Soldiers  are  our  credentials.  I  charge  you 
today  to  go  forth  and  lead  them  every  day 
with  this  in  mind. 

Now.  you  don't  have  to  believe  everything 
I  say  here  today  but,  you  better  believe  that 
I  believe  it.  I'm  going  to  give  you  my  best 
shot  trom  my  foxhole. 

Each  of  you  stands  on  the  threshold  of  a 
great  adventure.  Your  career  in  the  Army  is 
not  a  destination  but  rather  a  terrific  jour- 
ney. 


As  you  will  soon  find  out,  military  service 
is  much  more  than  just  a  job.  It  is  a  calling, 
a  way  of  life.  General  Douglas  MacArthur 
once  said,  it  is  a  calling  that  can  be  summed 
up  in  three  words,  "Duty,  honor  and  coun- 
try." 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  it  Ukes  a  spe- 
cial breed  of  men  and  women  to  lead  today's 
soldiers. 

It  is  viully  important  that  these  leaders 
remain  focused  on  the  reason  our  army  ex- 
ists ...  to  fight  and  win  our  nation's  wars. 
If  we  can  do  that,  everything  else  we  are 
asked  to  do  such  as  fighting  forest  fires, 
peacekeeping,  humanitarian  relief  missions 
and  drug  suppression  missions,  is  easy. 

I  believe  the  ability  to  fight  and  win  our 
nation's  wars,  rests  on  three  pillars:  dis- 
cipline, competence  and  leadership. 

At  Fort  Riley  I  have  four  expectations  of 
leaders:  First:  Accomplish  all  missions  to 
best  of  abilities  and  to  agreed  upon  stand- 
ards. 

Second:  Genuine  compassion  for  soldiers. 

Third:  Develop  next  generation's  leaders. 

Fourth:  Where  ever  you  are  assigned  leave 
that  place  better  than  you  found  it. 

As  I  said  a  few  moments  ago,  each  of  you 
stand  on  the  edge  of  a  truly  great  adventure 
and  I  envy  you  for  that.  Soon  you  will  be  en- 
trusted with  the  greatest  treasure  our  nation 
has  to  offer,  her  sons  and  daughters.  Do  not 
take  that  charge  lightly. 

Always  remain  focused  on  the  real  reason 
we  are  here  serving  as  the  sword  and  shield 
of  our  great  republic— to  defend  our  nation— 
to  fight  and  win  our  nation's  wars. 

When  you  focus  on  that  one  goal,  and  let 
yourself  be  guided  by  discipline,  competence 
and  leadership.  It  will  get  you  where  you 
want  to  go. 

It  will  help  you  nmrch  a  little  farther, 
carry  a  little  heavier  load,  and  be  willing  to 
step  into  the  unknown  with  the  confidence 
that  you  can  accomplish  the  mission. 

Good  luck,  God  speed,  thank  you  for  let^ 
ting  me  speak  to  you  on  this  important  day, 
and  I'll  meet  you  on  the  high  ground. 


BLOCKING  CABLE  PORN  IS 
EVERYONE'S  FIGHT 


HON.  MARTIN  R.  HOKE 

OF  OHIO 

m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  year  in  a 
Maryland  suburt}  of  Washington  as  the  House 
arxj  Senate  were  confererx:ing  on  the  tele- 
communications bill,  a  1 0-year-old  boy  was  ar- 
rested for  raping  a  5-year-okl  giri.  The  incident 
shocked  and  deeply  disturtted  the  people  of 
the  D.C.  area.  How,  everyone  wanted  to 
krx>w,  coukj  tNs  possibly  have  happened? 
What  on  earth  couW  have  motivated  it? 

As  it  turns  out,  the  boy  sak)  he  got  the  kjea 
by  watching  a  pornographic  cable  channel  on 
the  television  set  in  his  own  home,  a  channel 
that  was  supposed  to  be  scrambled.  However, 
the    boy   discovered    that    if   watched    k>ng 


enough,  it  would  unscramble  and  he  coukJ  see 
and  hear  adults  having  sex. 

As  many  of  my  constituents  know  only  too 
well,  cable  sut)scrit>ers  in  parts  of  the  10th 
District  also  receive  the  audio  and  video  por- 
tion of  pornographic  channels  in  a  manner  that 
is  intermittently  clear.  As  a  result,  impresskxt- 
able  chikJren  can  be  exposed  to  the  nx>st 
graphk;  pornography  and  obscene  progranv 
ming  and  advertising. 

At  the  time  this  story  was  txeaking,  I  had 
been  appointed  a  conferee  on  the  tele- 
communications bill,  and  was  in  the  midst  of 
cortvincing  my  feltow  conferees  to  make  sure 
there  was  a  proviskxi  that  woukj  require  cable 
operators  to  completely  bkx*  from  nor>-sub- 
scribers  both  the  audio  and  vkJeo  portkxi  of  all 
channels  showirtg  sexually  explicit  program- 
ming. In  the  end,  this  proviskvi — requiring  Vne 
total  elimination  of  all  sight  and  sound— was 
agreed  to  and  the  bill  became  law.  It  was  a 
great  victory  for  families  across  America. 

Predknat)ly,  before  the  presklenrs  signature 
was  even  dry  on  the  new  law,  a  pornographic 
cable  channel.  Playboy  Enterprises,  was  in 
court  challenging  it.  claiming  that  it  unfairly 
discriminates  against  ttieir  right  to  broadcast 
pomographk:  programming  to  people  who 
arent  even  sutiscribers.  However  the  real  rea- 
son ttie  pornography  channels  are  fighting  this 
provision  is  that  they  use  partial  scrambling  as 
a  marketing  tool — to  lure  channel  surfers  into 
subscribing  to  ttieir  channels.  The  price  we 
pay  as  a  community  is  ttie  pollutkxi  of  our  cul- 
ture and  trashing  of  Judeo-Christian  vakies,  as 
well  as  the  exposure  of  innocents  of  the  ten- 
derest  and  nx>st  impresskxiable  years  to  ex- 
pik:it  sexual  material. 

The  case  will  probably  take  several  months 
to  deckle.  In  the  meantime,  there  are  steps 
that  parents  can  take  to  protect  their  cNkJren. 

If  my  felk>w  Anierk:ans  agree  that  this  new 
law  makes  sense  and  that  cable  companies 
shoukj  honor  it  irrespective  of  wtiat  the  courts 
say,  I  urge  them  to  contact  their  cable  com- 
pany, as  I  have,  and  tell  them  that  you  know 
atXHJt  ttie  new  law — sectk>n  641  of  the  Tete- 
communicatkxis  Act  of  1996— and  woukl  like 
to  know  wtiat  steps  they  are  taking  to  comply. 
If  erKXjgh  customers  write  in,  the  cable  com- 
panies will  have  to  respond. 


TRIBUTE  TO  LEON  GOLDSTEIN  ON 
HIS  25TH  ANNIVERSARY 


HON.  CHARLES  L  SCHUMER 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to ' 
join  all  New  Yorkers  in  celebrating  the  25th 
anniversary  of  Mr.  Leon  Goktetein's  presi- 
dency of  Kingsborough  Community  College.  I 
tielieve  Brooklyn  has  become  a  center  for 
educatkxial  advarKement  and  career  training 


9  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertioos  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  ^>pended.  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 
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as  a  result  of  Mr.  Gokjstetn's  vision  and  lead- 
ership. His  campus  has  become  a  haven  of 
academic  excellence  for  students  throughout 
New  York.  I  am  particularty  proud  of  Leon  for 
helping  students,  professors,  and  other  faculty 
members  develop  a  caring  and  creative  at- 
mosphere that  has  earr^d  Kingstxxough  its 
excellent  reputation. 

For  25  years,  Leon  has  worked  tirelessly  to 
provkle  a  solid  education  for  students  attend- 
ing Kingsborough,  enat>ling  them  to  t>ecome 
successful  and  productive  members  of  their 
community.  Through  his  profound  commitment 
and  bouridless  energy,  ttiousands  of  young 
people  each  year  acquire  solid  academic  skills 
that  help  them  launch  successful  careers.  I 
have  met  countless  graduates  that  attritxjte 
much  of  their  success  to  Leon's  keen  under- 
standing of  their  indivkjual  learning  needs.  The 
curriculum  at  Kingsborough  is  vast  arxj  di- 
verse emugh  so  that  people  of  all  income  lev- 
els, ethnk;  and  cultural  backgrounds,  ages, 
arxl  training  have  the  opportunity  to  earn  their 
degree.  Leon  has  t>een  a  true  inspiration  to 
the  people  of  New  York  and  the  residents  of 
Brooklyn. 

Among  the  successful  educational  programs 
Leon  has  devek}ped  include  the  My  Tum  pro- 
gram for  senior  citizens,  the  New  Start  pro- 
gram to  help  increase  interaction  with  CUNY, 
bilingual  studies,  and  the  Institute  for  Public 
Sefvk».  Under  Leon's  leadership, 
KingstXNXXigh  has  created  more  collaborative 
programs  than  any  instrtutk)n  in  the  city.  State, 
or  Natk>n.  Anott>er  innovative  program  whk:h 
he  channpioned  is  ttie  College  Now  program, 
designed  to  help  high  school  students,  remain 
until  graduatx>n  while  also  encouraging  them 
to  continue  ttieir  studies.  In  addition,  the 
Teacher's  Academy  program,  which  provkjes 
hundreds  of  New  York  City  publk:  school 
teachers  on  sabbatual  leave  to  enroll  at 
Kingsborough  for  1  year  to  further  their  profes- 
skxial  devekjpmenL  These  results-oriented  ini- 
tiatives are  vivid  examples  of  Leon's  creative 
visions  for  educatkx^l  achievement 

Those  attending  Kingstx>rough  have  come 
to  understarxl  Leon's  influence  in  their  edu- 
cational development  I  urge  all  my  colleagues 
arxl  fellow  reskjents  of  Brooklyn  to  congratu- 
late Leon  Goklstein  for  25  distinguished  years 
of  servk:e  to  Kingstx>rough  and  wish  him  corv 
tinued  success  in  his  future  endeavors. 


ST.  CROIX  CENTRAL  HIGH  SCHOOL 
CONCERT  AND  JAZZ  BANDS 


HON.  VICTOR  0.  FRAZER 

OF  THE  VIRGIN  ISLANDS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  FRAZER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  special  recognition  to  the  St  Croix  Central 
High  School  Jazz  and  Concert  Barxls.  Their 
recent  partidpatton  in  a  prestigkMJS  high 
school  baixj  corrpetition  in  Atlanta,  GA,  is  evi- 
dence of  their  determination  to  succeed. 

The  St  Croix  Central  High  School  Concert 
and  Jazz  Bands  under  the  directkm  of  Mr. 
Stan  Joins  won  top  honors  at  the  May  3, 
1996,  Georgia  musk;  competition  which  was 
sponsored  by  the  Musk:  Educators  National 
Conference.  The  5&-member  band  competed 
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against  17  schools  from  the  east  coast  The 
concert  band  placed  second  and  the  ensenv 
ble  jazz  ban6  received  special  recognition. 

In  competitk>n,  the  concert  band  played  Mo- 
zarfs  overture  to  "The  Mamage  of  Figaro," 
"Beausoir"  by  Claude  Debussy,  and  "Festival 
Prelude"  arranged  by  Alfred  Reed.  The  jazz 
ensemble  arrangements  included  their  own 
verson  of  "Blue  Monk,"  a  Roger  Pemtjerton 
arrangement  of  "Killer  Joe,"  and  a  Sammy 
Nestico  an-angement  of  "Jumpin  at  the 
Woodside."  The  groups  were  so  impressive 
judges  joined  them  on  the  stage  to  acknowl- 
edge their  appreciation  for  the  performances. 

Some  members  of  the  tjand  also  received 
special  recognition  in  various  categories.  Mr. 
John  Sewer,  Jr.,  was  named  outstanding  jazz 
trumpeter,  Mr.  Seymour  Joseph  and  Mr. 
Calbert  Marius  were  named  outstanding  jazz 
saxophonist  Mr.  Joel  Massicott  received  out- 
standing rhythm  soloist.  Further,  the  jazz  band 
won  ttie  horxK  of  most  outstanding  jazz 
rhythm  section. 

The  following  students  are  true  ambas- 
sadors for  the  U.S.  Virgin  Islands:  Dyanne 
Baptisite,  Kim  Bett>elmie,  Rot)ereti  Blackmon, 
Craig  Bradshaw,  Bernard  Bruney,  Michael 
Bynoe,  Leah  Camacho,  Zenobia  Camacho, 
Edward  Chapman,  Veronica  Chapman, 
Melicer  Charles,  Tauran  Charles,  Pamela 
Clarke,  Cyril  Dash,  Innn  Doctrine,  Evastus 
Drew,  Wanda  Evans,  Ronald  Feracho,  Ideola 
Francis,  Yasmin  Farrel,  Kart  Frederick, 
Charese  Frett,  Sherrica  Galloway,  Ayinde 
George,  Sammy  Griffin,  John  Henry, 
Shekkaya  Henry,  Alex  Hector,  Francis  Jack- 
son, Emery  Jagrup,  Filbert  Jagrup,  Seymour 
Joseph,  Dwayne  Krauser,  Maria  Lopez,  Lynel 
Lynch,  Calbert  Marius,  Joel  Masskxitt,  Elias 
Mercado,  Andrew  Merchant  Phillip  Merchant 
Afiya  Murphy,  Natalie  Pant,  Sheryl  Pant  Aisha 
Parrilla,  April  Peterson,  Desiree  Phillip, 
Vanessa  Phillip,  Rafael  Prince,  Denise 
Quindland,  Victor  Quinones,  Morgan  Ray- 
nrxxKJ,  Aaron  St  Luce,  Conroy  Samuel,  John 
Sewer,  Jr.,  Tatyana  Simon,  Kenneth 
Vanterpool,  George  D.  Ventura,  Hassan  West 
and  Therese  Woods. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me  today  in  corv 
gratulating  Mr.  Stan  Joins,  and  the  St  Croix 
Central  High  School  Concert  and  Jazz  Band 
members  for  the  outstanding  contributions 
they  have  made  on  behalf  of  the  Virgin  Is- 
lands. I  wish  them  the  very  best  as  they  con- 
tinue to  fulfill  the\T  dreams. 


MORE  THAN  70  YEARS  OF  SERVICE 


HON.  JOE  KNOLLENBERG 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  KNOLLENBERG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  honor  a  special  person — Leona  Mac- 
Donakj  Urquhart 

She  is  a  special  lady  because  since  1924 — 
thafs  right— more  ttian  70  years,  she  has 
wort<ed  day-in  and  day-out  at  the  Pine  Lake 
Country  Club. 

As  she  turns  83  years  old,  she  continues  to 
work  at  the  club  as  executive  hostess. 

She  began  working  at  Pine  Lake  at  age  1 1 
as  an  assistant  in  ttie  kitchen  and  helping  the 
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housekeeping  staff.  With  only  a  short  leave  to 
have  her  two  children,  she  has  sen/ed  loyally 
and  continuously  for  more  than  70  years. 

Many  people,  members  and  guests,  have 
walked  through  the  doors  of  this  club,  and 
Leona  has  known  and  greeted  them  all — and 
they  have  known  her.  They  have  enjoyed  her 
hunvjr,  her  smile,  her  assistance,  her  dedica- 
tion. 

She  is  an  example  of  ttie  woric  ethic  and 
dedication  that  made  America  the  greatest 
country  in  the  world. 

Now,  she  deserves  her  praise.  She  de- 
serves our  loyalty.  She  deserves  our  thanks. 

In  a  worid  where  dedication  and  loyalty 
have  less  and  less  meaning  each  day,  Leona 
Urquhart  is  a  channpion  of  many  things. 

But  nwst  of  all,  her  triumph,  her  legacy,  and 
her  presence  makes  us  proud. 

Good  Luck  Leona.  I  hope  you  are  there  for 
another  70  years.  Pine  Lake  woukl  not  be  tne 
same  if  you  are  not 


THE  BEACON  SHINES  IN  THE 
LIGHTHOUSE 


HON.  DONALD  M.  PAYNE 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  PAYNE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
woukJ  like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  my  col- 
leagues, an  extraordinary  family  wfio  has  ac- 
cepted an  extraordinary  mission.  On  Saturday, 
May  25,  a  tribute  was  paid  to  Bishop  James 
A.  Pan-ott 

Bishop  Parrott  and  the  Parrott  family  re- 
sponded to  the  notKeat)le  plight  of  ttie  hungry, 
ttie  unemptoyed,  the  underemptoyed,  and  the 
myriad  number  of  citizens  wtio  are  forced  to 
live  on  fixed  incomes  that  are  below  the  pov- 
erty level.  What  makes  this  unique?  In  1981, 
betore  the  modem-day  soup  kitchen  was  es- 
tablished in  many  of  our  communities.  Bishop 
Parrott  opened  what  was  known  as  the  "Soup 
Kitchen  at  1035  Broad  Street"  in  Newartc.  NJ. 
This  small,  seemingly  insignificant  gesture  of 
consciousness  cast  ttie  dye  for  wtiat  would 
become  Bishop  Parrotfs  street  ministry. 

Lighthouse  Community  ServKes  [LCS]  was 
founded  in  1981  and  incorporated  in  1989. 
The  first  meal  was  sen/ed  on  February  19, 
1981  and  consisted  of  homemade  comtxead 
and  soup  prepared  by  Mottier  Ann  Parrott, 
Mother  Betty  Martin  and  Mother  Constance 
Baskerville.  They  started  feeding  a  small 
group  of  about  20  indivkJuals  three  times  a 
week  for  lunch.  What  started  as  a  modest 
number  of  20  grew  to  757.  Since  1981  over  1 
million  meals  have  been  sen/ed  and  over 
5,000  persons  have  been  temporarily  housed 
at  LCS.  As  the  program  grew  so  did  the  num- 
ber of  volunteers. 

In  addition  to  nutritional  meals  being  served 
daily,  emergency  shelter  for  men,  women,  and 
children  is  provided  on  a  daily  t>asis.  The 
men's  resklential  shelter  is  used  to  house 
those  in  need  virfiile  they  complete  school  and/ 
or  Tind  jot>s,  thereby  enabling  them  to  retum  to 
ttie  mainstream  of  society  as  productive  citi- 
zens. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  proud  to  bring  ttie  story 
of  the  Ljghttiouse  Community  Services  to  my 
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colleagues  and  to  the  annals  of  U.S.  history. 
The  Parrott  family  has  much  of  whfch  to  be 
proud  and  thankful.  I  offer  my  t)est  wishes  to 
Bishop  James  A.  Parrott  Mother  Ann  Parrott 
and  ttieir  chikJren— James  Jr.,  Dennis,  de- 
ceased, Joan,  Steven,  Andrew  and  Mari<.  Five 
of  ttie  children  are  ordained  clergy  writh  ttie  ex- 
ceptksn  of  Mari<  who  is  an  ordained  Deacon. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

wortdng  families.  And  woukint  it  be  nee  if  tax 
freedom  day  fell  a  little  eartier  next  year? 


TAX  FREEDOM  DAY 


HON.  MARTIN  R.  HOKE 

OFOfflO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATTVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  although  for  most 
Americans  it  came  and  went  wittiout  special 
notk%.  May  7  was  a  very  important  day.  You 
might  say  it  was  a  holklay  of  sorts,  but  unfor- 
tunately not  ttie  kind  ttiat  will  get  you  a  day  off 
work. 

May  7  was  tax  freedom  day,  and  according 
to  ttie  nonpartisan  Tax  Foundation  it  was  ttie 
day  ttiat  Americans  finally  stopped  woricing  for 
the  Government  and  started  working  for  them- 
selves and  their  families. 

Ttiafs  right  Americans  worked  from  Janu- 
ary 1  of  this  year  up  to  May  7 — over  4 
monttis — just  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  Govern- 
ment at  all  levels— -Federal,  State,  and  local. 
As  a  result  of  tax  increases  passed  in  1993 — 
whch  I  voted  against — this  is  the  latest  in  the 
year  ttiat  tax  freedom  day  has  ever  fallen. 
Ttiat  means  wtiat  I  think  most  Americans  al- 
ready know  in  ttieir  gut:  taxes  are  too  high  and 
Government  costs  too  much.  ConskJer 

In  1950,  ttie  average  income  family  of  four 
pakJ  less  ttian  5  percent  of  its  income  in  total 
taxes  and  one  wage  earner  coukj  easily  sup- 
port ttie  entire  family.  Today  ttiat  same  aver- 
age income  family  pays  atxxjt  24  percent  to 
ttie  Federal  Government  alone,  38  percent 
when  you  add  in  State  and  kxal  taxes — ttie 
higtiest  percentage  in  American  peacetime 
history. 

Because  taxes  are  so  high,  mkjdie-ciass  in- 
comes are  being  squeezed — not  to  support 
the  family,  but  to  support  the  Government 

What's  even  more  disturbing  is  ttiat  ttie 
pressure  to  earn  more  leaves  us  with  less 
time  and  energy  to  spend  with  our  chikJren  or 
to  get  involved  with  our  ctKirch  or  community. 
ArxJ  wtien  ttiat  happens  our  whole  Natkm  suf- 
fers because  our  children  suffer. 

Ttie  corrosive  and  damaging  effect  of  tax- 
atkm  on  Amerka's  working  families  must  t>e 
conected.  One  giant  step  in  ttie  right  direction 
is  a  $500  per  chiU  tax  credit— a  measure  I  am 
supporting  in  Congress. 

With  this  credit,  a  family  of  four  earning 
330,000  wouM  have  its  1996  Federal  income 
tax  cut  in  hatf  and  ttie  entire  Federal  tax  bur- 
den of  4.7  million  working  families  at  ttie  low- 
est income  levels  woukJ  be  eliminated  conv 
pletely. 

I  am  also  supporting  repeal  of  the  1 993  gas 
tax  increase  of  4.3  cents  per  galk>n.  Of  all  the 
forms  of  taxatkin,  ttie  gas  tax  is  one  of  ttie 
most  unfair  because  it  falls  disproportkinately 
on  those  at  ttie  bottom  of  the  economic  lad- 
der. 

Combined,  ttiese  two  tax  cuts  wiH  provkle 
some  long  overdue  tax  relief  for  America's 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  SHELDON 
STIEFELD 


HON.  CHARLES  L  SCHUMER 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today  to 
honor  an  outstanding  educator  and  mentor  In 
Brooklyn,  Mr.  Sheldon  "Shelly"  StiefeW,  who 
is  retiring  after  34  years  of  service  to  New 
Yorks'  putJik;  schoote.  Thousands  of  young- 
sters have  learned  a  great  deal  from  Shelly 
and  his  wife.  Ttieir  tireless  work  and  energy 
tiave  done  much  to  ensure  the  success  of 
Brooklyn  students. 

I  am  especially  familiar  with  Shell/s  out- 
standing teaching  abilities  as  he  was  my  worid 
history  teacher  at  James  Madison  High  School 
in  Brooklyn.  As  an  1 1th  grader,  I  was  dazzled 
by  his  animated  lectures  and  became  en- 
tranced by  his  knowledge  of  different  cultures 
and  traditions.  I  am  deeply  grateful  to  him  for 
giving  me  a  strong  t)asis  for  a  future  career  in 
govemment 

It  gives  me  great  pleasure  to  join  all  the  par- 
ents, students  and  friends  in  tionor  of  Shelly 
StiefeM's  commitment  to  putilic  educatk>n  and 
academk:  excellence.  My  educational  training 
under  Shelly  left  me  with  a  positive  view  of 
Brooklyn  public  schools.  My  own  ctiikJren  fol- 
low ttie  same  path,  as  ttiey  also  attend  public 
schools.  Shelly's  retirement  will  certainly  come 
as  a  k)ss  to  ttiose  wtio  were  fortunate  enough 
to  grow  under  tiis  tutelage. 


ST.  CROrX  HIGH  SCHOOL  MIXED 
CHORUS.  JAZZ  CHOIR  AND  VIS- 
UAL ENSEMBLE 


HON.  VICTOR  0.  FRAZER 

OF  THE  VmCIN  ISLANDS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29. 1996 

Mr.  FRAZER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
p>ay  special  recognitkxi  to  the  St  Croix  Central 
High  Sctiool  Mixed  Chorus,  Jazz  Choir,  and 
Visuals  Ensemble  under  the  directk>n  of  Mr. 
Otis  Alexander.  Their  recent  partkapation  in 
ttie  North  Amerk:an  Musk:  Festival  wtiich  was 
held  at  ttie  Georgia  Institute  of  Tectinotogy  in 
Atlanta,  and  McEachem  High  Sctiool  in  Pow- 
der Springs,  GA.  on  April  10-14,  1996.  is  re- 
flective of  their  desire  to  excel. 

The  mixed  chorus  in  ttie  open  Division  AAA 
and  the  jazz  choir  in  ttie  same  diviskm  won 
two  trophies  for  outstanding  performances. 
The  visual  ensemt)le  received  a  plaque  for  ttie 
excellent  ctioreography  whch  was  set  to  ttie 
music  "Magtielena"  by  Sergk>  Mendez. 

Fourteen  high  sctiool  ctioruses,  jazz  choirs, 
madrigal  singers,  marctiing  t>ands,  and  or- 
ctiestras  from  four  States  and  ttie  Virgin  Is- 
larxls  competed  in  this  natk>nal  musk:  festival. 
The  Virgin  Islands  performance  is  a  testament 
to  ttieir  tiard  work  and  detemiinatk>n  to  suc- 
ceed. Their  aocomplistiments  are  also  a  re- 
flectkxi  of  ttie  dedkatkm  of  Mr.  Otis  Alexarv 
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der,  arxj  accompanists,  Mr.  Daryl  Rctiards 
and  Ms.  Barbara  Brown. 

The  57  students  from  St  Croix  Central  High 
Sctiool  enjoyed  ttie  tionor  of  bringing  to  the 
virgin  islands  two  trophies  and  a  plaque  wtwch 
symbolized  their  excellent  pertormance.  Ttieir 
participatx)n  in  ttiis  music  festival  will  be 
etctied  in  ttieir  minds  for  many  years  to  come. 

The  following  students  are  true  Ambas- 
sadors for  the  U.S.  Virgin  Islands:  Rawlston 
Benjamin,  Jermain  Blair,  Ajene  Browne,  Junita 
Ctiapman.  Josette  Cobb,  Arthur  Connor, 
Dwayne  CromweO,  Diane  Crukshank,  Kenya 
Daniels,  Kaleema  de'Lande,  Angel  Felix,  Col- 
leen Francis,  Jeannette  Garcia,  Brian  Gardine, 
Craig  George,  Pete  Gitjson,  Cherie  Gordon, 
Tishri  Greerudge,  Frank  Griffith,  Germaine 
Gumbs,  Juana  Gumbs,  Randy  Haile,  Jo-Arm 
Hamilton,  Kysha  Hendricks,  Jenee  James. 
Cliff  John,  David  Jones,  Tena  Lee,  Nk»3le 
Logan,  Cory  McAlpin,  Jada  McAlpin. 
Showayne  Modeste.  Kalila  Mooretiead,  Ro- 
tjerta  Munoz,  Antonia  Navarra,  Raymond 
O'Reilly,  Lisa  Pascal,  Kittiy  Pascal,  Jason 
Polius,  Louisa  Prosper,  Rona  Rawlins.  Ctieray 
Reid.  Shawn  Rotiles,  Travis  Rogers,  Men^elle 
Sage,  Lloyd  Samuel,  Erolyn  Sweeney,  Marsha 
Taylor,  Akeda  Ttiomas,  Latisha  Tonge.  Estelle 
Torrens,  Isatjel  Torrens.  Tamyka  Weekes, 
Hassan  West  Naqueeba  Wynter,  and  Wendy 
Wynter. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me  today  in  con- 
gratulating Mr.  Otis  D.  Alexarxler,  Mr.  Daryl 
Rk:hards,  Ms.  Baibara  Brown,  and  ttie  mem- 
bers of  ttie  St  Croix  Central  High  School 
Mixed  Chorus,  Jazz  Ctioir,  and  Visual  Ensem- 
ble for  ttie  outstanding  contritxjtkxis  they  tiave 
made  on  tietialf  of  the  Virgin  Istarxls.  I  wish 
ttiem  the  very  best  as  they  contnue  to  fulfill 
ttieir  dreams. 


TRIBUTE  TO  RABBI  AND  SARA 
GARSEK 


HON.  MARCY  KAFIUR 

OF  OHIO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATTVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  RatJbi  Edward  and  Sara  Garsek 
as  ttiey  leave  our  community  after  more  ttian 
20  years  of  servk*.  Since  1975,  Rabbi  Garsek 
has  served  as  ttie  spiritual  leader  of  the  Ortho- 
dox Congregatkyi  Etz  Ctiayim  in  Toledo.  In 
that  capacity  he  has  earned  the  admiratnn 
and  respect  of  the  entire  Jewish  community 
and  t>eyorxl  ttiat  all  of  ttie  citizenry  of  our  city. 
Ttvough  ttiese  years  he  and  his  wife  Sara 
have  woriced  k}vingly  and  consistently  to  raise 
ttie  spirituality  of  ttieir  extended  Toledo  famity. 

An  integral  part  of  ttie  Garseks'  rotes  as 
rat3bi  and  rebbetzin  has  been  as  teactiers— fil- 
ing an  enormous  need  in  our  community, 
teactiing  audtt  educatkxi  courses.  Hebrew 
High  Sctxx>l,  Community  Hebrew  Sctiool,  as 
well  as  Sunday  religkxis  school.  The  benefit  of 
their  professkmalism  is  most  keer^y  felt  at  the 
Hetxew  Academy  of  Toledo,  wttere  ttiey  meet 
daily  with  their  pupils.  They  will  be  kxig  re- 
memtiered  by  ttieir  students. 

Rabbi  Garsek  leads  his  congregatkm  with  a 
wonderful  sense  of  humility,  a  warm  sense  of 
humor,  and  a  passk)nate  tove  of  Israel— ttie 
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people  and  the  State.  Sara  is  his  perfect  conv 
piement,  a  tower  of  strength  in  her  knowledge, 
t)eiieve,  and  devotion  to  ttie  words  of  the 
Torah.  We  in  Toledo  know  them  to  live  t)y  the 
words  of  HHIel.  "Be  of  the  disciples  of  Aaron, 
k)ving  peace  and  pursuing  peace;  be  one  who 
k>ves  hunnan  beings  and  draws  ttiem  near  to 
Torah." 

Rabbi  arxJ  Sara  Garsek  came  to  Cor>grega- 
tion  Etz  Chayim  bringing  with  them  three  very 
young  girls,  Chaya,  Esther,  and  Devorah. 
Over  the  years,  they  have  been  blessed  with 
four  more  beautiful  children,  Zev,  Shoahana, 
Rachael,  and  Yitzchak;  a  sornn-law,  David; 
and  two  grandsons,  Bentzion  and  Akiva. 

Rabbi  and  Sara  Garsek  will  be  missed,  but 
we  know  their  presence  will  grace  their  new 
community  as  it  has  ours. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

Members  of  Congress  join  me  in  wishing  them 
every  happiness  in  return  and  all  the  success 
in  ttieir  future  endeavors. 


CONGRATULATING  LT.  COL.  AND 
MRS.  KENNETH  P.  STUART  ON  45 
YEARS  OF  SERVICE 


HON.  BUD  SHUSTER 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

IN  THE  BOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  want  to 
recognize  a  hustand  and  wife  who  have  made 
a  lasting  difference  in  the  lives  of  over  1,000 
cadets  during  their  45  years  of  service  at  Car- 
son Long  Military  Institute;  LL  Col.  and  Mrs. 
Kenneth  P.  Stuart  This  June  Lieutenant  Cok)- 
nel  Stuart  and  his  wife  will  end  their  magnifi- 
cent careers  at  Pennsylvania's  oldest  military 
school,  Carson  Long  in  New  Bloomfiekj,  PA. 

During  his  service.  Colonel  Stuart  influenced 
the  lives  of  over  1,300  young  cadets.  Since 
beginning  his  service  in  1951,  he  has  coached 
three  sports,  football,  basketball,  and  baseball; 
he  has  sensed  as  the  social  studies  depart- 
ment head,  a  buikUng  offner,  the  assistant  to 
the  president,  and  as  the  commandant  of  ca- 
dets. 

Mrs.  Stuart  likewise  shares  a  distinguished 
record  of  servk:e  at  Carson  Long.  During  her 
20  years  of  servne  she  has  served  as  the  li- 
txarian  for  the  institute — a  very  important  posi- 
tion in  a  school  of  higher  learning,  and  as  the 
sociaJ  director  for  the  institute  since  1 971 . 

I  want  to  commend  the  outstanding  efforts 
of  these  hard-worldng,  exceptk}nally  bright  and 
dedicated  educators.  As  our  Nation  looks  for 
solutions  to  its  many  social  shortcomings,  the 
dednated  lives  of  these  two  brilliant  people 
should  sNne  as  an  example  to  our  society  on 
how  to  txjik]  communities  and  lives  with  pur- 
pose. 

The  Carson  Long  Military  Institute  has  a 
long  and  horx}rable  tradition  dating  back  over 
160  years  to  its  founding  in  1836.  I  know  the 
staff  arKJ  cadets  of  Carson  Long  are  proud  to 
be  associated  with  such  an  historic  institution 
and  it  is  through  this  pride  in  Carson  Long  that 
they  share  in  the  lifelong  dedication  of  tiiese 
two  great  indK/iduals. 

Through  ttieir  lives  they  have  truly  exempli- 
fied the  ideal  of  community  servk:e  and  as  a 
nation,  we  must  be  proud  to  have  such  indi- 
viduals in  our  society.  I  for  one  am  privileged 
that  they  reskle  in  central  Pennsylvania. 

As  the  Cokxiel  and  Mrs.  Stuart  begin  to  cel- 
ebrate their  retirement,  I  krx>w  that  all  of  the 


HONORING  VIRGrNIA  DENT  AND 
AURORA  GAREISS 


HON.  GARY  L  ACKERMAN 

OF  NEW  YORK 

m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  join  with  my  colleagues  and  memt)ers  of  the 
Environmental  Law  Institute  and  the  U.S.  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency,  as  they  gather 
on  Thursday,  May  30,  to  present  Virginia  Dent 
and  Aurora  Gareiss  with  the  1996  National 
WettarxJs  Award  for  volunteer  leadership. 

For  the  past  30  years,  Virginia  and  Aurora 
have  initiated  programs  to  save  the  consider- 
able salt  marsh  and  freshwater  estuaries  sur- 
rounding Littte  Neck  Bay  in  Little  Neck,  NY. 
Their  heroic  efforts  have  led  to  the  acquisition 
of  a  series  of  wetland  complexes  throughout 
Queens,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  ttie  135- 
acre  Udalls  Cove  Paxk  Presen/e,  now  pro- 
tected by  ttie  New  York  City  and  State  park 
systems. 

However,  Mr.  Speaker,  Virginia  and  Auro- 
ra's good  work  extends  far  beyond  this  valu- 
able project  They  have  tirelessly  strived  to  put 
an  end  to  illegal  dumping — a  highly  defrimen- 
tal  practice  with  far-reaching  effects.  Addition- 
ally, ttiey  have  long  tiled  to  promote  under- 
starxJing  of  the  causal  link  between  environ- 
mental arxJ  physk:al  health.  In  ttiis  vein,  Vir- 
ginia has  sensed  as  ttie  executive  director  of 
ttie  New  York  State  Northeast  Queens  Nature 
and  Historical  Preserve  Commisskin,  while 
Aurora  has  served  as  its  commissKtner.  Fur- 
thermore, Virginia  has  spent  the  past  1 5  years 
on  ttie  Queens  Borough  p)residenfs  Flushing 
Bay  task  force. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Virginia  and  Aurora  have 
come  to  symbolize  the  American  spirit  of  vol- 
untarism and  generosity.  I  ask  all  my  col- 
leagues to  rise  witti  the  grateful  people  of  the 
Fiftti  Congressional  Distiict  in  extending  to  Vir- 
ginia Dent  and  Aurora  Gareiss  the  highest  ac- 
colades of  appreciation  and  admiration. 


PARTIAL-BIRTH  ABORTION  IS 
TOTAL  OUTRAGE 


HON.  MARUN  R.  HOKE 

OF  OHIO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  during  ttie  Viettiam 
war,  journalists  opposed  to  United  States  in- 
volvement sought  to  "Tjring  the  war  into  our 
living  rooms"  by  showing  images  of  the  car- 
nage and  suffering  on  ttie  nightiy  news.  It 
made  for  disturbing  viewing,  tiut  was  effective 
in  turning  American  publk:  opinion  against  the 
war.  It  is  in  that  b-adition  ttiat  I  share  with  you 
ttie  following  description  of  something  called 
partial-t)irth  atwrtkjn,  one  of  Uie  most  inhu- 
mane acts  imaginatjie. 

In  this  very  late-term  procedure,  a  breech 
position,  feet  first— labor  is  drug-induced  arxJ 
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ttie  baby  is  completely  delivered  except  for  the 
head.  The  baby  is  now  moments  arxl  inches 
from  birtfi — and  from  all  the  protections  af- 
forded by  Federal  and  State  law.  But  ttie  birth 
is  interrupted.  The  head  is  forced  to  remain  in 
the  canal.  The  base  of  the  skull  is  then  punc- 
tured, a  vacuum  catheter  is  inserted  into  the 
head,  and  the  contents  are  suctioned  out.  The 
skull  collapses,  ttie  baby  dies,  and  the  abor- 
tion is  complete. 

On  April  10,  President  Clinton  vetoed  a  bill 
passed  by  large  majorities  in  each  Chamber  of 
Congress  that  would  have  outiawed  this  prac- 
tice, a  bill  I  was  proud  to  help  write  as  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Judiciary  Committee. 

The  President  defended  his  veto  on  the 
grounds  tiiat  the  bill  did  not  provide  an  excep- 
tion for  the  health  of  the  mother.  But  he  knows 
full  well  ttiat  ttie  Supreme  Court  has  defined 
maternal  health  as  "all  factors — physical,  emo- 
tional, psychological,  familial,  and  the  woman's 
age — relevant  to  the  well-being  of  the  patient" 
In  otiier  words,  a  heattti  exception— whkih  is 
synonymous  with  abortion-on-demand — wouW 
have  gutted  the  bill.  Also,  ttie  bill  does  provide 
an  exception  to  save  ttie  life  of  the  mottier, 
even  though  in  reality  this  grotesque  proce- 
dure is  never  the  only  option  available. 

In  response  to  this  outiage,  the  Vatkan  took 
the  unusual  step  of  condemning  ttie  Presi- 
dent's veto,  calling  it  shameful  and  an  incred- 
it>ly  brutal  act  of  aggression  against  human 
life.  It  warned  that  legalizing  partial-birth  at»r- 
tions  "endangers  morally  and  ethically  ttie  fu- 
ture of  the  society  ttiat  allows  it" 

In  addition,  the  National  Conference  of 
Catholic  Bishops,  headed  by  Bishop  Anttiony 
Pilla  of  Cleveland,  wrote  this  stinging  rebuke: 
"Mr.  President,  you  and  you  alone  had  ttie 
choce  of  whether  or  not  to  altow  children,  al- 
most conipletely  bom,  to  be  killed  txutally  in 
partiaMjirth  abortions.  Your  choice  was  to  say 
yes  and  to  allow  this  killing  more  akin  to  infan- 
ticide than  abortion  to  continue." 

While  there  may  be  a  large  difference  of 
opinion  in  ttie  way  that  Americans  view  ttie 
issue  of  abortion,  on  this  issue  ttiey  are  of  one 
mind.  In  fact,  recent  polls  show  that  almost  80 
percent  of  women  and  65  percent  of  those 
who  describe  themselves  as  pro-choce  op- 
pose partial-t)irth  abortkins. 

By  his  veto  the  PreskJent  has  shown  ttiat  for 
all  his  talk  atxsut  making  atx>rtion  safe,  legal, 
and  rare,  he  is  a  captive  of  abortion-on-de- 
mand exti-emists.  If  he  will  not  outiaw  ttiis  hei- 
nous practk»  that  affects  "only"  a  tiiousand  or 
so  t>abies  a  year,  he  will  never  support  any 
atX)rtkDn  restrictions. 

One  thing  is  certain,  ttiis  issue  will  not  go 
away.  President  Clinton  will  have  to  explain 
why,  wtien  it  came  time  to  choose  between 
the  culture  of  life  and  ttie  culture  of  death,  he 
chose  deatti. 


HONORING  LIVONIA  CTC 
COMPUTER  STUDENTS 


HON.  JOE  KNOLLENBERG 

OF  MICmCAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  KNOLLENBERG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  honor  my  cSstricTs  latest  national 
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champions — Livonia  Career/Technk:al  Center 
students  Eric  Bode,  Jill  Ttiompson,  and  Mike 
Purcell. 

For  ttie  second  straight  year,  Livonia  CTC 
computer  programming  students  have  finished 
1-2-3  in  the  Business  Professionals  of  Amer- 
k:a  National  Leadership  Conference's  competi- 
tion. 

In  Phoenix,  AZ,  more  than  4,000  delegates 
ttiroughout  the  United  States  participated  in 
ttie  conference  whk:h  included  competitive 
events,  leadership  wort(shops  and  keynote 
speakers.  More  than  375  high  school  and  col- 
lege stijdents  wtio  partk:ipated  in  the  events 
were  from  Michigan.  And  for  ttie  fourth-stiaight 
year,  Michigan  won  ttie  most  awards. 

Congratulations  Eric,  Jill,  and  Mile.  Once 
again,  you  have  not  only  distinguished  your- 
self with  your  outstanding  pertormance,  you 
have  highligtited  ttie  excellent  work  of  Livonia 
CTC,  computer  programming  teactier  Dennis 
Vince  and  Principal  Janet  Haas. 

Vocational  education,  as  well  as  improved 
leadership  and  development  of  our  future  busi- 
ness leaders  is  vital  to  our  country's  future. 
Livonia  CTC  is  playing  ttieir  part.  I  am  very 
proud  of  ttieir  great  work  and  ttieir  outstand- 
ing, success-driven  students. 


TRIBUTE  TO  TALLY  C.  TALBOT 


HON.  DONALD  M.  PAYNE 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 19% 

Mr.  PAYNE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
Saturday,  May  25,  a  retirement  party  is  being 
hekj  in  honor  of  Tally  C.  Taltxit  Mr.  Talbot  is 
a  man  for  all  seasons.  He  has  spent  nearly  all 
of  his  life  in  public  servk:e. 

Tally  Taltiot  was  bom  in  Newart(,  NJ,  my 
hometown.  He  is  a  man  of  diverse  interests 
and  experiences.  He  has  been  an  educator, 
latx>r  leader,  senior  citizen  advocate,  musi- 
cian, publk:  housing  administi-ator,  and  Demo- 
cratic distiict  leader.  He  has  b^jly  served  his 
community  well. 

Mr.  Talbot's  retirement  will  mark  ttie  end  of 
a  32-year  career  with  the  Newari<  Housing  Au- 
ttiority.  During  these  years,  he  has  used  his 
education,  skills,  and  life  experiences  to  help 
others.  He  has  worited  with,  counseled,  and 
served  countless  indhnduals. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sure  my  cdeagues  will 
join  me  as  I  offer  congratulations  to  Tally  C. 
Talbot  1  would  also  like  to  extend  my  best 
wishes  to  him  and  his  family — his  wife,  Marta 
Adelina  Talbot  and  his  two  chikjren,  Erk^a  and 
Joanne. 


THE  POST  WITH  THE  HEART 


HON.  MARCY  KAPTOR 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 

Ms.  KAPTUR  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  this 
evening  to  pay  tiibute  to  the  Gokistein-Good- 
man  Post  No.  6909  of  the  Veterans  of  Foreign 
Wars  as  it  celetxates  its  50tti  anniversary  this 
month.  For  ttie  Goklstein-Goodman  Post  it 
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has  been  50  years  of  dedkxition  to  community 
servKe  ttiat  has  brought  tionor  to  the  memo- 
ries of  the  two  servKemen  after  whom  ttie 
post  is  named. 

Morris  Goldstein  and  Bamey  Goodman 
were  ttie  first  Jewish  men  from  ttie  Toledo 
community  to  be  killed  in  action  in  their  re- 
spective theaters  of  war  in  Worid  War  II. 

From  its  eariiest  days.  Post  6909  lived  up  to 
its  more  recentiy  adopted  motto:  "Dedicated  to 
Community  Service."  Even  with  its  modest 
treasury,  ttie  post  was  able  to  donate  time  and 
money  to  schools,  hospitals,  and  ottier  com- 
munity' institutions  such  as  the  National  Home 
in  Eaton  Rapkls,  Criel  Hospital  in  Cleveland, 
St  Anthony's  Orphanage,  Cherry  and  La- 
grange sctiools,  ttie  Jewish  Community  Cerv 
ter,  the  Society  for  Crippled  Chiklren,  Darting- 
ton  House,  and  numerous  churcties  and  syna- 
gogues. 

Today,  Post  6909  is  known  througtiout  To- 
ledo as  'The  Post  with  ttie  Heart"  It  sponsors 
The  GoWstein-Goodman  Sctiolarship  Fund  at 
the  University  of  Toledo,  and  over  Si  million 
has  passed  through  ttie  posfs  tieasury  to 
benefk:iaries  such  as  ttie  Medk:al  College  of 
Ohio,  RiverskJe  Hospital,  and  kx:al  schools 
systems.  Post  nienit)ers  have  and  are  still  de- 
voting hundreds  of  tiours  of  time  to  community 
projects. 

In  May,  1946,  Vce  Mayor  Mk:tiael  DiSalle 
and  Rat}bi  N.  Katz  installed  Louis  Baum  as 
the  first  commander  of  Post  6909,  and  it  is  still 
going  strong  today. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  commend  to  my  colleagues 
Toledo's  Post  witti  ttie  Heart  on  ttieir  50th  arv 
niversary  and  wish  them  50  more  years  of 
servk%  to  our  community. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THOMAS  E. 
DELBRIDGE 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today  to 
recognize  Mr.  Ttiomas  Delt)ridge  of  Ruttiertord 
County,  TN.  Mr.  Deibridge  leaves  his  position 
as  director  of  administrative  servnes  at  ttie 
Tennessee  State  Department  of  Human  Serv- 
k:es  on  Friday,  May  31 .  What  will  t>e  a  gain  for 
his  family  will  be  a  toss  for  all  of  Tennessee 
because  this  toyal  servx:e  and  dedicatxxi  have 
meant  so  much  throughout  his  26  years  of 
public  servk».. 

In  February  1973,  Tom  tiegan  his  tenure 
witti  ttie  Tennessee  State  Department  of  Edu- 
catk}n  as  a  supervisor  of  ttie  trade  and  indus- 
tiial  program.  His  titte  reflected  technical  ex- 
pertise gained  through  21  years  of  vocational 
experience  in  ttie  U.S.  Air  Force.  FolkTwing  his 
tiansition  inti3  civilian  ife,  he  worked  as  an  irv 
dustrial  arts  teactier  at  Hendersonville  High 
Sctiod.  His  duty  to  country  completed  by  mili- 
tary service,  Mr.  Deibridge  found  an  equally 
high  calling  in  education. 

He  accelerated  from  supervisor  of  ti^de  and 
industry  to  ttie  director  of  the  compretiensive 
vocational  education  department,  where  he 
sen/ed  until  1981.  He  then  moved  to  ttie  divi- 
stonal  level  as  director  of  administrative  serv- 
ees  for  the  vocational  education  department 
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Then,  in  1984,  Mr.  DeRxklge  made  ttie  tiansi- 
tion to  the  Department  of  Human  Sennces, 
wtiere  he  now  serves. 

We  honor  Mr.  Dettxklge  Uxlay  because  he 
tieto  the  education  of  young  people  and  publk: 
service  as  his  first  priority.  He  has  tieen  en- 
tiiisted  with  Tennessee's  future,  and  ttie  future 
of  America  as  well.  It  is  a  trust  tie  has  earned 
respectively,  and  a  txight  future  for  Tennessee 
he  has  stiaped. 


CONGRATULATING  VANDY  L. 
MILLER  ON  HIS  RETIREMENT 


HON.  ALBERT  RUSSELL  WYNN 

OF  MARYLAND 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  WYNN.  Mr.  Speaker,  ttiere  are  many 
people  in  Federal  Government  wtiose  spectfic 
contritxjtions  to  our  society  are  unknown  to 
ttie  vast  majority  of  ttie  puWc.  They  do  their 
jot)s  year  in  and  year  out,  woridng  tietvnd  ttie 
scenes,  largely  unrecognized  for  ttieir  efforts 
on  the  putilic's  betiatf. 

That  is  why  I  rise  today,  Mr.  Speaker,  to 
take  ttiis  opportunity  to  recognize  42  years  of 
dedk:ated  Federal  Government  servce  by  my 
constitijent  Mr.  Vandy  L  Miller  of  Silver 
Spring,  MD,  on  the  occasion  of  his  retirement 
In  a  career  of  military  and  civilian  seonce 
spanning  over  four  de::ades,  Mr.  Miller  has 
earned  a  tiemendous  amount  of  respect  and 
a  reputation  as  a  committed  and  effective 
leader  and  manager.  Integrity  and  twmility 
have  been  tiaNmarks  of  his  career. 

Mr.  Miller,  a  native  of  Bluefietd.  WV,  began 
his  Federal  servce  in  ttie  U.S.  Army  in  1954 
as  a  second  lieutenant  and  distinguistied  mili- 
tary graduate  of  West  Virginia  State  CoMege. 
Institute,  WV,  and  rose  to  ttie  rank  of  full  cok>- 
nel  in  ttie  Medk:al  Services  Corps.  During  his 
24  years  as  an  Army  offk:er  and  sokSer,  tie 
hekJ  many  positions  of  increased  tectmical 
and  leaders!^  responsfcility  in  military  instal- 
lations in  Europe  and  ttie  United  States,  cut- 
minating  with  his  retirement  from  military  serv- 
ice as  ttie  Radiok)gk:al  Hygiene  Consultant 
Officer  of  ttie  Army  Surgeon  General  in  the 
Pentagon. 

Mr.  Miller  joined  ttie  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission  in  1 978  as  ttie  Branch  Ctiief ,  Ma- 
terial Ucensing  Branch.  He  was  promoted  to 
ttie  Senkx  Executive  Service,  a  military  tuvo- 
star  general  equivalency,  in  1984  wtiile  serv- 
ing in  ttie  Branch  Chief  position.  In  1988,  he 
was  promoted  to  Assistant  Director  for  Agree- 
ment States,  Office  of  State  FVograms.  In  Oc- 
tot>er  1993.  Mr.  Miller  was  appointed  to  ttie 
position  of  Director  of  ttie  Office  of  Small  and 
Disadvantaged  Business  Utilization  and  Civil 
Rights. 

Throughout  his  career,  Mr.  Miller  has  always 
advocated  ttie  concepts  of  proiesskxial  growtti 
and  devetopment  networldng,  and  continuing 
education.  A  hurrtile  and  dedicated  man,  he 
tias  constiucted  a  career  of  servk»  and  ac- 
complishments using  his  values  and  principles 
he  brought  witti  him  to  woric  each  day.  Under 
Mr.  Miller's  leadership  as  ttie  Nudear  Regu- 
latory Commisskxi's  Assistant  Director  for 
Agreement  State  Program.  Offce  of  State  Pro- 
grams, realistic  policy  guidelines  were  devel- 
oped for  the  States  to  ensure  the  technical 
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adequacy  and  compatibility  of  their  programs 
for  regulating  nuclear  materials.  In  his  position 
as  ttie  Director,  Office  of  Small  Business  and 
Civil  Rights,  he  successfully  lead  the  imple- 
mentation arxl  coordination  of  the  Nuclear 
Regulatory  Commission's  Equal  Employment 
Opportunity  [EEO]  Program,  the  Small  Busi- 
ness Program,  and  the  Affirmative  Employ- 
merrt  Program.  Under  his  direction  of  the  EEO 
program,  the  numtser  of  formal  EEO  com- 
plaints being  filed  remained  relatively  low. 

His  dedication,  competence,  and  profes- 
sionalism are  unsurpassed,  and  they  have 
been  recognized  by  a  number  of  awards  over 
the  p>ast  decades.  Mr.  Miller  has  been  recog- 
nize by  ttie  Federal  Government  for  his  out- 
standing public  sennce.  He  was  presented 
with  ttie  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission  Meri- 
torious Service  Award  in  1992  and  ttie  Presi- 
dential Meritorious  Executive  Rank  Award  ear- 
ier  this  month.  He  has  been  ttie  recipient  of 
ttie  Outstanding  Community  Leader  in  Edu- 
cation Award  from  ttie  Montgomery  County 
Council  and  numerous  other  community 
awards  arxJ  citations. 

In  addition  to  his  full  time  work  for  the  Fed- 
eral Government  Mr.  Miller  also  understands 
the  importance  of  community  service  to  en- 
sure ttie  efficient  mnning  of  our  society.  With 
this  mind,  he  has  hekj  leadership  positions  in 
this  Kappa  Alpha  Psi  Fratemity,  the  Washing- 
ton Metropolitan  Organizatkxi  of  Black  Sci- 
entists, the  West  Virginia  State  College  "W" 
Club  Associatkxi  and  the  Woodside  Civic  As- 
sodatxm,  Silver  Spring,  MD.  With  his  remain- 
ing spare  time,  Mr.  Miller  has  served  as  a 
mentor  for  ttie  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commis- 
sion's Mentor  Program  and  as  an  active  mem- 
ber of  the  Deacon  of  the  12th  Street  Disciples 
of  Christ  Christian  Church.  Mr.  Miller  has  not 
only  served  ttie  public,  txit  has  encouraged 
ottiers  to  foHow  tiis  lead.  Members  of  his  own 
family,  his  wife,  Sylvia,  and  three  chikJren, 
KenMin,  Karen,  and  Karmen  are  among  the 
many  people  wtio  have  been  drawn  into  com- 
munity service,  inspired  by  his  example.  I  am 
sure  he  will  continue  to  be  active  in  his  com- 
munity in  the  future. 

We  can  point  with  pride  to  Federal  profes- 
sionais  like  Vandy  Miller  for  exemplifying  the 
real  spirit  of  public  servk:e.  He  has  served  with 
undying  dednatkKi,  unrelenting  commitment, 
and  fervent  devotkxi.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
join  me  in  paying  tritxjte  to  this  outstanding 
American,  a  man  of  God,  a  devoted  public 
servant,  arxl  a  family  man. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  behalf  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  my  constituents  in  the 
4th  Congresskxial  District  of  Maryland,  I  want 
to  personally  ttiank  Vandy  Miller  for  his  excep- 
tfonal  career  of  servrce  to  his  country  and 
community,  congratulate  Nm  on  this  special 
occaskxi,  and  wish  him  all  the  best  in  retire- 
ment as  he  enters  ttie  next  ctiapter  of  his  life. 
In  addttkxi  to  wishing  him  and  his  supportive 
wife  Sylvia  good  luck  and  Godspeed  in  his  re- 
tirement, we  also  wish  kmg  and  happy  lives  to 
his  chikjren  and  grandchikjren,  Markia. 
LaShawn.  Kyle,  and  Vandy. 
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ASIAN  PACIFIC  AMERICAN 
HERITAGE  MONTH 


May  29,  1996 

SUPER  SALESMAN  ROBERT  DAVID 


HON.  NANCY  PELOSI 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
celebrate  and  honor  the  alrrrost  9  million 
Americans  of  Asian  Pacifk:  heritage  who  make 
such  a  magnificent  contribution  to  our  society. 

As  ttie  Representative  of  a  district  that 
boasts  Asian  Pacific  Americans  as  more  than 
28  percent  of  Its  population,  I  am  proud  to  be 
atile  to  praise  the  men  and  women  of  Asian 
Pacifk:  American  heritage  wtio  have  worked 
both  to  make  our  worid  a  t)etter  place  to  live. 

Yvonne  Lee  is  just  one  of  those  people 
making  a  difference.  A  San  Franciscan  ap- 
pointed by  President  Clinton  to  the  U.S.  Conv 
mission  for  Civil  Rights,  she  has  a  long  and 
outstanding  record  of  community  servk;e,  both 
In  San  Francisco  and  throughout  the  Nation. 
Currently  a  fellow  at  the  Asian  Pacific  Amer- 
ican Leadership  Institute,  Yvonne  prevrausly 
served  as  the  executive  director  of  the  Chi- 
nese American  Citizens  Alliance,  a  national 
civil  rigtits  organization. 

I  join  my  colleagues  in  celebrating  Asian  Pa- 
cific American  Heritage  Month  and  in  saluting 
ttiose  in  the  Asian  Pacific  Amerrcan  commu- 
nity who  tiave  transformed  our  country. 


HONORING  PONTIAC  CENTRAL 
HIGH  SCHOOL'S  U.S.  FIRST  TEAM 


HON.  DALE  L  KUDEE 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  KILOEE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
urge  my  colleagues  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives to  join  me  in  paying  tritxite  to  the 
great  accompljshments  of  ttie  memljers  of  the 
U.S.  First  Team.  The  team  consists  of  32  stu- 
dents and  7  faculty  members  from  Pontiac 
Central  High  School,  ttiat  is  located  in  my  dis- 
trict The  U.S.  First  Team,  is  also  comprised  of 
28  engineers  from  Delphi  Interior  Lighting  Sys- 
tems. I  am  proud  to  inform  my  colleagues  that 
ttie  U.S.  First  Team,  from  Pontiac  Central 
High  School,  received  the  coveted  National  All 
Star  Rookie  of  the  Year  Award,  during  the  5th 
Annual  U.S.  First  Competition,  in  Oriando,  FL 
The  team  has  also  tjeen  honored  by  receiving 
the  Worchester  Polytechnical  Institution  [WPI] 
design  innovations  scholarship. 

The  hard  work  and  dedk^atKin  of  the  team  is 
reflected  in  ttie  fact  that  more  than  96  teams 
from  all  over  ttie  country  were  involved  in  the 
national  competitk^n.  Their  success  is  a  re- 
markatile  display  of  wtiat  can  be  accomplistied 
wtien  people  wori<  togettier  toward  a  common 
goal. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  truly  honored  to  be  able 
to  recognize  the  outstanding  achievements  of 
each  of  the  members  of  the  Pontiac  Northern 
High  School  U.S.  First  Team.  They  deserve 
the  title  of  natkinal  winners.  I  know  the  entire 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives  joins  me  today 
in  tionoring  this  fine  group  of  Americans. 


HON.  JOE  KNOLLENBERG 

OF  MICHIGAN 

m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wenesday,  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  KNOLLENBERG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  honor  a  supersalesman  and  special 
person — WXYTs  Robert  David. 

Davkl  was  recently  honored  with  1996  Sales 
Success  Award  from  the  sales  and  marketing 
executives  of  Detroit. 

Recognized  as  one  of  the  t>est  salesmen  in 
metro-Detroit,  the  Northville  native  is  such  a 
ctiarmer,  he  met  his  future  wife  on  the  Ohio 
turnpike,  eventually  sweet-talking  her  into  mar- 
riage. 

As  ttie  national  sales  manager  at  WXYT 
radio  in  SouthfiekJ,  Rob  has  increased  sales 
revenues  tenfokj  in  just  8  years.  And  he  has 
done  it  through  knowing  his  customers,  study- 
ing ttieir  language,  and  speaking  to  them  on 
their  own  terms. 

His  simple  strategy  has  been  nothing  but  a 
recipe  for  success.  And  yet,  that  is  not 
enough.  Rob  is  always  looking  to  improve  his 
skills  by  attending  extra  sales  training  and  in- 
dustry workshops. 

Rob  has  a  positive  attitude  and  a  buming 
desire  to  succeed  in  a  difficult  industry  known 
for  high  turnover. 

Not  only  has  Rob  succeeded  at  WXYT,  he 
has  also  been  atile  to  find  time  to  serve  as 
preskJent  of  Mk^higan  State  University's  busi- 
ness sctiool  alumni  group.  He  also  leads  an 
annual  MSU  program  called  the  Minorities  in 
Commurucations  Conference. 

Rob  Davkj  is  a  proven  leader.  He  is  a  spe- 
cial person  with  a  knack  for  success  and  the 
personality  to  go  with  it 

Congratulatfons  Rob,  and  keep  up  the  great 
work. 


75TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  THE  LIONS 
CLUB  OF  NEWARK 


HON.  DONALD  M.  PAYNE 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  PAYNE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  today  to  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
celetyating  the  75th  Anniversary  of  The  Lions 
Club  of  Newart^.  Friday,  May  31,  1996,  mari<s 
75  years  of  continuous  servwe  and  dedication 
to  ttie  community.  The  Uons  Club  is  arrxjng 
the  worid's  largest  service  organizations,  work- 
ing hard  to  live  up  to  its  time-tested  motto, 
"We  Serve."  Since  its  inception  in  May  of 
1921,  the  Uons  Club  of  Newark  has  t>een  a 
credit  to  ttie  national  organization,  providing 
invaluable  services  to  the  youth  and  the  eWer- 
ly.  Through  the  years,  the  Lrons  Club  of  New- 
ark has  also  provkjed  constant  support  for 
causes  benefiting  ttie  blind  and  the  sight  inv 
paired  in  addition  to  numerous  kx:al  and  conv 
munity  charities.  It  gives  me  great  pleasure  to 
starxj  here  today  to  applaud  the  Lions  Club  of 
Newark  on  this  great  moment  in  its  decorated 
history. 

In  an  age  wtien  people  seem  more  con- 
cerned with  getting  ahead  than  ttiey  do  with 
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getting  along,  and  hatred  and  vfolence  litter 
our  national  headlines,  it  is  refreshing  and  re- 
assuring to  take  a  moment  to  recognize  and 
celebrate  the  works  of  the  dedkated  memt)ers 
of  the  Lions  Club.  They  have  accepted  the 
challenge  of  creating  a  better  community  for 
ttie  city  of  Newark  with  great  courage  and 
strength.  Their  commitment  to  ttie  future  lead- 
ers of  our  State  and  our  Nation  is  reflected 
through  ttie  compassion  and  dedcation  with 
which  they  approach  their  work.  This  commit- 
ment is  equally  reflected  in  ttie  revered  Lions 
toast  "Not  Above  You,  Not  Beneath  You.  But 
With  You." 

It  is  with  great  pride  that  I  stand  before  you 
to  honor  ttie  valiant  memt)ers  of  ttie  Uons 
Club  of  Newark  on  this  momentous  occasion. 
For  the  past  75  years,  the  Lkms  Club  of  New- 
ark has  committed  itself  to  ctiarity  and  servk» 
for  the  good  of  the  greater  convnunity.  It  is  a 
beacon  of  hope  during  diffk^ilt  times,  and  an 
inspiratkm  to  us  all.  On  ttiis  75th  anniversary 
of  ttie  Lions  Club  of  Newark,  I  stand  before 
you  to  recognize  and  applaud  the  sttengtti  of 
ttie  human  spirit. 


STATEMENT  BY  KYLE  ANDERSON 
ON  THE  UN  CONVENTION  ON  THE 
RIGHTS  OF  THE  CHILD 


HON.  BERNARD  SANDERS 

OF  VERMONT 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  ttie  benefit 
of  my  colleagues  I  woukJ  like  to  have  printed 
in  ttie  Record  ttiis  statement  by  Kyle  Ander- 
son, a  high  school  student  from  Ruttand,  Ver- 
mont, who  was  speaking  at  my  recent  town 
meeting  on  issues  facing  young  people. 

My  topic  is  the  UN  Convention  on  the 
Ri^tits  of  tlie  Child,  and  its  applicability  to 
us  as  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  for 
OUT  ctiildren  in  this  country. 

The  world  that  we  live  in  today  is  one  of 
waste,  want  and  needless  suffering.  But  in 
November  of  1969,  a  dramatic  step  was  taken 
to  treat  this.  On  November  20,  1989.  the  Gen- 
eral Assembly  of  the  United  Nations  adopted 
the  Convention  on  the  Rights  of  the  Child,  a 
treaty  that  focuses  on  the  protection,  sur- 
vival, development  and  well-being  of 
children. 

Among  the  many  rights  which  the  Conven- 
tion gives  to  children  are  the  following:  the 
right  to  health  care  services;  the  right  to 
education;  the  right  to  protection  against 
discrimination  on  the  basis  or  race,  sex.  reli- 
gion, etc.;  the  right  to  protection  against 
abuse,  neglect  or  injury;  the  right  to  a  name 
and  nationality;  the  right  to  express  the 
child's  views  in  matters  affecting  the  child; 
the  right  to  tiave  the  child's  interests  be  a 
primary  consideration  in  all  proceedings 
concerning  the  child;  the  right  to  be  pro- 
tected fitjm  economic  exploitation,  or  haz- 
ardous work;  the  right  to  be  protected 
against  torture,  or  other  cruel,  inhumane  or 
degrading  treatment;  and  the  right  to  fi-ee- 
dom  of  thought  in  conscience,  religion  and 
expression. 

As  an  international  goal  it  is  certainly  im- 
portant; and  Immediately  after  it  was  draft- 
ed, over  100  nations  signed  it,  and  then  rati- 
fied it,  obligating  themselves  to  nurture  the 
children  of  their  respective  territories.  The 
U.S.  wasn't  among  the  original  signers,  but 


EXirNSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

signed  the  document  on  the  16th  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1995.  But  without  ratification,  the 
Convention  lies  dormant.  The  United  States 
didn't,  and  still  hasn't,  fully  recognized  the 
importance  of  the  document,  or  its  applica- 
bility to  us. 

Let  me  show  you  what  I  mean,  (set  up 
overhead:  Cents  of  the  Alwurd)  Can  every- 
body read  that?  ...  All  right,  it  says  the 
1995  State  of  the  World  Children  Report  from 
UNICEF  says  that  we  need  to  kindle  a  sense 
of  absurdity  at  the  idea  that  the  world  can- 
not afford  to  meet  the  needs  of  all  the 
world's  children  for  adequate  nutrition,  basic 
health  care,  primary  education  and  clean 
water.  The  following  figures  are  offered  as 
kindling:  it  shows  that  all  we  really  need  to 
provide  basic  care  in  nutrition,  primary  edu- 
cation, safe  water  and  sanitation,  and  family 
planning,  for  all  the  children,  would  be  S34 
billion.  Now.  if  you  look  at  what  is  spent, 
they  give  a  few  statistics,  like  J85  billion/yr. 
is  spent  on  wine,  S160  billion  on  beer.  S400  bil- 
lion on  cigarettes.  S2S0  billion  on  advertis- 
ing, and  S800  billion  on  the  military— that's 
worldwide. 

For  the  U.S..  (next  overhead:  Winners  & 
Losers— Federal  Spending)  here  we  see  a 
drastic  decrease  in  spending  on  housing, 
health  care  services,  employment  and  train- 
ing, mass  transit.  Farmer's  Home  Adminis- 
tration. cMld  nutrition,  especially,  and  edu- 
cation. All  of  these  things  have  decreased, 
between  1980-1990.  and  military  spending  has 
increased  46%. 

The  fortunate  and  unfortunate  kids  of  our 
age  have  recognized  the  need  for  greater  ac- 
tion in  the  sector  of  children's  well-being. 
Some  of  the  things  that  youth  has  been 
doing  are  as  follows: 

Nov.  20.  1992.  in  Washington.  D.C.— The  Na- 
tional Committee  on  the  Rights  of  the  Child: 
Speaking  Truth  to  Power; 

May  4.  1992,  at  the  SUtehouse  in  Montpe- 
lier,  VT— Rights  of  the  Child  Day; 

Feb.  10-14,  1993,  in  New  York  City  and  Ver- 
mont—New York  City  and  Vermont  Student 
Homes  Day; 

Nov.  22,  1993,  in  Clarendon,  VT— Youth  in 
Action  Conference:  Children  First; 

June  13-19.  1993,  in  Vienna,  Austria— Chil- 
dren's World  Conference  on  Human  Rights; 
and 

April  29,  1995,  in  Montpelier,  VT— Empow- 
ering Youth  to  Action. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  reemphasize  the 
importance  of  cliild  development.  This  Con- 
vention is  a  great  reminder  of  our  obligation, 
and  a  helper  in  those  situations  where  our 
priorities  are  trodden  upon,  in  such  areas  as: 
the  home,  during  war.  or  just  all  alone  on 
the  streets.  The  Convention  will  help,  and 
will  decrease  the  suffering.  Thank  you. 

Congressman  Sanders:  Michael,  thank  you 
very  much.  1  liave  some  familiarity  with 
that  issue,  because  I  introduced  the  Resolu- 
tion in  the  House,  oying  to  win  support  of 
the  UN  Convention  on  the  Rights  of  the 
Child,  and  Senator  Leahy  did  the  same  in  the 
Senate,  so  Vermont  lias  a  strong  interest  In 
this  issue.  In  your  judgment,  why  has  the 
Congress  not  ratified  the  Treaty? 

Answer:  Well.  I  really  don't  know.  I 
thought  .  .  .  when  Bill  Clinton  came  in,  I 
thought  that  .  .  .  he's  an  advocate  for  this 
thing,  and  I  was  wondering  why  it  hadn't 
gotten  ratified  yet,  but  he  needs  the  help  of 
the  Congress  .  .  . 

Congressman  Sanders:  Well.  I  think  in 
fact,  Clinton  did  sign  it  but  the  problem  is. 
it  doesn't  go  into  effect  until  it  is  ratified, 
and  the  Senate  has  not  ratifled  it.  Are  you 
familiar  with  some  of  the  arguments  that 
the  opponents  of  the  Treaty  are  making? 
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Answer:  No. 


Congressman  Sanders:  Okay.  A  lot  of  the 
arguments  center  around  the  fact  that  they 
think  it  would  take  away  from  the  rights  of 
American  citizens,  which  is  incorrect,  and 
that  the  UN  would  liave  too  much  power  over 
what  goes  on  in  the  United  States— those  are 
some  of  the  arguments  that  are  being  used. 
I  think  you've  raised  a  very  important  issue, 
and  I  think  that  the  chart,  which  shows  the 
spending  priorities,  in  our  nation  and  in  our 
world,  is  very  important.  And  what  you're 
suggesting,  is  that  if  we  ctianged  our  prior- 
ities just  a  little  bit.  we  could  wipe  our  hun- 
ger among  children,  we  could  end  the  dis- 
grace of  having,  in  our  own  country,  the 
highest  rate  of  cliildhood  poverty  in  the  en- 
tire industrialized  world.  Okay,  thank  you 
very  much  for  your  presentation. 


TRIBUTE  TO  AMERICAN  ACADEMY 
OF  PAIN  MANAGEMENT 


HON.  BOB  FUNER 

OF  CAUFORMA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  29. 1996 

Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
recognize  and  commemorate  ttie  emerging 
fieW  of  muttkjisciplinary  pain  managemenL 

MiUkHis  of  Americans  suffer  from  ttie  intrao- 
tatile  chronic  pain.  These  pain  patients  often 
find  ttiat.  in  addrtkxi  to  suffering  unremitting 
pain,  ttiey  cannot  sleep,  work,  or  engage  in 
family  and  social  events.  Pain  is  the  No.  1 
reason  ttiat  indnnduals  seek  healtti  care.  Pain 
is  a  costty  epidemic. 

Until  recentty,  pain  management  has  been 
poorty  understood  and  poorly  tteated.  In  re- 
cent years,  great  strkles  have  been  made  in 
helping  to  reduce  ttie  toll  of  pain  and  suffering. 
Multkisciplinary  organizations,  such  as  ttie 
Amernan  Academy  of  Pain  Management, 
have  brought  togettier  ttie  prevkxsly  frag- 
mented cliTMcal  dedplines  and  have  raised 
standards  for  ttie  delivery  for  pain  manage- 
ment 

Ttie  American  Academy  of  Pain  Manage- 
ment is  ttie  largest  society  of  learned  dirvcians 
in  ttie  United  States  concerned  witti  pain  man- 
agement Ttie  academy  credentials  muitidBci- 
piinary  clinicians  in  pain  management  utilizing 
rigorous  screening  steps  whk:h  help  assure 
ttiat  ttie  putilc  can  find  empattietic  and  knowl- 
edgeatsle  pain  management  clinicians.  In  addi- 
tion to  board  certification  in  pain  management 
the  American  Academy  of  Pain  Management 
accredits  pain  programs,  cosponsors  ttie  Na- 
tional Pain  Data  Bank,  and  conducts  continu- 
ing education  in  pain  management 

Because  of  dedx:ated  organizations  such  as 
ttie  American  Academy  of  Pain  Management 
our  atiility  to  reduce  pain  and  suffering  is  im- 
proving. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to  tionor  and 
recognize  ttie  commitment  of  ttie  multidsci- 
plinary  membersti^  of  ttie  American  Academy 
of  Pain  Management  and  ttieir  viskxiary  lead- 
ership in  provkling  quality  care  to  so  many 
people. 
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STATEMENT  BY  MATTHEW  DOLE 
REGARDING  CENSORSHIP 


HON.  BERNARD  SANDERS 

OF  VERMONT 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  Atay  29, 1996 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  benefit 
of  my  colleagues  I  would  like  to  have  printed 
in  the  RECORD  this  statement  by  Matthew 
Dole,  a  high  school  student  from  St 
Johrtsbury,  VT.  He  was  speaking  at  my  recent 
town  meeting  on  issues  facing  young  people. 

My  name  is  Matthew  Dole.  I  face  censor- 
ship every  day  as  I  watch  movies,  try  to  read 
a  book  or  even  read  the  newspaper.  All  peo- 
ple have  beliefs  on  what  should  be  censored, 
but  those  should  not  infringe  on  others' 
choices.  If  you  are  to  ban  books,  please  do  it 
[right],  but  don't  force  your  opinions  upon 
others. 

Proponents  of  censorship  base  their  argu- 
ment on  the  First  Amendment.  They  inter- 
pret their  Freedom  of  Speech  as  freedom  to 
ban  books.  The  opponents  also  use  the  First 
Amendment  as  a  major  right,  not  to  be  in- 
fringed upon.  They  have  the  freedom  of 
choice,  choice  to  read  or  watch  whatever 
they  want.  They  say  that  the  proponents  do 
not  have  the  right  to  physically  remove  the 
books  f^m  our  libraries  and  school  shelves. 
People  against  censorship  see  it  as  large  gov- 
ernment once  again  challenging  the  individ- 
ual, as  was  done  in  1919  with  Prohibition, 
later  repealed.  They  ask  for  more  local  con- 
trol, at  the  most  local  in  fact— individual  de- 
cision. 

In  this,  the  era  of  political  correctness, 
people  challenge  books  on  today's  standards. 
They  do  not  historicize  texts,  meaning  they 
don't  consider  the  time  or  circumstances 
under  which  it  was  written.  I  have  with  me 
today  three  books  that  have  been  banned. 
The  first  one  is  Mark  Twain's,  "The  Adven- 
tures of  Huckleberry  Finn."  To  historicize 
this  book,  it  was  written  in  1884,  as  Twain 
lived  in  Mississippi,  and  he  had  previously 
fought  as  a  Confederate  in  the  Civil  War.  It 
was  banned  for  racism,  and  the  reason  for 
that  was  the  circumstances  under  which  it 
was  written.  The  second  book  is  "Catcher  in 
the  Rye."  This  was  banned  for  sexual  scenes. 
I  read  this  last  year  as  a  sophomore  in  high 
school  as  part  of  a  Classic  American  Lit- 
erature section.  The  third,  and  last,  book  is 
Margaret  Mitchell's  "Gone  With  the  Wind." 
This  book  was  again  banned  for  racism,  and 
the  reason  [is  that]  if  it  hadn't  had  racism  in 
it,  it  wouldn't  have  been  historically  correct. 
It  is  a  book  about  the  Confederate  South, 
once  again;  and  it  was  also  banned  for  one 
word. 

As  Tve  said,  violence,  racism  and  sex- 
three  touchy,  controversial  subjects,  su*  the 
most  common  reasons  for  book  banning.  Will 
banning  the  books  make  these  issues  dis- 
appear? I  say,  "No."  They  may,  however, 
help  educate  people  on  these  issues.  What  we 
must  do  Instead  is  educate  our  children 
early.  We  can  teach  them  to  have  opinions, 
and  teach  them  why  they  can't  read  that 
book,  or  why  they  shouldn't  read  that  book. 
As  time  passes,  they  will  be  able  to  handle 
the  issues,  before  being  offended.  Also,  they 
will  be  able  to  personally  ban  books,  TV  with 
the  V-chlp  and  movies  with  the  rating  sys- 
tem. 

There's  no  "cut  and  dried"  solution  to  this. 
If  a  case  in  book  banning  or  any  other  cen- 
sorship were  to  reach  the  Supreme  Court, 
they  can  interpret  the  First  Amendment.  Or 
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if  two-thirds  of  each  House  vote  in  Congress, 
they  could  rewrite  the  First  Amendment 
more  specifically.  And  on  a  more  local  level, 
if  two-thirds  of  all  state  legislatures  wanted 
to,  they  could  call  an  actual  Convention  and 
rewrite  it  themselves 

Thank  you  for  inviting  me,  and  I  hope 
something  can  be  done  on  this  issue. 

Congressman  Sanders:  Thank  you  very 
much.  Matthew.  Matthew,  let  me  ask  you  a 
question,  because  you  have  dealt  with  a  very 
sensitive  and  controversial  issue.  So,  here's 
my  question:  if  at  town  meeting,  or  better 
yet  a  school  board  meeting,  a  parent  gets  up 
and  says,  "I  read  this  book.  It  is  vulgar,  it 
has  filthy  words  in  it,  it  has  ideas  that  I 
don't  want  my  daughter  to  see;  1  want  that 
book  out  of  the  library."  You're  a  member  of 
the  school  board — how  do  you  respond  to 
that? 

Answer:  Tell  her  that  we  can  ban  the  book, 
in  a  sense,  ban  by  putting  it  in,  maybe,  a  sec- 
tion, like  an  adult  section  or  a  high  school 
section.  This  happened  at  my  old  school,  as 
a  matter  of  fact,  and  they  did  not  remove  it 
from  the  library,  and  just  put  it  in  a  sepa- 
rate section.  What  happened,  was  a  5th  grad- 
er was  basically  in  the  high  school  section, 
reading  this  book.  And  I  would  ask  them  to 
educate  .  .  .  their  kids,  and  I  would  ask  the 
teachers  also  need  to  educate  their  kids  on 
why  they  shouldn't  read  that  book  at  that 
age. 

Congressman  Sanders:  In  your  judgment, 
what  is  the  danger  of  somebody  defining  a 
book  and  saying,  "This  book  is  terrible,  I 
want  it  out."  What  are  the  long-term  reper- 
cussions of  that  approach? 

Answer:  With  these  books  that  I've 
brought — these  are  classics,  these  are  used  in 
teaching.  If  we  lose  these  books,  we  lose  a 
valuable  tool  in  teaching  our  youth. 

Congressman  Sanders:  So  what  you're  say- 
ing is  that  what  may  be  vulgar  for  one  per- 
son may  be  a  work  of  art  and  a  classic  for 
somebody  else. 

Answer:  That's  right. 


ASIAN  PACIFIC  AMERICAN 
HERITAGE  MONTH  MAY  21,  1996 


HON.  LUCILLE  ROYBALALLARD 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  29, 1996 

Ms.  ROYBAL-ALLARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
to  obsen/e  Asian  Pacific  American  Heritage 
Month  and  to  recognize  the  many  contribu- 
tions Americans  of  Asian  and  Pacific  ancestry 
have  made  to  our  Natksn. 

May  was  selected  as  Asian  Pacific  Amer- 
ican Heritage  Month  because  several  signifi- 
cant events  took  place  in  May  that  impacted 
the  Asian  Pacific  comnxjnity,  events  such  as: 
the  first  Japanese  immigrants  arrival  to  the 
United  States— May  27,  1869;  the  Central  Pa- 
cific Railroad  and  tt)e  Union  Pacific  Railroad 
were  joined  at  Promontory,  UT,  of  which  90 
percent  of  the  track  from  Sacramento  to  Prom- 
ontory was  laid  by  Chinese  workers— May  10, 
1869;  passage  of  the  Chinese  Exclusion  Act, 
the  first  U.S.  immigration  law  to  discriminate 
on  the  basis  of  race— May  8.  1882;  and  the 
Alien  Land  Law  was  signed  in  Califomia  pro- 
hibiting Asians  from  buying  land — May  19, 
1913. 

America  has  been  enriched  by  the  many 
contributions  and  achievements  of  the  Asian 


May  29,  1996 

Pacific  community.  We  have  all  tienefited  from 
their  struggles,  ttieir  labor,  and  their  achieve- 
ment. From  ttie  railroads  and  bridges  that 
were  built,  to  the  works  of  art  music,  and  lit- 
erature, Asian  Pacific  American  contributions 
to  the  United  States  have  been  innumerat)le. 
For  example,  the  most  visited  monument  in 
Washington  DC,  the  Vietnam  Veterans  Memo- 
rial, was  designed  by  a  Chinese-American, 
Maya  Lin;  the  youngest  person  to  win  the 
French  Tennis  Open  is  Michael  Chang;  and 
the  inventor  of  Playdoh  is  a  Chinese-AnDer- 
Ran. 

In  addition,  Asian  and  Pacifk:  Island  Ameri- 
cans have  fought  and  died  in  defense  of  our 
country.  The  most  highly  decorated  infantry 
troop  in  or  country  during  World  War  II  was 
the  442d  Infantry  Battalion,  a  troop  comprised 
entirely  of  Japanese-Americans. 

Asian  Pacifk:  Americans'  accomplishments 
not  only  symbolize  our  rk:h  and  diverse  herit- 
age, but  also  highlights  shared  ideals  and 
unity  in  a  common  quest  for  freedom  and  dig- 
nity. 

In  the  midst  of  extensive  discrimination,  both 
social  arxj  legislative,  APA's  have  managed 
not  only  to  survive,  but  to  build  communities 
arxl  to  carry  on  their  rich  heritage.  Asian  Pa- 
cific Americans  have  enriched  our  country's 
unique  diversity  and  strengthened  us  as  a  Na- 
tion. 


OLDER  AMERICANS  MONTH 


HON.  FORTTVEY  PETE  STARK 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 
Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
commenrtorate  May  as  OkJer  Americans 
Month.  This  month  is  a  special  time  to  ac- 
krK>wledge  the  valuable  contributions  made  by 
the  senk>r  citizens  of  this  Natkxi,  and  to  recog- 
nize their  special  needs.  It  is  also  a  time  to 
bring  age-related  issues  to  ttie  forefront  of 
America's  attention.  The  population  of  this 
country  is  growing  older  at  an  unprecedented 
rate.  By  ttie  year  2050,  one  in  five  Americans 
will  be  over  65  years  of  age.  OkJer  Americans 
Month  gives  us  an  opportunity  to  think  about 
how  we  must  plan  to  meet  the  needs  of  the 
rapidly  growing  number  of  our  Natron's  senior 
citizens. 

At  the  forefront  of  the  issues  concerning 
okier  Americans  is  the  current  debate  over  the 
so-called  reform  of  Medicare.  Medicare  cur- 
rently provides  over  90  percent  of  Americans 
over  the  age  of  65  with  quality  health  insur- 
ance benefits.  There  is  no  private  insurarx:e 
plan  in  the  country  ttiat  offers  the  wkje  range 
of  benefits  and  affordable  care  that  the  Fed- 
eral Medicare  Program  provides.  Yet  in  their 
proposed  budget  plan,  Republicans  still  want 
to  cut  $167  billion  in  Medk^are  and  S72  billion 
in  MedicakJ.  These  cuts  are  unprecedented, 
and  woukJ  have  a  devastating  impact  on  to- 
day's okler  Americans,  as  well  as  destroying 
the  options  of  future  retiring  citizens.  Seniors 
woukj  be  forced  into  private  managed  care 
programs  whch  are  proven  to  be  more  restric- 
tive arxJ  make  nwney  by  denying  care.  While 
essential  Federal  health  care  benefits  will  be 
sacrificed,  these  cuts  are  planned  to  provkJe 
tax  breaks  for  the  wealthy. 
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The  Reput>lk:an  proposal  woukl  abandon 
the  needs  of  older  Americans  rather  than  meet 
them.  This  month,  and  in  the  monttis  to  conie, 
let  us  recognize  the  senior  citizens  of  this 
country,  not  by  cutting  their  benefits  and 
threatening  their  future,  but  by  giving  them 
hope  in  maintaining  their  health  and  security. 


STATEMENT  BY  ACACIA  FANTO 
REGARDING  THE  FINANCING  OF 
PUBLIC  SCHOOL  EDUCATION 


HON.  BERNARD  SANDERS 

OF  VERMONT 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 19% 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  benefit 
of  my  colleagues  I  would  like  to  have  printed 
in  the  RECORD  this  statement  by  Acacia  Fanto, 
a  high  school  student  from  BratUeboro,  VT, 
who  was  speaking  at  my  recent  town  meeting 
on  issues  facing  young  people. 

My  name  is  Acacia  Fanto,  and  my  topic  is 
property  tax  funding  of  public  school  edu- 
cation. 

Primary  funding  of  public  school  education 
through  property  tax  is  inherently  unfair. 
There  are  huge  differences  in  property 
wealth  trom  district  to  district.  Based  on 
this  funding  system  .  .  .  unequal  from  one 
area  to  another.  The  amount  of  money  spent 
on  education  is  a  significant  factor  in  deter- 
mining the  quality  of  education.  Money  is 
necessary  to  hire  grood  teachers,  buy  the  lat- 
est textbooks,  get  the  latest  classroom 
equipment,  and  attract  good  administrators. 
Despite  this,  cuts  are  prevalent  everywhere. 
The  biggest  cuts  are  in  arts,  extracurricular 
activities  and  technology. 

If  money  is  a  significant  factor  of  a  good 
education,  and  money  is  the  biggest  variable 
trom  one  public  school  to  another,  then  edu- 
cation quality  is  not  equal  in  this  country. 
The  differences  from  one  district  to  another 
are  astonishing.  There  are  tremendous  dis- 
parities based  on  where  you  live.  The  prop- 
erty tax  funding  system  is  making  it  dif- 
ficult for  many  areas  to  meet  even  basic  edu- 
cational needs,  at  a  time  when  more  and 
more  money  is  needed  for  special  programs. 
We  need  these  programs  in  schools  to  deal 
with  the  problems  of  today,  such  as  violence, 
teen  pregnancy  and  broken  families.  All 
these  necessities  take  money  away  from  aca- 
demic programs. 

Property  tax  funding  of  public  school  edu- 
cation is  not  only  unfair,  but  also  a  regres- 
sive ftinding  system,  one  that  often  turns 
homeowners  against  schools  because  they 
don't  want,  or  can't  afford,  to  have  their 
property  taxes  raised.  The  property  tax  fund- 
ing system  is  unfair,  unequal  and  ineffective, 
so  alternatives  need  to  be  sought.  The  Robin 
Hood  plan  shifts  money  trom  wealthy  dis- 
tricts to  poorer  ones,  to  try  to  equalize  fund- 
ing. This  plan  turns  the  "haves"  against  the 
"have-nots,"  and  Injects  race  and  class  into 
the  equity  funding  flght.  A  statewide  prop- 
erty tax,  or  Income  tax,  could  turn  the  prob- 
lem trom  a  local  funding  issue  to  a  state  one. 
These  solutions  would  decrease  inequalities 
within  a  state,  but  not  within  the  country. 

An  alternative  to  the  property  tax  funding 
system  which  would  provide  consistency,  and 
would  eliminate  the  unfairness,  inequalities, 
and  the  opposition  between  the  "haves"  and 
the  "have-nots,"  would  be  a  federal  progres- 
sive Income  tax  sjrstem.  People  would  be 
taxed  based  on  a  percentage  of  their  income. 
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then  the  money  raised  would  be  distributed 
fairly  among  the  districts  by  the  federal 
government. 

In  the  search  for  a  fair  alternative,  the 
first  step  that  needs  to  be  taken  is  to  change 
America's  attitude  towards  education.  Edu- 
cation needs  to  be  valued  by  this  society  in 
order  to  demonstrate  its  value  to  its  youth. 
When  money  is  spent  on  education,  its  value 
shines  through,  and  creates  a  positive  out- 
come in  the  future.  We  need  to  be  able  to  put 
the  funding  issue  behind  us,  so  that  the  issue 
can  become  how  to  deliver  best  education 
possible.  Instead  of  working  to  help  the  peo- 
ple, government  is  working  against  us,  at  a 
time  when  America  is  trying  to  create  an 
educational  system  which  responds  to  the  fu- 
ture needs  of  America's  youth.  The  govern- 
ment passed  cuts  in  education,  while  at  the 
same  time  approving  bigger  budgets  for  con- 
struction of  prisons.  Government  needs  to 
uke  a  look  at  the  long  term  effect  of  what 
it  cuts  and  what  it  supports.  If  would  support 
our  youth,  keep  them  in  school  and  educate 
them,  we  may  not  have  such  growing  need 
for  prisons. 

Equal  opportunity  is  the  basis  of  this  coun- 
try's ideals,  but  by  looking  at  our  schools, 
you  wouldn't  know  it.  This  unfair  edu- 
cational system  is  based  on  the  unequal  dis- 
tribution of  money  in  our  schools  caused  by 
the  property  tax  funding  system.  The  U.S. 
has  created  a  caste  system  of  public  edu- 
cation that  is  increasingly  sejiarate  and  un- 
equal. We  must  work  to  make  this  a  country 
of  equal  opportunity. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  AARON  PICKERING 


TRIBUTE  TO  RABBI  LAl^ 
STEINGER 


HON.  SANDER  M.  LEVIN 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
honor  Rabbi  Lane  Steinger  who  is  retiring 
after  20  years  of  dedcated  service  as  Rabbi 
of  Temple  Emanu-EI  in  Oak  Park,  Ml. 

For  the  past  20  years.  Rabbi  Steinger  lias 
not  only  served  as  a  spiritual  leader  arxl 
teacher  to  his  congregation,  but  he  has  distin- 
guished himself  as  a  community  activist  He 
has  volunteered  as  a  chaplain  at  William 
Beaunrant  Hospital  and  has  served  on  a  myr- 
iad of  boards  including  the  Christian-Muslim- 
Jewish  Leadership  Fooim  of  the  Greater  De- 
troit Interfaith  Round  Table,  Interns  for  Peace 
Rabbinkal  Board,  the  Cranbrook  Peace  Fourv 
datkxi,  Mk:higan  Reiigkxis  Coalitkxi  for  Abor- 
tion Rights,  Jewish  Resettlement  Sennce, 
Jewish  federation  Apartments,  JARC,  Jewish 
Vocational  Servce,  and  the  Michigan  League 
for  Human  Services. 

But  most  importantty,  Batti  Steinger  will  be 
remembered  for  his  warmth,  compassion,  and 
caring.  He  will  be  sorely  missed. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me 
in  recognizing  Rabbi  Steinger's  accomplish- 
ments and  years  of  service  to  the  congrega- 
tion of  Temple  Emanu-EI  and  the  greater  met- 
ropolitan Detroit  area.  I  send  Rabbi  Steinger 
and  his  wife,  Linda,  and  chikjren,  Shira,  Daina, 
and  Rafi,  my  very  best  wishes  as  they  retum 
home  to  SL  Louis,  MO,  where  Rabbi  Steinger 
wil  assume  the  position  of  Director  of  the  Mkl- 
west  Council  of  the  Unkxi  of  American  He- 
brew Congregations. 


HON.  JOHN  J.  DUNCAN,  JR. 

OF  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29. 1996 

Mr.  DUNCAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  con- 
gratulate Mr.  Aaron  Pckering  for  t)eing  named 
as  the  first  place  winner  in  ttie  1996  Vone  of 
Democracy  program  and  recipient  of  the 
Selman  Memorial  Scholarship  Award.  This  in- 
deed is  a  great  honor  and  one  which  Aaron 
should  be  very  proud  to  receive. 

The  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars  of  the  United 
States  and  its  Ladies  Auxiliary  sponsor  ttie 
Voice  of  Democracy  audio-essay  schoiarsfiip 
competition.  The  program  is  rxnv  in  its  49th 
year  and  requires  high  school  student  entoants 
to  write  and  record  a  3-  to  5-minute  essay  on 
an  announced  patriotic  theme.  "Answering 
America's  Call"  is  this  year's  ttieme,  and  over 
116,000  student  partidpated  in  ttie  program 
nationwkje. 

It  is  an  honor  for  the  second  district  and  the 
entire  State  of  Tennessee  to  be  ttie  home  of 
ttie  first-place  winner,  Aaron  Pickering.  Aaron 
is  a  senky  at  Halls  High  School.  He  is  ttie  son 
of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Charies  Pickering. 

Aaron  is  an  exceptional  young  man.  In  addi- 
tion to  receiving  the  Selman  Sctiolarship 
Award,  he  has  received  numerous  awards  and 
honors  for  his  endeavors.  America  needs 
more  young  men  like  Aaron  to  strengttien  our 
Nation  and  secure  its  future.  He  is  a  well- 
rounded  young  man  wtw  has  a  bright  future 
ahead  of  him. 

I  request  ttiat  a  copy  of  Aaron's  winning 
essay  "Answering  America's  Call"  be  placed 
in  the  RECORD  at  ttiis  point  so  that  I  can  call 
It  to  ttie  attention  of  my  colleagues  and  ottier 
readers  of  ttie  Record. 

ANSWERING  AMERICA'S  CALL 

(By  Aaron  Pickering) 

It's  not  often  that  a  simple  story  changes 
your  view  of  democracy,  bat  I  would  like  to 
relate  one  to  yon  that  did  just  that  for  me. 
One  day  in  a  social  studies  class  a  few  years 
ago  we  were  discussing  the  upcoming  student 
government  elections.  Some  of  the  students 
who  had  been  elected  to  ofllce  the  previous 
year  began  to  complain  al>oat  how  the  stu- 
dent body  treats  SGA  members.  The  general 
consensus  seemed  to  be  that  students  who 
did  not  vote  in  SGA  elections  did  not  have 
the  right  to  complain  when  things  went 
wrong.  That  concept  seemed  fair  to  me,  after 
all,  I  always  voted  in  the  elections  and  never 
openly  complained  about  anything  SGA  was 
doing. 

Amidst  all  this  commotion,  my  teacher 
stood  up.  We  all  expected  him  to  join  in  on 
the  attack.  We  were  all  in  for  a  shock. 

He  immediately  started  into  a  story.  Once 
he  had  a  class  in  which  a  girl  named  Jen- 
nifer, the  SGA  president,  was  invited  into  as 
a  special  speaker.  Jennifer  was  an  outstand- 
ing student.  She  had  won  the  election  by  a 
landslide.  When  the  class  began  she  gave  an 
impressive  speech  about  her  many  ambitions 
and  hopes  for  student  government  that  year. 
The  class  gave  her  a  powerful  round  of  ap- 
plause. Jennifer  basked  in  the  glory  for  a  few 
moments  and  then  she  headed  for  the  door. 
My  teacher  stopped  her  and  turned  to  the 
class.  "Does  anyone  have  a  question  for  their 
new  president?"  The  class  just  sat  there  with 
blank    stares.    My    teacher    asked    again. 
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"doesn't  anyone  have  a  question  for  their 
new  iMpesident?"  A  hand  slowly  rose  in  the 
back  of  the  room.  It  belonged  to  a  young 
man  named  Ralph.  EJveryone  stared  in 
amazement:  Ralph  never  said  anything  in 
class,  he  just  sat  back  there,  asleep  all  the 
time.  Ralph  stood  up  and  asked  Jennifer 
what  SGA  was  going  to  do  about  the  horrible 
lines  in  the  lunchroom.  Ralph  explained  how 
he  had  only  30  minutes  at  lunch  and  he  had 
to  spend  20  of  those  waiting  in  line  to  get  his 
food.  Jennifer  responded  with  a  simple 
"we're  working  on  it."  Ralph  wasn't  satis- 
fled.  He  went  on  to  propose  a  system  where 
different  classes  would  go  to  lunch  on  a  stag- 
gered schedule  to  prevent  congestion  in  the 
lines.  At  this  point  Jennifer  was  fUrious.  She 
yelled  at  Ralph.  "What  right  do  you  have  to 
complain  about  anything,  Ralph?  You  never 
do  anything,  you  just  sit  back  there  and 
sleep.  You  didn't  vote  in  the  election,  so  you 
don't  have  any  say  in  what  we  do!" 

My  teacher  rang  in.  "Oh  yes  he  does.  Jen- 
nifer, I'm  disappointed  in  you.  You  are  the 
president  of  the  entire  student  body;  you 
represent  them — ^all  of  them — in  the  student 
government.  It  doesn't  matter  if  Ralph  voted 
in  the  election  or  not,  you  are  his  president 
and  he  has  every  right  to  complain  about 
];aY>blems  and  offer  you  his  opinion  on  how 
they  can  be  fixed."  Jennifer  stormed  out  of 
the  room  in  anger. 

A  few  months  later  Ralph's  plan  for  an  im- 
proved lunch  schedule  was  implemented  and 
the  next  year  Ralph  was  elected  president  of 
the  student  body. 

My  entire  class  sat  in  silence.  1  had  never 
thought  of  it  that  way;  all  of  this  time  I  had 
been  content  to  simply  vote.  But  now  I  real- 
ized that  voting  is  only  a  small  part  of  our 
duty  as  citizens.  This  situation  took  place  in 
a  simple  high  school  government  but  as  I 
have  grown  older  and  can  now  vote  in  real 
local,  state  and  federal  elections,  the  mes- 
sage of  the  story  has  never  been  more  impor- 
tant. We  elect  ofHcials  who  represent  us  and 
they  need  to  know  what  we  are  thinking.  It 
is  their  duty  to  listen  to  us  and  use  our  opin- 
ions to  guide  their  actions.  It's  a  basic  con- 
cept of  representative  democracy;  we  can't 
have  a  government  of,  by,  and  for  the  people 
unless  we,  the  people  actively  participate  in 
the  process. 

Ralph  answered  America's  call.  He  stood 
up  and  made  his  opinion  known.  He  shaped 
the  policy  of  his  school.  More  of  us  need  to 
take  a  lesson  ftom  Ralph.  We  can't  simply 
vote  and  then  sit  back  until  the  next  elec- 
tion. We  have  to  be  in  contact  with  our  rei>- 
resentatives  and  let  them  know  what  we 
think.  Our  elected  officials  are  public  serv- 
ants and  their  job  is  just  that— to  serve  the 
public.  But  they  can't  serve  us  unless  they 
know  what  we  want  them  to  do.  We  must 
speak  up.  That  is  America's  call— a  call  that 
it  makes  on  each  and  every  citizen,  a  call 
that  if  left  unanswered  would  cause  our  na- 
tion to  cease  to  exist.  It  will  be  a  glorious 
day  when  every  American  can  say  that  he  or 
she  plays  an  active  role  in  government;  it  is 
only  then  that  the  American  system  will 
reach  its  tan  potential— it  is  only  then  that 
America's  call  will  be  answered. 
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STATEMENT  BY  PEOPLES  ACAD- 
EMY STUDENTS  ON  ENVIRON- 
MENTAL EDUCATION 


HON.  BERNARD  SANDERS 

OF  VERMONT 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 
Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  benefit 
of  my  colleagues  I  would  like  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  this  statement  by  Kara  von 
Behren,  Sara  Reeve.  Anna  Laszewski,  and 
Alison  Gingras.  students  from  Peoples  Acad- 
emy in  Venrxjnt  They  were  speaking  at  my 
recent  town  meeting  on  issues  facing  young 
people. 

The  environment  needs  a  place  in  the  mod- 
em high  school  curriculum.  Without  knowl- 
edge of  the  problems  that  fact  us.  we  cannot 
reverse  their  ill  effect. 

We're  going  to  start  off  with  a  demonstra- 
tion. Could  you  all  stand  up,  please?  Thanks. 
All  right,  we're  going  to  start  off  with  a  cou- 
ple of  questions,  and  if  your  answer  is  "no." 
could  you  please  sit  back  down. 

Okay,  our  first  question  is:  do  you  recycle 
at  home? 

Our  second  question  is:  do  you  compost  at 
home? 

Do  you  turn  off  the  water  when  you  brush 
your  teeth? 

Do  you  reuse  your  lunch  bags  or  bring  a 
cloth  one? 
Does  your  family  buy  recycled  products? 
All  right,  congratulations  to  any  of  you 
who  are  still  standing  (one  or  two) — you  ac- 
tually have  some  part  in  preserving  our  envi- 
ronment, and  helping  us  to  make  this  world 
a  better  place. 

As  an  American  Literature  class,  we  com- 
piled a  survey,  trying  to  And  out  how  edu- 
cated our  high  school  was  about  the  environ- 
ment. We  surveyed  students  in  grades  9 
through  12.  as  well  as  the  faculty  members. 
The  questions  ranged  firom.  "what  does  EPA 
stand  for?"  to  "how  long  are  your  showers?" 
to  "how  do  you  feel  about  the  future  of  our 
world?"  We  discovered  that  many  students 
didn't  know  much  about  environmental  ac- 
tion programs— they  didn't  know  the  budget 
cuts  would  completely  eliminate  them.  Stu- 
dents and  teachers  both  felt  that  more  time 
should  be  spent  in  the  classroom  discussing 
environmental  issues,  and  that  a  definite 
part  of  the  curriculum  should  be  dedicated  to 
it.  It's  not  an  issue  only  for  science  classes; 
it  can  be  brought  into  every  major  course  of 
study. 

For  example,  we  took  a  normal  letter-writ- 
ing assignment  and  transformed  it  into  an 
environmental  letter-writing  campaign.  We 
wrote  letters  to  our  Congressional  delegation 
in  Washington  about  budget  cuts  and  other 
environmental  issues.  This  is  only  one  of  the 
ways  in  which  we've  incorporated  environ- 
mental education  into  our  classroom,  with- 
out completely  altering  the  basic  curricu- 
lum. And  we  have  these  letters,  and  later  on 
we'd  like  to  give  them  to  you.  Congressman. 
Congressman  Sander.  That  was  a  very  cre- 
ative and  interesting  testimony.  I  think  the 
essence  of  what  you're  saying  is  that  if  peo- 
ple think  in  an  environmentally  conscious 
way,  we  can  have  a  profound  impact  on  the 
environment.  In  a  broader  sense,  what  would 
you  describe  as  the  major  environmental  cri- 
sis our  planet  faces? 

Answer.  We've  concentrated  mostly  on  the 
budget  cuts  planned  in  the  environmental 
action  programs  such  as  the  EPA.  The  dras- 
tic cuts  would  completely  eliminate  clean 
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water  acts,  safe  drinking  water,  the  state  re- 
volving funds  that  allow  cities  and  counties 
to  create  protective  water  systems,  such  as 
sewer  treatment  plants.  .  .  .  Our  second 
presentation  will  cover  more  of  that. 


TRIBUTE  TO  OFFICER  HORST 
WOODS 


HON.  STIVEN  SCHDT 

OF  NEW  MEXICO 
EN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 
Mr.  SCHIFF.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  officer  Horst  Woods,  who  was 
killed  in  the  line  of  duty  at  the  Veterans  Ad- 
ministration Hospital  in  Albuquerque,  this  past 
January. 

Officer  Woods  spent  his  entire  adult  life 
serving  his  country.  He  retired  from  the  Navy 
in  1993,  after  25  years  of  service,  as  a  master 
chief.  He  served  5  tours  of  duty  in  Vietnam, 
and  served  also  in  the  Libyan  crisis  and  the 
Persian  Gulf  war. 

Offfcer  Woods  was  46  years  old,  and  is  sur- 
vived by  his  wife  Linda,  and  his  two  children 
Matthew  and  Summer.  Recently,  he  was  me- 
morialized at  New  Mexico's  State  Law  En- 
forcement Academy. 

Our  community,  State,  and  Nation  owe  offi- 
cer Woods,  and  all  tfiose  who  have  died  in  the 
line  of  duty,  our  eternal  gratitude  and  the  vow 
that  their  sacrifice  will  not  be  forgotten. 


'WE  THE  PEOPLE"  COMPETITION 


HON.  MKE  WARD 

OF  KENTUCKY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  month  more 
than  1 ,300  students  from  all  50  States  and  the 
District  of  Columbia  came  to  Washington  to 
compete  in  the  national  finals  of  tfie  We  the 
People  •  *  *  The  Citizen  and  the  Constitution 
program.  I  am  proud  to  announce  that  23  sen- 
kx  government  students  from  LouisviHe  Male 
High  School  represented  the  Commonwealth 
of  Kentucky.  These  young  scholars  worked 
diligently  to  reach  the  national  finals  by  win- 
ning local  competitions  in  their  home  State 
and  ttien  competed  against  49  other  classes 
throughout  the  Nation  wherein  they  dem- 
onstrated a  remarkable  understanding  of  the 
fundamental  ideals  and  values  of  American 
constitutional  democracy. 

The  distinguished  members  of  the  team 
from  Louisville  Male  High  School,  who  rep- 
resented my  home  State  of  Kentucky,  were 
Abby  Alster,  Jil  Beyerie,  Lori  Buchter,  Adam 
Bums,  Melissa  Chandler,  Sienna  Greenwell, 
Patrick  Hallahan,  Nicole  Hardin,  Tony  Heun, 
Mk:helle  Hill,  Patricia  Holloway.  Cammie  Kra- 
mer, Kevin  Laugherty,  Anne-Marie  Lucchese, 
Astrud  Masterson,  Kimberty  Merritt,  Tiffany 
Miller,  Matthew  Parish,  Angela  Rankin,  Dana 
Smith,  Danielle  Vereen,  Maleka  Williams,  and 
Jamie  Zeller. 

I  would  also  like  to  recognize  their  teacher, 
Sandra  Hoover,  who  desen/es  much  of  the 
credit  for  the  success  of  the  team.  The  distrtet 
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coordinator,  Diane  Meredith,  and  the  State  co- 
ordinator, Deborah  Williamson,  also  contiitv 
uted  a  significant  amount  of  the  time  arxj  effort 
to  help  the  team  reach  the  national  finals. 

The  We  the  People  *  •  '  The  Citizen  and 
the  Constitution  program  is  tfie  most  extensive 
educational  program  in  the  country  developed 
specifically  to  educate  young  people  about  the 
Constitution  and  the  Bill  of  Rights.  The  3-day 
national  competition  simulates  a  congressional 
heading  in  which  students'  oral  presentations 
are  judged  on  the  basis  of  their  knowledge  of 
constitutional  principles  arxj  their  ability  to 
apply  them  to  historical  arxl  contemporary 
issues. 

Administered  by  the  Center  of  Civic  Edu- 
cation, the  We  the  People  *  *  *  program  now 
in  the  9th  academic  year,  has  reached  more 
than  70,400  teachers  and  22,600,000  students 
nationwide  at  the  upper  elementary,  mkjdie, 
arxl  high  school  levels.  Members  of  Congress 
and  their  staff  enharx:e  the  program  by  dis- 
cussing cunent  constitutional  issues  with  stu- 
dents and  teachers. 

The  We  the  People  *  *  *  program  provides 
an  excellent  opportunity  for  students  to  gain 
an  informed  perspective  on  the  significance  of 
the  U.S.  Constitution  arxJ  its  place  in  your  his- 
tory and  our  lives.  I  wish  these  students  the 
best  of  luck  in  tfieir  continuing  studies  arxJ 
want  them  to  krxw  how  proud  we  as  a  com- 
munity are  of  their  achievements. 


RABBI  BEN  GORRELICK'S  90TH 
BIRTHDAY 


HON.  JOE  KNOUENBERG 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  KN0LLEN6ERG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  honor  a  special  person — Rabbi  Ben- 
jamin Gorreick,  of  Southfieki. 

This  week  Rabbi  Gorrelick  will  be  horK>red 
on  his  90th  birtfiday  for  his  service  and  com- 
mitment to  our  community. 

As  Rat)bi  Gorrelick  has  sakl,  one  may  retire 
from  the  pulpit  but  one  can  never  retire  from 
their  calling.  His  dedication,  his  kiyalty,  and  his 
leadership  are  a  tribute  to  his  ability  to  bring 
F>eople  together. 

Bom  in  Russiarnlominated  Poland,  Rabbi 
Gorreik:k  came  to  America  at  age  15.  Upon 
his  arrival  in  New  York,  he  enrolled  in  elemen- 
tary school  without  knowing  a  word  of  English. 
After  completing  eight  grades  in  just  18 
montfis,  he  whizzed  through  high  school  and 
enrolled  in  City  College  of  New  York. 

After  graduating  from  CCNY,  he  moved  on 
to  Harvard  wfiere  he  received  a  master's  de- 
gree in  sociology.  More  importantiy,  at  Canv 
bndge  he  met  his  wife,  Sarah,  to  wtv>m  he 
was  married  for  36  years  until  her  death  in 
1975. 

Ordained  as  a  rabti  from  the  Jewish  Theo- 
k>gical  Seminary  In  1933,  Gorrelick  graduated 
top  of  his  class  and  went  to  pulpits  in  Brook- 
lyn, CambrkJge,  and  AHsany. 

During  Workj  War  II,  the  rab)bi  was  a  U.S. 
Army  Chaplain  in  Europe  for  13  nwnths.  While 
in  Belgium,  he  helped  support  10  Jewish  or- 
phanages caring  for  young  people  and  chil- 
dren who  survived  Hitler.  Hundreds  of  Jewish 
orphans  were  aided  by  his  efforts. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

He  came  to  Detroit  in  1949  where  he  be- 
came spiritual  leader  of  Congregation  Beth 
Aron.  Later,  he  woukj  help  build  Beth  Achin, 
serving  the  humem  and  spiritual  needs  of  ttie 
community. 

His  leadership  with  national  and  kxal  Jew- 
ish and  civk;  organizations  is  evkjent  in  his 
long  list  of  activities. 

Good  luck  and  thank  you  for  your  strong 
moral  and  spiritual  leadership,  Rat>bi 
Gorrelk^k.  You  are  an  inspiration  to  all  of  us. 
I  am  delighted  to  wish  you  well  in  all  your  en- 
deavors. 


STATEMENT  BY  A.J.  FERRITER 
REGARDING  THE  INFLUENCE  OF 
LOBBYISTS 


HON.  BERNARD  SANDERS 

OF  VERMONT 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  benefit 
of  my  colleagues  I  woukJ  like  to  have  printed 
in  the  RECORD  this  staterDent  by  A.J.  Feniter, 
a  high  school  student  from  Thetford,  VT,  who 
was  speaking  at  my  recent  town  meeting  on 
Issues  facing  young  people. 

For  the  last  few  months.  I've  been  inves- 
tigating lobbying  in  Vermont,  and  found, 
much  to  my  surinise.  and  delight,  a  healthy 
lobbying  system.  The  Disclosure  Act  purged 
many  of  the  ills  affecting  lobbying  within 
Vermont,  by  virtually  stopping  all  under- 
hand deals,  while,  at  the  same  time,  not  in- 
fringing upon  our  rights  as  Vermonters  and 
U.S.  citizens. 

Yet  we  should  not  be  content;  problems 
still  plague  our  lobbying  system.  Fortu- 
nately, my  investigations  have  brought  me 
in  contact  with  district  Representatives  and 
state  Senators  throughout  Vermont,  and 
without  leading  them  on.  each  district  Rep- 
resentative and  state  Senator  I  spoke  with 
expressed  one  common  concern:  lobbying 
groups  using  tax  dollars  to  support  them- 
selves. This  is  not  a  problem  with  profit- 
making  organizations  (which  is  businesses), 
because  they  support  themselves.  It  is  a 
problem  among  non-profit  organizations  .  .  . 
whose  promoters  are  given  the  title,  "advo- 
cate." instead  of  "lobbyist." 

I  am  concerned  with  two  issues  in  the  way 
advocates  use  tax  dollars.  The  first  is  the  use 
of  financial  support.  Although  many  groups 
use  their  funds  properly,  many  do  not.  In- 
stead of  using  tax  dollars  to  support  their 
cause,  the  money  is  used  to  support  them- 
selves. In  other  words,  this  money  is  given  to 
these  organizations  to  support  more  admin- 
istrative positions,  and  more  lobbyists.  This 
money  was  given  to  aid  a  pubUc  cause,  not 
to  support  lobbyists. 

Tax  dollars  pajring  for  lobbjrists'  salaries  is 
an  alarming  issue.  E^ren  if  the  tax  dollars  are 
being  used  properly,  "is  it  right,"  in  the 
words  of  one  state  Senator,  "to  use  our  tax 
dollars  against  us?"  I  do  not  believe  it  is. 
Take  for  instance,  community  mental 
health,  a  group  whose  objectives  I  support. 
Hypothetically.  though,  let's  say  I  don't.  If  I 
don't,  then  I  am  not  going  to  want  my 
money  supporting  their  programs;  and  if  I 
speak  out  against  them,  they  will  just  use 
the  money  I  pay  the  state  in  taxes  to  further 
support  lobbyists  to  speak  out  against  me. 
So  the  more  I  speak  out.  the  more  money  I 
am  eventually  giving  to  lobbyists  I'm  speak- 
ing out  against.  This  is  not  encouraging. 
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Now.  I'm  not  saying  I  am  completely  ad- 
verse to  advocates,  and  forcing  them  to  have 
the  same  nominal  status  as  lobbyists.  If  they 
did.  they  might  not  receive  the  necessary 
funds  they  need  to  stay  alive  and  support  the 
crucial  issues  that  they  promote.  Yet.  if 
these  human  service,  non-profit  groups  were 
forced  to  have  the  same  status  as  lobbyists 
who  represent  profit-making  organizations. 
then  our  tax  dollars  would  no  longer  be  used 
to  support  their  lobbyists. 

I  say,  use  our  money  to  support  their  poli- 
cies, but  find  donations  or  something  else  to 
support  your  lobbyists.  I  cannot  stop  the 
government  from  spending  my  money  on 
programs  I'm  not  in  favor  of.  but  I  should  be 
able  to  stop  the  practice  of  giving  my  money 
to  support  lobbyists,  whether  I  agree  with 
their  views  or  not.  I  believe  a  line  must  be 
drawn  somewhere.  Thank  you. 

Congressman  Sanders:  Thank  you  very 
much.  A.J.  That's  an  interesting  presen- 
tation, and  it's  an  issue  that's  being  dealt 
with  in  Congress,  and  in  Montpelier  as  well. 
Let  me  ask  you  a  question:  if  I  represent  the 
tobacco  industry — we  heard  a  presentation 
earlier  about  the  problems  of  young  people 
smoking— and  I  represent  the  large  cigarette 
companies  that  have  billions  of  dollars  in  re- 
sources, and  I  hire  some  of  the  most  sophisti- 
cated lobbyists  in  the  country  to  knock  on 
the  doors  of  members  of  Congress,  or  in  the 
statehouses  throughout  this  country.  I  have 
plenty  of  money  to  do  that,  okay? 

Answer.  All  right. 

Congressman  Sanders:  And  I  don't  get  any 
taxpayer  dollars  to  do  that— I  do  that  pri- 
vately, all  with  the  company's  own  money. 
Then  on  the  other  hand,  we  have  a  group  of 
young  people,  say.  who  are  concerned  about 
the  problems  of  smoking;  they  also  waint  to 
lobby.  One  has  billions  of  dollars  in  re- 
sources, the  other  side  has  very  little  money. 
How  would  you  deal  with  that  issue,  so  that 
both  sides  have  a  short  at  having  their 
voices  heard? 

Answer.  Would  it  be  all  right  if  you  ...  re- 
phrase your  question?  I  kind  of  got  lost  in 
there. 

Congressman  Sanders:  Okay.  Here's  the 
problem  that  I  want  to  throw  at  you:  He  rei>- 
resents  (he  doesn't  really)  but  let's  say  hypo- 
thetically he's  the  head  of  a  large  tobacco 
company— Philip  Morris— and  he  has  billions 
of  dollars  in  resources.  He  wants  the  U.S. 
Congress  to  not  do  anything  to  limit  the 
ability  of  the  tobacco  companies  to  make  a 
lot  of  money.  We  have  another  group  of 
young  people,  who  are  concerned  about  the 
impact  of  smoking  on  the  health  of  their 
friends.  They  also  want  to  get  involved  in 
the  political  process.  They  certainly  don't 
have  the  resources— how  do  you  deal  with 
that  issue? 

Answer.  I  mean,  that's  obviously  a  con- 
cern, that  I  feel  is  valid.  But  I  feel  like  if  the 
young  students  are  going  up  [against]  a  to- 
bacco giant  here,  they  have  to  have  some 
way  of  being  able  to  gain  support  throughout 
their  communities.  I  don't  know  if  it  would 
be  sending  letters  out;  I  don't  know  if  it's 
pubUc  speaking.  I'm  not  sure  what  it  would 
be.  but  it  has  to  be  something— obviously, 
they  can't  do  it  through  money,  and  .  .  .  you 
bring  up  a  good  argument  to  my  case.  But 
the  thing  is.  the  tobacco  industries  do  have 
the  money,  and  it's  a  basic  right  to  be  able 
to  lobby  for  what  you  want;  and  so  we  can- 
not restrict  that. 

For  these  students,  though,  like  I  said  .  .  . 
one  of  the  problems.  I  think,  with  lobbying  is 
that  a  lot  of  it  is  not  made  public.  With  some 
of  the  public  hearings  we've  got  happening  in 
Montpelier.  there  will  be.  let's  say,  an  issue 
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on  tobacco.  And  wh&t  will  happen  is  that 
there  will  be  a  lobbjrist  within  the  room  so 
that  he  can  tell  his  friends  to  grarner  support 
for  the  lobbyists,  and  show  up  at  the  public 
meeting.  And  the  meeting  is  only  24  or  48 
hours  later,  so  that  way  people  don't  advo- 
cate tobacco  don't  have  the  time  to  just  pick 
up  their  stuff  and  find  an  arg\unent  to  oi>- 
pose  the  tobacco  arguments. 

Congressman  Sanders:  You  make  a  good, 
an  interesting  point.  A  lot  of  members  of 
Congress  and  the  legislature  feel  resentful 
when  publicly  supported  institutions  then 
come  and  lobby  them,  and  that's  the  point 
that  you're  making.  The  other  side  of  the 
story  is,  that  groups  that  do  not  need  public 
support— like  the  tobacco  industry,  or  the 
chemical  companies — they  have  huge 
amounts  of  resources  to  lobby,  and  in  many 
ways  therefore  have  an  unfair  advantage  in 
terms  of  people  from  the  other  point  of  view. 
So  those  are  the  two  sides  of  that  argument. 

Answer.  Yeah,  like  I  said  ...  in  the 
speech,  we  have  to  support  their  cause,  but  I 
don't  feel  like— if  I  don't  agree  with  what 
these  youngsters  are  saying,  I  don't  want  to 
have  my  money  going  to  support  their  lobby- 
ists. Pine,  the  cause— I  can't  control  that, 
but  control  the  lobbyists. 


RECOGNIZING  THE  HONORING  IM- 
MIGRANT AMERICANS  DAY 
AWARD  RECIPIENTS 


HON.  JAMES  P.  MORAN 

OF  VIRGINU 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29. 1996 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  have  the 
distinct  pleasure  of  recognizing  the  1996 
Horwr  Immigrant  Americans  Day  Award  recipi- 
ents from  tfie  Eight  Congressional  District  in 
Virginia.  These  citizens  were  honored  last 
month  in  rxxttiem  Virginia. 

The  first  arvHial  Honor  Immigrarrt  Americans 
Day  Awards  banquet  was  hosted  by  the  Orga- 
nization of  Chinese  Americans.  Founded  in 
1973,  the  Organization  of  Chinese  Americans 
is  a  national  nonprofit,  nonpartisan  advocacy 
organization  ttiat  promotes  equal  opportunity 
for  ail  Asian  Americans.  This  group  works  tire- 
lessly to  end  prejudice  toward  Asian  Ameri- 
cans and  ignorarx^e  of  their  unique  culture. 

The  purpose  of  this  celebration  was  to  rec- 
ognize the  outstanding  contritxitions  ttiat  immi- 
grant Americans  have  made  to  northem  Vir- 
ginia. The  foUowing  citizens  were  awarded  the 
Corporate  Award  for  their  outstanding  achieve- 
ments in  both  the  workplace  and  in  the  conrv 
munity  at  large:  Ms.  Nettie  B.  Garcia  of  Inova 
Health  System,  for  her  innovative  approach  to 
Inova  Health  Systems  and  active  votunteerism 
in  the  Hispanic  community  over  ttie  past  18 
years;  Chong  Ja  Park,  registered  nurse,  for 
her  outstanding  achievement  in  passing  the 
Virginia  State  nursing  boards  within  1  year  of 
immigrating  to  the  United  States  and  for  her 
interpreting  skills;  Madeline  U,  BTG  software 
devekjper,  for  her  success  in  achieving  senior 
level  devetoper  status;  Margaret  Turek,  BTG 
software  engineer,  for  her  rapid  advartcement 
to  the  level  of  senkx  director  of  technk:al  re- 
sources. 

The  folowing  citizens  received  at-large 
awards  for  outstarxjing  lifetong  achievement  in 
the  community:  Andres  Burgoa,  for  his  work  in 
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the  American  Embassy  in  Bolivia  and  the  De- 
fense Contract  Audit  Agency;  Toa  Quang  Do, 
for  his  distinguished  career  as  an  entre- 
preneur, consultant,  and  community  volunteer; 
Alam  Hammad,  Ph.D.,  business  administra- 
tion, GWU,  for  his  efforts  as  a  political  activist, 
work  on  numerous  political  campaigns,  and 
participation  in  the  community. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  great  pleasure  to  rec- 
ognize these  very  distinguished  immigrant 
American  citizens.  Their  many  accomplish- 
ments and  contributions  serve  as  an  example 
of  excellence  to  all  Americans  to  strive  to  do 
better  both  in  the  workplace  and  in  our  com- 
munities. I  extend  my  warmest  congratulations 
and  best  wishes  for  the  future  to  all  of  the 
1996  Immigrant  Americans  Day  Award  recipi- 
ents. 


LAND  CONVEYANCE 


HON.  JJ).  HAYWORTH 

OF  ARIZONA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  am 
introducing  legislation  to  convey  40  acres  of 
U.S.  Forest  Service  controlled  land  in  Apache 
County,  AZ,  to  the  Alpine  Elementary  School 
District 

This  40  acres  is  needed  by  the  Alpine  Ele- 
mentary School  District  to  construct  school  fa- 
cilities and  related  playing  fields.  The  U.S. 
Forest  Service  has  the  auttiority,  under  the 
Townsite  Act  of  1958,  to  sell  this  acreage  to 
the  school  district  because  no  private  lands 
exist  for  purchase.  The  school  district  is  very 
willing  to  purchase  these  lands,  however,  the 
prohibitive  costs  of  S7,500  per  acre  prevents 
the  district  from  buying  tf>e  needed  acreage. 

Eight-five  percent  of  Apache  County  is  fed- 
erally controlled  land.  As  a  result  school  dis- 
tricts rely  heavily  on  proceeds  from  timber  har- 
vesting. Unfortunately,  with  the  continued  suc- 
cess of  extreme  preservationist  efforts  to  halt 
aU  togging  in  mosX  Westem  States,  the  Alpine 
Elementary  School  District's  revenues  have 
fallen  sharply.  Without  this  conveyance,  tfiey 
would  not  be  able  to  afford  to  construct  any 
facilities  after  acquiring  the  land. 

My  legislation  stipulates  that  the  school  dis- 
tiict  can  only  use  this  land  for  school  facilities. 
In  addition,  the  school  district  will  bear  the 
costs  of  performing  a  survey  to  determine  the 
exact  acreage  and  legal  desaiption  of  the 
property. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge,  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port this  important  legislation. 


STATEMENT  BY  PEOPLES  ACAD- 
EMY STUDENTS  ON  COSTS  OF 
POST-SECONDARY  EDUCATION 


HON.  BERNARD  SANDERS 

OF  VERMONT 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 
Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  benefit 
of  my  colleagues  I  would  like  to  have  printed 
in  the  RECORD  this  statement  by  Bethany  Car- 
penter, a  high  school  student  from  Brattleboro, 
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VT.  She  was  speaking  at  my  recent  town 
meeting  on  issues  facing  young  people. 

My  name  is  Bethany  Carpenter,  and  first  of 
all  I  just  .want  to  say  thanks  for  letting  us 
come  today. 

"The  children  of  today  are  the  leaders  of 
tomorrow."  How  many  times  has  that  phrase 
been  stated  in  one  form  or  another,  it  seems 
to  carry  no  meaning  anymore.  But  what  a 
true  statement  it  is.  Sadly,  this  statement 
soon  will  not  be  truthful.  Many  of  the  lead- 
ers of  tomorrow  are  losing  the  opportunity 
to  become  leaders  due  to  the  lack  of  support 
for  a  post-secondary  education. 

Over  the  past  year,  I  have  gone  through 
the  process  of  looking  at  colleges;  choosing  a 
select  number  to  apply  to;  applying;  waiting 
for  responses;  and  most  importantly,  sending 
for  financial  aid.  My  top  choice  school  is  a 
small  university  in  upstate  New  York  spe- 
cializing in  theater  arts  and  elementary  edu- 
cation. Unfortunately,  this  school  costs 
$24,00(Vyear.  Therefore,  I  am  forced  to  choose 
between  my  top  choice  school,  which  will 
better  prepare  me  for  my  future  career,  or  a 
somewhat  large  college  in  Central  Vermont, 
which  will  cost  less  but  will  not  provide  me 
with  the  specialized  education  that  my  top 
choice  would.  To  me,  this  is  the  most  dis- 
appointing part  of  my  application  proce- 
dures. 

The  total  post-secondary  enrollment  in 
this  country  has  been  rising  rapidly  in  the 
past  years,  while  the  federal  support  for 
post^secondary  students  has  been  decreasing. 
High  school  students  have  been  feeling  more 
pressure  to  continue  their  education  beyond 
their  twelve  years  due  to  the  lack  of  avail- 
ability of  high-paying  jobs  for  high  school 
graduates.  In  today's  high-paced  world,  those 
who  have  completed  more  years  of  schooling 
typically  experience  less  unemployment 
than  other  workers. 

In  addition,  workers'  earnings  are  gen- 
erally increased  as  their  level  of  learning  in- 
creases. In  the  latter  half  of  the  1970's,  the 
average  male  college  graduate  earned  about 
50%  more  than  the  average  high  school  grad- 
uate. By  1994,  the  premium  paid  to  males 
with  college  degrees  had  risen  to  81%.  Simi- 
larly, the  average  wage  advantage  of  female 
college  graduates  over  female  high  school 
graduates  grew  fi^m  about  41%  to  T7%.  In 
1994,  the  average  earnings  of  male  workers  18 
years  or  older  with  a  bachelor's  degree  was 
$46,278,  compared  to  that  of  high  school  grad- 
uates was  only  S25,038.  In  the  same  year,  the 
average  earnings  of  female  workers  with  a 
bachelor's  degree  was  $26,482,  while  that  of  a 
high  school  graduate  was  only  $14,995. 

The  increase  in  salaries  for  college  grad- 
uates over  the  past  15-20  years  shows  the 
need  for  a  post-secondary  education  in  to- 
day's society.  Federal  support  in  the  form  of 
student  aid  reached  a  high  in  1980,  with  83% 
of  aid  awarded  in  federal  funds.  That  support 
has  dropped  to  75%  in  1993.  The  enrollment  of 
post-secondary  students  increased  from  8.6 
million  in  1970  to  12.1  million  in  1980,  and 
rose  to  approximately  15  million  in  1993. 

I  have  formatted  a  plan  for  tuition  which 
will  allow  more  students  to  attend  college. 
The  plan  starts  with  the  fact  that  the  United 
States,  in  1995.  spent  an  estimated  $269.6  bil- 
lion for  oar  national  defense,  while  only 
spending  an  estimated  $54.7  billion  for  edu- 
cation and  training.  This  is  less  than  one- 
nfth  of  the  amount  that  is  spent  on  the  mili- 
tary, and  this  is  a  disgrace!  In  many  coun- 
tries, higher  education  is  a  right,  not  a  privi- 
lege. For  instance,  a  fundamental  principle 
in  Swedish  higher  education  is  that  all  stu- 
dents who  need  help  to  finance  their  studies 
should  receive  assistance  ftx>m  the  central 
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government.  Can  the  United  States  say  the 
same?  If  the  United  States  government  were 
to  take  $69.6  billion  of  the  national  defense 
budget  and  put  the  money  towards  the  edu- 
cation and  training  of  America's  future,  this 
would  open  up  worlds  of  possibilities  for  stu- 
dents, who  would  otherwise  have  to  forfeit 
their  dream  for  college. 

If  the  government  would  make  more 
money  available  to  pay  for  the  tuitions  of 
students  in  need,  more  students  would  be 
able  to  afford  the  other  expenses  of  college. 
My  plan  includes  setting  a  basic  fee  for  all 
students  attending  college,  no  matter  what 
year  they  are  in  college  or  the  college  that 
they  are  attending.  By  doing  this,  the 
amount  of  money  paid  by  any  student  or 
family  would  be  lowered,  their  application 
process  for  colleges  would  also  need  to  be  re- 
viewed, and  many  colleges  would  need  to  re- 
evaluate their  expenses  and  costs.  The  indi- 
vidual state  governments  would  then  need  to 
institute  loan  and  grant  programs  for  the 
students  who  would  still  need  assistance 
paying  the  basic  fee  or  living  expenses  while 
in  college. 

This  plan  would  involve  a  major  change  in 
thinking  and  planning  on  the  part  of  many 
people  involved,  but  it  is  my  hope  that  it 
will  lead  to  a  better,  more  fair  educational 
system  for  future  students.  Therefore,  it  is 
with  a  mixture  of  hope  and  trepidation  and  a 
wish  that  you  consider  very  carefully  my 
original  statement,  that  "the  children  of 
today  are  the  leaders  of  tomorrow."  but  only 
if  given  the  chances  to  achieve  their  goals. 
(Applause) 

Congressman  Sanders:  Thank  you.  Beth- 
any, that  was  an  excellent  and  important 
statement.  Let  me  ask  you  a  question.  You 
mentioned  Sweden,  and  it's  true,  throughout 
Europe,  and  even  in  Canada,  that  the  cost  of 
higher  education  is  much  less  because  the 
government  plays  a  much  more  active  role. 
Why  do  you  think  that's  so,  that  other  coun- 
tries in  Europe  and  Scandinavia,  do  that— 
make  college  more  affordable  for  young  peo- 
ple— and  we  don't  do  that  in  the  U.S.? 

Answer.  Many  of  the  other  countries  that  I 
researched  don't  spend  as  much  on  their 
military,  and  these  programs  and  other 
things  like  that,  and  they  focus  more  on  the 
fact  that  their  youth  (and  even  adults  who 
want  to  continue  their  education)  need  to  do 
that,  and  that  that's  more  important  than 
trjring  to  set  up  a  good  army.  So  they  insti- 
tute a  lot  more  loan,  grant  and  financial  aid 
programs. 

Congressman  Sanders:  So  they  have  a  very 
different  set  of  priorities  than  we  do,  is  what 
you're  saying. 

Answer.  A  much  different  set  of  priorities. 


ED  LAWLOR  TO  RETIRE  AS  NJ 
LEAGUE  PRESIDENT  AFTER  42 
YEARS  OF  SERVICE 


HON.  MARGE  ROUKEMA 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 
Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  rec- 
ognize Ed  Lawtor.  president  of  ttie  New  Jersey 
Savings  and  Loan  League,  on  his  retirement. 
As  chainwoman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Fi- 
nancial Institutions,  it  is  with  great  pleasure 
but  also  a  certain  sense  of  toss  ttiat  I  con- 
gratulate Ed  Lawtor  on  his  retirement  as  head 
of  the  New  Jersey  Savings  and  Loan  League. 
Ed  arxj  the  league  have  always  been  part- 
ners woridng  for  solutions  as  I've  pushed  for 
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legislative  solutions  to  the  many  challenges 
that  have  faced  the  thrift  industry  over  the 
years.  From  Garn-St  German  legislation  in 
1982  to  the  latest  battte  to  recapitalize  SAIF, 
I  have  worked  closely  with  Ed  and  his  relent- 
less pursuit  of  good  public  policy  has  been  in- 
valuable. 

As  a  battle-scarred  veteran  of  ttie  savings 
and  kjan  debacle  of  the  1980's.  I  can  say  it 
was  a  relief  to  be  able  to  turn  to  Ed  for  advk;e. 
Ed  was  a  rare  votoe  of  reason  and  honesty  in 
ttx>se  tumultuous  days.  Let  me  say  that 
through  the  darkest  hours  of  ttie  savings  and 
loan  industiY,  I  have  always  been  proud  of  the 
manner  in  wtiich  New  Jersey  institutions  have 
conducted  themselves.  So  many  times  New 
Jersey  thrifts  have  been  asked  to  foot  the  bill 
for  ttxjse  institutions  in  Texas,  California,  and 
Aritansas  that  caused  the  lion's  share  of  the 
problems  in  the  thrift  industry. 

One  of  Ed's  greatests  assets  is  his  sense  of 
perspective.  We  have  here  a  man  with  more 
than  four  decades  of  service  to  New  Jersey's 
ttirift  industry,  42  years  to  be  precise.  Ed's 
length  of  servtoe  has  allowed  him  to  see  the 
broad  picture  and  has  put  him  in  the  position 
to  gauge  how  this  week's  crisis  or  next  week's 
will  play  In  the  long-tenn. 

Most  recentiy,  Ed  and  I  have  worthed  to- 
gether on  legislation  to  recapitalize  the  Sav- 
ings Association  Insurance  Fund  arxJ  to  shore 
up  the  FICO  problem.  I  wish  we  had  been 
successful  in  a  resolution  to  this  prot>lem  be- 
fore his  departure.  But  let  me  assure  you  ttiat 
I  will  keep  up  ttie  fight  to  see  ttiat  we  pass 
legislation  that  will  once  and  for  all  ensure  the 
continued  profitability,  safety,  and  soundness 
of  ttie  thrift  industry. 

Ed  has  tteen  a  trusted  and  reliable  friend 
and  confident  I  thank  him  again  for  his  sup- 
port and  the  exceptional  help  he  and  ttie 
league  gave  me  during  his  tenure  as  Presi- 
dent I  wish  only  ttie  best  for  Ed,  his  wife.  Mar- 
ton,  their  chikJren  anti  grarxJctiiklren. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 


HON.  EARL  POMEROY 

OF  NORTH  DAKOTA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  POMEROY.  Mr.  Speaker,  today.  May 
29,  I  was  not  present  to  record  my  votes  on 
the  Omnibus  Civilian  Science  Auttxxization 
Act  for  fiscal  year  1997  [H.R.  3322].  I  was  ab- 
sent due  to  the  arrival  of  my  adopted  son, 
Scott  Kiiby  Pomeroy,  from  Korea. 

I  woukj  like  to  emphasize  ttiat  had  I  been 
present  I  would  tiave  strongly  supported  two 
important  amendments:  The  Zimmer  amend- 
ment to  eliminate  funding  for  ttie  space  sta- 
tion, and  ttie  Cramer  amendment  to  reinstate 
the  certification  requirement  for  ctosing  a  Na- 
tional Weatiier  Service  offtoe.  I  have  submitted 
statements  in  support  of  ttiese  amendments 
that  will  appear  at  the  appropriate  point  in  ttie 
Record. 
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STATEMENT  BY  SARAH  SNIDER 
AND  STEPHANIE  PETROLITO  RE- 
GARDING POST-HIGH  SCHOOL 
JOB  TRAINING  AND  SCHOLAR- 
SHIP OPPORTUNITIES 


HON.  BERNARD  SANDERS 

OF  VERMONT 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 
Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  benefit 
of  my  colleagues  I  wouW  like  to  have  printed 
in  the  RECORD  this  statement  by  Sarah  Snkler 
and  Stephanie  Peti-olito,  high  school  students 
at  ttie  People's  Academy  In  Vermont  They 
were  speaking  at  my  recent  town  meeting  on 
issues  facing  young  people. 
(Alternated  speaking): 
We  represent  the  U.S.  History  class  at  Peo- 
ple's Academy  in  Morrisville. 

As  liigh  school  students,  we  worry  every 
day  about  our  post-secondary  plans,  such  as 
college,  a  vocational  or  trade  school,  or  per- 
haps even  joining  the  workforce  directly 
after  graduation. 

As  a  class  we've  done  some  research  on  the 
subject,  as  a  result  we  have  lots  of  questions. 
We  have  more  questions  than  answers,  be- 
cause many  of  us  have  not  been  through  the 
financial  aid  process.  Our  questions  begin 
with  average  students,  from  average  families 
in  average  American  towns. 

Most  American  students  are  average,  who 
don't  get  straight  A's.  and  who  aren't  nec- 
essarily gifted  in  athletics  or  the  arts.  This 
is  especially  true  in  other  larger  states, 
where  student-teacher  ratio's  are  higher,  and 
less  attention  is  given  to  the  student  as  an 
individual,  and  their  talents.  Also,  the  ma- 
jority of  American  families  belong  to  the 
middle  class,  and  are  not  particularly 
wealthy  or  incredibly  poor. 

A  major  part  of  financial  aid  is  based  on 
students'  academic  and  extracurricular 
achievements,  as  well  as  their  families'  in- 
come. Many  of  these  students  have  incred- 
ible potential  that  is  not  expressed  in  their 
high  school  transcripts.  Most  of  the  students 
in  the  class  that  I  represent  fall  into  this 
category.  I  know  ttiat  I  do.  We'd  like  to 
know  what  can  be  done  to  insure  that  we  re- 
ceive a  college  education. 

The  idea  of  spending  20  years  pajrlng  off  a 
debt  is  very  discouraging,  and  although  we 
are  told  that  it  is  worth  the  money,  most 
students  are  hesitant.  As  average  students  in 
the  middle  class,  what  kind  of  scholarships 
or  financial  aids,  if  any.  are  available  to  us? 
Many  students  are  left  so  discouraged  at 
these  prosj>ects  that  they  decide,  instead  of 
furthering  their  education,  to  join  the  work- 
force. Education  is  a  right  for  every  Amer- 
ican student,  not  a  privilege. 

Congressman  Sanders:  That  is  an  incred- 
ible presentation.  You've  raised  a  lot  of  very 
important  questions.  I  certainly  don't  know 
all  the  answers.  But  if  basically  what  you're 
saying— let's  say  you  have  a  middle  class 
family  making  $20  or  S30  or  $40,00(Vyear,  and 
it  costs  $20-30.000  for  one  year  to  send  one  kid 
to  college.  That  equation  doesn't  m&ke 
sense,  right?  You  can't  do  it. 
Answer.  Right. 

Congressman  Sanders:  Farther.  I  think 
you've  made  the  point  that  if  you  don't  have 
a  college  education,  you  won't  make  it  into 
the  middle  class.  So  let  me  throw  it  back  to 
you.  If  you  were  sitting  in  my  seat  in  Con- 
gress, what  would  you  do? 

Answer.  I  would  probably  be  inclined 
to  •  •  *  have  the  government  be  more  in- 
volved. Like,  what  the  girl  ftom  Brattlelwro 
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said  about  other  coontries  where  the  g:ovem- 
ment  is  more  involved  in  college,  and  it  costs 
less.  And  I  totally  a^ree  that's  the  way  it 
should  be  in  this  country,  and  that  the  gov- 
ernment should  spend  less  money  on  the 
military. 

Congressman  Sanders:  Okay,  as  it  happens 
I  agree  with  you.  But  what  is  the  other  argu- 
ment that  is  being  made?  What  do  you  hear 
a  whole  lot  of  about  the  government  lately? 
What  do  some  people  say  about  the  govern- 
ment? Have  you  heard  much? 

Answer.  Not  much. 

Congressman  Sanders:  Does  everybody 
agree  with  your  point  of  view? 

Answer.  No,  not  everybody.  A  lot  of  people 
think  *  *  *  that  there  is  enough  financial  aid 
out  there,  and  that  there  are  other  things 
that  we  need  to  worry  about  also.  *  *  *  But 
I  just  think  really  that  education  is  incred- 
ibly important,  and  everybody  thinks  that. 

Congressman  Sanders:  And  a  lot  of  people 
think,  in  fact,  that  the  government  should 
play  less  of  a  role. 

Answer.  Right. 

Congressman  Sanders:  There's  a  whole  line 
of  thought  out  there,  in  which  probably  a 
majority  of  members  of  Congress  now  believe 
in  exact  contradiction  to  what  you're  saying. 
They're  saying  the  government  should  get 
out  of  the  issue.  That  Americorps — you  men- 
tioned Americorps — there's  an  effort  to 
defund  Americorps  completely,  not  put  one 
penny  into  Americorps. 

Answer.  But  these  are  the  people  who've 
already  been  through  college,  and  are  not 
worrying  about  it  now.  There  are  three  chil- 
dren in  my  family,  and  there's  no  way  unless 
we  each  get  a  job  during  college,  and  try  to 
go  to  college  and  do  extracurricular  activi- 
ties, that  we're  going  to  be  able  to  go  to  col- 
lege. 

Congressman  Sanders:  I  agree  with  you. 
But  when  you  hear  the  discussion  going  on  in 
Congress  about  the  role  of  government,  what 
they  have  advocated,  if  I'm  not  mistaken,  is 
that  government  should  play  a  strong  role  in 
assuring  that  the  middle  class  is  able  to  send 
their  kids  to  college,  okay?  Okay.  So  *  *  * 
they  are  defining  a  role  of  government. 
Right  now  in  Congress  there  are  many  who 
strongly  disagree  with  what  they  are  assert- 
ing. I  happen  to  agree.  Thank  you  very  much 
for  your  excellent  presentation. 


WHITEWATER  VERDICT 


HON.  RON  PACKARD 

OFCAUFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

WedJiesday,  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  PACKARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday's 
venScts  in  the  Whitewater  trial  is  atx>ut  more 
than  just  the  Madeon  Savings  and  Loan.  The 
inve^igation  does  not  starxl  or  fall  on  any  one 
person,  one  transaction,  or  one  trial.  White- 
water is  about  ttie  arrogarx:e  of  power.  It  is 
about  public  officiais  using  their  office  for  per- 
sonal gain  and  not  telling  the  truth  about  it 

The  White  House  is  spinning  the  verdicts  al- 
ready, repeating  the  lead  prosecutor's  closing 
argument  that  the  President  was  not  on  trial. 
Yet.  the  total  vindication  the  White  House 
claims  is  premature.  At  ttie  very  least,  these 
indictinefTts  prove  just  how  poor  the  Presi- 
dent's judgment  is.  Sirwe  coming  to  ofTice,  one 
of  his  advisors  has  been  sent  to  prison;  two  of 
his  close  frierxjs  arxj  business  partners  were 
convicted  yesterday;  and  the  sitting  Governor 
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of  Arkansas— the  President's  hand-picked  suc- 
cessor to  the  governorship — was  also  con- 
victed. The  people  the  President  chooses  to 
sun-ound  himself  by  present  yet  another  credi- 
bility problem. 

Mr.  Speaker,  perhaps  now  we  will  get  down 
to  ttie  bottom  of  the  Clintons'  involvement  in 
the  scandal.  A  new  trial  focusing  on  the  fi- 
narx:ing  of  Governor  Clinton's  1990  campaign 
will  begin  next  montfi — and  many  questions 
remain  unanswered  ranging  from  Mrs.  Clirv 
ton's  billing  record  to  alleged  jotK-for-contribu- 
tions  trades  in  the  1990  Clinton  campaign. 

Americans  must  have  faith  in  their  elected 
officials.  They  must  believe  that  those  given 
the  put}lic's  trust  will  use  it  for  the  public  good; 
that  those  in  power  will  rwt  abuse  this  trust, 
cover  up  the  atxjse,  and  then  interfere  with 
the  investigation. 

The  American  people  take  this  case  seri- 
ously. It  is  time  the  Clintons  did  as  well. 
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STATEMENT  BY  KELLEY  WIL- 
LIAMS, RYAN  DRISCOLL,  AND 
PATRICK  WEBSTER  ON  GUN  CON- 
TROL 


HON.  BERNARD  SANDERS 

OF  VERMONT 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  benefit 
of  my  colleagues  I  woukj  like  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  this  statement  by  Kelley  Wil- 
liams, Ryan  Driscoll,  and  Patrick  Webster, 
high  school  students  from  Vermont.  They  were 
speaking  at  my  recerrt  town  meeting  on  issues 
facing  young  people. 

Patrick:  Our  topic  was  on  gun  control,  and 
as  Ryan's  going  to  tell  you,  we  have  four  spe- 
cific things  we  think  need  to  be  improved  on 
gun  control. 

Ryan:  We  think  that  Congress  should  in- 
crease regulations  by:  having  a  6  month 
waiting  period;  no  sales  to  persons  under  25: 
there  should  be  more  safety  features  on 
gruns;  there  should  be  required  gun  education 
programs. 

(Dialogue  with  alternating  speakers):  If 
nothing's  done  about  this  rising  problem,  the 
ownership  will  continue  to  increase  from  the 
current  estimated  ISO  million  to  175  million 
firearms. 

The  ATF  estimates  that  there  are  52  mil- 
lion handguns  circulating  in  the  U.S.,  and  2 
million  more  bought  each  year. 

About  2  million  handguns  were  manufac- 
tured in  the  U.S.  in  1969. 

It's  estimated  that  135,000  students  each 
day  now  carry  guns  to  school. 

One  out  of  six  pediatricians  have  treated  a 
young  gunshot  victim. 

80%  of  homicide  victims  knew  their  killers 
as  a  relative  or  friend? 

Of  12,000  men  and  women  who  have  com- 
mitted suicide,  nearly  60%  used  handgruns. 

We've  got  some  statistics  that  we're  going 
to  put  on  the  overhead.  The  first  one  shows 
the  amount  of  gun  distribution  and  how 
much  it's  gone  up  irom  1968-^1,  and  it's  still 
rising. 

The  second  graph  shows  that  guns  are  be- 
coming more  and  more  commonplace  in  to- 
day's society.  This  is  from  a  school  in  Los 
Angeles,  firom  students,  showing:  people  car- 
rying guns  in  the  last  30  days,  carrying  guns 
to  school  in  the  past  year,  if  they've  shot  a 


gun  at  someone,  if  they  were  shot  in  the  past 
year,  or  if  they  know  someone  who  has  been 
killed  or  injured  by  gunfire. 

The  most  important  fact  to  us  Vermonters: 
over  41%  of  gun  accidents  in  Vermont  in- 
volved handguns. 


TRIBUTE  TO  ENRIQUETA  "QUETA" 
JIMENEZ  LA  GRAN  AMIGA  DE 
AMIGOS  DEL  VALLE.  INC. 


HON.  SOLOMON  P.  ORTC 

OF  TEXAS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  ORTIZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
commend  and  pay  tritxite  to  Enriqueta 
"Queta"  Jimenez,  selected  as  La  Gran  Amiga 
by  a  kxal  organization  in  my  district,  Amigos 
del  Valle,  Inc. 

Queta  Jimenez,  "La  Prieta  Linda",  was  bom 
in  Salamanca,  Guanajuato,  Mexico.  As  a  chikj 
her  dream  was  to  become  a  great  singer.  She 
went  on  to  become  one  of  Mexico's  greatest 
artists  in  ttie  fields  of  musk:  and  film. 

At  the  age  of  14,  sfie  made  her  detxjt  at  the 
Mariscala  Theater.  For  her,  this  was  ttie  nx)st 
important  day  of  her  career.  Soon  she  t>egan 
to  appear  daily  at  Garit>aldi  or  the  Plaza  De 
Los  Mariachis.  It  was  here  that  she  met 
Silvestre  Vargas,  director  of  the  grand  Maria- 
chi  Vargas,  wtx>  gave  her  the  first  opportunity 
to  sing  with  a  musk:al  group. 

During  this  time  she  arranged  her  radk>  and 
televisbn  debut  on  Mexico's  most  popular  sta- 
tk)ns,  XEQ  and  XEW.  A  year  later,  while  worth- 
ing in  XEW,  sfie  succeeded  in  having  her  first 
radio  arxJ  TV  program.  It  is  here  that  she  met 
Lola  Beltran,  who  not  only  became  her  best 
friend,  but  helped  her  make  her  first  record. 
Her  recordings  rose  to  the  top  of  the  charts, 
and  she  t)ecame  one  of  Mexico's  most  popu- 
lar artists. 

Today,  she  has  recorded  40  albums,  starred 
in  58  MexKan  arxJ  United  States  films,  arxl 
performed  in  60  different  countries.  She  has 
also  given  private  performances  for  Preskjent 
John  F.  Kennedy,  Prince  Felipe  of  Spain, 
French  Prime  Minister  Charles  deGaulle, 
Presklent  Lyndon  B.  Johnson,  and  numerous 
Mexk:an  Presidents.  Though  all  her  memories 
are  fond,  her  two  most  cherished  perfornv 
ances  took  place  at  the  Metropolitan  Opera 
House  in  New  Yortc  City  arxJ  ttie  Hollywood 
Bowl  in  Los  Angeles. 

Through  her  hard  wori<,  she  has  become 
one  of  Mexico's  most  popular  television  per- 
sonalities, starring  in  t>oth  dramatic  and  musi- 
cal performances.  In  1981,  she  hosted  her 
own  television  special  in  Hollywood  on  the 
ABC  networi<,  titled  "The  International  Show  of 
La  Prieta  Linda."  which  was  made  for  ttie 
Mexican-American  population  in  the  United 
States. 

"La  Prieta  Linda's"  success  as  an  artist  is 
recognized  ttirough  ttie  numerous  awards  be- 
stowed on  her  in  Mexkx)  and  atxoad,  includ- 
ing: Mexkx>'s  top  singer  of  "Cancion 
Ranchera,"  three  gokj  records  in  Hollywood, 
two  GokJen  Glot)es  for  greatest  performer  of 
Latin  music,  three  Aztec  calendars  whk:h  sig- 
nify Mexico's  singer  of  ttie  year,  and  ttie  Artist 
of  the  Year  Award  from  Cok>mbia 
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Queta  Jimenez  "La  Prieta  Linda"  has  not 
only  achieved  her  childhood  dream  of  becom- 
ing a  renowned  artist,  but  has  fulfilled  her  per- 
sonal dreams  of  having  a  family.  She  is  mar- 
ried to  Paul  Vieyra,  a  journalist  witti  the  Excel- 
sior, the  newspaper  of  Mexico  City,  arxJ  has 
ttiree  daughters  wfiom  she  toves  very  much. 

I  would  like  to  join  Los  Amigos  del  Valle, 
Inc.  in  recognizing  Mrs.  Enriqueta  "Queta"  Ji- 
menez "La  Prieta  Linda."  She  has  brought 
much  artistic  enjoyment  to  south  Texas 
ttirough  her  influence  in  attracting  ottier  worid- 
renowned  Mexican  entertainers  such  as  Mr. 
Lalo  Gonzalez  "Pipon^o,"  Mrs.  Maria  Victoria, 
Mrs.  Lucha  Moreno,  Mr.  Jose  Juan,  the  unfor- 
gettable and  beloved  Mr.  Davkj  Reynoso  "El 
Mayor,"  and  Mrs.  Lola  Beltran  "Lola  La 
Grande." 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  extending 
congratulations  to  Enriqueta  "Queta"  Jimenez 
for  tieing  honored  with  ttie  special  recognitk)n. 


BEST  WISHES  TO  LAURA  SCHLOSS 


HON.  JAMES  L  OBERSTAR 

OF  MINNESOTA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  June  5, 
1996,  Laura  Schk>ss,  staff  assistant  on  ttie 
Democratic  staff  of  ttie  Committee  on  Trans- 
portation arxJ  Infrastructure,  will  be  leaving  the 
committee  to  pursue  the  study  of  law. 

Atttiough  Laura  has  been  with  the  commit- 
tee only  a  stiort  time,  she  tias  gained  ttie  re- 
spect and  admiratk>n  of  all.  Things  can  get 
hectk:  In  ttie  front  office  of  ttie  largest  legisla- 
tive committee  in  the  House,  and  Laura's  corv 
tritxjtions  and  organizatkm  skills  have  tielped 
to  make  a  difference. 

Laura  joined  ttie  committee  staff  after  hav- 
ing served  a  6-month  stint  witti  ttie  offee  of 
ttien-Congressman  Norman  Y.  Mineta.  There, 
stie  assisted  with  mail  operations,  including 
ttie  composition  of  constituent  response  let- 
ters, answered  teleptiones,  and  provkjed  tielp 
wtiere  needed. 

Laura  is  a  1994  honors  graduate  of  Prince- 
ton University,  wtiere  stie  majored  in  pditKal 
science.  Stie  is  also  an  avid  runner,  having  re- 
cently been  a  mevrber  of  the  Enclave,  a 
Reeljok-sponsored  team. 

On  behalf  of  ttie  Democratic  memtjers  and 
staff  of  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and 
Infrastructure,  I  want  to  recognize  Laura  and 
offer  our  heartfelt  gratitude  for  her  service  on 
ttie  committee  and  to  wish  her  well  in  her  fu- 
ture endeavors. 


FLOOD  CONTROL  STRATEGY  FOR 
THE  GREENBRIER  BASIN 


HON.  NICK  J.  RAHALL  H 

OF  WEST  VIKGINIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  29, 1996 

Mr.  RAHALL  Mr.  Speaker,  ttie  time  for 
study  is  over.  We  must  move  now,  today,  with 
a  flood  control  stt^ategy  for  the  Greentxier 
River  Basin.  Moreover,  we  must  move  forward 
witti  a  plan  that  is  realistically  achievat>le.  A 
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plan  that  does  not  divkle  ttie  affected  commu- 
nities. One  ttiat  is  econonik:ally  viable  in  light 
of  ttie  tight  budgets  ttie  Federal,  State,  and 
kxal  governments  face. 

Today  I  am  proposing  a  flood  control  sti^t- 
egy  for  the  Greenbrier  Basin  ttiat  includes 
botti  stnjctural  and  nonstiijctural  elements. 
This  sttategy  does  not  include  ttie  constiuction 
of  a  main-stem  dam  on  the  river.  Frankly, 
such  a  project  woukJ  be  diffkxilt,  if  not  impos- 
sible, to  obtain  an  auttiorization  for  by  the 
Congress. 

Instead,  I  am  proposing  a  strategy  ttiat  is 
similar  to  what  we  tiave  put  into  place  ak>ng 
the  Tug  Forte  River  in  souttiem  West  Virginia. 
Ttie  stnx:tural  elements  include  ttie  construc- 
tion of  fkxxjwalls  where  necessary.  The  norv 
structural  elements  include  floodpiain  manage- 
ment strategies  such  as  floodproofing  and 
floodpiain  evacuations  where  atisolutely  nec- 
essary. 

In  formulating  this  approach,  1  tiave  con- 
sulted with  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 
whk:h  has  raised  no  otijections,  as  well  as 
with  local  officials.  Ttiey,  as  1,  agree  that  ttie 
most  feasit>le,  the  most  readily  achievable, 
flood  protection  sttategy  for  ttie  Greenbrier 
Basin  must  be  pursued.  Toward  this  end,  I  will 
be  seeking  ttie  necessary  auttiorization  from 
the  Congress  for  ttiis  initiative. 


SENATE  COMMITTEE  MEETINGS 

Title  IV  of  Senate  Resolution  4, 
agrreed  to  by  the  Senate  on  February  4, 
1977,  calls  for  establishment  of  a  sys- 
tem for  a  computerized  schedule  of  all 
meetings  and  hearings  of  Senate  com- 
mittees, sul>committees,  joint  commit- 
tees, and  committees  of  conference. 
This  title  requires  all  such  committees 
to  notify  the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest — designated  by  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee— of  the  time,  place,  and  purpose 
of  the  meetings,  when  scheduled,  and 
any  cancellations  or  changes  in  the 
meetings  as  they  occur. 

As  an  additional  procedure  along 
with  the  computerization  of  this  infor- 
mation, the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest  will  prepare  this  information  for 
printing  in  the  Extensions  of  Remarks 
section  of  the  Congressional  Record 
on  Monday  and  Wednesday  of  each 
week. 

Meetings  scheduled  for  Thursday, 
May  30,  1996,  may  be  found  in  the  Daily 
Digest  of  today's  Record. 

MEETINGS  SCHEDtTLED 

JUNE4 

10:00  a.m. 
Foreign  Relations 
To    hold    hearings    on    United    Nations 
world  conferences. 

SIM19 
Judiciary 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1237,  to  revise  cer- 
tain provisions  of  law  relating  to  child 
pornography. 

SD-226 
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JIWES 
9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  proposals  to 
reform  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act. 

SR-328A 
Governmental  Affairs 

Permanent    Subcommittee    on    Investiga- 
tions 
To  resume  hearings  to  examine  the  secu- 
rity status  of  American  informations 
systems. 

SD-342 
10:00  a.m. 
Small  Business 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  small  business  agen- 
da. 

SR-428A 

JUNE6 
2:00  p.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Parks.  Historic  Preservation  and  Recre- 
ation Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1703.  to  revitaliie 
and  expand  the  scope  of  operations  of 
the  National  Park  Foundation  to  assist 
in  the  preservation  of  America's  na- 
tional parks. 

SD-3G6 

JUNE  11 
9:30  a.m. 
Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  Indian  Trust  Fund 
Management  Reform  Act  of  1994.  and 
on  Indian  trust  funds  management  by 
the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

SR-485 

JUNE  12 

9:30  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business  meeting,  to   consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-3G6 

JUNE  13 
2:00  p.m. 
Appropriations 

Treasury.  Postal  Service,  and  General  Gov- 
ernment Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  nscal  year  1997  for  the 
White  House  OfHce  of  National  Drug 
Control  Policy. 

SD-192 

JUNE  14 

10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subconrmiittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office,  and  the  Archi- 
tect of  the  Capitol. 

S-128.  Capitol 

JUNE  18 

9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Research.  Nutrition,  and  General  Legisla- 
tion Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  review  a  report  to 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  by  the 
Advisory   Committee   on   Agricultural 
Concentration,  and  to  examine  other 
livestock  industry  ifsues. 

SIU328A 
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JUNE  21 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  bearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Senate,  the  Sergeant  At 
Arms,  and  the  Ciovemment  Printing 
Office. 

S-128,  Capitol 

JUNE  25 
9:30  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.   1804,   to  make 
technical    and   other   changes    to   the 
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laws  dealing  with  the  territories  and 
finely  associated  Sutes  of  the  United 
States,  on  a  proposed  amendment  re- 
lating to  Bikini  and  Enewetak  medical 
care,  and  to  hold  oversight  hearings  on 
the  law  enforcement  initiative  in  the 
Commonwealth  of  the  Northern  Mari- 
ana Islands. 

SD-366 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subconmiittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Li- 
brary of  Congress. 

S-128,  Capitol 
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JUNE  26 
9:30  a.m. 
Indian  Affairs 
To  hc^d  hearings  on  proposals  to  reform 
the  Indian  Child  Welfare  Act. 

SRr^85 

SEPTEMBER  17 
9:30  a.m. 
Veterans'  Affairs 
To  hold  joint  hearings  with  the  House 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs  to  re- 
view the  legislative  recommendations 
of  the  American  Legion. 

334  Cannon  Building 
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HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— r^Mrsday,  May  30,  1996 


The  House  met  at  10  a.m. 

The  Reverend  Brewster  Y.  Beach, 
vicar  emeritus,  St.  Peter's  Episcopal 
Church-Lithgow,  Millbrook,  NY,  of- 
fered the  following  prayer: 

O  Lord  our  Governor,  whose  glory  is 
in  all  the  world,  we  commend  to  Thy 
merciful  care  the  women,  men,  and 
children  of  every  land  whom  Thou  hast 
created,  that  seeking  Thy  guidance 
they  may  dwell  secure  in  Thy  peace. 
We  pray  especially  this  day  for  those  to 
whom  have  been  given  the  ordering  of 
our  common  affairs  in  this  our  land. 
Fill  them  with  the  love  of  truth  and 
righteousness  and  make  them  ever 
mindful  of  their  calling  to  serve  this 
people  in  Thy  fear  and  devotion.  In  the 
time  of  prosperity,  fill  our  hearts  with 
thankfulness,  and  in  the  day  of  trouble, 
suffer  not  our  trust  in  Thee  to  fail.  All 
which  we  ask  in  Thy  name  and  for  Thy 
sake.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 


The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  has  exam- 
ined the  Journal  of  the  last  day's  pro- 
ceedings and  announces  to  the  House 
his  approval  thereof. 

Piirsuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I,  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursuant  to 
clause  1,  rule  I,  I  demand  a  vote  on 
agreeing  to  the  Speaker's  approval  of 
the  Journal. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  Chair's  approval  of  the  Journal. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  325,  nays  66, 
answered  "present"  1,  not  voting  41,  as 
follows: 


Ackemuui 

AlUrd 

Andrews 

Archer 

Anney 

Bacbos 

Baesler 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Baldacci 

Ballenger 

Barcia 

Barr 


[Roll  No.  199] 

YEAS-325 

Barrett  (NE) 

Barrett  (Wl) 

Bartlett 

Barton 

Bass 

Bateman 

Bentsen 

Berenter 

Bensan 

Bevill 

Bilbray 

BUirakls 

Bishop 


BlUey 

Blute 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

BonUla 

Bonior 

Bono 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bon- 


Barton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Calvert 

Camp 

Campbell 

Canady 

Cardin 

Castle 

Cbabot 

Chambliss 

Chenoweth 

Clayton 

Clement 

Clinger 

Coble 

Cobum 

Collins  (GA) 

Collins  (MI) 

Combest 

Condit 

Conyers 

Cooley 

Cox 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cubin 

(Cunningham 

Danner 

Davis 

Deal 

DeLauro 

DeLay 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Dlzon 

Donett 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

Evans 

Ewing 

Farr 

Fawell 

Fields  (TX) 

Flake 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (CD 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frelinghuysen 

Frisa 

Frost 

Fane 

GaUegly 

Ganske 

(^jdenson 

C^ekas 

CSeren 

Oilman 

Cronzalez 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

(^rdon 

Goss 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

Greenwood 


Gunderson 

Hall  (OH) 

HallCTX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayworth 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Hoyer 

Hun^r 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Istook 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson  (CT) 
Johnson  (SD) 
Johnson.  Sam 
Johnston 
Jones 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 

Kennedy  (MA) 
Kennedy  (RI) 
KUdee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
KUnk 
King 

KnoUenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Largent 
LaToorette 
Tiinghlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis  (CA) 
Lewis  (KY) 
Llghtfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lncas 
Lather 
Man  ton 
Manznllo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McC:arthy 
McCoUom 
McCrery 
McHale 
McHogh 
Mclnnis 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Meek 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
Millender- 

McDonald 


Miller  (CA) 

MUler  (FL) 

Minge 

Mink 

Moakley 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Morella 

Martha 

Myers 

Myrick 

Nadler 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nnssle 

Obey 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Owens 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Pastor 

Pazon 

Payne  (N  J) 

Payne  (VA) 

Pelosi 

Peterson  (MX) 

Petri 

Pombo 

Porter 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 

Qaillen 

Qainn 

Radanovich 

Rahall 

Ramstad 

Rangel 

Reed 

Regula 

Richardson 

Riggs 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 
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So  the  Journal  was  approved. 
The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  POMEROY.  Mr.  Speaker,  today.  May 
30,  I  was  rx)t  present  to  record  my  votes  on 
rolicall  votes  No.  199  and  No.  200.  I  was  un- 
avoidably absent  due  to  the  anival  yesterday 
of  my  adopted  son,  Scott  Kirtjy  Pomeroy,  from 
Korea. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 

The  SPEAKER.  Will  the  gentle- 
woman from  North  Carolina  [Mrs. 
Clayton]  come  forward  and  lead  the 
House  in  the  Pledge  of  Allegiance. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON  led  the  Pledge  of  Al- 
legiance as  follows: 


DThis  symbol  represents  the  time  of  day  during  the  House  proceedings,  e.g.,  D  1407  is  2:07  p.m. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 
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I  pledge  allegiance  to  tbe  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  to  tbe  Repub- 
lic for  which  it  stands,  one  nation  under  God. 
indivisible,  with  liberty  and  justice  for  all. 


WELCOME  TO  THE  REVEREND 
BREWSTER  BEACH 

(Mrs.  KELLY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mrs.  KELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  behalf 
of  the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives.  I 
am  delighted  to  welcome  Rev.  Brewster 
Beach  to  the  Halls  of  Congress  and  rec- 
ognize him  for  delivering  that  inspira- 
tional opening  prayer. 

Reverend  Beach  has  recently  retired 
firom  St.  Peter's  Episcopal  Church  of 
Lithgow  where  his  devotion  and  dedica- 
tion helped  the  church  grow  consider- 
ably. Over  the  years.  Reverend  Beach 
started  a  Sunday  School,  formed  a 
choir,  expanded  the  church  hall,  and  al- 
most doubled  the  size  of  the  parish.  He 
is  well  known  throughout  the  Hudson 
Valley  and  into  New  York  City,  not 
only  as  a  minister  but  as  a 
psychotherapist. 

I  would  like  to  thank  former  Con- 
gressman Hamilton  Fish  for  arranging 
to  have  Reverend  Beach  lead  us  in  our 
opening  prayer.  We  are  all  honored 
that  he  traveled  all  the  way  from 
Millbrook.  NY,  to  join  us  today.  Thank 
you  a^ain.  Rev.  Brewster  Beach. 


COMMUNICATION  FROM  THE 
CLERK  OF  THE  HOUSE 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  communication  from  the 
Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives: 
Office  of  the  Clerk. 
U.S.  House  of  Representattves. 

Washington.  DC.  May  30, 1996. 
Hon.  Newt  Gingricb. 

T?ie  Speaker,  House  of  Representatives,  Wash- 
ington, DC. 
Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  I  have  the  honor  to 
transmit  herewith  a  copy  of  the  unofficial 
election  returns  received  trom  the  Honorable 
Phil  Keisling.  Secretary  of  State,  State  of 
Oregon,  indicating  that,  according  to  the  in- 
complete results  of  the  Special  Election  held 
on    May    21,     1996,     the     Honorable     Earl 
Blumenaner  was  elected  to  the  office  of  Rep- 
resentative in  Congress,  trom  the  Third  Con- 
gressional District,  State  of  Oregon. 
With  warm  regards, 

Robin  H.  Carle. 

State  of  Oregon, 
Salem,  OR,  May  22, 1996. 
Hon.  Robin  H.  Carle, 

Clerk.  House  of  Representatives,  The  Capitol, 
Washington,  DC. 
Dear  Robin:  Pursuant  to  your  request,  I 
am  faxing  to  you  the  unofficial  returns  for 
the  Special  Election  for  Representative  in 
Congress  in  the  Third  Congressional  District 
as  obtained  from  the  Multnomah  and 
Clackamas  Co»mty  Elections.  I  muse  empha- 
size the  fact  that  these  returns  cannot  be 
considered  official  since,  pursuant  to  Oregon 
law,  the  oCtlcial  returns  are  not  due  to  the 
Secretary  of  Sutes'  Office.  Elections  Divi- 
sion until  June  10,  1996.  Also,  the  Elections 
Division  has  until  June  20,  1996  to  canvass 


the  votes  and  certify  the  election  results. 
This  notification,  therefore,  cannot  be  con- 
strued as  an  official  certification  as  required 
by  ORS  254.545  of  the  Oregon  Election  Laws. 
On  May  21, 1996,  a  special  election  was  held 
to  elect  a  U.S.  Representative  to  Oregon's 
Third  Congressional  District,  for  a  term  end- 
ing in  January.  1997.  The  incomplete  results, 
as  of  12:00  noon  May  22.  as  reported  by  Mult- 
nomah County  and  Clackamas  County,  were 
as  follows:  (see  page  2) 
Sincerely, 

Phil  Keisling, 
Secretary  of  State. 

U.S.  REPRESENTATIVE.  THIRD  DISTRICT,  "INCOMPlfTE 
RESULTS" 

Multnomati      Cladufflas 

Btumauutf.  50.125  equal 46.135  3.990 

Bfunelle.  17.085  equal 11.725  2J60 

fcatinj.  2.916  equal 2.703  213 

Guillebeau.  1.604  equal  .._. 1.501  103 

Absentees  still  to  be  counted  as  of  12:00 
noon.  May  22. 1996: 
Multnomah     Co.     estimated     to 

count 22,500 

Clackamas     Co.     estimated     to 

count 4,000 

Total  26.500 

Final  Certification  of  the  election,  as  re- 
quired under  Oregon  law,  must  occur  no 
later  than  June  20.  1996. 


SWEARING  IN  OF  THE  HONORABLE 
EARL  BLUMENAUER,  OF  OR- 
EGON, AS  A  MEMBER  OF  THE 
HOUSE 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unammous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
from  Oregon.  Mr.  Earl  Blumenauer, 
be  permitted  to  take  the  oath  of  office 
today.  His  certificate  of  election  has 
not  arrived,  but  there  is  no  contest, 
and  no  question  has  been  raised  with 
regard  to  his  election. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
souri? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Will  the  Member- 
elect  and  the  Oregon  delegation 
present  themselves. 

Mr.  BLUMENAUER  appeared  at  the 
bar  of  the  House  and  took  the  oath  of 
office,  SiS  follows: 

Do  you  solemnly  swear  that  you  will  sup- 
port and  defend  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  against  all  enemies,  foreign 
and  domestic;  that  you  will  bear  true  faith 
and  allegiance  to  the  same;  that  you  take 
this  obligation  ffeely,  without  any  mental 
reservation  or  purpose  of  evasion,  and  that 
you  will  well  and  faithfully  discharge  the  du- 
ties of  the  office  on  which  you  are  about  to 
enter.  So  help  you  God. 

The  SPEAKER.  Congratulations,  you 
are  a  Member  of  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States. 


WELCOMING        THE        HONORABLE 
EARL      BLUMENAUER      TO      THE 
HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
(Mr.  DeFAZIO  asked  and  was  given 

permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 

minute.) 


Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
first  yield  to  the  Honorable  Richard 
Gephardt,  the  minority  leader. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  gives  me  grreat  pleas- 
ure to  join  all  of  nniy  colleagues— Demo- 
crats and  Republicans  alike — as  we 
welcome  the  newest  Member  of  the 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Earl 
BLUMENAUER  of  Portland,  OR. 

As  we  all  know,  EIarl  comes  to  Con- 
gress with  big  shoes  to  fill.  He's  follow- 
ing in  the  footsteps  of  our  former  col- 
league, Ron  Wyden,  now  the  junior 
Senator  from  Oregon.  For  15  years,  Ron 
devoted  himself  to  the  people  of  Port- 
land. His  service  and  effectiveness  will 
certainly  be  missed  in  the  people's 
House. 

But  I  think  the  people  of  the  Third 
District  of  Oregon  have  chosen  a  re- 
markable replacement  in  Earl 
BLUMENAtJER^for  they  have  chosen  a 
man  who  has  spent  his  entire  life  build- 
ing his  community,  and  bringing  Port- 
land's common  sense  to  Portland's 
problems. 

Earl  had  a  passion  for  public  policy 
at  a  very  young  age,  testifsdng  before 
Congress  while  he  was  still  a  college 
student.  And  after  finishing  school  and 
working  briefly  in  education.  Earl  be- 
came the  youngest  person  ever  elected 
to  the  Oregon  Legislature,  at  23  years 
old. 

After  three  terms  in  his  State's  legis- 
lature, two  as  county  commissioner, 
and  three  more  on  Portland's  City 
Council,  ElARL  has  shown  that  his  dedi- 
cation to  local  solutions  could  have  a 
national  Impact. 

He's  already  recognized  as  a  leader 
on  urban  environment  and  transpor- 
tation policies.  He's  been  a  champion 
of  reasonable,  thoughtful  land  use;  ag- 
gressive recycling;  and  the  kind  of 
light  raU  that  has  worked  so  well 
throughout  the  Portland  region. 

No  wonder  Earl  won  the  support  of 
prominent  Republicans  as  well  as 
Democrats  in  his  election  bid. 

So  I'm  delighted  to  welcome  him  to 
Congress — to  serve  the  i>eople  of  Port- 
land, and  all  Americans.  I  expect  that 
his  vision  and  values  will  contribute  a 
great  deal  to  our  debates,  and  to  the 
Nation's  problems. 

a  1030 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  I  thaink  the  minority 
leader,  and  I  am  very  pleased  myself  to 
have  the  honor  of  welcoming  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oregon,  Earl 
BLUMENAUER,  as  the  newest  Member  of 
the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Oregon  delegation. 

I  have  to  say,  in  all  honesty,  I  cannot 
think  of  a  more  highly  qualified  person 
to  represent  Oregon  as  a  new  Member 
in  this  body.  He  has  a  lengthy  history 
of  public  service:  He  served  in  the  Or- 
egon Legislature,  the  Oregon  Commu- 
nity College  Board;  he  was  a  Multno- 
mah County  Commissioner  at  the  same 
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time  I  was  a  Lane  County  Commis- 
sioner, a  tremendous  experience  and 
training  to  become  a  Member  of  Con- 
gress, to  bring  that  local  orientation 
with  him;  and  he  was  on  the  Portland 
City  Council. 

Throughout  his  24  years  of  elected  of- 
fice, perhaps  the  thing  he  is  best 
known  for  is  he  is  a  worker,  a  hard 
worker.  In  each  position  that  he  has 
held  of  public  trust  he  has  not  only 
done  the  job  that  has  been  asked  of 
him,  he  as  taken  on  a  leadership  role, 
rolled  up  his  sleeves  and  helped  develop 
creative  and  workable  solutions  to 
problems  at  every  level  of  government. 
He  has  not  risen  through  the  ranks  of 
government  by  resting  on  his  laurels 
on  his  past  record;  he  is  constantly 
working,  learning,  serving,  and  doing 
better. 

I  know  he  will  continue  that  commit- 
ment here  in  Congress,  and  I  look  for- 
ward to  having  his  skill,  knowledge, 
and  energy  to  call  upon  and  utilize  as 
we  work  to  do  the  people's  business  for 
the  citizens  of  Oregon  and  our  Nation. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Oregon. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I,  too,  am 
extraordinarily  excited  and  happy  that 
we  are  being  joined  by  a  great  new 
Member  from  Oregon. 

I  think  I  would  just  like  to  say  that 
to  me  the  gentleman  from  Oregon, 
Earl  Blumenauer,  has  the  perfect 
background  for  being  a  Member  of  Con- 
gress, because  he  has  been  an  activist. 
He  has  been  an  activist  in  our  conmiu- 
nity  and  he  has  been  a  public  servant. 
And  it  seems  to  me  there  is  not  a  part 
of  Oregon  that  does  not  in  some  way 
have  that  gentleman's  fingerprints 
upon  it.  Whether  it  is  the  livability  of 
our  cities,  whether  it  is  recycling  or 
transportation,  he  has  been  there  and 
he  has  done  the  hard  work. 

He  has  shaped,  I  think,  the  present  of 
the  most  livable  city  in  this  country, 
Portland,  OR,  and  has  shaped  the  fu- 
ture of  that  city,  and  I  know  that  he 
will  work  to  shape  the  futiire  for  not 
just  Oregon  but  for  the  United  States 
as  he  works  with  us  in  this  prestigious 
body,  and  I  welcome  him  to  this  dele- 
gation and  to  this  House,  the  people's 
House. 

Mr.  BLUMENAUER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  I  jrield  to  the  gen- 
tleman flpom  Oregon. 

Mr.  BLUMENAUER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  my  colleagues  for  their  kind 
words.  I  am  honored  to  be  able  to  join 
my  colleagues  and  looking  forward  to 
working  with  them  in  advancing  the 
tradition  of  the  House. 

I  am  greatly  appreciative  of  the  help 
of  Representative  DeFazio,  Represent- 
ative FURSE,  Senator  Hatfield,  and 
Senator  Wyden,  and  others  from  the 
Oregon  delegation  in  terms  of  making 
the  transaction  work  for  me,  and  I  am 


looking  forward  to  working  with  all 
my  colleagues  to  protect  the  environ- 
ment and  leave  this  country  a  little 
better  for  our  children. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Chambliss).  There  will  be  10  l-minutes 
on  each  side. 


THE  PRESIDENT  ON  WELFARE 
REFORM 

(Mr.  CHABOT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  CHABOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  here  is  a 
quote  from  Tuesday's  Washington 
Times  editorial  on  welfare  reform: 

Knowing  the  salience  that  welfare  reform 
has  with  the  electorate,  the  President  des- 
perately wants  to  be  seen  as  leading  the  re- 
form effort  that  he  has  actually  been  sabo- 
taging. 

The  Times  is  right.  Bill  Clinton  cam- 
paigned on  a  promise  to,  remember, 
end  welfare  as  we  know  it.  Of  course  he 
vetoed  welfai-e  reform  twice.  Bill  Clin- 
ton has  also  dragged  his  feet  on  grant- 
ing waivers  to  the  States  that  would 
allow  them  to  fix  the  welfare  mess  in 
those  States.  The  White  House  has  de- 
nied waivers  to  Illinois  and  Massachu- 
setts and  Wyoming.  Those  States  wait- 
ed up  to  20  months  to  be  notified  of 
their  denial.  Just  ridiculous. 

The  States  should  not  have  to  crawl 
to  Washington  on  bended  knee  to  get 
permission  to  do  the  right  thing  for 
their  own  people. 

When  it  comes  to  reforming  welfare, 
despite  talk  about  the  end  of  the  era  of 
big  government.  Bill  Clinton  appar- 
ently still  believes  that  big  govern- 
ment knows  best. 


SENIORS.  BEWARE  OF  PROPOSED 
CHANGES  IN  HEALTH  CARE 

(Mr.  PALLONE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Re- 
publican-leadership budget  is  being  ne- 
gotiated now  between  the  two  houses 
and  we  may  have  a  motion  to  go  to 
conference  within  the  next  day  or  so.  I 
just  wanted  to  point  out  once  again 
that  this  budget  essentially  cuts  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid  in  order  to  provide 
tax  breaks  for  the  wealthiest  of  Ameri- 
cans. 

It  is  the  same  old  thing  that  we  had 
last  year  in  1995.  Once  again  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  are  on  the  chopping 
block  and  seniors  are  going  to  be  given 
less  choices  and  they  will  be  pushed 
into  managed  care,  which  means  they 
will  not  have  the  choice  of  doctors  or 
in  noany  cases  even  the  choice  of  hos- 
pitals. And  once  a^ain  they  are  going 


to  have  to  pay  more,  because  the  bal- 
anced billing  provisions,  the  protec- 
tions that  exist  right  now  that  do  not 
allow  doctors  to  charge  more  or  signifi- 
cantly more  than  15  percent  to  their 
Medicare  patients  will  be  out  the  win- 
dow. 

If  you  stay  in  the  traditional  fee-for- 
service  system  where  you  have  your 
own  choice  of  doctor  or  your  own 
choice  of  hospital,  you  could  be 
charged  extra,  really  unlimited 
amounts,  under  the  provisions  that  the 
Republican  leadership  have  placed  into 
this  budget. 

Also,  what  they  are  doing  with  the 
medical  savings  accounts  is  they  are 
making  it  so  that  seniors  who  opt  for  a 
medical  savings  account,  which  is  a 
catastrophic  policy  essentially,  will 
not  have  the  guarantee  of  most  of  the 
Medicare  benefits.  For  the  first  time  in 
the  history  of  the  Medicare  program, 
some  senior  citizens  will  have  the  guar- 
antee of  all  their  Medicare  benefits  and 
others  will  not  because  they  opt  for 
catastrophic  coverage  and  will  not  nec- 
essarily know  what  they  are  getting 
into. 

So  beware,  seniors,  of  what  the  Re- 
publicans are  doing  In  this  budget. 


NOW  TO  ACHIEVE  GENUINE 
WELFARE  REFORM 

(Mr.  HAYWORTH  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  some 
things  are  totally  predictable  in  this 
Chamber  and  nationwide.  Just  as  the 
swallows  return  to  Capistrano  and  the 
buzzards  go  back  to  Hinckley,  so,  too. 
does  my  good  friend  from  New  Jersey 
come  to  the  well  day  after  day  with 
what  I  will  diplomatically  call  delib- 
erate disinformation,  what  the  media 
has  called  Mediscare. 

Here  we  have  it  once  again.  We  have 
gotten  the  same  thing  f^m  the  other 
end  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue.  Again, 
the  President  says  he  want  to  end  wel- 
fare as  we  know  it.  Well,  perhaps  the 
President  and  some  of  my  friends  on 
this  side  of  the  aisle  need  to  have  a  lit- 
tle refresher  course  because.  Mr. 
Speaker,  we  live  in  the  United  States 
of  America,  not  the  centralized  bu- 
reaucracy of  America. 

The  first  meaningful  step  toward 
genuine  welfare  reform  Is  to  give  the 
States  the  true  flexibility  to  solve 
problems,  not  with  Washington  having 
the  States  coming  on  bended  knee  to 
ask  for  waivers,  not  with  a  centralized 
bureaucracy.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  time  to 
replace  the  counterfeit  compassion  of 
Uncle  Sam  and  big  brother  with  a  gen- 
uine compassion  of  local  people  solving 
local  problems. 


12646 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


REPUBLICAN  CUTS  IN  MEDICARE 
AND  MEDICAID  WILL  CLOSE  HOS- 
PITALS 

(Mr.  VOLKMER  asked  and  was  given 
pennisslon  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
radical  right  of  the  Republicans  under 
Speaker  Gingrich  are  at  it  again.  Last 
year  the  Democrats  and  the  minority 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  people 
of  this  country  that  the  radical  Repub- 
licans under  Speaker  Gingrich  were 
going  to  cut,  under  their  budget  and 
under  their  Balanced  Budget  Act, 
Medicare  and  Medicaid.  They  were 
goinig  to  make  senior  citizens  pay  more 
for  it.  They  were  going  to  close  hos- 
pitals before  that  bill  ended  this  4,  5,  6, 
and  7  years,  hospitals  all  across  this 
Nation. 

Well,  we.  as  the  minority,  along  with 
the  President,  by  vetoing  the  legisla- 
tion, we  stopped  that.  Well,  guess 
what,  folks?  Look  at  this  year's  budget 
by  the  Republicans  again.  They  are  at 
it  again. 

I  will  have,  if  that  comes  true,  I  will 
have  at  least  four  hospitals  in  my  dis- 
trict that  win  have  to  be  closed.  That 
ends  medical  care  not  only  for  the  el- 
derly but  for  everybody  else.  I  will 
have  senior  citizens  that  have  to  pay 
more. 

I  want  to  tell  the  gentleman  from  Ar- 
izona that  spoke  before,  why  does  he 
want  to  cut  Medicare  and  Medicaid? 


PRESIDENT  CLINTON  HAS  BECOME 
THE  "MAYBE  MAN" 

(Mr.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Speaker,  President  Clinton  has  become 
the  maybe  man.  Maybe  he  will  end  wel- 
fare as  we  know  It,  and  maybe  he  will 
not.  Maybe  he  will  sign  the  waiver  for 
Wisconsin's  welfare  reforms  and  maybe 
he  will  not. 

Should  we  trust  what  Clinton  says  or 
should  we  judge  Clinton  by  what  he 
does:  Delay,  waffle,  and  when  Inaction 
is  not  an  option,  veto. 

The  President  has  vetoed  national 
welfare  reform  not  once  but  twice.  Con- 
gress has  Introduced  new  welfare  re- 
forms based  on  the  unanimous  rec- 
ommendations of  the  National  Gov- 
ernors' Association.  These  reforms 
have  tough  work  requirements,  have 
real  time  limits  and  end  Washington's 
grip  on  the  power,  money  and  Influence 
to  block  innovative  reforms  by  the 
States. 

Considering  welfare  reform  and 
President  CUnton,  will  the  third  time 
prove  the  charm  or  will  the  President 
strike  out? 


REPUBLICANS  STILL  RELYING  ON 
MEDICARE  CUTS  TO  PAY  FOR 
TAX  BREAKS 

(Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  Republican  majority  is 
still  relying  on  Medicare  cuts  to  pay 
for  its  tax  breaks  and  its  special  deals 
for  its  friends.  They  have  wisely  come 
down  from  their  demands  of  last  year 
in  cutting  Medicare  $270  billion  and 
last  year  they  offered  a  $245  billion  tax 
break. 

Their  plan  now  for  the  next  6  years 
still  contains  Medicare  cuts.  These 
cuts  would  allow  health  care  plans  to 
charge  seniors  substantially  more  and 
reduce  the  seniors'  choice  of  health 
care  plans  by  pushing  more  seniors 
into  managed  care.  Costs  for  seniors  in 
the  traditional  Medicare  would  in- 
crease. 

We  need  to  reform  Medicare  but  the 
Republicans  take  too  much  bite  out  of 
the  apple.  We  need  to  reform  the  pro- 
gram by  investing  more  into  the  waste, 
fraud  and  abuse  investigations.  Nearly 
$40  million  has  been  recouped  by  the 
Medicare  trust  fund  because  of  actions 
of  this  administration. 

We  need  to  fully  fund  waste,  fraud 
and  abuse  investigations  and  reform 
the  trust  fund  along  the  lines  rec- 
ommended by  the  trustees.  We  do  not 
need  to  cut  Medicare  just  to  pay  for 
tax  breaks. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  CHARLOTTE  FULLER 
CLONTS 

(Mr.  BARR  of  Georgia  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BARR  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
one  of  the  most  wonderful  things  about 
our  community  is  that  so  many  of  its 
citizens  give  to  the  community  despite 
their  own  challenges.  Charlotte  Fuller 
Clonts  is  one  of  those  special  citizens. 
Though  she  faces  tough  personal  bat- 
tles, Charlotte  constantly  and  self- 
lessly  gives  of  herself  to  her  commu- 
nity. 

Charlotte  resides  in  the  Ridge  Road 
community  with  her  loving  husband  of 
45  years  and  is  well-known  throughout 
Paulding  County  for  her  tireless  efforts 
for  the  Veterans  Memorial. 

Since  July  1995.  Charlotte  has  served 
as  publicity  chairwoman  for  the  memo- 
rial fund.  Working  bedridden  much  of 
the  time,  gathering  information  and 
writing  during  countless  sleepless 
nights.  Charlotte  has  helped  to  raise 
over  $50,000  to  construct  the  memorial 
In  record  time. 

She  was  recognized  for  her  hard  work 
just  a  few  years  ago  when  she  was 
named  "Citizen  of  the  Year."  Charlotte 
has  been  involved  in  many  other  orga- 
nizations    as     well,     including:     the 


Paulding  County  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce, the  Paulding  County  Planning 
Commission,  the  Paulding  County  Di- 
vision March  of  Dimes,  and  many  oth- 
ers. On  behalf  of  Paulding  County  and 
the  entire  seventh  district.  I  thank 
Charlotte  for  her  loyalty  to  our  com- 
munity and  to  our  country,  and  com- 
mend her  to  us  all  as  an  outstanding 
community  citizen. 


GINGRICH-LED     CONGRESS      STILL 
DESIROUS     OF     CUTTING     MEDI- 
CARE TO  FUND  TAX  BREAKS 
(Mr.  DOGGETT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  our  fel- 
low citizens  know  this  Gingrich  Con- 
gress by  its  deeds,  and  first  among 
these  is  its  continuing  desire  to  cut 
Medicare  in  order  to  fund  the  tax 
breaks  for  our  most  wealthy  citizens. 

We  saw  a  great  deal  of  that  last  year 
as  they  proposed  cuts  of  $270  billion  in 
a  pay  more,  get  less  Medicare  plan. 
And  this  year  they  have  not  given  up 
on  that  determination,  as  the  Speaker 
says,  to  let  Medicare  wither  on  the 
vine.  They  have  just  regrouped  and  are 
coming  at  it  from  another  angle. 

D  1045 
They  have  taken  it  step  by  step. 
Since  it  is  an  election  year,  they  want 
to  provide  the  tax  break  this  year, 
hand  out  candy  before  the  election,  and 
next  year  come  back  with  the  full  di- 
mension of  the  Medicare  cuts  that  will 
be  necessary  to  pay  for  these  election 
eve  political  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthy.  The  good  indication  that  they 
still  have  their  plan  to  cut  Medicare  on 
track  Is  the  budget  resolution  we  have 
up  tomorrow  as  they  propose  to  have 
seniors  pay  for  biUs  that  they  get  firom 
doctors  above  what  Medicare  pays. 


THE  PRESIDENT  AND  WELFARE 

(Mr.  LEWIS  of  Kentucky  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  Kentucky.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, you  will  remember  that  during  his 
Presidential  campaign.  Bill  Clinton 
promised  to  end  welfare  as  we  know  it. 
But  when  he  was  elected,  he  vetoed 
welfare  reform  twice. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Republicans  take  a  dif- 
ferent view.  We  do  not  view  welfare  as 
a  political  football.  We  want  to  give 
the  States  greater  flexibility.  We  want 
tough  work  requirements.  We  want  a  5- 
year  limit  on  benefits.  We  want  to  lift 
people  out  of  poverty  and  despair. 

There  is  a  huge  difference  between 
Bill  Clinton's  view  on  welfare  reform 
and  the  Republican  view  of  welfare  re- 
form. Bill  Clinton  wants  to  demagog. 
He  wants  to  protect  Washington  bu- 
reaucracy and  Washington  spending. 

Republicans  want  to  actually  keep 
our  promises  and  actually  do  some- 
thing to  make  a  difference  in  the  lives 
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of  those  caught  in  the  grasp  of  the  wel- 
fau-e  state. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  can  only  hope  that 
Bill  Clinton  will  honor  his  word  and 
help  us  reform  welfare. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Chambuss).  The  Chair  would  remind 
the  Member  not  to  refer  to  the  Presi- 
dent in  personal  terms. 


IMPACT  ON  AGRICULTURE  OF 
UNION  PACIFIC-SOUTHERN  PA- 
CIFIC MERGER 

(Mr.  STENHOLM  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
to  express  my  deep  concern  regarding 
the  proposed  merger  between  the  Union 
Pacific  and  Southern  Pacific  Railroads 
which  is  under  consideration  by  the 
Surface  Transportation  Board. 

If  approved,  this  merger  would  be  the 
largest  rail  merger  in  the  history  of 
the  United  States.  It  will  result  in  only 
two  railroads  controlling  the  entire 
western  half  of  the  Nation.  This  mas- 
sive consolidation  of  rail  transpor- 
tation could  hurt  competition  in  the 
rail  industry,  and  ultimately,  hurt 
farmers,  ranchers,  and  shippers  in  the 
agriculture  Industry. 

It  is  no  secret  that  rail  service  is 
critical  to  the  economic  well-being  of 
this  Nation's  agricultural  and  rural 
economies.  Nearly  half  of  all  grain  pro- 
duced in  the  United  States  moves  to 
market  by  rail.  In  fact,  in  1995,  grain, 
grain  mill  products,  and  other  farm 
products  accounted  for  more  than  2.14 
million  rail  loadings. 

The  very  survival  of  farmers  and 
rajichers  depends  on  their  ability  to 
ship  commoditleii  at  a  competitive 
price  and  in  a  timely  fashion.  Access  to 
reliable,  cost-effective  rail  transpor- 
tation is  the  only  way  they  can  remain 
competitive  in  markets  here  and  over- 
seas. With  this  proposed  merger,  they 
may  not  have  that  critical  access. 

With  this  merger,  competition  for 
rail  transportation  of  agricultural 
products  will  be  eliminated  in  some 
areas.  With  reduced  competitive  trans- 
portation options,  agricultural  ship- 
pers could  be  faced  with  higher  rates 
and  prices  for  rail  services. 

Farmers  and  local  shippers  in  many 
rural  areas  will  become  captive  cus- 
tomers, totally  dependent  on  only  one 
carrier  to  supply  grain  cars  and  ship  to 
distant  markets. 

The  proposed  merger  seems  to  be  on 
a  dangerous  fast  track.  As  the  Surface 
Transportation  Board  considers  this 
merger,  we  must  urge  them  to  consider 
all  alternatives  to  monopoly  and 
duoploy. 


CHILDREN  NEED  PARENTS.  NOT 
GOVERNMENT  EXPERTS 

(Mr.  LARGENT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  LARGENT.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the 
next  few  days,  we  will  be  hearing  a  lot 
about  the  plight  of  children.  The  Stand 
for  Children  rally,  scheduled  for  Satur- 
day, will  urge  government  to  do  more 
for  children.  The  best  protectors  of 
children,  the  event  organizers  claim, 
are  government  bureaucrats  and  chil- 
dren's advocates. 

I  disagree.  The  best  advocates  for 
children  today — and  the  most 
unappreciated — are  moms  and  dads 
standing  together  for  their  children. 
The  best  thing  we  could  do  as  a  society 
and  for  children  is  not  pour  more 
money  into  marginal  programs,  but  af- 
firm and  support  families  and  parents. 

H.R.  1946.  the  Parental  Jlights  and 
Responsibilities  Act.  promotes  the  idea 
that  family  is  key  to  providing  for  chil- 
dren. Parents  are  in  the  best  position 
to  protect  and  provide  for  their  chil- 
dren. And  the  PRRA  protects  families 
from  the  harmful  actions  of  govern- 
ment bureaucrats. 

If  the  actions  of  the  East 
Stroudsburg.  PA,  school  officials  who 
conducted  genital  exams  on  11-year-old 
girls,  without  informing  the  girls  or  re- 
ceiving explicit  parental  approval,  is 
any  indication  of  what  it  means  to 
stand  for  children.  Congress  should 
quickly  vote  on  and  pass  the  PRRA. 
Because  when  it  comes  to  children, 
what  they  need  are  moms  and  dads — 
not  government  experts. 


TEENAGE  PREGNANCY 
PREVENTION  MONTH 

(Mrs.  CLAYTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  both 
President  Clinton  and  Governor  Hunt 
of  my  State  have  declared  May  as 
Teenager  Pregnancy  Prevention 
Month. 

Many  are  observing  National  Teen 
Pregnancy  Prevention  Month  because 
it  has  been  shown  that  many  more 
teenagers  become  pregnant  during  May 
than  in  any  other  month. 

This  is  attributed  to  the  many  spe- 
cial events  that  occur  in  May  such  as 
proms,  graduations,  field  trips,  and 
other  social  outings. 

The  goal  of  teen  pregnancy  preven- 
tion efforts  should  be  to  assist  teens  to 
achieve  social  responsibility  and  long- 
term  economic  self-sufficiency. 

To  achieve  this  goal  we  must  have  a 
combined  efiort  between  the  public  and 
the  private  sectors. 

Teen  Pregnancy  Prevention  Month 
provides  an  opportunity  to  recognize 
existing  teen  pregnancy  prevention 
programs. 

Over  the  days  and  weeks  to  follow.  I 
will  share  with  our  colleagues  informa- 


tion about  a  variety  of  teenage  preg- 
nancy prevention  programs  that  are 
underway. 

It  is  time  for  all  of  us  to  join  in  this 
effort. 


SPENDING  ON  CHILD  CARE 

(Ms.  DUNN  of  Washington  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  her  remarks.) 

Ms.  DUNN  of  Washington.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, last  week  the  White  House  rapid  re- 
sponse team  got  another  one  wrong. 
Clinton  adviser  George  Stephanopolous 
actually  said  that  the  administration 
opposed  the  Republican  bill  in  Congress 
because  it  cuts  too  deeply  into  child 
care.  "We've  been  willing  to  have  flexi- 
bility." he  said,  "but  we  cannot  agree 
to  cuts  in  child  care." 

Mr.  Speaker,  are  Republicans  cutting 
child  care?  Well,  to  borrow  a  phrase 
from  John  McLaughlin:  wrong.  Let  us 
talk  reality.  The  current  Republican 
welfare  plan  based  on  the  bipartisan 
Governors'  proposal  calls  for  $4.5  bil- 
lion more  in  mandatory  and  discre- 
tionary child  care  spending  than  the 
Clinton  plan. 

Here  is  the  bottom  line.  Mr.  Speaker 
Republicans  provide  more  funding  for 
child  care  in  our  welfare  plan  than  does 
the  President  in  his.  and  making  up  ex- 
cuses to  oppose  welfare  reform  does  not 
help  a  single  child  escape  the  welfare 
trap  and  does  not  provide  a  single 
mother  the  help  she  needs  to  find  a  job. 

President  Clinton  Is  in  dire  need  of 
sensitivity  training  for  hiring  a  poll- 
ster who  also  is  employed  by  an  ac- 
cused rapist. 

Mr.  Speaker,  while  we  are  signing  up 
Clinton  administration  officials  in 
classes,  someone  should  enroll  George 
in  remedial  math. 


WELFARE  REFORM  PLAN  IS  NOT 
BIPARTISAN 

(Mr.  CARDIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  CARDIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
point  out  that  the  statement  of  the 
last  speaker  is  just  wrong.  This  is  not 
a  bipartisan  proposal  that  is  being 
brought  up  on  Medicaid  and  welfare. 
The  Democratic  Governors  have  point- 
ed out.  although  they  worked  very 
hard  with  Republican  Governors  to 
come  out  with  a  fair  compromise  on 
the  subject  of  Medicaid  and  welfare, 
the  proposal  that  the  Republicans  are 
bringing  forward  is  not  that  com- 
promise. 

Mr.  Speaker,  once  again  we  find  the 
Republicans  trying  to  bring  out  a  Pres- 
idential veto  rather  than  getting  any- 
thing done.  At  least  we  had  the  Demo- 
cratic Governors  and  the  Republican 
Governors  working  together,  a  lesson 
that  we  should  leam  here  of  working 
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together.  But  instead,  the  Republican 
leadership  is  bringing  out  their  bill, 
not  the  bipartisan  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  regret  that,  because  I 
think  we  had  an  opportunity  to  get 
something  done.  But,  obviously,  the 
Republican  leadership  does  not  want 
that  to  happen. 


CHANGE  WELFARE  AS  WE  KNOW 
IT 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigain  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, look,  most  of  the  American  people 
know  that  our  welfare  programs  are 
not  working.  They  have  been  successful 
in  transferring  money,  and  in  the  proc- 
ess they  have  taken  away  the  self-re- 
spect, in  many  cases  they  have  taken 
away  the  eagerness  for  those  individ- 
uals to  get  up  every  morning  and  go  to 
work  and  be  a  contributor  to  society. 

Mr.  Speaker,  can  we  imagine  any 
American  family  going  to  their  young 
teenage  daughter  and  saying,  "I  want 
to  talk  to  you  about  individual  respon- 
sibility and  pregnancy";  and  then  they 
say,  "If  you  get  pregnant,  we  are  going 
to  increase  your  allowance  by  S500  a 
month,  give  you  a  separate  place  to 
live,  and  give  you  a  food  allowance"? 

We  would  never  do  that  as  individual 
fiamilies.  yet  our  society  does  that.  It 
has  got  to  change.  My  Governor,  John 
Engler.  has  come  to  this  administra- 
tion for  waivers.  Governor  Thompson 
of  Wisconsin  has  come  in  for  waivers. 
Let  us  change  welfare  as  we  know  it. 


SENIORS  TARGETED  BY 
REPUBLICAN  MEDICARE  PLAN 

(Ms.  McKENNEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Ms.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  Medi- 
care protections  against  the  extra-bill- 
ing of  seniors  are  the  latest  target  of 
Republican  leaders.  As  it  stands  now, 
health  care  providers  are  not  allowed 
to  extra-bill  seniors  for  services  paid 
for  by  Medicare.  Under  the  Repub- 
licans' latest  Medicare  proposal,  how- 
ever, seniors  would  become  sitting 
ducks  for  unscrupxilous  providers  who 
want  to  make  a  fast  buck  by  extra-bill- 
ing the  sick  elderly. 

At  the  same  time,  Mr.  Speaker,  Re- 
publican leaders  are  perfectly  happy  to 
let  gluttonous  defense  contractors 
overbill  the  American  taxpayer.  Rather 
than  clamping  down  on  military  con- 
tractors' overbilling  the  U.S.  taxpayer, 
they  will  get  an  extra  $12.4  billion, 
thanks  to  the  Republicans. 

Under  a  Republican-controlled  Con- 
gress, defense  contractors  and  the 
health  care  Industry  have  free  relgm  to 
give  our  seniors  and  taxpayers  a  B-2- 
slzed  wedgle  with  Newt's  blessing. 


WELFARE  SYSTEM  NEEDS 
GREATER  FLEXIBILITY 

(Mr.  KINGSTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
tell  my  colleagues  about  Sue  and  Sally 
Jones;  real  people,  fake  names.  Sue  is 
18  years  old.  She  has  a  baby.  Her  sister, 
Sally,  is  15  years  old.  She  does  not  have 
any  children.  She  is  in  the  8th  grade; 
should  be  in  the  10th  grade.  Sue  is  a 
10th  grader  who  should  be  a  senior. 

Mr.  Speaker,  they  do  not  live  with 
their  biological  dad,  because  he  was 
killed  when  they  were  toddlers.  They 
live  their  biological  mother's  common- 
law  husband,  but  the  biological  mother 
does  not  live  at  home  anymore  because 
she  is  a  crack  addict.  One  day  she 
threw  ash  in  her  live-in  husband's  eyes, 
and  he  is  disabled  and  cannot  work. 

They  have  a  brother  but  not  by  the 
same  biological  father.  He  is  in  jail. 
This  is  a  real  family,  but  the  case- 
worker in  Savannah  tells  me  that  he 
thinks  he  can  get  both  of  these  ladles 
off  of  the  Government's  welfare  system 
and  into  the  socioeconomic  main- 
stream; but  he  needs  flexibility. 

Mr.  Speaker,  right  now  in  our  rigid, 
Washington-dictated  welfare  system 
one  person  has  to  work  on  their  child 
care  needs,  one  on  the  food  needs,  and 
one  on  the  health  care  needs.  Some- 
body else  has  to  work  on  transpor- 
tation, someone  else  on  education. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  tell  my  colleagues, 
these  girls  cannot  get  out  of  the  pov- 
erty trap  with  a  system  like  this.  They 
need  flexibility.  The  caseworker  needs 
flexibility,  and  that  is  why  we  need  to 
support  Medicaid  and  welfare  State 
grants. 


CONGRESS  SHOULD  CELEBRATE 
OLDER  AMERICANS  MONTH 

(Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  her  remarks.) 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  shame  on  us.  This  is  the  end 
of  Older  Americans  Month,  and  here  we 
are  again,  throwing  them  to  the 
wolves. 

First  of  all,  we  are  telling  many  of 
our  older  Americans  who  live  in  rural 
communities  that  with  the  Republican 
extreme  Medicare  plan,  they  are  going 
to  see  some  of  their  more  familiar  hos- 
pital sites  closed. 

Oh,  yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  received  a  let- 
ter £rom  those  individuals  who  would 
suggest  that  we  do  not  have  the  facts. 
I  am  saddened  to  say  that  that  individ- 
ual who  wrote  a  letter  to  my  office  did 
not  have  the  courage  to  write  a  return 
address  for  us  to  be  able  to  reply  with 
the  facts. 

Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  rural  hospitals  will 
close  under  the  extremist  Republican 
Medicare  plan.  And,  yes,  many  of  our 
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seniors  who  have  gotten  familiar  with 
their  own  physicians,  have  a  relation- 
ship with  them,  will  be  pushed  into 
managed  care. 

Mr.  Speaker,  do  my  colleagues  know 
about  managed  care?  That  is  the  kind 
of  care  that  says  we  can  only  have  15 
minutes  with  our  doctor.  That  is  the 
kind  of  care  that  says:  I  do  not  know  if 
I  can  refer  to  you  a  specialist;  it  may 
cost  too  much. 

We  need  to  be  able  to  say  to  the  Re- 
publicans that  we  believe  in  older 
Americans  because  they  have  believed 
in  America.  We  should  not  give  to  the 
wealthy  Americans  the  crown  jewel  of 
tax  reduction  while  we  short-change 
our  senior  citizens.  I  am  going  to  cele- 
brate Older  Americans  Month. 


REPUBLICANS'  MEDICAID  PROPOS- 
ALS WILL  ALLOW  EXTRA 
CHARGES  TO  RECIPIENTS 

(Ms.  DeLAURO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  last 
week,  in  a  room  off  the  floor.  House 
Republicans  could  take  a  minute  out  of 
their  day  and  have  their  picture  taken 
with  a  senior  citizen  and  a  sign  that 
read  something  like  this:  "I  am  friend- 
ly to  seniors." 

It  was  a  staged  photo  opportunity 
and,  in  fact,  it  was  and  is  phony.  Since 
taking  control  of  the  Congress,  the  Re- 
publicans have  waged  an  all-out  as- 
sault against  seniors.  Their  new  budget 
cuts  $169  billion  from.  Medicare  in  order 
to  finance  tax  breaks  for  the  wealthy. 

Today's  Washington  Post  says  the 
current  Medicaid  proposal  from  the 
GOP  would  "tiim  Medicaid  over  to  the 
States.  It  would  allow  States  to  levy 
copayments  and  other  charges  on  cer- 
tain Medicaid  recipients." 

In  other  words,  Mr.  Speaker,  seniors 
could  be  forced  to  pay  for  services  that 
they  receive  now.  And  it  means  extra 
bills  for  many  who  are  on  fixed  in- 
comes. 

Republicans  have  consistently  tar- 
geted seniors  for  budget  cutbacks  while 
setting  aside  hefty  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthy.  With  a  track  record  like  that, 
it  is  no  wonder  that  the  Republicans 
have  had  to  stage  photo  ops.  Better  to 
hide  behind  a  Kodak  moment  than  to 
face  how  your  policies  have  affected 
this  Nation's  seniors. 


D  1100 
TRAVELGATE  DOCUMENTS 

(Mr.  CLINGER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
to  announce  to  the  Members  of  the 
House  that  the  White  House  has,  with- 
in the  last  half  hour,  turned  over  a  box 
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of  documents  to  my  committee,  the 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight,  regarding  our  investigation 
into  the  Travelgate  firing  matter,  to- 
gether with  a  comprehensive  privileged 
log  detailing  those  documents  which 
are  being  withheld  trom  examination 
by  my  committee  under  a  claim  of  ex- 
ecutive privilege. 

We  are  clearly  making  some 
progress,  I  think,  in  this  matter.  As  a 
result  of  that,  I  have  requested  and 
asked  the  leadership  of  the  majority  to 
hold  back,  to  pull  back  the  contempt 
citation  which  was  scheduled  to  be  con- 
sidered either  today  or  tomorrow. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  consider  this 
the  beginning  of  a  victory  for  the 
House  because  we  are  reasserting  the 
rights  of  the  House  to  have  access  to 
documents.  We  had  been  told  by  the  ad- 
ministration that  they  would  never 
grive  us  a  privileged  log;  today  they  did. 
I  think  that  is  enough  reason  to  hold 
back  on  any  further  proceedings  on  the 
contempt  citation. 

We  need  to  examine  the  documents 
which  the  White  House  has  turned  over 
to  us.  We  need  to  consider  the  claims  of 
executive  privilege  that  have  been  ex- 
erted with  regard  to,  I  would  point  out, 
a  very  large  number  of  documents. 
About  11  pages  are  being  withheld,  11 
pages  listing  the  documents  being 
withheld.  We  have  to  consider  the  va- 
lidity, the  viability  of  the  claims  of  ex- 
ecutive privilege.  So  we  want  to  spend 
some  time  carefully  reviewing  the  of- 
fered documents  and  understand  clear- 
ly why  they  are  withholding  others  and 
whether  that  has  any  validity.  Only 
then  I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  can  a  new 
judgment  be  made  as  to  whether  we 
need  to  press  ahead  or  complete  our  in- 
vestigations with  the  missing  docu- 
ments that  the  White  House  is  claim- 
ing must  be  withheld  without  looking 
at  those  for  whatever  reasons  they  are 
withholding  it. 

So.  Mr.  Speaker,  with  that,  as  I  indi- 
cated. I  have  requested  our  leadership 
to  pull  the  contempt  citation  from  con- 
sideration from  the  floor  today. 


PERMISSION  FOR  SUNDRY  COM- 
MITTEES AND  THEIR  SUB- 
COMMITTEES TO  SIT  TODAY 
DURING  THE  5-MINUTE  RULE 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
following  committees  and  their  sub- 
committees be  permitted  to  sit  today 
while  the  House  Is  meeting  in  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  under  the  5-mlnute 
rule: 

Committee  on  Agricultre;  Committee 
on  Commerce;  Committee  on  Economic 
and  Educational  Opportunities;  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight;  Committee  on  International 
Relations;  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary; Committee  on  Resources;  Commit- 
tee on  Small  Business;  Conmiittee  on 
Transixjrtation     and     Infii^istructure; 


Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs;  and 
Permanent  Select  Committee  on  Intel- 
ligence. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  imderstanding 
that  the  minority  has  been  consulted 
and  that  there  is  no  objection  to  these 
requests. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Chambuss).  Is  there  objection  to  the 
request  of  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PROVIDING  FOR  CONSIDERATION 
OF  H.R.  3517.  MILITARY  CON- 
STRUCnON  APPROPRIATIONS 

ACT,  1997 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc- 
tion of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  442  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  RES.  442 

Resolved.  That  at  any  time  after  the  adop- 
tion of  this  resolution  the  Speaker  may.  pur- 
suant to  clause  Kb)  of  rule  XXm.  declare  the 
House  resolved  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  for 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  3517)  making 
appropriations  for  military  construction, 
family  housing,  and  base  realigrnment  and 
closure  for  the  Department  of  Defense  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30,  1997.  and 
for  other  purposes.  The  first  reading  of  the 
bill  shall  be  dispensed  with.  Points  of  order 
against  consideration  of  the  bill  for  failure 
to  comply  with  clause  7  of  rule  XXI  are 
waived.  General  debate  shall  be  confined  to 
the  bill  and  shall  not  exceed  one  hour  equal- 
ly divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman 
and  ranking  minority  member  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations.  After  general  de- 
bate the  bill  shall  be  considered  for  amend- 
ment under  the  five  minute  rule.  Points  of 
order  against  provisions  in  the  bill  for  fail- 
ure to  comply  with  clause  2  or  6  of  rule  XXI 
arc  waived.  During  consideration  of  the  bill 
for  amendment,  the  Chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  may  accord  priority  in 
recognition  on  the  basis  of  whether  the 
Member  offering  an  amendment  has  caused 
it  to  be  printed  In  the  portion  of  the  Con- 
gressional Record  designated  for  that  pur- 
pose in  clause  6  of  rule  XXHL  Amendments 
so  printed  shall  be  considered  as  read.  The 
Chairman  of  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
may  postpone  until  a  time  daring  further 
consideration  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
a  request  for  a  recorded  vote  on  any  amend- 
ment. The  Chainnan  of  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  may  reduce  to  not  less  than  five  min- 
utes the  time  for  voting  by  electronic  device 
on  any  postponed  question  that  immediately 
follows  another  vote  by  electronic  device 
without  intervening  business,  provided  that 
the  time  for  voting  by  electronic  device  on 
the  first  in  any  series  of  questions  shall  be 
not  less  than  fifteen  minutes.  After  the  read- 
ing of  the  final  lines  of  the  bill,  a  motion 
that  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  rise  aind  re- 
port the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amend- 
ments as  may  have  been  adopted  shall,  if  of- 
fered by  the  majority  leader  or  a  designee, 
have  precedence  over  a  motion  to  amend.  At 
the  conclusion  of  consideration  of  the  blU  for 
amendment  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  re- 
port the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  sunend- 
ments  as  may  have  been  adopted.  The  pre- 
vious question  shall  be  considered  as  ordered 


on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final 
passage  without  intervening  motion  except 
one  motion  to  recommit  with  or  without  in- 
structions. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Tennessee  [Mr.  QuiLLEN] 
is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the 
purpose  of  debate  only.  I  yield  the  cus- 
tomary 30  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hall],  pending  which  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. During  consideration  of  this  res- 
olution, all  time  yielded  is  for  the  pur- 
pose of  debate  only. 

Mr.  Speaker.  House  Resolution  442  is 
an  open  rule  providing  for  the  consider- 
ation of  H.R.  3517,  the  military  con- 
struction appropriations  bill  for  fiscal 
year  1997.  The  rule  provides  1  hour  of 
general  debate,  and  waives  the  3-day 
requirement  for  availability  of  printed 
hearings  and  the  committee  report.  In 
this  case,  the  committee  report  has 
been  available  for  the  required  amount 
of  time  but  the  complete  set  of  hear- 
ings has  not. 

The  rule  also  waives  the  prohibition 
against  unauthorized  appropriations 
and  legislation  in  general  appropria- 
tions bills.  This  is  primarily  necessary 
because  the  Defense  authorization  bill 
has  not  yet  been  signed  into  law.  Addi- 
tionally, the  rule  waives  the  prohibi- 
tion on  transfers  of  unobligated  fUnds, 
which  was  included  at  the  request  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee. 

The  rule  allows  for  priority  In  rec- 
ognition to  Members  who  have 
preprinted  their  amendments  in  the 
Congressional  Record  prior  to  their 
consideration,  and  it  jirovides  the  usual 
motion  to  recommit,  with  or  without 
instructions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  two  provisions 
in  this  rule  which  deviate  f^m  the  tsrp- 
Ical  rule  on  a  general  appropriations 
bill.  First,  the  rule  provides  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  the 
authority  to  postpone  and  cluster  votes 
on  amendments. 

While  this  has  been  done  before  in 
rules,  it  has  usually  been  done  by 
unanimous  consent  on  appropriations 
bills.  This  provision  was  included  at 
the  request  of  Chairman  Livingston. 

The  second  new  feature  of  this  rule  is 
really  a  clarification  of  an  existing 
House  rule  regarding  the  privileged 
motion  to  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  at  the  end  of  the  regular 
amendment  process. 

Clause  2(d)  of  House  Rule  21  provides 
that  after  a  general  appropriations  bill 
has  been  read  for  amendment  and  all 
regular  amendments  have  been  consid- 
ered, a  privileged  motion  may  be  of- 
fered by  the  majority  leader  or  a  des- 
ignee that  the  Committee  rise  and  re- 
port the  bill  back  to  the  House  with 
such  amendments  as  have  been  adopt- 
ed. 

According  to  that  rule,  this  motion 
shall  have  precedence  over  motions  to 
further  amend  the  bill.  If  the  motion  is 
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rejected,  then  it  is  in  order  to  consider 
limitation  amendments,  but  the  mo- 
tion can  be  renewed  after  the  disposi- 
tion of  any  limitation  amendment. 

The  intent  of  the  rule  when  it  was 
first  adopted  in  1983  was  to  allow  for 
the  disposal  of  all  regular  amendments 
at  the  end  of  the  reading  of  the  bill  for 
amendment  before  entertaining  any 
limitation  amendments.  Once  the  limi- 
tation amendment  process  was  under- 
way, the  motion  to  rise  and  report 
would  be  privileged  at  any  time. 

However,  the  Parliamentarian's  of- 
fice informs  us  that  from  a  practical 
viewpoint,  even  if  no  regular  amend- 
ments are  pending  or  offered  at  the 
time  the  reading  of  the  bill  for  such 
amendments  is  completed,  and  even  if 
a  limitation  amendment  has  been  of- 
fered and  disposed  of,  a  regular  amend- 
ment could  still  be  offered  at  that 
point,  and  it  would  have  precedence 
over  the  majority  leader's  motion  to 
rise  and  report. 

This  sets  up  the  possibility  of  jimip- 
ing  back  and  forth  between  limitation 
amendments     and     regular      amend- 


ments— thereby  preempting  the  privi- 
leged motion  to  rise  and  report. 

The  language  included  in  this  rule 
before  us  today  makes  clear  that  line 
of  distinction  by  making  the  motion  to 
rise  and  report  in  order  only  after  the 
final  lines  of  the  bill  are  read  by  the 
Clerk. 

Prior  to  that,  the  Chair  would  in- 
quire of  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
whether  there  are  any  further  amend- 
ments not  precluded  by  clauses  2(a)  or 
2(c).  If  none  are  offered  at  that  point, 
the  Chair  would  direct  the  Clerk  to 
read  the  final  lines  of  the  bill.  At  any 
point  thereafter,  the  majority  leader  or 
his  designee  may  offer  the  privileged 
motion  to  rise  and  report. 

In  summary,  the  purjxjse  of  this  lan- 
guage is  to  draw  a  clear  line  between 
the  regular  amendment  process  and  the 
limitation  amendment  process  at  the 
end  of  the  reading  of  the  bill  for 
amendment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  3517  is  the  first  of 
the  13  appropriations  bills  to  be  consid- 
ered for  fiscal  year  1997.  The  Quality  of 
Life   Task    Force,    chaired   by   former 


Secretary  of  the  Army,  Jack  Marsh, 
has  produced  a  report  concluding  that 
62  percent  of  troop  housing  spaces  and 
64  i>ercent  of  family  housing  units  are 
currently  unsuitable.  I  am  especially 
pleased  to  see  that  this  bill  provides 
sufficient  funds  to  construct  and  im- 
prove housing  units  for  our  troops  and 
their  families. 

We  have  an  obligation  to  provide  ade- 
quate housing  and  other  facilities  for 
those  who  have  volunteered  to  risk 
their  lives  to  defend  our  country.  Given 
the  limited  funds  available,  the  appro- 
priators  have  done  an  outstanding  job 
in  addressing  this  critical  issue. 

I  would  particularly  like  to  commend 
the  chair  of  the  Military  Construction 
Subcommittee,  Mrs.  Vucanovich,  and 
ranking  minority  member,  Mr.  Hef- 
ner, for  their  bipartisan  spirit  and 
hard  work  on  this  bill. 

This  is  an  excellent  piece  of  legisla- 
tion, and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port this  rule  and  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  include  for  the 
Record  the  following  information: 
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Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  com- 
mend my  colleague  from  Tennessee, 
Mr.  QuiLLEN,  as  well  as  my  coUea^rues 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  for  bring- 
ing this  resolution  to  the  floor. 

House  Resolution  442  is  an  open  rule 
which  will  allow  full  and  fair  debate  on 


H.R.  3517,  the  military  construction  ap- 
propriations bill  for  fiscal  1997. 

As  my  colleague  from  Tennessee  de- 
scribed, this  rule  provides  1  hour  of 
general  debate,  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  chairman  and  rank- 
ing minority  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations. 

Under  this  rule,  germane  amend- 
ments will  be  allowed  under  the  5- 
minute  rule,  the  normal  amending 
process  in  the  House.  All  Members,  on 


both  sides  of  the  aisle,  will  have  the  op- 
portunity to  offer  amendments.  I  am 
pleased  that  the  Rules  Committee  was 
able  to  report  this  rule  without  opposi- 
tion in  a  voice  vote,  and  I  plan  to  sup- 
port it. 

This  bill  appropriates  $10  billion  for 
military  construction,  family  housing, 
and  base  closure  construction  projects. 
Though  the  bill  is  S900  million  greater 
than    the   administration   request,    it 
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still  represents  a  reduction  of  Sl.l  bil- 
lion, or  10  percent,  below  last  year's 
level  of  funding. 

The  bill  funds  necessary  capital  im- 
provements to  our  Nation's  military 
facilities.  Continuing-  the  trend  of  re- 
cent years,  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee paid  special  attention  to  facili- 
ties that  improve  the  quality  of  life  for 
our  service  men  and  women.  This  is  a 
wise  decision  because  people  are  our 
most  important  resource. 

The  bill  contains  four  projects  in  the 
Dayton,  OH,  area,  which  I  am  proud  to 
represent.  One  project  will  improve  52 
units  of  housing  at  Page  Manor,  a 
neighborhood  of  homes  for  junior  offi- 
cers and  enlisted  personnel  at  Wright- 
Patterson  Air  Force  Base. 

Another  project  will  upgrade  an  ad- 
ministrative building  on  Gentile  Air 
Force  Station,  in  Kettering,  OH.  This 
will  be  used  by  the  Defense  Finance 
and  Accoimting  Service,  which  is  con- 
solidating some  of  its  activities  at 
Gentile. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  is  important  to 
our  national  defense.  I  urge  adoption  of 
this  open  rule  which  will  permit  full 
debate  on  this  bill  and  allow  Members 
to  make  additional  attempts  to  amend 
it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  srield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
sissippi [Mr.  Wicker]. 

Mr.  WICKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  trom  Tennessee  for 
yielding  me  the  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  wanted  to  rise  at 
this  point  and  voice  my  support  for  the 
rule  and,  as  a  member  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Military  Construction, 
also  for  the  bill  as  it  has  been  reported 
by  the  committee  on  a  bipartisan  basis. 
This  has  certainly  been  an  area  in 
which  Republicans  and  Democrats  have 
worked  together  in  a  bipartisan  fash- 
ion. 
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We  are  talking  today  about  quality 
of  life  for  our  service  members,  an  area 
which  arguably  some  years  ago  was  ne- 
glected while  the  military  budget  was 
increased.  Those  quality-of-life  issues 
were  perhaps  not  addressed  as  fully  as 
they  should  have  been.  As  a  result,  last 
year  the  Congress  increased  the  mili- 
tary construction  budget  by  some  28 
percent  over  the  1995  appropriation. 
This  year,  flrom  that  higher  appropria- 
tion level  of  1996,  we  have  cut  it  back 
some  10  percent,  but  still  that  is  much 
more,  almost  a  billion  dollars  more, 
than  the  administration  has  requested. 
We  are  dealing  in  this  bill  with  such 
quality-of-life  issues  as  family  housing, 
as  barracks  for  our  single  enlisted 
troops,  military  medical  facilities  and 
child  care.  Seventy  four  percent  of  this 
bill  comes  in  that  area  of  quality  of 
life.  Because  of  that  fact.  I  would  hope 
that  we  would  adopt  the  rule  and  also 


that  we  would  leave  the  bill  as  it  is,  as 
it  has  been  reported  by  the  subcommit- 
tee. 

Now  I  also  want  to  take  this  oppor- 
tunity, Mr.  Speaker,  to  alert  my  col- 
leagues that  there  may  be  an  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentlewoman  from 
Oregon  [Ms.  FtmsE]  which  I  will  oppose 
and  which  I  hope  the  Members  of  this 
body  will  oppose  because,  in  an  at- 
tempt to  get  into  the  burden  sharing 
issue  which  is  not  really  a  part  of  this 
bill,  it  would  attempt  to  cut  some  $17 
million  from  two  barracks  in 
Manneheim,  Germany. 

These  are  barracks  that  are  run 
down,  they  are  overcrowded,  they  are 
very,  very  old;  ftankly,  they  smell  bad, 
Mr.  Speaker,  and  these  barracks  rep- 
resent a  quality-of-life  issue  for  our 
troops  in  Germany.  They  do  not  need 
to  wait  imtil  some  time  in  1997  for  us 
to  start  talking  about  replacing  those 
barracks.  We  need  to  do  it  now. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  simply  suggest 
to  my  colleagues,  vote  for  the  rule, 
vote  for  the  bill,  and  resist  the  Furse 
amendment  if  the  gentlewoman  offers 
it.  Let  us  not  take  this  $17  million  out 
of  the  quality-of-life  funding  for  our 
troops  in  Europe. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  fi-om  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  McDade]. 

Mr.  McDADE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  distingxiished  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee for  yielding  to  me  just  a  few 
brief  moments.  I  have  to  be  out  oi  the 
Chamber  at  11:30,  and  about  that  time 
we  will  be  considering  the  military 
construction  appropriations  bill. 

I  want  to  pay  tribute  to  the  distin- 
guished chairwoman  of  that  sub- 
committee, the  honorable  gentle- 
woman from  the  State  of  Nevada,  Bar- 
bara VUCANOVICH.  She  has  done  an  ex- 
traordinary job  running  this  commit- 
tee, and  this  is  her  last  trip,  so  to 
speak,  in  this  House. 

I  remember  when  I  approached  her 
about  taking  this  assignment  as  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations. She  was  very  reluctant  to 
undertake  it,  not  because  she  did  not 
like  the  subject  matter,  but  because 
she  had  so  much  she  wanted  to  do  in 
the  field  of  health,  in  education,  in  the 
environment,  care  of  younger  people, 
the  problems  of  crime  in  the  country, 
but  she  agreed  to  do  the  job,  and  I 
wanted  her  to  do  it  because  I  knew 
that  her  personality  was  such  that  she 
would  be  the  kind  of  person  who  would 
have  an  unyielding  concern  for  the  wel- 
fare of  our  young  men  and  women  who 
serve  this  great  Nation  of  ours.  That 
concern  showed  through  in  every  bill 
she  brought  to  the  floor. 

I  congratulate  her  for  yeoman  service 
in  the  House,  and  I  wish  her  well  in  re- 
tirement. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Solo- 
mon], the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Rules. 


Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
not  going  to  take  much  time.  I  also 
want  to  praise  the  gentlewoman  from 
Nevada,  Barbara  Vucanovich,  for  the 
outstanding  job  that  she  has  done  dur- 
ing her  entire  career  in  this  body  and 
to  commend  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina,  Mr.  Hefner,  her  ranking 
member,  for  the  job  they  have  done  on 
this  particular  bill. 

Vote  for  the  rule;  vote  for  the  bill 
when  it  comes  up. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  my  good  friend  from 
Tennessee,  the  chairman  emeritus  of  the  com- 
mittee, Mr.  QUILLEN,  for  yielding  to  me.  I  sinv 
ply  want  to  take  a  brief  moment  to  follow  up 
on  his  excettent  explanation  of  this  open  rule. 
As  he  pointed  out,  there  are  two  new  features 
in  this  rule  that  were  not  in  the  appropriations 
rules  we  granted  last  year. 

First,  the  rule  gives  tfie  chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  the  authority  to  post- 
pone and  cluster  votes  on  amerxlments.  While 
we  have  done  this  before  in  special  rules,  it 
has  usually  been  done  by  unanimous  consent 
on  appropriations  bills.  At  Chairman  Living- 
ston's request,  we  are  including  this  provision 
in  the  rule.  However,  as  I  mentioned  in  the 
Rules  Committee  last  night,  we  will  watch  its 
use  closely  to  ensure  that  it  is  used  judiciously 
arxj  sparingly. 

We  would  not  expect  votes  to  be  postponed 
on  amendments  beyond  the  reading  of  a  title 
for  amendment— only  within  a  title.  In  this  rule, 
that  is  not  a  problem  since  there  is  only  one 
title.  And  we  woukj  expect  the  bill  manager  to 
consult  with  the  mirx>rity  manager  on  any 
postponement  and  clustering  of  votes  to  the 
maximum  extent  possible. 

The  second  feature  of  this  rule  is  really  a 
darificatk>n  of  an  existing  House  rule  regard- 
ing the  privileged  motkxi  to  rise  and  report  at 
the  end  of  the  regular  amendment  process. 

Clause  2(d)  of  House  Rule  21  provkles  that 
after  a  general  appropriations  bill  has  been 
read  for  amendment  and  all  regular  amend- 
ments have  been  considered,  a  privileged  mo- 
tion may  t>e  offered  by  the  majority  leader,  or 
a  designee,  that  the  Convnittee  rise  and  report 
the  bill  back  to  the  House  with  such  amend- 
ments as  have  t)een  adopted. 

According  to  the  House  rule,  this  nrwtion 
shall  have  precedence  over  motions  to  further 
amend  the  bill.  If  the  motion  is  rejected,  then 
it  is  in  order  to  consider  limitatk>n  amend- 
ments, but  tfie  motion  can  be  renewed  after 
the  disposition  of  any  limitation  amendment 
The  problem  is  that  in  practice,  the  rule  is  un- 
workable if  someone  wants  to  offer  a  regular 
cutting  anriendment  after  we  thought  we  had 
completed  that  process. 

According  to  the  Pariiamentarian's  Office, 
such  a  regular  amendment  coukj  still  be  of- 
fered at  that  point,  and  woukJ  have  prece- 
dence over  the  majority  leader's  nrwtion  to  rise 
and  report  This  sets  up  the  possibility  of 
jumping  back  and  forth  between  limitation 
amendments  and  regular  amendments,  there- 
by preempting  the  privileged  motion  to  rise 
and  report 

That  was  never  the  intent  of  the  rule  when 
it  was  first  adopted  at  the  beginning  of  the 
98th  Congress  in  1983.  The  kJea  was  to  dis- 
pose of  all  regular  amerxjments  at  the  end  of 
the  reading  of  the  bill  for  amerKJn)ent  before 
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entertaining  any  limitation  amendments.  Once 
the  limitation  amendment  process  was  under- 
way, the  motion  to  rise  and  report  would  be 
privileged  at  any  time. 

The  language  in  the  rule  we  have  before  us 
draws  a  clear  line  of  demarcation  by  making 
the  motion  to  rise  and  report  in  order  after  the 
last  few  lines  of  the  bill  are  read  by  the  Clerk. 

Prior  to  the  reading  of  the  last  few  lines,  the 
Chair  would  inquire  of  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  whether  there  were  any  further  amend- 
ments not  precluded  by  clauses  2(a)  or  2(c). 
If  none  are  offered  at  that  point,  the  Cfiair 
would  direct  the  Cleric  to  read  the  last  few 
lines  of  tfie  bill. 

At  any  point  thereafter,  the  majority  leader 
or  a  designee  may  offer  the  privileged  motkxi 
to  rise  and  report  That  motion  would  take 
precedence  over  any  pending  limitatk)n 
amendment  or  any  regular  amendment  as 
well. 

In  summary,  the  purpose  of  this  language  is 
to  draw  a  bright  line  tietween  the  regular 
amendment  process  and  tfie  limitatk>n  amend- 
ment process  at  the  end  of  the  reading  of  tfie 
bill  for  amendment.  The  only  change  made  in 
clause  2(d)  at  the  beginning  of  this  Congress 
was  to  ensure  tfiat  the  motion  to  rise  and  re- 
port would  be  controlled  by  the  majority  lead- 
ership and  not  just  the  Appropriations  Commit- 
tee chaimnan  acting  alone. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  no  further  requests  for  time,  and 
I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge 
adoption  of  the  rule  and  the  bill.  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time,  and  I 
move  the  previous  question  on  the  res- 
olution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  Mem- 
bers may  have  5  legislative  days  in 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks and  that  I  may  include  extra- 
neous and  tabular  material  on  the  con- 
sideration of  H.R.  3517. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle- 
woman from  Nevada? 

There  was  no  objection. 


MTLITARy  CONSTRUCTION 
APPROPRIATIONS  ACT,  1997 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  House  Resolution  442  and  rule 
XXm,  the  Chair  declares  the  House  in 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consider- 
ation of  the  bill,  H.R.  3517. 
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IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con- 


sideration of  the  bill  (H.R.  3517)  mak- 
ing appropriations  for  military  con- 
struction, family  housing,  and  base  re- 
alignment and  closure  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  for  the  fiscal  year  end- 
ing September  30,  1997,  and  for  other 
purposes,  with  Mr.  LaTourette  in  the 
chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  the  bill  is  considered  as  having 
been  read  the  first  time. 

Under  the  rule,  the  gentlewoman 
from  Nevada  [Mrs.  Vucanovich]  and 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Hefner]  each  will  control  30  min- 
utes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentle- 
woman from  Nevada  [Mrs.  Vucano- 
vich]. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. It  is  my  pleasure  to  present  to 
the  House  the  recommendations  for  the 
military  construction  appropriations 
bill  for  fiscal  year  1997.  The  funding 
contained  in  H.R.  3517  totals  $10  bil- 
lion, is  within  the  subcommittee's 
602(b)  allocation,  and  represents  a  $1.2 
billion,  or  10  percent,  decrease  from 
last  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  from  the  outset,  we 
have  worked  closely  with  the  National 
Security  Subcommittee  on  Military  In- 
stallations and  Facilities  and  are  sup- 
porting only  those  items  contained  in 
the  House-passed  authorization  bill. 

i*ublic  attention  has  recently  focused 
on  the  problems  our  subcommittee  has 
been  citing  for  several  years:  the  qual- 
ity of  military  housing  for  unaccom- 
panied personnel  and  those  with  fami- 
lies, the  necessity  for  support  facili- 
ties, and  the  importance  of  providing 
an  adequate  working  environment  to 
improve  productivity  and  readiness. 
The  committee  has  heard  testimony 
from  many  different  individuals  and 
organizations  regarding  these  prob- 
lems, and  we  continue  to  feel  strongly 
that  the  funds  in  this  bill  significantly 
contribute  to  the  readiness  and  reten- 
tion of  our  military  personnel. 

The  recommendations  before  the 
House  today  deal  with  the  critical 
problem  of  underfunding  in  these  areas. 
The  budget  request  of  $9.1  billion  rep- 
resents a  decrease  of  over  $2  billion,  or 
18  percent,  fi-om  current  spending. 
While  there  are  many  aspects  of  the  re- 
quest that  are  commendable,  there  are 
areas  of  concern,  particularly  in  the 
unaccompanied  personnel  and  family 
housing  arenas.  For  example,  the  re- 
port on  the  Quality  of  Life  Task  Force, 
chaired  by  former  Secretary  of  the 
Army  Jack  Marsh,  cites  that  62  percent 
of  the  barrack  spaces  and  64  percent  of 
family  housing  units  are  unsuitable. 
Yet,  while  the  Department  has  com- 
mitted itself  to  a  serious  barracks  revi- 
talization  program,  the  request  for  bar- 
racks construction  is  $65  million,  or  10 
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percent  below  last  year.  And,  family 
housing  construction  and  operation 
ajid  maintenance  accounts  are  reduced 
by  $405  million. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  reductions  are 
not  acceptable  to  this  committee  and, 
therefore,  we  are  reconunendlng  an  ad- 
ditional $900  million  above  the  budget 
request.  Of  these  additional  funds, 
roughly  $680  million,  or  75  percent,  has 
been  devoted  to  barracks,  family  hous- 
ing and  child  development  centers. 

Of  the  total  $10  billion  recommenda- 
tions, $4.3  billion,  or  43  percent,  is  for 
construction  and  operations  and  main- 
tenance of  family  housing.  It  is  imper- 
ative that  a  sustained  overall  commit- 
ment to  funding  levels  t>e  maintained 
that  will  reduce  deficits  and  increase 
the  quality  of  living  conditions.  The 
recommendations  in  this  bill  signify 
congressional  commitment  to  meet 
that  goal. 

Thirty-one  percent,  or  $3.2  billion,  is 
devoted  to  military  construction  for  fa- 
cilities that  support  our  service  mem- 
bers and  their  families  and  improve 
productivity  and  readiness.  Included 
under  these  accounts  is  S776  million  to 
address  the  substandard  housing  troops 
must  live  in;  $313  million  for  hospital 
and  medical  facilities;  $132  million  for 
chemical  weapons  demilitarization;  $88 
million  for  environmental  compliance; 
and  $34  million  for  child  development 
centers. 

In  addition,  a  significant  portion  of 
this  appropriation,  $2.5  billion,  is  to 
continue  the  ongoing  downsizing  of 
DOD's  infirastructure  through  the  l>ase 
realignment  and  closure  program.  The 
implementation  of  base  closures  re- 
quires large  upfront  costs  to  ensure 
eventual  savings,  and  this  funding  will 
keep  closures  ongoing  and  on  schedule. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  thank 
the  members  of  the  sulx:oinmittee  for 
their  help  in  bringing  this  bill  to  the 
floor.  We  have  worked  In  a  bipartisan 
manner  to  produce  a  bill  which  ad- 
dresses the  needs  of  today's  military.  I 
want  to  express  my  deep  appreciation 
to  Mr.  Hefner  for  his  commitment  to 
this  subconmiittee.  He  has  worked  hard 
for  many  years  to  provide  the  badly 
needed  improvements  for  the  men  and 
women  who  serve  in  our  Armed  Forces. 
His  dedication  to  this  process  is  invalu- 
able. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  $10 
billion  is  only  4  percent  of  the  total  de- 
fense budget  and  a  $1.2  billion  decrease 
from  last  year's  appropriation.  But, 
this  $10  billion  directly  supports  the 
men  and  women  in  our  Armed  Forces; 
it  increases  productivity,  readiness  and 
recruitment,  all  very  vital  to  a  strong 
national  defense.  I  ask  my  colleagues 
to  join  us  in  passing  this  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  include  for  the 
Record  the  following  data: 
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FY  1996 
Enaded 


Milita/y  contbuction,  Aimy. 
Rescission 


Total,  MJttaiy  consuuction.  Anny  (ne^.. 
Miltla/y  eonsliuclion,  ^ll■«y — 


TOM,  Mililay  eonsUuction,  Navy  (rwQ. 
Militaiy  constmction.  Air  Forca 


Total,  MMMaiy  construction.  Air  Forea  (nal)„ 
Militaiy  construction,  Detense  wide— 


Total,  Mniaiy  construction,  Oefensa-wide  (net) .... 


Total,  AetkM  components . 


Ospartmenl  of  Dafanae  Military  Unaccompanied  Housing 
knproiMmertt  Fund 


MHilwy  eonatiuction.  Army  National  Guard . 
Military  construction.  Air  National  Guard 


Total,  Military  constnjction.  Air  Natiorwl  Guard  (net) . 

Military  construction.  Army  Reserue 

Military  construction,  Iteval  Resefwe — 

MiWary  construction.  Air  Forca  Reserve  - 


Total,  Rasaiva  components- 


Total,  Military  construction 

Approprialions 

Reacissiorw ..-»........»....».. 


NATO  Security  kMMtment  Program.. 
Supptemental  appropriation 


Total.  NATO- 


Family  housing.  Army: 
Construction  -„—...».. 


Oparabon  and  Maintenance- 


Total,  Family  housing.  Army-.. 


Family  housing.  Navy  and  Marina  Cocpa: 
Construction 


Operation  arvl  Mainlerwnce.. 


Total,  Family  housing.  Navy .. 

Family  housing,  Air  Force: 
Construction  — ..» —.....— 


Operation  and  Maintenance.. 


Total,  Family  housing.  Air  Forca- 

FamHy  housing,  Oetensewde: 
Construction —.-.......-...— 


Operation  and  Maintenance.. 


Total,  Family  housing,  Deferae-widc 

Department  of  Daferae  Family  Housir^  Improvement  Fund .. 
ttomaownera  Assistartce  Fund,  Defense 


Total,  Family  housing 

Construction  —...........- 

OpaiMlun  arKi  Maintenance 
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429,947.000 
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22,000,000 
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4,304,415,000 
(943,224,000) 

(3,263,605,000) 
(22,000.000) 
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FY  1997 
Estimate 


434.723,000 


627,429,000  434,723,000 

554,636,000  525,346,000 

-6,385,000   

548,251,000  525,346,000 

587,234,000  603,059,000 
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197,000,000 


75,013,000 
1,212,466,000 

1,287,479,000 
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1,014,241,000 
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30,963,000 
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20,000,000 
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Bill 
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Estimate 


603,584,000 
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724,476,000 
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678,914,000 
772,345,000 

772,345.000 
2,767,319,000 
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41.316,000 
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50,159,000 
33,169,000 
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294,693,000 
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177,000.000 


177.000.000 


176.603,000 
1,257,466,000 

1,434,069,000 

532.456,000 
1,058,241.000 

1,590,697,000 

304,068,000 
840,474,000 
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30.963.000 
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35,000,000 
36,181,000 


4,275,823,000 

(1,017,496,000) 
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-30.230,000 
■f  6,385,000 


-23,845,000 

+  169,840,000 
-5,615,000 

+  164.225,000 
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+  106.830.000 

+  131.988,000 
+  41,866,000 

+  173,854,000 


+421.064.000 


+  10,000,000 


-95,794,000 

-52,878,000 
+6,700,000 

-46,178.000 

-22.569.000 
+  14,114,000 
+  15.173.000 


-135,254,000 

+295,810,000 

(+231.324,000) 

(+64,486,000) 

+  16,000,000 
-37,500.000 
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+59,947,000 
-78,130,000 

-18,183,000 

+  7.398.000 
+9.912.000 

+  17,310,000 

+6,330,000 
■8.739,000 

-2.408.000 


+  599.000 
+  486.000 


+  168.861,000 


+  168361,000 

+  199,130,000 
-12.000,000 


+  187.130.000 
+75,855,000 


+7535S.000 
-40,600.000 


-40.600,000 


+381.246,000 


+  10,000,000 


+33,716,000 
+43,000,000 


+43,000,000 

+  1.700,000 
+22.186,000 


+ 100,602,000 


+  501,848,000 

(+513,848,000) 

(-12.000,000) 

•20,000,000 


-20.000.000 


+  101.580,000 
+45,000,000 


+  146,590,000 

+  128,730,000 
+44,000,000 


+  172,730,000 

+72.832,000 
+  11,000,000 


+83.832,000 


+ 1 ,095.000      

+  13,000.000  +15.000,000 

-39,406,000      

-28,582,000  +418,152,000 

(+74,274,000)  (+303,152,000) 

(-76,461.000)  (+100,000,000) 

(+13,000.000)  (+15,000,00(4 

(-39,405,000)     
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Mr.  HEFNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  as  much  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in  supi>ort 
of  the  fiscal  year  1997  military  con- 
struction bill,  and  I  want  to  com- 
pliment the  disting\ushed  chairwoman 
of  the  military  construction  sub- 
committee for  her  work.  The  gentle- 
woman G:om  Nevada  [Mrs.  Vucanovich] 
has  worked  hard  to  produce  a  good  bill 
that  responds  to  the  highest  priorities 
needs  of  our  service  men  and  women, 
and  she  has  done  so  in  a  bipartisan 
way. 

As  chairman  of  thi«  subcommittee,  I 
have  in  the  past  emphasized  the  impor- 
tance of  providing  adequate  funding  for 
quality  of  life  projects.  It  is  easy  to 
pay  lip  service  to  the  importance  of  ad- 
dressing our  needs  for  military  family 
housing  and  barracks,  and  we  on  the 
subcommittee  understand  providing 
our  men  and  women  in  the  military 
with  a  decent  place  to  live  is  a  key  to 
military  readiness  and  retention,  and 
with  this  bill  we  continue  to  make  Im- 
portant progress  on  this  issue. 

The  bill  contains  SIO  billion  in  total 
funding  and  is  consistent  with  a  602(b) 
allocation.  All  the  projects  are  in- 
cluded in  the  authorization  bill  as 
passed  by  the  House.  There  is  $4.3  bil- 
lion in  the  bill  for  family  housing,  and 
$7T7  million  for  new  barracks,  all  very 
important  projects.  Recognizing  the 
importance  of  family  housing,  barracks 
and  child  development  centers,  the  bill 
includes  $545  billion  beyond  the  Presi- 
dent's request  for  badly  needed  facili- 
ties. I  believe  that  is  $545  million;  it  is 
not  that  much  of  an  increase.  I  think  it 
is  a  tsrpographical  error. 

At  Fort  Bragg  and  Pope  Air  Force 
bases,  several  important  projects  are 
being  funded,  including  significant  im- 
provements for  family  housing  and 
medical  facilities  as  well  as  acquisition 
of  additional  and  needed  funding  for 
Fort  Bragg. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  with  all  the  various 
interation  of  base  closures,  bottom-up 
reviews,  and  &-year  plans,  there  has 
been  a  lot  of  pressure  for  significant  re- 
ductions in  funds  for  family  housing.  I 
am  very  pleased  that  this  bUl  contin- 
ues our  bipartisan  effort  to  address  the 
quality-of-life  issues  for  both  enlisted 
personnel  and  families  of  military 
members.  It  may  not  seem  that  glam- 
orous to  fund  barracks,  family  housing, 
and  child  care  centers,  but  if  Members 
have  any  exposure  to  the  military  way 
of  life,  they  know  that  providing  a  de- 
cent place  to  live  is  an  important  fac- 
tor in  military  readiness. 

This  bill  also  takes  care  of  many 
other  critical  needs  of  the  Department, 
including  the  base  closure  and  con- 
struction and  cleanup  requirements, 
critically  needed  medical  facilities, 
major  new  homeporting  facilities,  and 
other  operational  upgrades. 


Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to 
joint  that  chorus  of  folks  that  have 
complimented  the  gentlewoman  from 
Nevada  [Mrs.  Vucanovich]  for  doing  an 
excellent  job  in  a  very,  what  I  like  to 
refer  to  as  a  nonpartisan  way.  This  is 
probably  the  most  nonpartisan  com- 
mittee on  the  Hill,  and  if  we  had  more 
cooperation  in  other  committees  such 
as  we  have  in  this  committee,  we  prob- 
ably could  get  a  lot  more  things  done 
than  we  do  around  here.  I  wish  her  very 
well  and  the  very  best  in  her  retire- 
ment, and  I  hope  that  she  gets  to  play 
all  the  golf  that  she  wants  to  play. 

As  a  very  dear  friend  of  mine,  and  I 
mentioned  this  in  the  Conmiittee  on 
Rules  today,  who  has  passed  on  now, 
has  said  in  all  of  his  closing  speeches, 
talking  about  individuals,  he  always 
said:  "I  hope  you  live  as  long  as  you 
want  and  never  want  as  long  as  you 
live,"  and  I  hope  that  for  you.  I  hope 
the  gentlewoman  has  a  long  and  happy 
retirement  and  I  hope  we  see  her  from 
time  to  time  in  Washington,  if  we  are 
all  fortunate  enough  to  be  back  here. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
appreciate  the  gentleman's  kind  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  LIVINGSTON],  who  also 
serves  as  a  member  of  our  Subconamit- 
tee  on  Military  Construction  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  thank  my  friend,  the  gentle- 
woman from  Nevada,  for  yielding  time 
to  me. 

I  also  wanted  to  thank  the  distin- 
guished ranking  minority  member  and 
former  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
for  his  remarks  and  for  his  supjwrt  for 
the  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  vigorous  sup- 
port of  the  bill,  but  I  also  rise  in  trib- 
ute to  the  distinguished  chairwoman  of 
the  subcommittee.  She  has  done  an 
outstanding  job  over  these  many  years, 
and  she  has  brought  a  great  bill  to  the 
floor  at  this  time. 

The  President,  of  course,  has  asked 
for  $12  billion  less  in  the  overall  de- 
fense budget  than  what  we  appro- 
priated last  year.  In  this  particular 
subcommittee,  he  asked  for  about  $2 
billion  less  than  we  appropriated  last 
year.  Under  the  leadership  of  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  Nevada,  the  chair- 
woman of  this  subcommittee,  we 
struck  a  compromise  between  what  the 
President  wanted  and  what  we  appro- 
priated last  year,  and  we  are  providing 
$10  billion  for  such  things  as  family 
housing  units  privatization,  barracks 
privatization,  child  development  cen- 
ters, hospital  and  medical  facilities, 
environmental  compliance,  and  demoli- 
tion of  dilapidated,  excess  facilities.  So 
there  is  a  lot  of  good  in  here,  and  I 
think  it  is  reflective  of  the  character  of 
all  of  the  members  of  the  subcommit- 
tee, and  especially  its  chairman,  the 


gentlewoman  fi:om  Nevada,   Barbara 
Vucanovich. 

If  I  may,  I  would  like  to  just  take  a 
minute  to  point  out  that  she  has  been 
in  Congress  a  number  of  years,  having 
not  held  elective  office  before  she 
came,  but  she  has  represented  the  peo- 
ple of  Nevada  in  exemplary  fashion. 
She  currently  serves  as  the  Republican 
Conference  secretary.  She  gave  up  her 
position  on  the  Subcommittee  on  En- 
ergy and  Mineral  Resources,  where  she 
had  tremendous  interest  in  tiding  to 
take  care  of  the  needs  of  her  State  and 
involving  herself  in  issues  of  great  in- 
terest, such  as  revision  of  the  mining 
laws  and  other  things  affecting  western 
lands  and  western  States,  in  order  to 
take  this  chairmanship,  and  she  just 
ran  with  it;  and  she  has  reailly  done 
tremendous  work  in  trjring  to  meet  the 
needs  of  the  young  people  in  uniform 
and  providing  for  their  assistance, 
their  living  standards,  where,  unfortu- 
nately, we  have  found  in  years  past  far 
too  many  people  in  uniform  live  in  di- 
lapidated and  substandard  housing. 

The  gentlewoman  from  Nevada  [Mrs. 
Vucanovich]  has  toed  the  line  and  has 
worked  very  hard  with  the  gentleman 
firom  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Hefner]  to 
upgrade  those  conditions,  eliminate 
that  problem,  and  make  sure  all  people 
are  well  taken  care  of. 

I  think  she  has  produced  a  bill,  a  bi- 
partisan bill,  as  the  gentleman  trom 
North  Carolina  has  pointed  out,  that 
can  pass  and  should  be  signed  into  law, 
despite  the  fact  it  is  $1  billion  over 
what  the  President  asked  for.  I  think 
this  is  because  the  Members  of  Con- 
gress in  this  body  have  looked  after  the 
needs  of  the  service  people  and  have 
met  those  needs  within  the  budget  con- 
fines with  which  we  are  currently 
faced. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  tell  the  gen- 
tlewoman, I  thank  her  for  her  service, 
thank  her  for  her  work  on  this  bill,  and 
just  as  the  gentleman  firom  North  Caro- 
lina [Mr.  Hefner]  has  said,  I  want  to 
extend  my  very  best  wishes  to  her  for  a 
very  long  and  happy  retirement  with 
her  husband,  George,  and  wish  her  and 
all  her  5  children,  15  grandchildren,  and 
3  great-grandchildren,  all  of  the  best  of 
everything  that  life  has  to  offer. 

Mr.  HEFNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Mississippi  [Mr.  MONT- 
GOMERY], who  is  also  retiring  this  year, 
and  has  done  a  tremendous  job  since  he 
has  been  in  Congress,  especially  for  the 
veterans  and  for  the  military  readiness 
and  for  quality  of  life  for  our  troops  in 
the  military. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro- 
lina for  yielding  me  this  time,  and  I 
commend  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee and  the  subcommittee  for  her  won- 
derful work,  and  I  look  forward  to  see- 
ing her  in  retirement. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  support  this  legisla- 
tion. I  did  not  have  time  to  orient  ei- 
ther side,  but  I  have  a  problem.  How- 
ever, I  do  support  the  bill.  I  have  a 
problem  with  the  Army  National 
Guard,  and  the  gentleman  from  Colo- 
rado knows  my  complaint. 

The  Army  National  Guard  was  rec- 
ommended by  the  President  this  year 
for  military  construction  for  the  Army 
National  Guard,  which  has  over  2,000 
units,  about  $7  million  from  the  Presi- 
dent's request.  The  authorization  com- 
mittee from  the  Army  National  Guard 
came  up  with  $41  million. 

My  point  is  that,  really,  that  is  not 
enough  money.  Last  year  the  Commit- 
tee on  Appropriations  gave  us  $137  mil- 
lion, so  we  are  actually  getting  $96  mil- 
lion less  for  the  Army  National  Guard 
than  we  got  last  year.  That  is  a  tre- 
mendous decrease.  I  point  out  that  of 
the  total  military  budget,  that  the  Re- 
serves and  National  Guard  are  getting 
only  3  percent  of  the  authorization 
budget,  only  3  percent,  yet  they  have  40 
percent  of  the  missions,  they  have  40 
percent  of  the  missions. 

So  this  is  out  of  line,  and  if  we  are 
going  to  depend  on  the  Guard  and  Re- 
serve more  to  carry  on  under  the  total 
force,  we  certainly  should  maybe  next 
year,  and  I  do  not  have  an  amendment 
to  offer,  but  next  time  I  would  hope 
that  whoever  is  here  will  try  to  give 
more  funding  for  the  Reserves  in  mili- 
tary construction. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Wicker],  a  member  of 
our  subcommittee. 

Mr.  WICKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
say  to  the  members  of  the  committee 
that  I,  too,  want  to  commend  and  con- 
gratulate the  Chair  of  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  Military  Construction  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  Nevada  [Mrs.  Vucano- 
vich], and  to  personally  thank  her  for 
the  assistance  she  has  given  to  this 
freshman  Congressman  as  a  member  of 
her  subcommittee.  I  also  want  to  com- 
mend the  gentleman  from  North  Caro- 
lina [Mr.  Hefner]  for  the  bipartisan 
approach  that  he  and  the  members  of 
the  minority  have  taken  with  regard  to 
this  particular  legislation.  I  rise,  of 
course,  in  strong  support  of  the  bill. 

During  our  subcommittee's  hearings 
over  these  past  few  weeks,  the  pre- 
dominant concern  expressed  was  the 
continued  deterioration  of  quality-of- 
life  and  infrastructure  needs  which 
support  our  military  men  and  women. 
We  all  want  to  give  our  Armed  Forces 
the  best  weapons  systems,  training, 
and  equipment  we  can  afford.  Unfortu- 
nately, one  area  of  the  military  that 
has  not  received  as  much  attention  in 
recent  years  has  been  this  issue  of 
brick  and  mortar. 

In  November  1994.  the  Department  of 
Defense  created  a  task  foroe  on  the 
quality  of  life  to  assess  the  problems 
associated  with  military  housing.  On 


February  28  of  this  year,  the  chairman 
of  this  task  force,  former  Secretary  of 
the  Army  John  Marsh,  reported  the 
findings  of  the  year-long  study. 

The  findings  of  the  task  force  were 
disturbing.  With  regard  to  military 
family  housing,  64  percent  of  these 
homes  were  classified  as  unsuitable. 
With  regard  to  barracks  for  our  single 
troops,  62  percent  of  these  barracks 
were  considered  substandard  due  to 
overcrowding  and  poor  conditions.  One- 
half  of  all  military  barracks  were  built 
30  or  more  years  ago,  and  one-fourth 
require  continuous  upkeep  to  deal  with 
such  problems  as  asbestos,  corroded 
pipes,  and  inadequate  ventilation. 

The  Department  of  Defense  also  faces 
a  160,000-unit  shortfall  in  barracks 
space.  It  would  take  40  years,  according 
to  current  estimates,  and  $8.5  billion  to 
correct  all  of  the  deficiencies.  Clearly, 
Mr.  Chairman,  whatever  we  are  able  to 
do  today  will  fall  far  short  of  what  we 
need  to  do  to  correct  this  situation. 

The  bill  sends  a  clear  message  that 
we  are  going  to  take  care  of  our  mili- 
tary personnel.  Family  housing 
projects  account  for  43  percent  of  the 
bill.  In  addition,  this  bill  provides  $2.5 
billion  for  one-time  costs  associated 
with  base  realignment  and  closing. 
Furthermore,  in  an  effort  to  meet  the 
child  care  needs  of  military  facilities, 
this  bill  sets  aside  $34  million  for  child 
development  centers. 

Finally,  like  most  of  my  colleagues,  I 
am  concerned  about  the  budget  deficit, 
the  increasing  national  debt,  which 
now  exceeds  $5  trillion.  This  bill  is  fis- 
cally responsible,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  is 
within  our  602  allocations,  and  at  the 
same  time  it  addresses  important  qual- 
ity-of-life and  military  issues.  I  com- 
mend the  work  of  the  subcommittee,  I 
commend  the  work  of  our  Chair  and 
our  ranking  minority  member,  and  I 
strongly  urge  the  adoption  of  this  mili- 
tary construction  bill. 

Mr.  HEFNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
Wi  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  MINGE]. 

Mr.  MINGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  thank  the  ranking  member  for 
3rielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
this  bill  because  I  believe  it  represents 
the  wrong  emphasis  in  spending  prior- 
ities. I  certainly  appreciate  the  fact 
that  the  funding  in  this  bill  represents 
a  cut  of  about  $1  billion  below  last 
year.  The  $10  billion  in  spending  con- 
tained in  this  bill,  however,  is  higher 
than  can  be  justified. 

I  certainly  share  with  the  previous 
speakers  the  concern  about  improving 
living  conditions  of  men  and  women 
and  families  that  are  in  our  Armed 
Forces,  but  I  cannot  support  spending 
on  military  construction  at  a  level 
that  is  $900  million  above  the  Presi- 
dent's request,  given  the  budget  con- 
straints we  are  facing.  The  fact  of  the 
matter  is  that  in  order  to  provide  addi- 
tional spending  In  this  bill  and  stay 


within  the  budget  allocation,  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  will  have  to 
make  deeper  cuts  in  spending  for  edu- 
cation, agriculture,  and  other  impor- 
tant domestic  programs  in  subsequent 
appropriations  bills.  The  issue  is  not 
just  whether  the  programs  and  projects 
funded  in  this  bill  are  for  worthy 
causes,  but  can  we  justify  the  deep  cuts 
in  other  programs  necessary  to  pay  for 
the  additional  increased  spending  in 
this  bill;  can  we  do  it?  I  do  not  believe 
that  we  can. 

Although  I  am  opposed  to  this  bill.  I 
would  like  to  compliment  the  man- 
agers of  the  bUl  and  the  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  for 
the  work  that  they  have  done  in  apply- 
ing objective  criteria  to  the 
unrequested  projects  included  in  the 
bill.  As  the  cochair  of  the  porkbusters 
coalition,  I  have  offered  amendments 
to  this  bill  in  past  years  in  other  ap- 
propriations bills  in  order  to  eliminate 
wasteful  projects.  I  have  consulted 
with  my  porkbuster  colleagues  about 
the  bill,  especially  Senator  McCain, 
who  is  the  Senate  cochair  of  the 
porkbusters,  who  helped  develop  objec- 
tive criteria  for  judging  military  con- 
struction projects. 

We  have  concluded  that  the  bill 
largely,  and  I  emphasize  the  word 
"largely,"  adheres  to  the  criteria  de- 
veloped by  Senator  McCain.  Members 
of  the  porkbusters  coalition,  I  would 
like  to  emphasize,  do  not  oppose  all 
spending  projects.  We  simply  believe 
that  spending  projects  should  be  sub- 
ject to  greater  scrutiny  than  they  have 
in  the  past,  and  while  there  is  always 
room  for  improvement,  this  bill  has  un- 
dergone much  greater  scrutiny  than 
previous  bills,  and  for  that  I  would  like 
to  conunend  the  committee. 

a  1145 

I  am  troubled  by  the  number  of 
projects  funded  in  this  bill  that  were 
not  in  the  administration's  request  or 
in  the  Defense  Department's  long- 
range  plan.  I  would  like  to  suggest  that 
what  we  ought  to  be  doing  is  following 
a  3-part  approach  to  spending  in  this 
area.  First,  we  ought  to  have  a  definite 
dollar  amount  that  we  commit  to 
spending,  and  that  ought  to  be  a  goal, 
it  ought)  to  be  a  limit,  and  the  sul>- 
committee  ought  to  live  within  it. 

Second,  we  ought  to  be  sticking  with 
the  plan  that  is  in  that  dollar  figure 
and  we  ought  not  to  be  approving 
spending  on  projects  that  are  not  with- 
in the  plan.  In  this  case,  we  have  42 
projects,  I  am  advised,  that  are  not  in 
the  long-range  Defense  Department 
plan. 

And,  third,  I  submit  that  we  should 
be  moving  away  f^om  itemizing 
projects  in  report  language  or  in  the 
bills  themselves.  Instead,  we  ou^ht  to 
be  exercising  our  oversight  function  to 
make  sure  that  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment or  any  other  Federal  a^ncy  is  al- 
locating the  funds  for  certain  project 
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areas  in  a  wise  and  prudent  manner, 
but  not  micromanaging  within  our 
committees  and  subcommittees  indi- 
vidual projects,  because  of  the  tempta- 
tions that  this  provides  for  members  of 
the  committees  and  the  subcommittees 
to  favor  their  own  districts  and 
projects  that  they  feel  are  particularly 
important  to  them  rather  than  the  in- 
stitution. 

So,  in  sum,  again  I  would  like  to 
compliment  the  committee  and  the 
subcommittee  for  their  work,  but  say 
that  I  will  be  voting  against  this  bill 
because  of  the  fact  that  it  spends  $900 
million  more  than  the  President  has 
requested,  and  it  includes  42  projects 
that  are  not  on  the  long-range  plan 
that  cost  S300  million  in  and  of  them- 

Mrs."  VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  HEFLEY],  chairman  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Military  Instal- 
lations and  Facilities. 

Mr.  HEFLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  H.R.  3517,  the  Mili- 
tary Construction  Appropriations  Act 
for  Qscal  year  1997  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  it. 

As  the  chairman  of  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  Military  Installations  and  Fa- 
cilities, I  want  to  commend  Chairman 
VUCANOVICH  and  Mr.  Hefner  for  their 
continued  cooperation  in  working  with 
those  of  us  on  the  authorization  com- 
mittee charged  with  improving  our 
military  facilities.  I  want  to  echo 
Chairman  Vucanovich's  remarks  that 
this  bill  fully  conforms  to  the  military 
construction  authorizations  passed  by 
the  House  on  May  15 — just  2  weeks  ago. 

This  legislation  would  continue  the 
strong  bipartisan  support  of  the  House 
for  initiatives  designed  to  slow  the  on- 
going deterioration  of  military  facili- 
ties critical  to  the  Nation's  defense  and 
to  the  improvement  of  housing  and 
other  basic  quality  of  life  facilities. 

Chairman  Vucanovich  has  thor- 
oughly described  what  is  in  the  bill. 
but  I  want  to  take  a  moment  to  talk 
about  some  of  the  important  improve- 
ments we  have  proposed  to  improve  the 
quality  of  life  of  military  personnel 
and  their  CEunilies. 

Those  who  serve  in  the  Nation's  mili- 
tary know  firsthand  the  difQcult  condi- 
tions in  housing  the  military  faces. 
Those  who  served  in  the  past  can  often 
go  into  a  barracks  or  a  military  fami- 
ly's home  and  find  that  it  has  not 
changed  much  over  the  years — in  many 
cases  for  decades.  Degraded  and  crum- 
bling housing  is  simply  unacceptable. 
Whether  they  are  stationed  at  home  or 
abroad,  we  owe  the  men  and  women 
who  volunteer  to  serve  this  great  Na- 
tion more  than  that  and  we  are  work- 
ing hard  to  change  it. 

I  am  gratified  by  the  conrniitment  of 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  sup- 
port of  the  service  chiefs  for  measures 
to  improve  the  quality  of  life  for  mili- 
tary  personnel.   However,    I  am   dis- 


appointed that  the  administration  did 
not  back  up  that  commitment  as  force- 
fully as  it  could  have  in  its  budget  pro- 
posal to  Congress. 

For  fiscal  year  1997,  the  administra- 
tion proposed  steep  cuts  in  troop  hous- 
ing, family  housing,  and  child  develop- 
ment centers.  This  legislation,  as  well 
as  the  authorization  bill  already  passed 
by  the  House,  would  take  a  number  of 
important  steps  to  shore  up  quality  of 
life  with  an  approximately  $675  million 
package  of  improvements  to  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  request. 

Twenty-one  additional  barracks 
projects,  benefiting  thousands  of  unac- 
companied personnel,  will  beneHt  fjrom 
the  added  funding.  We  seek  to  increase 
by  nearly  5  times  the  amount  of  fund- 
ing put  toward  new  child  development 
centers  and  we  would  make  additional 
improvements  to  housing  that  will  ben- 
efit over  3,500  military  fajnilies. 

We  need  to  continue  to  improve  the 
quality  of  life  for  military  personnel 
and  their  families  as  well  as  modernize 
our  deteriorating  military  infitistruc- 
ture.  On  a  bipartisan  basis,  the  author- 
ization and  appropriation  committees 
have  developed  legislation  that  empha- 
sizes the  priority  requirements  of  the 
military  services  and  this  legislation 
would  put  dollars  only  toward  projects 
that  can  be  executed  in  the  coming  fis- 
cal year. 

These  are  not  imaginary  require- 
ments. The  military  services  have  indi- 
cated in  testimony  before  the  sub- 
committee which  I  chair  that  a  mili- 
tary construction  progrram  that  ade- 
quately addresses  requirements  and 
would  begin  to  buy  down  the  lingering 
facilities  backlog  would  be  two  or 
three  times  the  size  of  the  current  pro- 
gram. This  bill  proposes  nothing  quite 
that  grand,  but  it  would  make  a  sig- 
nificant contribution  toward  resolving 
the  problem. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  a  more  personal 
note,  I  want  to  take  this  opportunity 
to  reflect  on  the  impending  retirement 
of  the  chairman  of  the  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  on  Military  Construc- 
tion, Barbara  Vucanovich. 

Barbara,  we  are  going  to  miss  you,  I 
can  tell  you  that  ftom  a  very  personal 
standpoint.  I  do  not  think  there  has 
ever  been  an  authorizing  chairman  and 
an  appropriations  chairman  that 
worked  any  closer  than  we  did,  or  two 
committees  that  worked  more  closely 
or  two  staffs  that  worked  more  closely, 
and  that  is  a  tribute  to  your  leader- 
ship. You  did  not  consult  with  me  be- 
fore you  made  the  decision  to  retire, 
and  I  resent  that.  I  would  have  told  you 
not  to  do  it.  We  need  you  here.  Good 
luck  to  you  as  you  enter  a  new  phase  of 
your  life  and  a  new  adventure. 

Mr.  HEFNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes. 

I  do  not  disagree  with  anything  that 
the  gentleman  said,  but  this  is  not  a 
new  phenomenon  for  administrations 
not  to  request  as  much  money  as  we 


need.  We  can  go  back  years  and  years 
and  years. 

Many  years  ago  I  went  out  to  Fort 
Hood,  TX.  I  saw  some  of  the  troops' 
wives  trjrlng  to  redo  an  old  cafeteria 
for  a  day  care  center,  and  we  said  this 
is  not  acceptable.  Not  any  administra- 
tion since  I  have  been  here  has  put 
enough  focus  on  quality  of  life  and 
family  housing  in  the  military.  It  is 
not  real  sexy  to  go  out  and  talk  about 
building  barracks  and  cutting  the  rib- 
bons for  a  barracks,  as  it  is  for  a  B-1 
bomber  or  a  B-2  bomber,  what  have 
you,  but  it  is  critical  for  retention  and 
for  making  the  quality  of  life  for  our 
troops  as  well  as  we  can. 

We  are  so  far  behind.  I  remember  just 
a  few  years  ago,  not  only  did  we  have  a 
cut,  we  had  a  pause.  We  did  not  do  any- 
thing in  military  construction.  It  was 
requested  that  we  have  a  pause  in  mili- 
tary construction.  We  did  not  even 
keep  up  with  the  year  before.  So  it  is 
not  a  new  phenomenon  for  us  to  have 
to  go  to  try  to  put  in  extra  money  for 
quality  of  life  and  housing  for  our 
troops. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  remember  talk- 
ing, when  Mr.  Ralph  Regula  was  the 
ranking  member,  when  I  was  chairman, 
we  worked  very  hard  for  quality  of  life. 
In  fact,  it  was  the  gentleman  firom  Ohio 
[Mr.  Regula]  and  myself  that  brought 
to  the  forefiront  burdensharing.  We  did 
not  even  have  a  subcommittee  called 
burdensharing  until  we  brought  it  to 
the  forefront  about  burdensharing  for 
our  troops  in  these  foreign  countries. 

So  it  is  not  a  new  phenomenon  and  it 
is  not  unique  to  any  administration 
that  they  do  not  ask  for  enough  money 
to  do  the  job  that  we  think  needs  to  be 
done. 

Mr.  Chairman,  having  said  that,  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Hawaii  [Mr.  ABERCROMBIE]. 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Hefner]  for  yielding  me  the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  be 
here  today  and  particularly  to  follow 
the  chair  of  our  subcommittee,  the 
gentleman  trom.  Colorado  [Mr. 
Heflet],  because  I  would  like  to  echo 
his  comments  on  the  cooperation  be- 
tween the  appropriations  committee 
and  the  authorizing  committee.  In  this 
particular  instance,  we  are  talking 
about  quality  of  life,  and  I  would  like 
to  follow  then  on  the  remarks  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Hefner]  as  well. 

Unfortunately,  the  Department  of 
Defense  has  come  to  rely  upon  us  in 
Congress  when  it  comes  to  budgetary 
matters  with  respect  to  quality  of  life. 
What  happens  is,  on  the  procurement 
side,  in  the  more  exotic  weapons  sys- 
tems, particularly  those  that  cost  a 
great  deal  of  money,  they  push  that 
part  of  the  envelope  right  up  to  the 
edge,  and  then  they  count  on  Members 
of  Congress  to  come  through  on  ques- 
tions of  quality  of  life,  whether  it  is 
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barracks  or  family  housing  or  what 
have  you,  child  development  centers,  et 
cetera.  And  we  have  done  that. 

I  want  to  commend  the  gentleman 
ftom  Colorado  [Mr.  Hefley]  for  his  bi- 
partisan approach  on  it,  the  chair  of 
the  subcommittee;  and  my  good  friend 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Hefner]  for 
seeing  to  it  that  these  quality  of  life 
issues  have  not  been  abandoned. 

In  particular,  I  can  say  in  the  area  of 
the  Pacific,  we  have  dealt  with 
Schofield  Barracks  and  the  renewal  of 
barracks  there,  and  we  are  very  appre- 
ciative, and  this  year  at  Kaneohe  for 
the  Marine  Barracks.  General  Krulak, 
the  Commandant  of  the  Marine  Corps, 
called  very,  very  happy  to  see  that  we 
were  going  to  start  the  phasing  in  of 
the  new  barracks  proposals  at  Kaneohe 
in  the  State  of  Hawaii. 

I  will  say  that  this  has  a  further  good 
effect.  What  this  does  is  stop  the  com- 
petition for  nonexistent  rental  housing 
between  military  families  and  civilian 
families.  The  result,  the  6  years  that  I 
have  been  in  ofQce  and  the  plan  that  I 
started  out  with  and  presented  on  a  bi- 
partisan basis,  was  that  this  would  re- 
duce rents,  reduce  the  cost  of  living  in 
Hawaii  for  civilian  families  and  im- 
prove the  qxiality  of  life  for  military 
families,  I  think  a  good  result  from 
that,  and  I  am  very  grateful  for  it. 

I  have  two  other  points  that  I  would 
like  to  make  very  briefly.  One,  as  a 
way  of  improving  this,  I  hope  and  I 
think  the  gentleman  trom  Colorado 
[Mr.  HEFLEY]  has  indicated  that  he  has 
an  interest  in  this,  and  other  Repub- 
lican members  on  our  authorizing  com- 
mittee have  indicated  an  interest  in 
this,  is  that  we  start  thinking  about 
capital  budgeting  and  start  differen- 
tiating operating  costs  from  capital 
costs,  particularly  using  as  a  dem- 
onstration model  perhaps  quality  of 
life  issues  in  the  military.  We  have 
started  that. 

The  gentleman  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
HEFLEY]  was  instrumental  in  helping 
us  put  together  legislation  for  public- 
private  partnerships  to  see  to  it  that 
we  can  get  into  capital  expenditures.  If 
we  can  differentiate  capital  exi>endi- 
tures  from  operating  expenditures,  I 
think  we  can  make  vast  improvements 
in  the  quality  of  life  area  and  dem- 
onstrate a  way  of  moving  toward  more 
sensible  spending  patterns  that  will  re- 
sult not  only  in  helping  to  balance  the 
budget  but  in  moving  forward  in  a  sen- 
sible way  with  our  military  budgeting. 

So  I  am  appreciative  to  the  gen- 
tleman ftom  Colorado  [Mr.  Hefley], 
the  gentleman  £rom  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Hefner],  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Nevada  [Mrs.  Vucanovich],  and 
others  who  have  helped  support  this 
issue. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say 
that  when  I  was  first  elected  in  a  spe- 
cial election  in  1986,  there  was  someone 
here  who  took  me  under  his  wing,  that 
acted  as  a  mentor  to  me,   someone 


whom  I  believe  to  be  an  example  of  the 
true  gentleman  that  exists  in  the 
House  of  Representatives,  someone  who 
will  be  more  than  missed,  someone  for 
whom  I  have  the  greatest  possible  re- 
spect, someone  that  we  know  and  mili- 
tary families  throughout  the  country 
will  appreciate  for  decades  to  come  be- 
cause of  his  work  at  Fort  DeRussy  and 
Hale  Koa  to  see  that  the  recreation 
needs  of  our  military  are  taken  care  of. 
All  of  us  are  going  to  miss  with  all  of 
our  hearts  Representative  Sonny 
Montgomery  firom  Mississippi. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
srield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Hunter],  a  member  of 
the  Committee  on  National  Security. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
woman for  yielding  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  join  as  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  National 
Security  and  a  member  of  Mr. 
Hefley's  Subcommittee  on  Military 
Installations  and  Facilities  in  thank- 
ing Chairman  Vucanovich  for  her  great 
work.  It  is  a  work  that  really  has  con- 
tributed so  much  to  the  men  and 
women  who  wear  uniforms  for  our 
country. 

It  has  been  mentioned  a  couple  of 
times  that  we  spend  more  money  than 
the  President  has  requested  in  military 
construction,  but  I  think  Mr.  Hefner 
hit  the  nail  on  the  head  when  he  point- 
ed out  that  we  always  have  paid  more 
attention  to  the  quality  of  life  issues 
than  the  administrations,  regardless  of 
whether  they  are  Democrat  or  Repub- 
lican. 

I  am  reminded  that  this  bill  that 
Barbara  Vucanovich  helped  to  put  to- 
gether and  Mr.  Hefner  helped  to  put 
together  that  provides  for  military 
construction,  the  defense  bill  taken  to- 
gether with  that  important  component 
is  roughly  $100  billion  less  in  real  dol- 
lars than  the  1985-86  Reagan  defense 
budget.  Because  we  were  strong  in  the 
1980's  and  because  we  brought  down  the 
Berlin  Wall  and  dissolved  the  Soviet 
empire,  we  have  been  able  to  reduce  de- 
fense expenditures.  But  beyond  that, 
this  bill  also  and  the  military  con- 
struction budget  that  is  an  important 
part  of  the  overall  defense  bill  is  in  line 
and  is  consistent  with  the  balanced 
budget  program  that  the  House  leader- 
ship is  moving  forward  with. 
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So  this  is  not  a  budget  buster.  It  is 
well  within  the  confines  of  the  dollar 
parameters  that  we  have  set. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  just  say  to  gen- 
tlewoman from  Nevada,  who  is  one  of 
the  warmest,  flnest  persons  who  has 
ever  served  in  this  body,  we  thank  her 
for  eversrthing  that  she  has  brought  to 
the  deliberative  process  in  the  House  of 
Representatives.  She  is  a  person  of 
great  wisdom,  great  intellect,  and  a 
big,  big  heart. 

In  another  area,  in  the  pro-life  de- 
bates and  the  debates  with  respect  to 


abortion,  her  speeches  about  "Heather 
the  Feather"  have  touched  everybody's 
heart.  God  bless  her  and  thanks  for  her 
work. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Florida  [Mrs.  Fowler],  a  member 
of  the  Committee  on  National  Secu- 
rity. 

Mrs.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  3517,  the  fiscal  year 
1997  military  construction  appropria- 
tions bill. 

The  President's  fiscal  year  1997  re- 
quest for  military  construction  re- 
flected a  cut  of  18  percent  from  fiscal 
year  1996  appropriated  levels,  even 
though  the  Defense  Science  Board's 
quality  of  life  task  force  found  that  62 
percent  of  military  housing  spaces  and 
64  percent  of  family  housing  units  are 
unsuitable. 

The  bill  helps  correct  this  deficiency. 
While  still  below  last  year's  appropria- 
tion, it  significajitly  boosts  the  Presi- 
dent's request  for  both  new  and  ren- 
ovated barracks  and  military  family 
housing.  This  will  address  the  concerns 
of  many  in  today's  military  who  are 
fed  up  with  inadequate  housing  and  are 
voting  with  their  feet. 

This  bill  supports  other  infrastruc- 
ture improvements,  as  well.  Earlier 
this  year,  for  instance.  Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  the  Navy  Pine  highlighted 
the  Navy's  need  for  significant  invest- 
ment in  port  infrastructure  to  ensure 
readiness.  I  am  pleased  H.R.  3517  recog- 
nizes the  requirement,  adding  funding 
for  projects  such  as  wharf  improve- 
ments at  Naval  Station  Mayport. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  improves  the 
readiness  of  our  Armed  Forces.  It  mer- 
its our  support. 

Mr.  HEFNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

I  urge  strong  support  of  this  bill.  It  is 
not  as  much  as  we  would  like  to  do.  I 
suppose  that  will  always  be  with  the 
budget  restrictions  that  we  are  under.  I 
suppose  we  will  never  have  enough 
money  to  do  the  things  that  we  would 
like  to  do  and  would  need  to  do,  but  I 
would  just  like  to  point  out  to  those 
that  would  be  critical  of  this  bill  that 
every  item  in  this  bill  is  authorized, 
and  we  have  gone  to  great  pains  to  see 
that  the  money  is  going  to  be  targeted 
to  where  it  would  do  the  most  good  for 
quality  of  life  for  our  Armed  Forces. 

So  I  think  it  is  a  good  bill,  it  is  a  bill 
that  I  think  that  everybody  can  sup- 
port, and  I  urge  that  everyone  in  the 
body  would  take  a  close  look  at  it  and 
I  would  strongly  urge  that  we  have  a 
unanimous  vote  on  this  milcon  bill. 
And  again  I  want  to  congratulate  the 
gentlewoman  from  Nevada  and  wish 
her  a  very  happy  retirement,  and  I 
hope  that  this  will  be  a  resounding  en- 
dorsement of  this  bill  here  today  on 
the  last  vote  that  she  will  be  bringing 
to  this  floor. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  3517,  the  Military  Construc- 
tion bill  for  fiscal  year  1997.  I  would  like  to 
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thank  the  chairwoman  of  this  committee,  Bar- 
bara VuCANOviCH,  who  has  once  again  moved 
this  bill  swiftly  through  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  and  I  am  sad  to  say  will  be  doing 
it  for  ttw  last  time.  I  want  to  wish  her  well  and 
would  like  to  personally  thank  her  for  ttie  serv- 
ice ttiat  she  has  provkied  to  this  important 
subcommittee  arxj  this  institution.  I  would  also 
like  to  thank  the  ranking  mewber  of  the  sutv 
committee,  Biu.  Hefner,  for  his  help  arxJ  as- 
sistance in  bringing  this  legislation  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  both  the  chairwoman  and 
the  ranking  member  have  noted,  this  bill  pro- 
vkJes  S10  billion  in  fiscal  year  1997  for  military 
constnx:tk}n,  family  housing  arxJ  military  base 
ctosure.  This  t)ill  continues  this  committee's 
commitment  to  furxjing  initiatives  that  upgrade 
the  quality  of  life  for  the  men  and  women  of 
amied  forces  and  families. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  woukJ  like  to  highlight  a 
few  important  projects  in  the  bill  that  are  cru- 
cial to  the  constituents  of  my  district. 

The  first  project  is  the  ongoing  renovation  of 
the  dormitories  at  Travis  AFB.  This  bill  pro- 
vides funding  for  orre  dormitory  scheduled  for 
construction  ttiis  year,  and  funding  to  speed 
up  constructk>n  of  a  second  dorm  at  Travis. 
Adcfitx>naliy,  this  bill  includes  S8.6  millkin  for 
the  construction  of  70  multi-family  housing 
units  for  enlisted  personnel  stationed  at  Travis. 
These  projects  go  a  king  way  to  improve  Trav- 
is' housing  situatk>n.  The  constructron  of  the 
dormitories  is  part  of  a  base-wide  project  to 
upgrade  artd  improve  base  housing  in  order  to 
meet  Air  Force  requirements. 

This  bill  also  provides  funds  to  replace  Trav- 
is' underground  fueling  systera  The  system 
was  designed  to  provkje  a  quKk  and  effKient 
way  to  r^uel  two  jets  at  one  time.  Travis  cur- 
reritfy  relies  on  an  undergrourxJ  system  from 
the  ISSCs,  whKh  often  tails  because  of  elec- 
trical shorts  which  occur  after  rainstorms.  The 
new  fuel  system  is  safer  and  more  effKient 
than  the  fuel  trucks  on  the  runway.  It  will  also 
put  an  end  to  the  occask>nal  leaks  wtuch  are 
so  bad  for  the  environment 

Mr.  Chainnan,  these  upgrades  are  a  dear 
sign  that  Travis  is,  arKJ  will  remain,  vital  to  the 
Air  Force  misskxi.  These  improvements  in 
modemizatkxi  will  ensure  tfiat  the  t>ase  will 
meet  that  mission. 

Finally,  this  t>ill  provkjes  for  two  projects  at 
BeaJe  AFB:  the  ck>sure  of  landfill  No.  2  and  for 
the  CARS  Deptoyable  Ground  Station  Support 
Facility.  Each  of  tfiese  projects  are  important 
to  the  continued  missk>n  at  Beale. 

Mr.  Chairman,  each  of  the  initiatives  I  have 
outlined  will  help  maintain  Travis  arxJ  Beale 
AFB  as  critk:al  defense  assets  and  as  integral 
parts  of  their  respective  communities. 

In  closing.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  reiterate 
my  support  for  this  important  military  readi- 
ness bilL 

Mr.  UNDERWOOD.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I  rise 
today  to  express  my  disappointment  at  the 
lack  of  fundbig  in  this  bfll  for  Natksnal  Guard 
Armories,  and  to  urge  the  Secretary  of  tt>e 
Army  to  include  constructk>n  funds  for  armor- 
ies in  next  year's  budget  request 

When  the  autfXNizing  committee  for  military 
constructnn,  the  House  Military  Construction 
and  Facilities  Suticommittee,  held  hearings  on 
the  fiscal  year  1997  Department  of  Defense 
[DOD]  authorizatkm  bill,  tfie  chairman  was 
dear  about  his  positk>n  on  armories.  No  re- 


quest means  no  funding,  and  no  Member  add- 
ons would  be  included  in  the  bill. 

This  was  not  a  new  position.  Last  year. 
Chairman  Hefley  informed  the  Department  of 
the  Army  and  the  Army  National  Guard  that  no 
armories  would  be  funded  until  they  were  re- 
quested from  the  department  in  their  annual 
budget  request  Unfortunately,  that  advk:e  was 
ignored  this  year  and  no  armories  were  re- 
quested. The  army  knows  how  to  solve  this 
prot)lem,  and  the  ball  is  in  their  court 

As  my  colleagues  on  the  Natk)nal  Security 
Committee  know  from  my  repeated  speeches 
on  this  subject,  the  Guam  Army  National 
Guard  is  the  only  National  Guard  unit  without 
an  armory.  At  tfie  same  time,  the  Guam  Army 
National  Guard  is  one  of  tfie  most  recognized 
units  in  the  nation,  having  received  awards  for 
the  best  recniiting  and  retention  of  any  other 
unit  in  the  coun^. 

The  construction  of  an  armory  for  the  Guam 
Army  Natkjnal  Guard  is  a  priority  within  the 
National  Guard  Bureau.  Only  recently,  it  was 
included  in  ttie  $250  million  priority  list  for- 
warded to  the  congressional  defense  corrunit- 
tees  at  Senator  Reio's  request 

I  am  pleased  that  the  Department  of  tfie 
Army  is  now  rethinking  how  it  funds  armories 
and  has  t}egun  a  dialog  with  the  relevant  com- 
mittees. In  order  to  meet  the  construction 
needs  of  our  National  Guard  units,  I  urge  the 
Department  of  ttie  Army  to  include  funding  for 
armories,  induding  a  much-needed  armory  for 
ttie  Guam  Army  National  Guard,  in  next  year's 
budget  request. 

Mr.  QUINN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  unable  to 
cast  my  vote  in  support  of  H.R.  3517,  the  Mili- 
tary Constructkin  Appropriatksn  Act  because  I 
must  attend  the  funeral  of  my  friend  and  con- 
stituent, Seymour  H.  Knox  III,  of  Buffak). 

H.R.  3517  underscores  this  Congress'  con- 
tinuing commitment  to  America's  service  per- 
sonnel and  ttieir  families,  induding  many  of 
my  constituents  wfio  sen/e  on  the  Niagara 
Falls  Air  Base.  The  bill  also  reflects  a  continu- 
ing commitment  to  the  American  taxpayer  by 
calling  for  a  SI  .2  billion  reduction  from  last 
year's  level  of  $11 .2  billion — keeping  us  on  ttie 
path  toward  our  ultimate  goal  of  reaching  a 
balanced  budget  by  the  year  2002. 

According  to  the  Quality  of  Life  Task  Force 
chaired  by  former  Secretary  of  the  Army  Jack 
Marsh,  62  percent  of  troop  housing  and  64 
percent  of  family  fwusing  units  are  currently 
unsuitable.  This  t)ill  helps  correct  this  defi- 
dency. 

Induded  in  this  legislation  is  $1  billion  for 
family  housing  construction  and  improvements 
benefiting  over  10,000  military  families.  In  ad- 
dition, the  bill  indudes:  S36  million  for  ttie 
Homeowners  Assistance  Fund;  $34  million  for 
chikj  development  centers;  $313  millkxi  for 
hospital  and  medical  fadlities;  and  $88  million 
for  environmental  compliarwe. 

Mr.  STUPAK.  Mr.  Chaimian,  it  has  come  to 
my  attention  tliat  the  move  to  privatize  func- 
tions of  the  Department  of  Defense  is  appar- 
ently running  into  some  snags  wtien  it  comes 
to  wori<  being  performed  on  the  approximately 
3,000  armories  located  all  across  our  Nation, 
and  at  fadlities  located  overseas. 

First  of  all,  I  want  to  make  certain  that  I  am 
fully  understood  on  this  point  for  I  do  not  in- 
tend to  detrad  from  or  denigrate  any  members 
of  the  National  Guard  and  the  Reserves. 
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Quite  simply,  my  concem  is  that  much  of 
the  wori<  being  performed  through  the  Re- 
served Component  Automatkxi  System  could 
be  resulting  in  additional  costs,  delays,  and  in- 
efricierx:ies. 

The  Reserved  Component  Automation  Sys- 
tem program  consists  of  installing  electrical 
circuits  and  kx:al-area-networi(  [LAN]  cable 
and  devices  in  preparation  for  computers  at 
armories  throughout  the  Nation. 

Apparently,  the  Department  of  Defense  has 
determined  that  it  cannot  afford  to  perform  this 
wori<  at  some  of  the  smaller  facilities  through 
the  use  of  outside  contradors  and,  instead,  is 
considering  using  armory  personnel  for  this 
work. 

Again,  I  am  not  questkxiing  the  skills,  tal- 
ents, and  capabilities  of  members  of  the 
Guard  and  Reserves,  but  when  there  are 
small  businesses  in  the  private  sector  that 
have  a  proven  track  record  of  performing  such 
wori<,  I  am  concerned  tfiat  local  firms  and  kxal 
workers  are  being  left  out  of  the  kind  of  wort< 
they  customarily  perform,  typically  at  the  tow- 
est  cost  and  with  the  greatest  efficiency  and 
t)est  quality. 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  firm  in  my  district  has  per- 
formed electrical  and  computer  wiring  wori(  in 
as  many  as  70  armories,  and  the  work  they 
perform  is  of  the  highest  quality  and  efficierx:y, 
and  frequently  at  the  lowest  costs. 

I  woukJ  like  to  request  of  the  distinguisfied 
chairwoman,  my  friend  from  Nevada,  that  we 
fully  exptore  the  best  use  of  the  funds  that  we 
appropriate  through  the  Reserved  Component 
Automation  System  and  that  we  continue  to 
apply  very  high  standards,  standards  that  call 
for  cost-savings,  higlvquality,  and  greater  effi- 
dencies. 

February  23, 1996. 
Congressman  Bart  Stupak, 
Cannon  House  Office  Building, 
Washington,  DC. 
Subject:  Reserve/ Armory  projects. 

Dear  Bart:  We  have  recently  been  advised 
that  a  contract  has  been  issued  to  Boeing  to 
perform  the  tasks  we  discussed  on  the  larger 
sites  in  each  State  plus  Europe.  The  contract 
is  apparently  a  long:  term  one  and  only  for 
the  larg-e  sites. 

The  information  still  indicates  the  govern- 
ment plans  to  complete  the  rest  of  the  sites 
with  armory  personnel  or  individual  contrac- 
tors and  since  this  is  the  arena  we  hoped  to 
participate  in,  the  door  may  be  open. 

Please  let  me  know  how  I  can  assist  you. 
Sincerely, 

Ronald  C.  Lindberg, 
Rapid  Electric  Sales  <ft  Service. 

The  Government  has  issued  contracts  for  a 
Reserved  Component  Automation  System 
which  Rapid  Electric  has  participated  in  by 
doing  most  of  the  armories  in  Michigan. 

The  project  consists  of  installing  electrical 
circuits  and  LAN  cable  and  devices  in  prepa- 
ration for  computers. 

The  Government  has  determined  it  can't 
afford  to  do  the  smaller  sites  as  originally 
planned  and  is  considering  using  the  armory 
personnel  for  the  electrical  and  LAN  instal- 
lation. 

We  offer  an  alternative: 

Rapid  Electric  has  licensed  electricians 
trained  and  experienced  in  these  installa- 
tions and  can  complete  the  work  in  a  timely 
and  professional  manner  while  maintaining  a 
cost  within  the  allocated  budget. 

The  work  would  be  completed  using  our  al- 
ready trained  personnel  along  with  licensed 
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electricians    from    the    communities 
states  where  the  armory  is  located. 

We  would  be  consistent  with  the  goals  of 
privatisation  and  putting  people  to  work  as 
well  as  complying  with  the  local  codes  and 
licensing  laws. 

Using  nonqualified,  nonlicensed  personnel 
for  Installation  of  a  national  defense  system 
is  commercial  senselessness.  If  we  can't  af- 
ford to  do  it  right  we  are  better  off  not  to  do 
it  at  all.  It's  better  to  work  without  a  sys- 
tem than  to  depend  on  one  that  doesn't 
work. 

The  Government  is  expected  to  have  an  ar- 
mory ready  for  the  computer  people  when 
they  arrive.  If  the  electrical  and  LAN  work 
isn't  complete  or  does  not  operate  when  they 
arrive  there  is  added  expense  and  delay  for 
rescheduling  and  return  trips. 

If  the  system  fails  when  needed,  it  is  of  no 
value. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  today  in  support  of  H.R.  3517,  the 
military  construction  appropriations  for  fiscal 
year  1997. 

This  bill  property  focuses  on  improving  the 
quality  of  life  for  our  servk:e  men  and  women 
and  their  families.  This  bill  provkles  for  new 
barracks  and  family  housing,  chikJ  care  and 
medkal  fadlities,  and  environmental  compli- 
ance projects;  $776  million  will  be  expended 
for  new  t)arracks;  $34  million  is  appropriated 
for  construdion  and  improvement  to  day  care 
centers  and  S48  million  for  energy  conserva- 
tion programs  within  the  Department  of  De- 
fense. 

In  Texas,  $35,000,000  will  go  to  construc- 
tion and  renovatkm  of  barracks  at  Fort  Hood. 
Brooks  Air  Force  Base  and  Dyess  Air  Force 
Base  will  receive  $5,895,000  and  $4,613,000 
respectively. 

At  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  in  Texas, 
$5,400,000  will  be  appropriated  for  a  student 
dormitory.  Dyess  Air  Force  Base  will  receive 
$5,895,000  for  improvements  to  ttieir  student 
dormitory  fadlity. 

Statewkie,  Texas  will  receive  $6,500,000 
aimed  at  general  life  safety  upgrade  for  mili- 
tary personnel  and  their  families  in  Texas. 

I  am  proud  to  support  this  bill  that  provides 
for  tfiese  types  of  quality  of  life  programs 
whkrfi  stress  the  importance  of  provkjing  a 
healthy,  happy,  environment  for  the  many  fam- 
ilies who  live  and  wortc  on  military  bases  in  my 
home  State  of  Texas  and  across  ttie  country. 

These  young  men  and  women  are  making  a 
tremendous  sacrifk:e  in  the  servk»  of  our 
country  and  they  desen/e  the  improvements 
tfiat  this  bHI  will  make  in  their  daily  lives. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

Mrs.  "VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  very  much  for  his 
kind  words,  and  I  also  urge  support  for 
this  bill.  I  think  it  is  a  good  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  no  more  re- 
quests for  time,  and  I  yield  back  the 
balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  for  general 
debate  has  expired. 

Pursuant  to  the  rule,  the  bill  shall  be 
considered  for  amendment  imder  the  5- 
minute  rule. 

During  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment,  the  Chair  may  accord  pri- 
ority in  recognition  to  a  Member  offer- 
ing an  amendment  that  he  has  printed 


in  the  designated  place  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record.  Those  amendments 
will  be  considered  read. 

The  Chairman  of  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  may  postpone  until  a  time 
during  further  consideration  in  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  a  request  for  a 
recorded  vote  on  any  amendment  and 
may  reduce  to  not  less  than  5  minutes 
the  time  for  voting  by  electronic  de- 
vice on  any  postponed  question  that 
immediately  follows  another  vote  by 
electronic  device  without  intervening 
business,  provided  that  the  time  for 
voting  by  electronic  device  on  the  first 
in  any  series  of  questions  shall  not  be 
less  than  15  minutes. 

After  the  reading  of  the  final  lines  of 
the  bill,  a  motion  that  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as 
may  have  been  adopted  shall,  if  offered 
by  the  majority  leader  or  a  designee, 
have  precedence  over  a  motion  to 
amend. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

H.R.  3517 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled.  That  the  following  sums 
are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the 
Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30,  1997,  for 
militaiy  construction,  family  housing,  and 
base  realignment  and  closure  functions  ad- 
ministered by  the  Department  of  Defense. 
and  for  other  purposes,  namely: 

MujTART  Construction,  army 

For  acquisition,  construction,  installation, 
and  equipment  of  temporary  or  permanent 
public  works,  military  installations,  facili- 
ties, and  real  property  for  the  Army  as  cur- 
rently authorized  by  law.  including  person- 
nel in  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
other  personal  services  necessary  for  the 
purposes  of  this  appropriation,  and  for  con- 
struction and  operation  of  facilities  in  sup- 
port of  the  functions  of  the  Commander  in 
Chief.  S603,584,000.  to  remain  available  until 
September  30.  2001:  Provided.  That  of  this 
amount,  not  to  exceed  SM,384.000  shall  be 
available  for  study,  planning,  design,  archi- 
tect and  engineer  services,  and  host  nation 
support,  as  authorized  by  law,  unless  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that  addi- 
tional obligations  are  necessary  for  such  pur- 
poses and  notifies  the  Committees  on  Appro- 
priations of  both  Houses  of  Congress  of  his 
determination  aind  the  reasons  therefor. 

MnjTARY  CONSTRUCTION.  NaVT 
(INCLUDING  RESCISSIONS) 

For  acquisition,  construction,  installation, 
and  equipment  of  temporary  or  permanent 
public  works,  naval  installations,  facilities, 
and  real  property  for  the  Navy  as  currently 
authorized  by  law.  including  personnel  in  the 
Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command  and 
other  personal  services  necessary  for  the 
purposes  of  this  appropriation.  J724.476.000.  to 
remain  available  until  September  30.  2001: 
Provided.  That  of  this  amount,  not  to  exceed 
$50,959,000  shall  be  available  for  study,  plan- 
ning, design,  architect  and  engineer  services, 
as  authorized  by  law,  unless  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  determines  that  additional  obliga- 
tions are  necessary  for  such  purposes  and  no- 
tifies the  Committees  on  Appropriations  of 
both  Houses  of  Congress  of  his  determination 


and  the  reasons  therefor  Provided  further. 
That  of  the  funds  appropriated  for  "Military 
Construction.  Navy"  under  Public  Law  102- 
136.  S6.900.000  is  hereby  rescinded:  Provided 
further.  That  of  the  funds  appropriated  for 
"Military  Construction,  Navy"  under  Public 
Law  102-380.  $2,800,000  is  hereby  rescinded: 
Provided  further.  That  of  the  funds  appro- 
priated for  "Military  Construction.  Navy" 
under  Public  Law  103-110.  J2.300.000  is  hereby 
rescinded. 

MlUTART  CONSTRUCTION.  AIR  FORCE 

For  acquisition,  construction,  installation, 
and  equipment  of  temporary  or  permanent 
public  works,  military  installations,  facili- 
ties, and  real  property  for  the  Air  Force  as 
currently  authorized  by  law.  $678,914,000.  to 
remain  available  until  September  30.  2001: 
Provided.  That  of  this  amount,  not  to  exceed 
$47,387,000  shall  be  available  for  study,  plan- 
ning, design,  architect  and  engineer  services, 
as  authorized  by  law.  unless  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  determines  that  additional  obliga- 
tions are  necessary  for  such  purposes  and  no- 
tifies the  Committees  on  Appropriations  of 
both  Houses  of  Congress  of  his  determination 
and  the  reasons  therefor. 

MnjTARY  CONSTRUCTION.  DEFENSE-WIDE 
(INCLUDING  TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS) 

For  acquisition,  construction,  installation, 
and  equipment  of  temporary  or  permanent 
public  works,  installations,  facilities,  and 
real  property  for  activities  and  agencies  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  (other  f^T  the 
military  departments),  as  currently  author- 
ized by  law.  J772,345.000.  to  remain  available 
until  September  30.  2001:  Provided,  That  such 
amounts  of  this  appropriation  as  may  be  de- 
termined by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  be 
transferred  to  such  appropriations  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  available  for  military 
construction  or  family  housing  as  he  may 
designate,  to  be  merged  with  and  to  be  avail- 
able for  the  same  punx>ses.  and  for  the  same 
time  i>eriod.  as  the  appropriation  or  fund  to 
which  transferred:  Provided  further.  That  of 
the  amount  appropriated,  not  to  exceed 
J12.239.000  shall  be  available  for  study,  plan- 
ning, design,  architect  and  engineer  services, 
as  authorized  by  law,  unless  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  determines  that  additional  obliga- 
tions are  necessary  for  such  purposes  and  no- 
tifies the  Committees  on  Appropriations  of 
both  Houses  of  Congress  of  his  determination 
and  the  reasons  therefor. 

Department  of  Defense  Militart 
Unaccompanied  Housing  Improvement  Fund 
(including  transfer  of  funds) 
For  the  Department  of  Defense  Military 
Unaccompanied  Housing  Improvement  Fund. 
JIO.OOO.OOO.  to  remain  avaiUble  until  ex- 
pended: Provided.  That  subject  to  thirty  days 
pnor  notiftcation  to  the  Committees  on  Ap- 
propriations, such  additional  amounts  as 
may  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense may  be  transferred  to  the  Fund  trom 
amounts  appropriated  in  this  Act  for  the  ac- 
quisition or  construction  of  military  unac- 
companied housing  in  "Military  Construc- 
tion" accounts,  to  be  merged  with  and  to  be 
made  available  for  the  same  purposes  and  for 
the  same  period  of  time  as  amounts  api>ro- 
priated  directly  to  the  Fund;  Provided  fur- 
ther. That  appropriations  made  available  for 
the  Fund  in  this  Act  shall  be  available  to 
cover  the  costs,  as  defined  in  section  502(5)  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974.  of  di- 
rect loans  and  loan  guarantees  issued  by  the 
Department  of  Defense  pursuant  to  the  pro- 
visions of  subchapter  IV  of  chapter  189  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code,  pertaining  to  al- 
ternative means  of  acquiring  and  Improving 
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military  anaccompa.nied  bousing  and  ancil- 
lary supporting  facilities. 
MiUTABT  Construction,  army  National 
Guard 

For  constraction.  acquisition,  expansion, 
rebabilitation,  and  conversion  of  facilities 
for  the  training  and  administration  of  the 
Army  National  Guard,  and  contributions 
therefor,  as  authorized  by  chapter  133  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code,  and  military  con- 
struction authorization  Acts,  $41,316,000,  to 
rentain  available  until  September  30,  2001. 
Military  Construction,  air  National 
Guard 

For  construction,  acquisition,  expansion, 
rehabilitation,  and  conversion  of  facilities 
for  the  training  and  administration  of  the 
Air  National  Guard,  and  contributions  there- 
for, as  authorized  by  chapter  133  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  and  military  construc- 
tion authorization  Acts,  1118,394,000,  to  re- 
nukin  available  until  September  30,  2001. 
Military  Construction,  army  Reserve 

For  construction,  acquisition,  ext>ansion, 
rehabilitation,  and  conversion  of  facilities 
for  the  training  and  administration  of  the 
Army  Reserve  as  authorized  by  chapter  133 
of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  and  military 
construction  authorization  Acts,  $50,169,000, 
to  remain  available  until  September  30,  2001. 

MnjTARY  Construction,  Naval  Reserve 

For  construction,  acquisition,  expansion, 
rehabilitation,  and  conversion  of  facilities 
for  the  training  and  administration  of  the  re- 
serve components  of  the  Navy  and  Marine 
Corps  as  authorized  by  chapter  133  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  and  military  construc- 
tion authorization  Acts,  $33,169,000,  to  re- 
main available  until  September  30,  2001. 
BJiLiTARy  Construction,  Am  Force  Reserve 

For  construction,  acquisition,  expansion, 
rehabilitation,  and  conversion  of  facilities 
for  the  training  and  administration  of  the 
Air  Force  Reserve  as  authorized  by  chapter 
133  of  UUe  10,  United  States  Code,  and  mili- 
tary construction  authorization  Acts, 
$51,655,000,  to  remain  available  unUl  Septem- 
ber 30,  2001. 

North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization 

Security  Investment  Program 
For  the  United  SUtes  share  of  the  cost  of 
the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  Se- 
curity Investment  Program  for  the  acquisi- 
tion and  construction  of  military  facilities 
and  installations  (including  international 
military  headquarters)  and  for  related  ex- 
penses for  the  collective  defense  of  the  North 
Atlantic  Treaty  Area  as  authorized  in  mili- 
tary construction  authorization  Acts  and 
section  2806  of  title  10.  United  States  Code, 
$177,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. 

Family  Housing.  Army 
For  expenses  of  family  housing  for  the 
Army  for  constrution.  including  acquisition. 
replacement,  addition,  expansion,  extension 
and  alteration  and  for  operation  and  mainte- 
nance, including  debt  payment,  leasing, 
minor  construction,  principal  and  interest 
charges,  and  insurance  premiums,  as  author- 
ized by  law.  as  follows:  for  Construction, 
$176,608,000,  to  remain  available  until  Sep- 
tember 30,  2001;  for  Operation  and  Mainte- 
nance, and  for  debt  payment.  $1,257,466,000;  In 
all  Sl.434.069.000. 
Family  Housing.  Navy  and  Maiune  Corps 
For  expenses  of  family  housing  for  the 
Navy  and  Marine  Corps  for  construction,  in- 
cluding acquisition,  replacement,  addition, 
expansion,  extension  and  alteration  and  for 
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operation  and  maintenance,  including  debt 
pajnnent.  leasing,  minor  construction,  prin- 
cipal and  interest  charges,  and  insurance 
premiums,  as  authorized  by  law.  as  follows: 
for  Construction,  $532,456,000,  to  remain 
avaUable  until  September  30,  2001;  for  Oper- 
ation and  Maintenance,  and  for  debt  pay- 
ment, $1,058,241,000;  in  all  $1,590,697,000. 
Family  Housing.  Am  Force 

For  expenses  of  family  housing  for  the  Air 
Force  for  construction,  including  acquisi- 
tion, replacement,  addition,  expansion,  ex- 
tension and  alteration  and  for  operation  and 
maintenance,  including  debt  payment,  leas- 
ing, minor  construction,  principal  and  inter- 
est charges,  and  insurance  premiums,  as  au- 
thorized by  law,  as  follows:  for  Construction, 
$304,068,000,  to  remain  available  until  Sep- 
tember 30,  2001;  for  Operation  and  Mainte- 
nance, and  for  debt  payment,  $840,474,000;  in 
all  $1,144,542,000. 

Family  Housing,  Defense-wide 

For  expenses  of  family  housing  for  the  ac- 
tivities and  agencies  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  (other  than  the  military  depart- 
ments) for  construction,  including  acquisi- 
tion, replacement,  addition,  expansion,  ex- 
tension and  alteration,  and  for  operation  and 
maintenance,  leasing,  and  minor  constnic- 
tion,  as  authorized  by  law,  as  follows:  for 
Construction,  $4,371,000,  to  remain  available 
until  September  30,  2001;  for  Operation  and 
Maintenance,  $30,963,000;  in  all  $35,334,000. 

Department  of  Defense  Family  Housing 
Improvement  Fund 

(INCLUDING  transfer  OF  FUNDS) 

For  the  Department  of  Defense  Family 
Housing  Improvement  Fund,  $35,000,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended:  Provided. 
That,  subject  to  thirty  days  prior  notifica- 
tion to  the  Committees  on  Appropriations, 
such  additional  amounts  as  may  be  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  be 
transferred  to  the  Fund  from  amounts  appro- 
priated in  this  Act  for  construction  In  "Fam- 
ily Housing"  accounts,  to  be  merged  with 
and  to  be  available  for  the  same  purposes 
and  for  the  same  period  of  time  as  amounts 
appropriated  directly  to  the  Fund:  Provided 
further.  That  appropriations  made  available 
to  the  Fund  in  this  Act  shall  be  available  to 
cover  the  costs,  as  defined  in  section  502(5)  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974,  of  di- 
rect loans  or  loan  guarantees  issued  by  the 
Department  of  Defense  pursuant  to  the  pro- 
visions of  subchapter  IV  of  Chapter  169,  title 
10,  United  States  Code,  pertaining  to  alter- 
native means  of  acquiring  and  Improving 
military  family  housing  and  supporting  fa- 
cilities. 

HOMEOWNERS  ASSISTANCE  FUND,  DEFENSE 

For  use  in  the  Homeowners  Assistance 
Fund  established  by  section  1013(d)  of  the 
Demonstration  Cities  and  Metropolitan  De- 
velopment Act  of  1966.  as  amended  (42  U.S.C. 
3374),  $36,181,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 
Base  Reaugnment  and  Closure  account. 
PartH 

For  deposit  into  the  Department  of  De- 
fense Base  Closure  Account  1990  esUbllshed 
by  section  2906(a)(1)  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense Authorization  Act.  1991  (Public  Law 
101-510),  $352,800,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended:  Provided.  That  not  more  than 
$223,789,000  of  the  funds  appropriated  herein 
shall  be  available  solely  for  environmental 
restoration,  unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
determines  that  additional  obligations  are 
necessary  for  such  purposes  and  notifies  the 
Committees  on  Appropriations  of  both 
Houses  of  Congress  of  his  determination  and 
the  reasons  therefor. 


Base  Realign-ment  and  Closure  Account, 
PARTin 

For  deposit  into  the  Department  of  De- 
fense Base  Closure  Account  1990  established 
by  section  2906(a)(1)  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense Authorization  Act,  1991  (Public  Law 
101-510),  $971,925,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended:  Provided,  That  not  more  than 
$351,967,000  of  the  funds  appropriated  herein 
shall  be  available  solely  for  environmental 
restoration,  unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
determines  that  additional  obligations  are 
necessary  for  such  purposes  and  notifies  the 
Committees  on  Appropriations  of  both 
Houses  of  Congress  of  his  determination  and 
the  reasons  therefor. 

Base  Realignment  and  Closure  account. 
Part  IV 

For  deposit  into  the  Department  of  De- 
fense Base  Closure  Account  1990  established 
by  section  2906(a)(1)  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense Authorization  Act,  1991  (Public  Law 
101-510).  $1,182,749,000.  to  remain  available 
until  expended:  Provided.  That  not  more  than 
$200,841,000  of  the  funds  appropriated  herein 
shall  be  available  solely  for  environmental 
restoration,  unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
determines  that  additional  obligations  are 
necessary  for  such  purposes  and  notifies  the 
Conmilttees  on  Appropriations  of  both 
Houses  of  Congress  of  his  determination  and 
the  reasons  therefor. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  101.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  in 
Military  Construction  Appropriations  Acts 
shall  be  expended  for  payments  under  a  cost- 
plus-a-flxed-fee  contract  for  work,  where 
cost  estimates  exceed  $25,000.  to  be  per- 
formed within  the  United  States,  except 
Alaska,  without  the  specific  approval  in 
writing  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  setting 
forth  the  reasons  therefor:  Provided,  That  the 
foregoing  shall  not  apply  in  the  case  of  con- 
tracts for  environmental  restoration  at  an 
installation  that  Is  being  closed  or  realigned 
where  payments  are  made  fix>m  a  Base  Re- 
alignment and  Closure  Account. 

Sec.  102.  Funds  appropriated  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  for  construction  shall  be 
available  for  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehi- 
cles. 

Sec.  103.  Funds  appropriated  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  for  construction  may  be 
used  for  advances  to  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration.  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, for  the  construction  of  access  roads 
as  authorized  by  section  210  of  title  23, 
United  States  Code,  when  projects  author- 
ized therein  are  certified  as  important  to  the 
national  defense  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

Sec.  104.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  in 
this  Act  may  be  used  to  begin  construction 
of  new  bases  inside  the  continental  United 
States  for  which  specific  appropriations  have 
not  been  made. 

Sec.  105.  No  part  of  the  funds  provided  In 
Military  Construction  Appropriations  Acts 
shall  be  used  for  purchase  of  land  or  land 
easements  in  excess  of  IW  per  centum  of  the 
value  as  determined  by  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  or  the  Naval  Facilities  Engineer- 
ing Command,  except  (a)  where  there  Is  a  de- 
termination of  value  by  a  Federal  court,  or 
(b)  purchases  negotiated  by  the  Attorney 
General  or  his  designee,  or  (c)  where  the  esti- 
mated value  is  less  than  $25,000,  or  (d)  as  oth- 
erwise determined  by  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense to  be  in  the  public  interest. 

Sec.  106.  None  of  the  fiinds  appropriated  in 
Military  Construction  Appropriations  Acts 
shall  be  used  to  (1)  acquire  land.  (2)  provide 
for  site  preparation,  or  (3)  Install  utilities  for 
any    family    housing,    except    housing    for 
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which  funds  have  been  made  available  in  an- 
nual Military  Construction  Appropriations 
Acts. 

Sec.  107.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  in 
Military  Construction  Appropriations  Acts 
for  minor  construction  may  be  used  to  trans- 
fer or  relocate  any  activity  from  one  base  or 
installation  to  another,  without  prior  notifi- 
cation to  the  Conmiittees  on  Appropriations. 

Sec.  108.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated 
In  Military  Construction  Appropriations 
Acts  may  be  used  for  the  procurement  of 
steel  for  any  construction  project  or  activity 
for  which  American  steel  producers,  fabrica- 
tors, and  manufacturers  have  been  denied 
the  opportunity  to  compete  for  such  steel 
procurement. 

Sec.  109.  None  of  the  funds  available  to  the 
Department  of  Defense  for  military  con- 
struction or  family  housing  during  the  cur- 
rent fiscal  year  may  be  used  to  pay  real 
property  taxes  in  any  foreign  nation. 

Sec.  110.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  in 
Military  Construction  Appropriations  Acts 
may  be  used  to  Initiate  a  new  installation 
overseas  without  prior  notification  to  the 
Committees  on  Appropriations. 

Sec.  111.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  in 
Military  Construction  Appropriations  Acts 
may  be  obligated  for  architect  and  engrineer 
contracts  estimated  by  the  Government  to 
exceed  $500,000  for  projects  to  be  accom- 
plished in  Japan,  in  any  NATO  member 
country,  or  in  countries  bordering  the  Ara- 
bian Gulf,  unless  such  contracts  are  awarded 
to  United  States  firms  or  United  States 
firms  in  joint  venture  with  host  nation 
firms. 

Sec.  112.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  in 
Military  Construction  Appropriations  Acts 
for  military  construction  in  the  United 
States  territories  and  possessions  In  the  Pa- 
cific and  on  Kwajalein  Atoll,  or  in  countries 
bordering  the  Arabian  Gulf,  may  be  used  to 
award  any  contract  estimated  by  the  Gov- 
ernment to  exceed  $1,000,000  to  a  foreign  con- 
tractor Provided.  That  this  section  shall  not 
be  applicable  to  contract  awards  for  which 
the  lowest  responsive  and  responsible  bid  of 
a  United  States  contractor  exceeds  the  low- 
est responsive  and  responsible  bid  of  a  for- 
eign contractor  by  greater  than  20  per  cen- 
tum. 

Sec.  113.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  is  to  in- 
form the  appropriate  Committees  of  Con- 
gress, including  the  (k>mmittees  on  Appro- 
priations, of  the  plans  and  scope  of  any  pro- 
posed military  exercise  Involving  United 
States  personnel  thirty  days  prior  to  Its  oc- 
curring. If  amounts  expended  for  construc- 
tion, either  temporary  or  permanent,  are  an- 
ticipated to  exceed  $100,000. 

Sec.  114.  Not  more  than  20  per  centum  of 
the  appropriations  in  Military  Construction 
Appropriations  Acts  which  are  limited  for 
obligation  during  the  current  fiscal  year 
shall  be  obligated  during  the  last  two 
months  of  the  fiscal  year. 

(TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS) 

Sec.  115.  Funds  appropriated  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  for  construction  In  prior 
years  shall  be  available  for  construction  au- 
thorized for  each  such  military  department 
by  the  authorizations  enacted  into  law  dur- 
ing the  current  session  of  Congress. 

Sec.  116.  For  military  construction  or  fam- 
ily housing  projects  that  are  being  com- 
pleted with  funds  otherwise  expired  or  lapsed 
for  obligation,  expired  or  lapsed  funds  may 
be  used  to  pay  the  cost  of  associated  super- 
vision. Inspection,  overhead,  engineering  and 
design  on  those  projects  and  on  subsequent 
claims.  If  any. 

Sec.  117.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  law.  any  funds  appropriated  to  a  mili- 


tary department  or  defense  agency  for  the 
construction  of  military  projects  may  be  ob- 
ligated for  a  military  construction  project  or 
contract,  or  for  any  portion  of  such  a  project 
or  contract,  at  any  time  before  the  end  of 
the  fourth  fiscal  year  after  the  fiscal  year  for 
which  funds  for  such  project  were  appro- 
priated If  the  funds  obligated  for  such 
project  (1)  are  obligated  from  funds  available 
for  military  construction  projects,  and  (2)  do 
not  exceed  the  amount  appropriated  for  such 
project,  plus  any  amount  by  which  the  cost 
of  such  project  is  increased  pursuant  to  law. 

(TRANSFER  OF  FIWDS) 

Sec.  118.  During  the  five-year  period  after 
appropriations  available  to  the  Department 
of  Defense  for  military  construction  and 
family  housing  operation  and  maintenance 
and  construction  have  expired  for  obligation, 
upon  a  determination  that  such  appropria- 
tions will  not  be  necessary  for  the  liquida- 
tion of  obligations  or  for  making  authorized 
adjustments  to  such  appropriations  for  obli- 
gations incurred  during  the  period  of  avail- 
ability of  such  appropriations,  unobligated 
balances  of  such  appropriations  may  be 
transferred  into  the  appropriation  "Foreign 
Currency  Fluctuations,  Construction,  De- 
fense" to  be  merged  with  and  to  be  available 
for  the  same  time  period  and  for  the  same 
purposes  as  the  appropriation  to  which 
transferred. 

Sec.  119.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  is  to 
provide  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  of 
the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives 
with  an  annual  report  by  February  15,  con- 
taining details  of  the  specific  actions  pro- 
posed to  be  taken  by  the  Department  of  De- 
fense during  the  current  fiscal  year  to  en- 
courage other  member  nations  of  the  North 
Atlantic  Treaty  Organization,  Japan,  Korea, 
and  United  States  allies  bordering  the  Ara- 
bian Gulf  to  assume  a  greater  share  of  the 
common  defense  burden  of  such  nations  and 
the  United  States. 

(TRANSFER  OF  FIWDS) 

Sec.  120.  During  the  current  fiscal  year,  in 
addition  to  any  other  transfer  authority 
available  to  the  Department  of  Defense,  pro- 
ceeds deposited  to  the  Department  of  De- 
fense Base  Closure  Account  established  by 
section  207(a)(1)  of  the  Defense  Authorization 
Amendments  and  Base  Closure  and  Realign- 
ment Act  (Public  Law  100-526)  pursuant  to 
section  207(a)(2)(C)  of  such  Act,  may  be 
transferred  to  the  account  established  by 
section  2906(a)(1)  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense Authorization  Act,  1991.  to  be  merged 
with,  and  to  be  available  for  the  same  pur- 
poses and  the  same  time  period  as  that  ac- 
count. 

Sec.  121.  No  funds  appropriated  pursuant  to 
this  Act  may  be  expended  by  an  entity  un- 
less the  entity  agrees  that  in  expending  the 
assistance  the  entity  will  comply  with  sec- 
tions 2  through  4  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1933 
(41  U.S.C.  lOa-lOc,  popularly  known  as  the 
"Buy  American  Act"). 

Sec.  122.  (a)  In  the  case  of  any  equipment 
or  products  that  may  be  authorized  to  be 
purchased  with  financial  assistance  provided 
under  this  Act,  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  entities  receiving  such  assistance 
should,  in  expending  the  assistance,  purchase 
only  American-made  equipment  and  prod- 
ucts. 

(b)  In  providing  financial  assistance  under 
this  Act,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
provide  to  each  recipient  of  the  assistance  a 
notice  describing  the  statement  made  In  sub- 
section (a)  by  the  Congress. 

(TRANSFER  OF  FinJDS) 

Sec.  123.  During  the  current  fiscal  year,  in 
addition   to  any   other   transfer  authority 


available  to  the  Department  of  Defense, 
amounts  may  be  transferred  from  the  ac- 
count established  by  section  2906(a)(1)  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  Authorization  Act. 
1991,  to  the  fund  established  by  section 
1013(d)  of  the  Demonstration  Cities  and  Met- 
ropolitan Development  Act  of  1966  (42  U.S.C. 
3374)  to  pay  for  expenses  associated  with  the 
Homeowners  Assistance  Program.  Any 
amounts  transferred  shall  be  merged  with 
and  be  available  for  the  same  punx>ses  and 
for  the  same  time  period  as  the  fund  to 
which  transferred. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH  (during  the  read- 
ing). Mr.  Chairmaji,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  bill,  through  page  19, 
line  17.  be  considered  as  read,  printed 
in  the  B£C0RD.  and  open  to  amendment 
at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman 
from  Nevada? 

There  v?as  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any 
amendments  to  this  portion  of  the  bill? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MS.  FURSE 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer  on 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Ms.  Furse:  At  the 
end  of  the  bill,  insert  after  the  last  section 
(precseding  the  short  title)  the  following  new 
section: 

Sec.  .  (a)  LmrTATiON  on  Use  of  Funds.— 
None  of  the  funds  made  available  in  this  Act 
may  be  used  for  renovation,  repair,  or  other 
military  construction  project  in  connection 
with  Spinelll  Barracks  or  Taylor  Barracks, 
Mannheim.  Germany. 

(b)  Corresponding  Reduction  in  Funds. — 
The  amount  otherwise  provided  by  this  Act 
for  "MnjTARY  (Instruction,  army"  is  here- 
by reduced  by  $17,400,000. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  ClThairman.  I  want  to 
take  a  moment  before  I  start  and  ex- 
press my  deep  appreciation  to  the 
ranking  member  of  this  conmiittee,  the 
gentleman  fi-om  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Hefnek],  and  how  much  wonderful 
work  he  does  for  military  personnel, 
and  also  to  our  retiring  chairperson, 
she  has  also  done  such  great  work. 

My  amendment,  Mr.  Chairman, 
which  is  endorsed  by  Citizens  Against 
Government  Waste,  reduces  the  Anny 
military  construction  account  by  S17.4 
million.  That  S17.4  million  is  the  cost 
of  renovating  two  barracks  in  Mann- 
heim. Germany. 

There  axe  three  reasons  why  I  offer 
this  amendment.  The  first  is  that  these 
renovations  were  not  requested  by  the 
Department  of  Defense;  second,  they 
are  not  in  the  Army's  6-year  future  de- 
fense plan;  and.  third.  Mr.  Chairman, 
we  are  about  to  undertake  a  fundamen- 
tal ree valuation  of  our  present  world- 
wide troop  deployment  patterns  and  it 
seems  to  me  this  is  not  the  time  to  be 
committing  ourselves  to  an  over  $17 
million  remodeling  project. 

My  collea^es  will  recall  the  Shays- 
Frank  burdensharing  amendment.  It 
passed  the  House  overwhelmingly  by  a 
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vote  of  353  to  62  during  consideration  of 
the  fiscal  year  1997  defense  authoriza- 
tion. This  amendment  required  a  re- 
port on  alternative  configruration,  due 
March  1,  1997. 

Now,  I  certainly  support  the  effort  to 
improve  quality  of  life  for  our  troops; 
however,  the  U.S.  taxpayers  should  not 
be  asked  to  pick  up  the  tab  for  this  in- 
stallation in  Europe.  The  United  States 
should  negotiate  with  the  Germans  to 
make  these  renovations  part  of  their 
contribution. 

The  Japanese  Government  gives 
about  79  percent  of  the  nonpersonnel 
costs  incurred  in  stationing  our  troops 
in  their  country,  but  none  of  our  NATO 
allies,  not  even  Germany,  has  agreed  to 
kick  in  a  dime  for  the  renovation  at 
Mannheim.  This  is  yet  another  way 
that  the  Europeans  end  up  paying  just 
24  percent  of  U.S.  nonpersonnel  costs 
and  investing  their  own  money  in  other 
things  of  value. 

There  are  better  wa3rs,  it  seems  to 
me,  to  spend  this  $17  million  than  in 
renovating  barracks  in  Europe.  In  my 
own  State  of  Oregon,  our  National 
Guard  was  told  that  if  projects  were 
not  part  of  DOD  long-range  plans  they 
would  not  be  added  to  this  bill.  Well, 
the  barracks  in  Germany  were  not  part 
of  the  plan  and  they  got  funding  for  $17 
million. 

And  the  question  I  think  we  need  to 
ask.  if  this  is  indeed  a  priority,  is  why 
did  the  Department  of  Defense  not  in- 
clude these  renovations  in  their  re- 
quest? 

It  is  very  important  at  this  time  that 
we  are  reviewing  our  overseas  presence, 
and  I  believe  that  while  we  do  that  re- 
view we  should  set  our  priorities  better 
than  the  one  in  this  bill  that  my 
amendment  would  address. 

The  Purse  amendment,  is,  as  I  said, 
endorsed  by  Citizens  Against  Govern- 
ment Waste  and  Taxpayers  for  Com- 
mon Sense.  I  urge  that  Members  sup- 
port my  amendment  and  save  $17  mil- 
lion that  we  can  well  use  in  military 
construction  in  this  country. 

Mr.  HEFLEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
strong  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

The  amendment.  I  think,  fundamen- 
tally misrepresents  the  situation  on 
the  groimd  in  Germany  and  is  a  direct 
assault  on  the  young  men  and  women 
that  are  stationed  there,  yoimg  Ameri- 
cans who  are  in  many  cases  now  de- 
ployed in  Bosnia. 

I  believe  that  deplosrment  to  Bosnia 
was  supported  by  the  gentlewoman 
from  Oregon,  but  when  we  bring  those 
troops  back  from  the  miserable  situa- 
tion in  Bosnia  to  Germany,  she  wants 
them  still  to  have  a  miserable  living 
situation,  it  would  appear,  when  they 
get  back  there. 

As  the  chairman  of  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  Military  Installations  and  Fa- 
cilities, I  want  to  remind  the  House 
these  barracks  projects  have  already 
been  considered  by  the  House.  Just  2 
weeks  ago,  the  House  passed  the  mili- 


tary construction  authorization  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year  as  part  of  the  de- 
fense authorization  bill.  No  one  chal- 
lenged these  barracks  improvements  at 
the  time.  No  one  offered  an  amend- 
ment, and  these  projects  have  been 
fully  supported  on  a  bipartisan  basis 
throughout  the  committee  process. 

Moreover,  these  projects  are  also  in- 
cluded in  the  defense  authorization 
bill,  which  is  reported  by  the  Senate 
Armed  Services  Conmiittee.  We  recog- 
nize the  degraded  and  difficult  living 
conditions  of  our  soldiers  in  Germany, 
and  so  has  the  Army.  The  Army  has 
not  dedicated  any  military  construc- 
tion funding  to  barracks  in  Germany 
since  before  the  drawdown  began  in 
1989.  Well,  the  drawdown  is  over,  and 
we  know  where  these  troops  are  going 
to  remain. 

On  April  10,  1996,  I  wrote  to  each  of 
the  military  departments  to  determine 
the  high  priority  unfunded  require- 
ments in  military  construction.  Maj. 
Gen.  Frank  Miller,  the  Assistant  Chief 
of  Staff  of  the  Army  for  Installation 
Management,  responded  to  me  on  April 
18.  He  indicated  that  these  two  projects 
were  high  priority  unfunded  require- 
ments. 

In  testimony  before  the  subcommit- 
tee that  I  chair,  I  asked  Deputy  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  Defense  for  Economic 
Security  where  the  department  would 
put  additional  funding  if  it  became 
available.  Here  is  what  he  said:  "I 
think  that  were  we  to  have  additional 
funds,  the  place  that  really  needs  the 
most  attention  is  our  overseas  bases, 
and  particularly  in  Europe."  He  went 
on  to  say  that  "what  we  are  asking  of 
those  people  and  the  conditions  that 
they  are  finding  themselves  in  are  pret- 
ty abysmal."  "Abysmal"  is  the  word  he 
used. 

Barracks  which  have  remained  sub- 
stantially the  same  since  Harry  Tru- 
man was  President  of  the  United 
States  are  not  adequate,  and  payment- 
in-kind  is  simply  not  enough. 

Now,  the  Germans,  contrary  to  what 
the  gentlewoman  from  Oregon  [Ms. 
Purse]  has  stated,  are  doing  their  part. 
This  year  the  German  Government  will 
put  $57.4  million  in  pajrment-in-kind 
toward  12  projects  to  support  American 
forces,  and  each  of  these  projects  will 
go  toward  improving  barracks  and  fam- 
ily housing. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  note  that  the  pro- 
ponent of  the  amendment  chose  to  ig- 
nore the  $88  million  in  overseas  bar- 
racks construction  proposed  by  the  ad- 
ministration, including  $48  million  pro- 
posed for  construction  in  NATO  coun- 
tries. If  this  is  a  burdensharing  issue, 
why  not  attack  those  projects? 

If  it  is  not  a  burdensharing  issue, 
what  is  it?  Why  are  we  debating  this? 
What  kind  of  signal  will  we  send  to 
troops  on  the  grovmd  in  Bosnia  and 
throughout  the  military  if  this  amend- 
ment is  adopted?  My  guess  is  that  a 
"yes"  vote  on  this  amendment  will  be 


seen  as  a  slap  in  the  face  to  those  who 
serve  in  such  miserable  conditions. 

This  amendment  will  particularly 
harm  the  most  junior  enlisted  person- 
nel, those  who  did  not  join  for  pay  or 
benefits,  but  simply  to  serve  their 
coimtry.  The  least  we  can  do  is  ensure 
adequate  living  conditions. 

We  should  not  tolerate  terrible,  gang 
latrine  conditions  and  substandard  liv- 
ing conditions.  Two-thirds  of  the  bar- 
racks in  the  military  services  are  con- 
sidered unsuitable  by  the  Defense 
Science  Task  Force  on  Equality  of 
Life. 

It  should  not  matter  whether  troops 
are  stationed  at  home  or  abroad.  They 
are  all  Americans  and  they  deserve  bet- 
ter than  we  are  giving  them.  This  Con- 
gress has  a  responsibility  to  provide  for 
the  Army,  and  if  there  is  a  dem- 
onstrated inadequacy  in  the  budget,  we 
have  a  responsibility  to  address  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  makes  a  mod- 
est investment  in  addressing  a  very  se- 
rious problem.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
reject  this  amendment. 

D  1215 

Mr.  MINGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Purse  amendment,  and  I 
am  deeply  interested  in  the  comments 
of  the  previous  speaker.  The  gentleman 
certainly  raises  issues  that  are  of  con- 
cern to  all  of  us.  Our  troops  in  Bosnia 
are  important  to  each  American,  their 
well-being,  and  their  support. 

But,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to 
observe  that  it  is  our  expectation  that 
the  troops  in  Bosnia  will  be  withdrawn 
by  the  end  of  the  year,  or  certainly 
sometime  next  year,  and  it  is  far  from 
clear  that  these  apartment  units,  these 
housing  quarters  are  going  to  be  com- 
pleted in  time  for  them  to  occupy 
them. 

It  is  our  hope  and  prayer,  of  course, 
that  these  troops  will  be  home  in  the 
United  States  before  then.  So,  I  think 
that  it  is  a  red  herring  to  claim  that 
these  units  are  for  our  troops  in  Bos- 
nia. 

Second,  I  would  point  out  that  the 
Armed  Forces  themselves  have  not  in- 
cluded this  barracks  project  in  their 
long-term  plan.  Why  is  it  we  are  build- 
ing additional  housing  units  in  Europe 
at  the  instigation  of  the  conmiittees  in 
Congress,  when  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment Itself  has  not  placed  a  priority  on 
these  units?  I  submit  that  this  is  not  a 
responsible  use  of  taxpayer  dollars. 

Third,  it  is  important  to  note  that  we 
have  a  study  underway  pursuant  to  the 
request  by  Congi^ss  for  how  we  should 
handle  burdensharing  obligations.  Is  it 
responsible  for  us  to  jump  in  and  say 
that  we  should  spend  S17.4  million 
building  these  barracks  when  this 
study  is  in  progress  and  when  the  De- 
fense Department  has  not  requested 
funds  for  the  barracks  themselves? 

I  think  that  the  Furse  amendment 
represents  a  modest,  responsible,  pru- 
dent approach  to  budgeting  and  that 
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all  of  us  would  be  well-advised  to  sup- 
port this  amendment  to  save  the  Amer- 
ican taxpayer  dollars  or  if  these  are 
dollars  that  must  be  spent  according  to 
the  committee's  calculations,  to  invest 
these  dollars  in  facilities  that  would 
serve  the  American  Armed  Forces  for  a 
longer  period  of  time  and  not  violate 
the  mandate  from  Congress  with  re- 
spect to  the  burdensharing  study. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  emphasize 
that  we  are  not  quibbling  here  over 
whether  we  are  going  to  do  something 
for  the  men  and  women  in  the  Armed 
Forces  or  for  our  veterans.  All  of  us 
agree  that  we  ought  to  support  the 
folks  in  the  service.  The  question  is 
what  is  responsible  with  respect  to  the 
American  taxpayer,  and  how  do  we 
work  effectively  as  a  legislative  body 
with  the  administrative  branch  to 
make  these  decisions? 

Again,  if  the  Defense  Department 
itself  has  not  included  this  project  in 
its  long-term  plan,  why  are  we  leaping 
in  at  this  point  in  time  to  second  guess 
those  experts? 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  wUl  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MINGE.  I  jrield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Oregon. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  one  of 
the  things  I  would  like  to  point  out  is 
that  there  are  many  needs  for  barracks 
in  the  United  States.  I  would  point  out 
one  place  in  Oregon  where  we  do  train- 
ing in  central  Oregon.  We  train  about 
500  person-days  a  year,  and  there  the 
trainees  sleep  on  the  armory  floor  and 
they  use  Porta-potties.  They  would 
love  to  have  a  barracks,  but  they  were 
told,  the  National  Guard  was  told  it 
was  not  in  the  long-range  plan,  they 
would  not  be  able  to  apply  for  these. 

We  are  again  saying  this  was  not  in 
the  long-range  plan,  it  was  not  re- 
quested, and  we  would  like  to  see  the 
long-range  report  completed  first  and 
make  sure  that  our  allies  pick  up  the 
cost  of  some  of  these  housing  that  then 
become  part  of  their  housing  stock. 

So,  I  would  point  out  that  many  of 
the  barracks  need  remodeling  here  in 
this  country  and  our  Army  National 
Guard  really  does  need  to  have  some  of 
that  money  spent  on  their  local  bar- 
racks, and  I  would  suggest  that  is  prob- 
ably a  better  use  of  money,  but  it 
should  have  been  authorized,  or  rather 
it  should  have  been  requested  and  I  be- 
lieve it  must  be  in  the  long-range  plan 
to  be  a  conservative  use  of  our  tax- 
payers' money. 

Mr.  MINGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing my  time.  I  would  also  like  to  report 
that  we  checked  with  the  German  em- 
bassy and  we  were  advised  that  apart- 
ments can  be  rented  in  the  Mannheim 
area  for  $760  a  month  for  a  2-bedroom 
apartment.  If  we  have  a  need  for  hous- 
ing for  our  troops  on  an  interim  or 
swing  period  of  time  especially  the 
troops  in  Bosnia,  why  do  not  we  utilize 
the  market  that  is  available  in  the 
area  to  provide  that  housing  on  a  tem- 


porary basis?  I  submit  that  building 
housing  or  building  barracks  that  prob- 
ably would  have  a  life  expectancy  of  40 
years  is  not  a  responsible  use  of  money. 
Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  bill.  I  have  come  down  to 
the  floor  for  the  express  purpose  of  say- 
ing what  a  joy  it  has  been  to  serve  on 
the  subcommittee  under  the  chairman- 
ship of  the  gentlewoman  from  Nevada 
[Mrs.  VuCANOViCH].  She  has  been  one  of 
the  outstanding  members  and  leaders 
not  only  on  our  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations but  in  this  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  in  the  Republican 
Party. 

She  has  been  unfailingly  helpful  and 
cooperative  with  all  the  Members.  It 
has  been  a  joy  to  be  a  part  of  her  sub- 
committee. As  I  said  at  the  markup, 
she  could  give  all  of  the  rest  of  us  sub- 
committee chairmen  lessons  in  how  to 
mark  up  a  bill  in  an  efficient  way  and 
get  the  job  done  for  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentlewonmn  has 
done  an  outstanding  job  in  crafting 
this  bill  that  axidresses  the  quality  of 
life  and  needs  of  our  Armed  Services, 
and  this  bill  includes  increased  funding 
for  troops'  barracks  quarters,  for  new 
family  housing  units,  for  private  fam- 
ily homes,  for  child  development  cen- 
ters. 

All  of  these  items  are  essential  to  the 
readiness  of  our  Armed  Forces.  It  is  a 
disgrace  to  see  the  substandard  hous- 
ing facilities  in  which  we  have  some- 
times allowed  the  men  and  women  who 
serve  our  country  to  live.  They  deserve 
the  very  best  we  can  provide. 

Under  the  leadership  of  Chairman 
VucANOVTCH.  this  bill  takes  very  strong 
steps  toward  improving  those  condi- 
tions and  I  think  she  has  done  a  mas- 
terful job  in  crafting  the  bill.  I  fully 
support  it,  and  the  fact  that  the  gentle- 
woman is  retiring,  I  want  her  to  know 
that  I  believe  it  is  a  tremendous  loss  to 
the  Congress  and  to  the  country  to  see 
her  enter  retirement.  She  is  going  to  be 
missed  very  much,  and  I  have  been 
proud  to  serve  under  her  chairmanship 
of  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  UPTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  Che  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in  support 
of  the  Furse  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  first  want  to  say 
that  I  applaud  the  subcommittee  this 
year  and  the  full  conunittee  as  well,  for 
the  bill  itself  is  $1.1  billion  less  than 
last  year's  spending  bill,  which  I  think 
is  a  step  in  the  right  direction. 

However,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  must  say 
that  I  am  dismayed  that  it  is  still  $900 
million  more  than  what  the  Pentagon 
asked  for.  This  amendment  seeks  to 
cut  $17  million  of  the  $900  million  in 
unrequested  fUnds.  The  money  is  des- 
ignated, as  the  gentlewoman  from  Or- 
egon [Ms.  Furse]  indicated,  for  bar- 
racks improvements  in  Germany. 


While  there  is  nothing  wrong  with 
improving  the  quality  of  life  for  our 
troops,  there  is  something  wrong  in 
asking  the  taxpayer  to  spend  $17.5  mil- 
lion for  a  military  project  that  the 
Pentagon  does  not  have  in  its  long- 
range  plan.  It  did  not  request  it,  and 
consequently  it  must  not  see  the  need 
for  this  project. 

Mr.  Chainnan,  I  know  that  it  is  hard 
to  cut  spending.  We  do  not  win  a  lot  of 
battles,  and  I  regret  that  this  amend- 
ment is  likely  to  fail.  I  wish  that  we 
had  the  line-item  veto  in  effect  for  this 
year's  spending  appropriations  instead 
of  next  year's.  It  would  have  been  a 
good  first  test.  But  unfortunately  it 
does  not  start  until  next  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  $17  million  is  a  lot  of 
money.  It  is  a  lot  of  money  in  any- 
body's checkbook,  whether  it  be  the 
Federal  Government's  or  somebody 
else's.  And  if  we  are  going  to  start  in 
cutting  back  on  waste  and  unneeded 
projects,  this  is  where  we  ought  to 
start. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  urge  my 
colleagues  to  join  with  me  and  the  Citi- 
zens Against  Government  Waste  and 
the  Taxpayers  for  Common  Sense  in 
supporting  this  amendment. 

Mr.  HEFNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  a  couple  of  rea- 
sons, one,  I  do  not  like  to  be  on  the 
wrong  side  of  Citizens  Against  Govern- 
ment Waste  because  I  am  a  citizen  and 
I  am  against  government  waste,  and 
second,  I  reluctantly  oppose  the  gentle- 
woman's amendment.  I  think  it  is  ill- 
advised. 

What  we  are  doing  here,  we  are  not — 
and  someone  mentioned  projects  all 
across  the  Nation.  Well,  there  is  no 
doubt  about  that.  There  are  projects 
that  need  to  be  done.  And  $17  million 
would  not  address  many  projects  in  all 
the  many  States,  the  requests  that  we 
have  here.  But  the  only  thing  we  are 
going  to  do,  if  we  adopt  this  amend- 
ment, the  only  people  it  is  going  to 
hurt  is  going  to  be  the  troops  that  are 
stationed  there.  And  we  are  going  to 
continue  to  have  the  poor  living  condi- 
tions there.  It  was  not  requested.  We 
understand  that.  But  it  was  a  high  pri- 
ority when  we  talked  to  the  military 
people  that  were  responsible  for  the 
living  conditions  for  those  people 
there.  It  was  a  high  priority  with  them. 

But  in  many  cases  over  the  years, 
people  have  not  requested  these  funds 
because  it  was  not  a  higher  priority 
with  them  because  they  had  so  many 
other  things  and  the  budget  cnmch 
came.  But  they  need  these  funds. 

The  gentlewoman  has  linked  her 
amendment  to  a  burdensharing  amend- 
ment that  passed  the  House  in  the 
Armed  Services  bill.  I  do  not  believe 
that  any  redeployment  of  our  troops 
will  affect  the  Army  at  Mannheim, 
Germany.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is 
that  we  are  consolidating  our  forces 
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there,  and  it  serves  as  a  major  railhead 
for  the  Armed  Forces  in  Europe.  In 
fact,  It  was  recently  used  to  send 
troops  and  equipment  to  Bosnia. 

Someone  mentioned  that  they  had 
talked  with  the  German  Housing  Au- 
thority, and  I  respect  that,  but  I  doubt 
very  seriously  if  the  Germany  Housing 
Authority  could  supply  the  number  of 
apartments  that  we  would  need  to  ac- 
commodate our  soldiers  that  are  sta- 
tioned there.  Plus,  they  are  enlisted 
men;  they  do  not  have  the  kind  of  re- 
sources that  would  be  needed  to  live  on 
the  economy  in  Germany. 

It  is  true  that  the  Germany  Govern- 
ment owes  us  over  $200  million  based 
on  cost  sharing  reached  in  the  under- 
standing with  many  United  States  fa- 
cilities. However,  having  said  that,  cut- 
ting these  funds  ft^m  this  bill  is  not  in 
any  way  going  to  affect  the  behavior  of 
the  German  Government.  It  has  been 
our  contention  for  many  years  that  we 
do  not  put  enough  pressure  on  our  al- 
lies about  burdensharing,  but  we  are 
doing  better  with  the  Japanese,  the 
Germans  and  everybody  that  is  con- 
cerned. 

This  project  will  not  actually  replace 
but  refurbish  facilities  built  in  1940.  I 
was  10  years  old  when  they  began  ocu- 
pying  these  facilities  and  that  goes 
back  a  long,  long  way. 

I  certainly  respect  the  gentle- 
woman's endeavor  here  and  her  com- 
mitment to  it,  but  I  think  it  is  ill-ad- 
vised and  I  would  hope  that  the  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  would  look  at  this, 
look  at  the  whole  picture,  and  realize 
that  this  is  not  the  way  for  us  to  go. 

D  1230 

So,  reluctantly,  at  the  threat  of 
being  on  the  wrong  side  of  Citizens 
Against  Government  Waste  and  my 
dear  firiend  firom  Oregon,  I  would  re- 
quest that  Members  look  at  this  entire 
bill  and  see  it  for  what  it  is,  a  good  bill. 
The  iniorities  are  set.  There  is  no 
money  that  is  being  wasted.  This 
money  will  be  put  to  a  very  good  use, 
and  it  will  benefit  our  sons  and  our 
daughters  that  are  stationed  in  Ger- 
many. This  is  not  a  frivolous  funding, 
and  I  would  highly  recommend  that  we 
vote  against  this  amendment  and  sup- 
port this  bill. 

Mr.  WICKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  Furse  amendment.  At  first  blush,  it 
might  seem  that  a  vote  in  favor  of  the 
amendment  would  be  politically  cor- 
rect. After  all,  this  project  is  not  in 
anyone's  district.  There  is  not  a  single 
Member  of  this  body  who  is  going  to  be 
able  to  go  home  and  brag  about  bring- 
ing home  pork  to  his  district.  This  ex- 
penditure simply  provides  for  the  needs 
of  our  servicemen  who  have  signed  on 
to  support  our  national  interests  and 
have  been  assigned  to  Europe. 

Also,  we  might  get  a  plus  from  the 
Citizens   Against   Government   Waste. 


And  I  agree  with  the  gentleman  firom 
North  Carolina.  I  am  against  govern- 
ment waste  and  I  hate  to  receive  a  bad 
mark  from  a  public  interest  group  such 
as  Citizens  Against  Government  Waste. 
But  if  we  pass  the  Furse  amendment, 
we  will  do  so  at  the  expense  of  the 
quality  of  life  of  our  servicemen  who 
have  agreed  to  serve  our  coimtry  and 
who  are  in  desperate  need  of  improved 
barracks  right  now. 

Now,  one  thing  that  needs  to  be 
pointed  out,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  that  this 
project  has  been  recommended  by  the 
U.S.  Army.  The  subcommittee  asked 
for  a  list  of  priorities,  and  the  Army 
told  us  that  these  barracks  were  prior- 
ities. So  let's  make  sure  that  we  get 
that  straight.  The  point  has  been  made 
that  they  are  not  in  the  long-range 
plan.  The  question  becomes  why  are 
they  not  in  the  long-range  plan  and 
why  is  this  not  in  DOD's  budget.  As  the 
gentleman  from  Hawaii  pointed  out 
earlier,  the  administrations  have  his- 
torically depended  upon  this  Congress 
to  take  care  of  quality-of-life  needs. 
They  know  that  we  are  going  to  do 
right  by  our  troops  and  that  we  will 
have  to  add  certain  funds  if  we  are 
going  to  take  care  of  our  troops,  par- 
ticularly these  single  enlisted  troops 
who  depend  on  these  barracks  in  Ger- 
many. So,  I  would  urge  that  we  defeat 
the  Furse  amendment  that  we  take 
this  little  step  toward  quality  of  life 
for  our  troops. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  jdeld  to  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Hepley]. 

Mr.  HEFLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  just  to 
respond  to  a  few  of  the  comments  that 
have  been  made,  they  talk  about  why 
do  the  Germans  not  do  more.  We  are 
talking  about  S5  million  that  they  are 
willing  to  put  into  these  projects.  Now 
that  is  burden  sharing. 

One  of  the  speakers  mentioned,  well, 
they  can  rent  apartments  for  $700  a 
month.  How  many  enlisted  people  that 
these  are  going  to  benefit,  the  lower 
ranked  enlisted  people,  can  afford  S700 
a  month  to  live  on  the  economy?  That 
might  be  nice,  but  who  can  afford  that 
kind  of  thing?  Yes,  there  are  many 
projects  we  could  do  in  America,  and 
we  are  doing  many  projects  across  this 
country  to  try  to  improve  quality  of 
life  across  the  country.  But  realize 
these  are  Americans  that  are  in  Bosnia 
now,  and  their  permanent  duty  station 
is  Germany.  So  when  they  come  out  of 
Bosnia,  they  go  back  to  Germany. 
What  kind  of  living  conditions  do  we 
want  them  go  come  back  to  when  they 
come  back  to  Germany? 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  for  it  not  being  in 
the  budget  plan,  as  has  been  indicated 
by  the  previous  speaker,  it  was  a  prior- 
ity. When  we  asked  the  military  about 
the  priority,  this  was  one  of  their  pri- 
orities. As  for  the  $900  million  over  the 
President's  request,  that  is  making  the 
assumption  that  the  President  was  cor- 
rect with  his  request. 


Many  of  us  do  not  think  that  he  was 
correct,  that  he  cuts  too  deep  and  he 
cuts  too  fast  and  particularly  when  we 
are  talking  about  quality-of-life 
projects.  Why  was  it  not  in  the  long- 
range  plans?  Well,  one  of  the  reasons  I 
think  it  was  not  in  the  long-range  plan, 
it  is  going  to  be  in  the  next  long-range 
plaui  as  a  matter  of  fact.  One  reason  it 
was  not  in  the  long-range  plans  is  we 
had  the  base  closure  procedure  and  we 
were  taking  out  bases  all  over  Europe 
that  we  had,  some  400  facilities  at  one 
time  or  another,  if  I  remember  the  fig- 
ure correctly,  and  we  did  not  know  ex- 
actly where  we  would  be. 

We  know  now  where  we  will  be.  We 
know  what  the  needs  are,  and  we  need 
to  get  about  meeting  those  needs. 

Mr.  WICKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing the  balance  of  my  time,  I  would 
simply  point  out  that,  even  though  this 
bill  is  $900  million  more  than  the  Presi- 
dent's request,  it  does  represent  a 
budget  savings  and  a  substantial  sav- 
ings of  10  percent  over  the  amount  ap- 
propriated by  this  Congress  last  year. 

Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  no  Member  on 
the  floor  for  whom  I  have  greater  affec- 
tion or  more  respect  than  the  gentle- 
woman from  Oregon.  She  does  an  out- 
standing job  for  her  State,  for  her  con- 
stituents, and  she  does  an  outstanding 
job  for  this  country.  However,  on  this 
issue  I  disagree  with  her  and  would 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the  com- 
mittee's judgment  in  this  instance. 

The  reason  for  that  is  I  have  had  the 
opportunity,  as  many  Members  have 
had,  to  visit  housing  overseas,  in  Ger- 
many and  in  other  countries;  and  I 
know  the  condition  of  that  housing.  As 
I  call  him,  the  chairman  in  exile  men- 
tioned the  fact  that  this  was  built  in 
1940.  I  was  not  10  at  that  point  in  time, 
but  I  was  around,  albeit  briefly.  I  un- 
derstand that  we  need  to  make  sure,  as 
the  gentleman  from  Colorado  said,  that 
when  these  troops  return  from  Bosnia 
to  their  permanent  duty  station  that 
they  have  housing  which  will  in  fact  be 
quality-of-life  housing. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  committee  in  par- 
ticular, as  well  as  the  authorizing  com- 
mittee, has  worked  very,  very  hard  on 
quality-of-life  issues.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  as  I  think  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  mentioned,  in  fact  the  Con- 
gress has  been  at  the  forefront.  Not  the 
administration,  neither  this  one  nor 
previous  administrations,  has  been  in 
the  forefront  of  ensuring  quality  of  life 
for  our  troops.  So  I  want  to  conmiend 
the  committee  for  including  this  sum, 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  it  may 
not  have  been  on  the  list. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  one  who  be- 
lieves simply  because  an  administra- 
tion, whether  it  has  been  the  Reagan  or 
Bush  or  Clinton  administration,  failed 
to  include  something  that  it  thereby  is 
not  something  that  is  a  priority  item. 
So  I  commend  the  conmiittee,  urge  my 


May  30,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


12667 


colleagues  to  oppose  the  amendment 
and  support  this  expenditure  for  this 
very  necessary  housing  for  our  troops. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  Furse  amendment. 

I  ask  the  sponsor  of  this  amendment 
if  she  has  ever  visited  the  troops  in 
Germany?  Has  she  walked  through  one 
of  these  barracks  built  and  paid  for  by 
the  Germans  during  the  1930s?  As 
chairman  of  this  subcommittee  I  take 
pride  that  I  have  taken  the  time  to 
visit  with  these  troops,  to  talk  to  them 
and  to  see  where  they  live.  Many  of 
them  are  on  their  first  assignment  and 
find  themselves  a  long  way  ftom  home 
and  they  do  miss  the  amenities  of  the 
United  States. 

Let  me  share  with  you  the  condition 
I  have  found  these  barracks  to  be— 76 
percent  of  the  U.S.  Army's  barracks  in 
Europe  still  have  gang  latrines — when 
you  walk  into  the  buildings,  obnoxious 
odors  greet  you  because  the  plumbing 
systems  are  inadequately  vented  and 
emit  sewer  gases  into  the  latrines  and 
hallways.  The  gang  latrines  are  under- 
sized, crowded,  covered  in  moisture, 
rot,  and  mold  growth  and  do  not  pro- 
vide even  a  minimum  amount  of  pri- 
vacy for  our  soldiers. 

The  concrete  and  plaster  interior  sur- 
faces are  cracked  and  water-logged  in 
areas  next  to  these  latrines.  Paint  is 
peeling,  replacement  tiles  are  not 
available  so  surfaces  appear  as  an  un- 
matched mosaic.  Stairway  nosings  are 
broken,  trends  are  worn  and  uneven. 
Heat  and  air  conditioning  systems  con- 
tinuously fail.  Electrical  service  can- 
not handle  the  number  of  appliances — 
minor  comforts  such  as  a  boom  box — 
that  the  modem  soldier  possesses. 

I  remind  my  colleagues  that  these 
are  volunteers  and  are  very  proud  to  be 
serving  their  country.  And  when  I  have 
asked  them  what  is  important  to  them, 
the  answer  I  continuously  hear  is  a  de- 
cent place  to  live,  a  place  to  take  a  pri- 
vate shower,  to  have  heat  and  air  con- 
ditioning, and  enough  electricity  to 
rvin  a  microwave. 

We  have  far  too  long  allowed  the  con- 
dition of  these  barracks  to  send  the 
signal  that  we  don't  care.  As  chairman 
of  this  subcommittee,  I  have  worked  to 
correct  this  unfortunate  misconcep- 
tion— these  barracks  aren't  in  anyone's 
congressional  district— they  don't  ben- 
efit one  Member  of  this  Congress — they 
benefit  the  young  men  and  women  who 
are  deployed  by  President  Clinton  to 
Bosnia — as  chairman  of  this  sub- 
committee, and  as  I  leave  this  House 
later  this  year,  one  of  the  things  I  am 
most  proud  of,  is  not  just  to  talk  about 
how  I  support  our  troops  but  to  send  a 
concrete  signal  that  we  really  do  care. 
I  urge  a  strong  vote  against  this 
amendment,  and  in  support  of  the  qual- 
ity of  life  for  our  soldiers  stationed 
overseas.  There  is  nothing  more  impor- 


tant than  to  ensure  they  receive  a  de- 
cent place  to  live. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill 
would  not  be  the  fine  product  that  it  is 
without  the  able,  dedicated,  and  profes- 
sional work  of  our  subcommittee  staff, 
Liz  Dawson,  Hank  Moore,  Mary  Arnold 
and  Mark  Murray,  and  I  want  to  per- 
sonally thank  them  for  all  their  ef- 
forts. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LaToorette).  The  question  is  on  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  Oregon  [Ms.  Furse]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chainnan  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  demand 
a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  121,  noes  289, 
not  voting  24,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  200] 
AYES— 121 


Barcla 

Barrett  (WI) 

Barton 

Bass 

Beoerra 

BeilensoD 

Bennas 

Bilbray 

Bliimcnaner 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (OH) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Bonn 

Campbell 

Cardln 

Chabot 

Clay 

Cobom 

Collins  (MI) 

Conyers 

Cooley 

Cummings 

Danner 

DeFazio 

Delliuns 

Deutsch 

Dincell 

DogKett 

Doocan 

Darbin 

Ehlers 

En«el 

Esboo 

Evans 

FaweU 

Filner 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Furse 


Abercrombie 

Ackerman 

Allard 

Andrews 

Archer 

Aimey 

Baesler 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Baldaccl 

Ballenger 

Barr 

Barrett  (NE) 

Bartlett 

Bat.fman 

Bentsen 

Bereater 

BeTill 


Gillmor 
Green  (TX) 
Gutierrez 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hastings  (FL) 
Hincbey 
Jackson  (XL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Johnston 
Kennedy  (MA) 
Kleczka 
King 
Lantos 
Lewis  (GA) 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lnther 
Maloney 
Markey 
Martini 
McCarthy 
McDermott 
Mclnnis 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Metcalf 
MUlender- 

McDonald 
MlUer  (CA) 
Mlnge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Neal 

{Neumann 
Ney 
Nossle 

NOES— 289 

Bilirakis 

Bishop 

BUley 

Blnte 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

Bonilla 

Bonior 

Bono 

Borekl 

BoDCher 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brown  (FL) 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Banning 

But 


Olver 

Owens 

Pa>Tie  (NJ) 

Pelosi 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Poshard 

Ramstad 

Rangel 

Rivers 

Roemer 

Rohrabacher 

Rookema 

Royce 

Rush 

Sanders 

Sanford 

Schroeder 

Schomer 

Sensenbrenner 

Shays 

Slaughter 

Smith  (MI) 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stoclcman 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stupak 

Towns 

Upton 

VelasQuez 

Vento 

Ward 

Watt  (NO 

Weller 

Williams 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Yates 

Zimmer 


Burton 
Bayer 

Clalvert 

Canady 

Castle 

Chambliss 

Chenoweth 

Christensen 

Chrysler 

Clayton 

(Hement 

dinger 

Cnybora 

Coble 

Coleman 

Collins  (GA) 

Collins  (IL) 


Combest 

Condit 

CosuUo 

Cox 

C^yne 

CnxDer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cubin 

Conningham 

Davis 

Deal 

Deljutro 

DeLay 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Dixon 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Ooman 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Dunn 

Edwards 

EbrUch 

Emerson 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewing 

Fan- 
Fazio 

Fields  (TX) 

Flake 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Franks  (CT) 

Frelinghoysen 

Frisa 

Frost 

Fonderburk 

GaUegly 

Ganske 

C^idensoD 

Gekas 

Ophardt 

Gibbons 

Gilchrest 

Oilman 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Gordon 

Goes 

Graham 

Greene  (UT) 

Greenwood 

Gonderson 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall(TX) 

Hansen 

Harman 

Hastert 

Hastings  CWA) 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Hetner 

Heineman 

Herger 

HiUeary 

HUUwd 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 


Bachus 
C^amp 
cniapman 
de  la  Garza 
Fattah 
Fields  (LA) 
Foglietta 
Ford 


Hostettler 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Istook 

Jacobs 

Johnson  (CD 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  E.B. 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kellj- 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Klldee 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klink 

Knollenberg 

Kolbe 

LaFaloe 

LaHood 

Lairent 


LaToorette 

T  rsaghlln 

Lazio 

Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KT) 

Lightfool 

Linder 

Lipinski 

Livingston 

Longley 

Looas 


ManzoHo 

Martinez 

Mascara 

Matsui 

McCoUum 

McCrety 

McBale 

McHugb 

Mcintosh 

McXeon 

McNolty 

Meek 

Menendez 

Meyen 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Moran 

MoreUa 

Murtha 

Myers 

Nethercatt 

Norwood 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Oxley 

Packard 

Pallone 

Parker 

Pastor 

Payne  (VA) 

Pickett 

Pombo 

NOT  VOTING— 24 


Porter 

Portman 

Pryoe 

QuiUen 

Badaoovich 

Bahall 

Reed 

Regula 

Rlchaidaoa 

Ricis 

Roberts 

Rogers 

Ros-Lehtlsen 

Rose 

Both 

Roybal-Allard 

Sabo 

Salmon 

Sawyer 

Sazton 

Scarborough 

Schaeler 

Schiff 

Soott 

Seastrasd 

Serrano 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shaster 

Sisisky 

Skaggs 

Skeen 

SkeltoD 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Soader 

Spenoe 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stomp 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tanxin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NC) 

Teieda 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thoiubeiiy 

Thnrman 

Tlahrt 

Torklldaen 

Torres 

ToiricelU 

Ttaflcant 

Viaclosky 

Volkmer 

Vucanovlch 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Waters 

Watts  (OK) 

Waxmaa 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

White 

Whitneld 

Wicker 

Wise 

Wolf 

Toung  (AK) 

Toong  (FL) 

ZelUT 


Geren 

Gutknecht 

Hayes 

HooghtOD 

JeSenon 

Kennelly 

Lincoln 

McOade 


MoUnari 

MoUohan 

Paxon 

Peterson  (FL) 

Pomeroy 

Qninn 

Thornton 

Wilson 
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Messrs.  BLUTE,  COSTFT.Tr>  OBER- 
STAR, and  Mrs.  KELLY  changed  their 
vote  from  "aye"  to  "no." 
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Messrs.  CHABOT,  OLVER,  FOX  of 
Pennsylvania,  and  Ms.  RIVERS 
changed  their  vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  the  bill? 

K  not,  the  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Military 
Construction  Appropriations  Act,  1997". 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  the  bill? 

If  not,  under  the  rule,  the  Committee 
rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr.  LaHood) 
having  assumed  the  chair,  Mr. 
LaTourbtte,  Chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit- 
tee, having  had  under  consideration 
the  bill  (H.R.  3517),  making  appropria- 
tions for  military  construction,  family 
housing,  and  base  realignment  and  clo- 
sure for  the  Department  of  Defense  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30, 
1997,  and  for  other  purposes,  pursuant 
to  House  Resolution  442,  he  reported 
the  bill  back  to  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  rule,  the  previous  question  is  or- 
dered. 

The  question  is  on  the  engrossment 
and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Pursuant  to  clause  7  of  rule  XV,  the 
yeas  and  nays  are  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were— yeas  369,  nasrs  43, 
not  voting  22,  as  follows: 
[KoU  No.  201] 
YEAS— 368 


Boraki 

Combest 

Ackennao 

Boacher 

Condit 

AlUrd 

Brewster 

Costello 

Ajodnws 

Browder 

Cox 

Arekcr 

Brown  (CA) 

Coyne 

Anne; 

Brown  (FL) 

Cramer 

Baaler 

Brownback 

Crane 

Baker  (CA) 

Bryant  (TN) 

Crapo 

Baker  (LA) 

Bonn 

Cremeans 

Baldaocl 

Banning 

Cabin 

Balleaser 

Borr 

Commings 

Bareia 

Barton 

Conningham 

Barr 

Buyer 

Danaer 

Baii«tt(NE) 

Callahan 

Davis 

Baitlett 

Calvert 

Deal 

Barton 

Canady 

DeFazio 

Baat 

CanUn 

DeLaoro 

^^*^man 

Castle 

DeLay 

Bentaen 

Chabot 

Dellam-s 

Berenter 

Chamblias 

Dentsch 

Bennan 

Chenoweth 

Dia£-Balart 

BerUl 

Cbristenaen 

Dickey 

Wbnj 

Chrysler 

Dicks 

BiUiaUs 

Cla^n 

DisgeU 

Biihop 

Clement 

Dixon 

BUley 

Clinger 

Doggett 

Blnmenaner 

Clybam 

Dooley 

Blate 

Coble 

DooUttle 

BoeUert 

Coimn 

Boehner 

Coletnaa 

Doyle 

BonllU 

CoUlns  (GA) 

Dreler 

Bonior 

Collins  <1L) 

Duncan 

Bono 

Collins  (HI) 

Dunn 

Durbin 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

Engel 

English 

Ensign 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Everett 

Ewing 

Farr 

Fawell 

Fazio 

Fields  (TX) 

Fllner 

Flake 

Flanagsji 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  (CD 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frelinghoysec 

Frtsa 

Frost 

Fanderbark 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

(Gephardt 

Geren 

Gibbons 

GUchrest 

Gillmor 

Gilman 

(kinzalez 

(Soodlatte 

(ioodling 

Gordon 

Goes 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

Greene  (UD 

Greenwood 

Gonderson 

Gutierrez 

HaU(OH) 

HallCnC) 

Hamilton 

Hansen 

Hannan 

Hasten 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayworth 

Heney 

Hefner 

Heineman 

Herger 

Billeary 

Hilliard 

Hinchey 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

IngUs 

Istook 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jacobs 
Johnson  (CT) 
Johnson  (SD) 
Johnson,  E.B. 
Johnson.  Sam 
Jones 
KsAiorski 
Kaptar 
Kasich 
Kelly 


Barrett  (WI) 
Becerra 


Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kildee 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klink 

Knollenberg 

Kolbe 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

L&ughlin 

Lazio 

Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Lightfoot 

Linder 

Llpinski 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Longley 

Lowey 

Lacas 

Maloney 

Man  ton 

Manzullo 

Martinez 

Mascara 

McCarthy 

McCollum 

McCrery 

McHale 

McHugh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

McNuIty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mica 

MiUender- 

McDonald 
Miller  (CA) 
Miller  (FL) 
Mink 
Moakley 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moras 
MoreUa 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrick 
Neal 

Nethercutt 
Ney 

Norwood 
Nossle 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Ozley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne  (NJ) 
Payne  (VA) 
Pelosi 

Peterson  (MN) 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Pryce 
Qulllen 
Radaoovich 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 

NAYS— 43 

Bellenson 
Bryant  (TX) 


Riggs 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Rose 

Roth 

Ronkema 

Roybal-Allard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Salmon 

Sanders 

Sanford 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schiir 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Seastrand 

Serrano 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

Stsisky 

Skaggs 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stump 

Stnpak 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NC) 

Teleda 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

Torres 

Torrtcelli 

Towns 

Traflcant 

Velazquez 

Vlsclosky 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Ward 

Waters 

Watts  (OK) 

Wazman 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Wise 

Wolf 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Toung  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

Zeliff 

Zimmer 


Camp 
Campbell 


Conyers 
Cooley 

Frank  (MA) 

Purse 

Hancock 

Johnston 

Kleczka 

King 

LaHood 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lofgren 

Lather 

Markey 


Bachus 

Brown  (OH) 

Chapman 

(Hay 

de  laGaiza 

Fattah 

Fields  (LA) 

Foglietta 


Martini 

Matsui 

McDerroott 

McKinney 

Minge 

Nadler 

Neumann 

Oberstar 

Owens 

Petri 

Rahall 

Ramstad 

Rangel 
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Roemer 

Royce 

Sensenbrenner 

Stark 

Stockman 

Upton 

Vento 

Watt  (NC) 

WeUer 

WUliams 

Tates 


NOT  VOTING— 22 


Ford 

Gutknecht 

Hayes 

Houghton 

Jefferson 

Kennelly 

Lincoln 

McDade 


Molinari 

Mollohan 

Paxon 

Peterson  (FL) 

Quinn 

Wilson 
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So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


ORDER  OF  CONSIDERATION  OF 
AMENDMENTS  AND  POSTPONING 
VOTES  ON  AMENDMENTS  DUR- 
ING FURTHER  CONSIDERATION 
OF  H.R.  3322,  OMNIBUS  CIVILIAN 
SCIENCE  AUTHORIZATION  ACT 
OF  1996 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  during  further 
consideration  of  H.R.  3322,  pursuant  to 
House  Resolution  427,  it  shall  be  in 
order  to  consider  the  following  amend- 
ments, or  germane  modifications 
thereof,  in  sequence:  The  amendment 
numbered  15  printed  by  Representative 
Lofgren;  the  amendment  numbered  6 
printed  by  Representative  Kennedy  of 
Massachusetts;  and  the  amendment 
numbered  5  printed  by  Representative 
Jackson-Lee;  the  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  may  postpone 
until  a  time  during  further  consider- 
ation in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  a 
request  for  a  recorded  vote  on  any  of 
those  amendments  or  any  amendments 
thereto;  and  the  Chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  may  reduce  to  not 
less  than  5  minutes  the  time  for  voting 
by  electronic  device  on  any  postponed 
question  that  immediately  follows  an- 
other vote  by  electronic  device  without 
intervening  business,  provided  that  the 
time  for  voting  by  electronic  device  on 
the  first  in  any  series  of  questions  shall 
be  not  less  than  15  minutes. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LaHood).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania? 

There  was  no  objection. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 
Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  the  material  covered  in  the 
debate  on  H.R.  3322  yesterday. 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 


OMNIBUS  CIVILIAN  SCIENCE 
AUTHORIZATION  ACT  OF  1996 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
antto  House  Resolution  427  and  rule 
XXm,  the  Chair  declares  the  House  in 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill,  H.R.  3322. 

D  1325 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  fur- 
ther consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
3322)  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
fiscal  year  1997  for  civilian  science  ac- 
tivities of  the  Federal  Government, 
and  for  other  puri>oses,  with  Mr.  BtJR- 
TON  of  Indiana  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  House  rose  on  Wednes- 
day, May  29,  1996,  title  H  was  open  for 
amendment  at  any  point. 

Are  there  any  amendments  to  title 

n? 

Mr.  WALKEai.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chaimaan,  before  we  started  the 
debate  today,  I  thought  it  would  be 
useful  maybe  to  explain  the  reason  for 
the  debate  sequence  and  the  way  it 
took  place  yesterday  on  the  Democrat 
substitute.  Our  side  simply  decided 
that  it  was  appropriate  to  allow  the 
Democrats  to  present,  in  any  way  they 
wished  to  do  and  as  broad  as  they 
wished  to  present  it,  their  substitute  to 
our  bill. 

We  think  that  our  legislative  product 
stands  on  its  own,  that  it  is  a  good 
science  bill,  it  is  good  for  the  environ- 
ment, it  is  a  good  long-term  bill.  The 
Democrats  were  obviously  proud  of 
their  work.  We  have  them  the  oppor- 
tunity to  fully  describe  that  work  be- 
fore going  to  a  vote,  and  we  thought 
that  was  the  right  way  to  accommo- 
date the  debate  in  the  House. 

I  do  regret  that  in  the  course  of  that 
debate  there  were  a  couple  of  inaccura- 
cies particularly  represented  by  the 
gentleman  flrom  Texas  when  he  referred 
to  the  work  of  the  committee.  At  one 
point  he  referred  to  the  work  of  the 
committee  as  only  producing  one  re- 
port last  year.  I  do  wish  to  get  that 
corrected  be  in  the  Recxjrd,  and  I  will 
submit  for  be  the  Record  a  list  of  16  re- 
ports filed  by  this  committee  over  the 
year  last  year  that  indiciates  that  this 
committee  was  working. 

I  do  think  that  there  is  a  need  to 
produce  quality  rather  than  quantity 
as  the  mark  of  a  legislative  committee, 
and  that  is  what  we  have  been  doing 
both  legislatively  and  in  terms  of  the 
oversight  hearings  that  we  have  been 


conducting.  I  just  want  to  make  cer- 
tain that  any  inaccuracies  that  were 
stated  during  that  time  are  in  fact  cor- 
rected, but  I  hope  that  we  did  see  that 
there  is  a  contrast  of  views  when  the 
Democrats  present  their  side  and  we 
present  our  side. 

Now  we  will  proceed  ahead  with  the 
bill  and  we  will  go  through  the  amend- 
ment process  here,  and  I  hope  that  that 
amendment  process  will  in  fact 
produce  the  result  of  a  bill  that  can  be 
supported  on  a  bipartisan  basis  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  24  OFFERED  BY  MR.  ft-ELDON  OF 
FLORIDA 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Weldon  of 
Florida:  Pa^e  26,  line  12,  strike 
"J2,167.400.(X)0"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"$2,107,400,000". 

Page  30,  line  11,  strike  "$1,957,850,000"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$2,017,850,000.  of  which 
$1.5S4,550,000  shall  be  for  personnel  and  relat- 
ed costs,  $35,000,000  shall  be  for  travel,  and 
$388,300,000  shall  be  for  research  operations 
support". 

modification  of  AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR. 
WELDON  OF  FLORIDA 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  my 
amendment  be  replaced  with  a  new 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re- 
port the  modification. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follovre: 

Modification  of  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
WELDON  of  Florida:  Pa^  26,  line  12,  strike 
"$2,167,400,000"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"$2,107,400,000". 

Pa^e  28,  line  2,  strike  "$410,600,000"  and  in- 
sert in  lieu  thereof  "$405,600,000". 

Page  28.  line  3,  strike  "$95,500,000"  and  in- 
sert in  lieu  thereof  "$92,500,000". 

Pa«re  28,  Une  11,  strike  "$281,250,000"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$276,250,000". 

Page  30,  line  11,  strike  "$1,957,850,000"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$2,030,800,000,  of  which 
$1,611,000,000  shall  be  for  personnel  and  relat- 
ed costs,  $31,500,000  shall  be  for  travel,  and 
$388,300,000  shall  be  for  research  operations 
support". 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  modification  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Weldon]? 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject, we  have  not  had  an  opportunity  to 
review  this  amendment,  and  we  are 
looking  to  determine  the  offset  that 
has  been  represented  by  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Weldon]  at  this 
time. 

Further  reserving  the  right  to  object, 
I  shield  to  the  gentleman  flrom  Florida 
[Mr.  Weldon]  to  explain  his  larticular 
amendment. 
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Mr.  WELDON  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, if  I  may  proceed,  I  believe  the 
gentlewoman  will  agree  my  amend- 
ment is  a  good  amendment. 


The  bill  on  the  floor  of  the  House  has 
a  shortfall  for  NASA  personnel  fund- 
ing. The  gentleman  fitjm  Pennsylvania, 
Chairman  Walker,  and  I,  as  well  as  the 
gentleman  from  Texas,  Mr.  Stockman, 
have  worked  hard  to  find  a  way  to 
overcome  the  shortfall.  My  amendment 
would  avoid  possible  furloughs  of 
NASA  employees,  which  would  ad- 
versely affect  every  NASA  center  and 
every  NASA  program  by  restoring  all 
of  the  funding  shortfall.  It  provides  for 
full  offsets  so  there  is  no  impact  to  the 
budget. 

Specifically,  my  amendment  in- 
creases funding  for  NASA  program 
management  by  $81.5  million.  It  fully 
offsets  the  increase  by  decreasing  fund- 
ing in  space  science  by  S60  million,  cut- 
ting S8.5  million  from  NASA's  travel 
account,  and  cutting  $13  million  from 
various  other  accounts. 

Even  with  my  amendment,  the  space 
science  account,  which  I  know  is  an 
important  account  for  the  ranking  mi- 
nority member,  still  receive  a  net  in- 
crease of  S250  million  above  NASA's  fis- 
cal year  1997  request. 

Many  of  my  colleagues  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  have  referred  to  the 
need  to  fix  the  shortfall,  and  my 
amendment  would  do  just  that.  I  urge 
all  of  my  colleagues  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  to  support  my  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  modification  of  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Florida? 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  do  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

The  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Weldon]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes  on 
his  original  amendment. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  object.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ob- 
ject and  I  have  an  amendment  that  has 
been  prefiled  at  the  desk  as  No.  13. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  This  is  the  original 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida.  He  is  entitled  to  5  minutes  to 
speak  on  his  amendment. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Are  we 
back  to  the  original  amendment,  Mr. 
Chairman? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Yes;  it  was 
preprinted  in  the  Record. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  have  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  inquiry. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, for  purposes  of  ascertaining  on 
what  basis  the  Chair  is  making  rec- 
ognition, I  would  like  to  inquire  as  to 
who  was  recognized  for  the  last  amend- 
ment to  this  bill? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Yesterday,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ehlers] 
was,  but  it  is  at  the  discretion  of  the 
Chair  to  determine  which  Member 
gains  recognition,  and  both  Members 
who  sought  recognition  at  the  begin- 
ning of  the  bill  today  are  members  of 
the  committee.  The  Chair  has  that  dis- 
cretion and  the  Chair  chose  to  recog- 
nize the  gentleman  flrom  Florida. 
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Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, may  I  further  continue  my  in- 
quiry? Has  it  not  been  the  practice  to 
alternate  recognition  between  the  two 
sides  of  the  aisle,  particularly  if  both 
Members  rose  at  the  same  time,  both 
members  of  the  committee? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  In  this  case  the 
Chair  is  exercising  discretion  properly. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  In  other 
words,  the  Chair  is  utilizing  his  unfet- 
tered power  to  recognize  whomever  he 
wishes,  and  does  he  intend  to  continue 
in  that  practice? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  state 
that  in  this  case  he  is  exercising  proper 
discretion. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Then  we 
may  expect  that  we  will  have  dis- 
regarded the  precedent  of  alternating 
between  the  two  sides,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  always 
tries  to  be  fair. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  We  appre- 
ciate that  very  much  and  hope  the 
Chair  is  correct. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
flrom  Florida  [Mr.  Weldon]  is  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  want  to  do  a  little  bit  of  expla- 
nation as  to  what  has  been  going  on 
here. 

I  think  we  all,  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle,  share  a  desire  to  see  this  account 
restored  to  avoid  any  possibility  of  any 
furloughs  and  any  significant  financial 
shortfall  on  the  part  of  NASA  in  terms 
of  paying  their  employees. 

The  issue  and  the  debate  that  has 
been  going  on  is  how  do  we  do  this  in 
a  fashion  that  is  consistent  with  our 
responsibility  to  stay  within  the  budg- 
et to  fulfill  our  obligation  to  get  the 
budget  balanced,  the  commitment  that 
we  have  made  to  the  American  people, 
and  in  that  sense  come  up  with  appro- 
priate ofCsets  that  do  not  adversely  af- 
fect any  other  accounts. in  excess,  and 
something  that  is  consistent  with  the 
overall  philosophy  of  the  committee  in 
terms  of  what  our  investment  in  future 
science  and  technology  is. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  srield? 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Florida.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  WALKER.  First  of  all,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  want  to  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  amendment  and  his  good  work 
out  on  the  floor  to  attempt  to  correct 
the  situation  that  rose  largely  because 
the  administration  was  unable  to  pro- 
vide us  with  good  figures  from  the  very 
outset. 

We  had  an  S81.5  million  reduction  in 
program  management  largely  because 
NASA  told  us  those  were  the  projected 
levels  for  emplosrment  back  in  March. 
They  have  since  come  back  and  said 
that  this  is  an  unacceptable  cut  and 
that  we  were,  in  fact,  cutting  the  num- 
bers below  what  they  thought  were 
prudent. 

We  are  attempting  to.  in  good  faith, 
change  that  situation  on  the  floor,  and 


the  gentleman  from  Florida  has  agreed 
to  try  and  help  in  this  regard.  I  am  as 
disappointed  as  I  can  be  that  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  Texas  has  been  stop- 
ping us.  We  are  trying  to  add  back  the 
81.5  million  she  was  in  favor  of  doing 
and  she  has  objected  to  an  amendment 
to  do  just  that. 

Given  that  situation,  the  fact  is  what 
the  gentleman  from  Florida,  if  I  under- 
stand it  correctly,  is  attempting  to  do 
is  to  find  offsets  for  this  money  in 
other  places. 

One  of  the  things  that  we  had  in- 
creased substantially  in  our  budget, 
which  means  that  we  really  are  keep- 
ing our  commitment  to  good  environ- 
ment, good  science,  all  of  the  things 
that  we  have  said,  is  to  plus  up  the 
space  science  accounts.  The  No.  1  prior- 
ity of  the  program  as  defined  some 
years  ago  by  the  Augustine  report,  we 
have  put  $250  million  more,  even  after 
the  gentleman's  amendment,  into  that 
account. 

It  is  one  of  the  real  commitments  we 
have  made  to  the  future  of  the  NASA 
science  programs.  The  gentleman  pro- 
tects that  space  science  account.  It 
takes  some  money  out  of  it,  but  pro- 
tects it  in  many  ways.  The  gentle- 
woman comes  here  and  she  wants  to 
strip  all  of  the  money  out  of  the  space 
accounts  and  put  it  all  back  into  per- 
sonnel. 

We  simply  think  this  is  a  better  ap- 
proach. I  am  disappointed  she  objected. 
It  makes  the  job  more  difficult  if  we 
cannot  get  cooperation  on  this,  but  I 
think  what  the  gentleman  is  doing  is 
an  excellent  amendment. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  gen- 
tleman fl-om  Wisconsin  will  offer  an 
amendment  to  the  amendment  here 
that  will  get  us  back  to  the  right  place, 
and  I  personally  want  to  thank  the 
gentleman  for  all  the  hard  work  he  has 
put  in  that  is  moving  us  in  the  right  di- 
rection. 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, reclaiming  my  time,  I  thank  the 
gentleman,  and  let  me  just  reiterate 
that  I  think  we  all  share  a  desire  to 
have  the  proper  level  of  funding  in  this 
important  account  which  pays  the  staff 
for  NASA.  They  are  a  very,  very  hard- 
working work  force,  very,  very  dedi- 
cated to  the  future  of  our  space  pro- 
gram. 

I  know  in  my  particular  district.  I 
have  Kennedy  Space  Center,  the  launch 
center  for  NASA,  and  we  have  the  shut- 
tle program  there,  we  have  a  very,  very 
dedicated  work  force.  By  restoring 
these  funds.  I  think  we  are  sending  a 
message  that  we  support  the  staff,  we 
support  the  personnel  and  we  recognize 
them  for  the  outstanding  job  that  they 
have  been  doing. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SENSENBRENNER 
TO  THE  AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WELDON 
OF  FLORmA 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  offer  an  amendment  to  the 
amendment. 


The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Sensenbrenner 
to  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Weldon  of 
Florida:  After  the  item  relating  to  page  26. 
line  12,  insert  the  following: 

Page  28,  line  2,  strike  "$410,600,000"  and  in- 
sert In  lieu  thereof  "$405,600,000". 

Page  28.  line  3.  strike  "$95,500,000"  and  in- 
sert In  lieu  thereof  "$92,500,000". 

Page  28,  line  11,  strike  "$281,250,000"  and 
insert  in  lieu  there  "$276,250,000". 

Strike  "$2,017,850,000,  of  which  $1,594,550,000 
shall  be  for  personnel  and  related  costs, 
$35,000,000  shall  be  for  travel,"  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  "$2,030,800,000,  of  which 
$1,611,000,000  shall  be  for  personnel  and  relat- 
ed costs.  $31,500,000  shall  be  for  travel,". 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  amendment  to 
the  amendment  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, this  is  the  amendment  that 
makes  the  personnel  account  whole.  It 
adds  a  total  of  $81.5  million  to  the  per- 
sonnel account,  $73  million  comes  as  a 
result  of  reductions  in  other  accounts, 
and  there  is  a  transfer  of  $8.5  million 
from  travel  into  personnel. 

The  biggest  reduction  in  the  other 
accounts  is  space  science,  which  is  re- 
duced by  S60  million,  mission  commu- 
nications by  S5  million,  academic  by  $3 
million,  and  space  communications  by 
$5  million.  This,  I  think,  is  the  proper 
way  to  go  about  making  sure  that  the 
personnel  account  is  enough  to  avoid 
furloughs.  It  is  done  in  a  fiscally  re- 
sponsible manner  in  providing  offsets 
to  other  accounts. 

I  would  urge  the  adoption  of  the 
amendment  to  the  amendment,  which 
would  bring  the  amendment  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  WELDON] 
back  in  the  shape  that  he  wanted  it  in 
prior  to  the  objection  to  his  request  to 
modify  it. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MS.  JACKSON-LEE  OF 
TEXAS  AS  A  SUBSTi'l'UTE  FOR  THE  AMENIV 
MENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WELDON  OF  FLORnjA 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment  as  a 
substitute  for  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Ms.  Jackson-Lee  of 
Texas  as  a  substitute  for  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  Mr.  Weldon  of  Florida:  For  the 
amendment  No.  24  offered  by  Mr.  Weldon  of 
Florida.  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  in 
amendment  No.  24  insert: 

Page  30,  line  11,  strike  "$1,957,850,000"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$2,039,350,000". 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  re- 
serve a  point  of  order  on  the  sub- 
stitute. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  it  is  interesting  to  hear  my 
colleagues  debate  about  now  their  re- 
cently obtained  concern  about  the  per- 
sonnel at  NASA  and  the  various  cen- 
ters around  the  Nation.  I  appreciate 
my  colleague  from  Florida  and  his  sin- 
cerity. We  have  had  discussions,  but  I 
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might  note  that  my  amendment  was 
prefiled  much  earlier  than  those  who 
have  now  offered  both  amendments  and 
perfecting  amendments. 

Let  me  first  say  to  the  chairman  that 
the  head  of  NASA  does  not  want  the 
$300  million  in  space  science,  would 
prefer  to  continue  the  progress  that  he 
has  made  in  downsizing,  but,  most  im- 
portantly, is  concerned  about  the  un- 
timely abuse  that  will  come  through 
this  legislation  of  NASA  personnel  that 
have  been  downsized  and  outsized. 

The  amendment  that  I  offer  will  re- 
store $81.5  million  to  ensure  to  the  per- 
sonnel account  that  we  have  the  most 
responsible  and  safe  staff  to  do  the  mis- 
sion of  NASA.  It  is  not  an  increase,  it 
is  in  recognition  of  the  administra- 
tion's budget,  and  is.  as  well,  in  rec- 
ognition of  the  work  that  has  been 
done  by  NASA  already. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  note  that 
we  have  had  a  NASA  restructuring 
process  going  on  since  fiscal  year  1993. 
We  started  with  civilian  service  em- 
ployees of  24.900.  at  a  5-to-4  ratio  in  su- 
pervisors. We  are  now  at  a  civilian 
service  of  21,000.  going  to  a  7-to-8  ratio. 
We  now  will  move  forward  in  the  future 
to  17,000  civil  service  with  a  ratio  of  11 
to  1.  NASA  is  already  a  lean,  mean  op- 
erating machine. 

With  the  amendment  presently  on 
the  floor,  it  does  not  in  any  way  con- 
sider what  NASA  has  already  done. 
When  Mr.  Goldin  set  forth  to  restruc- 
ture NASA,  he  began  a  trip  down  a 
path  of  personnel  reduction  which  had 
at  its  center  a  logical  and  employee- 
caring  philosophy.  That  is  why  we  will 
result  in  the  number  of  only  17,000  em- 
ployees with  a  supervisory  ratio  of  11 
tol. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  real  progress. 
NASA  has  demonstrated  its  commit- 
ment to  this  process  in  achieving  these 
persoimel  levels.  But  let  me  say  to  my 
colleagues  what  will  happen  if  we  fol- 
low the  present  amendment  on  the 
floor,  that  of  the  gentleman  from  Flor- 
ida [Mr.  Weux)N].  To  put  it  bluntly, 
the  salaries  and  expenses  reduction  is 
impossible  to  achieve,  according  to 
NASA,  without  drastic  action.  Unless  a 
miracle  occurs,  and  we  have  both 
buyout  legislation  and  a  lot  of  takers, 
there  is  simply  no  feasible  way  to  im- 
plement this  reduction  without  resort- 
ing to  furloughs,  and  that  furlough 
would  be  an  estimated  time  of  10  to  12 
days. 

I  ask  my  colleagues,  Mr.  Chairman, 
what  does  that  do  to  both  the  loyal  em- 
ployees at  NASA  and,  more  impor- 
tantly, what  about  the  many  calls  I  get 
into  my  office  about  the  questions  of 
safety.  We  have  already  begun  the 
process  of  downsizing.  Why  would  this 
legislation  pointedly  go  at  the  person- 
nel and  not  resi>ond  to  what  has  al- 
ready been  occurring  by  Dan  Goldin? 

Mr.  Chaimoan.  I  encourage  my  Re- 
publican colleagues  to  join  me  on  this 
amendment.  I  appreciate  the  sincerity 


with  which  they  have  attempted  to 
modify  what  I  have  already  done.  We 
need  to  go  forward  with  restoring  the 
$81.5  million  that  says  to  NASA  we  ap- 
plaud what  you  are  doing,  we  recognize 
the  sacrifice  that  has  already  been 
taken  by  your  employees,  and.  yes,  we 
are  concerned  about  the  safety  and  the 
lives  of  both  our  employees  but  as  well 
those  astronauts  that  take  their  lives 
in  their  hands  on  behalf  of  the  Amer- 
ican people  and  on  behalf  of  American 
science. 

a  1345 

It  is  my  intent.  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
offer  this  amendment  and  to  be  able  to 
say  that  we  expect  that  NASA  will  RIF 
a  total  of  1,400  employees  by  October  1. 
1996.  Why  are  we  forcing  them  to  do 
even  more  and  then  furloughing  for 
now  from  12  to  14  days? 

This  is  an  outrageous  cut.  I  ask  my 
colleagues  to  join  me  in  providing  for 
an  $81.5  million  restoration  to  allow 
NASA  to  do  the  job  that  it  has  to  do. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer  my  amendment  to  cor- 
rect a  problem  within  this  legislation  wtiich,  if 
it  goes  uncorrected,  will  faD  upon  tfie  backs  of 
tfie  thousands  of  loyal,  hardworking  NASA 
employees  across  ttiis  country.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  am  referring  to  language  in  H.R.  3322  which 
will  result  In  an  S81.5  million  reduction  in  the 
NASA  personnel  account,  from  what  the  Presi- 
dent has  requested. 

I  do  rx>t  urxlerstarKi  wtiy  an  agency  which 
has  been  at  the  forefront  of  streamlining  itself 
arKJ  k>wering  its  cost  to  the  American  taxpayer 
should  t>e  punished  for  its  aocompiishments. 
Under  Mr.  Gokjin.  the  t4ASA  Administrator,  the 
agency  has  taken  extraordinary  steps,  wittiout 
congressional  proddmg,  to  reinvent  itself  into 
an  organization  wtiich  is  more  focused  on  its 
mission  and  the  people  it  serves. 

When  Mr.  Goldin  set  forth  to  restructure 
NASA,  he  began  a  trip  down  a  path  of  persorv 
nel  reduction  which  had  at  its  center  k>gical 
and  employee-caring  phitosophy.  When  this 
restructuring  began,  NASA  had  24.900  civil 
servants  with  a  supervisor  ratio  of  5.4  to  1. 
Now.  tf>e  agency  has  21 .325  civil  servants  and 
wfien  it  is  all  said  and  dorie.  ttie  agency  will 
have  a  mere  17,488  employees  with  a  super- 
visor ratio  of  11  to  1.  Mr.  Chainnan.  ttiat  is 
real  progress.  NASA  has  demonstrated  its 
commitment  to  this  process  and  achieving 
these  personnel  levels,  txjt  we  must  allow  it  to 
do  so  in  an  orderly  and  caring  fashion  for  its 
employees.  Many  in  this  Chamber  have  as- 
sailed the  way  many  corporations  are  throwing 
aside  their  loyal  and  valuable  employees  for 
the  sake  of  Wall  Street  and  quarterly  returns. 
I  call  upon  these  same  Members  to  practice 
what  they  preach  and  help  NASA  treat  its  enrv 
ployees  fairiy. 

NASA  has  accomplished  all  of  this  through 
the  use  of  txjyouts,  hiring  freezes,  redeptoy- 
ment.  privatization,  and  outplacement,  to 
name  a  few.  It  has  a  plan  and  a  schedule.  I 
encourage  my  colleagues  to  alk>w  it  to  con- 
tinue. 

If  this  egregious  cut  should  become  law, 
there  will  be  serious  repercussions  for  tfie 
men,  women,  and  families  of  NASA.  The 
agency  will  be  forced  to  furiough,  for  up  to 


possibly  3  weeks,  most  of  its  employees. 
When  was  the  last  time  anyone  in  Congress 
went  without  fxaiy  for  such  an  extended  time? 
This  S81.5  million  cut  in  salaries  and  ex- 
penses Is  ill-conceived,  cannot  be  achieved 
without  drastic  action  affecting  all  NASA  cen- 
ters, and  it  jeo|3ardizes  NASA's  ability  to  safely 
deliver  its  programs.  The  impacts  envisioned 
by  the  agency  are  a  reduction  in  force  [RIF] 
total  1.400  ernployees  by  October  1,  1996.  a 
physk:al  and  legal  impossibility  or  an  agency- 
wkle  furiough  of  approximately  21 ,000  err^jtoy- 
eesfor  12  to  14  days. 

In  addition  a  S34  millkxi  cut.  as  some  have 
proposed  will  still  pxjt  an  unacceptable  strain 
on  implementation  of  the  zero-based  review 
recommendatx>ns,  including  maior  changes  in 
center  roles  and  misskxis  and  consolklatkxi  of 
center  capabilities;  NASA  needs  the  fun 
arrxxjnt  of  requested  funding  to  accomplish 
ttie  complex  agency  restructuring  currently  un- 
derway. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walker]  insist 
on  his  point  of  order? 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  with- 
draw my  point  of  order. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  unfortunate  that 
this  little  tiff  should  develop.  There  is 
a  mistake  in  the  bill,  and  an  effort  is 
being  made  to  correct  it.  That  mistake 
was  pointed  out  by  the  ranking  mem- 
ber of  the  Subcommittee  on  Space  and 
Aeronautics,  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Hai^L],  when  the  bill  was  in  the 
subcommittee.  It  was  pointed  out  when 
the  bill  was  in  markup  in  the  full  com- 
mittee, and  an  amendment  was  offered 
to  correct  it  in  the  full  committee. 

Mr.  Chainnan,  that  amendment  to 
correct  the  problem  in  the  full  commit- 
tee was  resisted  by  both  the  chairman 
of  the  full  committee  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Weldon]  and 
all  of  the  Republicans  together,  who  at 
that  point  did  not  feel  that  they  had 
made  a  mistake. 

Now  they  have  come  to  realize  that  a 
mistake  was  made,  I  think,  when  they 
saw  that  the  gentlewoman  from  Texas 
[Ms.  Jackson-Lee]  had  filed  an  amend- 
ment which  would  have  corrected  the 
error  and  might  be  recognized  to 
present  that  amendment  and  the  case 
for  adopting  her  amendment  would 
have  been  overwhelming. 

But,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  led  then  to 
imdoubtedly  some  strategic  discussions 
on  the  other  side.  Should  those  on  our 
side  who  had  pointed  out  the  problem 
at  the  subcommittee  level,  the  full 
committee  level,  and  by  filing  an 
amendment  to  correct  it  on  the  floor, 
be  allowed  to  correct  it,  or  should  the 
majority  now  in  their  new-found  wis- 
dom be  allowed  to  correct  the  mistake? 

Apparently,  they  decided  that  in 
their  new-found  wisdom  they  would  be 
allowed  to  correct  the  mistake,  and 
they  are  riding  roughshod  over  the  nor- 
mal processes  of  the  House  and  over 
the  position  of  the  minority  that  this 
is  something  which  ought  to  be  cor- 
rected in  the  simplest  possible  way. 
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So,  Mr.  Chainnazi,  they  have  pre- 
sented an  amendment  which,  though 
slightly  flawed  in  its  original  aspect, 
will  be  attempted  to  be  corrected  by 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
SENSENBRENNER].  The  flaws  in  the 
original  amendment,  including  finding 
a  whole  series  of  offsetting  cuts  which 
would  do,  if  not  equal,  at  least  consid- 
erable damage  to  the  program  at 
NASA,  and  I  think  they  hope  to  avoid 
this  possibility.  But  the  whole  point  of 
this  is  really  a  game-playing  operation. 

The  NASA  budget  has  been  cut  by 
several  hundred  million  dollars.  It  has 
been  plussed  up  in  order  to  substan- 
tiate the  chairman's  frequently  reiter- 
ated position  that  he  is  a  strong  pro- 
ponent of  science.  It  has  been  plussed 
up  to  add  money  that  the  agency  did 
not  ask  for  and  will  find  difficulty 
spending,  and  then  they  have  made  this 
terrible  cut.  which  will  have  the  effect 
of  causing  a  layoff  or  furlough  of  a  sub- 
stantial number  of  employees.  And,  as 
I  say,  in  their  wisdom  they  have  finally 
recognized  that  this  is  not  the  right 
way  to  go. 

But  since  I  offered  the  amendment  to 
correct  this  in  the  full  committee  and 
I  offered  it  in  my  substitute  yesterday, 
I  take  considerable  umbrage  at  the 
aura  of  sanctimoniousness  that  is  now 
enshrouding  the  majority  which  they 
seek  to  correct  a  mistake  of  their  own 
making,  and  I  ask  that  the  amendment 
of  the  gentleman  firom  Florida  [Mr. 
Weldon]  be  rejected  and  the  substitute 
of  the  gentlewoman  from  Texas  [Ms. 
Jackson-Lee]  be  adopted. 

Mr.  Sia^SENBRENNER.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  In  opposition  to  the  sub- 
stitute amendment. 

Mr.  Chainnan.  I  think  the  difference 
between  the  substitute  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentlewoman  from  Texas 
[Ms.  Jackson-Lee]  and  the  Sensen- 
brenner-Weldon  amendment  shows  the 
difference  between  the  two  parties  in 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Jackson-Lee  sub- 
stitute is  an  add-on.  There  are  no  off- 
sets. It  adds  on  $81.5  million  to  make 
the  personnel  account  whole.  They  do 
not  look  at  reordering  priorities.  They 
do  not  look  at  keeping  the  total  appro- 
priation or  total  authorization  for 
NASA  the  same.  They  just  want  to 
spend  some  more  money  and  not  offset 
any  of  the  accounts,  even  those  that 
they  think  have  been  set  at  too  high  a 
level  by  the  majority  on  the  commit- 
tee. 

The  Weldon  amendment,  as  amended 
by  my  amendment,  provides  the  same 
amount  of  money  for  the  NASA  person- 
nel account  as  the  Jackson-Lee  amend- 
ment. S81.5  million  to  stop  all  of  those 
terrible  things  that  the  gentlewoman 
trom  Texas  and  the  gentleman  from 
California  say  will  happen. 

But  what  the  Weldon  and  Sensen- 
brenner  amendments  do  is  to  offset 
other  parts  of  NASA,  so  that  our 
amendment  is  budget  neutral.  It  does 


not  increase  the  total  amount  of 
money  that  will  be  spent  on  NASA.  It 
is  budget  neutral. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  Members  are  for 
just  plussing  up  the  NASA  account 
without  making  offsets,  vote  for  the 
Jackson-Lee  amendment.  If  Members 
are  not  for  that,  vote  to  reject  it  and 
vote  for  the  Sensenbrenner  amendment 
and  then  the  Weldon  amendment,  as 
amended  by  the  Sensenbrenner  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  enter  this 
debate  or  this  conversation  here  and 
say  first,  as  I  enter  it,  I  respect  the 
opinions  of  both  sides  and  I  know  that 
we  have  all  worked  together  very  hard 
to  make  sure  that  we  find  a  way  to 
make  NASA  the  kind  of  organization 
that  NASA  needs  to  be.  Most  of  us  here 
today  have  given  long  years  doing  that; 
many  people  much  longer  than  I  have. 
However,  I  am  concerned  about  the  di- 
rection that  we  are  talking. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I,  of  course,  represent 
the  Marshall  Space  Flight  Center,  and 
those  Marshall  employees  there  are 
certainly  concerned  about  where  they 
fit  into  NASA's  budget  picture. 

I  want  to  say  in  behalf  of  the  gentle- 
woman from  Texas  [Ms.  Jackson-Lee], 
I  know  that  she  represents  the  Houston 
Johnson  Space  Flight  Center,  or  at 
least  parts  of  that  area  down  there.  I 
want  my  Marshall  NASA  employees  to 
know  that  we  respect  them,  that  we 
are  working  for  them. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  concerned  that 
with  the  offsets  that  will  be  occurring 
under  the  Sensenbrenner-Weldon  ap- 
proach to  this  same  issue,  that  we  are 
having  to  raid  other  parts  of  NASA's 
budget.  I  wish,  in  fact,  we  could  have  a 
more  complete  NASA  budget  so  that 
we  did  not  have  the  raid  those  things. 
But  I  do  want  to  say  that  I  support  the 
Jackson-Lee  amendment  and  would  en- 
courage the  Members  to  support  it  as 
well. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Texas. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  for  his  comments.  I  think 
both  of  us  have  had  the  opportunity, 
along  with  our  Republican  colleagues, 
to  talk  about  the  effectiveness  of  what 
has  already  occurred  with  NASA  in 
terms  of  the  downsizing  and  the  impact 
that  has  occurred  on  our  respective 
centers,  Marshall,  Kennedy,  Johnson, 
and  many  others. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  cer- 
tainly emphasize  that  the  key  point 
and  distinction  between  the  Weldon- 
Sensenbretmer  amendment  proudly 
shows  that  we  are  restoring  moneys 
that  do  not  impact  negatively  on  other 
programs.  Their  amendment  includes 
some  deletions  from  the  ROS  accounts, 
which  provides  for  safety  measures  and 
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other  operational  needs  in  our  various 
centers. 

This  amendment  emphasizes  the 
NASA  staff,  the  work  they  have  done, 
the  safety  necessities  that  we  need  to 
have  in  terms  of  keeping  the  appro- 
priate amount  of  staff.  It  also  reaf- 
firms, if  you  will,  already  the  RIF  pro- 
gram that  is  in  place  where  we  will  be 
seeing  some  1,400  employees  go  by  Oc- 
tober 1996. 

This  causes  NASA  to  be  able  to  con- 
tinue its  mission  without  the  tragedy 
of  a  furlough  of  some  2  weeks.  How  dis- 
ruptive that  will  be  for  that  to  occur  in 
the  business  of  what  NASA  has  to  do. 
It  will  allow  for  the  opportunity  for 
travel  for  monitoring  the  cooperation 
between  Russia  ajxd  our  space  station 
partners. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that  with 
respect  to  what  has  been  offered  by  the 
Republicans,  after  my  amendment  was 
offered  on  May  8,  I  believe  the  restora- 
tion of  $81.5  million,  which  is  not  an  in- 
crease but  a  restoration  of  funds  that 
would  meet  the  needs  of  these  NASA 
employees  with  the  downsizing  occur- 
ring, is  a  more  appropriate  direction  to 
take,  and  I  would  ask  my  colleagues  to 
support  wholeheartedly  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  jrield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  This  con- 
versation from  the  other  side  dealing 
wih  the  budget  and  no  offsets  is  really 
sort  of  a  shell  game,  which  we  all 
know.  The  majority  has  cut  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  by  several  hundred  mil- 
lion dollars.  This  would  partially  re- 
store that,  this  amendment  of  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  Texas  [Ms.  Jackson- 
Lee]. 

The  fact  is,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Sub- 
committee on  Appropriations  has  al- 
ready marked  this  bill  up  and  has  a 
larger  figure  in  it  than  the  majority 
has  in  their  authorization  bill. 

So,  whatever  discussion  of  budget  im- 
pact that  is  being  made  here,  and  I 
hear  it  all  too  frequently,  is  in  the 
mind  of  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee, nothing  more,  because  the  Com- 
nndttee  on  Appropriations  has  already 
moved  to  correct  the  inx)blem  that  is 
represented  here,  and  we  are  not  add- 
ing to  or  subtracting  fit>m  the  budget 
in  the  slightest. 

Mr.  STOCKMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  speak 
on  behalf  of  the  Weldon  amendment. 
My  dear  friend  and  colleague  who  is  in 
the  district  right  next  to  mine,  the 
gentlewoman  from  Texas  [Ms.  Jack- 
son-Lee], and  I  are  very  good  friends 
and  we  try  to  work  together  and  en- 
sure, Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  have  a 
safe  and  sound  NASA. 

My  dear  friend  and  colleague  from 
Texas  made  a  statement  that  we  are 
cutting  funds  fi-om  the  safety  program. 
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I  want  to  reiterate  and  clarify  that  we 
are  not  doing  that. 

In  fact,  Mr.  Chairmaji,  I  am  a  little 
bit  concerned  about  the  fact  that  when 
we  offered  this  amendment  to  restore 
the  money,  the  gentlewoman  objected. 
I  think  what  we  are  trying  to  do  here 
is  to  make  sure  we  have  a  balanced 
budget  and  we  have  a  space  station. 

Frankly,  my  belief  is  if  we  do  not 
balance  the  budget  and  have  a  space 
station,  then  we  will  not  have  a  space 
program.  This  is  a  reasonable  accom- 
modation on  both  viewpoints.  What  we 
have  done  is  restructured  it  so  that  we 
can  fully  employ  the  people  of  NASA. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  to  speak  from 
my  heart  because  my  wife  currently 
works  there,  and  I  saw  the  pain  and  the 
suffering  when  our  President  of  the 
United  States  cut  Space  Station  Free- 
dom. I  went  to  a  party  in  which  they 
were  sajrlng  good-bye  to  Space  Station 
Freedom.  And  I  more  than  anyone  else 
want  to  see  space  station  be  completed. 
I  want  to  see  NASA  whole  again.  And  I 
have  to  tell  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  makes  NASA  whole  again, 
and  it  protects  the  people. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  a  great  con- 
cern for  the  integrity  and  the  people 
down  in  our  district.  They  are  very 
hard-working  people  that  have  a  vi- 
sion, and  that  vision  of  America  is  a 
first-class  space  program.  We  look 
around  the  world,  and,  Mr.  Chairman, 
as  we  are  looking  around  the  world,  we 
see  Japan  and  we  see  Russia.  Every- 
body is  going  into  space.  But,  Mr. 
Chairman,  without  this  amendment, 
we  are  not  going  to  have  a  space  pro- 
gram, because  we  need  to  make  sure  we 
are  responsible  to  our  grandchildren 
and  our  children  that  the  budget  is  bal- 
anced so  that  we  can  pay  for  the  space 
program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  come  home  at  night 
and  on  weekends,  and  I  meet  my  wife 
and  she  tells  me  of  the  passion  and  love 
with  which  people  work  at  NASA.  Mr. 
Chairman,  you  may  not  know  this,  but 
the  engineers  that  work  at  NASA  could 
go  out  in  other  sectors  of  this  country 
and  get  more  money,  but  they  are 
doing  it  because  they  love  NASA  and 
they  love  this  Nation.  They  are  taking 
pay  cuts.  And  they  took  RIF's.  That  is 
true.  And  we  want  to  make  sure  that  it 
is  a  sound  financial  planning. 

Let  me  say  something  to  you,  Mr. 
Chairman,  when  we  sit  around  the 
table  and  we  discuss  our  budget,  we 
have  to  make  decisions.  We  have  a 
fixed  income  in  what  we  get  every 
time.  And  this  amendment  which  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  has  offered  is 
the  same  thing  as  American  families 
do.  They  sit  around  the  table  and  make 
those  hard  decisions.  We  are  incor- 
porating the  money  that  was  inadvert- 
ently taken  out  and  put  it  back  there 
to  ensure  the  viability  of  the  space  pro- 
gram. 

And  I  know  one  day  when  I  grow  old 
and  look  back  and  look  at  my  tenure 


here,  Mr.  Chairman,  serving  in  this  fine 
institution,  I  will  know  we  did  the 
right  thing  by  supporting  this  amend- 
ment because  what  we  are  doing  is  we 
are  looking  out  for  the  budget  and  we 
are  looking  out  for  the  space  program. 
And  we  are  going  to  see  a  great  and 
glorious  space  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  and  also 
my  chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  Mr. 
Sensenbrenner,  for  coming  down  to 
the  district  and  telling  the  folks  first- 
hand just  what  it  means  to  us  in  Con- 
gress that  we  are  dedicated  to  restor- 
ing those  funds. 

On  behalf  of  the  people  in  my  dis- 
trict, Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to 
thank  the  gentleman  for  the  consider- 
ation of  this  amendment  and  also  like 
to  say  that  I  give  my  full  support  for 
it,  and  I  am  also  going  to  tell  my  wife 
that  we  fought  for  the  people  of  Texas 
and  also  for  the  people  of  NASA. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  STOCKMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  Texas. 

D  1400 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Texas.  Feeling  his  passion,  I  would 
want  him  to  do  the  right  thing.  But  I 
do  have  to  emphasize  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  that  he  naight  want  to  re- 
consider his  facts.  Here  we  are,  on  the 
House  floor,  complaining  about  $81.5 
million  straight  up  for  the  NASA  per- 
sonnel. The  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions has  already  authorized  some  $600 
million  more  than  what  the  authoriz- 
ing conrniittee  has  done,  which  has  Re- 
publican leadership. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  to  my  col- 
leagues that  the  question  your  wife 
will  ask  you,  have  they  cut  the  ROS? 
And  you  have  cut  the  ROS  by  $34  mil- 
lion. That  does  not  go  to  the  safety 
issue.  It  takes  away  from  safety.  The 
right  way  to  go  is  to  support  the  Jack- 
son-Lee amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  my  friend  from 
Texas  would  want  to  be  on  the  right 
mark  by  supporting  the  right  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  COLEMAN.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requirate  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to  my  col- 
league, the  gentlewoman  from  Texas 
[Ms.  Jackson-Lee]. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  thank  my  colleague  from 
Texas  for  yielding.  More  importantly,  I 
thank  him  because  he  has  been  cer- 
tainly a  hard  worker  on  the  issues  in- 
volving Texas  and  Texas  economic  op- 
portunities and  the  needs  of  working 
Texans. 

This  bill  is  for  working  Americans. 
Particularly  as  it  relates  to  NASA,  I 
cannot  seem  to  get  my  Republican  col- 
leagues to  understand  that  this  is  a 
restoration,    some    $81.5    million,    so 


much  less  than  the  authorization  al- 
ready appropriated  by  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations.  When  we  begin  to 
look  at  the  Weldon-Sensenbrenner,  we 
begin  to  see  the  chipping  away  to  what 
NASA  has  already  accomplished.  It  has 
accomplished  a  sufficient  and  efficient 
downsizing.  By  October,  we  will  find 
some  1.400  who  will  be  RIF'd. 

If  we  do  not  pass  the  Jackson-Lee 
amendment,  we  will  begin  to  see  under- 
cutting of  safety  issues  by  the  under- 
cutting of  ROS.  We  also  are  going  to 
see  cutting  of  academic  programs, 
space  communications,  the  inability  to 
work  with  our  foreign  space  station 
partners,  like  Japan  and  Russia,  be- 
cause we  will  have  no  travel  budget 
and,  of  course,  science. 

I  think  we  really  have  to  maintain  a 
truth  in  speaking  here,  and  that  is  that 
we  are  simply  trying  to  restore  the 
S81.5  million,  one  for  safety  and  one  for 
the  responsible  carrying  out  of  NASA's 
mission  with  the  right  kind  of  person- 
nel. 

Mr.  COLEMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
jrield  to  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Brown],  the  rank- 
ing member  of  the  full  committee. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, this  entire  bill  that  is  before  us, 
including  the  NASA  part,  is  built  on 
this  gigantic  fiction  that  we  have  to  do 
this  in  order  to  influence  the  Commit- 
tee on  Appropriations  and  in  order  to 
keep  the  budget,  to  balance  the  budget, 
neither  of  which  are  true.  We  do  not 
have  to  cut  the  President's  budget  by 
several  hundred  million  dollars  in 
order  to  balance  the  budget  because  his 
budget  is  balanced. 

We  are  not  influencing  the  appropri- 
ators.  They  have  already  acted  to  ap- 
propriate, to  recommend  the  House  ap- 
propriate an  amount  roughly  what  was 
in  my  substitute,  may  be  a  little  bit 
more.  Now  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Waucer]  and  the  gen- 
tleman fix)m  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Sensen- 
brenner] and  others  can  keep  harping 
on  this  fact  that  this  bill,  their  bill  is 
absolutely  essential  to  balancing  the 
budget  and  to  influence  the  appropri- 
ators.  The  facts  belie  their  statement. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the  Members  on 
the  other  side  to  try  looking  at  the 
facta  for  a  change  instead  of  the  fig- 
ments of  the  imagination  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Wauc- 

ERl 

Mr.  COLEMAN.  If  I  might,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  Mr.  Chairman,  only  add 
that  I  think  it  is  time  for  all  of  us  to 
wake  up  and  recognize  that  a  good  deal 
of  the  downsizing  that  went  down  at 
NASA  went  on  long  before  the  new  ma- 
jority became  the  new  majority  in  the 
Congress.  Indeed,  this  President  and 
Vice  President,  AL  Gore,  had  done  a 
great  deal  in  attempting  to  make  Gov- 
ernment work  for  the  United  States 
and  for  its  citizens. 

I  think  that  what  we  have  done  at 
NASA  is  a  shining  example  of  what  can 
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be  done  when  we  all  agree  to  put  our 
shoolder  to  the  wheel.  I  would  hope 
that  my  colleagues  in  the  majority 
would  not  walk  about  and  continue  to 
talk  like  they  are  the  ones  who  in- 
vented economy  in  government.  After 
all,  a  lot  of  us  know  that  much  of  this 
began  in  1993.  Many  of  us,  when  this  ad- 
ministration came  into  office,  said  it  is 
about  time. 

We  want  very  much,  Mr.  Chaimaan, 
to  not  harm  the  employees  at  NASA. 
We  want  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
not  harm  the  issue  of  science  for  the 
United  States.  We  think  that,  without 
the  amendment  offered  by  my  col- 
lea«rue  troia  Houston,  that  could  occur. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  substitute  and 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  has  been  a  fas- 
cinating discussion.  First  of  all,  again  I 
am  disappointed  that  the  gentleman 
from  California,  a  ranking  member  of 
the  committee,  feels  it  necessary  as 
part  of  these  debates  to  personalize 
them  and  attack  me  as  though  this  is 
all  being  done  personally.  The  fact  is 
that  what  we  are  attempting  to  do  is 
make  some  changes  in  the  direction  of 
government. 

Now.  listen  carefully  to  what  the 
other  side  is  telling  us.  The  amend- 
ment that  I  am  opposing  here,  and  it 
has  been  presented  by  the  gentlewoman 
firom  Texas,  increases  spending  by  $81.5 
million  in  this  bill.  Now,  what  we  keep 
hearing  from  the  majority  is  we  can  in- 
crease spending,  increase  spending,  in- 
crease spending,  increase  spending,  in- 
crease spending,  increase  spending,  in- 
crease spending,  and  balance  the  budg- 
et. Now,  if  anybody  has  ever  figured 
out  a  way  to  do  that  in  their  own 
household,  I  congratulate  them.  I 
would  love  to  think  that  we  can  con- 
tinue to  increase  spending,  increase 
spending,  increase  spending,  increase 
spending  and  end  up  balancing  our 
budget  at  the  end  of  the  day.  But  that 
is  exactly  what  we  are  being  told,  that 
somehow  money  just  drifts  out  of  no- 
where, that  the  American  people  will 
just  continue  to  ante  up,  empty  their 
pocketbooks  to  give  to  Government  so 
that  people  in  Washington  can  increase 
spending.  That  is  what  the  gentle- 
woman does  with  her  amendment. 

Now,  the  gentleman  firom  Florida  has 
offered  another  amendment,  combined 
with  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 
What  they  say  is.  yes,  let  us  make 
NASA  whole,  where  a  mistake  was 
made  by  the  administration  in  what 
they  submitted  to  the  Congress.  But 
let  us  do  it  by  taking  out  of  some  other 
accounts. 

Now,  we  have  heard  firom  the  other 
side  that.  well,  that  is  an  irresponsible 
approach;  you  cannot  take  it  out  of 
other  accounts.  Well,  why  not?  Let  us 
think  of  the  other  accounts  we  are  tak- 
ing it  out  of.  First  of  all,  we  are  taking 
it  out  of  an  account  that  he  other  side 


said  in  their  debate  is  an  accovmt  that 
the  administration  does  not  even  want. 

Now,  I  happen  to  disagree  with  the 
administration  on  that.  I  think 
plussing  up  space  science  is  in  fact  a 
good  thing  for  the  country.  In  fact,  I 
have  a  letter  from  Carl  Sagan  and  some 
other  members  of  the  Planetary  Soci- 
ety that  endorse  the  nimibers  in  our 
bill  because  they  feel  very  strongly 
that  plussing  up  those  numbers  is  the 
right  way  to  go.  But  we  have  lowered 
them  a  little  bit  in  order  to  accommo- 
date this  mistake  that  was  made. 

The  other  side  does  not  want  to  do 
that.  The  other  side  does  not  want  to 
plus  up  that  account  for  space  science. 
Stick  with  the  President's  budget.  The 
President's  budget,  which  over  the  pe- 
riod of  7  years  drops  over  a  cliff  and 
drops  into  a  valley.  That  is  what  they 
support.  That  is  what  they  are  out  here 
defending.  But  there  is  one  other  place 
where  we  take  a  good  deal  of  money. 
We  take  a  good  deal  of  money  out  of 
the  travel  accounts.  Now,  what  they 
are  claiming  is  that  NASA  needs  S45 
million  for  travel. 

We  say  that  perhaps  that  NASA 
could  get  along  with  $31  million  for 
travel.  I  guess  that  is  one  of  those 
things  where  we  can  have  a  debate.  Is 
it  31  or  is  it  45?  We  think  that,  in  order 
to  preserve  the  integrity  of  the  person- 
nel process  at  NASA,  maybe  they  can 
get  by  with  $31  million  for  travel.  That 
is  the  main  difference  here,  whether  or 
not  you  want  to  cut  the  space  science 
account  some  to  acconmiodate  this  and 
whether  or  not  you  want  to  cut  the 
travel  accounts.  The  rest  of  them  are 
minor  matters. 

The  gentlewoman  from  Texas  does 
not  want  to  cut  at  all.  She  just  wants 
to  spend  the  money.  Just  plus  up  the 
accounts,  and  live  with  the  fiction  that 
by  spending  more  and  more  and  more 
and  more  and  more  and  more  you  can 
truly  balance  budgets  and  stop  us  trom 
having  deficits.  I  just  do  not  believe 
that  that  works  anjmiore.  I  just  think 
that  is  the  old  way  of  doing  things. 
That  is  the  old  status  quo  argument. 
We  have  had  that  for  40  years  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  of  spending 
more  and  more  and  more  on  every  bill 
and  somehow  not  ending  up  with  bal- 
anced budgets,  ending  up  with  huge 
deficits. 

Mr.  Chairman,  now  we  have  started  a 
new  day.  We  have  decided  that  we  are 
going  to  set  priorities  for  real.  I  know 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  resents  that 
idea.  He  thinks  it  is  a  terrible  thing 
our  committee  has  had  to  live  with, 
setting  priorities.  But  it  is  a  good 
thing  for  us  as  a  country  to  set  real 
priorities  to  make  real  decisions  and 
fundamentally  making  the  direction  of 
this  country  back  toward  balanced 
budgets  and  toward  giving  the  Amer- 
ican people  back  more  of  what  they 
earn  for  themselves. 

That  is  what  we  should  be  about 
here,  not  adding  spending  but  doing  the 


right  thing  and  doing  it  within  the  con- 
text of  what  we  can  afford. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  always  deeply 
challenged  when  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  ups  and  makes  one  of  his 
great  orations.  I  will  be  very  brief,  ac- 
tually. 

The  gentleman  is  talking  to  the 
wrong  audience.  He  should  be  address- 
ing his  remarks  with  regard  to  bal- 
ancing the  budget  and  keeping  spend- 
ing down  to  his  Republican  colleagues 
on  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
who  have  already  marked  up  a  bill  that 
spends  at  least  $600  million  more  than 
his  bill  authorizers.  Now,  maybe  he 
wants  it  that  way.  I  do  not  know.  But 
I  suggest  he  may  need  to  make  that 
speech  to  some  of  those  on  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  and  get  them 
to  go  back  and  bring  their  bill  down  to 
what  he  has  in  this  bill. 

Now,  is  this  a  good  bill?  He  cited  the 
commendations  he  received  fi:om  Carl 
Sagan.  Here  is  a  letter  which  each 
Member  got  from  the  National  Space 
Society,  which  is  the  recognized  pre- 
mier civilian  organization  in  this  area. 
It  says  as  follows: 

The  administration  is  seeking  to  fund 
NASA  in  1997  at  S13.8  billion,  a  S400  million 
reduction  from  the  current  year's  budget. 
Tlie  House  science  authorization  bill  would 
cut  that  down  to  only  S13.5  billion,  a  S300 
million  cut.  Members  of  the  National  Space 
Society  strongly  object  to  the  proposed  re- 
duction in  NASA's  budget  and  believe  the 
cuts  in  funding  undermine  America's  leader- 
ship in  advanced  technology  and  lessen  our 
Nation's  ability  to  create  economic  opportu- 
nities. 

Obviously  their  point  came  across 
very  well  to  the  appropriators,  because 
the  appropriators  proceeded  to  appro- 
priate even  more  than  is  in  the  author- 
ization bill  and  even  more  than  was  in 
my  substitute.  I  am  establishing  my 
record  as  a  conservative  Member  of 
Congress  by  the  fact  that  I  went  below 
the  appropriators  in  my  substitute. 

Mr.  SCHIFF.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  there  are  two 
important  aspects  of  this  debate.  The 
first  is  how  much  money  can  we  add  to 
various  spending  proposals  and  at  what 
point.  I  would  like  to  point  out  that 
this  is  still  the  beginning  of  the  proc- 
ess, not  the  end  of  the  process.  In  fact, 
an  amendment  that  I  offered  yesterday 
with  respect  to  the  National  Science 
Foundation  increased  spending  for  the 
National  Science  Foundation  in  its  re- 
search and  related  activities  account 
without  an  offset,  because  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Budget,  which  is  working  on 
this  same  issue,  along  with  us  and 
along  with  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations, had  found  a  means  to  pay  for 
its  within  the  House-passed  budget  res- 
olution. 
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As  we  proceed  through  the  system,  if 
the  different  committees  of  respon- 
sibility find  ways  to  increase  spending, 
in  this  particular  case  on  civilian  re- 
search and  development,  which  I  very 
much  support,  then  I  personally  could 
at  that  point  certainly  support  that. 

At  this  point,  however,  dealing  with 
the  bill  before  us,  therefore,  I  intend 
with  regret,  because  I  understand  the 
gentlewoman's  motivation,  to  vote 
against  the  Jackson-Lee  amendment, 
in  favor  of  the  Sensenbrenner  aimend- 
ment  and  Weldon  amendment. 

However,  I  would  like  to  say  there  is 
a  larger  debate  here.  Our  ranking  mem- 
ber, the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  BROWN],  referred  to  the  fact  that 
we  do  not  need  to  make  any  changes 
from  the  President's  proposals  because 
the  President's  budget  is  balanced.  Al- 
though we  are  now  talking  about 
NASA,  I  think  the  same  subject  comes 
up  again,  as  we  discussed  yesterday 
with  respect  to  the  National  Science 
Foundation,  and  which  will  come  up 
with  respect  to  almost  every  spending 
proposal  I  could  think  of.  That  is,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  the  President  proposes 
in  almost  every  account  more  spending 
for  the  next  fiscal  year,  which  is  fiscal 
year  1997,  beginning  October  1  of  this 
year. 

But  the  point  is  we  are  voting  on  fis- 
cal year  1997  now,  during  1996,  which  is 
the  calendar  year  of  the  election  year. 
Therefore,  there  is  a  proposed  bump  in 
spending  almost  eversrwhere  by  the  ad- 
ministration, frankly  to  enhance  their 
posture  in  the  election.  The  point  I 
want  to  make,  I  think  this  is  going  to 
be  paid  for  elsewhere  by  the  adminis- 
tration by  deeper  cuts  than  proposed 
by  the  majority  in  Congress  in  later 
years. 

I  know  that  is  the  case  with  respect 
to  the  National  Science  Foundation's 
salaries  accounts,  because  we  debated 
that  yesterday.  I  know  the  administra- 
tion proposed  a  bump  up,  followed  by  a 
steep  decline  in  spending,  well  below 
congressional  majority  proposals. 

So  far  as  I  know,  that  is  correct  with 
respect  to  the  administration's  NASA 
proposals  for  spending  in  subsequent 
fiscal  years  as  rated  by  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office,  that  both  sides 
have  agreed  to  use  to  monitor  spending 
and  evaluate  spending,  would  have 
deeper  cuts  in  future  years  than  is  pro- 
posed in  the  House-passed  budget  reso- 
lution. If  I  am  wrong  on  that.  I  would 
appreciate  the  figures  being  submitted 
during  this  debate.  But  so  far  as  I 
know,  this  is  a  proposal  for  higher 
spending  at  one  point  to  be  followed  by 
a  lot  deeper  spending  cuts  elsewhere. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that  the  ma- 
jority's proposal  is  best  here  for  NASA, 
as  well  as  for  other  Government  agen- 
cies. 

a  1415 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  SCHIFF.  I  shield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
want  to  point  out  that  when  AAAS  did 
their  evaluation  and  compared  what  we 
did  to  the  administration's  plan  that 
they  are  now  defending,  the  AAAS,  the 
authority  on  all  this,  the  American  As- 
sociation for  the  Advancement  of 
Science,  in  their  R&D  analysis  said 
that  NASA  would  fare  slightly  better 
under  the  House's  plan,  losing  23  per- 
cent instead  of  29  percent  in  the  admin- 
istration's projections. 

So  when  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Coleman]  a  few  minutes  ago  when 
he  spoke  said  that  the  President  and 
the  Vice  President  have  slashed  NASA 
employees,  he  is  absolutely  right,  and 
now  when  we  look  out  into  the  future, 
as  the  gentleman  points  out,  the  AAAS 
says  in  their  report  that  we  are  better 
in  our  House  plan  than  the  administra- 
tion is  in  their  plan,  and  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHIFF.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Texas. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  am  not  sure  what  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  is  directing 
his  comments  toward.  We  are  talking 
about  real  numbers,  we  are  talking 
about  what  is  occurring  now  and  not 
prospectively,  and  what  is  happening 
now  is  that  real  numbers  are  $81.5  mil- 
lion being  eliminated  with  additional 
cuts  fi-om  ROS  of  $34  million,  which 
does  not  allow  us  to  respond  to  already 
downsize  NASA  in  its  present  form. 

Mr.  SCHIFF.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may 
reclaim  my  time  very  briefly,  I  want  to 
say  that  we  are  all  proposing  to  add 
the  money  back  right  now,  but  what  is 
more  important  is  the  gentleman  fi-om 
California,  the  senior  member  of  the 
Conmiittee  on  Science  and  former 
chairman,  made  a  specific  reference  to 
the  President's  budget,  and  my  only 
point  was  to  show  that  the  President's 
budget  means  all  of  the  President's 
budget,  just  like  a  congressional  budg- 
et means  all  of  the  congressional  budg- 
et. 

We  have  both  agreed  to  try  to  reach 
a  balanced  budget,  and  it  is  not  accu- 
rate to  refer  to  1  year  of  any  budget 
and  not  show  what  the  other  effects 
woiild  be. 

Ms.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON  of 
Texas.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I  move  to  strike 
the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  concern  is  not 
whether  or  not  we  bust  the  budget.  My 
concern  is  not  that  we  are  cutting  the 
budget;  it  is  how  we  are  cutting  the 
budget.  It  does  not  add  up  when  we  say 
we  are  protecting  the  personnel  and  we 
take  away  all  their  tools.  It  does  not 
do  anything  but  cause  for  more  ineffi- 
ciency. It  is  a  problem  being  created  by 
this  amendment  of  Mr.  Weldon's,  and 
that  is  why  I  think  that  the  more  sen- 
sible way  is  with  the  amendment  of- 


fered by  the  gentlewoman  firom  Texas 
[Ms.  Jackson-Lee]. 

For  example,  when  he  cuts  the  travel 
budget  by  30  percent,  he  will  then  jeop- 
ardize the  ability  of  NASA  civil  service 
personnel  to  perform  necessary 
project-related  travel,  like  the  trips  to 
Russia  to  monitor  Russian  progress  on 
the  space  station  program,  space  sta- 
tion-related trips  between  Kennedy 
Space  Center  and  the  Johnson  Space 
Center,  travel  to  support  launch  oper- 
ations of  scientific  payloads  et  cetera. 
I  just  do  not  think  it  makes  sense  the 
way  that  he  is  cutting. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  we  can  cut 
the  budget,  but  if  it  does  not  coordi- 
nate, if  we  leave  NASA  without  utili- 
ties, without  money  for  custodial  serv- 
ices, then  we  really  have  not  done  any- 
thing to  improve  operations;  we  have 
simply  cut  without  thinking.  And  that 
is  exactly  what  the  Weldon  amendment 
does.  I  do  not  think  it  makes  sense. 

I  think  it  does  make  sense  to  have  a 
orderly  downsizing,  as  they  are  doing 
now.  that  they  have  already  accom- 
plished, and  they  are  continuing  to  ac- 
complish. But  when  they  say  that  they 
are  protecting  the  personnel,  they  take 
away  all  their  tools,  then  how  irrespon- 
sible is  that?  I  do  not  believe  that  we 
want  to  go  that  irresponsible  way. 

I  believe  that  the  way  we  must  go, 
and  it  does  not  bust  the  budget,  it  does 
not  exceed  what  the  Committee  on  Ap- 
propriations has  recommended,  is  to 
adopt  the  Jackson-Lee  amendment. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Ms.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON  of 
Texas.  I  jrield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  WALKER.  So  if  I  am  to  under- 
stand, the  gentlewoman  from  Texas 
thinks  that  NASA  should  spend  $45 
million  for  travel  rather  than  $31  mil- 
lion for  travel;  is  that  correct? 

Ms.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON  of 
Texas.  I  think  that  we  need  to  coordi- 
nate the  real  basic  needs  for  what  trav- 
el it  is  and  look  at  those  figures  rather 
than  deciding  we  just  want  to  slash 
something. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Just  so  I  imderstand. 
the  decision  here  is  between  $45  million 
for  travel  and  $31  million  for  travel. 
The  gentlewoman  mentioned  traveling 
to  Russia.  We  do  not  understand  why 
they  would  have  to  do  that  since  we  al- 
ready have  a  full-time  NASA  office  in 
Russia.  But  nevertheless  what  she  is 
saying  is  that  what  she  believes  is  that 
we  ought  to  be  spending  more  money 
for  travel  rather  than  saving  that 
money. 

Is  that  correct? 

Ms.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON  of 
Texas.  Let  me  say  that  the  gentleman 
firom  Pennsylvania  can  make  a  simplis- 
tic argument  like  that,  and  it  might 
sound  like  it  makes  sense,  but  it  does 
not  make  sense  unless  the  gentleman 
can  relate  it  to  reality,  relate  it  to 
basic  needs  of  a  program. 
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We  can  all  pay  with  numbers.  But  un- 
less those  numbers  make  sense  in  re- 
ality, we  are  wasting  other  dollars. 

Mr.  WALKER.  If  the  gentlewoman 
from  Texas  would  continue  to  3rield, 
she  is  the  one  that  mentioned  travel  to 
Russia.  She  says  that  is  one  of  the 
things  this  money  was  used  for. 

Ms.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON  of 
Texas.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  saying  ex- 
actly what  it  would  cut.  If  the  gen- 
tleman would  tell  me  exactly  what  the 
dollars  he  is  talking  about  would  pay 
for,  then  we  can  relate.  But  I  am  talk- 
ing about  cutting  essential  travel  to 
carry  out  the  duty  of  NASA. 

Mr.  WALiKER.  And  the  gentlewoman 
does  not  think  they  cay  do  that  on 
S31.5  million. 

Ms.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON  of 
Texas.  I  think  we  ought  to  look  back  in 
that  testimony  and  see.  I  do  not  know 
that  they  can  do  it  with  $31  nullion.  It 
might  not  make  sense. 

I  think  that  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  ought  to  be  the  one  ex- 
plaining to  me  why  they  can  make  all 
these  trips  with  $31  million  rather  than 
talking  about  and  trying  to  excite  the 
public. 

Mr.  WALKER.  If  the  gentlewoman 
would  continue  to  srield,  I  am  perfectly 
willing  to  have  them  do  it  on  $31  mil- 
lion. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  CaUfomia.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Ms.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON  of 
Texas.  I  jrield  to  the  gentleman  from 
California. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Walker]  is  making  the  point  that 
my  colleagues  want  to  engage  in 
profligate  spending  and  he  wants  to 
save  this  15  or  whatever  million  dollars 
it  is.  We  discussed  that  yesterday,  and 
we  came  to  the  conclusion  that  this 
money  was  not  being  saved,  and  we 
know  it  is  not,  but  it  is  going  to  be 
spent  in  other  directions.  He  wants  to 
spend  it  to  increase  the  military  budg- 
et by  $12  bUUon  or  $14  billion,  and  I 
said  that,  and  then  he  added  also  we 
want  to  make  a  very  substantial  tax 
cut  for  what  he  calls  middle-income 
America. 

It  is  not  a  matter  of  saving,  never 
has  been.  It  is  a  matter  of  priorities.  K 
my  colleagues'  priority  is  spending 
more  for  defense  and  for  tax  cuts  for 
the  wealthy,  they  want  to  cut  it  any 
way  they  can,  and  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walker],  living  in 
this  land  that  he  does,  it  is  time  to 
make  the  case  that  what  he  is  doing  is 
prudent  when  he  is  merely  asserting 
his  values,  with  which  I  strongly  dis- 
agree. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield?  Do  I  under- 
stand the  gentleman  from  California  is 
opposed  to  tax  cuts  for  the  middle 
class? 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
CHAMBLiss).  The  time  of  the  gentle- 


woman from  Texas,  Ms.  Eddie  Bernice 
Johnson  has  expired. 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman  I  move  to  strike  the  req- 
uisite number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  talk  about  the 
Jackson-Lee  amendment  for  a  few  min- 
utes, and  I  think  the  Members  who  are 
here  and  who  are  watching  it  now  real- 
ize that  we  are  talking  about  author- 
ization bill  here.  The  Committee  on 
Appropriations  has  already  appro- 
priated $600  million  more  than  this  bill 
authorizes,  and  what  we  are  trying  to 
do  with  my  colleagues  from  Houston, 
Ms.  Jackson-Lee's  amendment,  is  to 
provide  $81.5  million  in  additional  au- 
thorization to  make  sure  we  do  not 
have  as  much  as  3  weeks'  furlough  of 
the  employees  there.  That  is  really  not 
a  way  to  run  a  government,  a  business, 
or  an  afrline,  or  a  raifroad,  or  anything 
else  where  we  plan  to  authorize  less 
than  what  we  are  going  to  spend  so  we 
can  lay  off  those  workers  there  because 
we  are  not  planning  for  it. 

Again,  it  does  not  make  any  sense  be- 
cause all  we  are  doing  is  authorizing, 
we  are  not  spending  a  penny  with  this 
bill  today.  "The  Committee  on  Appro- 
priation and  the  appropriations  bill 
will  spend  the  penny;  we  are  just  au- 
thorizing them  to  do  it.  And  since  they 
have  already  come  up  with  $600  million 
more,  again  my  colleagues  may  dis- 
agree with  that,  well,  then  let  us  talk 
to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 

But  NASA  has  already  downsized  and 
done  everything  they  can.  NASA  has 
already  downsized,  and  they  have  be- 
come leaner,  meaner.  In  fact,  whether 
it  be  the  administration  or  those  of  us 
in  Congress  who  have  made  them  pro- 
vide a  better  value  for  the  American 
taxpayer,  they  have  cut  4,000  civil  serv- 
ice jobs  since  1993  and  plan  to  continue 
to  cut  another  4,000  by  the  fiscal  year 
2000.  And  the  reduction  in  work  force 
will  not  generate  the  savings  for  this 
coming  year  because  NASA  cannot 
technically  execute  a  reduction  in 
work  force  or  a  RIF,  one  early  enough 
to  generate  that  savings  even  if  it  is 
not  authorized. 

That  is  what  I  think  we  need  to  go 
back  to,  and  from  what  I  understand, 
this  $81.5  million  that  is  needed  for  the 
authorization  to  make  sure  that  we- do 
not  have  that  furlough  of  those  em- 
ployees, these  are  full-time  NASA  em- 
ployees where  planning  but  not  author- 
izing funding  for  them,  to  furlough 
them  for  10  to  12  to  21  days  sometime 
during  the  year.  Again  that  is  not  the 
way  anybody  should  run  thefr  business, 
and  we  should  not  expect  the  Govern- 
ment to  run  that  way  either  because 
we  are  just  authorizing  it  today. 

The  future  of  our  work  force  depends 
on  the  high-skilled  and  the  skilled  jobs 
that  the  space  station,  the  aerospace 
industry  provides,  and  again  we  should 
not  treat  those  employees,  whether 
they  are  NASA  or  whether  they  are 
contract,  in  sajdng,  "Well,  we've  sorry 
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we're  going  to  lay  you  off  for  21  days 
because  we  don't  have  the  authoriza- 
tion to  spend  the  money  even  though 
one  hand  we  could  do  it,  but  on  the 
other  hand  we  are  not  giving  it  to 
you." 

That  just  does  not  make  any  sense. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  With  re- 
gard to  this  money  that  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walker]  is 
pointing  to  that  he  now  wants  to  save 
the  difference  in  the  transportation 
items,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that 
the  figure  which  is  referred  to  here,  the 
amount  for  transportation,  was  in  the 
bill  at  the  subcommittee  level,  it  was 
in  the  bill  when  it  was  marked  up  at 
the  full  committee  level,  it  was  in  the 
bill  yesterday,  as  a  matter  of  fact.  And 
now  Mr.  Walker  has  decided,  without 
hearings,  I  might  say,  or  any  other  in- 
dication, that  that  Is  really  too  much 
and  it  is  wasted.  So  he  is  going  to  cut 
$15  million  out  of  it  in  order  to  correct 
this  waste. 

Now  my  real  question  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walk- 
er] is: 

Why  did  he  suddenly  find  that  this 
money  is  being  wasted  instead  of  at  the 
subcommittee  level,  which  he  did  not 
allow  markups  in,  or  the  full  commit- 
tee level,  which  he  did  allow  markups 
in,  or  even  smaller  in  the  debate? 

If  they  were  wasteful  expenditures, 
he  should  have  proposed  in  his  man- 
ager's amendment  that  all  this  was^e 
be  removed.  But,  no  he  did  not  find  '  ut 
about  it  until  it  was  necessary  to  ^  or- 
rect  the  mistake  which  he  also  should 
have  corrected  in  the  full  committee 
level  and  did  not. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Since  the  Conrniittee 
on  Appropriations  has  come  up,  I  think 
we  should  clarify,  before  we  get  too 
much  misinformation  on  the  floor:  In 
our  appropriation  bill  we  cut  $309  mil- 
lion out  of  essentially  the  operating  ac- 
counts of  NASA.  The  appropriators  cut 
$542  million  out  of  the  operating  ac- 
counts of  NASA  and  in  their  bill.  Now 
their  total  is  higher,  in  large  part  be- 
cause there  are  some  fixed  asset  ac- 
counts that  they  count  into  thefr  num- 
bers, but  if  we  look  at  the  operating  ac- 
counts that  NASA  has  to  spend  before 
going  out  to  brag  about  what  has  hap- 
pened in  the  appropriation  committee, 
take  a  look,  folks,  because  the  fact  is 
there  is  $558  million  in  a  fixed  asset  ac- 
count that  is  counted  in  there,  and  we 
actually 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  In  re- 
claiming my  time.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
are  talking  about  the  Jackson-Lee 
amendment,  $81.5  million.  The  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  has  author- 
ized $600  million,   that  $81.5  million 
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could  come  out  of  that  $600  million, 
and  I  could  be  corrected,  but  that  is 
what  I  have  been  told.  I  do  not  know 
about  the  fixed  asset  part  of  this 
amendment. 

We  are  talking  about  saving  employ- 
ees from  having  a  reduction  in  work 
force  for  10  to  12  to  20  days  by  having 
some  reasonable  planning  in  the  au- 
thorization, and  that  is  what  author- 
izations are  supposed  to  be  about,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  we  plan  for  those  em- 
ployees to  do  their  work  full-time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  encourage  adoption 
of  the  Jackson-Lee  amendment. 

Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chafr- 
man,  I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  concerned  as  I 
have  listened  now,  this  is  the  second 
day  I  have  listened  to  this  debate  in 
the  Committee  on  Science  and  here  on 
the  floor,  and  I  am  just  a  little  bit  sur- 
prised that  one  of  my  dear  colleagues 
from  Florida  really  wants  to  cut  per- 
sonnel in  such  a  way  that  it  will  affect 
Florida  employees  and  citizens  of  Flor- 
ida. 

But  I  am  concerned  about  all  of  the 
appropriations.  I  am  concerned,  first  of 
all,  to  say  that  any  time  we  are  dealing 
with  personnel,  we  cannot  just  jump 
without  some  studies.  I  do  not  think 
any  one  has  ever  looked  at  the  nega- 
tive impact  of  this  particular  issue 
that  would  cut  money  out  of  personnel. 

First  of  all,  the  question  I  would  like 
to  astf  is:  Has  anybody  looked  at  the 
inflationary  increase  that  these  people 
will  have  to  use  to  live  by? 

a  1430 

Have  Members  looked  at  the  benefits 
that  will  be  due  to  them  in  this  forth- 
coming budget  which  we  are  trying  to 
authorize  here?  If  we  are  arguing  about 
figures,  we  had  better  think  about 
some  of  the  things  that  influence  fig- 
ures. Things  that  influence  figures  are 
not  just  the  way  we  feel  philosophi- 
cally. What  influences  figures  should 
be  what  impact  will  this  have  on  the 
employees  who  make  up  the  personnel 
of  NASA.  That  is  the  first  thing  we  are 
going  to  think  about. 

Then,  if  we  are  just  thinking  about 
budget  cutting,  we  could  cut  any  budg- 
et that  each  conmiittee  has  put  on.  If 
we  are  just  going  to  do  that,  then  just 
wantonly  cut  the  budgets,  instead  of 
going  into  a  personnel  budget  and  re- 
ducing it  by  so  many  million  dollars. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  have  this  ar- 
gument with  what  the  President's 
budget  is.  I  am  talking  about  the  pol- 
icy of  authorizing  something  that  will 
give  the  personnel  of  the  NASA  a 
chance  to  operate  like  personnel  of 
other  industries. 

All  the  gentlewoman  from  Texas  [Ms. 
Jackson-Lee]  is  asking,  and  I  am  here 
to  support  her  amendment,  all  she  is 
asking  is  that  we  restore  the  NASA 
personnel  account  to  the  level  that  was 
requested  by  the  President.  I  am  hear- 


ing different  things  on  that,  standing 
here,  but  that  is  what  her  amendment 
is  asking.  I  agree  with  that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  do  not  pass  her 
amendment,  according  to  what  is  cur- 
rently going  on  on  the  floor  now,  these 
personnel  members,  these  are  human 
beings,  just  like  us  in  the  Congress.  We 
do  not  want  our  benefits  cut,  we  do  not 
want  our  salary  cut  due  to  the  whims 
and  whimsical  ideas  that  people  have. 
We  want  to  be  sure  that  if  they  are  cut, 
there  is  a  sound  reason. 

Think  about  what  this  will  do,  Mr. 
Chairman.  What  this  will  do  is  put 
them  on  a  furlough.  Have  we  not  had 
enough  furloughs  here  in  the  Federal 
Government?  Have  we  not  had  enough 
Government  employees  and  contrac- 
tors of  Government,  to  cause  thefr  per- 
sonnel benefits  and  cause  their  pay  to 
be  cut?  Have  we  not  had  enough  of 
that?  When  will  we  learn  our  lesson? 

Another  thing,  in  dealing  with  the 
agency,  I  am  hoping  that  somebody 
spoke  to  this  agency,  to  NASA,  and 
said,  how  can  we  best  cut  the  personnel 
that  will  not  negatively  impact  on 
you?  I  am  not  sure  that  this  was  ever 
done,  because  we  are  dealing  pretty 
much  with  the  budget  here.  We  are  not 
dealing  with  how  these  agencies  should 
be  run.  I  do  not  think  any  of  vis  know 
that  much  about  what  is  going  on  back 
in  these  agencies.  I  am  not  sure  they 
even  talked  to  them  before  they  de- 
cided to  bring  up  these  cuts. 

I  am  only  talking  about  conmion- 
sense  administration,  commonsense, 
humane  things  that  a  government 
should  not  be  doing;  that  is,  cutting 
personnel  without  consulting  the  agen- 
cy and  sasring  to  the  agency,  these  are 
our  objectives,  these  are  our  goals,  how 
can  we  best  reach  that?  That  has  not 
been  done  because,  as  I  understand  it, 
there  was  no  consultation  with  the 
agency  and  there  is  no  basis  for  this 
sharp  reduction. 

I  close,  Mr.  Chairman,  by  saying  if 
there  is  going  to  be  a  shaarp  reduction, 
particularly  in  personnel,  it  should  be 
thought  through,  it  should  go  through 
the  authorizing  conmiittee,  and  then 
submit  it,  naturally,  as  we  have  to  do 
to  appropriations,  but  think  about  the 
impact,  first.  I  beg  the  Members  to  sup- 
port the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentlewoman  from  Texas  [Ms.  Jack- 
son-Lee]. It  is  a  humane  amendment. 
It  is  based  on  the  future  of  the  person- 
nel of  NASA.  They  are  dedicated  people 
in  that  agency,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
appeal  to  the  House  to  i>ass  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentlewoman  from 
Texas 

Ms. '  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida.  I  yield  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Texas. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentlewoman 
from  Florida.  I  think  it  is  extremely 
important. 

Let  me  indicate  that  the  Sensen- 
brenner-Weldon     amendment     simply 


robs  from  Peter  to  say  Paul.  That  is 
the  clarification  we  need.  Though  they 
are  belatedly  offering  to  restore  these 
funds,  which  the  Jackson-Lee  amend- 
ment does  straight  up,  they  then  gut 
academic  programs,  they  gut  the  space 
communications,  they  gut  travel,  so  we 
cannot  relate  to  our  foreign  space  part- 
ners in  the  space  station,  and  they  gut 
science. 

And  NASA  has  indicated  that  we  will 
see  no  savings  with  their  reductions  in 
1997,  fiscal  year  1997,  none  whatsoever, 
because  they  cannot  move  that  quick- 
ly. They  are  afready  downsizing,  cut- 
ting jote,  cutting  employees,  as  of  Oc- 
tober, 1996:  The  gentlewoman  is  abso- 
lutely right  that  Florida,  Texas,  and 
Alabama  will  be  hurt  drastically. 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chafr- 
man,  I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Florida.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
think  we  ought  to  have  a  clarification 
from  the  last  set  of  remarks  we  just 
had.  The  gentlewoman  from  Florida  ac- 
cused my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Weldon],  of  seeking 
to  slash  personnel.  Thank  goodness  the 
gentlewoman  from  Texas  tried  to  make 
a  clarification  on  that. 

The  fact  is  that  both  of  these  amend- 
ments put  back  in  the  full  money  for 
personnel  accounts.  The  only  question 
here  is  whether  or  not  we  are  going  to 
save  some  money  out  of  travel  ac- 
counts and  out  of  some  other  accounts 
in  order  to  pay  the  personnel,  or 
whether  or  not  we  are  going  to  do  sim- 
ply an  add-on  that  adds  on  deficit 
spending. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  we  ought  to 
clarify  that.  There  was  very  little  good 
information  in  that  last  set  of  re- 
marks, because  it  simply  did  not  relate 
to  the  topic  before  us.  Again,  the  gen- 
tleman needs  to  be  congratulated.  He  is 
doing  the  responsible  thing  here  of 
plusing  up  those  personnel  accounts, 
but  doing  so  in  a  way  that  we  can  af- 
ford it  and  the  taxpayers  do  not  end  up 
having  it  taken  out  of  thefr  pocket- 
book.  

Mr.  WELDON  of  Florida.  I  thank  the 
gentleman.  I  will  try  to  make  my  com- 
ments briefly. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  has  been  a 
lengthy  debate.  I  think  it  has  been  fair- 
ly productive.  I  just  want  to  explain  a 
little  to  my  colleagues  how  we  got  into 
this  situation.  Our  staff  on  the  com- 
mittee sat  down  with  the  NASA  offi- 
cials and  were  given  figures  on  the 
amount  of  money  they  needed  for  the 
support  of  thefr  staff,  the  full-time 
equivalents.  Then  2  days  before  we 
went  to  committee  markup,  they  came 
in  with  a  whole  new  set  of  numbers  and 
said  they  needed  $81.5  million  more. 

It  is  true  that  the  ranking  member 
did  seek  in  his  substitute  to  restore 
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that  money,  and  I  commend  him  for 
that.  But  he  also  sought  about  $1.5  bil- 
lion additional  of  spending  that  we  did 
not  have.  It  would  amount  to  borrow- 
ing more  money  from  our  children  to 
pay  for  what  we  are  doing  now.  I  think 
that  was  irresponsible,  and  his  sub- 
stitute was  defeated  in  committee,  as 
it  was  on  the  floor.  Nobody  on  the  mi- 
nority side  presented  an  amendment 
that  would  exclusively  restore  this  ac- 
count. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  working 
diligently  with  the  subcommittee 
chairman,  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin [Mr.  Sensenbrenner],  with  the  full 
conmiittee  chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walker],  as 
well  as  with  the  chairman  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  VA,  HUD  and  Independ- 
ent Agencies,  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia, Mr.  Jerrt  Lewis,  to  make  sure 
these  funds  are  restored. 

I  think  my  amendment,  with  the  per- 
fecting amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Sensen- 
brenner], is  a  good,  reasonable,  re- 
sponsible way  to  accomplish  the  goal. 
And  we  all  agree  on  the  goal,  we  just 
disagree  on  how  we  do  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  vote  in  support  of  the 
Weldon-Sensenbrenner  amendment. 

Mr.  COSTELLO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COSTELLO.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman flrom  California. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  really  do  not  like  to  belabor 
this,  but  sometimes  it  seems  necessary 
to  keep  saying  the  same  thing  over 
again  to  get  it  across. 

The  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Weldon]  is  acting  properly  here  to  re- 
store funding  that,  whether  as  he 
claims,  it  is  the  fault  of  the  adminis- 
tration, or  as  I  claim,  it  is  the  fault  of 
the  committee  chairman  himself,  we 
both  realize  it  needs  to  be  corrected. 

Then  we  repeat  the  mantra,  that  if 
we  do  not  take  away  from  some  of 
these  other  things,  travel  and  so  forth, 
the  budget  is  not  going  to  be  balajiced. 
What  does  that  means?  That  means 
that  it  does  not  conform  to  the  Repub- 
lican budget.  The  Democratic  budget, 
which  the  President  offered,  it  is  still 
below  that,  and  it  is  still  in  balance. 
They  are  going  to  contend,  of  course, 
that  the  President's  balanced  budget  is 
phony  and  all  that  sort  of  stuff,  so 
maybe  it  is.  But  it  has  been  certified 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  as 
being  in  balance  in  2002. 

What  is  the  difference?  The  Presi- 
dent's budget,  has  been  pointed  out,  is 
higher  for  both  NASA  and  for  the  en- 
tire discretionary  research  and  devel- 
opment account  up  to  year  2000.  It  is 
substantially  higher  than  the  Repub- 
lican budget  over  that  same  period  of 
time  by  an  amount  of  roughly  S2  bil- 


lion per  year.  Then  it  takes  a  sharp 
cut.  That  has  been  pointed  out.  It  has 
been  claimed,  of  course,  that  that  is 
political  manipulation,  that  the  Presi- 
dent is  keeping  the  R&D  budget  artifi- 
cially high,  that  the  only  true  budget 
handed  down  from  heaven  itself  is  the 
Republican  budget,  which  is  roughly  $2 
billion  per  year  less  than  the  Presi- 
dent's budget. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COSTELLO.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  noticed  that  when  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  came  up  on  the  floor  of 
the  House,  it  was  overwhelmingly  re- 
jected, and  only  10  of  the  23  Democrats 
on  the  Committee  on  Science  voted  for 
the  President's  budget.  The  gentleman 
was  one  of  them,  I  give  him  credit  for 
consistency,  but  evidently  the  gen- 
tleman was  less  persuasive  then  than 
he  is  today. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  thank  the  gentleman  for  that 
pertinent  comment.  I  have  said  many 
times  that  in  the  7-year  runout,  I  do 
not  like  either  the  Republican  budget 
or  the  President's  budget.  I  have  also 
said  that  since  the  main  differences 
occur  in  the  year  2000,  and  nobody  can 
predict  what  is  going  to  happen  in  the 
year  2000,  and  that  will  be  in  the  first 
administration  of  President  Gore,  I  am 
going  to  let  President  Gore  worry 
about  that  problem  when  we  get  to  it. 

In  the  meantime.  I  am  going  to  sup- 
port the  budget,  which  is  $2  billion  a 
year  higher  for  R&D,  and  I  urge  my 
fHends  on  that  side  to  think  carefully 
before  rejecting  it,  because  it  will  be 
an  issue.  I  am  spending  most  of  my 
time  trying  to  make  the  votes  in  sup- 
port of  a  reasonable  R&D  program  for 
this  country  an  issue  in  this  campaign. 

The  gentleman  may  think  his  posi- 
tion will  stand  up  better  than  mine, 
and  we  will  let  the  voters  decide. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COSTELLO.  I  srield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Texas. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentleman  very 
much  for  his  kindness  in  yielding  to 
me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  clear  up  sev- 
eral points.  Let  it  be  perfectly  clear,  as 
one  of  President  used  to  say.  that  this 
side  of  the  aisle  is  not  against  a  bal- 
anced budget.  We  have  voted  time  and 
time  again,  and  as  a  freshman  I  can  say 
I  have  voted  for  a  balanced  budget.  The 
misnomer  we  have  here  is  that  we  are 
against  giving  middle-income  tax  cuts. 

That  is  not  accurate.  We  are  against 
bashing  middle-income  workers  at  the 
NASA  centers  around  this  Nation  by 
borrowing  from  Peter  to  pay  Paul,  as 
the  Weldon-Sensenbrenner  amendment 
has.  It  may  restore  belatedly  J81.5  mil- 
lion, but  it  guts  other  programs,  and 
we  do  not  know  if  we  are  going  to  have 


any  savings  by  cutting  other  programs 
and  requiring  NASA,  that  has  already 
downsized,  to  not  be  able  to  commu- 
nicate with  its  foreign  space  station 
partners,  to  not  be  able  to  have  space 
conomunications,  and  taking  away 
from  the  science  program. 

I  am  not  sure  where  they  are  trying 
to  go,  but  I  would  solicit  my  colleagues 
to  do  the  right  thing  and  support  the 
Jackson-Lee  amendment  that  is  a  res- 
toration, not  an  increase,  a  restoration 
of  S81.5  million,  that  gives  to  our  NASA 
employees  the  ability  to  downsize  ap- 
propriately, without  safety  factors 
being  damaged,  as  well  as  putting  them 
on  a  2-week  or  more  furlough  where 
they  cannot  work  and  they  cannot  con- 
tinue the  mission  of  NASA,  and  cannot 
continue  the  mission  of  this  Nation 
with  respect  to  space  exploration  and 
science. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  disciission  here 
today  on  the  two  amendments  really  is 
no  different  than  the  discussion  yester- 
day concerning  the  substitute  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Brown]  and  the  original  bill  si>onsored 
by  the  chairman  of  the  committee.  I 
could  say  the  same  remarks  about 
them,  because  basically  what  it  is  a 
question  of  funding  programs  that  need 
to  be  funded,  and  still  balancing  the 
budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  majority,  which 
emphasizes  balancing  the  budget,  will 
lead  us  to  believe  that  if  we  do  not 
make  these  cuts  in  the  TDRSS  and 
other  parts  in  order  to  fUnd  back  the 
personnel  money  for  NASA,  that  we 
are  not  going  to  have  a  balanced  budg- 
et. Mr.  Chairman,  it  ain't  so.  It  really 
ain't  so.  That  amount  of  money,  to 
begin  with,  is  not  going  to  make  the 
difference  in  the  next  7  years. 

Second,  under  the  coalition  budget, 
which  very  few  of  their  Members,  the 
vast  majority,  did  not  support,  this 
program  for  the  personnel  is  fully  fund- 
ed, and  so  is  the  TDRSS  and  the  re- 
search and  development  fully  funded  as 
is  necessary,  and  we  have  a  balanced 
budget  by  the  year  2002. 

As  has  been  pointed  out  earlier  today 
by  the  gentleman  from  California,  our 
ranking  minority  member,  it  is  a  ques- 
tion of  establishing  priorities:  What  do 
we  really  want?  There  is  no  question  in 
my  mind  that  the  radical  right,  under 
the  leadership  of  the  majority,  does  not 
want  research  and  development.  It  is 
clear  and  simple.  Why  else  are  they 
cutting  the  program  in  this  amend- 
ment, in  the  amendment  of  the  gen- 
denmn  from  Florida?  Why  else? 

I  would  also  like  to  know  from  the 
gentleman  from  Florida,  who  offered 
the  original  amendment,  what  are  they 
going  to  do  about  the  TDRSS  contract 
as  presently  existing,  and  we  have  a 
TDRSS  contract  to  replace  the  present 
TDRSS  that  are  in  orbit,  when  we  cut 
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these  funds?  Where  are  we  going  to  get 
the  money?  They  are  not  going  to  get 
the  money,  so  we  are  in  violation  of  a 
contract.  But  so  what?  To  them  it  does 
not  mean  anything.  It  is  all  in  the 
name  of  balancing  the  budget. 

That  is  a  lot  of  baloney.  It  is  not  in 
the  name  of  balancing  the  budget.  It  is 
in  the  name  of  following,  basically, 
what  the  chairman  of  the  committee, 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Walker],  feels  is  his  straitjacket;  and 
his  straitjacket  is  that  this  is  the  only 
amount  of  money  we  are  going  to 
spend.  I  do  not  think  it  makes  a  dif- 
ference to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania whether  we  have  the  money 
there  or  not.  If  he  does  not  want  to 
spend  it,  he  is  not  going  to  spend  it. 

D  1445 

It  does  not  make  any  difference 
about  balancing  the  budget.  I  will  say 
it  again  and  again.  It  has  nothing  to  do 
with  balancing  the  budget.  It  has  all  to 
do  about  the  whims  of  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  and  how  he  feels 
about  programs. 

And,  lo  and  behold,  all  the  rest  of  the 
Members  over  there,  they  follow  him 
down  the  road  just  like  the  rest  of  the 
body,  the  vast  majority  follows  the 
Speaker  right  down  the  road.  They  just 
keep  following  him  down  that  road, 
and  I  am  sure  that  the  American  public 
is  going  to  take  a  good  look  at  the  road 
that  they  are  taking  this  country 
down:  a  road  that  leads  to  very  little 
research  and  development,  basic  re- 
search, a  road  that  makes  mistakes 
now  and  then,  as  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  made  the  mistake,  why 
else  are  we  having  the  original  amend- 
ment? And  later  on  we  will  have  other 
amendments  to  clean  up  the  bills  that 
came  out  of  committee. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  make  those 
mistakes.  The  mistakes  are  basically 
made  when  they  try  to  follow  that 
straitjacket  that  is  self-imposed  by  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  on  the 
actions  of  the  conmiittee. 

As  I  said  yesterday,  I  will  say  it 
again.  As  I  have  looked  at  this  legisla- 
tion, the  original  bill  that  came  out  of 
conmiittee,  in  comparison  to  all  the 
other  ones  we  have  had  in  the  20  years 
I  have  been  here,  it  is  the  worst  one 
and  it  is  not  necessary  to  be  that  way. 
It  is  only  that  way  because  of  the  dic- 
tates of  the  leadership  of  the  Repub- 
lican Party.  It  can  be  a  good  bill.  It 
could  be  one  that  has  positive  features 
instead  of  negative  features,  but  it  is 
not  going  to  be  a  good  bill  because  they 
do  not  want  it  to  be  one. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Volk- 
MER]  has  expired. 

(By  vmanimous  consent,  Mr.  VOLK- 
MER was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  addi- 
tional minutes.) 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  They  would  like  the 
American  public  to  believe  that  some- 
how through  the  authorization  process. 


not  even  the  appropriation  process  but 
in  this  authorization  process,  they  are 
going  to  lead  us  down,  this  Congress, 
down  to  a  balanced  budget.  A  lot  of  ba- 
loney. Nothing  further  from  the  truth. 

Lo  and  behold,  we  will  wait  until  we 
see  what  the  appropriation  process 
brings  along.  That  is  where  the  money 
is  really  spent  in  this  whole  area.  This 
bill  only  authorizes.  If  the  gentleman 
wants  to  really  save  money,  I  would 
suggest,  the  gentleman  from  Florida,  if 
he  really  wants  to  save  money,  that  he 
can  cut  this  program  when  we  get  to 
the  appropriation  bill. 

He  can  cut  back  NASA  if  he  wants  to. 
There  is  no  reason  that  he  cannot.  He 
can  cut  it  back.  We  do  not  have  to  have 
a  space  station.  He  can  vote  against 
the  space  station.  He  can  do  that.  He 
can  vote  against  the  operation  of  the 
shuttle.  He  can  do  that  and  save  a  lot 
of  money.  It  is  easy  to  do.  Instead  of 
cutting  back  on  other  things,  why  does 
he  not  cut  back  on  those  things  that 
are  important  to  his  district?  That 
really  shows  self-sacrifice.  I  would  rec- 
ommend the  gentleman  think  about  it. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Jackson-Lee  amendment.  The  Brown 
substitute  would  have  corrected  this 
but  we  failed  on  that.  We  think  this  is 
a  cut  that  should  have  never  been  made 
in  the  first  place.  We  have  talked  about 
this  in  committee,  we  have  talked 
about  it  on  the  floor  earlier.  I  think  to 
put  it  succinctly  and  to  the  point  I 
need  to  quote  Mr.  Peterson,  who  is  the 
NASA  comptroller,  who  says: 

To  put  it  bluntly,  the  S&E  reduction  is  im- 
possible to  achieve  without  drastic  action. 
Unless  a  miracle  occurs  and  we  have  both 
buyout  legislation  and  a  lot  of  takers,  there 
is  simply  no  way  feasible  to  implement  this 
reduction  without  resorting  to  furloughs.  At 
$81.5  million,  we  estimate  a  lO-to-12  day  fur- 
lough would  be  necessary  to  make  this  num- 
ber. 

We  do  not  want  furloughs.  I  know  no 
one  on  the  other  side  wants  furloughs. 
I  believe  that  this  comptroller  knows 
what  he  is  talking  about,  and  submit 
this  to  Members  for  their  consider- 
ation. I  urge  the  adoption  of  the  Jack- 
son-Lee amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Sensen- 
brenner] to  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Weldon]. 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  Texas  [Ms.  Jackson-Lee] 
as  a  substitute  for  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  WELDON],  as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 
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RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  clause 
2(c)  of  rule  XXm,  the  Chair  may  re- 
duce to  a  minimum  of  5  minutes  the 
period  of  time  for  any  vote  by  elec- 
tronic device,  if  ordered,  on  the  pend- 
ing amendment. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  142.  noes  271. 
not  voting  21,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  202] 
AYES— 142 


Aberuombie 

Gejdesaon 

Owens 

BiTCiM, 

Ophardt 

Pallone 

Becem 

Geres 

Beilentoo 

Gibbons 

Payne  (N  J) 

Bentsec 

Gonzalez 

Pelod 

Bemus 

Gordon 

Bahall 

BeviU 

Green  (TX) 

Raacel 

Bishop 

Gutierrez 

Richardson 

Bonlor 

HaU(OH> 

Roamar 

Boucher 

H*H  (TX) 

Rose 

Brewster 

Harman 

Roybal-Allard 

Browder 

HastineB(FL) 

Rash 

Brown  (CA) 

Hefner 

Sabo 

Brown  (FL) 

HiUiard 

Sanders 

Brown  (OH) 

Hinchey 

Sawyer 

Bryant  (TX) 

Hoke 

Schroeder 

Cuxlin 

Hoyer 

Schomer 

Jackson  (IL) 

Scott 

Clay 

Jacksco-L«e 

Serrano 

Clayton 

(TX) 

Skacvs 

Clement 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Skelton 

Clybum 

Johnston 

Slaochter 

Coleman 

Krnnedy  (MA) 

Stark 

CoUlns  (IL) 

LaFalce 

Stenholm 

Collinx  (kO) 

Lantos 

Stokes 

Conyers 

Levin 

Stadds 

Cramer 

Lewis  (GA) 

Stapak 

Lolcren 

Tanner 

DeFazio 

Lowey 

Taylor  (MS) 

DeLaoro 

Maloney 

Te]eda 

Dellams 

Maoton 

"niompaon 

Dentich 

Matsal 

"nioniton 

Dicks 

McOeimott 

Tlinnnaa 

Dinrell 

McBale 

Torres 

Dixon 

McKlnney 

TorrloeUi 

Do«rett 

McNolty 

Towns 

Dooley 

Meek 

TraAcant 

Dnrbln 

Menendez 

Velazquez 

Edwards 

MiUeodei^ 

Vento 

Encel 

McDonald 

Volkmer 

E^shoo 

MlUer  (CA) 

Waters 

Evans 

Mink 

Watt  (NO 

Farr 

Moakley 

Wazman 

Fattah 

Nadler 

Williams 

Fazio 

Neal 

Wilson 

FUner 

Olver 

Woolsey 

Flake 

omz 

Wynn 

Frost 

Orton 
NOES— 271 

Yates 

Allard 

BonlUa 

Condit 

Andrews 

Bono 

Cooley 

Archer 

Borski 

Costello 

Armey 

BrowDback 

Coi 

BarhBfi 

Bryant  (TN) 

Coyne 

Baesler 

Bnnn 

Crane 

Baker  (CA) 

Bunnlng 

Crapo 

Baker  (LA) 

Burr 

Cremeans 

Barton 

Cabin 

Ballenser 

Buyer 

Cnnninrham 

Barr 

Callahan 

Danner 

Barrett  (NE) 

Calvert 

Davis 

Bairett  (WI) 

Camp 

Deal 

Bartlett 

Campbell 

DeLay 

Barton 

Caaady 

Baas 

CasUe 

Dickey 

Bateman 

Chambllss 

DonUttle 

Bereoter 

Cbeaoweth 

Doman 

BUbray 

Cbristensen 

Doyle 

BiUrakis 

Chrysler 

Dreier 

BlUey 

Clincer 

Blomenaoer 

Coble 

Doan 

Blate 

Coboni 

Qilen 

Boehlert 

Collins  (GA) 

Ehrlich 

Boehner 

Combest 

Qneraon 

12680 

Enclish 

Zasira 

Everett 

Ewlsf 

F&weU 

Fields  (TX) 

Foley 

Fortes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Frmiiks(CT) 

Franks  (N  J) 

Frelinchoysen 

Frisa 

Fasdeit>ark 

Fnne 

Gallefl; 

Ganake 

G«kas 

OUdirast 

Gillmor 

Gilxxtan 

Goodlatte 

Goodlinc 

Goas 

Graham 

Greene  fCD 

Greenwood 

Condeison 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Bastert 

Hastings  (WA) 

Haywortb 

Befley 

Heiseman 

Helper 

HUleary 

Hotaion 

Hoekstra 

HoUen 

Horn 

Hoatettler 

Honter 

Hatchlsson 

Hyde 

IncUs 

Ittook 

Jacobs 

Johnson  (CD 

Johnson  (SO) 

Johnson,  Sam 

Jones 

Kantoiskl 

Kaptor 

Kaslch 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kildee 

Kim 

Klnr 

Kincston 

Klecska 


Ackennan 

Chabot 

de  laGana 

Fields  (I^) 

Forlietu 

Ford 

Gatksecht 
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Slink 

King 

KnoUenbexK 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Larrent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laochlin 

Lazio 

Leach 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Lightfoot 

Linder 

Lipinski 

Livingston 

LoBlondo 

Longley 

Lacas 

Lather 


Uo 
Markey 

Martinez 

Martini 

Mascara 

McCarthy 

McCoUam 

McCrery 

McHogh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Meehan 

Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Minge 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Morella 

Myers 

Myrick 

Nethercntt 

Kenmann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nnssle 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Ozley 

Packard 

Parker 

Payne  (V  A) 

Petenon(MN) 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Pcmeroy 

Porter 

Portman 

Poshard 

Piyce 

QniUen 

Radanovich 

NOT  VOTING— 21 


Ramstad 

Reed 

Regnla 

Riggs 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Roth 

Roakema 

Royce 

Salmon 

SanTord 

Sazton 

Scarborough 

SchaeTer 

Schiff 

Seastrand 

Sensenbr«nner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shnster 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Sender 

Spence 

Spratt 

Steams 

Stockman 

Stump 

Talent 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (NC) 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

Upton 

Visdosky 

Vncanovich 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Ward 

WatU  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitneld 

Wicker 

Wolf 

Yoong  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

Zelifr 

Zimmer 


Hayes 

HoQghton 

Jefferson 

Kennelly 

Lincoln 

McDade 

Mollnarl 
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Mollohan 

Moran 

Martha 

Faxon 

Peterson  (FL) 

Qolnn 

Wise 


Messrs.  HOLDEN,  SMITH  of  Michi- 
gan. MASCARA.  BORSKI.  COYNE,  ajid 
BLUMENAUER  changed  their  vote 
from  "aye"  to  "no." 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts  and 
Mr.  STUDDS  changed  their  vote  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  offered  as  a  sub- 
stitute for  the  amendment  was  re- 
jected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the   amendment   offered  by  the   gen- 


tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Weldon],  as 
amended. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  annoimced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  demand  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  This  will  be  a  5- 
minute  vote. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  354,  noes  60, 
not  voting  20,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  203) 
AYES— 354 


Abercrombie 

Ackerman 

Allard 

Andrews 

Archer 

Armey 

Bachos 

Baesler 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker (LA) 

Baldacci 

Ballenger 

Barcia 

Barr 

Barrett  (NE) 

Bartlett 

Barton 


Bateman 

Bentsen 

Bereater 

Berman 

Bevlll 

BUbray 

Billrakis 

Bishop 

BlUey 

Blumenaaer 

Blnte 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

Bonilla 

Bono 

Bonkl 

Boucher 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

BiTant(TX) 

Bonn 

Banning 

Burr 

Burton 

Buyer 

r«ll«>i.n 

Calvert 

Camp 

Campbell 

Canady 

Canlln 

Castle 

Chambliss 

Chapman 

Chenoweth 

Chrlstensen 

Chrysler 

Clement 

dinger 

Clybam 

Coble 

Cobum 

Collins  (GA) 

Combest 

Condit 

Cooley 

Costello 

Cox 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

(^means 


Cabin 

Cummlngs 

Cunningham 

Danner 

Davis 

Deal 

DeFazio 

DeLauro 

DeLay 

Deatsch 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

DingeU 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Dnrbin 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

Ehrllch 

Emerson 

English 

Ensign 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Everett 

Swing 

Farr 

FaweU 

Fazio 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  (Cm 

Franks  (N  J) 

Frelinghuysen 

Frlsa 

Frost 

Funderbork 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Geren 

Gilchrest 

Gillmor 

Oilman 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Gordon 

Goss 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

Greene  (VT) 

Greenwood 

GundersoD 

HaU(OH) 

HalirrX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Harman 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WA) 


Hayworth 

Helley 

Hefner 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hilleary 

Hilliard 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Hon 

Hostettler 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Istook 

Johnson  (CD 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Johnson.  Sam 

Johnston 

Jones 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kildee 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Kleczka 

Kllnk 

Klug 

Knollenberg 

Kolbe 

LaFalce 

LaHood 

Lantos 

Largent 

Iffttham 

LaTourette 

LanghUn 

Lazio 

Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Ughtfoot 

T.inrtfr 

Lipinski 

Livingston 

LoBlondo 

Lofgren 

Longley 

Lowey 

Lucas 

Maloney 

Man  ton 

Manzullo 

Markey 

Martinez 

Martini 

Mascara 

Matsui 

McCollum 

McCrery 

McHale 

McHogh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 


McKeon 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Menendez 

Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mica 

Miner  (FL) 

Mink 

Moakley 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Moran 

Morella 

Myers 

Myrick 

Nadler 

Neal 

Nethercntt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nnssle 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Oxley 

Packard 

Pallone 

Parker 

Pastor 

Payne  (NJ) 

Payne  (VA) 

Pelosi 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Porter 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 


Barrett  (Wl) 

Becerra 

Beilenson 

Bonlor 

Brown  (CA) 

Clay 

Clayton 

Coleman 

Collins  (IL) 

Collins  (MI) 

Coyne 

Dellums 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Engel 

Fattah 

Fllner 

Flake 

Frank  (MA) 

Furse 

Gibbons 


Quillen 

Radanovich 

Ramstad 

Reed 

Regula 

Richardson 

Riggs 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Rose 

Roth 

Roakema 

Roybal-AllSTd 

Royce 

Sabo 

Salmon 

Sanders 

Sanford 

Saxton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schiff 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shnster 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (W A) 

Solomon 

Sender 

Spence 

NOES— 60 

Gutierrez 
Hastings  (FL) 
Hlnchey 
Jackson  (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jacobs 
Johnson  (SD) 
Lewis  (GA) 
Luther 
McCarthy 
McDermott 
McKlnney 
Meek 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller  (CA) 
Mlnge 
Olver 
Owens 
Rahall 


Sjratt 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Studds 

Stump 

Stapak 

Talent 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NC) 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

Thorman 

Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

Torricelli 

Traflcant 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vncanovich 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Watts  (OK) 

Waxman 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Wilson 

Wolf 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

ZelilT 

Zimmer 


Rangel 

Rash 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Schnmer' 

Scott 

Skaggs 

Stark 

Stokes 

Tanner 

Tories 

Towns 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NC) 

WUliams 

Yates 


NOT  VOTING— 20 


Chabot 

Ck>nyers 

de  la  Garza 

Fields  (LA) 

Foglletu 

Ford 

Gutknecht 


Mollohan 

Martha 

Paxon 

Peterson  (FL) 

Qulnn 

Wise 


Hayes 

Hooghton 

Jefferson 

Kennelly 

Lincoln 

McDade 

Mollnari 

D  1519 

Mr.  MCDERMOTT  and  Mr. 
HASTINGS  of  Florida  changed  their 
vote  from  "aye"  to  "no." 

Mr.  SHAYS  and  Mr.  BERMAN 
changed  their  vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

VACATING  PASSAGE  OF  GEKAS  AMENDMENT  NO. 
3  AND  AMENDMENT  NO.  3,  AS  MODIFIED.  OF- 
FERED BY  MR.  GEKAS 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  committee 
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proceedings  of  yesterday,  wherein  my 
amendment  No.  3  was  adopted,  be  va- 
cated and  a  new  amendment  also  titled 
No.  3  be  inserted  in  its  place  in  lieu  of 
the  amendment  yesterday.  We  had  the 
wrong  langTiage  submitted. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  checked  with  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Brown] 
and  he  indicated  that  he  has  no  objec- 
tion. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re- 
port the  modified  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  No.  3,  as  modified,  offered  by 
Mr.  Gekas.  Page  87,  after  line  21,  insert  the 
followingr  new  subsection: 

(h)  Bi-AGENCY  Working  Group.— The  Na- 
tional Weather  Service  is  encouraged  to  fol- 
low through  on  the  recommendation  con- 
tained in  the  document  entitled  "Secretary's 
Report  to  Congress  on  Adequacy  of  NEXRAD 
Coverage  and  Degradation  of  Weather  Serv- 
ices Under  National  Weather  Service  Mod- 
ernization for  32  Areas  of  Concern",  dated 
October  12,  1995,  to  initiate  a  dialogue  with 
the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  to  form 
a  bi-agency  working  group  to  further  assess 
the  potential  for  National  Weather  Service 
operational  use  of  Federal  Aviation  Adminis- 
tration weather  radar  data,  and  to  define  en- 
gineering considerations  that  would  be  in- 
volved in  implementing  a  data  sharing  link 
between  the  Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion and  the  National  Weather  Service. 

Mr.  GEKAS  (during  the  reading).  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendment,  as  modified,  be 
considered  as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  include  for  the 
RE(X)RD  conununications  and  related 
articles  on  the  subject  of  my  amend- 
ment. 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 

House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  DC,  February  23, 1995. 
ELBERT  w.  Friday.  Jr.. 

Assistant  Administrator,  National  Weather 
Service,  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  Sil- 
ver Spring,  MD. 

Dear  Mr.  Friday:  Throughout  the  imple- 
mentation process  of  the  Next  (Seneration 
Weather  Radar  (NEXRAD)  system  by  the  Na- 
tional Weather  Service  (NWS),  serious  con- 
cerns were  raised  regarding  deficient  cov- 
erage of  the  Harrisburg  metropolitan  area. 
Unfortunately,  my  concerns  were  repeatedly 
rebuffed  by  the  NWS  with  claims  that  Har- 
risburg weather  coverage  was  appropriate. 
Now  that  the  NEXRAD  system  has  been  fully 
implemented  it  is  clear  th&t  my  earlier  cau- 
tions and  predictions  have  become  reality. 

While  the  NEXRAD  radar  beam  projects  a 
farther  distance  than  traditional  radar,  due 
to  the  earth's  curvature  coverage  originating 
from  120  miles  north  of  Harrisburg  in  State 
College  creates  a  gap  from  the  earth's  sur- 
face to  a  level  16,000  feet  above  Harrisburg, 
completely  missing  the  city.  Physical  limi- 
tations of  the  NEXRAD  radar  beam  have  left 
open  an  unmonitored  area  which  is  densely 
populated  and  prone  to  flooding. 

At  the  time  this  concern  was  raised.  I  was 
told  by  the  NWS  that  coverage  would  be  ade- 
quate. I  content  that  coverage  of  the  area  is 
not  sufficient.  A  NWS  employee  submitted  to 
me  the  enclosed  sampling  of  documented 
cases  illustrating  severe  weather  conditions 
which  went  undetected  by  the  NEXRAD  sys- 
tem. 

Unfortunately,  while  some  areas  of  the 
country  may  enjoy  improved  radar  services. 


Central  Pennsylvania  has  been  diminished 
service  due  to  the  lack  of  attention  to  this 
flaw  in  the  NEXRAD  coverage.  I  believe  the 
most  significant  responsibility  entrusted  to 
the  NWS  is  to  ensure  the  public's  safety.  I 
urge  you  once  again  to  reconsider  this  situa- 
tion which  the  NWS  has  created  and  confirm 
that  your  job  of  ensuring  public  safety  has 
been  satisfied. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration;  I  look 
forward  to  your  response. 
Very  truly  yours, 

George  w.  Gekas, 
Member  of  Congress. 

Case  l— April  30. 1994 

Attachment  1:  Summary  of  Severe  Weath- 
er Reports.  The  station  log  sheets  from  NWS 
Harrisburg  were  not  available  for  this  event. 
However  widespread  severe  weather  occurred 
over  central  Pennsylvania  during  the 
evening  of  April  30.  As  noted  on  Attachment 
1,  damage  from  a  severe  thunderstorm  was 
reported  in  uptown  Harrisburg  at  10:46  pm. 
This  damage  was  later  determined  by  the 
National  Weather  Service  to  be  caused  by  a 
tornado.  Although  forecasters  in  the  State 
College  office  had  called  the  Harrisburg  of- 
fice about  severe  weather  appearing  on  their 
NEXRAD  in  other  areas  of  the  state  prior  to 
that  time,  they  made  no  mention  of  severe 
weather  in  the  Harrisburg  area  at  the  time 
of  the  tornado.  The  Harrisburg  Weather 
Service  office  issued  a  severe  thunderstorm 
warning  for  this  storm  based  on  the  radar  at 
Harrisburg. 

Substantial  damage  occurred  in  uptown 
Harrisburg  and  near  the  State  Hospital  that 
evening. 

Case  2— July  20. 1994 

Attachment  2:  Note  from  person  on  duty  at 
Harrisburg  describing  a  severe  thunderstorm 
event  in  Huntingdon  County.  (The  NEXRAD 
radar  site  is  in  Centre  County;  Huntingdon 
County  is  adjacent  to  Centre  County).  Har- 
risburg radar  showed  this  storm  to  be  severe, 
and  the  person  on  duty  at  Harrisburg  issued 
a  severe  thunderstorm  warning  based  on  the 
Harrisburg  radar  (after  being  advised  by 
Sute  College  personnel  that  their  NEXRAD 
did  not  indicate  any  severe  weather  in  Hun- 
tingdon Ck>unty.) 

Attachment  3:  The  severe  thunderstorm 
warning  issued  by  Harrisburg. 

Attachment  4:  Station  log  documenting 
the  report  of  damage  £h>m  the  storm.  The  re- 
port was  received  by  NWS  Harrisburg  from 
Emergency  Management  officials  in  Hun- 
tingdon County.  EMA  officials  indicated  20 
to  30  trees  down  and  damage  to  homes. 

Comments:  The  NEXRAD  radar  has  the 
ability  to  archive  paper  copies  of  its  radar 
display.  I  requested  archive  copies  of  the 
radar  display  for  the  time  of  the  storm  in 
Huntington  County.  Apparently  the 
NEXRAD  did  not  show  anything  alarming  in 
Huntingdon  County  at  that  time,  because 
State  College  personnel  did  not  start  to  ar- 
chive until  7:40  pm  that  day,  the  damage  oc- 
curred at  6:50  pm. 

The  damage  in  Huntingdon  County  oc- 
curred less  than  40  miles  from  State  College. 
Harrisburg,  York  and  Lancaster  are  more 
than  twice  that  distance  from  State  College. 

Bulletin— Immediate       Broadcast       Re- 
quested, Severe  Thunderstorm  Warning, 
National  Weather  Service,  Harrisburg 
PA.  6:31  P.M.  EDT  WED,  JULY  20,  1994 
The  National  Weather  Service  in  Harris- 
burg has  issued  a  severe  thunderstorm  warn- 
ing effective  until  7:15  p.m.  EDT  for  people  in 
the  following  location: 
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In  south  central  Pennsylvania:  Huntingdon 
County. 

At  6:30  p.m.  Harrisburg  radar  showed  a  se- 
vere thunderstorm  between  the  town  of  Hun- 
tingdon and  the  Miffiin  County  line.  This 
storm  was  moving  toward  the  northeast  at  10 
miles  an  hour. 

This  is  a  dangerous  storm.  If  you  are  in  its 
path  you  should  prepare  for  damaging  wind 
in  excess  of  55  mph,  large  hail,  and  deadly 
lightning.  People  outside  should  move  to  a 
shelter,  preferably  inside  a  strong  building 
but  stay  away  from  windows. 

Emergency  Action  Log 

Date/Time,  July.  20,  1994  Information  Re- 
ceived, city /town/time  of  event,  source/event. 
Action  Taken,  calls  made,  warnings,  etc.  Ini- 
tials. DM. 

6:05  p.m.— Bob  Fenner  called — quarter-size 
hail  in  State  College.  Warning  issued  6:05 
PM— DM. 

6:10  p.m.— CrrP  called— dime-size  hail  at 
the  office  in  State  College— DM. 

9:15  p.m.— Rich  Moore  (Huntingdon  Coun- 
ty) called — 20  to  30  large  trees  blown  down: 
trees  blown  onto  houses  causing  an  esti- 
mated S2,000  damage;  Vi  mile  by  Vi  mile  patch 
of  wind  damage  in  Mill  Creek  at  6:50  p.m.; 
(DVIP  5  to  270  top  55,000  ft  shown  on  WSR-74C 
radar  just  before  warning  issuance)  (I  also 
called  CTP  about  the  storm  just  before  warn- 
ing issuance.  According  to  this  the  storm 
was  not  showing  severe  characteristics)— 
DM. 

Case  3— August  4, 1994 

Attachment  5:  Entry  from  Harrisburg's 
station  log  book.  At  5:28  pm,  the  weather  ob- 
server at  the  Mlddletown  International  Air- 
I)ort  issued  a  weather  observation  reporting 
a  wind  gust  of  50  knots  (58  mph).  A  wind  gust 
of  SO  knots  warrants  a  severe  thunderstorm 
warning  according  to  the  severe  weather  cri- 
teria used  by  the  National  Weather  Service. 
The  person  on  duty  at  Harrisburg  sent  State 
College  a  message  through  the  NWS  com- 
puter system  pointing  out  the  observation. 
The  weather  office  in  Mt.  Holly,  New  Jersey 
sent  a  similar  message  to  State  College  at 
approximately  the  same  time. 

At  5:55  pm.  the  person  on  duty  at  State 
College  called  the  Harrisburg  office  to  ask  if 
the  Harrisburg  radar  showed  any  severe 
weather  in  the  vicinity  of  the  aiiT)ort  (be- 
cause their  radar  showed  no  strong  storms  in 
that  area).  By  that  time  (25  minutes  after 
the  report),  the  Harrisburg  radar  showed  the 
storm  was  well  below  severe  warning  cri- 
teria. 

No  warning  was  ever  issued  by  the  State 
College  office  for  this  event. 

Emergency  Log  Book 

July  29.  1994.  3  p.m.— Pit's  88D  is  down  and 
57  is  up  until  sometime  Saturday  (7/30/94). 
They  will  be  taking  radar  observations  until 
then— GC. 

July  29.  1994.  11  p.m.— Left  HAR  radar  on 
overnight  per  request  by  Art  Krause  (PEL)— 
GC. 

August  4,  1994— At  5:30  p.m.  the  oboerver 
(MDR)  issued  an  observation  reporting  a 
windgust  to  50  kts.  I  sent  them  a  message 
pointing  that  out.  At  5:55  p.m..  State  College 
called  and  ask  if  the  Harrisburg  radar 
showed  a  strong  cell  in  that  area.  By  that 
time  (30  minutes  after  the  report)  the  cell 
was  down  to  25.000;  VIP  5  to  8,000.  No  warning 
was  issued  by  State  College.— GC. 

August  4,  1994.  10:35  p.m.— Left  the  radar  on 
overnight  per  request  by  PHL  (Tony  Gigi). 

August  12,  1994.  10:35  p.m.— Art  K.  wanted 
radar  left  on— DPM. 
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August  13. 1994— Radar  left  on— DPM. 

[From  the  Harrisburg  (PA)  Patriot-News. 

May  14. 1996] 

rr's  Official:  It  Was  a  Tornado 

(By  Mike  Feeley) 

Nstional  Weather  Service  investigators 
confirmed  yesterday  that  a  small  tornado 
touched  down  Saturday  at  a  truck-parts 
manufacturing-  shop  along  Cameron  Street  in 
Harrisburg  and  danced  along  the  treetops  for 
a  half-nUle  before  dissipating. 

Relying  mostly  on  witness  accounts  and 
damage  to  the  Dayton  Parts  plant,  weather 
service  officials  said  the  tornado — which 
never  showed  up  on  radar— lasted  less  than  a 
minute. 

But  in  that  time,  it  reduced  part  of  the 
Dayton  plant  at  Cameron  and  Herr  streets  to 
rubble,  ruptured  a  gas  line,  toppled  trees  and 
forced  the  evacuation  of  a  city  housing 
project. 

The  tornado  was  coupled  with  a  thunder- 
storm that  dumped  an  inch  of  rain  on  the 
area  in  less  than  30  minutes. 

Esther  the  tornado  or  severe  winds  blew 
over  a  16-ton  caboose  on  the  Ck>nrail  yards  in 
Harrisburg.  said  Mayor  Stephen  R.  Reed.  In 
all.  the  storm  caused  S5  million  worth  of 
damage  in  the  city. 

About  150  people  in  the  Harrisburg  and 
Camp  Hill  areas  still  were  without  phone 
service  this  morning,  said  Shirley  Risoldi, 
spokeswoman  for  Bell  Atlantic.  Risoldi  said 
service  should  be  restored  to  all  homes  by 
the  end  of  the  day. 

Saturday's  twister  followed  a  path  roughly 
200  yards  fi^m  that  of  a  tornado  that  hit  in 
1994,  Reed  said.  These  types  of  tornadoes  are 
not  uncommon  for  the  region,  investigators 
said. 

Radar  maps  used  by  the  weather  service  to 
declare  weather  warnings  showed  no  signs  of 
tornadoes  in  Dauphin  County,  said  Bruce  W. 
Budd.  NWS  meteorologlst-ln-charge  in  State 
College. 

Dauphin  County  was  under  only  a  severe 
thunderstonn  warning  when  the  tornado  hit. 
The  radar  maps  showed  the  potential  for  a 
twister  in  Schuylkill  County,  however,  and 
that  county  was  under  a  tornado  warning. 

"The  indicators  show  a  strong  outflow  of 
wind  [in  Harrisburg],"  said  Budd,  as  he  re- 
viewed radar  maps  of  the  area.  "What  we 
don't  have  is  any  indication  of  a  tornado. 
But  this  type  of  light  tornado  is  not  easily 
detected.  Any  severe  thunderstorm  can 
produce  a  brief  tornado." 

Budd  and  meteorologist  Richard  W. 
Winther  came  to  Harrisburg  yesterday  to  in- 
vestigate the  report  of  a  tornado.  Most  of  the 
damage  Indicated  a  "straight-line"  storm- 
similar  to  that  of  a  severe  thunderstorm. 

But  witnesses— including  a  motorcyclist 
who  was  knocked  off  his  bike  by  a  piece  of 
debris— told  the  investigators  they  saw  a 
funnel  cloud  touch  down  at  the  Dayton 
plant.  And  wreckage  at  the  plant  was  strewn 
in  such  a  way  as  to  indicate  a  tornado  had 
struck.  Budd  said. 

There's  evidence  the  toroado  spent  much 
of  its  short  life  moving  along  20  or  30  feet  off 
the  ground,  doing  damage  to  larger  trees  in 
its  path  but  leaving  the  smaller  trees  rel- 
atively undamaged. 

The  tornado  will  be  classified  as  an  "F-1," 
or  light  tornado,  capable  of  winds  of  between 
73  and  112  mph.  Saturday's  winds  were  in  ex- 
cess of  100  mph,  Winther  said. 

'It's  amazing  that  there  were  about  30  kids 
around  an  ice-cream  truck  and  with  trees  on 
both  sides  of  the  truck  damaged,  no  one  was 
hurt."  he  said. 

RECENT  TORNADOES  IN  THE  BCDSTATE 

May  1S96:  A  small  tornado  cuts  through 
Cameron  Street  in  Harrisburg,  reduces  part 
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of  a  truck-parts  manufacturing  shop  to  rub- 
ble, ruptures  a  gas  line  and  forces  the  evacu- 
ation of  a  housing  project. 

May  1995:  A  weak  tornado  touched  down  in 
Millersville.  Lancaster  County,  destroying  a 
bam,  toppling  trees  and  other  structures. 

July  1994:  A  tornado  hits  the  Delwood 
Manor  housing  development  in  northern 
York  County,  tossing  sheds  and  blowing  off 
pieces  of  roofs. 

April  1994:  In  uptown  Harrisburg,  a  tornado 
rips  parts  of  roofs  off  four  row  homes  and 
shatters  school  windows. 

August  1992:  Winds  of  80  to  90  mph  swoop 
into  Locust  Grove  Trailer  Park  on  Route  22 
in  Lebanon  County,  displacing  a  mobile 
home  and  uprooting  trees. 

Lower  Paxton  Township, 
Harrisburg,  PA.  May  11. 1996. 
Hon.  George  Gekas, 

Member  of  Congress,  Ray  bum  HOB,  Washing- 
ton, DC. 

Dear  Congressman  Gekas:  As  I  write  this, 
the  thunder  is  still  rumbling  in  the  distance 
trom  a  severe  storm  that  has  just  slanmied 
Dauphin  and  Cumberland  counties  with  no 
warning  ft-om  the  National  Weather  Service. 

As  a  former  weathercaster  in  the  nation's 
tornado  alley  and  through  my  own  interest 
in  meteorology,  I  can  see  no  excuse  for  the 
lack  of  warning  before  this  storm  struck. 
There  wsls  not  even  a  severe  thunderstorm 
watch.  All  this  despite  the  fact  that  an  hour 
before  the  storm  hit,  radar  was  showing  a 
line  of  intensifying  storms  west  of  Harris- 
burg. 

Storm  warnings  had  been  posted  for  Juni- 
ata and  Franklin  counties,  then  there  was 
nothing  until  the  storms  had  already  passed 
through  Dauphin  County  and  were  entering 
Lebanon  County.  At  that  time  a  warning  was 
issued  for  Lebanon  and  Lancaster  counties. 

My  police  and  fire  radio  is  alive  with  com- 
munications regarding  severe  damage  to  pri- 
vate homes,  apartment  buildings,  even  a 
school .  .  .  several  of  the  incidents  involving 
possible  injury  or  entrapment. 

It  appears  Lower  Paxton  Township  has  es- 
caped the  brunt  of  the  storm.  The  city  of 
Harrisburg  seems  to  have  experienced  seri- 
ous damage. 

This  is  another  glaring  example  that  the 
realignment  of  the  National  Weather  Serv- 
ice, especially  in  closing  its  Harrisburg  of- 
fice, is  not  providing  adequate  coverage  of 
this  meteorologically  dynamic  area.  As  com- 
petent and  well-equipped  as  the  meteorolo- 
gists at  the  Weather  Service  Office  in  State 
College  might  be.  standing  barefoot  on  my 
front  steps  in  Lower  Paxton  Township  I 
could  tell  there  was  a  severe  storm  immi- 
nent. 

How  many  more  times  must  the  safety  of 
the  residents  of  my  township  and  all  other 
communities  in  this  region  be  compromised 
before  something  is  done  to  end  this  threat 
to  public  safety? 

I  urge  you  to  employ  whatever  avenues 
available  to  rectify  this  situation.  If  I  may 
be  of  any  assistance,  I  would  welcome  con- 
tact trom  your  office. 
Respectfully, 

Jay  Puhdt, 
Supervisor,  Lower  Paxton  Township. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  Initial  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment,  as  modified,  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Gekas]. 

The  amendment,  as  modified,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  other, 
amendments  to  title  n? 

amendment  offered  by  MR.  SCOTT 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  clerlt  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Scorr.  Page  27. 
line  14,  strike  "S823,400,000"  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  "$857,800,000". 

Page  27,  line  19,  strike  $152,800,000"  and  in- 
sert in  lieu  thereof  "$187,200,000". 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  C^hairman,  I  am  of- 
fering an  amendment  to  restore  fund- 
ing for  NASA's  Advanced  Subsonic 
Aeronautic  Research  Program  to  the 
level  contained  in  the  President's  budg- 
et. H.R.  3322  cuts  the  advanced  sub- 
sonic program  by  34.4  million,  money 
that  is  vitally  important  to  maintain- 
ing NASA's  longstanding  leadership  in 
subsonic  research. 

For  those  not  familiar  with  subsonic 
research,  let  me  briefly  outline  the 
kinds  of  activities  being  affected.  Ac- 
tivities such  as  research  and  develop- 
ment to  address  aging  aircraft,  safety 
concerns,  and  aging  aircraft  are  the 
kinds  of  aircraft  popular  with  the 
newer  economy  airlines  and  the  aging 
airframes  used  by  the  United  States 
military. 

Subsonic  research  in  jeopardy  also 
includes  cooperative  activities  with 
the  FAA  to  improve  safety  and  effi- 
ciency in  the  Nation's  air  traffic  man- 
agement system  so  we  do  not  lose  con- 
trol of  the  increasing  volume  of  com- 
mercial and  military  air  traffic. 

Also  in  jeopardy  is  R&D  on  advanced 
technologies  that  could  result  in  quiet- 
er, more  fuel  efficient  aircraft  and  an 
understanding  of  how  aircraft  oper- 
ations affect  the  environment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  acknowledge  and 
support  the  need  to  cut  Government 
spending  where  appropriate  in  order  to 
meet  our  budget  resiponsibilities.  How- 
ever, a  cut  in  NASA's  aeronautic  au- 
thorization program  is  extremely  coun- 
terproductive to  our  shared  goals  of  in- 
creasingly stronger  economy  and  a 
stronger  America. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  American  aero- 
nautics industry  has  an  annual  sales  of 
over  S60  billion  and  is  responsible  for 
this  country's  greatest  positive  balance 
of  trade. 

Without  the  research  and  support  of 
NASA,  the  U.S.  aeronautics  industry 
would  not  be  comijetitive  in  the  global 
marketplace.  This  was  in  fact  the  pur- 
pose for  which  Congress  created  NASA 
in  the  first  place.  It  is  important  to  re- 
member that  in  1917  Congress  created 
NASA's  predecessor  for  the  express 
purpose  of  regaining  America's  com- 
petitiveness in  aviation  at  a  time  when 
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dominance  in  this  area  had  been  lost  to 
the  Europeans. 

Now  at  a  time  when  the  Euroipeans 
are  in  high  gear,  supporting  the  re- 
search and  development  of  the  Airbus, 
we  are  poised  to  shoot  ourselves  in  the 
foot  again  by  cutting  the  very  pro- 
grams that  kept  the  United  States  aer- 
onautics program  competitive.  This 
amendment  will  enable  these  subsonic 
programs  to  continue  at  a  reasonable 
level. 

Mr.  Chairman,  recently  I  had  the 
chance  to  see  firsthand  how  this  pro- 
gram works  and  the  results  of  this  pro- 
gram because  I  had  the  opportunity  to 
];>articipate  in  celebrations  commemo- 
rating the  production  of  the  new  Boe- 
ing 7T7,  and  also  another  program  com- 
memorating the  McDonnell  Douglas  C- 
17.  Both  programs  use  the  wing  design 
and  composite  materials  developed 
more  tham  a  decade  ago  by  NASA. 
These  aircraft,  one  commercial,  one 
military,  are  now  on  the  cutting  edge 
of  aircraft  technology  and  greatly  ad- 
vance the  competitive  position  of  the 
United  States  in  the  world  market- 
place. Without  the  research  under  the 
advanced  subsonic  program,  we  are  in 
jeopardy  of  losing  our  competitive  edge 
5,  10,  and  15  years  from  now. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  should  not  contrib- 
ute to  any  effort  which  might  lead  to 
the  loss  of  U.S.  preeminence  in  aero- 
nautics. I  urge  Members  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  to  support  this  amendment 
and  therefore  support  this  country's 
economy. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  fiscal  year  1994, 
this  program  was  funded  at  $106  mil- 
lion. The  bill  before  us  has  a  funding 
level  for  this  program  at  $152.8  million 
for  fiscal  year  1997.  Now,  that  is  an  in- 
crease of  about  45  percent  over  a  3-fis- 
cal-year  period. 

I  believe  that  that  increase  is  gener- 
ous enough  in  light  of  the  extreme  fis- 
cal situation  that  we  are  facing  and  the 
bipartisan  drive  to  try  to  balance  the 
budget. 

Also,  the  amendment  that  has  been 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Vir- 
ginia, while  well-intentioned,  is  an 
add-on  without  corresponding  offsets. 
We  went  through  that  entire  issue  in 
the  last  amendment,  and  the  House 
voted  very  strongly  in  favor  of,  where 
we  do  have  add-on,  to  have  a  cor- 
responding offset  so  that  the  bill  will 
maintain  its  fiscal  neutrality. 

This  amendment  does  not  maintain 
fiscal  neutrality.  It  ends  up  increasing 
the  authorization  by  $34  million-plus, 
and  that  means  $34  million-plus  of  defi- 
cit spending  should  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  match  the  authoriza- 
tion level. 

In  summation.  I  do  not  think  that  we 
need  this  additional  money.  I  think 
that  it  is  important  that  there  be  on 
offset,  not  an  add-on.  I  believe  that 


this  program  has  been  given  generous 
increases  over  the  last  3  fiscal  years 
imder  both  Democratic  and  Repub- 
lican-controlled Congresses  and  the 
amount  that  Is  in  the  bill  unamended 
is  enough. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  intend  to  support 
this  amendment.  I  think  it  is  a  vitally 
necessary  amendment.  Of  course,  my 
critiera  is  whether  or  not  it  was  in  my 
substitute,  and  it  was  in  my  substitute; 
or  it  must  be  a  very  good  amendment. 

I  am  not  quite  sure  how  to  deal  with 
the  arguments  on  the  other  side.  Of 
course,  part  of  the  argument  is  maybe 
that  this  is  corporate  welfare  and  we 
do  not  fund  corporate  welfare.  If  it  ben- 
efits corporations,  we  do  not  do  it.  So 
they  want  to  keep  the  program  consid- 
erably below  the  level  that  is  being  rec- 
ommended by  the  administration. 
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Well,  maybe  it  is  just  that  they  do 
not  want  to  do  anjrthing  the  adminis- 
tration wants,  no  matter  how  good  it 
is.  Of  course,  they  are  raising  again  the 
subject  of  the  budget;  it  does  not  have 
any  offsets  in  it.  Now,  that  was  the 
same  argument  that  we  heard  on  the 
previous  amendment  and  on  various 
other  amendments. 

It  is  quite  obvious  that  on  the  major- 
ity side,  they  have  a  great  deal  of  wis- 
dom, shared  by  almost  every  one  of 
them,  as  evidenced  by  the  fact  that 
they  all,  in  that  wisdom,  decided  to 
vote  against  the  prior  amendment.  So, 
I  do  not  want  the  belabor  these  things 
too  much. 

It  is  my  contention,  of  course,  that 
this  is  one  of  the  crucial  programs  in 
NASA's  i>ortfolio.  It  is  doing  something 
that  specifically  helps  a  major  U.S.  in- 
dustry, which  is  faced  with  intense 
competition  from  around  the  world, 
specifically  from  Europe  and  the  Air- 
bus consortium.  If  we  cannot  do  some- 
thing to  provide  an  adequate  level  of 
support  for  U.S.  industry  engaged  in 
this  competition,  we  are  going  to  lose 
to  the  Europeans  where  the  Airbus  is  a 
government-funded  consortium. 

We  can  argue  that  we  want  to  be 
pristine  in  this.  If  there  is  a  healthy 
aircraft  industry,  they  ought  to  be  tak- 
ing up  the  whole  cost  for  this.  That  has 
not  been  the  case  for  the  last  75  years. 
They  know  it,  and  part  of  their  revolu- 
tion is  to  change  things  that  have  been 
going  on  for  the  last  75  years,  even 
though  it  was  this  program  of  working 
cooperatively  with  the  industry  that 
made  us  the  preeminent  supplier  of  air- 
craft to  the  world,  preeminent  because 
we  were  the  best. 

Mr.  Chairman,  now  we  have  decided 
that  we  no  longer  need  to  continue 
that  path  for  subsonic  aircraft  re- 
search. Now.  I  do  not  see  a  similar  atti- 
tude toward  the  hypersonic  aircraft  re- 
search. It  appears  that  this  is  not  quite 
as  much  corporate  welfare,  although  it 
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is  the  same  basic  type  of  research. 
Maybe  the  reason  is  that  we  Icnow  that 
there  will  not  be  a  commercial  market 
for  hypersonic  planes.  Even  though 
this  is  applied  research.  the 
hypersonic,  on  behalf  of  American  cor- 
porations, and  this  normally  is  the  cri- 
teria for  corporate  welfare,  in  this  case 
we  will  not  call  it  corporate  welfare  for 
some  reason  or  another. 

I  have  not  quite  figured  that  out,  but 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Walker]  will  have  a  good  explanation 
which  he  will  give  you  shortly,  I  am 
sure. 

Now.  it  is  my  view,  and  I  take  delight 
in  pointing  this  out.  that  the  position 
taken  by  the  majority  in  these  situa- 
tions is  full  of  contradictions.  They,  for 
example,  have  language  in  their  report 
which  provides  certain  direction  to 
NASA  with  regard  to  applied  research. 
It  says  the  committee  encourages 
NASA  to  review  funding  levels  for 
poljnmer  matrix  composite  programs  to 
achieve  a  balance  between  composite 
and  metallic  technologies.  Alviminum 
has  been  the  material  of  choice  for  all 
significant  commercial  aircraft  struc- 
tures and  continues  to  offer  opportuni- 
ties for  cost-effective  improvements  in 
aircraft  structural  performance. 

Now,  this  sounds  to  me  an  awful  lot 
like  a  recommendation  to  pursue  a  par- 
ticular line  of  advanced  subsonic  re- 
search because  it  has  a  more  direct  ap- 
plication to  existing  commercial  air- 
craft design.  Is  that  a  good  idea?  Pos- 
sibly. Or  is  this  an  example  of  cor- 
porate welfare,  telling  the  government 
how  to  spend  its  money  in  supirart  of 
certain  technologies  which  are  already 
well  developed  and  have  a  large  base  in 
industry? 

Apparently,  if  they  like  the  program, 
it  is  not  corporate  welfare.  If  they  do 
not,  it  is  corporate  welfare.  I  urge  sup- 
port for  the  Scott  amendment. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  last 
word. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  to  support  the 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from  Vir- 
ginia. I  think  that  clearly  again  I  em- 
phasize the  creation  of  work  for  the 
21st  century,  and  I  think  we  are  doing 
a  disservice  by  eliminating  those  dol- 
lars for  that  direction.  So  I  rise  to  sup- 
port the  Scott  amendment. 

I  would  also  like  to  add  a  comment 
regarding  the  amendment  that  I  would 
offered.  Mission  to  Planet  Elarth,  and 
would  ask  if  I  could  enter  into  a 
colloguy  with  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  BROWN]. 

As  the  gentleman  knows,  I  had  con- 
sidered offering  this  amendment  and 
had  raised  this  with  the  conunittee  on 
NASA's  Mission  to  Planet  Earth  Pro- 
gram. But  instead  I  would  like  to  take 
the  time  to  ask  a  few  questions  about 
the  National  Research  Council's  review 
of  the  E^axth  Observing  System  and 
how  the  Brown  recommendation  is 
compared  to  the  actions  taken  in  this 
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bill.  It  is  true  that  last  year  the  chair- 
man of  the  Committee  on  Science 
asked  the  well-respected  National  Re- 
search Council  to  undertake  a  review 
of  NASA's  Mission  to  Planet  Earth 
Program  and  the  Earth  Observing  Sys- 
tem? In  fact,  I  believe  we  discussed 
that  in  committee. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  gentlewoman  is  absolutely 
correct  in  her  statement. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  If  the 
gentleman  will  continue  to  yield,  is  it 
also  true  that  the  National  Research 
Council  panel  validated  the  scientific 
goals  of  Mission  to  Planet  Earth  and 
recommended,  and  I  quote:  NASA 
should  implement  most  of  the  near- 
term  components  of  Mission  to  Planet 
Earth/Earth  Observing  System,  includ- 
ing Landsat  7,  AM-1,  PM-1  and  the 
Tropical  Rainfall  Measuring  Mission 
without  delay  in  reduction  in  overall 
observing  capability,  and  the  Chem- 
istry-1  mission  should  not  be  delayed? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, if  the  gentlewoman  would  con- 
tinue to  yield,  she  is  absolutely  correct 
in  the  citation  that  she  has  made.  In 
addition,  the  National  Research  Coun- 
cil went  on  to  conclude,  and  I  quote: 
Based  on  a  series  of  reviews,  a  series  of 
reviews,  the  program  has  evolved  from 
its  original  plans  to  a  reshaped  pro- 
gram that  is  more  responsive  to  the 
science,  more  resilient,  more  open  to 
the  introduction  of  new  technologies. 
There  has  been  a  shift  from  a  fixed  se- 
ries of  large  vehicle  missions  to  a 
mixed  fleet  exploiting  small-  to  me- 
dium-class spacecraft.  However,  any 
further  structural  changes  to  the  near- 
term  EOS  missions  would  cause  severe 
program  dislocations.  Further  budg- 
etary reductions  or  imposed  con- 
stitdnts  on  technical  options  would  re- 
quire the  elimination  of  key  sensors, 
slips  in  schedule,  loss  of  data  continu- 
ity and  the  elinoination  of  all  advanced 
technology  development  that  could  en- 
hance future  research  and  lower  cost, 
end  of  quotation. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  reclaiming  my  time.  I  would 
take  from  that  statement  that  that 
was  nothing  but  a  clear  and  strong 
message  trom  the  National  Research 
Council,  I  might  add,  an  independent 
council,  that  assessed  the  Mission  to 
Planet  Eiarth  and  the  Mission  to  Planet 
Earth  directives  in  H.R.  3322  consistent 
with  the  reconmiendations  of  that  Na- 
tional Research  Council's  independent 
review,  a  review  that  was  in  fact,  as  we 
understand  it,  requested  by  the  chair- 
man of  the  Committee  on  Science? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  If  the  gen- 
tlewonaan  will  continue  to  jrield,  the 
gentlewoman  is  correct.  That  review 
was  requested  by  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Science.  The  legislation 


before  us  would  actually  cancel  the 
PM-1  and  Chemistry-1  spacecraft,  cut 
the  funding  available  for  the  Mission  to 
Planet  Earth  Program  by  27  percent 
and  would  fundamentally  unravel  the 
integrated  scientific  program  that  has 
been  put  in  place. 

The  actions  taken  in  H.R.  3322  fly  in 
the  face  of  the  conclusions  and  rec- 
ommendations of  the  National  Re- 
search Council's  review.  I  might  point 
out  that  the  chairman  of  the  conrniit- 
tee,  when  he  asked  for  advice  from  the 
scientific  body,  has  a  tendency  to  ig- 
nore it  unless  it  conforms  with  his  own 
preestablished  conclusions.  I  noted 
that  the  gentleman  referred  favorably 
to  the  AAAS  report  when  he  thought  it 
substantiated  his  conclusions.  Nor- 
mally he  does  not  agree  with  the  report 
that  they  make  each  year  with  regard 
to  R&D  funding  and  the  budget. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Re- 
claiming my  time,  it  is  interesting  as 
we  discuss  this,  and  that  is  why  I  think 
the  amendment  would  have  been  appro- 
priate, but  I  wonder  if  the  gentleman 
shares  the  view  of  at  least  one  of  our 
Republican  colleagues  that  indicated 
that  money  spend  on  global  change  re- 
search is  money  down  a  rat  hole. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, is  this  the  same  Member  who  says 
it  is  liberal  claptrap  also? 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  soimds  familiar.  Very  much 
so. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  I  do  not 
share  that  view.  In  my  opinion,  such 
research  is  imperative  if  we  are  to 
truly  understand  the  planet  on  which 
we  live  including  the  complex  inter- 
actions that  determine  our  climate  and 
develop  the  policy  options  that  offer 
the  most  benefit  to  all  our  citizens. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Re- 
claiming my  time,  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  BROWN], 
and  I  would  certainly  agree  with  him.  I 
hope  that  we  will  be  able  to  pursue  this 
through  conference  and  be  able  to  en- 
sure that  what  we  do  have  is  the  rea- 
soned response  to  the  National  Re- 
search Council's  review  and  be  able  to 
comply  with  that  most  timely  study.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  and  I  yield  back 
my  time. 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong 
support  of  the  Scott  amendment  to  restore 
$34.4  million  in  funds  to  NASA's  Advarx^ed 
Subsonic  Program.  This  Increase  would  bring 
funding  back  to  the  requested  level  and  rein- 
vest vitaJly  needed  resources  in  maintaining 
NASA's  lor)gstanding  glottal  leadership  in  aer- 
onautics research. 

While  advanced  subsonic  technology  may 
seem  like  science  fiction  to  some,  this  re- 
search does  in  fact  help  address  safety,  fuel 
efficJency,  and  environmental  impact  concerns 
for  today's  and  the  next  generation  of  com- 
mercial aircraft  For  anyone  who  has  ever  ex- 
pressed coTKem  about  the  aging  aircraft  used 
by  some  domestic  airlines  and  the  U.S.  mili- 
tary. sut>sonic  research  is  not  just  a  smart  in- 
vestment, it  is  peace  of  mind. 


And,  although  I  fully  recognize  the  need  to 
cut  the  budget  deficit,  aeronautics  research 
and  technology  spending  has  a  tremendous 
net  beneficial  impact  on  our  national  economy 
and  international  balance  of  trade.  The  aero- 
nautics industry  has  annual  sales  of  over  S60 
billion  and  produces  a  positive  balance  of 
trade  of  S25  billion.  In  Ohio  alone,  the  aero- 
space irKJustry  is  responsible  for  approxi- 
mately 300,000  jobs  and  injects  some  SI  3.5 
billion  into  the  State's  economy. 

While  a  S34  million  cut  from  the  request 
level  may  not  seem  like  a  tot  of  money,  it  is 
about  20  percent  of  the  program's  funds.  I  be- 
lieve such  a  deep  cut  in  this  important  pro- 
gram is  unwan-anted  and  exacert>ates  the 
overall  furxJing  cuts  suffered  by  the  Agency 
since  1993. 

Our  trading  partners  throughout  the  world 
are  increasing  their  investments  in  research 
and  technotogy  and  are  consequently  snatch- 
ing markets  away  from  our  domestic  compa- 
nies. Faced  with  intense  competition  in  a 
growing  global  aerospace  market,  we  should 
do  all  we  can  to  promote  our  aerospace  indus- 
try and  n^intain  NASA's  preeminence  in  aero- 
nautics. 

I  urge  Members  to  support  this  important 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia  [Mr.  Scott]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  demand 
a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  157,  noes  250, 
not  voting  27.  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  204] 
AYES— 157 


Abercromble 

Dixon 

I^antos 

BaldACcl 

Donett 

lATonrette 

Barcia 

Dooley 

Levin 

BAteman 

Dnrbin 

Lewis  (GA) 

Becem 

Edwards 

Lofferen 

BeUenaoD 

Enxel 

Lowey 

Bentien 

F,shoo 

Ualoney 

Beiman 

Evans 

Manton 

BevlU 

Fan- 

Markey 

Blsliop 

Fattali 

Martinez 

Blomenaaer 

Fazio 

Matsoi 

Bonior 

FUner 

McCarthy 

Borski 

Flake 

McDermott 

BoQclier 

Frank  (HA) 

McHale 

Brewster 

Frost 

McKinney 

Browder 

Fane 

McNolty 

Brown  (CA) 

Gejdenson 

Meek 

Brown  (FL) 

Gepbardt 

Henendez 

Brown  (OH) 

Gonzalez 

MUlender- 

Bry»nt(TX) 

Green  (TX) 

McDonald 

Cardin 

HaU(TX) 

Millrr  (CA) 

CUy 

Baixnan 

Mink 

Clayton 

Moakley 

Clement 

Hefner 

Moimn 

Coleman 

Hilliard 

Nadler 

Collins  (IL) 

HiBcber 

Neal 

CoUinXMI) 

Hoke 

Oberstar 

Conyers 

Horn 

Obey 

Coyne 

Hoyer 

Olver 

Cramer 

Jackson  (IL) 

Ortiz 

Commings 

Jackson-Lee 

Owens 

Deal 

(TX) 

PaUone 

DeFazio 

Johnson  (SD) 

Pastor 

DeLaaro 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Payne  (NJ) 

Delloms 

Johnston 

Payne  (VA) 

Denttcli 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Peloii 

Dicks 

Klink 

Petri 

Dincell 

LaFalce 

Pickett 

May  30,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


12685 


Rahall 

Saacel 

Bernla. 

Richardson 

Riven 

Roemer 

Rose 

Rush 

Salw 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Schomer 

Scott 

Serrano 

Sisisky 


Allard 

Andrews 

Archer 

Armey 

Bachos 

Baesler 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Ballencer 

BaiT 

Barrett  (NE) 

Barrett  (WI) 

Bartlett 

Barton 

Bass 

Bereuter 

Bilbray 

BUirakis 

BlUey 

Blute 

Boehlerl 

Boehner 

Bonilla 

Bono 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bonn 

Banning 

Bnrr 

Barton 

Bayer 

Calvert 

Camp 

CampbeU 

Canady 

CasUe 

Chambliss 

Chenoweth 

Christensen 

Cnirysler 

Clinter 

Coble 

Cobum 

Collins  (GA) 

Combest 

Condit 

Cooley 

Costello 

Cox 

Crane 

Crapo 

Oemeaas 

Cabin 

Cannlngham 

Oanner 

Davis 

DeLay 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Doolittle 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Ehlera 

EhrUch 

Emerson 

Enclish 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewlnc 

Fawell 

Fields  (TX) 

pianagan 

Foley 

Forbes 


Skaggs 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stokes 

Stadds 

Stapak 

Taimer 

Taylor  (MS) 

Tejeda 

Thompson 

Thornton 

NOES— 250 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frelinghoysen 

Frlsa 

Funderburk 

GaUegly 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Geren 

Gilchrest 

Gillmor 

Gllman 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Gordon 

Goss 

Graham 

Greene  (LT) 

Greenwood 

Gonderson 

HaU(OH) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hasten 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayworth 

Heney 

Heinemas 

Heiger 

Hilleary 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Holden 

Hostettler 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Is  took 

Jacobs 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (RI) 

KUdee 

Kim 

Kiv 

Kingston 

Kleczka 

King 

KnoUenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Largent 

Tiatham 

Laughlin 

Lazio 

Leach 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewta(KY) 

Lightfoot 

Linder 

Lipinski 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Longley 

Lucas 

Luther 

Manzullo 

Martini 

Mascara 


■ninrman 

Torres 

Toiricelli 

Towns 

Tralicant 

Velazquez 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Ward 

Waten 

Watt  (NO 

Waxman 

Wilson 

Woolsey 

Yates 


McCollum 

McCrery 

McHugfa 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Meehan 

Metcair 

Meyen 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Minge 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Morella 

Myera 

Myrick 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Orton 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Peterson  (MN) 

Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Porter 

Porcmaa 

Poshard 

Pryce 

Qoillen 

Radasovich 

Ramstad 

Reed 

Rlggs 

Roberts 

Rogen 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Roth 

Roybal-Allard 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sandere 

Sanford 

Saxton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

SchilT 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shoster 

Skeen 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spenoe 

Steams 

Stump 

Talent 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (NO 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Tlahrt 

Torkildsen 

Upton 

Vento 


Vucanovlch 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watts  (OK) 
Weldon  (FL) 


Ackerman 

Chabot 

(Hiapman 

Clybum 

de  la  Gaiza 

Fields  (LA) 

FogUetU 

Ford 

Gibbons 


Weldon  (PA) 

WeUer 

White 

Whitneld 

Wicker 

Williams 


Wolf 

Toung  (FL) 
Zeiur 
Zimmer 


NOT  VOTING— 27 

Gutierrez 

Gntksecht 

Hayes 

Houghton 

JeCerson 

Kennelly 

Lincoln 

McDade 

Molinaii 


MoUohan 

Martha 

Paxon 

Peterson  (FL) 

Qulnn 

Roukema 

Wise 

Wynn 

Toung  (AK) 
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Mr.  BEREUTER  changed  his  vote 
from  "aye"  to  "no." 

Mr.  SCHUMER  and  Mr.  BEILENSON 
changed  their  vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  title  n? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  ROEMER 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  ROEMER 

Pa^e  24,  line  20,  insert  "and"  after  "Ad- 
ministration;". 

Page  24.  lines  21  through  24,  strike  para- 
graph (2). 

Page  25.  line  1,  redesignate  paragraph  (3)  as 
paragraph  (2). 

Page  25.  lines  13  and  15.  and  page  26.  lines 
4  and  6,  redesignate  paragraphs  (2)  through 
(5)  as  paragraphs  (1)  through  (4),  respec- 
tively. 

Page  26.  line  14.  strike  "$496,500,000"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "S230.700.000". 

Page  27,  line  4.  strike  "$711,000,000"  and  in- 
sert in  lieu  thereof  "J679,400.000 '. 

Page  38,  line  14,  through  page  43,  line  6. 
strike  subtitle  C. 

Page  43.  line  7.  redesignate  subtitle  D  as 
subtitle  C. 

Amend  the  table  of  contents  accordingly. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  de- 
bate on  this  amendment  and  all  amend- 
ments thereto  be  limited  to  1  hour, 
with  the  time  equally  divided  between 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Roe- 
mer] and  myself. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  RoEMER]  will  be  rec- 
ognized for  30  minutes,  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Sensen- 
brenner] will  be  recognized  for  30  min- 
utes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Roemer]. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  jrield 
myself  6  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  guess  I  ask  for  the 
patience  of  this  body,  since  we  seem  to 
go  through  this  argviment  on  eliminat- 
ing the  space  station  a  couple  of  times 


a  year.  Certainly  people  on  both  sides 
could  dust  off  their  talk  from  1992  or 
1994  and  vfrtually  give  almost  the  iden- 
tical talk  for  cutting  the  space  station 
or  for  supporting  it. 

I  am  not  going  to  give  the  previous 
speech,  bec^ause  it  seems  that  we  on  the 
opposing  side  of  the  space  station  con- 
tinue to  get  more  and  more  arguments 
in  favor  of  cutting  the  space  station, 
especially  from  the  scientific  commu- 
nity. So  let  me  give  some  background 
as  to  why  this  is  not  good  science.  This 
is  not  in  the  interests  of  the  scientific 
community  or  in  the  interests  of  tax- 
payers in  America  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Scientific  American, 
which  is  one  of  the  most  distinguished 
periodicals  written  in  the  United 
States  today,  the  June  issue,  has  a 
very  interesting  article  on  the  space 
station  this  month.  Let  me  quote  from 
it:  "Scientific  panels,  such  as  the  Na- 
tional Research  Council's  Space  Stud- 
ies Board,  have  warned  that,  although 
some  interesting  research  will  be  pos- 
sible on  the  station,  the  expected  re- 
turns cannot,  cannot  justify  the  facili- 
ty's overall  cost." 

Another  quote  from  this  "Science  in 
the  Sky"  article  in  the  Scientific 
American,  dated  June  1996:  "To  date, 
no  large  companies  are  planning  major 
research  or  manufacturing  efforts  on 
the  Space  Station." 

We  hear  from  a  host  of  proponents  of 
the  space  station  that  this  is  going  to 
solve  everything  from  cancer  to  AIDS, 
to  making,  manufacturing,  and  testing 
new  crystals.  This  is  absolutely  not 
what  Scientific  American  says.  They 
go  on  to  look  at  what  is  good  in  the 
space  station  and  what,  out  of  the 
eight  original  missions  that  the  space 
station  had.  what  are  we  going  to  do 
now.  in  1996.  from  when  it  was  first  de- 
signed in  1984. 

With  regard  to  high-technology  prod- 
ucts, it  sajrs  in  Scientific  American: 
"No  larger  companies  are  currently  in- 
terested in  manufacturing  in  space." 
Astronomy,  remote  sensing  for  dif- 
ferent platforms  put  on  the  space  sta- 
tion, those  are  certainly  gone  now 
since  1984,  but  there  is  no  research  cur- 
rently planned  from  inside  or  outside 
or  anywhere  on  the  space  station. 

On  biotechnology,  it  says  that 
"NASA  and  its  partners  are  planning 
some  experiments,  but  the  commercial 
interest  is  limited  only  to  subsidized 
research."  So  these  claims  that  there 
is  all  this  private  sector  interest  and 
big  manufacturing  interests  in  the 
space  station,  and  they  are  going  to 
help  the  taxpayers  pay  for  this,  is  just 
not  accurate,  not  according  to  the  lat- 
est article  in  Scientific  American. 

Members  might  say,  as  we  approach 
some  very,  very  difficult  circumstances 
in  reaching  a  balanced  budget  over  the 
next  5  or  6  years,  that  we  have  to  make 
some  tough  choices  around  this  body. 
Based  on  science  and  merit,  the  space 
station  is  the  most  logical  choice  to 
eliminate. 
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When  President  Reagran  first  came  up 
with  the  idea  in  1984,  he  said  the  space 
station  would  cost  us  58  billion.  Does 
anybody  in  this  body  have  any  idea 
about  the  projected  cost  today?  It  is 
not  $18  billion,  it  is  not  even  $58  bil- 
lion, it  is  close  to  $90  billion  when  we 
add  in  the  costs  of  what  we  have  spent, 
of  what  the  space  shuttle  will  cost  us 
to  put  these  different  platforms  up  into 
the  atmosphere,  the  cost  of  protecting 
it,  the  cost  of  maintaining  it  for  the  10 
or  12  years  it  is  up  there  in  space. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  talking  about 
$90  billion.  Some  may  argrue,  well. 
Members  of  Congress,  we  have  already 
spent  about  $12  billion  or  $13  billion,  we 
might  as  well  finish  it.  Do  Members 
want  to  justify  an  expense  of  $70  or  $75 
billion  more  of  the  taxpayers'  money 
because  we  have  spent  $12  billion  or  $13 
billion  bad  dollars?  I  do  not  think  that 
makes  a  whole  heck  of  a  lot  of  sense. 
That  does  not  make  sense  to  people 
who  are  working  so  hard  for  so  long  for 
their  tax  money  to  pay  their  bills  and 
to  try  to  insist  on  a  fair  cost  here  in 
Washington,  DC,  when  we  do  expend  a 
dollar. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  the  utmost  re- 
spect for  people  on  the  other  side  of 
this  issue,  including  the  gentleman 
fi-om  Texas  [Mr.  Hall]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama  [Mr.  Cramer], 
who  was  elected  the  same  year  and 
serves  with  me  on  the  Conmiittee  on 
Science,  and  Members  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle.  But  we  have  to  have  the 
courage  in  this  body  to  make  some 
tough  spending  cuts  to  get  to  a  bal- 
anced budget. 

If  Members  look  at  science  and  look 
at  merit,  this  space  station  just  does 
not  pass  the  test  of  what  hardworking 
American  families  will  ask  in  terms  of 
return  on  their  tax  dollar.  It  is  not 
going  to  return  good  science.  It  is  sure- 
ly not  going  to  return  any  kind  of  good 
return  for  these  high-tech  objectivity 
measures  that  people  do  not  even  have 
interest  in  at  the  manufacturing  level, 
according  to  Scientific  American,  and 
we  definitely  have  to  make  some  of 
these  tough  choices  to  get  to  a  bal- 
anced budget. 

Citizens  Against  Government  Waste 
endorses  this  amendment  offered  by 
myself  and  the  gentleman  flrom  Iowa 
[Mr.  Oanske]  and  a  host  of  other 
groups  do  as  well,  too,  that  I  will  list 
in  the  next  few  minutes.  I  urge  the 
body  to  support  this  elimination  of  the 
space  station,  in  the  interests  of 
science  and  in  the  interest  of  balancing 
the  budget. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  myself  3  minutes. 


of  the  gentleman  from  Indiana  and 
anybody  else  in  this  House,  and  I  sup- 
port the  space  station.  The  Citizens 
Against  Goveroment  Waste  has  given 
me  their  Taxpayer  Hero  Award  consist- 
ently. The  National  Taxpayers  Union 
has  named  me  the  tightwad  of  the  dec- 
ade in  terms  of  my  votes  on  taxes  and 
spending,  and  I  am  proud  of  that,  and  I 
support  the  space  station. 

I  am  not  going  to  belabor  this  point 
very  much,  but  I  do  wish  to  make  two 
points  for  the  committee's  consider- 
ation. The  first  is  that  the  United 
States  taxpayers  have  already  put  $12 
billion  into  designing  the  space  station 
and  building  50,000  pounds  of  hardware. 
If  the  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  is  adopted,  that  $12  bil- 
lion investment  will  just  evaporate.  We 
just  chalk  that  up  to  experience,  and 
this  vote  is  really  a  vote  on  whether  or 
not  to  stiff  the  taxpayers  the  $12  bil- 
lion that  they  have  invested  in  this. 

The  space  station  is  on  time,  it  is  on 
budget.  We  have  settled  on  a  design. 
We  are  not  redesigning  it.  We  are  build- 
ing the  hardware  now  and  we  are  look- 
ing forward  to  the  launches  of  the  first 
elements  sometime  next  year. 

The  second  point  is  that  America's 
credibility  is  on  the  line,  because  we 
are  the  leaders  of  an  international  con- 
sortium that  includes  Russia,  the 
member  nations  of  the  Russian  space 
agency,  Canada,  and  Japan.  Should  the 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from  In- 
diana be  adopted,  the  United  States 
will  unilaterally  cancel  the  space  sta- 
tion, and  the  investments  that  have 
been  made  by  the  taxpayers  of  all  those 
other  countries  will  similarly  be 
waived.  That  is  about  4  billion  U.S.  dol- 
lars. 

So  if  we  end  up  stiffing  our  inter- 
national partners  and  our  allies,  we  are 
going  to  make  sure  that  they  are  not 
going  to  want  to  get  together  with  the 
United  States,  either  on  scientific  en- 
deavors or  on  any  other  endeavor,  for 
fear  that  the  Congress  will  change  its 
mind  and  pull  the  rug  out  from  under- 
neath them. 

Let  us  stay  the  course.  Let  us  vote 
against  the  Roemer  amendment.  Let  us 
build  the  space  station,  and  then  let  us 
operate  the  space  station  and  benefit 
from  the  scientific  research  that  goes 
on. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
4  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Iowa  [Mr.  Ganske],  co- 
author of  this  bipartisan  amendment. 

Mr.  GANSKE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise. 


for  our  buck  by  funding  unmanned  sci- 
entific explorations.  The  space  sta- 
tion's spending  is  already  $43  million 
over  budget,  or,  as  NASA  would  say, 
the  expenses  have  experienced  cost 
growth. 

Despite  these  higher  expenditures, 
NASA  has  fallen  behind  in  the  con- 
struction schedule.  According  to  the 
GAO.  we  will  sink  $94  billion  into  this 
orbiting  erector  set  before  it  is  over,  if 
NASA  does  not  go  any  further  over 
budget. 

Our  share  of  the  price  tag  is  not  the 
only  problem.  The  space  station  is  sup- 
posed to  be  international,  so  let  me 
speak  to  comments  made  by  my  friend 
and  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin.  The  memoranda  of  under- 
standing between  NASA  and  the  space 
agencies  of  our  partners  has  not  been 
finalized.  We  have  no  definitive  agree- 
ments with  any  of  our  partners,  whose 
contributions  are  necessary  for  the 
completion  of  this  space  station. 

NASA  insists  that  Russia  has  made 
commitments  to  the  project.  However, 
none  of  these  agreements  are  in  writ- 
ing. NASA  must  know  something  that 
Russia  does  not  know.  For  example, 
NASA  states  that  an  American  will  al- 
ways be  in  command  of  the  sva-ce  sta- 
tion. The  Russians,  however,  say  that 
question  has  not  been  settled. 

The  fact  that  we  have  no  written 
agreement  with  Russia  I  think  is  par- 
ticularly problematic.  Russian  Presi- 
dential elections  will  be  held  this  June, 
and  it  is  imcertain  who  the  successor 
to  Yeltsin  will  be. 

D  1615 

Should  Mr.  Yeltsin  lose,  it  is  likely 
that  Mr.  Zyuganov  will  be  the  Presi- 
dent of  Russia.  As  most  Members 
know,  he  hates  the  West,  and  I  would 
doubt  that  we  would  see  any  coopera- 
tion with  the  space  station. 

Another  ally,  Canada,  will  not  decide 
whether  they  will  pay  for  completion 
of  the  robotic  arm  vmtil  1997.  What  if 
they  decide  not  to?  I  suppose  NASA 
will  be  back  here  in  Congress  asking 
for  another  chunk  of  change. 

While  NASA's  overall  budget  has 
been  declining  and  will  continue  to  de- 
cline, the  space  station  seems  to  be  im- 
mnne  to  scrutiny.  NASA  has  consoli- 
dated control  of  the  entire  space  sta- 
tion budget  with  the  program  manager, 
giving  him  an  additional  $300  million 
per  year.  These  funds  were  previously 
controlled  by  various  research  offices 
responsible  for  scientific  experiments 
to  be  conducted  on  the  space  station. 
This  consolidation  has  made  it  possible 


Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  going  through    not  surprisingly,  since  I  have  cospon-    for  funds  allocated  for  research  to  be 


one  of  the  annual  rites  of  spring  in 
Washington.  The  tulips  bloom,  the 
dogwoods  become  very  beautiful,  and 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  RoE- 
mer]  introduces  his  amendment  to  kill 
the  space  station. 
Let  me  say  that  I  will  match  my 


sored  this  amendment,  in  support  of 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  should  not  be  an 
annual  rite  of  spring.  We  should  elimi- 
nate this  funding.  James  van  AUen,  a 
respected  scientist  at  the  University  of 
Iowa,  and  many  other  scientists  have 


used  for  construction  of  the  space  sta- 
tion. 

What  good  will  building  the  space 
station  do  if  we  spend  all  of  the  re- 
search money  building  the  space  sta- 
tion? Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  afraid  that 
well-intentioned  but  misguided  efforts 


record  on  spending  issues  against  that    said  that  we  will  get  much  more  bang    to  complete  this  project  will  not  give 
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us  what  we  want.  These  concessions 
cost  millions  of  dollars.  We  have  the 
delay  of  completion  of  scientific 
projects  in  other  areas.  This  is  a  black 
hole.  The  money  goes  in,  nothing 
comes  out. 

For  example,  our  offer  to  launch  Rus- 
sia's science  power  platform  will  upset 
the  station  construction  schedule  by 
causing  a  5-month  delay  in  launching 
Japan's  science  module  and  an  8-month 
delay  in  launching  the  centrifuge 
which  some  say  is  essential  for  life 
sciences  research.  I  think  we  just 
should  not  throw  more  good  money 
after  bad.  It  is  time  to  cut  our  losses. 
I  believe  that  we  should  face  reality, 
we  should  stop  the  money  vacuum 
known  as  the  space  station  now.  Vote 
"yes"  on  this  amendment. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  srield  3  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Hall]. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Texas.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding  me  the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I,  of  course,  like  all 
the  other  Members  who  will  speak  and 
who  have  spoken,  have  the  highest  re- 
gard for  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Roemer]  and  those  who  support 
him.  We  just  differ  with  him.  We  just 
think  he  is  still  wrong  and  probably 
will  be  wrong  in  the  next  Congress  and 
in  the  Congress  after  that  and  the  one 
after  that.  Because  he  is  a  fine  young 
man,  he  will  be  reelected,  and  he  will 
be  here  when  I  am  in  the  comer  room 
of  the  Rockwall  Nursing  Home,  but  I 
will  still  be  calling  out  to  save  the 
space  station  for  us  old  folks. 

As  I  mentioned  to  the  gentleman 
firom  Indiana  [Mr.  Roemer]  at  the  re- 
cent full  conmiittee  markup  of  the  bill, 
the  space  station  amendment,  as  the 
gentleman  has  said,  is  one  of  the  en- 
dearing traditions  here.  I  respect  his 
convictions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  value  of  research 
today  is  already  demonstrated  in  a  lot 
of  ways,  but  in  a  limited  way  by  experi- 
ments that  are  being  conducted  on  the 
space  shuttle.  In  previous  sessions,  we 
have  held  hearings  and  we  have  held  a 
number  of  hearings  where  we  heard 
from  some  of  the  leading  medical  re- 
searchers of  our  day. 

Dr.  Michael  DeBakey  walked  these 
halls  3  days,  going  in  to  visit  with 
Members  to  tell  them  of  the  value  of 
the  space  station  and  the  hope  that  the 
space  station  holds  out;  in  his  early 
80's,  Dr.  Mickey  LeMaistre,  head  of 
M.D.  Anderson,  who  knows  the  attacks 
that  cancer  makes  on  the  citizenry, 
and  all  of  us  have  someone  in  a  cancer 
ward. 

I  think  there  is  one  word  that  the 
space  station  holds  out  and  that  one 
word  is  so  important  to  people  that  are 
wasting  away  in  the  cancer  wards.  It  is 
so  important  that  we  are  even  talking 
about  revolutionizing  the  FDA  because 
of  that  one  word,  and  that  one  word  for 
people  is  hope.  They  have  hope  that 
there  is  medication  for  them.   They 


have  hope  that  there  is  a  break- 
through. We  have  not  found  that  here 
in  this  environment.  We  hope  and  they 
hope  that  we  will  find  It  in  the  weight- 
less environment  of  space. 

Yes,  it  is  a  large  expenditure  of 
money,  but  the  American  people  have 
cried  out  that  they  want  this  station, 
and  if  you  really  want  to  hear  a  hue 
and  cry  all  across  the  universities  of 
this  country,  from  children  in  the  first 
grade  on  up  to  the  senior  colleges,  do 
something  to  the  space  station. 

We  almost  lost  the  space  station  sev- 
eral sessions  ago  but  we  have  never 
lost  it.  This  body  has  always  said  yes, 
that  this  gives  that  one  thing  called 
hope.  And  when  we  talk  about  Russia 
and  whether  or  not  they  are  going  to 
stay  hitched,  it  has  been  certainly  my 
finding  in  Russia  itself  that  they  seem 
not  to  have  money  for  other  things,  but 
for  educational  pursuits  and  for  the 
space  station  they  seem  to  allocate  and 
have  money  to  set  aside  for  it. 

Both  sides  requested  that  Al  Gore 
give  us  some  assurance  as  to  what 
their  intentions  were  and  what  they 
thought  the  Russian  intentions  were.  I 
read  to  you  a  letter  from  AL  Gore  ad- 
dressed to  us  dated  May  9.  It  says: 

As  you  are  aware,  I  recently  wrote  to 
Prime  Minister  Chmomyrdin  regarding  the 
status  of  funding  for  the  Russian  Space 
Agency's  cooperative  activities  with  NASA 
on  the  international  Space  Station  program. 
In  response,  the  Prime  Minister  has  firmly 
pledged  that  Russia  will  meet  its  commit- 
ments to  the  ISS  program  in  full. 

It  goes  on  to  say  other  things.  Mem- 
bers all  have  copies  of  this  letter.  I  in- 
vite them  to  read  it.  But  its  assurance 
to  us  that  the  leaders  of  this  country, 
the  leaders  of  that  country,  certainly 
the  investment  that  Japan  and  other 
countries  have  made  ought  to  cry  out 
to  us:  Save  this  space  station  and  give 
these  people  hope. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
just  say  to  the  distinguished  Member 
from  Texas  that  he  certainly  will  prob- 
ably never  be  in  a  nursing  home.  As 
talented  and  as  fired  up  as  he  is,  he  will 
probably  be  on  the  space  station  if  it  is 
built  some  day. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  hardworking  gentlewoman  from 
New  York  [Ms.  Velazquez]. 

Ms.  VELAZQUEZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  today  in  strong  support  of  the  Roe- 
mer amendment  to  eliminate  funding 
for  the  space  station. 

Just  3  weeks  ago,  we  debated  a  bill 
that  drastically  cut  housing  aid  to 
lower  income  Americans.  In  the  name 
of  deficit  reduction,  this  body  elimi- 
nated housing  assistance  for  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  Americans.  The  argu- 
ment we  heard  was  that,  as  a  nation, 
we  simply  could  not  afford  it. 

But  today,  many  in  this  Chamber  are 
singing  a  different  tune.  This  bill  is 
definitely  not  about  reducing  spending. 
This  bill  continues  the  foolish  proposal 
to  spend  billions  of  dollars  for  an  orbit- 
ing public  housing  project,  for  just  a 
few  astronauts. 


How  can  we  tell  millions  of  homeless 
people  that  there  isn't  enough  money 
to  put  a  safe  roof  over  their  heads,  and 
then,  continue  to  fund  the  space  sta- 
tion? It  is  unconscionable  to  pour  bil- 
lions of  dollars  into  this  science  fiction 
experiment,  when  we  cannot  afford  to 
take  care  of  our  own  citizens. 

My  colleagues,  the  real  question  be- 
fore us  today  is  whether  millions  of 
Americans  will  be  forced  to  go  without 
the  most  fundamental  of  needs — hous- 
ing— in  favor  of  an  expensive  space  toy. 
Spending  cuts  to  balance  the  budget 
must  be  applied  to  all  domains,  not 
just  to  the  social  programs.  It  is  wrong 
to  place  this  burden  on  the  backs  of  the 
defenseless  poor,  without  asking  others 
to  pay  as  well. 

Let  us  not  pour  any  more  of  our 
scarce  funds  into  building  a  luxury 
hotel  in  the  sky — especially  after  we 
just  demolished  public  housing  for  the 
needy  down  here  on  Earth. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  "yes" 
on  the  Roemer  amendment  to  cancel 
funding  for  the  space  station. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  myself  30  seconds  just  to 
rebut  the  gentlewoman  from  New  York 
[Ms.  Velazquez]. 

There  is  a  cut  in  the  NASA  budget.  It 
is  a  pretty  significant  cut.  We  went 
through  all  of  that  in  terms  of  the  de- 
bate on  the  personnel.  But  just  to  set 
the  record  straight,  from  fiscal  year 
1996  to  fiscal  year  1997  this  bill  cuts  the 
total  NASA  budget  by  $325  mUlion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Weldon]. 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Florida.  I  thank  the 
subcommittee  chairman  for  srielding 
me  the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to  take  part  in 
this  traditional  rite  of  spring,  to  op- 
pose the  Roemer  amendment  and  speak 
out  in  support  of  the  future,  in  support 
of  our  children,  in  support  of  the  space 
station.  I  would  Uke  to  address  several 
of  the  arguments  that  have  been  made 
by  the  people  who  would  favor  killing 
our  space  station. 

One  of  them  is  that  they  bring  out 
articles  and  quotations  flrom  bench  re- 
searchers that  say,  no,  do  not  spend  the 
money  on  space  station,  spend  the 
money  on  my  research.  I  have  done 
bench  research.  I  have  done  life 
sciences  research.  I  can  tell  my  col- 
leagues they  could  go  into  any  univer- 
sity anywhere  in  the  United  States  and 
say,  "Would  you  rather  we  spend  $17 
billion  on  the  station  or  on  more  bench 
research?"  And  they  would  gladly  say, 
"Give  us  the  money  for  more  bench  re- 
search." The  question  before  us  is,  is 
that  the  more  appropriate  use  of  our 
resources? 

Another  point  that  is  being  made  by 
the  opponents  of  the  space  station  is 
this  $90  billion  figure.  The  space  sta- 
tion is  costing  $17  billion  to  construct. 
The  $90  billion  figure  comes  trom  a 
GAO  study  where  they  added  in  the 
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cost  of  running  the  shuttle  program  for 
those  7  years  and  the  cost  of  all  the  re- 
search on  the  space  station. 

This  would  be  equivalent,  in  my  opin- 
ion, to  sa3ring  to  go  out  to  dinner  with 
your  wife  and  see  a  movie  does  not  cost 
S30,  you  have  to  factor  in  the  cost  of 
paving  the  roads  to  get  back  and  forth 
from  the  restaurant  and  the  cost  of 
heating  or  cooling  your  house  while 
you  are  in  the  restaurant.  This  kind  of 
accounting  is  very,  very  deceptive. 

The  truth  is  the  space  station  is  on 
time  and  on  budget,  and  there  are  very, 
very  few  programs  run  by  this  Federal 
Government  that  can  make  that  claim. 
The  space  station  program  has  been 
through  downsizing.  NASA  has  been 
through  downsizing,  and  they  have 
learned  to  be  able  to  be  lean,  mean  and 
efQcient.  This  program  is  on  time  and 
it  is  on  budget. 

What  this  program  is  about  is  about 
the  future.  When  we  look  at  the  cost  of 
the  space  station  and  compare  it  to 
what  we  are  going  to  spend  over  the 
next  7  years  on  defense,  on  health  care, 
on  roads  and  highways,  this  comes  out 
to  be  less  than  0.1  percent.  I  think  .t  is 
about  0.01  percent  of  what  we  as  a  Na- 
tion are  going  to  spend.  The  American 
people  have  said  over  and  over  again 
over  the  past  5,  6,  7  years,  yes,  we  want 
to  make  this  investment  in  the  future, 
because  that  is  what  this  is  all  about, 
the  future. 

I  am  told  by  teachers  in  my  district 
that  there  is  nothing  that  we  can  get 
children  more  excited  about  in  the  area 
of  math  and  science  than  talking  about 
space  and  manned  space  and  the  future. 
Support  the  station,  vote  "no"  on  the 
Roemer  amendment. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Zmmer], 
who  used  to  serve  on  the  Committee  on 
Science  and  was  a  strong  supporter  and 
coauthor  of  this  amendment  in  the 
past. 

Mr.  ZIMMER.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  me  the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  5  years  ago  when  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  and  I  were 
freshmen  and  both  rookie  members  of 
what  was  then  the  Science,  Space  and 
Technology  Committee,  we  took  the 
well  of  this  House  to  warn  that  the 
space  station  was  going  to  be  an  orbit- 
ing white  elephant,  that  it  was  going 
to  be  a  black  hole  in  space  that  would 
suck  up  billions  of  tax  dollars  and  radi- 
cally expand  the  deficit,  and  we  said 
that  it  simply  was  not  worth  the 
money. 

Now,  5  years  later,  I  wish  I  could  say 
that  we  were  wrong,  but  every  day  pro- 
vides us  with  new  evidence  that  we 
were  right.  In  a  period  of  declining 
NASA  budgets,  the  space  station. 
which  is  now  estimated  by  the  GAO  to 
cost  more  than  $94  billion,  has  already 
begun  to  cannibalize  more  valuable 
programs  in  space. 

Bill  Clinton's  proposed  NASA  budget 
drops  f^m  $13.8  billion  next  year  to 


S11.6  billion  in  the  year  2000,  and  when 
inflation  is  factored  in,  the  cut  is  even 
deeper.  The  Republican  budget  provides 
somewhat  more  money  for  NASA,  but 
even  so,  the  amount  of  available  funds 
is  drastically  less  than  we  thought  it 
would  be  just  a  few  years  ago.  There  is 
simply  not  enough  money  to  build  the 
space  station  and  to  meet  the  Nation's 
more  pressing  needs  for  scientific  re- 
search in  space  and  on  Earth. 

According  to  this  month's  Scientific 
American,  NASA's  research  and  devel- 
opment outlay,  bloated  by  the  space 
station,  represents  almost  40  percent  of 
the  Nation's  total  nonhealth,  non- 
military  research  and  development 
budget.  The  huge  annual  costs  of  the 
space  station  are  sucking  the  life  out 
of  more  cost  effective  programs  of 
NASA,  such  as  our  magnificent  orbit- 
ing observatories,  unmanned  interplan- 
etary missions,  the  mission  to  planet 
Earth,  as  well  as  the  development  of 
cheaper  launch  systems  which  will 
make  it  possible  for  us  someday  to 
have  an  affordable  space  station. 

This  spring  NASA  has  already  used 
reserve  funds  to  cover  $144  million  in 
cost  growth  of  the  space  station  pro- 
gram, $100  million  is  attributable  to 
the  program  being  behind  schedule,  and 
$44  million  is  due  to  the  cost  growth  in 
some  of  the  contracts.  The  Congres- 
sional Research  Service  reports  that 
NASA  officials  are  worried  because 
these  increases  are  occurring  so  early 
in  the  construction  phase  of  the  pro- 
gram. 

a  1630 

There  is  one  aspect  that  I  think  de- 
serves particular  attention  this  spring, 
and  that  is  our  relationship  with  Rus- 
sia as  a  partner  in  the  space  station. 
When  Bill  Clinton  and  Al  Gore  pro- 
posed the  Russian  partnership,  it  gen- 
erated greater  support  in  this  body  be- 
cause it  seemed  like  a  diplomatic  coup. 
A  S3mibol  of  the  cold  war  was  becoming 
a  sjrmbol  of  international  cooperation. 

But,  unfortunately,  it  looks  like  our 
partnership  with  Russia  is  turning  out 
to  be  a  colossal  mistake.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Hall],  says 
Russia  always  comes  up  with  money 
when  it  is  needed  for  space,  and  he  re- 
fers us  to  a  letter  from  the  Vice  Presi- 
dent and  promises  from  the  Prime  Min- 
ister of  Russia.  But  the  Russian  Gov- 
ernment has  already  delayed  funding 
for  its  service  module,  a  critical  com- 
ponent of  the  space  station,  and  work 
on  the  service  module  has  fallen  5 
months  behind  because  the  prime  con- 
tractor has  received  only  $10  million  of 
the  $55  million  that  has  been  requested. 

The  Russian  Government  still  has 
not  approved  a  timetable  for  making 
these  payments.  The  Russian  service 
module  is  scheduled  for  launch  in  1998. 
If  it  is  not  delivered  on  time,  it  could 
devastate  the  schedule  and  the  budget 
of  the  space  station.  NASA  Adminis- 
trator Dan  Goldin  has  said,  "If  we  do 


not  have  the  service  module,  we  cannot 
complete  construction  of  the  space  sta- 
tion. 

If  Russia  withdraws  from  the  station, 
NASA  estimates  that  assembly  would 
be  delayed  by  18  months  and  would  cost 
the  United  States  an  additional  $2  bil- 
lion. Additionally,  the  United  States 
and  our  remaining  international  part- 
ners would  have  to  develop  and  fund  a 
new  escape  vehicle. 

Now,  regardless  of  who  wins  the  up- 
coming elections  for  President  in  Rus- 
sia, it  is  clear  we  will  be  dealing  with 
a  nation  that  is  characterized  by  inter- 
nal political  strife,  by 
ultranatlonalism,  authoritarianism, 
and  perhaps  insurgent  imperialism  as 
well  as  tremendous  corruption.  While 
we  should,  obviously,  support  Russia's 
struggle  to  become  a  democratic,  cap- 
italistic nation,  we  cannot  afford  to 
gamble  $94  billion  on  it. 

We  just  can  not  be  certain  that  there 
is  going  to  be  a  happy  ending  to  the 
Russian  melodrama.  It  is  not  too  late 
to  cut  our  losses  on  this  space  station. 
We  should  support  the  Roemer-Ganske 
amendment. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  srield  3  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama  [Mr.  Cramer]. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
my  colleague  and  chairman  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Space  and  Aeronautics, 
and  I  again  rise  in  opposition,  strong 
opposition,  to  the  amendment  of  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Roemer]. 

This  is,  in  fact,  getting  to  be  an  an- 
nual ritual.  I  say  to  my  colleague.  I 
feel  like  one  of  those  toys  kids  buy  for 
Christmas,  where  you  pull  the  back  of 
the  toy  and  the  conversation  comes  out 
"Save  Space  Station",  "Save  Space 
Station",  "Kill  Space  Station".  "Kill 
Space  Station." 

There  have  been  10  votes  on  the  floor 
of  the  House  since  1991  over  this  issue. 
As  I  count  it.  there  have  been  32  total 
votes  both  in  the  conmiittee  and  on  the 
floor  on  this  very  issue.  I  think  we 
have  had  a  fair  fight  and  I  think.  I  say 
to  my  colleague,  it  is  time  for  us  to  get 
off  of  NASA's  back. 

There  is  not  an  agency  that  has  been 
under  more  scrutiny  than  NASA  has 
been  over  the  space  station  project. 
They  have  redesigmed  it  since  1991. 
they  have  cut  the  budget,  they  have 
cut  their  personnel,  they  have  come  to 
Congress,  they  have  dealt  with  us  in  an 
open,  direct  way,  and  yet  we  keep  say- 
ing every  year  now  is  the  time  to  turn 
our  back  on  it. 

We  have  invested  billions  of  dollars. 
Our  international  partners  have  their 
partnership  with  us  at  stake  in  this 
project.  They  have  invested  billions  of 
dollars.  Now  is  not  the  time  to  ttim  our 
back  on  it. 

I  want  to  echo  some  of  the  comments 
that  my  colleague  from  Florida,  Mr. 
Wbldon,  made  about  children  and 
mathematics  and  science.  We  happen 
to  have  the  international  space  camp 
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there  at  the  Marshall  Space  Flight 
Center,  there  in  Huntsville  in  my  dis- 
trict, and  I  get  to  go  out  there  two  or 
three  times  a  year  and  see  all  these 
young  people  come  in  from  all  over  the 
world  with  their  parents,  young  people 
that  are  inspired  by  NASA  and  by  the 
space  program,  young  people  that  want 
to  commit  their  careers  to  mathe- 
matics and  science,  young  people  that 
are  using  NASA  as  their  image  of  what 
they  want  to  do  with  their  education 
and  their  careers.  Let  us  not  tell  those 
young  people  that  we  are  the  kind  of 
country  that  can  in  fact  turn  our  back 
on  this  kind  of  investment,  that  can 
turn  our  back  on  the  space  station  pro- 
gram. 

Space  station  is  the  centerpiece  of 
what  NASA  is  all  about.  We  have,  in 
fact,  many  scientific  projects  that  our 
doctors  ase  planning  to  conduct  on  the 
space  station.  In  my  first  year  here  I 
sat  down  with  my  colleague  firom  Texas 
and  a  number  of  Texas  doctors  that 
were  here  that  had  joined  with  doctors 
from  all  over  the  world,  and  again  they 
said  the  advances  we  had  made  in 
NASA  technology  that  has  given  them 
benefits  of  robotics  and  surgery  bene- 
fits and  valves  for  artificial  hearts, 
that  we  would  lose  our  ability  to  com- 
plete those  technologies  if  we,  in  fact, 
turn  our  back  on  the  space  station. 

So  I  say  we  have  had  a  fair  fight.  It 
is  the  irresponsible  thing  to  do  to  turn 
your  back  on  this  project  at  this  par- 
ticular point.  Let  us  kill  this  killing 
amendment  and  let  us  also  kill  the 
amendment  that  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Roemer]  will  offer  next, 
which  intends  to  maim  the  NASA  sjiace 
station  program.  Let  us  stop  this  and 
let  us  get  on  with  it. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  distin- 
guished  gentleman   from   Texas    [Mr. 

STOCKMAN]. 

Mr.  STOCKMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  only  been  here  a  few  short 
months,  but  I  already  feel  like  I  know 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  like  a 
brother.  We  voted  on  this  so  many 
times  now  that  I  am  being  called  an  old 
bull  in  the  Committee  on  Science. 

This  is  something  that  we  apparently 
do  around  here  as  a  ritual,  but  let  me 
tell  my  colleagues  what  this  is  really 
all  about.  When  I  was  a  child  I  looked 
at  the  TV  and  I  watched  us  go  up  in 
Apollo  to  the  Moon.  I  believed  and  saw 
and  realized  America  was  about  some- 
thing greater  than  I  could  ever  imag- 
ine; that  was  America  has  a  vision  for 
the  future. 

America  is  a  country  and  a  nation 
seeking  out  new  places.  We  were  found- 
ed by  a  man  that  had  that  vision,  and 
we  continued  throughout,  as  we  looked 
to  the  West  to  develop,  to  search  and 
look  for  new  solutions,  and  to  go,  as 
they  say  in  "Star  Trek,"  boldly  where 
no  one  else  has  ever  gone. 

Wliat  we  are  sajring  here  is  if  we 
eliminate  space  station,  we  eliminate 


the  vision  for  America.  We  will  not 
hear  anybody  coming  up  here  and  say- 
ing we  will  have  a  new  solution.  This  is 
what  we  are  going  to  do. 

Mr.  Chairman,  of  all  the  money  we 
spend  in  Government  research,  I  sub- 
mit this  is  the  most  important  thing 
we  do:  Create  new  cures  for  illnesses 
and  develop  new  processes  to  which  we 
can  feed  the  world. 

We  are  obligated.  We  do  not  have  a 
choice  in  this.  We  have  to  build  the 
space  station,  because  up  there  in  the 
skies  are  the  solutions  to  here  on 
Earth.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  no  other 
purpose  for  the  United  States  in  this 
greatest  quest. 

Right  now  we  look  at  the  movies  and 
the  different  things  across  the  country 
and  we  know  that  Americans  want  a 
space  station.  We  voted  on  this  n^iny 
times,  and  I  submit  to  my  friends  that 
it  is  the  wisest  use  of  money.  In  fact,  it 
has  been  researched  that  for  every  dol- 
lar we  spend  in  space  we  get  $7  back. 
That  is  not  an  expense,  that  is  an  in- 
vestment. 

As  an  accountant,  I  look  and  see 
things  differently,  and  if  my  wife  and  I 
have  trouble  with  our  budget,  we  do 
not  say,  "Honey,  let  us  cut  the  bonds"; 
"Honey,  let  us  cut  the  investment." 
No.  we  say  let  us  cut  the  expense,  but 
do  not  cut  the  investments. 

Space  station  is  an  investment  in  our 
future.  It  is  an  investment  in  the  next 
generation  for  work.  If  we  cut  research 
and  development,  tomorrow's  jobs  will 
be  in  Japan  and  in  Germany  because 
they  are  continuing  their  space  pro- 
gram. I  submit  we  have  to  support  this 
not  for  us,  but  for  the  next  generation. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
ask  how  much  time  is  remaining  on 
both  sides? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Roemer]  has  13  min- 
utes remaining,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Sensenbrenner] 
has  15  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  saeld 
myself  4  minutes  to  just  reply  to  some 
of  the  questions  and  comments  that 
have  been  made. 

Mr.  Chairman,  certainly  this  vote  is 
a  tough  one.  It  is  a  tough  one  to  elimi- 
nate the  space  station  because  people 
think  that  they  do  not  want  to  make 
any  votes  in  this  body  to  move  toward 
a  balanced  budget.  There  are  some 
Democrats  here  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives that  do  not  want  to  vote 
to  cut  anything.  There  are  some  Re- 
publicans in  this  body  that  will  vote  to 
cut  everything  but  defense  and  the 
sixace  station.  We  here,  a  bipartisan 
group,  have  come  together  and  tried  to 
put  together  an  amendment  based  upon 
science  and  merit  and  the  taxpayers' 
interests. 

Now,  this  question  is  asked  over  and 
over  and  over,  why  do  we  keep  doing 
this?  Why  do  we  keep  making  us  go 
through  this  ritual  every  year  of  vot- 
ing on  the  space  station?  It  is  because 


groups  like  the  National  Taxpayers 
Union  support  this  amendment;  Citi- 
zens Against  Government  Waste  sup- 
port this  amendment;  Citizens  for  a 
Sound  Economy  support  this  amend- 
ment; Taxpayers  for  Common  Sense; 
the  Concord  Coalition.  A  bipartisan 
group  of  people  dedicated  to  balancing 
the  budget  support  this  amendment. 

This  is  not  a  bunch  of  Members  of 
Congress  running  around  trying  to  de- 
vise some  way  of  balancing  the  budget 
on  their  own  and  taking  away  a  vital 
project  to  the  United  States"  research 
interests.  These  are  grass  roots  organi- 
zations that  feel  that  we  should  not  be 
building  this. 

Now,  again,  I  hear  over  and  over  from 
my  colleagues  this  is  great  science. 
Again,  I  refer  to  Scientific  American. 
High-tech  products:  Who  is  going  to 
build  them?  Who  is  the  company?  Ac- 
cording to  this  article,  no  large  compa- 
nies are  currently  interested  in  manu- 
facturing in  space.  Where  are  they? 
How  much  money  are  they  putting  up? 
I  want  to  know.  That  is  a  fair  question. 

Astronomy:  No  research  currently 
planned,  according  to  this  article.  Sub- 
sidies are  required  in  biotechnology. 
They  are  not  going  to  do  it  on  their 
own.  More  taxpayers'  money. 

And  when  we  talk  about  more  tax- 
payers' money,  we  are  coming  back  to 
the  American  taxpayer  over  and  over 
and  over  again,  with  this  budget  going 
from  $8  billion  to  $90  billion,  whereas 
our  taxpayers  are  sending  the  Russians 
$100  million  of  our  hard-earned  money, 
yet  that  is  not  going  down.  On  the 
same  hand,  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  SENSENBRENNER]  Said  we 
are  cutting  NASA.  Well,  we  are  cutting 
NASA  in  all  the  wrong  places  to  pro- 
tect the  space  station. 

The  space  station  is  cannibalizing,  it 
is  eating  up  these  other  programs,  like 
Mission  to  Planet  Earth,  like  new  con- 
struction, like  shuttle  upgrades.  These 
programs  are  being  cut  back  and  dis- 
placed. That  is  not  in  the  best  interest 
of  good  science. 

So  we  have  the  space  station  within 
the  science  and  the  NASA  project  that 
is  eating  up  more  and  more  of  our 
available  good  dollars  to  do  good  pro- 
grams when  NASA  is  doing  some  good 
things  in  areas  like  the  Clementine 
project  and  the  Hubble  and  the  Gralileo 
that  went  to  Jupiter.  We  are  doing 
some  marvelous  things  in  NASA,  but 
we  will  not  be  doing  anything  in  NASA 
before  long  if  the  space  station  contin- 
ues to  gobble  up  all  these  moneys. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
that  we  are  not  going  to  be  disappoint- 
ing the  American  taxpayer  when  we 
say  that  $14  billion  already  spent  is 
going  to  be  chased  by  another  $70  bil- 
lion before  this  is  over.  Let  us  save  the 
taxpayer  that  $70  billion  now. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  m3rself  the  balance  of  my 
time. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  the  key  vote  on 
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the  space 

Station  this  year.  I  would 

Combest 
Condit 

HobsoD 
Hoke 

Richardson 

Rlggs 

Roberts 

hope  that  the  committee  will  stay  the 

Cooley 

Horn 

course.  I  ask  the  membership  to  vote 

Cox 

Hostettler 

Rogers 

no  on  the  Roemer  amendment. 

Cramer 

Hoyer 

Rohrabacher 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 

Crane 
Ciapo 

Hunter 
Hyde 

Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 

ance  of  my  time. 

Cremeans 

Istook 

Roth 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the   amendment  offered  by   the  gen- 

Cubin 

Cunningham 
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Jackson  (a.) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 

Roybal-Allard 

Royce 

Salmon 

tleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 

ROEMER]. 

Deal 

Johnson  (CD 

Sawyer 

The   question   was   taken;    and    the 

DeLauro 

Johnson,  E.  B. 

Sazton 

Chairman  annoimced  that  the  noes  ap- 

DeLay 
Deatsch 

Johnson,  Sam 
Johnston 

Scarborough 
Schaefer 

peared  to  have  it. 

Diaz-Balart 

Jones 

Schlff 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Dicks 

Kasich 

Scott 

DogKett 

Kelly 

Seastrand 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 

Dooley 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Sensenbrenner 

mand  a  recorded  vote. 

Doman 

Kennelly 

Serrano 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

Dreier 

Dunn 

Edwards 

Kim 
King 
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The  vote 

was  taken  by  electronic  de- 

vice,  and  there  were— ayes  127,  noes  286, 
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Kolbe 

Skaggs 

not  voting  21.  as  follows: 
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Skelton 

[RoU  No.  205] 
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AYES— 127 
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On  this  vote: 
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;    for.    with 
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Bonn 

Ck>leman 

against. 

Mr.  FRANKS  of  Connecticut  and  Mr. 
JACKSON  of  Illinois  changed  their 
vote  from  "aye"  to  "no." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Ms.  ESHOO.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  re- 
corded vote  No.  205,  I  was  incorrectly 
recorded  as  voting  "aye."  Please  let 
the  Record  show  it  was  my  intention 
to  vote  "no."  I  have  been  and  continue 
to  be  a  strong  supporter  of  the  space 
station. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  title  II? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  ROEMER 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Roemer:  Page 
25,  line  12,  strike  "$1,840,200,000"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "$1,765,200,000". 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, with  the  agreement  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  debate  on  this  amend- 
ment and  all  amendments  thereto  be 
limited  to  10  minutes  equally  divided 
between  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  ROEMER]  and  myself. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Roemer]  will  be  rec- 
ognized for  5  minutes,  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Sensen- 
brenner] will  be  recognized  for  5  min- 
utes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Roemer]. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  that  the 
House  has  spoken  on  eliminating  the 
space  station  in  that  last  amendment. 
They  do  not  think  that  we  should 
eliminate  the  space  station.  This 
amendment  that  I  offer  now  for  the 
consideration  of  this  House  is  not  the 
elimination  of  the  space  station.  It  is 
very,  very  different  than  eliminating 
the  space  station.  All  this  amendment 
offered  by  myself  and  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Ganske]  does  is  to  cut 
S75  million  out  of  a  $2.1  billion  alloca- 
tion for  the  space  station  every  single 
year.  They  get  $2.1  billion.  We  are  just 
saying  in  this  year's  budget  cut  3  per- 
cent, $75  million  out  of  $2.1  billion. 

Now,  when  everything  else  is  being 
cut  around  here,  when  we  argued  about 
a  cut  in  Head  Start  for  a  month  and  a 
half,  when  we  argued  about  cuts  in 
Medicare,  when  we  have  been  arguing 
about  cuts,  some  of  the  safety  nets  for 
some  of  our  senior  citizens  and  some  of 
our  schoolchildren,  certainly  a  space 
station  that  gets  $2.1  billion  each  year 
should  be  a  part  of  balancing  the  budg- 
et. 
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Now,  the  other  side,  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
going  to  say  this  is  a  killer  amend- 
ment, this  is  going  to  kill  the  space 
station.  A  3-percent  cut?  Three  per- 
cent, $75  million  out  of  $2.1  billion,  is 
not  going  to  cut  this  space  station.  It 
is  not  going  to  eliminate  the  space  sta- 
tion. This  is  just  a  way  of  sajring  what 
is  fair  is  fair  in  terms  of  getting  to  a 
balanced  budget. 

So  in  conclusion,  before  I  yield  a  few 
seconds  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Texas,  I  urge  Members  to  consider  vot- 
ing not  for  an  elimination  of  the  space 
station  but  for  a  3-percent  cut  in  a  $2.1 
billion  budget.  This  is  what  would  be 
fair  to  the  American  people. 

This  is  the  fairest  way  to  get  to  a 
balanced  budget  in  the  next  6  years. 
This  is  fair  to  NASA  when  they  are 
cutting  the  shuttle,  when  they  are  cut- 
ting new  construction  and  a  host  of 
other  important  programs.  Do  not  let 
the  space  station  continue  to  cannibal- 
ize the  other  programs  in  NASA. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  the  balance  of 
my  time  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Texas  [Ms.  Jacxson-Lee]  who  is  going 
to  argue  against  me. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  thank  my  good  friend  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Roemer].  There  is  not  a 
person  on  the  Committee  on  Science 
that  I  do  not  have  the  greatest  respect 
for,  like  the  gentleman  and  his  integ- 
rity on  this  issue.  But  just  like  I  dis- 
agreed with  the  gentleman  on  the  pre- 
vious vote  and  the  previous  effort  to 
eliminate  the  space  station,  let  me 
argue  vigorously  against  the  decrease 
because  I  would  simply  say  that  we 
cannot  do  any  more. 

The  space  station  has  already  done  as 
much  cutting  back  through  a  series  of 
restructuring  and  redesigns.  We  do  not 
have  any  more  slack  in  the  program. 
What  we  have  done  is  we  have  got  a 
$2.1  billion  program  that  will  see  us 
launch  in  about  a  year  and  a  half.  We 
have  got  a  privatization  program  going 
on  that  eCQciently  uses  both  the  civil- 
ian employees  as  well  as  our  private 
sector  employees  or  our  civil  service 
employees. 

I  will  simply  say  to  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  that  we  know  that  there 
are  priorities,  and  those  priorities  have 
to  be  that  we  share  with  the  American 
people.  But  I  do  believe  that  the  space 
station  creates  jobs  for  the  21st  cen- 
tury. I  would  ask  my  colleagues  to  vote 
against  the  gentleman  ft*om  Indiana 
and  support  the  space  station. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  the  utrrxjst  in  respect 
for  my  fellow  committee  member  arxj  Demo- 
cratic colleague,  Mr.  Roemer,  but  I  happen  to 
believe  that  his  position  with  regard  to  the 
space  station  is  patently  wrong.  The  Nation 
has  always  expanded  its  horizons  and  ex- 
plored all  its  frontiers  arxJ  the  intematiortal 
space  station  Mpha  continues  in  the  tradition 
of  American  know-tx}w  and  fortitude.  Alpha 
has  had  a  long  arxl  tortuous  history,  and  fi- 
nally, after  many  years,  several  redesigns,  nu- 
merous congressional  votes  arxJ  several  ad- 


ministratior«,  this  Nation,  along  with  its  inter- 
national partners  are  on  the  cusp  of  beginning 
the  constant  human  presence  in  space;  our 
final  frontier.  With  the  first  momentous  launch 
of  ^i)p/ia  hardware  almost  upon  us,  hardware 
is  being  cut,  tested,  and  assemt>led  even  as 
we  speak. 

Alpha  will  allow  us  to  do  research  ttiat  can- 
not be  done  here  on  mother  Earth.  The  station 
will  provide  opportunities  for  research  in  the 
areas  of  materials,  life  scierx:es,  physics,  as- 
tronomy, and  many  other  sciences.  In  addi- 
tion, tfie  very  effort  of  designing  and  building 
the  space  station  has  created  new  buikiing 
and  engineering  technk^ues,  light-weight  mate- 
rials, and  many  new  technologies. 

NASA  hias  acxepted  ttie  funcfing  cap  Corv 
gress  has  hekj  it  to  and  has  testified  and 
pledged  that  barring  unforeseen  acts  of  God, 
they  will  complete  the  project  on  time  and  on 
budget  Period.  Our  international  partners 
have  promised  their  full  economc  arid  oper- 
ational support,  and  I^SA  has  a  strong 
record  of  wori<ing  with  them  to  solve  problems 
ttiat  arise  as  the  program  progresses. 

I  have  always  supported  the  space  statk>n, 
and  I  continue  to  do  so,  as  evktenced  by  nrty 
vote  tcxlay.  I  support  the  projec^t  its  goals,  and 
its  efforts.  I  also  support  the  nrrativated  and 
hard  wori<ing  empk>yees  of  NASA,  its  many 
contractors,  and  all  those  involved  in  putting 
this  project  together.  Lefs  honor  them  arxJ 
their  efforts  t}y  voting  against  ttie  Roemer 
amendments,  one  to  eliminate  the  space  sta- 
tion and  the  alternative  to  reduce  its  funds. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, 1 3rield  myself  5  minutes  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  very  decei>- 
tive  amendment  because  it  says  that,  if 
we  just  take  a  little  bit  of  money  out 
of  a  $2.1  billion  program,  we  will  be 
able  to  save  some  money  and  nothing 
is  going  to  happen  to  it.  That  conclu- 
sion is  absolutely  false. 

One  of  the  reasons  why  NASA 
brought  itself  into  disrepute  in  the  last 
decade  is  that  both  NASA  and  Congress 
decided  to  reduce  costs  in  many  of  the 
accounts.  The  reduced  costs  saved 
money  in  the  next  fiscal  year,  but  it 
ended  up  resulting  in  projects  not 
tteing  completed  and  projects  were 
completed  late  and  cost  overruns.  All 
of  the  engineers  stayed  on  the  pajrroll 
to  complete  the  project  when  the  meter 
is  ticking. 

NASA  Administrator  Dan  Goldin, 
who  I  believe  has  done  a  marvelous  job 
in  making  NASA  faster,  better  and 
cheaper,  has  written  me  a  letter.  I 
want  to  quote  it  in  part.  It  says,  simply 
put,  an  arbitrary  reduction  of  $49  to 
$100  million  means  a  slowdown  of  work. 
A  slowdown  of  work  means  a  schedule 
slip,  and  schedule  slip  means  increased 
cost.  Analytically,  the  impact  to  the 
station  schedule  is  up  to  3  months,  re- 
ferring to  the  amendment  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  Roemer],  and 
the  increased  cost  as  much  as  $200  mil- 
lion, or  at  least  twice  the  amount 
saved  by  the  proposed  amendment. 

This  is  an  unacceptable  risk  to  our 
careful  balance  of  hardware  elements 


and  payroll  deployment.  What  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  is  doing  here 
today  in  the  name  of  saving  money  is 
to  set  this  House  and  NASA  up  for  a 
complaint  that  the  station  experiences 
cost  overruns  l)ecause  of  the  stretch- 
out and  the  schedule  slip  that  is  caused 
by  the  gentleman  from  Indiana's 
amendment.  Then  he  will  be  Imck  next 
year  when  the  dogwood  bloom  and  the 
tulips  sprout  saying  NASA  has  not 
been  able  to  hold  to  its  schedule;  there 
has  been  a  cost  overrun;  let  us  kill  the 
Space  Station. 

Well,  the  way  to  prevent  the  gen- 
tleman from  making  that  argimient  is 
by  rejection  of  his  amendment  today 
because  the  $75  million  he  proposes  to 
save  now  will  cost  the  taxpayers  $200 
million  according  to  the  NASA  Admin- 
istrator, who  says  he  works  for  the 
President  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Stearns]. 

Mr.  STEARNS.  Mr.  Chairman,  heav- 
en is  not  reached  by  a  single  ttound. 
But  we  build  the  ladder  by  which  we 
rise. 

Mr.  Chaimian,  the  intematkxial  space  sta- 
tion has,  and  will  continue,  to  provkje  Ameri- 
cans with  substantial  benefits  in  areas  includ- 
ing medkane,  the  environment,  transportatkxt, 
and  even  communcatk>ns.  And  ttie  benefits 
doni  just  stop  there.  Sine*  ttie  inceptkxi  of  ttie 
U.S.  space  program,  ttie  secondary  applica- 
tions of  space  technohsgy  have  yiekled  S9  to 
the  economy  for  every  tax  dollar  spent  The 
returns  are  dearty  well  worth  ttie  investment 

The  partnerships  created  through  the  space 
station  serve  as  an  exceptkxial  model  (or  fu- 
ture international  ventures.  The  partners  of 
this  program  have  already  contributed  bflKons 
of  dollars  to  the  spac«  station,  demonstrating 
their  commitnnent  to  completing  ttie  largest  co- 
operative science  program  in  history. 

The  intematkxial  space  station  will  be  a 
world-class  ort)ittng  laboratory,  whk:h  wil 
serve  as  a  test-bed  for  hundreds  of  science 
and  technokjgy  experiments  ttiat  could  not  be 
cxxiducted  on  this  pianet  We  will  learn  new 
research  technk^ues  for  growing  tissue  sam- 
ples outskle  of  ttie  human  body,  for  use  in 
cancer  research  and  bone  injuries.  There  wil 
be  new  understandings  of  ttie  aging  process, 
with  sutisequent  devek>pments  in  counter- 
acting the  effects  of  aging. 

Imagine  ttie  possibilities  of  academk;  irv 
votvement  in  ttie  space  statkjn's  activities. 
Through  ttie  cooperative  efforts  of  NASA  and 
academk:  institutions  througtiout  the  worid,  ttie 
space  statkxi  will  launch  future  generatkins 
into  a  brarxj  new  dimension  of  learning  about 
space  science. 

Author  J.G.  Holland  said,  "Heaven  is  not 
reached  t>y  a  single  bound.  But  we  buikj  ttie 
ladder  by  whch  we  rise."  We  are  currently 
bulking  that  ladder,  in  a  series  of  tnunds. 
What  we  find  at  the  top  of  this  ladder  wil  in- 
spire future  generatkxis  to  imagine,  explore, 
and  ac:tually  see,  first-hand,  ttie  unprece- 
dented advarKes  that  the  space  station  wfll 
provide.  We  must  retain  funding  for  the  space 
statkxi.  I  urge  a  "no"  vote  on  the  Roemer- 
Ganske  amendmenL 
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Mr. 
man, 
time. 


SENSENBRENNER.   Mr.   Chair- 
I  srield  back  the  balance  of  my 


D  1715 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman ftom  Indiana  [Mr.  Roemer]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were  ayes  146,  noes  269, 
not  voting  19,  as  follows: 
[Boll  No.  206] 
AYES-146 


Hllleaiy 

Obey 

AUard 

Hlncbey 

Olver 

Bt<cia 

Hoekstra 

Owens 

BtiTett(WI) 

Holden 

Pallone 

Ban 

HntcUnson 

Payne  (N  J) 

Bereoter 

InsUs 

Payne  (VA) 

BlameaAaer 

Jacobs 

Pelosl 

Blate 

Johnson  (SD) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Kanjorski 

Pomeroy 

Camp 

Kaptor 

Porter 

Chiiiteoieii 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Clay 

Kennelly 

Poshart 

Coble 

Kildee 

Ramstad 

Cobon 

Kincston 

Rangel 

ColUaa  (GA) 

Kleczka 

Reed 

CoIUbKIL) 

Kitnk 

Rivers 

Colliiu(MI) 

Kloc 

Roemer 

Co«eUo 

LaFaloe 

Rookema 

Coyne 

LaHood 

Rush 

Cammincs 

Larrent 

Sanders 

Daaner 

Sanfort 

DeFaxlo 

Laxlo 

Schaefer 

DeLanro 

Leach 

Schroeder 

DeUimu 

Levin 

Schnmer 

Dickey 

LlplnsU 

Serrano 

DtoceU 

LoBiondo 

Shays 

Dizoo 

Lowey 

Shoster 

Doyle 

Lather 

Slaoxhter 

Doaoao 

Maloney 

Smith  (MI) 

OaiWii 

Spratt 

Ehrticb 

Markey 

Stark 

EaiiCB 

Martini 

Studds 

Erass 

McCarthy 

Stnpak 

Fattah 

McHoKh 

Taozin 

Fort 

Mclnnis 

Thompson 

Frank  (MA) 

McKlnney 

TorkUdaen 

PraBkaOJJ) 

McNulty 

Towns 

Fane 

Meehan 

Upton 

Menendez 

Velazquez 

Gibbons 

Miller  (CA) 

Vento 

Gfllmor 

Mince 

Viaclosky 

Goodlattc 

Mink 

Wamp 

Gorton 

Moakley 

Waters 

GondenoD 

Montcoraery 

Watts  (OK) 

Gati«n«z 

Myilck 

Wazman 

Ball  (OH) 

Nadler 

Williams 

Hamilton 

Woolsey 

Heney 

Nossle 

Yates 

Herder 

Obentar 
NOES— 269 

Abercrombie 

Berman 

Bryant  (TN) 

Asdnwt 

BevUl 

Bryant  (TX) 

Attb*r 

BUfaray 

Bonn 

Anney 

Bilirakls 

Banning 

Badus 

Bishop 

Borr 

Baetler 

BUley 

Barton 

Baker  (CA) 

Boehlert 

Bayer 

Baker  (LA) 

Boehner 

Callahan 

Baldaoci 

Bonilla 

CalYtrt 

BaJleacer 

Bonior 

Campbell 

Ban- 

Bono 

Barrett  (NE) 

Boiskl 

Cardin 

Bartlett 

Boacher 

CasUe 

Barton 

Brewster 

Chambliss 

Bateman 

Browder 

Deceixa 

Brown  (CA) 

Chenoweth 

Beileaaon 

Brown  (FL) 

Chrysler 

BentMS 

Brownback 

cnayton 

Clement    x» 

Hilliart 

ReguU 

Clinker 

Hobson 

Richardson 

Clybum 

Hoke 

Riggs 

Coltmm 

Horn 

Roberts 

Combest 

HostetUer 

Rogers 

Condlt 

Hoyer 

Rohrabacher 

Cooley 

Honter 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Cox 

Hyde 

Rose 

Cramer 

Istook 

Roth 

CTrane 

Jackson  (IL) 

Roybal-Allard 

C^po 

Jackson-Lee 

Royce 

Cremeans 

(TX) 

Sabo 

Cabin 

Johnson  (CT) 

Salmon 

Cnnningham 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Sawyer 

Davis 

Johnson.  Sam 

Saxton 

Deal 

Johnston 

Scarborough 

DeLay 

Jones 

Schiff 

Deutsch 

Kaslch 

Scott 

Diaz-RalAft 

Kelly 

Seastrand 

Dicks 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Sensenbrenner 

Doggett 

Kim 

Shadegg 

Dooley 

King 

Shaw 

DoolitUe 

Knollenberg 

Sisisky 

Domas 

Kolbe 

Skaggs 

Dreier 

Lantos 

Skeen 

Dunn 

LaTourette 

Skelton 

Edwards 

Laughlin 

Smith  (NJ) 

Ehlers 

Lewis  (CA) 

Smith  (TX) 

Emerson 

Lewis  (GA) 

Smith  (WA) 

Engel 

Lewis  (KY) 

Solomon 

English 

Lightfoot 

Souder 

Eshoo 

Linder 

Spence 

Everett 

Livingston 

Steams 

Ewing 

Lofgren 

Stenholm 

Farr 

Longley 

Stockman 

Fawell 

Lucas 

Stokes 

Fazio 

Man  ton 

Stump 

Filner 

Martinez 

Talent 

Flake 

ftlascara 

Tanner 

Flanagan 

Matsui 

Tate 

Foley 

McCoUnm 

Taylor  (MS) 

Forbes 

McCrery 

Taylor  (NC) 

Fowler 

McDermott 

Tejeda 

Fox 

McHale 

Thomas 

Pranks  (CD 

Mcintosh 

Thomberry 

Frelinghuysen 

McKeon 

Thornton 

Frlsa 

Meek 

Thurman 

Frost 

Metcair 

Tiahrt 

Fonderbork 

Meyers 

Torres 

Gallegly 

Mica 

TorriceUi 

OidensoD 

MlUender- 

Trancant 

Gekas 

McDonald 

Volkmer 

Gephartt 

Miller  (FL) 

Vucanovich 

Geren 

Moorfaead 

Walker 

GUchrest 

Morella 

Walsh 

Myers 

Wart 

Gonzalez 

Neal 

Watt  (NO 

Goodllnir 

NettMTcatt 

Weldon  (FL) 

Goss 

Key 

Weldon  (PA) 

Graham 

Norwood 

Weller 

Green  (TX) 

Ortiz 

White 

Greene  (UD 

Orton 

Whitneld 

Greenwood 

Oxley 

Wicker 

HaU(TX) 

Packard 

Wilson 

Hancock 

Parker 

Wise 

Hansen 

Pastor 

Wolf 

Harman 

Petri 

Wynn 

Bastert 

Pickett 

Young  (AK) 

Hastings  (FL) 

Pombo 

Young  (FL) 

Hastings  (WA) 

Pryce 

Zeliff 

Hayworth 

(Joillen 

Zimmer 

Heftier 

Uelneman 

Rahall 

NOT  VOTING— 19 

Chabot 

Hayes 

Moran 

Conyers 

Houghton 

Martha 

de  la  Garza 

Jefferson 

Pazon 

Fields  (LA) 

Lincoln 

Peterson  (FL) 

Fields  (TX) 

McDade 

Qulnn 

FoglietU 

Molinari 

Gntknecht 

MoUohan 

D  1733 

Mr.  SAWYER  changed  his  vote  from 
"aye"  to  "no." 

Ms.  DeLAURO  and  Mr.  MARKEY 
changed  their  vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Speaker,  during  con- 
sideration of  H.R.  3322  on  May  30,  I  in- 
advertently voted  "aye"  on  rollcall 
votes  205  and  206.  I  intended  to  vote 
"no"  on  these  rollcall  votes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  title  n? 

If  not,  the  Clerk  will  designate  title 

m. 

The  text  of  title  m  is  as  follows. 
TITLE  in— UNITED  STATES  FERE 
ADMINISTRATION 
SEC.  301.  SHORT  TTTLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Fire  Ad- 
ministration Authorization  Act  of  1996". 
SEC.  302.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATION& 

Section  17(g:)(l)  of  the  Federal  Fire  Preven- 
tion and  Control  Act  of  1974  (15  U.S.C. 
2216(aKl))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking:  "and"  at  the  end  of  subpara- 
graph (E); 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (F)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "; 
and";  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subparagraph: 

"(G)  $27,560,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30. 1997.". 

SEC.  303.  FIRE  SAFETY  SYSTEMS  IN  ARMY  HOUS- 
ING. 

Section  31(c)(l)(A)(iI)(n)  is  amended  by  in- 
serting ",  or  in  the  case  of  housing  under  the 
control  of  the  Department  of  the  Army,  6 
years  after  such  date  of  enactment"  after 
"date  of  enactment". 

SEC  304.  SUCCESSOR  FIRE  SAFETY  STANDARDS. 

The  Federal  Fire  Prevention  and  Control 
Act  of  1974  is  amended— 

(1)  in  section  29(a)(1),  by  inserting  ",  or  any 
successor  standard  thereto,"  after  "Associa- 
tion Standard  74"; 

(2)  in  section  29(a)(2),  by  inserting  "or  any 
successor  standaixis  thereto,"  after  "which- 
ever Is  appropriate,"; 

(3)  in  section  29(b)(2),  by  inserting  ",  or  any 
successor  standards  thereto,"  after  "Associa- 
tion Standard  13  or  13-R"; 

(4)  in  section  31(c)(2)(B)(i),  by  inserting  "or 
any  successor  standard  thereto,"  after  "Life 
Safety  Code).";  and 

(5)  in  section  31(cX2)(B)(ii),  by  inserting 
"or  any  successor  standards  thereto,"  after 
"Association  Standard  101,". 

SEC  305.  TERMINATION  OR  PRIVATIZATION  OF 
FUNCTIONS. 

The  Administrator  of  the  United  States 
Fire  Admlnistx^tion  shall  transmit  to  Con- 
gress a  report  providing  notice  at  least  60 
days  in  advance  of  the  termination  or  trans- 
fer to  a  private  sector  entity  of  any  signifi- 
cant function  of  the  United  States  Fire  Ad- 
ministration. 

SEC  300.  REPORT  ON  BUDGETARY  KEDVCnON. 

The  Administrator  of  the  United  States 
Fire  Adminlsti^tion  shall  transmit  to  Con- 
gress, wltiiin  three  months  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act,  a  report  setting 
forth  the  manner  in  which  the  United  States 
Fire  Administration  Intends  to  Implement 
the  budgetary  reduction  represented  by  the 
difference  between  the  amount  appropriated 
to  the  United  States  Fire  Administration  for 
fiscal  year  1997  and  the  amount  requested  In 
the  President's  budget  request  for  such  fiscal 
year.  Such  report  shall  be  prepared  In  con- 
sultation with  the  Alliance  for  Fire  and 
Emergency  Management,  the  International 
Association  of  Fire  Chiefs,  the  International 
Association  of  Fire  Fighters,  the  National 
Fire  Protection  Asscjciatlon,   the  National 
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Volunteer  Fire  Council,  the  National  Asso- 
ciation of  State  Fire  Marshals,  and  the 
International  Association  of  Arson  Inves- 
tigators. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any 
amendments  to  title  HI? 

If  not,  the  Clerk  will  designate  title 
IV. 

The  text  of  title  IV  is  as  follows: 

TITLE  IV— NATIONAL  OCEANIC  AND 
ATMOSPHERIC  ADMINISTRATION 
SEC.  401.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  titie  may  be  cited  as  the  "National 
Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration 
Authorization  Act  of  1996". 

SEC  402.  DEFINTnONS. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term- 

(1)  "Act  of  1890"  means  the  Act  entitled 
"An  Act  to  Increase  the  efficiency  and  re- 
duce the  expenses  of  the  Signal  Corps  of  the 
Army,  and  to  transfer  the  Weather  Bureau  to 
the  Department  of  Agriculture",  approved 
October  1, 1890  (26  Stat.  653); 

(2)  "Act  of  1947"  means  the  Act  entitled 
"An  Act  to  define  the  functions  and  duties  of 
the  Coast  and  CJeodetic  Survey,  and  for  other 
purposes",  approved  August  6,  1947  (33  U.S.C. 
883a  etseq.); 

(3)  "Act  of  1970"  means  the  Act  entitled 
"An  Act  to  clarify  the  status  and  benefits  of 
commissioned  officers  of  the  National  Oce- 
anic and  Atmospheric  Administration,  and 
for  other  purposes",  approved  December  31. 
1970  (33  U.S.C.  857-1  et  seq.); 

(4)  "Administrator"  means  the  Adminis- 
.  trator  of  the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration;  and 

(5)  "Secretary"  means  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce. 

Subtitle  A — Atmospheric,  Weather,  and 
Satellite  Prograina 
SBC  411.  NATIONAL  WEATHER  SERVICE. 

(a)  OPERATIONS  AND  RESEARCH.— There  are 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Sec- 
retary to  enable  the  National  Oceanic  and 
Atmospheric  Administration  to  carry  out 
the  operations  and  research  duties  of  the  Na- 
tional Weather  Ser^ce,  $445,668,000  for  fiscal 
year  1997.  Such  duties  Include  meteorologi- 
cal, hydrologlcal,  and  oceanographic  public 
warnings  and  forecasts,  as  well  as  applied  re- 
search In  support  of  such  warnings  and  fore- 
casts. 

(b)  SYSTEMS  AajuismoN.— (1)  There  are  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  to  the  Secretary 
to  enable  the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration  to  carry  out  the  pub- 
lic waiTiing  and  forecast  systems  duties  of 
the  National  Weather  Service,  $64,991,000  for 
fiscal  year  1997.  Such  duties  Include  the  de- 
velopment, acxiulsltion,  and  implementation 
of  major  public  warning  and  forecast  sys- 
tems, including  the  upgrade  of  computer  fa- 
cilities. None  of  the  funds  authorized  under 
this  subsection  shall  be  used  for  the  purposes 
for  which  funds  are  authorized  under  sub- 
section (e).  None  of  the  funds  authorized 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  used  for  the 
purposes  for  which  funds  are  authorized 
under  section  102(b)  of  the  National  Oceanic 
and  Atmospheric  Administration  Authoriza- 
tion Act  of  1992  (Public  Law  102-667).  None  of 
the  funds  authorized  by  such  section  102(b) 
shall  be  expended  for  a  particular  NEXRAD 
Installation  unless— 

(A)  it  Is  Identified  as  a  National  Weather 
Service  NEXRAD  installation  In  the  Na- 
tional Implementation  Plan  for  moderniza- 
tion of  the  National  Weather  Service,  re- 
quired under  section  703  of  the  National  Oce- 
anic and  Atmospheric  Administration  Au- 
thorization Act  of  1992  (Public  Law  102-567); 
or 


(B)  It  is  to  be  used  only  for  spare  parts,  not 
as  an  Installation  at  a  particular  site. 

(2)  Of  the  amounts  authorized  under  para- 
graph (1),  $42,935,000  shall  be  for  NEXRAD 
program  management,  operations,  and  main- 
tenance.   

(c)  New  NEXRAD  Installations.— No 
funds  may  be  obligated  for  NEXRAD  Instal- 
lations not  Identified  In  the  National  Imple- 
mentation Plan  for  1996,  unless  the  Sec- 
retary certifies  that  such  NEXRAD  installa- 
tions can  be  acquired  within  the  authoriza- 
tion of  NEXRAD  contained  in  section  102(b) 
of  the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Ad- 
ministration Authorization  Act  of  1992. 

(d)  ASOS  Program  Authorization.— Of  the 
sums  authorized  in  subsection  (b)(1), 
$10,056,000  for  fiscal  year  1997  are  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  to  the  Secretary,  for  the 
acquisition  and  deplojmient  of— 

(1)  the  Automated  Surface  Observing  Sys- 
tem and  related  systems.  Including  multi- 
sensor  and  backup  arrajrs  for  National 
Weather  Service  sites  at  airports;  and 

(2)  Automated  Meteorological  Observing 
System  and  Remote  Automated  Meteorologi- 
cal Observing  System  replacement  units, 
and  to  cover  all  associated  activities,  includ- 
ing program  management  and  operations  and 
maintenance. 

(e)  AWIPS  COMPLETE  PR(X>RAM  AUTHORIZA- 
TION.— (1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(2),  there  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
to  the  Secretary  for  all  fiscal  years  begin- 
ning after  September  30.  1996.  an  aggregate 
of  $271,166,000,  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended, to  complete  the  acquisition  and  de- 
ployment of  the  Advanced  Weather  Inter- 
active Processing  System  and  NOAA  Port 
and  to  cover  all  associated  activities,  includ- 
ing piH}gram  management  and  operations  and 
maintenance  through  September  30, 1999. 

(2)  No  funds  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated for  any  fiscal  year  under  paragraph 
(1)  unless,  within  60  days  after  the  submis- 
sion of  the  President's  budget  request  for 
such  fiscal  year,  the  Secretary— 

(A)  certifies  to  the  Congress  that— 

(1)  the  systems  meet  the  technical  per- 
formance specifications  included  in  the  sys- 
tem contract  as  in  effect  on  August  11,  1995; 

(ii)  the  systems  can  be  fully  deployed, 
sited,  and  operational  without  requiring  fur- 
ther appropriations  beyond  amounts  author- 
ized under  paragraph  (1);  and 

(Hi)  the  Secretary  does  not  foresee  any 
delays  in  the  systems  deployment  and  oper- 
ations schedule;  or 

(B)  submits  to  the  Congress  a  report  which 
describes — 

(I)  the  circumstances  which  prevent  a  cer- 
tification under  subparagraph  (A); 

(ii)  remedial  actions  undertaken  or  to  be 
undertaken  with  respect  to  such  cir- 
cumstances; 

(Hi)  the  effects  of  such  circumstances  on 
the  systems  deployment  and  operations 
schedule  and  systems  coverage;  and 

(iv)  a  justification  for  proceeding  with  the 
program.  If  appropriate. 

(f)  Construction  of  Weather  Forecast 
Offices.— There  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  Secretary  to  enable  the  Na- 
tional Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administra- 
tion to  carry  out  construction,  repair,  and 
modification  activities  relating  to  new  and 
existing  weather  forecast  ofTices,  $11,000,000 
for  fiscal  year  1997.  Such  activities  Include 
planning,  design,  and  land  acquisition  relat- 
ed to  such  offices. 

(g)  Streamlining  Weather  Service  Mod- 
ernization.— 

(1)  Repeals.— Sections  706  and  707  of  the 
Weather  Service  Modernization  Act  (15 
U.S.C.  313  note)  are  repealed. 


(2)  Conforming  amendments.— The  Weath- 
er Service  Modernization  Act  (15  U.S.C.  313 
note)  Is  amended— 

(A)  in  section  702,  by  striking  paragraph  (3) 
and  redesignating  paragraphs  (4)  through  (10) 
as  paragraphs  (3)  through  (9).  respectively; 
and 

(B)  In  section  703— 

(I)  by  striking  "(a)  National  Implementa- 
tion Plan.—"; 

(II)  by  striking  paragraph  (3)  and  redesig- 
nating paragraphs  (4),  (5),  and  (6)  as  para- 
graphs (3).  (4).  and  (5),  respectively;  and 

(Hi)  by  striking  subsections  (b)  and  (c). 

SEC  412.  ATMOSPHERIC  RESEARCH. 

(a)  CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUAUTY  RESEARCH.— 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Secretary  to  enable  the  National  Oceanic 
and  Atmospheric  Administration  to  carry 
out  its  climate  and  air  quality  research  du- 
ties, $99,272,000  for  fiscal  year  1997.  Such  du- 
ties include  intemannual  and  seasonal  cli- 
mate research  and  long-term  climate  and  air 
quality  research. 

(b)  ATMOSPHERIC  Programs.— There  are  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  to  the  Secretary 
to  enable  the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration  to  carry  out  its  at- 
mospheric research  duties.  $43,182,000  for  fis- 
cal year  1997.  Such  duties  include  research 
for  developing  improved  prediction  capabili- 
ties for  atmospheric  processes,  as  well  as 
solar-terrestrial  research  and  services. 

SEC  413.  NATIONAL  ENVntONMENTAL  SAT- 
ELLITE, DATA,  AND  INFORMATION 
SERVICE. 

(a)  Satelute  Observing  Systems.— There 
are  authorized  to  be  approin-iated  to  the  Sec- 
retary to  enable  the  National  Oceanic  and 
Atmospheric  Administration  to  carry  out  its 
satellite  observing  systems  duties, 
$308,473,000  for  fiscal  year  1997,  to  remain 
available  until  expended.  Such  duties  include 
spacecraft  procurement,  launch,  and  associ- 
ated ground  station  systems  Involving  polar 
orbiting  and  geostationary  environmental 
satellites,  as  well  as  the  operation  of  such 
satellites.  None  of  the  funds  authorized 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  used  for  the 
purposes  for  which  funds  are  authorized 
under  section  105(d)  of  the  National  Oceanic 
and  Atmospheric  Administration  Authoriza- 
tion Act  of  1992  (PubHc  Law  102-567). 

fb)  POES  Program  Authorization.— Of  the 
sums  authorized  in  subsection  (a),  there  are 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Sec- 
retary $147,664,000  for  fiscal  year  1997.  to  re- 
main available  until  expended,  for  the  pro- 
curement and  launch  of,  and  supporting 
ground  systems  for.  Polar  Orbiting  Environ- 
mental Satellites,  K.  L,  M,  N,  and  N>. 

(c)  Geostationary  Operational  Environ- 
mental Satelutes.— Of  the  sums  authorized 
in  subsection  (a),  there  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Administrator  $70,757,000 
for  fiscal  year.  1997,  to  remain  available  until 
expended  to  procure  up  to  thi«e  additional 
Geostationary  Operational  Environmental 
NEXT  Satellites  (GOES  I-M  clones),  instru- 
ments, and  supporting  ground  systems. 

(d)  National  PoLAR-ORBrriNG  Operational 
Environmental  Satelute  System  Prxxjram 
authorization.— Of  the  sums  authorized  In 
subsection  (a),  there  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated to  the  Secretary,  for  fiscal  year 
1997.  $39,500,000,  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended, for  the  procurement  of  the  National 
Polar-Orbiting  Operational  Environmental 
Satellite  System,  and  the  procurement  of 
the  launching  and  supporting  ground  syv 
tems  of  such  satellites. 

(e)  Environmental  Data  and  Information 
SERVicrES.- There  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  Secretary  to  enable  the  Na- 
tional Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administra- 
tion to  carry  out  its  environmental  data  and 
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ioformation  services  duties,  $44,898,000  for 
fiscal  year  1997.  Such  duties  Include  climate 
data  services,  geophysical  data  services,  and 
environmental  assessment  and  information 
services. 

Subtitle  B— Marine  Research 
SBC  421.  NATI<M>IAL  OCEAN  SERVICE. 

(a)  Mapping  and  Charting.— There  are  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  to  the  Secretary, 
to  enable  the  National  Oceanic  aind  Atmos- 
pheric Administration  to  carry  out  mapping 
and  charting  activities  under  the  Act  of  1947 
and  any  other  law  involving  those  activities, 
S36,500.000  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

(b)  Geodesy.— There  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Secretary,  to  enable  the 
National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Adminis- 
tration to  carry  out  geodesy  activities  under 
the  Act  of  1947  and  any  other  law  involving 
those  activities,  $20,163,000  for  fiscal  year 
1997. 

(c)  Observation  and  Prediction.— 

(1)  In  general. — There  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Secretary,  to  enable  the 
National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Adminis- 
tration to  carry  out  observation  and  pre- 
diction activities  under  the  Act  of  1947  and 
any  other  law  involving  those  activities, 
$11,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

(2)  Ocean  and  earth  sciences.— In  addition 
to  amounts  authorized  under  paragraph  (1), 
there  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Secretary,  to  enable  the  National  Oce- 
anic and  Atmospheric  Administration  to 
carry  out  ocean  and  earth  science  activities, 
13.000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

(d)  Estuarine  and  Coastal  assessment.— 

(1)  In  general.— There  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Secretary,  to  enable  the 
National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Adminis- 
tration to  support  estuarine  and  coastal  as- 
sessment activities  under  the  Act  of  1947  and 
any  other  law  involving  those  activities, 
$2,674,000  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

(2)  Ocean  assessment.— In  addition  to 
amounts  authorized  under  paragraph  (1), 
there  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Secretary,  to  enable  the  National  Oce- 
anic and  Atmospheric  Administration  to 
carry  out  the  National  Status  and  Trends 
Program,  the  Strategic  Environmental  As- 
sessment Program,  and  the  Hazardous  Mate- 
rials Response  Program,  $21,925,000  for  fiscal 
year  1997. 

(3)  Damage  assessment  program.— In  ad- 
dition to  amounts  authorized  under  para- 
graph (1),  there  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  Secretary,  to  enable  the  Na- 
tional Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administra- 
tion to  carry  out  the  Damage  Assessment 
Program,  $1,200,000  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

SEC  4St.  OCEAN  AND  GREAT  LAKES  RESEARCH. 

(a)  Marine  PRScicnoN  Research.— There 
are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Sec- 
retary, to  enable  the  National  Oceanic  and 
Atmospheric  Administration  to  carry  out 
marine  prediction  research  activities  under 
the  Act  of  1947,  the  Act  of  1890.  and  any  other 
law  involving  those  activities.  S14.808.000  for 
fiscal  year  1997. 

(b)  National  Sea  Grant  College  Pro- 
gram.—(l)  Section  212(a)  of  the  National  Sea 
Grant  CoUege  Program  Act  (33  U.S.C.  1131(a)) 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(a)  Grants  and  Contracts;  Fellow- 
ships.—There  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  carry  out  sections  205  and  206. 
$34,500,000  for  fiscal  year  1997.". 

(2)  Section  212(b)(1)  of  the  National  Sea 
Grant  CoUege  Program  Act  (33  U.S.C. 
1131(bKl))  is  amended  by  striking  "an 
amount"  and  all  that  follows  through  "not 
to  exceed  $2,900,000"  and  inserting  In  lieu 
thereof  "$1,500,000  for  fiscal  year  1997". 


(3)  Section  203(4)  of  the  National  Sea  Grant 
College  Program  Act  (33  U.S.C.  1122(4))  is 
amended  by  striking  "discipline  or  field" 
and  all  that  follows  through  "public  admin- 
istration)" and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"field  or  discipline  involving  scientific  re- 
search". 

(c)  Coastal  Ocean  Program.— There  are 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Sec- 
retary, to  enable  the  National  Oceanic  and 
Atmospheric  Administration  to  carry  out 
the  Coastal  Ocean  Program.  $17,300,000  for 
fiscal  year  1997. 

Subtitle  C — Program  Support 
SEC.  431.  PROGRAM  SUPPORT. 

(a)  Executive  Direction  and  Administra- 
tive ACTivmES.— There  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Secretary,  to  enable  the 
National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Adminis- 
tration to  carry  out  executive  direction  and 
administrative  activities  under  the  Act  of 
1970  and  any  other  law  involving  those  ac- 
tivities, $20,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

(b)  Central  administrative  Support.— 
There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Secretary,  to  enable  the  National  Oce- 
anic and  Atmospheric  Administration  to 
carry  out  central  administrative  support  ac- 
tivities under  the  Act  of  1970  and  any  other 
law  involving  those  activities,  $33,000,000  for 
fiscal  year  1997. 

(c)  Retired  Pay.— There  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  the  Secretary,  for  retired 
pay  for  retired  commissioned  officers  of  the 
National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Adminis- 
tration under  the  Act  of  1970,  $7,706,000  for 
fiscal  year  1997. 

(d)  Marine  Services.— 

(1)  Service  contracts.— Notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  law  and  subject  to  the 
availability  of  appropriations,  the  Secretary 
shall  enter  into  contracts,  including 
multiyear  contracts,  subject  to  ijaragraph 
(3),  for  the  use  of  vessels  to  conduct  oceano- 
graphic  research  and  fisheries  research,  mon- 
itoring, enforcement,  and  management,  and 
to  acquire  other  data  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  missions  of  the  National  Oceanic  and  At- 
mospheric Administration.  The  Secretary 
shall  enter  into  these  contracts  unless — 

(A)  the  cost  of  the  contract  is  more  than 
the  cost  (including  the  cost  of  vessel  oper- 
ation, maintenance,  and  all  personnel)  to  the 
National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Adminis- 
tration of  obtaining  those  services  on  vessels 
of  the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Ad- 
ministration; 

(B)  the  contract  is  for  more  than  7  years; 
or 

(C)  the  data  is  acquired  through  a  vessel 
agreement  pursuant  to  paragraph  (4). 

(2)  Vessels.— The  Secretary  may  not  enter 
into  any  contract  for  the  construction,  lease- 
purchase,  upgrade,  or  service  life  extension 
of  any  vessel. 

(3)  Multiyear  contracts.— 

(A)  In  general. — Subject  to  subparagraphs 
(B)  and  (C),  and  notwithstanding  section  1341 
of  title  31,  United  States  Code,  and  section  11 
of  title  41,  United  States  Code,  the  Secretary 
may  acquire  data  under  multiyear  contracts. 

(B)  Required  findings.- The  Secretary 
may  not  enter  into  a  contract  pursuant  to 
this  paragraph  unless  the  Secretary  finds 
with  respect  to  that  contract  that  there  is  a 
reasonable  expectation  that  throughout  the 
contemplated  contract  period  the  Secretary 
will  request  li"om  Congress  funding  for  the 
contract  at  the  level  required  to  avoid  con- 
tract termination. 

(C)  REQtriRED  provisions.— The  Secretary 
may  not  enter  into  a  contract  pursuant  to 
this  paragraph  unless  the  contract  includes— 

(i)  a  provision  under  which  the  obligation 
of  the   United   States   to   make   payments 


under  the  contract  for  any  fiscal  year  is  sub- 
ject to  the  availability  of  appropriations  pro- 
vided in  advance  for  those  payments; 

(ii)  a  provision  that  specifies  the  term  of 
effectiveness  of  the  contract:  and 

(iii)  appropriate  provisions  under  which,  in 
case  of  any  termination  of  the  contract  be- 
fore the  end  of  the  term  specified  pursuant 
to  clause  (ii),  the  United  States  shall  only  be 
liable  for  the  lesser  of— 

(I)  an  amount  specified  in  the  contract  for 
such  a  termination;  or 

(II)  amounts  that  were  appropriated  before 
the  date  of  the  termination  for  the  perform- 
ance of  the  contract  or  for  procurement  of 
the  type  of  acquisition  covered  by  the  con- 
tract and  are  unobligated  on  the  date  of  the 
termination. 

(4)  Vessel  agreements.— The  Secretary 
shall  use  excess  capacity  of  University  Na- 
tional Oceanographic  Laboratory  System 
vessels  where  appropriate  and  may  enter 
into  memoranda  of  agreement  with  the  oper- 
ators of  these  vessels  to  carry  out  this  re- 
quirement. 

(5)  Authorization  of  appropriations.— 
There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Secretary,  to  enable  the  National  Oce- 
anic and  Atmospheric  Administration  to 
carry  out  marine  services  activities, 
$56,292,000  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

(e)  AIRCRAFT  Services.— There  are  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  to  the  Secretary,  to 
enable  the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration  to  carry  out  aircraft 
services  activities  (including  aircraft  oper- 
ations, maintenance,  and  support)  under  the 
Act  of  1970  and  any  other  law  involving  those 
activities,  $9,153,000  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

(f)  FAcruTiES  Repairs  ash  Renovations.— 
There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Secretary,  to  enable  the  National  Oce- 
anic and  Atmospheric  Administration  to 
carry  out  facilities  repairs  and  renovations. 
$7,546,000  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

Subtitle  n    nti>ia'"'''«'"g  of  Operations 
SEC.  441.  PROGRAMS. 

(a)  Programs. — No  funds  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  the  following  programs 
and  accounts: 

(1)  The  National  Undersea  Research  Pro- 
gram. 

(2)  The  Fleet  Modernization,  Shipbuilding, 
and  Construction  Account. 

(3)  The  Charleston.  South  Carolina.  Special 
Management  Plan. 

(4)  Chesapeake  Bay  Observation  Buoys. 

(5)  Federal/State  Weather  Modification 
Grants. 

(6)  The  Southeast  Storm  Research  Ac- 
count. 

(7)  National  Institute  for  Environmental 
Renewal. 

(8)  The  Lake  Champlain  Study. 

(9)  The  Maine  Marine  Research  Center. 

(10)  The  South  Carolina  Cooperative  Geo- 
detic Survey  Account. 

(11)  Pacific  Island  Technical  Assistance. 

(12)  VENTS  program. 

(13)  National  Weather  Service  non-Federal, 
non-wildfire  Fire  Weather  Service. 

(14)  National  Weather  Service  Regional 
Climate  Centers. 

(15)  National  Weather  Service  Samoa 
Weather  Forecast  Office  Repair  and  Upgrade 
Account. 

(16)  Dissemination  of  Weather  Charts  (Ma- 
rine Facsimile  Service). 

(17)  The  Southeast  United  SUtes  Carib- 
bean Fisheries  Oceanographic  Coordinated 
Investigations  Program. 

(18)  National  Coastal  Research  and  Devel- 
opment Institute  Account. 

(19)  Global  Learning  and  Observations  to 
Benefit  the  Environment  program. 
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(b)  Report.— Not  later  than  60  days  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  the 
Secretary  shall  submit  to  the  Committee  on 
Science  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Committee  on  Commerce.  Science,  and 
Transportation  of  the  Senate  a  report  cer- 
tifying that  all  the  programs  listed  in  sub- 
section (a)  will  be  terminated  no  later  than 
September  30. 1996. 

(c)  Repeal  of  Sea  Grant  Programs.— 

(1)  Repeals.— < A)  Section  20e(b)  of  the  Na- 
tional Sea  Grant  College  Program  Act  (33 
U.S.C.  1127(b))  is  repealed. 

(B)  Section  3  of  the  Sea  Grant  Program  Im- 
provement Act  of  1976  (33  U.S.C.  1124a)  is  re- 
pealed. 

(2)  Conforming  amendment.— Section  209 
of  the  National  Sea  Grant  College  Program 
Act  (33  U.S.C.  1128(b)(1))  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing "and  section  3  of  the  Sea  Grant  Program 
Improvement  Act  of  1976". 

(d)  additional  Repeal.— The  NOAA  Fleet 
Modernization  Act  (33  U.S.C.  851  note)  is  re- 
pealed. 

SEC.  442.  LDOTATIONS  ON  APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a)  Maximum  Amount.— No  more  than 
$1,765,359,000  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  Secretary  for  fiscal  year  1997. 
by  this  Act  and  any  other  Act,  to  enable  the 
National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Adminis- 
tration to  carry  out  all  activities  associated 
with  Operations,  Research,  and  Facilities. 

(b)  Reduction  in  Travel  Budget.— Of  the 
sums  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  Oper- 
ations. Research,  and  Facilities,  no  more 
than  $20,000,000  may  be  used  for  reimburse- 
ment of  travel  and  related  expenses  for  Na- 
tional Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administra- 
tion personnel. 

SEC.  443.  TERMINATION  OF  THE  CORPS  OF  COM- 
MISSIONED OFFICERS. 

(a)  Number  of  Officers.— Notwithstanding 
section  8  of  the  Act  of  June  3,  1948  (33  U.S.C. 
853g),  no  conrunissioned  officers  are  author- 
ized for  any  fiscal  year  after  fiscal  year  1996. 

(b)  Severance  Pay.— Commissioned  offi- 
cers may  be  separated  trom  the  active  list  of 
the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Ad- 
ministration. In  lieu  of  separation  pay.  offi- 
cers so  separated  shall  be  eligible  only  for 
severance  pay  in  accordance  with  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  section  SS85  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  and  only  to  the  extent 
provided  in  advance  in  appropriations  Acts. 

(c)  Transfer.— <l)  Subject  to  the  approval 
of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  under  terms 
and  conditions  specified  by  the  Secretary, 
commissioned  officers  subject  to  subsection 
(a)  may  transfer  to  the  armed  services  under 
section  716  of  titie  10.  United  States  Code. 

(2)  Subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Secretary 
of  Transportation  and  under  terms  and  con- 
ditions specified  by  the  Secretary,  commis- 
sioned officers  subject  to  subsection  (a)  may 
transfer  to  the  United  States  Coast  Guard 
under  section  716  of  titie  10.  United  States 
Code. 

(3)  Subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration  and  under  terms  and 
conditions  specified  by  that  Administrator,  a 
commissioned  officer  subject  to  subsection 
(a)  may  be  employed  by  the  National  Oce- 
anic and  Atmospheric  Administration  as  a 
member  of  the  civil  service,  if  the  Adminis- 
trator considers  that  individual  to  be  the 
best  available  candidate  for  the  position.  No 
new  civil  service  position  may  be  created 
pursuant  to  this  paragraph. 

(4)  The  Administrator  shall,  before  Decem- 
ber 1,  1996,  transmit  to  the  Committee  on 
Science  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Committee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation  of  the  Senate  a  report  listing 


all  officers  employed  by  the  National  Oce- 
anic and  Atmospheric  Administration  under 
paragraph  (3),  a  description  of  their  respon- 
sibilities as  members  of  the  NOAA  Corps, 
and  a  description  of  their  responsibilities  as 
civil  service  employees  of  the  National  Oce- 
anic and  Atmospheric  Administration. 

(d)  Repeals.— (1)  The  following  provisions 
of  law  are  repealed: 

(A)  The  Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey  Com- 
missioned Officers'  Act  of  1948  (33  U.S.C. 
853a-853o.  853i>-853u). 

(B)  The  Act  of  February  16,  1929  (Chapter 
221,  section  5;  45  Stat.  1187;  33  U.S.C.  852a). 

(C)  The  Act  of  January  19,  1942  (Chapter  6: 
56  SUt.  6). 

(D)  Section  9  of  Public  Law  87-649  (76  Stat. 
495). 

(E)  The  Act  of  May  22, 1917  (Chapter  20,  sec- 
tion 16;  40  Stat.  87;  33  U.S.C.  854  et  seq.). 

(F)  The  Act  of  December  3,  1942  (Chapter 
670;  56  Stat.  1038. 

(G)  Sections  1  through  5  of  Public  Law  91- 
621  (84  Stat.  1863;  33  U.S.C.  857-1  et  seq.). 

(H)  The  Act  of  August  10,  1956  (CHiapter 
1041,  section  3;  70A  Stat.  619;  33  U.S.C.  857a). 

(1)  The  Act  of  May  18,  1920  (Chapter  190. 
section  11;  41  Stat.  603;  33  U.S.C.  864). 

(J)  The  Act  of  July  22,  1947  (Chapter  286;  61 
Stat.  400;  33  U.S.C.  873,  874). 

(K)  The  Act  of  August  3.  1956  (Chapter  932; 
70  Stat.  988;  33  U.S.C.  875.  876). 

(L)  All  other  Acts  inconsistent  with  this 
subsection. 

Following  the  repeal  of  provisions  under  this 
paragraph,  all  retirement  benefits  for  the 
NOAA  Corps  which  are  in  existence  on  Sep- 
tember 30.  1996,  shall  continue  to  apply  to  el- 
igible NOAA  Corps  officers  and  retirees. 

(2)  The  effective  date  of  the  repeals  under 
paragraph  (1)  shall  be  October  1, 1996. 

(e)  ABOUTION.— The  Office  of  the  National 
Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration 
Corps  of  Operations  and  the  Commissioned 
Personnel  Center  are  abolished  effective  Sep- 
tember 30. 1996. 

Subtitle  E— *tiT»llancoo« 
SEC  4S1.  WEATHER  DATA  BIX>YS. 

(a)  PROHiBrnoN.— It  shall  be  unlawful  for 
any  unauthorized  person  to  remove,  change 
the  location  of.  obstruct,  willfully  damage, 
make  fast  to.  or  Interfere  with  any  weather 
data  buoy  established,  installed,  operated,  or 
maintained  by  the  National  Data  Buoy  Cen- 
ter. 

(b)  CrviL  Penalties.— The  Administrator  is 
authorized  to  assess  a  civil  penalty  against 
any  person  who  violates  any  provision  of  this 
section  in  an  amount  of  not  more  than 
$10,000  for  each  violation.  Each  day  during 
which  such  violation  continues  shall  be  con- 
sidered a  new  offense.  Such  penalties  shall  be 
assessed  after  notice  and  opportunity  for  a 
hearing. 

(c)  Rewards.— The  Administrator  may 
offer  and  pay  rewards  for  the  apprehension 
and  conviction,  or  for  information  helpful 
therein,  of  persons  found  interiering.  in  vio- 
lation of  law.  with  data  buoys  maintained  by 
the  National  Data  Buoy  Center  or  for  infor- 
mation leading  to  the  discovery  of  missing 
National  Weather  Service  property  or  the  re- 
covery thereof. 

sec  4S2.  DUTIES  OF  THE  NATIONAL  WEATHER 
SERVICE. 
(a)  In  General.— To  protect  life  and  prop- 
erty and  enhance  the  national  economy,  the 
Secretary,  through  the  National  Weather 
Service,  except  as  outiined  in  subsection  (b). 
shall  be  responsible  for— 

(1)  forecasts  and  shall  serve  as  the  sole  offi- 
cial source  of  weather  warnings; 

(2)  the  issue  of  storm  warnings; 

(3)  the  collection,  exchange,  and  distribu- 
tion   of   meteorological,    hydrological.    cli- 


matic, and  oceanographic  data  and  informa- 
tion; and 

(4)  the  preparation  of  hydrometeorological 
guidance  and  core  forecast  information. 

(b)  Competition  With  Private  Sector.— 
The  National  Weather  Service  shall  not  com- 
pete, or  assist  other  entities  to  compete, 
with  the  private  sector  when  a  service  is  cur- 
rentiy  provided  or  can  be  provided  by  com- 
mercial enterprise,  unless— 

(1)  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  private  sec- 
tor is  unwilling  or  unable  to  provide  the 
services:  and 

(2)  the  service  provides  vital  weather  warn- 
ings and  forecasts  for  the  protection  of  lives 
and  property  of  the  general  public. 

(c)  AMENDME.NTS.— The  Act  of  1890  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  striking  section  3  (15  U.S.C.  313);  and 

(2)  in  section  9  (15  U.S.C.  317).  by  striking 
all  after  "Department  of  Agriculture"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  period. 

(d)  REPORT.— Not  later  than  60  days  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  the 
Secretary  shall  subnait  to  the  Committee  on 
Science  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Committee  on  Commerce.  Science,  and 
Transportation  of  the  Senate  a  report  detail- 
ing all  National  Weather  Service  activities 
which  do  not  conform  to  the  requirements  of 
this  section  and  outlining  a  timetable  for 
their  termination. 

SEC  453.  NATIONAL  OCEANOGRAPHIC  PARTNER- 
SHIP PROGRAM. 

(a)  Program  Required.— (1)  SubtiUe  C  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
adding  after  chapter  663  the  following  new 
chapter: 

■K:HAPTER        685— national        OCEANO- 
GRAPHIC PARTNERSHIP  PROGRAM 

o6C. 

"7901.  National  Oceanographic  Partnership 

Program. 
"7902.  National  Ocean  Research  Leadership 

Council. 
"7903.   Ocean  Research  Partnership  Coordi- 
nating Group. 
"7904.  Ocean  Research  Advisory  Panel. 
"{7901.  National  OccMnocraphic  Partnership 

Procran 

"(a)  ESTABUSHMENT.— The  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  shall  establish  a  i»>ogram  to  be  known 
as  the  'National  Oceanographic  Partnership 
Program'. 

"(b)  Purposes.— The  purposes  of  the  pro- 
gram are  as  follows: 

"(1)  To  promote  the  national  goals  of  as- 
suring national  security,  protecting  quality 
of  life,  and  strengthening  science  and  edu- 
cation through  improved  knowledge  of  the 
ocean. 

"(2)  To  coordinate  and  strengthen  oceano- 
graphic efforts  in  support  of  those  goals  by— 

"(A)  identifying  and  carrying  out  partner- 
ships among  Federal  agencies,  academia.  in- 
dustry, and  other  members  of  the  oceano- 
graphic scientific  community  in  the  areas  of 
data,  resources,  and  education:  and 

"(B)  reporting  annually  to  Congress  on  the 
program. 
"$7902.  National  Ocean  Research  Leadership 

Council 

"(a)  Council.— There  is  established  a  Na^ 
tional  Ocean  Research  Leadership  Council 
(hereinafter  in  this  chapter  referred  to  as  the 
"Council"). 

"(b)  Membership.— The  Council  is  com- 
posed of  the  following  members: 

"(1)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  who  shall 
be  the  chairman  of  the  Council. 

"(2)  The  Administrator  of  the  National 
Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration, 
who  shall  be  the  vice  chairman  of  the  Coun- 
cil. 
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"(3)  The  Director  of  the  NationaJ  Science 
Foundation. 

"(4)  The  Administrator  of  the  National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration. 
"(5)  The  Deputy  Secretary  of  Energy. 
"(6)  The   Administrator  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency. 
"(7)  The  Commandant  of  the  Coast  Guard. 
"(8)  The  Director  of  the  Geological  Survey 
of  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

"(9)  The  Director  of  the  Defense  Advanced 
Research  Projects  Agency. 

"(10)  The  Director  of  the  Minerals  Manage- 
ment Service  of  the  Department  of  the  Inte- 
rior. 

"(11)  The  President  of  the  National  Acad- 
emy of  Sciences,  the  President  of  the  Na- 
tional Academy  of  Engineering,  and  the 
President  of  the  Institute  of  Medicine. 

"(12)  The  Director  of  the  Office  of  Science 
and  Technology. 

"(13)  The  Director  of  the  Office  of  Manage- 
ment and  Budget. 

"(14)  One  member  appointed  by  the  Chair- 
man trom  among  individuals  who  will  rep- 
resent the  views  of  ocean  industries. 

"(15)  One  member  appointed  by  the  Chair- 
man flrom  among  individuals  who  will  rep- 
resent the  views  of  State  governments. 

"(16)  One  member  appointed  by  the  Chair- 
man trom  among  individuals  who  will  rep- 
resent the  views  of  academia. 

"(17)  One  member  appointed  by  the  Chair- 
man trom  among  individuals  who  will  rep- 
resent such  other  views  as  the  Chairman 
considers  appropriate. 

"(c)  Term  of  Office.— The  term  of  office  of 
a  member  of  the  Council  appointed  under 
paragraph  (14).  (15).  (16),  or  (17)  of  subsecUon 
(b)  shall  be  two  years,  except  that  any  per- 
son appointed  to  fill  a  vacancy  occurring  be- 
fore the  expiration  of  the  term  for  which  his 
predecessor  was  appointed  shall  be  appointed 
for  the  remainder  of  such  term. 

"(d)  RESPONSiBiLrnES.— The  Council  shall 
have  the  following  responsibilities: 

"(1)  To  establish  the  Ocean  Research  Part- 
nership Coordinating  Group  as  provided  in 
section  7903. 

"(2)  To  establish  the  Ocean  Research  Advi- 
sory Panel  as  provided  in  section  7904. 

"(3)  To  submit  to  Congress  an  annual  re- 
port pursuant  to  subsection  (e). 

"(e)  Annual  Report.— Not  later  than 
March  1  of  each  year,  the  Council  shall  sub- 
mit to  Congress  a  report  on  the  National 
Oceanographlc  Partnership  Program.  The  re- 
ix>rt  shall  contain  the  following: 

"(1)  A  description  of  activities  of  the  pro- 
gram carried  out  during  the  fiscal  year  be- 
fore the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  report  is 
prepared.  The  description  also  shall  include 
a  list  of  the  members  of  the  Ocean  Research 
Partnership  Coordinating  Group,  the  Ocean 
Research  Advisory  Panel,  and  any  working 
groups  in  existence  during  the  fiscal  year 
covered. 

"(2)  A  general  outline  of  the  activities 
planned  for  the  program  during  the  fiscal 
year  in  which  the  report  is  prepared. 

"(3)  A  summary  of  projects  continued  from 
the  fiscal  year  before  the  fiscal  year  in  which 
the  report  is  prepared  and  projects  expected 
to  be  started  during  the  fiscal  year  in  which 
the  report  is  prepared  and  during  the  follow- 
ing fiscal  year. 

"(4)  A  description  of  the  involvement  of 
the  program  with  Federal  interagency  co- 
ordinaUng  entities. 

"(5)  The  amounts  re<iuested,  in  the  budget 
submitted  to  Congress  pursuant  to  section 
1105(a)  of  title  31  for  the  fiscal  year  following 
the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  report  is  pre- 
pared, for  the  progr^Tos,  projects,  and  activi- 


ties of  the  program  and  the  estimated  ex- 
penditures under  such  programs,  projects, 
and  activities  during  such  following  fiscal 
year. 

"{7903.  Ocean  Research  Partnership  Coordi- 
nating Group 

"(a)  EsTABUSHMENT.— The  Council  shall 
establish  an  entity  to  be  known  as  the 
'Ocean  Research  Partnership  Coordinating 
Group'  (hereinafter  in  this  chapter  referred 
to  as  the  'Coordinating  Group'). 

"(b)  Membership.— The  Coordinating 
Group  shall  consist  of  members  appointed  by 
the  Council,  with  one  member  appointed 
from  each  Federal  department  or  agency 
having  an  oceanographlc  research  or  devel- 
opment program. 

"(c)  Chairman.— The  Council  shall  appoint 
the  Chairman  of  the  Coordinating  Group. 

"(d)  Responsibilities.— Subject  to  the  au- 
thority, direction,  and  control  of  the  Coun- 
cil, the  Coordinating  Group  shall  have  the 
following  responsibilities: 

"(1)  To  prescribe  policies  and  procedures  to 
implement  the  National  Oceanographlc  Part- 
nership Program. 

"(2)  To  review,  select,  and  identify  and  al- 
locate funds  for  partnership  projects  for  im- 
plementation under  the  program,  based  on 
the  following  criteria: 

"(A)  Whether  the  project  addresses  critical 
research  objectives  or  operational  goals, 
such  as  data  accessibility  and  quality  assur- 
ance, sharing  of  resources,  or  education. 

"(B)  Whether  the  project  has  broad  partici- 
pation within  the  oceanographlc  community. 

"(C)  Whether  the  partners  have  a  long- 
term  commitment  to  the  objectives  of  the 
project. 

"(D)  Whether  the  resources  supporting  the 
project  are  shared  among  the  partners. 

"(E)  Whether  the  project  has  been  sub- 
jected to  adequate  peer  review. 

"(3)  To  promote  participation  in  partner- 
ship projects  by  each  Federal  department 
and  agency  involved  with  oceanographlc  re- 
search and  by  prescribing  guidelines  for  par- 
ticipation in  the  program. 

"(4)  To  submit  to  the  Council  an  annual  re- 
port pursuant  to  subsection  (i). 

"(e)  Partnership  Program  Office.— The 
Coordinating  Group  shall  establish,  using 
competitive  procedures,  and  oversee  a  part- 
nership program  office  to  carry  out  such  du- 
ties as  the  Chairman  of  the  Coordinating 
Group  considers  appropriate  to  implement 
the  National  Oceanographlc  Partnership 
Program,  including  the  following: 

"(1)  To  establish  and  oversee  working 
groups  to  propose  partnership  projects  to  the 
Coordinating  Group  and  advise  the  Group  on 
such  projects. 

"(2)  To  manage  peer  review  of  partnership 
projects  proposed  to  the  Coordinating  Group 
and  competitions  for  projects  selected  by  the 
Group. 

"(3)  To  submit  to  the  Coordinating  Group 
an  annual  report  on  the  status  of  all  partner- 
ship projects  and  activities  of  the  office. 

"(f)  CONTRACT  AND  GRANT  AOTHORITT.- The 

Coordinating  Group  may  authorize  one  or 
more  of  the  departments  or  agencies  rep- 
resented in  the  Group  to  enter  into  contracts 
and  make  grants,  using  funds  appropriated 
pursuant  to  an  authorization  for  the  Na- 
tional Oceanographlc  Partnership  Program, 
for  the  purpose  of  implementing  the  program 
and  carrying  out  the  Coordinating  Group's 
responsibilities. 

"(g)  Forms  of  Partnership  Projects.— 
Partnership  projects  selected  by  the  Coordi- 
nating Group  may  be  in  any  form  that  the 
Coordinating  Group  considers  appropriate, 
including  memoranda  of  understanding,  co- 


operative research  and  development  agree- 
ments, and  similar  instruments. 

"(h)  ANNUAL  Report.— Not  later  than  Feb- 
ruary 1  of  each  year,  the  Coordinating  Group 
shall  submit  to  the  Council  a  report  on  the 
National  Oceanographlc  Partnership  Pro- 
gram. The  report  shall  contain,  at  a  mini- 
mum, copies  of  any  recommendations  or  re- 
ports to  the  Coordinating  Group  by  the 
Ocean  Research  Advisory  Panel. 
**!  7904.  Ocean  Research  Advisory  Panel 

"(a)  ESTABUSHMENT.— The  Council  shall 
appoint  an  Ocean  Research  Advisory  Panel 
(hereinafter  in  this  chapter  referred  to  as  the 
'Advisory  Panel')  consisting  of  not  less  than 
10  and  not  more  than  18  members. 

"(b)  Membership.— Members  of  the  Advi- 
sory Panel  shall  be  appointed  from  among 
persons  who  are  eminent  in  the  field  of  ma- 
rine science,  or  related  fields,  and  who  are 
representative,  at  a  minimum,  of  the  inter- 
ests of  government,  academia,  and  industry. 

"(c)  Responsibilities.— (1)  The  Coordinat- 
ing Group  shall  refer  to  the  Advisory  Panel, 
and  the  Advisory  Panel  shall  review,  each 
proposed  partnership  project  estimated  to 
cost  more  than  $500,000.  The  Advisory  Panel 
shall  make  any  recommendations  to  the  Co- 
ordinating Group  that  the  Advisory  Panel 
considers  appropriate  regarding  such 
projects. 

"(2)  The  Advisory  Panel  shall  make  any 
recommendations  to  the  Coordinating  Group 
regarding  activities  that  should  be  addressed 
by  the  National  Oceanographlc  Partnership 
Program  that  the  Advisory  Panel  considers 
appropriate.". 

(2)  The  table  of  chapters  at  the  beginning 
of  subtitle  C  of  title  10,  United  States  Code, 
and  at  the  beginning  of  part  IV  of  such  sub- 
title, are  each  amended  by  inserting  after 
the  item  relating  to  chapter  663  the  follow- 
ing: 

"665.   National   Oceanogmphic   Part- 
nership Program 7901". 

(b)  iNniAL  appointments  of  Council  Mem- 
bers.—The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  shall  make 
the  appointments  required  by  section  7902(b) 
of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  as  added  by 
subsection  (a)(1),  not  later  than  December  1. 
1996. 

(c)  Initial  Appointments  of  advisory 
Panel  Members.— The  National  Ocean  Re- 
search Leadership  Council  established  by 
section  7902  of  title  10.  United  States  Code, 
as  added  by  subsection  (a)(1).  shall  make  the 
appointments  required  by  section  7904  of 
such  title  not  later  than  January  1. 1997. 

(d)  First  annual  Report  of  National 
Ocean  Research  Leadership  Council.— The 
first  annual  report  required  by  section 
7902(e)  of  title  10,  United  Stotes  Code,  as 
added  by  subsection  (aKD,  shall  be  submit- 
ted to  Congress  not  later  than  March  l,  1997. 
Thte  first  report  shall  include,  in  addition  to 
the  information  required  by  such  section,  in- 
formation about  the  terms  of  office,  proce- 
dures, and  responsibilities  of  the  Ocean  Re- 
search Advisory  Panel  established  by  the 
Council. 

(e)  Authorization  of  approprutions.— No 
funds  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by 
this  Act  for  the  National  Oceanographlc 
Partnership  Program  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

The     CHAIRMAN.     Are     there 
amendments  to  title  IV? 

amendment  offered  by  MR.  WAMP 

Mr.  WAMP.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Wamp:  Page  83. 
line  1.  strike  "S445,668.000"  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  "$450,668,000". 
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Page  83.  line  10.  strike  "$64,991,000"  and  in- 
sert in  lieu  thereof  "68,984,000". 

Page  85,  line  10,  insert  "of  which  up  to 
$116,483,000  may  be  available  for  fiscal  year 
1997,"  after  "available  until  exjaended.". 

Page  88,  line  18,  strike  "$308,473,000"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$287,997,000". 

Page  89,  line  22,  strike  "$39,500,000"  and  in- 
sert in  lieu  thereof  "$19,024,000". 

Mr.  WAMP  (during:  the  reading).  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendment  be  considered  as 
read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Tennessee? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  WAMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  we 
move  into  this  title,  the  National  Oce- 
anic and  Atmospheric  Administration, 
my  amendment  would  add  $20.5  million 
to  the  National  Weather  Service  budg- 
et. Specifically,  it  increases  the  local 
warnings  and  forecast  budget  by  $5  mil- 
lion. It  increases  the  computer  facility 
upgrades  budget  by  $4  million.  It  in- 
creases the  advanced  weather  inter- 
active processing  system  budget  by 
S11.5  million,  for  a  total  of  S20.5  mil- 
lion. 

The  entire  increase  is  offset  by  a  re- 
duction of  S20.5  million  in  the  polar 
convergent  satellite  program,  which  is 
a  cost-shared  program  with  the  Defense 
Department.  Since  the  defense  author- 
ization bill  recently  passed  by  this 
body  only  authorized  $19  million  for 
this  program,  yet  the  Conunittee  on 
Science's  mark  still  continued  $39.5 
million,  we  are  reducing  that  amoimt 
to  offset  this  increase,  so  that  this  in- 
crease is  fully  accounted  for  by  spend- 
ing reductions  in  other  areas. 

Why  would  we  do  this?  The  impor- 
tance of  the  National  Weather  Serv- 
ice's modernization  effort.  We  know 
great  work  has  been  accomplished 
through  the  Department  of  Commerce 
upgrading  our  National  Weather  Serv- 
ice system,  implementing  the  NEXRAD 
radar  system,  in  next  generation  radar 
nationwide. 

Many  outstanding  Members  of  this 
body,  like  my  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Huntsvllle,  AL  [Mr.  Cramer], 
have  been  very  active  in  this  effort.  We 
are  installing  new.  more  poweiful 
Doppler  radars  and  state-of-the-art  sat- 
ellite across  the  Nation. 

However,  there  are  some  areas  that 
have  been  identified  as  being  deficient, 
where  the  service  is  degraded  because 
of  soft  spots  in  the  system,  and  the  De- 
partment of  Conmierce  actually  recog- 
nized that  three  of  those  areas  exist  in 
southeast  Tennessee  and  northeast 
Alabama,  one  area,  actually  two  con- 
gressional districts,  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama,  Mr.  (Cramer's,  and 
mine,  but  one  area;  plus  Indiana  and 
Arkansas. 

The  gentleman  firom  Indiana  [Mr. 
SOUDER]  and  the  gentleman  from  Ar- 
kansas [Mr.  HUTCHINSON]  are  affected 
as  well,  and  we  have  Doppler  radar 
needs  that  the  Department   of  Com- 


merce has  certified  to  build  these  ra- 
dars in  our  region,  because  the  radars 
that  are  part  of  the  NEXRAD  system 
are  too  far  from  our  area  and  are  too 
high  up  in  the  air  to  cover  the  storms 
that  blow  through  our  region. 

Specifically,  this  last  weekend, 
again,  tornadoes  touched  down  in  Brad- 
ley County.  TN  that  were  not  detected 
from  Morristown.  TN  because  the  radar 
is  too  high,  so  new  Dopplers  that  are 
programmed  in  the  system  for  these 
three  areas  have  been  approved  and 
certified  by  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce. 

Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  the  best  non- 
partisan things  we  do  here  is  the 
health  and  safety  of  the  citizens  of  this 
country,  and  local  weather  forecasting 
is  as  close  to  the  ground  as  it  gets.  It 
is  important  that  we  come  together  in 
a  bipartisan  way.  I  did  not  just  want  to 
increase  spending,  so  we  offset  it.  We 
worked  with  the  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Science.  We  hope  that  the 
committee,  the  full  committee  here 
will  support  this  reasonable  increase  in 
funding,  since  it  is  offset  with  another 
program  that  obviously  does  not  need 
the  money,  based  on  our  latest  defense 
authorization  bill. 

amendment  offered  by  MR.  BROWN  OF  CALI- 
FORNIA AS  A  SUBSTITUTE  FOR  THE  AMEND- 
MENT OFFERED  BY  MR.  WAMP 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  offer  an  amendment  as  a  sub- 
stitute for  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Brown  of  Cali- 
fornia as  a  substitute  for  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  Mr.  Wamp:  Page  83.  line  1.  strike 
"$445,668,000"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"$471,672,000." 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  amendment  of- 
fered as  a  substitute  for  the  amend- 
ment be  considered  as  read  and  printed 
in  the  RECORD. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  to  offer  an  amendment  to  tfie  amerxjment 
in  order  to  fully  restore  funding  for  the  critical 
personnel  of  the  Natiortal  Weather  Sennce. 
H.R.  3322  proposes  a  $26  million  reduction 
from  this  account  which  I  believe  will  seriously 
jeopardize  the  safety  and  well  being  of  every 
American. 

We  have  been  informed  by  the  National 
Weather  Service  that  in  order  to  implement 
this  reduction,  they  would  have  to  consider 
elimir^tion  of  midnight  shift  personnel  in  every 
weather  forecast  office  arid  eliminate  rush 
hour  forecast  products  natiortally.  In  addition 
they  would  have  to  close  planned  warning  arxj 
forecast  offices  and  would  have  to  defer  the 
opening  of  any  additional  NEXRAD  sites  that 
were  recently  identified  as  necessary  by  the 
National  Research  Council.  There  is  no  ques- 
tion that  the  proposed  cuts  in  H.R.  3322  would 
endanger  public  safety. 

As  reflected  in  ttie  PresidenTs  request,  ttie 
National  Weather  Service  is  already  commit- 


ted to  permanent  reductions  of  over  S25  mil- 
lion in  base  operations.  They  need,  however, 
to  make  the  transition  to  the  modemized 
weattier  office  system  in  order  to  realize  these 
savings.  Without  ttie  necessary  operational  irv 
frastructure  arxj  personnel  in  place,  the  Na- 
tional Weather  Service  will  not  be  able  to  uti- 
lize ttie  full  operational  capabilities  envisioned 
t)y  ttie  modernization  plan. 

My  amendment  does  not  attempt  to  numeri- 
cally offset  this  increase  with  any  reduction 
elsewhere  in  the  bill.  I  want  to  point  out  that 
the  bill  we  are  considering  today  already  seri- 
ously underfunds  NOAA  and  the  National 
Weattier  Service.  The  bill  already  reduces 
NCAA's  programs  in  our  jurisdiction  by  SI  55 
million  and  will  lead  to  great  difficulty  in  carry- 
ing out  critical  satellite,  weather  forecasting, 
and  research  activities.  To  propose  an  offset 
would  only  legitimize  this  ill  conceived  pian  to 
distort  our  national  priorities. 

I  also  point  out  that  yesterday  on  this  same 
bill,  Mr.  SCHiFF  offered  an  amendment  to  raise 
funding  for  ttie  National  Science  Fourxlation 
by  S40  million  with  no  offset  This  had  ttie  full 
backing  of  ttie  Republicans  and  passed  easily. 
I  make  this  porit  to  illustrate  ttie  fiction  we  are 
being  asked  to  participate  in  by  pretending 
ttiere  is  some  magic  number  ttiat  in  some  way 
limits  us  in  this  auttiorization.  This  fk:tion 
seems  to  be  only  enforced  wtien  it  is  conven- 
ient 

I  will  dose  by  reminding  my  colleagues  ttiat 
ttie  serious  nature  of  ttiis  problem  we  are  try- 
ing to  address  here  has  bieen  dear  since  this 
bHI  was  first  brought  before  the  committee.  I 
tiave  tried  on  several  occasions  now  to  offer 
a  sufctstitute  ttiat  addresses  ttiis  and  a  number 
of  ottier  problems  in  ttie  tiill.  These  attempts 
tiave  failed  along  party  lines. 

I  commend  the  gentieman  from  Tennessee 
for  his  attempt  at  this  late  date  to  fix  ttiis  proty 
lem  However,  my  tear  is  ttiat  tiis  amendment 
does  not  fully  address  the  problem.  If  his 
amendment  passes  in  its  current  form,  ttie  Na- 
tional Weattier  Service  will  still  face  ttie  neces- 
sity to  reduce  sennce  to  ttie  public.  In  addition, 
the  gentieman  may  only  t3e  compounding  ttie 
problem  by  cutting  elsewtiere  in  ttie  t>iH.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  my  substitute  to  his 
amendment  Lets  fully  fund  ttie  Weattier  Serv- 
k«  Operations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  at  the  risk  of  appear- 
ing to  be  cynical,  let  me  try  and  inter- 
pret what  has  been  happening  in  con- 
nection with  this  legislation. 

The  bill  liefore  us.  which  was  re- 
ported out  of  the  full  committee  with 
little  or  no  change  from  the  chairman's 
recommendations,  contained  a  number 
of  problems.  I  sought  to  offer  a  suIk 
stitute  in  the  full  committee,  which 
was  rejected  on  liasically  a  party  line 
vote,  which  corrected  all  of  the  prob- 
lems that  have  been  brought  up  here, 
and  which  we  are  now  acting  on. 

Yesterday  the  gentleman  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  SCHIFF]  found  a  little 
problem  in  the  National  Science  Foun- 
dation budget,  and  he  offered  a  $40  mil- 
lion add-on  which  we  had  offered  in  the 
full  committee  and  it  had  been  re- 
jected. He  did  not  have  an  offset  to  it. 
but  he  admitted  that  we  really  did  not 
need  an  offset,  so  we  proceeded  to 
adopt  that. 
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The  erentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Weldon]  offered  this  morning  an 
amendment  to  add  S81.5  million  back 
for  NASA  personnel,  when  they  finally 
discovered  that  the  President's  budget 
provided  the  funding  that  was  needed, 
and  if  they  cut  S81  million  out  of  it,  it 
would  result  in  layoffs  and  furloughs, 
which  would  be  bad  for  a  lot  of  people's 
health. 

The  gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Wamp]  now  has  discovered  that  the  $26 
million  which  I  recommended  be  put 
back  in  the  full  committee  really  is 
necessary  to  protect  the  health  and 
welfare  of  the  citizens  of  our  districts 
and  our  constituents.  Part  of  the  game 
here  is  both  sides  are  trying  to  protect 
vulnerable  Members  by  allowing  them 
to  offer  amendments  which  will  be  pop- 
ular in  their  districts.  Of  course,  on  our 
side,  we  do  the  same  thing.  We  try  and 
put  the  other  side  in  the  position  of 
voting  for  something  that  will  be  very 
bad  for  them  in  their  district. 

After  finally  weighing  the  situation, 
we  have  decided  that  there  are  at  least 
three  or  four  instances  in  which  the 
Republicans  really  cannot  stand  the 
heat  from  the  mistakes  in  this  bill, 
that  is,  £rom  the  political  mistakes  in 
this  bill,  so  they  are  going  to  try  and 
put  the  money  back  in  to  take  care  of 
the  situation. 

They  are  going  to  argue  in  front  of 
God  and  everybody  that  this  is  based 
upon  some  sudden  new  insight,  but 
what  it  really  amounts  to  is  they  have 
decided  that  they  do  not  want  to  take 
the  political  heat  that  they  are  going 
to  get  firom.  say,  cutting  back  on 
weather  service  facilities  and  personnel 
in  a  district  highly  dependent  on  it,  or 
cutting  back  on  persoimel  for  a  nnajor 
NASA  lab  in  a  district  in  which  the 
economy  depends  on  it,  or  a  major  en- 
ergy lab.  That  is  the  way  politics 
works,  and  we  might  as  well  be  frank 
and  admit  it. 

When  we  on  our  side  try  to  point  out 
that  we  had  corrected  all  of  these  in 
our  substitute,  they  say  you  did  not  do 
it  the  right  way,  or  something  like 
that.  Of  course,  they  are  using  the  fact 
that  our  figures  do  not  conform  to 
their  budget,  as  if  this  was  holy  writ, 
and  therefore,  anything  that  we  do  is 
obscene,  until  they  find  out  that  it  is 
pretty  nice  to  have  something  close  to 
our  budget  In  order  to  elect  one  of 
their  Members. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hate  to  say  this,  be- 
cause it  makes  me  look  so  cynical  and 
self-serving,  but  I  thought  that  we 
ought  to  have  that  on  the  record.  My 
substitute  is  very  simple.  It  provides 
for  the  same  additions  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Wamp] 
has.  or  it  fully  ftinds  the  restoration  of 
the  personnel  that  the  gentleman  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Wamp]  only  partially 
f\mds  and  which  was  in  the  President's 
budget. 

It  does  not  attempt  to  offset  this 
with  a  numerical  increase  to  offset  it 


from  another  portion  of  the  bill.  It 
does,  however,  have  in  it  the  provision 
that  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee 
makes  reference  to.  There  is  no  offset. 
We  have  decided  to  be  honest  and  not 
have  an  offset.  The  gentleman  from 
Tennessee  fovmd  am  offset  in  a  pro- 
gram, polar  orbiting  satellites,  which 
the  agency  had  decided  not  to  do  any- 
thing about  for  the  next  2  years  any- 
way, so  he  is  going  to  reduce  the  budg- 
et by  that  amount,  which  is  a  sort  of  a 
subterfuge,  but  if  he  can  get  away  with 
it,  fine. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the  Members  to 
be  honest  and  to  accept  my  substitute, 
which  provides  the  same  benefit  that 
the  gentleman  from  Teimessee  [Mr. 
Wamp]  does,  and  does  not  go  through 
the  motions  of  trying  to  offset  this 
with  some  more  or  less  specious  offset, 
which  is  unnecessary,  even  if  it  was  a 
real  offset. 

D  1745 

I  know  that  since  a  part  of  the  ma- 
jority's position  is  going  to  be  to  wave 
the  flag  and  claim  that  they  have  to 
have  these  offsets  in  order  to  balance 
the  budget,  which  we  pointed  out 
means  to  increase  the  budget  where 
they  want  and  cut  it  where  we  want,  I 
urge  that  Members  support  my  sub- 
stitute, recognizing  that  I  probably 
will  not  win. 

Mr.  WALKEai.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

The  gentleman  from  California  does 
not  need  to  be  cynical  about  the  proc- 
ess. The  fact  is  what  he  is  watching  is 
the  legislative  process  at  work.  Mem- 
bers do  have  a  right  under  an  open  rule 
to  come  out  here  and  offer  amend- 
ments. We  have  to  decide  whether  or 
not  to  accept  some  of  those  amend- 
ments or  to  fight  some  of  those  amend- 
ments. 

It  is  not  anything  different  than 
what  goes  on  in  Congress.  In  fact,  it  is 
the  essence  of  the  process  to  make 
some  of  these  decisions  as  a  Congress, 
and  some  of  them  change  my  bill,  some 
of  them  enhance  the  bill.  They  in  fact 
are  an  important  part  of  how  we  do  leg- 
islation. I  do  not  resent  the  fact  that 
the  bill  gets  changed  a  little  bit  along 
the  way.  It  is  the  way  the  process 
works.  I  have  even  happily  accepted 
some  amendments  along  the  way  be- 
cause I  thought  they  were  the  right 
things  to  do. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  am  happy  to  have  the  gen- 
tleman acknowledge  this.  I  am  not  try- 
ing to  present  this  as  some  perverse  or 
evil  process.  I  just  wonder  why  it  is 
when  I  offered  the  same  amendments  in 
conmiittee  the  Chair  did  not  have  the 
perspicacity  to  realize  that  they  might 
be  necessary. 

Mr.  WALKER.  When  the  gentlenmn 
offered  them  in  conmiittee,   in  some 


cases  we  did  not  have  the  full  informa- 
tion available  to  us  to  evaluate  it.  In 
other  cases  he  offered  them  as  a  part  of 
a  substitute  that  contained  many, 
many  other  items.  In  a  number  of  the 
cases  when  the  gentleman  referred  to 
the  fact  that  he  had  offered  them  in 
committee,  he  did  not  offer  separate 
amendments  on  the  subject  matters. 
What  he  offered  was  a  substitute  that 
covered  a  whole  variety  of  items,  and 
we  rejected  his  substitute  as  going  the 
wrong  direction. 

Mr.  WAMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  WAMP.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
want  to  point  out  that  at  the  full  com- 
mittee level  I  was  on  record,  and  I 
think  our  chairman  will  remember, 
stating  that  I  wanted  to  address  this  on 
the  House  fioor  and  I  would  be  looking 
actively  for  an  offset  so  that  we  could 
do  the  responsible  thing.  But  I  specifi- 
cally stated  at  the  markup  I  wanted 
this  addressed  and  detailed  what  I 
wanted  addressed  on  the  House  floor. 

So  it  was  not  like  it  mysteriously  ap- 
I)eared,  Mr.  Brown,  and  in  all  fairness 
Mr.  Cramer  and  I  think  it  worked  in 
about  the  most  bipartisan  way  here. 
Let  us  not  bring  partisanship  into  this 
issue  of  NEXRAD  radar  system,  please. 
I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  WALKER.  The  gentleman  is  cor- 
rect. He  did  reserve  his  rights  for  the 
fioor.  I  am  pleased  that  we  were  able  to 
work  something  out.  I  am  glad  to  mod- 
ify the  bill  to  do  that. 

It  seems  to  me,  though,  that  we  do 
not  want  to  do  the  Brown  substitute. 
As  the  gentleman  from  California  him- 
self has  said,  this  is  not  offset.  It  will 
increase  the  National  Weather  Service 
local  warning  and  forecast  budget  by 
$26  million.  That  means  that  we  are 
not  dealing  in  the  same  manner  that 
the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Wamp]  has  done,  in  the  responsible  way 
of  assuring  that  we  do  this  with  an  off- 
set. 

Unlike  the  Wamp  amendment,  which 
adds  money  for  both  modernization  and 
local  warnings  and  forecasts,  the 
Brown  amendment  eliminates  all  the 
reductions  that  the  Committee  on 
Science  made  to  the  National  Weather 
Service  headquarters  and  specialized 
weather  programs,  and  does  not  in- 
clude any  money  for  the  modernization 
program.  That  strikes  me  as  being  an 
odd  set  of  priorities.  What  you  are 
doing  is  plusing  up  the  account  for  the 
headquarters  staff  and  overhead  while 
not  putting  the  money  into  the  mod- 
ernization program  that  the  Weather 
Service  regards  as  its  most  important 
priority.  So  the  Wamp  amendment  in 
fact  moves  us  toward  a  much  stronger 
content  level  on  it. 

Why  reduce  the  headquarters  staff? 
Why  do  we  think  that  is  important?  We 
are  going  along  there  with  the  inspec- 
tor general.  This  is  not  some  ideologi- 
cal kick.  The  inspector  general  said  in 
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his  most  recent  report  that  the  Na- 
tional Weather  Service  headquarters 
staff  could  be  identified  as  having  over 
$32  million  in  potential  savings,  and 
those  reductions  can  be  n:iade  in  head- 
quarters staff. 

Why  is  that  the  case?  Because  as 
they  modernize  the  Weather  Service, 
the  fact  is  that  they  are  able  to  utilize 
some  equipment  to  replace  people,  and 
so  the  modernization  program  is  actu- 
ally resulting  in  the  ability  to  reduce 
headquarters  staff.  That  is  what  is  re- 
flected in  what  we  have  done  in  the 
bill,  what  is  reflected  in  the  Wamp 
amendment,  and  we  think  that  it 
makes  sense  to  go  along  with  what  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Wamp] 
wants  to  do  here. 

We  believe  that,  in  the  case  of  the 
Brown  substitute,  that  it  puts  the 
money  that  is  not  offset  into  a  bu- 
reaucracy. We  think  that  the  money 
should  go  into  some  things  with  regard 
to  headquarters,  but  there  also  ought 
to  be  money  for  modernization,  and  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Wamp]  for  what  he  has  done. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  do  some- 
thing carefully  here.  I  want  to  speak 
on  behalf  of  the  Brown  substitute  and 
on  behalf  of  the  Wamp  amendment  as 
well.  I  support  the  Brown  substitute 
now  because  I  supported  the  Brown 
substitute  for  the  entire  bill.  If  that 
fails,  then  of  course  I  will  support  the 
Wamp  proposal  as  well.  I  am  concerned 
about  the  budget  impact  on  the  Na- 
tional Weather  Service. 

I  want  to  reaffirm  what  the  gen- 
tleman firom  Tennessee  [Mr.  Wamp]  has 
said.  We  are  neighbors  there,  from 
north  Alabama,  northeast  Alabama,  up 
there  into  Tennessee.  We  have  strug- 
gled hard  to  make  sure  our  very  vul- 
nerable area  of  the  country  is  in  fact 
included  in  the  National  Weather  Serv- 
ice's modernization  plan.  Budget  has 
impact  on  the  service  that  the  Weather 
Service  can  offer  to  our  area  so  we  are 
concerned  not  only  about  the  place- 
ment of  a  new  NEXRAD,  one  place- 
ment that  will  accommodate  two  con- 
gressional districts  and  we  have 
worked  hard  together  to  make  sure 
that  we  not  have  to  cause  a  budget 
item  that  would  reflect  for  two 
NEXRAD 's  but  that  we  join  together 
and  accomplish  that  with  one  place- 
ment of  NEXRAD  and  I  think  we  have 
in  fact  worked  in  a  model  bipartisan 
way  toward  that  and  will  accomplish 
that. 

What  I  am  concerned  about  that 
causes  me  to  support  the  Brown  sub- 
stitute as  well,  and,  if  that  falls,  as 
well  as  what  the  gentleman  firom  Ten- 
nessee [Mr.  Wamp]  is  proposing  here 
today  is  that  beyond  just  the 
NEXRAD's,  we  have  got  a  personnel 
issue  that  ff  we  deny  the  National 
Weather  Service  this  kind  of  budget 


item,  then  we  are  sajring  to  them  that 
they  will  have  to  direct  the  con- 
sequences down  to  the  level  of  mid- 
night forecasts,  they  will  have  to  ab- 
sorb this  impact  somewhere  outside  of 
headquarters,  somewhere  in  the  field  as 
well.  So  I  think  both  of  these  ap- 
proaches will  accomplish  what  I  want 
to  see  accomplished.  I  think  the  Brown 
substitute  does  it  in  a  much  more  com- 
plete way  than  what  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Wamp]  is  propos- 
ing, but  I  am  concerned  enough  about 
the  impact  of  what  we  do  to  stand  up 
here  and  to  say  support  the  Brown  sub- 
stitute first  and.  if  that  fails,  support 
the  Wamp  amendment. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  yesterday  I  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  Science  as  a  do-lit- 
tle committee  that  was.  through  this 
piece  of  legislation,  offering  a  do-little 
agenda  for  this  country  when  it  comes 
to  job  creation  through  invigorating 
our  science  and  technology  policy, 
going  absolutely  the  wrong  direction  if 
oxir  goal  is  to  have  more  high-paying 
jobs  in  this  country  based  on  science 
and  technology. 

I  think  the  Wamp  amendment  today 
provides  another  example  of  the  do-lit- 
tle legacy  of  this  committee,  because  it 
is  attempting  to  repair  changes  in  our 
science  policy  that  should  never  have 
been  made  in  the  first  place.  In  any 
case.  I  was  not  here  on  the  fioor  a  little 
earlier  this  afternoon  when  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walk- 
er], the  chalnnan  of  the  committee, 
asserted  that  my  comments  of  yester- 
day were  inaccurate.  He  particularly 
took  umbrage  at  my  claim  that  the 
committee  had  just  one  committee  re- 
port to  its  credit  for  all  of  1995.  Take 
note  he  did  not  disagree  with  my  com- 
ment that  the  committee  had  abso- 
lutely zero,  that  is,  a  big  goose  egg 
when  it  comes  to  legislation  signed 
into  law  through  its  work  last  year  but 
he  did  quarrel  with  the  fact  that  they 
had  only  one  committee  report.  He  said 
they  had  16.  In  fact.  I  have  the  Com- 
mittee on  Science  calendar  for  last 
year,  and  it  confirms  that  there  was 
only  one  committee  report  for  all  of 
last  year.  This  is  distinguished,  of 
course,  as  my  remarks  did.  from  those 
reports  associated  with  the  filing  of 
more  and  more  of  these  bills  to  fulfill 
the  Gingrich  ideological  agenda. 

A  committee  report,  for  those  who  do 
not  understand  the  difference,  is  a  mat- 
ter of  oversight,  that  we  in  Congress 
have  a  responsibility  to  exercise  over- 
sight over  NOAA.  over  all  of  these  var- 
ious bureaucracies  to  see  that  they  are 
doing  their  job.  But  this  committee, 
unlike  the  time  when  my  good  friend, 
the  gentleman  fi^m  California  [Mr. 
Brown],  chaired  the  committee  and 
had  13  oversight  reports  of  committees, 
has  not  kept  pace  with  its  work. 

True,  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Science  has  been  very  involved  in 


oversight  of  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion, looking  for  any  political  exam- 
ples it  can  find  that  might  be  useful  in 
this  year's  elections.  Perhaps  that  pro- 
vides some  of  the  reason  why  just 
merely  pursuing  good  science  has  got- 
ten second  shift  when  it  comes  to  over- 
sight. 

So  I  stand  by  my  comments  of  yes- 
terday regarding  the  lack  of  productiv- 
ity of  a  committee  that  ought  to  be 
central  to  a  jobs  policy  for  this  coun- 
try. But  I  would  cite  this  Wamp 
amendment  as  an  example  of  more  of 
the  problem  that  when  you  pursue  po- 
litical rhetoric  and  political  ideology 
over  good  science,  you  make  mistakes 
like  this.  I  believe  that  it  is  fair  to  say 
that  there  were  not  but  a  handful,  if 
that,  of  our  colleagues  on  the  Repub- 
lican side  who  had  the  slightest  idea 
what  was  being  done  in  committee 
when  these  cuts  to  NOAA  were  made 
and  now  that  probably  one  or  two  peo- 
ple in  the  body  have  the  slightest  idea 
whether  the  restoration  level  that  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Wamp] 
is  proposing  is  the  appropriate  level  or 
whether  the  offset  that  he  would  pro- 
pose will  guarantee  the  integrity  of 
NOAA  services.  And.  of  course,  since 
the  Committee  on  Science  rarely 
meets,  it  goes  4  or  5  months  without 
even  convening,  there  is  no  committee 
record  of  any  tsrpe.  There  has  not  been 
bringing  in  any  expert  or  any  citizen 
concerned  with  this  to  look  at  the 
NOAA  issues.  So  we  have  no  evidence 
or  record  upon  which  to  support  this 
amendment. 

I  would  say  that  what  we  have  had  in 
the  Conunlttee  on  Science  is  amply 
demonstrated  by  this,  not  legislation 
that  could  be  passed  on  a  bipartisan 
basis  as  occurred  under  both  Repub- 
licans and  Democrats  in  previous  ad- 
ministrations, not  committee  reports 
exercising  the  oversight  policy;  rather, 
we  have  just  had  an  example  that  the 
main  kind  of  science  coming  out  of  this 
conmiittee  is  political  science  and  we 
have  had  more  excellence  in  pursuit  of 
error. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Brown  as 
a  substitute  for  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  fit)m  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Wamp]. 

The  amendment  offered  as  a  sub- 
stitute for  the  amendment  was  re- 
jected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Wamp]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  title  IV? 

Mr.  ENGLISH  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  move  to  strike  the  last 
word. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  engage 
in  a  colloquy  with  the  distinguished 
gentleman  fix)m  Pennsylvania,  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Science. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  greatly  con- 
cerned that  the  replacement  of  the  Erie 
Weather  Service  Office  at  Erie.  PA, 
with  radar  service  from  Pittsburgh, 
Cleveland,  and  Buffalo  would  increase 
weather-related  accidents  on  Peim- 
sylvania's  north  coastal  region.  Re- 
ports issued  by  both  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office  and  the  National  Re- 
search Council  supi>ort  this  conclusion 
by  identifying  radar  coverage  gaps  and 
other  shortcomings  with  the  new  na- 
tionwide NEXRAD  coverage  system. 
After  the  terrible  consequences  of  un- 
foreseen tornadoes  in  1985  that  dev- 
astated a  number  of  communities  in 
our  region  and  the  ever-present  danger 
of  unpredictable  lake-effect  weather  on 
Lake  Erie,  the  communities  of  north- 
west Pennsylvania  in  my  view  must 
have  weather  service  they  can  depend 
upon. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ENGLISH  of  Pennsylvania.  I 
jrleld  to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  assure  the  gentleman  that  the  Na- 
tional Weather  Service  is  studsdng  any 
potential  impact  that  a  removal  of  the 
Erie  weather  station  would  have  on 
local  forecasting.  In  the  meantime, 
Erie  will  continue  to  receive  its  cur- 
rent radar  coverage  until  January  1998 
when  the  National  Weather  Service 
will  complete  its  study.  At  that  point 
the  National  Weather  Service  will  rec- 
ommend whatever  arrangement  is  best 
to  guarantee  the  continued  safety  of 
the  local  communities  in  northwestern 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  ENGLISH  of  Pennsylvania.  I  ap- 
preciate receiving  those  assurances 
from  the  distingmshed  chairman  of  the 
comnuttee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  title  IV? 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  many  problems 
with  this  legisJatioa  Orte  of  the  most  signifi- 
cant is  the  laci(  of  title  dealing  with  ttie  Depart- 
ment of  Energy's  R&D  programs.  Why  not?  I 
believe  ttie  explanation  is  that  a  bipartisan  ma- 
jority of  the  committee,  and  probably  the 
House,  would  fund  them  at  a  much  higher 
level  than  the  chairman  would  like. 

These  members  recognize  the  role  energy 
plays  in  preserving  our  economic  well-being 
and  national  security.  What  Mr.  Walker  pur- 
ports to  be  the  relevant  House  action  in  this 
area  guts  funding  for  almost  every  sector  of 
energy  research:  conservation,  solar  arvj  re- 
newable, nuclear— including  fusion— as  well 
as  important  fossil  R&D  efforts  to  reduce  the 
environmental  impacts  of  what  will  continue  to 
be  the  source  of  over  85  percent  of  energy 
production. 

If  we  were  to  follow  the  Walker  budget  we 
woukj  be  practicalty  zeroing  out  conservation, 
solar  and  renewables,  and  fossil  energy. 

When  we  marked  up  this  bill  in  committee, 
we  were  promised  a  sutxxxnmittee  markup  on 
an  energy  authorization  in  the  ensuing  weeks. 
This  did  not  happea 


Then,  when  H.R.  3322  was  originally  sched- 
uled for  floor  action,  we  were  tokj  that  ttiere 
would  t>e  a  subcommittee  markup  the  follow- 
ing week. 

It  would  be  cynical  to  suggest  tfiat  this  an- 
nouncement was  made  merely  to  allay  the 
concerns  of  numerous  members  of  the  major- 
ity who  are  concerned  over  the  chairman's  vi- 
sion of  energy  R&D. 

However,  it  is  interesting  to  note  that  once 
H.R.  3322  was  pulled  from  the  floor  schedule 
the  energy  maricup  was  canceled. 

It  is  also  interesting  to  point  out  that  it  has 
been  3  weeks  since  the  Energy  and  Environ- 
ment Subcommittee  has  met  for  any  reason, 
so  it  is  not  as  if  we  have  been  overwhelmed 
by  Vne  schedule.  Perhaps  someone  who  is 
setting  the  committee's  sichedule  coukJ  tell  us 
when  energy  policy  is  going  to  t}e  a  high 
enough  priority  for  us  to  act. 

When  we  began  the  det}ate  on  this  bill,  the 
committee  chairman  claimed  that  we  handled 
the  energy  accounts  on  the  floor  last  year.  He 
refers  us  back  to  H.R.  2405,  which  the  House 
passed  last  Octot)er.  Let  me  remind  Memt)ers 
tfiat  tfie  genesis  of  this  so-called  vision  of  our 
energy  future — a  vision  that  calls  for  a  S500 
million  reduction  in  energy  research — not  from 
the  request,  but  from  fiscal  year  1996 — was 
t>ased  on  an  amendment  tfiat  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  brought  to  the  floor  on  his 
own  and  dkJ  not  reflect  tiie  will  of  the  commit- 
tee. 

Let  me  quote  Mr.  Walxer  from  the  debate 
over  the  inclusran  of  fiscal  year  1997  author- 
izatk>n  in  the  Walker  amendment.  Science 
Committee  Chairman  Walker  stated,  "I  never 
contended  tfiat  I  brought  this  matter  before  the 
Committee.  I  thought  it  to  the  floor  as  my  own 
amendment"— Congressional  Record,  Oc- 
tober ii.  1995— H9847. 

The  claim  of  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania tfiat  because  he  wrote  a  fiscal  year 
1997  energy  R&D  budget  on  the  ftoor  last  Oc- 
totjer,  there  is  no  need  to  review  these  ac- 
counts is  incredit>le.  This  is  an  absolute  con- 
tradictk>n  to  our  treatment  of  tfie  National 
Science  Foundation  budget  which  like  the 
DOE  accounts  received  2  year  autfiorizatkin  in 
last  year's  science  authorization,  but  unlike 
DOE,  which  is  apparently  not  worthy  of  our 
consideration,  tfie  NSF  budget  was  included  in 
H.R.  3322. 

What  is  tfie  reason  for  doing  so?  I  im^'qine 
it  may  have  something  to  do  with  the  lack  of 
support  for  the  chairman's  vision  of  our  future 
energy  research  needs. 

I  fiad  conskjered  offering  an  amendment  on 
energy  R&D,  but  have  deckled  not  to,  as  it 
has  become  apparent  tfiat  it  is  a  waste  of  tfie 
Memt)ers'  time  to  in  any  way  improve  upon 
this  meaningless  and  irrelevant  legislation. 

Instead,  I  will  submit  for  the  Record,  at  the 
proper  place  and  time,  a  letter  to  Appropria- 
tions Chairman  Livingston  from  memt)ers  of 
tfie  Science  Committee,  Republicans  and 
Democrats,  expressing  our  concem  over  en- 
ergy R&D  authorization  levels  and  the  contin- 
ued inelevance  of  tfie  back-of-an-envekipe 
budget  tfie  committee  cfiairman  has  endorsed. 

In  closing,  I  want  to  reemphasize  tfiat  this  is 
in  no  way  an  "Omnibus"  bill.  Semi-omnitxjs 
woukJ  be  a  more  accurate  description,  and  in 
many  instances,  what  is  contained  in  the  bill  is 
not  worthy  of  our  support 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  include  the  following  for  the 
Record: 

House  of  Representatives, 
Washington.  DC.  May  7, 1996. 
Hon.  Bob  Uvingston, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Appropriations.  Wash- 
ington, DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  As  Members  of  the 
House  Science  Committee,  we  are  writing:  to 
express  our  concern  over  House-passed  au- 
thorization levels  contained  in  H.R.  2405  for 
civilian  research  and  development  activities 
for  the  Department  of  Energy. 

Even  if  there  is  no  further  action  by  the 
Science  Committee  on  its  DOE  accounts, 
your  Committee  needs  to  understand  that 
the  Science  Committee  provided  for  flexibil- 
ity in  the  setting:  of  FY  1997  funding  levels  in 
H.R.  2405.  This  is  due  to  the  continued  rel- 
evance of  the  Davis  amendment  to  these  au- 
thorizations. The  Davis  amendment  clarifies 
that  authorization  for  these  programs  should 
be  reconsidered  if  In  the  budget  and  appro- 
priations process,  more  fUnds  become  avail- 
able. 

Last  October,  when  the  House  considered 
H.R.  2405,  an  amendment  offered  by  Chair- 
man Walker  was  adopted  which  raised  au- 
thorization levels  for  FY  1996  to  meet  the 
previously  appropriated  level,  but  also  set 
FY  1997  levels.  While  the  action  taken  re- 
garding FY  1996  levels  was  in  keeping  with 
the  Davis  Amendment  adopted  during 
Science  Committee  mark-up,  the  Committee 
had  not  considered  DOE  funding  for  FY  1997 
at  all. 

In  the  debate  over  the  inclusion  of  FY  1997 
authorization  in  the  Walker  amendment. 
Science  Committee  Chairman  Walker  stated, 
"I  never  contended  that  I  brought  this  mat- 
ter before  the  Committee.  I  brought  it  to  the 
floor  as  my  own  amendment."  (Congres- 
sional Record,  October  11, 1995— H9e47) 

Since  the  House  acted  on  H.R.  2405,  there 
have  been  several  developments  which  war- 
rant reconsideration  of  these  numbers.  For 
example,  the  Congressional  Budget  Office 
has  revised  its  economic  assumptions,  result- 
ing in  greater  flexibility  in  making  discre- 
tionary spending  decisions.  Also,  the  Energy 
Si  Environment  Subcommittee  has  held  a  se- 
ries of  hearings  on  energy  research  and  de- 
velopment, which  have  proven  to  be  very 
helpful  in  our  ability  to  judge  the  value  of 
the  various  programs  in  question. 

We  are  very  grateful  to  Energy  &  Environ- 
ment Subcommittee  Chairman  Rohrabacher 
for  scheduling  these  hearings.  However,  they 
will  be  for  naught  if  the  Committee  is  unable 
to  act  on  this  hearing  record  in  a  timely 
manner. 

The  need  to  revisit  DOE  R&D  funding  is 
apparently  shared  by  Chairman  Walker  and 
Subcommittee  Chairman  Rohrabacher,  who 
have  publicly  pledged  their  willingness  to 
move  a  FY  1997  DOE  R&D  authorization  bill. 
While  we  support  this  action,  we  are  con- 
cerned that  the  mark-up  of  this  legislation 
will  occur  too  late  to  influence  your  Com- 
mittee's consideration  of  these  accounts. 

We  recommend  that  your  Committee  not 

consider  itself  bound  in  any  way  by  the  FY 

1997  levels  passed  in  HR  2405.  Energy  policy 

is  too  important  to  our  national  security  and 

economic  strength  to  be  based  on  last  year's 

information.  Thus.  Congress  should  not  act 

presumptively  to  drastically  reduce   these 

vital  accounts. 

Sincerely, 

Mike  Doyle;   Sherwood  Boehlert:   John 

Tanner;  John  W.  Olver;  Steve  Largent; 

George  E.  Brown,   Jr.;  Tim  Roemer; 

Eddie  Bemice  Johnson;  Paul  McHale; 

Zach    Wamp;    Lynn    N.    Rivers;    Zoe 
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Lofgren;  Bart  Gordon;  Jane  Harman; 
Tim   Holden;    Mike   Ward;   Robert   E. 
Cramer,  Jr. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  title  IV? 

If  not,  the  Clerk  will  designate  title 
V. 

The  text  of  title  V  is  as  follows: 
TITLE  V— ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 

AGENCY 
SEC.  501.  SHORT  ITTLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Environ- 
mental  Research,   Development,   and  Dem- 
onstration Authorization  Act  of  1996". 
SEC.  502.  DEFINITIONS. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term— 

(1)  "Administrator"  means  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency: 

(2)"Agency"  means  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency;  and 

(3)  "Assistant  Administrator"  means  the 
Assistant  Administrator  for  Research  and 
Development  of  the  Agency. 

SEC  503.  authorization  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a)  In  GE.VERAL.— There  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  the  Administrator 
$487,126,600  for  fiscal  year  1997  for  Science 
and  Technology  activities,  including  pro- 
gram management  and  support,  in  the  areas 
specified  in  subsection  (b). 

(b)  SPEcinc  Programs  and  AcnvmES.— Of 
the  amount  authorized  in  subsection  (a), 
there  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 
following: 

(1)  For  air  related  research,  $74,  119,900. 

(2)  For  global  change  research,  $1,400,000. 

(3)  For  water  quality  related  research, 
$26,294,000. 

(4)  For  drinking  water  related  research, 
$26,593,700. 

(5)  For  toxic  substances  related  research, 
$12,341,500. 

(6)  For  lab  and  field  expenses.  $73,031,600. 

(7)  For  headquarters  expenses  of  the  Office 
of  Research  and  Development,  $9,254,800. 

(8)  For  multimedia  related  research  ex- 
penses, $174,060,100.  of  which  $5,000,000  shall 
be  for  graduate  student  fellowships. 

(9)  For  program  management  expenses, 
$6,399,000. 

(10)  For  pesticide  related  research. 
$20,632,000. 

(11)  For  research  related  to  hazardous 
waste,  $12,000,000. 

(12)  For  environmental  research  labora- 
tories, $51,000,000. 

(c)  Additional  Authorizations.— There 
are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Ad- 
ministrator for  fiscal  year  1997— 

(1)  for  oil  pollution  related  research, 
$2,076,900;  and 

(2)  for  research  related  to  leaking  under- 
ground storage  tanks,  $769,000. 

(d)  UMPTATioNS.- No  funds  are  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  by  this  title  for— 

(1)  the  Environmental  Technology  Initia- 
tive; 

(2)  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan; 

(3)  Indoor  Air  Research; 

(4)  North  Dakota  Center  for  Air  Toxic  Met- 
als Research; 

(5)  drinking  water  research  conducted  by 
the  American  Water  Works  Association  Re- 
search Foundation,  other  than  amounts 
awarded  through  a  competitive  process; 

(6)  the  Water  Environmental  Research 
Foundation; 

(7)  the  National  Urban  Air  Toxic  Research 
Center; 

(8)  the  Gulf  Coast  Hazardous  Substances 
Research  Center; 

(9)  urban  waste  management  research  at 
the  University  of  New  Orleans,  other  than 


amounts    awarded    through    a    competitive 
process; 

(10)  the  Resources  and  Agricultural  Policy 
Systems  Program  at  Iowa  State  University 
or 

(11)  the  Oil  Spill  Remediation  Research 
Center. 

SEC.  504.  SCIENTIFIC  RESEARCH  REVIEW. 

(a)  In  general.— The  Administrator  shall 
assign  to  the  Assistant  Administrator  the 
duties  of— 

(1)  development  a  strategic  plan  for  sci- 
entific and  technical  research  activities 
throughout  the  Agency: 

(2)  integrating  that  strategic  plan  into  on- 
going Agency  planning  activities;  and 

(3)  reviewing  all  Agency  research  to  ensure 
the  research- 

(A)  is  of  high  quality;  and 
(6)  does  not  duplicate  any  other  research 
being  conducted  by  the  Agency. 

(b)  Report.— The  Assistant  Administrator 
shall  transmit  annually  to  the  Adminis- 
trator and  to  the  Committee  on  Science  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Com- 
mittee on  Environmental  and  Public  Works 
of  the  Senate  a  report  detailing — 

(1)  all  Agency  research  the  Assistant  Ad- 
ministrator finds  is  not  of  sufficiently  high 
quality;  and 

(2)  all  Agency  research  the  Assistant  Ad- 
ministrator finds  duplicates  other  Agency 
research. 

SEC.  505.  GRADUATE  STUDENT  FELLOWSHIPS. 

In  carrying  out  the  graduate  student  fel- 
lowship program  for  which  funds  are  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  by  this  title,  the  Ad- 
ministrator shall  ensure  that  any  fellowship 
awarded  to  a  student  selected  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  is  used  only  to 
support  scientific  research  that  would  fur- 
ther missions  of  the  Office  of  Research  and 
Development  in  fields  in  which  there  exists 
or  is  projected  to  exist  a  shortage  in  the 
number  of  scientists. 

SEC.  506,  SCIENCE  ADVISORY  BOARD. 

(a)  Annual  Report.— The  Science  Advisory 
Board  shall  submit  to  Congress  and  to  the 
Administrator  an  annual  report  that  con- 
tains the  views  of  the  Science  Advisory 
Board  on  proposed  research  programs  as  de- 
scribed in  the  President's  budget  for  re- 
search, development,  and  demonstration  ac- 
tivities at  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency.  Such  report  shall  be  submitted  to 
Congress  as  soon  as  practicable  after  the 
submission  of  the  President's  budget  to  Con- 
gress. The  Administrator  shall  cooperate 
with  the  Director  of  the  Science  Advisory 
Board,  particularly  with  respect  to  the  time- 
ly provision  of  budget  information  to  the 
Science  Advisory  Board,  to  allow  the  Science 
Advisory  Board  to  carry  out  its  duties  under 
this  subsection. 

(b)  Evaluation.— The  Science  Advisory 
Board  shall  conduct  periodic  evaluations  of 
selected  areas  of  the  current  and  planned  re- 
search development,  and  demonstration  ac- 
tivities of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency.  The  areas  of  evaluation  shall  be  se- 
lected by  the  Science  Advisory  Board  in  con- 
sultation with  the  Administrator,  the  Office 
of  Research  and  Development,  other  Agency 
programs  and  appropriate  committees  of  the 
Congress.  Reports  containing  the  Science 
Advisory  Board's  evaluations  and  rec- 
ommendations shall  be  filed  with  such  com- 
mittees and  the  Administrator.  The  Admin- 
istrator shall  provide  to  such  committees  a 
written  response  to  the  Science  Advisory 
Board's  evaluation  and  recommendations 
within  60  days  after  the  Science  Advisory 
Board's  report  has  been  submitted. 

(c)  Review  of  Certain  Research  activi- 
ties.—The  Science  Advisory  Board  shall  an- 
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nually  review  the  research  activities  of  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  shall 
include  the  results  of  such  review  in  the  an- 
nual report  required  by  subsection  (a). 

(d)  Submission  to  Congress —The  Admin- 
istrator shall  submit  to  the  Congress  any  re- 
port required  by  law  to  be  submitted  to  the 
Administrator  by  the  Science  Advisory 
Board.  The  Administrator  shall  make  any 
such  submission  not  later  than  60  days  after 
the  Administrator  receives  the  report  trom 
the  Science  Advisory  Board. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any 
amendments  to  title  V? 

D  1800 


amendment  offered  by  .MS.  LOFGREN 

Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Ms.  Lofgren:  Page 
118.  line  17.  strike  paragraph  (2). 

Page  118.  line  18.  through  page  119.  line  12. 
redesignate  paragraphs  (3)  through  (11)  as 
paragraphs  (2)  through  (10).  respectively. 

Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
today  in  opposition  to  one  of  the  most 
egregious  research  bans  in  this  bill. 
The  very  thought  of  Congress  Ijanning 
areas  of  scientific  research  should  be 
offensive  to  all  of  us  and  to  all  Amer- 
ican citizens. 

H.R.  3322  attempts  to  restrict  the 
EPA  from  spending  money  on  the  cli- 
mate change  action  plan,  a  research 
program  designed  to  identify  cost  ef- 
fective ways  of  limiting  carbon  emis- 
sions in  the  future.  The  genesis  of  this 
program  was  the  international  concem 
expressed  at  the  Rio  Convention  that 
increased  emissions  of  greenhouse 
gases  will  lead  to  an  increase  in  global 
temperatures  or  climate  change. 

The  Committee  on  Science  has  held 
several  hearings  on  the  issue  of  climate 
change,  and  I  believe  this  has  been  a 
reasonably  productive  exercise.  We 
have  heard  from  the  world's  experts, 
who  represent  the  vast  majority  of  sci- 
entists on  climate  change,  and  we  have 
also  heard  f^m  some  skeptics  who 
have  participated  in  the  public  debate. 

It  is  fair  to  say  most  Members  on 
both  sides  of  the  issue  have  come  away 
from  these  hearings  l)etter  informed, 
whether  or  not  they  were  swayed  by 
the  arguments.  One  of  the  few  points  of 
agreement,  however,  has  been  that  the 
potential  for  climate  change  is  plau- 
sible and  we  must  continue  to  carry 
out  the  research  to  understand  how 
much  and  how  soon. 

At  the  same  time,  we  must  under- 
stand how  to  achieve  a  reduction  in  our 
consumption  of  fossil  fuels  and  emis- 
sions of  greenhouse  gases.  This  has  rel- 
evance far  beyond  the  obvious  environ- 
mental concerns.  It  is  simply  good  eco- 
nomics. Whether  we  do  only  the  most 
cost  effective  things  that  are  justified, 
regardless  of  whether  there  is  climate 
change  or  whether  we  go  beyond  the 
so-called  no  regrets  policy  to  do  the 
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more  difficult  things,  it  makes  good 
sense  to  exanfiine  the  issue.  This  is 
what  the  climate  action  plan  does. 

The  climate  action  plan  is  based  on 
an  array  of  voluntary  programs  that,  if 
successful,  will  save  almost  $2  billion 
annually  by  the  year  2000.  These  in- 
clude programs  such  as  the  Green 
Lights  Program,  the  Energy  Star  Com- 
puter, NaturaJ  Gas  Star,  and  other  vol- 
untary efforts  that  are  strongly  sup- 
ported by  industry. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  personally  believe 
that  the  evidence  is  mounting  that 
hvmsan  actions  have  had  an  impact  on 
the  Earth's  climate  and  will  have  an 
increasing  influence.  I  recognize,  how- 
ever, that  other  well-meaning  Members 
may  disagree.  We  should  all  agree, 
however,  that  we  have  a  responsibility 
to  more  fully  understand  this  issue.  We 
should  also  agree  that  we  should  move 
toward  a  more  energy  efficient  future 
beginning  with  voluntary  programs 
such  as  those  in  the  climate  action 
plan. 

This  is  hardly  money  down  a  rat 
hole,  as  was  stated  in  our  Committee 
on  Science  markup.  The  climate  action 
plan  will  have  far-reaching  economic 
benefits  as  well  as  potentially  impor- 
tant environmental  benefits.  I  hope 
Members  will  join  me  in  striking  the 
prohibition  on  this  program.  Let  us 
leave  science  to  the  scientists,  not  to 
the  politicians. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  support  of  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  is  in- 
tended to  reverse  what  I  consider  one 
of  the  more  egregious  portions  of  this 
bill,  which  is  found  on  page  118,  line  14, 
under  the  title  of  limitations.  And  it 
says  that  no  funds  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  by  this  title  for,  and  in 
this  case  paragraph  2,  the  climate 
change  action  plan. 

Now,  there  are  a  total  of  five  prohibi- 
tions here  that  prohibits  funds  from 
being  spent  for  any  of  these  five,  and  I 
expect  amendments  to  eliminate  some 
of  these  other  prohibitions  as  well,  but 
what  I  consider  to  be  the  most  egre- 
gious is  all  of  these  are  important  pro- 
grams already  in  place  by  this  adminis- 
tration. They  fall  within  that  category 
of  research  and  development  which  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  southern 
California  [Mr.  Rohrabacher]  came  up 
yesterday  and  acknowledged  that  he 
considered  to  be  liberal  claptrap,  and 
as  a  result  of  that  categorization, 
which  apparently  is  accepted  by  every- 
body on  the  Republican  side,  they  pro- 
pose to  just  categorically  not  fund  any 
research  within  these  various  areas. 

Now.  this  particular  kind  of  research, 
actually  it  is  not  research  as  much  as 
it  is  a  program  to  act  on  the  potential 
impact  of  certain  new  research  find- 
ings, what  these  amendments  do  is  pre- 
clude us  from  using  scientific  knowl- 
edge no  matter  where  it  comes  firom, 
the  Federal  Government,  universities. 


or  the  private  sector.  If  this  research 
indicates  that  a  certain  program  of  ac- 
tion is  necessary  to  alleviate  the  pro- 
spective damage  revealed  by  this  re- 
search, we  are  prohibited  from  develop- 
ing a  progrram  to  do  that,  an  action 
plan  to  accomplish  that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  care  what  the 
field  is.  I  think  that  is  the  wrong  way 
to  approach  any  kind  of  public  policy 
activity.  We  cannot  just  blindly  pro- 
hibit certain  kinds  of  things  from  tak- 
ing place.  This  reminds  me  of  the  kind 
of  thing  that  would  get  done  in  an 
autocratic  dictatorship  or  a  theocracy 
or  something  of  that  sort. 

If  the  results  of  scientific  research 
indicate  that  action  is  necessary,  we 
should  not  prohibit  that  activity.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
woman Crom  California  [Ms.  Lopgren] 
would  strike  that  language  from  the 
bill  and,  in  my  opinion,  improve  it  con- 
siderably. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the  gentle 
lady's  amendment  to  strike  the  prohibition  on 
EPA's  climate  action  plan.  The  goal  of  the  cli- 
mate action  plan  has  been  to  identify  actions 
that  could  be  undertaken  to  retum  U.S.  green- 
house gas  emissions  to  1990  levels  by  the 
year  2000.  This  is  essentially  the  nonbinding 
target  which  the  U.S.  agreed  to  as  part  of  the 
Framework  Convention  on  Climate  Change 
which  came  out  of  the  1992  Earth  Summit  in 
Rio  de  Janeiro,  Brazil. 

The  action  plan  consists  of  44  separate  ac- 
tivities directed  toward  ail  sectors  of  the  ecorv 
omy.  The  programs  arid  activities  are  vol- 
untary. A  number  of  them  also  derive  from  the 
Energy  Polk:y  Act  because  of  the  dual  nature 
of  the  problem — that  is,  buikjing  a  sustainable 
future  based  on  cost  effective,  environmentally 
safe  energy  sources. 

In  addition  to  Federal  funding,  a  sut>stantial 
amount  of  private  capital  has  tieen  committed 
to  this  problem.  This  will  achieve  energy  sav- 
ings valued  at  $61.2  billion  out  to  ttie  year 
2000.  Eighteen  of  the  forty-four  activities  are 
designed  to  increase  energy  efficiency  in  the 
residential,  commercial,  and  industiial  sectors 
of  Vne  economy.  EPA's  part  of  this  plan  also 
focuses  on  technologies  for  methane  recovery 
from  coal  mines,  land  fills,  arxj  natural  gas 
systems. 

The  administi^ation  estimates  that  without 
the  action  plan,  greenhouse  gas  missions 
would  grow  from  1,462  million  metiic  tons  in 
1990  to  1 ,674  million  metric  tons  by  2000.  The 
program  tfius  far  has  been  very  successful  al- 
ttx>ugh  we  have  a  k^ng  way  to  go  to  achieve 
the  targets  suggested  by  the  Rio  b-eaty. 

It  is  important  to  point  out  that  this  issue  has 
involved  two  administrations  and  virtually  all 
tfie  ottier  nations  of  the  worid.  BuikJing  a  sus- 
tainable futijre  is  not  a  partisan  issue  txrt  it  is 
a  serious  issue.  Simply  prohibiting  funds  from 
being  spent  to  exptore  our  options  is  irresporv 
sible. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  the  Lofgren  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

I  think  we  ought  to  get  to  the  facts 
about  what  this  amendment  does.  What 
this  amendment  does  is  sets  off  an  area 


of  research  within  EPA,  which  means 
that  the  money  that  would  be  spent  for 
this  research  would  come  from  all 
other  environmental  research,  and  the 
money  that  would  thereby  be  given  to 
other  environmental  research  of  equal 
standing,  and  perhaps  more  important 
priorities,  would  actually  be  given  now 
to  global  climate  change. 

Now,  the  reason  why  we  have  this 
particular  language  in  the  bill  right 
now,  which  the  Lofgren  amendment 
eliminates  the  termination  of  EPA's 
global  climate  change  research  pro- 
gram, is  because  we  had  good  reason  to 
decide  that  this  was  not  high  priority. 
First,  the  Office  of  Research  and  Devel- 
opment, which  is  authorized  in  this 
title,  is  intended  to  support  the  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency  with 
good  science.  Currently  we  do  not  regu- 
late CO2  emissions.  EPA  does  not  regu- 
late CFC's,  and  in  this  bill  we  have  au- 
thorized EPA's  stratospheric  ozone  re- 
search above  the  level  requested  by  the 
President. 

In  other  words,  where  EPA  has  real 
jurisdiction  we  have  decided  to  actu- 
ally increase  the  amounts  of  money 
going  into  that  research.  Now,  if  we 
adopt  this  particular  amendment,  what 
we  will  do  is  run  the  risk  that  we  will 
take  money  away  firom  places  where  we 
are  increasing  the  money  and  give  it  to 
global  climate  change. 

Second,  the  agency  has  been  tising  its 
research  to  do  impact  assessment  of 
global  warming  not  improving  the 
models  it  will  tell  us  if  and  by  how 
much  the  world  may  warm.  That,  in 
my  mind,  is  not  exactly  the  priority 
that  most  of  us  would  choose. 

Now,  we  are  currently  spending  al- 
most $2  billion  across  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment on  global  climate  change  re- 
search. It  is  important  we  prioritize 
that  research.  This  is  not  a  case  of  cut- 
ting out  ail  the  money  for  global 
change.  I  happen  to  think  that  global 
change  research  is  a  very,  very  appro- 
priate thing  to  be  funded.  I  think  $2 
billion  being  spent  by  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment is  a  lot  of  money,  being  spent 
for  a  lot  of  programs.  What  we  ought  to 
do  is  make  certain  it  is  being  spent 
wisely  and  well. 

The  administration  has  spread  cli- 
mate change  research  through  12  agen- 
cies right  now,  including  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  the  Department  of 
Commerce,  the  Department  of  Energy, 
the  Department  of  Interior,  NASA, 
NSF,  and  NOAA.  EPA  has  a  relatively 
small  piece  of  that  climate  change 
budget,  roughly  about  S20  million.  We 
do  not  need  12  agencies  doing  essen- 
tially the  same  kind  of  research. 

EPA,  in  this  particular  office,  is  not 
the  place  to  conduct  global  climate 
change  research.  The  research  they  are 
conducting  is  of  a  lesser  value  than 
that  done  by  their  agencies  and  should 
be  terminated  in  favor  of  better  re- 
search elsewhere. 

The  bottom  line  is  if  we  choose  to 
spend  this  S20  million  in  this  place  on 
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climate  change  impact  assessment  out 
of  the  EPA  budget,  the  hire  priority  re- 
search, such  as  maybe  endocrine  dis- 
rupter research,  that  we  approved  yes- 
terday, drinking  water  research,  clean 
air  research,  a  lot  of  the  other  things 
are  going  to  suffer.  This  money  comes 
out  of  other  high  priority  regulatory 
type  matters  in  order  to  go  into  this 
account  where  we  are  already  in  other 
agencies  spending  $2  billion. 

If  that  is  what  people  want  to  do  in 
the  name  of  environment,  then  perhaps 
they  will  vote  for  this  particular 
amendment.  But  we  had  exactly  this 
same  amendment  on  the  floor  last  year 
and  this  exact  same  amendment  was 
turned  down  last  year.  It  seems  to  be 
that  the  Congress  wisely  understood 
last  year  that  there  are  very  important 
environmental  matters  to  be  re- 
searched at  EPA.  This  is  not  one  of  the 
ones  that  should  be  done  there.  It 
should  be  done  elsewhere,  where  they 
do  a  better  job  than  what  is  being  done 
at  EPA.  Vote  against  the  Lofgren 
amendment. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  req- 
uisite number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  amendment  offered  by  my 
colleague  from  California.  It  is  no  se- 
cret by  now  that  this  committee  is 
committed  to  gutting  the  global  cli- 
mate research  program.  H.R.  3322  pro- 
vides 27-percent  fewer  resources  than 
the  administration  requested  in  the  fis- 
cal year  1997  budget  in  some  of  the 
strictest  fiscal  discipline  applied  to 
any  of  the  programs  under  the  bill. 

The  ban  on  using  funds  for  the  global 
climate  change  action  plan  is  based  on 
ideology,  not  information.  Before  I 
came  to  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States,  I  started  two  of  the  most  suc- 
cessful energy  conservation  companies 
in  the  United  States.  They  are  still, 
today,  two  of  the  largest  energy  con- 
servation companies  in  this  country, 
and  I  can  tell  Members  that  energy 
conservation  simply  makes  sense. 

We  now  have  a  growing  body  of  infor- 
mation about  the  carbon  dioxide  gases 
which  are  choking  off  the  overall  envi- 
ronment of  this  world.  For  us  to  wait 
until  we  have  a  critical  situation  which 
requires  mandates,  I  think,  is  just 
plain  silly. 

When  we  look  at  the  rising  trade 
deficits  that  occur  in  the  United  States 
month  after  month  after  month,  lit- 
erally 50  percent  of  our  annual  trade 
deficit  goes  for  one  product,  and  that  is 
importing  foreign  oil.  Why  not  get  be- 
hind a  program  which  voluntarily  asks 
industry  to  participate  in  ways  of  cre- 
ating energy  conservation  instead  of 
sending  off  our  petroleum  dollars  to 
the  OPEC'ers  overseas?  Why  not  keep 
the  jobs  here?  Why  not  do  it  in  a  vol- 
untary way?  Why  not  support  the 
amendment  by  my  colleague  from  Cali- 
fornia, Ms.  Lofgren,  in  a  way  that  will 
make  sense  for  people  in  this  country 


and  that  will  create  jobs  for  the  people 
of  the  United  States? 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  may  not  be  aware  that  ear- 
lier in  the  Congress,  over  the  objec- 
tions of  many  in  the  minority,  we 
passed  a  bill  to  concentrate  attention 
on  hydrogen  research.  It  is  something 
we  have  pushed  very,  very  heavily  be- 
cause we  think  that  what  the  gen- 
tleman says  is  absolutely  correct,  that 
one  of  the  ways  in  which  we  can 
achieve  energy  independence  is  to  de- 
velop a  new  kind  of  energy  regime. 
That  bill  is  now  in  the  Senate.  We  hope 
it  will  come  back. 

I  would  hope  the  gentleman  would 
support  us  and  what  this  committee  is 
attempting  to  do  in  terms  of 
transitioning  to  a  new  hydrogen  econ- 
omy as  a  way  of  addressing  those  kinds 
of  issues. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  reclaiming  miy  time,  I  ap- 
preciate the  gentleman's  concern. 
There  is  a  question  about  whether  or 
not  hydrogen  energy  is  the  best  meth- 
odology that  we  ought  to  be  using  in 
the  future,  and  it  seems  to  me,  if  that 
is  nothing  more  than  cori>orate  welfare 
for  the  nuclear  power  industry,  it  is 
something  we  should  take  up. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  further  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
say  to  the  gentleman  that,  in  fact,  we 
are  tnring  to  move  the  research  away 
from  any  association  with  the  nuclear 
side  of  it  in  the  bill,  and  we  are  at- 
tempting to  address  exactly  that  issue, 
and  hydrogen,  the  gentleman  must 
admit,  is  an  absolutely  cleam  energy 
source,  in  fact,  if  we  can  utilize  it. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  reclaiming  my  time,  I  ap- 
preciate the  gentleman's  concern,  and  I 
do  not  have  a  problem  with  trying  to 
develop  other  resources,  but  I  do  have 
a  problem  when  we  try  to  use  those  ar- 
gtmients  to  oppose  the  basic  fundamen- 
tal requirement  of  this  legislation, 
which  was  to  just  ask  industry  to  vol- 
untarily find  ways  of  keeping  our  lev- 
els of  carbon  dioxide  emissions  down  to 
the  1990  levels. 

D  1815 
It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  not  re- 
quiring any  kind  of  mandate.  It  is  not 
in  any  way  suggesting  that  we  have  to 
enforce  those  levels  on  industry.  All  it 
is  saying  is  if  we  voluntarily  get  these 
industries  to  participate  in  this  pro- 
gram, we  can  keep  jobs  here  in  the 
United  States,  we  can  cut  down  on  our 
balance  of  trade  deficit,  and  we  can  es- 
sentially strengrthen  the  economy  of 
America. 


Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  continue  to  yield,  that 
is  not  what  this  particular  program 
does.  In  fact,  what  the  gentleman  is 
talking  about  is  a  S20  million  expendi- 
ture that  largely  is  going  right  now  to 
impact  assessments  of  global  warming. 
It  is  not  going  to  the  voluntary  pro- 
grams. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  reclaiming  my  time.  I  ap- 
preciate the  gentleman's  comments, 
but  the  fact  is  that  I  have  been  assured 
that  the  purpose  of  this  amendment  is 
in  fact  to  do  just  what  I  have  sug- 
gested, which  is  to  make  a  27-percent 
cut  in  the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan, 
which  the  amendment  of  the  gentle- 
woman from  California  [Ms.  Lofhgen] 
essentially  restores  the  budget  cuts 
for. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  continue  to  yield,  in 
other  sections  of  EPA.  the  gentleman 
is  absolutely  right.  But  this  is  the  re- 
search account.  In  the  research  ac- 
count, that  Action  Plan  is  not  a  part  of 
what  is  being  done  here.  The  S20  mil- 
lion is  not  being  spent  on  the  Action 
Plan,  it  is  being  spent  on  impact  as- 
sessments and  things  of  that  kind. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  reclaiming  my  time,  I  shield 
to  the  gentlewoman  from  California 
[Ms.  Lofgren]  for  a  clarification  of 
whether  or  not  this  is  a  restoration  of 
the  20  percent  cut  or  whether  some 
other  account  is  being  affected. 

Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr.  Chairman,  ff  the 
gentleman  from  Massachvisetts  will 
yield,  basically  if  the  gentleman  looks 
at  page  188  of  the  bill,  line  18.  there  is 
a  prohibition  on  the  utilization  of 
funds  already  appropriated  for  the  Cli- 
mate Change  Action  Plan.  And  I  would 
add.  in  addition  to  line  17. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Kennedy]  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Walker,  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Kennedy  of 
Massachusetts  was  allowed  to  proceed 
for  3  auiditional  minutes.) 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  I 
yield  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Califor- 
nia [Ms.  Lofgren]. 

Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  would  read  further  on  page 
118.  extending  on  to  page  119,  there  are 
also  prohibitions  on  research  in  the 
area  of  indoor  air,  drinking  water  re- 
search conducted  by  the  American  Wa- 
terworks Association,  as  well  as  a 
nimiber  of  other  prohibitions  on  sci- 
entific research  activities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  view  that  it  is 
a  tremendous  error  for  Members  of 
Congress,  most  of  whom  are  not  sci- 
entists, I  think  we  have  three  or  four 
scientists  among  our  435,  to  substitute 
our  judgment  for  those  of  scientists. 

This  is  clearly  an  area  that  we  know, 
as  you  referenced  earlier,  is  of  signifi- 
cant impact  not  only  to  the  United 
States  but  to  the  world.  My  children 
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are  11  and  14.  I  do  not  want  them  to  be 
adults  and  live  in  a  world  where  cli- 
mate change  is  too  late  to  impact,  as 
the  climate  change  action  plan  at- 
tempts to  do  on  a  voluntary  basis  be- 
fore it  is  too  late. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  climate  change  action  plan,  if 
I  understand  properly,  is  a  small  por- 
tion of  the  overall  Global  Warming 
Program,  which  is  the  subject  of  a  27- 
percent  cut  here.  In  the  case  of  the  cli- 
mate change  action  plan,  there  is  a  100- 
percent  cut  in  this  particular  portion, 
but  that  is  part  of  the  overall  27  per- 
cent cut. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  reclaiming  my  time,  I  ap- 
preciate the  clarification.  If  I  might  re- 
spond, let  me  read  what  the  bill  cur- 
rently says. 

No  funds  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated by  this  title  for,  No.  1,  the  envi- 
ronmental Technology  Initiative;  No. 
2,  the  climate  change  action  plan;  No. 
4.  indoor  air  research,  which  I  know  we 
are  going  to  come  back  to  in  a  few  min- 
utes so  I  will  be  very  kind  about  this; 
and.  four,  the  Center  for  Air  Toxics.  In 
any  event,  the  appropriate  portion  of 
this  is  that  the  climate  change  action 
plan  will  not  receive  any  funds  under 
this  legislation. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  continue  to  yield,  the 
action  plan  is  not  tied  to  the  research 
program.  The  two  Members  on  that 
side  have  quoted  absolutely  accurately, 
but  the  only  thing  we  have  in  our  pro- 
gram relates  to  the  Office  of  Research. 
The  Office  of  Research  does  not  do  the 
action  plan. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  reclaiming  my  time,  as  I  un- 
derstand, the  ORD  portion  does  take  up 
some  significant  technology  aspects 
that  are  included  in  the  cut  that  has 
been  taken  up  by  this  bill.  Some  of  the 
new  technologies  are  in,  in  fact,  cut 
under  the  portion  of  this  bill  which  is 
granted  coverage  under  the  limitations 
which  I  just  cited. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  continue  to  yield,  there 
is  practically  no  impact  here  because 
the  action  plan  that  the  gentleman  re- 
ferred to  earlier  of  doing  business 
hookups  is,  in  fact,  not  in  the  Office  of 
Research,  and  that  is  all  I  am  trying  to 
say  to  the  gentleman;  to  portray  what 
is  being  done  here  is  eliminating  that 
program  is  inaccurate.  That  is  not  the 
case.  What  we  are  doing  is  simply  try- 
ing to  deal  with  global  change  research 
on  a  priority  basis. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  OLVEP..  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  rising  today  in 
support  of  the  amendment  which  the 


gentlewoman  flrom  California  [Ms. 
LoFGREN]  has  offered  on  this  underly- 
ing bill  which  allows  the  EPA  to  con- 
tinue their  work  on  the  climate  change 
action  plan. 

But  I  would  like  to  just  comment  for 
a  moment  on  the  conaments  by  the  dis- 
tinguished gentleman  firom  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Waucer],  who  is  arguing 
here  in  his  previous  set  of  comments 
that  all  they  are  really  doing  is  elimi- 
nating the  consideration  of  the  global 
climate  change  action  plan  from  any 
involvement  in  EPA,  that  there  are  at 
least  11  other  places  in  the  budget 
where  global  climate  change  is  covered 
in  some  way  by  research. 

But  it  seems  to  me  that  the  one  per- 
haps most  significant  and  most  coher- 
ent locus  of  that  research  is  right  here 
under  the  EPA,  which  has  a  respon- 
sibility given  to  it  by  the  Congress  to 
deal  with  global  climate  change  in  the 
climate  change  action  plan. 

So  for  that  reason  at  least,  if  we  were 
going  to  be  doing  anything,  we  ought 
to  be  concentrating  in  this  area  where 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
has  the  responsibility  given  to  it  by 
Congress  to  deal  with  the  climate 
change  action  plan. 

Now.  the  amendment  of  the  gentle- 
woman from  California  corrects  what  I 
think  is  a  serious  wrong-headedness  of 
the  Republican  budget  ax.  Her  amend- 
ment allows  the  EPA,  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency,  to  meet  the 
responsibilities  which  have  been  right- 
fully assigned  to  it  by  the  Congress. 

Climate  research  has  far-reaching 
implications  for  environmental  protec- 
tion, and  this  Congress  has  a  respon- 
sibility to  recognize  the  need  for  such 
research  into  our  local  as  well  as  our 
global  environment. 

But  once  again  the  majority  has 
demonstrated  their  carelessness  and  in- 
sensitivity  where  broad  issues  of  envi- 
ronmental protection  are  concerned. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  wake  of  what 
has  been  a  record-breaking  winter  and 
then  the  current  crowd  that,  if  sus- 
tained, could  create  a  sand  dune  desert 
the  size  of  the  great  State  of  Texas 
covering  much  of  the  southern  high 
plains  of  this  country,  it  seems  to  me 
it  is  preposterous  for  this  Congress  to 
turn  its  back  on  understanding  climate 
change. 

During  the  104th  Congress  I  have 
heard  much  about  cost-benefit  analy- 
sis. Apparently,  some  of  my  colleagues 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  have  a 
problem  with  the  analysis  part  of  that 
cost-benefit  analysis.  But  you  do  have 
to  have  data  in  order  to  do  analysis. 
Whether  you  agree  or  disagree  with  the 
concept  of  global  warming,  let  us  at 
least  be  willing  to  gather  the  data  so 
that  our  debate  in  this  body  grows 
from  knowledge  rather  than  from  igno- 
rance. 

Sound  policy  requires  us  to  incor- 
porate sound  scientific  research  and 
reasoning  in  order  to  have  any  kind  of 


semblance  of  sound  policy.  It  seems  to 
me  the  truth  is  out  there  and  we  should 
not  be  running  from  it,  we  should  be,  if 
anything,  concentrating  our  global  cli- 
mate change  action  in  the  EPA,  which 
is  charged  with  environmental  protec- 
tion, because  it  is  a  matter  of  greatest 
possible  significance  to  us  in  climate 
change  for  what  our  enviroimient  is 
going  to  be  in  the  future. 

So  I  would  hope  that  we  would  adopt 
the  amendment  by  the  gentlewoman 
from  California  and  strike  that  little 
clause  in  paragraph  2,  the  words  cli- 
miate  change  action  plan. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OLVER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  just  like  to  continue 
the  dialog  I  had  with  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  on  the  global  cli- 
mate change  action  plan,  and  the  im- 
plications that  this  has  for  technology. 

My  understanding  in  checking  with 
the  staff  is  that,  in  fact,  when  you  say 
that  no  funds  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated for  this  title  for  the  climate 
change  action  plan  that  you  are,  in 
fact,  cutting  $6.2  million  that  would  go 
for  the  research  on  these  new  tech- 
nologies and  their  impact.  So  I  would 
just  like  to  understand  exactly  what 
the  gentleman's  point  is. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OLVER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  is  correct  on  the  S6.2  mil- 
lion, but  if  he  will  look  further,  he  will 
find  that  we  transferred  that  money  to 
plus  up  the  account  on  the  strato- 
spheric ozone  research,  and  the  at- 
tempt here  is  to  be  sure  that  we  are 
doing  work  in  real  areas  in  the  EPA.  It 
is  a  tradeoff.  We  happen  to  think  that 
in  terms  of  the  inunediate  priorities 
the  stratospheric  ozone  question  is 
more  important  to  address. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
OLVER]  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  BlENNEDY  of  Massa- 
chusetts, and  by  unanimous  consent, 
Mr.  OLVER  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1 
additional  minute.) 

Mr.  OLVER.  I  srield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  just  point  out  that 
there  was  some  confusion  in  the  last 
interchange  that  I  had  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania,  because  I 
thought  he  was  trying  to  suggest  the 
last  time  around  that,  in  fact,  there 
was  not  a  cut. 

Now  I  am  understanding  in  this 
present  exchange  that  there  is,  in  fact, 
a  cut,  but  he  has  just  taken  the  money 
and  used  it  for  some  other  purpose.  I 
understand  that  he  is  taking  the 
money  and  using  it  for  some  other  pur- 
pose, but  the  truth  of  the  matter  is 
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that  he  cut  the  program  and  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  California  [Ms. 
LOFGREN]  is  attempting  to  put  the 
money  back  in  the  program,  which  I 
think  has  finally  been  clarified. 

There  is  an  attempt  in  this  bill  to 
gut  the  Global  Climate  Change  Action 
Plan  which  will,  in  fact,  hurt  the  tech- 
nologies. The  gentleman  is  going  to  use 
the  money  for  some  other  purposes, 
which  I  am  sure  are  very,  very  good 
and  helpful  and  strong,  but  we  still 
want  some  money  put  into  this  pro- 
gram. 

Mr.  OLVER.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is 
not  that  we  are  specifically  putting 
money  back  into  the  program,  but 
merely  removing  the  language  that  re- 
quires that  no  money  be  authorized  for 
the  Global  Climate  Change  Action 
Plan.  I  would  hope  that  the  amend- 
ment by  the  gentlewoman  from  Cali- 
fornia would  be  adopted. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  trying  to  work 
my  way  through  all  of  this.  I  started 
out  this  morning  worrying  about  the 
Climate  Change  Action  Plan  because  I 
think  it  is  a  significant,  though  not  the 
overall  major,  part  of  this  plan  to 
study  global  warming,  to  study  global 
climate  change,  which  I  happen  to  be  a 
firm  believer  we  need  the  exact  sci- 
entific data  to  produce. 

So  I  have  been  working  my  way 
through  trying  to  figure  out  where  the 
cuts  are  coming  from,  and  I  was  happy 
to  hear  that  we  are  not  cutting  $20  mil- 
lion out  of  the  Global  Climate  Action 
Plan,  but  it  is  actually  S6  million,  but 
it  is  in  an  area  of  research  so  that  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  places 
the  money  in  this  area  of  research  to 
stratospheric  ozone  research,  which  I 
think  is  appropriate. 

I  understand,  though,  in  the  EPA's 
budget  in  the  area  of  the  environ- 
mental programs  and  management, 
there  is  tens  of  millions  of  dollars  for 
the  Climate  Change  Action  Plan. 

Now,  I  want  to  stand  here  and  agree 
with  the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts and  the  gentlewoman  from  Cali- 
fornia in  that  we  need  a  significant 
role  to  play  as  far  as  the  Government 
is  concerned  to  produce  more  energy- 
efficient  cars,  lighting,  using  fuel.  And 
a  number  of  the  Fortune  500  companies 
in  the  United  States  are  part  of  this 
green  light  program  and  a  part  of  many 
other  programs  which  significantly  re- 
duce the  costs  of  their  production  and 
at  the  same  time  significantly  reduc- 
ing the  amoimt  of  hydrogen  fuels  going 
into  the  atmosphere  which  produce 
global  climate  change. 

But  in  this  particular  amendment  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  "no."  Basi- 
cally, the  $6  million  coming  out  of  the 
action  plan  is  going  into  solid  research 
so  that  we  can  understand  the  nature 
of  the  atmosphere  and  the  nature  of 


how  it  is  changing  as  a  result  of  human 
input  and  how  we  can  further  deal  with 
this  climate  change  that  is,  under- 
standably fivm  all  the  scientific  data 
that  we  read,  inevitable. 

So,  the  research  portion  of  this  $6 
million,  I  think,  is  being  well  spent. 

Now,  the  climate  action  plan  is  a  pro- 
gram that  I  fuUy  endorse,  and  while  it 
has  taken  a  bit  of  a  cut  here,  there  still 
is  probably,  I  am  not  sure  what  the 
exact  amount  is,  but  it  is  probably 
close  to  $100  million.  And  I  think  we 
should  continue  to  pursue  that  climate 
action  plan.  It  is  a  solid  program  that 
meshes  government  and  the  private 
sector  together. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ap- 
preciate the  points  that  the  gentleman 
has  made.  The  fact  is  that  we  get  ac- 
cused all  the  time  of  being  opposed  to 
the  Global  Climate  Change  Program.  I 
am  sure  there  are  some,  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Rohrabacher],  for 
example,  is  not  particularly  enthusias- 
tic. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  happen  to  support 
the  research.  I  think  it  does  good 
things  too.  I  think  it  should  be  prop- 
erly prioritized.  I  thought  that  when 
we  were  dealing  with  some  of  the  ozone 
issues,  that  was  also  a  part  of  the  gen- 
eral pattern  here  of  trsang  to  under- 
stand the  atmospheric  conditions  that 
produce  some  of  the  changes  that  are 
potential  problems  for  us. 
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So,  in  transferring  the  money 
around,  it  is  important  to  realize  that 
we  are  setting  priorities.  For  instance, 
only  NOAA  and  EPA,  to  my  knowledge, 
do  stratospheric  ozone  research.  We 
have  12  different  agencies  doing  the 
global  climate  change  research.  It 
seems  to  be  the  right  kind  of  priority, 
to  me,  for  us  to  do  it  in  the  way  we 
have  done  it  here.  And  I  would  agree 
with  the  gentleman.  I  think  he  has 
every  reason  to  be  supportive  of  some 
of  the  programs  at  EPA  that  move 
some  of  these  programs  forward  and 
does  recognize.  I  am  pleased,  that  what 
we  have  done  here  is  simply  attempted 
to  utilize  research  dollars  a  little  bit 
better. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
3aeld  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Califor- 
nia [Ms.  LOPGREN]. 

Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  just 
wanted  to  make  a  point,  because  I  do 
think  that  to  fall  to  enact  the  amend- 
ment I  proposed  would  run  contrary  to 
the  goals  that  my  colleague  is  espous- 
ing that  I  share.  I  do  not  oppose  re- 
search in  stratosphere  ozone  research. 
However,  we  do  have  much  research 
going  on  pursuant  to  our  international 
treaty  on  ozone.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
we  found  a  number  of  things  already. 
As  my  colleagues  are  well  aware,  the 


Nobel  Prize  was  awarded  for  some  of 
the  significant  findings  in  that  arena. 

But  the  action  plan,  the  climate 
change  action  plan  is  where  we  bring 
together  the  various  components  that 
are  all  important  into  our  plan.  It  is 
not,  that  function,  so  far  as  I  can  tell 
as  a  member  of  the  committee,  is  not 
provided  for  elsewhere  in  the  budget. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  there  are  still  large 
dollars  in  the  climate  action  plan. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  California  [Ms.  Lofgren]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote,  and  pending 
that.  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  House  of  today,  further 
proceedings  on  the  amendment  offered 
by-  the  gentlewoman  from  California 
[Ms.  LOFGREN]  will  be  postponed. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  House  of  today,  it  is  now 
in  order  to  consider  amendment  No.  6 
by  the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 

[Mr.  KENNEDY]. 

AMENDMENT  OfTERED  BY  MR.  KENNEDT  OF 
MASSACHUSETTS 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Kennedy  of 
Massachusetts:  Pa^e  118.  line  18.  strike  para- 
graph (3). 

Pa^e  118.  line  19.  through  pare  119,  line  12. 
redesignate  paragraphs  (4)  through  (11)  as 
paragraphs  (3)  through  (10).  respectively. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  truth  is  that  Americans 
spend  about  90  percent  of  their  lives  in- 
doors. While  we  spend  90  percent  of  our 
lives  indoors,  we  spend  billions  and  bil- 
lions of  dollars  cleaning  up  outdoor  air. 
Indoor  air  happens  to  be  about  1,000 
times  more  polluted  than  outdoor  air. 
So  we  have  a  kind  of  a  crazy  situation 
where,  despite  the  fact  that  we  are  liv- 
ing inside  buildings,  we  are  working  in- 
side buildings,  we  are  living  and  work- 
ing in  areas  that  are  much,  much  more 
polluted  than  the  areas  where  we  end 
up  spending  the  vast  majority  of  our 
dollars  to  clean  up. 

Now.  I  just  believe  that  it  makes 
sense  for  us  to  get  a  better  handle  on 
exactly  the  kinds  of  indoor  air  pollut- 
ants that  are  potentially  causing  great 
harm  to  the  American  people  and  peo- 
ple throughout  the  world.  I  know  that 
my  friend  from  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Walker,  agrees  that  this  is  an  impor- 
tant issue  and  one  that  we  should  work 
together  to  try  and  understand,  both 
the  causes  as  well  as  some  of  the  solu- 
tions. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  in  tbis  very  building, 
if  we  take  a  deep  breath,  we  will  be 
breathing  in  more  fungxis  and  bacteria 
and  molds  than  we  want  to  shake  a 
stick  at.  So  I  would  not  suggest  that 
all  of  my  friends  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  stop  breathing,  although  from 
time  to  time  it  seemed  like  a  good 
idea.  Nevertheless,  I  do  think  that  try- 
ing to  find  out  some  better  research 
and  some  better  understandings  about 
how  we  can  deal  with  the  serious  issue 
of  indoor  air  problems  is  an  area  where 
I  hope  we  can  both  agree. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  my  friend  from 
Pennsylvania  has  some  thoughts  on 
this,  I  would  be  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  WAT.KF.R.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  I 
3rield  to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
talked  to  the  gentleman  about  his 
amendment.  Also,  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Davis],  on  our  side  of  the 
aisle,  has  talked  to  me  some  about  this 
particular  amendment.  On  behalf  of 
Mr.  Davis,  I  am  prepared  to  accept  the 
gentleman's  amendinent. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  very  much  appreciate  and 
I  want  to  pay  particular  thanks  to  the 
gentlemian  from  California  [Mr.  Brown] 
who  has  been  a  great  supporter  of  re- 
search on  indoor  air  quality  for  every 
year  that  I  have  offered  this  amend- 
ment for  the  last  10  years.  I  appreciate 
it  once  again. 

We  will  let  him  smoke  his  cigar 
wherever  he  wants,  but  I  do  appreciate 
his  help. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  I 
jrield  to  the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  thank  the  gentleman  very  much 
for  yielding. 

I  do  want  to  rise  in  support  of  the 
gentleman's  amendment.  I  appreciate 
the  willingness  of  our  friends  on  the 
other  side  to  accept  that  effort  to  move 
the  proceedings  along  here,  which  I 
know  is  of  interest  to  all  of  us. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  my  colleague  from 
Massachusetts.  Here  we  go  again.  It  seems 
just  a  short  time  ago,  7  months  ago  actually, 
tttat  we  were  having  this  same  discussion.  Un- 
fortunately, the  majority  continues  to  believe 
that  indoor  air  quality  is  an  area  where  sound 
saence  is  noscterK:8. 

This  belief  is  not  based  upon  any  testimony 
ttiat  we  received,  since  we  have  never  held 
hearings  on  this  program,  ironically,  one  of  our 
most  extensive  discussions  of  irxjoor  air  in 
committee  occun^  during  the  markup  of  H.R. 
3322  wtien  a  unaninxxis-consent  request  was 
made  that  committee  members  refrain  from 
smoking  in  ttie  committee  room  during  ttie 
markup. 

In  H.R.  3322,  the  majority  is  making  a  re- 
quest that  EPA  refrain  from  gathering  informa- 
tkin  about  indoor  air  contaminants.  I  ot))ect  to 
that  request 


Indoor  air  pollution  continues  to  be  identified 
as  a  significant  health  risk  and  an  area  worthy 
of  study  by  EPA's  Science  Advisory  Panel. 
We  all  sperxj  significant  amounts  of  time  irv 
doors  tfiese  days,  and  we  all  recognize  that 
there  have  been  health  problems  associated 
with  faulty  air-conditioning  and  ventilation  sys- 
tems. Indivkjuais  who  suffer  respiratory  prob- 
lems as  a  result  of  contaminants  present  in 
their  homes  and  woricplaces  would  like  to 
know  what  ttie  contaminants  are  and  how  tfiey 
can  be  controlled. 

The  committee  will  try  to  tell  us  that  this  re- 
search program  is  really  part  of  a  plot  to  regu- 
late the  air  in  people's  homes.  This  is  ridicu- 
lous. This  F)rogram's  purpose  is  to  empower 
citizens  to  make  inforrned  choices  about  prod- 
ucts and  services  available  to  them  to  improve 
air  quality  in  their  homes.  For  neariy  1 0  years 
this  program  has  generated  information  that 
has  t}een  used  to  disseminate  information  to 
State  indoor  air  programs  and  to  buikiing  own- 
ers and  managers  on  how  to  avoid  and  miti- 
gate indoor  air  quality  problems. 

The  Indoor  Air  Research  Program  is  an  ex- 
cellent example  of  how  science  can  be  used 
to  achieve  environmental  quality  goals  wittK>ut 
regulatkjn. 

The  question  is  do  we  want  to  have  the 
facts  atx}ut  indoor  air  quality  or  not?  Do  we 
want  people  to  have  informatkm  to  make  in- 
formed dedskjr^  about  how  they  can  improve 
their  txjme  and  work  environments  or  not?  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  knowledge  over 
ignorance  by  supporting  the  Kennedy  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, poor  indoor  air  causes  flu.  pneumonia, 
tut>ercuk>sis,  and  dozens  of  other  diseases. 

Air  we  breath  indoors  can  contain  darv 
gerous  levels  of  radon,  asbestos,  carbon  mon- 
oxide, lead,  and  chkmne. 

Americans  spend  an  average  90  percent  of 
their  time  irxioors,  yet  air  in  homes,  schools, 
workplaces,  airplanes,  can  be  1,000  times 
more  toxk;. 

This  bill  wouW  eliminate  EPA's  nonregula- 
tory  indoor  air  research  program — ending  im- 
portant research  tfiat  would  fuel  future  discov- 
eries enabling  us  to  prevent  illnesses  related 
to  indoor  air  contaminatk>n. 

In  103d  Congress,  we  passed  a  fc)ill  that  I 
have  introduced  every  year,  the  Indoor  Air 
Quality  Act,  with  bipartisan  support  We  ad- 
journed before  ttie  bill  could  be  signed  into 
law,  but  support  for  increased  indoor  air  re- 
search was  clearly  valklated  by  ttiis  Chamber. 

The  Science  Committee  report  tfiat  accom- 
panies ttiis  bill  claims  that  EPA  should  not  do 
indoor  fair  research,  but  that  the  research  arm 
of  OSHA,  NIOSH  (National  Institute  for  Occu- 
pational Safety  and  Health],  should. 

But  this  seems  odd,  considering  the  fact 
that  in  the  1997  budget  resdutron,  NIOSH  is 
scheduled  to  be  terminated— the  very  agency 
the  committee  claims  shouk]  conduct  ttiis  re- 
searcti. 

Who,  ttien,  win  do  indoor  air  research?  The 
bill,  as  written,  prohit>its  ttie  EPA  from  doing 
the  research.  And  with  NIOSH  scheduled  to 
be  terminated,  we  end  up  with  a  situation 
where  nobody  is  at)le  to  do  indoor  air  re- 
search. 

At  any  moment,  21.2  million  Americans  are 
wori<ing  in  1.4  million  offk^es,  schools,  fac- 


tories, and  other  structures  wtiere  indoor  air 
quality  may  be  a  prot}lem.  How  can  we  ignore 
these  numbers? 

The  cost  of  indoor  air  pollution  is  staggering 
as  well.  Americans  spend  an  extra  $1.5  billion 
each  year  in  medk:al  bills,  and  the  loss  in  pro- 
ductivity for  businesses  translates  into  tens  of 
billions  of  dollars  more. 

We  have  had  plenty  of  indoor  air  quality 
problems  in  my  State. 

A  statewide  1995  sun/ey  by  the  U.S.  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office  estimated  ttiat  more 
than  30  percent  of  Massachusetts'  1 ,794  pub- 
lic schools  suffer  from  poor  air  quality  and  ttiat 
atx>ut  42  percent  of  them  have  ventilation 
problems. 

In  February,  26  students  at  Peatxxjy  Veter- 
ans Memorial  High  School  in  Boston  were 
pulled  out  of  school  by  parents  concemed 
about  the  quality  of  air  in  the  building.  Their 
children  had  severe  headaches,  dizziness, 
sleepiness,  and  some  developed  rashes. 

My  district  has  had  ottier  sick  building  syn- 
dromes recently  that  stretch  from  the  Boston 
Registry  of  Motor  Vehk:ies,  to  a  county  court- 
house, and  to  Bririgham  &  Woman's  Hospital. 

But  prot}lems  with  indoor  air  quality  are  not 
unk)ue  to  my  district.  Just  yesterday,  ttie  De- 
partment of  Transportation  headquarters  evac- 
uated 5,500  workers  because  of  the  discovery 
of  a  toxk:  airtx>me  nx>ld  in  the  building.  The 
problem  of  poor  irxJoor  air  quality  is  not  going 
to  go  away  on  its  own. 

EPA's  Science  Advisory  Board  has  ranked 
indoor  air  poliutkKi  as  one  of  the  highest 
health  risks  meriting  EPA  attention.  While 
ttiere  is  consklerable  information  about  some 
indoor  pollutants,  scientists  know  little  about 
the  relative  magnitudes  of  the  potential  risks 
associated  with  different  indoor  environments 
and  exposure  levels. 

All  evklence  points  to  the  fact  that  we  need 
more  research  on  indoor  air  contamlnaton. 
not  less. 

Fortunately,  though,  my  friend  from  Pennsyl- 
vania, ttie  chairman  of  the  Science  Commit- 
tee. Mr.  Walker,  has  agreed  to  accept  my 
amendment 

By  accepting  this  change  to  ttie  undertying 
bill,  we  are  sending  a  positive  message  ttiat 
we  are  going  to  continue  supporting  the  type 
of  research  ttiat  consumers,  homeowners,  and 
buikjers  need  to  make  informed  decisions 
atx>ut  safeguarding  ttieir  health. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman firom  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken- 
nedy]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  House  of  today,  it  is  now 
in  order  to  consider  amendment  No.  5 
by  the  gentlewoman  from  Texas  [Ms. 
Jackson-Lee]. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MS.  JACKSON-LEE  OF 
TEXAS 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Ms.  Jackson-Lee  of 
Texas:  Page  118,  line  16,  strike  paragraph  (1). 

Page  118,  line  17.  through  page  119,  line  12, 
redesignate  paragraphs  (2)  through  (11)  as 
paragraphs  (1)  through  (10),  respectively. 
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Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  solicit  Chairman  Walker 
to  accept  this  one  as  well  because  I 
think  it  tracks  certainly  our  mutual 
concern  on  fiscal  responsibility  and  the 
combination  of  commitment  to  the  en- 
vironment along  with  an  effective  part- 
nership with  business. 

Beyond  the  science  authorization 
bill,  there  is  language  which  specifi- 
cally prohibits  any  money  from  being 
appropriated  for  the  Environmental 
Technology  Initiative,  or  the  ETI  Pro- 
gram, of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency. 

Let  me  emphasize  that  my  amend- 
ment is  revenue  neutral.  It  simply  says 
that  the  administrator,  if  they  see  fit 
to  implement  this  program,  they  must 
find  ways  to  fund  it  and  offset  it  by 
utilization  of  funds  from  a  particular 
location  and  offset  it  from  that  loca- 
tion. My  amendment  would  simply 
strike  this  language. 

Though  I  cannot  speak  as  to  the  rea- 
sons for  the  chairman's  desire  to  zero 
out  the  program,  I  can  tell  how  this 
program  has  benefited  oizr  country  and 
its  citizens.  As  recently  demonstrated 
by  speeches  and  votes  on  the  floor  of 
the  House,  many  of  us  in  Congress  are 
deeply  concemed  about  the  environ- 
ment and  what  can  be  done  to  har- 
monize human  existence  within  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  am  sure  my  col- 
leagues are  aware,  many  people  have 
voiced  their  opinions  about  the  EPA 
and  its  regulations.  As  an  example, 
many  businesses  leaders  have  said  that 
complying  with  EPA  regiilations  is  ex- 
pensive. 

Here  lies  the  basis  of  support  of  the 
ETI.  The  goal  of  the  Environmental 
Technology  Initiative  is  to  promote 
improved  levels  of  health  and  environ- 
mental protection  by  accelerating  the 
development  and  use  of  innovative  en- 
vironmental technologies.  Most  of 
these  technologies  may  be  put  under 
the  better,  cheaper  label  and  benefit 
industry  by  both  being  cheaper  and  ex- 
ceeding current  standards. 

Environmental  technologies  prevent 
pollution,  control  and  treat  air  and 
water  pollution,  remediate  contami- 
nated soil  and  groundwater,  reduce 
greenhouse  gas  emissions,  assess  and 
monitor  exposure  levels  and  manage- 
ment environmental  information. 

It  is  the  private  sector's  job  to  pro- 
mote innovation,  but  it  is  the  Govern- 
ment's job  to  create  a  climate  where 
technology  innovation  is  rewarded,  not 
penalized,  so  that  the  private  sector 
can  function  free  of  government  inter- 
ference. However,  there  are  many  bar- 
riers, both  internal  and  external  to  the 
EPA,  that  limit  private  sector  invest- 
ment and  innovative  environmental 
technologies. 

These  barriers  include:  statutes,  reg- 
ulations, policies  and  procedures,  like 
permitting  and  enforcement  that  favor 
the  use  of  conventional  technologies 
and  then  essentially  lock  these  tech- 


nologies into  place:  insufficient  re- 
sources at  the  State  level  to  provide 
credibility  to  vendors  by  verifying  the 
performance  and  cost  of  promising  new 
technologies;  and  lack  of  established 
networks  and  sources  of  information 
that  provides  users  access  to  better, 
cleaner,  safer,  lower  cost  technologies. 

Mr.  Chairman,  many  of  the  274  ETI- 
funded  projects  are  beginning  to  show 
results,  and  EPA  is  disinvesting  from 
direct  technology  development 
projects.  What  more  can  we  ask  for? 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  add  a  note.  In 
the  Republican-based  task  force  on  the 
environment,  we  are  told  that  we  must 
replace  the  outdated  approaches  of  the 
past  with  common  sense,  flexible,  and 
effective  approaches  that  build  on  con- 
sensus, private  property  ownership, 
free  enterprise,  local  control,  sound 
scientific  evidence,  and  the  latest  tech- 
nology. Here  lies  the  Environmental 
Technology  Institute. 

I  would  suggest  that  by  disinvesting 
from  direct  technology  projects  except 
in  specific  areas  where  private  sector 
research  and  development  is  not  avail- 
able and  focusing  on  reducing  policy 
and  regulatory  barriers,  this  is  the  way 
for  the  EPA  to  go. 

ETI  funding  is  an  integral  part  of 
EPA's  research  efforts  to  streamline 
its  regulatory  and  permitting  processes 
to  ensure  that  new  rules  and  policies 
do  not  inhibit  the  use  of  better,  more 
effective  technology.  With  my  amend- 
ment I  seek  to  ensure  that  the  Envi- 
ronmental Technology  Initiative  con- 
tinues to  direct  an  appropriate  way  to 
ensure  an  effective  partnership  be- 
tween Government  and  the  private  sec- 
tor and  to  allow  the  EPA  to  do  its  job. 

I  simply  ask  that  in  a  bipartisan 
manner  we  allow  the  EPA  to  do  its  job 
with  current  and  new  technologies,  and 
that  is  to  support  the  reinclusion  of  al- 
lowing the  Environmental  Technology 
Initiative  to  continue  forward  and  to 
allow  it  not  to  be  stricken  and  for  the 
Administrator  to  be  able  to  determine 
how  t)est  to  utilize  it  and  to  fund  it. 

This  is  revenue  neutral.  I  ask  for  bi- 
partisan support  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  last  word, 
and  I  include  a  statement  for  the 
Record: 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  tier  amendment,  my  col- 
league from  Texas  seeks  to  remove  another 
of  the  majority's  ill-conskJered  bans  on  re- 
search coriducted  at  ttie  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency.  Our  Republkan  colleagues,  in 
this  bill,  deny  EPA  ttie  authority  to  continue 
ttie  Environmental  Technologies  Initiative. 
Rattier  than  contest  the  merits  of  ttie  program, 
ttie  majority  simply  does  away  with  it  This 
ttieory  of  Reputilk^n  polk^ymaking  reminds  me 
of  Mencken's  famous  line:  "There  is  always  a 
well-known  solution  to  every  human  problem- 
neat  plausible,  and  wrong." 

Ttie  environmental  technoksgies  initiative 
tias  as  its  goal  increasing  ttie  speed  with 
which  new  and  better  technologies  become 
available  to  protect  putilk;  health  and  environ- 


mental quality.  The  initiative  seeks  to  prevent 
pollutK>n,  or  to  reduce  ttie  cost  and  increase 
ttie  speed  at  which  hazards  are  removed  from 
ttie  environment 

It  is  piassing  strange  that  at  ttie  same  time 
ttie  majority  complains  bitteriy  about  EPA's  im- 
pact on  the  private  sector,  it  woukj  here  prer 
vent  ttie  Agency  from  learning  new  ways  to  re^ 
duce  the  twrden  of  environmental  compliance. 
Reput)licans  complain  that  EPA  does  not 
weigh  the  costs  and  benefits  of  pollution  con- 
trol strategies  t)efore  issuing  regulations,  t>ut 
let  ttie  Agency  act  to  gain  real-world  exper>- 
ence  with  ttie  costs  and  benefits  of  new  tech- 
nologies and  the  majority  cannot  intertere 
quickly  enough.  The  majority  once  complained 
atxxit  congressional  micromanagement  of 
agencies  during  the  Reagan  and  Bush  years. 
We  were  harangued  again  and  again  atxxjt 
hamstringing  ttie  executive  tiranch.  But  with 
Reput)lk:ans  in  the  majority,  we  find  ttiat 
micromanagement  is  in  ttie  eye  of  the  t>e- 
hokJer. 

The  Environmental  Technokigies  initiative  is 
F>recisely  ttie  sort  of  actkm  ttiat  shoukj  be 
taken  to  achieve  what  the  majority  claims  is  its 
intent — to  reduce  ttie  EPA's  impact  on  txjst- 
ness  while  maintaining  environmental  protec- 
tk>ns.  EPA  is  working  with  business  to  find 
new  ways  to  accomplish  wtiat  ttie  law  de- 
mands. Rattier  ttian  encouraging  Administrator 
Browner  for  her  leaderstiip,  ttie  Republcans 
stop  her  coW.  Am  I  atone  in  finding  somettiing 
wrong  with  this  pk:ture? 

EPA  is  not  atone  in  supporting  ttie  environ- 
mental technotogies  initiatrve.  Ttie  Depart- 
ments of  Defense  and  Energy  are  searctwig 
for  faster  and  more  affordable  mettiods  of 
dealing  with  the  overftowing  waste  pits  at  mili- 
tary bases  around  the  country  and  at  ttie  Na- 
tion's nuclear  weapons  productton  faciities. 
The  Government  can  offer  access  to  facilities 
such  as  ttie  Nattonal  Latxxatories  and  help  tor 
small  businesses  hoping  to  improve  ttieir  tech- 
nologies; in  return  the  Government  gets  prov- 
en techniques  for  addressing  its  own  prob- 
lems. 

Mr.  Oiairman,  no  kjea  is  so  dangerous  that 
we  cant  even  talk  about  it — except  in  this  Re- 
publk:an  Congress.  We  tiekj  no  tiearings  on 
the  merits  of  the  environmental  technotogies 
initiative,  probat)ly  t)ecause  ttie  results  wouto 
contradtot  ttie  polcy  the  majority  wanted  to  im- 
pose anyway.  Banning  research  on  cleanup 
technotogies  is  hardly  a  smart  move,  and  so 
I  urge  support  for  the  Jackson-Lee  amend- 
ment 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  Texas  [Ms.  Jackson-Lee]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  demand  a  recorded  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  House  of  today,  further 
proceedings  on  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentlewoman  firom  Texas  [Ms. 
Jackson-Lee]  will  be  postponed. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  House  of  today,  proceed- 
ings will  now  resume  on  those  amend- 
ments on  which  further  proceedings 
were  postponed  in  the  following  order: 

Amendment  No.  15  offered  by  the 
gentlewoman  from  California  [Ms. 
LOPGREN];  and  amendment  No.  5  of- 
fered by  the  gentlewoman  from  Texas 
[Ms.  Jackson-Lee]. 

The  Chair  will  reduce  to  5  minutes 
the  time  for  any  electronic  vote  after 
the  first  vote  in  this  series. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MS.  LOFGREN 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tlewontian  from  California  [Ms. 
LOFGREN],  on  which  further  proceed- 
ings were  postponed  and  on  which  the 
noes  prevailed  by  a  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  redesignate  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  redesignated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  197,  noes  211, 
not  voting  26,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  207] 
AYES— 197 


Absrcfonibi6 

DarUn 

KUdee 

Ackennaji 

Edwards 

Andrews 

Enrlisli 

Kllnk 

W»i^)^ 

Eslioo 

LaFalce 

BaUaoci 

Evans 

Lantos 

BudM. 

Farr 

LaTooiette 

BuTett(WI) 

Fattah 

Lazio 

D6C011& 

Fazio 

Leach 

BcUenion 

Fllner 

Levin 

Bentwn 

Flake 

Lewis  (CA) 

Bezman 

Ford 

Lipinski 

BeviU 

Frank  (MA) 

LoBiondo 

Bishop 

Franks  (NJ) 

Lotiren 

Blomensaer 

FrelincliDyseii 

Lather 

Bonlor 

Frost 

Maloney 

BonU 

Furse 

Man  ton 

Boocher 

Cejdenson 

Markey 

Gephardt 

Martinez 

Browder 

Gillmor 

Martini 

Brown  (CA) 

Gonzalez 

Mascara 

Gordon 

Matsul 

BrowB(OH) 

Green  (TX) 

McCarthy 

Bry»nt(TX) 

Gatierrez 

McDennott 

Bans 

HaU<OH) 

McHale 

Cardin 

HaU(TX) 

McKlnney 

Chspnisn 

Hamilton 

McNnlty 

Clsy 

Hastings  (FL) 

Meehan 

Clsjrton 

Hefner 

Meek 

Clement 

Heineman 

Menendez 

Qytaorn 

Hilliard 

MlUender- 

Colemsn 

Hlnchey 

McDonald 

Collins  OL) 

Hoke 

MlUer(CA) 

CoUlnsCMI) 

Holden 

Minre 

Conyexs 

Horn 

Mink 

Coyne 

Hoyer 

Moakley 

Cnmer 

Jackson  (IL) 

Moran 

Commlngs 

Jackson-Lee 

Nadler 

DsTis 

(TX) 

Neal 

DeFazio 

Oberstar 

DeLaoro 

Johnson  (SD) 

Obey 

Dellams 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Olver 

DeatsRh 

Johnston 

Ortiz 

DiRks 

Eanjorski 

Orton 

DinceU 

Kaptor 

Owens 

Dlzoo 

Kelly 

Pallone 

Docsett 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Pastor 

Doole; 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Payne  (VA) 

Doyle 

Kennelly 

Pelosi 

Peterson  (MN) 

Scott 

Pomeroy 

Serrano 

Radanovich 

Shays 

Raball 

Skaws 

Ran«rel 

Skelton 

Reed 

Slaughter 

Richardson 

Smith  (MI) 

Rivers 

Smith  (NJ) 

Roemer 

Spntt 

Rose 

Stark 

Roukema 

Stokes 

Roybal-Allard 

Stupak 

Rush 

Tanner 

Sabo 

Tejeda 

Salmon 

Thompson 

Sanders 

Thornton 

Sawyer 

Tburman 

Schroeder 

Torkildsen 

Schomer 

Torres 

Allard 

NOES— 2i: 
Fox 

Archer 

Franks  (CT) 

Armey 

Frlsa 

Funderburk 

Baker  (CA) 

GaUegly 

Baker  (LA) 

Ballen^r 

Gekas 

Barr 

Geren 

Barrett  (NE) 

Gilchrest 

Bartlett 

Oilman 

Bass 

Goodlatte 

Bateman 

Goodllng 

Bereater 

Goss 

Bilbray 

Graham 

Billiakis 

Greene  (.VT) 

Bliley 

Greenwood 

Blnte 

Gunderson 

Boehlert 

Hancock 

Boehner 

Hansen 

Bonilla 

Hastert 

Bono 

Hastings  (WA) 

Brownback 

Hayworth 

Bryant  (TN) 

Hefley 

Banning 

Heigei 

Burr 

Hllleary 

Barton 

Hobeon 

Buyer 

Hoekstra 

Callahan 

Hostettler 

Calvert 

Hunter 

Camp 

Hutchinson 

CampbeU 

Hyde 

C^anady 

lactt. 

Castle 

btoOk 

Chambliss 

Jacobs 

Chenoweth 

Christensen 

Kasich 

Chrysler 

Ktm 

(ninifer 

King 

Coble 

Kingston 

Cobom 

Klug 

Collins  (GA) 

KnoUenberg 

Combest 

Kolbe 

Condit 

LaHood 

Cooley 

Largent 

Costello 

Coz 

Crane 

Lewis  (CA) 

Crapo 

Lewis  (KY) 

Cremeans 

Lightfoot 

Cabin 

Linder 

Conningham 

Livingston 

Danner 

Longley 

Deal 

Lucas 

DeLay 

Manzollo 

Diaz-Balart 

McCollum 

Dickey 

McCrery 

Doolittle 

McHugh 

Doman 

Mclnnis 

Dreier 

Mcintosh 

Duncan 

McKeoD 

Dunn 

Metcalf 

RhlPTi! 

Meyers 

Ehrlich 

Mica 

Emerson 

Miller  (FL) 

Montgomery 

Everett 

Moorhead 

EwinK 

Morella 

Fawell 

Myers 

Flanagan 

Myrick 

Foley 

Nethercutt 

Fowler 

Neumann 

Torrioelli 

Towns 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Wazman 

Weller 

Williams 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Yates 

Zimmer 


Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Ozley 

Packard 

Parker 

Pazon 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Porter 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 

Quillen 

Ramstad 

Regula 

Riggs 

Roberts 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Roth 

Royce 

Sanford 

Sazton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

ScbilT 

Seastrand 

Senaenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shuster 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Sender 

Spence 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 

Talent 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO 

Thomas 

Thombeiry 

Tiahrt 

Traflcant 

Upton 

Vucanovich 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

White 

Whitneld 

Wicker 

Wolf 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

Zeiur 


NOT  VOTING— 26 


Barton 

Gotknecht 

Molinari 

Chabot 

HftrmaT^ 

Mollohan 

de  la  Garza 

Hayes 

Murtha 

Engel 

Houghton 

Payne  (NJ) 

Fields  (LA) 

Jefferson 

Peterson  (FL) 

Fields  (TX) 

Jones 

Qttlnn 

FogUetta 

Lincoln 

Studds 

Forbes 

Lowey 

Wilson 

Gibbons 

McDade 

D  1901 

Messrs.  GREENWOOD,  FRISA,  and 
GOODLING  changed  their  vote  from 
"aye"  to  "no." 

Mrs.  KELLY  and  Mr.  WELLER 
changed  their  vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  JONES.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  rollcall  No. 
207,  I  was  unavoidably  detained — had  I  been 
present,  I  would  have  voted  "no." 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MS.  JACKSON-LEE  OF 
TEXAS 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  Texas  [Ms.  Jackson- 
Lee]  on  which  further  proceedings  were 
postponed  and  on  which  the  noes  pre- 
vailed by  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  redesignate  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  redesignated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  This  is  a  5-minute 
vote. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  192,  noes  209, 
not  voting  33,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  208] 
AYES— 192 


Abercrombie 

Danner 

Gutierrez 

Ackerman 

DeFazio 

Hall  (OH) 

Andrews 

DeLauro 

HalKTX) 

Baldacci 

Dellums 

Hamilton 

Barcia 

Deatsch 

Hastings  (FL) 

Barrett  (WI) 

Dicks 

Heineman 

Becerra 

Dingell 

HUUard 

Beilenson 

Dixon 

Hinchey 

Bentsen 

Doggett 

Hoke 

Herman 

Dooley 

Holden 

Bevill 

Doyle 

Horn 

Bishop 

Durbin 

Hoyer 

Blumenaaer 

Edwards 

Jackson  (IL) 

Boehlert 

Eshoo 

Jackson-Lee 

Bonior 

Evans 

(TX) 

Borski 

Farr 

Jacobs 

Boucher 

Fattah 

Johnson  (SD) 

Brown  (CA) 

FaweU 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Brown  (FL) 

Fazio 

Johnston 

Brown  (OH) 

Filner 

Kanjorski 

Bryant  (TX) 

Flake 

Ki^tor 

Cardin 

Forbes 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Chapman 

Ford 

Kennedy  (RI) 

cnay 

Prank  (MA) 

Kennelly 

Clayton 

Franks  (NJ) 

KUdee 

(Hement 

Frost 

Kleczka 

Clybom 

Fnrse 

LaFalce 

Coleman 

(Sejdenson 

LaHood 

CoUins  (IL) 

Gephardt 

Lantos 

CoUins(MI) 

Gilchrest 

Levin 

Conyers 

Gillmor 

Lewis  (GA) 

Costello 

Oilman 

Lipinaki 

C^yne 

Gonzalez 

LoBiondo 

Cramer 

Gordon 

Lofgren 

Longley 
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Lowey 

Ottii 

Spratt 

Luther 

Orton 

Stark 

Maloney 

Owens 

Stenholm 

Manton 

Pallone 

Stokes 

Markey 

Pastor 

Stupak 

Martinez 

Payne  (VA) 

Tanner 

Martini 

Pelosi 

Tejeda 

Pomeroy 

Thompson 

Matsui 

Porter 

Thornton 

McCarthj- 

Poshard 

Thurman 

McDennott 

Rahall 

Torkildsen 

MoHale 

Ramstad 

Torres 

McKinney 

Range! 

TorriceUl 

McNulty 

Reed 

Towns 

Meehan 

Richardson 

TraTicant 

Meek 

Rivers 

Velazquez 

Menendez 

Roemer 

Vento 

Millender- 

Roukema 

Visclosky 

McDonald 

Roybal-Allard 

Volkmer 

MiUer  (CA) 

Rush 

Waters 

Minge 

Sabo 

Watt  (NO 

Mink 

Sanders 

Wazman 

Moakley 

Sawyer 

Weller 

Montgomery 

Saxton 

WUliams 

Moran 

Schumer 

Wise 

Nadler 

Scott 

Woolsey 

Neal 

Serrano 

Wynn 

Oberstar 
Obey 

Skaggs 
Skelton 

Yates 
Zimmer 

Olver 

Smith  (NJ) 
NOES— 209 

Allaixi 

Ehrlich 

Manzullo 

Archer 

Emerson 

McCoUum 

Armey 

English 

McCrery 

Bachus 

Ensign 

McHugh 

Baesler 

Everett 

Mclnnis 

Baker  (CA) 

Ewing 

Mcintosh 

Baker  (LA) 

Flanagan 

McKeon 

Ballenger 

Foley 

Metcalf 

Barr 

Fowler 

Meyers 

Barrett  (NE) 

Fox 

Mica 

Bartlett 

Franks  (CTT) 

Miller  (FL) 

Bass 

Frellngbuysen 

Moorhead 

Bateman 

Frisa 

Morella 

Bereater 

Funderburk 

Myers 

Bilbray 

GaUegly 

Myrick 

BiUrakis 

Ganske 

Nethercutt 

Bliley 

Gekas 

Neumann 

Blute 

Geren 

Ney 

Boehner 

Ck>odlatte 

Norwood 

Bontlla 

Goodllng 

Nussle 

Bono 

Goss 

Oxley 

Brewster 

Graham 

Packard 

Brownback 

Greene  (UT) 

Parker 

Bryant  (TN) 

Greenwood 

Paxon 

Bonn 

Gunderson 

Peterson  (MN) 

Hancock 

Petri 

Burr 

Hastert 

Pickett 

Burton 

Hastings  (WA) 

Pombo 

Buyer 

Hayworth 

Portman 

Callahan 

HeUey 

Pryce 

Calvert 

Herger 

Camp 

HiUeary 

Regula 

Campbell 

Hobson 

Riggs 

Hoekstra 

Roberts 

Castie 

Hostettler 

Rogers 

Chambliss 

Hunter 

Rohrabacher 

Clienoweth 

Hutchinson 

Ros-Lehtinen 

(Hiristensen 

Hyde 

Rose 

Chrysler 

Inglis 

Roth 

Clinger 

Istook 

Royce 

Coble 

Johnson  (CT) 

Salmon 

Cobum 

Johnson.  Sam 

Sanford 

Collins  (CA) 

Jones 

Schaefer 

Combest 

Kasich 

SohifT 

Condit 

KeUy 

Seastrand 

Cooley 

Elm 

Sensenbrenner 

Cox 

Kiiw 

Shadegg 

Crane 

Kingston 

Shaw 

Crapo 

King 

Shays 

Cremeans 

Knollenberg 

Shuster 

Cubin 

Kolbe 

Skeen 

Cunningham 

Largent 

Smith  (MI) 

Davis 

Latham 

Smith  (TX) 

Deal 

LaTourette 

Smith  (WA) 

DeLay 

Laughlin 

Solomon 

Diaz-Balart 

Lazlo 

Sender 

Dickey 

Leach 

Spence 

DooUtUe 

Lewis  (CA) 

Steams 

Donan 

Lewis  (KY) 

Stockman 

Dreier 

Lightfoot 

Stomp 

Duncan 

Linder 

Talent 

Dunn 

Livingston 

Tate 

Ehlers 

Lacas 

Taylor  (NO 

Thomas 

Thoraberry 

Tiahrt 

Upton 

Vucanovich 

Walker 


Barton 

Browder 

Chabot 

de  la  Garza 

Engel 

Fields  (LA) 

Fields  (TX) 

FogUetta 

Gibbons 

Gutknecbt 

Hansen 


Walsh 
Wamp 
Ward 

Watts  (OK) 
Weldon  (FL) 
Weldon  (PA) 
White 


Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wolf 

Young  (AK) 
Young  (FL) 
ZeUff 


NOT  VOTING— 33 

Harman 

Hayes 

Hefner 

Houghton 

Jefferson 

Klink 

Lincoln 

McDade 

Molinari 

Mollohan 

Murtha 

a  190» 


Payne (NJ) 

Peterson  (FL) 

(Juillen 

(2ainn 

Scarborough 
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The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Browder  for.  with  Mr.  Gutknecht 
agrainst. 

Mr.  LONGLEY  and  Mr.  STENHOLM 
changed  their  vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  title  V? 

If  not,  the  Clerk  will  designate  title 
VI. 

The  text  of  title  VI  is  as  follows: 
TITLE  VI— NATIONAL  INSTITUTE  OF 
STANDARDS  AND  TECHNOLOGY 
SEC.  aoi.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APFROnOATIONS. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
the  following: 

(1)  For  Scientific  and  Technical  Research 
and  Services  of  the  National  Institute  of 
Standards  and  Technology,  S280.e00.000  for 
fiscal  year  1997,  of  which— 

(A)  $38,407,000  Shall  be  for  Electronics  and 
Electrical  Engineering; 

(B)  S18,747.000  Shall  be  for  Manufacturing 
Engineering; 

(C)  $33,939,000  Shall  be  for  Chemical  Science 
and  Technology; 

(D)  $28,048,000  shall  be  for  Physics; 

(E)  $54,589,000  Shall  be  for  Material  Science 
and  Engineering; 

(F)  $13,085,000  shall  be  for  Building  and  Fire 
Research; 

(G)  $43,076,000  shall  be  for  Computer 
Science  and  Applied  Mathematics: 

(H)  $18,950,000  shall  be  for  Technical  Assist- 
ance; 

(1)  $28,772,000  shall  be  for  Research  Sup- 
port: and 

(J)  $2,987,000  shall  be  for  the  Malcolm 
Baldrige  National  Quality  Program  under 
section  17  of  the  Stevenson-Wydler  Tech- 
nology Innovation  Act  of  1980  (15  U.S.C. 
3711a);  and 

(2)  for  Construction  of  Research  Facilities 
of  the  National  Institute  of  Standards  and 
Technology,  $105,240,000  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word.  Mr. 
Chairman,  H.R.  3322  takes  an  aggres- 
sive stance  in  title  VI  of  the  bill  to  en- 
sure that  the  core  science  programs  at 
the  National  Institute  of  Standards 
and  Technology  [NIST]  are  funded  at 
levels  which  will  permit  the  NIST  Lab- 
oratories to  perform  their  critical  na- 
tional mission. 

I  commend  the  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee, the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 


vania, for  his  support.  Mr.  Walker  has 
recognized  the  Important  work  being 
done  at  the  NIST  Laboratories  and  has 
recommended  a  funding  level  which  the 
laboratories  deserve. 

NIST  is  integral  to  U.S.  competition 
in  the  global  marketplace,  through  its 
interaction  with  industry,  and  by  de- 
veloping and  applying  technology 
measurements  and  standards.  I  am 
pleased  that,  despite  our  commitment 
to  achieve  a  balanced  budget,  and  with 
tight  budget  caps  in  place,  the  bill  au- 
thorizes a  funding  level  for  the  NIST 
Lat>oratories  above  the  President's  re- 
quest of  $270. 7  million. 

By  rLotu  only  matching  but  exceeding 
the  President's  funding  request  for  the 
scientific  and  technical  research  serv- 
ices account  at  S280.6  million,  the  bill 
funds  projects  which  we  were  unable  to 
fully  authorize  in  the  previous  fiscal 
year.  These  added  increases  will  fund 
projects  in  semiconductor,  metrology, 
biotechnology  measurements.  ad- 
vanced materials  processing,  and  new 
Government  coordinating  responsibil- 
ities to  make  NIST  the  lead  agency  for 
standards  and  conformity  assessment 
activities  as  mandated  by  the  National 
Technology  Transfer  and  Advance- 
ments Act  of  1995. 

In  addition,  the  bill  authorizes  the 
NIST  construction  account  to  provide 
necessary  renovation  and  moderniza- 
tion of  facilities.  Without  these  funds 
for  the  state-of-the-art  Measurement 
and  Calibration  Laboratories  to  mod- 
ernize their  facilities,  NIST  cannot 
adequately  fulfill  its  mission  into  the 
future. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  also  pleased  that 
title  vn  of  H.R.  3322  authorizes  fiscal 
year  1997  appropriations  for  FAA's  re- 
search, engineering,  and  development 
[RE&D]  activities;  strengthens  the  role 
of  the  FAA  RE&D  Advisory  Committee 
in  setting  priorities;  and  modifies  re- 
quirements. 

Title  vn  includes  sections  authored 
by  the  distinguished  ranking  member 
of  the  Technology  Subcommittee,  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee,  Mr.  John 
Tanner.  These  sections  require  the 
FAA  to  consider  recommendations  of 
the  FAA  R£&D  Advisory  Committee  in 
establishing  R&D  priorities;  requires 
the  FAA  RE&D  Advisory  Committee  to 
review  FAA's  R&D  funding  allocations 
and  advise  the  Administrator  as  to 
whether  they  will  support  FAA  objec- 
tives; and  modifies  requirements  for 
the  National  Aviation  Research  Plan 
by  changing  the  time  horizon  to  5 
years  and  requires  the  FAA  to  respond 
to  the  recommendations  of  the  RE&D 
Advisory  Committee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  recommend  passage 
of  the  titles  VI  and  vn. 

D  1915 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  amend- 
ments to  title  VI? 
If  not,  the  Clerk  will  designate  title 

vn. 
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The  text  of  title  vn  is  as  follows: 
TTTLE  vn— FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINIS- 
TRATION    RESEARCH,      ENGINEERING, 
AND  DEVELOPBIENT 
SBC  TtL  SBOBT  TITtE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "FAA  Re- 
search, Engineering,  and  Development  Man- 
a^ment  Reform  Act  of  1996". 
SEC  7U:  FINDING& 
The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  considerable  effort  and  expenditure  has 
been  devoted  since  1961  to  the  modernization 
of  the  National  Airspace  System,  with  lim- 
ited results; 

(2)  long-standing  nfuinagement,  organiza- 
tional, and  cultural  impediments  at  the  Fed- 
eral Aviation  Administration  have  led  to 
cost  overruns,  schedule  delays,  program  ter- 
minations, and  other  wasteful  inefficiencies: 

(3)  a  lack  of  coordination  between  the  tech- 
nology developers  and  operational  sections 
of  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  has 
led  to  research,  engineering,  and  develop- 
ment programs  that  are  unbalanced  because 
they  either  are  too  technology  driven  or 
have  operational  requirements  that  are  unre- 
alistic or  unwarranted; 

(4)  the  research,  engineering,  and  develop- 
ment functions  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Ad- 
ministxation  have  been  carried  out  without 
the  benefit  of  critical  management  edu- 
cation and  competencies; 

(5)  the  failure  to  emjdoy  contemporary 
management  techniques  and  industry  best 
practices  has  led  to  inadequate  contractor 
oversight  and  poor  risk  management:  and 

(6)  significant  improvements  in  moderniz- 
ing the  National  Airsi)ace  System  will  re- 
quire fundamental  changes  in  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration's  acquisition  man- 
agement system  and  in  the  orientation  of 
the  officials  who  implement  the  system. 
SBC  7M.  DcriNrnoNs. 

For  purposes  of  this  title- 
CD  the  term  "affordable"  means  having 
life-cycle  costs  that  are  in  consonance  with 
the  long-range  funding  and  operational  de- 
sign plans  for  the  National  Airspace  System; 

(2)  the  term  "evolutionary  acquisition" 
means  an  acquisition  strategy  in  which  a 
core  capability  is  fielded  with  a  modular 
structure  that  allows  for  changes  as  require- 
ments are  reflned; 

(3)  the  term  "life-cycle  costs"  means  the 
total  costs  to  the  Federal  Government  of  a 
system  over  its  useful  life,  including  the 
costs  of  research,  development,  acquisition, 
support,  and  disposal; 

(4)  the  term  "nondevelopmental"  means 
not  requiring  significant  further  develop- 
ment to  be  made  usefully  operational;  and 

(5)  the  term  "pre-planned  product  improve- 
ment" means  an  acquisition  strategy  that 
defers  technically  difQcult  or  unknown  sys- 
tem requirements  to  mitigate  risks  or  to 
Qeld  a  system  that  incorporates  design  con- 
siderations that  facilitate  fbture  changes. 
SBC  1M.  MANA(»MENT  I>BINCIFLE& 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  shall 
develop,  implement,  and  maintain  a  dis- 
ciidlned  acquisition  management  system 
that  facilitates  the  transforming  of  broadly 
stated  requirements  into  affordable,  oper- 
ationally effective  and  suitable  products  and 
services  to  meet  the  needs  of  users  of  the  Na- 
tional Airspace  System.  Such  acquisition 
management  system  shall  be  based  on  and 
incorporate  the  following  principles: 

(1)  The  employment  and  Integration  of— 

(A)  a  process  to  establish  and  validate  re- 
quirements; 

(B)  full  life-cycle  acquisition  management; 
and 


(C)  planning,  progranmiing.  and  budgeting. 

(2)  Full  involvement  of  both  acquisition 
and  operational  Federal  Aviation  Adminis- 
tration personnel  in  the  processes  described 
in  paragraph  (IKA),  (B),  and  (C). 

(3)  Early  and  continuous  involvement  of 
National  Airspace  System  operators  and 
users,  advisory  committees,  and  industry 
vendors  and  experts  in  establishing  and  sta- 
bilizing sound,  realistic  operational  require- 
ments. 

(4)  Assignment  of  acquisition  officials 
based  on  demonstrated  leadership,  profes- 
sionalism, and  proven  acquisition  manage- 
ment competencies,  consistent  with  their  po- 
sitional responsibility  and  authority. 

(5)  Full  life-cycle,  event-driven  acquisition 
strategies  which  explicitly  link  major  in- 
terim program  decisions  and  contractual 
commitments  to  demonstrated  accomplish- 
ments in  research,  engineering,  and  develop- 
ment. 

(6)  The  balancing  of  system  design  require- 
ments and  constraints  based  on  cost-benefit 
sensitivity  analysis. 

(7)  Consideration  of  maximum  practicable 
use  of  nonmaterial,  nondevelopmental.  or 
commercial  solutions  before  embarking  on 
protracted  research,  engineering,  and  devel- 
opment activities  by  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration. 

(8)  Consideration  of  evolutionary  acquisi- 
tion and  pre-planned  product  improvement 
strategies  to  mitigate  risks  and  expedi- 
tiously field  products  and  services. 

(9)  Use  of  contemporary  management  tech- 
niques and  industry  best  practices  to — 

(A)  compare  the  current  status  of  a  pro- 
gram to  where  it  should  be; 

(B)  reassess  the  goals  of  a  program  and  the 
plans  for  achieving  those  goals: 

(C)  assess  program  risks  and  strategies  for 
mitigating  those  risks;  and 

(D)  assess  whether  the  program  is  afford- 
able. 

SEC  70S.  DOCUMENT  OF  APRIL  1. 1M6. 

The  Congress  recognizes  that  the  acquisi- 
tion management  system  set  forth  in  the 
document  dated  April  1,  1996,  issued  by  the 
Federal  Aviation  Administration,  is  substan- 
tially compatible  with  the  principles  stated 
in  section  704  of  this  title.  The  Federal  Avia- 
tion Administration  may  implement  that 
proposed  system  as  a  suitable  compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  this  title,  and  may 
modify  elements  of  that  system  to  the  ex- 
tent that  those  modifications  conform  with 
the  principles  stated  in  section  704  of  this 
title. 

SEC  106.  AUTBORIZATKMX  OF  APPROPIUATIONS. 

Section  481Q2(a)  of  title  49,  United  SUtes 
Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (1)(J); 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (2XJ)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
";  and";  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(3)  for  fiscal  year  1997— 

"(A)  SIO.OOO.OOO  for  system  development  and 
infrastructure  projects  and  activities; 

"(B)  $39,911,000  for  capacity  and  air  trafflc 
management  technology  projects  and  activi- 
ties; 

"(C)  $20,371,000  for  communications,  navi- 
gation, and  surveillance  projects  and  activi- 
ties; 

"(D)  $6,411,000  for  weather  projects  and  ac- 
tivities; 

"(E)  $6,000,000  for  airport  technology 
projects  and  activities; 

"(F)  $37,978,000  for  aircraft  safety  tech- 
nology projects  and  activities; 


"(G)  $38,045,000  for  system  security  tech- 
nology projects  and  activities; 

"(H)  ^3,682,000  for  human  factors  and  avia- 
tion medicine  projects  and  activities; 

"(I)  $3,800,000  for  environment  and  energy 
projects  and  activities; 

"(J)  $1,500,000  for  innovative/cooperative 
research  projects  and  activities;  and 

"(K)  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for 
other  research,  engineering,  and  develop- 
ment activities  described  in  the  President's 
fiscal  year  1997  budget  request  to  the  Con- 
gress under  the  category  'Engineering,  devel- 
opment, test,  and  evaluation'  of  Facilities 
and  Equipment.". 

SEC.  707.  RESEARCH  PRIORITIES. 

Section  48102(b)  of  tiUe  49,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (2)  as  para- 
graph (3);  and 

(2)  by  striking  "Avau-abiuty  for  Re- 
search.— (1)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"Research  Priorities.— (l)  The  Adminis- 
trator shall  consider  the  advice  and  rec- 
ommendations of  the  research  advisory  com- 
mittee established  by  section  44508  of  this 
title  in  establishing  priorities  among  major 
categories  of  research  and  development  ac- 
tivities carried  out  by  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration. 

"(2)". 

SEC  706.  BUDGET  DESIGNATICm  FOR  FEDERAL 
AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION  RE- 
SEARCH AND  DEVELOPMENT  AC- 
TIVmES. 

Section  48102(c)  of  title  49.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(c)  Designation  of  AcnvmES. — (1)  The 
amounts  appropriated  under  subsection  (a) 
are  for  the  support  of  all  research  and  devel- 
opment activities  carried  out  by  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  that  fall  within  the 
categories  of  basic  research,  applied  re- 
search, and  development,  including  the  de- 
sign and  development  of  prototypes,  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  classifications  of  the  Of- 
fice of  Management  and  Budget  Circular  A- 
11  (Budget  Formulation/Submission  Proc- 
ess). 

"(2)  The  President's  annual  budget  request 
for  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
shall  include  all  research  and  development 
activities  within  a  single  budget  category. 
All  of  the  activities  carried  out  by  the  Ad- 
ministration within  the  categories  of  basic 
research,  applied  research,  and  development, 
as  classified  by  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget  Circular  A-11,  shall  be  placed  in 
this  single  budget  category.". 

SEC  706.  RESEARCH  ADVISORY  CfMfMITTEE. 

Section  4450e(a)(l)  of  title  49.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  subpara- 
graph (B); 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (C)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "; 
and";  and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  subparagraph  (C)  the 
following  new  subparagraph: 

"(D)  annually  review  the  allocation  made 
by  the  Administrator  of  the  amounts  author- 
ized by  section  48102(a)  of  this  title  among 
the  major  categories  of  research  and  devel- 
opment activities  carried  out  by  the  Admin- 
istration and  provide  advice  and  rec- 
ommendations to  the  Administrator  on 
whether  such  allocation  is  appropriate  to 
meet  the  needs  and  objectives  identified 
under  subparagraph  (A).". 

SEC  710.  NATICMAL  AVIATION  RESEARCH  PLAN. 

Section  44501(c)  of  tiUe  49,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (2XA)  by  striking  "15- 
year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "&-year"; 
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(2)  by  amending  subparagraph  (B)  to  read  An  additional  section,  also  drafted  t)y  Mr.  Tan- 
"  »o!^^"          V  ^^'  would  have  greatly  simplified  the  analysis 

"(npTJvide^Umatesbyyearofthesched-  °'  ""^  ^^^  P^^"^  ^^  ^^*""9  FAA  to 

ule."LTand  wSrTfo^fle'^eTs  for  ea^fS^  ^^^f^^  ^  <^  R&D  ac^vit,es  Into  a  sir^le 

tive  and  planned  major  research  and  develop-  DtJOQet   account— per   0MB   guidelines.   This 

ment   project   under   sections   40119.    44504.  section  was  also  withdrawn  to  expedite  cofv 

44505,  44507.  44509,  44511-44513,  and  44912  of  sideration  of  H.R.  3322  before  the  full  House, 

this  title,  including  activities  carried  out  Regarding  FAA  RE&D  funding,  the  Presi- 

under   cooperative   agreements   with   other  dent  requested  Si  95.7  million  for  fiscal  year 

Federal  departments  and  agencies:  1997.  Management  reform,  based  upon  sound 

"(ii)  specify  the  goals  and  the  priorities  for  guj^ing  principles,  offers  the  promise  of  in- 

allocation  of  resources  among  the  major  cat-  ^,-_.,rj  ^«:^i»,»~»*  »~j  i,^^„  .;.»-.»-    a...^^ 

«»■«-;«.=,  ««■  ,»«^,.^i,  .„,!  A^,r^^^■,.^^^^\,.^i,^  creased  etficierxaes  and  less  waste.  Accord- 

egories  of  research  and  development  activi-  ■     .     ,      ,          ^nn-,  nr-<.n  u  -.    »     .^i.  ^^ 

ties,  including  the  rationale  for  the  prior-  ^"^^^  '•^cai  year  1997  RE&D  budget  authonty 

ities  identified:  should  not  be  increased  above  the  fiscal  year 

"(iii)  identify  the  allocation  of  resources  1996    appropriation — $185,698    million — until 

among   long-term   research,    near-term   re-  improvements  in  FAA's  acquisition  manage- 

search.  and  development  activities;  and  ment  are  apparent  and  efficierx:ies  can  be 

"(iv)  highlight  the  research  and  develop-  more  readily  assessed, 

ment  activities  that  address  specific  rec-  |n  summary,  FAA's  chronic  delays  in  fielding 

ormnendations  of  the  research  advisory  com-  ,^  systems  have  not  been  caused  by  a  lack 

mittee  established  under  section  44508  of  this    „,  4,^^  „  t^,^„  ^„ .«„„   k.,.  ~,»  kI  ^tt^i^ 

title,  and  document  the  recommendations  of  °!  ^^°^  ^"  allocation,  but  can  be  attnl> 

the  committee  that  are  not  accepted,  speci-  "*®"  *°  legendary  organizational,  managenal, 

tying  the  reasons  for  nonacceptance.":  and  3"d  cxiltural  impediments  to  changing  its  ac- 

(3)  in  paragraph  (3)  by  inserting  ".  includ-  quisition  process.  The  FAA,  with  our  assist- 
ing a  description  of  the  dissemination  to  the  ance,  has  taken  an  enviatile  first  step  and  we 
private  sector  of  research  results  and  a  de-  are  cautkxjsly  optimistic.  But  the  road  ahead 
scription  of  any  new  technologies  developed"  jg  long  and  fonnidable.  Working  togetJier  in 
after  "during  the  prior  fiscal  year".  ^^  Congress,  we  can  help  continue  the  trans- 
Mrs.  MORELLA.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Cfiairman,  formation    of    a    bureaucratic    agency — long 

for  this  opportunity  to  briefly  discuss  title  VII  of  overdue  for  change— into  a  world-class  stand- 
H.R.  3322.  This  title  authorizes  fiscal  year  ard  of  excellence  for  the  21st  century. 
1997  appropriations  for  FAA's  research,  engi- 
neering, and  development  [RE&D]  activities;  FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION   RESEARCH.   ENGI- 
strengthens  the  role  of  the  FAA  RE&D  advi-  NEERING,  AND  DEVELOPMENT  [REiD]  FY  97  REC- 
sory   committee;   and   nxxiifies   the   national  OMMENDED  AUTHORIZATION 
aviation  research  plan.  im  miiions  oi  noiun) 

FAA  efforts  to  modemize  ttie  natk>nal  air-  

space  system  have  suffered  significant  cost.  fisch  nti— 

schedule,  arxl  perfomfiance  problems  and.  ac-  i9«  tw^   iss?  pb  it-     1997  lu- 

cording  to  extensive  testimony,  the  issues  do    pnjtwi         ouea        tiion»i 

not  appear  to  be  the  appropriated  funding  or  systim  4nciopn«t/^iirtrastnic- 

how  ifs  allocated-but  to  longstanding  organi-  cJ".St^-i™  tecnic   Z:        37700        loiTO        mJh 

zational,  managerial,  and  cultural  impediments    comm/iun^nmiiance 23.000        mj7i        aj7i 

within  the  FAA  itself.  With  bokJ  congressional  :^U,i,o  T~IZ         Im         \m         Imo 

help,  the  agency  began  an  impressive  first     Air  s»t«y  tecnixnoo 37i78        38  999        37.978 

step  by  implementing  a  new  acquisitron  man-  &„  SiiSSliSr         ^'"^        ^"'        ''°" 

agement  plan  April  1.  on nm        n.m        nm 

When  H.R.  3322  was  introduced,  it  con-  ^r,SSI»r^ir         ?IS?         Im         ?ISS 

tained  language  to  codify  broadty-stated  gukJ-  

ing  principles— for  managing  FAA  R&D  activi-    ^°'*'  — — -■ }^^ i!i!?2 !^i!? 

ties  kxKj  after  ttie  tenure  of  current  FAA  lead-  ***:  c»pacit)ifAir  inHic  Mnuiemnt  TKhnoiop  m  kiusm  upwk 

_.  .      "-.                  ...        .            »    u.          _   ■■_  siijMlif  (mm  the  fiicjl  jejr  1996  apprgpnitan.  (m  (sal  »Mf  1997.  tla 

ership.     To     expeditiously     get     the     omnibus  |>res,defrt  mmatH  « 629  million  tta  tor  (immmiicjtioiafltaniitionSur- 

science  bill  to  ttie  House  fkxx.  we  struck  these  wmna  »n<i  M.082  miinn  iks  tw  «*•»»  ti«n  «k  »pprapnitt«  (w  (o- 

important  pnnaples  from  this  title.  However,  in  ^,  1997 1^^^,  ,u,hont»  (or  c»p»city*ir  in»c  HiuixMiit  »««*»  tram 

the  days  ahead,  we  must  maintain  our  focus  "»  •'«»'  >"'  "*  iporapnitM  inount  ot  $37,200  miiiori  to  $39512 

«.___  -.u»-i  _^«:_i-_  »_  -..-1.4  «.-  .^-u..  """'!>''■  ^'5  buajet  cjtitonr.  «*iicli  tunas  nxiroi  ino  fcwKximenI  lor  tin 

on  these  critical  pnnciples  to  avow  the  costly  t„  n,^  cjjc^t.  ns  citid » »■  m  pnontj  ny  ti*  f«  s  au  n^uri 

and  protracted  problems  of  ttie  past  We  look  conmime. 

(onvard  to  worthing  closely  with  Chairman  Bud  The    (mAIRMAN.     Are    there    any 

Shuster  and  our  good  friends  and  colleagues  amendments  to  title  VH? 

on  the  Transportation  and  lnfrastnx:ture  Com-  if  not.  the  Clerk  will  designate  title 

mittee  and  Aviation  Subcommittee  Chairman  vrn 

Jon  J.  Duncan  and  the  respected  members  of  The  text  of  title  vttt  is  as  follows: 

ttie  Aviation  Sutxomniittee — not  on  a  partisan  title  vm— NATIONAL  EARTHQUAKE 

nor  jurisdictional  missk)n,  but  rather  to  bring  HAZARDS  REDUCTION  PROGRAM 

discipline  and  accountability  to  FAA  programs  sec.  «ei.  authorization  of  APPROPRiA-noNS. 

ttiat  have  drifted  too  long  in  ttie  wiklemess.  Section  12  of  the  E^arthquake  Hazards  Re- 

I  would  like  to  thank  my  good  friend  and  dis-  duction  Act  of  1977  (42  U.S.C.  7706)  is  amend- 

tinguished  gentleman  from  Tennessee,  Mr.  ed— 

JOHN  Tanner,  the  ranking  minority  member  on  (D  1°  subsection  (a)(7)  by  strildngr  "and 

the  Technology  Subcommittee,  for  his  leader-  f5,750.0()0  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  S«ptem- 

shiD  in  authorina  sections  of  this  title  which  ^'^  ^'  ^^     *°**  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

Ship  in  autnonng  secowis  ot  me  mie  wnicn  ..525,750.000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Sep- 

Strengthens  the  role  of  FAAs  RE&D  advisory  tember  30,  1996.  and  $18,825,000  for  the  fiscal 

committee  in  establishing  R&D  priorities  and  year  ending  September  30. 1997"; 

reviewing  funding  alkx:ations,  and  increase  the  (2)  in   subsection   (b)   by  striking   "and 

viability  of  the  natkmal  aviation  research  plan.  $50,676,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Septem- 
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ber  30.  1996"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"$50,676,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Sep- 
tember 30.  1996.  and  S46.130.000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  September  30.  1997"; 

(3)  in  subsection  (c)  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  sentence:  "There  are  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated,  out  of  funds  oth- 
erwise authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
National  Science  Foundation.  $28,400,000  for 
fiscal  year  1997,  including  $17,500,000  for  engi- 
neering research  and  $10,900,000  for  geo- 
sciences  research.";  and 

(4)  in  subsection  (d)  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  sentence:  "There  are  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated,  out  of  funds  oth- 
erwise authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
National  Institute  of  Standards  and  Tech- 
nology. $1,932,000  for  fiscal  year  1997.". 

The    CHAIRMAN.     Are     there    any 
amendments  to  title  vm? 
If  not.  the  Clerk  will  desigmate  title 

rx. 

The  text  of  title  IX  is  as  follows: 

TITLE  DC— MISCELLANEOUS 

SEC   Ml.   PROHmmON    OF    LOBBYING   ACTIVI- 
TIES. 

None  of  the  funds  authorized  by  this  Act 
shall  be  available  for  any  activity  whose  pur- 
pose is  to  infiuence  legrislation  pending  be- 
fore the  Congress,  except  that  this  shall  not 
prevent  officers  or  employees  of  the  United 
States  or  of  its  departments  or  agencies  from 
communicating  to  Members  of  Congress  on 
the  request  of  any  Member  or  to  Congress, 
through  the  proper  channels,  requests  for 
legislation  or  appropriations  which  they 
deem  necessary  for  the  efficient  conduct  of 
the  public  business. 
SEC.  MO.  UMrtATION  ON  APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a)  EXCLUSIVE   AUTHORIZATION    FOR    FISCAL 

Year  1997.— Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law,  no  sums  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  ac- 
tivities for  which  sums  are  authorized  by 
this  Act  unless  such  sums  are  specifically 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  by  this  Act. 

(b)  Subsequent  Fiscal  Years.— No  sums 
are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  any  fis- 
cal year  after  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  activi- 
ties for  which  sums  are  authorized  by  this 
Act  unless  such  sums  are  specifically  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  by  Act  of  Congress 
with  respect  to  such  fiscal  year. 

SEC  MO.  EUCmaJTY  FOR  AWARD& 

(a)  In  General.— The  head  of  each  Federal 
agency  for  which  funds  are  authorized  under 
this  Act  shall  exclude  fK)m  consideration  for 
awards  of  financial  assistance  made  by  that 
agency  after  fiscal  year  1996  any  person  who 
received  funds,  other  than  those  described  in 
subsection  (b),  appropriated  for  a  fiscal  year 
after  fiscal  year  1996,  from  any  Federal  fund- 
ing source  for  a  project  that  was  not  sub- 
jected to  a  competitive,  merit-based  award 
process.  Any  exclusion  from  consideration 
pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  effective  for 
a  period  of  5  years  after  the  person  receives 
such  Federal  funds. 

(b)  Exception.— Subsection  (a)  shall  not 
apply  to  awards  to  persons  who  are  members 
of  a  class  specified  by  law  for  which  assist- 
ance is  awarded  to  members  of  the  class  ac- 
cording to  a  formula  provided  by  law. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any 
amendments  to  title  IX? 

AMENDME.VT  offered  by  MR.  SOLOMON 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Solomon:  Page 
137.  after  line  4,  insert  the  following  new  sec- 
tions: 
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SEC  M«.  ROTC  ACCESS  TO  CAMPUSES. 

(a)  Denial  of  Grants  and  Contracts.— (l) 
No  ftrnds  appropriated  for  civilian  science  ac- 
tivities of  the  Federal  Government  may  be 
provided  by  contract  or  by  grant  (including  a 
grant  of  funds  to  be  available  for  student 
aid)  to  any  institution  of  higher  education 
that,  as  determined  by  the  agency  to  which 
the  funds  were  appropriated,  in  consultation 
with  other  appropriate  Federal  agencies,  has 
an  anti-ROTC  policy. 

(2)  In  the  case  of  an  institution  of  higher 
education  that  is  ineligible  for  grants  and 
contracts  by  reason  of  paragraph  (1),  the  pro- 
hibition under  that  paragraph  shall  cease  to 
apply  to  that  institution  upon  a  determina- 
tion by  the  agency  to  which  the  funds  were 
appropriated,  in  consultation  with  other  ap- 
propriate Federal  agencies,  that  the  institu- 
tion no  longer  has  an  anti-ROTC  policy. 

(b)  Notice  of  Determination.— Whenever 
an  agency  makes  a  determination  under  sub- 
section (a)  that  an  institution  has  an  anti- 
ROTC  policy,  or  that  an  institution  pre- 
viously determined  to  have  an  anti-ROTC 
policy  no  longer  has  such  a  policy,  the  agen- 
cy— 

(1)  shall  transmit  notice  of  that  determina- 
tion to  the  Secretary  of  Education  and  the 
Congress;  and 

(2)  shall  publish  in  the  Federal  Register  no- 
tice of  that  determination  and  of  the  effect 
of  that  determination  under  subsection  (a) 
on  the  eligibility  of  that  institution  for 
grants  and  contracts. 

(c)  Semiannual  Notice  in  Federal  Reg- 
ister.—Each  agency  shall  publish  in  the 
Federal  Register  once  every  six  months  a  list 
of  each  institution  of  higher  education  that 
is  currently  ineligible  for  grants  and  con- 
tracts by  reason  of  a  determination  of  the 
agency  under  subsection  (a). 

(d)  ANTI-ROTC  PoucT.— In  this  section, 
the  term  "anti-ROTC  policy"  means  a  policy 
or  practice  of  an  institution  of  higher  edu- 
cation that— 

(1)  prohibits,  or  in  effect  prevents,  the 
maintaining  or  establishing  of  a  unit  of  the 
Senior  Reserve  Officer  Training  Corps  at 
that  institution;  or 

(3)  prohibits,  or  in  effect  prevents,  a  stu- 
dent at  that  institution  trom  enrolling  in  a 
unit  of  the  Senior  Reserve  Officer  Training 
Corps  at  another  institution  of  higher  edu- 
cation, but  does  not  include  a  longstanding 
policy  of  pacifism  based  on  historical  reli- 
gious afOliation. 

SEC  MS.  RECBUrriNG  ON  CAHPU& 

(a)  Denial  of  Funds.— (l)  No  funds  appro- 
priated for  civilian  science  activities  of  the 
Federal  Government  may  be  provided  by 
grant  or  contract  (including  a  grant  of  funds 
to  be  available  for  student  aid)  to  any  insti- 
tution of  higher  education  that,  as  deter- 
mined by  the  agency  to  which  the  fUnds  were 
appropriated,  in  consultation  with  other  ap- 
propriate Federal  agencies,  has  a  policy  of 
denying,  or  which  effectively  prevents— 

(A)  entry  to  campuses  or  access  to  stu- 
dents on  campuses;  or 

(B)  access  to  directory  information  per- 
taining to  students, 

for  purposes  of  military  recruiting.  This 
paragraph  shall  not  apply  to  a  longstanding 
policy  of  pacifism  based  on  historical  reli- 
gious afniiation. 

(2)  In  the  case  of  an  institution  of  higher 
education  that  is  ineligible  for  grants  and 
contracts  by  reason  of  paragraph  (1),  the  pro- 
hibition under  that  paragraph  shall  cease  to 
apply  to  that  institution  upon  a  determina- 
tion by  the  agency  to  which  the  funds  were 
appropriated,  in  consultation  with  other  ap- 
propriate Federal  Agencies,  that  the  institu- 


tion no  longer  has  a  policy  described  in  para- 
graph (1). 

(3)  Students  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1) 
are  individuals  who  are  17  years  of  age  or 
older. 

(b)  Notice  of  Determination.— Whenever 
an  agency  makes  a  determination  under  sub- 
section (a)  that  an  institution  has  a  policy 
described  in  subsection  (a),  or  that  an  insti- 
tution previously  determined  to  have  such  a 
policy  no  longer  has  such  a  policy,  the  agen- 
cy— 

(1)  shall  transmit  notice  of  that  determina- 
tion to  the  Secretary  of  Education  and  the 
Congress:  and 

(2)  shall  publish  in  the  Federal  Register  no- 
tice of  that  determination  and  of  the  effect 
of  that  determination  under  subsection  (a) 
on  the  eligibility  of  that  institution  for 
grants  and  contracts. 

(c)  Semiannual  Notice  in  Federal  Reg- 
ister.—Each  agency  shall  publish  in  the 
Federal  Register  once  every  six  months  a  list 
of  each  institution  of  higher  education  that 
is  currently  ineligible  for  grants  and  con- 
tracts by  reason  of  a  determination  of  the 
agency  under  subsection  (a). 

(d)  Definition.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  term  "directory  information" 
means,  with  respect  to  a  student,  the  stu- 
dent's name,  address,  telephone  listing,  date 
and  place  of  birth,  level  of  education,  degrees 
received,  and  the  most  recent  previous  edu- 
cational institution  enrolled  in  by  the  stu- 
dent. 

Amend  the  table  of  contents  accordingly. 

Mr.  SOLOMON  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
be  very  brief,  because  this  amendment 
in  its  two  parts  has  previously  passed 
this  House  and  has  become  the  law  of 
the  land.  The  amendment  says  that 
amy  institution  of  higher  education 
that  prohibits  ROTC  units  on  campus 
or  prohibits  the  recruiters  of  our  mili- 
tary to  go  on  campus  and  offer  honor- 
able careers  to  the  young  men  and 
women  graduating  from  these  colleges 
will  not  be  eligible  for  any  of  the 
grants  that  appear  in  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  institutions  just 
cannot  expect  to  reject  the  people  who 
defend  our  coimtry  and  the  public  on 
one  hand  and  dip  into  the  public  trough 
with  the  other  hand.  For  the  last  15 
years  or  so,  this  country  has  had  to  de- 
pend on  an  all  volunteer  military. 
These  young  men  and  women  come 
ftom  all  walks  of  life  from  all  across 
this  great  country,  and  they  are  the 
best  trained,  the  best  educated,  the 
best  motivated  young  men  and  women 
of  any  military  in  the  entire  world 
today.  But  because  it  is  an  all-vol- 
untary military,  our  military  does 
need  access  to  be  able  to  offer  these 
honorable  careers  to  these  young  men 
and  women. 

This  amendment,  the  last  time  it  was 
offered  to  the  defense  authorization 
bill,  received  271  votes,  and  therefore  I 
would  ask  the  Members  accept  it  here 


tonight  so  that  we  can  continue  the 
success  of  our  all-voluntaxy  military 
today. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  jrield? 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
prepared  to  accept  the  amendment  if 
my  understanding  is  correct  of  some 
language  that  the  gentleman  has  added 
to  the  amendment. 

As  the  gentleman  knows,  I  had  some 
concerns  about  schools  that  have  a  his- 
toric pattern  of  practicing  pacifism, 
that  are  religiously  oriented  schools, 
and  I  wanted  to  assure  that  they  were 
not  kept  from  participating  in  research 
programs  as  a  result  of  that  historic 
pattern  and  those  religious  beliefs.  My 
understanding  is  that  the  gentleman 
has  put  language  into  his  amendment 
to  assure  that  those  kinds  of  institu- 
tions can  be  exempted.  Is  that  correct? 
Mr.  SOLOMON.  That  is  correct,  I  say 
to  the  gentlemaji  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Walker].  If  he  reads  on  page  3,  on 
line  1  and  2,  it  says  that  this  does  not 
include  institutions  who  have  a  long- 
standing policy  of  pacifism  based  on 
historical  religious  affiliations. 

I  understand  that  with  the  kind  of 
schools  that  the  gentleman  might  have 
in  his  district,  as  well  as  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia,  who  I  think  is  seeking 
to  be  recognized  here  as  well. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Just  one  more  clari- 
fication, if  I  could.  It  is  my  imder- 
standing  that  that  exemption  then 
would  be  up  to  the  agency  that  is  going 
to  grant  the  money  and  the  respective 
Federal  agencies  to  make  the  deter- 
mination. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  The  gentleman  is 
obsolutely  correct. 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman. 

Mr.  GOODLATTE.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia. 

Mr.  CxOODLATTE.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  amendment.  I  think  it  is  vi- 
tally important.  Campus  recruiting  is  a 
vitally  important  component  of  the 
military's  effort  to  attract  our  Na- 
tion's best  and  brightest  young  people. 
It  is  simply  sound  fiscal  policy  to  deny 
Federal  dollars  to  schools  that  inter- 
fere with  the  Federal  Government's 
constitutionally  mandated  function  of 
raising  a  military. 

However,  I  have  in  my  district,  as  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has,  reli- 
gious denominations,  Mennonite, 
Amish  and  others  that  have  hundreds 
of  years  of  historical  backgrround  of  not 
participating  in  military  activities 
based  upon  their  deeply  found  religious 
beliefs,  and  I  think  if  they  are  not  sim- 
ply antimilitary  based  upon  a  political 
position  of  the  time  but  rather  have 
that   deep-seated   opinion,    then   they 
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should  have  that  exemption  and  should 
still  be  able  to  apply  for  funds  for  le- 
gitimate scientific  programs  at  their 
institutions.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
including  that  language  in  the  bill 
which  will  protect  those  schools. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  The  gentleman  is 
correct,  and  certainly  because  of  his 
recommendation  and  that  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walk- 
er], we  have  included  it. 

Mr.  POMBO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California,  who  has  been 
one  of  the  major  sponsors  of  legislation 
like  this  ever  since  he  first  came  to  the 
Congress. 

Mr.  POMBO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding.  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  the  amendment. 

I  think  that  it  is  an  issue  of  fairness. 
It  is  an  issue  of  fairness  to  our  mili- 
tary, to  our  young  people  who  have 
chosen  a  military  career.  I  also  believe 
it  is  extremely  important  that  in  our 
universities  across  this  country  that 
they  make  that  an  option  for  our  stu- 
dents, for  our  young  people,  as  an  op- 
tion for  a  career  that  they  should  go 
into  if  they  do  choose  to  accept  Federal 
dollars  and  grants.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  offering  this  amendment 
and  am  in  strong  support  of  it. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  It  is  the  Solomon- 
Pombo  amendment.  I  certainly  thank 
the  gentleman  for  speaking  out  for  it. 

Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  I  s^eld  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  California. 

Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
this  include  student  loans? 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  It  has  nothing  to  do 
with  student  loans. 

Ms.  LOFGREN.  I  am  seeking  to  un- 
derstand the  amendment.  Would  the 
prohibition  of  funds  going  to  a  univer- 
sity include  Pell  grants  or  student 
loans  or  students  in  universities  where 
ROTC  is  not  offered? 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  No,  it  would  not. 
These  deal  only  with  research  grants. 

Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  realize  that  I  may  be 
the  only  voice  against  the  amendment 
here  today,  but  I  do  so  because  there  is 
a  school  in  my  district  that  for  over  a 
long  period  of  time  reached  the  conclu- 
sion not  to  have  a  ROTC  program.  I 
personally  think  ROTC  is  a  good  idea. 
I  wish  that  ROTC  did  exist  and  I  know 
individuals  who  have  had  a  great  expe- 
rience and  a  measurable  improvement 
in  their  future  and  life  because  of  their 
participation  in  the  program.  However, 
I  would  hate  to  see  San  Jose  State  Uni- 
versity cut  off  from  all  of  the  fine  re- 
search that  they  are  doing  because  of  a 
decision  made  in  another  program 
area,  supportive  as  I  am  of  the  ROTC 
program.  I  think  it  is  a  mistake  to  tie 
in  our  research  funds  with  our  ROTC 
program  supi>ort,  because  so  much  of 


what  is  done  by  way  of  scientific  re- 
search is  not  done  just  to  benefit  the 
universities  that  might  participate  in 
those  research  programs  but  that  re- 
search is  to  benefit  the  entire  country, 
to  benefit  the  future  of  the  United 
States  by  forging  advances  on  one  or 
another  of  critical  questions  that  face 
us  and  our  future. 

So  I  think  although  we  must  take 
strong  efforts  to  support  our  men  and 
women  in  the  militsiry.  in  the  long  run 
it  will  do  them  no  good  to  cripple  those 
universities  that  might  be  doing  re- 
search in  the  very  areas  that  could 
benefit  them  in  the  future. 

So  with  a  great  deal  of  respect  for 
those  who  have  offered  the  amendment, 
I  would  urge  that  we  not  willy-nilly 
run  down  this  path  that  may  have  con- 
sequences that  are  adverse  and  that  we 
have  not  fully  considered. 

As  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Science,  I  know  that  this  was  not  con- 
sidered by  the  committee.  We  did  not 
have  any  hearings  on  it,  at  least  in  our 
committee,  and  I  think  it  would  be  ill- 
advised  to  approve  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Solomon]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  title  IX? 

If  not,  are  there  further  amendments 
to  the  bill? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  C:hair- 
man,  I  move  to  strike  the  last  word  to 
enter  into  a  colloquy  with  the  distin- 
guished gentlewoman  from  Maryland. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  was  my  intention  to 
offer  an  amendment,  a  new  title  X 
which  would  add  to  the  bill  the  provi- 
sions unanimously  reported  by  the 
Technology  Subcommittee  chaired  by 
the  gentlewoman  earlier  this  year. 

Knowing  of  her  interest  in  these  pro- 
grams, I  would  like  to  ask  her  what  her 
intentions  might  be  and  if  she  would 
intend  to  offer  such  an  amendment,  I 
would  allow  her  to  do  so. 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentlewoman  from  Maryland. 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  In  response,  Mr. 
Chairman,  to  the  ranking  member  of 
the  Science  Committee  who  is  such  a 
dedicated,  distinguished  gentleman 
who  knows  that  I  do  care  about  the 
ATP  Program,  the  amendment  I  am 
about  to  offer  has  to  do  with  the  Manu- 
facturing Extension  Program.  It  is  an 
excellent  amendment.  I  know  that  the 
gentleman  would  support  it  whole- 
heartedly. I  would  love  to  have  the  op- 
portunity to  offer  it.  We  can  then  see 
whether  the  gentleman  wants  to  do 
something  else  after  that. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  I  under- 
stand the  gentlewoman's  position.  I 
infer  that  she  is  constrained  from  offer- 
ing the  version  that  was  reported  out 
of  her  subconunittee  by  unanimous 
vote;  am  I  correct  in  that? 
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Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  continue  to  yield,  I 
feel  that  it  would  be  appropriate  to  ful- 
fill what  the  full  committee  has  de- 
cided to  do,  aind  it  was  not  considered 
appropriate  for  the  full  committee  to 
act  on  that. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Did  the 
full  committee  take  some  action  that  I 
am  unaware  of? 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  No,  the  full  commit- 
tee did  not  act  on  that. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  In  other 
words,  the  gentlewoman  is  doing  what 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Walker]  says  he  is  willing  to  accept? 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  No,  no,  no,  no,  no. 
no.  The  ATP  bill,  which  was  authorized 
by  our  Technology  Subcommittee,  was 
approved,  did  not  come  to  the  full  com- 
mittee. And  I  am  not  offering  it  today, 
but  I  am  offering  an  amendment  that 
was  offered  at  full  committee  and  then 
was  withdrawn  with  a  significant  sum 
attached  to  it. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  As  much 
as  I  respect  and  admire  the  gentle- 
woman, I  am  constrained  to  say  that 
her  answer  does  not  satisfy  my  require- 
ments and  I  am  going  to  offer,  and  I  do 
offer  at  this  point  an  amendment  to 
the  bill  which  had  been  approved 
unanimously  by  the  subcommittee  but 
was  objected  to  by  the  chairman  of  the 
full  committee. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BROWN  OF 
CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  offer  an  amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Brown  of  Cali- 
fornia: Page  137,  after  line  4.  insert  the  fol- 
lowing new  title: 

TITLE  X— INDUSTRIAL  TECHNOLOGT 
SERVICES 

SEC.  1001.  INDUSnUAL  TECHNOUXnr  SERVICES 
AUTHORIZATION  <V  APPROPRIA- 
TIONS. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  the  Industrial 
Technology  Services  activities  of  the  Na- 
tional Institute  of  Standards  and  Technology 
for  fiscal  year  1997— 

(1)  for  the  Advanced  Technology  Program 
under  section  28  of  the  National  Institute  of 
Standards  and  Technology  Act  (15  U.S.C. 
278n),  such  sums  as  nmy  be  appropriated;  and 

(2)  for  the  Manufacturing  Extension  Part- 
nerships program  under  sections  25  and  26  of 
the  National  Institute  of  Standards  and 
Technology  Act  (15  U.S.C.  278k  and  2781). 
such  sums  as  may  be  appropriated. 

SEC  1002.  NATIONAL  INSTTIVTE  OF  STANDARDS 
AND  TECHNOLOGT  ACT  AMEND- 
MENTS. 

Section  28  of  the  National  Institute  of 
Standards  and  Technology  Act  (15  U.S.C. 
278n)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "or  contracts"  in  subsection 
(b)(1)(B).  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "con- 
tracts, and.  subject  to  the  last  sentence  of 
this  subsection,  other  transactions"; 

(2)  by  inserting  "and  if  the  non-Federal 
participants  in  the  joint  venture  agree  to 
pay  at  least  SO  percent  of  the  total  costs  of 
the  joint  venture  during  the  Federal  partici- 
pation period,  which  shall  not  exceed  5 
years."  after  "participation  to  be  appro- 
priate,"; 
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(3)  by  striking  "provision  of  a  minority 
share  of  the  cost  of  such  joint  ventures  for 
up  to  5  years,  and  (iii)"  in  subsection 
(bKlKB),  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "and"; 

(4)  by  striking  "and  cooperative  agree- 
ments" in  subsection  (b)(2),  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  ",  cooperative  agreements,  and, 
subject  to  the  last  sentence  of  this  sub- 
section, other  transactions"; 

(5)  by  adding  after  subsection  (b)(4)  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"The  authority  under  paragraph  (1)(B)  and 
paragraph  (2)  to  enter  into  other  trans- 
actions shall  apply  only  if  the  Secretary, 
acting  through  the  Director,  determines  that 
standard  contracts,  grants,  or  cooperative 
agreements  are  not  feasible  or  appropriate, 
and  only  when  other  transaction  instru- 
ments incorporate  terms  and  conditions  that 
reflect  the  use  of  generally  accepted  com- 
mercial accounting  and  auditing  practices.": 
and 

(6)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(k)  Notwithstanding  subsection 

(bKl)(B)(ii)  and  subsection  (d)(3),  the  Direc- 
tor may  grant  extensions  beyond  the  dead- 
lines established  under  those  subsections  for 
joint  venture  and  single  applicant  awardees 
to  expend  Federal  fUnds  to  complete  their 
projects,  if  such  extension  may  be  granted 
with  no  additional  cost  to  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment and  it  is  in  the  Federal  CJovem- 
ment's  interest  to  do  so.". 

Amend  the  table  of  contents  accordingly. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  amendment  be 
considered  as  read  and  printed  in  the 
RECORD. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  firom 
California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  re- 
serve a  point  of  order  on  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
ftom  Pennsylvania  reserves  a  point  of 
order  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, as  I  indicated  earlier,  this  amend- 
ment was  considered  in  the  Technology 
Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on 
Science  and  adopted  unanimously  as  an 
extremely  innocuous  indication  of  sup- 
port for  two  of  the  vital  programs  of 
the  National  Institute  of  Science  and 
Technology.  These  two  programs  were 
the  Advanced  Technology  Program  and 
the  Manufacturing  Extension  Partner- 
ships, as  set  forth  in  the  amendment. 

There  is  not  a  specific  amount  au- 
thorized for  these  programs  but  only 
such  sums  as  may  be  appropriated.  In 
other  words,  this  leaves  it  up  to  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  to  deter- 
mine the  level  of  funding.  But,  if  adopt- 
ed and  sigmed  into  law  by  the  Presi- 
dent, it  continues  an  authorization  for 
these  two  excellent  programs  which  are 
an  integral  part  of  the  work  of  the  Na- 
tional Institute  of  Science  and  Tech- 
nology. 

D  1930 

Now,  it  turns  out,  of  course,  that  the 
bill,  as  reported  out  of  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  Technology,  was  never  taken  up 


by  the  full  committee.  The  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walker]  has 
many  good  reasons  why  he  does  not 
want  to  continue  authorizing  these  two 
programs,  and  his  method  of  doing 
this,  of  course,  was  merely  not  to  take 
them  up  in  full  committee,  not  to  have 
them  debated  and  marked  up  in  full 
committee,  and  then  not,  therefore,  to 
be  included  with  the  other  matters 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Science  and  this  so-called  omni- 
bus science  authorization  bill. 

Now,  I  am  offering  something  that  I 
feel  is  the  easiest,  simplest,  least  con- 
troversial, and  least  expensive  way  to 
go.  The  gentleman  from  Peimsylvania 
[Mr.  Walker]  has  frequently  argued 
that  we  must  never  in  our  authoriza- 
tions go  beyond  the  levels  which  the 
appropriators  are  going  to  go.  As  a  con- 
sequence, of  course,  we  many  times  end 
up  going  far  below  what  the  appropri- 
ators are  going  to  go. 

Last  year,  for  example,  the  appropri- 
ators continued  these  two  programs  at 
levels  which  did  not  satisfy  me,  but 
they  were  continued  on  the  books.  I  am 
now,  at  this  point,  offering  this  amend- 
ment as  a  nominal  way  to  maintain  the 
authorization  for  these  two  existing 
programs,  at  the  level  that  the  appro- 
priators in  their  wisdom  fit  within  the 
budget,  so  that  we  cannot  have  the  ar- 
gument argued  so  often  by  the  gen- 
tleman that  we  are  busting  the  budget. 

We  cannot  bust  the  budget  in  an  au- 
thorizing committee,  as  all  of  those 
who  have  served  in  this  body  know.  It 
is  only  the  appropriators  who  can  bust 
the  budget,  and  by  passing  the  ball  to 
them  we  will  allow  them  to  decide 
what  the  budget  allows  and  we  will 
maintain  the  authorization  for  these 
two  finally  important  programs,  which 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Walker],  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee, considers  to  be  corporate  welfare. 
So  he  is  bitterly  opposed  to  them. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  very  much  hope  that 
the  Members  will  see  the  logic  of  my 
offering  this  minimal  type  of  authoriz- 
ing amendment  and  will  support  it. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  with- 
draw my  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment.  This  is  an  interesting 
point  in  the  debate.  The  gentleman 
fi*om  CaJifomia  has  essentially  decided 
to  bring  an  amendment  to  the  floor  to 
authorize  one  of  the  favorite  programs 
of  the  administration,  and  there  is  no 
doubt  this  administration  loves  cor- 
porate welfare.  The  gentleman  has  of- 
fered the  ultimate  corporate  welfare 
amendment  by  reauthorizing  the  ATP 
program. 

Now.  as  the  gentlewoman  ftom  Mary- 
laud  had  said,  we  were  prepared  to  try 
to  reauthorize  the  manufacturing  ex- 
tension program  but  the  gentleman 
from  California  was  not  satisfied  with 
that.  He  wants  to  go  further  and  go 
well  beyond  that  and  go  into  the  ATP 
program.  The  ATP  program  is,  in  fact. 


industrial  policy  defined.  It  is  all  of  the 
things  that  people  are  concerned  about 
when  they  hear  about  their  tax  dollars 
being  spent. 

For  middle  class  Americans  who  are 
concerned  about  where  their  tax  dol- 
lars go,  here  is  a  program  they  should 
love  because  this  particular  chart  talks 
about  those  largest  awards  and  where 
they  went  last  year.  Now,  when  we 
think  about  $25,00()-a-year  working 
families  in  my  district  having  taxes 
taken  out  of  their  pockets  and  brought 
to  Washington  and  then  given  to  peo- 
ple, who  do  we  think  they  should  have 
the  money  given  to?  Well,  in  this  pro- 
gram where  the  money  goes  is  to  (Gen- 
eral Motors.  Ford  Motor,  AT&T,  GE, 
IBM,  Hewlett-Packard,  Motorola, 
United  Technologies,  Bell  South,  MCI. 
Allied  Signal,  Texas  Instruments. 

This  is  a  list  of  the  Fortune  500  that 
are  getting  money  that  is  being  taken 
out  of  the  pocketbooks  of  working  fam- 
ilies and  handed  over  to  corporations. 

Now,  if  Members  think  that  results 
in  good  science,  think  a  little  bit  about 
what  we  were  told  when  the  GAO  took 
a  look  at  these  programs.  What  we  will 
be  told  is,  oh,  well,  we  have  to  have 
these  cooperative  arrangements  with 
these  big  companies  in  order  to  get  de- 
velopment of  new  products.  The  fact  is 
that  we  do  not  get  development  that  is 
generic  to  all  products,  we  get  a  few 
hand-picked  corporations  singled  out 
that  then  get  the  money. 

Now,  I  realize  the  administration 
loves  that  because  these  are  hand- 
picked  corporations  that  just  happen 
to  give  big  political  contributions  ac- 
cording to  research  done  by  one  of  the 
foundations  in  town.  They  looked  at 
the  ATP  program  and  foimd  that  there 
was  this  surprising  similarity  between 
those  who  gave  money  to  political 
campaigns  and  those  who  got  money 
from  the  ATP  program.  So  it  fits  a 
very,  very  nice  pattern  for  those  who 
think  that  corporate  money  into  politi- 
cal campaigns  is  a  great  idea,  but  I  am 
not  so  certain  it  serves  the  needs  of 
science. 

The  fact  is  that  what  we  have  at- 
tempted to  do  is  reprioritize  spending 
by  going  away  from  some  of  these  pro- 
grams that  give  money  to  big  corpora- 
tions and  put  money  into  industrial 
subsidies  and  put  the  money  into  some 
of  the  places  that  we  think  are  high 
priority  research. 

So  the  gentleman  from  California  is 
offering  an  amendment  which  is,  in 
fact,  an  amendment  to  continue  the 
pattern  of  corporate  welfare.  Despite 
the  fact  suggested  that  the  government 
ought  to  be  backing  out  of  corporate 
welfare,  this  administration,  and  now 
the  minority,  has  decided  that  cor- 
porate welfare  is  the  wave  of  the  fu- 
ture. That  is  the  way  in  which  we  have 
to  go  in  order  to  assure  a  better  cli- 
mate for  science  in  the  country. 

I  just  disagree.  I  think  industrial  pol- 
icy science  makes  no  sense.  It  in  fact 
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impedes  our  competitiveness.  It  does 
all  the  wrong  things.  It  has  us  picking 
winners  and  losers  in  the  marketplace. 
It  does  all  the  bad  things  in  tenns  of 
how  we  want  to  proceed  ahead  with 
both  research  and  development  and  the 
science  of  the  country. 

So  if  Members  are  for  the  gentle- 
man's amendment  as  presented  to  us  at 
the  present  time,  they  are  for  taking 
money  out  of  the  pockets  of  middle 
class  Americans  and  giving  it  to  Gen- 
eral Motors,  Ford  Motor,  AT&T,  GE, 
IBM,  Hewlett-Packard,  Motorola, 
United  Technologies,  Bell  South,  MCI, 
Allied  Signal,  Texas  Instruments, 
Apple  Computers,  Sun  Microsystems, 
and  a  whole  bunch  of  other  people. 
That  is  what  Members  are  for  doing. 

I  think  it  is  a  bad  deal  and  I  suggest 
we  should  reject  the  amendment  of  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  TANNER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  5  minutes  I 
have  I  will  try  to  give  the  facts  on  this 
amendment  and  what  it  was  meant  to 
do.  It  was  unanimously.  Democrat  and 
Republican,  passed  out  of  our  sub- 
committee last  year.  Because  of  the 
comments  of  the  previous  speaker,  one 
knows  where  the  bias  of  the  chair  on 
our  committee  is  toward  these  pro- 
grams, and  I  do  not  need,  I  do  not 
think,  to  elaborate  on  that  anjrmore. 

Let  me  simply  say  this.  Trying  to 
separate  fact  from  fiction,  these  are 
not  corporate  welfare  grants,  these 
companies  put  up  50  percent  of  the 
money  as  these  ATP  programs.  Repub- 
lican-administered, throughout  the 
country.  And  let  me  further  say  this. 
In  an  independent  Silber  &  Associates 
report,  talking  about  the  Advanced 
Technology  Program,  they  said  that  it 
does  indicate  the  program  is  achieving 
its  objective;  that  there  is  no  evidence 
that  there  is  any  linkage  to  any  kind 
of  political  campaign,  and  that,  fur- 
thermore, over  half  of  the  ATP  cost- 
shared  awards  have  gone  to  small  busi- 
nesses and  more  than  100  universities 
have  participated  in  more  than  157 
projects. 

Now,  we  went  through  this  in  the 
subcommittee  at  great  length.  I  am 
sorry  that  the  chainnan  of  the  sub- 
committee did  not  choose  to  try  to 
bring  our  bill  that  we  thought  was  so 
good  in  a  unanimous  vote  to  the  floor. 
The  full  committee  never  took  up  the 
unanimously  passed  bill  in  the  sub- 
committee for  reasons  that  have  here- 
tofore been  expressed,  and  I  would  just 
simply  say  this.  All  we  are  asking  for 
is  a  vote  on  this. 

Every  person  who  has  looked  at  these 
programs  who  is  not  an  ideologue  or 
has  a  bias  of  some  kind  has  said  the 
wave  of  the  future,  and  I  cited  earlier 
when  I  was  talking  about  the  Council 
on  Competitiveness,  hardly  a  liberal 
claptrap  organization,  said  that  the 
wave  of  the  future  is  to  get  away  from 
this  business  of  applied  versus  basic 


science.  The  wave  of  the  future  is  to 
make  government  an  ally  of  business 
in  this  country  because  the  businesses 
in  this  country,  because  the  vagaries  of 
the  marketplace  are  not  going  to  be 
able  to  invest  in  blue  sky  research 
without  some  thought  of  a  product 
that  can  be  marketed  to  come  back  to 
them  in  the  future  for  commercializa- 
tion. 

Therefore,  it  behooves  us  all,  govern- 
ment, industry,  universities  and  Fed- 
eral labs,  to  work  together.  That  is  ex- 
actly what  these  two  programs  do. 
They  allow  for  industry  to  participate 
in  blue  sky  research  with  the  help  of 
the  Federal  Government,  so  that  if 
there  is  a  technological  breakthrough 
sometime  down  the  line,  American 
businesses  will  be  able  to  take  advan- 
tage of  that  in  this  worldwide  market- 
place. That  it  all  it  is. 

Furthermore,  this  amendment  does 
nothing  more  than  authorize  these  pro- 
grajus  at  whatever  svun  the  appropri- 
ators deem  necessary,  because  we  can- 
not get  in  our  authorization  conrniittee 
a  hearing  on  this  bill  in  the  full  com- 
mittee, notwithstanding  the  fact  it  was 
passed  unanimously  by  the  subcommit- 
tee. 

Be  that  as  it  may,  we  do  not  run  the 
committee,  I  understand  that,  but  we 
have  at  this  time  an  opportunity  to  let 
the  Congress  speak  their  will,  not  cost- 
ing one  dime,  not  one  single  cent,  not 
a  budget  buster,  only  to  say  these  pro- 
grams ought  to  be  authorized  because 
unbiased  experts  have  said  they  are 
working. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  (Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TANNER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Cliair- 
man.  I  want  to  briefly  comment,  and  I 
very  much  appreciate  the  gentleman's 
statement,  and  it  illustrates  exactly 
the  reason  I  appear  to  be  a  little  irked 
here  on  the  floor. 

This  was  the  most  arbitrary  action  I 
have  ever  seen  a  chairman  take  when 
he  rejected  a  unanimous  subcommittee 
report  and  refused  to  take  up  the  bill. 
And  then  to  categorize  that  as  cor- 
porate welfare  or  industrial  policy  or 
as  the  grants  going  to,  I  gather.  Demo- 
cratic contributors  is  the  most  ridicu- 
lous, absolutely  false  statement,  which 
he  has  never  been  able  to  substantiate, 
that  I  have  ever  heard. 

A  combination  of  arbitrariness,  dic- 
tatorialness  and  a  misuse  of  facts  is 
what  is  ruining  the  activities  of  this 
committee  and  of  the  Congress  as  a 
whole  to  the  degree  it  is  infected  by 
the  gentleman  flrom  Pennsylvania's  po- 
sitions. 

AMZNDMKNT  OFFERED  BT  MRS.  MORELLA  AS  A 

suBsrrnJTE  for  the  amendment  offered 

BT  MR.  BROWN  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment  as  a  substitute  for 
the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
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Amendment  offered  by  Mrs.  Morella  as  a 
substitute  for  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
Brown  of  California:  Page  137.  after  line  4. 
insert  the  following  new  title: 

TITLE  X— FURTHER  AUTHORIZATIONS 
SEC  1001.  FURTHER  AUTHORIZATIONS. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
S90.000,(XX)  for  the  Manufacturing  Extension 
Partemships  program  under  sections  25  and 
26  of  the  National  Institute  of  Standards  and 
Technology  Act  (15  U.S.C.  278k  and  2781)  for 
fiscal  year  1997.  None  of  the  funds  authorized 
by  this  section  may  be  used  to  establish  a 
new  Center. 

Amend  the  table  of  contents  accordingly: 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  reserve  a  point  of  order. 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Cniairman,  the 
substitute  that  I  propose  will  also  add 
a  new  title  X  to  the  bill.  It  is  for  the 
purpose  of  authorizing  the  Commerce 
Department  manufacturing  extension 
partnership  program,  managed  by  the 
National  Institute  of  Standards  and 
Technology. 

D  1945 

This  program  is  one  which  I,  and 
many  Members  of  this  body  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle,  consider  to  be  not 
only  valuable  but  essential  to  our  na- 
tional competitiveness.  MEP's  State 
and  regional  centers  provide  consulta- 
tion and  guidance  to  manufacturers, 
both  large  and  small,  in  the  develop- 
ment and  implementation  and  ad- 
vanced management  techniques  de- 
signed to  enhance  efficiency  and  manu- 
facturing expertise. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  substitute  that  I 
propose  would  provide  an  affirmative 
authorization  only  for  the  manufactur- 
ing extension  partnership  program,  and 
it  would  allocate  to  it  $10  million  more 
than  was  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1996.  The  amount  would  be  580  million. 

This  money  would  provide  the  fund- 
ing required  for  support  of  the  centers 
that  have  now  been  established  and 
also  for  those  that  are  planned  during 
the  period  of  fiscal  year  1997.  So  that 
would  bring  the  total  number  of  cen- 
ters to  75  at  the  conclusion  of  fiscal 
year  1997. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  understand  from  the 
information  that  we  have  been  pro- 
vided during  the  course  of  our  commit- 
tee's consideration  of  these  spending 
authorizations  that  that  figure  would 
represent  the  full  complement  of  cen- 
ters, 75,  that  are  planned  by  the 
present  administration  and  that  no 
new  centers  are  planned  for  startup 
after  the  conclusion  of  the  fiscal  year 
1997  period. 

I  am  persuaded  in  any  event  that  at 
the  conclusion  of  this  1997  fiscal  year, 
it  will  be  appropriate  to  pause  and 
evaluate  the  performance  of  these  cen- 
ters before  considering  the  creation  of 
any  new  ones. 

Congress  should  consider,  after  gath- 
ering the  requisite  information,  the 
record  of  the  centers  in  achieving  their 
goals  and  the  implementation  of  cri- 
teria  for  continued   Federal   ftmding. 
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Thus,  the  amendment  also  contains 
language  that  would  preclude  the  open- 
ing of  any  new  centers  after  fiscal  year 
1997.  This  is  not  intended  to  be  a  per- 
manent prohibition  but  merely  to  en- 
sure that  there  be  a  pause  in  expansion 
until  Congress  has  an  opportunity  to 
review  and  affirmatively  make  a  deci- 
sion about  the  need  for  any  additional 
centers. 

I  know,  however,  that  we  do  have 
preliminaiy  information  on  the  impact 
of  the  MEP  program  in  the  form  of  two 
GAO  studies  which  collected  extensive 
assessments  of  customer  opinion  on  the 
value  of  the  work  done  by  the  centers. 
Those  customer  reports  were  positive, 
spoke  well  for  the  fine  work  that  is 
being  done  by  the  dedicated  partici- 
pants and  the  work  of  the  centers. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  adoption  of 
my  substitute  to  the  Brown  amend- 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Brown]  insist  on 
his  point  of  order? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Having 
read  the  amendment,  I  withdraw  my 
point  of  order,  and  I  move  to  strike  the 
last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  must,  to  begin  with, 
suggest  my  very  great  admiration  for 
the  gentlewoman  from  Maryland.  She 
has  been  a  stalwart  of  the  committee 
for  nrnny  years.  I  know  of  her  dedica- 
tion to  all  of  the  programs  at  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Standards  and 
Technology  and  to  the  general  policies 
of  technology  development,  technology 
transfer  and  dissemination.  She  is  one 
of  the  leaders  in  this  House,  and  I  have 
the  very  highest  regard  for  her. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  understand 
why  she  does  certain  things  in  this  sub- 
stitute. Of  course,  if  she  can  explain  it, 
I  would  be  happy  to  listen  to  it.  But 
what  she  has  done  here  is  to  offer  a 
substitute  which  takes  a  small  part  of 
the  programs  included  in  my  amend- 
ment, the  Manufacturing  Extension 
Partnership,  and  eliminates  the  major 
program,  the  Advanced  Technology 
Program. 

She  authorizes  a  specific  sum,  S90 
million,  here.  I  see  nothing  in  the 
amendment  which  accords  with  the 
Chairman's  frequent  admonition  that 
there  must  be  offsets  whenever  an 
amendment  is  offered  that  increases 
the  amount  of  money.  Perhaps  he  has 
in  mind  how  she  is  going  to  offset  this 
$90  million.  But  until  he  does  offer  such 
an  o^iset,  then  I  am  constrained  to  feel 
that  his  previous  admonitions  that  we 
could  not  consider  amendments  that 
did  not  have  offsets  was  slightly  dis- 
ingenuous, to  coin  a  phrase  that  I  have 
sometimes  used. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is,  also,  despite 
the  strong  protestations  by  the  gentle- 
woman as  to  the  excellence  of  this  pro- 
gram for  manufacturing  extension 
partnerships,  and  I  thoroughly  concur 
with  her,  that  this  is  a  prohibition 
against  extending  this  program.  None 


of  the  funds  authorized  shall  be  used  to 
establish  a  new  center.  If  these  centers 
are,  in  fact,  as  good  as  they  are  pur- 
ported to  be,  and  which  we  agree  they 
are,  they  are  generally  funded  for  a 
fixed  term  of  years.  When  they  have 
finished  that,  they  are  supposed  to 
transition  to,  if  possible,  100  percent 
private  sector  financing.  The  money 
that  is  released  should  be  used  to  con- 
tinue the  work  by  establishing  other 
centers. 

In  the  gentlewoman's  substitute,  she 
prohibits  this.  Not  that  it  requires 
more  money;  it  could  be  done  with  ex- 
isting stream  of  funds,  but  she  pro- 
hibits it.  This  denies  the  earlier  state- 
ments that  she  made  that  these  centers 
are  making  a  contribution  to  improv- 
ing the  quality  of  performance  of  our 
great  small  business  community  in  this 
country,  which  is  our  goal. 

Now,  for  these  reasons,  and  others, 
having  to  do  of  course  with  the  fact 
that  it  does  not  include  the  Advanced 
Technology  Program,  I  am  going  to 
ask  that  we  reject  the  substitute  of- 
fered by  the  gentlewoman  and  pass  the 
original  amendment  which  contains  ev- 
erything that  her  amendment,  her  sub- 
stitute, offers,  plus  additional  benefits 
which  I  have  already  described  in  my 
earlier  remarks. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  support  of  the  sub- 
stitute. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Brown]  has  gone  on  a 
couple  of  emotional  tirades,  and  I 
think  we  ought  to  clear  up  the  record. 

The  gentleman  from  California  has 
suggested  that,  in  talking  about  the 
ATP  Program,  that  this  is  ideologi- 
cally driven  by  the  chairman  of  the 
committee.  I  would  suggest  that  just 
the  opposite  is  true  of  the  ideology.  Let 
us  correct  the  record  with  regard  to 
whether  or  not  any  responsible  observ- 
ers have  sugrgested  whether  there  may 
be  a  connection  between  the  ATP 
grants  and  politics. 

It  was  done  by  the  Cato  Institute.  I 
quote. 

Many  of  the  top  recipients  of  technology 
research  grants  awarded  by  the  Clinton  ad- 
Riinistration  were  also  substantial  contribu- 
tors to  the  Clinton  campaign  or  the  Demo- 
cratic National  Committee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  where  I  get  the 
information.  It  was  not  made  up.  It  is, 
in  fact,  very  clear. 

The  next  thing  is.  if  this  is  a  huge 
philosophical  issue  with  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania,  then  I  do  not  know 
how  I  have  gotten  so  far  into  the  sack 
with  Robert  Shapiro,  with  director  of 
economic  policy  at  the  Progressive 
Policy  Institute,  which  is,  in  fact,  not 
ideologically  associated  with  me.  But 
in  looking  at  the  ATP  Program,  he  ex- 
pressed some  of  the  same  concerns  that 
I  did. 

Mr.  Chairman,  he  says  with  regard  to 
a  grant  that  went  to  the  Philips  Cor- 


poration  under   ATP,   he   makes   the 
statement: 

However,  the  Federal  Government  should 
not  be  helping  Philips,  the  largest  lighting 
company  in  the  world,  develop  new  commer- 
cial applications  for  technology  already  used 
in  street  lights. 

That  is  the  kind  of  thing  that  is 
going  on  in  the  program,  and  even  i)eo- 
ple  at  the  Progressive  Policy  Institute 
in  fact  are  finding  some  concerns  with 
those  kinds  of  questions. 

So  we  have  a  lot  of  lobbyists  and  big 
corporations  that  support  this  pro- 
gram, but  the  fact  is  that  there  are 
real  concerns. 

What  the  gentlewoman  from  Mary- 
land [Mrs.  MORELLA]  has  done  is  she 
has  said,  okay,  she  has  a  strong  faith  in 
some  of  these  programs  such  as  the 
MEP  Program.  She  says,  let  us  single 
it  out  and  make  sure  that  it  gets  all 
the  money  that  it  needs  to  fund  the  75 
centers  that  the  administration  says 
are  necessary;  and  the  administration 
has  requested  no  more  than  75. 

The  $90  million  in  the  gentlewoman's 
amendment  totally  funds  all  75  centers 
plus  some  administrative  expenses.  She 
is  making  the  case  that  that  is  the 
right  direction  to  go,  but  let  us  not 
continue  down  this  road  of  funding  in- 
dustrial policy  through  ATP  that  gives 
money  to  big  corporations  out  of  the 
pockets  of  poor  and  middle-class  wage 
earners. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  what  the  whole 
issue  will  be  about  here  as  we  consider 
this:  whether  or  not  Members  are  for 
extending  the  MEP  programs  and  prob- 
ably getting  an  overwhelming  vote  in 
favor  of  the  MEP,  or  whether  or  not 
what  they  are  wanting  to  do  is  go  the 
route  of  corporate  welfare  by  ensuring 
that  the  ATP  Program  is  that  which  is 
funded,  and  it  is  funded  at  a  huge  level 
at  a  cost  to  the  taxpayers  and  going  to 
big  corporations. 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WALKER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania.  I  thought 
the  gentleman  would  give  me  the  cour- 
tesy of  allowing  me  to  complete  my 
statement,  but  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman. 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman,  he 
likes  to  quote  the  Cato  Institute  report 
a  lot  and  says  that  these  are  contribu- 
tors to  Democratic  causes.  Only  five  of 
the  corporations,  AT&T,  Boeing,  Chev- 
ron, Shell  and  Texaco,  received  ATP 
awards,  and  each  of  those  companies 
gave  more  heavily  to  Republicans  than 
they  gave  to  Democrats. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  gentleman  too  about  corporate  wel- 
fare that  he  supports  like  the  National 
Weather  Service.  NIST  in-house  R&D. 
energy  supply  R&D.  FAA.  S&T.  The 
Cato  Institute  defines  all  of  this  as  cor- 
porate welfare. 

If  the  gentleman  is  agreeing  with 
Cato's  definition  that  corporate  wel- 
fare is  any  program  that  involves  gov- 
ernment   cooperation    with    industry. 
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then  why  is  the  gentleman  supporting 
hydrogen  R&D.  which  he  supports?  Is 
that  not  corporate  welfare? 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  does  the  gentleman 
want  a  response  or  is  he  just  interested 
in  pejoratives? 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  hydrogen  R&D 
Program  that  I  supported  was  a  basic 
research  program.  If  the  gentleman 
wants  to  go  back  and  look  at  the  bill. 
we  supported  a  basic  research  program 
from  hydrogen.  We  did  not  support  any 
industrial  policy  to  research  to  that. 
And  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
does  not  accept  the  Cato  Institute's 
definition  of  corporate  welfare.  There 
are  many  different  definitions  around 
here  that  the  gentleman  can  come  up 
with. 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is 
the  report  the  gentleman  cited. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  did 
not  yield  to  the  gentleman.  Is  he  going 
to  let  me  answer? 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  fact  is  that  the 
way  I  define  corporate  welfare  is  when 
we  are  taking  money  from  hard-earn- 
ing, middle-class  Americans  and  put- 
ting it  in  the  hands  of  corporations 
through  subsidies. 

Now.  that  is  exactly  what  we  do  here. 
And  so.  in  fact,  this  is  one  of  the  big- 
gest programs  we  have  in  the  entire 
Federal  Government  that  takes  money 
out  of  the  pocketbooks  of  Americans 
and  hands  it  to  big  corporations. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  my  view,  this  is 
a  definitional  corporate  welfare  pro- 
gram. It  is  certainly  a  corporate  sub- 
sidy program.  It  is  certainly  an  indus- 
trial policy  program,  all  the  things 
that  I  think  are  bad. 

The  fact  is  we  have  had  a  recent  re- 
port on  U.S.  competitiveness  in  USA 
Today.  In  USA  Today  they  in  fact  say 
that  the  best  things  that  we  do  in  this 
country  are  when  we  have  entrepre- 
neurship  and  when  we  do  the  job  of 
having  better  investment,  not  with 
huge  corporate  subsidies. 

Mr.  DAVIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Morella  substitute,  and  I  yield  to  the 
gentlewoman    from    Maryland    [Mrs. 

MORRLT.A]. 

Mrs.  MORRLT.A.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
just  wanted  to  respond  to  the  wording 
in  this  particular  amendment.  There 
are  75  centers  that  will,  we  understand, 
be  fully  funded,  including  administra- 
tive costs.  Of  the  75  centers,  15  are  new. 
Fifteen  are  new,  already  contracted 
for,  and  we  are  providing  the  money  for 
them  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

We  are  asking  that  it  is  appropriate 
at  the  end  of  that  period  of  time  to 
simply  look  and  review  the  75  centers 
to  see  how  effectively  they  are  operat- 
ing. I  think  this  is  good  accountability, 
good  responsibility,  good  oversight  on 
the  part  of  this  Congress. 

The  MEP  program  is  one  that  our 
committee  has  demonstrated  a  desire 


to  continue.  We  are  budgeting  it.  We 
are  offering  in  the  authorization  $10 
million  more  than  what  was  in  the 
budget  authorization  for  the  last  fiscal 
year  that  had  been  appropriated,  and 
we  feel  it  is  a  good  amendment.  I  do 
not  think  it  has  any  criticism.  That  is 
adverse.  And  I  say  to  this  Congress, 
pass  it. 

Mr.  DAVIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing my  time.  I  would  just  add,  in  sup- 
port of  this,  that  this  House  addressed 
the  ATP  program  last  year,  zeroed  it 
out.  The  gentlewoman  from  Maryland's 
strategy  is  to  come  back  and  try  to  get 
something  for  the  MEP  program.  I 
think  it  is  a  realistic  way  that  we  can 
get  the  appropriate  money  for  it.  and  I 
am  happy  to  support  it. 

Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  wanted  to  comment 
briefly  on  this  because  I  have  heard 
some  of  the  same  things  that  I  have 
heard  now  for  18  months  in  the  Com- 
mittee on  Science.  I  think  there  is  a 
philosophical  difference,  and  I  think  it 
is  fair  that  we  discuss  it.  It  is  not 
about  money  to  corporations.  I  was 
here  and  voted  against  the  agriculture 
bill.  We  shovel  money  at  farmers,  and 
they  are  corporations;  that  does  not 
seem  to  bother  anybody.  It  bothered 
me.  So  the  problem  is  not  about  taking 
tax  money  and  giving  it  to  others  ap- 
parently. It  is  about  industrial  policy. 
And  I  have  heard  the  Chairman  use 
that  word  over  and  over  again. 

I  think  there  is  a  difference. 

D  2000 

I  know  that  we  are  in  a  vicious  eco- 
nomic global  competition.  If  we  look  at 
what  others  around  the  world  are  doing 
and  compare  them  to  what  we  will  do 
it  this  bill  passes  with  the  Morella 
amendment  to  the  Brown  amendment, 
I  think  we  will  agree,  at  least  I  believe, 
we  are  in  trouble. 

Mr.  Chairman.  Europe  is  accelerating 
its  investment  in  conmiercial  tech- 
nologies through  just  the  same  kind  of 
programs  that  the  ATP  program  rep- 
resents for  America  through  the  Euro- 
pean Union  joint  R&D  initiative.  Japan 
is  doubling  their  government  science 
and  technology  budget  in  the  next  i 
years.  China  is  tripling  its  investment 
in  joint  projects.  Korea  is  also  boosting 
its  R&D  efforts  in  key  areas. 

They  realize,  as  we  should,  that 
precompetitive,  precommercial  re- 
search is  part  of  getting  ahead  in  the 
really  rather  strident  and  tough  com- 
petition that  we  face  internationally. 

I  would  like  to  note  that  some  people 
who  I  do  not  think  the  very  political, 
like  the  American  Chemical  Society, 
has  said,  and  I  quote:  ATP  is  a  vital 
component  of  our  Nation's  technology 
and  competitiveness  portfolio. 

I  would  like  to  give  just  a  couple  of 
quick  examples  of  how  this  actually 
works.  One  example  from  San  Jose  is 


Spectra  Diode  Laboratories,  which 
joined  with  Xerox  in  1991  in  a  project 
to  develop  integrated  arrays  of  high- 
powered  multi-wavelength  laser  diodes. 
Now  the  ATP  funds  that  were  provided, 
and  I  would  add  in  partnership;  indus- 
try puts  at  least  50  percent  of  the 
money  up  and  oftentimes  more;  en- 
abled this  firm,  SDL,  to  move  ahead  of 
where  they  otherwise  would  have  been. 

It  is  true  one  of  the  three  tech- 
nologies they  developed  might  have 
been  developed  anyhow,  but  would  not 
have  happened  in  the  time  frame  in 
which  it  did.  In  Silicon  Valley  and  high 
tech.  time  is  very  important.  We  are 
talking  about  products  that  have  a  life 
cycle  of  12  months,  13  months,  14 
months.  If  you  miss  a  step,  pretty  soon 
you  have  got  your  competitors  abroad 
just  killing  you  in  the  business. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  note  that 
SDL's  early  applications  have  tripled 
their  business  in  2  years,  and  note  that 
in  some  measure  their  success  has 
added  to  the  46.000  jobs  that  were  added 
in  1  year  in  Silicon  Valley.  CA. 

None  of  us  want  to  squander  tax 
money,  but  there  are  things  such  as 
squandering  and  then  there  are  invest- 
ments for  the  future.  My  voters  tell  me 
for  the  most  part  that,  if  we  can  do 
something  to  invest  in  science  and 
technology  that  boosts  our  economy, 
that  provides  high-tech,  good-pajrlng 
jobs,  that  is  a  good  investment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  add  just  one 
other  example,  and  that  has  to  do  with 
something  that  I  think  is  going  to  be  a 
critical  matter  for  our  country  and 
whether  we  prosper  or  fail  in  the  next 
generation  of  computers.  That  is  flat 
panel  display.  There  are  several  com- 
peting technologies  being  pursued  at 
this  point.  It  is  not  yet  clear  which  of 
them  will  emerge  as  the  winner.  We 
have  one  ATP  program  located  in  Sili- 
con Valley  pursuing  very  sophisticated 
approaches  using  photons  as  a  base  for 
the  technology. 

We  have  very  little  going  on  other 
than  the  ATP  program  in  the  United 
States.  Our  major  competitors  are  in 
Japan,  in  Singapore,  in  Korea. 

If  we  were  to  pull  out  of  this  techno- 
logrical  research,  we  would  be  doing 
great  damage.  For  those  who  have 
laptops,  you  cannot  build  a  laptop  un- 
less you  can  get  a  flat  panel.  When  all 
the  flat  panels  are  owned,  when  all  the 
flat  panel  technology  is  owned  by  our 
economic  competitors,  our  folks  will 
not  have  a  guaranteed  supply  of  the 
key  components  for  something  that  is 
going  to  be  a  growth  industry. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  not  shoot  oar- 
selves  in  the  foot.  I  strongly  urge  that 
we  vote  against  the  Morella  amend- 
ment. It  kills  the  ATP  program,  and  it 
does  damage  to  our  country's  future. 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  know  it  is  getting 
late,  and  I  am  not  going  to  take  a  lot 
of  time.  I  just  think  it  is  interesting  to 
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note  that,  while  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Science  likes  to  talk 
about  Boeingr  receiving  $2  million  on 
the  ATP  program  and  labels  that  cor- 
porate welfare,  he  conveniently  over- 
looks the  $6  billion  contract  Boeing 
gets  on  the  space  station,  which  he 
supports.  So  I  think  there  is  just  a  lit- 
tle bit  of  a  double  standard  going  on 
here. 

There  is  some  corporate  welfare  ap- 
parently that  is  good,  and  then  there  is 
other  corporate  welfare  that  is  not  so 
good. 

I  would  say  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Maryland  that  we  support  MEP.  All  of 
us  over  here  support  that  program,  and 
we  have  tried  to  work  in  a  bipartisan 
way  to  make  sure  what  is  clearly  a  suc- 
cess story  continues.  I  would  like  to 
see  the  MEP  program  funded  at  $105 
million,  at  full  funding. 

I  would  like  to  see  other  areas  have 
MEP  centers,  like  I  enjoy  in  western 
Pennsylvania.  The  Southwestern  Penn- 
sylvania Industrial  Resource  Center,  I 
believe,  has  saved  the  manufacturing 
base  in  Pittsburgh  and  is  a  program 
that  not  only  needs  to  continue  but 
should  be  expanded  because  it  is  doing 
good  things,  too. 

Similar  good  things  have  been  hai>- 
pening  in  the  ATP  program,  and  I 
think  it  is  interesting  to  note  that, 
when  we  held  hearings  on  ATP,  most  of 
these  so-called  expert  witnesses  that 
were  presented  were  not  from  members 
from  the  private  sector  or  ftom  indus- 
try. They  were  these  so-called  experts 
from  these  inside-the-Beltway  think 
tanks  that  talked  negatively  about 
this  program. 

Every  private  sector,  every  company 
representative,  even  those  that  did  not 
receive  ATP  awards,  spoke  favorably 
about  this  program.  So  I  think,  if  we 
were  serious  about  addressing  this 
issue  of  so-called  corporate  welfare, 
that  we  would  have  done  it  in  a  much 
more  substantial  way  rather  than  the 
very  narrow  focus  that  the  chairman 
has  taken  in  this  program. 

In  closing,  I  think  the  Brown  amend- 
ment is  a  far  superior  amendment  be- 
cause it  takes  care  of  two  programs 
that  are  a  success  story.  We  do  support 
the  MEP  program  and  certainly  are 
going  to  support  funding  for  that. 

Certain  elements  within  the  Science  Com- 
mittee have  tried  to  bury  NIST's  technology 
and  marujfacturing  support  programs  without 
ever  having  to  endure  the  political  inconven- 
ience of  debating  their  merits  or  voting  on  the 
record  to  kill  thera 

Our  amendment  is  designed  to  coaect  this 
situation  arxl  allow  flexibility  for  the  Appropria- 
tions Committee  to  firKl  funding  for  thiese  sup- 
posedly corrtroversial  programs. 

What  are  the  functions  of  these  disputed 
programs? 

First,  lefs  look  at  NISTf  Manufacturing  Ex- 
tension Program.  The  M2P,  which  originated 
durirtg  the  Reagan  administration,  has  been  a 
salvation  to  many  American  small  manufactur- 
ing businesses.  Faced  with  increasing  direct 


glot)al  competition  in  the  mid-1 980's,  small 
American  manufacturers  needed  to  become 
nnore  efficient  but  objective  sources  of  mod- 
emization  advice  were  costly  or  nonexistent 
Abroad,  countries  like  Japan,  Germany,  Singa- 
pore, and  Italy  all  launched  manufacturing  ex- 
tension programs  to  help  their  small  manufac- 
turers innovate,  renovate,  and  compete.  The 
Manufacturing  Extension  Partnership  program 
[MEP]  was  NISPs  response  to  the  efforts  of 
our  global  competitors  to  seize  control  of  the 
intemational  market  for  technology. 

The  MEP  demonstrates  that  the  Federal 
Govemment,  in  partnership  with  local  business 
groups,  educational  institutions,  and  State 
governments,  could  provide  small  manufactur- 
ers with  nrxxlemization  services  worth  several 
times  the  Federal  investment  Today,  the  MEP 
program  serves  32  States  through  a  network 
of  44  nonprofit  centers.  Federal  funds  are 
awarded  on  a  competitive  t)asis  with  States 
and  kx:al  partners  matching  Federal  funds. 
Each  MEP  center  is  tailored  to  meet  the 
needs  of  regional  industries  by  assisting  small 
arxj  medium  size  firms  employing  fewer  than 
500  workers— 381 ,000  manufacturers  employ- 
ing 12  million  workers — to  modernize  in  order 
to  compete  in  the  demanding  marketplace  of 
the  1990's  and  beyond.  To  date,  MEP  centers 
have  reached  25,000  customer  finns.  Each 
MEP  project  on  average  adds  or  saves  5  jobs, 
increases  sales  by  $360,000  and  saves 
$430,000  in  latx)r  and  investments.  Total  berv 
efits  to  manufacturers  amount  to  S8  for  every 
Federal  dollar  invested. 

The  MEP  in  my  region,  SPIRC,  the  South- 
western Pennsylvania  Industrial  Resource 
Center,  has  made  meaningful  improvenients  in 
numerous  manufacturing  plants  throughout  Al- 
legheny County,  irs  safe  to  say  SPIRC  is  di- 
rectly responsit>le  for  maintaining  our  manu- 
facturing base  in  western  Pennsylvania. 

The  MEP  program's  beriefits  have  been 
widely  recognized.  The  House  and  Senate 
have  agreed  on  language  that  was  included  in 
the  debt  ceiling  extension  bill  reaffirming  the 
importance  of  MEP  centers  in  helping  busi- 
ness comply  with  Federal  and  State-level  envi- 
ronmental regulatk)ns.  The  language  reads: 

Nothing  in  this  Act  in  any  way  affects  or 
limits  the  ability  of  other  technical  assist- 
ance or  extension  programs  to  perform  or 
continue  to  perform  services  related  to  com- 
pliance assistance. 

This  clearly  covers  current  MEP  activities, 
which  provide  significant  environmental  assist- 
arx:e  to  small  and  medium-sized  manufactur- 
ers. This  has  t>een  a  recent  point  of  emphasis 
within  the  MEP  program.  For  example,  the 
Tennessee  MEP  Center  was  awarded 
$900,000  to  develop  a  prototype  program  for 
environmental  compliance  that  can  be  emu- 
lated by  other  MEP  centers. 

Lefs  also  kx>k  at  another  Reagan  adminis- 
tratton  effort  the  Advanced  Technology  Pro- 
gram, which  addressed  another  market  failure. 
Technotogy  partnership  programs,  such  as 
ATP,  were  crafted  in  direct  response  to  the 
concern  that  too  much  of  ttie  scientific  knowl- 
edge resulting  from  research  projects  was  not 
finding  its  way  into  our  companies,  where 
technology  coukj  be  turned  into  the  products 
arxJ  services,  the  profits  and  jot>s  that  drive 
our  economy.  Many  factors,  including  the 
gtobalization  of  markets,  the  rapid  pace  of 
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technology  cycles,  and  the  focus  on  short  term 
investment,  have  led  to  the  short  term  and 
narrow  R&O  focus  in  nrast  companies. 

As  a  result.  U.S.  industry  tends  to  avoid  in- 
vestments in  enabling  technologies  with  broad 
economic  benefits,  and  focuses  almost  exclu- 
sively on  narrow  mission-specific  research 
with  short  horizons.  Technology  partnerships 
were  conceived  as  a  means  to  create  some 
bridges  to  better  connect  basic  research  with 
the  companies  who  can  move  ideas  into  the 
marketplace. 

The  ATP,  based  on  prevbus  Govemment 
experience  in  fostering  technotogy  transfer,  is 
a  cost-shared  partnership  between  Govem- 
ment. industry,  and  universities.  With  funding 
of  $341  million  in  fiscal  year  1995,  it  rep- 
resented less  than  l  percent  of  total  Federal 
civilian  R&D  investment.  It  is  too  early  to  de- 
termine the  full  economic  benefits  from  a  pro- 
gram like  ATP,  which  began  in  1990,  but  has 
at  least  a  10-year  horizon  for  payoff.  Already, 
there  is  sut^stantial  evideme  that  the  ATP  is 
catalyzir>g  unique,  new  enabtling  technologies 
arxJ  thereby  creating  new  economic  opportuni- 
ties ttiat  would  not  have  existed  othenA^ise. 

Also.  I  want  to  mention  that  in  spirit  of  bipar- 
tisan cooperation.  Congressman  Boehlert 
and  I  circulated  a  letter  of  support  for  MEP. 
Well  over  90  Members  signed  onto  this  letter, 
including  such  notable  Members  as  Congress- 
man Hastert,  the  majority's  chief  deputy 
whip.  Chairman  Spence  of  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee,  Chairman  Meyers  of  the 
Small  Business  Committee,  and  many  others. 
I  have  a  copy  of  the  letter  here,  which  I  hope 
Members  will  took  at  t>efore  voting. 

Thanks  to  more  thoughtful  conskJeration  of 
these  programs  than  that  of  the  Science  Com- 
mittee, Congress  provkled  adequate  funding 
for  the  NIST  laboratories  and  provkled  subsist- 
ence funding  for  the  Manufacturing  Extension 
Partnership.  Unfortunately,  funding  for  the  Ad- 
varKed  Technology  Program  was  eliminated 
for  fiscal  year  1996. 

Authorization  levels  for  ttie  MEP  and  tl>e 
ATP  were  not  ttie  result  of  any  objective  anal- 
ysis of  the  merits  of  these  programs,  but  were 
based  solely  on  political  considerations.  From 
the  beginning  days  of  the  104th  Congress, 
both  the  MEP  and  ATP  programs  were  tar- 
geted as  corporate  welfare  by  certain  Menv 
bers. 

What  is  the  basis  for  my  assertion  that  the 
attacks  made  on  the  ATP  and  MEP  are  politi- 
cal rather  than  any  rattonal  evaluation  of  the 
program?  In  a  hearing  before  ttie  Technotogy 
Subcommittee  this  past  year,  the  only  witness 
wtra  spoke  against  the  ATP  and  MEP  were 
expert  witnesses  with  no  technical  business 
t)ackground — their  only  experience  was  worth- 
ing for  inside  the  beltway  think  tanks.  Every 
other  private  sector  witness  supported  these 
programs  and  programs  like  ttiem,  regardless 
of  wtiether  their  company  received  an  ATP 
award. 

According  to  a  July  1995  Congresstonal 
Budget  Office  [CBO]  report  Federal  Financial 
Support  of  Business,  the  ATP  and  MEP  rep- 
resent less  than  4  percent  of  the  $12  billion 
the  Federal  Govemment  will  spend  on  pro- 
grams that  support  industrial  technoksgy  conrv 
mercialization.  If  the  cities  of  ttiese  programs 
were  truly  interested  in  rooting  out  this  so- 
called  corporate  welfare,  why  are  ttiey  silent 
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regarding  the  majority  of  programs,  such  as 
the  almost  Si  billion  Small  Business  Innova- 
tion Research  Program  [SBIR],  or  $3.7  billion 
at  the  National  Institutes  of  Health  [NIH]  for 
applied  biomedical  research?  If  they  were  seri- 
ous, we  would  b>e  debating  the  entire  range  of 
technology  commercializatton  programs  which 
the  Govemment  funds.  The  Science  Commit- 
tee has  not  done  this  and  the  House  has  not 
done  this. 

The  eliminatton  of  the  ATP  and  attempts  to 
eliminate  the  MEP  are  using  the  corporate 
welfare  \abe\  to  further  another  agenda.  To  t>e 
frank,  the  ATP  and  MEP  were  targeted,  de- 
spite their  initiation  by  a  Republican  adminls- 
tratton,  because  they  were  enthusiastk:ally  en- 
dorsed by  Bill  Clinton — both  as  a  candidate 
and  as  PreskJent.  Eliminating  ATP  and  MEP 
does  not  mean  that  Congress  is  making  hard 
chotoes,  it  says  Congress  is  making  political 
ones.  Rather  ttian  listening  to  the  experts  and 
building  a  Federal  investment  S&T  that  is 
t)ased  in  economic  reality  and  looks  to  ttie  fu- 
ture, opponents  of  these  programs  have  only 
used  rhetorical  arguments  as  justificatton  for 
attacking  the  ATP  and  MEP  for  purely  polittoal 
reasons. 

I  want  to  emphasize  that  until  this  Congress 
the  question  of  support  for  MEP  and  ATP  has 
not  been  partisan.  It  is  the  effort  to  make  this 
a  partisan  debate  that  many  of  us  on  both 
skjes  of  the  aisle  are  working  to  counter.  Even 
in  ttie  mart(-up  of  this  bill,  Memt)ers  of  both 
parties  supported  tfiis  amendment  whk:h 
failed  on  a  tie  vote.  I  have  ttie  utmost  respect 
for  my  colleagues  in  ttie  majority  wtio  tiave  not 
succumbed  to  the  misguided  effort  to  handi- 
cap our  competitiveness. 

Mr.  TANNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  not  take  all  of 
my  5  minutes.  I  just  feel  compelled  to 
answer  some  of  the  charges,  I  guess  we 
would  call  them,  that  have  been  made 
on  the  floor  here  today,  all  without 
any  foundation,  from  the  benefit  of  the 
standpoint  of  a  hearing  in  our  conmiit- 
tee  on  these  natters. 

Let  me  tell  Members  what  industry 
says  about  the  Advanced  Technology 
Program,  just  a  few  things.  The  Insti- 
tute of  Electrical  and  Electronic  Engi- 
neers continues  its  strong  support  for 
the  ATP  program.  A  significant 
amount  of  progress  in  technology 
transfer  is  the  direct  result  of  the  ATP 
programs.  These  programs  illustrate 
that  govenmient  participation  in  the 
R&D  arena  can  be  both  efficient  and 
productive. 

The  American  Chemical  Society:  As 
the  gentlewoman  from  California  [Ms. 
LOFGREN]  alluded  to.  ATP  support  of 
market  incentives  encourages  compa- 
nies to  invest  for  the  long  term  in 
high-risk,  high-payoff  technologies. 

The  American  Electronics  Associa- 
tion: ATP  is  based  on  govemment  and 
industry  cooperation  and  the  develop- 
ment of  technologies  critical  to  Ameri- 
ca's long-term  ability  to  compete  in 
the  global  marketplace. 

The  South  Carolina  Research  Au- 
thority in  Columbia,  SC:  By  supporting 
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research  in  high-risk,  leading-edge 
technology,  the  ATP  is  advancing  the 
state  of  the  art.  contributing  to  the 
growth  of  our  economy. 

Finally,  from  a  company  in  Valley 
Forge,  PA:  ATP  is  one  vital  approach 
to  maintaining  our  science  and  tech- 
nology leadership.  These  projects  will 
never  be  imdertaken  without  govern- 
ment support  to  challenge  industry  to 
take  the  higher  technology  risk.  This 
could  double  or  triple  our  R&D  efforts 
on  projects  that  are  beyond  our  cturent 
core  business  and  which  we  would  oth- 
envise  never  undertake. 

That  says  it  better  than  any  politi- 
cian, Mr.  Chairman.  That  says  exactly 
what  this  amendment  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Brown] 
has  offered  is  all  about.  And  that  is 
why  this  almost,  well,  I  do  not  know 
the  word  to  use,  amendment,  to  mask 
what  is  happening  here  that  has  been 
offered  by  the  chairwoman  of  our  sub- 
committee to  just  limit  it  to  MEP  and 
then  to  cut  that  off  saying  no  new  cen- 
ters, that  is  why  it  should  be  rejected. 
We  ought  to  really  and  truly  support 
American  business  in  this  country. 

Ms.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON  of 
Texas.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to  strike 
the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  ATP  program  was 
established  in  1990  by  President  Bush. 
It  seems  to  have  worked  very  well.  I  do 
not  know  what  has  caused  the  chair- 
man of  this  committee  to  just  turn 
against  it  and  seem  like  to  have  closed 
his  mind  on  it.  When  the  amendment 
was  offered  in  committee,  the  majority 
of  the  committee  members 
bipartisanly  supported  it.  But  he  lit- 
erally went  over  in  committee  and  in- 
timidated a  Member  to  change  his 
vote.  It  failed  because  it  was  a  tie  vote. 

It  really  sajrs  that  most  of  us  on  this 
committee  really  do  think  about  what 
the  future  is  all  about.  We  really  do  un- 
derstand that  we  have  to  be  a  partner 
in  creating  these  jobs  and  getting  tech- 
nology that  saves  money.  You  know, 
there  are  a  lot  of  success  stories  of  the 
ATP  program.  They  are  many,  they  are 
varied.  But  in  the  health  care  industry, 
for  example,  the  ATP  program  for  in- 
formation infrastructure  is  assisting 
the  industry  in  laying  the  foundation 
for  the  efficient  use  of  technology  in 
doctors'  offices,  hospitals,  and  clinics 
by  cost-sharing  with  industry  in  the 
development  of  technologies,  to  reduce 
paperwork  and  bring  better  health  care 
to  rural  areas.  Many  of  our  rural  hos- 
pitals are  at  risk  for  closing. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  the  kind  of 
technology  we  need.  Health  care  costs 
about  $1  trillion  a  year  in  the  United 
States,  and  the  process  of  information 
accounts  for  about  20  percent  of  that 
total  cost,  or  about  S200  billion  annu- 
ally. If  we  can  get  technologry  to  reduce 
that  cost,  thereby  reducing  the  cost  to 
individual  patients,  it  is  worth  that 
small  investment. 

There  are  other  examples  of  the  ATP 
process.  In  Piano,  TX,  just  outside  my 


district  but  in  the  district  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas,  Mr.  Sam  Johnson, 
there  is  Microfab  Technologies  that 
hired  18  people.  But  they  have  come  up. 
a  very  small  company.  I  do  not  think 
you  consider  18  people  a  large  com- 
pany, a  big  corporation.  They  have 
come  up  with  product  development 
from  major,  other  companies.  This  new 
technology  will  significantly  reduce 
hazardous  waste.  That  is  significant 
t)ecause  soon  we  will  be  talking  about 
Superfund  reform  and  reauthorization. 

I  should  think  we  want  to  save  dol- 
lars when  we  have  that  technology.  I 
think  it  is  not  penny-wise  but  it  is 
pound-foolish  for  us  to  just  decide  arbi- 
trarily, almost  single-handedly  that  we 
must  not  partnership  for  developing 
technology,  bringing  about  more  jobs 
and  reducing  costs  on  things  that  are 
done  in  a  way  that  could  be  improved 
with  technology.  I  really  regret  that 
we  have  forgotten  that  we  hold  the 
trust  of  the  people  in  this  country,  and 
we  ought  to  try  to  bring  about  these 
changes  because  other  countries  will 
pass  us  by  and  we  will  pay  more  for  it. 

Rather  than  reducing  ourselves  to 
personality  battles  to  show  who  is  big- 
ger than  the  other,  that  is  irrespon- 
sible. I  think  that  it  is  time  for  us  to 
stop  that  and  decide  that  we  are  here 
with  the  trust  of  people.  We  ought  to 
stand  and  be  responsible  for  what  we 
are  here  about,  and  we  cannot  do  it 
without  these  partnerships. 

Ms.  HARMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  numl>er  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  extremely  dis- 
appointed that  a  procedural  maneuver 
may  prevent  a  clean  vote  on  the  Tan- 
ner amendment,  now  called  the  Brown 
amendment,  which  I  have  enthusiasti- 
cally cosponsored.  Instead  we  will  vote 
on  a  watered-down  compromise,  much 
less  than  we  need. 

NIST  technology  programs  never 
used  to  be  political  hot  potatoes.  Both 
the  MEP  and  ATP  were  established,  as 
we  just  heard,  during  the  Reagan  and 
Bush  administrations.  Both  programs 
are  embraced  by  Members  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  because  they  make  our  Na- 
tion's businesses  more  competitive 
worldwide.  Both  programs  are  vision- 
ary and  prove  that  govemment  can  be 
an  effective  partner  with  industry  on 
technology  development. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  just  spend  a 
few  moments  discussing  the  MEP  and, 
in  particular,  California's  Manufactur- 
ing Technology  Center  in  Southern 
California's  South  Bay.  Last  year,  51 
small  manufacturers  hired  442  addi- 
tional employees  after  implementing 
improvements  reconmiended  by  the 
CMTC.  These  same  manufacturers  saw 
their  sales  increase  by  a  total  of  $5.8 
million.  Those  are  private-sector  dol- 
lars, not  taxpayer  dollars. 

It  is  all  the  more  intriguing  to  me 
why  the  Committee  on  Science  major- 
ity has  decided  to  turn  the  Federal 


12720 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


May  30,  1996 


Government's  back  on  small  manufac- 
turers, which  have  accounted  for  the 
majority  of  manufacturing-sector  job 
growth  in  the  Nation  during  the  last  25 
years. 

Equally  important  to  our  Nation's 
high-tech  development  is  the  ATP,  the 
Advanced  Technology  Program,  a 
unique  partnership  between  govern- 
ment and  industry  to  accelerate  the  de- 
velopment of  high-risk  technologies. 
That  promises  significant  commercial 
payoffs  and  widespread  benefits  for  our 
economy.  Industry  drives  the  ATP  by 
setting  the  program's  research  prior- 
ities. Industry  must  keep  its  part  of 
the  partnership  by  adhering  to  strict 
cost-sharing  rules.  We  must  keep  up 
our  end  of  the  bargain  by  maintaining 
investment  in  high-technology  indus- 
tries. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  must  drive  tech- 
nology forward  into  the  21st  century. 
Government  must  be  a  partner  with  in- 
dustry in  this  effort.  This  amendment 
is  too  little  and  very  late. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  req- 
uisite number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  has  been  a  long- 
standing debate  on  this  House  floor 
that  one  party  over  another  is  good  for 
small  businesses.  I  rise  to  support  the 
Brown  substitute  that  really  does  sup- 
port small  businesses  and  creates  jobs. 

We  realize  that  the  MEP  program,  in 
fact,  has  kept  thousands  of  smaller 
companies  in  business  by  giving  them 
the  technology  and  the  understanding 
to  maintain  their  business  and  to  keep 
their  doors  open.  But  we  have  heard  a 
very  striking  and  unfortunate  debate 
revolving  around  the  ATP  program. 

D  2015 

Might  I,  Mr.  Chairman,  simply  call 
the  roll? 

Piano,  TX,  an  ATP  program;  Harris 
County.  TX,  an  ATP  program;  Farm- 
ington  Hills,  MI,  an  ATP  program; 
Danbury,  CT,  an  ATP  program;  York- 
town  Heights,  NY.  an  ATP  program; 
Valley  Forge,  PA,  I  might  add  in  the 
great  State  of  Pennsylvania,  ATP  pro- 
gram: Hopewell  Junction,  NY,  ATP 
program;  Wilmington,  DE;  San  Diego, 
CA;  Potomac,  MD;  Columbia,  SC; 
Washington,  DC;  Santa  Clara,  CA, 
among  la&ay. 

This  is  not  a  corporate  welfare  pro- 
gram. What  it  is  is  an  effective  part- 
nership between  business  and  govern- 
ment. It  says  to  business,  "Where  there 
is  a  great  risk  and  we  realize  that  you 
will  not  be  taking  the  opportunity  to 
explore  these  technologies,  we  will 
come  in  in  competition  with  Japan  and 
Germany  and  France  and  England  and 
stand  alongside  of  you  so  that  you 
might  be  successful." 

I  am  somewhat  disapiminted  that  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  this  com- 
mittee would  continue  to  call  this  cor- 
porate welfare.  Is  he  aware  that  when 
he  sees  the  names  of  AT&T  and  IBM 


and  Xerox,  that  they  are,  in  fact,  a 
partner  with  some  12  to  15  smaller 
companies  that  wind  up  on  the  grant 
from  the  Advanced  Technology  Pro- 
gram? Again  a  helping  hand. 

The  chairman  likes  to  always  cite 
Cato  as  the  expert  on  what  is  corporate 
welfare,  and  of  course  the  Cato  Insti- 
tute suggests  that  the  Advanced  Tech- 
nology Program  is  corporate  welfare. 
Well,  if  they  are  so  wise,  let  me  offer  to 
the  gentleman  from  Peimsylvania  [Mr. 
Walker]  that  Cato  also  says  that  his 
favorite  projects  are  welfare,  corporate 
welfare;  the  National  Weather  Service, 
the  NIST  in-house  research  and  devel- 
opment, general  science  at  DOE,  en- 
ergy supply  R&D.  U.S.  Geological  Sur- 
vey, the  FAA,  the  Office  of  S&T  Policy, 
cooperative  R&D  agreements,  tech- 
nology transfer,  high-performance 
computing,  R&D  university  research- 
ers, and  the  Space  Station. 

Might  I  say  that  we  as  a  body  have  a 
bipartisan  responsibility  to  insure  that 
the  science  of  America  becomes  the 
jobs  of  the  21st  century?  I  have  said  it 
yesterday,  I  say  it  today,  and  I  say  it 
tomorrow.  The  MEP  program,  along 
with  the  Advanced  Technology  Pro- 
gram, are  effective  partners,  want  to 
emphasize  small  businesses,  but  as  well 
to  emphasize  partnerships  between  the 
govenmient  large  corporations  and 
smaller  businesses  to  insure  that  risky 
scientific  investigration  and  research  is 
carried  on  so  that  we  can  be  competi- 
tive worldwide. 

This  is  a  bad  amendment  that  ex- 
cludes the  ATP  program.  I  would  ask 
my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  supporting 
the  substitute  offered  by  the  ranking 
member,  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Brown],  for  the  committee  of- 
fered in  conunittee  a  bipartisan  sup- 
port short  of  that  one  vote.  I  will  sim- 
ply ask,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  do  that 
today  and  be  victorious  on  behalf  of  re- 
search and  businesses  of  America,  i)ar- 
ticularly  our  small  businesses. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  Maryland  [Mrs.  Morella] 
as  a  substitute  for  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Brown]. 

The  amendment  offered  as  a  sub- 
stitute for  the  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Brown],  as 
amended. 

The  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  the  bill? 

If  not,  under  the  rule  the  Committee 
rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Good- 
JoATTE)  having  assumed  the  chair,  Mr. 
BxjRTON  of  Indiana,  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 


Committee,  having  had  under  consider- 
ation the  bill  (H.R.  3322)  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1997  for 
civilian  science  activities  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses, pursuant  to  House  Resolution 
427,  he  reported  the  bill  back  to  the 
House  with  sundry  amendments  adopt- 
ed by  the  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  rule,  the  previous  question  is  or- 
dered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment?  If  not,  the  Chair  will  put 
them  en  gros. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  and 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the 
third,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  re- 
consider was  laid  on  the  table. 


AUTHORIZING  THE  CLERK  TO 
MAKE  CORRECTIONS  IN  EN- 
GROSSMENT OF  H.R.  3322,  OMNI- 
BUS CIVILIAN  SCIENCE  AUTHOR- 
IZATION ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  in  the  engross- 
ment of  the  bill,  H.R.  3322,  the  Clerk 
may  be  authorized  to  correct  section 
numbers,  punctuation,  and  cross  ref- 
erences, and  to  make  such  other  tech- 
nical and  conforming  changes  as  may 
be  necessary  to  reflect  the  action  of 
the  House  in  amending  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 


EXCHANGE  OF  LETTERS  BETWEEN 
COMMITTEES  REGARDING  JURIS- 
DICTION 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  further,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Record  include  the  exchange  of  letters 
between  the  Conmiittee  on  Science  and 
the  Conunittees  on  Natural  Resources, 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure,  and 
Natural  Security  regarding  the  respec- 
tive jurisdictions  of  the  committees. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  letters  referred  to  are  as  follows: 
House  of  Representatives, 

Committee  on  Science. 
Washington.  DC,  May  2, 1996. 
Hon.  Bus  Shuster, 

Ckairman,  House  Committee  on  Transportation 
and  Infrastructure,  House  of  Representa- 
tives, Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Bxh):  On  April  24,  1996,  the  House 
Committee  on  Science  macked  up  and  re- 
ported out  H.R.  3322,  the  Omnibus  Civilian 
Science  Authorization  Act  of  1996.  Title  vn 
of  the  bill  contains  provisions  relating  to  the 
authorization  and  administration  of  the  Fed- 
eral Aviation  Administration's  Research, 
Engineering;  and  Development  Progrram 
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Several  sections  of  title  vn  fall  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  your  committee  and  as  such 
your  committee  received  a  sequential  refer- 
ral of  the  omnibus  bill  upon  introduction. 

Given  the  short  time  frame  before  the  om- 
nibus bill  will  be  considered  on  the  Floor  of 
the  House.  I  realize  that  the  Transportation 
and  Infrastructure  Committee  will  not  have 
sufficient  time  to  consider  those  provisions 
within  your  committee's  jurisdiction.  In 
order  to  expedite  Floor  consideration  of  H.R. 
3322,  I  will  drop  Sections  702,  703,  704.  705  and 
708  of  H.R.  3322  which  mainly  pertain  to  the 
management  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Admin- 
istration. I  also  understand  that  you  also  ob- 
ject to  Section  706(k)  of  the  omnibus  bill, 
and  I  will  therefore  not  include  that  provi- 
sion when  the  omnibus  bill  is  considered  on 
the  House  Floor. 

I  appreciate  your  willingness  to  work  with 
us  to  expedite  the  consideration  of  H.R.  3322. 
1  look  forward  to  continuing  to  work  with 
you  on  these  issues. 
Cordially, 

Robert  S.  Walker, 

Chairman. 

House  of  Representatives, 

CoMMrrTEE  on  Science, 
Washington,  DC.  April  30, 1996. 
Hon.  Floyd  Spence, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  National  Security, 
House  of  Representatives,  Washington.  DC. 
Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  The  Committee  on 
Science  has  marked  up  and  introduced  H.R. 
3322,  the  Omnibus  Civilian  Science  Author- 
ization Act  of  1996.  The  following  provisions 
may  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  National  Security:  Section  128, 
Science  Studies  Institute  and  Section  453, 
National  Oceanographlc  Partnership  Pro- 
gram. 

The  Committee  on  Science  acknowledges 
the  Committee  on  National  Security's  juris- 
dictional interest  in  these  provisions.  It  is 
my  understanding  that  similar  language  to 
Section  453  will  be  included  in  the  FY  1997 
Department  of  I>efense  Authorization  bill. 
Nevertheless,  I  ask  that  your  conmiittee 
waive  any  request  for  sequential  referral 
with  respect  to  the  provisions  described 
above  so  that  the  House  can  consider  H.R. 
3322  without  undue  delay.  I  would  of  course 
support  the  inclusion  of  your  Conmiittee  as 
conferees  should  H.R.  3322  go  to  a  House-Sen- 
ate conference. 

Thank  you  for  your  cooperation  and  1  look 
forward  to  hearing  from  you. 
Cordially, 

Robert  S.  Walker, 

Chairman. 

House  of  Represent attves, 

CoMMriTEE  on  Science, 
Washington.  DC,  May  1, 1996. 
Hon.  Don  Young, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Resources,  House  of 
Representatives,  Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Don:  I  am  writing  to  follow  up  on  our 
conversation  of  May  1,  1996  about  the  Na- 
tional Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administra- 
tion (NOAA)  title  of  H.R.  3322,  the  Omnibus 
Civilian  Science  Authorization  Act  of  1996. 
With  one  exception,  the  title's  programmatic 
scope  is  identical  to  the  NOAA  title  passed 
by  the  House  last  year  as  part  of  H.R.  2405, 
the  Omnibus  Civilian  Science  Authorization 
Act  of  1995. 

The  one  exception  is  a  new  section  dealing 
with  ocean  research  partnerships.  It  is  my 
understanding  that  your  staff  has  taken  part 
in  every  step  of  the  drafting  process  of  the 
ocean  research  partnership  language.  In  def- 
erence to  your  concerns,  however,  I  will  be 


pleased  to  drop  the  provision  from  the  bill. 
Likewise,  I  am  willing  to  drop  language 
worked  out  between  our  two  Committees 
last  year,  and  passed  by  the  House,  on  the 
NOAA  Fleet  and  NOAA  Corps  as  well  as  re- 
lated program  support  accounts.  I  also  am 
willing  to  drop  language  authorizing  the  Na- 
tional Sea  Grant  College  Program  as  well  as 
all  National  Ocean  Service  (NOS)  programs 
and  the  Ocean  and  Great  Lakes  Programs  of 
the  office  of  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Re- 
search (OAR). 

As  with  last  year,  I  am  pleased  to  work  out 
any  differences  our  two  Committees  may 
have  over  the  substance  of  authorization  lan- 
guage covering  the  NOAA  programs  we 
share.  If  we  cannot  agree,  however,  I  will 
oblige  your  desire  to  strike  the  authoriza- 
tion for  the  programs  I  have  outlined  above. 

I   look   forward   to   continuing  our  close 
working  relationship  on  legislative  matters 
our  two  Committees  share. 
Cordially. 

Robert  S.  Walker. 

Chairman. 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 
commtttee  on  transportation 
AND  Infrastructure, 

Washington,  DC,  May  2, 1996. 
Hon.  Robert  S.  Walker, 
Chairman,  House  Committ^  on  Science. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Bob:  Thank  you  for  your  letter  of 
May  2,  1996,  concerning  H.R.  3322,  the  Omni- 
bus Civilian  Science  Authorization  Act  of 
1996.  I  appreciate  the  work  your  committee 
is  doing  in  this  bill  on  matters  of  civil  avia- 
tion research  and  development  within  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  Science  Committee.  I  look 
forward  to  working  with  you  on  these  mat- 
ters as  we  proceed  to  reauthorize  the  Airport 
Improvement  Program  and  as  we  continue  to 
pursue  FAA  reform. 

Because  you  have  agreed  to  drop  provisions 
within  the  Transportation  Committee's  ju- 
risdiction {Tom  H.R.  3322, 1  have  no  objection 
to  its  consideration  in  the  House. 
With  warm  personal  regards,  I  remain 
Sincerely, 

Bud  Shuster, 

Chairman. 

House  of  Representatives,  Com- 
mittee on  National  SEcuRnr, 

Washington.  DC,  May  1, 1996. 
Hon.  Robert  S.  Walker. 
Chairman,  Committee  on  Science, 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  chairman:  I  understand  the 
Committee  on  Science  has  recently  marked 
up  H.R.  3322,  the  Omnibus  Civilian  Science 
Authorization  Act  of  1996.  This  legislation 
includes  two  provisions  within  the  legisla- 
tive jurisdiction  of  the  Committee  on  Na- 
tional Security — section  128,  Science  Studies 
Institute,  and  Section  453.  National  Oceano- 
graphlc Partnership  Program. 

In  recognition  of  your  committee's  desire 
to  bring  this  legislation  expeditiously  before 
the  House  of  Representatives,  the  Committee 
on  National  Security  will  waive  referral  of 
H.R.  3322,  without,  of  course,  waiving  this 
committee's  jurisdiction  over  the  provisions 
in  question.  This  committee  also  will  seek  to 
have  conferees  appointed  for  these  provisions 
during  any  House-Senate  conference. 

I  would  appreciate  your  including  this  let- 
ter as  a  part  of  the  report  on  H.R.  3322  and  as 
part  of  the  record  during  consideration  of 
this  bill  by  the  House. 

With  warm  personal  regards,  1  am 
Sincerely, 

Flotd  D.  Spence, 

Chairman. 


U.S.  House  of  Representatives. 

Committee  on  Resources, 
Washington,  DC,  May  2. 1996. 
Hon.  Robert  S.  Walker. 
Chairman.  Committee  on  Science. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Thank  you  for  your 
letter  of  May  1,  1996.  agreeing  to  delete  por- 
tions of  Title  IV.  National  Oceanic  and  At- 
mospheric Administration  (NOAA),  of  H.R 
3322.  which  are  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  on  Resources. 

I  have  memorialized  our  agreement  in  the 
form  of  an  amendment  to  the  bill.  As  you 
can  see.  it  deletes  authorization  sections  for 
the  National  Ocean  Service  (NOS)  and  the 
Ocean  and  Great  Lakes  Programs  of  the  Of- 
fice of  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Research 
(OAR).  It  also  removes  provisions  affecting 
the  NOAA  Corps,  NOAA  Fleet,  the  National 
Sea  Grant  College  Program  and  the  National 
Oceanographlc  Partnership  Program.  The 
amendment  also  eliminates  from  the  pro- 
gram termination  list  contained  in  Subtitle 
D  those  programs  funded  under  the  programs 
and  offices  listed  above. 

In  addition,  the  amendment  removes  a  lim- 
itation contained  in  section  442,  Limitations 
on  Appropriations,  which  could  foreclose  the 
Resources  Committee  (or  any  other  Commit- 
tee) from  authorizing  funds  for  the  many 
NOAA  programs  not  authorized  under  H.R. 
3322.  like  the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act, 
the  Magnuson  Fishery  Conservation  and 
Management  Act  and  the  National  Marine 
Sanctuaries  Act. 

Finally,  the  amendment  makes  technical 
conforming  changes  to  the  remaining  text  of 
Title  rv. 

If  the  Science  Committee  plans  to  make  a 
manager's  amendment  for  H.R.  3322  in  order, 
I  ask  that  these  changes  be  contained  in  that 
amendment.  If  no  such  amendment  is  con- 
templated, I  ask  that  you  request  the  Rules 
Committee  to  make  this  amendment  self- 
executing  upon  the  adoption  of  the  Rule  for 
consideration  of  H.R.  3322.  Of  course.  I  as- 
sume that  you  would  not  offer  or  support 
any  amendments  adding  back  the  provisions 
deleted  per  our  agreement. 

I  also  look  forward  to  continuing  our  close 
working  relationship  on  legislative  matters 
our  two  Committees  share  during  the  re- 
mainder of  this  Congress. 
Sincerely, 

Don  Young. 

Chairman. 
Amendments  to  H.R.  3322 

Page  90,  line  11,  through  page  93,  line  13. 
strike  subtitle  B. 

Page  93.  line  14,  redesignate  subtitle  C  as 
subtitle  B. 

Page  94,  line  4.  through  page  97,  line  13, 
strike  subsections  (c)  and  (d). 

Page  97,  lines  14  and  21,  redesignate  sub- 
sections (e)  and  (0  as  subsections  (c)  and  (d) 
respectively. 

Page  98,  line  1.  redesignate  subtitle  D  as 
subtitle  C. 

Page  98.  lines  6  through  11,  strike  para- 
graphs (1)  through  (4). 

Page  98.  lines  16  through  21,  strike  para- 
graphs (8)  through  (12). 

Page  99,  lines  5  through  9.  strike  para- 
graphs (17)  and  (18). 

Page  98.  line  12.  through  page  99.  line  10,  re- 
designate paragraphs  (5),  (6).  (7),  (13).  (14). 
(15),  (16),  and  (19)  as  paragraphs  (1)  through 
(8),  respectively. 

Page  99,  line  19.  through  page  100.  line  7, 
strike  subsections  (c)  and  (d). 

Page  100,  lines  11  and  12.  strike  "and  any 
other  Act". 

Page  100.  line  20,  through  page  103,  line  24. 
strike  section  443. 
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Pa^  104.  line  1,  redesignate  subtitle  E  as 
subtitle  D. 

Page  106.  line  9,  through  page  116,  line  9. 
strike  section  453. 


Mr. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 
WALKER.   Mr.   Speaker.   I  ask 


unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
liave  5  legislative  days  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  in  the  Record  on 
H.R.  3322,  the  bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES  ON 
HOUSE  CONCURRENT  RESOLU- 
TION 178.  CONCURRENT  RESOLU- 
TION ON  THE  BUDGET,  FISCAL 
YEAR  1997 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursuant 
to  clause  1  of  rule  XX,  and  at  the  direc- 
tion of  the  Committee  on  the  Budget.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  take  from 
the  Speaker's  table  the  concurrent  res- 
olution (H.  Con.  Res  178)  establishing 
the  congressional  budget  for  the  U.S. 
Government  for  fiscal  year  1997  and 
setting  forth  appropriate  budgetary 
levels  for  the  fiscal  years  1998.  1999. 
2000.  2001.  and  2002.  with  a  Senate 
amendment  thereto,  disagree  to  the 
Senate  amendment,  and  agree  to  the 
conference  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman trota  Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 

MOTION  TO  INSTRUCT  OFFERED  BT  MR.  SABO 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a  mo- 
tion to  instruct  conferees. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Sabo  moves  that  the  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  Boose  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  House  and  Senate  on 
H.  Con.  Res  178,  the  concurrent  resolution  on 
the  budget  for  fiscal  years  1997  through  2002. 
be  instructed — 

(1)  to  agree  to  the  Senate-passed  levels  of 
discretionary  spending,  as  set  by  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  Senator  Domenici; 

(2)  to  agree  to  section  325  of  the  Senate- 
passed  resolution,  relating  to  "balance  bill- 
ing" of  Medicare  patients  by  health  care  pro- 
viders; 

(3)  to  agree  to  section  326  of  the  Senate- 
passed  resolution,  relating  to  Federal  nurs- 
ing home  quality  standards;  and 

(4)  to  agree  to  section  337  of  the  Senate- 
passed  resolution,  relating  to  protection 
under  the  Medicaid  program  against  spousal 
impoverishment. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Sabo]  will 
be  recognized  for  30  minutes,  and  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Kasich]  will 
be  recognized  for  30  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
flrom  Minnesota  [Mr.  Sabo]. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent,  in  light  of  the  fact 
that  there  are  some  fiights  at  9:30,  that 
we  limit  debate  on  each  side  to  15  min- 
utes. I  have  talked  to  the  gentleman 


from  Miimesota.  It  is  okay  with  him.  I 
would  hoi)e  it  would  be  okay  with  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio.  too. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York? 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object.  I  do  not  know 
whether  this  would  then  be  a  standing 
rule  against  the  generally  long-winded 
exhortations  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  ScHUMER],  but  if  he 
wants  to  set  a  precedent  here  for  brev- 
ity. I  would  be  more  than  happy  to  ac- 
cept this  recommendation. 

Still  reserving  the  right  to  object,  I 
have  not  heard  the  gentleman  respond 
to  that. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KASICH.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  will 
try  to  be  as  brief  as  I  can. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr.  KASICH.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  SABO.  For  the  sake  of  my  friend 
from  Ohio,  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  is  not  scheduled  to  speak. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  will 
accept  that. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reserva- 
tion of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
chair  recognizes  the  gentleman  firom 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Sabo]. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  shield  my- 
self 2  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker.  Members,  the  motion  to 
instruct  does  four  very  important 
things:  It  asks  the  House  to  agree  to 
the  Senate  discretionary  levels  as  set 
by  an  amendment  offered  by  Senator 
Domenici  in  the  Senate  and  agreed  to 
by  a  3-to-l  vote  in  the  Senate.  This  is 
to  insure  that  we  do  not  head  to  an- 
other Government  shutdown  in  a  long, 
dragged-out  fight  over  appropriation 
bills.  It  is  also  about  making  sure  that 
we  adequately  fund  our  programs  for 
education,  environmental  and  safety 
protection,  research  and  development, 
and  vital  programs  such  as  in  agri- 
culture. 

We  also  instruct  the  House  to  agree 
to  three  Senate  sense  of  the  Senate  or 
sense  of  the  Congress  resolutions. 
Budget  resolutions  are  about  numbers, 
but  it  is  ultimately  also  about  policy. 
The  Senate,  through  a  sense  of  Con- 
gress, said  that  we  should  not  be  mak- 
ing changes  in  laws  as  they  relate  to 
spousal  impoverishment  and  nursing 
home  standards  in  Medicaid.  I  can 
think  of  no  more  fundamental  policy 
that  we  should  sustain  in  the  Congress 
than  those  two  basic  priorities  as  we 
make  modifications  in  Medicare,  in 
Medicaid. 
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And  we  also  say.  and  accept,  a  resolu- 
tion from  the  Senate  saying,  that  when 
we  deal  with  changes  in  Medicare,  we 
should  not  change  the  protections  for 
seniors  as  it  relates  to  balanced  billing. 
In  plain  language,  we  should  not  let 
providers  charge  more  than  they  are 
currently  allowed  to  charge  to  seniors. 
Most  of  our  seniors  are  very  vulner- 
able, low-income  people,  and  to  change 
the  Medicare  system  so  that  we  ask 
higher  payments  from  them,  as  pro- 
posed by  the  majority,  is  simply  wrong. 

So  I  urge  the  House  to  adopt  this  mo- 
tion to  instruct. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Let  me  first  of  all  suggest  that  we 
cannot  accept  the  motion  to  instruct 
for  the  simple  reason  that  we  really  do 
not  want  to  have  our  negotiating  posi- 
tion dictated  to  us  in  a  motion  to  in- 
struct. In  simple  language,  we  do  not 
intend  to  spend  the  $5  billion  in  addi- 
tional spending  that  the  Senate  has 
asked  for. 

D  2030 

But  in  all  likelihood,  we  will  agree  to 
a  somewhat  higher  level  of  spending  in 
an  effort  to  reach  agreement  with  the 
Senate.  We  will  probably  spend  a  little 
bit  more  money  than  what  we  spent 
when  we  passed  our  House  resolution. 

Second,  however,  we  do  not  take, 
really,  exception  to  the  idea  of  having 
Federal  nursing  home  quality  stand- 
ards. We,  in  fact,  adopted  that  lan- 
guage in  our  proposal  when  we  were  in 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget,  to  make 
sure  that  we  had  the  kind  of  protection 
for  our  seniors  that  we  want  as  it  re- 
lates to  nursing  home  quality.  We  also 
have  a  change  in  the  way  in  which  we 
do  the  qualifications  for  Medicaid. 

Let  me  just  say  that  there  are  large 
pieces  of  this  motion  to  instruct  that 
we  not  only  agree  with,  but  we  have 
solved  in  our  resolution;  but  the  idea 
that  we  ought  to  just  spend  this  S5  bil- 
lion extra  is  something  we  are  not  pre- 
pared to  commit  to  because  while  we 
want  to  emphasize  the  programs  for 
the  environment,  in  which  we  have  full 
funding  of  Superfund,  and  while  we 
want  to  emphasize  the  programs  of 
education,  where  we  have  real  in- 
creases in  title  I  ftmding,  we  also,  how- 
ever, want  to  make  sure  that  at  the 
end  of  the  day  we  stay  on  track  toward 
a  balanced  budget,  that  we  are  in  a  po- 
sition where  we  are  going  to  eliminate 
waste,  fraud,  and  abuse  and  wasteful 
Washington  spending.  We  believe  we 
have  an  excellent  resolution.  We  think 
we  probably  will  add  a  little  bit  more 
money  to  it,  but  this  is  just  too  much 
to  be  able  to  pass  tonight  here  on  the 
House  floor. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  say  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota.  I  respect  his 
efforts.  Some  of  them  I  happen  to  agree 
with.  But  at  the  enQ  of  the  day  we  need 
to  stay  on  track,  we  need  to  balance 
the  budget,  we  need  to  provide  robust 
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funding  for  education,  the  environ- 
ment, a  variety  of  areas,  and  to  show 
real  compassion. 

Furthermore,  let  me  also  say.  of 
course,  the  thrust  of  our  budget  resolu- 
tion is  designed  to  take  power,  money, 
and  influence  from  this  city  and  put  it 
back  into  the  hands  of  the  American 
people  In  every  town  and  city  and  vil- 
lage across  this  country.  We  intend  to 
do  that. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  fi-om  Mis- 
souri [Mr.  Gephardt],  the  distin- 
guished minority  leader. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  this  motion 
to  instruct,  so  that  we  can  rein  in  some 
of  the  excesses  of  the  Republican  budg- 
et, and  stand  up  for  working  families 
for  change. 

The  fact  is,  when  we  talk  about  the 
budget,  we're  not  talking  about  a 
bunch  of  numbers  and  spreadsheets. 
We're  talking  about  real  people's  lives. 

We're  talking  about  the  elderly 
woman  in  my  town  of  St.  Louis,  scrap- 
ing by  on  Social  Security,  covmting 
pennies  at  the  end  of  the  month— and 
already  hard-pressed  to  survive  the 
deep  Republican  cuts  in  Medicare. 

We're  talking  about  the  young  couple 
that  is  tiding  desperately  to  save  for 
their  children's  education,  and  for 
their  own  retirement. 

We're  talking  about  the  families  that 
can  no  longer  care  for  their  parents 
and  grandparents,  but  can't  afford  the 
$40,000-dollar-a-year  price  tag  of  a  nurs- 
ing home  without  any  help. 

It's  no  secret  that  I  strongly  opposed 
this  Republican  budget,  because  it 
heaped  all  the  budget  cuts  on  those 
seniors  and  families — carving  up  Medi- 
care and  jacking  up  the  premiums;  cut- 
ting into  education  and  college  loans; 
paring  back  nursing  home  assistance  to 
lavish  more  tax  breaks  on  people  who 
don't  need  them. 

But  today,  we  have  a  chance  to  help 
the  seniors,  children,  and  families  who 
should  be  the  foundation  of  any  budget 
proposal:  To  prevent  some  of  the  deep 
cuts  in  education,  at  a  time  when  we 
need  more  education,  not  less  of  it;  to 
protect  seniors  on  Medicare  from  being 
overblUed  by  their  health  plans  and 
providers,  when  many  of  them  just 
don't  have  that  extra  money;  To  pre- 
serve the  standards  that  say  your 
whole  family  doesn't  have  to  go  bank- 
rupt to  put  your  parents  in  a  nursing 
home;  and  to  do  more  to  protect  the 
clean  air  and  clean  water  and  environ- 
mental decency  that  are  central  to 
America's  health  and  safety. 

This  bill  would  tell  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  negotiators  that  they  have 
to  back  away  from  the  House  Repub- 
licans' radicalism  on  those  crucial 
issues,  and  toward  the  greater  reason 
and  moderation  of  the  U.S.  Senate. 

The  point  of  this  bill  is  very  simple: 
America's  hard-working  families  mat- 


ter more  than  any  special-interest  lob- 
byist. 

The  House  Republicans'  dangerous 
budget  policies  and  Medicare  cuts— al- 
ready vetoed  twice  by  the  Presidents 
don't  deserve  another  revival. 

And  together,  we  can  start  to  make 
this  a  budget  that  actually  works  for 
working  people. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  Members  to  vote 
for  this  motion — to  protect  seniors  on 
Medicare,  and  preserve  nursing  home 
standards,  and  secure  education  and 
the  environment.  Even  these  changes 
won't  make  the  Republicans'  budget 
perfect,  but  it  will  send  an  important 
message. 

That  today,  this  Congress  votes  for 
families,  for  a  change. 

Support  this  motion  to  instruct. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  30  seconds  to.  for  the  one-bil- 
lionth time,  explain  that  Medicare  con- 
tinues to  go  up.  We  do  not  have  any 
cuts  in  Medicare,  we  have  real  in- 
creases in  Medicare.  Student  loans  go 
up  dramatically;  in  fact,  nearly  a  30- 
percent  increase  in  funding  for  student 
loans.  These  are  the  things  we  are 
doing  to  set  priorities  for  programs  we 
really  believe  in,  but  at  the  same  time 
get  rid  of  those  programs  that  do  not 
make  sense,  that  waste  money,  so  fam- 
ilies in  fact  can  have  a  future. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Kolbe]. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Speaker,  first  of  all. 
I  do  rise  in  opposition  to  this  motion  to 
instruct  conferees.  From  a  procedural 
standpoint,  this  is  a  little  bit  like  the 
poker  player  who,  two  poker  players 
come  to  the  table  and  one  says,  you 
put  all  your  cards  down  on  the  table 
and  show  me  what  you  have  got  there 
and  I  will  decide  whether  I  am  going  to 
raise  the  ante  here  or  I  am  going  to 
call  you  or  not. 

Let  us  not  do  that.  Let  us  not  put  all 
our  cards  down  on  the  table  here.  We 
are  going  into  negotiation  next  week,  a 
conference  committee,  with  the  Sen- 
ate. We  should  not  go  into  it  with  with 
all  of  our  cards  out  on  the  table. 

Let  us  leave  the  procedural  stuff 
aside.  I  listened  to  this  motion  to  in- 
struct being  read  here  tonight.  There 
are  four  parts  of  it.  but  I  want  to  con- 
centrate on  the  first  one:  to  agree  to 
the  Senate-passed  levels  of  discre- 
tionary spending.  Sometimes  I  think 
my  colleagues  over  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle  are  a  little  like  the  moth  that 
goes  to  the  flame.  The  flame  is  more 
spending,  and  they  just  cannot  resist 
it,  more  spending,  no  matter  where  you 
find  it,  no  matter  where  it  comes  from; 
if  it  is  more  spending,  we  have  to  do  it. 
It  does  not  matter  that  the  budget  res- 
olution that  we  passed  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  protects  such  things 
as  title  I,  protects  such  things  as  Head 
Start,  gives  more  money  to  veterans' 
health  care,  gives  more  money  to 
SuperfUnd. 


But  this  has  S5  million  more  in  budg- 
et authority.  S4  billion  more  in  out- 
lays, it  "is  more  spending.  Let  us  not 
worry  about  where  it  is.  let  us  just 
spend  more  money.  That  is  all  it  seems 
to  be  that  we  hear  about  over  there; 
not  how  can  we  reduce  the  deficit,  how 
can  we  get  the  budget  balanced,  how 
can  we  save  our  children's  future,  but 
just  how  can  we  spend  more  money. 
Quick,  we  have  something  over  here 
that  is  more  money.  Let  us  spend  this 
money.  Let  iis  go  and  advocate  spend- 
ing these  additional  dollars. 

We  are  past  that.  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
is  passe.  That  was  the  past.  That  was 
what  we  used  to  do.  The  time  has  come 
to  say.  where  can  we  reduce  spending, 
how  can  we  do  government  more  effi- 
ciently, how  can  we  reduce  the  size  of 
government,  how  can  we  send  govern- 
ment functions  back  to  the  States  and 
local  people.  That  is  what  we  should  be 
talking  about,  not  how  can  we  find  an- 
other S5  billion  to  spend. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  that  this  motion 
be  defeated. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Obey],  the  distinguished 
ranking  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  7  months 
late  and  two  Government  shutdowns 
later,  this  Congress  finally  got  to- 
gether and  passed  a  bipartisan  continu- 
ing resolution  or  a  bipartisan  series  of 
appropriation  bills  just  a  few  weeks 
ago.  Now  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions last  Thursday  agreed  to  an  allo- 
cation of  resources  which  is  going  to 
walk  away  from  that  agreement  and 
take  us  right  back  to  some  of  the  same 
old  arguments  we  had  all  of  last  year. 
We  should  not  do  that.  This  vote  to- 
night is  a  test. 

Some  of  our  friends  on  the  Repub- 
lican side  of  the  aisle  have  made  it 
quite  clear  through  the  last  year  and  a 
half  they  want  to  eliminate  the  De- 
partment of  Education,  they  want  to 
make  deep  cuts  in  education,  they 
want  to  make  deep  cuts  in  our  ability 
to  protect  the  environment,  they  want 
to  savage  job  training,  but  then  we  had 
another  set  of  our  Republican  friends 
who  said,  oh,  no,  we  are  not  like  that. 
We  are  moderates.  We  want  to  protect 
education,  we  want  to  protect  job 
training,  we  want  to  protect  health  and 
protect  our  seniors. 

Tonight  is  the  night  they  can  do  it, 
Mr.  Speaker.  What  we  are  asking  the 
Members  to  choose  Is  whether  or  not 
they  are  going  to  vote  for  a  budget  put 
together  by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Kasich],  which  will  still  require 
major  departures  from  that  bipartisan 
consensus  we  reached  just  a  few  weeks 
ago,  or  whether  or  not  Members  are 
going  to  buy  a  different  Republican 
version,  that  one  being  proposed  by 
Senator  Domenici  and  his  allies  in  the 
other  body. 

It  seems  to  me  the  choice  is  clear.  If 
Members  really  are  moderates,  if  they 
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really  do  care  about  solving  these  prob- 
lems in  a  bipartisan  way,  rather  than 
putting  us  in  the  same  old  fights  all 
over  again,  they  will  vote  for  this  reso- 
lution tonight.  This  is  not  a  radical 
left-wing  resolution.  We  are  asking 
Members  to  accept  the  judgment  of 
their  fiscal  leader  in  the  other  body, 
from  their  own  party.  I  do  not  think 
that  is  asking  too  much,  if  Members 
are  really  moderate  and  really  do  want 
to  see  bills  signed,  and  do  not  want  to 
see  the  Government  shut  down  again. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Neumann]. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
to  oppose  this  motion  to  instruct.  I 
would  like  to  correct  what  was  just 
said. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  we  are  being 
asked  to  do  tonight  is  we  are  being 
asked  to  support  the  concept  of  the  def- 
icit going  back  up  again  in  fiscal  year 
1997.  I  repeat,  if  we  go  along  with  this 
motion  tonight,  we  will  have  the  defi- 
cit going  back  up  again  in  1997. 1  do  not 
think  there  is  a  single  American  out 
there  who  wants  our  deficit  going  back 
up  again.  The  Senate  bill  asks  us  to 
spend  $5  billion  more  than  the  House- 
approved  plan. 

1  did  something  special  for  tonight,  I 
went  and  dug  out  our  original  blue- 
print to  a  balanced  budget  that  we 
passed  last  year.  Guess  what,  the 
House-passed  plan  already  has  $7  bil- 
lion more  in  spending  than  our  original 
blueprint,  and  now  we  are  back  here 
asking  for  more  spending  yet.  I 
thought  it  was  time  we  got  spending  in 
line  so  we  could  get  to  a  balanced  budg- 
et to  preserve  this  Nation  for  our  chil- 
dren. 

It  is  about  time  that  we  recognize 
that  balancing  the  budget  means  more 
opportunities  for  our  families,  more 
job  opportunities  for  our  families,  and 
more  opportunities  for  them  to  live  the 
American  dream.  That  is  what  this  is 
about.  It  is  about  choosing  if  we  are 
going  to  head  back  off  in  the  wrong  di- 
rection again,  let  the  deficits  go  back 
up  again,  start  spending  more  money, 
watch  this  thing  go  back  in  the  direc- 
tion that  led  us  down  to  this  S5  trillion 
debt  in  the  Hrst  place.  I.  for  one,  am 
opposed  to  that. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  tonight  to  strong- 
ly encourage  the  House  conferees  to 
hold  the  line  on  spending,  stick  with 
the  House-passed  numbers,  and  get  us 
to  a  balanced  budget  so  we  can  pre- 
serve this  Nation  for  our  children. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman firom  Florida,  Mrs.  Carrie 
Meek.    

Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker, 
here  we  go  again.  We  are  in  the  same 
circle  of  errors  that  we  started  the  first 
time  on  the  budget.  It  is  almost  like  a 
pattern  of  dissent  and  disgust. 

First  of  all,  we  keep  saying  we  are 
going  to  take  care  of  our  seniors,  but 


that  is  just  a  pious  platitude  around 
here.  They  really  do  not  want  to  take 
care  of  the  seniors,  because  if  they 
wanted  to  take  care  of  the  seniors, 
they  certainly  would  keep  the  nursing 
home  safeguards  where  they  were,  be- 
cause Members  have  heard  of  all  kinds 
of  abuse,  we  have  heard  of  all  the  hor- 
ror stories  about  what  happens  to  sen- 
iors in  nursing  homes.  If  Members  do 
not  believe  it,  come  to  my  State  of 
Florida,  and  we  can  see  this  abuse  hap- 
pening to  these  elderly  people. 

Do  Members  know  who  these  people 
are?  They  are  our  parents.  They  are 
our  aunts  and  our  uncles  who  get  in  a 
nursing  home,  and  if  we  do  not 
straighten  our  this  Medicare  situation, 
where  the  majority  budget  is  trying  to 
cut  it,  now  they  have  a  golden  boy  in 
the  Republican  party  budget,  he  is  just 
as  golden  as  he  can  be,  our  champion, 
and  he  knows  what  he  is  doing,  but  he 
is  not  treating  the  seniors  right.  He  is 
not  treating  them  right. 

What  he  is  doing  with  this  budget,  he 
is  going  to  lower  the  nursing  home 
standards.  They  cannot  keep  it,  and 
they  do  not  have  the  money.  They  are 
going  to  go  back  to  make  the  same 
mistakes.  Why  can  we  not  keep  the 
protection  for  senior  citizens  that  we 
had  all  along  against  these  excess 
charges,  billing  for  things  that  are  not 
even  authorized?  We  are  going  to  see 
that  again.  Why  can  we  not  protect 
these  families,  people  who  are  being  ru- 
ined as  they  pay  for  this  care?  They  are 
being  ruined.  Their  whole  families  are 
being  wiped  out.  It  is  spousal  impover- 
ishment. They  are  making  them  citi- 
zens of  poverty,  and  they  have  worked 
all  their  lives. 

I  appeal  to  the  people  to  let  us  in- 
struct the  conferees  in  a  way  that  is 
sound.  It  makes  sense,  and  it  is  some- 
thing that  this  Congress  should  do.  It 
is  not  any  fly-by-night,  it  is  no  way  to 
spend,  spend,  spend.  It  is  just  like  set- 
ting your  priorities  in  such  a  way  that 
you  keep  senior  citizens  well.  The  sen- 
iors of  this  country  are  hearing  this,  so 
we  had  better  be  sure  that  we  look  out 
for  them,  Mr.  Speaker.  Let  us  pass  this 
to  instruct  the  conferees. 

Mr.  Speaker,  neither  the  House  version  of 
the  budget  resolution  nor  the  Senate  version 
is  the  correct  way  for  Congress  to  tjaJance  the 
budget. 

But  the  Senate  version  is  clearly  preferable 
in  the  protections  it  gives  to  our  elderly  citi- 
zens and  disabled  people  who  are  in  nursing 
homes.  These  protections  are,  of  course,  also 
important  the  children  and  other  relatives  of 
these  patients. 

The  Senate  adopted  two  amendments  of- 
fered by  Senator  Kennedy  dealing  with  nurs- 
ing home  care.  One  amendment  proclaims  the 
sense  of  Congress  that  we  retain  the  current 
law  preventing  the  impoverishment  of  spouses 
by  forcing  them  to  pay  for  nursing  home  care. 
It  also  retains  the  cun-ent  prohibition  on  Kens 
on  the  home  of  a  nursing  home  patient  if  it  is 
being  occupied  by  the  patient's  spouse  or  de- 
pendent children.  This  amendment  passed  the 


Senate  by  a  vote  of  94  to  6.  I  am  hiappy  to 
learn  that  the  majority's  new  h^edicaid  bill 
complies  with  this  Senate  amendment  So  I 
hope  that  the  House  budget  conferees  will 
readily  agree  to  this  Senate  amendment. 

The  ottier  amendment  offered  by  Senator 
Kennedy  was  adopted  by  a  vote  of  99  to  zero. 
It  proclaims  that  it  is  the  sense  of  Congress 
that  the  Federal  Government  should  continue 
to  establish  and  enforce  the  Federal  standards 
relating  to  the  quality  of  care  in  nursing 
homes.  While  the  majority  party  in  the  House 
is  apparently  wilting  to  accept  Federal  stand- 
ards, ttwy  have  been  unwilling  to  retain  the 
current  law  that  there  should  be  Federal  en- 
forcement of  these  standards. 

Some  Memt)ers  of  ttie  majority  may  not  re- 
memt)er  the  nursing  home  scandals  that  arose 
when  we  left  protection  of  the  elderly  solely  to 
the  States. 

We  tried  that  policy  once.  It  failed.  Don't  try 
another  experiment  with  ttie  elderly.  Do  not 
sacrifice  them  on  the  ideological  altar  of 
States'  rights. 

Support  the  motion  to  instruct  the  conferees. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  10  seconds. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  recommend  to  my 
friend,  the  gentlewoman  from  Florida, 
that  she  refer  to  page  177  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  where  it  has  the  lan- 
guage that  protects  our  seniors.  I 
would  just  recommend  to  the  gentle- 
woman tonight,  before  she  goes  to 
sleep,  that  she  gets  the  book  and  reads 
it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  shield  1  minute  to  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Brownback]. 
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Mr.  BROWNBACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  in  strong  opposition  to  this  motion 
to  instruct  conferees.  I  just  make  a 
point  at  the  very  outset  that  the  past 
speaker  from  Florida,  who  I  agree  with 
on  some  things,  and  she  is  a  wonderful 
lady,  I  particularly  agree  with  her 
point  that  she  says  we  have  a  golden 
boy  that  chairs  the  Budget  Committee. 
He  is  a  golden  boy  because  he  is  doing 
what  is  right.  It  is  to  balance  the  budg- 
et. That  is  what  the  American  people 
want. 

Here  we  are  talking  about  $5  billion 
on  top  of  $494  billion  that  we  are  al- 
ready spending,  and  we  start  breaking 
down  the  path  toward  balancing  the 
budget.  This  is  doing  what  is  right. 
When  you  do  what  is  right,  you  are  a 
golden  boy  when  you  do  that,  and  that 
is  what  the  American  people  want.  We 
need  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong  opposi- 
tion to  this.  We  are  protecting  the  sen- 
iors, and  we  are  protecting  the  kids. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  how  much 
time  is  left  on  both  sides? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
GOODLATTE).  The  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota [Mr.  Sabo]  has  6  minutes  re- 
maining, and  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Kasich]  has  6  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Vir- 
ginia [Mr.  Payne]. 
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Mr.  PAYNE  of  Virginia.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  for  yielding 
me  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  this 
motion  to  instruct.  It  is  consistent 
with  our  coalition,  our  blue  dog  budget 
that  moves  to  balancing  the  budget  in 
a  straightforward  manner.  But  this 
motion  also  prohibits  cost  shifting  to 
seniors  under  the  Medicare  program. 

The  Republican  budget  resolution 
would  allow  many  doctors  to  bill  the 
Medicare  program  as  much  as  they 
wanted  and  the  patient  would  pay  the 
difference.  What  does  this  mean  for  pa- 
tients? Under  the  current  law,  if  a  pa- 
tient visits  his  doctor  for  a  checkup. 
Medicare  would  pay  about  $50,  the 
price  that  Medicare  has  determined  to 
be  fair  and  equitable,  and  the  doctor 
could  not  bill  the  patient  for  any  extra 
amount. 

Under  this  Republican  plan.  Medicare 
would  still  pay  the  $50,  but  the  doctor 
could  than  bill  any  additional  amount, 
$15,  $25,  $50  above  that  amount  that 
Medicare  is  already  paying.  The  extra 
charge  then  would  have  to  be  paid  by 
our  seniors.  These  extra  charges  could 
cost  our  seniors  as  much  as  $40  billion 
during  the  next  6  years,  yet  they  do 
nothing  to  ensure  the  solvency  of  the 
Medicare  trust  fund. 

The  current  prohibition  on  balance 
billing  is  solid  policy  for  two  reasons. 
First  it  has  reduced  extra  charges  to 
our  seniors  by  over  $18  billion  since 
1985  and,  secondly,  it  ensures  the  Hscal 
responsibility  of  the  Medicare  program 
and  forces  providers  to  be  more  effi- 
cient. All  of  us  agree  that  the  Medicare 
trust  fund  must  be  strengthened  and 
that  the  program  must  be  made  more 
efficient. 

Let  us  reform  the  Medicare  program 
in  a  constructive  and  thoughtful  man- 
ner. Repealing  balance  billing  protec- 
tions for  seniors  is  just  bad  policy.  It 
damages  the  trust  fund's  health,  it  po- 
tentially damages  our  seniors'  health, 
and  damages  our  seniors'  pocketbooks. 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
motion  to  instruct. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  very  distinguished  gen- 
tleman fi-om  Delaware  [Mr.  Castle], 
the  former  Governor. 

Mr.  CASTLE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  me  the  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  answer  to  the  call  of 
being  a  moderate.  I  am  someone  who 
has  worked  hard  here,  I  think,  for  ade- 
quate funding  for  education,  for  the  en- 
vironment, for  housing  and  other  im- 
portant domestic  programs,  and  I  be- 
lieve that  the  Budget  Committee  and 
the  Appropriation  Committee  in  this 
year  are  acting  in  good  faith  to  provide 
funding  for  these  programs.  I  believe 
that  our  seniors,  I  believe  that  our 
children,  I  believe  that  our  education 
programs,  I  believe  that  our  environ- 
mental programs  are  going  to  be  pro- 
tected by  the  budgeting  which  we  have 
this  year. 


So  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  motion 
to  instruct.  I  believe  we  must  balance 
the  budget.  Earlier  in  this  year,  as  the 
appropriation  process  went  forward 
dealing  with  the  602(b)'s,  28  of  us  over 
here  on  the  Republican  side  signed  a 
letter  to  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Livingston]  and  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Kasich]  asking  them  to 
be  expansive  with  respect  to  Labor- 
HHS-Education  bills  and  the  VA-HUD 
and  Independent  Agency  bills,  and  they 
have  responded  to  that,  I  think,  dif- 
ferently than  last  year. 

I  think  we  are  in  a  situation  now  in 
which  we  can  support  the  budget  which 
is  going  ahead,  but  we  must  never  for- 
get that  ultimately  if  we  are  going  to 
help  these  children  and  these  families 
and  these  senior  citizens,  we  must  bal- 
ance the  budget  of  the  United  States  of 
America.  That  is  what  this  is  all  about. 
We  cannot  add  spending  back  into  it, 
but  we  have  to  deal  with  the  good  faith 
efforts  which  have  come  forward  so  far. 

I  believe  that  it  is  unnecessary  and 
imfair  to  demand  that  our  conferees  ac- 
cept the  entire  $5  billion  Senate  in- 
crease for  domestic  discretionary 
spending.  This  has  been  laid  out  very 
carefully  this  year  in  a  way  in  which 
we  can  all  manage.  So  I  would  urge  all 
of  us  here  tonight  to  hold  the  line  on 
spending,  and  I  would  urge  all  of  us  to 
oppose  the  motion  to  instruct  con- 
ferees. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  10 
seconds  to  the  gentlewoman  fi-om  Flor- 
ida [Mrs.  Meek]. 

Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
just  wanted  10  seconds  so  that  my 
chairman  would  understand  my  point. 

The  Republicans  accepted  the  lan- 
guage concerning  Federal  protection  in 
these  standards  but  they  did  not  say 
that  they  would  enforce  them.  So  just 
accepting  the  language  without  en- 
forcement leaves  a  zero. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mary- 
land [Mr.  Cardin]. 

Mr.  CARDIN.  I  want  to  thank  my 
friend  from  Minnesota  for  yielding  me 
this  time  and  thank  him  for  his  leader- 
ship on  this  issue. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  support  this  motion, 
but  let  me  just  give  one  reason,  one 
part  of  the  motion  that  deals  with 
Medicare  that  I  think  is  particularly 
important.  The  House  budget  resolu- 
tion takes  away  the  protection  that 
our  seniors  have  today,  certain  seniors, 
on  their  doctor  or  hospital  being  able 
to  bill  more  than  Medicare  permits. 
That  will  require  many  seniors  to  pay 
a  lot  more  for  their  health  care  as  a  re- 
sult of  that  provision. 

Last  year  the  Democrats  pointed  out 
to  the  Republicans  in  their  budget  res- 
olution the  mistakes  that  they  were 
making  in  Medicare,  that  it  would  cost 
our  seniors  more,  it  would  take  away 
their  choice,  being  done  in  order  to 
give  tax  breaks  to  basically  wealthy 
people.  Let  us  not  make  the  same  mis- 
take again  this  year. 
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This  motion  gives  us  a  chance,  one 
chance,  one  part  dealing  with  balance 
billing,  to  go  along  vrith  the  wisdom  of 
the  other  body  and  to  make  sure  that 
our  seniors  have  the  protection  against 
balance  billing.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
take  advantage  of  this  and  vote  for  the 
motion  that  is  accompansring  the  con- 
ference report. 

We  have  heard  from  the  Republicans, 
we  have  heard  from  the  Democrats.  Let 
me  quote,  if  I  might,  from  two  non- 
partisan private  commissions  that  re- 
port to  Congress  that  work  for  us. 
These  are  nonpartisan  commissions 
that  look  at  the  health  care  sjrstem. 
Both  have  evaluated  the  Republican 
Medicare  proposal. 

PPRC  has  said  "The  absence  of  bal- 
ance billing  limits  for  services  deliv- 
ered in  private  fee-for-service  plans  and 
plans  associated  with  MSA's  could 
leave  beneficiaries  exposed  to  substan- 
tial out  of  pocket  liability." 

And  PROPAC  said  "PROPAC  is  con- 
cerned that  beneficiaries  who  choose 
the  Medicare  Plus  fee-for-service  op- 
tion will  be  subjected  to  unanticipated 
out-of-pocket  liabilities."  But  then  the 
commission  goes  on  and  says  "The 
Commission  is  also  concerned  about 
provider  behavior  resulting  from  these 
arrangements:  Some  providers  may  de- 
cide not  to  see  those  with  traditional 
Medicare  coverage  by  limiting  their 
practice  to  patients  who  can  pay  high 
charges.  This  phenomenon  could  limit 
access  of  Medicare  beneficiaries,  par- 
ticularly those  with  low  incomes." 

The  provision  that  is  in  the  House 
budget  resolution  will  lead  to  different 
levels  of  care  for  our  seniors.  Those 
that  are  wealthy  will  have  one  sjretem. 
Those  that  have  limited  income,  most 
of  our  seniors,  are  going  to  be  denied 
full  access  and  are  going  to  be  asked  to 
pay  more  with  less  choice. 

That  is  not  what  we  want.  Our  sen- 
iors already  have  the  highest  out-of- 
pocket  health  care  cost  of  any  group  of 
Americans.  The  Republican  budget  res- 
olution will  add  to  that  cost. 

The  Senate,  the  other  body,  at  least 
recognized  on  balance  billing  that  we 
must  maintain  a  provision  that  has 
been  in  the  Medicare  system  for  a  long 
time,  that  protects  against  extra  bil- 
Ungs  by  doctors  and  hospitals  that  our 
seniors  just  cannot  afford.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  the  motion  that 
is  accompanying  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  IVi 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut [Mr.  Shays]. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  srielding  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  want  to  correct 
the  facts  stated  on  the  other  side.  They 
are  simply  not  accurate  when  they  say 
that  we  will  charge  seniors  more. 

The  fact  is  on  Medicare,  we  are  going 
to  have  spending  go  up  from  $196  to  $284 
billion.  That  Is  a  45-percent  increase. 
On  a  per-person  basis,  it  is  going  to  go 
up  to  34  percent,  from  $5,200  to  $7,000. 
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I  really  believe  in  our  proposal.  The 
bottom  line  is  very  simple.  We  do  not 
increase  copayments,  we  do  not  in- 
crease the  deductible,  we  do  not  in- 
crease the  premium,  and  we  say  that 
under  the  fee-for-service  system,  you 
cannot  have  balance  billing. 

Furthermore,  we  allow  individuals  to 
have  choice.  If  people  do  not  want  the 
traditional  fee-for-service,  they  can 
have  choice,  or  a  whole  host  of  dif- 
ferent programs.  Under  those  different 
programs,  they  may  get  eye  care,  they 
nmy  get  dental  care,  they  may  have  a 
rebate  in  their  copasrment,  their  de- 
ductible, they  may  even  have  their 
MediGap  paid  for. 

The  bottom  line  is  when  they  are  in 
their  fee-for-service  system,  they  get 
what  they  get  now.  If  they  get  into  pri- 
vate care  and  choose  to,  if  they  get 
into  it  and  they  do  not  like  the  plan, 
they  can  leave.  They  have  24  months, 
each  and  every  month,  to  leave.  So  we 
give  them  choice,  we  do  not  increase 
copasrment,  the  deductible  or  the  pre- 
mium. It  stays  the  same.  It  seems  to 
me  like  a  very  good  plan.  Plus  we  add 
45  percent  more  to  the  spending  on 
Medicare,  from  S196  to  $284  billion. 

We  do  the  same  thing  with  Medicaid. 
That  goes  up  46  percent,  firom  $95  to 
S140  billion.  That  is  a  significant  in- 
crease in  spending.  Only  in  this  place 
when  you  spend  more  is  it  called  a  cut. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tlenmn  tcom  Ohio  has  2%  minutes  re- 
maining, the  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota has  SO  seconds  remaining  and 
has  the  right  to  close  the  debate. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1 
noinute  to  the  gentleman  firom  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayworth]. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  I  thank  the  chair- 
man for  jrielding  time. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
this  motion  to  instruct  our  conferees 
for  three  very  simple  policy  reasons, 
and  for  three  additional  personal  rea- 
sons. 

The  major  differences  are  these.  Our 
plan  of  the  new  majority  brings  the 
deficit  down.  To  change  course,  to  em- 
brace this  big  spending  the  other  side 
is  so  enthralled  with,  would  drive  the 
deficit  up. 

Second,  our  plan  is  real.  The  Presi- 
dent and  the  guardians  of  the  old  order 
would  need  huge,  unspecified  cuts  to  fi- 
nally deal  with  the  deficit  and  eventu- 
ally achieve  balance. 

And,  third,  our  plan  begins  to  control 
the  explosive  growth  in  entitlements, 
saving  those  programs  by  controlling 
the  growth,  not  by  cuts  but  by  growth 
control. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  said  there  are  also 
three  personal  reasons  and  I  wear  them 
here  on  my  lapel,  Nicole,  Hannah,  and 
John  Micah,  my  3  children.  I  will  not 
leave  them  saddled  with  a  debt.  It  is 
immoral.  Reject  this  motion.  Embrace 
our  budget.  Embrace  our  future. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 


Mr.  Speaker,  to  close  the  debate,  it  is 
really  kind  of  simple.  We  have  a  real 
budget  that  uses  real  numbers.  It  low- 
ers the  deficit  and  it  balances  the  budg- 
et by  2002. 

The  alternative,  the  President's 
budget.  It  got  barely  a  majority  of  sup- 
port of  the  people  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle.  Why?  Because  it  does  not 
lower  the  deficit.  It  uses  smoke  and 
mirrors.  In  fact  in  the  last  year  it  has 
a  tax  increase. 

Every  time  we  pull  the  Democrats, 
and  not  all  the  Democrats,  but  we  pull 
the  people  on  the  other  side  that  like 
Washington,  we  pull  them  to  the  drink- 
ing fountain,  they  take  a  little  drink 
and  they  buy  into  less  spending,  it  is 
only  about  24  hours  later  when  they  are 
trying  to  figure  out  how  to  get  us  to 
spend  more. 

We  have  a  good  plan,  it  has  got  the 
right  priorities,  it  lowers  the  deficit,  it 
protects  our  children  and  it  also  trans- 
fers power,  money  and  influence  from 
this  city.  The  fundamental  difference 
between  Democrats  and  Republicans 
today  is  that  we  want  to  give  people 
power  back  in  their  communities,  in 
their  villages,  in  their  towns  across 
this  country,  and  the  Washington 
spenders  and  liberals  believe  that  peo- 
ple at  home  cannot  get  it  right. 

Well,  as  Republicans,  we  are  going  to 
fight,  and  it  is  going  to  be  a  long  road 
but  at  the  end  of  the  day  we  are  going 
to  pry  people's  power  and  money  and 
influence  out  of  Washington  bureau- 
crats and  put  it  back  into  the  hands  of 
Americans  across  this  great  country 
and  trust  that  they  will  get  it  right  at 
the  end  of  the  day  to  solve  local  prob- 
lems with  local  solutions  and  to  pro- 
tect their  children. 

Vote  against  the  motion  to  instruct. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  my- 
self the  balance  of  the  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  motion  to  instruct 
simply  says,  let  us  adopt  some  simple 
basic  protections  for  the  seniors  and 
v\ilnerable  in  our  society  as  it  relates 
to  health  care.  As  it  relates  to  the  in- 
vestments we  make  in  domestic  discre- 
tionary spending,  we  simply  say,  ac- 
cept the  Domenici  amendment  which 
Bob  Dole  voted  for.  You  can  do  it.  You 
can  do  it  within  the  context  of  a  bal- 
anced budget  which  we  agree  that  we 
need  to  achieve.  But  let  us  do  it  in  a 
fair  fashion.  Let  us  move  in  the  direc- 
tion and  not  closing  down  Government 
again.  Just  simply  accept  the  proposal 
offered  by  the  Senate  Budget  chair- 
man, a  very  Republican  person,  the 
last  I  heard,  supported  by  Bob  Dole. 

Let  us  be  reasonable.  Let  us  move  on 
a  course  that  gets  the  session  ended. 
Let  us  not  vote  to  close  down  the  Gov- 
ernment again. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support 
of  the  Sabo  motion  to  instruct  conferees  on 
the  budget  resolution.  The  motion  instructs  the 
conferees  to  agree  to  the  Senate  levels  for 
rtondefense  discretionary  spending.  Let  me 
explain  why  this  is  important 


As  we  know,  the  President  and  the  Repub- 
JK^n  leadership  have  both  proposed  plans  that 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  says  would 
reach  balance  in  2002.  Clearly,  the  Presidenfs 
budget  illustrates  that  a  t>alanced  budget  does 
not  necessitate  extreme  and  excessive  cuts  in 
programs  of  vital  importance  to  millions  of 
Americans. 

The  House  budget  resolution  is  worse  ttian 
the  Senate,  making  it  harder  to  finance  impor- 
tant domestk:  priorities  in  education  and  train- 
ing, the  environment,  science  and  technology, 
and  law  enforcement 

The  allocations  to  the  appropriations  sub- 
committees reflected  in  the  House  t>udget  res- 
olution have  created  the  same  basic  conflict 
that  led  to  two  GovenrHnent  shutdowns  and  13 
continuing  resolutkm  in  the  battle  over  1996 
spending.  Why  would  we  krK>wingly  do  this 
again? 

Specifically,  tfie  House  alkx^ations  are  $19 
billion  less  ttian  the  PresidenTs  request  for 
nondefense  programs,  while  at  the  same  time 
adding  nearly  $13  billion  atx>ve  the  Penta- 
gon's request  in  funding  for  defense  and  mili- 
tary construction  progran^. 

For  example,  the  allocation  to  the  Labor- 
HHS — Education  Subcommittee  is  $6.7  billion 
below  the  President's  request  and  $2.5  billion 
below  the  levels  necessary  to  sustain  the 
1996  program  level.  This  allocation  would  like- 
ly result  in  significant  cuts  to  such  programs 
as  Title  I  Educatk>n  for  the  Disadvantaged, 
Pell  Grant  college  scholarships,  and  the  Sum- 
mer Youth  Emptoyment  Program. 

The  chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee  in 
the  other  body  clearly  recognized  that  we 
were  once  again  engaging  in  a  train  wreck 
scenario.  Rather  than  push  this  to  the  brink 
again  ttiis  year,  he  wisely  proposed  to  add  $5 
t>illk)n  to  the  Senate  domestic  discretionary 
spending  level  to  ntake  wtK>le  the  allocation  to 
tiie  appropriations  subcommittees  necessary 
to  avoid  unnecessary  vetoes  and  further  grid- 
tock. 

Although  the  Sabo  motion  would  not  even 
meet  the  Presklent  half  way  on  priorities,  it 
woukJ  allow  funding  at  a  freeze  level  for  most 
program,  funding  at  cunrent  servces  level  for 
some  priority  programs,  and  alksw  modest  in- 
vestments in  a  very  limited  number  of  priority 
domestic  investments  such  as  biomedical  re- 
search. 

The  Sabo  motion  does  not  fully  address  the 
fundamental  differences  tMtween  ttie  Repub- 
lk:an  leadership  and  the  President  with  regard 
to  budget  priorities.  For  example,  the  budget 
resolution  woukj  still  assume  a  cut  of  $61  bil- 
ton  from  the  President  proposed  spending 
level  for  education  and  training.  Nonetheless, 
the  Sabo  motion  would  allow  us  to  get  ttvough 
the  1997  spending  bills  with  a  much  higher 
level  of  bipiartisan  support  In  the  short  and 
kxig  run,  this  woukl  be  a  good  thing  for  the 
American  people. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
a  classic  example  of  the  thinking  that  we 
sometimes  hear  from  across  tiie  aisle.  Instead 
of  focusing  on  the  policy  goal,  they  focus  on 
the  bureaucratic  program.  Instead  of  measur- 
ir>g  results,  they  measure  resources  and  effort 
expended. 

Over  tt^  past  year  and  a  half  the  Science 
Committee  has  witnessed  a  growing  dispute 
about  global  climate  change.  There  is  perhaps 
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even  greater  dispute  about  whether  Mission  to 
Planet  Earth  is  tiie  right  way  to  study  climate 
change.  But  there  is  100-percent  dispute — no- 
body agrees— that  ttie  original  baselined  Earth 
observing  system  is  tiie  most  cost-effective 
way  to  collect  the  data  required  for  Mission  to 
Planet  Earth. 

Only  the  gentiewoman  from  Texas — plus  a 
few  contractors  and  bureaucrats — seem  to 
think  that  we  should  do  Miis  project  the  old 
arxJ  expensive  way. 

Several  weeks  ago  the  Space  Subcommit- 
tee heard  testimony  from  multiple  witnesses 
that  using  small  satellites  to  collect  Earth 
science  data  woukJ  be  cheaper  and  easier 
than  ttie  larger  satellites  currentty  planned  for 
the  Earth  observing  system.  We  have  also 
heard  testinxjny  that  the  new  commercial  re- 
mote sensing  industry  shoukj  t>e  abie  to  save 
us  a  great  deal  of  money  in  collecting  and  dis- 
tributing data. 

So  it  seems  clear  that  we  can  achieve  the 
scientific  goals  of  this  program  nujch  more 
cheaply  than  is  currently  projected.  But  only  if 
we  altow  budgetary  necessity  to  be  the  mother 
of  programmatic  invention  and  refomi. 

Now  ifs  no  secret  tfiat  I'm  not  a  huge  fan 
of  this  program,  or  of  tiie  scientific  theories  it 
may  help  to  test  But  that's  not  what's  at  issue 
here.  The  issue  is  whettier  we  do  this  re- 
search affordably,  within  tiie  context  of  a  bal- 
anced budget  or  whether  we  tiy  to  do  it 
unaffordatjiy,  and  break  the  budget  and  pr6b- 
ably  fail  to  do  the  science. 

So  why  would  anyone  want  to  hang  on  to 
ttie  oW  ways  of  doing  tilings  when  that's  not 
only  more  expensive,  but  in  fact  not  as  good? 
If  we  foik>wed  that  togc— the  kjgic  of  ttie  gen- 
tiewoman from  Texas — tiien  Houston  wouldnl 
be  the  hometown  of  ttie  largest  personal  com- 
puter company  in  the  wortd  because  we  wouU 
all  still  use  giant  mainframe  computers  instead 
of  PC's,  we  woukjnl  have  ttie  benefits  of 
using  ttie  new  technokigy,  and,  of  course, 
none  of  ttxise  jobs  wouM  exist  in  Houston. 

Mrs.  SMITH  of  Washington.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  today  in  support  of  ttie  Nation's  science 
programs  and  ttie  international  space  station. 
Over  the  past  several  years,  ttie  Boeing  Co. 
and  its  eniployees  in  my  home  state  of  Wash- 
ington have  been  wortdng  to  help  design  and 
build  ttie  international  space  station.  Currentty, 
ttie  space  station  is  on  schedule  and  on  txxjg- 
et  In  addition,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  space  station 
hokJs  great  promise  in  the  research  of  cancer 
and  cell  development  human  physiokjgy,  bio- 
technology, fluk)  physks,  combustion  sderx^e, 
materials  science,  teiecommunk:ations,  and 
new  phamriaceutical  products.  With  all  ttiese 
great  promises  in  mind,  I  applaud  ttie  efforts 
of  the  Boeing  space  station  employees  for 
helping  to  advance  our  country's  leadership  in 
space  technology.  I  kxk  forward  to  witnessing 
ttie  success  of  this  technology  and  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  ttie  space  station  for 
countiess  generations  to  come. 

Mr.  WYNN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  some  very 
serious  concerns  about  ttie  legislation  before 
ttie  House  today,  H.R.  3322,  ttie  Omnibus  Ci- 
vilian Science  Auttiorization  Act  of  1996.  This 
bill  cuts  NASA's  Mission  to  Planet  Earth 
[MTPE]  Program  by  $261  millk)n  ft-om  ttie  fis- 
cal year  1996  estimated  funding  level  and 
$373,700,000  from  ttie  Presklenfs  fiscal  year 
1997  request 


Mission  to  Planet  Eartti  is  NASA's  tong- 
term,  coordinated  research  effort  to  study  the 
Earth  as  a  global  environmental  system.  This 
program  will  expand  our  knowledge  of  ttie 
Earth  and  its  environment,  ttie  solar  system, 
and  the  universe  ttvough  observations  from 
space.  The  end  product  of  Mission  to  Planet 
Earth  will  be  ttie  ability  to  develop  and  imple- 
ment environmental  pdcies  based  on  a  better 
understanding  of  how  our  environment  works. 

There  are  many  reasons  ttiat  gk)bal  environ- 
mental change  is  important  to  our  society.  A 
single  dimate  change  event  can  cause  gkJtjal 
effects.  For  example,  one  major  climate  event. 
El  Nino  in  the  Pacific  Ocean,  has  been  occur- 
ring for  hundreds  of  years  on  a  fairly  regular 
tasis.  When  it  does  occur,  it  has  a  ti-emen- 
dous  effect  on  weather  patterns,  causing 
floods  and  droughts  in  dfferent  p>arts  of  the 
world.  Many  researctiers  believe  that  ttie  1993 
Mississippi  and  1995  California  fkxxls  were 
caused  by  El  Nino.  In  ttie  last  decade,  ttie  pat- 
tern of  El  Nino  occurrences  has  increased  ti-e- 
mendously,  though  we  have  not  yet  learned 
why. 

The  U.S.  Govemment  estimates  ttiat  natural 
disasters  cost  the  United  States  an  average  of 
about  $1  billkxi  each  week.  Improving  our  abil- 
ity to  understand,  predct  and  respond  to 
ttiese  events  couM  allow  us  to  find  ways  of  re- 
ducing these  costs  and  the  kiss  to  human  life. 

By  using  satellites  and  ottier  tools  to  study 
ttie  Earth,  NASA  hopes  to  expand  our  under- 
standing of  how  natural  processes  affect  us, 
and  how  we  mi^  be  affecting  ttiem.  Such 
studies  will  yiekJ  improved  weattier  forecasts, 
tools  for  managing  agriculture  and  forests,  irv 
formation  for  fisfiermen  and  coastal  planners, 
and,  eventually,  an  ability  to  predct  how  ttie 
climate  wil  change  in  ttie  future. 

I  wouU  also  like  to  make  it  dear  that  Mis- 
sun  to  Planet  Earth  has  always  enjoyed  bipar- 
tisan support  The  largest  budget  element  for 
Missk>n  to  Planet  Earth  is  ttie  Earth  observing 
system  [EOS],  which  will  make  two  dozen  dif- 
ferent measurements  over  at  least  15  years  to 
provide  ttie  first  kxig-term,  integrated  observa- 
tions of  the  global  environment  The  program 
is  estimated  to  cost  approximately  $7.6  tMllion 
ttirough  ttie  year  2000,  and  has  already  been 
reduced  by  60  percent  since  its  original  ap- 
proval by  Congress  in  1990. 

This  project  was  originally  designed  during 
ttie  Reagan  administration  to  study  the  full 
range  of  issues  associated  witti  dianges  in 
ttie  gk>bal  environment  President  Bush  for- 
mally proposed  ttie  buikj  EOS  in  1990  and 
Congress  approved  a  new  start  for  the  pro- 
gram later  ttiat  year.  Since  1990,  EOS  has  un- 
dergone three  restructuring  efforts,  designed 
to  focus  objectives  and  approaches  and  re- 
duce tfie  overall  program  budget 

NASA  has  worked  hard  to  reduce  the  costs 
of  its  programs,  and  I  ttiink  ttiose  efforts 
shouM  be  commended.  I  support  full  funding 
for  Misskm  to  Planet  Earth,  and  hope  ttiat  my 
colleagues  will  join  me  in  meeting  ttie  adminis- 
tration's funding  request  In  the  tong  mn,  the 
knowledge  we  gain  through  this  program  may 
save  a  great  deal  of  money  and  a  great  many 
lives.  In  my  opinion,  ttiat  is  a  fairty  significant 
return  on  investinent 

Mr.  QUINN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  today  to 
share  my  views  on  the  Omnibus  Civilian 
Sdence  Auttiorization  Act  I  woukJ  like  to  state 


my  support  for  NASA's  space  station.  NASA 
has  played  a  vital  role  in  America's  devekjp- 
ment  botti  in  the  advancement  of  scientific  in- 
novations and  ttie  implementation  of  techno- 
logical breakthroughs.  Often  times,  technotogy 
ttiat  is  produced  from  these  IxeaWhroughs  t)e- 
comes  integrated  into  our  Nation's  industrial 
sector.  The  United  States  receives  a  direct 
dual  benefit  from  ttie  space  program,  botti  in 
ttie  fiekJs  of  scientific  discovery  and  commer- 
dal  technologk:ai  transformation.  I  envisk>n 
great  tilings  in  America's  future  scientific  dis- 
covery. The  space  station  will  be  ttie  heart  of 
our  Nation's  great  innovative  zeal. 

I  would  also  like  to  express  my  support  for 
titie  IV  of  ttie  bill  wh«h  auttxxlzes  the  National 
Oceank;  and  Atmospheric  Administration  to 
implement  its  National  Weattier  Sennce  Pro- 
gram [NWS). 

The  NWS  furnishes  ttie  entire  United  States 
with  forecasts  and  other  weattier  information. 
This  past  year  we  experienced  unusually  se- 
vere weather  conditions  and  ttie  NWS  readily 
provkJed  protection  for  our  everyday  lives. 

If  the  NWS  does  not  receive  suffident 
funds,  ttie  agency  woukJ  simply  amount  to  a 
data  collection  center.  I  am  pleased  to  see 
ttiat  tiie  bill  increases  funding  for  ttie  NWS  t>y 
$19.8  millkjn  from  fiscal  year  1996.  Neverthe- 
less, the  American  people  coukj  still  stand  to 
kjse  out  on  ttie  crudal  sennces  offered  by  ttie 
NWS.  To  ttiat  end,  I  support  ttie  various 
amendments  which  wouW  bolster  ttie  NWS's 
atiility  to  execute  Its  responsibilities  In  a  sound 
manner. 

I  support  Mr.  Brown  and  Mr.  Wamp's 
amendment  whk:h  woukl  increase  the  auttior- 
ization for  ttie  NatkHial  Weattier  Service.  Addk 
tionally,  I  support  Mr.  Cramer's  amendment 
whch  modifies  the  agency,  wtiich.  tor  exam- 
pie,  would  require  ttie  Department  of  Conv 
merce  to  notify  Congress  on  its  decision  to 
dose,  consolklate.  or  rekx:ate  any  fieU  office. 
Mr.  HILLEARY.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I  rise  to  en- 
courage ttie  House  members  to  vote  for  H.R. 
3322,  Omnibus  Civilian  Science  Auttiorization 
Act  It  is  a  good  biH  ttiat  auttiorizes  vital  pro- 
grams and  indudes  helpful  language  ttiat  ef- 
fects ttie  wtiole  country. 

This  bill  has  provisions  to  update  ttie  lan- 
guage of  ttie  Unitary  Wind  Tunnel  Ad  of  1949 
which  originally  declared  ttiat  ttie  NASA  Ad- 
ministrator and  ttie  Secretary  of  Defense 
stKXJkf  jointiy  devekip  a  plan  for  construction 
of  "Mtrnd  tunnel  fadllties  for  ttie  solution  of  re- 
search, devekipment,  and  evaluation  problems 
in  aeronautics  at  educational  Institutions  wittwi 
ttie  continental  limits  of  the  United  States  for 
training  and  research  in  aeronautxs,  and  to 
revise  the  uncompleted  portkms  of  ttie  unitary 
plan  from  time  to  time  to  accord  with  dianges 
in  national  defense  requirements  and  scientific 
and  techncal  advances." 

Ttie  fiekl  of  aeronautics  tias  received  many 
advances  since  ttiis  act  was  last  amended  in 
1958— almost  four  decades  ago.  Unfortu- 
nately, as  we  heard  from  expert  testimony  be- 
fore the  Science  Committee,  ttie  wind  tunnel 
facilities  in  ttiis  Nation  are  stiowing  ttieir  age. 
The  European  countries,  in  a  consortium,  re- 
centty  opened  a  new  transonic  wind  tunnel 
wtich  is  technok}gk:ally  superior  to  any  in  ttie 
United  States.  This  will  have  a  direct  effect  on 
improving  ttie  competitiveness  of  European 
aircraft  in  ttie  gfobel  market 
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Mr.  Cliairman,  the  aerospace  indus- 
txy  is  the  second  largest  exporting  in- 
dustry in  this  country,  second  only  to 
agriculture.  While  just  a  few  short 
years  ago,  the  U.S.  aerospace  industry 
accounted  for  around  70  percent  of  the 
global  market,  recent  reports  show 
that  we  may  have  dropped  below  50  per- 
cent. This  loss  of  market  share  costs  us 
billions  of  dollars  in  our  trade  deficit 
and  each  percentage  point  of  global 
aerospace  market  lost  by  our  domestic 
companies  translates  into  about  44,000 
Americans  losing  their  jobs. 

A  study  conducted  by  the  National 
Research  Council  [NRC]  in  1992  identi- 
fied that  our  current  wind  tiinnel  fa- 
cilities are  inadequate  for  maintaining 
aeronautical  superiority  into  the  next 
century. 

In  1994,  NASA  was  directed  by  Con- 
gress to  conduct  a  study  of  the  needs 
and  requirements  of  a  national  wind 
tunnel  complex. 

NASA  currently  is  in  the  process  of 
concluding  this  study  of  the  technical, 
business,  and  related  issues  concerning 
the  feasibility  of  developing  the  na- 
tional wind  tunnel  complex.  I  fully  sup- 
port and  encourage  NASA  to  complete 
this  study  process,  to  assure  that 
America's  national  security  and  inter- 
national competitive  interests  in  civil 
and  military  aeronautics  will  be  sus- 
tained over  the  long  term. 

I  am  disappointed  that  President 
Clinton  has  chosen  not  to  build  the  fa- 
cility and  provided  no  fimding  for  con- 
struction.   

In  my  view,  the  NWTC  study  takes 
on  added  importance  at  this  time,  in 
light  of  continuing  budgetary  pressures 
on  NASA  and  other  agencies  engaged 
in  aeronautics  research  and  test  activi- 
ties, including  the  Department  of  De- 
fense and  the  Federal  Aviation  Admin- 
istration. Congress  should  also  con- 
sider economic  conditions  in  the  avia- 
tion manufacturing  sector  of  America's 
national  industrial  base  constraining 
large-scale  capital  investment  in  re- 
search and  test  facilities  along  with 
the  need  to  effectively  integrate  the 
NWTC  with  existing  NASA,  DOD,  and 
FAA  aeronautical  research  and  test  fa- 
cilities and  activities. 

With  this  background,  I  believe  that 
the  integrated  planning  and  organiza- 
tional framework  envisioned  in  the 
Unitary  Wind  Timnel  Plan  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  is  a  suitable  and  appro- 
priate vehicle  for  the  planning,  devel- 
opment, and  operation  of  aeronautics 
research  and  test  facilities  and  activi- 
ties in  subsonic,  transonic,  supersonic, 
and  hjrpersonic  flight  regimes,  since  all 
regimes  influence  performance,  cost, 
and  competition  for  civil  aviation  di- 
rectly undertaken  in  whole  or  in  part 
by  NASA. 

Congress  has  already  made  it  very 
clear  that  before  the  first  spade  of  dirt 
can  be  tamed,  there  must  be  an  agree- 
ment in  place  which  includes  substan- 
tial financial  participation  from  both 


the  private  aerospace  industry  and  the 
Department  of  Defense  as  they  will  be 
the  primary  users  and  beneficiaries  of 
the  project. 

Any  decision  by  the  Congress  to 
move  beyond  the  phase  1  study  is  con- 
tingent upon  NASA  executing  a  memo- 
randum of  agreement  with  both  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  of  the  U.S.  avia- 
tion industry,  both  commercial  and 
military,  regarding  cost  shares  for  con- 
struction and  utilization  of  the  com- 
plex. 

With  regard  to  the  NWTC  study,  in 
light  of  the  budgetary  pressures,  gen- 
eral economic  conditions  impacting 
the  U.S.  aviation  industry  and  other 
factors  noted  above,  I  would  hope  that 
NASA  will  place  special  emphasis  on 
the  development  and  operation  of  addi- 
tional wind  tunnels  at  existing  NASA 
and  DOD  research  and  test  facilities. 

I  encourage  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  All  time 
has  expired. 

Without  objection,  the  previous  ques- 
tion is  ordered  on  the  motion  to  in- 
struct. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  to  instruct 
the  conferees  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Sabo]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  noes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEIAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice,  and  there  were — yeas  187,   nays 
205,  not  voting  42,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  209] 
YEAS— 187 


Abercrombie 

Andrews 

Baesler 

Baldacci 

Barcu 

Barrett  (WI) 

Beilenson 

Bentsen 

Benrutn 

Bevill 

Bishop 

BlomenAoer 

Bonior 

Borski 

Boacher 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Cardin 

Chapman 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

Clybom 

Coleman 

CoUins  (IL) 

Collins  (MI) 

(^ndit 


Conyers 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Cummlngs 

Danner 

DeFazio 

DeLaoro 

Delloms 

Dentsch 

Dicks 

imweU 

Dixon 

Dotrg«tt 

Dooley 

Doyle 

Dnrbio 

Edwards 

English 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Farr 

Fat  tab 

Fazio 

Filner 

Flake 

Flanagan 

Ford 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Frost 

Fnrse 


(>«}denson 

Gephardt 

Gonzalez 

Gordon 

Green  (TX) 

Gutierrez 

Hall  (OH) 

HalKTX) 

Hamilton 

Harman 

Hastings  (FL) 

HefBer 

mUiard 

Hinchey 

Holden 

Hoyer 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jacob* 
Johnson  (SD) 
Johnson.  E.  B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptor 
Kennedy  (RI) 
Kennelly 
KUdee 
Eleczka 
Klink 
LaFalce 


Lantos 

Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  (GA) 

Liplnski 

LoBiondo 

Lofgren 

Lowey 

Lather 

Maloney 

Manton 

Markey 

Martinez 

Martini 

Mascara. 

Matsui 

McDeimott 

McHale 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Meek 

Menendez 

Mlllender- 

McDonald 
MiUer  (CA) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Moian 
Morella 
Neal 
Oberstar 


Allard 

Archer 

Armey 

Bachus 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Ballenger 

BaiT 

Barrett  (NE) 

Bartlett 

Bass 

Bateman 

Berenter 

Bilbray 

BiUrakis 

Bliley 

Blate 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

Bonilla 

Bono 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bunn 

Banning 

Boir 

Barton 


Calvert 

Camp 

Campbell 

Canady 

Castle 

Chambllss 

Chenowetb 

Chrlstensen 

Chrysler 

Cliiver 

Coble 

Cobam 

CoUins  (GA) 

Combest 

Cooley 

Cox 

Crane 

C^po 

Cremeans 

Cabin 

Canningham 

Deal 

DeLay 

Dlax-Balart 

Dickey 

OoolitUe 

Doraan 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Ehlers 

Ehrlidi 

Emerson 

Ensign 


Obey 
Ohw 

OrUz 

Orton 

Owens 

Pallone 

Pastor 

Payne  (VA) 

Pelosi 

Peterson  (MN) 

Pickett 

Pomeroy 

Poshard 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Reed 

Riggs 

Rivers 

Roemer 

Rose 

Roybal-Allard 

Rash 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Schllf 

Schroeder 

Schomer 

Scott 

Serrano 

Sisisky 

Skaggs 

NAYS— 205 

Everett 

Ewing 

FaweU 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frelinghoysen 

Frlsa 

Funderbnrk 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Geren 

Gilcfarest 

GUlmor 

Oilman 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

(jOSS 

Graham 

Greene  (UT) 

Greenwood 

Gonderson 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Hastings  (W  A) 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Heineman 

Herger 

HiUeaiy 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Hon 

Bostettler 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Istook 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kim 

Kingston 

Klog 

KnoUenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Largent 

IjaToorette 
Langhlin 
Ijiin 
Lewis  (CA) 


Skelton 

Slaughter 

Smith  (NJ) 

Spratt 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stokes 

Stupak 

Tanner 

Taylor  (MS) 

Tejeda 

Thompson 

Thornton 

Thorman 

Torkildsen 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traflcant 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Wazman 

Weller 

WUliams 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wynn 


Lewis  (KY) 

Lightfoot 

Llnder 

Livingston 

Longley 

Lucas 

Manzullo 

McCoUum 

McCrery 

McHogh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mica 

Mmer(FL) 

Moorhead 

Myers 

Myrick 

Nethercatt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Ozley 

Packard 

Parker 

Pazon 

Petri 

Pombo 

Porter 

Portman 

Pryce 

Radanovich 

Ramstad 

Regiila 

Roberts 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Roth 

Roukema 

Royce 

Salmon 

SanXord 

Saxton 

Scarboroagh 

Schaefer 

Seaatrand 

Senaenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Skeen 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (W  A) 

Solomon 

Sender 

Spenee 

Stearas 


Stump 

Walker 

Wicker 

Talent 

Walsh 

Wolf 

Tate 

Wamp 

Tonng  (AK) 

Tauzin 

Watts  (OK) 

Toung  (FL) 

Thomas 

Weldon  (FL) 

ZeUff 

Thomberry 

Weldon  (PA) 

Zimmer 

Tiahrt 

White 

Upton 

Whitneld 

NOT  VOTING— 42 

Ackerman 

Gutknecht 

Nadler 

Barton 

Hayes 

Paj-ne  (NJ) 

Becerra 

Houghton 

Peterson  (FL) 

Buyer 

Jefferson 

<)uillen 

Chabot 

Kennedy  (MA) 

(}ninn 

Costello 

King 

Richardson 

Davis 

Lincoln 

Ros-Lehtinen 

de  la  Garza 

McCarthy 

Shuster 

Dann 

McDade 

Stark 

Engel 

Meehan 

Stndds 

Fields  (LA) 

Molinari 

Taylor  (NO 

Fields  (TX) 

Mollohan 

Vucanovich 

Foglietta 

Montgomery 

WUson 

Gibbons 

Martha 

Yates 

priations  for  foreign  operations,  export 
financing,  and  related  programs  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30,  1997, 
and  for  other  purposes,  which  was  re- 
ferred to  the  House  Calendar  and  or- 
dered to  be  printed. 
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The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
I>air: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Ackerman  for.  with  Mr.  King  against. 

Mr.  PETE  GEREN  of  Texas  changed 
his  vote  from  "yea"  to  "nay." 

Mr.  GORDON  changed  his  vote  from 
"nay"  to  "yea." 

So  the  motion  to  instruct  was  re- 
jected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  (Mr. 
Goodlatte).  Without  objection,  the 
Chair  appoints  the  following  conferees: 
ftom  the  Committee  on  the  Budget,  for 
consideration  of  the  House  concurrent 
resolution  and  the  Senate  amendment, 
and  modifications  committed  to  con- 
ference: Messrs.  Kask^h,  Hobson, 
Walker,  Kolbe,  Shays,  Herger,  Sabo, 
Stenholm,  Ms.  Slaughter,  and  Mr. 
Coyne. 

There  was  no  objection. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  the  motion  to  instruct  con- 
ferees on  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
178,  the  House  concurrent  resolution  on 
the  Budget  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  PROVID- 
ING FOR  CONSIDERATION  OF 
H.R.  3540,  FOREIGN  OPERATIONS, 
EXPORT  FINANCING,  AND  RE- 
LATED PROGRAMS  APPROPRIA- 
TIONS ACT,  1997 

Mr.  GOSS  from  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  submitted  a  privileged  report 
(Rept.  No.  104-601)  on  the  resolution 
(H.Res.  445)  providing  for  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  3540)  making  appro- 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

(Mr.  BONIOR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
inquire  of  the  distinguished  majority 
leader  regarding  the  schedule  for  the 
rest  of  the  evening  and  week  and  the 
following  week. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen- 
tleman would  jrield,  I  am  pleased  to  an- 
nounce that  the  House  has  completed 
legislative  business  for  the  week.  On 
Tuesday  next,  the  House  will  meet  at 
12:30  p.m.  for  morning  hour  and  2  p.m. 
for  legrislative  business. 

We  will  consider  the  number  of  bills 
under  suspension  of  the  rules.  I  will  not 
read  through  that  list  now,  but  a  com- 
plete schedule  will  be  distributed  to  all 
Members'  offices. 

Members  should  note,  however,  that 
if  any  recorded  votes  are  ordered  on 
the  suspensions,  they  will  be  postponed 
until  12  o'clock  noon  on  Wednesday. 
Jime  5. 

On  Wednesday,  June  5,  and  Thursday, 
June  6,  we  will  consider  the  Foreign 
Operations  Appropriations  bill  which, 
of  course,  will  be  subject  to  a  rule. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  should  finish  legisla- 
tive business  by  6  p.m.  on  Thursday, 
June  6. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  I  have  just  two  quick 
questions  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Armey].  Does  he  expect  to  have 
the  conference  report  on  the  budget 
resolution  next  week? 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen- 
tleman would  yield,  it  is  our  hope  that 
we  would  be  able  to  do  this  possibly 
even  by  Thursday.  Obviously,  we  have 
to  see  what  we  can  accomplish  when 
the  Senate  is  back  in  town,  but  we  are 
hopeful. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  other 
inquiry  I  would  make  to  my  friend 
firom  Texas  is  that  we  on  this  side  of 
the  aisle  have  heard  rumors  that  the 
gentleman  may  be  considering  adding  a 
suspension  concerning  welfare  reform. 
We  are  obviously  concerned,  since  it  is 
not  on  the  gentleman's  list,  at  least 
the  list  that  we  are  aware  of,  and  we 
have  not  seen  this  legislation. 

So,  my  query  to  my  friend  from 
Texas  is,  will  we  be  considering  a  wel- 
fare bill  on  Tuesday,  a  day  which  I 
might  add,  that  Members  will  not  even 
be  in  town? 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield,  that  bill  has  not  yet 
been  written,  but  the  gentleman  should 
expect  that  it  will  be  added  to  the  Sus- 
pension Calendar  for  Tuesday. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  For  Tuesday? 


Mr.  ARMEY.  For  Tuesday. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr.  BONIOR.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  con- 
fused about  that  response  from  the  mft- 
jority  leader,  because  when  our  staff 
met  with  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin [Mr.  Neumann]  today,  he  indicated 
that  neither  he  nor  anyone  involved  in 
putting  that  bill  together  had  read  the 
waiver  request  submitted  yesterday 
and  he  said  he  was  simply  operating  on 
trust. 

Since  my  understanding  is  that  the 
govecnor  himself  exercised  some  70 
item  vetoes  on  the  legislation  that  was 
passed  by  the  legislature  covering  some 
27  different  subjects,  whether  or  not 
the  Congress  is  going  to  be  allowed  to 
at  least  fully  imderstand  what  is  in 
that  package,  and  how  those  item  ve- 
toes have  changed  the  package  as  it 
was  originally  passed  by  the  Wisconsin 
legislature.  Are  we  going  to  have  ade- 
quate understanding  of  that  before  we 
asked  to  vote? 

I  mean,  if  this  is  going  to  be  debated 
on  a  day  when  Members  are  not  even 
here,  and  then  voted  on  a  subsequent 
day.  I  would  venture  to  say  that  there 
will  not  be  three  Members  of  the  Con- 
gress who  know  what  is  in  the  bill 
which  they  are  passing  on  to  the  Sen- 
ate. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen- 
tleman would  continue  to  jrield,  in 
light  of  the  President's  ringing  en- 
dorsement just  given  recently  of  the 
Wisconsin  welfare  plan,  we  have  the 
relevant  committees  in  discussions 
with  the  State  and  they  are  preparing 
a  resolution  which,  fi-ankly,  vrlU  not  be 
that  lengthy  or  complex  or  difficult  to 
understand. 

I  am  confident  that  Members  who 
find  themselves  keenly  interested  in 
this  subject  will  be  able  to  make  their 
way  back  to  the  floor  in  time  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  discussion  on  Tuesday 
next. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  the  gen- 
tleman suggesting  that  this  is  going  to 
go  through  the  appropriate  committee 
before  it  is  brought  to  the  floor  of  the 
House? 

Mr.  ARMEY.  No,  if  the  gentleman 
would  continue  to  yield,  it  is  being  pre- 
pared by  the  appropriate  committee 
and  it  will  be  on  the  agenda  next  Tues- 
day. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  But,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
gather  f^m  the  gentleman's  answer 
that,  in  fact,  there  will  be  no  markup 
in  the  committee.  So  this  is  an  exam- 
ple of  a  welfare  bill  not  yet  written 
brought  directly  to  the  floor  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  without  ade- 
quate attendance  on  Tuesday,  when 
there  are  no  votes  scheduled,  and  to  be 
debated.  That  seems  to  be  a  pretty,  if  I 
may  say  so  to  my  fMend  firom  Texas,  a 
pretty  outrageous  thing  for  the  major- 
ity to  do  next  week. 
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Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen- 
tleman would  continue  to  yield,  I  reit- 
erate we  are  acting  in  response  to  the 
President's  enthusiastic  endorsement 
of  the  Wisconsin  welfare  plan  and  we 
want  to  give  the  President  every  oppor- 
tunity to  act  in  accordance  with  the 
very,  very  public  position  he  has  taken 
demonstrating  the  enthusiastic  sup- 
port, and  it  will  be  on  the  schedule 
next  Tuesday. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Obey]. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  sim- 
ply like  to  observe  that  this  seems  to 
me  to  be  nothing  but  a  blatantly  politi- 
cal act.  The  question  is  not  what  the 
President  has  said  he  will  or  will  not 
do.  I  hoi>e  he  will  provide  ample  oppor- 
tunity for  Wisconsin  to  get  what  it  is 
asking  for,  after  he  has  met  his  respon- 
sibilities and  we  have  met  ours,  to  un- 
derstand what  it  is  we  are  helping  to 
support. 

But  as  I  understand  it,  the  legisla- 
tion to  be  brought  before  the  Congress 
has  nothing  to  do  with  the  President. 
It  simply  provides  a  congressional 
waiver  without,  at  this  point  to  my 
knowledge,  a  single  Member  of  the 
House  having  read  what  it  is  that  is 
supposed  to  be  waived. 

Mr.  AJEIMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen- 
tleman would  continued  to  yield,  clear- 
ly a  single  Member  of  the  House  will 
have  read  it  if  a  single  Member  of  the 
House  will  have  written  it.  That  being 
an  academic  point,  it  will  be  on  the 
floor  and  the  gentleman  will  have 
ample  opportunity  to  debate  it  on 
Tuesday. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  seems 
to  me,  I  would  say  to  nny  friend  from 
Texas,  that  20  minutes  of  debate  is 
hardly  ample  time  to  debate  one  of  the 
most  important  issued  that  this  coun- 
try is  facing,  and  that  is  welfare. 

And  it  just,  if  the  gentleman  will  par- 
don my  vehemence,  I  say  to  my  friend 
from  Texas,  to  bring  this  out  to  the 
floor  without  the  committee  having 
marked  it  up,  without  attendance  here, 
to  debate  it  for  20  minutes,  is  not  the 
proper  way  to  conduct  the  business  of 
this  House. 
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While  the  President  may  have  en- 
dorsed it  and  while  many  of  us  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  agree  with  many 
of  the  features  of  it,  we  have  a  respon- 
sibility as  Members  of  this  institution 
to  look  at  it,  look  at  it  carefully  to 
make  sure  that  it  meets  the  standards 
that  we  think  are  appropriate  for  the 
American  people. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
flrom  Texas  [Mr.  Doggktt]. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  do  I  un- 
derstand then  that  we  will  be  taking  up 
on  Tuesday,  a  day  when  many  Members 
will  not  be  here.  I  certainly  plan  to  be 
here  personally,  that  a  piece  of  legisla- 
tion that  has  not  yet  been  written  and 


that  we  will  have  only  20  minutes  per 
side  to  debate  that  piece  of  legislation? 
Are  those  the  circumstances  that  we 
will  face  on  Tuesday? 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  continue  to  yield,  I  do  ap- 
preciate the  fact  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  will  be  here  because  then  the  40 
minutes  of  debate,  which  is  so  much 
more  than  is  usually  given  by  Congress 
to  a  presidential  waiver,  will  be  that 
much  more  enlightening  and  I  do  ap- 
preciate it. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  the 
gentleman's  interest  in  confining  this 
debate  to  40  minutes  on  a  bill  that  has 
not  yet  been  written  that  will  be  pre- 
sented on  a  day  when  most  people  will 
not  be  here  an  indication  of  his  disin- 
terest in  getting  a  welfare  reform  bill 
passed  or  just  his  wry  sense  of  humor? 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  an 
endorsement  of  the  President's  stated 
public  intention  to  give  a  waiver  to  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  due  to  his  enthu- 
siastic support  for  what  it  is  the  State 
has  done.  I  do  not  understand  why 
those  on  the  gentleman's  side  of  the 
aisle  are  so  reluctant  to  stand  by  their 
man.  That  being  what  it  is,  they  will 
have  their  opportunity  to  do  so  on 
Tuesday  next. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Kleczka]. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  would 
the  majority  leader  give  the  Members 
of  the  body  some  feel  as  to  what  these 
waivers  include?  I  am  told  that  there 
are  75  separate  waivers.  Could  the  ma- 
jority leader  possible  share  with  the 
Members  what  some  of  them  might  be? 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Neumann]. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
just  point  out  on  a  radio  address  Satur- 
day about  a  week  ago,  the  President 
said  that  he  had  received  what  he  need- 
ed in  that  radio  address.  He  said  to  the 
American  public  that  he  supported  the 
Wisconsin  plan,  and  I  can  quote  di- 
rectly several  of  his  words.  He  said  we 
should  get  this  done  in  terms  of  ap- 
proving the  waivers. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  continue  to  srield,  since 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Neumann]  is  going  to  be  the  author  of 
the  bill,  maybe  he  could  relate  to  and 
enlighten  some  of  the  Members  here  as 
to  maybe  3  or  4  or  maybe  5  of  the  75 
waivers.  Could  he  share  that  with  us? 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  I  can  share  what  is 
in  the  bill  we  are  drafting.  I  would  cer- 
tainly be  happy  to  do  that,  and  I  would 
also  like  to  say  we  have  been  working 
for  the  last  48  hours  or  more  getting 
that  bill  prepared.  There  has  been  a  lot 
of  discussion  back  and  forth  on  the 
preparation  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  continue  to  yield,  let  us 
talk  about  for  a  moment  what  we  are 
doing  here.  The  legislature  passed  a 
bill  called  W-2  in  the  Wisconsin  legisla- 


ture some  6,  8  weeks  ago.  About  5 
weeks  ago,  the  Governor  signed  the 
bill,  and  it  has  taken  him  6  weeks,  5 
weeks  to  come  to  Washington,  DC  to 
request  the  waivers  to  implement  this 
piece  of  legislation. 

When  the  Republicans  in  the  House 
talk  about  a  waiver,  know  full  well  it 
is  not  a  single  waiver.  It  is  75  separate 
waivers  doing  everything  from  elimi- 
nating the  fair  hearing,  which  is  cur- 
rently provided  for  under  the  law,  to 
making  provisions  for  those  working  in 
Wisconsin  to  work  at  a  subminimum 
wage. 

I  happen  to  do  a  radio  show  with  my 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin [Mr.  Petri],  and  we  discussed  this 
very  same  issue  last  Friday.  At  that 
point  in  time.  I  had  before  me  a  list  of 
42  of  those  waivers,  and  they  are  from 
soup  to  nuts.  They  are  lengthy  and 
some  are  complicated,  but  they  are  42. 
Now  our  Governor  comes  to  town,  has 
a  press  conference  at  the  Press  Club 
and  all  of  a  sudden  enlightens  this  per- 
son from  Wisconsin  that  magically 
there  are  now  75  waivers. 

So  what  we  are  going  to  be  asked  to 
do  on  Tuesday  is  to  grant  carte  blanche 
all  75  waivers.  I  as  one  Member  from 
Wisconsin,  which  does  have  some  inter- 
est in  this  subject  matter,  do  not  even 
know  what  the  30  have  to  do,  do  not 
know  anything  about  the  30.  But  I 
should  also  state  that  I  have  received 
numerous  letters  in  my  office  from 
very,  very  interested  Wisconsinites 
who  do  not  know  what  the  75  waivers 
are,  either,  and  have  requested  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Social  Services 
and  those  in  charge  around  here  to  pro- 
vide for  a  30-day  public  conmient  pe- 
riod. 

They  want  to  be  heard.  Something 
very  unheard  of  in  this  new  Congress, 
the  public  wants  to  be  heard.  I  think 
the  people  from  Wisconsin  who  this 
will  directly  affect  have  a  right  to  ap- 
proach this  government  and  say  I  do 
not  like  number  75, 1  like  68. 

Why  are  we  rushing  this  through  on  a 
day  when  Congrress  is  not  going  to  be 
here?  I  will  say  there  is  not  a  Member, 
there  is  not  one  of  nine  of  us,  there  is 
not  any  of  the  nine  of  us  from  Wiscon- 
sin who  knows  anything  about  these 
waivers,  including  the  author  of  the 
bill.  I  asked  him  to  give  me  a  feel  for 
one.  two.  three,  four,  five.  He  does  not 
know.  He  has  not  seen  them.  At  least  I 
saw  42  of  them  and  raised  questions  on 
2  of  those  items. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  colleagues  are  going 
to  be  asked  to  rubber  stamp  75  major 
waivers  for  welfare  in  the  State  of  Wis- 
consin. There  are  not  any  of  my  col- 
leagues, including  ourselves,  who  will 
know  what  we  are  doing.  Is  that  how  to 
run  a  Congress,  Mr.  Minority  Whip? 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  for 
a  response  from  the  distinguished  ma- 
jority leader,  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Armey]. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  first  of  all 
let  me  say  we  have  already  had  more 
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debate  in  these  past  few  minutes  an- 
nouncing the  schedule  on  a  Presi- 
dential waiver  than  Congress  usually 
has  on  such  things. 

Second,  I  might  say,  clearly  I  am 
sure  the  gentleman  from  Wiscoiisin 
must  acknowledge  that  the  President 
must  have  known  very  well  what  these 
waivers  would  be  before  he  so  publicly 
promised  that  he  wanted  to  give  them. 
Even  though  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin may  not  have  known,  I  am  sure 
the  President  did.  In  any  event,  the  de- 
bate that  th^  gentleman  so  richly 
wants  to  engage  in  is  scheduled  for 
Tuesday  next  week.  That  is  the  time  to 
have  that  debate.  This  is  a  discussion 
of  the  schedule. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  I  cannot  speak  for 
the  President,  but  I  as  a  Member  of 
this  body  have  a  right  to  know  and  the 
gentleman  is  not  affording  that  right. 

Smile,  very  funny. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  continue  to  yield,  I  would 
simply  like  to  make  one  additional 
point.  The  issue  is  not  what  the  Presi- 
dent knows,  because  the  legislation 
that  is  being  brought  before  us  asks  for 
a  congressional  waiver,  not  a  Presi- 
dential waiver.  So  the  issue  is  not  what 
somebody  on  the  other  end  of  the  ave- 
nue knows.  The  issue  is  what  the  gen- 
tleman knows.  The  issue  is  what  the 
gentleman  knows.  The  issue  is  what  I 
know. 

The  fact  is  right  now,  nobody  in  this 
room  knows  diddly  about  the  details  of 
what  is  being  asked  to  be  waived. 

The  other  point  I  would  simply  make 
is  that  the  public  has  a  right  by  law  to 
comment.  What  we  are  asking  the  Con- 
gress to  do  is  to  make  a  summary  judg- 
ment before  the  public  has  a  right  to 
conunent  about  any  of  those  waivers 
being  proposed. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  point  out  some  of  us  in  this 
room  do  have  a  pretty  good  handle  on 
what  is  being  proposed. 

Mr.  OBEY.  That  is  not  what  the  gen- 
tleman said  in  a  meeting  today. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Neumann]. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  point  out  that  a  lot  of  us  in  this 
room  do  have  a  pretty  good  handle. 
Even  if  we  did  not  have  a  pretty  good 
handle  on  it,  I  personally  do.  Even  if 
we  did  not,  I  would  like  to  point  out 
that  our  State  legislature  did  pass  this. 
I  for  one  have  more  faith  in  the  great 
people  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  and  I 
think  they  know  better  for  the  people 
in  the  State  of  Wisconsin  than  anybody 
in  this  city  does.  I  for  one  trust  their 
judgment. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Barrett]. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  think  we  need  a  little  his- 
tory on  this  measure  if  we  are  going  to 
talk  about  the  legislature  in  Wiscon- 
sin. The  legislature  in  Wisconsin  did 


pass  this  measure.  This  was  a  measure 
that  Grovemor  Thompson  publicly  em- 
braced long  before  the  Wisconsin  legis- 
lature passed  it.  But  once  the  Wiscon- 
sin legislature  passed  it,  he  exercised 
his  line  item  veto  97  times;  97  times  he 
used  his  partial  veto  on  this  piece  of 
legislation  affecting  27  areas.  And  he 
did  it  consistent  with  his  statement 
earlier  that  he  embraced  this  legisla- 
tion. 

Now  he  comes  to  Washington.  DC.  He 
presents  it  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States.  He  does  not  give  it  to 
us.  I  called  the  Governor's  office  yes- 
terday looking  for  a  copy  of  this  waiver 
request.  I  still  have  not  received  one 
from  the  Governor's  office.  Yet  the 
gentleman  is  coming  before  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States  asking  us  to 
vote  on  something. 

I  certainly  think  that  the  President 
has  every  right  to  embrace  this  pro- 
posal, but  that  does  not  mean  we  take 
away  the  30-day  period  for  the  public  to 
comment.  All  the  politicians  in  this 
body  will  have  a  chance  to  comment  on 
this,  but  what  is  wrong  with  letting  the 
American  people  have  an  opportunity 
to  have  their  say  on  this  issue?  Why 
are  we  squelching  them?  If  this  is  such 
a  good  proposal,  let  us  give  it  a  little 
sunshine.  Let  us  the  American  people 
look  at  it. 

Let  us  just  not  ram  it  through  here 
because  all  this  is  an  attempt  to  em- 
barrass the  President.  Let  us  debate  it. 
Let  us  talk  about  it.  The  gentlenmn 
says  he  knows  what  all  the  details  are. 
I  bet  he  does  not  know  what  the  details 
are.  There  are  250  pages. 

There  is  one  last  statement  I  just 
want  to  point  out  because  this  piece  of 
legislation  affects  my  district  more 
than  any  other  district  in  this  entire 
country.  It  requires  mothers  who  have 
given  birth  to  a  child  to  go  back  to 
work  within  12  weeks.  Now,  that  might 
be  something  that  people  support  here. 
But  I  represent  those  areas,  and  I  have 
talked  to  the  child  care  providers. 
They  say  they  do  not  exist.  We  are  tell- 
ing women  to  go  back  to  work  after  12 
weeks.  Where  are  they  supposed  to  put 
their  children?  That  is  what  I  want  to 
know. 

We  have  all  these  pro-life  legislators 
here  but,  once  that  child  is  bom,  you 
are  on  your  own.  I  want  to  know  what 
is  going  to  happen  to  those  children? 
Those  are  real  people.  They  are  alive 
now,  and  I  want  to  know  what  happens 
to  them. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  just  to  come  in 
here  for  political  purposes  to  say  we 
are  going  to  try  to  ram  it  to  the  Presi- 
dent, that  is  good  Presidential  politics. 
But  there  are  people  involved  in  this 
action,  and  this  body  should  not  abdi- 
cate its  responsibilities  to  the  people 
who  live  in  my  conrununity. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Nuemann]. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
just  like  to  point  out  to  the  gentleman 


from  Wisconsin,  to  my  colleague,  my 
neighbor  to  the  north,  I  would  just  like 
to  point  out  that  this  welfare  reform 
bill  is  not  about  a  welfare  reform  bUl 
for  the  United  States  of  America.  It  is 
about  a  welfare  reform  bill  for  the 
State  of  Wisconsin.  I  am  not  quite  sure 
what  all  the  people  here  are  so  afraid 
of.  The  great  people  in  Wisconsin  have 
figured  out  a  way  that  people  that  have 
been  on  welfare  all  of  their  lives  are 
going  to  go  back  into  the  work  force 
once  again,  instead  of  looking  forward 
to  welfare  for  the  rest  of  their  lives. 
They  are  going  to  look  forward  to 
again  living  the  American  dream.  They 
are  going  to  look  forward  to  the  oppor- 
tunity to  return  to  the  work  force  and 
improve  their  lives  and  improve  the 
lives  of  their  families. 

I  do  not  know  what  this  body  is  so 
afraid  of.  This  is  not  a  welfare  reform 
plan  for  the  United  States  of  America. 
This  is  a  welfare  reform  plan  for  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  that  the  President 
has  said  he  wiU  grant  the  waivers  for. 
All  we  are  doing,  all  we  are  asking  for 
here  is  to  go  ahead  and  grant  those 
waivers  so  the  people  in  the  State  of 
Wisconsin  can  do  what  the  people  in 
the  State  of  Wisconsin  believe  is  best 
for  their  own  people  in  Wisconsin,  not 
for  the  whole  country,  just  for  the  peo- 
ple in  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  I  yield  to  my  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
OBEY]. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  sim- 
ply take  note  of  the  fact  that  we  have 
had  a  great  many  claims  made  about 
W-2  by  the  Governor  and  by  various 
members  of  the  legislature.  I  think  the 
test  that  ought  to  be  followed  is  that, 
before  this  Congress  votes  on  this  legis- 
lation, that  it  knows  that  the  legisla- 
tion measiires  up  to  each  and  every 
claim  made  for  it  by  the  Governor  of 
the  State  of  Wisconsin.  That  is  the  test 
by  which  we  ought  to  determine  wheth- 
er the  Congress,  rather  than  the  execu- 
tive branch,  ought  to  exercise  its  re- 
sponsibility and  provide  this  waiver. 

If  the  Congress  does  not  meet  that 
test,  then  this  is  nothing  but  a  cynical, 
crass,  political  maneuver  aimed  at 
going  after  the  President  of  the  United 
States  without  any  intent  to  provide  a 
constructive  movement  forward  on  the 
complicated,  important  issue  of  wel- 
fare reform. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  continue  to  yield,  I  guess  I 
am  stunned.  I  just  cannot  believe  the 
President  of  the  United  States  did  not 
give  consideration  to  all  of  these  ail- 
ments described  here  on  the  floor.  I 
cannot  believe  the  President  of  the 
United  States  would  have  taken  such 
callous  disregard  when  he  went  to  Wis- 
consin just  a  few  days  ago  and  so  en- 
thusiastically endorsed  this  Wisconsin 
plan  and  pledged  that  he  would  grant 
these  waivers. 

It  strikes  me  the  gentleman's  com- 
plaint might  be  with  the  President.  In 
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any  event,  we  will  further  air  this  out 
on  Tuesday. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
say  to  my  friend  that  the  President  of 
the  United  States  will  not  be  voting 
next  week  on  this  floor,  but  435  Mem- 
bers will.  They  have  an  obligation  and 
a  duty  and  a  responsibility  to  under- 
stand what  is  brought  before  them. 
Hopefully  it  will  be  done  through  the 
system  which  we  have  established  here 
through  the  committees  and  with  ade- 
quate time  for  Members  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  to  debate  this. 

I  think  the  gentleman  understands 
troia  the  debate  we  have  had  here  to- 
night how  serious  we  view  this,  not  so 
much  on  substance  but  the  procedures 
that  are  being  laid  out  here  to  consider 
this  important  issue.  I  would  hope  that 
the  distinguished  majority  leader  and 
the  leadership  on  his  side  of  the  aisle 
would  reconsider  the  time,  the  time  of 
debate,  and  the  whole  manner  in  which 
they  hope  to  carry  this  out  next  week. 
We  consider  it  a  very  serious  matter. 

I  would  say  to  my  friend  from  Texas, 
we  will  act  accordingly  with  respect  to 
how  this  is  performed  in  the  days 
ahead  of  us. 


PERMISSION  FOR  COMMITTEE  ON 
THE  JUDICIARY  TO  HAVE  UNTIL 
5  P.M.  FRIDAY,  MAY  31,  1996,  TO 
FILE  REPORT  ON  H.R.  2650,  MAN- 
DATORY FEDERAL  PRISON  DRUG 
TREATMENT  ACT  OF  1995 

Mr.  MCCOLLUM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary  may  have  until  5 
p.m.  tomorrow,  Friday,  May  31, 1996,  to 
file  a  report  on  H.R.  2650,  to  amend 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  to  elimi- 
nate certain  sentencing  inequities  for 
drug  offenders. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Ney).  Is  there  objection  to  the  request 
of  the  gentleman  from  Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 


ADJOURNMENT  FROM  FRIDAY, 
MAY  31,  TO  TUESDAY,  JUNE  4,  1996 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  on  Friday,  May  31, 1996. 
it  adjourn  to  meet  at  12:30  p.m.  on 
Tuesday,  June  4.  for  morning  hour  de- 
bates. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman troia  Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 


DISPENSING  WITH  CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY  BUSINESS  ON 
WEDNESDAY  NEXT 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  business 
in  order  under  the  Calendar  Wednesday 
rule  be  dispensed  with  on  Wednesday 
next. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 


D  2145 
SPECIAL  ORDERS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Ney).  Under  the  Speaker's  aimounced 
policy  of  May  12,  1995.  and  under  a  pre- 
vious order  of  the  House,  the  following 
Members  will  be  recognized  for  5  min- 
utes each. 


TEENAGE  PREGNANCY 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
woman from  California  [Ms.  ROYBAL- 
ALLARD]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Ms.  ROYBAL-ALLARD.  Mr.  Speaker 
the  month  of  May  has  been  set  aside  as 
teenage  pregnancy  prevention  month. 
Although  May  is  coming  to  an  end.  it 
is  imperative  that  legislators  and  the 
American  people  continue  to  focus  at- 
tention on  creating  policies  and  pro- 
grrams  to  reduce  the  grrowing  number  of 
teenagers  who  become  pregnant  each 
year. 

This  is  critical  because,  unfortu- 
nately, the  United  States  has  the  high- 
est rate  of  teen  pregnancy  among  the 
industrialized  nations  of  the  world.  The 
result  is  the  devastation  of  the  lives  of 
millions  of  young  girls  and  the  loss  to 
our  country  of  their  talents  and  poten- 
tial contributions.  This  loss  weakens 
our  country's  future,  because  in  order 
to  compete  in  the  ever  exixanding  glob- 
al economy,  we  must  utilize  the  full 
talents  of  all  our  young  people. 

In  my  State  of  California,  for  exam- 
ple, 8  out  of  10  teen  mothers  never  fin- 
ish high  school.  The  result?  Thousands 
of  uneducated  and  untrained  young 
girls  forced  onto  welfare  with  little 
hope  for  a  better  future. 

Furthermore,  moneys  that  could  be 
used  to  help  improve  the  quality  of  life 
for  all  Americans  are  diminished  by 
the  expenditvu'e  of  billions  of  dollars  on 
health  care  and  cash  assistance  pro- 
grams for  families  with  teen  parents. 

For  example,  the  average  AFDC  and 
Medicaid  costs  for  just  one  teen  preg- 
nancy through  the  first  year  of  support 
total  more  than  $10,000  per  child;  and 
the  total  spent  in  California  for  teen 
pregnancies  is  between  $5  billion  and  S7 
billion  annually. 

Tragically,  this  pattern  is  often  re- 
peated from  mother  to  daughter,  creat- 
ing a  vicious  cycle  of  despair  and  de- 
pendency on  public  assistance. 

It  is  therefore  in  the  best  interests  of 
all  Americans  to  do  what  is  necessary 
to  help  end  this  national  tragedy  of 
teenage  pregnancy.  To  succeed  how- 
ever, we  must  be  fair  and  humane  in 
our  solutions.  We  must  not  advocate 
policies  that  hurt  innocent  children  or 
punish  teen  mothers  by  denying  them 


assistance  to  care  for  themselves  and 
their  children. 

Instead  we  must  invest  In  com- 
prehensive programs  that  have  a  prov- 
en track  record  of  success.  One  exam- 
ple is  the  Teen  Outreach  Program, 
known  as  TOP. 

TOP.  which  has  been  chosen  as  a 
model  program  for  California's  Teen 
Pregnancy  Prevention  Initiative,  is  a 
comprehensive  program  focused  on  pre- 
venting adolescent  pregnancy  and  fos- 
tering overall  youth  development.  This 
program  Incorporates  both  a  class- 
room-based curriculum  focused  on  ado- 
lescent reproductive  health  and  a  com- 
munity service  component  which  offers 
young  people  the  opportunity  to  help 
others  while  helping  themselves. 

A  recent  10-year  evaluation  found 
that  students  who  participated  in  TOP 
had  an  18  percent  lower  rate  of  suspen- 
sion firom  school,  a  60  percent  lower 
dropout  rate,  and  a  33  percent  lower 
rate  of  pregnancy  than  nonparticipat- 
ing  students. 

The  Teen  Outreach  Program  is  just 
one  example  of  the  effectiveness  of  pre- 
vention and  education  programs.  Fur- 
ther, statistics  support  the  fact  that 
money  spent  on  prevention  programs 
saves  billions  of  dollars  in  future  costs 
to  society. 

As  May  comes  to  an  end,  let  us  re- 
main vigilant  in  our  effort  to  end  teen- 
age pregnancies.  In  so  doing,  we  save 
more  than  dollars;  we  save  our  Na- 
tion's children  and  strengthen  our 
country's  future. 


REPORT  FROM  INDIANA: 
MEMORIAL  DAY  HEROES 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  MclNTOSH]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  MCINTOSH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  give  my  weekly  report  from 
Indiana. 

Every  weekend,  nay  wife  Ruthie  and  I 
travel  across  Indiana. 

So  often  we  are  blessed  to  be  Included 
in  very,  very  special  ceremonies. 

Last  Memorial  Day  weekend  we  par- 
ticipated in  two  unforgettable  events 
honoring  veterans  for  Memorial  Day. 

They  reminded  me  that  220  years  ago, 
the  signers  of  the  Declaration  of  Inde- 
pendence took  a  solenm  oath: 

And  for  the  support  of  this  Declaration, 
with  &  firm  Reliance  on  the  Protection  of  di- 
vine Providence,  we  mutually  pledge  to  each 
other  our  Lives,  our  Fortunes,  and  our  sa- 
cred Honor. 

Last  weekend  as  we  celebrated  Me- 
morial Day,  Americans  reflected  upon 
the  grand  project  to  which  those  men, 
our  Founding  Fathers,  pledged  their 
lives,  their  fortunes,  and  their  sacred 
honor. 

That  graind  project  was  the  United 
States  of  America. 

It  was  not  merely  a  territory,  was 
not  a  treasure,  and  was  not  an  alle- 
giance to  a  king. 
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No,  that  grand  project  was  an  idea.  It 
was  the  idea  of  freedom. 

The  first  event  was  held  last  Friday 
in  Indianapolis  where  awe-inspiring 
half-oval  limestone  memorials  were 
dedicated  for  Indiana's  Vietnam  and 
Korean  war  veterans. 

These  memorials  were  dedicated 
thanks  to  George  Busirk,  president  of 
the  Indiana  War  Memorial  Comanis- 
sion;  and  Gerald  "Dutch"  Bole,  the  di- 
rector of  the  Indiana  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs. 

On  the  limestone  is  carved  the  names 
of  those  men  and  women  who  died  in 
those  conflicts. 

In  many  of  our  communities  veterans 
of  past  wars  are  no  longer  remembered 
on  Memorial  Day. 

But  in  Indianapolis,  over  6,000  people 
came  to  honor  those  who  sacrifice  in 
defense  of  this  country.  And  it  was  also 
a  day,  to  honor  those  who  have  taken 
their  place. 

My  colleague,  Mr.  Jacobs,  who 
served  in  Korea,  set  the  tone  for  the 
event,  when  he  said: 

We  gather  not  in  triumph  and  glory,  but  in 
sorrow.  We  must  never  forget  the  young 
Americans  that  sacrificed  their  lives,  so  that 
we  may  live  in  liberty. 

I  saw  sorrow  and  pride  in  the  face  of 
Sgt.  Sammy  Davis,  who  received  a  Con- 
gressional Medal  of  Honor  for  gallantry 
during  an  enemy  attack  during  his 
tour  in  the  Vietnam  war.  And  Adrian 
Cronauer  shared  with  us  the  original 
"Gooooooood  Morning  Vietnam." 

Captain  Scott  O'Grady  joined  in  the 
ceremony.  He  is  the  soldier  who  cap- 
tured America's  heart,  when  he  was 
shot  down  over  the  skies  of  Bosnia  and 
through  his  faith  in  God  made  his  way 
to  freedom,  in  June  of  last  year. 

Captain  O'Grady  shed  a  tear  at  the 
plashing  of  "Taps"  to  honor  those  who 
did  not  come  home  from  Vietnam  and 
Korea. 

The  second  ceremony  that  Ruthie 
and  I  participated  in  was  a  special  me- 
morial service  in  Centerville,  IN — a 
small,  quite  town  in  Wayne  County. 

There,  folks  gathered  ftom  miles 
around  at  the  Crown  Hill  Cemetery,  to 
lay  wreaths,  place  flags  and  honor  our 
brave  men  and  women  who  served  in 
our  Armed  Forces. 

Post  Adjutant  Earl  Dingworth  and 
members  of  the  American  Legion  Post 
287  were  on  hand  to  honor  those  who 
had  made  the  ultimate  sacrifice  for 
their  country. 

Chaplain  Roy  Brown,  from  Rich- 
mond's Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars 
[VFW]  Post  1108,  asked  God's  blessing 
for  those  who  serve,  and  for  their 
friends  and  family. 

It  was  both  an  honor  and  privilege 
for  me  to  salute  those  brave  Americans 
who  sacrificed  and  will  sacrifice  their 
lives  on  behalf  of  this  country. 

I  would  like  to  commend  our  brave 
servicemen  and  women,  our  veterans 
and  their  families  as  Hoosier  Heros, 
Hoosier  Heros  because  they  have  taken 


the  ultimate  oath  in  defense  of  our  lib- 
erty. 

I  would  like  my  colleagues  and  all 
Americans  listening  today  to  join  me 
in  taking  that  same  sacred  oath  our 
forefathers  took  over  200  years  ago. 

To  pledge  in  the  defense  of  America 
our  lives,  our  fortunes,  and  our  sacred 
honor. 

Those  are  the  kind  of  American  val- 
ues our  Country  stands  for. 

Because  the  men  and  women  who 
take  this  oath  are  not  only  Hoosier 
heros,  but  America's  heros. 

And  that  Mr.  Speaker,  is  my  report 
from  Indiana. 

REPORT  FROM  INDIANA:  TONY  STEWARD 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today,  to  give  a  Report 
from  Irxjiana. 

in  my  home  State,  we  gear-up  for  the  Ind- 
anapolis  500  during  the  month  of  May. 

It  is  a  cherished  Hoosier  tradition  celebrated 
across  the  State  since  1911. 

Many  young  children,  grow  up.  dreaming 
atx>ut  someday  racing  in  the  500.  Few,  have 
been  so  lucky. 

But  this  year.  Hoosier  racing  fans  were  atAe 
to  cheer  for  a  home-town  boy. 

Tony  Steward,  a  25-year-old  of  Rushville, 
IN,  arxj  from  my  district,  was  that  young  man. 

Tony  Steward  is  to  be  commended  for  his 
courage  arxJ  dedication  to  reaching  one  of  his 
life-long  goals. 

Tony  is  a  1989  graduate  of  Columbus  North 
High  School. 

And  this  year,  he  participated  in  The  Great- 
est Spectacle  on  Earth"  *  *  *  The  Indanap- 
olis  500. 

Race-fans  across  the  State,  cheered  for  the 
Columbus  native  and  Rushville  resident 

He  earned  one  of  only  33  slots  on  race  day. 

He  qualified  with  Vne  fastest  time  arid 
earned  the  prestigious  pole  positkKi. 

And  for  the  first  31  laps,  he  led  ttie  race. 

He  bravely  challenged  ttie  2'/fe  mile  oval  at 
speeds  of  up  to  230  miles-per-hour. 

During  the  82d  lap.  his  engine  blew  and  he 
finished  the  race  in  24th  place. 

But  his  pertormance  earned  him  the  'Rookie 
of  ttie  Year  Award.' 

His  participation  in  ttis  historic  auto  racing 
event  made  us  all  very  proud. 


USE  OF  SPECIAL  ORDER  TIME 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  to  use  the  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Vento].  I  would  like  to  make  a  few 
comments  on  what  just  transpired  here 
a  few  minutes  ago. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin? 

There  was  no  objection. 


TAKE  POLITICS  OUT  OF  WELFARE 
REFORM 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  bf  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  my  view, 
welfare  reform  is  one  of  the  most  seri- 


ous problems  facing  this  country.  I  do 
not  honestly  believe  that  the  American 
people  will  have  any  confidence  in  the 
ability  of  their  Government  at  any 
level  until  they  are  convinced  that  we 
can  reform  welfare,  get  rid  of  the  exist- 
ing dead-end  system  and  create  a  real 
opportunity  to  move  people  from  wel- 
fare to  work.  I  think  for  that  to  occur, 
and  I  have  been  here  quite  awhile  and 
I  have  seen  previous  welfare  reform  at- 
tempts fail  because  they  become  politi- 
cized. I  think  that  if  you  want  welfare 
reform,  to  succeed  you  have  to  have  se- 
rious people  trying  to  do  serious  things 
to  work  out  serious  disagreements  and 
come  to  a  serious  compromise  on  how 
we  approach  the  problem.  That  is  what 
we  ought  to  be  doing. 

Instead,  in  my  view,  by  scheduled 
this  blatantly  political  proposal  l>efore 
the  Congress  next  Tuesday,  when  no 
one  is  scheduled  to  be  here,  we  are  sim- 
ply seeing  a  situation  in  which  the  ma- 
jority party  evidently  is  more  inter- 
ested in  going  after  the  President  than 
they  are  in  dealing  seriously  with  wel- 
fare reform;  at  least  that  is  my  view. 

D  2200 

If  we  were  serious  and  if  we  really  did 
want  Wisconsin  to  receive  the  waivers 
that  are  being  requested,  then  we 
would  ask  the  President  to,  to  the 
maximum  extent  possible,  cooperate 
with  Wisconsin  in  bringing  about  the 
acceptance  of  those  waivers.  That,  in 
fact,  is  exactly  what  the  President  said 
when  he  was  in  Wisconsin,  that  he 
would  work  with  Wisconsin  to  try  to 
provide  the  waivers  that  were  nec- 
essary. 

I  would  suggest,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
given  the  fact  that  the  chief  executive 
of  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  Governor 
Thompson,  exercised  some  90,  I 
thought  it  was  79,  I  am  now  told  it  is  90 
separate  item  vetoes  on  27  different 
subjects,  it  appears  to  me  that  the 
Governor  used  his  brain  and  thought 
about  some  of  the  problems  that  he  has 
thought  were  in  the  package  that  was 
passed  by  the  legislature. 

It  comes  with  considerable  ill  grace 
for  anyone  in  this  body  to  suggest  that 
the  President  ought  not  be  able  to  also 
use  his  brain  and  evaluate  honestly 
whether  or  not  this  package  measures 
up  to  the  claims  made  for  it  by  the 
Governor  of  the  State  of  Wisconsin.  If 
it  does,  the  waivers  should  l>e  granted. 
If  it  does  not.  the  Federal  Govenament 
ought  to  work  with  the  State  until 
those  matters  are  worked  out.  That  is 
what  we  would  do  if  we  were  serious 
people. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OBEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
what  is  at  issue  here  is  under  current 
law  there  is  a  30-day  comment  period. 
Those  meml>ers  of  the  public  who  are 
Interested  in  the  proposal  can  come 
forward  to  either  support  or  to  opi>ose. 
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In  my  office,  I  have  received  numer- 
ous letters  and  petitions  ftom  residents 
of  the  State  of  Wisconsin  who  watched 
the  bill  pass  the  State  legrislature, 
watched  the  Governor  sign  it,  and  now 
they  want  to  have  their  say  as  to 
whether  or  not  these  75.  not  1,  but  75 
waivers,  should  be  granted.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, they  run  from  soup  to  nuts. 

Even  if  the  President  supports  this, 
and  I  cannot  speak  for  him,  nor  can  he 
speak  for  me,  regardless,  the  law  would 
still  provide  that  30  days  will  be  used 
for  a  comment  period,  and  then  the 
President  can  decide  and  the  Secretary 
of  HHS  and  everyone  else.  So  that  is 
what  we  are  asking  be  done  here. 

This  is  being  foisted  upon  us  on  a  day 
when  the  Congress  is  not  in  session.  We 
have  six  bills  up  when  Congress  is  not 
in  session,  this  is  the  seventh,  which 
has  not  even  been  printed  yet.  The  pur- 
ported offeror,  the  gentleman  from 
Racine,  Kenosha,  he  himself,  when 
asked  on  the  floor  tonight,  did  not 
know  himself  what  the  waivers  were  all 
about.  He  is  being  used  as  some  kind  of 
pawn  here.  It  is  really  sad  what  is 
going  on.  The  only  thing  we  are  asking 
is  let  us  let  the  people  of  Wisconsin,  on 
an  issue  that  greatly  affects  them,  be 
heard.  That  is  what  they  are  asking  me 
to  provide  for  them. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  resolution,  this  ac- 
tion, cuts  off  the  30  days. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  sim- 
ply make  the  point  that  unless  we  give 
the  people  that  30-day  waiver,  this  will 
be  a  supreme  act  of  arrogance  in  which 
only  politicians  are  allowed  to  voice 
their  opinions. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  srield? 

Mr.  OBEY.  I  jrield  to  the  gentleman 
ftom  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  welfare  reform  is  a  serious 
issue.  The  welfare  reform  of  Wisconsin 
attempts  to  put  people  back  to  work, 
but  that  does  not  mean  that  people  in 
Congress  should  stop  doing  our  work.  I 
think  it  would  be  a  gross  abdication  of 
our  responsibilities  to,  sight  unseen, 
approve  these  waivers. 

I  called  Governor  Thompson's  office 
yesterday  to  get  a  copy  of  his  waiver 
request.  I  still  have  not  received  it.  If 
they  are  asking  435  Members  of  Con- 
gress to  vote  on  his  waiver  request, 
sight  unseen,  that  is  bad  public  policy. 
It  shuts  out  the  American  people,  and 
this  Congress  should  debate  this  issue. 


WHAT  THE  104TH  CONGRESS  HAS 
BEEN  DOING  FOR  CHILDREN 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  DeLay]  is  rec- 
ognized for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  DELAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  we 
know,  this  Saturday,  Washington  will 
be  the  site  of  a  rally  for  children, 
called  the  Stand  for  Children. 

I  commend  the  organizers  of  this 
rally  for  their  commitment  to  helping 


children.  I  hope  this  rally  will  be  a  bal- 
ajiced  presentation  on  how  best  the 
Federal  Government  can  help  our  chil- 
dren, and  more  importantly,  make  our 
children's  future  brighter. 

I  am  taking  this  special  order  to- 
night to  let  the  American  people  know 
what  the  Congress  has  been  doing  for 
children. 

The  truth  is  that  the  104th  Congress 
is  the  most  prochild  Congress  in  the 
last  40  years. 

What  is  a  prochild  Congress?  What 
does  that  mean  for  people  outside  the 
beltway,  people  who  struggle  to  raise  a 
family,  people  who  want  to  pass  on  a 
better  America  to  their  children? 

A  J  rochild  Congress  must  meet  three 
tests. 

First,  it  must  be  fiscally  responsible. 

Passing  on  a  bankrupt  nation  is  the 
surest  way  to  undermine  our  children's 
future. 

This  Congress  passed  the  first  bal- 
anced budget  in  a  generation.  It  tried 
to  restrain  the  growth  of  entitlement 
programs  that  will  bankrupt  the  coun- 
try in  10  years  unless  action  is  taken 
now. 

Our  children,  individually,  already 
owe  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  in 
debt,  because  of  the  profligate  spending 
habits  of  past  Congresses. 

We  must  stop  spending  our  children's 
futures.  This  Congress  has  succeeded  in 
reigning  in  wasteful  Washington  spend- 
ing, and  that  is  probably  the  best  thing 
we  could  do,  to  stand  for  children. 

Second,  a  prochild  Congress  works  to 
strengthen  the  family. 

Villages  do  not  make  the  best  par- 
ents. Parents  make  the  best  parents.  It 
does  not  take  a  village  to  raise  a  child. 
It  takes  a  family.  It  takes  parents. 

Allowing  parents  to  keep  more  of 
their  money  to  spend  on  their  children 
is  the  quickest  way  to  take  the  strain 
off  the  family  structure. 

Our  $500-per-child  tax  credit  is  real 
relief  for  parents  to  help  them  meet 
the  higher  costs  of  raising  children. 

Welfare  reform  is  another  way  we 
have  worked  to  strengrthen  the  family. 
Our  current  welfare  system  has  de- 
stroyed too  many  families.  It  has  actu- 
ally made  it  harder  for  two-parent  fam- 
ilies to  stay  together. 

We  have  worked  to  change  that  sys- 
tem, by  requiring  work,  by  removing 
the  disincentives  for  marriage,  and  by 
making  it  harder  for  fathers  to  aban- 
don their  kids. 

A  prochild  Congress  also  promotes 
adoption. 

I  read  with  interest  the  First  Lady's 
recent  discussions  of  adoption,  and  the 
President's  endorsement  of  our  adop- 
tion reform  bills. 

Getting  children  into  safe,  loving, 
and  permanent  homes  should  be  the 
paramount  concern,  not  political  cor- 
rectness. 

I  hope  the  President's  words  match 
his  deeds  and  that  he  continues  to  sup- 
port our  efforts  to  promote  adoption 
and  remove  the  barriers  to  adoption. 


Finally,  a  prochild  Congress  is  a  pro- 
life  Congress. 

We  have  been  the  most  prolife  Con- 
gress in  the  last  20  years. 

Some  on  the  liberal  left  will  make 
the  argument  that  you  can  be  both 
prochild  and  proabortion. 

I  disagree.  You  cannot  speak  on  be- 
half of  children  on  one  hand  wile  pro- 
moting policies  that  kill  them  on  the 
other. 

I  am  proud  of  the  work  of  this  Con- 
gress, and  I  am  proud  of  the  work  they 
have  done  to  help  children  have  a 
brighter  and  more  prosperous  future. 

The  104th  Congress  does  stand  for 
children  and  for  that  we  should  all  be 
proud. 


WEAVING  THE  FABRIC  OF  A 
STRONG  COMMUNITY  MEANS  DE- 
VOTING MORE  RESOURCES  TO 
PREVENTING  TEEN  PREGNANCY 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
woman from  North  Carolina  [Mrs. 
CLAYTON]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  dis- 
agree with  the  last  speaker,  that  this 
Congress  has  been  a  prochild  Congress. 

It  certainly  has  not  acted  on  behalf 
of  children  when  it  refused  children  the 
opportunity  to  have  a  decent  lunch  so 
they  could  learn  better.  It  certainly 
has  not  acted  in  the  good  interests  of 
children  when  they  refused  to  allow 
them  to  have  food  stamps,  where  in- 
deed their  families  were  suffering.  It 
certainly  has  not  acted  well  on  behalf 
of  children  where  they  were  denied 
Title  I  educational  funds  that  go  to  dis- 
advantaged children  to  learn  better,  so 
they  can  make  a  contribution.  Finally, 
it  certainly  has  not  acted  in  the  best 
interests  of  children  when  it  denies  its 
family  or  wants  to  deny  its  family  a 
liveable  wage  so  they  can  provide  for 
their  families. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  join  the  de- 
bate today  by  saying  this  is  May,  and 
May  is,  indeed,  a  month  when  we  want 
to  advocate  about  children,  about 
Teenager  Pregnancy  Prevention 
Month.  This  is  a  time  that  we  should 
look  at  that. 

I  want  to  speak  maybe  a  little  more 
philosophically. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  fabric  of  our  society 
is  woven  from  numerous  threads. 
Threads  from  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's policies  and  services  are  inter- 
woven with  threads  from  State  govern- 
ment policies  and  services,  along  with 
threads  from  county  and  municipal 
governments,  civic  organizations  and 
private  sector  efforts. 

These  threads  form  an  intricate  pat- 
tern of  policies,  programs  and  services, 
all  interconnected,  that  in  turn  effect 
the  lives  of  all  our  citizens. 

To  achieve  a  strong  community  fab- 
ric, the  Federal  Government  must 
carefully  consider  the  length,  the 
strength,  the  flexibility,  the  vibrancy, 
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and  the  quality  of  threads  that  we  con- 
tribute to  the  weave  of  policies,  pro- 
grams, and  procedures. 

The  goal  of  teen  pregnancy  preven- 
tion efforts  should  be  to  assist  teens  to 
achieve  social  responsibility  and  long- 
term  economic  self-sufficiency. 
Achievement  of  this  goal  depends  on 
the  efforts  of  the  participant,  the  serv- 
ice provider,  and  the  administering 
governmental  agencies.  The  primary 
role  of  the  Federal  Government  should 
be  to  facilitate  the  success  of  each  par- 
ties' efforts. 

Our  current  teen  pregnancy  crisis 
evolved  over  several  generations  when 
the  social  fabric  became  worn  and  tat- 
tered and  began  to  unravel.  Con- 
sequently, we  must  realize  that  we  can- 
not break  this  intergenerational  cycle 
or  eliminate  the  crisis  over  night. 

We  must  carefully  examine  the  fabric 
of  our  programs  to  determine  where 
the  strength  is,  where  the  wear  and 
tear  has  occurred  and  where  the  frayed 
edges  and  holes  have  occurred. 

The  mending  occurs  when  we  revise 
current  policies  and  implement  new 
ones.  To  create  an  effective  policy  and 
weave  a  durable  social  fabric  we  must 
add  the  appropriate  thread  in  the  cor- 
rect proportions. 

Just  as  the  textile  Industry  weaves 
nylon  thread  to  create  a  more  durable 
cloth,  to  break  the  cycle  of  teen  preg- 
nancy and  poverty,  we  must  implement 
pregnancy  prevention  programs  that 
educate  and  support  school  age  youths 
[10-21]  in  high  risk  situations  and  their 
family  members  through  comprehen- 
sive social  and  health  services,  with  an 
emphasis  on  pregnancy  prevention. 

I  strongly  support  abstinence  edu- 
cation and  feel  that  it  is  critically  im- 
portant to  fund  abstinence  programs 
for  preteens  as  well  as  teenagers.  With- 
in 5  years,  a  concentrated  abstinence 
program  for  preteens  should  bring 
about  a  decline  in  the  number  of  teen- 
agers who  are  sexually  active. 

However,  we  cannot  ignore  the  fact 
that  today,  so  many  of  our  teenagers 
are  already  sexually  active.  It  is  there- 
fore imperative  that  we  also  provide 
funding  for  comprehensive  prevention 
programs  including  contraceptive  use. 

We  must  also  weave  a  comprehensive 
policy  to  address  the  numerous  factors 
that  contribute  to  the  number  of  teen- 
agers having  babies.  We  currently  have 
a  patchwork  of  different  policies  which 
has  been  created  by  patching  the  holes 
in  our  social  fabric. 

Every  time  a  problem  begran  to  tear 
the  social  fabric,  it  was  patched  by  cre- 
ating an  individual  policy  to  address 
each  individual  problem. 

This  patchwork  includes  the  obvious 
differing  policies:  Encouraging  absti- 
nence, preventing  unintended  preg- 
nancies among  the  sexually  active,  al- 
leviating the  problems  associated  to 
adolescent  parenthood,  and  attempting 
to  ensure  that  teen  pregnancy  does  not 
lead  to  welfare  dependency. 


However,  there  are  big  holes  in  the 
fabric  that  have  not  been  patched. 
These  include  establishing  paternity 
and  holding  fathers  financially  respon- 
sible, enforcing  child  support  laws,  pro- 
tecting young  teenagers  from  sexual 
abuse,  and  enforcing  States'  statutory 
rape  laws  that  are  currently  on  the 
books. 

We  must  weave  a  comprehensive  pol- 
icy into  the  social  fabric  at  the  federal 
level  to  prevent  teen  pregnancies. 

The  first  thread  is  a  policy  that  al- 
lows state  and  local  agencies  to  imple- 
ment concentrated,  organized  contra- 
ceptive intervention  programs. 

The  second  thread  is  to  enact  cohe- 
sive policies  and  laws,  at  the  Federal, 
State  and  local  levels. 

The  thfrd  thread  is  sufficient  Federal 
funding  to  implement  them. 

Devoting  more  resources  to  prevent- 
ing teen  pregnancy  will  not  only  save 
us  money  in  the  long  run,  but  it  will 
strengthen  the  social  fabric  by  improv- 
ing the  health,  education,  economic  op- 
portunities and  well-being  of  our  Na- 
tion's youth. 


IN  RECOGNITION  OF  COACH  ELVIN 
J.  JAMES,  GOLDSBORO,  NC 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Jones]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  JONES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  recog- 
nize the  accomplishments  of  an  out- 
standing individual  from  eastern  North 
Carolina,  Elvin  J.  James. 

Elvin  James  is  the  head  football 
coach  at  Goldsboro  High  School,  in  my 
district  in  North  Carolina.  Recently, 
USA  Weekend  Magazine  honored  Coach 
James  with  its  "Most  Catring  Coach 
Award,  1996." 

Without  a  doubt,  education  is  an 
issue  that  is  critically  Important  to 
the  future  of  our  country.  Though  we 
spend  more  money  on  education  than 
any  other  country  in  the  world— S27 
billion  to  be  exact — our  students'  test 
scores  and  literacy  levels  have  steadily 
declined. 

It  is  becoming  more  and  more  clear 
that  we  must  return  education  to  par- 
ents, local  communities,  and  especially 
to  teachers.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a  teach- 
er like  Coach  James,  who  goes  that 
extra  mile,  who  dedicates  so  much  of 
himself  to  his  students,  that  brings 
this  message  home. 

Coach  James  is  a  living  example  of 
where  hard  work  and  dedication  can 
take  you  in  this  world.  Coach  James 
grew  up  in  Beaufort,  NC,  and  was 
adopted  by  his  grandmother,  Jennie 
James,  who  supported  him  and  eight 
other  children  by  working  as  a  maid. 

She  admits  to  this  day  that  the  fam- 
ily had  very  little,  but  Jennie  James 
taught  her  children  right  from  wrong. 

Her  continuing  messag-e,  "Get  an 
education,  work  hard,  be  respectful." 


had  a  great  impact  on  Coach  James' 
life. 

Coach  James  excelled  in  football  and 
other  sports  during  his  school  years.  In 
1974,  he  was  awarded  an  athletic  schol- 
arship by  Elizabeth  City  State  Univer- 
sity in  North  Carolina,  to  play  football 
and  to  pursue  a  college  education. 

Unable  to  pay  for  his  expenses. 
James  left  school  and  joined  the  U.S. 
Army.  After  serving  4  years,  he  re- 
turned to  college  and  earned  a  degree 
in  education. 

He  has  been  teaching  ever  since. 
Coach  James  currently  lives  with  his 
wife  Mary  Kay,  their  daughter. 
Ashelyn  and  their  son.  Elvin  Jarrod. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Elvin  James  is  worthy 
of  our  recognition  for  more  than  just 
this.  During  the  past  10  years.  Coach 
James  had  helped  more  than  50  stu- 
dents earn  coU^e  scholarships,  and 
helped  numerous  students  stay  in 
school. 

He  spends  countless  hours  on  the 
phone  talking  with  college  coaches 
about  potential  candidates.  Many 
times  a  year,  Elvin  James  travels  from 
State  to  State,  taking  students  on 
campus  visits  and  trying  to  introduce 
them  to  opportunities,  they  never 
dreamed  were  possible. 

Since  he  began.  Coach  James  has  put 
more  than  80,000  miles  on  his  car.  He 
has  spent  more  than  SS.OOO  of  his  own 
money,  and  given  up  more  than  45  of 
his  sick  and  vacation  days  to  take 
these  players  on  recruiting  tripe. 

Less  than  a  half-dozen  of  these  play- 
ers would  have  received  scholarships  if 
it  had  not  been  for  these  trips. 

Coach  James  doesn't  stop  here. 
James  is  there  for  each  student,  lit- 
erally, every  step  of  the  way;  helping 
them  prepare  for  the  SAT  or  helping 
them  fill  out  tbefr  college  applications. 

On  several  occasions,  when  parents 
were  unable  to  take  their  children  to 
college.  Coach  James  was  the  one  who 
took  them  and  helped  them  move  in. 
He  has  even  let  students  with  family 
troubles  move  in  for  a  while,  until 
things  at  home  got  worked  out. 

Coach  James  works  in  a  school  that 
serves  many  disadvantaged  students. 
Many  of  his  students  come  from  broken 
homes.  By  many  of  society's  standards, 
the  odds  are  against  these  children's 
success. 

However,  Coach  James  is  a  great 
motivator,  who  encourages  students  to 
believe  in  themselves,  even  when  no 
one  else  does.  When  Coach  James  looks 
at  these  children,  he  sees  wonderful 
young  men  and  women,  who.  if  given 
the  opportunity,  will  become  outstand- 
ing and  productive  citizens. 

Mr.  Speaker,  for  more  than  14  years, 
Elvin  James  has  been  touching  the 
lives  of  yoimg  people.  He  deserves  this 
award  and  our  praise  tonight. 

Coach  Elvin  James,  USA  Weekend 
Magazine's  Most  Caring  Coach.  1996.  is 
an  example  of  what  is  truly  right  with 
our  education  system.  Our  country  and 
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especially  our  children  need  more 
teachers  and  parents,  just  like  Coach 
James. 

I  am  proud  to  recogniize  Coach 
James,  as  a  ssrmbol  of  all  the  men  and 
women  who  have  dedicated  their  lives 
to  education,  and  who  care  so  much 
about  our  children's  future. 


D  2215 

THE  1997  REPUBLICAN  BUDGET: 
THE  STAND  AGAINST  CHILDREN 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Net).  Under  a  previous  order  of  the 
House,  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  FiLNER]  is  recognized  for  5  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  com- 
ing Saturday,  June  1,  thousands  of 
families,  schools,  churches,  syaa.- 
gogues,  and  other  organizations  will 
gather  at  the  Lincoln  Memorial  for 
what  is  aptly  being  called  the  Stand  for 
Children.  Stand  for  Children  is  a  na- 
tional day  of  commitment  to  children 
that  has  been  convened  by  the  Chil- 
dren's Defense  Fund  and  endorsed  by 
more  than  3,000  national.  State,  and 
local  organizations. 

From  my  hometown  of  San  Diego, 
CA,  alone  more  than  120  people  orga- 
nized by  the  Children's  Advocacy  Insti- 
tute at  the  University  of  San  Diego 
will  be  attending  this  event. 

The  Stand  for  Children  will  address 
the  critical  issues  facing  America's 
children,  including  drugs,  violence,  and 
poverty. 

Ironically,  children  in  America  are 
also  under  attack  by  the  very  institu- 
tion that  should  be  protecting  them 
from  these  evils,  the  U.S.  Congress. 
This  104th  Congress  is  waging  a  stand 
against  children. 

The  Republican  majority,  with  the 
so-called  pro-family  agenda,  has  pre- 
tended to  extend  its  protective  hand 
toward  America's  youth,  when  in  re- 
ality it  has  not  given  our  children  a 
fair  shake.  This  majority  has  voted  re- 
peatedly to  slash  funding  for  children's 
programs,  including  education,  student 
loans,  child  nutrition,  health  care  for 
children,  child  protection  services  such 
as  foster  care,  and  aid  for  disabled  chil- 
dren. 

This  agenda  threatens  not  only  the 
education  and  well-being  of  our  Na- 
tion's children,  it  puts  the  future  of 
America  at  risk.  If  our  children  do  not 
receive  a  quality  education,  proper  nu- 
trition, and  a  nurtured  upbringing, 
then  American  businesses  will  not  be 
able  to  compete  in  the  global  economy. 

Congressional  Democrats  have 
worked  with  President  Clinton  to  fend 
off  the  onslaught  of  these  cuts.  This 
year  we  successfully  restored  most  of 
the  education  cuts  proposed  by  Repub- 
licans in  their  1996  budget,  and  the 
President  vetoed  many  damaging  cuts 
in  children's  programs  contained  in  the 
so-called  welfare  reform  and  budget 
reconciliation  pills. 


I  would  have  hoped  that  Republicans 
learned  a  lesson  from  their  failure  to 
cut  children's  programs  in  this  year's 
budget  but,  sadly,  they  have  not.  Their 
proposal  for  fiscal  year  1997  would  cut 
many  of  the  same  programs  that  were 
on  the  chopping  block  last  year.  This 
month  221  House  Republicans  voted  for 
the  1997  budget  resolution  which  would 
cut  funding  for  education  and  training 
programs  by  22  percent  over  the  next  6 
years. 

Here  are  the  specifics  of  what  the 
majority  whip  called  the  pro-choice  or 
the  pro-education  or  the  pro-child  Con- 
gress: 

A  6-year  freeze  in  title  I  funding  for^ 
aid  to  local  schools,  resulting  in  a  20 
percent  cut  by  the  year  2002. 

A  6-year  freeze  for  Head  Start,  result- 
ing in  a  20  percent  cut  by  2002. 

Elimination  of  the  Goals  2000  public 
schools  reform  which  currently  helps  5 
million  students  in  more  than  8,000 
schools  across  the  country  raise  their 
academic  achievement. 

Their  proposal  eliminates  all  Federal 
funding  for  bilingual  and  immigrant 
education. 

It  eliminates  new  funding  for  Perkins 
student  loans  which  provide  low-inter- 
est financial  assistance  to  thousands  of 
college  students,  and  eliminates  the  di- 
rect loan  program  which  helps  2.5  mil- 
lion students  receive  college  loans 
more  quickly  and  less  expensively  than 
traditional  loans. 

It  eliminates  AmeriCorps,  the  na- 
tional service  program  that  gives 
200,000  young  people  the  chance  to 
serve  their  communities  while  earning 
money  for  college. 

And  it  cuts  20  percent  in  funding  for 
our  Nation's  libraries. 

This  is  what  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  DeLay]  called  the  pro-chil- 
dren's Congress.  Republican  cuts  in 
other  programs  would  also  threaten 
the  well-being  of  our  children. 

By  cutting  Medicaid  by  $72  billion 
over  6  years,  they  jeopardize  the  Fed- 
eral guarantee  of  coverage  to  thou- 
sands of  low-income  children.  And  by 
allowing  the  wealthy  to  opt  out  of  the 
health  care  system  through  the  use  of 
medical  savings  accoimts,  they  risk 
causing  a  further  decline  in  coverage 
and  services  for  poor  families  and  chil- 
dren. 

The  Republican  budget  would  also 
cut  spending  for  school  lunches,  foster 
care,  aid  to  disabled  children  and  youth 
crime  prevention  programs. 

It  is  time  for  Republicans  to  realize 
that  the  American  people  will  not  tol- 
erate massive,  irresponsible  cuts  that 
failed  earlier  this  year.  Our  children 
deserve  better.  We  must  give  our  chil- 
dren the  assistance  and  support  they 
need  for  a  successful  future. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  us  all  stand  for  chil- 
dren. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FILNER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota. 


Mr.  VENTO.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  srielding.  I  want  to  commend  him 
for  his  statement.  I  also  want  to  point 
out  that  under  the  rubric  of  welfare  re- 
form the  Republican  proposals  cut  SSI, 
programs  that  go  to  children  with  var- 
ious types  of  disabilities  such  as  cystic 
fibrosis  and  multiple  sclerosis,  actually 
cutting  those  benefits  by  25  percent. 
This  is  all  under  the  rubric  of  welfare 
reform. 

This  welfare  reform  is  a  good  bumper 
sticker  slogan,  but  when  we  peel  off 
that  bumper  sticker  and  look  at  what 
is  behind  it,  we  have  got  cuts  in  school 
lunches,  we  have  got  cuts  in  terms  of 
various  types  of  nutrition  programs. 
We  have  got  cuts  in  terms  of  child  care. 
This,  mind  you,  aJl  under  the  rubric  of 
welfare  reform. 

Of  course  under  welfare  reform  we  all 
know  the  proposals  that  have  been  put 
forth  for  a  teenage  parent  that  has  an- 
other child.  That  child  would  get  no 
support.  Some  help  in  terms  of  a  child- 
friendly  Congress,  taking  it  out  on  the 
child  that  is  bom  to  a  teenage  mother. 

Mr.  FILNER.  Let  us  all,  again,  stand 
for  children. 


NOMINATING  LEONEL  MOREJON 
ALMAGRO  FOR  NOBEL  PEACE 
PRIZE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Diaz- 
Balart]  is  recogmized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  DIAZ-BALART.  Mr.  Speaker,  to- 
morrow morning  approximately  60 
members  of  this  House,  including  the 
Speaker,  will  be  sending  a  letter  to  the 
Nobel  Committee  of  the  Norwegian 
Parliament,  the  entity  that  designates 
the  winners  of  the  Nobel  Peace  Prize, 
to  nominate  Leonel  Morejon  Almagro, 
the  National  Delegate  of  the  Concilio 
Cubano,  the  Cuban  Council,  an  um- 
brella of  over  140  pro-democracy  groups 
in  Cuba,  for  the  Nobel  Peace  Prize. 

Mr.  Morejon  Almagro  is  at  this  time 
a  political  prisoner  at  the  State  secu- 
rity prison  at  Villa  Marista  in  Havana. 
Mr.  Morejon  Almagro  is  a  31-year-old 
attorney  who  was  dismissed  from  his 
position  as  a  lawyer  because  of  his  de- 
fense of  numerous  political  prisoners  in 
court.  In  1986  he  founded  NaturPaz,  Na- 
ture Peace,  a  peaceful  environmental 
group  that  was  prohibited  by  the  Cuban 
dictatorship.  Shortly  after  its  found- 
ing, NaturPaz  supported  a  ban  on  all 
nuclear  weapons  testing  in  the  world. 
In  1991  he  was  detained  by  Cuban  State 
Security  for  organizing  a  peaceful  dem- 
onstration in  front  of  the  UNESCO  of- 
fice in  Havana  to  protest  the  Iraqi  in- 
vasion of  Kuwait  and  the  environ- 
mental destruction  that  it  caused. 

In  1986  and  1987,  Mr.  Morejon 
Almagro,  at  great  personal  risk,  taught 
ecology  and  pacifism  to  students  in 
school  and  criticized  Cuban  involve- 
ment in  the  Angolan  and  Ethiopian 
conflicts. 
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He  played  a  decisive  role  this  year  in 

the  formation  of  Concilio  Cubano,  as  I 
stated,  a  coalition  of  over  140  peaceful 
pro-democracy  organizations  in  Cuba. 
And  he  was  elected  a  National  Delegate 
of  Concilio  Cubano  on  February  10, 
1996.  He  was  arrested  5  days  later, 
charged  with  resisting  authority,  and 
sentenced  to  6  months  in  prison.  He 
began  a  hunger  strike  after  his  arrest 
and  his  mother  told  independent  jour- 
nalists in  Cuba  that  she  feared  for  his 
life  and  believed  that  he  was  being  sub- 
jected to  psychiatric  torture,  including 
electroshocks.  Upon  appealing  his  sen- 
tence, Mr.  Morejon  Alinagro  was  resen- 
tenced to  15  months  instead  of  6 
months  imprisonment.  He  has  been  de- 
clared a  prisoner  of  conscience  by  Am- 
nesty International.  The  National 
Vice-Delegates  of  Concilio  Cubano  also 
remain  in  prison  to  this  day,  Lazaro 
Gonzalez  and  Mercedes  Parada 
Antunez,  the  latter  in  a  hospital.  The 
regime  stated  that  she  would  be  sub- 
jected to  surgery  and  has  not  specified 
what  it  has  meant  by  that. 

Just  as  Aung  San  Suu  Kyi,  the  Bur- 
mese dissident  leader,  received  the 
Nobel  Peace  Prize  in  1991.  and  before 
that,  Desmond  Tutu  in  1984  and  Lech 
Walesa  in  1983  and  Andrei  Sakharov  in 
1975  and  Martin  Luther  Kling  in  1964, 
Mr.  Morejon  Almagro  at  this  time  de- 
serves the  Nobel  Peace  Prize.  He  rep- 
resents, Mr.  Speaker,  an  entire  new 
generation  of  Cubans  which  is  fighting 
from  within  the  totalitarian  nation  to 
achieve  freedom  and  the  reestablish- 
ment  of  democracy.  That  is  why  Castro 
fears  Leonel  so  much. 

By  awarding  him  the  Nobel  Peace 
Prize,  not  only  would  the  great  work  of 
Mr.  Morejon  Almagro  be  duly  recog- 
nized, in  this  way  hopefully  contribut- 
ing to  his  physical  protection  at  this 
extraordinarily  difficult  time  of  politi- 
cal imprisoimient,  but  also  the  impor- 
tant work  of  the  entire  internal  opposi- 
tion in  Cuba  would  be  honored.  The  im- 
portance of  all  who  risk  their  lives  by 
being  members  of  Concilio  Cubano  as 
well  as  the  rest  of  the  internal  opposi- 
tion and  the  independent  journalists  in 
Cuba  would  all  be  recognized  by  the 
awarding  of  the  Nobel  Peace  Prize  to 
Leonel  Morejon  Almagro. 

With  regard  to  the  independent  press, 
Mr.  Speaker,  just  a  few  days  ago,  per- 
haps the  most  well  known  independent 
journalist  in  Cuba,  Rafael  Solana,  was 
put  on  an  airplane  and  expelled,  sent  to 
Madrid  where  he  very  reluctantly  ar- 
rived, vowing  to  continue  his  work  and 
of  course  to  return  as  soon  as  Cuba  is 
tree. 

Olance  Nogreras,  another  well-known 
independent  journalist,  was  picked  up 
just  hours  ago  by  State  Security.  The 
repression  is  intensifying  in  an  ex- 
traordinary manner  within  Cuba. 

We  must  fight  and  with  this  nomina- 
tion of  Leonel  Morejon  Almagro  for  the 
Nobel  Peace  Prize,  we  are  fighting 
against  the  great  conspiracy  of  silence 
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that  exists  in  the  international  com- 
munity against  the  Cuban  tragedy,  Mr. 
Speaker.  This  conspiracy  of  silence 
will  be  grasped  in  all  its  magnitude 
only  when  Castro  is  history  and  all  the 
political  prisons  are  opened. 

The  true  story  of  the  Cuban  tragedy 
is  really  not  being  focused  upon. 
Hvmnberto  Real,  a  Cuban  patriot,  has 
been  sentenced  to  death  by  the  dicta- 
torship in  the  last  weeks  but  the  Cuban 
people  continue  to  struggle. 

That  is  why  I  am  proud  of  my  col- 
leagues who  joined  me  in  signing  this 
letter  today  in  nomination  of  Mr. 
Morejon  Almagro  for  the  Nobel  Peace 
Prize,  and  of  course  our  struggle  will 
continue  because  it  is  very  just  and 
necessary. 


D  2230 

ECONOMIC  SECURITY  FOR 
FAMtLIES 

Ms.  PELOSL  Mr.  Speaker,  as  has 
been  mentioned  earlier  by  our  col- 
leagues, on  Saturday,  the  Children's 
Defense  Fund  will  hold  a  Stand  for 
Children  event  where  people  from  all 
over  the  country  will  be  traveling  to 
Washington  to  participate.  I,  myself, 
am  proud  to  say  that  from  San  Fran- 
cisco and  flrom  all  over  California,  in- 
deed, we  will  have  a  very  large  contin- 
gent participating. 

That  stand  for  children  is  one  that 
we  must  make  every  day  of  the  year  in 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States.  As  a 
member  of  the  Appropriations  Sub- 
committee on  Health,  Human  Services 
and  Education,  I  have  been  actually 
bowled  over  by  the  size  of  the  cuts  in 
the  budget  for  children's  initiatives 
that  had  been  put  forth  both  last  year 
and  which  we  anticipate  because  of  the 
budget  resolution  allocations  to  come 
down  this  year. 

I  rise  tonight,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  talk 
not  just  about  children,  but  the  fami- 
lies that  they  live  in,  because  when  we 
talk  abut  children,  we  not  only  talk 
about  their  health,  education,  and 
well-being,  but  we  also  talk  about  the 
economic  security  of  their  families.  We 
talked  about  this  last  week  when  we 
made  the  fight  successfully  to  increase 
the  minimum  wage,  dragging  this 
House  kicking  and  screaming  to  a 
place  where  we  could  hold  our  head  up 
a  littler  higher  to  pay  fair  wages  to  the 
American  worker. 

But  also  part  of  the  economic  secu- 
rity of  American  families  are  the  issues 
of  Medicare  and  Medicaid,  which  once 
again  take  severe  cuts  in  the  budget 
proposal  that  passed  the  House  to- 
night. That  is  why  our  colleague,  the 
gentleman  fi-om  Minnesota,  Mr.  Mab- 
TIN  Sabo,  put  forth  a  motion  to  in- 
struct. His  motion  to  instruct  was  for 
us  to  instruct  conferees  to  accept  the 
higher  discretionary  levels  in  the  Sen- 
ate bill  in  order  to  avoid  another  gov- 
ernment shutdown:  to  accept  the  high- 


er levels  in  the  Senate  bill.  He  is  talk- 
ing about  the  Domenici  numbers.  Re- 
publican numbers  in  the  Senate  side. 
Even  the  Senate  Republicans  reject  the 
severe  cuts  that  are  being  proposed  on 
the  House  side. 

Another  part  of  the  Sabo  motion  to 
instruct  was  to  retain  protection  for 
seniors  against  excess  charges  by 
health  care  providers  in  Medicare  and 
also  to  retain  Federal  standards  for 
nursing  homes.  Of  course,  and  sadly, 
our  Republican  colleagues  voted  down 
this  motion  to  instruct  to  agree  to  the 
Republican  Senate  numbers  and,  in- 
stead, to  retain  the  House  severe  cuts. 

The  budget  resolution  allocations 
have  created  the  same  basic  conflict 
that  led  to  two  Government  shutdowns 
and  13  continuing  resolutions  in  the 
battle  over  1996  spending.  Why  would 
we  want  to  do  that  again? 

In  regard  to  protecting  health  care 
for  seniors,  the  House  version  of  the 
budget  resolution  retains  essentially 
the  same  Medicare  policies  that  were 
vetoed  by  President  Clinton  in  the  rec- 
onciliation bill.  Further,  the  House 
budget  resolution  does  not  protect  sen- 
iors from  the  draconian  Medicaid  poli- 
cies that  were  passed  in  the  House  last 
year. 

I  would  like  to  review.  Mr.  Speaker, 
some  of  the  provisions  that  we  are 
fighting.  The  Republican  record  on  sen- 
ior citizens  in  the  104th  Congress  in- 
cludes eliminating  doctor  and  hospital 
choice  by  forcing  seniors  into  Medicare 
managed-care  plans.  The  GOP  plan 
would  allow  doctors  to  charge  extra 
out-of-pocket  costs  to  seniors  who  re- 
main in  Medicare  fee-for-service.  The 
GOP  plan  would  severely  cut  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  hospital  funding,  forcing 
many  to  close  their  doors  on  seniors. 
And  the  Republican  plan  would  elimi- 
nate coverage  guaranteed  for  over  4 
million  elderly  Americans  who  need 
nursing  home  care.  The  Republican 
plan  further  erodes  Medicare  solvency 
by  creating  wealth-healthy  plans,  leav- 
ing many  seniors  with  higher  costs  and 
less  care. 

Does  this  sound  familiar?  We  fought 
this  fight  last  year.  The  Democrats  in 
the  Congress  and  the  President  of  the 
United  States  stood  firm  against  this 
assault  on  the  economic  and  personal 
security  of  America's  seniors  and, 
therefore,  America's  families. 

The  Democrats  prevented  the  Repub- 
licans last  year  from  doubling  Medi- 
care part  B  premiums,  f^m  attempting 
to  eliminate  doctor  choice,  fi"om  cut- 
ting Medicare  premium  assistance  for 
low-income  seniors,  from  repealing 
Federal  nursing  home  quality  stand- 
ards and  putting  homes  and  family 
farms  of  elderly  couples  at  risk  for 
nursing  home  care,  and  we  kept  them 
from  forcing  adult  children  to  be  finan- 
cially liable  for  their  parents'  nursing 
home  bills. 
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This  is  important  because  all  of  the 
seniors  that  we  talk  about  have  con- 
tributed to  the  strength  and  the  suc- 
cess of  our  country.  How  many  times 
have  we  seen  our  colleagrues  come  to 
the  floor,  including  this  evening,  sing 
the  praises  and  the  contributions  that 
have  been  made  by  various  senior  citi- 
zens in  their  districts  and  turn  right 
around  and  cut  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
to  assist  those  seniors  in  their  older 
years? 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
pay  close  attention  and  the  American 
people  to  pay  close  attention  to  these 
cuts  which  will  affect  their  lives  very 
directly. 


WELFARE  BILL  THEATRICS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Doggett]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  DOGOETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  the- 
atrics in  which  the  majority  leader  en- 
gaged in  the  few  minutes  before  the 
closing  of  this  Congress  tonight  again 
provide  America  an  indication  of  what 
is  wrong  with  this  Congress. 

The  majority  leader,  you  will  remem- 
ber, outlined  a  schedule  for  next  week, 
and  he  conveniently  omitted  one  piece 
of  legislation  from  that  schedule.  This 
particular  bill  will  be  considered  on  a 
day  when  most  of  the  Members  of  Con- 
gress are  not  present  here  in  Washing- 
ton. This  particular  bill  will  be  consid- 
ered under  a  procedure  that  limits  de- 
bate to  40  minutes,  with  no  amend- 
ments, and  it  can  be  actually  defeated 
by  one-third  of  the  Members  of  this 
body. 

This  bill,  the  majority  leader  finally 
conceded,  has  not  yet  even  been  writ- 
ten, much  less  discussed  and  considered 
by  a  committee  in  Congress  and  pre- 
sented to  the  American  people  for  their 
debate,  which  is  the  normal  approach 
in  a  democratic  society. 

Now,  this  particular  bill  is  not  a  bill 
to  name  a  post  office  in  Podunkvllle 
after  Dick  ARJtEY  or  to  declare  Na- 
tional Apple  Pie  Week.  No,  this  par- 
ticular bill  deals  with  a  subject  that 
most  Americans  are  concerned  about, 
and  that  is  our  welfare  system.  It  is  a 
welfare  system  that  is  broke,  that  is 
not  working  for  the  taxpayer,  quite 
clearly,  but  it  is  also  not  working  for 
the  people  that  it  is  designed  to  bene- 
fit. 

I  know  that  those  of  us  on  the  Demo- 
cratic side,  ftom  our  unanimous  vote  in 
the  last  session  of  this  Congress,  ex- 
pressed our  view  that  we  want  to  place 
an  importance  in  welfare  reform  on 
work,  on  the  value  of  work,  on  teach- 
ing the  value  of  work,  on  helping  fami- 
lies that  have  been  torn  apart  get  back 
into  the  work  force  and  provide  for 
their  families.  But  if  anyone  would 
have  thought  we  would  deal  with  such 
a  serious  matter  with  the  kind  of  stunt 
that  we  saw  tonight,  the  notion  that 


this  Congress  would  take  up  a  matter 
of  such  importance  without  any  real 
debate,  without  the  Members  even 
knowing  what  was  in  the  bill. 

We  did  have  one  gentleman  who 
thought  he  knew  something  about  the 
bill.  We  learned  that  there  were  97  line 
item  vetoes  by  the  Governor  of  Wiscon- 
sin in  this  bill.  Under  the  debate  proce- 
dure, we  will  have  less  than  30  seconds 
per  line  item  veto  to  consider  this. 

One  would  think  that  this  is,  as  I 
asked  the  majority  leader,  just  another 
example  of  his  very  strange  sense  of 
humor;  that  this  stunt  is  all  a  joke. 
But  one  who  thought  that  would  not 
have  observed  the  way  this  Congress 
has  been  conducted  for  the  last  year 
and  a  half,  for  it  has  been  one  stunt 
after  another  like  this  that  has  created 
the  greatest  failure  of  any  Congress  in 
recent  American  history. 

It  all  started  last  year  when  these 
Republicans  decided  that  they  were 
going  to  provide  a  tax  break  for  the 
richest  members  of  our  society  and 
make  those  who  were  now  on  Medicare 
pay  for  it.  And  so  they  set  up  a  series 
of  secret  task  forces,  and  those  forces 
were  out  there  figuring  out  how  much 
more  they  could  hike  premiums,  how 
much  more  they  could  increase  the 
cost  of  health  care  for  our  seniors,  all 
to  provide  tax  brakes  for  those  at  the 
top  of  the  economic  ladder.  And  they 
did  it  all  in  secret,  and  then  they  came 
out  here  and  presented  it  as  essentially 
a  "take  it  or  leave  it"  plan,  origrinally 
to  our  Committee  on  the  Budget  and  fi- 
nally to  the  House. 

It  is  the  same  kind  of  extremism  that 
caused  this  Government  to  be  shut 
down  last  year  for  weeks  at  a  cost  of 
$1.5  billion.  Frittered  away.  Totally 
and  completely  wasted  American  tax- 
payer money  by  these  folks  in  their 
Government  shutdown  fever. 

It  is  the  kind  of  political  theatrics 
that  instead  of  coming  in  a  sensible  bi- 
partisan moderate  way  to  see  how  we 
change  this  welfare  system  and  make 
it  work  and  change  this  Medicare  sys- 
tem and  make  it  work  better. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  I  will  not  yield  at 
this  time.  Perhaps  at  the  conclusion  of 
my  remarks. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  I  will  be  happy  to 
jrield  back  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  his  comment.  In  fact,  what 
I  would  like  to  do  is  to  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  yield  and  discuss  and  debate 
at  length  this  whole  subject  of  welfare 
reform  instead  of  handling  it  in  the 
same  shabby  way  that  the  Republicans 
did  Medicare  reform  last  year,  which 
was  designed  to  provide  those  tax 
breaks  for  the  people  at  the  top  of  the 
econonoic  ladder  and  make  those  people 
on  Medicare  bear  the  cost  of  those  tax 
breaks. 

Now  we  are  going  to  approach  this 
other  tough  issue  in  our  society  that 


needs  to  be  attacked  in  a  bipartisan 
way  to  try  to  get  at  the  heart  of  mak- 
ing welfare  work  and  making  it  work 
fair,  but  to  do  it  in  this  kind  of  fashion, 
when  even  the  Republican  Members  do 
not  know  what  is  in  their  bill,  is  the 
kind  of  extremist  approach  that  Amer- 
ica has  rejected. 

I  think  that  it  is  time  for  this  Con- 
gress to  get  down  to  business  in  a  true 
Democratic  spirit,  not  in  terms  of 
party  but  in  terms  of  a  process  that 
does  not  come  around  with  the  kind  of 
arrogance  that  we  have  seen  here  to- 
night, of  saying  we  will  present  you 
something  and  you  can  take  it  or  leave 
it,  because  that  kind  of  approach  is  not 
going  to  produce  any  legislation. 

That  is  why  this  Congress  has  noth- 
ing to  show  but  political  rhetoric  auid 
nonsense  and  wasted  taxpayer  money 
for  most  of  the  last  year  and  a  half,  be- 
cause these  folks  have  not  been  inter- 
ested in  trying  in  craft  legislation  in  a 
bipartisan  way  to  deal  with  the  true 
problems  of  this  country.  They  have 
been  interested  in  scoring  political 
points. 

They  do  not  care  next  week  whether 
one  welfare  mom  goes  back  to  work, 
because  they  are  not  interested  in  jobs 
for  welfare  moms.  They  are  interested 
in  protecting  their  own  political  job, 
and  America  is  going  to  see  through 
this  kind  of  nonsense. 


REQUEST  OF  PRESIDENT  TO  USE 
STATUTORY  AUTHORITY  TO  SUS- 
PEND DAVIS-BACON  ACT  FOR  RE- 
BUILDING EFFORT  IN  OKLAHOMA 
CITY 

The  SPELAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  LUCAS]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  LUCAS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  to  my  friend  from  Georgia  a 
few  seconds. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
for  yielding. 

Had  the  gentleman  from  Texas  yield- 
ed, what  I  wanted  to  point  out  is  that 
the  Republican  Party,  acting  in  a  spirit 
of  bipartisanship,  is  taking  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  at  his  word 
on  the  Wisconsin  waiver  and  we  are 
going  to  have  that  bill  on  the  floor  of 
the  House. 

I  am  surprised,  as  I  listen  to  these 
Democrats,  that  they  are  against  it  be- 
cause it  was  President  Clinton's  idea.  I 
wanted  to  make  sure  that  folks  know 
we  are  doing  exactly  what  President 
Clinton  called  for  and  that  no  Demo- 
crats have  expressed  any  outrage  until 
suddenly  tonight. 

I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  LUCAS  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the 
gentleman's  point  is  well  taken. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  July  27,  1995,  Presi- 
dent Clinton  signed  Public  Law  104-19 
which  appropriated  $39  million  in  Com- 
munity   Development    Block    Grants 
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[CDBG]  to  assist  citizens  of  Oklahoma 
City  with  meeting  the  financial  hard- 
ships created  by  the  bombing  of  the  Al- 
fred P.  Murrah  Federal  building.  This 
truly  was  the  proper  Federal  response 
to  a  presldentially-mandated  national 
emergency.  Never  before  had  Congress 
passed,  and  the  President  signed,  legis- 
lation utilizing  CDBG  funds  in  this 
manner.  An  act  of  terror  of  this  mag- 
nitude forces  all  of  us  to  reflect  on  the 
standard  operating  procedures  under 
which  we,  as  a  government,  react  to 
national  emergencies.  At  this  time.  I 
am  asking  the  President  and  the  rest  of 
the  Federal  Government  to  diligently 
reflect  on  how  best  we  can  restore 
Oklahoma  City  to  where  it  was  before 
9:02  a.m.  of  that  fateful  day. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  millions  of  people 
around  the  Nation  joined  the  city  of 
Oklahoma  City  on  April  19  to  remem- 
ber those  killed  and  injured  in  the 
bombing  of  the  Alfred  P.  Murrah  Fed- 
eral building,  they  may  have  noticed 
the  number  of  buildings  that  remain  as 
damaged  today  as  they  were  imme- 
diately following  this  tragic  event. 

On  April  17  of  this  year,  I  sent  a  let- 
ter to  President  Clinton  pointing  out 
that  there  are  major  obstacles  to  fully 
utilizing  the  CDBG  funds  in  the  re- 
building effort  and  asking  for  his  as- 
sistance in  freeing  up  these  funds  to  re- 
build Oklahoma  City.  Specifically,  I 
asked  that  he  use  his  statutory  author- 
ity to  suspend  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  for 
these  funds.  It  is  my  belief  that  in  a 
unique  situation  such  as  what  occurred 
in  Oklahoma  City,  this  authority 
should  be  used.  In  fact,  FEIMA  appro- 
priations are  not  subject  to  Davis- 
Bacon  to  ensure  that  relief  efforts  can 
be  accomplished  in  an  expeditious 
manner  so  that  the  focus  can  be  on  re- 
building the  communities  affected.  The 
funds  appropriated  to  Oklahoma  City 
should  be  seen  in  this  light,  which 
would  warrant  the  suspension  of  Davis- 
Bacon. 

To  date  I  have  received  no  response 
from  the  White  House;  by  not  respond- 
ing to  this  request.  President  Clinton 
has  ignored  the  request  of  Oklahoma 
City  which  has  appealed  to  me  for  as- 
sistance in  this  matter.  Last  week, 
armed  with  specific  case  examples  from 
Oklahoma  City,  I  sent  a  second  letter 
which  again  asked  the  President  to  ex- 
ercise his  authority  to  suspend  this 
act.  One  example  stated  Davis-Bacon 
raised  the  costs  of  the  project  by  75 
percent,  and  the  city  estimates  that  all 
project  costs  rise  by  an  average  of  25  to 
40  percent.  These  are  dollars  that  do 
not  go  toward  disaster  relief,  but  which 
are  badly  needed  by  the  people  of  Okla- 
homa City. 

According  to  title  40,  section  276a-5 
of  the  U.S.  Code,  "In  the  event  of  a  na- 
tional emergency,  the  President  is  au- 
thorized to  suspend  the  provisions  of 
the  Davis-Bacon  Act."  On  the  day  of 
the  bombing,  the  President  issued  a  re- 
lease stating  that  the  bombing  was  a 


national  emergency.  I  agreed  with  him 
and  welcomed  his  pronouncement. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  you  to  take  the 
next  step  and  suspend  the  Davis-Bacon 
Act  today.  The  sooner  this  is  done,  the 
sooner  Oklahoma  City  will  be  able  to 
fully  utilize  the  money  appropriated 
them  last  year. 

I  understand  that  Davis-Bacon  is  a 
politically  charged  issue  and  that  this 
is  a  campaign  year,  but  I  maintain  to 
the  President  that  my  motive  for  this 
request  is  not  to  repeal  the  Davis- 
Bacon  Act,  but  to  utilize  the  act  to  its 
fullest. 

My  point  is  that,  in  disaster  situa- 
tions, like  what  happened  in  Oklahoma 
City,  the  primary  role  of  the  Federal 
Government  is  to  ensure  that  the  few- 
est nvmiber  of  restrictions  are  placed 
on  relief  workers  and  small  businesses. 
Had  Oklahoma  City  received  money 
from  FEMA  instead  of  from  HUD,  as 
disaster  relief  funds  normally  are, 
Davis-Bacon  requirements  would  not 
have  applied.  Therefore,  I  feel  this  is  a 
reasonable  and  nonpartisan  request.  I 
stand  here  today,  as  a  representative  of 
the  people  from  Oklahoma  City,  who 
simply  want  to  use  the  Federal  relief 
funds  in  the  matter  that  relief  funds 
have  historically  been  used. 

Presidents  Roosevelt,  Nixon,  and 
Bush,  used  this  section  of  the  law  to 
suspend  Davis-Bacon.  Though  there 
clearly  is  a  precedent  for  suspending 
Davis-Bacon,  there  is  no  precedent  for 
what  occurred  in  Oklahoma  City. 

My  question  is  simple:  Mr.  President, 
what  will  it  be,  yes  or  no? 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  letters  of  the  Presi- 
dent referred  to  earlier  are  included  for 
the  Record. 

House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  DC.  April  17. 1996. 

Hon.  WmjAM  J.  CUNTON. 

President  of  the  United  States, 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  President  Clinton:  As  we  approach 
the  one  year  anniversary  of  the  tragic  bomb- 
ing of  the  Alfred  P.  Murrah  Federal  Building 
in  Oklahoma  City,  1  want  to  take  the  oppor- 
tunity to  relate  to  you  certain  problems  that 
have  slowed  down  the  utilization  of  the  S39 
million  in  Community  Development  Block 
Grant  (CDBG)  funds  by  businesses  and  indi- 
viduals. A  similar  letter  has  also  been  sent 
to  Secretary  Reich  and  Secretary  Cisneros. 

First.  I  want  to  emphasize  that  the  people 
of  Oklahoma,  myself  included,  will  forever 
be  indebted  for  the  federal  response  to  this 
unprecedented  act  of  terrorism.  In  fact,  it  is 
because  of  this  rapid  response  that  I  feel  that 
this  issue  must  be  addressed.  As  you  know. 
Oklahoma  City  received  S39  million  in  CDBG 
funds  through  the  Department  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development.  Secretary  Cisneros 
worked  closely  with  myself  and  others  to 
And  offsets  in  this  section  of  the  budget  and 
worked  very  hard  to  assure  that  the  City 
would  have  Qezibility  in  its  use  of  this 
money. 

At  iH«sent,  this  money  is  subject  to  The 
Davis-Bacon  Act,  which  requires  small  busi- 
nesses to  comply  with  Davis-Bacon  reporting 
requirements  and  pay  local  prevailing  wa^res 
for  work  associated  with  cleaning  up  and  re- 
building the  devastated  area.  The  City  of 
Oklahoma  City  has  estimated  that  Davis- 


Bacon  increases  the  cost  of  these  projects  by 
25-40  percent  and  produces  long  delays.  Even 
employees  who  want  to  help  rebuild  their 
workplace  have  to  be  certified  under  condi- 
tions of  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  and  be  paid  as 
though  they  were  general  contractors.  Like 
you.  I  want  maximum  utilization  of  the 
CDGB  funds  to  rebuilt  the  City.  Under  these 
conditions,  I  fear  that  the  $39  million  will 
not  be  sufficient  to  rejuvenate  Oklahoma 
City. 

In  Title  40.  Section  276A-S.  United  States 
Code,  the  President  has  the  authority  to  sus- 
pend the  Davis-Bacon  Act  in  times  of  na- 
tional emergency.  As  you  are  aware,  the 
Oklahoma  City  bombing  was  declared  a  na- 
tional emergency  on  April  19.  1995.  I  am  re- 
questing that  this  authority  be  used.  I  am 
not  advocating  any  statutory  changes  to  be 
made  to  this  Act.  nor  do  I  want  this  request 
to  be  seen  as  a  testament  to  Davis-Bacon; 
however,  in  times  of  national  emergency,  ap- 
propriated funds  should  solely  be  directed  for 
relief  efforts.  I'm  afraid  that  currently  that 
is  not  the  case. 

If  this  action  is  not  desirable  to  the  admin- 
istration. I  would  recommend  substantially 
increasing  the  threshold  for  Davis-Bacon 
projects  so  that  small  contractors  can  bid  on 
this  work.  This  would  also  allow  small  busi- 
nesses to  use  their  own  employees  to  clean 
up  and  rebuild  their  stores.  Again,  this 
would  only  apply  to  the  CDBG  funds  in  Okla- 
homa City. 

If  this  is  done.  I  believe  we  owe  it  to  the 
businesses  and  the  community  to  set  up  an 
on-site  verification  process  to  immediately 
certify  workers  so  that  these  relief  projects 
can  be  expedited.  This  would  not  address  the 
higher  costs  for  these  ix-ojects,  but  would 
allow  them  to  commence  work. 

I  believe  that  a  solution  to  this  problem 
can  be  achieved.  The  aftermath  of  the  Okla- 
homa City  bombing  is  a  tremendous  illustra- 
tion of  how  federal,  state,  and  local  officials 
can  work  together  and  work  with  the  com- 
munity to  address  a  disaster.  I  hope  that  this 
cooperation  continues,  and  I  thank  you  for 
your  consideration  of  my  requests. 
Sincerely, 

Frank  D.  Lucas, 
Member  of  Congress. 

Congress  of  the  Umted  States. 

HOUSE  OF  Representatives. 
Washington,  DC,  May  23. 1996. 
Hon.  William  J.  Clinton. 
President  of  the  United  States, 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  On  April  17.  1996.  a 
request  was  made  for  your  further  assistance 
in  rebuildisg  Oklahoma  City  after  the  bomb- 
ing of  the  Alfred  P.  Murrah  Federal  Building. 
As  a  unique  and  tragic  event,  the  bombing 
has  no  parallel  or  precedent,  which  requires 
vigilance  among  citizens  and  public  officials 
to  continue  our  efforts  to  heal  our  broken 
community. 

To  date.  I  have  not  received  a  response 
from  you  regarding  the  City  of  Oklahoma 
City's  request  for  a  suspension  of  the  Davis- 
Bacon  Act  (the  Act)  requirements  as  it  re- 
lates to  the  CDBG  funding  for  bombing  re- 
lief. Title  40.  f276a-5  (U.S.C).  provides  the 
President  authority  to  suspend  the  Act's  re- 
quirements in  times  of  a  national  emer- 
gency. On  April  19.  1995,  you  declared  a  na- 
tional emergency  for  Oklahoma  City.  Based 
on  your  tour  of  Oklahoma  C^ty  on  April  5  of 
this  year,  you  know  firsthand  the  extent  of 
the  damage  that  still  exists  one  year  later. 
Thus,  quick  action  to  our  request  will  accel- 
erate the  recovery  effort. 
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Recently,  I  received  as  interim  response  replace  such  as  a  window  and  an  overhead  spent  costly  time  attending  a  pre-work  con- 

from  Assistant  Secretary  DeCell  of  the  De-  door,  the  total  cost  may  only  be  over  $2,000.  ference  that  was  required  even  though  he 

partment  of  Housing  and   Urban  Develop-  Each  contractor  will  spend  an  hour  or  less  on  had  done  Davis-Bacon  work  before, 

ment.  which  was  lacking  in  relevance  and  the  job  to  install  the  products.  Most  of  the  Asbestos  Removal:  The  federal  wage  rate 

understanding   of  our   problem.    Hopefully,  bid  is  for  the  product,  not  the  labor.  A  small  for  Asbestos  Workers  is  $18.00  per  hour  plus 

HUD'S  cursory  examination  will  not  weigh  independent   contractor   or   small    business  $5.13  in  fWnges.  The  problem  is  that  local  as- 

too  heavily  on  your  decision  to  grant  our  owner  will  spend  three  days  filling  out  paper-  bestos  abatement  companies  only  pay  that 

suspension  request.  work  for  an  hour-long  job  (See  1  NW  l2th  Ex-  "^te  to  employees  when  working  in  full  con- 

During  staff  discussions  with  HUD,  it  was  ample).  tainment  garments  ("moon  suits"  with  res- 
mentioned  that  no  precedent  exists  for  such  examples  pirators).  Otherwise  they  pay  them  at  a  reg- 
a  suspension.  In  fact.  President  Roosevelt,  o„  xr  u  •  •  i  km  "^""  conmion  laborer  rate  or  a  wage  rate 
Nixon  and  Bush  have  granted  it  on  three  oc-  •'^i^-Jiff^ey— original  diqs:  tj^^t  corresponds  to  their  other  job. 

casions.  Additionally.  I  trust  you  will  agree        oL,!rh»»i;«     d  °°fi o7'^  However,  according  to  Davis-Bacon  Rules. 

that  no  precedent  exists  for  what  occurred  in        =>oucnwestern  Kooiing  zi,s»i  the  abatement  workers  must  be  paid  as  such 

Oklahoma  City  and  any  reliance  on  past  sit-  t..,..,                                                     ,.  «m  ''^^n  they  are  driving  a  truck,  unloading 

uations  are  not  analogous  or  relevant.  RoJi«ri  f^'^cRaonnWrt«nVoy  lumber  and  building  containment  areas,  load 

The  following  are  a  sampling  of  real  life  1^0-1.,?^                            "                ^  nnn  °'"'  "■^"-  ®"-  "^^  ''"^  increase  the  asbcs- 

examples  of  how  the  Act  is  constricting  the           lui-rease;  n.wu  j^g   abatement   cost  significantly   and   our 

rebuilding  efforts.  The  increased  costs  are  project  designers  are  amazed  that  this  rule 

undeniable.  The  city  of  Oklahoma  City  has  520  N.  Hudson-original  bids:  must  be  followed. 

submitted  a  request  for  an  additional  S26        m^   h  °    Ix?  conclusion 

million  in  bombing  relief.  This  subsequent       ^      fr^^ °[^  The  point  of  the  examples  provided  in  this 

request  underscores  the  urgency  in  maximiz-  vtm^a  "^^  '^'"r oo'to^  letter  is  that  there  is  a  substantial  cost  fac- 
ing  the   relief  funds   already   available   to        Mia-Amerlcan  RooOng  32.134  tor  involved  in  implementing  this  program 

Oklahoma.  Total                                                  4i  mh  ^^*^  Davis-Bacon  prevailing  wages,  and  I 

1.  The  use  of  a  single  "prime  contractor"  rj.^1^  na^a  ro  n^  AVh  7n  'il.ZBH  j^^  ^jjg  nioney  would  be  better  spent  provid- 
increases  the  cost  of  the  project  because  the  ^^.1.°  i^vis-uacon  dios  (one  jjjg.  additional  assistance  to  those  who  were 
prime  contractor  will  add  overhead  costs  for  c^^t^  «-ontractor)    (m  /.    in-  damaged.  In  addition,  the  fact  that  we  must 

subcontracting,  administrative  expenses  to           creasej  ia,w»  pay  these  wage  rates  with  the  accompanying 

complete  the  Davis-Bacon  compliances  and  reporting  paperwork  for  businesses  and  addi- 

profit.  225  NW  6th— original  bids:  tioaal  City  staff  costs,  frequently  adds  to  the 

2.  Most  Davis-Bacon  wages  in  Oklahoma        Overhead  Door  1,600  frustration  of  those  who  we  are  trying  to 

City  exceed  the  wage  that  is  usually  paid  in        Mid-American  Roofing  37.578  help.   Business  and  property  owners  often 

the  open  market.  state  that  this  is  just  another  example  of  the 

3.  Because  Davis-Bacon  sets  specific  wages           Total  39,178  government  doing  evenrthing  slower  and  at 

for  specific  trades,  the  general  laborer,  em-  Revised  Davis-Bacon  Bids  (One  an   increased   cost.   Unfortunately.   I  must 

ployed  by  a  small  business,  may  perform  sev-  Prime    Contractor)    (25%    in-  agree  with  them. 

eral  tasks  during  his  daily  shift.  In  a  given           crease)  48.920  I  realize  that  there  may  be  a  reluctance  to 

day,  the  employee  may  use  a  backhoe,  a  =  suspend  Davis-Bacon  wage  rates  for  these 

shovel  and  tnme  walls  in  a  building.  Each  408  NW  6th— original  bids:  funds.  Although.  I  do  find  it  interesting  that 

trade  classification  has  a  different  wage  rate        Central  Glass  7,209  i'    Oklahoma    City    had    obtained    funding 

which  must  be  documented  with  the  number        Bob  Growan  (exterior  paint) 2,305  t^irough    the    Federal   Emergency    Manage- 

of  hours  worked  in  each  classificaUon.  This        Ed  Orr  (replace  ceiling)  11.900  '"e^^  Agency  (FEMA),  as  is  typical  in  a  dis- 

means  that  in  an  eight  hour  day,  the  em-                                                              ****'"  *"*•  federal  Davis-Bacon  wage  rates 

ployee  could  use  a  shovel  for  1.5  hours  @S7.37           Total  21.458  would  not  apply.  However,  because  Congress 

per  hour,  use  a  backhoe  for  45  minutes  @14  06  Revised  Davis-Bacon  Bids  (75%  designated  Community  Development  Block 

plus  S3.49  in  fringes/  per  hour  and  frame  a           increase)  37.720  Grant  Funds  (CDBG)  for  this  unique  disaster. 

building  for  5.45  hours  @J11.90  per  hour  ==^=  ^^^  requires  all  construction  projects  with 

4.  City  staff  have  been  told  that  if  an  em-  In  this  case  at  408  NW  6th.  the  property  a  total  project  cost  of  $2,000  or  more  to  pay 
ployee  is  working  at  a  higher  wage  classl-  owner  obtained  the  low  bids  above  from  indi-  ,  !l^'-^S??.**^,^-  ,  ^^''eral,  if  the  intent 
ncation.  the  employee  must  be  paid  at  the  vidual  contractors.  The  owner  had  also  com-  °i.,"®  J^»A  policy  is  not  to  burden  those 
highest  wage  rate  regardless  of  the  work  pleted  some  minor  reimbursable  repairs  *"!?  „  °^  *  disaster  or  emergency  with 
being  performed  (See  Asbestos  removal).  prior  to  this  bidding.  The  owner  was  told  I>*^s-Bacon  requirements,  then  I  feel  that 

5.  Davis-Bacon  does  not  take  into  account  that  he  would  have  to  rebid  the  project  with  ****  "™®  .P°lJ°f  should  apply  to  the  unique 
merit  and  longevity  of  employees  and  their  the  required  wage  rates  and  that  he  could  ®^v.?;"°?.i°i;i7!^.°'^,^''Z"«»»-^  i.  ^,i„  ..^ 
corresponding  wages.  All  employees  are  paid  only  sue  one  "prime  contnictor"  on  projects  r.ZcZJ'^  ^T^v  T™  J^^^^r  o^fnni^ 
the  same  minimum  wage  regardless  of  expe-  where  Davis-Bacon  wage  rates  are  iiefrect.  ?!!l*^,'^,„^  /n  iLu?^t^h^«^n,a~f -^^ 
rience.  An  employer  could  pay  more  than  the  The  results  of  bidding  the  same  work  with  ^^K^  ?J  thT~^ii«?f^n^rT  ,.^^ 
minimum  wage  to  more  senior  employees,  general  contractors  and  Davis-Bacon  wage  f  «.!^,^h  L  tL^^^^w.^ 

but  that  Is  unlikely  given  that  the  minimum  rates,   is  provided.  This  is  an  increase  of  "'®^^?  °^  ^"■^  oomoing. 

wage  is  usually  more  than  the  most  senior  $16,261  or  75%  for  the  same  work.  sincerely,                   .?=.»„,  r>  t  nris 

employee  makes  on  projects  not  subject  to  Although  this  may  be  an  extreme  case,  his-  i-itANK  u.  l.ucas. 

Davis-Bacon  wages.  tory  with  our  program  shows  most  increases  ■ 

6.  According  to  the  Department  of  Housing  due  to  wage  rate  requirements  in  the  range  q  2245 
and  Urban  Development,  repairs  to  bomb-  of  8-50%,  it  is  indicative  of  the  possible  cost    

damaged  buildings  completed  before  October  increase  that  can  result  from  a  combination  THE  CONTINUED  ASSAULT  ON  OUR 

30,    1995,   are   not   subject   to   Davis-Bacon  of  wage  rate  requirements  and  the  use  of  NATION'S      WORKING      FAMILIES 

wages.  Any  project  after  that  date  is  subject  general  contractors  on  small  jobs.  The  prop-  AND  SENIORS 

to  Davis-Bacon.  If  the  work  has  been  com-  erty  owner  was  not  surprised  that  the  price  t^,^  iz-dvavvd  »>-/»  t-^.^^^^^  ti^a^,.  » 
pleted  by  the  property  owner  and  the  con-  increased  significantly,  but  was  baffled  that  Z,  »*^^!^^«'  Pro  craipore.  unaer  a 
tractor  has  been  paid  and  his  employees  have  we  required  him  to  do  this.  His  question  was  Pre^O'is  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
been  paid:  why?  To  be  honest.  I  don't  know,  other  than  tleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Vento]  is 

(a)  What  incentive  does  a  contractor  have  "that  is  the  federal  requirement."  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

to  recalculate  all  of  his  employee  hours  at  1  NW  I2th  Street:  Taylor's  Downtown  Glass  Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Speaker,  during  the 

the  Federal  Wage  rate?  gave  a  bid  of  $433.23  to  replace  a  window  in  a  past   year,    the   majority   has   consist- 

(b)  If  a  contractor  does  not  want  to  re-fig-  downtown  building.  It  will  take  less  than  30  ently  advocated  proposals  to  weaken 
ure  his  wages,  what  recourse  does  an  owner  minutes  to  perform  the  task.  Tull  Overhead  programs  and  protections  for  our  Na- 
have  to  get  reimbursed?  (The  contractor  has  Door  gave  a  bid  of  $3,597.00  to  replace  an  Hon's  workine  families  and  seniors  As 
been  paid,  why  spend  the  time  to  re-figure?)  overhead  door.  The  contractor  will  spend  less  ^°°  I    °/«.i^V»,^  ?i,f^of^^^Vvf 

(c)  When  the  contractor  does  comply,  he  than  an  hour  installing  the  product.  Taylor's  '^^^^^  action  snows,  ine  majority  nas 
win  add  overhead  and  profit  to  his  costs  Downtown  Glass  spent  three  days  filling  out  °°*'  ^®®°  listening  to  the  consistent 
making  the  job  even  more  costly.  the  paperwork  and  has  to  keep  track  of  the  *^<i  concerned  voices  of  the  American 

7.  The  $2,000  threshold  for  Davis-Bacon  entire  week  of  payroll  for  a  job  that  takes  people  which  have  expressed  opposition 
projects  is  too  low.  If  you  have  two  items  to  less  than  30  minutes.  Tull  Overhead  Door  to  these  proposals. 
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The  majority  is  once  again  proposing 
fundamental  changes  in  Medicare  and 
Medicaid,  which  I  might  say  helps  and 
empowers  over  70  million  Americans 
gain  access  to  health  insurance.  Their 
plan  is  to  change  the  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  from  programs  which  assure 
health  care  for  those  who  need  it  to 
programs  which  limit  Federal  spending 
to  a  defined  amount.  In  other  words, 
they  are  changing  them  from  defined 
benefit  programs  to  defined  contribu- 
tion programs. 

Congress  should  be  acting  to  expand 
health  care  coverage  and  rein  in  esca- 
lating health  care  costs,  but  instead. 
Republicans  in  this  Congress  are  fo- 
cused on  tearing  our  Nation's  health 
safety  net,  potentially  adding  millions 
more  to  the  ranks  of  the  uninsured. 

At  the  same  time,  the  Republican 
plan  includes  tax  breaks  from  $124  bil- 
lion to  $175  billion  over  the  6  years,  and 
leaves  the  option  open  for  even  addi- 
tional tax  breaks,  such  as  the  costly 
capital  gains  tax  break. 

The  majority  would  not  need  to 
make  such  drastic  cuts  and  changes  in 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  if  they  did  not 
insist  on  providing  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthy. 

Their  plan  will  jeopardize  health  care 
for  623,(XX)  Minnesotans  who  are  en- 
rolled in  Medicare  and  443.(X)0  Minneso- 
tans that  receive  help  from  Medicaid, 
half  of  those  are  children.  In  other 
words,  220,0(X)  children  receive  Medicaid 
in  Minnesota.  In  fact,  about  1  in  5  Min- 
nesotans relies  on  Medicaid  or  Medi- 
care; over  a  million  people. 

The  Republican  Medicare  plan  con- 
tinues to  essentially  include  the  same 
policy  proposals  as  last  year's  plan, 
drastically  cutting  payments  to  the 
providers,  restructuring  the  current 
programs,  and  heavily  relying  upon  un- 
tested medical  savings  accounts.  The 
medical  savings  accounts  proposal  has 
been  predicted  to  cost,  at  a  loss  to  the 
Medicare  trust  fund,  an  estimated  $15 
billion  because  Medicare  funds  would 
be  given  to  healthier,  wealthier  people 
who  most  often  do  not  need  medical 
care. 

The  claim  of  extending  Medicare  sol- 
vency is  only  a  pretext  for  the  out  of 
context  policy  the  GOP  pursues.  The 
Medicare  Part  A  program  needs  chang- 
ing, but  the  Republican  plan  goes  too 
far  and  in  the  wrong  direction,  chang- 
ing Medicare  from  a  reliable  health 
care  insurance  for  our  seniors  to  a  sec- 
ond-class health  care  system  for  Medi- 
care recipients. 

Under  the  Medicare  plan,  seniors  will 
pay  more  and  get  less.  The  plaji  would 
allow  doctors  and  hospitals  to  charge 
seniors  above  and  beyond  the  estab- 
lished Medicare  reimbursement  rate. 
Balance-billing  will  become  the  norm 
as  providers  shift  more  cost  to  the  sen- 
iors. The  proposed  cuts  by  the  Repub- 
lican Congress  will  show  up  as  bills  on 
the  backs  of  the  Medicare  elderly  who 
earn  an  average  of  $10,000  or  less  year- 
ly. 


Perhaps  even  more  damaging  than 
the  Medicare  cuts  are  cuts  and  pro- 
gram changes  planned  for  Medicaid. 
Under  the  Republican  plan  seniors, 
people  with  disabilities,  and  low-in- 
come families  who  receive  help  from 
Medicaid,  would  be  at  risk  of  losing 
their  coverage.  In  addition.  States  will 
be  allowed  to  reduce  their  own  share  of 
funding  for  Medicaid,  making  the  ac- 
tual cuts  more  severe  than  they  first 
appear. 

Two-thirds  of  all  nursing  home  resi- 
dents receive  help  from  the  Medicaid 
system  to  pay  their  nursing  home  bills. 
The  Republican  plan  will  allow  States 
to  target  the  assets  of  seniors'  children 
to  help  pay  nursing  home  bills,  which 
average  $38,000  per  year.  Again,  the 
plan  is  really  nothing  less  than  a  form 
of  cost-shifting. 

The  plan  cuts  Federal  expenditures 
but  does  not  limit  consumer  costs.  In 
fact,  these  programs  were  put  in  place 
to  permit  families  to  take  care  of 
themselves  when  a  health  care  crisis 
occurs.  Now,  the  changes  being  pro- 
posed would  pull  the  plug  on  the  30- 
year  commitment  to  Medicare  and 
Medicaid. 

Republicans  have  shown  that  they 
are  indifferent  to  the  elderly  and  will- 
ing to  send  the  American  working  fam- 
ilies and  seniors  the  bill  for  tax  breaks 
for  the  wealthy.  But  these  are  not  re- 
sponsible or  fair  priorities  for  our  Na- 
tion's future.  The  American  people  ex- 
pect shared  sacrifice,  not  cuts  for  peo- 
ple programs  and  tax  breaks  for 
wealthier  individuals,  but  there  they 
go  again,  hoping  that  the  bumper 
sticker  slogan  of  a  tax  break  will  cover 
up  the  cuts  of  people  programs. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  the  Members  of 
this  body  to  strongly  oppose  these  pro- 
posals again  as  were  proposed  last 
year. 


TRIBUTE  TO  ST.  MARTHA'S  STU- 
DENTS—INTERNATIONAL SCHOOL 
CYBERFAIR  1996 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  Chrysler] 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  CHRYSLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  congratulate  the  students  of 
St.  Martha's  Elementary  School  of 
Okemos,  MI.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  students 
of  St.  Martha's  recently  became  one  of 
the  grand  prize  winners  of  the  Inter- 
national School  CyberFair,  a  global 
competition  celebrating  the  ability  of 
on-line  communications  to  share  and 
unite  students  throughout  their  com- 
munities, their  nations,  and  indeed  the 
world. 

Placing  second  in  their  category,  the 
third,  fourth,  and  fifth  grade  students 
of  St.  Martha's  created  an  Internet  web 
site  highlighting  familiar  treasures  of 
the  mid-Michigan  area  so  that  students 
throughout  the  world  could  explore 
their  community. 


In  addition  to  creating  their  own  web 
site,  the  students  of  St.  Martha's  incor- 
porated links  to  numerous  other  Michi- 
gan attractions,  such  as  Michigan 
State  University,  the  University  of 
Michigan,  Lansing  Community  College, 
and  the  Michigan  State  Government 
Offices. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  receiving  this  out- 
standing award,  the  students  of  St. 
Martha's  are  paving  the  way  for  ad- 
vancement of  technologries  in  our  class- 
room. These  students  have  not  only 
demonstrated  exceptional  skill  and  de- 
termination in  providing  their  commu- 
nities with  this  tool  of  learning,  but 
they  have  also  become  student  ambas- 
sadors to  the  world. 

As  we  have  now  passed  the  tele- 
communications bill  and  it  has  been 
signed  into  law  this  year,  these  stu- 
dents are  on  the  cutting  edge  of  the  In- 
formation Age.  As  sure  as  we  lived  in 
the  agricultural  age  in  the  1800's,  and 
moved  on  into  the  industrial  age  in  the 
1900's,  we  are  now  into  the  information 
age  of  the  21st  century. 

Between  1600  and  1960,  human  knowl- 
edge doubled.  Between  1960  and  1980, 
human  knowledge  doubled  again.  And 
between  1980  and  1990,  human  knowl- 
edge doubled  again.  And  between  1990 
and  1995,  it  doubled  again.  And  now 
about  every  18  months  to  2  years, 
human  knowledge  will  double  again. 

The  telecommunications  bill  will  not 
only  create  3.2  million  new  jobs,  but  it 
will  also  create  a  new  America  where 
40  percent  of  the  working  people  can 
work  out  of  their  homes. 

That  means  that  we  will  eliminate 
the  traffic  jams  in  the  morning  and  in 
the  evenings.  We  will  stop  polluting 
our  air  from  the  cars  sitting  in  the 
traffic  jams  idling  away.  But  more  im- 
portantly, we  will  have  mom  or  dad.  or 
maybe  mom  and  dad  both,  at  home 
when  these  kids  go  to  school  and,  just 
as  importantly,  when  they  come  home 
from  school,  and  we  will  start  putting 
American  families  back  together 
again. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  con- 
gratulate the  students  and  the  faculty 
of  St.  Martha's  in  receiving  this  award. 
Additionally.  I  would  like  to  recognize 
Cisco  Systems  and  the  MCI  Corpora- 
tion for  sponsoring  this  global  competi- 
tion for  their  commitment  to  tomor- 
row's future  leaders. 

I  would  encourage  my  colleagues  and 
citizens  throughout  the  Nation  to  visit 
our  mid-Michigan  community  via  the 
web  site  created  by  the  fine  students  at 
St.  Martha's.  The  web  site  is  located  on 
the  worldwide  web  at  http:// 
cyberfair.gsn.org/stmartha. 


REPUBLICAN  MEDIC  ARE/MEDIC  AID 
PLANS  ARE  "CLUELESS" 

The  SPEAXER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
woman from  California  [Ms.  Woolsey] 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 
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Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  thank  Representative  Paixone 
for  organizing  this  special  order  to- 
night and  for  his  outstanding  leader- 
ship in  protecting  Medicare. 

Mr.  Speaker,  colleagues,  the  Gingrich 
majority  just  can't  keep  its  hands  off 
of  Medicare.  For  a  second  year  in  a 
row,  the  new  nmjority  is  trjring  to  pay 
for  special  interest  tax  breaks  by  forc- 
ing drastic  cuts  in  Medicare. 

After  shutting  the  Government  down 
twice,  after  seeing  their  approval  rat- 
ings plummet  to  record-breaking  lows, 
after  the  near  collapse  of  their  legisla- 
tive agenda  you  would  think  they 
would  learn. 

Well,  my  ficiends,  our  colleagues  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  remain 
clueless.  They  remain  clueless  to  the 
fact  that  the  American  people  want  no 
part  of  a  scheme  to  make  Medicare 
"Wither  on  the  vine,"  as  the  Speaker 
suggested. 

They  remain  clueless  that  seniors  are 
not  willing  to  pay  more  to  receive  less. 
The  Republican  budget  cuts  $167  billion 
f^om  Medicare  over  6  years,  which  will 
mean  drastically  higher  health  care 
costs  and  fewer  health  care  benefits  for 
our  Nation's  seniors. 

They  remain  clueless  about  forcing 
americans  into  managed  care  programs 
without  physician  choice — the  same 
programs  which  may  force  seniors  to 
give  up  their  trusted  doctors.  And  the 
American  people  sure  don't  want  to  be 
gouged  through  excessive  copasrments, 
knoMm  as  balanced  billing,  which  is  in- 
cluded in  the  Republican  plan. 

And  Republicans  remain  clueless  to 
the  tauct  that  the  American  people 
don't  want  their  local  hospitals  closed 
because  of  a  budget  plan  that  cuts  the 
Medicare  Hospital  Trust  Fund  by  S51 
billion  over  6  years. 

Well.  I  am  here,  armed  with  messages 
from  three  of  my  constituents,  to  help 
members  of  the  new  majority  get  a 
clue.  Hopefully  our  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  are  sitting  in 
their  offices,  watching  C-Span.  I  urge 
you  to  turn  up  the  volume  in  your  of- 
fice, listen  closely,  and  take  note. 

First,  a  65-year-old  man  wrote  me  to 
say  (and  I  quote):  "I  worked  hard  all  of 
my  life,  raised  ten  kids,  and  fought  in 
two  wars  to  live  my  life  in  peace.  Liv- 
ing on  only  801  dollars  a  month,  I  need 
all  the  help  I  can  get." 

This  person  deserves  better.  He 
fought  two  wars  for  our  country,  and 
he  should  not  live  his  golden  years  in 
fear  of  gettin«r  sick.  With  his  income, 
he  can't  pay  more  for  health  care.  It  is 
wrong  that  the  new  majority  is  asking 
people  like  him  to  do  so. 

The  second  message  is  from  Ethel 
from  San  Rafael.  She  wrote  to  let  me 
know  that  "Medicare  is  only  barely 
sufficient  as  it  is.  (She  continued  that) 
"A  cut  would  be  a  death  knell  to  help 
as  we  know  it." 

So.  I  ask  you  if  Medicare  is  barely 
sufDcient  now.  what  will  it  be  like  if 


the  new  majority  has  its  way  and  cuts 
S167  billion  and  weakens  anti-fraud 
laws? 

Finally,  an  elderly  gentleman  named 
Vernon,  wants  all  of  us  to  know  that  he 
can't  afford  to  pay  more  for  Medicare. 
He  said.  "The  old  folks  need  money  for 
food.  Cutting  Medicare  will  take  away 
our  food  money." 

How  much  food  will  Vernon  give  up, 
Mr.  Speaker,  when  the  new  majority 
cuts  Medicare  by  $167  billion?  Does  this 
Congress  really  intend  for  people  like 
Vernon  to  give  up  food  in  order  to  pay 
for  a  doctor's  visit  or  to  pay  for  pre- 
scription drugs? 

I  hope  that  our  colleagues  in  the  ma- 
jority listen  to  the  heartfelt  pleas  of 
these  people.  I  hope  that  members  of 
the  new  majority  can  open  their  eyes 
to  the  devastation  that  will  occur  if 
their  Medicare  plan  is  enacted. 

So  get  a  clue,  my  friends.  Listen  to 
the  American  people  and  stop  raiding 
Medicare  for  your  special  interest  tax 
break.  Start  working  with  Democrats. 

I'm  proud  to  say  that  I  voted  for  the 
President's  budget,  which  preserves  the 
solvency  of  the  Medicare  system  with- 
out damaging  cuts  to  services.  This 
Democratic  alternative  prevents  out- 
rageous increases  in  premiums  and  co- 
pasrments,  and  maintains  strong  anti- 
fraud  policies. 

Let's  work  together  to  strengthen 
Medicare,  and  preserve  it  for  future 
generations. 

Again.  I  want  to  thank  Congressman 
Frank  PALLOhfE  for  his  leadership  on 
this  issue.  You  have  done  a  terrific  job 
of  protecting  Medicare  ftom  cuts,  and 
it  is  always  a  pleasure  to  work  with 
you. 


D  2300 
FEDERAL  SPENDING 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman firom  Georgia  [Mr.  Kingston]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
start  off  by  saying  I  have  got  great 
news  for  Ethel  in  San  Rafael,  Califor- 
nia and  Vem  in  California  also.  The 
Republican  plan  increases  their  Medi- 
care from  $190  billion  to  $304  billion. 
Good  news. 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  will 
be  glad  to  send  them  the  information 
since  they  are  not  getting  it  from  that 
side  of  the  aisle.  I  will  be  happy  to.  Let 
me  yield  to  the  gentlewoman  for  20  sec- 
onds. But  let  the  Record  show  Demo- 
crats earlier  would  not  yield  to  me  for 
even  10  seconds.  But  I  got  some  other 
stuff  I  want  to  talk  about. 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
have  yielded  for  10  seconds,  believe  me. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  Medi- 
care is  not  growing  to  cover  the  cost  of 
inflation,  nor  the  cost  of  the  need  for 


the  services  and  the  people  who  will  be 
needing  those  services.  One  thing  is  in- 
creasing an  amount,  the  other  thing  is 
to  increase  the  amoimt  to  cover  those 
who  will  be  using  the  benefit. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Reclaiming  the 
time,  I  appreciate  that  point.  Our 
budget  increases  Medicare  from  $5,000 
to  $7,000  per  person  in  anticipation  of 
new  enrollees,  so  that  includes  new  en- 
rollees.  Again,  I  will  be  happy  to  send 
that  information  to  your  constituents 
and  work  with  you  on  a  bipartisan 
basis. 

Let  me  also,  though,  address  the 
good  old  days  of  Democrat  leadership 
because  that  is  one  of  the  things  I  real- 
ly wanted  to  talk  about  since  the 
theme  on  the  Democrat  side  seems  to 
be  let  us  go  back  to  Democrat  leader- 
ship. What  happened  when  President 
Clinton,  the  Democrats  controlled  the 
Senate,  the  House  and  the  White 
House?  The  highest  tax  increase  in  the 
history  of  America.  $265  billion.  High- 
est spending,  $300  billion  increase  in 
spending.  A  $16  billion  stimulus  pack- 
age that  President  Clinton  and  the 
Democrats  in  the  Senate  and  the 
Democrats  in  the  House  passed,  which 
included,  among  other  important 
things,  is  cataloguing  fish. 

They  did  not  propose  a  balanced 
budget  when  the  Democrats  controlled 
the  House,  the  Senate  and  the  White 
House.  The  Republicans  on  the  other 
hand,  have  passed  a  balanced  budget 
out  of  this  House  for  the  first  time  in 
26  years.  The  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment did  not  get  out  of  the  House 
under  Democrat  leadership;  did  pass 
under  Republican  leadership. 

On  welfare  reform,  the  President  of 
the  United  States  in  1992  promised  to 
end  welfare  reform  as  we  know  it,  had 
a  Democrat  House,  a  Democrat  Senate, 
and  did  not  introduce  a  welfare  bill.  We 
have  passed  two  out  of  this  body  and  in 
the  Senate,  one  passing  on  a  bipartisan 
vote  of  87-12.  It  was  vetoed  not  once 
but  twice  by  the  President. 

On  health  care,  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  when  he  had  the  two 
Chambers,  tried  to  pass  a  nationalized 
health  care  plan  and  increased  the  bu- 
reaucracy by  59  different  agencies.  It 
did  not  move  under  the  Republican 
House  and  the  Republican  Senate.  We 
have  health  care  reform  that  is  making 
health  care  more  affordable  and  more 
accessible.  It  is  now  in  conference.  It 
looks  good. 

New  bureaucracy,  endless  growth  of 
the  Government  under  President  Clin- 
ton, including  AmeriCorps,  which  is  a 
volunteer  program  that  pays  volun- 
teers $26,000  per  volunteer.  Let  me  re- 
peat that:  $26,000  per  volunteer.  We  are 
tiring  to  downsize  the  bureaucracy. 

Student  loans,  very  little  happened 
under  student  loans  under  President 
Clinton.  A  lot  of  defaults,  of  course, 
but  implemented  the  first  stage  of  gov- 
ernment takeover  of  the  student  loan 
program.  We,  on  the  other  hand,  have  a 
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budget  that  has  increased  student 
loans  from  $24  billion  to  $36  billion.  Be 
happy  to  share  that  with  amy  Democrat 
who  does  not  have  that  information. 

When  the  Democrats  controlled  the 
Senate  and  the  House  and  the  White 
House,  there  were  no  major  reforms  of 
Congress.  Under  the  Republican  Con- 
gress, we  passed  Congressional  Ac- 
countability Act,  a  gift  ban.  We  have 
cut  the  staff  by  one-third.  We  have  re- 
quired a  two-thirds  vote  for  an  increase 
in  taxes.  We  are  considering  campaign 
reform  as  we  speak. 

For  the  senior  citizens  that  the 
Democrats  used  to  love  to  say  that 
they  are  great  champions  of,  under 
President  Clinton  and  the  Democrat 
House  and  the  Democrat  Senate,  there 
was  an  increase  on  Social  Security 
taxes,  taxes  were  increased  on  Social 
Security.  Under  the  Republican  House, 
we  have  decreased  those  taxes.  Now, 
that  of  course  was  vetoed  by  the  Presi- 
dent. 

We  have  also  passed  an  earnings  limi- 
tation so  that  seniors  who  want  to  can 
stay  in  the  workplace  longer.  Even  lit- 
tle things,  I  am  not  going  to  say  this  is 
little  at  all,  but  I  mean,  things  that  are 
less  visible,  we  have  done  many,  many 
changes  on.  I  will  be  happy  to  share 
that. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  New  Jer- 
sey [Mr.  Pallone]  is  recognized  for 
one-half  the  time  remaining  before 
midnight  as  the  designee  of  the  minor- 
ity leader. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just 
wanted  to  begin  this  special  order  to- 
night by  pointing  out  that  this 
evening,  when  we  had  the  Democratic 
motion  to  instruct  on  the  budget,  that 
a  major  point  that  was  being  made  in 
that  motion  to  instruct  is  that  the 
budget  resolution  that  was  adopted 
here  in  the  House  that  is  put  forward 
by  the  Republican  leadership  basically 
denies  basic  protection  on  health  care 
for  seniors. 

Essentially  what  we  have  in  this 
budget  resolution  are  major  attacks  on 
the  Medicare  Program,  and  also  on  the 
Medicaid  Program.  As  a  result,  in  the 
motion  to  instruct  that  was  put  for- 
ward by  the  Democrats  this  evening. 
we  were  trying  to  seek  to  retain  cur- 
rent protections  under  the  law  against 
excessive  Medicare  charges  by  doctors 
and  hospitals  to  preserve  Federal  nurs- 
ing home  standards  and  also  to  make 
sure  that  we  do  not  have  a  recurrence 
of  the  spousal  impoverishment  and 
liens  on  homes  that  occurred  before 
protections  were  put  into  place  for  the 
Medicaid  Program,  again  to  protect 
seniors. 

Part  of  this  motion  to  instruct  was 
for  us  as  Democrats  to  make  the  point 
that  this  Republican  budget,  which  we 
will  be  considering  again  probably  in 


conference  within  the  next  couple  of 
weeks,  essentially  takes  us  down  the 
same  path  that  we  were  on  last  year 
with  regard  to  fiscal  priorities,  espe- 
cially with  regard  to  our  Nation's  sen- 
iors. May  is  Older  Americans  Month, 
and  I  want  to  emphasize  that  this  Re- 
publican budget  truly  reflects  the  hurt, 
if  you  will,  that  the  Republican  leader- 
ship seeks  to  implement  on  seniors, 
particularly  on  the  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid Programs. 

The  Republican  Medicare  plan  will 
result  in  seniors  pajring  more  out  of 
their  own  pockets  for  substandard  care 
while  cutting  over  $160  billion  to  pay 
for  tax  breaks  for  the  wealthy.  More 
important  than  these  steep  cuts  are 
the  extreme  structural  change  that  the 
Republican  leadership  is  trying  to  im- 
pose on  seniors.  Their  plan  eliminates 
the  choice  of  doctors  and  hospitals  that 
seniors  now  enjoy  by  basically  forcing 
them  into  managed  care. 

This  Republican  plan  will  allow  doc- 
tors to  charge  seniors  extra  money  be- 
yond the  ex];>enses  that  Medicare  will 
cover.  This  means  that  seniors  will 
have  to  pay  doctors  a  lot  more  money 
out  of  their  own  pocket.  To  compound 
all  of  this,  the  cuts  that  the  Repub- 
licans are  imposing  will  force  many 
hospitals  to  close.  The  funding  that 
hospitals,  home  health  care  service, 
skilled  nursing  facilities  receive  will  be 
sharply  reduced.  The  bottom  line  is 
that  with  that  reduced  resource,  many 
seniors  will  suffer. 

I  have  to  say  once  again  that  I  be- 
lieve very  strongly  that  Medicare 
should  not  even  be  discussed  in  the 
context  of  the  budget  resolution.  If  we 
are  looking  to  improve  Medicare,  we 
should  increase  preventive  services  and 
cut  the  waste,  fraud  and  abuse  in  the 
Medicare  Program.  These  are  the  types 
of  things  that  will  ensure  Medicare's 
future  while  providing  quality  health 
care  for  our  Nation's  seniors.  Instead, 
the  Republican  leadership  is  essen- 
tially going  down  a  path  of  destro3ning 
Medicare  and  also  Medicaid. 

I  wanted  to  just  point  out  again,  and 
I  know  I  have  a  number  of  speakers 
here  tonight  who  want  to  join  in  this 
special  order,  and  I  would  like  to  jrield 
some  time  to  them.  But  essentially  we 
went  through  the  same  process  in  1995 
last  year  with  the  Republican  leader- 
ship in  their  budget  trying  to  essen- 
tially change  both  the  Medicare  and 
the  Medicaid  Programs  in  very  nega- 
tive ways. 

As  Democrats,  we  pointed  out  that 
last  year,  essentially  what  we  tried  to 
do  was  to  prevent  the  Republicans  from 
doubling  Medicare  part  B  premiums, 
eliminating  doctor  choice,  cutting 
Medicare  premium  assistance  for  low- 
income  seniors,  repealing  Federal  nurs- 
ing home  quality  standards,  putting 
homes  and  family  farms  of  elderly  cou- 
ples at  risk  for  nursing  home  care.  And 
also  the  Republicans  were  trying  to 
force  adult  children  to  be  financially 


liable  for  their  parents'  nursing  home 
bills. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  were  very  successful 
as  Democrats  in  essentially  putting  to 
rest  these  changes  that  the  Repub- 
licans were  trying  to  make  last  year  in 
the  Medicare  program.  We  have  the 
same  phenomenon  again  this  year.  The 
budget  that  was  already  adopted  here, 
the  Republican  leadership  that  was 
adopted  already  on  the  floor  and  which 
will  come  up  again  in  a  few  weeks  in 
conference  before  it  finally  is  adopted 
by  both  the  House  and  the  Senate  Re- 
publican leadership,  still  plans  to 
eliminate  doctor  and  hospital  choice 
by  forcing  seniors  into  Medicare  man- 
aged care  plans.  It  also  allows  doctors 
to  charge  extra  out-of-pocket  costs  to 
seniors  who  remain  in  medicare  fee-for- 
service,  severely  cuts  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  hospital  funding,  forcing 
many  hospitals  to  close  their  doors  on 
seniors,  eliminates  coverage  guaran- 
tees for  over  4  million  elderly  Ameri- 
cans who  need  nursiiig  home  care,  and 
also  further  erodes  Medicare's  solvency 
by  creating  wealthy  healthy  plans, 
leaving  many  seniors  with  higher  costs 
and  less  care. 

We  have  the  same  thing  again,  which 
is  Medicare  cuts  to  pay  for  tax  care  to 
pay  for  tax  breaks  for  wealthy  Ameri- 
cans, and  a  continued  decline  in  the 
quality  of  service  and  the  ability  of  our 
senior  citizens  to  obtain  quality  Medi- 
care programs  and  forcing  them  to  pay 
more  out  of  their  own  pockets. 

So  the  record,  the  Republican  leader- 
ship record  is  the  same.  It  is  just  the 
same  old  plan  that  we  dealt  with  last 
year  that  we  are  going  to  have  re- 
hashed again  here  in  the  House  in  1996. 

With  that.  I  would  like  to  introduce 
and  yield  some  time  now  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Brown]. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
Pallone,  for  your  work  in  opposing 
these  extreme  Gingrich  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  plans. 

What  is  amazing,  and  I  want  to  take 
one  small  part  out  of  what  you  said. 
The  Gingrich  plan  and  what  they  are 
trying  to  do  in  this  body  today  is  not 
much  different  from  when  they  shut 
the  government  down  last  year.  Medi- 
care cuts,  student  loan  cuts,  cuts  in  the 
environment,  all  to  pay  for  tax  breaks 
for  the  richest  people  in  society. 

One  particular  issue  that  you 
touched  on  is  what  they  want  to  do  to 
nursing  home  protections.  Last  year 
we  thought  we  had  won  that  battle.  We 
thought  that  they  would  not  try  that 
again.  Again,  this  year  in  their  budget 
and  in  our  committee,  in  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce,  and  the  Health  Sub- 
committee when  they  are  talking 
about  these  issues,  the  Gingrich  plan 
again  says  let  us  repeal  all  the  protec- 
tions for  nursing  homes  that  this  Con- 
gress, with  President  Reagan,  passed  10 
years  ago. 

I  though  in  this  society  there  was  a 
consensus   around   making   sure   that 


12744 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORI>— HOUSE 


May  30,  1996 


there  were  protections  against  over- 
sedation,  protections  against  restraints 
or  senior  citizens  in  nursing  homes. 

D  2315 

I  thought  there  was  a  consensus  in 
the  society  that  they  in  fact  would  be 
protected  if  those  laws  would  be  in 
place  to  make  nursing  homes  safer  be- 
cause clearly  those  laws  passed  by  the 
Democratic  Congrress  with  the  Repub- 
lican President  in  the  mid-1980's  made 
sense  and  would  stay  in  place. 

Yet  the  Gingrich  extremists,  this 
Congress,  has  tried  to  pull  that  consen- 
sus apart  when  a  great  majority,  prob- 
ably 90  percent  of  the  public,  believes, 
yes,  we  should  have  those  protections 
in  nursing  homes.  Yet  this  Gingrich  ex- 
tremist group  says,  "Let's  not;  let's  re- 
peal it,  torn  it  over  to  the  States." 
That  was  the  problem  we  had  in  the  be- 
ginning where  State  govenmients  sim- 
ply were  not  providing  for  safe  nursing 
homes  with  the  kinds  of  regulation 
that  is  necessary  to  protect  those  sen- 
ior citizens  in  nursing  homes. 

And  not  only  are  they  making  cuts  in 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  to  pay  for  tax 
breaks  for  the  richest  people  in  society, 
at  the  same  time  they  are  stripping 
away  those  protections  for  the  safety 
of  our  parents  and  our  grandparents  in 
nursing  homes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  just  simply  does  not 
make  sense,  and  they  are  trying  to  ex- 
plode a  consensus,  these  Gingrich  ex- 
tremists are  trying  to  explode  this  con- 
sensus that  we  have  built  in  this  coun- 
try on  this  issue,  on  clean  air  laws,  on 
safe  drinking  water  laws,  on  pure  food 
laws,  on  worker  safety  laws.  They  are 
trying  to  explode  this  consensus  that 
society  in  this  great  country  has  built, 
and  I  simply  do  not  understand  it. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Well,  I  think,  if  the 
gentleman  will  3rield  back,  the  problem 
is  that  they  are  trying  to  squeeze  all  of 
this  money  out  of  the  budget  through 
the  Medicare  and  the  Medicaid  pro- 
grams, and  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Brown]  makes  the  point  that  es- 
sentially what  is  happening  here  is 
they  are  taming  over,  if  you  will,  the 
Medicaid  program  in  a  block  grajit  to 
the  States  and  letting  the  States  essen- 
tially do  what  they  want,  whether  that 
means  no  nursing  home  standards  or 
whatever,  in  order  to  try  to  save 
money,  to  squeeze  money  out  of  Medic- 
aid again  primarily  to  pay  for  these  tax 
breaks  for  the  wealthy.  That  is  what 
motivates  this.  It  is  all  budget  driven. 

And  I  want  to  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  statements,  and  I  would  like  to 
3rleld  now  to  the  gentlewoman  ftom 
North  Carolina  [Mrs.  Clayton]. 

Mrs.  CLATTON.  Thank  you  for  yield- 
ing, and  I  also  want  to  thank  you  for 
your  leadership  in  keeping  us  focused 
on  what  the  implications  of  these  cuts 
are,  and  I  would  just  like  to  make  my 
brief  remarks  on  emphasis  of  rural 
conununities. 

I  come  trom  North  Carolina,  and  my 
district.  North  Carolina,  including  my 


district,  is  rural  and  represents  a  rural 
America  which  indeed  suffers  already 
from  other  economic  indicators.  We  are 
communities  that  have  less  of  infra- 
structure. We  are  communities  of  lower 
wages.  We  are  communities  having  less 
of  conveniences  already. 

Now,  when  you  combine  that  with 
having  these  indiscriminate  cuts  of  re- 
ducing in  the  amount  that  senior  citi- 
zens can  get  and  hospitals  can  get,  that 
is  going  to  further  impact  those  poor- 
est, must  vulnerable  of  our  society,  and 
that  means  rural  hospitals,  which  are 
already  operating  at  the  margin  be- 
cause they  have  more  than  80  percent 
of  all  of  their  pay  coming  from  either 
Medicare  or  Medicaid.  So  they  are  al- 
ready over-dependent  on  Medicare  and 
Medicaid. 

That  would  mean  more  closing  of 
hospitals  in  rural  areas,  yet  this 
Congress's  particular  majority  say 
they  believe  in  rural  America.  They 
say  that,  but  people  will  see  indeed 
what  they  do. 

What  they  want  is  a  cheaper  health 
service,  not  a  better  health  service,  and 
I  think  we  should  make  the  point  that 
Democrats  would  like  to  see  that  sen- 
ior citizens  have  better  health  care.  We 
would  like  to  see  a  better  health  care 
plan,  not  necessarily  a  cheaper  health 
care  plan.  Cheaper  is  not  always  less 
costly,  because  in  the  long  run,  when 
the  society  has  less  health  care,  that 
would  mean  there  will  be  less  provid- 
ers. Already  we  are  suffering  flrom  a 
disproportion  of  health  providers  in 
hospitals  in  niral  areas. 

So  cheaper  does  not  mean  better.  It 
means  always  that  you  get  less  for  the 
quality  of  services  for  the  money  that 
you  offer. 

So  we  do  not  want  to  deny  senior 
citizens  quality  health  care  under  the 
disguise  of  having  a  cheaper  plan.  What 
we  want  is  a  better  health  plan  that 
does  not  cost  as  much. 

And  you  are  correct.  What  we  should 
focus  on  is  reducing — reducing  the  pre- 
ventive— I  mean  increasing  preventa- 
tive programs  that  will  give  us  better 
quality  of  health.  Then  those  of  us  in 
rural  areas  can  make  a  better  life  for 
ourselves. 

So  I  just  want  to  auld  to  the  discus- 
sion that  those  of  us  who  live  in  rural 
America  will  be  hurt  far  greater  than 
those  of  us  who  live  in  the  rest  of 
America.  Already  we  are  disproportion- 
ately suffering  from  the  lack  of  serv- 
ices, and  now  to  put  this  greater  cut  on 
our  rural  hospitals,  that  means  that 
one-fourth  of  the  hospitals  in  rural 
America  will  be  finding  themselves 
threatened  with  closure,  and  I  think 
that  is  grossly  unfair. 

Rural  Americans  also  suffer  with 
high  percentage  of  people  who  are 
lower  income,  and  63  percent  of  those 
who  are  senior  citizens  in  rural  areas 
happen  to  live  in  poverty.  So  you  know 
what  the  cuts  in  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid will  do  to  that  population,  and  I 


3rield  back  the  time  and  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  his  leadership. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
the  gentlewoman  makes  a  very  good 
point,  and  I  think  a  lot  of  people  do  not 
realize  that  whether  it  is  rural  areas, 
or  suburban  areas,  or  urban  areas,  my 
district  is  mostly  suburban,  but  the 
majority  of  the  hospitals  are  more 
than  50  percent  Medicare-Medicaid  de- 
pendent in  my  area,  and  so  when  you 
talk  about  cuts  in  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid, even  in  a  suburban  district  like 
that  I  represent,  you  are  talking  about 
most  of  the  income  that  these  hos- 
pitals have.  They  will  not  be  able  to 
continue  to  operate  with  the  level  of 
cuts  that  the  Republicans  have  pro- 
posed. 

And  they  are  trying  to  say  that  they 
are  doing  this  in  order  to  save  Medi- 
care. In  reality  what  they  are  really 
doing  is  using  Medicare  as  the  focal 
point  of  their  budget  in  order  to 
achieve,  you  know,  tax  breaks,  and  to 
deal  with  their  budget,  they  are  cut- 
ting, making  these  massive  cuts  in 
Medicare  and  Medicaid,  and  the  result 
is  that  the  hospitals  in  many  areas  will 
close,  not  only  in  rural  areas,  but  even 
in  some  suburban  areas. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  I  think  the  Amer- 
ican people  will  judge  them  by  what 
they  do.  They  say  they  are  for  Amer- 
ica, but  what  they  really  are  for  is  for 
the  richest  of  America,  and  they  do  not 
mind  who  suffers  in  the  process,  wheth- 
er senior  citizens  or  whatever. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Exactly.  Thank  you. 

I  like  to  srield  now  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  BONIOR],  our  mi- 
nority whip. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  I  thank  my  friend  for 
taking  this  time  and  for  laying  out  for 
us,  I  think  rather  clearly,  this  evening 
how  the  Republican  agenda  with  re- 
spect to  Medicare — and  it  really  has 
not  changed.  You  are  absolutely  right. 
Although  we  were  able  to  beat  back 
some  of  these  Draconian  measures  in 
terms  of  cuts  and  increased  charges  for 
our  seniors  in  order  to  pay  for  the  huge 
tax  breaks  that  they  want  to  provide 
for  the  wealthiest  in  this  country,  we 
will  beat  that  back,  get  the  President 
to  veto  that  particular  provision.  They 
have  come  back  again  this  year,  and 
they  want  to  do  it  all  over  again.  It  is 
like  deja  vu  all  over  again. 

And  the  gentlewoman  flrom  North 
Carolina  is  absolutely  correct  in  terms 
of  what  this  is  going  to  do,  what  their 
plan  is  going  to  do  to  hospitals,  and  it 
is  not  just  rural  hospitals,  but  she  is 
absolutely  correct.  It  is  going  to  really 
hurt  rural  hospitals.  We  are  talking 
roughly  about  $5  million  out  of  hos- 
pitals, and  that  means  many  hospitals 
will  be  closing  in  this  country,  and  the 
services  that  they  provide  for  those 
who  remain  open  will  be  diminished  in 
terms  of  what  they  provide  today. 

But  in  metropolitan  areas  in  south- 
eastern Michigan  where  I  come  from, 
the    Republican    proposal    last    year 
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would  have  cost  those  hospitals  $2.2 
billion  over  the  7  years  of  their  budget 
plan.  Now,  what  does  that  mean?  That 
means  5,000  people  with  good-paying 
jobs  would  have  to  be  laid  off  in  those 
hospitals.  That  means  poor  service  for 
the  people  who  are  in  those  hospitals. 

And  on  top  of  all  of  that  we  learn 
that  the  Republican  proposal  to  cut 
Medicare  in  order  to  give  tax  breaks  to 
the  wealthiest  in  our  country  today, 
the  extremist  Gingrich  idea  here  would 
also  do  something  that  is  beyond  me. 
That  is,  it  would  allow  people  to  be 
billed  by  their  doctors  above  what 
Medicare  allows,  and  this  extra  billing 
is  disastrous  for  our  seniors.  Sixty  per- 
cent of  our  seniors  today  in  this  coun- 
try have  incomes  of  S10,000  a  year  or 
less.  That  includes  their  Social  Secu- 
rity and  any  annuity  or  retirement 
they  may  have;  60  percent,  $10,000  or 
less.  They  cannot  afford  to  go  to  a  doc- 
tor, have  Medicare  pick  up  x  amount, 
ajid  then  have  the  doctor  send  them  a 
bill,  and  these  bills  start  piling  up  on 
their  bureau  drawers,  and  they  look  at 
them  every  day,  and  they  have  this  ter- 
rible feeling  they  are  not  meeting  their 
obligations,  and  these  bills  are  there 
staring  them  in  the  face,  himdreds  of 
dollars,  thousands  of  dollars. 

This  billing  practice  that  they  want 
to  institute  is  not  in  the  best  interests 
of  our  elderly  people  in  this  country. 
They  cannot  afford  it.  Is  not  fair.  And 
you  know  this  is  all  part  of  their  plan 
to  put  together  a  pot  of  money  in  order 
to  provide  tax  breaks  for  the  wealthi- 
est individuals  in  our  society  today. 

So  I  thank  my  friend  from  New  Jer- 
sey [Mr.  PALLONE]  for  laying  these 
facts  out  for  us  today,  laying  out  the 
fact  that  what  they  really  want  to  do  is 
break  this  system,  and  they  want  to  do 
it  by  moving  people  into  managed  care 
so  those  people  who  are  left  in  fee  for 
services  are  going  to  have  humongous 
rates  charged  to  them,  and  they  want 
to  do  it  by  providing  medical  savings 
accounts  which  go  to  the  healthy  and 
the  wealthy  in  this  country,  and  not 
anyone  else,  and  basically  take  away 
from  the  basic  structure  of  Medicare. 

They  really  want  to  kill  Medicare. 
We  know  that.  I  think  the  general  pub- 
lic understands  that.  They  are  not  in- 
terested in  reforming  it.  They  want  to 
change  it  and  change  it  permanently, 
and  you  really  basically  get  rid  of  it. 

And  Medicare  has  been  a  very  good 
system.  It  has  worked  for  seniors  in 
this  country  for  many,  many  years.  Be- 
fore we  had  Medicare  in  1965.  literally 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  seniors  were 
indigent  in  this  country.  A  large  per- 
centage of  them  were  indigent  because 
they  could  not  afford  health  care,  they 
have  to  rely  on  thefr  families.  This  has 
helped  bring  literally  tens  of  millions 
of  seniors  out  of  poverty  and  helped 
them  live  with  dignity  in  thefr  later 
years. 

We  are  here  to  protect  that  program. 
We,  as  you  point  out  correctly,  under- 
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stand  that  there  needs  to  be  some 
streamlining,  we  need  to  nmke  some 
savings,  we  need  to  get  rid  of  the 
waste,  the  fraud  and  the  abuse  in  the 
system.  And  we  are  committed  to  do 
that.  But  we  are  not  committed  to  de- 
stroy a  program  that  has  provided  for 
our  seniors  in  this  country. 

And  I  thank  my  colleague  for  his  de- 
termination, for  his  leadership  on  this 
issue  and  for  raising  this  issue  tonight 
for  the  American  people  to  focus  in  on 
because  in  fact  we  are  in  another  bat- 
tle, and  it  is  a  battle  to  save  Medicare 
for  our  elderly  in  this  country. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
to  thank  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
and  just  point  out  again,  you  know,  I 
know  that  our  colleagues  on  the  other 
side  always  say,  well,  people  will  have 
choice,  they  do  not  have  to  go  into 
managed  care.  But  the  reality  is  the 
way  the  system  is  set  up  by  the  Repub- 
lican leadership,  people  are  forced  into 
managed  care.  You  have  a  rate  dif- 
ferential, which  means  basically  that 
doctors  will  get  reimbursed  more  or 
less  depending  on  which  system  seniors 
opt  for,  and  then  you  have  this  bal- 
anced billing.  So  essentially  what  hap- 
pens is  seniors  find  that  since  they 
have  to  spend  a  lot  more  money  out  of 
pocket  to  pay  the  doctor,  if  they  stay 
in  the  traditional  system  where  they 
can  choose  thefr  own  doctor,  they  are 
literally  forced  into  the  managed  care 
system  because  under  that  system  they 
do  not  have  to  pay  the  extra  money  out 
of  pocket  to  their  doctor. 

So  when  the  Republicans  say,  oh,  you 
have  a  choice,  the  reality  is  you  do  not 
have  a  choice.  You  are  forced  into  man- 
aged care.  Otherwise  you  have  to  stay 
in  a  S3rstem  where  the  cost  and  how 
much  you  have  to  pay  out  of  pocket 
just  gets  to  be  more  and  more.  And  so 
in  reality  you  do  not  have  a  choice. 
You  lose  your  choice  of  doctor  and  also 
maybe  your  choice  of  hospital  in  a  lot 
of  cases,  and  I  think  that  is  important 
to  point  out. 

I  yield  now  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Connecticut,  who  has  done  so  much  on 
this  Medicare  issue  and  made  the  point 
so  well  on  it. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  It  is  a  pleasure  to 
join  my  colleagues  here  tonight,  and  I 
just  like  to  pick  up  a  comment  that 
our  colleague  from  Michigan  pointed 
out,  and  that  is,  if  you  need  to  put  the 
Medicare  debate  in  a  context,  we  live 
in  a  great  country,  we  really  do,  and  in 
1965  we  passed  a  Medicare  system.  As  a 
matter  of  fact  as  an  aside,  it  was  the 
current  Republican  candidate  for  Presi- 
dent, Bob  Dole,  who  said  that  he  was 
proud  of  his  vote  back  then  and  he 
voted  against  Medicare  because  he  did 
not  believe  that  it  was  a  system  that 
worked.  And  we  ought  to  keep  that  in 
mind.  This  was  not  a  comment  that  he 
did  not  believe  it  would  work  in  1965.  In 
1996,  when  he  was  running  for  President 
of  the  United  States,  he  does  not  be- 
lieve that  this  is  a  system  that  works. 
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We   ought  to  keep  that  squarely  in 
mind. 

But  the  fact  is  that  it  was  passed, 
and  it  was  a  stroke  of  genius  in  terms 
of  health  care  for  seniors  in  this  coun- 
try. 

a  2330 

Before  Medicare,  less  than  50  percent 
of  seniors  in  this  Nation  had  health 
care  coverage  in  any  way.  Today.  99 
percent  of  seniors  are  covered.  They 
have  health  care.  They  do  not  have  to 
worry  that  they  are  going  to  be  wiped 
out  because  of  an  illness  that  they  did 
not  create  but  they  were  unfortunate 
enough  to  get. 

I  think  we  need  to  talk  about  this  de- 
bate on  Medicare  and  Medicaid  in  the 
context  of  what  this  system  has  meant 
to  people  in  this  country.  As  my  col- 
leagues have  pointed  out,  last  year  in 
the  Republican  budget  they  intended  to 
make  a  S270  billion  cut  in  Medicaid  to 
pay  for  tax  breaks,  S245  billion  in  tax 
breaks  for  the  wealthiest  in  this  coun- 
try. 

What  happened  around  the  Nation, 
the  hue  and  cry  of  seniors,  of  thefr 
families,  of  people  who  believed  that 
this  was  the  wrong  thing  to  do,  stopped 
them  from  doing  the  kinds  of  things 
that  my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey,  has  pointed  out  in  his 
chart.  What  they  wanted  to  do  was  to 
double  the  premiums,  to  increase  the 
copayments,  increase  the  deductibles, 
do  away  with  choice,  make  it  more  dif- 
ficult for  hospitals,  make  it  more  dif- 
ficult for  rural  areas. 

Quite  frankly,  we  thought  we  had 
beat  back  the  barbarians.  But  instead, 
what  we  see  is  in  the  1997  budget  the 
very  same  set  of  premises,  the  very 
same  policy  being  brought  forward 
again.  This  is  a  new  budget,  but  it  is 
the  same  set  of  policies  with  regard  to 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  and  the  same 
sweeping  and  dangerous  cuts. 

To  quote  the  gentleman  from  Geor- 
gia. Mr.  Gingrich,  he  said  "We  can't  do 
it  all  at  once."  The  goal  for  Mr.  GING- 
RICH, he  would  like  to  see  Medicare 
wither  on  the  vine,  but  "we  can't  do  it 
all  at  once.  We  need  to  do  it  in  pieces." 
So  we  tried  in  1995  and  we  got  pushed 
back,  so  we  are  going  to  try  again  in 
1996,  and  God  help  us  in  1997,  because  it 
will  come  back  again. 

The  Republicans  got  a  little  trickier 
this  time  in  this  budget.  They  learned 
a  lesson:  Don't  let  anything  sit  around 
for  too  long  so  that  the  American  pub- 
lic has  some  time  to  notice  what  is 
going  on  and  to  learn  about  it,  because 
if  they  learn  about  it  and  they  know 
about  it,  they  are  very  smart  and  they 
will  rise  up  and  they  will  say  that  we 
are  not  going  to  do  this.  Sixty  percent 
of  the  public  said  to  the  President  of 
the  United  States  that  they  wanted 
him  to  veto  that  budget  because  it  con- 
tained these  kinds  of  Medicare  cuts. 

This  new  budget,  and  I  put  "new"  in 
quotes,  moved  through  this  House  in  a 
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week,  moved  through  this  House  in  1 
week  because  they  knew  that  if  they 
let  it  stay  around  long  enough,  we 
would  see  the  exact  same  set  of  prem- 
ises, the  exact  same  policy  with  regard 
to  Medicare  and  Medicaid  that  they 
tried  to  impose  on  the  American  public 
in  the  last  budget,  last  year.  It  is  $168 
billion  in  Medicaid  and  Medicare  cuts 
this  time  around.  It  is  done  in  6  years 
versus  7  years.  It  would  have  sliced  19 
percent  last  year  from  Medicare.  This 
year  it  is  17  percent,  a  2  percent  dif- 
ference. The  American  public  should 
not  be  fooled.  It  is  the  exact  some  pol- 
icy. 

Let  us  contrast  the  cut  with  the 
amount  of  the  tax  break  for  the 
wealthy.  It  is  $168  billion  in  a  tax  cut 
in  Medicare  and  it  is  $176  to  $180  billion 
in  a  tax  break  that  will  benefit  the 
wealthiest  in  this  country.  It  is  the 
same  exact  equation  that  was  set  up  in 
the  last  budget.  The  public  should  not 
be  fooled. 

If  we  move  to  Medicaid,  or  as  my  col- 
leagues has  pointed  out,  in  these  areas 
we  have  the  same  things  that  exist. 
The  restrictions  that  are  now  on  doc- 
tors and  hospitals  not  to  overcharge 
people  beyond  what  Medicare  will  take 
care  of  will  be  removed:  increased  bills, 
out-of-pocket  costs  for  seniors;  nursing 
home  standards  not  enforced.  And  we 
know  what  that  means  in  the  quality 
of  life  and  the  quality  of  care  for  those 
we  love  who  go  into  nursing  homes.  We 
know  also  what  they  want  to  do  to 
spouses  and  children  in  being  able  to 
attack  their  assets. 

The  long  and  the  short  of  it  is  that 
we  are  going  to  make  this  fight  day  in 
and  day  out  in  the  next  several  weeks, 
in  the  next  several  months,  because  the 
public  should  not  be  fooled  by  the  same 
set  of  policies  that  would  foist  upon 
American  seniors  a  second-rate  health 
care  system.  It  is  wrong,  it  is  unfair,  it 
is  not  what  this  Nation  is  about.  It  is 
not  what  our  values  are.  It  is  not  what 
our  priorities  are.  We  are  going  to 
make  the  same  fight  and  the  same 
cases  that  we  did  over  the  last  several 
months.  This  is  not  going  to  rest  until 
we  turn  this  policy  around  and  do  what 
is  right  and  do  what  is  best  for  Ameri- 
ca's seniors  and  the  American  people. 


THE  ACCOMPLISHMENTS  OF  THE 
104TH  CONGRESS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Net).  Under  the  Speaker's  announced 
policy  of  May  12,  1995.  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Fox]  is  recog- 
nized for  the  balance  of  the  time  re- 
maining before  midnight  as  the  des- 
ignee of  the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  ad- 
dress my  colleagues  and  speak  to  the 
House  regarding  some  important 
issues.  I  think  it  is  important  at  this 
time,  as  we  approach  the  end  of  the 
week  here  in  the  second  session  of  the 


104th  Congress,  to  really  look  at  the 
fine  record  of  achievement  in  a  biparti- 
san House  that  we  have  to  this  date 
brought  about. 

We  only  have  to  look  at  the  fact  that 
we  have  passed  $250  billion  in  reduc- 
tions of  taxes  for  families  here  in  the 
United  States.  We  only  have  to  look  at 
the  fact  that  we  have  reduced  Federal 
spending  in  duplicative  programs,  not 
in  worthwhile  programs,  obviously.  We 
have  passed  the  first  balanced  budget 
since  1969,  very  important  to  this  econ- 
omy and  to  this  country. 

We  only  have  to  look  to  Alan  Green- 
span, who  is  the  individual  who  told 
this  Congress  and  this  Nation  that  if 
we  reduce  our  interest  costs  we  will 
help  each  American  be  able  to  buy  a 
car,  pay  for  those  interest  payments.  If 
we  have  a  balanced  budget  we  will  be 
able  to  better  handle  the  mortgage  and 
the  cost  of  education. 

We  have  gotten  tough  on  crime,  lim- 
ited criminals'  endless  death  row  ap- 
peals in  cases  where  there  are  baseless 
appeals,  where  there  has  been  no 
wrongdoing  at  the  time  of  trial.  We 
have  passed  victim  restitution,  we  have 
passed  truth-in-sentencing  grants, 
strengthened  the  antiterrorism  stat- 
utes, strengthened  sexual  crimes 
against  children  statutes. 

We  have  also  passed  private  health 
care  reform.  Our  legislation  will  pro- 
vide portability,  accessibility,  avail- 
ability. 

Look  to  the  student  loan  program, 
where  we  have  increased  student  loan 
volume  by  50  percent,  from  $24  billion 
in  1996  to  $36  billion  by  1997.  We  have 
had  real  congressional  reform.  We  have 
passed  the  Congressional  Accountabil- 
ity Act,  signed  into  law  by  the  Presi- 
dent, which  provides  that  every  law  we 
now  pass  in  the  Congress,  as  we  have  in 
prior  Congresses,  there  have  been  laws 
passed,  but  this  is  the  first  time  in  this 
Congress  that  when  the  laws  are  passed 
by  also  will  apply  to  Congress.  Whether 
it  be  the  fair  labor  standards  or  civil 
rights  law,  they  also  apply  to  our  em- 
ployees as  well. 

We  have  passed  lobbjring  reform  and 
gift  ban,  cut  committee  staff  by  one- 
third,  and  required  a  two-thirds  vote 
for  any  tax  increase  in  this  House  for 
this  Congress. 

We  have  also  passed  an  increase  in 
the  amount  senior  citizens  can  earn 
without  losing  Social  Security  bene- 
fits. That  was  brought  by  a  Republican 
majority  proposal.  Currently,  Mr. 
Speaker,  seniors  are  frozen  at  $11,038, 
those  under  70  are  frozen  at  that 
amount  without  deductions  being  made 
from  Social  Security.  But  under  the 
legislation  we  have  passed  here,  that 
will  rise  to  $30,000. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  heard  a  lot  of 
distortions  tonight  from  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle  trying  to  talk  about  what 
we  are  doing  here  in  Congress.  The 
facts  are  far  different  from  the  distor- 
tions we  have  heard.  The  fact  is,  when 


it  comes  to  Medicare  reform,  our  pro- 
posal was  bijjartisan  and  the  best  we 
could  actually  come  up  with,  a  very 
positive  program,  considering  the  fact 
that  it  was  the  President  who  said  that 
if  we  do  nothing  with  Medicare  it  will 
go  out  of  business  in  7  years.  It  will  go 
bankrupt. 

You  might  say  to  yourself,  how  did  it 
get  to  this  point?  Why  would  it  go 
bankrupt?  But  we  got  to  this  point  be- 
cause, frankly,  there  has  been  fraud 
and  abuse  and  waste  up  to  $30  billion  a 
year.  Frankly,  that  can  be  stopped,  but 
it  will  take  legislation  which  has  been 
introduced  in  this  House.  For  the  first 
time  those  who  commit  fraud  under 
the  Medicare  or  Medicaid  system, 
health  care  fraud  is  a  crime,  and  if  you 
commit  that  kind  of  offense  you  will 
no  longer  be  a  provider  and  you  can  go 
to  jail  for  10  years. 

That  is  the  kind  of  forward  thinking 
legislation  that  has  been  introduced  in 
this  House,  and  frankly  should  be 
adopted  and  signed  into  law  by  the 
President.  If  we  take  out  the  fraud, 
abuse  and  waste  that  is  in  Medicare,  we 
will  be  able  to  preserve  Medicare  and 
preserve  for  each  senior  the  right  to 
have  their  choice  of  doctor  and  choice 
of  hospital.  Very  important. 

In  addition,  the  proposed  legislation 
is  going  to  increase  the  current  pay- 
ment about  $5,000  per  senior,  up  to 
$7,100  by  the  year  2002.  We  also  offer  for 
the  first  time,  choice  besides  fee-for- 
service,  giving  you  a  choice  of  doctors 
and  hospitals,  and  also  medical  savings 
accounts  and,  as  well,  managed  care. 
That  is,  what  the  seniors  want  in  their 
particular  case,  to  have  eyeglasses  and 
pharmaceuticals  included  at  no  extra 
charge. 

But  the  proposal  went  further.  We 
think  it  is  a  very,  very  wise  proposal. 
In  addition  to  limiting  ftaud,  waste, 
and  abuse,  the  proposal  from  the  House 
calls  for  making  sure  that  the  medical 
education  component,  which  is  now 
under  Medicare,  will  be  a  separate  line 
item  in  the  budget,  so  we  make  sure 
that  our  interns  and  residents  have 
that  quality  education  without  cutting 
away  from  our  senior  citizens'  health 
care  benefits  what  they  need. 

We  also  call  for  reductions  in  the 
cost  of  paperwork.  Right  now  we  spend 
about  12  percent  of  Medicare  dollars  in 
paperwork.  That  should  mostly  go  to 
health  care  for  our  seniors.  Under  our 
proposal,  that  is  what  will  happen. 

We  also  make  sure  that  this  whole 
program  is  based  on  the  fact  that  what- 
ever savings  we  have  in  Medicare, 
whatever  savings  are  achieved,  whether 
it  is  $30  billion  a  year  in  fraud,  waste, 
and  abuse,  it  has  to  go  back  for  health 
care  and  not  for  some  other  item  in  the 
U.S.  Budget. 

We  can  see,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  work- 
ing together  we  can  have  Medicare  re- 
form that  is  going  to  be  helpful  to  our 
seniors,  and  make  sure  we  have  a  sys- 
tem that  is  for  this  year's  seniors  and 
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the  next  generation's  seniors  and  some- 
thing that  is  going  to  be  good  for  this 
country. 

We,  as  well,  have  been  working  on 
tax  reform,  and  tax  reform  that  is  fair 
to  all  Americans,  not  from  the  distor- 
tions that  you  have  heard  from  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  about  how  it  is 
only  for  the  rich.  The  tax  reform  we 
are  talking  about  is  for  the  middle 
class,  a  $500-per-child  tax  credit.  We 
are  talking  about  an  adoption  tax  cred- 
it of  $5,000.  We  are  talking  about  tax 
credits  for  small  businesses  to  start  up, 
to  provide  jobs  for  our  citizens. 

These  are  real  projxjsals  that  will 
make  a  real  difference.  We  are  talking 
about  a  $2,000  new  IRA  for  each  individ- 
ual, $4,000  for  each  married  couple. 
These  are  proposals  that  were  adopted 
by  the  Kennedy  administration  and 
made  a  difference.  They  could  happen 
again  here  in  this  Congress. 

It  is  also  important  to  note  that  our 
welfare  reform  proposals  will  make 
real  difference.  Of  course,  there  are 
people  in  the  safety  net  who  must  get 
welfare.  That  is  undeniable.  But  there 
are  people  who  are  able-bodied,  and 
under  our  proposal  what  will  happen  is 
able-bodied  individuals,  through  job 
covmseling,  job  training,  and  job  place- 
ment will  have  the  opportunity  to  ob- 
tain emplojnment,  to  have  the  pride  of 
work,  to  make  a  difference  in  their 
lives,  and  instead  of  the  welfare  as  we 
have  it  now  being  a  hanmiock,  it  will 
be  springboard,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  a  new 
class  of  individuals  getting  involved  in 
the  world  of  work,  more  people  paying 
taxes,  more  people  who  are  employed 
and  stabilizing  those  taxes.  That  is  the 
kind  of  true  welfare  reform  that  will 
make  a  difference. 

Under  that  proposal  as  well,  it  calls 
for  us,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  have  new  en- 
forcement procedures  for  child  support. 
We  have  a  situation  in  this  country 
where  probably  the  most  unpaid  bills 
we  have  are  child  support.  We  can 
make  a  difference  by  adopting  plans 
like  they  have  in  the  State  of  Maine. 

There  they  require,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  every  person  who  is  not  paying 
their  child  support  would  lose  their  li- 
cense if  it  was  not  paid.  Ninety-five 
percent  paid  their  amounts  owned  on 
child  support,  once  they  knew  they 
could  lose  their  driver's  license.  It  is 
reconunended  under  our  welfare  reform 
proposals  that  States  adopt  plans  like 
Maine's  or  an  alternative  which  will, 
again,  get  us  the  enforcement  that  we 
want. 

We  can  achieve  this,  and  it  is  cer- 
tainly meaningful,  and  it  is  something 
that  can  make  a  big  difference. 

We  also  called  for  improvements  in 
our  child  nutrition  progrrams  and  our 
WIC  programs,  women,  infants,  and 
children  programs,  by  increasing  the 
amount  of  money  that  is  going  to  be 
spent  on  the  school  lunch  programs, 
and  in  fact  making  sure  that  the 
States  administer  them. 


Mr.  Speaker,  currently  under  our 
school  lunch  programs  we  spend  50  per- 
cent of  the  funds  just  to  administer 
them.  Under  the  proposals  that  the 
Governors  have  talked  to  Congress 
about,  they  said  they  will  only  spend  5 
percent  on  administration,  but  with 
the  extra  10  percent  we  will  still  pro- 
vide in  this  program,  they  would  be 
able  to  feed  more  children  more  meals, 
but  by  Federal  standards.  If  they  did 
not  adhere  to  those  standards,  then  we 
as  a  Congress  would  take  it  back. 

So  working  in  partnership  with  local 
governments,  which  are  closest  to  the 
people,  we  can  provide  the  kinds  of 
services  that  people  want  without 
bankrupting  the  Nation,  without  mak- 
ing people  pay  until  July  1  every  year 
through  taxes  and  regulations  all  that 
money  to  Uncle  Sam.  We  want  to  make 
sure  there  is  more  money  in  their 
pocket  to  spend  as  they  want  to,  to 
spend  as  their  families  need. 

I  think  it  is  very  important  that  we 
continue  trying  to  find  the  bipartisan 
effort,  instead  of  the  rhetoric  we  have 
heard  previously  tonight  about  how 
this  party,  the  Republican  Party,  does 
not  care  about  seniors.  Nothing  could 
be  further  from  the  truth. 

The  two  major  proposals  that  have 
come  before  this  Congress  in  this  ses- 
sion have  been  raising  the  income  eli- 
gibility for  seniors'  earnings,  and  No.  2, 
the  other  proposal  was  to  roll  back  in 
1993  the  unfair  tax  on  Social  Security. 
The  Republican  majority  brought  both 
those  forward  and  they  were  both 
adopted  in  this  House. 

Now  it  is  incumbent  upon  us  to  con- 
tinue fighting  for  seniors  to  make  sure 
Medicare  provides  the  health  care  ben- 
efits they  need,  but  removing  the  waste 
from  the  system,  and  that  is  the  key 
feature  here.  We  will  make  sure  that 
we  eliminate  the  waste,  the  fraud  and 
abuse  that  has  gone  on  for  so  many 
years  and  must  end. 

Part  and  parcel  of  our  making  sure 
that  health  care  is  improved  for  our 
seniors  is  that  we  provide  FDA  reform 
as  well,  to  make  sure  that  for  all  citi- 
zens we  speed  up  the  approval  of  life- 
saving,  life-extending  drugs  and  medi- 
cal devices  in  this  country. 
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This  can  and  will  be  done  under  legis- 
lation that  has  been  introduced  in  the 
Conmiittee  on  Commerce  under  the 
leadership  of  JIM  Greenwood  as  the 
task  force  chairman,  the  Commerce 
Committee  chairman  TOM  Bl.Tl.KY.  the 
subconomittee  chairman  MncE  BiLl- 
RAKis,  and  the  three  sponsors  of  the 
bill.  Congressman  Klug.  Congressman 
Babton  and  Congressman  Bxjrr  of 
North  Carolina  who  has  the  pharma- 
ceutical bill. 

Together  the  bills  dealing  with  phar- 
maceuticals, medical  devices,  and  food 
will  in  fact  move  this  country  forward 
in  such  a  way  that  the  discoveries  we 
have  in  the  United  States  will  be  kept 


here.  If  we  do  not  speed  up  the  FDA  re- 
form process,  then  the  discoveries  for 
medical  benefit  and  the  jobs  will  go 
overseas.  We  cannot  afford  that  as  a 
Nation  both  from  an  employment  point 
of  view  or  from  a  health  care  point  of 
view. 

So  I  am  pleased  to  see  that  the  lead- 
ership is  moving  forward  with  FDA. 
What  we  are  going  to  do  is  work  with 
the  Commissioner  of  FDA  and  the 
White  House  to  make  sure  this  legisla- 
tion is  bipartisan,  is  passed,  and  we  do 
make  a  difference  in  the  lives  of  the 
people  we  are  representing. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  know  from  the 
hearing  I  had  in  my  own  district  in 
Montgomery  County,  PA,  in  the  coun- 
ty seat,  we  had  victims  who  have  dis- 
eases, patients  who  are  waiting  for  a 
cure,  a  vaccine.  They  tell  us  that  if  we 
can  speed  up  the  approval  of  these 
drugs,  they  will  live  longer,  others  will 
have  a  chance  to  live  longer  and  frank- 
ly their  families  are  waiting  for  this 
kind  of  relief. 

We  need  to  fast  track  this  legisla- 
tion. I  am  very  appreciative  that  the 
individuals  who  brought  forward  the 
vehicle  in  the  Committee  on  Commerce 
folded  my  legislation  which  was  intro- 
duced last  year  into  the  majority  bills 
and  I  am  hopeful  that  together  with 
other  Congressmen  and  the  Senate  we 
will  be  able  to  get  this  passed  in  this 
session  and  make  a  real  difference  in 
people's  lives. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Mr.  Houghton  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
ARMEY),  for  today,  on  account  of  at- 
tending a  funeral. 

Mr.  QUDfN  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
ARMEY),  after  12  noon  today,  on  ac- 
coimt  of  attending  a  funeral. 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
ARMEY),  after  12:30  p.m.  today,  on  ac- 
count of  attending  his  daughter's  grad- 
uation. 

Mr.  Fields  of  Louisiana  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Gephardt),  for  today,  on 
account  of  official  business. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  FiLNER)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 

Ms.  ROYBAL-AIXARD,  for  5  minutes 
today. 

Mr.  Vento,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mrs.  ClAYTON,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  FiLNER,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Ms.  PEiyOSi.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Doggett,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  JONES)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 
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Mr.  EwiNG,  for  5  minutes  today. 
Mr.  Jones,  for  5  minutes  on  June  5. 
Mr.  DELAY,  for  5  minutes,  today. 
Mr.  Chrysler,  for  6  minutes,  today. 
Mr.    ROHRABACHER.    for    5    minutes, 
today. 
Mr.  Kingston,  for  5  minutes,  today. 
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EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  FiLNER)  and  to  include  ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr.  Lantos  in  three  instances. 

Mrs.  Maloney. 

Mr.  TORRICELU. 
Ms.  WOOLSEY. 

Mr.  Jacobs. 
Mr.  Bonior. 
Mr.  Traficant. 
Ms.  Kaptur. 

Mrs.  LINCXJLN. 

Mr.  Kanjorski  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Rush. 

Mr.  Kleczka. 

Mr.  Fazio  of  California. 

Mr.  CONDrr. 

Mr.  Sanders  in  six  instances. 

Mr.  LIPINSKI. 

Mr.  Mascara. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER. 

Mrs.  COLXINS  of  Illinois. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Jones)  and  to  include  ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Texas. 

Mr.  OXLEY. 

Mr.  RIGGS. 

Mr.  Qunw. 

Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana. 

Mr.  Horn  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Livingston. 

Mr.  Shaw. 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Gekas. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH. 

Mr.  Crane. 

Mrs.  MORELLA. 
Mr.  ZIMMER. 

Mr.  Chrysler. 

Mr.  Weldon  of  Peimsylvanla. 

(The  fcfllowing  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Fox  of  Pennsylvania)  and 
to  include  extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Hostettler. 

Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio. 

Mr.  Hall  of  Texas. 

Mr.  MclNNis. 

Ms.  Eddie  Bernice  Johnson  of  Texas. 

Mrs.  Smith  of  Washington. 

Mr.  Foley. 

Mr.  Vento. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  move  that  the  House  do  now  ad- 
journ. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  11  o'clock  and  47  minutes 
p.m.),  the  House  adjourned  until  to- 
morrow, Friday,  May  31,  1996,  at  9  a.m. 


OATH  OF  OFFICE  OF  MEMBERS. 
RESIDENT  COMMISSIONER.  AND 
DELEGATES 

The  oath  of  office  required  by  the 
sixth  article  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  and  as  provided  by  sec- 
tion 2  of  the  act  of  May  13,  1884  (23 
Stat.  22),  to  be  administered  to  Mem- 
bers, Resident  Commissioner,  and  Dele- 
gates of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
the  text  of  which  is  carried  in  5  U.S.C. 
3331: 

"I,  A  B,  do  solemnly  swear  (or  af- 
firm) that  I  will  support  and  defend 
the    Constitution    of    the    United 
States  against  all  enemies,  foreign 
and  domestic;  that  I  will  beau:  true 
faith  and  allegiance  to  the  same; 
that  I  take  this  obligation  freely; 
without  any  mental  reservation  or 
purpose  of  evasion;  and  that  I  will 
well  and  faithfully  discharge  the 
duties  of  the  office  on  which  I  am 
about  to  enter.  So  help  me  God." 
has  been  subscribed  to  in  person  and 
filed  in  duplicate  with  the  Clerk  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  by  the  follow- 
ing  Members   of  the   104th   Congress, 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  2  U.S.C. 
2b: 

Honorable  Karl.  Blumenauer,  Third 
Congressional  District  of  Oregon. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

3224.  a  letter  from  the  Administrator.  Ag- 
ricultural Marketing  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule— Fluid  Milk  Pro- 
motion Order;  Final  Rule  PJA-SS-OT]  received 
May  30,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture. 

3225.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Legislative  Affairs,  Depart- 
ment of  State,  transmitting  the  Secretary's 
report  pursuant  to  section  1208(c)  of  Public 
Law  104-106;  to  the  Committee  on  National 
Security. 

3226.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Bilingual  Education  and  Minority  Language 
Affairs.  Department  of  Education,  transmit- 
ting notice  inviting  applications  for  new 
awards  for  fiscal  year  [FY]  1996— Foreign 
Language  Assistance  Grants  (State  edu- 
cational agencies),  pursuant  to  20  U.S.C. 
1232(d)(1);  to  the  Committee  on  Economic 
and  Educational  Opportunities. 

3227.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary,  Department  of  Education,  trans- 
mitting final  priorities— Research  and  Dem- 
onstration Project;  Rehabilitation  Research 
and  Training  Center;  and  a  Rehabilitation 
Engineering  Research  Center,  pursuant  to  20 
U.S.C.  1232(d)(1);  to  the  Committee  on  Eco- 
nomic and  Educational  Opportunities. 

3228.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Bilingual  Education  and  Minority  Language 
Affairs.  Department  of  Education,  transmit- 
ting notice  inviting  applications  for  new 
awards  for  fiscal  year  [FY]  1996— Foreign 
Language  Assistance  Grants  (Local  edu- 
cational agencies),  pursuant  to  20  U.S.C. 
1232(d)(1);  to  the  Committee  on  Economic 
and  Educational  Opportunities. 


3229.  A  letter  firom  the  Deputy  General 
Counsel  for  Regulations  and  Legislation,  De- 
partment .of  Education,  transmitting  the  De- 
partment's report  on  the  notice  of  final  fund- 
ing priorities  for  Research  and  Demonstra- 
tion Project,  Rehabilitation  Research  and 
Training  Centers,  and  Rehabilitation  Engi- 
neering Research  Center— received  May  30. 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(B);  to  the 
Committee  on  Economic  and  Educational 
Opportunities. 

3230.  A  letter  from  the  Director  of  Commu- 
nications and  Legislative  Affairs,  Equal  Em- 
ployment Opportunity  Commission,  trans- 
mitting the  Commission's  annual  report  for 
fiscal  year  1994,  pursuant  to  42  U.S.C.  2000e- 
4(e);  to  the  Committee  on  Economic  and 
Educational  Opportunities. 

3231.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Health 
and  Human  Services,  transmitting  a  draft  of 
proposed  legislation  entitled  the  "Runaway 
and  Homeless  Youth  Amendments  of  1996"; 
to  the  Committee  on  Economic  and  Edu- 
cational Opportunities. 

3232.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Federal  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standards'  Head  Restraints 
(RIN:  2127-AF70)  received  May  30, 1996,  pursu- 
ant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee 
on  Commerce. 

3233.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule — Prosulfuron; 
Extension  of  Pesticide  Tolerance  (FRL-5371- 
8)  received  May  28,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3234.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rul»— Prosulfuron; 
Pesticide  Tolerance  (FRL-5357-5)  received 
May  28,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3235.  A  letter  ftom  the  Managing  Director, 
Federal  Communications  Commission,  trans- 
mitting the  Commission's  final  rule — 
Amendment  of  Parts  2  and  15  of  the  Commis- 
sion's Rules  to  Deregulate  the  Equipment 
Authorization  Requirements  for  Digital  De- 
vices (ET  Docket  No.  95-19)  received  May  30, 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  e01(a)(l)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Conmierce. 

3236.  A  letter  from  the  Program  Manage- 
ment Officer,  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service,  transmitting  the  Service's  final 
rule— Taking  and  Importing  of  Marine  Mam- 
mals; Dolphin  Safe  Tuna  Labeling;  Regula- 
tion Consolidation  [Docket  No.  960516135- 
6135-01;  I.D.  051096A]  (RIN:  064»-AF08)  re- 
ceived May  29,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Conunerce. 

3237.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  En- 
ergy, transmitting  the  Department's  33d 
quarterly  report  to  Congress  on  the  status  of 
Exxon  and  stripper  well  oil  overcharge  funds 
as  of  December  31, 1995;  to  the  ConMnittee  on 
Commerce. 

3238.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Legislative  Affairs,  Depart- 
ment of  State,  transmitting  the  texts  of  ILO 
Convention  No.  176  and  Reconmiendation  No. 
183  concerning  Safety  and  Health  in  Mines 
and  the  Protocol  of  1995  to  Convention  No.  81 
concerning  labor  inspection,  the  instruments 
were  adopted  by  the  International  Labor 
Conference  at  its  82d  Session,  at  Geneva, 
June  22,  1995,  pursuant  to  Article  19  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  International  Labor  Or- 
ganization; to  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations. 
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3239.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Legislative  Affairs,  Depart- 
ment of  State,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's report  on  employment  of  U.S.  citi- 
zens by  certain  international  organizations, 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  102-138,  section  181 
(105  Stat.  682);  to  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations. 

3240.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Labor, 
transmitting  the  semiannual  report  on  ac- 
tivities of  the  inspector  general  for  the  pe- 
riod October  1.  1995.  through  March  31.  1996. 
and  the  semiannual  management  report  for 
the  same  period,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  app. 
(Insp.  Gen.  Act)  section  5(b);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3241.  A  letter  from  the  Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States,  transmitting  a  list  of 
all  reports  issued  or  released  in  April  1996. 
pursuant  to  31  U.S.C.  719(h);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3242.  A  letter  fixjm  the  Executive  Director, 
Committee  for  Purchase  From  People  Who 
Are  Blind  or  Severely  Disabled,  transmitting 
the  Committee's  final  rule — Additions  to  the 
Procurement  List  (61  FJl.  6977,  14088.  and 
15225)  received  May  30,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3243.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman,  Equal 
Employment  Opportunity  Commission, 
transmitting  the  semiannual  report  on  ac- 
tivities of  the  inspector  general  for  the  pe- 
riod October  1,  1995.  through  March  31,  1996. 
and  the  semiannual  management  report  for 
the  same  period,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  app. 
(Insp.  Gen.  Act)  section  5(b);  to  the  Ckjnamit- 
tee  on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3244.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman  of  the 
Board,  National  Credit  Union  Administra- 
tion, transmitting  the  semiannual  report  on 
activities  of  the  inspector  general  for  the  pe- 
riod October  1,  1995,  through  March  31.  1996, 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  app.  (Insp.  Gen.  Act) 
section  5(b);  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3245.  A  letter  from  the  Independent  Coun- 
sel, Office  of  Independent  Counsel,  transmit- 
ting the  1995  annual  report  in  compliance 
with  the  Inspector  General  Act  Amendments 
of  1988.  pursuant  to  Public  Law  100-504.  sec- 
tion 104(a)  (102  Stat.  2525);  to  the  Committee 
on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3246.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Personnel  Management,  transmitting  the  Of- 
fice's final  rule— Allowances  and  Differen- 
tials; Separate  Maintenance  Allowance  for 
Duty  at  Johnston  Island  (RIN:  3206-AH17)  re- 
ceived May  28,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3247.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Personnel  Management,  transmitting  the  Of- 
fice's final  rule— Prevailing  Rate  System; 
Abolishment  of  Merced,  CA,  Nonappropriated 
Fund  Wage  Area  (RIN:  3206-AH30)  received 
May  28.  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3248.  A  letter  li'om  the  Chairman.  Securi- 
ties and  Exchange  Commission,  transmitting 
the  semiannual  report  on  activities  of  the  in- 
spector general  for  the  period  October  1, 1995, 
through  March  31,  1996,  and  the  semiannual 
management  report  for  the  same  period,  also 
the  inspector  general's  first  5-year  strategic 
plan,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  app.  (Insp.  Gen. 
Act)  section  5(b);  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3249.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Land  and  Minerals  Management,  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior,  transmitting  the  De- 
partment's final  rule— Royalty  Relief  for 
Producing    Leases    and    Certain    Existing 


Leases  in  Deep  Water  (Mineral  Management 
Service)  (BIN:  1010-AC13)  received  May  30, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Resources. 

3250.  A  letter  f^m  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks.  Department 
of  the  Interior,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule— Oregon  Caves  National 
Monument.  Admission  to  Caves  (National 
Park  Service)  (RIN:  1024-AC26)  received  May 
30,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to 
the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3251.  A  letter  fi^m  the  Chairman.  Mis- 
sissippi River  Corridor  Study  Commission, 
transmitting  the  Commission's  reports  enti- 
tled "Mississippi  River  Corridor  Study  Vol- 
ume 1:  Feasibility  Report"  and  "Mississippi 
River  Corridor  Study  Volume  2:  Inventory  of 
Resources  and  Significance",  pursuant  to 
Public  Law  101-398.  section  9(b)  (104  Stat. 
859);  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3252.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Legislative  Affairs,  Depart- 
ment of  State,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule — Foreign  Prohibitions  on 
Longshore  Work  by  United  States  Nationals 
(Bureau  of  Economic  and  Business  Affairs) 
(22  CFR  Part  89)  received  May  28.  1996,  pursu- 
ant to  5  U.S.C.  a01(a)(lXA):  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 

3253.  A  letter  from  the  President  and  Exec- 
utive Director,  National  Mining  Hall  of 
Fame  and  Museum,  transmitting  the  Muse- 
um's 1995  audited  financial  statement  and  a 
copy  of  form  990  which  was  filed  with  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Service,  pursuant  to  36 
U.S.C.  4111;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 

3254.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Labor, 
transmitting  the  Department's  report  enti- 
tled "Effects  of  the  Immigration  Reform  and 
Control  Act:  C^iaracteristics  and  Labor  Mar- 
ket Behavior  of  the  Legalized  Population 
Five  Years  Following  Legalization."  pursu- 
ant to  section  404(c)  of  the  Immigration  Re- 
form and  Control  Act  of  1986  [IRCA];  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

3255.  A  letter  trom  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Amendment  to 
Class  E  Airspace;  Pittsfield,  MA  (Docket  No. 
96-ANE-12)  (RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0027)  re- 
ceived May  30.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3256.  A  letter  Crom  the  C^neral  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Amendment  to 
Class  E  Airspace;  Ely.  NV  (Docket  No.  96- 
AWP-5)  (RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1966-0028)  received 
May  30.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Conmiittee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3257.  A  letter  from  the  (General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Emergency  No- 
tice of  Enforcement  Policy  (RIN:  2120-ZZOl) 
received  May  30,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3258.  A  letter  ftom  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Special  Use 
Airspace.  Technical  Amendment  (Docket  No. 
73-8)  (RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1966-0029)  received 
May  30.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3259.  A  letter  fit)m  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Removal  of 
Class  D  Airspace;  K.I.  Sawyer  (AFB).  MI 
(Docket  No.  95-AGL-4)  (REN:  2120-AA66) 
(1996-0024)  received  May  30.  1996.  pursuant  to 


5  U.S.C.  801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3260.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Modification  of 
the  Offutt  AFB.  Class  C  Airspace  Area;  NE 
(Docket  No.  95-AWA-7)  (RIN:  2120-AA66) 
(1996-0023)  received  May  30.  1996.  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3261.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Airworthiness 
Directives;  Robinson  Helicopter  Company 
Model  R22  Helicopters  (Docket  No.  95-SW-27- 
AD)  (RIN:  2:20-AA64)  received  May  30.  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlKA);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Transportation  and  Infrastruc- 
ture. 

3262.  A  letter  from  the  (General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Airworthiness 
Directives;  Robinson  Helicopter  (Company 
Model  R44  Helicopters  (Docket  No.  (95-SW- 
32-AD)  (RIN:  212tV-AA64)  received  May  30. 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  SOKaXlXA);  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

3263.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Airworthiness 
Directives:  Israel  Aircraft  Industries  (LAI). 
Ltd.,  Model  1125  Westwlnd  Astra  Series  Air- 
planes (Docket  No.  95-NM-9*-AD)  (RIN:  2120- 
AA64)  received  May  30,  1996.  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(aKlXA);  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3264.  A  letter  from  the  (General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Airworthiness 
Directives;  Beech  Aircraft  Corporation 
Model  C90A  Airplanes  (Docket  No.  9S-CE-82- 
AD)  (RIN:  2120- AA64)  received  May  30,  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Transportation  and  Infrastruc- 
ture. 

3265.  A  letter  from  the  C^neral  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Airworthiness 
Directives;  McDonnell  Douglas  Model  DC-9 
Series  Airplanes  (Docket  No.  95-NM-145-AD) 
(RIN:  2120-AA64)  received  May  30,  1996,  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  SOKaXlXA):  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3266.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Airworthiness 
Directives;  McDonnell  Douglas  Model  DC-9- 
80  Series  Airplanes  and  Model  MD-88  Air- 
planes (Docket  No.  95-NM-98-AD)  (RIN:  2130- 
AA64)  received  May  30,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3267.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Airworthiness 
Directives:  Saab  Model  SAAB  2000  Series 
Airplanes  (Docket  No.  9&-NM-102-AD)  (RIN: 
2120-AA64)  received  May  30,  1996.  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(aXl)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3268.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transiwrtation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Periodic  Up- 
dates to  the  Pipeline  Safety  Regulations  (Re- 
search and  Special  Programs  Administra- 
tion) received  May  30.  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infras*njcture. 

3269.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Transportation 
for  Individuals  With  Disabilities  (Misc. 
Amendments)  Correction  to  Final  Rule  pub- 
lished May  21.   1996  (RIN:  2105-AC13)  (1996- 
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0001)  received  May  30,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Comnuttee  on 
Trunaportatlon  and  Infrastructure. 

3270.  A  letter  trom  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting: 
the  Department's  final  rule — Revision  of 
State  Participation  Program  (RIN:  2130- 
ABOe)  received  May  3D,  1996.  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(lKA);  to  the  Conunlttee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3271.  A  letter  Crom  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Safety  Zone 
Regulations:  Delaware  Bay,  Delaware  River. 
Salem  River,  NJ  [CGD  05-96-090]  received 
May  30.  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
SOKaXlXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tatJon  and  Inf^-astructure. 

3272.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  Qnal  rule— Special  Local 
Regulations;  Miami  Super  Boat  Race;  Miami 
Beach,  FL  [CGD  07-96-018]  (RIN:  2115-AE46) 
received  May  30.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(aKl)(A);  to  the  Coramittee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3273.  A  letter  trom  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Safety  Zone: 
Empire  State  Regatta,  Albany,  NY  [CGD  01- 
96-023]  (RIN:  2115-AA97)  received  May  30, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Inf^- 
strncture. 

3274.  A  letter  trom  the  (Seneral  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Periodic  In- 
spection and  Testing  of  Cylinders  [Docket 
No.  HM-220A,  Amendment  Numbers  171-143, 
173-251]  (RIN:  2137-AC5e)  received  May  30, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)a)(A)  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infta- 
structare. 

3275.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Revision  of 
Miscellaneous  Hazardous  Materials  Regula- 
tions; Regulatory  Review  [Docket  HM-222B; 
Amendment  Numbers  171-145,  17^149,  173-253. 
176-40,  177-87,  178-116,  and  180-9]  (RIN:  2137- 
AC76)  received  May  30,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infirastructure. 

3276.  A  letter  from  the  (General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Federal  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standards;  Air  Brake  Sys- 
tems [Docket  No.  96-050,  Notice  1]  (RIN:  2127- 
A(i31)  received  May  30,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  80l(AXl)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Inftastructure. 

3277.  A  letter  trom  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Electric  Engi- 
neering Requirements  for  Merchant  Vessels 
(U.S.  Coast  Guard)  [CGD  94-108]  (RIN:  2115- 
AFa4)  received  May  30.  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3278.  A  letter  ftom  the  Acting  Adminis- 
trator, General  Services  Administration, 
transmitting  informational  copies  of  3  lease 
prospectuses  for  the  Department  of  Defense 
in  northern  Virginia,  pursuant  to  40  U.S.C. 
606(a);  to  the  Committee  on  Transportation 
and  Infrastructure. 

3279.  A  letter  ftom  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulations  Management,  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule— National  Cemeteries  (RIN: 
2900-AI06)  received  May  29.  1996.  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Veterans'  Affairs. 

3280.  A  letter  ftom  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulations    Management,    Department    of 


Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule— Delegations  of  Authority: 
Tort  Claims  and  Debt  Collection  (RIN:  2900- 
ail3)  received  May  30,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Vet- 
erans' Affairs. 

3281.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulations  Management,  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule— Gender  Policy  for  VA  Pub- 
lications and  Other  Conmiunication  (RIN: 
2900-aI09)  received  May  30.  1996,  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to  the  Committee  on 
Veterans'  Affairs. 

3282.  A  letter  trom  the  Regulatory  Policy 
Officer,  Bureau  of  Alcohol,  Tobacco  and 
Firearms,  transmitting  the  Bureau's  final 
rule— Basic  Permit  Requirements  Under  the 
Federal  Alcohol  Administration  Act,  Non- 
industrial  Use  of  Spirits  and  Wine,  Bulk 
Sales  and  Bottling  of  Distilled  Spirits  (95R^ 
023P)  (RIN:  1512-AB  43)  received  May  29. 1996, 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means. 

3283.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Employment  and  Training,  Department 
of  Labor,  transmitting  the  Department's 
final  rule — Unemployment  Insurance  Pro- 
gram Letter  No.  22-96  received  May  29,  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Ways  and  Means. 

3284.  A  letter  trom  the  Chief,  Regulations 
Unit,  Internal  Revenue  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule— Weighted  Average 
Interest  Rate  Update  (Notice  96-32)  received 
May  28,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Osmmittee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

3285.  A  letter  from  the  Chief,  Regulations 
Unit,  Internal  Revenue  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule — Examination  of  re- 
turns and  claims  for  refund,  credit,  or  abate- 
ment; determination  of  correct  tax  liability 
(Revenue  Procedure  96-33)  received  May  28, 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

3286.  A  letter  from  the  Chief,  Regulations 
Unit,  Internal  Revenue  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule— Weighted  Average 
Interest  Rate  Update  (Notice  96-24)  received 
May  30,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

3287.  A  letter  from  the  Chief,  Regulations 
Unit,  Internal  Revenue  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule— Reporting  of  Non- 
payroll  Withheld  Tax  Liabilities  (RIN:  1545- 
AT86)  received  May  30,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

3288.  A  letter  from  the  Chief,  Regulations 
Unit,  Internal  Revenue  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule — Pajrment  by  Em- 
ployer of  Expenses  for  Meals  and  Entertain- 
ment, Club  Dues,  and  Spousal  Travel  (RIN: 
1545-AS74)  received  May  30,  1996,  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

3289.  A  letter  Crom  the  Chief,  Regulations 
Unit,  Internal  Revenue  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule — Closing  Agreements 
(Revenue  Procedure  96-29)  received  May  30, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  SOKaXlXA);  to  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

3290.  A  letter  from  the  Chief,  Regulations 
Unit,  Internal  Revenue  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule — Refund  Requests 
under  Section  4972(c)(6)  (Announcement  96- 
26)  received  May  30, 1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

3291.  A  letter  trom  the  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Legislative  Affairs,  Depart- 
ment of  State,  transnaitting  notification  of 


the  Department's  intent  to  provide  $8  mil- 
lion in  fiscal  year  1996  funds  for  the  purpose 
of  supporting  the  Organization  for  Security 
and  Cooperation  in  Europe's  [OSCHE]  efforts 
to  supervise  and  monitor  Bosnian  elections, 
as  called  for  in  the  Dayton  Accords,  pursu- 
ant to  22  U.S.C.  2394-l(a)  and  Public  Law  104- 
107,  section  515  (110  Stat.  726);  jointly,  to  the 
Conunittee  on  International  Relations  and 
Appropriations. 

3292.  A  letter  trom  the  Acting  Adminis- 
trator, Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment, transmitting  the  Agency's  report  cov- 
ering allocations  under  the  economic  sup- 
port fund  and  international  organizations 
and  programs  accounts,  pursuant  to  22  U.S.C. 
2413(a)  and  Public  Law  104-107,  section  515 
(110  Stat.  726);  jointly,  to  the  Committee  on 
International  Relations  and  Appropriations. 

3293.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture, transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed  leg- 
islation entitled  the  "Plant  Protection  Act"; 
jointly,  to  the  Conunittee  on  Agriculture, 
Ways  and  Means,  and  the  Judiciary. 

3294.  A  letter  trom  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture, transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed  leg- 
islation entitled  the  "Animal  Health  Protec- 
tion Act";  jointly,  to  the  Committee  on  Ag- 
riculture, Ways  and  Means,  and  the  Judici- 
ary. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEE  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  xm,  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  SPENCE:  Committee  on  National  Se- 
curity. H.R.  2754.  A  bill  to  approve  and  im- 
plement the  OECD  Shipbuilding  Trade 
Agreement;  with  an  amendment  (Rept.  104- 
524,  Pt.  2).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  (K)SS:  Committee  on  Rules.  House 
Resolution  445.  Resolution  providing  for  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (H.R.  3540)  making  ap- 
propriations for  foreign  operations,  export  fi- 
nancing, and  related  programs  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  September  30,  1997,  and  for  other 
purposes  (Rept.  104-601).  Referred  to  the 
House  C^alendar. 


TIME  LIMITATION  OF  REFERRED 
BILL 

Pursuant  to  clause  5  of  rule  X  the  fol- 
lowing action  was  taken  by  the  Speak- 
er: 

HJl.  3107.  Referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  extended  for  a  period  ending 
not  later  than  June  7, 1996. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXn.  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mr.  OXLEY  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Manton): 
H.R.  3553.  A  bill   to  amend  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission  Act  to  authorize  appro- 
priations for  the  Federal  Trade  Commission; 
to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

By  Mr.  BRYANT  of  Tennessee  (for  him- 
self, Mr.  Tanner,  Mr.  Hhxeary,  Mr. 
Clement,  Mr.  Docan,  and  Mr.  Wamp): 
H.R.  3554.  A  bill  to  authorize  immediate 
baying  and  grazing  during  1996  on  certain 
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lands  enrolled  in  the  conservation  reserve 
program  in  the  State  of  Tennessee;  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture. 

By  Mr.  GREENWCX)D: 
H.R.  3555.  A  bill  to  provide  for  payment 
under  the  Medicare  Program  for  transjwr- 
tation  costs  of  portable  ultrasound  equip- 
ment for  diagn^ostic  tests  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  payment  is  made  for  transportation 
costs  of  portable  x  ray  equipment;  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce,  and  in  addition  to 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  for  a  pe- 
riod to  be  subsequently  determined  by  the 
Speaker,  in  each  case  for  consideration  of 
such  provisions  as  fall  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  committee  concerned. 

By  Mr.  HANSEN: 
H.R.  3556.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Truth  in 
Lending  Act  to  require  notice  of  cancellation 
rights  with  respect  to  private  mortgage  in- 
surance which  is  required  by  a  creditor  as  a 
condition  for  entering  into  a  residential 
mortgage  transaction,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  (Committee  on  Banking  and  Fi- 
nancial Services. 

By  Mr.  HILLIARD: 
H.R.  3557.  A  bill  to  direct  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  convey  the  Marion  National 
Fish  Hatchery  to  the  State  of  Alabama;  to 
the  Committee  on  Resources. 

By  Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida  (for  herself. 
Mrs.  CIIOLLINS  of  Dlinois,  Ms.  Ros- 
LEHTINEN,    Mr.    HILLIARD.    Mr.    DIAZ- 

Bauvrt.   Mr.   Dellums.   Mr.   DrxoN, 

Ms.    MiLLENDER-MCDONALD,    MS.    WA- 
TERS,   Ms.    Brown    of    Florida,    Mr. 
Hastings  of  Florida,  Mr.  Johnston  of 
Florida.  Mr.  Bishop,  Mr.  Lewis  of 
Georgia.  Ms.  McKinney.  Mr.  Rush, 
Mr.  Jackson,  Mr.  Fields  of  Louisi- 
ana, Mr.  Jefferson.  Mr.  Cummings. 
Mr.  Wynn.  Mr.  Conyers,  Miss  Col- 
lins   of   Michigan,    Mr.    Clay,    Mr. 
Thompson,  Mr.  Menendez,  Mr.  Payne 
of    New    Jersey,    Mr.    Flake,    Mr. 
Owens.  Mr.  Rangel.  Mr.  Towns,  Mrs. 
Clayton,  Mr.  Watt  of  North  Caro- 
lina, Mr.  Fattah,  Mr.  Clyburn,  Ms. 
Jackson-lee,    Ms.    Eddie    Bernice 
Johnson  of  Texas,  Mr.  Lantos,  Mr. 
Pastor,    Ms.    Roybal-allard,    Mr. 
Torres,  Mr.  Frazer,  and  Ms.  Nor- 
ton): 
H.R.  3558.  A  bill  to  provide  for  greater  ac- 
curacy in  the  2000  decennial  census  of  popu- 
lation, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee  on  Government  Reform   and  Over- 
sight, and  in  addition  to  the  Committees  on 
Ways  and  Means,   Agriculture,   Commerce. 
Economic    and    Educational    Opportunities, 
and  Banking  and  Financial  Services,  for  a 
period  to  be  subsequently  determined  by  the 
Speaker,  in  each  case  for  consideration  of 
such  provisions  as  fall  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  committee  concerned. 

By  Mr.  NETHERCUTT  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Hastings  of  Washington): 
H.R.  3559.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1986  to  provide  a  deduction  for 
a  portion  of  the  fiscal  year  1996  transitional 
payment    under    the    Agricultural    Market 
Transition  Act  which  is  deposited  into  a  re- 
serve against  future  farm  losses;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means. 
By  Mr.  RANGEL. 
H.R.  3560.  A  bill  to  designate  the  Federal 
building  located  at  290  Broadway  in  New 
York,  NY,  as  the  "Ronald  H.  Brown  Federal 
Building";  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

By  Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey: 
H.R.  3561.  A  bill  to  provide  greater  author- 
ity for  the  Secretary  of  Veterans  Affairs  to 
share  health-care  resources  of  the  Depart- 


ment of  Veterans  Affairs,  to  provide  en- 
hanced administrative  flexibility  in  carrying 
out  health-care  resources  sharing  agree- 
ments, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Veterans'  Affairs. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXn,  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows: 

H.R.  40:  Ms.  WoOLSETi'. 

H.R.  469:  Mr.  Watts  of  Oklahoma. 

H.R.  580:  Mr.  COLLINS  of  Georgia. 

H.R.  773:  Mr.  Engush  Of  Pennsylvania. 

H.R.  789:  Mr.  COBURN. 

H.R.  974:  Mr.  Farr  and  Ms.  Woolsey. 

H.R.  987:  Mr.  DORNAN. 

H.R.  997:  Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio. 

H.R.  1090:  Mr.  ORTIZ,  Mr.  Gonzalez,  and 
Mr.  Bevill. 

H.R.  1386:  Mr.  Sam  Johnson,  Mr.  Longley, 
and  Mr.  SCHIFF. 

H.R.  1406:  Mr.  GREEN  of  Texas. 

H.R.  1425:  Mrs.  (3henoweth. 

H.R.  1462:  Mr.  BEVILL,  Mr.  Cramer.  Mr. 

FREUNGHirYSEN,    Mr.    ROEMER.    Mr.    DEAL    Of 

(Jeorgia,  Mr.  Gordon.  Ms.  Brown  of  Florida, 
Mr.  Johnson  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Ward, 
Mr.  Callahan.  Mr.  Dooley.  and  Mr.  Jack- 
son. 

H.R.  1876:  Mr.  Rohrabacher. 

H.R.  1946:  Mr.  Lucas.  Mr.  Traficant.  Mr. 
Brownback,  and  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana. 

H.R.  1972:  Mr.  MONTGOMERY  and  Mr. 
NUSSLE. 

H.R.  2026:  Mr.  MURTHA,  Mr.  BROWN  of  Cali- 
fornia, Mr.  Everett,  Mr.  Hunter,  Mr.  Coble, 
Mr.  Wamp,  Mr.  BONO,  Mr.  Dooltttle,  Mr. 
BoNiLLA,  Mr.  Watts  of  Oklahoma,  Mr. 
Upton,  Mr.  Ramstad,  Mr.  Pombo,  Mr.  Acker- 
man,  Mr.  TORKILDSEN,  Mr.  Hancock,  and  Mr. 

SOUDER. 

H.R.  2144:  Mr.  MclNNlS. 

H.R.  2247:  Mr.  LaTourette  and  Mr.  SOLO- 
MON. 

H.R.  2320:  Mr.  DEUTSCH,  Mr.  CRAPO,  Ms. 
Ros-Lehtojen,  and  Mr.  McHugh. 

H.R.       2400:       Mr.       GORDON       and      Mr. 

NETHERCUTT. 

H.R.  2508:  Mr.  Rohrabacher. 

H.R.  2548:  Mr.  ROMERO-Barcelo. 

H.R.  2566:  Mr.  McHalE. 

H.R.  2579:  Mr.  HORN,  Mr.  Baldacci,  Ms. 
Slaughter,  Mr.  Poweboy,  and  Mr.  Sanders. 

H.R.  2587:  Mr.  WELDON  of  Pennsylvania. 

H.R.  2598:  Mr.  BEREUTER. 

H.R.  2607:  Mr.  Romero-Barcelo. 

H.R.  2751:  Mr.  BORSKI. 

H.R.  2757:  Mr.  NEAL  of  Massachusetts,  Ms. 
Slaughter,  Mr.  Torkildsen,  and  Mr.  Gil- 
man. 

H.R.  2807:  Ms.  McKiNNEV.  Mr.  BiLBRAY.  Mr. 
Largent.  and  Mr.  Bereuter. 

H.R.  2834:  Mr.  FROST. 

H.R.  2844:  Mr.  STUPAK,  Mr.  DELLUMS,  Mrs. 
Kennelly,  Mr.  FOhEY,  Mr.  LaFalce,  and  Mr. 
Borski. 

H.R.  2900:  Mr.  Wamp,  Mr.  Gallegly.  Mr. 
Barton  of  Texas,  Mr.  Spratt.  Mr.  Hoyer. 
Mr.  Hansen.  Mr.  Luther.  Mr.  Klug.  Mr. 
Barrett  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Green  of  Texas. 
Mr.  Oxley.  Mr.  Walsh.  Mr.  Tanner.  Mr. 
Pomeroy,  and  Mr.  McCrery. 

H.R.  2911:  Mr.  Taylor  of  North  Carolina. 

H.R.  2925:  Mr.  Longley  and  Mr.  Deal  of 
Georgia. 

H.R.  2927:  Mr.  Calvert. 

H.R.  2943:  Mr.  KENTiEDY  of  Rhode  Island. 

H.R.  2951:  Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  FLAKE.  Mr. 
BERMAN.  and  Mr.  Olver. 

H.R.  2958:  Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota. 

H.R.  2976:  Mr.  KLINK,  Mr.  MARTINEZ,  Mr. 
Brown  of  California,  and  Mr.  Nussle. 


H.R.  2995:  Mr.  OILMAN  and  Mr.  McDermoTT. 

H.R.  3079:  Mr.  Norwood. 

H.R.    3118:    Mr.    SCARBOROUGH    and    Mrs. 

LOWEY. 

H.R.  3119:  Mr.  McDermott.  Mr.  LONGLEi'. 
Mr.  Engush  of  Pennsylvania,  Mrs.  Lowey. 
and  Mrs.  Thurman. 

H.R.  3138:  Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  Florida. 

H.R.  3142:  Mr.  GiLLMOR.  Ms.  SLAUGHTER, 
and  Mrs.  Myrick. 

H.R.  3147:  Mr.  CONorr. 

H.R.  3167:  Mr.  Camp. 

H.R.  3187:  Mr.  Shays.  Mr.  Evans.  Mr. 
Flake,    Ms.    McKinney,    Mr.    Bishop,    Ms. 

MiLLENDER-McDONALD,      Mr.      JACKSON,      Mt. 

Lewis  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida. 
Mr.  Watt  of  North  Carolina.  Mr.  Stokes.  Mr. 
CLAY.  Ms.  Waters.  Mr.  Rush,  Mr.  Fazio  of 
California.  Mr.  Gutierrez.  Mrs.  Clayton. 
Ms.  Jackson-Lee.  Mrs.  Meek  of  Florida.  Mr. 
Scott.  Mr.  McNulty.  Mr.  Richardson.  Mr. 
Green  of  Texas,  and  Mr.  Coleman. 

H.R.  3195:  Mr.  COBLE,  Mr.  KINGSTON,  and 
Mr.  Deal  of  Georgia. 

H.R.  3203:  Mr.  HORN,  Mr.  TORRES,  Mr.  FlL- 
ner,  Mr.  METCALF.  and  Mrs.  Smtth  of  Wash- 
ington. 

H.R.  3204:  Mr.  HORN.  Mr.  TORRES.  Mr.  FlL- 
NER.  Mr.  METCALF.  and  Mrs.  Smtth  of  Wash- 
ington. 

H.R.  3205:  Mr.  HORN.  Mr.  TORRES.  Mr.  FlL- 
NER.  Mr.  METCALF.  and  Mrs.  SMTTH  of  Wash- 
ington. 

H.R.  3247:  Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  FRANK  of  Mas- 
sachusetts, and  Ms.  FunsE. 

H.R.  3252:  Ms.  Kaptur,  Ms.  NORTON.  Mrs. 
Meek   of   Florida,    Mr.    Conyers,    and   Mr. 

BONIOR. 

H.R.   3293:   Ms.   Ro^'BAL-ALLARD   and  Mrs. 

MORELLA. 

H.R.  3310:  Mr.  BARRETT  of  Nebraska  and 
Mr.  Miller  of  Florida. 

H.R.  3311:  Mr.  KLINK. 

H.R.  3331:  Ms.  SLAUGHTER,  Ms.  Kaptur,  Mr. 
Bentsen.  Ms.  Woolsey.  Mr.  Gutierrez.  Mr. 
Flake.  Mr.  Calvert,  and  Mr.  Romero- 
Barcelo. 

H.R.  3332:  Ms.  DeLauro  and  Ms.  Bbown  of 
Florida. 

H.R.  3357:  Mr.  YaTES.  Mrs.  SCHROEDER. 
Mrs.  Maloney.  Mr.  Frost.  Mr.  Wynn.  Mr. 
Dellums.  Mr.  Filner.  and  Ms.  Lofgren. 

H.R.  3358:  Mr.  YaTES.  Mrs.  SCHROEDER, 
Mrs.  Maloney,  Mr.  Frost.  Mr.  wynn,  Mr. 
Dellums,  Mr.  Filner,  and  Ms.  Lofgren. 

H.R.  3359:  Mr.  Yates,  Mrs.  Schroeder,  Mr. 
Maloney.  Mr.  Frost,  Mr.  wynn,  Mr.  Del- 
lums, Mr.  Filner,  and  Ms.  Lofgren. 

H.R.  3360:  Mr.  Yates,  Mrs.  SCHROEDER, 
Mrs.  Maloney,  Mr.  Frost,  Mr.  Wynn,  Mr. 
DELLUMS,  Mr.  Filner,  and  Ms.  Lofgren. 

H.R.  3361:  Mr.  YATES,  Mrs.  SCHROEDER, 
Mrs.  Maloney,  Mr.  Frost.  Mr.  Wynn,  Mr. 
Dellums,  Mr.  Filner.  and  Ms.  Lofgren. 

H.R.  3362:  Ms.  Roybal-Allard.  Ms.  Jack- 
SON-LEE.  and  Mr.  Holden. 

H.R.  3379:  Ms.  FURSE. 

H.R.  3391:  Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Whttfteld.  and 
Mr.  Porter. 

H.R.  3396:  Mr.  Smtth  of  Texas.  Mr.  McInnis. 
Mr.  HUTCHINSON.  Mr.  Christensen.  Mr.  Scar- 
borough. Mr.  Brownback.  Mr.  Baker  of  Cali- 
fornia, Mr.  Chambliss.  Mr.  Young  of  Alaska. 
Mr.  METCALF,  Mr.  GUTKNECHT,  Mr. 
Heineman,  Mr.  HoEKSTRA,  Mr.  Jones,  Mr. 
Wamp,  Mr.  Lewis  of  Kentucky,  Mr.  Greene 
of  Utah.  Mrs.  Seastrand.  Mr.  Hoke,  Mr.  Km, 
and  Mrs.  CuBiN. 

H.R.  3421:  Mr.  CLEMENT. 

H.R.  3431:  Mr.  COBURN. 

H.R.  3443:  Mr.  MANTON,  Ms.  SLAUGHTER, 
Mr.  Rahall,  Mr.  GREEN  of  Texas,  Mr.  Nad- 
LER,  Mr.  Deutsch,  Mr.  Yates,  Mr.  Flake, 
Mrs.  Johnson  of  Connecticut,  Mr.  Pallone. 
and  Mrs.  Clayton. 
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H.R.  3447:  Mr.  Brownback,  Mr.  LDJDER,  Mr. 
Hancock,  and  Mr.  miller  of  Florida. 

H.R.  3449:  Mr.  TEJEDA. 

H.R.  3451:  Mr.  Canady,  Mr.  Sensen- 
BRENNER,  and  Mr.  Calvert. 

H.R.  3468:  Mr.  HORN,  and  Mr.  Vento. 

H.R.  3496:  Mr.  JACOBS. 

H.R.  3S08:  Mr.  FOLEY,  Mr.  Mn.LER  of  Flor- 
ida, and  Mr.  Romero-Barcelo. 

H.R.  3511:  Mr.  Boucher,  Ms.  Eddie  Bernice 
JOHNSON  of  Texas,  Mr.  Hilliard,  Ms.  Nor- 
ton, and  Ms.  Lofgren. 

H.R.  3525:  Mr.  HEINEMAN. 

H.R.  3527:  Mr.  Brown  of  California. 

H.  Con.  Res.  10:  Mr.  Edwards. 

H.  Con.  Res.  47:  Mr.  ROSE,  Mrs.  CLAYTON, 
and  Mr.  Jones. 

H.  Con.  Res.  100:  Mr.  Ballenger,  Mr.  Barr, 
Mr.  Blilet,  Mr.  BONO,  Mr.  Burton  of  Indi- 
ana. Mr.  Calvert,  Mr.  Collins  of  Georgia, 
Ms.  Dunn  of  Washingrton,  Mr.  Fields  of 
Texas.  Mr.  Hobson,  Mr.  Linder.  Mr.  Mica, 
Mr.  Ney.  Mr.  Stump,  Mr.  Torkildsen,  Mrs. 
VucANOVicH,  and  Mr.  Weller. 

H.  Con.  Res.  181:  Mr.  COMBEST. 

H.  Res.  429:  Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts. 
Mr.  Scarborough,  Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio,  and 
Mr.  Traficant. 

H.  Res.  439:  Mr.  FOLEY. 

H.  Res.  441:  Mr.  Ney,  Mr.  Romero-Barcelo, 
Mr.  Levin,  Mr.  Manton.  and  Mr.  Torkil- 
dsen. 


AMENDMENTS 
Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXm.  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana 
AMENDMENT  No.  1:  Page  7.  line  22,  after  the 
dollar  amount,   insert  the  following:   "(re- 
duced by  $144,000,000)". 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana 
Amendment  No.  2:  Page  7,  line  22,  after  the 
dollar  amount,   insert  the  following:   "(re- 
duced by  $152,296,000)". 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana 
Amendment  no.  3:  Page  7,  line  22,  after  the 
dollar  amount,   insert  the  following:   "(re- 
duced by  $8,296,000)". 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana 
Amendment  No.  4:  Page  13,  line  11,  after 
the  dollar  amount,  insert  the  following:  "(re- 
duced by  $46,554,000)". 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana 
Amendment  No.  5:  Page  97.  after  line  5.  in- 
sert the  following  new  section: 


limitation  on  assistance  for  INDIA 


Sec.  573.  Not  more  than  $48,674,000  of  the 
funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  under  the 
heading  "Development  Assistance"  may  be 
made  available  to  the  Government  of  India, 
or  to  nongovernmental  organizations  and 
private  voluntary  organizations  operating 
within  India. 

H.R.  3540 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Lightfoot 

AMENDMENT  No.  6:  Page  2,  line  25,  after  the 
dollar  amount,  insert  the  following:  "(in- 
creased by  $64,000,000)". 

Page  7,  line  22,  after  the  dollar  amount,  in- 
sert the  following:  "(reduced  by  $60,000,000)". 

Page  13,  line  11,  after  the  dollar  amount, 
insert  the  following:  "(reduced  by 
$4,000,000)". 

H.R.  3540 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Visclosky 

AMENDMENT  No.  7:  Page  85.  line  16.  insert 
after  "Funds"  the  following:  "(other  than 
funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  under  the 
heading  'Economic  Support  Fund')". 
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12TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  THE  MAS- 
SACRE AT  THE  GOLDEN  TEMPLE 
OF  AMRTTSAR 


HON.  DAN  BURTON 

of  INDIANA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  commemorate  a  sad  date — the  12th 
anniversary  of  the  Indian  Govemmenrs  brutal 
attack  on  the  Golden  Temple— the  holiest 
shrine  of  the  Sikh  religion.  This  military  as- 
sault, whrch  many  of  my  colleagues  will  re- 
memljer  vivklly,  took  place  in  June  1984,  in 
the  state  of  Punjab. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Gokjen  Temple  is  to  the 
Sikh  religion  what  the  Vatican  is  to  Christians 
or  Mecca  is  to  Muslins.  Thirty-eight  other  Sikh 
temples  were  attacked  by  the  Indian  Army 
throughout  Punjab.  In  all,  more  than  20,000 
Sikhs  were  killed  by  Indian  forces  in  these  at- 
tacks, many  in  brutal  mass  executions.  Many 
unarmed  civilians  were  shot  at  point-t)lank 
range. 

The  entire  world  was  appalled  by  this 
senseless  attack.  Indian  soldiers  bumed  the 
Golden  Temple's  library,  which  contained 
countless  original  manuscripts  of  Sikh  scrip- 
tures. The  Sikh  holy  book— the  Gum  Granth 
Sahib— was  shot  full  of  holes.  This  brutal  re- 
pression of  the  Sikh  people  and  the  Sikh  reli- 
gion was  condemned  by  governments  around 
the  worid.  For  the  Sikh  people,  it  crystallized 
the  growing  movement  for  an  independent 
homeland  by  the  name  of  Khalistan. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  GokJen  Temple  massacre 
kicked  off  a  wave  of  repression  that  has  not 
abated  to  this  day.  More  than  1.1  million  In- 
dian soldiers  occupy  Punjab  and  the  neighbor- 
ing state  of  Kashmir  today.  Over  the  last  12 
years,  they  have  released  a  reign  of  terror 
over  both  the  Sikh  and  Kashmiri  people — in- 
cluding widespread  torture,  summary  execu- 
tions, gang  rapes  of  women,  atxluctions,  and 
disappearances  of  innocent  civilians.  It  has 
been  estimated  by  many  that  over  150,000 
Sikhs  have  died  in  the  violence  since  the  at- 
tack at  the  Goklen  Temple. 

The  recent  election  results  and  the  growing 
strength  of  the  Hindu  fundamentalist  BJP  party 
offer  littie  hope  for  improvement  in  Iridia's 
record  of  abuse.  India  now  has  its  third  gov- 
ernment in  3  weeks.  Now  more  than  ever,  it 
is  especially  important  that  governments 
arourxj  the  worid  mark  the  anniversary  of  the 
attack  on  the  Golden  Temple  by  urging  the  In- 
dian Government  to  exercise  restraint  and  re- 
spect the  rights  of  all  people  to  denxxracy, 
self-determination,  and  freedom  from  human 
rights  atxises. 

I  urge  all  of  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  co- 
sponsoring  H.R.  1425,  which  woukJ  cut  off  de- 
velopment aid  to  India  until  it  respects  human 
rights,  and  House  Concunent  Resolution  32, 
which  calls  for  self-determination  for  the  Sikh 


people,  who  have  suffered  for  too  long  under 
a  repressive  regime. 


THE  TAYLOR  AUDUBON  STUDENTS 
AND  SCHOLARS  PROGRAMS 


HON.  BOB  LIVINGSTON 

of  LOUISIANA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday,  May  30, 1996 
Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
take  this  opportunity  and  express  my  support 
for  a  program  in  my  district,  the  Taylor  Audu- 
bon Students  and  Scholars  Program.  This  pro- 
gram provides  positive  incentives  to  our  youth 
to  stay  in  school  arxl  achieve  good  grades. 

Under  the  Taylor  program,  ail  Louisiana  stu- 
dents in  grades  7  through  12,  who  complete 
the  school  year  with  good  grades,  will  tie 
awarded  private  memberships  in  the  Aquarium 
of  the  Americas  arxl  the  Audubon  Zoo.  Spe- 
cifically, all  students  with  an  overall  grade 
point  average  of  2.5  or  higher  will  earn  a  free 
year's  membership  in  the  aquarium.  Students 
finishing  with  a  grade  point  average  of  3.0  or 
higher  will  qualify  for  the  Sctx)lars  Program, 
which  in  addition  to  the  Aquarium  member- 
ship, includes  a  free  year's  membership  in  ttie 
zoo.  I  shoukj  also  note  that  ttie  program  al- 
lows award  winning  students  to  take  their  par- 
ents to  the  aquarium  and  the  zoo  free  of 
charge  in  January  and  February. 

All  pubik;,  private,  and  parochial  school  stu- 
dents in  Orieans  Parish  in  grades  7  through 
12  are  eligible  ttiis  year.  Next  year,  ttie  pro- 
gram will  be  made  available  to  such  stjdents 
statewide. 

It  is  imperative  that  we  encourage  our  chil- 
dren to  take  their  school  worit  seriously.  Unfor- 
tunately, more  and  more  of  our  children  are 
dropping  out  of  school.  And,  despite  the  mas- 
sive expenditure  of  Federal  and  State  funds, 
we  have  seen  little  improvement  in  the  per- 
formance of  those  students  who  remain  in 
school.  For  example,  SAT  scores  have 
dropped  from  a  total  average  of  939  in  1972 
to  902  in  1994.  In  science.  17-year-okls 
scored  1 1  points  worse  than  they  (fid  in  1970. 
Reading  scores  are  also  down,  with  66  per- 
cent of  17-year-okls  not  reading  at  a  proficient 
level.  While  U.S.  students  scored  worse  than 
all  other  large  countries  except  Spain,  I  t>e- 
lieve  the  Taylor  Audutwn  Students  and  Schol- 
ars Program  will  help  reverse  ttiis  dangerous 
ti-end. 

I  am  impressed  with  how  ttie  Taylor  pro- 
gram affords  students  a  positive  incentive  to 
stay  in  school  and  improve  their  performance. 
I  hope  that  ottier  States  and  cities  will  look  to 
the  Taylor  approach  as  a  oKxlel  for  education 
improvement.  Having  visited  the  Aquarium  of 
tiie  Americas  and  the  Audubon  Zoo  myself  on 
numerous  occasions.  I  am  confident  that  all 
will  notice  the  positive  change  in  their  chil- 
dren's attitude  toward  school. 


Mr.  Patoick  Taykx,  the  father  of  this  most 
worthy  program,  deserves  our  praise  and  our 
appreciation  for  a  wonderful  contritxrtk)n  to  the 
betterment  of  our  world. 


TRIBUTE  TO  COL.  C. 
FOGLEMAN 


FRANK 


HON.  MARK  ADAM  FOLEY 

OF  FLORIDA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  honor 
and  recognize  the  retirement  of  one  of  Palm 
Beach  County's  most  prominent  arxl  re- 
spected law  enforcement  officers.  Col.  C. 
Frank  Fogleman  of  the  Palm  Beach  County 
stieriffs  office. 

Col.  Fogleman  began  his  law  enforcement 
career  in  1962  as  a  patiolman  with  the  Belle 
Glade  police  department  He  earned  the  rank 
of  detective  in  1965  and  joined  ttie  Palm 
Beach  County  sheriffs  office  as  a  detective  in 
1967. 

With  hard  work  arxj  a  professkinal  de- 
meanor, Frank  rose  through  the  ranks  of  the 
sheriffs  office  and  served  as  a  lieutenant  in 
charge  of  the  Detective  Bureau  and  Vk^e  Intel- 
ligerx^e  Unit,  as  a  captain  responsible  for  the 
Belle  Glade  substation,  and  in  1986  became  a 
major  and  director  of  the  Criminal  Investiga- 
tions Divisk>n. 

And,  since  1989,  Frank  has  served  the  citi- 
zens of  Palm  Beach  County  as  colonel,  over- 
seeing nearly  1 .000  emptoyees  in  the  uniform 
diviskxi.  This  duty  has  required  him  to  direcOy 
manage  the  road  pati-ol  diviskxi  and  smooth 
operation  of  three  substations,  atong  with  the 
airport,  marine,  rrxxjnted,  K-9,  and  aviation  di- 
visions. 

Frank's  long  service  with  the  sheriffs  office 
is  a  testament  to  his  devotion  to  publk:  serv- 
ce,  inner  drive  for  excellence  and  dedcation 
to  the  bases  tenets  of  honorable  law  enforce- 
menL  After  34  years  of  procedures,  appreherv 
sions,  reviews,  arrests,  and  budgets,  Frank 
certainly  deserves  a  chance  to  go  fishing. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  wish  to  thank  Col.  C.  Frank 
Fogleman  for  his  34  years  of  servKe  to  the 
people  of  Palm  Beach  County,  arxl  wish  Frank 
arxl  Dottie  many  erijoyable  arxl  healthy  years 
to  come. 


CONGRATULATIONS  TO  TEACHER 
MARTHA  "MARTIE"  SEMMER 


HON.  scon  McINNIS 

OF  COLORADO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  MCINNIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
honor  Martie  Semmer  of  Frisco,  CO.  Martie  is 
the  recipient  of  a  national  award  for  buikfing 


•  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appetKled,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 


12754 

community  interest  in  foreign  language  edu- 
cation. I  would  like  to  outline  just  a  few  of 
Martie's  numerous  contrixitions  to  her  profes- 
sion. 

Martie  worked  tirelessly  on  all  levels  to  bring 
her  noble  profession  the  attention  it  desen/es. 
Due  to  her  hard  work  at  the  grassroots  level, 
her  Summit  School  District  is  one  of  ttie  few 
to  have  K-12  foreign  language  offering.  But 
Martie  did  not  stop  there.  She  introduced  her 
students  to  unique  and  practk:al  applications 
of  their  krK>wledge.  Summit  School  District  stu- 
dents are  writing  to  Mexican  pen-pals,  and 
studying  in  two  languages  about  migratory 
birds. 

Maitie's  efforts  gained  ttie  attention  of  the 
Colorado  State  Legislature,  which  now  legally 
recognizes  the  foreign  language  profession.  If 
it  were  not  for  Martie's  determined  spirit,  sure- 
ly this  woukj  never  have  come  to  pass.  Both 
foreign  language  students,  and  teachers  alike, 
owe  Martie  Semmer  a  debt  of  gratitude. 

It  is  a  person  such  as  Martie  Semmer  that 
inspires  us  all  to  take  ttiat  extra  step.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  our  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
congratulating  Martie  Semmer,  a  truly  out- 
standing teacher. 


THE  SMALL  BUSmESS  JOB 
PROTECTION  ACT  OF  1996 


HON.  LINDA  SMrm 

OF  WASHINGTON 

m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mrs.  SMITH  of  Washington.  Mr.  Speaker, 
last  week,  the  House  of  Representatives 
passed  the  Small  Business  Job  Protection  Act 
of  1996  (H.R.  3448).  I  supported  this  legisla- 
tion for  several  reasons.  As  the  chairwoman  of 
the  House  Small  Business  Subcommittee  on 
Taxatkxi  aixj  Finance,  I  have  grown  increas- 
ingly aware  over  the  last  year  of  the  need  for 
a  lessened  tax  burden  on  small  business  own- 
ers. 

For  example,  ttie  extension  of  the  work  op- 
portunity tax  credit  will  mean  that  managers  of 
J.C.  Penney  stores  in  my  district  will  be  able 
to  hire  veterans  and  recipients  of  Aki  to  Fami- 
lies with  Deperxient  ChiUren.  If  we  are  serious 
about  ending  tt>e  cycle  of  dependency  that  is 
erxlemic  to  our  present  welfare  system,  we 
need  to  provide  small  businesses  with  the 
means  to  make  woik  a  viable  alternative  to 
wettare. 

The  extenskxi  of  ttie  Federal  unemployment 
tax  exemption  means  that  Washington  State 
farmers  will  be  atiie  to  harvest  their  crops  with 
the  aid  of  alien  wortcers.  We  all  know  how 
great  the  apples  are  from  Washington  State. 
What  many  may  not  realize  is  ttiat  these  ap- 
ples woukj  not  be  picked  wittxxjt  the  hard 
work  of  alien  agriculture  workers. 

1  also  support  ttie  bill's  proviskxis  regarding 
tuitkMi  assistance.  Hewlett  Packard  emptoys 
approximately  2,700  people  in  my  district  in 
souttiwest  Washington.  This  year  ak>ne,  285 
men  and  women  have  enrolled  in  undergradu- 
ate and  graduate  level  courses.  These  hard- 
working Americans  are  furthering  ttieir  job 
skills  and  empioyability  btf  pursuing  an  edu- 
catnn  in  ttieir  off  hours.  This  woukJ  not  be 
possible  without  Hewlett  Packard  providng 
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their  emptoyees  with  tuition  assistance  as  part 
of  their  salary  package.  For  many  of  my  con- 
stituents, extending  the  exclusron  for  em- 
ptoyer-provided  educational  assistance  makes 
the  difference  in  keeping  up  with  the  latest  de- 
velopments in  technok)gy.  This  is  particulariy 
important  for  a  company  such  as  Hewlett 
Packard  ttiat  is  committed  to  keeping  pace 
with  an  ever  changing  worid. 

I  commend  my  colleagues  for  supporting  the 
Small  Business  Job  Protection  Act  of  1996. 
This  legislation  will  furttier  enalile  our  econ- 
omy to  grow  and  prosper. 
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SALUTING  Am  FORCE  LT.  PAUL 
"JAY"  SMITH  FOR  SERVICE  TO 
HIS  COUNTRY 


TRIBUTE  TO  SEYMOUR  H.  KNOX  EQ 


HON.  JAa  QUINN 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  QUINN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today  in 
memory  of  Mr.  Seymour  H.  Knox  111. 

Througtiout  his  life,  Seymour  Knox  tirelessly 
dedicated  himself  to  the  enhancement  of  our 
western  New  Yori<  community.  He  was  promi- 
nent in  both  Buffak)  txjsiness  and  society 
through  his  involvement  with  the  Buffalo  Sa- 
bres National  Hockey  League  franchise,  the 
Buffalo  Fine  Arts  Academy,  which  govems  the 
Albright-Knox  Art  Gallery,  Kidder  Peabody  & 
Co.,  and  ttie  Crossroads  Arena  Corp. 

Seymour  Knox  earned  his  undergraduate 
degree  in  sociology  at  Yale  University  in  1949, 
and  attended  graduate  school  at  Columbia 
University,  concentrating  on  accounting  and 
t>anking.  Mr.  Knox  honorably  served  the 
United  States  of  America  during  Worid  War  II, 
wtiere  he  received  an  Army  commendation 
ribbon  in  recognitkxi  of  outstanding  perform- 
ance of  duty. 

In  1969,  Seymour  Knox,  along  with  his 
brottier,  Northrup,  acquired  a  Natk>nal  Hockey 
League  franchise  which  established  our  Buf- 
falo Sabres.  His  passion  for  hockey,  commit- 
ment to  western  New  York,  and  genuine  corv 
cem  for  its  community  is  best  evkjenced  by 
the  Marine  Mkjiand  Arena,  a  project  which  will 
undoubtedly  sen/e  as  his  legacy,  and  will  help 
ensure  Buffak}  will  always  have  its  t>eloved 
Salxes. 

For  his  efforts  on  behalf  of  Buffalo  and  pro- 
fessk>nal  hockey,  Seymour  Knox  was  inducted 
into  the  Hockey  Hall  of  Fame  in  1993,  and  in 
an  emotional  tritxjte  this  past  March,  was  in- 
ducted into  ttie  Buffalo  Sabres  Hall  of  Fame. 

On  May  22,  1996,  the  Buffato  community 
lost  one  of  its  greatest  men.  A  man  whose 
dedk:ated  and  charitable  community  servk», 
hard  woric,  commitment  to  Buffalo's  develop- 
ment, personal  strength,  and  vibrant  love  of 
life  serve  as  an  inspiration  to  us  all. 

Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  woukJ  like  to  join  with 
the  city  of  Buffak),  and  indeed,  our  entire 
western  New  Yoric  community,  to  honor  Mr. 
Seymour  H.  Knox  III,  wtw  is  survived  by  his 
wife,  Jean;  his  brother,  Istorthrup;  his  children, 
Seymour  H.  Knox  IV,  W.A.  Read  Knox,  Avery 
F.  Knox,  and  Helen  K.  Keilholtz;  and  his  five 
grandchildren  for  his  dedicated  service  to  our 
western  New  Yort<  community.  To  that  end,  1 
wouW  like  to  convey  to  the  Knox  family  my 
deepest  sympathies,  and  ask  my  colleagues  in 
the  House  of  Representatives  to  join  with  me 
in  a  moment  of  silence. 


HON.  JACK  FIELDS 

OF  TEXAS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker,  all 
Americans  were  shocked  and  deeply  sad- 
dened when  ttiey  leamed  of  the  crash  of 
Valujet  flight  592  in  Florkla  on  May  11,  a 
crash  that  took  the  lives  of  110  persons.  I 
want  to  take  a  moment  to  salute  one  of  those 
vkJtims,  an  extraordinary  young  man.  Air  Force 
LL  Paul  "Jay"  Smith  of  Montgomery,  AL. 

When  he  fost  his  life.  Lieutenant  Smith  was 
returning  to  Montgomery  from  Miami,  wtiere 
he  had  traveled  to  partKipate  in  ceremonies 
commissioning  a  fraternity  brother  and  former 
ROTC  colleague  as  a  second  lieutenant  in  the 
Air  Force. 

Lieutenant  Smith  was  not  a  constituent,  but 
he  w£is  a  remarkable  young  man  who  served 
his  country  with  distinction  as  a  computer  spe- 
cialist with  the  U.S.  Air  Force  at  Maxwell  Air 
Force  Base  in  Montgomery.  While  his  parents, 
Susan  and  LL  Col.  (ret)  Paul  Smith,  and  his 
sister,  Laurie,  mourn  Jay's  passing,  and  while 
all  of  us  in  this  Chamber  share  their  grief,  let 
each  of  us  remember  Jay's  enthusiasm  for 
life,  his  dedication  to  his  country,  and  the  love 
he  stiowed  his  family — and  let  each  of  us  de- 
termine to  bring  those  same  qualities  into  our 
own  lives. 

A  member  of  my  staff  who  has  known  the 
Smith  family  for  40  years  shared  with  me  a 
letter  that  Jay  wrote  to  his  parents  2  years  ago 
stiortly  after  spending  spring  txeak  with  them. 

1  pray  every  night  that  God  will  continue 
to  be  as  grenerous  as  he  has  been  with  our 
family.  I  think  back  on  my  life  and  realize 
that  I  have  been  extremely  fortunate.  Who 
could  ask  for  anything-  more  than  great  par- 
ents [and]  a  great  sister. 

Jay  wrote. 

There's  never  really  much  to  write  about 
that  I  don't  already  tell  you  about  by  phone, 
but  I  just  wanted  to  take  the  time  out  for  a 
family  that  has  provided  me  with  uncondi- 
tional love.  I  love  you  very  much.  Making 
you  happy  is  one  of  the  most  important  parts 
of  my  life.  .  .  . 

That  was  ttie  kind  of  young  man  that  Jay 
Smith  was— concerned  more  for  others  than 
for  himself,  and  deeply  grateful  to  his  family 
for  the  opportunities  ttiey  helped  to  provkJe 
him.  But  in  ttie  end,  it  was  Jay's  own  hard 
wori(,  dednation  to  duty,  and  commitment  to 
excellence  ttiat  made  possit)le  in  his  twief,  but 
highly  successful,  career  in  the  U.S.  Air  Force. 
A  citation  accompanying  ttie  posthumous 
presentatbn  to  Jay  of  the  Air  Force  Com- 
mendation Medal  mentions  some  of  the  quali- 
ties that  so  many  other  admired  in  him. 

Ttiat  citation  reads  in  part. 

The  outstanding  professional  skill,  leader- 
ship and  ceaseless  efforts  of  Lieutenant 
Smith  resulted  in  major  contributions  to  the 
effectiveness  and  success  of  the  Standard 
System  Group's  efforts.  ...  He  effectively 
accomplished  the  work  of  five  individuals 
and  accelerated  work  output  to  accommo- 
date the  heightened  operational  pace  in  sup- 
port   of    the    United    States    Peacekeeping 


May  30,  1996 


Forces  In  Bosnia.  Lieutenant  Smith's  ability 
to  produce  extraordinary  results  even  during 
periods  of  uneven  workloads,  irregiilar  hours, 
and  an  aggressive  schedule,  allowed  the  pro- 
gram to  complete  numerous  complex  and 
time-consuming  taskings  error-free  in  record 
time. 

I  understand  that  nothing  I  say  here  will  fully 
ease  ttie  Smith  family's  grief,  or  ttie  pain  that 
Jay's  many  friends  and  Air  Force  colleagues 
feel.  I  understand,  too,  that  nothing  1  say  will 
do  justice  to  this  remarttably  dedcated  young 
man  wtw  dreamed  of  folkwing  in  his  tattler's 
footsteps  as  a  career  officer  in  the  U.S.  Air 
Force. 

Regrettably,  I  can  only  state  the  obvious: 
ttiat  LL  Paul  "Jay"  Smith  is  the  kind  of  young 
man  on  wtiom  our  Nation's  future  depends, 
and  on  wtiom  our  Natkxi's  freedom  and  secu- 
rity has  always  depended.  In  his  all  too  brief 
tme  on  this  Earth,  Jay  touched  many  lives.  1 
tiope  that  in  ttie  days  ahead,  ttie  Smith  family 
and  Jay's  many  friends  will  be  comforted  by 
God's  healing  powers,  by  our  prayers  and 
best  wishes,  and  by  ttie  gratttude  each  of  us 
feels  for  his  servrce  to  ttie  United  States  of 
America. 


THE  FEDERAL  TRADE  COMMIS- 
SION REAUTHORIZATION  ACT  OF 
1996 


HON.  MICHAE  G.  OXLEY 

OF  OHIO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  OXLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  ttie  ctiairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Commerce,  Trade, 
and  Hazardous  Materials,  1  am  pleased  to  in- 
troduce, atong  with  my  distinguished  ranking 
minority  member,  ttie  gentleman  from  New 
York,  Mr.  Manton,  the  Federal  Trade  Conv 
missKKi  Reauttiorization  Act  of  1996.  This  bill 
simply  reauthorizes  ttie  agency  for  fiscal  years 
1997  and  1998  at  a  current  services  level. 

At  the  nxNTient,  we  see  no  need  for  major 
changes  to  ttie  FTC's  auttiorizing  statutes. 
The  Commerce  Committee  completed  ttie  first 
major  reauttiorization  of  the  agency  in  ttie 
103d  Congress,  the  first  reauttiorization  of  ttie 
agency  since  1980.  In  ttiat  legislatkxi,  we 
made  major  ctianges  to  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  Act  and  ttie  operatk>ns  of  the 
FTC,  so  as  to  improve  its  ability  to  meet  Its 
mission  of  protecting  consumers  from  decep- 
tive trade  (xactk^s  and  unfair  mettiods  of 
competitkin.  The  ctianges  we  made  eariier  are 
only  just  being  implemented  and  need  to  be 
evaluated  before  going  forward  with  more  leg- 
islative changes. 

The  FTC  is  a  regulatory  agency  whch  fulfills 
its  mission  with  a  minimal  burden  on  ttie  tax- 
payer. More  ttian  half  of  its  annual  budget  Is 
raised  in  fees  from  ttie  corporations  ttiat  it  reg- 
ulates. Under  the  leadership  of  FTC  Ctiairman 
Pitofsky.  ttie  agency  has  begun  a  program  of 
evaluating  oM  rules  and  regulations  and  dis- 
carding ttiose  whRh  are  no  k>nger  needed.  It 
is  k>oking  at  okj  rules — such  as  the  Made  in 
America  rule— and  conskJering  wtiether  they 
need  to  be  updated  to  reflect  our  modem 
gfobal  economy.  Ttiis  is  ttie  kind  of  forward 
tNnking  ttiat  is  important  for  modem  regulators 
to  engage  in,  and  I  am  pleased  to  see  ttiat  the 
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FTC  has  undertaken  many  of  tt'iese  initiatives 
of  its  own  accord. 

Certainly  the  FTC  is  not  perfect  Particulariy 
during  ttie  1970's  and  1980's.  numerous  deci- 
sions made  by  ttie  FTC  reflected  ttie  extreme 
viewpoints  of  a  tiandful  of  commission  menv 
bers  and  staff,  and  detracted  from  the  majority 
of  ttie  good  work  done  t)y  the  agency.  Today, 
tiowever,  such  incidents  are  far  fewer  in  num- 
ber and  less  severe  in  nature.  As  part  of  ttie 
reauttiorization  process,  ttie  Commerce  Sut>- 
committee  will  k>ok  ckisely  at  ttie  continuing 
operations  of  ttie  FTC,  and  carefully  evaluate 
ttieir  effectiveness.  By  looking  at  issues  like 
enforcement  versus  rulemaking,  modemization 
of  rules,  and  other  issues,  we  can  fulfill  our 
oversight  obligations  wittiin  ttie  context  of  this 
reauttiorization. 

I  hope  that  all  of  my  colleagues  will  join  Mr. 
Manton  and  me  in  supporting  ttiis  bipartisan 
legislation  when  we  bring  it  to  ttie  floor. 
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HONORING  CARTER  AND  LOUISE 
JACKSON 


STOP  BURNING  CHURCHES 


HON.  BENNIE  d  THOMPSON 

OF  MISSISSIPPI 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  THOMPSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  1  rise  today 
out  of  concern  for  the  increasing  number  of 
churches  that  have  t>een  destroyed  t>y  arson 
over  the  past  3  years.  The  txjmings  of  New 
Mount  Zkjn  Baptist  Church  in  Ruleville,  Ml  and 
Elbettiel  Church  in  Sartartia,  Ml  which  are  in 
my  Congresskyial  District  as  well  as  St  Paul 
AME  Church  in  Hattey,  Ml  constantty  reminds 
me  of  ttiat  eariy  Sunday  morning  in  1963 
wtien  a  church  in  Birmingtiam.  AL  was 
firebombed  killing  four  ittte  girts  wtiile  ttiey 
were  attending  Sunday  School.  As  many  of 
my  colleagues  will  agree,  ttvs  was  a  horritile 
crime  and  to  allow  this  episode  to  remain  un- 
checked in  1996  would  be  an  ab^ocity. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  must  make  a  concerted  ef- 
fort to  assure  ttie  American  people  ttiat  ttie 
church  is  a  sanctuary  from  ttie  violence  which 
is  rampant  in  society,  and  not  a  place  where 
God-fearing  Americans  shoukj  fear  for  ttieir 
lives.  While  many  of  us  would  like  to  believe 
ttiat  ttie  days  of  Jim  Crow  and  hate  crimes  are 
a  part  of  the  past  to  ottiers  ttiese  church 
bomtxngs  are  evklence  ttiat  ttie  txutal,  de- 
sbxictive  force  of  racism  and  intolerance  is 
afive  and  growing  in  America. 

Wtiile  Federal  law  enforcement  officials  con- 
clude ttiat  ttiey  have  found  no  evklence  of 
ttiese  crimes  tieing  racially  motivated.  1  can- 
not knowing  ttie  history  of  ttie  Ku  Klux  Klan, 
the  Skinheads,  ttie  White  Aryan  Resistance, 
and  ttie  Christian  Identity  movement,  wtiole- 
heartedly  believe  ttiat  ttiese  church  burnings 
are  more  ttian  coincidental. 

Knowing  that  most  of  ttie  txxntiings  happen- 
ing in  souttiem  States,  gives  a  lot  of  credence 
to  ttie  theory  that  ttiey  have  been  perpetrated 
t>y  the  pun/eyors  of  hate  arxJ  dh/iskin. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  this  body  to  do  all  wittiin 
its  power  to  see  that  ttiese  acts  of  violence 
are  fully  investigated  and  ttiese  criminals  are 
brougtit  to  justice.  Let's  make  our  churches, 
temples,  and  mosques  a  safe  place  to  wor- 
ship. 


HON.  SCOTT  McINNIS 

OF  COLORADO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  McINNIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  an  honor  for 
me  to  tiring  to  ttie  attention  of  my  colleagues 
in  ttie  U.S.  House  of  Representatives  a  great 
gift  from  Carter  and  Louise  Jackson  to  the 
State  of  Colorado. 

Last  year,  the  Jacksons  donated  300  acres 
of  ttieir  spectacular  property  as  a  conservation 
easement  to  Cokjrado  Open  Lands,  a  group 
that  is  dedk:ated  to  preserving  open  space. 

Ttiis  spectacular  pasture,  wtik:h  spreads  tie- 
neath  the  stunning  Mount  Sopris,  is  prime  land 
for  development  txjt  ttie  Jackson  family  dkf 
not  want  to  see  ttiat  tiappen.  Ttiey  wanted  to 
see  ttieir  beautiful  land  presen/ed  for  future 
generations,  and  with  ttieir  unselfish  donation 
to  Colorado  Open  Lands,  ttiis  will  indeed  hap- 
pen. 

As  Davkj  Frey  wrote  in  ttie  Glenwood 
Springs  Post  "Jackson's  property  is  a  rare 
gem — a  shimmering  green  swatti  of  open 
space  .  .  .  In  a  time  of  txxxning  growth  in  ttie 
Roaring  Fork  Valley,  Jackson's  property  is  a 
high-prized,  easily  devekiped  land.  But  most 
of  it  won't  fc>e  developed.  Ever." 

Ttie  property  will  likely  tie  used  in  ttie  future 
for  hiking  and  fishing  access  along  ttie  river. 
"An  A-frame  catiin  ak>ng  ttie  rivertiank  tias 
hosted  scout  ti^oops  for  decades,"  Frey  writes, 
"and  tiighway  commuters  and  river  runners 
alike  have  watctied  ttie  seasons  change  on 
the  property  over  ttie  years." 

Mr.  Speaker,  by  selflessiy  giving  of  them- 
selves and  future  generations  of  ttieir  family, 
ttie  Jacksons  have  ensured  ttiat  future  genera- 
tions of  all  Cokxadans  will  enjoy  ttiis  spec- 
tacular land  in  its  natural  state. 


NEBRASKANS  SUPPORT  A 
BALANCED  BUDGET  AMENDMENT 


HON.  JON  CHRISHNSEN 

OF  NEBRASKA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  30. 1996 

Mr.  CHRISTENSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  next 
week  ttiere  will  likely  be  a  debate  in  ttie  ottier 
body  over  amending  the  U.S.  Constitution  to 
require  a  tialanced  budget  The  Netyaskans  1 
represent  oveiwtielmingly  support  ttiis  meas- 
ure. In  my  view,  a  tialanced  budget  amend- 
ment is  vital  to  Nebraska's  woridng  families, 
carrying  on  admirably  under  ttie  weigtit  of  a 
massive  national  debt  endless  defictts,  and 
btg  government 

As  you  may  recall,  in  ttie  first  month  of  ttie 
new  Congress  ttie  House  of  Representatives 
passed  a  balanced  budget  amendment  by  a 
vote  of  300  to  132,  putting  in  place  ttie  center- 
piece of  ttie  Reputilcan  agenda.  Attempts  to 
amend  ttie  Constitution  to  require  a  balanced 
budget  date  back  to  ttie  1700's.  Presklent 
Ronakl  Reagan  pustied  throughout  his  tenure 
for  such  a  measure  but  was  unatjie  to  pass  it 
ttvough  the  Democratic-dominated  House  and 
the  Senate. 
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I  pledged  to  work  hard  for  a  balariced  budg- 
et amerximent  and  did  as  I  said  I  would  do  t}y 
votng  in  favor  of  it  I  made  a  promise  to  the 
people  of  Nebraska  and  I  delivered.  The  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  will  change  the  way 
our  government  works,  forcing  Washington  to 
balance  its  books. 

Enforcing  a  balanced  budget  on  Washington 
is  not  about  numbers  it  is  about  people.  It  Is 
about  parents  with  kkis  in  Elkhom  High,  lying 
awake  at  night  desperate  to  figure  out  a  way 
to  put  them  through  college.  It  is  about  a  new- 
lywed  wife,  dreaming  of  ttie  curtains  she 
woukj  love  to  put  In  a  new  home  in  Omaha- 
then  finding  herself  in  tears  because  she 
knows  she  will  never  move  in.  It  is  about  an 
idealistic  Creighton  University  student  giving 
up  on  studying,  \ookmg  to  a  bottle  or  worse 
because  he  canrxit  figure  out  where  he  is 
going  to  find  a  job  even  if  he  gets  straight  A's. 
It  is  about  my  grarxlmother,  in  her  80's  arxj 
still  teaching  school,  worried  about  her  secu- 
rity so  as  never  to  be  a  txjrden,  even  though 
she  never  coukj  be  to  those  of  us  wtx>  love 
her. 

You  know  these  people.  You  are  worried 
about  them,  like  I  am.  They  live  in  Scottsbluff 
and  Sarpy  County,  Plattsmouth  arxl  Papiliion, 
South  Omaha — arxJ  the  South  Broru.  They 
deserve  a  better  future.  And  we  can  give  it  to 
them. 

The  defKits  we  are  running  today  have  crip- 
pled wage  and  job  growth  for  Amenca's  fami- 
lies. According  to  the  nonpartisan  concord  co- 
alitkxi,  the  average  American  family  woukl  be 
making  at  least  $15,000  a  year  more  if  we 
were  not  carrying  the  ten-ible  burden  of  the 
Federal  debt  For  the  hard  working  farriiies  I 
know  in  Nebraska.  $15,000  wouU  make  a 
huge  difference. 

Some  say  we  shouki  just  t>alarx:ed  ttie 
budget,  wittxxrt  putting  in  place  any  enforce- 
ment mechanism.  Those  people  have  not 
seen  how  Washington  works.  The  have  not 
seen  Presidents  willing  to  break  promises  for 
pure  polittts.  They  have  not  seen  the  first  bal- 
anced budget  in  a  generation,  whKh  we 
helped  craft  arxJ  pass,  vetoed  and  misrepre- 
sented to  get  a  leg  up  in  ttie  election.  During 
the  budget  stand-off,  I  worked  hard  to  put  to- 
gettier  meetings  between  moderate  Demo- 
crats and  House  Republican  freshman  to  find 
common  ground  on  the  budget  As  I  encour- 
aged each  side  to  work  togettier,  it  occurred  to 
me  that  we  were  not  ttie  problem.  The  prcto- 
lem  was  that  at  the  highest  levels,  no  one 
woukJ  be  forced  to  step  onto  the  common 
ground  we  had  found.  For  years  now,  Presi- 
dents and  Congress  have  been  unable  to  take 
ttiat  step  because  each  couM  blame  the  other 
for  ttie  ultimate  failure  of  the  process. 

Let  us  stop  Washington's  budget  merry-go- 
round.  It  is  high  time  we  put  some  tiadUoone 
in  our  institutions  to  give  them  the  courage  to 
face  the  tough  choices  we  have  lakj  out  for 
ttie  Natioa  Our  colleagues  in  the  other  body 
shouki  pass  ttie  balanced  budget  amendment 
as  we  have  in  the  House— for  our  families, 
and  for  our  future. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  POLICE  LT. 
BLAKEY 


ART 


HON.  BRUCE  F.  VENTO 

OF  MINNESOTA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
share  an  article  that  appeared  in  the  St  Paul 
Pioneer  Press  on  May  24,  T996,  commemo- 
rating the  heroic  actions  of  Police  Lt  Art 
Blakey  in  ttie  performance  of  his  duty  to  serve 
and  protect  the  people  of  St  Paul. 

Lieutenant  Blakey  stiould  sen/e  as  a  re- 
minder to  all  of  us  the  dedication  and  sacrifice 
our  police  officers  make  everyday  on  the  job. 
These  men  and  women  who  so  valiantty  serve 
our  constituents  deserve  our  full  support  and 
admiration. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  enjoy  the  following 
article: 

Neighbors  Honor  Hero  Wounded  in 

Shootout 

(By  Pat  Burson) 

Community  leaders,  law  enforcement  offi- 
cers, neighbors  and  friends  called  Lt.  Art 
Blakey  a  hero  during  a  ceremony  in  his 
honor  Thursday  night  in  the  heart  of  his 
Summit-University  neighborhood  in  St. 
Paul. 

It's  not  just  that  the  off-duty  sheriffs  dep- 
uty was  willing  to  put  his  life  on  the  line 
after  three  masked  men  barged  into  a  St. 
Paul  VFW  post  and  one  l)egan  firing  shots 
into  the  crowd. 

It's  also  the  simple  things  Blakey  does 
every  day. 

"He's  a  husband  and  a  father  and  a  grand- 
father and  a  long-time  contributing  member 
to  our  community."  said  Nathaniel  KhaliQ, 
president  of  the  St.  Paul  NAACP.  which 
helped  organized  the  tribute.  "And  in  these 
days  of  black  men  being  portrayed  as  being 
the  source  of  many  of  society's  problems  and 
with  many  people  saying  we  don't  have  an 
adequate  number  of  role  models,  I  think  Art 
Blakey.  is  certainly  one  we  can  hold  high  for 
others  to  see." 

Blakey  was  wounded  in  the  club  shootout, 
hit  in  the  lower  torso  by  the  gunman's  bul- 
let. He  just  returned  to  work  this  week. 

The  shooting  happened  April  13,  tiis  24th 
wedding  anniversary. 

He  had  walked  the  block  ftom  his  home  to 
the  VFW  post  and  was  ordering  juice  at  the 
back  of  the  room  when  the  masked  men  en- 
tered. 

When  one  began  shooting,  Blakey  identi- 
fied himself  and  ordered  the  man  to  drop  the 
weapon.  Instead  the  gunman  pulled  the  trig- 
ger, and  a  bullet  pierced  the  deputy's  lower 
torso.  Blakey  returned  fire,  hitting  the  man 
twice  in  the  stomach. 

Three  suspects  have  been  charged  in  con- 
nection with  the  incident. 

On  Thursday  night.  Blakey  sat  in  St.  Peter 
Claver  Catholic  Church  with  his  wife,  Caro- 
lyn, and  family  members  as  about  125  well- 
wishers— including  state  officials  and  local 
politicians,  law  enforcement  officers,  local 
block  club  members  and  community  lead- 
ers—showered him  with  plaques,  flowers,  ci- 
tations and  words  of  praise,  gratitude  and 
support. 

Blakey  was  the  first  recipient  of  the 
Chiefs  Award  for  Valor  from  St.  Paul  Police 
Chief  William  Finney. 

When  Blakey's  turn  came,  he  thanked  a 
litany  of  supporters  saying  he  was  "just 
overwhelmed." 
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And  a  little  unnerved  by  all  the  fuss. 

"I  just  don't  feel  like  I  need  to  be  patted 
on  the  l>ack,"  Blakey  said  later.  "Twenty- 
seven  years  ago,  I  took  the  oath  to  serve  and 
protect.  I  continue  to  feel  that  way." 

KhaliQ,  St.  Paul  NAACP  president,  said 
people  are  quick  to  honor  those  who  die  in 
action,  but  often  forget  to  show  their  grati- 
tude when  the  heroes  survive.  "We  did  this 
so  he  can  see  the  appreciation  of  the  commu- 
nity for  what  he  did,"  said  Khaliq,  "and  the 
conrmiunity  can  see  there  are  Art  Blakeys 
among  us  that  deserve  the  title  of  hero." 


THE  STANLEY  FAMILY  IS 
HONORED 


HON.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON 

OF  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Ms.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON  of  Texas. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  congratulate  my  friends, 
constituents,  and  a  great  Dallas  family  for 
being  honored  by  the  Dallas  Division  of  State 
of  Israel  Bonds  on  Thursday  evening.  May  30. 
1996.  The  Stanley  family  Is  being  recognized 
for  their  dedicated  accomplishments  which  ex- 
emplify Jewish  consciousness  through  "Midor 
Lador" — "from  generation  to  generation"  em- 
bodying Jemsalem,  the  spiritual  heart  and  soul 
of  ttie  Jewish  people.  They  wilt  t>e  presented 
witii  the  Jemsalem  3000  Peter  Max  Award. 

Renee  Stanley  ak>ng  with  her  late  hust>and 
Paul,  encouraged  in  their  chiklren  an  aware- 
ness of  commitment  to  the  kx:al  community  as 
well  as  to  ttie  State  of  Israel.  Many  organiza- 
tions tjenefit  from  ttie  Stanley  family  efforts,  irv 
eluding  Temple  Emanu-EI,  the  Jewish  Conv 
munity  Center,  AIPAC,  the  American  Jewish 
Congress,  Jewish  Federation  of  Greater  Dal- 
las, Dallas  Center  for  Holocaust  Shxlies  and 
National  Council  of  Jewish  Women,  Jewish 
Family  Sennce,  ADL,  Sinwn  Wiesenthal  Cen- 
ter &  Bet  Hashoah  Museum  of  Tolerance,  Na- 
tional Holocaust  Center  in  Washington,  B'nai 
B'rith  Kivtznich  National  Jewish  Museum,  aind 
Worid  Jewish  Congress. 

I  wish  to  extend  my  congratulations  to 
Renee,  Rich,  Davkj,  Marc,  and  Wendy,  and 
Roger  Stanley  wtio  have  all  worthed  to  improve 
ttie  quality  of  life  for  their  fellow  citizens  in  our 
community  and  in  the  worid.  Keep  up  ttie 
great  woric 


BROWARD  COUNTY  LIBRARY 
SYSTEM 


HON.  L  CLAY  SHAW,  JR. 

OF  FLORIDA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  SHAW.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  rec- 
ognize a  south  Fforida  institution  which  has  re- 
cently received  the  highest  honor  in  Its  fiekj. 
Ttie  American  Libraries  Association  and  ttie 
Library  Journal  have  named  the  Broward 
County  Library  System,  the  "1996  National  Li- 
brary of  the  Year." 

The  Broward  County  Library  System  has 
consistently  provided  ttie  resklents  of  south 
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Florida  with  excellent  service,  valuable  re- 
sources, and  vital  information.  Ttie  library  sys- 
tem has  become  a  fixture  wittiin  the  commu- 
nity, and  the  community  support  is  extraor- 
dinary. The  litjrary  draws  more  attendance 
ttian  all  ttie  Florida  sports  teams  combined. 
The  Miami  Herald,  proclaimed  the  library  to  be 
"one  of  ttie  Broward  County  commission's 
most  important  achievements."  Support  such 
as  tills  illustrates  the  Broward  County  Library's 
successful  pursuit  of  excellence  and  innova- 
tive approaches  to  lit)rary  service. 

In  our  growing  age  of  technotogy  and  tele- 
communications, ttie  Broward  County  Litxary 
System  has  provkJed  state  of  the  art  re- 
sources which  are  in  high  demand.  The  lityary 
volunteered  to  pifot  the  FreeNet  system  to  en- 
hance access  in  providing  ttie  south  Florida 
community  with  electronic  mail,  a  put>lk:  forum 
to  exchange  kjeas,  and  Intemet  service  to  re- 
search data  bases.  During  its  expansion  In 
service  and  information,  the  lltirary  system  has 
proven  its  commitment  to  develop  a  service 
ttiat  wiH  meet  the  technologkal  standards  of 
ttie  21st  century. 

Tlvough  its  program  of  service  and  dedna- 
tion,  ttie  Broward  County  Library  System  has 
kept  the  taxpayer  in  high  regard.  For  example, 
ttie  library  system  formed  a  partnership  with 
Broward  Community  College  in  order  to  corv 
solldate  financial  resources  for  operational  and 
constrxjction  services.  This  partnership  has 
saved  taxpayers  $17  million— which  is  ttie 
total  cost  of  building  and  operating  two  litxar- 
ies.  Botti  ttie  publk;  and  private  sectors  have 
enabled  the  Broward  County  Litxary  System 
to  provide  essential  sennce,  as  well  as  a  com- 
mitment to  education. 

The  Broward  County  Library  System  has 
provided  educational  standards  that  have 
been  adopted  and  practiced  by  educators.  The 
llixary  has  teamed  up  with  local  sctiools,  col- 
leges, and  universities  in  provkUng  its  coveted 
resources  for  all  age  groups. 

Mr.  Speaker,  ttiroughout  this  country  ttiere 
are  many  indivkjuals  who  are  dedcated  to 
strengttiening  our  community  spirit,  one  such 
indJvkJual  Is  Mr.  Samuel  Morrison,  director  of 
the  libraries  division  of  Broward  County.  I  ask 
my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  extending  con- 
grahjlations  to  Sam  Momson  and  the  staff  of 
the  Broward  County  Library  System  on  ttie  re- 
ceipt of  ttie  1996  National  Library  of  ttie  Year 
Award. 


REMARKS  OF  BENJAMIN  MEED  AT 
THE  NATIONAL  DAYS  OF  RE- 
MEMBRANCE CEREMONY 


HON.  TOM  LANTOS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 19% 

Mr.  LANTOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  April  16, 
Memtiers  of  Congress,  members  of  the  Diplo- 
matic Corps,  and  hundreds  of  survivors  of  the 
Hofocaust  and  their  friends  gathered  here  in 
ttie  Capitol  Rotunda  for  ttie  National  Days  of 
Remembrance  commemoration.  The  U.S.  Hol- 
ocaust Memorial  Council  was  established  by 
Congress  to  preserve  the  memory  of  ttie  vk- 
tims  of  ttie  Hokx:aust  I  commend  ttie  Council 
and  the  memljers  of  ttie  Days  of  Remem- 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

brance  Committee,  ctiaired  t>y  my  good  friend, 
Benjamin  Meed,  for  ttieir  vigilant  and  genuine 
adherence  to  ttieir  extraordinarily  Important 
task. 

One  of  the  first  acts  of  ttie  Council  was  to 
establish  ttie  annual  Days  of  Remembrance 
commemoration  to  mirror  similar  ot)servances 
hekj  in  Israel  and  throughout  our  Nation  and 
elsewtiere  in  ttie  worid.  This  year,  the  com- 
memoration centered  on  the  50th  anniversary 
of  ttie  Nuremburg  trials.  The  otJservarx»  was 
a  reminder  of  ttie  difficult  process  of  first  cop- 
ing and  ttien  healing  that  all  sunnvors  and 
ttieir  families  and  loved  ones  had  to  endure. 

I  invite  my  colleagues  to  read  Benjamin 
Meed's  excellent  welcoming  remarks.  Ben 
Meed  is  ttie  most  prominent  arxl  effective 
force  for  keeping  the  lessons  and  ttie  memo- 
ries of  the  Hokicaust  alive  in  ttie  United 
States.  We  are  exb-emely  fortunate  ttiat  this 
highly  competent  indivkJual  has  committed  his 
life  to  ttiis  Important  task,  and  In  particular  to 
organizing  ttie  annual  National  Days  of  Re- 
membrance commemoration.  I  ask  that  Ben 
Meed's  remarks  be  inserted  into  the  Record. 

Welcoming  Remarks  by  Benjamin  Meed, 
Chairman.  Days  of  Remembrance 

Members  of  the  Diplomatic  Corps,  distin- 
guished Members  of  Congress.  Honorable 
members  of  the  Holocaust  Memorial  Council. 
Fellow  Survivors,  Dear  Friends. 

When  Congress  created  the  United  States 
Holocaust  Memorial  Council  in  1980.  there 
were  only  a  few  Yom  Hashoah  observances 
held  in  communities  of  Holocaust  survivors 
living  in  ttiis  country.  You,  the  Meml)ers  of 
Congress,  entrusted  us,  the  members  of  the 
Council,  with  the  responsibility  of  teaching 
American  citizens  about  the  Holocaust.  We 
have  complied  with  your  mandate  by  build- 
ing the  Holocaust  Memorial  Museum,  which 
most  of  you  have  visited,  and  by  leading  the 
nation  in  annual  civic  commemorations, 
known  as  the  Days  of  Remembrance.  I  am 
privileged  to  tell  you  that  now,  during  this 
week  of  Holocaust  Remembrance,  more  than 
a  million  people  from  all  the  states  of  our 
great  Union  will  come  together  in  Memory. 
We  are  joined  by  Governors,  Mayors  and 
community  leaders  as  well  as  professors, 
teachers  and  schoolchildren. 

Earlier  today,  the  entire  nation  of  Israel 
stopped  and  stood  silent  in  Remembrance. 
We  are  together  in  dedication  to  Memory 
and  aspiration  for  Peace. 

Over  the  past  fifteen  years  that  we  have 
gathered  to  commemorate  in  this  Rotunda, 
we  have  observed  an  anniversary — ^the  fif- 
tieth year  of  a  milestone  event:  the  Night  of 
Broken  Glass,  the  Warsaw  Ghetto  Uprising, 
the  encounter  between  American  soldiers 
and  Holocaust  survivors. 

This  year  we  confront  the  anniversary  of 
the  aftermath  of  the  Holocaust:  what  hap- 
pened as  we  survivors  attempted  to  rebuild 
our  lives.  This  was  not  an  easy  thing  to  do. 
It  was  years  before  we  could  ask  a  policeman 
for  directions.  Why?  Because  he  was  wearing 
a  uniform.  For  a  long  time,  it  took  courage 
just  to  answer  a  knock  on  the  front  door. 

It  is  true  that  we  looked  to  the  future  in 
hope,  but  the  shadows  of  the  past  remained. 
And  so  we  dedicated  our  lives  to  Remem- 
brance— ^remembrance  of  all  those  for  whom 
the  future  had  been  destroyed  by  the  Shoah. 

Rebuilding  because  a  central  concern  for 
the  world— rebuilding  a  Europe  devastated 
by  war;  rebuilding  the  shattered  image  of  hu- 
manity In  a  world  of  Auschwitz,  Belzec  and 
Treblinka.  America  understood  the  necessity 
of  encouraging  the  European  nations  to  work 


12757 

together  for  economic  recovery.  Thus  the 
Marshall  Plan  was  Implemented,  and  the 
groundwork  for  the  Europe  of  today  was  laid. 

The  Allied  leaders  also  realize  that  to  build 
a  sound  future,  there  had  to  be  an  account- 
ing for  crimes  so  great  as  to  be  unparalleled 
in  recorded  history. 

Nuremberg,  the  city  where  Nazi  party  pag- 
eants had  been  held,  the  place  where  the 
Nuremberg  Laws  were  promulgated  and  the 
German  legal  system  became  an  accomplice 
to  mass  murder,  was  chosen  as  the  site  for 
the  first,  joint  International  Military  Tribu- 
nal. 

In  its  charter,  three  forms  of  crimes  were 
specified.  Two  of  them  were  ancient,  but  one 
was  unprecedented.  Crimes  against  the  peace 
and  wax  crimes  were  familiar  terms  to  all  of 
us.  but  Crimes  Against  Humanity  was  a  new 
category.  It  described  mass  murder  and  ex- 
termination, enslavement  and  deportation 
based  on  racial,  religious,  or  political  affili- 
ation. 

Through  the  proceedings  of  the  Nuremberg 
Trials,  we  came  to  know  the  perpetrators. 
Documents  that  the  killers  had  so  carefully 
created  were  gathered  and  studied.  In  the  de- 
fense testimony  of  accused  doctors,  judges 
and  industrial  leaders  as  well  as  military 
generals,  Einsatzgruppen  commanders,  and 
concentration  camp  commandants,  the  world 
learned  "how  the  crimes  were  committed.'" 
We  also  learned  that  tens  of  thousands  of  or- 
dinary Germans  from  all  walks  of  life  had 
willingly  participated  in  the  annihilation 
process.  Ironically,  those  on  trial  pled  not 
guilty  to  the  ctiarges,  they  did  not  claim  in- 
nocence. Rather,  they  attempted  to  shift  the 
burden  of  responsibility  to  those  of  higher 
rank. 

Was  justice  achieved?  Certainly  not!  For 
what  meaning  can  justice  tiave  in  a  world  of 
Mydanek.  Chelmo  and  Sobibor?  What  punish- 
ment is  appropriate  for  the  crimes? 

Still,  the  attempt  to  speak  of  justice  was 
important.  It  was  a  way  of  setting  limits,  of 
saying  there  are  crimes  so  evil  and  so  enor- 
mous that  civilizations  itself  is  on  trial.  For 
such  crimes,  there  must  be  punishment. 

For  many  years  at  hundreds  of  commemo- 
rations around  the  world,  we  have  pleaded 
Zuchor— Remember — Remember  the  children 
of  Teresienstadt.  Remember  the  fighters  of 
Warsaw.  Remember  the  poets  of  Vilna.  Re- 
member all  of  our  lost  loved  ones. 

Today,  let  us  also  not  forget  the  killers. 
Let  us  not  forget  their  evil  and  their  infamy. 
Let  us  not  forget  them  because  they  express 
what  happens  to  the  power  of  government 
and  the  majesty  of  legal  systems  that  be- 
come detached  from  moral  values  and  hu- 
mane goals.  The  same  powers  that  heal  and 
help  can  also  humiliate  and  decimate.  There 
is  a  difference;  there  must  be  a  difference; 
and  you  and  I  must  make  sure  that  we  make 
a  difference. 

With  these  words,  here  in  this  great  Hall  of 
democracy,  let  us  reconmiit  ourselves  to  the 
principals  of  justice  and  liberty  for  all— and 
to  Remembrance — now  and  forever. 


TRIBUTE  TO  WARREN  COUNTY 
COMMUNITY  COLLEGE 


HON.  MARGE  ROIJKEMA 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 
Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  con- 
gratulate Warren  County  Community  College 
on  ttie  dedication  of  its  newly  completed  aca- 
demk:  arxJ  student  services  tiuikjing — ttie  col- 
lege's first  permanent  home  of  its  own. 
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Dedication  of  this  new  facility  is  only  the  lat- 
est in  a  series  of  milestones  in  the  short  but 
txjsy  history  of  Warren  County  Community 
College.  The  college  had  its  beginnings  in  the 
formation  of  a  citizens  committee  In  1975  by 
the  Warren  County  Board  of  Freeholders.  The 
committee  was  charged  with  studying  the 
need  for  a  community  college.  In  1981,  the 
Freeholders  authorized  creation  of  the  college 
and  appointed  the  initial  members  of  the  board 
of  trustees.  Authorization  of  offer  degree  pro- 
grams came  in  1987  arxj  the  first  commence- 
ment was  held  in  1988,  13  years  after  the 
committee  t)egan  its  work.  Full  accreditation 
followed  in  1993. 

During  these  years,  Warren  County  Conv 
munity  College  operated  as  a  "college  without 
walls,"  offering  classes  at  various  locations 
throughout  the  county.  In  1987,  a  20,000- 
square-foot  building  was  leased  to  provide 
specialized  facilities  dedicated  for  student  use 
such  as  computer  rooms,  scierx^  laboratories, 
a  bookstore,  and  library.  With  more  ttian  1 ,200 
students,  however,  the  rapid  growth  of  the  col- 
lege made  a  permanent  home  necessary. 
Plans  were  lakj  for  a  permanent  campus  in 
the  175-acfe  Educatiorial  Park  on  Route  57  in 
Franklin,  home  also  of  the  Warren  County  Vo- 
catxxial  and  Technical  Institute  and  the  War- 
ren Courrty  Communicatk>rfs  Center. 

Groundtxeaking  took  place  in  March  1994 
and  the  acaderruc  and  student  services  build- 
ing was  ready  for  an  open  house  this  March. 
This  weekend's  ceremony  marks  the  official 
dednation. 

I  wouM  like  to  extend  my  personal  congratu- 
latkxis  to  Presklent  Vincent  De  Sarx:tis.  Dr. 
De  Sanctis,  as  much  as  anyone,  has  been  re- 
sponsible for  ttie  growth  and  success  of  War- 
ren County  Community  College.  His  strong 
leadership  and  viskxi  have  given  this  institu- 
tion of  higher  learning  the  (Srection  and  inspi- 
ration necessary  for  success.  I  would  also  like 
to  congratulate  the  board  of  trustees,  adminis- 
tratran,  faculty,  staff,  and  students  on  this 
monumental  oocaskxt  A  college  is  built  of 
minds  and  the  quest  ior  knowledge,  not  txk:ks 
and  mortar.  But  a  txiikSng  of  its  own  gives  the 
sense  of  permanence  arxl  tangible  existence 
that  will  inspire  further  endeavors  toward  aca- 
dernc  excellence. 

The  dedicatxxi  this  weekend.  Saturday, 
June  1,  will  coinckle  with  the  college's  ninth 
commencerDent.  The  class  of  1996  may  not 
have  been  able  to  enjoy  the  new  building.  But 
they  w9  carry  something  with  them  that  is 
much  more  valuable:  In  the  words  of  the  col- 
lege motto,  "Educatkm  That  Lasts  a  Lifetime." 


THE  MACARTHUR  LEADERSHIP 
AWARDS  HONOR  24  FINE  AMERI- 
CANS 


HON.  STEPHEN  HORN 

OFCAUFOBNIA 
DJ  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 
Mr.  HORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  at  a  Pentagon 
awards  ceremony  on  May  17, 1  had  the  pleas- 
ure of  seeing  24  fine  offeers  in  the  U.S.  Army 
receive  the  General  Douglas  MacArthur  Lead- 
ership Award.  This  is  the  9th  year  in  wtuch 
ttiese  awards  have  t>een  made.  The  General 
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Douglas  MacArthur  Foundation,  in  cooperation 
with  the  Department  of  the  Army,  sponsors  ttie 
annual  presentatron. 

I  was  present  ttecause  or>e  of  my  constitu- 
ents, Capt  John  K.  Tien  was  one  of  the  recipi- 
ents, a  West  Point  graduate  who  has  served 
his  country  with  distinction,  Tien  was  nomi- 
nated to  the  U.S.  Military  Academy  by  my 
predecessor  Representative  Glenn  Anderson. 
For  over  a  decade,  I  have  known  Tien's  moth- 
er, Debbie,  wfw  has  worked  for  the  Califomia 
State  University  system  in  whk:h  I  served  be- 
fore becoming  a  Memt}er  of  this  House.  His 
step-father,  Tom  Hennessy,  is  the  most  widely 
read  and  quoted  columnist  in  the  South  Bay 
area  of  Los  Angeles  County  and  Orange 
County  as  well. 

The  MacArthur  Leadership  Award  recog- 
nizes ttiose  company  grade  officers  who  dem- 
onstrate the  ideals  for  which  Gen.  Douglas 
MacArthur  stood.  All  of  us  wtx>  lived  through 
the  Second  Worid  War  know  those  ideals: 
duty,  horror,  country.  The  purpose  of  this  cov- 
eted award  is  to  recognize  junior  officer  lead- 
ership in  the  U.S.  Army.  The  very  able  Chief 
of  Staff  of  the  Army,  Gen.  Dennis  J.  Reimer, 
presented  the  awardees  with  a  23-pourxJ  bust 
of  General  MacArthur.  He  was  assisted  by  the 
former  Secretary  of  State  and  General  Alexan- 
der Haig.  Over  the  years,  representatives  of 
the  MacArthur  Foundatk>n,  which  is  headed  by 
Robert  M.  White  II,  its  presklent,  have  faith- 
fully attended. 

What  is  particularly  Impressive  atxxjt  the  se- 
lection of  the  MacArthur  awardees  is  that  tfiey 
represent  the  diversity  of  the  modem  Army:  12 
awards  are  made  to  officers  in  tfie  Active 
Army,  6  awards  are  made  to  officers  in  the 
Army  National  Guard,  arxJ  6  awards  are  made 
to  officers  in  the  Army  Reserve.  Those  wtx) 
receive  the  12  awards  from  the  Active  Amny 
are  nominated  by  23  major  army  commands 
and  the  headquarters  of  ttie  Army  and  ttie  var- 
KKis  fiekJ  operating  agencies.  It  is  a  very  corrv 
petitive  process,  22  of  the  24  awardees  were 
captains;  2  were  first  lieutenants.  I  think  it  is 
a  sure  thing  that  the  latter  two  will  make  cap- 
tain and  beyond.  Three  of  the  recipients  were 
women. 

The  U.S.  Army  can  be  proud  of  the  men 
arxJ  women  of  all  races  and  of  many  national 
origins,  who  have  had  great  opportunities  in 
ttie  Army  to  exercise  leadership.  And  they 
have  done  just  that 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  consent  that  the  list  of 
ttie  1995  General  Douglas  MacArthur  Leader- 
ship Award  recipients  be  included  at  this  point 
In  the  RECX3R0. 

1995  GiWERAL  Douglas  MacArthur 
Leadership  award  Recipients 

Captain  Willard  M.  Burleson  n.  Captain 
Burleson  represents  the  U.S.  Army  Elurope. 
He  was  assigned  as  Commander,  Company  A, 
3rd  Battalion.  325th  Infantry  (Airborne  Bat- 
talion Combat  Team),  Vicenza,  Italy,  when 
selected. 

Captain  Steven  J.  Campfleld.  Captain 
Campfield  represents  the  U.S.  Army  Reserve. 
He  was  assigned  as  Commander,  Company  C, 
1st  Battalion,  214th  Aviation  Regiment,  Los 
Alamltos,  Celifomia,  when  selected. 

Captain  Mike  A.  Canzonerl.  Captain 
Canzoneri  represents  the  U.S.  Army  National 
Guard.  He  w£.s  assigned  as  Battalion  &-4,  3rd 
Battalion,  124th  Infantry,  Panama  City, 
Florida,  when  selected. 

Captain  Douglas  C.  Crlss.nan.  Captain 
Crissman  represents  the  U.S.  Army  Forces 
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Command.  He  was  assigned  as  Commander. 
Company  B,  3rd  Battalion,  504th  Parachute 
Infantry  Regiment,  82nd  Airborne  Division, 
Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina,  when  selected. 

Captain  Karen  H.  Gibson.  Captain  Gibson 
represents  the  U.S.  Army  Intelligence  and 
Security  Command.  She  was  assigned  as  Op- 
erations Officer,  731st  Military  Intelligence 
Battalion,  703rd  Military  Intelligence 
Brldgade,  Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii,  when 
selected. 

Captain  James  H.  Griffiths.  Captain  Grif- 
fiths represents  the  U.S.  Army  Reserve.  He 
was  assigned  as  Conmiander,  Headquarters 
and  Headquarters  Company,  172nd  Support 
Group,  Broken  Arrow,  Oklahoma,  when  se- 
lected. 

Captain  Mellnda  C.  Grow.  Captain  Grow 
represents  the  U.S.  Army  National  Guard. 
She  was  assigned  as  Commander,  321st  Sig- 
nal Company,  Reno.  Nevada,  when  selected. 

Captain  Captain  Paul  A.  Metcalfe.  Captain 
Metcalfe  represents  the  U.S.  Army  National 
Guard.  He  was  assigned  as  Battalion  Train- 
ing Officer,  1st  Battalion,  158th  Field  Artil- 
lery, Lawton,  Oklahoma,  when  selected. 

Captain  Richard  G.  Miller.  Captain  Miller 
represents  the  U.S.  Army  National  Guard.  He 
was  assigned  as  Battalion  S-l,  2nd  Battalion. 
222nd  Field  Artillery.  Cedar  City,  UUh,  when 
selected. 

Captain  Thomas  L.  Morgan  m.  Captain 
Morgan  represents  the  U.S.  Army  National 
Guard.  He  was  assigned  as  Commander.  Com- 
pany B.  1st  Battalion.  116th  Infantry,  29th 
Infantry  Division  (Light),  Chrlstlansburg, 
Virginia,  when  selected. 

Captain  Rodney  S.  Morris.  Captain  Morris 
represents  the  U.S.  Army  Forces  Conmiand. 
He  was  assigned  as  Commander,  194th  Mili- 
tary Police  Company.  101st  Airborne  Divi- 
sion. Fort  Campbell.  Kentucky,  when  se- 
lected. 

Captain  Peter  F.  Najera.  Captain  Najera 
represents  the  U.S.  Army  Forces  Command. 
He  was  assigned  as  Commander,  Head- 
quarters and  Headquarters  Troop,  3rd  Squad- 
ron, 3rd  Armored  Cavalry  Regiment,  Fort 
Carson,  Colorado,  when  selected. 

Captain  William  B.  Ostlund.  Captain 
Ostlund  represents  the  Eighth  U.S.  Army.  He 
was  assigned  as  Commander,  Company  B,  2nd 
Battalion,  9th  Infantry  Regiment,  2nd  Infan- 
try Division,  Camp  Casey,  Korea,  when  se- 
lected. 

Captain  Ignaclo  J.  Perez.  Captain  Perez 
represents  the  U.S.  Army  Reserves.  He  was 
assigned  as  Commander,  231st  Transpor- 
tation Company,  St.  Petersburg,  Florida, 
when  selected. 

Captain  Donald  V.  Phillips.  Captain  Phil- 
lips represents  the  U.S.  Army  Forces  Com- 
mand. He  was  assigned  as  Commander,  Head- 
quarters and  Headquarters  Company.  2nd 
Battalion,  69th  Armor  Regiment,  24th  Infan- 
try Division.  Fort  Stewart.  Georgia,  when 
selected. 

Captain  A.  C.  Roper.  Jr.  Captain  Roper  rep- 
resents the  U.S.  Army  Reserves.  He  was  as- 
signed as  Chief  Briefing  Officer.  314th  Public 
Affairs  Detachment,  Birmingham,  Alabama, 
when  selected. 

Captain  Oliver  S.  Saunders.  Captain  Saun- 
ders represents  the  Military  District  of 
Washington.  He  was  assigned  as  Commander, 
Fort  Myer  Military  Police  Company,  Fort 
Myer,  Virginia,  when  selected. 

Captain  Timothy  H.  Stevenson.  Captain 
Stevenson  represents  the  U.S.  Army  Medical 
Command.  He  was  assigned  as  Commander. 
Company  C,  Academy  Battalion.  U.S.  Army 
Medical  Center  and  School,  Fort  Sam  Hous- 
ton, Texas,  when  selected. 

Captain  Eugene  F.  Swisher.  Captain  Swish- 
er represents  the  U.S.  Army  Reserves.  He 
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was  assigned  as  Information  Management 
Systems  Project  Officer.  Army  Reserve  Per- 
sonnel Center.  St.  Louis.  Missouri,  when  se- 
lected. 

Captain  James  E.  Taylor.  Captain  Taylor 
represents  the  U.S.  Army  National  Guard.  He 
was  assigned  as  Commander,  Headquarters 
and  Headquarters  Company,  2nd  Brigade. 
34th  Infantry  Division.  Boone.  Iowa,  when  se- 
lected. 

Captain  John  K.  Tien.  Captain  Tien  rep- 
resents the  U.S.  Army  Forces  Command.  He 
was  assigned  as  Conunander.  Company  D.  3rd 
Battalion.  66th  Armor  Regiment.  2nd  Ar- 
mored Division.  Fort  Hood.  Texas,  when  se- 
lected. 

Captain  Frank  Zachar.  Captain  Zachar  rep- 
resents the  U.S.  Army  Forces  Command.  He 
was  assigned  as  Commander.  Company  B.  2nd 
Battalion.  16th  Infantry  Regiment.  1st  Infan- 
try Division.  Fort  Riley.  Kansas,  when  se- 
lected. 

First  Lieutenant  Scott  P.  Belveal.  Lieu- 
tenant Belveal  represents  the  U.S.  Army  Eu- 
rope. He  was  assigned  as  Battalion  Mainte- 
nance Officer,  1st  Battalion,  6th  Infantry.  3d 
Infantry  Division.  Vilscck.  Germany,  when 
selected. 

First  Lieutenant  Donna  M.  Blvona.  Lieu- 
tenant Bivona  represents  the  U.S.  Army  Re- 
serve. She  was  assigned  as  Battalion  S-2. 
310th  Military  Police  Battalion,  Uniondale, 
New  York,  when  selected. 


12TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  THE 
ATTACK  ON  THE  GOLDEN  TEMPLE 


HON.  PHIUP  M.  CRANE 

OF  ILLINOIS 

m  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in 
solemn  observance  of  the  12th  anniversary  of 
the  Irxjian  Govemment's  military  assault  on 
the  Goklen  Temple,  the  holiest  shrine  of  the 
Sikh  religion,  whk^  took  place  from  June  3- 
6,  1984.  Thirty-eight  ottier  gurdwaras,  Sikh 
temples  were  also  attacked  during  ttie  same 
operatk)n.  In  all  over  20,000  Sikhs  were  mur- 
dered during  June  1984. 

It  is  important  to  remember  the  partx^ulars  of 
this  horrifying  event  because  they  help  us  to 
understand  ttie  complete  disregard  ttie  Indian 
Govemment  hokJs  for  the  value  of  Sikh  life. 
India  planned  ttie  attack  on  ttie  Goklen  Tem- 
ple on  the  day  of  the  martyrdom  of  Guru  Arjan 
Dev,  the  fifth  Sikh  Guru.  India  knew  that  ttie 
temple  o^nplex  would  be  filled  with  pilgrims 
wtio  were  gathered  ttiere  to  ot>serve  this  aus- 
picious occasion.  Before  laying  siege  to  ttie 
temple,  the  Indian  Government  took  pains  to 
remove  all  foreigners  from  the  Punjab.  A  com- 
plete press  block  was  implemented.  Traffic  in 
and  out  of  Punjab  was  halted.  Ttiose  caught 
in  the  Golden  Temple  had  no  means  of  getting 
information  in  or  out 

Three  wings  of  ttie  Indian  military  were 
used:  The  army,  the  navy  and  the  air  force. 
These  forces  practiced  well  planned  rrxx^k  at- 
tacks at  a  model  of  the  Goklen  Temple  in 
Chakrata  for  months  tiefore  ttie  attack.  It  is 
clear  from  the  carriage  inskte  ttie  temple  after 
the  attack  that  soldiers  were  instructed  to  kill 
as  many  Siktis  as  possible  in  ttie  most  ruttv 
less  manner.  In  one  instance,  it  was  reported 
by  survivors  that  100  ctiiklren  between  the 
ages  of  8  to  12  were  lined  up  on  ttie  grounds 
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of  the  Goklen  Temple  and  asked  if  they  sup- 
ported Sikh  freedom  from  India.  As  each  one 
answered  in  the  affirmative,  Indian  security 
forces  shot  them  dead  at  point  blank  range 

The  Akal  Takht,  a  separate  buikling  on  the 
Goklen  Temple  complex  wtHCh  represents  the 
highest  seat  of  spiritual  arxl  temporal  authority 
for  the  Siktis,  was  also  attacked.  Blasted  with 
heavy  mountain  guns  and  tank  artillery,  ttie 
Akal  Takht  was  set  ablaze.  Original,  irreplace- 
atde  documents  written  in  ttie  hands  of  the 
Siktis  Gurus  were  destroyed.  A  library  contain- 
ing ottier  priceless,  original  religious  docu- 
ments was  also  set  ablaze. 

The  attack  on  the  Golden  Temple  was  no 
ordinary  polce  action.  It  was  an  all-out  military 
assault.  How  woukl  Muslims  feel  if  an  army  at- 
tacked Mecca?  How  wouM  Christians  feel  if 
an  army  attacked  the  Vatican?  Make  no  mis- 
take about  it,  India's  attack  on  ttie  Golden 
Temple  was  an  attempt  to  symbolkally  rein- 
force ttie  Government  total  domination  over 
the  Sikhs.  To  put  it  another  way.  India  simply 
wanted  to  stiow  the  Siktis  who  was  ttie  boss. 

But,  India  is  now  beginning  to  see  the  folly 
of  its  attack  on  the  Golden  Temple.  Instead  of 
submitting  to  the  tyranny  of  ttie  Indian  Goverrv 
ment.  the  Sikh  nation  is  txavely  waging  a 
struggle  for  complete  independence  from 
India.  Since  ttie  attack  on  the  Goklen  Temple, 
Indian  forces  have  killed  over  150,000  Sikhs. 
Instructed  by  their  religkm  to  stand  up  against 
tyranny  wtierever  it  exists,  Siktis  refuse  to 
sutxnit  to  ttie  tyranny  of  ttie  Irxlian  Govenv 
ment.  On  October  7, 1987.  ttie  Sikh  nation  for- 
mally severed  ties  with  India  and  declared 
themselves  independent  forming  the  separate 
country  of  Khialistan. 

As  we  reflect  on  ttie  horrible  oiassacre  of 
Sikhs,  whkrfi  took  place  in  ttie  Goklen  Temple 
complex  12  years  ago,  let  us  also  kx>k  fonward 
to  ttie  eventual  freedom  of  ttie  Sikh  people. 
Ttiroughout  ttieir  history,  Sikhs  tiave  faced 
grave  injustne  at  ttie  hands  of  tyrants.  Sikhs 
possess  an  interminat>le  spirit  arid  cling  tena- 
ciously to  the  tjelief  ttiat  out  of  ttie  ashes  of 
catactysmk:  episodes  like  ttiat  of  ttie  Goklen 
Temple  attack  they  will  emerge  only  stronger 
and  more  determined  to  figtit  ttie  wrongs  vis- 
ited upon  them  Sikhs  earnestly  want  their 
freedom  and  they  tiave  sought  our  support  I 
support  the  independence  of  Khalistan  and  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  ttie  indepervl- 
ence  of  Ktialistan  as  weD. 


THANK  YOU,  DR.  ERNIE  DEAR 


HON.  DAVID  L  BONIOR 

OF  MICHIGAN 

m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  oftentimes  on 
this  floor,  we  are  caBed  upon  to  \\omx  men 
and  women  who  have  graced  our  comnxj- 
nities.  And  while  it  is  right  ttiat  we  do  that,  oc- 
cask>nalty  we  are  confronted  with  ttie  acconv 
plishments  of  a  partKularty  special  person  and 
find  it  hard  to  give  the  true  measure  of  their 
wori(  in  just  a  few  minutes. 

That  is  how  I  feel  today  as  I  rise  to  pay  trib- 
ute to  Dr.  R.  Emest  Dear,  a  constituent  and 
friend,  wtio  is  retiring  ttiis  year  as  president  of 
SL  Clair  County  Community  College  in  Port 
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Huron,  Ml.  For  four  decades,  as  a  teacher, 
prinapal,  college  presklent,  and  parent.  Emie 
Dear  has  worked  tirelessly  to  improve  edu- 
cational opportunities  for  people  in  MIctiigan. 
In  ttie  process,  he  has  inspired  all  of  us  wtio 
have  hiad  the  (xivilege  to  work  with  him  and 
served  as  a  role  model  fcx  educators  and  pub- 
lic sewants  everywhere. 

Throughout  his  detinguistied  career,  Ernie 
Dear  has  been  recognized  both  in  and  out  of 
the  classroom  as  a  leader,  and  sometxxly 
who  has  given  of  himself  personally  and  pro- 
fessionally for  the  good  of  others.  To  know 
Emie  Dear  is  to  be  touctied  and  rejuvenated 
by  his  determination  and  his  optimism.  Each 
of  us  has  benefited  from  the  gifts  of  his  etxjl- 
Kence  and  positive  attitude. 

Emie  Dear  has  a  kxig  list  of  professional 
awards  and  accomplistiments.  tiut  he  has 
made  anottier  mark  on  our  community  ttiat  is 
even  more  important  and  even  more  lasting. 
The  story  of  his  work  in  educatkxi  is  written  on 
the  lives  of  ttie  innumeratile  people  wtiom  tie 
has  touched  over  the  years. 

As  a  consequence  of  Dr.  Dear's  wori(.  ttiou- 
sands  of  people  in  Mk:higan  are  t)etter  edu- 
cated and  have  a  lifekxig  k)ve  of  teaming.  Be- 
cause of  tiis  commitment,  countless  men  and 
women  have  new  careers  and  new  outkx)ks 
on  life.  And  thanks  to  his  accomplishments, 
many  are  t)etter  at)le  to  handle  ttie  ctialienges 
ttiat  face  ttiem.  Even  more  ttian  ttie  awards 
and  ttie  respect  of  his  peers,  ttiis  is  Emie 
Dear's  true  legacy,  and  one  wtuch  will  con- 
tinue to  fkHirish  tor  years  to  come. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  take  great  pride  in  honoring 
Dr.  Emie  Dear.  He  has  been  an  inspiration  to 
me,  and  a  good  friend.  As  Emie  marks  ttiis 
Important  milestone,  I  hope  that  my  colleagues 
wiR  join  me  in  expressing  our  gratitude  for  his 
tiard  work  and  his  contrilxjtions  to  our  commu- 
nity. I  know  ttiat  all  of  us  wish  him  and  his 
wife,  Bartiara.  continued  happiness  and  joy  in 
the  years  atiead. 


IN  MEMORY  OF  MAJ.  AUDIE  L. 
MURPHY 


HON.  RALPH  M.  HAIl 

OF  TEXAS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  HALL  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
marks  ttie  25th  anniversary  of  ttie  death  of  ttie 
most  decorated  soklier  of  Workl  War  II  and  a 
genuine  natkxial  hero— ttie  late  Audie  Leon 
Muphy — <Mha  was  a  native  of  ttie  Fourth  Dis- 
trict of  Texas  as  weH  as  a  personal  friend  of 
mine.  It  is  a  special  privilege  tor  me  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  this  legendary  American,  and  I 
woukl  like  to  do  so  on  behalf  of  the  entire 
Texas  Delegation  as  well  as  on  behalf  of  his 
hometown  friends  and  relatives  in  Farmers- 
ville,  TX,  and  on  twhalf  of  the  late  Congress- 
man Olin  Teague  ol  Texas  who  first  pakJ  trit>- 
ute  to  Audie  Murphy  in  the  CONGRESSIONAL 
Record  on  October  13,  1971— on  ttie  occa- 
sion of  the  dedkatton  of  the  Audie  Leon  Mur- 
phy Hospital  for  veterans  in  San  Antonto. 

Audie  Murptiy  was  indeed  a  legend  in  his 
own  time— and  a  hero  for  all  times.  For  his 
vator  in  combat  and  actton  atMve  arxl  beyond 
the  call  of  duty,  he  received  every  medal  the 
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Amiy  awards.  He  earned  the  Silver  Star  twice 
in  3  days,  three  Purple  Hearts,  the  Distin- 
guished Service  Cross,  and  the  Medal  of 
Honor. 

The  Citation  to  the  Medal  of  Honor  recog- 
nized 2d.  LL  Audie  Murphy,  15th  Infantry,  for 
his  valor  on  January  26,  1945,  near  Hoitzwihr, 
France.  His  Company  B  was  attacked  by  six 
tanks  and  waves  of  infantry.  Second  Lieuten- 
ant Murphy  ordered  his  men  to  withdraw  to 
prepare  positions  in  a  woods,  while  he  re- 
mained foTArard  at  his  command  post  to  direct 
the  artillery.  One  of  his  company's  tank  de- 
stroyers received  a  direct  hit  arxj  began  to 
bum.  Lieutenant  Murphy  dimbed  on  the  burn- 
ing tank  destroyer  arid  trained  its  machinegun 
on  the  enemy,  killing  dozens  arxJ  causing  their 
intantry  attack  to  waver.  He  hekl  his  position 
for  nr)ore  than  an  hour,  received  a  leg  wound, 
but  conbnued  the  fight  until  his  ammunition 
was  exhausted  He  then  made  his  way  to  his 
company,  refused  medeaJ  attention,  and  orga- 
nized the  company  in  a  counterattack  which 
forced  the  enemy  to  withdraw.  The  Citation 
states,  "Lieutenant  Murphy's  indomitable  cour- 
age and  his  refusal  to  give  an  inch  of  grourxi 
saved  his  company  from  possible  encirclement 
and  destructkxi,  and  enatMed  It  to  hokj  the 
woods  which  had  been  the  enemy's  objec- 
tive." 

Audie  received  the  Distinguished  Service 
Cross  for  his  extraordinary  heroism  on  August 
15,  1944,  near  Ranatuelle,  France.  On  this 
date,  according  to  tiie  award  citation,  "His  ex- 
traordinary heroism  resulted  in  the  capture  of 
a  fiercely  contested  enemy-hekj  hill  and  the 
annihiation  or  capture  of  the  entire  enemy 
garrison." 

And  yet  Audie  believed  that  his  medals  be- 
kxiged  to  every  man  in  his  company,  and  f>e 
always  maintained  that  he  was  just  "another 
merL"  His  humility  stemmed  perhaps  from  a 
humble  beginning  near  Kingston,  TX  arxf 
years  of  living  in  poverty.  Audie  had  to  quit 
school  in  ttie  eighth  grade  to  help  support  his 
mottier  arxl  eight  sibilirigs.  He  hunted  small 
games  to  supply  food  for  the  family,  and  be- 
came an  expert  marksman.  He  took  odd  jobs 
wherever  he  coukj  find  thenn— on  a  fann,  a  fill- 
ing station,  and  grocery  store,  a  radio  repair 
shop.  But  Audie  ntade  up  for  his  lack  of  edu- 
cation with  a  txilliant  mind,  great  dignity,  arxJ 
a  sense  of  composure  ttiat  impressed  all 
those  who  met  him. 

Folkiwing  the  war,  James  Cagney  extended 
him  an  invitatkxi  to  visit  Hollywood,  where  he 
signed  an  acting  contract  His  best-selling 
autobiography,  To  Hell  and  Back."  was  made 
into  a  successful  movie  in  which  Aud«  played 
ttie  starring  role.  His  specialty  was  smaJI-budg- 
et  westerns,  but  Audie  never  really  liked  act- 
ing, and  he  pursued  several  business  ventures 
over  the  years.  It  was  on  one  of  these  ven- 
tures that  he  was  killed  in  a  plane  crash  near 
Roanoke,  VA,  on  May  30,  1971.  He  left  be- 
Nnd  his  wife  of  20  years.  Pamela  Archer,  two 
sons.  Terry  and  James  Shannon,  other  family 
members  and  hundreds  of  friends  and  admir- 
ers. 

Since  that  time  the  Audie  L  Murphy  Na- 
tional Memorial  Tribute  Committee,  headed  by 
Louis  J.  Parilk),  has  horxxed  his  memory  by 
awarding  tlie  ALM  Patriotism  Portrait  Awards. 
The  awards  are  presented  in  groups  of  tfvee 
to  represent  our  Natmn's  Triad  Defense  Sys- 
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tem,  and  Vhis  25th  anniversary  of  Audie's 
death  will  mark  the  final  presentation.  Recipi- 
errts  in  Vne  order  presented,  include:  The 
American  Security  Council,  Maj.  Gen.  John  K. 
Singlaub.  USA  Ret..  Gen.  William  C.  West- 
moreland, USA  Ret.;  Gen.  Louis  H.  Wilson, 
USMC  ReL,  The  Marine  Attack  Squadron  131, 
4th  Marine  Air  Wing,  Fourth  Marine  Division; 
Gen.  Omar  Bradley,  USA  ReL,  28th  Division 
PNG,  First  Army;  Headquarters  3rd  Infantry 
Division  U.S.  Army,  3rd  U.S.  Infantry  Regi- 
ment (The  Old  Guard),  U.S.  Army  Parachute 
Team  (Golden  Knights;  North  American  Air 
Defense  Command,  112th  Fighter  Group, 
Pennsylvania  ANG,  910th  Special  Operations 
Group.  USAFR;  City  of  New  Castle,  PA, 
County  of  Lawrence,  Pennsylvania,  Common- 
wealth of  Pennsylvania;  Department  of  the 
Army,  Department  of  the  Navy,  Department  of 
Defense;  Robert  Bleier  (Trustee  for  Vietnam 
Veterans),  Congressman  Olin  "Tiger"  Teague 
(posthumously),  Presklent  Ronald  W.  Reagan; 
The  Honoral)le  William  J.  Perry,  Secretary  of 
Defense,  The  American  Legion,  and  Veterans 
of  Foreign  Wars. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  joined  today 
t)y  Audie  Murphy's  family,  his  friends,  and  his 
many  fans  in  paying  this  final  tritxite  to  WWII's 
most  decorated  war  hero.  Perhaps  the  finest 
tribute  woukj  be  to  place  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  two  odes  composed  by  Audie 
Leon  Murphy.  These  reflect  his  thoughts  and 
feelings  for  his  fallen  comrades  and  reveal  to 
us.  more  ttian  any  words  of  our  own  coukJ 
possibly  reveal,  tf>e  full  measure  of  this  great 
American. 

ALONE  AND  Far  Removed 
Alone  and  far  removed  firom  earthly  care 
The  noble  ruins  of  men  lie  burled  here. 
You  were  strong  men,  good  men 
Endowed  with  youth  and  much  the  will  to 

live. 
I  hear  no  protest  from  the  mute  lips  of  the 

dead. 
They  rest;  there  is  no  more  to  give. 


Freedom  Fues  in  Your  Heart  Like  an 
Eagle 
Dusty  old  helmet,  rusty  old  gun. 
They  sit  in  the  comer  and  wait- 
Two  souvenirs  of  the  Second  World  War 
That  have  withstood  the  time,  and  the  hate. 
Mute  vrltness  to  a  time  of  much  trouble. 
Where  kill  or  be  killed  was  the  law — 
Were    these    implements    used    with    high 

honor? 
What  was  the  glory  they  saw? 
Many  times  I've  wanted  to  ask  them — 
And  now  that  we're  here  all  alone. 
Relics  all  three  of  a  long  ago  war- 
Where  has  freedom  gone? 

Freedom  flies  in  your  heart  like  an  eagle. 
Let  it  soar  with  the  winds  high  above 
Among  the  spirits  of  soldiers  now  sleeping. 
Guard  it  with  care  and  with  love. 
I  salute  my  old  frtends  in  the  comer. 
I  agree  with  all  they  have  said— 
And  if  the  moment  of  truth  comes  tomorrow, 
ru  be  free,  or  By  God,  I'll  be  dead! 


May  30,  1996 


TRIBUTE  TO  OFFICER  DANIEL 
THOMAS  BUCK  ON  RETIREMENT 
FROM  U.S.  CAPITOL  POLICE 


HON.  BLANCHE  LAMBERT  LINCOIJi 

OF  ARKANSAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mrs.  LINCOLN.  Mr.  Speaker,  Offrcer  Daniel 
Thomas  Buck  retires  from  the  U.S.  Capitol  Po- 
lice after  20  years  of  de<£cated  service.  I 
woukJ  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  express 
to  "Buck"  my  gratitude  for  his  distinguished 
career  and  for  being  a  good  friend  to  many  on 
Capitol  Hill. 

I  came  to  know  Buck  over  10  years  ago 
when  he  was  first  stationed  at  the  New  Jersey 
and  C  Streets  entrance  to  the  Longworth 
Buikling.  Buck  dutifully  guarded  this  area  and 
cheerfully  greeted  tfxxisarxjs  of  Hill  employees 
and  visitors  while  assigned  to  that  patrol.  Most 
of  us  take  ttie  security  on  Capitol  Hill  for  grant- 
ed. However,  we  entrust  our  police  officers, 
such  as  Buck,  with  the  duties  of  maintaining 
law  and  order  in  which  they  must  be  highly 
trained  and  capable  of  reacting  to  an  emer- 
gency situation  at  a  moment's  notice.  Buck 
has  certainly  upheld  the  high  standards  of  our 
Capitol  Police  force  throughout  his  20  years.  I 
know  that  his  integrity  and  fortitude  are  cfiar- 
acteristk^s  that  have  helped  to  influence  other 
officers  in  carrying  out  their  jotjs  with  unswerv- 
ing allegiance  to  the  law. 

Truly,  Buck  is  one  of  our  unsung  heros  on 
Capitol  Hill  wix)  performed  his  duties,  day 
after  day  on  weekerxis,  arxl  holkjays  loyally 
and  responsibly.  Buck  is  retiring  to  Florida  to 
spend  more  time  with  his  children,  grand- 
chiMren.  arxl  to  enjoy  his  favorite  sport  of 
hunting.  I  know  -e  is  proud  of  his  excellent 
and  horx>rat3le  reu>rd  with  the  Capitol  Hill  Po- 
\ice.  I  t)id  Buck  farewell  with  mixed  emotions. 
arxJ  I  am  sure  that  my  colleagues  join  me  in 
wishing  him  much  good  fortune  as  he  begins 
this  new  chapter  in  his  life. 


REMARKS  BY  MILES  LERMAN  AT 
THE  NA-nONAL  DAYS  OF  RE- 
MEMBRANCE CEREMONY 


HON.  TOM  LANTOS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  LANTOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  April  16. 
Members  of  Congress,  members  of  the  Diplo- 
matk:  Corps  arxJ  hundreds  of  sun/ivors  of  the 
Holocaust  and  their  friends  gathered  here  in 
the  Capitol  Rotunda  for  the  National  Days  of 
Remembrance  commemoration.  The  United 
States  Hokxaust  Memorial  Council  was  estat)- 
iished  by  Congress  to  preserve  the  memory  of 
the  victims  of  the  Hokx:ausL  I  commend  the 
Council  and  the  members  of  the  Days  of  Re- 
membrance Committee,  cliaired  by  my  good 
friend  Benjamin  Meed,  for  their  vigilant  and 
genuine  adherence  to  their  extraordinarily  im- 
portant task. 

One  of  the  first  acts  of  the  Council  was  to 
establish  the  annual  Days  of  Remembrance 
commemoratkxi  to  mirror  similar  observarx^es 
hek]  in  Israel  and  throughout  our  Natk)n  and 
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elsewhere  in  ttie  wortd.  This  year,  the  corrv 
merTx>ratk>n  centered  on  the  50th  anniversary 
of  the  Nuremberg  trials.  The  obsen/ance  was 
a  reminder  of  the  dWk:ult  process  of  first  cop- 
ing and  then  healing  that  all  survivors  and 
tfieir  families  and  loved  ones  had  to  endure. 

I  commend  my  colleagues'  attention  to  the 
insightful  comments  of  my  good  friend  Miles 
Lerman.  Miles  was  instrumental  in  bringing  the 
dream  of  the  Hokx:aust  Memorial  Museum  to 
reality,  an  immense  project  that  is  universally 
regarded  as  a  resounding  success.  As  Chair- 
man of  the  U.S.  Holocaust  MerTX)rial  Council, 
Miles  is  appointed  by  the  Presklent  to  coordi- 
nate our  national  effort  to  memorialize  the  vic- 
tims of  the  Holocaust  and  to  teach  all  Ameri- 
cans its  many  lessons.  His  words  at  the  Na- 
tk>nal  Days  of  Remembrarx^  commemoration 
are  a  denfx>nstration  of  his  outstanding  ability 
to  carry  out  this  irrportant  task. 

Days  of  Remembrance  Ceremony 
(By  Miles  Lennan) 

Distinguished  Dignitaries,  Honorable 
Members  of  Congress,  ladies  and  gentlemen. 

The  theme  of  this  year's  days  of  remem- 
brance is  the  50th  anniversary  of  the  Nurem- 
berg Trials.  What  makes  these  trials  so  sig- 
nificant is  the  fact  that  the  Allied  Forces 
after  victory  did  not  pursue  vengeance.  In- 
stead they  chose  to  implement  a  due  process 
of  law  to  hold  the  German  political  and  mili- 
tary leaders  personally  accountable  for  the 
heinous  crimes  they  committed  against  hu- 
manity. 

We  will  hear  more  of  those  trial  proceed- 
ings from  Justice  Breyer,  who  will  analyze 
the  uniqueness  of  the  Nuremberg  trials  and 
place  them  in  the  proper  historic  prospec- 
tive. 

I  will,  therefore,  concentrate  my  remarks 
on  the  importance  of  remembrance. 

Remembrance  serves  many  purposes.  It 
helps  us  look  back  and  wonder  how  different 
the  fate  of  Holocaust  victims  would  have 
been  if  the  Western  leaders  of  those  days 
would  have  had  the  stamina  at  the  outset  to 
stand  up  to  Adolph  Hitler— a  imlitical  mega- 
lomaniac whose  appetite  for  territorial  ex- 
pansion was  unsatiated;  whose  wild  dream  of 
developing  a  Deutsche  heren  rasse — a  Ger- 
man super  race  which  would  enslave  all  na- 
tions he  would  conquer  and  create  a  Third 
Reich  that  would  last  a  thousand  years. 

This  insanity  could  have  been  stopped  in 
time  but  it  was  not.  The  leaders  of  Britain 
and  France  wanted  to  believe  that  they 
could  reason  with  Adolph  Hitler  and  thus 
continued  to  give  in  to  his  constantly  esca- 
lating demands  until  they  finally  came  to  re- 
alize that  they  were  dealing  with  a  monster 
that  must  be  subdued  at  any  price. 

By  this  time,  however.  Hitler  had  managed 
to  build  a  powerful  war  machine  which  took 
enormous  sacrifices  on  the  part  of  all  Allied 
Armies  who  waged  battles  from  the  desserts 
of  Africa  to  Leningrad  and  Normandy  to  de- 
feat the  Nazi  monster. 

It  took  6  years  of  bloody  battles  with  mil- 
lions of  casualties  and  billions  of  dollars  of 
military  equipment  to  put  an  end  to  the  Nazi 
nightmare  that  could  have  l>een  stopped  at  a 
much  earlier  stage. 

It  is  a  mjrth— it  is  a  falsehood  to  believe 
that  only  Hitler  and  his  SS  henchmen  were 
the  ones  who  were  responsible  for  the  mass 
murder. 

In  the  Archives  of  the  Holocaust  Memorial 
Museum  in  Washington,  we  have  documents 
proving  that  the  entire  industrial  complex  of 
Nazi  Germany  was  involved  in  the  process  of 
niass  annihilation.  We  have  documents  of 
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German  engineering  firms  praising  the  effi- 
ciency of  the  crenMitories  they  are  offering 
for  sale. 

We  have  copies  of  authentic  bids  from  Ger- 
man chemical  companies  soliciting  the  or- 
ders for  the  Cyclone  B  gas  enunciating  the 
economic  efficiency  of  their  product  for  the 
mass  killing  of  women  and  children. 

We  dwell  on  this  past  not  to  inflame  fury, 
but  because  we  believe  that  in  the  ashes  of 
this  tragic  past  lies  an  all  important  lesson 
essential  to  our  collective  future  as  a  demo- 
cratic and  free  society  where  human  dif- 
ferences are  respected  and  human  rights  are 
protected. 

This  is  what  the  Holocaust  Memorial  Mu- 
seum is  all  about. 

When  the  Nazi  nightmare  was  finally 
brought  to  an  end,  the  world  chose  to  believe 
that  the  lessons  of  this  horrible  period  would 
once  and  for  all  put  an  end  to  hatred  and  big- 
otry. 

Today,  50  years  later,  we  must  admit  that 
we  were  naively  optimistic.  The  sad  facts 
are.  the  world  has  not  learned  its  lesson. 
Once  again,  we  are  confronted  with  savage- 
ries of  the  worst  kind  all  over  the  world. 

Futile  ethnic  cleansings  aind  senseless  car- 
nage are  still  rampant.  Not  only  in  the  dis- 
tant places  such  as  former  Yugoslavia  and 
Rwanda,  but  the  venom  of  hatred  and  big- 
otry has  embedded  itself  even  in  the  heart- 
land of  America.  This  phenomena  should  be 
of  great  concern  to  all  of  us. 

There  are,  however,  those  who  argue  not  to 
pay  too  much  attention  to  these  crackpots 
because  they  are  only  a  nmrginal  fringe  of 
our  democratic  society.  So  permit  me  to  in- 
voke memory  and  remind  you  that  the  same 
arguments  were  heard  in  Germany  in  the 
early  30's  when  Hitler  heg&n  his  quest  for 
power. 

Today  we  are  beginning  to  see  more  and 
more  blatant  disregard  and  lack  of  respect 
for  the  sanctity  of  martyrdom. 

Let  me  cite  to  you  just  two  examples.  Only 
recently  have  we  learned  that  Franjo 
Tudjman,  the  President  of  Croatia,  has  an- 
nounced plans  to  bring  to  Jasenovac  the 
bones  of  the  Croatian  Ustashis.  The  Ustashis 
were  Hitler's  most  willing  collaborators. 

Today.  President  Tudjman  wants  to  mingle 
the  bones  of  the  Ustashis  killers  with  the 
bones  of  victims  whom  they  have  murdered 
in  Jasenovac. 

Jasenovac  is  the  largest  death  camp  of 
Yugoslavia  where  tens  of  thousands  of  vic- 
tims are  buried  in  mass  graves. 

This  proposed  callous  desecration  of  the 
Jasenovac  Memorial  cannot  be  permitted  to 
happen. 

I  have  conveyed  to  President  Tudjman  our 
outrage  over  this  defilement  and  have  ad- 
vised him  that  the  U.S.  Holocaust  Memorial 
Council  will  not  remain  silent  until  these 
evil  plans  are  scrapped. 

Another  example  is  Auschwitz.  In  Ausch- 
witz, plans  were  in  the  making  to  build  a 
shopping  center  only  100  yards  away  from 
the  camp  perimeter.  Again,  we  expressed  our 
dismay,  we  intervened  and  protested — this 
time  successfully.  I  am  pleased  to  inform 
you  that  I  have  received  written  confirma- 
tion from  Polish  Ambassador,  Jerzy 
Kozminsky,  that  the  development  of  the 
shopping  center  within  the  conHnes  of 
Auschwitz  has  been  canceled. 

The  Polish  authorities  are  to  be  com- 
mended for  putting  a  stop  to  what  would 
have  been  a  painful  desecration  of  memory. 

The  Nuremberg  trials  teach  us  that  we 
cannot  remain  indifferent;  we  cannot  look 
the  other  way  when  evil  plans  are  in  the 
making;  when  atrocities  take  place  and  the 
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truth  is  distorted.  We  must  always  be  ready 
to  speak  out  against  evil  no  matter  where  it 
takes  place — and  no  matter  who  the  victims 
are. 

The  victims  of  the  Nazi  infemo  deserve  the 
dignity  of  being  left  in  peace  and  we  at  the 
Holocaust  Memorial  Council  are  determined 
to  do  all  that  is  in  our  power  to  make  sure 
that  the  ashes  of  the  victims  remain 
undefiled  and  undisturbed.  This  is  our  sacred 
task  that  we  must  fulfill  today,  tomorrow 
and  in  years  to  come. 


TRIBUTE  TO  RAMESH  TANDON. 
M.D. 


HON.  MARGE  ROUKEMA 

OF  NE»"  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  corv 
gratulate  Dr.  Ramesh  Tandon,  M.D.,  on  his 
completion  of  service  as  president  of  the  Pas- 
sak:  County,  NJ,  Medcal  Society.  Dr.  Tandon 
is  a  dedk^ated  and  talented  physcian  whose 
skill  is  well  respected  t}y  colleagues  and  pa- 
tients alike.  He  is  also  a  corrvnitted  civic  lead- 
er who  has  supported  our  schools,  polce,  arxl 
civk;  organizations. 

Dr.  Tandon,  wtx)  holds  undergraduate  arxl 
medk:al  degrees  from  the  University  of  Allah- 
abad in  his  native  Induu  began  his  career  in 
India  in  1 968  as  an  intem  at  Safdarjung  Hos- 
pital in  New  Delhi.  In  1972,  he  emigrated  to 
New  York,  where  hie  dkl  a  residency  in  gerv 
eral  surgery  at  the  Hospital  of  Joint  Disease. 
He  later  became  an  emergerK:y  room  physi- 
cian in  New  York  before  moving  to  New  Jer- 
sey in  1977  to  woric  as  an  emergerx:y  room 
physician  at  South  Bergen  Hospital  and  to  es- 
tablish a  private  practice  in  surgery,  now  k>- 
cated  in  Lyrxlhurst 

Dr.  Tandon  has  been  director  of  gerteral 
surgery  at  SL  Mary's  Hospital  in  Passaic  since 
1 992.  He  has  also  served  as  chairman  of  the 
hospital's  executive  committee  and  president 
of  the  medkal  staff. 

Dr.  Tandon  has  hekl  several  community  po- 
sitkxis.  In  additkKi  to  serving  as  president  of 
the  Passak;  County  Mednal  Society  in  1995, 
he  has  b>een  a  memtier  of  ttie  society's  board 
of  trustees,  physkaan  for  tlie  Lyndhurst  school 
system  and  polce  department,  and  president 
of  ttie  Lyndhurst  Lion's  Club. 

Our  Natkxi  enjoys  ttie  workf  s  fiighest  stand- 
ard for  nxxlem  health  care,  whk:h  is  vitally  im- 
portant to  every  citizen.  Dr.  Tarxlon  has  exenv 
plified  the  highest  professkxial  standards.  We 
express  our  deepest  gratitude  to  Dr.  Tarxlon 
and  physk:ians  like  him  wtx>  see  that  the  high- 
est quality  of  care  is  maintained.  Best  wishes 
to  Dr.  Tandon  as  he  contirxies  his  exemplary 
servee  to  his  patients  arxl  the  Passak;  County 
community. 


TRIBUTES  TO  ISABEL  PATTERSON 


HON.  SIEPHEN  HORN 

ofcalifobnia 

in  the  house  of  representattves 

Thursday,  May  30. 1996 

Mr.  HORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  recently  several 
hundred  friends  of  Isattel  Patterson  gathered 
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together  to  honor  Isabel  Patterson,  wtto  died 
suddenly  and  peacefully  after  a  lifetime  of 
service  and  commitment  to  her  university  and 
her  community.  She  cared  about  children  and 
young  people  generally.  Isabel  knew  hardship 
in  her  youth,  came  West  from  Texas  to  Long 
Beach  wfiere  she  found  success  in  education, 
in  business,  and  in  caring. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  consent  that  the  euk>gies 
made  by  three  of  us  be  placed  in  the  Record. 
The  first  eutogy  was  by  Bruce  L  Molyneaux, 
a  relative  of  Isabel  Patterson,  speaking  on  be- 
half of  the  family.  The  second  eulogy  is  by 
Hon.  Beverly  O'Neill,  the  Mayor  of  Long 
Beach,  and  third  eulogy  is  by  myself,  wtw 
knew  Isabel  as  a  friend  beginning  with  my  role 
as  President  of  her  alma  mater,  California 
State  Univefsity,  Long  Beach. 

EULOOT  BT  Bruce  L.  Moltneaux 

For  tbose  of  you  who  may  not  know  me. 
My  name  is  Bruce  Molyneaux.  the  Grandson 
of  Isabel's  sister  Myrtlle.  Isabel  used  to  com- 
ment that  I  was  her  "great  Nephew",  How- 
ever she  wasn't  sure  what  made  me  so  great. 
I'm  not  so  sure  either.  You  see  Isabel  had  a 
higher  standard  of  greatness  than  most  peo- 
ide  could  ever  dream  of.  and,  she  achieved 
her  goals.  As  easy  as  it  may  be  to  find  sorrow 
in  her  passing  we  are  truly  here  today  to  cel- 
ebrate her  life.  She  would  not  have  wanted 
us  to  mourn  for  her  gifts  of  wit,  knowledge, 
and  goodwill  will  live  forever. 

While  growing  up  my  family  and  I  called 
Isabel  Aunt  Pat.  It  was  only  recently  when 
she  offered  that  I  could  call  her  Isabel,  how- 
ever I  never  could  quite  get  used  to  that. 
Having  Isabel  in  the  family  was  like  having 
a  built  in  celebrity,  never  short  on  excite- 
ment. 

In  the  iwst  week  I  have  had  an  ojiportunlty 
to  share  with  many  of  you  some  of  your 
memories  of  Isabel.  All  filled  with  laughter 
and  smiles  and  it  has  made  the  time  that 
much  easier.  It  also  reminded  me  of  how  she 
could  make  an  entrance  exclusively  her  own. 
For  Instance  her  seventieth  birthday  when 
she  bought  a  moped  and  was  planning  on 
riding  it  to  her  party  but  Instead  arriving  in 
a  cab  after  having  it  stolen  while  Idillng  in 
her  driveway.  Dam.  another  missed  photo 
oi>portunlty.  Or  who  could  forget  the  en- 
trance on  her  7Sth  birthday  two  stepping  to 
the  yellow  rose  of  Texas  as  Dick  Sharp 
struggled  to  keep  up. 

I  am  very  proud  to  have  known  such  a 
strong  and  caring  individual  in  my  lifetime 
and  only  hope  that  all  of  us  can  continue  her 
practice  of  caring  and  sharing. 

I  also  wanted  to  thank  everyone  for  their 
presence  here  today  on  behalf  of  the  family. 
and  then  it  occurred  to  me  that  something 
about  that  Just  didn't  sound  right.  When  I 
look  around  this  room  I  see  Isabel's  vast  ex- 
tended family,  family  of  fiends,  and  know 
that  we  have  all  shared  moments  which 
made  her  as  special  to  us  as  any  sibling  or 
spouse.  So  in  &ct  I  will  thank  you.  thank 
you  for  being  part  of  Isabel's  family  and  your 
presence  throughout  her  life. 

Isabel  made  a  conmient  to  me  once,  and 
she  said  if  I  didn't  remember  anything  else, 
to  remember  this.  "All  is  in  the  Land"  it  is 
the  only  possession  which  has  true  value. 
Today  we  return  her  to  that  land  which  al- 
lowed her  to  achieve  so  much  and  be  so 
great.  Thanks  for  everything  Aunt  Pat  we 
love  yon. 

EUI.0G7  BT  MATOB  BEVERLT  O'NEILL 

There  is  only  one  Isabel.  She  was  smart. 
She  was  irreplaceable.  She  was  sometimes 
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cantankerous  and  firistrating.  She  was  di- 
rect. She  was  hardworking.  She  was  giving. 

It's  hard  to  believe  that  Isabel  won't  be 
around  anymore,  because  she  was  one  of  the 
people  who  really  helped  define  this  City— 
her  City— as  she  helped  to  define  her  Col- 
lege—Long Beach  State  College — and  even 
colleges  and  other  schools  that  she  never  at- 
tended but  adopted  out  of  love  later  in  life— 
especially  Long  Beach  City  College. 

Isabel,  as  everyone  has  heard,  was  (i'om 
West  Texas,  from  Amarillo  in  the  Panhandle, 
which  is  what  Texans  call  that  part  of  Baja 
Oklahoma,  that  probes  up  into  that  part  of 
the  Midwest  that  Steinbeck  wrote  about  in 
The  Grapes  of  Wrath  and  which  used  to  be 
called  the  "Dustbowl"  during  the  long-ago 
days  of  the  Great  Depression. 

My  husband's  family  came  firom  the  same 
area  around  Amarillo,  and  I  think  maybe 
this  had  a  great  deal  to  do  with  the  connec- 
tion that  Bill  and  Isabel  always  felt.  If 
you've  ever  been  in  this  part  of  the  country, 
it's  not  kind  or  picturesque,  but  it  breeds 
character.  As  Isabel  often  said,  it  doesn't  do 
much  else. 

Someone  once  wrote  off  an  enemy  by  say- 
ing "he  had  a  ta,ce  like  West  Texas."  Well, 
Isabel  didn't  have  a  face  like  West  Texas— it 
was  more  like  West  Ireland  or  maybe  Nor- 
way. But  she  had  the  character  of  that  area, 
and  we  were  lucky  enough  to  have  her  bring 
that  tough  Texas  soul  out  to  California  in 
the  years  just  before  State  College  opened  in 
1949. 

About  20  years  ago  someone  wrote  a  book 
about  a  young  Texas  girl.  It  was  called  True 
Grit.  It  was  later  made  into  a  movie  that 
starred  John  Wayne.  The  phrase  beautifully 
captured  Isabel.  She  had  true  grit.  Nothing 
stopped  her.  She  just  kept  on  doing  what  had 
to  be  done — until  it  was  done.  And  then  she 
usually  started  on  something  else. 

Isabel  and  I  first  met  over  40  years  ago 
when  I  graduated  from  City  College  and  went 
to  Long  Beach  State.  Isabel  and  my  husband 
were  both  original  49'ers.  and  Isabel  was  al- 
ways so  very  proud  to  have  been  there  at  the 
very  beginning.  She  was.  among  other 
things,  the  first  editor  of  the  college  paper. 
The  Fortynlner.  She  knew  everyone,  and  ev- 
eryone knew  her — which  wasn't  too  hard  to 
do  in  a  school  with  a  student  body  that  num- 
bered about  50  the  first  semester  and  about 
ISO  in  the  second  semester.  In  all  events. 
Long  Beach  State  College  was  Isabel's 
school.  She  took  a  lot  from  Long  Beach 
State  College  but— far  more  important — she 
gave  a  whole  lot  back  to  it.  She  gave  money, 
lots  of  money— but  more  Important,  the  long 
years  of  hard  work  and  effort  that  that 
money  rejiresented.  But  more  than  this,  she 
brought  her  love  and  abiding  devotion.  She 
loved  the  College  and  she  loved  the  people 
that  went  there  and  the  faculty  that  taught 
there. 

Isabel  was  so  fond  of  so  many  people  who 
made  the  college  what  It  Is  today,  both  fac- 
ulty and  students.  So  many  names — ^many 
gone,  many  still  with  us. 

Jumping  up  to  more  recent  times,  there 
was— and  is,  of  course — President  Steve 
Horn— now  the  Honorable  Steven  Horn,  Con- 
gressman of  the  54th  District,  who  was  Presi- 
dent of  the  College  for  an  almost  unprece- 
dented 17  years  and  who  Isabel  unreservedly 
adored. 

After  Isabel  graduated  from  Long  Beach 
State  College  in  1951.  she  went  on  to  teach 
elementary  school  in  the  Long  Beax:h  Unified 
School  District  for  a  couple  of  years  before 
she  went  Into  real  estate  in  Belmont  Shore 
where  she  worked  hard  and  wisely  Invested. 
I  think  It  is  more  than  fitting  that  today 
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Isabel's  name  is  attached  not  only  to  a  par- 
ticular part  of  the  College,  but  to  a  part  that 
resonates  with  her  concern  for  children— the 
Isabel  Patterson  School  Center. 

She  also  adopted— later  on— Long  Beach 
City  College.  I  was  at  Long  Beach  City  Col- 
lege for  many  years,  and  Isabel  was  very  im- 
portant to  that  Institution.  She  was  inter- 
ested in  students.  She  knew  how  much  her 
education  had  meant  to  her.  She  would  say, 
"if  a  student  needs  shoes  to  go  to  school,  you 
should  have  a  little  money  to  help  them." 
She  called  her  students  her  jewels.  She  is  the 
first  person  in  current  Long  Beach  to  be 
called  a  benefactor. 

I  love  having  the  opportunity  to  say  a  few 
words  about  Isabel.  Some  people  pass  away 
and  are  gone.  Isabel  may  have  passed  away, 
but  she  will  never  be  gone.  She  lives  in  the 
Impact  that  her  life  had— and  continues  to 
have — on  others.  She  will  always  be  present 
in  the  College  she  loved,  and  the  other  Col- 
lege she  adopted  and  also  fostered.  She  will 
live  on  in  the  students  whose  scholarships 
bear  her  name  and  whose  academic  careers 
have  been  deeply  affected  by  her  generous 
and  continuous  Involvement:  she  will  live  on 
in  the  young  children  who  store  their  lunch 
boxes  and  sweaters  in  the  lockers  at  the  Isa- 
bel Patterson  Preschool  Center  five  days  a 
week.  She  will  also  live  on  in  the  City  of 
Long  Beach  where  her  name  is  S3mon3rmous 
with  Giving.  The  great  art  historian  Bernard 
Berenson  once  said  that  "a  complete  life 
may  be  one  ending  In  so  fUll  an  identifica- 
tion with  the  non-self  that  there  is  no  self 
left  to  die."  Isabel  probably  wouldn't  have 
been  enchanted  with  the  hlgh-fiown  wording, 
but  she  would  have  heartily  embraced  the 
sentiment.  She  cared  enough  to  endow  many 
others  with  hope.  She  lives  in  that  hope  and 
it  is  expressed  in  the  lives  of  many  others 
whom  she  will  never  meet. 

Thank  you,  Isabel.  We  will  miss  you. 

EuLOOT  BT  U.S.  Representative  Stephen 

HORN 

The  two  beautiful  tributes  you  have  just 
heard  would  have  deeply  moved  Isabel.  We 
sometimes  talked  about  what  it  would  be 
like  when  she  died.  As  I  look  around  here 
and  see  all  of  her  fMends  which  would  have 
meant  so  much  to  her,  I  know  that  she  is 
very  pleased. 

She  often  used  that  old  gag,  which  I  be- 
lieve was  first  used  by  George  Bums,  but  he 
might  have  gotten  it  f^om  Isabel.  And  that  is 
when  she  awoke  in  the  morning,  she  first 
looked  at  the  obituary  page  of  the  Press 
Telegram,  and  she  said,  "If  my  name  wasn't 
there,  I  decided  to  get  up." 

When  Isabel  told  me  during  a  luncheon 
many  years  ago  that  I  was  to  give  the  eulogy 
at  her  funeral,  I  smiled  and  told  her  "You'll 
live  to  be  a  hundred."  I  had  hoped  that  would 
be  true,  and  that  this  day  would  not  come  so 
soon. 

During  Isabel's  wonderful  and  colorful  life 
in  Long  Beach,  she  became  a  legend.  Her 
generosity  to  individuals  and  to  local  organi- 
zations was  unmatched.  When  Isabel  gave, 
she  gave  not  simply  in  dollars.  She  gave  of 
herself.  When  Isabel  donated  a  party  In  her 
Penthouse  at  a  charity  auction,  she  would 
often  do  all  of  the  cleaning  as  well  as  all  of 
the  cooking.  Friends— some  of  as  in  this 
room— were  enlisted  to  tend  bar,  or  to  do 
cleanup.  And  I  have  washed  many  dishes 
there,  as  I  think  several  of  you  have.  Her  up- 
bringing on  a  Texas  ranch  gave  her  con- 
fidence and  self  sufficiency.  Her  years  work- 
ing for  the  Navy  were  also  to  serve  her  well 
later  as  chief  organizer,  order-giver, 
bottlewasher  at  one  and  the  same  time. 
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She  was  an  excellent  student  and  an  excel- 
lent athlete.  She  spent  2^  years  at  Texas 
Technological  University  where  she  was  a 
fine  student  and  also  one  of  the  Campus 
Queens— in  the  days  when  colleges  still  had 
Campus  Queens. 

Her  propensity  for  work  and  financial  need 
caused  her  to  leave  school  and  go  to  work  at 
a  New  Deal  ag«ncy— the  Farm  Security  Ad- 
ministration. Many  of  you  will  remember 
that  agency  and  the  music  "The  Plow  That 
Broke  the  Plains"  by  composer  Virgil  Thom- 
son. As  a  young  woman,  she  greatly  admired 
and  loved  Eleanor  Roosevelt  and  Eleanor's 
quest  for  equality.  Isabel  supervised  25  em- 
ployees with  the  Farm  Security  Administra- 
tion. She  had  rave  reviews  of  her  work,  but 
when  higher  level  promotions  occurred,  even 
though  this  was  a  New  Deal  agency,  she  was 
always  passed  over  for  a  man.  So  she  had 
personal  experience,  and  an  early  abhorrence 
of  any  type  of  discrimination.  With  the  com- 
ing of  the  Second  World  War,  Isabel  moved 
to  Long  Beach. 

Her  refusal  to  spend  money  on  what  she 
considered  frivolous  or  overpriced  is  known 
to  most  in  this  audience.  She  was  a  tireless 
bargain-hunter,  in  business  as  well  as  in  her 
own  purchases. 

Isabel  obviously  valued  nice  things,  but 
she  loathed  ostentation.  Her  friends  would 
ask  her:  Why  she  didn't  travel  more?  Why 
she  didn't  spend  more  money  on  herself? 
Why  she  didn't  stop  giving  all  of  her  money 
away,  rather  than  living  so  frugally?  Then 
she  took  the  satisfaction  in  telling  them 
that  her  deep  belief  was  "to  give  back  in 
life."  To  think  about,  and  to  care  about,  the 
next  generation  and  future  generations.  That 
was  Isabel.  She  lived  it.  She  urged  others  to 
live  it,  too.  For  Instance,  Isabel  valued  a  T- 
shirt  with  the  palm  prints  of  the  little  chil- 
dren at  the  Child  Development  Center  every 
bit  as  much— and  frankly  much  more— than 
any  ring  she  had  seen  with  precious  stones. 
She  needled  those  with  the  precious  stones 
to  turn  a  few  of  them  in  and  to  help  worth- 
while community  groups. 

She  cringed  when  she  was  described  as  a 
"philanthropist"  in  the  local  newspaper.  Her 
major  gifts  to  Long  Beach  and  its  edu- 
cational institutions  were  also  legendary  and 
set  the  precedent  for  others  to  do  likewise. 

One  night  in  the  early  1970s,  when  I  was 
President  of  California  State  University.  I 
was  hosting  a  reception  during  a  football 
game.  As  usual,  we  invited  various  "friends 
of  the  university"— which  translates  into 
current  and  prospective  donors  to  the  uni- 
versity. At  that  time,  Isabel  was  giving  a 
U500  grant-in-aid  to  the  49cr  Athletic  Foun- 
dation. In  brief,  she  was  paying  the  student 
fees  and  the  room  and  board  of  a  running- 
back.  At  the  half  time  reception  I  heard  be- 
hind me  this  enthusiastic  Texas  drawl  which 
said,  "Honey,  someday  I'm  going  to  give  you 
a  million  dollars."  Within  a  second,  I  replied, 
"I  can  use  $250,000  right  now."  "Oh?"  she 
queried.  I  asked  her  to  join  me  for  lunch  in 
my  office  during  the  next  week.  There  1 
showed  her  the  plan  for  what  became  the  Isa- 
bel Patterson  Child  Development  Center. 
The  leaden  of  the  student  government  had 
told  me  that  this  center  was  the  most  impor- 
tant student  need  they  saw  on  campus.  They 
put  their  money  where  their  mouth  was.  and 
appropriated  J50,000  to  have  Architect  Frank 
Sata  draw  his  unique  and  djmamic  plan.  Isa- 
bel was  deeply  moved.  The  project  was  un- 
derway. Thanks  to  two  marvelous  direc- 
tors—Louise Maddox  and  Pamela  McDon- 
ald—the Patterson  Center  was  a  model  Crom 
the  very  beginning  for  state  and  nation. 
Years  later,  Isabel  funded  the  enlargement  of 
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the  Center— the  doubling  of  it— and  the  es- 
tablishment of  the  Infant  Toddler  addition. 

Of  all  the  honors  she  received  from  com- 
munity organizations,  and  as  much  as  she 
appreciated  them,  the  event  that  she  cher- 
ished the  most  was  the  annual  birthday 
party  in  her  honor  at  the  Isabel  Patterson 
Child  Development  Center.  Her  most  prized 
possessions  were  the  photographs  of  her  with 
the  children  on  those  happy  occasions. 

Her  commitment  to  "the  next  generation" 
and  especially  little  children  were  evident  in 
her  significant  support  of  California  State 
University.  Long  Beach.  Long  Beach  City 
College,  and  the  Long  Beach  Unified  School 
District  with  loans  and  grants  for  individual 
student  support.  She  wanted  students,  as  has 
been  noted,  to  have  the  shoes  they  needed  to 
attend  school. 

She  cared  deeply  for  the  children's  pro- 
grams and  this  Congregational  church  and 
its  marvelous  minister.  She  also  aided  other 
wonderiul  institutions  in  the  community 
such  as  Cedar  House  and  Sarah  Center  which 
help  victims  of  family  abuse. 

One  night,  Isabel  was  seated  on  my  right. 
And  Councilman— at  that  time  Mayor— Tom 
Clark,  was  on  my  left.  After  I  introduced 
them  to  each  other.  Tom  noted  that  "it 
would  sure  be  nice  if  the  City  had  a  bicenten- 
nial clock  tower."  The  next  thing  we  knew. 
Isabel  had  committed  to  the  bicentennial 
clock  tower.  Later,  she  wasn't  too  pleased 
when  the  chimes  did  not  always  work.  Isabel 
was  a  great  scmtinizer  as  to  what  happened 
with  her  gifts.  The  city  grew  to  appreciate 
the  clock  tower. 

Of  course,  we  all  know  what  happened 
when  Isabel  heard  an  orchestra's  rendition  of 
"The  Yellow  Rose  of  Texas."  Very  rapidly 
the  Texan  in  her  came  to  the  fore.  Keeping 
perfect  time,  she  would  sa-shey  to  the  middle 
of  the  floor,  with  arms  up  raised,  waving  a 
"Y'All  Come!"  invitation.  Everyone  there 
HAD  to  come,  for  this  was  her  "theme  song." 
Wherever  Isabel  living  in  Long  Beach,  she 
kept  the  neighborhood  branch  of  the  Public 
Library  in  business.  During  any  week,  she 
would  have  somewhere  between  7  to  12  books 
going.  Her  reading  was  eclectic  and  her  read- 
ing was  eager.  She  enjoyed  history.  She  had 
majored  In  History  at  what  was  then  South- 
em  Los  Angeles— Orange  County  State  Col- 
lege. That  name  lasted  only  one  year.  The 
students  and  the  state  dropped  that  name. 
She  read  biographies.  She  read  novels.  And 
she  remembered  and  read  economics.  As  a 
child,  she  was  stimulated  by  her  mother's 
collection  of  books  and  often  mentioned  how 
her  mother's  reading  to  her  inspired  a  life- 
long love  of  learning. 

Although  Isabel  projected  a  carefree,  fun- 
loving  persona,  she  was  also  a  serious,  and  a 
concerned  observer  of  the  world  in  which  she 
lived.  She  saw  that  world  through  the  eyes  of 
one  who  lived  and  survived  the  harsh  de- 
mands of  the  Depression  in  Texas.  Never 
shirking  from  hard,  physical  work,  she  al- 
ways attributed  her  remarkable  success  in 
real  estate  not  to  luck,  but  to  "hard  work"— 
as  she  put  it— "and  a  willingness  to  clean 
toilets!"  Many  a  shop  owner  in  Belmont 
Shore  recalled  Isabel  changing  rapidly  from 
her  school  teacher  or  real  estate  wardrobe, 
putting  on  overalls,  and  buying  what  she 
needed  to  fix  the  plimibing  in  one  of  the 
many  houses  she  was  systematically  acquir- 
ing and  improving. 

Isabel  and  I  differed  about  very  few  things. 
One  was  her  deep  distrust  of  anything  to  do 
with  politics.  Initially,  she  was  adamantly 
opposed  to  my  running  for  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. She  felt  the  same  way  about 
Beverly  O'Neill  running  for  mayor.  The  rea- 
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son  she  gave  for  opposition  to  both  of  us  en- 
tering ixjlitics  was  that  we  "were  both  too 
honest."  That  was  flattering,  but  I  suspect 
she  did  not  want  to  see  either  of  her  friends 
honest."  That  was  flattering,  but  I  suspect 
she  did  not  want  to  see  either  of  her  friends 
hurt.  I  would  kid  her  and  say  "Come  on,  Isa- 
bel, don't  worry,  faculty  politics  are  a  lot 
more  difficult  than  congressional  politics." 
(great  laughter]  I  used  the  same  excuse  for 
Beverly. 

However,  after  Beverly  and  I  were  both 
successful.  Isabel  was  among  the  first  to  be 
there  with  words  of  congratulations  and  sup- 
port. I  did  not  know  that  Isabel  had  actually 
changed  her  party  registration  in  order  to 
vote  for  me  in  the  primary  election,  until 
she  told  me  that  "My  daddy  is  turning  over 
in  his  grave."  [great  laughter]  It  was  a  sac- 
rifice for  her  too.  but  it  was  an  example  of 
the  lengths  she  would  go  for  a  friend.  She 
was  a  strong  Democrat.  She  kept  reminding 
me  that  because  she  had  helped  me.  every 
Republican  group  in  America  seemed  to  have 
her  on  its  regrilar  dunning  list,  [great  laugh- 
ter] Then  she  would  give  a  hearty  laugh  and 
get  back  to  what  was  occurring  in  the  city  or 
in  real  estate  or  whatever  topic  currently  in- 
terested her. 

Isabel  was  noted  for  looking  forward,  not 
backward.  This  is  one  trait  we  both  cared 
about,  and  shared  and  valued.  Two  nights  be- 
fore she  died,  she  was  very  much  looking  for- 
ward to  good  times  with  good  friends.  In  a 
conversation  with  my  wife  Nini.  they  made 
plans  for  lunch  and  to  visit  the  new  Infant- 
Toddler  Center  at  the  University  which  also 
bears  her  name.  Isabel  noted  that  she  was 
happily  looking  forward  to  a  short  trip  with 
Pamela  MacDonald.  the  second  director  of 
the  Center,  and  Barbara  Holden,  who  was 
also  a  University  staff  member  and  a  good 
friend. 

CSULB — the  university — meant  much  to 
Isabel.  She  was— as  has  been  noted— its  18th 
student.  She  was  the  first  editor  of  what  be- 
came the  Daily  Forty-Niner.  She  received 
her  degree  in  English  and  History.  She  began 
her  teaching  career  and  enjoyed  her  5th 
grade  students  as  a  result  of  that  education. 

And  all  of  those  who  have  called  her  a 
friend — as  I  see  throughout  this  audience — 
you  know  what  I  mean.  Isabel  knew  what 
was  right.  As  a  5th  grade  teacher,  she  knew 
that  phonetics  was  right.  At  that  time,  the 
Long  Beach  Unified  School  District  prohib- 
ited the  teaching  of  phonetics. 

Isabel  once  told  me  that  she  taught  the 
students  phonetics  with  an  eraser  in  one 
hand  and  the  chalk  in  the  other.  And  she 
also  kept  a  weary  eye  on  the  door  as  she  was 
teaching  phonetics.  If  the  principal  was  com- 
ing through  the  door,  the  eraser  would  wli>e 
out  the  phonetics  which  were  on  the  black- 
board. 

Her  reward  for  violating  district  policy  oc- 
curred at  the  end  of  the  school  year.  The  stu- 
dents had  taken  the  district  wide  au:hieve- 
ment  tests. 

And  one  day.  the  principal  called  in  Isabel 
and  said  "Mrs.  Patterson,  you  must  have  a 
very  exceptional  class.  They  were  25%  ahead 
of  every  other  5th  grade  in  Long  Beach." 

Isabel  smiled  graciously  and  accepted  the 
compliment. 

In  her  heart,  she  knew  that  her  teaching 
phonetics  put  her  class  ahead  of  every  other 
class  in  the  city. 

Jack  and  Connie  Shainline  have  been  most 
helpful  to  her  in  these  years  when  some  in- 
firmities were  beginning  to  develop.  During 
what  would  be  her  last  evening  she  had  en- 
joyed dinner  with  her  good  friend  Dick  Gay- 
lord,  who  was  always  there  for  her  at  any 
hour  of  need. 
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Cam  Killingswortb  perhaps  expressed  the 
feelings  of  a  lot  of  us  when  she  wrote  me  a 
note:  "Welcome  home,  even  though  the  cir- 
cumstances are  somber.  We  all  have  treas- 
ured memories— and  maybe  some  not  so — of 
our  Dear  Isabel,  but  nothing  can  overshadow 
how  much  I  learned  from  her.  The  difference 
she  made  in  my  life  and  the  hope  that  I 
might  spend  the  rest  of  my  life  striving  to 
make  in  difference  in  young  people's  lives, 
learning  flrom  her  extraordinary  example." 

Cam  continues:  "I  spent  some  time  with 
her  the  night  she  died  and  I  am  grateful  that 
she  appeared  well.  We  went  through  stacks 
of  pictures  that  she  had  been  working  on  for 
awhile  preparing  then  to  send  to  various 
Mends.  We  had  some  laughs  and  reminisced 
some  about  the  warm  memories  that  the  im- 
ages evoked.  But  the  pictures  that  warmed 
her  heart  the  most  were  of  the  university, 
especially  her  birthdays  at  the  Center. 

Isabel  was  pleased  to  hear  the  latest  news 
of  our  grandchild— and  I  know  that  she 
would  understand  and  approve  why  Nini  is 
not  here  for  her  today.  She  is  in  Pnoenix 
with  our  grandchild  who  was  bom  just  a  few 
weeks  ago.  It  is  the  first  opportunity  Nini 
has  had  to  spend  a  week  there  to  help.  Isabel 
knew  that  children  come  first  and  baby- 
sitting assignments  by  grandmothers  are 
necessary. 

Isabel  Patterson,  as  we  know,  was  a  great 
woman,  and  a  good  woman,  a  great  friend, 
and  a  rare  human  being.  She  touched  the 
lives  of  every  single  one  of  us  in  this  beau- 
tiful church.  And  I  know  that  in  the  years 
ahead,  many  of  things  we  do  will  be  done  be- 
cause she  came  into  our  lives. 


TRIBXJTE  TO  CHURCH  OF  THE 
ASCENSION 


HON.  CAROLYN  B.  MALONEY 

OP  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  30. 1996 

Mrs.  MALONEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  rise 
to  pay  tribute  to  the  Church  of  the  Ascension, 
which  is  located  in  Greenpoint,  Brooklyn.  I  am 
pnxjd  to  honor  the  Church  of  the  Ascension 
here  today  in  celetxation  of  its  150  corrtinuous 
years  of  service  to  its  community. 

The  early  days  of  the  Church  of  the  Ascen- 
sion are  remarltable.  The  church  began  in 
1846,  in  the  twrrowed  partor  of  a  house  in 
Greenpoint,  BrooWyn.  It  was  officially  incor- 
porated as  a  church  in  December  1846,  and 
the  Sunday  school  was  established  in  the  fol- 
lowing year.  Services  were  held  during  those 
first  years  in  the  Sunday  school  room  of  an- 
other church,  and  later  in  ttie  Odd  Fellows 
Hall,  until  October  1853,  when  the  first  service 
was  held  in  the  Church  of  the  Ascension  on 
Kent  Street,  m  Greenpoint  Brooklyn.  Ascer>- 
sion  bears  the  notable  distinction  of  being  the 
first  church  established  in  Greenpoint,  Brook- 
lyn. 

Today,  I  am  proud  to  report  tfiat  since  June 
1995,  the  Church  of  the  Ascension  has  been 
led  by  its  first  female  rector,  Rev.  Mabel  Burke 
Lewis.  Mother  Lewis  oversees  an  active  Sun- 
day school  with  regular  classes  of  Bible  read- 
ings, games,  arxl  projects.  There  are  after- 
school  programs  and  a  summer  day  camp, 
opportunities  for  adult  education,  and  adult 
arxl  children's  craft  groups  during  the  year. 
Ascension  continues  to  take  a  leadership  role 
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in  the  Episcopal  cfiarities  campaign,  and  has 
recently  begun  an  adult  literacy  program  and 
an  AIDS  ministry  in  local  hospitals.  Mother 
Lewis  has  introduced  healing  services  at  the 
church  and  has  brought  back  12-step  recovery 
programs,  after  a  long  absence.  Under  the 
able  cadence  of  Mother  Lewis,  Ascension 
works  with  other  churches  to  feed  the  hungry 
in  Greenpoint 

The  Church  of  the  Ascension  has  become 
what  it  is  today  through  a  long  succession  of 
very  inspirational,  effective,  and  dedicated 
ministers  who  led  Ascension  through  good 
and  bad  times.  Too  numerous  to  list  here, 
their  contributions  to  the  parish  and  to  the 
community  are  the  reason  the  Church  of  the 
Ascension  can  today  celebrate  150  years. 
From  fundraising  and  eliminating  debt,  to  stag- 
ing Shakespearian  plays,  to  rebuilding  after 
fire,  those  dedicated  and  selfless  indivkjuals 
enabled  ttie  Church  of  the  Ascension  to  an- 
swer the  spiritual  and  redemptive  needs  of  its 
parishioners. 

It  is  for  these  reasons,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  I 
rise  today  to  pay  tribute  to  the  Church  of  ttie 
Ascensk>n  for  its  150  years  of  service  to  the 
parishioners  and  community  of  Greenpoint, 
Brooklyn.  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  with  me 
in  this  tritxjte  and  in  wishing  Ascension  an- 
other 150  years  of  continued  service. 


RECOGNITION  OF  SAMMY  GORDON, 
A  LOCAL  HERO 


HON.  CHRISTOPHER  H.  SMTIH 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker,  not 
long  ago  I  received  word  of  some  remarkable 
work  by  a  very  special  young  man  from  my 
district  in  Trenton,  NJ.  His  efforts  were  truly 
commerxiable  and  an  inspiration  to  us  all.  And 
so  I  rise  today  to  pay  tribute  to  Sammy  Gor- 
don for  his  efforts  to  help  the  vctims  of  last 
year's  bombing  in  Oklahoma  City. 

Last  April,  upon  hearing  of  the  tragedy  in 
OklatKxna,  Sammy,  then  age  12  arxj  a  7th 
grader  at  Holy  Cross  School  in  Trenton,  de- 
ckled he  wanted  to  help  ttie  victims.  And  help 
he  did.  Enlisting  support  from  friends,  parents, 
and  k)cal  merchants,  but  mostly  by  his  own 
wits  and  gritty  determination,  Sammy  man- 
aged to  raise  $3,300  selling  lemonade.  He 
chose  a  truly  ingenious  kx»tkx>— a  local  drive- 
by  ATM  machine — wtiere  ttie  customers  were 
both  easily  accessible  and  possessed  of  ready 
cash. 

Sammy  and  his  friend's  original  motivatk>n 
for  the  endeavor  had  been  the  worthwhile  goal 
of  building  a  clubhouse.  However,  when 
Sammy  heard  of  ttie  hardships  that  the  bomb- 
ing vk:tims  were  enduring,  he  deckled  ttiat  it 
woukl  be  better  to  put  the  needs  of  ottiers 
atiead  of  his  own  wants. 

Sammy's  compasswn  and  determination  to 
relieve  suffering,  stands  In  mariced  contrast  to 
the  despk:abie  act  of  wanton  cruelty  whkih  In- 
spired his  efforts  in  ttie  first  place.  When  a  ca- 
lamity like  Oklahoma  City  is  Intentionally  in- 
flicted, it  defies  explanation.  In  the  face  of 
such  meaningless  terror,  aH  of  us  can  be 
tempted  to  despair.  Responses  like  Sammy's, 
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however,  offer  the  rays  of  hope  we  all  need  to 
prevent  this  despair  from  setting  in.  By  his  act 
of  kindness,  Sammy  reminds  us  that  this  worid 
is  far  more  defined  by  goodness,  than  by  the 
evil.  The  extraordinary  success  of  his  endeav- 
or also  reminds  us  that  when  we  take  a  small 
step  to  do  good,  it  can  serve  as  a  catalyst  and 
big  things  can  sometimes  result 

Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  young  man  denv 
onstrated  that  personal  acts  of  charity  are  In- 
dispensable to  the  kind  of  society  we  all  want 
to  live  In.  In  contrast  to  Sammy's  fast  action, 
it  took  the  Government  over  a  year  to  decide 
what  the  appropriate  legal  response  to  this 
tragedy  ought  to  tje.  Sammy  and  others  like 
him  stepped  forward  almost  Immediately,  as 
only  indivkjuals  can,  and  began  to  fill  the  over- 
whelming needs  of  a  community  wheh  had 
been  so  territily  battered. 

In  these  respects,  the  money  Sammy  raised 
selling  lemonade,  and  forgoing — temporarily,  I 
hope — the  construction  of  his  clubhouse,  not 
only  helped  ttiose  who  were  directly  affected 
by  tragedy,  but  rather  It  helps  us  all.  That  is 
no  small  accomplishment. 

And  so,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  not  only  to  com- 
mend Samuel  Gordon,  but  to  ttiank  him  as 
well.  I  wish  Sammy  and  his  friends  the  best  of 
luck  in  whatever  the  future  brings  them.  I  be- 
lleve  that  If  they  continue  to  put  the  needs  of 
others  atiead  of  their  own  desires,  ttiey  will  be 
very  happy  In  their  own  lives  and  we  will  all  be 
richer  for  it 


AIRLINE  PILOT  HIRING  AND 
SAFETY  ACT  OF  1996 


HON.  JAMES  A.  TRAnCANT,  JR. 

OF  OHIO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  TFIAFICANT.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  mem- 
ber of  ttie  Transportation  and  Infrastructure 
Sut)committee  on  Aviatfon,  I  am  pleased  that 
today  the  subcommitlee  approved  H.R.  3536, 
the  Airiine  Pilot  Hiring  and  Safety  Act  of  1996. 
Ttie  t>ill  requires  airiines  to  stiare  pilot  perfomv 
ance  records. 

Over  the  past  8  years,  there  have  tieen  six 
commercial  airplane  crashes— all  but  one  on 
smaH  airiines.  According  to  ttie  National  Trans- 
portation Safety  Board,  five  of  these  crashes 
are  attributable  to  pitot  enon  1 1 1  people  were 
killed  in  these  crasties.  In  at  least  four  of 
these  fatal  acckjents,  the  empkjying  airiine 
was  not  aware  ttiat  the  pilots  had  documented 
histories  of  poor  performance  with  other  air- 
lines ttiat  had  employed  ttiem. 

One  of  these  crasties  occurred  on  Decenrv 
ber  13,  1994,  when  American  Eagle  flight 
3379  on  route  from  Greensboro,  NC,  to  Ra- 
leigtvDurtiam  crashed  4  miles  short  of  ttie  run- 
way while  attempting  an  instrument  controlled 
landing  in  poor  weather  corxlitions.  Thirteen 
passengers  and  ttie  two  crew  memtiers  vk«re 
killed.  The  pilot,  Capt  Mike  Hillls,  was  hired  t>y 
American  Eagle  just  4  days  after  he  was 
forced  to  quit  by  his  previous  employer  be- 
cause of  poor  piloting  skills.  American  Eagle 
had  no  knowledge  of  his  prior  poor  perfomv 
ance  ratings  or  the  fact  that  he  had,  in  effect, 
been  fired  for  poor  pifoting  skills. 

One  of  the  passengers  wtio  died  on  flight 
3379  was  William  Gibson  of  Kernersvllle,  NC. 
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Mr.  Gitson's  parents.  Mary  Ann  and  Howard 
Git)Son,  and  his  sister,  Susan  Gibson  Berson 
traveled  to  Washington,  DC,  last  December  to 
appear  before  a  sutxommittee  hearing  on  this 
issue.  Mary  Ann  and  Howard  came  all  the  way 
from  Warren.  OH.  In  my  congressional  distrk:t. 
The  approval  of  H.R.  3536  today  by  the  sub- 
committee is  a  testament  to  the  hard  work, 
dedk:atk}n,  and  visk>n  of  ttie  Gitison  family 
and  countless  other  families  wtio  have  lost 
loved  ones  in  plane  crasties  caused  by  pilot 
error. 

It  sorrows  me  to  note  that  on  January  20  of 
this  year,  Howard  GItison  passed  away.  I  can't 
think  of  a  more  Titling  tribute  to  Howard  Gltv 
son  and  his  son,  William,  ttian  approval  of 
H.R.  3536. 

William  Gibson  was  39  years  old  when  he 
died.  In  addition  to  his  parents  and  sisters,  he 
left  behind  his  wife.  Roberta,  and  three  beau- 
tiful children:  Katie,  age  12;  Courtney,  age  9; 
and  Ross,  age  4.  William  was  a  senior  execu- 
tive accountant  for  American  Sunroof  Corp. 

His  death  was  a  tragedy — a  tragedy  shared 
by  ttie  families  and  friends  of  other  victims 
who  died  in  airplane  accklents  ttiat  coukl  tiave 
been  avoided  if  the  employing  airiine  knew  of 
ttie  pilot's  prevKMJS  record. 

According  to  the  NTSB.  the  probable  cause 
of  the  American  Eagle  flight  3379  acckjent 
was  pilot  enor.  The  pilot  mistakenly  assumed 
ttiat  an  engine  had  failed,  and  the  pilot  subse- 
quently failed  to  follow  approved  procedures 
for  engine  failure,  single-engine  approach  and 
go-around,  and  stall  recovery.  Most  signifi- 
cantly, the  t^SB  found  that  a  key  contributor 
to  ttie  accklent  was  the  failure  of  Amerkxin 
Eagle  to  klentlfy.  document  monitor,  and  rem- 
edy deficiencies  in  pikjt  performance  and  train- 
ing. 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  does 
not  require  a  potential  emptoyer  to  conduct  a 
pifot  applicant  background  check.  While  ttie 
FAA  requires  airiines  to  conduct  security 
checks  of  pikrt  apphcants,  there  is  no  FAA  re- 
quirement to  verify  flight  experience,  deter- 
mine an  applk^anfs  safety/enforcement  his- 
tory, pilot  training  and  performance  in  the  pi- 
lot's previous  position,  or  any  criminal  or  driv- 
ing history. 

The  Airiine  Pilot  Hiring  and  Safety  Act  re- 
quires an  airiine  to  obtain  the  records  of  a  pifot 
from  the  pikjTs  previous  emptoyer  iseiore  hir- 
ing ttiat  pilot.  The  bill  requires  airiines  to  keep 
pilot  records  for  up  to  5  years,  and  altows  pi- 
tots  full  access  to  their  records  and  nottoe  of 
wtienever  records  are  being  provkled.  The  bill 
also  fxovkjes  immunity  to  airiines  unless  ttie 
airiine  knowingly  lies  atXMJt  ttie  pilots  record. 

I  woukl  like  to  note  for  ttie  record  ttiat  ttie 
airfine  pilots  have  raised  some  legitimate  con- 
cerns about  this  bill.  They  argue  that  many 
pitot  training  records  are  sutijective,  and  re- 
quiring record  stiaring  and  background  checks 
will  result  in  the  sanitization  of  pik3t  records  to 
protect  pilots'  careers.  This,  they  argue,  woukl 
have  the  effect  of  making  the  system  less 
safe. 

While  I  understand  ttie  pilots'  concerns,  I 
believe  the  bill  before  us  strikes  a  reasonable 
balance  between  safety  and  privacy.  And  the 
bill  does  directly  address  another  concern  the 
pilots  raised  by  requiring  ttie  FAA  to  issue  a 
proposed  mie  within  18  monttis  estatilishing 
minimum  standards  for  pilot  qualificattons.  The 
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airiine  pitots  are  right  on  target  wtien  they  note 
ttiat  one  way  to  address  ttie  safety  issue  is  for 
the  FAA  to  standardize  and  tighten  pitot  hiring 
standards. 

I  would  also  repeat  ttiat  the  bill  allows  pilots 
to  sue  airiines  if  an  airiine  lied  atxxjt  a  pitot 
The  bill  also  includes  clear  language  safe- 
guarding ttie  privacy  of  pitot  records. 

On  balance,  H.R.  3536  is  a  good  bill  and  I 
am  proud  to  support  it  Most  importantly,  I  am 
proud  of  Mary  Ann  Gibson,  her  daughter 
Susan,  and  the  entire  GItson  family  for  the 
woric  they  have  done  to  move  this  legislation 
forward.  It  is  my  sincere  hope  that  this  legisla- 
tion is  enacted  into  law  this  year. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  ROBERT  O'NEAL 


HON.  ANDREW  JACOBS,  JR. 

OF  INDIANA 

m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Speaker,  Bob  O'Neal  was 
one  of  the  t>est  law  enforcement  offtoers  ever 
in  our  country. 

It  was  tie  wtio  inspired  ttie  Indiana's  stieriffs 
merit  law  whch  it  was  my  privilege  to  sponsor 
in  the  Indiana  General  Assemt)ly. 

Sheriff  O'Neal  was  also  at  one  time  my 
boss.  I  worited  my  way  through  night  law 
school  in  Indianapolis  as  a  stieriffs  poltoe  offi- 
cer during  Mr.  O'Neal's  two  terms  of  offtoe. 

Have  thrown  the  mokl  away,  ttiey  will  not 
find  anottier  officer  quite  to  fit  ttie  stioes  of 
Bob  O'Neal. 

Robert  O'Neal,  Ex-Chief  of  Indiana  State 
POLICE,  Former  County  Sheriff 

Services  for  Robert  Andrew  O'Neal.  82. 
Speedway,  retired  Indiana  State  Police  su- 
perintendent and  former  Marion  County 
sheriff,  will  be  May  24  at  9:30  a.m.  in  Conkle 
Funeral  Home,  Speedway  Chapel,  and  at  10 
a.m.  in  St.  Christopher  Catholic  Church,  of 
which  he  was  a  member. 

Calling  will  be  from  3  to  9  p.m.  May  23  in 
the  funeral  home. 

Burial  will  be  in  Holy  Cross  Cemetery. 

He  died  May  20. 

Mr.  O'Neal  joined  the  State  Police  in  1934. 
He  was  appointed  superintendent  July  1. 
1952,  becoming  the  first  state  police  officer 
to  be  promoted  progressively  from  the  lowest 
to  the  highest  position  in  the  department. 

In  1954,  he  was  elected  Marion  County  sher- 
iff, a  position  he  held  until  1962,  when  he  was 
appointed  a  U.S.  marshal  by  President  John 
F.  Kennedy. 

Mr.  O'Neal  was  re-appointed  superintend- 
ent of  the  SUte  Police  In  1965  and  served  in 
that  position  until  retiring  from  the  depart- 
ment in  1968. 

He  then  was  appointed  police  commis- 
sioner for  the  town  of  Speedway.  He  was  re- 
appointed in  1960  and  1963. 

He  received  numerous  awards  for  his  law 
enforcement  activities.  He  received  the  Good 
Government  Award  by  the  Indianapolis  Jun- 
ior Chamber  of  Commerce,  the  State  Legisla- 
tion Citation  for  outstanding  police  work, 
the  Liberty  Bell  Award  by  the  Indiana  State 
Bar  Association  and  Sheriff  of  the  Year 
Award  by  Indiana  Sheriffs  Association. 

Mr.  O'Neal  served  many  years  as  chairman 
of  the  500  Race  TrafHc  Committee  after 
Anton  "Tony"  Hulman  bought  the  Indianap- 
olis Motor  Speedway  in  1916.  After  an  unsuc- 
cessful bid  to  regain  the  Marion  County  sher- 


ifTs  job  in  1966.  he  served  as  the  track's  safe- 
ty director  from  1988  until  his  1994  retire- 
ment. 

Among  the  many  positions  he  held  in  the 
Speedway  community,  Mr.  O'Neal  tiad  been 
president  of  Speedway  Lions  Club  and  chair- 
man of  the  Speedway  High  School  Athletic 
Fund  Conmiittee.  He  also  had  been  secretary 
of  the  Speedway  School  Building  Corp.  more 
than  20  years. 

He  was  a  member  of  Indianapolis  Athletic 
Club,  Knights  of  Columbus  Council  437  and 
Indiana  Sheriffs  Association. 

Mr.  O'Neal  was  a  graduate  of  the  State  Po- 
lice Training  School  and  FBI  Academy. 

Memorial  contributions  may  be  made  to 
the  Bob  O'Neal  Memorial  Fund,  in  care  of  St. 
Christopher  Catholic  Church. 

He  was  the  widower  of  Emma  F.  Bernhardt 
O'Neal. 

Survivors:  cliildren  Robert  A.  Jr.,  J.  Wil- 
liam. John  A.,  Joseph  M.,  Mary  Ann  O'Neal: 
eight  grandchildren;  11  great-grandchildren. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  BEACH  HOUSE 


HON.  MARCT  KAPniR 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tritxjte  to  a  Toledo  institution  wtitoh  lias 
t)een  serving  women  and  their  families  for  75 
years.  Ttie  Beach  House  has  worthed  to  meet 
the  needs  of  our  city's  homeless  women,  chil- 
dren, arxl  entire  families. 

Our  Nation's  lack  of  affordable  housing  is  a 
cnx:ial  problem  and  a  principal  reason  why 
women  often  find  themsielves  and  ttieir  fami- 
lies wittxxjt  shelter.  Beach  House  provktes 
emergency  shelter  for  30  days  in  a  dean  and 
safe  environment  with  24-txxjr  stjpervision  365 
days  a  year.  An  on-staff  Bcensed  social  worker 
heijps  clients  to  establish  a  plan  of  acttoa 
wtitoh  includes  finding  houskig  and  making  re- 
ferrals to  other  agencies  for  needed  assist- 
ance. 

Beach  House  opened  its  doors  in  May, 
1921,  under  the  gukJing  hand  of  Mrs.  Helen 
Beach  Jones,  ttie  wife  of  Toledo's  Mayor 
"Goklen  Rule'  Jones.  Mrs.  Jones  worked  with 
several  women's  organizations  to  estatilish  ttie 
shelter,  and  named  it  Beach  House  in  honor 
of  her  mother  Harriet  Beach.  In  1982,  the 
shelter  expanded  its  clientele  to  indude  fa- 
ttiers  and  husbands  in  order  to  keep  homeless 
families  intact 

The  Women's  Protective  Associatton  has 
governed  and  managed  ttie  stielter  from  its  in- 
cepttoa  In  1941.  Beach  House  moved  to  its 
present  tocatton,  and  in  1963,  It  received  a 
ctiarter  as  a  nonprofit  organizatton.  A  recent 
complete  remodeling  of  ttie  shelter  has  made 
it  accessilsle  to  disatiled  persons. 

Beach  House  also  operates  a  transitional 
shelter  project  caled  Steinquest  House  that  al- 
k>ws  qualifying  women  and  families  to  con- 
tinue supportive  services  for  up  to  24  months. 

Mr.  Speaker,  at  75.  Beach  House  is  a  won- 
derful example  of  a  community  helping  its 
own.  It  has  seen  good  times  and  bad  times. 
It  has  seen  depresston  and  war.  and  througtv 
out  its  years  Beach  House  has  served  ttie 
women  of  Toledo  and  ttieir  families  wHh  stead- 
fastness and  with  conripasston.  I  commend 
Beach  House  to  my  coKeagues.  We  know  it 
will  be  ttiere  whenever  ttiere  is  need. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  JESSICA  AND  BRUCE 
POMERANTZ 


HON.  ROBERT  G.  TORRICELU 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 19% 

Mr.  TORRICELLI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
in  horxx  of  the  AIDS  Walk  organized  by  Jes- 
sica Pomerantz  of  Cresskill  High  School  on 
Sunday,  June  2.  The  scourge  of  AIDS  has  left 
few  homes  and  families  unscathed  by  its 
wrath.  The  most  recent  figures  available  esti- 
mate that  nearly  one-half  of  a  million  people 
have  been  stricken  with  AIDS,  and  it  is  now 
the  leading  cause  of  death  among  young  to 
mkkSe-aged  Americans.  The  most  frightening 
aspect  of  the  disease  is  its  failure  to  discrimi- 
nate among  its  victims.  From  heterosexuals,  to 
homosexuals,  to  African-Americans,  to 
Latinos,  all  klentifiat>le  groups  have  found 
themselves  its  targets. 

My  greatest  corx:em,  however,  is  the  toll 
that  has  been  taken  on  the  female  populatk>n. 
AIDS  is  now  the  fourth  most  comrrwn  cause  of 
death  among  American  women.  In  the  State  of 
New  Jersey,  the  situation  has  been  particularly 
grim.  Sadly,  New  Jersey  has  one  of  the  higtv 
est  rates  of  heterosexual  transmission  in  the 
Nation.  Of  these  cases,  an  overwhelming  ma- 
jority are  women,  and  the  numbers  will  only  in- 
crease. Women  account  for  rrwre  tfian  one- 
third  of  the  total  number  of  HIV-positive  adults 
in  New  Jersey.  More  significantly,  over  one- 
quarter  of  New  Jersey's  full-blown  AIDS  pa- 
tients are  women — ^the  highest  rate  in  the 
courrtry. 

Nationwide,  ttie  corxftion  surrounding  mi- 
norities has  tieen  equally  bleak.  Rates  of  Afri- 
caivAmericans  and  Latinos  with  AIDS,  for  ex- 
ample, continue  to  increase  steadily.  New  Jer- 
sey mirrors  this  national  picture.  Statistics 
demonstrate  that  minority  women  in  the  State 
have  been  particularly  hard  hit  Together,  Afri- 
carv-American  arxj  Latim  women  accounted 
for  more  than  three-quarters  of  all  female 
AIDS  cases  in  New  Jersey  last  year. 

Educating  the  pubfic  about  ttiese  problems, 
as  well  as  preventive  measures,  will  do  a 
great  deal  to  begin  curbing  the  spread  of 
AIDS.  Some  progress  has  been  made  already 
as  rates  of  transmission  through  injection  drug 
use  have  decreased.  However,  a  great  deal  of 
work  remairvs  to  be  done. 

For  this  reason,  Jessk:a  and  Bruce 
Pomerantz  are  to  be  corigratulated  for  ttieir  ef- 
forts on  behalf  of  the  AIDS  Walk  to  bring 
ttiese  issues  to  the  forefront  of  our  national 
consckxjsness.  In  order  to  effect  real  change 
in  this  country,  it  is  essential  that  more  corv 
cemed  citizens  like  Jessica  and  Bruce  act  to 
heighten  our  awareness  of  the  startiing  facts. 
The  victimization  of  women  arxJ  minorities 
should  not  be  altowed  to  continue  any  more. 


TRIBUTE  TO  ETHEL  SEIDERMAN 
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caring  individuals,  Ettiel  Seiderman.  Ettiel  is 
being  honored  as  a  1996  Educator  of  the 
Year.  I  wish  that  I  couW  join  with  her  col- 
leagues, friends,  and  family  tonight  to  cele- 
brate her  remarttabie  accomplishments. 

In  1973,  Ethel  founded  and  served  as  the 
first  director  of  the  Fairfax  San  Anselmo  Chil- 
dren's Center  whnh  soon  became  a  model  in- 
stitution in  the  field.  The  center  serves  125 
children  from  low  and  moderate  income  fami- 
lies between  the  ages  of  3  months  to  10 
years.  In  developing  innovative  programs  to 
serve  mildly  ill  children  as  well  as  those  with 
special  needs,  and  with  extended  hours  of 
care,  over  1,000  families  have  t>enefited  di- 
rectiy  from  Ethel's  vision  of  accessible  and  af- 
fordable child  care. 

After  tier  tenure  as  site  director,  Ettiel  went 
on  to  head  the  parent  services  project  with  the 
goal  of  integrating  family  support  components 
within  child  care  programs.  Ethel  has  secured 
funding  from  both  private  industry  and  founda- 
tions while  pursuing  the  creation  of  a  long 
term,  stable  funding  t>ase  for  these  model  pro- 
grams. Ethel  is  also  a  sought  after  speaker 
and  consultant  for  the  Califomia  State  Depart- 
ment of  Education,  The  Family  Resource  Coa- 
lition, and  Head  Start. 

Ethel's  tireless  efforts  on  behalf  of  children 
and  families  have  resulted  in  an  unparalleled 
partnership  tjetween  parents,  providers,  busi- 
nesses, and  govemment  agencies.  This  coali- 
tion has  improved  the  accessibility  and  ele- 
vated the  quality  of  child  care  in  Marin  County 
arxJ  serves  as  a  model  to  the  entire  Nation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  great  pleasure  to  pay 
tribute  to  Ethel  Sekjerman  and  I  extend  my 
hearty  congratulations  and  best  wishes  to 
Ethel  for  continued  success  in  the  years  to 
come. 


REMARKS  OF  SENATOR  CHRIS- 
TOPHER J.  DODD  AT  THE  NA- 
TIONAL DAYS  OF  REMEMBRANCE 
CEREMONY 


HON.  LYNN  C  WOOLSEY 

OFCALIFORNU 
m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 
Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
horxx  one  of  my  district's  most  dedicated  and 


HON.  TOM  IMTOS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  LANTOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  April  16, 
Memtjers  of  Congress,  memtsers  of  the  diplo- 
matic corps  and  hundreds  of  survivors  of  the 
Holocaust  and  their  frierxls  gathered  here  in 
the  Capitol  Rotunda  for  the  Natkinal  Days  of 
Remembrance  commemoration.  The  U.S.  Hol- 
ocaust Memorial  Council  was  established  by 
Congress  to  preserve  the  memory  of  the  vc- 
tims  of  ttie  Hotocaust.  I  commend  the  Council 
and  the  members  of  the  Days  of  Remenv 
brance  Committee,  ctiaired  by  my  good  friend 
Benjamin  Meed,  for  their  vigilant  and  genuine 
adherence  to  their  extraordinarily  important 
task. 

One  of  the  first  acts  of  the  Council  was  to 
establish  the  annual  Days  of  Rememt)rance 
commemoration  to  mirror  similar  observarx^es 
heU  in  Israel  and  tiiroughout  our  Nation  and 
elsewhere  in  the  worid.  This  year,  the  conrv 
memoration  centered  on  the  50th  anniversary 
of  \he  Nuremberg  trials.  The  ot}servance  was 
a  reminder  of  the  difficult  process  of  first  cop- 
ing and  then  healing  tfiat  all  survivors  arid 
ttieir  families  and  loved  ones  had  to  endure. 
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Our  colleague  from  the  other  body,  Senator 
Christopher  Dodd,  made  a  memorat>le 
speech  at  this  historic  ceremony.  The  Senator 
draws  upon  the  personal  experience  of  his  fa- 
ther, Thomas  Doidd,  who  served  as  a  prosecu- 
tor at  Nuremberg,  to  chronicle  the  exfraor- 
dinary  task  of  bringing  the  story  of  the  Worid 
War  II  to  light  while  being  true  to  the  cause  of 
justice.  At  a  time  when  the  rest  of  the  world 
kx)ked  to  Nuremberg  with  the  most  passionate 
of  feelings,  Thomas  Dodd  was  enlisted  to  ig- 
nore his  feelings  in  the  course  of  his  prosecu- 
tion so  that  the  Nazi  war  criminals  would  have 
the  chance  to  defend  themselves  that  none  of 
their  victims  had.  I  invite  my  colleagues  to 
read  Senator  DODD's  remarks  and  gain  a  full 
appreciation  of  the  accomplishments  of  Thonv 
as  Dodd  arxl  the  trials  of  Nuremberg. 
Days  of  Remembrance 
(By  Senator  Christopher  J.  Dodd) 

I  stand  before  you  today  not  only  as  a  Sen- 
ator and  an  American,  but  more  profoundly 
as  the  son  of  Thomas  Dodd: 

A  man  who  in  the  summer  of  1945  left  my 
mother,  myself  and  my  four  brothers  and  sis- 
ters and  Journeyed  to  a  place  called  Nurem- 
berg. 

My  father  wasn't  asked  to  shoulder  a  rifle, 
fly  a  plane,  or  parachute  beyond  enemy 
lines. 

His  responsibility  was  not  to  fellow  sol- 
diers or  officers. 

My  father  went  to  Nuremberg  as  a  prosecu- 
tor with  a  solemn  obligation  to  the  victims 
and  the  survivors  of  Nazi  atrocities,  to  see 
justice  prevail  over  inhumanity. 

And,  I  stand  here  before  you  today  to  bear 
witness  to  my  father's  experiences  at  the 
Nuremberg  tribunals  SO  years  ago.  Growing 
up  as  a  child,  my  father  often  spoke  to  his 
family  about  his  time  in  Germany  and  what 
he  learned  of  the  Holocaust. 

The  particulars:  Goering  and  Goebbels, 
Auschwitz  and  Dachau  were  peoples  and 
places  with  which  I  became  intimately  fa- 
miliar. 

I  knew  far  more  about  the  events  of  the 
Holocaust  than  most  people  of  my  genera- 
tion because  my  father  wanted  Us  children 
to  learn  and  never  forget. 

Today,  on  this  day  of  remembrance  I  think 
back  to  those  early  lessons  and  what  my  fa- 
ther might  say  if  he  were  with  us  today. 

My  father  left  Nuremberg  with  a  greater 
fervor  for  the  need  to  uphold  f^«edom  and 
human  rights  and  to  speak  out  against  intol- 
erance, and  injustice  wherever  it  may  rear 
its  head. 

The  fifteen  months  he  spent  prosecuting 
Nazi  war  criminals  defined  the  type  of  public 
person  he  would  become  and  dictated  the 
issues  that  he  so  passionately  fought  for 
throughout  his  life. 

The  struggles  at  Nuremberg  were  not  easy 
ones.  My  father  and  all  those  who  were 
there,  were  burdened  with  a  grave  respon- 
sibility: 

To  not  only  punish  the  guilty  but  to  also 
reassure  the  survivors  that  future  genera- 
tions would  never  forget  the  atrocities. 

While  these  represented  arduous  chal- 
lenges, my  father  and  his  colleagues  at  Nur- 
emberg understood  their  obligations. 

During  the  fifteen  months  my  father  spent 
in  Nuremberg  he  wrote  to  my  mother  every 
single  day.  In  one  particularly  poignant  let- 
ter, he  said: 

"Sometimes  a  man  knows  his  duty,  his  re- 
sponsibility so  clearly,  so  surely  he  cannot 
hesitate— he  does  not  refuse  it.  Even  great 
pain  and  other  sacrifices  seem  unimportant 
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in  such  a  situation.  The  pain  is  no  less  for 
this  knowledge — ^but  the  pain  has  a  purpose 
at  least." 

And  the  pain  certainly  had  a  purpose. 

Because  whatever  its  legacy  on  inter- 
national law,  the  Nuremlwrg  tribunal  perma- 
nently enshrined  into  international  diplo- 
macy the  notion  that  the  hand  of  vengeance 
ultimately  would  be  steadied  by  the  rule  of 
law. 

After  the  surrender  of  Germany  and  once 
the  ghastly  atrocities  of  the  Holocaust  had 
been  revealed  to  the  world  there  was  a  natu- 
ral impulse  to  lash  out  in  vengeance. 

Some  leaders,  such  as  Winston  Churchill 
called  for  the  immediate  execution  of  Nazi 
leaders,  without  trial. 

In  a  sense  this  furor  was  quite  understand- 
able. 

But,  at  Nuremberg,  the  United  States  and 
her  Allies  ended  this  war  the  way  they  had 
fought  it,  by  embodying.  What  Abraham  Lin- 
coln called,  "The  better  angels  of  our  na- 
ture." 

When  millions  of  innocent  Jews  were 
jammed  into  boxcars  on  the  way  to  the  rail- 
road sidings  at  Auschwitz,  Treblinka  and  Da- 
chau to  be  selected  for  extermination  they 
weren't  granted  the  right  of  due  process; 
they  weren't  granted  the  right  to  defend 
themselves. 

For  them,  there  was  no  justice,  only  a 
"final  solution"  in  the  crematoriums  and  gas 
chambers  of  the  Nazis. 

But  at  Nuremberg,  the  allies  recognized 
that  the  only  true  antidote  to  the  savagery 
of  the  Nazis  was  justice. 

That's  why  at  Nuremberg  defendants  were 
given  the  right  to  defend  themselves. 

That's  why  at  Nuremberg  they  were  able  to 
choose  their  own  legal  representation. 

That's  why  at  Nuremberg  they  were  given 
the  right  to  speak  on  their  own  behalf. 

And  that's  why  at  Nuremberg  three  of  the 
defendants  were  acquitted. 

Consider  the  words  of  Supreme  Court  Jus- 
tice Bobert  Jackson  in  describing  these  ac- 
tions: 

"That  four  great  nations,  flushed  with  vic- 
tory and  stung  with  injury  stay  the  hand  of 
vengeance  and  voluntarily  submit  their  cap- 
tive enemies  to  the  judgment  of  the  law  is 
one  of  the  most  significant  tributes  that 
power  has  ever  paid  to  reason." 

Recently,  looking  through  my  father's  let- 
ters, I  came  across  a  wonderful  anecdote 
fW>m  that  time. 

After  only  a  few  weeks  in  Germany,  my  fa- 
ther had  the  opportunity  to  go  to  a  baseball 
game  at  the  very  same  stadium  where,  in  my 
father's  words,  "Hitler  corrupted  and  misled 
the  youth  of  Germany." 

But  on  that  day,  in  the  summer  of  1945,  the 
voices  of  evil  that  had  once  reverberated  in 
Nuremberg  were  replaced  by  the  sounds  of 
40,000  Americans  doing  the  "most  American 
of  things"; — watching  a  baseball  game. 

Something  as  wholesome  as  baseball  is.  I 
believe,  a  wonderful  metaphor  for  the  tri- 
umph of  American  optimism  and  American 
ideals  over  the  forces  of  Nazism. 

At  Nuremberg.  America's  commitment  to 
the  ideals  enshrined  in  our  Constitution  re- 
mained Intact  even  in  the  face  of  unspeak- 
able horror. 

My  father  felt  very  deeply  that  this  is  the 
ultimate  legacy  of  Nuremberg;  our  triumph 
in  arms  led  to  the  triumph  of  our  ideals. 

And  as  we  gather  to  remember  the  lessons 
of  Nuremberg  50  years  later,  I  know  that  if 
my  father  were  here  it  is  the  legacy  of  the 
international  rule  of  law  that  would  be  para- 
mount in  his  mind. 

In  closing,  I  want  all  of  you  to  take  a  brief 
look  at  this  beautiful  setting: 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

The  Rotunda  of  the  Nation's  Capitol,  the 
home  of  the  world's  greatest  democracy. 

The  ideals  that  America  so  brightly  rep- 
resents; freedom,  equality,  the  rule  of  law 
and  the  rights  of  man  find  shelter  in  these 
balls. 

It  was  those  principles  that  served  as 
lodestars  for  my  father  and  the  many  par- 
ticipants at  Nuremberg. 

And  in  this  time  of  remembrance,  it  is 
those  standards  that  we  must  comimemorate 
because  they  represent  the  true  moral  and 
ethical  ideals  that  we  defended  50  years  ago 
and  which  we  must  continue  to  strive  for  as 
a  nation  and  as  a  people. 


STATEMENT  BY  DANIELLE 

DUSHARM,  HEATHER  SKIDMORE. 
JESSICA  WILLIAMS.  AND  ETHAN 
THIBAULT  REGARDING  DRUG 
EDUCATION 


HON.  BERNARD  SANDERS 

OF  VERMONT 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  tiie  tjenefrt 
of  my  colleagues  I  would  like  to  have  printed 
in  the  RECORD  this  statement  by  several  stu- 
dents from  Ctiamplain  Valley  Union  High 
School  in  Vermont,  wtx>  were  speaking  at  my 
recent  town  meeting  on  issues  facing  young 
people: 

We  chose  the  topic  of  Drug  Education  for 
middle  school  through  some  high  school  stu- 
dents, just  because  we  feel  that  drugs  are  ev- 
erywhere, and  in  every  high  school,  and  in- 
volve many  people. 

I'm  going  to  give  you  a  couple  of  statistics. 
In  1992  [the]  Drug  Education  budget  was  cut. 
and  since  then  the  per  cent  of  8th  graders 
rose  from  6.2%  in  '91  to  13%  in  "94.  That  is 
110%  increase.  From  1992-94,  pot  use  rose  62% 
among  the  10th  graders,  and  40%  among  12th 
graders.  In  '91-94,  8th  graders  who  say  [they] 
use  pot  in  the  previous  years  doubled  to  13%. 
In  '92-94,  pot  use  among  the  10th  graders  in- 
creased 66%,  while  12th  graders  increased 
40%.  In  '94,  95%  of  10th  graders  and  31%  of 
12th  graders  said  they  used  marijuana  in  the 
past  year.  Pot  use  has  had  the  most  dramatic 
turn-around  in  the  1990's. 

Other  drugs  on  the  rise,  gradually:  LSD, 
hallucinogens,  stimulants,  barbiturates,  and 
cocaine  and  crack,  in  1994.  At  every  grade 
level  from  eight  through  twelve,  one  in  five 
or  six  tried  sniffing  an  inhalant  (such  as 
glue,  aerosol,  paint  thinners),  to  just  produce 
"instant  highs."  Eighth  graders  are  most 
likely  to  have  used  inhalants  than  any  other 
drug  except  alcohol  or  tobacco.  More  than  a 
third  of  the  eighth  graders  surveyed  last 
year,  and  nearly  half  of  the  twelfth  graders 
said  they  used  illicit  drugs  at  least  once.  20% 
of  the  8th  graders  said  they  had  used 
inhalants,  the  most  widely-used  drug  in  the 
age  group. 

I'm  going  to  go  a  little  bit  into  some  of  the 
drug  education  programs  that  are  out  there. 
DARE,  which  is  Drug  Abuse  Resistance  Edu- 
cation; it's  not  proven  to  be  effective  as  far 
as  7th  and  8th  graders  go.  They're  more  con- 
cerned about  being  distant  from  adults,  and 
more  concerned  alx>ut  being  accepted  among 
their  peers.  A  police  officer  comes  in,  you 
know,  this  is  great  for  5th  graders;  they  love 
the  cops,  and  the  whole  idea  of  them  coming. 
But  as  far  as  the  police  officer  question  and 
answer,  it's  not  very  effective.  Kids  as  far  as 
7th  and  8  graders  ask  questions  that  they 
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shouldn't  be  asking.  They  should  be  asking 
questions  on  .  .  .  the  effects  of  this  drug: 
what  would  it  do  in  long-term  of  use.  It's 
proven  that  5th  graders  that  have  been  intro- 
duced to  the  D.A.R.E.  Program  increased  to- 
bacco use  from  7th  to  9th  grade  from  13%  to 
37%.  and  I  see  that  as  being  a  high  jump, 
considering  it's  supposed  to  be  preventing 
drug  abuse. 

There's  another  program  called  the  All- 
Stars  Program,  which  is  involving  7th  grad- 
ers in  Lexington.  North  Carolina.  It  doesn't 
have  teachers  teaching.  It  has  the  children 
doing  skits — acting  out  plays — teaching 
themselves  without  realizing  that  they're  ac- 
tually teaching  each  other  to  not  do  drugs.  1 
believe  that's  a  pretty  effective  way  of  doing 
it. 

There's  also  a  Life  Skills  Training,  that  in- 
volved 3.597  predominately  white,  middle 
class  students  in  56  public  schools  in  New 
York,  which  were  users  of  alcohol,  tobacco 
and  marijuana.  The  whole  program  consists 
of:  15  classes  in  7th  grade;  10  booster  sessions 
in  8th  grade:  and  then  it  continues  on  to 
your  freshman  year  in  high  school,  where 
you're  actually  involved  with  older  peers,  as 
far  as  12th  graders  that  are  more  experienced 
into  the  drugs.  Among  these  students  that 
got  the  complete  program  vs.  a  control.  44% 
fewer  were  pot  smokers  (weekly).  23-33% 
fewer  students  got  drunk  once/month,  and 
about  33%  fewer  were  a  pack  a  day  smoker. 
So,  the  program  seems  to  be  pretty  effective 
as  far  as  teaching  education  on  the  effects  of 
drugs  and  what  it  does  to  you.  other  than, 
you  know,  question  St  answer. 

That's  pretty  much  it. 

Congressman  SANDERS.  Thank  yon  very 
much.  (APPLAUSE)  Let  me  ask  you  a  couple 
of  questions.  From  your  own  personal  obser- 
vation, how  serious  is  the  drug  and  tobacco 
problem  for  young  people  in  the  State  of 
Vermont? 

Answer.  Very  serious.  I  mean,  it's  every- 
where. ...  To  me.  I  feel  like  there's  no  way 
you  can  escape  it.  You  walk  into  a  bathroom 
at  school,  and  there's  nothing  but  filled  with 
smoke.  I  mean,  there  are  other  bathrooms  to 
use.  but  if  that  happens  to  be  the  closest  one. 
there's  no  way  of  avoiding  it.  You  know,  you 
tell  them  to  stop,  you  bring  them  to  the  of- 
fice, it  doesn't  stop  it;  they're  going  to  do 
what  they  want,  just  because,  they're  rebel- 
ling against  the  adnninistration,  or  whatever 
it  is.  And.  I  just  feel  a  lot  of  it  needs  to  be 
dealt  with  as  far  as  education. 

Congressman  SANDERS.  What  you've  sug- 
gested is  that  some  of  the  govemment  pro- 
grams, at  least  in  your  judgment,  might  not 
be  that  effective— are  not  working.  What 
would  you  suggest  to  the  Stote  of  Vermont 
actually  in  order  to  get  kids  away  from 
drugs  and  tobacco? 

Answer.  I  would  suggest— I  would  start 
educating  in  5th  grade,  but  then  continue 
through  7th  and  8th  grade;  but  not  doing  is 
as  D.A.R.E..  where  an  officer  comes  in.  You 
have  them  acting  out  skits  .  .  .  one  student 
being  the  supposedly  drug  dealer  and  another 
being  peer-pressured  into  it.  and  .  .  .  have 
another  student  in  there  saying.  "You  know, 
don't  do  it."  So,  pretty  much  r^tachlng  each 
other  to  not  do  drugs. 


12768 

TRIBUTE  TO  JOHN  M.  RUPCICH, 
1996  OAK  CREEK  CITIZEN  OF  THE 
YEAR 


HON.  GERALD  D.  KLECZKA 

OF  WISCONSIN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  pleased 
to  rise  today  in  tribute  to  Mr.  John  M.  Rupcich. 
the  1996  Oak  Creek  Citizen  of  the  Year. 

Mr.  Rupcich,  the  chief  executive  officer  of 
NDC,  Inc.,  has  given  gerwrousiy  of  his  time 
and  many  talents  over  the  years  to  enhance 
the  lives  of  all  who  live  and  work  in  Oak 
Creek,  Wl.  As  a  successful  and  well-respected 
businessman  in  our  community,  John  has  lent 
many  a  hand  to  the  area's  nonprofit  arxl  serv- 
ice organizatfons,  for  the  betterment  of  their 
clients  and  tte  public  at  large. 

Mr.  Rupcich,  who  was  one  of  the  driving 
forces  t)ehirxj  the  planning  and  construction  of 
ttie  beautiful,  new  Oak  Creek  Community  Cen- 
ter, will  be  honored,  very  fittingly,  at  a  recogni- 
tion dinner  at  the  community  center  on  June  7. 

I  k)ok  forward  to  joining  John's  many 
frierxls,  business  associates,  arxj  his  family  in 
paying  tribute  to  him  that  evening. 


KING'S  COLLEGE  JUBILEE 
ANNIVERSARY 


HON.  PAUL  L  KANJORSKI 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  KANJORSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  pay  tribute  to  King's  College,  a  distin- 
guished institutkxi  of  higher  learning  in  rrry  dis- 
trict in  Pennsylvania.  This  week.  King's  will 
celetxate  its  Jubilee  Armiversary,  and  I  am 
pleased  to  be  able  to  participate  in  this  event. 

King's  College  is  fortunate  to  have  as  its 
president.  Father  James  Lackenmier.  C.S.C, 
who  has  demonstrated  tremendous  leadership 
during  his  tenure  as  preskJent  of  King's.  He 
has  motivated  both  students  and  facility  mem- 
bers to  partcipate  in  the  activities  of  King's 
College  and  the  surrounding  community.  He 
has  driven  his  colleagues  and  students  to  al- 
ways strive  for  the  highest  level  of  success, 
with  special  attentkm  to  an  agenda  he  initiated 
for  the  college,  "Emphasis  on  Excellence." 

As  eariy  as  1938,  Bishop  William  J.  Hafey 
had  a  viswn  of  a  Catholk:  college  in  Wilkes- 
Barre,  PA.  The  college  wouW  afford  Catholks 
in  the  Wyoming  Valley  a  chance  for  higher 
educatksn.  The  Bishop  postponed  his  dream 
while  the  depression  lingered  and  tt>e  United 
States  prepared  for  the  Second  Worid  War.  In 
1944,  when  the  war  began  to  wind  down,  the 
Bishop  took  the  steps  to  make  his  dream  for 
a  Catholic  college  a  reality  and  contacted  the 
Holy  Cross  Fathers  at  the  University  of  Notre 
Dame.  The  Fathers  were  invited  to  open  a  sis- 
ter school  in  Wilkes-Barre.  Soon  after  his  pro- 
posal was  made.  Bishop  Hafey  received  word 
that  the  Holy  Cross  Fathers  were  interested  in 
the  kjea. 

Father  John  Cavanaugh,  C.S.C.  was  sent 
from  Notre  Dame  to  discuss  the  details  with 
Bishop  Hafey.  Shortly  thereafter.  Bishop  Hafey 
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traveled  to  New  Yori(  to  meet  with  Father  Al- 
bert Cousineau.  C.S.C.  the  Superior  General 
of  the  Congregatkjn  of  the  Holy  Cross  to  seek 
his  sanctions  of  the  plans.  In  March  of  1945, 
Bishop  Hafey  got  word  that  the  Holy  Cross 
Fathers  accepted  his  invitation  to  establish 
King's  College,  the  name  chosen  to  honor 
Christ  ttie  King. 

On  April  20,  1945,  The  Catholic  Light  news- 
letter headline  read  "College  for  Men  to  be 
Opened  in  Wilkes-Barre."  The  opening  date  of 
the  college  depended  on  the  "conclusion  of 
the  war"  and  "the  ability  to  obtain  priorities  for 
the  necessary  renovations  which  must  be 
made  in  ttie  temporary  home  for  King's  Col- 
lege." Bishop  Hafey  had  expectations  that  the 
many  returning  servk:emen  would  use  the  G.I. 
Bill  of  Rights  to  enroll  in  college  upon  return- 
ing from  the  war. 

Fattier  James  W.  Connerton,  C.S.C.  arrived 
in  Wilkes-Ban^e  from  the  University  of  Notre 
Dame  with  $200  in  expense  money  and  in- 
structrons  to  buy  a  typewriter  and  start  the  col- 
lege. Until  the  faculty  residence  became  avail- 
able the  folkjwing  August,  Father  Connerton 
resided  in  SL  Mary's  Rectory  as  the  guest  of 
Bishop  O'Connor. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  eariy  days  of  King's  Col- 
lege were  spent  untying  the  administrative  red 
tape,  and  obtaining  the  incorporation  papers 
through  the  courts.  Between  May  and  Septem- 
ber of  1946,  306  applicants  were  accepted  for 
admissfon  out  of  more  ttian  500  young  men. 
Most  were  newly  discharged  veterans  just  as 
Bishop  Hafey  had  hoped.  The  faculty  began  to 
arrive  in  Wilkes-Banre.  King's  College  became 
a  reality. 

A  beaming  Bishop  Hafey  celebrated  the  sol- 
emn opening  mass.  At  the  end  of  the  liturgy 
the  bishop  spoke  the  words  which  have  be- 
come the  cornerstone  of  ttie  tjeginnings  of 
King's  College. 

The  day  when  a  seed  plasted  is  a  day  root- 
ed in  hope  .  . .  tJils  day  the  seed  of  a  new  col- 
lege is  planted  in  the  soil  of  Luzerne  County 
in  the  State  of  Pennsylvania.  One  hundred 
years  trora  this  day  the  unborn  hundreds, 
perhaps  thousands,  will  gather  to  recall  his- 
torically its  beginnings,  to  recount  its 
growth,  and  especially  to  estimate  its  fruit, 
its  worth  to  the  community  of  human  beings 
living  here  their  temporal  lives  in  prepara- 
tion for  life  eternal;  its  service  to  God,  to 
country  and  immortal  souls. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  impossible  to  estimate  the 
value  of  King's  College  to  the  Wyoming  Val- 
ley, King's  has  overcome  50  years  of  social 
and  economic  change.  In  1972,  wrtien  the  Sus- 
quehanna River  spilled  its  banks  and  inun- 
dated the  Wyoming  Valley.  King's  was  among 
the  hardest  hit  The  college  survived  the  social 
changes  of  the  turiaulent  1960's  and  women 
became  a  familiar  sigtit  on  campus.  From  its 
humble  beginnings  to  a  15-acre  campus  whch 
includes  the  College  of  Arts  and  Sciences  and 
the  McGowan  School  of  Business,  King's  has 
been  recognized  by  Barron's  Best  Buys  in 
Higher  Education  and  U.S.  News  and  Worid 
Report. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Wyoming  Valley  and 
Wilkes-Barre  are  indeed  fortunate  that  Bishop 
Hafey  realized  his  dream  some  50  years  ago. 
I  salute  King's  College  and  praise  my  friend 
Father  Lackenmier  for  all  his  leadership.  I  wish 
all  the  best  and  much  continued  prosperity  for 
the  King's  College,  its  students,  and  its  grad- 
uates. 


May  30,  1996 

STATEMENT  BY  JENNIFER  CARL- 
SON, JOHN  DRISCOLL,  BEN 
LECLAIR,  JENNIFER  DESJARDIN. 
AND  HEATHER  WILES  REGARD- 
ING FINANCIAL  AID  REFORM 


HON.  BERNARD  SANDERS 

OF  VERMONT 
m  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 
Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  benefit 
of  my  colleagues  I  woukj  like  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  this  statement  by  five  Cham- 
plain  Valley  Union  High  School  students,  who 
were  speaking  at  my  recent  town  meeting  on 
issues  teeing  young  people: 

John:  We'd  like  to  first  have  all  the  people 
out  in  the  audience  who  are  going  to  attend 
college  to  stand  up  right  now.  All  right. 
Whoever  can  pay  off  college  by  themselves, 
without  any  assistance  from  the  govern- 
ment, or  the  college,  please  keep  standing. 
Anyone  who  requires  any  kind  of  financial 
aid,  please  sit  down.  Okay.  I  see  one  person 
out  In  the  audience  that  can  afford  college. 

Okay,  that's  what's  happening  around  the 
country  right  now.  is  that  people  of  our  gen- 
eration cannot  afford  college.  The  cost  of 
many  colleges  are  approaching  $30,000.  Peo- 
ple just  can't  afford  that. 

I  know  in  my  personal  experience,  I'm 
going  to  a  college  that  costs  S28.000;  my  mom 
works  full-time  as  a  teacher,  and  she  only 
makes  S26.000.  Without  financial  aid  of  any 
sort,  going  to  my  college  of  choice  would  be 
impossible.  And  the  U.S.  is  unique  in  this 
fact,  in  that  almost  all  of  its  young  and 
brightest  citizens  end  up  being  in  debt,  be  it 
S30.000  or  even  SIOO.OOO.  This  really  isn't 
right. 

Ben:  And  in  today's  society,  having  a  col- 
lege education  is  a  must.  Anyone  that  ex- 
pects to  succeed  needs  to  have  a  college  edu- 
cation. You've  heard  the  facts  already,  that 
the  males  that  go  to  college  are  50%  higher 
than  high  school  graduates,  and  without  the 
funding  of  student  aid  and  good  financial 
packagres  from  colleges,  it's  impossible  for 
our  generation— for  us,  for  any  of  us— to  real- 
ly make  any  contribution  to  our  nation.  And 
we're  in  strong  support  of  raising  student  aid 
to  normal  people,  not  just  the  people  that 
really  need  it.  in  the  lower  class,  but  in  the 
middle  class,  where  you  won't  qualify  for  the 
financial  aid  that  you  need.  But  yet.  you 
cant'  afford  to  pay  it  yourself.  John's  got  a 
graph  that  talks  about  bow  income  has 
risen,  and  the  cost  of  college  has  risen  also. 
(John  got  up  with  graph)  As  you  can  see, 
the  bar  on  top  is  the  Median*  Household  In- 
come for  families  in  U.S.  (1980-2000;)  and  at 
the  bottom  is  the  cost  of  4-year  colleges 
across  the  board,  (naken  firom  U.S.  Census 
Bureau)  And  the  gap .  .  .  ends  up  being  about 
$10,000;  tmd  JIO.OOO  is  not  enough  for  a  family, 
the  moderate  American  family,  to  live  on. 
You  also  have  to  count  taxes  in  that,  and 
taxes  slash  the  American  family  income  by 
about  V4.  This  means  that  the  families  have 
little  or  no  income  after  paying  for  college. 
Ben:  And  one  of  our  resolutions  is  that  as 
a  student,  you  get  a  loan  ftom  the  govern- 
ment, and  in  order  to  pay  back  the  loan  that 
the  government  gives,  is  by  doing  work  for 
the  government  Itself,  in  the  field  that  they 
study.  So,  for  instance,  I  want  to  study  Jour- 
nalism in  college.  Well,  the  government 
would  give  me  a  certain  amount  that  would 
help  pay  for  college  that  would  lessen  the 
burden  on  myself  for  paying  it.  A  board 
would  decide  how  long  a  person  would  have 
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to  work,  say  it  would  be  4  years  for  the  gov- 
ernment, or  whatever,  in  that  special  range. 
working  with  public  relations  and  commu- 
nications, ahd  so  on  and  so  forth.  We  believe 
that  could  work,  and  it  very  well  can  work. 
Also,  we  just  read  in  the  Globe  about  how 
President  Clinton  is  (signal)  working  on 
doing  ...  for  every  student  in  top  5%  in  the 
high  school  graduating  gets  a  SI  .000  merit 
scholarship.  That's  good,  but  it's  not  enough. 
Each  student,  by  need,  has  to  have  the  neces- 
sity to  make  this  country  better,  and  with- 
out a  proper  education,  it's  not  going  to  get 
any  better. 

John:  One  of  the  best  things,  in  addition  to 
loans,  is  federal  financial  aid,  is  to  make  all 
college  costs  deductible  firom  your  taxable 
income,  so  that— the  family  will  have  more 
disposable  income,  and  can  write-off  more 
income,  so  they  pay  less  taxes  while  sending 
their  kids  to  school.  Hopefully  this  will  en- 
courage more  people  to  go  to  school.  The 
government  will  get  the  money  back  in  the 
long  run.  so  it's  not  like  it's  hurting  the 
budget  that  much. 

Congressman  Sanders:  Okay.  Thank  you 
for  your  testimony.  Let  me  ask  you  a  couple 
of  questions.  Given  the  problems  that  you've 
articulated,  what  is  your  understanding  as 
to  what  Congress  is  doing  right  now  to  ad- 
dress those  problems? 

Answer:  Well  the  Republican-controlled 
majority  in  Congress  has  not  been  very  for- 
giving of .  .  .  the  cost  of  college:  they  believe 
that  balancing  the  budget  is  more  important 
than  keeping  our  young  people  afioat.  and 
going  to  college.  They've  been  really  selfish 
in  that. 

Congressman  Sanders:  Let  me  ask  you  an- 
other question.  We  have  heard  trom  a  num- 
ber of  the  panelists  today  a  great  concern, 
and  it  was  interesting  to  see  so  many  people 
stand  up.  and  say.  "Yes.  we  are  going  to  need 
help  trom.  the  government  or  from  some 
other  source  in  order  to  go  to  college."  Given 
that  reality,  is  it  your  judgment  that  the 
students  themselves  have  been  effective  po- 
litically in  fighting  for  more  federal  aid  to 
education.  Have  they  done  as  good  job  in 
making  their  concerns  known  to  their  elect- 
ed officials? 

Answer:  I  think  a  lot  of  them  are  not  real- 
ly at  an  age  to  make  an  impact,  because  of 
their  age.  they're  not  old  enough  to  vote, 
and  really  vote  for  the  candidates  that  will 
help  raise  the  financial  aid.  President  Clin- 
ton is  trjring  the  best  he  can.  but  with  the 
Congress  being  so  closed-minded  in  some  re- 
spects, we  don't  really  have  a  say. 


SUPPORT  FOR  HIA  DATABASE 
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Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  dur- 
ing our  debate  on  H.R.  3517,  the  Military  Con- 
struction Appropriations  Act  for  fiscal  year 
1 997,  to  express  my  strong  support  for  ttie  es- 
tablishment of  a  site  daXabase  center  at  the 
Harrisburg  Intemattonal  Airport  (HIA),  in  Mid- 
dletown,  PA.  Located  on  the  immediate  and 
surrounding  grounds  of  HIA  (ttie  former 
Olmsted  Air  Force  Base)  is  a  Superfund  Site, 
designated  in  1984,  the  existence  of  which  is 
due  directly  to  the  activities  ttiat  took  place 
during  the  operation  of  Olmsted  Air  Force 
Base  from  1917  to  1967.  For  the  last  13 
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years,  an  intense  effort  has  been  undertaken 
at  the  focal.  State  and  Federal  level  to  deter- 
mine ttie  nature  of  the  tiazardous  waste  left  by 
the  Air  Force  when  it  closed  Olmsted,  the  ori- 
gins and  locations  of  its  spread,  and  remedi- 
ation of  the  waste,  all  within  the  dk:tates  of  ttie 
Superfund  designatfon  and  with  ttie  goal  of 
getting  HIA  deleted  off  ttie  Superfund  list  by 
the  end  of  this  year. 

My  involvement  with  ttie  HIA  Superfund  Site 
has  been  since  1983  when  it  was  ttiougtit.  er- 
roneously we  now  know,  ttiat  an  incluskxi  on 
the  Superfund  list  woukj  be  ttie  fastest,  cheap- 
est and  best  way  to  dean  up  ttie  waste  left  by 
the  Air  Force.  How  wrong  we  were  in  that 
thinking  is  another,  longer  story.  But,  in  the 
years  since  HIA  was  put  on  ttie  Superfund  list, 
the  Air  Force,  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers, 
the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania  (ttie  cur- 
rent owner  of  the  land),  local,  regfonal  and  jxi- 
vate  entities,  our  late  U.S.  Senator  John 
Heinz,  former  Senator  Wofford,  current  Sen- 
ators Specter  and  Santorum.  Congressman 
MuRTHA.  and  this  Memtjer  of  Congress  (along 
with  many  ottiers  too  numerous  to  mention  at 
this  time)  have  sought  to  make  the  cleanup  at 
HIA  a  model  site  cleanup  program  for  ottier 
Formerty  Used  Defense  Sites  (FUDS)  across 
the  United  States  to  emulate. 

As  part  of  the  cleanup  effort,  funds  were 
dedk:ated  in  several  Defense  Appropriatk>ns 
bills  to  provide  for  a  full  cleanup  of  ttie  site.  All 
parties  have  understood  ttiat  full  cleanup 
meant  ttiat  fottovnng  Superfund  delisting  the 
land  in  questfon  shouk]  be  available  for  pubik: 
and  private  devetopmenL  Throughout  the 
cleanup  process,  volumes  of  data  have  t>een 
collected  from  ttie  several  environmental  in- 
vestigatfons  conducted  for  ttie  final  remedy 
and  delisting  of  ttie  site.  A  crucial  part  of  ttie 
current  delisting  effort  and  any  post-deisting 
devetopment  that  occurs  is  the  interpretatkxi 
and  management  of  this  data.  Rernediation 
cannot  occur  under  Superfund  wittiout  the  req- 
uisite interpretatfons  of  site  data.  Post-Super- 
fund  devekipers  must  know  wtiat  happened  on 
the  site,  and  any  future  environmental  ques- 
tions that  arise  at  HIA  must  refer  t>ack  to  the 
data  from  the  current  cleanup  effort.  When  all 
ttie  current  partkapants  have  left  ttie  site,  the 
only  reliable  reference  source  will  be  a  data- 
base. 

Unfortunately,  as  we  near  ttie  end  of  ttie 
king  march  to  delisting,  a  serious  bar  to  full 
cleanup  has  arisen:  the  maintenance  of  a  use- 
ful site  database.  The  Air  Force,  through  the 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  refuses  to  either 
maintain,  or  pay  for  ttie  maintenance  of.  a  site 
datat>ase.  The  Air  Force  is  wrong  in  their  re- 
fusal. From  ttie  very  beginning,  in  my  many 
meetings  with  various  Secretaries  and  Under 
Secretaries  of  Defense  regarding  HIA,  it  was 
fully  understood  ttiat  post-Superfund  site  main- 
tenance would  include  a  managed  database. 
and  appropriatkxis  were  made  with  ttie  data- 
base in  mind. 

In  fact,  the  Department  of  Defense,  as  re- 
cently as  this  year,  has  stated  its  support  for 
the  type  of  post-remedatfon  folfowup  the  data- 
base would  provide.  In  a  February  22,  1996 
letter  from  Sherri  W.  Goodman,  Deputy  Under 
Secretary  of  Defense  (Environmental  Secu- 
rity), she  cites  her  si^ort  for  the  annual  re- 
port to  Congress  of  the  Defense  Environ- 
mental Response  Task  Force  (DERTF),  whk* 
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she  chairs:  The  purpose  of  the  DERTF  is  to 
study  and  provfoe  findings  and  recommerxla- 
tkxis  for  expediting  and  improving  environ- 
mental response  actkxts  at  military  installa- 
tions Ijeing  cfosed  or  realigned."  Furttier,  Sec- 
tion 3.3  of  the  DERTF  Report  states:  "Effec- 
tive measures  must  be  in  place  beiore  transfer 
of  property  to  ensure  adequate  protectkxi  of 
human  health  and  ttie  environment.'  And,  in 
the  same  report,  Sectfon  3.4 — Liability  For 
Sutisequent  Response  Actfons:  "However,  fur- 
ther cleanup  may  be  requred  if  ttie  land  use 
changes  and  ttie  original  remedy,  alttiough 
protective  for  the  anticipated  land  use.  is  not 
fully  protective  under  the  new  land  use." 

Mr.  Speaker,  how  can  the  Department  of 
Defense  in  one  putilcatfon  express  a  need  for 
and  responsitiility  of  site  maintenance  in  ttie 
future  and  ttien  deny  such  maintenarx:e  as  is 
proposed  with  ttie  site  datat>ase  for  Harrisburg 
International  Airport  with  ttie  site  datatiase? 
And.  to  furttier  vireaken  ttie  DoD  position  on 
ttie  HIA  database.  I  offer  that  ttie  Pennsyl- 
vania State  University  (PSU)  at  Harrisburg. 
whk:h  also  serves  as  the  Pennsylvania  State 
Data  Center,  has  proposed  to  manage  and 
maintain  the  HIA  site  datatiase  for  five  years 
for  under  $123,000.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a 
public  entity,  a  professional  data  center,  and 
an  on-site  location  whch  has  offered  to  man- 
age a  datat>ase  for  five  years  for  a  price  ttie 
Department  of  Defense  would  probably  charge 
for  one  year  (arxJ  not  do  neariy  as  well). 

Mr.  Speaker,  tiie  facts  are  ttiese:  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  made  a  commitment  to 
this  Member  of  Congress  and  the  Commorv 
wealth  of  Pennsylvania  to  manage  and  mairv 
tain  ttiis  datatiase:  ttie  Department  of  Defense 
has  stated  ttiis  year  in  a  Report  to  Congress 
its  commitment  to  post-deanup  devetopment 
and  database  management  at  Its  waste  sites; 
ttie  Pennsylvania  State  University  has  offered 
ttie  best  datattase  management  servne  at  ttie 
best  tocation  for  the  best  price.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  believe  ttiat  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
coukJ  have  easily  tieen  persuaded  to  require 
ttie  Department  of  Defense  to  fund  this  site 
datatiase.  We  hope  that  the  Department  of 
Defense,  and  the  Air  Force  and  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers in  particular,  will  see  that  ttie  PSU  data- 
base offer  is  ttie  proper— and  best— way  to 
proceed  and  will  make  available  ttie  $123,000 
for  ttie  PSU-managed  database  from  the  ap- 
propriations it  has  already  been  given  by  the 
Congress  to  fully  dean  up  the  HIA/Olmsted 
site. 


KHALISTAN  SYMPOSIUM  AT  LON- 
DON SCHOOL  SHOWS  KHALISTAN 
MOVEMENT  IS  GAINING  MOMEN- 
TUM 


HON.  GARY  A.  CONDFT 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 
Mr.  CONDIT.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Khalistan 
Sodety  at  the  London  School  of  Econonics 
recently  sponsored  a  seminar  on  ttie  subjed 
of  freedom  tor  ttie  Sikh  nation  in  an  indeperxi- 
ent  Khalistan.  The  keynote  speaker  was  Dr. 
Gunriit  Singh  Aulakh,  presklent  of  the  Council 
of  Khalistan,  who  tias  been  vigilant  in  leading 
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Ns  people  in  the  staiggle  for  freeckxn.  Other 
participants  included  British  Member  of  Par- 
liament Max  Maddon  and  Mr.  Rahman  of  Am- 
nesty Intemationai.  The  Khalistan  Society 
works  to  promote  a  free  and  indeperxJent 
Khaiistan  among  the  students  and  faculty  of 
the  Lorxton  school.  The  London  school  is  one 
of  the  world's  most  prestigious  institutes,  and 
this  seminar  is  a  significant  step  fonvard  in  the 
movement  to  lit>erate  Khalistan. 

The  Sikh  nation  has  suffered  greatly  under 
Indian  tyranny.  The  Indian  regime  has  killed 
over  150,000  Sikhs  since  1984,  as  well  as 
tens  of  thousands  of  Kashmiri  Muslims,  Chris- 
tians in  Nagaland,  and  other  peoples  ttvough- 
out  the  subcontinenL  1^  Sikh  has  ever  signed 
the  Inden  constitution.  In  the  past  few  days,  a 
KhaKstani  American  was  arrested  in  India  and 
charged  with  possessing  a  gun  and  drugs, 
wtnch  there  is  good  reason  to  believe  were 
planted  on  him.  This  is  a  starKJard  tactk;  of  ttie 
Indian  pdce.  In  February  1995,  Sikh  human 
rights  activist  Jaswant  Singh  KhaIra  released  a 
report  ttiat  showed  that  ttie  Irxjian  regime  had 
abducted,  tortured,  murdered,  and  cremated 
nrx>re  than  25,000  Sikhs.  For  having  released 
this  report,  Mr.  KhaIra  was  himself  abducted 
by  police  while  washing  his  car  in  front  of  his 
house  on  Septemtier  7,  1995.  Despite  inter- 
natk>nal  protest  ttie  Indian  Government  re- 
fuses to  release  Mr.  KhaIra.  His  whereatxMJts 
remain  unkrwwn.  I  call  upon  ttie  new  Indian 
Government  to  release  Mr.  KhaIra  and  all  the 
ottier  Sikh  politKal  prisoners  languishing  in  In- 
dian jails,  some  under  now-expired  emergerx:y 
laws. 

The  Sikh  natkxi  has  a  traditkm  of  self-rule. 
Sachs  ruled  Punjab  from  1710  to  1716  and 
from  1765  to  1849.  When  America  was  fight- 
ing for  its  independence,  ttie  Sikh  natkxi  was 
ruling  itself  independently.  Punjab  was  the  last 
part  of  ttie  subcontinent  to  fall  to  ttie  British. 
During  Inde's  struggle  for  irxjependence, 
ovenvtielming  majorities  of  ttiose  killed  and 
jaied  were  Sikhs.  When  India  achieved  its 
freedom,  three  nations  were  to  receive  power. 
The  Muslims  received  Pakistan,  ttie  Hindus 
got  Inde,  and  ttie  Sikh  leadership  cast  its  tot 
with  India  on  the  promise  that  Sikh  rights 
wouM  be  respected  and  no  law  affecting  ttiose 
rights  would  pass  unless  ttiey  consented  to  it. 
Of  course.  ttx>se  promises  have  not  been 
kept  The  collapse  of  the  corrupt  Congress 
Party,  wtiich  has  mied  India  since  independ- 
ence, provides  an  opportunity  for  a  new  direc- 
tion m  Indian  politKS.  I  hope  ttiat  the  new  gov- 
ernment wiU  respect  human  rights  and  let  ttie 
Siktis  and  ttie  ottier  occupied  peoples  of  ttie 
sutxontinent  live  in  freedom.  The  breakup  of 
Inde  is  inevitable.  The  tiandwriting  is  on  ttie 
wall.  Only  a  free  Khalistan  will  alk>w  the  Sikh 
Nation  to  live  in  peace,  freedom,  prosperity, 
and  dignity. 

I  am  introducing  Dr.  Aulakh's  speech  to  ttie 

seminar  into  ttie  Recx>ro  aking  with  a  press 

release  issued  by  ttie  Khaistan  Society. 

SocB  National  Identttt  and  the  Struggle 

FOR  AN  Independent  Khalistan 

(By  Dr.  Gurmlt  Singh  Aulakh) 

Ladles  and  gentlemen,  students,  fellow 
Sikhs:  I  want  to  thank  you  for  providing  me 
this  opportunity  to  come  to  the  London 
School  Of  Economics  and  talk  on  issues  fac- 
ing the  straggle  for  an  independent 
Khalistan. 
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In  1964  I  was  working  as  a  research  sci- 
entist in  Boston  3tud3rlng  the  genetics  of 
mycoplasmas,  the  reactivation  of  the  herpes 
virus  and  the  biology  of  cancer  and  AIDS. 
Nineteen  eighty-four  was  also  the  year  the 
Indian  government  attacked  the  Golden 
Temple  and  38  other  Gurdwaras  throughout 
Punjab.  Twenty  thousands  Sikhs  were  killed. 
The  Akal  Takht  was  destroyed.  Nineteen 
eighty-four  was  also  the  year  two  Sikhs  as- 
sassinated Indira  Gandhi  for  ordering  the 
desecration  of  the  Golden  Temple.  In  re- 
sponse, high-level  politicians  in  the  ruling 
Congress  (I)  party  fomented  the  massacre  of 
Sikhs  throughout  India.  Crazed  Hindu  mobs 
slaughtered  40,000  Sikhs  and  destroyed  mil- 
lions of  dollars  of  Sikh  property.  Two  years 
later,  in  1986,  I  left  my  job  at  Harvard  Medi- 
cal School  and  dedicated  myself  to  attaining 
freedom  for  the  Sikh  nation. 

Nineteen  eighty-four  marks  a  watershed 
year  for  the  Sikh  nation.  It  was  a  year  of 
rude  awakening,  a  year  Sikhs  awoke  to  the 
reality  that  as  a  nation  we  were  no  longer 
safe  under  Indian  rule.  But  during  the  past  12 
years  of  my  involvement  with  the  struggle 
for  Sikh  freedom,  I  have  come  to  see  very 
distinctly  that  1964  did  not  occur  in  a  vacu- 
um. Sikhs  have  been  agitating  for  some  of 
their  most  fundamental  rights  as  a  nation 
since  the  British  pulled  out  of  the  subconti- 
nent in  1947.  Furthermore,  it  is  plainly  evi- 
dent that  nothing  in  Sikh  history  suggests 
that  Sikhs  would  be  remotely  satisfied  under 
the  rule  of  a  foreign  power.  Let  me  make  it 
perfectly  clear  that  the  Sikhs  are  an  inde- 
pendent nation.  This  is  our  identity.  We  were 
wrong  to  join  India  after  partition  in  1947. 
We  were  lied  to;  we  were  duped,  we  were  ma- 
nipulated and  we  have  paid  dearly.  Today  we 
want  our  freedom,  and  this  is  fully  consist- 
ent with  our  national  character. 

The  first  Sikh  Guru  Nanak,  lived  in  the 
15th  century,  a  time  of  inrmiense  turmoil.  He 
witnessed  the  brutality  of  the  Mughal  invad- 
ers who  had  swept  down  through  Afghanistan 
into  the  northern  subcontinent,  terrorizing 
the  local  populations.  According  to  the  Sikh 
historian  Harbans  Singh,  Guru  Nanak's  voice 
offered  "the  only  strongly  vocal  protest  in 
India  against  the  invasions  of  Barter,  found- 
er of  the  Mughal  dynasty."  Guru  Nanak  also 
spoke  out  against  the  social  evils  of  the 
caste  system  which  promoted  vast  inequality 
among  fellow  human  beings.  Guru  Nanak 
recognized  all  humanity  as  one  and  knew 
that  the  free  life  was  the  only  life  worth  liv- 
ing. 

The  succeeding  nine  Gurus  of  the  Sikh 
faith  further  developed  what  Guru  Nanak  set 
into  motion.  When  the  tenth  Sikh  Guru, 
Guru  Gobind  Singh,  baptized  the  Sikhs  into 
nationhood  in  1699,  he  specifically  com- 
manded all  Sikhs  to  stand  up  to  tyranny  no 
matter  where  it  exists.  Guru  Gobind  Singh, 
too,  knew  the  importance  of  maintaining 
one's  fireedom.  and  he  was  certain  to  i>ass 
this  legacy  on  to  the  Sikh  nation.  Every 
morning  Sikhs  pray  "Raj  Kare  Ga  Khalsa: 
The  Khalsa  Shall  Rule."  After  the  death  of 
Guru  Gobind  Singh,  Banda  Singh  Bahadur 
swept  ttirough  the  Punjab,  defeating  the 
forces  of  the  Mughal  rulers  who  had  earlier 
outlawed  the  Sikhs,  placing  a  hefty  bounty 
on  severed  Sikh  heads.  Banda  Singh's  rule 
lasted  irom  1710  to  1716. 

Wars  with  the  brutal  Muhgals  followed 
Banda  Singh's  rule.  The  Sikhs  fought  val- 
iantly against  great  odds.  During  the  lowest 
periods  of  those  days,  Sikhs  rallied  together 
to  chant  "Raj  Karega  Khalsa:  The  Khalsa 
Shall  Rule."  It  wasn't  until  1765  tliat  the 
Sikhs  reestablished  their  kingdom  under  the 
Khalsa  Misls,  who  were  later  consolidated  by 
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Maharajah  Ranjit  Singh  in  1799.  Ranjit 
Singh's  rule  was  characterized  by  an  enlight- 
ened form  of  government  that  recognized  the 
equality  of  all  citizens  regardless  of  religious 
affiliation '  or  social  class  standing.  Indians 
today  choose  to  forget  that  the  territories 
held  by  the  Sikhs  extended  from  the  borders 
of  China  and  Tibet  in  the  North  to  the 
deserts  of  Sindh  in  the  South  and  from  Af- 
ghanistan in  the  North-West  to  the  river 
Ganga  in  the  East.  Indians  also  seem  to  for- 
get that  it  was  the  Sikhs  who  halted  the  for- 
eign invasions  from  the  North-West  of  the 
subcontinent  that  had  been  going  on  for 
thousands  of  years. 

The  point  in  all  this  history  is  to  show 
that  Sikhs  have  forged  for  themselves  an 
independent  national  identity.  According  to 
the  UN  charter,  a  nation  is  marked  by  one  or 
more  of  the  following  characteristics:  com- 
mon descent,  common  tradition,  common 
heritage,  common  culture  or  common  lan- 
guage. The  Sikhs  qualify  on  all  counts.  Cur- 
rent attempts  to  define  Sikhs  as  less  than  a 
nation  are  thinly  veiled  attempts  to  keep 
Sikhs  from  attaining  their  rightful  place  in 
the  intemationai  community. 

The  Sikhs  ruled  Punjab  until  they  were  an- 
nexed by  the  British  in  1849  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  Anglo-Sikh  Wars.  The  Sikhs  were  the 
last  nation  on  the  Indian  subcontinent  to 
fall  to  the  British  and  the  record  shows  that 
the  British  recognized  the  Sikhs  as  a  sov- 
ereign, independent  nation.  Indeed,  if  not  for 
the  treason  of  a  few  highly  place  Dogras  who 
betrayed  the  Sikh  nation  by  sabotaging  the 
Sikh  army  in  return  for  British  favors,  the 
Punjab  may  never  have  fallen  into  British 
hands.  Sikhs  were  also  the  first  nation  on 
the  subcontinent  to  raise  the  cry  of  freedom 
from  the  British.  It  was  the  Sikhs  who  suf- 
fered the  overwhelming  number  of  casualties 
during  the  struggle  to  oust  the  British. 
Though  the  Sikhs  at  the  time  comprised 
1.6%  of  the  population  on  the  subcontinent, 
85%  of  those  hanged  by  the  British  were 
Sikhs;  80%  of  those  exiled  were  Sikhs;  and 
75%  of  those  jailed  were  Sikhs. 

In  1947,  when  the  British  pulled  out  of 
India,  three  nations  were  recognized  to  re- 
ceive the  transfer  of  power:  the  Muslims,  the 
Hindus  and  the  Sikhs.  The  Muslims  took 
their  share  in  the  newly  created  Pakistan; 
the  Hindus  took  current-day  India  and  the 
Sikhs  opted  to  join  their  share  with  the  Hin- 
dus under  solenm  assurances  by  Jawarhar 
Lal  Netiru  and  Mohandas  Gandhi  that  the 
Sikh  nation  would  lead  an  autonomous  exist- 
ence in  the  north.  Gandhi  personally  guaran- 
teed that  no  law  would  be  passed  in  the  new 
India  that  was  unacceptable  to  the  Sikh  na- 
tion. In  1950,  however,  when  it  came  time  to 
sign  the  constitution.  Sikhs  found  the  docu- 
ment contrary  to  their  interests  as  a  nation, 
making  no  allowances  whatsoever  for  their 
free  existence.  The  Sikh  delegates  at  the 
Constituent  Assembly  refused  to  sign  the 
document.  To  this  day  no  Sikh  has  signed 
the  Indian  constitution.  Later  the  Sikh  rep- 
resentative Master  Tara  Singh  was  jailed  by 
Nehru  for  agitating  for  the  implementation 
of  promises  made  to  the  Sikh  nation.  When 
asked  why  he  would  not  honor  the  commit- 
ments he  made  to  the  Sikhs,  Nehru  is  re- 
ported to  have  replied  as  follows:  "I  shut  my 
ears  when  someone  speaks  to  me  about  hon- 
oring the  promises  made  to  Sikhs  during  the 
independence  movement."  Sadly,  the  history 
of  the  Sikh  nation  since  the  ratification  of 
the  Indian  constitution  is  the  story  of  Sikhs 
struggling  for  their  most  basic  rights  as  a 
free  and  independent  nation. 

Which  brings  us  around  again  to  1984.  Ear- 
lier I  mentioned  the  Indian  government's 
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military  assault  on  the  Golden  Temple  which 
took  place  in  June  of  1964.  The  Indian  gov- 
ernment has  offered  a  great  deal  of  empty 
reasons  why  it  attacked  the  Golden  Temple, 
but  the  plain  truth  of  the  matter  is  that 
Indira  Gandhi  and  the  Congress  Party  simply 
wanted  to  show  Sikhs  who  was  boss.  Mrs. 
Gandhi  simply  did  not  want  to  hear  anymore 
about  Sikh  rights  or  the  unfulfilled  promises 
of  freedom.  She  was  also  afraid  that  sooner 
or  later  Sikhs  would  simply  take  the  free- 
dom that  they  deserved  and  reclaim  their 
homeland.  Therefore,  she  planned  the  assault 
of  the  Golden  Temple  on  the  day  of  the  mar- 
tyrdom of  the  fifth  Sikh  Guru,  Guru  Arjan 
Dev — a  day  when  she  knew  the  temple  com- 
plex would  be  filled  with  observant  pilgrims. 
She  also  coordinated  the  assaults  on  38  other 
Gurdwaras  throughout  Punjab.  Over  20,000 
Sikhs  were  killed  in  June  of  1984. 

Indira  Gandhi  and  the  government  of  India 
had  envisioned  this  military  operation  as  a 
solution  to  their  problems,  a  way  to  get  the 
Sikhs  off  their  backs.  But  the  strategy  back- 
fired. Whatever  complacency  had  fallen  over 
the  Sikhs  was  lifted.  The  attack  on  the  Gold- 
en Temple  made  Sikhs  reflect  on  their  tradi- 
tion. Sikhs  recalled  their  tradition:  "Khalsa 
Bagi  Yan  Badshah:  Either  the  Sikhs  are  rul- 
ing or  they  are  in  rebellion!"  On  October  7, 
1987  the  Sikh  nation  formally  declared  itself 
independent  forming  the  separate  country  of 
Khalistan.  Sikhs  have  not  given  up  their 
dream  of  reclaiming  their  independence.  We 
fully  expect  to  achieve  the  liberation  of 
Khalistan  by  1999,  the  300th  anniversary  of 
the  Sikh  nation. 

During  the  past  12  years,  over  150,000  Sikhs 
have  been  killed  by  Indian  govenunent 
forces.  According  to  respected  human  rights 
activists  in  Khalistan.  the  number  of  Sikhs 
who  have  "disappeared"  or  who  have  been  il- 
legally killed  in  extrajudicial  murders  may 
exceed  100,000.  The  extent  of  India's  cam- 
paign against  the  Sikhs  is  staggering.  Also 
staggering  is  the  extent  to  which  the  Indian 
government  will  go  to  cover-up  its  brutal 
campaign  of  genocide  against  the  Sikhs. 

Take  the  case  of  Sikh  human  rights  activ- 
ist Jaswant  Singh  KhaIra.  For  years  Sikhs 
have  been  alleging  that  Indian  police  have 
been  abducting  Sikhs,  torturing  them,  kill- 
ing them  and  then  cremating  their  remains 
as  "unidentified  bodies"  in  order  to  cover-up 
any  evidence  of  police  responsibility.  Mr. 
KhaIra  was  the  first  to  bring  concrete  evi- 
dence to  these  allegations.  He  visited  three 
municipal  cremation  grounds  in  Amritsar 
District  and  counted  up  the  bodies  listed  as 
"unidentified."  His  findings  are  astoimding. 
Police  have  murdered  and  cremated  6,017 
Sikhs  in  Amritsar  District  alone.  Over  25,000 
were  killed  in  the  same  way  throughout  the 
rest  of  Khalistan. 

For  having  publicized  his  findings,  Mr. 
KhaIra  was  himself  abducted  by  police  on 
September  6th  in  front  of  his  home  in  the 
presence  of  witnesses.  Prior  to  his  abduction, 
the  Superintendent  of  Police  threatened  Mr. 
KhaIra  at  a  press  conference  saying  "We 
nmde  25,000  disappear.  It  would  not  be  hard 
to  make  one  more  disappear."  On  October  19, 
1995,  sixty-five  Members  of  the  U.S.  Congress 
sent  a  letter  to  Indian  Prime  Minister 
Narasimha  Rao  demanding  Mr.  Khalra's  re- 
lease. To  this  date  his  whereabouts  remain 
unknown. 

The  Sikhs  are  not  the  only  nation  suffer- 
ing under  the  boot  of  Indian  repression.  The 
Muslims  of  Kashmir  claim  that  Indian  lias 
murdered  over  43,000  Kashmiris  since  1988. 
The  Christians  of  Nagaland  claim  that  India 
has  killed  over  200.000  Nagas  since  1950.  This 
level   of  oppression   points   to   a   profound 
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decay  eating  away  at  the  foundation  of 
India.  According  Rajinder  Puri  of  the  Times 
of  India,  the  Indian  government  is  "a  rotten, 
corrupt,  repressive  and  anti-people  system." 
The  only  way  the  government  of  Indian  can 
hold  the  country  together  is  by  oppression— 
by  brute  force,  fear  and  intimidation.  If  this 
sounds  a  bit  like  the  former  Soviet  Union, 
the  comparison  is  an  apt  one.  And  like  the 
Soviet  Union,  India  is  destined  to  disinte- 
grate. 

Let  me  make  it  clear  that  India  is  not  a 
democracy.  It  is  a  conglomerate  of  nations 
held  together  by  the  nexus  of  oppression. 
The  Sikhs  want  out.  The  Kashmiris  want 
out.  Nagaland  wants  out.  There's  trouble  in 
Assam.  There's  trouble  in  Tamil  Nadu.  The 
millions  of  the  so-called  "black  untouch- 
ables"  are  some  of  the  most  oppressed  people 
on  the  face  of  the  earth.  People  are  starving 
to  death  while  India  spends  billions  of  its 
World  Bank  money  on  developing  nuclear 
weapons  and  repressing  freedom  movements. 
The  Indian  political  system  is  the  most  cor- 
rupt in  the  world.  One  third  of  Prime  Min- 
ister Rao's  ministry  has  been  indicted  on 
corruption  charges  and  has  been  forced  to  re- 
sign. If  Hindus  aren't  killing  Sikhs,  they  are 
killing  Muslims.  Mosques  are  being  de- 
stroyed. Children  are  being  exploited  as  sex 
slaves.  Wives  are  set  up  in  flames  if  they  fail 
to  bring  large  enough  dowries.  Last  year  a 
five  year  old  untouchable  girl  was  blinded  by 
her  school  teacher  when  she  drank  from  a 
pitcher  reserved  for  upper  caste  Hindus  only. 
In  December  the  Chandigarh  Tribune  re- 
ported that  a  Sikh  man  was  killed  by  Indian 
police  when  they  tied  his  legs  to  two  jeeps 
driving  off  in  opposite  directions,  tearing 
him  in  half.  I  remember  the  report  about  po- 
lice torturing  a  little  Sikh  girl  by  covering 
her  in  molasses  and  pouring  ants  on  her. 
Please  tell  me,  why  on  earth  would  Sikhs 
want  to  live  in  a  country  like  this? 

India  is  not  only  bad  for  the  people  held 
under  its  rule.  India  has  also  proven  itself  an 
irresponsible  member  of  the  intemationai 
community.  India  refuses  to  sign  the  Non- 
proliferation  Treaty  and  the  Comprehensive 
Test  Ban  Treaty.  India  has  persistently 
claimed  that  its  nuclear  research  is  for 
peaceful  purposes  only,  but  leading  nuclear 
experts  have  confirmed  that  India  is  secretly 
building  an  atomic  powered  submarine.  (See 
Washington  Times,  Dec.  9.  1994).  India  has 
also  test  launched  the  Prithvi  n  ballistic 
missile  and  the  Polar  Satellite  Launch  Vehi- 
cle, both  of  which  are  capable  of  delivering 
nuclear  warheads.  India  has  been  detected 
smugrgling  heavy  water,  a  substance  needed 
to  manufacture  plutonlum,  out  of  European 
countries  in  violation  of  intemationai  regu- 
lations. According  to  the  British  documen- 
tary, "Nuclear  India,"  the  government  of 
India  spends  25%  of  its  research  and  develop- 
ment budget  on  nuclear  research  and  only 
2%  on  education. 

From  1986  to  1991,  India  was  the  world"  s 
largest  importer  of  major  weapons  and  re- 
mains one  of  the  largest  today.  In  1994,  re- 
ports emerged  that  India  was  preparing  to 
arm  Iran.  India  persistently  votes  against 
the  United  States  and  the  West  in  the  United 
Nations.  In  fact,  just  recently  when  the 
United  States  sponsored  a  resolution  to 
bring  China  under  the  scrutiny  of  the  U.N. 
Human  Rights  Commission,  India  sided  with 
China  to  block  the  move.  India  is  also  smug- 
gling CFC  gas  into  the  United  States,  which 
has  been  banned  since  January  1st.  Accord- 
ing to  the  U.S.  Custom  Service,  CFC  gas 
smuggling  has  become  its  number  two  prob- 
lem behind  illegal  drugs— and  India  is  one  of 
the  primary  culprits!  Add  to  this  list  a  long 
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history  of  intellectual  property  theft  on  the 
part  of  Indian  manufactures— especially  in 
the  field  of  pharmaceuticals.  Indeed,  the 
Washington  Times  reported  on  May  3.  that 
the  United  States  has  placed  India  on  its 
trade  watch  list.  It  certainly  appears  that 
India  is  doing  its  level  best  to  distance  itself 
from  the  decent  behavior  of  legitimate  coun- 
tries in  the  community  of  nations. 

James  Brady,  the  former  U.S.  Secretary  of 
State,  has  called  the  Indian  subcontinent  the 
most  dangerous  place  in  the  world.  War  is 
nearly  always  imminent.  The  stockpiling  of 
arms  and  nuclear  weapons  is  a  daily  occur- 
rence. Contrast  this  reality  with  the  vision 
of  a  free  Khalistan  in  a  newly  liberated 
South  Asia,  free  from  the  bullying  domina- 
tion of  the  Indian  government.  A  free 
Khalistan  would  serve  as  a  buffer  nation  be- 
tween India  and  Pakistan,  thus  reducing  the 
potential  for  armed  conflict  between  the  two 
countries.  Khalistan  would  also  agree  to  the 
nuclear  non-proliferation  efforts  currently 
being  made  by  the  intemationai  community, 
thus  promoting  a  nuclear  free  South  Asia. 
And  unlike  India  which  depends  on  IMF 
loans  and  U.S.  assistance  to  feed  its  people 
(while  secretly  spending  billions  on  develop- 
ing nuclear  weapons  and  crushing  freedom 
movements),  an  independent  Khalistan  will 
cultivate  economic  self-sustainabillty.  In- 
deed. Khalistan  is  uniquely  situated  for  eco- 
nomic prosi)erity.  Currently.  Sikhs  are  re- 
sponsible for  26%  of  the  Indian  GNP.  The 
Sikh  work  ethic  is  legendary  in  South  Asia. 
Our  doctors,  scientists,  scholars,  financiers 
and  engineers  are  among  the  best  in  the 
world.  Agriculturally.  Khalistan  could  sus- 
tain itself  with  just  a  fraction  of  its  yield, 
exporting  the  rest.  Currently,  Sikhs  supply 
73%  of  India's  wheat  reserve  and  48%  of  its 
rice  reserve.  Remember  that  Sikhs  make  up 
only  2%  of  the  total  population  in  India.  A 
free  Khalistan  has  the  foundation  for  a  long 
overdue  South  Asian  success  story. 

Unfortunately,  the  past  12  years  of  brutal- 
ity at  the  hands  of  the  Indian  government 
has  pushed  the  movement  for  a  free 
Khalistan  almost  entirely  underground. 
Those  Sikhs  who  are  brave  enough  to  stand 
up  and  vocally  advocate  Sikh  Creedom  are 
shot  down  without  a  second  thought. 
Through  the  terror  tactics  promoted  by 
former  Chief  Minister  Beant  Singh  and 
former  Chief  of  Police  K.P.S.  Gill,  the  Indian 
government  has  instilled  a  fear  psychosis  on 
the  population  of  Puniab.  According  to  In- 
dian journalist.  Iqbal  Masud.  "The  Beant- 
Gill  duo  committed  mass  incarceration  and 
disappearance  and  called  it  'normalcy.'" 
Sikhs  want  the  world  to  know,  however,  that 
the  only  "normalcy"  in  Punjab  is  the  silence 
of  a  nation  suffocating  under  the  strangle 
hold  of  Indian  repression. 

It  is  the  Sikhs  outside  of  Khalistan  who 
can  truly  raise  the  voice  of  Sikh  freedom 
without  fear  of  brutal  retaliation.  On  April 
27.  over  15.000  Sikhs  in  New  York  City  did 
just  this  when  they  shouted  the  Jathedar  of 
the  Akal  Takht  of  a  speaker's  podium  when 
he  refused  to  raise  the  slogan  of  "Khalistan 
Zindabad."  The  current  Jathedar  of  the  Akal 
Takht  has  refused  to  fullfil  the  duty  of  his 
office  by  starting  a  mass-movement  for  Sikh 
freedom.  The  Sikhs  in  New  York  showed 
their  displeasure  for  his  kind  of  weak  leader- 
ship and  assuaged  any  doubts  that  the  grass- 
roots of  the  Sikh  nation  stands  firmly  in 
support  of  Sikh  independence. 

Working  in  the  intemationai  community, 
the  Council  of  Khalistan  has  had  tremendous 
success  in  bringing  to  light  the  brutality  of 
the  Indian  government.  Due  to  our  efforts, 
two  bills  are  currently  pending  in  the  United 
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States  Congress.  House  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 32  seeks  to  formally  recognize  the  Sikh 
nation's  right  of  self-determination.  House 
Resolution  142&— "The  Human  Rights  in 
India  Act"— seeks  to  cut  U.S.  aid  to  India  if 
the  government  of  India  continues  its  cam- 
paign of  brutality  against  the  Sikhs  and 
other  nations  and  people  held  under  Indian 
repression. 

The  Council  of  Khalistan  has  also  managed 
to  get  51  Members  of  the  U.S.  Congress  to 
send  a  letter  to  the  U.S.  State  Department 
demanding  that  the  visa  of  Mr.  K.P.S.  Gill  be 
denied  if  be  attempts  to  enter  the  United 
States  as  part  of  the  Indian  field  hockey 
team  during  the  Summer  Olsrmpics.  I  ask 
you,  if  51  Members  of  the  U.S.  Congress  can 
stand  up  against  the  greatest  murderer  of 
Sikhs  in  the  modem  era.  what  is  preventing 
the  Jathedar  of  the  Akal  Takht  and  the 
members  of  the  Akali  Dal  trom  doing  the 
same? 

The  current  Sikh  leaders  in  Punjab  are 
uniformly  corrupt.  The  Akali  Dal  leadership 
has  long  ago  surrendered  to  the  Government 
of  India.  In  1992.  96%  of  the  Sikh  population 
in  Punjab  boycotted  the  elections  under  the 
Indian  constitution.  This  was  a  clear  man- 
date for  Khalistan.  Look  at  the  situation 
today.  The  Akali  Dal  has  obviously  failed 
miserably  in  delivering  on  that  mandate. 
Just  last  week  Akali  politicians  participated 
in  elections  under  the  Indian  constitution  as 
if  the  past  12  years  had  never  happened.  This 
crisis  in  leadership  is  what  makes  Sikhs  out- 
side of  Khalistan  so  important.  It  is  the  job 
of  Sikhs  in  the  West  to  stand  up  and  tell  the 
Indian  government  that  Sikhs  do  not  want 
elections.  The  only  thing  Sikhs  want  is  inde- 
pendence. If  a  plebiscite  were  held  in 
Khalistan  today,  over  95%  of  the  Sikh  popu- 
lation would  vote  for  independence. 

The  current  political  situation  in  India 
will  give  the  Sikhs  a  perfect  opportunity  to 
seize  fireedom.  It  is  clear  that  the  Congress 
party  is  greatly  weakened  by  rampant  cor- 
ruption. No  single  party  will  emerge  domi- 
nant firom  last  week's  elections.  A  weak  coa- 
lition will  be  formed.  In  the  past.  Sikhs  were 
able  to  seize  control  of  the  Punjab  during 
weak  governments  in  Delhi.  We  can  do  it 
again.  It  will  take  courage  and  sacrifice,  but 
the  only  way  we  will  liberate  the  Sikh  na- 
tion is  by  launching  a  nationwide  shantmai 
moTcha^-n  peaceful  mass-movement  for  the 
liberation  of  Khalistan.  We  need  to  protest 
by  the  hundreds  of  thousands;  fill  the  jails: 
boycott  the  Indian  government  completely 
and  form  a  Khalsa  Raj  party  for  the  freedom 
of  Khalistan. 

Our  work  is  cut  out  for  us,  but  the  Sikh 
nation  is  a  proud  and  flercely  independent 
nation.  Our  history  has  forged  in  us  an  un- 
conquerable desire  for  freedom.  We  possess  a 
well-founded  and  deeply  imbedded  national 
identity.  We  are  a  strong  nation  with  a  long 
tradition  of  resistance  to  tyranny.  We  are  a 
f^reedom  loving  people  and  we  want  to  live  in 
peace  so  that  we  may  develop  to  our  fullest 
potential.  We  will  never  be  deterred  trom  the 
path  of  l^«edom.  and  Khalistan  will  be  ours. 
Sikhs  are  looking  forward  to  1999.  the  300th 
anniversary  of  the  Sikh  nation.  On  that  day 
Sikhs  will  proudly  hoist  the  Sikh  Qag  high 
above  the  Golden  Temple  and  thank  Guru  for 
the  long  awaited  blessing  of  freedom  in  a 
sovereign,  independent  Khalistan. 

IMAUGUSAL  Meeting  of  the  Khalistan  Soci- 
ett:  Speakers  Expose  Indian  State  Re- 
pression, Support  Self-Deterjonation 
F(»  Khalistan 

London.— The  movement  for  Punjab's  na- 
tional independence  received  a  historic  boost 
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today,  as  the  Khalistan  Society  launched  its 
Inaugural  meeting  here  at  The  London 
School  of  Economics.  Three  invited  speak- 
ers. Dr.  Gurmit  Singh  Aulakh.  President. 
Council  of  Khalistan,  Mr.  Max  Madden.  Brit- 
ish Member  of  Parliament,  and  Mr.  Asad 
Rehman.  a  representative  of  London  based 
Amnesty  International,  stressed  the  moral 
imi>erative  to  hold  India  accountable  for  ex- 
tensive and  cc^tinuing  human  rights  viola- 
tions against  ^e  Sikh  people  and  other  mi- 
norities in  India.  They  also  urged  the  mas- 
sive British  Asian  community  to  mobilize  its 
resources  to  protect  the  rights  of  those  fight- 
ing for  freedom  in  India-occupied  Punjab. 

Mr.  Max  Madden  told  audience  members  of 
his  trip  to  Punjab  in  1991.  when  he  ited 
Sikh  villages  and  a  Punjabi  jail,  speak. .ig  to 
literally  hundreds  of  people  who  had  suffered 
human  rights  abuses  by  Indian  police  forces. 
"I  met  a  father  whose  12  year  old  daughter 
was  abducted  by  policemen,  raped  repeat- 
edly, and  eventually  killed.  Policemen 
warned  the  father  that  were  he  to  pursue  a 
case  against  the  officers  involved,  his  7  year 
old  daughter  would  face  the  same  fate."  He 
recalled  meeting  Mr.  K.P.S.  Gill,  former 
Punjab  Chief  of  Police,  who  he  described  as 
"the  epitome  of  evil."  Mr.  Madden  reiterated 
the  right  of  the  people  of  Punjab  to  self-de- 
termination, and  congratulated  The 
Khalistan  Society  for  its  efforts  to  highlight 
human  rights  violations  against  the  Sikhs  in 
Punjab.  He  told  the  audience,  "Because  of 
my  human  rights  activities,  the  Indian  High 
Commission  refuses  to  grant  me  a  visa  to 
visit  India." 

Mr.  Asad  Rehman  stressed  the  need  to  put 
human  rights  on  the  agenda  of  governments 
in  South  Asia.  He  detailed  the  violent  and 
anti-democratic  tactics  used  by  India  to 
crush  political  dissent,  and  drew  compari- 
sons between  such  tactics  used  in  occupied 
Punjab  and  other  parts  of  India.  He  stressed 
the  imjKjrtance  of  peaceful  self-determina- 
tion in  Punjab,  stating.  "E^veryone  must 
have  the  right  to  express  their  political  be- 
liefs freely,  whatever  they  may  be.  without 
fear  of  imprisonment,  torture  or  death." 

Dr.  Gurmit  S.  Aulakh  strongly  denounced 
the  Indian  government  for  its  continuing 
policy  of  state  repression  against  Sikhs  in 
Punjab.  Muslims  in  Kashmir,  and  Christians 
in  Nagaland.  He  spoke  of  the  case  of  Mr. 
Jaswant  Singh  Khalra.  a  Sikh  human  rights 
activist  in  Punjab  who  has  recently  "dis- 
appeared" and  is  feared  to  be  dead.  Dr. 
Aulakh  detailed  the  history  of  the  Sikh 
struggle  for  freedom,  and  articulated  his  vi- 
sion of  a  Khalistani  state.  "Khalistan  will  be 
a  buffer  state  between  India  and  Pakistan, 
and  will  sign  Nuclear  Non-Proliferation  trea- 
ties, thereby  increasing  regional  peace  and 
security.  We  will  also  operate  on  a  'one  man. 
one  vote'  policy.  In  a  free  Khalistan,  there 
will  be  no  human  rights  violations,  and  mi- 
norities will  be  treated  equally." 
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STATEMENT  BY  DAVID  SMITH 
REGARDING  CAMPAIGN  FINANCING 


HON.  BERNARD  SANDERS 

OF  VERMONT 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 
Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  benefit 
of  my  colleagues  I  would  like  to  have  printed 
in  the  RECORD  this  statement  try  David  Smith, 
a  high  school  student  from  Brattleboro,  VT, 
who  was  speaking  at  my  recerrt  town  meeting 
on  issues  facing  young  people: 


A  couple  of  days  ago,  I  heard  two  men 
laughing  about  the  term,  "representation  of 
the  people,"  claiming  that  the  people  are  no 
longer  really  represented.  Unfortunately,  I'm 
beginning  to  agree  with  this,  because  I  have 
a  problem  believing  that  a  politician  is  going 
to  think  about  me — the  average  voter— when 
the  oil  and  gas  industry  gives  Congress  $17- 
18  million  annually:  when  the  health  indus- 
try gives  S68.8  million,  when  the  banking  in- 
dustry gives  $42.1  million:  and  that's  just  to 
name  a  few.  Our  government  is  overrun  by 
the  influences  of  special  interest  groups,  in- 
dustries, corporations,  unions  and  other  bit 
spenders. 

But  you,  the  politicians,  are  also  stuck,  be- 
cause the  average  House  election  is  up  way 
past  $150,000:  the  average  Senate  election  is 
up  past  S3.5  million.  And  that's  average, 
which  means  that  the  backwater,  small-time 
candidate  has  no  chance  of  competing  with 
the  mainstream  Republican  or  Democrat,  be- 
cause he  or  she  has  no  corporate,  big-spender 
backing.  In  short  our  campaign  finance  sys- 
tem is  outdated,  flawed,  and  full  to  the  brim 
with  loopholes.  We  need  changes. 

What  I'm  proposing  today  is  a  publicly  fi- 
nanced system.  My  proposal  starts  in  Sep- 
tember, 8  months  before  an  election,  with 
candidates  collecting  low-dollar  contribu- 
tions. This  is  the  only  private  money  in  my 
whole  system:  and,  since  it's  low-dollar,  it 
doesn't  have  any  influence  over  a  candidate. 
This  seen  money  lasts  until  the  first  primary 
in  February.  To  qualify  for  public  financing, 
candidates  must  receive  20%  of  the  vote. 
Parties  may  also  qualify  for  public  flnancing 
by  getting  20%  of  the  vote  between  two  can- 
didates, and  sending  their  most  winning  .  .  . 
candidate  to  run.  Candidates  who  receive  the 
required  vote  will  receive  an  account  of 
money  to  work  with. 

In  addition  to  monetary  funds,  the  can- 
didates will  also  receive  radio  and  TV  space. 
But  instead  of  getting  45  second  soundbites, 
candidates  will  receive  15  minute  blocks,  al- 
most like  "informercials,"  and  this  will 
force  them  to  really  discuss  in  detail  their 
platforms.  And  you  can  also  get  debates 
going,  and  really  educate  the  public.  Lastly, 
government  will  pay  for  one  or  two  mass 
mailings  per  candidate.  Winners  of  the  na- 
tional conventions  will  then  be  given  money 
to  campaign  in  the  general  election. 

Now.  how  are  we  going  to  pay  for  this?  The 
Working  Group  on  Electoral  Democracy  esti- 
mated that  a  plan  similar  to  this  one  would 
cost  between  $5-600  million  annually.  And 
I've  devised  two  ways  to  pay  for  this:  the 
first  is  a  S6  flat  tax  on  every  taxpaying 
American.  Unfortunately,  the  taxpayers 
don't  really  want  another  tax.  So,  an  alter- 
native plan  would  be  a  one  dollar  check-off 
box  on  tax  returns  for  Congressional  funding, 
right  next  to  the  one  for  Presidential  fund- 
ing. Also,  a  one  percent  shift  in  funds  from 
the  military  to  campaign  finances,  and  last, 
the  first  national  lotto  game.  Vermont  alone 
already  receives  around  S23  million  in  funds 
from  various  lotto  games,  and  I  think  that  a 
national  lottery  game  could  bring  in  at  least 
half  of  the  money  needed  to  fund  this  cam- 
paign system. 

What  this  system  will  do.  is  it  will  do  5 
things:  first,  it  will  stop  all  public  legisla- 
tion firom  being  influenced  by  the  wealth  of 
industries,  corporations,  all  private  money 
will  be  taken  out  of  politics.  Second,  it  cre- 
ates a  level  playing  field  for  all  candidates, 
rich  and  poor  candidates  must  have  the  same 
chance  of  being  elected  as  everyone  else,  and 
voters  must  start  to  elect  candidates  on 
their  merits,  not  on  their  money.  Thirdly,  it 
allows  politicians  to  spend  their  time  at  pol- 
itics, not  at  campaigning.  I've  heard  that 
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politicians  spend  between  anywhere  from  40- 
80%  of  their  time  campaigning.  In  this  sys- 
tem, they  would  spend  5%  of  their  time  cam- 
paigTiing.  [Fourth]  it  will  allow  politicians  to 
get  in  touch  with  what  voters  want,  not 
what  the  heavy  contributors  want.  If  they 
have  to  go  to  the  grassroots  to  get  their  sup- 
port, then  there  will  be  more  talk  about 
what  the  real  voters  want.  Finally,  it  closes 
down  all  loopholes,  so  that  no  private  money 
can  influence  the  private  system,  and  we  will 
return  to  the  ideal  of  "representation  of  the 
people." 

Congressman  Sanders.  Thank  you.  (Ap- 
plause) You've  touched  on  a  very  important 
issue.  David,  let  me  ask  you  a  couple  of  ques- 
tions. First,  give  us  some  examples,  if  you 
might,  of  the  role  that  big  money  plays  in 
Influencing  politics,  influencing  legislation. 
Do  you  have  any  examples  that  you  might  be 
able  to  provide? 

Answer.  Sure.  A  little  while  ago,  the  Legis- 
lature allocated  money  for  the  Pentagon  to 
build  new  bombers.  This  was  in  spite  of  the 
Pentagon  saying  that,  "We  don't  want  any 
new  bombers,  we  don't  want  the  money." 
The  reason  the  money  was  allocated,  was  be- 
cause of  the  influence  of  the  corporations 
that  make  and  help  produce  those  bombers. 
They  have  such  power,  with  their  monetary 
funds  that  they  can  almost  shape  the  way 
legislation  works. 

Congressman  Sanders:  You're  absolutely 
right,  that  is  a  very  good  example.  Let  me 
ask  you  the  second  question:  recently  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  went  on  a  tour  around 
the  country,  and  he  spoke  at  $:0,000'plate 
fundraising  dinners;  $10,000/plate  to  have  din- 
ner with  House  Speaker  Gingrich.  Why 
would  anybody  pay  $10,000— it  was  a  very 
good  dinner,  no  doubt— but  other  than  the 
good  quality  food,  and  you  think  of  another 
good  reason  why  someone  would  want  to  go 
to  dinner  with  the  Speaker  for  SlO.OOO'plate? 

Answer.  Sure.  It  was  influence.  By  paying 
$10,000  to  a  candidate,  you  get  influence  over 
that  candidate  so  they  will  better  represent 
what  you  want.  An  example:  if  I  was  a  politi- 
cian and  I  came  back  to  the  office  one  day 
and  there  were  14  messages  for  me:  13  were 
from  people  I  never  heard  of,  and  the  last 
was  from  someone  who  has  paid  me  $10,000  at 
a  local  charity  the  week  before,  the  first  per- 
son I'm  going  to  call  back  is  that  big  payer. 
So,  by  paying  lots  of  money,  we  get  more  in- 
fluence. 


THE  "ONE  CmNA"  POLICY 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

When  Mao  Tse-tung's  Communists  seized 
power  in  China  in  1949  and  established  the 
People's  Republic  of  China  [PRC],  "Genera- 
lissimo" Chiang  Kai-shek's  Nationalists  fled  to 
Taiwan  and  established  the  Reputtlic  of  China 
[ROC]  on  Taiwan.  According  to  Mao,  the  PRC 
consisted  of  Chira,  Taiwan,  Tibet,  and  Mongo- 
lia. According  to  Chiang,  the  ROC  consisted  of 
exactly  the  same  territory,  i.e.,  China,  Taiwan, 
Tibet,  and  Mongolia  Until  1972,  the  United 
States  and  most  countries  around  the  world 
chose  to  recognize  the  ROC  regime  as  the 
sole,  legitimate  government  of  the  whole  terri- 
tory. 

When  President  Nixon  and  Henry  Kissinger 
went  to  China  in  1972  and  shifted  recognition 
from  Taipei  to  Beijing,  they  sut>stituted  one  ab- 
straction of  reality  for  another.  The  rise  of  the 
Soviet  Union  to  superpower  status  had  neces- 
sitated a  Sino-American  relationship;  the 
United  States  perceived  the  need  for  a  power- 
ful ally  in  the  area,  able  to  counter  the  Soviet 
threat  Indeed,  on  February  28,  Nixon  and 
Mao  corvduded  the  aforementioned  Shanghai 
Communique.  It  completely  neglected  the 
rights  and  wishes  of  the  people  of  Taiwan. 

Today,  with  tiie  recent  tension  in  the  Taiwan 
Strait  it  is  becoming  more  and  more  clear  that 
Vne  "One  China"  policy  is  an  outdated  and  un- 
tenatile  relic  of  the  cokl  war.  It  ttierefore  r>eeds 
to  be  abolished. 

Constructive  ambiguity,  strategic  ambiguity, 
and  even  tactical  ambiguity  are  terms  ttiat 
arise  wtien  our  relationship  with  Taiwan  is 
being  discussed.  To  prevent  the  recurrence  of 
the  recent  crisis  in  the  Taiwan  Strait,  we  can- 
not afford  to  be  ambiguous  in  our  China  pol- 
icy; it  is  time  to  acknowledge  reality.  There  is 
one  China  and  one  Taiwan;  the  United  States 
and  the  rest  of  the  world  shoukj  adjust  their 
policy  to  current  reality. 

The  people  of  Taiwan  have  fought  long  and 
hard  to  estatilish  a  derrocracy  on  their  islarxJ. 
The  worid  shoukJ  respect  their  choice.  And  if 
their  wish  is  recognition  by  the  rest  of  the 
world  of  their  status  as  separate  from  China, 
then  the  United  States,  as  the  leader  of  the 
free  worid,  shoukj  take  ttie  lead  in  that  proc- 
ess. 

Mr.  Chaimian,  we  can  make  a  beginning  by 
acknowledging  thiat  Taiwan  is  not  a  part  of 
China  and  scrap  orwe  arxj  for  all  the  outdated 
and  unrealistc  "One  China"  policy. 


HON.  SHERROD  BROWN 

OFOfflO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  when 
the  status  of  United  States  relatiore  with 
China  and/or  Taiwan  is  debated,  refererx^es 
are  often  made  to  the  "One  China"  policy. 
This  polk:y  dates  back  to  the  Shanghai  Com- 
munique, whk:h  since  1972  has  fonned  the 
legal  framework  of  Sino-American  relations.  It 
reads:  "The  U.S.  acknowledges  that  all  Chi- 
nese on  either  skJe  of  ttie  Taiwan  Strait  main- 
tain there  is  but  one  China  and  that  Taiwan  is 
a  part  of  China." 

I  have  always  been  puzzled  by  the  "One 
China"  policy.  It  is  a  complete  abstraction;  it 
simply  does  not  comport  with  reality.  It  might 
serve  the  interests  of  the  hegemonlsts  in 
China,  but  it  is  an  unrealistK  as  it  is  outdated. 


LEONARD  LOCKE  HONORED 


HON.  PAUL  L  KANJORSiQ 

OF  PENNSTtVANlA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  KANJORSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  pay  tribute  to  my  dose  personal  friend  and 
neighbor,  Mr.  Leonard  Locke.  On  May  30, 
1996,  Leonard  wfll  celebrate  his  80th  birthday. 
It  is  my  pleasure  to  join  with  his  family,  many 
friends,  and  neighbors  in  wishing  Leonard  a 
very  happy  birthday. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Leonard  Locke  was  txxn  not 
too  far  from  wtiere  we  both  live  today  in  the 
Aklen  sectkxi  of  Nanticoke.  After  graduating 
from  Newport  Township  High  School,  Leonard 
proudly  sen/ed  his  country  in  the  76th  Division 
of  the  385th  Infantry  during  Worid  War  II.  He 
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earned  five  battle  stars  during  his  active  duty 
in  France,  Belgium,  Luxembourg,  arxJ  Ger- 
many. 

After  the  war,  Leonard  opened  a  neigtibor- 
hood  grocery  store  in  the  AkJen  section  of 
Nanticoke.  During  the  40  years  that  Leonard 
ran  tfie  store,  he  was  always  a  friend  to  all  his 
customers  and  his  neighbortxx>d.  Ten  years 
ago,  Leonard  retired  to  enjoy  the  pleasures  of 
life. 

Leonard  Locke  was  an  active  member  of 
the  business  community  participating  as  a  di- 
rector of  Wyoming  Valley  Distributing  Co.  for 
20  years,  as  well  as  its  seaetary  for  15  of 
those  years.  Also  in  tints  connection,  he  lent 
his  txisiness  expertise  with  the  United  Retail 
Grocers  Association  of  Nortfieastem  Pennsyl- 
vania serving  at  times  as  the  organization's 
president  and  secretary. 

Leonard  has  t)een  a  registered  Denx>crat 
since  1937,  and  has  been  proud  to  serve  as 
a  DerTK>cratic  committeeman  in  my  own  ward, 
the  10th  ward  of  Nanticoke.  Upon  his  retire- 
ment, Leonard  took  an  active  role  in  kx:al  gov- 
emment  serving  as  a  Nanticoke  City  Council- 
man in  charge  of  accounts  and  finarKe. 

Leonard  is  an  active  member  of  the  Amer- 
k:an  Legion  Post  350  of  Nanticoke  and  a 
memtjer  and  past  presklent  of  Tatra  of 
Luzerne  County. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  wife  Narx^  and  I  have 
k>een  neightxjrs  of  Leonard  Locke  since  1979, 
During  the  many  years  that  I  have  known 
Leonard,  I  have  always  enjoyed  waking  in  my 
tjackyard  and  sharing  his  wonderful  frierxlship 
and  cheerful  salute,  "Hi  neighbort"  My  wife 
and  I  are  extiemely  pleased  to  the  have  the 
opportunity  to  wish  Leonard  Locke  a  happy 
and  healthy  80th  birthday. 


TRIBUTE  TO  AUGUST  O. 

ERDMANN.  CITY  OF  MILWAUKEE 
FIRE  CHIEF 


HON.  GERALD  D.  KLECZKA 

OF  WISCONSIN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30. 1996 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased 
to  rise  today  in  tribute  to  August  G.  Erdmarm, 
fire  chief,  city  of  Milwaukee,  wtw  will  soon  re- 
tire after  sennng  the  Departiment  for  32  years, 
tiie  last  seven  as  chief. 

Chief  Erdmarm,  a  iife-kxig  resxlent  of  Mil- 
waukee, graduated  from  Custer  High  School 
and  earned  an  associate  degree  in  fire 
scierKd  from  ttie  Milwaukee  Area  Techrecal 
College. 

Throughout  this  distinguished  career,  Chief 
Erdmarm  has  served  on  the  tx>ard  of  directors 
of  the  American  Red  Cross  and  the  Founda- 
tion for  the  Milwaukee  Fire  Education  Center 
Survive  Alive  House,  tlie  latter  which  strives  to 
educate  the  public,  especially  our  youth,  about 
fire  safety.  His  leadership  on  the  Emergency 
Planning  Committee  and  the  State  of  W'econ- 
sin  Hazardous  Materials  Regional  Response 
Team  is  to  be  commended.  Chief  Erdmann 
also  served  as  the  chairperson  of  the  Com- 
bined Giving  Campaign,  soliciting  contrilxjtions 
to  kx:al  charities,  and  has  provided  direction 
arxJ  leadership  to  make  financial  resources 
available  for  the  Fallen  Fire  Fighter  Menxxial. 
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Chief  Erdmaim's  retirement,  as  you  can  cer- 
tainly see  by  his  involvement  in  many  projects, 
will  undoubted^  leave  a  void  at  the  Milwaukee 
Fire  Department  and  in  our  community  as  a 
whole.  However,  his  retirement  will  also  now 
allow  him  to  spend  well-deserved  time  with  his 
wife,  Nancy,  their  children,  and  grandchildren. 

Best  wishes,  August,  and  on  behalf  of  the 
citizens  of  Milwaukee,  wtiom  you  have  pro- 
tected arxj  served  so  cfiligently  over  your  long 
career,  thanks  for  a  job  well  done. 


TRIBUTE  TO  GENERAL  MALCOLM 
O'NEILL 


HON.  CURT  WELDON 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Pennsylvania  Mr.  Speaker, 
tomonow  ttie  military  wifl  k>se  one  of  its  most 
stellar  leaders.  After  24  years  of  outstanding 
service  to  the  Natmn,  Gen.  Makx>lm  O'Neill 
will  be  retiring.  While  we  wish  General  O'Neill 
and  his  family  the  best,  we  will  personally  re- 
gret his  retirement  and  sorely  miss  his  leader- 
ship. 

It  was  only  2  years  ago  that  I  came  to  per- 
sonally know  arid  ck>sely  work  with  General 
O'Neill.  As  Director  of  the  Bailistk:  Missile  De- 
fense Organization  [BMDO],  General  O'Neill 
was  one  of  the  first  Depairiment  officials  to 
meet  with  me  after  I  took  the  helm  as  chair- 
man of  the  House  Research  and  Development 
Subcommittee. 

As  the  administr^tkxi's  spokesperson  on 
missiie  defense  matters,  General  O'Neill  was 
not  in  a  pos(tk>n  to  support  all  of  the  missile 
defense  initiatives  supported  t>y  ttie  Reput>- 
ican  majority — txjt  that  never  deterred  him 
from  remaining  acoessibie,  providing  us  with 
the  facts  and  most  important,  from  sharing  his 
candkl  thoughts  on  proposals  from  both  sides 
of  the  aisle.  His  tec^viical  expertise  and  Impar- 
tiality are  unparaNeled.  I  very  quickly  came  to 
rely  on  his  judgment  arxJ  routinely  sought  his 
ffiput  on  program  and  policy  issues. 

While  there  are  major  differences  remaining 
between  the  administratkxi  and  Congress  on 
missle  defense,  it  is  a  real  tribute  to  General 
O'Neill  that  we  were  able  to  reach  the  level  of 
consensus  ttiat  we  dkj  on  this  issue.  We  are 
no  kmger  taSdng  about  if  we  shoukj  have  mis- 
sile defenses,  but  wtien  we  wilt  have  missile 
defenses.  We  are  no  kxiger  arguing  wtiether 
it  is  prudent  to  defend  against  missile  threats, 
but  wtiether  we  shoukJ  prioritize  theater  de- 
fenses at  the  expense  of  national  defense.  We 
are  no  kxiger  arguing  whether  it  is  feasible  to 
defend  against  incoming  missiles,  but  what 
option  we  stiouU  pursue. 

I  have  devekiped  a  ctose  woridng  relation- 
ship with  General  0T4eill.  and  perhaps  more 
than  any  Member  of  Congress,  I  will  regret  his 
retirement  from  military  service.  He  has  served 
with  integrity,  dednation,  vak>r  and  dtetinction 
as  an  officer  in  the  U.S.  Army.  Although  he 
has  served  in  numerous  and  varied  posts  in 
his  career,  his  extraordinary  performance  in 
one  of  the  toughest  department  posts  shows 
his  true  metUe.  In  fact,  I  ttiought  so  highly  of 
Mai  that  I  drafted  a  letter— signed  by  many 
House  Members,  including  ttie  leadership,  urg- 
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ing  the  Department  to  discourage  his  retire- 
ment and  to  retain  him  as  Director  of  BMDO. 

Members  understand  all  too  well  his  deci- 
sion to  spend  well-eamed  time  with  his  family, 
txjt  we  selfishly  regret  his  decision.  I  know  I 
speak  for  all  who  have  ever  worked  with  Mai 
in  saying  it  has  been  an  honor  and  a  pleasure 
working  with  him.  I  wouk)  urge  him  to  get  at 
least  a  good  week  or  two  of  rest  and  relax- 
ation, because  I  know  many  of  us  in  Congress 
will  still  be  relying  on  his  continued  advice  and 
input  Mai,  we  wish  you  and  your  family  ttie 
best  in  retirement  arid  continued  success  in 
the  future. 


May  30,  1996 


HOUSING  ACT  AMENDMENT  JEOP- 
ARDIZES HOMELESS  ASSIST- 
ANCE USE  OF  FEDERAL  PROP- 
ERTY 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  ASSOCIATION  OF 
WOMEN  m  SCIENCE 


HON.  CONSTANCE  A.  MOREUA 

OF  MARYLAND 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to 
honor  ttie  Association  of  Women  in  Science 
[AWIS]  which  is  celebrating  its  25th  year  of 
servk%  and  commitment  to  young  girls  and 
women  in  science.  AWIS  is  the  largest  multi- 
disciplinary  science  organization  for  women  in 
the  United  States.  Founded  in  1971,  AWIS  is 
a  nonprofit  organization  committed  to  the 
achievement  of  equity  and  full  participation  for 
women  in  all  areas  of  science  and  technology. 
Serving  as  a  national  vone,  AWIS  has  made 
a  lasting  impact  on  ttie  accessibility  of  science 
education  and  scientific  careers  to  women. 

During  this  special  year,  AWIS  plans  to 
focus  its  efforts  on  the  continuation  and  ex- 
pansion of  its  programs  ttiat  promote  edu- 
cational and  career  opportunities  for  women  in 
the  sciences  and  engineering.  Two  current 
projects  include:  The  Association  for  Women 
in  Scierx^e  Mentoring  Project  and  Women  Sci- 
entists in  Academia:  Warming  up  a  Chilly  Cli- 
mate. The  mentoring  project,  funded  by  the 
National  Science  Foundation,  is  a  community- 
tiased  program  at  12  locations  throughout  the 
country  ttiat  attempts  to  foster  cooperation  be- 
tween \ocai  representatives  of  scientifk:  organi- 
zations, and  undergraduate  and  graduate  stu- 
dents. The  Women  Scientists  in  Academia 
project  Is  funded  by  the  Alfred  P.  Sk)an  Foun- 
dation and  focuses  on  improving  college  arxJ 
university  environments  for  the  advancement 
of  women  in  science. 

Equality  of  opportunity  for  all  Americans,  re- 
gardless of  gender,  race,  ethnk%,  religion  or 
physical  at)ility,  is  the  cornerstone  of  our  de- 
mocracy. We  must  afford  all  of  our  citizens  ac- 
cess to  science  education  and  science  careers 
wittiout  discrimination  or  other  barriers.  Our 
advancement  and  competitiveness  in  the  glob- 
al marketplace  depends  upon  it 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a  proud  moment  for  me  to 
recognize  the  ground-txeaking  achievements 
of  AWIS  and  express  appreciation  to  this  out- 
standing organization  for  tiieir  continuing  work 
toward  equity  for  all  women  in  science  and 
technology. 


HON.  CARDISS  COLLINS 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mrs.  COLLINS  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
to  express  deep  concem  over  a  provision  that 
first  appeared  in  the  manager's  amendment  to 
H.R.  2406,  ttie  U.S.  Housing  Act  of  1996.  This 
legislation  passed  the  House  on  May  9,  1996. 
The  provision,  which  is  section  506,  woukj  se- 
riously jeopardize  an  important  form  of  assist- 
ance to  the  homeless  provkled  by  ttie  titie  V 
of  ttie  Stewart  B.  McKinney  Homeless  Assist- 
ance Act  Under  ttiat  titie,  providers  of  home- 
less assistance  have  a  priority  in  ot>taining 
Federal  surplus  real  property  for  such  use. 

The  language  of  section  506  was  not  the 
subject  of  any  committee  hearings.  It  was  not 
the  subject  of  prior  consultation  with  the  Gov- 
ernment Reform  and  Oversight  Committee, 
ttie  jurisdctional  committee  for  such  a  matter. 
It  was  not  ttie  subject  of  advance  discussions 
either  with  ttie  General  Services  Administra- 
tion or  with  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Sen/ices.  Each  of  these  agendes  has 
specific  responsibilities  with  respect  to  the  im- 
plementation of  titie  V. 

Mr.  Speaker,  during  the  101st  Congress,  I 
chaired  a  subcommittee  of  ttie  Committee  on 
Government  Operations  and  was  a  principal 
auttior  of  titie  V.  I  know  the  importance  of  the 
work  tieing  done  by  dozens  of  tiomeless  rep- 
resentatives throughout  ttie  country  ttiat  have 
otXained  use  of  Federal  surplus  real  property. 
These  properties  are  helping  ttie  provkters 
bring  shelter,  food,  job  training,  and  job  search 
assistance  to  ttiousands  of  homeless  men, 
women,  and  chiklren. 

My  corx:em  is  ttiat  section  506  seems  to  re- 
flect insensitivity  or  indifference  not  only  to- 
ward the  homeless  txit  toward  ttie  sacrifk^s 
and  achievements  of  numerous  provkler 
groups,  private  and  publk;,  that  have  used  and 
will  use  titie  V  to  serve  our  less  fortunate  sis- 
ters and  toothers.  I  woukJ  note  ttiat  the  same 
might  t>e  sakj  about  one  of  mandatory  policy 
assumptions  of  ttie  Fiscal  Year  1997  Budget 
Resolution,  namely,  ttiat  titie  V  be  repealed. 

Let  us  kx>k  at  some  of  ttie  things  section 
506  does.  It  gives  GSA  discretionary  auttx>rity 
to  disregard  titie  V  and  transfer  surplus  real 
property  to  a  nonprofit  organization  for  home- 
less stielters,  or,  and  I  emptiasize  that  "or, 
for  occupancy  or  constiiiction  by  low-income 
indivkJuals  and  families.  Any  such  transfer, 
however,  must  be  corx:urTed  in  t}y  ttie  appro- 
priate kical  govemmental  auttiorities.  Yet  once 
GSA  makes  a  transfer  of  a  portion  of  ttie  prop- 
erty that  is  signifk^ant  as  ttie  section  defines 
"signifcant",  transfers  of  that  portion  and  all 
ottier  portions  of  ttie  property  will  be  deemed 
to  be  in  compliance  with  titie  V.  This  is  so,  no 
matter  how  great  the  overall  size  or  value  of 
the  property  is.  The  term  "signifkanT'  is  de- 
fined in  terms  of  a  finite  size  or  value  or  a 
given  fraction  of  overall  size  or  value. 

In  using  a  fractional  value  criterion,  GSA 
woukJ  be  in  ttie  position  of  tiaving  to  appraise 
ttie  entire  property  and  ttien  make  the  figure 
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known.  Tlie  reason  is  that  GSA,  in  coopera- 
tion with  the  k>cal  authorities,  woukJ  need  to 
predetermine  and  then  announce  to  potential 
nonprofit  organizations  what  portion  or  por- 
tions of  the  property  coukj  be  viewed  as  sig- 
nificant and  available  for  a  section  506  trans- 
fer. This  would  create  a  prot»lem.  Any  such 
revelation  woukJ  prejudk^e  GSA's  atiility  to  get 
top  dollar  in  disposing  of  other  portions  of  the 
property  by  negotiated  or  public  sale. 

Under  sectkjn  506,  a  qualified  nonprofit  or- 
ganizatnn  is  one  that  exists  chiefly  to  provide 
housing  or  housing  assistance  either  for  the 
homeless  or,  and  I  again  emphasize  that  "or", 
for  low-income  irxjlvkluals  or  families.  Housing 
for  tow-income  persons  is  certainly  a  worthy 
purpose.  Under  section  506,  however,  GSA 
and  ttie  tocai  authorities  would  have  the  option 
of  using  ttiat  purpose  to  displace  homeless  as- 
sistance in  ttie  forms  for  which  titie  V  provides, 
such  as  shelters. 

Section  506  gives  GSA  broad  authority, 
whch  includes  issuarx:e  of  implementing  regu- 
lations. GSA  woukj  undoubtedly  choose  to 
issue  such  regulations.  Logically,  the  regula- 
tions wouW  provkle  for  some  kind  of  suspen- 
sion or  delay  of  the  existing  titie  V  screening 
or  applkation  process.  Otiienwise,  groups 
wishing  to  take  advantage  of  ttie  section  506 
auttiority  woukl  not  have  an  effective  oppor- 
tijnity  to  do  so.  It  is  likely  that  GSA  and  ttie 
local  authorities  more  often  than  not  woukJ 
end  up  concluding  a  section  506  transfer  ar- 
rangement. Impelling  ttiem  would  be  a  mutual 
desire  to  avoid  involvement  with  titie  V  proc- 
esses. Meanwhile,  of  course,  oWier  tiomeless 
assistance  representatives  would  t>e  discour- 
aged from  planning  or  acting  with  respect  to 
any  portion  of  ttie  property. 

Mr.  Speaker,  no  case  has  tieen  made  that 
the  titie  V  priority  for  homeless  use  shouM  be 
set  askle  in  this  manner  or  ttiat  surplus  prop- 
erty use  for  tow-income  housing  stioukj  be- 
come  for  GSA  and  the  tocal  authorities  an  al- 
temative  to  meeting  tiasic  homeless  assist- 
ance needs. 

Moreover,  the  language  of  506  is  full  of  sur- 
prises and  ambiguities.  Instances  of  impreci- 
sion or  omission  are  quite  numerous.  It  is  sinrv 
ply  not  clear  how  ttie  language  woukJ  operate 
or  wtiettier  it  could  operate  at  all.  Here  are 
some  of  these  deficiencies: 

FirsL  Section  506  involves  only  GSA.  It 
gives  auttiority  to  no  other  Federal  agency. 
Yet  it  woukJ  impose  on  GSA  sti^nge  new 
functions,  including  the  evaluation  of  a  tiome- 
less assistance  plan,  a  low-income  housing 
project,  and  a  qualified  nonprofit  organization. 
In  contrast  to  section  506,  existing  surplus 
property  transfer  programs  require  GSA  to  rely 
on  ttie  review  and  approval  of  ttie  Depart- 
ments of  Interior,  Healtti  and  Human  Servtoes, 
Education,  Transportation,  or  Justice,  depend- 
ing on  whettier  the  property  is  to  tie  used  for 
recreation,  historc  nxxiuments,  public  healtti 
(including  homeless  assistance),  education, 
putilk:  airports,  or  correctional  facilities. 

Second.  There  is  nothing  sakJ  in  section 
506  about  the  mode  of  disposal,  that  is, 
whether  it  shouW  be  by  gift,  puWfc  benefit  dis- 
count conveyance,  lease,  or  sale. 

Third.  Ttiere  is  nottvng  in  section  506  about 
terms  and  conditions  of  transfer,  about  restrict- 
ing future  use  of  ttie  property,  atxxjt  its  resale, 
or  about  compliance  action  and  reverston  in 
ttie  event  of  nonuse  or  default 
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Fourth.  The  section  authorizes  transfers 
only  to  nonprofit  organizations  irrespective  of 
ttieir  tax-exempt  status.  Most  titie  V  applicants 
are  required  to  have  such  status.  In  addition 
ttie  section  fails  to  include  as  possible  trans- 
ferees local  public  bodies,  such  as  put>lic 
housing  auttiorities,  or  welfare  departments. 
PiMtc  bodies  are  among  ttie  eligible  transfer- 
ees under  almost  every  ottier  Federal  property 
ti^ansfer  program. 

Mr.  Speaker,  section  506  was  not  well  craft- 
ed or  adequately  consklered  before  it  was  al- 
lowed to  creep  into  H.R.  2406.  Therefore,  I 
ask  all  my  colleagues  who  wish  to  do  the  right 
thing  by  ttie  homeless  and  their  representa- 
tives to  join  me  in  urging  that  ttie  sut>stantive 
mistakes  and  ttie  techntoal  deficiencies  of  this 
proviston  tie  fully  addressed  wtien  ttie  meas- 
ure comes  before  a  committee  of  conference. 


CONGRATULATIONS  TO  KIMBERLY 
ABLER 


HON.  GERALD  D.  KLECZKA 

OF  WISCONSIN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tiibute  and  offer  my  congratulations  to  Ms. 
Kimberty  Abler  of  Milwaukee  for  receiving  the 
1996  Time  Warner  National  Teacher  Award, 
an  honor  shared  only  by  15  ottier  teachers  in 
ttie  country. 

Ms.  Abler,  an  art  specialist  at  Tippecanoe 
Sctiool  for  ttie  Humanities  in  Milwaukee,  was 
recognized  for  her  innovative  use  of  cable  tel- 
eviston  as  an  educational  tool  in  the  class- 
room. The  entry  submitted  by  Ms.  Atiier  and 
her  co-educator,  Ms.  Jane  Borden,  was  de- 
signed to  help  second  grade  students  connect 
historical  events  to  their  present  lives. 

This  program,  titied  "Harriet  Tutxnan  Free- 
dom Tour,"  is  part  of  ttie  Cable  in  ttie  Class- 
room series  of  educational  shows  provkled  as 
a  publk:  servtoe  of  ttie  catite  industry. 

As  we  nx)ve  into  ttie  information  age,  it  is 
exciting  to  see  such  creativity  and  initiative  in 
embracing  new  technotogy  to  educate  our  Na- 
tion's youth.  I  commend  Ms.  Aliter  on  tier 
achievement  and  send  my  sincere  apprecia- 
tion for  her  dedteation  to  shap«ng  young 
minds. 


STATEMENT  BY  TERESA  SNOW 
AND  TYLER  RYAN  REGARDING 
CHANGES  IN  SECONDARY  EDU- 
CA-nON 


HON.  BERNARD  SANDERS 

OF  VERMONT 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  30, 1996 
Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  ttie  benefit 
of  my  colleagues  I  wouM  fke  to  have  printed 
in  ttie  Record  ttiis  statement  by  Teresa  Snow 
and  Tyler  Ryan,  high  school  students  at  Peo- 
ples Academy  in  Vemiont,  who  were  speaking 
at  my  recent  town  meeting  on  issues  facing 
young  people: 

We're  both  Sentors  at  Peoples  Academy 
High  School  in  MorrtsviUe,  VT.  We're  going 
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to  talk  about  improving  the  education  sys- 
tem, and  education  opportunities.  We  basi- 
cally gathered  these  ideas  f^m  our  own  ex- 
periences and  our  own  concerns,  and  we 
came  up  with  these  topics  and  ideas. 

We  believe  that  all  kids  should  go  to  pre- 
school, and  at  an  early  age  they  should  start 
learning  our  language,  and  many  of  the 
words. .  .  .  Being  a  high  school  senior.  I  can't 
watch  the  news  and  understand  what  they're 
talking  alx>ut.  because  I  don't  believe  I've 
had  the  right  education  and  background.  I 
believe  that  they  should  learn  about  the  en- 
vironment and  recycling,  what  goes  where; 
'cause,  we  only  got  bins  in  our  classrooms, 
and  maybe  when  I  was  in  middle  school,  and 
kids  throw  their  trash  in  the  recycling  and 
throw  recycling  in  trash  cans,  and  they  don't 
really  care.  You  need  to  know  when  you're 
young  where  things  go  and  how  to  take  care 
of  this  world. 

I  think  that  foreign  language  should  be  a 
requirement.  Because  we're  in  Vermont,  we 
should  learn  French  because  we're  close  to 
the  Canadian  border.  People  in  Arizona  and 
New  Mexico  should  learn  Spanish,  because 
they're  near  the  Mexican  border.  We  need  to 
learn  a  foreign  language.  Tyler  wants  to 
work  with  architecture,  and  I  guess  a  lot  of 
the  supplies  come  from  Japan,  and  ...  he 
may  need  to  learn  Japanese,  and  without 
that  readily  accessible,  then  he's  not  going 
to  be  able  to  know— he's  not  going  to  have 
the  right  connections. 

For  middle  school  and  high  school 
ideas  ...  I  went  to  England  as  an  exchange 
student  a  year  and  a-half-ago.  and  .  .  .  they 
have  a  different  system.  They  have  required 
classes  up  till  you're  like  fifteen,  and  we 
could  have  our  required  classes  and  our  cred- 
its from  7th  through  10th  grade.  Then  Uth 
and  12th  grade  you  could  do  job-oriented  in 
your  profession,  like  singled-out.  You  can 
take  very,  much  more  focused  classes,  be- 
come more  prepared  for.  if  you  don't  go  to 
college,  then  you  have  some  background  of 
what  you  want  to  do. 

We  also  feel  that  the  teacherstudent  ratio 
is  really  "off."  Kids  don't  get  the  attention 
that  they  need,  so  we  thought  that  excelling 
students,  kids  that  are  getting  95's  in  their 
classes,  should  have  an  opportunity  of  either 
becoming  independent  in  that  course,  and 
possibly  spending  the  class  period  in  the  li- 
brary in  the  school,  or  using  different  re- 
sources in  like  the  town  libraries,  or  other 
schools'  libraries  or  coUege  libraries.  Or  they 
could  become  like  teachers  aides— complete 
their  work  and  then  go  around  and  help  the 
classroom,  'cause  that  would  help  out  both 
ways:  it  would  help  the  ratio,  the  greater 
studenttteacher  ratio.  I  also  think  another 
thing— if  you  liave  students  that  go  to  col- 
lege to  become  teachers,  they  should  get  an 
opportunity  to  do  apprenticeships,  come  to 
schools  to  help  with  the  ratio  as  well. 

And.  kids  lately  are  lacking  so  much  desire 
and  interest  in  school;  it's  very,  very  sad. 
Like,  1  could  have  gone  to  college,  but  I  real- 
ly don't  have  any  desire  anymore,  right  now. 
It's  something  everybody  needs;  everybody 
needs  a  good  education. 

Tyler  There  definitely  needs  to  be  smaller 
classes;  the  classrooms  are  just  way  too 
crowded.  The  technology  is  not  there;  like. 
in  our  school  we  have  one  computer/class- 
room, and  that's  definitely  not  enough.  l)e- 
cause  if  you  took  a  class  period  to  work  on 
a  class  project,  or  wliatever,  it  would  take 
you  ...  it  would  take  the  class  about  a 
month  to  do  a  project  over  the  computer.  We 
think  there  should  be  available  money  for 
apprenticeships  and  trade  schools,  and  bet- 
ter, more  accessible  to  scholarstiips  ...  for 
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college,  because  it's  just— the  prices  are  out- 
rageous. We  also  think  that  there  should  be 
an  education  tax,  which  would  be  put  into 
high  school  kids'  paychecks,  that  would  take 
out  a  small  percentagre  to  pay  for  college: 
and  if  they  decide  not  to  use  that  money  .  .  . 
to  go  to  college,  they  could  put  it  towards 
retirement,  or  put  it  into  a  savings  plan,  or 
something  like  that. 

Congressman  Sanders:  Both  of  you  have 
raised  some  very  interesting  points.  Let  me 
ask  you  a  couple  of  question,  because  you 
have  raised  some  issues  I  hadn't  thought 
about.  The  issue,  I  think,  that  Teresa  and 
Tyler  have  talked  about,  is  that  when  you  go 
to  school  as  students,  in  a  sense  you  are  con- 
suming a  product,  and  I  was  wondering  how 
often  students  are  consulted  about  the  qual- 
ity of  that  product.  In  other  words,  let  me 
just  ask  you  a  question:  Is  it  your  under- 
standing that  students  have  access  to  School 
Board,  in  order  to  express  their  views  about 
the  quality  of  the  education  they're  getting? 

Teresa:  I  know  we  do  [have  access]  because 
I  was  on  Student  Coimcil,  and  they've 
brought  things  to  the  School  Board  about 
having  all-day  Winter  Carnivals;  but  .  .  . 
they  don't  listen  a  lot.  I  mean,  the  Student 
Council  were  very  strong  In  their  presen- 
tation, and  they  had  a  lot  of  good  ideas,  and 
things  to  back  up  what  they  wanted  to  do,  so 
it  was  easily  passed.  But .  .  . 

Congressman  Sanders:  So  it's  not  your  im- 
pression that  students  are  really  consulted 
in  terms  of  how  they  feel  about  the  good  or 
bad  parts  of  their  education. 

Tyler  I  feel  that  the  School  Board  doesn't 
even  know  what  is  going  on  in  the  school. 
I've  never  even  seen  a  School  Board  member 
really  in  a  school.  They  don't  come  and  talk 
to  us;  they  talk  to  .  .  .  the  teachers.  And  I 
don't  even  feel  that  the  teachers  in  our 
school  know  what  the  students  want  or  need. 

Congressman  Sanders:  Well,  in  terms  of 
student  involvement  ...  do  you  think  it 
might  be  of  interest  or  importance  for  the 
students  to  say  to  the  School  Board,  "Listen, 
you're  spending  money  on  us.  don't  you  want 
to  have  our  opinion  about  how  well  you're 
doing? 

Tyler:  Definitely. 

Teresa:  I  definitely  think  they  should  get 
our  opinion,  and  a  lot  of  times  they  go  to 
such  groups  as  Student  Council  or  NHS,  and 
those  kids  aren't  giving  the  school  a  prob- 
lem; it's  not  those  kids  that  the  teachers  and 
the  School  Board  want  to  talk  to  .  .  .  it's  not 
where  the  problem  is,  it's  not  where  the 
issues  lie. 

Congressman  Sanders:  Okay.  Teresa,  you 
raised  an  issue:  you  said  that  you  perceive 
that  some  students  are  not  really  interested 
In  learning,  they're  giving  up.  Why  do  you 
think  that's  so? 

Teresa:  Well,  when  you're  in  kindergarten 
and  you're  with  these  teachers,  that  want 
you  to  play  with  blocks  and  you're  having  a 
good  time,  and  you  Just — teachers  don't  try 
to  get  you  as  involved,  I  don't  think,  and  you 
just  lose  interest.  They  don't  try  as  hard. 
They  just  want  to  get  on  with  their  class, 
teach  what  they're  supposed  to  teach  .  .  . 

Tyler  .  .  .  and  then  finish  the  class  and  be 
done  with  it.  They  don't  really  care  about 
the  students  that  much. 

Congressman  Sanders:  It  sounds  to  me  like 
the  suggestion  you  may  be  making  is  we've 
got  to  flgnre  out  a  way  to  involve  the  stu- 
dents in  the  State  of  Vermont  in  their  own 
education,  more  than  is  the  case.  Is  that 
right? 

Tyler  Yes. 
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CONGRATULATIONS  BOULDER 
CITY  fflGH  SCHOOL 


HON.  BARBARA  F.  VUCANOVICH 

OF  NEVADA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  offer  my  sincere  congratulations  to 
Boulder  City  High  School  in  Boulder  City,  NV, 
for  winning  the  region  one  award  at  the  We 
the  People...the  Citizen  and  the  Constitution 
national  finals  held  in  Washington,  DC  at  the 
end  of  April.  This  award  is  presented  to  the 
school  in  each  of  five  geographic  regions  with 
the  highest  cumulative  score  during  the  first  2 
days  of  the  national  finals.  These  22  outstand- 
ing young  people  competed  against  49  other 
classes  from  tliroughout  the  Nation  and  denrv 
onstrated  a  remarkable  understanding  of  the 
furxJamental  ideals  and  values  of  American 
constitutional  democracy. 

We  the  People...the  Citizen  and  the  Con- 
stitution features  an  intensive  curriculum  which 
provides  students  with  an  in-depth  under- 
starxJing  of  the  Constitution  and  the  Bill  of 
Rights  and  the  principles  arxj  values  they  em- 
body. The  program  is  designed  to  promote  an 
understanding  of  the  rights  and  responsit>ilities 
of  citizens  in  our  constitutional  democracy. 

I  would  like  to  irxjividually  congratulate:  Paul 
Ainsworth,  Colin  Ard,  Farrx)ush  Athari,  Nichole 
Best,  Jessica  Brolk:k,  Daniel  Chapel,  John 
Delap,  Sheri  Delp,  Jennifer  Eugster,  Michael 
Fecteau,  Jennifer  Fisher,  Hermon  Ghermay, 
Lesley  Harrington  Lisa  Miller,  Brain  Moynihan, 
Matthew  Rippfinger,  John  Rutfierford,  Hope 
Shea,  Shannon  Trelease-Smith,  Erica 
Vaughan,  Larma  Venturino,  and  their  teacher 
Lynn  D.  Stewart. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  students  and  their 
teacher  are  exemplary  scholars  arvJ  I  am 
proud  to  recognize  their  accomplishments. 
Keep  up  the  good  work  Boukler  City  High 
School. 


DEDICATION  OF  MARQUETTE  UNI- 
VERSITY'S ASPIN  CENTER  FOR 
GOVERNMENT 


HON.  GERALD  D.  KLECZKA 

OF  WISCONSIN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  great 
pride  that  I  rise  today  to  commenx>rate  ttie 
grand  opening  arvj  dedication  of  the  building 
which  houses  the  Les  Aspin  Center  for  Gov- 
emn^nt,  a  Marquette  University  program  with 
a  now  permanent  t>ase  in  Washington,  DC. 

Beginning  as  a  single  Marquette  University 
student  internship  in  1 987,  the  Les  Aspin  Cerv 
ter  for  Government  is  now  a  pemianent  pres- 
ence in  our  Nation's  Capitol,  with  worid-wkJe 
studies  and  exchange  programs,  offering  a 
hands-on  approach  to  Govemment  service 
arxj  possit>le  career  opportunities. 

Throughout  his  distinguished  career,  from 
11  terms  as  Congressman  from  Wisconsin's 
First  Congressk)nal  District  to  his  dednated 
service  as  U.S.  Secretary  of  Defense,  Les 
Aspin  was  a  statesnrtan  in  the  truest  sense  of 
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the  word,  oftentimes  putting  the  needs  and 
concerns  of  this  country,  and  of  alt  Americans, 
above  his  own. 

With  this  in  mind.  I  challenge  the  Les  Aspin 
Center  for  Govemment,  in  particular,  and  Mar- 
quette University,  as  a  whole,  to  educate,  pre- 
pare, and  train  its  young  scholars  in  the  true 
meaning  of  statesmanship,  following  the  grand 
example  of  Les  Aspin. 

It  is  also  with  sadness  that  I  stand  before 
you  today,  Mr.  Speaker.  Just  as  Les  Aspin 
began  his  professional  career  at  Marquette 
University  as  an  economk:s  professor,  he  also 
completed  his  career  at  the  university,  dying 
unexpectedly  shortly  after  accepting  a  new 
and  exciting  position  as  a  distinguished  pro- 
fessor of  international  policy. 

It  is  therefore  quite  fitting  that  the  Aspin 
family  and  Marquette  University  has  chosen  to 
rename  the  center  in  his  memory.  I  only  wish 
he  were  here  with  us  to  join  in  the  festivities. 


STATEMENT  BY  ALISON  CAR- 
PENTER REGARDING  CHILD 
ABUSE 


HON.  BERNARD  SANDERS 

OF  ViaiMONT 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  benefit 
of  nny  colleagues  I  woukj  like  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  this  statenr>ent  by  Alison  Car- 
penter, a  high  school  student  from  Brattleboro, 
VT,  who  was  speaking  at  my  recent  town 
meeting  on  issues  facing  young  people. 

Children  suffer  at  the  hands  of  adults. 
They  are  beaten,  kicked  and  burned  with 
cigarettes.  They  are  thrown  against  walls, 
scalded  by  hot  water,  forced  to  stand  in 
freezing  showers  until  they  pass  out.  and 
thrown  into  running  washing  machines. 
They  are  sexual  molested:  they  are  the  vic- 
tims of  incest.  Child  abuse  is  a  serious  issue 
that  has  existed  throughout  history,  and  it  is 
a  major  concern  in  our  society  today.  It  was 
not  until  recently  that  it  was  recognized  as 
a  medical  and  social  problem. 

Child  abuse  takes  many  forms:  it  occurs 
whenever  an  adult  inflicts  intentional  phys- 
ical, emotional  or  sexual  harm  to  a  child. 
There  are  many  steps  that  are  being  taken 
to  prevent  all  three  forms  of  child  abuse,  but 
it  will  take  a  long  time  to  fully  eliminate  it. 
The  most  common  form  of  abuse  on  children 
is  physical  abuse.  There  are  approximately 
200  cases  of  physical  abuse  for  every  one  that 
is  reported,  according  to  the  National  Com- 
mittee for  the  Protection  of  Child  Abuse.  A 
child  is  the  victim  of  physical  violence  even 
if  the  anger  is  not  directly  inflicted  on  him 
or  her.  A  witness  to  violence  is  a  victim  of 
violence.  Children  who  witness  abuse  at 
home  can  suffer  in  unseen  ways.  Quite  often, 
their  pain  goes  untreated;  they  can  suffer  se- 
rious emotional  damage. 

Children  need  a  large  amount  of  emotional 
support  ft^m  their  families.  Some  elements 
of  emotional  support  include:  respecting  the 
child's  needs,  tolerating  his  or  her  feelings, 
and  a  willingness  to  learn  from  their  behav- 
ior. Our  emotions  are  one  of  our  basic  i>ow- 
ers.  Emotional  abuse  is  form  of  psycho- 
logical battering.  A  child's  earliest  needs  in 
life  are  for  a  warm,  loving  person  to  be  there, 
to  mirror,  echo  and  affirm  them.  Children 
need  to  be  prized,  and  applauded  during  their 
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growth  achievement.  If  they  do  not  get  this, 
they  will  do  whatever  they  can  in  order  to. 
These  are  basic  needs.  Children  need  to  be  al- 
lowed to  feel,  and  to  express  what  they  feel. 
If  a  child  is  controlled  compulsively,  he  or 
she  will  become  an  adult  with  a  compulsive, 
controlling  and  immature  childish  side. 
Some  fonns  of  emotional  abuse  are  yelling, 
belittling,  criticizing,  humiliating  and  com- 
paring a  child. 

Incest,  or  sexual  abuse,  is  the  most  sham- 
ing of  any  form  of  violence,  because  it  in- 
volves the  betrayal  of  a  supposed  loved  one. 
It  leaves  a  long-term  effect  on  the  child,  be- 
lieving it  was  their  fault.  It  is  a  violation  of 
the  child's  sexuality.  Some  people  believe 
that  children  may  simply  imagine  episodes 
of  sexual  abuse.  An  argument  that  is  made 
by  psychologists,  is  that  a  young  child  who 
has  not  been  molested,  has  not  had  the  expe- 
rience of  with  sex  to  be  capable  of  imagining 
such  an  experience. 

The  profile  of  an  abuser  tends  to  be  very 
similar  in  all  forms  of  child  abuse.  An  abuser 
is  usually  someone  who  has  a  poor  self- 
image;  someone  who  lacks  sensitivity  to  oth- 
ers' feelings.  A  person  who  abuses  was  most 
likely  abused  themselves,  or  was  deprived  of 
basic  parenting.  An  abuser  has  usually  had 
unmet  needs  for  love  or  comfort,  and  is  in 
denial  about  his  or  her  feelings.  Child  abuse 
has  a  tremendous  impact  on  victims 
throughout  their  entire  lives.  They  tend  to 
feel  helpless  and  out  of  control.  The  victims 
tend  to  dissociate  from  all  of  their  memo- 
ries, and  begin  to  feel  a  sense  of  unreality. 
They  may  have  recurring  nightmares,  sleep 
disorders  or  flashbacks.  As  they  get  older, 
they  tend  to  develop  split  or  multiple  per- 
sonalities. They  have  little  or  no  interest  in 
anything,  trouble  completing  thought  proc- 
esses, confusion,  and  no  trust.  A  girl  who  has 
been  abused  sexually  grows  up  to  believe 
that  she  cannot  escape  being  battered.  A  boy 
who  has  been  abused  may  believe  in  male  su- 
premacy. Boy  victims,  more  than  girls,  iden- 
tify with  the  offenders,  and  sometimes  be- 
come offenders.  This  bonding  with  abusers  is 
a  way  to  overcome  the  feeling  of  helplessness 
and  powerlessness. 

There  are  many  actions  that  are  being 
taken  against  child  abuse.  Forty-nine  States 
(except  for  Wyoming),  have  established  chil- 
dren's trust  funds.  All  of  the  States  have  a 
Child  Protective  Service  system,  which  is  a 
government  system  that  is  responsible  for 
investigating  reports  of  child  abuse  or  ne- 
glect. This,  however,  lacks  the  resources 
needed  to  respond  to  overwhelming  number 
of  reports.  All  States  also  have  a  child  abuse 
reporting  law,  requiring  reports  of  suspected 
abuse  to  be  made  by  specified  professionals, 
or  others  whose  work  brings  them  in  regular 
contact  with  children.  There  are  also  family 
preservation  services,  that  are  working  to 
make  it  so  the  child  can  remain  with  his  or 
her  family  as  long  as  his  safety  is  not  endan- 
gered. Private  organizations,  such  as  Moth- 
ers Against  Raping  Children  and  Mothers  of 
Sexually  Abused  Infants  and  Children  serve 
as  support  groups,  and  fight  for  the  rights  of 
children.  We  Can  Help  Ourselves  is  another 
organization  that  teaches  children  how  to 
handle  abusive  sitations. 

There  are  stUl  mainy  things  that  need  to  be 
done  to  help  prevent  the  abuse  of  children. 
States  need  to  provide  even  more  services  for 
victims  of  abuse.  They  need  to  look  at  the 
quality  of  foster  care,  because  it  needs  to  l>e 
more  than  just  giving  a  child  a  place  to  live. 
People  need  to  be  more  alert  to  possible 
child  abuse  cases,  and  to  report  them  to  the 
authorities.  Those  in  a  position  of  authority 
need  to  investigate  quickly  and  accurately. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

and  take  the  first  steps  to  remove  children 
from  abusive  situations.  We  need  to  bring  of- 
fenders to  court,  and  most  of  all,  we  need  to 
stop  abusing  our  children. 

Bringing  a  child  into  the  world  is  a  huge 
responsibility,  that  two  people  make  and 
must  live  with  forever.  Parenting  is  not  tem- 
porary; it  is  not  something  that  can  be  put 
aside  when  a  person  wants  a  break.  Child 
abuse  is  an  awful  cycle,  which  travels  from 
generation  to  generation.  As  author  John 
Bradshaw  says,  "It  is  about  the  silence  of 
nights  spent  holding  in  screams,  holding 
back  tears,  holding  in  one's  very  self."  One 
of  the  main  causes  of  child  abuse  is  the  lack 
of  education  that  this  country  has.  There  are 
so  many  people  who  do  not  know  what  is 
morally  right  from  wrong.  Children  should 
be  able  to  look  up  to  their  parents  without 
fearing  them.  Our  society  as  a  whole  needs 
to  work  together  to  stop  child  abuse. 

The  first  step  in  this  long  fight  is  to  edu- 
cate. Now  is  not  the  time  to  cut  back  on  edu- 
cation services. 

One  quote  I  believe  summarizes  the  issue 
is.  "If  a  child  live  with  criticism,  he  learns 
to  condemn.  If  a  child  lives  with  hostility,  he 
learns  to  fight.  If  a  child  lives  with  shame, 
he  learns  to  feel  ashamed."  Thank  you. 

Congressman  Sanders:  Thank  you.  Alison. 
Alison  has  touched  on  one  of  the  most  tragic 
issues  that  we  as  a  country  face,  and  that  is 
that  there  are  hundreds  and  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  little  kids  and  teenagers  who 
are  being  abused.  And  as  Alison  indicated, 
that  type  of  abuse  has  a  profound  impact  on 
one's  ability  to  grow  up  to  be  a  mature 
adult.  Alison,  let  me  just  ask  you  a  couple  of 
questions.  Why  is  it.  do  you  think— what 
goes  through  an  adult's  mind,  a  grown-up 
person's  mind  who  would  abuse  a  child.  What 
motivates  somebody  to  do  that,  do  you 
think? 

Answer:  I  think  that  an  abuser  is  one  who 
has  a  lot  of  inside  pain,  and  they  don't  know 
any  other  way  of  handling  their  pain,  and 
they  take  it  out  on  children,  because  chil- 
dren don't  really  fight  back.  Children, 
they're  the  only  thing  that  they  can  take  it 
out  on.  because  they  .  .  .  don't  have  the 
ability  to  fight  back. 

Congressman  Sanders:  I  think  .  .  .  that's  a 
very  good  answer.  Let  me  ask  you  another 
question.  Very  specifically,  and  I  know  you 
touched  on  this  a  little  bit.  what  can  we  do 
to  ameliorate  that  problem?  What  do  we  as  a 
community,  as  a  society,  as  a  country,  how 
do  we  aiddress  that  tragedy? 

Answer.  I  think  that  the  most  important 
thing  is  to  educate,  not  only  the  abusers  but 
the  children  of  abusers,  so  that  children 
know  that  this  isn't  right;  that  what  they 
have  been  growing  up  in  is  not  a  good  situa- 
tion. Because,  quite  often  children  who  are 
abused  grow  up  to  be  abusers,  because  they 
don't  know  any  better,  and  I  think  we  need 
to  educate  them  and  show  them  that  this 
isn't  the  way  that  our  society  should  be. 

Congressman  Sanders:  Alison,  thank  you 
very  much  for  that  excellent  testimony. 


TOO  MANY  CAPTAINS 


HON.  PATTUOA  SCHROEDER 

OF  COLORADO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATTVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 
Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  Adm.  Jer- 
emy Boorda's  suicide  was  a  tragedy  for  his 
family  and  the  Navy.  But  that  hasnt  stopped 
the  vultures  from  drcGng.  They  were  out  in 
force  before  he  died,  and  they're  still  hovering. 
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First,  former  Navy  Secretary  John  Lehman, 
who  was  fired  t>y  the  Reagan  administration, 
has  been  making  tt>e  rounds— the  Wall  Street 
Jourr^  and  tf>e  Sunday  morning  televiskxi 
talk  shows — with  the  spin  of  spins:  He  blames 
Boorda's  suickle  on  the  Navy's  enemies. 
Guess  wtx)  the  Navy's  enemies  are?  Anyone, 
myself  included,  wtw  tried  to  clean  up  the 
Tailhook  scandal. 

With  frierxls  Ike  Mr.  Lehman,  the  Navy 
needs  no  enemies.  Left  out  of  his 
disengenuous  assertkxi  is  the  fact  tfie  he  par- 
ticipated In  and  condoned  the  Tailhook  de- 
baucheries. Gregory  Visttca  relates  in  his  re- 
cent txxjk,  "Fall  From  Gtory,  The  Men  Who 
Sank  the  U.S.  Navy,"  ttiat  then-Secretary  Leh- 
man gyrated  with  a  naked  stripper  in  a  room 
full  of  Naval  officers  at  the  1986  Tailhook  con- 
ventkxi.  That  is  the  tawdry  standard  Mr.  Leh- 
man set  for  the  Navy  on  his  watch.  Is  it  any 
worxjer  the  orgies  continued  until  they  in- 
volved assaults  on  female  Naval  officers?  Is  it 
any  wonder  that  by  the  time  Tailhook  hit  the 
fan  in  1991  it  splattered  Navy  leaders  at  tt>e 
highest  echekxis? 

Worse,  once  Tailhook  became  public,  senior 
Naval  officers  who  has  known  of  arxl  ignored 
ttie  Tailhook  excesses  tried  to  contain  the 
scarxlal  arxJ  shift  blame  down  ranks.  The  ad- 
mirals were  first  into  the  llfetx)ats,  leaving  jun- 
ior officers  to  go  down  with  ttie  ship.  It  is  any 
wonder  ttiat  Tailhook  generated  a  storm  of  bit- 
terness ttiat  continues  to  this  day? 

On  ABC's  This  Week  with  Davkj  Brinkley 
last  Sunday,  Mr.  Lehman  responded  to  ques- 
tions about  his  behavkx  t>y  accusing  reporters 
of  "gutter  journalism."  He  was  half  right  He 
was  in  ttie  gutter,  not  the  reporters. 

Mr.  Lehman  went  on  to  add  to  ttie  Navy's 
list  of  enemies  the  White  House — I  doni  know 
if  he  meant  the  Reagan  White  House,  wtiich 
forced  his  resignatkxi,  ttie  Bush  White  House, 
or  the  Qinton  White  House.  Probably  all 
three— and  the  Senate  Amied  Sen/ices  Com- 
mittee, headed  up  by  SmoM  Thurmond  (R- 
SC)  and  Sam  Hunn  (DrGA).  He  implied  that 
the  committee  (fid  my  bidding.  Don't  I  wish. 

In  ttie  final  analyisis,  Mr.  Lehman,  whose 
motto  as  Secretary  was  k>yalty  is  agreeing 
with  me,  cani  tolerate  anyone  wtw  disagrees 
with  him. 

Then  we  have  former  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
James  Webb,  wtio  replaced  Mr.  Lehman  in 
1987,  but  abruptly  quit  his  post  2  years  later 
when  things  didnt  go  his  way.  He  wanted  a 
larger  Ivlavy  and  a  smaller  Amny  and  Air 
Force— rx)  surprise  there.  And  a  bigger  Navy 
with  no  women.  In  a  recent  speech— April 
25— at  the  Naval  Academy,  Mr.  Webb  eojpted 
with  a  volcanic  attack  on  today's  Navy,  Mr. 
Lehman,  and  Adrriral  Boorda.  The  audience 
cheered.  Go  figure. 

Finally,  we  have  ttie  disgraceful  case  of 
Comdr.  John  E.  Carey.  After  being  relieved  of 
his  command  for  improper  conduct  Com- 
mander Carey  wrote  an  anonymous  letter  that 
the  Navy  Times  unfortunately  published.  Did 
Commander  Carey  take  issue  with  ttie  action 
of  his  superiors?  Did  he  argue  ttie  merits  of 
his  dismissal?  No,  he  dkJnl  mentkxi  ttiat  he 
had  been  sacked.  Instead  he  launched  a  per- 
sonal attack,  a  tatkM  mugging,  on  Admiral 
Boorda,  ridculing  his  short  stature — referring 
to  him  as  littie  Mickey  Boorda.  Acting  as  if  he 
represented  ttie  entire  Navy,  rather  than  one 
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disgruntled,  bitter  irxjividual,  he  made  ttie  lu- 
natic claim  ttiat  not  a  single  officer  in  tfie  Navy 
respected  the  admiral. 

So  ttiere  you  have  it,  a  debaucher,  a  mal- 
content, and  a  calumniator.  One  was  fired  by 
President  Reagan,  one  quit  in  a  huff,  and  the 
other  was  relieved  of  his  command.  Yet  they 
all  claim  to  represent  ttie  Navy.  They  can't  all 
be  right 

The  Navy  suffers  from  a  command  fixation. 
Everyone  thinks  they  are  captain  of  ttie  ship. 
The  ship  is  tfie  Navy.  It  goes  where  tfie  cap- 
tain commarxJs  it.  We've  got  a  rabble  of  cap- 
tains, some  like  Lehman  and  Webb  outside 
tfie  service  and  others  inside,  all  jockeying  to 
speak  for  the  Navy,  but  all  denouncing  it  and 
each  other  because  the  Navy's  not  sailing 
where  they  want  it  to  go. 

Compare  tfie  antics  of  this  trio  with  the 
tfioughts  expressed  Tuesday  by  Bettie  Moran 
Boorda,  the  admiral's  widow.  Her  statement 
apparently  sprang  directly  from  Admiral 
Boorda's  final  message  to  the  Navy  he  loved. 
'Take  care  of  each  other.  Be  honorat)le.  Do 
what  is  right" 


TUCKER  MALONEY,  WBBM  "RE- 
PORTER FOR  A  DAY"  HONOR 
WINNER 


HON.  WILLIAM  0.  LIPINSKI 

OF  ILLINOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPKESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30. 1996 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  an  outstanding  young  man 
wfiose  work  as  a  broadcaster  has  been  recog- 
nized by  one  of  Chnago's  largest  radk)  sta- 
tions, WBBM-AM. 

Mr.  Maloney,  a  junior  at  Lyons  Township 
High  School  in  LaGrange,  IL,  was  one  of  10 
students  to  be  a  "reporter  for  tfie  day"  among 
more  ttian  500  entries.  Tucker,  wfio  has  been 
broadcasting  on  the  high  school's  radio  sta- 
tion, WLTL,  since  his  freshman  year,  submit- 
ted to  WBBM  his  90-second  report  on  a  pro- 
posal to  build  a  gartiage  buikling  incinerator  in 
his  comrrxjnity. 

It  is  tfie  second  year  in  a  row  that  Tucker 
has  been  honored  by  the  station.  In  1995, 
Tucker's  report  on  his  interview  with 
"Baywatch"  star  David  Hasselhoff,  a  Lyons 
Township  High  School  graduate,  earned  him 
reporter-for-a-day  status. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  congratulate  Mr.  Maloney  on 
this  prestigious  honor,  and  wish  him  continued 
success  in  broadcasting,  or  any  other  endeav- 
or he  pursues. 


STATEMENT  BY  KARA  VON 
BEHREN,  SARA  REEVE.  ALISON 
GINGRAS,  AND  ANNA  LASZEWSKI 
REGARDING  RISKS  TO  THE  ENVI- 
RONMENT 


HON.  BERNARD  SANDERS 

OF  VERMONT 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  benefit 
of  my  colleagues  I  woukj  like  to  have  printed 
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In  the  Record  this  statement  by  high  scfiool 
students  from  Peoples  Academy  in  Vermont 
wfio  were  speaking  at  my  recent  town  meeting 
on  issues  facing  young  people: 

Kara:  Being  an  American  literature  class, 
we  have  focused  on  writers  throughout 
America's  history,  and  we've  focused  on  a  lot 
of  them.  We've  pulled  some  quotes,  so  as  I  go 
along.  All's  just  going  to  say  some  of  them. 

They  include  Krevocur's  "What  Is  an 
American"  (as  Krevokur  said,  "We  are  noth- 
ing but  what  we  derive  from  the  air  we 
breathe,  the  climate  we  inhabit,  and  the  na- 
ture of  our  employinent")-Jefferson's  Dec- 
laration of  Independence:  Kerouac's  "On  the 
Road"  as  well  as  many  other  Beat  writers; 
Maya  Angelou's  "On  the  Pulse  of  Morning;" 
Kingsolver's  "Animal  Dreams,"  and  many  of 
her  essays,  short  stories  and  poem;  Robert 
Prescott  Allen's  "Spirit  in  Nature"  ("People 
now  consume,  control  or  destroy  almost  40% 
of  the  plant  energy  of  the  land,  and  25%  of 
all  plant  energy,  the  ultimate  source  of  food 
for  all  animals,  and  almost  all  organisms."); 
some  of  Thoreau's  works  and  excerpts  from 
them;  Scott  Russell  Sander's  "Speaking  the 
Word  from  Nature"  ("Where  our  theories  of 
nature  have  become  wiser,  our  experience  of 
nature  has  become  shallower.") 

And  due  to  this  event,  as  well  as  our  own 
interests,  we  have  looked  at  many  environ- 
mental pieces  about  the  EPA,  Earth  Day  and 
other  similar  activities:  budget  cuts  and  spe- 
cific Acts. 

We've  looked  for  connection  to  environ- 
mental issues;  we  haven't  had  to  look  very 
far.  In  a  country  founded  by  people  who  re- 
lied on  the  land,  the  environment  plays  a 
major  role  in  our  history  and  literature.  It  is 
up  to  us  to  make  sure  education  about  the 
environment  gets  out,  and  that's  the  only 
way  we  can  insure  that  the  environment  will 
play  a  major  role  in  the  future. 

Okay,  we  made  murals  which  are  over 
there,  on  the  wall.  Feel  free  to  go  look  at 
them.  .  . 

Yes,  do  go  look  at  them;  we  worked  hard. 
They're  just  pictures — one's  a  pool  table  and 
one's  a  tree — but  we  put  all  the  quotes  from 
our  own  work  and  flxjm  all  the  writers  that 
we've  read  that  pertain  to  protecting  the  en- 
vironment and  what  we're  doing  to  destroy 
it.  And  so,  they're  all  there  and  please,  do  go 
look  at  them. 

As  part  of  some  of  these  writing  assign- 
ments and  readings,  the  environment  has 
been  a  topic  of  concern.  The  new  budget 
plans  call  for  cuts  in  just  about  every  area. 
The  question  becomes,  "how  much  are  will- 
ing to  sacrifice  from  each  of  these  depart- 
ments?" 

Our  world  has  been  misused  for  so  long  now 
that  it  is  costing  immense  sums  of  money  to 
try  to  clean  it  up.  Can  we  really  afford  not  to 
clean  the  land  up,  though?  We  are  causing 
the  inevitable  destruction  of  ourselves,  by 
destroying  the  natural  world.  The  Housing 
Appropriations  Bill  would  cut  EPA's  funding 
by  34%,  prohibiting  funding  for  EPA's  Wet- 
lands, Sewer  Overflow,  Polluted  Runoff  and 
other  programs.  The  bill  also  cuts  the 
State's  Revolving  Fund  by  $365  million.  The 
State  Revolving  Fund  provides  for  loans  to 
cities  and  counties  for  sewage  treatment 
plants  and  other  clean  water  facilities.  This 
means  that,  without  funding,  communities 
and  cities,  like  our  own,  would  probably  not 
receive  assistance  in  addressing  public 
health  issues  concerning  clean  water  that  we 
need. 

One  of  the  most  serious  shortcomings  rec- 
ognized by  the  Administration  are  the 
threats  to  the  Clean  Water  Act.  By  cutting 
the  last  $725  million  in  the  Drinking  Water 
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State  Revolving  Fund,  the  House  eliminates 
the  President's  proposed  $1.8  billion  invest- 
ment for  safe  drinking  water.  The  proposed 
bill  would  sacrifice  America's  wetland  re- 
sources by  stopping  the  President's  program 
that  would  prohibit  the  destruction  of  them. 
The  new  bill  would  support  a  multi-billion 
dollar  fishing  and  shell-fishing  industry  (sig- 
nal) within  those  wetlands  instead.  These 
cuts  can  hurt  only  us. 

When  the  Clean  Water  Act  was  established, 
there  were  many  goals  it  had  set  to  make  on 
our  lakes  and  rivers.  ...  So  far,  we  have  yet 
to  meet  any  of  these  goals.  We  are  still  try- 
ing to  complete  some  of  them  were  set  to 
meet  in  the  eighties.  With  these  proposed 
budget  cuts,  the  Clean  Water  Act  will  never 
comes  to  live  up  to  its  potential,  and  our 
lakes  and  rivers  will  never  be  as  clean  as  was 
hoped.  We  are  making  great  progress  in  this 
area,  as  well  as  others,  but  with  these  cuts  in 
funding,  we  will  have  to  put  these  programs 
on  hold,  while  the  pollution  and  contamina- 
tion continues  to  occur.  Without  the  fund- 
ing, there  will  be  no  way  to  stop  the  destruc- 
tion that  we,  as  a  nation,  have  put  so  much 
time  and  effort  into.  We  implore  you  to  con- 
sider these  things  when  you  throw  anything 
away.  Become  inspired  to  write  a  letter  or  to 
do  something  good  and  right.  Without  the 
environment  intact  we  are  nothing,  and  as  a 
Cree  saying  says,  "If  you  destroy  the  land, 
you  destroy  the  animals;  if  you  destroy  the 
animals,  you  destroy  the  people."  Thank 
you. 


TRIBUTE  TO  HEROES  WILLIAM 
RECKNER  AND  NATASCHA  LYNN 
GEMAS 


HON.  FRANK  MASCARA 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  May  30. 1996 

Mr.  MASCARA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
share  a  story  of  two  very  special  individuals 
from  southwestern  Pennsylvania:  William 
Reckner,  a  Vietnam  veteran  and  Head  Start 
bus  driver,  and  Natascha  Lynn  Gemas. 

Last  Decemtier,  William  Reckner  rescued 
Natascha,  age  2,  from  her  buming  Footedale 
home.  The  toddler  was  given  a  20  percent 
cfiance  of  sun/ivai  by  admitting  doctors.  But 
after  2  montfis  of  treatment  arxj  rehatnlitation, 
Natasctia  returned  home.  During  her  recovery, 
Mr.  Reckner  visited  Natascha  at  Mercy  Hos- 
pital in  Pittsburgh  and  then  at  the 
Mountainview  Regional  Rehabilitation  Hospital 
in  Morgantown,  WV. 

'The  more  Natasfia  recovered,  the  nrore  I 
recovered,"  Mr.  Reckner  said. 

I  wish  to  join  tfie  citizens  of  the  20th  Con- 
gressional District  in  saluting  Mr.  Reckner  for 
his  heroic  effort,  and  ask  that  the  story  of  his 
courage  and  compassion  be  entered  in  the 
Congressional  Record.  Mr.  Reckner's  per- 
sonal sacrifice,  and  little  Natasha's  will  to  live 
should  be  a  constant  reminder  to  all  of  us  that 
life  is  indeed  the  most  precious  gift  one  can 
give. 
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A  TRIBUTE  TO  JESSICA 
POMERANTZ 


HON.  DICK  ZIMMER 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 1996 

Mr.  ZIMMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
honor  a  young  woman  from  New  Jersey  who 
is  a  true  leader  In  her  community.  Jessica 
Pomerantz  is  a  15-year-old  student  in 
Cresskill,  NJ,  who,  among  her  many  extra- 
curricular activities,  has  t)ecome  the  fourxler  of 
AIDS  Education  Week  and  the  AIDS  Walk  at 
Cresskill  High  School. 

Jessica  has  been  honored  by  her  selfless 
commitment  to  helping  a  childrens'  AIDS  foun- 
dation and  educating  others  atx>ut  the  deadly 
AIDS  virus.  Her  dedication  and  hard  work 
have  also  been  recognized  by  the  New  Jersey 
Senate  and  General  Assembly  in  a  Joint  Leg- 
islative Resolution.  Jessica  is  an  exemplary 
student  who  has  been  named  Student  of  the 
Month  by  her  high  school,  is  a  memt)er  of  tfie 
varsity  tennis  team,  tfie  junior  varsity  softball 
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team,  the  Jewish  Community  Center  Youth 
Leadership  Corp,  the  yeartxx>k  staff,  the  de- 
bate team  and  is  a  Spanish  tutor. 

I  am  proud  to  honor  Jessk:a  for  her  devotion 
to  helping  ottiers.  She  sets  a  wonderful  exarrv 
ple  for  students  across  the  country. 


INCREASE  OF  THE  MINIMUM  WAGE 


HON.  BOBBY  L  RUSH 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  May  30, 19% 
Mr.  RUSH.  Mr.  Speaker,  tfie  minimum  wage 
and  efforts  to  increase  it,  fiave  been  focus  of 
many  inaccurate  comments  by  Members  in 
the  Republican  majority.  Some  have  said  that 
there  are  no  heads  of  households  supporting 
families  on  a  minimum  wage.  Others  have 
proclaimed,  an  increase  in  tfie  minimum  wage 
woukJ  cause  jobs  to  decrease  for  low-skilled 
workers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  truth  is — an  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  is  the  only  way  working  Amen- 
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cans  will  t>e  at)le  to  sustain  decent  living  for 
themselves.  The  truth  is — tfiat  12  rraUion 
Americans,  most  of  tfiem  women,  woukl  bene- 
fit from  ttie  minimum  wage  increase.  Tfie  tmth 
is — that  a  raise  in  tfie  minimum  wage  is  tfie 
least  this  Congress  can  do  for  Americans, 
after  cuts  in  educatk>n.  Medicare,  scfiool 
lunches,  and  environmental  protectx>ns. 

The  fact  tfiat  we  are  even  having  a  detiate 
on  tfie  merits  of  a  minimum  vyage  increase 
shows  that  the  majority  cares  little  for  those 
wfx}  are  struggling.  The  majority  feels  tfie 
need  to  debate  the  merits  of  a  bill  that  will  pro- 
vide extra  pay  that  would  mean  7  rrxxitfis  of 
groceries,  a  year  of  fiealth  care  costs,  9 
months  of  utility  bills  or  4  nxmths  of  housing. 

We  must  stand  strong  for  those  wfio  have 
the  least.  We  must  figfit  for  those  who  are  try- 
ing to  better  tfieir  situations  through  good, 
honest,  hard  work.  We  must  be  sure  tfiat  a 
minimum  wage  is  truly  a  living  wage.  Since 
businesses  are  enjoying  record  profits,  we 
must  ensure  that  profits  are  sfiared  with  tfie 
persons  who  made  the  records  possit)le. 
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HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— Friday,  May  31,  1996 


The  House  met  at  9  a.m.  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro  tem- 
pore [Mr.  LaHood]. 


DESIGNATION  OF  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication from  the  Speaker: 

Washington.  DC, 

May  31. 1996. 
I   hereby    designate    the    Honorable    Ray 
LaHood  to  act  as  Speaker  pro  tempore  on 
this  day. 

Newt  Gingrich, 
Sjxaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


PRAYER 


The  Chaplain,  Rev.  James  David 
Ford,  D.D.,  offered  the  following  pray- 
er: 

Be  with  us,  O  God,  all  the  day  long, 
and  may  Your  mercies  ever  surround 
us.  May  we  never  leave  the  brightness 
of  Yovir  presence,  and  may  the  glory  of 
Your  blessings  touch  us  in  all  we  do.  Be 
with  us  this  day,  and  may  the  boimty 
of  Your  glory  bless  every  person,  now 
and  evermore.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPELAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  has  examined  the  Journal  of  the 
last  day's  proceedings  and  announces 
to  the  House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1.  rule  I,  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Will  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Mont- 
GOlfERY]  come  forward  and  lead  the 
House  in  the  Pledge  of  Allegiance. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY  led  the  Pledge  of 
Allegiance  as  follows: 

I  pledge  allegiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  to  the  Repub- 
lic for  which  It  stands,  one  nation  under  God, 
indivisible,  with  liberty  and  justice  for  all. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  and  under  a  previous  order  of 
the  House,  the  following  Members  will 
be  recognized  for  5  minutes  each. 


WHO'S  FOR  KIDS  AND  WHO'S  JUST 
KIDDING? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 


woman from  Colorado  [Mrs.  SCHROE- 
DER]  is  recogrnized  for  5  minutes. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
came  to  talk  about  what  the  gen- 
tleman from  California,  Mr.  GEORGE 
Miller,  and  I  did  yesterday.  Mr.  Mil- 
ler and  I  were  both  Chairs  of  the  Se- 
lect Committee  on  Children,  Youth, 
and  Families.  That  select  committee  is 
now  gone.  It  has  been  put  away.  But 
when  the  Select  Committee  on  Chil- 
dren, Youth,  and  Families  was  alive,  it 
was  a  vigorous  watchdog  for  children 
and  for  family  votes. 

Yesterday  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  Miller]  and  I  decided  that 
in  the  spirit  of  what  is  happening  this 
weekend  in  Washington,  with  tens  of 
thousands  of  people  coining  to  Wash- 
ington tomorrow  for  the  Stand  for 
Children  Rally,  that  we  would  look  at 
the  votes  of  the  104th  Congress  and 
rank  the  top  10  that  would  help  chil- 
dren. Yesterday  we  released  our  report. 
We  called  it,  "Who's  for  Kids  and  Who's 
Just  Kidding?" 

The  reason  that  we  emphasized  that 
is  no  Member  of  Congress  has  ever  got- 
ten elected  saying  they  hate  kids,  and 
yet  when  you  look  at  the  votes,  it 
comes  out  very  differently.  That  is 
partly  because  we  do  not  have  a  watch- 
dog here  anymore  on  these  different 
votes  pointing  out  the  difference,  and 
so  people  can  kind  of  plaster  over  their 
votes  with  wonderful  photo  ops,  with 
warm,  fuzzy  children  and  puppy  dogs, 
and  they  can  also  give  great  speeches 
and  rhetoric  on  family  values,  and  then 
vote  the  other  way  when  no  one  is 
looking. 

We  put  everybody  on  notice  that  we 
are  going  to  continue  monitoring  this 
through  the  election,  because  what  has 
really  happened  is  that  America's  par- 
ents and  teachers  and  aunts  and  uncles 
and  people  like  myself,  who  really  feel 
we  should  be  voting  based  on  our  chil- 
dren's future,  want  these  voting 
records,  but  we  are  also  busy.  We  feel 
like  hamsters  in  the  wheel,  where  we 
run  at  100  miles  an  hour.  We  run  faster 
and  faster  every  year,  and  at  the  end  of 
the  year  our  tongues  are  hanging  out 
and  we  are  really  tired,  and  we  never 
got  out  of  the  bottom  of  the  wheel,  and 
the  last  thing  we  have  time  to  do  is 
comb  the  Congressional  Record  for 
an  entire  2  years  looking  for  votes  on 
kids. 

We  are  going  to  keep  doing  this.  We 
were  shocked  when  we  looked  at  what 
has  happened  in  this  104th  Congress.  It 
is  no  wonder  so  many  tens  of  thousands 
of  people  are  coming.  These  issues  had 
traditionally  had  a  very  strong  biparti- 


san coalition  working  on  them.  Yet. 
this  year  we  see  all  sorts  of  prograiins 
that  have  never  been  controversial  be- 
fore put  on  the  chopping  block  because 
they  say,  oh,  well,  we  need  money  for 
the  debt. 

Let  me  tell  the  Members,  5-year-olds 
did  not  cause  the  debt;  3-year-olds  did 
not  cause  the  debt.  Why  in  the  world 
are  we  balancing  the  budget  on  their 
backs,  when  we  turn  around  and  put  $13 
billion  more  in  defense  than  even  the 
Joint  Chiefs  asked  for?  That  does  not 
seem  fair  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  other  reason  they 
have  been  cutting  kids  is  they  say  they 
need  the  money  for  tax  cuts.  Who  do 
the  tax  cuts  go  to?  They  go  to  the  rich- 
est people  in  this  country.  I  think  that 
is  unf^r,  too.  Why  should  kids  have  to 
give  to  those  who  already  have  so 
much? 

I  was  a  little  horrified  yesterday 
when  the  Republican  conference  came 
out  to  our  press  conference  and  handed 
out  this  report  saying  that  they  are 
fighting  the  welfare  state  to  save  our 
children  from  poverty.  They  had  that 
in  a  box.  There  is  the  issue:  "Our  Chil- 
dren." They  mean  their  children  and 
their  family. 

My  question  is.  What  do  you  do  about 
the  American  child  that  is  in  poverty? 
Is  that  not  one  of  our  children,  too?  I 
would  hope  legislators  think  of  our 
children  and  America's  children.  They 
are  certainly  America's  future.  The 
fact  that  we  would  be  cutting  that  out 
and  just  saying,  oh,  no,  no,  you  should 
have  picked  better  parents,  too  bad,  it 
is  not  our  problem;  I  think  that  is 
wrong. 

Basically,  because  kids  caxmot  vote, 
they  are  a  very  easy  target.  Some  of 
the  things  that  have  been  done  is  we 
absolutely  zeroed  out  all  after-school 
and  summer  programs  for  kids.  I  find 
that  shocking.  We  slashed  away  at  the 
lunch  program.  They  will  tell  you, 
"Yes,  we  increased  it,"  but  we  did  not 
increase  it  enough  to  have  the  same  al- 
location for  the  number  of  children 
there.  We  have  more  children  coming 
in  and  they  did  not  increase  it  nearly 
enough,  so  I  guess  something  gets  re- 
moved from  the  plate.  Maybe  they  do 
not  get  potatoes,  maybe  they  do  not 
get  meat.  I  do  not  know.  We  cut  basic 
education.  Head  Start.  We  cut  out  all 
sorts  of  other  things. 

I  know  my  time  is  up,  but  we  are 
going  to  stay  on  this,  because  we  think 
this  is  the  most  important  thing  we 
can  do.  If  we  do  not  care  about  our 
kids,  this  country  is  not  going  to  sur- 
vive. So  who  is  for  kids  and  who  is  just 
kidding?  We  are  going  to  tell  you. 


DThis  symbol  represents  the  time  of  day  during  the  House  proceedings,  e.g.,  D  1407  is  2:07  p.m. 
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IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE  CHILDREN'S 

DEFENSE   FUND:   STAND   FOR 

CHILDREN 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  rise  today  in  support  of  ttie  Children's  De- 
fense Fund's  Stand  for  Children,  which  took 
place  at  the  Lincoln  Memorial  on  Saturday.  I 
starxi  with  Marian  Wright  Edeiman,  the  Chil- 
dren's Defense  Fund,  and  all  of  the  American 
families  and  children  rallied.  According  to  a  re- 
cent report  released  last  month  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Human  Services,  the  per- 
centage of  chiWren  in  extreme  poverty — with  a 
family  Irxxjme  less  than  half  the  official  poverty 
level — has  doubled  since  1975;  it  now  stands 
at  10  percent  or  6.3  million  children.  Or>e  in 
every  five  children  in  the  United  States  live  in 
poverty.  On  a  typical  day  in  the  United  States, 
8,490  children  are  reported  atxjsed  or  ne- 
glected and  3  die  of  that  abuse.  Every  day  an 
average  of  790  babies  are  tx>m  undenweight, 
2,660  are  bom  into  families  whose  income 
falls  below  Federal  poverty  levels  and  3.398 
are  bom  to  unmarried  mothers.  In  1992.  there 
were  850,000  sut)stantiated  cases  of  chikJ 
abuse  or  neglect,  while  the  homicide  rate  for 
teens  more  than  doutiled  between  1970  arxi 
1992. 

What  will  the  future  hold,  if  a  generation  of 
young  people  are  being  raised  wittxxjt  guid- 
ance, in  poverty,  and  in  fear  of  crime?  What 
have  we  done  in  Congress  to  support  and 
stand  for  chikiren?  We  must  focus  on  devoting 
Federal  resources  for  educatkKi  and  crime 
prevention. 

A  recent  Time/CNN  Poll  found  ttiat  73  per- 
cent of  those  polled  favored  having  more  of 
their  tax  dollars  go  to  programs  that  benefit 
the  young.  However,  the  majority  in  Congress 
have  been  attempting  to  cut  programs  tar- 
geted for  childrea 

We  speak  so  often  in  this  House  about  fam- 
ily values  and  protecting  chikiren.  At  tfie  same 
time  however,  my  colleagues  on  the  other  skle 
of  the  aisle,  recently  presented  a  budget  pack- 
age ttiat  will  effectively  eliminate  tfie  Federal 
guarantee  of  assistaiKe  for  poor  children  in 
this  country  for  the  first  time  in  60  years. 

The  majority's  plan  is  antifamily  and  anti- 
chikl.  It  calls  for  unprecedented  cuts  in  pro- 
grams serving  children  arxl  wouki  remove  the 
basic  protections  for  hungry,  abused,  disabled, 
and  poor  children  while  using  tfie  savings  to 
offset  tax  breaks  for  wealthy  individuals. 

The  Reput>lican  plan  fokte  20  separate  chiki 
protection  programs  into  two  block  grants  at  a 
time  wtien  GAO  and  others  report  cunent  re- 
sources are  failing  to  keep  pace  with  the 
needs  of  a  national  chiki  protection  system  in 
crisis.  Under  this  plan,  funds  could  be  inad- 
equate to  respond  to  rapkily  increasing  reports 
of  abuse  and  neglect,  and  insufficient  to  pro- 
tect abused  children  and  firxJ  them  safe,  k}ving 
and  permanent  adoptive  fiomes.  The  plan  po- 
tentially guts  accountability  for  State  chikj  pro- 
tection systems,  over  20  of  whch  are  operat- 
ing under  court  mandates  for  failing  to  provkJe 
adequate  service  to  abused  and  neglected 
chikiren. 

The  Republican  budget  assumes  a  more 
strict  definition  of  disability  for  chikiren  and  the 


creation  of  a  two-tiered  system  of  benefits  for 
children.  Eligible  chikiren  who  require  personal 
care  assistance  and  who,  wittiout  such  assist- 
ance, would  require  specialized  care  outskle 
the  home  receive  100  percent  of  the  Federal 
SSI  benefit  However,  chikiren  with  disabilities 
who  do  not  meet  this  personal  care  assistance 
test  receive  75  percent  of  the  SSI  benefit 
amount.  This  sy^m  coukj  result  in  a  large 
majority  of  cfisabled  chikiren  having  their  bene- 
fits reduced — chikiren  with  disat)ilities  such  as 
cerebral  palsy,  Down  syndrome,  muscular 
dystrophy,  cystk;  fibrosis,  and  AIDS. 

The  Republican  plan  would  also  deny  most 
Federal.  State,  and  kx^  benefits.  Including 
school  lunch,  to  illegal  aliens  and  woukJ  deny 
SSI  and  food  stamps  to  legal  aliens  until  they 
become  citizens. 

The  Reput)lican  budget  fails  to  provxle  ade- 
quate resources  for  work  programs  and  child 
care  whk^h  are  critnal  to  effectuate  a  transition 
from  welfare  to  work.  The  Republcan  plan  sig- 
nificantly increases  the  need  for  cfiikl  care 
while  reducing  tfie  resources  for  chikJ  care 
servk^s  as  well  as  tfie  funds  available  to 
States  to  improve  ttie  quality  of  care. 

This  strategy  of  welfare-to-work  is  doomed 
to  fail.  Mandatory  wetfare-to-work  programs 
can  get  parents  off  welfare  and  into  jobs,  but 
only  if  tfie  program  is  well  designated  and  is 
given  the  resources  to  be  successful.  Tfie 
GOP  plan  is  punitive  and  wrong-fieaded.  K  will 
not  put  people  to  work,  it  will  put  them  on  the 
street  Any  restructuring  of  the  welfare  system 
must  move  people  away  from  dependency  to- 
ward self-sufficiency.  Facilitating  the  transition 
off  welfare  requires  job  training,  guaranteed 
chiki  care,  and  fieatth  insurance  at  an  afford- 
at>le  price. 

We  cannot  expect  to  reduce  our  welfare 
rolls  if  we  do  not  provkle  tfie  women  of  this 
Natkm  the  opportunity  to  better  tfiemselves 
and  tfieir  families  tfirough  job  training  and  edu- 
catkm.  if  we  do  not  provkle  tfiem  with  good 
quality  chiki  care  and  most  importantly  if  we 
do  not  provkJe  tfiem  with  a  job. 

Togetfier,  welfare  programs  make  up  the 
safety  net  tfiat  poor  chikiren  and  their  faimilies 
rely  on  in  times  of  need.  We  must  not  alk>w 
the  safety  net  to  be  shredded.  We  must  keep 
our  promises  to  the  cfiiklren  of  this  Natkm.  We 
must  ensure  tfiat  in  times  of  need  they  receive 
ttie  health  care,  food  and  general  servk^s 
they  need  to  survive. 

The  Repubiean  budget  resolution  also  pro- 
poses to  cut  the  earned  income  tax  credt 
[EITC]  by  $20  billkxi  over  the  next  7  years. 
This  cut  includes  eliminating  the  EITC  for 
chiklless  worlcers  as  well  as  families  with  chil- 
dren who  have  modest  incomes.  In  fact,  over 
6  million  families  with  chikiren  could  receive  a 
reduction  in  their  EITC. 

This  program  was  designed  to  assist  the 
working  poor  of  America  who  tfie  Republicans 
argue  that  in  excfiange  for  losing  the  earned 
income  tax  credt,  many  k}w-income  families 
woukl  receive  the  $500  per  child  tax  credit 
The  fact  of  the  matter,  however,  is  ttiat  the 
chikjren's  tax  credit  will  not  tienefit  34  percent 
of  the  Nation's  chikiren  tiecause  they  live  in 
families  that  are  ineligible  because  their  in- 
come is  too  low. 


Stand  for  Children  was  a  national  day  for  aN 
of  us  to  demonstrate  a  commitment  to  chB- 
dren,  to  celebrate  our  future,  and  to  wod(  to- 
gether for  community  renewal.  I  urge  all  of  my 
colleagues  on  both  skies  of  tfie  aisle  to  con- 
tinue to  support  this  very  important  effort 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  grranted  to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Montgomery)  to  revise 
and  extend  their  remarks  and  include 
extraneous  material:) 

Ms.  Waters,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Filner,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Ms.  Jackson-LEE  of  Texas,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 

Mrs.  ScHROEOER,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Member  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Montgomery)  and  to  in- 
clude extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Yates. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  9  o'clock  and  9  minutes  ajn.), 
under  its  previous  order,  the  House  ad- 
journed until  Tuesday,  June  4,  1996,  at 
12:30  p.m.  for  morning  hour  debates. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  Xin.  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  McCX)LLUM:  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. H.R.  2650.  A  bill  to  amend  title  X8, 
United  States  Code,  to  eliminate  certain  sen- 
tencing Inequities  for  drug  offenders:  with  an 
amendment  (Kept.  104-«)2).  Referred  to  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXn.  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows: 

H.R.  326:  Mr.  Weuxin  of  Florida. 

H.R.  2939:  Mr.  HAMILTON. 

H.R.  2976:  Mr.  Latham. 

H.R.  3379:  Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  MRS.  ESTHER 
GAMM'S  FOURTH  GRADE  CLASS 


HON.  SIDNEY  R.  YATES 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  May  31, 1996 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  conv 
merxJ  Mrs.  Esther  Gamm's  fourth  grade  class 
at  HighlarxJ  School  in  Skokie,  IL,  which  is  lo- 
cated in  my  congressional  district,  for  receiv- 
ing fourth  place  in  the  elementary  school  divi- 
sion of  the  10th  Annual  "Set  a  Good  Exam- 
pie"  national  competitk>n. 


At  a  time  when  there  are  daily  reports  of 
chikjren  at  risk  and  in  trouble  with  the  law,  it 
is  reassuring  to  report  on  Mrs.  Gamm's  class' 
achievement  Two  chiklren  at  Highland  were 
victims  of  the  AIDS  virus  and  the  fourth  grad- 
ers learned  about  the  impx>rtance  of  combating 
bias  arxj  prejudice. 

The  children  hekj  discussions  and  wrote  po- 
etry and  persuasive  essays  based  on  their  un- 
derstarKJing  of  tfie  rights  and  responsibilities  of 
fourth  graders. 

The  students  decided  to  share  their  feelings, 
drawings,  writings,  and  other  expressions  with 
the  children  at  ChikJren's  Memorial  Hospital 
and  with  senkirs  in  their  community. 

A  reading  of  their  woric  reveals  a  unique  urv 
derstanding  of  the  meaning  of  trust  aixl  the 


strength  of  relationships.  As  Mrs.  Gamm 
points  out,  'They  came  to  believe  that  their 
behavior  couki  make  the  difference  between  a 
happy  life  arxJ  one  of  desolation.  Friendship 
took  on  a  deeper  meaning  and  caring  for  one 
another  means  respect  and  an  honest  ap- 
praisal of  one's  self-respecL"  This  is  a  power- 
ful message — one  well  worth  remembering  by 
adults  as  well  as  children. 

I'm  immensely  proud  of  Highland's  fourth 
graders — and  of  the  entire  student  body,  fac- 
ulty, and  administration.  Highlarxl  School  has 
a  deserved  reputation  for  excellence  and  they 
deserve  our  heartfelt  congratulations  on  a  job 
well  done. 


9  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
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The  Senate  met  at  1:30  p.m.,  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  Thurmond]. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain.  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogllvie,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Almighty  God,  source  of  all  that  we 
have  and  are,  forgive  us  for  taking 
Your  blessings  for  granted.  We  go  to 
sleep  at  night  fully  confident  that  we 
will  awake  the  next  morning,  but  often 
we  do  not  praise  You  for  the  wonder  of 
being  alive.  We  rush  into  the  day  on 
our  high  horse  and  then  ride  off  in  all 
directions  without  thanking  You  for 
each  day  brimming  full  and  overflow- 
ing with  Your  goodness.  We  presump- 
tuously assume  that  we  are  in  control 
of  our  lives,  others,  and  circumstances. 
So  much  of  what  we  think  we  accom- 
plish alone  is  really  the  result  of  what 
You  plan  for  us  out  of  sheer  grace,  and 
give  us  the  strength  to  attempt.  We  are 
so  quick  to  take  the  credit.  Life  soon 
becomes  horizontal  and  flat  with  faith- 
less familiarity.  Then  into  the  bland- 
ness  of  this  drift  into  self-help  human- 
ism, we  hear  the  challenge  Sursum 
Corda:  Lift  up  your  hearts.  Carpe  diem: 
Seize  the  day.  Life  is  a  privilege  to  be 
lived  to  the  fullest  in  serving  with 
humble  gratitude.  Remind  us  that  we 
could  not  breathe  a  breath,  think  a 
thought,  or  work  creatively  this  day 
without  Your  permission  and  Your 
power.  Now  we  are  ready  for  a  new 
week  of  opportunities  and  challenges. 
In  the  name  of  our  Lord.  Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  ACTING 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
able  acting  majority  leader.  Senator 
LOTT,  is  recognized. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Thank  you  very  much, 
Mr.  President. 


PROGRAM 


Mr.  LOTT.  The  Senate  will  be  in  a 
period  of  morning  business  today  until 
the  hour  of  3:30  p.m.,  with  Senators 
permitted  to  speak  for  up  to  5  minutes 
each.  The  first  90  minutes  of  morning 
business  will  be  under  the  control  of 
Senator  Coverdell  of  Georgia,  or  his 
designee,  and  the  last  30  minutes  will 
be  under  the  control  of  Senator 
Daschle,  or  his  designee. 

At  3:30  today,  the  Senate  will  resume 
debate  on  a  motion  to  proceed  to  S. 
1635,  the  Defend  America  Act.  No  roll- 
call  votes  will  occur  during  today's  ses- 
sion but  as  a  reminder  there  will  be  a 
cloture  vote  on  the  motion  to  proceed 
to  S.  1635  at  2:15  p.m.  tomorrow.  If  clo- 


ture is  invoked  on  Tuesday,  it  is  the 
hope  that  we  may  begin  consideration 
of  the  defend  America  legislation  and 
hopefully  complete  action  on  that  im- 
portant bill  in  a  reasonable  timeframe. 


RESERVA'nON  OF  LEADER  TIME 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
DeWine).  Under  the  previous  order, 
leadership  time  is  reserved. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  there  will  now  be  a 
period  for  the  transaction  of  morning 
business  not  to  extend  beyond  the  hour 
of  3:30  p.m.,  with  Senators  permitted  to 
speak  therein  for  not  to  exceed  5  min- 
utes each. 

Under  the  previous  order,  the  first  90 
minutes  shall  be  under  the  control  of 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Cover- 
dell]. 

The  Senator  from  Georgia  is  recog- 
nized. 


BALANCED  BUDGET  AMENDMENT 
TO  THE  CONSTITUTION 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  we 
will  soon  once  again  cast  a  historic 
vote  on  a  balanced  budget  amendment 
to  the  Constitution.  It  will  be  a  his- 
toric vote.  It  will  be  a  defining  vote. 
Given  the  experience  of  the  last  26 
years,  $5  trillion  in  debt,  interest  on 
debt  that  will  soon  exceed  Defense  De- 
IMixtment  spending,  it  is  certainly  an 
appropriate  matter  for  the  Senate  to 
consider. 

I  will  not  prolong  my  remarks  right 
now,  but,  Mr.  President.  I  will  yield  up 
to  10  minutes  to  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Mississippi,  if  I  might. 

The  PRESrOING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  for  having  this 
time  for  us  to  discuss  this  very  impor- 
tant issue. 

For  many  years,  I  have  supported  the 
constitutional  amendment  for  a  bal- 
anced budget.  The  American  people 
have  overwhelmingly  indicated  repeat- 
edly that  they  support  a  constitutional 
amendment  for  a  balanced  budget.  I 
guess  it  would  be  just  as  well,  maybe 
better,  if  we  had  in  fact  been  balancing 
the  budget  every  year  over  all  these 
many  years  going  all  the  way  back,  I 
guess,  to  1969  when  we  had  a  last  an- 
nual balanced  budget. 

There  have  been  some  very  serious, 
some  very  credible  efforts  to  come  up 
with  a  balanced  budget  over  a  period  of 
a  number  of  years.  Last  year,  the  Con- 


gress passed  a  balanced  budget  resolu- 
tion that  would  have  balanced  the 
budget  in  a  7-year  period  of  time,  with 
the  plan  to  get  that  job  done.  Of 
course,  that  one  was  vetoed  by  the 
President.  There  have  been  other  in- 
stances where  we  started  toward  con- 
trolling Federal  spending.  We  had  that 
effort  in  the  early  1980"s  when  Presi- 
dent Reagan  was  in  the  White  House. 
We  had  the  Gramm-Latta  bill  that  re- 
duced spending  by  several  billions  of 
dollars  and  then  after  about  1982-83  the 
numbers,  the  spending  by  Congress 
started  going  back  the  other  way. 

And.  of  course,  we  had  the  Gramm- 
Rudman  procedure  whereby  if  we  did 
not  actually  balance  the  budget  each 
year,  there  would  be  an  across-the- 
board  cut  known  as  a  sequester.  This 
had  an  impact  for  a  year  or  two,  and 
then  every  time  Congress  would  get  up 
to  the  point  where  they  were  going  to 
have  to  make  decisions  or  allow  se- 
quester or  cuts  to  go  into  effect.  Con- 
gress backed  away  from  it,  just  moved 
the  dates  until  finally  it  was  rendered 
useless. 

So  there  have  been  some  good  efforts, 
but  the  fact  is  it  has  not  been  accom- 
plished. But  yet  almost  every  State  in 
the  Nation  balances  its  budget  every 
year.  Even  a  poor  State  like  my  home 
State  of  Mississippi  every  year  bal- 
ances its  budget. 

Why  is  it?  It  is  because  the  constitu- 
tions at  the  State  level  require  It.  You 
cannot  have  deficit  spending  in  so 
many  States.  A  few  of  them  that  do  not 
have  it  in  their  constitution  do  it  any- 
way. Some  of  them  I  guess  have  it  in 
their  constitution  and  may  violate 
what  is  required.  But  for  the  most  part 
I  believe  that  is  the  fundamental  dif- 
ference. 

It  is  time  the  Federal  Government 
lived  within  its  means.  I  think  the  sim- 
ple solution  is  if  you  do  not  have  x 
amount  of  revenue  coming  in  to  get  the 
job  done,  you  just  make  changes.  You 
change  priorities.  If  you  do  not  have  it, 
you  do  not  spend  it.  It  is  real  simple. 

I  believe  that  putting  this  balanced 
budget  requirement  in  the  Constitution 
is  the  responsible  thing  to  do,  and  it  is 
the  mechanism  that  will  guarantee 
that  Congress,  working  with  the  Presi- 
dent, would  have  to  do  the  responsible 
thing,  and  that  is  balance  the  budget 
each  year. 

A  week  ago,  Mr.  President,  I  joined 
Senator  DOMENICI  and  others  in  writing 
President  Clinton  one  last  plea  that  he 
support  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution.  That  is  what 
we  need.  Last  time  we  had  this  vote, 
we  were  one  vote  short  in  the  Senate — 
just  one  vote.  And  there  were  at  least 


•  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  arc  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
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six  or  seven  Senators  who  had  voted  for 
a  constitutional  amendment  for  a  bal- 
anced budget  in  the  past  but  switched 
and  voted  against  it  last  year.  So  there 
is  a  pool  of  Democrats  that  could  be 
convinced,  and  I  thought  that  a  plea 
from  the  President  would  make  the  dif- 
ference. 

So  fax  his  reply  has  been  silence,  and 
that  is  disappointing,  but  it  is  not  en- 
tirely surprising.  But  if  he  really 
agrees  that  we  should  have  a  balanced 
budget,  which  he  has  said  that  he  does, 
then  we  need  his  help.  Both  as  a  can- 
didate and  as  Chief  Executive,  Presi- 
dent Clinton  has  talked  a  good  fight 
about  balancing  the  Federal  budget. 
But  when  it  comes  to  the  one  legisla- 
tive veto  that  can  get  the  job  done,  he 
has  not  been  very  helpful. 

It  is  often  said  that  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment and  the  taxpayers,  more  im- 
portant, are  drowning  in  red  ink.  That 
is  a  good  metaphor,  but  it  needs  one 
addition.  That  addition  is  President 
Clinton  standing  at  the  edge  of  the  red 
ink  ocean,  feeling  the  pain  of  those 
who  are  drowning  while  holding  behind 
his  back  the  only  available  life  pre- 
server. This  is  that  available  life  pre- 
server. That  is  the  balanced  budget 
amendment.  It  is  the  only  way  that  we 
have,  that  I  have  seen,  to  pull  our  chil- 
dren and  our  grandchildren  out  of  the 
sea  of  Government  debt.  It  is  the  only 
means  we  have  to  force  Government  to 
live  within  its  means. 

An  old  song  reminds  us  that  "It  don't 
mean  a  thing  if  it  ain't  got  that 
swing."  By  the  same  token,  no  amount 
of  Presidential  rhetoric  about  a  bal- 
anced budget  means  a  thing  if  we  do 
not  pass  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment. Opponents  of  the  amendment 
know  that  and  have  known  it  all  along. 
That  is  why  they  have  been  willing 
over  the  years  to  give  lipservice  to  the 
goal  of  budgetary  balance  and  even  to 
endorse  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment itself  as  long  as  there  was  no  im- 
mediate prospect  of  its  passage. 

Now,  I  think  a  lot  of  credit  goes  to 
the  Senator  from  Illinois;  he  has 
worked  hard  in  actually  trsring  to  get 
this  done.  There  are  many  who  have 
said  they  would  vote  for  it.  but  when  it 
got  to  the  time  actually  to  vote  for  it, 
decided  they  better  change  their  mind, 
especially  last  year  when  they  saw  it 
was  about  to  pass. 

Then  came  the  elections  of  1994.  The 
old  order  sort  of  shattered  and  the  po- 
litical landscape  was  transformed  with 
the  new  majorities  of  both  the  House 
and  Senate. 

Almost  overnight,  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  was  not  just  talk  anymore. 
Clear  majorities  in  both  Chambers  of 
Congress  had  pledged  to  vote  for  it.  So 
the  angry  and  aroused,  energized  elec- 
torate was  Anally  going  to  get  some 
action,  action  it  had  been  seeking  for  a 
long  time.  That  is  what  the  American 
public  thought  was  happening. 

But  we  were  entering  a  period  of  sec- 
ond thoughts,  a  time  when  many  Mem- 


bers of  Congress  revised  their  official 
positions  on  the  balanced  budget 
amendment.  I  already  pointed  out  that 
six  Senators  who  had  voted  for  it  in  the 
past  switched  last  year  and  voted 
against  it.  That  was  the  key  in  its  de- 
feat. 

That  is  why  I,  along  with  others,  are 
now  publicly  calling  on  the  President, 
appealing  to  the  President,  to  step  for- 
ward and  help  us  with  this  vote  this 
week. 

I  hope  that  we  will  have  another  vote 
on  the  constitutional  amendment  re- 
quiring a  balanced  budget  this  week, 
probably  on  Wednesday.  If  we  could 
pick  up  just  another  couple  of  votes, 
the  job  would  be  done.  The  President 
can  help  us  by  making  those  contacts. 
I  give  the  President  his  due.  What- 
ever his  problems  with  the  American 
public  may  be,  it  is  clear  he  wields  tre- 
mendous clout  with  congressional 
Democrats,  especially  here  in  the  Sen- 
ate. Time  and  again  his  allies  in  this 
Chamber  have  come  to  his  rescue, 
blocking  bills  that  the  White  House  did 
not  want  to  have  to  deal  with.  Actu- 
ally, it  has  been  a  remarkably  syn- 
chronized operation — a  real  tribute. 

But,  if  you  look  at  what  is  happening 
right  now  in  the  Senate,  bill  after  bill 
after  bill  is  being  hung  up  by  filibus- 
ters or  failure  to  agree  to  procedures  to 
allow  those  bills  to  be  voted  on.  The 
White  House  Travel  Office  legislation 
is  still,  in  effect,  pending  before  the 
Senate.  A  taxpayers  bill  of  rights  No.  2 
is  pending  and  awaiting  action.  Repeal 
of  the  4.3-cents-a-galIon  gas  tax  is 
waiting  for  action.  Many  bills  that  the 
American  people  support  overwhelm- 
ingly and  deserve  to  have  passed  are  in 
limbo  here,  and  that  has  been  the  case 
with  the  balanced  budget  amendment. 

The  letter  we  sent  to  the  President 
last  week  asked  him  to  address  this 
issue  in  his  Saturday  radio  address,  to 
rally  support  for  the  amendment.  In 
candor,  we  felt  obliged  to  warn  that, 
"[f]ailure  to  do  everything  in  your 
power  to  win  this  vote  would  send  a 
clear  signal  to  the  American 
people  *  *  *"  that  he  really  did  not 
want  this  balanced  budget  amendment 
to  pass,  even  though  he  has  said  nice 
things  about  it  in  the  past.  Thus  far, 
we  have  not  heard  from  the  President. 
He  did  not  endorse  the  amendment  in 
his  Saturday  radio  speech  and  he  has 
not  lifted  a  finger,  the  best  I  can  tell, 
to  help  us  pass  the  amendment  through 
the  Senate  so  the  American  people  can 
decide. 

Remember  this,  even  if  we  passed  it 
here  in  the  Senate  after  it  has  already 
passed  in  the  House,  it  still  would  have 
to  go  to  the  American  people  so  the 
various  State  legislatures  could  vote 
on  ratification  in  that  amendment 
process.  Should  we  not  at  least  let  the 
American  people,  through  their  State 
legislatures,  have  a  chance  to  express 
themselves,  to  vote  on  this  issue?  So 
that  is  all  we  have  been  asking,  is  to 


allow  us  an  opportunity  to  take  up  this 
amendment,  debate  it,  vote  on  it,  and 
hopefully  pass  it  on  to  the  States  for 
them  to  pass  judgment. 

Opponents  of  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  tend  to  ignore  that  part  of 
the  constitutional  process.  Instead, 
throughout  the  Senate's  year-long  de- 
bate on  the  amendment,  they  have 
come  up  with  a  number  of  red  herrings. 
We  have  been  told  the  amendment 
would  imperil  Social  Security,  it  would 
devastate  crucial  domestic  programs, 
that  it  would  require  tax  hikes,  and 
that  it  might  hobble  the  Government 
in  times  of  national  or  international 
emergency. 

Do  opponents  of  the  amendment  seri- 
ously believe  that  three-quarters  of  the 
State  legislatures  would  ratify  a  con- 
stitutional amendment  that  was  going 
to  harm  Social  Security?  Would  the 
Senate?  Would  the  U.S.  Senate  vote  for 
that?  I  don't  think  so.  I  know  I  would 
not. 

Do  opponents  of  the  amendment  real- 
ly think  that  37  State  legislatures 
would  adopt  an  amendment  that  in  any 
way  cripples  Government  in  times  of 
crisis?  Of  course  not.  I  think  the  oppo- 
nents of  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment realize  those  arguments  are,  at 
best,  irrelevant  and,  at  worst,  false.  I 
guess  we  should  be  relieved  they  have 
not  blamed  the  amendment  for  Brit- 
ain's "mad  cow"  disease  or  global 
warming,  but  there  is  still  time  before 
the  vote  and  we  may  hear  that. 

Since  these  are  all  false  arguments 
blocking  this  amendment,  I  urge  that 
we  take  them  up,  debate  them  seri- 
ously here  in  the  next  2  days,  and  have 
a  vote  on  this  constitutional  amend- 
ment. 

Since  those  are  all  false  reasons  for 
blocking  the  amendment,  why  are  its 
opponents  so  determined  to  kill  it  here 
in  the  Senate,  before  the  States  can 
even  have  a  say  in  the  process?  I  think 
the  answer  is  obvious.  The  amendment 
is  indeed  a  danger,  a  peril,  and  a 
threat. 

It  endangers  the  entrenched  interests 
that  have  called  the  shots  in  official 
Washington  for  most  of  the  last  half- 
century.  It  imperils  the  network  of  lob- 
bies whose  reason  for  existence  is  big- 
ger and  fatter  Government  budgets.  It 
threatens  to  derail  the  Federal  gravy 
train  and  make  its  relaxed  riders  walk 
for  a  change. 

They  cannot  survive  under  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment,  for  it  would 
take  away  their  subsidized  pulpits  and 
make  them  earn  their  keep  in  the  open 
marketplace  of  ideas.  They  cannot  do 
that,  and  they  know  it.  They  do  not 
have  the  support  of  the  American  peo- 
ple, so  they  cling  to  the  support  of  the 
American  Government. 

It  is  why  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment, almost  overnight,  changed  from 
a  bipartisan  sure  thing  to  an  endan- 
gered species.  And  it  is  why,  when  we 
vote  again  on  the  amendment  within 
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the  next  few  days,  we  will  probably  be 
two  or  three  votes  short  of  passage.  Un- 
less, that  is,  unless  President  Clinton 
steps  into  the  breach  and  convinces  his 
Senate  allies  to  vote  the  same  way 
they  campaigned:  for  the  amendment 
and  against  business  as  usual  in  Wash- 
ingrton. 

The  ball  is  in  his  court.  If  the  amend- 
ment is  defeated  this  time  around,  the 
whole  country  will  know  who  bears  the 
responsibility  for  its  demise. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  my  letter  to 
President  Clinton  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Congress  of  the  Unfted  States, 

Washington.  DC,  May  29.  1996. 

DEAR  Mr.  President:  You  have  been  tell- 
ing the  American  people  that  you  believe  we 
need  a  balanced  budget. 

With  a  decisive  vote  on  a  constitutional 
balanced  budget  amendment  scheduled  for 
the  Senate  floor  the  week  of  June  3,  we  now 
have  a  unique  opportunity  to  exhibit  leader- 
ship over  partisanship  for  the  best  interests 
of  this  nation  and  for  our  children's  future. 

If  you  are  sincere  In  wanting  a  balanced 
budget,  then  please  use  the  power  of  your  of- 
fice to  persuade  Democrat  senators  that  this 
Is  best  for  our  children  and  our  nation.  As 
you  know,  six  Democrat  senators  cam- 
paigned on  their  support  for  a  balanced  budg- 
et amendment,  but  then  helped  defeat  It  last 
year. 

Failure  to  do  everything  In  your  power  to 
win  this  vote  would  send  a  clear  signal  to  the 
American  people  that  you  place  politics 
above  country.  Join  us  In  passing  this  nec- 
essary and  historic  amendment.  We  propose 
that  you  use  your  Saturday  radio  address 
this  week  to  rally  support  for  the  balanced 
budget  amendment,  and  Republicans  will  use 
our  response  time  to  echo  your  message. 
Sincerely, 

Senator  Trent  lott 
Senator  Pete  Domenict 
Representative  Dick 

ARMEY 

representative  John 
Kasich 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  convey  to  him 
something  that  was  not  in  that  letter. 

I  want  to  assure  him  that,  even  if  he 
succeeds  in  blocking  the  balanced 
budget  amendment,  he  is  not  going  to 
block  Congress'  efforts  to  curb  his  tax- 
and-spend  approach  to  Government. 

That  is  the  meaning  of  the  budget 
resolution  the  House  and  Senate  have 
already  passed.  And  it  will  be  the  clear 
and  frugal  bottom  line  of  the  appro- 
priation bills  we  will  send  down  to  the 
White  House  over  the  next  4  months. 

One  way  or  another,  the  taxpayers 
are  going  to  win  this  fight.  President 
Clinton  and  his  Senate  allies  can  delay 
that  outcome,  but  they  cannot  prevent 
it  forever. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Mississippi.  I 
think  he  has  hit  on  key  features  relat- 
ing  to    the   passage   of  the   balanced 


budget  amendment,  the  first  being  that 
this  really  is  in  the  hands  of  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States.  He  was  the 
reason  that  six  members  of  his  party 
changed  their  minds,  and  his  rhetoric 
can  now  be  the  reason  to  support  a  bal- 
anced budget  by  speaking  out  and  call- 
ing on  his  side  to  support  it. 

I  am  very  pleased  that  Senator  Doi^ 
is  fulfilling  his  promise  to  the  Amer- 
ican people  and  recalling  it,  even 
though  the  odds  against  getting  over 
that  hill  are  great. 

Now,  Mr.  President.  I  yield  up  to  15 
minutes  to  the  principal  sponsor  of  the 
balanced  budget  amendment,  its  long- 
time and  ardent  supporter,  the  Senator 
from  Utah. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Utah  is  recognized  for  15 
minutes. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  call  on  the  Senate  to  send  the 
Dole-Hatch-Simon  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  the  States  for  ratifica- 
tion. We  will  have  the  opportunity  to 
vote  for  it  again  soon.  I  am  hoping  that 
the  Senate  will  respond  to  the  needs  of 
the  American  people. 

President  Clinton  has  fought  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  every  step  of 
the  way,  and  I  would  just  like  to  ask, 
"Why?"  The  President  says  he  is  for  a 
balanced  budget.  Yet,  I  suggest  that 
the  opponents  of  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  are  simply  not  ready  to 
impose  the  kind  of  fiscal  discipline  on 
themselves  that  a  constitutional 
amendment  would  require.  It  is  tough 
to  stop  spending  other  peoples'  money. 

Last  year  he  succeeded  in  blocking 
the  balanced  budget  amendment.  Presi- 
dent Clinton  won  but  the  American 
people  lost.  The  American  people  will 
lose  again  if  President  Clinton  ha£  his 
way  this  year,  if  we  cannot  talk  him 
into  helping  here.  Unless  he  changes 
his  mind  and  makes  clear  his  support 
for  the  balanced  budget  amendment  we 
will  probably  fail  one  more  time. 

It  is  important  for  our  country  and 
our  children.  The  subject  matter  goes 
to  the  heart  of  our  Fovmding  Fathers' 
hope  for  our  constitutional  system — a 
system  that  would  protect  individual 
freedom  through  limited  government. 
In  the  latter  half  of  this  century,  how- 
ever, the  intention  of  the  Framers  of 
the  Constitution  has  been  betrayed  by 
Congress'  inability  to  control  its  own 
spending  habits.  The  size  of  the  Federal 
leviathan  has  grown  to  such  an  extent 
that  the  very  liberties  of  the  American 
people  are  threatened. 

The  other  body  has  already  given  its 
approval  to  the  amendment,  so  it  is  up 
to  the  Senate  to  follow  and  meet  the 
needs  of  the  American  people,  85  per- 
cent of  whom  favor  a  balanced  budget 
amendment.  We  need  to  relegate  the 
spendthrift  and  tax-happy  policies  of 
the  past  to  the  dustbin  of  history.  This 
amendment  has  broad  support  in  the 
country  and  among  Democrats  and  Re- 
publicans who  believe  that  we  need  to 


get  the  Nation's  fiscal  house  in  order 
so  that  we  can  leave  a  legacy  of  a 
strong  national  economy  and  a  respon- 
sible National  Government  to  our  chil- 
dren and  grandchildren. 

Mr.  President,  our  Nation  is  faced 
with  a  worsening  problem  of  rising  na- 
tional debt  and  deficits  and  the  in- 
creased Government  use  of  capital  that 
would  otherwise  be  available  to  the  pri- 
vate sector  to  create  jobs  to  invest  in 
our  future.  This  problem  presents  risks 
to  our  long-term  economic  growth  and 
endangers  the  well-being  of  our  elderly, 
our  working  people,  and  especially  our 
children  and  grandchildren.  The  debt 
burden  is  a  mortgage  on  their  future. 

The  total  national  debt  now  stands 
at  more  than  $5.1  trillion.  That  means 
that  every  man.  woman,  and  child  in 
Utah  and  all  of  our  States  has  an  indi- 
vidual debt  burden  of  $19,600.  While  it 
took  us  more  than  200  years  to  acquire 
our  first  trillion  dollars  of  debt,  we 
have  recently  been  adding  another  tril- 
lion dollars  to  oiu*  debt  about  every  5 
years,  and  that  is  shortening  as  we 
keep  going. 

Yet.  Mr.  President,  opponents  of  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  claim 
that  there  is  no  problem.  They  i)oint  to 
the  marginal  slowdown  in  the  growth 
of  the  debt  in  the  last  year  or  so  as  if 
it  suggested  that  all  our  problems  are 
solved.  Only  inside  the  Washington, 
DC.  beltway  can  people  claim  that  we 
axe  on  the  right  track  while  we  add  to 
a  debt  of  more  than  $5.1  trillion.  The 
President's  own  1997  budget  predicts 
that  in  the  year  2000,  total  Federal 
debt  will  be  more  than  $6  trillion.  That 
means  a  Federal  debt  of  about  $23,700 
per  person.  Every  one  of  us  will  owe 
that  much  when  we  get  to  that  i>oint. 
That  is,  if  the  President  has  his  way. 
This  would  be  nearly  a  tenfold  increase 
in  the  per  capita  debt  since  1975. 

When  we  last  debated  the  balanced 
budget  amendment.  I  gave  a  daily  up- 
date of  the  debt  increase  as  we  debated. 
By  the  end  of  the  debate,  my  "debt 
tracker"  was  becoming  unwieldy,  so  I 
have  brought  down  a  sort  of  summary 
debt  tracker  to  bring  us  up  to  date 
since  we  began  debate  on  this  amend- 
ment in  January  of  last  year. 

As  my  chart  shows,  when  we  began 
debate  on  thd  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment, the  debt  was  $4.8  trillion.  As  of 
this  week,  it  stands  at  more  than  $5.1 
trillion.  That  is  an  increase  of  $320  bil- 
lion in  a  little  over  a  year.  It  is  abso- 
lutely incredible.  Translated  into  more 
understandable  terms,  that  means  that 
the  cost  of  the  delay  in  passing  this  im- 
portant amendment  has  been  more 
than  $1,200  for  every  man.  woman  and 
child  in  America. 

Put  another  way.  over  the  15  months 
that  have  elapsed  since  President  Clin- 
ton helped  defeat  the  balanced  budget 
amendment,  the  debt  has  increased  on 
average  over  $650  million  of  debt,  over 
$27  million  an  hour,  over  $450,000  a 
minute  and  over  $7,500  every  second. 
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This  is  the  price  of  the  delay  caused  by 
President  Clinton  and  his  allies. 

That  Increasing  debt  is  not  just  num- 
bers on  a  chart.  Over  time,  the  dis- 
proportionate burdens  imposed  on  to- 
day's children  and  their  children  by  a 
continuing  pattern  of  deficits  could  in- 
clude some  combination  of  the  follow- 
ing: Increased  taxes;  reduced  public 
welfare  benefits;  reduced  public  pen- 
sions; reduced  expenditures  on  infra- 
structure and  other  public  invest- 
ments; diminished  capital  formation; 
diminished  job  creation;  diminished 
productivity  enhancement;  diminished 
real  wage  growth  in  the  private  econ- 
omy; higher  interest  rates;  higher  in- 
flation; increased  indebtedness  to  and 
economic  dependence  on  foreign  credi- 
tors; and  an  increased  risk  of  default 
on  the  Federal  debt. 

This  is  fiscal  child  abuse,  and  it  sim- 
ply must  end. 

Mr.  President,  if  one  thing  became 
clear  during  our  recent  experience  in 
trying  to  enact  the  Balanced  Budget 
Act  of  1995,  it  is  that  we  need  a  con- 
stitutional mandate.  Some  Senators 
argued  during  our  debate  last  year  on 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  1  that  we  did 
not  need  a  constitutional  amendment 
to  balance  the  budget.  "We  know  what 
needs  to  be  done,"  they  said.  "We 
should  just  do  it." 

The  trouble  is  that  Congress  did  it 
and  the  President  did  not.  But  under  a 
constitutional  amendment  to  balance 
the  budget,  the  words  "just  do  it" 
would  have  authority  for  both  elected 
branches  of  the  Government,  both  the 
executive  and  the  legislative  branches. 

In  the  year  that  has  gone  by  since 
President  Clinton  helped  defeat  the 
balanced  budget  amendment,  the  coun- 
try has  witnessed  one  of  the  most  con- 
tentious budget  battles  in  the  history 
of  our  Nation.  President  Clinton  was 
willing  to  let  the  Government  shut 
down  twice  before  he  finally  agreed  to 
work  seriously  toward  balancing  the 
budget. 

But  what  guarantee  is  there  that  the 
Federal  Govenmient  will  ever  achieve 
a  balanced  budget?  When  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle  controlled  the  Congress,  we 
never  had  serious  consideration  of  a 
balanced  budget  plan.  President  Clin- 
ton never  proposed  a  balanced  budget 
until  he  was  forced  to.  The  budget  he 
first  submitted  when  we  debated  this 
amendment  last  year  had  $200  billion 
deficits  as  far  as  the  eye  could  see. 
Even  our  colleagues  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle  recognized  this  as  an  en- 
tirely inadequate  approach  and  re- 
jected it.  In  fact,  the  President  submit- 
ted no  fewer  than  10  budgets  in  1  year 
and  a  series  of  attempts  to  avoid  the 
tough,  but  responsible,  decision  to  bal- 
ance the  budget. 

Nothing  shows  more  clearly  how  dif- 
ficult It  is  to  move  in  the  right  direc- 
tion than  the  last  9  months.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, we  need  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  lock  in  the  balanced 


budget  rule  now,  or  the  future  of  our 
children  will  be  bleaker  and  bleaker. 

The  proposed  constitutional  amend- 
ment will  help  us  end  Congress'  dan- 
gerous deficit  habit  in  the  way  that 
past  efforts  have  not.  It  will  do  this  by 
correcting  a  bias  that  exists  in  the  sys- 
tem, in  our  present  process,  which  fa- 
vors ever-increasing  levels  of  Federal 
Government  spending.  The  balanced 
budget  amendment  reduces  the  spend- 
ing bias  in  our  present  system  by  en- 
suring that,  under  normal  cir- 
cumstances, votes  by  Congress  for  in- 
creased spending  will  be  accompanied 
by  votes  either  to  reduce  other  spend- 
ing programs  or  to  increase  taxes  to 
pay  for  such  programs. 

For  the  first  time  since  the  abandon- 
ment of  our  historical  norm  of  bal- 
anced budgets.  Congress  would  be  re- 
quired to  cast  politically  difficult 
votes — one  politically  difficult  vote  a 
year  at  least  as  a  precondition  to  cast- 
ing a  politically  attractive  vote  to  in- 
creasing spending. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  should  ap- 
prove the  balanced  budget  amendment. 
It  is  the  right  thing  to  do  for  ourselves 
and  our  children  and  grandchildren, 
and  it  will  give  us  back  responsible  and 
accountable  constitutional  Govern- 
ment. If  we  continue  to  play  around 
like  we  have  over  the  last  number  of 
years  during  this  administration,  with 
all  the  mouthing  in  the  world  about 
balancing  the  budget  and  all  the  action 
in  the  world  not  doing  so,  we  are  bar- 
tering away  our  future. 

Look  at  this  growth  of  a  little  over  a 
year— $320  billion  more  in  deficits.  Yet. 
they  sit  down  there  at  the  White  House 
and  act  like  everything  is  going  just 
perfectly,  like  they  are  making  real 
headway  on  the  budgetary  deficit. 
When  this  gets  up  much  over  $5.13  tril- 
lion into  $6  trillion,  the  interest 
against  the  national  debt  is  going  to 
eat  us  alive.  Then  the  pressure  will  be 
to  monetize  the  debt — that  is,  print 
dollars  like  they  did  in  Germany, 
where  it  took  a  wheelbarrow  to  buy  a 
loaf  of  bread,  so  we  can  pay  ofi  our  debt 
with  cheap  dollars  and  basically  de- 
fraud all  the  people  who  rely  on  the 
valid  well-being  of  the  United  States. 

We  have  to  face  this.  This  is  the  time 
to  do  it.  I  hope  our  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  will  get  real  on  this.  Every- 
body in  Washington  knows,  and  I  think 
most  people  out  in  the  country  know, 
that  this  argument  over  Social  Secu- 
rity is  a  false,  fallacious  and  ridiculous 
argimient.  We  have  to  do  what  is  right 
now. 

I  thank  my  dear  colleague  from  Geor- 
gia for  leading  this  matter  right  now 
and  having  people  here  to  speak  to  this 
issue. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  COVERDELL  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Utah,  not  only 


for  his  remarks  this  afternoon,  but  for 
the  extended  effort  over  the  years  to 
produce  a  sound  fiscal  policy  in  the 
United  States  in  the  management  of 
our  financial  affairs. 

I  now  recognize  the  junior  Senator 
from  Utah  for  up  to  10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Utah  is  recognized  for  up  to 
10  minutes. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
President.  This  problem,  like  the  poor, 
seems  to  always  be  with  us.  I  can  re- 
member debates  about  balancing  the 
budget  and  dealing  with  the  budget  def- 
icit that  go  back  30  and  40  years.  In  the 
1992  election,  when  President  Clinton 
ran,  this  was  a  major  issue,  primarily 
because  of  Ross  Perot.  Ross  Perot 
raised  it,  Ross  Perot  made  an  issue  out 
of  it  and  Ross  Perot,  I  think,  got  his 
finest  reaction  on  the  television,  when 
he  was  being  attacked  for  his  lack  of 
experience,  when  he  responded  by  say- 
ing, "You're  right;  I  don't  have  experi- 
ence. I  have  never  run  up  a  $4  trillion 
deficit  in  any  of  the  businesses  I  have 
run.  I  don't  know  how  to  do  that." 

I  am  not  a  supporter  of  Ross  Perot.  I 
voted  for  George  Bush  and  campaigned 
for  George  Bush  and  think  the  country 
would  be  better  off  if  George  Bush  had 
won.  But  I  do  give  Mr.  Perot  his  due  for 
having  focused  our  attention  on  this 
issue. 

I  ran  in  1992  as  well,  so  was  heavily 
involved  in  it.  At  the  time,  the  deficit 
was  around  $300  billion  a  year.  I  re- 
member saying  to  those  people  who 
came  to  my  town  meetings  and  heard 
me  as  I  was  campaigning,  "Let  me 
make  a  prediction.  I  predict  that  no 
matter  who  wins  the  election,  the  defi- 
cit will  go  down,  and  it  will  go  down 
fairly  significantly,  and  every  politi- 
cian in  Washington  will  take  credit  for 
having  made  it  go  down,  and  none  of 
them  will  have  had  anything  to  do  with 
it  at  all." 

I  think  I  predicted  correctly.  The  def- 
icit has  gone  down.  It  is  roughly  half 
what  it  used  to  be. 

Let  me  remind  everybody,  lest  they 
fall  into  the  trap  of  misunderstanding 
what  I  am  saying,  the  deficit  is  not  the 
debt.  To  say  the  deficit  is  half  what  it 
was  in  1992  is  like  sajring  to  your  teen- 
aged  child,  "You're  overspending  by 
$200  a  month  your  allowance,  but  that's 
all  right  because  you  used  to  overspend 
by  $400  a  month,  so  your  deficit  has 
been  cut  in  half."  No.  The  debt  keeps 
going  up  with  every  dollar  of  the  defi- 
cit. But  the  deficit  has  indeed  been  cut 
in  half. 

Why  was  I  able  to  predict  that  the 
deficit  would  be  cut  in  half  in  1992  with 
such  accuracy?  Two  things.  As  I  say, 
the  politicians  had  nothing  to  do  with 
either  one  of  them. 

No.  1,  the  cold  war  is  over.  President 
Clinton  talks  about  the  number  of  Gov- 
ernment employees  who  have  been  sev- 
ered from  Govenmient  service  since  he 
has  been  President.  He  says,  "We've 
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eliminated  some  270,000  civilian  jobs." 
He  is  right.  Over  200,000  of  those  are  in 
the  Defense  Department. 

This  is  the  so-called  peace  dividend 
that  we  heard  about  for  so  long.  We  are 
now  at  peace.  The  cold  war  is  over.  We 
are  not  spending  nearly  as  much  on  the 
Defense  Department  as  we  used  to.  We 
have  eliminated  some  200,000  jobs  of  ci- 
vilians in  the  Defense  Department.  As 
a  result  of  that,  the  deficit  has  come 
down.  Did  any  politician  here  have 
anything  to  do  with  it?  No.  In  my  opin- 
ion, the  politician  who  should  be  most 
credited  with  ending  the  cold  war  is 
named  Ronald  Reagan.  And  he  left 
town  some  time  ago. 

The  second  reason  the  deficit  has 
come  down  is  because  the  savings  and 
loan  bailout  has  been  taken  care  of.  I 
am  a  businessman.  Anybody  who  has 
been  in  business  knows  what  an  ex- 
traordinary expenditure  is.  An  extraor- 
dinary expenditure  is  something  you 
have  to  pay  that  is  not  part  of  your  ev- 
eryday activity. 

We  had  to  pay  hundreds  of  billions  of 
dollars  to  the  depositors  at  savings  and 
loan  institutions  whose  money  was  in- 
sured by  the  Federal  Government. 
These  S&L's  went  under,  and  while  we 
can  prosecute  the  owners  and  the  man- 
agers of  the  S&L's  if  they  have  com- 
mitted fraud,  we  have  an  obligation  to 
pay  off  the  depositors.  So  the  cost  of 
paying  those  depositors  was  going 
through  the  budget  process  like  a  pig 
in  a  python — a  big  bulge.  Once  it  was 
digested,  the  python  went  back  to  its 
normal  size. 

We  paid  ofi  the  last  of  the  savings 
and  loans  obligations  a  year  or  so  ago. 
Somewhat  to  our  surprise,  we  found 
out  the  properties  we  were  left  with, 
those  S&L  assets  we  seized  in  order  to 
pay  off  the  obligations,  are  worth  more 
than  was  anticipated.  So  we  got  more 
in  selling  those  properties  than  we  ex- 
pected, and  we  did  not  have  to  pay  as 
much  as  we  had  expected  in  the  obliga- 
tions. 

Put  those  two  facts  together  and 
what  do  you  get?  You  get  a  reduction 
in  the  deficit  short  term,  one  time. 
That  is  what  I  want  to  emphasize.  This 
reduction  in  the  deficit  that  was  so 
predictable  is  a  short-term,  one-time 
phenomenon. 

Look  at  the  future  and  you  see  what 
June  O'Neill,  the  Director  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office,  told  us  in  the 
Appropriations  Committee  last  week; 
by  the  time  some  of  the  young  folks 
who  are  here  in  the  galleries  observing 
the  Senate  operate  are  into  their  ca- 
reers, that  is.  in  the  year  2020,  2030.  not 
that  far  away,  if  we  do  not  do  some- 
thing about  the  structural  deficit — not 
this  extraordinary  expenditure  kind  of 
deficit  that  we  had — if  we  do  not  do 
something  about  the  structural  deficit. 
June  O'Neill  says,  at  that  point  the  na- 
tional debt  will  be  180  percent  of  gross 
domestic  product. 

In  other  words,  we  will  owe  180  per- 
cent of  everything  we  produce  in  a  sin- 


gle year.  That  is  the  same  as  saying, 
"OK,  if  you  have  a  S100,0OO-a-year  sal- 
ary, you  have  $180,000  in  debt." 

The  highest  point  in  our  history  in 
terms  of  our  debt  was  at  the  height  of 
the  Second  World  War  when  our  debt 
stood  at  130  percent  of  our  gross  domes- 
tic product.  That  was  when  we  were  at 
war  fighting  for  our  survival.  We  were 
willing  to  risk  the  debt  under  those  cir- 
cumstances. 

The  regular  structural  debt— that  has 
nothing  to  do  with  war.  nothing  to  do 
with  emergencies,  nothing  to  do  with 
drought — in  the  working  careers  of  the 
young  people  who  come  on  their  spring 
breaks  and  vacations  to  see  us  in  the 
gallery,  in  their  working  careers  you 
will  see  the  debt  higher  than  it  was  at 
the  height  of  the  Second  World  War  if 
we  do  not  do  something  about  it. 

We  do  not  seem  to  be  able  to  do  any- 
thing about  it.  We  passed  balanced 
budgets.  The  President  has  vetoed 
them.  We  have  come  up  with  ways  of 
controlling  the  spending.  The  Presi- 
dent has  vetoed  them.  Again  and  again 
we  have  had  a  legislative  fix,  and  the 
answer  has  been,  "We'll  deal  with  that 
tomorrow."  I  have  said  on  this  floor  be- 
fore, I  think  the  theme  song  of  this  ad- 
ministration should  be  from  the  musi- 
cal "Annie"  because  Annie  was  always 
singing  about  "tomorrow,  tomorrow," 
we  will  balance  the  budget  tomorrow. 
It  is  always  a  day  away. 

When  we  say,  let  us  start  today,  it  is 
always,  well,  if  you  start  today,  it  will 
start  to  hurt  a  little  bit,  so  we  will 
promise  to  hurt  you  tomorrow,  but  we 
will  continue  to  spend  today. 

Apparently,  the  only  way  to  get  any- 
body's attention  finally  in  this  cir- 
cumstance is  to  put  it  into  our  basic 
law.  I  have  resisted  this  all  my  politi- 
cal career.  I  felt  the  Constitution 
should  not  be  tampered  with.  I  am  a 
very  reluctant  and  late-coming  convert 
to  the  idea  of  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  the  Constitution.  I  am 
there  because  I  have  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  there  is.  in  fact,  no  other 
way. 

So  I  join  with  my  colleagues  rising 
on  the  floor  today  to  say.  not  tomor- 
row, today,  and  not  through  hopes  and 
pledges  and  expressions  of  good  inten- 
tions, but  through  writing  it  into  our 
basic  law  and  putting  into  our  basic 
structure  on  which  all  other  laws  are 
built  the  requirement  that  we  get  our 
financial  af^urs  in  order,  so  that  the 
young  people  who  come  to  see  us  can 
send  their  children  to  come  to  see  our 
children  and  have  the  debates  over  sub- 
stantive ways  to  spend  the  taxpayers' 
money,  instead  of  being  in  a  cir- 
cumstance where  we  have  no  choices 
because  ever3rthlng  has  to  go  to  service 
the  enormous  national  debt  that  we  are 
looking  at  if  we  do  not  get  this  cir- 
cumstance under  control. 

For  that  reason,  Mr.  President,  I  join 
with  my  colleagues  in  endorsing  a  bal- 
anced   budget    amendment    and    hope 


that  we  are  successful  this  week  in  see- 
ing it  pass.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  COVERDELL  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kyl).  The  Senator  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Utah  for  a 
very  forceful  presentation. 

I  want  to  reiterate  a  point,  before  I 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Idaho,  that 
was  made  by  the  Senator  from  Mis- 
sissippi when  he  opened  this  discussion. 
He  pointed  out  that  this  vote  is  to 
allow  the  States  to  take  up  the  issue  of 
whether  or  not  the  Constitution  should 
be  amended.  The  other  side  does  not 
even  want  the  States  to  carry  on  and 
conduct  the  debate  of  this  great  na- 
tional issue.  They  do  not  want  to  let  it 
go  to  the  States. 

I  find  that  uniquely  Washingtonian. 
"No.  We  have  to  keep  it  all  here.  We 
don't  dare  let  the  States  debate  this 
great  issue  and  make  their  voices 
heard."  It  takes  three-fourths  of  them 
to  ratify  this  before  it  would  become 
an  amendment  to  the  Constitution. 

With  that.  Mr.  President,  I  jaeld  up 
to  10  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  who,  I  might  add.  has  also  been  a 
driving  force  behind  the  effort  to  se- 
cure a  balanced  budget  amendment  to 
the  Constitution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Idaho  is  recognized. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
thank  my  colleague  from  Georgia  and 
the  Senator  from  Utah  who  has  just 
spoken  on  this  fundamental  American 
issue. 

Mr.  President,  I  had  the  privilege  of 
beginning  my  service  to  the  State  of 
Idaho  in  1981  in  the  U.S.  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. By  1982,  it  had  become  ob- 
vious to  me  that  the  collective  bias,  if 
you  will,  inside  the  Congress  and  else- 
where in  the  Federal  Government,  at 
that  time  and  still  today,  was  largely 
to  spend  money,  to  tax  when  you  had 
to.  but  clearly  to  spend  money  on  those 
programs  that  you  felt  most  beneficial 
to  your  constituency.  And  when  tax- 
ation was  not  popular,  the  bias  was  to 
go  ahead  and  borrow  the  money  be- 
cause— that  was  certainly  popular  in 
the  1970's  and  1980's  and  into  the  early 
1990's — if  you  could  bring  home  one 
Government  program  after  another  and 
deliver  it  to  your  constituency,  espe- 
cially if  you  did  not  have  to  pay  for  it 
in  the  form  of  taxes,  you  were  just  an 
extremely  popular  politician  and  you 
tended  to  get  reelected  year  after  year 
after  year.  Thank  goodness  the  atti- 
tude has  changed  a  bit  in  Congress. 

It  was  in  1982  that  I  and  a  Democrat 
Congressman  from  Texas,  Charlie  Sten- 
holm,  first  Introduced,  and  joined 
forces  in  a  bipartisan  effort  to  pass,  a 
balanced  bud!get  amendment  to  the 
Constitution  on  the  floor  of  the  U.S. 
House  of  Representatives.  At  that 
time.  I  and  others  traveled  nationwide 
from  State  to  State  asking  the  State 
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legislatures  to  petition  the  Congress 
for  the  very  right  that  the  Senator 
from.  Georgria  has  just  spoken  to — the 
right  to  speak  to  the  Constitution,  the 
right  to  amend  the  very  basic  docu- 
ment of  our  country. 

From  1982  to  1995.  this  Congress  has 
been  struggling  with  the  fact  that  they 
really  did  want  to  deny  the  American 
people  the  right  to  speak  their  will  on 
their  Constitution,  to  reshape  their 
Constitution,  in  a  very  Important  way, 
in  what  it  would  do  to  direct,  to  simply 
limit,  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  and  its  activities. 

In  1982,  if  you  looked  at  the  polls,  the 
public  was  somewhat  concerned  about 
a  balanced  budget  amendment.  It  was 
not  until  the  late  1980's  when  the  defi- 
cits were  soaring  to  nearly  S300  billion 
a  year  that  this  issue  finally  became  an 
urgent  issue  with  the  American  people. 
Even  in  a  poll  today,  after  2  long  years 
of  struggling  with  liberal  Democrats 
and  fighting  to  try  to  balance  a  budget, 
the  American  people,  now  83  percent 
strong,  say,  "Give  us  a  constitutional 
amendment  for  us  to  speak  on,  to  de- 
bate and  ratify,  that  would  force  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  to  bal- 
ance its  budget." 

From  1982  to  1996,  this  issue  has  be- 
come, without  question,  the  most  im- 
portant, single,  driving  issue  in  the 
minds  of  the  average  person  out  there. 
That  average  American  believes  in  a 
balanced  budget,  and  recognizes  the 
tremendous  difficulties  that  the  Con- 
gress itself  has  had  in  attempting  to 
balance  the  budget,  and  therefore  be- 
lieves it  will  take  the  weight  of  the 
Constitution  to  balance  the  budget. 

What  does  it  mean  in  real  terms?  Mr. 
President,  we  talk  about  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  requiring  the  Con- 
gress to  function  in  certain  ways.  All 
well  and  good.  Everybody  wants  a  bal- 
anced budget  and  wants  our  Govern- 
ment to  keep  their  fiscal  house  in 
order.  Even  this  President,  who  only 
pays  simple  lip  service  to  a  balanced 
budget  and  does  not  really  mean  it — we 
saw  between  1992  to  1994  when  he  was 
big  spender  No.  1  and  big  taxer  No.  1. 
Now,  of  course,  because  of  1994  and  the 
elections,  he  has  changed  his  tune  a 
lot.  In  fact,  it  is  awfully  hard  to  tell 
who  he  is  these  days,  but  we  do  know 
he  at  least  says  he  is  now  for  a  bal- 
anced budget.  Not  for  a  constitutional 
amendment.  Oh,  no,  do  not  force  the 
Government  to  be  fiscally  responsible. 
Just  trust  Bill.  Just  trust  the  Presi- 
dent that  he  will  be  a  responsible  pub- 
lic servant,  along  with  the  Congress, 
that  for  now,  36  years,  has  been  unable 
to  balance  its  budget.  As  critical  as  I 
am  of  this  President,  his  own  people 
said  in  his  budget  for  1995  that,  because 
of  the  way  Government  spends,  that  fu- 
ture generations  are  going  to  look  at 
paying  82  percent  of  their  income  into 
taxation  on  an  annual  basis  for  all  lev- 
els of  Government  service  and  to  pay 
interest  on  the  debt.  I  caimot  imagine 


any  one  young  person,  let  alone  any 
adult,  who  would  believe  that  to  be  ac- 
ceptable. Yet  the  best  minds  from  this 
Government  supposedly  say  that  is  a 
fact,  unless  we  change  things. 

The  National  Taxpayers  Union  esti- 
mates a  child  born  today,  in  his  or  her 
lifetime,  is  going  to  pay  an  extra 
$180,000  in  taxes  just  to  pay  interest  on 
the  current  accruing  Federal  debt. 
Those  are  the  people  reasons  that  we 
ought  to  do  something.  Clearly,  the 
ability  to  keep  our  fiscal  house  in 
order,  Mr.  President,  is  of  paramoimt 
importance  to  any  one  American's  fu- 
ture and  to  the  future  and  strength  of 
this  country. 

The  balanced  budget  bill  that  the 
President  vetoed  this  last  year  would 
have  begun  the  very  important  process 
to  lead  us  to  the  balanced  budget  we 
speak  of  by  the  year  2002.  What  does  it 
mean  to  the  American  family  if  we 
would  have  been  able  to  accomplish 
what  the  President  vetoed  on  one  side 
and  then  said  he  was  for  on  the  other? 
About  S2,400  a  year  in  mortgage  pay- 
ments for  a  $75,000,  30-year  mortgage. 
That  is  significant  money.  How  about 
SI, 000  on  the  lifetime  of  a  4-year  car 
loan?  That  is  big  money  to  an  Amer- 
ican family.  How  about  SI ,900  on  the 
life  of  a  10-year  student  loan?  All  we 
have  heard  from  this  administration 
when  we  tried  to  adjust  the  student 
loan  program  is  that  we  were  cutting 
the  loan  program,  when  we  did  not  cut 
loans  or  eligibility  a  dime.  Yet,  they 
will  not  balance  their  budget  to  give 
the  student  who  has  to  pay  the  interest 
on  the  debt  that  he  or  she  has  accrued 
the  benefit  of  a  Sl,900  savings  on  a  10- 
year  student  loan.  That  is  big  money 
to  real  families,  spread  across  millions 
and  millions  of  students  who  need  stu- 
dent loans  to  put  themselves  through 
their  undergraduate  years. 

How  about  6  million  new  jobs  by  the 
year  2002— just  from  balancing  the 
budget.  And  there  are  other  kinds  of 
growth  or  multipliers  in  the  economy 
that  will  occur  if  we  are  able  to  do  this. 
Those  are  the  good  reasons.  That  is 
why  we  ought  to  be  balancing  the 
budget. 

Now,  can  we  get  there  without  a  con- 
stitutional amendment?  Well,  I  think 
everyone  watching  today,  and  cer- 
tainly the  American  people  over  the 
last  2  years,  have  watched  us  play  the 
game.  Some  of  us  were  deadly  serious 
about  a  balanced  budget.  I  am  afraid 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  was  not  at 
all  that  interested.  We  have  heard  one 
plan,  two  plans,  four  plans,  six  plans. 
Oh,  there  are  all  kinds  of  plans  to  bal- 
ance the  budget.  But  when  that  side  of 
the  aisle  disagrees  with  this  side  of  the 
aisle,  and  ultimately,  in  the  end,  with 
the  President's  veto  standing  there 
over  us,  balanced  budgets  simply  do 
not  occur  because  the  Constitution 
does  not  reqxiire  them.  We  have  only 
our  ability  to  work  together  to  solve 
this,  and  that  is  not  enough. 


I  have  always  been  convinced  from 
the  very  day  that  I  fought  for  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  on  the  floor 
of  the  U.S.  House  in  1982  that  we  need- 
ed the  extraordinary  power  of  the  Con- 
stitution to  force  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  and  those  who  serve  it  to 
be  fiscally  responsible.  We  had 
learned — not  this  particular  Senator, 
but  a  good  noany  before  him— that 
there  were  all  kinds  of  ways  to  game 
the  system,  and  in  the  end  you  could 
ultimately  tell  the  American  people 
you  were  doing  one  thing  when,  in  fact, 
you  were  doing  something  different. 

It  does  not  work  that  way  when  the 
Constitution  requires  you  to  respond  in 
a  certain  manner.  Oh,  there  are  those 
who  would  say  you  can  just  ignore  the 
Constitution.  Mr.  President,  that  is 
one  thing  that  is  not  ignored  around 
here.  In  the  privileged  time  I  have  had 
to  serve  the  State  of  Idaho  in  Congress, 
I  have  seen  the  Constitution  is  not  in- 
tentionally ignored.  There  are  times 
when  what  we  do  gets  judged  by  the 
courts  to  be  constitutionally  lacking. 
When  that  occurs  with  a  law  we  pass, 
we  make  the  necessary  decisions  and 
adjustments  to  change  it  and  bring  it 
back  into  shape. 

Since  1969  we  have  had  27  unbalanced 
budgets  in  a  row.  From  1960  on,  35  of  36 
budgets  have  been  unbalanced.  A  ma- 
jority of  the  American  people  have 
seen  the  Federal  Government  balance 
its  books  only  once  or  never.  Yet,  when 
our  Founding  Fathers  created  this 
great  country,  they  did  not  require  this 
as  a  constitutional  requirement  be- 
cause they  simply  felt  there  would 
never  be  a  day  when  the  budgets  would 
not  be  balanced.  If  they  did  become  un- 
balanced, certainly,  the  fiscally  re- 
sponsible Congress  would  move  quickly 
to  bring  them  back  into  balance. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  conclude  by 
sajring  we  will  have  an  opportunity 
once  again  to  vote  on  a  constitutional 
amendment  to  require  Congress  and 
the  President  to  balance  the  Federal 
budget.  I  know  of  no  single,  stronger 
way  to  allow  the  American  people  to 
debate  the  issue  of  a  balanced  budget 
in  every  State  capital  of  this  Nation, 
than  to  allow  the  legislatures  of  all  of 
the  States  to  move  in  the  constitu- 
tionally prescribed  way,  and  that  is  to 
ratify  or  deny  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment—the 28th— to  our  Constitution, 
which  would  require  the  Government  of 
this  country  to  balance  its  budget  on 
an  annual  basis. 

I  yield  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  it 
Is  my  understanding  that  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Arizona  would 
like  to  speak  on  this  subject  matter.  If 
he  is  willing,  I  would  be  pleased  to  re- 
place him  as  Presiding  Officer  and 
jrield  up  to  10  minutes  from,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona. 

(Mr.  COVERDELL  assumed  the 
chair). 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  appreciate 
the   Senator  conducting   this   special 
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order,  and  I  appreciate  his  yielding 
time  for  me  to  speak  on  the  matter  of 
the  balanced  budget  amendment. 

I  think  the  case  for  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  is  now  stronger 
than  ever.  Many  of  the  critics  of  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  in  the 
past  have  argued  that  it  was  imneces- 
sary,  that  if  Congress  only  had  the 
courage  and  the  will,  it  could  balance 
the  budget  and  do  so  without  the  ex- 
plicit mandate  to  do  so  in  the  Constitu- 
tion. 

Well,  Mr.  President,  the  majority  of 
Congress  did  finally  muster  the  cour- 
age and  the  will  on  November  17  of  last 
year  when  it  passed  the  Balanced  Budg- 
et Act.  For  the  first  time  in  26  years,  a 
majority  in  the  Senate  and  the  House 
approved  a  comprehensive  plan  to 
begin  to  limit  Federal  spending  and  to 
balance  the  Federal  budget. 

But  courage  and  will — and  the  votes 
of  the  majority  in  the  Congress — were 
not  enough  to  overcome  President 
Clinton's  dogged  determination  to 
spend  beyond  the  Nation's  means.  A 
President  conrmiitted  to  big  Govern- 
ment can  always  be  counted  on  to  use 
every  tool  at  his  disposal  to  thwart 
progress  toward  a  balanced  budget,  to 
wear  down  the  courage  and  the  will  of 
even  the  most  steadfast  of  the  deficit 
hawks. 

On  April  25,  for  example,  a  majority 
in  Congress  concluded  that  it  was  easi- 
er to  yield  to  President  Clinton's  de- 
mand for  more  spending  than  to  fight 
for  maximum  deficit  reduction.  The 
omnibus  appropriations  bill  for  fiscal 
year  1996— a  bill  that  I  opposed — spent 
about  S5  billion  more  than  was  origi- 
nally intended.  The  Senate  added  an- 
other $5  billion  to  the  fiscal  year  1997 
budget  resolution  2  weeks  ago  to  ap- 
pease the  President.  Granted,  the  addi- 
tional spending  is  offset  by  savings 
achieved  in  other  areas.  But  if  Con- 
gress had  applied  those  offsets  to  defi- 
cit reduction  instead  of  accommodat- 
ing the  President's  demands  for  more 
spending,  it  would  be  that  much  easier 
to  achieve  the  goal  of  balancing  the 
budget.  As  it  stands,  it  will  be  billions 
of  dollars  harder  to  achieve  the  goal  of 
a  balanced  budget  by  the  year  2002. 

The  balanced  budget  amendment 
would  correctly  put  the  onus  on  the 
President  in  future  situations  like  this. 
Instead  of  requiring  Congress  to  mus- 
ter a  supermajority  vote  to  limit  Gov- 
ernment spending— for  example,  to 
override  President  Clinton's  veto  of 
more  frugal  appropriations  legisla- 
tion—the balanced  budget  amendment 
would  require  the  President  to  orches- 
trate a  supermajority  to  vote  for  his 
proposals  to  add  to  the  deficit. 

Mr.  President,  this  illustrates  the 
problem.  It  is  far  easier  to  spend 
money  than  it  is  to  save  it.  While  it 
will  take  a  supermajority  to  save  tax- 
payer money  and  balance  the  budget 
over  President  Clinton's  veto,  it  takes 
only  a  simple  majority  to  spend  hard- 


eaxned  tax  dollars.  In  fact,  because  so 
much  of  the  Federal  budget  is  on  auto- 
pilot, the  Government  can  spend  more 
every  year  without  taking  any  vote  at 
all. 

President  Clinton  uses  this  fact  to 
his  advantage.  He  claims  to  support  a 
balanced  budget,  but  resists  every  ef- 
fort to  accomplish  that  objective, 
knowing  full  well  that  inaction  means 
that  the  Government  will  continue  to 
grow  and  that  Federal  spending  will 
continue  to  escalate. 

The  fact  is,  despite  claims  to  the  con- 
trary. President  Clinton  has  never  pro- 
posed a  budget  that  would  actually 
achieve  balance.  Speaking  about  the 
latest  budget  proposed  by  the  adminis- 
tration, the  Director  of  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office,  Jime  O'Neill,  said 
in  testimony  on  April  17,  "Under  CBO's 
more  cautious  economic  and  technical 
assumptions,  the  basic  policies  out- 
lined in  the  President's  budget  would 
bring  down  the  deficit  to  about  $80  bil- 
lion by  the  year  2002  instead  of  produc- 
ing the  budget  surplus  that  the  admin- 
istration estimates." 

In  other  words,  the  President's  most 
frixgal  budget  would  still  result  in  an 
$80  billion  budget  deficit. 

So  for  aJl  of  the  President's  procla- 
mations that  he  is  now  a  true  believer 
in  a  balanced  budget,  the  fact  is  that 
he  has  yet  to  offer  an  honest  plan  to 
achieve  balance  by  any  date  certain. 

By  contrast,  the  budget  that  the  Con- 
gress passed  last  year  and  the  budget 
we  just  passed  2  weeks  ago,  do  achieve 
balance  and  they  do  so  while  protect- 
ing the  programs  that  are  most  impor- 
tant to  the  American  people.  We  prom- 
ised not  to  cut  Medicare.  We  do  not. 
Medicare  spending  would  be  allowed  to 
grow  at  twice  the  rate  of  inflation.  In 
fact,  per  beneficiary  spending  would 
grow  from  $5,200  in  1996  to  $7,000  in 
2002— a  35-percent  increase.  We  allow  it 
to  grow,  but  at  a  sustainable  level. 

We  provide  a  $500-per-child  tax  credit 
for  every  child  under  18  years  of  age. 
We  protect  Social  Security.  We  reform 
Medicaid  and  continue  progress  toward 
more  market-oriented  farm  policies. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  good  reasons 
to  balance  the  budget.  The  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  predicts  that  a 
balanced  budget  would  facilitate  a  re- 
duction in  long-term  real  interest  rates 
of  between  1  and  2  percent.  That  means 
that  more  Americans  will  have  the 
chance  to  live  the  American  dream — to 
own  their  own  homes.  A  2-percent  re- 
duction on  a  tjrpical  30-year  mortgage 
in  my  State  of  Arizona  would  save 
homeowners  over  $230  a  month.  That  is 
$2,655  each  year.  That  same  2-percent 
reduction  in  interest  rates  on  a  typical 
$15,000  car  loan  would  save  buyers  $676. 
The  savings  would  also  accrue  on  stu- 
dent loans,  credit  cards,  and  loans  to 
businesses  that  want  to  expand  and 
create  new  jobs.  Reducing  interest 
rates  is  probably  one  of  the  most  im- 
portant things  we  can  do  to  help  people 


across  this  country,  and  reductions  in 
interest  rates  are  the  first  result  of  a 
balanced  budget. 

With  that  in  mind.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  vote  for  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  when  it  comes  before  the 
Senate  later  this  week.  It  has  been  a 
long  time  in  coming,  and  it  is  urgently 
needed. 

Before  closing,  I  want  to  make  one 
final  point.  Ideally,  the  balanced  budg- 
et amendment  should  include  a  tax  or 
spending  limitation,  or  both,  because  it 
matters  how  we  balance  the  budget. 

I  have  long  advocated  a  spending 
limit  as  the  best  approach.  The  bal- 
anced budget  spending  limitation 
amendment.  Senate  Joint  Resolution  3, 
which  I  introduced  in  January  1995,  in- 
cludes such  a  limitation.  It  would  re- 
quire a  balanced  budget  and  limit 
spending  to  19  percent  of  the  gross  na- 
tional product,  which  is  roughly  the 
level  of  revenue  that  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment has  collected  over  the  last  40 
years. 

Limit  spending  and  there  is  no  need 
to  consider  tax  increases.  Congress 
would  not  be  allowed  to  spend  the  addi- 
tional revenue  raised.  Link  Federal 
spending  to  economic  growth,  as  meas- 
ured by  GNP,  and  an  incentive  is  cre- 
ated for  Congress  to  promote  pro- 
growth  economic  policies.  The  more 
the  economy  grows,  the  more  the  Con- 
gress is  allowed  to  spend,  but  always 
proportionate  to  the  size  of  the  econ- 
omy. 

A  tax  limit  is  the  next  best  approach, 
and  that  is  why  we  have  advocated  a 
supermajority  to  raise  taxes. 

The  tax  limitation  amendment  that  I 
introduced  earlier  this  year — an  initia- 
tive the  House  just  voted  on  on  April 
15 — ^would  require  a  two-thirds  vote  of 
each  House  of  Congress  to  approve  tax 
increases.  It  would  make  an  important 
addition  to  the  Constitution,  whether 
or  not  the  balanced  budget  amendment 
is  approved,  but  it  is  particularly  im- 
portant if  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment does  become  part  of  our  Constitu- 
tion. I  do  not  believe  that  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  should  become  an 
excuse  to  raise  taxes.  That  is  why  I  be- 
lieve it  should  be  accompanied  by  ei- 
ther a  spending  limitation  or  a  tax  lim- 
itation. 

Mr.  President,  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  is  no  panacea.  A  constitu- 
tional spending  or  tax  limitation  must 
follow  to  ensure  that  the  budget  is  bal- 
anced in  the  right  way— by  eliminating 
spending.  But  it  is  essential  that  we 
take  this  first  important  step  and  pass 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  when 
it  comes  before  us  this  week. 

So  I  urge  my  colleagues  to -support 
the  amendment  and  hope  that  we  can 
adopt  it  and  change  the  Constitution, 
that  the  States  will  ratify  it.  and  that 
we  will  in  fact  require  a  balanced  budg- 
et amendment  requiring  the  Congress 
to  maintain  a  balanced  budget  for  our 
Federal  Government. 
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Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor  and 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kyl).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
compliment  you  on  your  remarks.  I  did 
not  have  a  chance  to  do  so  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Idaho  and  all  the  others  that 
have  risen  in  support  of  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  to  the  Constitu- 
tion. If  I  could  take  just  a  minute  to 
try  to  step  back  from  this  day-to-day 
routine  and  debate  that  we  find  our- 
selves in  in  the  U.S.  Senate  in  Wash- 
ington, DC,  not  long  ago— getting  on  to 
running  on  the  second  year — President 
Clinton's  Bipartisan  Commission  on 
Entitlements  issued  its  report.  Mr. 
President,  in  that  report  it  showed  us— 
holding  it  right  here  in  front  of  me— 
that  in  the  year  2006,  five  Federal  pro- 
grams will  consume  100  percent  vir- 
tually of  the  U.S.  Treasury.  Though 
there  is  a  little  bit  left — enough  to  run 
about  one-third  of  the  current  Defense 
Department— that  is  it.  That  is  within 
all  of  our  watch.  That  is  just  within  a 
decade.  The  five  progranns  are  Social 
Security,  Medicare,  Medicaid,  Federal 
retirement,  and  the  interest  only  on 
our  debt — the  interest  only. 

So  we  have  in  these  Halls  of  Congress 
over  the  last  30  to  40  years  put  in  place 
a  potential  catastrophe.  We  have 
talked  about  this  for  many,  many 
years.  Mr.  President,  the  responsibility 
for  addressing  these  problems  can  no 
longer  be  passed  to  someone  in  the  fu- 
ture. We  can  no  longer  pass  the  baton. 
We  are  at  the  moment  as  we  approach 
the  new  century  of  exercising  prudent 
disciplines  to  bring  into  check  the  fi- 
nancial affairs  of  these  United  States 
of  America  of  which  the  balanced  budg- 
et amendment  is  a  critical  component. 
We  have  been  joined  by  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  who  has  been  a  dogged  ad- 
vocate of  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution.  I  am  going 
to  yield  to  him  in  just  a  moment. 

Let  me  just  say,  Mr.  President,  that 
when  a  generation  of  Americans  con- 
sciously engages  in  consuming  the  re- 
sources of  a  future  generation  it  is  en- 
gaged in  abrogating  their  freedom. 
This  country  was  birthed  in  the  pursuit 
of  freedom,  and  thousands  of  its  citi- 
zens lie  under  markers  across  the  world 
in  unending  and  exhaustive  efforts  to 
protect  our  freedom.  What  no  country 
was  ever  able  to  do  from  the  outside  we 
are  close  to  doing  to  ourselves.  We 
have  been  engaged  in  a  domestic  abuse 
that  could  have  the  very  effect  that  we 
fought  for  so  long  to  protect. 

We  just  heard  a  Senator  on  this  floor 
say  unchecked  a  child  bom  yesterday 


will  forfeit  84  percent  of  their  living 
wages  to  pay  for  this.  That  cannot  hap- 
pen. American  citizens  already  work 
from  January  1  to  May  7  before  they 
get  to  keep  their  first  paycheck.  If  we 
do  not  bring  this  into  check  they  would 
only  get  to  keep  their  paycheck  in  the 
month  of  December. 

This  is  just  not  a  business  about 
numbers,  Mr.  President.  We  are  dis- 
cussing freedom  of  the  Americans  who 
follow  us.  No  generation  of  Americans 
I  can  imagine  would  ever  consciously 
be  engaged  in  robbing  the  future  of  the 
very  freedom  we  fought  to  enjoy  our- 
selves. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  yield 
up  to  10  minutes  to  my  distingviished 
colleague  from  Illinois,  Senator  Simon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Illinois. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  and  my 
colleague  from  Georgria,  I  thank  you. 

I  am  pleased  to  rise  in  support  of 
this.  Let  me  comment  first  of  all  on 
the  politics  of  this  because  there  are 
those  on  my  side  who  say  this  is  politi- 
cal. And  I  do  not  think  there  is  any 
question  that  its  timing  right  now  is  in 
part  political.  That  does  not  get  to  the 
merits  of  it,  however. 

I  would  have  to  say — and  I  say  this  as 
someone  who  is  supporting  Bill  Clinton 
for  reelection — that  Bob  Dole  has  been 
consistent  on  this.  This  is  not  a  phony 
position  that  he  is  taking  in  order  to 
gain  a  few  votes  in  an  election. 

Second,  in  terms  of  the  politics,  let 
me  just  add  that  if  we  should  pass  it  we 
give  Bob  Dole  a  small  victory  in  terms 
of  politics  because  whatever  has  hap- 
pened in  the  past  people  do  not  worry 
about  that  in  an  election.  They  talk 
about  what  is  going  to  happen  in  the 
future.  If  we  defeat  it — and  it  is  Demo- 
crat votes  that  defeat  it — then  you 
hand  Bob  Dole  a  much  bigger  issue. 
That  is  the  political  reality. 

A  second  political  reality  is  the  pub- 
lic image — I  say  to  my  friends  on  the 
Republican  side — of  Republicans  is 
they  simply  are  too  hard-hearted,  are 
not  considerate  of  those  who  struggle 
in  our  society,  and  too  often  candidly 
propose  amendments  and  pass  bills 
that  confirm  that  impression.  On  our 
side,  the  public  image  is  they  are  good- 
hearted  people.  But  they  are  fiscally 
reckless.  And  too  often  we  seem  to  go 
out  of  our  way  to  confirm  that.  And  if 
it  is  Democratic  votes  that  defeat  this 
tomorrow,  or  whenever  we  vote  on  this, 
we  will  have  played  into  what  is  the 
worst  of  our  perceptions. 

But  aside  from  the  politics— and  the 
politics  reaUy  should  be  extremely  sec- 
ondary— we  are  talking  about  some- 
thing that  is  absolutely  essential  for 
the  future  of  our  country.  This  is  not  a 
new  idea.  Thomas  Jefferson  was  the 
first  person  to  suggest  that  we  needed 
this  kind  of  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment. He  was  not  in  the  United  States 
in  1787  when  the  Constitution  was  writ- 
ten. He  was  negotiating  for  us  in  Paris. 


When  he  got  back,  he  said,  "If  I  could 
just  add  one  amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution it  would  be  to  prohibit  the 
Federal  Government  from  borrowing 
money."  He  wanted  an  absolute  prohi- 
bition which  this  amendment  does  not 
do.  It  leaves  room  for  emergencies  to 
have  deficits.  But  he  said  one  genera- 
tion should  no  more  be  willing  to  pay 
for  the  previous  generation's  debts 
than  for  the  debts  of  another  country. 
That  was  a  very  interesting  observa- 
tion from  him. 

I  was  reading  the  other  day  and  came 
across  where  John  Kennedy  in  1963 
complained  about  the  huge  amount  of 
money  that  was  being  paid  for  interest 
for  which  we  got  nothing.  Do  you  know 
what  the  gross  interest  expenditure 
was  in  1963?  Mr.  President,  $9  billion. 
That  is  a  terrible  waste  of  money.  But 
do  you  know  what  the  latest  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  figure  is  for  this 
fiscal  year?  Gross  interest  expendi- 
ture— $344  billion.  What  if  we  had  such 
a  constitutional  amendment  in  place  in 
1963,  or  what  if  we  had  it  in  place  in 
1980  when  the  total  debt  was  less  than 
$1  trillion?  And  if  we  do  not  pass  it  to- 
morrow, 5  years  fi-om  now  or  10  years 
from  now  the  situation  will  be  much 
worse.  And  people  will  say,  "Why 
didn't  they  act?"  Why,  indeed?  Mr. 
President,  $344  billion — ^we  will  spend  11 
times  more  on  interest  than  on  edu- 
cation, 22  times  more  on  interest  than 
foreign  aid,  and  twice  as  much  on  in- 
terest as  all  of  our  poverty  programs. 
What  do  we  get  for  it?  Nothing  other 
than  higher  interest  rates. 

And  I  mentioned  foreign  aid.  It  is  in- 
teresting. We  now  pay  in  interest  to 
other  countries  somewhere  in  excess  of 
$45  billion  a  year— when  I  say  other 
countries,  I  am  including  people  who 
own  the  bonds;  maybe  individuals  in 
other  countries.  In  other  words,  we  are 
spending  roughly  three  times  as  much 
on  interest  for  those  who  are  more  for- 
tunate than  we  are  spending  on  foreign 
aid  for  those  who  are  less  fortunate. 
And  it  is  getting  worse.  One  of  the  pub- 
lications I  receive — and  I  am  sure  it 
has  a  very  small  circulation — is  called 
Grant's  Interest  Rate  Observers,  pub- 
lished in  New  York  City. 

The  last  edition  has  this  very  inter- 
esting statistic:  May  17,  1995,  foreigrn 
central  bank  holdings  of  Treasuries, 
$444  billion;  May  15,  1996.  1  year  later- 
it  was  $444  billion— it  is  $553  billion. 
And  it  is  not  going  to  go  on  indefi- 
nitely. 

The  distinguished  economist  Lester 
Thurow  said  that  at  some  point  other 
countr:  s  and  people  in  other  countries 
are  going  to  say,  "We  are  not  going  to 
buy  those  bonds  anymore."  The  ques- 
tion is  not  if  they  are  going  to  say 
that;  the  question  is  when  they  are 
going  to  say  that.  We  are  headed  for  se- 
rious, serious  trouble. 

If  you  read  an  Adam  Smith 
quotation— I  should  have  brought  it 
over  here— in  his  "Wealth  of  Nations," 
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1776,  he  said  this  is  the  history  of  na- 
tions: They  pile  up  more  and  more 
debt,  and  then  they  find  out  the  only 
politically  satisfactory  answer  to  solv- 
ing the  debt  problem  is  to  debase  the 
currency. 

That  is  where  we  are  headed.  Let  no 
one  make  any  mistake  about  it.  Unless 
we  have  the  discipline  of  a  constitu- 
tional amendment,  we  will  eventually 
do  what  the  economists  call  monetize 
the  debt.  We  are  just  going  to  start  the 
printing  presses  rolling,  because  as  you 
look  at  Social  Security  and  other  pro- 
jections of  entitlements  in  the  long 
run,  eventually  some  Congress — we 
may  not  be  around  at  that  point;  I  cer- 
tainly will  not  be  aroimd — is  going  to 
face  one  of  three  very  drastic  choices. 
First,  to  dramatically  increase  taxes. 
And  you  know  how  popular  that  would 
be.  Or  to  dramatically  cut  back  on  So- 
cial Security  and  other  expenditures, 
and  you  know  how  popular  that  would 
be.  And  the  third  option,  print  more 
money,  and  that  is  where  we  are  head- 
ed. 

Now,  the  opponents  will  say  we  can 
do  it  without  it.  Both  sides  have  agreed 
we  are  going  to  have  a  7-year  balanced 
budget.  My  friends,  the  Presiding  Offi- 
cer, the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ar- 
izona, will  grow  green  hair  before  the 
budget  is  balanced  in  7  years  under  this 
proposal.  It  just  is  not  going  to  happen. 
Both  parties  put  the  really  tough 
choices  out  to  the  end  of  7  years.  That 
is  the  politically  easy  thing  to  do.  If  it 
was  politically  easy,  we  would  have 
balanced  the  budget  a  longtime  ago. 
What  we  like  to  do  is  tell  people  we  are 
for  balancing  the  budget,  but  we  are 
going  to  put  off  these  really  difficult 
decisions. 

We  need  the  discipline  of  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  to  force  us  to  do  the 
right  thing. 

Now,  some  will  argue,  well,  we  ought 
to  exclude  Social  Security.  And  we 
have  since  1969  had  a  unified  budget 
that  has  included  Social  Security.  I 
have  always  favored  excluding  Social 
Security.  Some  of  us  who  have  been 
pushing  this  have  tried  to  negotiate 
where  we  could  over  a  period  of  years 
move  in  that  direction  to  protect  So- 
cial Security  even  more.  But  real  can- 
didly, we  have  been  unable  to  pick  up 
any  additional  votes  by  doing  that.  But 
let  no  one  use  the  figleaf  of  Social  Se- 
curity to  cover  opposition  to  this.  Bob 
Myers,  chief  actuary  for  Social  Secu- 
rity for  21  years,  said  it  is  absolutely 
essential  for  the  future  of  Social  Secu- 
rity that  we  have  a  balanced  budget 
amendment,  because  if  we  do  not  have 
a  balanced  budget  amendment,  fittnk- 
ly,  we  are  going  to  monetize  the  debt, 
and  that  means  just  printing  the 
money  and  the  trust  funds  will  just 
really  move  down. 

I  see  I  am  being  signaled  on  time. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Il- 
linois. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Illinois. 

Mr.  SIMON.  I  thank  my  colleague. 

Let  me  just  add  two  or  three  more 
points.  We  are  spending  an  increasing 
percentage  of  our  tax  dollar  on  inter- 
est. I  do  not  care  whether  you  are  Re- 
publican or  Democrat,  liberal  or  con- 
servative. That  just  does  not  make 
sense.  We  ought  to  be  spending  our 
money  on  goods  and  services.  And  then 
let  us  differ  or  whether  we  have  a  na- 
tional health  program,  which  I  strong- 
ly favor.  Maybe  my  colleagues  here  dif- 
fer with  me  on  that.  But  we  ought  to 
have  pay-as-you-go  Government,  and  if 
we  want  to  have  a  progrram,  we  have  to 
pay  for  it.  And  if  we  do  not  have  the 
courage  to  vote  the  revenue,  we  cannot 
have  the  program — ^just  that  baisic.  It  is 
true  for  a  family.  It  must  be  true  for  a 
nation. 

This  is  also  welfare  in  reverse.  The 
biggest  welfare  program  we  have  in  the 
United  States  by  far  is  interest,  and  it 
is  welfare  for  the  rich,  and  increasingly 
the  rich  beyond  our  borders.  I  know 
there  are  some  who  argue  this  trickle- 
down  economic  theory:  Give  to  the 
wealthiest  and  it  will  help  everybody.  I 
have  never  bought  that  theory.  I  be- 
lieve if  you  give  money  so  people  can 
buy  General  Motors  cars,  if  you  give  to 
the  people  at  the  bottom,  the  president 
of  General  Motors  is  going  to  do  all 
right,  too.  But  it  does  not  necessarily 
work  in  reverse.  Even  if  you  buy  the 
trickle-down  theory,  who  can  argue 
that  if  you  give  money  to  wealthy  peo- 
ple in  Japan  and  Saudi  Arabia  and 
Great  Britain  and  The  Netherlands, 
that  is  helping  people  here  in  the 
United  States  of  America? 

We  end  up  raising  interest  rates.  We 
have  seen  Wharton  and  the  other 
schools,  the  econometric  studies  that 
say  if  we  pass  this,  when  we  achieve  a 
balanced  budget  we  will  have  interest 
rates — the  largest  projection— the 
prime  rate  dropping  3.5  percent.  You 
have  had  the  Concord  Coalition  study 
that  says  the  deficit  in  the  last  20 
years  is  costing  the  average  American 
family  today  $15,500  a  year  in  income, 
and  yet  we  continue  dissipating  our 
funds,  violating  the  future  of  our  chil- 
dren and  our  grandchildren. 

It  just  does  not  make  sense.  We 
ought  to  do  the  right  thing,  and  the 
right  thing  is  to  have  a  balanced  budg- 
et requirement  in  the  Constitution  un- 
less there  is  an  emergency.  Then  you 
can  get  60  percent  of  the  vote. 

I  thank  my  colleague  from  Georgia 
for  his  leadership.  And  let  me  just  add 
my  thanks  to  Senator  Hatch  and  Sen- 
ator Craig  and  Senator  Thurmond  and 
others.  Senator  DeConcini,  when  he 
was  here,  was  very  helpful  on  this.  Sen- 
ator Heflin  has  been,  and  others.  But 
this  is  one  where  I  know  politics  rears 
its  head  at  this  point  in  our  Nation. 
This  is  one  where  we  have  to  say,  what 
does  the  Nation  need?  And  I  think  it  is 
very  clear  what  we  need. 


Mr.  COVERDELL  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  be- 
fore the  Senator  from  Illinois  leaves 
the  Chamber,  I  wish  to  tell  him  that  in 
his  limited  few  minutes  here  I  thought 
he  made  an  absolutely  eloquent  presen- 
tation as  to  why  our  Nation,  this  gen- 
eration, and  particularly  those  yet  to 
come,  are  so  dependent  on  the  type  of 
discipline  as  represented  by  the  pro- 
posal the  Senator  from  Illinois  sug- 
gests. The  Senator  referred  to  Thomas 
Jefferson  and  his  desire  to  have  had 
this  in  the  original  Constitution.  The 
reason,  if  you  read  through  his  works, 
is  over  and  over  there  was  an  abiding 
fear  of  government  and  its  spending 
proliferation  consuming  the  resources 
of  the  breadeamer,  himself  or  herself. 
You  see  it  over  and  over  and  over. 

If  he  were  here  today  on  this  floor,  he 
would  be  a  very  disappointed  gen- 
tleman, when  he  would  know  that  the 
wages  of  a  working  family,  currently 
almost  half  of  them — it  depends  on  who 
you  are — are  consumed  by  a  growing 
and  growing  government.  We  just  men- 
tioned the  data  that,  unchecked  or  un- 
changed, a  child  bom  yesterday  will 
forfeit  84  percent  of  his  or  her  working 
lifetime  wages.  That  is  not  possible. 
There  will  be  a  revolution. 

This  is  going  to  be  solved.  I  will  stop 
addressing  this  just  to  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  so  he  can  get  on  with  his 
day — but  this  is  going  to  be  solved.  We 
have  two  options.  One,  which  is  the 
proposal  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois, 
that  we  as  a  people  manage  this  prob- 
lem, that  we  institute  new  disciplines, 
that  we  have  a  process  that  assures  the 
people  that  their  financial  affairs  will 
be  managed.  When  we  do  that  we  very 
quickly,  as  everybody  has  alluded  to, 
produce  positive  benefits.  Or  we  can  ig- 
nore it,  wait  until  that  last  2  years  of 
a  7-year  plan,  talk  about  it  tomorrow, 
wait  until  someone  else  is  in  office,  and 
we  will  create  an  absolute  destabilized, 
woimded  America  that  will  trip  into 
the  new  century  instead  of  nuirch  into 
it. 

I  admire  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 
As  I  said,  those  were  eloquent  remarks. 

Mr.  SIMON.  If  my  colleague  will 
yield,  I  thank  him  for  his  comments. 
The  reality  is,  we  have  already  wound- 
ed America.  But  the  wounds  will  be- 
come much  more  severe  if  we  do  not 
pay  attention  to  this. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
jrield  the  remainder  of  our  time  to  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma  is  recognized. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President.  I  com- 
pliment my  colleague  from  Georgia  for 
his  leadership  on  this  issue,  and  also 
for  his  statement  earlier.  In  addition,  I 
compliment  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
for  his  leadership,  for  his  cosponsoring 
this  resolution,  not  just  today  but  last 
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year,  not  just  last  year  but  the  year  be- 
fore. 

For  several  years  Senator  Simon  has 
been  a  leader  in  saying  we  should  pass 
a  constitutional  amendment  to  balance 
the  budget.  He  is  right.  He  also  makes 
it  bipartisan,  which  is  awfully  impor- 
tant. I  would  support  this  amendment 
if  it  was  offered  by  the  Democrats.  If 
you  had  a  Democrat  in  the  White 
House  or  a  Republican  in  the  White 
House  or  an  Independent,  this  amend- 
ment should  pass.  It  has  passed  in  the 
Senate  before.  We  actually  passed  this 
amendment  in  August  1982.  It  passed 
when  Republicans  gained  control  of  the 
Senate  for  the  first  time.  It  passed 
with  69  votes,  69  to  31. 

The  House  never  passed  it.  The  House 
tried  that  year  but  they  failed.  They 
came  up  short.  Then,  after  we  had  Re- 
publican control  of  both  Houses,  the 
House  passed  it.  And  I  compliment  the 
House.  They  passed  it  on  January  26, 
1995.  The  Senate  again  considered  it 
and,  unfortunately,  it  failed  by  one 
vote.  Actually  the  final  vote  was  65-35. 
Everyone  knows  it  takes  67  votes,  but 
Senator  Dole  moved  to  reconsider  it, 
which  he  has  that  right  to  do,  so  we 
can  have  another  try  at  it.  I  com- 
pliment him  for  doing  so.  I  believe  this 
week  we  will  have  another  chance  to 
pass  a  constitutional  amendment  to 
balance  the  budget. 

I  remember  when  we  had  this  debate 
some  of  our  colleagues  said,  "I  believe 
in  a  balanced  budget,  I  just  do  not 
think  we  have  to  have  a  constitutional 
amendment."  But  I  remember  reading 
some  remarks  that  were  made  by  some 
people  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
that  said  we  need  a  constitutional 
amendment.  They  voted  for  it.  Actu- 
ally, on  March  1,  1994,  I  had  a  resolu- 
tion that  said  we  should  pass  a  con- 
stitutional amendment  to  balance  the 
budget.  Several  of  our  colleagues  on 
the  Democrat  side  at  that  time  sup- 
ported it.  But  in  1995,  when  it  was  for 
real,  after  it  had  already  passed  the 
House,  they  voted  no.  That  is  unfortu- 
nate. 

You  might  say,  why  did  they  vote  no? 
President  Clinton  was  against  it.  I  wish 
he  was  not  against  it.  Everybody  in 
America  should  know  that  President 
Clinton  was  against  a  constitutional 
amendment  to  balance  the  budget.  If 
he  were  in  favor  of  it,  I  am  sure  some 
of  our  colleagues  who  did  not  vote  for 
it  would  vote  to  pass  it  and  we  could 
pass  it  this  week.  And  we  should  pass  it 
this  week. 

Maybe  there  will  be  an  election  con- 
version. I  think  we  have  noticed  a 
great  deal  of  flexibility  on  the  part  of 
President  Clinton  on  a  lot  of  issues. 
Maybe  on  this  issue  he  would  see  the 
wisdom,  supported  by  80-some-odd  per- 
cent of  the  American  people  who  say 
we  should  have  a  constitutional 
amendment  to  balance  the  budget. 
Most  all  States  have  something  like 
this  in  their  constitutions.  That  hap- 
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pens  to  work.  And  we  need  it  in  our 
Constitution. 

I  look  at  the  words  of  one  of  our  fore- 
fathers, Thomas  Jefferson,  who  said,  in 
1798: 

I  wish  It  were  possible  to  obtain  a  single 
amendment  to  our  Constitution.  I  would  be 
willing  to  depend  on  that  alone  for  reduction 
of  the  administration  of  our  Government  to 
the  genuine  principles  of  Its  Constitution.  I 
mean  an  additional  article  taking  from  the 
Federal  Government  the  power  of  borrowing. 
Thomas  Jefferson,  1798.  He  was  ex- 
actly right. 

I  have  seen  Government  spending 
grow  a  lot,  even  since  I  have  been  here. 
If  you  look  at  the  total  amount  of  Gov- 
ernment spending:  In  1960  we  spent  less 
than  $100  billion,  in  1970  we  spent  less 
than  S200  billion,  by  1980  we  spent  al- 
most triple  that  and  went  to  about  $600 
billion  so  you  see  it  growing  rather 
substantially.  By  1990  it  grew  to  over 
$1.2  trillion,  and  last  year  we  spent 
over  $1.5  trillion.  So  we  have  seen 
spending  grow,  and  grow  dramatically. 
The  present  occupant  of  the  Chair, 
Senator  Kyl  fi-om  Arizona,  said:  Wait  a 
minute,  we  should  have  a  limitation,  a 
limitation  on  taxes.  I  figure  maybe  a 
limitation  on  spending.  But  we  both 
see  the  growth  of  Government  growing 
substantially.  For  every  dollar  that 
Government  spends,  we  have  to  take  it 
away  from  the  American  people,  either 
in  the  form  of  taxes  today,  and/or  in 
borrowing,  both  of  which  are  taking 
money  from  the  private  sector  and  put- 
ting it  in  the  hands  of  the  public  sec- 
tor. 

I  happen  to  think  that  is  part  of  the 
problem,  because  I  think  that  the  pri- 
vate sector  can  spend  money  a  lot  bet- 
ter. Families  can  spend  the  money  a 
lot  better  than  Government  can,  than 
bureaucrats  can.  I  happen  to  think 
families  care  a  lot  more  about  edu- 
cation than  the  bureaucrats  in  the  De- 
partment of  Education.  I  think  fami- 
lies are  a  lot  more  interested  in  the 
health  of  their  families  than  some  bu- 
reaucrat in  the  Department  of  Health 
and  Human  Services.  I  think  families 
are  a  lot  more  concerned,  families  and 
local  conmiunities,  about  welfare  than 
the  massive  bureaucracy  that  we  now 
have,  that  has  334  federally  controlled. 
Federal  defined,  federally  determined 
benefits  of  welfare.  I  think  States  and 
local  groups  can  do  a  lot  better  job  in 
job  training  than  when  we  have  156  dif- 
ferent Federal  job  training  programs. 
They  are  stacked  on  top  of  each  other. 
That  is  the  reason  we  see  spending  just 
going  through  the  roof.  So  we  need  to 
reform  it. 

How  can  we  do  it?  If  we  have  the  ma- 
jority votes  we  do  not  need  a  constitu- 
tional amendment.  Maybe  not  a  simple 
majority,  maybe  we  need  60  votes  be- 
cause in  the  Senate  sometimes  it  takes 
60  to  pass  legislation.  That  is  unfortu- 
nate. We  passed  a  balanced  budget  res- 
olution earlier,  last  month.  It  was  a 
good   resolution.   It   does   lead   us.   It 


shows  how  we  can  get  to  a  balanced 
budget  in  6  years;  not  in  7  years,  in  6 
years.  I  support  that.  I  think  it  is  a 
giant  step  in  the  right  direction. 

Some  people  would  say  President 
Clinton  ofifered  a  balanced  budget,  and 
is  that  not  good?  I  would  say  it  is  a 
marked  contrast  to  what  he  offered  a 
year  ago  in  January,  which  had  $200 
billion  deficits  forever.  So  we  are  mak- 
ing progress.  But  if  you  look  at  the  de- 
tails you  realize  his  budget  is  not  real- 
ly balanced.  The  Senator  from  Arizona 
quoted  the  Director  of  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office,  who  says,  "No,  it 
does  not  come  into  balance.  Actually 
his  budget,  by  the  year  2002,  has  an  $81 
billion  deficit  unless  you  have  auto- 
matic tax  increases." 

So,  if  the  economy  does  not  perform 
as  well  as  President  Clinton  had  antici- 
pated, instead  of  having  automatic 
spending  reductions  he  has  automatic 
tax  increases.  I  do  not  think  that  is  a 
good  idea.  Then,  if  you  look  at  some  of 
the  other  thingrs  he  has  in  his  budget, 
they  are  purely  smoke  and  mirrors.  He 
plays  games  with  Medicare,  taking 
home  health  care  and  moving  that 
away  from  Medicare  part  A,  moving  it 
out,  $55  billion. 

That  is  surely  a  charade.  He  cannot 
be  serious.  But  we  do  have  a  serious 
budget. 

Some  of  our  colleagues  said,  "I  sup- 
port a  balanced  budget,  not  the  amend- 
ment, but  I  support  a  balanced  budg- 
et." Well,  we  passed  a  balanced  budget 
and  we  did  show,  yes,  we  would  cut  ac- 
tually some  discretionary  spending— it 
is  almost  a  freeze— but  little  more  than 
a  fi-eeze  in  discretionary  spending. 

Take  the  total  amount  we  spend  on 
discretionary  spending,  about  one-third 
of  the  budget.  We  spend  $1.5  trillion,  a 
little  over  that,  one-third  of  that  is  dis- 
cretionary spending.  We  basically 
freeze  that  for  6  years.  We  cut  a  little 
bit  more  than  that  from  a  fireeze.  Presi- 
dent Clinton  spends  more  than  a  freeze, 
and  he  cuts  a  lot  more  in  defense.  But 
we  make  that. 

Then  we  curb  the  growth  of  some  en- 
titlement programs.  Some  people  are 
really  playing  scare  tactics,  trying  to 
scare  senior  citizens  saying,  "Wait  a 
minute,  those  policies  the  Republicans 
have,  they're  not  fair,  they're  not  real- 
istic, they're  cutting  Medicare  too 
much." 

It  is  totally  false.  For  example,  in 
Medicare  in  1996,  we  are  spending  $186 
billion.  Under  our  budget  in  2002.  that 
figure  increases  to  $279  billion.  That  is 
an  increase  of  42  percent.  That  is  not  a 
cut.  That  is  not  a  cut.  If  you  look  at 
per  capita,  last  year  it  was  $4,800  per 
senior.  By  the  year  2002,  it  is  going  to 
be  over  $2,000  more.  That  is  not  a  cut. 
If  you  go  from  less  than  $5,000  and  you 
are  spending  $7,000,  that  is  over  a  $2,000 
increase  per  capita  in  Medicare  alone 
under  our  budget. 

What  do  we  do?  We  keep  Medicare 
solvent  for  at  least  10  years.  President 
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Clinton  does  not  do  that.  Medicare  is 
going  to  go  broke.  Those  are  just  the 
facts.  He  may  want  to  put  the  facts  off, 
but  you  cannot  fool  the  people.  Actu- 
ally, Medicare  in  the  first  6  months  of 
this  year  paid  out  $4.2  billion  more 
than  it  took  in.  You  cannot  do  that  in- 
definitely. You  cannot  sit  back  and 
just  let  that  happen.  If  that  happens, 
then  Medicare  is  going  to  be  broke  and 
the  hospitals  and  doctors  will  not  be 
paid. 

To  me,  that  is  not  responsible.  Some 
people  may  want  to  play  politics  and 
they  may  think  that  is  going  to  help 
them  in  elections,  but  I  found  seniors 
in  my  State  of  Oklahoma  are  very  real- 
istic. When  you  tell  them  the  facts, 
they  are  very  mature  and  very  willing 
to  do  what  is  necessary  to  save  the  sys- 
tem. Certainly,  when  you  tell  them, 
"Wait  a  minute.  Medicare  is  going  to 
grow  from  $4,800  to  $7,000,"  they  do  not 
think  that  is  a  cut. 

What  about  welfare,  Medicaid  spend- 
ing? Actually,  in  1996.  Medicaid  spend- 
ing was  $95.7  billion.  Under  our  pro- 
posal, in  the  year  2002,  it  grows  to 
$139.5  billion.  That  is  a  46  percent  in- 
crease. That  is  not  a  cut.  Medicaid  goes 
up  46  percent  in  the  next  6  years.  That 
is  not  a  cut. 

So  I  just  make  those  two  points,  Mr. 
President,  because  a  lot  of  people  say, 
"They  are  slashing  the  budget."  Actu- 
ally, we  do  not  slash  the  budget.  In 
1996,  we  spent  $1.57  trillion.  In  this  one 
year  what  is  estimated  to  be  spent  is 
$1.57  trillion.  In  the  year  2002,  we  are 
going  to  be  spending  $1,846  trillion. 
That  is  an  increase  of  $271  billion,  or 
2.7  percent  per  year. 

So  spending  grows  every  single  year. 
Entitlement  spending  grows  every  sin- 
gle year,  and  we  are  able  to  save  and 
keep  Medicare  solvent  for  10  years.  And 
we  are  able  to  deliver  a  balanced  budg- 
et. And  we  are  able  to  give  some  tax  re- 
lief to  American  families.  We  are  able 
to  tell  families,  almost  all  working 
families  with  incomes  less  than  $100,000 
in  America,  if  they  have  children,  they 
will  get  a  $500  tax  credit  per  child. 
That  is  in  our  budget.  That  is  our 
statement  that  we  really  and  truly  be- 
lieve American  families  can  spend  this 
money  better  than  Washington,  DC, 
and  we  can  do  that  and  balance  the 
budget. 

I  have  heard  President  Clinton  say  he 
supports  a  tax  credit  for  children.  He 
campaigned  on  it  in  1992,  but  he  did  not 
deliver  it  in  1993,  1994,  or  1995.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  in  1993,  instead  of  giving 
a  tax  reduction,  as  he  campaigned  for, 
he  gave  the  largest  tax  increase  in  his- 
tory, and  he  hit  American  families 
right  between  the  eyes. 

He  gave  an  increase  in  gasoline  taxes, 
an  increase  for  families  that  are  on  So- 
cial Security  income,  and  a  big  hit  on 
other  families.  That  is  not  fair,  that  is 
not  right,  that  is  not  what  he  cam- 
paigned on.  Actually,  he  cami>aigned, 
and  in  his  book  said,  "We're  against  in- 


creasing gasoline  excise  taxes."  Lo  and 
behold,  if  you  look  at  his  tax  increase 
in  1993,  there  was  an  increase  in  gaso- 
line taxes. 

Now  he  says  he  would  be  willing  to 
support  reducing  them  temporarily.  To 
me  that  is  not  good  enough.  It  shows 
very  much  a  strong  inconsistency  on 
the  part  of  the  President.  Maybe  he 
was  not  telling  the  truth.  Maybe  he  did 
not  level  with  the  American  people, 
but  he  did  exactly  the  opposite  of  what 
he  said  he  was  going  to  do.  In  his  book, 
he  said  he  was  opposed  to  gasoline  tax 
increases,  and  in  his  tax  increase,  it 
had  a  4.3-cent  gasoline  tax  increase. 

The  total  net  amount  of  tax  reduc- 
tion that  we  have  under  the  budget 
proposal  that  has  already  passed  is  $122 
billion.  President  Clinton's  net  tax  re- 
duction in  6  years  on  his  so-called 
budget  is  $6  billion.  There  is  no  net  tax 
cut  for  American  families  under  Presi- 
dent Clinton's  proposal.  I  think  that  is 
unfortunate. 

We  do  have  a  balanced  budget  pro- 
posal. We  do  have  a  road  map  on  how 
we  can  get  there.  We  should  do  it. 
Thomas  Jefferson  was  exactly  right — 
exactly  right.  I  just  hope  that  my  col- 
leagues on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  will 
look  at  this  and  ask,  "What  is  in  the 
best  interest  of  the  United  States? 
Should  we  not  pass  a  constitutional 
amendment  to  balance  the  budget?' 

I  think  we  should,  and  we  should  do 
it  this  week.  Thomas  Jefferson  was 
right,  Mr.  President.  I  hope  that  our 
colleagues  will  reconsider.  I  am  proud 
of  the  Senators  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle.  We  had  98  percent  of  the  Repub- 
licans, all  but  one.  voted  for  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  to  balance  the  budg- 
et. I  hope  that  we  will  have  that  strong 
support  on  this  side  of  the  aisle,  and  I 
hope  a  few  of  our  colleagues  who  sup- 
ported a  constitutional  amendment  to 
balance  the  budget  in  the  past  will 
likewise  vote  for  it  this  time  and  give 
the  American  people  what  they  really 
want.  And  that  is  a  constitutional 
amendment  to  balance  the  budget. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Grams).  All  time  given  to  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  has  expired. 

Under  the  previous  order,  there  will 
now  be  30  minutes  for  debate  under  the 
control  of  the  Democratic  leader,  or  his 
designee. 

Mr.  DORGAN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota. 


BALANCED  BUDGET  AMENDMENT 
TO  THE  CONSTITUTION 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
Monday,  and  we  have  had  an  hour  and 
a  half  of  morning  business  by  the  ma- 
jority party.  It  is,  "He  said,  she  said, 
they  said." 

And  it  is,  "President  Clinton  this" 
and  "President  Clinton  that." 

And  it  is,  "We  have  a  balanced  budg- 
et and  the  other  folks  don't." 


And  it  is.  "They  are  the  big  spenders 
and  we're  the  folks  who  want  to  put 
America  back  on  track." 

Let  us  review  exactly  where  we  are, 
because  it  is  important  for  people  to 
understand  what  the  business  of  the 
Senate  is  today. 

The  business  of  the  Senate  is  to  dis- 
cuss a  proposal  by  the  majority  party 
to  change  the  Constitution  to  balance 
the  budget  and  require  a  balanced 
budget  in  the  Constitution,  and  the 
pending  order  of  business  in  the  Senate 
is  a  missile  program,  a  national  missile 
defense  program,  called  the  "Defend 
America  Act,"  which  will  cost,  accord- 
ing to  the  Congressional  Budget  Office, 
upward  of  $60  billion  of  new  spending 
just  to  construct — not  to  operate. 

So  the  same  folks  who  have  been 
treating  us  to  an  hour  and  a  half  of  dis- 
cussion about  the  need  to  change  the 
Constitution  to  balance  the  budget  are 
also  saying,  "By  the  way,  we  want  to 
balance  the  budget,  but  we  want  a  new 
$60  billion  spending  program,  and  we 
want  to  work  on  that  immediately,  and 
we  demand  that  that  money  be  spent 
right  now." 

Following  that,  also  pending  before 
the  Senate,  is  we  also  want  to  cut  the 
gasoline  tax.  and  we  also  want  a  very 
substantial  tax  cut  during  the  7  years. 
All  of  this  from  the  same  folks.  "We 
want  a  balanced  budget,  we  want  to  in- 
crease spending."  they  say.  "we  want 
to  cut  taxes,  gas  tax  and  other  taxes." 
I  do  not  understand  what  school  they 
went  to.  I  do  not  understand  what 
arithmetic  book  they  have  studied. 

It  seems  to  me  to  be  consistent  if  one 
says.  "Let's  change  the  Constitution  to 
require  a  balanced  budget,"  and  the 
very  next  act  of  business  would  not  be 
to  bring  to  the  floor  an  enormously  ex- 
pensive new  spending  program  called 
the  Defend  America  Act,  which  is  a 
nice  way,  a  retitling,  of  saying  we  want 
to  build  star  wars  again. 

Everybody  has  a  right  to  develop 
their  priorities  and  to  advertise  them, 
however  inconsistent  they  may  be.  I 
am  going  to  talk  tomorrow  about  the 
Defend  America  Act,  or  the  star  wars 
program.  We  have  had  some  experience 
with  that.  The  only  one  that  was  ever 
built,  the  antiballistic  missile  pro- 
gram, was  built  in  my  State  of  North 
Dakota.  There  is  a  very  large  concrete 
monument  to  it,  a  large  concrete  i>yra- 
mid  that  sits  up  in  the  hills  of  North 
Dakota.  In  today's  dollars,  $25  billion 
was  spent  in  order  to  construct  it,  and 
it  was  decommissioned  the  same  month 
it  was  declared  operational — $25  billion. 
That  is  called  shooting  blanks. 

But  it  is  all  right,  I  guess,  according 
to  some,  because  it  was  not  their 
money,  it  was  the  taxpayers'  money. 

That  is  the  attitude  of  some— any- 
thing that  explodes,  they  want  to 
build,  any  new  weapons  program  they 
want  to  construct.  Katie  bar  the  door. 
The  sky  is  the  limit.  The  American 
taxpayers'  credit  card  is  at  stake,  so 
let's  build  it. 
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The  same  people  who  say  let  us 
change  the  Constitution  to  require  a 
balanced  budget,  in  the  next  order  of 
business  on  the  Senate  floor  will  also 
say,  let  us  spend  S60  billion  on  a  pro- 
gram that  will  not  really  defend  Amer- 
ica but  that  they  can  advertise  will  de- 
fend America. 

At  another  time  I  will  discuss  that  in 
greater  detail.  But  first  the  issue  of  the 
constitutional  amendment  to  balance 
the  budget.  There  is  no  balanced  budg- 
et, contrary  to  the  claims  made  in  the 
last  IV^  hours. 

This  is  flrom  recent  weeks  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate.  It  sat  on  every 
desk  here  in  the  Senate.  It  is  from  the 
Budget  Committee.  It  is  the  budget 
passed  by  this  Senate  that  advertised 
it  was  balancing  the  budget.  It  says  for 
the  year  2002  that  there  will  be  a  $108 
billion  deficit.  This  is  the  resolution 
they  said  balanced  the  budget. 

Why  would  that  be  the  case?  Why,  if 
they  advertise  a  product  they  say  bal- 
ances the  budget,  would  it  in  the  text 
of  the  bill  lasrlng  on  every  desk  of  the 
Senate  say  that  in  the  year  2002  the 
deficit  will  be  $108  billion?  Because 
they  take  money  from  the  Social  Secu- 
rity trust  funds,  $108  billion,  and  use  it 
over  in  the  operating  budget  to  say, 
"Oh.  by  the  way,  our  budget  is  in  bal- 
ance." 

But  technically  the  law  prohibits 
them  from  doing  that  in  this  legisla- 
tion, so  the  only  place  where  you  have 
to  tell  the  truth  is  right  here.  And  it 
laid  on  every  Senator's  desk.  Every  one 
of  the  Senators  who  stood  up  stretched 
every  inch  of  their  height  and  pro- 
claimed the  budget  was  in  balance. 
Even  on  their  desks  it  demonstrated 
they  were  $108  billion  short  in  the  year 
2002.  But  there  is  nothing  in  the  Senate 
that  prohibits  anybody  from  false  ad- 
vertising or  false  claims  or  deciding  to 
boast  about  whatever  they  want  to 
boast  about.  So  they  boasted  this  was  a 
balanced  budget.  Of  course,  it  was  not. 

But  the  point  I  want  to  make  today 
is  that  exactly  what  they  did  in  the 
budget  resolution  for  this  year  is  what 
they  insist  on  enshrining  in  the  Con- 
stitution. The  language  in  the  con- 
stitutional amendment  to  balance  the 
budget  enshrines  in  the  Constitution 
the  provision  that  they  shall  use  the 
Social  Security  trust  fund  surpluses  to 
balance  the  Federal  budget.  There 
would  not  be  one  vote  in  favor  of  that 
proposition  In  the  U.S.  Senate  today  if 
you  had  to  vote  up  or  down  on  it. 

I  was  here  in  1983,  serving  in  the 
House  Ways  and  Means  Committee, 
when  we  passed  the  Social  Security  re- 
form bill.  That  bill  provided  that  we 
begin  saving  each  year— that  is,  raising 
more  money  in  the  Social  Security 
trust  ftmd — than  we  spend  out  through 
payroll  taxes  in  order  to  save  for  when 
the  baby  boomers  retire. 

What  is  that  all  about?  If  you  read 
your  history  books,  you  will  know  that 
just  after  the  Second  World  War  Amer- 


ica had  the  largest  crop  of  babies  in  its 
history.  I  am  told  that  there  was  an 
enormous  outpouring  of  affection  and 
warmth  and  love  when  people  who  had 
been  separated  for  long  periods  were  re- 
acquainted.  And  guess  what?  The  war 
babies,  the  largest  group  of  babies  ever 
born  in  this  country's  history,  were 
bom  just  after  the  Second  World  War, 
just  after  all  those  folks  came  back 
from  fighting  that  war.  They  will  re- 
tire after  the  turn  of  the  century. 

In  1983,  the  decision  was  made  to 
begin  saving  in  the  Social  Security  sys- 
tem for  when  we  will  need  those  funds 
when  the  baby  boomers  retire.  This 
year,  $69  billion  more  will  be  collected 
in  the  Social  Security  trust  funds  than 
will  be  spent  out:  $69  billion  will  be  ac- 
crued as  a  surplus  this  year  alone. 

The  proposition  that  the  majority 
party  brings  to  this  Congress  is  to  say 
this:  Let  us  balance  the  budget,  and  let 
us,  in  fact,  enshrine  in  the  Constitu- 
tion a  provision  that  will  balance  the 
budget  by  allowing  us  to  take  the  trust 
funds  in  the  Social  Security  system 
every  year  and  show  it  over  here  in  the 
operating  budget  and  claim  we  have 
balanced  the  operating  budget. 

My  colleague  from  North  Dakota, 
Senator  Conrad,  says  if  you  were  in 
business  and  did  that,  they  woxild  put 
you  in  jail.  If  you  were  in  business  and 
did  that,  and  said,  "By  the  way,  I  am 
going  to  balance  my  business  budget 
this  year  by  taking  my  employees'  pen- 
sion funds,  that  is  how  I  am  going  to 
balance  my  budget,  I  will  just  take 
their  pension  revenues  and  bring  it 
over  into  the  operating  budget  and 
claim  I  balanced  my  budget  or  made  a 
profit,"  you  would  have  2  years  of  hard 
tennis  in  a  minimum-security  prison, 
because  you  cannot  do  that.  You  ought 
not  be  able  to  do  it  in  the  Congress  ei- 
ther, and  you  especially  ought  not  to 
be  able  to  do  it  in  the  U.S.  Constitu- 
tion. 

If  the  majority  party  changed  section 
7  of  their  constitutional  amendment 
proposal  to  say  that  they  will  not  mis- 
use these  Social  Security  trust  fimds 
to  balance  the  budget,  they  would  get 
75  votes  for  this  proposition.  But  they 
will  not  do  that.  They  will  not  do  that 
because  they  understand  that  to  lay 
their  hands  on  the  Social  Security 
trust  funds  gives  them  an  opportunity 
to  claim  they  have  balanced  the  budget 
even  while  they  are  pushing  their  own 
agenda  of  more  tax  cuts,  building  a  $60 
billion  star  wars  program.  And  the  fact 
is,  none  of  it  adds  up.  None  of  it  adds 
up. 

It  is  interesting.  I  have  seen  and 
heard  the  three  stages  of  denial  about 
the  Social  Security  trust  funds  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate.  I  will  not  name  the 
Senators.  I  could,  but  I  will  not.  Three 
Senators. 

One  stands  up  and  says,  "There  are 
no  Social  Security  trust  funds.  There 
are  no  trust  funds."  That  is  the  first 
denial.  The  second  Senator  stands  up 


and  says,  "There  are  trust  funds,  and 

we  are  not  misusing  them."  The  second 

denial.  "The  third  denial  is  the  Senator 
who  stands  up  and  says,  "There  are 

trust  funds,  and  we  are  misusing  them, 
but  we  promise  to  stop  by  the  year 
2008."  All  three  assertions  have  been 
made  by  the  majority  side  of  the  aisle. 
What  is  it?  There  are  no  trust  funds? 
That  is  interesting.  Tell  the  millions 
and  millions  of  people  who  work,  who 
pay  into  that  trust  fund  every  year 
with  payroll  taxes,  that  there  are  no 
trust  funds,  or  there  are  trust  funds 
but  we  are  not  misusing  them.  Explain 
this.  Explain  the  bottom  of  the  budget 
document  that  was  brought  to  the  floor 
of  the  Senate.  Or  there  are  trust  fimds, 
we  are  misusing  them,  and  we  promise 
to  stop  by  2008.  Translated,  this  means: 
Allow  us  to  write  in  the  Constitution 
at  least  for  the  next  12  years  that  we 
can  misuse  Social  Security  trust  funds 
to  claim  we  balanced  the  budget  that  is 
not  in  balance. 

I  know  people  have  said,  well,  there 
has  been  switching  here  and  there. 
Somebody  voted  for  it  before,  then  is 
against  it.  Look,  when  the  constitu- 
tional amendment  to  balance  the  budg- 
et was  previously  brought  to  the  floor 
of  the  Senate,  Senator  Simon,  who 
spoke  not  too  long  ago  today,  was  an 
author.  I  raised  the  question  with  him 
about  using  the  Social  Security  trust 
funds.  The  fact  is,  he  wanted  a  con- 
stitutional amendment  that  would  ex- 
clude the  Social  Security  trust  funds. 
He  proposed  that.  He  favored  that.  But 
in  order  to  have  a  bipartisan  coalition, 
he  did  not  get  that.  But  he  said  to  me 
on  the  floor,  and  he  said  to  others:  We 
pledge  that  we  will  not  be  using  the  So- 
cial Security  trust  funds.  And  others 
did  as  well.  We  had  a  pledge  that  that 
would  not  be  the  case. 

The  second  time  around  we  not  only 
did  not  have  a  pledge  they  would  not 
use  the  Social  Security  trust  funds,  we 
had  a  vote  on  whether  or  not  they 
would,  and  they  voted  to  say,  "We  will 
use  the  Social  Security  trust  funds." 
Then  people  say  the  vote  was  exactly 
the  same  vote  under  the  same  cir- 
cumstances. No,  I  am  sorry  to  disagree. 
The  first  was  a  promise  they  would  not 
misuse  the  Social  Security  trust  funds, 
and  the  second  was  a  legislative  prom- 
ise they  would.  Big  difference,  a  dif- 
ference that  amounts  to  well  over  half 
a  trillion  dollars. 

I  want  us  to  balance  the  Federal 
budget.  I  will  vote  for  a  constitutional 
amendment  to  balance  the  budget  if 
they  will  change  section  7  to  say  we 
are  not  going  to  misuse  the  Social  Se- 
curity trust  funds.  If  they  want  to  do 
that,  they  will  get  75  votes,  in  my  judg- 
ment, for  this  constitutional  amend- 
ment. If  they  do  not  want  to  do  that,  it 
means  they  do  not  want  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  and  do  not  intend  to 
balance  the  budget. 

I  also  say,  the  most  consistent  thing 
they  could  do,  those  who  allege  they 
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should  balance  the  budget  by  enshrin- 
ing in  the  Constitution  a  provision 
that  they  should  misuse  the  Social  Se- 
curity trust  funds,  the  most  consistent 
thing  they  could  do  is  bring  to  the 
floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate  an  agenda  that 
could  balance  the  budget. 

I  voted  for  a  provision  in  1993  that 
substantially  changed  expenditures  by 
decreasing  Federal  spending,  increas- 
ing some  Federal  taxes.  And  the  deficit 
has  been  decreased  substantially.  All  of 
us  who  voted  for  that  experienced  some 
difficulty  because  of  the  vote,  because 
it  was  a  hard  vote  to  cast.  I  am  glad  I 
cast  the  vote.  I  think  we  did  the  right 
thing.  Those  of  us  who  cast  that  vote 
cast  an  affirmative  vote  that  says:  We 
stand  on  the  side  of  reducing  the  Fed- 
eral deficit. 

We  will  cast  our  votes  to  dem- 
onstrate that  we  will  reduce  the  Fed- 
eral deficit.  I  am  glad  I  voted  that  way. 
We  did  not  get  one  accidental  vote  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle.  Not  one. 
You  would  think  occasionally  with  a 
mixup  somebody  would  vote  wrong.  We 
did  not  get  one  vote  on  the  other  side 
either  in  the  Senate  or  the  House. 

They  wanted  us  to  do  it  because  it 
was  not  easy  to  do  it.  We  did  it.  The 
deficit  is  coming  down.  But  the  deficit 
will  not  continue  to  come  down  with  a 
menu  coming  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
for  people  that  say  the  next  thing  we 
want  to  do  is  a  $60  billion  star  wars 
program.  I  say  to  those  people,  how 
will  you  pay  for  it?  Show  me  the 
money.  Who  will  you  tax  to  build  the 
star  wars  program?  Will  it  be  like  the 
concrete  pyramid  we  have  in  the  Dako- 
tas,  declared  dysfunctional  the  same 
month  it  was  declared  operational,  of 
which  $25  billion  of  the  taxpayer 
money  was  spent?  Is  that  a  consistent 
kind  of  philosophy?  Does  that  come 
from  people  who  really  want  to  balance 
the  budget?  I  do  not  think  so. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota, 
Senator  Conrad,  my  colleague,  is  on 
the  floor.  He  also  was  involved  in  this 
discussion  about  the  trust  ftmd.  Social 
Security,  the  right  way  to  balance  the 
budget,  the  right  way  to  put  something 
in  the  Constitution.  There  is  a  right 
and  a  wrong  way  to  do  it.  I  srield  the 
floor  so  my  colleague.  Senator  Conrad, 
could  offer  some  comments  of  his  on 
this  subject. 

Mr.  CONRAD.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
my  colleague  from  North  Dakota  for 
talking  about  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  that  will  be  offered  this 
week  and  opening  the  discussion  about 
what  are  we  really  doing  here.  I  think 
this  is  one  of  the  most  misunderstood 
discussions  in  the  United  States. 

When  we  hear  people  talking  about  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the 
first  question  we  ought  to  ask  is,  what 
budget  is  being  balanced?  It  is  very 
easy  to  talk  around  this  town  about 
balancing  the  budget.  What  one  finds  is 
there  are  not  many  folks  who  are  will- 


ing to  actually  sit  down  and  put  their 
name  next  to  a  budget  that  does,  in 
fact,  balance. 

What  we  have  over  the  time  I  have 
been  in  Congress  and  for  the  time  be- 
fore I  came  to  Congress,  a  series  of 
folks  who  are  willing  to  stand  up  and 
say,  "I  am  for  Gramm-Rudman-Hol- 
lings.  That  is  a  formula  that  will  bal- 
ance the  budget."  Or,  "I  am  for  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution," without  a  plan  attached  to 
it  and  without  talking  very  clearly 
about  what  budget  they  are  balancing. 

I  hope  people  are  paying  attention 
because  I  will  give  them  precisely  what 
this  balanced  budget  talks  about.  It 
says  in  section  7: 

"Total  receipts  shall  include  all  receipts  of 
the  United  States  Government  except  those 
derived  from  borrowing.  Total  outlays  shall 
include  all  outlays  of  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment except  for  those  for  repayment  of 
debt  principal." 

That  is  what  is  included  in  this 
amendment.  Do  you  know  what  this 
means,  colleagues  and  people  who  are 
listening  around  the  countrsr?  This 
means  you  are  including  all  of  the  re- 
ceipts and  all  of  the  expenditures  of  the 
Social  Security  system.  Social  Secu- 
rity is  not  contributing  to  the  deficit. 
It  is  not  contributing  to  the  debt.  So- 
cial Security  is  in  surplus.  In  1997,  for 
fiscal  year  1997,  the  most  recent  esti- 
mate is  that  Social  Security  will  con- 
tribute $72  billion  of  surplus— of  sur- 
plus. Yet  this  definition  would  have  us 
include  in  the  determination  of  a  bal- 
anced budget  all  of  the  Social  Security 
surplus  used  between  now  and  the  year 
2002. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  $525  billion 
being  thrown  into  the  pot  to  call  it  a 
balanced  budget.  What  a  firaud.  That  is 
not  a  balanced  budget.  There  is  not  a 
company  in  America  that  would  take 
the  retirement  funds  of  its  employees 
and  throw  those  into  the  pot  and  call  it 
balancing  their  company's  budget.  In 
fact,  if  anybody  attempted  to  do  that 
they  would  be  on  their  way  to  a  Fed- 
eral institution  and  it  would  not  be  the 
U.S.  Congress.  They  would  be  on  their 
way  to  a  Federal  penitentiary  because 
that  is  a  violation  of  Federal  law.  It  is 
a  violation  of  Federal  law  to  loot  the 
trust  funds  of  employees  who  are  going 
to  retire  in  order  to  balance  a  compa- 
ny's budget.  Mr.  President,  that  is  pre- 
cisely what  is  being  proposed  as  a  con- 
stitutional amendment. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  say  it  as  clear- 
ly as  I  can.  We  are  talking  about  en- 
shrining a  principle  and  a  policy  in  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  that 
defines  a  balanced  budget  as  one  that 
uses  Social  Security  trust  fund  sur- 
pluses to  achieve  balance.  What  could 
be  more  wrong?  What  could  be  more 
fraudulent?  What  could  be  a  greater 
violation  of  the  trust  of  the  people  that 
sent  us  here  than  to  put  into  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States,  the  or- 
ganic law  of  this  country,  a  definition 


of  a  balanced  budget  that  assumes  you 
raid  and  loot  trust  funds  in  order  to 
achieve  balance?  Mr.  I*resident,  I  would 
not  vote  for  that  proposition  under  any 
circimistances.  under  any  cir- 
cumstances. I  would  not  vote  for  that 
if  my  life  were  threatened  because  that 
is  a  fundamental  violation  of  any  pre- 
cept of  honesty. 

Mr.  President,  some  will  say  "Sen- 
ator, we  are  engaged  in  that  process 
now.  We  loot  the  Social  Security  trust 
funds  every  year  and  call  it  part  of  the 
unified  budget."  Mr.  President,  that  is 
exactly  right.  That  is  what  we  are 
doing.  That  does  not  make  it  right.  We 
are  taking  Social  Security  surpluses 
and  counting  them  when  we  report  on 
the  deficit  of  the  United  States  because 
even  though  the  law  say?  that  is  not  to 
be  done,  people  put  all  the  funds  into 
one  pot.  As  this  chart  shows — which  I 
call  the  budget  teakettle  of  America- 
it  shows  the  revenues  that  go  into  that 
teakettle.  The  individual  income  taxes 
make  up  45  percent  of  the  revenue.  So- 
cial Security  taxes  nmke  up  37  percent, 
corporate  income  taxes,  10  percent, 
other  taxes  8  percent.  That  is  the 
money  that  goes  in.  The  spending  that 
comes  out,  Social  Security  is  22  per- 
cent, interest  on  the  debt  is  16  percent, 
defense  is  16  percent.  Medicare  is  14 
percent.  Medicaid  is  7  percent,  and  all 
other  spending  is  25  percent. 

This  shows  precisely  that  is  happen- 
ing. All  the  money  goes  into  one  pot 
comes  out  of  that  same  pot.  That  is  the 
budget  they  are  talking  about  bal- 
ancing under  this  balanced  budget 
amendment.  The  problem  with  that  is 
Social  Security  is  in  surplus  by  $70  bil- 
lion. What  they  are  saying  is  they  will 
take  every  single  penny  of  Social  Secu- 
rity surplus,  throw  that  into  the  pot. 
and  call  it  a  balanced  budget.  That  is 
not  a  balanced  budget.  That  is  an  ab- 
solute fraud.  That  is  not  a  balanced 
budget. 

I  have  a  financial  background.  Before 
I  came  here  I  was  the  tax  commissioner 
of  the  State  of  North  Dakota.  I  have  a 
master's  in  business  administration. 
Any  class  for  anybody  in  business 
school,  if  you  would  have  said  you  will 
take  the  retirement  funds  of  your  em- 
ployees and  throw  those  into  the  pot  to 
call  it  a  balanced  budget,  you  would  be 
laughed  out  of  the  class  if  you  proposed 
such  a  thing.  That  is  the  balanced 
budget  proposal  that  will  be  before  this 
body.  It  is  not,  by  any  serious  defini- 
tion, a  balanced  budget. 

The  only  way  one  could  claim  a  bal- 
anced budget  would  be  to  take  out  the 
trust  funds  from  the  calculation.  In 
fact,  that  is  what  the  law  requires.  The 
law  sa3^  specifically  you  are  not  to 
coimt  Social  Security  surpluses  in 
making  a  determination,  whether  or 
not  you  have  balanced  the  budget.  We 
passed  that  law  right  here.  The  Sen- 
ators overwhelmingly  said  it  is  not 
honest,  it  is  not  correct,  to  use  Social 
Security  surpluses  to  determine  wheth- 
er or  not  you  have  balanced  the  budget. 
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Mr.  President,  all  of  us  have  been 
part  of  budget  plans  this  year.  We  have 
had  a  Republican  balanced  budget  plan. 
We  have  had  the  President's  balanced 
budget  plan.  I  have  been  part  of  a 
group  called  the  centrist  coalition,  22 
Senators— 11  Democrats  and  11  Repub- 
licans— who  have  put  together  a  plan. 
As  I  said  in  the  Budget  Committee,  if 
we  are  going  to  be  honest  with  each 
other  and  honest  with  the  American 
people,  none  of  those  is  a  balanced 
budget  plan.  Each  of  them  assumes  the 
use  of  Social  Security  trust  funds  to 
balance  by  the  year  2002.  That  is  not  a 
balanced  budget. 

In  fact,  last  year  I  offered  the  Fair 
Share  Balanced  Budget  Plan,  the  only 
plan  that  has  been  offered  here  that 
balances  without  using  Social  Security 
surpluses.  Mr.  President,  I  recognize 
that  makes  it  more  difficult  to  achieve 
balance,  but  it  is  the  only  honest  way 
to  get  the  job  done.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
going  to  oppose,  with  every  fiber  in  my 
being,  putting  into  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States— let  us  think  a 
minute  about  what  we  are  talking 
about  here.  Let  us  think  about  what  we 
are  talking  about.  We  are  not  talking 
about  passing  a  budget  plan.  We  are 
not  talking  about  passing  a  statute.  We 
are  talking  about  changing  the  organic 
law  of  this  country.  We  are  talking 
about  changing  the  document  that  has 
made  this  country  the  greatest  one  in 
human  history.  We  are  talking  about 
changing  the  document  that  has  pro- 
vided a  protection  and  a  series  of  guar- 
antees to  the  American  people, 
unrivaled  in  world  history.  We  are 
talking  about  putting  the  definition  of 
a  balanced  budget  in  that  document 
that  says,  yes,  it  is  OK  to  go  loot  and 
raid  trust  funds  to  call  it  a  balanced 
budget. 

I  will  tell  you,  I  really  have  to  think, 
what  would  Benjamin  Franklin  think 
of  that?  What  would  Thomas  Jefferson 
think  of  that?  What  would  George 
Washington  think  of  that?  I  do  not 
think  that  would  be  a  very  proud  mo- 
ment in  America's  history — to  enshrine 
in  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  the  definition  of  a  balanced 
budget  that  includes  raiding  every 
trust  fund  in  sight  in  order  to  achieve 
balance. 

Mr.  President,  that  cannot  be  the 
outcome  here. 

Mr.     DORGAN.     Will     the     Senator 
yield? 
Mr.  CONRAD.  Yes. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  ask  the  Senator  if  he 
has  heard  this.  I  have  heard  people 
stand  on  the  Senate  floor  and  say  this 
issue  you  are  raising  about  the  Social 
Security  trust  funds  is  a  bogus  issue. 
There  is  a  fellow,  whose  name  I  will 
not  give,  who  wrote  a  piece  in  the 
Washington  Post  that  said  this  is  a 
bogus  issue,  that  the  Social  Security 
trust  funds  are  just  part  of  the  regular 
revenues  of  the  Federal  Government. 
Do  they  just  profoundly  misunderstand 


the  circumstances  here?  How  would  the 
Senator  respond  to  the  folks  who  try  to 
create  kind  of  a  smokescreen  and  say 
this  is  all  bogus  and  none  of  this  means 
anything? 

Mr.  CONRAD.  I  always  hesitate  to 
characterize  the  statements  or  motiva- 
tions of  others.  But  I  will  simply  say 
this.  It  matters  a  lot  what  we  do  here. 
You  know,  sometimes  the  actions  in 
this  Chamber  do  not  matter  and  the  ac- 
tions in  the  other  Chamber  do  not  mat- 
ter much.  This  action  matters  a  lot. 
Here  is  why  it  matters.  For  those  who 
say,  "Well,  we  have  been  doing  that;  we 
have  been  taking  Social  Security  sur- 
pluses, so  what  does  it  matter  that  we 
keep  on  doing  it?"  The  reason  it  mat- 
ters is  because,  back  in  1983,  we  saw  we 
were  headed  for  a  cliff,  for  a  cir- 
cumstance in  which  the  Social  Secu- 
rity system  would  be  broke.  So  Con- 
gress took  action.  Congress  put  into 
place  a  system  that  would  assure  So- 
cial Security  surpluses  so  we  would  be 
prepared  for  when  the  baby  boom  gen- 
eration started  to  retire.  We  know  now 
that  we  have  a  short  period  of  time  to 
prepare  for  when  those  baby  boomers 
start  to  retire. 

The  idea  is  to  run  surpluses  to  get 
ready  for  when  those  baby  boomers 
have  retired  and  have  48  million  people 
on  the  system  instead  of  24  million,  be- 
cause if  we  do  not  have  surpluses,  we 
will  have  to  have  either  an  82-percent 
tax  rate  in  this  country,  or  a  one-third 
cut  in  all  benefits.  Does  anybody  be- 
lieve we  are  going  to  have  an  82-per- 
cent tax  rate?  I  do  not.  That  means  we 
are  going  to  have  some  dramatic  cuts 
in  benefits  which  people  have  paid  into 
to  secure  for  themselves.  So  the  money 
is  not  available. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  have  one  additional 
question.  There  is  virtue  in  balancing 
the  budget.  We  ought  to  care  about 
that  and  not  spending  our  children's 
money  or  charging  to  our  children  and 
grandchildren.  There  is  also  virtue  in 
keeping  your  promise.  If  you  promise 
you  are  going  to  save  by  taking  money 
out  of  people's  paychecks,  and  if  you 
say  we  are  going  to  put  that  aside  in  a 
trust  fund,  there  is  virtue  in  keeping 
that  promise  as  well;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  CONRAD.  I  think  there  is  not 
only  virtue  in  it,  but  it  is  required  that 
we  do  it  because  the  hard  reality  in 
this  town  is  that  while  it  is  true  we 
have  been  talking  Social  Security  sur- 
pluses—about $500  billion  so  far— this  is 
the  tip  of  the  iceberg.  We  are  about  to 
run,  over  the  next  15  years.  $2  trillion 
in  Social  Security  surpluses,  and  we 
need  every  dime  of  it  to  be  ready  for 
when  the  baby  boomers  retire.  If  we 
spent  it  all,  squandered  every  penny,  if 
we  deluded  ourselves  by  passing  a 
phony  balanced  budget  amendment  to 
the  Constitution,  and  the  baby 
boomers  retire  and  they  go  to  the  cup- 
board and  the  cupboard  is  bare,  we  are 
going  to  have  some  mighty  angry  folks 
in  this  country,  and  they  are  going  to 


ask  some  pretty  tough  questions.  They 
are  going  to  ask,  "Where  did  the 
money  go?  I  thought  you  balanced  the 
budget  and  secured  the  solvency  of  the 
Social  Security  System." 

Mr.  President,  the  hard  reality  is 
that  we  have  been  doing  something 
wrong  and  we  have  to  stop  it  to  prepare 
for  the  future.  We  have  to  get  ready  for 
when  the  baby  boom  generation  re- 
tires. The  only  way  we  can  do  that  is  to 
balance  the  budget  and  do  it  honestly, 
without  counting  Social  Security  sur- 
pluses. To  put  it  into  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States,  to  put  a  defini- 
tion in  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  that  a  balanced  budget  includes 
raiding  and  looting  the  Social  Security 
trust  funds  is  just  profoundly  wrong. 
There  is  no  principle  in  that. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  expired  under  the  previous  order. 

Mr.  CONRAD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  an  additional  5 
minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


A  BROKEN  PROMISE  TO  THE 
FARMERS 

Mr.  CONRAD.  Mr.  President,  on  a  dif- 
ferent matter,  on  Friday  last,  I  learned 
that  the  Republicans  on  the  House  side 
have  now  broken  the  promise  to  farm- 
ers contained  in  the  most  recent  farm 
bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  everyone  in 
this  Chamber  remembers  that  Ameri- 
ca's farmers  were  told  that  if  you  aw;- 
cept  this  new  farm  bill  that  has  sharp- 
ly declining  pajrments  in  it  and  has  no 
safety  net  for  when  prices  plunge,  you 
win  at  least  be  assured  that  for  the  7 
years  of  this  farm  bill  the  payments 
contained  in  that  will  be  guaranteed. 
In  fact,  the  proponents  of  the  so-called 
Freedom  to  Farm  Act  told  the  Amer- 
ican farm  producers  that  this  is  like  a 
contract.  In  fact,  they  related  it  to  the 
Conservation  Reserve  Program  con- 
tracts. They  said,  "Farmers,  at  least 
you  will  be  assured  you  are  going  to 
get  pasrments  of  these  amounts." 

Mr.  President,  last  week,  the  House 
Appropriations  subcommittee  broke 
the  promise,  violated  the  pledge,  and 
said  to  the  American  farmers  that  that 
was  all  a  trick.  We  promised  you  a  con- 
tract, but  we  are  breaking  the  contract 
before  the  ink  is  even  dry.  The  farm 
bill  has  just  been  signed  into  law.  and 
alreawiy  you  might  as  well  throw  it  out 
the  window  because  the  fundamental 
pledge  and  promise  has  turned  out  to 
be  a  hoax.  Not  a  word  of  truth  is  in  it 
because  they  have  cut  the  transition 
pasmients  before  farmers  have  even  re- 
ceived one— the  payments  that  were 
supposed  to  be  inviolate,  the  payments 
that  were  supposed  to  be  guaranteed, 
the  payments  that  were  supposed  to  be 
a  contract.  It  turns  out  that  they  have 
no  guarantee  attached  to  them  at  all. 
There    is    no    contract.    Farmers    are 
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being  asked  right  now  to  sign  up.  put 
their  name  on  the  line.  But  they  do  not 
know  what  they  are  signing  up  to  be- 
cause it  is  very  clear  from  the  action 
taken  in  the  House  Appropriations 
Committee  that  they  can  cut  the  fund- 
ing for  those  transition  payments  any 
time,  in  any  amount,  in  any  way  they 
want.  It  does  not  have  to  be  7  years  of 
payments;  it  could  be  3.  In  the  first  3 
years,  they  could  cut  them  50  percent, 
or  they  could  cut  them  80  percent. 

There  is  no  contract  here.  There  is  no 
commitment  here.  There  is  no  guaran- 
tee here.  All  there  is  is  a  betrayal,  a 
betrayal  of  the  farmers  who  trusted 
those  who  promoted  this  approach,  who 
were  told,  and  told  repeatedly,  that 
these  are  sharply  declining  payments, 
but  at  least  you  can  be  assured  you 
will  be  getting  what  the  formula  pro- 
vides over  the  next  7  years.  Now  we 
know  none  of  it  is  true. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  those  who  pro- 
moted the  Freedom  to  Farm  Act  on  the 
basis  that  it  was  a  guarantee  ought  to 
apologize  to  Americas  producers.  I 
think  they  ought  to  stand  up  and 
admit  that  there  are  not  contract  pay- 
ments here.  There  is  nothing  here  that 
is  assured.  They  have  sold  farmers  a 
pig  in  a  poke.  That.  I  think,  was  one  of 
the  most  disappointing  betrayals  that  I 
have  seen  in  the  10  years  I  have  been  in 
the  U.S.  Senate;  if  there  ever  was  a  cir- 
cumstance in  which  it  was  absolutely 
clear  what  the  promise  was — with  re- 
spect to  the  so-called  Freedom  to  Farm 
Program. 

During  debate  on  the  farm  bill.  Re- 
publican Senator  after  Republican  Sen- 
ator stood  on  this  floor  in  this  Cham- 
ber and  promoted  the  bill  based  on 
these  payment  guarantees.  Farmers 
will  have  certainty.  Pajrments  will  be 
gnaranteed.  Farmers  will  know  how 
much  money  they  will  have  to  work 
with  each  year,  they  said.  Now  the 
truth  is  out.  Freedom  to  Farm  is  a 
fraud.  There  is  no  contract.  There  is  no 
guarantee. 

Mr.  President,  unfortunately,  they 
did  not  stop.  They  did  not  stop  in  the 
House  Agriculture  Committee  with 
breaking  the  promise  on  transition 
pasrments.  They  then,  after  promising 
a  market-based  farm  program,  an- 
nounced an  unprecedented  move  to  put 
a  cap  on  sugarcane  prices  at  21.2  cents 
a  pound — unprecedented.  This  is  a  mar- 
ket-oriented bill,  and  farmers  are  told 
you  will  get  the  benefits  of  the  market. 
Well,  it  is  a  one-way  benefit.  You  get 
the  benefit  when  prices  are  going  down. 
When  the  prices  start  going  up,  we  are 
going  to  put  a  cap  on  them.  That  is  an 
interesting  idea  of  market  orientation. 

I  thank  the  Chair.  I  yield  the  floor. 


On  a  per  capita  basis,  every  man, 
woman,  and  child  in  America  owes 
$19,353.72  as  his  or  her  share  of  that 
debt. 


THE  VERY  BAD  DEBT  BOXSCORE 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  at  the 
close  of  business  Friday,  May  31,  1996, 
the  Federal  debt  stood  at 
$5,128,508,504,892.80. 


NATIONAL  SMALL  BUSINESS 
WEEK 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  this 
year  National  Small  Business  Week 
will  be  held  from  June  2  to  June  8.  This 
week  is  a  fitting  opportunity  for  us  to 
recognize  the  contributions  of  the 
many  entrepreneurs  in  our  country  and 
reassess  policies  affecting  small  busi- 
nesses. 

It  has  been  said  many  times  over,  but 
small  businesses  really  are  the  heart  of 
our  small  towns  and  cities.  A  full  99.9 
percent  of  businesses  in  South  Dakota 
are  small  businesses.  In  fact,  we  have 
only  25  businesses  in  the  State  that 
employ  more  than  500  people.  Entre- 
preneurs in  the  local  cafe,  gas  station, 
hardware  store,  and  pharmacy  provide 
essential  services  and  cohesion  for  our 
communities.  Farmers  and  small  busi- 
ness people  too,  contribute  to  the  com- 
munity. Together,  these  leaders  are  the 
key  to  our  economic  strength. 

Small  businesses  operate  against 
overwhelming  odds.  Burdensome  regu- 
lations and  paperwork,  onerous  taxes, 
inadequate  access  to  capital,  and  ex- 
cessive litigation  all  are  barriers  to 
success.  Congress  made  good  progress 
earlier  this  year  by  passing  the  Small 
Business  Regulatory  Relief  Enforce- 
ment Fairness  Act,  which  instituted 
judicial  review  of  regulations.  This  is  a 
step  in  the  right  direction.  We  should 
continue  on  this  track  and  enact  work- 
place safety  and  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act  reforms.  I  recently  spoke  with 
Clark  Sinclair,  who  owns  a  furniture 
store  in  Madison.  SD.  about  the  need 
for  flexibility  in  awarding  either  earn 
comp  time  or  overtime.  This  flexibility 
would  be  beneficial  for  both  employees 
and  business  owners. 

Business  men  and  women  should  be 
free  to  operate  without  fear  that  their 
livelihood  is  in  jeopardy  due  to  unrea- 
sonable Government  regulation  and  en- 
forcement. Karla  and  Richard  Hauk  are 
prime  examples  of  the  obstacles  small 
business  owners  face  today.  The  Hauks 
recently  constructed  a  Days  Inn  in 
Wall,  SD,  believing  they  complied  with 
the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act. 
The  Department  of  Justice  filed  suit 
against  them  even  as  the  Hauks  made 
goodfaith  efforts  to  negotiate  and  com- 
ply with  the  law.  Government  should 
work  constructively  with  law-abiding 
business  owners  like  the  Hauks  and 
help  them  meet  legal  requirements. 

Our  tax  policy  also  consistently 
works  against  small  firms.  The  current 
estate  tax  system  is  a  good  example.  I 
am  proud  to  have  worked  with  Senator 
Dole  on  a  reform  proposal  that  would 
alleviate  the  heavy  burden  of  estate 
taxes  on  small  family-owned  busi- 
nesses. Currently,  estate  taxes  dse  so 


onerous  that  the  inheritors  are  fre- 
quently forced  to  sell  all  or  part  of  a 
family  business  simply  to  pay  off  the 
taxes.  This  tax  can  reach  as  high  as  an 
overwhelming  55  percent  of  the  total 
value  of  the  business.  Many  families 
must  sell  off  all  or  part  of  their  busi- 
ness or  farm  just  to  pay  the  estate  tax. 
That  is  wrong. 

Congress  also  should  increase  the  de- 
ductibility of  health  care  insurance  for 
the  self-employed,  increase  expensing, 
and  reduce  the  overall  tax  burden  on 
small  businesses.  Many  small  business 
owners  file  personal  tax  returns  for 
their  businesses.  Thus,  thanks  to  the 
Clinton  budget  plan,  many  sole  propri- 
etorships pay  a  higher  tax  rate  than 
the  largest  corporations  in  the  Nation. 
Take  a  business  like  Malloy  Electric  in 
Sioux  Falls.  Gary  Jacobsen  employs  65 
people  but  cannot  hire  more  employees 
because  of  the  high  tax  burden.  This  is 
a  business  that  has  been  a  cornerstone 
of  the  community  for  25  years,  and  yet 
the  Government  continues  to  tie  their 
hands. 

Despite  these  obstacles,  entre- 
preneurs strike  out  on  their  own — and 
succeed.  I  would  like  to  recognize  the 
1996  South  Dakota  Small  Business  Per- 
sons of  the  Year,  DeLon  and  Janice 
Buttolph.  of  Labelcrafters  Inc.  in  Sioux 
Falls.  The  Buttolph's  custom  label 
printing  business  started  in  1987  with 
just  one  employee  and  one  small  con- 
tract. Now,  Labelcrafters  runs  two 
shifts  with  24  employees  and  continues 
to  grow.  The  company  has  received  na- 
tional recognition  for  producing  envi- 
ronmentally friendly  labels.  As  part- 
ners in  life,  as  well  as  partners  in  busi- 
ness, DeLon  and  Janice  have  shown 
that  good  small  businesses  come  from 
families. 

I  also  would  like  to  recognize  several 
other  South  Dakota  small  business  per- 
sons who  have  made  a  difierence  in  our 
State:  Shelly  A.  Knuths,  Roscoe  Manu- 
facturing Co.,  Madison— South  Dakota 
Women  in  Business  Advocate;  Kenneth 
E.  Yager,  K.O.  Lee  Co.,  Aberdeen — 
South  Dakota  Small  Business  Ex- 
porter;  Terry  L.  Fredericks,  attorney 
for  Whiting,  Hagg  &  Hagg.  Rapid  City- 
South  Dakota  Veteran  Small  Business 
Advocate;  Richard  B.  Vallie,  Native 
American  Herbal  Tea,  Aberdeen — 
South  Dakota  Minority  Small  Business 
Advocate;  and  Mark  W.  Benson,  First 
Bank  of  South  Dakota.  Rapid  City- 
South  Dakota  Financial  Services  Advo- 
cate. In  addition,  Doug  O'Bryan  Con- 
tracting, Inc.  of  Martin,  and  C&W  En- 
terprises of  Sioux  Falls,  have  received 
the  Administrator's  Award  for  Excel- 
lence for  their  outstanding  perform- 
ance as  prime  contractors  under  Fed- 
eral contract. 

These  individuals  are  today's  real  he- 
roes. They  are  creating  jobs  and  pros- 
perity in  South  Dakota  small  cities 
and  towns.  They  are  overlooked  too 
often.  This  week  we  should  take  time 
to  recognize  their  leadership  amd  ac- 
complishments. My  congratulations  to 
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these  and  all  other  South  Dakota  en- 
trepreneurs who  daily  make  a  dif- 
ference. 
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HONORING   KENTUCKY   SMALL 

BUSINESS   PERSON   OF   THE 

YEAR.  BOB  PATTERSON 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  pay  tribute  to  Mr.  Bob  Patter- 
son of  Louisville,  KY,  who  has  been  se- 
lected as  the  Kentucky  Small  Business 
Person  of  the  Year  by  the  U.S.  Small 
Business  Administration. 

Bob  Patterson  is  the  President,  CEO, 
and  partner  of  Consumers  Choice  Cof- 
fee, Inc.,  a  coffee  distributor  in  Louis- 
ville, KY.  Under  Bob  Patterson,  who 
has  been  involved  with  the  coffee  in- 
dustry for  18  years.  Consumers  Choice 
Coffee  has  grown  to  become  Kentucky's 
premier  coffee  company.  Consumers 
Choice  Coffee  maintains  an  exclusive 
contract  to  supply  more  than  200 
McDonald's  restaurants  in  addition  to 
supplying  many  upscale  restaurants. 

In  1990,  when  Bob  became  president 
and  chief  executive  officer.  Consumers 
Choice  Coffee  was  entering  into  the 
worst  period  in  its  history.  With  losses 
in  both  profits  and  sales.  Bob  had  his 
hands  full.  He  concentrated  on  expan- 
sion, developing  new  product  lines  and 
reeducating  his  employees  to  improve 
customer  service.  Consumers  Choice 
began  to  gain  new  customers.  The  com- 
pany began  to  supply  not  only  coffee, 
but  equipment  and  service  agreements. 
As  the  company  was  begrinning  to  im- 
prove, coffee  prices  were  driven  up  do 
to  a  frost  in  Brazil.  Bob  advised  his 
customers  on  this  long-term  crisis,  and 
helped  them  to  prepare.  Again,  more 
vendors  came  to  rely  on  Consumers 
Choice  Coffee  because  of  its  strong 
commitment  to  meet  the  needs  of  its 
customers. 

Today.  Consumers  Choice  Coffee,  Inc. 
is  a  well  known  name  in  Kentucky's 
restaurant  industry.  It  has  an  ever 
growing  clientele  of  restaurants  and 
other  vendors.  The  company  has  Bob 
Patterson  to  thank.  Bob  has  displayed 
great  determination  in  the  face  of  ad- 
versity. He  sets  an  example  of  dedica- 
tion of  business  and  commitment  to  his 
customers  that  should  be  followed  by 
small  business  persons  across  my  State 
and  the  Nation.  I  am  happy  that  Bob  is 
being  recognized  for  all  of  the  good 
work  he  has  done.  I  congratulate  him 
on  this  significant  accomplishment  and 
wish  him  many  future  years  of  success. 


CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 
The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    Under 
the  previous  order,  all  time  is  elapsed, 
and  morning  business  is  now  closed. 


DEFEND  AMERICA  ACT  OF  1996— 

MOTION  TO  PROCEED 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate will  now  resume  consideration  of 


the  motion  to  proceed  to  S.  1635,  which 
the  clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  motion  to  proceed  to  the  consideration 
of  S.  1635,  a  bill  to  establish  a  United  States 
policy  for  the  deplojrment  of  a  national  mis- 
sile defense  system,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  motion  to  proceed. 
Mr.  THURMOND  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  last 
Thursday  the  majority  leader  sought 
to  proceed  to  the  Defend  America  Act 
of  1996,  but  was  blocked  from  doing  so 
by  those  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
who  do  not  want  the  President  to  sign 
or  be  forced  to  veto  this  important  leg- 
islation. These  Senators  may  be  able  to 
block  passage  of  the  Defend  America 
Act,  but  they  will  not  be  able  to  cover 
up  the  fact  they  and  President  Clinton 
have  concluded  that  the  American  peo- 
ple should  not  be  defended  against  bal- 
listic missile  attack. 

Of  course,  the  President  has  said  that 
he  favors  ballistic  missile  defense.  But 
his  actions  contradict  this  words.  Since 
elected.  President  Clinton  has  cut 
funding  for  ballistic  missile  defense 
every  year.  No  program  has  been  cut 
more  drastically  than  the  National 
Missile  Defense  Program.  The  Defend 
America  Act  seeks  to  reverse  this  dis- 
turbing trend  and  to  set  a  measured 
course  toward  the  deplosrment  of  an  af- 
fordable national  missile  defense  sys- 
tem to  protect  all  Americans. 

In  his  recent  speech  to  the  Coast 
Guard  Academy,  President  Clinton  as- 
serted that  his  fiscal  year  1997  budget 
request  includes  S3  billion  for  national 
missile  defense.  In  fact,  it  includes  $2.8 
billion  for  all  ballistic  missile  defense 
technologies  and  programs  and  only 
$500  million  for  national  missile  de- 
fense. This  amount  is  insufficient  to 
fulfill  even  the  goals  of  the  President's 
own  3-plus-3  development  program. 
Ironically,  if  it  were  not  for  continued 
Republican  pressure  on  the  administra- 
tion, the  President  would  not  have  de- 
veloped even  this  figleaf  of  a  plan. 

The  President  and  his  allies  in  Con- 
gress have  spent  more  time  developing 
excuses  for  why  we  should  not  commit 
to  a  national  missile  defense  deploy- 
ment effort  than  they  have  in  looking 
at  the  dire  consequences  of  not  going 
ahead  with  such  a  program.  But  like 
all  such  excuses,  these  ring  hollow. 

The  President  and  other  opponents  of 
national  missile  defense  have  asserted 
that  there  is  no  threat  to  justffy  a 
commitment  at  this  time,  that  we 
should  wait  3  years  before  we  even 
begin  to  think  about  a  deployment  de- 
cision. But  in  3  years.  North  Korea 
could  be  on  the  verge  of  deplosdng  an 
intercontinental  ballistic  missile  and 
other  rogue  countries  could  be  well 
along  this  path. 

The  opponents  of  national  missile  de- 
fense have  also  asserted  that  a  commit- 


ment at  this  time  could  lead  to  techno- 
logical obsolescence  at  the  time  the 
system  becomes  operational.  If  this  ar- 
gument were  extended  to  other  defense 
programs,  we  would  never  build  an- 
other bomber,  fighter,  ship,  or  tank. 
Versions  of  this  argument  have  been 
made  time  and  again,  each  time  oppo- 
nents of  a  major  defense  program  spin 
up  the  excuse  making  machine. 

A  national  missile  defense  system  de- 
veloped pursuant  to  the  Defend  Amer- 
ica Act  will  be  no  more  outdated  than 
one  developed  under  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration's 3-plus-3  plan.  In  fact,  it 
would  likely  be  more  modem  and  tech- 
nologically sophisticated,  given  the  ro- 
bust testing  and  focused  development 
called  for  in  this  legislation.  Under  the 
Clinton  plan,  technology  development 
will  langiiish  and  many  companies  will 
soon  pull  out  of  the  business  alto- 
gether. Ironically,  the  technologies 
that  would  be  pursued  under  the  De- 
fend America  Act  are  the  same  ones 
that  the  administration  is  also  devel- 
oping. The  main  difference  is  that  the 
Defend  America  Act  would  require  us 
to  get  serious  rather  than  sitting  on 
our  hands  as  we  have  been  doing  for 
the  last  3  years. 

The  best  way  to  ensure  that  we  de- 
ploy a  modem  and  operationally  effec- 
tive national  missile  defense  system  is 
to  get  an  initial  system  fielded  quick- 
ly, then  upgrade  and  build  upon  this 
first  piece  as  necessary.  Contrary  to 
what  the  President  and  his  nay-saying 
supporters  assert,  readiness  to  respond 
to  a  threat  does  not  come  by  keeping 
technology  bottled  up  in  a  laboratory. 
Anyone  familiar  with  manufacturing 
and  technology  development  will  con- 
firm that  the  way  to  improve  the  state- 
of-the-art  is  to  get  started,  gain  oper- 
ational knowledge,  and  then  build  on 
this  experience  in  an  incremental  man- 
ner. This  is  the  cost-effective,  low-risk 
approach  advocated  in  the  Defend 
America  Act. 

Perhaps  the  most  telling  argument 
made  by  the  opponents  of  the  Defend 
America  Act  is  the  assertion  that  it 
would  threaten  arms  control.  In  fact, 
the  only  thing  it  threatens  is  the  sta- 
tus quo  with  respect  to  the  ABM  Trea- 
ty. The  Defend  America  Act  does  call 
on  the  President  to  seek  amendments 
to  the  ABM  Treaty,  which  most  oppo- 
nents do  not  want  to  see  happen.  But, 
since  it  is  awkward  for  them  to  be  seen 
as  more  Interested  in  defending  an  out- 
dated treaty  than  the  American  people, 
other  excuses  have  to  be  found.  Hence 
the  argument  that  START  n  might  be 
jeopardized. 

But  there  is  no  reason  why  the  De- 
fend America  Act  should  in  any  way 
jeopardize  START  n  or  United  States- 
Russian  relations.  Russia  already  has 
an  operational  national  missile  defense 
system,  so  obviously  they  cannot  be- 
lieve that  such  a  deployment  is  desta- 
bilizing. More  important,  during  past 
negotiations,  Russia  has  demonstrated 
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a  clear  willingness  to  amend  the  ABM 
Treaty.  Unfortunately,  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration is  only  interested  in  mak- 
ing the  ABM  Treaty  more  restrictive 
rather  than  finding  a  way  to  loosen  its 
grip  on  our  missile  defense  programs. 
The  fact  that  the  United  States  and 
Russia  were  on  the  verge  of  agreeing  to 
amend  the  ABM  Treaty  at  the  same 
time  as  START  I  was  being  concluded 
clearly  illustrates  that  keeping  the 
ABM  Treaty  is  its  current  form  is  not 
a  prerequisite  for  concluding  strategic 
arms  control  agreements.  We  should 
remember  that  it  was  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration and  not  the  Russian  Fed- 
eration that  ended  the  negotiations  to 
expand  our  rights  to  deploy  national 
missile  defense. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  have  said  many 
times  before,  the  Defend  America  Act 
is  a  balanced  and  responsible  piece  of 
legislation.  I  am  very  disappointed 
that  the  President  is  seeking  to  pre- 
vent the  Senate  from  voting  on  this 
important  bill.  If  he  is  opposed  to  it,  it 
is  his  right  to  veto  it.  But  the  Amer- 
ican people  deserve  to  know  the  Presi- 
dent's position.  In  my  view,  procedural 
maneuvers  and  misleading  arguments 
will  not  cloak  those  who  seek  to  keep 
America  defenseless. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  KYL  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
going  to  yield  to  the  able  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Kyl]  at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Craig).  The  Senator  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina,  the 
chairman  of  the  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee, for  yielding  but  also  for  his 
leadership  in  this  area. 

I  think  two  of  the  people  who  we 
have  most  to  thank  for  bringing  this 
matter  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate 
are  our  majority  leader.  Bob  Dole,  and 
the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Armed 
Services  Committee,  Senator  Thur- 
mond. It  is  Senator  Dole  who  wanted 
to  ensure  that  before  he  left  this  body 
we  had  an  opportunity  to  vote  on  and 
pass  the  Defend  America  Act.  I  agree 
with  Senator  Thurmond  that  our  Sen- 
ate colleagues  ought  to  ensure  that  we 
have  an  opportunity  to  vote  on  this  im- 
portant measure  by  ensuring  that  we 
vote  for  cloture  tomorrow  when  we 
have  that  vote.  So  I  appreciate  Senator 
Thurmond's  leadership  on  this  matter. 

Mr.  President,  before  I  proceed,  I  ask 
imanimous  consent  that  Dan 
Ciechnowski,  who  is  a  fellow  in  my  of- 
fice, be  allowed  floor  privileges  during 
the  pendency  of  this  matter. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  let  me  begin 
by  discussing  some  of  the  details  of 
this  legislation  because  I  think  when 
our  colleagues  focus  on  precisely  what 
it  says,  it  is  awfully  hard  to  disagree 
with  any  of  it.  And  in  fact  I  cannot 
imagine     that     anyone     would     vote 


against  the  Defend  America  Act  of  1996 
except  for  purely  political  reasons. 
That  would  be  most  unfortimate  be- 
cause there  is  nothing  more  important 
that  the  Senate  and  the  House  and  the 
President  have  as  our  responsibility 
than  defending  America.  That  is  the 
first  obligation  of  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment. And  to  continue  to  allow  the  sit- 
uation which  currently  exists,  which  is 
that  the  United  States  is  totally  vul- 
nerable to  a  missile  attack  by  any 
enemy  in  the  future,  is  intolerable.  We 
need  to  get  about  the  business  of  ensur- 
ing that  we  can  solve  this  problem, 
that  we  caji  deploy  an  effective  system 
for  defending  against  ballistic  missiles, 
and  the  way  to  do  that  is  to  pass  the 
Defend  America  Act.  It  is  the  nec- 
essary first  step  in  this  effort. 

Let  me  begin  by  noting  the  provi- 
sions of  the  act  itself.  And  if  anyone 
wants  to  disagree  with  any  of  these 
provisions,  I  invite  them  here  to  the 
floor  to  engage  in  that  debate.  I  do  not 
think  anyone  can  logically  disagree 
with  the  provisions  of  this  act. 

Mr.  President,  people  will  disagree 
with  other  things.  They  will  make  up 
an  argument  about  what  we  are  really 
intending  to  achieve  here,  and  they 
will  argue  against  tha,t.  It  is  called  red 
herrings.  Or  they  will  set  up  straw  men 
which  they  will  attempt  to  knock  over. 
They  will  assert  that  we  are  trying  to 
reestablish  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion's space  shield  to  prevent  a  nuclear 
attack  by  the  then  Soviet  Union.  That 
is  not  what  this  is  all  about.  They  will 
argue  about  star  wars.  They  will  argue 
about  $60  billion  expenditures.  None  of 
that  is  what  we  are  talking  about  here. 

So  I  am  going  to  focus  specifically  on 
what  this  act  says,  and  I  would  ask 
those  who  come  to  argue  against  it  to 
confine  thefr  remarks  to  this  act,  not 
some  perceived  or  imaginary  piece  of 
legislation  that  they  may  wish  to  de- 
feat but  rather  that  which  is  before  us 
right  now. 

It  is  called,  as  I  said,  the  Defend 
America  Act  of  1996.  Majority  leader 
Bob  Dole  is  the  sponsor.  I  can  think  of 
no  more  fitting  tribute  to  Bob  Dole 
than  for  his  Senate  colleagues  to  allow 
us  to  vote  on  this  important  matter. 
They  can  then  vote  thefr  consciences 
on  whether  they  want  to  defend  Amer- 
ica or  not  but  give  the  majority  leader 
the  right  to  vote  on  this  important 
proposition. 

I  guarantee  you  that  if  we  do  not 
have  that  right.  Republican  candidate 
Bob  Dole  is  going  to  be  talking  to  the 
American  people  throughout  the  length 
and  the  breadth  of  this  country  to  re- 
mind them  that  today  the  United 
States  has  no  ability  to  defend  against 
a  ballistic  missile  attack  by  another 
country. 

Mr.  President,  that  does  not  have  to 
come  to  China  and  Russia,  the  two 
countries  that  today  have  the  capabil- 
ity of  launching  intercontinental  bal- 
listic   missiles    against    the    United 


States.  It  can  come  in  the  form  of  an 
accidental  launch  from  one  of  those 
countries  or  another  country.  It  can 
come  in  the  form  of  a  limited  attack 
either  against  our  troops  stationed 
abroad,  against  our  allies,  or  against 
parts  of  the  United  States  that  are 
within  reach  today  or  soon  will  be 
within  the  reach  of  ballistic  missiles  of 
other  nations  like  North  Korea,  for  ex- 
ample. 

It  is  interesting  just  parenthetically 
that  one  of  the  studies  which  said  there 
was  no  threat  to  the  United  States  in 
the  near  term,  that  is.  before  the  end  of 
the  century,  relied  upon  the  notion 
that  the  definition  of  United  States 
was  the  lower  48  States.  Well,  as  I  re- 
call. Alaska  and  Hawaii  have  been 
States  for  some  time  now  and  the  citi- 
zens of  those  States  would  be  a  bit  sur- 
prised to  learn  that  colleagues  in  the 
Senate  do  not  think  it  important  to  de- 
fend that  because  they  are  not  part  of 
the  lower  48. 

Mr.  President,  every  veteran  of  World 
War  n  knows  how  the  war  in  the  Pa- 
cific started.  It  was  an  attack  on  Pearl 
Harbor  in  Hawaii,  not  even  then  a 
State  but  obviously  part  of  the  United 
States  in  terms  of  our  defense  at  risk, 
and  we  went  to  war  over  that.  To  sug- 
gest that  because  there  is  not  a  threat 
to  the  lower  48  States  today,  we  should 
not  begin  to  prepare  against  the  con- 
tingency when  that  threat  will  exist  or 
to  prepare  to  defend  other  Americans 
who  do  not  live  in  the  lower  48  States 
is  irresponsible,  and  therefore  I  would 
urge  my  colleagues,  as  I  said,  to  allow 
us  to  at  least  vote  on  this  Defend 
America  Act. 

Here  are  the  findings  in  the  act. 
First,  that  the  United  States  has  the 
technical  capability  to  develop  and  de- 
ploy a  national  missile  defense  system. 

ITiere  is  no  disagreement  about  this. 
There  is  disagreement  about  exactly 
which  system  to  deploy.  The  adminis- 
tration has  its  favorites.  Others  have 
their  favorites.  But  there  is  no  dis- 
agreement about  the  fact  that  the 
technology  is  here. 

Second,  the  threat  posed  to  the 
United  States  by  the  proliferation  of 
ballistic  missiles  is  growing.  The  trend 
is  toward  longer-range  missiles  includ- 
ing those  with  intercontinental  reach. 

Again,  intelligence  estimates  make 
this  point  clear,  and  the  President  him- 
self has  declared  an  emergency  based 
upon  this  threat  of  proliferation. 

Third,  there  are  ways  for  determined 
countries  to  acquire  intercontinental 
ballistic  missiles  by  means  other  than 
indigenous  development. 

Of  course,  that  is  true,  and  it  is  an 
important  point  to  make  becatise  it  is 
not  the  threat  that  a  country  begin- 
ning today  will  after  a  period  of  years 
figure  out  how  to  build  one  of  these 
weapons,  but  it  is  also  the  case  that 
countries  arovmd  the  world  are  trying 
very  hard  to  buy  components  and  even 
completed  systems  from  other  coun- 
tries. This  is  why  the  sale  by  either 
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Russia  or  China  of  ]?art  or  whole  of  a 
missile  system  or  a  weapon  of  mass  de- 
struction is  so  disconcerting  because 
countries  do  not  have  to  develop  them 
indigenously;  they  can  buy  them  or 
buy  the  key  components  from  other 
countries,  and  that  is  why  the  threat 
will  occur  sooner  rather  than  later. 

Fourth,  the  deployment  by  the 
United  States  of  an  NMDS,  National 
Missile  Defense  System,  will  help  to 
deter  countries  from  seeking  long- 
range  missiles. 

That,  too,  should  be  obvious.  It  is 
clear  that  to  the  extent  we  have  a  de- 
fense against  such  weapons,  it  does  not 
make  sense  for  another  country  to  ex- 
pend a  lot  of  resources  to  develop  those 
kinds  of  ssrstems.  It  is  very  much  one 
of  the  reasons  why  the  Soviet  Union 
collapsed  and  why  the  Soviet  Union  de- 
cided at  a  certain  point  that  it  would 
not  be  able  to  defeat  the  United  States 
militarily,  notwithstanding  its  very 
strong  intercontinental  ballistic  mis- 
sile system,  because  Ronald  Reagan 
was  preparing  to  develop  and  eventu- 
adly  deploy  the  Strategic  Defense  Ini- 
tiative, a  system  which  would  have 
been  able  to  thwart  such  attack — not 
defeat  it  completely  but  to  preclude  it 
from  succeeding  completely  and  there- 
fore allowing  the  United  States  the  op- 
portunity to  respond  with  our  own  of- 
fensive deterrent  capability.  And  that 
potential  for  development  of  SDI,  as  it 
was  then  called,  was  enough  to  cause 
the  Russians  to  throw  in  the  towel 
with  respect  to  that  matter.  And  it  was 
one  of  the  reasons  why  the  Soviet 
Union  eventually  collapsed. 

And  that  is  not  just  me  talking. 
There  are  several  Russians  who  were  in 
power  at  the  time  who  confirmed  the 
fact.  The  same  thing  is  true  of  much 
less  powerful  and  less  wealthy  nations 
than  the  Soviet  Union  of  old,  talking 
about  countries  like  Iraq,  Iran.  North 
Korea,  Libya,  countries  that  may  well 
desire  to  develop  these  weapons  today 
knowing  that  we  have  no  defense 
Eigainst  them  but  if  we  had  such  a  de- 
fense would  perhaps  turn  their  atten- 
tions elsewhere. 

The  next  point  of  the  bill  is  that  the 
danger  of  an  accidental  missile  launch 
has  not  disappeared  and  deployment  of 
an  NMD  system  will  reduce  concerns 
about  this  threat.  That  should  be  obvi- 
ous and  require  no  further  explanation. 

Next.  Deployment  of  an  NMD  system 
can  enhance  stability  in  the  post-cold- 
war  era.  The  United  States  and  Russia 
should  welcome  the  opportunity  to  re- 
duce reliance  on  threats  of  nuclear  re- 
taliation as  the  sole  basis  of  stability. 

This  should  be  obvious,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, but  it  is  interesting,  and  even 
paradoxical,  I  would  say,  that  there  are 
still  some  people  in  the  Government 
and  perhaps  even  here  in  the  Congress 
who  believe  we  are  more  stable  in  an 
unstable  environment  than  we  are  in  a 
stable  environment. 

That  may  sound  counterintuitive, 
but  there  used  to  be  an  argument  that 


if  we  were  very  vulnerable  to  an  attack 
and  if  our  opponent  at  that  time,  the 
Soviet  Union,  was  also  very  vulnerable 
tc  an  attack,  that  neither  one  of  us 
would  dare  to  attack  each  other.  It  was 
called  "mutual  assured  destruction."  If 
they  would  attack  us,  then  we  would 
attack  them,  and  we  would  both  de- 
stroy each  other.  Some  people  believe 
that  was  one  of  the  factors  that  pre- 
cluded either  country  from  attacking 
the  other  during  the  cold  war,  and  it 
may  have  had  some  impact. 

But  that  is  no  longer  the  situation 
we  face  today,  Mr.  President.  There  is 
no  longer  a  Soviet  Union  threatening 
to  destroy  the  United  States,  and  cer- 
tainly we  have  no  pretensions  in  that 
regard.  There  is  a  Russia  with  a  lot  of 
nuclear  weapons,  some  of  which  could, 
by  mistake,  be  launched  against  the 
United  States:  some  of  which  could,  by 
mistake,  find  their  way  to  the  hands  of 
people  who  are  not  very  friendly  to  us. 
Certainly  the  Chinese  are  developing 
weapons  that  they  do  not  have  a  need 
to  develop. 

But  the  real  threat  today  is  from 
coimtries  arrayed  around  the  world 
that  would  do  us  harm,  that  have  for- 
eign policy  interests  inimical  to  ours, 
and  that  would  use  these  weapons  as 
threats.  They  are  weaker  countries 
than  ours.  We  do  not  have  to  worry 
about  them  attacking  us  with  these 
missiles  in  order  to  defeat  us  mili- 
tarily. That  is  not  the  point.  The  con- 
cern is  they  would  use  these  missiles  in 
order  to  thwart  us  from  achieving  our 
foreign  policy  goals. 

For  example,  we  know  5  years  ago 
during  the  time  of  the  gulf  war,  the 
vote  in  Congress  to  try  to  kick  Saddam 
Hussein  out  of  Kuwait  was  a  very  close 
vote  in  both  the  House  and  the  Senate. 
Among  the  concerns  people  had  was 
the  threat  of  loss  of  life  to  the  U.S. 
military  in  trying  to  repel  Saddam 
Hussein.  If  we  had  known  at  that  time 
that  Saddam  had  a  nuclear  weapon  ca- 
pability and  the  missiles  to  deliver 
those  weajwns — not  just  to  the  United 
States  but,  let  us  say,  to  Israel,  to  Lon- 
don, to  Rome,  to  Paris,  to  Cairo,  wher- 
ever—would the  United  States  Con- 
gress, knowing  that,  have  then  decided 
to  vote  to  use  military  force  to  rei>el 
Saddam  Hussein?  I  think  it  is  a  very 
close  question,  and  I  am  not  certain 
what  the  answer  would  have  been. 

Put  it  another  way.  Would  the  Euro- 
pean allies  who  joined  what  was  then 
called  the  "grand  coalition  of  nations" 
to  defeat  Saddam  Hussein,  knowing  he 
had  weapons  that  could  reach  their 
capital  cities,  would  they  have  been  as 
willing  to  come  to  the  aid  of  Kuwait  in 
that  instance?  I  think  the  answer  is  ob- 
vious. 

The  point  is  that  countries  who 
would  use  these  weapons  today  would 
use  them,  not  in  an  all-out  attack  on 
the  United  States — nobody  is  suggest- 
ing that— but  as  a  means,  in  effect,  of 
blackmailing  the  United  States.  The 


most  recent  expression  of  this  was  a 
Chinese  leader  who  said,  with  respect 
to  the  desire  of  the  United  States  to 
come  to  the  aid  of  Taiwan,  "You  better 
think  twice  about  this,  because  we 
really  do  not  think  that  Taiwan  is  as 
important  to  you  as  the  lives  of  the 
people  in  Los  Angeles."  Would  the 
United  States  be  willing  to  go  to  war 
to  protect  Taiwan  if  it  knew  that 
China  would  launch  a  missile  against 
the  people  of  Los  Angeles? 

Well,  it  causes  you  to  think.  Any 
President  of  the  United  States  would 
have  to  think  very,  very  carefully 
about  asking  the  Congress  for  author- 
ity to  use  force  in  a  situation  that  did 
not  directly  involve  the  United  States 
if  the  force  that  we  were  attempting  to 
take  action  against,  or  might  take  ac- 
tion against,  if  that  country  had  a  nu- 
clear weapon  or  a  chemical  or  biologi- 
cal weapon  that  could  be  delivered  to  a 
United  States  city  or  to  the  city  of  an 
ally  in  Europe  or  some  other  place  in 
the  world.  That  is  the  threat  that  cur- 
rently exists  and  that  will  exist  in  the 
near  term  before  those  missiles  have 
the  capability  of  hitting  the  United 
States. 

And,  yes,  Alaska  and  Hawaii  are  a 
part  of  the  United  States.  The  North 
Korean  missile  will  be  able  to  hit  those 
States  before  it  will  be  able  to  hit,  I 
suppose,  California  or  Arizona  or 
Idaho.  But  that  is  still  part  of  the 
United  States,  and  therefore  the  threat 
is  sooner  and  closer,  not  farther  away. 

In  any  event,  I  think  it  is  fairly  clear 
that  both  the  United  States  and  Russia 
should  welcome  the  opportunity  to  re- 
duce the  reliance  on  threats  of  nuclear 
retaliation  as  the  sole  basis  of  stabil- 
ity, because  it  is  not  realistic  to  expect 
that  the  United  States  would  oblit- 
erate the  people  of  Iraq,  for  example, 
with  nuclear  weapons  if  Saddam  were 
to  engage  in  some  other  act  of  aggres- 
sion in  the  Middle  East  today.  It  is  just 
not  realistic  to  expect  that  the  United 
States  would  do  that. 

Finally,  the  authors  of  the  ABM 
Treaty  envisioned  the  need  to  change 
the  treaty  as  circumstances  changed, 
and  they  provide  the  mechanisms  to  do 
so  in  the  treaty.  We  note  that  in  the 
findings  of  the  Defend  America  Act. 
Then  we  say  the  United  States  and 
Russia  previously  considered  such 
changes  and  should  do  so  again. 

As  we  note  later  on  in  the  act,  it  may 
be  necessary  for  us  to  approach  the 
Russians  to  discuss  questions  of 
amending  the  ABM  Treaty  so  that  both 
of  our  nations  will  be  free  of  the  con- 
straints currently  imposed  by  that 
treaty  that  do  not  permit  us  to  defend 
ourselves  against  missile  attack,  or  at 
least  adequately  defend  ourselves. 

Next  we  come  to  the  National  Missile 
Defense  Policy.  There  are  two  specific 
policy  goals  stated  in  the  act.  The  first 
is  the  deployment  by  the  end  of  the 
year  2003— that  is  8  years  from  now — of 
an  NMD  system — 
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.  .  .  capable  of  providing  a  highly-effective 
defense  of  the  territory  of  the  United  States 
against  limited,  unauthorized,  or  accidental 
ballistic  missile  attacks:  and 

(2)  [which]  will  be  augroented  over  time  to 
provide  a  layered  defense  against  larger  and 
more  sophisticated  ballistic  missile  threats 
as  they  emerge. 

The  second  goal  or  policy  is: 

.  .  .  cooperative  transition  to  a  regime 
that  does  not  feature  an  offensive-only  form 
of  deterrence  as  the  basis  for  strategic  sta- 
bility. 

Let  me  take  them  in  reverse  order. 
The  second  is  one  I  already  discussed, 
cooperatively  transitioning  to  a  situa- 
tion in  which  the  powers  of  the  world 
are  not  engaged  in  threats  against  each 
other  as  the  method  by  which  to  deter 
an  attack  against  them:  the  idea  that 
if  you  attack  us.  we  will  attack  you. 
There  ought  to  be  a  more  humane  and 
logical  way  of  keeping  peace  in  the 
world,  and  that  is  to  have  the  capabil- 
ity of  defending  ourselves  as  the  best 
way  of  deterring  an  attack. 

That  is  so  for  an  additional  reason 
that  should  be  obvious,  but  I  will  sim- 
ply note  it  quickly.  There  are  a  lot  of 
regimes  in  the  world  today  that  do  not 
have  the  stability  and  the  interest  in 
peace  that  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union  had  during  the  cold  war. 
As  belligerent  as  we  believed  the  So- 
viet Union  was,  we  recognized  that  it 
was  led  by  rational  people  who  under- 
stood the  enormous  power  of  nuclear 
weapons  and  the  devastation  and  the 
tragedy  that  could  be  loosed  on  the 
world  if  they  were  ever  to  pull  the  trig- 
ger of  those  weapons.  That  is  why  they 
were  not  used. 

That  same  cannot  be  said  for  some  of 
the  leaders  today.  There  are  people  in 
the  world  today,  leaders  who  have  al- 
ready said  that,  if  they  had  the  ballis- 
tic missile  capability,  they  would  use 
it  against  the  United  States.  Mu'am- 
mar  Qadhafi  of  Libya  is  one  such  per- 
son who  has  said  precisely  that.  I  think 
there  is  no  doubt  that  countries  led  by 
the  current  leaders  of  Iraq,  Iran,  and 
perhaps  other  nations — North  Korea  is 
certainly  not  a  stable  nation  today  ei- 
ther and  other  countries  could  evolve 
in  the  future — do  not  have  the  same  de- 
gree of  stability  that  the  United  States 
and  the  Soviet  Union  had  in  the  past. 
To  rely  upon  the  idea  of  deterrence 
without  defense,  given  these  kinds  of 
regimes  loose  in  the  world  today,  is 
clearly  not  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
people  of  the  United  States. 

Let  me  get  to  the  first  of  the  policy 
goals,  because  there  is  some  disagree- 
ment about  this  goal.  It  has  really 
three  components  to  it.  First  of  all,  de- 
ployment by  the  end  of  the  year  2003  of 
an  NMD  system.  Opponents  say  2003  is 
too  specific,  it  is  too  soon,  we  really 
need  more  time.  If  we  had  more  time 
we  could  develop  an  even  better  sys- 
tem. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  guilty  of  that 
same  kind  of  logic  when  it  comes  to 
buying  computers.  There  is  going  to  be 


a  better  computer  6  months  from  now 
and  a  year  from  now.  If  we  maintain 
that  point  of  view,  of  course,  we  would 
never  buy  a  computer.  I  know  the  same 
thing  is  true  about  cars.  It  is  true 
about  virtually  everything  in  our  tech- 
nology area  today.  But  when  it  comes 
to  defending  ourselves  against  ballistic 
missile  attack,  when  the  threat  is  here 
and  now  and  certainly  will  be  before  us 
by  the  year  2003,  I  do  not  think  it 
makes  sense  to  say  let  us  wait  a  little 
longer  because  better  technology  will 
come  along  in  the  future. 

Sure  it  will.  That  is  why  we  say  in 
the  act  that  we  should  deploy  a  system 
by  the  year  2003  with  the  capability  of 
adding  additional  layers  and  tech- 
nology as  time  goes  on  and  as  threats 
evolve.  That  is  precisely  why  we  say 
let  us  start  now  with  something  that  is 
relatively  simple  and  have  the  capabil- 
ity of  making  it  more  robust  as  the 
threats  further  clarify  and  emerge  and 
as  we  have  the  capability  of  doing  so. 

What  is  the  capability  that  people 
argue  about?  We  say  deplosrment  by 
the  end  of  2003  of  an  NMD  system  capa- 
ble of  providing  a  highly  effective  de- 
fense of  U.S.  territory.  Any  argument 
about  that,  providing  a  highly  effective 
defense  of  U.S.  territory? 

.  .  .  against  limited,  unauthorized  or  acci- 
dental ballistic  missile  attacks: 

Is  there  any  reason  why  we  should 
not  provide  defense  against  those  three 
things?  Are  they  all  three  legitimate 
threats?  Yes,  any  intelligence  source 
will  identify  "limited,  unauthorized  or 
accidental  ballistic  missile  attacks" 
threats  in  the  near  term. 

The  third  principle  is: 

.  .  .  and  will  be  augmented  over  time  to 
provide  a  layered  defense  as  larger  and  more 
sophisticated  threats  emerge. 

Precisely  as  I  said  before:  The  goal  is 
to  employ  what  we  can  at  the  time  a 
limited  threat  is  before  us,  to  be  able 
to  meet  that  threat  and  then  build  on 
that  system  as  our  capabilities  in- 
crease and  £is  threats  might  later 
emerge.  Those  are  the  two  policy  goals 
in  the  bill. 

What  do  we  call  for  in  terms  of  archi- 
tecture? There  has  been  a  lot  of  criti- 
cism of  the  bill  on  the  ground  it  is 
going  to  cost  too  much.  That  is  lit- 
erally untrue,  because  the  bill  does  not 
identify  a  particular  system.  It  is  like 
going  to  a  broker,  as  Majority  Leader 
Bob  Dole  has  said.  I  go  to  a  real  estate 
broker  and  say,  "I  would  like  to  buy  a 
house."  The  broker  says.  "I  can  get 
you  one  for  $40,000  or  I  can  get  you  one 
for  $4  million.  Which  do  you  want?" 

Obviously,  there  is  a  big  range  be- 
tween $40,000  and  $4  million  in  houses, 
just  as  there  is  a  big  range  in  the  kind 
of  thing  we  could  buy  here  to  defend 
ourselves,  and  it  certainly  depends  on 
the  kind  of  threat  we  see  emerging,  the 
degree  of  our  technology  we  want  to 
put  in  place  at  any  grlven  time  and  a 
variety  of  other  factors. 

What  we  said  is  the  President  should 
decide.  So  if  the  President  and  his  sup- 


porters claim  it  is  going  to  cost  too 
much,  it  is  because  they  choose  a  sys- 
tem that  is  going  to  cost  too  much,  be- 
cause the  bUl  allows  the  President  to 
decide  which  system  to  buy  and  which 
system  to  deploy. 

You  cannot  have  it  both  ways.  Mr. 
President.  You  cannot  say  you  want 
the  ability  to  decide  which  system  and 
then  also  say  that  it  is  going  to  cost 
too  much.  If  it  costs  too  much,  it  is 
only  because  you  bought  one  that  costs 
too  much. 

But  the  reality  is,  we  are  all  pretty 
much  agreed  on  what  we  need,  and  it  is 
not  too  expensive.  My  guess  is  it  will 
be  less  than  $2  billion  a  year  for  the 
next  10  years  out  of  a  defense  budget  of 
$265  billion  each  year.  That  is  not  too 
much  to  pay  to  protect  the  American 
people  from  attack. 

In  any  event,  what  we  call  for  here  is 
components  which  would  be  developed 
for  deployment  and  would  include  the 
following  things: 

(1)  An  Interceptor  system  that  optimizes 
defensive  coverage  of  the  United  States  .  .  . 

Obviously,  you  want  to  optimize  cov- 
erage. A  single  ground  site  would  not 
optimize  coverage.  That  is  all  that  is 
allowed  by  the  ABM  Treaty,  and  that 
is  why  we  have  to  deal  with  the  ABM 
Treaty  later  on.  We  say  it  can  be  either 
ground  based,  sea  based  or  space  based, 
or  any  combination  of  these  basing 
modes. 

Typically,  the  criticism  of  the  Mis- 
sile Defense  Act  is  we  axe  talking 
about  star  wars,  a  massive  shield  of 
space-based  satellites  that  would  pro- 
tect the  United  States  from  any  con- 
ceivable attack.  That  is  what  was  con- 
templated back  during  the  cold  war 
when  the  threat  from  the  Soviet  Union 
required  us  to  develop  that  degree  of 
protection.  That  is  no  longer  nec- 
essary. Nobody  is  talking  about  that, 
and  that  is  why  we  say  either  ground 
based,  sea  based  or  space  based,  or  any 
combination  of  these. 

Probably  what  would  be  developed 
first  is  a  sea-based  system  or  a  ground- 
based  system,  and  then  later  they 
would  be  integrated.  The  only  compo- 
nents in  space,  at  least  to  begin  with, 
is  the  satellite  that  detects  the  launch. 
We  already  have  that,  and  everyone 
agrees  that  we  need  to  have  a  satellite 
in  space  that  can  detect  a  launch, 
wherever  it  might  occur,  and  commu- 
nicate the  information  about  that 
launch  to  the  system,  whichever  it  is. 
sea-based  or  ground-based. 

Obviously,  we  need  fixed-based 
ground  radars.  If  we  have  a  sea-based 
system,  we  also  need  radars  on  our 
Aegis  cruisers.  We  already  have  them, 
so  that  is  a  zero-cost  investment.  We 
have  40-plu8  Aegis  cruisers  and  de- 
stroyers out  there  with  this  radar  al- 
ready on  there,  and  fixed  ground-based 
radars  already  exist. 

We  need  space  based,  including  a 
space  and  missile  tracking  system. 
This  is  a  satellite  that  would  be  able  to 
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detect  a  launch  and  conununicate  that 
information  as  it  tracks  the  adver- 
sary's missile  througrh  space. 

Finally,  battle  management,  com- 
mand, control,  and  communications. 
Everybody  understands  the  need  for 
that. 

Those  are  the  components.  Nothing 
new  there,  nothing  wild,  nothing  exor- 
bitant, no  space  shield,  as  some  people 
have  suggested. 

Section  5  of  the  bill  talks  about  im- 
plementation of  the  National  Missile 
Defense  System  and  specifies  certain 
actions  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
must  take  in  implementing  the  NMD 
policy.  This  is  an  area  where  there  is 
some  disagreement,  because  we  say 
specifically  the  President  should  initi- 
ate actions  necessary  to  meet  the  de- 
pl03rment  goal.  That  includes  conduct- 
ing by  the  end  of  1998  an  integrated 
systems  test.  This  is  one  of  the  mile- 
stones, one  of  the  mileposts,  along  with 
actually  deploying  a  system  that  would 
need  to  be  achieved  in  order  to  achieve 
the  deployment  by  the  year  2003. 

We  talk  about  using  streamlined  ac- 
quisition procedures.  I  do  not  know 
who  can  disagree  with  that.  That  will 
certainly  save  money  and  time. 

Finally,  we  talk  about  developing  a 
follow-on  NMD  program.  Some  oppo- 
nents find  this,  and  say,  "Aha,  we  fi- 
nally discovered  the  problem  with  your 
Defend  America  Act,  because  you  re- 
quire a  follow-on  NMD  program." 

All  that  means  is  we  are  not  going  to 
freeze  everything  in  place  and  forget 
about  the  development  of  future 
threats.  We  are  going  to  provide  for  the 
technology  to  meet  those  threats  as 
they  evolve.  That  is  all  that  means. 

Section  6  of  the  bill  requires  a  report 
on  the  plan  for  NMD  development  and 
deployment.  It  requires  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  to  submit  a  report  to  Con- 
gress by  March  15,  1997,  which  address- 
es the  following  matters: 

First,  the  Secretary's  plan  for  imple- 
menting the  NMD  policy,  including  a 
description  and  discussion  of  the  NMD 
architecture  selected.  That  should  not 
be  any  problem. 

Second,  the  Secretary's  estimate  of 
the  cost  associated  with  the  NMD.  Tell 
us  how  much  the  system  you  choose  is 
going  to  cost. 

Third,  an  analysis  of  follow-on  op- 
tions. We  need  that  to  evaluate  prop- 
erly what  we  are  going  to  have  to 
spend  and  develop  in  the  future. 

Finally,  a  point  at  which  NMD  devel- 
opment would  conflict  with  the  ABM 
Treaty.  This  is  very  important,  be- 
cause some  people  rightly  say  there  is 
a  point  beyond  which  the  United  States 
could  be  in  violation  of  the  ABM  Trea- 
ty if  we  deploy  a  system  that  is  capable 
of  defending  us. 

That  is  true.  Unfortunately,  the 
irony  is  the  only  kind  of  system  that  is 
permitted  under  the  treaty  today  prob- 
ably would  not  defend  the  entire 
United  States,  at  least  very  eCfectively, 


at  least  against  much  of  a  threat.  That 
is  why  most  everyone  agrees  we  need 
more  than  a  single  site,  land-based  sys- 
tem. To  do  that,  we  have  to  reopen  the 
ABM  Treaty,  and  that  gets  us  into  sec- 
tion 7,  policy  regarding  the  ABM  Trea- 
ty. 

Let  me  back  up.  The  bill  itself  notes 
there  is  already  in  the  ABM  Treaty  a 
policy  established  for  amending  and 
otherwise  dealing  with  changes  to  the 
treaty.  They  include  the  following: 

We  would  urge  the  President  to  pur- 
sue high-level  discussions  with  Russia 
to  amend  the  ABM  Treaty.  The  ABM 
Treaty  allows  for  its  amendment. 

Second,  any  amendment  must  be  sub- 
mitted for  advice  and  consent  to  the 
Senate.  Everyone  knows  that. 

Third,  the  bill  calls  for  the  President 
and  the  Congress  to  withdraw  from  the 
treaty  if  amendments  are  not  produced 
within  1  year.  That,  too,  is  called  for  in 
the  ABM  Treaty.  If  it  is  in  the  interest 
of  the  United  States  to  withdraw  from 
the  treaty  because  we  have  not  been 
able  to  amend  it  to  our  satisfaction, 
then  we  have  that  right  imder  the 
treaty. 

What  the  bill  calls  for  is  a  longer  pe- 
riod of  time.  1  year,  than  the  treaty 
itself  calls  for,  6  months.  So,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  do  not  see  how  anyone  could  ob- 
ject to  the  language  in  the  Defend 
America  Act  that  says  we  tried  to 
amend  the  treaty,  if  we  need  to,  and  if 
we  cannot,  then  after  a  year  withdraw 
from  it.  Frankly,  I  would  be  in  favor 
withdrawing  earlier  than  a  year,  but 
we  provide  that  much  leeway  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States. 

I  have  now  described  the  act,  Mr. 
President.  What  is  there  to  disagree 
with  here?  The  only  thing,  as  I  said,  I 
think  a  reasonable  person  could  dis- 
agree with  is  the  specifying  of  the  year 
2003  for  the  actual  deployment  of  a  sys- 
tem, and  on  that  reasonable  people 
could  differ. 

Should  it  be  2003?  Should  it  be  the 
year  2000?  Should  it  be  the  year  2005? 
Or  should  it  be  a  flexible  date?  Reason- 
able people  can  differ  about  that. 

As  to  everything  else  in  here,  I  fail  to 
see  how  any  reasonable  person  inter- 
ested in  the  defense  of  the  United 
States  could  find  disagreement  with 
the  words  of  this  act.  I  really  challenge 
my  colleagues  to  come  down  here  and 
point  out  what  they  would  disagree 
with  except  for  this  date  of  2003. 

Let  me  address  that  again  just  a  lit- 
tle bit.  As  I  said  before,  one  of  the  ar- 
guments is  if  we  lock  that  date  in  we 
will  be  locking  in  technology.  That  is 
true  with  any  system  that  we  ever  have 
purchased  on  defense.  But  sometimes 
threats  are  upon  us  and  we  have  to  go 
with  what  we  have. 

We  have  been  working  on  missile  de- 
fense for  a  long  time.  In  fact,  one  of  the 
criticisms  of  the  missile  defense  pro- 
gram is  we  have  been  spending  $30  bil- 
lion on  this  for  well  over  a  decade. 
That  is  true.  And  critics  say  we  do  not 


have  anything  to  show  for  it.  That  is 
not  true.  We  have  a  lot  to  show  for  it. 

We  haive  a  lot  of  technology  that  is 
just  ready  to  be  developed  and  deployed 
if  somebody  will  just  let  us  do  it.  That 
is  what  this  act  finally  says:  You  have 
been  critical  of  us  for  spending  the 
money  and  not  developing  or  deploying 
it.  All  right.  Agree  with  us  that  we  are 
going  to  get  on  with  the  job. 

The  only  way  to  do  that  is  to  specify 
a  date,  becaiise  if  we  do  not,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, we  will  continue  to  go  on  and  on 
and  on  and  on  without  ever  deploying, 
always  sasring,  "Well,  there's  some- 
thing just  right  around  the  corner  that 
is  even  better."  It  is  a  Catch-22  for 
those  of  us  who  support  missile  de- 
fense. We  say,  "OK,  we'll  wait  for 
something  better."  And  our  critics  say, 
"You  haven't  deployed  any,  and  you've 
gone  at  it  for  15  years  and  spent  S30  bil- 
lion." 

Mr.  President,  my  point  is,  let  us  set 
a  date,  take  the  technology  we  have  in 
hand,  which  is  very  good,  and  plenty 
good  to  defeat  the  kind  of  missile  tech- 
nology that  would  be  used  against  us  in 
the  foreseeable  future,  and  deploy  a 
system  that  we  know  we  can  deploy. 
We  have  done  this  with  weapons  sys- 
tems that  we  have  acquired  throughout 
the  last  several  decades. 

Many  of  the  systems  we  have  ac- 
quired have  the  built-in  capability  of 
being  upgraded  to  more  robust  or  so- 
phisticated systems  as  time  goes  on. 
That  is  precisely  what  we  call  for  in 
the  Missile  Defense  Act.  Let  us  start 
with  what  we  can  buUd  by  the  year 
2003,  and,  as  we  say,  as  technology  im- 
proves and  the  threat  evolves,  we  will 
have  follow-on  systems. 

Some  opponents  of  the  act  have  ob- 
jected to  the  act  because  it  allows  us  to 
do  that  or  calls  upon  the  Congress  and 
the  President  to  do  that.  But  it  clearly 
is  nothing  more  than  good  sense.  And 
it  is  really  the  same  argument  that  op- 
ponents have  used  against  us  saying, 
well,  there  will  be  better  technology 
later  on.  That  is  right.  So  let  us  make 
sure  the  system  we  deploy  has  the  ca- 
pability of  taking  advsmtage  of  that 
technology  as  we  develop  it. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  another  ad- 
vantage to  actually  getting  a  deadline 
in  the  statute.  It  focuses  the  planning 
efforts.  It  breeds  efficiency  because  it 
gives  the  defense  planners  a  specific 
time  line  for  developing  and  for  doing 
the  research,  for  doing  the  testing  and 
then  for  acquiring,  actually  bending 
the  metal,  as  they  say,  for  acquiring 
the  systems  and  for  getting  them  de- 
ployed. 

If  you  do  not  have  a  specific  deadline, 
you  never  have  this  kind  of  efficiency, 
you  never  have  the  certainty  of  the 
schedule  that  is  required  for  the  re- 
searchers and  the  contractors  to  get 
along  with  the  job,  let  alone  the  pro- 
curement officers  in  the  Department  of 
Defense.  So  you  need  a  deadline.  We 
have  this  vrtth  every  other  weapons 
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system  that  we  procure.  We  have  spe- 
cific dates,  specific  time  lines  and  we 
achieve  our  goal  by  developing  those 
time  lines  with  a  certainty  at  the  end. 
If  you  do  not  have  a  specific  date,  you 
are  never  going  to  get  there,  at  least 
not  in  any  efficient  way. 

Finally,  I  argue  that  specifying  a 
date  for  development,  and  selecting  the 
date  of  2003,  is  probably  the  best  way 
for  us  to  prevent  the  development  and 
deployment  of  ballistic  missiles  by 
these  rogue  nations  that  we  fear,  na- 
tions that  cannot  ever  defeat  us  mili- 
tarily, but  certainly  nations  who  can 
thwart  our  conduct  of  foreign  policy 
and  can  do  us  great  harm  and  do  harm 
to  our  allies  and  forces  deployed 
abroad. 

If  we  actually  make  it  clear  that  we 
are  committed  to  deploying  a  system, 
let  us  say  by  the  year  2003,  then  I  think 
that  nations  that  are  not  very  wealthy 
and  that  have  a  hard  time  acquiring 
the  components  or  the  completed  sys- 
tems will  i)erhaps  turn  their  attention 
to  other  methods  for  trying  to  throw 
their  weight  around.  But  as  long  as 
they  know  that  nobody  in  the  world  is 
committed  to  deploying  a  system  by 
any  particular  time,  there  is  no  reason 
for  them  not  to  proceed  with  their 
plans  to  buy  the  missiles  or  to  develop 
the  missiles  and  to  develop  the  war- 
heads that  go  on  them,  whether  they  be 
nuclear,  biological,  or  chemical.  And 
that  is  why  we  want  to  specify  this 
date  of  2003. 

There  has  been  recently  an  argiunent 
about  the  cost.  And  it  is  too  bad  that 
this  argtmient  had  to  come  at  the  time 
that  it  did  because  it  is  a  totally  bogus 
argument,  yet  I  know  some  of  our  op- 
ponents will  use  it  against  us.  It  is  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office  analysis  of 
the  cost  of  such  a  system. 

But  if  you  read  the  analysis  care- 
fully, rather  than  just  spouting  the 
rhetoric  of  those  who  oppose  a  ballistic 
missile  defense  system,  if  you  read  the 
analysis  carefully,  you  realize  that 
CBO  did  not  say  that  the  system  would 
cost  somewhere  between  $40  and  $60  bil- 
lion or  $14  and  $40  billion  or  whatever 
the  figures  people  like  to  throw 
around.  What  the  CBO  said  was,  well,  it 
all  depends  on  what  you  buy.  If  you 
buy  everything  that  has  ever  been 
talked  about,  something  that  nobody  is 
proposing,  you  could  even  spend  up  to 
$60  billion.  My  guess  is  you  could  spend 
more  than  that  if  you  really  wanted  to 
buy  everything  that  anybody  had  ever 
talked  about. 

But  the  cold  war  is  over.  We  are  not 
talking  about  that  anymore.  I  read  you 
the  Missile  Defense  Act.  We  are  not 
suggesting  a  space  shield,  so  we  are  not 
talking  about  the  system  that  could 
cost  that  kind  of  money. 

Instead,  what  the  CBO  said  with  re- 
spect to  what  we  are  really  talking 
about  is  this.  I  want  to  quote  from  the 
CBO  analysis.  We  are  talking  about  an 
initial  defense.  I  will  quote. 


This  Initial  defense  would  cost  $14  billion, 
about  $8.5  billion  for  the  ground-based  sys- 
tem and  $5  billion  for  the  SMTS  space-based 
sensors.  The  ground-based  system  could  cost 
roughly  $4  billion  less  If  the  Air  Force's  pro- 
posal for  a  Mlnuteman-based  system  was 
adopted. 

They  should  have  said  "were  adopt- 
ed." Then  they  go  on  to  discuss  other 
kinds  of  options. 

The  point  is.  that  it  all  depends 
which  house  you  choose  to  buy,  as  the 
majority  leader  analogized  here.  Do 
you  want  to  buy  the  $40,000  house,  the 
$80,000  house,  the  $150,000  house?  Do 
you  want  to  buy  five  houses  at  $4  mil- 
lion each? 

What  the  CBO  said  was,  well,  if  you 
bought  everybody's  idea  of  a  neat 
house,  it  would  cost  a  lot  of  money, 
might  cost  $60  billion.  We  are  not  talk- 
ing about  that.  Let  us  not  have  any 
rhetoric  from  the  opponents  of  this  bill 
that  it  could  cost  up  to  $60  billion.  CBO 
itself  says  what  we  are  talking  about 
would  cost  $14  billion.  Mr.  President, 
actually  the  administration  has  said 
that  it  would  be  less  than  that.  The 
Secretary  of  Defense  has  said  the  sys- 
tem that  they  like  would  cost  $5  bil- 
lion. 

I  do  not  know  whether  it  is  $5  billion 
or  $14  billion  or  something  in  between. 
In  fact,  they  note  it  actually  could  be 
$4  billion  less  if  the  Minuteman-based 
system  was  adopted.  That  would  be  $10 
billion.  I  do  not  know  which  of  these 
figures  is  correct.  But  we  are  talking 
about  deploying  a  system  over  the  next 
8  years  or  so. 

If  you  divide  $10  billion  into  8  years, 
that  is  a  little  over  $1  billion  a  year. 
That  is  hardly  something  that  we  can- 
not afford  in  the  $265  billion  defense 
budget  when  we  are  talking  about  pro- 
tecting the  lives  of  Americans  and  con- 
ducting our  foreign  policy  without 
being  blackmailed  by  these  tinhorn 
dictators  around  the  world. 

So  I  think  with  respect  to  cost  we 
should  understand  that  we  are  talking 
about  a  system  that  is  probably  in  the 
neighborhood  of  $5  to  $10  billion, 
maybe  $14  billion,  maybe  $20  billion  at 
the  most  to  do  it  the  right  way,  but  $14 
billion  according  to  the  CBO's  sugges- 
tion of  an  initial  deployinent. 

I  also  note  that  CBO,  in  its  esti- 
mates, apparently  included  O&M  costs, 
operations  and  maintenance  costs  for  a 
period  of  10  years  in  some  of  their  esti- 
mates. That  is  not  ordinarily  used  to 
calculate  the  cost  of  acquiring  any 
weapon  systems.  You  understand  both 
the  acquisition  cost  and  you  under- 
stand the  cost  of  acquiring  it  and  oper- 
ating it  for  10  years;  but  ordinarily  you 
do  not  describe  as  the  acquisition  cost 
the  additional  costs  of  O&M  for  an- 
other 10  years,  which  is  what  appar- 
ently CBO  did.  So  one  better  be  very 
careful  about  throwing  these  numbers 
of  the  CBO  estimate  around,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. They  do  not  support  the  argu- 
ment that  this  is  too  expensive. 

Anybody  that  wants  to  make  that  ar- 
gument is  going  to  have  to  answer  to 


the  American  people  the  first  time  that 
Americans  are  killed  because  some- 
body has  launched  a  missile  against 
them,  and  answer  the  question  what 
price  their  lives  were  worth. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  let  us  just  stop 
and  think  for  a  moment,  Mr.  President. 
It  was  only  5  years  ago  that  28  Ameri- 
cans were  killed  by  a  ballistic  missile 
launched  by  Saddam  Hussein  during 
the  Persian  Gulf  war.  The  largest  num- 
ber of  Americans  killed  in  a  single  at- 
tack, 28  Americans  died  because  we 
could  not  defend  against  a  ballistic 
missile. 

That  was  in  a  theater  that  was  far 
away.  That  was  in  a  war  that  we  were 
fighting.  But  let  us  move  it  just  a  little 
bit  further  out.  We  could  not  protect 
our  own  military.  We  could  not  protect 
the  people  of  Israel  who  took  scud  hit 
after  scud  hit  because  the  Patriots 
could  not  knock  them  down.  In  the  fu- 
ture we  are  not  going  to  protect  the 
people  in  Rome  or  London  or  Paris  or 
Moscow  or  Anchorage  or  Honolulu  or 
in  South  Korea  or  Japan  or  any  num- 
ber of  places  around  the  world  that  we 
will  want  to  defend  and  will  not  have 
the  capability  of  defending.  Now,  what 
price  are  those  lives  worth? 

Let  me  proceed  just  a  little  bit  more 
with  respect  to  the  cost  item,  since  I 
am  informed  Senator  Nunn  will  be  here 
in  about  15  minutes  and  he  will  have 
some  comments  to  make  on  this  act.  I 
will  proceed  to  discuss  some  of  the  ar- 
guments that  have  been  raised  against 
it  that  I  was  going  to  refer  to  later. 

One  of  the  arguments  is  that  the  lan- 
guage in  the  bill  that  discusses  the 
ABM  Treaty  is  really  tantamount  to 
an  anticipatory  breach  of  the  treaty. 
This  concerns  some  people  greatly  be- 
cause they  also  believe  if  we  proceed  to 
defend  ourselves,  people  in  Russia  will 
begin  acting  very  irresponsibly  with  re- 
spect to  START  I  and  START  n,  and 
they  may  not  even  ratify  START  n.  It 
has  been  predicted  they  will  begin  vio- 
lating the  START  I  treaty  that  both 
countries  are  already  bound  by. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  two  basic 
things  to  say  about  this.  First,  this 
kind  of  argxmient  is  reminiscent  of  the 
cold  war.  It  was  the  argument  between 
those  who  wanted  appeasement  on  the 
one  hand  and  those  who  believed  in 
peace  through  strength  on  the  other 
hand.  Appeasement  was  no  stranger  at 
the  time  of  the  cold  war.  but  I  thought 
everyone  learned  the  lesson  of  Munich. 
Neville  Chamberlain,  who  believed  in 
his  heart  he  had  won  peace  in  our  time 
after  he  came  back  from  Munich,  we 
now  know  that  the  concessions  that 
were  made  by  the  allies  at  that  time  to 
Adolf  Hitler,  the  appeasement  of  Hitler 
was  what  created  the  appetite  for  him 
to  take  even  more  and  finally  go  be- 
yond the  point  that  the  allies  could  en- 
dure. That  is  how  World  War  n  began. 
There  were  then  those  in  the  cold 
war  era  who  felt  If  we  just  gave  the  So- 
viets what  they  wanted,  if  we  appeased 
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them,  everything  would  be  right.  What 
we  found,  every  act  of  appeasement  led 
to  another  act  of  aggression,  emd  it  was 
only  when  we  began  to  confront  aggres- 
sion with  strength,  with  resolve,  with 
courage,  with  willpower,  with  defense, 
that  the  aggressor  said,  "OK,  we  did 
not  really  want  that  after  all." 

Finally,  through  the  development  of 
our  defense  forces  in  the  early  1980's, 
the  focus  on  developing  a  defense 
against  ballistic  missiles,  the  resolve 
demonstrated  through  President  Rea- 
gan's famous  peace  through  strength, 
our  adversary  realized  it  could  not  de- 
feat us  militarily.  President  Gorba- 
chev, to  his  credit,  knew  he  could  not 
defeat  us  economically,  that  the  politi- 
cal system  they  developed,  combined 
with  the  economics  of  that  system, 
were  insufficient  to  sustain  the  kind  of 
effort  that  would  be  needed  to  bury  us, 
as  Khrushchev  said. 

That  is  why  the  Soviet  Union  fell. 
Appeasement  never  worked.  Strength 
did.  The  argument  that  if  we  do  not  do 
what  the  Russians  want,  everything 
will  be  bad,  goes  back  to  that  old  idea, 
that  old  philosophy  of  appeasement.  It 
has  been  said  if  we  even  talk  about 
amending  the  ABM  Treaty,  the  Rus- 
sians will  violate  START  I,  they  will 
not  destroy  all  the  missiles  they  prom- 
ised to  destroy,  that  the  Russian  Duma 
will  not  ratify  START  n. 

We  will  take  each  of  those  things. 
First  of  all,  the  United  States  has  al- 
ready suggested  the  possibility  of 
amending  the  ABM  Treaty  to  the  Rus- 
sians, and  we  had  conversations  with 
them  about  it.  They  did  not  walk  away 
and  say.  "This  is  absolutely  nuts.  We 
will  never  do  that."  This  was  done  dur- 
ing the  Bush  administration. 

Second,  there  are  ongoing  discussions 
today  about  changes  to  the  meaning  of 
the  ABM  Treaty  as  circumstances  have 
changed.  In  fiict,  there  are  ongoing  dis- 
cussions in  Geneva  and  elsewhere 
about  the  exact  definition  of  strategric 
missiles  that  can  be  defended  against 
under  the  ABM  Treaty.  It  is  not  as  if 
this  thing  was  written  in  stone,  never 
to  be  changed  or  even  considered  for 
modification.  The  cold  war  is  over.  Cir- 
cumstances have  changed.  It  is  going 
to  have  to  be  changed,  if  not  scrapped 
altogether,  as  threats  and  cir- 
cumstances change.  That  is  only  right. 
Only  those  who  do  not  understand  the 
cold  war  is  over  would  argue  the  ABM 
Treaty  should  never  be  changed. 

The  next  point,  that  the  Russians  ac- 
tually will  violate  the  START  I  Treaty 
if  we  talk  about  changing  the  ABM 
Treaty,  Mr.  President,  the  Russians 
have,  in  fact,  already  violated  several 
treaties.  They  do  not  need  us  to  talk 
about  amending  the  ABM  Treaty  to  do 
that.  I  think  we  need  to  separate  the 
two.  There  is  no  direct  linkage,  and 
there  should  not  be. 

The  point  is.  the  Russians  will  do 
what  they  think  is  in  their  best  inter- 
est. If  the  United  States  makes  it  clear 
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to  the' Russians  it  is  in  their  best  inter- 
est to  continue  to  comply  with  START 
I  and  to  talk  to  us  about  making 
changes  in  the  ABM  Treaty,  they  will 
do  that.  As  a  responsible  country,  I  be- 
lieve that  Russia  will  be  responsible  in 
pursuing  that  course  of  action  with  us. 
If  the  Russians  decide  not  to  ratify  the 
START  n  Treaty  because  they  do  not 
think  it  is  in  their  national  interest, 
there  is  nothing  we  can  do  to  stop 
them  from  that. 

I  do  not  think  by  stopping  any  dis- 
cussion of  defending  ourselves  against 
ballistic  missile  attack  it  will  make 
one  bit  of  difference.  I  could  quote  nu- 
merous Russians  who  made  the  state- 
ment the  reason  that  the  Duma  would 
not  proceed  to  ratify  START  U  does 
not  have  anything  to  do  with  the 
START  n  Treaty  but  has  to  do  with 
what  they  perceive  the  costs  to  be  and 
what  they  perceive  their  national  in- 
terests to  be.  Therefore,  I  think  it  is 
foolish  for  us  to  believe  we  have  that 
much  control  over  what  the  Russian 
Duma  does,  that  if  we  begin  talking 
about  changing  the  ABM  Treaty,  it 
will  cause  them  to  change  their  plans. 
I  do  not  think  that  is  correct.  In  any 
event,  if  it  were,  what  that  would 
argue  for  is  the  United  States  could 
never  do  anjrthing  in  our  national  in- 
terest to  protect  our  citizens  because  it 
might  cause  some  irresponsible  Rus- 
sians to  act  in  a  way  inimical  both  to 
their  interests  and  ours.  I  do  not  think 
that  is  logical. 

In  addition  to  this,  Mr.  President,  it 
is  not  as  if  we  are  breaching  the  ABM 
Treaty.  As  I  noted,  the  ABM  Treaty  al- 
lows for  amendment.  It  is  like  the  Con- 
stitution. We  all  say  we  should  be  very 
careful  about  amending  the  Constitu- 
tion. It  is  a  pretty  sacred  document, 
true.  But  we  have  amended  it  because 
it  has  within  it  the  means  of  amending 
it.  Our  Founding  Fathers  knew  it  was 
not  a  perfect  document  for  all  time, 
that  we  might  want  to  make  changes 
to  it.  Who  were  the  first  group  to  make 
changes?  Our  Founding  Fathers.  They 
adopted  the  Bill  of  Rights. 

The  ABM  Treaty,  which  has  existed 
now  for  over  20  years,  I  daresay  is  not 
as  sacrosanct  as  the  U.S.  Constitution. 
It  could  be  amended,  and  therefore  it 
provides  within  its  terms  for  amend- 
ment as  time  goes  on. 

Many  would  argue  that  actually  the 
treaty  no  longer  exists  because  the 
country  with  whom  it  was  negotiated 
no  longer  exists;  namely,  the  Union  of 
Soviet  Socialist  Republics,  the 
U.S.S.R.,  no  longer  is.  Some  say  Russia 
acceded  to  interests.  That  may  or  may 
not  be  under  international  law.  But  it 
is  a  change,  an  amendment,  to  reflect 
changed  circumstances.  You  cannot 
deny  that. 

In  addition  to  that,  in  addition  to  al- 
lowing for  amendment,  the  treaty  al- 
lows for  withdrawal  if  it  is  in  the 
United  States'  interest.  All  we  have  to 
do  under  the  treaty  is  give  notice  that 


6  months  later  we  will  withdraw,  and 
we  can  walk  away  from  the  treaty. 
That  is  what  the  treaty  itself  provides 
for. 

Why  would  people  be  critical  of  the 
Defend  America  Act,  which  specifically 
says,  in  order  not  to  cause  a  violation 
of  the  ABM  Treaty,  we  should  begin 
discussion  with  the  Russians  now,  tell- 
ing them  of  our  desire  to  develop  a  bal- 
listic missile  defense,  of  the  fact  that 
there    may    be    circumstances    under 
which   it   would   run   counter   to   the 
terms  of  the  ABM  Treaty,  and  there- 
fore suggesting  we  sit  down  and  talk 
with  the  Russians  about  ways  to  mod- 
ify  the   treaty   to   accommodate    the 
kind  of  defenses  both  of  our  countries 
are  going  to  need  in  the  future.  What  is 
wrong  with  that?  That  is  not  an  antici- 
patory breach.  That  is  not  saying  we 
will  violate  the  law  sometime  in  the 
future   and   have   a   cause    of  action 
against  us  today.  That  is  a  real,  genu- 
ine effort  on  our  part  to  be  totally  up- 
front and  say  we  will  have  to  make 
some  changes  sooner  or  later,  probably, 
so  will  you  not  sit  down  with  us  and 
talk  about  what  the  changes  might  be. 
If,  for  some  reason,  the  Russians  ab- 
solutely will  not  talk  to  us,  the  act 
says   that   the   President   still   has  a 
year— not  6  months,  as  the  treaty  pro- 
vides, but  an  entire  year— within  which 
to  seek  these  negotiations  and  with- 
draw at  the  end  of  that  year  if  the  Rus- 
sians have  not  been  willing  to  talk  to 
us.  that  withdrawal  being  based  upon 
the  provisions  of  the  treaty  itself,  al- 
lowing withdrawal  in  the  national  in- 
terests of  the  United  States. 

The  President  of  the  United  States, 
Bill  Clinton,  has  already  declared  a  na- 
tional emergency  based  upon  the  bal- 
listic missile  threat.  If  there  is  a  na- 
tional emergency,  then  certainly  the 
conditions  exist  under  which  we  could 
withdraw  fi:om  the  treaty  if  we  desire 
to.  No  one  is  suggesting  that  at  this 
point.  My  point  is,  simply,  that  it  is 
not  an  anticipatory  breach  for  us  to 
pass  this  law.  Anyone  who  argues  to 
the  contrary,  really  seriously.  Mr. 
President,  has  not  read  the  language  of 
the  Defend  America  Act.  It  does  not 
call  for  anticipatory  breach. 

I  have  already  dealt  with  the  argu- 
ment that  this  is  just  a  straw  horse 
from  the  Reagan  era  of  the  star  wars 
system.  That  is  not  what  we  are  talk- 
ing about.  I  had  to  read  the  language  of 
the  act  to  make  the  point.  I  do  not 
doubt  there  will  be  some  who  have  not 
bothered  to  read  it  and  who  will  come 
here  and  talk  of  star  wars  and  space 
shield  and  the  rest.  Remember  what  I 
said.  Mr.  President,  they  are  simply 
setting  up  a  straw  man  to  knock  down. 
It  is  not  what  we  are  talking  about 
here. 

There  has  been  some  question  about 
the  threat  and  when  the  threat  will  ac- 
tually evolve.  There  is  much  that  could 
be  said  about  this,  some  of  which  I  will 
reserve  for  a  little  bit  later  on.  I  do  not 
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think  that  anyone  would  credibly  deny 
that  by  the  year  2003,  there  is  a  signifi- 
cant probability  that  threats  will  exist 
beyond  the  acknowledged  threat  that 
exists  today  from  either  Russia  or 
China. 

Now,  there  is  a  question  about  when 
the  North  Koreans  will  actually  be  able 
to  reach  the  continental  United  States 
and  whether  "continental"  means  the 
lower  48,  or  Alaska,  or  Hawaii.  I  really 
do  not  think  it  matters  much.  Clearly, 
by  about  the  year  2003,  the  North  Kore- 
ans will  have  a  missile  that  is  able  to 
reach  South  Korea,  Japan,  the  Phil- 
ippines and,  possibly,  Alaska  and  Ha- 
waii. That  ought  to  be  enough.  Mr. 
President.  For  those  who  say,  "Well, 
let  us  wait  until  the  threat  is  there  to 
develop  the  system,"  I  say,  at  that 
point  it  will  be  a  little  too  late.  Until 
you  can  develop  and  deploy  a  system, 
you  are  susceptible  to  the  blackmail 
that  a  regime  like  that  could  visit 
upon  you. 

I  do  not  doubt  that  if  the  same  lead- 
ers who  control  North  Korea  today  are 
in  power  at  that  point,  it  could  create 
grreat  mischief  if  we  did  not  have  a 
means  of  defending  ourselves. 

With  respect  to  that  threat,  many 
things  can  be  said.  I  have  to  begin  by 
saying  that  the  year  2003  being  7  years 
down  the  road  is  certainly  a  point  at 
which  we  ought  to  be  prepared  to  de- 
fend against  a  threat  from  countries 
like  North  Korea,  even  if  we  are  not 
concerned  about  a  threat  from  Russia 
or  China  today — particularly  an  acci- 
dental launch  from  one  of  those  coun- 
tries. The  national  intelligence  esti- 
mate, which  is  touted  by  some,  sug- 
gesting that  the  threat  will  not  occur 
for  10  or  15  years  does  not  support  that 
proposition.  It  only  supports  the  propo- 
sition that  if  a  country  started  today 
and  began  to  indigenously  develop  a 
weapon,  that  it  might  take  that  long 
before  they  could  do  it.  As  we  know, 
that  is  not  the  way  most  nations  ac- 
quire the  weapons.  They  buy  them,  for 
instance,  from  Russia,  China,  or  North 
Korea.  If  they  cannot  buy  a  complete 
system,  they  buy  components  from 
whomever,  and  they  put  them  to- 
gether. The  Iraqi  scuds  were  done  like 
that.  So  if  you  calculate  the  time  it 
takes  a  country  to  buy  a  space-launch 
capability,  which  is  just  as  effective  as 
a  ballistic  missile  war  fighting  capabil- 
ity, or  components  of  a  system  to  put 
it  together,  it  is  clear  that  numerous 
nations  do  not  mean  us  any  good  in  the 
world,  and  they  could  develop  the  sys- 
tems before  the  year  2003. 

I  also  make  the  point  that  the  United 
States  has  a  history— an  unfortunate 
history — of  turning  a  blind  eye  to  re- 
ality and  the  facts  because  we  are  a 
peace-loving  Nation.  We  do  not  like  to 
assume  others  would  do  us  harm,  at 
least  in  a  sneaky  fashion.  But  Pearl 
Harbor  is  the  best  example  of  where  in- 
telligence pointed  the  way  directly  and 
specifically  to  a  threat.  If  we  had  been 


more  suspicious  or  csmical  of  the  Japa- 
nese at  that  time,  we  would  have  prob- 
ably understood  that  that  was  a  very 
real  threat  and  would  have  been  better 
prepared  to  deal  with  it.  But  we  were 
not.  It  was  our  own  fault,  in  many  re- 
spects. 

That  same  thing  could  be  said  about 
the  situation  today.  It  will  be  our  own 
fault  if  some  nation  decides  to  be  very 
sneaky  about  the  way  it  develops  a 
weapon  and  deploys  that  weapon 
against  us.  Iraq,  we  know,  was  much 
more  capable  than  we  ever  had  any  rea- 
son to  expect  5  years  ago.  We  now 
know  that.  We  know  that  other  coun- 
tries are  seeking  to  acquire  this  tech- 
nology, such  as  North  Korea,  the  Ira- 
nians, and  so  on.  Yet,  somehow  we  just 
try  to  delude  ourselves  into  thinking 
that  maybe  everything  will  be  all 
right,  that  we  really  will  not  have  to 
worry  about  it,  so  let  us  not  bother  to 
worry  about  it  until  we  are  sure  the 
threat  is  there. 

Well,  Mr.  President,  at  that  point  it 
is  too  late;  the  horse  is  out  of  the  bam. 
The  unfortunate  thing  about  that  anal- 
ogy is  that  it  does  not  begin  to  describe 
the  horrors  that  could  be  visited  upon 
people  if  we  wait  until  it  is  literally 
too  late.  I  would  rather  be  a  year  too 
early  and  maybe  spend  a  little  bit  more 
money  than  we  had  to,  and  maybe  lock 
in  technology  a  little  bit  earlier,  than 
I  would  be  to  be  a  year  too  late  be- 
cause, frankly,  at  that  point,  no  one 
knows  what  the  harm  would  be.  wheth- 
er it  would  be  an  actual  attack,  or 
whether  it  would  be  simply  thwarting 
important  foreign  policy  goals  of  the 
Western  alliance  because  we  did  not 
have  the  weapons  to  stop  a  ballistic 
missile  attack. 

As  I  said,  Mr.  President,  I  will  defer 
discussion  of  this  threat  because  I  real- 
ly do  not  think  that  reasonable  oppo- 
nents to  the  Defend  America  Act  will 
argue  that  there  is  no  potential  threat 
there.  They  may  argue  that  it  may  not 
be  as  serious  by  the  year  2003  as  I  think 
it  might  be,  but  I  do  not  think  anybody 
could  credibly  argue  that  the  threat  is 
not  there.  We  can  quote  the  former  CIA 
Directors.  Jim  Woolsey  made  the  point 
very  clear.  I  will  note,  Mr.  President, 
that  as  recently  as  May  31,  the  Wash- 
ington Times  carried  two  stories  that  I 
thought  were,  frankly,  very  distress- 
ing. The  lower  story  said,  "Woolsey 
Disputes  Clinton  Missile  Threat  As- 
sessment." He  was  President  Clinton's 
first  Director  of  the  Central  Intel- 
ligence Agency.  This  article  from  the 
Associated  Press  points  out  in  numer- 
ous ways  the  areas  in  which  former 
CIA  Director  Jim  Woolsey  believes 
that  the  Clinton  administration  is  im- 
derestimating  this  missile  threat  in  an 
effort  not  to  go  forward  with  the  Bal- 
listic Missile  Defense  Act. 

The  other  headline  is,  "White  House 
Misled  Joint  Chiefs  on  ABM  Treaty 
Talks."  I  understand  there  was  a  letter 
written  around  May  1  by  one  or  more 


of  the  Joint  Chiefs  that  says,  "We  real- 
ly do  not  need  this  Defend  America 
Act."  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  this  newspaper  article  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  this  makes 
the  point  that  the  Joint  Chiefs  were 
misled.  They  were  basically  told  that 
the  administration  was  not  going  to  go 
forward  with  certain  plans,  that  there 
were  not  changes  being  contemplated 
to  the  ABM  Treaty  that,  in  fact,  were 
being  contemplated,  that  there  were 
not  limitations  being  placed  upon  cer- 
tain of  our  systems.  And  as  a  result, 
they  could  clearly  have  been  lulled 
into  the  belief  that  we  did  not  need  the 
kind  of  Missile  Defense  Act  we  are 
talking  about  now.  I  suggest  that  if  all 
of  the  information  is  known  to  all  of 
the  people  concerned,  we  will  be  much 
more  serious  about  going  forward  with 
a  missile  defense  plan. 

Finally  with  respect  to  this  point,  I 
note  that  the  President  himself  has  re- 
cently begun  to  talk  about  the  need  for 
missile  defense.  Some  say  that  this  is  a 
political  reaction  to  Bob  D0L£'s  leader- 
ship on  the  issue.  It  may  be.  But  I  will 
acknowledge  that  the  President,  as 
well  as  the  rest  of  us,  is  interested  in 
defending  the  American  people.  Which- 
ever is  the  case,  the  President  has  ac- 
knowledged the  threat.  So  we  are  only 
arguing  about  exactly  when  the  threat 
will  materialize.  The  President's  posi- 
tion is  that  we  might  be  able  to  wait  a 
little  longer  and  deploy  a  system  a  lit- 
tle after  2003  and  still  get  by.  He  may 
be  right.  But  my  point  is,  is  it  worth 
the  risk? 

When  we  have  the  technology,  we 
have  spent  the  money  and — as  a  matter 
of  fact,  if  we  talk  about  a  sea-based 
system,  we  have  the  aegis  cruisers,  and 
they  have  the  radars,  and  they  already 
have  the  satellites  in  space  which  can 
detect  a  launch,  and  we  have  basically 
half  of  the  standard  missile  on  these 
ships.  We  simply  have  to  put  the  sec- 
ond part  of  the  missile  on  with  the 
components  on  the  tip  of  it  to  enable 
us  to  hone  in  and  guide  the  missile  to 
be  intercepted.  That  is  all  we  are  talk- 
ing about  developing  with  respect  to 
that  system.  We  have  proceeded  sig- 
nificantly along  with  the  development 
of  the  THAAD  program. 

No,  Mr.  President,  the  problem  is 
that  if  there  is  a  problem  with  deploy- 
ing these  systems,  it  is,  as  Senator 
Thurmond  said  earlier,  that  the  admin- 
istration, year  after  year  after  year- 
all  4  years— has  submitted  budgets 
where  the  administration  has  sought  to 
reduce  the  amount  of  expenditure  for 
missile  defense,  and  specifically  for  the 
national  missile  defense.  They  have 
been  willing  to  go  forward  with  the 
tactical  missile  defense,  to  a  degree, 
but  not  to  the  degree  called  for  in  the 
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legislation  we  have  passed  and  the 
President  has  sigrned.  He  does  not  want 
to  go  forward  with  a  national  missile 
defense. 

That  is  perplexing.  I  do  not  iinder- 
stand  how  it  is  all  right  to  help  our 
friends,  like  the  Israelis,  defend  them- 
selves—and there  has  been  money  there 
in  the  last  several  years  to  help  the 
Israelis  build  the  Arrow  Missile  De- 
fense System  to  protect  their  home- 
land and  people.  So  I  do  not  understand 
why  U.S.  tax  dollars  should  be  spent  on 
that  system  and  not  on  a  similar  sys- 
tem to  protect  the  United  States.  I  am 
all  for  the  development  of  the  Arrow.  I 
have  been  to  Israel  and  have  seen  the 
threat  they  live  under  from  their 
neighbors  that  wovild  do  them  harm. 
They  understand  the  need  for  a  missile 
defense,  and  we  have  been  willing  to 
support  their  national  missile  defense 
system. 

Why  is  the  President  of  the  United 
States  willing  to  spend  money  so  that 
the  people  of  Israel  will  not  be  killed  in 
a  missile  attack,  and  he  is  not  willing 
to  spend  money  so  that  the  people  of 
the  United  States  are  free  from  missile 
attack?  I  do  not  understand  that. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  said,  reasonable 
people  can  differ  about  whether  the 
threat  will  occur  in  the  year  2003.  2007, 
or  in  the  year  2000.  But  you  cannot 
argue  about  the  fact  that  the  threat 
will  be  there,  and,  in  some  respects,  it 
already  is. 

So  if  we  are  willing  to  spend  that 
money  and  to  make  that  conmiitment 
to  defend  the  people  of  other  countries, 
why  are  we  not  willing  to  make  that 
conunitment  to  defend  the  people  of 
the  United  States? 

Let  me  make  this  point.  When  poll- 
sters ask  Americans  around  the  coun- 
try how  we  would  defend  ourselves 
a^rainst  a  missile  attack,  Americans 
answer  with  a  variety  of  very  innova- 
tive responses.  "Well,  we  will  shoot 
them  down."  How?  "Well,  we  have  air- 
planes with  missiles  that  will  shoot 
them  down.  Well,  we  will  shoot  them 
down  with  our  own  missiles.  Well,  we 
have  lasers  in  space.  I  am  not  sure  how, 
but  we  will  shoot  them  down." 

The  fact  is  that  we  do  not  have  any 
way  of  shooting  them  down.  We  are  to- 
tally vulnerable  to  an  attack. 

Do  you  know  what  about  80  percent 
of  the  Americans  who  respond  to  these 
surveys  say?  They  say  that  is  abso- 
lutely irresponsible  and  we  have  to  do 
something  about  it  today  to  turn  this 
situation  around — today.  They  are 
shocked  to  know  that  we  are  vulner- 
able to  missile  attack. 

I  guess  it  is  our  own  fault  for  not 
nuiklng  the  point  to  people  that  we  do 
not  have  a  defense.  It  is  particularly 
shocking,  I  guess,  for  not  correcting 
this  deficiency  given  the  fact  that  the 
Peraian  Gulf  war  was  5  years  ago  and 
we  have  let  5  years  go  by  without  mak- 
ing very  much  progress  toward  the  de- 
velopment and  deployment  of  these  de- 


fenses. I  would  have  thought  that  after 
28  Americans  were  killed  in  one  Scud 
attack  and  after  Israel  was  attacked  by 
Iraq  that  the  United  States  would  fi- 
nally have  committed  itself  to  building 
missile  defenses  to  protect  the  United 
States  and  the  people  of  the  United 
States.  We  kind  of  frittered  away  our 
money  and  time.  Now  we  have  other 
nations  in  addition  to  Iraq  that  are 
very  aggressively  and  very  actively  de- 
veloping these  weapons.  Yet,  we  do  not 
seem  to  be  any  further  down  the  road 
toward  making  a  commitment  to  de- 
velop and  deploy  the  system. 

As  I  said,  if  you  look  at  every  other 
weapons  system  that  we  bought,  let  us 
say  the  F-15.  or  the  F-16,  or  the  car- 
rier, the  Trident  submarine,  you  name 
it,  the  only  way  we  have  of  being  able 
to  get  it  done  is  say  we  want  to  buy 
this  weapon,  we  want  to  have  it  done 
by  I  date,  therefore,  we  are  going  to 
appropriate  the  money  necessary  to 
achieve  deployment  by  that  date,  and 
we  ask  the  administration  to  come  for- 
ward with  a  plan  which  lays  out  the 
specific  deadlines  for  a  specific  time- 
table by  which  the  tests  are  going  to  be 
conducted,  and  eventually  we  will  get 
to  the  point  of  deployment.  Usually  it 
takes  a  little  longer  than  we  predicted, 
but  we  try  to  set  those  dates  up  so  that 
we  actually  achieve  the  objective. 

That  is  what  we  are  asking  for  in  this 
legislation  by  setting  a  specific  date. 
We  are  saying,  we  know  we  will  never 
get  there  if  we  keep  moving  the  goad- 
posts  and  if  we  never  set  an  actual  date 
for  deplojmient,  so  let  us  set  the  day 
and  let  us  get  on  with  it.  If  we  do  not 
do  that,  we  will  never  get  there.  That 
is  why  I  say  it  really  is  a  bogus  argu- 
ment to  talk  about  the  threat,  because 
everyone  acknowledges  there  is  a 
threat.  They  simply  argue  about  when 
it  will  really  surface.  I  submit  that  it 
is  not  worth  playing  around  with  that 
question,  particularly  since  we  know 
that  5  years  have  elapsed  since  Ameri- 
cans have  been  killed  by  a  ballistic 
missile. 

There  is  another  subargvmient  here 
that  I  really  want  to  deal  with  very 
briefly,  and  since  Senator  Nunn  is  not 
here  I  am  going  to  go  forward.  This  is 
the  argimient  that  deterrence  is  suffi- 
cient and  we  already  have  the  ability 
to  retaliate  against  someone  who 
launches  a  missile,  and  that  ought  to 
be  enough  to  deter  them  from  ever 
doing  so. 

I  ask  the  question  again.  Given  the 
fact  that  the  United  States  pulled  out 
of  Iraq  and  did  not  use  any  kind  of 
weapon  of  mass  destruction  against 
Saddam  Hussein,  did  not  even  destroy 
his  palace  guard  at  the  conclusion  of 
that  war,  and  given  the  fact  that  Presi- 
dent Bush  himself  made  the  point  on 
several  occasions  that  we  mean  no 
harm  to  the  Iraqi  people,  we  only  wish 
that  the  regime  of  Saddam  Hussein 
would  not  act  irresponsibly  and  that 
we  would  try  to  defeat  it— given  those 


facts,  is  it  credible  to  assume  that  the 
United  States  in  the  future  will  use  a 
nuclear  weapon  or  a  chemical  or  bio- 
logical weapon  on  the  people  of  a  coun- 
try whose  leaders  attack  us,  or  who 
threaten  to  attack  us,  or  who  threaten 
to  attack,  say,  the  French,  the  British, 
the  Israelis,  or  the  Russians?  Is  that  a 
credible  deterrent?  Are  we  going  to 
deter  Mu'ammar  Qadhafi,  or  the  lead- 
ers of  Korea,  or  some  other  country?  •  I 
do  not  think  so. 

I  think  that  deterrence  argument,  if 
it  did  work  in  the  cold  war— there  is 
some  dispute  about  it— is  not  the  kind 
of  argument  that  is  going  to  work 
today  against  countries  that  frankly 
do  not  think  we  will  use  the  deterrent 
and  do  not  care,  in  any  event.  The  risk 
of  failure  on  relying  on  deterrence  is 
simply  too  great  to  rely  on  that  doc- 
trine today.  It  will  not  work  against 
the  kind  of  nations  that  mean  us  harm 
today.  It  is  not  credible. 

I  note  the  fact  that  Secretary  Perry 
himself,  in  the  Nuclear  Posture  Review 
on  September  20,  1994,  made  the  follow- 
ing comment,  with  which  I  totally 
agree. 

We  now  have  an  opportunity  to  create  a 
new  relationship,  based  not  on  MAD.  not  on 
Mutual  Assured  Destruction,  but  rather  on 
another  acronjrm,  MAS,  or  Mutual  Assured 
Safety. 

What  he  was  talking  about  was  the 
ability  to  deter  aggressor  nations  based 
upon  the  fact  that  we  can  defend  our- 
selves, and,  therefore,  there  was  no 
point  in  their  developing  the  means  to 
attack  us,  or  initiating  such  an  attack; 
that  because  we  had  the  ability  to  de- 
fend ourselves.  It  would  make  it  impos- 
sible for  them  to  succeed,  and,  there- 
fore, there  would  be  no  point  in  their 
expending  the  funds  to  do  so.  That  is 
the  theory  of  defensive  deterrence,  and 
it  really  Is  the  only  kind  of  defense 
that  will  exist  against  the  kind  of 
threat  that  we  face  today.  When  we 
were  arrayed  against  the  Soviet  Union, 
it  might  have  been  a  different  matter, 
though  that  is  questionable.  But  it  is 
certainly  not  the  case  today. 

I  had  indicated  when  we  talked  about 
the  START  n  Treaty  that  there  were 
some  people  I  would  quote.  Let  me  do 
that  since  I  have  the  time,  because  this 
is  the  final  argument,  and  that  is,  we 
are  kind  of  plajring  with  fire.  We  do  not 
want  to  do  anything  that  would  disturb 
the  Russians,  and  it  could  be  that  they 
would  take  actions  that  we  would  be 
sorry  for  if  we  did  anything  to  anger 
them. 

Clearly,  at  this  point  in  time,  only  3 
weeks  or  so  away  from  the  Russian 
elections,  our  eyes  are  turned  toward 
Russia  because  we  understand  that 
some  very  Irresponsible  people  could  be 
elected  and  lead  the  Russian  State. 
That  would  be  a  real  shame.  None  of  us 
want  to  do  that.  All  of  us  are  hoping 
for  the  election  of  very  responsible  peo- 
ple to  lead  the  Russian  nation,  people 
with  whom  we  can  work  in  the  future 
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and  continue  to  work  on  defense  mat- 
ters together,  because  we  mean  no 
harm  to  them.  They  should  know  that. 
We  wish  them  well,  and  we  hope  they 
share  that  feeling  and,  therefore,  en- 
gage with  us  in  those  kind  of  agree- 
ments that  demonstrate  the  desire  for 
peaceful  nations  to  proceed  along  the 
path  of  peace  and  eliminate  the  kind  of 
weaiwns  of  mass  destruction  that  popu- 
late the  world  today. 

That  is  why  we  hope  very  much  that 
they  continue  to  abide  by  treaties  like 
the  START  I  Treaty  and  that  they 
would  ratify  the  START  H  Treaty  to 
further  bring  down  the  number  of  dan- 
gerous weapons  in  the  world.  But  here 
is  what  some  of  the  Russians  them- 
selves have  said  with  respect  to  the 
probability  of  their  actions  with  re- 
spect to  the  ABM  Treaty. 

Alexi  Arbatov.  Deputy  Chair  of  the 
Russian  State  Duma  Defense  Commit- 
tee, complained  that  the  loss  of 
MIRV'd  missile  capability  resulting 
from  START  n  was  a  critical  reason 
for  them  to  be  concerned  with  the 
START  n  Treaty.  He  stated  that  the 
Russians  "cannot  economically  fill  the 
gap  with  single  warheads;  it's  too  cost- 
ly." He  proposed  developing  a  protocol 
that  lowered  START  n  warhead  ceil- 
ings to  relieve  their  economic  difficul- 
ties with  the  treaty. 

In  other  words,  what  he  was  saying 
was  that  "it  is  going  to  be  awfully  ex- 
pensive for  us  to  bring  down  our  war- 
heads to  the  level  called  for  in  the 
START  n  Treaty.  You  all  may  be  able 
to  afford  it  in  the  United  States.  We 
can't.  So  let  us  not  bring  them  down 
quite  so  far." 

Well,  it  may  be  that  they  will  have  a 
hard  time  doing  that,  but  if  they  do  not 
adopt  the  START  n  Treaty,  it  will  be 
for  reasons  of  economics,  as  he  pointed 
out,  not  because  the  United  States  has 
suggested  the  need  to  look  at  an  out- 
moded ABM  Treaty  which  previous 
Russian  Governments  have  been  will- 
ing to  look  at  themselves. 

U.S.  Ambassador  Brooks  predicted 
the  Russians  will  be  forced  to  go  well 
below  START  I  levels  with  or  without 
START  n  for  economic  reasons.  He  was 
actually  proposing  a  slightly  different 
argument  related  to  economics.  He  was 
saying  the  Russians  are  going  to  have 
to  proceed  with  START  I  and  maybe 
even  START  n  limits  in  the  long  run 
because  it  is  so  expensive  to  maintain 
them,  and  while  in  the  short  run  our 
thought  may  have  been  correct.  Am- 
bassador Brooks  is  probably  correct 
with  respect  to  the  long  run. 

It  is  in  both  of  our  interests  in  the 
long  run  to  save  money  by  not  having 
to  maintain  these  expensive  stockpiles. 
It  costs  money  to  dismantle  them  ini- 
tially. That  is  why  people  like  Senator 
Nunn  and  others  have  been  responsible 
for  proposing  U.S.  assistance  to  enable 
the  Russians  to  bring  down  their  stock- 
piles. It  is  for  economic  reasons  that 
the  Russians  will  find  it  impossible  to 


continue  to  maintain  this  high  level  of 
stockpile.  It  does  not  have  anything  to 
do  with  the  ABM  Treaty. 

Neither  the  United  States  nor  Russia 
will  have  the  capacity  to  enter  into  an- 
other arms  race,  I  suspect,  whether  or 
not  we  made  modifications  to  the  ABM 
Treaty. 

Clearly,  with  respect  to  other  nations 
like  China,  the  START  I  and  START  n 
Treaties  do  not  even  apply  here.  So 
though  some  say  we  should  not  even 
begin  to  change  the  ABM  Treaty  be- 
cause of  the  Russian  response,  I  would 
counter  by  saying:  What  about  the  Chi- 
nese? What  about  other  countries  that 
are  not  even  involved  in  the  START  I 
or  START  n  Treaty? 

Clearly,  deploying  this,  or  beginning 
to  talk  about  amending  the  ABM  Trea- 
ty so  we  deploy  an  effective  defense 
system  is  in  the  national  defense  inter- 
est of  the  United  States  and  we  should 
not  be  deterred  from  proceeding  with 
that  step  simply  because  there  may  be 
some  who  contend  that  the  Russians 
will  be  unhappy  and  therefore  there 
would  be  a  reaction  against  us. 

Mr.  President,  since  I  have  other 
time,  let  me  proceed  with  one  final 
point,  and  then  I  would  be  happy  to 
yield  to  anybody  else  who  would  like  to 
speak. 

What  we  are  talking  about  here,  for 
those  who  might  not  have  been  with  us 
at  the  very  beginning,  is  a  very  mod- 
esty—very modest— first  step.  It  is 
called  the  Defend  America  Act.  It  was 
brought  to  the  Senate  floor  by  Major- 
ity Leader  Bob  Dole.  It  is  true  that  he 
has  made  a  political  issue  of  this  but 
only  because  the  American  people  have 
been  shocked  to  find  out  that  the 
United  States  is  undefended  against  a 
ballistic  missile  attack. 

That  is  why  Senate  Majority  Leader 
Bob  Dole,  the  Republican  PresidentiaJ 
nominee,  has  said  it  is  important  for  us 
to  get  on  with  the  job  of  ultimately  de- 
veloping and  depl03rlng  a  system  that 
could  defend  the  United  States,  at  least 
in  a  modest  way,  against  certain  kinds 
of  limited  attack.  So  the  Defend  Amer- 
ica Act  that  we  have  before  us  is  a  very 
modest  first  step  toward  that  end. 

It  is  not  the  space  shield  that  some 
people  would  like  to  talk  about.  It  is 
not  a  hugely  expensive  kind  of  project 
that  CBO  has  said  we  could  develop. 
Yes,  we  could,  but  that  is  not  what  this 
is.  It  is  really  a  very  modest  attempt, 
and  it  is  important  for  the  Senate.  I 
think,  to  begin  this  debate  and.  hope- 
fully, to  have  a  vote  on  this  act  in  the 
relatively  near  future. 

The  House  of  Representatives  was 
scheduled  to  take  this  up  just  before 
the  Memorial  Day  recess  and  did  not  do 
so  at  that  time,  passing  the  budget  in- 
stead. But  I  am  hopeful,  too.  that  the 
House  of  Representatives  will  take  up 
the  Defend  America  Act  very  soon.  The 
important  thing  for  the  American  peo- 
ple to  know  is  that  the  Senate  will  not 
be  able  to  vote  on  this  act  unless  60 


Members  of  the  Senate  agree,  because 
of  a  procedure  that  we  have  here  which 
says  that  anybody  can  object  to  bring- 
ing up  a  bill  and.  If  they  do,  it  takes  60 
Senators  then  to  have  a  vote  on  it — 60 
Senators  have  to  agree.  That  is  called 
invoking  cloture.  Tomorrow  afternoon 
at  2:15.  we  are  going  to  have  a  vote  to 
invoke  cloture,  that  is  to  say,  to  stop 
this  debate  that  has  been  going  on  and 
to  have  a  vote  on  proceeding  with  a 
vote  on  the  bill.  There  will  still  be  an 
opportunity  to  further  debate  the  bill 
after  that,  but  then  we  would  have  a 
vote  before  the  end  of  the  week  on  the 
Defend  America  Act. 

This  will  be  the  last  chance  that  Ma- 
jority Leader  Bob  Dole  has  to  bring 
this  act  up  during  his  time  in  the  Sen- 
ate. I  think  it  is  important  even  for 
those  people  who  do  not  necessarily 
agree  with  the  Defend  America  Act. 
who  for  some  reason  want  to  support 
the  President  of  the  United  States  in 
his  opposition  to  it.  Maybe  for  political 
reasons  they  want  to  vote  against  it 
because  it  would  hurt  Bob  Dole  and 
help  Bill  Clinton.  I  can  understand  adl 
of  those  things  even  thoug^h  I  think  it 
would  be  irrational  to  vote  against  it 
for  purely  political  reasons.  But  what- 
ever reasons  my  colleagues  might  have 
for  ultimately  voting  against  it.  I  find 
it  hard  to  understand  why  any  of  them 
would  oppose  having  a  vote  on  it. 

What  are  they  afraid  of?  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, what  are  they  afi^d  of?  Why 
would  Members  of  this  body — and  spe- 
cifically now  I  am  talking  about  Demo- 
crats, since  I  believe  all  the  Repub- 
licans will  support  the  cloture  vote, 
will  support  taking  a  vote  on  the  De- 
fend America  Act.  Not  all  Republicans 
probably  will  vote  for  it  in  the  end,  al- 
though most  will.  But  why  would 
Democrats  almost  to  a  person  oppose 
even  taking  a  vote  on  this  bill?  Why?  I 
can  think  of  only  one  reason,  and  it  is 
not  a  pleasant  thought.  That  one  rea- 
son is  politics. 

I  read  the  Defend  America  Act.  There 
is  nothing  in  there  that  every  one  of  us 
does  not  believe,  with  the  possible  ex- 
ception of  the  actual  deplo3rment  by 
the  year  2003.  I  have  discussed  the  rea- 
sons why  I  think  2003  is  a  good  date. 
Now,  others  may  disagree.  They  have 
the  right  to  express  that  disagreement 
by  voting  against  the  bill.  Even  though 
they  may  agree  with  everything  else  in 
it,  they  might  not  like  that,  so  they 
want  to  vote  against  it.  They  have  the 
right  to  vote  against  it.  We  would  still 
be  debating  for  another  day  or  day  and 
a  half  after  we  invoke  cloture,  so  by 
the  end  of  this  week  we  could  have  a 
vote  on  this  bill. 

Now.  why  would  colleagues  not  even 
let  us  vote  on  the  bill?  Why  would  they 
say:  No:  Bob  Dole,  you  cannot  have  a 
vote?  Is  it  because  they  do  not  want 
Americans  to  be  free  from  ballistic 
missile  attack?  I  do  not  think  so.  I  do 
not  think  there  is  a  person  here  who 
believes  that. 
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I  can  only  think  of  one  reason,  Mr. 
President,  and  that  is  to  deny  Bob 
Dole  the  ri^ht  to  have  a  vote  on  his 
bill.  Now,  I  urge  my  coUesigTies,  Repub- 
licans £Lnd  Democrats  alike,  who  have 
stood  in  this  Chamber  and  who  have 
stood  in  receptions  and  dinners  and 
other  fora  to  laud  Bob  Dole  and  pay 
tribute  to  him  for  the  long  service  that 
he  has  given  to  our  country,  most  re- 
cently in  the  Senate,  but  before  that  in 
the  House  and,  of  course,  serving  in  our 
military,  I  appeal  to  all  of  my  col- 
leagues who  have  genuinely  expressed 
their  appreciation  for  Bob  Dole's  serv- 
ice, Democrats  and  Republicans  alike, 
recognizing  that  whether  he  is  to  be 
the  President  of  the  United  States  or 
not,  he  is  to  be  respected  as  a  strong 
national  leader  who  for  years  has  done 
a  lot  of  good  things  for  this  country — 
and  nobody  believes  more  strongly  in 
the  defense  of  the  United  States  than 
Bob  Dole — I  would  urge  those  col- 
leagues of  mine,  Democrats  and  Repub- 
licans alike,  to  just  stop  and  think  and 
see  if  it  is  not  within  their  heart  to  at 
least  give  him  a  vote  on  his  bill.  They 
can  then  vote  against  it,  and  he  will 
understand  those  who  have  legitimate 
reasons  for  voting  against  it.  But  I 
think  what  he  would  find  very  hard  to 
believe  is  that  his  colleagues  would  not 
even  let  him  have  a  vote  on  this  impor- 
tant matter  that,  after  all,  is  not  that 
important  to  him  personally  or  politi- 
cally but  is  very  important  to  the 
American  people.  Bob  Dole  knows  how 
important  it  is  that  we  provide  for  our 
national  defense. 

I  will  just  conclude  with  this  point.  I 
have  mentioned  the  Persian  Gulf  war 
many  times,  Mr.  President.  But  after 
that  Persian  Gulf  war  was  over  and 
Dick  Cheney  and  President  Bush  and 
Colin  Powell  and  Norm  Schwarzkopf 
were  all  given  great  kudos  for  winning 
the  Persian  Gulf  war,  what  did  they 
sa3r?  Well,  most  of  them  said  it  was  not 
us  that  did  it,  obviously;  it  was  the 
men  and  women  we  had  trained  so  well 
that  did  the  job.  Of  course,  they  were 
right.  But  Dick  Cheney  said  one  addi- 
tional thing,  and  I  will  never  forget  it 
because  he  is  a  very  reflective  person. 
He  said  that  it  was  not  me,  it  was  not 
us  that  won  this  war.  It  was  the  people 
10  and  15  years  ago  who  made  the  deci- 
sion then  to  invest  in  the  kind  of  weap- 
onry and  training  that  enabled  our  peo- 
ple to  win  today.  They  could  not  have 
foreseen  the  uses  to  which  these  weap- 
ons would  be  put.  They  had  to  fight 
those  who  said  that  they  were  a  waste 
of  money  at  the  time,  that  they  cost 
too  much,  that  they  might  not  work, 
that  they  were  not  necessary,  that 
there  was  no  threat.  They  had  to  stand 
up  in  the  face  of  all  of  those  arguments 
and  have  the  couraige  of  their  convic- 
tion that  someday,  somewhere  the 
United  States  might  need  that  kind  of 
weaponry  to  defend  itself  and  its  inter- 
ests and  it  would  be  important  for  the 
men  and  women  that  we  ask  to  go  in 


harm's  way  that  we  give  them  the  very 
best  to  protect  themselves.  Dick  Che- 
ney said  we  really  owe  this  victory  of 
the  Persian  Gulf  war  to  the  people  who 
were  in  the  Congress  and  who  were  in 
the  administrations  at  that  time,  who 
made  the  tough  decisions  to  make  the 
investment  to  build  these  things  so 
that  when  we  needed  them  they  would 
be  there,  even  though  no  one  could  pre- 
dict when  or  where  or  under  what  cir- 
cumstances that  would  be. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  saying  the  same 
thing  today.  We  will  hear  all  of  the  ar- 
guments: Well,  it  may  not  work.  Well, 
we  do  not  know  even  who  it  is  going  to 
be  used  against.  Well,  we  are  not  sure 
that  the  threat  is  here  yet  or  even 
when  there  is  going  to  be  a  threat. 
Well,  we  know  there  will  be  a  threat, 
but  it  probably  will  not  be  for  a  while 
yet.  We  can  take  a  chance. 

We  have  to  stand  up  today  just  like 
those  people  did  10  and  15  years  before 
Dick  Cheney  was  Secretary  of  Defense 
and  be  courageous  enough  to  make  the 
investment  to  protect  not  only  the 
American  people  but  also  our  forces  de- 
ployed abroad  and  our  allies,  but  most 
specifically  the  American  people.  That 
is  what  the  Defend  America  Act  is  all 
about,  so  that  10  or  15  years  from  now, 
or  7  or  8  or  9  years  from  now  when  we 
have  been  able  to  thwart  some  kind  of 
attack  by  an  aggressor  and  people  are 
patting  everyone  on  the  back  saying 
job  well  done,  those  people  will  look 
back  on  the  Congress  of  today  and  say, 
well,  actually,  they  were  the  ones, 
those  people  back  in  1996  who  had  the 
courage  to  go  forward  with  the  system, 
they  were  the  ones  to  whom  we  owe  our 
appreciation  and  perhaps  our  lives. 

Do  we  have  the  courage  to  make  that 
kind  of  commitment  today,  at  a  very 
small,  relative,  expense,  $1  or  S2  billion 
a  year  out  of  a  $265  billion  defense 
budget,  for  maybe  10  years?  That  is  not 
too  high  a  price  to  pay  for  the  lives  of 
American  people. 

So  I  ask  my  colleagues  when  we  have 
this  cloture  vote  tomorrow  at  2:15, 
think  about  your  children  or  grand- 
children and  your  lives  and  the  lives  of 
those  we  will  put  in  harm's  way  10  or  15 
years  from  now.  Think  about  the  leg- 
acy we  want  to  leave.  Think  about  the 
people  we  want  to  protect,  about  the 
interests  that  we  want  to  project  in  the 
world.  Think  about  what  that  takes. 

Also,  think  about  the  imfaimess  of 
not  even  allowing  this  bill  to  come  to 
a  vote,  and  think  about  the  final  trib- 
ute that  you  can  pay  to  a  great  man, 
whether  you  agree  with  him  politically 
or  not.  Bob  Dole,  who,  after  all,  has 
asked  nothing  more  than  to  be  allowed 
to  have  a  vote  on  this  piece  of  legrisla- 
tion. 

For  those  reasons,  I  hope  my  col- 
leagues will  join  us  in  voting  for  clo- 
ture so  we  can  have  a  vote  on  the  Mis- 
sile Defense  Act  sometime  this  week. 


EXHIBm 

[From  the  Washington  Times,  May  31, 1996] 

White  House  Misled  Joint  Chiefs  on  abm 

Treaty  Talks 

(By  Bill  Gertz) 

Clinton  administration  officials  misled  the 

Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  about  efforts  to  reach 

an  agreement  with  Russia  at  last  month's 

summit  on  the  complex  Issue  of  clarifying 

the    Anti-Ballastlc    Missile    (ABM)    Treaty, 

Pentagon  officials  said. 

To  prevent  details  from  being  disclosed  to 
the  press,  the  military  service  chiefs  were 
not  told  In  advance  of  the  Moscow  summit 
about  a  White  House  plan  to  hold  detailed 
talks  between  the  two  presidents  aimed  at 
reaching  a  partial  agreement  on  what  short- 
range  antl-mlsslle  defense  systems  are  legal 
under  the  1972  ABM  Treaty,  according  to  of- 
ficials who  spoke  on  the  condition  of  ano- 
nsrmlty. 

Several  days  before  the  April  22  summit  in 
Moscow,  a  Pentagon  briefer,  explaining  the 
White  House  summit  agenda  for  defense 
Issues,  told  a  meeting  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff  that  the  Issue  of  ABM  theater  missile 
defense  (TMD)  demarcation  would  not  be 
brought  up  at  meetings  between  President 
Clinton  and  Russian  President  Boris  Yeltsin, 
or  other  defense  officials,  they  said. 

"At  the  [Joint  Chiefs]  meeting,  the  chiefs 
were  told  ABM-TMD  demarcation  will  not  be 
discussed  at  the  summit,"  one  official  said. 
"In  fact  that  briefing  was  part  of  a  delib- 
erate deception  plan  on  the  part  of  the  White 
House." 

The  postsummit  realization  that  some  offi- 
cials acted  dishonestly  with  the  military 
chiefs  upset  many  in  the  Pentagon,  particu- 
larly officials  charged  with  developing  mis- 
sile defenses. 

"Everybody  was  outraged,"  one  official 
said.  "The  only  conclusion  we  could  come  to 
was  that  the  White  House  negotiated  with 
the  Russians  against  its  own  military. " 

A  second  official  said  a  senior  general  who 
took  part  in  the  briefing,  held  in  the  secure 
Pentagon  room  known  as  "the  tank,"  spe- 
cifically asked  the  briefer  to  clarify  whether 
the  issue  would  be  raised.  The  general,  con- 
cerned over  Russian  backtracking  at  earlier 
arms  talks,  was  told  missile  defense  would 
not  be  discussed  at  all.  the  official  said. 

"That  conversation  did  occur,  and  that  an- 
swer was  received,"  a  spokesman  for  the  gen- 
eral said,  asking  that  his  name  and  service 
not  be  identified. 

The  briefer,  an  aide  to  Gen.  John 
Shalikashvill,  chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs 
of  Staff,  explained  that  the  only  defense  top- 
ics to  be  discussed  at  the  summit  would  be 
the  Conventional  Forces  in  Europe  Treaty, 
efforts  to  reach  a  nuclear  test  ban  treaty, 
and  chemical  and  biological  weapons. 

Presidents  Clinton  and  Yeltsin  said  during 
a  postsummit  news  conference  on  April  22 
that  they  had  discussed  the  ABM  issue  ex- 
tensively. 

Mr.  CUnton  told  reporters  "real  progress" 
was  made  on  the  ABM-TMD  issue  during  five 
hours  of  talks.  "I'm  convinced  that  if  we  do 
this  in  an  open  way  that  has  a  lot  of  integ- 
rity, 1  think  we'll  all  be  just  fine  on  this  and 
I  think  It  will  work  out  very  well,"  Mr.  Clin- 
ton said. 

A  new  round  of  ABM  talks  with  Moscow  on 
missile  demarcation  began  May  20  at  the 
Standing  Consultative  Commission  (SCO  In 
Geneva.  The  White  House  official  said  the 
Russians  presented  proposals  at  the  session 
with  "wrinkles"— positions— opposed  by  U.S. 
negotiators. 

An  earlier  round  of  SCC  talks  broke  off 
after  they  were  deadlocked  over  Russian  in- 
sistence on  reversing  agreements  reached 
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earlier  by  U.S.  and  Russian  officials  outside 
the  formal  talks. 

Russia  announced  in  the  earlier  meeting 
that  any  Pentagon  work  on  higher-speed  re- 
gional missile  defenses  would  be  regarded  by 
Moscow  as  illegal  under  the  ABM  Treaty 
until  a  second  agreement  is  reached,  a  classi- 
fied State  Department  cable  said. 

Pentagon  officials  said  a  political  agree- 
ment reached  by  U.S.  and  Russian  officials 
at  the  summit  will  limit  U.S.  use  of  space- 
based  sensors  with  advanced  missile  de- 
fenses, such  as  the  Navy's  wide-area  system 
known  as  Upper  Tier.  It  also  would  bar  work 
on  the  Air  Force's  airborne  laser  gun.  which 
will  be  capable  of  knocking  down  missiles 
shortly  after  takeoff. 

WooLSEY  Disputes  Clinton.  Missile-Threat 

ASSESSMENT 

President  Clinton's  former  CIA  director 
yesterday  accused  the  administration  of 
playing  down  the  threat  of  missile  attack 
from  Russia,  China  or  elsewhere. 

R.  James  Woolsey,  who  headed  the  nation's 
spy  apparatus  during  the  first  two  years  of 
the  Clinton  administration,  told  a  House 
committee  that  the  administration  has  un- 
derstated the  missile  threat  on  multiple 
fronts. 

In  particular.  Mr.  Woolsey  criticized  a  fre- 
quently quoted  National  Intelligence  Esti- 
mate that  found  little  threat  of  a  missile  at- 
tack on  the  contiguous  4S  states  until  well 
into  the  next  century. 

"I  believe  that  the  'contiguous  48' 
reference  .  .  .  can  lead  to  a  badly  distorted 
and  minimized  perception  of  the  serious 
threats  we  face  from  ballistic  missiles  now 
and  in  the  very  near  future— threats  to  our 
friends,  our  allies,  our  overseas  bases  and 
military  forces,  our  overseas  territories  and 
some  of  the  50  states."  Mr.  Woolsey  told  the 
House  Government  Reform  and  Oversight 
Committee. 

A  White  House  official,  who  spoke  on  the 
condition  of  anonymity,  said  the  United 
States  has  theater  missile  defenses  that 
could  be  rushed  Into  place  to  protect  Alaska 
and  Hawaii  should  a  threat  arise. 

He  said  the  administration  was  "abso- 
lutely in  agreement"  that  the  threat  of  ter- 
rorism must  be  met,  but  said  Mr.  Clinton  op- 
poses rushing  a  system  into  place  when  a 
slower  pace  might  result  in  a  better  defense. 

In  his  testimony,  Mr.  Woolsey  said  the 
chances  of  missile  terrorism  increase  as  po- 
tentially hostile  states  improve  their  tech- 
nology. 

"It  is  quite  reasonable  to  believe  that 
within  a  few  years  [Iraqi  leader]  Saddam 
Hussein  or  the  Chinese  rulers  will  be  able  to 
threaten  something  far  more  troubling  than 
firings  of  relatively  Inaccurate  ballistic  mis- 
siles," Mr.  Woolsey  said.  "They  may  quite 
plausibly  be  able  to  threaten  to  destroy,  say. 
the  Knesset  [Israel's  parliament],  or  threat- 
en to  create.  In  effect,  an  international 
Chernobyl  incident  at  a  Taiwanese  nuclear 
power  plant." 

Mr.  Woolsey,  now  practicing  law  in  Wash- 
ington, has  been  embraced  by  Republicans 
seeking  funding  to  deploy  a  national  missile- 
defense  system  by  2003:  Mr.  Woolsey  said 
after  the  hearing  that  he  supports  legislation 
sponsored  by  Senate  Majority  Leader  Bob 
Dole,  the  presumptive  Republican  presi- 
dential nominee,  and  House  Speaker  Newt 
Gingrich  to  deploy  the  missile-defense  sys- 
tem. 

In  an  apparent  endorsement  of  current  ad- 
ministration priorities.  Mr.  Woolsey  said  the 
Pentagon  should  place  "primary  impor- 
tance"  on  developing  theater  missile   de- 


fenses while  pursuing  "a  sound  program  to 
move  toward  some  type  of  national  defense." 
But  Mr.  Woolsey  criticized  several  aspects  of 
administration  policy.  Specifically.  Mr. 
Woolsey: 

Criticized  the  administration  for  trimming 
funding  for  some  theater-defense  systems. 

Questioned  the  administration  decision  to 
make  highly  accurate  global-positionlng-sys- 
tem  technology  available  commercially,  a 
move  that  enemies  could  use  to  make  their 
missiles  even  more  accurate. 

Disputed  Mr.  Clinton's  assertion  that  U.S. 
Intelligence  does  not  foresee  an  emerging 
ballistic-missile  threat  in  the  coming  dec- 
ade. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  pleased  to  rise  today  in  support  of 
the  Defend  America  Act  of  1996  cur- 
rently before  the  Senate  which  estab- 
lishes, by  the  year  2003,  a  national  mis- 
sile-defense [NMD]  system  to  protect 
the  United  States  against  limited,  un- 
authorized or  accidental  missile  at- 
tacks. The  deployment  of  an  NMD  sys- 
tem as  articulated  by  the  author  of  the 
bill— Senator  Dole — will  not  only  de- 
fend, it  will  deter— by  reducing  the  in- 
centive of  rogue  regimes  to  acquire 
ballistic  missiles  and  weapons  of  mass 
destruction. 

I  am  deeply  concerned,  as  are  other 
Members  of  Congress,  about  increased 
interest  by  several  countries  hostile  to 
this  great  Nation  to  acquire  ballistic 
missiles  capable  of  reaching  the  United 
States.  As  recently  as  last  month,  Clin- 
ton administration  officials,  to  include 
the  former  Director  of  Central  Intel- 
ligence [DCI]— R.  James  Woolsey— tes- 
tified before  Congress  that  the  Na- 
tional Intelligence  Estimate  [NIE]  used 
by  the  President  to  veto  earlier  propos- 
als to  deploy  a  NMD  system  was 
flawed.  Mr.  Woolsey  challenged  the 
conclusion  made  by  the  NIE  report 
that  no  long-range  missiles  will  threat- 
en the  48  contiguous  States  for  at  least 
15  years.  Former  DCI  Woolsey  further 
stated  that  limiting  the  estimate's 
focus  on  the  missile  threat  to  the  48 
States  "can  lead  to  a  badly  distorted 
and  minimized  perception  of  very  seri- 
ous threats  we  face  from  ballistic  mis- 
siles now  and  in  the  very  near  future." 

The  Intelligence  Community  [IC]  of 
the  United  States  has  confirmed  that 
North  Korea  is  developing  an  inter- 
continental ballistic  missile  that  will 
be  capable  of  reaching  Alaska  or  be- 
yond once  deployed.  In  April,  Kim 
Myong  Choi — a  North  Korean  reported 
by  the  Washington  Post  to  have  close 
contacts  to  the  government  in 
Pyongyang— stated  that  North  Korean 
leader  Kim  Jong-il  has  ordered  the  de- 
velopment and  deployment  of  strategic 
long-range  ballistic  missiles  tipped 
with  a  super-powerful  warhead.  The 
purpose  of  this  missile,  according  to 
Choi,  is  to  provide  North  Korea  with 
the  capability  to  destroy  major  metro- 
politan centers.  This  system  is  likely 
to  be  deployed  in  less  than  10  years  and 
be  part  operational  intercontinental 
ballistic  missile  force  capable  of  hit- 
ting the  American  mainland. 


Additionally,  the  threat  posed  to  the 
United  States  by  the  proliferation  of 
ballistic  missiles  is  growing  at  an  ever 
faster  pace.  Other  rogue  nations  such 
as  Iran.  Iraq  and  Libya  are  also  pursu- 
ing the  development  of  longer  range 
missiles  to  include  those  with  an  inter- 
continental capability.  According  to 
the  CIA.  Iran  is  seeking  to  supplement 
its  existing  ballistic  missile  inven- 
tories with  the  purchase  from  North 
Korea  of  the  1.00O-1.300  kilometer  (No 
Dong)  ballistic  missile.  Iran— with  help 
from  China  and  North  Korea— is  seek- 
ing to  develop  and  produce  its  own  bal- 
listic missiles  with  the  objective  of 
producing  a  medium-range  ballistic 
missile  to  threaten  targets  to  a  dis- 
tance of  3.000  kilometers.  Foreshadow- 
ing future  successes.  Iranian  President 
Rafsanjani  said  as  recently  as  August 
1995  that:  "An  incredible  thing  has  hap- 
pened in  defense  so  that  we  [Iranians] 
are  making  everything  from  rockets  to 
the  smallest  military  equipment.  We 
are  also  exporters  and  could  export  to 
countries  which  we  wish.  You  should 
know  that  we  are  one  of  the  main  cen- 
ters for  construction  of  defense  equip- 
ment. Of  course  we  cannot  advertise 
much  in  this  sector  and  we  do  not  wish 
to  advertise  because  it  is  a  defense 
sphere,  but  we  are  getting  on  with  the 
job." 

It  should  be  mentioned  that  Iran  is 
also  aggressively  pursuing  a  nuclear 
weapons  capability  and,  if  significant 
foreign  assistance  were  provided  (e.g.. 
firom  China  or  Russia),  could  produce  a 
nuclear  device  as  early  as  the  end  of 
the  decade.  Moreover,  Iranian  leaders 
have  in  the  past  and  continue  to  make 
numerous  statements  before  cheering 
crowds  along  the  lines  of  "The  United 
States  still  remains  the  Great  Satan" 
and  "Mankind  should  not  think  the 
Wliite  House  will  remain  forever.  No,  it 
will  be  destroyed." 

I  would  like  to  stress  that  the  Defend 
America  Act  emphasizes  that  the  goal 
of  defending  Americans  against  ballis- 
tic missile  attack  must  be  accom- 
plished in  an  affordable  manner.  Sen- 
ator Dole's  bill  focuses  on  a  S14  billion 
limited  national  missile  defense  [NMD] 
system.  The  Defend  America  Act  calls 
for  the  use  of  programs  currently  in  de- 
velopment to  serve  as  the  building 
blocks  for  a  system  that  will  meet  the 
missile  threat  as  it  emerges  and  has 
the  flexibility  to  adapt  to  new  develop- 
ment in  ballistic  missile  technology  by 
rogue  states.  In  contrast,  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  [CBO]  highly  in- 
flated estimate  of  $31-$60  billion  re- 
flects the  cost  of  a  more  robust  defense 
that  includes  every  option  that  might 
be  done  and  could  be  done  in  the  next 
20  years  in  order  to  protect  the  United 
States  from  an  unrealistic  attack  of  up 
to  200  warheads  accompanied  by  sophis- 
ticated countermeasures. 

It  must  be  made  clear  and  in  very 
specific  terms  that  the  United  States  is 
firmly  committed  to  a  National  Missile 
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Defense  system.  And,  therefore  I  urge 
Senators  to  support  the  Defend  Amer- 
ica Act  of  1996.  This  measure  will  en- 
sure that  future  generations  of  Ameri- 
cans remain  secure  from  long-range 
ballistic  missile  attack. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the 
absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
THOMAS).  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bin  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  last  year 
the  subject  of  national  missile  defense 
proved  to  be  one  of  the  most  difficult 
issues  we  faced  during  the  consider- 
ation of  the  defense  authorization  bill 
for  fiscal  year  1996.  This  year,  we  may 
face  similar  challenges  as  a  result  of 
pi/o visions  in  S.  1635,  the  proposed  De- 
fend America  Act,  which  was  intro- 
duced by  Senator  Dole  and  others  on 
March  21,  1996.  as  well  as  certain  provi- 
sions in  S.  1745,  the  Defense  Authoriza- 
tion Act  reported  by  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee. 

In  my  judgment,  it  would  be  rel- 
atively easy  to  develop  a  consensus  in 
the  Congress  as  to  what  measures  we 
should  authorize  in  fiscal  year  1997  to 
address  the  requirements  of  a  sound 
national  mlssUe  defense  program.  Dif- 
ficulties arise,  however,  when  we  focus 
on  decisions  which  do  not  need  to  be 
resolved  at  this  time,  but  which  as- 
sume a  great  symbolic  importance  to  a 
number  of  Senators  and  a  number  of 
commentators. 

Today,  I  would  like  to  review  last 
year's  actions  on  missile  defense,  dis- 
cuss the  proposals  that  have  been  in- 
troduced to  date,  and  set  forth  at  least 
my  own  views  as  to  how  the  Nation 
should  proceed  in  both  the  short  term 
and  long  term  on  the  subject  of  missile 
defenses. 

Last  year's  bill,  as  reported  by  the 
Armed  Services  Committee,  proposed 
to  legislate  a  requirement  that  the 
United  States  deploy  by  the  year  1999  a 
prototype  national  missile  defense  sys- 
tem which,  because  of  the  compressed 
time,  would  have  necessarily  had  a 
very  limited  capability.  The  bill  fur- 
ther required  the  United  SUtes  to  de- 
ploy a  multiple-site  ABM  system  with 
an  initial  operational  capability  by  the 
year  2003. 

The  bill  also  proposed  the  system 
would  be  augmented  to  provide  a  lay- 
ered defense  against  a  larger  and  more 
sophisticated  tsrpe  attack.  In  addition, 
the  proposed  language  would  have  es- 
tablished in  permanent  law  a  specific 
demarcation  between  what  we  call  the- 
ater missile  defense  and  strategic  mis- 
sUe  defense  or  national  missile  defense, 
as  the  term  is  used  in  this  debate.  It 
also  prohibited  negotiations,  or  other 
executive    branch   actions   concerning 
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clarification  or  interpretation  of  the 
ABM  Treaty  and  the  line  between  thea- 
ter and  strategic  defenses. 

In  my  judgment,  and  that  of  many 
other  Senators  and  of  the  administra- 
tion, the  language  in  last  year's  bill 
was  unacceptable.  The  requirement  for 
a  multiple-site  system  was  clearly  in- 
consistent with  the  ABM  Treaty  which 
limits  parties  to  a  single  site.  The 
mandate  for  a  layered  system,  which 
would  require  deployment  of  space- 
based  systems,  also  was  inconsistent 
with  the  treaty.  The  statutory  demar- 
cation between  theater  and  national 
missile  defense  systems,  and  the  prohi- 
bition on  negotiations  by  the  adminis- 
tration, also  raised  difficult  constitu- 
tional questions  about  the  authority  of 
the  Congress  to  impinge  on  the  Presi- 
dent's negotiating  authority,  as  well  as 
his  role  as  Commander  in  Chief. 

When  it  became  clear  during  the  de- 
bate that  there  was  insufficient  sup- 
port for  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  com- 
mittee to  also  pass  the  Senate,  the  ma- 
jority leader.  Senator  Dole,  and  the 
minority  leader.  Senator  Daschle,  des- 
ignated Senators  Warner,  Cohen, 
Levin,  and  myself— two  Democrats, 
two  Republicans— to  attempt  to  de- 
velop a  bipartisan  substitute,  and  that 
we  did.  The  result  was  a  bipartisan 
amendment  which  provided  extensive 
gruidance  to  ensure  that  the  United 
States  would  develop  a  more  focused 
Missile  Defense  Program  than  the  ad- 
ministration's then-current  National 
Missile  Defense  Program. 

Mr.  President,  if  any  of  our  col- 
leagues would  like  to  look  at  a  sound 
proposal  that  was  negotiated— every 
word  of  it  was  negotiated— they  will  do 
well  to  review  that  in  reviewing  this 
debate  before  we  vote  on  these  matters. 
The  bipartisan  amendment  stated 
that  it,  "is  the  policy  of  the  United 
States  to  develop  for  deployment  a 
multiple-site  national  missile  defense 
system  that:  First,  is  affordable  and 
operationally  effective  against  limited, 
accidental,  and  unauthorized  ballistic 
missile  attacks  on  the  territory  of  the 
United  States,  and  second,  can  be  aug- 
mented over  time  as  the  threat 
changes  to  provide  a  layered  defense 
against  limited,  accidental,  or  unau- 
thorized ballistic  missile  threats." 

The  bipartisan  amendment  required 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  to:  "develop 
an  affordable  and  operationally  effec- 
tive national  missile  defense  system  to 
counter  a  limited,  accidental,  or  unau- 
thorized ballistic  missile  attack,  and 
which  is  capable  of  attaining  initial 
operational  capability  [IOC]  by  the  end 
of  2003." 

The  bipartisan  amendment  also  set 
forth  the  understanding  of  the  Senate 
as  to  the  demarcation  between  theater 
and  ballistic  missile  defense  systems, 
and  established  a  prohibition  against 
the  use  of  funds:  "to  implement  an 
agreement  with  any  of  the  independent 
states  of  the  former  Soviet  Union  en- 


tered into  after  January  1,  1995.  that 
would  establish  a  demarcation  between 
theater  missile  defense  systems  and 
antiballistic  missile  systems  for  pur- 
poses of  the  ABM  Treaty  or  that  would 
restrict  the  performance,  operation,  or 
deployment  of  United  States  theater 
missile  defense  systems  except:  First, 
to  the  extent  provided  in  an  act  en- 
acted subsequent  to  this  act;  second,  to 
implement  that  portion  of  any  such 
agreement  that  implements  the  cri- 
teria in  subsection  (b)(1);  or  third,  to 
implement  any  such  agreement  that  is 
entered  into  pursuant  to  the  treaty 
making  power  of  the  President  under 
the  Constitution." 

That  amendment,  developed  by  two 
Democrats  and  two  Republicans,  was 
approved  overwhelmingly  in  the  Sen- 
ate by  a  vote  of  85  to  13  and,  interest- 
ingly enough,  only  one  Republican 
voted  against  the  amendment.  Most  of 
the  votes  against  the  amendment  were 
on  the  Democratic  side  by  people  who 
felt  the  amendment  went  too  far  to- 
ward a  national  missile  defense.  Only 
one  Republican,  as  I  recall,  voted 
against  it. 

Despite  this  overwhelming  approval, 
the  bipartisan  amendment  was  aban- 
doned in  conference,  which  was  puz- 
zling to  me  at  the  time  and  remains 
puzzling,  to  say  the  least,  since  it 
would  clearly  define  our  national  mis- 
sile defense  goals  and  give  renewed  bi- 
partisan emphasis  to  the  importance  of 
national  missile  defenses. 

The  bipartisan  amendment  also  had 
the  added  advantage  that  it  would  have 
been  signed  into  law  by  President  Clin- 
ton, not  an  insignificant  step  if  your 
motive  is  to  get  something  done.  In- 
stead, the  majority  conferees  decided 
to  mandate  a  specific  requirement  to 
deploy  a  national  missile  defense  sys- 
tem by  the  year  2003.  There  is  a  dif- 
ference here  between  "develop  for  de- 
velopment" and  "deploy." 

"Develop  for  deployment,"  which  was 
in  the  bipartisan  agreement  that 
passed  the  Senate,  is  a  different  term 
than  "deploy,"  because  "develop  for 
deployment"  indicates  a  further  deci- 
sion has  to  be  made  after  the  develop- 
ment has  taken  place  before  you  decide 
to  deploy,  whereas  "deploy,"  as  used 
then  and  as  used  in  the  act  before  us— 
that  will  perhaps  be  before  us  that  is 
now  the  subject  of  debate— "deploy" 
means  deploy.  It  means  you  are  mak- 
ing a  decision  now  to  deploy  a  system 
that  will  be  developed  over  a  period  of 
time  and  be,  hopefully,  ready  in  2003. 

The  Clinton  administration  expressed 
strong  opposition  to  the  conference  re- 
port, particularly  in  terms  of  its  im- 
pact on  Russian  consideration  of  the 
START  n  Treaty,  which  has  not  been 
ratified  in  Russia,  which  is  designed  to 
produce  a  second  major  reduction  in 
United  States  and  Russian  nuclear 
weapons,  including,  I  might  state,  Mr. 
President,  getting  rid  of  MIRV'd  weap- 
ons which  has  been  the  goal,  to  get  rid 
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of  multiple  warhead  missiles  aimed  at 
the  United  States  which  has  been  the 
goal  of  Democratic  and  Republican 
Presidents  for  many  years. 

The  administration  also  expressed 
concern  that  the  langusige  could  lead 
the  Russians  to  abandon  other  arms 
control  agreements  if  they  conclude 
that  it  is  United  States  policy  to  take 
unilateral  action  to  abandon  the  ABM 
Treaty.  And  reading  the  act  as  it  wais 
proposed  last  year,  I  find  it  inescapable 
that  that  is  what  the  Russians  would 
conclude. 

In  a  letter  to  Senator  Daschle  dated 
December  15,  Secretary  of  Defense  Bill 
Perry  stated,  and  I  quote  from  that  let- 
ter: 

[B]y  directing:  the  NMD  [National  Missile 
Defense]  be  "operationally  effective"  In  de- 
fending all  50  States  (Including  Hawaii  and 
Alaska),  the  bill  would  likely  require  a  mul- 
tiple-site NMD  architecture  that  cannot  be 
accommodated  within  the  terms  of  the  ABM 
Treaty  as  now  written.  By  setting  U.S.  pol- 
icy on  a  collision  course  with  the  ABM  Trea- 
ty, the  bill  puts  at  risk  continued  implemen- 
tation of  the  START  I  Treaty  and  ratifica- 
tion of  the  START  II,  two  treaties  which  to- 
gether win  reduce  the  number  of  U.S.  and 
Russian  strategic  warheads  by  two-thirds 
from  Cold  War  levels,  significantly  lowering 
the  threat  to  U.S.  national  security. 

Ending  the  quote  from  Secretary 
Perry. 

As  a  result  of  those  concerns,  and 
other  considerations,  the  President  ve- 
toed the  bill.  That  was  the  main  de- 
fense authorization  bill  that  was  ve- 
toed. 

When  the  conferees  reconvened,  the 
majority  decided  to  drop  all  language 
dealing  with  missile  defense.  Again, 
from  my  perspective,  a  very  curious  po- 
sition, because  we  had  already  shown 
overwhelming  bipartisan  support,  in- 
cluding every  Republican,  but  one,  in 
the  U.S.  Senate  for  what  I  would  call 
the  Nunn-Levin-Cohen-Wamer  amend- 
ment which  passed  the  Senate.  So  why 
we  did  not  go  back  to  that  as  a  sub- 
stitute after  the  vetoed  bill  is  still  puz- 
zling to  me. 

If  the  motive  was  to  accelerate  na- 
tional missile  defense,  why  would  the 
majority  not  choose  to  insert  the  bi- 
partisan amendment  passed  over- 
whelmingly in  the  Senate  and  agreed 
to  by  the  President?  I  still  have  that 
question  today.  We  could  have  passed 
that.  We  would  be  1  year  further  along 
with  a  national  consensus  on  where  we 
go  with  national  missile  defense.  But 
here  we  are,  again,  fighting  over  this 
issue.  It  seems  to  me  some  would  rath- 
er fight  over  the  issue  than  resolve  it. 
Nevertheless,  that  is  from  my  perspec- 
tive. 

The  Dole-Gingrich  bill  let  me  just  ad- 
dress briefly. 

On  March  21,  1996,  Senator  DOLE  in- 
troduced S.  1635,  entitled  Defend  Amer- 
ica Act  of  1996,  on  behalf  of  himself  and 
19  other  Senators.  I  might  stipulate  at 
the  beginning  that  I  agree  in  defending 
America  and  I  think  my  record  indi- 


cates that  over  the  years.  So  the  title 
of  the  bill  is  not  my  problem. 

Speaker  Gingrich  and  others  intro- 
duced an  identical  version  in  the 
House.  The  Dole-Gingrich  bill  would 
mandate  deployment  of  a  national  mis- 
sile defense  system  by  2003  and  selec- 
tion of  a  particular  architecture  for 
that  system  a  few  months  from  now.  I 
believe  the  date  is  March  of  next  year. 
It  gives  the  President  1  year  from  its 
enactment  in  which  to  negotiate  modi- 
fications to  the  ABM  Treaty  to  permit 
the  chosen  architecture  to  be  devel- 
oped and  deployed. 

So  this  is  a  very  compressed  time- 
frame, based  on  all  technical  assess- 
ments from  the  program  managers,  as 
to  where  we  are  now,  particularly  the 
items  of  selecting  the  architecture  and 
in  terms  of  negotiating  an  ABM  Treaty 
amendment,  which  is  not  going  to  be  a 
quick,  easy  matter,  as  everyone  who 
has  ever  negotiated  with  the  Russians 
knows. 

A  critique  of  the  Dole-Gingrich  bill  is 
set  forth  in  a  recent  speech  by  Robert 
Bell,  the  Senior  Director  of  Defense 
Policy  and  Arms  Control  on  the  Na- 
tional Security  Council.  Mr.  Bell  takes 
the  Dole-Gingrich  proposal  to  task  on 
several  particular  points. 

First,  he  notes  that  the  Dole-Ging- 
rich bill  requires  a  deployment  deci- 
sion today  well  before  we  have  a  sys- 
tem to  deploy. 

Second,  he  suggests  that  the  Dole- 
Gingrich  bill  appears  to  be  a  "stalking- 
horse"  for  the  resurrection  of  the  old 
SDI  program  intended  to  defend 
against  much  larger  scale  attacks  than 
a  limited  national  defense  could  cope 
with. 

Incidentally,  the  threat  has  changed 
immensely  since  those  days  because  of 
START  I  and  START  n,  at  least  the 
prospect  of  START  n,  in  reducing  the 
number  of  warheads,  if  these  amend- 
ments go  through,  reducing  them  very 
substantially  from  what  existed  in  the 
1980's  when  President  Reagan  proposed 
the  original  so-called  star  wars  pro- 
gram, which  was  an  accelerated  pro- 
gram of  larger  scope  than  we  had  in  ex- 
istence in  terms  of  research  and  devel- 
opment. 

Third,  Mr.  Bell  indicates  that  the 
Dole-Gingrich  bill  would  constitute  an 
"anticipatory  breach"  of  the  ABM 
Treaty. 

Finally,  Mr.  Bell  suggests  strong 
Russian  opposition  to  the  1-year  dead- 
line in  the  Dole-Gingrich  bill  for  nego- 
tiating changes  in  the  ABM  Treaty  ac- 
ceptable to  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  I  agree  with  many  of 
Mr.  Bell's  criticisms  of  the  Dole-Ging- 
rich bill.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
a  copy  of  that  speech  be  printed  in  the 
Record  following  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  the  non- 
partisan Congressional  Budget  Office 


was  asked  to  estimate  the  acquisition 
cost  for  the  NMD  system  required  by 
the  Dole-Gingrich  bill.  On  May  17,  1996, 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  pro- 
vided the  Armed  Services  Committee 
with  that  cost  estimate.  CBO  estimates 
that  the  total  acquisition  cost  for  the 
Dole-Gingrich  bill  through  the  year 
2010  would  range  from  $31  billion  to  as 
much  as  S60  billion. 

As  the  CBO  report  notes: 

The  wide  range  in  the  estimate  reflects  un- 
certainty about  two  factors— the  type  and 
capability  of  a  defensive  system  that  would 
satisfy  the  terms  of  the  bill,  and  the  cost  of 
each  component  of  that  system. 

Mr.  President,  CBO  is  right.  There  is 
a  huge  range  because  no  one  knows  the 
system  that  we  in  this  bill,  if  we  pass 
this  bill,  would  be  by  law  saying  had  to 
be  deployed.  So  if  we  pass  this  bill  as 
is,  we  would  be  making  a  deplojrment 
decision  on  a  system  that  is  not  devel- 
oped, that  will  cost,  according  to  CBO. 
anywhere  from  $30  to  $60  billion.  In  a 
period  of  time  where  we  are  trsring  to 
get  our  budget  under  control,  to  pass 
into  law  something  that  mandates  the 
deployment  of  a  system  that  could 
range  in  cost  from  $30  to  $60  billion  is, 
to  say  the  least,  puzzling  for  a  Senate 
that  has  talked  about  fiscal  prudence. 
Just  a  little  $30  billion  swing  there  in 
terms  of  what  we  are  talking  about. 

In  its  present  form,  Mr.  President,  I 
believe  there  is  no  question  that  the 
Dole-Gingrich  bill,  if  and  when  passed 
by  the  Congress  and  sent  to  the  Presi- 
dent, will  be  vetoed  just  under  the 
speed  of  light  on  both  cost  and  arms 
control  grounds. 

I  emphasize,  however — and  I  think 
certainly  this  is  important,  from  my 
perspective — that  I  support  a  number 
of  the  concepts  underlsring  the  Dole- 
Gingrich  bill,  concepts  that  I  believe 
are  imperfectly  presented  in  its  text,  in 
other  words,  flawed. 

Like  the  sponsors  of  that  bill,  I  do 
not  believe  we  can  assume  that  no  bal- 
listic missile  threat  for  the  United 
States  will  emerge  over  the  next  15 
years.  ^ 

Like  the  sponsors,  I  believe  there  is 
some  preemptive  and  deterrent  value 
to  deploying  a  national  missile  defense 
system  to  defend  against  limited— I 
emphasize  "limited" — missile  attacks 
even  before  the  threat,  certainly  the 
rogue  nation  threat,  has  fully  emerged. 

To  understand  the  unwarranted  cost 
of  delay  in  deplojring  a  limited  na- 
tional missile  defense  system,  I  think 
we  need  only  look  at  the  difficult  situ- 
ation today  in  the  theater  missile  de- 
fense area.  Our  theater  missile  defense 
systems  arrived  well  after  the  short- 
range  missile  threat  in  the  Middle  East 
had  emerged.  When  the  Persian  Gulf 
war  began,  Iraq  had  hundreds  of  short- 
range  ballistic  missiles  at  its  disposal, 
while  we  had  a  very  limited  antimissile 
capability  essentially  grafted  onto  the 
Patriot  air  defense  system.  We  were 
grateful  for  what  we  had.  The  results 
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from  Patriot  defenses  are  still  in  some 
dispute — and  certainly  psychologrically 
there  was  a  big  plus  in  having  that  sys- 
tem, and  aJso  militarily — but  it  is  clear 
that  the  Patriot's  performance  did  not 
resemble  the  "astrodome"  defense  that 
many  missile  defense  enthusiasts  envi- 
sion. We  are  still  playing  catchup  ball 
in  the  theater  missile  defense  area,  and 
we  continue  to  do  so  today. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  three  parts 
to  the  threat  that  encourage  us,  from 
my  perspective,  to  move  forward  on  a 
prudent  basis  on  a  national  missile  de- 
fense system. 

First,  there  is  a  potential  at  some  fu- 
ture time  for  deliberate,  long-range 
missile  attacks  from  rogue  nations. 
You  can  debate  whether  that  is  going 
to  be  in  5  years,  10  years,  2  years,  4 
years.  We  all  know  that  if  certain  pow- 
ers in  the  world  decided  they  wanted  a 
rogue  nation  to  have  a  missile  and  a 
nuclear  warhead,  it  could  happen  over- 
night. I  do  not  think  that  is  likely  be- 
cause I  do  not  think  it  is  to  Russia's 
benefit  or  China's  benefit,  or  anyone 
else  that  is  a  nuclear  power,  to  deliver 
a  missile  delivery  system  or  a  nuclear 
warhead  to  a  rogue  nation. 

The  second  threat  is  the  threat  of  ac- 
cidental launch  from  existing  nuclear 
powers.  That  accidental  is  exactly 
what  we  are  talking  about  here.  We  are 
not  talking  about  deliberate  in  the  sec- 
ond threat,  but  accidental. 

There  is  a  threat  of  unauthorized 
launch  from  existing  nuclear  powers. 

Since  the  threat  of  accidental  and 
unauthorized  launches  of  long-range 
missiles  from  both  China  and  Russia 
exist  today,  I  have  no  qualms  about  ad- 
vocating the  development  and  deploy- 
ment of  an  accelerated  but  sensible — 
and  I  underscore  both  words,  "acceler- 
ated but  sensible"— basis  of  a  limited 
national  defense  capability. 

The  cost  of  that  deployment  can  be 
viewed  as  a  very  reasonable  insurance 
premium,  if  it  is  a  prudent  program 
against  the  catastrophic  damaige,  the 
unimaginable  loss  of  life  that  would  re- 
sult from  even  a  single  accidental  or 
unauthorized  nuclear  missile  aimed  at 
an  American  city.  I  must  add,  however, 
the  caution  that  everyone  contemplat- 
ing an  insurance  policy  has  to  weigh 
the  cost  of  the  insurance  premium 
against  the  risk  of  loss.  Then  you  have 
to  decide  whether  the  risk  warrants 
the  premium.  That  is  the  way  you  have 
to  decide  a  number  of  things,  both  in 
everyday  life  as  well  as  in  the  defense 
arena. 

Today,  as  the  CBO  report  makes 
plain,  the  cost  of  the  Dole-Gingrich 
bill's  insurance  premium  for  national 
missile  defense  is  quite  high.  There- 
fore, these  have  to  be  weighed  care- 
fully, each,  in  my  view,  separately  but 
also  collectively. 

For  all  of  these  reasons,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  have  some  ssrmpathy  for  some 
of  the  underlsring  concepts  of  the  Dole- 
Gingrich  bill.  Unfortunately,  as  draft- 


ed, the  demerits  of  the  Dole-Gingrich 
bill  far  outweigh  its  good  features. 

Once  again,  as  with  last  yesir's  abor- 
tive national  missile  defense  provi- 
sions, the  Dole-Gingrich  bill  contains  a 
series  of  egregious  provisions  that  have 
nothing  to  do  with  getting  on  with  the 
deployment  of  this  national  defense 
system  to  defend  America  from  limited 
attacks  and  much  to  do  with  the  im- 
plied hopes  of  a  few  in  this  body  that 
the  entire  thrust  of  arms  control  and 
cooperation  with  the  Russian  federa- 
tion can  be  reversed. 

I  certainly  do  not  attribute  that  to 
everyone  who  supports  this  bill.  But  I 
think  there  are  some  who  believe  we 
would  be  better  off— and  they  believe 
this  sincerely— if  we  tossed  out  START 
I,  tossed  out  START  n  and  simply 
went  all  out  to  provide  defenses  that 
would  certainly  have  to  be  much  more 
comprehensive,  because  the  threat 
would  grow  greatly  in  comparison  to 
what  would  happen  if  we  do  carry  out 
these  arms  control  agreements  that  are 
imderway. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  understand 
the  logic  that  finds  any  advantage  ac- 
crued to  the  United  States  from  our 
acting  to  destroy  the  START  II  Treaty 
well  before  it  enters  into  force  and 
take  down  with  it  the  ABM  Treaty  and 
probably  the  START  I  Treaty  as  well. 
I  do  not  understand  that  logic. 

Before  START,  the  former  Soviet 
Union  had  over  13.000  strategric  nuclear 
warheads  aimed  at  us;  once  START  n 
enters  into  force,  that  total  will  be  re- 
duced to  only  3,000  to  3,500  warheads. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  have  already  men- 
tioned, the  threat  that  we  are  talking 
about  has  three  prongs.  One  is,  rogue 
nation.  That  is  the  debating  point 
about  where  that  will  develop.  The 
other  two  prongs  are  already  here — ^ac- 
cidental and  unauthorized  launch. 

Does  it  not  stand  to  reason  there  is 
much  less  chance  of  having  an  acciden- 
tal or  unauthorized  launch  if  the  Rus- 
sians have  moved  down  from  13,000  war- 
heads to  3,000  or  to  3,500,  even  with  a 
military  that  is  demoralized  to  some 
extent?  Managing  3,000  to  3,500  war- 
heads, if  START  n  goes  into  effect  and 
is  implemented,  is  certainly  a  much 
more  manageable  situation  than  man- 
aging 13,000  and  greatly  reduces  the 
threat  that  this  national  missile  de- 
fense is  aimed  to  prevent. 

There  is  a  dfrect  connection  between 
the  START  agreements  being  imple- 
mented and  the  reduction  of  threat 
that  the  National  Missile  Defense  Act 
is  aimed  at.  If  we  can  get  a  major  re- 
duction in  threat  by  carrying  out  arms 
control  agreements,  why  would  we 
want  to  disrupt  that  pattern?  These 
agreements  were  negotiated  and  signed 
not  by  President  Clinton  or  by  Presi- 
dent Carter  but  by  President  Reagan 
and  by  President  Bush. 

Mr.  President,  does  the  Senate  be- 
lieve our  defense  budget  will  be  smaller 
if  START  n  fails?  Does  the  Senate  be- 


lieve a  U.S.  national  missile  defense 
system  sized  to  defend  against  START 
I  force  levels— which  will  be  the  levels 
if  we  disrupt  the  reduction;  that  will  be 
what  we  will  be  left  with — do  we  be- 
lieve missile  defense  systems  sized  to 
defend  against  the  force  levels  will  be 
paid  for  by  the  Congress  and  the  Amer- 
ican people?  If  so,  it  will  be  far  bigger 
than  any  $30  to  $60  billion.  That  is  for 
a  limited  system.  That  is  for  a  limited 
system. 

If  we  go  back  to  START  I  levels  or 
START  n  levels  you  can  take  that  fig- 
ure and  you  can  put  a  multiple  on  it. 
Does  the  Senate  think  the  way  to  de- 
ploy limited  missile  defense  capability 
is  to  pass,  on  a  party-line  vote,  a  bill 
that  is  certain  to  be  vetoed?  Is  that 
somebody's  idea  of  how  you  sustain  a 
long-term  program  that  will  cost  $30  to 
$60  billion?  In  my  opinion,  that  is  not 
the  way  you  proceed.  Primarily,  what 
we  will  do  if  we  pass  this  bill  and  it  is 
vetoed,  we  will  be  in  a  posture  where  a 
number  of  people  can  issue  press  re- 
leases, while  yet  another  legislative 
year  passes.  How  many  ballistic  mis- 
siles can  press  releases  defend  against? 
Not  many. 

Even  if  all  the  egregious  language 
were  removed  from  the  Dole-Gingrich 
bill,  we  would  still  be  left  with  another 
fundamental  problem.  The  Dole-Ging- 
rich bill  violates  most  precepts  of 
sound  acquisition  policy.  The  Dole- 
Gingrich  bill  says  we  are  going  to  de- 
cide today  to  deploy  "something"  that 
can  perhaps  shoot  down  enemy  long- 
range  ballistic  missiles  that  might  be 
launched  at  U.S.  territory  by  the  year 
2003.  The  preferred  NMD  system  is  not 
even  defined  in  the  Dole-Gingrich  bill. 
No  prototype  hardware  exists.  There  is 
no  test  data  to  support  a  cost  and  ef- 
fectiveness analysis.  We  have,  at  best, 
back-of-the-envelope  cost  and  "sched- 
ule" estimates  provided  by  NMD  devel- 
opers to  the  ballistic  missile  defense 
organization.  These  developers'  cost  es- 
timates are  much  lower  than  those  pro- 
vided by  the  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office.  I  have  seen  a  lot  of 
weapons  procured,  and  I  have  never 
seen  a  weapons  developer  overestimate 
the  cost  of  the  weapon.  Just  the  re- 
verse. I  have  seen  almost  every  devel- 
oper underestimate  what  it  will  cost. 
Of  course  that  is  thefr  incentive. 

Let  me  ask  my  colleagues,  would  we 
rely  on  defense  contractors  to  tell  us 
the  cost  of  a  new  aircraft  program,  a 
new  submarine  program,  or  a  new  ar- 
mored vehicle  program?  Would  we  rely 
on  contractors,  unchecked,  solely,  to 
tell  us  how  soon  the  system  would  be 
operational?  Would  we  legislate  pro- 
curement of  aircraft,  ships,  or  armored 
vehicles,  without  knowing  the  outcome 
of  research,  development,  testing,  and 
evaluation?  Would  we  commit  to  de- 
ployment without  independent  review 
of  the  testing  done  by  the  developer?  Of 
course  not.  Of  course  we  use  the  infor- 
mation a  developer  gives  us,  but  we  do 
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enough  testing  and  evaluation  so  we 
get  an  independent  analysis. 

That  is  the  only  sound,  prudent  way 
to  buy  any  system,  let  alone  a  system 
that  has  this  kind  of  revolutionary 
technology.  Yet  many  of  our  colleagues 
appear  ready  to  buy  the  Dole-Gingrich 
bill's  proverbial  pig  in  a  poke,  based  on 
the  back-of-the-envelope  calculations, 
with  no  test  data  on  any  aispect  of  the 
system  in  hand  today. 

Mr.  President,  it  would  be  a  sad  day 
for  this  body  if  we  abandon  our  com- 
mitment to  fly  before  we  buy.  Why 
would  the  Senate  abandon  its  require- 
ment that  it  will  commit  major  fund- 
ing to  deploy  complex  major  weapon 
systems  only  after  adequate  test  and 
evaluation  has  been  conducted?  I  do 
not  understand  how  anyone  can  argue 
that  the  deployment  mandate  in  the 
Dole— Gingrich  bill  constitutes  respon- 
sible oversight  and  stewardship  of  the 
taxpayer  dollars. 

Mr.  President,  I  also  would  like  to 
address  the  administration's  NMD  Pro- 
gram which  may  be  offered  as  a  sub- 
stitute to  the  Dole-Gingrich  bill.  De- 
spite all  the  sound  and  fury  that  will 
accompany  the  debate  over  the  Dole- 
Gingrich  bill,  the  fact  is  that  the  end 
points  of  it  and  the  administration's 
"3-plus-3"  —3  years  of  development  fol- 
lowed by  3  years  of  deployment— these 
programs  are  really  quite  similar.  Both 
support  extensive  R&D  on  national 
missile  defenses.  Both  provide  the  pros- 
pect of  a  deployed  national  missile  de- 
fense system  by  the  end  of  the  year 
2003.  The  main  differences  are  that  the 
administration  plans  to  carry  out  the 
development  and  testing  of  the  compo- 
nents of  an  NMD  system  for  3  more 
years  while  complying  with  the  ABM 
Treaty  and  then  consider  whether  or 
not  to  deploy  that  system,  while  the 
Dole-Gingrich  bill  commits  us  by  law 
to  a  deployment  decision  on  a  non- 
compliant  system  today.  By  "non- 
compliant"  I  mean  with  existing  treaty 
obligations  of  the  countries. 

While  I  am  in  agreement  with  much 
of  the  administration's  program,  I  find 
that  there  are  several  omissions  that, 
were  they  included,  would  materially 
strengthen  the  proposal.  My  major  con- 
cern with  the  administration's  pro- 
posal is  the  absence  of  any  real  criteria 
for  evaluating  3  years  hence  whether  or 
not  the  time  has  come  to  end  develop- 
ment and  start  deployment.  Signifi- 
cant among  the  considerations  of  that 
point  should  be,  it  seems  to  me,  wheth- 
er the  threat — and  by  this,  I  mean  one- 
thfrd  of  the  threat,  the  rogue  nation 
threat — has  matured  as  rapidly  as  we 
expected  it  would.  Certainly  we  will 
know  more  as  the  years  unfold.  We  rec- 
ognize additional  time  spent  in  devel- 
opment usually  leads  to  improved  sys- 
tem performance,  but  it  can  also  lead 
in  nmny  cases  to  much  cheaper  ways  of 
achieving  the  desired  objectives.  For 
example,  the  administration's  program 
also  does  not  portray  how  much  more 


effective  or  how  much  cheaper  an  NMD 
system  might  be  if  we  were  to  defer  de- 
ployment for  an  additional  finite  pe- 
riod, say  3  more  years,  if  they  were  to 
conclude  that  the  severity  of  the 
threatr— in  my  view,  the  rogue  nation 
threat,  although  the  administration, 
which  is  where  I  differ  significantly, 
they  define  the  threat  as  only  the 
rogue  nation  threat;  I  define  that  as 
one  of  the  threats,  the  other  two  being 
accidental  and  unauthorized,  and  that 
threat  is  already  here— if  they  were  to 
conclude  the  severity  of  the  rogue  na- 
tion threat  does  not  require  an  imme- 
diate deployment. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  to  consider 
all  of  these  threats  in  assessing  wheth- 
er the  risk  is  worth  the  premium  or 
whether  there  are  other  ways  we  could 
spend  the  premium  money  to  enhance 
our  security  more  than  will  enhance  it 
with  this  tjrpe  system.  That  is  the  bal- 
ance that  is  missing  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  President,  earlier  I  used  the  anal- 
ogy of  buying  insurance  in  discussing 
the  threat  to  the  United  States  from 
attack  by  nuclear  weapons  delivered  by 
long-range  missiles.  I  noted  that  one 
must  consider  the  cost  of  the  insurance 
premium  and  the  risk  of  loss.  Many 
view  the  creation  of  nuclear  weapons  a 
half-century  ago  as  the  event  that 
cracked  open  Pandora's  box,  allowing 
evils  to  escape,  namely  nuclear  weap- 
ons. Increasingly,  however,  we  are  rec- 
ognizing that  the  end  of  the  cold  war 
has  ripped  the  lid  off  the  box. 

We  have  seen  an  attempt  to  use 
chemical  weapons  during  the  World 
Trade  Center  bombing,  we  have  seen 
actual  use  of  sarin  gas  in  the  Tokyo 
subway.  In  our  subcommittee.  Senator 
Roth  and  I  had  a  substantial  number  of 
hearings  on  that  subject.  We  have  seen 
the  ugly  face  of  domestic  terrorism  in 
the  bombing  of  the  Alfred  P.  Murrah 
Federal  Building  in  Oklahoma  City  and 
the  tragedy  that  ensued  from  that,  the 
Chechen  rebels  in  Russia  conceaJ  dead- 
ly radiological  sources  in  a  Moscow 
park,  in  effect,  making  a  very  clear  and 
visible  threat  of  using  radiological 
weapons.  That  is,  nuclear  weapon  ma- 
terials being  dispersed  without  an  ex- 
plosion. We  have  seen  a  sharply  grow- 
ing number  of  arrests  of  shady  char- 
acters bringing  fissionable  materials 
out  of  Russia  and  other  member  States 
of  the  former  Soviet  Union. 

In  summary,  Mr.  President,  Ameri- 
ca's citizens  today  face  an  array  of  po- 
tential and  actual  threats  from  many 
kinds  of  weapons  of  mass  destruction, 
not  simply  being  delivered  by  ballistic 
missile.  Some  of  these  threats  can 
emerge  at  home,  others  can  come  from 
abroad,  by  a  variety  of  means  and  in 
many  guises.  This  Nation,  today,  is 
singularly  unprepared  for  any  sort  of 
terrorist  threat  employing  chemical, 
biological  or  radiologrical  weapons  of 
mass  destruction.  We  have  all  sorts  of 
vulnerabilities  that  we  are  just  begin- 
ning to  pay  some  attention  to. 


Mr.  President,  this  raises,  again,  the 
question  of  what  risks  America  can  af- 
ford to  pay  to  insure  against,  and  how 
much  America  can  afford  to  pay  for  in- 
surance of  all  kinds.  What  are  the  pri- 
orities we  should  attach  to  improving 
our  capabilities  to  defend  against  each 
of  these  threats,  including  but  not  lim- 
ited to  the  threat  of  long-range  mis- 
siles armed  with  nuclear  weapons?  Are 
we  providing  funding  to  deal  with  each 
of  these  different  threats  in  accordance 
with  our  level  of  preparedness  and  the 
imminence  of  the  threats,  or  are  we 
overfunding  some  of  the  threats  while 
starving  and  completely  ignoring  oth- 
ers? Does  the  Dole  bill  represent  the 
equivalent  of  an  expensive  life  insur- 
ance policy  that  only  ensures  against 
death  from  shark  attacks  and  lightning 
strikes,  but  does  not  provide  coverage 
against  more  fundamental  problems, 
such  as  heart  attack  and  cancer? 

Since  we  are  spending  so  little  and 
are  so  unprepared  for  terrorist  attacks 
on  our  cities,  using  chemical,  biologi- 
cal, or  radiological  weapons,  should  we 
not  be  checking  out  the  costs  of  a  more 
comprehensive  and  less  expensive  in- 
surance policy  than  the  Dole-Gingrich 
bill? 

In  fact.  Mr.  President,  Senator 
LUGAR,  Senator  DOMENia,  and  I  have 
spent  a  great  deal  of  time  in  recent 
months  and  years,  and  we  plan  to  in- 
troduce an  amendment  on  the  fiscal 
year  1997  defense  authorization  bill 
when  it  is  brought  up  on  the  floor  later 
this  month  to  address  many  of  these 
areas  of  America's  unpreparedness  in  a 
comprehensive  way,  dealing  particu- 
larly with  the  domestic  threat  of  chem- 
ical and  biological  weapons  being  used 
against  our  cities  and  against  our  citi- 
zens. 

Mr.  President,  also— and  this  is  a  sep- 
arate matter  that  Senator  Lugar  and 
Senator  Domenici  are  not  involved  in, 
and  I  want  to  make  that  clear — I  in- 
tend to  offer  a  substitute  during  this 
debate  if  the  Dole-Gingrich  bill  is  con- 
sidered by  the  Senate.  My  substitute 
will  include  a  number  of  modifications 
and  omissions  I  have  previously  noted 
in  this  presentation  today,  including — 
and  this  is  just  the  highlights  or  the 
fundamental  parts  of  this  substitute — 
No.  1,  the  specification  of  a  treaty- 
compliant  national  missile  defense  sys- 
tem to  be  developed  for  deplojnnient  at 
Grand  Forks,  consistent  with  an  addi- 
tional operation  capacity  in  2003. 

Again,  the  words  "developed  for  de- 
plosnment"  is  different  from  deploy- 
ment, and  that  is  a  fundamental  dif- 
ference. It  means  develop  so  we  can  be 
prepared,  with  logical  reasoning,  to  de- 
cide whether  and  when  to  deploy — after 
we  know  whether  it  will  work,  after  we 
know  how  much  it  is  going  to  cost. 

By  the  way,  that  would  be,  as  I  said, 
a  treaty-compliant  system  because, 
under  the  ABM  Treaty,  we  are  allowed 
to  have  a  missile  defense  system  at 


12814 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  3,  1996 


Grand  Forks,  and,  of  course,  the  Rus- 
sians have  had  one  around  Moscow  for 
some  time. 

No.  2,  a  statement  of  the  criteria  to 
be  considered  in  any  future  deplosrment 
decision,  including  the  threat,  the  cost 
and  effectiveness  of  the  deployed  sys- 
tem against  that  threat  based  on  dem- 
onstrated test  results,  the  cost  dif- 
ferential and  gain  and  efi'ectiveness  of 
the  deployed  system,  if  it  were  to  con- 
tinue to  be  developed  an  additional  pe- 
riod of  1  to  3  years.  In  other  words,  can 
we  make  quantum  leaps  in  effective- 
ness and  in  reducing  costs  if  we  take 
another  year  or  two  to  develop  it?  That 
has  to  be  measured  against  a  threat  at 
the  appropriate  time.  We  cannot  make 
that  judgment  now. 

Also,  the  effect  on  deployment  of  re- 
ducing the  threat  against  the  United 
States  through  arms  control  measures: 
Should  we  not  consider  the  effect  on 
START  I  and  START  H?  Should  we 
think  about  that?  And  also  including 
our  relative  preparedness  for  other  con- 
tingencies involving  the  threat  and  use 
of  weapons  of  mass  destruction,  includ- 
ing, as  I  mentioned,  chemical  and  bio- 
logical attacks  against  American  cit- 
ies. 

The  third  part  of  this  substitute  will 
be  an  inclusion  of  a  provision  establish- 
ing a  procedure  to  permit  a  vote  by 
both  Houses  of  the  106th  Congress  on 
the  deployment  of  the  treaty-compli- 
ant national  missile  defense  system  de- 
scribed in  my  proposal,  with  that  vote 
constructed  as  a  privileged  motion 
under  expedited  procedures.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, this  would  say  that  at  a  time  cer- 
tain we  will  vote,  we  will  decide,  but 
we  will  do  it  on  a  time  scale  where  we 
have  the  information  before  we  make 
the  decision,  not  after  we  make  the  de- 
cision. 

No.  4,  a  provision  urging  that  the 
President  seek,  cooperatively  with 
Russia,  to  rescind  the  1974  protocol  to 
the  ABM  Treaty  and  make  modest  con- 
forming changes  to  allow  both  sides  2 
national  defense  sites  and  up  to  200 
interceptors.  Mr.  President,  that  was 
the  original  ABM  Treaty,  and  the  pro- 
tocol cut  2  sites  and  200  interceptors  to 
1  site  and  100  interceptors.  This  would 
be  saying  to  those  who  believe  that  the 
ABM  Treaty  and  everything  about  it  is 
sacred — and  I  do  not — we  will  go  back 
to  the  original  ABM  Treaty,  which  per- 
mitted 2  sites  and  200  interceptors. 
This  would  greatly  improve  the  effec- 
tiveness of  the  United  States  and  Rus- 
sia against  limited  attacks  by  long- 
range  ballistic  missiles,  without 
threatening  either  side's  deterrent  ca- 
pabilities or  either  side's  perception  of 
having  deterrence  to  a  first-strike  by 
the  other  side. 

Mr.  President,  the  fifth  provision  is  a 
provision  urging  continued  cooperation 
with  Russia  and  other  States  on  the 
full  spectrum  of  threats  involving 
weapons  of  mass  destruction.  Mr. 
President,  we  have  just  received  word 


that  the  last  nuclear  warhead  has  been 
taken  out  of  the  Ukraine  and  moved  to 
Russia.  This  is  the  best  example  of  re- 
ducing the  threat  against  the  United 
States  by  means  other  than  military 
hardware.  We  are  using  the  so-called 
unn-Lugar  money  to  reduce  the  threat. 
If  anybody  thinks  it  is  easier  to  deal 
with  four  nuclear  States,  four  different 
hands  on  the  nucleair  trigger,  four  dif- 
ferent command  and  controls,  four  dif- 
ferent sets  of  officers,  all  aiming  mis- 
siles at  the  United  States  or  at  other 
sillies  in  the  world,  then  I  think  they 
need  to  rethink  their  position. 

What  we  have  been  able  to  do  in  the 
last  2  or  3  years,  with  stalwart  work  by 
Secretary  Perry  and  others  in  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  we  have  been  able 
to  get  three  of  the  former  parts  of  the 
Soviet  Union  that  ended  up  with  nu- 
clear weapons— Belarus,  Kazakhstan, 
and  Ukrjiine — to  give  up  aJl  their  nu- 
clear weapons.  The  Ukraine's  last  war- 
head has  just  moved  out.  I  think  that 
demonstrates  the  comprehensive  kind 
of  approach  that  we  have  to  have  in 
dealing  with  this  problem. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  a  sixth  com- 
ponent, and  a  very  important  part  of 
this  overall  substitute,  would  be  call- 
ing for  greater  United  States-Russian 
cooperation  in  such  areas  as  sharing 
improved  missile  detection  and  warn- 
ing data.  If  successful,  this  coopera- 
tion, particularly  joined  with  the 
amendments  to  the  ABM  Treaty,  which 
should  be  mutually  agreed  on — we  al- 
ways have  the  right  to  basically  serve 
notice  that  we  are  getting  out  from 
under  the  treaties  if  Russia  will  not  ne- 
gotiate in  good  faith— but,  if  success- 
ful, the  combination  of  having  the  abil- 
ity to  go  back  to  the  original  ABM 
Treaty  and  have  two  sites,  and  also 
joint  development  programs  for  ad- 
vanced theater  missile  defense  sys- 
tems, since  we  and  Russia  face  similar 
theater  missile  defense  threats— Russia 
probably  greater  than  we  face  that 
kind  of  threat— that  kind  of  combina- 
tion could  put  us  on  the  road  to  a  dif- 
ferent kind  of  relationship  with  Russia. 
Obviously,  the  extent  of  such  coopera- 
tion may  well  be  dependent  upon  the 
outcome  of  the  Russian  elections  and 
the  future  direction  of  the  Russian 
Government.  At  this  point,  that  is  un- 
known. 

Mr.  President,  in  summary,  I  believe 
my  amendment,  when  it  is  introduced, 
can  provide  the  basis  for  a  strong,  bi- 
partisan bill,  allowing  us  to  move  for- 
ward with  the  national  missile  defense 
capability  against  limited  attack.  I 
have  no  doubt  that  some  in  this  body 
will  not  support  this  approach  because 
it  does  not  have  enough  of  a  flavor  of 
immediate  deplojmient  before  we  know 
cost  affordability,  technical  systems, 
and  how  they  work.  So  some  people 
will  not  favor  it  because  of  that  and 
also  because  it  does  not  lead  to  nec- 
essarily abandoning  the  ABM  Treaty. 
Others  will   dismiss,   from   the   other 


point  of  view,  all  threats  of  missile  at- 
tack on  the  United  States,  and  they 
will  oppose  it  because  this  substitute  is 
too  forward  leaning.  We  could  end  up, 
on  this  substitute,  with  only  one  vote, 
and  that  might  be  mine.  It  may  be  one 
of  those  classic  squeezes  where  every- 
body is  opposed  to  it  for  different  rea- 
sons. 

I  hope  that  is  not  accurate.  I  hope 
that  many  in  the  coalition  that  sup- 
ported last  year's  bipartisan  amend- 
ment, by  a  vote  of  85  to  13,  will  be  able 
to  support  this  amendment,  which  I 
think  can  provide  us  the  right  road  to 
reduce  the  overall  threat  against  the 
United  States,  to  provide  for  an  orderly 
and  logical  sequence  of  decisionmaking 
in  the  national  missile  defense  area, 
and  also  provide  for  a  method  of  retain- 
ing the  constructive  parts  of  the  ABM 
Treaty,  by  having  modest  amendments 
to  that  treaty  in  a  cooperative  way, 
and  also  providing  for  increased  co- 
operation between  the  United  States 
and  Russia,  in  recognizing  that  we 
both,  to  some  extent,  face  the  same 
kind  of  threat.  It  would  behoove  both 
of  us  to  work  together  in  protecting 
our  people  and  our  citizens. 

Mr.  President,  for  a  long  time  to 
come,  the  Russians,  even  if  we  get 
START  I  and  START  H.  are  stiU  going 
to  have  enough  capacity,  in  30  minutes 
to  an  hour's  time,  to  destroy  most  of 
the  United  States. 

I  think  in  considering  that  equa- 
tion— and  that  is  even  if  we  pass  the 
Dole-Gingrich  bill,  and  even  if  every- 
thing works  out  and  it  is  affordable, 
even  if  It  is  technically  feasible  and 
even  If  we  begin  deploying  It  in  2003.  we 
are  going  to  have  a  period  of  many 
years  while  we  remain  vulnerable  to  an 
attack  by  the  Russians  against  the 
United  SUtes. 

For  that  reason  I  think  everybody 
better  pay  careful  attention  to  the  way 
we  go  about  reducing  this  overall 
threat  of  rogue  nations  and  accidental 
unauthorized  launch.  The  way  we  go 
about  it  can  produce  a  much  safer 
America.  But  it  can  also,  if  we  go 
about  it  in  the  wrong  way,  cause  a 
great  deal  of  increased  risk  to  our  citi- 
zens because  of  the  continuing  threat 
of  existing  nuclear  powers,  and,  even  if 
we  have  arms  control  and  if  it  works 
perfectly,  that  threat  is  going  to  re- 
main for  a  long  time  to  come. 

Mr.  President,  many  people  do  not 
realize  it.  But.  if  we  were  to  agree  right 
now  with  the  Russians,  the  Chinese, 
the  French,  the  British,  and  everybody 
else  in  the  world  to  abolish  all  nuclear 
weapons  from  the  face  of  the  Earth,  it 
would  take  years  and  years  and  years 
to  be  able  to  negotiate  something  that 
would  be  verifiable.  And  then  it  would 
take  years  and  years  to  reduce  the 
number  of  warheads  and  missiles.  It 
would  take  a  long,  long  time. 

So  we  are  going  to  be  living  with  this 
nuclear  equation  for  a  long  number  of 
years  to  come,  even  under  the  best  of 
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circumstances.  And  I  think  it  is  in  our 
interest  to  proceed  in  a  very  logical 
and  a  very  prudent  fashion  as  to  how 
we  go  about  protecting  America's  na- 
tional security  and  protecting  the  land 
that  we  love. 

[ExHiBrri] 
Defending  America  against  WMD 

(By  Robert  G.  Bell,  Senior  Director,  NSC) 

It  is  always  a  pleasure  for  me  to  come  back 
to  the  Hill,  and  a  special  pleasure  to  be  here 
only  a  week  or  so  before  "Defend  America 
Week"  in  the  House  and  Senate.  The  Admin- 
istration is  delighted  that  both  Houses  are 
going  to  take  time  out  of  their  busy  sched- 
ules to  focus  on  the  state  of  our  Nation's  de- 
fenses. But  I  want  to  make  it  clear  that  for 
the  Administration,  defending  America  is 
not  something  we  concentrate  on  one  week 
out  of  the  year.  Defending  America  is  what 
we're  about  day  In  and  day  out. 

This  morning  I  would  like  to  address  one 
Important  aspect  of  our  strategy  for  defend- 
ing America,  and  that  Is  defense  against  the 
growing  danger  of  weapons  of  mass  destruc- 
tion (WMD).  On  April  25th  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  addressed  this  topic  in  a  comprehen- 
sive fashion  in  a  speech  at  George  Washing- 
ton University,  and  I  recommend  that  speech 
to  you.  As  he  noted,  the  Administration  has 
erected  three  lines  of  defense  against  weap- 
ons of  mass  destruction.  I  agree  with  the 
point  Senator  Cochran  makes  In  his  Post  op- 
ed today  that  there  should  not  be  an  "either/ 
or"  choice  between  these  three  lines  of  de- 
fense: we  need  all  three. 

The  first  line  of  defense  Is  prevention— or 
what  Secretary  Perry  has  called  "defense  by 
other  means."  This  line  of  defense  Includes 
ratifying  and  entering  into  force  START  I 
and  START  n.  which  together  will  remove 
from  active  inventories  two-thirds  of  the 
strategic  nuclear  weapons  that  threatened  us 
at  the  height  of  the  Cold  War. 

It  includes  ratifying  the  Chemical  Weapons 
Convention,  which  we  look  forward  to  seeing 
on  the  Senate  floor  In  the  near  future  now 
that  it  has  been  overwhelmingly  approved  by 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee. 

It  Includes  achieving  the  Indefinite  and  un- 
conditional extension  of  the  Non-ProUfera- 
tion  Treaty,  strengthening  the  IAEA  and 
MTCR,  negotiating  the  nuclear  framework 
accord  with  North  Korea,  and  signing  two 
nuclear-free  zone  treaties  which,  together 
with  the  Antarctica  and  South  American 
agreements,  now  mean  that  over  half  the 
land  area  of  the  earth  is  denuclearized. 

These  agreements,  in  tandem  with  the 
"true-zero"  Comprehensive  Test  Ban  treaty 
we  intend  to  have  ready  for  signature  by 
September,  establish  strict  restrictions  on 
the  further  proliferation  of  nuclear  weapons. 

It  Includes  the  US/Russian  detargeting 
agreement  the  President  reached  with  Presi- 
dent Yeltsin,  which  ensures  that  if— God  for- 
bid— a  nuclear  missile  should  ever  be 
launched  accidentally,  it  would  cause  no 
harm.  And  It  Includes  the  Invaluable  Nunn- 
Lugar  program  for  directly  removing  nuclear 
capabilities. 

As  Michael  Krepon  has  underscored  In  tes- 
timony and  in  his  published  writings,  it  Is 
unfortunate  that  while  Congress  is  increas- 
ing budget  accounts  for  missile  defense  by 
hundreds  of  millions,  many  on  the  Hill  have 
restricted  or  even  cut  funding  for  these  pre- 
ventive programs,  and  some  have  staunchly 
opposed  the  arms  control  treaties  I  men- 
tioned. 

The  second  line  of  defense  against  weapons 
of  mass  destruction  is  deterrence,  both  at 
the   conventional   and   nuclear   level.    Any 


rogue  nation  foolish  enough  to  contemplate 
using  nuclear,  chemical  or  biological  weap- 
ons against  the  United  States,  its  Armed 
Forces  or  our  allies  must  not  be  confused 
about  how  we  would  respond.  As  Secretary 
Perry  stated.  It  would  be  "devastating"  and 
"absolutely  overwhelming." 

The  President  has  made  clear  in  three  suc- 
cessive annual  National  Security  Strategy 
Reports  the  plain  fact  that  this  Administra- 
tion believes,  fundamentally,  in  maintaining 
a  robust  and  credible  nuclear  deterrent.  Not 
because  we  believe  Russia  Is  going  to  attack 
us  today,  tomorrow,  next  week,  next  month, 
next  year.  But  because  we  face  an  uncertain 
future  and  an  uncertain  world,  and  keeping 
our  nuclear  forces  strong  is  a  prudent  hedge. 
That  Is  why  we  decided  to  maintain  the 
triad.  That  Is  why  we  decided  to  backflt  the 
D-S  SLBM  into  our  Trident  submarines.  And 
that  is  why  the  President  recently  decided 
that  we  are  not  going  to  go  below  START  I 
levels  until  Russia  ratifies  the  START  n 
treaty. 

The  third  line  of  defense  is  compromised 
by  our  theater  and  national  missile  defense 
programs,  on  which  the  Defense  Department 
is  spending  S3  billion  a  year.  As  Secretary 
Perry  stated,  our  ballistic  missile  defense 
program  starts  with  a  sober  and  clear-eyed 
look  at  the  missile  threat.  What  is  that 
threat? 

First,  there  Is  the  short-range  missile 
threat,  which  is  here  and  now.  That  threat 
Includes  SCUDs  and  other  missiles  with 
ranges  below  1000  kilometers.  To  defend 
against  such  attacks  we  have  deployed  up- 
graded Patriots  In  various  theaters  around 
the  world  and  are  poised  to  deploy  in  the 
next  few  years  more  advanced  PAC-3  and 
Navy  Lower  Tier  TMDs. 

Second  Is  the  emerging  threat  of  more  ad- 
vanced, longer-range  theater  ballistic  mis- 
siles. To  counter  these  expected  threats  we 
are  developing  the  Army  THAAD  and  the 
Navy  Upper  Tier  TMDs,  with  deployment 
planned  after  the  end  of  the  decade  and,  in 
the  case  of  THAAD,  a  contingency  deploy- 
ment of  40  prototype  Interceptors  available 
as  soon  as  two  years  from  now. 

As  this  audience  well  knows.  Congress  and 
the  Administration  have  disagreed  over  the 
pace  of  these  two  programs  and  our  approach 
to  the  arms  control  dimension  of  both  sys- 
tems. Congress  wants  to  go  faster:  we  say  we 
have  the  time  to  get  It  right.  We  say  we 
should  not  build  so  much  concurrency  into 
the  programs  that  we  Increase  technical  risk 
inordinately.  On  the  arms  control  front,  we 
are  trying,  in  a  cooperative  fashion  with 
Russia,  to  make  clear  that  the  ABM  Treaty 
does  not  restrict  TMD  systems  that  have  a 
hypothetical  capability  under  certain  sce- 
narios to  Intercept  certain  strategic  ballistic 
missiles.  In  this  regard,  we  were  encouraged 
by  the  understandings  on  ABMTMD  demar- 
cation reached  at  last  month's  summit  in 
Moscow.  But  as  Secretary  Perry  emphasized, 
"our  bottom  line  Is  that  we  will  not  give  up 
the  right  to  defend  our  troops  from  attack 
by  theater  ballistic  missiles." 

The  third  threat  Is  the  prospect  that  a 
rogue  state  will  obtain  a  strategic  ballistic 
missile  that  could  threaten  our  homeland. 
When  do  we  expect  that  could  occur?  This 
brings  us  to  the  recent  National  Intelligence 
Estimate— the  now-famous  NIE.  That  NIE 
says,  as  has  been  stated  In  open  testimony, 
that  the  Intelligence  conmiunlty  does  not  be- 
lieve it  is  likely  that  we  wiU  face  an  ICBM  or 
SliBM  threat  from  a  rogue  nation  to  the  con- 
Unental  United  States  (CONUS)  within  the 
next  15  years.  In  the  special  case  of  Alaska 
and  Hawaii — which  we  obviously  recognize  as 


fall  partners  In  this  union  of  fifty  states— 
the  CIA  has  said.  In  a  public  letter  to  Sen- 
ators Levin  and  Bumpers,  that  the  Intel- 
ligence community  does  not  think  that  the 
North  Korean  Taepo  Dong  n.  which  might 
have  the  range  to  reach  western  Hawaii  or 
parts  of  Alaska,  will  be  operational  within 
the  next  5  years.  Let  me  take  each  of  those 
cases  m  turn. 

First,  why  "15  years"  in  terms  of  a  threat 
to  CONUS?  It  is  important  to  understand 
that  this  was  not  a  case  of  building  the 
threat  from  the  bottom  up,  of  starting  now 
and  going  out  in  time  year  by  year  to  see 
how  far  you  could  go  before  everyone  agreed 
a  threat  was  likely  to  emerge.  Rather,  the 
analysts  decided  that  the  15  year  mark  was 
the  most  relevant  point  in  time  in  terms  of 
being  useful  to  the  policy  and  acquisition 
commvmltles.  They  could  have  picked  the  10 
year  mark,  but  since  weapons  systems  have 
a  12-15  year  acquisition  period,  that  would 
have  been  too  soon.  And  they  could  have 
picked  20  or  25  years,  but  that  would  have 
been  too  speculative.  So  they  decided  to  ask 
themselves  what  they  thought  the  situation 
would  look  like  in  15  years. 

Did  the  NIE  ignore  possible  short-cuts  that 
a  country  might  pursue  as  an  alternative  to 
an  indigenous,  bottom-up  ICBM  or  SLBM  de- 
velopment, test  and  acquisition  process?  No. 
It  looked  at  such  alternatives  as  a  rogue 
state  buying,  stealing  or  otherwise  getting 
possession  of  a  complete  missile.  They  did 
not  say  it  could  not  happen:  that  It  was  im- 
possible. But  they  did  Judge  that  possibility 
to  be  remote  or  very  low. 

Did  the  Administration  take  comfort  from 
the  15  year  estimate  and  conclude  we  did  not 
need  to  do  anjrthlng  before  then?  No.  We  are 
developing  an  NMD  deployment  option  that 
could  be  nelded  by  2003.  eight  years— I  re- 
peat, eight  years,  in  advance  of  the  estimate. 
I  will  have  more  to  say  about  our  program  In 
a  minute. 

Did  the  NIE  Ignore  the  Alaska/HawaU 
threats?  No.  That  analysis  is  In  there.  In  this 
case,  the  picture  is  less  clear.  But  both  the 
Air  Force  and  the  Army  have  on  their  own 
initiative  put  together  quick  response,  trea- 
ty-complaint, relatively  low  cost  deploy- 
ment options  that  could  defend  Alaska  and 
Hawaii  against  an  attack  involving  Just  a 
few  warheads.  These  options  would  be 
uniquely  effective,  and  I  would  say  exclu- 
sively effective,  against  Just  this  kind  of  sce- 
nario: a  North  Korea  that  acquires  a  handful 
of  mlssUes  sooner  than  expected. 

Finally,  was  the  NIE  "politicized",  as  has 
been  charged?  I  will  tell  you  categorically 
that  the  answer  to  that  Is  "no."  I  say  that 
for  two  reasons.  First,  the  first  I  knew  that 
there  was  an  NIE  coming  out  on  this  Issue 
was  when  I  came  to  work  one  morning  and 
found  it  In  my  In-box.  Anyone  who  thinks 
that  someone  at  the  White  House  could  call 
up  the  CIA  and  order  them  to  produce  a 
"helpful"  I4IE  without  the  NSC  knowing 
about  it  knows  nothing  about  how  the  Exec- 
utive Branch  works.  The  second  reason  is 
that  the  15  year  estinmte  was  a  unanimous 
Judgment  among  the  various  elements  of  the 
Intelligence  community.  This  was  not  a  case 
of  a  "footnoted"  estimate,  where  some  orga- 
nizations said  one  thing  and  others  said  an- 
other and  the  Administration  decided  to  pick 
the  most  favorable  view.  Rather,  all  organi- 
zations that  participated  In  the  NIE  were  in 
agreement,  and  it  was  not  a  close  call. 

So,  that  It  is  our  plan  and  our  program. 
But  our  critics  are  supporting  another  ap- 
proach, embodied  now  in  the  bill  Introduced 
by  the  Majority  Leader  and  the  Speaker,  and 
we  are  about  to  engage  In  a  great  debate  on 
this  issue. 
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I  want  to  be  clear  about  the  critical  dif- 
ferences between  the  Dole-Glngrlch  bill  and 
the  substitute  that  Mr.  Spratt  offered  that 
lost  narrowly  In  committee  and  will  be  voted 
on  a^aln  on  the  floor,  and  the  substitute  bill 
that  I  understand  Senator  Nunn  Is  preparing 
for  Introduction  In  the  Senate. 

The  first  critical  difference,  as  Secretary 
Perry  emphasl2ed  In  his  speech  at  GW,  Is  a 
question  of  timing.  The  Dole-Gingrich  bill 
says  choose  the  NMD  architecture  now  and 
deploy  It  Independent  of  what  happens  with 
the  threat.  Our  plan  Is  to  develop  a  deploy- 
ment option,  assess  the  threat  In  three 
years,  and  examine  the  deployment  require- 
ment on  a  year-by-year  basis  starting  In 
2000.  Either  approach  would  allow  a  system 
to  be  fielded  by  2003.  But  ours  offers  the  pros- 
pect. If  the  threat  does  not  materialize  soon- 
er than  we  expect,  of  saving  the  large  sums 
now  and  across  the  Future  Years  Defense 
Plan  (FYDP)  that  would  be  required  to  build 
and  deploy  a  national  missile  defense. 

How  much  would  we  save?  Frankly,  It  Is 
hard  to  say.  Senator  Dole  said  he  did  not 
know  how  much  his  plan  would  cost.  That  is 
because  the  Dole-Gingrich  bill  embraces 
such  a  wide  range  of  possible  architectures 
that  It  Is  Impossible  to  estimate  what  the 
bill  would  cost.  But  If  you  take  the  most 
conservative  option— that  is.  a  two-site  land- 
based  ABM  defense— that  would  cost  on  the 
order  of  S20  billion  in  acquisition  and  operat- 
ing and  support  costs.  That  is  S20  billion  that 
Is  not  In  the  FYDP  or  the  Military  Services' 
outyear  budgets.  That  Is  S20  billion  that 
would  compete  with  Service  procurement  re- 
quirements that  we  and  the  Chiefs  agree 
have  a  higher  priority.  That  Is  why  the 
Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  the 
Chiefs  oppose  any  significant  increase  in 
spending  on  ballistic  missile  defenses  and 
have  recommended  that  current  levels  be 
maintained. 

I  think  it  Is  interesting  that  some  Mem- 
bers have  held  up  copies  of  leaked  memos 
firom  General  Shall  and  read  from  those  por- 
tions in  which  he  and  the  Chiefs  made  rec- 
ommendations with  regard  to  procurement 
levels,  but  then  have  not  gone  on  to  read 
those  portions  In  which  the  Chairman  and 
the  Chiefs  recommend  against  spending  more 
on  missile  defenses. 

The  second  critical  difference,  quite  frank- 
ly, is  that,  at  least  for  some  of  its  backers 
the  Dole-Gingrich  bill  is  a  stalking  horse  for 
a  return  to  a  Reagan-era  SDI.  and  our  pro- 
gram Is  not.  Let  me  Illustrate  that  with  five 
points. 

Point  One:  The  bill  speclflcally  embraces 
much  of  the  Reagan-era  "Star  Wars" 
scheme. 

The  bill  would  direct  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense to  deploy  a  national  missile  defense 
(NMD)  by  2003  that  Includes  one  or  more  of 
four  ABM  Interceptor  options,  three  of  which 
involve  putting  ABM  weapons  or  sensors  In 
space  In  violation  of  the  ABM  Treaty: 

The  bill  recommends  that  the  Secretary 
consider  an  NMD  based  on  space-based  laser 
(SBLs).  To  "defend  America"  with  SBLs 
would  require,  at  a  minimum,  a  constella- 
tion of  17  orbiting  weapons  platforms,  at  a 
cost  of  tens  of  billions  of  dollars  that  is  not 
in  the  FYDP.  In  addition,  there  is  at  present 
no  launcher  in  the  U.S.  inventory  capable  of 
placing  a  platform  of  this  size  and  weight  In 
orbit,  thus  billions  more  would  be  required 
to  develop  and  produce  such  rockets.  Al- 
though the  SASC  plussed  up  the  SBL  line  In 
its  version  of  the  FY  1997  defense  authoriza- 
tion act  by  $101  million,  BMDO  believes  that 
even  if  money  were  unlimited,  the  SBL  tech- 
nology is  currently  so  immature  that  we 
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could  not  expect  to  be  ready  to  carry  out  the 
first  test  of  a  full-scale  prototype  for  a  dec- 
ade. Yet  the  Dole-Gingrich  bill  suggests  we 
would  conduct  a  first  "Integrated  systems 
test"  of  the  entire  system  In  two  years  and 
complete  the  deployment  of  the  whole  con- 
stellation in  seven. 

A  second  option  the  bill  recommends  to 
the  Secretary  Is  space-based  klnetlc-klll 
interceptors.  To  "defend  America"  with  such 
orbiting  rocket  launchers  would  require  res- 
urrection of  the  SDI-era  "Brilliant  Pebbles" 
program,  which  was  terminated  several 
years  ago.  As  with  SBLs,  an  NMD  that  pro- 
vided nationwide  coverage  from  Hawaii  to 
Maine  would  require  deployment  of  a  large 
constellation  of  orbiting  weapons  platforms 
that  would  cost  tens  of  billions  of  dollars.  If 
the  "Brilliant  Pebbles"  program  was  reac- 
tivated today,  BMDO  believes  the  first  inter- 
ceptors would  not  be  tested  for  three  years 
and  deplosrment  would  take  much  longer,  yet 
the  bill  suggests  there  Is  a  viable  option  to 
have  a  complete  space-based  kinetic  kill 
NMD  defense  in  place  by  2003. 

Sea-based  ABMs:  This  third  option  would 
also  violate  the  ABM  Treaty.  The  bill  rec- 
ommends the  Secretary  deploy  such  a  de- 
fense by  2003.  yet  we  do  not  even  have  such 
an  NMD  program  In  R&D.  Navy  Upper  Tier  is 
a  TMD,  and  upgrading  It  Is  an  ABM  would  re- 
quire development  and  deployment  of  space- 
based  ABM  battle  management  satellites 
that  could  replace  the  radars  on  the  Aegis- 
clear  ships.  Such  ABM  "components"— which 
were  a  central  element  of  Reagan-era  SDI  ar- 
chitectures—would violate  the  ABM  Treaty. 
Point  Two:  Ignoring  the  space-based  op- 
tions in  the  bill  requires  a  willing  suspension 
of  disbelief. 

The  only  one  of  the  four  options  rec- 
ommended to  the  Secretary  for  deployment 
by  2003  that  is  allowed  under  the  ABM  Trea- 
ty and  coincides  with  current  DoD  NMD  de- 
velopment programs  is  ground-based  inter- 
ceptors. Deplosrment  of  lOO  such  Interceptors 
at  a  single  site  Is  permitted.  But  If  a  ground- 
based  ABM  Is  what  the  sponsors  of  the  bill 
want  the  Secretary  to  develop,  why  doesn't 
the  bill  just  say  so?  Why  does  it  also  endorse 
the  other  three  options?  The  answer  Is  that 
there  are  Influential  defense  experts  backing 
this  bill  who  fervently  believe  that  land- 
based  ABMs  would  be  a  mistake  and  that 
putting  weapons  In  space  is  the  only  way  to 
go.  For  these  experts,  the  original  Reagan 
plan  was  right,  and  everything  that  has  hap- 
pened since,  including  President  Bush's 
downgrading  of  SDI  to  a  limited-defense  ori- 
ented "GPALS"  has  been  a  mistake. 

Point  Three:  The  bill  requires  that  the  Ini- 
tial NMD  deployment  "will  be  augmented 
over  time  to  provide  a  layered  defense 
against  larger  and  more  sophisticated  ballis- 
tic missile  threats". 

The  reference  to  a  "layered"  defense 
against  "larger"  threats  is  code  for  a  return 
to  the  original  Reagan-era  "astrodome"  SDI 
concept  for  stopping  even  an  all-out  Russian 
nuclear  strike. 

Point  Four:  The  bill  would  state  that  "it  Is 
the  policy  of  the  United  States  to  seek  a  co- 
operative transition  to  a  regime  that  does 
not  feature  an  offense-only  form  of  deter- 
rence as  the  basis  for  strategic  stability." 

This  text  restates  vintage  Reagan-era  SDI 
ideology:  the  idea,  often  articulated  by  the 
former  President,  that  Mutual  Assured  De- 
struction (MAD)  Is  "Immoral"  and  that  we 
should  replace  It  with  an  impenetrable  mis- 
sile shield  that  would  allow  us  to  dramati- 
cally reduce  strategic  offensive  arms.  In  Its 
most  extreme  form,  we  would  "give"  SDI  to 
the  Russians  so  we  could  both  erect  such 


shields  in  space  and  eliminate  all  our  nu- 
clear weapons. 

Point  Five:  The  bill  concedes  that  the 
NMD  that  it  requires  be  deployed  by  2003  re- 
quires amendment  of  the  ABM  Treaty,  but  It 
mandates  that  If  Russia  does  not  agree  to 
such  amendments  "within  one  year"  we  con- 
sider withdrawing  from  the  Treaty: 

The  bill  requires  a  "highly  effective"  de- 
fense that  "optimizes"  protection  of  CONUS. 
Alaska  and  Hawaii  against  limited  missile 
attacks.  Including  accidental  or  unauthor- 
ized launches.  Acknowledging  that  these  cri- 
teria cannot  be  satisfied  within  the  Treaty 
as  now  constituted,  the  bill  directs  the  Presi- 
dent to  obtain  amendments  that  would  aUow 
an  NMD  of  this  level  of  effectiveness  to  be 
deployed. 

The  one-year  deadline  in  the  bill  to 
achieve  these  amendments  is  not  arbitrary, 
since,  as  noted,  the  bill  requires  a  full-up 
systems  integration  test  in  two  years  of  the 
NMD  system  that  Is  to  be  deployed  by  2003, 
and  such  tests  could  only  take  place  after  we 
had  entered  the  development  phase  of  the  ac- 
quisition process.  Any  development  or  test  of 
a  space-based  laser,  space-based  kinetic  kill 
interceptor,  sea-based  ABM  or  multiple-site 
ground-based  ABM  system  would  violate  the 
Treaty.  Thus  the  tlme-Unes  established  in 
the  bill  could,  in  the  case  of  at  least  three  of 
the  NMD  options  It  recommends  the  Sec- 
retary consider,  only  be  met  If  the  U.S.  ob- 
tained the  necessary  treaty  relief  within  a 
year. 

In  light  of  clear  Russia  opposition  to  any 
such  amendments,  the  bill  would  be  seen  by 
Russia  as  tantamount  to  an  "anticipatory 
breach"  of  the  Treaty,  thereby  putting  at 
immediate  risk  Russia  reductions  of  strate- 
gic offensive  arms  under  START  I  and 
START  n.  By  holding  a  gun  to  the  Russians' 
heads  and  demanding  amendments  within  a 
year,  the  bill  reflects  an  antipathy  to  the 
ABM  Treaty  reminiscent  of  Reagan-era 
"Star  Wars"  thinking.  But  in  so  doing,  we 
stand  to  forfeit  what  otherwise  would  be  a 
two-thirds  reduction  in  Russia's  strategic 
nuclear  arsenal. 

In  conclusion,  let  me  say  that  I  spent 
eighteen  years  on  the  Hill:  six  at  CRS  work- 
ing for  both  parties,  four  on  the  Senate  For- 
eign Relations  Committee  working  for  a  Re- 
publican majority,  and  eight  on  the  Senate 
Armed  Services  Committee  working  first  for 
a  Democratic  minority  and  then  a  Demo- 
cratic majority.  And  the  hallmark  of  those 
years  was  a  spirit  of  bipartisanship  and  com- 
promise when  It  came  to  Important  issues  af- 
fecting our  national  security.  I  know  that 
that  spirit  was  still  alive  on  the  Hill  as  re- 
cently as  last  August,  when  Senator  Nunn 
and  Senator  Warner,  joined  by  Senator  Levin 
and  Senator  Cohen,  worked  out  a  bipartisan 
compromise  on  missile  defense  policy  that 
was  supported  by  the  Administration.  That 
compromise  passed  the  Senate  with  86  Sen- 
ator voting  "aye." 

As  we  begrln  Defend  America  week,  I  hope 
we  will  not  be  debating  a  bumper  sticker  slo- 
gan. Rather  I  hope  we  will  have  an  honest 
and  objective  debate  on  missile  defense  pol- 
icy and  that  a  spirit  of  bipartisanship  and 
compromise  will  again  be  evident. 
Thank  you. 

Mr.  KYL  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  appreciate 
the  conunents  by  the  Senator  from 
Georgia,  and  will  not  attempt  to  dis- 
cuss them  this  evening  since  the  horn- 
is  late  except  to  note  one  thing;  that 
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is,  that  while  reasonable  people  can 
differ  about  some  of  the  elements  of 
the  bill,  as  I  noted  in  my  remarks  and 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  noted  to  the 
point  that  maybe  some  people  are  more 
interested  in  a  press  release  or  the 
issue  than  actually  getting  it  passed,  I 
just  £isk  our  colleagues  tomorrow  when 
the  cloture  vote  comes  to  put  us  to  the 
test  and  allow  us  to  at  least  have  a 
vote  on  the  bill.  We  would  like  to  get  it 
passed.  I  would  much  rather  move  for- 
ward with  the  bill,  get  it  to  the  Presi- 
dent so  he  can  sign  it,  or  veto  it  as  the 
case  may  be,  but  at  least  to  try  to 
move  forward  with  the  issue.  If  the  clo- 
ture vote  is  supported,  and  if  the  bill  is 
defeated,  then  at  least  the  body  will 
have  worked  its  way.  But  at  least  I 
would  like  to  have  people  take  yes  for 
an  answer,  and  yes  in  this  case  mean- 
ing that  we  are  serious  about  moving 
forward  and  we  would  like  to  try  to  get 
something  passed. 

So  again  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port the  cloture  motion  tomorrow. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Will  my  friend  yield  brief- 
ly? 

Mr.  KYL.  Absolutely.  I  am  happy  to. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  hope  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  will  not  exclude  the  possibility 
of  continuing  to  have  a  dialog  in  this 
area  to  see  if  we  can  reach  something 
that  can  be  sigrned  by  the  President 
this  year.  That  is  my  goal.  I  think  that 
is  possible.  But  it  is  not  likely  the  way 
we  axe  going  at  this  point  in  time. 

I  also  add  that,  as  the  Senator  may 
know,  there  has  been  an  offer  at  least 
from  some  of  us  on  this  side.  I  will  be 
careful  how  I  word  this.  I  am  not  sure 
who  has  signed  off  on  it.  That  is  at  the 
leadership  level  now — an  offer  to  have  a 
vote  on  this  bill  so  we  do  as  the  Sen- 
ator indicated  and  come  to  some  con- 
clusion even  if  it  goes  to  the  White 
House  and  is  later  vetoed;  but  also  to 
get  a  similar  agreement  on  the  chemi- 
cal weapons  treaty  which  has  come  out 
of  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  by 
a  bipartisan  vote.  I  think  there  are 
substantial  numbers  of  Republicain 
Senators  who  support  that  treaty.  It  is 
of  enormous  importance  to  a  number  of 
people  in  this  body. 

I  think  myself  it  vrill  enhance  our 
ability  to  deal  with  the  growing  threat 
of  chemical  weapons.  And  there  is  cer- 
tainly a  willingness  by  many  people  on 
this  side  of  the  aisle — certainly  I  speak 
for  myself— to  make  sure  that  we  get  a 
vote  on  both  of  these  bills  this  year; 
that  is,  the  missile  defense  and  the 
chemical  weapons  treaties. 

I  might  add  though  that  if  there  is  no 
movement  on  the  chemical  weapons 
treaty  and  getting  some  time  certain 
to  deal  with  that.  I  think  it  is  unlikely 
that  there  is  going  to  be  much  move- 
ment by  a  number  of  our  colleagues  to 
have  a  vote  on  the  National  Missile  De- 
fense Act  and  substitutes  thereto.  I 
would  like  to  get  it  up  myself  because 
I  would  like  to  debate  the  substitute  as 
I  have  outlined  here  today.  There  may 


be  another  substitute  that  is  pretty 
much  identical  to  the  administration's 
proposal.  My  substitute  will  differ  in 
certain  respects  from  the  administra- 
tion's preposition. 

So  it  is  my  hope  that  we  can  get  both 
of  these  matters— both  the  National 
Missile  Defense  Act.  as  well  as  the 
chemical  weai>ons  treaty,  up.  I  hope 
the  Senator  will  work  toward  that  end 
also. 

Mr.  KYL.  In  response,  I  hope  the  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia  is  not  suggesting 
that  the  National  Missile  Defense  Act 
is  being  held  hostage  to  bringing  up  the 
chemical  weapons  treaty  because  the 
two  are  not  linked,  and  there  are  a  lot 
of  us  who  believe  that  whether  or  not 
we  could  pass  the  chemical  weapons 
treaty  this  year— and  there  is  still 
more  work  to  be  done  to  that  in  the 
Judiciary  Committee  on  which  I  sit 
which  has  not  held  hearings  yet,  given 
the  fact  we  do  not  have  a  lot  of  legisla- 
tive time  in  this  session,  that  there  is 
more  to  be  done  on  that  bill— I  hope 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  is  not  sug- 
gesting that  until  we  act  on  that  we 
cannot  act  on  this  important  matter  of 
national  missile  defense. 

Mr.  NUNN.  The  Senator  from  Geor- 
gia is  suggesting  that  there  are  a  nimi- 
ber  of  people  in  this  body— and  I  am 
sure,  whether  it  is  36,  or  40,  or  25,  or 
15 — who  want  to  make  sure  that  we 
pass  the  chemical  weapons  treaty,  or 
at  least  vote  on  it.  It  requires  a  two- 
thirds  vote.  If  there  is  a  one-third  part 
against  it,  it  will  not  pass  anyway.  And 
I  say  there  are  a  number  of  people  who 
would  indeed  tie  those  two  together 
since  both  are  deemed  by  a  number  of 
people  with  different  reasons  and  dif- 
ferent perspectives  as  important  to  na- 
tional security. 

Mr.  KYL.  It  would  be  unfortunate  if 
the  two  were  required  to  be  tied  to- 
gether and  we  could  not  act  on  the  Na- 
tional Missile  Defense  Act,  in  my  view 
anjrway. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Thomas,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 
As  in  executive  session  the  Presiding 
Officer  laid  before  the  Senate  messages 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States  submitting  sundry  nominations 
which  were  referred  to  the  appropriate 
committees. 

(The  nominations  received  today  are 
printed  at  the  end  of  the  Senate  pro- 
ceedings.) 


Ms.  Goetz,  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  House  has  passed  the 
following  bills,  in  which  it  requests  the 
concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.R.  3322.  An  act  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  fiscal  year  1997  for  civilian  science 
activities  of  the  Federal  Government,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

H.R.  3517.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  military  construction,  family  housing, 
and  base  realignment  and  closure  for  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  for  the  fiscal  year  end- 
ing September  30.  1997,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  disagrees  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  to  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion (H.  Con.  Res.  178)  establishing  the 
congressional'  budget  for  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment for  fiscal  year  1997  and  setting 
forth  appropriate  budgetary  levels  for 
fiscal  years  1998.  1999,  2000,  2001,  2002, 
and  agree  to  the  conference  aisked  by 
the  Senate  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  thereon;  and  appoints 
Mr.  Kasich,  Mr.  HOBSON,  Mr.  Walker. 
Mr.  KOLBE,  Mr.  Shays,  Mr.  Herger, 
Mr.  Sabo,  Mr.  Stenholm,  Ms.  Slaugh- 
ter, and  Mr.  Coyne  as  the  managers  of 
the  conference  on  the  part  of  the 
House. 


MEASURES  REFERRED 
The  following  bills  were  read  the  first 
and  second  times  by  unanimous  con- 
sent and  referred  as  indicated: 

H.R.  3322.  An  act  to  authorlie  appropria- 
tions for  fiscal  year  1997  for  civilian  science 
activities  of  the  Federal  Government,  and 
for  other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce.  Science  and  Transportation. 

H.R.  3517.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  military  construction,  family  housing, 
and  base  realignment  and  closure  for  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  for  the  fiscal  year  end- 
ing September  30.  1997.  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 
At   1:32   p.m.,   a  message   from   the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 


EXECUTIVE  AND  OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The  following  communications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  with 
accompanying  papers,  reports,  and  doc- 
uments, which  were  referred  as  indi- 
cated: 

EC-2728.  A  communication  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service,  Department  of  Agriculture,  tmns- 
mlttlng.  pursuant  to  law.  the  report  of  a 
final  rule  relative  to  the  end  of  the  regu- 
latory period  for  onions  grown  In  South 
Texas  under  Marketing  Order  959  from  June 
15  to  June  4  of  each  year,  received  on  May  20. 
1996;  to  the  Comnalttee  on  Agriculture.  Nu- 
trition, and  Forestry. 

EC-2729.  A  communication  ftom  the  Con- 
gressional Review  Coordinator  of  Aninml  and 
Plant  Health  Inspection  Service.  Department 
of  Agriculture,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  the  report  of  a  final  rule  concerning  the 
amended  regulations  to  provide  for  the  pay- 
ment of  Indemnity  for  cervlds  destroyed  be- 
cause of  tuberculosis,  and  to  provide  for  the 
payment  of  Indenmlty  for  cattle,  bison,  and 
cervlds  found  to  have  been  exposed  to  tuber- 
culosis by  reason  of  association  with  any  tu- 
berculosis  livestock,   received   on   May  21, 
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1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture.  Nu- 
trition, and  Forestry. 

EC-2730.  A  communication  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  Food  and  Consumer  Service, 
Department  of  Agriculture,  transmitting, 
pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  a  final  rule 
relative  to  the  amending  of  the  regulations 
governing  the  collection  of  social  security 
numbers  and  household  Income  information 
on  the  application  for  free  meals  under  the 
Summer  Food  Service  Program,  and  for  free 
and  reduced  price  meals  under  the  Child  and 
Adult  Care  Food  Program  (RIN  0584-AB17). 
received  on  May  20,  1996;  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

EC-2731.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Administrator  of  the  Farm  Service  Agency, 
Department  of  Agriculture,  transmitting, 
pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  a  final  rule 
relative  to  the  removing  of  obsolete  regula- 
tions pertaining  to  Wetlands  Reserve  Pro- 
gram (RIN  0560-AE83),  received  on  May  22, 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nu- 
trition, and  Forestry. 

EC-2732.  A  communication  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service,  Department  of  Agriculture,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  a 
final  rule  relative  to  the  revising  of  the  Reg- 
ulations Governing  Inspection  and  Certifi- 
cation of  Processed  Fruits  and  Vegetables  by 
Increasing  the  fees  charged  for  the  Inspec- 
tion of  processed  fruits  and  vegetables  and 
certain  other  products,  received  on  May  22, 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nu- 
trition, and  Forestry. 

EC-2733.  A  communication  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service,  Department  of  Agriculture,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  a 
final  rule  relative  to  the  modifying  of  the 
time  periods  when  imported  onions  are  regu- 
lated based  on  the  grade,  size,  quality,  and 
maturity  requirements  of  the  South  Texas 
onion  and  Idaho-Eastern  Oregon  onion  mar- 
keting orders,  received  on  May  22,  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition, 
and  Forestry. 

EC-2734.  A  communication  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Cooperative  State  Re- 
search. Education,  and  Extension  Service, 
Department  of  Agriculture,  transmitting, 
pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  a  final  rule 
relative  to  the  amending  of  its  regulations 
relating  to  the  administration  of  the  Small 
Business  Innovation  Research  Grants  Pro- 
gram, which  prescribe  the  procedures  to  be 
followed  annually  in  the  solicitation  of  re- 
search grant  proposals,  the  evaluation  of 
such  proposals,  and  the  award  of  competitive 
research  grants  under  this  program  (RIN 
0524-AA(»),  received  on  May  13,  1996;  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and 
Forestry. 

EC-2735.  A  communication  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Rural  Utilities  Service, 
Department  of  Agriculture,  transmitting, 
pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  a  final  rule 
relative  to  the  amending  of  Its  regulations 
on  Telecommunications  Standards  and  Spec- 
ifications for  Materials,  Equipment  and  Con- 
struction, by  codifying  the  RUS  Specifica- 
tion for  Aerial  Service  Wires,  received  on 
May  16,  1996;  to  the  Conunlttee  on  Agri- 
culture, Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

EC-2736.  A  communication  from  the  Con- 
gressional Review  Coordinator  of  the  Animal 
and  Plant  Health  Inspection  Service,  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law,  the  report  of  a  final  rule  relative  to 
the  amending  of  user  fees  for  certain  Import- 
and  export-related  services  for  live  animals 
and  bfrds,  animal  products,  organisms  and 
vectors,  and  germ  plasm  and  veterinary  dlag- 
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nostlc  services  (RIN  0579-AA67),  received  on 
May  15,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture, Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

EC-2737.  A  communication  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator and  Executive  Vice  President  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  Farm 
Service  Agency,  Department  of  Agriculture, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  report  of 
a  final  rule  relative  to  the  amending  of  the 
regulation  by  setting  forth  1995-crop  loan 
rates  to  be  used  In  administering  the  Sugar 
Price-Support  Program  (RIN  0560-AE44),  re- 
ceived on  May  13,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

EC-2738.  A  conmiunlcatlon  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  relative  to  the 
Medicare  prospective  payment  system;  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance. 

EC-2739.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  a  rule 
entitled  -'Criteria  for  a  Rural  Hospital  to  be 
Designated  as  an  Essential  Access  Conrmiu- 
nlty  Hospital,"  received  on  May  16,  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance. 

EC-2740.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  a  rule 
entitled  "Conditions  of  Coverage  for  Organ 
Procurement  Organization;  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  Programs,"  received  on  May  13, 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

EC-2741.  A  communication  from  the  Regu- 
latory Policy  Officer  of  the  Bureau  of  Alco- 
hol, Tobacco  and  Ffrearms,  Department  of 
the  Treasury,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law, 
the  report  of  a  rule  entitled  "Materials  and 
Processes  Authorized  For  the  Production  of 
Wine  and  For  the  Treatment  of  Juice,  Wine 
and  Distilling  Material,"  (RIN  1512-AB26)  re- 
ceived May  16,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance. 

EC-2742.  A  communication  from  the  Execu- 
tive Director  of  the  Physician  Payment  Re- 
view Conmiisslon,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  report  of  a  revised  letter  on  volume 
performance  standards;  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 

EC-2743.  A  communication  trom  the  Chief 
of  the  Regulations  Branch,  U.S.  Customs 
Service,  Department  of  the  Treasury,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  a  rule 
entitled  "Removal  of  Customs  Regulations 
Relating  to  the  Steel  Voluntary  Restraint 
Arrangement  Program,"  (RIN  1515-AB04)  re- 
ceived on  May  13,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 

EC-2744.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
of  the  Regulations  Branch,  U.S.  Customs 
Service,  Department  of  the  Treasury,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  a  rule 
entitled  "Prohibited/Restricted  Merchandise; 
Enforcement  of  Foreign  Assets  Control  Reg- 
ulations," (RIN  1515- AB91)  received  on  May 
13,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

EC-2745.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
of  the  Regulations  Unit,  Internal  Revenue 
Service,  Department  of  the  Treasury,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  No- 
tice 96-31  relative  to  the  Protocol  Amending 
the  Convention  With  Respect  to  Taxes  on  In- 
come and  Capital,  received  on  May  13,  1996; 
to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

EC-2746.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
of  the  Regulations  Unit,  Internal  Revenue 
Service,  Department  of  the  Treasury,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  Reve- 
nue Ruling  96-27  entitled  "Determination  of 
Issue  Price  In  the  Case  of  Certain  Debt  In- 
struments Issued  for  Property",  received  on 
May  21,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 
EC-2747.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
of  the  Regulations  Unit.  Internal  Revenue 


Service,  Department  of  the  Treasury,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  Reve- 
nue Ruling  96-28  entitled  "Determination  of 
Interest  Rate",  received  on  May  22,  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance. 

EC-2748.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
of  the  Regulations  Unit,  Internal  Revenue 
Service,  Department  of  the  Treasury,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  Reve- 
nue Ruling  96-29  entitled  "Definitions  Relat- 
ing to  Corporate  Reorganizations",  received 
on  May  22,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance. 

EC-2749.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
of  the  Regulations  Unit,  Internal  Revenue 
Service,  Department  of  the  Treasury,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  Reve- 
nue Ruling  96-30  entitled  "Distribution  of 
Stock  and  Securities  of  a  Controlled  Cor- 
poration", received  on  May  22,  1996;  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

EC-2750.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
of  the  Regulations  Unit,  Internal  Revenue 
Service,  Department  of  the  Treasury,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  No- 
tice 96-34  entitled  "Administrative,  Proce- 
dural, and  Miscellaneous  Tax  Relief  for 
Those  Affected  by  Operation  Joint  Endeav- 
or" received  on  May  23,  1996;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance. 

EC-2751.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
of  the  Regulations  Unit,  Internal  Revenue 
Service,  Department  of  the  Treasury,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  final 
regulations  on  taxpayer  identifying  numbers 
received  on  May  23,  1996;  to  the  Committee 
on  Finance. 

EC-2752.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Trade  and  Development  Agency, 
transmitting,  a  draft  of  proposed  legislation 
to  authorize  appropriations  for  activities  of 
the  Trade  and  Development  Agency  for  fiscal 
years  1997  and  1998;  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance. 

EC-2753.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
Counsel  of  the  Office  of  Foreign  Assets  Con- 
trol. Department  of  the  Treasury,  transmit- 
ting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  a  rule 
amending  the  Federal  Republic  of  Yugo- 
slavia (Serbia  and  Montenegro)  and  Bosnian 
Serb-Controlled  Areas  of  the  Republic  of 
Bosnia  and  Herzegovina  Sanctions  Regula- 
tions, received  on  May  10,  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Foreign  Relations. 

EC-2754.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State  (Legislative  Af- 
fairs), transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  no- 
tice of  an  Intention  relative  to  Peacekeeping 
Operations;  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Re- 
lations. 

EC-2755.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Legal  Adviser  for  Treaty  Affairs,  Depart- 
ment of  State,  the  report  of  the  texts  of 
international  agreements,  other  than  trea- 
ties, and  background  statements;  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

EG-2756.  A  communication  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator and  Executive  Vice  President, 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  Department 
of  Agriculture,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  report  of  a  rule  entitled  "Dairy  In- 
demnity Payment  Program,"  (RIN  0560- 
AE57)  received  on  May  13,  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  For- 
estry. 

EC-2757.  A  communication  from  the  Under 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  (Rural  Develop- 
ment), transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  re- 
port of  a  rule  entitled  "Business  and  Indus- 
trial Loan  Program."  (RIN  0570-AAll)  re- 
ceived on  May  23,  1996;  to  the  Conunlttee  on 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

EC-2758.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget, 
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Executive  Office  of  the  President,  transmit- 
ting, pursuant  to  law,  the  cumulative  report 
on  rescissions  and  deferrals  dated  April  1, 
1996;  referred  Jointly,  pursuant  to  the  order 
of  January  30,  1975.  as  modified  by  the  order 
of  April  11,  1986,  to  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations, to  the  Committee  on  the  Budget, 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition, 
and  Forestry,  to  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services,  to  the  Committee  on  Finance,  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  and  to 
the  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-2759.  A  communication  from  the  Under 
Secretary  of  Defense  (Acquisition  and  Tech- 
nology), transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the 
Selected  Acquisition  Reports  for  the  period 
January  1  through  March  31,  1995;  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

EC-2760.  A  conmiunicatlon  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  a  report  relative  to  the  Cooperative 
Threat  Reduction  funding;  to  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services. 

EC-2761.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  Defense  Procurement  (Acquisition  and 
Technology),  Office  of  the  Under  Secretary 
of  Defense,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law. 
the  report  of  an  interim  rule  under  the  De- 
fense Federal  Acquisition  Regulation  Sup- 
plement Case  96-D305  received  on  May  22. 
1996;  to  the  Conmilttee  on  Armed  Services. 

E(3-2762.  A  conMnunlcatlon  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  Defense  Procurement  (Acquisition  and 
Technology),  Office  of  the  Under  Secretary 
of  Defense,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law. 
the  report  of  a  final  rule  under  the  Defense 
Federal  Acquisition  Regulation  Supplement 
Case  96-D007  received  on  May  22,  1996;  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
ajid  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.  SIMPSON  (for  himself  and  Mr. 

THOMAS): 

S.  1824.  A  bill  to  require  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  conduct  a  study  concerning 
grazing  use  of  certain  land  within  and  adja- 
cent to  Grand  Teton  National  Park,  Wyo- 
ming, and  temporarily  extend  a  grazing  per- 
mit, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 
By  Mr.  LOTT: 

S.  1825.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  to  issue  a  certificate  of  docu- 
mentation with  appropriate  endorsement  for 
employment  In  the  coastwise  trade  for  the 
vessel  Halcyon;  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce, Science,  and  Transportation. 

S.  1826.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  to  Issue  a  certificate  of  docu- 
mentation with  appropriate  endorsement  for 
employment  in  the  coastwise  trade  for  the 
vessel  Courier  Service:  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  SIMPSON:  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Thomas) 
S.  1824.  A  bill  to  require  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  to  conduct  a 
study  concerning  grazing  use  of  certain 
land  within  and  adjacent  to  Grand 
Teton  National  Park,  Wyoming,  and 
temporarily  extend  a  grazing  permit. 


and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

GRAZING  STUDY  OF  TETON  PARK  AND  OTHER 
AREAS  LEGISLATION 

•  Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  on  be- 
half of  my  good  friend  and  colleague. 
Craig  Thomas.  I  introduce  today  a  bill 
that  will  establish  a  very  narrowly  fo- 
cused study  of  the  effects  of  cattle 
grazing  on  certain  lands  in  and  near 
Teton  National  Park  in  Teton  County. 
WY. 

Mr.  President,  this  study  is  necessary 
as  a  means  of  avoiding  the  one  thing 
that  all  sides  of  this  issue  are  deter- 
mined to  avoid:  the  further  develop- 
ment of  lands  associated  with  that 
spectacular  national  wonder.  The  lan- 
guage of  this  bill  should  be  non- 
controversial  and  little— if  any— ex- 
pense would  be  entailed. 

I  also  wish  to  commend  the  efforts  of 
our  House  colleague.  Barbara  Cubin. 
on  this  bill  and  I  urge  its  unanimous 
support.  • 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  149 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Gramm.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Kyl]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S.  149, 
a  bUl  to  require  a  balanced  Federal 
budget  by  fiscal  year  2002  and  each 
year  thereafter,  to  protect  Social  Secu- 
rity, to  provide  for  zero-based  budget- 
ing and  decennial  sunsetting.  to  impose 
spending  caps  on  the  growth  of  entitle- 
ments during  fiscal  years  1996  through 
2002.  and  to  enforce  those  requirements 
through  a  budget  process  involving  the 
President  and  Congress  and  sequestra- 
tion. 

S.  507 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Pressler.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  South  Caro- 
lina [Mr.  Thurmond]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  01  S.  507.  a  bill  to  amend  title 
18  of  the  United  States  Code  regarding 
false  identification  documents,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.  878 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Cochran,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Frist]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  878,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  reduce  manda- 
tory premiums  to  the  United  Mine 
Workers  of  America  Combined  Benefit 
Fund  by  certain  suit)1us  amounts  in 
the  Fund,  and  for  other  puiTX)ses. 

S.  9S3 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Chafee.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  BiDEN]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  953,  a  bill  to  require  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  to  mint  coins  in  com- 
memoration of  black  revolutionary  war 
patriots. 

S.  1107 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Daschle,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 
kota [Mr.  Dorgan]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor   of  S.   1107,   a  bill   to   extend 


COBRA  continuation  coverage  to  retir- 
ees and  their  dependents,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

S.  1139 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Lott,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Cohen] 
was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S.  1139,  a 
bill  to  amend  the  Merchant  Marine 
Act,  1936.  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1400 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Kassebaum, 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Leahy]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1400,  a  bill  to  require  the  Sec- 
retary of  Labor  to  issue  guidance  as  to 
the  application  of  the  Employee  Re- 
tirement Income  Security  Act  of  1974 
to  Insurance  company  general  ac- 
counts. 

S.  U63 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Rockefeller. 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Conrad]  was  added  as  a 
cosponsor  of  S.  1563,  a  bill  to  amend 
title  38,  United  States  Code,  to  revise 
and  improve  eligibility  for  medical 
care  and  services  under  that  title,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

S.  1610 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  BOND,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Abraham]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  1610,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  clarify  the 
standards  used  for  determining  wheth- 
er individuals  are  not  employees. 

S.  1632 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Lautenberg, 
the  names  of  the  Senator  from  Massa- 
chusetts [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mrs.  Murray],  and 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  KOHL] 
were  added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  1632.  a 
bill  to  prohibit  persons  convicted  of  a 
crime  involving  domestic  violence  from 
owning  or  possessing  firearms,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.  1669 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Lott,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Reid].  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Jeffords],  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Hatfieu)],  the  Senator  from  Ha- 
waii [Mr.  INOUYE],  and  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Nunn]  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  S.  1669,  a  bill  to  name  the 
Department  of  Veterans  Affaijrs  medi- 
cal center  in  Jackson,  Mississippi,  as 
the  "G.V.  (Sonny)  Montgomery  Depart- 
ment of  Veterans  Affairs  Medical  Cen- 
ter". 

S.  1701 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Pell,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Kennedy]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1701,  a  bill  to  end  the  use  of 
steel  jaw  leghold  traps  on  animals  in 
the  United  States,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  1729 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Hutchison,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Kempthorne],  the  Senator  from  North 
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Carolina  [Mr.  Helms],  and  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Harkin]  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  S.  1729,  a  bill  to  amend 
title  18.  United  States  Code,  with  re- 
spect to  stalkini:. 

S.  1799 

At  the  request  of  Ms.  Snowe,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  California 
[Mrs.  Boxer],  and  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Bradley]  were  added 
as  cosponsors  of  S.  1799,  a  bill  to  pro- 
mote greater  equity  in  the  delivery  of 
health  care  services  to  American 
women  through  expanded  research  on 
women's  health  issues  and  through  im- 
proved access  to  health  care  services, 
including  preventive  health  services. 

S.  1811 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bradley,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts [Mr.  Kennedy]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1811,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Act  entitled  "An  Act  authorizing  Fed- 
eral participation  in  the  cost  of  pro- 
tecting the  shores  of  publicly  owned 
property"  to  confirm  and  clarify  the 
authority  and  responsibility  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army,  acting  through  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  to  promote  and 
carry  out  shore  protection  projects,  in- 
cluding beach  nourishment  projects, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION  202 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Abraham,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  DODD]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
Senate  Resolution  202,  A  resolution 
concerning  the  ban  on  the  use  of 
United  States  passports  for  travel  to 
Lebanon. 


NOTICES  OF  HEARINGS 

special  COMMPrTEE  ON  AGING 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
announce  that  the  Special  Committee 
on  Aging  will  hold  a  hearing  on 
Wednesday,  June  5,  1996,  at  9  a.m.,  in 
room  562  of  the  Dirksen  Senate  Office 
Building.  The  hearing  will  discuss  en- 
couraging return  to  work  in  the  SSI 
and  DI  programs. 

COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE,  NUTRmON.  AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr.  LUGAR.  Mr.  President.  I  would 
like  to  announce  that  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and 
Forestry  will  meet  on  Wednesday,  June 
12,  1996  at  9:30  a.m.  in  SRr-328A  to  con- 
sider the  Food  Quality  Protection  Act, 
S.  1166. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


THE  WARRIOR  TRADITION 
CONTINUES 

•  Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  today  to  recognize  the  accomplish- 
ments of  a  group  of  young  men  from 
my  home  State  of  Idaho.  Lewis-Clark 
State  College's  baseball  team  won  a 
record  ninth  National  Association  of 


Intercollegiate  Athletics  World  Series 
title  last  Friday,  beating  St.  Ambrose 
University  of  Iowa  in  the  championship 
game,  9-0. 

The  ninth  title  in  the  past  13  years 
continues  a  tradition  at  Lewis-Clark 
State  under  head  coach  Ed  Cheff. 
Under  Coach  Cheff,  the  Warriors  have 
won  more  NAIA  World  Series  games 
and  played  in  more  national  champion- 
ships than  any  other  school.  They  won 
six  straight  titles  between  1987  and 
1992. 

Cheff  s  latest  team  finished  the  1996 
season  with  an  outstanding  record  of  53 
wins  and  only  11  losses,  and  they  were 
a  perfect  5-0  in  the  double-elimination 
tournament.  In  the  title  game,  played 
appropriately  enough  at  Lewis  and 
Clark  Park  in  Sioux  City,  10,  Fresh- 
man Matt  Randel  pitched  a  4-hitter 
while  striking  out  10  and  not  walking  a 
batter.  Such  a  performance  fit  his  sea- 
son, as  he  finished  the  year  with  an  8- 
0  pitching  mark.  Pitching  was  the  key 
to  the  Warriors'  title,  as  the  staff  set  a 
record  for  the  lowest  earned  run  aver- 
age in  tournament  history,  allowing 
less  than  a  run  a  game. 

The  Warrior  bats  came  alive  in  the 
title  game,  as  LCSC  banged  out  18  hits, 
including  3  each  by  Jose  Rijo-Berger, 
Art  Baeza,  and  Troy  Silva.  Trent  Lies 
hit  a  solo  home  run. 

The  Warriors  started  the  season 
ranked  No.  1  in  the  NAIA,  and  finished 
with  a  season-high  15-game  winning 
streak,  including  the  5  games  in  the 
tournament.  In  its  17  appearances  in 
the  national  championships,  Lewis- 
Clark  State  has  won  am  incredible  72 
games,  while  losing  only  20. 

This  season.  Coach  Cheff  posted  his 
1,000th  win  at  LCSC,  making  him  only 
the  third  NAIA  coach  to  ever  reach 
that  milestone.  He  has  been  named  na- 
tional coach  of  the  year  four  times  and 
was  honored  as  NAIA  Coach  of  the  Dec- 
ade for  the  1980's.  The  record  on  the 
field  speaks  volumes  about  Ed  Cheff. 
But  off  the  field  his  accomplishments 
are  just  as  remarkable. 

LCSC  has  produced  8  NAIA  Academic 
Ail-Americans  and  has  placed  34  play- 
ers on  All-American  teams.  And  Ed 
Cheff  and  his  Warriors  have,  over  the 
years,  become  a  rallying  point  for  the 
community  of  Lewiston.  Thousands  of 
fans  have  attended  games  at  Harris 
Field,  and  they  have  established  a  net- 
work of  community  support  unrivaled 
at  any  level. 

Mr.  President,  I  know  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate joins  me  and  all  of  Idaho  in  con- 
gratulating Ed  Cheff  and  the  baseball 
players  at  Lewis-Clark  State  College 
for  continuing  their  outstanding  win- 
ning tradition  with  this  year's  NAIA 
World  Series  title.* 


san,  William  Bruce  Johnson.  Bruce  is 
the  president  of  White  River  Hard- 
woods iand  Woodworks,  Inc.,  in  Fay- 
etteville,  AR.  Because  of  his  outstand- 
ing contribution  to  the  business  com- 
munity, Bruce  has  been  selected  by  the 
U.S.  Small  Business  Administration  as 
the  1996  Arkansas  Small  Business  Per- 
son of  the  Year.  I  am  convinced  that 
this  is  an  honor  richly  deserved. 

Bruce  Johnson  and  his  wife  Joan 
have  pioneered  new  and  innovative  ap- 
proaches to  their  business,  and  in  the 
process,  propelled  White  River  Hard- 
woods into  a  nationally  known  com- 
pany. In  1979,  Bruce's  company  mainly 
sold  premium  hardwood  lumber,  but 
with  an  entrepreneurial  spirit,  Bruce 
entered  the  finishing  market  with  a 
full  line  of  architectural  moldings  and 
interior  hardwood  products.  He  and  his 
wife  proudly  built  a  business  that  has 
become  synonymous  with  superior 
quality  and  customer  satisfaction.  In- 
cidentally, thefr  children  play  a  very 
active  role  as  well,  making  White 
River  Hardwoods  truly  a  family-owned 
small  business. 

Mr.  President.  I  have  said  many 
times  that  small  business  is  the  back- 
bone of  this  country,  and  White  River 
is  the  perfect  example  of  that  state- 
ment. As  many  of  you  here  know,  own- 
ing your  own  business  gives  new  mean- 
ing to  full-time  employment.  That 
kind  of  dedication  is  precisely  the  rea- 
son why  I  think  SBA  is  such  a  vital 
program  to  this  coimtry.  Bruce  got  his 
first  SBA  loan  in  1983  and  then  his  sec- 
ond in  1992.  Because  of  the  availability 
of  those  SBA  loans.  White  River  Hard- 
woods expanded  warehouse  space,  pur- 
chased equipment,  hired  new  employ- 
ees, and  bettered  the  small  business 
conrmiunity— not  only  for  Arkansas, 
but  for  the  whole  country.  Outside  of 
their  Fayetteville  base.  White  River 
operates  a  combination  showroom  and 
warehouse  in  Springfield,  MO.  They  are 
partnered  with  28  independent  manu- 
facturing representatives  across  the 
United  States,  and  each  day  they  effect 
a  network  of  32  stocking  distributors 
and  314  dealers.  The  company's  sales  in 
1995  reached  nearly  $5.5  million,  which 
is  no  insignificant  contribution  to  our 
economy. 

We  need  more  people  like  Bruce  and 
Joan  Johnson  in  this  country.  To- 
gether they  work  hard  every  day  along 
side  thefr  children  to  ensure  the  fu- 
tures of  thefr  employees  and  the  com- 
munity around  them.  Mr.  President,  I 
hope  you  will  join  me  in  congratulat- 
ing William  Bruce  Johnson  as  the  1996 
Arkansas  Small  Business  Person  of  the 
Year.» 


TRIBUTE  TO  WILLIAM  BRUCE 
JOHNSON 

•  Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  pay  tribute  to  a  fellow  Arkan- 


ORDERS  FOR  TUESDAY,  JUNE  4. 
1996 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf  of 
the  majority  leader,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  when  the  Senate  com- 
pletes its  business  today  it  stand  in  ad- 
journment until  9:30  a.m.  on  Tuesday, 
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June  4;  further,  that  immediately  fol- 
lowing the  prayer  the  Journal  of  pro- 
ceedings be  deemed  approved  to  date, 
no  resolutions  come  over  under  the 
rule,  the  call  of  the  calendar  be  dis- 
pensed with,  the  morning  hour  be 
deemed  to  have  expired,  and  the  time 
for  the  two  leaders  be  reserved  for  their 
use  later  in  the  day,  and  then  there  be 
a  period  for  morning  business  until  the 
hour  of  10:30  a.m.  with  Senators  to 
speak  for  up  to  5  minutes  each  with  the 
following  exceptions:  Senator  Hatch 
for  20  minutes,  Senator  Leahy  for  15 
minutes.  Senator  DeWine  for  20  min- 
utes, and  Senator  Grassley  for  5  min- 
utes. 

I  further  ask  that  at  10:30  the  Senate 
resume  the  motion  to  proceed  to  S.  1635 
and  the  time  between  10:30  and  12:30  be 
equally  divided  in  the  usual  form  for 
debate  on  the  motion  to  invoke  cloture 
on  the  motion  to  proceed  to  S.  1635,  the 
Defend  America  Act;  and  further  that 
the  Senate  recess  between  the  hours  of 
12:30  and  2:15  for  the  weekly  policy  con- 
ferences to  meet. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr.  KYL.  For  the  information  of  all 
Senators,  under  a  previous  order,  there 
will  be  a  cloture  vote  tomorrow  at  2:15 
on  the  motion  to  proceed  to  the  Defend 
America  Act.  Senators  will  be  able  to 
debate  that  motion  to  proceed  between 
the  hours  of  10:30  and  12:30  on  Tuesday. 
If  cloture  is  invoked,  it  is  hoped  that 
the  Senate  will  be  able  to  debate  S. 
1635  and  hopefully  complete  action  on 
that  bill.  If  cloture  is  not  invoked,  the 
Senate  may  consider  any  other  legisla- 
tive items  that  can  be  cleared. 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  9:30  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  if  there  is  no 
further  business  to  come  before  the 
Senate.  I  now  ask  that  the  Senate 
stand  in  adjournment  under  the  pre- 
vious order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
at  6:08  p.m.,  adjourned  imtil  Tuesday, 
June  4, 1996,  at  9:30  a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 
Executive  nominations  received  by 
the  Senate  June  3. 1996: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

JEFFREY  DAVroOW.  OF  \'mGINlA.  A  CAREER  ME-VBER 
OF  THE  SENIOR  FOREIGN  SERVICE,  CLASS  OF  MINISTEK- 
COUNSELOR.  TO  BE  AN  ASSISTA.VT  SECRETARY  OF 
STATE.  VICE  ALEXANDER  FLETCHER  WATSON.  RE- 
SIGNED. 

TE.VNESSEE  VALLEY  AUTHORrTi' 

JOHNNY  H.  HAYES.  OF  TENNESSEE.  TO  BE  A  ME.MBER 
OF  THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  OF  THE  TENNESSEE  VAI^ 
LEY  AUTHORITY  FOR  A  TERM  EXPIRING  MAY  18.  20O5  (RE- 
APPOINTMENT). TO  WHICH  POSITION  HE  WAS  APPOINTED 
DURING  THE  LAST  RECESS  OF  THE  SENATE. 

NATIONAL  FOUNDATION  ON  THE  ARTS  AND  THE 
HUMANITIES 

DORIS  B  HOI.T.FB.  OF  ILLINOIS.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER  OF 
THE  NATIONAL  COUNCIL  ON  THE  HUMANrTTES  FOR  A 
TERM  EXPIRING  JANUARY  26.  »B.  VICE  KENNY  JACKSON 
WILLIAMS.  TERM  EXPIRED. 

PANAMA  CANAL  COMMISSION 

ALBERTO  ALEMAN  ZUBIETA.  A  CITIZEN  OF  THE  REPUB- 
UC  OF  PANAMA.  TO  BE  ADMCnSTRATOR  OF  THE  PAN- 
AMA CANAL  COMMISSION.  VICE  CILBERTO  GUARDIA 
FABREGA.  RESIGNED. 


IN  THE  ARMY 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  IN  THE  US 
ARMY  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE 
AND  RESPONSIBILITY  UNDER  TTTLE  10.  LTflTED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTION  60UA): 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ  GEN.  DAVm  L.  BENTON.  08a-36-a6<S 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  AlUn'  MEDICAL  SERMCE 
CORPS  COMPETITIVE  CATEGORY  OFFICER  FOR  .APPOINT- 
MENT IN  THE  REGULAR  ARMY  OF  THE  L'NITED  STATES 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  BRIGADIER  GENERAL  L'XDER  THE 
PROVISIONS  OF  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SEC- 
TIONS eiK A)  AND  «2*C): 

To  be  brigadier  general 

COL.  MACK  C.  HILL.  Xi-tO-KBl.  U.S.  ARMY 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  ARMY  MEDICAL  CORPS  COM- 
PLTITIVE  CATEGORY  OFFICERS  FOR  APPOINTMENT  IN 
THE  REGULAR  ARMY  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  TO  THE 
GRADE  OF  BRIGADIER  GENERAL  LTiDER  THE  PROVI- 
SIONS OF  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SECTIONS 
eiUA)  AND  824(0: 

To  be  brigadier  general 

COL.  RALPH  O.  DEWrrr.  JR..  «»-(2-l200.  US  ARMY- 
COL.  KEVIN  C.  HLET.  231-70-M71.  U.S.  ARMY 
COL.  MICHAEL  J.  KUSSMAN.  131-34-3a38.  US   AR-VY 
COL.  DARREL  R.  PORR.  2TS-4»-«386.  U.S.  ARMY 

IN  THE  MARINE  CORPS 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  IN  THE  US 
MARINE  CORPS  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IM- 
PORTANCE AND  RESPONSIBILm-  UNTJER  THE  PROVI- 
SIONS OF  SECTION  «01(A).  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES 
CODE: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ  GEN.  CARLTON  W.  FUUORD.  JR..  2i5-70-5TB 

IN  THE  NAVY 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAilED  OFFICERS  FOR  PROMOTION  IN 
THE  lint:  in  the  NA\T  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  TO  THE 
GRADE  INDICATED  UNDER  TTTLE  10.  UNITED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTION  624: 

UNRESTRICTED  LINE  OFFICER 

To  be  rear  admiral  (lower  half) 

CAPT  HARRY  M   HIGHFILL.  Xr-O-ZX 
CAPT  RICHARD  J   NAUGHTON.  484-52-8886 
CAPT.  WILLIAM  G   SCTTON.  2S«-76-530e 

IN  THE  AIR  FORCE 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICERS  FOR  PROMOTION  IN 
THE  U.S.  AIR  FORCE.  UNDER  THE  APPROPRIATE  PROVI- 
SIONS OF  SECTION  «24.  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE. 
AS  AMENDED.  WTTH  DATES  OF  RANK  TO  BE  DETERMDJED 
BY  THE  SECRETARY  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE. 

MEDICAL  SERVICE  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

GREGORY  O.  ALLEN.  4»4-e-2Z38 
ROBERT  C.  BROOKES  n.  272-a&-7»3 
DONALD  L.  BROWN.  SD-M-MK 
DAVID  A  COSTA.  016-48-80M 
JAMES  P  COLTJSMAN.  18*-»fr-3S27 
STUART  R.  COWLES.  371-«»-«Ba3 
CRAIG  A.  CYR.  507-74-1832 
JEANETTE  ERICKSON.  527-90-1412 
ROGER  S  GOETZ.  162-42-2454 
BERNARD  J  KERR.  JR..  14»-l3-3a28 
EDWARD  H.  KLINE.  JR    014-5O-5e7 
MARK  A.  LAZARUS  4SS-56-1343 
ROBERT  C  MALDONADO.  5r-96-ie73 
NANCY  D.  MOORE.  5£3-92-«581 
RONALD  S.  ItVKPKV.  286-48-4150 
JOANNE  S.  PARZES.  030-38-3102 
MICHAEL  L.  PERRY.  007-52-3228 
FRED  W.  PETERS.  JR..  328-44-S3S1 
JAMES  C.  PUSTAY.  290-54-1522 
CHARLES  M  QUIN-NELLY.  587-96-1441 
YOLANDA  REAVIS.  0e9-t6-S738 
MARC  M.  SAGER.  345-44-7015 
JACK  R.  SIMPSON.  530-38-6475 
MARY  L  STROBEL.  001-48-7937 
MARYA.VN  SWIGART.  558-72-0827 
LARRY  D.  THEIS.  330  44  3646 
ARTHUR  D  VILLANI.  508-90-1452 
EDWARD  Y.  WALKER  m.  253-91-3476 
MARX  S  WEINSTEIN.  220-74-5839 
KEN-NETH  R.  WELTZ.  4«3-a8-M21 
STEPHEN  M.  WOLFE.  55(^«M«29 

IN  THE  NAVY 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMB>  OFFICERS.  ON  THE  ACTIVE 
DUTY  LIST.  FOR  PROMOTION  TO  THE  GRADE  INDICATED 
IN  THE  U.S  NAVY  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  SECTION  624  OF 
TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE: 

MEDICAL  CORPS  OFFICERS 

To  be  captain 

WILLIAM  S.  ADSIT.  an-t8-18S« 


GEORGE  M   AKOB.  51»-W-S«29 
FANANCY  L  ANZALON-E.  4J7-92-S08S 
RAMON  E  BAEZ.  JR..  SM-26-3044 
MICHAEL  J   BAILEY.  Sr-a8-8(40 
LAURIE  M   BALAGURCHIK.  lJi-l«-97«2 
JOHN  T   BESTOSO  036-36- 1S82 
KAREN  M   BOU-DEN.  2««-l»-52S« 
CHARLES  E  BRADY.  JR  .  239-88-3J73 
JEFFREY  F   BROOKM  AN   3)0-38-5257 
JAMES  L  BUCK    138-44-5585 
PATRICL^  L  BUSS  084-50-8083 
PEGGY  J   CHANDLER  2S6-9S-5S14 
DANA  C  CO%Ti'.  561-84-1202 
VINCENCE  F  DILUON.  436-94-4141 
GENE  L  DOWELL.  440-50-3346 
DAVID  W.  FERGUSON   521-76-3273 
JAMES  N   FRAME.  235-88-6731 
NEIL  F  GfflBS.  535-56-1738 
GREGORY  C  CRAY   418-83-0298 
THO.MAS  W  GROSSM.1N.  JR..  3»!-e»-2S» 
FRANK  W  HALL.  226-84-9030 
KENDELLG  GA.NS EN.  528-82-0943 
DA^TD  M.  HARLAN.  284-58-3115 
KONRAD  E.  HAYASHl.  072-50-9656 
DONALD  S  HERtP.  296-52-7299 
EILEEN  HORNER.  Sr-:i-1344 
THOMAS  K  HUISMAN.  554-01-2827 
WILLIAM  .V  KELLEY.  368-58-3496 
PETER  D  KENT  077-24-9148 
MUNGKORN  KIETHANOM.  284-57-5535 
LORENZ  F   LASSEN.  266-86-3011 
DAVED  LEI\T31S.  129-58-8507 
KEN-NETH  E   LEONARD.  577-76-5976 
DONALD  R  MASON  532-46-9231 
THOMAS  E  MCGUE.  31fr-«S-5193 
RICHARD  L  MORRlSSn-.  154-46-5706 
STEVEN  L  NICHOLS   390-66-359 
DOMINICK  PAPARELLA  053-46-9576 
STEVEN  W  REMMENGA.  505-64-3095 
CARLOS  A  ROSENDE.  286-17-8810 
DA  VXD  M   SACK.  187-4<y«)6S 
ROBERT  T  SPIRO  239-68-1379 
DAVID  S   W.ADE.  518-72-8117 
MARK  R  WALLACE.  531-48-1001 
LAWRENCE  A  WOOD.  101-40-C8C3 

SUPPLY  CORPS  OFnCERS 

To  be  captain 

DENNIS  V  BELT.  470-50-3839 
CARL  T  BRIGHT.  987-64-5069 
WAYN-E  C   CHESLET.  023-38«S8 
SHAW  H.  COKE.  140-50-7716 
DA\TD  N  DOli-LE.  431-04-6422 
EDWARD  N   HERINC   2S»-7»-»781 
ROBSIT  K  KEAR-VE^'  030-13-4758 
JOSEPH  W  KENNn-.  0«4-40-fl881 
WILLIAM  A.  KOWBA.  106-38-8839 
ROBERT  E  LEE.  106-42-7486 
ROBERT  J   MUNDELL.  256-80-14Vi 
ROBERT  M   NOON  AN.  052-4O-0B6 
PHILIP  M   PFEEL.  200-44-2321 
JAMES  P  POE  5Z1-68-32Z7 
JOHN  S   PROCTOR.  215-44-7871 
JACK  PRPICH.  192-42-4077 
JOHN  G   RIPPEKTON.  578-80-8412 
MICHAEL  S  ROESNER.  368-50-8965 
DAVID  G   SHANAHAN.  $76-96-1786 
ALAN  S.  THOMPSON.  55e-04-2»l 
CHARLES  T  VICKERS.  417-76-1046 

CHAPLAIN  CORPS  OFFICERS 

To  be  captain 

THOMAS  B.  ATKINS.  451-88-7477 
RALPH  S  EPPERSON.  43140-1324 
LOUIS  V.  lASIELLO.  075-44-7832 
ALAN  N  KEIRA.N.  025^42-0834 
JAMES  B  MAGN-ESS.  241-74-2849 
STANLTl-  H   MCCREARY.  408  40  8656 
ALBERT  I  SbOMO\TrZ  267-94-6519 
EDWIN  D  STA.VFIELD.  263-78-3703 
GEORGE  L  TUMLIN.  JR  .  2S8-74-7708 
RAE  O  WEIMER.  287-74-2575 
CAROLYN  C  WIGGINS.  224-80-8533 
BERNARD  R  WILSON.  088-43-18Z3 

CTVIL  ENGINEER  CORPS  OFFICERS 

To  be  captain 

JAMES  M   BARRETT  m.  113-46-4299 
FRED  H  BECKMANN.  556-94-2887 
DENNIS  BIDDICK.  14i-50-7476 
WILLIAM  F   BOUDRA.  432-W-2496 
ROBERT  P  BUCHHOLZ.  244-90-0758 
PHILIP  H   DALBY.  2r-88-(l2»4 
MICH.AEL  D  DONNELLY.  571-72-7222 
THOMAS  F  DREYER.  198-«-8215 
JAMES  W.  HOLLRTTH.  391-58-7938 
RICHARD  B  HUNTER.  JR..  184-46-3702 
DAVID  A.  JONES.  004-56-6105 
LOUIS  V  MARCHETTE  250-02-1258 
THOMAS  O   MC  MURRAY.  249-82-5409 
JENNIFER  L.  MUSTAIN.  541-54-3538 
ROGER  L  ORNDORFF.  134-76-3823 
JAMES  E  OWENS.  139-48-9832 
JOHN  M   SHREWSBURY   236-86-2938 
JOHN  E.  SURASH.  089-44-8967 
JEFFREY  TOBELLO.  141-50-47U 

JinXIE  ADVOCATE  GENERAL'S  CORPS  OFFICERS 

To  be  captain 

TBtItT  G.  aAXER.  00>-38-4i91 
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STEPHEN  J.  COYXE.  S8-J0-Q229 
THOMAS  W.  GREENE.  JR..  243-74-2M2 
DAVID  L.  GRDIORD.  3«S-»-«6I4 
GINGER  C.  PAAO.  38a-<0-n71 
DAVID  P.  PRICE.  233-»4-aOI8 
MARK  E.  ROSEN.  388-48-8975 
FKANaS  V.  RDSSO.  JR..  571-04-3185 
RICHARD  A.  STEVENS.  216-60-004 
JANICE  L.  WALL!.  53»-5«-6a20 
ROBERT  W.  WEDAN.  JR..  011-44-2434 
DAVID  M.  WHITE.  315-63-1139 

DENTAL  CORPS  OFFICERS 

To  be  captain 

JACK  A.  BOWERS.  233-72-7253 
ALEX  D   EHRLICH.  505-64-S223 
DEIDRA  B.  FLANARV.  223-74-4840 
RICHARD  C.  HAHN.  138-13-2198 
CURTIS  L.  HAYDEN.  &51-M-524S 
DONNA  R.  HUGGINS.  2S5-94-11S7 
JAY  W.  JOHNSON.  318-60-3854 
JONATHAN  D.  KARAMAN.  180-40-8307 
DAVID  W.  KtDD.  234-88-7917 
EUGENE  V   NOLFl.  JR..  277-54-0552 
MARK  R.  PEREZ.  01»-36-1338 
WILUAM  C.  RODDY.  585-56-7806 
ROOM.  ROCGE.  291-46-7136 
PETER  G.  SEDER.  209-38-8683 
WILLIAM  SWrrrS.  (II7S-46-093S 
KENNETH  R.  WRIGHT.  083-43-9513 

MEDICAL  SERVICE  CORPS  OFFICERS 

To  be  captain 

JAMES  R.  BEODARD.  JR..  23843-2403 
JAMES  R.  CAMPBELL.  548-78-^39 
JACK  D   CHAPMAN  IL  236-«6-5040 
CLARENCE  R.  CLINE.  586-74-6983 
JOHN  T.  COYNE.  276-50-6363 
WILLIAM  B.  CRAIG.  JR..  223-74-8014 
MICHAEL  S.  CROSS.  287-6>-«S57 
WILLIAM  P.  FRANK.  327-48-3116 
GEORGE  D.  KRAMER.  507-68-2283 
GEORGE  C.  MASSEY.  223-36-8466 
TBOMAB  R.  MCCOY.  287-68-8615 
ROBBtT  J.  Mn.T.FR.  JR..  3i»-38-47» 
MICHAEL  H.  MriTELMAN.  069-44-0205 
VICENT  W.  MUSASHE.  357-48-5047 
SIDNEY  D.  RODGERS.  154  43  6669 
MICHAEL  T.  TAMBURELLO.  261-04-9361 
JERALD  L.  ULMER.  587-13-7457 
STEPHEN  E.  WALZ.  173-43-08*7 
FAYTHE  M  WEBER.  476-53-3304 
FRED  R.  WHITE.  120-34-8898 
MARX  T  WOOSTER.  050-46-5856 
EDWARD  P.  WYATT.  501-96-1824 
GARY  W.  ZUCKERMAN.  161-44-90U 

NURSE  CORPS  OFFICERS 

To  be  captain 

MARCARFT  M.  ALLARD.  l$7-44-3814 
MAURICIO  APARICK)  m.  461-74-3344 
CHRISTINE  M.  BRUZBCKOHLER.  153-44-7778 
MARGARET  L.  BURNS.  3U-98-26T5 
KATRRYN  A.  CADWELL.  216-64-0737 
JO  A.  CLANTON.  4Z7-89-3UO 
DENNIS  L.  ELLIS.  510-9«-t618 
MARYLOUISE  K.  FELHOFER.  398-58-8303 
RODNEY  L.  FIEREK.  474-58-4975 
MELISSA  A.  GEORGE.  5Z7-9e-»9S 
DEBORAH  B.  GRAY.  253-90-7381 
LISA  D.  Hn.ES.  307-60-5587 
LISSA  M.  KOHLER.  211-44-5311 
ELLEN  R.  LAHMAN.  204-13-7007 
PATRICIA  H.  NETZER.  461-94-1468 
KAREN  M.  OTT.  486-56-5065 
ALBERT  J.  SHIMKUS.  JR..  023-34-8424 
HELEN  L.  SMITH.  043-40-4546 
THERESE  A.  WHITE.  261-08-4073 
SUSAN  A.  WIDHALM.  506-66-2425 

LIMITED  DUTY  OFFICERS  (STAFF) 

To  be  captain 

CRISPIN  A  TOLEDO.  570-74-4828 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICERS.  IN  THE  RESERVE. 
FOR  PROMOTION  TO  THE  GRADE  INDICATED  IN  THE  US 
NAVYIN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  SECTION  M12  OF  TITLE  10 
UNITED  STATES  CODE: 

UNRESTRICTED  UNE  OFFICERS 

To  be  captain 

JOHNNY  p.  ALBUS.  466-76-9834 
STEPHEN  R.  ALLEN.  173-44-2706 
JAMES  D.  ANDERSON.  473-98-5424 
SCOTT  P.  ANDERSON.  467-98-7725 
GEORGE  B.  AUSTIN.  298-78-8226 
EDWARD  L.  AVIS.  234-78-5386 
DOUGLAS  A.  BADER  530-33-5944 
JAMES  A.  BABNETT.  JR..  587-08-4076 
PAUL  R.  BAZEMORE.  JR..  247-76-2453 
JAMES  E.  BEEBE.  575-64-2459 
FRED  W.  BERGMAN.  021-44-9758 
GARRY  J.  BONELLI.  117-38-8971 
MI'IVHEU.  C.  BOSWELL.  235-83-4621 
STEVEN  G.  BOWDtS.  328-40-4334 
THOMAS  E.  BOYD.  454-04-7653 
ROBERT  C.  BRACKETT.  323-43-3818 
ROBBIT  A.  BRODY.  119-38-0167 


CHRISTOPHER  M   BROWN.  3I4-S6-4328 
RODRIC  F.  BRL^NNGRABER.  139-38-9917 
I.F.ST.TT:  E  BRYAN.  521-66-2164 
STEPHEN  A.  BUESCHER.  223-82-3469 
BRIAN  P  BURGHGRAVE.  329-40-0444 
GEORGE  K.  BUSSE.  351-50-4737 
STEPHEN  C.  BUTLER.  306-56-4025 
WILLIAM  D.  CADY.  563-74-8917 
GREGORY  T  CANDY.  149-12-5432 
RICHARD  P.  CAREY.  056-46-7B71 
THOMAS  A.  CARLSON.  470-60-4712 
JOHN  F.  CATES.  JR..  461-74-6849 
ALANSON  T.  CHENAULT  IV.  437-98-8225 
WAYNE  E.  CLIBURN.  260-74-2373 
DWIGHT  W  COLBURN.  526-78-3988 
JOE  T.  COLEMAN.  JR..  449-78-4540 
DAVID  E  CRISALU.  863-74-3917 
DAVID  J   CRONK.  555-80-9384 
JOHN  C.  CUNTJFFE.  527-90-9179 
BIUAN  F,  DELANEY.  231-83-9246 
JAMES  E.  DESPAIN.  403-78-1470 
DAVID  M.  DRAKE.  440-56-8980 
FRANK  R.  DUNAWAY  HI.  549-72-2198 
RAYMOND  L.  ECKENRODE.  454-94-8247 
CHARLES  R.  EISENMANN.  486-54-3037 
STEPHEN  L.  ELLIS.  447-46-7890 
FRANKLIN  A.  ERVTN.  216-60-6583 
RICHARD  L.  FARRELL.  JR..  164-38-9712 
JAMES  E  FAY.  264-08-0136 
PAUL  S.  FISCHBECK.  138-40-9869 
WALTER  N.  FLIPPIN  m.  044-48-7591 
DAVID  E.  FROST.  156-44-5488 
JAMES  E.  GARRISON.  537-48-5907 
ANTHONY  D.  GL^NCATARDJO.  164-44-9343 
JAMES  A.  GIBSON.  261-02-4416 
JAMES  T  GISSENDANNER.  225-66-3945 
WILLIAM  O.  GLASS.  JR..  030-46-4243 
WILLIAM  G  GLENNEY  IV.  040-10-1903 
CHRISTOPHER  P.  GRAZEL.  151-46-1022 
GEORGE  A.  GREENLEAF.  004-54-9429 
CARL  H.  GRUENLER.  29^52-2773 
GARY  N.  HALL   I64-46-5S7I 
KEVIN  D.  HAMMAR.  523-70-3329 
KURT  F.  HANSEN.  554-»-0e24 
PAUL  W.  HARAR.  360-46-3552 
PETER  W.  HARRIS.  119-38-9191 
E33WARD  P.  HERMANN.  340-48-5S66 
STUART  C.  HINRICHS.  479-60-1523 
STEVEN  HOLTBONICH.  288-50-1859 
FREDERICK  R  HOLUNGER.  484-66-2206 
WILLIAM  S  HOWSE.  463-80-6453 
MICHAEL  J   HUDGINS.  449-78-9805 
GARY  C  INGOLD.  344-46-3308 
WAYNE  M  JAXCBOWSKI.  220-66-8571 
ROBERT  E.  JENKINS.  406-66-5351 
ROGER  J.  JONES.  093-38-6273 
WILLIAM  H.  KNELLER.  043-48-3903 
DANIEL  J.  KOENIG.  275-53-4855 
WAYNE  K.  KRUGER.  383-53-0209 
STEPHEN  J  KUHAR.  177-40-1723 
SCOTT  R.  LAIDLAW.  327-40-2814 
HAROLD  M.  LAMB.  JR..  231-66-6968 
ROBERT  H.  LANG.  JR..  277-53-4057 
FRANK  M.  LANGLEY.  433-98-5520 
BRIAN  S.  LEACH.  965-74-1376 
JOHN  W  UCHTSINN.  313-98-3432 
JAMES  J.  LIND.  530-58-7168 
JAMES  L.  LITTRELL.  513-54-5780 
CURTIS  A.  LOGE.  317-98-3541 
JULIUS  L.  LONGSHORE.  253-86-4811 
JAMES  M.  LOVE.  261-«8-7433 
SCOTT  C.  MACLEOD.  463-94-0665 
CHRISTOPHER  H.  MADIGAN.  005-18-2932 
WALTER  S.  MCCABE.  033-43-7166 
MARY  B.  B.  MCGEE.  348-10-3844 
JOSEPH  C.  MCGOWAN  m.  223-80-1600 
PETER  D.  MCLOUGHLIN.  017-13-9*78 
JEFFRY  L.  MCN.MR.  225-^3-9487 
STEVEN  L.  MILLER.  547-68-4866 
FRANK  A.  MDflCH.  448-52-3755 
RANDOLPH  H.  MIOTA.  575-63-5722 
MICHAEL  P.  MITCHELL.  448-54-1971 
ROBERT  S   MIZE.  265-06-5196 
CHRISTOPHER  MOSCHELLA.  148-46-8248 
RONALD  MUELLER.  098-14-1297 
JAMES  S.  MURPHV   108-44-2606 
TONY  M.  MUSCHARA.  12D-72-4679 
SAMUEL  M.  NAGLE.  538-62-0509 
JAMES  A.  NATTER.  424-73-6706 
TIMOTHY  J.  NAVILLE.  317-60-2692 
RANDY  E.  N-EES.  S08-74-0919 
GREGORY  F.  NELSON.  220-50-0189 
KIP  W.  NICELY.  585-54-1006 
STEPHEN  A.  O'BRIEN.  143-18-I090 
STEVEN  M.  O'BRIEN.  266-19-5045 
GARY  S  O'CONNOR.  141-50-6382 
JOHN  C.  OLDFIELD.  Or-43-7417 
DAVm  L.  OLNEY.  023-36-7227 
JOHN  C.  ORR.  559-76-9821 
ALLEN  C.  PAINTER.  540-63-8897 
MICHAEL  F.  PALES.  529-66-7767 
CARLTON  D.  PARKER.  535-48-7908 
WILLIAM  H.  PAYNE.  585-18-6466 
JAMES  A.  PETERSEN.  281-5+-6750 
LOUIS  W.  POLLOCK.  183-42-6047 
BRADLEY  PORLIER.  514-56-6071 
CYRIL  H.  PRDCAZSKY.  ^36-46-1093 
ORVILLE  PRINS.  384-60-5402 
CHARLES  L.  BADER.  467-92-1736 
DOUGLAS  N  REECE.  469-84-5806 
FRANK  F  RENTJIE  TV.  226-70-3148 
ERNEST  J.  RICE.  264-21-0481 


FRANaS  R.  H.  RIGGS.  223-82-1756 
CHARLES  R.  ROBIE.  027-40-3302 
PHILIP  D.  SALADEN.  544-63-9386 
MARK  J.  SALMEN.  477-63-5129 
RICHARD  J.  SALMON.  088-10-5831 
JOHN  D.  SAMPLE.  523-74-3699 
CRAIG  A.  SCHEMEL.  296-46-5608 
DOUGLAS  C   SCHLAEFER.  141-46-1778 
JOHN  D.  SCHUMACHER.  100-46-3710 
GEORGE  R   SEFTAS.  181-44-9233 
RONALD  D  SEIZERT.  386-48-8054 
PHILIP  D.  SIMS.  4«7-90-3114 
DONALD  R  SKOTTi'.  524-82-1454 
GARY  M.  SKimA.  194-1O-8530 
STEPHEN  I   SUGHT.  203-41-9428 
PETER  G,  SMITH.  265-04-5858 
MICHAEL  L.  SCARES.  132-38-9451 
BRIAN  H  SOLOMON.  252-90-0902 
THOMAS  L.  SPRAGUE.  256-78-6371 
GEORGE  D.  STEEL.  314-50-6697 
DENNIS  D.  STONE.  480-60-2315 
KEVIN  F.  STONE.  218-66-7150 
RICHARD  E.  STRUTN-ER.  324-60-4140 
DON  W.  SWAILES.  481-58-3340 
ERNEST  E.  TABS.  421-64-9759 
EUGENT:  p.  TOEUS.  285-50-731S 
BURT  D.  THORP.  397-58-7977 
JOHN  J.  TOMASELU.  097-38-0360 
LAWRENCE  G.J.  TRAYNOR.  228-74-9256 
ROBERT  G.  TRETTZ.  401-84-4303 
JOHN  S.  TL-RNER.  215-56-2660 
THOMAS  W.  UHL.  240-88-6459 
ROBERT  D.  VON-BERNITTH.  523-60-9963 
RICHARD  S   WAGNTSl.  323-16-0826 
KIM  C.  WALDEN.  481-63-1660 
LEONARD  P  WALES.  578-76-3593 
RODERICK  A.  WELLS.  434-88-2397 
KHUC  D.  WESSEL.  147-18-4150 
RON.^LD  W  WETMORE.  263-16-6278 
DAVID  E.  WHIPPLE.  560-88-4322 
LONNIE  O.  WTLKERSON  m.  527-94-1890 
CARL  J.  WILLIS.  266-08-2006 
LUCY  B  YOUNG.  048-10-1033 
DAVID  Y.  YUMEN.  575-63-1878 

UNRESTRICTED  LINE  OFFICERS  (TAR) 

To  be  captain 

PAUL  A  AN'DERSON.  223-74-7419 
RICHARD  A.  ANDERSON.  133-44-5806 
THOMAS  G.  BAUER.  126-40-5734 
SCOTT  A.  BEATON.  038-36-0886 
CHRIS  J.  CLUSTER.  563-80-2172 
JEROME  A.  DABROWSKI.  130-44-6433 
RALPH  J.  DEAN.  187-44-3479 
WILLIAM  L.  GARRETT.  264-08-0128 
CRAIG  C.  GROOM.  033-40-6079 
JON  M.  HAAS.  226-84-6910 
STAN-LEY  F  HALTER.  431-04-2360 
JOHN  E.  HUIE.  JR..  453-92-7789 
DAVTD  J.  JACOBSON.  521-66-8339 
PATRICK  J.  KING.  51»-eO-«J73 
JOSEPH  F.  LUDWnCOWSKI.  296-93-7728 
BILLY  R.  MALONE.  463-78-5480 
WILLIAM  S.  MARLOWE.  JR..  U3-44-8330 
CRAIG  O.  MCDONALD.  516-63-8124 
BARRY  L.  MORGAN.  489-63-1236 
EDWIN  D.  OVQISTREET.  408-83-3143 
BARLEY  R.  PETERSON.  283-84-3165 
BYRON  V.  SMITH  HI.  156-36-2738 
RICHARD  L.  SMITH.  333-18-7112 
RICHARD  E  SOUTHWORTH.  421-74-4176 
JOHN  W.  WATT.  266-04-6476 
EDWARD  B.  WEISS.  298-16-5855 
JOHN  M.  WERNER.  267-04-7816 
STEVEN  L.  WETZEL.  478-60-1093 
PATTI  A.  YOUNG.  313-93-0112 

ENGINEERING  DUTY  OFFICERS 

To  be  captain 

BRUCE  A  BEEMER.  343-4^2460 
LORAINE  M.  BEYER.  466-98-1020 
GEORGE  L.  CAVA.  116-38-8442 
GERALD  L.  GRIFFIN.  JR..  228-56-3829 
JOHN  C.  KLEIN  IV.  523-68-9297 
MARINO  J.  NICCOLAI.  165-34-9275 
MICHAEL  A  O'NEAL.  274-46-3634 
GREGORY  R.  POHL.  406-63-2061 
JAMES  F.  RUBINO.  546-96-0132 
MARC  L.  SORENSEN.  229-66-2877 

AEROSPACE  ENGINEERING  DUTY  OFHCERS 
(ENGINEERING) 

To  be  captain 

JACK  R.  BATES.  464-73-9676 
KEITH  A.  BOARDMAN.  079-10-0301 
THOMAS  AI.  CAVANAUGH.  200-44-5686 
BARRY  L.  DOUGHERTY.  213-56-8803 
HARRY  L.  TREDENNICK.  457-74-6313 

AEROSPACE  ENGINEERING  DUTY  OFFICERS 
(MAINTENANCE) 

To  be  captain 

STEPHEN  p.  CLARKE.  213-63-3893 
KEITH  V.  KELLY.  JR..  2S7-94-9632 
RONALD  J.  KRIEL.  394-43-4167 
DANTE  J.  PETRO.  547-73-7223 
DONALD  J.  SHUTT.  031-40-7S34 


June  3,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


12823 


SPECIAL  DUTT['  OFFICERS  (MERCHANT  MARINE) 

To  be  captain 

CHARLES  T.  ECKER  HI.  261-68-0880 
MARK  R.  ESHER.  510-60-7568 
DAVID  B   FISHER  018-34-2074 
BRUCE  KEEN-ER  IV.  223-76-1972 
CHRISTOPHER  G  LARKIN.  040-50-7297 
REGINALD  E  MCKAMIE.  514-64-3^4 
LAWRENCE  J.  MimPHY.  013-10-3634 
RICHARD  D.  STEWART.  387-52-2563 
ARTHUR  H.  SULZER  IV.  167-38-3366 

SPECIAL  DUTY  OFHCERS  (CR'V'PTOLOGY) 

To  be  captain 

MICHAEL  D.  FRANCIS.  112-38-7868 
WILUAM  R.  MATHEWS  m.  649-74-5830 
CHARLES  H  TILTON.  236-68-6649 
WILUAM  H  VAN-DYKE.  364-68-5752 

SPECIAL  DL-TY  OFFICERS  (INTELLIGENCE) 

To  be  captain 

ROBERT  W   BARTON.  497-64-6409 
MICHAEL  W.  BROADWAY.  266-78-4334 
DOUGLAS  T.  CARDINAL.  547-76-1064 
CX3LIN  M.  CLARK,  666-10-4444 
ROBERT  K.  DRTVER.  524-83-3592 
SHERYLL  L  ELSTON.  046-18-9109 
ALAN  J.  FINK.  080-M>-S301 
STEVEN  L  HULL.  665-86-8117 
BRADLEY  M.  INMAN.  522-«8-3589 
RAYMOND  G  KALLMAN.  446-66-8974 
LYNN  M   KALLUS.  375-56-7526 
STEPHEN  E.  LEPKOWSKI.  143-42-6721 
JAMES  M.  LEVESON.  058-38-3807 
MICHAEL  A.  MALDOV.CV.  205-40-8318 
RICHARD  V   MAUGHAN.  528-78-7424 
ROBERT  A.  MCDONALD.  349-36-5656 
DAVID  C  MC(K)WAN.  508-18-6032 
MARK  E.  MILLER.  271-50-5538 
WILLIAM  H.  MINNXCI.  463-68-8892 
MARK  M.  PETZINGER.  558-92-5396 
DONALD  R.  RHOADS.  569-74-0180 
GEORGE  J.  ROARX.  m.  264-96-2166 
JAMES  B.  ROBERTS,  m.  239-74-5857 
CECIL  J.  ROWE.  454-72-6136 
MARYBETH  K.  RLTERT.  231-70-1747 
ant: A  M.  STEINBERGER.  903-98-4766 
THOMAS  O.  SWIFT.  409-88-7490 
ROBERT  W.  TODD.  41-80-6866 
AN-DRBS.  VAART  074-34-7668 
DOUGLAS  L.  WILLS.  473-48-1646 

SPECIAL  DUTY  OFFICERS  (INTELLIGENCE)  (TAR) 

To  be  captain 

STEPHEN  M.  SAIA.  200-46-3317 

SPECIAL  DUTY  OFFICERS  (PUBLIC  AFFAIRS) 

To  be  captain 

WILLIAM  G   ARMSTRONG.  JR..  292-41-9663 
JONATHAN  W  BUCHANAN.  430-72-6807 
BARBARA  J.  BURNS.  313-48-3863 
WILLIAM  H.  HICKMAN.  448-16-2789 
STEPHEN  H.  HOBWITZ.  215-43-0835 
NATHAN  E.  JONES.  329-40-9123 
ANNE  C  LEON.  4«-78-lS79 
STEVIE  PRESSLEY.  166-10-8000 
JEAN  E.  ROBERTS.  266-06-7637 
MICHAEL  P.  SMTTH.  298-40-5493 

SPECIAL  DLTT  OFFICERS  (FLEET  SLTPORT) 

To  be  captain 

HARRY  W.  BARRICK.  m.  239-78-0063 
ROGER  T.  BARTH.  493-60-0852 
GAYLA  J.  BERGREN.  291-50-1970 
DONALD  B.  BURKE.  179-40-0682 
WILLIAM  J.  BUSHAW.  383-50-4610 
POLLY  M   CAPANSKY.  557-88-2243 
CYNTHIA  D.  GORMAN.  466-98-6569 
KAREN  T  DANIS.  539-52-0193 
FRANCIS  E.  DEBONS.  429-86-6714 
JACK  W.  FLETT.  484-90-6120 
JOHN  E.  FLYNN.  102-M-3616 
NANCY  P.  ISE  425-84-0963 
DONALD  J.  KISSINGER.  JR  .  203-40-7684 
JEAN.  M.  LIBUTTl.  217-18-0628 
KBtRIE  S  MOSER.  587-42-8000 
MARY  C  RHEDIN.  060-11-2369 
GREGORY  W.  RICHARDS.  562-86-1807 
GARY  A.  SIMONSEN.  388-44-6496 
LINDA  K.  TUCKER.  663-83-1408 
JL-DTTH  M.  WALKER.  449-88-6369 
LINDA  E.  WAROO.  106-44-1200 
DANIEL  R.  WARM  AN.  225-66-3890 
TERRANCE  J   WEAR.  480-64-7453 
JUDITH  A.  YANDOH.  505-63-4275 

SPECIAL  DUTY  OFFICERS  (FLEET  SUPPORT)  (TAR) 

To  be  captain 

VIRGINIA  D.  J(X>STEN.  585-18-7410 
LESLIE  J.  P.  LANG.  349-48-3290 

SPECIAL  DLTT  OFFICERS  (OCEANOGRAPHY) 

To  be  captain 

JOHN  W.  RABY.  461-80-9572 


MARK  E.  SCHULTZ.  901-«>-90M 

IN  THE  AIR  FORCE 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICERS  FOB  PROMOTION  IN 
THE  C.S.  Am  FORCE.  UNTJER  THE  APPROPRIATE  PROVI- 
SIONS OF  SECTION  824.  TITLE  :0.  UNITED  STATES  CODE, 
AS  AMENDED.  WTTH  DATES  OF  RANTC  TO  BE  DETERMINED 
BY  THE  SECRETARY  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE: 

CHAPLAIN  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

DERRICK  K.  AN'DERSON.  527-02-7877 
CARL  M   ANDREWS.  067-10-7741 
BRUC:E  A.  ARNOLD.  023-36-8371 
JAMES  P   BARLOW  096-34-4527 
RICHARD  L.  BLANTON.  461-93-6631 
ROBERT  E.  CRUTHTRDS.  420-64-1567 
EDWARD  P  FEDOR.  050-14-3383 
MARION  T,  HARNED.  407-73-1823 
JOE  F  JOHNSTON.  254-70-7959 
WAYNE  R  KNUTSON.  JR..  483-68-1937 
BENNTE  R   UGGINS.  413-88-1252 
JOSEPH  E  MCCLANAHAN.  219-64-6644 
MACK  R.  PAINTER.  JR..  246-94-2318 
JOELG  RAYFIELD.  249-94-1861 
CHARLES  R  ROWLAN^D  m.  414-80-4127 
FROILAN  A  SALUTA.  573-67-7123 
JAMES  P  THOMAS.  161-38-7660 
MILLARD  G  'HMMONS.  291-50-8982 
JOSEPH  B  WALLROTH.  143-36-2636 
ROGER  S  WnCBL-RG.  097-40-7349 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICERS  FOR  PROMOTION  IN 
THE  US  AIR  FORCE  UN^DER  THE  APPROPRIATE  PROVI- 
SIGNS  OF  SECTION  624.  TITLE  10.  L'NTTED  STATES  (XIDE. 
AS  AMENDED  WITH  DATES  OF  RANK  TO  BE  DETERMIN^ED 
BY  THE  SECRETARY  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE  AND  THOSE  OF- 
FICERS IDENTiriED  BY  AN  ASTERISK  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
IN  THE  REGULAR  AIR  FORCE  UNDER  THE  PR0\1SI0NS  OF 
SECTION  531.  TITLE  10.  US  C  .  PR0\1DED  THAT  IN  NO 
CASE  SHALL  THE  FOLLOWING  OFFICERS  BE  APPOINTED 
IN  A  GRADE  HIGHER  THAN  DEDICATED: 

LINE 

To  be  major 

ALAN  A   ."VBANGAN.  6T6-03-4210 
FREDERICK  H.  ABBOTT  m.  029-63-6776 
THOMAS  G   ABBOTT.  543-78-7719 
JOHN  T   ACKERMAN.  263-33-0857 
MITCHELL  D.  ACXERMAN.  493-76-3048 
KEITH  A  AGREE.  264-87-2174 
TIMOTHY  J.  ADAM.  503-78-7715 
MARCELLA  F  ADAMS.  480-31-8661 
JAMES  S.  ADAMSKI.  231-98-5618 
EDWARD  J    .'VDELMAN .  538-96-4084 
MERRILL  E.  ADKISON.  490-15-1384 
SIMON  A.  ADMORE.  143-54-1723 
MARX  A.  AKHCER.  379-76-2955 
KERIM  A.  AKEL.  268-06-7224 
JAMES  J.  ALBRECHT.  3«-60-219: 
STEFAN  E  ALEKSEVrrCH,  273-86-2901 
ANGELA  R  ALEXANDER.  645-29-8078 
CHERYL  D  ALLEN.  29044-8927 
DANNY  P.  ALLEN.  543-74-6989 
HERBERT  L.  ALLEN.  JR..  224-74-6897 
STEPHEN  L.  ALLEN.  187-93-5318 
ALEXAN-DER  A  ALLER.  536-86-3*68 
MICHAEL  J   ALLSHOCSE.  300-60-7563 
MARK  A.  ALTOBELLI.  083-64-23S2 
THOMAS  S   AMICK.  267-13-7470 
TRACY  A.  AMOS.  331-82-5047 
GREGORY  M  AN-DERS.  449-83-6552 
BRIAN  K  AN'DERSON.  565-53-6138 
CHRISTOPHER  P.  ANT>ERSON.  443-64-8711 
DAVID  J.  ANDERSON.  018-98-7746 
DOUGLAS  P.  ANT)ERSON.  471-«4-7153 
LYN-DON  S  ANDERSON.  265-35-2688 
MICHAEL  G.  AN'DERSON.  475-83-1453 
RICHARD  D  ANDERSON.  506-70-4296 
MICHAEL  £.  ANDRESS.  283-79-1977 
EMILY  B.  AN-DREW  043-18-7543 
WESLEY  R.  ANDRCES.  5S7-41-4386 
•JOHN  J   AN-DUAGAARIAS.  281-27-5966 
DAVID  W,  ANGLE.  510-70-7306 
JOHAN-N  J.  ANTLFINGER.  288-53-9663 
ANDREW  J   ANTON.  374-66-3072 
TIMOTHY  G   APEL.  263-25-9146 
DAVID  M.  APPEL.  066-10-4908 
JAMES  H  APPLEYARD.  JR..  143-66-9278 
•AN-DREW  L.  ARACE.  040-43-6715 
•LORENZO  C.  ARAGON.  560-25-9Ma 
LEE  J  ARCRAMBACLT.  3«*-«0-1010 
STUART  K.  ARCHER.  247-S-(739 
GARY  A  ARDES.  163-90-8844 
MARX  R  ARLINGHAUS.  486-17-6171 
•JEFFERY  W.  ARMANTROUT.  318-63-3349 
DENNIS  M.  ARMSTRONG.  963-29-2196 
TERRY  W.  ARMSTRONG.  543-83-3137 
•DEAN  M.  ARNDORFER.  475-76-6401 
KEITH  J   ARNEY.  304-78-8888 
SUZANNE  G  ARNOLD.  353-96-7942 
STEVEN  J.  ARQCnnTE.  106-90-8025 
MATTHEW  J  ARTH.  463-17-9330 
BLAIN-E  A.  ASATO.  675-03-0414 
DUSTIN  G.  ASHTON.  296-88-S144 
WILLIAM  J.  ASTORE.  aS9-9*-«913 
JOHN  H  ATTEBDRY.  346-93-1137 
JAMES  B.  AYERS.  946-06-7328 
SCOTT  D   AYERS.  3!S-«6-33>0 
CHRISTOPHER  B.  AYRES.  148-08-1706 


BLAN  R  AYYAR.  973-17-9976 
•LAN-ELL  J   BABB.  049-68-3590 
ADAM  C   BABCOCK.  223-SB-2049 
STEVEN  L  BABCOCK  532-84-8964 
RONALD  J   BABSKl,  JR  .  189-48-2734 
TYLER  J   BACH.  537-72-3214 
JONATHAN  E  BACHMAN.  571-72-3160 
STE\'ENE   BACHMAN-N.  527-11-0283 
DONALD  J   BACON  338-44-8241 
BERNARD  BADAMI.  113-58-0887 
DANIEL  S  V   BADER,  103-46-2115 
ROBERT  S   BAERST.  560-01-4257 
BRENT  G   BAILEY  254-31-0327 
CHRISTOPHER  J   BAIN.  389-83-9361 
WILLIAM  S   BAIR  266-37-9553 
•AN-DREW  B  BAKER  048-54-0292 
LONNY  P   BAKER,  235-13-7337 
ROBERT  K   BAKER.  096-63- 1972 
SCOTT  A   BAXER.  639-76-4729 
WESLEY  D   BAKER.  176-44-2413 
VINCXNT  R   BAKKE.  516-90-5139 
ROBERT  E  B.fMBERG   424-90-6214 
MARK  D   BAVCZAK   319-58-«n4 
JON  P   B.VVKS  501-90-8141 
ROBERT  E   B.\NKS  i:»-a6-:616 
ARTHUR  M   BANN-ER  246-98-3010 
EDWARD  L.  BARBOL-K  491-74-3841 
RANDOLPH  K  BARKER.  545-31-1198 
DONALD  J   BARN-ES.  436-37-0496 
GLEN-N  D  BARNES,  260-13-4488 
SHAWN  J   BARN-ES   118-60-4363 
JERRV  L  HARNETT.  JR    427-29-9102 
PATRICK  A   BARN-ETT   297-42-4906 
GLEN-N  R   B.\RNFi-   534-64-8993 
JAMES  M   BARON   149-18-8831 
HERBERT  B   BARR.  416-23-0613 
DIANNE  M   BARRETT.  398-48-8082 
•LES-TER  C   BARRETT  574-16-9681 
LARRY  D  BARTLETT.  431-25-8854 
MATTHEW  R  BARTLETT  211-48-6113 
JULES  A   BARTOW.  167-54-1912 
ROGER  W  BASL,  541-93-3349 
JEFFREY  S   BATEMAN,  539-76-0815 
LAWRENCE  J   BATES   112-46-1005 
JAMES  C  BATTE  267-79-0648 
ERIC  J   BATWAY.  385-74-2936 
KAREN  M   BAUGH.  571-51-9431 
CHARLES  R.  BAUMGARDKER.  245-25-1143 
JAY  A  BAUMGABTN-ER.  306-74-2631 
ALEX  L  BAYS.  378-74-037S 
KERRY  L.  BEAGHAN.  365-7»-«43e 
JAMES  R.  BEAMON.  317-74-1537 
WILUAM  D  BEATTY.  230-84-7993 
MARK  E  BEAUCHEMIN.  043-68-63r 
PHILLIP  J   BEAL-DOIN ,  383-86-8527 
ROBERT  D  BECKEL.  JR  ,  930-90-0759 
TISH  D.  BECKEL.  461-04-3633 
JOHN  A  BEEC7Y.  011-56-1848 
WILLIAM  RAY.  BEEN.  515-78-2168 
ERIC  A   BEEN-E.  2(7-88-8082 
•GREGORY  P  BEERS.  300-98-2192 
N1K0LAUS  W  BEHNER.  645-13-3201 
THOMAS  M   BEIRN-E.  127-56-1790 
ARTHUR  T  BEISN-ER  n.  534-M-7061 
BRIAN  C.  BELLACICXXI.  249-03-8633 
PAUL  J.  BELLAIRE.  JR  .  267-26-8517 
PETIK  L  BELMONTE.  357-43-C333 
HOWARD  D  BELOTE.  237-06-1106 
LISA  M.  BELUE.  3*3-86-186! 
CHRISTOPHER  J.  BENCE.  533-84-9024 
ROBERT  P.  BENDER.  JR  .  179-48-1130 
GARY  A.  BENTTZ.  4te-«3-1075 
GARLAND  J.  BENN-ETT.  JR..  486-17-0723 
RALPH  D  BENN-ETT.  963-04-3*98 
WALTER  R  BEN-N-ETT.  JR..  214-94-7488 
JAN-ET  BENT,  553-11-4728 
DEN-NIS  L  BENTLEY.  0a»-O-3996 
ROBIN  N.  BENTON.  504-78-8I97 
CHRISTOPHER  A,  BERES.  300-90-0278 
•CHRISTOPHER  J   BERGER.  146-66-8*96 
SCOTT  D  BERGER,  2SI-89-0699 
•JAMES  W  BERGSTBOM,  JR..  576-74-9629 
CRAIG  A.  BERLETTE.  494-76-43* 
WILLIAM  S  BERN-ER,  549-31-89(5 
TIMOTHY'  P  BERRY.  338  94  9646 
WARREN  D  BBtRY.  180-96-1835 
GREGORY  D  BEST.  9«B-<3-2498 
MICHAEL  R  BEST.  623-03-6123 
TOM  J   BIANCO.  596-19-3*93 
•MARX  D  BIBLER  917-83-8196 
GREGORY  W  BICE.  509-76-6394 
GEOFFREY'  B  BIEDERMANN.  336-63-83*5 
CHARLES  S.  BIEVER.  Ua-«-8a*2 
JEFFREY  B.  BIGELOW.  Z74-44-1817 
KEVIN  V,  BI<K:ERS.  236-86-1480 
ROBERT  T.  BIGLER.  387-7«-l*» 
NEIL  R.  BILLINGS.  560-83  8*37 
GARY  E   BIN-DER.  234-13-1748 
BRADFORD  LEE  BINGAMAN.  304-93-70*9 
RICHARD  S   BINGER.  156-56-0770 
DAVTD  P  BIROS.  I71-90-3669 
TIMOTHY  C  BISCHOFF.  S37-4B-8443 
DAVID  A.  BISHOP.  JR..  Wl-tt-tSSi 
GRANT  C  BISHOP.  960-39-9*43 
GREGORY  A.  BISHOP. 
MARK  G.  BISHOP. 
JOHN  W   BLACK.  ]S3-«a-8*r 
MICHAEL  B  BLACK.  S7«-«t-a86 
NORMAN  S  BLACK.  933-84-7213 
BREN-DA  J.  BLACKMAN.  43»-31-8a3 
•KEVIN  M.  BLANCKARD.  ia*-15-33» 
JODY  L.  BLANCHFIELD.  9a*-37-«7* 
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DEAN  R.  BLJiSKESBOCER.  ne-M-3S13 
BRIAN  S.  BLANKENSHIP.  379-SO-S314 
CLITTON  D.  BLANKS,  569-3T-3608 
OOCCLAS  E.  BLAUSER.  «T-»-5167 
LAWRENCE  K.  BLAVOS.  23S-(0-3S33 
STEPHEN  M.  BUZZARD.  237-J7-3157 
fVTER  C.  BLOCK.  'WO  tO  IffTi 
MARK  A.  BLUME.  B1-(S-1»1 
MARTIN  G.  BOBAK.  116-52-9333 
J<»N  D.  BOBBITT.  211-9CM(H8 
LEE  W.  BODENHAUSEN.  SOO-n-S3S3 
JOSEPH  BOLTERSDORF.  174-«-1364 
CRAIG  A  BOND.  S24-»4-^333 
ALLEN  N.  BOOHER.  SC3-02-7183 
GUY  R.  BOOTH.  4a-C}-lKI 
JAMES  E.  BOOTH.  04M8-«I7 
DAVID  E  BOSSERT.  «l-80-9798 
•GERALD  J.  BOTH.  396-«-S(W: 
JAMES  E.  BOWE.  ST0-3T-e870 
FREDRICK  S.  BOWER.  385-71-0348 
JOHN  C.  BOWLING.  287-57-0390 
CHRISTINE  A.  BOWMAN.  372-84-1270 
KATHLEEN  E.  BOWMAN.  4C1-04-8SS7 
KIT  Q.  BOTD.  4n-3^-M16 
TODD  A.  BOYD.  i3»-17-3S61 
VICXI  M.  BOYD.  488-8S-114S 
LARRY  A  BRADBURY.  M4-84-2901 
ALAN  E.  BRADY.  MB-03-9013 
STEPHAN  P.  BRADY.  454-98-4933 
MICHAEL  D.  BRAMHAI.I.,  5I4-«2-0431 
BRIAN  S.  BRAMDNER.  531-78-3232 
CAROL  E.  BRANDT.  253-94-7610 
JAMES  R.  BRANDT.  274-7a'IS«3 
WILLIAM  C.  BRANDT.  465-41-7025 
WALTER  BRECEVIC.  151-64-7143 
JEAN  J.  BRENNAN.  S0»-72-7a33 
BETH  P.  BRET8CHER.  311-68-8425 
CORTNEY  S.  BREWERTON.  456-45-8352 
CLAY  W.  BREZNIK.  282-71-9085 
JACK  L.  BRIGCS.  n.  573-94-1482 
RICHARD  W.  BRIGGS.  573-94-1482 
MICHAEL  P.  BRIGNOLA.  163-60-7426 
EDWARD  E.  BRIMNER.  283-^-«536 
•JOHN  J.  BRISLAN.  263-27-8796 
DWIGBT  C.  BRISSEY.  566-29-5435 
RODNEY  K.  BRITTENHAM.  505-94-7325 
•NICHOLAS  A.  BROCOOU.  090-56-2321 
JEFFREY  A.  BROCK.  523-81-2406 
ABTHCR  R.  BROCKMAN.  494-64-3789 
BRAD  T.  BBOEMMEL.  M(M3-9462 
CHERYL  P.  BROOKS.  040-63-6906 
TODD  M.  BROSZ.  48»-8»-133S 
CHARLES  P.  BROTHSIS.  JR..  543-70-0648 
BARRETT  P.  BROUSSARD.  437-35-9839 
ALLOi  R.  BROWN.  235-15-9538 
DAVID  A.  BROWN.  4B4-76-ge71 
DAVID  W.  BROWN.  33S-40-4113 
GARY  W.  BROWN.  2Z7-7»-3653 
GLENN  E.  BROWN.  513-76-7551 
JAMES  P.  BROWN.  U1-48-2S12 
MICHAEL  A.  BROWN.  06»-5«-6a29 
THOMAS  J.  BROWNING.  223-»l-7ae4 
KAREN  L.  BRUCE.  387~5^4538 
ROBERT  A.  BRUCE.  444-7»^7D0 
STEVEN  P.  BRUNTS.  549-19-2798 
JOSEPH  R.  BRYAN.  401-91-0868 
GLENN  W.  BUCHFZLLER.  U6-4»-7841 
BRADLEY  E.  BUCK.  345-60-M36 
WILUAM  J.  BUECHEL.  3S7-6D-8D3Z 
BRIAN  BUELL.  14»^6-«46 
JOBS  M.  BUXOWDtSKI.  03S-36-1295 
DOUGLAS  L.  BULLOCK.  283-66-9409 
MATTHEW  J.  BUNDY.  528-90-1174 
PETBl  D.  BURGESS.  535-72-9222 
CHRISTOPHER  J.  BURKE.  342-54-1392 
DAVID  K.  BURKE.  M5-08-9467 
KENT  T.  BCRXRARDT.  519-56-9725 
ANGELA  C.  BURNS.  291-72-3578 
BRIAN  K  BURNS.  184-56-9023 
DOUGLAS  H.  BURNS.  554-47-8742 
KELLY  D.  BURNS.  483-76-6838 
•PAUL  J.  BCRRELL.  535-4)6-3036 
KRIS  A.  BURROWS.  293-48-0333 
•PATRICK  J.  BUSH.  S3IV«-74Ge 
ROBBtT  F.  BUSSLAN.  261-89-6224 
TBOBIAS  A  BUSSIERE.  QOB-56-2613 
LAWRENCE  M.  BUTKUS.  334-40-8672 
CHARLES  T.  BUTLER.  299-15-8709 
DAVID  W  BUTLER.  233-15-8791 
PATRICK  F.  BUTLER.  IS3-54-9820 
ROBBtT  J.  BUTLER.  2»4-9«-4703 
STEPHEN  D.  BUTLER.  533-04-4671 
ANTHONY  M.  BUTTERS.  007-52-3209 
ANDREW  L.  BUTTS.  2»I-«4-1276 
FORREST  F.  BUTTS  m.  423-04-6088 
STUART  L.  BUTTS.  SB7-23-0M1 
BRADLEY  G.  BUTZ.  00»«-9U4 
JAMES  H.  BYERS.  a»-44-2)90 
ROBERT  L.  BYRO.  264-19-5458 
THOMAS  A.  BYRGE.  JR..  427-15-6576 
GREGORY  M.  CAIN.  907-68-8922 
WILUAM  F.  CAIN.  JR..  331-52-3521 
DAVID  K.  CALOER.  433-37-5768 
MICHAEL  G.  CALDWELL.  416-80-7406 
JAMES  R.  CALKINS.  521-94-6019 
KEVIN  P  CALLAHAN.  331-58-6343 
JUAN  A.  CA31ACH0.  JR..  128-48-6372 
HARRIET  D.  CAMEJO.  423-06-6441 
PETSt  P.  CAMTT.  988-64-8631 
CAGE  B.  CAMP.  044-80-2976 
MICHAEL  A.  CANINO.  570-33-9489 
MICHAEL  A.  CANNA.  087-62-8554 


JOSEPH  C.  CANNIZZO.  348-52-5565 
CHARLES  G.  CAPPS.  262-37-2744 
SEAN  K.  CAREY.  475-88-7802 
JOEL  C.  CARLSON.  388-82-1229 
DENNIS  L.  CARR.  233-70-8568 
MICHAEL  J.  CARR.  173-56-6638 
KEITH  B.  CARRAGHAN.  18»-4S-9718 
ANTHONY  J.  CARRELLi  157-44-7701 
JOHN  L.  CARROLL.  557-37-7702 
JEFFREY  A.  CARROTHERS.  384-68-9S56 
BRENT  CARTAGENA.  506-94-8013 
CURTIS  R.  CARTER.  401-11-5204 
GREGORY  WARREN  CARTER.  299-72-5719 
JOHN  F  CARTER.  494-62-9928 
PAUL  L.  CARTER,  ni.  523-86-1696 
NICHOLAS  R.  C.\RTER.  246-»*-0200 
RICKEY  L.  CARTER.  279-70-6628 
RICKY  W.  CARVER.  524-08-3512 
LYLE  W.  CARY.  494-80-9669 
LOUIS  A.  CASALE.  044-60-3048 
THOMAS  .M.  CASE\-.  199-46-7291 
GERARD  A.  CASTELLJ.  298-64-6648 
DAVID  A.  CASTILLO.  450-15-2436 
PETER  H.  CASTOR.  261-65-1764 
JOSEPH  E.  CASTRO.  494-64-10T7 
CHARLES  E.  CATOE.  269-70-2541 
MARK  D.  CAUDLE.  246-11-6963 
JOSE  E.  CAUSSADE.  220-78-0969 
FRANK  M.  CAVUOTI.  OSl-64-2204 
JACK  J.  CEUE.  316-82-3269 
WILLIAM  A.  CENTER.  282-13-1672 
ANDREW  J.  CERNICKY.  209-46-9486 
ANTHONY  J.  CERVlSTi'.  JR  .  231-13-2866 
NORMAN  J.  CHAI.  575-90-8131 
JAMES  J.  CHAMBERS.  JR..  427-03-2540 
JOHN  T.  CHANDLER.  249-15-3014 
KENNETH  A.  CHANIN.  412-98-5330 
SPENCER  R.  CHAPM.AN.  341-44-2421 
STEPHEN  W.  CHAPPEL.  228-13-0986 
STEVEN  R.  CHARBONNEAU.  019-48-1729 
CHRISTOPHER  W   CHARLES.  146-46-7531 
JACgL-EUNE  N  CHARSAGUA.  464-27-16U 
CLEOPHUS  D  CHATMAN.  567-35-9515 
GARY  D.  CHESLEY.  482-90-8246 
•FRANK  S.  CHIMENTO,  054-5O-36I8 
MICHAEL  L.  CHING.  576-52-0758 
DARWIN  J.  CHIVERS.  138-56-7761 
DALE  R.  CHRISTENSEN.  217-54-3564 
DELBERT  G.  CHRISTMAN.  501-90-9240 
STEVEN  R.  CHRISTY.  331-60-5942 
ALLAN  J  CHROMY.  470-84-8647 
•MARK  D.  CIARLONE.  184-44-7761 
BRENT  A.  aCCHETTO.  547-31-6272 
ROBERT  D.  CLAMPrrr.  447-72-8021 
CHARLES  K.  CLARK.  534-93-8645 
DAN  L.  CLARK.  463-11-9879 
DOUGLAS  L.  CLARK.  403-98-5078 
JAMES  S.  CLARK.  180-46-3510 
RICHARD  M.  CLARK.  224-15-5701 
ANDREW  L.  M.  CLARKE.  184-54-7894 
JOHN  B.  CLARKE.  157-60-3444 
CHRISTOPHER  L.  CLAUNCH.  231-06-7195 
DAVID  R.  CLAXTON,  322-48-8873 
BRUCE  A.  CLAYPOOL.  301-62-4689 
MAX  A  CLAYTON.  JR..  260-33-2503 
THOMAS  R.  CLAYTON.  173-43-9©49 
KAREN  A.  CLEARY.  295-64-9670 
•ROBERT  M.  CLEARY.  280-48-3688 
CHEVALIER  P.  CLEAVES.  435-33-4932 
DANIEL  P  CLEPPER.  215-93-8885 
MARK  L.  CLIFFORD.  213-78-7749 
JOHN  D  CLINE.  2T7-60-3801 
KENNETH  L.  CLINE.  246-04-3688 
MICHAEL  W.  CLOSE.  284-73-5411 
ALAN  J.  CLOSSON.  307-50-6148 
PATRICIA  R.  CLOUD.  418-98-1555 
FREDERICK  A.  CLUTZ.  460-25-1473 
DAVID  W.  COCHRAN.  476-73-6340 
STEVEN  A.  COFFIN.  574-50-4831 
•JOHN  T.  COFFINDAFFER.  234-74-1726 
BRYAN  J.  COFFMAN.  533-74-6453 
KEVIN  J   COLE.  533-82-0511 
THOMAS  M.  COLE.  413-21-4695 
ROBERT  A.  COLELLA.  032-54-7106 
RONALD  A  COLEMAN.  57»-66-6869 
STANLEY  J.  COLGATE.  526-33-3212 
CYNTHIA  B.  COLIN,  244-15-0715 
JOHN  C.  COLOMBO.  533-76-9112 
JOSE  E.  COLON.  583-96-1407 
DALE  K   COLTER.  252-29-4681 
RONALD  C,  COMEAC.  003-50-1872 
•JAMES  L  COMFORT.  413-25-4287 
DONALD  J  COMI.  521-21-1640 
PAUL  M.  COMMEAU.  007-56-7364 
THOMAS  W.  CONNELLY.  13^88-6130 
MICHAEL  P.  CONNOLLY.  522-06-1293 
WILLIAM  D.  CON-NORS,  329-50-T718 
WILFRED  B.  CONSOL.  55I-39-1468 
GERALD  L.  CONSTABLE.  238-90-3512 
THOMAS  P  CONSTANT.  002-52-7473 
DAVID  R.  CONTRERAS.  526-63-7315 
CREIGHTON  W.  COOK.  JR..  575-74-1306 
JAMES  L.  COOK.  521-86-862° 
WILLIAM  S.  COOKE.  242-21-0537 
MICHAEL  A.  COOMBES.  508-91-7283 
CHRISTOPHER  M   COOMBS.  576-50-4725 
DAVID  B  COOMER.  110-90-3731 
MARCUS  F  COOPER  UI.  440-18-6682 
MARK  A   COOTER.  411-96-2491 
SHAL-N  P.  COPELIN.  441-73-«134 
CRAIG  R.  CORBY.  415-15-7219 
CHARLES  P  CORLEY.  774-66-4364 


DONALD  M.  CORLEY.  418-68-8961 
•LOUIS  J.  CORNAY.  JR..  437-29-3007 
RICKY  J.  CORNELIO.  006-56-7099 
TIMOTHY  R.  CORNELL,  384  81  1668 
LUIS  A.  CORTES,  263-71-5578 
JAY  A.  COSSENTINE.  412-27-3000 
WILUAM  J.  COSTLOW.  043-10-2257 
JOHN  A.  COTE.  587-74-7589 
DANIEL  D.  COTTON.  523-03-9862 
CHRISTOPHER  D.  COTTS.  224-19-9107 
JAMES  D.  COUCH.  213-88-5194 
JOHN  P.  COULTER.  291-64-3888 
•PETER  J.  COLTITNEY.  084-60-7723 
BARRY  J.  COUSLER.  246-08-8680 
BRIAN  D.  COX.  413-19-7479 
CHARLES  D.  COX.  436-11-7884 
CARY  L.  COX.  281-54-7016 
SAMUEL  E,  COX.  527-33-1785 
•DOUGLAS  M.  CRABB.  200-50-2213 
MICHAEL  K.  CRAMER.  543-86-1445 
ROBERT  J.  CRAVEN.  284-66-9149 
ROBERT  A.  CREEDON.  546-55-3080 
RODERICK  L.  CRECIER.  326-53-8024 
STEVEN  E.  CREWS.  225-84-7996 
MICHAEL  J.  CRISON.  379-86-0123 
•CARL  E.  CROFT.  458-21-0537 
KENNETH  A,  CROSBY.  567-78-6921 
CLINTON  E.  CROSIER.  480-96-8262 
SEAN  M   CROTT^-.  057-62-0163 
GEORGE  R.  CROUSE.  385-76-1106 
JOHN  S  CROWN.  214-68-8923 
RAYMOND  E.  CROWNHART.  390-52-4422 
YELUXA  Z.  CRUZ.  020-52-0047 
THOMAS  B.  CUCCm.  263-77-9306 
•JANENE  V.  CULLEN.  213-88-8077 
ROBERT  L.  CUMMINGS.  JR..  303-76-5912 
ANN  CUNNINGHAM.  424-64-4749 
HAROLD  J.  CUNDJGHAM.  JR..  071-54-7424 
•JOHN  C.  CUNNINGHAM.  344-58-6269 
KYLE  P.  CUNNINGHAM.  555-49-8612 
THOMAS  F.  CURRAN.  JR..  535-68-0829 
TOM  P.  CURRJE.  JR..  524-84-7361 
A.NDRE  K.  CURRY.  337-56-1178 
DAN-N-Y  R.  CURTIS.  485-74-1799 
ROBERT  L.  CURTIS.  111-82-1254 
JAMES  R  CV ANGARA  519-63-0880 
MARGARET  J    CZAPIEWSKL  188-50-9468 
THERESA  A.  DALY.  471-84-8151 
•JAMES  C.  DAMOL'R.  309-68-4534 
ASBURY  J.  DANQX.  413-08-4343 
ALVIN  E.  DANIELS.  248-11-2365 
•DARREN  R.  DANIELS.  520-82-7355 
ROBERT  G.  DANTONIO.  223-74-3893 
JOHN  L.  DARGAN.  524-11-1895 
BBWARD  P.  DAVEY.  323-53-2284 
STEPHEN  R.  DAVIDSON.  219-50-9361 
ALAN  D.  DAVIS.  233-88-9172 
DARRELL  E.  DAVIS.  903-90-2002 
SCOTT  J.  DAVIS.  217-76-0827 
WESLEY  C.  DAVIS.  406-78-6912 
GEORGE  E.  DAY.  JR..  526-21-4398 
THOMAS  H.  DEALE.  217-60-5363 
CRYSTAL  Y.  DBAS.  264-89-7518 
VINCENT  G.  DEBONO.  JR..  132-53-0360 
ANTHONY  K.  DECKARD.  498-68-29S0 
LYLE  K.  DECKER.  498-58-1413 
BUDDY  E.  DEES.  JR..  528-11-7485 
PATRICIA  W.J.  DEES.  575-68-0761 
THEODORE  T.  DEGCZMAN.  563-53-1261 
DOUGLAS  W.  DEHART.  359-63-8236 
JEFFERY  K.  DEITERS.  348-53-7379 
WILLIAM  P.  DELANEY.  561-45-3168 
CORDELL  A  DELAPENA.  JR..  235-92-9348 
JOSEPH  M.  DELGRANDE.  544-93-0760 
SEBASTLANO  DEUSO.  220-83-69S7 
DEVIN  J.  DELLAROSE.  453-15-2725 
HUGH  C  DELONG.  191-48-2546 
MARK  E.  DELUCA.  155-62-3711 
RICHARD  C.  DEMARS.  521-02-3550 
STEPHEN  R.  DEMERS.  013-56-5690 
DANIEL  L.  DEMOTT.  520-70-4943 
MICHAEL  H.  DEMOULLY.  266-81-4266 
ROBERT  H.  DEMPSEY  U.  537-73-8711 
STEPHEN  T.  DENKER.  337-98-8246 
SCOTT  L.  DENNIS.  374-76-8071 
LEE  K.  DEPALO.  243-23-5308 
WILLIAM  J  DEROUCHEY.  504-834450 
DONALD  T.R.  DERRY.  008-46-3492 
BRUCE  T.  DESAUTELS.  173-58-4219 
CHRISTOPHER  A.  DESIMONE.  044-58-2971 
SAMUEL  F.  DETRICK.  301-63-5377 
MARK  W.  DEVANE.  239-31-1702 
DAVID  S.  DEVOL.  098-5O-93S7 
JOHN  A.  DEWTTT  n.  566-88-9585 
JOSEPH  E.  DIANA.  260-06-5842 
MICHAEL  R.  DICKEY.  473-86-7524 
PAMELA  D.  DICKEY.  263-06-1327 
•MARC  DICOCCO.  139-64-5026 
CHARLES  J.  OIERKES.  JR..  366-73-0468 
•STEPHEN  A.  DIFONZO.  163-48-1244 
DANIEL  J.  DILWORTH.  383-68-6117 
DAVID  J.  DINTAMAN.  274-50-6969 
GREGORY  E.  DITZLER.  203-50-3613 
JERRY  B.  DOBBINS.  464-15-1716 
LAL-RENCE  A.  DOBROT.  380-72-7551 
JOHN  D.  DOHERTY.  493-11-7105 
JOHN  J.  DOHERTY.  100-63-1495 
KRISTEN  J.  DOLAN.  523-96-1903 
DAVID  A.  DOLUSON.  546-90-2340 
RAMONA  L.  DOLSON.  420-84-3382 
ROBERT  A.  DOMINCUEZ.  135-56-1561 
CHRISTINE  M.  DON.  038-14-7905 
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THOMAS  J.  DONALDS.  047-60-9199 

EDWIN  F.  DONALDSON  m.  197-58-0263 

STEVEN  G.  DONATUCCI.  229-04-2174 

DAVID  L.  DONLEY.  JR..  343-54-4426 

BRIAN  P.  DONNELLY.  019-33-1616 

BARBARA  H.  DONOVA-N.  353-50-5020 

STEVE  DONOVAN.  524-98-2531 

ROBERT  C.  DOOLEY.  144-40-8401 

RODERICK  E.  DORSEY.  JR..  376-80-2684 

M.ARK  E.  DOTSON.  549-08-2301 

RAE  ANNE  DOTTER.  193-50-0645 

ETHEL  P.  DOTTS.  084-12-1776 

DEBRA  J.  DOUCETTE.  171-82-2170 

BRIAN  K.  DOUGHERTi-.  199-58-3665 

JOSEPH  T,  DOUGHERTJ-   535-64-8980 

DWAYNE  E.  DOV-ER.  259-21-4636 

MARIA  J.  DOWLING.  086-62-6703 

JACK  R.  DOWNEY.  233-86-7260 

STEVEN  R,  DRAGO.  048-62-1946 

BEVERLY  J.  DRAKE.  113-50-0608 

JEFFREY  M   DRAKE.  330-54-8789 

JERRY  A.  DL"BOSE  424-78-3201 

STEVEN  A  DCBRON.  568-37-8104 

COLTITNEY  ANNE  DUCHARME.  216-74-2781 

RICHARD  L  DUCKWORTH.  493-80-8089 

•ALFRED  U.  DUENAS.  586-73-2949 

RALPH  W.  DCESTElmOEFT.  540-74-8251 

VALENTINE  J.  DUGIE.  527-23-5927 

ROBERT  J.  DLTCAT.  081-58-6286 

ANTHONY  D.  DUNBAR.  26fr-55-1762 

ARTHim  N.  DUNN,  230-08-5599 

BRIAN  C.  DUNN,  354-54-3876 

CHARLES  A.  DUNN  n.  463-21-3390 

EUZABETH  C  DUNN.  524-62-0821 

SCOTT  L.  DUNN.  206-H-3449 

TROY  R  DUNN.  099-50-2297 

CLIFFORD  R.  DUNNING.  JR..  224-15-9114 

JOHN  H  DYCK.  510-76-r09 

STEVEN  C.  DYE,  252-31-7459 

•RAYMOND  R.  DYESS,  427-17-3909 

CRAIG  S,  DYSON.  213-90-5285 

DAVID  J.  DZARAN.  l(B-50-2797 

GARY  J.  DZL-BILO.  011-48-7076 

CHARLES  W  EASTMAN,  215-66-1235 

•CHRIS  A.  EATON,  0434-56-9742 

KATHLEEN  N  ECHIVERRI,  572-35-0445 

MICHAEL  K   EDGAR,  063-50-2323 

TROY  A  EDGELL.  568-37-0386 

DONALD  R.  EDSALL.  JR..  524-06-4875 

JOND,  EDWARDS.  386-64-6977 

KEITH  A.  EDWARDS.  240-15-9586 

KENNETH  A.  EDWARDS,  216-73-1467 

MARTIN  L.  EDWARDS.  563-r-8379 

ROBERT  P.  EGAN.  903-78-2837 

STEPHEN  J.  EICHENBRENNER.  223-74-2504 

DANIEL  L.  EICKMEIER.  286-53-1103 

DARREN  J,  ELDRHWE,  434-02-7366 

MARK  A.  ELGERT,  040-51-5697 

STEPHEN  M.  ELUOTT.  471-84-3578 

CURTIS  D.  ELUS.  241-92-7689 

DAVID  F.  ELUS.  263-71-4881 

LAURENCE  E.  ELUS.  453-27-0908 

PETER  S.R  ELLIS.  014-43-8594 

JAMES  H.  ELLS.  585-38-1080 

DANIEL  J   ELMORE.  373-83-1939 

LEON  E.  ELSARELU.  225-96-9456 

WILUAM  J.  EMERSON.  269-63-0810 

GEORGE  A   EMIUO.  075-54-9812 

CHRISTOPHER  T  EMMERT,  401-96-4506 

WILLIAM  L.  ENGELSON  JR..  228-02-611B 

ARNEL  B.  ENRIQUEZ.  669-43-5790 

BRUCE  A.  ENSOR.  533-51-8323 

SCOTT  B.  ERICKSON.  534-64-5179 

LOYE  M   ESCHENBURG.  516-86-0808 

GRETA  M.  ESPEAIGNNETTE.  006-68-0838 

ROBERT  F.  ESPEJO,  534-80-5257 

MICHAEL  J,  ESTES.  302-48-5265 

DANIEL  S.  EUCKER.  200-46-M97 

MICHAEL  E.  EVANS.  288-73-9335 

MTiTlA  L,  EVANSMANYWEATHER,  434-29-1485 

JLTJE  BURNS  EVERSOLE,  437-94-2072 

ROYCE  E  EVES.  528-06-6425 

MARK  S  EWART.  216-58-9499 

JAMES  A   FABER.  037-13-5086 

KAROLEN  KAY  FAHRNI.  576-08-5885 

ELUOT  T.  FAIR  HI.  292-68-7193 

JAMES  E.  FAIRCHILD.  247-11-1288 

MARK  R.  FAIRCHILD.  455-19-0561 

MARK  B   FALKE.  268-73-0845 

JON  D  FANNING.  081-60-6501 

HAROLD  H.  FANSLER.  189-56-2591 

JEFFREY  L.  FANTO.  216-73-6574 

LOREN  L  FAULKNHAM.  100-48-8433 

FRANaS  J.  FAUPEL.  223-53-1576 

DAVID  C.  FEDORS.  587-04-7002 

MARK  L  FEINGOLD.  153-16-0718 

CHRISTOPHER  B,  FELT,  007-62-7753 

ROLAND  D  FENTON.  JR..  166-16-3624 

GLENN  A.  FERGUSON,  303-58-5389 

TIMOTHY  G.  FERNER.  209-58-1678 

SYLVIA  E.D.  FERRY.  221-50-9957 

THOMAS  W.  FESSENDEN.  104-50-5461 

EDWARD  A  FIENGA.  13&-66-«3a2 

SUZANNE  FIUON.  265-55-9067 

TIMOTHY  J,  FINNEGAN,  341-64-7772 

GREG  A,  FINNEY,  222-64-3482 

•EDWARD  E,  FIRNBERG.  437-21-7480 

MARK  E.  FISCHER.  561-84-6668 

RAYMOND  C.  nSCHER.  083-50-6569 

SCOTT  A.  FISCHER.  296-13-0670 

RICHARD  N.  FISH.  004-90-1478 

JOHN  E.  FISHER.  498-58-3258 


ANNE  F.  FITCH.  343-56-6194 
THOMAS  A.  FITCH.  300-88-1753 
•JAY  S   FITZGERALD.  047-66-2303 
•MICHAEL  J    FLERI.  267-6S-8n6 
JEFFREY  D   FLETCHER.  527-29-6433 
KELLY  E-  FLETCHER,  50^*l-0«26 
GARY  D.  FLINCHBAUGH.  164-16-2823 
PHILIP  J.  FLUKR.  223-17-1296 
•CHARLES  P.  FLYNN.  476-74-8339 
DOUGLAS  J.  FOGLE.  467-17-0721 
JAMES  C,  FOGLE.  298-74-3903 
ROGER  B  FOGLEMAN.  238-78-3226 
JAMES  A.  FOLEY.  350-82-2270 
JAMES  M   FOLEY.  179-56-7372 
SAMMY  J.  FONG.  415-98-6020 
DONALD  B  FORRER.  220-66-3621 
RICHARD  A.  FORSTER,  253-33-5718 
MICHAEL  E,  FORTNFi'.  297-68-9592 
JOHN  D.  FORZATO.  162-58-6883 
D.^VID  I,  FOSTER.  187-58-0864 
MICHAEL  W.  FOSTER.  432-31-4675 
MORRIS  K.  FOSTER.  308-70-7098 
KEVIN  L.  FOX.  329-16-7476 
SEAN  M.  FOX.  351-60-6046 
ALFIO  F.  FKAGALA.  015-96-9800 
WILUAM  W.  FRANaS.  266-9A-9163 
GABRIEL  S   FRANCO.  562-25-7368 
•CARMEN  V   FRAZIER.  283-02-7260 
KRISTIN  M.  FRAZIER.  247-41-9511 
ANTHONY  R  FREDERICK.  523-96-2954 
TERI  L.  FREDERICK.  560-37-0376 
DAVID  EUGENE  FREEMAN.  248-39-0214 
LAWRENCE  W.  FRIEND.  214-64-9521 
GREGORY  T  FRIGAULT.  048-62-3537 
KEVIN  R  FRISBIE.  326-54-5629 
MICHAEL  L   FRY  514-54-1532 
DAVID  B.  FRYE,  465-06-2697 
ALGENE  FRYER,  266-59-9057 
CHRISTIAN  G   FLTsTC,  245-15-9178 
•HOLLAND  J.GAGNON,  263-21-7795 
•MICHAEL  J.  G.AINES.  500-82-8382 
STEPHEN  O.  GAINES  U.  074-38-3282 
JAMES  C.  GAINEY.  JR.   496-15-6810 
TIMOTHY  J   GATTHER,  521-19-2868 
SHERRI  S,  GALANTE,  332-66-2389 
LELLO  GALASSI.  558-06-5754 
ROBERT  J.  GALBERG,  013-40-5777 
PHILLIP  GALES.  577-84-8284 
BRYAN  J.  GALLAGHER.  543-64-7897 
FRANK  P.  GALLAGHER.  527-55-3743 
ROBERT  G.  GALLASCH,  087-58-9821 
KURT  J,  GALLEGOS,  528-11-2082 
TODD  A,  GANGER,  412-86-3933 
JEFFREY  S,  GARDNER.  286-75-0447 
•JOHN  W.  GARDNER.  287-37-5174 
•LESTER  L.  GARDNER.  JK.  214-9«-e3;5 
KYLE  E.  GARLAND,  577-88-9049 
MARK  E  GARNER.  230-74-1125 
•LESLIE  A  GARRETT.  44»4B-8229 
MICHAEL  K.  GARRITY.  987-11-0119 
TODD  A.  GASWICK.  903-58-8999 
•JUAN  A.  GAUD.  583-75-0023 
•ROGER  T.  GAUHIT.  600-73-7480 
GARY  L  GALTTIEAU.  008-13-2991 
IN-GE  GEDO.  085-56-8952 
MARK  E  GEHRS.  531-83-9091 
RICHARD  A.  GENTSCH.  179-50-OOTT 
RICHARD  B.  GERTZ.  ro>-71-08S2 
JEFFREY  I.  GETTLE.  171-54-8456 
JAMES  F  GEURTS.  173-83-5887 
RANDALL  W.  GIBB,  392-34-5521 
ORLANDO  G.  GIBBONS.  114-14-6477 
BRUCE  A  GIBSON.  026-53-8144 
JOHN  A.  GIBSON  TV.  049-40-8376 
ROBERT  L.  GIDDINGS.  473-84-73« 
BRUCE  E.  GIESIGE.  288-66-0231 
BILLY  J.  Gn.n.I.AND.  2S7-15-0477 
MARY  K.  GILLMAN.  160-68-8789 
JOHN  E.  GILMOUR.  136-83-3291 
M.ARTIN  T.  GMBUS.  207-60-5630 
RICHARD  T  GINDHART.  JR  ,  049-86-3786 
JZFFRETc-  L  GINGRAS,  102-60-1002 
DOUGLAS  S  GLEISNER.  771-53-4398 
JOHN  R.  CLOCK.  220-74-7193 
THOMAS  W.  GOFFUS.  l99-16-48r 
JOHN  F.  GOGAN.  JR..  085-56-9826 
DERRILL  T  GOLDIZEN.  224-08-4722 
KATHLEEN  M.  GOMRICK.  173-52-3816 
RICHARD  A  GONZALUDO.  598-73-9810 
MARK  W  GOOCK  250-08-8321 
JUSTINE  N,  GOOD.  579-03-5803 
DA\1D  M.  GOODE  HI,  OSJ-56-8226 
CARL  C,  GOODISON,  046-83-8228 
WAYNE  A.  GOODLIN.  127-43-9287 
•GAYLE  L.  GOODMAN.  324-54-5301 
MICHAEL  S.  GOODWIN.  253-15-7319 
RETT)  M.  GOODWYN.  113-13-7931 
•MARC  W.  GOOLD.  156-58-1779 
TIMOTHY  D.  OOOLEY.  103-82-5057 
JOSEPH  E  GOOTEE.  421-34-1424 
DEAN  C.  GORDON.  JR..  521-13-1359 
ERIC  L.  GORDON.  221-13-2286 
JOSEPH  C.  GORNEY,  381-84-5610 
JEFFREY  R.  GOSE.  573-19-0967 
MICHAEL  A.  GOYETTE.  133-13-7086 
•WILUAM  J.  GRABOWSKI.  296-41-3721 
•VAUGHN  K.  GRACE.  010-80-8491 
RODNEY  L.  GRADY.  357-53-7539 
BARRY  S.  GRAHAM.  262-51-4446 
JOHN  K.  GRAHAM.  061-46-3842 
•CARL  S.  GRAMUCK.  290-74-0140 
JAMES  F.  GRANT,  JR..  417-83-0086 


STANLFS-  E  GRANT.  261-86-8872 

MARTIN  E  GRANUM.  540-92-7401 

JOSEPH  J.  GRAVANTE,  JR  .  198-50-2385 

LAWRENCE  C  GRAY  U.  386-52-0718 

RUTH  E  GRAYSON,  57;-«l-3363 

DEREK  P  GREEN,  046-58  1989 

•GARRY  M   GREEN,  547-85-9206 

JAMES  R  GREEN,  283-98-2388 

ROBERT  T  GREEN  457-31-7391 

TIMOTHTi"  S  GREEN,  466-13-2100 

SCOTT  B  GREENE  498-52-9170 

J.AMES  L  GREGOIRE.  516-92-2952 

STEVp;  K  GRECORCYK,  456-80-3472 

PETER  W  GRETSCH,  089-56-3973 

CTiTmnA  J.  GKEY.  204-50-2815 

•JOSEPH  N  GRIFFIN   246-21-8098 

•ROBERT  G  GRIFFIN,  516-23-2559 

PAUL  A  GRIFFrrH   JR    281-71-6603 

DA\1D  J   GRIMWOOD  176-70-2615 

MATTHEW  P  GROOVER.  116-96-3817 

•DA%TD  E  GROSS,  569-r-0731 

MICHAEL  L  GROSS   539-73-0381 

MAURICE  G  GROSSO  091-52-7772 

MATTHEW  J  GROUX  Oll-SO-3980 

KEVIN  8  GROVE  141-62-1010 

MATTHEW  D  CRUNER,  561-57-2234 

ALLEN  B  GRL-NIN,  573-13-8268 

STEVEN  .V   GRUPENHAGI3J.  573-r-CSei 

DAVID  A  GLTDER.  578-86-0803 

BRET  S  GUINN.  266-63-1725 

THOMAS  A  GLTNN  479-83-8717 

JAMES  C  OVKS.  668-39-7987 

ERIC  G  GUNZELMAN  213-48-8377 

MICHAEL  E  GLT  023-52-0123 

CALVIN  L  CUYER.  JR  ,  506-96-8070 

JAMES  GUZZ\»XLL,  575-90-8891 

RYAN  K   HAAIAND  475-73-5103 

RENEEM   HAAS,  405-94-9382 

RICHARD  S.  HAAS   135-86-5728 

DOUGLAS  A,  HABERMAN,  281-46-2833 

ROBERT  D  HACKETT  m.  299-72-6760 

JEFFREY  L  HACKMA.N.  27S-6O-2280 

WADE  E.  HADER,  532-74-3975 

LANCE  C   HAFELI,  349-58-7914 

JOHN  W   HAGEN,  523-a3-985« 

DANIEL  E  HAGMAIER,  239-68-8017 

DA\1DG   HAGSTROM   165-16-7S77 

TAMMY  M   HAIGHT.  191-52-873! 

MICHAEL  F  HAKE,  390-73-7090 

CRAIG  W.  HALL,  671-31-7162 

DONALD  S.  HALL.  303-56-1132 

JAMES  R  HALL.  521-23-1791 

KURT  D,  HAU-,  775-73-1842 

JOHN  K  HALUSEi".  183-13-8202 

MARK  C   H.ALUSEY,  049-68-5123 

JAMES  R.  HAM.  460-43-8318 

•MICHAEL  J   HAMILL.  587-37-8487 

JAMES  E  HAMMETT.  JR..  255-17-18M 

JOHN  L   HAMPTON.  463-80-7327 

STANLEY  R  HANCOCK.  481-83-8387 

RICHARD  A.  HAND.  413-83-7722 

GARY  R.  HANDLEY.  533-73-8380 

WILUAM  S  HANDY.  081-96-7306 

RONALD  B.  HAN-KES.  383-88-5861 

PETER  D  HANLON.  363-23-8609 

•GREGORY  M.  HANNON.  127-80-8078 

•GARY  R.  HANSON.  514-74-8803 

DEBORAH  D  HARDEN.  227-03-8032 

CHABT.FNEJ   HARDING.  3B-38-1874 

PAUL  R  HARDY.  546-27-0131 

CHARLES  M.  HARMON, 

STEVXN  M,  HARMON, 

DANE  E   HARREL.  336-68-3913 

JEFFREY  L  H.UIRIGIAN.  323-80-4587 

CHRISTOPHER  A  HARRINGTON.  545-31-0537 

•JERRY  S  G   HARRINGTON.  079-5O-333B 

DAVID  A   HARRIS.  529-98-3197 

KEITH  D  HARRIS.  521-25-1219 

KEVIN  T.  HARRIS,  335-68-8n 

MARK  L  HARRIS,  177-76-6191 

HARRY  M.  HARRISON  224-94-5703 

KEVEN  E.  HARSHBARCER.  331-68-0116 

JAMES  T  HART.  JR  .  438-17-2378 

MARX  E.  HARTER.  386-63-537: 

QCINTTN  H.  HARTT.  JR..  435-19-2306 

J.\MES  F.  HAKVELL.  243-U-9153 

ANTON  J   HARYLUCK.  161-52-9585 

V'ERNON  E  RASENSTEIN.  JR..  390-80-39(2 

•JOSEPH  M   HASTINGS.  421-03-0302 

STEPHEN  C  HATLEi'  496-88-3687 

JOHN  F.  HAUG.  546-06-9212  ^ 

ROBERT  D  HAUGHIAN.  228-73-3382 

JEFFREY  A  HAUSMANN.  363-74-8138 

•DAVID  P  HAWKINS.  586-77-3886 

MARK  J   HAWLm-   393-83-8074 

KENNETH  K.  HAYASHI.  576-54-0251 

JAMES  C   HAYDEN.  531-76-6625 

DJESSE  D  HAYES  IV.  469-11-3976 

MONIA  L   HAYES,  413-r-7424 

TERRY  E.  HAYES.  223-84-2907 

JEFFREY  E  HAIi'MOND  223-53-8872 

MICHAEL  T  HEALY.  567-55-3173 

FRANTCUN  P   HEATH.  JR..  363-4V9471 

JOHN  P  HEBERT.  JK.  008-53-3276 

RICHARD  L  HEDGPETR.  261-39-3894 

VICTOR  L.  HEDCPETH.  X51-39-37S2 

DANIEL  J.  HEETER.  381-74-3811 

BRIAN  K.  HEFLIN.  495-74-8376 

STEPHEN  L.  HEFLIN.  519-70-8899 

FRAN-K  R  HEINSOHN.  094-52-0809 

DONNA  C.  HEINZ.  266-91-6199 

JOSEPH  S.  HEIRIGS.  415-29-0407 
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KURT  C.  ITRT.n.  s«o-«-9ea9 
HEIDI  L.  iOXIAUCR.  Ml-e3-8866 
GARLAND  S  HENDERSON.  1«4-0«-SS23 
GORDON  B.  HENDRJCKSON,  466-«>-5513 
GORDON  T.  HENGST,  ieO-5»-221T 
MICHAEL  D.  HENNESSr.  i5»-31-<n66 
JOHN  M.  HENNICAN.  4<T-aS-81« 
STEPHEN  E.  HENNINC.  453-18-2190 
CURTIS  E.  HENRY.  5n-5«-S«22 
STEVEN  L.  HENRY.  S40-«0-«810 
CHRISTOPH  L.  HERD.  S8S-4S-93S0 
RICHARD  I.  HERMANSEN.  S29-19-tlOe 
HAROLD  T.  HERNDON.  JR..  216-»-1710 
MICHAEL  D.  HERNDON.  23*-n-8966 
CHRISTOPHER  K.  HERRMANN.  097-56-1(776 
JAMES  W.  HERRMANN.  I7D-5a-59r9 
CLDTON  G.  HERTEL.  373-56-6171 
CHARLES  F.  HERTENSTEIN  m.  4»4-e6-0827 
KENNETH  P.  HESSION.  577-94-1089 
GORDON  S.  HETHERINGTON.  524-15-7761 
DAVID  A.  HICKEY.  560-77-1115 
MEREDITH  K.  HICKMAN.  494-53-0682 
WILLIAM  S.  HICKMAN.  24S-11-S474 
DANIEL  K.  HICKS.  3)8-66-0357 
JOHN  M.  HICKS.  Z19-S6-U17 
KERRY  D.  HICKS.  465-78-9933 
IRVING  T.  HIGA.  576-78-6708 
TRACY  A.  HIGGINS.  194-58-1098 
JOHN  F.  HILBING.  054-56-3538 
WILLIAM  M.  HILBUN.  425-13-7413 
MICHAEL  S  Hn.KR.  258-11-0248 
KENNETH  E  HILL.  JR..  264-51-0415 
JAMES  B.  HILLER.  211-53-2628 
HAROLD  D.  HINCKS.  400-64-7111 
LAWRENCE  W.  HINKIN.  516-86-9998 
COAWETTA  D.  HINNANT.  545-06-2921 
JAMES  A.  KIRD.  485-88-1234 
YVETTE  P.  Hmo.  263-75-5381 
KENNETH  R.  HIIUJNGER.  JR..  224-19-1805 
PETER  A.  HQtNEISE.  380-86-7807 
BENJAMIN  P.  HOBDAY.  413-17-4194 
MARK  A.  HOBSON.  230-76-3107 
DORIAN  A.  HODGE.  017-46-0195 
•GENE  L.  HODGE.  391-50-6927 
WILLIAM  R.  HODGKISS.  204-36-3114 
GREG  J.  HOFFMAN.  536-78-3586 
BONNIE  L.  HOFFMAN.  073-S4-»n9 
SCSAN  M.  HOGG.  463-19-5267 
JEFFREY  A.  HOLBROOK.  406-06-5424 
RICHARD  L.  HOLBROOK.  566-04-3533 
NORMAN  D.  HOLCOMB.  JR..  363-78-6583 
CHARLES  H.  HOLDEN.  JR..  530-80-4896 
RODNEY  L.  HOLDER.  147-11-2272 
DCniOTHY  C.  HOLMES.  124-53-7795 
DANIEL  W  HOLT.  343-13-2758 
TY  D  HOLT.  536-35-3079 
CHRISTIAN  D.  BONKANEN.  370-80-3793 
NEAL  L.  HOOKS.  536-29-3I92 
GDY  R.  HOOPER.  043-64-7989 
LYSA  P.  ROPSON.  a3»-4(-414T 
MARX  D.  BORN.  300-56-2898 
MICHAEL  B.  BORN.  408-15-4395 
JOHN  P.  HORNER.  224-90-8386 
PAUL  R.  HORST.  JR..  180-50-6288 
KIRK  G.  BCntTON.  15O-«8-0ai8 
*TIMt7R  J.  HODSUM.  230-90-8499 
MICHAEL  R.  HOWARD.  5*7-29-2153 
RUSSELL  C.  HOWARD.  464-30-2917 
TYRONE  B.  HOWARD.  563-51-7442 
BOBBtT  H.  HRABE.  514-56-3068 
BRENT  R.  HRNCm.  451-40-1226 
PAMELA  DEE  RRNCIR.  236-96-4343 
DANIEL  HROVAT.  300-64-6897 
LLOYD  P.  HUBBARD.  044-60-3186 
■PATRICK  M.  HUBER.  386-59-7206 
ROBERT  B.  HUBER.  143-56-1448 
THOMAS  J.  HUDD.  14S-I6-5104 
SAMUEL  HUDSPATH.  276-70-2838 
TERRY  R.  HUFF.  521-88-4402 
BRYON  K.  HUFFMAN.  251-08-9899 
JONATHAN  L.  HOGGINS.  545-33-8049 
SAMUEL  C.  HUCGINS.  450-35-9066 
MONTGOMERY  C.  HUGHSON.  524-96-7213 
DONALD  L.  HUGULEY.  JR..  439-98-7368 
DALE  R.  HUHMANN.  491-78-0T33 
THOMAS  D.  HUIZENGA.  385-74-7555 
WHITNEY  J.  HULETT.  574-56-0983 
DAVID  A.  HUNI.  080-56-73B9 
BRIAN  E.  HUNT.  5O4-83-T707 
ROBERT  J.  HUNT.  JR..  465-23-7961 
LARRY  D.  HXmTER.  254-33-9149 
MARK  W.  HUNTER.  565-45-2319 
THOMAS  K.  HUNTER.  JR..  4SS-21-1S82 
RICHARD  D.  HURLEY.  315-73-3317 
JOHN  W.  HURSEY.  321-48-2137 
MARK  L.  HUSON.  336-90-6015 
STEPHBf  L.  HUTCHENS.  172-48-0329 
DHUC  M.  HUTCHISON.  315-73-9045 
TIMOTHY  D.  HUTCHISON.  487-76-9733 
RICHARD  T.  HYLAND.  213-50-7164 
RANDAL  W.  ICE.  345-60-8566 
PHILLIP  J.  IDLE.  323-54-5540 
THOMAS  C.  IMBURGIO.  094-48-8217 
BRET  L.  INDERMILL.  523-06-1678 
GERARDO  INUMERABLE.  JR..  564-41-1732 
THOMAS  H.  IRISH.  325-53-2221 
PAUL  E.  QtWIN.  JR..  449-43-9645 
WILLIAM  P.  ISLER.  JR..  405-94-9620 
ALAN  R.  ISROW.  m-66-3516 
WILLIAM  P.  lULIANO.  159-46-6840 
DALE  A.  JACKMAN.  089-53-8413 
JEFFREY  A.  JACKSON.  403-96-6142 


ROBERT  W.  JACKSON.  JR  .  355-56-0450 
TED  A.  JACKSON.  576-58-8548 
RAYMOND  K.  JACOBS.  208-38-3391 
GLENN  P.  JAGGER.  521-82-3531 
ALLEN  J.  JAMERSON.  241-15-5167 
BRETT  L.  JAMES   505-76-5096 
JESSE  L.  JAMES.  249-86-8571 
TERRY  C.  JA.MES.  455-31-6975 
GARY  E.  JANDZINSKI.  531-6^-7765 
STACEY  L.  JANSEN.  223-50-1166 
RICHARD  S.  JARVIS.  483-58-5461 
VINCENT  B.  JEFFERSON.  587-17-1644 
BENJAMIN  W.  JENKINS.  266-37-2977 
•JIMMY  R.  JENKINS,  JR  .  431-90-5717 
•GILBERT  W  JENNINGS.  333-466-0858 
JAY  R.  JENNINGS.  544-78-6178 
ROGER  W  JERNEY.  570-84-6072 
C.VRL  V.  JERRETT.  243-23-3323 
CHARLES  T.  JERVEY.  231-63-9092 
DANIEL  R.  JODER.  526-47-7321 
VINCENT  J.  JODOIN.  027-56-8296 
BRUCE  G  JOHNSON.  547-76-8364 
CHARLES  D.  JOHNSON.  188-52-2663 
•CLAUDE  S.  JOHNSON.  553-39-8961 
DAVID  C  JOHNSON   433-86-8237 
DONALD  B  JOHNSON.  471-74-3126 
JAMES  E  JOHNSON.  288-60-4774 
JAMES  L.  JOHNSON.  255-15-9616 
JAMES  R  JOHNSON.  257-06-1212 
JEFFREY  B.  JOHNSON.  501-88-5788 
ROBERT  L.  JOHNSON.  425-2»-2360 
ROBERT  N.  JOHNSON.  JR..  240-25-3196 
SAMUEL  C.  JOHNSON.  407-04-1821 
STEPHANIE  K.  JOHNSON.  523-27-5309 
STEPHEN  S.  JOHNSON.  513-83-9596 
STEVEN  C  JOHNSON.  076-54-9505 
STUART  P  JOHNSON  n.  551-47-0120 
TERRY  L  JOHNSON.  309-76-4862 
ANGELA  V  JOHNSONHUCHES.  241-21-4388 
BRENT  A  JOLLY.  404-92-5903 
BRUCE  W  JONES.  218-60-4687 
CHARLES  E.  JONES.  JR  .  186-56-5111 
DWmU  K.  JONES.  439-U-32n 
DONALD  R.  JONES.  373-64-5141 
GLENDA  D  JONES.  423-84-3284 
•GUY  N.  JONES.  JR  .  496-60-6770 
HOWARD  G.  JON-ES  ID.  283-74-7308 
•JEFFREY  D.  JO.VES.  228-90-2478 
RAYMOND  JONES.  243-93-3651 
RICHARD  D.  JONES.  489-80-0655 
ROBERT  L  JONES.  545-03-7989 
WESTON  W.  JONES.  513-74-4724 
LAURIE  A.  JORDAN.  279-46-6192 
LEWIS  E.  JORDAN.  JR..  264-15-4893 
MICHAEL  J.  JORDAN.  22»-94-7»72 
TERRY  L  JORDAN.  263-84-5727 
ERIK  C  JORGENSEN,  528-93-6117 
JOSHUA  JOSE.  571-17-7478 
CAROLINE  D  JOYCE.  324-53-3824 
DOUGLAS  W.  JUBACK.  459-45-2480 
HOWARD  C.  JCDD.  530-58-8147 
WARD  F.  JUEDEMAN.  517-93-8867 
CHARLES  R.  JUNG.  573-29-3891 
JEFFREY  D.  JUNGEMANN.  339-60-3304 
CHERYL  ANTJ  JUNKER.  489-74-1077 
JOEL  B  JUNKER.  481-78-1377 
MARK  E  JUNTUNEN.  507-90-8904 
THOMAS  Z.  JUNYSZEK.  549-45-6402 
JUDSON  J.  JUSELL.  063-60-3525 
RANDEE  B.  KAISER.  019-40-2841 
JOHN  F.  KANE.  528-08-8293 
JOHN  J   KAPLAN.  143-54-4606 
HANS  R  KASPAR.  555-39-3906 
CHARLES  V  KASTEN-H0L2.  391-66-5387 
WILLIAM  R  KAVCHAK.  211-48-4810 
MICHAEL  D.  KEATON.  533-84-8314 
HAROLD  W  KECK.  JR..  341-53-4107 
RANDY  A.  KEE.  559-11-1966 
TERRY  L  KEE.  253-98-5184 
RICKY  L.  KEELING.  495-68-2749 
EDWARD  N.  KEEN.  366-19-8823 
ROBERT  L  KEHR.  303-43-4644 
.MICHAEL  H.  KEIFER.  474-88-2862 
CHAN  W   KEITH.  243-21-8828 
KEITH  R  KELLER.  503-78-2119 
DAVID  H   KELLEY.  02»-36-83S« 
JEFFREY  S.  KELLEY.  371-48-3716 
MICHAEL  R.  KELLEY.  431-29-5016 
WILLIAM  E  KELLEY,  187-48-7772 
JAMES  M.  KELLY.  483-78-8986 
•PATRICK  M  KELLY.  315-60-7461 
RICHARD  W  KELLY   055-63-5550 
STEVEN  A.  KELLY.  201-52-1254 
MARSHALL  K.  KENDRICK.  419-94-8332 
KEITH  E.  KEN-NED  Y.  450-13-1535 
DAVID  A   KENSINGER.  139-50-1729 
ELIZABETH  BROWN  KERR.  438-31-5303 
DAVID  A.  KERSEY".  480-38-1460 
RANT>ALL  T.  KERSEY.  345-10-8930 
GREGORY  L  KESLER.  253-19-1189 
RICHARD  B  KEYES.  102-54-6626 
TARIQ  M.  KHAN.  550-53-1432 
BRENDA  M.  KHOURY.  301-58-3275 
KELLEY  S.  KIERNAN.  479-86-3466 
DAVID  A.  KI1X:HER.  403-64-6103 
KEVIN  L.  KILPATRICK.  438-31-4142 
WALTER  J.  KIM.  558-r-5632 
HARRY  R  KIMBERLY  UI.  266-87-8998 
DONALD  FRANCIS  KIMMINAU.  514-98-4192 
GREGORY  R  KINCAID.  127-56-1043 
CRAIG  K.  KING.  430-23-9986 
DALE  G  KING.  460-27-0185 


KEVIN  B.  KING.  404-06-0243 
RALPH  F.  KING  ni.  250-19-2030 
GALEN  P.  KIRCHMEIER.  556-11-3864 
DONALD  E.-KIRKHAM.  JR..  453-21-9031 
MARK  L.  KISER.  297-66-0410 
SCOTT  ALAN  KISER,  402-84-9r5 
DAVID  R.  KISNER.  426-15-3616 
THOMAS  A.  KLAWTTER.  313-70-9064 
JEFFERY  T  KLAY.  570-03-4576 
•BART  D.  KLEIN.  526-93-1963 
KENNETH  B.  KLEINLEIN.  528-13-0325 
ANDREW  T.  KLEMAS.  175-42-2201 
•CARL  L.  KUNE.  219-68-1165 
JERRY  G.  KLINE.  216-60-8566 
KRIS  D.  KLUGE.  468-78-7933 
SAN-DRA  L.  KNAUER.  156-58-6453 
•WILLIA.M  K.  KNEBEL.  452-25-3467 
JOSEPH  K.  KNEBL.  373-68-4500 
BRYAN  K.  KNIGHT,  455-29-5084 
TRACY  D.  KNIGHTS,  558-37-0438 
CLARK  J.  KN-UDSEN.  468-73-79C 
LAURA  J.  KOCH.  052-58-9261 
DONALD  J.  KOCHANSKI.  490-52-0512 
MARY  ML.  KODAMA.  575-90-6074 
DONALD  A.  KOEHLER.  278-74-3176 
•STEVEN  S.  KOEHLER.  551-82-1174 
FREDERICK  M.  KOENTiECKE.  066-46-6501 
GCS  A.  KOHNTOPP,  518-63-0715 
JOHN  M   KOK,  571-91-5744 
JOHN  T.  KONOPKA,  158-44-6119 
RICKY  M.  KOON.  429-06-0138 
STEPHEN  W.  KORNS.  289-68-8940 
DAVID  J.  KORTYNA.  204-42-7272 
KEITH  J.  KOSAN.  285-54-4323 
EDWARD  J.  KOSLOW.  225-88-9570 
DAVID  J.  KOSSLER.  274-64-3979 
EDWARD  A.  KOSTELNDC.  JR..  459-49-8111 
MARILYN  H.  KOTT.  560-27-7719 
STEPHEN  R.  KOWALSKI.  124-58-7891 
•EDWARD  C.  KRAFT.  OI,  271-64-9341 
SCOTT  L.  KRAMER.  375-70-6808 
PAUL  E.  KRAUSE.  464-96-1995 
KEVIN  L.  KREBS.  500-63-1120 
SANTJY  J.  KRIGEL,  134-56-3565 
DA  VXD  E  KRINER.  213-90-6411 
•KARLD.  KRONBERGS.  228-15-9892 
ROBERT  D.  XROPER.  436-7»«16 
•MICHAEL  V.  KRUBGER.  563-41-3912 
•JOHN  KRUZINAUSKAS.  JR..  040-40-2916 
ROBERT  W.  KUHN.  JR..  213-80*436 
EDWARD  J   KULAS.  JR..  017-38-0142 
DAVID  R.  KUNSELMAN.  165-48-6787 
CARL  A.  KUTSCKE.  386-18-0812 
DAVID  W.  KYGER.  585-28-3898 
JAMES  D.  LABOMBARD.  249-11-1806 
STUART  L.  LABOVrrZ.  041-40-4710 
FRANKLIN  D  LADSON.  237-06-9687 
JOHN  S.  LAING.  460-49-3113 
LARRY  LAIRD.  263-19-3846 
ALAN  T.  LAKE.  908-78-3755 
MICHAEL  E.  LALLY.  451-08-4088 
CRAIG  R.  LAMB.  577-64-7138 
STEVEN  K.  LAMBERT.  424-96-3742 
JEFFREY  J.  LAMERS.  093-60-3316 
DAVID  G.  LANDFAm.  118-53-8683 
CAROL  L.  LANE.  547-98-«716 
PAULA  M,  LANE.  949-19-4934 
RICHARD  A.  LANE.  918-80-3496 
CHARLES  R.  LANCLAIS.  088-U-3O45 
BART  W.  LANGLAND.  561-37-8551 
MARX  M.  LANICFORD.  438-35-5354 
RICHARD  E.  LANNING,  178-50-2349 
FRANaS  J.  LAPIERRE,  JR..  01»-5»4005 
LOUIS  E.  LAPORTE.  439-08-6728 
GARY  W.  LARBERG.  538-98-8588 
DALE  B.  LARKIN.  044-16-0099 
SCOTT  C.  LARRIMORE.  195-60-1760 
DONALD  M.  LARSON,  434-11-3511 
RICHARD  A.  LARSON.  395-80-3242 
•JAMES  R.  LASCHE.  153-48-4496 
JOHN  A.  LASLEY.  337-56-7004 
J.  EDWARD  LASSELLE,  JR.,  001-56-8712 
KELLY  J.  LATIMER.  145-64-0596 
SHARON  MARY  LATOUR.  548-03-1121 
JIMMY  J.S.  LAU.  534-64-7961 
EDWARD  J.  LAVALLEE.  088-44-8C8O 
STEVEN  A.  LAVELL.  176-43-6007 
ALAN  J.  LAVERSON.  318-84-0709 
PHILIP  J.  LAWLOR.  152-64-2322 
MARGARET  Z.  LAWSON.  467-03-3876 
STUART  P.  LAY.  231-06-0926 
ANN  K.  LEE.  5n-88-5833 
ARNOLD  E.M.  LEE.  264-93-2340 
EDWARD  J.  LEE.  029-53-3317 
EUGENE  K.  LEE  n.  486-80-9019 
JILL  H.  LEE.  016-54-6397 
KEVIN  A.  LEE.  010-44-0610 
KEVIN  L.  LEEK.  948-23-2369 
ANGELES  LEENEY.  984-54-3146 
SUSAN  G.  LEGATOWICZ.  341-48-96n 
DAVID  A.  LEGGE.  043-70-5849 
TIMOTHY  A.  LEHMANN,  217-63-0450 
CEDRIC  E.  LQGHTON.  558-70-4154 
JOSEPH  L.  LENERTZ.  473-88-1712 
BABETTE  M.  LENFANT.  106-53-2813 
GREGORY  J.  LENGYEL.  026-50-5689 
PETER  M.  LENIO.  218-54-8502 
STEVEN  G.  LEONARD.  244-21-1034 
ANTHONY  D.  LEPPELLERE.  393-60-5899 
WILLIAM  P.  LESLIE.  543-66-6798 
ANDREW  R.  LESNICK.  346-16-9889 
LEE  K.  LEVY  U.  437-86-3448 
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DANIEL  P.  LEWANDOWSKI.  571-17-6098 
RONALD  F  LEWANDOWSKI.  113-58-3759 
JAMES  A.  LEWIS  III.  417-98-4989 
•KEN-NETH  DEAN  LEWK.  JR..  513-66-7093 
PERRY  A  LEWIS.  217-56-9872 
PETER  A.  LEWIS.  243-31-6856 
TIMOTHY  H.  LEWIS.  492-76-4264 
ROBERT  A.  LEWrr.  23&-73-5821 
SAMUEL  LIBERTO.  105-54-0499 
•JEFFREY  M.  LIDDLE.  391-63-3371 
BRXX3KS  R.  LIESKE.  517-54-5813 
JAMES  K   UGGETT.  3)8-66-7557 
DARWINA  M   UGUORl.  037-44-3736 
DENWS  E.  LILEDaS.  348-60-0652 
MARK  S  LILLEY.  274-16-1600 
EDWARD  H.  LINCH  ID.  256-76-8751 
MICHAEL  L.  LINDAUER.  557-19-6890 
•SCOTT  ALAN  LINDEN  2<»-44-9381 
D.\LE  S  LINDER,  579-88-1665 
WILLIAM  E.  LINDSEY.  576-60-8659 
STEPHEN  T  LING.  401-06-2074 
JOHN  LIPINSKI.  023-53-0062 
USA  M   LIPSCOMB.  224-13-4306 
RICHARD  A   UPSEY.  267-86-5197 
DENNTS  W   LISHERN-ESS.  004-72-0996 
•MARK  J.  LrTTLE.  428-29-8647 
H.MK)LD  C  LLO^-D  lU.  141-50-4608 
KATHERINE  M.  LOCH.  586-68-9887 
BRIAN  R  LOEHRKE.  302-63-1558 
DAVTD  M.  LOFTUS.  570-27-9778 
ANTHONT  M.  LOGUE.  107-54-1827 
•A-VTHONY  S  LOMBARDO.  296-63-8648 
DALE  J.  LONG.  136-40-3466 
JOHN  W.  LONG.  073-46-2129 
RANTJY  R  LONG.  280-66-7159 
STEVEN  R.  LOOTENS,  077-60-7134 
IVAN  LOPEZ.  078-60-3561 
RONALD  D.  LOTZ.  199-50-0666 
PHILIP  E.  LOUDEN.  JR  .  344-62-30S5 
PAUL  D  LOVE.  304-76-6196 
JAMES  E.  LOVELL.  181-56-5429 
TRACY  C.  LOVETTE.  465-11-1202 
JEFFREY  S.  LOWDER.MILK.  237-17-7005 
JOSE  M.  LOYA.  JR  .  462-06-6920 
BRETT  A.  LOYD.  489-60-6061 
DOUGLAS  E  LUCAS.  224-83-7161 
MICHAEL  T   LUFT.  454-27-8717 
CYNTHIA  A  GUERRA  LUIS.  208-93-6990 
RANDY  L.  LUKASK.  261-06-4015 
THOMAS  P.  LUKENIC  301-64-1546 
ENID  T.  LYNCH.  504-86-5988 
KEVIN  M.  LYNCH.  327-63-3206 
JOHN  M.  LYONS.  92S-19-1M7 
ROBERT  L.  MACHO.  544-73-6043 
MNA  D  MACK.  456-13-3650 
CRAIG  S  MACLEOD.  Hl-53-0261 
STEPHEN  D  MACLEOD,  023-52-9660 
SCOTT  A  MAC  QUEEN.  523-17-7966 
RONALD  E.  MACRALL.  219-68-7290 
BRIAN  J.  MAGERS.  293-44-9722 
JOSEPH  B.  MAGUIRE.  015-54-2889 
BLAKE  C.  MAHAN.  464-15-9532 
PAUL  M.  MAHON.  475-80-1104 
EVAN  V.  MAI.  511-74-1170 
•THOMAS  O.  MAJOR.  030-56-9412 
VICTOR  J.  MAKELA.  231-13-2741 
•MARK  P.  MAKOWSKI.  053-56-5237 
PATRICK  C.  MALACKOWSKI.  304-84-3918 
CHERYL  L.  MALON°E.  245-27-7989 
DAVID  M.  MALON-EY,  014-3M)922 
DENNIS  M.  MALONEY.  139-63-7113 
VICTOR  W.  MANGINO.  409-11-2828 
KEVIN  J.  MANION.  473-90-7895 
MICHAEL  A.  MANKUS.  309-83-0650 
RAYMOND  C.  MAPLE.  290-64-6349 
STEVE  G.  MARCH.  396-80-6701 
JEFFTIEY  N.  MARCOTTE.  003-36-3810 
HOWARD  K.  MARDIS.  417-06-9065 
DALE  R.  MARKS.  301-70-3524 
JAMES  A.  MARKS.  JR..  366-71-9067 
RICHARD  S.  MARKS.  318-60-9501 
TIMOTHY  M.  MARKS  224-15-7569 
THOMAS  G.  MARKWARDT.  469-80-3220 
ROBERT  E.  MARMELSTEIN.  G80-63-7341 
JAMES  S.  MARR.  498-64-6741 
JAMES  R.  MARKS.  489-93-9897 
RONALD  L.  MARSELLE.  923-29-2966 
PATRICK  A.  MARSHALL.  384-66-2129 
SONT>RA  K   MARSTON.  404-04-4503 
DA\TD  L  MARTENS.  091-50-5610 
LAWRENCE  M   MARTIN.  JR  .  469-86-3752 
RICHARD  L  MARTIN.  456-98-7261 
TODD  A.  MARTIN.  380-83-3510 
JOE  C.  MARTINEZ.  530-74-2514 
RICHARD  A.  MARTINEZ.  571-45-«73B 
KARL  H.  MARUSAX.  113-53-2139 
RONALD  PETER  MARX.  015-66-1473 
PETER  A  MASKE.  449-58-9607 
MAUREEN  E  MASSEY.  367-73-5888 
STEPHEN  G  MASTERS  324-60-8752 
MICHAEL  J.  MASUCa.  170-38-0462 
JOSE  A.  MAT  A.  283-71-1460 
TODD  H.  MATHES,  323-56-6243 
MITCHELL  J  MATHEYS,  384-93-3286 
MARK  D.  MATTISON.  513-78-0608 
KEVIN  L.  MATTOCH.  535-70-1352 
ANTHON-y  C.  MATTOX.  263-S9-3m 
MARY  E.  MATUSIEWICZ.  123-50-2462 
THOMAS  P  MAUCHLY.  217-78-4799 
GARY  A.  MACSOLP.  475-86-3474 
EUZABETH  L.  MAY.  369-39-2346 
ROGER  A.  MAY.  523-94-2702 


•DAVID  E.  MAYNARD.  538-70-2845 
•GILIOUS  R.  MAYS  H.  537-60-9480 
LAURELI  MAZnC.  585-08-1999 
CHRISTOPHER  A  MAZUR.  306-56-8534 
USA  M.  MAZUR.  536-93-3446 
•DAVID  A   MCCABE.  223-l>-5446 
JACKIE  L.  MCCARTWi'.  356-60-2900 
DOUGLAS  A  MCCARTY.  464-r-0540 
ROBERT  A.  MCCAUGBAN.  587-37-9289 
•MARK  A.  MCCLAIN.  110-64-0234 
•RICKS   MCCLAIN.  554-55-4455 
PATRICK  A   MCCLELLANT)  366-78-6686 
EDWARD  R  MCCLESKEY.  291-66-3159 
•DANA  R  MCCOLLUM.  015-43-0237 
JAMES  MM   MCCOMAS.  577-96-7147 
DAVID  C.  MCCORMICK.  125-50-0958 
JAMES  B  MCCORMICK.  JR..  490-76-0385 
J.OIES  A.  .MCCOY.  289-56-8346 
KIMBERLEi'  A  MCCRAE.  003-36-2933 
JOAN  MCCRAY.  2S5-44-1052 
SCOTT  L   MCCREEDY.  388-80-8220 
JAMES  D   MCCULLOUGH.  05S-S8-9314 
CHRISTOPHER  R.  MC  DANIEL.  240-11-4734 
MICHAEL  A   MCDONALD.  223-17-4858 
MICHAEL  C.  MCDONALD.  417-93-8986 
KENN-ETH  B  MCDOWELL.  413-29-1802 
MICHAEL  B  MCENTIRE.  252-27-3906 
ANTHONY  W  MCECEN   553-35-6477 
JEFFREY  J   MCGALLAIRD.  561-51-5100 
MICHAEL  B.  MCGEE.  JR  .  246-13-1982 
MICHAEL  L.  MCGEE.  2S7-l»-5533 
STEVEN  E.  MCGIBBON.  098-43-9752 
PATRiaA  I   MCGINTJIS.  187-58-9573 
MATTHEW  M   MCGOVERN.  523-98-9793 
EUGEN-E  J   MCGRATH.  163-18-7119 
MICHAEL  J   MCINEIWEV.  088-6O-11S7 
PAUL  S  MCINTilU:  585-19-0300 
•KEN-NETH  A   MCKELLAR.  368-60-3869 
STEPHEN  A  MCKELVEl'.  010-56-6210 
DL^NCAN  D  MCKENZIE.  424-94-3890 
DONALD  C  MCKERCHER.  185-48-7156 
C.\LUS  L  MCLAIN.  987-34-6012 
JOSEPH  R  MCLAUGHLIN.  267-43-3307 
JAMES  MCLEAN.  JR..  227-93-5883 
MARX  M   MCLEOD.  371-74-1888 
GEORGE  L   MCMULLIN.  II.  254-13-2855 
•ROBERT  D  MCML-RRY.  JR..  466-19-1300 
LOUIS  E.  MCNAMARA.  JR..  199-41-1336 
JOSEPH  W.  MCNAMEE.  540-70-9753 
KENN-ETH  E  MCNTTLTY.  n.  333-03-5388 
ANN-E  C.  MCPHARUN.  473-66-4210 
TIMOTHY  E  MCPHARLIN.  532-70-4135 
JAMES  L  MC  REYNOLDS.  537-63-3410 
SHARYN  N   MCWHORTER.  463-31-0177 
DENT>IS  F.  MEADOWS.  JR..  248-33-2715 

JAMES  R  MECKOLL.  9eo-u-sase 

LINDA  R.  MEDLER.  405-76-9286 
DARREN  D.  MEDLIN.  466-33-1134 
MARCIA  R  MElaCSEURE.  436-21-7491 
JAMES  J.  MEERSMAN.  523-88-8*78 
SCOTT  A.  MEIBl.  560-70-0345 
THEODORE  E.  MEINHOLD.  273-73-2156 
BERRAE  N.  MEIXSEl.l,.  JR..  206-50-2999 
UONEL  S  MELLOTTT.  306-44-2335 
BRIAN  S  MELTON.  308-68-6140 
KEVIN  D   MENARD.  523-73-1401 
CAN-DIDO  T  MENDES.  013-54-5773 
SEAN  R.  MERCADANTE.  573-23-3656 
rVAN  L.  MERRITT.  240-88-3292 
JOHN  H  MEYER  m.  011-«0-8ir 
KIMBERLY  A.  MEYER.  407-11-9840 
JOSEPH  F.  MICHELL  TV.  I3»-a6-0380 
VICKI  D.  MICHETIX  9C9-)*-S13 
WESLEY  L.  MIDDIXTON.  464-04-1674 
BARRY  S   MIGYAN-KO.  184-54-8014 
JEFFREY  T  MDCESELL.  498-78-1987 
GREGORY  A   MILLER.  420-02-7608 
JAMES  R.  MILLER.  224-66-8581 
JOSEPH  C.  MILLER.  163-92-7714 
•USA  L.  MILLER.  217-76-4977 
MICHAEL  D   MILLER.  408-33-1182 
MICHAEL  D   MILLER.  933-»4«33 
PATRICK  J  S  MILLER.  911-80-1337 
RICHARD  R  MILLER.  930-83-2083 
STEVEN  L  MILLER.  417-88-7927 
•TAD  W.  MILLER.  374-83-7823 
TIMOTHY  D  MILLER.  096-98-1248 
WALTER  T  MILLER  m.  555-43-1058 
WILLIAM  V   MILLER  JR..  046-53-8676 
PRESTON  R  .MILLIKAN.  436-32-4Q1 
MATTHEW  S  MILLS.  391-80-7900 
RICHARD  C  MILLS.  187-80-5713 
TIMOTHY  I   MILLS.  011-56-*a*4 
JAMES  W  MILROY.  231-73-8217 
BARBARA  D  MINER.  339-80-3493 
CHARLES  J   MDt-ER.  947-08-9935 
GREGORY  R.  MINKIEWICZ.  073-53-9828 
JEFFREY  G.  MINTZLAFF.  384-74-3149 
ROBERT  MUtAN-DA.  57D-65-9844 
CHARLES  E  MITCHELL.  958-03-6781 
M  J  MITCHELL.  989-94-8968 
•MICHAEL  A.  MITCHELL.  440-73-1996 
SCOTT  E.  MITCHELL.  387-65-1983 
KEN-N-ETH  D.  MOAK.  088-6(^^801 
MATTHEW  M.  MODLESKL  09446-1799 
KENNC»<  J.  MOEN.  903-88-9218 
BJORN  P.  MOENE.  9)0-31-4«S« 
KATHRYN  M.  MOENE.  916-84-1321 
MARX  H.  MOL.  088-58-0W4 
MATTHEW  R.  MOLLOY.  933-27-5659 
CHRISTOPHE  P.  MONAHAN.  968-13-3324 
KEITH  L.  MONDY.  4r-94-80a9 


DAVID  R  MONTSMITH.  438-93-7842 
MICHAEL  J   MON-ROE.  248-04-1389 
MICKELE  S   MONROE.  301-98-6338 
KAREN  J   MONTAN-YE.  143-66-2725 
JOHN  P   MONTGOMERY.  519-78-9764 
KENT  R  MONTGOMERY.  568-90-1549 
ROBERT  E  MONTGOMERY.  217-74-9931 
SAM  H   MONTGOMERY.  JR..  251-21-6036 
MANTEL  R  MONTOYA.  i«5-88-0843 
JAY  H  MONTROSS.  303-iC-t843 
•DAVm  J   MOORE  509-70-8178 
JAMES  W   MOORE  280-33-3159 
KEV'IN  R.  MOORE  262-17-0209 
KEVIN  R  MOORE.  018-54-4919 
RICKY  V  MOORE.  240-03-5636 
SCOTT  A   MOORE  283-70-1341 
VER.VON  L  MOORE  4r-27-5117 
•WINFREDG   MOORE  546-47-6340 
STEVEN  J   MORANl  565-37-1387 
SUSAN  N  MORELA,NT).  565-39-1918 
GEORGE  C   MORETTl.  023-58-2619 
DAVID  W   MORGAN.  328-40-3)84 
JAMES  A   MORGAN.  555-2»4891 
KEITH  W   MORGAN  478-88-8560 
MARYDARLENE  MORGAN.  536-74-1903 
MATTHEW'  E  MORGAN  5SO-17-5300 
MICHAEL  B   MORGAN  503-90-3214 
ROBERT  K   .MORING  263-21-4412 
JOHN  C   yORLEY.  568-25-38(2 
PATRICK  D  MORONXV.  005-73-1177 
BRETT  E  MORRIS  518-90-2481 
CHARLES  R  MORRISON.  219-46-3789 
•WILUA-V  J   MORROW  JR  ,  238-31-2870 
LLOIT)  K   MOSEMAN-N  ID  225-88-7532 
BARBARA  I  MOSSL  084-80-0834 
WILLIAM  H  V  MOTT.  574-24-8462 
STEPHEN  K  MOLXTON   174-58-4677 
•MARIO  N  MOYA.  563-19-7838 
LONNT  G   MOVER.  513-66-2307 
ROBERT  J   MOYNTHAN.  033-53-7565 
ANT>RES  E  MUKK.  043-70-7511 
MICHAEL  L  MULDOON,  476-80-6841 
KEVIN  M   MUL\1HILL  326-66-4959 
STEVEN  E  MCNT)INE.  527-45-5418 
KEV-EN  M   MURNAN"E,  276-56-0108 
ANTHONi-  R  MURPHS-   540-90-0178 
MARK  MURPHY.  533-84-3785 
MONTE  J   MURPHY.  467-25-2327 
CARLLEEN  MLltRAY.  148-534468 
JAMES  E  MLTWAY  263-97-3172 
MEL\1NR  MUSSER.  278-96-1708 
JEFFREY  L.  MUTCHMORE.  345-98-4829 
GREGORY  J   MYERS.  163-44-6425 
GREGORY  J   M^XRS.  3t3-4»-l«n 
JOHN  E   M'i'ERS  Oty-TO-tmS 
STUART  L  .MYKRANTZ.  373-44-8428 
EDWARD  P  NAGLER.  206-45-8406 
DAVID  A  NAGY.  153-56-8342 
MARK  K  NAKANISm.  429-35-3419 
JUAN  C.  NARVID.  453-41-6789 
EARL  R.  NASON.  Cm-96-1865 
MARK  A.  NAL-MANN.  48*-7»-6169 
JAMES  B.  NAZAR.  185-9«-a8r 
GUY  C  N-EDDO  518-80-6693 
BRIAN  K.  NELSON.  351-0-7738 
CLYDE  A.  NELSON.  523-11-4060 
ERIC  T  NELSON.  011-80-4418 
JEFFREY  E  NELSON.  398-44-6108 
JEFFREY  S  NXLSON.  430-83-1096 
KENNTTH  L  NELSON.  219-73-5845 
PALT,  D.  NELSON.  475-6(V«T7 
PALX  F  NXLSON.  476-80-4567 
RANDALL  R   NELSON.  966-15-9198 
•KURT  M   NEUMAN.  468-73-8180 
SCOTT  A  NEUMA.VN.  223-04-6657 
WILEY  R  NEWBY.  416-96-9*46 
HAROLD  I  NEWHOUSE  m.  Wt-tOSSS 
LOREN  G   NEWKKX   540-64-7937 
•STEPHEN  A   NEWLON.  345-50-4680 
MICHAEL  J   NEWMAN.  265-77-3796 
RANDALL  E  N-EWMAN.  U8-60-7355 
DALLAS  N  NEWSOME.  343-31-1210 
HARRY  N  NEWTON,  290-lS-a*B 
HIAWATHA  K  NEWTON.  440-73-r58 
TIMOTm-  J   NEWTON.  437-11-7100 
HOANG  X.  NGUYEN.  5*6-50-6460 
KEITH  E  MCKLES,  224-13-8317 
CRAIG  K   NHYA.  576-90-0038 
•RICHARD  NTTZBERG.  0*7-46-7880 
ROBERT  J  NORDBERG  U.  900-64-4448 
ALAN  J   NORTHRUP.  020-40-2351 
RONALD  B  NORTON  515-64-3738 
POiRY  L  NOUIS.  489-73-9890 
•JEFFREY  L  NOVAK.  370-56-9175 
MICHAEL  R.  NOVrrSKE.  3 
WILLIAM  K  NTJGENT.  JR. 
DANIEL  C  NX'GTEREN.  40-74-2930 
THO.MAS  L  NUNAMAKER  33)-«3-r36 
JERO.ME  P  NXrlER.  291-98-3376 
CHRISTOPHER  J   NUZZO.  1)8-96-7731 
CRAIG  M   NYGAARD.  473-)0-M95 
PERRY  R  OAKS.  231-08-084S 
DONALD  R  OBEROIECK  006-18-0649 
THOMAS  A  OBERG.  593-57-0396 
JA.MES  W  O'BRIEN.  a34-«-8133 
JOHN  L  O'BRISI.  31»-4»-:996 
T-IMOTHY  J   O'BRIEN.  398-80-3882 
•JOHN  OOON-NELL.  040-70-3178 
KE%'IN  W.  O'DAY  496-70-7778 
RICHARD  A  ODDO.  065-60-3818 
•CHRISTOPHER  J  O'DEIX.  300-96-9298 
MICHAEL  S.  O'DOWD.  U6-68-45S3 
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TEDDY  D.  OELFKE.  38S-S6-90(B 
JAMES  R.  OEXGOETZ.  JR..  406-9S-(S26 
WaXIAM  F.  0GDE3<.  S54-90-7644 
MICHASL  L.  CXSLE.  238-06-7215 
REX  E.  OGLE.  JR..  ¥»-(a-30K 

THOMAS  R.  O'HARA.  316-90-7790 
MICHAEL  J.  O-KEEFX.  M1-86-1S09 

DON  L  OLDS.  JR..  063-S«-i288 

*JAM£S  K.  OLSON.  U6-13-128S 

WAYNE  R.  OLSON.  391-S4-8706 

WESLEY  A.  OLSON.  473-83-1961 

PEDRO  R.  OMS.  i56-r7-8067 

LISA  A.M.  ONAGA.  575-64-7800 

MICHAEL  F.  O'NEAL.  105-I8-712S 

•STUART  K.S.  OTJEILL.  07^-50-8103 

•STEVE  A.  ORDONIA.  2Z9-8S-W9Z 

STEPHEN  E  OREAR.  29e-»l-927J 

SC2ANNE  M.  OTtEILLy.  347-O-6098 

RANDALL  J.  ORNE.  «e-31-0137 

TntRENCE  J.  O'SHACGHNESSY.  JR..  028-56-3181 

CHARLES  E  OSTEEN.  241-25-8200 

KEVIN  D.  OSTEN.  543-88-0082 

KATHLEEN  O'SULUVAN.  39S-78-389S 

GREGORY  S.  OTEY.  229-73-8312 

CHRISTOPHER  W.  OVERMAN.  524-96-8454 

CHARLES  A.  OWEN.  433-74-5201 

BONNIE  L  OWENS.  387-66-0701 

DEAN  P.  OWENS.  276-66-9249 

JONATHAN  M.  OWENS.  401-82-4081 

SCOTT  A.  OWENS.  166-44-9920 

RANDOLPH  A.  PAGAN.  546-57-3638 

JOHN  S.  PAGANONl.  508-93-9225 

FREDERIC  C.  PAGE.  020-58-9902 

GERALD  L.  PAGE.  510-70-8083 

JILL  S.  PAGE.  309-80-7589 

CLIVE  A.  PAIGE.  548-43-2630 

■GREGG  M.  PAUtER.  264-55-3219 

JESS  D.  PALICER.  53»-7O-20S3 

JEAN  PAPROCKL  JR..  136-64-9670 

EARL  W.  PARCHMENT.  JR..  059-50-2902 

MARX  J.  PARISI.  I«*-48-5702 

CHRISTOPHER  L.  PARKER.  184-44-0629 

LAM.\R  D.  PARKER.  530-«3-5412 

RANDALL  C.  PARKER.  560-88-4813 

WAYNE  A.  PARKINSON.  343-60-8120 

CARL  W.  PARRAMORE.  465-06-3463 

TERRY  W.  PARROTT.  413-17-5481 

STEPHANIE  A.  PARSON.  340-25-3321 

JAMES  B.  PARSONS.  23$-04-Ce»l 
TERRY  A.  PARSONS.  504-86-2404 
DAVID  W.  PASQDINI.  351-54-1534 
WILLIAM  C.  PASZKIEWICZ.  063-56-7899 
JOHN  E.  PATCHETT.  S21-2S-7733 
GEOFFREY  C.  PATTERSON.  587-15-8380 
ERIC  J.  PAUL.  2n-74-S688 
JOHN  M.  PAUL.  339-80-5678 
ROBERT  A.  PAULDKATTIS.  423-03-6890 
ERIC  R.  PAYNE.  3a6-5«-23Bl 
MARK  H.  PAYNE.  485-70-0164 
STEPHBf  D.  PEARCE.  408-13-0712 
•ANIMtEW  H.  PEARS.  306-)6-n46 
GERALD  M.  PEASLEE.  547-53-3213 
FRANK  S.  PXCaiN  m.  305-38-9242 
JANICE  C.  PEGRAM.  323-17-4958 
LAN  R.  PELLETOER.  330-03-3388 
MICHAEL  E.  PELLETIER.  381-74-5398 
CHRISTIAN  M.  PELOZA.  931-83-3388 
PETBt  R.  PEPIN.  008-70-3567 
THOMAS  PEPPARD.  561-39-1287 
JAMES  A.  PEPPLER.  373-83-8989 
MICHAEL  H.  PERALES.  526-65-0865 
RAROLi)  S.  PEBOUE.  451-94-3813 
SANDRA  M.  PERDUE.  49»-31-t9M 
STEVEN  J.  PERENCHIO.  343-40-6431 
CARMEN  F.  PERONE.  JK.  149-53-1915 
MQ.VTN  T  J.  PERREIRA.  433-35-8920 
CATHERINE  M.  PERRO.  136-58-1176 
WANDA  C.PERRY.  253-33-7827 
JAMES  J.  PETERSPt.  045-60-0881 
MITCHELL  A.  PETBISEN.  475-78-3075 
CLARK  D.  PETERSON.  526-45-0306 
JAMES  P.  PETERSON.  423-94-5385 
JEFFREY  L.  PETERSON.  506-72-9812 
MARY  E.  PETERSON.  968-35-3853 
GREGORY  J.  PETRBQUIN.  134-60-8881 
SANDRA  L.  FETRIE.  507-73-4114 
MICHAEL  J.  PETROSH.  JR..  575-74-0344 
•JAMES  P  PFARR.  516-93-4609 
TIMOTHY  C.  PBARRIS.  409-33-0782 
HERBERT  PHILLIPS.  JR..  499-04-8553 
•JAMES  M.  PHILLIPS.  426-27-1465 
JEFFREY  B.  PHILLIPS.  513-66-7022 
JOHN  M.  PHILLIPS.  229-13-9665 
PAUL  E.  PHILLIPS.  270-64-8637 
JAMES  A.  PICKLE.  900-60-3580 
DAVID  R.  PIERCE.  344-46-7229 
ALEXANDER  S.  PILTPOWSKYJ.  3B7-Sa-»U2 
ANN  M.  PINC.  538-86-4151 
MICHAEL  A.  PIPAN.  378-53-1410 
MICHAEL  A.  PlSCTTELLl.  043-60-1796 
JOHN  F.  PISTOLESSI.  231-83-5517 
ANDREW  M.  PTTTMAN.  061-60-4621 
•PHILIP  A.  PLATT.  086-48-0510 
JOHN  A.  PLAZA.  163-54-6338 
BRETT  A.  PLENTL.  460-27-T7S9 
BRIAN  S.  FLETCHER.  383-72-7848 
MICHAEL  R.  PLUMMER.  518-78-1731 
RICHARD  J.  FOEL.  333-66-3354 
JAMES  POHORENCE.  385-98-9908 
CLAUDE  J.  FOITRAS.  040-68-2960 
ROBERT  A.  POU.  107-«-3B72 
DEBORAH  C.  POLLARD.  323-02-3385 
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KEITR  R.  POND.  474-74-5315 
MARK  S.  PONTI,  191-46-3590 
M.WtGARET  B   POORE.  229-21-2922 
MICHAEL  G   POPOVICH.  52;-25-8ra8 
MICHAEL  R   POPPERT.  506-62-7013 
ROBERT  B.  POST.  137-68-7094 
TODD  M.  POST.  297-50-7770 
MARX  S.  POSTAGE.  187-54-9558 
GREGORY  L  POTTER.  511-64-9358 
KEITH  D  POULIN.  006-64-1328 
GARY  W.  POUNDER.  486-52-4187 
KELLY  J.  POWELL.  221-48-5348 
•JERRY  A.  PRASS.  292-74-8402 
•DA.VA  R.  PR.ATT.  479-96-9599 
WILLIAM  D.  PREASKORN.  218-60-2347 
MELVTN  R.  PRELL.  283-50-6870 
STEVEN  J.  PRESTOS.  226-84-6933 
JOSEPH  J.  PRIDOTKAS.  018-42-7751 
JOHN  J   PRTVETTE.  242-19-1144 
JOHN  W   PROBST.  31S-52-8617 
, DOUGLAS  W.  PROCTOR.  482-66-7245 
XAREN  A.  PULLEN.  225-73-3701 
JAMES  R.  PULLIAM.  564-49-4952 
PAUL  F.  PULSE  m.  336-50-1330 
GREGORY  A.  PYKE  250-21-5539 
PAUL  C.  QUIGLEY.  133-52-2024 
RUSSELL  J.  QLTNN.  528-06-8577 
JIMMIE  D.  RABB.  513-62-8117 
GARY  R.  RAFFERT\-.  097-58-1305 
STEVEN  G.  RAFFERTY.  527-47-3917 
PATRICK  J.  RAGLOW.  301-66-0877 
TODD  D.  RAINES.  526-83-5163 
JON  V.  RAMER.  215-66-0619 
ROSE  A.  RAMIREZ.  479-74-2374 
MARK  J.  RANDOLPH.  214-84-6779 
GEORGE  M.  RANK.  341-58-7064 
•PETER  M.  RANON.  586-66-8148 
EDWARD  R.  RAUDENBUSH.  188-50-2466 
CHRISTIAN  P.  RAUSCHENBACH.  548-49-5762 
GREGORY  C.  RAY.  455-37-4599 
TIMOTHY  M.  RAY.  263-79-0981 
DAVID  M.  RAYMO.  111-48-5145 
PETER  D.  READ.  107-54-7511 
PHILIP  C  REAMY.  217-90-5249 
REID  D  REASOR.  574-52-1130 
JAMES  C  REAVIS.  241-90-0214 
MICHELE  E.  REBOULET.  111-54-8034 
JOSEPH  L.  RECTOR.  243-19-0998 
GREGORY  M.  REDICK.  081-6O-2S76 
FRANK  J.  REDNER,  JR..  225-03-0925 
BARRY  L.  REED.  499-76-2310 
DARREN  J.  REED.  381-66-6849 
HENRY  M.  REED  ID.  238-21-5536 
JAMES  F  REED.  266-83-3683 
JOHN  C.  REED.  463-86-6935 
GLENN  C  REEDY.  220-83-1753 
REX  W  REES.  520-82-3935 
ROBERT  M.  REESE.  463-19-1906 
KURT  L  REESMAN.  405-88-3683 
JOSEPH  T  REEVES.  216-70-9544 
•MICHAEL  W.  REGAN.  538-78-3420 
MICHAEL  T.  REHG.  285-53-4357 
MICHAEL  J   REIN.  076-56-3054 
JOHN  A.  REISNER.  022-58-9232 
JEFFREY  S.  RENNER.  476-72-9625 
BRIAN  A.  RENO.  297-56-3935 
DAVm  A.  RETH.  267-75-2370 
•ROBERT  C.  REVILLE.  13J-38-7351 
LEONIDAS  D.  REYES.  53-57-8271 
BART  R  RHODES.  506-64-0805 
•ALAN  G   RTBA.  173-54-5386 
ROBERT  B  RICARTE.  519-76-1254 
JOHN  F  RICHARDS.  JR.  229-64-3501 
JAMES  P  RICHTER.  468-92-4175 
DOUGLAS  B.  RIDER.  264-51-0621 
GEORGE  E.  RIEBUNG.  08O-5O-252S 
JAMES  G.  RIEMENSVANLAARE.  458-49-3357 
DARRELL  L.  RIGGS.  240-15-3341 
•KENNETH  E.  RIGGS,  528-64-5901 
MICHAEL  T.  RINALDI.  261-77-8796 
•ROBERT  E.  RING.  JR..  563-39-9096 
JAMES  P  RIORD.^N.  088-63-0014 
JOHN  S.  RIORDAN.  139-56-2595 
KEVIN  T.  RIORDAN  309-83-5167 
•GEORGE  A.  RISSE.  203-46-3735 
THOMAS  J  RTTENOUR  U.  568-49-3601 
MICHAEL  P.  RITS.  206-50-9044 
JOHN  A.  RTTTER.  170-46-9133 
STEPHEN  B.  RTTTER.  452-33-5044 
OSCAR  M.  RIVERA.  583-04-9749 
JAMES  C.  RDC.  133-58-5057 
KIMBERLEE  FORBESS  REX.  575-68-7877 
STEPHEN  C.  ROACH.  561-0^-8240 
ANTHONY  D.  ROAKE.  410-19-8373 
RICHARD  F.  ROBEL.  JR..  558-37-2123 
TONCIE  L.  ROBERSON.  497-80-2467 
JULIAN  R  ROBERTS.  JR..  261-81-9464 
PAUL  E  ROBERTS.  551-35-8921 
ALBERT  E  ROBERTSON.  JR..  426-29-5500 
ERICA  ROBERTSON.  141-70-2780 
RICHARD  M.  ROBICHAUD.  094-64-5538 
ROBBIE  D.  ROBINETTE.  496-21-4236 
JEFFREY  K  ROBINSON.  445-70-3973 
JOHN  W.  ROBINSON.  JR..  129-63-4344 
JOSEPH  H.  ROBINSON.  599-49-9229 
PHILLIP  L.  ROBINSON.  440-74-6351 
KEVIN  E.  ROBITAILLE.  007-68-0354 
PATRICK  R.  ROCHE.  212-63-7917 
RICHARD  K.  ROCKWELL.  289-43-4176 
EVAN  G.  ROELOFS.  378-76-9924 
EUGENE  P.  ROGERS.  485-70-2610 
ROBERT  D.  ROGERS.  JR..  041-70-8980 


JAMES  G.  ROLLINS,  557-57-0239 
DIANE  M.  ROMAN.  041-66-3440 
ANTHONY  ROMANO.  075-58-8582 
CRAIG  W.  ROMERO.  044-60-6693 
AUnnrlN  K.  ROSS.  477-80-0685 
CECIL  L.  ROSS.  551-08-0999 
GEORGE  H.  ROSS  IH.  413-27-8170 
MARK  A  ROSS.  365-72-1482 
JOSEPH  J   ROSSACCI.  002-48-0640 
CHRISTOPHER  J.  ROSSI.  559-41-6987 
FRANK  J.  ROSSI,  569-74-2912 
TERRENCE  L.  ROTERING.  393-53-9558 
MICHAEL  S.  ROTTMAN.  290-74-2131 
LAURIE  M.  ROUILLARD.  001-63-5281 
GLENN  C.  ROUSSEAU.  022-58-8872 
JAMES  A.  ROUSSEAU.  121-54-2583 
KEVIN  J,  ROUTHIER.  032-46-0687 
RONALD  C  ROUX.  254-74-2885 
RICHARD  P.  ROWBURREY.  047-66-9121 
AMY  M.  ROWE.  431-35-1130 
BRUCE  C.  ROWE.  166-58-8800 
JAMES  L.  ROWE.  JR..  250-39-1510 
MICHAEL  S.  ROWLAND.  524-76-1926 
DAVID  B.  ROYAL.  524-80-1665 
ARTHUR  E.  HOZIER.  237-13-0190 
BLAINE  O.  RUDOCK.  565-41-1813 
STANLEY  RUFF.  323-46-4330 
SCOTT  J.  RUFLIN.  128-38-8692 
RICHARD  J,  RUGGIERO,  183-48-1513 
MARK  H.  RUMPH.  262-37-3545 
•JANE  E.  RUSSELL.  264-75-1291 
MARC  D.  RUSSICK.  559-25-9784 
SCOTT  C.  RUTHERFORD.  177-58-7593 
JOHN  A.  RUTKOWSKI.  377-76-0189 
CRAIG  A  RUTLAND.  579-90-5556 
KATHLEEN  D  RYKS.  413-06-6929 
MARX  R.  RYDELL.  478-92-6594 
LDJDA  MAUREEN  RYERSE.  459-82-7290 
SAMUEL  J.  SABLAN.  569-23-7287 
RAYMOND  A.  SABLE.  250-27-4622 
BRAD  L.  SABO.  285-46-1123 
JOHN  M.  SAGHERA.  085-60-3880 
LAURA  L  SAKOS.  530-74-0969 
LORI  S,  SALGADO.  557-98-8906 
JEFFREi'  M,  SAUNG.  285-70-6774 
CHRISTOPHER  SALVUCCI.  453-27-5836 
RONALD  L  SAMIC.  299-53-5850 
PAUL  L  SAMPANG.  443-64-2662 
CH.\RLES  W.  SAMUEL.  511-50-2807 
DANIEL  SANCHEZ.  454-37-4768 
BRIAN  SANDERS.  146-56-5674 
•MICHAEL  W.  SANDERS.  264-57-5949 
RONALD  J.  SANDERS.  264-73-8691 
MICHAEL  D.  SANDQUIST.  553-96-3810 
JOHN  P.  SANTACROCE.  463-78-9882 
HENRY  J.  SANTICOLA.  298-56-6399 
JOSEPH  F.  SANTORELLI.  033-48-0632 
WALTER  J.  SARAFIN.  116-44-3048 
MICHAEL  O.  SARCHET.  271-46-9330 
STEVEN  R.  SARTORE.  312-70-2386 
MARC  H.  SASSEVILLE.  236-76-7249 
DONALD  T.  SAUNDERS.  13S-43-8S10 
JOHN  D.  SCARBOROUGH.  355-13-6664 
BRIAN  M.  SCHAAF.  349-31-7195 
DAVID  N.  SCHAAF.  313-62-8327 
SCOTT  A.  SCHAEFFLER.  497-72-9982 
KEVIN  M.  SCHAFER.  374-60-1643 
JEFFREY  L.  SCHAFF.  366-74-2199 
DIRK  D.  SCHALCH.  244-I1-7S26 
MARX  G.  SCHEEN.  265-79-4011 
ERVIN  G.  SCHEETS.  JR..  395-46-2770 
GERALD  A.  SCHEUCHNER.  379-54-4833 
THOMAS  L.  SCHIANO.  058-64-5809 
GREGORY  J.  SCHILLER.  530-84-0191 
JOSEPH  V.  SCHMIDT.  280-64-6168 
PAUL  G.  SCHMIDT.  533-84-0796 
ERIC  W,  SCHNAIBLE.  126-40-3033 
STEVEN  M.  SCHNEIDER.  216-90-2480 
THOMAS  A.  SCHN-EIDER,  164-44-6225 
CRAIG  W.  SCHNEPF.  060-48-3311 
JON  S.H.  SCHOENBERG.  130-44-4068 
TERRY  D.  SCHONERT.  431-88-1441 
THOMAS  M.  SCRORSCH.  418-76-5354 
MARIA  L.  SCHREFFLER.  161-54-9069 
MICHAEL  S.  SCHULENBERG.  469-84-4152 
ROBERT  J.  SCHULTE  n.  362-82-3*08 
CHARLES  SCHULTZ.  JR..  592-03-6325 
USA  M.  SCHULZLATSIS.  OS6-82-7809 
MICHAEL  W.  SCHWARTZ.  343-52-1396 
JAMES  E.  SCHWENKE.  565-31-0224 
ALTON  J,  SCOTT.  464-43-9339 
BRYAN  E.  SCOTT.  524-90-8722 
CARL  W.  SCOTT,  106-54-2990 
JOHN  P.  SCOTT.  427-29-4470 
•SHANE  E.  SCOTT.  568-31-2716 
TOI  V.  SCRENCI.  506-99-2522 
•KENNETH  E.  SCRTTCHFIELD.  433-11-3148 
THOMAS  B.  SCRUGGS.  223-48-4306 
DEBORAH  A,  SEAMAN.  550-41-9921 
KETTH  A.  SEAMAN.  569-53-1688 
TERRY  G.  SEAMAN.  522-94-5425 
BRIAN  G.  SEARCY.  311-74-0302 
PATRICU  K.F.  SEARCY.  226-11-4385 
ANTHONY  J.  SEELY.  522-15-5324 
HOWARD  A.  SEID.  379-78-3047 
PAUL  S.  SEKETA.  282-48-4743 
JOHN  SELLERS.  511-48-0338 
JOHN  C.  SELLS.  454-23-8359 
BRYAN  K  SELVAAG.  474-83-1132 
JOSEPH  S.  SEPESSY.  234-06-8394 
DANIEL  J.  SETTERGREN.  318-46-3947 
•WILLIAM  E.  SETTLEMIRE.  291-46-9535 
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THOMAS  J.  SEXTON.  906-66-4789 
PAUL  A.  SEYMOUR,  366-58-7804 
ALAN  L.  SHAFER.  553-13-5015 
MARTHA  T.  SHAFFER,  427-15-0133 
BRUCE  G   SHAPIRO.  529-84-7529 
ROBERT  B.  SHARP.  JR..  297-46-3854 
PETRA  L.  SHARRETT.  530-52-2296 
GARY  L.  SHAW.  182-40-8383 
ROBERT  S.H.  SHAW.  081-58-5306 
RUSSELL  J   SHAW.  JR..  027-54-5366 
STUART  J   SHAW,  506-66-1570 
KARL  J.  SHAWHAN.  274-74-9172 
•DANIEL  F   SHEA.  214-88-5124 
STEPHEN  E  SHEA.  565-90-5800 
RICHARD  L  SHELLEY.  425-33-4477 
TIMOTHY  L.  SHELTON.  454-19-6050 
•STEVEN  C  SHEPARD.  466-11-8929 
JIMMY  SHEPPARD.  JR  .  431-96-8897 
JOHN  T  SHEPPARD.  120-42-9069 
MICHAEL  A.  SHIELDS.  072-44-0864 
JOSEPH  T  SMNNICK.  020-98-5585 
RICHARD  P  SHIPMAN.  573-27-3682 
MICHAEL  D.  SHIRLEY'.  405-94-7863 
THOMAS  P,  SHOAF.  523-11-9791 
EDWARD  F  SHOCK.  208-52-4228 
THOMOTHY  C  SHOCKLEl".  229-94-1331 
JAMES  R  SHOEMAKER.  335-66-9623 
DOUGLAS  G.  SHRYOCK.  295-56-6944 
DENNIS  W  SHUMAKER.  313-62-0059 
SANDRA  J.  SHUR.MAN.  265-43-0176 
RODNEY  S.  SIBILA.  388-82-7811 
GEORGE  R  SICAY.  258-02-1717 
JOSEPH  P  SnXDR  533-54-5010 
ALAN  C.  SIERICHS.  436-04-3081 
DANIEL  W  SIETMAN.  302-43-2953 
JAMES  K  SDCES.  255-02-7686 
DOROTHY  A,  SILVANIC.  585-58-7975 
MARK  A,  SILVANIC.  267-31-7868 
JAY  B  SILVERIA.  114-58-0618 
JESSE  T.  SIMMONS.  JR..  409-78-2628 
JOHN  C.  SIMMONS.  549-29-8641 
KIRBY  E.  W   SIMMONS.  262-57-1994 
THOMAS  A  SnUPKINSON.  556-47-2494 
•CARL  R  SIMPSON.  268-66-0455 
DENNIS  J,  SIMPSON.  573-45-1571 
JON  T  SIMS.  JR..  560-08-8211 
MITCHELL  A.  SINGER.  013-38-2733 
ROBERT  W   SINGLETON.  521-03-8636 
ROBERT  E.  SIPPEL.  074-62-7313 
KENN-ETH  G.  SIPPERLY.  JR  .  079-40-2721 
•DAVm  G,  SIZOO,  024-50-2732 
TRACEY  S.  SKELTON.  403-13-4567 
J.ADE  A.  SXINNTK.  507-44-8218 
PAUL  J.  SKOWRON-EK.  446-70-4838 
DA.VIEL  P  SKROBIALOWSKI.  568-13-1761 
MIRO  SKRODZKI.  361-64-8077 
MICHAEL  D.  SLATER.  515-66-0860 
MICHAEL  C.  SLEPICA.  388-5»-«927 
CHARLES  E  SLOAN.  358-96-0206 
WILLIAM  E.  SLUTTER.  307-46-92M 
BOBBY  J  SMALL.  JR..  299-13-5314 
JOHN  H  SMART.  396-60-3451 
TRACY  A.  SMIEDENDORF.  363-76-3687 
ALLAN  J.  SMTTH.  215-84-0160 
DANIEL  L  SMITH.  415-93-5432 
DAVID  C  SMITH.  069-54-8439 
DAVID  R.  SMITH.  418-94-6358 
DOUGLAS  F,  SMTTH.  240-29-2060 
DOYLE  D  SMTTH.  266-47-0653 
GEORGE  M   SMTTH  288-72-6762 
JURGEN  W   SMITH.  513-66-7026 
KATHLEEN  A.  SMTTH.  150-68-8469 
KENNETH  J.  SMTTH  288-66-3850 
KYLE  M   SMITH,  455-45-4545 
MICHAEL  S,  SMITH.  290-86-8638 
PAUL  L.  SMTTH.  571-33-1261 
PENNY  E  SMTTH.  558-13-4552 
ROBERT  A.  SMTTH.  174-44-4358 
SUZANNE  L.  SMTTH.  544-90-0534 
TIMOTHi"  F.  SMTTH,  204-50-0229 
ROBERT  G.  SMOTHERS,  416-76-7046 
ERICK  A,  SNELLMAN   Dr-3S-1290 
BRUCE  D.  SNYDER.  220-84-9208 
DA\1D  E.  SNYDER.  221-44-1375 
GREGORY  D.  SNYDER.  185-48-0719 
CHERYL  A.  SOAT.  041-60-6654 
DAVID  I.S.  SOBRINO.  S83-19-3S60 
•MELVIN  P.  SODERLUND.  534-70-5645 
DAVID  M   SOFET.  231-44^)271 
CHRISTOPHER  T.  SORRENTINO.  553-88-2501 
EZRA  A.  SOSA.  303-64-9484 
ROBIN  G   SOULE.  563-25-1876 
BRADLEY  D  SPACY.  086-60-7278 
JOHN  M.  SPAIN.  423-04-6851 
JON  R.  SP ANGLER.  503-86-3306 
JAMES  A.  SPAULDING.  008-60-6471 
JEFFREY  S.  SPEAR.  213-90-5646 
P.AMELA  S.  SPEARING.  9(5-46-0966 
THEODORE  M  SPENCER.  471-74-6857 
WILLIAM  J.  SPENDLEY.  JR..  100-48-9509 
ADAM  G   SPENIK.  487-08-6776 
MICHAEL  J.  SPTTZ.  308-8(^4432 
KIMBERLY  A  SPONSELLER.  188-50-5299 
BRUCE  E.  SPRINGS.  276-66-0908 
MICHAEL  C  STALEY.  469-72-3947 
•STEVEN  R  STALLINGS.  578-68-4339 
•WILLIAM  L  STALLINGS  m.  259-27-1790 
ROGER  D.  STAMEY.  249-13-0420 
STEPHEN  W.  STARKS  522-06-9783 
SCOTT  A,  STEFANOV.  a21-5<M0e2 
•JOHN  H.  STEIN,  325-54-6640 
MARCY  A.  STEINKEFIKE.  395-44-2497 


DEAN  R.  STENGL.  564-04-0753 
JON  R.  STEPHENS.  447-66-2639 
MARK  T  STEPHENS,  460-13-8824 
DA\'ID  R  STEPHENSON,  470-90-6867 
ROBERT  J,  STEVENS,  130-54-8963 
CL-RTISS  S   STEWART,  568-98-0605 
DAVID  F   STEWART  466-11-4919 
MICHAEL  H,  STICKNEY,  225-04-7100 
EDWARD  S  STINCHCOMB.  219-82-0968 
CHARLES  K.  STTTT.  JR..  332-54-8568 
KEVIN  B  STMARY.  493-76-5395 
GEORGE  R  STOLLER.  JR  .  263-63-0883 
ERIC  J  STONE.  507-62-2137 
P.4TR1CK  M   STONEHAM.  053-40-6559 
JEFFREi-  N  STOUT.  141-68-8440 
LESLIE  STOUTE.  12] -60-7928 
TYRONE  A   STRACHAN.  066-56-3599 
PETER  R  STRAIGHT.  116-54-1425 
ANDREW  J   STRAMPACH.  049-53-1793 
JOHN  E  STRAZZO.  048-40-1765 
GERALD  E  STREFF  505-70-9999 
STEPHEN  B  STREHLE.  5O5-S8-0207 
STUART  G   STRICKLAND.  464-37-2089 
TERRY  D,  STRIHA,  502-90-2781 
STEPHEN  L  STROM.  249-82-4754 
JACK  F  STUART  U.  428-08-1405 
•DARREN  L  STUDER.  456-33-3033 
SCOTT  A   STURGILL.  359-21-4395 
JOHN  J,  SULUVAN.  228-03-9353 
DONALD  H.  SUMMERLIN,  44444-4791 
PAULA,  SUMMERS,  283-42-0660 
DAVID  B  SUMRELL,  253-33-0240 
JON  M  SUTTERFTELD,  474-78-2082 
CHRISTOPHER  D  SWADENER,  527-33-0093 
MARX  L.  SWARD.  475-90-9678 
RlCKi'  E.  SWARD,  483-78-2951 
JAMES  A  SWEENEY  UI,  001-52-7974 
KETTH  A.  SWENSEN.  228  94  9886 
STEVEN  A  SWENSON  224-90-7025 
THOMAS  J  SWIDEREK.  331-44-7296 
•SHANNON  W   SWTTTS.  263-83-3890 
ROBERT  L  SWORTZEL.  »i-48-9892 
•DAVTD  M   SYNTJERGAARD.  428-76-9031 
MARK  A  SYZDEK.  530-53-9888 
WILLIAM  J   SZAREK.  046-63-4657 
JAMES  J   SZCZUR.  200-48-5834 
RICHARD  J  TAGLAND.  JR  .  308-42-2097 
MICHAEL  L  TALBERT.  251-33-4179 
ROBERT  A,  TALBOT,  026-46-5136 
MARK  S,  TALLEY,  491-74-0515 
PAUL  A  TANGUAY,  003-46-2114 
EDWARD  J.  TAN-NER.  525-27-6019 
MICHAEL  D  TANN-ER.  438-17-2980 
MARTIN  K  TATUM.  255-15-5243 
JAMES  L.D  TAYLOR.  496-72-1344 
JON  M  TAYLOR.  424-86-1011 
PAUL  J.  TAYLOR.  JR..  144-54-8403 
SAMMIE  B  TAYLOR.  251-15-3053 
SCOTT  T,  TAYLOR.  263-87-2949 
ROGER  W.  TEAGUE.  536-89-9896 
MICHAEL  A  TEMPLE.  3B-71-8U4 
THOMAS  J,  TENPENTTY.  526-81-2096 
CHRISTOPHER  I.  TERRY.  387-33-3800 
JAYEVAN  J  TEVIS  H.  47»4*-2351 
•SCOTT  D.  THACHER.  537-50-4*39 
MARK  J  THARP.  534-78-3143 
BRIAN  D.  THEISEN.  396-56-4878 
GREGORY  L.  THEODOSS.  090-50-0220 
THOMAS  J  THIBODEAU.  252-37-085* 
EDWIN  R  THOELE,  494-98-90(8 
ANTHONi'  C  THOMAS.  424-94-0112 
ANTOMO  L  THOMAS.  573-55-1274 
GARY  C  THOMAS.  568-98-3721 
CAREY  S.  THOMPSON  521-93-8373 
CHARLES  F  THOMPSON.  188-60-1587 
DARRELL  L.  THOMPSON.  527-61-2429 
IREN-E  I  THOMPSON.  576-63-8246 
R.\LPH  THOMPSON.  JR..  415-23-9010 
STEVEN  L.  THOMPSON.  239-15-0224 
TERRACE  B.  THOMPSON.  230-13-«68( 
WADE  J,  THOMPSON.  539-78-1817 
n'AN  E  THORSOS  m.  539-74-6*00 
CUFFWID  B,  THORSTENSON.  011-46-2139 
ROGER  D,  TRASHER.  54(-45-9078 
KEEN-E  F  TTEDEMANN.  92»-94-U73 
THOMAS  R,  TIGHE.  4U-TM9** 
BRUCE  A.  TILL.  054-90-7572 
BARRY  C  TILTON.  530-90-8007 
GREGORY  W  TINDALL.  401-98-1303 
TIMOTHY  A    llPPLl'l.  219-5»-4**0 
DAVTD  M   TOBIN.  078-48-1096 
DONALD  L  TOBIN.  JR..  017-52-2239 
KETTH  E  TOBIN.  483-86-5321 
RICHARD  D  TODD.  90*-8(-»497 
KENN-ETH  E  TODOROV.  130-4I-2M4 
RALPH  C  TOLLE.  546-98-4884 
ROBERT  W  TOMASINO.  219-86-7*07 
JAMES  J.  TOMASZEWSKI.  086-46-3*96 
EDWARD  R.  TOMME.  466-33-1753 
•JOHN  E,  TOMTSCHIK,  38S-8»4155 
KIMBERLY  K  TONEY.  436-27-4711 
WILLIAM  L  TONGUE,  23*-80-a333 
•DAVID  F,  TOOMEi'  m.  156-88-077S 
D.\NNY  J,  TOPP,  516-88-48*3 
MICHAEL  L  TOi-NE.  478-72-43*1 
JOHN  W  TRAINOB,  007-7O-5ST2 
DOROTHY  J  TRIBBLE.  5*7-89-4550 
R.\.VDALL  C  TRTTT.  187-40-210* 
CHRISTOPHER  W,  TROTTni.  3*1-54-1141 
TIMOTHY  G,  TRUEHEART.  220-64-4948 
•HARRY  A,  TRUHN.  3**-*6-39*2 
ERIC  P.  TRDMBLE.  546  »  894* 


JIARC  TRUUMEES,  216-43-5611 
AMESM  TUCCl,  326-80-9881 
CAREi'  F  TUCKER  450-96-4345 
KETTH  T  TUCKER,  423-80-3008 
STEVES  J  TLTIECHEK,  107-44-0544 
BRY.\N  D  TURNtR.  S29-21-8S86 
DAVID  L  TURNER.  2*4-70-7*66 
MONTE  D  TUR.VER.  21*-«3-a»72 
•WARREN  W  TURN-ER.  260-27-9822 
•DENTflS  J   TUTHILL.  481-86-9332 
RA.VDY  B  TYMOFICHUK.  517-90-7443 
CONSTANTINE  TZAVARAS.  008-58-7261 
MICHAEL  ULISSE   156-58-73*8 
KATHY  B  ULLRICH   449-41-4496 
STEPHAN  M   URBAXCZYK.  246-31-5507 
ERADIO  E  LTIESTI  466-41-2172 
WILLIAM  H,  UTTRICH   460-25-2907 
STEPHEN  G   LTEHATA.  563-35-0638 
SCOTT  R  VADNAIS.  337-40-9808 
CHRISTOPHER  R  VALLE,  144-53-2869 
ROBIN  P  VANT>ERBERRY  530-88-1504 
SCOTT  A  VANDERHAMM.  571-37-8801 
JAN-ET  C  VANTHHLEY,  599-37-0001 
•DEBORAH  L.  VANDEVEN,  063-S4-0615 
PHIUP  M,  VAXEAl'   267-81-3311 
GLEN-N  E  VANTCNOWE  013-44-7403 
SCOTT  M   VANNESS  522-13-6786 
KENNTTH  J   VANRAV-ENSWAAY,  366-84-2798 
BRUCE  M  VANZUIDEN.  348-50-9660 
JOHNTCY  B.  VARN-EDORE  432-27-2761 
WILLIAM  J   VACGHT,  JR.,  429-23-0382 
JANXT  L  V-EESART.  538-80-3379 
JOSEPH  A  VENEZIANO  283-43-9165 
JEFFREY  J   VERDONE.  383-70-4228 
DAVTD  G   VERRETT.  453-41-3993 
EDUARDO  L  VICENCIO  598-63-6307 
JAMES  G   \TCK.  5r-37-7301 
TODDT  \TKAN.  363-21-3992 
ANDREW  T  VINCENT   160-58-2070 
ANGELA  M   VINCENT.  380-25-3482 
STEPHEN  MICHAEL  \TMCA,  038  40  4496 
RONNTE  L  VTNSON,  239-19-4»r 
STEPHEN  M   VTSEL  334-46-2444 
JEAN  N    VTTE,  456-43-5689 
JOHN  B   VTTTRUP.  461-31-2200 
SCOTT  R  VOSKOVTTCH.  068-44-4442 
•HAI  C  VC.  986-42-8812 
MICHAEL  C  WADDEL.  518-72-3073 
BARRY  M   WADDELL,  429-23-0899 
JERRY  T  WAGNER.  JR..  410-29-8751 
•FRANTCLIS  S  WALDES.  340-31-1625 
PHILIP  E  WALGREN.  189-52-1281 
GORDON  J  WALKER.  538-06-4030 
JAMES  C  WALKER.  283-29-1005 
ROBERT  H  WALKER.  298-13-8008 
ROBERT  M   WALKER.  412-27-3889 
ROBERT  M   WALKER.  386-*]-(Z18 
GERALD  B  WALKQiGTON.  33^40-5641 
DION  R.  WALL.  573-31-8856 
KEVIN  J.  WALLACE,  061-83-3588 
NANCY  R  WALLACE,  3(3-90-8171 
JAMES  E  WALTRIP,  505-98-1061 
JON  D  WALZ  50B-73-19T7 
CHRISTOPHER  A  WARACK.  521-98-3387 
BRIAN  K  WARD.  131-43-0133 
CHARLES  H  WARD.  JR  .  U0-40-a664 
MICHAEL  P  WARD.  3*4-45-7544 
PHILIP  N   WARD.  3*»46-(lfr 
RAYMOND  C.  WARD.  128-M-U*1 
•THOMAS  B.  WARD.  498-31-4*53 
WARREN  G  WARD.  431-*4-*a21 
RALPH  D  WARDROUP.  4S7-«>-733( 
RICHARD  E  WARREN.  900-0-4434 
JAY  J   WARWICK  361-13-«Be 
ROBERT  A  WASHBURN  Q.  12*-i4-a**0 
JOYCE  D  WASHINGTON.  593-39-4679 
ROBERT  A  WASSERMAN.  451-29-0838 
DONALD  P  WATERS.  533-7(-2S37 
HAROLD  E  WATERS.  JR..  299-06-«104 
BARBARA  K  WATKINS.  523-78-4806 
ROGER  H  WATKINS.  4«0-35-9«7 
TERRY  WATKINS.  077-83-7272 
GREGORY  C.  WATSON.  337-92- lOT 
WILLIAM  G  WATSON   108-44-2021 
CHARLES  F  WATTERSON.  561-83-8309 
WILLIAM  A,  WAUCAMAN.  380-80-8437 
DALE  E  WEAVER,  545-88-9851 
KENNETH  M   WEAVER.  599-41-1706 
PALT-  A  WEBB  263-21-4415 
JANINX  T  WEBER  230-08  9866 
RAYMOND  W   WEETH.  551-70-40(3 
CHRISTOPHER  P  WEGCEMAN.  046-7D-3M4 
GREGORY  T  WEKXING.  4*»-74-4171 
JOSEPH  A.  WEINBERGER.  JR..  20-21-20** 
GORDC»<  A.  WEISS.  389-73-8861 
JERRY  K  WELDON  U.  454-43-012* 
DOUGLAS  E  WELLS.  23»-«6-S387 
MICHAEL  D  WELLS  0a7-58-l(*2 
JAMES  A  WENTWORTH.  2*4-*4-43t9 
JAY  M  WENTZELL.  468-78-2582 
JOSEPH  D  WERCINSKI.  264-33-tlM 
WILLIAM  J  WERTLEY.  16(-92-T»45 
JOEL  S  WEST  A.  U8-98-77C1 
PETER  E  WESTENDORTF.  249-25-3712 
PHHJP  V  WESTERFIELD.  429-35-8398 
MARK  W.  WESTERCREN.  4(4-96-4525 
BARBARA  J   WHEATON.  545-27-2417 
MATTHEW  T  WHELAN.  42248-8753 
PETER  A  WHELAN.  030-92-5772 
JOHN  W   WHISENTTUNT.  4(»40-98r 
DOUGLAS  A  WHTTE.  215-88-0015 
DOUGLAS  D.  WHITE.  00S-53-7S1O 
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tX>nCLAS  R.  WHITE.  «1»-13-34S5 
DOUGLAS  W  WHITE  H.  437-98-6714 
OVETA  M  WHITE.  438-98-0819 
STEVEN  C.  WHITE.  48S-«4-0556 
KEITH  G.  WHYTE.  478-84-M28 
MICHAEL  A.  WIDHAMMER.  39»-»-9337 
SCOTT  O.  WIERSCHKE.  317-68-3976 
■TIMOTHY  M.  WTBSMANN.  085-S8-2408 
CBORCE  J .  WIGGINS .  JK. .  1S2-C»-Z74S 
STEPHEN  D.  WILBnK  018-5O-4S65 
•JIMMY  D.  WnjEY.  4frMB-S10S 
•DAVID  A  WHJONS.  547-35-1473 
•ERIC  W.  WILKS.  448-66-0531 
ALBERT  H.  WILUAMS.  JR..  556-33-S731 

oAvn)  w  wnxiAMS.  xe-76-1824 

EDWARD  M.  WILLIAMS.  556^)3-1411 
FRANK  Q.  WILUAMS.  41i-27-6381 
JAMES  B.  WILLIAMS.  578-94-1375 
JEAN  CM.  WnXIAMS.  100-46-7562 
JOSEPH  S.  WnXJAMS.  557-49-1651 
RICHARD  K.  WILUAMS.  437-33-2965 
•ROGER  E.  WILLIAMS.  JR..  020-50-3307 
SALLY  D.  WILLJAMS.  218-56-4398 
TIMOTHY  J.  WKilAMS.  427-61-0373 
TODD  A.  WILUAMS.  249-15-7624 
DAVID  L.  WnjJAMSEN.  528-90-3418 
ROBERT  D.  WILLIAMSON.  546-55-7040 
MARY  A  WnXMON.  443-58-3527 
BURKE  E.  WILSON.  215-66-8681 
HENRY  T.  WILSON.  431-17-9929 
JOHNNY  T  WILSON.  427-27-7830 
MICHAEL  R.  WILSON.  267-31-7985 
PATRICK  A.  WILSON.  345-56-5222 
SCOTT  A  WILSON.  524-96-8218 
CARY  B  WINDLER.  450-43-5874 
STEVEN  P  WINKLMANN.  006-68-8344 
MARK  G.  WINTON.  263-37-4645 
MICHAEL  E.  WISMER.  221-44-8924 
JEFFREY  A.  WITKO.  223-76-7055 
ROBStT  J.  WTTTMANN.  438-17-41S0 
ELIZABETH  A.  WOISH.  401-11-1837 
GARY  M.  WOLBERT.  173-46-8832 
MICHAEL  K   WOLF.  210-12-0541 
DALLAS  A.  WOLFE.  412-35-3501 
DBIAN  A  WOLFORD.  228-84-5836 
JEFFREY  R.  WOOD.  090-50-6235 
•JOHN  C.  WOOD.  149-38-SS24 
JOHNNY  L.  WOOD.  409-29-1000 
WILLIAM  D.  WOOD.  226-03-2799 
THOMAS  D.  WOODEN.  296-54-1047 
ROBERT  R.  WOODLEY.  M>-a3-T7«3 
LOCANN  J.  WOODS.  024-48-7682 
•EDWIN  R.  WOODWARD.  556-35-5493 
TYRONE  M.  WOCa>YARD.  114-50-1939 
DANIEL  a  WOOLDRIDGE.  053-56-2896 
RICHARD  A.  WOOLEY.  384  88  8844 
KEVIN  B.  WOOTON.  458-80-3157 
•GUT  T.  WCMTHINCTON.  580-66-6125 
STANLEY  S.  WORTHINGTON.  213-58-2304 
LORI  A.  WOKTMAN.  506-»l-4M0 
BROOKS  D.  WRIGHT.  43S-l»-0876 
JOBN  D.  WRIGHT.  160-53-7210 
RICHARD  N.  WRIGHT.  149-58-3173 
VICTOKIA  L  WUCHNICK.  275-70-8821 
ERIC  J.  WYSRA.  333-98-8029 
ROBERT  T.  WYNN.  404-06-3082 
THOMAS  B.  WYNN.  93S-«>-913T 
•LASIX  R.  WYRICX.  573-70-0881 
KAREN  A.  YACKIEL.  234-06-6*65 
•DAVID  L.  YANG.  121-58-3705 
EDWARD  K.  YANKSON.  201-43-6872 
KENNETH  L.  YAPHE.  088-80-4818 
KDOERLY  L.  YODER.  904-88-7796 
DARRELL  E.  YOST.  928-33-«ri3 
DOUGLAS  E.  YOUNG.  003-58-3406 
MARK  R.  YOUNG.  080-80-0989 
SAMUEL  D.  YOUNG.  374-63-4568 
MICHAEL  V.  YUnX.  313-80-7688 
•RONALD  YURCmSHIN.  0r7»-«»-0ei8 
PAUL  J.  ZABBO.  C37-48-S223 
DANIEL  R.  ZAHIRNIAK.  297-t2-«S81 
ROBERT  J.  ZALESKE.  154-63-4985 
ANDREW  ZAPRZALA.  043-60-0229 
•JOHN  L.  ZAWASKY.  418-68-STU 
MICHAEL  K.  ZECH.  065-54-0303 
EDWARD  C.  ZICK.  213-78-9847 
JOHN  J.  TTW.T.ER.  m  160-t0-2432 
DONALD  M.  ZIMMERMAN.  526-23-4416 
CARY  R.  ZIMMERMAN.  373-83-0104 
DANIEL  C.  ZOOK.  217-80-S32S 
KTMBERT.fX  B.  ZORICB.  233-93-6815 
LOUIS  V.  ZUCCARELLO.  080-63-2680 
THOMAS  M.  ZUCCARO.  488-904168 

I  NOMINATE  THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICERS  FOR 
PROMOTION  DJ  THE  UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCE.  UNDER 
THE  APPROPRIATE  PROVISIONS  OP  SECTION  624.  TITLE 
10.  U.S.C..  AS  AifENDED.  WITH  DATES  OF  RANK  TO  BE  DE- 
TERMINED BY  THE  SECRETARY  OF  THE  AJR  FORCE.  .AND 
THOSE  OFFICERS  IDENTIFIED  BY  AN  ASTERISK  FOR  AP- 
POINTMENT IN  THE  REGULAR  AIR  FORCE  UNDER  THE 
PROVISIONS  OF  SECTION  531.  TITLE  10.  U.S.C.  WITH  A 
VIEW  TO  DESIGNATION  UNDER  THE  PROVISIONS  OF  SEC- 
TION  8087.  TITLE  10.  CSC.  TO  PERFORM  DUTIES  INDI- 
CATS)  PROVIDED  THAT  IN  NO  CASE  SHALL  THE  FOLLOW- 
ING OFFICERS  BE  APPOINTED  IN  A  GRADE  HIGHER  THAN 
INDICATED. 

NURSE  CORPS 

To  be  major 

MICHELLE  D.  ADAMS.  519-73-4542 
•JUSTINIANO  J.  ALBINO.  9M-80-2121 


BRIAN  D.  ANDERSON.  471-94-3703 
LORENE  R.  ANDERSON.  249-27-1682 
T.\MY  D.  ARCHAMBAULT.  574-56-2069 
ERICA  J   AUERBACH.  10»-5O-4«S5 
WILHELMA  J.  BADGER.  220-64-9004 
MICHAEL  E.  BAGWELL.  423-90-0374 
KEVIN  D.  BALLARD.  416-84-8057 
ELLEN  W.  BARGER.  501-88-2561 
DENISE  M.  BARLOW,  293-63-1542 
JILL  E.  BARNES,  363-73-8652 
LISA  K.  BARNETT,  027-46-7185 
DEBRA  L  BENSON,  394-62-3571 
LISTA  M   BENSON,  243-04-6478 
THOMAS  M.  BERGMANN.  388-72-9998 
JEFFREY  P.  BUSE.  396-64-7213 
JOYCE  K.  BORGFELD,  077-58-204! 
GLOIUA  S  BOWDEN,  250-35-0734 
JUDITHAUSON  K.  BROEKING.  56»-96-7921 
VALERIE  A.  BROOKS.  253-13-9509 
MARK  J.  BROWN.  528-76-3767 
PATRICIA  A.  BROWN,  249-33-3421 
DARLENE  R.  BRUNNER,  347-58-3217 
•MARLA  D.  BUCKLES.  449-88-7633 
RALPH  T  BUDDEMEYER  JR..  520-78-8715 
SUSAN  J.  BURNETT.  523-68-4113 
ELAINA  L,  CAMPBELL,  273-64-3580 
ERIN  P.  CARLISLE,  116-52-0701 
COLLEEN  A.  CARMODY.  081-52-3842 
WARD  R.  CASSELS.  527-76-8545 
TERESA  G   CHANEY,  415-13-4342 
DEBBIE  J.  COBB,  268-64-7775 
•RAYMOND  D.  CODDINGTON,  190-46-1593 
STEPHANIE  A.  CONDRON.  288-68-4850 
ROGER  L.  COX,  508-76-8358 
JANET  M.  CREELMAN,  501-74-3490 
CAROLYN  A  CCMMINGS,  015-56-1438 
•LARRY  R.  CURTIS,  518-56-5163 
GRETCHEN  A.  CUSACK.  219-70-2292 
JUDITH  M   DALY.  091-54-0386 
•GEORGINE  DANKBERG,  458-37-7984 
JO  A.  DANOWSKI.  380-60-7600 
DEAN  F.  DEGNER,  503-70-6875 
MARY  C.  DELUCIA,  373-66-0561 
TRACY  A,  DEWOODY,  061-63-9715 
•DIANE  L  DEYAK.  026-44-0063 
DOROTHY  E.  DIZMANG,  414-04-9850 
EDNA  E  DOMINO,  263-31-5140 
KATHRY  L.  DOTY,  469-70-2494 
LESLIE  K.  DROEGE.  434-06-7198 
MARVTN  E.  EARLY.  253-82-1520 
RICHARD  H.  EAVES.  530-58-7375 
DEBORAH  L.  ECHANIS.  063-60-9625 
JANET  L.  EGAN.  314-54-9375 
ARDYTHE  K.  ELUSON,  18O-44-0126 
CHRISTINE  R.  ELMENDORF,  534-83-8285 
ROBERT  E.  EMERSON.  521-80-8267 
HARRIETT  EBICKSON.  537-58-4035 
GLENN  R.  ZRMER.  503-74-4085 
•PHILIP  F,  ERNST  IV,  408-03-0588 
JOSE  A.  ESTELA.  JR.,  097-48-1142 
PAULA  M.  EVANS.  016-46-3036 
•THOMAS  J,  EVANS.  SS7-49-3966 
•BETH  A.  EWBJG,  520-73-8029 
JOHN  R.  EWING,  271-64-6488 
MATTHEW  A.  FAGERT,  235-03-7708 
CYNTHIA  L.  FERGUSON.  461-08-2173 
DEBORAH  K,  FLAGG.  501-62-1963 
JEANETTE  A  FORTUNA,  068-50-5419 
JAIME  B.  GAPASIN,  562-31-4010 
RENE  GARCIA,  550-13-3133 
GARY  J.  GARDNER,  331-53-8914 
LINDA  S  GHANEM,  397-48-3592 
TOMMI  L.  GILL.  413-76-0296 
•KIMBERLY  D.  GLENN.  310-78-1185 
MICHELLE  E.  GOLDING.  265-83-1943 
JORGE  L.  GOMEZDIAZ.  584-64-6135 
MARC.  J  GRENIER,  048-16-9692 
SHIRLEY  D.  GUILLORY.  266-13-6167 
PATRICIA  M.  GUNTER,  454-92-3133 
SCOTT  W.  GUTHLAND.  491-70-3928 
EVELYN  M.  GWYNNBROWN.  243-96-3315 
LAURIE  A.  HALL.  527-17-5304 
BRIDGET  B.  HARRELL.  264-19-3651 
VIVIAN  C.  HARRIS.  350-56-2248 
SUSAN  L.  HEGLAR.  262-94-0033 
•DONNA  M   HEITER.  210-53-2827 
JANE  C.  HENDRICKS.  3»7-56-0928 
MARY  M   HIGGINS.  521-68-9918 
CYNTHIA  K.  HILSHER.  161-60-9506 
CHARLES  W.  HOAG,  JR  .  153-08-7184 
MARX  S  HOLLAND,  270-68-0631 
ROBIN  E.  HUNT,  460-08-9885 
ELLIS  R,  JACKSON,  263-83-1616 
MARY  T.  JACO,  161-53-5126 
C.«ILE1GH  JEANNE  JACOBS,  135-58-2951 
MARILYN  H  JIGGmS,  229-76-6479 
DIANA  E.  JOHNS,  276-66-1642 
CHARLES  M.  JOHNSON.  284-54-0811 
CAROL  A  KHATER.  360-44-0838 
KAREN  M  KNNE.  112-12-6819 
LYLE  L.  KINNEY.  485-56-0462 
JEFFREY  J.  KNIGHT.  278-52-3119 
.VAUR£EN  A.  KOCH.  388-73-6687 
•BARBARA  L.  KUHN.  475-74-0069 
MOLLY  J   KUSEK.  569-98-4747 
BRIDGET  L.  LAREW,  296-51-9004 
BETH  S.  LECKEY,  475-72-6193 
RICHARD  LEDESMA.  454-96-9448 
MARYBETH  S  LENZ.  243-76-1063 
CHRISTINE  A.  LIDDLE.  150-58-5958 
BARBARA  J.  LIPPARD,  587-15-9850 
NANCY  J,  MAGNUSSON.  501-78-2246 


MELINDA  S,  MANDRILLO.  317-48-9598 

KIRK  MARTIN.  526-68-7749 

MARIATHERESA  G.  MARTINEZ.  303-8O-69S6 

BARBARA  M.  MASON.  258-96-6177 

CATHERINE  F  MATTIE.  219-66-7905 

STEPHEN  J.  MAZER.  298-64-5en 

EUGENE  A.  MC  ADOO,  546-90-0362 

•KELLEY  A.  MC  CARTHY,  104-50-5108 

CAROL  L.  MCCASKILL,  309-66-7226 

•VrVlAN  P,  MCCORMICK,  517-54-8518 

IRMA  L.  MCNAMEE.  583-52-1135 

RICHARD  T.  MELCmOR.  483-74-9325 

VICH  LYNN  MEYSENBURG.  565-86-8599 

DEBORAH  K.  MILANO.  315-54-7183 

DONNA  L.  MILLER.  546-76-8237 

PATRICIA  M.  MILLER.  199-52-6583 

VTVIAN  B,  MILLS.  246-88-0632 

•GUY  H.  MONSON.  501-70-7505 

SUSAN  D.  MORGAN.  334-58-9906 

CAREY  AC.  MORRILL,  541-90-1170 

BEATRIX  L.  MOTE,  543-73-3996 

LINDA  C  MOZER.  035-32-8703 

rVONNE  Q.  MUEHLENWEG.  450-39-0991 

CAROLE  M.  MURRAY,  053-50-9432 

JOHN  Z,  NAGY,  016-16-8142 

VALERIE  R,  NELSON.  388-68-1913 

•ALVTN  J.  NEWCOMER.  204-46-6695 

BARBARA  R.  NITZ,  226-90-4804 

WILLIAM  R.  OSBORNE,  258-96-5717 

ANN  L,  PALENSHUS,  492-64-6312 

ELLEN  C,  PALMER.  214-82-8764 

MICHAEL  A.  PAPIO.  277-68-56G8 

VALERIE  S.  PARKER.  578-83-0194 

CAROUNE  C  PARMANN,  381-86-8806 

PHILLIP  E.  P.VRR.  439-94-8141 

GARY  E.  PARSONS.  455-19-0134 

BARBARA  A.  PATRICK.  053-56-2110 

DDJAH  L.  PINNEY,  241-96-1939 

LORENDA  A.  POISSANTSALLING,  468-86-7022 

ANN  K.  POLHLOPEK.  585-50-1911 

lU  DOK  PREMOE.  496-80-0024 

PATRICIA  J.  PRENTICEAUSTIN.  501-76-7S30 

MARX  G.  PRESCOTT,  516-68-7447 

PHILLIP  M.  PRIDDY,  435-23-7801 

USA  MA.  RANDALL.  181-54-7271 

NIMA  D.  REAVIS.  513-74-2193 

CHERYL  A.  REILLY.  064-16-7398 

KATHERINE  J.  REINECKE.  366-82-7001 

THOMAS  A  RENTER,  091-44-8702 

CATHERINE  A.  RICE,  567-25-1314 

LORI  A.  RILEY.  478-76-3548 

•RICKY  E.  ROBERTS.  27»46-«316 

MARY  E.  ROBINSON.  421-M-0856 

•ROBERT  RODRIGUEZ.  136-18-5785 

THOMAS  F.  ROSHETKO.  294-63-5285 

MARJORIE  L.  RUCHHOEFT.  398-73-0136 

PATRICIA  A.  RUTTER.  283-C3-8793 

WILUAM  M.  SANBORN.  008-54-6627 

SHERRY  J.  SASSER.  463-84-9850 

•DAVID  T.  SAYLE.  365-58-8919 

ELSIE  M.  SCKASZBERGER.  197-40-9491 

•REBECCA  SCHUCK.  556-04-0366 

DENISE  R.  SCHRADER.  390-84-9638 

SHARON  A.  SIMMONS.  019-MM879 

PATRICIA  A.  SKELTON.  566-90-379T 

BEVERLY  J.  SMTTH.  514-64-8801 

DELAINE  R.  SMITH.  510-66-4638 

PATRICIA  A.  SMITH.  265-49-8864 

STEPHANIE  D.  SMITH.  569-45-8246 

ALISON  L.  SOLBERG.  416-66-8080 

PATRICK  G.  SPENCER.  475-78-8240 

ROBIN  E.  SQUELLATI.  553-21-3646 

LOIS  J.  STAUFFER.  061-43-2367 

REBECCA  L.  STECKEL.  323-50-9117 

•ELIZABETH  A.  STONTl.  159-16-1008 

BRENDA  J.  STRAND.  390-76-2081 

HEIDI  M.  SUMMERS.  533-78-8641 

CECELIA  W.  SUTTON.  240-17-6731 

WILLETTE  E.  SWANN.  216-86-1358 

JOHNNY  L.  SWINDLE.  428-11-1605 

DEBORAH  A.  TARLETON.  ^1-50-1089 

CLINTON  A.  THIEL.  539-76-6059 

FRED  D.  THOMPSON.  449-64-M52 

SANDRA  C  TYNES.  230-82-0708 

ROWENA  M.  VALENCIA.  575-96-0693 

CHARLES  R.  VARNER.  513-62-2610 

PEDRO  M.  VILLAMIN  H.  354-56-2072 

DENNIS  R.  VILORIA.  090-63-2383 

DOROTHY  A.  VINCENT.  161-53-7365 

RICK  L.  WADE.  548-03-2610 

JANICE  D,  WALLACE.  401-04-3465 

JUDY  L.  WARD.  545-88-8000 

ROSEANNE  C  WARNER,  264-85-1569 

WENDY  J.  WARNER.  179-38-6637 

DAVID  M.  WEISS,  283-31-9252 

ELEANOR  T.  WEST.  391-58-3458 

MARIAN  A.  WHTTE.  182-50-2138 

THOMAS  E.  WILLIAMS.  460-13-3616 

MARY  A.  WILUAMSGRANT.  255-03-5685 

CATHY  S.  WINTERBOTHAM.  543-54-9804 

DIANE  B.  WOJCIESZAK.  333-66-7629 

PAULINE  L.  WRUBEL.  030-18-1182 

KERRI  L.  WYBLE.  528-96-3724 

JONI  E,  YOUNG,  089-18-7340 
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SENATE  COMMITTEE  MEETINGS 

Title  IV  of  Senate  Resolution  4, 
agreed  to  by  the  Senate  on  February  4, 
19T7,  calls  for  establishment  of  a  sys- 
tem for  a  computerized  schedule  of  all 
meetings  and  hearings  of  Senate  com- 
mittees, subcommittees,  joint  commit- 
tees, and  committees  of  conference. 
This  title  requires  all  such  committees 
to  notify  the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest— designated  by  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee— of  the  time,  place,  and  purpose 
of  the  meetings,  when  scheduled,  and 
any  cancellations  or  changes  in  the 
meetings  as  they  occur. 

As  an  additional  procedure  along 
with  the  computerization  of  this  infor- 
mation, the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest  will  prepare  this  information  for 
printing  in  the  Extensions  of  Remarks 
section  of  the  Congressional  Record 
on  Monday  and  Wednesday  of  each 
week. 

Meetings  scheduled  for  Tuesday, 
June  4,  1996,  may  be  found  in  the  Daily 
Digest  of  today's  Record. 

MEETINGS  SCHEDULED 

JUNES 
9:00  a.m. 
Special  on  Aping 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  how  the 
Supplemental  Security  Income  and  the 
Disability  Income  programs  can  be  re- 
formed to  encourage  more  people  to 
enter  into  productive  employment. 

SD-562 
9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  proposals  to 
reform  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act. 

Governmental  Affairs 
Permanent    Subcommittee    on    Investiga- 
tions 
To  resume  bearings  to  examine  the  secu- 
rity status  of  American  informations 
systems. 

SD-342 

Labor  and  Human  Resources 

Business  meeting,  to  mark  up  S.  1221,  to 

authorize   funds  for   fiscal   years  1996 

through   2000   for   the   Legal   Services 

Corporation. 

SD-430 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  focusing  on  medi- 
cal programs. 

SD-192 
Appropriations 

Foreign  Operations  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearingrs  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  foreign 
assistance     programs,     focusing     on 


peacekeeping  and  international  organi- 
zations and  programs. 

SD-138 
Foreign  Relations 

East  Asian  and  Pacific  Affairs  Subcommit- 
tee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  foreign 
policy  implications  of  China  most-fa- 
vored nation  status. 

SD-119 
Small  Business 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  small  business  agen- 
da. 

SRr426A 
2:00  p.m. 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1815.  to  provide 
for  improved  regulation  of  the  securi- 
ties markets,  eliminate  excess  securi- 
ties fees,  and  reduce  the  costs  of  in- 
vesting. 

SD-538 

JUNE6 
9:00  a.m. 
Finance 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  most-fa- 
vored-nation (MFN)  status  of  China,  fo- 
cusing on  consequences  to  American 
interests  if  MFN  is  revoked. 

SD-215 
9:30  a.m. 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SR-253 
10:00  a.m. 
Foreign  Relations 

Near  Eastern  and  South  Asian  Affairs  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  prospects 
for  peace  in  Afghanistan. 

SD-1I9 
Governmental  Affairs 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  Internal 
Revenue    Service    financial    manage- 
ment. 

SD-342 
1:30  p.m. 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1317,  to  repeal  the 
Public  Utility  Holding  Company  Act  of 
1935   and   transfer   certain   regulatory 
functions  trom  the  Securities  and  Ex- 
change Commission  to  the  Federal  En- 
ergy Regulatory  Commission  and  the 
Public  Service  Commissions  of  various 
States. 

SD-538 
2:00  p.m. 
Appropriations 

Labor,  Health  and  Human  Services,  and 
Education  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  De- 
partment of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices. 

SD-192 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Parks,  Historic  Preservation  and  Recre- 
ation Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1703,  to  revitalize 
and  expand  the  scope  of  operations  of 


the  National  Park  Foundation  to  assist 
in  the  preservation  of  America's  na- 
tional parks. 

SD-366 
Foreign  Relations 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  con- 
sequences  of  most-favored-nation   re- 
newal for  China. 

SD-419 

JUNE7 
9:30  a.m. 
Joint  Economic 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  employ- 
ment-unemployment     situation      for 
May. 

SD-562 

JUNE  11 
9:30  a.m. 
Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  Indian  Trust  Fund 
Management  Reform  Act  of  1994,  and 
on  Indian  trust  funds  management  by 
the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

SR.'485 
2:00  p.m. 
Judiciary 

Constitution,    Federalism,    and    Property 
Rights  Subcommittee 
Business  meeting,   to  consider  pending 
legislation. 

SD-2a6 

JUNE  12 
9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1166.  to  improve 
the  registration  of  pesticides,  to  pro- 
vide minor  use  crop  protection,  and  to 
Improve  pesticide  tolerances  to  safe- 
guard infants  and  children. 

SR-328A 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business  meeting,   to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-aG6 

JUNE  13 
2:00  p.m. 
Appropriations 

Treasury,  Postal  Service,  and  General  Gov- 
ernment Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the 
White  House  Office  of  National  Drug 
Control  Policy. 

SD-192 

JUNE  14 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  bearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office,  and  the  Archi- 
tect of  the  Capitol. 

S-128,  Capitol 
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JUNE  18 


9:00  a.m. 
Rules  and  Administration 
To  hold  hearings  on  public  access  to  grov- 
ermnent  information  in  the  21st  cen- 
tury, focusing  on  the  Government 
Printing  Office  depository  library  pro- 
gram. 

SR-301 

9:30  a  jn. 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Research,  Nutrition,  and  General  Legisla- 
tion Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  review  a  report  to 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  by  the 
Advisory  Committee  on  Agricultural 
Concentration,  and  to  examine  other 
livestock  industry  issues. 

SR-328A 

10:00  a.m. 
Judiciary 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  oversight  of 
the  Department  of  Justice  witness  se- 
curity program. 

SD-226 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

JUNE  21 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Senate,  the  Sergeant  At 
Arms,  and  the  Government  Printing 
Office. 

S-128,  Capitol 

JUNE  25 
9:30  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1804,  to  make 
technical   and   other  changes  to   the 
laws  dealing  with  the  territories  and 
freely  associated  States  of  the  United 
States,  on  a  proposed  amendment  re- 
lating to  Bikini  and  Enewetak  medical 
care,  and  to  hold  oversight  hearings  on 
the  law  enforcement  initiative  in  the 
Commonwealth  of  the  Northern  Mari- 
ana Islands. 

SD-366 
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10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Li- 
brary of  Congress. 

S-128.  Capitol 

JUNE  26 
9:30  a.m. 
Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposals  to  reform 
the  Indian  Child  Welfare  Act. 

SRr-485 

SEPTEMBER  17 
9:30  a.m. 
Veterans'  Affairs 
To  hold  joint  hearingrs  with  the  House 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs  to  re- 
view the  legislative  recommendations 
of  the  American  Legion. 

334  Cannon  Building 
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The  Senate  met  at  9:30  a.m.  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  (Mr.  TmniMOND). 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Oirilvie,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Gracious  Father,  thank  You  for  this 
time  of  prayer  in  which  our  minds  and 
hearts  can  be  enlarged  to  receive  Your 
spirit.  You  are  the  answer  to  our  deep- 
est need.  More  than  any  secondary  gift 
You  can  give,  we  long  for  the  primary 
grace  of  Yourself  offered  in  profound 
love  and  acceptance.  We  have  learned 
that  when  we  abide  in  Your  presence 
and  are  receptive  to  Your  guidance. 
You  inspire  our  minds  with  insight  and 
wisdom,  our  hearts  with  resiliency  and 
courage,  and  our  bodies  with  vigor  and 
vitality. 

In  the  quiet  of  this  moment  we  com- 
mit all  our  worries  to  You.  We  entrust 
to  You  our  concerns  over  the  people  of 
oirr  lives.  Our  desire  is  to  give  our- 
selves to  the  work  of  this  day  with 
freedom  and  joy.  Give  us  strength  when 
we  are  weary,  fresh  vision  when  our 
wells  run  dry.  indefatigable  hope  when 
others  become  discouraged.  In  the 
name  of  our  Lord.  Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  ACTING 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
able  Senator  from  Iowa  is  recognized. 


SCHEDULE 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  leader.  I  want  to  an- 
nounce that  the  Senate  will  be  in  a  pe- 
riod for  morning  business  today  until 
the  hour  of  10:30  a.m.  At  10:30.  the  Sen- 
ate will  begin  2  hours  of  debate.  That 
time  will  be  equally  divided  on  the  mo- 
tion to  proceed  to  S.  1635.  the  Defend 
America  Act. 

At  2:15  today  there  will  be  a  cloture 
vote  on  the  motion  to  proceed  to  S. 
1635.  If  cloture  is  invoked  today,  it  is 
hoped  that  we  may  begin  consideration 
of  the  defend  America  legislation  and 
complete  action  on  that  legislation. 

As  a  reminder,  the  Senate  will  recess 
today  between  the  horn's  of  12:30  and 
2:15  for  the  weekly  policy  conferences 
to  meet. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
DeWine).  Under  the  previous  orider. 
there  will  now  be  a  period  for  the 
transaction  of  morning  business  not  to 
extend  beyond  the  hour  of  10:30  a.m.. 


with  Senators  permitted  to  speak 
therein  for  not  to  exceed  5  minutes 
each. 


THE  IOWA  SESQUICENTENNIAL 
Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President, 
today,  I  begin  a  series  of  remarks  to 
celebrate  the  sesquicentennial  of  my 
home  State  of  Iowa.  It  is  my  intention 
to  say  something  on  the  history  of 
Iowa,  building  up  to  the  opening  of  the 
Smithsonian  Institution's  Festival  of 
American  Folklife  on  June  26.  This 
year  the  festival  celebrates  Iowa. 

So.  I  wish  to  inform  my  colleagues 
that  they  will  shortly  be  receiving  an 
invitation  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Smithsonian  and  the  Iowa  congres- 
sional delegation  to  attend  a  birthday 
party  for  Iowa.  We  will  host  the  birth- 
day party  on  June  26  from  6:30  until 
8:30  at  the  Centennial  Building  of  the 
Smithsonian  located  next  to  the 
Smithsonian  Castle.  I  hope  to  see  many 
of  you  as  we  enjoy  cake  and  ice  cream 
along  with  the  other  invited  guests,  in- 
cluding the  President.  Vice-President, 
Cabinet  member's.  Supreme  Court  Jus- 
tices, and  foreign  diplomatic  corps. 
Many  Iowa-based  businesses  will  also 
be  there.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  even  the 
Maytag  r'epainnan,  the  loneliest  man 
in  town,  may  be  there. 

James  K.  Polk  was  our  President 
when,  on  December  28.  1846.  Iowa  was 
admitted  into  the  Union  as  the  29th 
State.  But  our  history  began  long  be- 
fore that  date.  Before  the  coming  of 
settlers  from  the  East.  Iowa  was  home 
to  almost  17  different  tribes  of  Indians 
over  the  years.  Tribal  names  included 
the  loway,  Sauk,  Sioux,  Potawatomi. 
Oto,  Missouri,  and  Mesquaki.  The 
Mesquaki  still  live  in  Iowa  on  the 
Mesquaki  Settlement  in  Tama  County, 
which  is  some  of  the  tribe's  original 
land.  This  is  a  unique  situation  because 
thisland  is  a  settlement,  not  a  reserva- 
tion. It  is  comprised  of  land,  now  ap- 
proximately 3,200  acres,  which  the  tribe 
bought  and  owns  outright. 

Iowa  is  a  very  fertile  land,  with  deep 
black  soil  and  plentiful  water.  Little 
did  the  French  explorers  Louis  Joliet 
and  Father  Jacques  Marquette  know 
when  they  came  ashore  in  eastern  Iowa 
from  their  Mississippi  River  travels  in 
1673  that  this  patch  of  land  would  be- 
come a  modern-day  international  aigri- 
cultural  giant.  Mr.  President,  323  years 
later,  lowans  proudly  help  to  feed  the 
world. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  since 
1880,  Iowa  has  remained  No.  1  in  pork 
production  in  the  United  States.  As 
Don  Muhm,  former  Des  Moines  Reg- 
ister agricultui'e  writer  and  very  good 


friend  of  mine,  writes  in  his  book 
"Iowa  Pork  &  People,"  the  peak  in 
Iowa  hog  farms  came  in  1935,  when 
swine  was  raised  on  185.215  farms  in  the 
State.  This  dropped  to  33.000  farms  in 
Iowa  in  1993.  As  I  have  proudly  stated 
on  this  floor  many  times  before,  1  in  4 
pigs  in  the  United  States  lives  in  my 
home  State  of  Iowa.  And  78  percent  of 
this  country's  grain-fed  beef  is  raised 
in  Iowa.  In  1991.  Iowa  ranked  first  in 
the  Nation  in  the  production  of  red 
meat.  Last  year,  in  1995.  Iowa  had  the 
honor  of  ranking  No.  1  in  the  Nation  in 
the  production  of  both  com  and  soy- 
beans. 

The  good  soil  and  abundance  of  good 
water  are  key  to  Iowa's  agricultural 
productivity.  There  are  numerous  riv- 
ers and  streams  in  the  State.  While 
Iowa  ranks  30th  in  the  United  States 
by  size  of  population  and  23d  in  terms 
of  size  in  land  area.  Iowa  ranks  5th  in 
the  United  States  in  the  number  of 
bridges  needed  to  cross  those  rivers  and 
streams.  There  are  24.844  bridges  in 
Iowa. 

Getting  our  products,  both  agricul- 
tui'aJ  and  nonagricultural.  to  market 
takes  good  roads.  Iowa  has  more  miles 
of  road  than  40  of  the  other  States. 

From  the  time  the  first  official  set- 
tlement began  in  Iowa  in  June  1833  to 
the  present  day.  lowans  have  proven 
themselves  to  be  an  industrious  and 
blessed  people.  Our  histoiy  is  as  rich  as 
our  land.  We  are  proud  to  be  lowans, 
and  we  are  proud  to  be  Americans.  Dm^ 
ing  the  upcoming  days  I  will  continue 
my  talks  on  Iowa,  hoping  to  impart  to 
you  and  to  the  Nation  a  small  part  of 
something  that  is  almost  too  big  to  de- 
scribe— the  Iowa  spirit. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Utah.  [Mr.  Hatch],  is  now 
recognized  to  speak  for  up  to  20  min- 
utes. 

The  Senator  from  Utah. 


PRESIDENT  CLINTON'S  CODDLE-A- 
CONVICTED-CRIMINAL  CAMPAIGN 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  an  ad- 
ministration's law  enforcement  philos- 
ophy manifests  itself  in  many  ways.  I 
have  spoken  severad  times  about  soft- 
on-ciime  Clinton  administration 
judges.  President  Clinton  has  been 
AWOL— absent  without  leadership — ^in 
the  war  on  dnigs.  After  years  of  declin- 
ing use  the  dinxg  problem  is  on  the 
rise — on  President  Clinton's  watch. 
Today,  I  want  to  speak  about  the  Clin- 
ton coddle-a-convicted-criminal  pro- 
gram. 

The  President  is  responsible  for  pro- 
tecting the  constitutional  rights  of 
convicted    ariminals    incarcei'ated    in 


9  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  bv'  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
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State  prisoxis.  This  is  pursuant  to  the 
Civil  Rights  of  Institutionalized  Per- 
sons Act.  sometimes  called  CRIPA,  an 
act  that  I  cast  the  deciding  vote  on  and 
was  prime  cosponsor  of,  along  with 
Senator  Birch  Bayh,  many  years  ago. 
In  the  1970's. 

Convicted  criminals  do  have  some 
constitutional  rights;  but,  understand- 
ably, those  rights  are  very  sharply  cir- 
cumscribed. And,  to  my  mind,  the  Clin- 
ton administration,  takes  a  very  lib- 
eral view  of  these  rights,  and  reads  the 
rights  of  the  accused  and  of  convicted 
criminals  more  favorably  than  many  of 
the  rest  of  us. 

Mr.  President,  the  CUnton  adminis- 
tration has  asserted  a  number  of  in- 
stances where  the  constitutional  rights 
of  some  of  the  most  vicious  criminals 
at  the  Maryland  Correctional  Adjust- 
ment Center,  known  as  Supermax,  are 
allegedly  being  violated.  I  cite  a  letter 
of  Assistant  Attorney  General  for  Civil 
Rights  Deval  L.  Patrick,  to  Gov.  Parris 
N.  Glendening.  May  1,  1996.  I  want  to 
focus  on  some  of  these  alleged  con- 
stitutional deprivations,  or  at  least 
what  the  Clinton  administration  calls 
alleged  deprivations  of  prisoners' 
rights. 

I  remind  colleagues  that  Supermax 
was  constructed  to  house  inmates  who 
by  their  own  conduct  create  public 
safety  justification  for  removal  from 
traditional  correctional  facilities. 
Supermax  inmates  require  close  cus- 
tody and  a  high  level  of  supervision. 
Among  the  inmates  at  Supermax  are 
105  murderers,  19  rapists,  and  those 
who  have  histories  of  escape  or  at- 
tempted escape. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  my  colleagues 
and  others  who  are  listening  pause  and 
brace  themselves  for  the  unconstitu- 
tional deprivations  to  which  Maryland 
is  allegedly  subjecting  these  mur- 
derers, rapists,  and  other  hardened 
criminals. 

Now,  is  the  Clinton  administration 
citing  the  State  of  Maryland  because  it 
beats  the  convicts  at  Supermax?  No.  Is 
the  Clinton  administration  citing 
Maryland  because  it  tortures  or  starves 
these  vicious  criminals?  No. 

Mr.  President,  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration is  citing  the  State  of  Maryland, 
in  part,  because  "food  is  served  luke- 
warm or  cold"  to  these  murderers  and 
rapists.  Doesn't  your  heart  just  bleed 
for  these  murderers  and  rapists  and 
other  criminals?  They  are  getting  their 
food  served  lukewarm  or  cold.  The 
Clinton  administration  makes  a  Fed- 
eral case  out  of  it.  President  Clinton  is 
forcing  Maryland  taxpayers  to  defend 
against  this  ridiculous  constitutional 
claim.  This  is  the  evolving  standard  of 
decency  in  the  hands  of  liberals  wield- 
ing the  vast  power  of  the  all-mighty 
Federal  Government.  It  is  an  abuse  of 
Federal  power  on  behalf  of  murderers 
ajid  rapists;  that  is,  the  administra- 
tion's position  in  this  matter. 

If  you  ci  not  believe  me,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent,  let    .le   read  you   the  relevant 
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paragraph  from  page  5  of  the  Clinton 
administration's  May  1  letter: 

Food  served  to  the  prisoners  at  Supermax 
is  prepared  at  the  penitentiary  across  the 
street  and  brought  to  Supermax  In  bulk.  At 
Supermax,  the  food  is  placed  Into  individual 
compartmentalized  thermal  trays  for  dis- 
tribution to  the  prisoners  in  their  cells.  Food 
placed  in  the  trays  is  not  promptly  covered; 
trays  brought  to  the  housing:  units  are  not 
promptly  served.  As  a  result,  food  Is  served 
lukewarm  or  cold.  Food  must  be  served  at 
temperatures  that  conform  to  accepted 
health  standards. 

CRIPA,  or  the  Civil  Rights  of  Institu- 
tionalized Persons  Act,  requires  only 
enforcing  the  constitutional  minimum. 
Instead,  the  Clinton  administration 
makes  a  Federal  case  out  of  it,  advanc- 
ing a  constitutional  right  for  hardened, 
convicted  murderers  and  rapists,  so  vi- 
cious and  dangerous  as  to  need  special 
supervision,  to  have  their  hot  food 
served  hot,  not  lukewarm  or  cold. 

This  is  nothing  but  a  Clinton  coddle- 
a-convicted-criminal  approach.  I  might 
say  a  convicted-vicious-criminal  ap- 
proach. The  Clinton  administration  is 
forcing  the  taxpayers  of  Maryland  to 
pay  the  cost  of  responding  to  its  ridicu- 
lous demand. 

That  is  not  all.  The  Clinton  adminis- 
tration insists  that  Maryland  provide 
these  killers  and  rapists  1  hour  of  out- 
of-cell  time  daily.  At  least  five  times 
per  week,  this  out-of-cell  activity 
should  occur  outdoors,  weather  permit- 
ting. Again,  from  the  letter  o!  Mr.  Pat- 
rick. That  is  right  Mr.  Presiaent,  the 
hardened  criminals  who  are  the  worst 
of  the  worst,  who  require  special  sui>er- 
vlsion,  have  a  constitutional  right  to 
fresh  air,  to  go  outdoors.  This  does  not 
represent  law  and  order.  This  is  the 
coddling  of  vicious  criminals. 

Here  is  how  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion describes  general  conditions  at 
Supermax: 

Inmates  at  Supermax  are  subjected  to  ex- 
treme social  isolation.  Inmates  are  confined 
to  single  person  cells  24  hours  a  day,  except 
for  a  brief  period  (less  than  an  hour)  every  2 
to  3  days  when  they  are  permitted,  one  at  a 
time,  out  of  their  cells  to  shower  and  walk 
around  a  dayroom  area.  Inmates  are  not  per- 
mitted outdoors  due  to  staff  shortages.  In- 
mates eat  all  of  their  meals  in  their  cells. 
Food  trays  are  passed  through  a  narrow  food 
port  in  a  cell  door,  solid  except  for  a  vision 
window.  Inmates  are  not  allowed  to  partici- 
pate in  any  prison  job  opportunities  or  any 
other  prison  recreational  or  educational  pro- 
grams. No  recreational  equipment  Is  pro- 
vided. Inmates  in  adjoining  cells  can  hear 
but  not  see  each  other.  The  sole  opportunity 
for  socialization  occurs  during  the  out-of- 
cell  time,  when  the  Inmate  released  from  his 
cell  may  socialize  with  other  Inmates  on  his 
block,  who  are  locked  behind  their  cell 
doors. 

They  go  on  to  say: 

Supermax'  failure  to  provide  sufficient 
out-of-cell  time  on  a  daily  basis  as  well  as  its 
failure  to  provide  any  opportunity  to  go  out- 
doors Is  unconstitutional,  especially  given 
the  highly  restrictive  regimen  of  daily  life  at 
Maryland  Supermax. 

Is  it  any  wonder  Supermax  inmates 
are  isolated?  These  prisoners  have  been 


removed  from  traditional  maximum  se- 
curity prisons  as  a  result  of  their  own 
conduct. 

But  the  Clinton  administration's 
heart  just  bleeds  for  these  hardened, 
convicted  criminals.  Pity  the  inmates 
at  Supermax.  Joe  the  murderer  does 
not  have  enough  time  to  socialize, 
schmooz,  and  compare  notes  with 
Harry  the  murderer  and  rapists  Ben 
and  John.  Does  your  heart  not  just 
bleed  for  these  criminals,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent? These  model  citizens  do  not  get 
to  jump  on  an  exercise  bike.  So  let  us 
sue  Maryland.  Let  us  establish  a  con- 
stitutional right  for  convicted  mur- 
derers and  rapists  to  socialize  with  one 
another.  Again,  I  stress,  these  are  not 
merely  maximum  security  prisoners. 
These  prisoners  at  Supermax  are  the 
worst  people  in  the  Maryland  prison 
system. 

It  is  true  that  some  courts,  including 
the  fourth  circuit  decision  the  Clinton 
administration  relies  upon,  have  ruled 
that  "generally  a  prisoner  must  be  pro- 
vided some  opportunity  to  exercise" 
under  the  eighth  amendment,  but  that 
is  in  general.  Mitchell  v.  Rice,  954  F.2d 
187,  192].  Even  the  total  deprivation  of 
all  exercise  does  not  always  violate  the 
cruel  and  unusual  punishment  clause. 
According  to  the  cited  fourth  circuit 
precedent,  there  is  no  per  se  rule  re- 
quiring a  minimum  of  exercise  time  in 
all  cases.  The  issue  turns  on  the  par- 
ticular circumstances. 

Moreover,  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion's misleading  reading  of  fourth  cir- 
cuit precedent  favorable  to  the  mur- 
derers and  rapists  of  Supermax  not- 
withstanding, the  Mitchell  versus  Rice 
case  does  not  suggest  that  there  is  a 
constitutional  right  for  these  prisoners 
to  go  out  of  doors. 

Under  the  circumstances  at 
Supermax;  namely,  the  nature  of  the 
dangerous  criminals  locked  up  there, 
and  their  need  for  close  supervision, 
the  Clinton  administration  should  let 
Supermax  afford  these  inmates  the 
brief  time  out  of  their  cells  every  sec- 
ond or  third  day  that  the  administra- 
tion finds  constitutionally  objection- 
able. If  Maryland  correctional  authori- 
ties want  to  provide  more  out  of  cell 
time,  that  should  be  in  their  discre- 
tion. 

And  I  certainly  believe  the  Clinton 
administration  ought  to  drop  its  posi- 
tion that  these  particular  murderers, 
rapists,  and  other  closely  supervised 
criminals,  have  a  constitutional  right 
to  fresh  air.  Many,  if  not  all,  of  the 
murderers  in  this  group  are  lucky  to  be 
breathing  indoor  air  at  all,  which  is 
more  than  their  victims  are  doing  right 
now,  I  might  add. 

With  respect  to  hot  food,  out-of-cell 
exercise  time,  and  access  to  fresh  air, 
the  Clinton  administration  is  seeking 
extraconstltutlonal  conveniences  and 
comforts  for  convicted  criminals  who 
do  not  deserve  them. 

The  lesson  is  this:  an  administra- 
tion's crime  policies  are  a  web  of  many 
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factors.  They  include,  for  example,  the 
kind  of  judges  a  President  will  appoint. 
They  include  the  prosecutorial  policies 
of  an  administration,  its  outlook  on 
the  drug  problem  and  how  to  combat 
It.  And  they  include  the  maimer  in 
which  the  constitutional  rights  of  the 
accused  and  of  convicted  criminals  are 
assessed. 

A  more  liberal  administration  such 
as  the  Incumbent  administration  will 
wind  up,  on  balance,  softer  on  crime.  A 
conservative  administration  will  be 
tougher  on  crime.  And  a  conservative 
administration  will  not  abuse  its  power 
by  trying  to  coerce  States  into  cod- 
dling convicted  murderers  and  rapists. 

Mr.  President,  the  criminal  justice 
system  in  this  country  has  not  been 
run  very  well.  We  should  do  everything 
in  our  power— the  first  time  people  are 
convicted — for  people  we  really  can  re- 
habilitate, whose  lives  we  can  change. 
Rehabilitation  is  a  very  important  part 
of  this. 

But,  by  gosh,  we  have  no  room  for 
coddling  these  convicted  murderers  and 
rapists.  We  have  no  room  for  that.  And 
to  have  this  administration  start  to  de- 
mand that  they  coddle  these  criminals 
and  file  lawsuits  against  States  and 
have  the  taxpayers  pay  for  the  coddling 
of  criminals— I  am  not  just  talking 
about  criminals,  but  the  most  hardened 
criminals  in  America — I  think  is  not 
only  highly  unusual  with  regard  to  the 
way  I  look  at  things,  and  I  think  most 
people  in  this  country  look  at  things, 
but  it  is  typical  for  some  of  these  more 
liberal  thinkers  who  basically  never 
blame  the  criminals  for  what  they  do, 
always  blame  society  for  not  having 
helped  them  enough  in  these  formative 
years. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  Is,  there  is  a 
word  called  "responsibility."  We  have 
to  start  requiring  people  to  be  respon- 
sible in  our  society  even  though  they 
may  have  come  from  the  wrong  side  of 
the  tracks.  Many  people  grew  up  on  the 
other  side  of  the  tracks,  in  extremely 
difficult  circimistances,  and  overcame 
those  circimistances  without  turning 
to  crime. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair,  in  its  capacity  as  a  Senator  from 
the  State  of  Ohio,  suggests  the  absence 
of  a  quorum.  The  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Thomas).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 


HEALTH  INSURANCE  REFORM 
LEGISLATION 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
have  an  excellent  chance  to  complete 


action  this  week  on  the  Health  Insur- 
ance Reform  Act— if  Senators  and  Rep- 
resentatives are  willing  to  put  aside 
partisanship  and  Presidential  politics 
and  act  in  the  public  interest. 

This  legislation  is  what  the  Amer- 
ican people  need  and  deserve.  If  it  were 
sent  to  the  President  today  It  would  be 
signed  into  law  tomorrow.  But  it  has 
been  languishing  in  Congress  for  sev- 
eral weeks,  primarily  because  some  Re- 
publicans insist  that  the  bill  must  also 
include  a  highly  controversial  provi- 
sion on  medical  savings  accounts. 

Senator  DOLE  has  said  on  several  oc- 
casions that  he  would  like  to  achieve 
final  action  on  this  legislation  before 
he  leaves  the  Senate.  If  Senator  Dole 
is  serious  about  such  action,  it  is  dif- 
ficult to  believe  he  cannot  make  it 
happen.  We  can  break  the  logjam  this 
week  and  ijass  a  bill  that  both  Repub- 
licans and  Democrats  can  be  proud  of. 
The  consensus  reforms  in  this  legisla- 
tion are  essential  and  long  overdue. 
Twenty-five  million  Americans  a  year 
will  benefit  from  its  provisions.  The 
legislation  eliminates  the  worst  abuses 
of  the  current  health  insurance  system. 
Under  the  current  system,  millions  of 
Americans  are  forced  to  pass  up  jobs 
that  would  Improve  their  standard  of 
living  or  offer  them  greater  opportuni- 
ties, because  they  are  afraid  they  will 
lose  their  health  Insurance.  Many 
other  Americans  abandon  the  goal  of 
starting  their  own  business,  because 
health  Insurance  would  be  unavailable 
to  them  or  members  of  their  families. 
Still  other  Americans  lose  their  health 
insurance  because  they  become  sick  or 
lose  thefr  job  or  change  their  job,  even 
when  they  have  paid  their  insurance 
premiums  for  many  years. 

With  each  passing  year,  the  pitfalls 
In  private  health  Insurance  become 
more  serious.  More  than  half  of  all  in- 
surance policies  Impose  exclusions  for 
preexisting  conditions.  As  a  result,  in- 
surance is  often  denied  for  the  very  ill- 
nesses most  likely  to  require  medical 
care.  No  matter  how  faithfully  people 
pay  their  premiums,  they  often  have  to 
start  over  again  with  a  new  exclusion 
period  if  they  change  jobs  or  lose  their 
coverage.  Some  81  million  Americans 
have  illnesses  that  could  subject  them 
to  exclusions  for  preexisting  conditions 
if  they  lose  their  current  coverage. 
Sometimes,  the  exclusions  make  them 
completely  uninsurable. 

The  reforms  that  passed  the  Senate 
100  to  0  last  April  deal  with  each  of 
these  problems.  Insurance  companies 
are  limited  in  thefr  power  to  impose 
exclusions  for  preexisting  conditions. 
No  exclusion  can  last  for  more  than  12 
months.  Once  persons  have  been  cov- 
ered for  12  months,  no  new  exclusion 
can  be  imposed  as  long  as  there  is  no 
gap  in  covera«:e,  even  if  they  change 
thefr  job.  lose  their  job,  or  change  in- 
surance comi>anies. 

The  bill  requires  insurers  to  sell  and 
renew  group  health  policies  for  all  em- 


ployers who  want  coverage  for  thefr 
employees.  It  guarantees  renewal  of  in- 
dividual policies.  It  prohibits  insurers 
from  denying  Insurance  to  those  who 
move  from  group  to  individual  cov- 
erage. It  prohibits  group  health  plans 
for  excluding  any  employee  based  on 
health  status.  Individuals  with  cov- 
erage under  a  group  plan  will  not  be 
locked  into  their  job  for  fear  they  will 
be  denied  coverage  or  face  a  new  exclu- 
sion for  a  preexisting  condition. 

The  bill  will  also  help  small  busi- 
nesses provide  better  and  less  expen- 
sive coverage  for  thefr  employees.  Pur- 
chasing cooperatives  will  enable  small 
groups  and  individuals  to  join  together 
to  negotiate  lower  rates.  As  a  result, 
they  can  obtain  the  kind  of  clout  in  the 
marketplace  currently  available  only 
to  large  employers. 

There  is  nothing  radical  or  extreme 
about  these  provisions.  They  were  in- 
cluded in  every  proposal.  Republican  or 
Democratic,  introduced  in  the  last 
Congress,  including  Senator  Dole's. 
When  it  became  clear  in  1994  that 
President  Clinton's  comprehensive 
health  reform  bill  could  not  be  enacted 
into  law.  Senator  Dole  said  that  we 
should  simply  pass  the  things  we  all 
agree  on.  As  he  stated  in  August  1994 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

We  will  be  back  .  .  .  And  you  can  bet  that 
health  care  will  be  near  the  top  of  our  a^n- 
da.  There  are  a  lot  of  plans  and  some  have 
similarities.  Many  of  us  think  we  ought  to 
take  all  the  common  parts  of  these  pi«ng 
put  then  together  and  pass  that  bill. 

A  week  later.  Senator  Dole  described 
those  common  parts — provisions  to 
help  Americans  who  cannot  afford  in- 
surance, who  cannot  get  insurance  be- 
cause of  preexisting  conditions,  or  who 
cannot  keep  insurance  due  to  a  job 
change. 

The  bill  that  Senator  Kassebaiai  and 
I  introduced  in  1995  followed  that  sug- 
gestion. It  included  only  those  reforms 
that  had  broad  bipartisan  support  in 
the  last  Congress.  We  agreed  to  oppose 
all  controversial  provisions — even  pro- 
visions we  would  support  under  other 
cfrcumstances. 

With  Senator  Kassebaum's  leader- 
ship, the  legislation  was  approved  by 
the  Senate  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources Committee  by  a  unanimous 
vote.  By  the  time  it  was  debated  on  the 
Senate  floor,  it  had  66  cosponsors— 28 
Republicans  and  38  Democrats— rang- 
ing from  the  most  conservative  Mem- 
bers of  the  Senate  to  the  most  liberal. 

When  the  bill  was  taken  up  by  the 
full  Senate,  Senator  Dole  and  Senator 
Roth  offered  an  amendment  that  had 
nnany  constructive,  noncontroversial 
provisions  which  strengrthened  the 
bill— fairer  tax  treatment  for  small 
businesses,  deductibility  for  long  term 
care  expenses,  tax  relief  for  the  termi- 
nally ill,  and  provisions  to  crack  down 
on  fraud  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid. 
Senator  Kassebaum  and  I  welcomed 
these  provisions  and  accepted  them. 
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But  their  amendment  also  included 
medical  savings  accounts,  a  proposal 
that  would  kill  the  bill.  Fortunately, 
the  Senate  decisively  rejected  that  pro- 
posal, and  the  amended  bill,  without 
medical  savings  accounts,  passed  the 
Senate  unanimously. 

Since  then,  unfortunately,  a  major 
impasse  has  developed  over  this  issue. 
If  the  impasse  can  be  resolved,  the  bill 
will  pass.  If  not,  the  bill  will  die.  Our 
best  chance  to  resolve  the  impasse  is 
now— this  week.  Senator  Dole  wamts 
the  bill  to  pass  before  he  leaves  the 
Senate,  and  other  Republicans  are  un- 
likely to  reject  a  genuine  request  for 
action  firom  their  party's  leader.  Once 
Senator  Dole  is  gone,  the  prospects  of 
ending  the  impasse  are  much  more 
bleak. 

Reasonable  compromises  are  easily 
within  our  grasp  on  medical  savings  ac- 
counts. It  is  irresponsible  for  Repub- 
licans to  hold  the  other  bipartisan  re- 
forms in  this  bill  hostage,  if  they  can't 
get  their  way  on  medical  savings  ac- 
counts. 

What  happens  to  this  bill  is  not  going 
to  make  a  difference  in  the  outcome  of 
the  1996  Presidential  election.  But  it 
win  make  a  difference,  a  very  large  dif- 
ference, to  the  25  million  Americans 
who  will  benefit  inunensely  from  these 
needed  health  reforms.  If  we  keep  our 
eyes  on  them — if  we  keep  those  deserv- 
ing families  in  communities  across 
America  uppermost  in  our  minds,  this 
bill  will  TpasB. 

It  is  also  clear  who  will  get  the  blame 
if  this  bill  dies.  To  kiU  this  entire  bill 
because  they  can't  get  all  they  want  on 
medical  savings  accounts  would  be  a 
flagrant  and  despicable  abuse  of  power 
by  the  Republican  Party— and  the 
American  people  should  vote  accord- 
ingly in  the  elections  in  November. 


SEBASTIAN  J.  "BUSTER"  RUGGER! 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I  wel- 
come this  opportunity  to  pay  tribute 
to  a  remarkable  man,  a  brilliant  trial 
attorney,  and  a  dear  friend,  Sebastian 
J.  "Buster"  Ruggeri. 

Buster  is  a  legend  in  Greenfield,  Mas- 
sachusetts. He  was  bom  in  1914,  four 
years  after  his  parents  arrived  in 
Greenfield  from  Sicily,  and  grew  up  de- 
livering groceries  for  his  family's  busi- 
ness. He  went  on  to  graduate  from 
Rensselaer  Polsrtechnic  Institute  in 
1936,  and  Boston  University  Law  School 
in  1939. 

In  1942,  after  practicing  law  for  sev- 
eral years.  Buster  joined  the  Air  Force. 
He  spent  three  years  as  a  lawyer  in  the 
service,  working  his  way  up  from  pri- 
vate to  lieutenant  colonel  and  retiring 
as  head  judge  advocate  for  a  base  of 
40,000  service  members  in  India. 

After  the  war.  Buster  joined  the  Air 
Force  Reserve  Squadron  based  in 
Greenfield.  He  became  conunander  of  85 
men,  retiring  as  lieutenant  colonel 
after  22  years. 


After  this  outstanding  service  to  the 

nation,  Buster  focused  his  attentions 

once  again  on  the  private  practice  of 
law.  He  quickly  became  known  as  the 
dean  of  the  county's  legal  community. 
He  is  one  of  the  brightest,  most  dedi- 
cated, and  effective  trial  lawyers  in 
Western  Massachusetts.  His  passion 
and  knowledge  of  the  law  and  his  com- 
mitment to  justice  led  to  a  remarkably 
successful  legal  career. 

Buster's  interests  extend  to  many 
other  areas.  He  is  a  leading  member  of 
the  Greenfield  and  Franklin  County 
Democratic  Committees.  No  Kennedy 
has  ever  gone  to  Franklin  County  with- 
out Buster's  advice,  assistance,  and 
firtendship.  He  used  to  hold  strategy 
sessions  for  my  brother  during  his  cam- 
paign for  President  in  1960,  and  he's 
been  a  valuable  friend  and  adviser  to 
me  throughout  my  years  in  the  Senate. 
In  addition  to  these  commitments. 
Buster  always  made  time  for  commu- 
nity service.  He  is  a  longtime  member 
of  the  Lions  Club  and  the  Elks  Club, 
and  served  as  deputy  director  for  the 
Elks.  Buster  is  also  a  distinguished 
member  of  the  Veterans  of  Foreign 
Wars  and  the  American  Legion.  His 
professional  achievements  also  include 
serving  as  president  of  the  Massachu- 
setts Trial  Lawyers  Association  and 
the  Franklin  County  Bar  Association. 

I  congratulate  Buster  on  his  remark- 
able career,  and  I  wish  him  well  as  he 
continues  his  unique  leadership  for  his 
profession,  his  community,  and  his 
country.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
a  recent  article  on  Buster's  extraor- 
dinary life  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was    ordered    to    be    printed    in    the 
Record,  as  follows: 
A  "Colorful  Pisan"  dj  the  Courthouse 
(By  Russell  G.  Haddad) 

Greenfield. — By  all  accounts  over  the 
paist  half  century  observers  could  usually  tell 
when  attorney  Sebastian  J.  "Buster" 
Ruggeri  didn't  have  a  strong  case. 

The  demonstrative  and  gregarious  Ruggeri 
never  flinched  from  a  weak  hand.  He  would 
create  a  diversion  from  the  facts  of  a  case  by 
waving  his  hands  about  and  performing  some 
theatrics. 

"If  he  didn't  have  a  strong  case  he  would 
shout  at  the  jury,"  recalled  former  District 
Court  Judge  Allan  McGuane  who  could  hear 
him  from  two  floors  away, 

John  A.  Barrett,  Franklin  County's  reg- 
ister of  probate,  recalls  a  time  when  Ruggeri 
bad  a  2  p.m.  appointment  in  probate  court, 
but  called  to  say  he  would  be  late.  He  showed 
up  15  minutes  late  but  bad  spent  the  previous 
hours  appearing  in  courts  In  Boston,  Worces- 
ter and  Springfield  before  arriving  In  Frank- 
lin County, 

It's  just  this  kind  of  drive  that  over  the 
years  has  earned  Ruggeri.  still  practicing 
full  time  at  82.  a  reputation  as  an  energetic 
trial  lawyer  who  would  take  cases  nobody 
else  wanted. 

Ruggeri— considered  the  dean  of  the  coun- 
ty's legal  community— still  seems  tireless. 
The  self-described  "colorful  pisan"  began 
practicing  law  In  1939,  and  seemed  to  thrive 
on  crisis  and  proving  that  he  could  win  de- 
spite the  odds,  his  long-time  associates  say. 


"In  the  courtroom  you  could  feel  his  pres- 
ence." Barrett  said.  "He  commanded  the  at- 
tention of  everybody." 

Ruggeri.  meanwhile,  looks  back  on  his 
legal  career  and  takes  pride  In  never  doing 
anything  halfway.  He  was  a  general  practi- 
tioner, researching,  handling  divorces,  doing 
worker  compensation  cases,  but  also  han- 
dling criminal  cases  as  serious  as  murder, 
and  civil  actions. 

"I  was  always  Intense  in  my  practice  and 
tried  to  treat  everyone  fairly,"  said  Ruggeri. 

He  said  his  family  nickname— first  used  by 
his  parents  when  they  called  him  for  din- 
ner—was always  "Busty"  but  became  "Bust- 
er" when  Sen.  Edward  Kennedy  called  him 
that  years  ago. 

In  his  heyday,  Ruggeri  was  known  as  one 
of  the  most  imaginative  and  hardworking 
trial  lawyers  in  Western  Massachusetts, 

"I  could  always  express  myself,"  he  said 
smiling.  "I'm  at  home  being  up  front." 

His  style  worked  In  what  Ruggeri  describes 
as  his  most  memorable  trial— a  1975  murder 
case  In  which  he  defended  Ernest  W.  Morran. 
Ruggeri  In  his  closing  statement  hammered 
away  at  the  prosecution's  case  slamming  his 
fist  on  the  Jury  box. 

He  ended  his  remarks  reciting  a  Robert 
Frost  poem  to  reinforce  his  argument  that 
police  had  Ignored  Morran's  version  of  what 
happened  and  arrested  the  wrong  man  in 
Ashfleld  woods  on  a  snowy  night  in  Novem- 
ber 1974. 

"Two  roads  diverged  In  a  yellow  wood  And 

sorry  I  could  not  travel  both 
And  be  one  traveler,  long  I  stood 
And  looked  down  one  as  far  as  I  could 
To  where  It  bent  in  the  undergrowth." 
As  if  he  were  there  today,  Ruggeri  finished: 
"Two  roads  diverged  into  a  wood  and  I .  .  ." 
".  .  .  took  the  one  less  traveled  by. 
And  that  has  made  all  the  difference." 

Ruggeri  explained  that  he  learned  early  on 
In  his  career  that  he  could  sway  juries  by 
periormlng  an  Impassioned  plea.  He  bad  to 
convince  the  jurors  that  he  believed  In  his 
client. 

"You  have  to  become  a  part  of  It,"  Ruggeri 
said.  "I  just  about  live  it." 

Attorney  John  Callahan,  who  was  a  North- 
west District  Attorney  from  1970  to  1978  and 
faced  off  against  Ruggeri  on  many  occasions, 
said  he  was  Impressed  with  Ruggeri  many, 
many  times. 

"He  was  bright.  He  was  tenacious.  He  was 
very  effective,"  Callahan  said. 

He  recalled  the  Morran  case,  for  which  he 
was  the  prosecuting  attorney.  He  said  It 
stands  out  as  a  prime  example  of  Ruggeri's 
skills  and  tenacity.  Callahan  said  Ruggeri 
did  an  "unbelievable  job"  In  cross-examining 
a  pathologist  testifying  for  the  prosecutors. 

The  key  to  Ruggeri's  success  was  prepara- 
tion by  hiring  a  pathologist  of  his  own  to  In- 
spect the  evidence  and  guide  him,  according 
to  Callahan. 

"As  far  as  I'm  concerned  it  was  one  of  the 
best  jobs  that  Sebastian  ever  did,"  he  said. 
"Sebastian  could  try  a  case  off  the  top  of  his 
head  but  seldom  did  when  it  was  a  serious 
matter.  As  he  always  did,  he  gave  his  heart 
and  soul  to  the  trial  as  he  did  with  many 
others." 

Ruggeri  was  born  In  1914,  about  four  years 
after  his  parents.  Anthony  and  Rose,  moved 
here  from  Sicily.  His  mother  and  father,  who 
worked  for  the  Boston  &  Maine  railroad  in 
the  East  Deerfleld  yards,  never  had  any  for- 
mal education  but  went  on  to  build  a  suc- 
cessful grocery  business,  A.  Rugrgeri  tt  Sons. 

The  oldest  of  four  sons— he  also  has  an 
older  sister— Ruggeri   later  helped  in  this 
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business  delivering  groceries.  He  has  fond 
memories  of  those  times  when  his  mother 
would  give  cookies  to  neighborhood  children 
and  the  market  was  a  meeting  place  to  talk 
about  politics  and  the  various  happenings  in 
town. 

"People  used  to  come  in  and  chew  the  fat 
for  an  hour,"  Ruggeri  said  with  a  sparkle  In 
his  eye. 

But  above  all  else,  his  greatest  Impression 
of  those  days  was  his  father,  who  opened  the 
store  in  the  1920's  In  the  basement  of  their 
Deerfleld  Street  house.  Ruggeri  said  his  fa- 
ther would  work  practically  all  day.  yet  have 
time  to  Instill  morals  and  values  in  his  chil- 
dren. 

"I  think  the  world  of  my  Daddy,"  Ruggeri 
said  affectionately.  "My  parents  were  next 
to  God." 

However,  he  didn't  always  move  In  the  di- 
rection his  father  and  mother  wanted.  On 
graduating  from  Greenfield  High  School. 
Ruggeri  attended  Rensselaer  Polytechnic  In- 
stitute In  1936,  earning  a  civil  engineering 
degree.  While  his  parents  wanted  him  to  be- 
come an  engineer,  he  had  designs  on  a  legal 
career  and  eventually  went  to  Boston  Uni- 
versity Law  School  and  graduated  in  1939. 

"I  thought  engineering  would  be  too 
quiet."  the  fragile-looking,  but  strong-willed 
Ruggeri  recalled. 

After  three  years  of  practicing  law, 
Ruggeri  joined  the  Air  Corps  In  1942.  He 
spent  the  subsequent  three  years  in  the  serv- 
ice, quickly  working  his  way  up  from  private 
to  lieutenant  colonel,  retiring  as  head  judge 
advocate  for  a  base  of  10,000  men  In  India. 

After  the  war,  he  joined  the  9286th  Air 
Force  Reserve  Squadron,  based  in  Greenfield. 
He  later  became  commander  of  85  men,  retir- 
ing as  a  lieutenant  colonel  after  22  years. 

A  conversation  about  Ruggeri's  military 
experience  tends  to  get  a  bit  dangerous.  He 
becomes  animated,  excitedly  pacing  back 
and  forth  and  swinging  his  arms  as  he  tells 
stories  of  being  in  officer  cadet  school  and 
his  travels  in  India  In  the  shadow  of  the  Hi- 
malayan Mountains  on  the  Chinese  border. 

Reared  on  local  political  gossip  at  the  fam- 
ily store,  Ruggeri  eventually  became  a  lead- 
er in  the  local  and  state  Democratic  Party, 
befriending  the  Kennedys  and  on  numerous 
occasions  hosting  them  at  his  13-room  James 
Street  home. 

In  his  Bank  Row  offices,  photographs  of 
John  F.  Kennedy  and  Robert  F.  Kennedy 
hang  on  the  walls.  A  commemorative  poster 
Crom  the  25th  anniversary  of  JFK's  assas- 
sination is  prominently  placed  In  the  waiting 
area  just  outside  Ruggeri's  office. 

U.S.  Sen.  Edward  M.  Kennedy  personally 
signed  the  poster  with  a  message. 

"To  Buster— who  started  with  Jack  and 
has  stood  shoulder  to  shoulder  with  all  the 
Kennedy  brothers— Ted, "  the  proclan^tlon 
reads. 

Kennedy.  In  a  prepared  statement,  recently 
called  Ruggeri  a  "great  friend  and  key  sup- 
porter" for  more  than  40  years  going  back  to 
JFK's  first  campaign  for  the  U.S.  Senate  In 
1952. 

"Ever  since,  no  Kennedy  has  gone  into 
Franklin  County  without  Buster's  advice,  as- 
sistance and  friendship,"  Kennedy  said. 
"He's  made  sin  enormous  difference,  and  I 
know  that  Jack  and  Bob  felt  the  same  way." 
Ruggeri,  who  was  one  of  the  guests  invited 
to  Rose  Kennedy's  funeral  last  year,  boasts 
that  JFK's  run  for  the  presidency  began  in 
his  office  as  strategy  sessions  to  take  control 
of  the  state  Democratic  Committee  were 
held  there.  He  said  he  only  asked  for  one  job 
through  his  ties  with  Sen.  Kennedy— U.S. 
ambassador  to  Italy. 


"I  speak  Italian  fluently  and  everything," 

said  Ruggeri,  who  in  recent  years  has  been 

invited  to  join  the  Republican  Senatorial 
Inner  Circle.  "I  could  have  fun  in  Italy." 

Over  the  years.  Ruggeri  acquired  much 
downtown  property  in  Greenfield,  becoming 
the  largest  single  landlord  In  town.  His  37 
properties  Include  a  sizable  chunk  of  Bank 
Row,  part  of  which  is  the  former  First  Na- 
tional Bank  building.  He  also  owns  an  empty 
Federal  Street  office  building  as  well  as  sev- 
eral residential  properties,  the  Silver  Arrow 
liquor  store  on  French  King  Highway  and  the 
Ruggeri  Shopping  Center  on  Federal  Street. 
He  also  owns  52  acres  on  Shelbume  Road, 
which  he  hopes  to  sell  for  possible  use  as  a 
shopping  center. 

Ruggeri.  who  started  buying  real  estate 
soon  after  he  began  practicing  law.  said  at 
one  time  the  properties  were  considered  a 
badge  of  honor.  Now  many  of  them  are  va- 
cant and  falling  into  disrepair  and  he  owes 
more  than  $130,000  In  back  taxes. 

At  one  time  the  conmierclal  properties 
downtown  "had  a  certain  amount  of  honor  to 
them,"  he  said.  "I've  got  some  temporary 
burden.  I'm  hoping  1996  will  be  better  for 
me." 

The  life  of  Franklin  County's  oldest  lawyer 
has  been  full  of  community  service.  He  Is  a 
longtime  member  of  the  Lions  Club  and  Elks 
Club,  having  served  as  past  district  deputy 
for  the  Elks.  He  also  Is  a  member  of  the  Vet- 
erans of  Foreign  Wars  and  American  Legion 
organizations.  His  professional  affiliations 
Included  being  a  past  president  of  the  Massa- 
chusetts Trial  Lawyers  Association  and 
Franklin  County  Bar  Association.  Politi- 
cally, he  Is  a  member  of  the  Greenfield  and 
Franklin  County  Democratic  Committees. 

Ruggeri  and  his  wife.  Margaret,  were  mar- 
ried 33  years  before  she  died  In  1974.  They 
had  five  children  together— Avis.  Margaret. 
Phyllis,  Christine  and  Paul,  who  died  In  a 
1982  car  crash. 

Paul's  death  still  appears  to  affect  Ruggeri 
as  he  fondly  remembers  what  his  son.  and 
law  partner,  meant  to  him  and  the  Arm. 

"He  was  bringing  in  young  clients." 
Ruggeri  said.  "My  whole  plans  to  turn  the 
office  over  to  him  were  shot  to  hell.  He  had 
a  great  future." 

Ruggeri's  plans  to  retire  and  hand  the  Arm 
to  his  son  had  been  dashed,  and  made  him 
push  his  career  forward. 

McGuane,  a  former  state  representative, 
thinks  of  Ruggeri  as  a  "remarkable  man." 
He  said  Ruggeri  belongs  to  the  old  school  of 
being  polite  and  courteous. 

"He's  honest.  A  man  of  his  word." 
McGuane  said.  "He  always  gave  his  client  a 
full  day's  work  for  his  pay  whether  win.  or 
lose  or  draw." 

Over  his  legal  career,  Ruggeri  said  he  has 
had  no  regrets  despite  having  chances  to  be- 
come a  federal  judge  on  several  occasions 
through  his  association  with  the  Kennedys. 

"I  always  wanted  to  be  a  small  town  law- 
yer," Ruggeri  said,  "I  had  the  freedom  here.  ' 

Hard  work  has  become  his  trademark. 

And  Ruggeri  Is  still  going  strong.  He  re- 
ceived a  degree  In  patent  law  last  summer 
from  Franklin  Pierce  Law  Center  In  Con- 
cord, N.H. 


ure  to  be  around.  Among  them  is  a 
young  man  by  the  name  of  Moses  Boyd, 
whose  intelligence,  determination  and 
inimitable  style  have  been  a  longtime 
asset  to  my  office.  Apparently,  being 
hardworking  and  capable  are  traits 
that  run  in  his  fanaily.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record 
a  column  that  Moses  wrote  as  a  tribute 
to  a  role  model  of  his.  She  sounds  like 
an  incredible  woman. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  colimm 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  State.  Columbia,  SC.  Mar.  29. 1996] 
Midlands  Voting  Rights  advocate  Saluted 
(By  Moses  Boyd) 
As  part  of  last  month's  Black  History  cele- 
brations, we  would  like  to  honor  a  living  In- 
spiration who  made  a  significant  contribu- 
tion to  the  voting  rights  of  many  Richland 
County  citizens. 
She  Is  Elease  Boyd,  my  mother. 
She  was  bom  In  1924  in  Fairfield  County. 
where  she  attended  public  schools.  Married 
at  15.  she  gave  birth  to  14  children  and  en- 
joyed a  loving  marriage  of  more  than  55 
years  until  the  passing  of  her  husband  last 
year. 

While  young,  she  became  a  Sunday  school 
teacher  at  Zion  Pilgrim  Baptist  Church.  In 
that  position,  she  Instructed  church  mem- 
bers in  reading  and  writing  as  well  as  Bible 
lessons. 

Her  Interest  In  voting  rights  began  In  the 
1950s.  She  regularly  encouraged  church  mem- 
bers and  commimlty  residents  to  register  to 
vote,  holding  sessions  on  how  to  do  It. 

She  persistently  conmiunicated  her  inter- 
est to  organizations  such  as  the  National  As- 
sociation for  the  Advajicement  of  Colored 
People.  She  once  accompanied  a  group  to  one 
of  Martin  Luther  King  Jr.'s  seminars  on  vot- 
ing rights. 

As  a  result  of  her  Interest,  she  was  ap- 
pointed in  1967  to  the  Richland  County  Board 
of  Voter  Registration. 

She  became  the  first  African-American 
woman  to  serve  as  a  registrar  in  South  Caro- 
lina. In  that  role,  she  worked  tirelessly  to  in- 
crease voter  registration,  particularly 
among  low-income  and  African-American 
citizens. 

Her  service  led  to  appointment  as  chair- 
man of  the  board  In  1960,  making  her  the 
first  African-American  woman  to  serve  in 
this  capacity  In  South  Carolina.  She  retired 
as  board  chairman  in  1988. 

Colleagues,  associates,  friends  and  observ- 
ers have  noted  the  vital  role  she  played  in 
ensuring  voting  rights. 

She  made  an   enormous   contribution  to 
residents    of   Richland    County    and    South 
Carolina. 
Congratulations,  Mama. 


EXCELLENCE:  A  BOYD  FAMILY 
TRADITION 

Mr.  HOLLTNGS.  Mr.  President,  I  con- 
sider myself  to  be  extremely  fortvmate 
to  have  a  staff  made  up  of  people  who 
are  not  only  excellent  at  what  they  do. 
but  are  bright,  interesting,  and  a  pleas- 


FOSTER  CHILDREN 

Mr.  DeWINE.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  talk  about  an  American  trag- 
edy. First,  Mr.  President,  too  many 
children  in  this  country  are  spending 
the  most  important  formative  years  in 
a  legal  limbo,  a  legal  limbo  that  denies 
them  their  chance  to  be  adopted,  that 
denies  them  what  all  children  should 
have:  the  chance  to  be  loved  and  cared 
for  by  parents. 

Second,  we  are  sending  many  chil- 
dren in  this  country  back  to  dangerous 
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and  abusive  homes.  We  send  them  back 
to  live  with  parents  who  are  parents  in 
name  only,  and  to  homes  that  are 
homes  in  name  only.  We  send  these 
children  back  to  the  custody  of  people 
who  have  already  abused  and  tortured 
them.  We  send  these  children  back  to 
be  abused,  beaten,  and,  many  times, 
killed. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  all  too  familiar 
with  the  statistics  that  demonstrate 
the  tragedy  that  befalls  these  children. 
Every  day  in  America — every  day- 
three  children  actually  die  because  of 
abuse  and  negligent  at  the  hands  of 
their  parents  or  caregivers,  over  1.200 
children  per  year. 

Mr.  President,  almost  half  of  these 
children,  almost  half  of  them,  are 
killed  after  their  tragic  circumstances 
have  already  come  to  the  attention  of 
the  local  authorities.  Tonight,  Mr. 
President,  almost  421.000  children  will 
sleep  in  foster  homes.  Over  a  year's 
time,  659,000  will  be  in  a  foster  home 
for  at  least  part  of  the  year. 

Shockingly,  roughly  43  percent  of  the 
children  in  the  foster  care  system  at 
any  one  time  will  languish  in  foster 
care  longer  than  2  years.  Mr.  President, 
10  percent  will  be  in  foster  care  longer 
than  5  years. 

Mr.  President,  the  number  of  these 
foster  children  is  rising.  From  1986  to 
1990,  it  rose  almost  50  percent. 

In  summary,  Mr.  President,  too 
many  of  our  children  are  not  finding 
permanent  homes.  Too  many  of  them 
are  being  hurt,  and  too  many  of  them 
are  dying. 

Mr.  President,  most  Americans  have 
probably  heard  of  the  tragedy  that  be- 
fell Elisa  Izquierdo  in  New  York  City. 
Her  mother  used  crack  when  she  was 
pregnant  with  Elisa.  A  month  before 
she  was  bom,  her  half  brother,  Ruben, 
and  her  half  sister,  Cassle,  had  been  re- 
moved from  her  mother's  custody  and 
placed  into  foster  care.  They  had  been 
neglected,  unsupervised,  and  unfed  for 
long  periods  of  time.  In  other  words, 
Mr.  President,  this  woman  left  her 
children  alone  and  simply  did  not  feed 
them. 

But  then,  Mr.  President,  amazingly, 
the  children  were  sent  back  to  the 
same  woman,  and  then  Elisa  was  bom. 
When  Elisa  was  bom,  she  tested  posi- 
tive for  crack.  She  was  taken  from  her 
mother  and  transferred  to  her  father's 
custody.  Tragically,  in  1994,  Elisa's  fa- 
ther died.  Elisa  was  then  5  years  old. 
The  director  of  Elisa's  preschool 
warned  officials  about  the  mother's 
history  of  child  abuse  and  drug  abuse. 
Without  any  further  investigation  and 
without  ordering  any  further  monitor- 
ing of  Elisa's  home  situation,  a  family 
court  judge  transferred  Elisa  back  to 
her  mother. 

In  March  1995,  when  Elisa  was  6  years 
old,  she  was  admitted  to  the  hospital 
with  a  shoulder  fracture — a  shoulder 
fracture,  Mr.  President.  This  is  a  little 
girl  from  a  household  with  a  history  of 


child  abuse,  and  she  shows  up  at  the 

hospital  with  a  shoulder  fracture.  What 

did  the  hospital  do?  The  hospital  sent 

her  back  to  her  mother. 
Eight    months    later,    in    November 

1995,  she  was  battered  to  death  by  that 
same  mother.  You  see,  Elisa's  mother 
was  convinced  that  Elisa  was  possessed 
by  the  devil.  She  wanted  to  drive  out 
the  evil,  so  she  forced  Elisa  to  eat  her 
own  feces,  mopped  the  floor  with  her 
head,  and  finally  bashed  her  head 
against  a  concrete  wall.  On  November 
2,  1995,  Elisa  was  found  dead. 

Mr.  President,  this  story  then  was  on 
the  front  page  of  the  New  York  Times, 
and  for  days  after  that  the  story  was 
covered.  Millions  of  Americans  were, 
understandably,  shocked.  But  you 
know,  Mr.  President,  what  shocked  me 
when  I  read  the  story,  when  I  heard 
about  it,  was  that  anyone  would  be 
shocked  at  all,  because  the  horrible 
truth  is  that  while  this  horrible  trag- 
edy captured  the  attention  of  the  coun- 
try, the  sad  fact  is  that  atrocities  such 
as  this  are  happening  against  children 
every  single  day  in  this  country.  Chil- 
dren are  being  reunited  with  brutal 
abusers.  They  are  abused  again  and 
again,  and,  yes,  sometimes  they  are 
killed. 

Here  is  another  story.  A  Chicago 
woman  had  a  lengthy  history  of  mental 
illness.  She  ate  batteries,  she  ate  coat 
hangers,  and  she  drank  Drano.  She 
stuck  pop  cans  and  light  bulbs  into 
herself.  Twice  she  had  to  have  surgery 
to  have  foreign  objects  removed  from 
her  body.  Then  when  she  was  pregnant, 
she  denied  that  the  baby  was  hers. 
While  pregnant,  she  set  herself  on  fire. 
That  is  her  idea  of  what  being  a  parent 
is  all  about.  On  three  occasions,  her 
children  were  taken  away  from  her  by 
the  department  of  children  and  family 
services,  known  as  DCFS. 

One  of  her  children  was  named  Jo- 
seph. Joseph's  second  foster  mother- 
keep  in  mind  that  this  was  a  child  that 
was  being  pushed  back  and  forth  be- 
tween foster  homes,  back  aind  forth 
with  his  mother.  Joseph's  second  foster 
mother  reported  to  the  DCFS  officials 
that  every  time  Joseph  came  back 
from  visiting  his  mother,  he  had 
bruises.  Yet,  in  1993,  all  the  children 
were  returned  to  this  mother — one  last 
time. 

A  month  later,  in  April  1993,  this 
mother  hanged  Joseph;  she  hanged  her 
little  boy.  She  hanged  her  3-year-old 
son.  Her  comment  to  the  police  was.  "I 
just  killed  my  child.  I  hung  him."  She 
stood  him  up  on  a  chafr  and  said, 
"bye."  He  said,  "bye."  Then  he  waved. 
And  she  pushed  the  chair  away.  She 
hanged  this  little  boy. 

Mr.  President,  what  kind  of  a  i)erson 
does  something  like  that  to  a  child? 
She  told  a  policeman,  "DCFS  was" 
blankety-blank  "with  me." 

Mr.  President,  why  on  Earth  would 
anyone  think  we  should  keep  trying  to 
reunite  that  family? 


Another  example.  Last  year  in 
Brooklyn,  NY,  there  were  allegations 
that  baby  Cecia  Williams  and  her  three 
older  siblings  had  been  abandoned  by 
their  mother.  As  a  result,  they  were 
temporarily  removed  from  their  moth- 
er's custody.  It  turned  out  they  had  not 
been  abandoned  by  the  mother.  She 
had  actually  placed  them  in  the  care  of 
an  uncle,  and  he  had  abandoned  the 
children. 

Later,  Cecia  and  the  other  children 
were  sent  back  home.  Last  month, 
after  they  were  sent  back  home  in  New 
York,  Cecia  Williams  died  after  being 
battered,  bruised,  and,  possibly,  sexu- 
ally abused.  Her  mother  and  her  boy- 
friend have  been  charged  with  the 
crime. 

Cecia  was  9  months  old.  Cecia  is  dead 
today— a  victim  of  blunt  blows  to  her 
torso,  and  lacerations  to  her  liver  and 
small  intestinal  area. 

Another  example.  A  young  boy  in 
New  Jersey  named  Quintin  McKenzie 
was  admitted  to  a  Newark  hospital 
after  a  severe  beating,  for  which  his  fa- 
ther was  arrested.  Quintin  was  placed 
in  foster  care.  But  when  the  charges 
were  dropped,  he  was  sent  back  to  that 
family.  In  1988,  Quintin  was  3%  years 
old  when  his  mother  killed  him.  She 
plunged  him  into  scalding  water  be- 
cause he  had  soiled  his  diapers. 

In  Franklin  County,  OH,  the  local 
children  services  agency,  in  another 
case,  was  trying  to  help  Kim  Chandler 
deal  with  her  children— 7-year-old 
Quiana,  4-year-old  Quincy,  and  1- 
month-old  Erica.  In  July  1992,  they 
closed  the  case  on  her.  On  September 
24,  1992,  all  three  children  were  shot 
dead,  and  Kim  Chandler  was  charged 
with  the  crime. 

In  Rushville.  OH,  in  March  1989,  4- 
year-old  Christopher  Engle  died  when 
his  father  dumped  scalding  water  on 
him. 

Mr.  President,  we  could  go  on  and  on 
and  on.  Tragically,  there  is  not  a  Mem- 
ber of  the  Senate  who  could  not  cite 
examples  from  his  or  her  own  State  of 
these  tragedies.  I  could  multiply  exam- 
ple after  example  of  households  like 
these— households  that  look  like  fami- 
lies but  are  not,  Mr.  President;  people 
who  look  like  ijarents,  but  who  are  not; 
people  who  never,  never  should  be  al- 
lowed to  be  alone  with  any  child.  I  do 
intend,  in  the  months  ahead,  to  discuss 
many  of  these  stories  on  this  floor,  Mr. 
President. 

Why  are  atrocities  like  this  happen- 
ing? There  are  many  factors  contribut- 
ing to  this  problem.  In  many  cases,  the 
abuse  is  caused  by  parents  who  were 
themselves  abused  as  children.  In  other 
cases,  the  parent  is  deeply  disturbed  or 
mentally  ill.  Often,  the  parent  is  a 
teenager,  who  is  emotionally  unpre- 
pared for  the  responsibility  of  raising  a 
child. 

All  of  these  factors  were  present  in 
earlier  generations.  What  is  different 
today  is  that  too  many  of  the  young 
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parents  have  no  role  models  of  good 
parenting.  They  did  not  have  good  par- 
ents themselves,  so  they  have  no  idea 
how  to  be  parents  for  their  own  chil- 
dren. 

Another  major  problem,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, is  the  decline  of  the  extended 
family,  the  support  system  that  used 
to  do  so  much  to  make  sure  children 
were  taken  care  of.  In  many  cases,  it 
just  does  not  exist  today. 

Add  to  all  of  this  the  relatively  new 
phenomenon  of  crack.  Since  the  late 
1980's.  we  have  seen  an  explosion  of  this 
new  form  of  cocaine  that  is  readily 
available,  is  cheap,  and  explosively  ad- 
dictive. Crack  is  so  addictive  that 
mothers  have  sold  their  children  so 
they  can  get  more  of  it.  Someone  said, 
when  talking  about  crack,  that  crack 
is  the  only  thing  that  has  ever  been  in- 
vented by  man  that  will  cause  a  moth- 
er to  behave  not  like  a  mother  and 
abandon  all  the  natural  instincts  that 
she  might  have — to  leave  that  child, 
sell  that  child,  to  abuse  that  child. 

Mr.  President,  put  all  these  factors 
together  and  we  have  a  major  social 
problem  on  our  hands.  Now.  we  ask  so- 
cial workers  to  try  to  patch  up  the 
wounded.  But  the  social  workers  are 
underpaid  and  overworked.  When  I  was 
an  assistant  county  prosecutor  over  20 
yeaxs  ago.  and  then  when  I  was  the 
county  prosecutor  in  Greene  Coxmty, 
OH,  I  worked  closely  with  these  dedi- 
cated, hard-working  social  welfare  pro- 
fessionals. I  have  great  respect  and  ad- 
miration for  them.  They  are  literally 
at  the  front  line  of  our  efforts  to  save 
children.  We  expect  the  impossible 
from  them  and,  frankly,  do  not  give 
them  all  the  tools  and  resources  they 
need  to  do  their  jobs.  Often,  the  only 
options  they  have,  and  the  only  choices 
they  have  for  these  children,  are  all 
bad— no  good  options,  no  good  choices. 

Many  times,  our  social  welfare  agen- 
cies are  simply  overwhelmed.  Some  ex- 
perts say  that  the  social  worker  han- 
dling children  ought  to  handle  no  more 
than  15  or  20  cases  at  a  time.  But  the 
truth  is  that  we  have  social  workers 
today  handling  50,  60,  70  cases.  They  do 
not  have  enough  time  or  enough  re- 
sources to  solve  the  problems  these 
kids  have. 

In  summary,  Mr.  President,  there  are 
many  causes  for  the  tragedies  I  have 
discussed.  Further,  there  are  many 
things  that  must  change,  many  things 
that  we  can  do  to  help  these  children. 

There  are  many  things  we  can  do, 
Mr.  President,  to  lessen  the  time  it 
takes  for  children  to  be  adopted,  and  to 
lessen  the  time  these  poor  kids  have  to 
spend  in  the  legal  limbo  of  the  system. 
Further,  there  are  many  things  we  can 
do  to  lessen  the  odds  of  tragedies  like 
the  cases  of  Elisa  Izquierdo  and  Joseph 
Wallace. 

Mr.  President,  I  intend  to  keep  work- 
ing to  find  solutions  to  these  problems, 
recognizing  that  thefr  causes  are  mul- 
tiple— and  that  to  solve  them,  we  must 
do  many  things. 


But  today,  I  would  like  to  focus  on 
one  of  the  causes  of  these  tragedies, 
one  that  most  people  have  not  heard 
about.  It  is  the  unintended  con- 
sequence of  a  small  part  of  a  law  passed 
by  the  U.S.  Congress. 

In  1980,  Congress  passed  the  Adoption 
Assistance  and  Child  Welfare  Act- 
known  as  CWA.  The  Child  Welfare  Act 
has  done  a  great  deal  of  good.  It  in- 
creased the  resources  available  to 
struggling  families.  It  increased  the  su- 
pervision of  children  in  the  foster  care 
system.  And  it  gave  financial  support 
to  people  to  encourage  them  to  adopt 
children  with  special  needs. 

But  while  the  law  has  done  a  great 
deal  of  good,  many  experts  are  coming 
to  believe  that  this  law  has  actually 
had  some  bad  unintended  con- 
sequences. 

Under  the  CWA,  for  a  State  to  be  eli- 
gible for  Federal  matching  funds  for 
foster  care  expenditures,  the  State 
must  have  a  plan  for  the  provision  of 
child  welfare  services  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  HHS.  The  State  plan  must 
provide: 

.  .  .  that,  in  each  case,  reasonable  efforts 
will  be  made  (A)  prior  to  the  placement  of  a 
child  In  foster  care,  to  prevent  or  eliminate 
the  need  for  removal  of  the  child  from  his 
home,  and  (B)  to  make  it  possible  for  the 
child  to  return  to  his  home. 

In  other  words,  Mr.  President,  no 
matter  what  the  particular  cir- 
cumstances of  a  household  may  be— the 
State  must  make  reasonable  efforts  to 
keep  it  together,  and  to  put  it  back  to- 
gether if  it  falls  apart. 

What  constitutes  "reasonable  ef- 
forts"? Here  is  where  maybe  we  have 
part  of  the  problem. 

This  has  not  been  defined  by  Con- 
gress. Nor  has  it  been  defined  by  HHS. 

This  failure  to  define  what  con- 
stitutes "reasonable  efforts"  has  had  a 
very  important— and  very  damaging— 
practical  result.  There  is  strong  evi- 
dence to  suggest  that  in  the  absence  of 
a  definition,  reasonable  efforts  have  be- 
come— in  some  cases — extraordinary  ef- 
forts. Efforts  to  keep  families  together 
at  all  costs. 

Mr.  President,  much  of  the  national 
attention  on  the  case  of  Elisa  Izquierdo 
has  focused  on  the  many  ways  the  so- 
cial welfare  agencies  dropped  the  ball. 
It  has  been  said  that  there  were  numer- 
ous points  in  the  story  when  some 
agency  could  have  and  should  have  in- 
tervened to  remove  Elisa  and  her  sib- 
lings from  her  mother's  custody. 

I  am  not  going  to  revisit  that  ground. 
Rather,  my  point  is  a  broader  one: 
Should  our  Federal  law  really  push  the 
envelope,  so  that  extraordinary  efforts 
are  made  to  keep  that  family  to- 
gether— efforts  that  any  of  us  in  this 
Chamber  or  anyone  listening  would  not 
consider  reasonable? 

Throughout  human  history,  the  fam- 
ily has  been  recognized  as  the  bedrock 
of  civilization.  The  family  is  where  val- 
ues are  transmitted.  It  is  where  chil- 


dren    learn     behavior — develop     their 
character — and  form  their  personality. 

Over  the  last  couple  of  years,  a  re- 
markable convergence  has  occurred  in 
American  social  thought.  Liberals  and 
conservatives  are  now  in  near-total 
agreement  on  the  need  to  strengthen 
the  family  as  an  institution.  Without 
stronger  families,  it  will  be  impossible 
to  avoid  a  social  explosion  in  which 
troubled  children  turn  into  dysfunc- 
tional adults  on  a  massive  scale. 

But  what  we  are  confronting  in  the 
terrible  stories  I  have  just  recounted 
are  not  families.  They  are  households 
that  look  like  families — but  are  not. 

If  you  look  inside  one  of  these  house- 
holds, you  see  some  children.  And  you 
see  some  people  who— superficially,  at 
least — resemble  parents.  But  this  is  not 
what  you  and  I  aaid  most  Americans 
mean  when  we  talk  about  families. 

In  this  type  of  family  when  we  have 
heard  the  horror  stories,  the  children 
are  beaten  and  abused  and  neglected. 
Mr.  President,  what  do  we.  as  a  soci- 
ety, do  about  these  households — these 
households  that  are  not  families? 

By  1980,  the  child  welfare  system  in 
this  country  had  come  under  some 
pretty  strong  criticism.  That  is  why  we 
have  the  bill.  After  many  hearings. 
Congress  concluded  that  abused  and  ne- 
glected children  too  often  were  unnec- 
essarily removed  from  their  parents — 
and  very  significantly  that  insufficient 
resources  were  devoted  to  the  com- 
mendable task  of  preserving  and  re- 
uniting families— and  that  children  not 
able  to  return  to  thefr  parents  often 
drifted  in  foster  care  without  ever  find- 
ing a  permanent  home. 

That  is  how  the  CWA  came  to  be  en- 
acted. The  phenomenon  known  as  fos- 
ter care  drift — children  who  get  lost  in 
a  child  welfare  S3rstem  that  cannot  or 
will  not  find  them  a  permanent  home — 
simply  had  to  be  faced  and  reversed. 

Let  me  interject  at  this  point,  Mr. 
President,  that  I  had  substantial  expe- 
rience on  this  issue  before  the  passage 
of  the  CWA  legislation  in  1980.  As  long 
ago  as  1973.  I  was  serving  as  an  assist- 
ant county  prosecutor  in  Greene  Coun- 
ty, OH,  and  one  of  my  duties  was  to 
represent  the  Greene  County  Children 
Services  in  cases  where  children  were 
going  to  be  removed  from  thefr  par- 
ents' custody. 

I  saw  first  hand  that  too  many  of 
these  cases  dragged  on  forever.  The 
children  end  up  getting  trapped  in  tem- 
porary foster  care  placements,  which 
often  entail  multiple  moves  from  foster 
home  to  foster  home  to  foster  home, 
for  years  and  years  and  years. 

Congress  enacted  the  CWA  to  try  to 
solve  this  very  real  problem.  There 
were  good  reasons  for  the  CWA.  and  the 
CWA  has  done  a  lot  of  good.  There  are 
some  families  that  need  a  little  help  if 
they  are  going  to  stay  together,  and  it 
is  right  for  us  to  help  them.  Not  only  is 
it  right— it  is  also  clearly  in  the  best 
interests  of  the  child  to  reunite  fami- 
lies when  we  can. 
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Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent for  5  additional  minutes,  and  I 
apologize  to  my  colleague. 

Mr.  EXON.  Reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject, I  would  like  to  see  what  the  par- 
liamentary procedure  is  and  ask  the 
Chair  to  make  a  ruling.  I  have  15  min- 
utes that  was  assigned  to  me  under  the 
original  schedule,  and  also  Senator 
Leahy.  The  time  is  about  up.  I  would 
not  object  to  the  request  from  the  Sen- 
ator so  he  can  finish  his  remarks  so 
long  as  the  same  procedure  would  be 
afforded  to  this  Senator  after  he  has 
finished  his  presentation. 

The  PRESroiNG  OFFICER.  Is  their 
objection  to  the  Senator's  request? 

Hearing  none,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DeWINE.  I  thank  my  colleague. 
Again  I  apologize  for  taking  his  time 
and  the  Senate's  time.  But  I  would  like 
to  complete.  It  should  not  take  any 
more  than  just  a  few  more  moments. 

We  should  not  be  in  the  position  of 
taking  children  away  just  because  the 
parents  are  too  poor — or  just  because 
there  is  a  problem  in  the  family.  If  the 
problem  can  be  fixed,  we  must  try  to 
keep  the  family  together  for  the  chil- 
dren's benefit.  It  is  just  that  at  some 
point,  when  it  comes  to  cases  of  child 
abuse  and  child  neglect,  we  have  to 
step  in  and  say:  "Enough  is  enough. 
The  child  comes  first." 

And  that  is  where  we  are  now,  in  a 
lot  of  cases.  Fifteen  years  after  the 
passage  of  the  CWA,  I  think  we  need  to 
revisit  this  issue,  and  see  how  the  sys- 
tem is  working  in  practice. 

I  believe  we  need  to  reemphaslze 
what  all  of  us  agree  on— the  fact  that 
the  child  ought  to  come  first.  We  have 
to  make  the  best  interests  of  the  child 
our  top  national  priority. 

In  many  of  the  cases  we  have  looked 
at.  It  looks  like  the  CWA  has  been  not 
been  correctly  interpreted.  At  least 
that  is  the  way  it  appears.  Try  to 
imagine  what  the  authors  of  the  CWA— 
the  people  who  stood  on  this  Senate 
floor  and  the  House  floor  in  1979  and 
1980— what  would  they  have  said  if  they 
had  been  asked:  "Should  Joseph  Wal- 
lace be  sent  back  to  his  mother? 
Should  this  little  Joseph,  this  little 
boy,  be  sent  back?" 

I  cannot  believe  that  anyone  would 
say  he  should  have  been  sent  back.  And 
I  caimot  believe  that  it  was  the  au- 
thors' intent  that  it  would  take  place. 
I  cannot  believe  that  they  would  say, 
"In  that  case,  and  in  every  case,  the 
child  must  be  reunited  with  the  adult 
at  all  costs." 

No,  I  don't  think  so. 

Reasonable  people  agree,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, on  one  point:  Nothing— nothing- 
should  take  precedence  over  the  best 
interests  of  the  child.  It  is  common 
sense.  And  I  think  we  need  to  make 
sure  the  CWA  is  interpreted  consist- 
ently—and correctly— to  reflect  that 
common  sense. 

It  is  my  hoi)e  that  an  important  new 
book  will  spark  the  national   debate 
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that  America  need  to  have  on  this 
issue.  The  book  is  called  "The  Book  of 
David:  How  Preserving  Families  Can 
Cost  Children's  Lives,"  by  Richard  J. 
Gelles. 

Dr.  Gelles  is  the  director  of  the  Fam- 
ily Violence  Research  Program  at  the 
University  of  Rhode  Island.  For  years. 
Dr.  Gelles  thought  children  should  be 
permanently  removed  from  their 
homes  only  as  a  last  resort,  even  if  it 
meant  that  the  children  may  spend 
years  moving  back  and  forth  between 
birth  homes  and  foster  homes.  He  now 
says— and  I  quote: 

It  Is  a  Action  to  believe  one  can  balance 
preservation  and  safety  without  tilting  In 
favor  of  parents  and  placing  children  at  risk. 

He  believes  that  the  system  is 
weighted  too  far  toward  griving  the 
mother  and  father  chance  after  chance 
after  chance  to  put  their  life  in  order- 
putting  the  adults  first,  rather  than 
putting  the  children  first. 

Even  some  social-work  professionals 
will  tell  you  how  true  this  is.  Krista 
Grevious,  a  Kentucky  social  worker 
with  21  years  of  experience,  says: 

I  think  It's  probably  one  of  the  most  dan- 
gerous things  we  have  ever  done  for  children. 

Patrick  Murphy  is  the  court-ap- 
pointed lawyer  for  abused  children  in 
Cook  County,  n.  He  says: 

Increasingly,  people  In  this  business  do  not 
look  at  things  from  the  point  of  view  of  the 
child.  But  the  child  Is  the  defenseless  party 
here.  We've  forgotten  that. 

In  1993,  Murphy  published  an  article 
in  the  New  York  Times  that  put  the 
problem  in  historical  context.  I  quote 
from  his  article: 

The  fanilly  preservation  system  Is  a  con- 
tinuation of  sloppy  thinking  of  the  1960's  and 
1970's  that  holds,  as  an  unquestionable  truth, 
that  society  should  never  blame  a  victim.  Of 
course,  the  children  are  not  considered  the 
victims  here.  Rather  the  abusive  parents  are 
considered  victims  of  poverty  and  addiction. 
This  attitude  Is  not  only  patronizing.  It  en- 
dangers children. 

Marcia  Robinson  Lowry,  head  of  the 
Children's  Rights  Project  at  the  Amer- 
ican Civil  Liberties  Union,  sums  it  up. 
She  says: 

We've  oversold  the  fact  that  all  families 
can  be  saved.  All  families  can't  be  saved. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  make  this  abso- 
lutely clear.  I  think  there  is  nothing 
wrong  with  giving  parents  another 
chance.  But  we  have  to  make  sure  the 
child  comes  first.  Is  that  child  going  to 
get  a  second  chance  at  growing  up?  A 
second  chance  to  be  4  years  old — the 
age  when  a  personality  is  already  fun- 
damentally shaped? 

Jann  Heffner,  the  director  of  the 
Dave  Thonms  Foundation  for  Adoption, 
has  a  useful  way  of  looking  at  this 
problem— the  concept  of  "kid  days." 
When  you  are  3  years  old,  1  month  of 
experience  does  a  lot  to  the  formation 
of  your  personality.  It  is  not  a  month 
that  can  be  taken  for  granted,  or  treat- 
ed as  routine. 

One  helpful  way  of  looking  at  it  is 
this:  If  you  are  50  years  old,  1  year  is  2 


percent  of  your  life.  If  you  are  3  years 
old,  1  year  is  one-third  of  your  life. 

There  Is  some  Important  psycho- 
logical activity  going  on  with  these 
children.  And  every  day — every  hour— 
really  counts.  Lynne  Gallagher,  direc- 
tor of  the  Arizona  Governor's  Office  for 
Children,  says: 

It's  as  though  these  people  think  we  can 
put  the  kids  In  the  deep  freeze  for  awhile 
*  *  •  and  then  pull  them  out  when  the  par- 
ents are  ready  to  parent. 

We  all  know  how  crucial  those  forma- 
tive years  can  be. 

Let  me  return  to  the  work  of  Dr. 
Gelles.  He  says: 

It  is  time  to  face  up  to  the  fact  that  some 
parents  are  not  capable  of  being  parents, 
cannot  be  changed,  and  should  not  continue 
to  be  allowed  to  care  for  children. 

He  advocates  changes  In  Federal  laws 
to  protect  children.  He  also  thinks  that 
child-protection  officials  should  move 
to  terminate  parental  rights  sooner, 
thus  freeing  children  for  adoption. 

I  think  the  time  is  ripe  for  these 
changes.  In  New  York  City,  Mayor 
Giuliani  has  pledged  to  shift  the  city's 
priorities  away  from  family  preserva- 
tion— and  toward  protecting  children 
from  harm. 

But  we  need  to  examine  how  much  of 
the  problem  we  face  is  a  consequence  of 
Federal  law— the  lack  of  precision  of 
the  CWA  legislation  back  in  1980.  And 
this  is  truly  a  national  problem  that 
needs  a  national  response.  According  to 
the  National  Committee  to  Prevent 
Child  Abuse,  child  abuse  fatalities  have 
increased  by  40  percent  between  1985 
and  1995. 

I  think  there  is  something  the  U.S. 
Congress  should  do  about  that.  I  think 
we  should  make  It  absolutely  clear 
that  the  best  Interests  of  the  child  are 
the  primary  concern  of  social  policy. 

We  need  to  examine,  Mr.  President, 
whether  in  fact  the  1980  Child  Welfare 
Act  has  been  misinterpreted— and 
whether  we  need  to  clarify  it  so  there 
can  be  no  misunderstanding  of  Con- 
gress' intent.  While  fimlly  reunifica- 
tion is  a  laudable  goal,  and  should  usu- 
ally be  attempted,  the  best  interests  of 
the  child  should  always  come  first. 
This,  Mr.  President,  was  the  Intention 
of  the  drafters  of  the  1980  law.  Congress 
should  reaffirm  this — by  making  what- 
ever clarification  is  necessary  in  the 
law. 

To  the  extent  that  the  1980  law  has 
been  imprecise,  ambiguous,  and  un- 
clear, or  just  misinterpreted,  it  has 
contributed  to  the  syndrome  in  which 
children  move  from  child  abuse  to  fos- 
ter home  to  child  abuse.  It  is  time  for 
us  to  break  this  cycle— to  help  children 
escape  their  abusers  and  find  a  perma- 
nent home  before  they  have  suffered 
absolutely  irreparable  physical  and 
emotional  damage. 

If  we  make  explicit  our  commitment 
to  putting  the  best  Interests  of  the 
child  first,  in  almost  all  cases  that  will 
mean  family  reunification.  The  best  in- 
terests of  the  child  are  almost  always 
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served  by  reuniting  and  preserving 
families.  But  in  the  cases  where  family 
reunification  is  not  in  the  best  interest 
of  the  child,  in  those  cases  we  must 
protect  the  child.  Federal  law  must  be 
clearly  on  the  side  of  the  child. 

I  intend  to  introduce — in  the  near  fu- 
ture—legislation that  will  clarify  once 
and  for  all  the  intent  of  Congress  on 
this  Issue.  Congress  should  stand  with 
the  highest  values  of  the  American 
people.  And  the  mind  and  heart  of 
America  are  crystal  clear  on  this  issue: 
The  children  come  first. 

When  they  do  not,  we,  as  a  society,  as 
Americans,  have  every  right  to  become 
outraged,  to  get  mad — and  demand 
change. 

I  simply  conclude  by  saying  we  need 
to  look  at  the  best  interests  of  the 
child.  We  need  to  reexamine  this  law. 
We  need  to  look  at  how  it  is  actually 
working. 

I  imderstand  that  this  may  be  an  up- 
hill battle,  that  there  is  a  reluctance  to 
revisit  this.  But  I  think  we  should  re- 
visit it.  I  think  we  should  look  at  it, 
keeping  in  mind  only  one  thing,  what 
really  is  in  the  best  interests  of  chil- 
dren. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  foxir 
articles  on  this  subject  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Baltimore  Sun.  Dec.  4, 1995] 

TiXy  COFRNS 

(By  Mona  Chaxen) 

Washington.— The  death  of  6-year-old 
Ellsa  Izqulerdo.  allegedly  at  the  hands  of  her 
mother,  has  touched  New  York  as  few  such 
cases  do.  Her  funeral  was  attended  by  the 
city's  nuiyor,  the  state's  lieutenant  governor 
and  hundreds  of  mourners  who  didn't  even 
know  her. 

It  mystifies  me  that  some  cases  of  child 
abuse  receive  extravagant  attention  and 
evoke  the  tears  and  guilty  questions  they 
ought  to  arouse.  Thousands  of  others  are  Ig- 
nored, their  funerals  sparsely  attended,  their 
files  closed,  and  we  never  ask  how  this  Is 
possible  in  a  country  that  calls  Itself  civ- 
ilized. According  to  Richard  Gelles  of  the 
University  of  Rhode  Island,  between  1.200 
and  1,400  children  are  killed  by  their  parents 
or  caretakers  every  year  in  America.  At 
least  half  are  known  to  social-service  agen- 
cies before  they  die. 

Ellsa  Izqulerdo  had  been  tormented  for  a 
very  long  time.  When  she  died  from  a  severe 
beating,  her  body  bore  old  scars  of  scores  of 
other  Injuries.  Neighbors  recalled  hearing 
her  scream  in  pain  and  beg  her  mother  not  to 
hurt  her.  Her  cousin,  who  had  sued  for  cus- 
tody, revealed  that  the  mother  had,  aonong 
other  tortures,  forced  the  child  to  eat  her 
own  feces. 

The  number  of  New  Yorkers  who  knew  of 
Ellsa's  suffering  but  did  nothing  Is  astound- 
ing. She  was  being  seen  regularly  by  social- 
service  workers  at  her  kindergarten.  She  was 
known  to  the  city's  Child  Welfare  Adminis- 
tration and  to  a  private  agency  that  Inter- 
venes In  troubled  families. 

Social  service  agencies  nationwide  com- 
plain that  they  are  Impossibly  overburdened. 
"There  are  people  who  have  40  cases,"  com- 
plained   a    caseworker    to    the    New    York 


Times.  "They  don't  have  time  to  go  back  and 
make  second  visits."  Budget  cuts  have  made 
It  even  harder  to  do  their  jobs. 

Who  else  can  Intervene? 

Though  I  am  generally  opposed  to  bureauc- 
racy, preventing  child  abuse  Is  an  exception. 
Who  else  but  the  government  can  intervene 
to  protect  these  children?  The  number  of 
children  in  foster  care  is  Increasing  dramati- 
cally, from  434.000  In  1982  to  more  than 
600,000  today.  According  to  the  American 
Public  Welfare  Association,  70  percent  of 
those  kids  enter  the  system  because  of 
abuse,  neglect  or  "parental  conditions"  In- 
cluding drug  abuse.  In  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, social  workers  don't  have  enough  cars  or 
fax  machines  to  keep  abreast  of  their  case- 
loads. If  child  protective  agencies  need  more 
money,  they  should  have  It. 

But  the  heart  of  the  problem  is  not  money; 
It  Is  philosophy.  Most  social-service  agencies 
pursue  the  goal  of  "family  preservation." 
Federal  money  Is  tied  to  state  efforts  to  keep 
biological  families  together.  Children,  once 
removed  from  abusive  homes,  are  returned 
again  and  again.  Social  workers  see  their 
jobs  as  the  provision  of  "services"  to  parents 
who  abuse  thefr  children.  In  one  case  the 
parents  of  10  children  were  hurting  some  of 
them.  The  Child  Welfare  Administration  as- 
signed them  a  full-time  housekeeper,  la- 
menting only  that  budget  cuts  forced  them 
to  withdraw  her  after  a  year  or  so. 

Unless  social-service  agencies  nationwide 
can  stiffen  their  spines,  stop  thinking  of  the 
abusing  parents  as  the  victims  and  focus  on 
terminating  parental  rights  in  cases  of  abuse 
and  neglect,  this  plague  of  tiny  cofflns  will 
continue.  There  are  thousands  of  would-be 
adoptive  couples  ready  to  provide  loving 
homes  for  kids  who  have  been  abused.  Yet 
the  system  frustrates  them  at  every  turn. 

[From  the  Tampa  Tribune,  Apr.  21, 1996) 

Take  Children  Out  of  Harm's  Way 

(By  Joan  Beck) 

Every  day  at  least  three  children  In  Amer- 
ica die— killed  by  their  parents  or  care- 
takers. Often  they  are  also  the  victims  of  ef- 
forts by  child  protection  agencies  to  keep 
families  together,  whatever  the  risks. 

Such  a  child  was  David  Edwards,  dead  at 
the  age  of  15  months,  whose  mother,  Darlene. 
23,  called  911  one  morning  to  say  her  son 
wasn't  breathing.  Paramedics  arrived  quick- 
ly and  Immediately  began  CPR,  Inserting  a 
breathing  tube  Into  his  throat  and  rhyth- 
mically compressing  his  chest  in  hopes  of 
keeping  blood  flowing  to  his  brain. 

Continuing  CPR,  the  paramedics  rushed 
David  to  a  Rhode  Island  hospital,  where  fur- 
ther efforts  at  resuscitation  were  futile.  An 
autopsy  showed  signs  of  repeated  child  abuse 
and  suffocation.  Investigators  found  that 
after  David's  father,  Donald,  had  left  for 
work,  Darlene.  who  had  been  working  as  a 
prostitute  out  of  thefr  apartment,  had  enter- 
tained a  "trick."  To  keep  David  quiet,  she 
forcibly  held  him  down  and  suffocated  him. 

What's  chilling  Is  that  David  was  known  to 
be  at  deadly  risk.  His  parents  had  earlier  lost 
custody  of  David's  older  sister.  Marie,  be- 
cause of  severe  abuse.  The  state  child  protec- 
tive agency  had  been  called  twice  about 
David.  His  father  had  raged  at  the  case- 
worker when  she  tried  to  check  on  the  child. 
But  the  casework  plan  had  been  to  keep  the 
family  together. 

Questioned  after  David's  funeral,  attended 
only  by  his  grandparents  and  a  state  Inves- 
tigator, Darlene  was  charged  with  murder. 
She  pleaded  guilty  to  manslaughter  and  was 
sentenced  to  four  years  In  prison,  followed 
by  a  long  probation. 


There's  nothing  new  about  David's  story. 
Similar  tragedies  are  old  stuff  In  big-clty 
newspapers  and  on  TV  stations.  Only  the 
names  of  the  children  are  different. 

But  David  shouldn't  have  died,  insists 
Richard  J.  Gelles.  director  of  the  family  vio- 
lence research  program  at  the  University  of 
Rhode  Island.  Contributing  to  David's  death, 
he  says,  are  the  laws,  casework  philosophy 
and  public  sentiments  that  keep  emphasizing 
the  rights  of  biological  parents  and  the  goal 
of  family  preservation. 

Like  David,  more  than  half  of  the  annual 
toll  of  1.200  children  killed  by  parents  or 
caretakers  were  already  known  by  state  or 
local  child  protection  agencies  to  be  in  dan- 
ger. Their  deaths  are  heartbreaking  evidence 
that  current  policies  and  services  are  failing 
and  must  be  changed. 

But  the  answers  don't  come  easy.  The 
problems  are  overwhelming  the  system  and 
getting  worse,  as  dysfunctional  families  and 
single-parent  homes  Increase,  drug  abuse 
grows  and  state  agencies  are  dangerously 
pinched  for  resources.  In  his  new  book.  "The 
Book  of  David  "  (subtitled  "How  Preserving 
Families  Can  Cost  children's  Lives").  Gelles 
points  out  the  worrisome  realities.  State  and 
local  child  protection  agencies  get  almost  3 
million  reports  of  abuse  and  neglect  every 
year:  about  38  percent  are  substantiated. 
Many  charges  are  dismissed — in  part  because 
some  child  abuse  and  neglect  can  be  difficult 
to  detect. 

The  caseworkers  who  must  make  the  llfe- 
and-deatb  decisions  about  which  children  are 
actually  In  danger  and  how  to  help  them. 
Gelles  says,  are  typically  In  thefr  20s— lib- 
eral-arts majors  with  about  20  hours  of  train- 
ing. Part  of  that  training  Is  how  to  Qll  out 
paperwork,  and  some  of  It  emphasizes  keep- 
ing families  together. 

But  family  preservation,  however  appeal- 
ing its  philosophy  and  goals,  has  been  dan- 
gerously oversold  as  an  answer  to  child 
abuse  and  neglect.  Gelles  Insists— and  as  cost 
savings  for  taxpayers. 

He  urges  that  the  rights  of  abusing  parents 
be  terminated  much  faster— after  no  more 
than  a  year,  for  example,  for  those  with  drug 
or  alcohol  problems  who  are  not  making 
good  progress  In  rehabilitation.  He  would 
also  end  parental  rights  quickly  In  cases  like 
David's  In  which  abusing  parents  have  al- 
ready lost  custody  of  another  youngster. 

Gelles  concedes  that  the  foster-care  system 
Is  overwhelmed  with  the  needs  of  all  the 
children  who  should  be  placed  out  of  thefr 
homes  for  thefr  own  safety.  But  his  other  so- 
lutions only  nibble  away  at  the  problem. 

Making  endangered  children  available  for 
adoption  at  the  youngest  ages  possible  gives 
them  the  best  shot  they  can  have  at  a  safe 
and  benign  childhood.  Gelles  points  out. 
Adoptive  parents  are  easiest  to  find  for  ba- 
bies and  toddlers,  before  a  youngster  has 
been  permanently  damaged  emotionally  or 
physically  by  abuse. 

Even  David's  sister  was  eventually  adopt- 
ed, although  she  was  permanently  disabled 
by  her  parents'  abuse.  New  parents  could 
easily  have  been  found  for  David  had  the 
rights  of  his  biological  parents  been  termi- 
nated, (^lles  points  out. 

Gelles  also  recommends  setting  up  more 
small  residential  group  homes.  He  says  this 
setting  gives  a  child  the  chance  to  make  the 
long-term  attachment  to  a  caring  adult  that 
is  psychologically  essential,  although  he 
does  not  recommend  such  homes  for  young- 
sters under  age  3. 

Most  Important,  every  kind  of  help  for 
abused  children  must  put  thefr  safety  ffrst. 
Gelles  Insists,  even  at  the  expense  of  the 
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rigrhts  of  biological  parents  or  the  benign- 
sounding'  goals  of  family  preservation. 

Better  solutions  to  problems  of  poverty, 
unemplosnnent,  dangerous  neighborhoods, 
drugs,  teen  pregnancy,  crime  and  poor 
schools  would  also  help,  Gelles  agrees,  In 
hopes  of  reducing  abuse  and  neglect.  Better 
welfare  policies  could  help  families  "where 
the  overriding  problems  are  those  of  poverty 
rather  than  inflicted  Injury  or  sexual  abuse." 

Gelles  knows  there  Is  no  single  answer  to 
problems  of  child  abuse.  He  acknowledges 
that  family  preservation  efforts  do  help  in 
some  Instances,  that  foster  care  sometimes 
falls,  that  money  and  public  patience  run 
out.  But  he  has  done  a  public  service  with 
his  Insistence  that  we  make  the  well-being  of 
children  the  center  of  our  welfare  and  pro- 
tection policies — In  ways  that  we  don't  now. 

[From  the  Washington  Post.  May  12, 1996] 

ADOPT  A  Sense  of  Outrage 

(By  Mary  McGrory) 

After  Sister  Josephine  finished  her  wrath- 
ful remarks  about  abused  children  at  the 
spring  adoption  seminar  in  a  Washington  law 
office,  the  chairman,  former  Pennsylvania 
governor  Robert  P.  Casey,  spoke  in  praise  of 
outrage. 

"If  you  don't  have  a  sense  of  outrage  as  a 
politician,  you  are  not  worth  a  damn.  If  you 
have  lost  It,  get  out  of  politics." 

He  is  quite  right.  Sister  Josephine  Murphy 
of  the  Daughters  of  Charity  told  of  the  gross- 
ly abused  babies  who  pass  through  her  hands 
at  St.  Ann's  Infant  and  Maternity  Home  in 
Hyattsville.  where  she  Is  the  administrator. 
I  add.  In  the  interests  of  full  disclosure,  that 
I  am  a  friend  and  fan  of  hers  and  awestruck 
at  her  competence.  I  believe  she  could  run 
the  Defense  Department.  I  am  familiar  with 
her  views  on  what  she  regards  as  the  uneven 
contest  between  women  and  children — she 
notes  with  asperity  the  hullabaloo  over  rape 
m  contrast  to  the  relatively  mild  sentences 
for  infanticide. 

She  described  graphically  the  sufferings  of 
the  abused,  abandoned  and  neglected;  infants 
who  have  been  burned  at  an  open  Ore;  chil- 
dren raped  and  assaulted— and  sent  back  to 
their  abusive  homes  by  judges  who  don't  care 
to  know  what  is  happening.  She  told  of  a  7- 
year-old  boy  who  reproached  her  for  sending 
him  home.  He  warned  her  that  when  he  grew 
up  he  was  going  to  "go  out  and  kill  my 
mother's  bosrfrtend. "  She  had  a  warning  too. 
"The  money  we  don't  spend  protecting  chil- 
dren we  will  have  to  spend  on  jails." 

The  Family  Reunification  and  Preserva- 
tion Act  is  the  cause  of  these  grotesque  prac- 
tices. The  body  count  of  children  abused  to 
death  in  1995  was  1,271,  according  to  the  Na- 
tional Committee  to  Prevent  Child  Abuse. 
Yet  in  the  much-praised  adoption  reform 
bills  being  pushed  through  Congress  in  time 
for  Mother's  Day,  no  mention  Is  made  of 
this. 

The  law's  folly— requiring  social  workers 
to  make  "reasonable  efforts"  to  send  a  child 
back  to  abusive  parents — was  remarked  upon 
at  the  seminar  by  William  Pierce,  president 
of  the  National  Council  for  Adoption.  Imag- 
ine, he  said.  If  a  wlfe-batterer  were  brought 
Into  court  and  the  judge  ordered  the  wife  to 
return  to  him  while  he  tried  to  straighten 
out. 

The  pendulum  has  begun  to  swing  the 
other  way,  Casey  says.  Some  states  have 
passed  laws  requiring  delinquent  parents  to 
Improve  within  a  year— or  forego  their  pa- 
rental rights. 

Why  don't  politicians  seize  on  this  deadly 
danger  to  children?  Well,  it  could  be  dan- 
gerous to  them.  Douglas  Besharov  of  the 


American  Enterprise  Institute,  a  leading  au- 
thority on  child  welfare,  points  out  the  polit- 
ical trlcklness  of  revising  the  statute. 
"Don't  forget,"  he  says,  "that  six  years  ago 
David  Dlnklns  ran  for  mayor  of  New  York 
against  [Ed]  Koch  on  a  charge  that  he  was 
taking  too  many  black  kids  away  from  their 
fajnllles." 

Maybe  that  Is  why  today's  mayor,  Rudy 
Giuliani,  one  of  the  most  astute  politicians 
in  the  country,  is  avoiding  the  issue  in  the 
most  notorious  (and  still  reverberating) 
child-abuse  horror:  the  murder  of  6-year  old 
Ellsa  Izqulerdo  by  her  mother.  Giuliani  has 
created  a  new  child  welfare  agency  and  a  re- 
view panel  that  Issued  a  voluminous  report 
and  suspended  two  employees  Involved  in  the 
case.  But  he  never  came  to  grips  with  the 
crime  in  the  courtroom. 

Ellsa  had  been  In  the  care  of  her  adoring 
father.  When  he  died,  his  sister,  Ellsa's  aunt, 
applied  for  custody.  But  under  the  Family 
Reunification  Act.  the  judge  gave  Ellsa  Into 
the  care  of  her  mad  mother.  Given  that  the 
numerous  social  workers  involved  should 
have  been  more  watchful  and  more  demand- 
ing, the  mayor  should  have  realized  that  the 
tragedy  began  with  the  custody  award. 

Beshasrov.  who  served  on  the  mayor's  com- 
mission, says  the  terrible  Irony  Is  that  the 
judge  who  made  the  decision  had  had  Ellsa's 
mother  before  her  when  the  first  custody 
choice  was  made.  She  apparently  forgot  all 
about  it — and  had  no  lawyer  or  clerk  to  re- 
mind her,  thereby  sentencing  Ellsa  to  beat- 
ings and  tortures  and  eventual  death. 

Too  bad  Giuliani  didn't  read  "The  Book  of 
David,"  also  a  true-life  tale,  by  Richard 
Gelles  of  the  Family  Violence  Research  Pro- 
gram of  the  University  of  Rhode  Island. 
Gelles.  author  of  20  books  about  child  wel- 
fare. Is  currently  In  Washington,  working  for 
Sen.  Fred  Thompson  (Rr-Tenn)  on  adoption 
laws.  David.  15  months  old.  died  at  the  hands 
of  his  mother,  a  part-time  prostitute.  It  was 
avoidable.  His  mother  had  also  abused  Da- 
vid's older  sister,  almost  to  death.  Gelles 
shows  the  tension  In  social  workers  who 
must  work  under  warring  mandates:  Inves- 
tigating abusive  parents  while  drawing  up 
plans  to  reunite  them  with  their  endangered 
children. 

The  policy.  Gelles  says,  comes  of  "a  per- 
sistent unwillingness  to  put  children  first." 
It  is  also  the  unwillingness  of  public  men  to 
break  shibboleths.  We  as  a  nation,  profess  to 
believe  that  all  mothers  are  like  Whistler's 
and  that  a  "family"  can  consist  of  one  fe- 
male, a  drug  addict  and  a  "home,"  a  drug 
den.  As  Casey  says,  outrage  is  needed. 

[From  the  Weekly  Standard,  May  27, 1996] 
Two  WORDS  That  Kill 
(By  Richard  J.  Gelles) 

What  if,  by  changing  two  words  In  a  federal 
law,  you  could  prevent  the  deaths  of  hun- 
dreds of  children  each  year  and  also  prevent 
tens  or  even  hundreds  of  thousands  of  abused 
children  firom  being  victimized  again  and 
again? 

For  16  years,  child  welfare  policies  have 
been  guided  by  two  words:  "reasonable  ef- 
forts." One  of  the  cornerstones  of  the  Adop- 
tion Assistance  and  Child  Welfare  Act  of  1980 
(PL  96-272)  was  the  mandate  that  states 
make  "reasonable  efforts"  to  keep  or  reunite 
abused  and  neglected  children  with  their  bio- 
logrlcal  parents.  This  provision  was  designed 
to  reduce  the  number  of  maltreated  children 
placed  In  foster  care.  Although  reducing  the 
cost  of  out-of-home  placement  was  certainly 
a  factor  behind  the  reasonable-efforts  provi- 
sion, the  major  rationale  for  these  two  words 
was  the  deep-seated  belief  that  children  do 


best  when  raised  by  their  biological  parents 
and  that  parents  will  stop  maltreating  their 
children  if  they  are  provided  with  sufficient 
personal,  social  and  economic  resources. 

There  was  bipartisan  support  for  the  doc- 
trine of  reasonable  efforts.  Conservatives 
supported  It  because  It  was  consistent  with  a 
family-values  approach  to  social  policy.  Lib- 
erals supported  It  because  It  was  In  the  best 
tradition  of  the  safety  net  for  children  and 
families  In  need.  Child  advocates  enthu- 
siastically embraced  "reasonable  efforts"  be- 
cause they  saw  taking  children  from  abusive 
parents  as  even  more  harmful  than  the 
abuse,  because  they  felt  there  was  subtle  rac- 
ism In  the  child  welfare  system  that  made 
minority  children  more  likely  to  be  placed  In 
foster  care,  and  because  "reasonable  efforts" 
created  a  new  funding  stream  for  a  social 
service  system  whose  funding.  In  the  1980s, 
was  being  restricted  or  cut. 

Soon  after  the  adoption  of  the  doctrine  of 
reasonable  efforts,  family-preservation  pro- 
grams were  developed.  These  provide  Inten- 
sive services,  such  as  parent  education,  help 
with  housekeeping,  and  assistance  dealing 
with  the  bureaucracy,  to  families  deemed  at 
risk  of  having  their  children  removed.  Finan- 
cially supported  and  marketed  by  private 
foundations  such  as  the  Edna  McConnell 
Clark  Foundation,  embraced  by  the  Chil- 
dren's Defense  Fund  and  the  Child  Welfare 
League  of  America,  and  ultimately  the  recip- 
ient of  Si  billion  of  federal  support,  intensive 
family-preservation  programs  are  touted  as 
able  to  both  preserve  families  and  protect 
children. 

But  reasonable  efforts  and  Intensive  fimlly 
preservation  have  been  a  false  promise. 
Child-welfare-agency  directors  and  workers 
believe  that  family  preservation  and  child 
safety  can  be  balanced.  Because  they  believe 
family-preservation  programs  are  effective, 
child  welfare  agencies  and  workers  often 
make  every  possible  effort  to  preserve  fami- 
lies, even  when  what  they  are  preserving 
could  hardly  be  called  a  family  and  even 
when  there  Is  no  evidence  that  the  parents 
can  or  will  change  their  abusive  behavior. 
There  have  been  nearly  a  dozen  scientifically 
reputable  evaluations  of  Intensive  family- 
preservation  programs  and  not  one  has  found 
that  such  programs  reduce  costs,  reduce  out- 
of-home  placements,  or  Improve  child  safety. 
Similarly,  research  finds  that  children  need 
a  stable,  giving  caretaker,  not  necessary  a 
biological  caretaker. 

It  is  a  fiction  to  believe  one  can  balance 
preservation  and  safety  without  tilting  In 
favor  of  parents  and  placing  children  at  risk. 
More  than  1,200  children  are  killed  by  their 
parents  or  caretakers  such  year,  and  nearly 
half  of  these  children  are  killed  after  they  or 
their  parents  have  come  to  the  attention  of 
child  welfare  agencies.  Tens  of  thousands.  If 
not  hundreds  of  thousands,  of  children  are 
re-ab»ised  each  year  after  they  or  their  par- 
ents have  been  Identified  by  child  welfare 
agencies. 

It  Is  time  to  replace  the  words  "reasonable 
efforts"  with  two  others:  "child  safety."  It  Is 
time  to  fact  up  to  the  fact  that  some  parents 
are  not  capable  of  being  parents,  cannot  be 
changed,  and  should  not  continue  to  be  al- 
lowed to  care  for  children.  Of  course,  the 
change  will  be  a  bit  difficult  than  merely 
substituting  two  words.  There  will  be  howls 
of  protest  from  advocates  who  will  claim 
that  abolishing  "reasonable  efforts"  means 
that  more  children  will  be  placed  In  foster 
care,  thus  straining  already  over- taxed  state 
child  welfare  budgets.  Claims  that  children 
are  abused  or  harmed  by  foster  care  will  also 
be  trotted  out.  typically  without  actual  re- 
search to  support  such  claims.  Indeed,  some 
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children  are  harmed  In  foster  care,  but  re- 
search does  show  that  abused  children  placed 
out  of  the  home  do  better  In  the  short  and 
long  runs  than  children  left  with  abusive  and 
neglectful  parents.  Advocates  will  also  argue 
that  child  welfare  policy  should  not  be  based 
on  child  fatalities,  because  such  fatalities 
are  rare.  Well,  child  fatalities  are  not  rare 
enough.  Ellsa  Izqulerdo  In  New  York  City, 
Joseph  Wallace  in  Chicago,  and  hundreds  of 
other  less  publicized  child  fatalities  were  the 
direct  results  of  unreasonable  efforts  to  keep 
children  with  their  abusive  biological  care- 
takers. A  change  in  two  words  will  force 
child  welfare  agencies  to  take  steps  to  en- 
hance and  speed  up  adoptions  and  to  consider 
the  use  of  congregate  care  facilities  (or  what 
some  have  called  "orphanages")  for  some 
children  who  have  no  other  safe  permanent 
home. 

The  1995  report  on  child  fatallUes  by  the 
U.S.  Advisory  Board  on  Child  Abuse  and  Ne- 
glect was  dedicated  to  children  killed  by  par- 
ents or  caretakers  and  concluded  with  a  rec- 
ommendation that  all  child  and  family  pro- 
grams make  child  safety  a  "major  priority." 
Changing  two  words  In  welfare  reform  legis- 
lation now  before  Congress  would  go  a  long 
way  toward  achieving  that  goal. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  whatever  time  be- 
yond the  hour  of  10:30  is  taken  in  morn- 
ing business  be  added  on  to  the  period 
of  time  for  debate  so  that,  on  the  Mis- 
sile Defense  Act,  there  is  still  a  total  of 
2  hours  equally  divided  betwreen  the 
two  sides. 

Mr.  EXON.  May  I  ask  a  question? 
Will  the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  KYL.  Certainly. 

Mr.  EXON.  Would  the  Senator  also 
add  on  3  minutes  for  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts? 

Mr.  KYL.  Certainly.  I  will  add  that 
to  the  unanimous-consent  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  unanimous  consent,  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  has  15  minutes,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts  has  3  min- 
utes, which  will  be  added  on  to  make  2 
hours  for  missile  defense. 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  if  I  have 
the  floor,  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts  at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts. 


fflGHER  EDUCATION 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
just  to  take  a  moment  of  the  Senate's 
time  to  alert  the  membership,  and  also 
those  who  are  interested  in  education, 
about  the  President's  speech  at  Prince- 
ton University,  which  is  taking  place 
at  10:40  today.  That  will  be  a  very  im- 
portant speech  about  this  Nation's 
commitment  in  the  area  of  higher  edu- 
cation. What  we  are  going  to  see  at  our 
universities,  over  the  period  of  the  next 
7  years,  is  an  expansion  of  the  number 
of  students  by  some  12  percent. 

As  we  debated  the  recent  budget  res- 
olution, there  was  going  to  be  a  con- 
tinuing deterioration  in  the  support  for 


the  Pell  grants.  Under  the  proposal 
that  the  President  is  advancing  today, 
effectively  what  he  is  going  to  be  put- 
ting before  the  Congress  is  a  guarantee 
for  continuing  education  for  any  high 
school  students  who  get  a  B  average  in 
their  senior  year,  to  go  to  a  commu- 
nity college  and  be  able  to  put  together 
an  expanded  Pell  grant  plus  some  re- 
fundable credits  so  that  students  will 
be  able  to  attend  community  colleges. 

More  than  66  percent  of  the  Nation's 
community  colleges  will  be  eligible. 
This,  I  think,  is  a  strong  commitment 
to  provide  incentives  to  young  people 
to  continue  their  education.  It  is  a  na- 
tional commitment  to  make  sure  that 
education  has  the  priority  that  I  be- 
lieve most  families  believe  it  should 
have,  in  terms  of  our  Nation's  commit- 
ment. 

At  an  appropriate  time  I  will  present 
for  the  Record  a  statement  ajid  addi- 
tional comments,  but  it  does  seem  to 
me  this  is  a  bold  initiative  in  the  area 
of  education  that  ought  to  have  apipeal 
to  every  working  family  in  this  coun- 
try who  dreams  about  educational  op- 
portunities for  its  children. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
and  I  yield  whatever  remaining  time  I 
have. 


CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 

BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Morning 
business  is  closed. 


DEFE1«)  AMERICA  ACT  OF  1996— 
MOTION  TO  PROCEED 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate will  now  resume  consideration  of 
the  motion  to  proceed  to  S.  1635.  The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
A  motion  to  proceed  to  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1635)  to  establish  a  United 
States  policy  for  the  deplojrment  of  a  na- 
tional missile  defense  system,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  motion  to  proceed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  unanimous-consent  agreement, 
there  will  be  2  hours  allotted  to  this 
issue. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  the  Dole 
star  wars  bill  the  Senate  is  debating  is 
a  reckless  and  expensive  attempt  to 
recreate  the  nostalgia  of  the  cold  war 
through  the  regrettable  and  unwar- 
ranted use  of  fear  and  fabrication.  Over 
the  last  several  years,  the  majority  has 
resolutely  turned  a  deaf  ear  to  the  ob- 
jections of  millions  of  men.  women, 
and  children  at  risk  while  it  contin- 
ually snips  away  at  America's  safety 
net.  But  in  a  conversion  worthy  of  Je- 
kyll  and  Hyde,  the  majority  is  passion- 
ately arguing  that  we  throw  open  the 
Treasury  doors  to  create  a  new  defense 
safety  net  to  take  the  place  of  the  so- 
cial safety  net  it  is  intent  on  unravel- 


ing. Multlbillion-dollar  missile  launch- 
ers will  replace  school  lunches  in  this 
new  gilded  net.  Guns  in  the  sky  will  re- 
place efforts  to  remove  guns  from  our 
school  playgrounds.  Money  that  used 
to  help  the  poor  buy  heating  fuel  in 
winter  will  now  heat  lasers  orbiting 
the  Earth. 

The  underlying  premise  of  the  Dole 
star  wars  bill  is  that  the  ballistic  mis- 
sile threat  targeted  toward  the  United 
States  is  so  great,  so  urgent  that  noth- 
ing short  of  a  crash  program  similar  to 
the  race  to  the  Moon  in  the  1960's  will 
do.  No  cost  to  the  American  taxpayers 
is  too  great.  No  arms  control  treaty  is 
too  valuable.  The  siren  call  behind  the 
Dole  star  wars  bill  is  a  seductive  one 
indeed:  If  you  believe  in  a  strong  na- 
tional defense,  then  you  must  be  will- 
ing to  shield  America  against  missile 
attack — a.  missile  attack  anjrwhere. 
anytime— regardless  of  the  con- 
sequences. But.  like  the  sirens  tempt- 
ing Odysseus,  to  heed  the  call  will 
bring  catastrophe,  not  security. 

The  packaging  of  the  Dole  star  wars 
bill  is  slick  and  the  rhetoric  is  packed 
with  chest-thumping  patriotism.  But 
the  issue  of  missile  defense  is  much 
more  complex  than  it  may  seem  to 
some.  A  number  of  questions  need  to  be 
asked  and  answered  before  the  Senate 
can  judge  the  need  to  embark  on  a 
crash  program  to  field  a  national  mis- 
sile defense  system  in  6  years. 

What  is  the  threat  of  ballistic  missile 
attack  facing  the  United  States  today 
and  in  the  near  future? 

From  where  does  this  threat  origi- 
nate? And  are  there  other  less  costly, 
more  effective  means  of  meeting  this 
threat,  whatever  it  is? 

What  is  meant  when  the  bill  requires 
a  defense  against  a  "limited,  unauthor- 
ized, and  accidental  attack"  What  is 
the  likelihood  of  such  attacks  occur- 
ring? And  what  type  of  missile  defense 
is  necessary  in  order  to  blunt  such  an 
attack  if  there  is  one? 

What  type  of  attacks  against  the 
United  States  using  weapons  of  mass 
destruction  would  the  Dole  star  wars 
system  be  powerless  to  defend  against? 
How  are  we  as  a  nation  addressing  this 
terrorist  threat  and  how  would  pursu- 
ing a  star  wars  system  affect  the  time- 
liness of  these  efforts? 

What  is  the  cost  of  the  mandate  con- 
tained in  the  Dole  star  wars  bill  and 
how  will  it  be  paid  for?  Or  to  turn  the 
question  around,  what  social  program 
or  other  defense  priority  will  suffer  as 
a  result  of  this  expensive  undertaking. 
What  are  the  consequences  of  fielding 
a  missile  defense  system  that  violates 
the  existing  limitations  of  the  ABM 
Treaty,  as  required  by  the  Dole  star 
wars  bill? 

Will  implementation  of  the  START  I 
Treaty  be  endangered? 

Will  ratification  of  the  START  n 
Treaty  by  the  Russian  Duma  be  jeop- 
ardized if  we  renege  on  our  ABM  Trea- 
ty obligation? 
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Will  it  affect  other  axms  control 
agreements  pending  or  in  the  future  if 
America  backs  down  and  violates  a 
treaty,  such  treaties  as  the  Chemicals 
Weapons  Convention  and  the  Com- 
prehensive Test  Ban  Treaty? 

Will  implementation  of  the  Dole  star 
wars  system  prompt  an  expensive  and 
destabilizing  arms  race  which  would 
otherwise  not  occur? 

Is  missile  defense  technology  suffi- 
ciently mature  to  mandate  a  2003  de- 
plo3nment  date?  Of  course  not. 

Will  the  fly-before-you-buy  principle 
be  applied  to  this  highly  advanced  and 
sophisticated  technology  through  ex- 
tensive testing  and  evaluation  prior  to 
the  operational  deployment? 

What  has  been  the  record  of  missile 
defense  testing  to  date?  That  is  an  im- 
portant question. 

Are  we  rushing  to  judgment  on  cer- 
tain technologies  which  may  be  obso- 
lete and  marginally  effective  in  order 
to  meet  an  arbitrary  date  upon  which 
there  is  no  basis  for  its  selection? 

Finally,  what  are  the  alleged  short- 
comings of  the  administration's  3-plus- 
3  missile  defense  plan  which  the  Dole 
star  wars  biU  professes  to  correct? 

The  Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Joint  ChieCs,  and  the  serv- 
ice chiefs  are  in  solid  support  of  the 
two-step  plan  to  develop  the  tech- 
nology over  the  next  3  years  and  then— 
and  then,  Mr.  President,  and  then 
only— make  a  decision  as  to  the  wis- 
dom of  deplo3rlng  in  3  years.  Why  is 
this  unanimous  opinion  of  the  civilian 
and  military  leadership  of  this  country 
in  the  Pentagon  not  sound? 

These  are  just  a  few  of  the  questions 
relevant  to  the  Dole  star  wars  bill  at 
9%  pages  in  length.  That  is  what  that 
bill  takes  up.  The  bill  is  deceptively 
modest,  but  beyond  the  printed  words 
are  many  consequences,  both  intended 
and  perhaps  unintended,  which  must  be 
seriously  considered,  I  suggest,  before 
far-reaching  legislation  is  voted  upon. 

In  a  general  sense,  I  am  disappointed 
that  the  majority  is  insisting  on  rais- 
ing the  Dole  star  wars  bill  at  this  time. 
Why  is  that  necessary?  The  issue  is  al- 
ready intractably  ensnarled  in  the  web 
of  Presidential  politics,  and  I  lament 
the  unavoidable  reality  that  support 
for  the  Dole  star  wars  bill  by  Members 
of  the  majority  party  will  be  seen  as 
some  sort  of  test  of  party  allegiance 
and  debate  concerning  important  na- 
tional security  issues,  such  as  missile 
defenses,  should  be  separated — should 
be  separated— completely,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, from  the  game  of  Presidential 
chess  plasdng. 

Senator  Dole,  in  his  May  23  opening 
statement  on  this  bill,  made  it  clear 
that  the  two  shall  be  intertwined.  Per- 
haps the  most  curious  statement  made 
by  Senator  Dole  during  his  initial 
floor  debate  was  when  he  disavowed 
forcing  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  do 
anything,  though  the  bill  mandates  the 
deployment  of  a  highly  effective  multi- 
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layered  missile  defense  system  capable 
of  intersecting  dozens  of  warheads. 
Senator  Dole  is  quoted  in  the  Con- 
gressional Record  as  saying: 

The  choice  of  what  type  of  system  Is  left 
up  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  .  .  .  The  deci- 
sion on  what  is  affordable  and  effective  is 
left  up  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

Why  is  it  that  the  distinguished  ma- 
jority leader  professes  to  defer  to  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  on  such  fun- 
damental aspects  of  the  program  de- 
tails but  feels  compelled  to  overturn 
his  wisdom  on  the  need — on  the  need — 
for  and  timing  of  the  deployment  of  a 
national  defense  missile  system? 

The  Senate  cannot  have  it  both  ways. 
If  Congress  forces  the  hand  of  the  Pen- 
tagon contrary  to  its  wishes  to  decide 
in  1996  that  we  shall  deploy  such  a  sys- 
tem by  the  year  2003,  we  cannot  walk 
away  from  the  cost  of  the  decision,  the 
limitation  it  places  on  the  type  of  ar- 
chitecture to  be  used  and  the  con- 
sequences such  a  preemptive  breach  of 
the  ABM  Treaty  will  have  on  other  as- 
pects of  arms  control  treaties  that  are 
ongoing  and  also  affects  the  future  ef- 
forts to  curb  the  proliferation  of  weap- 
ons of  mass  destruction. 

Mr.  President,  approval  of  the  Dole 
star  wars  bill  will  have  a  definite  anti 
effect  and  serious  consequences,  not 
the  least  of  which  are  in  the  area  of 
cost.  In  the  last  34  years,  the  United 
States  has  spent  SlOO  billion  on  missile 
defense  programs.  To  proceed,  as  the 
Dole  star  wars  bill  would  have  us  do, 
would  cost  the  U.S.  taxpayers,  accord- 
ing to  the  Congressional  Budget  Office, 
$31  to  S60  billion,  not  including  operat- 
ing and  support  costs  associated  with 
the  system  once  it  is  deployed  or  the 
cost  of  buying  and  launching  the  sat- 
ellites necessary  to  maintain  the  sys- 
tem as  existing  satellites  begin  to  fail. 
According  to  CBO,  the 

postdeplosrment  costs  would  reach  a 
few  hundred  million  dollars  annually 
by  2005  when  ground-based  systems  and 
space-based  sensors  would  be  in  place. 
After  2010,  though,  operating  and  sup- 
port costs  would  increase  sigrnlficantly 
because  of  the  need  to  launch  replace- 
ments for  any  space-based  system 
which  wear  out  over  time. 

The  CBO  goes  on  to  predict  that  at 
some  point,  new  technology  or  reas- 
sessment of  the  defense  situation  could 
lead  to  changes  in  the  system  which 
could  raise  the  costs  even  much  higher. 
Overall  costs  to  implement  the  Dole 
star  wars  bill  could  easily  approach  $70 
to  $80  billion.  This  is  in  addition  to  the 
$100  billion  our  Nation  has  already 
spent  on  missile  defense  programs. 

Mr.  President,  a  word  of  caution,  ."'ur 
Nation  is  also  pursuing  a  multilayered 
theater  missile  defense  system  to  pro- 
tect our  troops  in  the  field  against  bal- 
listic missile  attack.  I  strongly  support 
this,  as  does  the  President  and  the 
members  of  the  Joint  Chiefs.  This  Sen- 
ator agrees  with  our  uniform  and  civil- 
ian leaders  that  the  theater  missile  de- 


fenses is  our  most  immediate  concern 
and  deserves  to  be  our  top  priority.  But 
the  pricetag  for  developing,  producing, 
deplosang,  and  operating  these  land- 
based  and  sea-based  theater  systems 
will  add  a  minimum  of  $20  to  $30  bil- 
lion, increasing  our  running  missile  de- 
fense bill  to  nearly  one-quarter  of  a 
trillion  dollars  before  it  is  all  over. 

Before  we  can  commit  to  building  a 
$60  billion  national  missile  defense  sys- 
tem, perhaps  there  should  be  a  more  in- 
volved discussion,  Mr.  President,  of 
who  or  what  are  we  defending  against. 
Three  of  the  four  nations  capable  of 
launching  a  nuclear-armed  interconti- 
nental ballistic  missile  are  American 
allies.  And  the  fourth,  China,  possesses 
an  arsenal  that  could  easily  overwhelm 
the  sort  of  limited  defense  mandated 
by  the  Dole  star  wars  bill,  though  why 
China  would  launch  such  a  suicidal  nu- 
clear holocaust  is  difficult  to  imagine. 
The  best  national  intelligence  esti- 
mate we  have  is  that  the  threat  of  a 
Third  World  nation  possessing  the  ca- 
pability to  strike  the  United  States  is 
at  least  50  years  away.  Furthermore, 
the  nation  most  often  mentioned  as  a 
rogue  state  and  emerging  threat  to  the 
United  States  is  North  Korea,  though 
they  have  not  ever  developed  or  tested 
a  missile  anywhere  near  capable  of 
striking  a  major  U.S.  population  cen- 
ter. 

Furthermore,  current  reports  are 
that  North  Korea  is  economically 
bankrupt  and  in  the  process  of  melting 
down  internally.  Unable  to  feed  itself, 
the  North  Korean  Army  is  reported  to 
be  eating  grass  and  roots  in  order  to 
survive.  What  chance  does  the  North 
Korean  Communist  regime  have  to  sur- 
vive another  15  years,  not  to  mention 
at  the  same  time  developing  and  de- 
ploying a  nuclear  weapon  and  a  missile 
delivery  system  that  could  be  success- 
ful in  targeting  the  United  States,  at 
least  in  that  timefirame? 

Most  people  in  the  United  States  un- 
derstand that  the  United  States  must 
be  more  realistic,  and  the  likely  attack 
on  American  soil  using  a  weapon  of 
mass  destruction  would  come  in  the 
form  of  a  terrorist  attack  similar  to 
what  took  place  at  the  World  Trade 
Center  or  in  Oklahoma  City. 

Terrorist  groups  have  the  means 
today  to  launch  an  attack  that  could 
kill  thousands  of  Americans  using 
chemical  and  biological  weaponry.  As 
an  open  society,  we  are  as  a  nation  at 
extremely  high  risk  and  vulnerable  to 
such  attack.  Only  through  the  fine 
work  of  our  intelligence  and  law  en- 
forcement community  have  many  of 
these  plots  been  foiled. 

Why  would  a  terrorist  group  or  rogue 
nation  spend  15  to  20  years  and  billions 
of  dollars  to  manufacture  a  rudi- 
mentary  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  for  an  additional  4  min- 
utes. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  Why  would  a  terrorist 
group  or  rogue  nation  spend  15  or  20 
years  and  billions  of  dollars  to  manu- 
facture a  rudimentary  nuclear  warhead 
and  long-range  ballistic  missile  deliv- 
ery system  which  would  lead  a  notice- 
able trail  from  where  it  was  launched, 
when  a  weapon  concealed  in  a  suitcase 
or  on  the  back  of  a  rented  truck  can  do 
the  same  job  right  now  at  a  small  frac- 
tion of  the  cost  and  with  much  greater 
anonymity? 

Not  only  is  the  Dole  star  wars  system 
useless  in  defending  America  against 
such  a  threat,  it  would  divert  scarce  re- 
sources from  the  immediate  and  press- 
ing concerns  of  combating  terrorism 
and  protecting  our  troops  in  the  field 
against  theater  ballistic  missile  at- 
tacks. 

Aside  from  the  cost  of  the  Dole  Star 
Wars  Program,  Mr.  President,  the  ques- 
tion of  the  need  to  pursue  a  crash  pro- 
gram of  a  decision  to  deploy  a  system 
that  is  not  in  compliance  with  the 
ABM  Treaty  carries  with  it  immense 
consequences,  not  only  as  to  the  reli- 
ability of  the  United  States  to  uphold 
its  treaty  obligations,  but  also  the  fu- 
ture of  ongoing  arms  control  programs 
and  policies.  It  would  be  sadly  ironic 
from  the  standpoint  of  whether  other 
nations  would  believe  us  if  passage  of 
the  Dole  star  wars  bill  jeopardizes  im- 
plementation of  the  START  I  and  rati- 
fication of  START  n  by  the  Russian 
Duma.  That  would  be  a  tragedy,  and  we 
cannot  accept  that  risk.  These  accords, 
if  fully  realized,  would  eliminate  over 
5,000  nuclear  warheads  designed  to 
strike  America. 

We  cannot  be  frivolous  about  the  fti- 
ture  of  START  I  and  START  n.  These 
are  the  most  significant  arms  reduc- 
tion treaties  in  the  history  of  mankind, 
major  strides  away  from  the  prospect 
of  nuclear  holocaust  and  the  lingering 
shadow  of  the  cold  war.  Abrogation  of 
the  ABM  Treaty  in  the  pursuit  of  en- 
hanced national  security  would  be  fool- 
hardy if  it  halted  the  destruction  of  the 
very  nucleair  weapon  delivery  systems 
we  are  trying  to  defend  against.  Such  a 
scenario,  if  played  out,  would  likely  en- 
danger other  concrete  efforts,  such  as 
the  Chemical  Weapons  Convention  and 
the  Comprehensive  Test  Ban  Treaty,  to 
halt  the  spread  of  weapons  of  mass  de- 
struction. 

In  short,  our  actions,  if  we  go  for  and 
vote  for  the  Dole  star  wars  bill,  should 
not  be  considered  in  a  vacuum.  In- 
tended or  not.  Implementation  of  the 
Dole  star  wars  bill  would  have  a  far- 
reaching,  chilling  effect  on  the  future 
of  arms  control. 

Often  forgotten  in  the  debate  on  the 
national  missile  defense  is  the  question 
of  whether  technology  is  sufficiently 
mature  enough  to  mandate  the  year 
2003  as  the  deployment  date.  The 
record  of  missile  interceptor  testing  to 


date  and  in  the  foreseeable  future  is 
one  of  more  failure  than  success.  In  the 
rush  to  deploy  a  prototype  system 
using  highly  advanced  and  sophisti- 
cated technology  by  the  year  2003,  we 
will  be  forsaking.  Mr.  President,  the- 
fly-before-you-buy  principle  that  has 
served  us  well  in  recent  years. 

Not  only  will  we  be  limiting  the  test- 
ing and  evaluation  of  the  system  in  a 
push  to  field  a  system  at  an  earlier  and 
unnecessary  date,  we  will  be  locking 
ourselves  into  certain  technologies 
which  may  become  obsolete  by  the 
year  2003. 

Contrary  to  the  claims  of  the  pro- 
ponents of  this  bill,  the  administration 
is  pursuing  a  program  to  develop  and 
deploy  a  continental  missile  system  to 
meet  the  future  threat.  The  so-called  3- 
plus-3  Program  is  a  two-step  plan  to 
develop  the  necessjiry  technology  over 
the  next  3  years  and  then  make  a  deci- 
sion as  to  the  wisdom  of  deploying  a 
system  in  the  subsequent  3  years.  The 
Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Chairman  of 
the  Joint  Chiefs,  and  the  Service  Chiefs 
are  in  solid  support  of  this  reasonable 
and  responsible  approach.  Our  best 
war-fighters  and  intelligence  experts 
agree  that  approval  of  the  Dole  star 
wars  plan  would  be  folly  in  that  the 
threat  simply  does  not  exist  in  the 
near  term  to  justify  jeopardizing  the 
arms  control  treaties  that  will  allow 
the  military  to  fund  other  spending 
priorities  within  the  military. 

The  American  people  understand  the 
folly  of  the  Dole  star  wars  bill  as  well. 
I  have  a  collection  of  over  three  dozen 
newspaper  editorials  from  around  the 
country  in  opposition  to  this  bill.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  excerpts  of 
these  editorials  in  opposition  to  the 
Dole  star  wars  bill  be  printed  in  the 
Record  so  that  my  colleagues  can  bet- 
ter understand  what  the  American  pub- 
lic is  saying  about  the  Dole  star  wars 
bill  before  they  cast  thefr  votes  on  this 
expensive,  unnecessary,  and  destabiliz- 
ing proposition. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

AMERICA'S  EorroRS  Oppose  New  Star  Wars 
Plans 

Now,  here's  Dole  &  Co..  seeking  another  S20 
billion  for  that  gold-plated  rat  hole,  lest  we 
become  vulnerable  to  North  Korea  or  Libya, 
a  truly  screwball  Idea.  Never  mind  that  a  few 
well-placed  cruise  missile  could  erase  both 
nations'  nUlltary  capability.— "Resurrection 
of  Star  Wars."  the  Chattanooga  Times,  Chat- 
tanooga, TN.  May  15, 1996. 

The  Clinton  administration  .  .  .  takes  the 
reasonable  position  that  Washington  should 
be  certain  of  the  kind  of  threat  It  is  tnrlng 
to  protect  against  before  committing  to  such 
a  system.  .  .  .  This  new  and  unimproved  pro- 
posal to  conunit  as  much  as  S20  billion  to  an 
unproven,  destabilizing  defense  system  is 
nothing  more  than  a  political  ploy  that 
trivializes  a  deadly  serious  issue.— "Indefen- 
sible Then  and  Now,"  St.  Petersburg  Times, 
St.  Petersburg.  FL.  May  19, 1996. 

One  of  the  most  wasteful  items  (in  the 
House  defense  budget)  is  the  S4  billion  ear- 


marked to  construct  a  missile  defense  sys- 
tem by  2003.  This  dubious  "Son  of  Star 
Wars"  could  wind  up  costing  as  much  as  J54 
billion  before  it  anally  could  be  deployed.— 
"Fort  Pork  Gets  Reinforced."  the  Miami 
Herald.  Miami.  FL.  May  20.  1996. 

The  Defend  America  Act  is  a  transparent 
effort  to  manufacture  an  issue  to  help  resus- 
citate the  Dole  campaign.  Election-year 
pressures  are  no  excuse  for  spending  billions 
of  dollars  to  produce  a  missile  defense  sys- 
tem that  is  likely  to  be  out  of  date  the  day 
It  is  completed.— "Star  Wars,  the  Sequel," 
the  New  York  Times,  May  14.  1996. 

It  doesn't  make  any  sense  to  be  cutting 
budgets  for  students,  the  elderly,  and  low-in- 
come families  so  that  the  Pentagon  can  have 
billions  more  to  develop  a  missile  defense 
system  that  will  be  outdated  by  the  time  any 
nation  poses  a  threat.— "Costly  Rush  to  Star 
Wars  Weapons,"  Idaho  Falls  Post-Register. 
Idaho  Falls,  ID,  May  17.  1996. 

Clinton's  approach  to  spend  a  few  million 
dollars  on  missile-defense  research  while 
monitoring  hostile  nations  makes  eminently 
more  sense.— "Errant  Missile:  Clinton 
Should  Challenge  Defense  Budget."  Star 
Tribune.  Minneapolis,  MN.  May  24,  1996. 

Why  waste  billions  on  a  system  that  will 
not  work  to  defend  against  a  threat  that 
does  not  exist?  Congressional  Republicans 
are  trying  to  buy  an  election  issue  with  tax- 
payers" money.— "If  Missile-Defense  Systems 
were  Horses,"  the  Atlanta  Constitution.  At- 
lanta. GA.  May  23, 1996. 

When  lawmakers  fixate  on  boosting  de- 
fense industries  in  their  districts,  when  par- 
tisans demagogue  a  defend-America  issue. 
.  .  .  you  can  bet  there'll  be  precious  little 
peace  dividend  left  to  apply  against  Ameri- 
ca's mountain  of  debt.— "Cold  Warriors 
Spend  On, "  the  Atlanta  Joumal^The  Atlanta 
Constitution.  Atlanta.  GA,  May  19, 1996. 

Call  it  the  S80  billion  campaign  promise. 
.  .  .  There  is  no  guarantee  the  new  sjrstem 
will  work.  The  United  States  spent  S35  bil- 
lion on  Reagan's  Star  Wars  dream  and  built 
nothing.- "Star  Wars  is  an  Awfully  Expen- 
sive Republican  Dream,"  the  Hartford  Cou- 
rant.  May  25.  1996. 

And  for  all  claims  of  defending  America 
against  any  and  all  attacks,  the  most  sophis- 
ticated space-based  defense  system  is  help- 
less in  the  face  of  a  single,  earth-bound  ter- 
rorist hell-bent  on  destruction.— "Does  U.S. 
Need  New  Defense  System."  the  Plain  Deal- 
er, Cleveland,  OH,  May  5.  1996. 

You  do  not  place  the  fate  of  thousands  of 
American  lives  on  onproven  technology  of 
uncertain  proOciency.  You  eliminate  the 
threat  before  it  eliminates  you,  a  strategy 
that  would  make  deplo3rment  of  a  missile  de- 
fense system  pointless  and  redundant. — "Of- 
fense is  Best  Missile  Defense:  America  needs 
a  system  to  protect  deployed  troops,  but 
should  take  out  attack  capability  of  rogue 
nation,"  Patriot  and  Evening  News,  Harrls- 
burg,  PA,  May  13,  1996. 

If  It  makes  sense  to  support  Star  Wars  to 
defend  our  nation  from  a  possible  future  nu- 
clear attack  by  North  Korea  and  Libya, 
doesn't  it  logically  follow  that  we  should  dis- 
courage nations  from  spreading  nuclear 
weapons  to  Pakistan?  If  we  really  want  to 
protect  our  nation  from  nuclear  attack, 
doesn't  It  make  sense  to  do  as  much  as  pos- 
sible to  dismantle  nuclear  weapons  that  are 
already*  in  place,  able  to  reach  the  United 
States?— "What's  Rlggs'  Defense  Stand?"  the 
Napa  Valley  Register,  Napa,  CA,  May  14. 
1996. 

Actions  taken  by  Congress  last  week  sug- 
gest that  federal  funding  priorities  remain  as 
skewed  as  ever.  ...  It  is  dlfClcult  If  not  im- 
possible to  accurately  estimate  the  costs  of 
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Dole's  "Defend  America  Act."  Costs  could 
njage  from  S5  billion.  ...  to  more  than  $44 
billion.  .  .  .  This  despite  the  fact  that  only- 
China  and  the  former  Soviet  Union  possess 
ballistic  missiles  capable  of  reaching  the 
United  States  at  this  time.— "How  Much  for 
Defense?"  Intelligencer-Journal,  Lancaster. 
PA.  May  16,  1996. 

Political  and  budgetary  considerations 
aside,  a  national  missile  defense  system 
should  not  be  developed  until  the  proper 
technology  is  at  hand.— "The  Missile  Flap," 
the  Boston  Globe,  May  23, 1996. 

Congress'  worst-kept  secret  is  out:  Mem- 
bers are  acknowledging  .  .  .  that  defense 
spending  is  driven  in  part  by  its  value  as  a 
local  Jobs  program,  not  necessarily  by  the 
nation's  loiorlty  needs.  .  .  .  Most  conten- 
tious is  the  congressional  stampede  to  rush 
new  spending  on  a  missile  defense  program 
when  the  CIA  says  the  threat  remains  highly 
remove.— "Using  Defense  Budget  as  Jobs 
Program  Robs  Public,"  USA  Today,  May  20, 
1996. 

In  the  defense  bills  passed  by  the  House 
and  the  Senate,  GOP  lawmakers  seem  to 
think  money  is  no  object.  The  same  Congress 
that  is  shredding  the  safety  net  for  the  poor, 
raising  the  cost  of  college  for  students  and 
shrinking  Medicare  is  pushing  on  the  Penta- 
gon weapons  the  military  doesn't  want  or 
need.  That  kind  of  proQgacy  surely  deserves 
the  veto  president  Clinton  is  weighing.— 
"The  Defense  Pork  Barrel,"  the  Sacramento 
Bee,  Sacramento,  CA,  September  15, 1995. 

The  president  must  balance  the  true  need 
for  this  investment  in  preparedness  against 
the  pledge  to  balance  the  budget  in  seven 
years  and,  more  importantly,  against  the 
level  of  preparedness  potentially  lost  in  such 
areas  as  education,  Job  training  and  health 
care  If  the  money  is  to  be  found  for  the  mili- 
tary.—"Military  Questions  and  Spending." 
Bangor  Daily  News,  Bangor.  ME,  May  16, 
1996. 

The  GOP  revival  of  Star  Wars,  dubbed  by 
its  sponsors  the  "Defend  America  Act," 
looks  more  political  than  military  in  intent. 
...  If  "SDI-the  Sequel"  passes,  Mr.  Clinton 
should  veto  it,  and  remind  Americans  they 
need  to  be  spending  scarce  resources  on  on- 
going social  and  economic,  not  military,  bat- 
tles.—"Newt's  War  Toy,"  the  Berkshire 
Eagle,  Plttsfleld,  MA,  May  12, 1996. 

The  administration's  plan  is  realistic  both 
in  fkcing  up  to  a  rogue-missile  threat  and  in 
taking  into  account  the  considered  view  of 
U.S.  intelligence  that  the  threat  is  more 
than  15  years  away.— "Prudent  Steps  on  Mis- 
sile Defense,"  the  Washington  Post,  May  14, 
1996. 

Shorter-range  missiles  are  an  Immediate 
danger  to  US  forces  stationed  overseas  .  .  . 
Theater  missile  defenses  thus  make  more 
sense  and  should  have  a  faster  development 
rack,  as  in  fact  they  do.  To  try  to  Invert 
these  priorities  and  make  a  pitch  for  quick 
development  of  a  system  for  national  defense 
...  is  foolishness.  It  would  divert  money 
from  more-important  defense  needs. — 
"Spacey  on  Defense,"  the  Christian  Science 
Monitor,  May  17, 1996. 

Those  who  oppose  missile  defense  as  desta- 
bilizing owe  it  to  this  nation  to  conduct  a 
thorough  review.  It  is  appropriate  to  ask 
whether  the  U.S.  should  develop  and  deploy 
a  more  modest  system  ...  A  thoughtful 
analysis  produces  this  policy:  robust  re- 
search, yes,  but  no  to  setting  an  artificial 
date  for  deployment  before  these  questions 
are  answered.— "A  Wise  Pause  on  Missile  De- 
fense," Chicago  Tribune,  May  24, 1996. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  yield  the  noor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator fjram  Arizona. 


Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  am  stand- 
ing in  momentarily  for  Senator  Dole.  I 
will  call  on  Senator  Smith  in  just  a 
moment. 

First,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  executive  summary,  some  three  or 
four  pages  of  a  document  entitled  the 
"National  Missile  Defense  Options" 
prepared  in  response  to  the  House  Na- 
tional Security  Committee  by  the  Bal- 
listic Missile  Defense  Organization, 
dated  July  31,  1995,  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

(From  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense 

Organization) 
National  Missile  Defense  Options 

ABSTRACT 

This  document  responds  to  a  request  from 
the  House  National  Security  Committee  to 
report  on  specific  programmatic,  funding, 
and  architecture  options  for  the  development 
and  deployment  of  national  missile  defenses. 
As  requested,  it  describes  architecture  op- 
tions that  contain  only  ground  based  ele- 
ments, those  that  contain  only  space-based 
elements,  and  those  with  both.  The  architec- 
tures described  in  the  report  build  on  the 
current  BMDO  program.  Including  the  legacy 
from  previous  years.  With  adequate  funding 
and  streamlined  acquisition,  initial  oper- 
ational capability  of  these  options  ranges 
from  FY2000  to  2007,  preliminary  cost  esti- 
mates range  from  S4,800M  to  $43,100M  (FY  95 
$),  and  relative  risks  range  from  low  to  high. 
The  architectures  span  a  large  range  In  the 
threat  levels  against  which  they  can  protect, 
in  their  estimated  cost,  and  in  their  support 
to  theater  missile  defense.  None  of  the  archi- 
tectures has  been  formally  evaluated  for 
compliance  with  the  ABM  Treaty. 

EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

In  response  to  a  request  from  the  House 
National  Security  Committee,  dated  Feb- 
ruary 21,  1995,  this  report  describes  a  variety 
of  architectures  that  could  be  deployed  for 
National  Missile  Defense.  In  keeping  with 
the  DOD  thrust  for  acquisition  reform,  the 
costs  and  schedules  are  predicated  on  suc- 
cessful acquisition  streamlining  to  reduce 
acquisition  costs  and  shorten  schedules  for 
an  operational  capability. 

Consistent  with  the  specifics  of  the  re- 
quest, the  report  describes  example  alter- 
native architectures  that  are  compatible 
with  technologrles  and  prototypes  being  de- 
veloped by  BMDO,  and  that  could  be  made 
available  for  deployment.  The  report  pro- 
vides estimates  of  their  effectiveness,  sched- 
ules, relative  risks,  and  requirements  for  ac- 
quisition and  deployment  funding.  The  archi- 
tecture options  are  meant  to  be  representa- 
tive of  general  classes  of  national  missile  de- 
fense systems.  The  performance  levels, 
which  are  also  meant  to  be  representative, 
are  in  fact  dependent  on  many  variables, 
such  as  threat  characteristics  and  oper- 
ational procedures.  The  examples  presented 
are  not  "tuned"  to  any  particular  threat  or 
defense  mission,  so  that  modified  weapon  or 
sensor  inventories  could  provide  different 
performance  and  could  handle  different 
threats. 

BMDO  does  not  advocate  any  one  or  an- 
other of  these  architectures  or  architecture 
classes  as  end  point  systems.  Rather,  our 
current  program  has  adopted  a  strategy  of 
evolutionary  defense.  This  strategy  address- 
es the  wide  range  of  threat  possibilities  ex- 


isting In  the  uncertain  and  unpredictable  fu- 
ture. The  range  of  such  threats  Includes 
events  such  as  a  third  world  nation  acquiring 
and  threatening  to  use  a  few  ballistic  mis- 
siles armed  with  weapons  of  mass  destruc- 
tion, China  using  its  ballistic  missiles  to  pre- 
vent US  action  in  Korea,  an  unauthorized 
limited  attack  used  to  instigate  a  conflict, 
or  a  return  to  a  nuclear  standoff  with  a 
nnajor  nuclear  power.  The  BMDO  program 
addresses  all  of  these,  consistent  with  the  as- 
sessed likelihood  of  these  threats  and  within 
its  allotted  funds. 

With  adequate  annual  budgets,  all  of  the 
architectures  presented  here  can  lead  to  an 
Initial  operational  capability  between  2000 
and  2007,  but  with  varying  risks.  These  dates 
are,  in  some  cases,  earlier  operational  time- 
frames than  have  been  previously  described 
for  NMD  options.  These  later  dates  were 
valid  because  the  programs  were  budget  con- 
strained, used  more  traditional  acquisition 
approaches,  and  risks  were  limited  to  be  low 
to  moderate. 

Figure  EX-1 1  identifies  the  four  architec- 
ture classes  discussed  In  the  report — each 
with  a  range  of  capabilities  and  acquisition 
costs  as  illustrated.  These  architectures  are 
classified  by  where  their  sensors  and  weap- 
ons would  be  based.  Other  concepts  that  in- 
clude potentially  promising  sea-based  or 
Navy  systems  will  be  addressed  in  future  re- 
ports. 

The  costs  reflected  by  this  report  are 
rough  order  of  magnitude  (ROM)  projections 
of  the  remaining  development  and  acquisi- 
tion costs  In  FY95  dollars.  They  reflect  an- 
ticipated savings  from  acquisition  streamlin- 
ing and  have  been  developed  using  a  standard 
set  of  assumptions,  son.  ?  of  which  might  not 
actually  be  implemented  on  any  given  pro- 
gram. The  candidate  National  Missile  De- 
fense elements  discussed  here  are  not  now  in 
an  acquisition  program  and  have  not  been 
subjected  to  the  rigorous  planning  and  cost- 
ing reviews  usually  associated  with  defense 
acquisition. 

Two  measures  of  capability  are  reflected  in 
the  figure:  the  threat  levels  to  which  the  ar- 
chitecture can  deny  damage  to  the  United 
States  with  at  least  50  percent  probability, 
which  is  equivalent  to  enforcing  less  than 
one  leaker  (on  average),  and  the  area  pro- 
tected (i.e.,  US  only  or  global).  The  use  of 
damage  denial  probability  was  chosen  as  the 
appropriate  measure  of  effectiveness  for  this 
report  because  it  follows  from  the  Oper- 
ational Requirements  Document  (ORD)  es- 
tablished for  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  and 
validated  by  the  Joint  Requirements  Over- 
sight Council  (JROC).  This  requirement 
specified  the  confidence  level  and  the  prob- 
ability that  no  warheads  would  penetrate  a 
defense  system  in  the  face  of  a  ballistic  mis- 
sile attack. 

Threat  levels  considered  in  this  report 
range  from  an  attack  by  four  unsophisti- 
cated warheads,  to  an  attack  by  200  MIRV 
warheads  with  complex  payloads  launched 
nearly  simultaneously  by  20  boosters.  The 
largest  attack  used  in  this  report  is  consist- 
ent with  the  existing  JROC-validated  oper- 
ational requirement  for  National  Missile  De- 
fense. This  requirement  was  previously 
shown,  in  the  GPALS  COEA  and  other  analy- 
ses, to  require  multilayer  defenses  with 
space  based  elements  for  high  effectiveness. 
Some  degradation  in  performance  could  arise 
due  to  the  responses  that  threat  countries 
might  take  to  the  presence  of  any  specific 
defense  we  might  deploy,  but  such  responses 
can  be  offset  by  straightforward  upgrades  to 


>  Flgxire  EX-i  not  reproducible  in  the  Record. 
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the  defenses  discussed  in  this  repon;.  Threats        "Ground    Based/Space    Sensor"    archltec-  age  denial  performance  at  all  threat  levels 

containing  greater  than  200  warheads  also  re-     tures  contain  BM/C^  ground  based  radars,  a  up  to  MO  warheadTtt  a"o^  of^lOOM  t^ 

main  possible  for  the  foreseeable  future.             space  based  sensor  constellation.  Space  and  MS  lOOMwTth  iS;  Lid  relaUve  risS^i  n^  J^ 

The  damage  denial  performance  of  an  ar-     Missile  Tracking  System  (SBIRs  [low]),  for-  Vba^ 
chltecture  Is  an  extremely  stringent  measure     meriy  known  as  Brilliant  Eyes),  and  ground 

of  effectiveness,  demanding  that,  on  the  av-     based  interceptors.   The  space  sensors  Im-  Finally,    combined    "Space    and    Ground 

erage,  leakage  be  reduced  to  one  warhead  or     prove    this    architecture's    performance     It  Based"  architectures,  which  Include  BM/C^. 

less.  Less  perfect  defense  performance,  such     could  be  operational  by  FY  2004  with  mod-  ''**PO°s.  and  sensors  on  the  ground  and  in 

as  the  negation  of  190  of  200  attacking  war-     erate  relative  risk.  This  is  BMDO's  "oblec-  space,  can  achieve  "good"  or  better  damage 

heads,  would  also  be  highly  valuable  both  as     tive  architecture"  that  is  the  focus  of  the  <lenlal  performance  against  all  threat  levels 

a  defense  and  as  a  deterrent  to  the  use  of  bal-    current    NMD   Technology    Readiness    Pro-  uP  to  200  warheads,  with  esUmated  costs  of 

Arr^i^ni?!'  i^r^    K  ^      r  .u<                         Sram.  An  InlUal  one-site,   lOO-GBI  option.  «0,700M  to  $35,100M. 

alfo  Show  hiw  welfeacS  tL  i'cXcW     ""^t.^-  ^P"^^.  ^^  ^^^^^  «1.««M.  could  The  relative  risks  shown  In  Figure  EX-2 

var°ante  coufd  nekw  the  w^Ss  InThI     "'i;^'^.'*t,  ^°°.'^   .^5°""^°'=/  ^°'  *^^^  °^  "^  subjective  estimates  for  the  fS«  and 

si?t^yrVrefenu?velScktw?con'     So'Sar^n'^^eftoTralfr'Tt^f  "ould  ""^^^^  ^  ^"^^  ""'   ^^'  -chltecTure's 

sidered.                                                                   tnwil^I^^^^-^^r                                1°^^^  maturity.  The  adoption  of  more  deliberate 

Figure  EX-2  provides  a  brief  description     fei^i?^  To^lh^rt^'^n-'^.'K'n  ^^"^  Programs,  coupled  with  the  infusion  of  addi- 

and  summary  of  the  four  architecture  classes    tlt^t^T^^                                         "^  "^'^  ^"""""^  ''°'^^  "^^^^  «1"<=«  ^^  1° 

m  this  report,  which  are  all  supported  by  our        "ah    Swice    B^d"    architectures    would  ^^^  areas.  The  time  scale  at  which  risk  could 

NMD  architecture  strategy  and  modular  ajv     achieve  a  hTgh^^DabUitv^lu^t  mRV  ^  ^'^^^^^-  and  the  cost  incurred  to  achieve 

proach.  Additional  design,  perfonnance,  and    systems  and  tJovlKSeTf  ^s^eS^-  ^^'  l}'^  reduction,  depend  on  the  maturity 

programmatic   details  follow    None   of  the     /ond  the  Unlwd  Stlt^s^Tcostsl^lng  °U^f  ^fTI^  r^'^''''  "^'^"^  ''^■ 

proposed  systems  has  been  formally  evalu-     at  about  $20  OOOM  Two  types  of  soace  based  ^®°^®^-  ^^  ^^  ^^^^^^'  ^°'  example,  that  less 

ated  for  compliance  with  the  ABM  Treaty.          systems  are  considered  in  tWs  renort  rhPmV  ^^^  '^^  funding  could  be  required  to  reduce 

"All   Ground   Based"    architectures   have     Si  1^«  and  ro^St-l^oSld^^tlc   Si  ^^^  ^"^  moderate  to  low  in  ground-based 

BM/C3.    ground    based    radars    and    ground     iTterSrs    Sp^^e   Sd  SeiS^^a^^  ^"^""^  ^^  '°'^'^  ^  '^«1'^<1  ^  reduce 

based  interceptors.  The  ^ound  based  radars     off^r^^'^rpabllfty  to^rcStSgS  ""'f  '°'  T"'  ^  1»^"  ^^  ^^  ^ 

include  early  warning  radars,  other  existing    phase  against  theater  threats  as  welllL  stra-  ";'°<^«f^«^-  However,  definitive  risk  reduction 

radars  and  BMD  radars.  In  common  with  the     teglc   threats    This   canabilitv   ereatlv   en  timelines  and  costs  for  all  the  architectures 

other  architectures,  DSP  or  SBIRs  (High)     hances  the  performancrof  theater  missile  1°  ^bls  report  have  not  yet  been  developed, 

provide  cueing  to  the  BMD  system.  Entry     defense  architectures,  especially  against  ad-  As  shown  in  Figure  EX-1  and  EX-2.  the  ar- 

levei  defenses  with  20  Interceptors  at  Grand     vanced  threats.  A  space  based  laser  (SBL)  chltectures  In  this  report  span  a  considerable 

Forks  could  deny  damage  against  a  few  war-     system  and  associated  BM/C»,  with  costs  of  range  In  performance  and  cost.  Ground  based 

f.^  ;  ^  moderate  relative  risk,  by  FY    J20,OOOM  to  S23,000M,  could  potentially  reach  systems  represent  lowesvcost  defense  solu- 

T.vn^X°a>,       rl"'"  ^  ®  o"™*,^*^  S3,500M  (the     IOC  by  2007  with  relatively  high  risk.  An  en-  tions  for  denying  damage  against  up  to  20 

^^^1     fu  ,**™     1     solution)  or  by  late     hanced  laser  system,  available  at  IOC  two  warheads.  Space  sensors  would  Improve  the 

*y  2001  with  low-moderate  relative  risk  for     years  later  and  with  costs  of  S26.000M  to  cost  effectiveness  when  threats  approach  the 

an  estimated  $4,800M  Expanding  the  systems    J29.000M,  would  provide  robustness  against  perfonnance  limits  of  ground-based  systems, 

to  multiple  sites  with  more  radars  and  Inter-     certain  threats.  The  space  based  Interceptor  For  high  damage  denial   effectiveness  and 

ceptors,  at  costs  up  to  about  $12,200M,  could     (SBI)  system,  including  SMTS  and  BM/C^.  cost   effectiveness    against   larger   attacks 

increase  the  defense  effectiveness.  These  ex-     and  costing  J20,00OM  to  J23,0OOM,  could  reach  above  about  70  RVs,  space  based  weapons  be^ 

panded  ^chltectures  could  achieve  "good"     loc  in  2004  at  moderate  to  high  relative  risk,  come  essential.  Finally,  layered  defense  sys- 

damage  denial  performance  against  threats        Combinations  of  the  two  types  of  space  tems  become  cost  effective  for  denying  dam- 

of  up  to  about  50  warheads.                                   based  systems  provide  "good"  or  better  dam-  age  against  200  warheads. 

FIGURE  EX-2. 

(Smnnnnr  ot  On  atcliitecture  octioiis  consKtered  in  this  ttpoit  inclwlini  in  estimate  ol  Oitts  tw  opentionil  capabilities  The  Ihiiat  levels  jwn  leortsenl  an  estimate  id  tfie  mamnun  iwmsamatiw  tliitit  le«cl  tor  «Mi  cact  oatMi 

couiti  deny  dama|e.  witti  a  pnbatilitif  ot  SO  peimt  or  more  (less  ttian  one  lealief  or  ttie  avtn|e)J 

Arcliitecture  classes                                                                                 Oeotomeiit                                                                 Oterational  R»  cast  FY95               Thiiit  lt«t<         b^^_  _. 
"""""^ Mte (I.  Dollars) «mu)s          ****  "* 

All  tmuod  tased 20  GBl  1  Srt.  •  , mi                                  Tmi                  Tji;:; 

12S  S  •  i  ?'"  - — — 2003                               (.MOM               a    lam. 

300  GBI.  3  Sites tnu                               IJJOOII                50    ^ 

Gntind  based  wth  spaa  sensan  100  S8I.  1  S<te.  18  SMTS . 2005                               llSSl                to 

|°0||J|{J^»U|]S '- :—=:.  2006                                11-^                 fo     »«*. 

All  space  based ?"  ^^ !«  "'l!!,- "■ ■=— -                                                 ZUZZ  2m                    20.00fl«-a00ot!          S^IM     Z^ 

^Si^,",".'.^' ^"                    2S.0O0II-29.DOOM             -200     Hiib 

?S2«^L'?o^SIl. 200S                   2O.0O0II-23.0OOM          60-100    Mod-»|l>. 

ln°L?'d'^ 2""                   20.00fl»-23.000ll             -200    iS^ 

20  set.  500  SBI  2008                     37  100IM3  lOOM              >200     Heti 

Space  ardtmund  based 2C  S8L  100  GBI  3  &tes 200g                    SzjooSlssiiSSI             >M     Hi!!; 

loOGBMSte^ ""                     3fl.700lt-33.700ll              >200     IId»-N<(K 

•An  emer^ellc^res»nse  variant  ol  tliis  arctiitectural  option  could  be  made  available  b»  early  2000,  at  moderate  refativ*  nsk.  and  lor  an  estimated  cast  ol  O.500«i  IFY95).  See  dcscussMii  m  Seeten  3 


Mr.  KYL.  Second,  Mr.  President,  let 
me  make  three  quick  comments  re- 
garding the  statements  of  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska.  Then  I  am  going  to  call 
on  Senator  Smith,  a  member  of  the 
Senate  Armed  Services  Committee. 

There  is  an  old  sajring  that  "if  you 
can't  defeat  something  on  the  facts, 
then  call  it  names."  Of  course,  we  are 
not  debating  something  today  called 
the  Dole  star  wars  bill.  There  is  no 
such  thing.  We  sire  debating  something 
called  the  Defend  America  Act.  which 
is  a  bill  designed  to  provide  a  ballistic 
missile  defense  for  the  United  States. 
To  denigrate  this  as  some  kind  of  star 
wars  concept  is  to  totally  misrepresent 


it,  and  that  is  not  the  way  to  try  to  de- 
bate an  issue  on  the  merits. 

Second,  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
asked  the  question,  why  would  the 
North  Koreans  want  to  develop  a  costly 
missile?  Their  troops  are  eating  grass. 
Mr.  President,  it  is  hard  to  figure  out 
why  the  North  Koreans  do  what  they 
do.  But  the  fact  is,  our  intelligence 
agencies  report  to  us  that  they  are  in- 
deed developing  a  missile.  That  is  not 
contested  by  anyone.  The  only  ques- 
tion is  when  that  missile  will  be  able  to 
reach  the  United  States.  That  is  a  fact. 

Third,  there  are  questions  about  the 
cost  and  a  lot  of  misrepresentations 
about  the  cost.  As  I  discussed  for  about 


an  hour  last  night,  according  to  the 
CBO,  the  cost  of  the  kind  of  system 
that  we  are  talking  about  here  is  be- 
tween SIO  and  S14  billion.  So  let  us  not 
be  misrepresenting  the  cost. 

Finally,  I  think  most  startlingly,  Mr. 
President,  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
made  the  argument  that  the  Russians 
might  violate  the  START  agreements 
if  we  go  forward  and,  therefore,  we 
should  not  go  forward.  I  find  this  a 
truly  rennarkable  statement.  We  are 
being  held  hostage  to  Russian  black- 
mail that  they  might  violate  a  treaty 
they  have  with  us  and,  therefore,  we  do 
not  provide  for  our  national  defense? 


12848 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


That   is   startling.    What   do    treaties 
mean? 

Treaties  are  important.  But  so  is  pro- 
viding for  our  national  security  by  the 
acquisition  of  weapons  both  offensive 
and  defensive.  It  seems  to  me,  Mr. 
President,  that  we  cannot  be  subjected 
to  blackmail.  The  Russians  have  not 
even  made  this  threat.  It  is  Members  of 
the  United  States  Senate  who  assume 
that  the  Russians  might  violate  trea- 
ties that  they  have  signed  if  we  go  for- 
ward with  the  development  of  a  na- 
tional ballistic  missile  defense  system. 
So  it  seems  to  me  that  this  really 
demonstrates  the  paucity  of  arguments 
that  exist  against  this  bill  when  we 
have  to  stoop  to  making  the  argument 
the  Russians  might  violate  a  treaty 
they  have  entered  into  with  us  and, 
therefore,  we  better  not  go  forward.  If 
that  is  all  the  treaties  mean  to  the 
Russians,  then  I  suggest  we  need  both 
treaties  and  a  ballistic  missile  defense 
system. 

With  that,  Mr.  President,  I  yield  10 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire,  Senator  Smith,  who  is  on 
the  Senate  Armed  Services  Conmiittee. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Campbell).  The  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Smith]  is  recognized 
for  10  minutes. 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  for  yielding, 
and  rise  today,  Mr.  President,  in  very 
strong  support  of  the  Defend  America 
Act. 

I  am  proud  to  be  an  original  cospon- 
sor  of  this  legislation.  I  commend  the 
majority  leader.  Senate  Dole,  for 
bringing  this  bUl  to  the  attention  of 
the  Senate  and  to  the  American  people. 
Mr.  President,  our  Nation  is  walking 
a  very  dangerous  tightrope.  For  rea- 
sons that  are  unknown  and  certainly 
inconceivable  to  most  Americans, 
President  Clinton  refuses  to  defend  our 
country  against  ballistic  missiles.  That 
is  exactly  what  he  is  doing  by  opposing 
this  bill,  even  though  the  technology 
to  do  so  is  available  today.  The  truth 
is,  our  Nation  is  absolutely,  completely 
vulnerable  to  ballistic  missiles. 

We  have  no  defense— I  repeat,  no  de- 
fense—whatever against  a  missile  tar- 
geted on  our  territory,  our  people,  our 
industry,  or  any  of  our  national  treas- 
ures—no defense.  The  Patriot  missiles 
that  everyone  remembers  from  Desert 
Storm  5  years  ago  are  not  capable  of 
stopping  long-range  missiles.  In  fact, 
they  can  only  defend  Braall  areas 
against  short-range  missiles.  The  Pa- 
triot is  what  we  call  a  point-defense 
system  that  we  send  along  with  our 
troops  when  we  deploy  them  in  harm's 
way. 

Here  at  home,  we  have  no  defenses  of 
any  kind.  We  have  no  defense  against 
long-range  missiles  from  China,  from 
Russia,  from  North  Korea.  I  differ  from 
the  Senator  firom  Nebraska.  I  have  no 
idea,  no  idea  whatever  what  the  na- 
tional security  meetings,  classified  and 
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confidential  on  North  Korea,  I  have  no 
idea  what  is  going  on  in  those  meet- 
ings. Apparently,  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska does.  I  do  not  know  if  he  has 
somebody  sitting  in  on  them  or  where 
he  gets  his  information,  but  I  do  not 
have  such  information,  and  I  do  not 
think  the  intelligence  communities 
have  it  either.  We  have  no  defense 
against  missiles  that  Iran,  Iraq,  Syria, 
and  Libya  are  vigorously  seeking  to  ac- 
quire—vigorously. That  is  the  truth. 
This  is  not  some  star  wars  program. 
That  is  an  outrageous  statement,  as 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  pointed  out. 

In  this  Senator's  view,  it  is  unaccept- 
able that  we  would  refuse  to  defend 
ourselves  from  this  kind  of  technology 
being  spread  around  the  world  to  these 
kinds  of  nations.  When  told  of  this  sit- 
uation, the  vast  majority  of  the  Amer- 
ican people  not  only  become  upset, 
they  become  enraged.  They  cannot  un- 
derstand why  their  elected  representa- 
tives would  be  willing  to  leave  them 
defenseless  and  then  stand  on  the  floor 
of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  advocate  leav- 
ing them  defenseless  against  the  likes 
of  people  like  Saddam  Hussein  or 
Mu'ammar  QadhaC.  Hardly  reasonable, 
rational,  leaders  in  the  world  today,  let 
alone  Kim  Jong-il  whom  very  few  of  us 
know  much  about  at  all.  They  cannot 
understand  why  the  tax  dollars  that 
they  sometimes  so  reluctantly,  or  will- 
ingly in  reluctance  give  up,  how  can 
they  not  contribute  for  our  national 
defense?  That  is  what  they  are  asking. 
That  is  what  they  are  asking.  They 
have  a  right  to  be  upset.  There  is  no 
excuse  for  not  defending  America 
against  ballistic  missiles. 

The  Republican  Congress  agrees  with 
the  American  people  and  took  action 
last  year  to  defend  all  Americans— all 
Americans;  not  certain  Americans,  all 
Americans— against  ballistic  missiles, 
whatever  their  source.  In  the  defense 
bill  last  year,  Congress  established  a 
program  to  develop  and  deploy  a  na- 
tional missile  defense  system  for  the 
United  States.  This  program  is  not 
some  elaborate  star  wars  concept,  but 
rather  a  very  modest  yet  capable 
ground-based  system  that  would  pro- 
vide a  limited  defense  of  America 
against  accidental,  unauthorized  or 
hostile  missile  attacks. 

I  ask  anybody  out  there  listening,  or 
anybody  participating  in  the  debate  on 
the  other  side,  are  you  certain,  are  you 
absolutely  certain,  that  Qadhafi  or 
Saddam  Hussein,  Iran  or  Kim  Jong-il 
do  not  have  the  capability  or  will  not 
have  it  in  the  very  near  future?  If  you 
are  certain,  you  ought  to  vote  for 
them.  If  you  are  not  sure,  you  ought  to 
be  voting  with  us. 

President  Clinton  vetoed  the  defense 
bill  specifically  because  of  the  require- 
ment to  defend  America.  That  is  the 
main  reason  he  vetoed  the  defense  bill, 
because  he  did  not  want  us,  did  not 
want  us,  to  put  this  requirement  in.  In 
fact,  in  his  statement  of  policy  the 


President  called  national  missile  de- 
fense "unwarranted  and  unnecessary." 
It  is  one  thing  to  say  "unnecessary," 
that  might  be  an  opinion,  but  "imwar- 
ranted"?  This  is  a  very  Insightful 
quote.  It  gets  right  to  the  heart  of  the 
differences  between  this  President  and 
this  Congress.  To  President  Clinton, 
providing  for  the  conmion  defense  is 
"unwarranted  and  unnecessary."  That 
is  what  he  says.  To  the  Congress,  it  is 
the  most  fundamental  of  our  constitu- 
tional responsibilities,  the  most  fun- 
damental. Simply  put,  it  is  a  defining 
issue  between  the  two  of  us.  It  is  an 
issue  that  defines  our  Nation's  char- 
acter, right  to  the  heart  of  character,  a 
commitment  to  the  American  people. 
How  could  you  not  defend  yourselves, 
your  people,  against  the  threat  of  an 
incoming  missile?  It  does  not  have  to 
be  deliberate.  It  could  be  accidental. 
We  have  no  defense. 

It  is  an  issue  that  defines  the  dif- 
ference between  the  two  political  par- 
ties in  this  country.  There  cannot  be 
compromise  on  it.  There  are  people 
here  on  the  floor  and  In  this  Senate 
who  are  trying  to  work  out  some  com- 
promise to  give  on  something  else,  and 
we  will  give  a  little  bit  of  something 
else.  There  Is  no  compromise,  no  com- 
promise on  defending  ourselves  against 
Incoming  ballistic  missiles.  It  is  an 
issue  that  defines  the  very  basic  dif- 
ference between  the  two  men  who  are 
seeking  the  Presidency,  President  Clin- 
ton, and  Bob  Dole,  who  is  the  author 
of  this  bill.  It  is  a  basic  difference  be- 
tween the  two  men.  It  is  an  issue  that 
history  will  undoubtedly  look  back  on 
and  pass  judgment  upon  for  better  or 
for  worse,  an  issue  that  will  define  our 
generation. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  fall  to  take  ac- 
tion to  defend  America  now  while  we 
still  have  the  chance,  we  will  regret  it. 
At  some  point  in  the  very  near  future 
we  will  have  waited  too  long.  What  is 
that  point?  Are  you  sure,  folks  over 
there,  sure  that  we  have  not  reached 
that  point?  At  some  point  In  the  near 
future  we  will  have  waited  too  long. 
The  theoretical  threat  of  a  hostile  bal- 
listic missile  launch  will  have  become 
a  reality  and  we  will  have  no  defense. 
Will  we  be  ready  when  the  theoretical 
becomes  reality?  Will  be  we  ready?  Not 
if  we  listen  to  this  side  of  the  debate. 
Not  if  we  do  what  they  are  asking  us  to 
do.  we  will  not  be  ready. 

What  will  it  take  for  the  President  to 
recognize  this?  Must  a  missile  equipped 
with  a  chemical,  biological  or  perhaps 
a  nuclear  warhead,  rain  down  upon  the 
citizens  of  America  before  we  act? 
Must  tens  of  thousands  of  Americans 
die  before  we  act?  That  does  not  have 
to  happen.  Let  me  tell  you,  had  we  not 
been  far-sighted  enough  and  thoughtful 
enough  to  provide  the  Patriot  missile, 
we  would  have  lost  a  lot  more  people  in 
the  Persian  Gulf  war.  It  is  a  good  thing 
Saddam  Hussein  only  has  a  Scud  mis- 
sile, or  perhaps  some  of  the  families 
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would   be   speaking   here    through   us 
today. 

To  those  of  us  who  are  cosponsoring 
this  legislation,  the  time  to  act  is  now. 
Not  tomorrow,  not  the  next  day,  now. 
We  have  the  capability  to  do  it.  Our 
Nation  is  in  jeopardy,  ballistic  missiles 
and  weapons  of  mass  destruction  are 
spreading  throughout  the  world.  That 
Is  a  fact.  I  have  had  hearings.  I  have 
heard  information  on  it.  We  have  heard 
the  testimony.  We  cannot  stop  this.  We 
have  to  protect  ourselves  against  them. 
Mr.  President,  30  nations  currently 
possess  or  are  actively  acquiring  weap- 
ons of  mass  destruction,  and  the  mis- 
siles to  deliver  them.  They  are  not  all 
friendly  nations.  Just  recently,  the 
United  States  admitted  that  Iran  is 
covertly  storing  up  to  16  ballistic  mis- 
siles armed  with  chemical  or  biological 
warheads.  Iraq  is  the  most  inspected 
and  thoroughly  monitored  country  in 
the  world,  yet  they  still  have  them.  If 
we  cannot  find  these  missiles  in  the 
desert  of  Iraq,  how  are  we  going  to 
track  them  in  the  valleys  of  China, 
North  Korea,  Iran,  or  Syria?  The  an- 
swer is,  my  colleagues,  we  cannot.  We 
cannot  track  them.  That  is  the  point. 
Even  if  we  could,  we  do  not  have  the 
system  to  counter  them.  We  cannot 
counter  them  even  if  we  can  find  them. 

The  only  solution  is  to  develop  mis- 
sile defenses.  This  bill  does  that.  It 
would  require  that  our  Nation  deploy  a 
national  missile  defense  system  cai>a- 
ble  of  protecting  all  Americans  by  the 
year  2003.  This  is  not  about  politics.  It 
is  not  about  partisanship.  It  is  about 
national  security  and  keeping  faith 
with  those  who  elected  us  and  depend 
upon  us  to  safeguard  their  lives  and 
property,  yet  this  bill  is  being  filibus- 
tered, that  is  the  bottom  line,  by  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle — filibustering  a 
bill  to  defend  America.  What  an  out- 
rage. If  we  Ignore  this  obligation,  we 
will  have  failed  in  our  most  fundamen- 
tal constitutional  responsibility.  You 
do  not  filibuster  the  defense  of  the 
United  States  of  America.  We  can  fili- 
buster a  lot  of  things  around  here,  and 
we  do  it  all  the  time,  but  not  the  de- 
fense of  America.  It  runs  against  every 
principle  I  have  ever  stood  for,  and  it 
ought  to  run  against  every  principle 
that  others  in  here  stand  for. 

Mr.  President,  as  we  discuss  and  de- 
bate the  merits  of  this  legislation,  I 
want  to  specifically  address  what  I  be- 
lieve are  some  fundamental  and  ex- 
tremely dangerous  flaws  in  the  adn:un- 
Istratlon's  position.  First  off,  the  ad- 
ministration has  continually  empha- 
sized that  they  see  no  long-range  mis- 
sile threat  emerging  within  the  next  15 
years  that  could  threaten  the  United 
States. 

I  would  note  that  when  the  adminis- 
tration is  pressed  to  describe  how  they 
came  up  with  the  15-year  number,  ver- 
sus 10  years,  or  20  years,  there  is  no 
real  methodology.  Essentially,  it  ap- 
pears to  have  been  a  nice  round  number 
that  the  administration  came  up  with. 


The  classified  national  intelligence 
estimate  that  the  administration  uses 
to  support  this  assertion  is  anything 
but  reassuring.  And  contrary  to  the  as- 
sertions of  the  Clinton  administration, 
it  does  not  rule  out  a  rogue  nation  ac- 
quiring ballistic  missile  capabilities 
that  could  threaten  the  United  States. 
Rather,  it  projects  the  view  that  it  is 
unlikely  that  such  a  situation  would 
arise. 

Essentially,  it  relies  upon  the  per- 
ceived intentions  of  other  countries 
rather  than  their  actual  technical  ca- 
pabilities. That  is  a  very  dangerous 
way  of  assessing  the  threat  environ- 
ment, and  it  runs  in  direct  conflict 
with  our  historical  experience. 

Our  experience  following  World  War 
n  is  very  instructive.  During  1945  and 
1946,  the  United  States  conducted  oper- 
ation paperclip  in  order  to  employ  Dr. 
Werner  von  Braun  and  his  team  of  Ger- 
man scientists.  My  colleagues  may  re- 
call it  was  von  Braim  and  his  associ- 
ates who  had  created  the  German  V-2 
rocket.  The  transfer  of  these  experts 
and  their  equipment  provided  the 
United  States  with  nearly  instant  bal- 
listic missile  capability.  Under  the 
Hermes  project,  with  the  Infusion  of 
german  technical  expertise,  we  soon 
began  launching  V-2  rockets. 

A  year  later,  the  development  of  a 
two-stage  vehicle  based  on  the  V-2  weis 
begun.  The  so-called  bumper  vehicle 
went  on  to  establish  range,  altitude, 
and  speed  records.  By  the  late  1950's. 
frustrated  by  difficulties  in  the  Atlas 
program.  Gen.  Bernard  Schriever,  a 
pioneer  of  the  U.S.  Ballistic  Missile 
Program,  ordered  that  our  existing 
Thor  ballistic  missile  be  modified  to 
include  a  new  second  stage.  This  sec- 
ond stage  provided  strategic  range  ca- 
pability for  our  ballistic  missiles  with- 
in a  year,  increasing  the  range  of  the 
Thor  missile  from  1,500  miles  to  ap- 
proximately 5,000  miles. 

Mr.  President,  the  lesson  here  is 
quite  simple.  The  acquisition  of  key 
technical  experts  can  dramatically  ac- 
celerate the  pace  of  development  for  a 
country  seeking  to  field  ballistic  mis- 
siles. In  addition,  the  range  of  existing 
systenis  can  be  rapidly  increased  by  in- 
corporating additional  stages.  In  the 
1940's,  designing  and  building  ballistic 
missiles  was  a  new  and  challenging  en- 
deavor. But  with  focus,  determination, 
and  national  level  support,  it  was  done 
very  rapidly. 

By  contrast,  in  the  1980's  and  1990's, 
the  schools  and  universities  of  the 
West  teach  advanced  technology  to 
students  fi^m  all  over  the  world.  Mis- 
sile designs  are  well  understood,  mis- 
sile components  are  available  on  the 
world  market,  and  whole  missile  sys- 
tems can  be  bought  and  delivered,  as  in 
the  case  of  the  Soviet  Scuds  to  China, 
the  North  Korean  Scuds  to  Iraq,  Chi- 
nese M-11  missiles  to  Pakistan,  and 
Chinese  CSS-2  missiles  to  Saudi  Ara- 
bia.   Since  most  of  today's   ballistic 


missiles  are  mobile,  training  and 
launching  by  customer  nation  crews 
can  take  place  in  the  missile's  country 
of  origin,  so  that  the  first  actual 
launch  of  a  missile  from  the  customer 
country  may  occur  without  advance 
warning. 

Additionally,  ballistic  missiles  do 
not  need  to  have  a  long  range  to 
threaten  the  United  States.  In  the 
1950's.  the  United  States  launched  sev- 
eral ballistic  missiles  from  the  deck  of 
a  ship,  and  sent  them  to  high  altitudes 
where  their  nuclear  payloads  were  det- 
onated. Most  of  the  population  of  the 
United  States  live  near  the  east  and 
west  coasts,  and  thus  are  highly  vul- 
nerable to  a  ship-launched  missile  that 
could  be  covertly  deployed  in  merchant 
traffic  several  hundred  miles  off  the 
coast  at  sea.  The  modifications  to  such 
a  ship  would  not  need  to  be  obvious,  a 
few  test  missile  launches  could  be  per- 
formed in  remote  locations  to  avoid  de- 
tection. 

The  problem  with  the  administration 
program  is  that  it  seeks  to  wait  until 
the  last  possible  moment  to  deploy 
missile  defense.  But  historically,  we 
have  proven  very  poor  at  making  such 
intelligence  estimates.  Just  look  at 
Iraq's  nuclear,  chemical,  and  biological 
weapons  program.  The  real  challenge 
for  the  United  States  is  to  deploy  thea- 
ter and  national  missile  defenses  as 
rapidly  as  possible  in  order  to  discour- 
age potential  proliferators  from  devel- 
oping, building,  buying,  or  otherwise 
acquiring  offensive  ballistic  '  missiles. 
That  is  what  deterrence  is  all  about. 
But  you  can't  have  deterrence  without 
the  capability  to  actually  defeat  or  de- 
fend against  a  threat.  Without  missile 
defenses  there  is  no  deterrence. 

Perhaps  most  absurd  is  the  adminis- 
tration's argument  that  the  technology 
of  the  future  will  be  more  advanced 
than  that  of  today,  so  we  should  wait 
for  the  future  technology  to  be  avail- 
able before  we  begin  formal  acquisition 
of  missile  defenses.  If  we  followed  that 
model  we  would  never  procure  any 
weapons  systems  because  they  would 
always  be  surpassed  by  future  tech- 
nology. 

What  this  argument  falls  to  recog- 
nize is  that  real  objectives  and  dead- 
lines are  the  critical  instruments  for 
focusing  the  efforts  of  the  management 
and  technical  communities  in  govern- 
ment and  industry.  The  experience  of 
operating  a  real  system  with  real  mili- 
tary personnel  cannot  be  replaced  by 
paper  and  pencil,  or  computer  system 
designs.  In  addition,  the  longer  we  wait 
to  commit  to  deploy  a  national  missile 
defense,  the  more  we  will  encourage 
our  adversaries  to  pursue  their  own  of- 
fensive ballistic  missile  i>rograms. 
Without  an  actual  system  deployed,  or 
at  the  very  least  a  commitment  to,  and 
timetable  for,  deploying  a  system, 
there  is  no  deterrent  value. 

The  Russians  have  now  accumulated 
30  years  of  experience  in  building  and 
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operating  ballistic  missile  defense  sys- 
tems, including  the  nuclear-tipped 
Moscow  area  defense  and  several  mo- 
bile systems  such  as  the  SA-5.  the  SA- 
10,  and  the  SA-12.  This  unique  experi- 
ence has  been  cited  by  our  military  as 
a  major  advantage  for  the  Russians.  It 
must  be  rectified. 

Mr.  President,  I  also  want  to  address 
the  issue  of  how  ballistic  missile  de- 
fense relates  to  strategic  arms  reduc- 
tion. The  administration  and  certain 
Members  of  Congress  have  falsely 
sought  to  link  this  legislation  with 
Russian  ratification  of  the  START  n 
Treaty.  Simply  put,  it  is  bogus  linkage. 
The  truth  is  that  no  provision  in  the 
Defend  America  Act  threatens  Russia 
or  undermines  the  deterrent  value  of 
its  strategic  offensive  forces.  Nothing 
in  this  bill  would  disadvantage  Russian 
security  in  any  way.  The  numbers  of 
defensive  systems  the  bill  envisions  to 
combat  accidental  or  rogue  nation  at- 
tacks are  simply  too  few  to  affect  the 
deterrent  value  of  Russia's  strategic 
arsenal. 

The  ABM  Treaty  was  constructed 
during  the  cold  war  and  is  premised  on 
mutual  assured  destruction.  But  the 
world  Is  no  longer  bipolar,  it  is 
multipolar.  Mutual  assured  destruction 
is  not  relevant  in  today's  environment. 
It  will  not  deter  aggression  by  adver- 
saries other  than  Russia. 

The  truth  is  defenses  threaten  no 
one.  If  Russia  and  the  United  States 
are  no  longer  targeting  nuclear  weap- 
ons on  each  other,  how  could  the  de- 
ployment of  a  limited  defense  against 
other  potential  adversaries  threaten 
Russia  in  any  way? 

We  are  providing  billions  in  foreign 
aid  to  Russia  to  support  them  economi- 
cally, politically,  and  to  aid  in  dis- 
mantlement of  their  nuclear  arsenal. 
When  relations  are  this  cooperative, 
how  can  anyone  reasonably  assert  that 
we  are  provoking  Russia  or  undermin- 
ing the  relationship  by  defending  our- 
selves against  the  likes  of  Kim  Jong-D 
or  Saddam  Hussein. 

The  truth  is  that  any  linkage  be- 
tween the  Defend  America  Act  and  the 
START  n  Treaty  is  purely  artificial.  It 
is  pure  fear  mongering  by  those  who 
use  it  for  political  purposes  here  at 
home.  Frankly,  it  is  shameful. 

Those  in  Russia  who  axe  trying  to 
link  the  two  know  full  well  that  noth- 
ing in  this  bill  threatens  Russia  in  any 
way.  They  are  merely  trying  to  coerce 
further  concessions.  The  truth  is,  we 
have  consistently  heard  Russian  offi- 
cials seek  to  link  START  n  to  NATO 
expansion,  compliance  with  the  CFE 
Treaty,  national  missile  defense,  and 
virtually  every  other  possible  pressure 
point.  Again,  it  is  purely  bogus  link- 
age. And  where  I  come  from,  it  is  called 
extortion.  It  should  not  be  rewarded. 

If  we  do  legitimize  this  fallacy,  and 
pay  the  ransom  that  some  are  demand- 
ing, where  will  it  end?  What  will  the 
next  hostage  be?  How  many  times  will 
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we  allow  Russia  to  exercise  a  veto  over 
our  defense  policy?  And  at  what  cost  to 
our  security? 

Mr.  President,  let  me  close  with  one 
final  observation.  National  defense 
should  not  be  a  partisan  issue.  As 
elected  representatives,  we  have  no 
more  fundamental  or  important  con- 
stitutional responsibility  than  to  pro- 
vide for  the  defense  of  this  country.  As 
it  currently  stands,  this  Nation,  its 
people,  treasures,  and  industry,  are  ab- 
solutely vulnerable  to  ballistic  missile 
attack.  The  technology  is  here  today, 
all  that  is  lacking  is  the  political  will 
to  do  so.  We  cannot  delay  any  longer. 
We  must  get  on  with  the  business  of  de- 
fending America. 

If  we  allow  politics  to  prevail  and  we 
leave  our  citizens  naked  against  ag- 
gression, I  fear  that  the  results  will  be 
catastrophic.  If  we  wait  for  a  ballistic 
missile  to  rain  down  upon  our  Nation, 
wreaking  chaos  and  destruction,  it  will 
be  too  late.  We  will  have  failed  our 
citizens.  We  will  have  failed  the  Con- 
stitution. We  will  have  failed  this  sa- 
cred institution. 

I  believe  deep  in  my  heart  that  his- 
tory will  look  back  upon  this  debate  as 
a  key  point  in  our  Nation's  history.  Let 
us  consider  the  consequences  of  our  ac- 
tions very  carefully.  Let  us  keep  faith 
with  the  American  people  who  rely 
upon  us  to  protect  their  security.  They 
have  no  one  else  to  turn  to.  It  is  our  re- 
sponsibility. It  is  our  obligation. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Defend  America  Act  as  reported  by  the 
Senate  Armed  Services  Committee. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  how  much 
time  is  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Hampshire  has  an  addi- 
tional 2  minutes. 

Mr.  NUNN.  How  much  time  do  I 
have? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  One 
hour. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  have  sev- 
eral people  who  would  Uke  to  speak. 
Several  people  were  down  for  15  min- 
utes, but  I  ask  them  if  they  can  adjust 
that.  Otherwise,  we  will  not  be  able  to 
get  around  on  the  requests.  Senator 
EXON  would  like  2  minutes,  which  I  will 
3aeld  to  him  now. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Hampshire  has  2  more 
minutes  first. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Following  that,  Mr. 
President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Hampshire  is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
close  with  one  final  observation.  I  feel 
very  strongly  that  this  issue  has  be- 
come a  partisan  political  issue.  It 
should  not  be  a  partisan  political  issue. 
We  have  no  more  fundamental  or  im- 
portant constitutional  responsibility 
than  to  provide  for  the  defense  of  this 
country.  And  to  be  on  the  floor  filibus- 
tering a  bill  that  defends  America,  pro- 


tects America  from  incoming  missiles 
is  an  outrage.  We  can  disagree  on  the 
degree,  we  can  disagree  on  the  archi- 
tecture, we  can  disagree  on  the  timing. 
But  we  ought  not  to  be  filibustering  it. 
We  ought  to  be  having  an  up-or-down 
vote  on  it.  I  think  everybody  ought  to 
be  on  record  today— not  having  it  put 
off,  but  be  on  record  today.  Are  you  for 
it,  or  are  you  against  it?  We  ought  to 
be  recorded  so  the  American  people  can 
judge  us  when  the  time  comes. 

This  Nation's  people,  treasury,  and 
industry  are  vulnerable  to  missile  at- 
tack. The  technology  is  here.  All  that 
is  lacking  is  the  political  will.  We  can- 
not delay  any  longer.  We  have  to  get 
on  with  the  business  of  defending 
America.  History,  I  think,  will  look  at 
this  debate  as  a  key  point  in  our  Na- 
tion's history.  Let  us  consider  the  con- 
sequences of  our  actions  carefully  and 
keep  faith  with  the  American  people, 
who  rely  upon  us  to  protect  their  secu- 
rity. They  do  not  have  anybody  else  to 
turn  to.  It  is  our  responsibility,  our  ob- 
ligation. All  we  are  asking  is  that  we 
exercise  it.  All  the  Senator  from  Ari- 
zona Is  asking  for  Is  a  vote.  All  the  Re- 
publican leader  is  asking  for  is  a  vote. 
We  are  not  asking  for  ansrthing  else. 
We  are  not  even  asking  for  a  victory, 
we  are  asking  for  a  vote  so  that  we  can 
be  recorded. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  Senator  ExoN,  and  then  10 
minutes  to  Senator  Dorgan. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  has  2  minutes.  Fol- 
lowing that.  Senator  Dorgan  has  10 
minutes. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
struck  to  hear  the  term  that  people  on 
the  other  side  were  startled  that  we 
would  oppose  this,  that  we  are  being 
blackmailed  by  Russia,  and  that  we  are 
being  held  hostage  by  Russia.  Nothing 
could  be  further  from  the  truth. 

I  simply  say,  Mr.  President,  that  al- 
ready the  opposition  is  saying  we  are 
against  missile  defenses  on  this  side. 
We  are  not  against  missile  defenses. 
The  talk  was  made  about  the  Patriot, 
how  Important  that  was  In  the  gulf 
war.  This  Senator  and  most  of  the  Sen- 
ators on  this  side  were  leaders,  when 
we  were  In  charge  of  the  Senate,  in  de- 
veloping the  Patriot  missile.  What  we 
are  against  is  hastily  moving,  as  the 
Dole  star  wars  bill  would  do,  to  a  mis- 
sile defense  that  is  untested,  untried, 
with  no  assurance  whatsoever  that  it 
will  work. 

Go  with  us.  We  are  with  the  experts 
at  the  Pentagon.  We  are  with  the 
President.  We  want  a  missile  defense, 
but  we  want  It  In  a  timely  fashion  and 
not  rush  to  violate  treaties  that  the 
United  States  of  America  signed  in 
good  faith. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  two 
letters  from  CBO  relating  to  the  cost 
issue  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  In  the 
Record  as  follows: 
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U.S.  Congress. 
Congressional  Budget  Office. 

Washington.  DC,  May  15. 1996. 
Hon.  Floyd  Spence, 

Chairman.  Committee  on  National  Security. 
House  of  Representatives,  Washington.  DC. 
Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  The  Congressional 
Budget  Office  has  reviewed  H.R.  3144.  the  De- 
fend America  Act  of  1996.  as  ordered  reported 
by  the  House  Committee  on  National  Secu- 
rity on  May  1,  1996.  The  bill  calls  for  deploy- 
ment by  2003  of  a  system  to  defend  the  na- 
tion against  an  attack  by  balllsUc  missiles, 
but  does  not  specify  how  much  funding 
would  be  available  for  this  purpose.  Based  on 
plans  and  estimates  of  the  Department  of 
Defense,  the  costs  of  complying  with  the  bill 
would  total  JIO  billion  over  the  next  five 
years,  or  about  $7  billion  more  r^gp  is  cur- 
rently programmed  for  national  missile  de- 
fense. 

Through  2010,  total  acquisition  costs  would 
range  from  S31  billion  to  160  billion  for  a  lay- 
ered defense  that  would  Include  both  ground- 
and  space-based  weapons.  The  wide  range  in 
the  estimate  reflects  uncertainty  about  two 
factors— the  type  and  capability  of  a  defen- 
sive system  that  would  satisfy  the  terms  of 
the  bill,  and  the  costs  of  each  component  of 
that  system.  These  figures  do  not  Include  the 
cost  to  operate  and  support  the  defense  after 
It  is  deployed.  The  attachment  provides  addi- 
tional details  on  these  estimates. 

Section  4  of  the  Unfunded  Mandates  Re- 
form Act  of  1996  excludes  from  the  applica- 
tion of  that  bill  legislative  provisions  that 
are  necessary  for  the  national  security  or 
the  ratification  or  implementation  of  inter- 
national treaty  obligations.  CBO  has  deter- 
mined that  the  provisions  of  H.R.  3144  fit 
within  that  exclusion. 

H.R.  3144  would  not  affect  direct  spending 
or  receipts  and  thus  would  not  be  subject  to 
pay-as-you-go  procedure  under  section  252  of 
the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit 
Control  Act  of  1965. 

If  you  wish  further  details  on  this  esti- 
mate, we  will  be  pleased  to  provide  them. 
The  CBO  staff  contacts  axe  Raymond  Hall 
and  David  Mosher. 
Sincerely, 

Jlts'e  E.  O'Neill. 

Director. 
Budgetary  Impucations  of  H.R.  3144,  the 

Defend  America  act  of  1996 
This  document  addresses  the  budgetary 
Implications  of  H.R.  3144,  as  ordered  reported 
by  the  House  Committee  on  National  Secu- 
rity on  May  1.  1996.  The  Defend  America  Act 
of  1996  would  require  the  United  States  to  de- 
ploy a  national  missile  defense  by  the  end  of 
2003  that  provides  "a  highly  effective  defense 
of  all  50  states  against  limited,  unauthorized 
and  accidental  attacks  .  .  .  [that  would  be] 
augmented  over  time  to  provide  a  layered 
defense  against  larger  and  more  sophisti- 
cated ballistic  missile  threats  as  they 
emerge."  Those  two  requirements  form  the 
basis  of  CBO's  estimate.  According  to  the 
bill,  the  Initial  defense  must  Include  inter- 
ceptors, ground-based  radar,  space-based  sen- 
sor, Including  the  Space  and  Missile  Track- 
ing System  (SMTS).  and  a  battle  manage- 
ment and  command  and  control  system  to 
tie  the  components  together.  The  intercep- 
tors can  be  ground-,  sea-,  or  space-based.  The 
space-based  weapons  could  be  lasers  or  ki- 
netic energy  Interceptors  (also  known  as 
Brilliant  Pebbles).  The  layered  defense  that 
would  eventually  follow,  according  to  the 
bill's  second  requirement,  would  likely  be 
achieved  by  adding  space-based  weapons  to 
the  ground-based  system. 

CBO  estimates  that  H.R.  3144  would  cost 
nearly  $10  billion  over  the  next  five  years,  or 


about  $7  billion  more  than  Is  currently  pro- 
grammed for  national  missile  defense. 
Through  2010,  the  system  would  cost  between 
$31  billion  and  $60  billion.  None  of  the  esti- 
mates Include  the  cost  to  operate  and  sup- 
port the  defense  after  It  is  deployed.  Our  es- 
timates are  derived  from  data  provided  by 
the  military  services  and  the  Ballistic  Mis- 
sile Defense  Organization  (BMDO).  While  we 
have  been  unable  to  review  many  of  the  de- 
tails behind  those  estimates,  we  believe  that 
they  are  the  best  that  are  currently  avail- 
able. In  some  cases,  though,  we  adjusted  the 
Department  of  Defense's  (DoD)  estimates  to 
better  reflect  procurement  costs  and  poten- 
tial risks.  For  example,  we  added  about  $3 
billion  to  hedge  against  technical  and  sched- 
ule risks  In  the  development  programs.  We 
also  reduced  the  estimated  cost  of  deploying 
500  space-based  interceptors  by  $4  billion.  We 
did  not,  however,  adjust  the  estimates  to  re- 
flect cost  increases  that  typically  occur  In 
developing  systems  that  advance  the  state  of 
the  art. 

Minimum  Requirements  and  Costs.  The 
low  end  of  the  range  of  estimates  reflects 
what  we  believe  would  be  the  smallest  sys- 
tem that  would  meet  both  of  the  blirs  prin- 
cipal requirements.  As  proposed  by  the 
Army,  the  Initial  defense  would  consist  of  100 
interceptors  based  at  Grand  Forks,  South 
Dakota.  Combined  with  SMTS,  this  system 
would  be  able  to  defend  all  50  states  against 
an  unsophisticated  attack  of  up  to  20  war- 
heads under  many  scenarios,  according  to 
BMDO.  The  Interceptors  would  be  armed 
with  the  Army's  Exoatmospheric  Kill  Vehi- 
cle (EKV).  To  track  Incoming  warheads,  four 
new  phased-array  radars  would  be  deployed, 
one  each  In  Grand  Forks,  Alaska,  Hawaii, 
and  New  England. 

This  InlUal  defense  would  cost  $14  billion— 
about  $8.5  billion  for  the  ground-based  sys- 
tem and  $5  billion  for  the  SMTS  space-based 
sensors.  (The  ground-based  system  could  cost 
roughly  $4  billion  less  if  the  Air  Force's  pro- 
posal for  a  Mlnuteman-based  system  was 
adopted.)  The  upper  layer,  which  would  be 
added  sometime  after  2006,  would  employ  500 
space-based  Interceptors  similar  to  Brilliant 
Pebbles — the  less  expensive  of  the  two  types 
of  si)ace-based  weapons.  It  would  make  the 
defense  capable  of  protecting  the  United 
States  from  a  more  sophisticated  attack  of 
up  to  60  warheads  according  to  BMDO,  and 
would  cost  an  additional  $14  billion.  CBO 
adds  another  $3  billion  to  these  estimates  to 
hedge  against  potential  risk  associated  with 
the  development  programs.  Thus,  the  total 
cost  of  the  layered  defense  would  be  about 
$31  billion. 

Potential  Increases  In  Requirements  and 
Costs.  The  bill  specifies  that  the  defense 
shall  protect  the  United  States  against  lim- 
ited or  unauthorized  attacks,  but  does  not 
specify  how  big  the  attack  might  be.  The 
high  end  of  the  range  reflects  the  costs  of  a 
system  to  protect  the  United  States  against 
a  more  potent  threat— for  example,  an  at- 
tack that  could  have  200  warheads  accom- 
panied by  sophisticated  countemieasures. 
DoD  bases  Its  operational  requirement  for  a 
national  missile  defense  on  such  a  threat. 

CBO  assumes  that  the  ground-based  layer 
would  Include  300  Interceptors  deployed  at  3 
sites  and  would  cost  $13  billion,  or  about  $4.5 
billion  more  than  the  costs  of  meeting  the 
minimum  requirements.  SMTS  satellites 
would  be  deployed  at  a  cost  of  $5  billion.  The 
space-based  layer  would  Include  a  combina- 
tion of  500  space-based  Interceptors  ($14  bil- 
lion) and  20  si>ace-based  lasers  ($25  billion) 
for  maximum  effectiveness.  Again,  $3  billion 
Is  added  In  anticipation  of  technological  and 


integration  problems.  The  total  cost  of  this 
high-end  layered  defense  would  be  about  $60 
billion.  Except  for  the  lasers,  this  system 
would  be  similar  to  the  Global  Protection 
Against  Limited  Strikes  (GPALS)  system 
proposed  by  past  administrations. 

Cost  Comparison.  The  estimate  for  the 
ground-based  systems  described  above  is 
about  two-thirds  less  than  previous  esti- 
mates associated  with  earlier  proposals,  for 
example  the  GPALS  system.  The  earlier  pro- 
posals focused  on  the  challenging  threat  of 
an  unauthorized  attack  by  the  Soviet  Union. 
Today  the  focus  is  on  smaller  and  less  capa- 
ble threats— as  a  result,  the  defenses  compo- 
nents may  be  somewhat  less  capable.  Past 
proposals  also  called  for  a  robust  program 
that  included  substantial  efforts  to  test  the 
systems  and  to  reduce  and  manage  the  tech- 
nical and  schedule  risks  associated  with  such 
an  ambitious  development  effort.  It  is  un- 
clear how  much  these  efforts  can  be  reduced 
without  increasing  risk  to  unacceptable  lev- 
els. But  If  current  plans  must  be  revised  to 
Include  more  thorough  testing  and  larger  ef- 
forts to  reduce  risks,  and  if  the  purpose  of 
the  defense  evolves  into  protecting  against 
larger  and  more  sophisticated  threats,  costs 
of  the  ground-based  systems  could  approach 
those  developed  for  systems  like  GPALS— 
thus,  costs  of  the  high-end  system  could 
greatly  exceed  $60  billion  by  2010. 

U.S.  Congress. 

CO.NGRESSIONAL  BLTXJET  OFnCE. 

Washington,  DC.  May  30, 1996. 
Hon.  J.  James  Exon. 

Ranking  Member.   Committee  on   the  Budget, 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator:  In  your  letter  of  April  4, 
1996.  you  asked  about  the  cost  of  deploying 
the  national  missile  defense  system  proposed 
In  the  Defend  America  Act  of  1996  (S.  1635).  I 
have  attached  the  cost  estimate  that  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  prepared 
for  S.  1635,  which  should  answer  your  ques- 
tions. 

At  your  request.  CBO  also  examined  the 
compliance  Issues  that  the  Defend  America 
Act  could  raise  with  respect  to  the  Anti-Bal- 
listic Missile  (ABM)  Treaty.  Because  the  bill 
does  not  specify  a  missile  defense  system  In 
detail.  It  is  difficult  to  Identify  precisely  the 
possible  conflicts  with  the  treaty.  But  some 
fundamental  issues  would  arise  regardless  of 
the  specific  architecture  of  the  defense.  The 
bill  anticipates  those  conflicts  by  requiring 
that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  report  to  the 
Congress  on  the  problems  with  the  treaty 
that  he  expects  to  encounter  In  the  course  of 
developing  and  deploying  the  defense.  The 
bill  also  urges  the  President  to  negotiate 
amendments  to  the  treaty  with  Russia  that 
would  permit  the  United  States  to  deploy  its 
defense.  If  an  agreement  cannot  be  reached 
within  one  year  of  the  enactment  of  the  bill, 
however,  it  directs  the  President  to  consider 
withdrawing  from  the  treaty. 

In  brief,  our  reading  of  the  bill  suggests 
that  some  systems  would  violate  the  treaty 
In  its  current  form,  while  others  may  or  may 
not.  Space-based  weapons  would  clearly  vio- 
late the  treaty's  prohibition  on  ABM  compo- 
nents that  are  based  in  space.  Sea-based 
weapons  are  similarly  prohibited.  Together, 
those  prohibitions  would  make  it  difficult  to 
deploy  a  layered  national  missile  defense 
that  would  comply  with  the  ABM  treaty  In 
its  current  form. 

Other  Issues  are  not  as  clear  and  are  often 
debated.  For  example,  in  Article  I  of  the 
treaty,  each  side  pledges  "not  to  deploy  ABM 
systems  for  defense  of  the  territory  of  Its 
country."  Critics  argue  that  deploying  any 
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national  missile  defense,  no  matter  how  ca- 
pable, would  violate  that  provision.  But,  the 
Army  and  Air  Force  claim  that  the  small, 
ground-based  national  missile  defenses  that 
they  have  proposed  would  comply  with  the 
treaty. 

Issues  of  compliance  could  arise  even  for  a 
ground-based  defense  that  complies  with  the 
numerical  and  geographic  limits  specified  in 
the  ABM  treaty  (no  more  than  100  ground- 
based  Interceptors  and  one  ABM  radar,  all 
located  at  Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota).  The 
principal  issue  is  whether  the  new  tracking 
radars  that  would  be  deployed  in  the  Pacific 
and  on  U.S.  coasts  would  substitute  for  the 
ABM  radar  at  Grand  Forks.  Under  many  sce- 
narios, particularly  attacks  on  Alaska  and 
Hawaii,  the  Grand  Forks  radar  would  never 
see  warheads  or  intercepts  because  its  view 
would  be  blocked  by  the  Earth's  curvature. 
For  the  same  reason,  the  radar  could  not  be 
used  to  send  course  corrections  directly  to 
an  Interceptor.  Instead,  such  a  defense  would 
use  ground-based  repeater  stations  to  com- 
municate with  an  interceptor.  According  to 
opponents,  that  would  mean  that  forwaird- 
based  tracking  radars  would  substitute  for 
the  ABM  radar,  a  practice  that  the  treaty 
strictly  prohibits.  Supporters  of  the  proposed 
defenses  counter  that  forward-based  radars 
would  not  be  substitutes  because  the  fire- 
control  solutions  and  instructions  to  an  in- 
terceptor for  correcting  course  would  still 
come  from  Grand  Forks. 

The  degree  to  which  the  Space  and  Missile 
Tracking  System  (SMTS)  conflicts  with  the 
treaty  is  also  being  debated.  Critics  of  space- 
based  sensors  argue  that  they  could,  in  ef- 
fect, substitute  for  an  ABM  radar.  The  Rus- 
sians have  reportedly  expressed  similar  con- 
cerns about  SMTS.  The  argument  is  similar 
to  that  made  ag'ainst  forward-based  tracking 
radars:  if  an  entire  Intercept  can  occur  out  of 
view  of  the  ABM  radar  at  Grand  Forks, 
something  must  be  substituting  for  the 
radar.  Supporters  of  SMTS  contend  that  the 
system  would  be  an  "adjunct"  to  the  ABM 
system,  much  like  the  space-  and  ground- 
based  early  warning  sensors  that  the  United 
States  deployed  before  the  ABM  treaty  was 
signed  in  1972.  (An  adjunct  is  a  device  that 
could  not,  by  itself,  substitute  for  or  perform 
the  functions  of  an  ABM  radar).  Those  early 
warning  sensors  were  not  limited  by  the 
treaty  and  advocates  believe  that  SMTS 
should  not  be  limited  either.  According  to 
press  accounts,  the  U.S.  government  re- 
ported to  the  Congress  in  1995  that  SMTS 
might,  in  some  configurations,  comply  with 
the  treaty.  This  document  reflects  a  U.S.  po- 
sition and  does  not  imply  that  Russia  agrees 
with  that  interpretation.  Differences  would 
have  to  be  worked  out  in  negotiations. 

Finally,  your  staff  asked  that  we  examine 
operating  and  support  costs.  We  have  not 
had  time  to  analyze  those  costs  fully,  but  we 
can  report  that  those  costs  would  reach  a  few 
hundred  million  dollars  annually  by  2005 
when  ground-based  systems  and  space-based 
sensors  would  be  In  place.  After  2010,  operat- 
ing and  support  costs  would  increase  signifi- 
cantly because  the  Department  of  Defense 
would  have  to  launch  replacements  for  any 
space-based  systems,  which  wear  out  over 
time.  Of  course,  at  some  point  new  tech- 
nology or  a  reassessment  of  the  defense  situ- 
ation could  lead  to  changes  in  the  system. 
which  could  have  a  large  impact  on  costs. 

If  you  wish  further  details  on  our  analysis, 
we  will  be  pleased  to  provide  them.  The  CBO 
staff  contacts  are  David  Mosher,  who  can  be 
reached  at  226-2900,  and  Raymond  Hall,  who 
can  be  reached  at  226-2840. 
Sincerely, 

June  E.  O'Neill, 

Director. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Dorgan] 
is  recognized. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  surely 
the  American  people,  who  watch  and 
listen,  must  think  we  have  the  atten- 
tion of  houseflies.  We  are  having  a  de- 
bate here  in  the  U.S.  Senate  about  bal- 
ancing the  Federal  budget,  about 
amending  the  Constitution  to  require  a 
balanced  budget,  about  cutting  spend- 
ing, about  being  frugal,  about  dealing 
with  this  country's  debt.  And  then  im- 
mediately trotting  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  is  a  new  proposal— by  the  same 
folks  who  say  they  lead  in  reducing  the 
budget  deficit,  lead  in  reducing  spend- 
ing—they say  to  us  now,  "We  want  to 
spend  an  additional  up  to  $60  billion 
for,  yes,  a  star  wax's  program." 

I  want  to  correct  some  of  the  state- 
ments that  have  just  been  made.  There 
is  no  filibuster.  The  petition  to  invoke 
cloture,  to  close  off  debate,  was  filed 
simultaneously  with  the  bill  coming  to 
the  floor.  How  can  someone,  without 
even  smiling  about  it,  file  a  cloture 
motion  before  debate  even  begins? 
There  is  no  filibuster. 

We  are  going  to  have  a  debate  on 
this.  That  is  what  we  insist  on.  Those 
who  want  to  initiate  a  $60  billion  pro- 
gram without  debate  do  no  service  to 
defense  policy  in  this  country,  in  my 
judgment. 

Second,  this  bill  is  star  wars.  Here  is 
the  bill,  page  6:  "Ground-based  inter- 
ceptors, sea-based  interceptors,  space- 
based  kinetic  energry  interceptors, 
space-based  directed  energy  systems." 

Call  it  what  you  want.  It  is  star  wars; 
$14  billion,  my  eye.  We  have  spent  $96 
billion  on  star  wars  and  missile  de- 
fenses. This  chart  was  put  together  by 
the  Congressional  Research  Service, 
and  we  have  funded  so  many  programs 
over  the  last  40  years  that  nobody  can 
read  this.  It  is  a  national  missile  de- 
fense family  tree  that  is  so  complex 
you  cannot  read  it.  It  is  a  bunch  of 
boxes  and  lines  tracing  the  develop- 
ment of  dozens  of  programs.  These  are 
the  things  that  we  have  funded.  This  is 
all  the  work  done  for  missile  defenses. 

What  we  have  to  show  for  all  this  in 
this  country  today  is  one  abandoned 
antiballistic  missile  facility— it  is  in 
my  State.  Over  $26  billion  in  today's 
money  was  spent  on  it.  It  was  declared 
mothballed  the  same  year  it  was  de- 
clared operational. 

Are  there  threats  against  this  coun- 
try? You  bet.  What  are  they?  A  glass 
vial  of  deadly  biological  agents  to  be 
brought  in  in  someone's  pocket,  threat- 
ening a  subway  or  a  city  is  a  threat.  A 
truck  bomb  parked  in  front  of  a  Fed- 
eral building  is  a  threat.  A  cruise  mis- 
sile anned  with  a  nuclear  warhead  is  a 
threat.  An  intercontinental  ballistic 
mdssile  is  a  thi'eat.  You  can  list  a 
whole  series  of  threats  against  this 
country. 

Have  we  ever  had  an  effective  system 
to  knock  down  any  missile  coming  in? 


No,  we  have  not.  Why?  Any  missile 
launched  against  this  country  will 
have  a  return  address.  We  will  know 
exactly  where  it  was  launched  from, 
and  this  country  will  vaporize  them. 
That  is  what  our  nuclear  deterrent  has 
prevented  from  happening  to  our  coun- 
try for  many  years.  That  has  been  our 
missile  defense  for  40  years. 

Now,  do  we  need  to  research  missile 
defenses?  Yes,  we  are  doing  that.  We 
are  spending  a  great  deal  of  money 
doing  that.  We  spent  $96  billion  on  all 
of  this  to  date.  But  I  want  to  talk 
about  a  number  of  different  approaches 
to  defending  our  country. 

The  best  way  to  defend  America  is  to 
destroy  an  adversary's  missile  before  it 
is  launched.  I  have  a  piece  of  metal 
here  in  my  hand  that  comes  from  silo 
number  110,  in  Pervomaysk,  Ukraine. 
This  silo  had  an  SS-19  in  it.  That  SS- 
19  had  6  warheads,  each  of  them  550 
kilotons:  each  warhead  20  times  the  ex- 
plosive power  of  the  bomb  dropped  on 
Hiroshima.  This  twisted  lump  of  metal 
was  part  of  that  silo  with  that  missile. 
The  silo  does  not  exist  anymore,  be- 
cause we  helped  to  blow  it  up. 

Let  me  show  you  a  picture  of  it.  This 
is  that  silo  blown  up,  with  the  missile 
gone.  There  is  no  missile  there.  The 
missile  was  destroyed.  Here  is  a  man 
sitting  on  the  floor— Senator  Nunn— 
who,  along  with  Senator  Lugar,  with 
the  Nunn-Lugar  initiative,  will,  in  my 
judgment,  forever  change  the  dimen- 
sions of  this  nuclear  deterrent  and 
these  issues  of  nuclear  threat  by  creat- 
ing a  program  in  which  212  submarine 
launchers  are  gone  in  the  Soviet  Union, 
378  ICBM  missile  silos  are  eliminated, 
and  25  heavy  bombers  gone.  Do  you 
know  what  is  indicated  in  this  photo  is 
today?  This  is  silo  110.  It  just  so  hap- 
pens— and  it  is  a  pure  coincidence — 
that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  is  visit- 
ing silo  110  today.  The  U.S.  Secretary 
of  Defense  is  visiting  this  site.  Do  you 
know  what  is  here  today?  Sunflowers— 
not  missiles,  but  sunflowers. 

What  we  have  done  is  destroyed  a 
missile  in  its  silo  by  destrosrlng  the  silo 
and  moving  the  missile  and  warhead, 
and  the  missile  is  cut  up  and  it  is  gone. 
That  happens  to  be  an  effective  missile 
defense.  Senator  Nunn  and  Senator 
Lugar  and  others  who  fought  so  val- 
iantly for  this  program  are  reducing 
the  nuclear  threat  in  this  country. 

I  have  a  picture  of  the  destruction  of 
a  heavy  bomber.  Here  they  are  sawing 
off  the  wings.  This  picture  shows  Rus- 
sians using  American  equipment  to  cut 
up  a  Russian  bomber.  That  heavy 
bomber— it  is  a  TU-95  Bear  bomber- 
could  launch  16  cruise  missiles  against 
our  country. 

Defending  America  means  that  you 
get  the  enemy,  through  arms  agree- 
ments, to  reduce  these  kinds  of  weap- 
ons. The  fact  is  what  the  other  side 
brings  to  the  floor  of  this  Senate — and 
they  can  protest  forever  about  it,  and 
they  are  wrong— is  a  proposal  that  will 
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threaten  the  arms  agreements  by 
which  missiles  and  bombers  and  other 
strategic  weapons  are  being  reduced 
now  in  other  parts  of  the  world.  The 
fact  is  they  want  to  abrogate  the  arms 
control  treaties.  In  my  judgment,  that 
is  shortsighted. 

The  Ukitdnian  President  on  June 
1st— a  couple  of  days  ago — certified 
that  his  country,  which  used  to  have 
4,000  strategic  and  tactical  nuclear 
warheads,  now  has  zero — zero.  The  Co- 
operative Threat  Reduction  Program 
in  the  Defense  Department,  with  the 
leadership  of  Senators  Nunn,  Lugar, 
and  others,  has  done  a  remarkable  job. 
Is  this  the  only  thing  we  ought  to  do? 
No.  It  is  remarkably  successful.  We 
should  do  many  additional  things,  but 
the  last  thing  we  ought  to  do  is  jump 
on  this  horse  and  ride  off  into  the  sun- 
set to  build  a  $60  billion  program  that 
threatens  to  undermine  all  of  these 
arms  agreements  that  have  led  to  all  of 
this  progress.  This  makes  no  sense  at 
all. 

I  thought  you  all  were  conservatives. 
You  keep  coming  to  the  floor  talking 
about  the  deficit,  and  the  first  thing 
you  do  when  we  finish  that  discussion 
is  come  to  the  floor  with  a  big,  spank- 
ing new,  gold-plated  weapons  program 
that  is  going  to  cost  $60  billion,  a  pro- 
gram we  have  already  spent  $96  billion 
on  according  to  the  Brookings  Institu- 
tion. I  am  telling  you,  it  does  not  add 
up. 

Do  those  who  oppose  the  so-called 
Defend  America  Act,  which  is  really  a 
star  wars  program,  believe  Americans 
should  not  be  defended?  Of  course  not. 
There  are  dozen  of  ways  of  defending 
America.  We  ought  to  do  research  and 
deploy,  and  do  a  whole  range  of  them, 
the  most  important  of  which,  in  my 
judgment,  is  the  deployment  and  im- 
plementation of  the  Cooperative 
Threat  Reduction  Program  initiated  by 
Senators  NuNN  and  Lugar.  But  there 
are  others. 

President  Clinton  says,  let  us  do  the 
research  necessary— several  billion  dol- 
lars. Let  the  system  be  available  for 
deplosmient  if  we  see  that  the  threat 
exists.  And  I  know  we  have  all  of  these 
claims  by  others  about  Korea.  Look, 
Korea  spends  from  $2  to  $5  billion  a 
year  on  their  entire  defense  program. 
We  are  a  country  that  spends  $270  bil- 
lion a  year.  There  is  no  credible  evi- 
dence that  Korea  has  tested  anything 
close  to  a  weapon  that  is  going  to  de- 
liver a  nuclear  warhead  to  parts  of  the 
United  States.  Worry  about  a  suitcase 
bomb  put  in  the  trunk  of  a  Yugo  car 
parked  at  the  dock  of  New  York  City. 
That  is  a  threat.  Worry  about  a  bio- 
logical agent.  That  is  a  thi^at.  But  this 
bill  would  put  all  of  our  eggs  in  this 
basket  and  say  that  the  sky  is  the 
limit,  even  though  it  is  the  taxpayers' 
money.  This  bill  would  have  us  embark 
on  a  $60  billion  spending  program,  and 
when  we  are  finished  we  might  have 
covered— unlikely,      but     maybe — one 


small  slice  of  the  range  of  threats  that 
confront  this  country.  I  think  if  you 
talk  about  shortsightedness,  this  bill 
ranks  up  there  with  an  Olympic  per- 
formance. 

Our  military  leaders  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  have  told  us  that  this 
bill  would  endanger  our  security.  Gen- 
eral Shalikashvili  wrote  to  Senator 
Nunn  to  say  that  "efforts  which  sug- 
gest changes,  or  withdrawal,  from  the 
ABM  Treaty  may  jeopardize  Russian 
ratification  of  START  n  and  could 
prompt  Russia  to  withdraw  from 
START  I." 

In  other  words,  this  bill  could  pull 
the  rug  out  from  under  the  very  thing 
that  is  reducing  the  nuclear  threat,  the 
very  thing  that  results  in  weapons 
being  destroyed.  A  missile  silo  that 
used  to  hold  a  missile  with  six  war- 
heads aimed  at  American  cities  and 
American  military  targets  now  has 
sunflowers  planted  on  top  of  it.  The 
missile  and  its  warheads  are  gone. 

This  proposal  pulls  the  rug  out  from 
under  that  kind  of  an  approach.  I  just 
do  not  understand  that  proposal  at  this 
time  being  brought  to  the  Senate. 

No  matter  what  claims  are  made  on 
the  other  side,  this  is  not  a  debate  be- 
tween those  who  think  Americans 
should  be  defended  and  those  who  be- 
lieve Americans  should  not  be  de- 
fended. That  is  preposterous.  That  is 
an  absurd  contention.  All  of  us  believe 
we  ought  to  spend  money  wisely  to  de- 
fend this  country's  liberty.  All  of  us  be- 
lieve we  ought  to  make  the  invest- 
ments necessary  to  guarantee  the  safe- 
ty of  the  American  people. 

Let  me  thank  the  Senator  from  Geor- 
gia for  the  time.  We  will  have  more  to 
discuss  about  this  subject  later,  and  I 
am  anxious  to  engage  in  further  debate 
when  we  get  to  debate  on  the  bill. 
I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  10 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Indiana, 
Senator  Coats,  a  member  of  the  Senate 
Armed  Services  Committee. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  following 
Senator  Coats'  remarks,  I  will  yield  10 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  New  Mex- 
ico, Senator  Bingaman. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Indiana  is  recognized. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  appre- 
ciate the  opportunity  to  add  some 
words  to  this  debate.  Obviously,  we  all 
believe  that  while  we  can  debate  what 
the  fundamental  i^le  of  the  Congress 
and  the  Government  is,  priorities 
ought  to  be  established.  This  is  true 
particularly  in  the  domestic  spending 
areas  where  there  is  no  constitutional 
responsibility  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. However,  there  is  a  clear  con- 
stitutional responsibility  for  Congress 
to  provide  for  the  national  defense.  In 
that  regard,  we  are  addressing  what  I 
think  is  one  of  the  most  fundamental 
and  most  important  decisions  that  this 


Congress  is  going  to  make  in  the  next 
several  days:  that  is,  what  kind  of  de- 
fense we  will  provide  for  the  United 
States?  To  date,  our  country  has  en- 
joyed the  benefit  of  its  strategic  loca- 
tion— surrounded  by  oceans  east  and 
west,  and  friendly  neighbors  to  the 
north  and  south.  Our  strategic  location 
has  enabled  us  to  ensui-e  the  defense  of 
American  soil.  Today,  however,  the  ad- 
vance of  technology,  the  development 
of  long-range  ballistic  missiles,  and  the 
proliferation  of  those  missiles  among 
nations  who  have  not  had  a  history  of 
responsible  leadership  poses  a  real 
threat  to  the  United  States.  Over  the 
last  several  years  we  have  engaged  in  a 
debate  over  how  to  best  address  this 
emerging  new  threat. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
raised  the  issue  of  other  compelling 
threats.  Indeed,  there  are  other  threats 
Americans  face  from  a  biological, 
chemical,  or  nuclear  weapons  delivered 
through  ballistic  missiles.  A  truck 
packed  with  explosives,  a  ship  cargo 
container  that  sailed  up  into  one  of  our 
ports,  or  any  number  of  other  means  of 
delivering  weapons  of  mass  destruction 
are  clearly  threats  we  must  take  seri- 
ously. However,  the  fact  that  these 
threats  exist  does  not  mean  we  should 
ignore  the  very  real  threat  posed  to 
American  citizens  by  proliferating  bal- 
listic missile  technology,  people. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
talked  about  other  effective  deterrents. 
He  discussed  the  success  that  Ameri- 
cans had  with  a  strategy  of  deterrence 
through  mutual  assured  destruction. 
During  that  particular  era,  there  were 
two  superpowers  engaged  in  a  stand- 
off. Mutual  assured  destruction  seemed 
the  most  feasible  strategy  to  counter 
Soviet  missile  threats.  But,  in  that  era, 
there  was  no  threat  of  missile  pro- 
liferation such  as  we  face  today.  There 
was  a  very  serious,  but  very  definable, 
cold  war  between  the  two  superpowers, 
each  possessing  thousands  of  nuclear 
warheads  that  could  be  used  in  retalia- 
tion against  the  other  should  a  first 
strike  be  launched.  As  we  all  know,  the 
strategy  of  mutual  destruction  is  no 
longer  a  viable  means  of  deterrence. 

There  is  a  also  a  moral  imperative  at 
issue  with  the  concept  of  mutual  as- 
sured destruction.  Simply  to  say  that 
our  best  protection  against  a  missile 
attack  that  could  injure  or  kill  mil- 
lions of  Americans  is  our  capability  to 
respond  in  kind  against  the  country 
that  launched  the  attack,  violates 
basic  moral  considerations  our  Nation 
could  not  support  today. 

I  found  it  interesting  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota  spoke  of  sun- 
flowers now  growing  over  former  mis- 
sile sites.  Most  of  us  would  like  to  see 
sunflowers  growing  over  every  missile 
site,  not  only  in  the  former  Soviet 
Union  but  in  other  countries  around 
the  world.  Unfortimately,  this  has  not 
been  the  case.  More  than  25  countries — 
including  China,  North  Korea,  Libya, 
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Ssrria.  Iran,  Pakistan,  and  India— pos- 
sess or  are  seeking  to  acquire  ballistic 
missiles  capable  of  carrying  nuclear, 
chemical,  or  biological  warheads.  They 
are  actively  pursuing  ballistic  missile 
technology  for  their  fields — not  sun- 
flowers, ^d,  as  we  all  know,  we  have 
had  little  success  discouraging  these 
nations  from  acquiring  missile  tech- 
nology. 

North  Korea  has  been  developing  bal- 
listic missiles  such  as  the  Taepo  Dong 
n,  a  missile  with  a  range  of  up  to  6,000 
miles  that  can  certainly  target  Alaska 
and  Hawaii.  North  Korean  President 
Kim  Jong-n  has  reportedly  ordered  the 
development  and  deplosrment  of  strate- 
gic long-range  ballistic  missiles  tipped 
with  more  powerful  warheads.  By  many 
estimates,  in  less  than  10  years,  North 
Korea  will  be  able  to  deploy  an  oper- 
ational intercontinental  ballistic  mis- 
sile force  capable  of  hitting  the  Amer- 
ican mainland. 

The  administration  is  ignoring  these 
very  serious  trends.  Instead,  it  has 
adopted  a  wait-and-see  strategy  in  its 
approach  to  the  defense  of  our  Nation. 
Much  of  the  administration's  position 
is  derived  from  a  recent  national  intel- 
ligence estimate  report  by  U.S.  intel- 
ligence agencies.  The  NIE  claims  that 
no  country  will  be  able  to  acquire  bal- 
listic missile  technology  capable  of 
reaching  the  United  States  for  at  least 
15  years.  But  NIE's  choice  of  15  years  is 
based  on  calculations  most  Americans 
would  hardly  find  reassuring.  The  15- 
year  estimate  Is  based  primarily  on  the 
indigenous  development  of  missile  sys- 
tems, ignoring  the  rapid  rate  of  ballis- 
tic missile  technology  proliferation  so 
evident  today. 

In  addition,  the  NIE  based  its  threat 
calculations  without  regard  to  Hawaii 
and  Alaska.  The  report  projects  that 
no  rogue  nation  will  possess  the  tech- 
nology capable  of  hitting  the  lower  48 
States  for  15  years.  In  qualifying  its  es- 
timate, the  NIE  discounts  the  more  im- 
mediate threat  of  North  Korea's  Taepo 
Dong  n  missiles  to  these  States.  Yet, 
in  August  1994.  John  Deutch,  then  Dep- 
uty Secretary  of  Defense,  testlHed  be- 
fore Congress  that  "If  the  North  Kore- 
ans field  the  Taepo  Dong  2  missile, 
Guam,  Alaska,  and  parts  of  Hawaii 
would  potentially  be  at  risk."  At  that 
time,  the  CIA  estimated  that  this  sys- 
tem would  be  deployed  before  the  year 
2000. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  the  United 
States  today  has  little  control  over  the 
proliferation  of  ballistic  missile  tech- 
nology. But,  the  time  has  come  for  us 
to  recognize  this  fact  and  act  accord- 
ingly. Mutual  assured  destruction  and 
other  strategies  have  come  and  gone. 
They  are  no  longer  appropriate  for  the 
era  in  which  we  live,  nor  the  threats 
America  might  face  in  21st  century. 
The  administration's  position  of  adher- 
ing to  a  policy  whose  assumptions  are 
based  on  the  perceived  Intentions  of 
countries  rather  than  their  emerging 


capabilities   and   the   realities   of  the 
world  today  is  a  serious  mistake. 

Even  the  NIE  report  warns  that  a  fu- 
ture political  crisis  in  Russia  or  China 
could  lead  to  an  unauthorized  ICBM 
launch  against  the  United  States.  Rus- 
sia today  is  embroiled  in  political  tur- 
moil resulting  from  reform  and  the 
civil  war  in  Chechnya,  while  China  re- 
mains in  the  throes  of  uncertain 
changes  in  political  leadership.  Both 
China  and  Russia  have  also  been  ac- 
tively selling  technology  to  other  na- 
tions. Indeed,  recent  reports  indicate 
that  China  is  attempting  to  buy  SS-18 
missile  technology  from  Russia  and  the 
Ukraine— technology  that  would  sig- 
nificantly enhance  China's  ability  to 
target  American  soil.  Technology 
transfers  such  as  these  give  countries  a 
major  advantage  in  developing  indige- 
nous nuclear  weapons  and  delivery  sys- 
tems, to  include  ballistic  missiles. 
Libya  and  Iraq's  leaders  have  made 
their  desire  to  obtain  such  weapons 
quite  clear,  while  North  Korea  has  been 
willing  to  oblige  by  selling  its  missiles 
to  interested  parties. 

There  are  many  other  countries  ac- 
tively engaged  in  buying  advanced 
technologies  and  missiles.  If  rogue  na- 
tions are  successful  in  buying  systems 
already  developed,  or  can  acquire  the 
technology  to  build  their  own  indige- 
nous systems,  the  United  States  may 
well  face  a  threat  even  sooner  than  ex- 
pected. In  testifying  before  Congress 
earlier  this  year,  Jim  Woolsey— Presi- 
dent Clinton's  first  Director  of  Central 
Intelligence — addressed  the  grave  na- 
ture of  ballistic  missile  technology, 
stating  that: 

Ballistic  missiles  can,  and  In  the  future 
they  Increasingly  will,  be  used  by  hostile 
states  for  blackmail,  terror,  and  to  drive 
wedgres  between  us  and  our  friends  and  allies. 
It  Is  my  judgment  that  the  administration  Is 
not  currently  giving  this  vital  problem  the 
weight  It  deserves. 

Who  is  to  say  that  the  current  inten- 
tions upon  which  the  administration 
rationalizes  its  position  may  not 
quickly  shift  to  the  disadvantage  of  the 
United  States?  Should  one  of  these 
countries  decide  to  target  the  United 
States— for  the  reasons  Jim  Woolsey 
cited — how  will  we  defend  America? 
Reassurances  that  a  ballistic  missile 
defense  system  is  under  development 
will  do  nothing  to  defend  American 
citizens,  just  as  it  does  nothing  to 
deter  future  aggressors. 

Even  if  NIE's  15-year  threat  window 
were  realistic,  a  strategy  of  waiting  to 
deploy  a  defensive  system  until  we  are 
certain  we  will  face  an  imminent  at- 
tack fails  to  recognize  the  reality  that 
deploying  a  new  system  with  advanced 
technology  will  invariably  require  fine- 
tuning.  This  hedge  strategy  risks  the 
welfare  of  American  citizens  in  the 
face  of  a  direct  threat  to  our  national 
security. 

Proliferation  of  nuclear,  biological, 
chemical  weapons  and  the  means  to  de- 
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liver  them  is  a  dangerous  game.  While 
we  must  continue  our  efforts  to  pre- 
vent rogue  nations  from  acquiring  this 
technology  and  thus  endangering  us, 
we  must  also  concede  that  ultimately 
we  are  powerless  to  deter  the  acquisi- 
tion of  this  technology.  If  we  cannot 
deter  the  proliferation  of  ballistic  mis- 
sile technology,  we  must  at  least  di- 
minish the  incentive  for  attacking  the 
United  States  and  nullify  the  potential 
consequences  of  such  an  attack.  We  can 
do  this  by  developing  and  deploying  a 
national  missile  defense  system.  In  the 
end,  it  is  the  only  plausible  strategy  to 
protect  American  citizens  fi-om  the  fu- 
ture threat  of  a  ballistic  missile  at- 
tack. As  former  British  Prime  Minister 
Margaret  Thatcher  recently  remarked: 
Acquiring  an  effective  global  defense 
against  ballistic  missiles  Is  ...  a  matter  of 
the  greatest  importance  and  urgency.  But 
the  risk  Is  that  thousands  of  i)eople  may  be 
killed  by  an  attack  which  forethought  and 
wise  preparations  might  have  prevented. 

It  is  the  reality  of  the  proliferation 
of  ballistic  missile  technology,  the  ca- 
pability of  providing  nuclear,  chemical 
or  biological  destruction  through  the 
delivery  on  ballistic  missiles,  and  the 
proliferation  of  those  missiles  that  de- 
mands we  give  serious  consideration  to 
a  national  missile  defense  system.  We 
are  making  positive  strides  in  provid- 
ing theater  missile  defense  protection 
for  our  troops  abroad.  But,  in  my  opin- 
ion, we  are  not  taking  the  steps  that 
we  need  to  take  to  provide  that  same 
kind  of  protection  to  Americans  here 
at  home. 

It  is  a  risky  strategy  to  continue  to 
postpone  the  basic  decisions  that  need 
to  be  made  relative  to  deployment  of  a 
national  missile  defense  system.  We 
can  argue  over  timing.  We  can  argue 
over  the  deployment.  We  can  argue 
over  the  cost  that  is  appropriate  in  re- 
lationship to  our  budget  each  year.  But 
we  must  not  deny  our  citizens  protec- 
tion from  the  grave  potential  of  a  fu- 
ture ballistic  missile  attack  on  the 
United  States. 

There  is  a  little  doubt  that  the  clo- 
ture vote  which  will  take  place  at  2:15 
will  succeed.  The  previous  speaker  has 
challenged  us  to  get  to  the  debate.  We 
will  need  his  help  in  order  to  get  to 
that  debate.  Indeed,  we  are  going  to 
need  help  from  those  who  have  opposed 
the  proposal  before  us  in  order  to  get 
to  the  heart  of  the  critical  issues  ad- 
dressed in  the  Defend  America  Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  has  10  minutes. 
Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
also  rise  in  opposition  to  the  motion  to 
proceed  on  this  bill,  this  so-called  De- 
fend America  Act.  The  bill  is  bad  pol- 
icy for  many  reasons.  Several  of  my 
colleagues  have  already  mentioned 
some  of  those. 

First,  the  bill  would  undermine  Rus- 
sia's ratification  of  the  START  II  Trea- 
ty, and  undermine  the  Implementation 
of  the  START  I  Treaty.  These  treaties 
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will  destroy  vastly  more  Russian  nu- 
clear weapons  than  any  missile  defense 
program  that  is  being  proposed  in  this 
legislation. 

A  second  reason  the  bill  is  bad  policy 
is  that  the  bill  would  mandate  the  pre- 
mature deployment  of  a  national  mis- 
sile defense  that  we  do  not  know  today 
how  to  deploy,  whatever  the  pro- 
ponents of  the  bill  may  argue. 

A  third  very  significant  reason  why 
this  bill  is  bad  public  policy  is  that  it 
would  divert  many  billions  of  dollars — 
the  estimate  is  about  $60  billion— from 
higher  Pentagon  priorities,  particu- 
larly around  the  turn  of  the  century 
when  the  Republican  defense  budgets 
fall  below  the  I^resident's  defense  budg- 
ets. 

I  do  think  we  need  to  ask  where  the 
money  is  coming  from.  As  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  said  a  few  moments 
ago,  it  is  ironic  that  the  effort  is  being 
made  to  move  ahead  on  this  legislation 
the  same  week  the  Senate  is  being 
asked  to  once  again  vote  on  whether  or 
not  to  embrace  a  balanced  budget  con- 
stitutional amendment.  We  also  need 
to  ask  at  what  expense  to  our  other  de- 
fense capabilities  would  we  be  adopting 
this  kind  of  legislation.  The  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  believe  those  other  de- 
fense capabilities  are  more  important. 
We  need  to  heed  their  advice  on  this. 

The  proponents  of  this  bill  do  not 
know  what  system  they  are  demanding 
to  deploy.  They  do  not  know  what  it 
will  cost.  They  seem  at  best  indifferent 
to  the  reaction  that  we  would  find  in 
Russia,  and  at  worst  they  seem  to  rush 
to  embrace  the  demise  of  the  Anti-Bal- 
listic Missile  Treaty  as  a  welcome  con- 
sequence of  this  bill. 

We  need  to  ask  ourselves  why  is  this 
not  the  position  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff?  Why  do  the  Joint  Chiefs  put 
higher  priority  on  preserving  START  I 
and  going  forward  with  START  n  and 
on  developing  other  defense  capabili- 
ties, including  theater  missile  de- 
fenses? The  proponents  of  this  legisla- 
tion have  no  answers  to  those  ques- 
tions. 

Let  me  spend  a  few  minutes  talking 
about  some  of  the  reasons  I  am  deeply 
skeptical  of  our  ability  to  develop 
highly  effective  national  missile  de- 
fenses, as  called  for  in  this  bill,  in  the 
timeframe  that  is  set  out  and  required 
by  this  bill.  I  have  followed  this  debate 
fairly  closely  since  March  1983,  shortly 
after  I  came  to  the  Senate  and  Presi- 
dent Reagan  gave  his  famous  star  wars 
speech.  We  now  know,  many  years 
later,  that  President  Reagan  had  essen- 
tially been  sold  a  bill  of  goods  by  the 
proponents  of  star  wars.  He  was  told 
that  an  x-ray  laser,  driven  by  a  nuclear 
explosion  in  space,  could  wipe  out  a 
whole  swarm  of  attacking  Soviet 
ICBM's.  But  the  x-ray  laser  proved  to 
be  neither  technically  sound  nor  politi- 
cally viable.  The  nuclear  component  of 
the  SDI  program  was  gone  within  a 
couple  of  years.  Instead,  the  goal  be- 


came a  nonnuclear  national  missile  de- 
fense composed  of  a  wide  range  of  ki- 
netic-kill and  directed-energy  weapons 
coupled  with  advanced  space  and 
ground  sensors  that  could  provide  some 
sort  of  astrodome-like,  leak-proof  pro- 
tection for  the  American  people 
aigainst  all  ballistic  missile  attacks. 

Mr.  President,  there  was  almost  no 
one  in  the  technical  community  at  the 
time  who  thought  that  it  was  possible 
to  develop  what  I  just  described.  I  dis- 
tinctly remember  being  briefed  at 
Sandia  National  Laboratories  in  the 
mid-1980's  on  their  red  team  analyses 
of  the  various  proposals  being  put  for- 
ward as  part  of  the  strategic  defense 
initiative  [SDI]  by  contractors.  The  red 
team  always  won.  Nevertheless,  we 
spent  billions  of  dollars  in  pursuit  of 
this  goal  that  not  even  the  proponents 
of  this  bill  support  today. 

It  was  not  until  Senator  Shelby  and 
I  offered  an  amendment  in  1989  that 
Congress  even  tried  to  look  at  the  com- 
ponent parts  of  the  SDI  Program  and 
put  some  priority  on  those  that  made 
sense,  at  the  same  time  scaling  back 
those  that  did  not.  That  amendment, 
which  was  debated  on  the  eve  of  Iraq's 
invasion  of  Kuwait,  put  first  priority 
on  developing  theater  missile  defenses, 
and  it  called  for  sharp  cutbacks  In  the 
more  exotic  space-based  SDI  systems, 
such  as  the  system  that  was  then 
known  as  Brilliant  Pebbles. 

The  Persian  Gulf  war  heightened  the 
consensus  that  our  first  priority  should 
be  theater  defenses,  if  we  could  come 
up  with  some  type  of  theater  defenses 
that,  in  fact,  were  effective.  The  Pa- 
triot interceptor  clearly  had  been  inef- 
fective against  the  Iraqi  Scud  attacks 
during  the  war,  as  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  noted  yesterday.  So  in  1990, 
under  Senator  Nunn's  amendment,  pri- 
ority was  once  again  given  to  theater 
defenses. 

Why  has  it  been  so  hard  for  us  to 
come  up  with  effective  theater  missile 
defense  systems?  Since  1989,  we  have 
spent  over  $10  billion  on  developing 
theater  missile  defenses.  The  President 
proposed  another  $2  billion  in  fiscal 
year  1997,  the  budget  that  we  are  still 
working  on.  Some  of  these  systems, 
such  as  THAAD,  are  now  entering  test- 
ing, but,  thus  far,  they  have  not  had 
great  success  in  the  way  of  hitting  tar- 
gets. 

Why  is  that,  Mr.  President?  It  is  true 
because  hitting  a  bullet  with  a  bullet  is 
a  very,  very  difficult  thing  to  accom- 
plish. A  theater  ballistic  missile  will  be 
moving  at  up  to  5  kilometers  per  sec- 
ond or  3  miles  per  second  as  it  ap- 
proaches its  target.  Think  about  that. 
Three  miles  per  second.  An  interceptor 
missile  sent  up  to  intercept  it  travels 
at  approximately  the  same  speed  and  it 
has  to  maneuver  so  that  it  ends  up  in 
the  same  breadbasket-sized  space  at 
precisely  the  right  moment  as  the  two 
missiles  approach  each  other  at  up  to  6 
miles  per  second.  That  is  a  pretty  good 
trick. 


The  Congress  has  been  calling  for 
highly  effective  theater  missile  de- 
fenses for  at  least  7  years  now.  We  have 
been  supporting  research  for  far  longer. 
And  yet.  as  I  said,  we  have  not  hit  very 
much.  We  all  hope  that  our  invest- 
ments in  THAAD  and  Navy  Lower  Tier 
and  improved  Patriot  and  MEADS  and 
Navy  Upper  Tier  will  eventually  result 
in  a  reasonably  effective  theater  de- 
fense capability.  We  know  that  that  is 
a  capability  our  military  commanders 
want  because  finding  and  destroying 
small  truck-mounted  Scud-sized  mis- 
siles before  they  were  launched  proved 
very  difficult  in  the  Persian  Gulf  war. 

However,  after  7  years,  in  which  Con- 
gress consistently  approved  the  re- 
quests for  theater  missile  defense  sys- 
tem funding— in  fact,  added  funds  dur- 
ing several  of  those  years — we  still  do 
not  have  a  highly  effective  theater 
missile  defense,  although  we,  hope- 
fully, have  some  promising  candidates. 
Anyone  who  told  us  that  theater  mis- 
sile defenses  would  be  easy  back  in  the 
1980's  should  have  conceded  their  mis- 
take by  now.  Anyone  who  promised  as- 
trodomes for  national  missile  defense 
should  have  lost  credibility  with  Con- 
gress and  the  American  people  a  long 
time  ago. 

Yet.  it  is  that  same  crowd  who  Is 
pushing  this  legislation.  They  are 
much  more  careful  about  promising  as- 
trodomes now.  Instead,  this  bill  calls 
for  deployment  "by  the  end  of  2003"  of 
"a  National  Missile  Defense  system 
thatr- 

(1)  Is  capable  of  providing  a  highly-effec- 
tive defense  of  the  territory  of  the  United 
States  against  limited,  unauthorized  or  acci- 
dental ballistic  missile  attacks;  and 

(2)  Win  be  augmented  over  time  to  provide 
a  layered  defense  against  larger  and  more  so- 
phisticated ballistic  missile  threats  as  they 
emerge." 

Seven  years  from  now,  according  to 
this  bill,  we  are  supposed  to  have 
solved  a  harder  problem  than  theater 
defenses,  namely  national  missile  de- 
fense, and  deployed  a  system.  The  pro- 
ponents totally  disregard  the  lessons  of 
how  hard  it  has  been  to  develop  theater 
defenses  over  the  past  7  years.  These 
technological  developments  can-not  be 
made  on  a  congressionally  mandated 
time  schedule. 

We  also  need  to  ask  what  the  threat 
is  that  is  conjured  up  to  justify  spend- 
ing this  $60  billion  contemplated  In 
this  bill.  Is  it  a  real  threat  like  the  mo- 
bile Scuds  that  our  troops  faced  in  the 
Persian  Gulf?  The  intelligence  commu- 
nity does  not  think  so.  Yet,  the  threat 
you  hear  the  most  about  from  the  pro- 
ponents of  this  bill  is  the  potential 
threat  that  North  Korea  could  develop 
a  missile,  the  Taepo  Dong  n.  capable  of 
attacking  the  Aleutian  Islands  some- 
time soon.  The  proponents  attack  the 
intelligence  conMiunity  for  not  leaping 
to  the  conclusion  that  this  threat  jus- 
tifies deployment  of  a  national  missile 
defense  now. 

Let  me  put  a  few  facts  on  the  table 
about  this  potential  threat. 
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North  Korea's  total  irross  national 
product  Is  about  $25  billion.  That  is 
less  than  one-third  of  1  percent  of  the 
U.S.  gross  national  product.  In  fact, 
that  country  is  bankrupt,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. Its  people  are  malnourished,  if 
not  starving.  Its  total  defense  budget  is 
less  than  $6  billion,  which  is  approxi- 
mately one-fortieth  of  our  own,  and  yet 
those  who  want  to  pursue  a  crash  na- 
tional missile  defense  system  criticize 
the  intelligence  community  for  unani- 
mously judging  that  it  might  be  dif- 
ficult for  North  Korea  to  develop  a 
long-range  missile  in  the  next  15  years. 

If  North  Korea's  Taepo  Dong  n — a 
missile  that  does  not  today  exist — is 
the  justification  for  this  bill,  it  is  a 
pretty  thin  justification  indeed.  But  let 
us  take  this  argument  further.  Let  us 
give  the  proponents  of  this  bill  the  ben- 
efit of  the  doubt.  Let  us  say  that  this 
bankrupt  country  actually  started 
building  such  an  intercontinental  bal- 
listic missile  tomorrow.  Are  we  a  piti- 
ful helpless  giant  incapable  of  respond- 
ing? Does  our  $267  billion  defense  budg- 
et provide  our  President  and  our  mili- 
tary leaders  no  options  to  deal  with 
this  threat?  Should  we  sue  for  peace? 
Of  course  not. 

The  Taepo  Dong  n,  if  it  ever  exists, 
would  be  a  large  immobile  missile.  We 
would  know  about  its  development  im- 
mediately through  our  Intelligence  ca- 
pabilities. And  we  would  be  able  to  de- 
stroy it  by  a  preemptive  strike  long  be- 
fore it  was  ready  to  be  launched,  just 
as  Israel  once  dealt  with  the  Iraqi  nu- 
clear complex. 

If  the  threat  is  a  rogue  nation,  like 
North  Korea,  Iraq,  Iran,  or  Libya,  de- 
veloping an  ICBM,  then  clearly  pre- 
emption with  our  existing  military  ca- 
I>abilities  would  clearly  handle  such  a 
threat  with  very  high  confidence.  It  is 
a  far  higher  confidence  level  than  we 
are  ever  likely  to  achieve  with  a  na- 
tional missile  defense  system.  The 
American  people  would  support  such  a 
preemptive  strike,  just  as  they  support 
today  the  threat  of  preemption  which 
Secretary  Perry  has  made  to  the  un- 
derground Libyan  complex  shoiUd  it 
begin  to  manufacture  chemical  weap- 
ons. 

There  is  an  editorial,  which  I  want  to 
cite  on  this  point,  that  was  in  the  May 
13.  1996  edition  of  the  Patriot  & 
Evening  News  out  of  Harrisburg,  PA. 
This  is  an  article  called  "Offense  is 
Best  Missile  Defense.  " 

The  author  makes  the  obvious  point 
about  the  threat  from  rogue  states.  He 
says: 

If  a  nation  hostile  to  the  United  States 
should  acquire  the  capability  to  send  a  mis- 
sile cor  way,  dare  we  wait  until  It  Is  Ored  to 
see  If  our  missile  defense  system  actually 
works?  Or  would  we  In  £act  use  other  mili- 
tary means  to  go  In  and  put  It  out  of  com- 
mission before  It  was  fired? 

The  answer  surely  Is  that  you  do  not  place 
the  fate  of  thousands  of  American  lives  on 
unproven  technology  of  uncertain  pro- 
ficiency. You  eliminate  the  threat  before  it 


eliminates  you,  a  strategy  that  would  make 
deplojrment  of  a  missile  defense  sjrstem 
pointless  and  redundant. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  full  text  of  this  article 
appear  at  the  end  of  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

[See  exhibit  1.] 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  So,  Mr.  President, 
the  threat  of  a  rogue  nation  really  can- 
not and  should  not  be  the  justification 
for  this  bill  and  the  expenditure  of  tens 
of  billions  of  dollars. 

But  let  us  also  look  at  the  technical 
side  of  national  missile  defense.  As  the 
senior  Senator  from  Ohio,  Senator 
Glenn,  has  said  many  times  on  this 
floor,  we  do  not  today  know  how  to  do 
this,  whatever  a  contractor  may  claim. 
With  ICBM's  we  are  talking  about  bul- 
lets intercepting  bullets  with  closing 
velocities  of  up  to  10  miles  per  second. 
The  President  and  Secretary  Perry  pro- 
pose to  continue  research  in  this  area 
at  the  rate  of  half  a  billion  dollars  per 
year  to  see  if  we  can  solve  the  tech- 
nical problems.  That  is  an  adequate 
amount  in  my  judgment,  given  how  lit- 
tle has  been  delivered  thus  far  after  the 
expenditure  of  many  tens  of  billions  of 
dollars.  I  am  from  Missouri  like  Harry 
Truman  when  I  hear  any  promises 
about  how  close  we  are  to  solving  the 
technical  problems  of  national  missile 
defense.  Someone  is  going  to  have  to 
show  me  with  real  test  results.  I  have 
heard  such  promises  before.  The  Amer- 
ican people  have  heard  such  promises 
before. 

Mr.  President,  if  the  threat  from 
rogue  states  is  remote  and  capable  of 
being  handled  by  other  means,  as  I  be- 
lieve it  is,  if  we  have  no  technical  solu- 
tion in  hand,  if  we  risk  undermining 
the  benefits  of  START  I  and  the 
START  n  Treaty  as  well,  then  why  on 
Earth  should  we  move  ahead  to  pass 
this  bill?  The  proponents  threaten  us 
with  some  variation  of  the  astrodome 
30-second  political  spot.  They  feel  the 
American  people  will  be  outraged  that 
we  do  not  have  a  national  missile  de- 
fense system.  But  it  is  much  more  like- 
ly that  the  American  people  will  see 
this  legislation  for  what  it  is,  a  fis- 
cally, technically,  and  strategically 
unsound  bill  that  will  damage  both  our 
Treasury  and  our  security. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  it  would  be 
folly  for  us  to  proceed  to  enact  it  and 
the  American  people  will  not  be  fooled 
into  believing  otherwise.  I  appreciate 
the  time  and  yield  the  floor. 

EXHIBm 

[From  the  Harrisburg  (PA)  Patriot  & 

Evening  News.  May  13. 1996] 
Offense  is  best  Missile  Defense 

AMERICA  needs  A  SYSTEM  TO  PROTECT  DE- 
PLOYED TROOPS.  BUT  SHOULD  TAKE  OUT  AT- 
TACK CAPABILITY  OF  ROGUE  NATION 

Should  the  United  States  develop  and  de- 
ploy a  system  to  destroy  Incoming  missiles 
fired  by  a  rogue  state,  such  as  Iran  or  North 
Korea? 


That  Is  the  Issue  In  what  the  House  leader- 
ship has  dubbed  "Defend  America  Week."  as 
it  considers  legislation  that  would  deploy  a 
missile  defense  system  by  the  year  2003. 

At  stake.  Republicans  argue.  Is  the  na- 
tion's security  in  a  world  where  all  sorts  of 
nations  are  equipping  themselves  with  or 
seeking  weapons  of  mass  destruction. 

Also  at  stake  are  billions  of  dollars,  and 
perhaps  the  ability  of  our  military  forces  to 
carry  out  more  conventional  missions,  for 
the  defense  pot  isn't  likely  to  get  much  big- 
ger even  if  Congress  votes  for  deployment  of 
expensive  defensive  missiles. 

Is  such  a  deployment  necessary?  The  Clin- 
ton administration  proposes  to  spend  $600 
million  annually  for  five  years  to  develop  a 
system,  but  not  deploy  It  unless  a  clear 
threat  emerges.  No  nation  that  might  pose 
such  a  threat  has  the  capability  to  launch  a 
missile  that  can  reach  American  shores.  And 
the  best  intelligence  estimate  is  that  such 
capability  Is  at  least  15  years  away. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  administration 
does  propose  to  fund  the  development  and  de- 
plo3rment  of  a  theater  antl-mlssUe  system  to 
protect  American  military  forces  overseas 
from  attacks  such  as  those  by  Scud  missiles 
we  saw  during  the  Persian  Gulf  War. 

Not  only  Is  there  no  immediate  threat  that 
would  require  deployment  of  a  national  mis- 
sile-defense system,  the  so-called  "Defend 
America  Act"  doesn't  even  define  the  type  of 
system  that  would  be  developed  or  deployed, 
"rhat  suggests  a  considerable  gap  between 
the  idea  and  an  actual  system  capable  of 
picking  off  a  missile  before  It  inflicts  harm 
on  this  country. 

Indeed,  one  of  the  argxmients  against  early 
deployment  Is  that  the  pace  of  technology 
could  well  render  such  a  system  obsolete  in 
the  estimated  three  years  required  for  it  to 
become  operational. 

The  costs  are  not  inconsequential.  Deploy- 
ment of  even  a  modest,  single  site,  ground- 
based  system  could  amount  to  $5  billion, 
though  It  would  be  of  doubtful  worth.  A  more 
ambitious  system  would  cost  on  the  order  of 
$25  billion.  A  multi-site  system  could  mn  $44 
billion  or  more,  but  would  also  violate  the 
ABM  treaty  with  Russia,  which  limits  each 
country  to  one  ABM  site. 

More  to  the  point,  if  a  nation  hostile  to  the 
United  States  should  acquire  the  capability 
to  send  a  missile  our  way.  dare  we  wait  until 
it  is  fired  and  see  If  our  missile  defense  sys- 
tem actually  works?  Or  would  we  in  fact  use 
other  military  means  to  go  In  and  put  it  out 
of  commission  before  it  was  fired? 

The  answer  surely  is  that  you  do  not  place 
the  f^te  of  thousands  of  American  lives  on 
unproven  technology  of  uncertain  pro- 
ficiency. You  eliminate  the  threat  before  it 
eliminates  you.  a  strategy  that  would  make 
deployment  of  a  missile  defense  system 
pointless  and  redundant. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  10 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa, Senator  Inhofe,  a  member  of 
the  Senate  Armed  Services  Committee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma,  Mr.  Inhofe,  is  rec- 
ognized for  10  minutes. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  yielding. 

We  are  in  the  middle  of  a  debate  we 
have  heard  over  and  over.  I  do  not 
think  I  have  heard  anything  today  or 
yesterday  that  I  have  not  heard  al- 
ready and  we  have  not  discussed  at 
some  length. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  mis- 
characterizes  the  threat  that  exists  out 
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there.  I  hope  we  can  go  back  and  recall 
some  of  that  debate  because  it  started. 
In  characterizing  the  threat,  2  yeau^ 
ago,  when  James  Woolsey,  who  has  al- 
ready been  identified  as  the  CIA  Direc- 
tor under  President  Clinton,  who  has 
stated  that  we  know  of  between  20  and 
25  nations  that  have  or  are  in  the  final 
stages  of  developing  weapons  of  mass 
destruction,  either  biological,  chemi- 
cal, or  nuclear,  and  are  developing  the 
missile  means  in  delivering  those 
weapons.  He  said  this  2  years  ago. 

I  suggest  that  those  who  look  wist- 
fully back  and  say,  "Isn't  it  wonderful 
that  the  cold  war  is  over,"  that  the 
threat  could  very  easily  be,  and  I  think 
it  is.  greater  than  it  was  during  the 
cold  war.  During  the  cold  war,  we  had 
the  U.S.S.R.  and  the  United  States  as 
two  superpowers.  So  it  made  some 
sense  to  some  people  to  come  up  with 
agreements  to  downgrade  nuclear  capa- 
bility because  there  were  only  two  nu- 
clear superpowers  out  there.  But  if  we 
are  talking  about  25  to  30  nations  now 
and  we  establish  some  type  of  relation- 
ship with  Russia,  since  the  U.S.S.R.  is 
no  longer  in  existence,  then  we  still 
have  25  or  30  other  nations  that  are 
building  up  their  nuclear  capability  at 
the  same  time  we  are  tearing  ours 
down. 

Is  the  threat  out  there?  The  Russians 
have  the  SS-25,  the  SS-18.  which  is  a 
MIRV'd  missile,  I  think,  with  10  war- 
heads. They  have  the  capability  of 
launching.  And  North  Korea's  Taepo 
Dong  n  missile  that  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  talked  about,  that  is  some- 
thing that  the  experts  say  is  within  5 
years — and  I  have  heard  lower  figures 
than  that — of  being  able  to  reach  the 
United  States.  We  are  taJking  about 
technology  that  exists.  We  are  talking 
about  missiles  that  can  reach  long  dis- 
tances and  can  reach  the  United  States 
from  such  places  as  China,  Russia,  and 
North  Korea. 

I  also  suggest  that  we  do  not  need  to 
talk  about  the  gross  national  product 
of  North  Korea.  That  should  not  enter 
into  this  debate.  I  do  not  care  what 
their  gross  national  product  is.  If  they 
have  a  Taepo  Dong  n  missile  that  can 
reach  the  United  States,  it  only  takes 
one.  Coming  from  Oklahoma,  I  can  tell 
you,  one  bomb  is  enough. 

So  when  you  look  at  the  threat,  I 
think  you  need  to  consult  the  individ- 
uals who  are  the  experts  and  the  ones 
who  said  we  know  what  capability  is 
there. 

We  have  had  this  debate  already.  We 
had  this  debate  in  1991.  We  decided  we 
would  protect  ourselves  against  the 
threat  of  a  missile  attack  by  the  year 
1996.  Here  it  is  1996. 

We  are  having  this  debate  again. 
Technology  has  improved.  As  far  as  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico's  statement 
about  hitting  a  bullet  with  a  bullet- 
yes,  that  is  a  difficult  thing,  but  there 
is  not  a  person  in  the  United  States 
who  was  not  watching  CNN  during  the 


Persian  Gulf  war.  and  we  all  saw  Pa- 
triot bullets  hitting  Scud  bullets.  That 
was  5  years  ago.  Mr.  President,  we  can 
hit  a  bullet  with  a  bullet. 

When  you  are  talking  about  the  prop- 
er function  of  Government,  I  cannot 
think  of  any  function  that  is  more  sig- 
nificant than  protecting  the  citizens  of 
the  United  States. 

We  had  a  lot  of  discussion  about  the 
cost  of  this.  I  hear  these  figures  being 
batted  around,  $30  and  $60  billion.  The 
fact  is  we  already  have  somewhere  be- 
tween $44  and  $50  billion  invested  in 
our  Aegis  ships.  We  have  22  cruisers 
and  destroyers  already  floating  out 
there  with  latmchlng  capability. 

We  want  to  get  them  upgraded  so 
they  can  reach  up  into  the  upper  tier 
and  defend  us  against  missile  attack.  I 
do  not  see  anything  un-American  about 
that.  That  money  has  already  been 
spent.  We  have  that  investment.  We 
are  down  now  to  a  very  small  amount 
of  money  that  could  bring  us  to  the  re- 
ality of  being  able  to  defend  ourselves. 

Here  is  Team  B  of  the  Heritage  Foun- 
dation, which  is  made  up  of  a  lot  of 
very  knowledgeable  people,  such  as  Lt. 
Gen.  James  Abrahamson,  former  SDIO 
Dfrector  and  Associate  NASA  Adminis- 
trator, and  Lt.  Gen.  Daniel  Graham, 
the  former  Director  of  the  Defense  In- 
telligence Agency. 

We  have  all  of  these  people  sitting 
down  determining  the  cost  of  actually 
coming  up  with  a  system  that  will  pro- 
tect America  using  the  Navy's  Aegis 
system.  They  say  it  is  going  to  be 
somewhere  in  the  neighborhood  of  $3 
billion,  plus  $5  billion  if  we  are  going  to 
field  the  satellites  we  need  to  be  able 
to  detect  where  one  of  these  missiles  is 
launched. 

To  be  able  to  use  our  satellites  to  de- 
tect a  missile  that  is  coming  toward 
the  United  States  will  cost,  according 
to  the  Heritage  experts,  approximately 
$5  billion.  If  you  take  the  CBO  report 
and  look  at  what  it  really  says— and 
they  talk  about  the  figures  $31  to  $60 
billion — what  they  are  talking  about  is 
if  you  want  to  buy  every  available  mis- 
sile defense  technology  there  is. 

What  we  are  suggesting  in  this  bill 
right  here  is  that  the  President  and  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  look  at  all  the 
technology,  look  at  the  land-launched 
missiles,  look  at  the  Navy's  Aegis  sys- 
tem and  space  systems  and  pick  the 
right  combination  that  will  defend 
America. 

What  the  CBO  did  was  to  add  up  the 
cost  as  if  we  adopted  everything.  It  is 
like  going  into  a  used  car  lot  and  buy- 
ing every  car  in  the  lot,  not  just  the 
one  that  is  going  to  take  care  of  our 
needs. 

So  the  cost  is  not  that  much.  If  the 
CBO  is  right,  and  if  it  is  between  the 
$30  and  $60  billion — let  us  assume  it  is 
$40  billion— that  is  the  total  cost  from 
1997  to  the  year  2010.  That  is  14  years. 
So  we  would  be  taking  approximately 
$3  billion  a  year. 


The  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
talked  about  the  fact  that  there  was 
not  any  real  threat  from  North  Korea. 
I  suggest  that  the  Senator  go  back  and 
reread  what  Gen.  Gary  Luck,  the 
United  States  commander  in  South 
Korea,  came  out  and  stated  this  year 
before  the  Armed  Services  Committee. 
He  said  we  have  very  serious  threats. 
Granted,  we  are  talking  about  more  of 
a  theater  missile  problem  there  in 
Korea.  But  he  said:  With  37.000  Ameri- 
cans in  South  Korea,  we  need  to  start 
working  on  this  system  right  now  be- 
cause we  know  what  the  Taepo  Dong  n 
missile  is  advancing  and  we  know  what 
kind  of  threat  it  will  be  not  just  to 
South  Korea  but  to  the  United  States. 
So  I  would  like,  rather  than  to  listen 
to  someone  who  has  very  little  knowl- 
edge about  the  technology  that  is 
available  out  there,  to  listen  to  those 
who  are  the  experts.  I  also  add  that  the 
experts— I  was  very  proud  of  the  four 
chiefs  of  the  four  services  the  other  day 
coming  out  and  saying  that  out  mili- 
tary procurement  is  underfunded  by  $20 
billion  underfimded — recognizing  we  in 
America  are  not  paying  proper  atten- 
tion to  defending  America.  It  took  a 
lot  of  courage  for  them  to  say  that. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  goes 
on  and  on  talking  about  $60  billion,  $90 
billion,  large  sums  of  money,  as  if  none 
of  that  has  already  been  spent.  I  sug- 
gest. Mr.  President,  that  the  vast  ma- 
jority of  what  we  need  for  missile  de- 
fense has  been  spent,  that  we  could 
take  the  amount  of  money  that  has 
been  spent  and  spend  about  10  percent 
more  and  have  a  system  in  place  that 
would  be  able  to  shoot  down  an  ICBM 
missile  if  it  came  toward  the  United 
States. 

Coming  from  Oklahoma,  I  think  I  am 
probably  a  little  more  sensitive  to 
what  kind  of  a  disaster  can  take  place. 
I  was  there  the  day  after  the  bombing 
of  the  Federal  building  in  Oklahoma 
City.  It  is  easy  to  sit  here,  read  the  ac- 
counts in  the  paper,  maybe  watch  TV 
and  not  be  too  impressed  with  how  per- 
sonal this  is.  When  you  have  a  close 
friend  whose  son  and  daughter  were  in 
that  building,  were  killed  in  that  build- 
ing, and  they  did  not  know  it  for  3 
days:  when  you  see  the  disaster,  the 
millions  of  dollars  that  were  lost,  the 
half  billion  dollars  that  was  identified 
in  property  damage,  the  168  lives;  and 
then  you  realize  that  the  explosive 
power  of  the  bomb  that  went  off  in 
Oklahoma  City  was  equal  to  a  ton  of 
TNT.  while  the  smallest  nuclear  war- 
head that  we  know  about  today  that 
our  intelligence  commimity  can  docu- 
ment is  1  kiloton.  a  thousand  times  the 
size  of  the  bomb  that  wiped  out  the 
Murrah  Federal  office  building  in  Okla- 
homa City — I  just  say  to  those  who  like 
to  keep  thefr  head  in  the  sand,  those 
who  like  to  believe  that  there  is  no 
threat  out  there,  a  lot  of  the  experts 
disagree  with  you.  And  what  if  you  are 
wrong? 
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The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  Time  has 
expired.  Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President.  I  believe 
the  Senator  from  Michigan,  Senator 
Levin,  had  been  on  the  floor  and  would 
like  to  speak.  But  he  is  not  here  now. 
Mr.  KYL.  If  he  is  not  here.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  will  jrield  5  minutes  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Mississippi,  Senator  Coch- 
ran. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Mississippi,  Senator  Coch- 
ran, is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  my  distingmshed  colleague  from 
Arizona  for  yielding  time  to  me. 

The  most  often  heard  criticisms  of 
this  legislation  that  have  come  to  my 
attention  and  that  I  have  read  in  the 
op-ed  pieces  and  the  newspapers  consist 
generally  of  three  main  argimients: 
First,  the  system  costs  too  much;  sec- 
ond, we  will  violate  the  ABM  Treaty; 
third,  this  is  not  the  real  threat  we  are 
dealing  with  right  now,  that  it  is  more 
of  a  terrorism  threat,  that  people  could 
bring  a  nuclear  weapon  in  a  suitcase 
and  put  it  anjrwhere  in  the  United 
States,  and  that  this  is  what  we  have 
to  concentrate  our  attention  on. 

Let  me  take  those  arguments  and 
just  say  that  on  the  basis  of  the  facts— 
not  the  rhetoric,  not  the  eye  wash,  not 
the  double-talk,  but  the  facts— before 
our  Committee  on  Defense  Appropria- 
tions, we  have  heard  of  a  system  that, 
using  a  sea-based  sjratem,  we  can  de- 
ploy a  missile  defense  system  with  ex- 
isting ships,  cruisers,  that  are  now  in 
the  inventory  of  the  U.S.  Navy  and  at 
sea  around  the  world  that  have  a  firing 
system  that  is  capable  of  being  used  for 
launching  interceptors.  This  can  be  de- 
ployed over  a  5-year  period  at  a  cost  of 
between  S2  and  S3  billion. 

Think  about  that.  That  is  within  the 
budget  request  being  submitted  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States  for  mis- 
sile defense.  Other  testimony  came 
from  the  Air  Force.  The  highest  rank- 
ing officers  of  the  Air  Force  described 
before  our  committee  a  ground-based 
system,  the  technology  for  which  al- 
ready exists  and  is  proven  to  be  very 
promising  in  this  area.  The  cost?  S2  to 
S2.5  billion.  Now,  come  on. 

There  was  testimony  from  the  Army, 
the  highest  ranking  officials  in  the 
Army,  about  a  ground-based  system  for 
missile  defense.  One  estimate  was  from 
$5  to  $7  billion  over  a  period  of  years  to 
deploy  this  system. 

The  reason  those  costs  are  so  low  is 
because  we  have  already  invested  sub- 
stantial sums  of  money.  Those  invest- 
ments are  not  wasted  if  we  will  go 
ahead  and  deploy  a  system  in  an  or- 
derly way,  using  the  technology  that  is 
there. 

Second,  opponents  of  national  missile 
defense  say  we  will  violate  the  ABM 
Treaty.  The  Defend  America  Act, 
which  I  am  cosponsoring,  along  with  a 
number  of  other  Senators,  specifically 
provides    that    the    President    pursue 


high-level  discussions  with  the  Russian 
federation  to  achieve  an  agreement  to 
amend  the  ABM  Treaty  to  allow  de- 
ployment of  the  National  Missile  De- 
fense System  being  developed  for  de- 
ployment imder  section  4.  It  does  not 
say  violate  the  treaty.  It  suggests  that 
if  there  is  a  need  to  amend  the  treaty 
to  keep  from  violating  it,  the  President 
should  work  to  accomplish  that  objec- 
tive. We  do  not  know  what  the  Rus- 
sians would  say  to  that  kind  of  pro- 
posal, but  we  ought  to  at  least  explore 
it.  But  to  say  that  the  Defend  America 
Act  violates  the  ABM  Treaty  is  just 
not  true. 

Third,  opponents  of  national  missile 
defense  say  that  the  kind  of  threat 
that  we  are  confronting  right  now  isn't 
that  serious.  Well,  it  is.  There  are  some 
20  countries,  maybe  more,  who  either 
have  or  are  in  the  process  of  acquiring 
missile  technology  capable  of  deliver- 
ing lethal  warheads,  nuclear,  biologi- 
cal, and  other  types  of  lethal  warheads 
over  long  distances  that  could  create 
mass  destruction,  putting  at  risk,  right 
now,  our  troops  in  South  Korea,  those 
deployed  in  other  regions  of  the  world. 
Our  interests  everywhere  are  threat- 
ened. 

Now,  of  course,  we  are  worried  about 
terrorism.  That  is  why  we  passed  the 
antiterrorism  bill  the  other  day.  Of 
course,  we  are  worried  about  doing 
enough  in  terms  of  surveillance  and 
keeping  up  with  what  is  going  on  and 
what  kind  of  threats  exist  against  the 
United  States  and  its  citizens.  That  is 
why  we  have  intelligence-gathering 
agencies.  That  is  why  we  are  urging 
that  the  President  submit  a  request  for 
more  funds  for  these  things  rather  than 
less.  So  we  are  fighting  that  battle.  We 
aire  dealing  with  that  threat.  To  use  as 
an  excuse  that  we  should  not  have  a 
missile  defense  system  because  there 
are  other  threats  that  may  be  more  ob- 
vious, does  not  argue,  in  any  way, 
against  the  passage  of  this  bill.  That  is 
the  point. 

I  am  tired  of  hearing  these  same  old 
arguments,  dredged  up,  reused  and  re- 
phrased, in  the  New  York  Times  edi- 
torial page  and  by  others  contributing 
their  information  through  that  source 
to  this  debate.  I  think  they  are  wrong. 
They  are  certainly  not  accurate. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  how  much 
time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Cochran).  The  Senator  has  36  minutes 
and  7  seconds. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  jrield  10  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Michigan. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Michigan  is  recognized  for  10 
minutes. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  Senate 
bill  1635.  the  so-called  Defend  America 
Act,  is  really  misnamed.  It  should 
more  appropriately  be  called  the  Re- 
ducing America's  Security  Act,  be- 
cause it  would  reduce  our  security  by 
jeopardizing  the  massive  reductions  of 


former  Soviet  nuclear  weapons  that  are 
scheduled  to  take  place  xmder  START  I 
and  START  U. 

Those  reductions  are  not  going  to 
take  place,  we  have  been  so  informed, 
if  we  unilaterally  commit  to  deploy  a 
system  which  violates  the  agreement 
between  ourselves  and  Russia,  the  ABM 
Treaty.  That  is  the  bottom  line.  Every- 
body can  try  to  wriggle  away  from  that 
and  try  to  avoid  that  issue  if  they 
want,  but  we  have  an  agreement  with 
Russia.  That  agreement  prohibits  or 
precludes  the  kind  of  systems  which 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  just  de- 
scribed. Sea-based  ABM  systems  are 
not  allowed  under  that  agreement.  We 
have  been  told  if  we  commit  to  deploy 
systems  which  violate  that  agreement 
with  Russia  that  they  will  not  proceed 
to  dismantle  weapons  under  START  I 
and  they  will  not  ratify  START  n. 

That  is  the  issue  which  we  face. 
Which  course  of  action  is  more  in  our 
security  interest:  proceeding  with  huge 
reductions  in  Russiam  nuclear  weapons 
or  violating  an  agreement  with  Russia 
and  keeping  those  weai>ons  in  place? 

It  is  not  whether  there  is  a  potential 
threat.  There  is  a  potential  threat.  The 
question  is  whether  or  not  we  address 
that  threat  in  a  rational,  reasonable 
way,  which  does  not  create  greater 
dangers  to  ourselves.  If  we  address  a 
potential  threat  in  a  way  which  causes 
Russia  to  say,  "OK,  you  are  commit- 
ting now  to  violate  an  agreement 
which  you  have  worked  out  writh  us, 
and  we  are,  therefore,  going  to  stop  dis- 
mantling our  nuclear  weapons  under 
START  I  and  we  are  not  going  to  ratify 
START  n,"  we  have  not  only  cut  off 
our  nose  to  spite  our  face,  but  we  have 
produced  a  far  more  threatening  situa- 
tion involving  thousands  of  nuclear 
weapons  which  will  continue  to  exist, 
which  otherwise  will  be  dismantled. 

Now,  that  is  not  just  Democrats  in 
the  Congress  talking,  and  that  is  not 
just  the  administration  talking.  That 
is  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff.  That  is  the  Chiefs  of  Staff  them- 
selves. That  is  our  regional  CINC's 
around  the  world.  They  are  telling  us  it 
is  not  in  our  interest  to  proceed  down 
the  line  of  threatening  an  agreement 
which  will  result  in  Russia,  saying, 
"OK.  if  you  are  going  to  have  prohib- 
ited defenses,  then,  folks,  we  are  not 
going  to  dismantle  the  weapons  that 
we  otherwise  were  willing  to  disman- 
tle." 

Of  course  we  want  to  defend  against 
potential  threats.  But  we  do  not  want 
to  do  so  in  a  way  which  creates  worse 
threats  for  ourselves.  That  is  what  the 
Chafrman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  is 
telling  us.  That  is  in  a  letter  to  Sen- 
ator NuNN.  in  which  he  tells  us  that  the 
Chafrman.  the  Chiefs,  the  CINC's,  do 
not  approve  a  course  of  action  which 
threatens  to  undermine  an  agreement 
that  we  have  with  Russia. 
His  letter  to  Senator  Nunn  reads: 
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In  response  to  the  recent  letter  on  the  De- 
fend America  Act  of  1996.  1  share  congres- 
sional concern  with  reg:ard  to  the  prolifera- 
tion of  ballistic  missiles  and  the  potential 
threat  that  these  missiles  may  present  to 
the  United  SUtes  and  our  allies. 

Then  he  says: 

Efforts  which  sugrgrest  changes  to  or  with- 
drawal from  the  ABM  Treaty  may  Jeopardize 
Russian  ratification  of  START  II  and,  as  ar- 
ticulated In  the  Soviet  statement  to  the 
United  States  of  13  June  1991.  could  prompt 
Russia  to  withdraw  from  START  I. 

Continuing: 

I  am  concerned  that  failure  of  either 
START  Initiative  will  result  in  Russian  re- 
tention of  hundreds  or  even  thousands  more 
nuclear  weapons,  thereby  Increasing  both 
the  costs  and  the  risks  that  we  may  face. 

We  have  our  highest  uniformed  mili- 
tary authority,  not  just  the  civilian 
heads  of  the  Department  of  Defense, 
but  our  highest  uniformed  military  au- 
thorities who  have  said  they  do  not 
want  us  to  commit  now  to  deploy  a 
system  by  a  year  certain,  as  this  bill 
requires.  That  unilateral  commitment 
to  deploy  a  system  which  would  violate 
the  ABM  Treaty,  as  would  the  ssrstem 
which  my  good  friend  from  Mississippi 
just  outlined,  the  sea-based  ABM  sys- 
tem, that  will  lead  Russia  to  withdraw 
from  START  I  and  not  ratify  START 
n,  leaving  us  in  a  much  more  threaten- 
ing situation  than  the  one  which  we 
would  otherwise  face. 

What  the  Defense  Department  wants 
us  to  do  instead  is  put  ourselves  in  a 
position  where  we  can  deploy,  should 
the  threat  warrant  it  and  should  the 
costs  make  it  cost-effective  and  the 
technology  make  it  militarily  effec- 
tive. That  is  the  so-called  3-plus-3  ap- 
proach. It  gets  us  to  a  position  where 
we  can  decide  within  3  years  to  have  a 
deployed  system  within  3  additional 
years.  But  it  would  not  conmiit  us  now, 
prematurely,  to  such  a  deplojrment 
both  for  the  reason  which  I  just  gave, 
which  is  that  it  threatens  the  ABM 
agreement  with  Russia  which  has  al- 
lowed them  to  dismantle  thousands  of 
weapons  and  would  cause  them  to  stop 
dismantling  more,  but  also  from  the 
Defense  Department  perspective,  it 
prematurely  commits  us  to  tech- 
nologies before  we  know  what  are  the 
best  technologies  in  order  to  meet  this 
potential  threat. 

So  the  question  is  not  whether  we 
want  to  defend  America.  Of  course,  we 
want  to  defend  America.  The  question 
is  how  best  to  defend  America,  how 
best  to  defend  against  potential 
threats,  and  how  best  to  do  so  without 
creating  a  worse  situation  for  our- 
selves. I  want  to  emphasize  this  fact  so 
this  does  not  appear  to  be  Senator 
Dole  ajid  Speaker  Gingrich  on  the  one 
side  and  the  administration  on  the 
other  side.  This  is  the  Chairman  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  and  the  Joint  Chiefs  them- 
selves. 

At  the  end  of  his  letter,  as  he  empha- 
sized, "I  have  discussed  the  above  posi- 
tion with  the  Joint  Chiefs  and  the  ap- 


propriate CINC's,  and  all  are  in  agree- 
ment." What  they  are  in  agreement 
with  is  the  danger  of  ruining  our 
chances  for  continuing  massive  reduc- 
tions of  former  Soviet  nuclear  weapons 
by  threatening  the  ABM  Treaty,  and 
also  in  agreement  on  the  administra- 
tion's approach  which  I  have  just  out- 
lined, the  so-called  3-plus-3  approach. 

There  are  other  threats,  as  my  good 
friend  from  Mississippi  has  pointed  out. 
There  are  lots  of  threats,  lots  of  terror- 
ist threats  we  face,  including  threats 
that  could  come  in  a  suitcase,  threats 
that  could  come  in  trucks,  threats  of 
chemical  weapons,  threats  of  biological 
agents,  and  we  must  spend  a  lot  more 
time  and  more  resources  addressing 
terrorist  threats.  We  have  to  rate  these 
threats  in  terms  of  likelihood. 

The  head  of  the  CIA,  John  Deutch, 
has  ranked  threats,  and  when  he 
ranked  the  threat  of  terrorists  using 
weapons  of  weapons  of  mass  destruc- 
tion, whether  chemical  or  biological 
weapons  or  nuclear  weapons,  with  the 
threat  of  ballistic  missiles  delivering 
nuclear  weapons  or  other  weapons  of 
mass  destruction  by  rogue  states,  he 
listed  the  missiles  delivering  the  weap- 
ons as  a  far  distant  thfrd.  And  so  we. 
too,  must  make  decisions  on  alloca- 
tions of  resources,  based  on  the  likeli- 
hood of  the  threat.  That  is  part  of  our 
job  in  Congress. 

Now,  the  CBO  has  estimated  this 
Dole-Gingrich  missile  defense  system 
could  cost  $60  billion,  roughly.  The 
CBO  estimate  apparently  is  not  accept- 
ed by  the  folks  who  insist  that  we  ac- 
cept CBO  estimates  on  everjrthing  else. 
I  think  it  is  obvious  why  there  is  the 
inconsistency  here,  and  it  is  an  incon- 
sistency. If  there  is  an  estimate  of  a 
certain  amoimt  by  CBO,  it  seems  to  me 
that  we  ought  to  be  consistent  and  say, 
OK,  if  we  are  going  to  accept  the  CBO 
numbers  in  terms  of  budget  delibera- 
tions, the  estimates  should  be  given 
some  kind  of  a  prima  facie  credibility 
in  terms  of  other  areas  as  well. 

So  there  is  a  significant  cost  here.  Is 
it  worth  it?  We  do  not  know  yet.  The 
answer  is  that  it  may  be,  but  may  not 
be.  If  it  creates  a  system  which  can  ef- 
fectively defend  us  from  in-coming 
missiles,  and  if  there  is  a  real  threat  of 
those  missiles  coming  in,  and  that  sys- 
tem will  not  create  worse  threats  than 
the  ones  we  are  considering,  it  may 
well  be.  So  we  have  to  weigh  the  likeli- 
hood of  the  threat. 

When  is  the  threat  likely  to  emerge? 
The  CIA  estimate  is  not  in  the  next  15 
years,  in  terms  of  any  new  states  hav- 
ing the  capability  to  hit  the  continen- 
tal United  States,  other  than  Russia 
and  China.  And  so  we  have  to  weigh  the 
likelihood  of  those  threats  and  the  cost 
of  defending  against  those  threats 
against  all  the  other  aspects  that  go 
into  this  kind  of  a  decision. 

We  have  other  ways  to  defend  our- 
selves. We  have  arms  control  and 
threat    reduction    efforts,     like     the 


START  I  and  START  H  treaties  and 
the  Nunn-Lugar  Cooperative  Threat 
Reduction  Program  that  are  leading  to 
massive  reductions  of  former  Soviet 
nuclear  weapons.  We  have  deterrence, 
which  is  a  very  critical  way  of  defend- 
ing ourselves — frequently  not  even  con- 
sidered anymore,  but  still  it  was  the 
heart  of  the  ABM  Treaty.  So  there  are 
other  ways  in  which  we  can  and  want 
to  and  must  defend  ourselves,  in  addi- 
tion to  having  some  kind  of  an  anti- 
ballistic  missile  system,  as  we  clearly 
see  in  the  case  of  Russia. 

There  are  two  nations  that  already 
have  such  ballistic  missiles:  Russia  and 
China.  The  Russians  are  now  reducing 
their  nuclear  weapons  under  the 
START  I  Treaty,  and  once  the  START 
n  Treaty  enters  into  force  Russia  will 
make  even  greater  reductions.  These 
two  treaties  will  result  in  the  reduc- 
tion of  two-thirds  of  the  nuclear  weap- 
ons that  the  Soviet  Union  deployed  at 
the  end  of  the  cold  war.  That  is  a  huge 
increase  to  our  security — a  two-thirds 
reduction  in  nuclear  weapons.  Mr. 
President,  I  want  to  emphasize  that 
the  reductions  we  expect  from  START 
I  and  START  U  wiU  be  some  6,500  nu- 
clear weapons  that  were  deployed  as  re- 
cently as  the  end  of  1991 — far  more  nu- 
clear weapons  than  those  of  all  the 
other  nations  combined  that  possess 
nuclear  weapons. 

In  addition  to  these  reductions,  the 
United  States  and  Russia  have  de-tar- 
geted their  missiles.  That  means  that 
if  there  were  an  accidental  launch  of  a 
Russian  missile— which  the  intel- 
ligence community  estimates  to  be  a 
very  very  remote  possibility— the  mis- 
siles would  land  in  the  ocean  and  not 
on  each  other's  territory.  So  we  have 
already  taken  the  most  important  step 
to  reduce  the  risk  of  an  accidental 
launch  of  a  Russian  missile  by 
detargeting  our  missiles. 

Mr.  President,  Americans  are  under- 
standably far  more  concerned  about 
the  threat  of  terrorists  bringing  weap- 
ons into  the  United  States.  Here  are 
some  polling  results:  67  percent  believe 
that  it  is  more  likely  that  the  United 
States  will  be  attacked  by  terrorists 
bringing  weapons  into  the  country 
than  being  attacked  by  nuclear  ballis- 
tic missiles.  Only  3  percent  of  those 
polled  thought  the  threat  of  ballistic 
missile  attack  was  more  likely  than 
terrorist  attack. 

Our  intelligence  community  has  the 
same  assessment  of  the  relative  likeli- 
hood of  threats  to  our  Nation.  It  views 
the  threat  of  a  terrorist  attack  in  the 
United  States  using  chemical  or  bio- 
logical weapons  as  more  likely  than  a 
ballistic  missile  attack.  In  testimony 
before  the  Governmental  Affairs  Per- 
manent Subcommittee  on  Investiga- 
tions earlier  this  year.  Director  of  Cen- 
tral Intelligence  John  Deutch  said  that 
terrorists  would  be  most  likely  to  use 
chemical  weapons  to  attack  the  United 
States,  than  biological  agents,  and  fi- 
nally     nuclear      weapons.      Director 
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Deutch  said  that  "chemicals  are  the 
weapon  of  choice  for  a  terrorist  group." 
Nothing  in  this  Dole-Gingrich  legisla- 
tion would  do  anjrthing  to  prevent  a 
terrorist  attack,  such  as  the  Tokyo 
subway  gas  attack.  This  bill  focuses  ex- 
clusively on  the  much  less  likely  pros- 
pect of  a  ballistic  missile  attack 
against  the  United  States 

And  on  the  view  of  the  threat  and  ap- 
propriate funding  level,  the  senior 
military  leadership  believe  there  are 
higher  priorities  that  should  be  funded 
ahead  of  unrequested  missile  defense 
funds.  For  example,  at  the  beginning  of 
this  year  the  Joint  Requirements  Over- 
sight Council,  which  is  made  up  of  the 
Vice  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff  and  all  the  Vice  Chiefs  of  Staff, 
sent  a  memorandum  to  the  Under  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  for  Acquisition  and 
Technology  stating  their  views  on 
prioritizing  and  funding  missile  defense 
programs.  The  memorandum  states: 

Tills  memorandum  is  to  Inform  you  of  the 
Joint  Requirement  Oversight  Council's 
(JROC)  position  of  prioritizing  a  Theater 
Missile  Defense  (TMD)  capability  over  a  Na- 
tional Missile  Defense  (NMD)  capability. 

The  JROC  believes  that  with  the  current 
and  projected  ballistic  missile  threat,  which 
shows  Russia  and  China  as  the  only  coun- 
tries able  to  field  a  threat  against  the  U.S. 
homeland,  the  funding  level  for  NMD  should 
be  no  more  than  $500  million  per  year  and 
TMD  should  be  no  more  than  J2.3  billion  per 
year  through  the  FYDP  [Future  Years  De- 
fense Plan].  Those  funding  levels  will  allow 
us  to  continue  to  field  critical  TMD/NMD 
systems  to  meet  the  projected  threats  and. 
at  the  same  time,  save  dollars  that  can  be 
given  back  to  the  Services  to  be  used  for 
critical  recapitalization  programs. 

We  believe  the  proposed  TMD/NMD  acqui- 
sition levels  are  balanced  and  proportional 
and  offer  great  potential  for  achieving  an  af- 
fordable ballistic  missile  defense  architec- 
ture that  meets  our  Joint  warfightlng  needs. 

So  these  are  the  views  of  the  senior 
military  leaders.  They  know  the  threat 
and  they  know  what  is  a  reasonable 
and  prudent  response  to  the  threat. 
They  also  know  that  there  are  more 
pressing  defense  needs  on  which  to 
spend  our  limited  resources  than  com- 
mitting to  spend  tens  of  billions  on  a 
missile  defense  system  in  carrying  out 
a  commitment  to  deploy  a  system  by 
2003,  without  even  knowing  the  results 
of  development  and  testing.  That  is 
why  they  recommended  these  more 
prudent  levels  of  spending,  which  is 
consistent  with  what  the  Defense  De- 
partment requested  this  year. 

The  (DOD)  plan  is  to  develop  our  mis- 
sile defense  technology  so  that  we  can 
make  a  deplosrment  decision  in  3  years 
if  needed,  and  then  be  able  to  deploy  a 
system  after  3  more  years,  as  early  as 
2003,  if  there  is  a  threat  that  warrants 
deployment  and  if  it  is  cost-effective. 
This  so-called  "3  plus  3"  plan  makes  no 
commitment  now  to  deploy.  It  com- 
mits us  to  Improve  significantly  our 
missile  defense  technology  and  capabil- 
ity so  we  could  deploy  if  and  when  that 
makes  sense  in  terms  of  threat  and 
costs. 


By  committing  now  to  building  a  sys- 
tem that  will  be  operational  in  2003, 
the  Dole  bill  could  lock  in  the  least  ca- 
pable technology  and  provide  us  with 
what  the  Pentagon  terms  a  very  "thin" 
system.  It  would  thus  deny  us  the  abil- 
ity to  pick  the  best  technology  avail- 
able in  case  a  serious  threat  does 
emerge.  The  Defense  Department  has 
testified  to  Congress  that  for  each  year 
beyond  2003  that  we  wait  before  deploy- 
ing a  system  we  will  increase  the  capa- 
bility of  the  system  we  might  not  pre- 
maturely commit,  but  develop  it  prop- 
erly and  eventually  build.  Since  there 
is  no  threat  now  from  rogue  nations, 
we  should  take  the  time  to  get  it  right 
in  case  we  need  to  deploy.  That  is  the 
Pentagon's  plan  and  we  should  support 
it  and  reject  the  Dole-Gingrich  plan. 

Mr.  President:  Let  me  cite  the  provi- 
sions of  this  legislation  that  are  of 
greatest  concern: 

Section  3  states: 

It  Is  the  policy  of  the  United  States  to  de- 
ploy by  the  end  of  2003  a  National  Missile  De- 
fense system  that  — 

(1)  Is  capable  of  providing  a  highly  effec- 
tive defense  of  the  territory  of  the  United 
States  against  limited,  unauthorized,  or  ac- 
cidental ballistic  missile  attacks;  and 

(2)  win  be  augmented  over  time  to  provide 
a  layered  defense  against  larger  and  more  so- 
phisticated threats  as  they  emerge. 

Section  4  states: 

(a)  To  Implement  the  policy  established  in 
section  3(a),  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
develop  for  deployment  an  affordable  and 
operationally  effective  National  Missile  De- 
fense (NMD)  system  which  shall  achieve  an 
Initial  operational  capability  (IOC)  by  the 
end  of  2003. 

(b)  The  system  to  be  developed  for  deploy- 
ment shall  Include  the  following  elements: 

(1)  An  Interceptor  system  that  optimizes 
defensive  coverage  of  the  continental  United 
States,  Alaska,  and  Hawaii  against  limited, 
accidental,  or  unauthorized  ballistic  missile 
attacks  and  Includes  one  or  more  of  the  fol- 
lowing: 

(A)  Ground-based  Interceptors. 

(B)  Sea-based  Interceptors. 

(C)  Space-based  kinetic  energy  Intercep- 
tors. 

(D)  Space-based  directed  energy  systems. 

I  would  point  out,  Mr.  President,  that 
all  of  the  last  three  of  these  elements 
are  strictly  prohibited  by  the  ABM 
Treaty. 

Finally,  Section  7  states: 

.  .  .  Congress  urges  the  President  to  pursue 
high-level  discussions  with  the  Russian  Fed- 
eration to  achieve  an  agreement  to  amend 
the  ABM  Treaty  to  allow  deplosrment  of  the 
national  missile  defense  system  being  devel- 
oped for  deployment  under  section  4. 

Mr.  President,  it  seems  clear  to  me 
that  when  the  bill  states  that  the 
President  would  need  an  amendment  to 
the  ABM  Treaty  "to  allow  deployment 
of  the  national  missile  defense  system 
being  developed  for  deplosmient  under 
section  4".  as  this  bill  does,  it  is  an 
abundantly  clear  indication  that  the 
bill  envisions  a  system  that  would  not 
be  permitted  by  the  ABM  Treaty.  That 
is  exactly  what  this  bill  is  about.  The 
administration  sent  to  Congress  yes- 


terday its  statement  of  administration 
policy  concerning  this  bill.  I  will  quote 
the  first  sentence  of  this  administra- 
tion statement.  "If  S.  1635  were  pre- 
sented to  the  President  in  its  current 
form,    the   President   would   veto   the 
bill."  Mr.  President,  yesterday  was  a 
historic  day  for  U.S.  and  international 
security.  We  learned  that  the  last  of 
the  nuclear  weapons  left  over  from  the 
former    Soviet    Union    have    been    re- 
moved from  Ukraine.  So  Ukraine  is  nu- 
clear   weapon-free,    as    it    promised. 
When   the   Soviet   Union   collapsed   it 
gave  rise  to  four  nations  with  nuclear 
weapons  on  their  soil:  Russia,  Ukraine, 
Belarus,  and  Kazakhstan.  In  addition 
to  Russia,  there  were  suddenly  three 
new  nuclear  weapon  states  that  had 
more  nuclear  weapons  than  the  rest  of 
the  other  nuclear  weapon  states — Brit- 
ain,    France     and     China— combined. 
Through  hard  work  and  cooperation, 
we  are  on  the  path  to  making  those 
three    states    nuclear    weapon     free. 
Ukraine  is  to  be  commended  for  this 
action.  But  this  kind  of  cooperative 
threat  reduction  is  not  possible  when 
we  threaten  to  unilaterally  violate  a 
key  treaty  with  Russia,  or  take  actions 
that  will  jeopardize  the  huge  reduc- 
tions in  former  Soviet  nuclear  weai>- 
ons.  If  we  want  to  increase  America's 
security,  we  should  support  coopera- 
tive    threat     reduction     efforts— not 
threaten  them.  The  Senate  should  re- 
ject this  Dole-Gingrich  legislation  that 
would  reduce  America's  security. 

Mr.  President,  in  closing,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  three  documents  be 
printed  into  the  Record  at  this  time. 
One  is  the  letter  which  I  have  made  ref- 
erence to  from  General  Shall  kashvlll, 
which  I  have  quoted.  Next  is  the  docu- 
ment from  the  Joint  Requirements 
Oversight  Council  [JROC]  which  has 
prioritized  and  recommended  an  appro- 
priate level  of  funding  for  the  theater 
missile  defense  and  national  missile  de- 
fense programs,  and  other  aspects, 
which  are  relevant  to  this  debate.  Last 
is  a  statement  of  administration  policy 
regarding  the  Dole-Gingrich  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Chairman  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff, 
Washington,  DC,  May  1, 19%. 
Hon.  Sam  Nunn. 

U.S.    Senate,    Committee   on    Armed   Services, 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Nunn.  In  response  to  your 
recent  letter  on  the  Defend  America  Act  of 
1996.  I  share  Congressional  concern  with  re- 
gard to  the  proliferation  of  ballistic  missiles 
and  the  potential  threat  these  missiles  may 
present  to  the  United  States  and  our  allies. 
My  staff,  along  with  the  CINCs,  Services  and 
the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization 
(BMDO),  Is  actively  reviewing  proposed  sys- 
tems to  ensure  we  are  prepared  to  field  the 
most  technologically  capable  systems  avail- 
able. We  also  need  to  take  Into  account  the 
parallel  Initiatives  ongoing  to  reduce  the 
ballistic  missile  threat. 

In  this  regard,  efforts  which  suggest 
changes  to  or  withdrawal  from  the  ABM 
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Treaty  may  Jeopardize  Russian  ratification 
of  START  n  and,  as  articulated  In  the  Soviet 
Statement  to  the  United  States  of  13  June 
1991,  could  prompt  Russia  to  withdraw  from 
START  I.  1  am  concerned  that  failure  of  ei- 
ther START  Initiative  will  result  In  Russian 
retention  of  hundreds  or  even  thousands 
more  nuclear  weapons  thereby  increasing 
both  the  costs  and  risks  we  may  face. 

We  can  reduce  the  possibility  of  facing 
these  Increased  cost  and  risks  by  planning  an 
NMD  system  consistent  with  the  ABM  trea- 
ty. The  current  National  Missile  Defense  De- 
ployment Readiness  Program  (NDRP),  which 
Is  consistent  with  the  ABM  treaty,  will  help 
provide  stability  In  our  strategic  relation- 
ship with  Russia  as  well  as  reducing  future 
risks  from  rogue  countries. 

In  closing  let  me  reassure  you.  Senator 
Nunn,  that  I  will  use  my  office  to  ensure  a 
timely  national  missile  defense  deployment 
decision  is  made  when  warranted.  I  have  dis- 
cussed the  above  position  with  the  Joint 
Chiefs  and  the  appropriate  CINCs,  and  all  are 
in  agreement. 
Sincerely, 

John  m.  Shalkashvili. 

The  Vice  Chairman  of 
THE  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff. 

Washington,  DC. 
Memorandum  for  the  Under  Secretary  of  De- 
fense for  Acquisition  and  Technology. 
Subject:  National  missile  defense. 

1.  This  memorandum  is  to  inform  you  of 
The  Joint  Requirements  Oversight  Councils 
(JROC)  position  of  prioritizing  a  Theater 
Missile  Defense  (TMD)  capability  over  a  Na- 
tional Missile  Defense  (NMD)  capability. 

2.  The  JRCX;  believes  that  with  the  current 
and  projected  missile  threat,  which  shows 
Russia  and  China  as  the  only  countries  able 
to  field  a  threat  against  the  US  homeland, 
the  funding  level  for  NMD  should  be  no  more 
than  SSOO  million  per  year  and  TMD  should 
be  no  more  than  J2.3  billion  per  year  through 
the  FYDP.  These  funding  levels  will  allow  us 
to  continue  to  field  critical  TMD/NMD  sys- 
tems to  meet  the  projected  threats  and.  at 
the  same  time,  save  dollars  that  can  be  given 
back  to  the  Services  to  be  used  for  critical 
recapitalization  programs. 

3.  We  believe  the  proposed  TMD/NMD  ac- 
quisition levels  are  balanced  and  propor- 
tional and  offer  great  potential  for  achieving 
an  affordable  ballistic  missile  defense  archi- 
tecture that  meets  our  joint  warfightlng 
needs. 

W.A.  Owens. 
Vice  Chairman  of  the 
Joint      Chiefs      of 
Staff. 
Thomas  S.  Moorman,  Jr.. 
General,  USAF,  Vice 
Chief  of  Staff. 
J.W.  Prueher, 
Admiral,    US    Navy, 
Vice  Chief  of  Naval 
Operations. 

F.D.  KEARNEY, 

Assistant  Com- 

mandant of  the  Ma- 
rine Corps. 
Ronald  H.  Griffith, 

General,    US    Army, 
Vice  Chief  of  Staff. 
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Statement  of  administration  Policy 

[THIS  statement  HAS  BEEN  COORDINATED  BY 
OMB  with  the  concerned  AGENCIES.] 

S.  1635— Defend  America  Act  of  1996— (Sen.  Dole 
(R)  KS  and  23  cosponsors). 

If  S.  1635  were  presented  to  the  President 
In  its  current  form,  the  President  would  veto 
the  bill. 

S.  1635  would  commit  the  United  States 
now  to  deplo3rment  by  2003  of  a  costly  system 
for  national  missile  defense  (NMD)  to  defend 
the  United  States.  Inter  alia,  from  a  long- 
range  missile  threat  from  countries  other 
than  the  major  declared  nuclear  powers.  For 
the  reasons  explained  below,  committing  the 
United  States  now  to  such  a  deployment  is 
not  only  unnecessary,  but  could  be  harmful 
to  our  broader  national  defense  Interests. 

The  costly  deployments  required  by  S.  1635 
would  divert  vital  defense  funds  from  other 
more  pressing  defense  needs.  The  bill  encour- 
ages deployment  of  space-based  laser  sat- 
ellites that  would  cost  billions  and  would 
violate  the  ABM  treaty.  The  CBO  has  esti- 
mated that  such  an  NMD  would  cost  S31-{60 
billion  through  2010.  These  amounts  do  not 
even  Include  the  costs  of  operating  and  sup- 
porting such  a  system.  Such  unnecessary 
NMD  spending— within  the  defense  budget 
levels  proposed  by  the  Administration 
through  2002— would  jeopardize  moderniza- 
tion efforts  for  other,  more  pressing  defense 
missions.  Moreover,  the  budget  resolutions 
passed  by  the  House  and  Senate  would  pro- 
vide SIO  to  S16  blUlon  less  In  2001  and  2002  for 
defense  than  the  Administration's  budget 
plan.  Proceeding  with  the  NMD  program  en- 
visioned by  this  bill,  under  these  defense 
budget  levels,  would  cripple  modernization. 

The  immediate  commitment  to  a  specific 
system  to  defend  against  a  threat  that  does 
not  now  exist  is  both  Imprudent  and  dan- 
gerous. By  mandating  an  NMD  deployment 
decision  now,  the  bill  would  force  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  (DOD)  to  commit  pre- 
maturely to  a  technological  option  that  may 
be  outdated  when  the  threat  emerges.  The 
bill  embraces  much  of  the  failed  "Star  Wars" 
scheme,  which  depends  on  advances  in  tech- 
nology that  are  at  least  a  decade  away. 

The  Adniilnlstratlon's  Deployment  Readi- 
ness Program  will  continue  to  develop  na- 
tional missile  defense  technology  for  three 
years — the  minimum  time  needed  to  develop 
a  workable  defense — after  which  time  the 
United  States  can  make  an  informed  deci- 
sion to  deploy  a  system  by  2003  If  so  war- 
ranted by  the  threat.  The  Intelligence  Com- 
munity has  estimated  that  there  will  be  suf- 
ficient warning  time  to  make  this  timetable 
possible.  This  "3+3"  approach  to  national 
missile  defense  ensures  that  a  system  will  be 
fielded  with  the  best  technology  available  if 
and  when  the  threat  emerges.  The  Adminis- 
tration approach  also  preserves  the  correct 
priority  In  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  pro- 
gram. This  program  fully  funds  Theater  Mis- 
sile Defense  to  defeat  a  threat  that  is  here 
and  now,  and  complements  a  comprehensive 
defense  against  weapons  of  mass  destruction 
that  Includes  prevention,  deterrence,  and  de- 
fense. 

Finally,  by  setting  U.S.  policy  on  a  colli- 
sion course  with  the  ABM  Treaty,  S.  1635 
would  put  at  risk  continued  Russian  Imple- 
mentation of  the  START  I  Treaty  and  Rus- 
sian ratification  of  START  n.  These  two 
treaties  together  will  reduce  the  number  of 
U.S.  and  Russian  strategic  nuclear  warheads 


by  two-thirds  from  Cold  War  levels,  signifi- 
cantly lowering  the  threat  to  U.S.  national 
security. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
ASHCRorr).  Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum,  and  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  be 
equally  divided. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  time  during  the  quorum 
will  be  charged  equally  to  both  sides. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  today  to  voice  my  strong  support 
for  the  Defend  America  Act.  I  won't 
comment  on  every  aspect  of  this  im- 
portant legislation,  but  there  are  cer- 
tain issues  which  bear  highlighting. 

Although  we  in  Alaska  may  some- 
times wish  we  were  further  away  from 
Washington,  DC,  I  think  the  citizens  in 
my  State  would  be  shocked  to  learn 
that  this  administration  apparently 
dismisses  the  strategic  importance  of 
Alaska,  the  other  noncontiguous  State. 
Hawaii,  and  U.S.  territories.  Have 
President  Clinton  and  his  advisers  for- 
gotten which  State  Japan  chose  to 
strike  first,  and  what  event  drove  us 
into  World  War  U? 

President  Clinton  has  said,  "The  pos- 
sibility of  a  long-range  missile  attack 
on  American  soil  by  a  rogue  state  is 
more  than  a  decade  away."  This  state- 
ment ignores  testimony  in  1994  by  John 
Deutch,  then  Deputy  Secretary  of  De- 
fense, "If  North  Koreans  field  the 
Taepo  Dong  2  missile,  Guam,  Alaska 
and  parts  of  Hawaii  would  potentially 
be  at  risk."  Does  the  President  really 
mean  that  Alaska  is  not  American 
soil? 

As  President  Clinton's  first  Director 
of  the  CIA,  James  Woolsey,  stated, 

rT]he  contiguous  48"  frame  of  reference  for 
this  NIE  (National  Intelligence  Estimate),  If 
the  document  is  used  as  a  basis  for  drawing 
general  policy  conclusions,  can  lead  to  badly 
distorted  and  minimized  perception  of  the 
serious  threats  we  face  from  ballistic  mis- 
siles now  and  in  the  very  near  future- 
threats  to  our  friends,  our  allies,  our  over- 
seas bases  and  military  forces,  our  overseas 
territories,  and  some  of  the  SO  states. 

Very  few  of  those  in  opposition  to 
this  bill  give  much  thought  to  the  ac- 
tual nature  of  the  threat  that  cur- 
rently exists.  As  I've  mentioned,  the 
intelligence  community  has  docu- 
mented that  the  North  Koreans  are  de- 
veloping the  capability  to  strike  my 
State  of  Alaska  with  intercontinental 
ballistic  missiles.  That  is  not  to  men- 
tion those  nations  with  adequate  cur- 
rent capability  such  as  Russia  and 
China  or  those  nations  racing  to  gain 
such  technology  such  as  Iraq,  Iran,  and 
Libya. 
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I  have  heard  several  of  my  colleagues 
dismiss  the  threat  from  North  Korea 
because  that  country  is  on  the  verge  of 
collapse.  I  would  remind  my  colleagues 
of  some  historical  facts.  First.  North 
Korea  has  a  history  of  reckless,  irra- 
tional acts.  This  is  the  country  which 
launched  the  invasion  of  South  Korea 
in  1950  resulting  in  the  deaths  of  3  mil- 
lion of  her  countrymen  and  more  than 
33,000  American  troops;  a  country 
whose  agents  detonated  a  bomb  in  Ran- 
goon killing  16  South  Korean  officials; 
a  country  whose  agents  blew  up  a  Ko- 
rean Airlines  flight  killing  115  pas- 
sengers and  crew;  and  a  country  whose 
military  hacked  American  personnel  to 
death  in  the  DMZ.  Using  missile  black- 
mail may  be  just  the  type  of  desperate 
act  North  Korea  might  try  to  get  the 
United  States  to  start  talking  about  a 
separate  defense  treaty,  something 
that  country  has  sought  for  years. 

Third,  if  anything,  the  United  States 
is  extending  the  life  of  the  North  Ko- 
rean regime  by  providing  vast  sums  of 
free  oil  and  expensive  nuclear  reactor 
technology  under  the  tenns  of  the 
agreed  framework. 

So  I  would  not  be  so  quick  to  dismiss 
North  Korea  as  a  threat. 

An  extremely  important  aspect  of 
this  bill  is  that  it  would  allow  the 
United  States  to  act  in  its  best  inter- 
ests abroad  without  the  fear  of  having 
U.S.  cities  held  hostage  by  hostile  na- 
tions possessing  intercontinental  mis- 
siles. For  instance,  during  the  recent 
series  of  Chinese  missile  tests  off  the 
coast  of  Taiwan,  President  Clinton 
rightly  sent  in  United  States  warships 
to  stabilize  the  situation.  During  the 
crisis,  a  high  level  Chinese  diplomat 
stated  in  a  thinly  veiled  threat  of  nu- 
clear missile  blackmail  that  the  United 
States  would  not  come  to  the  aid  of 
Taiwan  because  it  was  more  worried 
about  Los  Angeles  than  Taipei. 

And  although  we  are  not  debating 
this  particular  aspect  of  missile  de- 
fense right  now,  I  believe  Majority 
Leader  Bob  Dole  was  exactly  right  in 
his  recent  speech  on  Asia  when  he 
called  on  President  Clinton  to  begin  to 
work  with  Japan.  South  Korea,  and  our 
other  Asian  allies  in  developing,  test- 
ing, and  deploying  ballistic  missile  de- 
fenses— a  Pacific  democracy  defense 
program.  I  believe  this  concept  should 
be  extended  to  Taiwan,  which  we  know 
from  the  recent  Chinese  tests  of  mis- 
siles just  off  Taiwan's  shores,  is  vulner- 
able to  missile  blackmail.  The  United 
States  is  committed  by  law  to  provid- 
ing for  Taiwan's  defense,  but  thus  far. 
we  leave  her  defenseless  to  this  signifi- 
cant threat. 

Mr.  President,  the  United  States  is  a 
global  power  with  vested  interests  both 
politically  and  commercially  all  over 
the  world.  We  simply  cannot  allow  U.S. 
policy  to  be  determined  by  those  who 
would  practice  missile  blackmail. 

It  is  a  fict  that  today  in  1996,  with 
the  Soviet  Union  and  the  specter  of 


communism  no  longer  casting  a  shad- 
ow over  global  peace,  the  world  is  in 
many  ways  even  more  dangerous  than 
when  the  cold  war  raged. 

In  place  of  a  global  struggle  between 
the  West  and  expansionist  communism, 
we  now  have  the  proliferation  of  weap- 
ons and  missile  technology  that  has 
the  potential  to  make  every  nation 
hostile  to  the  United  States  and  our  al- 
lies a  serious  threat  by  virtue  of  simply 
buying  what  they  need  on  the  open 
market.  Despite  very  detailed  arms 
control  treaties  that  are  in  place,  we 
have  seen  time  and  again,  that  nations 
determined  to  get  weapons  technology 
usually  do. 

Let's  take  a  look  at  Iraq,  the  world's 
most  heavily  inspected  country,  where 
United  Nation's  teajns  have  been  on 
the  ground  for  years,  and  where  we  are 
constantly  surprised  by  new  revela- 
tions of  Iraqi  efforts  to  rebuild  their  of- 
fensive capabilities. 

During  the  days  of  the  cold  war.  the 
policy  of  both  the  United  States,  and 
the  Soviet  Union  was  called  MAD.  or 
mutually  assured  destruction.  This  pol- 
icy was  based  on  mutual  fear.  Should 
the  Soviets  launch  an  attack  on  the 
United  States,  our  response  would  have 
been  reciprocal  in  nature.  Essentially, 
if  you  attack  us,  we  will  attack  you. 
The  Defend  America  Act  seeks  to  move 
us  away  from  such  a  hair  trigger  defen- 
sive posture.  Indeed,  according  to  the 
Washington  Post  "both  countries  have 
more  to  fear  from  rogue  nations  than 
each  other." 

Many  of  those  wanting  to  acquire 
ballistic  missiles  today,  not  only  lack 
the  stability  of  our  old  nemesis,  but 
have  actually  used  weapons  of  mass  de- 
struction on  their  neighbors  and  their 
very  own  citizens.  These  same  coun- 
tries have  also  stated  very  publicly 
their  desire  to  purchase  weapons  tech- 
nology that  would  allow  them  to  reach 
the  United  States.  Libya's  Mu'ammar 
Qadhafi  has  often  spoken  of  his  desire 
to  "have  missiles  that  can  reach  New 
York"  to  serve  as  a  deterrent  to  United 
States  diplomatic  action. 

Most  Americans  will  remember 
watching  Iraqi  Scud  missiles  rain  down 
on  Israel  and  Saudi  Arabia  during  the 
gulf  war.  In  fact,  the  greatest  single 
loss  of  American  life  in  the  gulf  war  oc- 
curred during  a  Scud  missile  attack. 

The  situation  is  so  dire  that  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense,  William  Perry,  re- 
cently issued  a  report  declaring  that 
the  proliferation  of  missile  technology 
"presents  a  grave  and  urgent  risk  to 
the  United  States  and  our  citizens,  al- 
lies, and  troops  abroad." 

The  need  for  a  missile  defense  system 
is  obvious.  It  would  provide  a  limited 
defensive  capability  to  defend  the 
United  States  against  a  limited  attack 
by  a  rogue  nation,  accidental  or  unau- 
thorized launch  against  the  United 
States. 

Lastly.  I  would  like  to  address  the 
issue  of  cost.  This  is  very  lmi>ortant 


because  the  opponents  of  this  bill  are 
making  claims  that  have  little  to  do 
with  reality.  The  Congressional  Budget 
Office  did  indeed  issue  a  report  sajring 
that  a  particular  configuration   of  a 
missile  defense  system  could  cost  up- 
ward of  $30  to  60  billion.  However,  if 
one  were  to  actually  read  the  bill,  it 
does  not  mandate  any  particular  type 
of  system  configuration.  In  the  letter 
accompanying  the  report.  CBO  Direc- 
tor June  O'Neill  stated  that  the  costs 
for  such  a  system  "would  be  $10  billion 
over  the  next  five  years,  or  about  $7 
billion  more    than   is   currently   pro- 
grammed for  national  missile  defense." 
The  Washington  Times  in  an  article 
last  month  wrote  that  the  difference  of  • 
$3  billion  is  a  hedge  amount  used  by 
the  CBO  against  technical  or  schedule 
risks  that  are  typically  associated  with 
such  an  undertaking.  The  $31  to  60  bil- 
lion  numbers   are   for  something   far 
more  grandiose  than  the  bill  envisions. 
I  would  also  like  to  pose  one  question 
to  my  friends  in  opposition  to  this  bill: 
What  price  would  they  place  on  An- 
chorage? Or  Los  Angeles  or  New  York 
or  any  American  city?  What  is  the 
price  we  are  ready  to  pay  to  protect 
ourselves  from  some  maniac  who  finds 
himself  in  charge  of  nuclear,  biologi- 
cal,   or    chemical    weapons    and    the 
means  to  deliver  them? 

I  guarantee  that.  God  forbid,  should 
an  American  city  ever  be  hit  like  the 
Israeli  cities  were  during  the  gulf  war. 
there  would  be  a  hue  and  cry  across 
this  land  asking  why  we  do  not  put  up 
even  a  limited  defense  capability  when 
we  clearly  had  the  know-how. 

To  paraphrase  Oscar  Wilde,  the  oppo- 
nents of  this  bill  seem  to  know  the 
price  of  everything  and  the  value  of 
nothing.  This  bill  will  give  the  United 
States  a  limited  capability  to  defend 
itself  at  a  modest  cost  in  an  increas- 
ingly unstable  world  and  should  be 
passed. 

Thank  you  Mr.  President,  I  srleld  the 
floor. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  speak  in  opposition  to  S.  1635, 
the  so-called  Defend  America  Act.  I 
know  supporters  call  it  the  Defend 
America  Act,  but  I'm  going  to  call  it 
what  it  is— the  De-Fund  America  Act. 

Why  do  I  call  it  that?  Because  its 
main  effect  will  be  to  add  tens  of  bil- 
lions of  dollars.  If  not  more,  to  the  defi- 
cit over  the  next  15  years,  without  in- 
creasing the  security  of  the  United 
States  one  bit. 

As  a  strong  supporter  of  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  to  the  Constitu- 
tion, I  cannot  support  this  bill.  I  do  not 
know  how  anyone  can  bring  this  fiscal 
black  hole  to  the  floor,  and  with  a 
straight  face  bring  up  consideration  of 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  in  the 
same  week.  Something  Is  wrong  with 
that  picture. 

As  an  editorial  in  the  Des  Moines 
Register  said  on  May  6. 1996.  "[b]ackers 
[of  this  version  of  National  Missile  De- 
fense] find  it  most  profitable  to  start 
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with  a  few  billion,  and  when  it's  gone, 
point  to  the  past  expenditures  as  jus- 
tification for  future  shovelings  down 
the  same  rathole." 

The  same  editorial  says  that  De- 
Fund  America  Act  booster.  Representa- 
tive CxjRT  Weldon,  told  industrial  sup- 
porters, "[i]f  you  keep  relying  on  the 
facts  and  logic,  then  we're  going  to  lose 
this  battle."  I  couldn't  agree  more. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
editorial  be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
the  conclusion  of  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  According  to  the  CBO, 
the  ballistic  missile  shield  mandated 
by  the  De-Fund  America  Act  will  cost 
between  $30  and  $60  billion  just  to  de- 
velop and  deploy.  Ironically,  the  very 
same  people  who  insisted  that  Presi- 
dent Clinton  rely  on  the  CBO  in  the 
budget  negotiations  are  the  ones  now 
claiming  that  the  CBO  can't  be  trusted 
on  the  De-Fund  America  Act. 

The  defunders  think  the  CBO  num- 
bers are  too  high.  I  should  state  here 
that  I  don't  necessarily  trust  the  CBO 
numbers  either— I  think  the  numbers 
are  way  too  low. 

For  one  thing,  the  CBO  has  not  yet 
come  out  with  specific  numbers  on  how 
much  this  technology  will  cost  to  oper- 
ate, but  it  has  told  my  staff  that  the 
operational  cost  will  be  an  additional 
"hundred  of  millions  dollars  a  year 
during  the  early  stages."  I  suspect  the 
total  figure  will  exceed  $100  billion 
once  all  of  the  costs  are  calculated. 

Mr.  President,  we've  already  spent 
about  $100  billion  in  1996  dollars  to 
build  a  technological  defense  against 
ballistic  missiles.  During  the  Reagan 
star  wars  years  alone,  the  United 
States  taxpayers  forked  over  $38  bil- 
lion. Proponents  of  this  act  are  quick 
to  point  out  that  it  is  not  star  wars. 
And  I  agree.  It  is  not  even  star  wars. 
Like  most  sequels,  this  one  is  not  as 
good  as  the  original,  and  the  price  of 
admission  has  increased.  The  pro- 
ponents of  the  De-Fvmd  America  Act 
want  the  taxpayers  to  fritter  away  an- 
other $100  billion  on  a  still  unrealistic 
but  wimpler  version  of  President  Rea- 
gan's fantasy. 

The  defunders  also  claim  we  have  no 
defense  against  intercontinental  ballis- 
tic missiles.  Mr.  President,  it  is  true 
that  we  do  not  have  a  way  to  shoot 
down  intercontinental  missiles  after 
they  have  been  laimched.  But  we  do 
have  a  demonstrated  cost-effective 
means  of  eliminating  them. 

Existing  arms  control  agreements 
have  already  resulted  in  the  destruc- 
tion of  over  300  intercontinental  ballis- 
tic missiles  and  over  800  ballistic  mis- 
sile launchers,  and  the  removal  of  over 
3.800  nuclear  warheads  from  deploy- 
ment. Furthermore,  these  agreements 
have  persuaded  Kazakhstan.  Ukraine, 
and  Belarus  to  give  up  nuclear  weapons 
altogether.  In  fact,  just  yesterday 
President  Clinton  annoimced  that  the 


last  nuclear  warhead  was  removed  from 
the  Ukraine. 

The  De-Fund  America  Act  is  like  a 
million-dollar  mansion  consisting  of  a 
leaky  roof  but  no  walls.  It  may  provide 
very  expensive  protection  from  sky- 
diving intruders,  but  it  leaves  the  occu- 
pants unprotected  from  the  more  mun- 
dane threats.  Mr.  President.  Americans 
know  all  too  well  that  weapons  of  mass 
destruction  are  more  likely  to  arrive 
by  rented  truck  than  ICBM.  Wasting 
$60  to  $100  billion  on  this  not-even-star- 
wars  program  Is  fiscally  irresponsible. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  oppose  S. 
1635.  the  De-Fund  America  Act. 
ExHiBrri 

[From  the  Des  Moines  Register,  May  6. 1996] 
"Defraud  America  Week" 

Somebody  forgot  to  tell  Congress  that  the 
Cold  War  ended. 

Somebody  also  forgot  to  tell  Congress  that 
even  If  Russia  were  still  a  superpower  with 
the  demonic  Intention  of  destroying  the 
United  States,  a  "Star  Wars"  system  would 
offer  little  If  any  defense. 

Somebody  forgot  to  tell  Congress  that  the 
nation  Is  trying  to  face  up  to  Its  deficit  prob- 
lems, trying  to  economize  by  dumping  waste- 
ful. Illogical,  unworkable  projects. 

But  congressional  Republicans  are  sailing 
blithely  onward,  their  vision  apparently 
clouded  by  the  same  hypnotic  hype  that  put 
Star  Wars  on  the  drawing  boards  12  years 
and  29  billion  wasted  dollars  ago. 

They  have  launched  an  effort  to  deploy  a 
national  missile  defense  system  by  2003.  A 
spending  bill  comes  up  for  consideration 
next  week. 

Toul  cost  is  unknown.  Backers  find  it 
most  profitable  to  start  with  a  few  billion, 
and  when  it's  gone,  point  to  past  expendi- 
tures as  Justification  for  future  shovelings 
down  the  same  rat  hole. 

Whose  missiles  will  It  defend  us  against? 
Questions  like  that  are  out  of  order.  Accord- 
ing to  a  publication  of  the  Union  of  Con- 
cerned Scientists,  Pennsylvania  Congress- 
man Curt  Weldon,  organizer  of  the  Congres- 
sional Missile  Defense  Caucus,  told  Indus- 
trial supporters  last  year,  "If  you  keep  rely- 
ing on  the  facts  and  logic,  then  we're  going 
to  lose  this  battle." 

The  Star  Wars  pushers  are  calling  next 
week  "Defend  America  Week."  A  wag  sug- 
gests "Defraud  America  Week." 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  the  De- 
fend America  Act  would  put  the  United 
States  on  the  right  track  to  defending 
Americans  against  the  threat  of  ballis- 
tic missile  attack. 

Despite  the  claims  of  the  opponents 
of  this  bill,  the  threat  to  U.S.  citizens 
from  ballistic  missiles  today  is  real. 
China  and  Russia  currently  possess  nu- 
clear-tipped ICBM's  which  could  strike 
major  United  States  cities.  Press  re- 
ports indicate  that  China  is  also  seek- 
ing to  Increase  its  ICBM  force  by  ac- 
quiring some  of  Russia's  SS-18  ICBM's. 
More  than  25  coxmtries  have  or  are  in 
the  process  of  acquiring  weapons  of 
mass  destruction  and  the  means  to  de- 
liver them. 

Yet  today.  America  has  absolutely  no 
means  of  protecting  our  citizens  from  a 
ballistic  missile  strike.  Even  after  a 
high-ranking  Chinese  official  voiced  a 
veiled  threat  of  nuclear  attack  on  Los 


Angeles,  no  one  seriously  believes 
China,  or  any  other  nation,  today  in- 
tends to  launch  such  an  attack.  But 
the  fact  remains  that  we  cannot  defend 
our  population  from  the  devastating  ef- 
fects of  an  accidental  launch  of  a  single 
ballistic  missile  from  China  or  Russia. 

If  we  do  not  act  now,  we  will  have  no 
capability  to  protect  the  citizens  of 
Alaska  and  Hawaii  if  North  Korea  were 
to  launch  its  newest  missile,  the 
Taepo-Dong  n.  which  may  be  oper- 
ational in  3  to  5  years.  And  we  are  not 
taking  effective  action  to  defend 
against  the  proliferation  of  missiles 
and  technology  to  rogue  nations  who 
are  actively  seeking  to  acquire  them, 
including  Iran.  Iraq.  Ssnrla.  and  Libya. 

Mr.  President,  ballistic  missiles  are 
the  only  offensive  weapons  In  the  world 
against  which  our  country  has  delib- 
erately chosen  not  to  defend  itself. 
Why  do  we  have  no  defense  against  the 
most  devastating  offensive  weapon  in 
the  world  today? 

There  are  several  good  reasons  for  de- 
ploying defenses  against  ballistic  mis- 
siles. The  potential  for  an  accidental 
ballistic  missile  strike  on  the  con- 
tinental United  States  exists  today, 
and  future  threats  are  emerging.  Pro- 
viding a  credible  defense  against  mis- 
sile attacks  would  serve  as  an  addi- 
tional deterrent  against  their  inten- 
tional use.  In  addition,  defenses  would 
help  stem  proliferation  by  making  bal- 
listic missiles  less  attractive  to  poten- 
tial adversaries. 

Senator  Dole  recently  called  on 
President  Clinton  to  apply  to  East  Asia 
what  the  President  recently  discovered 
about  Israel:  missile  defense  is  essen- 
tial to  our  allies'  security.  Senator 
Dole  urged  the  formation  of  a  new  Pa- 
cific democracy  defense  program  with 
Japan,  South  Korea,  and  our  other 
Asian  allies  to  develop,  test,  and  de- 
ploy ballistic  missile  defenses.  With 
American  leadership  and  know-how,  we 
can  create  an  allied  missile  defense 
network  that  provides  protection  for 
people  and  territory  from  the  Aleu- 
tians to  Australia.  The  Defend  America 
Act  would  provide  the  same  protection 
for  Americans  at  home. 

Mr.  President,  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration has  tried  to  downplay  the 
threats  from  ballistic  missiles  and  the 
advantages  of  defenses  by  issuing  Intel- 
ligence estimates  that  conclude  that 
no  new  missile  threats  will  exist  for  10 
to  15  years.  This  is  simply  wishful 
thinking  that  ignores  current  reality. 

President  Clinton  has  stymied  every 
effort  of  the  Republican-led  Congress 
to  build  a  missile  defense  system  for 
our  Nation.  He  vetoed  last  year's  de- 
fense authorization  bill  which  included 
a  provision  that  would  have  focused 
the  Defense  Department's  missile  de- 
fense program  on  building  a  limited  de- 
fensive capability  for  the  United  States 
as  rapidly  as,  possible.  President  Clin- 
ton has  also  refused  to  consider  mean- 
ingful changes  to  the  ABM  Treaty  of 
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1972  which  would  permit  the  deploy- 
ment of  effective  missile  defenses  for 
America. 

Now,  the  Senate  Democrats  refuse  to 
allow  a  full  debate  on  Senator  Dole's 
bill,  the  Defend  America  Act,  which 
would  put  the  United  States  on  a  rapid 
track  toward  deplosring  a  system  to  de- 
fend the  American  people  against  lim- 
ited, accidental,  or  unauthorized  ballis- 
tic missile  attacks.  The  American  peo- 
ple should  hear  a  full  debate  on  this 
matter. 

As  a  fiscal  conservative,  I  believe  we 
must  balance  the  clear  need  for  missile 
defenses  with  our  ongoing  efforts  to 
balance  the  Federal  budget.  We  must 
focus  on  deploying  an  effective  missile 
defense  system  that  is  affordable  with- 
in the  constraints  of  a  limited  defense 
budget  and  which  is  balanced  against 
other  high-priority  defense  programs. 
But  we  must  remember  that  being  a 
day  late  and  a  dollar  short  in  address- 
ing the  ballistic  missile  threat  to  this 
Nation  could  cost  far  more  than 
money. 

Mr.  President,  the  fact  is  that  an  ef- 
fective defense  against  a  limited  mis- 
sile attack  is  both  feasible  and  afford- 
able. Opponents  of  any  type  of  national 
missile  defense  have  purposely  mis- 
construed a  recent  Congressional  Budg- 
et Office  cost  estimate  of  the  Defend 
America  Act.  They  have  chosen  the 
highest  figure  contained  in  the  CBO  re- 
port and  are  claiming  that  it  is  the 
cost  of  the  missile  defense  system  sup- 
ported by  Senator  Dole  and  Repub- 
licans in  Congress.  That  is  patently 
false. 

Senator  Doit's  Defend  America  bill 
says  that  the  United  States  should 
have  a  highly  effective  system  to  de- 
fend against  limited  ballistic  missile 
strikes.  The  bill  does  not  specify  all  of 
the  components  of  such  a  system:  it 
leaves  that  to  the  experts  at  the  Penta- 
gon. 

The  CBO  estinmted  that  the  missile 
defense  system  required  in  the  Defend 
America  Act  would  cost  less  than  $14 
billion  over  the  next  13  years— or  about 
a  billion  dollars  a  year.  That  is  less 
than  one-half  of  1  percent  of  the  annual 
defense  budget,  now  about  $267  billion. 
Compared  to  the  cost  of  the  Seawolf 
submarine,  $2.5  billion  per  submarine. 
or  the  B-2  bomber,  over  $1  billion  per 
aircraft,  $1  billion  a  year  to  defend  all 
of  America  from  the  devastation  of  a 
ballistic  missile  strike  is  clearly  af- 
fordable. 

The  Pentagon  has  also  proposed  some 
very  cost-effective  initial  missile  de- 
fense systems.  The  Air  Force  has  pro- 
posed a  20-interceptor  system  that 
would  cost  about  $2.25  billion  and  could 
be  deployed  in  just  4  years.  The  Army 
has  a  more  extensive  100-interceptor 
system  that  would  cost  about  $5  bil- 
lion. Last  year,  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration's Secretary  of  Defense  said  it 
could  be  done  for  about  $5  billion. 

The  Defend  America  Act  does  state 
that,  as  threats  emerge  in  the  future. 


the  United  States  should  have  a  more 
capable,  layered  missile  defense  sys- 
tem. CBO  estimated  the  cost  of  a  ro- 
bust layered  system  at  $31  to  $60  bil- 
lion. That  estimate  assumes  we  would 
decide  to  deploy  space-based  intercep- 
tors, space-based  lasers,  and  just  about 
every  other  possible  technology.  But 
nothing  in  the  bill  requires  those  tech- 
nologies to  be  included  in  a  missile  de- 
fense system,  unless  the  threat  clearly 
justifies  their  deployment. 

Mr.  President,  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration's false  confidence  that  America 
is  safe  from  missile  attack  jeopardizes 
the  safety  of  all  Americans.  The  Re- 
publican Congress,  led  by  Senator 
Dole,  is  prepared  to  provide  for  Ameri- 
ca's conunon  defense,  a  duty  set  forth 
in  the  Constitution.  It  is  time  we  de- 
ployed a  system  that  will  defend  Amer- 
icans at  home. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  it  is  unfor- 
tunate that  we  need  to  vote  on  a  mo- 
tion to  proceed  to  legislation  dealing 
with  an  issue  so  critical  to  America's 
future  as  national  missile  defense.  In 
his  speech  to  the  Coast  Guard  Acad- 
emy, the  President  stated  that  he  sup- 
ports missile  defense.  Yet,  today  I  ex- 
pect that  a  majority  of  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle — at  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion's request — wiU  vote  against  the 
motion  to  proceed  to  the  Defend  Amer- 
ica Act.  The  fact  is  that  the  President 
speaks  of  his  support  for  national  mis- 
sile defense,  but  acts  in  opposition  to 
it.  Last  year  the  President  vetoed  the 
Defense  authorization  bill  specifically 
citing  the  provision  making  it  U.S.  pol- 
icy to  deploy  a  national  missile  defense 
system  by  2003.  Many  of  my  colleagues 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  also  pro- 
fess their  supiwrt  of  missile  defense  but 
are  quick  to  add  that  they  cannot  sup- 
port this  bill.  It  is  hard  to  understand 
their  reasons.  They  cite  technological 
questions,  mention  costs,  but  ignore 
the  fact  that  this  bill  puts  the  very  de- 
cision of  what  system  is  chosen  in  the 
hands  of  President  Clinton's  own  Sec- 
retary of  Defense.  That  leads  me  to  one 
conclusion:  The  Clinton  administration 
and  its  allies  seek  to  avoid  debate  on 
defending  America.  This  is  imfortunate 
and  irresponsible.  I  believe  that  an 
open  debate  and  discussion  on  this  na- 
tional security  issue  is  vitally  impor- 
tant because  there  are  many  mis- 
conceptions— about  the  threat  ovu"  Na- 
tion faces,  about  the  present  state  of 
our  missile  defense  programs,  about 
the  cost  of  an  effective  national  missile 
defense  system. 

The  greatest  misconception  held  by  a 
majority  of  the  American  people  is 
that  the  United  States  can  defend  itself 
against  ballistic  missile  attack.  Most 
Americans  think  that  if  a  ballistic  mis- 
sile is  fired  at  the  United  States,  we 
can  shoot  it  down.  The  truth  is,  we 
cannot.  We  have  no  defense — I  repeat — 
no  defense  against  ballistic  missiles. 

As  we  enter  the  21st  century,  there  is 
no  greater  threat  to  our  Nation,  than 


that  posed  by  the  proliferation  of  weap- 
ons of  mass  destruction  and  the  means 
to  deliver  them.  The  list  of  countries 
acquiring  chemical,  biological,  and  nu- 
clear weapons,  and  ballistic  missile 
technology  numbers  around  25  at 
present— and  is  steadily  growing.  Presi- 
dent Clinton's  former  CIA  Director. 
Jim  Woolsey,  testified  at  length  to  the 
Congress  on  the  nature  of  the  prolifera- 
tion threat  and  was  critical  of  recent 
intelligence  estimates  which  were  nar- 
rowly focused  and  based  on  question- 
able assumptions.  You  would  not  know 
from  some  of  today's  remarks  by  oppo- 
nents of  the  Defend  America  Act  that 
the  cold  war  is  over.  The  Soviet  Union 
no  longer  exists.  Yet,  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration, some  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle — and  even  some  members  of 
the  press — are  acting  as  if  we  are  still 
in  the  1970's  and  1980's.  They  speak  of 
star  wars,  space  shields,  mutual  as- 
sured destruction.  But,  the  world  has 
changed.  We  must  look  to  the  future, 
not  the  past. 

I  would  like  to  quote  from  one  of  the 
key  Clinton  administration  arms  con- 
trol experts,  Mr.  Bob  Bell.  He  is  quoted 
in  today's  Washington  Post  defending 
changes  being  made  to  the  Conven- 
tional Forces  in  Europe  [CFE]  Treaty, 
saying  "*  *  *  were  we  going  to  take 
account  of  this  change  in  the  stra- 
tegic situation  over  the  last  five 
years  *  *  *?" 

That  is  what  we  are  talking  about 
here— taking  account  of  the  change  in 
the  strategic  situation.  This  bill  recog- 
nizes that  the  threat  our  country  faces 
has  changed  and  it  seeks  to  respond  to 
it  in  a  measured  and  responsible  fash- 
ion. 

The  Defend  America  Act  does  not  re- 
quire abrogation  of  the  ABM  Treaty.  It 
urges  the  President  to  negotiate  with 
the  Russians  on  changes  to  the  ABM 
Treaty — ^just  as  the  administration  has 
been  doing  with  other  arms  control 
treaties  only  at  the  Russians'  request. 
Which  makes  me  wonder  if  the  Rus- 
sians asked  for  changes  to  the  ABM 
Treaty  would  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion have  a  different  position? 

As  for  our  ability  to  defend  Amer- 
ica— there  should  be  no  doubt  that  we 
have  the  technological  capability  to  ef- 
fectively defend  our  citizens  from  the 
growing  threat  of  ballistic  missiles. 
What  is  needed  is  the  will  and  leader- 
ship to  deploy  an  effective  national 
missile  defense  system  by  2003.  A  na- 
tional missile  defense  system  cannot 
be  built  overnight.  The  development 
and  production  of  new  tanks,  new 
fighter  planes  takes  years.  And,  when 
these  new  weapons  systems,  for  exam- 
ple the  Stealth  fighter,  are  finally  de- 
ployed they  are  not  obsolete. 

Finally,  on  the  matter  of  cost.  The 
CBO  estimates  are  so  wide  ranging  that 
they  are  almost  irrelevant  as  a  guide 
to  decisionmakers.  We  need  to  look  at 
our  defense  needs  and  affordability. 
And  an  effective  national  missile  de- 
fense     system      can      be      deployed 
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affordably.  One  can  add  any  number  of 
unnecessary  requirements  to  a  number 
of  weapons  system  thereby  making 
them  unaffordable.  This  is  no  different 
than  building  a  house.  A  family  of  four 
probably  needs  a  three  bedroom  home — 
not  a  10-bedroom  mansion.  This  does 
not  mean  that  a  10-bedroom  house  can- 
not be  built— if  one  has  the  money. 

Mr.  President,  let  us  get  past  the  dis- 
tortions and  the  hollow  rhetoric  and 
move  toward  a  serious  debate  on  de- 
fending America.  I  would  like  to  quote 
from  a  great  western  leader,  former 
Prime  Minister  Margaret  Thatcher: 

With  the  collapse  of  the  Soviet  Union  there 
was  also  a  dispersal  of  weapons  of  mass  de- 
struction and  of  the  technologies  to  produce 
them.  This  has  gone  much  further  than  we 
envisaged;  and  It  now  constitutes  quite  sim- 
ply the  most  dangerous  threat  of  our  times. 
Yet  there  Is  still  a  conspiracy  of  silence 
among  Western  governments  and  analysts 
about  It. 

Mr.  President,  let  us  end  the  conspir- 
acy of  silence.  The  American  people  de- 
serve better.  The  most  basic  respon- 
sibility our  Government  has  to  its  citi- 
zens is  to  protect  them  from  harm.  To 
ignore  the  changing  world  and  cling  to 
past  thinking  is  inexcusable. 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  present  some  brief  remarks 
about  the  latest  Republican  missile  de- 
fense proposal,  the  Defend  America 
Act.  Though  I  have  spoken  at  some 
length  on  missile  defense  issues  and 
the  Anti-Ballistic  Missile  [ABM]  Trea- 
ty— see  Congressional  Record.  Sep- 
tember 6,  1995,  p.  S-12659-12667.  and  Au- 
gust 3,  1995,  p.  11253-11255—1  want  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  explain  how  it 
is  not  only  possible  for  a  patriotic  U.S. 
Senator  to  vote  against  a  bill  bearing 
such  a  proud  title,  but  to  do  so  without 
hesitation. 

In  good  conscience,  I  just  do  not  be- 
lieve that  the  national  security  inter- 
ests of  the  United  States  would  be  ad- 
vanced by  this  legislation  and  would 
like  now  to  outline  my  reasons  why  I 
have  come  to  this  conclusion. 

THE  ABM  TREATY 

First,  I  believe  the  ABM  Treaty  is 
worth  preserving.  This  bill  sets  a 
course  that  will  lead  inevitably  to  a 
U.S.  departure  from  that  treaty,  this  is 
reason  enough  to  oppose  this  bill. 

The  ABM  Treaty  has  advanced  U.S. 
security  interests  and  it  has  done  so 
without  unilaterally  restricting  Ameri- 
ca's ability  to  defend  itself,  as  some  of 
the  treaty's  critics  have  suggested. 
Critics  forget  that  the  treaty  is  bilat- 
eral and  has  substamtially  restricted 
Russia's  freedom  both  to  deploy  its 
own  defenses  against  or  strategic  mis- 
siles and  to  proliferate  strategic  mis- 
sile defense  systems  to  other  countries. 
The  demise  of  the  ABM  Treaty  would 
release  Russia  firom  those  restrictions. 
The  treaty  has  worked  to  help  preserve 
and  stabilize  nuclear  deterrence,  which 
remains  a  vital  element  in  maintaining 
our  national  security  even  in  a  post- 
cold-war  world. 


I  do  not  believe  that  the  treaty  has 
unduly  restricted  U.S.  missile  defense 
options.  We  have  already  spent  a  for- 
tune on  missile  defense  and  have  little 
to  show  for  it.  A  recent  study  by  the 
Brookings  Institution  has  concluded 
that  America  has  already  spent  some 
$99  billion  dollars  on  missile  defense 
since  1962.  and  contrary  to  the  blanket 
claim  by  some  of  the  proponents  of  the 
pending  legislation,  our  Government  is 
aggressively  working  to  improve  U.S. 
defenses  against  theater  missile  at- 
tacks. Indeed,  it  is  the  present  admin- 
istration that  is  spearheading  our  na- 
tional effort  to  place  theater  missile 
defense  at  the  forefront  of  our  missile 
defense  priorities.  Because  the  ABM 
Treaty  does  not  prohibit  the  United 
States  from  investing  in  theater  mis- 
sile defenses,  the  treaty  is  an  inappro- 
priate target  of  the  repeated  Repub- 
lican attacks  we  have  been  seeing  in 
recent  years. 

The  ABM  Treaty  is  not  unchange- 
able. It  has  specific  provisions  for  con- 
sultations leading  to  amendments  of 
the  treaty.  These  provisions  do  not  in- 
clude, however,  the  freedom  for  one 
side  to  pass  legislation  unilaterally  re- 
interpreting key  provisions  of  the  trea- 
ty. The  current  bill,  however,  acceler- 
ates the  deployment  of  antiballistic 
missile  systems  that  have  capabilities 
against  strategic  ballistic  missiles.  It 
also  specifically  includes  air-based, 
space-based,  and  all  ground-based 
interceptors  as  elements  of  the  na- 
tional missile  defense  architecture,  de- 
spite the  requirement  in  the  ABM 
Treaty  that  such  systems  shall  not  be 
developed,  tested,  or  deployed.  I  believe 
that  America's  interests  are  best  pre- 
served by  sticking  to  the  consultative 
procedures  provided  in  the  ABM  Treaty 
and  for  adapting  the  treaty  to  chang- 
ing conditions  only  via  this  process  of 
mutual  agreement. 

COST 

Enough  has  been  said  and  written 
about  the  sky-rocketing  costs  of  mis- 
sile defense.  I  will  not  add  much  to  this 
discussion  other  than  to  echo  the  con- 
cerns that  people  across  the  Nation 
have  been  expressing  about  the  stag- 
gering $99  billion  that  the  Brookings 
Institution  has  estimated  that  the 
United  States  has  already  spent  since 
1962  on  missile  defense  systems.  This, 
coupled  with  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office's  recent  estimate  that  the  De- 
fend America  Act  will  cost  the  U.S. 
taxpayer  as  much  as  another  $60  bil- 
lion— and  this  does  not  include  oper- 
ation costs — leads  to  a  form  of  "sticker 
shock"  that  comes  close  to  rivaling 
GAO's  estimated  $250  billion  that  will 
be  needed  to  clean  up  our  nuclear 
weapons  complex. 

It  is  worth  noting  here  that  the  cur- 
rent U.S.  funding  levels  and  priorities 
for  missile  defense  have  been  solidly 
and  consistently  supported  by  both  the 
military  and  intelligence  communities. 


THE  THREAT 

Thanks  to  the  leadership  of  this  ad- 
ministration, we  are  focusing  our  mis- 
sile defense  expenditures  on  real 
threats,  that  is  to  say,  theater  missile 
threats,  rather  than  nonexistent  ICBM 
threats  from  so-called  rogue  nations 
that  our  entire  national  security  estab- 
lishment continues  to  define  as  long- 
term  in  nature.  This  threat  definition 
has  the  support  of  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense, the  Director  of  Central  Intel- 
ligence, the  Chairman  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff,  and  other  top  U.S.  na- 
tional security  officials  throughout  the 
Government.  Incidentally,  it  also  has 
the  overwhelming  support  of  editorial 
opinion  from  newspapers  from  across 
the  country. 

The  Defend  America  Act,  however, 
operates  from  a  fundamentally  dif- 
ferent set  of  assumptions.  It  assumes 
the  present  existence  of  a  grave  missile 
threat  to  America's  homeland  and  it 
presumes  that  the  best  way  to  address 
missile  threats  is  via  expensive  tax- 
payer-funded missile  defense  projects. 

Nobody  disputes  that  missile  pro- 
liferation is  a  danger  that  America 
must  take  seriously  in  the  years  ahead, 
and  indeed,  it  is  a  deep  awareness  of 
this  threat  that  has  driven  a  wide 
range  of  U.S.  efforts  aimed  at  the  non- 
proliferation  of  ballistic  missiles.  Our 
approach  is  not  driven  narrowly  by  the 
dream  of  a  technical  fix— which  will  al- 
ways remain  out  of  reach — but  a  com- 
bination of  technological,  political, 
and  diplomatic  efforts  not  just  to  de- 
fend ourselves  against  imminent  at- 
tacks, but  more  importantly,  to  pre- 
vent the  acquisition  of  destabilization 
missile  systems  in  the  first  place,  to 
retard  or  reverse  the  growth  of  existing 
missile  systems,  and  to  eliminate  out- 
right missile  systems  via  multilateral 
negotiations. 

With  respect  to  dealing  with  the  mis- 
sile proliferation  threat,  let  me  put  it 
this  way:  the  best  Defend  America  Act 
is  one  that  would  strengthen  export 
controls,  strengthen  sanctions, 
strengthen  multilateral  regimes, 
strengthen  transparency  of  missile 
projects  around  the  world,  eliminate 
destabilizing  missile  systems,  and  im- 
prove U.S.  capabilities  to  collect  and 
to  analyze  data  about  missile  prolifera- 
tion. Yet  there  is  absolutely  nothing  in 
this  bill  that  addresses  this  integrated, 
global  approach  to  the  problem.  In- 
stead, the  present  bill  proposes  to  force 
the  President  to  throw  vast  sums  of 
money  to  deploy  technical  fixes  that 
are  neither  fixes  nor  based  on  proven 
technology. 

Small  wonder  that  proponents  of  the 
proposed  legislation  are  finding  them- 
selves defending  the  Defend  America 
Act  rather  than  elaborating  a  new  road 
map  for  addressing  the  missile  threat 
in  a  more  comprehensive  manner.  A 
legislatively  mandated  deployment  of  a 
national  missile  defense  system  by  the 
year  2003  would  actually  increase  the 
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threat  to  the  United  States— it  would 
jeopardize  the  cajjabilities  of  our  nu- 
clear deterrent  force,  it  would  be  ac- 
companied by  an  expansion  of  the  of- 
fensive nuclear  arsenals  of  both  Russia 
and  the  United  States,  it  would  prob- 
ably mean  the  end  of  the  START  proc- 
ess of  strategic  arms  reductions,  it 
would  eliminate  all  hopes  of  getting 
the  other  nuclear  weapon  states 
(China,  Britain,  and  France)  to  limit 
their  own  strategic  nuclear  arsenals, 
and  it  could  well  jeopardize  the  Nu- 
clear Non-Proliferation  Treaty,  as 
more  and  more  countries  come  to  real- 
ize that  the  nuclear  weapon  states  are 
not  serious  about  implementing  their 
arms  control  disarmament  responsibil- 
ities under  the  treaty.  To  this  extent, 
the  Defend  America  Act  resembles 
more  accurately  an  Attack  America 
Act. 

America  has  many  options  available 
to  address  the  missile  threat  aside 
from  the  nostrums  offered  by  star 
wars.  Diplomatically,  we  are  working 
to  reduce  and  to  reverse  the  prolifera- 
tion of  all  weapons  of  mass  destruc- 
tion. Militarily,  we  are  Investing  in  the 
finest  conventional  military  capabili- 
ties that  exist  aji3rwhere  on  Earth,  and 
they  are  backed  up  by  the  finest  global 
Intelligence  capabilities  on  Earth.  Why 
must  we  continually  denigrate  or  short 
change  these  capabilities  in  congres- 
sional debates  on  missile  defense?  Ad- 
vocates of  the  pending  legislation  ap- 
pear sometimes  to  believe  that  Amer- 
ica just  has  no  option  to  address  mis- 
sile threats  other  than  buying  missile 
defense  hardware.  I  believe  we  should 
be  voting  here  today  to  expand  our  ef- 
fort on  the  diplomatic  front  to  address 
these  threats,  while  maintaining  our 
conventional  military  and  Intelligence 
capabilities,  but  there  is  nothing  in 
this  bill  that  would  justify  such  a  vote. 

TECHNOLOGY 

It  is  an  extremely  difficult  and  often 
underestimated  challenge  to  use  a  mis- 
sile to  shoot  down  another  missile.  As 
I  have  mentioned  earlier,  the  $99  bil- 
lion our  country  has  already  spent  on 
missile  defense  has  not  yet  produced 
any  comprehensive  or  reliable  defense 
against  incoming  strategic  missiles.  It 
is  far  easier  to  prevent  missile  attacks 
by  eliminating  missiles,  preventing 
their  proliferation,  and  developing 
multilateral  sanctions  and  export  con- 
trols, than  it  is  to  develop  and  deploy 
a  magic  missile  shield  that  would  span 
our  vast  country. 

Even  the  theater  missile  systems- 
including  THAAD,  Navy  Lower  Tier. 
Navy  Theater- Wide,  and  MEADS— that 
are  called  for  in  this  legislation  require 
substantial  additional  research  and 
testing  before  any  responsible  deploy- 
ment would  be  possible.  PAC-m  is  the 
only  one  of  the  many  systems  identi- 
fied for  deplo3mient  In  this  bill  that 
will  be  ready  for  deployment  anytime 
soon. 

The  administration  has  its  priorities 
straight  and  I  believe  these  priorities 


are  in  line  with  what  most  Americans 
would  regard  as  prudent — we  must  ad- 
dress current  threats  first  and  keep  our 
powder  dry  In  the  event  future  threats 
arise.  We  must  redouble  our  diplomatic 
efforts  to  ensure  that  those  threats  do 
not  arise.  The  current  bill  would  not 
only  aggravate  the  foreign  missile 
threat,  for  the  reasons  I  have  discussed 
earlier,  but  would  compel  the  President 
to  deploy  expensive  and  unproven  mis- 
sile defense  systems. 

CONCLUSION 

For  all  the  reasons  above,  I  cannot 
support  this  legislation.  Yet  the  debate 
today  and  various  foreign  and  defense 
policy  debates  in  recent  months  has  re- 
vealed not  only  some  severe  short- 
comings in  this  legislation.  The  debate 
also  reveals  the  apparent  inability  of 
the  Republican  Party  to  come  up  with 
a  comprehensive,  integrated  plan  of  ac- 
tion to  guide  America's  military  and 
diplomatic  priorities  over  the  course  of 
the  last  Presidential  term  of  this  mil- 
lennium. 

Where  does  the  Republican  Party 
stand  on  nonprollferation?  What  does 
it  have  to  offer  to  strengthen  export 
controls? 

What  is  it  doing  to  toughen  U.S. 
sanctions  and  ensure  their  implemen- 
tation? Where  are  the  Republican  votes 
when  we  need  them  when  it  comes  to 
strengthening  sanctions  and  export 
controls? 

What  is  it  proposing  to  address  pro- 
liferation threats  aulsing  from  outside 
the  narrow  domain  of  Russia  and  the 
rogue  regimes,  a  field  of  vision  which 
features  a  blind  eye  as  its  prominent 
characteristic? 

What  Is  it  offering  to  strengthen 
international  organizations  and  re- 
gimes to  prevent  proliferation  or  to  in- 
crease its  costs? 

While  the  administration  proceeds 
with  diplomatic  efforts  to  curb  North 
Korea's  nuclear  and  missile  programs, 
what  besides  SDI  do  the  Republicans 
have  to  offer  that  stands  a  better 
chance  of  addressing  these  threats? 

What  does  it  propose  to  do  about  the 
ongoing  arms  race  in  South  Asia  in- 
volving nuclear  weapons  and  missiles, 
and  how  will  its  SDI  schemes  protect 
our  allies,  including  Israel,  against 
threats  from  weapons  of  mass  destruc- 
tion that  are  not  delivered  by  missiles? 

What  does  it  offer  to  address  the 
grave  threats  posed  from  expanding 
international  commercial  uses  of  Plu- 
tonium, one  of  the  deadliest  elements 
on  Earth? 

The  answer,  unfortunately,  is  abso- 
lutely nothing.  I  stand  ready  to  work 
closely  with  my  fellow  colleagues  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  to  join  in 
forging  effective  responses  to  these 
threats.  I  know  such  cooperation  is 
possible;  indeed,  none  of  the  non- 
proliferation  legislation  that  I  have  au- 
thored over  the  years  would  have  been 
possible  without  it.  But  I  hardly  be- 
lieve that  there  is  anything  in  the  De- 


fend America  Act  [DAA]  that  offers 
any  basis  whatsoever  for  forging  a  bi- 
partisan consensus. 

Because  of  this,  Mr.  President,  I  be- 
lieve that  history  will  relabel  the  DAA 
asDOA. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  just  2 
weeks  ago,  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  issued  a  $60  billion  cost  estimate 
for  the  Defend  America  Act— an  ill-ad- 
vised Republican  effort  to  resurrect  the 
discredited  star  wars  missile  defense 
system.  Several  days  later.  House  Re- 
publicans responded  to  this  bloated 
price  tag  by  doing  the  right  thing. 
They  pulled  the  bill  from  floor  consid- 
eration, and  a  bad  Idea  might  have  fall- 
en by  the  wayside  had  not  the  majority 
leader  picked  up  what  his  House  col- 
leagues rejected  as  Imprudent  and 
scheduled  a  Senate  vote  on  it  for 
today. 

One  can  only  speculate  about  the  mo- 
tivation behind  this  vote.  But  whether 
it  is  election-year  politics  or  simply 
misplaced  priorities,  the  Senate's 
course  should  be  clear.  The  Defend 
America  Act  threatens  our  national  se- 
curity and  undermines  essential  efforts 
to  balance  the  federal  budget.  The  Sen- 
ate should  vote  it  down. 

The  grossly  misnamed  Defend  Amer- 
ica Act  would  be  more  appropriately 
entitled  the  Jeopardize  America  Act. 
The  bill  would  direct  the  Department 
of  Defense  to  deploy  by  2003  a  national 
missile  defense  system  that  allegedly 
would  defend  the  United  States  against 
limited,  unauthorized,  or  accidental 
ballistic  missile  attacks.  That  system, 
according  to  its  promoters,  could  be 
"augmented  over  time  to  provide  a  lay- 
ered defense  against  larger  and  more 
sophisticated  threats  as  they  emerge." 

Sound  familiar? 

The  bill  has  a  certain  tinny  ring 
about  it.  Look  closely  and  you  will  see 
that  the  Defend  America  Act  is  really 
the  fifth  variant  of  Ronald  Reagan's 
failed  star  wars  experiment.  To  Imple- 
ment this  proposal,  the  act  calls  for 
changing  or  withdrawing  from  the 
ABM  Treaty  in  order  to  permit  the  de- 
ployment of  a  combination  of  ground-, 
sea-,  and  space-based  components — a 
clear  revival  of  the  star  wars  program 
that  disappeared  with  the  end  of  the 
cold  war. 

All  of  this  is  particularly  disturbing 
when  you  consider  that  enactment  of 
this  legislation  is  both  harmful  to 
United  States-Russian  relations  and, 
according  to  our  own  military  and  in- 
telligence experts,  unnecessary  to  com- 
bat the  threats  we  are  likely  to  face  In 
the  next  decade  or  more. 

The  Russians  have  been  very  clear  in 
their  views  on  unilateral  tampering 
with  the  ABM  Treaty  to  facilitate  the 
deployment  of  a  national  missile  de- 
fense system.  In  a  May  1  letter  to  Con- 
gress. General  John  Shalikashvili,  the 
Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chlefe  of  Staff, 
said: 

Efforts  which  sugrgest  changes  to  or  with- 
drawal from  the  ABM  Treaty  may  Jeopardize 
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Russian  ratification  of  START  n  and  .  .  . 
could  prompt  Russia  to  withdraw  from 
START  I.  I  am  concerned  that  failure  of  ei- 
ther START  initiative  will  result  In  Russian 
retention  of  hundreds  or  even  thousands 
more  nuclear  weapons  thereby  Increasing 
both  costs  and  risks  we  may  face. 

Compounding  the  arms  control  con- 
cerns i."!  the  timing.  The  Senate  vote  on 
Defend  America  is  scheduled  just  2 
weeks  before  the  Russian  elections  so 
crucial  to  that  country's  continued 
peaceful  transition  to  democracy.  We 
have  to  be  concerned  that  the  Defend 
America  Act  hands  the  Communists  a 
pre-election  gift  with  its  distinctly 
unpropitlous  echo  of  cold  war  antag- 
onisms. 

What  Is  worse,  our  military  and  in- 
telligence experts  say  such  risktaking 
Is  not  warranted.  According  to  public 
accounts  of  the  National  Intelligence 
Estimate,  a  classified  consensus  report 
by  all  of  our  intelligence  agencies,  "no 
country  other  than  the  major  declared 
nuclear  powers  will  develop  or  other- 
wise acquire  a  ballistic  missile  tn  the 
next  15  years  that  could  threaten  the 
contiguous  48  states  and  Canada." 

The  frony  of  a  defense  system  that 
actually  threatens  our  security  is  only 
part  of  the  story.  Immediately  after 
the  first  vote  on  the  Defend  America 
Act,  the  Senate  is  scheduled  to  vote  on 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  to  the 
Constitution.  That  strikes  many  Sen- 
ators on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  as  an 
odd  sequence  of  events.  One  moment 
we  are  voting  on  a  constitutional 
amendment  to  balance  the  budget;  the 
next  we  are  raising  the  deficit  by  tens 
of  billions  of  dollars. 

Since  the  mid-1980's.  Congress  has 
spent  nearly  $40  billion  on  ballistic 
missile  defense,  and  all  we  have  to 
show  for  it  are  canceled  checks  from 
defense  contractors.  The  Congressional 
Budget  Office  estimate  of  an  additional 
$60  billion  for  this  latest  version  of  a 
highly  complex,  interwoven  system  is 
charitable.  It  covers  only  the  costs  to 
acquire  the  system.  It  falls  to  include 
either  the  costs  to  operate  this  system 
or  cost  overruns.  And,  if  history  is  any 
guide,  cost  overruns  alone  for  a  system 
of  this  complexity  could  easily  double 
the  estimate. 
Who  will  pay  this  tab? 
Of  course.  In  the  long  run  it  will  be 
the  American  taxpayers.  In  the  short 
run,  however,  either  the  deficit  will  be 
increased,  spending  will  be  slashed  on 
important  domestic  priorities  such  as 
education  and  the  envfronment,  or  the 
Defense  Department  will  have  to  juggle 
its  own  accounts.  To  accommodate 
such  a  huge  expense,  more  conven- 
tional defense  priorities  such  as  readi- 
ness, procurement  and  force  structure 
may  suffer. 

There  is  a  better,  less  expensive  and 
more  effective  way  to  do  the  same  job. 
The  President's  national  missile  de- 
fense policy  also  meets  any  threat  by 
2003  but  in  a  much  wiser  and  far  more 
fiscally  responsible  manner.  It  beats 
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the  Republican  plan  hands  down  on 
three  counts. 

First,  it's  superior  common  sense. 
The  President  believes  that,  as  Senator 
Sam  Nunn  notes,  we  should  "fly  before 
we  buy."  At  a  minimum,  we  should 
look  before  we  buy.  Under  the  Presi- 
dent's plan,  we  would  continue  to  de- 
velop the  technologies  for  a  national 
missile  defense  system,  then  assess  the 
situation,  and  deploy  it  only  if  it  is 
needed. 

Second,  it's  superior  technologically. 
The  President's  policy  would  allow  us 
to  develop  more  capable  and  cost-effec- 
tive defense  systems  that  can  meet  the 
exact  nature  of  the  threat  as  it 
emerges. 

Third,  it's  superior  diplomatically. 
The  President's  approach  would  give  us 
time  and  latitude  to  negotiate  amend- 
ments to  the  ABM  Treaty  with  the 
Russians  that  allow  us  to  continue  on 
the  path  of  reducing  Moscow's  nuclear 
arsenal.  It  would  not  rush  us  headlong 
into  an  international  arms  control  cri- 
sis. 

Even  the  Republican  revolutionaries 
In  the  House  had  the  wisdom  to  see 
that  this  bill  would  commit  our  Nation 
to  an  imwlse,  unaffordable,  and  dan- 
gerous policy.  They  scrapped  it  because 
the  Defend  America  Act  is  indefensible. 


THE  DEFEND  AMERICA  ACT 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  today, 
the  Senate  is  revisiting  the  star  wars 
system  of  the  1980's,  renamed  for  the 
1990's  as  the  Defend  America  Act.  It 
was  a  bad  idea  then  and  it  is  a  bad  idea 
today. 

The  suggestion  in  the  title  Defend 
America  Act  is  that  to  defend  America 
requires  nothing  more  than  deploying  a 
national  missile  defense.  In  reality, 
this  legislation  would  pour  exorbitant 
sums  Into  building  a  missile  defense 
system  that  would  make  our  Nation 
more  vulnerable  to  missile  attack, 
while  at  the  same  time  ignoring  the 
more  likely  threats  to  our  territory 
and  citizens.  The  Defend  America  Act 
misses  the  point,  and  at  no  small  cost 
to  the  American  taxpayer. 

The  bill  requires  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment to  deploy  a  national  missile  de- 
fense by  2003.  This  approach  has  several 
flaws.  First,  the  threat  from  limited 
missile  attacks  against  the  United 
States  is  remote.  Throughout  the  cold 
war,  when  the  superpowers  were  an- 
tagonists and  had  far  larger  nuclear  ar- 
senals than  they  field  today,  we  chose 
not  to  deploy  missile  defenses  because 
the  cost  did  not  justify  the  protection 
they  could  provide. 

Why  should  we  decide  to  deploy  mis- 
sile defenses  now,  when  the  cold  war  is 
over,  when  we  have  far  more  coopera- 
tive relations  with  Russia,  and  when 
they  have  a  much  smaller  superpower 
arsenal?  The  Secretary  of  Defense  and 
the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  state  that  now 
is  not  the  time  to  deploy  a  national 


missile  defense.  But  the  Republicans 
reject  that  advice  and  want  to  build 
this  wasteful  system. 

The  second  flaw  in  this  bill  is  that 
deploying  a  missile  defense  system  now 
will  put  U.S.  policy  on  a  collision 
course  with  the  Anti-Ballistic  Missile 
Treaty.  The  bill  promotes  the  use  of 
ABM  components  prohibited  by  this 
important  treaty.  Moreover,  the  bill 
reconmiends  formal  withdrawal  from 
the  treaty  if  the  Russians  fail  to  agree 
within  a  year  to  re-write  the  treaty  to 
permit  a  national  missile  defense.  Pro- 
visions like  these  send  a  strong  signal 
to  the  Russians  that  cooperation  to 
achieve  nuclear  arms  reductions  is  not 
a  United  States  priority.  The  passage 
of  this  bill  would  put  other  nations  on 
notice  that  we  do  not  take  our  treaty 
obligations  seriously. 

Members  of  the  Russian  Parliament 
have  stated  that  they  will  oppose  rati- 
fication of  START  n  if  the  United 
States  takes  steps  to  develop  or  deploy 
ballistic  missile  defenses  in  violation 
of  the  ABM  Treaty.  By  endangering  the 
prospects  for  START  II  ratification  by 
Russia,  the  Missile  Defense  Act  will  en- 
sure that  we  will  face  many  thousands 
more  Russian  nuclear  weapons  in  the 
near  future  than  If  arms  reductions  are 
implemented.  Discarding  the  ABM 
Treaty  would  reverse  the  logic  of  deter- 
rence and  arms  control  that  Repub- 
lican and  Democratic  Presidents  have 
pursued  for  the  last  four  decades. 

Further,  the  current  threat  does  not 
justify  the  multi-billion  dollar  expendi- 
tures required  to  field  a  national  mis- 
sile defense  by  2003.  The  Congressional 
Budget  Office  estimates  that  the  total 
acquisition  cost  of  this  program  will 
range  from  $31  to  $60  billion,  and  cost 
billions  more  to  operate.  At  a  time 
when  we  are  trying  to  balance  the 
budget  and  meet  essential  needs,  it  is 
Impossible  to  justify  this  massive  new 
defense  expenditure. 

Although  this  bill  purports  to  defend 
America,  it  fails  to  address  the  most 
pressing  threats  to  American  security. 
The  World  Trade  Center  and  Oklahoma 
City  bombings  remind  us  that  terrorist 
use  of  nuclear,  chemical  and  biological 
weapons  on  American  soil  remains  a 
far  greater  threat  than  a  ballistic  mis- 
sile attack  by  a  foreign  nation.  Loose 
controls  on  nuclear  material  from  the 
former  Soviet  Union  raise  the  threat  of 
nuclear  proliferation  by  hostile  nations 
or  groups.  The  policies— and  expendi- 
tures— contained  in  this  bill  in  no  way 
address  these  vital  threats. 

In  contrast,  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion's defense  policy  addresses  these 
varied  threats.  First,  it  takes  specific 
steps  to  increase  nuclear  safety.  In 
April  in  Moscow,  the  G-7,  Russia,  and 
Ukraine  met  at  a  nuclear  safety  sum- 
mit to  discuss  means  of  Increasing  con- 
trols over  nuclear  materials  and  de- 
fending against  nuclear  smugglers.  The 
Cooperative  Threat  Reduction  Pro- 
gram, sponsored  In  Congress  by  Sen- 
ators Nunn  and  Lugar,  achieved  to  the 
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removal  of  thousands  of  nuclear  war- 
heads from  former  Soviet  arsenals  and 
the  destruction  of  hundreds  of  missile 
launchers,  and  has  safegTiarded  vulner- 
able stockpiles  of  nuclear  materials. 

The  Clinton  administration  also  ad- 
dresses ballistic  missile  threats,  but  in 
a  more  sensible  fashion.  The  Defense 
Department  supports  theater  missile 
defense  programs  to  defend  our  forces 
in  the  field.  To  deal  with  the  possibil- 
ity of  a  future  ballistic  missile  threats 
to  U.S.  territory,  the  Pentagon  sup- 
ports an  affordable  level  of  spending  on 
anti-missile  defenses.  This  program, 
called  3+3,  will  ensure  that  3  years 
from  now,  we  will  be  able  to  decide 
whether  to  deploy  a  missile  defense 
system  that  could  be  in  place  in  3 
years.  Our  senior  military  leadership 
agrees  that  this  is  th^  most  sensible 
way  to  protect  against  unforeseen  mis- 
sile threats. 

The  Defend  America  Act  would  spend 
money  we  don't  have  to  defend  against 
threats  that  don't  exist.  We  need  a 
strong  defense,  but  we  must  prepare  to 
meet  real  threats.  Failure  to  do  so  will 
end  up  wasting  billions  of  taxpayer  dol- 
lars. I  urge  my  colleagues  to  oppose 
this  bill. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
Senator  Conrad  from  North  Dakota 
wanted  to  speak.  We  had  set  aside  cer- 
tain time  for  him.  The  debate  was 
originally  scheduled  to  conclude  at 
12:30.  I  wanted  to  serve  notice  that 
Senators  on  our  side  of  the  aisle  or  on 
this  side  of  the  question  that  would 
like  to  speak,  they  need  to  come  over 
momentarily  so  that  we  can  get  back 
to  the  original  time  schedule,  which  is 
12:30.  I  reserve  the  remainder  of  my 
time  and  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  to  be 
notified  when  our  side  has  4  minutes  of 
time  remaining.  Rather  than  waiting,  I 
will  make  some  remarks  at  this  time. 
As  Senator  Nxnro  said,  if  others  wish  to 
speak,  they  should  come  to  the  floor 
immediately. 

Let  me  just  respond  to  the  key  point 
that  Senator  Levin  made  because  it  is 
an  important  question.  It  is  what  the 
effect  would  be  as  a  result  of  the 
United  States  developing  and  deploying 
a  national  missile  defense— what  the 
effect  would  be  on  the  START  I  and 
START  n  Treaties.  These  are  the  two 
treaties  that  called  for  the  United 
States  and  Russia  to  reduce  our  nu- 
clear inventories.  Under  START  I,  we 
would  bring  the  number  of  warheads 
down  to.  I  believe,  6,000.  And  6,000  war- 
heads is  still  a  lot  of  warheads.  That  is 
why  the  U.S.  Senate  has  also  ratified 
the  START  n  Treaty,  which  would 
take  it  down  below  that  to,  I  think. 
3,500  warheads.  And  3,500  warheads  is 
still  a  lot  of  warheads,  but  the  Russian 
Duma  has  not  even  ratified  START  n 
yet. 

The  argument  I  find  curious,  and 
which  I  characterized  as  "startling"  a 
while  ago,  is  that  the  United  States 


Senate  would  be  deterred  from  acting 
to  defend  America  on  the  basis  that  the 
Russians  might  violate  the  START  I 
Treaty  by  refusing  to  reduce  their  war- 
heads to  the  required  6,000  level  under 
START  I,  if  the  United  States  should 
take  action — which  is  perfectly  legal — 
which  does  not  violate  any  treaty 
whatsoever,  but  which  provides  for  our 
defense  against  ballistic  missile  at- 
tack. I  find  that  a  very  curious  notion. 
But,  more  importantly,  it  does  not 
seem  to  be  a  reason  for  the  United 
States  not  to  act.  If  we  cannot  act  to 
defend  ourselves  because  we  believe 
that  someone  else  will,  as  a  con- 
sequence, violate  a  treaty  that  they 
have  with  us,  then  of  what  worth  is 
that  treaty?  And  of  what  worth  would 
a  follow-on  treaty  be?  K  people  believe 
that  the  Russians  are  going  to  violate 
the  START  I  Treaty  if  we  develop  a 
ballistic  missile  defense  system — which 
is  totally  legal— then  how  valuable  is  it 
for  the  Russians  to  sign  onto  a  START 
n  Treaty,  which  would  bring  their  war- 
heads down  even  more? 

This  is  not  a  matter  of  either/or.  I 
agree  with  my  friends  on  this  side  who 
say  it  is  desirable  to  bring  those  num- 
bers of  warheads  down,  to  chop  up  the 
bombers,  and  to  close  the  missile  sites. 
That  is  a  good  thing.  And  it  comes  side 
by  side  with  defending  America.  We 
still  have  a  defense  budget.  We  are  still 
defending  ourselves.  Ballistic  missile 
defense  is  one  of  those  areas  of  defense 
that  we  have  been  providing  for.  One  of 
my  colleagues  said  we  have  already 
spent  a  lot  of  money  in  that  area.  It  is 
true.  All  we  are  sasrlng  is  let  us  spend 
just  a  little  bit  more  money  and  pro- 
vide an  actual  system  that  will  defend 
America.  It  does  not  violate  any  trea- 
ties, and  there  is  no  reason  for  the  Rus- 
sians to  be  concerned  that,  as  a  result 
of  this,  they  should  begin  violating 
treaties  that  they  have  signed  with  the 
United  States.  So  it  seems  to  me  that 
is  not  a  good  argument  to  make 
against  this  bill. 

The  bottom  line  here  is  this  is  the 
Defend  America  Act.  The  majority 
leader.  Bob  Doi^,  has  asked  that  we  be 
able  to  vote  on  this,  and  this  afternoon 
we  are  going  to  have  a  vote  to  decide 
whether  we  are  going  to  vote — in  other 
words,  a  vote  to  invoke  cloture — to 
stop  debate  for  the  time  being  and  ac- 
tually begin  debate  on  the  bill  so  we 
can  eventually  bring  it  to  a  vote  up  or 
down.  Some  of  my  colleagues  would 
prefer  not  to  vote  on  the  bill.  I  would 
prefer  that  they  vote  either  yes  or  no. 
They  do  not  have  to  agree  with  us  that 
the  Defend  America  Act  is  a  good  idea. 
We  ought  to  at  least  be  able  to  get  a 
vote  on  the  bill.  The  vote  that  is  going 
to  occur  this  afternoon  is  not  a  vote  on 
the  Defend  America  Act.  It  is  simply  a 
vote  on  whether  we  should  proceed  to 
consider  the  Defend  America  Act.  I 
hope  that  our  Senate  colleagues  would 
at  least  agree  that  we  can  go  that  far 
even  if  they  do  not  want  to  end  up  vot- 
ing for  it  for  the  reasons  articulated. 


Let  me  reserve  the  remainder  of  time 
on  this  side,  and  again  urge  Senators  if 
they  wish  to  speak  on  the  bill,  they 
need  to  get  here  because  the  original 
time  was  to  expire  at  12:30.  We  have  ex- 
tended that  for  10  or  15  minutes.  If  Sen- 
ators are  not  here  to  speak,  we  will 
close  debate  on  the  bill  before  long. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  how  much 
time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia  has  21  minutes  and 
54  seconds. 

Mr.  NUNN.  If  there  are  any  other 
Senators  that  would  like  to  speak,  I 
would  certainly  invite  them  to  come 
over  at  this  time. 

In  brief  response  to  my  friend  from 
Arizona,  he  mentioned  that  those  of  us 
who  have  expressed  some  concern 
about  the  relationship  between  what 
we  perceive  to  be  a  participatory 
breach  of  the  ABM  Treaty  as  contained 
in  the  Dole-Gingrich  bill,  and  the  Rus- 
sians— it  will  be  necessary  to  continue 
to  draw  down  their  missile  and  nuclear 
weapons  category  as  contained  and  re- 
quired in  START  I,  and  as  will  be  re- 
quired in  START  n,  if  ratified— that 
there  is  this  connection  in  the  Dole- 
Gingrich  bill,  and  anyone  virtually 
reading  this  bill  and  who  is  familiar 
with  the  ABM  Treaty  would  consider 
this  to  be  tantamount  to  notice  that 
the  ABM  Treaty  is  going  to  be 
breached. 

In  section  4(a)(1),  little  (b)  under  sec- 
tion 4,  very  clearly  the  system  to  be 
developed  for  deplosmient  shall  include 
the  following  elements:  No.  1,  an  inter- 
ceptor system  that  optimizes  defensive 
coverage  of  the  continental  United 
States,  and  so  forth,  and  includes  one 
or  a  combination  of  the  following:  (a) 
ground-based  interceptors:  (b)  sea- 
based  interceptors;  (c)  space-based  ki- 
netic energy  interceptors;  (d)  space- 
based  direct  energy  interceptors,  and 
so  forth. 

Three  out  of  the  four  of  those  named 
would  violate  directly  the  ABM  Treaty. 
I  do  not  think  the  ABM  Treaty  is  sa- 
cred ground.  I  believe  there  ought  to  be 
modest  amendments  to  the  ABM  Trea- 
ty. 

As  I  suggested  in  my  remarks  yester- 
day, if  the  Senator  wants  to  carry  out 
the  spirit  of  his  remarks  which  is  say- 
ing for  the  Russians  we  are  not  going 
to  violate  the  ABM  Treaty  and  now 
you  do  not  violate  START  I,  we  will 
not  be  violating  the  ABM  Treaty  if  we 
deploy  a  ground-based  system— and  we 
would  not.  That  is  correct.  But  if  we 
deploy  any  of  the  other  systems  named 
in  this  Dole-Gingrich  bill  we  would. 

So  if  he  would  like  to  vote  strictly  on 
the  proposition  he  just  offered  then  we 
will  have  a  chance  to  do  that  on  my 
substitute  because  that  is  what  it  does. 
It  says  we  will  go  forward  with  a  trea- 
ty, an  ABM  Treaty  compliance  system 
with  100  interceptors  at  Grand  Forks, 
and  then  we  will  seek  an  amendment  to 
the  treaty  as  provided  in  the  treaty  to 
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be  able  to  go  to  two  sites  and  1,200  mis- 
siles, which  would  indeed  be  the  origi- 
nal ABM  Treaty  exactly  as  it  was  be- 
fore there  was  an  amendment  in  the 
1970's.  That  would  be  treaty  compliant. 
If  we  did  that,  there  would  be  no  ques- 
tion that  the  Russians  would  have  no 
right  to  violate  START  I.  They  would 
have  no  excuse  for  basically  not  ratify- 
ing START  n.  But  when  you  basically 
say  to  the  Russians  what  we  are  going 
to  do  here  is  get  you  to  draw  down  to 
3,500  warheads,  and  then  about  the 
time  you  do  that  under  the  START  n 
treaty  we  are  going  to  deploy  perhaps  a 
sea-based  system,  a  space-based  sys- 
tem, or  space-based  direct  energy  sys- 
tem, what  you  are  saying  in  effect  is 
we  want  you  to  comply  with  the 
START  I  and  START  H,  but  just  about 
the  time  you  get  through  implement- 
ing it  we  are  going  to  in  all  likelihood 
break  out  of  the  ABM  Treaty.  That  is 
the  message  that  is  going  forward  here. 
That  is  the  message  everybody  under- 
stands that  has  studied  the  ABM  Trea- 
ty. 

So  to  say  we  basically  are  fearful 
that  the  Russians  are  breaking  their 
obligations  and  leaving  out  of  the 
equation  that  we  are  serving  notice  we 
are  going  to  break  ourselves,  I  think,  is 
a  little  bit  misleading. 

So  I  say  to  my  friend  from  Arizona 
that,  if  he  would  like  to  vote  on  that 
proposition  staying  within  the  ABM 
Treaty,  or  seeking  an  amendment 
within  a  reasonable  timeframe  to  that 
treaty  to  permit  a  better  system  than 
the  one-site  system,  he  will  have  every 
opportunity  to  do  that  when  we  get  to 
a  vote  on  this  because  that  is  exactly 
what  the  Nvmn  substitute  will  provide. 
Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  would  say 
to  the  distinguished  ramking  member 
of  the  Armed  Services  Committee  that 
I  would  love  the  opportunity  to  vote  on 
both  the  proposal  that  Senator  Dole 
has  made  and  also  the  substitute  that 
Senator  Nunn  would  like  to  make. 
That  is  what  this  cloture  vote  is  all 
about.  If  we  do  not  vote  for  cloture  we 
are  not  going  to  have  that  opportunity. 
Second,  there  is  no  difference  in  con- 
cept between  the  proposal  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia  and  our  proposal.  We 
are  not  engaging  in  an  anticipatory 
breach  of  the  ABM  Treaty  with  this 
bill.  We  provide  two  specific  mecha- 
nisms, both  of  which  are  treaty  compli- 
ant, to  proceed.  One  of  them  is  similar 
to  that  which  the  Senator  from  Geor- 
gia proposes.  In  his  substitute  he  is 
suggesting  that  we  have  not  one 
ground-based  site  but  two.  Under  the 
current  ABM  Treaty  that  would  be  in 
violation  of  the  treaty  if  we  went  for- 
ward to  build  that. 

So  in  his  legislation  he  provides  that 
we  should  seek  an  amendment  to  the 
treaty  to  accommodate  this  second 
site.  Likewise,  in  the  Dole  bill,  the  bill 
before  us  today,  it  reads  on  page  9,  line 
8,  "In  light  of  the  findings  in  section  2 
and  the  policy  established  in  section  3 


[in  other  words,  that  we  should  build  a 
national  missile  defense  system]  the 
Congress  urges  the  President  to  pursue 
high  level  discussions  with  the  Russian 
Federation  to  achieve  an  agreement  to 
amend  the  ABM  Treaty"— to  allow  the 
deployment  of  the  system.  We  ask  for 
the  same  thing. 

In  other  words,  to  the  extent  that  we 
might  go  beyond  what  the  ABM  Treaty 
allows,  the  Senator  from  Georgia  is 
correct  to  say  that  some  of  the  things 
in  the  bill,  if  they  were  done — it  is  up 
to  the  President  to  decide  whether 
they  would  be  done — but  if  they  were 
done  those  things  could  be  considered 
beyond  the  scope  of  the  ABM  Treaty. 
In  that  event,  we  then  ask  the  Presi- 
dent to  engage  in  the  negotiations  with 
the  Russians  to  amend  the  treaty  to 
permit  it.  In  the  event  that  the  Rus- 
sians would  not  agree  to  it,  we  then  in- 
voke a  second  provision  of  the  ABM 
Treaty  which  specifically  provides  that 
the  United  States  can  give  notice  of 
withdrawal  from  the  treaty  if  we  deter- 
mine it  is  in  our  interest  to  do  so.  We 
tried  for  an  entire  year  of  negotiations, 
whereas  the  ABM  Treaty  would  allow 
us  to  withdraw  within  a  period  of  only 
6  months. 

We  are  not  breaching  the  ABM  Trea- 
ty. We  are  not  even  engaged  in  an  an- 
ticipatory breach— in  other  words,  a 
breach  sometime  in  the  future.  We  are 
simply  saying  that  we  are  going  to  em- 
bark upon  a  course  of  action  which  will 
provide  for  the  defense  of  the  United 
States,  and,  if  in  the  future  some  provi- 
sion of  that  would  not  be  consistent 
with  the  ABM  Treaty  then,  (a),  the 
President  should  try  to  negotiate 
amendments  to  the  treaty  just  as  the 
Nunn  substitute  provides;  and  (b),  if 
that  is  not  possible,  then  the  United 
States  can  give  notice  of  withdrawal 
from  the  treaty  which  the  treaty  itself 
provides. 

It  is  a  little  bit  like  the  argument 
that  someone  does  not  like  to  amend 
the  U.S.  Constitution  in  some  respect. 
They  said  the  Constitution  should  not 
be  amended.  Of  course,  the  Constitu- 
tion has  within  it  an  explicit  provision 
for  amending  it.  It  has  been  amended 
some  23  times  now,  or  24.  I  have  lost 
track.  The  fact  is  we  have  amended  the 
U.S.  Constitution.  The  ABM  Treaty  has 
a  provision  for  amendment  of  the  ABM 
Treaty.  Just  because  we  want  to  do 
something  that  might  be  inconsistent 
with  the  current  treaty  does  not  mean 
that  thereby  we  are  in  violation  of  the 
treaty,  if  we  are  able  to  amend  the 
treaty  or  even  if  we  give  notice  under 
the  treaty  that  we  are  going  to  with- 
draw from  it  because  it  is  in  our  na- 
tional interest  to  do  so.  That  is  not  a 
breach  of  the  treaty.  It  is  using  the  ac- 
tual provisions  of  the  treaty  to  further 
the  interests  of  the  United  States. 

So.  I  certainly  respect  the  judgment 
of  the  Senator  from  Georgia  that  we 
must  be  very  cautious  about  how  we 
proceed.  We  have  to  take  into  consider- 


ation how  other  nations  might  react, 
and  certainly  Russia  is  important  in 
this  regard.  But,  by  the  same  token,  we 
cannot  fail  to  act,  if  something  is  in 
the  interests  of  the  United  States,  in 
anticipation  that  the  Russians  might 
not  like  it  or  that  they  might,  as  a 
consequence  of  what  we  do  that  is  per- 
fectly legal,  begin  to  violate  some  trea- 
ty that  we  believe  to  be  in  our  best  in- 
terests. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Will  the  Senator  yield  for 
one  brief  moment? 

Mr.  KYL.  I  am  happy  to  stop  at  this 
point  and  jrield  the  floor. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  do  not  want  to  make  the 
argument  for  the  Russians  here,  but  I 
think  they  would  do  the  same  thing  we 
are  talking  about  in  the  bill  that  you 
are  talking  about.  If  they  see  that  on 
our  side  the  ABM  Treaty  is  going  to 
likely  be  violated,  then  they  will  serve 
notice  under  START  I  that  it  was  not 
in  their  national  interests.  To  say,  on 
the  one  hand,  we  are  complying  be- 
cause we  are  going  to  give  notice  and 
then  get  out.  but.  on  the  other  hand, 
they  could  not  do  the  same  thing  and 
they  are  therefore  violating  the  treaty 
is  also,  I  think,  a  little  misleading. 

I  think  it  works  both  ways.  If  they 
want  to  get  out  of  START  I,  they  have 
the  right  to  do  so.  or  if  we  want  to  get 
out  of  START  I.  We  both  have  those  re- 
ciprocal clauses  in  both  ABM  and 
START  I,  and  I  think  that  would  be  the 
way  either  side  would  go  about  devolv- 
ing from  the  position  of  compliance. 

Mr.  KYL.  I  might  say  to  the  Senator 
that  while  that  might  be  the  right  of 
the  Russians,  you  have  to  consider 
what  is  in  the  national  interest  of  Rus- 
sia and  the  United  States.  We  will  both 
act  in  our  national  interests  whatever 
we  deem  that  to  be. 
Mr.  NUNN.  Exactly. 
Mr.  KYL.  There  are  a  lot  of  argu- 
ments made  by  Russians  themselves 
that  relate  to  the  cost  of  continuing  to 
maintain  an  arsenal.  My  guess  would 
be  that  the  Russians  would  at  least 
want  to  draw  their  arsenal  down  to  the 
levels  called  for  in  START  I.  because  it 
is  very  expensive  to  maintain  that  de- 
gree of  arsenal. 

There  is  also  a  counterargument 
made  that  they  might  not  agree  to  the 
START  n  Treaty  that  we  have  already 
ratified  because  of  the  high  cost  of 
compliance  in  bringing  those  warheads 
down.  The  Senator  from  Georgia  has 
been  a  leader  in  the  United  States  in 
trjring  to  provide  assistance  to  the 
Russians  to  enable  them  to  afford  to  do 
that.  It  is  an  exi>ensive  proposition. 
Mr.  NUNN.  Right. 

Mr.  KYL.  I  guess  what  I  am  saying 
here  Is  that  the  Russians  themselves 
have  made  two  contradictory  argu- 
ments, both  of  which  might  be  true. 
That  is  to  say.  No.  1,  it  is  expensive  to 
maintain  these  arsenals;  No.  2,  it  is  ex- 
pensive to  get  rid  of  them.  Probably 
they  will  do  what  is  in  their  best  inter- 
ests regardless  of  what  the  United 
States  does. 
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Mr.  NUNN.  I  think  they  certainly 
will  act  in  what  they  believe  is  their 
national  interest.  I  think  the  real  key 
here  is  whether  we  can  enter  into  a  pe- 
riod of  time  with  Russia,  and  we  have 
some  hope  of  doing  that,  where  we  both 
have  similar  national  interests  in  both 
defensive  weapons  as  well  as  drawing 
down  offensive  weapons.  So  we  reduce 
the  threat  to  them,  they  reduce  the 
threat  to  us.  We  both  move  together  in 
trsring  to  develop  some  type  systems  to 
defend  our  own  territory,  that  are  cer- 
tainly more  sophisticated  than  what 
Russia  has  now,  and  we  have  none  at 
all.  So  I  am  very  much  in  favor  of  mov- 
ing down  the  path  of  cooperation  with 
the  Russians  if  it  is  possible.  If  it  is  not 
possible,  we  have  to  go  back  to  the  na- 
tional interest  clause  under  the  ABM 
Treaty. 

As  I  have  said  many  times,  I  do  not 
think  the  ABM  Treaty  is  sacred.  I 
think  it  was  in  our  interests  when  it 
was  entered  into,  but  it  hjis  to  be  ad- 
justed over  the  period  of  time.  It  is  all- 
important  the  way  you  go  about  ad- 
justing it,  though.  I  think  if  you  talk 
to  anyone  now  who  is  familiar  with  the 
history  of  the  ABM  Treaty,  if  they  read 
the  Dole-Gingrich  bill  before  us,  the 
way  it  is  worded,  the  entire  tenor  of 
the  bill  is  tantamount  to  serving  no- 
tice that  we  are  going  to  move  in  our 
own  independent  direction. 

At  some  point,  we  may  have  to  do 
that,  but  I  do  not  think  the  year  is 
now,  and  I  do  not  think  it  is  time  now 
to  give  up  on  a  mutual  approach  that 
can  save  us  billions  and  billions  of  dol- 
lars and  also  increase  the  security  of 
our  people.  I  do  not  think  that  hope 
should  be  written  off. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  certainly 
agree  with  the  goals  as  articulated  by 
the  Senator  firom  Georgia.  We  have 
some  slight  difference  as  to  how  to  get 
there,  but  he  certainly  has  articulated 
the  issue  well. 

I  ask  at  this  point,  if  there  is  no  one 
else  who  desires  to  speak,  even  though 
there  be  time  remaining,  if  there  is  no 
other  person  desiring  to  speak  other 
than  the  leaders,  that  it  would  be  pos- 
sible to  srield  back  any  remaining  time 
and  proceed  to  allow  leaders  to  speak 
as  they  desire  and  then  to  hold  the  clo- 
ture vote  at  2:15  or  as  soon  thereafter 
as  appropriate. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  agree 
with  the  suggestion  of  my  friend  from 
Arizona.  There  is  apparently  no  one 
else  on  this  side  who  plans  to  speak  at 
this  point  in  time.  I  certainly  would 
agree  to  that  procedure. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  time  has  been  considered 
yielded  back.  Leaders  will  be  accorded 
an  opportunity  to  speak  prior  to  the 
cloture  vote,  which  will  be  when  the 
Senate  reconvenes. 


ate  stand  in  recess  until  the  hour  of 
2:15. 

There  being  no  objection,  at  12:35 
p.m.,  the  Senate  recessed  until  2:15 
p.m.:  whereupon,  the  Senate  reassem- 
bled when  called  to  order  by  the  Pre- 
siding Officer  [Mr.  Coats]. 


DEFEND  AMERICA  ACT  OF  1996- 
MOTION  TO  PROCEED 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  motion. 


CLOTURE  MOTION 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  pursuant  to  rule 
XXrr,  the  Chair  lays  before  the  Senate 
the  pending  cloture  motion,  which  the 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

Cloture  Motion 
We,  the  undersigned  Senators,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  rule  XXn  of  the 
Standing:  Rules  of  the  Senate,  do  hereby 
move  to  bring  to  a  close  debate  on  the  mo- 
tion to  proceed  to  Calendar  No.  411,  the  "De- 
fend America"  bill: 

Bob  Dole.  Strom  Thurmond,  John  War- 
ner, Trent  Lott,  Bob  Smith,  Rick 
Santorum,  Jesse  Helms,  Kay  Bailey 
Hutchison,  Dan  Coats.  Dirk  Kemp- 
thorne.  John  McCain.  Jon  Kyi.  Pete  V. 
Domenlcl.  Bill  Cohen.  Lauch  Falrcloth. 
Ted  Stevens. 


CALL  OF  THE  ROLL 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
mandatory  quorum  call  has  been 
waived. 


VOTE 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is.  Is  it  the  sense  of  the  Sen- 
ate that  debate  on  the  motion  to  pro- 
ceed to  consideration  of  S.  1635,  a  bill 
to  establish  U.S.  policy  for  the  deploy- 
ment of  a  national  missile  defense  sys- 
tem, shall  be  brought  to  a  close? 

The  yeas  and  nays  are  required.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Frist]  is  nec- 
essarily absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  yeas  and  nays  resulted— yeas  53, 
nays  46,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  157  Leg.] 
YEAS— 53 


RECESS 
Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  at  this  point 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Sen- 


Abraham 

Cralg 

Hatneld 

Ashcroft 

D'Aciato 

Henin 

Bennett 

DeWlne 

Helms 

Bond 

Dole 

Hutchison 

Brown 

Domenlcl 

Inhofe 

Burns 

Falrcloth 

Jeffords 

Campbell 

Gorton 

Kassebaum 

Chafee 

Gramm 

Kempthome 

Coats 

Grams 

Kyi 

CocJiT&n 

Grassley 

Lott 

Cohen 

Grere 

Lu^ar 

Coverdell 

Hatch 

Mack 

McCain 

Santorum 

Stevens 

McConnell 

Shelby 

Thomas 

Murkowskl 

Simpson 

Thompson 

Nlckles 

Smith 

Thurmond 

Pressler 

Snowe 

Warner 

Roth 

Specter 
NAYS— 46 

Akaka 

Felnsteln 

Mlkulskl 

Baucus 

Ford 

Moseley-Braun 

Blden 

Glenn 

Moynlhan 

Bin^aman 

Graham 

Murray 

Boxer 

Harkln 

Nunn 

Bradley 

HoUlngs 

Pell 

Br«aux 

Inouye 

Pryor 

Brj-an 

Johnston 

Retd 

Bumpers 

Kennedy 

Robb 

BjTd 

Kerrey 

Rockefeller 

Conrad 

Kerry 

Sarbanes 

Daschle 

Kohl 

Simon 

Dodd 

Lautenbers; 

Wellstone 

Dorran 

Leahy 

Wyden 

Ezon 

Levin 

Felngold 

Lleberman 

NOT  VOTING— 1 
Frist 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  this 
vote,  the  yeas  are  53,  and  the  nays  are 
46.  Three-fifths  of  the  Senators  duly 
chosen  and  sworn  not  having  voted  in 
the  affirmative,  the  motion  is  rejected. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
lay  it  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  there  now  be  a  period  of 
morning  business  with  Senators  per- 
mitted to  speak  for  up  to  5  minutes 
each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  if  I  could 
add,  for  the  information  of  all  Sen- 
ators, this  is  so  we  can  have  a  discus- 
sion with  the  democratic  leadership 
and  get  an  understanding  as  to  how  we 
will  proceed  from  here  on  the  time  for 
the  balanced  budget  discussion. 

I  s^eld  the  floor  and  I  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


DEFEND  AMERICA  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  Let  me 
emphasize  that  I  regard  the  Defend 
America  Act  of  1996  as  a  vital  piece  of 
legislation — one  which  provides  a  clear 
and  concise  blueprint  for  protecting 
the  American  people  from  the  growing 
threat  of  attack  from  ballistic  missiles 
carrying  nuclear  chemical  or  biological 
warheads.  I  am  also  convinced,  Mr. 
President,  beyond  peradventure,  that  it 
is  critical  that  the  United  States  begin 
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immediately  the  8-year  task  of  build- 
ing and  deplojring  a  national  missile 
defense.  Finally,  I  am  disappointed 
that  this  legislation  is  being  subjected 
to  a  filibuster. 

This  past  winter,  shortly  after  the 
Clinton  administration  vetoed  the  mis- 
sile defense  provisions  in  the  1996  De- 
fense Authorization  Act,  I,  along  with 
others,  questioned  the  wisdom  of  the 
administration's  stated  assumption 
that  no  country  "other  than  the  de- 
clared nuclear  powers"  would  threaten 
the  "continental"  United  States  with  a 
ballistic  missile  for  at  least  15  years. 
An  incredible  statement.  I  was  aston- 
ished then  and  I  am  astonished  now, 
when  I  think  about  it,  by  the  intellec- 
tual bankruptcy  of  such  a  statement. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  make  four 
points  in  this  regard:  First,  I  continue 
to  wonder  how  the  administration 
could  so  cavalierly  make  decisions 
about  the  deployment  of  a  national 
missile  defense,  while  explicitly  ex- 
cluding declared  nuclear  powers  from 
the  threat  calculus.  One  has  only  to 
consider  China,  which  fields  dozens  of 
submarine-launched  ballistic  missiles, 
hundreds  of  warheads  on  heavy  bomb- 
ers, roughly  24  medium  and  long-range 
ballistic  missiles,  and  has  several  crash 
modernization  initiatives  in  progress. 
Moreover,  China  intends  to  deploy,  by 
the  end  of  this  century,  four  new  tsrpes 
of  ballistic  missiles.  Furthermore,  the 
United  States  has  very  clejir  indica- 
tions that  Red  China  is,  at  this  very 
moment,  pursuing  MIRV  technology. 

Now,  then,  Mr.  President,  this  is  the 
very  same  country,  mind  you,  that  has 
just  finished  flexing  its  military  might 
by  conducting  live  missile-firing  exer- 
cises in  the  Strait  of  Taiwan,  in  a  clear 
effort  to  bully  and  cower  a  valued  and 
longstanding  ally  of  the  United  States. 
This  is  the  same  country — China — that 
issued  thinly  veiled  threats  this  spring 
suggesting  that  nuclear  weapons  would 
be  used  against  the  United  States  if  the 
United  States  intervened  on  behalf  of 
Taiwan.  Assistant  Secretary  of  State 
Winston  Lord  acknowledged  that  Chi- 
nese officials  had  declared  that  the 
United  States,  "wouldn't  dare  defend 
Taiwan  because  they  [China]  would 
rain  nuclear  bombs  on  Los  Angeles"  if 
we  did. 

Now,  if  this  is  not  nuclear  blackmail, 
it  will  do  while  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion folds  its  hands  until  the  first  nu- 
clear missile  hits  the  west  coast.  Chi- 
na's ability  to  hold  the  United  States 
hostage  to  such  threats  is  made  pos- 
sible by  the  fact  that  a  band  of  latter- 
day  Luddites  here  in  Washington  have 
consistently  refused  even  to  consider 
building  the  very  strategic  missile  de- 
fenses necessary  to  protect  the  Amer- 
ican people  from  such  an  attack. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  time  for  the  de- 
fenders of  the  ABM  Treaty  to  give  up 
their  pious  devotion  to  an  antiquated 
arms  control  theology  and  come  to 
grips  with  the  realities  of  the  i>ost- 


cold-war  world.  Dr.  Henry  Kissinger, 
the  architect  of  the  ABM  Treaty,  put  it 
best  when  he  recently  wrote.  "The  end 
of  the  cold  war  has  made  ...  a  strat- 
egy of  mutually  assured  destruction 
largely  irrelevant.  Barely  plausible 
when  there  was  only  one  strategic  op- 
ponent, the  theory  makes  no  sense  in  a 
multipolar  world  of  proliferating  nu- 
clear powers." 

He  went  on  to  say  that  MAD,  mutu- 
ally assured  destruction,  would  not 
work  against  blackmail  with  nuclear 
weapons.  Yet.  that  is  exactly  what  we 
are  faced  with  when  China  blatantly 
threatens  Los  Angeles.  U.S.A. 

Second,  I  caimot  fathom  the  adminis- 
tration's sensibilities  when  it  drew  a 
distinction  between  threats  to  the 
United  States  and  threats  to  the  con- 
tinental United  States.  The  last  time  I 
checked,  nearly  2  million  U.S.  citizens 
live  in  Alaska  and  Hawaii.  These  peo- 
ple and  their  families  are  no  less  de- 
serving of  protection  than  anyone  liv- 
ing in  Arkansas  or  North  Carolina  or 
Washington.  DC,  or  anywhere  else.  It  is 
simply  incredible  that  those  who  op- 
pose ballistic  missile  defense  are  doing 
so  based  on  their  view  of  the  threat  to 
only  48  out  of  the  50  States  of  the 
Union.  This  is  all  the  more  gaJling 
since  it  is  an  indisputable  fact  that 
North  Korea  is  developing  a  series  of 
missiles  capable  of  striking  both  Alas- 
ka and  Hawaii. 

Third,  I  call  Senators'  attention  to  a 
key  caveat  in  the  much  publicized  1996 
threat  assessment  that  has  been  large- 
ly overlooked.  That  assessment  de- 
clared that  "foreign  assistance  is  a 
wild  card  that  can  sometimes  permit  a 
country  to  solve  difficult  develop- 
mental problems  relatively  quickly. 
Such  external  assistance  can  hinder 
our  ability  to  predict  how  soon  a  sys- 
tem will  become  operational." 

Good  Lord,  Mr.  President,  this  one 
statement  alone  unravels  the  whole 
ball  of  yam.  Foreign  assistance  is  the 
norm  in  the  development  of  ballistic 
missile  systems,  not  the  exception.  The 
Soviet  Union  collaborated  on  ballistic 
missiles  with  14  countries  around  the 
globe,  all  of  whom  can  now  field  some 
tsrpe  of  Soviet-made  missile. 

Russia  recently  was  caught  shipping 
entire  missile  sections  to  Iraq.  Both 
Libya  and  Egjrpt  have  transferred  mis- 
siles to  other  countries.  China  has  sold 
intermediate-range  missiles  to  Saudi 
Arabia  and  missile  technology  to  Iran, 
Syria,  and  North  Korea.  In  turn,  Iran  is 
working  with  North  Korea  and  Syria 
on  various  missiles,  and  North  Korea  is 
supplying  both  missiles  and  missile 
production  facilities  to  anybody  who  is 
prepared  to  pay  for  them  with  cash. 

Riecently,  Mr.  President,  I  was  as- 
tounded to  discover  that  Russia  and 
Ukraine  may  be  concluding  a  secret 
deal  with  China  to  tramsfer  ICBM  com- 
ponents. A  report  by  the  Defense  Intel- 
ligence Agency  concluded  that  Com- 
munist China  is  seeking  to  enhance  its 


strategic  arsenal  with  components 
from  Russia's  most  lethal  type  of  inter- 
continental ballistic  missile — the  SS- 
18. 

Dubbed  "Satan"  by  Western  intel- 
ligence services,  the  SS-18  is  the 
world's  most  destructive  weapon  to 
date.  It  has  the  ability  to  drop  10  mega- 
ton-rated warheads  within  600  feet  of 
their  targets.  Acquisition  of  just  the 
booster  stage  of  this  missile  would  give 
China  the  ability  to  launch  nuclear 
warheads  against  any  and  every  city  in 
the  United  States  of  America— a  stra- 
tegic reach  of  up  to  6.820  miles  that 
China,  thank  the  Lord,  does  not  yet 
possess. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  deeply  troubled 
that  Secretary  of  Defense  Perry  has 
held  open  the  door  to  the  possibility 
that  SS-18  boosters  could  be  used  com- 
mercially by  the  Chinese  to  boost  sat- 
ellites into  orbit.  He  stated  during  an 
interview  with  reporters  from  the 
Washington  Times  that  "I  guess  our 
answer  would  be  only  if  it's  very  tight- 
ly controlled,  so  you  can  have  great 
confidence  this  technology  is  not  being 
diverted  to  some  other  application. 
That  would  be  the  only  exception  I 
would  make." 

Well,  speaking  just  as  one  Senator,  I 
must  say.  in  no  imcertain  terms,  that  I 
believe  any  such  exception  would  be 
made  at  the  peril  of  the  national  secu- 
rity of  the  American  people.  The  De- 
fense Intelligence  Agency  has  specifi- 
cally noted  that  "China's  interest  in 
using  SS-18  boosters  in  its  civilian  pro- 
gram seems  odd  because  the  SS-18's  en- 
gine characteristics  may  be  incompat- 
ible with  many  sensitive  satellite  pay- 
loads."  I  might  add  that  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee,  of  which  I  am 
chairman,  recommended  Senate  ratifi- 
cation of  the  START  II  Treaty  subject 
to  the  understanding  that  the  treaty 
would  rectify  a  longstanding  inequity 
of  previous  arms  control  agreements  by 
completely  eliminating  this  monster 
missile  forever.  Secretary  Perry's  com- 
ment appears  to  open  the  door  for  Sa- 
tan's coming  under  the  red  flag  of  Com- 
munist China. 

For  the  record  I  should  mention  that 
the  START  n  Treaty  specifically  pro- 
hibits Russia  from  transferring  SS-18's 
to  any  recipient  whatsoever  or  whom- 
ever, and  does  so  from  the  date  of 
START  n's  signature.  The  Foreign  Re- 
lations Committee  even  attached  a 
condition  stating  that  "space-launch 
vehicles  composed  of  items  that  are 
limited  by  the  START  Treaty  or  the 
START  n  Treaty  shall  be  subject  to 
the  obligations  undertaken  in  the  re- 
spective treaty."  Case  closed.  In  my 
judgment,  there  should  not  be  any 
question  about  whether  the  transfer  of 
SS-18  technology  to  China  is  accept- 
able. I  contend  that  it  absolutely  is 
not. 

The  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  no 
amount  of  policy  reformulation  by  the 
administration   can   change   the   fact 
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that  the  United  States  is  vxilnerable  to 
nuclear-tipped  missiles  fielded  by 
China,  or  anyone  else.  Rectifying  this 
dangerous  deficiency  requires  leader- 
ship and  action.  It  is  an  all  the  more 
pressing  issue  because  the  current 
course  charted  by  the  administration 
fails  to  recognize  the  inherent  danger 
in  China's  pursuit  of  an  advanced  nu- 
clear arsenal. 

Mr.  President,  any  further  delay  in 
the  development  by  the  United  States 
of  a  flexible,  cost-effective  national 
missile  defense  is  unconscionable.  I  am 
honored  to  be  a  cosponsor  of  the  De- 
fend America  Act  and  urge  Senators  to 
support  this  legislation  to  ensure  that 
the  American  people  in  all  50  States 
are  protected  from  attack  by  ballistic 
missiles. 


THE  50TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  THE 
SIGNING  OF  THE  NATIONAL 
SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  take  a  few  minutes  to  celebrate 
a  birthday.  June  4, 1996,  marks  the  50th 
anniversary  of  the  signing  of  the  Na- 
tional School  Lunch  Act  by  President 
Harry  Tnunan.  While  turning  50  is  not 
a  happy  occasion  for  most  of  us,  the 
celebration  of  this  birthday  is  one  that 
should  make  all  of  us  happy. 

The  link  between  proper  nutrition 
and  a  child's  ability  to  grow  and  to 
learn  is  undisputed.  The  School  Lunch 
Program  was  founded  in  part,  because 
President  Truman  saw  the  alarmingly 
large  number  of  World  War  n  draftees 
who  failed  their  physicals  due  to  nutri- 
tion-related problems.  President  Tru- 
naan  declared  it  a  "measure  of  national 
security  to  safeguard  the  health  and 
well  being  of  the  nation's  children." 
President  Truman  was  right. 

Numerous  scientific  studies  have 
documented  the  nutritional  benefits  of 
the  program — children  who  eat  school 
meals  perform  better  on  achievement 
tests  and  are  late  and  absent  from 
school  less  often  than  children  who  did 
not  participate  in  the  programs.  Any 
parent  or  teacher  will  tell  you  that  a 
child  who  has  not  eaten  cannot  think 
and  cannot  learn. 

In  speaking  at  the  1969  White  House 
Conference  on  Food  Nutrition  and 
Health,  President  Nixon  said  that  "a 
child  ill-fed  is  dulled  in  curiosity, 
lower  in  stamina  and  distracted  from 
learning." 

Over  the  last  year  or  so  the  school 
nutrition  programs  have  been  the  sub- 
ject of  a  lot  of  debate,  with  many  ex- 
treme Republicans  in  the  House  sup- 
porting a  repeal  of  the  School  Lunch 
Act.  This  is  a  program  that  has  always 
enjoyed  strong  bipartisan  support  in 
the  Senate. 

Agriculture  Chairman  Lugar  and 
Senators  Dole  and  Cochran  have  al- 
ways supported  the  program,  and  have 
really  helped  make  it  what  it  is  today. 
Back  in  1981  Senators  Dole,  Cochran, 


and  Helms  wrote,  then-White  House 
chief  of  staff,  Jim  Baker  and  urged  the 
Reagan  administration  not  to  make 
cuts  to  the  prograjn. 

In  1995,  the  Vermont  School  Lunch 
Program  served  over  7,663,000  lunches 
to  students  in  335  schools  in  Vermont. 
For  many  of  these  children  school 
meals  are  their  main  source  of  nutri- 
tion. School  lunches  provide  one-third 
to  one-half  of  the  recommended  daily 
allowances  for  key  nutrients. 

The  school  nutrition  programs  have 
done  a  fabulous  job  for  the  last  50  years 
of  providing  American  children  healthy 
school  meals  that  prepare  them  to 
learn  today  and  to  compete  tomorrow. 
This  program  is  an  example  of  what  is 
working  and  what  is  good  about  Gov- 
ernment. 

Today's  school  nutrition  programs 
are  healthier  than  ever.  As  part  of  the 
Better  Nutrition  and  Health  for  Chil- 
dren Act  of  1994  that  I  was  able  to  pass 
as  chairman  of  the  Agriculture  Com- 
mittee, all  schools  must  meet  the  die- 
tary guidelines  for  Americans  by  the 
199&-97  school  year. 

Many  schools  are  ahead  of  the  dead- 
line and  are  already  meeting  these 
guidelines  that  lower  the  sodium  and 
fat  content  of  the  school  meals.  For 
those  schools  that  need  help,  USDA  is 
working  with  them. 

We  in  Congress  are  also  working  with 
the  schools  and  asking  them  what  they 
need.  Just  last  week  the  President 
signed  H.R.  2066  giving  schools  maxi- 
mum flexibility  in  how  they  meet  the 
new  dietary  guidelines.  So  I  think  that 
we  have  reached  a  very  good  medium  of 
Federal  support  and  guidelines  while 
giving  the  individual  schools  the  flexi- 
bility to  do  what  works  best  for  them. 

Last  year  marked  a  major  milestone 
in  the  history  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Program — for  the  first  time  in 
50  years  we  made  historic  changes  in 
the  nutrition  standards  for  school 
meals.  Under  the  leadership  of  Under 
Secretary  Haas  we  have  the  School 
Meals  Initiative  for  Healthy  Children. 

Then,  realizing  that  change  cannot 
be  mandated.  Under  Secretary  Haas 
undertook  one  of  the  most  sweeping, 
innovative  programs  in  the  history  of 
the  program — Team  Nutrition. 

Team  Nutrition's  mission  is  to  im- 
prove the  health  and  education  of  chil- 
dren by  creating  innovative  public  and 
private  partnerships  that  promote  food 
choices  for  a  healthy  diet  through  the 
media,  schools,  families,  and  commu- 
nities across  the  country. 

For  50  years,  the  National  School 
Lunch  Program  has  prepared  children 
for  a  healthier  future. 

Today,  as  we  move  into  the  21st  cen- 
tury, we  are  celebrating  and  bringing 
together  all  those  who  care  about  the 
health  of  our  Nation's  children.  That's 
what  Team  Nutrition  is  all  about- 
local  community  coalitions  joining  to- 
gether to  promote  nutrition  education 
for    children    and    families.    Already 


Team  Nutrition  has  over  12,000  schools 
signed  up.  Team  Nutrition  is  reaching 
millions  of  children  in  thousands  of 
communities  and  inspiring  educators, 
families,  and  community  leaders  to 
work  together  to  improve  the  health  of 
our  Nation's  children. 

I  am  also  pleased  that  one  of  my 
former  communication  directors, 
Alicia  Bambara,  is  working  with  the 
Under  Secretary  on  this  effort  and 
doing  a  wonderful  job.  She  also  worked 
to  found  a  shelter  for  homeless,  preg- 
nant women  in  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia. 

I  would  like  to  congratulate  the 
School  Lunch  Program  and  give  a  spe- 
cial thanks  to  a  few  special  people  who 
have  helped  bring  so  many  healthy 
meals  to  Vermont  school  children:  Jo 
Busha.  the  head  of  the  Vermont  Child 
Nutrition  Program,  Marlene  Senecal, 
Connie  Bellavance,  and  Sue  Steinhurst 
at  the  Vermont  School  Food  Service 
Association  and  Rob  Dostis  with  the 
Campaign  to  End  Childhood  Himger.  I 
also  would  like  to  thank  all  of  the  won- 
derful school  food  service  professionals 
who  work  so  very  hard  at  this  impor- 
tant task. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  an  ar- 
ticle which  gives  an  exceUent  history 
of  the  program's  first  50  years  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Decades  of  Dedication— The  Early  Yeaks 
(By  Patricia  L.  Fitzgerald) 

Despite  all  the  chaiig:es  of  the  past  50 
yesu-s— technology,  economics,  demo- 
graphics, legislation— the  history  of  school 
foodservlce  Is  truly  remarkable  for  how 
much  has  stayed  the  same.  The  mission 
hasn't  changed  since  the  earliest  programs 
In  the  19th  century:  Provide  meals  to  chil- 
dren at  school  to  ensure  their  health  and 
promote  their  ability  to  learn.  And  while 
many  £aces  have  changed,  the  school 
foodservlce  profession  has  always  been  com- 
posed of  Individuals  who  have  a  true  and 
dedicated  conunltment  to  this  mission. 

Many  of  the  obstacles  that  confronted  the 
profession's  pioneers  still  exist— In  different 
forms— today.  These  include  managing  tight 
budgets,  surviving  political  maneuverings, 
meeting  nutritional  requirements  In  the  face 
of  children's  tastes  and  preferences  and 
fighting  resistance  to  consider  school  meals 
an  Integral  and  Intrinsic  part  of  the  edu- 
cation system. 

But  where  did  all  of  this— the  need,  the 
dedication,  the  challenge— begin?  How  did 
two  groups  of  foodservlce  directors  find 
themselves  merging  together  In  1946  to  cre- 
ate a  profession  dedicated  to  advancing 
standards  and  managing  a  new  federal  pro- 
gram? 

roots 

According  to  historical  records,  the  first 
known  program  to  combine  lunch  and  edu- 
cation began  in  1790,  in  Munich,  Germany. 
Court  Rumford,  Benjamin  Thompson,  estab- 
lished the  Poor  People's  Institute,  which  In- 
cluded a  program  of  teaching  and  feeding 
hungry,  vagrant  children.  Half  of  the  day, 
the  children  worked  making  clothes  for  the 
army  and  the  other  half  they  received  an 
education.  Food  was  primarily  a  soup  nuide 
from  potatoes,  barley  and  peas. 
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Throughout  the  19th  century,  all  over  Eu- 
rope, charitable  organizations  began  to  take 
on  the  burden  of  feeding  and  educating  chil- 
dren In  poverty,  but  as  the  century  wore  on. 
local  governments  began  to  pick  up  more 
and  more  of  the  financial  burden.  By  1877. 
the  Paris  government  started  school 
"cantines,"  providing  meals  at  public  ex- 
pense for  children  In  need.  In  England,  the 
Education  (Provision  of  Meals)  Act  passed  In 
1905.  after  lobbying  from  365  private  and 
charitable  organizations.  And  In  Holland  In 
1900,  a  royal  decree  ordered  municipals  to 
supply  food  and  clothing  to  needy  school 
children. 

These  efforts  In  Europe  were  paralleled  by 
ones  In  the  United  States.  In  1853,  the  Chil- 
dren's Aid  Society  In  New  York  served  meals 
to  students  attending  vocational  school,  but 
It  wasn't  until  1919  that  the  Board  of  Edu- 
cation assumed  full  responsibility  for  all 
lunch  programs  In  Manhattan  and  the  Bronx. 
The  movement  was  similar  In  other  U.S.  cit- 
ies. In  Philadelphia,  for  example,  the  Stan- 
Center  Association  began  serving  penny 
lunches  In  one  school  In  1894:  In  1909.  respon- 
sibility for  operating  and  supporting  the 
lunch  program  was  transferred  to  the  city's 
school  board. 

In  smaller  cities,  "charitable  organiza- 
tions" often  meant  the  mothers  of  the  chil- 
dren at  school.  In  1904,  the  Women's  School 
Alliance  of  Wisconsin  began  furnishing 
lunches  to  children  In  Milwaukee.  The  meals 
were  prepared  In  the  homes  of  women  who 
lived  near  the  schools  and  were  willing  to 
cook  and  serve.  And  In  rural  areas,  the  re- 
sponsibility was  often  assumed  by  the  teach- 
ers themselves,  preparing  soups  and  other 
hot  dishes  from  meats  and  vegetables 
brought  by  the  children. 

the  GREAT  depression 

The  stock  market  crash  of  1929  brought  a 
whole  new  urgency  and  visibility  to  the  Issue 
of  hunger  In  America.  As  unemployment 
skyrocketed,  the  country's  middle  class  sud- 
denly became  the  "new  poor."  and  the  coun- 
try looked  to  the  government  for  help. 

Unfortunately.  President  Herbert  Hoover's 
administration  had  no  answers,  and  the  De- 
pression wore  on  without  relief.  Instead  of 
slowing  the  expansion  of  local  school  lunch 
programs,  the  bleak  economics  drove  home 
their  value.  In  many  communities,  a  school 
meal  program  was  Initiated  and  provided  by 
a  legion  of  volunteers. 

Aid  came  in  the  form  of  new  president 
Franklin  Delano  Roosevelt's  New  Deal,  and 
the  establishment  of  a  number  of  "alpha-bet 
organizations."  government  programs  de- 
signed to  provide  opportunities  for  employ- 
ment. In  1933-34.  burgeoning  school  lunch 
programs  In  39  states  found  valuable  assist- 
ance from  the  Civil  Works  Administration 
and  the  Federal  Relief  Administration.  And 
in  1935,  the  Work  Projects  Administration 
(WPA)  was  created:  needy  women  all  over 
the  United  States  found  work  under  WPA 
programs  to  preiMire  and  serve  school 
lunches.  And  with  much  of  the  labor  burden 
off  of  school  districts,  lunch  prices  could  be 
kept  low.  which  Increased  participation. 

Donated  commodities  were  another  key  to 
early  school  lunch  success.  While  unemploy- 
ment In  the  cities  was  rampant.  America's 
farmers  were  having  bumper  crops.  But  with- 
out a  market  to  buy.  surpluses  grew,  prices 
fell  and  fanners  began  to  go  out  of  business. 
In  1935,  the  government  began  to  remove 
price-depressing  surplus  foods  from  the  mar- 
ket, and  school  lunch  programs  were  one  ex- 
cellent outlet  for  the  goods. 

Throughout  the  1930s,  many  states  and  cit- 
ies began  to  adopt  legislation— often  Includ- 


ing appropriations— that  mandated  schools 
to  serve  lunch  to  students.  By  1937.  15  states 
had  passed  laws  specifically  authorizing 
local  school  boards  to  operate  lunchrooms, 
serving  meals  at  cost  or  less. 

The  numbers  tell  the  story.  By  1941.  WPA 
school  lunch  programs  were  in  all  states,  the 
District  of  Columbia  and  Puerto  Rico,  serv- 
ing an  average  of  nearly  2  nUllIon  lunches 
dally  and  employing  more  than  64.000  people. 

A  SENSE  OF  PERMANENCE 

When  America  went  to  war.  It  sent  its  boys 
overseas  and  Its  women  to  work  In  the  de- 
fense Industry.  By  1944.  the  WPA's  payroll 
was  gone,  but  the  demand  for  continuation 
of  lunch  programs  was  not.  In  1944.  Congress 
earmarked  funds  to  maintain  the  programs 
for  the  year  and  repeated  this  action  in  1945. 
Behind  the  scenes,  a  campaign  to  establish  a 
permanent,  reliable  federal  subsidy  for 
school  lunch  was  In  the  works. 

In  1946.  Congress  recognized  the  need  to  es- 
tablish a  national,  permanent,  federally 
funded  school  lunch  program.  Section  2  of 
the  final  law  succinctly  explains  the  legisla- 
tors' rationale:  "It  Is  hereby  declared  to  be 
the  policy  of  Congress,  as  a  measure  of  na- 
tional security,  to  safeguard  the  health  and 
well-being  of  the  Nation's  children  and  to  en- 
courage the  domestic  consumption  of  nutri- 
tious agricultural  commodities  and  other 
food,  by  assisting  the  States,  through  grants- 
in-aid  and  other  means,  in  providing  an  ade- 
quate supply  of  foods  and  other  facilities  for 
the  establishment,  maintenance,  operation 
and  expansion  of  nonprofit  school  lunch  pro- 
grams." 

After  considerable  lobbying  by  the  bur- 
geoning school  foodservlce  profession  and 
with  the  support  of  some  heavy  hitters  In  the 
Senate.  Congress  passed  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act  of  1946.  which  was  signed  Into  law 
by  President  Harry  Truman  on  June  4.  In  ad- 
dition to  defining  appropriations— including 
those  for  administrative  expenses — the  new 
law  set  minimum  nutritional  requirements 
for  three  types  of  acceptable  lunches. 

A  NEW  PROFESSION 

Although  school  foodservlce  began  with 
unskilled  volunteers,  it  was  quick  to  grow 
Into  a  bona  fide  profession  during  the  1930s. 
Cafeteria  management  and  foodservlce  direc- 
tion were  new  careers.  And  the  early  pio- 
neers (see  sidebar,  page  50)  developed  high 
standards  for  sanitation,  nutrition  and  home 
economics.  The  Thirties  saw  the  formation 
of  two  national  organizations  created  to  fur- 
ther this  brand-new  profession:  the  Con- 
ference of  Food  Service  Directors  and  the 
National  School  Cafeteria  Association. 

After  passage  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act.  these  two  groups  agreed  to  a 
merger  conference  to  join  forces  and  create  a 
new  organization.  On  October  10-12,  1946,  In 
Chicago,  the  School  Food  Service  Associa- 
tion was  bom  (the  word  "American" 
wouldn't  be  added  to  the  name  of  the  organi- 
zation until  1951).  There  were  300  school 
foodservlce  professionals  In  attendance,  rep- 
resenting programs  In  34  states,  as  well  as 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture.  Con- 
stance C.  Hart,  a  school  foodservlce  director 
from  Rochester,  N.Y.,  and  a  founder  of  the 
Conference  of  Food  Service  Directors,  was 
elected  ASFSA's  first  president. 

Through  the  end  of  the  1940's,  the  Associa- 
tion concentrated  on  getting  on  Its  feet,  ad- 
ministering the  new  federal  school  lunch 
program  and  providing  professional  develop- 
ment opportunities  for  Its  growing  member- 
ship. In  1947.  member  rolls  were  709.  Okla- 
homa became  ASFSA's  first  state  affiliate. 
The  first  annual  convention  was  held  In  Dal- 


las in  November.  Attendance  at  the  conven- 
tion was  478.  and  there  were  39  exhibitors,  in- 
cluding many  still-famlllar  names,  such  as 
American  Dietetic  Association.  The  Cleve- 
land Range  Company.  Florida  Citrus  C^om- 
mlsslon.  The  Hobart  Manufacturing  Com- 
pany and  the  National  Livestock  and  Meat 
Board,  in  1948.  membership  remained  steady, 
Betsy  Curtis  was  president  and  the  conven- 
tion was  held  in  Detroit. 

Dr.  Mary  deGarmo  Bryan  took  the  helm  In 
1948-49.  and  ASFSA's  first  constltuUon  was 
adopted.  That  year  also  saw  the  development 
of  the  Association's  first  membership  publi- 
cation: School  Meals.  Membership  grew  to 
920.  Thelma  Flanagans  term  as  1949-50  presi- 
dent say  many  actions  that  gave  shape  to 
the  infant  association.  We'll  examine  these 
In  the  next  installment  of  "Decades  of  Dedi- 
cation." 

O  PIONEERS! 

The  school  foodservlce  profession  owes  a 
debt  to  all  of  the  leaders  that  guided  It 
through  the  turbulent  waters  of  change  and 
growth  over  the  past  50  years.  In  this  Issue 
we  pay  special  tribute  to  just  a  few  of  those 
who  fought  for  the  establishment  of  a  federal 
school  lunch  program  and  helped  shape  a 
brand-new  profession.  Their  Influence  Is  still 
felt  today. 

Dr.  Mary  deGarmo  Bryan.  A  professional 
educator,  she  was  largely  responsible  for  the 
professional  standards  of  the  program,  teach- 
ing many  of  the  first  generaOon  of  school 
foodservlce  professionals.  Her  1936  text.  The 
School  Cafeteria,  was  one  of  the  bases  for  the 
school  lunch  program.  A  professor  at  Colum- 
bia University  Teachers  College  for  over  30 
years,  deGarmo  was  president  of  ASFSA  in 
1948-49. 

Marlon  Cronan.  Through  her  regular  col- 
umn, "The  School  Lunch,"  In  Practical 
Home  EcononUcs  Riagazlne.  (Cronan  was  in- 
strumental In  bringing  the  professional  con- 
cerns of  lunch  programs  to  the  attention  of 
a  foodservlce  audience.  She  served  as  ASFSA 
president  for  1967-68. 

Thelma  Flanagan.  Considered  by  many  to 
be  Florida's  "first  lady  of  the  profession," 
Flanagan  also  made  an  Indelible  Impact  on 
the  national  association.  As  ASFSA's  1949-50 
president,  Flanagan  was  responsible  for  giv- 
ing the  fiedgling  association  some  shape, 
creating  specialized  departments  and  insti- 
tuting long-range  planning.  Today,  the  Thel- 
ma Flanagan  (Sold  Award  recognizes  states 
that  excel  In  meeting  ASFSA's  Plan  of  Ac- 
tion. 

Constance  Hart.  Director  of  Lunchrooms 
for  the  Rochester,  N.Y..  pubUc  school  system 
In  1942.  Hart  was  an  early  proponent  for  nu- 
trition education  in  the  schools.  A  founder  of 
the  Conference  of  Food  Service  Directors  In 
1935.  Hart  became  ASFSA's  first  president, 
elected  at  the  merger  meeting  between  the 
Conference  and  the  National  School  Cafe- 
teria Association.  She  served  In  1946-47. 

Senator  Richard  B.  Russell  (D-Ga.)  As 
chair  of  the  Senate  Agriculture  Committee's 
Appropriations  Subcommittee,  his  support  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act  was  invalu- 
able for  getting  the  bill  through  Congress. 

John  Stalker.  In  1935.  Stalker  headed  Mas- 
sachusetts' commodity  distribution  program 
and  became  the  state's  director  of  school 
foodservlce  programs.  Stalker  set  nutrition 
and  management  standards  that  were  na- 
tional models.  He  designed  ASFSA's  first 
emblem  and  served  as  a  valuable  legislative 
leader  at  both  the  state  and  national  levels. 
Frank  Washam.  Director  of  Chicago's 
school  lunch  program.  Wasliam  was  a  leader 
In  the  National  School  Cafeteria  Association 
and  a  leader  in  the  movement  to  obtain  per- 
manent federal  support  for  school  lunches. 
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THE  VERY  BAD  DEBT  BOXSCORE 
Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
so  often  of  that  November  evening  long 
ago— It  was  in  1972— when  the  TV  com- 
mentators network  reported  that  the 
people  of  North  Carolina  had  elected 
me  to  the  Senate.  It  was  9:17  p.m.  and 
I  recall  how  stunned  I  was. 

It  had  never  really  occurred  to  me 
that  I  would  be  the  first  Republican  in 
history  to  be  elected  by  the  people  of 
North  Carolina  to  the  U.S.  Senate. 
Needless  to  say,  it  was  a  memorable 
moment  in  my  life  and  I.  that  evening, 
made  a  commitment  to  myself  that  I 
would  never  fall  to  see  a  young  person, 
or  a  group  of  young  people,  who  wanted 
to  see  me. 

Keeping  that  commitment  for  almost 
24  years,  it  has  proved  enormously 
meaningful  to  me.  I  have  been  inspired 
on  countless  occasions  by  the  esti- 
mated 60,000  young  people  with  whom  I 
have  visited  during  the  more  than  23 
years  I  have  been  in  the  Senate. 

A  large  percentage  of  them  are  un- 
derstandably concerned,  and  greatly 
so,  about  the  total  Federal  debt  which 
bjick  in  February  of  this  year  crossed 
the  S5  trillion  mark  for  the  first  time 
in  history.  It  is  Congress  that  has  cre- 
ated this  monstrous  debt  which  coming 
generations  will  have  to  pay. 

Mr.  President,  the  young  people  who 
visit  with  me  almost  always  are  in- 
clined to  discuss  the  fact  that  under 
the  U.S.  Constitution,  no  President  can 
spend  a  dime  of  Federal  money  that 
has  not  first  been  authorized  and  ap- 
propriated by  both  the  House  and  Sen- 
ate of  the  United  States. 

That  is  why,  on  February  22,  1992,  I 
began  making  these  dally  reports  to 
the  Senate.  I  decided  that  it  was  Im- 
portant that  a  dally  record  be  made  of 
the  precise  size  of  the  Federal  debt 
which,  at  the  close  of  business  yester- 
day—Monday, June  3,  1996— stood  at 
$5,136,903,015,098.32.  On  a  per  capita 
basis,  the  existing  Federal  debt 
amounts  to  $19,384.92  for  every  man, 
woman,  and  child  in  America  on  a  per 
capita  basis. 

The  increase  in  the  national  debt  in 
the  24  hours  since  my  report  yester- 
day—which Identified  the  total  Federal 
debt  as  of  close  of  business  on  Friday, 
May  31,  1996 — shows  an  increase  of 
more  than  $8  billion— $8,394,510,205.52. 
to  be  exact.  That  Increase  alone  is 
enough  to  match  the  total  amount 
needed  to  pay  the  college  tuition  for 
each  of  the  1,244,737  students  for  4 
years. 
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PRESIDENT  CLINTON'S  HOPE 
SCHOLARSHIP  PLAN 
Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  ear- 
lier today,  in  his  commencement  ad- 
dress at  Princeton  University,  Presi- 
dent Clinton  announced  a  dramatic 
new  proposal  called  the  Hope  scholar- 
ship plan,  to  bring  college  education 
within  closer  reach  for  all  Americans. 


This  important  new  Initiative  guaran- 
tees free  tuition  for  large  numbers  of 
students  attending  the  Nation's  com- 
munity colleges.  For  students  at  4-year 
colleges,  it  supplements  Pell  grant  aid, 
and  it  strengthens  the  tuition  tax  de- 
duction in  the  President's  budget  by 
adding  a  new  education  tax  credit.  The 
plan  is  fully  paid  for  with  savings  that 
achieve  a  balanced  budget  by  2002. 

This  initiative  is  modeled  on  the  GI 
bill  of  rights  of  the  World  War  n  era, 
which  gave  so  many  veterans  the  skills 
needed  in  those  years  to  participate 
fully  in  our  expanding  economy.  We  re- 
jected the  idea  of  a  cash  bonus  for  sol- 
diers. Instead,  we  invested  in  their  fu- 
tures and  the  future  of  the  Nation  by 
making  higher  education  available  and 
affordable  for  returning  veterans.  The 
investment  has  more  than  paid  for 
itself.  For  every  doUar  invested  in 
grants  under  the  GI  bill,  the  Nation  re- 
ceived more  than  $8  in  economic  re- 
turns. 

The  Hope  scholarships,  announced  by 
President  Clinton,  are  based  on  the 
same  principles— investing  in  the  fu- 
ture of  America  by  investing  in  edu- 
cation and  training  for  all  citizens.  The 
President's  proposal  recognizes  what 
business  leaders  have  been  telling  us 
for  years,  that  high  skills  are  the  key 
to  high  wages  for  American  workers  in 
the  global  economy. 

According  to  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics,  60  percent  of  all  jobs  created 
between  now  and  the  year  2005  will  re- 
quire education  beyond  high  ^hool. 

The  Hope  scholarship  plan  <fcall  make 
at  least  two  years  of  college  possible 
for  every  American.  It  wlU  guarantee 
$1,500  in  tuition  assistance  a  year, 
through  Pell  grants  or  a  refundable  tax 
credit  or  both,  for  2  years  to  every  stu- 
dent in  the  country  who  attends  a  com- 
munity college,  earns  at  least  a  "B" 
average  in  the  second  year,  and  stays 
off  drugs. 

Community  colleges  enroll  48  percent 
of  all  undergraduates  and  over  half  of 
all  minority  students.  Many  commu- 
nity college  students  are  working 
adults  returning  to  college  to  improve 
their  skills.  Based  on  current  surveys, 
more  than  half  of  the  Nation's  students 
maintain  a  "B"  average. 

The  $1,500  credit  is  designed  to  pay 
full  tuition  costs  at  community  col- 
leges. But  it  can  also  be  applied  to  the 
first  2  years  of  tuition  at  4-year  col- 
leges for  students  who  maintain  a  "B" 
average  in  the  second  year.  Alter- 
natively, students  and  their  families 
will  be  able  to  choose  a  tax  deduction 
of  $10,000  a  year  per  family  for  the  first 
2  years.  For  the  last  2  years  of  college 
and  graduate  school  and  professional 
school,  the  tax  deduction  remains 
available  to  all  families  with  incomes 
below  $100,000  or  to  individuals  with  In- 
comes below  $70,000. 

These  important  new  benefits  build 
on  the  33  percent  increase  in  Pell  grant 
funding  in  the  President's  budget.  By 


comparison,  the  Republican  budget  res- 
olution cuts  Pell  grants  by  18  percent 
over  the  next  6  years  and  denies  grants 
to  1.3  million  students  altogether.  The 
President's  budget  increases  the  maxi- 
mum Pell  grant  award  by  almost  $800 
by  2002. 

The  Hope  scholarship  plan  recognizes 
the  need  for  high  skills  in  today's  econ- 
omy, and  helps  to  meet  that  need.  It 
offers  realistic  help  to  students  and 
working  adults  seeking  to  acquire  new 
skills.  I  commend  the  President  for 
this  initiative,  and  I  urge  the  Congress 
to  support  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  President  Clinton's  address 
may  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  address 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record  as  follows: 


Remarks  by  the  PREsroENT  at  Princeton 
UmvERSiry  Commencement  address 

The  President.  Thank  you  very  much. 
President  Shapiro,  members  of  the  faculty, 
alumni,  to  parents  and  friends  of  this  grad- 
uating class,  especially  to  the  graduates  of 
the  Class  of  1996— (applause.)  Let  me  thank 
you  co-Presidents,  George  Whltesides  and 
Susan  Suh,  who  came  to  say  hello  to  me  this 
morning;  and  compliment  your  valedictory 
address  by  Bryan  Duff,  and  the  Latin  address 
by  Charles  Stowell.  I  actually  took  four 
years  of  Latin  In  high  school.  (Laughter.) 
And  even  without  being  prompted,  1  knew  I 
was  supposed  to  laugh  when  he  was  digging 
me  about  going  to  Yale.  (Laughter.) 

I  want  to  also  thank  Princeton  for  honor- 
ing the  high  school  teachers  and  the  faculty 
members  here  for  teaching,  for  today  we  cel- 
ebrate the  learning  of  the  graduates  and  we 
should  be  honoring  the  teachers  who  made 
their  learning  possible.  I  thank  you  for  that. 
(Applause.) 

It's  a  great  honor  to  be  here  In  celebrating 
Princeton's  250  years.  I  understand  that 
Presidents  are  only  Invited  to  speak  here 
once  every  50  years.  President  Truman  and 
President  Cleveland — you've  got  to  say  one 
thing,  for  all  the  troubles  the  Democrats 
have  had  In  the  20th  century,  we've  had  pret- 
ty good  timing  when  It  comes  to  Princeton 
over  the  last  100  years.  (Laughter  and  ap- 
plause.) 

I  want  to  thank  President  Shapiro  for  his 
distinguished  service  to  higher  education  In 
our  country.  I  thank  Princeton  for  Its  long 
and  noble  service  to  our  Nation.  I  also  am 
deeply  Indebted  to  Princeton  for  the  con- 
tributions It  has  made  to  our  administration 
and  my  presidency. 

My  Press  Secretary,  Mike  McCurry,  sat  In 
these  seats  In  1976.  I'm  sure  that  Princeton 
had  something  to  do  with  the  fact  that  he 
not  only  thinks,  but  talks  so  fast.  The  Chair 
of  our  National  Economic  Council,  Laura 
T3reon,  was  a  Princeton  Professor  then,  and 
Mike  McCurry's  thesis  advisor.  And  you  got 
back  from  me  Professor  Alan  Blinder,  who 
was  a  distinguished  member  of  the  Council  of 
Economic  Advisors  and  the  Vice  Chairman  of 
the  Federal  Reserve,  and  a  brilliant  contrib- 
utor to  our  efforts  to  Improve  the  economy. 
I  want  to  thank  Alan  Blinder  here  among  his 
colleagues  and  these  students  for  what  he 
has  done. 

I  thank  Tony  Lake  and  Bruce  Reed  and 
John  Hllley  and  Peter  Bass,  all  members  of 
our  staff  who  graduated  from  Princeton.  Two 
Princeton  graduates  who  are  no  longer  liv- 
ing—Vic  Raiser  and  his  son,  Monty,  were 
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great  ftlends  of  mine.  Vic's  wife.  Molly.  Is 
here— our  protocol  chief.  And  If  It  hadn't 
been  for  him  I  might  not  be  here  today,  and 
I  want  to  recognize  their  contributions  to 
Princeton  and  Princeton's  gifts  to  them. 

I  also  want  to  say  that  one  of  my  youngest 
staff  members  Is  a  classmate  here — Jon 
Orszag.  And  when  the  ceremony  Is  over  I'd 
like  to  have  you  back  at  work,  please. 
(Laughter.) 

I  would  like  to  talk  to  the  senior  class 
today  about  not  only  the  Importance  of  your 
education,  but  the  Importance  of  everyone 
else's  education  to  your  future.  At  every  piv- 
otal moment  In  American  history.  Prince- 
ton. Its  leadership.  Its  students  have  played 
a  crucial  role.  Many  of  our  Founding  Fathers 
were  among  your  first  sons.  A  president  of 
Princeton  was  the  only  university  president 
to  sign  the  Declaration  of  Independence. 
This  hall  was  occupied  by  the  British  since 
1776.  liberated  by  Washington's  army  in  1777. 
and  as  the  President  said,  sanctified  forever 
to  American  history  by  the  deliberations  of 
the  Continental  Congress  in  1783. 

In  1896.  the  last  time  there  was  a  Class  of 
'96.  when  Princeton  celebrated  Its  150th  anni- 
versary and.  as  has  been  said,  Grover  Cleve- 
land was  President.  Professor  Woodrow  Wil- 
son gave  his  very  famous  speech.  "Princeton 
In  the  Nation's  Service."  I  read  that  speech 
before  I  came  here  today.  And  I'd  like  to 
read  just  a  brief  quote  from  It:  "Today  we 
must  stand  as  those  who  would  count  their 
force  for  the  future.  Those  who  made  Prince- 
ton are  dead.  Those  who  shall  keep  It  and 
better  It  still  live.  They  are  even  ourselves." 
What  he  said  about  Princeton  100  years  ago 
applied  then  to  America  and  applies  to 
America  even  more  today. 

At  the  time  of  that  speech  100  years  ago. 
America  was  living  as  It  Is  living  today, 
through  a  period  of  enormous  change.  The 
Industrial  Age  brought  Incredible  new  oppor- 
tunities and  great  new  challenges  to  our  peo- 
ple. Princeton,  through  Wilson  and  his  con- 
temporaries, was  at  the  center  of  efforts  to 
noaster  these  powerful  forces  of  change  In  a 
way  that  would  enable  all  Americans  to  ben- 
efit from  them  and  protect  our  time-honored 
values. 

Less  than  3  years  after  he  left  this  campus, 
Woodrow  Wilson  became  President  of  the 
United  States.  He  followed  Theodore  Roo- 
sevelt as  the  leader  of  America's  response  to 
that  time  of  change.  We  now  know  it  as  the 
Progressive  Era. 

Today,  on  the  edge  of  a  new  century,  all  of 
you — our  Class  of  '96— are  living  through  an- 
other time  of  great  change,  standing  on  the 
threshold  of  a  new  Progressive  Era.  Powerful 
forces  are  changing  forever  our  Jobs,  our 
neighborhoods,  the  Institutions  which  shape 
our  lives.  For  many  Americans,  this  Is  a 
time  of  enormous  opportunity.  But  for  oth- 
ers. It's  a  time  of  profound  Insecurity.  They 
wonder  whether  their  old  skills  and  their  en- 
during values  will  be  enough  to  keep  up  with 
the  challenges  of  this  new  age. 

In  1996,  like  1896.  we  really  do  stand  at  the 
dawn  of  a  profoundly  new  era.  I  have  called 
it  the  Age  of  Possibility  because  of  the  revo- 
lution In  Information  and  technology  and 
market  capitalism  sweeping  the  globe — a 
world  no  longer  divided  by  the  Cold  War. 
Just  consider  this:  There's  more  computer 
power  In  a  Ford  Taurus  every  one  of  you  can 
buy  and  drive  to  the  sui>ermarket  than  there 
was  in  Apollo  11  when  Neil  Armstrong  took 
it  to  the  moon.  Nobody  who  wasn't  a  high- 
energy  physicist  had  even  heard  of  the  World 
Wide  Web  when  I  became  President.  And  now 
even  my  cat.  Socks,  has  his  own  page. 
(Laughter.)  By  the  time  a  child  bom  today  Is 


old  enough  to  read,  over  100  million  people 
win  be  on  the  Internet. 

This  Age  of  Possibility  means  that  more 
Americans  than  ever  before  will  be  able  to 
live  out  their  dreams.  Indeed,  for  all  of  you 
In  the  Class  of  '96,  this  Age  of  Possibility  is 
actually  an  age  of  high  probability,  in  large 
measure  because  of  the  excellent  education 
you  celebrate  today. 

But  we  know  that  not  all  Americans  see 
the  future  that  way.  We  know  that  about 
half  of  our  people  In  this  Increasingly  global 
economy  are  working  harder  and  harder 
without  making  any  more  money:  that  about 
half  of  the  people  who  lose  their  jobs  today 
don't  ever  find  another  job  doing  as  well  as 
they  were  doing  In  their  previous  one. 

We  know  that,  therefore,  our  mission 
today  must  be  to  ensure  that  all  of  our  peo- 
ple have  the  opportunity  to  live  out  their 
dreams  In  a  nation  that  remains  the  world's 
strongest  force  for  peace  and  freedom,  for 
prosperity,  for  our  commitment  that  we  can 
respect  our  diversity  and  still  find  unity. 

This  Is  about  more  than  money.  Oppor- 
tunity Is  what  defines  this  country.  For  220 
years,  the  Idea  of  opiwrtunlty  for  all  and  the 
freedom  to  seize  It  have  literally  been  the 
defining  elements  of  America.  They  were  al- 
ways ideals  never  perfectly  realized,  but  al- 
ways our  history  has  been  a  steady  march  of 
striving  to  live  up  to  them. 

Having  these  Ideals  achievable,  imaginable 
for  all  is  an  important  part  of  maintaining 
our  sense  of  democracy  and  our  ability  to 
forge  an  American  community  with  such  dis- 
parate elements  of  race  and  religion  and  eth- 
nicity across  so  many  borders  that  could  so 
easily  divide  this  country. 

And  so  I  say  to  you.  creating  opportunity 
for  all.  the  opportunity  that  everyone  has. 
that  many  of  you  are  now  exercising,  dream- 
ing about  your  future— that  is  what  you 
must  do  in  order  to  make  sure  that  this  Age 
of  Possibility  Is  really  that  for  all  Ameri- 
cans. 

When  I  took  office.  I  was  concerned  about 
the  uncertain  steps  our  country  was  taking 
for  that  future.  We'd  let  our  deficit  get  out 
of  hand,  unemployment  had  exploded,  job 
growth  was  the  slowest  since  the  Great  De- 
pression. The  country  seemed  to  be  coming 
apart  when  we  needed  desperately  to  be  com- 
ing together. 

I  wanted  to  chart  a  new  course,  rooted  first 
In  growth  and  opportunity— first,  to  put  our 
economic  house  in  order  so  that  our  busi- 
nesses could  prosper  and  create  jobs;  second, 
to  tap  the  full  potential  of  the  new  global 
economy;  third,  to  Invest  In  our  people  so 
that  they  would  have  the  capacity  to  meet 
the  demands  of  this  new  age  and  to  Improve 
their  own  lives. 

This  strategy  is  In  place,  and  it  Is  working. 
The  deficit  Is  half  of  what  it  was.  The  Gov- 
ernment Is  now  the  smallest  it's  been  in  30 
yeairs.  As  a  percentage  of  the  Federal  work 
force,  the  federal  government  is  the  smallest 
it's  been  since  1933,  before  the  beginning  of 
the  New  Deal.  We  signed  over  200  trade 
agreements.  Our  exiwrts  are  at  an  all-time 
high.  Fifteen  million  of  our  hardest-pressed 
people  have  gotten  tax  cuts.  Most  of  the 
small  businesses  have  as  weU. 

We've  invested  in  research  and  defense 
transformations.  We've  invested  in  new  tech- 
nologies. And  we've  Invested  in  environ- 
mental protection  and  sustainable  develop- 
ment. And  I  will  say,  parenthetically,  the 
great  challenge  of  your  age  will  be  to  prove 
that  we  can  bring  prosperity  and  opportunity 
to  people  all  across  the  globe  without  de- 
stroying the  environment,  which  is  the  pre- 
condition of  our  successful  existence.  And  all 


of  you  will  have  to  meet  that  challenge,  and 
I  challenge  you  to  do  It.  (Applause.) 

Our  economy,  while  most  of  the  rest  of  the 
world  was  In  recession,  has  produced  8.5  mil- 
lion new  jobs,  the  lowest  combined  rates  of 
inflation,  unemployment  and  home  mort- 
gages in  three  decades,  the  lowest  deficit  as 
a  percentage  of  our  Income  of  any  advanced 
economy  in  the  world.  3.7  million  more 
American  homeowners,  and  record  numbers 
of  new  small  businesses  in  each  of  the  last  3 
years. 

We  are  doing  well,  but  we  must  do  better  if 
we  are  going  to  make  the  promise  of  this 
new  age  real  to  all  Americans.  That  means 
we  have  to  grow  faster.  How  fast  can  we 
grow?  No  one  knows  the  exact  answer  to 
that.  But  If  we  look  at  the  long-term.  If  we 
believe  In  our  people  and  Invest  In  them  and 
their  opportunities,  and  our  people  take  re- 
sponsibility, the  sky  is  the  limit. 

We  must  look  with  the  greatest  skepticism 
toward  those  who  promise  easy  and  quick  so- 
lutions. We  know  that  the  course  that  leads 
to  long-term  growth  is  in  the  minds  and  spir- 
its and  ideas  and  discipline  and  effort  of  peo- 
ple like  those  of  you  who  graduate  here 
today.  We  are  on  the  right  course:  we  must 
accelerate  it.  not  veer  from  It. 

We  have  to  finish  the  Job  we  started  in  1993 
and  balance  the  budget — not  only  because  we 
want  to  free  you  and  your  children  of  the 
legacy  of  debt,  but  because  that  will  keep  In- 
terest rates  down.  Increase  savings,  expand 
companies,  start  new  small  businesses,  help 
more  families  buy  homes  and  more  parents 
send  their  children  to  college. 

We  know  we  have  to  continue  to  fight  for 
fair  and  open  trade  because  we  proved  now  If 
other  markets  are  as  open  to  our  products 
and  services  as  we  are  to  theirs,  we'll  do  just 
fine.  We  know  we  have  to  do  more  to  help  all 
Americans  deal  with  the  economic  changes 
of  the  present  day  in  a  more  positive  way  by 
Investing  In  the  future  and  targeting  tax 
cuts  to  help  Americans  deal  with  their  own 
problems  and  build  strong  families. 

We  know  we  have  to  continue  to  Invest  in 
the  things  that  a  government  needs  to  Invest 
In.  Including  research  and  development,  and 
technology,  and  environmental  protection. 
We  know  that  since  so  many  people  will  have 
to  change  Jobs  more  often  than  In  the  past, 
we  have  to  give  families  the  security  to 
know  that  if  they  change  Jobs  they  can  still 
carry  with  them  access  to  health  care  and 
pensions  and  education  for  a  lifetime. 

But  finally  and  most  Importantly,  ff  we 
really  want  Americans— all  Americans— to 
participate  In  the  future  that  Is  now  at  your 
fingertips,  we  have  got  to  Increase  the  qual- 
ity and  the  level  of  education  not  just  for  the 
graduates  of  Princeton  and  (Georgetown  and 
Yale  and  the  state  universities  of  this  coun- 
try, but  for  all  the  American  people.  It  is  the 
only  way  to  achieve  that  goal.  (Applause.) 

The  very  fact  that  we  have  been  here  or 
our  forebears  have  for  250  years  Is  testimony 
to  the  elemental  truth  that  education  has  al- 
ways been  Important  to  individual  Ameri- 
cans. And  for  quite  a  long  time,  education 
has  been  quite  important  to  our  whole  coun- 
try. Fifty  years  ago  when  the  Class  of  '46  was 
here,  coming  In  after  World  War  n  the  G.L 
BUI  helped  to  build  a  great  American  middle 
class  and  a  great  American  economy.  But 
today,  more  than  ever  before  In  the  history 
of  the  United  States,  education  is  the  fault 
line,  the  great  Continental  Divide  between 
those  who  will  prosper  and  those  who  will 
not  m  the  new  economy. 

If  you  look  at  the  census  data,  you  can  see 
what  happens  to  hard-working  people  who 
have  a  high  school  diploma  or  who  drop  out 
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of  high  school  and  txy  to  keep  up  In  the  job 
market,  but  fall  further  and  further  behind. 
You  can  also  see  that  if  all  Americans  have 
access  to  education,  it  is  no  longer  a  fault 
line,  it  Is  a  sturdy  bridge  that  will  lead  us  all 
together  from  the  old  economy  to  the  new. 

Now,  we  have  to  work  to  give  every  Amer- 
ican that  kind  of  opportunity.  And  we've 
worked  hard  to  do  it— from  increasing  pre- 
school opportunities,  to  improving  the  public 
school  years,  to  increasing  technology  in  our 
schools.  And  this  spring  the  Vice  President 
and  I  helped  to  kick  off  a  Net  Day  in  Califor- 
nia where  schools  and  businesses  and  civic 
leaders  hooked  up  nearly  50  percent  of  the 
schools  to  the  Internet  in  a  single  weekend. 
What  I  want  to  see  is  every  schoolroom  and 
every  library  In  every  school  in  America 
hooked  up  to  the  Internet  by  the  end  of  the 
year  2000.  We  can  do  that.  (Applause.) 

And  I  am  very  proud  that  I  was  asked  to 
announce  today  that  a  coalition  of  high-tech 
companies,  parents,  teachers  and  students 
arc  launching  Net  Day  New  Jersey  this  week 
to  connect  over  a  thousand  schools  in  New 
Jersey  to  the  Internet  by  this  time  next 
year.  That  will  make  a  huge  difference  in 
making  learning  more  democratic  and  infor- 
mation more  accessible  in  this  country.  I 
thank  them  for  that.  Every  single  person  in 
New  Jersey  who  will  be  a  part  of  that.  (Ap- 
plause.) 

But  we  have  to  face  the  fact  that  that  is 
not  enough.  We  have  to  do  more.  Just  con- 
sider the  last  100  years.  At  the  turn  of  the 
century,  the  progressives  made  It  the  law  of 
the  land  for  every  child  to  be  In  school.  Be- 
fore then  there  was  no  such  requirement. 
After  World  War  n,  we  said  10  years  are  not 
enough,  public  schools  should  extend  to  12 
years.  And  then,  as  I  said,  the  G.L  Bill  and 
college  loans  threw  open  the  doors  of  college 
to  the  sons  and  daughters  of  farmers  and  fac- 
tory workers.  And  they  have  powered  our 
economy  ever  since. 

America  knows  that  higher  education  is 
the  key  to  the  growth  we  need  to  lift  our 
country.  And  today  that  Is  more  true  than 
ever.  Just  listen  to  these  facts.  Over  half  the 
new  Jobs  created  in  the  last  3  years  have 
been  managerial  and  professional  jobs.  The 
new  jobs  require  higher-level  skills.  Fifteen 
years  ago  the  typical  worker  with  a  college 
degree  made  38  percent  more  than  a  worker 
with  a  high  school  diploma.  Today,  that  fig- 
ure Is  73  percent  more.  Two  years  of  college 
means  a  20-percent  Increase  in  annual  earn- 
ings. People  who  finish  2  years  of  college 
earn  a  quarter  of  a  million  dollars  more  than 
their  high  school  counterparts  over  a  life- 
time. 

Now,  it  is  clear  that  America  has  the  best 
higher  education  system  In  the  world,  and 
that  it  is  a  key  to  a  successful  future  in  the 
21st  century.  It  Is  also  clear  that  because  of 
cost  and  other  factors,  not  all  Americans 
have  access  to  higher  education. 

I  want  to  say  today  that  I  believe  the  clear 
facts  this  time  make  it  Imperative  that  our 
goal  must  be  nothing  less  than  to  make  the 
13th  and  I4th  years  of  education  as  universal 
to  all  Americans  as  the  first  12  are  today. 
(Applause.) 

We  have  put  in  place  an  unprecedented  col- 
lege opportunity  strategy:  Student  loans  can 
now  be  given  directly  to  people  who  need 
them,  with  a  provision  to  repay  them  based 
on  the  ability  of  the  graduate  to  pay— based 
on  income.  This  is  a  dramatic  change  which 
Is  making  loans  more  accessible  to  young 
people  who  did  not  have  them  before. 
Americorps,  which  by  next  year  will  have 
given  over  65,000  young  people  the  chance  to 
earn  their  way  through  college  by  serving 


their  country  and  their  communities.  More 
Pell  Grants,  scholarships  for  deserving  stu- 
dents every  year. 

Now  we  want  to  go  further;  we  want  to  ex- 
pand work-study  so  that  a  million  students 
can  work  their  way  through  college  by  the 
year  2000.  We  want  to  let  people  use  money 
from  their  Individual  Retirement  accounts 
to  help  pay  for  college.  We  want  every  honor 
student  in  the  top  5  percent  of  every  high 
school  class  In  America  to  get  a  S1,000  schol- 
arship. 

And  we  also  want  to  do  some  other  things 
that  1  believe  we  must  do  to  make  14  years 
of  education  the  standard  for  every  Amer- 
ican. First,  I  have  asked  Congress  to  pass  a 
SIO.OOO  tax  deduction  to  help  families  pay  for 
the  cost  of  all  education  after  high  school— 
SIO.OOO  a  year.  (Applause.) 

Today  I  announced  one  more  element  to 
complete  our  college  strategy  and  make 
those  2  years  of  college  as  universal  as  4 
years  of  high  school— a  way  to  do  it,  by  giv- 
ing families  a  tax  credit  targeted  to  achieve 
that  goal  and  making  clear  that  this  oppor- 
tunity requires  responsibility  to  receive  It. 

We  should  say  to  Americans  who  want  to 
go  to  college,  we  will  give  you  a  tax  credit  to 
pay  the  cost  of  tuition  at  the  average  com- 
munity college  for  your  first  year,  or  you 
can  apply  the  same  amount  to  the  first  year 
in  a  4-year  university  or  college.  We  will  give 
you  the  exact  same  cut  for  the  second  year, 
but  only  If  you  earn  It  by  getting  a  B  average 
the  flrst  year.  A  tax  deduction  for  families  to 
help  them  pay  for  education  after  high 
school;  a  tax  credit  for  Individuals  to  guar- 
antee their  first  year  of  college  and  the  sec- 
ond year  If  they  earn  It. 

This  Is  not  just  for  those  individuals,  this 
Is  for  America.  Your  America  will  be  strong- 
er if  all  Americans  have  at  least  2  years  of 
higher  education. 

Think  of  It:  We're  not  only  sajrlng  to  chil- 
dren from  very  poor  families  who  think  they 
would  never  be  able  to  go  to  college,  people 
who  may  not  have  stellar  academic  records 
in  high  school,  If  you're  willing  to  work  hard 
and  take  a  chance,  you  can  at  least  go  to 
your  local  community  college  and  we'll  pay 
for  the  first  year.  If  you're  In  your  20s  and 
you're  already  working,  but  you  can't  move 
ahead  on  a  high  school  diploma,  now  you  can 
go  back  to  college.  If  you're  a  mother  plan- 
ning to  go  to  work,  but  you're  afraid  you 
don't  have  the  skills  to  get  a  good  job,  you 
can  go  to  college.  If  you're  40  and  you're  wor- 
ried that  you  need  more  education  to  sup- 
port your  family,  now  you  can  go  part-time, 
you  can  go  at  night.  By  all  means,  go  to  col- 
lege and  we'll  pay  the  tuition. 

I  know  this  will  work.  When  I  was  the  gov- 
ernor of  my  home  state,  we  created  academic 
challenge  scholarships  that  helped  people 
who  had  good  grades  and  who  had  good  be- 
havior to  go  to  college.  But  my  proposal 
today  builds  mostly  on  the  enormously  suc- 
cessful HOPE  Scholarships  In  Georgia,  which 
guaranteed  any  student  In  the  state  of  (Geor- 
gia free  college  as  long  as  they  had  a  B  aver- 
age. This  year  those  scholarships  are  helping 
80,000  students  In  the  state  of  Georgia 
alone — including  70  percent  of  the  freshmen 
class  at  the  University  of  Georgia. 

In  recognition  of  Georgia's  leadership,  I 
have  decided  to  call  this  proposal  America's 
HOPE  Scholarships.  And  I  want  to  thank  the 
Governor  of  Georgia.  Zell  Miller,  who  devel- 
oped this  Idea.  I  also  would  like  to  recognize 
him— he  came  up  here  with  me  today— and 
thank  him  for  the  contribution  that  he  Is 
now  going  to  make  to  all  of  America's  fu- 
ture. 

Governor  Miller,  where  are  you?  Would  you 
please  stand  up?  Here  he  Is.  Thank  you. 


Let  me  say,  as  all  of  you  know,  money 
doesn't  grow  on  trees  In  Washington,  and 
we're  not  financing  deficits  anymore.  I'm 
proud  to  say,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  for  the  last 
2  years  our  budget  has  been  In  surplus,  ex- 
cept for  the  Interest  necessary  to  pay  the 
debt  run  up  In  the  several  years  before  I  be- 
came President.  So  we  are  doing  our  best  to 
pay  for  these  programs.  And  this  program 
will  be  paid  for  by  budgeted  savings  In  the 
balanced  budget  plan.  We  cannot  go  back  to 
the  days  of  something  for  nothing  or  pretend 
that  in  order  to  Invest  in  education  we  have 
to  sacrifice  fiscal  responsibility. 

Now,  this  program  will  do  three  things.  It 
will  open  the  doors  of  college  opportunity  to 
every  American,  regardless  of  their  ability 
to  pay.  Education  at  the  typical  community 
college  will  now  be  free.  And  the  very  few 
states  that  have  tuition  above  the  amount 
that  we  can  afford  to  credit,  I  would  chal- 
lenge those  states  to  close  the  gap.  We're 
going  to  take  care  of  most  of  the  states.  The 
rest  of  them  should  help  us  the  last  little 
way. 

Second,  It  vrtll  offer  free  tuition  and  train- 
ing to  every  adult  willing  to  work  for  It.  No- 
body now  needs  to  be  stuck  in  a  dead-end  job 
or  In  unemployment.  And  finally,  this  plan 
will  work  because  It  will  go  to  people  who, 
by  definition,  are  willing  to  work  for  It.  It's 
America's  most  basic  bargain.  We'll  help  cre- 
ate opportunity  If  you'll  take  responsibility. 
This  Is  the  basic  bargain  that  has  made  us  a 
great  Nation. 

I  know  that  here  at  the  reunion  weekend 
the  Class  of  '46  has  celebrated  Its  50th  re- 
union. And  I  want  to  just  mention  them  one 
more  time.  Many  members  of  the  Class  of  '46 
fought  In  the  second  world  war.  And  they 
came  home  and  laid  down  thefr  arms  and 
took  up  the  responsibility  of  the  future  with 
the  help  of  the  G.I.  BUI.  That's  when  our  Na- 
tion did  its  port  simply  by  giving  them  the 
opportunity  to  make  the  most  of  thefr  own 
lives.  And  In  doing  that,  they  made  Ameri- 
ca's most  golden  years. 

The  ultimate  lesson  of  the  Class  of  1946 
will  also  apply  to  the  Class  of  1996  in  the  21st 
century.  Because  of  the  education  you  have. 
If  America  does  well,  you  will  do  very  well. 
If  America  Is  a  good  country  to  live  In  you 
will  be  able  to  build  a  very  good  life. 

So  I  ask  you  never  to  be  satisfied  with  an 
age  of  probability  for  only  the  sons  and 
daughters  of  Princeton.  You  could  go  your 
own  way  In  a  society  that,  after  all,  seems  so 
often  to  be  coming  apart  instead  of  coming 
together.  You  will,  of  course,  have  the  abil- 
ity to  succeed  In  the  global  economy,  even  If 
you  have  to  secede  from  those  Americans 
trapped  in  the  old  economy.  But  you  should 
not  walk  away  from  our  common  purpose. 

Again  I  will  say  this  Is  about  f^  more  than 
economics  and  money.  It  Is  about  preserving 
the  quality  of  our  democracy,  the  integrity 
of  every  person  standing  as  an  equal  citizen 
before  the  law,  the  ability  of  our  country  to 
prove  that  ho  matter  how  diverse  we  get,  we 
can  still  come  together  in  shared  conmiunlty 
values  to  make  each  of  our  lives  and  our 
family's  lives  stronger  and  richer  and  better. 
This  Is  about  more  than  money. 

The  older  I  get  and  the  more  I  become 
aware  that  I  have  more  yesterdays  than  to- 
morrows, the  more  I  think  that  in  our  final 
hours,  which  all  of  us  have  to  f^ce,  very  rare- 
ly will  we  say,  gosh,  I  wish  I'd  spent  more 
time  at  the  office,  or  if  only  I'd  just  made  a 
little  more  money.  But  we  will  think  about 
the  dreams  we  lived  out,  the  wonders  we 
knew  when  we  were  most  fully  alive.  This  Is 
about  giving  every  single,  solitary  soul  In 
this  country  the  chance  to  be  most  fully 
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alive.  And  If  we  do  that,  those  of  you  who 
have  this  brilliant  education,  who  have  been 
gifted  by  God  with  great  minds  and  strong 
bodies  and  hearts,  you  will  do  very  well  and 
you  will  be  very  happy. 

In  1914,  Woodrow  Wilson  wrote  as  Presi- 
dent, "The  future  is  clear  and  bright  with 
the  promise  of  the  best  things.  We  are  all  In 
the  same  boat.  We  shall  advance  and  advance 
together  with  a  new  spirit."  I  wish  you  well, 
and  I  pray  that  you  will  advance,  and  ad- 
vance together  with  a  new  spirit. 

God  bless  you  and  God  bless  America.  (Ap- 
plause.) 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  SEYMOUR  H.  KNOX 
m,  1926-96 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  pay  tribute  to  Seymour  H. 
Knox  m,  a  civic  and  business  leader 
from  Buffalo,  NY.  Seymour  Knox,  age 
70,  died  on  May  22,  1996,  at  his  home  in 
East  Aurora,  New  York,  after  a  long- 
battle  with  cancer. 

Like  his  father  before  him,  Seymour 
Knox  created  a  lasting  institution  for 
the  city  of  Buffalo  by  which  he  shall  be 
remembered.  For  the  father,  this  was 
the  Albright-Knox  Art  Gallery.  For  the 
son,  it  was  the  Buffalo  Sabres  hockey 
team.  Seymour,  in  cooperation  with 
his  brother  Northrup,  led  an  investor 
group  that  acquired  a  National  Hockey 
League  Franchise  in  1969.  For  over  a 
quarter  century,  the  Sabres  have  made 
the  long  winter  a  bit  more  enjoyable 
for  the  people  of  Buffalo,  and  with  the 
recent  completion  of  the  Marine  Mid- 
land Arena,  Seymour  Knox  has  assured 
that  this  alliance  will  long  continue. 

Apart  from  his  interest  in  hockey, 
Seymour  Knox  was  a  leading  invest- 
ment executive  at  Kidder  Peabody  and 
Co.,  and  active  in  the  community.  He 
was  chairman  of  the  Buffalo  Fine  Arts 
Academy,  the  body  which  oversees  the 
gallery  created  by  his  father,  and  was 
also  named  chairman  of  the  Smithso- 
nian Associates  in  1984.  He  was  also  ac- 
tive in  the  Buffalo  YMCA,  the  U.S. 
Squash  Racquets  Association,  and  the 
Seymour  H.  Knox  Foundation.  He  will 
long  be  remembered  as  someone  who 
cared  deeply  about  the  city  of  Buffalo 
and  who  used  his  standing  in  the  com- 
munity to  improve  the  lives  of  count- 
less citizens. 

Sesntnour  Knox  will  be  fondly  remem- 
bered by  his  wife,  Jean;  his  brother, 
Northrup:  his  three  sons,  Seymour  IV, 
W.A.  Read,  and  Avery  F.;  his  daughter, 
Helen  K.  Keilholtz;  and  five  grand- 
children. We  offer  our  condolences  and 
prayers  to  his  family. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
text  of  an  article  from  the  Buffalo 
News  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Bufialo  News,  May  23,  1996] 
Seymour  Knox  in  Leaves  Legacy  to  the 

CoMMXjNiTY  He  Cared  For 
Seymour  H.  Knox  III  was  bom  to  wealth, 
and  he  put  it  to  good  use  for  his  community. 


Like  his  father  before  him,  Knox  left  Buffalo 
an  Institution  that  will  forever  bear  his 
mark.  In  his  father's  case.  It  was  a  nation- 
ally known  art  gallery.  In  his  case.  It  Is  a  na- 
tionally famous  sports  team.  Buffalo  is  rich- 
er for  both  of  them. 

To  say  It  simply,  Buffalo  needs  more  peo- 
ple like  Seymour  H.  Knox  m.  His  death 
Wednesday,  from  cancer,  came  a  few  days 
after  the  public  got  its  first  look  at  the  Ma- 
rine Midland  Arena,  which  Knox  worked  ar- 
duously to  bring  Into  being.  It  will  be  the 
new  home  of  the  Buffalo  Sabres  major-league 
hockey  team,  his  hard-won  creation  and  his 
enduring  contribution  to  his  home  town. 

More  than  one  frtend  and  more  than  one 
fan  will  express  regrets  that  Knox  did  not 
live  to  see  the  day  when  his  team  would 
skate  onto  the  Ice  of  the  new  arena.  But  at 
least  he  knew  it  would  happen. 

Through  the  efforts  of  Knox  and  his  broth- 
er. Northrup.  the  Buffalo  franchise  In  the 
National  Hockey  League  was  secured  In  1969. 
From  the  beginning  to  this  death.  Seymour 
Knox  in  was  chairman  of  the  partnership 
that  owned  the  team.  Most  of  the  time  he 
was  also  president  of  the  team. 

Titles  aside,  the  hockey-loving  public 
knew  Knox  simply  as  the  one  who  got  the 
team  for  Buffalo  and  served  as  its  head  man 
through  the  years.  He  was  the  guy  in  the 
gold  seats  a  few  rows  above  the  Sabres' 
bench. 

Knox  also  kept  the  team  here.  In  an  age 
when  professional  owners  change  cities  at  an 
alarming  rate,  Knox  was  loyal  to  Buffalo 
even  though  its  comparatively  small  market 
might  have  made  other  pastures  seem 
greener.  The  point  of  the  new  arena  Is  to 
make  the  team  financially  strong,  securing 
It  for  Buffalo  for  the  foreseeable  future. 
Knox's  vision  made  the  Marine  Midland 
Arena  possible.  His  legacy  will  be  the  excit- 
ing hockey  games  of  the  future— games  that 
will  help  make  BuffUo  a  better  place  to 
spend  the  winter. 

Knox  was  also  Important  to  BufXklo  for  nu- 
merous other  civic  endeavors.  Those  In- 
cluded the  chairmanship  of  the  Buffalo  Fine 
Acts  Academy,  governing  body  of  the 
Albrlght-Knox  Art  (Jallery.  which,  to  a  great 
degree,  was  his  father's  gift  to  Buffalo.  The 
gallery's  most  distinguishing  feature  is  Its 
modem  art  collection  put  together  with  care 
by  the  late  Sejrmour  H.  Knox  Jr. 

His  son's  contribution  is  less  genteel,  but  a 
community  needs  many  aspects  to  Its  life.  It 
Is  richer  for  both  of  these  gifts. 

From  the  start,  the  hockey  team  has 
played  at  Memorial  Auditorium,  Buffalo's 
aged  Indoor  sports  place,  now  slipping  Into 
retirement. 

At  the  last  Sabres  game  In  the  Aud  a  bit 
more  than  a  month  ago.  Knox  was  given  a 
prolonged  ovation  by  a  cai)aclty  crowd.  Fans 
know  why  the  Sabres  exist.  They  let  It  show. 
Knox  gave  a  short  speech,  closing  with  the 
words:  "Farewell,  old  friend." 

Buffalo  people  can  repeat  those  words 
today. 


ANNIVERSARY    OF    NA- 
SCHOOL     LUNCH     PRO- 


THE    50TH 
TIONAL 
GRAM 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  today 
marks  the  50th  anniversary  of  one  of 
the  smartest  investments  this  Nation 
has  ever  made,  the  National  School 
Lunch  Program. 

In  1943,  Winston  Churchill  said  that 
"there  is  no  finer  Investment  for  any 
community  than  putting  milk  into  ba- 


bies." That  sort  of  inspired  investment 
is  what  the  School  Lunch  Program  is 
about.  The  only  nutritious  meal  some 
children  eat  in  a  day,  a  school  lunch 
can  help  to  lengthen  attention  span, 
increase  learning  capacity  and  dra- 
matically improve  overall  health. 

The  School  Lunch  Progmm  currently 
operates  in  95  percent  of  our  Nations 
schools  and  serves  26  million  children 
each  school  day.  It  is  a  remarkable  suc- 
cess, and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join 
me  in  commending  the  people  who 
make  that  success  possible,  from  the 
people  at  the  USDA  who  run  the  pro- 
gram, to  the  State  and  local  nutrition- 
ists who  plan  the  meals  and  the  school 
food  service  workers  who  serve  them  to 
our  children.  Each  of  them  is  helping 
to  make  our  country  stronger  and 
healthier,  and  we  thank  them  for  it. 

The  School  Lunch  Act  was  passed  not 
as  an  act  of  charity,  not  even  as  a  mat- 
ter of  educational  efficacy,  but  as  a 
matter  of  national  security  after 
shocking  numbers  of  young  men  failed 
their  physicals  in  World  War  n  because 
of  preventable,  nutrition-related  ill- 
nesses. 

Last  year.  Department  of  Agriculture 
updated  Federal  regulations  to  require 
school  meals  to  meet  the  Federal  die- 
tary guidelines  for  Americans.  The  re- 
sulting Schools  Meals  Initiative  for 
Healthy  Children  will  make  a  good  pro- 
gram even  better. 

Recognizing  that  simply  adopting 
policies  does  not  always  guarantee 
change,  the  Clinton  administration 
launched  Team  Nutrition  in  June  1995 
to  unite  public  and  private  organiza- 
tions in  promoting  healthful  dietary 
habits  through  schools,  community  or- 
ganizations and  the  media.  This 
groundbreaking  measure  also  provides 
the  training,  technical  assistance,  and 
nutrition  education  that  are  critical  to 
the  School  Meals  Initiative's  successful 
implementation . 

Last  fall  marked  the  introduction  of 
the  Team  Nutrition  Schools  Program, 
which  brings  together  teachers  and 
principals,  schools  and  families,  com- 
munity leaders  and  school  food  service 
professionals  to  work  for  healthier 
school  meals. 

This  fall,  the  USDA  will  build  on  the 
success  of  Team  Nutrition  by  providing 
every  school  district  with  the  help  they 
may  need  to  make  sure  the  meals  they 
serve  their  students  meet  the  Federal 
dietary  guidelines.  I'm  proud  to  have 
sponsored  the  amendment  that  will  en- 
able the  USDA  to  get  that  information 
and  assistance  out  to  schools  ahead  of 
their  original  target  date. 

Our  Nation  has  done  much  to  allevi- 
ate childhood  hunger  and  malnutrition 
in  the  50  years  since  President  Truman 
signed  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 
Rickets  and  other  nutrition-related  ill- 
nesses that  once  were  common  among 
poor  children  in  this  Nation  are  now 
mercifully  rare  because  we  channelled 
the  will  and  resources  of  this  great  Nar 
tion  against  them. 
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But  the  challenge  is  not  ended.  Every 
month,  5  million  children  go  hungry  in 
this  country.  One  out  of  every  eight 
children  under  the  age  of  12.  So  today, 
as  we  celebrate  50  years  of  success  with 
the  School  Lunch  Program,  let  us  re- 
member these  children  and  recommit 
ourselves  to  seeing  that  they,  too,  are 
able  to  share  in  the  abundant  blessings 
of  our  land. 


NATIONAL  MISSILE  DEFENSE 

Mr.  ROBB.  Mr.  President,  I  wasn't 
able  to  get  to  the  floor  during  the  time 
set  aside  during  debate  on  the  Defend 
America  Act,  but  it's  an  important 
topic  and  I  would  like  to  address  it 
now. 

Mr.  President,  we  all  want  to  defend 
America  and  I  yield  to  no  one  in  my 
commitment  to  a  strong  national  de- 
fense, but  I  believe  the  Defend  America 
Act  in  its  current  form  could  actually 
reduce  U.S.  security.  I  reach  this  con- 
clusion based  on  a  review  of  four  key 
aspects  of  a  national  missile  defense 
system: 

First,  the  nature  of  the  threats  that 
the  United  States  faces  today  and  will 
likely  face  10  years  from  now. 

Second,  the  technological  implica- 
tions of  building  a  sjrstem  today  versus 
in  the  future. 

Third,  the  question  of  affordability. 

And  fourth,  the  impact  on  existing 
arms  reduction  treaties. 

On  all  counts,  the  available  evidence 
weighs  against  deployment  of  a  na- 
tional missile  defense  sjrstem  in  the 
near  term.  Consider  the  threat.  Since 
the  fall  of  the  Berlin  Wall  and  the  col- 
lapse of  the  Soviet  Union,  we  have  wit- 
nessed a  remarkable  reversal  in  the 
arms  race  and,  as  such,  the  nature  of 
the  nuclear  threat  to  America.  The  So- 
viet nuclear  arsenal,  over  13,000  nuclear 
weapons  strong  at  the  height  of  the 
cold  war,  will  be  reduced  to  about  3,500 
weapons  under  START  n.  By  any 
measure,  this  adds  up  to  a  more  secure 
America. 

Today,  instead,  the  ballistic  missile 
threat  can  be  summed  up  in  three  sce- 
narios: An  accidental  attack  by  land- 
based  ICBM's  from  Russia  or  China,  an 
unauthorized  attack  by  a  Russian  sub- 
marine, or  a  very  limited  attack  by  a 
rogue  nation  such  as  North  Korea  or 
Iraq.  Note,  since  we  are  addressing  mis- 
sile defenses,  that  I  am  referring  to 
missile  threats.  This  is  not  to  suggest 
that  other  means  of  delivery  are  any 
less  threatening,  whether  trucks,  ships, 
aircraft,  or  even  suitcases.  I  also  con- 
sider the  threat  of  biological  or  chemi- 
cal attack  as  more  likely  if  not  more 
devastating  than  nuclear  attack. 

The  Russian  and  Chinese  missile  at- 
tack scenarios  are  nothing  new — we 
have  lived  with  such  threats  for  dec- 
ades. But  the  third  threat  is  in  my 
nriind  the  most  problematic  in  the  long 
term.  While  worst-case  United  States 
intelligence    estimates    forecast    that 


North  Korea  may  be  only  a  few  years 
away  from  deploying  ICBM's  that  can 
reach  portions  of  Hawaii  and  Alaska, 
other  potentially  hostile  nations  are  at 
least  a  decade  away  from  such  a  capa- 
bility. Although  their  direct  purchase 
of  long-range  missile  components  or 
systems  is  always  possible,  the  balance 
of  evidence  suggests  that  it  would  be 
premature  to  commit  to  a  near-term 
defense  capability  when  we're  not  even 
sure  when,  whether,  and  how  the  threat 
will  develop. 

The  Defend  America  Act  calls  for  de- 
ployment by  2003,  or  8  years  out.  It 
may  seem  as  though  we're  splitting 
hairs,  but  this  is  an  important  distinc- 
tion between  those  trsdng  to  mandate  a 
date  certain  for  deplosrment,  and  those 
willing  to  invest  responsibly  and  de- 
ploy after  the  technology  has  proven 
itself  and  the  threat  is  closer  to  the  ho- 
rizon. 

Consider  the  technological  implica- 
tions of  building  a  system  today  versus 
at  the  turn  of  the  century  or  later.  I 
supported  funding  in  the  eighties  for 
what  was  referred  to  as  the  strategic 
defense  initiative.  But  then  as  now,  in 
the  absence  of  a  new  and  compelling 
threat  on  the  order  of  a  reinvlgorated 
Soviet  Union,  what  is  the  driving  force 
to  lock  into  today's  technology?  My 
Republican  colleagues  seem  to  believe 
that  we  can  set  a  completion  date, 
spend  huge  sums  of  money  on  the  prob- 
lem, and  magically  achieve  a  fix.  How 
easily  we  forget  the  optimistic  projec- 
tions for  the  performance  of  the  Pa- 
triot missiles  in  the  gulf  war,  and  of 
the  x-ray  laser  that  was  inaccurately 
touted  in  the  eighties  as  the  definitive 
solution  for  knocking  down  hundreds 
of  missiles  and  warheads.  The  chal- 
lenge for  hitting  a  "bullet"  with  a  bul- 
let is  no  less  daimting  today  than  in 
the  i)ast.  We  cannot  simply  dictate  a 
solution. 

But  even  if  we  could  achieve  the 
technology  in  the  near  term,  what  are 
the  costs  over  the  long  rvm  if  we  buy 
today,  discover  that  the  technological 
window  has  again  been  broken  through, 
and  then  turn  around  and  buy  anew  in 
another  5  or  6  years?  If  we  ever  expect 
to  achieve  a  balanced  Federal  budget, 
it  won't  be  through  impetuous,  impul- 
sive bussing  of  an  extremely  expensive 
system,  s 

Which  leads  me  to  the  issue  of  afford- 
ability. A  range  of  nimibers  are  thrown 
around  as  estimates  of  the  costs  for  a 
national  missile  defense.  CBO  recently 
came  out  with  an  estimate  of  $60  bil- 
lion which  has  been  widely  reported  in 
the  press.  But  we  all  should  acknowl- 
edge the  great  uncertainties  in  this 
type  of  estimation.  A  small  change  in 
the  assumptions  about  the  accuracy  of 
our  sensors,  or  the  probability  of  kill  of 
our  interceptors,  or  whether  the  threat 
uses  decoy  or  maneuvering  warheads, 
can  change  the  final  cost  estimates  by 
an  order  of  magnitude.  I'm  willing  to 
put  tens  of  billions  into  an  effective, 


limited  national  missile  defense.  But  I 
cannot  condone  pouring  billions  of  the 
taxpayer  dollars  into  an  unproven  ca- 
pability whose  costs  could  explode  and 
needlessly  drain  other  vital  defense 
programs. 

But  for  those  Senators  who  believe 
the  threat  is  imminent,  and  that  the 
technology  is  achievable  in  the  near 
term,  and  that  the  costs  will  be  reason- 
able, I  urge  them  to  carefully  consider 
what  the  Defend  America  Act  would 
mean  for  existing  and  future  arms  con- 
trol agreements.  Many  Senators  today 
have  pointed  out  that  the  act  antici- 
pates a  breach  of  the  ABM  Treaty,  and 
that  it  could  undermine  the  START 
process.  But  we  need  to  understand  in 
more  detail  the  value  of  these  treaties 
and  why  their  erosion  or  loss  could  ac- 
tually decrease  America's  security.  Mr. 
President,  I  would  like  to  address  this 
matter  in  some  depth. 

Let's  first  step  back  to  the  years  be- 
fore the  1972  ratification  of  the  ABM 
Treaty,  when  the  debate  over  missile 
defenses  was  in  full  force.  Those  op- 
posed to  any  kind  of  limits  on  missile 
defense  deplosrments  were  highly  criti- 
cal of  those  willing  to  deliberately  con- 
strain America's  ability  to  defend  its 
citizens  against  missile  attack.  But 
missile  defense  advocates  needed  to 
meet  two  tests:  the  first,  generally  re- 
ferred to  as  arms  race  stability;  the 
second,  crisis  stability. 

Arms  race  stability  refers  to  a  situa- 
tion between  armed  nations  where 
there  are  few  incentives  for  a  vicious 
cycle  of  tit-for-tat  weapons  deploy- 
ments. In  an  unstable  setting,  the  de- 
ployment of  a  system  by  one  side  is 
met  by  the  same  or  more  deployments 
by  the  other  side,  which  in  turn  is 
countered  by  more  deployments  by  the 
first  side,  and  so  on  ad  infinitum. 

Historically,  the  nation  facing  an  ex- 
panded threat  might  respond  with  new 
offensive  capabilities,  better  defenses, 
or  both.  But  in  the  case  of  missile  de- 
fenses, the  technologies  available  in 
the  sixties  and  seventies  for  intercept- 
ing incoming  nuclear  warheads  with 
nonnuclear  interceptors  were  proving 
very  costly.  And  with  the  introduction 
of  so-called  MIRV'd  ballistic  missiles 
in  the  1960's — where  several  nuclear 
warheads  could  be  placed  on  a  single 
missile  and  targeted  independently- 
offensive  nuclear  forces  became,  by 
comparison,  quite  inexpensive.  The 
cost  to  deploy  one  additional  nuclear 
warhead  on  a  MIRV'd  ICBM  was  sig- 
nificantly less  than  the  cost  of  the 
many  interceptors  and  related  sensors 
required  to  destroy  that  warhead. 

By  this  dsmamic,  it  was  convincingly 
argued  by  ABM  Treaty  proponents,  any 
U.S.  attempts  to  deploy  costly  strate- 
gic defenses  would  be  met  by  even  less 
costly  Russian  deplosrments  of  more 
nuclear  warheads  that  could  simply 
overwhelm  the  defenses.  This  situation 
would  have  been  highly  unstable  from 
an  arms  race  perspective.  Assisting  the 
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offense  in  this  equation  was  the  possi- 
bility of  deplosring  on  ICBM's  hundreds 
of  decoys  and  radar-reflecting  chaff 
along  with  the  nuclear  warheads  to 
confuse  the  U.S.  interceptors  and  their 
sensors. 

During  the  1980's.  technologies  had 
advanced,  improving  the  prospects  for 
more  cost-effective  defenses.  Particu- 
larly promising  were  space-based  sys- 
tems which  could  destroy  ICBM's  dur- 
ing their  early  flight  before  they  de- 
ployed their  warheads,  and  lasers 
which  showed  potential  for  engaging 
many  targets  in  a  short  period.  And  yet 
despite  over  $35  billion  in  R&D  expendi- 
tures since  President  Reagan  laimched 
the  Strategic  Defense  Initiative  in  1983. 
it  would  still  appear  that — at  least  in 
the  case  of  Russia  and  perhaps  China— 
the  incremental  cost  for  the  offense  is 
lower  than  for  the  defense. 

START  n.  still  awaiting  Russia's 
ratification,  will  not  only  reduce  Rus- 
sia's nuclear  arsenal  to  about  3,500  war- 
heads, but,  of  equal  imixirtance,  the 
treaty  requires  the  elimination  of  land- 
based  MIRV'd  systems.  If  the  United 
States  decides  to  deploy  national  mis- 
sile defenses  early  in  the  next  decade 
and  the  Russians  want  to  maintain 
their  ability  to  target  the  United 
States,  they  could  simply  deploy  more 
MIRV'd  ICBM's  at  a  lower  cost.  Indeed, 
if  the  United  States  did  decide  to  uni- 
laterally deploy  national  defenses 
without  first  reaching  an  agreement 
with  the  Russians,  it  would  be  an  en- 
tirely rational  and  appropriate  re- 
sponse for  Moscow  to  forgo  START  and 
retain  or  build  more  of  its  most  cost-ef- 
fective countermeasure — MIRV'd 
ICBM's.  We  could  again  face  a  Russian 
arsenal  of  over  11,000  warheads. 

We  could  easily  push  the  Russians  to 
reverse  course  and  hold  onto  or  even 
produce  more  of  their  most  formidable 
MIRV'd  ICBM,  the  SS-18— a  missile 
that  we  spent  enormous  diplomatic 
capital  to  have  dismantled.  The  cold 
war  SS-18  force  of  over  300  ICBM's 
housed  roughly  3,000  large,  highly  accu- 
rate nuclear  warheads.  Its  capability  to 
devastate  the  United  States  ICBM 
force  created  much  anxiety  during  the 
cold  war,  primarily  because  it  gave  the 
Soviets  an  incentive  to  launch  a  dis- 
arming first  strike  in  the  midst  of  a 
crisis  with  the  United  States  or  NATO. 

The  choice  is  a  stark  one:  on  the  one 
hand,  a  United  States  national  missile 
defense  that  could  handle  limited  at- 
tacks from  many  potential  threats,  but 
would  be  incapable  of  defeating  a 
major  Russian  attack  because  the  Rus- 
sians respond  by  maintaining  a 
daunting  arsenal  of  MIRV's;  and  on  the 
other  hand,  a  Russia  devoid  of  its  most 
devastating  threat  to  our  country— its 
large,  MIRV'd,  highly  accurate  ICBM's. 
On  this  point  alone,  I  would  oppose 
pushing  legislation  that  would  tell  the 
Russians  we  plan  to  violate  the  ABM 
Treaty  by  the  year  2003.  This  seems  es- 
pecially shortsighted  since  we're  not 


even  sure  the  technology  will  be  avail- 
able by  then  even  if  we  double  the  na- 
tional missile  defense  budget. 

We  should  also  consider  the  issue  of 
arms  race  stability  in  the  context  of 
other  potential  threats  today.  Here  na- 
tional missile  defenses  show  more 
promise. 

A  single  nuclear  weapon  can  trans- 
form a  minor  nation  into  a  serious  re- 
gional power  overnight.  The  most  obvi- 
ous example  is  Iraq.  Initial  margins  of 
public  and  congressional  support  for 
the  United  States  deployment  to  the 
gulf  were  slim.  But  if  Saddam  Hussein 
had  possessed  a  working  nuclear  device 
when  Iraq  invauied  Kuwait,  some  argrue 
that  the  United  States  would  have 
steered  clear  of  the  gulf. 

For  those  rogue  nations  considering 
entry  into  the  nuclear  club,  the  exist- 
ence of  even  a  limited  but  effective 
U.S.  missile  defense  capability,  wheth- 
er for  theater  or  national  defense,  cre- 
ates a  disincentive  for  embarking  on 
the  economically  and  diplomatically 
costly  path  of  nuclear  development. 
Granted,  missile  defenses  will  not  stop 
the  rogue  leader  from  delivering  a 
weapon  via  truck,  ship,  aircraft,  cruise 
missile,  or  even  a  suitcase,  but  his  in- 
ability to  deliver  a  rapid  missile  strike 
against  U.S.  or  allied  forces  in  the  the- 
ater or  U.S.  civilians  in  North  America 
helps  dampen  his  enthusiasm  for  nu- 
clear development,  or  for  that  matter 
biological  or  chemical  weapons  devel- 
opment. 

Next,  examine  the  nation  with  a 
fiedgling  or  modest  nuclear  arsenal,  or 
biological  or  chemical  weapons.  Many 
of  these  nations,  such  as  North  Korea 
or  China,  not  only  have  weapons  of 
mass  destruction,  but  have  or  will  soon 
have  the  means  for  delivering  them  to 
United  States  territory.  A  U.S.  na- 
tional missile  defense  could  help  deter 
such  nations  from  pursuing  and  pro- 
ducing more  longer-range  ballistic  mis- 
siles. 

As  the  Russian  and  United  States  nu- 
clear inventories  shrink  dramatically 
under  START,  China  could  see  an  op- 
portunity to  become  a  peer  in  the  nu- 
clear superpower  league  by  deploying  a 
hundred  or  so  MERVed  ICBM's.  each 
with  10  or  so  MIRV's.  The  technology 
and  costs  to  do  so  would  not  be  prohibi- 
tive. But  with  a  cajwible  national  mis- 
sile defense,  the  United  States  could,  in 
part,  deter  Beijing  f^om  pursuing  su- 
perpower nuclear  status. 

Well  what  about  crisis  stability? 

Crisis  stability  refers  to  a  situation 
where  the  antagonists  in  a  crisis  do  not 
have  powerful  military  motivations — 
quite  independent  of  their  political  and 
diplomatic  incentives — to  launch  a  pre- 
emptive attack.  Imagine  two  warships 
sailing  side  by  side — guns  trained  on 
each  other- tensely  anticipating  the 
initiation  of  a  battle.  If  each  captain 
knows  he  can  fire  a  first  shot  and  sink 
the  other  ship  before  his  opponent  can 
even  get  off  a  shot,  then  the  situation 
is  unstable. 


On  first  inspection,  missile  defenses 
would  seem  to  have  lent  stability  to 
the  United  States-Soviet  nuclear 
standoff  during  the  cold  war.  Like  the 
two  warships,  one  side  would  be  less  in- 
clined to  attack  the  other  knowing 
that  the  first  attack  would  be  diluted 
by  defensive  systems  and  then  met  by 
a  destructive  counterattack.  But  pro- 
ponents of  the  ABM  Treaty  saw  things 
differently.  What  if  during  that  first 
strike,  the  attacker  could  not  only 
overwhelm  the  opponent's  defenses  and 
destroy  most  of  them,  but  also  destroy 
much  of  his  offensive  arsenal  in  the 
process? 

In  this  scenario,  the  attacker  still 
has  his  defenses  in  place  and  many  of- 
fensive weapons  that  allow  him  to  hold 
the  opponent's  cities  hostage,  while  his 
opponent  can  only  respond  with  a 
handful  of  surviving  weapons.  ABM 
Treaty  proponents  concluded  that,  by 
creating  an  inviting  incentive  to  strike 
first,  national  missile  defenses  could  in 
fact  increase  the  odds  for  nuclear  con- 
flagration. 

Today,  the  advent  of  more  capable 
defensive  technologies  suitable  for  de- 
ployment in  space  could  only  exacer- 
bate the  advantage  for  the  first  striker, 
simply  because  many  of  the  large  and 
vulnerable  defensive  assets  in  space 
would  be  easier  to  detect  and  destroy 
than  the  warheads  they're  meant  to 
intercept.  As  long  as  defensive  systems 
are  vulnerable  themselves  to  attack, 
we  will  incur  a  crisis  stability  problem 
if  we  and  an  opponent  deploy  extensive 
national  missile  defenses. 

We  are  now  less  concerned,  of  course, 
about  a  tense  United  States-Soviet 
standoff,  which  hopefully  will  remain 
in  the  ashheap  of  history — assuming 
Yeltsin  fends  off  a  Conmiunist  revival. 
Other  nuclear  powers  are  a  different 
story.  Clearly  U.S.  missile  defenses 
would  play  a  useful  role  in  controlling 
escalation  in  a  crisis  or  conflict  with  a 
lesser  nuclear  power,  who  could  not 
confidently  hold  a  U.S.  city  hostage  in 
the  face  of  U.S.  missile  defenses. 

Another  component  of  crisis  stability 
involves  dynamics  that  are  beyond  the 
control  of  rational  leaders,  such  as  an 
accidental  or  unauthorized  launch,  or 
an  attack  whose  origins  are  unclear,  or 
a  minor  attack  that  is  misinterpreted 
as  a  major  one.  Here,  too,  missile  de- 
fenses can  add  to  crisis  stability  by 
providing  the  option  to  defeat  these 
limited  attacks  before  a  commitment 
is  made  to  launching  a  major 
counterstrike. 

On  balance,  the  Defend  America  Act 
gets  a  mixed  review  firom  an  arms  race 
and  crisis  stability  standpoint.  My 
overriding  concern,  however,  is  that 
the  advantages  of  a  national  system- 
even  in  the  context  of  a  rogue  nation, 
accidental,  or  unauthorized  attack — do 
not  outweigh  the  consequences  of  un- 
dermining START  and  engendering  ex- 
tensive Russian  MIRVed  ICBM  re- 
deployments. 
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The  Russians  have  made  it  very  clear 
that  unilateral  United  States  abroga- 
tion of  the  ABM  Treaty,  as  anticipated 
by  the  Defend  America  Act,  will  force 
Moscow  to  forgo  START  n  ratification. 
This  is  not  mere  rhetoric.  Russia's 
heavy  MIRVed  ICBMs  give  Moscow  its 
best  "bang  for  the  buck."  The  Russian 
military  is  strapped  for  cash  and  can 
barely  afford  modernization  of  its  stra- 
tegic nuclear  forces.  If  Russia's  strate- 
gic position  vis-a-vis  the  United  States 
is  undermined,  it  would  be  perfectly  ra- 
tional, as  I  stated  earlier,  for  Moscow 
to  renege  on  START. 

In  light  of  these  concerns,  I  cannot 
support  the  Defend  America  Act  in  its 
current  form.  We  should  not  pass  legis- 
lation which  mandates  deplosmient  of  a 
national  missile  defense  by  2003,  and 
requires  the  President  to  renegotiate 
the  ABM  Treaty  to  ease  its  restrictions 
on  the  development  of  such  a  system. 
As  my  Democratic  colleague  from  Ohio 
has  noted,  we  can  no  more  dictate  the 
development  of  an  unproven  tech- 
nology than  to  mandate  a  cure  for  can- 
cer. And  we  cannot  unilaterally  re- 
negotiate a  major  treaty. 

I  believe  a  more  measured  approach 
is  needed.  First,  we  need  to  continue 
basic  research  on  national  missile  de- 
fenses at  the  requested  level  and  in 
compliance  with  the  ABM  Treaty.  This 
means  no  space-based  systems  or 
space-based  tracking  in  an  ABM  mode. 
Second,  we  should  continue  to  vigor- 
ously pursue  programs,  such  as  Ntmn- 
Logar.  that  will  reduce  the  prolifera- 
tion of  weapons  of  mass  destruction 
and  related  technologies.  The  return  on 
the  dollar  of  these  programs  is  self-evi- 
dent and  I  will  not  advocate  them  fur- 
ther here.  Let  me  just  add  that  we 
should  not  lose  sight  of  an  equally 
troubling  delivery  system,  such  as  a 
truck,  ship,  aircraft  or  suitcase,  that 
could  be  used  to  transport  a  nuclear, 
biological  or  chemical  weapon  to  or 
near  our  territory  or  military  forces.  If 
we  are  not  balanced  in  our  responses  to 
all  means  of  delivering  weapons  of 
mass  destruction,  we  invite  a  hostile 
regime  to  take  the  path  of  least  resist- 
ance and  simply  bypass  our  multibil- 
lion  dollar  missile  defenses.  I  applaud 
Senator  Nunn's  initiative  to  broaden 
the  scope  of  the  national  missile  de- 
fense legislation  tc  consider  all  strate- 
gic weapons  and  means  of  delivery. 

Third,  we  need  to  continue  to  achieve 
a  theater  missile  defense  capability 
quickly,  but  avoid  spreading  ourselves 
too  thinly.  We're  spending  a  great  deal 
of  money  on  several  theater  systems 
when  in  reality  nothing  will  be  fielded 
for  years,  and  we're  uncertain  if  one  or 
more  approaches  will  ever  fully  work 
or  be  highly  cost-effective.  I  was  skep- 
tical of  the  optimistic  estimates  of  Pa- 
triot performance  prior  to  the  gulf  war, 
and  not  surprised  when  we  learned  that 
early  news  reports  had  grossly  over- 
stated its  performance  during  the  war. 
My  fourth  recommendation,  there- 
fore,   is    to    expend    considerable    re- 


sources on  the  most  mature  theater 
system,  PAC-3,  to  demonstrate  that  we 
can  achieve  a  basic  capability  against 
a  moderate  threat.  By  moderate  threat 
I  mean  a  limited  attack  by  missiles 
that  were  not  specifically  designed  to 
defeat  our  defenses  with  decoys,  ma- 
neuvering reentry  vehicles,  and  the 
like.  If  we  successfially  conclude  this 
mini-Manhattan  Project,  we  can  accel- 
erate the  other  technologies  to  achieve 
the  kind  of  layered  defenses  that  would 
greatly  improve  overall  missile  defense 
performance. 

Fifth,  we  should  create  an  architec- 
ture that  could  be  expanded  into  space 
at  a  later  date  if  merited  by  the  threat, 
but  stick  to  ground  and  airborne  sys- 
tems for  now.  This  means  that  as  we 
make  decisions  on  the  optimal  tech- 
nologies for  national  defense  intercep- 
tors, sensors,  and  communications  sys- 
tems, we  ensure  that  they  are  compat- 
ible with  future,  more  robust  tech- 
nologies and  ssrstems. 

Sixth,  we  need  to  work  with  the  Rus- 
sians to  amend  the  ABM  Treaty  to 
allow  for  mutual  tiered  expansion  of 
missile  defense  systems.  In  other 
words,  after  we've  proven  a  basic  sys- 
tem that  fits  within  the  treaty's  con- 
straints, and  after  we've  achieved  key 
research  milestones  on  a  more  expan- 
sive system,  we  should  then  be  able  to 
approach  the  Russians  for  joint  ap- 
proval of  testing  or  deployment  of  the 
next  tier  of  defenses. 

The  Russians  might  decide  to  go 
along  with  the  next  phase  even  if  they 
have  not  reached  the  same  capability, 
or  ask  for  a  delay  in  the  joint  approval 
to  give  them  time  to  reach  some  sort  of 
parity  in  defensive  capability.  We 
might  even  want  to  permit 
asymmetries  in  a  modified  ABM  Trea- 
ty or  START  m,  where  the  Russians 
would  be  allowed  relatively  more  offen- 
sive capabilities  as  the  United  States 
deploys  national  defenses. 

At  each  step,  we  could  consider  any 
requests  by  the  Russians  for  assistance 
to  improve  their  own  defenses.  Al- 
though I  am  not  convinced  such  assist- 
ance would  be  in  our  best  interests, 
this  might  be  a  small  price  to  pay  if  we 
want  to  deploy  national  defenses  and 
keep  the  ABM  and  START  Treaties 
alive. 

A  good  initial  step,  as  proposed  by 
Senator  Nunn  in  the  context  of  his  sub- 
stitute amendment,  is  for  both  sides  to 
agree  to  rescind  the  1974  Protocol  to 
the  ABM  Treaty,  which  reduced  the 
number  of  national  missile  defense 
sites  allowed  by  the  original  treaty 
from  two  to  one.  If  we  try  to  deploy  a 
ground-based  national  defense  system 
constrained  to  one  site,  we  are  looking 
at  an  inordinately  inefficient  and 
therefore  expensive  system. 

Allowing  for  space-based  tracking  in 
an  ABM  mode  also  makes  sense  if  each 
side  is  interested  in  a  more  capable  and 
cost-effective  limited  national  defense. 
Another  area  that  could  prove  win-win 


for  both  sides  is  construction  of  jointly 
manned,  ground-based  missile  launch 
detection  centers  near  each  other's 
ICBM  fields. 

Finally,  we  have  to  engage  the  Chi- 
nese sooner  rather  than  later  on  their 
growing  nuclear  arsenal.  According  to 
press  accounts,  China  has  deployed 
CSS-3  and  CSS-4  ICBMs,  the  latter  of 
which  are  capable  of  reaching  most  of 
the  continental  United  States.  China 
has  also  reportedly  tested  the  CSS-4 
missile  armed  with  MIRVs.  Most  re- 
cently, the  Washington  Times  reports 
that  the  Chinese  are  ax;quiring  tech- 
nology ftom  the  Russian  SS-18.  It 
would  not  require  an  inordinate 
amount  of  resources  for  China  to  de- 
ploy dozens  of  additional  ICBMs  with 
MIRVs,  meaning  possibly  hundreds  of 
new  warheads  that  could  rain  down  on 
United  States  cities. 

Now  is  the  time  to  discourage  the 
Chinese  firom  embarking  on  an  ambi- 
tious, and  highly  destabilizing,  nuclear 
arms  build-up.  That  is  why,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, it  is  crucial  that  the  United 
States  pursue  trilateral  negotiations 
with  Russia  and  the  People's  Republic 
of  China  on  MIRVed  ICBMs.  I  have 
drafted  a  Sense  of  the  Senate  resolu- 
tion related  to  this  matter,  and  may 
offer  it  during  consideration  of  the  fis- 
cal year  1997  Defense  Authorization 
Act. 

With  that,  Mr.  President,  I  reiterate 
my  opposition  to  the  Defend  America 
Act,  urge  a  more  measured  approach 
and  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kempthorne).  Without  objection,  it  is 
so  ordered. 

The  Senator  fi-om  Colorado  is  recog- 
nized. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Brown  and  Mr. 
McCain  pertaining  to  the  introduction 
of  S.  1830  are  located  in  today's  Record 
under  "Statements  on  Introduced  Bills 
and  Joint  Resolutions.") 


PRESIDENT  CLINTON'S  HIGHER 
EDUCATION  PROPOSALS 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  as  one  who 
has  spent  much  of  his  Senate  career 
seeking  to  broaden  and  expand  edu- 
cational opportunity,  I  want  to  com- 
mend President  Clinton  for  the  edu- 
cation proposal  that  he  today  placed  at 
the  forefront  of  his  domestic  agenda.  I 
also  take  special  pride  in  the  fact  that 
he  set  forth  his  proposals  in  his  com- 
mencement address  at  Princeton  Uni- 
versity, which  is  my  alma  mater. 
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While  we  have  not  had  the  oppor- 
tunity to  examine  the  package  in  any 
detail,  I  am  particularly  drawn  to  two 
of  the  President's  proposals.  The  first 
of  these  is  the  Hope  scholarship  plan. 
Its  thrust  and  purpose  is  most  cer- 
tainly consistent  with  my  longstanding 
belief  that  we  ought  to  guarantee  2 
years  of  education  beyond  high  school 
to  every  student  who  has  the  drive,  de- 
sire, and  talent. 

As  I  have  said  many  times,  the  idea 
that  12  years  of  education  is  sufficient 
education  for  our  young  people  is, 
quite  simply,  an  outmoded,  tum-of- 
the-century  concept.  As  we  approach 
the  turn  of  a  new  century,  it  is  truly 
high  time  that  we  discarded  that  no- 
tion. The  vast  majority  of  leaders  in 
the  growth  industries  of  our  Nation 
recognize  that  a  skilled  work  force  re- 
quires at  least  2  years  of  education  be- 
yond high  school.  But  while  we  have 
talked  about  trying  to  change  an  out- 
dated policy,  it  is  President  Clinton 
who  has  brought  the  talk  to  an  end  and 
laid  out  a  plan  to  make  the  concept  of 
14  years  of  education  a  reality. 

The  Hope  scholarship  plan  would  pro- 
vide a  $1,500  tax  credit  for  the  first 
year  of  education  after  high  school, 
and  another  $1,500  for  the  second  year 
if  they  worked  hard,  stayed  off  drugs, 
and  earned  at  least  a  "B"  average.  It  is 
a  plan  that  would  reward  efforts  and 
achievement,  twin  objectives  with 
which  I  strongly  concur. 

It  is  a  plan  that  would  make  a  tui- 
tion-free education  possible  for  67  per- 
cent of  all  community  college  stu- 
dents. For  students  with  financial 
need,  it  would  work  in  concert  with  the 
Pell  grant  and  further  ease  the  burden 
of  paying  for  a  college  education. 

While  it  would  have  its  most  pro- 
found impact  on  students  attending 
community  college,  it  would  also  be  of 
immense  help  to  students  pursuing  a  4- 
year  degree.  Students  and  their  fami- 
lies could  opt  for  either  the  $1,500  tajc 
credit  or  a  $10,000  tax  deduction.  It 
would  be  their  decision  as  to  which  op- 
tion better  suited  their  needs. 

With  respect  to  the  proposed  $10,000 
tax  deduction.  I  am  especially  pleased 
that  the  administration  has  refined  its 
original  proposal.  It  will  now  be  tar- 
geted to  hard-pressed  middle-income 
wage  earners.  These  are  the  very  fami- 
lies who  today  find  that  paying  for 
their  children's  education  is  increas- 
ingly beyond  their  financial  reach. 

The  other  proposal  to  which  I  am 
drawn  is  the  President's  proposed  33- 
percent  increase  in  the  maximimi  Pell 
grrant  over  the  next  7  years.  For  fiscal 
year  1997,  the  President  has  already 
proposed  increasing  the  maximum 
grant  from  $2,470  to  $2,700,  a  1-year  in- 
crease of  almost  10  percent.  And,  ac- 
cording to  today's  announcement,  the 
maximum  grant  would  continue  to  re- 
ceive yearly  increases,  and  would  reach 
a  maximum  award  of  $3,128  by  fiscal 
year  2002. 


Unfortimately.  the  proposal  will  not 
redress  the  terrible  imbalance  between 
grants  and  loans  that  has  become  so 
pronoimced  over  the  past  decade  and  a 
half.  Where  a  deserving  student's  finan- 
cial aid  package  was  once  75  percent 
grants  and  25  percent  loans,  today  it  is 
the  opposite— -almost  75  percent  loans 
and  only  25  percent  grants.  Yet.  even 
though  the  President's  proposal  may 
fall  short  of  the  mark,  it  is  certainly  a 
welcome  step  in  the  right  direction.  It 
also  stands  in  stark  contrast  to  the 
budget  resolutions  approved  by  both 
the  House  and  Senate.  They  would 
freeze  the  budget  authority  for  the  Pell 
Grant  Program. 

In  all  candor,  however,  we  should 
take  the  President's  Pell  grant  propos- 
als as  only  the  first  step.  We  ought  to 
give  it  our  careful  and  thoughtful  con- 
sideration, and  then  do  him  one  better 
by  enacting  legislation  that  truly  ad- 
dresses the  enormous  and  growing  debt 
burden  incurred  by  literally  millions  of 
college  students  as  they  struggle  to 
pay  for  a  college  education.  While  I  re- 
alize I  may  sail  against  the  political 
winds,  I  continue  to  believe  deeply  that 
the  Pell  grant  ought  to  be  made  an  en- 
titlement, which  would  free  it  from  the 
pitfalls  of  yearly  appropriations. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  deeply  that 
education  is  a  capital  investment. 
What  we  put  into  the  education  of  our 
children  ia  returned  to  us  many  times 
over.  Every  study  we  know  shows  that 
there  is  a  direct  relationship  between 
more  education  and  higher  personal  in- 
come. Better  education  means  better 
jobs,  and  better  jobs  mean  a  stronger 
and  more  vibrant  economy.  We  must  be 
careful,  however,  that  the  cost  of  an 
education  and  the  debt  undertaken  in 
getting  it  do  not  overtake  us. 

I  welcome  the  President's  proposals. 
I  applaud  the  initiative  he  has  taken.  I 
congratulate  him  for  placing  a  priority 
on  education.  While  we  had  little  ad- 
vance notice  of  these  proposals  and  vir- 
tually no  time  in  which  to  mull  them 
over,  I  hope  very  much  that  we  will 
give  them  careful  and  thoughtful  con- 
sideration, and  that  they  will  not  be 
overwhelmed  by  election  year  politics. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Thompson).  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  I  be  allowed  to 
speak  as  in  morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


m  DEFENSE  OF  THE 
CONSTITUTION 
Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  speak  about  the  U.S.  Con- 


stitution and  what  I  believe  is  the  es- 
sential need  to  exercise  extreme  re- 
straint in  regard  to  amending  this 
great  document.  As  recent  articles  in  a 
number  of  publications  and  newspapers 
have  pointed  out.  this  Congress,  Mr. 
President,  the  ICWth  Congress,  perhaps 
unlike  any  in  recent  memory,  seems 
intent  on  amending  the  U.S.  Constitu- 
tion. I  do  not  question  the  sincerity  of 
those  efforts.  The  history  of  our  Con- 
stitution and  those  amendments  that 
have  been  adopted,  as  well  as  the  mech- 
anism crafted  by  the  framers  for  adopt- 
ing amendments,  counsels  that  caution 
govern  any  efforts  to  amend  this  great 
docuHjent,  our  Constitution. 

Since  its  ratification  in  1788.  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  has  been 
the  single  grreatest  protector  of  individ- 
ual rights  known  to  man.  It  is  superior 
to  any  of  its  predecessors,  and  has  been 
the  benchmark  against  which  all  other 
constitutions  since  adopted  have  been 
judged.  Perhaps  the  greatest  tribute  to 
the  U.S.  Constitution.  Mr.  President, 
and  the  greatest  tribute  to  those  who 
drafted  the  document,  is  that  in  the  208 
years  since  its  ratification,  the  people 
of  this  Nation  have  only  amended  it  on 
27  occasions.  This  equates  with  only 
about  one  amendment  every  7.7  years. 

However,  Mr.  President,  this  figure  is 
a  little  bit  misleading  when  one  looks 
closely  at  the  actual  history  accom- 
panying those  27  amendments.  It  be- 
comes obvious  that  those  specific  in- 
stances where  the  people  of  this  Nation 
have  moved  to  amend  their  Constitu- 
tion have  actually  been  few  and  far  be- 
tween, and  those  efforts  have  typically 
only  been  in  response  to  some  fun- 
damental deficiency  or  flaw  in  our 
democratic  system  of  government. 

As  we  look  at  the  27  amendments, 
Mr.  President,  for  example,  the  first  10 
amendments  to  the  Constitution,  the 
BUI  of  Rights,  were  adopted  as  part  of 
an  agreement  to  actually  gamer  sup- 
port for  the  passage  of  the  underlying 
Constitution  itself;  10  of  the  27  were 
adopted  at  the  very  outset  of  our  coun- 
try. Anti-Federalists  who  opposed  the 
Federal  Constitution  were  opposed  to 
its  adoption  unless  and  until  a  more 
explicit  statement  on  the  rights  of  man 
was  added  to  the  Constitution.  The  fer- 
vent belief  that  certain  rights  should 
remain  squarely  within  the  province  of 
the  individual  manifests  itself  in  the 
Bill  of  Rights. 

While  the  Bill  of  Rights  was  adopted 
almost  simultaneously  with  the  Con- 
stitution, becoming  effective  in  1791, 
what  the  BiU  of  Rights  did  was  set  a 
tone  which  on  most  subsequent  occa- 
sions has  been  followed.  That  tone  was 
that  constitutional  amendments 
should  be  reserved  for  response  to 
shortcomings  in  our  democratic  way  of 
governance  in  general,  not  to  attend  to 
the  emotion  or  issue  of  the  day  each 
time.  I  think  this  is  evidenced  by  the 
adoption,  following  the  Civil  War  of 
the  13th.  14th,  and  15th  amendments. 
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These  three  amendments,  much  like 
the  Bill  of  Rights,  spoke  directly  to  the 
rights  and  equality  of  men,  and  ex- 
tended to  African-Americans  rights 
previously  that  were  denied  to  them. 
denied  to  them  under  the  original  Con- 
stitution, and  even  under  the  original 
BUI  of  Rights. 

Further,  many  of  our  constitutional 
amendments  deal  directly  with  the 
ability  of  citizens  to  participate  in  de- 
mocracy, they  go  to  the  very  core  of 
whether  everyone  can  participate.  The 
17th,  19th,  24th  and  26th  amendments 
improve  citizen  involvement  in  elec- 
tions by  allowing  for  the  direct  elec- 
tion of  Senators,  extending  the  fran- 
chise to  women,  abolishing  the  poll 
tax,  and  reducing  the  voting  age.  The 
essence  of  democracy  itself,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, is  participation.  These  amend- 
ments fostered  that  fundamental  ele- 
ment of  our  Nation.  For  that  reason.  I 
think  they  were  all  probably  appro- 
priate uses  of  the  unusual  and  unique 
ability  to  amend  the  Constitution. 

Mr.  President,  obviously  there  have 
been  other  amendments  albeit  few  ris- 
ing to  the  level  of  the  importance  of 
the  Bill  of  Rights  and  the  Civil  War 
amendments.  However,  I  have  noted 
these  not  to  argue  their  importance, 
but  to  illustrate  that  throughout  our 
history  most  amendments  to  the  Con- 
stitution have  been  restricted  to  ad- 
dressing systemic  problems  with  our 
Government — problems  which  actually 
inhibit  one's  ability  to  participate  in 
the  benefits  of  democracy.  In  other 
words,  these  have  to  do  with  baisic  er- 
rors or  problems  that  have  arisen  in 
our  system  that  simply  mean  some- 
body caimot  participate  fully  in  our  de- 
mocracy. They  have  not,  almost  in 
every  case,  been  amendments  that  have 
to  do  with  one  particular  issue  at  a 
time  that  is  dividing  our  country. 

Of  course,  on  one  glaring  occasion  we 
did  depart  from  this  standard  and  we 
adopted  the  ill-fated  18th  amendment— 
the  prohibition  amendment.  The  result 
of  this  misguided  venture  into  social 
policy  resulted  14  years  later  in  the 
adoption  of  another  amendment,  1  of 
the  27,  the  21st  amendment,  which  re- 
pealed prohibition.  So  that  is  2  of  the 
27,  a  lousy  idea  that  did  not  work,  fol- 
lowed by  the  repeal  of  this  venture  into 
social  policy. 

Another  aspect  of  our  Constitution 
which  argues  for  restraint  in  amending 
this  document  is  found  in  the  Constitu- 
tion in  article  V.  Article  V  establishes 
two  methods  for  amending  the  Con- 
stitution. First,  the  Constitution  may 
be  amended  by  constitutional  conven- 
tion. The  second  method  allows  the 
Constitution  to  be  amended  if  approved 
by  two- thirds  majority  of  both  Houses 
of  Congress,  and  then,  of  course,  rati- 
fied by  three-fourths  of  the  States. 
These  explicit  methods  for  amendment 
were,  in  essence,  a  compromise  be- 
tween the  unworkable  unanimity  re- 
quirement for  amending  the  Articles  of 


Confederation,  one  of  the  reasons  that 
we  had  a  constitutional  convention, 
and  the  notion  held  by  many  of  the 
Framers  that  some  mechanism  must 
exist  to  address  potential  shortcomings 
in  the  new  Constitution.  The  com- 
promise that  is  embodied  in  article  V 
established  a  difficult  but  not  impos- 
sible standard  for  amendment  which, 
like  the  Constitution  itself,  I  think, 
has  served  this  Nation  very  well. 

While  article  V  protects  the  people 
from  constitutional  uncertainty  and 
alteration  based  solely  upon  the  will  of 
an  ever-changing  political  majority,  it 
also  provides  an  avenue  for  amendment 
when  it  is  truly  necessary. 

The  result  of  this  has  been  to  pre- 
serve the  Constitution  as  it  was  in- 
tended to  be.  With  only  27  amend- 
ments, it  remains  a  general  statement 
of  principles  used  to  help  define  a  new 
nation,  as  opposed  to  a  step-by-step 
method  of  governance. 

In  so  doing.  I  think  article  V  has  pre- 
vented the  U.S.  Constitution  from  sim- 
ply becoming  littered  with  a  flurry  of 
well-meaning  but  unnecessary  amend- 
ments. Article  V  has  prevented  the 
Constitution  from  evolving  into  a  doc- 
ument that  would  be  almost  unrecog- 
nizable in  terms  of  length  and  scope  to 
the  Framers.  who  drafted  it  over  200 
years  ago.  This  is  the  really  important 
thing.  Mr.  President,  because  it  points 
out  the  fundamental  distinction  be- 
tween a  Constitution  and  ordinary 
statutes. 

There  is  a  big  difference  in  our  sys- 
tem. As  I  understand  it,  there  is  less  of 
a  difference  in  the  system  in  England. 
There,  there  is  no  written  Constitu- 
tion; Parliament  is  supreme.  Tech- 
nically si>eaking.  Parliament  can  pass 
any  law,  and  it  then  becomes  the  su- 
preme law  of  the  land.  We  have  broken 
that  system.  We  chose  to  have  a  sim- 
ple, brief  document  that  was  greater 
than  the  legislature,  that  was  greater 
than  a  parliament,  that  was  greater 
than  a  Congress.  It  is  the  notion  of  a 
limited  written  Constitution.  That  Is 
the  difference  between  us  and  the 
English  system.  And,  in  fact,  it  was 
part  of  the  reason,  in  my  view,  why  the 
revolution  was  fought.  Our  citizens 
wanted  a  document  over  which  no  leg- 
islative body  had  supremacy,  except  for 
in  the  very  unusual  circumstances  that 
were  outlined  in  article  V.  or  a  com- 
bination of  a  very  significant  super- 
majority  of  Congress  and  very  signifi- 
cant supermajority  of  States  together 
would  have  to  be  the  only  ones  that 
could  ever  amend  that  document. 

As  Prof.  Kathleen  Sullivan  pointed 
out  recently  in  an  article  cleverly  enti- 
tled. "Constitutional  Amendmentitis": 
The  very  Idea  of  a  Constitution  turns  on 
the  separation  of  the  legral  and  the  political 
realms.  The  Constitution  sets  up  the  frame- 
work of  the  Government.  It  also  sets  forth  a 
few  fundamental  political  Ideals  (equality, 
representation,  Individual  liberties)  that 
place  limits  on  how  fau-  any  short-term  ma- 
jority may  go.  This  Is  our  higher  law.  All  the 
rest  is  left  to  politics. 


Mr.  President,  let  there  be  no  doubt 
that  had  this  standard  that  Kathleen 
Sullivan  very  eloquently  stated  had 
not  prevailed  throughout  our  history, 
the  fundamental  character  of  our  Con- 
stitution would  be  greatly  diminished 
today. 

In  the  course  of  our  history,  it  is  es- 
timated that  nearly  11.000  amendments 
to  the  Constitution  have  been  intro- 
duced. Had  not  our  predecessors  and 
the  standards  embodied  in  article  V 
combined  to  reject  the  vast  majority  of 
these  efforts,  it  is  uncertain  what  our 
Constitution  might  look  like  today.  It, 
obviously,  would  not  look  anything 
like  the  Constitution.  You  probably 
could  not  find  anything  in  there  that 
the  Founding  Fathers  had  put  to- 
gether. It  would  not  be,  as  Chief  Jus- 
tice John  Marshall  argued,  a  frame- 
work of  the  great  outlines  of  our  soci- 
ety. 

So  let  us  say  that  throughout  our 
history  people  had  proposed  in  each 
legislative  session  and  gotten  through 
a  constitutional  amendment  about 
things  like  school  prayer  or  balancing 
the  budget,  or  flag  burning— I  am  sure 
there  would  have  been  a  variety  of  so- 
cial concerns  that  each  session  of  our 
Congress  would  have  tacked  onto  the 
Constitution.  Let  me  tell  you  some- 
thing else  because  I  believe  in  the 
whole  Constitution.  I  think  our  first 
amendment  would  not  look  anything 
like  it  does  today.  I  also  think  that  the 
second  amendment  to  the  U.S.  Con- 
stitution, which  I  believe  in.  and  which 
protects  the  right  to  bear  arms,  might 
not  be  there  either. 

See,  that  is  what  happens  when  you 
start  down  this  road.  When  anybody 
gets  a  bright  Idea,  instead  of  trying  to 
pass  a  bill  that  can  be  changed  without 
going  through  the  constitutional  proc- 
ess, somebody  says,  "Let  us  do  a  con- 
stitutional amendment."  Well,  that  is 
the  greatest  threat  to  our  basic  lib- 
erties than  anything  we  can  do  legisla- 
tively—whether it  be  the  right  to  free 
speech  or  a  person's  right  to  simply 
have  a  firearm  if  they  want  to  go  hunt- 
ing. Somebody  could  try  to  get  rid  of 
that.  If  we  go  down  this  road,  there  is 
no  end  to  it. 

It  is  with  this  Nation's  reluctance  to 
amend  the  Constitution  in  mind  that  I 
rise  today  to  voice  my  concern  that  the 
lessons  of  our  constitutional  history 
havt  been  lost  in  the  104th  Congress.  I 
have  had  the  honor  of  serving  on  the 
Senate  Judiciary  Committee  for  a  lit- 
tle more  than  a  year  now.  along  with 
the  Presiding  Officer.  And  in  that  time 
the  full  committee  has  voted  on  three 
amendments  to  the  Constitution,  and. 
In  the  near  future,  as  many  as  four 
more  may  be  forthcoming. 

To  date  in  the  104th  Congress,  over 
135  constitutional  amendments  have 
been  proposed.  But  what  is  more  trou- 
bling is  that  the  104th  Congress  has 
voted  on  more  amendments  to  the  Con- 
stitution than  any  of  its  predecessors 
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In  recent  history.  The  other  body  has 
voted  on  four  amendments,  while  this 
body  has  voted  on  two  and  debated  a 
third.  As  the  distinguished  retired 
Judge  Abner  Mikva  wrote  in  the  Legal 
Times  recently.  "The  104th  Congress 
has  taken  floor  action  on  more  con- 
stitutional amendments  than  any 
other  Congress  in  the  last  30  years." 

I  note  that  an  amendment  to  require 
a  supermajority  to  raise  taxes  was 
brought  to  the  House  floor  recently 
solely  because  it  was  tax  day— April  15. 
They  knew  they  were  not  going  to  win 
on  that  vote.  That  was  well  known.  It 
was  brought  to  the  floor  simply  so  that 
proponents  could  stand  up  on  tax  day 
and  make  speeches.  The  thought  that 
an  amendment  to  the  Constitution 
could  be  offered  solely  because  it  offers 
a  good  sound  bite  opportunity  seems  to 
be  a  little  indefensible.  I  think  it  is  a 
departure  from  the  time  when  the 
Framers  met  in  Philadelphia,  guided 
only  by  a  tenuous  opportunity  to  craft 
a  framework  to  guide  a  new  Nation. 

Throughout  the  course  of  many  of 
the  debates  on  amendments,  the  argu- 
ment  has   been   made   that   Congress 
should  simply   pass  proposed  amend- 
ments and  let  the  people  of  the  Nation 
decide  their  fate.  However,  to  do  so  de- 
fies our  sworn  obligation  to  uphold  the 
Constitution  of  this  Nation.  I  fell  into 
this  trap  here.  I  think  many  of  my  col- 
leagues know  of  my  strong  desire  to 
see  campaign  finance  reform  in  this 
country.  The  way  we  do  things  around 
here,    sometimes    an    amendment    is 
tacked  onto  another  bill.  On  one  occa- 
sion, I  actually  voted  for  a  sense-of- 
the-Senate  resolution  that  would  have 
started  us  down  the  road  toward  a  con- 
stitutional   amendment    that    would 
have  overturned  Buckley  versus  Valeo. 
It  would  have  limited  how  much  could 
be  spent  in  campaigns.  I  imderstand 
how  people  feel  when  they  are  frus- 
trated and  want  to  turn  to  a  constitu- 
tional amendment.  I  think  I  made  a 
mistake,  and  I  would  not  vote  that  way 
now  because  I  realize  that  everybody 
has  a  bright  idea  about  how  to  change 
the  Constitution.  We  need  to  find  a 
way  to  solve  our  problems  and  do  our 
job  without  messing  up  the  fundamen- 
tal document  that  has  helped  make 
this  country  so  great.  So  this  session  I 
am  working  on  legislation,  along  with 
the  Presiding  Officer,  where  through 
the  legislative  process  we  will  try  to 
change  the  campaign  system  without 
changing  the  U.S.  Constitution's  first 
amendment.  So  all  of  us  have  fallen 
into  this  trap.  This  is  not  an  attempt 
to  suggest  that  it  is  only  Democrats  or 
only  Republicans.  It  is  just  very  tempt- 
ing. But  it  is  a  mistake. 

The  Framers  of  the  Constitution  set 
a  very  high  standard  for  amendment 
and  explicitly  intended  that  the  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  play  a  significant  role 
in  adopting  any  changes  to  our  na- 
tional charter.  In  my  estimation,  Mr. 
President,   this  is  a  responsibility  of 
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the    highest    order    and    not    one    we 
should  abandon. 

In  fact,  what  separates  the  U.S.  Con- 
stitution from  many  State  constitu- 
tions, which  can  go  so  far  as  to  protect 
the  right  to  due  process  and  the  right 
to  fish  in  the  same  document,  is  that 
the  Congress  and  the  people  must  rat- 
ify amendments.  We  should  remain 
mindful  of  the  Framers'  intent  and  the 
obligations  each  of  us  is  sworn  to  up- 
hold. In  other  words,  we  are  not  sup- 
posed to  kick  out  constitutional 
amendments  in  the  Congress  and  just 
say  let  everybody  decide  on  it.  That  is 
not  what  was  intended.  It  was  intended 
that  we  should  give  it  extremely  close 
scrutiny,  and  in  only  very  rare  cir- 
cumstances should  we  send  constitu- 
tional amendments  out  for  ratification. 
Mr.  President,  if  adopted,  the  amend- 
ments considered  in  the  104th  Congress 
would  signal  the  biggest  single  con- 
stitutional remodeling  since  the  Bill  of 
Rights.  It  is  an  effort  which  I  believe  is 
unnecessary  and  ill  conceived.  It  is  cer- 
tainly not  consistent  with  our  history 
of  constitutional  amendment. 

There  can  be  little  doubt  that  many 
great  challenges  lie  before  our  Nation 
as  we  head  toward  a  new  century.  How- 
ever, the  Constitution  cannot  provide 
the  courage  or  answers  we  need  to 
solve  our  problems,  nor  was  it  intended 
to  do  so.  Ultimately,  the  responsibility 
for  this  Nation  lies  with  the  people,  the 
people  in  this  Congress  and  the  people 
who  send  us  here  to  do  their  work. 

For  over  200  years  the  Constitution 
has  served  this  Nation  well  and  it  is  es- 
sential to  the  continuing  development 
of  our  young  Nation  that  the  Constitu- 
tion remain  a  statement  of  general 
principles.  In  charting  a  different 
course,  one  which  allows  the  Constitu- 
tion to  serve  as  the  method  of  address- 
ing each  difficult  challenge  that  faces 
this  Nation,  inevitably  we  sacrifice  the 
integrity  of  this  document. 

We  will  lose  the  fundamental  integ- 
rity of  the  Constitution  which  I  believe 
underlies  everything  we  do. 

We  must  guard  against  the  U.S.  Con- 
stitution becoming  what  James  Madi- 
son feared  would  be  little  more  than  a 
list  of  special  provisos. 

I  hope  that  as  we  continue  our  work 
here  in  this  highly  political  year  we 
will  bear  Madison's  concerns  in  mind 
as  well  as  the  history  surrounding  ef- 
forts to  amend  the  Constitution.  It  is  a 
history  worth  following.  A  history 
which  defines  not  only  the  nature  of 
this  great  document  but  also  defines 
the  fundamental  character  of  this  Na- 
tion. It  is  a  history  which  has  helped  to 
ensure  that  this  simple,  yet  brilliant, 
document  has  remained  the  comer- 
stone  of  our  fi%edoms.  The  spate  of 
constitutional  amendments  considered 
during  this  Congress  are  at  odds  with 
this  important  precedent. 

By  departing  from  the  fundamental 
notion  that  our  Constitution  estab- 
lishes the  framework  or  the  great  out- 


lines of  our  society  and  seeking  to  use 
it  to  address  specific  problems,  the 
Constitution  will  become  something 
less  than  it  was  intended  to  be.  We 
should  quell  our  desire  to  amend  this 
great  document  and  address  the  prob- 
lems that  confront  this  Nation.  Al- 
though they  are  many,  none  can  truly 
be  attributed  to  a  constitutional  defi- 
ciency. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum.  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Ms.  MIKULSKI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
ABRAHAM).  Without  Objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 
Ms.  MIKULSKI.  I  thank  the  Chair. 
(The  remarks  of  Ms.  MncuLsa  per- 
taining to  the  introduction  of  S.  1832 
are  located  in  today's  Record  under 
"Statements  on  Introduced  Bills  and 
Joint  Resolutions.") 

Ms.  MIKULSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  the  floor  and  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  DEFEND  AMERICA  ACT 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
going  to  speak  on  the  Defend  America 
Act.  First,  let  me  state  I  am  very  dis- 
appointed that  the  Senate,  one,  had  to 
file  a  cloture  motion,  and,  two,  was  un- 
successful in  obtaining  cloture  so  we 
could  at  least  take  up  the  Defend 
America  Act,  debate  it,  discuss  it  and 
vote  on  it. 

It  Is  unfortimate  the  Democrats  in 
the  Senate  today  decided  to  filibuster 
even  moving  to  consider  legislation 
which  would  allow  us  to  further  de- 
velop systems  capable  of  defending 
America.  Even  right  now  we  are  de- 
fenseless against  intercontinental  bal- 
listic missiles.  I  want  to  compliment 
Senator  Dole  for  scheduling  this  for  a 
floor  vote,  I  compliment  the  House  of 
Representatives  for  passing  it,  but  I  am 
displeased  that  the  Senate  was  not  able 
to  consider  this  legislation. 

It  is  unfortunate  to  think  that  we 
need  to  have  60  votes  just  to  move  to 
consider  the  Defend  America  Act.  I  am 
happy  to  cosponsor  this  act.  I  think  it 
is  good  legislation,  needed  legislation. 

It  was  part  of  the  defense  authoriza- 
tion bill  that  we  passed  last  year  that 
unfortunately  President  Clinton  ve- 
toed. He  vetoed  it  for  whatever  reason. 
I  think  in  the  campaign  he  continued 
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to  refer  to  the  strategic  defense  initia- 
tive, star  wars.  But  for  whatever  rea- 
son, he  leaves  us  defenseless  against  in- 
coming intercontinental  ballistic  mis- 
siles, missiles  that  could  have  a  nu- 
clear warhead,  missiles  that  could  have 
a  chemical  warhead  or  a  biological 
warhead.  Right  now  we  do  not  have  de- 
fense capabilities. 

Regrettably,  the  vote  today  was  al- 
most straight  party  line.  We  had  all 
Republicans  vote  in  favor  of  taking  up 
this  legislation.  One  Republican  Sen- 
ator was  necessarily  absent.  We  had 
one  Democrat,  Senator  Hefun,  that 
voted  for  it.  I  compliment  Senator 
Heflin.  I  hate  to  see  him  leave  the 
Senate.  He  has  been  one  of  the  Sen- 
ators I  think  that  shows  courage  on  oc- 
casion and  says,  "I'm  going  to  do  what 
is  right  for  this  country."  The  Senator 
from  Alabama,  I  compliment  him  for 
his  vote. 

What  was  right  for  this  country  was 
voting  for  the  Defend  America  Act.  We 
do  need  to  develop  capabilities  to  be 
able  to  destroy  incoming  missiles  that 
we  do  not  have  today.  President  Clin- 
ton does  not  agree  with  that.  And  I  am 
going  to  go  through  a  statement  that 
talks  about  what  the  Defend  America 
Act  does,  and  what  it  does  not  do,  and 
why  it  is  needed. 

The  Defend  America  Act  of  1996 
states  clearly  and  simply  the  United 
States  should  be  defended  against  lim- 
ited, unauthorized  or  accidental  ballis- 
tic missile  attacks  and  calls  for  the  de- 
ployment of  a  national  defense  system 
to  protect  America. 

This  bill  does  not  violate  any  treaty. 
It  only  urges  the  administration  to  ne- 
gotiate with  Russia  changes  to  the  1972 
Anti-Ballistic  Missile  Treaty  to  allow 
for  the  deplojrment  of  an  effective  mis- 
sile defense  system. 

If  an  agreement  is  not  reached  within 
1  year  after  the  biU  is  enacted,  the 
President  and  Congress  are  to  consider 
withdrawing  from  the  treaty,  as  pro- 
vided under  article  15  of  the  treaty. 

Why  is  the  legislation  needed?  Cur- 
rently the  United  States  is  undefended. 
We  are  defenseless  against  ballistic 
missile  attack.  Most  people  are  sur- 
prised and  even  shocked  to  hear  this. 
They  are  of  the  mistaken  belief  that 
the  United  States  can  defend  itself 
against  Incoming  ballistic  missiles. 
They  are  wrong. 

While  the  United  States  remains  de- 
fenseless, Russia  long  ago  recognized 
the  value  of  missile  defenses  and  de- 
ployed its  own  missile  defense  system 
around  Moscow. 

In  the  ultimate  irony,  the  United 
States  is  now  assisting  Israel  in  acquir- 
ing its  own  missile  defense  system  to 
protect  Israeli  citizens.  I  wish  the  Clin- 
ton administration  could  explain  why 
it  will  help  Israel  defend  its  citizens 
against  missile  attack  but  refuse  to 
protect  Americans  against  missiles. 
That  does  not  make  sense.  Maybe  it 
makes  good  politics,  but  it  does  not 
make  good  policy. 


Mr.  President,  the  threats  are  real, 
and  they  are  growing.  It  is  clear  that 
ballistic  missile  threats  to  the  United 
States  are  growing  from  a  couple  of 
sources,  unauthorized  or  accidental 
ballistic  missile  attacks  from  Russia 
and  China  and  also  from  small  dicta- 
torships now  fielding  missile  forces. 

We  may  no  longer  think  in  terms  of 
having  to  defend  ourselves  against  a 
massive  Soviet  missile  attack.  Yet  po- 
litical instability  and  political  uncer- 
tainty in  Russia  and  China  emphasize 
the  need  to  guard  against  a  possible 
unauthorized  or  accidental  missile 
launch. 

China  has  proven  willing  to  threaten 
the  use  of  ballistic  missiles  for  politi- 
cal and  military  blackmail,  as  shown 
during  the  Taiwan  Strait  crisis  in 
March  of  this  year.  One  month  before 
Chinese  military  exercises  and  its 
launching  ballistic  missiles  into  the 
Taiwan  Strait,  a  Chinese  official 
warned  Charles  Freeman,  Deputy  Chief 
of  Mission  at  the  U.S.  Embassy  in  Bei- 
jing, that  "the  United  States  would  not 
intervene  on  Taiwan's  behalf,  because 
Americans  would  not  be  willing  to  sac- 
rifice Los  Angeles  on  Taiwan's  behalf," 
as  reported  in  the  Los  Angeles  Tunes 
on  January  27.  1996.  page  5. 

Recently,  lower  level  Chinese  offi- 
cials made  a  not-so-veiled  threat  to 
American  officials.  Winston  Lord,  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  State  for  East 
Asia  and  the  Pacific,  quoted  these  Chi- 
nese officials  as  saying  the  United 
States  "wouldn't  dare  defend  Taiwan 
because  they'd  [China]  rain  nuclear 
bombs  on  Los  Angeles,"  as  reported  in 
the  Boston  Globe,  March  18  of  this 
year. 

Other  ballistic  missile  threats  exist 
or  are  also  on  the  horizon.  More  than  25 
countries  currently  possess,  or  are 
seeking  to  acquire,  weapons  of  mass  de- 
struction—namely, nuclear,  chemical, 
and  biological  weapons.  Many  coun- 
tries that  already  have  shorter  range 
ballistic  missiles  are  seeking  to  ac- 
quire more  sophisticated,  long-range 
ballistic  missiles.  Rather  than  defend 
Americans,  the  Clinton  administration 
is  rationalizing  its  inaction  by  hiding 
behind  questionable  intelligence  esti- 
mates. 

While  recent  intelligence  estimates 
say  that  a  new  ballistic  missile  threat 
to  the  United  States  will  not  appear  for 
the  next  15  years,  this  analysis  is 
flawed  for  several  reasons.  First,  it  fo- 
cuses only  on  indigenous  development 
and  assumes  that  international  trade 
does  not  exist.  The  Secretary  of  De- 
fense, William  Perry,  recently  admit- 
ted the  intelligence  community's  esti- 
mate "could  be  foreshortened  if  any  of 
those  nations  were  able  ...  to  get  di- 
rect assistance  from  countries  that  al- 
ready have  [such  systems],  either  send- 
ing them  missiles,  selling  them  mis- 
siles, or  giving  them  important  compo- 
nent or  technology  assistance."  That 
was  in  his  statement  before  the  Senate 


Armed  Services  Committee  on  March  3 
of  this  year. 

In  fact.  Secretary  Perry  recently  ac- 
knowledged that,  "We  do  have  informa- 
tion that  China  was  seeking  SS-18 
technology  from  Russia."  That  was 
May  22  of  this  year.  The  SS-18  is  a 
massive,  10-warhead  ICBM.  By  inte- 
grating SS-18  technology  into  its  cur- 
rent ICBM  arsenal,  China  would  great- 
ly enhance  the  range  and  sophistica- 
tion of  its  nuclear  weapons  capability. 
We  should  remember  that  China  has 
sold  ballistic  missiles  to  other  coun- 
tries and  has  exported  missile  tech- 
nology to  Iraq,  Iran,  and  Pakistan. 

Second,  the  estimate  that  no  new 
threat  to  the  United  States  will  appear 
within  15  years  focuses  only  on  the 
continental  United  States.  What  about 
Alaska?  What  about  Hawaii?  The  Clin- 
ton administration  apparently  prefers 
not  to  include  the  cities  in  these  States 
as  part  of  our  Nation,  even  though  they 
could  be  vulnerable  to  a  North  Korean 
attack  in  just  a  few  years.  In  1995,  the 
Acting  Director  of  Central  Intel- 
ligence, Adm.  William  Studeman,  ac- 
knowledged that  "if  Pyongyang  has 
foreshortened  its  development  program 
[of  the  Taepo  Dong  I  or  Taepo  Dong  IT), 
we  could  see  these  missiles  earlier" 
than  3  to  5  years.  That  was  before  the 
Intelligence  Committee  on  April  3, 
1995. 

Finally,  Intelligence  estimates  are 
often  wrong.  Several  years  before 
Japan  attacked  Pearl  Harbor,  Maj. 
George  Fielding  Elliot,  author  and 
military  science  writer,  declared,  "A 
Japanese  attack  on  Pearl  Harbor  is  a 
strategic  impossibility,"  as  quoted  in 
September  of  1938.  This  prediction  is 
chillingly  similar  to  the  ones  we  are 
hearing  from  critics  of  the  Defend 
America  Act  today. 

Looking  at  the  situation  today,  while 
recent  1995  national  intelligence  esti- 
mates state,  "We  [the  intelligence 
community]  are  likely  to  detect  any 
indigenous  long-range  missile  program 
many  years  before  development,"  it 
was  the  same  community  that  failed  to 
detect  the  breadth  of  Iraq's  nuclear 
weapons  program.  Once  international 
inspections  were  conducted  after  the 
Persian  Gulf  war,  it  was  revealed  that 
Iraq's  nuclear  program  was  far  larger 
and  more  advanced  than  the  United 
States  intelligence  community  had 
predicted,  and  the  inspections  showed 
that  Saddam  Hussein  was  just  months 
away  from  deploying  a  nuclear  bomb, 
not  years,  as  the  intelligence  commu- 
nity had  estimated. 

Just  several  months  ago,  CIA  Direc- 
tor John  Deutch  admitted  Iran,  Iraq, 
North  Korea,  and  Libya  all  had  ex- 
plored the  possibility  of  busring  fissile 
materials  as  a  way  of  rapidly  acquiring 
an  arsenal  of  nuclear  weapons.  So  far, 
according  to  Deutch,  none  has  suc- 
ceeded in  these  efforts.  But  the  CIA  Di- 
rector further  stated  the  United  States 
and  its  allies  "have  been  lucky  so  far." 
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That  was  in  the  Washington  Post  of 
March  21  of  this  year.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  not  willing  to  depend  on  luck  to 
keep  Americans  safe  from  ambitious 
leaders  such  as  Iraq's  Saddam  Hussein 
and  North  Korea's  Kim  Jong-il,  who 
are  eagerly  seeking  to  acquire  more 
weapons  of  mass  destruction. 

The  Clinton  administration  prefers 
to  rely  on  cold  wax  theories  and  an  out- 
dated 1971  treaty  to  protect  America. 
The  Republicans'  Defend  America  Act 
provides  a  vision  for  the  future  where 
the  United  States  and  Russia  negotiate 
changes  to  the  moribund  1972  Anti-Bal- 
listic Missile  Treaty,  commonly  called 
the  ABM  Treaty,  to  allow  for  national 
defense  against  the  emerging  threats 
to  both  Russia  and  the  United  States 
from  Third  World  countries.  Just  like 
the  last  guest  lingering  at  a  dinner 
party,  the  ABM  Treaty  has  overstayed 
its  welcome. 

Let  us  be  very  clear.  Nothing  in  the 
Defend  America  Act  requires  the 
United  States  to  withdraw  from  or  vio- 
lates the  ABM  Treaty.  The  act  merely 
reiterates  that  withdrawal  from  the 
treaty  is  a  legal  option  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  ABM  Treaty  itself  and 
urges  considering  such  withdrawal  if 
negotiated  changes  are  not  forthcom- 
ing within  1  year.  Some  of  the  state- 
ments that  were  made  earlier  today,  I 
think,  frankly,  are  not  the  case,  or 
maybe  our  colleagues  have  not  read 
this  legislation  as  closely  as  they 
should  have. 

The  imperative  for  deploying  a  na- 
tional defense  system  has  never  been 
more  clear.  Yet  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration refused  to  take  inmiediate 
steps  to  defend  America.  Last  year,  we 
worked  hard  to  include  similar  lan- 
guage in  the  1996  DOD  authorization 
bill,  requiring  the  President  to  deploy 
by  a  certain  date  a  missile  defense  sys- 
tem to  protect  our  country.  President 
Clinton  vetoed  this  bill  largely  because 
of  this  provision.  So  we  passed  the  de- 
fense authorization  bill  without  it. 

Now  we  try  to  pass  it  as  an  individual 
item.  The  Democrats  unfortunately, 
with  one  exception.  Senator  Heflin 
from  Alabama,  said,  "No,  we  do  not 
want  to  consider  it.  We  do  not  want  to 
debate  it."  Mr.  President,  I  think  that 
is  a  sad  day  for  our  country.  It  bothers 
me  when  I  think  of  the  fact  that  we 
had  Americans  lose  their  lives  in  Saudi 
Arabia  during  the  Persian  Gulf  war  be- 
cause a  Scud  missile  came  in  and  our 
only  defense  capability  at  that  time 
was  the  Patriot  antinaissile  defense. 
But  the  Patriot  is  a  very  limited  de- 
fense and  was  only  partially  successful. 
It  destroyed  a  couple  of  missiles  that 
were  fired  toward  Israel  and  fired  to- 
ward Saudi  Arabia,  but  destroyed  them 
in  their  backyard,  as  the  missile  was 
coming  in,  in  some  cases  just  right  be- 
fore it  reached  its  target.  As  I  said,  it 
was  only  partially  successful. 

That  is  not  a  defense  capability 
against   more   sophisticated   weapons. 


The  Scuds  that  the  Iraqis  were  firing 
at  Americans,  Saudi  Arabians,  and 
Israelis,  those  were  old  missiles,  old 
technology,  way  behind  the  times,  not 
sophisticated  in  any  way,  that  we  can 
only  knock  down.  Our  success  rate  was 
limited.  People  would  be  really 
shocked  if  they  realized  we  do  not  have 
the  capability  to  shoot  down  incoming 
missiles.  We  need  it.  We  have  the  tech- 
nology to  develop  it.  It  can  be  done  a 
lot  more  economically  than  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  said.  It  came 
up  with  an  estiniate  that  said  over  the 
next  14  years  it  might  cost  $31  to  $61 
billion. 

In  our  bill  we  said  "affordable." 
Frankly,  if  it  costs  $31  billion  and  you 
do  that  over  14  years,  that  is  a  couple 
of  billion  a  year.  I  think  that  is  a  good 
investment.  I  think  it  would  be  done  a 
lot  more  economically  than  that. 
Should  we  not  make  an  investment?  Is 
that  not  really  what  the  Federal  (Gov- 
ernment is  all  about,  protecting  our 
freedom,  protecting  our  country,  pro- 
tecting our  people?  When  we  find  out 
we  are  defenseless  against  interconti- 
nental ballistic  missiles,  we  do  not 
have  the  capability  to  shoot  them 
down,  do  we  not  owe  it  to  our  country 
to  invest  in  a  system  to  destroy  these 
missiles  before  they  get  in  our  back- 
yard? If  you  have  a  weapon  such  as  a 
nuclear  warhead,  it  does  not  do  any 
good  to  destroy  it  over  your  city,  be- 
fore it  reaches  the  target.  Then  it  is 
too  late.  It  would  maximize  damage.  If 
it  is  biological,  the  same  is  true,  as 
well  as  with  a  chemical  weapon.  You  do 
not  gain  anything  destrojring  it  just 
before  it  hits  the  target.  You  need  to 
destroy  it  well  before  it  gets  into  your 
backyard. 

We  would  like  to  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  utilize  the  technology  ad- 
vances that  we  have  in  this  country  to 
be  able  to  defend  our  country.  Unfortu- 
nately, the  Clinton  administration  and 
Democrats  in  the  Senate,  with  one  ex- 
ception, have  said  "No,  we  are  not 
going  to  do  it.  We  want  to  worship  at 
the  altar  of  a  treaty  from  1972  that 
says  we  are  not  going  to  defend  our- 
selves." Now,  the  1972  treaty  does  allow 
you  to  have  at  least  100  interceptors, 
and  it  also  says  you  can  renegotiate. 
That  is  really  what  we  are  sasring  we 
would  do.  We  do  not  abrogate,  we  do 
not  violate  the  ABM  Treaty  under  the 
Defend  America  Act.  I  am  bothered  by 
the  fact  that  our  colleagues  would  play 
politics  with  an  issue  so  important  as 
defending  American  citizens. 

I  am  bothered  by  the  fact  that  this 
administration  finds  it  politically  ac- 
ceptable to  develop  anti-missile  sys- 
tems for  Israel,  but  not  the  United 
States.  That  bothers  me.  It  bothers  me 
when  I  read  statements  by  high-level 
officials  in  China  talking  about  the 
possibility  of  destroying  Los  Angeles, 
and  we  do  not  have  the  capability  to 
avoid  that  should  they  be  irrational 
enough  to  ever  try  to  carry  out  such  a 


threat.  It  bothers  me  when  I  see  25  na- 
tions around  the  world,  many  of  which 
are  not  real  friends  of  the  United 
States,  seeking  earnestly  to  develop 
intercontinental  ballistic  missile  tech- 
nology with  a  variety  of  warheads  that 
could  threaten  not  only  the  United 
States,  but  our  allies,  and  we  do  not  do 
anything  to  give  us  defense  capabili- 
ties. 

That  is  what  Senator  Dole  was  try- 
ing to  do  with  the  Defend  America  Act 
today.  That  is  what  Senator  Wallop, 
who  was  one  of  the  real  leaders  in  try- 
ing to  develop  strategic  defense  initia- 
tive for  years,  was  trying  to  do.  We 
have  a  significant  investment  that  this 
country  has  made,  and  now  we  have  an 
administration  that  says:  We  do  not 
think  there  will  be  a  threat  for  15 
years,  so  let  us  not  do  anything.  Or  let 
us  develop  missile  systems,  and  we  will 
pay  for  three-fourths  of  it  in  Israel  be- 
cause, politically,  that  is  popular. 

Why  is  it  not  popular  in  the  United 
States  if  we  want  to  help  Israel  defend 
itself?  I  was  in  Israel  prior  to  the  Per- 
sian Gulf  war,  and  I  urged  the  adminis- 
tration to  get  Patriot  missiles  over 
there  to  shoot  down  the  Scuds.  It  par- 
tially worked.  But  the  Patriot  is  cer- 
tainly not  good  enough  for  an  ICBM. 
We  can  develop  systems  to  shoot  down 
in-coming  missiles  before  they  get  in 
our  back  yards.  We  should  do  it.  If  it  is 
an  investment  of  a  couple  of  billion 
dollars,  or  $4  billion,  or  $31  billion  over 
the  next  14  years,  that  is  a  good  invest- 
ment for  protecting  the  American  peo- 
ple, our  interests  and  our  cities.  We 
should  do  it. 

Yet,  imfortunately,  our  colleagues  on 
the  Democrat  side  of  the  aisle  say,  no, 
they  are  going  to  protect  President 
Clinton  and  play  politics.  President 
Clinton  does  not  want  it,  so  we  are  not 
going  to  do  it.  I  think  that  is  a  serious, 
serious  mistake.  We  should  not  play 
politics  with  the  security  of  the  Amer- 
ican people  and  American  interests.  I 
am  afraid  that  is  what  happened  today. 
I  regret  that  decision. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  GOR- 
TON). Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 


THE  BALANCED  BUDGET 
AMENDMENT 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  once 
again  I  rise  in  support  of  the  pending 
proposal  to  amend  the  U.S.  Constitu- 
tion to  require  a  balanced  Federal 
budget.  The  reason  is  quite  simple. 
After  all  of  the  turmoil  of  this  past 
year,  after  all  of  the  posturing  and  the 
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pandering  and  the  promises  and  the 
Government  shutdowns.  Congress  and 
the  President  have  not  come  to  an 
agreement  to  balance  the  Federal 
budget.  Short  of  a  constitutional  re- 
quirement. I  have  serious  doubts  that 
the  Congress  and  the  President  will  do 
so. 

Admittedly,  there  is  some  political 
Presidential  posturing  going  on  with 
this  impending  vote.  The  majority 
leader,  who  is  his  party's  presumptive 
Presidential  nominee,  is  calling  up  this 
vote  knowing  full  well  that  he  does  not 
have  the  necessary  two- thirds  major- 
ity. On  the  other  hand,  the  President  is 
proudly  stating  to  the  public  that  his 
efforts  in  his  deficit  reduction  plan 
have  resulted  in  reducing  the  annual 
deficit  from  when  he  took  office  from 
J294  billion  to  nearly  $130  billion  this 
year.  He  has  invited  the  majority  lead- 
er to  the  White  House  for  further  nego- 
tiations on  balancing  the  budget. 

When  the  majority  leader  leaves,  I 
hope  that  the  new  majority  leader  will 
be  extended  an  invitation  to  go  to  the 
White  House  and  to  go  through  nego- 
tiations and  settle  the  differences. 

In  actual  dollars  and  cents,  I  believe 
that  over  the  7-year  period  there  is 
something  in  the  neighborhood  of  $12 
trillion  involved  in  the  budget  process, 
and  the  difference  between  the  White 
House's  and  the  Republican  Party's  po- 
sition is  only  $100  billion.  That  is  less 
than  0.8  of  1  percent.  And  that  dif- 
ference we  ought  to  be  able  to  resolve, 
get  together  and  work  out. 

However,  this  is  a  political  year.  We 
must  recognize  that.  The  Senate  has 
just  completed  action  on  a  $1.6  trillion 
budget  resolution  proposed  by  the  ma- 
jority party  which  seeks  to  balance  the 
budget  by  2002  with  a  combination  of 
tax  and  spending  cuts.  I  supported  a 
proposal  submitted  by  the  President 
which  also  called  for  a  balanced  budget 
and  would  achieve  a  balanced  budget, 
but  contained  fewer  tax  cuts  and  less 
cutting  of  the  Medicare  Program.  How- 
ever, this  proposal  was  not  adopted. 

The  Senate  and  the  House  must  set- 
tle their  differences  in  regard  to  the 
budget  figures,  and  then  the  Appropria- 
tions Committees  must  act,  and  a  rec- 
onciliation bill  must  be  passed.  All  of 
this  must  be  signed  by  the  President.  It 
is  going  to  be  a  long,  hot  summer  here 
in  Washington  while  the  rest  of  the 
country  simmers  at  our  inaction. 

The  budget  process  is  not  easy,  as  we 
have  learned  from  last  year.  It  does  not 
guarantee  that  the  President  and  the 
Congress  will  enact  a  balanced  Federal 
budget.  We  have  seen  this,  gone 
through  Gramm-Rudman-HoUings  and 
other  proposals  which  tried  to  achieve 
a  balanced  budget.  But  all  of  these 
have  come  up  wanting.  That  is  one  of 
the  reasons  why  I  feel  that  we  need  the 
discipline  which  a  constitutional 
amendment  will  provide. 

I  believe  that  most  of  my  colleagues 
are  well  intentioned  and  want  to  enact 


balanced  budgets  for  the  benefit  of  gen- 
erations of  Americans  yet  to  be  bom. 
Unfortunately.  I  have  seen  in  my  Sen- 
ate career — some  18  years  that  I  have 
been  here — that  we  can  often  find  an 
easy  excuse  for  not  fulfilling  our  com- 
mitment to  deliver  a  balanced  budget 
each  year. 

There  is  a  way  out  of  the  thicket 
right  now  in  regard  to  the  adoption  of 
the  constitutional  amendment  requir- 
ing a  balanced  budget.  A  handful  of 
Senators,  I  think  as  many  as  eight, 
have  indicated  they  would  vote  for  the 
constitutional  amendment  if  a  com- 
promise can  be  reached  with  regard  to 
the  Social  Security  issue. 

This  compromise  would  not  allow  So- 
cial Security  trust  fund  revenues  to  be 
used  when  calculating  whether  the 
budget  is  balanced.  Admittedly,  this 
will  make  balancing  the  Federal  budg- 
et more  difficult  because  the  Social  Se- 
curity trust  fund  surpluses  will  no 
longer  be  used  to  mask  the  true  size  of 
the  deficit. 

A  constitutional  amendment  will  re- 
move all  doubt,  regardless  of  whether 
we  reach  any  compromise  pertaining  to 
Social  Security  trust  funds  or  not.  A 
constitutional  amendment  will  remove 
all  doubt,  and  the  Federal  Government 
will  have  to  balance  its  budget.  The 
process  will  still  be  difficult,  but  it  will 
be  necessary  to  achieve  the  final  goal 
as  required  by  this  proposed  amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution. 

Amending  the  Constitution,  in  my 
judgment,  is  a  last-resort  method 
which  should  be  utilized  sparingly  and 
only  when  the  national  interest  so  de- 
mands. I  am  often  asked  to  cosponsor 
worthy  proposals  to  amend  the  Con- 
stitution, but  I  rarely  do  so  under  the 
test  that  I  have  just  mentioned. 

The  balanced  budget  amendment 
meets  that  test.  The  national  interest 
demands  that  we  act  to  allow  the 
States  the  opportunity  to  ratify  the 
proposed  amendment.  They  may  not  do 
so.  And  if  that  is  the  case,  then  the  will 
of  the  American  people  will  have  been 
spoken.  Therein  is  the  genius  of  our 
Nation's  organic  document.  Ulti- 
mately, the  sovereign  power  of  the 
Government  rests  with  the  people. 

These  will  perhaps  be  ray  last  com- 
ments— or  perhaps  not  my  last  com- 
ments on  this,  but  among  my  last 
words  on  this  great  issue.  Further,  the 
first  bill  I  introduced  when  I  came  to 
Congress  was  a  bill  calling  for  a  con- 
stitutional amendment  requiring  a  bal- 
anced budget.  I  truly  believe  that  on 
behalf  of  the  generations  of  Americans 
yet  unborn,  this  proposed  amendment 
is  necessary  to  prevent  them  from  in- 
heriting an  even  greater  debt  than  they 
now  most  certainly  will  incur. 

Politics  aside,  now  is  the  time  to  act, 
once  and  for  all. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 


The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


NATO  ENLARGEMENT 
FACILITATION  ACT 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  earlier 
today  I  think  Senator  Brown  of  Colo- 
rado in  my  behalf  and  in  behalf  of  oth- 
ers introduced  the  NATO  Enlargement 
Facilitation  Act. 

I  am  certainly  pleased  to  be  joined  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Colo- 
rado, Senator  Brown— who  has  been  a 
real  leader  on  this  issue — the  distin- 
gruished  chairman  of  the  Foreign  Rela- 
tions Committee,  and  a  number  of 
other  colleagues.  This  legislation  is  in- 
tended to  expedite  the  transition  to 
full  NATO  membership  of  emerging  de- 
mocracies in  Central  and  Eastern  Eu- 
rope. This  bill  builds  on  earlier  biparti- 
san legislation,  such  as  the  NATO  Par- 
ticipation Act  of  1994,  which  reflects 
the  strong  bipartisan  support  for  the 
policy  of  enlarging  the  NATO  alliance. 
NATO  has  expanded  its  membership  on 
three  occasions,  each  time  enhancing 
security  and  stability  in  Europe.  Bring- 
ing eligible  Central  and  Eastern  Euro- 
pean nations  into  NATO  will  serve  that 
same  critical  purpose.  For  nearly  4 
years,  the  new  democracies  of  Central 
and  Eastern  Europe  have  sought  to 
protect  their  freedom  and  independ- 
ence by  becoming  members — full  mem- 
bers— of  Western  institutions,  espe- 
cially NATO.  They  have  repeatedly  pe- 
titioned for  membership.  Moreover, 
they  have  seized  every  opportunity  for 
such  association,  proving  their  flexibil- 
ity and  seriousness.  They  have  become 
partners  for  peace,  but  they  desire  to 
become  real  members  of  a  real  alliance. 
The  need  for  a  more  inclusive,  more  ef- 
fective atlantic  alliance  that  would  re- 
spond to  present  security  needs  has 
been  clear  at  least  since  violent  aggres- 
sion began  in  the  former  Yugoslavia— 
where  the  world  witnessed  the  ineffec- 
tive response  of  the  United  Nations, 
the  European  Community,  the  Western 
European  Union,  NATO,  and  the  United 
States. 

Since  that  time,  it  became  clear  that 
the  elaborate  architecture  of  European 
security  developed  during  the  cold  war 
era  was,  and  is,  not  up  to  the  chal- 
lenges of  the  post-cold-war  world. 

Meanwhile,  the  window  of  oppor- 
tunity for  consolidation  of  new  free- 
doms, independence,  and  security  is 
closing.  Forging  new  relationships  and 
new  institutions  is  increasingly  dif- 
ficult and  controversial.  In  my  view, 
further  delays  will  undermine  the  gov- 
ernments and  confidence  of  i>eople  re- 
cently freed  from  the  expansionist  am- 
bitions of  aggressive  neighbors.  Yet, 
the  Clinton  administration  has  acted 
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as  if  time  were  not  a  factor— as  if  there 
were  no  threats  to  the  independence  of 
the  newly  self-governing  democracies. 

Secretary  Christopher  in  a  recent 
speech  stated  that  the  administration's 
policy  was  "slow,  but  deliberate."  I  be- 
lieve the  administration's  policy  is  de- 
liberately slow.  The  Clinton  adminis- 
tration has  consistently  avoided  con- 
crete steps  toward  NATO  enlarge- 
ment— studying  and  discussing,  but  not 
acting.  Mr.  President,  this  legislation 
is  designed  to  facilitate  NATO  enlarge- 
ment by  providing  targeted  security 
assistance  for  those  countries  most 
likely  to  become  eligible  to  join  NATO. 
The  NATO  Enlargement  Facilitation 
Act  creates  a  $60  million  assistance 
program  composed  of  Foreign  Military 
Financing  [FMF]  loan  and  grant  pro- 
grams and  the  International  Military 
Education  and  Training  [IMET]  pro- 
gram. This  legislation  declares  Poland. 
Hungary,  and  the  Czech  Republic  eligi- 
ble for  this  assistance  and  authorizes 
the  President  to  designate  others  as 
they  meet  the  criteria  in  current  law. 

This  legislation,  however,  does  not 
name  countries  to  be  NATO  members. 
That  is  a  decision  for  the  alliance  to 
take.  This  legislation  seeks  to  make  up 
for  time  lost  due  to  a  lack  of  U.S.  lead- 
ership. It  is  also  importajit  to  note 
that  this  bill  is  a  beginning,  not  an 
endpoint.  Poland,  the  Czech  Republic, 
and  Hungary  will  likely  be  the  first 
countries  in  Central  and  Eastern  Eu- 
rope to  join  NATO—  not  the  last.  Fi- 
nally, this  legislation  should  not  be  in- 
terpreted as  a  lessening  of  U.S.  inter- 
ests in  close  ties  with  other  countries 
In  the  region.  The  fireedom  and  security 
of  all  of  Europe's  new  democracies  are 
a  big  concern  to  us. 

I  believe  that  the  United  States  and 
NATO  must  act  decisively— before  the 
window  of  opportunity  closes.  When 
the  Bush  administration  was  con- 
fronted with  the  challenge  of  CJerman 
reunification.  Western  leaders  swiftly 
reached  agreement  on  policy  and  acted 
resolutely  to  achieve  it. 

As  with  German  reunification,  the 
act  of  including  Central  and  Eastern 
European  democracies  in  NATO  is  not 
and  cannot  reasonably  be  seen  as  an  af- 
front— much  less  a  threat— to  any 
other  country,  least  of  all  Russia.  All 
actual  and  potential  members  of  the 
NATO  alliance  share  an  interest  in  a 
peaceable,  democratic  Russia.  Further- 
more, the  United  States  has  a  distinct 
national  interest  in  a  firm  security  re- 
lationship with  Russia.  Any  United 
States  Government  should,  and  we  ex- 
pect, will  work  cooperatively  with  a 
democratic  Russia  for  the  consolida- 
tion of  security  in  Europe — but  not  by 
denying  NATO  membership  to  Europe's 
new  democracies. 

Mr.  President,  NATO  enlargement 
has  enjoyed  bipartisan  support  since 
the  end  of  the  cold  war.  I  hope  that  all 
of  my  colleagues  will  support  this  leg- 
islation in  that  same  bipartisan  spirit. 


Let  me  say  that  we  also,  of  course, 
addressed  in  our  press  conference  ear- 
lier today,  when  we  were  honored  to 
have  former  President  Lech  Welesa  of 
Poland  with  us,  that  no  countries  axe 
named.  It  is  very  likely  that  the  first 
three  countries  invited  will  be  Poland. 
Hungary  and  the  Czech  Republic. 
Though  we  have  not  forgotten  the  Bal- 
tic States  of  Estonia,  Latvia.  Lithua- 
nia and  other  Central  and  Eastern  Eu- 
ropean countries  when  they  have  com- 
plied and  when  they  have  been  selected 
by  NATO. 

So  my  view  is  that  we  have  had  the 
good  beginning.  The  former  President 
of  Poland  was  very  impressed,  and  he 
feels  that  we  may  now  be  on  the  way  to 
achieving  something  that  has  been 
eluding  these  freedom  loving  people  for 
a  number  of  years. 


TRIBUTE  TO  HOWELL  HEFLIN 
Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  it  has  been 
my    practice    as    Senator    Republican 
leader  to  pay  tribute  to  colleagues  who 
are  retiring  from  the  Senate. 

Usually,  these  remarks  are  delivered 
shortly  before  the  Senate  adjourns  for 
the  year. 

However,  my  announcement  of  2 
weeks  ago  that  I  will  also  be  leaving 
the  Senate  has  moved  up  my  time 
schedule. 

In  the  coming  days,  then.  I  will  be 
devoting  some  of  my  leader  time  to 
share  a  few  memories  of  those  of  our 
colleagues  who  will  not  return  to  this 
Chamber  when  the  105th  Congress  con- 
venes next  January. 

Let  me  start  with  a  friend  of  all  of 
us.  Senator  Howell  Heflin  of  Ala- 
bama. 

For  18  years,  Howell  Heflin  has  rep- 
resented Alabama  with  distinction  here 
in  the  U.S.  Senate.  But  to  many  here 
in  this  Chamber,  and  to  countless 
Alabamans,  it  is  not  "Senator"  Hef- 
lin, it  is  "judge"  Heflin. 

Prior  to  his  arrival  in  the  Senate, 
judge  Heflin  served  for  6  years  as  chief 
justice  of  the  Alabama  Supreme  Court, 
earning  a  reputation  for  fairness  and 
common  sense.  It's  a  reputation  that 
has  continued  through  his  service  here 
in  the  Senate. 

As  a  member  of  the  Judiciary  Com- 
mittee, Senator  Heflin  has  become 
known,  in  the  words  of  the  almanac  of 
American  politics,  as  "a  careful  lawyer 
who  picks  at  the  rules  of  law  with  the 
delicate  touch  of  a  watch  repairman." 

It  took  someone  with  that  touch  to 
successful  revise  America"  s  bankruptcy 
laws,  as  Senator  Heflin  did  in  1994. 

Alabama,  like  Kansas,  is  a  State  with 
a  strong  agriculture  heritage,  and  I 
have  enjoyed  serving  with  Senator  Hef- 
lin on  the  Agriculture  Committee,  and 
learning  a  great  deal  from  him  about 
issues  ranging  from  peanuts  to  the  boll 
weevil. 

But  as  I  reflect  back  on  our  18-year 
friendship,  the  one  incident  that  re- 


mains most  clearly  in  my  mind  was 
Senator  Heflin's  vote  authorizing 
President  Bush  to  use  force  to  remove 
Saddam  Hussein  from  Kuwait.  Senator 
Heflin  was  1  of  11  Senate  Democrats 
who  has  the  courage  to  break  with 
their  leadership  and  stand  with  the 
President.  History  will  always  reflect 
that  this  was  the  right  decision  and 
that  had  the  52  to  47  vote  gone  dif- 
ferently, it  would  have  been  a  tremen- 
dous blow  to  America's  prestige. 

Elizabeth  and  I  are  proud  to  call 
Howell  and  "Mike"  Heflin  our 
friends,  and  we  wish  them  many  more 
years  of  health  and  happiness  as  they 
return  to  the  state  they  love  so  much 
and  have  served  so  well. 


TRIBUTE  TO  CLAIBORNE  PELL 
Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  "I  am  less 
dynamic  than  many."   Senator  Clai- 
borne Pell  once  said  in  his  typical 
quiet  manner,    "But  I  have  my  own 
course,  which  I  set  and  try  to  follow." 
For  six  terms.  Claiborne  Pell  has 
followed   that   course   in   representing 
America's  smallest  State  in  terms  of 
geography    with    a    commitment    and 
dedication  that  is  anything  but  small. 
Foreign  policy  and  the  environment 
are  just  two  of  the  many  issues  on 
which    the    contributions    of   Senator 
Pell  will  be  long  remembered. 

But.  as  countless  college  students 
over  a  quarter  century  can  tell  you, 
the  one  cause  which  will  be  forever 
linked  with  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  is  education. 

His  basic  education  opportunity 
grant — justifiably  renamed  the  Pell 
grant  in  1980 — has  provided  many  fi- 
nancially challenged  young  Americans 
with  the  resources  necessary  to  receive 
a  college  degree. 

The  great  educator  Henry  Adams 
once  said,  "a  teacher  affects  eternity. 
He  can  never  tell  where  his  influence 
stops."  Senator  Pell  will  leave  this 
Chamber  with  the  knowledge  that  he 
will  never  be  able  to  tell  where  his  in- 
fluence stops — because  it  would  be  im- 
possible to  know  or  quantify  the  dif- 
ference that  Pell  grants  made  in  the 
life  of  countless  Americans. 

I  am  proud  to  be  called  a  conserv- 
ative Republican  and  Senator  Pell  is 
proud  to  be  known  as  a  liberal  Demo- 
crat. Despite  the  fact  we  were  on  the 
opposite  side  of  many  issues,  however. 
I  never  doubted  the  fact  that  Senator 
Pell's  word  was  his  bond,  and  I  knew 
that,  no  matter  what,  I  could  always 
count  on  Senator  Pell's  friendship. 

I  look  forward  to  coimting  on  that 
friendship  for  many  years  to  come. 


HANK  BROWN 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
learned  over  the  years  that  Kansans 
and  Coloradans  share  more  than  a  com- 
mon border.  We  also  share  a  deep  belief 
in  the  values  of  hard  work,  honesty, 
and  personal  responsibility. 
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And,  as  westerners,  we  share  a 
healthy  skepticism  of  those  who  think 
they  are  better  qualified  to  tell  us  how 
to  run  our  affairs  because  they  happen 
to  work  in  the  Nation's  Capital. 

For  6  years,  the  Colorado  point-of- 
view  has  been  represented  In  this 
Chamber  with  great  energy  and  elo- 
quence by  Hank  Brown. 

Senator  Brown  hit  the  ground  run- 
ning when  he  arrived  in  the  Senate, 
£Lnd  he  has  not  stopped  since,  making  a 
difference  on  nearly  every  major  issue 
we  have  debated. 

Hank  Brown  understands  the  dangers 
of  deficit  spending,  and  the  benefits 
that  would  come  with  a  balanced  budg- 
et. And,  as  a  member  of  the  Senate 
Budget  Committee,  he  worked  closely 
with  Senator  Domenici  in  writing  the 
historic  Republican  plan  to  balance  the 
budget. 

Senator  Brown  also  has  exhibited 
tremendous  political  courage  in  his 
willingness  to  speak  forthrightly  about 
the  absolute  necessity  to  reform  enti- 
tlement programs  if  our  children  are  to 
live  in  financially  solvent  Nation. 

From  a  personal  point  of  view,  I  am 
grateful  that  Senator  Brown  has  pro- 
vided me  with  the  same  candor  with 
which  he  has  addressed  the  issues  of 
our  day.  I  always  knew  that  when  I 
asked  Hank  a  question,  I  would  receive 
in  return  the  plainspoken  truth. 

Prom  the  skies  above  Vietnam  to  the 
floor  of  Congress,  Hank  Brown  has  de- 
voted his  life  to  forthrightly  serving 
his  country.  Though  he  is  leaving  the 
Senate  after  just  one  term,  I  have  no 
doubt  that  he  will  keep  on  doing  pre- 
cisely that. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Thomas,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session  the  Presiding 
Officer  laid  before  the  Senate  messages 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States  submitting  one  nomination 
which  was  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations. 

(The  nominations  received  today  are 
printed  at  the  end  of  the  Senate  pro- 
ceedings.) 


REPORT  CONCERNING  THE  NA- 
TIONAL EMERGENCY  WITH  RE- 
SPECT TO  THE  LAPSE  OF  THE 
EXPORT  ADMINISTRATION  ACT 
OF  1979— MESSAGE  FROM  THE 
PRESIDENT— PM  151 

The  Presiding  Officer  laid  before  the 
Senate  the  following  message  from  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  to- 
gether with  an  accompanying  report; 
which  was  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs. 


To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

As  required  by  section  204  of  the 
International  Emergency  Economic 
Powers  Act  (50  U.S.C.  1703(c))  and  sec- 
tion 401(c)  of  the  National  Emergencies 
Act  (50  U.S.C.  1641(c)),  I  transmit  here- 
with a  6-month  periodic  report  on  the 
national  emergency  declared  by  Execu- 
tive Order  No.  12924  of  August  19,  1994, 
to  deal  with  the  threat  to  the  national 
security,  foreign  policy,  and  economy 
of  the  United  States  caused  by  the 
lapse  of  the  Export  Administration  Act 
of  1979. 

William  J.  Clinton. 
The  White  House,  June  4, 1996. 
President's  Periodic  Report  on  the  Na- 
tional Emergency  Caused  by  the  Lapse 
OF  THE  Export  administration  act  of  1979 
1.  On  August  19,  1994,  In  Executive  Order 
No.  12924,  I  declared  a  national  emergency 
under  the  International  Emergency  Eco- 
nomic Powers  Act  (lEEPA)  (50  U.S.C.  1701  et 
seg.)  to  deal  with  the  threat  to  the  national 
security,  foreign  policy,  and  economy  of  the 
United  States  caused  by  the  lapse  of  the  Ex- 
port Administration  Act  of  1979,  as  amended 
(50  U.S.C.  App.  2401  et  seg.)  and  the  system  of 
controls  maintained  under  that  Act.  In  that 
order,  I  continued  in  effect,  to  the  extent 
permitted  by  law,  the  provisions  of  the  Ex- 
port Administration  Act  of  1979  (EAA).  as 
amended,  the  Export  Administration  Regula- 
tions (15  CFR  768  et  seq.).  and  the  delegations 
of  authority  set  forth  in  Executive  Order  No. 
12002  of  July  7.  1977  (as  amended  by  Execu- 
tive Order  No.  12755  of  March  12, 1991),  Execu- 
tive Order  No.  12214  of  May  2,  1980.  Executive 
Order  No.  12735  of  November  16,  1990  (subse- 
quently revoked  by  Executive  Order  No. 
12938  of  November  14,  1994),  and  Executive 
Order  No.  12851  of  June  11,  1993.  As  required 
by  the  National  Emergencies  Act  (50  U.S.C. 
1622(d)).  I  issued  a  notice  on  August  15,  1995, 
continuing  the  emergency  declared  in  Execu- 
tive Order  No.  12924. 

2. 1  issued  Executive  Order  No.  12924  pursu- 
ant to  the  authority  vested  in  me  as  Presi- 
dent by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States,  including,  but  not  limited  to, 
the  lEEPA.  At  that  time,  1  also  submitted  a 
reix>rt  to  the  Congress  pursuant  to  section 
204(b)  of  lEEPA  (50  U.S.C.  1703(b)).  Section 
204  of  lEEPA  requires  follow-up  reports,  with 
respect  to  actions  or  changes,  to  be  submit- 
ted every  6  months.  Additionally,  section 
401(c)  of  the  National  Emergencies  Act  (50 
U.S.C.  1641(c))  requires  that  the  President, 
within  90  days  after  the  end  of  each  6-month 
period  following  a  declaration  of  a  national 
emergency,  report  to  the  Congress  on  the 
total  expenditures  directly  attributable  to 
that  declaration.  To  comply  with  these  re- 
quirements. I  have  submitted  combined  ac- 
tivities and  expenditures  reports  for  the  6- 
month  periods  from  August  19,  1994,  to  Feb- 
ruary 19,  1995,  and  from  February  19,  1995,  to 
August  19,  1995.  The  following  report  covers 
the  6-month  period  from  August  19,  1995.  to 
February  19, 1996. 

3.  Since  the  Issuance  of  Executive  Order 
No.  12924,  the  Department  of  Commerce  has 
continued  to  administer  and  enforce  the  sys- 
tem of  export  controls,  including  anti- 
boycott  provisions,  contained  in  the  Export 
Administration  Regulations  (EAR).  In  ad- 
ministering these  controls,  the  Department 
has  acted  under  a  policy  of  conforming  ac- 
tions under  Executive  Order  No.  12924  to 
those  required  under  the  Export  Administra- 
tion Act,  insofar  as  appropriate. 

4.  Since  my  last  report  to  the  Congress, 
there  have  been  several  significant  develop- 
ments in  the  area  of  export  controls: 


A.  MULTILATERAL  DEVELOPMENTS 


Wassenaar  Arrangement  for  Export  Controls 
for  Conventional  Arms  and  Dual-Use  Goods  and 
Technologies.  The  Bureau  of  Export  Adminis- 
tration (BXA)  of  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce participated  in  several  rounds  of  nego- 
tiations to  establish  a  successor  regime  to 
COCOM.  On  December  19,  1995.  28  countaies 
(former  COCOM  partners,  cooperating  coun- 
tries, Russia,  and  the  Visegrad  states)  agreed 
to  establish  a  new  regrlme,  called  the 
Wassenaar  Arrangement,  to  control  conven- 
tional arms  and  munitions  and  related  dual- 
use  equipment.  The  Wassenaar  Arrangement 
will  be  headquartered  in  Austria.  The  first 
plenary  meeting  of  the  new  regime  was  held 
In  Vienna  in  April  1996. 

Australia  Group.  The  Australia  Group  (AG) 
is  an  informal  multilateral  body  formed  in 
1984  to  address  concerns  about  proliferation 
of  chemical  and  biological  warfare  capabili- 
ties. Currently,  29  governments,  representing 
supplier  or  producer  countries,  are  members. 
The  AG  operates  by  consensus. 

At  the  October  1995  plenary  meeting,  the 
Biological  Weapons  Elxperts  conducted  a 
technical  review  of  the  AG  biological  control 
list,  which  has  been  in  force  for  3  years. 
There  was  agreement  on  tightening  the  con- 
trols on  certain  microorganisms  and  equip- 
ment (e.g.,  fermenters)  that  can  be  used  in 
the  production  of  biological  weapons.  Regu- 
lations are  being  drafted  to  reflect  these 
changes  in  biological  weapons  export  con- 
trols. 

The  AG  also  agreed  at  the  October  1995  ple- 
nary to  tighten  controls  on  license-free  sam- 
ple shipments.  Accordingly,  BXA  will  mon- 
itor its  recently  revised  sample  shipments 
rule  to  determine  If  it  should  be  modified. 

The  United  States  shared  its  experiences 
at  the  October  1995  meeting  In  Implementing 
its  chemical  mixtures  regulations,  and  is 
seeking  a  comprehensive  understanding  of 
how  other  members  Implement  the  AG  mix- 
ture controls. 

Members  agreed  to  U.S.  proposals  at  the 
October  1995  meeting  for  intensified  Informa- 
tion exchange  and  other  measures  to  better 
address  chemical  and  biological  warfare  ter- 
rorism. 

Nuclear  Suppliers  Group.  The  Nuclear  Sup- 
pliers Group  (NSG),  currently  composed  of  32 
member  countries,  maintains  a  control  list 
of  nuclear  related  dual-use  items  and  guide- 
lines for  their  control. 

NSG  member  countries  have  recently  com- 
pleted a  technical  review  of  the  dual-use  con- 
trol list  and  are  presently  engaged  in  re- 
structuring the  present  control  language  to 
better  reflect  nuclear  proliferation  concerns 
as  well  as  to  allow  the  more  effective  imple- 
mentation of  export  controls  for  these  items. 

The  Department  of  Commerce  continues  to 
issue  license  denials  for  NSG-controlled 
Items  as  part  of  the  "no-undercut"  provi- 
sion. Under  this  provision,  a  denial  notifica- 
tion received  from  an  NSG  member  country 
precludes  other  member  countries  from  ap- 
proving similar  transactions,  thereby  assur- 
ing that  the  earlier  denial  Is  not  "undercut." 
There  are  procedures  for  member  countries 
to  consult  on  specific  denials  if  they  wish  to 
disagree  with  the  original  denial. 

Missile  Technology  Control  Regime.  The  Mis- 
sile Technology  Control  Regime  (MTCR), 
founded  In  1987  and  currently  comprising  28 
member  countries,  is  an  Informal  group 
whose  members  coordinate  their  national  ex- 
port controls  to  help  prevent  missile  pro- 
liferation. Each  member  country,  under  its 
own  national  laws,  has  agreed  to  abide  by 
multilateral  MTCR  Guidelines  for  control- 
ling the  transfer  of  items  that  contribute  to 
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missile  programs.  These  items  are  identified 
m  an  MTCR  Equipment  and  Technology 
Annex  to  the  Guidelines. 

The  Department  continues  to  implement 
the  Enhanced  Proliferation  Control  Initia- 
tive (EPQ),  which  is  a  "catch-all"  control 
on  items  that  are  not  on  the  MTCR  Annex, 
but  could  be  used  directly  in  projects  of  mis- 
sile proliferation  concern.  As  a  result  of  U.S. 
leadership,  similar  controls  have  now  been 
adopted  by  over  half  of  the  MTCR  members. 

As  a  consequence  of  bilateral  missile  non- 
proliferation  agreements  with  Russia  and 
South  Africa,  those  two  countries  have  con- 
formed their  national  export  controls  to 
MTCR  standards  and  were  formally  admitted 
to  membership  in  the  MTCR  in  October  1995. 

The  United  States  also  supported  Brazil's 
candidacy  for  membership  in  the  MT(3R,  and 
Brazil  was  accepted  unanimously  in  October 
1995. 

B.  BILATERAL  COOPERATION/TECHNICAL 
ASSISTANCE 

As  part  of  the  Administration's  continuing 
effort  to  encourage  other  countries  to 
strengrthen  their  export  control  systems,  the 
Department  of  Commerce  and  other  agencies 
conducted  a  wide  range  of  discussions  with  a 
number  of  foreign  countries. 

Russian  Exchanges.  In  October  1995.  BXA 
hosted  a  large  delegation  of  senior  Russian 
industry  executives  and  government  export 
control  officials.  They  met  in  Boston  and  in 
Washington,  D.C.,  to  discuss  industry-gov- 
ernment cooperation  on  export  controls.  The 
purpose  of  this  program  was  to  bring  to- 
gether U.S.  and  Russian  business  executives 
and  government  officials  to  discuss  such 
Issues  as  the  administration  of  export  con- 
trols, legal  reform,  licensing,  industry  com- 
pliance, and  enforcement. 

In  December  1995,  BXA  participated  In  an 
Interagency  delegation  to  a  briefing  hosted 
by  the  Russian  government  on  the  operation 
of  Russia's  export  control  system.  Russian 
ministries,  organizations,  and  enterprises 
gave  presentations. 

Central  Asian/Caucasus  Export  Control 
Forum.  In  November  1995,  BXA  participated 
in  an  interagency  delegation  as  co-hosts 
with  Turkey  in  an  export  control  forum  for 
seven  Central  Asian  and  Caucasus  states  (Ar- 
menia. Azerbaijan,  Kazakhstan,  Kyrgyzstan, 
Tajikistan,  Turkmenistan,  and  Uzbekristan). 
Presentations  were  given  on  legal,  legisla- 
tive, and  non  proliferation  issues.  Including 
licensing,  enforcement,  and  industry-govern- 
ment relations. 

Nonproliferation  and  Export  Control  Coopera- 
tion. In  late  1994,  BXA  created  the  Non- 
proliferation  and  Export  Control  Coopera- 
tion (NEC)  team  to  marshal  BXA's  resources 
and  expertise  to  support  U.S.  export  control 
cooperation  programs  In  the  former  Soviet 
Union,  other  newly  emerging  states  in  the 
Central  Asian,  Transcaucasian.  and  Baltic 
regions,  and  certain  central  European  states. 
From  August  to  December  1995,  the  NEC 
team,  with  representatives  from  the  Depart- 
ments of  State.  Defense,  and  Energy,  and  the 
U.S.  Customs  Service,  coordinated  14  cooper- 
ative exchanges  with  Belarus,  Kazakhstan, 
Ukraine,  Lithuania.  Bulgaria,  Romania,  and 
Poland.  These  cooperative  exchanges  focused 
on  the  legal  bases  for  export  control  sys- 
tems, regulatory  procedures,  licensing  proc- 
esses, preventive  enforcement  mechanisms, 
industry-government  relations,  and  systems 
automation. 

C.  REGULATORY  ACTIONS:  PUBLISHED  AND 
PENDING  REGULATORY  REFORM 

For  almost  three  decades,  the  EAR  have 
been  amended  frequently  to  respond  to  var- 


ious national  security,  nonproliferation,  and 
foreign  policy  crises.  Until  recently,  the 
EAR  had  never  been  subjected  to  a  system- 
atic and  comprehensive  review  for  the  pur- 
pose of  coordinating  and  restructuring  these 
many  amendments  to  create  a  set  of  regula- 
tions that  is  Internally  consistent  and  easier 
to  use.  Last  May.  BXA  published  a  proposed 
rule  that  Included  a  comprehensive  revision 
and  reorganization  of  the  EAR  that  will,  in 
accordance  with  the  goal  set  by  the  Trade 
Promotion  Coordinating  Committee,  "make 
the  regulations  more  user-friendly."  The 
BXA  has  Involved  the  exporting  community 
in  every  step  of  the  process,  releasing  early 
drafts  as  "discussion  packages."  conducting 
"town  hall"— style-fora  in  13  States,  and  re- 
drafting to  incorporate  the  many  Industry 
comments  and  suggestions  received  once  the 
proposed  rule  was  published.  In  November 
1995,  BXA  cfrculated  a  draft  interim  rule  for 
Interagency  review.  The  BXA  delivered  the 
interim  rule  to  the  Federal  Register  in  Feb- 
ruary for  publication  in  March. 

General  License  Eligibility  Extended  to  Semi- 
conductor Manufacturing  Eguiprnent.  BXA 
published  a  final  rule  on  February  14  to  ex- 
pand general  license  eligibility  to  most  des- 
tinations to  include  certain  semiconductor 
manufacturing  equipment:  ion  Implanters. 
etching  systems,  chemical  vapor  deposition 
equipment,  certain  "cluster  tools,"  masks, 
reticles,  and  test  systems. 

High- Performance  Computers.  On  January 
25,  BXA  published  a  rule  that  implements 
the  Presidents  October  6,  1995,  announce- 
ment of  a  major  reform  of  computer  export 
controls.  The  rule  liberalizes  export  controls 
on  all  computers,  and  establishes  four  tiers 
of  countries  and  a  new  policy  for  each  tier. 
This  new  rule  will  provide  significant  benefit 
to  the  international  competitiveness  of  the 
U.S.  computer  Industry.  This  rule  was  effec- 
tive January  22. 

Nuclear  Controls.  On  February  1,  BXA  pub- 
lished an  Interim  rule  to  amend  a  number  of 
Export  Control  Classification  Numbers 
(ECCNs)  in  order  to  make  the  U.S.  Nuclear 
Referral  List  conform  more  closely  with  the 
items  contained  in  the  multi-lateral  NSG 
Annex  published  by  the  International  Atom- 
ic Energy  Agency  and  adhered  to  by  the 
United  States  and  other  subscribing  govern- 
ments in  the  NSG.  In  addition,  this  rule  re- 
moved Poland  from  general  license  General 
Nuclear  Suppliers  Group  (GNSG)  restric- 
tions, and  added  Argentina,  New  Zealand, 
South  Africa,  and  South  Korea  to  the  coun- 
tries that  are  eligible  to  receive  exports 
under  general  license  GNSG. 

Expansion  of  Foreign  Policy  Controls  for 
Sudan.  In  December.  BXA  circulated  for 
interagency  review  a  draft  rule  that  will  es- 
tablish foreign  policy  controls  on  exports  to 
Sudan.  New  controls  are  being  published 
with  the  comprehensive  revision  and  reorga- 
nization of  the  Export  Administration  Act. 
These  controls  are  consistent  with  the  Sec- 
retary of  State's  determination  that  the 
Government  of  Sudan  has  repeatedly  pro- 
vided support  for  acts  of  international  ter- 
rorism. 

Expansion  of  General  Licenses  GLX  and 
GTDR.  On  December  20.  1995.  BXA  published 
a  final  rule  that  expands  general  license  for 
exports  for  civil  end-users  in  countries  of  the 
former  Soviet  Union,  Romania,  and  the  Peo- 
ple's Republic  of  China  (GLX)  eligibility  to 
include:  microprocessors  with  a  composite 
theoretical  performance  not  exceeding  500 
million  theoretical  operations  per  second, 
memory  integrated  circuits,  certain  digital 
Integrated  circuits,  field  programmable  gate 
arrays  and  logic  arrays,  portable  (personal) 


or  mobile  radiotelephones  not  capable  of 
end-to-end  encryption,  and  software  to  pro- 
tect against  computer  viruses.  In  addition, 
revisions  were  made  to  expand  eligibility  for 
general  license  for  technical  data  (GTDR) 
with  written  assurance  to  include  certain 
virus  protection  software. 

Specially  Designed  Implements  of  Torture.  On 
November  28.  1995.  BXA  published  a  final  rule 
that  expanded  foreign  policy  controls  on  spe- 
cially designed  Implements  of  torture.  Pre- 
viously, such  implements  were  controlled  as 
"crime  control  and  detection"  commodities 
in  the  same  category  as  handcuffs,  police 
helmets,  and  shields.  As  such,  they  did  not 
require  a  validated  license  for  export  to 
member  countries  of  the  North  Atlantic 
Treaty  Organization  (NATO).  Australia. 
Japan,  or  New  Zealand.  This  new  rule  cre- 
ated a  control  list  entry  requiring  a  vali- 
dated license  for  export  of  specially  designed 
Implements  of  torture  to  all  destinations,  in- 
cluding Canada.  Applications  for  such  ex- 
ports will  continue  to  be  subject  to  a  general 
policy  of  denial. 

Chemical  Mixtures.  On  October  19,  1995.  BXA 
published  a  final  rule  that  implements  the 
agreement  reached  by  the  AG  in  December 
1994  on  certain  technical  revisions  in  the 
AG's  harmonized  controls  on  chemical  weap- 
ons precursors.  The  rule  refines  and  clarifies 
the  scope  of  controls  on  exports  of  sample 
shipments  and  mixtures  containing  con- 
trolled precursor  and  Intermediate  chemi- 
cals. The  rule  also  revised  the  list  of  coun- 
tries eligible  to  receive  AG  benefits  under 
U.S.  regulations  by  adding  Poland,  the  Slo- 
vak Republic,  and  Romania. 

D.  STRATEGIC  INDUSTRIES'ECONOMIC  SECURHY 

In  late  1994,  the  National  Security  Advisor 
directed  that  an  interagency  study  be  pre- 
pared to  assess  the  current  and  future  inter- 
national market  for  software  products  con- 
taining encryption  (PRD/NSC-48).  The  direc- 
tive was  In  response  to  industry  claims  that 
U.S.  export  controls  on  certain  powerful 
encryption  technologies  were  providing  no 
benefit  to  national  security,  and  were  ham- 
pering the  software  Industry's  ability  to 
compete  in  the  global  marketplace.  On  Janu- 
ary 11,  the  Department  of  Commerce  an- 
nounced the  public  release  of  the  study, 
jointly  prepared  by  BXA  and  the  National 
Security  Agency.  The  study  provides  an  In- 
deptb  evaluation  of  the  international  mar- 
ket, reviews  the  availability  of  foreign 
encryption  software,  and  assesses  the  impact 
that  U.S.  export  controls  for  encryption  have 
had  on  the  competitiveness  of  the  software 
industry.  The  study  found  that  the  U.S.  soft- 
ware industry  still  dominates  world  mar- 
kets, but  the  existence  of  strong  export  con- 
trols, both  In  the  United  States  and  other 
major  countries,  is  slowing  the  growth  of  the 
International  market. 

E.  EXPORT  ENFORCEMENT 

Over  the  last  6  months,  the  Department  of 
Commerce  continued  its  vigorous  enforce- 
ment of  the  EAR  through  educational  out- 
reach, license  application  screening,  si>ot 
checks,  investigations,  and  enforcement  ac- 
tions. In  the  last  6  months,  these  efforts  re- 
sulted in  civil  penalties,  denials  of  export 
privileges,  criminal  fines,  and  imprisonment. 
Total  penalties  imposed  from  August  10. 1995. 
through  February  15,  1996,  amounted  to 
13,226.750  in  export  control  and  antlboycott 
compliance  cases.  Including  criminal  fines 
totaling  S256.000:  in  addition,  14  parties  were 
denied  export  privileges. 

Two  Companies  and  an  Individual  Penalized 
Total  of  S1.45  Million  for  Alleged  Antiboycott 
Violations.  On  August  29.  1995.  Assistant  Sec- 
retary for  E^xport  Enforcement  John  Despres 
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signed  an  order  imposing  civil  penalties  to- 
taling $1,446,400  on  Parbel  of  Florida.  Inc.. 
formerly  known  as  Helena  Rubensteln,  Inc.. 
and  Cosmalr,  Inc.,  both  subsidiaries  of 
L'Oreal,  S.A.,  tbe  French  cosmetic  company, 
and  on  Bruce  L.  Mishkin,  an  employee  of 
Cosmalr,  Inc.,  for  291  alleged  violations  of 
the  antiboycott  provisions  of  the  EAA  and 
EAR. 

The  Department  of  Commerce  alleged  that, 
in  1989.  in  response  to  a  request  from 
L'Oreal,  S.A.,  Helena  Rubinstein.  Inc.,  and 
Bruce  L.  Mlshkln  each  furnished  or  agreed  to 
furnish  144  items  of  information  about  Hel- 
ena Rubinstein,  Inc.'s  business  relationships 
with  or  In  Israel.  The  Department  further  al- 
leged that  Cosmalr,  Inc.,  did  not  prevent  Mr. 
Mlshkln  from  furnishing  information  about 
Helena  Rubinstein,  Inc.'s  business  relation- 
ships with  or  in  Israel.  The  Department  al- 
leged that,  in  so  doing.  Cosmalr.  Inc..  vio- 
lated the  EAR  by  permitting  the  doing  of  an 
act  prohibited  by  the  EAR. 

The  companies  and  Mishkin  each  agreed  to 
pay  the  civil  penalties  in  separate  but  relat- 
ed settlements,  which  combined,  constitute 
one  of  the  largest  for  the  Office  of 
Antiboycott  Compliance  (OAC).  Under  the 
terms  of  the  Consent  Agreements,  Parbel 
paid  $1,387,000,  Mr.  Mishkin  paid  $50,400.  and 
Cosraafr  paid  $9,000  to  settle  the  allegations. 
California  Man  Penalized  for  Alleged  Export 
Control  Violations  Involving  Shotguns  to 
NamUfia  and  South  Africa.  On  November  28. 
1995,  Assistant  Secretary  for  Export  Enforce- 
ments John  Despres  imposed  a  15-year  denial 
of  export  privileges  and  a  $60,000  civil  pen- 
alty on  James  L.  Stephens,  president  and  co- 
owner  of  Weisser's  Sporting  Goods,  National 
City.  California,  for  the  alleged  illegal  ex- 
port of  certain  U.S.-orlgln  shotguns  to  Na- 
mibia and  South  Africa. 

The  Department  alleged  that,  between  1990 
and  1992,  Stephens  conspired  with  overseas 
parties  to  export  and,  on  two  separate  occa- 
sions, actually  exported,  U.S.-orlgln  shot- 
guns with  barrel  lengths  18  inches  and  over 
to  Namibia  and  South  Africa  without  apply- 
ing for  and  obtaining  from  the  Department 
the  validated  export  licenses  he  knew  or  had 
reason  to  know  were  requfred  under  the  EAA 
and  EAR.  In  addition,  the  Department  al- 
leged that,  in  furtherance  of  the  conspiracy, 
and  in  connection  with  each  of  these  exports, 
Stephens  made  false  or  misleading  represen- 
tations of  material  fact  to  a  U.S.  agency  in 
connection  with  the  preparation,  submission, 
or  use  of  export  control  documents. 

In  a  separate  matter,  Weisser's  Sporting 
Goods  plead  guilty  on  November  20,  1995,  In 
the  Southern  District  of  California,  to  one 
criminal  count  of  violating  U.S.  export  con- 
trol laws  In  connection  with  the  export  of 
shotguns  to  South  Africa.  Sentencing  for  the 
criminal  violation  took  place  on  January  16, 
1996.  Weisser's  Sporting  Goods  was  fined 
$30,000  and  placed  on  3  years'  probation. 

Illinois  Company  and  its  French  Subsidiary 
Penalized  tSSO.OOO  for  Alleged  Antiboycott  Vio- 
lations. On  November  29,  1995.  Assistant  Sec- 
retary for  Export  Enforcement  John  Despres 
signed  an  order  Imposing  civil  penalties  to- 
taling $550,000  on  Sundstrand  Corporation 
("Sundstrand")  and  its  wholly  owned  sub- 
sidiary, Sundstrand  International,  S.A.  Zone 
Industrlelle  de  Dijon-Sud  ("Sundstrand 
DlJon").  for  alleged  violations  of  the 
antiboycott  provisions  of  the  EAA  and  the 
EAR. 

Sundstrand  Is  a  Rockford,  nilnois-based 
manufacturer  and  exporter  of  aerospace  and 
industrial  equipment.  Sundstrand  Dijon  Is  a 
repafr  and  testing  facility  for  Sundstrand 
equipment  located  in  Dijon,  France.  While 


neither  admitting  nor  denying  the  alleged 
violations.  Sundstrand  agreed  to  pay  a 
$350,000  civil  penalty  to  settle  allegations 
that,  on  175  occasions  between  October  1988 
and  June  1993.  it  failed  to  report  to  the  De- 
partment Its  receipt  of  boycott-related  re- 
quests from  the  United  Arab  Emirates 
(UAE).  Sundstrand  Dijon  agreed  to  pay  a 
$200,000  civil  penalty  to  settle  allegations 
that,  on  100  occasions  during  the  same  pe- 
riod, it  failed  to  report  to  the  Department  its 
receipt  of  boycott-related  requests  from 
UAE,  Bahrain,  and  Yemen. 

Swiss  and  U.S.  Companies  Denied  Export 
Privileges  and  Corporate  Officers  Fined  for  Ille- 
gal Exports.  On  January  11,  1996,  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Export  Enforcement  John 
Despres  denied  the  export  privileges  of 
Lasarray  Corporation  of  Irvine,  California, 
and  Lasarray.  S.A..  of  Switzerland.  The  pe- 
riod of  the  denial  is  2  years.  Additionally, 
Ernst  Uhlmann,  a  Swiss  businessman  who 
owned  Lasarray,  received  a  civil  penalty  of 
$50,000  (with  $25,000  suspended);  Eugene  T. 
Fltzgibbons.  the  former  president  of 
Lasarray  Corporation,  received  a  civil  pen- 
alty of  $20,000  (with  $10,000  suspended);  and 
Edwin  Barrowcllff,  a  former  vice  president  of 
Lasarray  Corporation,  received  a  civil  pen- 
alty of  $20,000.  all  of  which  is  suspended.  The 
Department  alleged  that,  between  1990  and 
1991.  Lasarray  unlawfully  exported  base 
wafer  integrated  circuits  to  Switzerland 
without  the  required  validated  export  li- 
cense. 

Civil  Penalty  of  $400,000.  Imposed  on  Illinois 
Company  for  Alleged  Export  Control  Violations. 
On  January  31.  1996.  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Export  Enforcement  John  Despres  signed 
an  order  imposing  a  $400,000  civil  penalty  on 
U.S.  Robotics  Access  Corp.  of  Skokle,  Illi- 
nois, for  123  alleged  violations  of  the  EAA 
and  Regulations.  The  Department  of  Com- 
merce alleged  that,  on  41  separate  occasions 
between  June  1990  and  June  1992,  U.S.  Robot- 
ics exported  U.S.-orlgln,  high-speed  com- 
puter modems  from  the  United  States  to 
South  Africa,  Liechtenstein,  Czechoslovakia, 
New  Zealand,  and  Singapore,  without  obtain- 
ing from  the  Department  the  required  vali- 
dated licenses.  In  connection  with  each  of 
these  exports,  the  Department  also  alleged 
that  the  company  falsely  represented  on  air 
waybills  and  Shipper's  Export  Declarations 
that  the  modems  qualified  for  export  under 
general  license  when,  in  fact,  a  validated  li- 
cense was  required.  To  settle  the  allegations, 
U.S.  Robotics  will  pay  $300,000  of  the  $400,000 
penalty  the  Department  imposed.  Payment 
of  the  remaining  $100,000  Is  suspended  for  1 
year  and  will  be  waived  If,  during  the  1-year 
period  of  suspension.  U.S.  Robotics  does  not 
violate  the  Act.  Regulations,  or  any  condi- 
tions of  the  Department's  order. 

Civil  and  Criminal  Penalties  Imposed  on  Or- 
egon Company.  On  February  12,  1996,  Assist- 
ant Secretary  for  Export  Enforcement  John 
Despres  imposed  a  civil  penalty  of  $40,000 
($20,000  suspended  for  1  year)  on  Patrick 
Lumber,  of  Portland,  Oregon,  for  allegedly 
violating  the  embargo  on  exports  to  Libya. 
On  the  same  day,  Patrick  Lumber  was  sen- 
tenced to  pay  a  criminal  fine  of  $225,000  by 
the  United  States  District  Court  in  Portland, 
Oregon,  following  the  company's  guilty  plea 
to  a  two-count  indictment  charging  it  with 
violating  the  lEEPA.  The  United  States 
charged  that,  in  1993.  Patrick  Lumber  ex- 
ported two  shipments  of  yellow  pine  wood 
worth  over  $800,000  from  the  United  States  to 
Libya  in  violation  of  the  EEEPA. 

Under  Secretary  Affirms  AU  Decision  and 
Order  Imposing  $10,000  Civil  Penalty  on  Florida 
Freight  Forwarder  for  Antiboycott  Violations. 
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On  October  30.  1995,  the  Under  Secretary  for 
Export  Administration  affirmed  the  May  1, 
1995,  decision  of  the  Administrative  Law 
Judge  (ALJ)  that  Stair  Cargo  Services,  Inc., 
of  Miami,  Florida,  a  subsidiary  of  Intertrans 
Corporation  of  Dallas,  Texas,  committed  two 
violations  of  the  antiboycott  provisions  of 
the  Act  and  Regulations.  The  ALJ  found 
that,  in  1988,  a  Stair  Cargo  branch  office  in 
Inglewood,  California,  complied  with  a  boy- 
cott-related request  from  Kuwait  to  provide 
the  name  of  a  supplier  of  goods  and  services 
for  clearance  by  Kuwaiti  boycott  authori- 
ties, thereby  furnishing  information  about 
that  firm's  business  relationships  with  per- 
sons known  or  believed  to  be  blacklisted. 
The  ALJ  also  found  that  Stair  Cargo  failed 
to  report  to  the  Department  its  receipt  of 
the  boycott-related  request,  as  required  by 
the  Regulations.  The  ALJ  Imposed  a  civil 
penalty  of  $10,000  for  these  violations. 

5.  The  expenses  Incurred  by  the  Federal 
Government  In  the  6-month  period  from  Au- 
gust 19,  1995.  to  February  19, 1996.  that  are  di- 
rectly attributable  to  the  exercise  of  au- 
thorities conferred  by  the  declaration  of  a 
national  emergency  with  respect  to  export 
controls  were  largely  centered  In  the  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce.  Bureau  of  Export  Admin- 
istration. Expenditures  by  the  Department 
of  Commerce  are  anticipated  to  be  $18  mil- 
lion, most  of  which  represents  program  oper- 
ating costs,  wage  and  salary  costs  for  Fed- 
eral i)ersonnel.  and  overhead  expenses. 


EXECUTIVE  AND  OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 
The  following  communications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  with 
accompansrlng  papers,  reports,  and  doc- 
uments, which  were  referred  as  indi- 
cated: 

EC-2763.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Thrift  Supervision. 
Department  of  Treasury,  transmitting,  pur- 
suant to  law,  the  report  entitled  "Respon- 
sibilities under  the  Community  Reinvest- 
ment Act";  to  the  ConMoittee  on  Banking, 
Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

EC-2764.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant to  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  System,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  the  report  of  a  final  rule  entitled 
"Amendment  to  the  Bank  Secrecy  Act  Regu- 
lations Relating  to  Recordkeeping  for  Funds 
Transfers  and  Transmittals  of  Funds  by  Fi- 
nancial Institutions"  (RIN  1505-AA37),  re- 
ceived on  May  30.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

EC-2765.  A  communication  Crom  the  Assist- 
ant to  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  System,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  report  of  a  final  rule  concerning  the 
basic  framework  establishing  the  rights,  li- 
abilities, and  responsibilities  of  participants 
in  electronic  fund  transfer  systems,  received 
on  May  30,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Bank- 
ing, Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

EC-2766.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Financial  Crimes  Enforcement 
Network,  Department  of  the  Treasury,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  a 
final  rule  entitled  "Amendment  to  the  Bank 
Secrecy  Act  Regulations  Relating  to  Orders 
for  Transmittals  of  Funds  by  Financial  Insti- 
tutions" (RIN  1506-AA17),  received  on  May 
24, 1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Banking.  Hous- 
ing, and  Urban  Affairs. 

EC-2767.  A  communication  from  the  Execu- 
tive Assistant  to  the  Director  of  (Congres- 
sional Affairs,  U.S.  Secret  Service,  Depart- 
ment of  the  Treasury,  transmitting,  pursu- 
ant to  law,  the  report  of  a  final  rule  concern- 
ing the  color  Illustrations  of  U.S.  currency. 
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received  on  May  31,  1996;  to  the  Committee 
on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

EC-2768.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Commerce,  transmitting,  a  report 
concerning  Ombudsman  activities  with  the 
new  independent  states;  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC-2769.  A  communication  from  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  re- 
port of  a  final  rule  concerning  the  Coast 
Guard  establishing  a  temporary  moving  safe- 
ty zone  for  the  USS  Kennedy  (RIN  2115- 
AA97),  received  on  May  13.  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce.  Science,  and  Transpor- 
tation. 

EO2770.  A  communication  from  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 
port of  a  final  rule  concerning  the  Coast 
Guard  establishing  a  temporary  moving  safe- 
ty zone  for  the  Fleet  Week  Parade  of  Ships 
(RIN  2115-AA97),  received  on  May  13.  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce.  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

EC-2771.  A  communication  from  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 
port of  a  final  rule  concerning  the  Coast 
Guard  establishing  a  temporary  safety  zone 
for  a  powerboat  race  located  on  Greenwood 
Lake,  New  Jersey  (RIN  2n5-AA97).  received 
on  May  13.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce. Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC-2772.  A  communication  from  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  re- 
port of  a  final  rule  concerning  the  Hazardous 
Materials  Transportation  Regulations  (RIN 
2137-AB60).  received  on  May  13.  1996;  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce.  Science,  and 
Transportati  on . 

EC-2773.  A  communication  from  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 
port of  a  rule  entitled  "Airworthiness  Direc- 
tives," (RIN2120-AA64)  received  on  May  13, 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce, 
Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC-2774.  A  communication  from  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 
port of  a  rule  entitled  "Exemption,  Ap- 
proval, Registration  and  Reporting  Proce- 
dures; Miscellaneous  Provisions,"  (RIN2137- 
AC63)  received  on  May  13,  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Transpor- 
tation. 

EC-2775.  A  communication  from  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 
port of  a  rule  entitled  "Coast  Guard  Board 
for  Correction  of  Military  Records:  Proce- 
dural Regulation,"  (RIN2105-A(331)  received 
on  May  13,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce, Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC-2776.  A  communication  from  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 
port of  five  rules  concerning  Standard 
Instructment  Approach  Procedures  and  Air- 
worthiness Directives  (RIN2iaO-AA65,  2120- 
AA64)  received  on  May  23,  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce.  Science,  and  Transpor- 
tation. 

EO-2777.  A  communication  from  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 
port of  seven  rules  concerning  Temporary 
Prohibition  of  Oxygen  Generators  as  Cargo 
In  Passenger  Aircraft  (RrN2137-AC89.  2115- 
AE84,  2115- AE46.  2137-AC»1)  received  on  May 
23,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce, 
Science,  and  Transportation. 


EC-2778.  A  communication  from  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  re- 
port of  thirteen  rules  concerning  Airworthi- 
ness Directives  (RIN2120-AA64.  2120-AA66. 
2120-ZZOl)  received  on  May  30.  1996;  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce.  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

E&-2T79.  A  communication  from  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  re- 
port of  twelve  rules  concerning  Airworthi- 
ness Dfrectlves  (RIN2120-AA64.  2120-AA65. 
2120-AA66)  received  on  May  23,  1996;  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

EC  2780.  A  communication  from  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  re- 
port of  the  eleven  rules  concerning  Periodic 
Inspection  and  Testing  of  Cylinders 
(RIN2137-AC59.  2137-AC74.  2137-AC76.  2127- 
AG31.  2127-AV70.  2115-.  2115-AA97.  2130- AB08, 
2105-AC13.  2115-AE46.  2115-AF24)  received  on 
May  30.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce, Sclence,and  Transportation. 

EC  2781.  A  communication  from  the  Associ- 
ate Dfrector  for  Strategic  Planning,  Minor- 
ity Business  Development  Agency,  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law.  the  Interim  final  rule  entitled  "Revi- 
sion of  the  Cost-Share  Requirement  and  Ad- 
dition of  Bonus  Points  for  Community-Based 
Organizations  Applying  to  Operate  Minority 
Business  Development  Centers  in  Designated 
Locations,"  (RIN0640-XX02)  received  on  May 
31,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce, 
Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC  2782.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor for  Executive  Budgeting  and  Assistance 
Management.  Department  of  Commerce, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  concerning 
grant  and  cooperative  agreement  cost  prin- 
ciples, (RIN0605-AA10)  received  on  May  22, 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce, 
Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC  2783.  A  communication  from  the  Man- 
aging Director  of  the  Federal  Communica- 
tions Commission,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  rule  to  conform  the  marttlme  serv- 
ice rules  to  the  provisions  of  the  Tele- 
communications Act  of  1996,  received  on  May 
21,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce, 
Science  and  Transportation. 

EC  2784.  A  conrmiunication  from  the  Acting 
Director  of  Procurement,  Grants  and  Admin- 
istrative Services,  Office  of  Finance  and  Ad- 
ministration, Department  of  Commerce, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  final  rule 
concerning  financial  assistance  for  the 
Prlbllof  Environmental  Restoration  Pro- 
gram (RIN0648-ZA23),  received  on  May  23. 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce, 
Science  and  Transportation. 

EC  2785.  A  communication  trom  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation,  transmitting,  pur- 
suant to  law,  the  report  of  the  National 
Transportation  Safety  Board's  Recommenda- 
tions for  calendar  year  1995;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce,  Science  and  Transpor- 
tation. 

EC  2786.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Federal  Trade  Commission, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  rule  enti- 
tled "Guides  for  the  Metallic  Watch  Band  In- 
dustry and  Guides  for  the  Jewelry  Industry," 
received  on  May  22,  1996:  to  the  Committee 
on  Commerce,  Science  and  Transportation. 

EC  2787.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Fisheries  Conservation 
and  Management,  the  National  Marine  Fish- 
eries Service,  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration,  Department  of  Com- 
merce, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 


port of  a  final  rule  relative  to  inseason  ac- 
tion for  the  ocean  salmon  fisheries  off  the 
coasts  of  Washington.  Oregon,  and  Califor- 
nia, received  on  May  23.  1996:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce.  Science  and  Transpor- 
tation. 

EC-2788.  A  communication  from  the  Pro- 
gram Management  Officer  of  the  National 
Marine  Fisheries  Service.  National  Oceanic 
and  Atmospheric  Administration.  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law.  the  report  of  a  final  rule  relative  to 
existing  regulations  regarding  dolphin  safe 
tuna  labeling  (RIN  0648-AFOB).  received  on 
May  29,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce. Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC-2789.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Director  of  Office  of  Fisheries  Conservation 
and  Management.  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service.  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric 
Administration.  Department  of  Commerce, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  report  of 
a  final  rule  relative  to  bycatch  rate  stand- 
ards for  the  second  half  of  1996  in  the  Bering 
Sea  and  Aleutian  Islands  and  in  the  Gulf  of 
Alaska,  received  on  May  31. 1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce.  Science,  and  Transi>or- 
tatlon. 

EC-2790.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Fisheries  Conserva- 
tion and  Management.  National  Marine  Fish- 
eries Service.  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration.  Department  of  Com- 
merce, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  re- 
port of  a  final  rule  concerning  the  closure  of 
directed  fishing  for  Pacific  cod  by  vessels 
using  hook-and-line  gear  in  the  Bearing  Sea 
and  Aleutian  Islands  management  area,  re- 
ceived on  May  23.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC-2791.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Fisheries  Conserva- 
tion and  Management.  National  Marine  Fish- 
eries Service.  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration.  Department  of  Com- 
merce, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  re- 
port of  a  final  rule  concerning  the  directed 
fishery  for  groundflsh  In  the  other  nontrawl 
fishery  in  the  Bering  Sea  and  Aleutian  Island 
management  area,  received  on  May  23.  1996: 
to  the  Committee  on  Commerce,  Science, 
and  Transportation. 

E02792.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Fisheries  Conserva- 
tion and  Management.  National  Marine  Fish- 
eries Service.  National  Oceanic  aind  Atmos- 
pheric Administration.  Department  of  Com- 
merce, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  re- 
port of  a  final  rule  concerning  a  closure  that 
prohibits  retention  of  Pacific  ocean  perch  in 
the  Western  Aleutian  District  of  the  Bering 
and  Aleutian  Islands  mana^ment  area,  re- 
ceived on  May  23.  1996:  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC-2793.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Fisheries  Conserva- 
tion and  Management.  National  Marine  Fish- 
eries Service.  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration.  Department  of  Com- 
merce, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  re- 
port of  a  final  rule  concerning  correcting  the 
definition  for  "fishing  trip",  received  on  May 
23.  1996:  to  the  (Committee  on  Commerce. 
Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC-2794.  A  communication  trom  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior,  transmitting,  pursu- 
ant to  law.  the  annual  report  on  the  Youth 
Conservation  Corps  for  fiscal  year  1995:  to 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

E02795.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Energy,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  the  report  of  the  Office  of  Alcohol  Fuels; 
to  the  (Conunittee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 
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EC-2796.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  Fish  and 
Wildlife  and  Parks,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law,  the  final  rule  concerning  the  Migra- 
tory Bird  Hunting  and  Conservation  Stamp, 
Contest,  (RIN1018-AD71)  received  on  May  16. 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Environment  and 
Public  Works. 

EC-2797.  A  communication  from  the  Dep- 
uty Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Environ- 
mental Security),  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  report  of  the  Defense  Environmental 
Restoration  Program  for  fiscal  year  1995:  to 
the  Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works. 

EC-2798.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation,  transmitting,  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  entitled  "The 
State  Infrastructure  Bank  Improvement  Act 
of  1996";  to  the  Committee  on  Environment 
and  Public  Works. 

EC-2799.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation,  transmitting,  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  concerning  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Program;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Environment  and  Public  Works. 

EC-2800.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Congressional  Affairs, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  rule  enti- 
tled "The  Freedom  of  Employees  in  the  Nu- 
clear Industry  to  Raise  Safety  Concerns 
Without  Fear  of  Retaliation."  received  on 
May  13.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Environ- 
ment and  Public  Works. 

EC-2801.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Congressional  Afialrs. 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  rule  enti- 
tled "Termination  or  Transfer  of  Licensed 
Activities:  Recordkeeping  Requirements." 
(RIN3150-AF17)  received  on  May  13,  1996:  to 
the  Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works. 

EC-28Q2.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Congressional  Affairs, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  rule  enti- 
tled "Protecting  the  Identity  of  Allegers  and 
Confidential  Sources."  received  on  May  22. 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Environment  and 
Public  Works. 

EC-2808.  A  communication  ftom  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law,  the  rule  entitled  "The  Final  Deter- 
mination of  Threatened  for  the  California 
Red-Legged  Frog,"  (RIN1018-AC34)  received 
on  May  20,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Envi- 
ronment and  Public  Works. 

EC-2804.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law,  the  rule  entitled  "Endangered  and 
Threatened  Wildlife  and  Plants,"  (RIN1018- 
AC33)  received  on  May  16.  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Environment  and  Public  works. 

EC-2805.  A  conmiunlcation  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulatory  Management 
and  Information.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the 
rule  entitled  "Approval  and  Promulgation  of 
Implementation  Plans;  Ohio."  (FRL5439-4) 
received  on  May  13,  1996;  to  the  Committee 
on  Environment  and  Public  Works. 

EO-2S06.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulatory  Management 
and  Information.  Environment  Protection 
Agency,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the 
report  of  seven  rules  concerning  Allyl 
Issothlcyanate  as  a  Component  of  Food 
Grade  Oil  of  Mustard,  (FRL5505-2.  5467-6. 
S500-«6.  5505-7,  5504-8.  5465-2.  5366-4)  received 
on  May  13,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Envi- 
ronment and  Public  Works. 

EC-2807.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulatory  Management 


and  Information.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the 
report  of  four  rules  concerning  Propylene 
Oxide.  (FRL5444-6.  5506-6.  5375-8.  5507-3)  re- 
ceived on  May  15.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Environment  and  Public  Works. 

EC-2808.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulatory  Management 
and  Information.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the 
report  of  three  rules  concerning  Protection 
of  Stratospheric  Ozone,  (FRL5507-5,  5467-1, 
5504-4)  received  on  May  16,  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Environment  and  Public  Works. 

EC-2809.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulatory  Management 
and  Information,  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the 
report  of  ten  rules  concerning  Pesticides, 
(FRL550&-5,  5506-3.  5505-4.  5449-2,  5372-2,  4996- 
1,  5359-1,  5359^,  5508-3,  5508-2,  5508-4),  re- 
ceived on  May  21,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Environment  and  Public  Works. 

EC-2810.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulatory  Management 
and  Information,  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the 
rule  concerning  National  Emission  Stand- 
ards For  Hazardous  Air  Pollutants  (FRL5509- 
1)  received  on  May  21. 1996;  to  the  Committee 
on  Environment  and  Public  Works. 

EC-2811.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulatory  Management 
and  Information.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the 
report  of  two  rules  concerning  Prosulfuron. 
(FRL5357-5.  5371-8)  received  on  May  24.  1996; 
to  the  Committee  on  Environment  and  Pub- 
lic Works. 

EC-2812.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulatory  Management 
and  Information,  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the 
report  of  two  rules  concerning  National 
Emission  standards  for  Hazardous  Air  Pol- 
lutants, (FRL5513-1,  5512-6)  received  on  May 
24,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Environment 
and  Public  Works. 

EC-2813.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  annual  re- 
port of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  and  Dis- 
ability Fund  for  fiscal  year  1995;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-2814.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  a  rule  enti- 
tled "Allowances  and  Differentials," 
(RIN3206-AH17)  received  on  May  28,  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-2815.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  District  of  Columbia  Financial 
Responsibility  and  Management  Assistance 
Authority,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law. 
the  proposed  budget  for  fiscal  year  1997;  to 
the  Committee  on  Governmental  Afliirs. 

EC-2816.  A  commimlcatlon  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  District  of  Columbia  Financial 
Responsibility  and  Management  Assistance 
Authority,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law, 
the  Mayor's  District  of  Columbia  fiscal  year 
1997  budget  and  multlyear  plan;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-2817.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Council  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  copies  of 
D.C.  Act  11-254  adopted  by  the  Council  on 
April  2.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-2818.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Council  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  copies  of 
D.C.  Act  11-258  adopted  by  the  Council  on 
April  2.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 


EC-2819.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Council  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  copies  of 
D.C.  Act  11-260  adopted  by  the  Council  on 
April  2,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-2820.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Council  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  copies  of 
D.C.  Act  11-261  adopted  by  the  Council  on 
April  2,  1996;  to  the  Conmilttee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-2821.  A  communication  from  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  Auditor,  transmitting,  pur- 
suant to  law,  the  report  entitled  "Compli- 
ance Review  of  the  District  of  Columbia  In- 
surance Administration  for  Fiscal  Years  1994 
and  1995";  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-2822.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Farm  Credit  Administration, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  report 
concerning  the  compliance  with  the  Govern- 
ment In  the  Sunshine  Act  during  calendar 
year  1995;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-2823.  A  communication  from  the  Dep- 
uty Associate  Administrator  for  Acquisition 
Policy,  General  Services  Administration,  Of- 
fice of  Policy.  Planning  and  Evaluation, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of 
a  final  rule  concerning  the  Federal  Travel 
Regulation  (RIN:  3090-AF88),  received  on 
May  13,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-2824.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Federal  Communications  Com- 
mission, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the 
report  concerning  the  implementation  of  the 
Government  in  the  Sunshine  Act  for  the  cal- 
endar year  1995;  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 

EC-2825.  A  communication  ffom  the  Execu- 
tive Director  of  the  Committee  for  Purchase 
From  People  Who  Are  Blind  or  Severely  Dis- 
abled, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  re- 
port of  a  final  rule  concerning  commodities 
and  services  to  be  furnished  by  nonprofit 
agencies,  received  on  May  28,  1996;  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-2826.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Merit  Systems  Protection  Board, 
transmitting,  a  draft  of  proposed  legislation 
to  reauthorize  the  Board  through  the  year 
2001;  to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs. 

EC-2827.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Federal  Maritime  Commission, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  report 
under  the  Inspector  General  Act  for  the  pe- 
riod October  1,  1995  through  March  31,  1996; 
to  the  Conmilttee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-2828.  A  conununlcation  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  National  Endowment  For  the 
Arts,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 
port under  the  Inspector  General  Act  for  the 
period  October  1,  1995  through  March  31,  1996; 
to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-2829.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury,  transmitting,  pursu- 
ant to  law,  the  report  under  the  Federal 
Managers'  Financial  Integrity  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  1995;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-2830.  A  conununlcatlon  firom  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Armed  Forces  Retirement  Home 
Board,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 
port concerning  the  Federal  Managers  Fi- 
nancial Integrity  Act  for  fiscal  year  1995;  to 
the  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BELLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
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and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 
By  Mr.  LAUTENBERG: 
S.  1827.  A  bill  to  prohibit  foreign  travel  by 
outgoing  political  appointees  and  Members 
of  Congress,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 
By  Mr.  HEFLIN: 
S.  1828.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  to  Issue  a  certificate  of  docu- 
mentation with  appropriate  endorsement  for 
employment  in  the  coastwise  trade  for  the 
vessel  TOP  GUN,  and  for  other  purposes:  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

By  Mr.  PRESSLER: 
S.  1829.  A  bill  to  prohibit  the  purchase  of 
foreign  beef  by  a  school  participating  In  the 
school  lunch,  school  breakfast,  or  child  care 
food  program,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and 
Forestry. 

By  Mr.  BROWN  (for  Mr.  DOLE  (for  him- 
self. Mr.  Brown.  Mr.  Roth.  Mr. 
HELMS.  Mr.  McCain.  Mr.  Specter. 
Mr.  Santorlti!.  Mr.  Gorton,  and  Mr. 

MCCONNELD): 

S.  1830.  A  bill  to  amend  the  NATO  Partici- 
pation Act  of  1994  to  expedite  the  transition 
to  full  membership  In  the  North  Atlantic 
Treaty  Organization  of  emerging  democ- 
racies in  Central  and  Eastern  Europe;  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

By  Mr.  PRESSLER  (for  himself.  Mr. 
HOLLINGS.  Mr.  LOTT.  and  Mr.  FORD): 

S.  1831.  A  bill  to  amend  title  49.  United 
States  Code,  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
fiscal  years  1997.  1998.  and  1999  for  the  Na- 
tional Transportation  Safety  Board,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce. Science,  and  Transportation. 

By  Ms.  MIKULSKI  (for  herself  and  Ms. 

SNOWE): 

S.  1832.  A  bill  to  amend  title  n  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  to  provide  that  a  monthly 
Insurance  benefit  thereunder  shall  be  paid 
for  the  month  in  which  the  recipient  dies, 
subject  to  a  reduction  of  50  percent  If  the  re- 
cipient dies  during  the  first  15  days  of  such 
month,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  GLENN  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Pryor)  (by  request): 

S.  1833.  A  bill  to  provide  a  temporary  au- 
thority for  the  use  of  voluntary  separation 
Incentives  by  Federal  agencies  that  are  re- 
ducing employment  levels,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses: to  the  Committee  on  Governmental 
Affairs.. 

By  Mr.  McCAIN  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Lnouye.  Mr.  Simon,  and  Mr.  Domen- 
ici): 

S.  1834.  A  bill  to  reauthorize  the  Indian  En- 
vironmental General  Assistance  Program 
Act  of  1992.  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Indian  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  FEINCJOLD  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Bradley,  and  Mr.  Wellstone): 

S.  1835.  A  bill  to  expand  the  definition  of 
limited  tax  benefit  for  purposes  of  the  Line 
Item  Veto;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Budget 
and  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs, 
jointly,  pursuant  to  the  order  of  August  4. 
1977.  that  If  one  Committee  reports,  the 
other  have  thirty  days  to  report  or  be  dis- 
charged. 

By  Mr.  SANTORUM: 

S.  1836.  A  bill  to  designate  a  segment  of  the 
Clarion  River,  located  In  Pennsylvania,  as  a 
component  of  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  System,  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 


SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT  AND 

SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  concurrent  resolutions 
and  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 
referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  indicated: 
By  Mr.  FORD  (for  himself.  Mr.  Baucus, 

Mr.     BiDEN.     Mr.     BiNGAMAX.     Mrs. 

Boxer.  Mr.  Bradley.  Mr.  Bryan.  Mr. 

Bumpers.  Mr.  Coats.  Mr.  Cohen.  Mr. 

Craig.  Mr.  Daschle.  Mr.  DeWine.  Mr. 

Dodd.  Mr.  DoMENia.  Mr.  Exon.  Mr. 

Frist.  Mr.  Grams.  Mr.  Grasslej-.  Mr. 

HEFLIN.  Mr.  Helms.  Mr.  Holungs. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  LVOLTX.  Mrs.  KaSSE- 

BAUM.  Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  LAUTEN- 
BERG.   Mr.    Leahy.    Mr.    Levd;.    Mr. 

Lugar.  Mr.  Mack.  Mr.  McC^nnell. 

Mr.  MuRKOWSKi.  Mrs.   Mltiray.   Mr. 

NUNN.  Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr. 

Reid.  Mr.  ROBB.  Mr.  Sarbanes.  Mr. 

SIMON,  Mr.  Smpth,  Mr.  Specter,  Mr. 

Thomas.  Mr.  Thurmond.  Mr.  Warner. 

Mr.     WELL.STONE.     Mr.     Wyden.     Mr. 

Kerry.  Mr.  Gramm,  Mrs.  Hutchison. 

Ms.       Snowe.       Mr.       AKAKA.       Mr. 

Lieberman.  and  Mrs.  Feinstein): 
S.  Res.  257.  Resolution  to  designate  June 
15.   1996.   as   "National   Race   for   the   Cure 
Day";  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  LAUTENBERG: 
S.  1827.  A  bill  to  prohibit  foreign 
travel  by  outgoing  political  appointees 
and  Members  of  Congress,  and  for  other 
purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 


THE  LAME  DUCKS  CAN'T  FLY  ACT 

•  Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  am  introducing  legislation, 
which  I  call  the  Lame  Ducks  Can't  Fly 
Act,  to  prevent  Federal  officials  who 
are  about  to  leave  office  from  traveling 
abroad  courtesy  of  U.S.  taxpayers. 

The  bill  would  prohibit  any  Member 
of  Congress  who  is  leaving  office  from 
traveling  to  another  country  at  tax- 
payer expense  in  the  last  6  months  of 
the  Member's  term.  This  prohibition 
could  be  waived  by  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  or  by  the  President  Pro  Tempore 
of  the  Senate.  K  a  waiver  is  granted,  a 
detailed  statement  must  be  printed  in 
the  Congressional  Record  indicating 
the  purposes  and  costs  of  the  travel. 

Similarly,  the  bill  would  prohibit  any 
political  appointee  in  the  executive 
branch  from  traveling  overseas  at  tax- 
payer expense  following  an  election  in 
which  the  President  is  not  returned  to 
office.  The  prohibition  for  executive 
branch  appointees  could  be  waived  if 
the  President  determines  that  such 
travel  cannot  reasonably  be  postponed 
until  the  new  President  takes  office, 
and  that  the  travel  is  essential  to  pro- 
tect or  promote  vital  national  security 
interests. 

Mr.  President,  after  the  general  elec- 
tion in  1992,  many  Americans  were  out- 
raged when  they  saw  Governmental  of- 
ficials traveling  abroad  on  seemingly 
nonessential   tripe,  even  though   they 


were  about  to  lose  their  jobs.  One  dele- 
gation, for  example,  traveled  to  China 
and  Hong  Kong  aboard  a  military  jet 
that  reportedly  cost  about  $12,000  per 
hour  to  fly.  Another  trip  was  planned 
for  Moscow  before  it  was  abruptly  can- 
celed when  the  plans  were  reported  in 
the  press. 

In  recent  months,  press  reports  have 
highlighted  the  serious  concerns  of 
many  Foreign  Service  officers  about 
abuses  of  official  travel  privileges  by 
U.S.  officials  from  all  branches  of  gov- 
ernment. The  problem  has  grown  to 
such  an  extent  that  the  American  For- 
eign Service  Association  has  issued  a 
policy  statement  calling  for  14  changes 
in  Govenmient  official  foreign  travel 
policy.  The  Association's  first  rec- 
ommendation is  to  prohibit  travel 
abroad  by  officials  within  6  months  of 
the  end  of  their  term. 

Mr.  President,  it  can  be  tempting  for 
elected  or  appointed  officials  to  have 
one  last  junket  before  losing  their  jobs. 
But  it  is  wrong.  And  it  is  not  fair  to 
taxpayers — many  of  whom  have  a  hard 
time  making  ends  meet.  These  costs 
may  be  small  compared  to  the  budget 
deficit.  Yet  these  kinds  of  abuses  are 
outrageous,  and  they  sap  the  trust  of 
Americans  in  their  Government. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  times  when 
travel  abroad  by  lame  duck  officials  is 
necessary  to  protect  important  na- 
tional interests.  However,  there  is  no 
excuse  for  wasting  taxpayer  dollars  on 
nonessential  travel. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  support  the 
legislation,  and  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  a  copy  of  the  bill  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1827 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  LDOTATION  OP  VOREIGN  TBAVEL  BT 
CERTAIN  POLmCAL  APFODnSES 
DinUNG  POST  PRESIDENTIAL  ELEC- 
TION PERIOD. 

(A)  Ls-  Gen-ERAL.— Subchapter  I  of  chapter 
57  of  title  5,  United  States  Code.  Is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  section: 

"{5710.  LimiUtion  of  travel  of  political  ap- 
pointees daring  certain  poet  Presidential 

election  periods 

"(a)  For  purposes  of  this  section  the 
term — 

"(1)  'political  appointee'  means  any  indi- 
vidual who  serves— 

"(A)  in  a  Senior  Executive  Service  position 
and  is  not  a  career  appointee  as  defined 
under  section  3132(a)(4): 

"(B)  in  a  position  under  the  Executive 
Schedule  pursuant  to  subchapter  n  of  chap- 
ter 53;  or 

"(C)  in  a  position  of  a  confidential  or  pol- 
icy-determining character  under  schedule  C 
of  subpart  C  of  part  213  of  title  5  of  the  Code 
of  Federal  Regulations;  and 

"(2)  'post  Presidential  election  period' 
means  any  period  beginning  on  the  date  im- 
mediately following  the  date  of  the  first 
Tuesday  following  the  first  Monday  in  No- 
vember on  which  the  general  election  of  the 
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President  occurs,  and  ending  on  the  January 
20  following  such  an  election. 

"(b)  Subject  on  the  provisions  of  sub- 
section (c).  travel  by  a  political  appointee 
may  not  be  paid  for  under  the  provisions  of 
this  subchapter  or  any  other  provision  of 
law.  if  such  travel — 

"(1)  Is  outside  of  the  United  States;  and 

"(2)  occurs  during  a  post  Presidential  elec- 
tion period  after  which  the  incumbent  Presi- 
dent shall  not  return  for  another  term  of  of- 
flce  as  President. 

"(c)(1)  The  provisions  of  subsection  (b) 
shall  not  apply  to  travel  by  the  Secretary  of 
State,  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  the  United 
States  Trade  Representative,  or  political  ap- 
pointees who  are  accompanying  these  indi- 
viduals on  affected  travel. 

"(2)  The  President  may  waive  the  provi- 
sions of  subsection  (b)  with  regard  to  any 
travel  if  the  President  makes  a  written  de- 
termination that  such  travel— 

"(A)  cannot  reasonably  be  postponed  until 
after  the  post  Presidential  election  period; 
and 

"(B)  is  essential  to  protect  or  promote 
vital  national  Interests.". 

(b)  Technical  and  Conforming  Amend- 
ments.—The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  57 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  the  Item  relating  to  section 
5709  the  following: 

"5710.  Limitation  of  travel  of  political  ap- 
pointees during  certain  post 
Presidential  election  periods.". 

SBC.  2.  LIMITATION  OF  FOREIGN  TRAVEL  BY 
CERTAIN  MFHIIRERS  OF  CONGRESS 
DURING  ELECTION  PERIODS. 

(a)  T.tmttation.— 

(1)  In  general.— Except  as  provided  in  sub- 
section (b),  no  funds  may  be  expended  for 
travel  by  a  Member  of  Congress  if  such  trav- 
el— 

(A)  is  outside  of  the  United  States;  and 

(B)  occurs  after  the  date  that  is  180  days 
prior  to  the  end  of  the  term  of  service  or 
date  of  retirement  of  the  Member  of  Con- 
gress. 

(2)  Date  of  retirement. — For  purposes  of 
this  subsection,  the  date  of  retirement  is  the 
date  on  which  the  Member  is  to  retire  as  a 
Member  of  Congress,  pursuant  to  a  public  an- 
nouncement by  or  on  behalf  of  the  Member. 

(b)  Waiver.— 

(1)  In  general.— The  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  with  respect  to  Members 
of  the  House  of  Representatives,  and  the 
President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate,  with 
respect  to  Members  of  the  Senate,  may  waive 
the  prohibition  on  travel  under  this  section 
if  the  travel  Is  determined  to  be  in  the  inter- 
est of  the  House  of  Representatives  or  the 
Senate,  respectively,  and  the  United  States. 

(2)  STATEMENT.— 

(A)  In  GENERAL. — Except  as  provided  in 
subparagraph  (B)  and  if  a  waiver  Is  granted 
under  this  subsection,  a  statement  of  the 
waiver  shall  be  printed  in  the  Congressional 
Record  as  soon  as  practicable  and  shall  in- 
clude a  detailed  description  of  the  travel  in- 
volved, the  purpose  of  travel,  and  an  esti- 
mate of  the  costs  of  the  travel. 

(B)  EXCEPTION.— If  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  or  the  President 
pro  tempore  of  the  Senate  determines  that 
publication  of  such  a  statement  would  Jeop- 
ardize national  security,  or  otherwise  com- 
promise vital  national  interests,  no  state- 
ment Is  reQulred. 

(c)  Defdotion. — For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion the  term  "Member  of  Congress"  in- 
cludes any  Delegate  or  Resident  Commis- 
sioner to  the  Congress.* 


S.  1829.  A  bill  to  prohibit  the  pur- 
chase of  foreign  beef  by  a  school  par- 
ticipating in  the  school  lunch,  school 
breakfast,  or  child  care  food  program, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  For- 
estry. 


By  Mr.  PRESSLER: 


AMENDMENT  TO  THE  NATIONAL 
SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  am  introducing  legislation  that 
would  require  schools  participating  in 
the  National  School  Lunch  Program  to 
buy  American  beef.  The  bill  would  ex- 
tend this  requirement  also  to  the 
School  Breakfast  Program  and  the 
Child  and  Adult  Care  Food  Progium 
[CACFP].  This  is  a  simple  bill.  Further, 
given  the  current  situation  faced  by 
American  cattlemen,  this  bill  should 
command  bipartisan  support. 

Currently,  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture  [USDA]  is  bound  by  the 
Buy  Americaji  Act.  which  requires 
USDA  to  purchase  American  beef  for 
the  commodities  distribution  portion 
of  these  programs.  However,  no  similar 
requirement  is  placed  on  schools  which 
purchase  their  own  foodstuffs  and  then 
receive  Federal  reimbursement  for  the 
meals  they  serve  students.  Schools  are 
encouraged  to  buy  American,  but  are 
not  bound  to  do  so.  My  bill  would  pro- 
vide consistency  throughout  these 
child  nutrition  programs.  Simply  put, 
if  schools  expect  to  be  reimbursed,  we 
expect  schools  to      v  American  beef. 

Why  should  thii  11  be  passed?  Plain 
and  simple,  immeu.ate  action  must  be 
taken  to  help  our  Nation's  cattle  in- 
dustry. Cattle  prices  have  plummeted 
to  their  lowest  level  in  years.  High 
grain  prices  and  drought  also  have  con- 
tributed to  the  economic  crisis  facing 
our  ranchers.  The  result  is  that  South 
Dakota's  cattlemen  are  facing  some 
very  tough  times.  Some  South  Dakota 
producers  soon  may  be  forced  to  leave 
the  cattle  business  altogether  unless 
markets  begin  to  improve.  Their  plight 
is  spilling  over  to  affect  other  busi- 
nesses in  the  small  towns  and  cities 
where  they  live.  We  should  look  at  all 
possible  ways  to  stimulate  the  Amer- 
ican beef  market.  A  requirement  that 
schools  purchase  American  beef  will  in- 
crease demand. 

This  is  just  one  advance  in  our  battle 
to  improve  conditions  for  American 
cattlemen.  As  I  have  advocated,  Con- 
gress and  the  admlnlstiution  should 
work  actively  on  multiple  fronts.  I 
plan  to  introduce  legislation  that 
would  require  all  beef  sold  to  consum- 
ers be  labeled,  indicating  in  what  coun- 
try the  beef  was  produced.  This  re- 
quirement would  make  it  easier  for 
schools  and  other  consumers  to  buy 
American  beef. 

I  recently  requested  that  the  USDA 
prohibit  formula  or  basis  pricing  on 
forward  contracted  cattle,  require  that 
forward    contracts    be    offered    in   an 


open,  public  manner  and  require  that 
packer-fed  cattle  be  sold  in  an  open, 
public  market.  I  hope  they  will  take 
action  on  this  front  soon.  These  are  all 
actions  the  Clinton  administration  can 
take  without  congressional  action. 

I  also  urged  President  Clinton  to 
begin  an  investigation  into  cattle  im- 
ports from  Mexico.  Many  South  Da- 
kota producers  have  serious  concerns 
that  recent  import  surges  may  be  due 
to  Mexico  transshipping  cattle  from 
other  countries  into  the  United  States, 
which  is  a  blatant  violation  of  trade 
agreements.  Again,  the  President  need 
not  wait  for  congressional  action. 

Finally,  and  most  important,  the 
Clinton  administration  should  begin  an 
anti-trust  action  on  the  meatpacking 
industry.  This  is  very  important  for 
our  cattlemen.  I  have  called  on  the  ad- 
ministration time  and  again  to  enforce 
fully  our  anti-trust  laws.  I  am  still 
waiting  for  action. 

Mr.  President,  with  a  combined  effort 
by  Congress  and  the  President,  I  am 
confident  we  can  once  again  make  our 
cattle  industry  healthy  and  competi- 
tive. I  am  proud  to  be  an  active  voice 
for  South  Dakota's  livestock  produc- 
ers. This  issue  requires  immediate  at- 
tention and  I  hope  my  colleagues  will 
join  me  in  addi^ssing  this  serious  prob- 
lem. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Re(X>rx>. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1829 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  AMERICAN  BEEF  IN  CHILD  NUTRI- 
TION PROGRAMS. 

The  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
1751  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

•SEC.  2&  AMERICAN  BEEF  IN  CHILD  NUnUTUm 
PROGRAMS. 

"A  school  or  service  institution  in  the  con- 
tinental United  States  participating  In  the 
school  lunch  program,  the  school  breakfast 
program  under  section  4  of  the  Child  Nutri- 
tion Act  of  1966  (42  U.S.C.  1773),  or  the  child 
care  food  program  under  section  17  may  not 
purchase  beef  or  beef  food-products  produced 
outside  the  United  States  for  use  in  cairylng 
out  the  program.". 


By  Mr.  BROWN  (for  Mr.  DOLE  (for 
himself,  Mr.  Brown,  Mr.  Roth, 
Mr.  Helms,  Mr.  McCain,  Mr. 
SPEcmER,  and  Mr.  Santorum)); 
S.  1830.  A  bill  to  amend  the  NATO 
Participation  Act  of  1994  to  expedite 
the  transition  to  full  membership  in 
the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organiza- 
tion of  emerging  democracies  in  Cen- 
tral and  Eastern  Europe;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Foreign  Relations. 

the  NATO  enlargement  FACILTTATION  ACT  OF 
19S6 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
introduce  a  new  bill  for  consideration 
by  the  Senate. 
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In  1994,  when  the  administration 
seemed  reluctant  to  allow  countries  in 
Central  Europe  to  join  NATO,  we  draft- 
ed a  bill  titled  the  "NATO  Participa- 
tion Act  of  1994."  That  measure  set 
forth  in  U.S.  statute  a  policy,  for  the 
first  time,  that  would  ensure  NATO  ex- 
pansion to  include  those  countries  in 
Central  Euroipe  that  want  to  be  free 
and  want  to  join  in  a  mutual  pact  for 
self-defense.  The  bill  marked  a  signifi- 
cant change  of  course  for  the  United 
States. 

The  administration's  reluctance  to 
move  forward  with  NATO  expansion 
brought  back  memories  of  the  tragic 
events  of  World  War  n,  of  both  the  So- 
viet invasion  of  Poland  and  the  Ger- 
man invasion  of  Poland  and  other 
countries  in  Central  Europe.  Indeed, 
that  reluctance  brought  back  the  trag- 
ic memories  of  the  post-World-War-n 
era,  when  at  key  times  this  country 
turned  its  back  on  people  who  had 
fought  to  be  free  and  then  found  them- 
selves enslaved  by  the  Soviet  Union. 

Mr.  President,  that  NATO  Participa- 
tion Act  had  to  be  offered  four  times  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  before  we  fi- 
nally got  it  adopted  formally  by  Con- 
gress and  signed  into  law  by  the  Presi- 
dent. It  was  opposed  vehemently  by  the 
administration  at  every  opportunity. 
But,  in  the  end— and  I  might  add,  after 
much  hard  work  of  many  fellow  Ameri- 
cans who  had  insisted  upon  its  i>as- 
sage — it  passed  both  houses  of  Congress 
and  was  then  embraced  by  the  adminis- 
tration. 

Unfortunately,  even  though  that 
measure  had  passed  giving  the  Presi- 
dent necessary  authorities  to  establish 
a  transition  program  for  countries 
moving  toward  NATO  membership,  the 
administration  failed  to  move  ahead 
with  a  clear  plan  for  expansion  of 
NATO  to  those  Central  European  coun- 
tries that  had  not  only  exhibited  aji  in- 
terest in  it,  but  had  specifically  asked 
to  become  members. 

In  response  to  that  failure  and  to 
again  move  policy  along,  we  drafted 
and  introduced  the  NATO  Participa- 
tion Act  n,  officially  titled  the  "NATO 
Participation  Act  Amendments  of 
1995."  That  measuire  went  further  than 
NATO  Participation  Act  I.  The  NATO 
Participation  Act  I  authorized  the 
President  to  establish  a  transition  pro- 
gram and  plan  for  NATO  expansion. 
NATO  Participation  Act  n  called  on 
the  President  to  evaluate  those  coun- 
tries moving  toward  NATO  member- 
ship and  to  name  specific  countries 
that  would  be  determined  eligible  for 
NATO  transition  assistance,  and  it  ex- 
panded our  powers  to  work  with  them 
and  to  develop  a  mutual  arms  policy. 

That  act,  initially  opposed  by  the  ad- 
ministration, eventually  was  embraced 
by  the  administration  as  it  moved  to- 
ward passage.  That  expanded  our  abil- 
ity to  provide  transition  assistance  to 
allow  Central  European  countries  to 
protect  themselves  and  their  independ- 


ence. Alas,  the  administration  with  its 
discretionary  power  to  name  countries 
that  they  consider  eligible  to  move  for- 
ward toward  NATO  membership,  has 
refused  to  act. 

Months  ago,  I  specifically  contacted 
the  administration  and  asked  what 
steps  they  were  taking,  as  they  had 
promised  they  would,  to  move  toward 
this  goal.  According  to  the  foreign  re- 
lations committees,  the  administration 
can  find  no  country  in  Central  Europe 
it  views  as  ready  for  transition  assist- 
ance. 

Sadly,  Mr.  President,  because  of  the 
administration's  refusal  to  act.  what 
has  been  done  is  to  raise  the  question 
as  to  whether  or  not  NATO  will  ever  be 
expanded.  To  simply  give  it  lip  service 
and  say— as  the  administration  has 
done — that  it  is  not  a  question  of 
whether  we  expand  NATO,  it  is  a  ques- 
tion of  how  and  when,  dodges  the  issue. 
The  real  issue  is  whether  or  not  we  will 
recognize  other  countries  having  a 
sphere  of  influence  and  control  over 
Central  Europe.  The  central  issue  is 
whether  or  not  free  men  and  women 
around  the  world  will  stand  by  idly  if 
the  security  and  independence  of  Cen- 
tral Europe  is  threatened. 

These  are  not  hollow  questions. 
These  tragic  questions  were  answered 
in  World  War  n.  Many  historians  be- 
lieve that  the  failui«  of  the  free  democ- 
racies to  come  forward  and  stand  up  for 
Central  Europe  was  one  of  the  reasons 
that  Hitler  rose  to  such  heights  and 
gained  so  much  strength  before  the  free 
world  was  mobilized  to  stop  him.  It  is 
not  an  idle  question  when,  at  the  end  of 
World  War  n,  the  Soviet  Union  spread 
its  influence  and  its  armies  over  Cen- 
tral Europe,  and  free  men  and  women 
failed  to  stand  up  for  thefr  freedom 
then. 

Mr.  President,  it  speaks  to  the  core 
issue,  and  the  core  issue  is  whether  or 
not  we  will  turn  our  backs  on  the  free 
men  and  women  of  Central  Europe  once 
more.  This  bill,  the  third  NATO  Par- 
ticipation Act,  the  expansion  facilita- 
tion act  of  NATO  offered  in  1996,  speaks 
to  that.  It  specifically  names  three 
countries — Poland,  Hungary,  and  the 
Czech  Republic— as  qualifying  for  the 
program:  requires  the  President  to 
name  other  countries  meeting  a  series 
of  additional  criteria:  and  permits  the 
President  to  name  any  other  countries 
to  the  transition  assistance  program 
that  meet  the  existing  criteria  of  the 
NATO  Participation  Act. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  particularly 
proud  to  join  with  Senator  Dole  in  in- 
troducing this  bill.  Bob  Dole  deserves 
a  great  deal  of  credit  for  his  many  ef- 
forts to  expand  NATO  rapidly  and  to 
bring  the  nations  of  Central  Europe 
into  NATO.  From  the  very  first  time 
that  Senator  Paul  Simon  and  I  intro- 
duced the  NATO  Participation  Act  as 
an  amendment  to  the  Foreign  Oper- 
ations Bill  in  July,  1994,  Bob  Dole  has 
been  a  cosponsor.  He  has  joined  every 


effort  to  hasten  NATO  expansion,  spo- 
ken out  clearly  and  frequently  against 
the  foot-dragging  of  this  administra- 
tion and  has  been  more  than  just  a  co- 
sponsor  of  every  NATO  Participation 
Act  that  has  been  written.  His  frequent 
inputs  and  the  keen  insights  of  Mira 
Baratta  and  Randy  Scheunemann  of 
his  staff  have  been  invaluable  to  our  ef- 
forts to  put  the  United  States  back  in 
the  lead  in  expanding  NATO. 

In  January,  1994,  when  the  issue  of 
expanding  NATO  to  include  the  Central 
European  powers  first  became  an  issue 
at  the  NATO  summit.  Bob  Dole  stated. 
"If  NATO  governments  embrace  this 
new  role  of  ensuring  stability  and  secu- 
rity in  Europe,  the  logic  of  expanding 
NATO  becomes  increasingly  clear  .  .  . 
The  Partnership  for  Peace  should  not 
be  used  as  a  means  to  dismiss  the  le- 
gitimate security  concerns  of  the  new 
democracies  in  Central  Europe." 

In  1995  he  stated  that,  "Russia  con- 
tinues to  threaten  prosijective  NATO 
members  over  alliance  expansion, 
thereby  confirming  the  need  to  enlarge 
NATO  sooner  rather  than  later." 

Just  recently,  he  reiterated  his  com- 
mitment to  NATO  expansion  by  stating 
"the  time  has  come  to  welcome  Eu- 
rope's new  democracies  into  NATO. 
Only  NATO  expansion  can  guarantee 
another  five  decades  of  peace  on  the 
continent." 

Mr.  I*resident.  I  strongly  agree  with 
our  distinguished  majority  leader.  It  is 
time  to  take  the  countries  of  Central 
Europe  off  the  table  once  and  for  all. 
America's  dawdling  will  continue  to 
create  uncertainty  and  generate  insta- 
bility in  the  heart  of  Europe.  The 
United  States  needs  to  take  its  rightful 
place  as  the  world's  leader  and  move 
quickly  to  expand  the  North  Atlantic 
Alliance  to  the  nations  of  Central  Eu- 
rope. 

Mr.  President.  I  send  the  bill  to  the 
desk  and  ask  unanimous  consent  it  be 
printed  in  the  Record  and  that  Senator 
Santorum  be  added  as  a  cosponsor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  bill  will  be  received  and  appro- 
priately referred. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1830 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rejh 
resentatives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "NATO  En- 
largement Facilitation  Act  of  1996". 
SEC.  S.  FINDINGS. 

The  Congress  makes  the  following  findings: 

(1)  Since  1949.  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty 
Organization  (NATO)  has  played  an  essential 
role  in  guaranteeing  the  security,  freedom, 
and  prosperity  of  the  United  States  and  its 
partners  in  the  Alliance. 

(2)  The  NATO  Alliance  is.  and  has  been 
since  Its  inception,  purely  defensive  In  char- 
acter, and  it  poses  no  threat  to  any  nation. 
The  enlargement  of  the  NATO  Alliance  to  in- 
clude as  full  and  equal  members  emerging 
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democracies  Iq  Centxal  and  Eastern  Europe 
does  not  threaten  any  nation.  America's  se- 
curity, freedom,  and  prosperity  remain 
linked  to  the  security  of  the  countries  of  Eu- 
rope. 

(3)  The  sustained  commitment  of  the  mem- 
ber countries  of  NATO  to  a  mutual  defense 
has  made  possible  the  democratic  trans- 
formation of  Eastern  Europe.  Members  of  the 
Alliance  can  and  should  play  a  critical  role 
in  addressing  the  security  challenges  of  the 
post-Cold  War  era  and  in  creating  the  stable 
environment  needed  for  those  emerging  de- 
mocracies in  Central  and  Eastern  Europe  to 
successfully  complete  political  and  economic 
transformation. 

(4)  NATO  has  enlarged  Its  membership  on  3 
different  occasions  since  1949. 

(5)  Congress  has  sought  to  facilitate  the 
further  enlargement  of  NATO  at  an  early 
date  by  enacting  the  NATO  Participation 
Act  of  1994  (title  n  of  Public  Law  103-447;  22 
U.S.C.  1928  note)  and  the  NATO  Participa- 
tion Act  Amendments  of  1995  (section  585  of 
Public  Law  104-107). 

(6)  As  new  members  of  NATO  assume  the 
responsibilities  of  Alliance  membership,  the 
costs  of  maintaining  stability  in  Europe  will 
be  shared  more  widely.  Facilitation  of  the 
enlargement  process  will  require  current 
members  of  NATO,  and  the  United  States  in 
particular,  to  demonstrate  the  political  will 
needed  to  build  on  successful  ongoing  pro- 
grams such  as  the  Warsaw  Initiative  and  the 
Partnership  for  Peace  by  making  available 
the  resources  necessary  to  supplement  ef- 
forts prospective  new  members  are  them- 
selves undertaking. 

(7)  New  members  will  be  full  members  of 
the  Alliance,  enjoying  all  rights  and  assum- 
ing all  the  obligations  under  the  Washington 
Treaty. 

(8)  Cooperative  regional  peacekeeping  ini- 
tiatives Involving  emerging  democracies  in 
Central  and  Eastern  Europe  that  have  ex- 
pressed Interest  in  joining  NATO,  such  as  the 
Baltic  Peacekeeping  Battalion,  the  Polish- 
Lithuanian  Joint  Peacekeeping  Force,  and 
the  Polish-Ukrainian  Peacekeeping  Force, 
can  make  an  important  contribution  to  Eu- 
ropean peace  and  security  and  international 
peacekeeping  efforts,  assist  those  countries 
preparing  to  assume  the  responsibilities  of 
possible  NATO  membership,  and  accordingly 
should  receive  appropriate  support  from  the 
United  States. 

(9)  The  United  States  continues  to  regard 
the  political  Independence  and  territorial  In- 
tegrity of  all  emerging  democracies  in  Cen- 
tral and  Eastern  Europe  as  vital  to  European 
peace  and  security. 

(10)  NATO  remains  the  only  multilateral 
security  organization  capable  of  conducting 
effective  military  operations  and  preserving 
security  and  stability  of  the  Euro-Atlantic 
region. 

(11)  NATO  is  an  important  diplomatic 
forum  and  has  played  a  positive  role  in  de- 
fusing tensions  between  members  of  the  Alli- 
ance and,  as  a  result,  no  military  action  has 
occurred  between  two  Alliance  member 
states  since  the  inception  of  NATO  in  1949. 

(12)  The  admission  to  NATO  of  emerging 
democracies  in  (Central  and  Eastern  Europe 
that  meet  specific  criteria  for  NATO  mem- 
bership would  contribute  to  international 
peace  and  enhance  the  security  of  the  region. 

(13)  A  number  of  Eastern  Euroi>ean  coun- 
tries have  expressed  Interest  in  NATO  mem- 
bership, and  have  taken  concrete  steps  to 
demonstrate  this  commitment;  including 
their  participation  in  Partnership  for  Peace 
activities. 

(14)  In  recognition  that  not  all  countries 
which  have  requested  membership  in  NATO 
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will  necessarily  qualify  at  the  same  pace,  the 
accession  date  for  each  new  member  will 
vary. 

(15)  The  eventual  membership  of  Austria, 
Finland,  and  Sweden  is  fully  expected  and  is 
not  precluded  by  this  Act. 

(16)  The  provision  of  additional  NATO 
transition  assistance  should  include  those 
emerging  democracies  most  ready  for  closer 
ties  with  NATO  and  should  be  designed  to  as- 
sist other  countries  meeting  specified  cri- 
teria of  eligibility  to  move  forward  toward 
eventual  NATO  membership. 

(17)  The  Congress  of  the  United  States 
finds  that  Poland,  Hungary,  and  the  Czech 
Republic  have  made  the  most  progress  to- 
ward achieving  the  stated  criteria  and 
should  be  eligible  for  the  additional  assist- 
ance described  in  this  bill. 

(18)  The  evaluation  of  future  membership 
In  NATO  for  emerging  democracies  in  Cen- 
tral and  Eastern  Europe  should  be  based  on 
the  progress  of  those  nations  in  meeting  cri- 
teria for  NATO  membership,  which  require 
enhancement  of  NATO's  security  and  the  ap- 
proval of  all  NATO  members. 

SEC.  3.  UNITED  STATES  POLICY. 

It  Should  be  the  policy  of  the  United 
States— 

(1)  to  join  with  the  NATO  allies  of  the 
United  States  to  redefine  the  role  of  the 
NATO  Alliance  in  the  post-Cold  War  world; 

(2)  to  actively  assist  the  emerging  democ- 
racies in  Central  and  Eastern  Europe  in  their 
transition  so  that  such  countries  may  even- 
tually qualify  for  NATO  membership;  and 

(3)  to  work  to  define  a  constructive  and  co- 
operative political  and  security  relationship 
between  an  enlarged  NATO  and  the  Russian 
Federation. 

SEC.  4.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  In  order 
to  promote  economic  stability  and  security 
m  Estonia.  Latvia.  Lithuania.  Slovenia.  Slo- 
vakia. Bulgaria.  Romania,  Albania,  Moldova, 
and  Ukraine — 

(1)  the  United  States  should  support  the 
full  and  active  participation  of  these  coun- 
tries in  activities  appropriate  for  qualifying 
for  NATO  membership; 

(2)  the  United  States  Government  should 
use  all  diplomatic  means  available  to  press 
the  European  Union  to  admit  as  soon  as  pos- 
sible any  country  which  qualifies  for  mem- 
bership; and 

(3)  the  United  States  Government  and  the 
North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  should 
supi»rt  military  exercises  and  peacekeeping 
Initiatives  between  and  among  these  nations, 
nations  of  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organi- 
zation, and  Russia. 

SEC.  S.  DESIGNATION  OF  COUNTRIES  ELIGIBLE 
FOR  NATO  ENLARGEBIENT  ASSIST- 
ANCE. 

(a)  In  General.— The  following  countries 
are  designated  as  eligible  to  receive  assist- 
ance under  the  program  established  under 
section  203(a)  of  the  NATO  Participation  Act 
of  1994:  Poland,  Hungary,  and  the  Czech  Re- 
public. 

(b)  Designation  of  Other  Countries.— The 
President  shall  designate  other  emerging  de- 
mocracies in  Central  and  Eastern  Europe  as 
eligible  to  receive  assistance  under  the  pro- 
gram established  under  section  203(a)  of  such 
Act  if  such  countries— 

(1)  have  expressed  a  clear  desire  to  Join 
NATO; 

(2)  have  begun  an  Individualized  dialogue 
with  NATO  in  preparation  for  accession; 

(3)  are  strategically  significant  to  an  effec- 
tive NATO  defense;  and 

(4)  have  met  the  other  criteria  outlined  in 
section  203(d)  of  the  NATO  Participation  Act 


of  1994  (title  n  of  Public  Law  103-447;  22 
U.S.C.  1928  note). 

(c)  Rule  of  Construction.— Subsection  (a) 
does  not  preclude  the  designation  by  the 
President  of  Slovakia,  Estonia,  Latvia,  Lith- 
uania, Romania,  Slovenia,  or  any  other 
emerging  democracy  in  Central  and  Eastern 
Europe  pursuant  to  section  203(d)  of  the 
NATO  Participation  Act  of  1994  as  eligible  to 
receive  assistance  under  the  program  estab- 
lished under  section  203(a)  of  such  Act. 

SEC.  «.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR  NATO  ENLARGEMENT  ASSIST- 
ANCE. 

(a)  In  General.— There  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  S60,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997 
for  the  program  established  under  section 
203(a)  of  the  NATO  Participation  Act  of  1994. 

(b)  AVAlLABiLTTi-.— Of  the  funds  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  by  subsection  (a)— 

(1)  $20,000,000  shall  be  available  for  the  sub- 
sidy cost,  as  defined  in  section  502(5)  of  the 
Credit  Reform  Act  of  1990,  of  direct  loans 
pursuant  to  the  authority  of  section  203(c)(4) 
of  the  NATO  Participation  Act  of  1994  and 
section  23  of  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act 
(relating  to  the  "Foreign  Military  Financing 
Program"); 

(2)  530,000,000  shall  be  available  for  assist- 
ance on  a  grant  basis  pursuant  to  the  author- 
ity of  section  203(c)(4)  of  the  NATO  Partici- 
pation Act  of  1994  and  section  23  of  the  Arms 
Export  Control  Act  (relating  to  the  "Foreign 
Military  Financing  Program");  and 

(3)  {10,000,000  shall  be  available  for  assist- 
ance pursuant  to  the  authority  of  section 
203(c)(3)  of  the  NATO  Participation  Act  of 
1994  and  chapter  5  of  part  n  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  (relating  to  inter- 
national military  education  and  training). 

(c)  Rule  of  Construction.— Amounts  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  under  this  sec- 
tion are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  In  ad- 
dition to  such  amounts  as  otherwise  may  be 
available  for  such  purposes. 

SEC.  7.  EXCESS  DEFENSE  ARTICLSa 

(a)  Priortty  Delivery.— Notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  law,  the  provision  and 
delivery  of  excess  defense  articles  under  the 
authority  of  section  203(c)(1)  and  (2)  of  the 
NATO  Participation  Act  of  1994  and  section 
516  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961 
shall  be  given  priority  to  the  maximum  ex- 
tend feasible  over  the  provision  and  delivery 
of  such  excess  defense  articles  to  all  other 
countries  except  those  countries  referred  to 
in  section  541  of  the  Foreign  Operations,  Ex- 
port Financing,  and  Related  Programs  Ap- 
propriations Act,  1995  (Public  Law  103-^06; 
108  Stat.  1640). 

(b)  C(X)perative  Regional  Peacekeeping 
Initiatives.— The  Congress  encourages  the 
President  to  provide  excess  defense  articles 
and  other  appropriate  assistance  to  coopera- 
tive regional  peacekeeping  initiatives  in- 
volving emerging  democracies  In  Central  and 
Eastern  Europe  that  have  expressed  an  inter- 
est in  joining  NATO  in  order  to  enhance 
their  ability  to  contribute  to  European  peace 
and  security  and  international  peacekeeping 
efforts. 

SEC.  8.  M(»EltNIZATION  OF  DEFENSE  CAPABn^ 

mr. 

The  Congress  endorses  effort  by  the  United 
States  to  modernize  the  defense  capability  of 
Poland,  Hungary,  the  Czech  Republic,  and 
any  other  countries  designed  by  the  Presi- 
dent pursuant  to  section  203(d)  of  the  NATO 
Participation  Act  of  1994,  by  exploring  with 
such  countries  options  for  the  sale  or  lease  of 
such  countries  of  weapons  systems  compat- 
ible with  those  used  by  NATO  members,  in- 
cluding air  defense  systems,  advanced  fight- 
er aircraft,  and  telecommunications  inflrai- 
structure. 
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SEC.  ft  TERMINATION  OF  EUGIBIUTy. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  203(f)  of  the 
NATO  Participation  Act  of  1994  (title  n  of 
Public  Law  103-447;  22  U.S.C.  1928  note)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows; 

"(f)  Termination  of  ELioiBiLiTi-.— <l)  The 
eligibility  of  a  country  designated  under  sub- 
section (d)  for  the  program  established  In 
subsection  (a)  shall  terminate  60  days  after 
the  President  makes  a  certification  under 
paragraph  (2)  unless,  within  the  60-day  pe- 
riod, the  Congress  enacts  a  joint  resolution 
disapproving  the  termination  of  eligibility. 

"(2)  Whenever  the  President  determines 
that  the  government  of  a  country  designated 
under  subsection  (d)— 

"(A)  no  longer  meets  the  criteria  set  forth 
in  subsection  (d)(2)(A); 

"(B)  is  hostile  to  the  NATO  Alliance;  or 

"(C)  poses  a  national  security  threat  to  the 
United  States. 

then  the  President  shall  so  certify  to  the  ap- 
propriate congressional  committees. 

"(3)  Nothing  in  this  Act  affects  the  eligi- 
bility of  countries  to  participate  under  other 
provisions  of  law  in  programs  described  In 
this  Act.". 

(b)  Congressional  PRioRmr  Proce- 
DLTiES. — Section  203  of  such  Act  Is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  sub- 
section: 

"(g)  Congressional  Priority  Proce- 
dures.— 

"(1)  APPUCABLE  PROCEDUTtES.- A  jolnt  res- 
olution described  in  paragraph  (2)  which  is 
Introduced  in  a  House  of  Congress  shall  be 
considered  in  accordance  with  the  procedures 
set  forth  in  paragraphs  (3)  through  (7)  of  sec- 
tion 8066(c)  of  the  Department  of  Defense  Ap- 
propriations Act.  1985  (as  contained  in  Public 
Law  96-473;  98  Stat.  1936),  except  that— 

"(A)  references  to  the  'resolution  described 
in  paragraph  (1)'  shall  be  deemed  to  be  ref- 
erences to  the  joint  resolution;  and 

"(B)  references  to  the  Committee  on  Ap- 
propriations of  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the 
Senate  shall  be  deemed  to  be  references  to 
the  Committee  on  International  Relations  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Com- 
mittee on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate, 
respectively. 

"(2)  Text  of  joint  resolution.— a  joint 
resolution  under  this  paragraph  is  a  Joint 
resolution  the  matter  after  the  resolving 
clause  of  which  is  as  follows:  'That  the  Con- 
gress disapproves  the  certincatlon  submitted 
by  the  President  on pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 203(f)  of  the  NATO  ParUclpation  Act  of 
1991.'.". 

SEC.  10.  AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  NATO  PARTICIPA- 
TION ACT. 

(a)  (Conforming  amendment.— The  NATO 
Participation  Act  of  1994  (title  n  of  Public 
Law  193-447;  22  U.S.C.  1928  note)  is  amended 
in  secUons  203(a).  a03(d)(l).  and  203(dX2)  by 
striking  "countries  emerging  from  com- 
munist domination"  each  place  it  appears 
and  Inserting  "emerging  democracies  in  Cen- 
tral and  Eastern  Europe". 

(b)  DEFiNTnoNS.— The  NATO  Participation 
Act  of  1994  (Utle  n  of  Public  Law  103-446:  22 
U.S.C.  1928  note)  Is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following  new  section: 

"SEC.  S0&  DEFINITIONS. 

"The  term  emerging  democracies  in  Cen- 
tral and  Eastern  Europe'  includes,  but  is  not 
limited  to,  Albania,  Bulgaria,  the  (^ech  Re- 
public, Estonia.  Hungary.  Latvia.  Lithuania. 
Moldova.  Poland,  Romania,  Slovakia,  Slove- 
nia, and  Ukraine.". 
SEC.  11.  DEFINITIONS. 

As  used  in  this  Act: 

(1)  Emerging  democracies  in  central  and 
EASTERN  EUROPE.— The  term  "emerging  de- 


mocracies in  Central  and  Eastern  Europe" 
includes,  but  is  not  limited  to.  Albania.  Bul- 
garia, the  (Ssech  Republic,  Estonia.  Hungary. 
Latvia,  Lithuania.  Moldova,  Poland,  Roma- 
nia. Slovakia,  Slovenia,  and  Ukraine. 

(2)  NATO.— The  term  "NATO"  means  the 
North  Atlantic  Treaty  Oganizatlon. 

Mr.  McCain.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
my  colleague  from  Colorado  for  his 
continued  leadership  on  this  and  other 
issues.  He  and  I  just  left  a  press  avail- 
ability conducted  by  the  majority  lead- 
er. Senator  Dole,  along  with  the 
former  President  of  Poland.  Lech 
Walesa.  I  must  say  that  former  Presi- 
dent Walesa  was  both  compelling  and 
enlightening  in  his  remarks. 

Mr.  President;  I  supjxjrt  the  bill  in- 
troduced by  the  Senator  from  Colo- 
rado. 

Each  year,  the  Senate  debates  the 
issue  of  NATO  expansion  and  each  year 
the  President  reassures  the  American 
people  and  our  new  friends  in  Eastern 
Europe  that  he  has  every  intention  of 
extending  the  NATO  umbrella.  Once 
again,  this  year,  on  the  eve  of  another 
historic  Russian  election,  we  find  our- 
selves debating  the  issue  of  NATO  ex- 
pansion, and  still,  although  the  Presi- 
.dent  win  proclaim  his  support  for  ex- 
pansion. NATO  membership  remains 
reserved  to  the  states  which  comprised 
it  before  the  collapse  of  the  Soviet 
Union. 

A  few  circumstances  have  changed. 
President  Yeltsin,  whose  fate  our  own 
President  has  made  the  centerpiece  of 
United  States  policies  toward  the 
former  Soviet  Union  and  Eastern  Eu- 
rope, is  much  less  secure.  With  the 
Russian  elections  only  weeks  away. 
Eastern  Europe  may  again  be  faced 
with  a  communist  Russia — a  Russia 
which  proudly  extols  the  virtues  of  a 
failed  philosophy.  But  even  if  President 
Yeltsin  ultimately  prevails  in  the  elec- 
tions, he,  himself,  has  given  the  West 
sufficient  cause  for  concern.  He  has  not 
always  succeeded  in  ensuring  Russian 
compliance  with  treaty  obligations. 
And  jrielding  to  industry  pressures,  he 
has  apparently  ignored  American  warn- 
ings in  crucial  areas  of  nonprolifera- 
tion.  Perhaps  most  alarming,  until  the 
most  recent  ceasefire  agreement,  the 
brutal  war  in  Chechnya  persisted 
unabated  despite  President  Yeltsin's 
ordei-s  that  it  stop. 

President  Yeltsin  has  also  made  dis- 
turbing changes  in  the  composition  of 
his  cabinet.  He  has  displaced  all  the 
major  economic  reformers  associated 
with  his  government,  and  has  replaced 
his  widely  respected  foreign  minister, 
Andrea  Kozyrev,  with  Yevgeny 
Primakov,  a  flgiire  with  strong  ties  to 
the  not  so  distant  Soviet  past. 

It  is  far  too  early  to  declare  Russian 
economic  and  political  reforms  fail- 
ures. I  have  always  supported  assist- 
ance to  the  Newly  Independent  States 
of  the  Soviet  Union  and  I  will  continue 
to  support  Russian  reform  efforts.  The 
situation  we  face  in  Russia  today  bears 
almost  no  comparison  to  the  situation 


the  United  States  and  its  allies  in  Eu- 
rope faced  in  1947.  Just  the  same,  how- 
ever, in  evaluating  President  Yeltsin 
let  us  not  forget  that  his  is  no  longer 
the  government  of  Gaidar,  Yavlinsky, 
Fedorov,  and  Kozjo'ev. 

This  is  not  to  say  that  the  United 
States  has  an  interest  in  seeing  Presi- 
dent Yeltsin  defeated  in  the  upcoming 
election.  On  the  contrary,  if.  despite 
what  I  hope  is  election  year  maneuver- 
ing, he  remains  committed  to  eco- 
nomic and  political  reform  and  the 
peaceful  resolution  of  disputes  with  his 
neighbors,  and  if  he  demonstrates  his 
commitment  to  international  treaties, 
his  reelection  is  very  much  in  our  in- 
terest. 

The  sponsors  of  this  bill  do  not  seek 
NATO  expansion  in  response  to  the 
policies  and  political  agendas  of  any 
Russian  leader.  We  seek  NATO  expan- 
sion eis  a  part  of  a  larger  European 
strategic  order  that  will  provide  the 
nations  of  Central  and  Eastern  Europe 
with  the  sort  of  political  and  economic 
security  that  Western  Europe  enjoyed 
following  World  War  n.  We  seek  a  Eu- 
ropean security  structure  which  can 
endui'e  changes  in  national  leadership 
and  governing  philosophies. 

The  United  States  and  its  NATO  al- 
lies must  depend  for  their  security  on  a 
stable  balance  of  power,  not  character 
assessments  of  various  national  lead- 
ex's. 

Expanding  NATO  and,  as  the  bill 
calls  for,  deflning  a  security  relation- 
ship between  an  enlarged  NATO  and 
Russia  will  also  stabilize  Russia's  secu- 
rity situation.  Like  any  peaceful  demo- 
cratic nation,  it  thrives  on  security 
and  predictability.  The  perpetuation  of 
the  current  security  vacuum  in  the 
middle  of  Europe  is  no  more  in  its  in- 
terest than  in  ours. 

As  in  the  past,  the  administi-ation 
will  respond  to  new  calls  for  NATO  en- 
largement by  preaching  caution.  It  will 
cite  the  upcoming  elections  as  a  par- 
ticularly sensitive  moment.  After  the 
elections,  it  will  cite  the  fragile  nature 
of  the  Russian  electorate  and  upcoming 
government.  Then,  no  doubt,  it  will 
cite  another  critical  NATO  meeting 
where  consensus  is  to  be  sought  on  ex- 
pansion. 

In  the  meantime,  we  will  have  lost 
the  window  of  opportunity  that  was 
created  by  the  collapse  of  the  Soviet 
Union  and  Russia's  preoccupation  with 
its  domestic  concerns.  Three  and  a  half 
years  have  already  been  squandered. 

It  is  time  now  to  begin  NATO  expan- 
sion. No  more  temporizing.  No  more 
excuses.  This  is  why  I  have  joined  with 
my  colleagues.  Senators  Dole,  Brown, 
Helms,  and  others  in  introducing  the 
NATO  Enlargement  Facilitation  Act  of 
1996. 

The  bill  before  us  identifies  Poland. 
Hungary,  and  the  Czech  Republic  as 
those  countries  first  in  line  for  NATO 
membership  and  proposes  to  give  them 
the  assistance  they  need  to  rapidly  be- 
come  members.   To    date   and   to   no 
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avail.  Congress  has  left  it  up  to  the 
President  to  determine  whether  these 
countries  were  eligible  for  such  assist- 
smce.  Now  we  are  telling  the  President 
that  vacation  time  is  over.  These  three 
countries  meet  the  criteria.  We  should 
start  preparing  them  to  enter  NATO. 
Under  this  legislation,  each  country 
will  be  eligible  to  receive,  as  a  part  of 
the  targeted  program  to  assist  its  tran- 
sition to  full  NATO  membership,  trans- 
fers to  excess  defense  articles,  foreign 
mlUtary  financing  [FMF],  economic  as- 
sistance, IMET,  and  other  assistance. 

As  for  other  emerging  democracies  in 
Central  and  Eastern  Europe  which  de- 
sire NATO  membership,  but  do  not  yet 
meet  Its  standards,  the  bill  requires 
the  President  to  provide  them  the  same 
assistance  at  such  time  as  they  meet  a 
number  of  clear  criteria,  including 
progress  toward  the  establishment  of 
democracy,  free  markets,  and  civilian 
control  of  the  military.  There  are  a 
number  of  other  requirements  for  as- 
piring new  members,  but  they  are  rea- 
sonable, and  they  are  explicit. 

Equally  important  as  mandating  as- 
sistance to  NATO  aspirants,  the  bill 
authorizes  the  necessary  spending. 
Critics  will  no  longer  be  able  to  charge 
that  proponents  of  a  more  comprehen- 
sive and  strategically  relevant  NATO 
are  unwilling  to  pay  the  costs  associ- 
ated with  expansion.  This  bill  author- 
izes a  total  of  S60  million  in  fiscal  year 
1997  for  the  explicit  purpose  of  expand- 
ing NATO. 

If  there  is  any  doubt  of  the  necessity 
for  Congress  to  take  the  initiative 
today,  consider  the  following  state- 
ment made  by  President  Clinton  in 
Prague  almost  3  years  ago: 

Let  me  be  absolutely  clear:  the  security  of 
your  states  Is  Important  to  the  security  of 
the  United  States  .  .  .  the  question  Is  no 
longer  whether  NATO  will  take  on  new  mem- 
bers but  when  and  how. 

How  else  can  one  explain  the  vast  dif- 
ference between  the  President's  rhet- 
oric and  the  lack  of  actual  movement 
than  that  he  lacks  a  clear  idea  of  how 
to  move  from  rhetoric  to  action?  Not 
only  has  NATO  not  admitted  new  mem- 
bers, the  President  has  still  not  identi- 
fied to  former  Warsaw  Pact  countries 
the  when  and  how  of  expansion.  The 
other  explanation  is  that  the  President 
has  never  intended  to  expand  NATO 
and  all  his  protests  to  the  contrary  are 
simply  efforts  to  outmaneuver  the  crit- 
ics of  his  foreign  ixjlicy.  Granted  the 
President  has  a  record  of  this  sort  of 
cleverness.  But  I  trust  that  the  Presi- 
dent would  not  take  the  security  of  Eu- 
rope so  lightly  as  to  play  politics  with 
its  future. 

A  more  charitable  explanation  for 
the  disconnect  between  the  President's 
rhetoric  and  action  is  that  the  ration- 
ale for  NATO  expansion  is  genuinely 
lost  on  him.  He  may  truly  believe  in  a 
European  security  structure  which, 
like  the  Partnership  for  Peace, 
stretches  from  the  Atlantic  to  the  bor- 


ders of  China.  Perhaps  he  truly  believes 
that  a  security  structure  can  be  cre- 
ated which  is  so  far  flung  as  to  have  no 
apparent  strategic  coherence. 

Instead  of  going  about  the  difficult 
diplomacy  of  creating  a  viable  Euro- 
pean security  structure,  the  adminis- 
tration has  preoccupied  itself  with  the 
fears  of  drawing  new  lines.  Perhaps  the 
President  and  his  chief  adviser  on  Rus- 
sia, Strobe  Talbott,  are  real  vision- 
aries. They  see  a  world  where  there  are 
no  lines  separating  countries,  alli- 
ances, or  even  countinents — a  world 
where  concepts  such  like  security, 
strategic  alliance,  and  geopolitics  have 
no  relevance. 

In  fairness  to  the  President,  I  freely 
admit  that  the  logic  of  this  reasoning 
eludes  me.  I  do  not  want  to  underesti- 
mate the  lasting  impact  of  the  Russian 
democratic  revolution.  It  was  certainly 
monumental  and  it  lifted  the  spirits  of 
a  world  weary  of  superpower  confronta- 
tion. But  the  Russian  revolution,  as 
great  as  it  was,  did  not  presage  a  radi- 
cal change  in  the  nature  of  man  or  the 
way  in  which  the  world  guarantees 
peace. 

I,  for  one,  will  forgo  putting  all  my 
faith  in  visionary  ideas  of  a  new  Eu- 
rope free  of  historical  tensions.  Twice 
in  this  century,  Europe  has  been  con- 
VTilsed  by  nationalism  and  militarism— 
this  despite  the  efforts  of  far  greater 
visionaries  than  President  Clinton. 

Tfhe  sponsors  of  the  NATO  Enlarge- 
ment Facilitation  Act  take  their  guid- 
ance from  history.  The  cause  of  all  re- 
cent European  conflicts  has  been  a  se- 
curity vacuum  in  the  center  of  Europe. 
Today,  although  the  borders  of  Western 
Europe  are  secured,  it  remains  the  ad- 
vantage of  a  NATO  security  guarantee. 
On  the  other  hand.  Eastern  Europe, 
which  is  in  a  more  precarious  situa- 
tion, remains  without  such  guarantees. 
By  all  accounts,  this  amounts  to  a  se- 
curity vacuum,  and  unless  we  act  to 
fill  it,  I  fear  history  will  repeat  itself. 
Lech  Walesa,  who  knows  better  than 
most  the  history  of  Russia's  involve- 
ment in  Eastern  Europe,  has  warned 
that  a  failure  to  expand  NATO  may  re- 
sult in  a  major  tragedy.  A  combination 
of  economic  and  strategic  insecurity 
has  already  driven  this  hero  of  the  cold 
war  from  power.  All  the  more  reason  to 
remember  his  words,  "We  kept  crying 
and  shouting  in  1939,  but  they  only  be- 
lieved us  when  the  war  reached  Paris 
and  London.  The  situation  is  similar 
today."  In  that  the  political  atmos- 
phere in  Europe  is  once  again  clouded 
with  what  President  Vaclav  Havel,  has 
described  as  "a  mentality  marked  by 
caution,  hesitation,  delayed  decision- 
making, and  a  tendency  to  look  for  the 
most  convenient  solutions,"  the  times 
do  seem  eerily  similar. 


By  Mr.  PRESSLER  (for  himself. 

Mr.  Rollings,  Mr.  Lott,  and 

Mr.  Ford): 

S.    1831.    A   bill   to   amend   title   49, 

United  States  Code,  to  authorize  appro- 


priations for  fiscal  years  1997,  1998,  and 
1999  for  the  National  Transportation 
Safety  Board,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Commerce, 
Science,  and  Transportation. 

THE  NATIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  SAFETY  BOARD 
AMENDMENTS  OF  1996 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  am  introducing  the  National 
Transportation  Safety  Board  Amend- 
ments of  1996.  I  am  pleased  to  be  joined 
in  this  effort  by  Senator  Rollings, 
ranking  member  of  the  Senate  Com- 
merce Committee.  Senator  Lott, 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Surface  Trans- 
portation Subcommittee,  and  Senator 
Ford,  ranking  member  of  the  Senate 
Aviation  Subcommittee.  This  is  a  bi- 
partisan reauthorization  bill  and  I  urge 
its  swift  passage. 

The  National  Transportation  Safety 
Board  [NTSB],  an  independent  agency, 
is  charged  with  determining  the  prob- 
able cause  of  transportation  accidents 
and  promoting  transportation  safety. 
Specifically,  the  NTSB  investigates  all 
forms  of  transportation  accidents,  con- 
ducts safety  studies,  and  evaluates  the 
effectiveness  of  other  Government 
agencies'  programs  for  preventing 
transportation  accidents.  It  also  re- 
views appeals  of  adverse  certificate  and 
civil  penalty  actions  by  the  adminis- 
trators of  agencies  of  the  Department 
of  Transportation  involving  airman 
and  seaman  licenses.  Sadly,  its  work  is 
never  done. 

Mr.  President,  the  tireless  work  of 
the  NTSB  is  too  often  overlooked. 
Since  its  inception  in  1967,  the  NTSB 
has  investigated  more  than  100,000 
aviation  accidents  and  thousands  of  ac- 
cidents in  the  other  surface  modes- 
rail,  highway,  marine,  and  pipeline. 
NTSB  investigators  are  on  call  24  hours 
a  day  and  work  around  the  world  inves- 
tigating significant  transportation  ac- 
cidents in  order  to  obtain  facts  to  en- 
able development  of  solutions  designed 
to  prevent  future  accidents. 

Indeed,  tHfe  NTSB  is  considered  the 
world's  premier  accident  investigation 
agency.  It  has  achieved  that  distinc- 
tion through  its  thorough  investiga- 
tions and  professional  approach  to 
meeting  its  statutory  responsibilities. 
In  total,  the  NTSB  has  issued  almost 
10,000  safety  recommendations  to  im- 
prove the  safety  of  the  traveling  pub- 
lic. 

Sadly,  during  the  psust  few  months, 
the  NTSB  has  been  extremely  busy.  We 
are  all  aware  the  NTSB  is  investigating 
the  devastating  crash  of  ValuJet  near 
Miami,  FL.  At  the  same  time,  major 
on-going  investigations  continue  for 
the  USAir  accident  near  Pittsburgh, 
PA,  the  school  bus/train  collision  in 
Pox  River  Grove,  XL.  and  the  MARC 
commuter  train/Amtrak  collision  near 
Silver  Spring,  MD,  to  name  just  a  few. 

I  want  to  point  out  the  NTSB  has  no 
authority  to  regulate  the  transpor- 
tation industry.  Therefore,  its  effec- 
tiveness depends  on  its  reputation  for 
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timely  and  accurate  determinations  of 
accident  causation  and  for  issuing  real- 
istic and  feasible  safety  recommenda- 
tions. 

The  NTSB's  reputation  for  impartial- 
ity and  thoroughness  has  enabled  it  to 
achieve  such  success  in  shaping  trans- 
portation safety  improvements  that 
more  than  80  percent  of  its  rec- 
ommendations have  been  implemented. 
Examples  of  implemented  rec- 
ommendations include  fire  resistant 
materials  and  floor-level  escape  light- 
ing in  aircraft  cabins,  child  safety 
seats  in  automobiles,  improved  school 
bus  construction  standards,  Amtrak 
passenger  car  safety  improvements, 
new  recreational  boating  safety  and 
commercial  fishing  vessel  regulations, 
the  development  of  one-call  notifica- 
tion systems  in  all  50  States  and  im- 
proved regulations  for  buried  pipelines. 

The  NTSB's  authorization  expires  at 
the  end  of  fiscal  year  1996.  The  bill  we 
are  introducing  today  provides  a  3  year 
authorization  for  fiscal  years  1997,  1998, 
and  1999  at  a  level  of  370  FTE's.  Our  ob- 
jective is  to  establish  sufficient  fund- 
ing levels  to  enable  the  NTSB  to  carry 
out  its  immense  workload.  We  can 
meet  this  goal  while  at  the  same  time, 
reducing  the  currently  authorized  lev- 
els. That  is  what  this  bill  achieves. 

The  bill  also  includes  a  few  statutory 
changes.  First,  the  bill  provides  for 
temporary  deferral  of  Freedom  of  In- 
formation Act  [FOIA]  requests  regard- 
ing the  release  of  foreign  aviation  acci- 
dent or  incident  information  for  2 
years  or  until  the  foreign  government 
leading  the  investigation  approves  re- 
lease of  information.  This  would  apply 
to  NTSB  participation  in  foreign  acci- 
dent investigations  only.  This  provi- 
sion would  facilitate  the  NTSB's  abil- 
ity to  effectively  investigate  and  par- 
ticipate in  foreign  accidents  without 
risk  of  the  untimely  release  of  infor- 
mation prior  to  a  foreign  governments' 
approval.  However,  the  NTSB  would 
not  be  restricted  from  utilizing  foreign 
accident  investigation  information  in 
making  safety  recommendations. 

Second,  the  bill  would  exempt  from 
FOIA  aviation  data  voluntarily  sup- 
plied to  the  NTSB.  The  aviation  indus- 
try currently  collects  various  kinds  of 
information,  but  industry  does  not 
share  it  with  the  NTSB  because  of  con- 
cerns that  material  would  be  released 
to  the  public.  Some  data,  if  voluntarily 
supplied  to  the  Government,  is  exempt- 
ed from  FOIA  requests.  This  exemp- 
tion, however,  is  at  the  discretion  of 
the  agency.  The  NTSB  has  requested 
the  exemption  be  made  permanent 
through  statute  instead  of  discre- 
tionary, and  believes  a  permanent  ex- 
emption will  encourage  the  aviation 
industry  to  freely  share  significant 
safety-related  data. 

Third,  when  the  NTSB  conducts 
training  of  its  employees  and  others  in 
subjects  necessary  for  the  proper  per- 
formance   of  accident   investigations, 


the  bill  would  allow  the  NTSB  to 
charge  non-NTSB  personnel  attending 
for  the  costs  associated  with  the 
course.  These  reimbursements  would  be 
credited  to  the  NTSB  as  offsetting  col- 
lections. 

Mr.  President,  the  NTSB  carries  out 
an  enormous  public  service.  While  it  is 
a  small  agency,  its  work  product  is 
critical.  Seldom,  if  ever,  is  this  agency 
the  target  of  criticism.  That  cannot  be 
said  about  many  Federal  governmental 
agencies.  Therefore,  I  want  to  com- 
mend the  NTSB  Board  members  and  its 
employees  for  their  dedication  to  car- 
rying out  such  an  important  public 
service. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
legislation  to  ensure  the  NTSB  can 
continue  its  essential  work  in  an  effi- 
cient manner. 


By  Ms.  MIKULSKI  (for  herself 
and  Ms.  Snowe): 
S.  1832.  A  bill  to  amend  title  U  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  provide  that  a 
monthly  insurance  benefit  thereunder 
shall  be  paid  for  the  month  in  which 
the  recipient  dies,  subject  to  a  reduc- 
tion of  50  percent  if  the  recipient  dies 
during  the  first  15  days  of  such  month, 
and  for  other  pui^rases;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance. 

THE  SOCIAL  SECURTTY  FAMILY  PROTECTION  ACT 

Ms.  MIKULSKI.  Mr.  President, 
today,  I  rise  to  talk  about  an  issue  that 
is  very  important  to  me,  very  impor- 
tant to  the  constituents  of  Maryland 
and  very  important  to  the  people  of  the 
United  States  of  America. 

I  wish  to  declare  that  I  am  introduc- 
ing a  bipartisan  bill,  with  Senator 
Olympia  Snowe,  to  end  an  unfair  pol- 
icy of  the  Social  Security  System. 

Senator  Snowe  and  I  want  to  intro- 
duce this  bill  because  it  deals  with  So- 
cial Security,  retirement  security,  and 
income  security.  We  want  the  middle 
class  in  the  United  States  of  America 
to  know  that  we  are  going  to  give  help 
to  those  who  practice  self-help. 

What  is  it  I  am  talking  about?  We 
have  found  that  Social  Security  does 
not  pay  for  the  last  month  of  life.  If 
someone  dies  May  18  or  May  28,  when 
the  Social  Security  check  arrived  on 
June  3,  the  surviving  spouse  or  family 
members  had  to  send  back  the  Social 
Security  check.  I  think  that  is  an  out- 
rage. 

That  individual  worked  for  Social  Se- 
curity, earned  Social  Security,  put 
money  in  the  Social  Security  trust 
fund.  We  feel  that  it  is  up  to  the  Social 
Security  system  to  allow  the  surviving 
spouse  or  the  estate  of  the  family  to 
have  that  Social  Security  check  for  the 
last  month  of  your  life. 

This  legislation  has  an  urgency.  Peo- 
ple have  called  my  office  in  tears.  Very 
often  it  is  a  son  or  a  daughter.  They 
are  at  the  desk  clearing  off  the  paper- 
work for  thefr  mom,  and  there  is  the 
Social  Security  check.  And  they  say. 
"Senator,  the  check  says  for  the  month 


of  May.  Mom  died  on  May  28.  Why  do 
we  have  to  send  the  Social  Security 
check  back?  We  have  bills  to  pay.  We 
have  utility  coverage  that  we  need  to 
wrap  up,  our  rent,  a  mortgage,  health 
bills.  Why  is  Social  Security  telling 
me.  'Send  the  check  back  or  were 
going  to  come  and  get  you'?" 

My  gosh,  with  all  the  problems  in  the 
United  States  of  America,  we  ought  to 
be  going  after  drug  dealers  and  tax 
dodgers,  not  those  people  who  have 
paid  into  Social  Security  and  thefr  sur- 
viving spouse  or  their  family  who  has 
been  left  with  the  bills  for  the  last 
month  of  thefr  life.  I  say  they  are  abso- 
lutely right— absolutely  right— because 
we  believe  that  Social  Security  should 
be  there  for  you,  for  the  family,  and  for 
the  surviving  spouse. 

I  listened  to  my  constituents.  And 
what  they  say  is  this:  "Senator  MIKUL- 
SKI. we  don't  want  anything  free.  But 
our  family  does  want  what  our  dad 
worked  for.  We  do  want  what  we  feel 
we  deserve  and  what  has  been  paid  for 
in  the  trust  fund  in  our  loved  one's 
name.  Please  make  sure  that  our  fam- 
ily gets  the  Social  Security  check  for 
the  last  month  of  our  life." 

That  is  what  we  are  going  to  do.  That 
is  why  Senator  Snowe  and  I  are  intro- 
ducing the  Family  Social  Security  Pro- 
tection Act.  While  we  talk  about  re- 
tirement security,  the  most  important 
item  in  that  is  income  security.  And 
the  safety  net  for  every  American  is 
Social  Security. 

We  know  that  as  Senators  we  have  to 
nmke  sure  that  Social  Security  is  sol- 
vent. And  we  want  to  work  to  do  that. 
We  also  know  that  we  have  an  obliga- 
tion to  those  who  continue  to  get  So- 
cial Security  that  they  get  thefr  COLA 
so  when  the  cost  of  living  goes  up,  that 
Social  Security  is  adjusted.  But  this 
reform  of  providing  a  Social  Security 
check  for  the  last  month  of  life  is  abso- 
lutely crucial. 

How  do  we  propose  to  do  that?  We 
have  a  very  simple,  straightforward 
way  of  dealing  with  this.  Our  legisla- 
tion says  this:  that  if  you  die  before 
the  15th  of  a  month,  you  will  get  a 
check  for  those  15  days.  If  you  die  after 
the  15th  of  the  month,  and  between 
then  and  the  31st,  your  surviving 
spouse  or  the  fsunily  estate  would  get 
that  last  Social  Security  check. 

We  think  it  is  fundamentally  fafr. 
Senator  Snowe  and  I  are  old-fashioned 
in  our  belief  in  many  values.  We  be- 
lieve you  honor  your  father  and  your 
mother.  We  believe  that  it  is  not  only 
a  good  religious  principle,  but  it  is 
good  public  policy. 

The  way  to  do  that  is  to  have  a 
strong  Social  Security  Sjrstem  and  to 
make  sure  that  Social  Security  Sjrstem 
is  fafr  in  every  way.  That  is  why  we 
support  making  sure  that  the  surviving 
spouse  or  family  has  the  Social  Secu- 
rity check  for  the  last  month  of  life. 
Mr.  President,  we  hope  to  have  the  sup- 
port of  our  colleagues.  That  is  the  es- 
sence of  my  statement. 
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By  Mr.  GLENN  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Pryob)  (by  request): 
S.  1833.  A  bill  to  provide  temporary 
authority  for  the  use  of  voluntary  sep- 
aration incentives  by  Federal  agencies 
that  are  reducing-  employment  levels, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Grovemmental  Affairs. 

THE  FEDERAL  EMPLOYMENT  REDUCTION 
ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1996 

•  Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President,  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  administration,  I  rise  to 
introduce  The  Federal  Employment 
Reduction  Assistance  Act  of  1996.  This 
legislative  proposal  is  modeled  after 
the  Federal  Workforce  Restructuring 
Act  of  1994,  which  provided  Federal  ci- 
vilian agencies  with  authority  to  offer 
voluntary  separation  incentives  for  a  1- 
year  period  that  ended  March  31,  1995.  I 
was  the  chief  sponsor  of  the  1994  legis- 
lation. Approximately  115,1(X)  Federal 
employees  voluntarily  resigned  or  re- 
tired during  the  first  buyout  program. 
In  addition,  40,000  more  agreed  to  leave 
under  a  delayed  departure  program  and 
will  leave  this  year  or  next. 

The  Federal  Workforce  Restructuring 
Act  of  1996  contains  the  following  pro- 
posals: 

The  authority  for  separation  incen- 
tives begins  with  enactment  of  the  act 
and  continues  until  September  30,  2000. 
The  amount  of  the  buyout  incentive 
would  be  the  lesser  of  the  amoimt  that 
the  employee's  severance  pay  would  be 
or  whichever  of  the  following  amounts 
is  applicable  based  on  separation  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  agency  plan: 
S25,000  in  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997. 
S20,000  in  fiscal  year  1998. 
S15.000  in  fiscal  year  1999. 
no.OOO  in  fiscal  year  2000. 
Any  employee  who  receives  an  incen- 
tive and  then  accepts  any  paid  employ- 
ment with  the  Government  within  5 
years  after  separating  would  have  to 
repay  the  entire  amount  of  the  incen- 
tive payment  to  the  agency  that  paid 
the  incentive.  This  provision  could  be 
waived     only     under     stringent     cir- 
cumstances of  agency  need. 

Agencies  are  required  to  p&y  an 
amount  into  the  civil  service  retire- 
ment trust  fund  equal  to  15  percent  of 
the  final  basic  pay  of  each  employee 
who  is  accepting  a  buyout. 

Agencies  are  required  to  reduce  their 
full-time  equivalent  [FTE]  employ- 
ment by  one  for  each  buyout. 

0MB  approval  would  be  required  for 
all  agency  buyout  plans.  The  legisla- 
tion would  only  apply  to  civilian  agen- 
cies. DOD  would  continue  to  operate 
its  own  buyout  program. 

In  addition,  the  proposed  legislation 
includes  some  softening  provisions  for 
agencies  that  must  institute  reduc- 
tions-in-force  [RIF's]: 

The  bill  would  authorize  agencies  to 
allow  employees  to  volunteer  for  a  sep- 
aration during  a  RIF  if  this  would  pre- 
vent the  involuntary  separation  of  an- 
other employee  in  a  similar  situation. 
Employees  who  volunteered  would  re- 


ceive severance  pay.  The  DOD  author- 
ization bill  also  contains  this  proposal. 
Employees  involimtarily  separated 
xmder  RIF's  could  continue  their 
health  insurance  coverage  for  up  to  18 
months  while  continuing  to  pay  only 
the  premium  that  would  apply  to  cur- 
rent employees. 

Mr.  President,  previous  buyout  legis- 
lation was  preeminently  successful  in 
helping  to  reduce  the  number  of  Fed- 
eral employees  but  accomplished  the 
downsizing  in  a  fair  and  equitable  man- 
ner. 

Overall,  including  the  buyout  pro- 
gram, there  are  now  some  208,000  fewer 
civil  service  employees  than  there  were 
when  this  administration  came  into  of- 
fice. That's  a  real  success  story.  In 
fact.  Federal  employment  is  now  at  its 
lowest  point  since  John  F.  Kennedy. 

This  buyout  legislation  will  help  to 
continue  that  trend.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  this  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  additional  material  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Section-by-Section  analysis 
The  flrst  section  provides  a  title  for  the 
bill,   the   "Federal  Employment  Reduction 
Assistance  Act  of  1996." 

Section  2  provides  definitions  of  "agency" 
and  "employee."  Among-  the  provisions,  an 
employee  who  has  received  any  previous  vol- 
untary separation  Incentive  from  the  Fed- 
eral Government  and  has  not  repaid  the  in- 
centive Is  excluded  from  any  incentives 
under  this  Act. 

Section  3  pro-vldes  that,  when  an  agency 
head  determines  that  employment  In  the 
agency  must  be  reduced  in  order  to  Improve 
operating  efficiency  or  meet  anticipated 
budget  levels,  the  agency  head  may  submit  a 
plan  to  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Manage- 
ment and  Budget  for  payment  of  voluntary 
separation  incentives  to  agency  employees. 
The  plan  must  specify  the  manner  in  which 
the  planned  employment  reductions  will  im- 
prove efficiency  or  meet  budget  levels.  The 
plan  must  also  Include  a  proposed  time  pe- 
riod for  payment  of  separation  Incentives, 
and  a  proposed  coverage  for  offers  of  Incen- 
tives to  agency  employees,  which  may  be  on 
the  basis  of  any  component  of  the  agency, 
any  occupation  or  levels  of  an  occupation, 
any  geographic  location,  or  any  appropriate 
combination  of  these  factors.  The  Director  of 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  shall 
review  and  approve  or  disapprove  each  plan 
submitted,  and  may  modify  the  plan  with  re- 
spect to  the  time  period  for  incentives  or  the 
coverage  of  incentive  offers. 

Section  4  provides  that  in  order  to  receive 
a  voluntary  separation  incentive,  an  em- 
ployee covered  by  an  offer  of  incentives  must 
separate  from  service  with  the  agency 
(whether  by  retirement  or  resignation)  with- 
in the  time  period  specified  in  the  agency's 
plan  as  approved.  An  employee's  voluntary 
separation  incentive  Is  an  amount  equal  to 
the  lesser  of  the  amount  that  the  employee's 
severance  pay  would  be  if  the  employee  were 
entitled  to  severance  pay  under  section  5595 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code  (without  ad- 
justment for  any  previous  severance  pay),  or 
whichever  of  the  following  amounts  Is  appli- 
cable based  on  the  date  of  separation:  $25,000 


during  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997;  $20,000  dur- 
ing fiscal  year  1998;  515,000  during  fiscal  year 
1999;  or  $10,000  during  fiscal  year  2000. 

Section  5  provides  that  any  employee  who 
receives  a  voluntary  separation  incentive 
under  this  Act  and  then  accepts  any  employ- 
ment with  the  Government  within  5  years 
after  separating  must,  prior  to  the  first  day 
of  such  employTnent,  repay  the  entire 
amount  of  the  incentive  to  the  agency  that 
paid  the  incentive.  If  the  subsequent  employ- 
ment is  with  the  Executive  branch,  including 
the  United  States  Postal  Service,  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management 
may  waive  the  repajrment  at  the  request  of 
the  agency  head  if  the  individual  possesses 
unique  abilities  and  is  the  only  qualified  ap- 
plicant available  for  the  position.  For  subse- 
quent employment  in  the  legislative  branch, 
the  head  of  the  entity  or  the  appointing  offi- 
cial may  waive  repayment  on  the  same  basis. 
If  the  subsequent  employment  Is  in  the  judi- 
cial branch,  the  Director  of  the  Administra- 
tive Office  of  the  United  States  Courts  may 
waive  repayment  on  the  same  criteria.  For 
the  purpose  of  the  repayment  and  waiver 
provisions,  employment  Includes  employ- 
ment under  a  personal  services  contract,  as 
defined  by  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Per- 
sonnel Management. 

Section  6  requires  additional  agency  con- 
tributions to  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
and  Disability  Fund  in  amounts  equal  to  15 
percent  of  the  final  basic  pay  of  each  em- 
ployee of  the  agency  who  is  covered  by  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  System  or  the  Fed- 
eral Employees  Retirement  System  to  whom 
a  voluntary  separation  Incentive  is  paid 
under  this  Act. 

Section  7  provides  that  full-time  equiva- 
lent employment  in  each  agency  will  be  re- 
duced by  one  for  each  separation  of  an  em- 
ployee who  receives  a  voluntary  separation 
Incentive  under  this  Act,  and  directs  the  Of- 
fice of  Management  and  Budget  to  take  any 
action  necessary  to  ensure  compliance.  Re- 
ductions will  be  calculated  by  using  the 
agency's  actual  full-time  equivalent  employ- 
ment levels.  For  example.  If  an  agency's  ac- 
tual  FTE  usage  In  FY  1996  is  1,050  FTEs.  and 
50  FTEs  separate  during  FY  1997  using  vol- 
untary separation  Incentive  payments  pro- 
vided under  this  Act,  then  the  agency  staff- 
ing levels  at  the  end  of  FY  1997  shall  not  ex- 
ceed 1,000  FTEs. 

Section  8  requires  the  Office  of  Personnel 
Management  to  report  by  March  31st  of  each 
year  to  the  Senate  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs  and  the  House  Committee  on 
Government  Reform  and  Oversight  concern- 
ing agencies'  use  of  voluntary  separation  in- 
centives in  the  previous  fiscal  year.  The  re- 
port must  show,  for  each  agency  which  had 
apiH-oval  to  pay  Incentives,  the  number  of 
employees  who  received  Incentives,  the  aver- 
age amount  of  the  incentives,  and  the  aver- 
age grade  or  pay  level  of  the  employees  who 
received  incentives.  The  report  must  also  in- 
clude the  number  of  waivers  made  under  the 
provisions  of  section  5  In  the  repayment  of 
Incentives  upon  subsequent  employment 
with  the  Government,  the  reasons  for  each 
waiver,  and  the  title  and  grade  or  pay  level 
of  each  employee  to  whom  the  waiver  ap- 
plied. Section  8  also  amends  the  Federal 
Workforce  Restructuring  Act  of  1994  (Public 
Law  103-226),  which  now  requires  that  re- 
ports on  voluntary  separation  Incentives 
under  that  Act  provide  data  for  each  em- 
ployee who  received  an  Incentive,  to  instead 
requfre  reports  on  a  summary  basis  for  each 
agency  which  paid  Incentives,  as  provided  for 
the  new  authority. 

Section  9  authorizes  agency  heads,  under 
procedures  prescribed  by  the  Office  of  Per- 
sonnel Management,  to  allow  an  employee  to 
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volunteer  for  separation  in  a  reduction-in- 
force  when  this  will  result  in  retaining  an 
employee  in  a  similar  position  who  would 
otherwise  be  released  in  the  reductlon-ln- 
force.  A  voluntary  release  under  the  provi- 
sion would  be  treated  as  an  involuntary  sep- 
aration in  the  reduction-lD-force.  The  proce- 
dures prescribed  by  the  Office  will  provide 
that  an  offer  of  voluntary  participation  in  a 
reductlon-in-force  is  made  at  the  agency's 
discretion,  and  that  no  employee  may  be  co- 
erced into  accepting  such  offer.  An  employee 
who  is  voluntarily  released  would  not  have 
assignment  ("bump"  and  "retreat")  rights  in 
the  reductlon-in-force. 

Section  10  provides  that  employees  in  any 
agency  who  are  involuntarily  separated  In  a 
reductlon-in-force,  or  who  voluntarily  sepa- 
rate from  a  surplus  position  that  has  been 
specifically  identified  for  elimination  In  the 
reductlon-in-force.  can  continue  health  bene- 
fits coverage  for  18  months  and  be  required 
to  pay  only  the  employee's  share  of  the  pre- 
mium. 

Section  11  provides  that  the  Director  of  the 
Office  of  Personnel  Management  may  pre- 
scribe any  regulations  necessary  to  admin- 
ister the  provisions  of  the  Act. 

Section  12  provides  that  the  Act  will  take 
effect  upon  enactment  and  that  no  voluntary 
separation  incentive  under  the  Act  may  be 
paid  based  on  the  separation  of  an  employee 
after  September  30,  2000. 

U.S.  OFncE  OF 
Personnel  Management, 
Washington,  DC,  May  9, 1996. 
Hon.  Albert  Gore.  Jr., 
President  of  the  Senate, 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  President;  On  behalf  of  the 
President's  Management  Council,  the  Office 
of  Personnel  Management  submits  herewith 
an  Administration  legislative  proposal  enti- 
tled the  "Federal  Employment  Reduction 
Assistance  Act  of  1996."  We  request  that  it  be 
referred  to  the  appropriate  committee  for 
prompt  and  favorable  consideration. 

While  total  Federal  employment  is  rel- 
atively stable  at  present,  the  need  for  em- 
plosmient  reductions  may  vary  significantly 
from  one  particular  agency  to  another.  In 
the  next  several  years,  it  is  likely  that  many 
Federal  agencies  will  need  to  make  signifi- 
cant cuts.  The  Administration  believes  that 
separation  incentives  can  be  an  appropriate 
tool  for  those  agencies  that  must  reduce 
their  employment  levels,  when  the  use  of  In- 
centives Is  properly  related  to  the  specific 
cuts  that  are  needed  within  the  agency  and 
thus  will  help  reshape  the  agency  for  the  fu- 
t»ire.  Further,  it  is  vital  to  provide  for  con- 
sistent administration  of  any  incentive  pro- 
grams that  prove  necessary  for  different 
agencies,  and  to  appropriately  limit  the  time 
period  for  any  incentive  offers. 

This  initiative  is  based  on  the  Executive 
Branch's  experience  with  voluntary  separa- 
tion incentives  under  the  Federal  Workforce 
Restructuring  Act  of  1994.  The  Restructuring 
Act  provided  Federal  civilian  agencies  with 
authority  to  offer  voluntary  separation  in- 
centives for  a  one-year  period  that  ended 
March  31, 1995.  We  believe  that  agencies  gen- 
erally used  these  incentives  successfully  to 
help  avoid  involuntary  separations,  and  that 
the  Restructuring  Act  provided  a  useful 
framework  for  consistent  administration  of 
incentive  programs  in  many  different  agen- 
cies. 

This  proposal  would  provide  an  overall  sys- 
tem for  the  limited  use  of  voluntary  separa- 
tion Incentives  by  Federal  civilian  agencies. 
When  an  agency  head  determines  that  em- 


ployment In  the  agency  must  be  reduced  in 
order  to  Improve  operating  efficiency  or 
meet  anticipated  budget  levels,  the  agency 
head  may  submit  a  plan  to  the  Director  of 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  for 
pasnment  of  voluntary  separation  Incentives 
to  agency  employees.  The  plan  must  specify 
how  the  planned  emplosmient  reductions  will 
improve  efficiency  or  meet  budget  levels. 
The  plan  must  also  include  a  proposed  time 
period  for  payment  of  incentives,  and  a  pro- 
posed coverage  for  offers  of  incentives  to 
agency  employees  on  the  needed  organiza- 
tional, occupational,  and  geographic  basis. 
The  Director  of  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget  would  approve  or  disapprove 
each  plan  submitted,  and  would  have  author- 
ity to  modify  the  time  period  for  incentives 
or  coverage  of  incentive  offers.  We  believe 
that  these  provisions  for  plan  approval  will 
ensure  that  any  separation  Incentives  are  ap- 
propriately targeted  within  the  agency  in 
view  of  the  specific  cuts  that  are  needed,  and 
are  offered  on  a  timely  basis.  An  agency's 
full-time  equivalent  employment  would  be 
reduced  by  one  for  each  employee  of  the 
agency  who  receives  an  incentive. 

The  authority  for  separation  incentives 
would  be  in  effect  for  the  period  starting 
with  the  enactment  of  this  Act  and  ending 
September  30,  2000.  The  amount  of  an  em- 
ployee's incentive  would  be  the  lesser  of  the 
amount  that  the  employee's  severance  pay 
would  be,  or  whichever  of  the  following 
amounts  is  applicable  based  on  separation  in 
accordance  with  the  agency  plan:  $25,000  in 
fiscal  years  1996  and  1997;  $20,000  in  fiscal 
year  1998;  $15,000  in  fiscal  year  1999;  or  $10,000 
in  fiscal  year  2000.  Any  employee  who  re- 
ceives an  incentive  and  then  accepts  any  em- 
ployment with  the  Government  within  5 
years  after  separating  must,  prior  to  the 
first  day  of  employment,  repay  the  entire 
amount  of  the  incentive  to  the  agency  that 
paid  the  incentive.  The  repayment  require- 
ment could  be  waived,  only  under  very  strin- 
gent circumstances  of  agency  need. 

In  order  to  further  assist  agencies  in  mak- 
ing needed  cuts,  the  bill  would  authorize 
agencies,  under  appropriate  conditions,  to 
allow  an  employee  to  volunteer  for  separa- 
tion in  a  reductlon-in-force  when  this  will 
prevent  the  involuntary  separation  of  an  em- 
ployee in  a  similar  position.  In  addition,  in 
order  to  minimize  the  impact  of  reductlon- 
in-force  actions  on  employees,  the  bill  pro- 
vides that  employees  who  are  involuntarily 
separated  In  reductlons-in-force  can  con- 
tinue their  health  Insurance  coverage  for  18 
months  while  continuing  to  pay  only  the 
premium  that  would  apply  to  a  current  em- 
ployee. 

The  Administration  believes  that  this  pro- 
posal would  provide  a  very  useful  tool  to  as- 
sist agencies  In  making  needed  cuts  under 
appropriate  conti^ls  and  effective  program 
administration. 

The  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  ad- 
vises that  the  enactment  of  this  legislative 
proposal  would  be  in  accord  with  the  pro- 
gram of  the  President. 
Sincerely, 

James  B.  King. 

Director.^ 


By  Mr.  McCAIN  (for  himself.  Mr. 
INOUYE.    Mr.    Simon,    and   Mr. 

DOMENICT): 
S.  1834.  A  bill  to  reauthorize  the  In- 
dian Environmental  General  Assist- 
ance Program  Act  of  1992,  and  for  other 
puiTwses:  to  the  Contmiittee  on  Indian 
Affairs 


the  INDIAN  ENVTRONMENTAL  GENERAL 
assistance  program  act  AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  introduce  legislation  to 
amend  the  Indian  En-vironmental  Gen- 
eral Assistance  Program  Act  of  1992.  I 
am  pleased  to  be  joined  by  the  vice 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Indian 
Affairs.  Senator  Inouye.  and  my  col- 
leagues. Senator  Simon  and  Senator 
DOMEMCI  as  original  cosponsors  of  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  President,  the  Congress  enacted 
the  Indian  Environmental  (General  As- 
sistance Program  Act  over  4  years  ago 
to  correct  a  serious  deficiency  in  Fed- 
eral efforts  to  ensure  environmental 
protection  on  reservation  lands.  Envi- 
ronmental problems  on  Indian  lands 
were  virtually  ignored  until  the  mid- 
1980s  when  the  Congress  adopted 
amendments  to  the  Clean  Water  Act, 
Superfund  and  the  Safe  Drinking  Water 
Act  to  authorize  Indian  tribes  to  ob- 
tain regulatory  primacy  under  these 
Federal  statutes.  Despite  these  efforts 
to  ensure  that  Indian  lands  enjoyed  the 
same  level  of  environmental  protection 
as  the  rest  of  the  Nation,  there  remain 
many  serious  environmental  threats  to 
Indian  lands. 

Some  of  the  most  severe  environ- 
mental problems  in  the  United  States 
threaten  our  poorest  communities.  It 
has  been  reported  that  at  least  600  solid 
waste  landfills  exist  on  Indian  lands 
that  do  not  meet  Federal  standards. 
Contamination  from  unsanitary  land- 
fills pose  a  daily  hazard  to  the  Pine 
Ridge  reservation  in  South  Dakota, 
which  is  located  in  one  of  the  poorest 
counties  in  America.  Mercury  pollution 
on  the  Seminole  Indian  Reservation  in 
Florida  threatens  fishing  and  the  gath- 
ering of  food.  The  Navajo  Nation  esti- 
mates that  as  many  as  1.000  abandoned 
hazardous  waste  sites  polluted  with 
uranium  mine  waste  contaminate  its 
reservation  land  in  New  Mexico,  Ari- 
zona, and  Utah.  In  a  1994  inspector  gen- 
eral report,  the  EPA  estimated  that  at 
least  75  percent  of  the  reported  530 
leaking  underground  storage  tanks  on 
Indism  lands  have  not  been  cleaned  up 
and  many  more  have  not  been  identi- 
fied. These  additional  conditions  are 
intolerable  and  deserve  our  immediate 
action. 

The  Indian  Environmental  General 
Assistance  Program  Act  authorizes  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  to 
award  multimedia  grants  to  Indian 
tribal  governments  for  the  purpose  of 
developing  tribal  capacity  to  establish 
environmental  regulatory  programs. 
Before  the  Committee  on  Indian  Af- 
fairs, Indian  tribes  have  testified  re- 
garding the  need  for  a  diversified  and 
flexible  funding  mechanism  to  allow 
for  the  development  of  tribal  environ- 
mental programs  across  a  wide  range  of 
media  areas. 

The  General  Assistance  Program  al- 
lows Indian  tribes  to  tailor  an  environ- 
mental management  approach  that  is 


12902 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  4,  1996 


flexible  and  allows  for  the  allocation  of 
limited  resources  pursuant  to  tribally 
identified  environmental  priorities. 
The  minimum  award  for  a  general  as- 
sistance grant  is  $75,000  per  year.  The 
act  authorizes  S15  million  per  fiscal 
year  to  be  appropriated  to  the  EPA  to 
administer  the  General  Assistance  Pro- 
gram. 

Despite  these  advances  in  Federad  In- 
dian environmental  policy,  many  In- 
dian tribal  programs  are  barely  in  the 
infant  stages  of  development.  The  Gen- 
eral Assistance  Program  provides  In- 
dian tribal  governments  with  the  nec- 
essary technical  and  financial  assist- 
ance to  enable  them  to  become  better 
environmental  managers. 

The  bill  I  am  introducing  is  a  simple 
amendment  to  the  act  that  would  au- 
thorize the  appropriation  of  such  sums 
as  are  necessary  to  implement  the  In- 
dian Environmental  General  Assist- 
ance Program.  This  modification  will 
provide  greater  flexibility  to  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  EPA  to  make  awards  to 
Indian  tribes  under  the  act  and  it  will 
enable  a  greater  number  of  Indian 
tribes  to  develop  enviroimiental  pro- 
grams. 

In  the  4  years  since  its  enactment, 
less  than  one-fifth  of  the  557  Indian 
tribes  and  Alaska  Native  villages  have 
been  able  to  receive  grant  awards 
under  this  program.  This  modification 
will  ensure  that  more  tribal  govern- 
ments will  be  able  to  receive  assistance 
to  address  the  many  severe  environ- 
mental problems  affecting  reservation 
lands.  In  monetary  terms,  the  funds 
that  are  needed  to  address  these  envi- 
ronmental problems  tire  enormous  and 
far  exceed  the  scarce  resources  of  most 
Indian  tribes.  Through  this  legislation, 
we  will  ensure  that  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment wiU  afford  Indian  lands  the 
same  protection  to  a  clean  environ- 
ment as  the  rest  of  the  United  States. 

I  am  pleased  to  note  that  this  legisla- 
tion is  strongly  endorsed  by  Indian 
tribes  and  the  EPA.  The  EPA  has 
steadily  increased  its  efforts  over  the 
past  several  years  to  support  tribal  au- 
thority to  regulate  environmental  pro- 
grams on  reservation  lands.  EPA  Ad- 
ministrator Browner  expressed  her 
commitment  to  improving  environ- 
mental protection  on  Indian  lands  by 
elevating  the  needs  of  Indian  tribes  as 
a  funding  priority  for  the  Agency.  This 
commitment  is  a  long  overdue,  but 
much  welcome  change  for  Indian  coun- 
try. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
passage  of  this  legislation  and  join  me 
in  this  effort  to  assist  Indian  tribes  to 
improve  environmental  quality  on  In- 
dian lands. 


By  Mr.  FEINGOLD  (for  himself, 
Mr.       Bradley.       and       Mr. 
Wellstone): 
S.  1835.  A  bill  to  expand  the  defini- 
tion of  limited  tax  benefit  for  purposes 
of  the  line-item  veto;  to  the  Committee 


on  the  Budget  and  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs,  jointly,  pursu- 
ant to  the  order  of  August  4,  1977,  that 
if  one  committee  reports  the  other 
have  30  days  to  report  or  be  discharged. 

THE  UNE-rrEM  VETO  ACT  EXPANSION  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  introduce  legrislation  to  ex- 
pand the  Line-Item  Veto  Act  to  cover 
one  of  the  largest  and  fastest  growing 
areas  of  the  Federal  budget,  tax  ex- 
penditures. 

I  am  especially  proud  to  be  joined  in 
offering  this  legislation  by  two  col- 
leagues who  have  worked  to  ensure 
that  tax  expenditures  receive  the  scru- 
tiny that  other  forms  of  spending  re- 
ceive, my  good  friends,  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Bradley]  and 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Wellstone]. 

In  addition  to  our  effort  here  in  the 
Senate,  I  am  pleased  that  my  good 
friend.  Congressman  Tom  Barrett  of 
Milwaukee,  is  spearheauiing  this  legis- 
lation in  the  other  body.  Both  bills  ex- 
pand the  Line-Item  Veto  Act  which 
was  signed  into  law  recently,  and 
which  will  take  effect  next  January 
and  remain  in  force  for  the  next  8 
years. 

Mr.  President,  both  Congressman 
Barrett  and  I  supi)orted  the  new  Line- 
Item  Veto  Act  that  was  signed  into  law 
a  few  weeks  ago.  Though  it  isn't  the 
whole  answer  to  our  deficit  problem,  I 
very  much  hope  it  will  be  part  of  the 
answer. 

However,  the  new  Line-Item  Veto 
Act  failed  to  address  one  of  the  largest, 
and  fastest  growing  areas  of  Federal 
spending— the  program  spending  done 
through  the  Tax  Code,  often  called  tax 
expenditures. 

Citizens  for  Tax  Justice  estimates 
that  over  the  next  7  years,  we  will 
spend  $3.7  trillion  on  tax  expenditures. 
In  the  coming  fiscal  year,  it  is  esti- 
mated that  we  will  spend  more  on  pro- 
grams through  the  Tax  Code,  nearly 
$480  billion,  than  we  will  on  discre- 
tionary spending  for  defense,  agri- 
culture, the  Commerce  Department 
programs,  education,  the  environment, 
health  programs  including  medical  re- 
search, housing  programs,  the  Justice 
Department,  transportation,  veterans 
affairs,  the  space  program,  the  entire 
Federal  judiciary,  and  the  entire  legis- 
lative branch. 

Mr.  President,  despite  making  up  a 
huge  portion  of  the  Federal  budget,  tax 
exi)enditures  are  off  the  table  with  re- 
gard to  the  new  Presidential  authority 
which  only  extends  to  so-called  limited 
tax  benefits,  defined  in  part  to  be  a  tax 
expenditure  that  benefits  100  or  fewer 
taxpayers.  Thus,  as  long  as  the  tax  at- 
torneys can  find  101  taxpayers— indi- 
viduals, corporations,  or  both — who 
benefit  from  the  proposed  tax  expendi- 
ture, it  is  beyond  the  reach  cf  the  new 
Presidential  authority. 

Mr.  President,  it  may  not  even  be 
necessary  for  the  tax  attorneys  to  find 


that  one  101st  taxpayer.  If  a  tax  ex- 
penditure gives  equal  treatment  to  all 
persons  in  the  same  industry  or  en- 
gaged in  the  same  tsrpe  of  activity,  it  is 
exempt  from  the  new  Presidential  au- 
thority no  matter  how  few  benefit  from 
the  special  treatment. 

Also,  if  all  persons  owning  the  same 
type  of  property,  or  issuing  the  same 
type  of  investment,  receive  the  same 
treatment  from  a  tax  exi)enditure,  that 
tax  expenditure  is  beyond  the  reach  of 
the  President's  new  authority. 

And,  there  are  still  more  exceptions 
that  make  it  even  harder  for  a  Presi- 
dent to  trim  unnecessary  spending 
done  through  the  Tax  Code.  For  exam- 
ple, if  any  difference  in  the  treatment 
of  i>ersons  by  a  new  tax  expenditure  is 
based  solely  on  the  size  or  form  of  the 
business  or  association  involved,  or,  in 
the  case  of  individuals,  general  demo- 
graphic conditions,  then  the  new 
spending  cannot  be  touched  by  the 
President  except  as  jjart  of  a  veto  of 
the  entire  piece  of  legislation  which 
contains  the  new  spending. 

Mr.  President,  we  find  none  of  these 
elaborate  restrictions  on  spending  done 
through  the  appropriations  process  or 
through  entitlements.  The  new  Presi- 
dential authority  is  handcixfied  only 
for  spending  done  through  the  Tax 
Code. 

Mr.  President,  this  raises  several 
problems. 

First,  and  foremost,  it  partitions  off 
an  enormous  portion  of  the  Federal 
budget  from  this  new  tool  to  cut  waste- 
ful and  unnecessary  spending.  Citizens 
for  Tax  Justice  estimates  that  we  are 
spending  over  $450  billion  through  the 
Tax  Code  this  year,  nearly  $480  billion 
next  year,  and  a  whopping  W.7  trillion 
over  the  next  7  years.  If  the  authority 
established  by  the  Line-Item  Veto  Act 
is  to  have  meaning,  it  cannot  be  pre- 
empted from  being  used  to  scrutinize 
this  much  spending. 

A  second  problem  raised  by  the  in- 
ability of  the  new  Presidential  author- 
ity to  Euldress  new  tax  expenditures  is 
that  it  creates  an  enormous  loophole 
through  which  questionable  spending 
can  escape.  The  current  Line-Item 
Veto  Act  power  given  the  President 
formally  covers  discretionary  spending 
and  new  entitlement  authority.  But  a 
special  interest  intent  on  enacting  its 
pork-barrel  spending  could  still  do  so 
by  avoiding  the  discretionary  or  enti- 
tlement formats,  and  Instead  trans- 
form thefr  pork  into  a  tax  expenditure. 
As  a  tax  expenditure,  most  special  in- 
terest pork  is  beyond  the  reach  of  the 
Line-Item  Veto  Act. 

Mr.  President,  this  gaping  hole  is  big 
enough  to  sink  the  entire  ship. 

No  matter  how  powerful  this  new  au- 
thority is  with  regard  to  discretionary 
spending  and  entitlement  authority,  it 
is  virtually  useless  against  tax  expend- 
itures, and  thus  invites  special  inter- 
ests to  use  this  avenue  to  deliver  pork. 

Mr.  President,  a  further  problem 
with  the  lack  of  adequate  Presidential 
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review  in  this  area  is  the  very  real  po- 
tential for  inequities  in  the  implemen- 
tation of  the  new  Line-Item  Veto  Act 
authority.  These  inequities  arise  in 
part  from  the  progressive  structure  of 
marginal  tax  rates — as  income  rises, 
higher  tax  rates  are  applied.  In  turn, 
this  means  that  many  tax  expenditures 
are  worth  more  to  those  in  the  higher 
income  tax  brackets  than  they  are  to 
families  with  lower  incomes. 

In  some  instances,  tax  expenditures 
provide  no  benefit  at  all  to  individuals 
with  lower  incomes. 

This  is  not  the  case  with  entitlement 
and  discretionary  spending  programs — 
both  areas  covered  by  the  Line-Item 
Veto  Act.  The  benefits  of  those  pro- 
grams often  are  targeted  to  those  with 
lower  income. 

The  net  effect  is  that  the  scope  of  the 
current  Line-Item  Veto  Act  covers  pro- 
grams that  often  benefit  those  with 
low  and  moderate  income,  while  it  is 
powerless  with  regard  to  programs  that 
often  benefit  individuals  and  corpora- 
tions with  higher  incomes. 

Mr.  President,  tax  expenditures  have 
another  feature  that  makes  it  espe- 
cially important  that  we  extend  the 
new  Line-Item  Veto  Act  to  cover  them, 
namely  their  status  as  a  kind  of  super- 
entitlement.  Once  enacted,  a  tax  ex- 
penditure continues  to  spend  money 
without  any  additional  authorization 
or  appropriation,  and  without  any  reg- 
ular review.  In  fact,  while  even  funding 
for  entitlements  like  Medicare  or  Med- 
icaid can  be  suspended  in  rare  in- 
stances such  as  a  Government  shut- 
down, funding  for  a  tax  expenditure  is 
never  interrupted. 

Tax  expenditures  enjoy  a  status  that 
is  far  above  any  other  kind  of  govern- 
ment spending,  and  as  such,  it  should 
receive  special  scrutiny.  Extending  the 
Line-Item  Veto  Act  to  cover  them  will 
provide  some  of  that  needed  review. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  have  noted,  tax 
expenditures  make  up  a  huge  portion  of 
the  budget.  They  will  soon  exceed  the 
entire  Federal  discretionary  budget. 
Citizens  for  Tax  Justice  reports  that  if 
all  current  tax  expenditures  were  sud- 
denly repealed,  the  deficit  could  be 
eliminated  and  income  tax  rates  could 
be  reduced  across  the  board  by  about  25 
percent. 

Clearly,  tax  expenditures  have  an 
enormous  impact  on  the  deficit,  and  we 
need  to  pursue  two  tracks  with  regard 
to  them.  First,  we  must  cut  some  of 
the  $455  billion  in  existing  spending 
done  through  the  Tax  Code.  Any  bal- 
anced plan  to  eliminate  the  deficit  over 
the  next  few  years  must  contain  cuts 
to  spending  in  this  area. 

And  second,  with  so  much  of  our 
budget  already  dedicated  to  this  kind 
of  spending,  we  must  bring  tax  expendi- 
tures under  the  Line-Item  Veto  Act 
and  give  the  President  the  authority  to 
act  on  new  spending  in  this  area  as  he 
does  in  other  areas. 


Our  legislation  does  just  that  by 
eliminating  the  highly  restrictive  lan- 
guage with  respect  to  tax  expenditures. 

Mr.  President,  as  with  the  recently 
enacted  Line-Item  Veto  Act  itself,  this 
bill  to  extend  that  new  authority  is  not 
the  whole  answer  to  our  deficit  prob- 
lems, but  it  can  be  part  of  the  answer, 
and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  effort  to  put  teeth  into  the  new 
Presidential  authority  with  respect  to 
the  tax  expenditure  portion  of  the  Fed- 
eral budget. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1835 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION    1.   AMENDMENT   TO   CONGRESSIONAL 
BUDGET  ACT. 

Section  1026(9)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  (as 
added  by  the  Line  Item  Veto  Act)  Is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"(9)  LauTED  TAX  BENEFIT.— The  tenn  'lim- 
ited tax  benefit'  means  any  tax  provision 
that  has  the  practical  effect  of  providing  a 
benefit  In  the  form  of  different  treatment  to 
a  particular  taxpayer  or  a  limited  class  of 
taxpayers,  whether  or  not  such  provision  Is 
limited  by  Its  terms  to  a  particular  taxpayer 
or  class  of  taxpayers.". 


By  Mr.  SANTORUM: 
S.  1836.  A  bill  to  designate  a  segment 
of  the  Clarion  River,  located  in  Penn- 
sylvania, as  a  component  of  the  Na- 
tional Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System, 
and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

NATIONAL  WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVERS  SYSTEM 
LEGISLATION 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  today  to  introduce  a  measure  to 
add  51.7  miles  of  Pennsylvania's  Clar- 
ion River  to  the  National  Wild  and  Sce- 
nic Rivers  System.  This  bill,  which 
Senator  Specter  has  joined  as  an  origi- 
nal cosponsor,  is  companion  legislation 
to  a  measure  being  introduced  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  today  by 
Congressman  Bill  CLmoER. 

Our  bill  designates  segments  of  the 
main  stem  of  the  Clarion  River  from 
the  Allegheny  National  Forest-State 
Game  Lands  No.  44  boundary  to  the 
backwaters  of  Piney  Dam  as  part  of  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Sys- 
tem. This  designation  will  help  to  pre- 
serve and  protect  the  significant  scenic 
and  recreational  values  of  these  seg- 
ments of  the  Clarion  River. 

This  measure  will  conclude  work 
begun  by  the  late  Senator  John  Heinz. 
It  was  his  legislation  to  add  a  portion 
of  the  Allegheny  River  to  the  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  that 
also  authorized  the  study  of  the  Clar- 
ion River  to  determine  its  eligibility. 
The  study  was  concluded  earlier  this 
year.  And  enactment  of  the  bill  that 
Senator  Specter  and  I  are   offering 


today  will  bring  Senator  Heinz's  efforts 
full  circle. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  full  text  of 
this  bill  appear  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1836 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION    1.    DESIGNATION    OF    THE    CLARION 
RIVEB. 

Section  3<a)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
Act  (16  U.S.C.  1274(a))  Is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following: 

•'(  )  Clarion  rtver.  pennsylvama.— The 
51.7-mlle  segment  of  the  main  stem  of  the 
Clarion  River  from  the  Allegheny  National 
Foresf  State  Game  Lands  Number  44  bound- 
ary, located  approximately  0.7  miles  down- 
stream from  the  Ridgway  Borough  limit,  to 
an  unnamed  tributary  in  the  backwaters  of 
Piney  Dam  approximately  0.6  miles  down- 
stream from  Blyson  Run.  to  be  administered 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  in  the  fol- 
lowing classifications: 

•'(A)  The  approximately  8.6  mile  segment 
of  the  main  stem  from  the  Allegheny  Na- 
tional Forest'State  Game  Lands  Number  44 
boundary,  located  approximately  0.7  miles 
downstream  from  the  Ridgway  Borough 
limit,  to  Portland  Mills,  as  a  recreational 
river. 

"(B)  The  approximately  8-mlle  segment  of 
the  main  stem  from  Portland  Mills  to  the  Al- 
legheny National  Forest  boundary,  located 
approximately  0.8  miles  downstream  from 
Irwin  Run.  as  a  scenic  river. 

"(C)  The  approximately  26-mlle  segment  of 
the  main  stem  from  the  Allegheny  National 
Forest  boundary,  located  approximately  0.8 
miles  downstream  from  Irwin  Run.  to  the 
State  Game  Lands  283  boundary,  located  ap- 
proximately 0.9  miles  downstream  from  the 
Cooksburg  bridge,  as  a  recreational  river. 

"(D)  The  approximately  9.1-mlle  segment 
of  the  Riain  stem  from  the  State  Game  Lands 
283  boundary,  located  approximately  0.9 
miles  downstream  from  the  Cooksburg 
bridge,  to  an  unnamed  tributary  at  the  back- 
waters of  Piney  Dam.  located  approximately 
0.6  miles  downstream  from  Blyson  Run.  as  a 
scenic  river.". 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  341 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Brown,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Campbell]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  341,  a  bill  to  extend  the  au- 
thorization of  the  Uranium  Mill 
Tailings  Radiation  Control  Act  of  1978. 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  4S1 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Breaux,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Jeffords]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  491,  a  bill  to  amend  title  XVm 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide 
coverage  of  outpatient  self-manage- 
ment training  services  under  part  B  of 
the  medicare  program  for  individuals 
with  diabetes. 

S.  684 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatfield,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
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COVERDELL]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  684,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act  to  provide  for  pro- 
grams of  research  regrarding  Parkin- 
son's disease,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1389 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Feinstein,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Ms. 
Moseley-Braun]  and  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mrs.  Murray]  were  added 
as  cosponsors  of  S.  1389,  a  bill  to  reform 
the  financing  of  Federal  elections,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

S.  1610 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bond,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Gorton]  and  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Gregg]  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  1610,  a  bill  to 
amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1986  to  clarify  the  standards  used  for 
determining  whether  individuals  are 
not  employees. 

S.  16S1 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Pressler,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Simpson]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1661.  a  bill  to  specify  that  SUtes 
may  waive  certain  requirements  relat- 
ing to  commercial  motor  vehicle  opera- 
tors under  chapter  313  of  title  49, 
United  States  Code,  with  respect  to  the 
operators  of  certain  farm  vehicles,  and 
for  other  punwses. 

S.  1703 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Murkowski,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  LiEBERMAN]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1703,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Act  establishing  the  National  Park 
Foundation. 

S.  17» 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Hutchison,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Simpson]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1729,  a  bill  to  amend  title  18. 
United  States  Code,  with  respect  to 
stalking. 

S.  1731 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Craig,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Kempthorne)  and  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Domenict]  were  added 
as  cosponsors  of  S.  1731.  a  bill  to  reau- 
thorize and  amend  the  National  Geo- 
logic Mapping  Act  of  1992.  and  for  other 
purposes. 

S.  1735 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Pressler,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Ms. 
Moseley-Braun]  and  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  [Mr.  Murkowski]  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  S.  1735.  a  bill  to  establish 
the  United  States  Tourism  Organiza- 
tion as  a  nongovernmental  entity  for 
the  purpose  of  promoting  tourism  in 
the  United  States. 

S.  1740 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Nickles,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Lott],  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Shelby],  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire   [Mr.   Smith],   the   Senator 


from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Thurmond]. 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
McCONNELL],  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Santorum],  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  Virginia  [Mr.  Warner]  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  1740,  a  bill  to 
define  and  protect  the  institution  of 
marriage. 

S.  1743 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bingaman,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Kyl],  the  Senator  from  South  Da- 
kota [Mr.  Pressler],  the  Senator  from 
Texas  [Mrs.  Hutchison],  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  [Mrs.  Kassebaum],  and 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Harkin] 
were  added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  1743,  a 
bill  to  provide  temporary  emergency 
livestock  feed  assistance  for  certain 
producers,  and  for  other  purposes. 

SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  63 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Kassebaum, 
the  names  of  the  Senator  from  Mis- 
souri [Mr.  Bond],  the  Senator  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Gramm],  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  DOMENICI],  and  the 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mrs.  Hutchison] 
were  added  as  cosponsors  of  Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  63,  a  concurrent 
resolution  to  express  the  sense  of  Con- 
gress that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
should  dispose  of  all  remaining  com- 
modities in  the  disaster  reserve  main- 
tained under  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1970  to  relieve  the  distress  of  livestock 
producers  whose  ability  to  maintain 
livestock  is  adversely  affected  by  the 
prolonged  drought  conditions  existing 
in  certain  areas  of  the  United  States, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION  243 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  RoBB,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Lott]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  Sen- 
ate Resolution  243.  a  resolution  to  des- 
ignate the  week  of  May  5.  1996.  as  "Na- 
tional Correctional  Officers  and  Em- 
ployees Week." 
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SENATE  RESOLUTION  257— REL- 
ATIVE TO  THE  RACE  FOR  THE 
CURE  DAY 

Mr.  FORD  (for  himself.  Mr.  Baucus, 
Mr.  BiDEN.  Mr.  Bingaman.  Mrs.  Boxer. 
Mr.  Bradley.  Mr.  Bryan.  Mr.  Bump- 
ers. Mr.  Coats,  Mr.  Cohen,  Mr.  Craig, 
Mr.  Daschle.  Mr.  DeWdje.  Mr.  Dodd. 
Mr.  DoMENici.  Mr.  ExoN.  Mr.  Frist,  Mr. 
Grams,  Mr.  Grassley,  Mr.  Heflin,  Mr. 
Helms,  Mr.  Hollings,  Mr.  Inhofe,  Mr. 
INOUYE,  Mrs.  Kassebaum,  Mr.  Kemp- 
thorne, Mr.  LaUTENBERG,  Mr.  LEAHY, 
Mr.  Levin,  Mr.  Lugar,  Mr.  Mack,  Mr. 
McCONNELL,  Mr.  Murkowski,  Mrs. 
Murray,  Mr.  Nunn,  Mr.  Pressler.  Mr. 
Pryor,  Mr.  Reid.  Mr.  ROBB,  Mr.  Sar- 
BANES.  Mr.  Simon,  Mr.  Smith,  Mr.  Spec- 
ter, Mr.  Thomas,  Mr.  Thurmond,  Mr. 
Warner.  Mr.  Wellstone.  Mr.  Wyden. 
Mr.  Kerry.  Mr.  Gramm,  Mrs. 
Hutchison,  Ms.  Snowe.  Mr.  akaka, 
Mrs.  Feinstein,  and  Mr.  Lieberman) 
submitted    the    following    resolution; 


which  was  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary: 

S.  Res.  257 
Whereas   breast   cancer   strikes   an    esti- 
mated 184,000  women  and  1,000  men  In  the 
United  States  annually; 

Whereas    breast    cancer    will    kill    44,300 

women  In  the  United  States  alone  this  year; 

Whereas  breast  cancer  is  the  leading  cause 

of  death  for  women  between  the  ages  of  35 

and  54; 

Whereas  death  rates  resulting  from  breast 
cancer  could  be  substantially  decreased  If 
women  were  informed  about  the  risks  of  con- 
tracting the  cancer  and  if  they  received 
mammograms  on  a  regular  basis; 

Whereas  the  Race  of  the  Cure  is  dedicated 
to  eradicating  breast  cancer  through  provid- 
ing funding  for  research,  education,  treat- 
ment, and  screenings  for  low-Income  women; 
Whereas  throughout  the  year,  almost 
340,000  participants  In  65  cities  across  the 
United  States  (including  the  first-time  host 
cities  of  Los  Angeles,  Las  Vegas,  Cheyenne. 
Sacramento,  Battle  Creek.  Baton  Rouge,  and 
Louisville)  will  Join  together  in  Races  for 
the  Cure  to  demonstrate  their  commitment 
to  fighting  breast  cancer; 

Whereas  the  National  Race  for  the  Cure  In 
Washington,  D.C,  is  the  largest  5  kilometer 
race  in  the  country,  with  35,000  walkers,  run- 
ners, and  In-line  skaters  expected  to  partici- 
pate this  year;  and 

Whereas  the  Seventh  National  Race  for  the 
Cure  is  to  be  held  on  Saturday,  June  15,  1996, 
in  Washington,  D.C:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Senate  designates  Sat- 
urday, June  15,  1996,  as  "National  Race  for 
the  Cure  Day".  The  President  is  authorized 
and  requested  to  issue  a  proclamation  call- 
ing upon  the  people  of  the  United  States  to 
observe  the  day  with  appropriate  programs 
and  activities. 


NOTICES  OF  HEARINGS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  announce  for  the  infor- 
mation of  the  Senate  and  the  public 
that  the  Permanent  Subcommittee  on 
Investigations  of  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs,  will  hold  hear- 
ings regarding  secvirity  in  cyberspace. 

This  hearing  will  take  place  on 
Wednesday,  June  5.  1996.  in  room  342  of 
the  Dfrksen  Senate  Office  Building. 
For  further  information,  please  contact 
Daniel  S.  Gelber  of  the  subcommittee 
staff  at  224-9157. 

COMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  announce  that  a  full  com- 
mittee hearing  has  been  scheduled  be- 
fore the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Nat- 
ural Resources. 

The  hearing  will  take  place  Tuesday, 
June  11,  1996,  at  9:30  a.m.  in  room  SD- 
366  of  the  Dirksen  Senate  Office  Build- 
ing in  Washington.  DC. 

The  purpose  of  this  hearing  is  to  re- 
ceive testimony  on  S.  1010.  a  bill  to 
amend  the  unit  of  general  local  govern- 
ment definition  for  Federal  payments 
in  lieu  of  taxes  to  include  unorganized 
boroughs  in  Alaska,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses, S.  1807,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Alas- 
ka Native  Claims  Settlement  Act,  re- 
garding the  Kake  Tribal  Corp.  public 
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interest  land  exchange,  and  S.  1187,  a 
bill  to  convey  certain  real  property  lo- 
cated in  the  Tongass  National  Forest 
to  Daniel  J.  Gross,  Sr.,  and  Douglas  K. 
Gross,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Those  who  wish  to  testify  or  to  sub- 
mit written  testimony  should  write  to 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington, 
DC  20510.  Presentation  of  oral  testi- 
mony is  by  committee  invitation.  For 
further  information,  please  contact  Jo 
Meuse  or  Brian  Malnak. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 
MEET 

coMMrrrEE  on  environment  and  fubuc 

WORKS 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  full  Committee 
on  Environment  and  Public  Works  be 
granted  permission  to  conduct  a  hear- 
ing on  Tuesday,  June  4,  at  9:30  a.m., 
hearing  room  (SD-406)  on  S.  1730,  the 
Oil  Spill  Prevention  amd  Response  Im- 
provement Act. 

The  PRESIDESfG  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

committee  on  foreign  relations 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Tuesday.  June  4.  1996,  at  10  a.m.  to 
hold  a  hearing. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIARY 

Mr.  KYL.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary 
be  authorized  to  meet  for  a  hearing  on 
S.  1237.  the  Child  Pornography  Preven- 
tion Act  of  1995.  during  the  session  of 
the  Senate  on  Tuesday,  June  4,  1996,  at 
10  a.m. 

The  PRESroiNG  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SL'BCOMMnTEE  ON  INTERNATIONAL  TRADE 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  the  Finance 
Committee  requests  imanimous  con- 
sent for  the  Subcommittee  on  Inter- 
national Trade  to  hold  a  hearing  on  the 
permanent  extension  of  most-favored- 
nation  [MFN]  trade  status  to  Romania 
on  Tuesday,  June  4,  1996.  beginning  at 
2  p.m.  in  room  SD-215. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


A  WEEKEND  WITHOUT  WAR  OVER 
THE  ABORTION  ISSLT: 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  the  New 
York  Times  carried  a  story  the  other 
day  about  people  in  Wisconsin  from  the 
pro-life  and  pro-choice  side  of  the  abor- 
tion issues,  to  use  the  names  each  side 
uses,  meeting  together  to  talk  about 
what  can  be  done  in  a  constructive  way 
on  the  issue  of  abortion. 


About  100  people  met  at  this  meeting. 

I  commend  them  for  doing  it. 

This  is  a  meeting  that  I  or  some 
other  Member  of  the  Senate  should 
have  called  a  long  time  ago. 

I  remember  when  Cardinal  Bemardin, 
the  Roman  Catholic  prelate  in  the  Chi- 
cago Jirea,  said  that  people  of  sincerity 
on  both  sides  ought  to  be  meeting  and 
trying  to  work  together  on  a  common 
Jigenda. 

For  example,  we  know  that  girls  and 
boys  who  drop  out  of  high  school  are 
much  more  likely  to  be  involved  in 
teenage  pregnancies.  And  a  high  per- 
centage of  those  end  in  abortions. 

If  we  have  programs  to  encourage 
people  to  stay  in  high  school,  we  are 
going  to  have  fewer  abortions. 

That  may  not  be  as  emotionally  sat- 
isfying as  carrying  a  picket  sign  or  ha- 
ranguing someone,  but  it  does  infi- 
nitely more  constructive  good  and  it  is 
something  that  both  sides  could  agree 
upon. 

I  applaud  the  leaders,  Mary  Jacksteit 
and  Sister  Adrienne  Kaufmann,  for 
what  they  are  doing. 

I  ask  that  the  New  York  Times  arti- 
cle be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  article  follows: 

A  WEEKEND  WFTHOUT  WaR  OVER  THE 

ABORTION  Issue 

Madison,  WI.— In  workshops  and  seminars. 
100  people  from  both  sides  in  the  flght  over 
abortion  met  here  this  weekend  to  talk 
about  their  beliefs  without  proselytizing  or 
condemning  each  other. 

At  its  first  national  conference,  which 
ended  today  at  the  University  of  Wisconsin, 
a  group  known  as  the  Common  Ground  Net- 
work for  Life  and  Choice  brought  together 
community  organizers,  members  of  the  cler- 
gy, writers  and  academics  in  an  effort  to  de- 
fuse the  rancor  that  often  colors  the  abor- 
tion debate. 

"Common  Ground  Is  trying  to  maintain  a 
civil  environment  In  which  people  can  dis- 
cuss the  issues,"  said  Mary  Jacksteit,  a 
former  labor  lawyer  who  co-founded  the  or- 
ganization in  Washington  in  1993.  "This  is 
the  place  for  light  instead  of  heat." 

The  aim,  Ms.  Jacksteit  said,  is  to  ease  the 
dispute  over  abortion  and  find  points  of  com- 
monalty that  can  be  put  into  practice  on  a 
local  level. 

Critics  say  Common  Ground  members  risk 
compromising  their  beliefs  by  fraternizing 
with  their  opponents.  But  Ms.  Jacksteit  said 
the  group's  focus  was  not  necessarily  on 
abortion. 

Rather  than  developing  a  middle  position, 
the  organization  favors  exploring  issues  that 
can  have  a  cause  and  effect  bearing  on  abor- 
tion—like teen-age  pregnancy,  birth  control, 
adoption  and  sexual  resiMnslbility. 

Ms.  Jacksteit  and  the  group's  other  found- 
er, Adrienne  Kaufmann.  a  Benedictine  nun, 
refrain  from  labeling  themselves  and  decline 
to  be  pinned  down  on  the  beliefs. 

"Neither  one  of  us  have  been  either  pro-life 
or  pro-choice  activists."  sister  Kaufmann 
said.  "We  do  not  have  a  hidden  agenda." 

Many  participants  In  the  conference  iden- 
tified their  position  only  by  attaching  col- 
ored stickers  to  their  name  tags,  a  green  dot 
indicating  support  of  abortion  rights,  a  blue 
dot  indicating  opposition.  One-third  had  blue 
dots,  one-third  had  green  dots  and  one-third 
had  no  sticker. 


In  a  Friday  workshop,  groups  of  partici- 
pants sat  knee  to  knee  in  a  circle  of  chairs. 
Planned  Parenthood  board  members  beside 
Operation  Rescue  organizers,  a  Baptist  min- 
ister who  supports  abortion  rights  beside 
someone  long  active  in  social  Issues  who  op- 
poses abortion. 

"When  President  Clinton  vetoed  the  late- 
term  abortion  bill.  I  was  pleased."  said  the 
Mel  Taylor,  a  Baptist  pastor  for  Denver  and 
a  supporter  of  abortion  rights.  "But  I  was 
also  very  aware  of  how  my  friends  on  the 
other  side  were  grieving.  What  1  can't  do 
anymore  Is  gloat." 

For  the  participants,  a  willingness  to  en- 
gage In  dialogue  did  not  mean  conceding 
their  beliefs. 

"I  don't  feel  like  I  have  to  give  an  inch  at 
all."  said  Loretto  Wagner,  a  veteran  abor- 
tion opponent  who  started  the  Common 
Ground  chapter  in  St.  Louis.  "To  learn  to 
trust  people  does  not  demand  any  kind  of 
compromise.  But  I  don't  have  to  stand  on  my 
principles  with  my  chin  thrust  out  in  con- 
frontation. The  whole  concept  of  Common 
Ground  involves  recognizing  our  similarities 
rather  than  our  differences,  and  not  coercing 
or  forcing  our  agenda  on  someone." 

With  1,500  members  in  21  states.  Common 
Ground  has  tried  such  bridge-building  in  a 
number  of  communities,  Ms.  Jacksteit  said. 
In  Buffalo,  Common  Ground  works  with 
schools  to  combat  teen-age  pregnancy.  In  St. 
Louis,  an  abortion  clinic  gives  prenatal  care 
to  women  who  decide  not  to  terminate  a 
pregnancy  and  refers  them  to  a  crisis  preg- 
nancy center  run  by  opponents  of  abortion. 
These  services  were  arranged  by  the  direc- 
tors of  the  clinic  and  the  crisis  center,  who 
are  members  of  Common  Ground. 

In  1995.  after  the  announcement  that  two 
abortion  clinics  would  be  built  In  Davenport. 
Iowa,  Common  Ground  members  talked 
about  ways  to  reduce  the  potential  for  vio- 
lence. 

In  another  workshop  on  Friday,  partici- 
pants critiqued  their  own  sides  in  the  abor- 
tion conflict. 

"I  think  it's  possible  to  disagree  with 
somebody  without  calling  them  a  baby  klUer 
or  believing  they  are  monsters  of  fiends.  " 
said  Frederica  Mathewes-Green.  the  author 
of  "Real  Choices"  and  an  abortion  opponent. 
The  slogan  "It's  a  baby,"  popularized  by 
abortion  opponents,  only  deadlocks  the  de- 
bate. Ms.  Mathewes-Green  said.  It  perpet- 
uates the  misbelief  that  women  and  babies 
are  on  opposite  sides  of  the  issues,  she  added, 
and  alienates  women  who  face  unplanned 
pregnancies. 

Conversely,  the  slogan  "It's  a  woman's 
choice"  trivializes  the  death  of  the  fetus,  the 
author  Naomi  Wolf  told  participants  at  the 
Friday  workshop.  The  death  of  the  fetus  has 
become  "the  blind  spot"  of  the  abortion- 
rights  movement,  said  Ms.  Wolf,  who  sup- 
ports abortion  rights  and  who  last  fall  con- 
demned the  oratory  of  the  abortion-rights 
movement  in  an  essay  in  The  New  Republic. 

"I  think  there  is  a  great  hunger  in  Amer- 
ica for  a  discussion  on  this  issue,"  she  added. 
Most  Americans  "want  to  preserve  abortion 
as  a  legal  right,  but  condemn  it  as  a  moral 
iniquity. " 

Many  Common  Ground  members  said  they 
were  viewed  with  suspicion  not  by  their  ad- 
versaries but  by  their  allies.  They  said  their 
willingness  to  sit  down  and  listen  to  the 
enemy  was  seen  as  a  form  of  betrayal. 

The  apparent  mistrust  is  not  a  surprise  to 
Sister  Kaufmann. 

"We  live  in  an  adversarial  society,"  she 
said.  "To  be  in  a  non-contentious  conversa- 
tion with  someone  is  viewed  as  strange  be- 
havior."* 
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REPORT  ON  THE  DEFENSE  INVES- 
TIGATIVE SERVICE  MEMORAN- 
DUM 

•  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  for 
over  a  year  I  have  served  as  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Commission  on  Protecting 
and  Reducing  Government  Secrecy. 
Among  the  Commission's  concerns  is 
the  often  corrupting  nature  of  secrets. 
Undocumented  allegations,  sweeping 
generalizations,  personal  biases,  and 
outright  lies  can  all  be  wrapped  in  the 
protective  cloak  of  secrecy  and  receive 
a  level  of  credibility  that  they  would 
quickly  lose  if  their  documentation 
and  sources  were  subject  to  public 
scrutiny.  In  addition  to  the  problem  of 
formal  classification,  the  Commission 
has  witnessed  examples  of  instances  in 
which  unclassified  information  gath- 
ered flrom  open  sources  is  given  greater 
weight  by  restricting  the  distribution 
of  such  information  to  those  who  hold 
security  clearances.  We  were  recently 
witness  to  an  example  of  this  phenome- 
non. 

In  October,  1995,  a  counterintel- 
ligence profile  by  the  Defense  Inves- 
tigative Service  of  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment was  sent  to  250  leading  defense 
contractors  warning  of  the  danger 
posed  by  the  State  of  Israel.  Israel,  the 
reader  was  warned,  is  a  "non tradi- 
tional adversary"  with  a  proven  his- 
tory of  aggressive  espionage  against 
the  United  States,  utilizing  the  strong 
ethnic  ties  to  Israel  present  in  the 
United  States  and  the  skilled  exploi- 
tation of  selective  employment  oppor- 
tunities to  infiltrate  American  indus- 
try. 

These  are  serious  allegations.  They 
are  substantiated  with  a  reading  list  of 
three  leading  daily  newspapers  and 
four  recent  best-selling  books  about 
Israeli  espionage.  No  specific  citations, 
no  references  to  pages,  or  even  issues  of 
the  newspapers.  No  attempt  to  link  the 
explosive  statements  in  the  memoran- 
dum to  the  list  of  sources  that  follow. 
Before  entering  the  Senate,  I  taught 
at  both  Syrsujuse  and  Harvard  Univer- 
sities. Had  I  received  a  term  paper  from 
a  college  freshman  with  such  inad- 
equate documentation  I  would  have  re- 
turned it  without  bothering  to  read  the 
material. 

But  add  the  magic  words  counter- 
intelligence profile  and  send  it  out  on  a 
computer  from  the  Defense  Investiga- 
tive Service  and  for  3  long  months 
these  ugly  allegations  festered  unchal- 
lenged. For  3  long  months  none  of  the 
250  defense  contractors  who  had  re- 
ceived this  document  raised  a  question 
in  public.  After  all,  who  wanted  to  be- 
tray the  contents  of  a  Defense  Depart- 
ment counterintelligence  profile,  albeit 
one  adorned  with  a  notation  that  the 
document  did  "not  necessarily  rep- 
resent the  views  of  the  Defense  Inves- 
tigative Service  or  the  Department  of 
Defense?"  Certainly  not  a  defense  con- 
tractor concerned  that  such  aiction 
might  raise  suspicions  of  involvement 


in  the  pro-Israel  cabal.  Incidently,  the 
very  word  "cabal"  has  its  roots  in  the 
medieval  suggestion  that  Jewish 
sages— students  of  the  Cabala— were 
planning  to  subvert  established  Euro- 
pean regimes. 

The  silence  that  greeted  this  out- 
rageous memorandum  is  hardly  the 
first  time  that  people  who  knew  better 
have  been  quiet  in  the  face  of  similar 
ugly  allegations. 

A  century  ago  the  Czar's  secret  po- 
lice crafted  their  own  counterintel- 
ligence profile  in  response  to  the 
world's  outrage  at  the  government- 
sanctioned  pogroms  against  Russian 
Jews.  This  document,  the  infamous 
Protocols  of  the  Elders  of  Zion,  pur- 
ported to  be  proof  of  the  international 
Jewish  conspiracy  bent  on  world  domi- 
nance. After  the  First  World  War,  the 
Protocols  were  translated  into  numer- 
ous leinguages  and  became  popular  in 
nativist  and  anti-Semitic  circles  in 
this  country.  Virtually  everyone  knew 
the  Protocols  were  an  ugly  lie.  But  for 
much  too  long  almost  no  one  had  the 
courage  to  say  so  in  a  clear  and  unam- 
biguous voice. 

The  damage  done  by  the  Defense  In- 
vestigative Service  memorandum  was 
real  and  the  questions  it  raised  could 
not  be  ignored.  The  loyalties  and  integ- 
rity of  millions  of  American  citizens 
have  been  questioned  in  a  report  pre- 
pared at  Government  expense  and  re- 
leased, in  a  manner  which  suggested  it 
carried  the  authority  of  the  Deijart- 
ment  of  Defense,  to  a  select  group  of 
corporations  who  were  advised  to  be 
cautious  about  employees  with  strong 
ethnic  ties  to  Israel. 

When  I  learned  of  this  memorandum 
in  January,  I  spoke  to  Under  Secretary 
of  Defense  John  White  to  say  that  we 
need  to  have  an  affirmative  statement 
of  what  the  policy  of  the  Department 
of  Defense  is.  Which  is  to  say  that 
Israel  is  most  assiuredly  not  a  nontradi- 
tional  adversary  and  that  defense  con- 
tractors are  in  no  way  to  consider  eth- 
nic origins  in  their  employment  prac- 
tices. I  subsequently  met  with  Michael 
Waguespack,  Director  of  the  National 
Counterintelligence  Center,  and  with 
John  F.  Donnelly,  then  the  Director  of 
the  Defense  Investigative  Service.  Both 
appreciated  the  implications  and  les- 
sons of  this  incident.  One  hopes  that  no 
group  of  Americans,  and  no  foreign 
country,  ever  has  to  endure  similar  al- 
legations.* 


SALUTE  TO  TENNESSEE'S 
BICENTENNIAL 
•  Mr.  FRIST.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  in  recognition  and  celebration  of 
Tennessee's  200th  birthday.  Two  hun- 
dred years  ago,  when  Tennessee's  state- 
hood was  in  its  infancy,  pioneers  and 
frontiersmen  banded  together  to  forge 
a  new  future  for  the  Southwest  Terri- 
tory. Though  the  road  to  statehood  was 
filled  with  many  obstacles,  including 


land  disputes  with  North  Carolina  and 
Presidential  politics  that  held  the  ter- 
ritory's petition  hostage,  the  spirit  of 
Tennessee's  founding  fathers  prevailed, 
On  July  1,  1796— months  after  our  fore- 
fathers called  a  convention  and  drafted 
a  State  constitution— President  George 
Washington  signed  a  bill  into  law  and 
Tennessee  became  the  16th  State  in  the 
Union. 

With  a  chain  of  mountains  separating 
them  from  their  eastern  neighbors  and 
a  vast  wilderness  to  their  west,  Ten- 
nessee's new  citizens  continued  to  rely 
on  their  frontier  skills.  It  was  that  pio- 
neer determination  that  laid  the  rock- 
solid  foundation  for  growth  and  pros- 
perity in  the  State  of  Tennessee.  It 
wasn't  long  before  the  population  grew. 
Settlers  from  Virginia,  North  Carolina, 
South  Carolina,  and  Pennsylvania 
quickly  moved  in — first  to  mountain- 
ous east  Tennessee  and  then  went  to 
the  hills  of  middle  Tennessee  and  on  to 
the  banks  of  the  Mississippi.  Today, 
Tennessee's  population  is  as  rich  and 
diverse  as  our  native  soil  and  our  three 
grand  regional  divisions. 

In  the  last  200  years,  Tennesseans 
have  become  President  and  Vice  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States;  they  have 
fought — sometimes  brother  against 
brother— in  bloody  battles  in  the  War 
Between  the  States  and  have  griven 
their  lives  on  foreign  soil  in  World 
Wars;  they  have  toiled  in  hot  fields  and 
on  hot  city  streets;  they  have  founded 
some  of  the  finest  colleges  and  univer- 
sities around;  they  have  built  music 
and  entertaiiunent  industries;  and  they 
have  helped  develop  the  technology 
that  will  advance  Tennessee  into  its 
third  successful  century.  And  Mr. 
President,  they  have  all — in  one  way  or 
another — contributed  to  the  fortune  of 
our  State  and  Nation. 

Mr.  President,  as  Tennessee  looks 
back  proudly  on  the  accomplishments 
of  its  first  200  years,  let  us  also  recog- 
nize the  bright  future  that  lies  ahead 
for  my  home  state.  The  volunteers  of 
Tennessee  are  no  longer  living  on  the 
frontier,  but  their  pioneering  minds 
and  spirits  continue  to  drive  them  to- 
ward success.  So  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  celebrate  with  my  fellow  Ten- 
nesseans as  we  all  look  forward  to  the 
prosperous  growth  and  bountiful  suc- 
cess that  the  next  200  years  of  Ten- 
nessee history  will  behold.* 


THE  SILLY  SEASON 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  I  felt  like 
cheering  as  I  read  Tom  Friedman's  col- 
umn in  the  New  York  Times  on  the 
gasoline  tax,  which  I  ask  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record  after  my  remarks. 

Frankly,  no  tax  cut  makes  any  sense 
when  we  are  still  running  a  huge  defi- 
cit. Tax  cuts  are  pandering  at  their 
worst. 

But  of  all  the  tax  cuts  the  one  that 
makes  the  least  sense  is  the  4.3-cent-a- 
gallon  cut  in  the  gas  tax. 
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Even  our  neighbors  in  Canada,  who 
have  much  grreater  distances  to  cover 
with  a  sparser  population,  have  a  gaso- 
line tax  roughly  double  our  gasoline 
tax. 

No  country  outside  Saudi  Arabia  has 
a  gas  tax  lower  than  ours. 

We  illustrate  over  and  over  again  the 
need  for  doing  what  Thomas  Jefferson 
first  suggested— having  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  to  restrict  Govern- 
ment borrowing. 

For  most  of  the  first  two  centuries  of 
our  country's  existence  that  was  not  a 
huge  problem,  but  we  are  so  motivated 
by  polls  and  ginunicks  that  we  are 
doing  a  great  disservice  to  our  country. 

K  President  Clinton  had  stood  up  and 
said  this  is  wrong,  he  would  have 
picked  up  support  both  in  conservative 
circles  as  well  as  generally. 

It  is  interesting  that  after  we  had 
passed  the  4.3-cent-a-gallon  tax  in- 
crease, I  did  not  have  a  single  person 
among  the  12  million  people  in  Illinois 
object  to  that  tax  increase. 

I  talked  to  a  western  Senator  where 
you  might  expect  greater  sensitivity, 
and  he  told  me  he  had  the  same  experi- 
ence. 

The  article  follows: 

[From  the  New  York  Times] 

The  Silly  Season 
(By  Thomas  L.  Friedman) 

WASinNGTON.— I  have  a  confession  to  make: 
Even  before  the  old  Bob  Dole  became  the  new 
Bob  Dole,  our  family  station  wagon  wasn't 
exactly  plastered  with  his  bumper  stickers. 
But  last  week  I  returned  from  an  overseas 
trip  to  find  that  Mr.  Dole  was  proposing  to 
repeal  the  4.3-cent-a-gallon  gasoline  tax,  and 
I've  changed  my  mind  about  the  old  guy. 
Yes,  sir,  scrapping  the  gasoline  tax.  That's 
the  sort  of  leadership  America  needs:  that's 
the  sort  of  spirit  of  sacrifice  the  country's 
been  missing:  a  President  who's  ready  to  sac- 
rifice the  budget,  to  sacrifice  the  environ- 
ment, to  sacrifice  energy  conservation,  to 
sacrifice  oil  reserves  In  order  to  save  the 
American  people  4.3  cents  a  gallon.  And 
when  Mr.  Dole's  sidekick  Dick  Armey,  the 
House  majority  leader,  suggested  that  we 
consider  cutting  the  education  budget  to 
make  up  for  the  lost  gas-tax  revenue,  well, 
then  and  there  I  knew  I  was  a  Dole  man.  I 
mean,  cutting  education  to  save  Americans  a 
few  pennies  a  gallon  at  a  time  when  their  gas 
is  already  the  cheapest  In  the  world— that's 
the  kind  of  thinking  that  will  keep  us  the 
world's  most  competitive  nation  In  the  21st 
century.  I  sure  hope  the  Japanese  don't  get 
that  Idea. 

Are  we  out  of  our  minds?  Raising  the  gas 
tax  has  been  one  of  the  few  smart  things 
we've  done  in  recent  years.  It  promotes  en- 
ergy conservation.  It  helps  protect  the  air,  it 
encourages  development  of  alternative  ener- 
gies. It  promotes  national  security  by  reduc- 
ing U.S.  dependence  on  foreign  oil  supplies — 
and  It  reduces  the  budget  deficit.  That  4.3- 
cent-a-gallon  tax  raises  SS  billion  a  year.  It 
is  one  of  the  reasons  the  deficit  has  been  cut 
in  half  since  1993. 

Any  proposal  to  repeal  the  gas  tax  should 
be  hooted  out  of  Congress  with  scorn.  Unfor- 
tunately, that's  not  what  President  Clinton 
did.  Instead  he's  trying  to  trade  his  support 
for  this  Idiotic  gas-tax  repeal  for  a  Repub- 
lican endorsement  of  his  proposal  to  raise 
the  minimum  wage— the  worst  sort  of  elec- 


tion-year poker.  Mr.  Clinton  Is  saying  to  Mr. 
Dole:  "I  see  your  foolishness  and  I  raise  you 
one." 

It  Is  hard  to  believe  that  the  Dole  proposal 
for  repeal  of  the  gas  tax  Is  effective  even  as 
political  pandering.  How  many  people  are 
really  going  to  change  their  votes  from  Clin- 
ton to  Dole  over  4.3  cents  a  gallon?  More- 
over, how  can  Republicans  argue  that  a  bal- 
anced budget  and  deficit  reduction  are  the 
two  most  urgent  priorities  in  American  poll- 
tics  and  then,  when  gas  prices  go  up  a  bit  due 
to  seasonal  factors,  simply  discard  the  gas 
tax  without  regard  for  the  long-term  budget 
implications?  "It  only  makes  sense  politi- 
cally if  it  is  part  of  a  broader  Dole  strategy 
for  lowering  taxes,"  says  Bill  Krlstol,  editor 
of  the  conservative  Weekly  Standard.  And 
then  for  Mr.  Armey  to  even  hint  that  we 
might  pay  for  this  giveaway  by  cutting  edu- 
cation— that  takes  your  breath  away.  For  a 
cheap  political  high  with  the  shelf  life  of  a 
dead  fish,  a  House  Republican  leader  is  ready 
to  cut  S5  billion  a  year  from  education?  How 
could  such  a  thought  even  cross  Mr.  Armey's 
mind?  Forget  about  what  a  Dole  Presidency 
would  be  like;  If  this  keeps  up  I'm  not  sure 
we  can  afford  a  Dole  candidacy. 

The  truth  Is  we  shouldn't  be  lowering  our 
gas  taxes.  We  should  be  raising  them.  Gaso- 
line is  probably  the  best  bargain  commodity 
In  the  U.S.  marketplace.  The  latest  blip 
aside,  the  real  price  of  gasoline  in  the  U.S. 
has  been  falling  for  15  years  (and  if  the  Iraqi 
oil  sanctions  are  eased  by  the  U.N.  soon,  gas 
prices  In  the  U.S.  will  likely  resume  that 
downward  trend).  In  France  and  Italy,  gas 
goes  for  S4.50  a  gallon;  in  Japan  it  costs  S3.75. 
Most  of  the  difference  between  their  prices 
and  ours  Is  taxes  that  those  Governments 
use  to  finance  public  services.  We  could  put 
a  50-cent-a-gallon  tax  on  U.S.  gasoline,  get 
rid  of  the  deficit  and  still  have  a  huge  com- 
petitive edge  over  the  Europeans  and  Japa- 
nese. "This  is  one  of  the  easiest  and  most  at- 
tractive ways  of  raising  tax  revenue,  and 
we're  just  giving  It  away,"  says  the  oil  econ- 
omist Vahan  Zanoyan.  of  the  Petroleum  Fi- 
nance Company. 

In  his  speech  announcing  his  resignation 
from  the  Senate,  Mr.  Dole  insisted  that:  "My 
campaign  for  the  President  is  not  merely 
about  obtaining  office.  It's  about  fundamen- 
tal things,  consequential  things,  things  that 
are  real.  My  campaign  Is  about  telling  the 
truth,  it's  about  doing  what  is  right." 

If  that's  true,  then  I  can't  wait  for  the  Dole 
campaign  to  begin.* 


L.W.  HIGGINS  HIGH  SCHOOL, 
MARRERO,  LA 

*  Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  congratulate  Jamie  Staub's 
civics  class  from  L.W.  Higgins  High 
School  in  Marrero,  LA,  winners  of  the 
Louisiana  competition  of  the  We  the 
People  .  .  .  the  Citizen  and  the  Con- 
stitution Program.  These  exceptional 
young  people  were  participants  in  the 
national  finals  held  in  Washington,  DC 
on  April  27,  through  April  29.  1996. 

The  distinguished  members  of  the 
team  are:  Stephen  Deffner,  Khai  T. 
Duong,  Kim  Evans,  Mary  Rose  Holly- 
wood, Liliane  Thuy  Hu3mh,  Danielle  S. 
James,  Ashley  Huong  Kha,  Julie  Larue, 
Christina  Magenta  Lindsay,  Lauren 
EUzabeth  Mo,  Cathy  Thuy  Nguyen. 
Michelle  Thuy-Trang  Nguyen,  Traci 
Hong  Pham,  Shaun  Adrian  Posey,  Hoai 


X.  Tran,  Mary  M.  Tran,  Euriah  Marie 
Walters,  and  Donald  Alexander  Win- 
chester, Jr. 

I  would  also  like  to  recognize  Jamie 
Staub,  thefr  outstanding  teacher,  who 
can  be  credited  with  much  of  the 
team's  success.  The  district  coordina- 
tor, Jane  Wilson,  and  the  State  coordi- 
nator, Catherine  St.  Amant,  also  de- 
voted a  great  deal  of  time  and  were  in- 
tegral to  the  team's  achievement. 

The  We  the  People  .  .  .  the  Citizen 
and  the  Constitution  Program  is  the 
most  extensive  educational  program  in 
the  country  developed  specifically  to 
educate  youth  about  the  Constitution 
and  the  Bill  of  Rights.  The  3-day  na- 
tional competition  simulates  a  con- 
gressional hearing  in  which  students" 
oral  presentations  are  judged  on  the 
ability  to  apply  constitutional  prin- 
ciples to  both  historical  and  contem- 
porary issues. 

Administered  by  the  Center  for  Civic 
Education,  the  We  the  People  Program, 
now  in  its  ninth  academic  year,  has 
reached  more  than  70.400  teachers  and 
226,000  students  nationwide.  Members 
of  Congress  and  thefr  staff  enhance  the 
program  by  discussing  current  con- 
stitutional issues  with  students  and 
teachers. 

This  outstanding  program  provides 
an  excellent  opportunity  for  students 
to  gain  an  informed  perspective  on  the 
significance  of  the  U.S.  Constitution 
and  its  place  in  history  and  in  our 
lives.  I  am  very  proud  of  the  students 
of  L.W.  Higgins  High  School  and  look 
forward  to  thefr  continued  success  in 
the  future.* 


ANNOUNCEMENT  OF  POSITION  ON 
VOTES 

*  Mr.  LIEBERMAN.  Mr.  President,  on 
Wednesday,  May  22,  because  of  obliga- 
tions in  my  State,  I  was  absent  for  two 
rollcall  votes,  rollcall  Nos.  145  and  146. 
Had  I  been  present,  I  would  have 
voted  "yea"  on  rollcall  No.  145  and 
"nay"  on  rollcall  No.  146.* 


BUDGET  SCOREKEEPING  REPORT 

*  Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
hereby  submit  to  the  Senate  the  budg- 
et scorekeeping  report  prepared  by  the 
Congressional  Budget  CWfice  under  sec- 
tion 308(b)  and  in  aid  of  section  311  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974, 
as  amended.  This  report  meets  the  re- 
quirements for  Senate  scorekeeping  of 
section  5  of  Senate  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 32.  the  first  concurrent  resolution 
on  the  budget  for  1986. 

This  report  shows  the  effects  of  con- 
gressional action  on  the  budget 
through  May  24,  1996.  The  estimates  of 
budget  authority,  outlays,  and  reve- 
nues, which  are  consistent  with  the 
technical  and  economic  assumptions  of 
the  1996  concurrent  resolution  on  the 
budget.  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
67,  show  that  current  level  spending  is 
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above  the  budget  resolution  by  $15.5 
billion  in  budget  authority  and  by  $14.3 
billion  in  outlays.  Current  level  is  $79 
million  below  the  revenue  floor  in  1996 
and  $5.5  billion  above  the  revenue  floor 
over  the  5  years  1996-2000.  The  current 
estimate  of  the  deficit  for  purjxjses  of 
calculating  the  maximum  deficit 
amount  is  $260.1  billion,  $14.4  billion 
above  the  maximum  deficit  amount  for 
1996  of  $245.7  billion. 

Since  my  last  report,  dated  May  2, 
1996,  there  has  been  no  action  to 
change  the  current  level  cI  budget  au- 
thority, outlays,  or  revenues. 

The  report  follows: 

U.S.  Congress, 
Congressional  Budget  OrncE, 

Washington,  DC,  June  3, 19%. 
Hon.  Pete  V.  Domenict. 
Chairman,  Committee  on  the  Budget, 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  The  attached  report 
for  fiscal  year  1996  shows  the  effects  of  Con- 
gressional action  on  the  1996  budget  and  is 
current  through  May  24,  1996.  The  estimates 
of  budget  authority,  outlays  and  revenues 
are  consistent  with  the  technical  and  eco- 
nomic assumptions  of  the  1996  Concurrent 
Resolution  on  the  Budget  (H.  Con.  Res.  67). 
The  report  Is  submitted  under  Section  308(b) 
and  in  aid  of  Section  311  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act.  as  amended. 

Since  my  last  report,  dated  May  2,  1996. 
there  has  been  no  action  to  change  the  cur- 
rent level  of  budget  authority,  outlays  or 
revenues. 

Sincerely, 

June  E.  O'Neill. 

Director. 

THE  CURREICT  IIVEL  REPORT  FOR  THE  U.S.  SENATE,  FIS- 
CAL YEAR  19%.  104TH  CONGRESS.  20  SESSION,  AS 
OF  CLOSE  OF  BUSINESS  MAY  24,  1996 
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note.— Current  level  numbers  are  the  estimated  revenue  and  direct 
i»e*ditt|  effects  of  all  legislation  tbat  Congress  has  enacted  or  sent  to  tbe 
Ptendeol  for  bs  appmil.  In  addition,  full-year  funding  estimates  under 
coniflt  law  an  iadsdid  lor  entitlement  and  mandatory  programs  requlnng 
omul  apgrooriatnis  even  if  Uie  aoonpnations  have  not  otin  made  Tbe 
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authority 


Outlays 


Revenues 


Permanents  and  other  spending 
legislation  

Approonation  legislation 

Offsetting  receipts 

Total  previously  en- 
acted   


830J72  798.924 

242.052 

-200.017       -200.017 


Anbtenonsm  and  Effective 
Death  Penalty  Act  (P.L 
104-132)  


630.254 


840.958        1.042,557 


Total  enacted  second 
session  


292.699 


201.740 


EIUCTED  IN  FKST  SESSION 


Appropriation  bills: 

1995  Rescissions  and  De- 
partment of  Defense 
Emergency  Supplementals 
Act  (P.L  m-i)  

1995  Rescissions  and  Emer- 
gency Supplementals  tor 
Disaster  Assistance  Act 
(Pi.  104-19) 

Agnculture  (P.L  104-37) 

Defense  (P.L  104-41)  

Energy  and  Water  (PI  104- 
461  _ 

Legislative  Branch  (P.L 
105-531  

Military  Constiuction  (P.L 
104-32) 

Transportation  (P.L  104-50) 

Treasury.  Postal  Service  (Pi. 

104-52) 

Offsetting  receipts 

Authoriiation  bills: 

Self-Employed  Health  Insur- 
ance Act  (PL  104-7)  

Alasiia  Native  Claims  Settle- 
ment Act  (Pi.  104-42)  ... 

Fishermen's  Protective  Act 
Amendments  of  1995  (Pi. 
104-43)  ..._ 

Pensbable  Agncultural  Com- 
modities Act  (Pi.  104- 
48) 

Alaska  Power  Mministration 
Sale  Act  (Pi.  104-58)  ... 

ICC  Termination  Act  (Pi. 
104-88)  

Total  enacted  first  ses- 
sion   


-100 
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62.602 
243.301 

19.336 

2,125 

11.177 
12.682 

23.026 
-  7,946 

-18 
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-3.149 
45.620 
163.223 

11.502 

1,977 

3.110 
11,899 
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ENimiMENTS  AND  MANDATORIES 

Budget  resolution  baseline  esti- 
mates of  appropnated  enti- 
tlements and  other  manda- 
tory programs  not  yet  en- 
acted   , 

Total  Current  Level ' 

Total  Budget  Resolution  


Amount  remaining: 
Under  Budget  Resolution 
Over  Budget  Resolution  ... 


11.913 
1.301.058 
1,285,515 


13.951 
1.302.495 
1.288.160 


1,042.421 

1.042,500 


15,543 


14J35    


-101 


>  Less  than  $500,000. 

'PL  104-99  provides  funding  for  specific  appropnated  accounts  until 
September  30.  1996. 

'This  bill,  also  referred  to  as  the  sixth  continuing  resolution  for  1996. 
provides  funding  until  September  30.  1996  for  specific  appmpnated  ac- 
counts. 

*The  effects  of  this  Act  on  budget  authonty.  outlays  and  revenues  begin 
in  fiscal  year  1997. 

^In  accordance  with  the  Budget  Enforcement  Act.  tbe  total  does  not  in- 
clude S4.551  million  in  budget  authonty  and  S2.458  million  in  outlays  for 
funding  of  emergencies  tbat  ba«  been  designated  as  such  by  the  President 
and  tbe  Congress. 

Note. — Detail  may  not  add  due  to  njunding.* 
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Appropnation  bills: 

Nintfi  Continuing  Resolution 
(P.L  104-99)' 

District  ol  Columbia  (PL 
104-122)  _.. 

Foreign  Opaatwns  (PL 

104-107)  „... 

Offsetting  receipts 

Omnibus  Rescission  and  Ap- 
prapnatnns  Act  of  1996 

(P.L  104-134)  

Offsetting  receipts 

Autboniation  bills: 

Gloucester  Marine  Fislienes 
Act  (PL  104-91)1  

Smithsonian  Institution 
Commcmoratne  Com  Act 
(Pi.  104-96) 

Saddleback  Mountain  Arosna 
Settlement  fct  (PI  104- 
102) 

Tdecommuniations  Act  of 
1996  (PL  104-104)'  

Farm  Credit  System  Regu- 
latory Relief  tet  (Pi. 
104-105) 

National  Defense  Autboroa- 
tion  Act  of  1996  (P4. 
104-106)  

Extension  of  Certain  Expinng 
Autbonties  of  tbe  Depart- 
ment of  Veterans  Affairs 
(PL  104-110) 

To  award  Congressional  Gold 
Medal  to  Ruth  and  Billy 
Graham  (PL  104-111)  ... 

An  Act  Providing  for  Tax 
Benefits  Ic  Armed  Forces 
in  Bosnia.  Heragovina. 
Croatia  and  Macedonia 
(PL  104-lin ._. 

Contract  wrth  Amenca  Ad- 
vancement Act  (PJ.  104- 
121) _. 

Agnculture  Improvement  and 
Retonn  Act  (P.L  91-127) 

Federal  Tea  Tasters  Repeal 
Act  of  1996  (Pi.  104- 
128)  . 
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WORLDWIDE  GAMBLING  BOOM  IS 
CAUSE  FOR  CONCERN 
•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  a  friend 
of  mine,  Robert  Luken,  sent  me  an  ar- 
ticle from  the  Catholic  Times,  the 
Springfield,  IL,  diocesan  newspaper 
with  a  story  by  John  Thavis  that  was 
distributed  by  Catholic  News  Service 
under  the  title  "Worldwide  Gambling- 
Boom  Is  Cause  for  Concern,"  which  I 
ask  to  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  the 
conclusion  of  my  remarks. 

It  contains  not  only  good  moral  ad- 
vice but  good  common  sense  that  we 
must  keep  in  mind  as  we  approach  a 
decision  on  whether  or  not  to  have  a 
Federal  commission  to  look  at  the 
huge  growth  of  gambling  in  our  coun- 
try. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  read  the  arti- 
cle. 

The  article  follows: 

[From  the  Springfield  Catholic  Times,  Apr. 
21,1996] 

Worldwide  Gambling  Boom  Is  Cause  for 

Concern 

(By  John  Travis) 

Vatican  Cnr.— a  worldwide  boom  in  gam- 
bling—increasingly sponsored  by  the  state — 
is  raising  moral  concerns  among  Vatican  of- 
ficials, theologians  and  Catholic  social  sci- 
entists. 

Gambling  is  not  a  new  issue  for  the  church. 
Bingo  has  been  a  parish  mainstay  for  dec- 
ades. Local  churches  have  raised  money 
through  raffles  or  other  take-a-chance  offer- 
ings. 

But  this  small-scale  "social"  gambling  has 
given  way  to  a  more  aggressive  form  that, 
according  to  church  experts,  has  a  corrosive 
effect  on  individuals,  families  and  the  entire 
social  fabric.  In  the  U.S.,  nearly  $500  billion 
is  wagered  legally  every  year. 

"Gambling  is  obviously  reaching  alarming 
proportions.  I  think  it  represents  a  menace 
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to  the  basic  institution  of  the  family  and  to 
the  community  at  large,"  said  Jerzy 
Zubrzyckl.  a  member  of  the  Pontifical  Acad- 
emy of  Social  Sciences,  who  has  spent  years 
researching  the  effects  of  gambling. 

Gambling  "Is  a  search  for  a  quick  fix.  like 
the  drug  culture.  It's  escapism  Instead  of  fac- 
ing one's  problems  and  trying  to  grow,"  said 
U.S.  Jesuit  Father  John  Navone,  a  theolo- 
gian at  Rome's  Gregorian  University. 

For  Swiss  Dominican  Father  Georges 
Cottier,  Pope  John  Paul  II's  In-house  theolo- 
gian, the  spread  of  gambling  is  no  less  than 
a  sign  of  a  "social  disease."  The  house  never 
loses,  but  the  weak  and  their  families  often 
do.  he  said. 

Yet,  surprisingly  to  many,  the  church's  of- 
ficial teaching  on  gambling  Is  quite  tolerant. 
According  to  the  "Catechism  of  the  Catholic 
Church."  games  of  chance  and  betting  are 
not  in  themselves  evil  or  unjust. 

They  become  morally  xinacceptable  when 
they  "deprive  someone  of  what  is  necessary 
to  provide  for  his  needs  and  those  of  others." 
The  catechism  also  rejects  unfair  wagers  or 
cheating;  but  there's  no  explicit  mention  of 
the  state's  role  in  promoting  lotteries,  casi- 
nos or  "scratch-and-win"  tickets. 

The  Vatican  has  not  examined  the  finer 
moral  points  of  state-sponsored  gambling  in 
any  comprehensive  way,  and  the  Congrega- 
tion for  the  Doctrine  of  the  Faith  declined  to 
answer  questions  about  the  issue.  Church  of- 
ficials are,  however,  tracking  recent  state- 
ments against  gambling  by  bishops  in  the 
U.S.,  Canada  and  Australia. 

"The  state,  instead  of  being  a  brake  or  a 
guide  on  this  Issue,  is  plajrlng  the  game 
itself.  Unfortunately,  this  is  part  of  the  cri- 
sis of  values  in  society,"  said  Franciscan  Fa- 
ther Pier  Giuseppe  Pesce,  a  Rome  theologian 
who  advises  the  Vatican. 

Mary  Ann  Glendon,  a  U.S.  lawyer  and  a 
member  of  the  Pontifical  Academy  of  Social 
Sciences,  said  state-sponsored  gambling 
often  appears  a  painless  way  to  produce 
much-needed  revenues.  But  really,  it's  a  "re- 
gressive tax"  that  hits  the  poor  hardest. 

What  she  especially  finds  objectionable  is 
that  the  state  "imitates  the  private  opera- 
tors of  casinos.  In  trickling  in  this  little 
wins"  to  keep  people  coming  back.  It's  "very 
cynical  and  very  exploitative,"  she  said. 

Father  Cottier  said  he  thought  the  Vatican 
should  take  a  closer  look  at  the  morality  of 
all  this.  One  way  in  which  the  issue  might  be 
advamced.  he  said,  is  for  a  bishop  to  pose  for- 
mal questions  for  response  by  the  doctrinal 
congregation. 

But  none  of  those  Interviewed  was  propos- 
ing a  ban  on  gambling.  The  question  is  more 
complex  than  that,  they  said. 

As  Glendon  said,  "When  we  address  the 
moral  issue  we  have  to  make  sure  that  we 
are  not  trying  to  eliminate  things  that  make 
life  pleasant  and  fun."* 


CELEBRATING  50  YEARS  OF  THE 
NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PRO- 
GRAM 

•  Mr.  McCONNELL.  Mr.  President,  50 
years  ago  this  Jime,  President  Harry 
Truman  signed  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act  into  law  declaring  "Nothing 
is  more  important  in  our  national  life 
than  the  welfare  of  our  children,  and 
proper  nourishment  comes  first  in  at- 
taining this  welfare."  This  created  the 
modem  School  Lunch  Program  oper- 
ated through  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture. 


By  the  end  of  its  first  year  about  7.1 
million  children  were  participating  in 
the  National  School  Lunch  Program. 
Today,  over  25  million  children  receive 
a  nutritious  lunch  under  the  program. 

The  National  School  Lunch  Program 
is  administered  by  Food  and  Consumer 
Service,  an  agency  of  the  U.S.  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture.  At  the  State  and 
local  levels,  the  program  is  usually  ad- 
ministered by  the  State  education 
agency  in  cooperation  with  local  school 
districts. 

Throughout  my  career,  I  have  been  a 
strong  supporter  of  child  nutrition  pro- 
grams. We  in  public  service  have  no 
greater  responsibility  than  to  ensure 
the  health  an  well-being  of  our  Na- 
tion's children.  I  pledge  my  commit- 
ment to  continue  to  support  the  tre- 
mendously successful  School  Lvmch 
Program. 

Studies  confirm  and  teachers  readily 
agree,  that  there  is  a  clear  link  be- 
tween sound  nutrition,  learning  abil- 
ity, and  the  behavior  of  children.  The 
best  education  programs  we  can  devise 
will  have  little  effect  if  children  are 
simply  too  hungry  to  concentrate. 

The  School  Lunch  Program  is  a  vital 
ingredient  in  the  recipe  to  provide  nu- 
tritious meals  for  America's  children. 
For  many  of  our  Nation's  children,  the 
meals  they  receive  through  the  various 
nutrition  programs,  especially  the 
School  Lvmch  Program,  are  the  only 
nutritious  foods  they  eat  all  day.  Over 
93,000  schools  and  residential  child  care 
institutions  participate  in  the  National 
School  Lunch  Program.  The  program  is 
available  in  95  percent  of  all  public 
schools,  representing  97  percent  of  all 
public  school  children. 

Today,  we  not  only  celebrate  the  50th 
anniversary  of  the  School  Lunch  Pro- 
gram but  also  salute  the  women  and 
men  who  contribute  to  the  success  of 
this  program.  I  also  want  to  thank  the 
American  School  Food  Service  Asso- 
ciation and  their  members  for  provid- 
ing high-quality,  low-cost  meals  to 
children  across  the  country. 

The  School  Lunch  Program  is  an  in- 
vestment in  our  kids,  an  investment  in 
our  Nation's  future.  Happy  anniversary 
and  congratulations  on  a  job  well 
done.* 


IN  MEMORY  OF  IVAN  FRANK 
KARDOS 

•  Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  to  pay  tribute  to  Ivan  Frank 
Kardos,  an  attorney,  formerly  of  Wash- 
ington, DC,  who  died  in  his  home  in 
Grove,  OK.  April  2,  1996,  with  his  fam- 
ily and  friends  in  attendance,  after  a 
2V^year  battle  with  cancer.  He  was  cre- 
mated and  his  ashes  were  inumed  in  a 
ceremony  on  May  21,  1996,  at  Arlington 
National  Cemetery  with  full  military 
honors. 

Mr.  Kardos,  bom  August  2,  1920,  in 
Budapest,  Hungary,  was  the  son  of  Wil- 
liam and  Olga  Kovacs  Kardos,  who  pre- 


ceded him  in  death.  The  family  emi- 
grated to  New  York  City  when  Frank 
was  2  years  old. 

He  graduated  from  New  York  Univer- 
sity Law  School  in  1948.  His  bar  admis- 
sions included  New  York,  Maryland, 
District  of  Columbia.  Oklahoma.  U.S. 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  2d,  10th,  and 
District  of  Columbia  Cfrcuits,  U.S.  dis- 
trict courts  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York,  Northern.  Eastern  and 
Western  Districts  of  Oklahoma,  and  for 
the  District  of  Columbia,  U.S.  Courts 
of  Military  Appeals,  U.S.  Court  of 
Claims,  and  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court. 

His  legal  career  in  the  public  sector 
included  service  with  the  United  States 
Postal  Service,  United  States  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  in  New  York  and 
Washington,  DC,  and  Karachi,  Paki- 
stan. He  was  the  Principal  Deputy  to 
the  General  Counsel  of  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service,  responsible  for  writing  and  ad- 
ministering the  Department's  Code  of 
Ethical  Conduct  and  Conflicts  of  Inter- 
est Programs. 

He  was  liaison  with  the  Department 
of  Labor  for  the  Sei^ce  Contract  Act 
of  1965  and  other  labor  requirements 
imder  Federal  contracts  and  was  also 
liaison  with  the  Department  of  Justice 
concerning  various  criminal  matters 
and  the  Public  Information  Act,  and 
with  the  then  Civil  Service  Commis- 
sion for  Inter-Agency  Committee  for 
Procurement.  He  served  as  a  legal  advi- 
sor concerning  equal  opportunity  em- 
ployment, and  administered  on  behalf 
of  the  general  counsel  the  Release  of 
Information  Program  vmder  the  Free- 
dom of  Information  Act. 

Frank's  Military  service  began  in  the 
ROTC  in  1937.  He  was  on  active  duty 
with  the  United  States  Army  in  the  ar- 
mored branch  when  Pearl  Harbor  was 
bombed  and  served  42  months  in  the 
Southwest  Pacific  theater,  including 
the  Philippines  and  New  Guinea.  In 
1980,  he  retired  from  the  military  with 
the  rank  of  lieutenant  colonel. 

In  addition  to  his  successful  profes- 
sional career  in  public  service.  Frank 
also  was  generous  with  his  time  in  the 
private  sector.  He  strongly  believed  in 
giving  back  to  society  by  being  ac- 
tively involved  with  such  organizations 
as  SCORE,  the  American  Legion,  Ma- 
sonic Bodies,  and  Literacy  Programs. 

A  man  of  great  intellect  who  lived 
his  life  with  integrity  and  honesty,  he 
MTill  be  sorely  missed  by  his  family  and 
friends.  He  is  survived  by  his  wife, 
Bettie  Grumpier  Kardos  of  Grove,  OK; 
sons  Christopher  and  his  wife  Sherry 
and  thefr  son  Jonathan  of  Cedar  Rap- 
ids. lA;  Michael  and  his  wife  Kay  of 
Austin.  TX,  Gregory  and  his  wife  Bren- 
da  with  thefr  daughter  Kelly  and  son, 
Scott  of  Farmington,  NM,  and  daugh- 
ter, Pamela  Kardos-Gordon  and  her 
husband,  Wayne  Gordon,  of  Upper 
Marlboro,  MD.« 
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REPUBLIC  OF  ITALY'S  50TH 
ANNIVERSARY 
•  Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President.  1996 
marks  the  50th  anniversaxy  of  the  es- 
tablishment of  the  Republic  of  Italy. 
Fifty  years  ago,  Italy  escaped  the  dark 
hold  of  fascism  and  began  the  process 
of  becoming  the  important  democratic 
nation  it  is  today.  Modern  Italy  was 
created  out  of  the  tumultuous  after- 
math of  World  War  n.  The  system  of 
governing  for  the  new  republic  received 
its  mandate  from  the  people  of  Italy, 
and  it  has  continued  in  that  fashion  for 
the  past  50  years.  On  May  9,  1946.  Vic- 
tor Emmanuel  m  gave  up  his  claim  to 
the  Italian  throne.  On  June  2.  1946. 
Italians  officially  replaced  the  monar- 
chy with  a  republic  when  Italy  held  its 
first  free  elections  in  20  years.  The  pur- 
pose of  the  Constituent  Assembly  that 
was  elected  was  to  prepare  a  new  demo- 
cratic constitution  to  guide  a  free  Italy 
in  the  future.  The  Assembly  adopted  a 
new  constitution  1  year  later.  As 
Italy's  democratic  tradition  has  grown 
stronger  and  older  over  the  years,  the 
nation  has  continued  to  exert  its  lead- 
ership in  world  affairs.  Today,  Italy  is 
a  respected  ally  of  much  of  the  indus- 
trialized world  and  a  leader  in  many  of 
its  organizations.  I  know  that  my  Sen- 
ate colleagues  join  me  in  celebrating 
the  great  strides  that  the  Republic  of 
Italy  has  made  over  the  past  50  years.* 


STEVE 
KEMPER    OPEN 


CONGRATULATING 
STRICKER'S  1996 
VICTORY 

•  Mr.  KOHL.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  congratulate  Edgerton,  WI, 
resident,  Steve  Strieker,  on  winning 
the  1996  Kemper  Open.  Known  to  many 
on  the  Professional  Golfers  Association 
(PGA)  tour  as  the  best  player  not  to 
have  won  on  tour.  Strieker  shed  that 
distinction  with  his  commanding  3- 
stroke  victory  at  the  Tournament 
Players  Club  (TPC)  at  Avenel  in  nearby 
Potomac.  MD. 

Strieker  demonstrated  the  skill  and 
confidence  of  a  champion  throughout 
the  72-hole  tournament.  Whether  it  was 
a  5-foot  par  putt  to  maintain  his  lead, 
or  the  decision  to  attack  the  par  5 
sixth  hole  rather  than  hold  back, 
Steve's  long  hours  of  practice  and  over- 
all commitment  to  excellence  paid  off, 
Uterally. 

Steve  Strieker  was  not  alone  on  the 
damp  and  drizzly  7.005  yard,  par  71 
course,  however.  Strieker's  caddie. 
Nicki.  who  also  happens  to  be  his  wife, 
was  there  every  step  of  the  way,  en- 
couraging him  to  be  aggressive,  yet 
acting  as  a  steadying  presence  over  any 
anxious  moments  diiring  the  tour- 
nament. A  competitive  golfer  in  her 
own  right,  Nicki 's  wise  counsel  and  ex- 
perience added  to  the  victory,  making 
it  truly  a  team  effort. 

Those  of  us  who  have  followed  his 
short  career  know  that  this  is  just  the 
tip  of  the  iceberg  for  Steve  Strieker. 


With  his  exceptional  work  ethic  and 
dedication  to  making  himself  the  best. 
Steve's  successes  have  only  just  begrun. 
With  this  in  mind,  I  congratulate  Steve 
Strieker  on  his  1996  Kemper  Open  vic- 
tory and  look  forward  to  more  of  the 
sajne.* 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 


EXECUTIVE  CALENDAR 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  the  Senate  immediately 
proceed  to  executive  session  to  con- 
sider the  following  nominations  en 
bloc,  on  today's  Executive  Calendar: 
Calendar  Nos.  482,  521  through  528,  530, 
554  and  555. 

I  further  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  nominations  be  confirmed  en  bloc, 
the  motions  to  reconsider  be  laid  upon 
the  table  en  bloc,  that  any  statements 
relating  to  the  nominations  appear  at 
the  appropriate  place  in  the  Record. 
the  President  be  immediately  notified 
of  the  Senate's  action,  the  Senate  then 
return  to  legislative  session. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  nominations  considered  and  con- 
firmed en  bloc  are  as  follows: 

DEPARTMEJJT  OF  LABOR 

Pascal  D.  Forgrlone,  Jr.,  of  Delaware,  to  be 
Commissioner  of  Education  Statistics  for  a 
term  expiring  June  21, 1999. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

Lawrence  Neal  Benedict,  of  California,  a 
Career  Member  of  the  Senior  Foreign  Serv- 
ice. Class  of  Counselor,  to  be  Ambassador  Ex- 
traordinary and  Plenipotentiary  of  the 
United  States  of  America  to  the  Republic  of 
Cape  Verde. 

The  followlngr-named  Career  Member  of  the 
Senior  Foreign  Service.  Class  of  Career  Min- 
ister, for  the  personal  rank  of  Career  Ambas- 
sador In  recognition  of  especially  distin- 
guished service  over  a  sustained  period: 
J.  Stapleton  Roy,  of  Pennsylvania 

Harold  Walter  Geisel,  of  Illinois,  a  Career 
Member  of  the  Senior  Foreign  Service,  Class 
of  Minister-Counselor,  to  be  Ambassador  Ex- 
traordinary and  Plenipotentiary  of  the 
United  States  of  America  to  the  Republic  of 
Mauritius  and  to  serve  concurrently  and 
without  additional  compensation  as  Ambas- 
sador Extraordinary  and  Plenipotentiary  of 
the  United  States  of  America  to  the  Federal 
and  Islamic  Republic  of  The  Comoros. 

Aubrey  Hooks,  of  Virginia,  a  Career  Mem- 
ber of  the  Senior  Foreign  Service,  Class  of 
Minister-Counselor,  to  be  Ambassador  Ex- 
traordinary and  Plenipotentiary  of  the 
United  States  of  America  to  the  Republic  of 
the  Congo. 

Robert  Krueger,  of  Texas,  to  be  Ambas- 
sador Extraordinary  and  Plenipotentiary  of 
the  United  States  of  America  to  the  Republic 
of  Botswana. 

David  H.  Shlnn,  of  Washington,  a  Career 
Member  of  the  Senior  Foreign  Service,  Class 
of  Minister-Counselor,  to  be  Ambassador  Ex- 
traordinary and  Plenipotentiary  of  the 
United  States  of  America  to  Ethiopia. 

AFRICAN  DEVELOPMENT  FOUNDATION 

Ernest  G.  Green,  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, to  be  a  Member  of  the  Board  of  Directors 


of  the  African  Development  Foundation  for  a 
term  expiring  September  22,  2001.  (Re- 
appointment) 

U.S.  INTERNATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT 
COOPERATION  AGENCY 

Lottie  Lee  Shackelford,  of  Arkansas,  to  be 
a  Member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the 
Overseas  Private  Investment  Corporation  for 
a  term  expiring  December  17,  1998.  (Re- 
appointment) 

AFRICAN  DEVELOPMENT  FOUNDATION 

Henry  McKoy,  of  North  Carolina,  to  be  a 
Member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Afri- 
can Development  Foundation  for  a  term  ex- 
piring February  9,  2002. 

NATIONAL  FOUNDATION  ON  THE  ARTS  AND  THE 
HUMANTITES 

Ronnie  Feuersteln  Heyman,  of  New  York, 
to  be  a  Member  of  the  National  Council  on 
the  Arts  for  a  term  expiring  September  3, 
2000. 

Terry  Evans,  of  Kansas,  to  be  a  Member  of 
the  National  Council  on  the  Arts  for  a  term 
expiring  September  3,  2000. 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  re- 
sume legislative  session. 


ORDERS  FOR  WEDNESDAY.  JUNE  5, 
1996 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  when  the  Senate 
completes  its  business  today,  it  stand 
in  adjournment  until  the  hour  of  9:15 
a.m.  on  Wednesday,  June  5;  further, 
that  immediately  following  the  prayer, 
the  Journal  of  proceedings  be  deemed 
approved  to  date,  no  resolutions  come 
over  under  the  rule,  the  call  of  the  cal- 
endar be  dispensed  with,  the  morning 
hour  be  deemed  to  have  expired,  and 
the  time  for  the  two  leaders  be  re- 
tained their  use  later  in  the  day.  there 
then  be  a  period  for  morning  business 
until  the  hour  of  11  a.m.  with  Senators 
permitted  to  speak  for  up  to  5  minutes 
each  with  the  following  exceptions: 
Senator  Roth,  30  minutes;  Senator 
Bradley  or  designee,  40  minutes;  Sen- 
ator Grassley,  5  minutes. 

I  further  ask  at  11  a.m.  the  Senate 
begin  debate  on  House  Joint  Resolu- 
tion 1,  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment. I  further  ask  the  time  for  debate 
on  Wednesday  be  equally  divided  with 
the  portion  of  time  under  the  control 
of  the  Democrats  divided  as  follows: 
Senator  Rollings,  2  hours;  Senator 
Dorgan,  1  hour;  Senator  Exon,  30  min- 
utes; further,  I  ask  the  time  between 
1:30  p.m.  and  3:30  p.m.  be  under  the  con- 
trol of  Senator  Thomas. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  So,  I  would  say  for  the  in- 
formation of  all  Senators,  tomorrow 
will  be  dedicated  to  debate  on  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment. 
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UNANIMOUS  CONSENT  AGREE- 
MENT—HOUSE JOINT  RESOLU- 
TION 1 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
a  motion  to  proceed  and  the  motion  to 
reconsider  be  agreed  to,  and  the  vote 
occur  on  passage  of  House  Joint  Reso- 
lution. 1  at  12  noon  on  Thursday,  June 
6,  1996,  with  the  last  40  minutes  of  de- 
bate under  the  control  of  the  two  lead- 
ers with  the  majority  leader  in  control 
of  the  closing  20  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


SENATE  CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION  63 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  it  had  been 
my  hope  tonight,  on  behalf  of  Senator 
Kassebaum,  to  pass  Senate  Concurrent 
Resolution  63.  We  were  going  to  ask 
that  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  be 
discharged  from  further  consideration 
of  that  resolution  and  that  the  Senate 
then  proceed  to  its  immediate  consid- 
eration. I  understand  there  may  be  an 
amendment  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle.  As  I  understand,  the  person  who 
may  have  the  amendment  is  not  now 
available. 

Let  me  indicate  what  the  resolution 
will  do.  We  have  been  promised  that 
maybe  by  tomorrow  morning  sometime 
we  can  resolve  any  problem.  I  hope 
that  is  the  only  reason.  There  may  be 
another  reason  that  sort  of  crosses  my 
mind  as  I  stand  here. 

This  resolution  will  express  the  sense 
of  Congress  that  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture should  dispose  of  all  remaining 
commodities  in  the  disaster  reserve 
maintained  under  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1970  to  relieve  the  distress  of  live- 
stock producers  whose  ability  to  main- 
tain livestock  is  adversely  affected  by 
the  prolonged  drought  conditions  exist- 
ing in  certain  areas  of  the  United 
States,  and  for  other  purposes.  The 
amendment  indicates  that,  in  light  of 
the  prolonged  drought  conditions  exist- 
ing in  certain  areas  of  the  United 
States,   the   Secretary  of  Agriculture 


promptly  dispose  of  all  commodities  in 
the  disaster  reserve  maintained  under 
section  813  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1970,  7  use  1427  (a)  to  relieve  the  dis- 
tress of  livestock  producers  whose  abil- 
ity to  maintain  livestock  is  adversely 
affected  by  the  prolonged  drought.  And 
that  is  true. 

In  some  parts  of  America,  including 
my  home  State  of  Kansas,  we  have  had 
a  long  drought.  In  fact,  in  Texas,  I 
think  it  is  the  worst  drought  they  have 
had.  in  some  parts  of  Texas,  in  over  50 
years. 

So  I  hope  we  can  move  on  this  quick- 
ly. It  is  a  sense-of-the-Senate  resolu- 
tion. It  may  be  that  the  administration 
has  decided  to  move  without  passage  of 
the  resolution.  That  will  probably  be 
known  l&tj6z* 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  In  my 
capacity  as  a  Senator  from  the  State  of 
Washington,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum.  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  9:15  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  if  there  is 
no  further  business  to  come  before  the 
Senate,  I  now  ask  that  the  Senate 
stand  in  adjournment  under  the  pre- 
vious order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  7:24  p.m.,  adjourned  until  Wednes- 
day, June  5,  1996,  at  9:15  a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 

EJxecutive   nominations  received  by 
the  Senate  June  4,  1996: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

MADELEINE  MAY  KtnnN.  OF  VERMONT,  TO  BE  AMBAS- 
SADOR EXTRAORDINARy  AND  PLENIPOTEVnAKY  OF 
THE  UNTTED  STATES  OF  AMERICA  TO  SWIT2ERLAXD. 


CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive  Nominations  Confirmed  by 
the  Senate  June  4,  1996: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

PASCAL  D.  FORGIONE.  JR..  OF  DELAWARE.  TO  BE  COM- 
MISSIONER OF  EDUCATION  STATISTICS  FOR  A  TERM  EX- 
PIRING JUNE  21.  l»9 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

LAWRENCE  NEAL  BENEDICT  OF  CALIFORNU.  A  CA- 
REER MEMBER  OF  THE  SENIOR  FOREIGN  SERVICE 
CLASS  OF  COUNSELOR.  TO  BE  AMBASSADOR  EXTRAOR- 
DINARy AND  PLEMPOTEN-riARy  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 
OF  AMERICA  TO  THE  REPUBUC  OF  CAPE  STRDE 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  CAREER  MEMBER  OF  THE 
SENIOR  FOREIGN  SER\^CE.  CLASS  OF  CAREER  MDCISTER 
FOR  THE  PERSONAL  RANTv  OF  CAREER  AMBASSADOR  IN 
RECOGNTnON  OF  ESPECIALLY  DISTINCLTSHED  SER\nCE 
OVER  A  SUSTADJED  PEJUOD 
J  STAPLETON  ROY.  OF  PENNSYLVANW 

HAROLD  WALTER  GEISEL.  OF  ILLINOIS  A  CAREER 
MEMBER  OF  THE  SENIOR  FOREIGN  SERVICE  CLASS  OF 
MDCISTER-COL'NSELOR  TO  BE  AMBASSADOR  EXTRAOR- 
DDiARY  ANT)  PLENtPOTENTIARY  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 
OF  AMERICA  TO  THE  REPUBLIC  OF  MAURITIUS  ANT)  TO 
SERVT:  CONCURRENTLY  A.ND  WITHOIT  ADDITIONAL  COM- 
PENSATION AS  AMBASSADOR  EXTRAORDINARY  AND 
PLENIPOTENTIARY  OF  THE  UNlTn)  STATES  OF  AMERICA 
TO  THE  FEDERAL  AND  ISLAMIC  REPUBUC  OF  THE 
COMOROS 

AUBREY  HOOKS.  OF  VTRCIMA.  A  CAREER  MEMBER  OF 
THE  SENIOR  FOREIGN  SERVICE.  CLASS  OF  MINISTER- 
COUNSELOR.  TO  BE  AMBASSADOR  EXTRAORDINARY  ANTI 
PUINIPOTENTlARy  OF  THE  UNTTED  STATES  OF  AMERICA 
TO  THE  REPUBLIC  OF  THE  CONGO 

ROBERT  KRUEGER  OF  TEXAS  TO  BE  AMBA5S.ADOR  EX- 
TRAORDINARY ANT)  PLENIPOTENTIARY  OF  THE  UNITED 
STATES  OF  .AMERICA  TO  THE  REPUBLIC  OF  BOTSWANA 

DAVID  H  SHINN  OF  WASHINGTON  A  CAREER  MEMBER 
OF  THE  SENIOR  FOREIGN  SERVICE.  CLASS  OF  MINTSTER- 
COL-NSELOR.  TO  BE  AMBASSADOR  EXTRAORDINARY  A.ND 
PLENTPOTENTIARY  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA 
TO  ETHIOPIA 

AFRICAN  DEVELOPMENT  FOUNDATION 

ERNEST  G  GREEN  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA.  TO 
BE  A  MEMBER  OF  THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  OF  THE  AF- 
RICAN DEVTLOPMENT  FOUNDATION  FOR  A  TERM  EXPIR- 
ING SEPTEMBER  2.  XOl. 

HEN-RY  MCKOY.  OF  NORTH  CAROLINA.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER 
OF  THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  OF  THE  AFRICAN  DEVEL- 
OPMENT FOUNDATION  FOB  A  TERM  EXPQUNC  FEBRUARY 
9.  3002. 

UNITED  STATES  INTERNATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT 
COOPERATION  AGENCY 

LOTTIE  LEE  SHACKELFORD.  OF  ARKANSAS.  TO  BE  A 
MEMBER  OF  THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  OF  THE  OVER- 
SEAS PRIVATE  DfVESTMENT  CORPORATION  FOR  A  TERM 
EXPmiNC  DECEMBER  17.  UN. 

NATIONAL  FOUNDATION  ON  THE  ARTS  AND  THE 
HUMANITIES 

RON-NTE  FEUERSTEDi  HEYMAN.  OF  NEW  YORK  TO  BE  A 
MEMBER  OF  THE  NATIONAL  COUNCIL  ON  THE  ARTS  FOR 
A  TERM  EXPIRING  SEPTEMBER  3.  2000 

TERRY  E\'.\NS  OF  KANSAS.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER  OF  THE 
NATIONAL  COUNCIL  ON  THE  ARTS  FOR  A  TERM  EXPIRING 
SEPTEMBER  3.  aooo 

THE  ABOVE  NOMINATIONS  WERE  APPROVED  SUBJECT 
TO  THE  NOMINXES  COMMITMENT  TO  RESPONT)  TO  RE- 
QUESTS TO  APPEAR  AND  TESTIFT  BEFORE  ANY  DULY 
CONSTrrUTED  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  SENATE. 
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HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— 2W«da3^,  June  4, 1996 


The  House  met  at  12:30  p.m.,  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro  tem- 
pore [Mr.  Coble]. 


DESIGNATION  OF  SPEAKER  PRO 
TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication from  the  Speaker: 

Washdjoton,  DC. 

June  4,  1996. 
I  hereby  desigmace  the  Honorable  Howard 
Coble  to  act  as  Speaker  pro  tempore  on  this 
day. 

Newt  Gingrich, 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pxirsu- 
ant  to  the  order  of  the  House  of  May  12, 
1995,  the  Chair  will  now  recognize 
Members  from  lists  submitted  by  the 
majority  and  minority  leaders  for 
morning  hour  debates.  The  Chair  will 
alternate  recognition  between  the  par- 
ties, with  each  party  limited  to  not  to 
exceed  30  minutes,  and  each  Member 
except  the  majority  and  minority  lead- 
er limited  to  not  to  exceed  5  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Pallone]  for  5 
minutes. 


GINGRICH-DOLE  MEDICARE  PLAN 
AND  DEMOCRATIC  ALTERNATIVE 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
weekend  on  NBC's  "Meet  the  Press," 
House  Speaker  Newt  Gingrich  went  on 
the  attack  on  Medicare  once  again,  and 
now  he  claims  that  the  President  and 
the  Democrats  in  Congress  are  delib- 
erately misleading  the  American  peo- 
ple about  his  plan;  that  is,  the  Repub- 
lican plan,  so-called  plan  to  save  Medi- 
care. I  would  like  to  tell  my  colleagues 
that  nothing  could  be  further  from  the 
truth.  Last  year  the  American  i)eople 
overwhelmingly  rejected  the  Repub- 
lican plan  to  cut  $270  billion  from 
Medicare  to  pay  for  tax  breaks  pri- 
marily for  the  wealthy,  and  the  Speak- 
er knows  the  public  opinion  is  not  on 
his  side,  so  he  is  trying  to  confuse  the 
American  people  by  making  extreme 
attacks  on  Democrats'  integrity  rather 
than  addressing  the  Medicare  issue  cor- 
rectly. 

I  guess  we  should  not  be  surprised  be- 
cause it  was  Speaker  Gingmch  who  last 
year  said  it  was  his  goal  to  see  Medi- 
care, and  I  quote,  "wither  on  the  vine." 
The  bottom  line,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that 
the  Republicans  want  to  use  the  budg- 


et, this  budget  that  they  passed  a  few 
weeks  ago  and  is  now  in  conference 
with  the  Senate,  as  the  vehicle  for 
transforming  Medicare  in  a  very  radi- 
cal way. 

My  position  is,  and  I  believe  it  is  that 
of  most  Democrats,  if  changes  in  Medi- 
care are  to  come  they  should  not  be 
made  in  the  context  of  the  budget,  they 
should  not  be  a  vehicle  to  make  cuts  in 
Medicaure  that  would  be  used  for  other 
priorities,  such  as  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthy  or  increased  defense  spending 
or  whatever  other  initiatives  the  Re- 
publicans plan  for  the  budget. 

Now,  we  know  this  Wednesday  the 
Medicare  trustees  are  going  to  come 
out  with  their  annual  report  and  al- 
ready we  are  hearing  that  the  Speaker 
and  the  Republican  leadership  are 
going  to  use  this  report,  which  will 
show  again  that  Medicare  does  need 
some  changes  in  order  for  it  not  to  be- 
come insolvent  5  or  6  years  from  now, 
but  the  bottom  line  is  that  the  Repub- 
lican leadership  plan  to  save  Medicare 
is  not  an  effort  to  make  some  adjust- 
ments in  Medicare  so  that  it  remains 
solvent  and  so  that  the  money  is  avail- 
able to  continue  the  program  as  it  cur- 
rently exists.  Rather,  they  want  to 
make  major  radical  structural  changes 
in  the  Medicare  program  that  will  re- 
duce the  quality  of  care,  will  reduce 
senior's  ability  to  choose  their  own 
doctors  or  hospitals  and  basically  force 
most  senior  citizens  in  either  managed 
care  programs  where  they  do  not  have 
choices  or  alternatively  make  them 
pay  more  out  of  pocket  for  the  services 
that  they  get. 

I  wanted  to  point  out  in  the  time  I 
have  remaining  here  what  I  would  call 
a  nxmiber  of  key  issues  that  I  think  re- 
veal the  true  colors  of  the  Gingrich- 
Dole  Medicare  plan.  First,  the  Repub- 
lican leadership  claims  that  Medicare 
is  going  broke  and  they  are  saving  it. 
Well,  last  year  they  knew  they  were 
cutting  Medicare  before  the  Medicare 
trustees'  report  came  out.  The  trust- 
ees" report  was  used  and  will  be  used 
again  this  year  to  masquerade  their 
true  motives,  which  is  to  out  Medicare 
for  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy. 

Second,  it  is  likely  that  the  Medicare 
trustees  will  report  that  the  part  A 
trust  fund  will  become  insolvent,  they 
are  claiming,  I  think,  we  expect  the  re- 
port to  say  that  the  insolvency  projec- 
tion is  about  5  years  from  now.  Well, 
Democrats  are  interested  in  shoring  up 
the  Medicare  trust  fund  and  have  voted 
for  plans  that  achieve  this  goal. 

President  Clinton  has  proposed  a 
plan  that  will  extend  the  life  of  the 


Medicare  program,  if  you  will,  for  at 
least  another  10  years.  So  this  notion 
that  somehow  the  Republicans  are  sav- 
ing Medicare  is  simply  false.  The 
Democrats  have  put  forward  proposals 
that  would  save  Medicare  and  prevent 
solvency  but  not  make  basic  structural 
changes  in  the  Medicare  program. 

Third,  the  GOP  claim  they  are  mere- 
ly slowing  the  rate  of  growth  of  Medi- 
care with  their  drastic  cuts.  Well,  let 
us  be  honest  about  it.  When  the  Ging- 
rich-Dole rate  of  growth  does  not  keep 
pace  with  the  increasing  medical  costs, 
then  seniors  will  either  pay  more  or  see 
reduced  services  and  second  class 
health  care. 

This  was  Speaker  Gingrich's  main 
point  over  the  weekend  on  "Meet  the 
Press."  He  claimed,  oh,  we  are  just 
slowing  the  growth  of  Medicare,  we  are 
not  making  cuts.  Well,  if  the  growth 
does  not  keep  up  with  inflation  how  in 
the  world  are  average  senior  citizens 
going  to  get  quality  care  or  the  same 
level  of  services  they  get  now? 

Fourth,  the  GOP  claims  the  Ging- 
rich-Dole Medicare  plan  offers  choices. 
In  fact,  they  are  taking  away  senior 
choices.  Their  plan  will  co-op  senior 
citizens  into  managed  care  plans  or 
HMO's,  forcing  them  to  give  up  their 
choice  of  doctors. 

And  lastly,  I  wanted  to  mention,  Mr. 
Speaker,  how  the  Gingrich-Dole  plan 
differs  from  the  Democratic  alter- 
natives. In  addition  to  the  steep  cuts, 
the  Gingrich-Dole  plan  makes  radical 
structural  changes  to  Medicare.  For  in- 
stance, it  calls  for  steeper  cuts  to  hos- 
pitals, compounded  with  extreme  Med- 
icaid cuts,  and  hospitals  will  simply 
close. 

Additionally,  the  Gingrich-Dole  plan 
will  allow  doctors  remaining  in  the  tra- 
ditional Medicare  to  charge  seniors 
more  in  out-of-pockets  costs.  The  pro- 
tection existing  now  when  you  go  to 
the  doctor,  he  cannot  charge  you  more 
than  15  percent.  That  is  gone.  Now  they 
can  charge  whatever  they  want. 

And,  last,  concerning  the  controver- 
sial medical  accounts,  the  MSA's,  or  I 
call  them  the  wealthy-healthy  ac- 
counts, the  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  found  any  plan  to  incor- 
porate the  wealthy-healthy  accounts 
will  actually  hasten  Medicare's  insol- 
vency. It  will  cost  the  trustees  over  $3 
billion.  That  is  certainly  no  way  to 
save  Medicare. 


WHAT  GENDER  GAP?  LIBERAL 
MEDIA  SPIN 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
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12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Stearns]  is  recognized  during 
morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  STEARNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
say  to  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Pallone],  the  former  Governor  of 
Colorado  has  been  speaking  over  the 
weekend  to  the  Perot  party.  He  indi- 
cated he  supported  President  Clinton 
in  1992  but  he  can  no  longer  support 
President  Clinton  because  the  Demo- 
crats and  the  President  are 
demagoging  the  issue  on  Medicare. 
There  are  indeed  no  cuts.  In  fact,  the 
amount  of  money  that  is  going  to 
Medicare  is  going  up  every  year:  it  is 
going  up  almost  7.3  percent. 

That  being  said,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
here  to  talk  about  the  gender  gap  and 
how  women  identify  with  this  as  a  po- 
litical issue.  Now  this  gender  gap  is 
touted  by  the  National  Organization  of 
Women  as  being  in  their  favor.  It  is 
mentioned  in  the  Presidential  election 
that  one  candidate  has  a  gender  gap 
problem  among  voters.  What  does  this 
all  really  mean? 

Well.  Concerned  Women  for  America 
recently  hired  the  Wirthlin  Group  to 
conduct  a  survey,  which  directly  chal- 
lenges the  stereotypical  view  of  the 
gender  gap  drawing  women  to  the  lib- 
eral position  on  controversial  social 
issues. 

Its  conducted  survey  found  when  ask- 
ing thefr  party  affiliation,  it  did  show 
40  percent  of  the  women  out  of  this 
1,000  people  that  they  asked,  40  percent 
of  the  women  identified  themselves  as 
Democrat,  29  percent  as  Republican 
and  25  percent  as  Independent.  The 
Democrats  appear  to  have  an  advan- 
tage because  the  gender  gap  assumes 
women  voters  hold  liberal  positions  on 
many  issues.  This  assumption  would 
appear  to  create  a  risk  for  candidates 
who  take  a  conservative  position  on 
Issues. 

In  terms  of  political  philosophy,  how- 
ever, 53  percent  of  all  the  women  sur- 
veyed identified  themselves  as  conserv- 
ative; that  is,  women  who  identified 
themselves  as  Democrats  were  also 
identifying  themselves  as  conserv- 
atives. This  clearly  shows  party  affili- 
ation does  not  automatically  translate 
into  liberal  ideology  nor  an  outright 
rejection  of  conservatism. 

While  the  NOW  organization  is  often 
accepted  as  the  standard  position  for 
women  voters,  this  organization  actu- 
ally emphasizes  the  gender  gap  by  pro- 
moting the  notion  that  women's  issues 
such  as  abortion  are  the  sole  deter- 
minant for  women  voters.  Well,  this  is 
not  true.  Only  36  percent  of  the  women 
surveyed  have  a  formidable  and  favor- 
able impression  of  NOW  which  portrays 
itself  as  a  voice  of  American  women. 

The  survey  also  found  out  that  only  1 
percent  of  women  listing  abortion  as 
their  key  issue  of  all  the  issues.  When 
asked  about  abortion,  55  percent  of 
women  were  pro-life,  contrasting  the 
views  of  NOW  who  are  strongly  pro- 


abortion.  An  even  larger  majority,  66 
percent,  favor  adoption  for  tax  credit, 
using  tax  credits.  These  findings  indeed 
support  a  gender  gap  in  favor  of  con- 
servative voters. 

Women  identified  a  decline  in  family 
values  as  the  single  most  important 
issue.  The  NOW  group  proposes  a  gen- 
erally liberal  position  with  regard  to 
family  views,  particularly  dealing  with 
homosexual  rights  and  welfare  reform. 
Welfare  reform  pits  66  percent  of 
women  against  the  views  of  liberals 
and  the  NOW  group  and  in  favor  of  re- 
forms such  as  family  caps. 

The  Wirthlin  study  depicts  the  gen- 
der grap  as  really  not  a  gap  at  all.  Rath- 
er, there  has  been  a  lack  of  effective 
leadership  to  articulate  the  conserv- 
ative position  to  women.  On  abortion, 
adoption,  family  values,  welfare  re- 
form, and  homosexuality  rights  women 
are  just  frankly  conservative  and 
frankly  share  the  Republican  view.  The 
media  has  played  a  large  part  in  dis- 
couraging conservative  candidates  by 
concluding  conservative  social  policies 
alienate  women  voters.  This  poll  shows 
just  the  opposite,  and  what  we  have, 
frankly,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  a  liberal  spin 
on  the  issue  of  the  gender  gap. 

Liberal  politicians  are  already  de- 
tecting this,  though.  They  realize  the 
conservative  positions  are  the  way  to 
go  and  to  promote  ideas.  Conservatives 
during  the  Reagan  era  were  able  to  at- 
tract millions  of  registered  Democrat 
voters  largely  on  the  strength  of  Rea- 
gan's social  conservatism.  As  conserv- 
ative leaders,  we  have  the  ability  to  at- 
tract these  voters,  including  these  so- 
called  women's  issues.  The  gender  gap 
is  removed. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  gender  gap  is  a  fig- 
ment of  the  liberals  and  the  media's 
imagination.  For  once  the  issues  are 
clearly  explained  by  the  overwhelming 
majority  of  women  today  of  all  politi- 
cal persuasions  accepting  the  conserv- 
ative approach  to  abortion,  adoption, 
family  values,  welfare  reform,  and  ho- 
mosexual rights.  Today's  women  are 
basically  conservative. 


WHAT  THE  GENDER  GAP  IS  ALL 
ABOUT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995,  the  gentlewoman  from  Colo- 
rado [Mrs.  SCHROEDER]  is  recognized 
during  morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  delighted  to  be  following  the  prior 
gentleman  onto  the  floor,  because  I 
want  to  talk  a  bit  about  the  gender  gap 
and  how  I  think  they  still  just  do  not 
get  it. 

America's  women  are  engaging  in  a 
gender  gap  because  they  are  very  con- 
cerned that  the  Government  does  not 
understand  what  has  happened  to  thefr 
families,  and  American  women  are 
very  family  based.  That  was  the  whole 
purpose  of  this  Stand  for  Children  or- 


ganization this  weekend,  where  hun- 
dreds of  thousands  of  people  and  orga- 
nizations came  together  to  say  things 
have  changed  so  drastically  for  Ameri- 
cas  families,  but  the  Government  does 
not  understand  it,  the  corporations  do 
not  understand  it,  institutions  do  not 
understand  it.  And  if  we  do  not  sud- 
denly start  understanding  what  this  is 
about,  we  are  looking  at  real  disaster. 

Let  me  just  point  out  a  bit  why  I 
think  things  have  changed  so  much.  I 
graduated  from  high  school  in  1958.  I 
want  to  read  to  you  what  came  from 
my  high  school  book  on  home  econom- 
ics about  how  I  should  be  a  good  wife. 

No.  1,  it  said:  When  your  husband 
comes  home,  have  dinner  ready.  Plan 
ahead  the  night  before  a  delicious 
meal.  Men  like  to  be  fed  right  as  they 
come  through  the  door,  and  they  will 
feel  very  comforted  if  they  know  that 
they  can  always  count  on  that. 

No.  2,  prepare  yourself  at  least  15 
minutes  before  your  husband  is  coming 
home.  Be  sure  you  are  refreshed.  Touch 
up  your  makeup,  put  a  ribbon  in  your 
hair,  clear  away  the  clutter  in  the 
house,  get  the  children  cleaned  up.  Re- 
member, they  are  little  treasures  and 
they  must  look  like  little  treasures. 
Minimize  all  noise.  Turn  off  all  ma- 
chines in  the  house  and  be  there  at  the 
door  to  greet  him  and  welcome  him 
home  from  the  very,  very  difficult  day 
he  has  had  at  work. 

Do  not  greet  him  Mrith  problems.  Do 
not  greet  him  with  complaints.  Do  not 
complain  if  he  Is  late  for  dinner.  Listen 
to  him.  Let  him  talk  first.  Make  the 
evening  his. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  you  show  me  an 
American  home  where  you  can  practice 
this  today  and  I  am  going  to  move 
there.  My  husband  and  I  have  never 
been  able  to  do  this.  He  has  wanted 
that  kind  of  wife,  I  have  wanted  to  be 
that  kind  of  wife.  We  cannot  afford  it. 
nor  can  anyone  else  in  America  today, 
except  the  extremely  wealthy,  because 
we  are  in  a  global  economy. 

D  1245 

While  America's  families  used  to  be 
little  islands  of  tranquillity,  what  has 
happened  to  us  today  is  they  are  like 
the  Bermuda  Triangle.  We  have  a  gov- 
ernment, wfe  have  Members  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  who  vote  against 
family  medical  leave,  against  helping 
with  child  care,  against  helping  with 
elder  care,  against,  against,  against, 
against  trying  to  increase  the  amount 
of  deductions  for  children,  on  and  on 
and  on.  Yet  they  claim  they  are  pro- 
family.  But  what  they  are  sajrlng  is, 
your  family  is  your  problem,  the  Gov- 
ernment should  not  do  anything  about 
it. 

The  problem  is  no  one  has  time  to  be 
a  family  anymore  because  they  are 
working  so  hard.  The  average  Amer- 
ican family  feels  like  one  of  those 
squirrels  in  a  wheel.  They  run  Caster 
and  faster  every  year,  thefr  tongue  is 
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hanging  out,  and  they  never  get  out  of 
the  bottom  of  the  wheel.  The  Govern- 
ment keeps  telling  them,  greet  your 
husband  at  the  door,  make  sure  his  din- 
ner is  on  the  table  and  the  children  are 
clean. 

Please.  That  is  what  is  driving  the 
gender  gap. 

All  the  work  and  family  issues  con- 
tinue to  get  ignored  because  we  have 
got  a  higher  economic  level  here  who 
very  often  does  not  understand  the 
stress  being  put  on  America's  families. 
So  when  you  look  at  the  rest  of  the 
Western  World,  they  are  way  ahead  of 
us.  When  you  look  at  what  people  were 
trying  to  say  here  this  weekend,  they 
were  saying:  Government,  get  a  clue; 
corporations,  get  a  clue;  institutions, 
get  a  clue. 

We  must  And  a  way  where  America's 
families  again  can  be  that  little  more 
tranquil  island.  They  will  probably 
never  be  able  to  go  back  to  the  1950's. 
But  for  heaven's  sake,  they  cannot  sur- 
vive under  the  tremendous  pressures 
that  they  are  now  under  where  you  see 
single-parent  families  trying  to  be  both 
mother,  father,  provider,  and  every- 
thing else,  dual-parent  families  work- 
ing at  a  gazillion  jobs  running  around 
trying  to  do  everything  just  to  keep 
the  mortgage  paid  and  hardly  recognize 
each  other  when  they  finally  do  get  to 
be  In  the  house  at  the  same  time. 

America's  families  today  have  to 
keep  pictures  of  the  family  members 
pasted  by  the  door  so,  if  people  like 
that  come  to  the  door,  they  know  who 
to  let  in  because  they  are  not  around 
enough.  That  is  what  the  gender  gap  is 
about.  We  have  not  understood  it  at  all 
in  this  body.  I  know.  It  took  me  9  years 
to  get  family  medical  leave  passed.  It 
is  not  nearly  enough. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  got  people  who 
want  to  roll  it  back  tomorrow.  We  have 
never  been  able  to  get  many  of  the 
other  things  done.  When  we  get  that 
done,  we  will  not  have  a  gender  gap. 
Let  us  get  on  with  it. 


INTERNAL  REVENUE  CODE 
GUIDELINES 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
COBLE).  Under  the  Speaker's  announced 
policy  of  May  12,  1995,  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Skaggs]  is  recog- 
nized during  morning  business  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
address  my  colleagues  today  about  an 
action  I  took  at  the  end  of  last  week  in 
requesting  the  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means  of  the 
House  and  the  chairman  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  National  Economic 
Growth,  Natixral  Resources,  and  Regru- 
latory  Affairs  of  the  Committee  on 
Government  Reform  and  Oversight  to 
hold  hearings  to  look  into  some  very 
troubling  transactions  that  have  re- 
cently been  reported  in  an  article  in 
the  Miami  Herald. 


Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  try  to  set  the 
context  for  this  by  reading  a  bit  from  a 
recent  publication  of  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Service  that  starts  out  saying 
that  charities,  501(c)(3)  organizations, 
should  be  careful  that  their  efforts  to 
educate  voters  stay  within  Internal 
Revenue  Service  Guidelines.  Quoting 
more  particularly:  "Organizations  ex- 
empt from  Federal  income  tax  as  orga- 
nizations described  in  section  501(c)(3) 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  are  pro- 
hibited by  the  terms  of  their  exemption 
from  participating  or  intervening  di- 
rectly or  indirectly  in  any  political 
campaign  on  behalf  of  or  in  opposition 
to  any  candidate  for  public  office."  It 
elaborates  on  that  saying  that  they 
cannot  endorse  any  candidate,  make 
any  donations,  engage  in  fxmdraising, 
whatever. 

What  events  raise  questions  under 
this  statement  of  the  law  governing 
these  501(c)(3)  organizations?  Mr. 
Speaker,  this  is  a  copy  of  a  letter,  as 
we  can  see,  on  letterhead  titled  Sen- 
ator Bob  Dole,  majority  leader,  which 
starts  out  as  follows:  "Dear  friend,  I 
want  you  to  join  me  in  an  historic 
campaign  to  rein  in  the  Federal  Gov- 
ermnent  in  order  to  set  free  the  spirit 
of  the  American  people."  It  goes  on, 
somewhat  later  on  this  first  i)age: 
"President  Clinton  and  the  liberal  big 
government  advocates  would  like  you 
and  all  Americans  to  believe  the  public 
is  turning  against  our  efforts." 

It  goes  on  for  two  or  three  pages  be- 
fore one  learns  that  this  is  a  letter  paid 
for  and  soliciting  funds  in  behalf  of  the 
Citizens  Against  Government  Waste, 
an  organization  organized  under  sec- 
tion 501(c)(3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  and  therefore  subject  to  exactly 
the  prohibition  stated  in  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service  advisory  earlier  this 
year. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  was  brought  to  my 
attention  through  an  article  in  the 
Miami  HeraJd  which  I  would  ask  to  in- 
clude in  the  Record  along  with  copies 
of  the  letters  in  question  that  I  quoted 
from.  Clearly  that  kind  of  letter  being 
submitted  in  behalf  of  an  Individual 
who  is  running  for  President  of  the 
United  States  making  the  kind  of  argu- 
ments that  are  very  relevant  to  his 
campaign  for  President  of  the  United 
States  but  being  paid  for  under  the 
auspices  of  a  tax-exempt  501(c)(3)  orga- 
nization raise  some  very,  very  serious 
questions.  They  evidently  were  de- 
signed to  stimulate  support  for  the 
Presidential  campaign  of  Senator  Dole 
and  also  concluded  suggestions  that  re- 
cipients of  the  letter  make  contribu- 
tions to  the  organizations  that  paid  for 
the  letter. 

We  are  told  that  the  sponsoring  orga- 
nizations, which  also  included  the  Her- 
itage Foundation,  then  turned  around 
and  provided  the  names  and  addresses 
of  persons  who  contributed  in  response 
to  these  letters,  to  the  Presidential 
campaign  of  Senator  Dole  so  that  pre- 


sumably they  could  be  used  for  solici- 
tations by  his  campaign.  The  Internal 
Revenue  Code  explicitly  prohibits 
501(c)(3)  organizations  from  engaging  in 
just  this  kind  of  political  activity  di- 
rectly or  indirectly  in  support  of  or  in 
opposition  to  a  candidate's  campaign. 

The  Miami  Herald  article  that  I  refer 
to  also  makes  it  clear  that  neither  the 
501(c)(3)  organizations'  expenditures  in 
preparing  and  distributing  the  letters 
nor  the  lists  of  contributors  that  were 
then  provided  by  these  organizations  to 
the  Dole  for  President  campaign  have 
been  reported  as  contributions  to  the 
Dole  campaign.  If  the  figures  are  cor- 
rect, these  mailings  to  some  10  million 
Americans  cost  nearly  SI  million.  The 
value  of  the  contributor  lists  are  worth 
possibly  $40,000  or  more.  But  here  was 
no  reporting  either  under  the  FEC  laws 
and  again  no  explanation  was  made  as 
to  how  this  could  occur  in  compliance 
with  the  clear  prohibitions  in  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  against  this  kind 
of  campaigrn  activity  by  501(c)(3)s. 

It  raises  a  whole  range  of  questions 
which  I  believe  appropriate  conmilttees 
of  the  House  ought  to  look  into  regard- 
ing the  coordination  between  the  Presi- 
dential campaigns  and  these  nonprofit 
organizations  who  benefited  by  the 
mailings,  how  much  they  cost,  how  the 
lists  were  developed,  whether  or  not  it 
was  all  coordinated  with  the  Dole  cam- 
paign. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  take  the 
action  as  I  requested  and  conduct  a 
thorough  investigation  of  this  matter. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  include  the  following 
materials  for  the  Record: 

[From  cbe  Miami  Herald,  May  25. 1996] 

Dole  Campaign  Gets  Help  from 

Nonprofits  He  aided 

(By  Frank  Greve) 

Washington.— Bob  Dole,  shortly  after  he 
announced  last  year  that  he  was  running  for 
president,  sent  millions  of  Americans  letters 
urging  them  to  contribute  to  the  Heritage 
Foundation.  And  to  Citizens  Against  Govern- 
ment Waste.  And  to  a  half-dozen  other  rlght- 
of-center  groups. 

Dole's  advocacy  could  get  his  campaign 
into  trouble  with  the  Federal  Election  Com- 
mission. It  also  could  get  tax-exempt  groups 
he  helped  Into  hot  water  with  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service. 

That's  because  tax-exempt  groujis  can't 
participate  In  partisan  politics,  Dole  can't 
take  help  from  them,  and  the  letters  he 
wrote  for  them  helped  his  campaign  raise 
money. 

Here's  how  It  worked:  The  nonprofits  paid 
for  the  letters,  which  promoted  both  Dole 
and  their  cause.  The  nonprofits  kept  the  do- 
nations, but  passed  on  to  the  Dole  campaign, 
free  of  charge,  the  name  of  every  contributor 
he  inspired.  Those  hot  prospects— maybe 
200,000  of  them— subsequently  got  letters 
from  Dole  asking  them  to  contribute  to  his 
campaign. 

Dole  has  not  reported  these  mailing  lists 
as  contributions,  arguing  that  they  were 
part  of  a  barter  not  covered  by  federal  elec- 
tion law.  The  lists  could  be  worth  $40,000  or 
more,  according  to  direct-mail  specialists. 
Under  Federal  Election  Commission  law, 
campaigners  can't  take  anything  from  feder- 
ally chartered  nonproflts.  Mailing  lists  are 
explicitly  banned. 
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Nor  have  the  tax-exempt  groups  acknowl- 
edged any  political  help  to  Dole.  IRS  law,  re- 
iterated m  a  public  warning  last  month,  for- 
bids their  participation  in  "any  activities 
that  may  be  beneficial  or  detrimental  to  any 
candidate." 

Both  Dole  and  the  nonprofits  argue  that 
their  deals  were  a  simple  swap:  a  politician's 
fund-raising  help  for  the  names  of  donors  at- 
tracted. 

"We  are  clearly  within  our  rights  to  have 
engaged  In  this  practice."  Christina  Martin, 
deputy  press  secrex&ry  for  the  Dole  cam- 
paign, said.  "We  don't  think  there  are  any 
problems,  but  if  there  are.  they  lie  with  the 
nonproflts  and  the  IRS,  not  the  Dole  cam- 
paign." 

In  fact,  other  presidential  candidates,  in- 
cluding Ronald  Reagan,  have  traded  endorse- 
ments for  mailing  lists  in  the  past.  But 
times  may  be  changing,  particularly  at  the 
IRS. 

Tax-exempt  groups  that  participate  In  pol- 
itics in  any  way  are  "going  to  get  in  trou- 
ble," Marcus  Owens,  director  of  the  tax  serv- 
ice's Exempt  Organizations  Division,  warned 
In  an  interview,  noting  that  he  had  a  record 
high  of  more  than  30  such  cases  pending. 
A  recent  crackdown 

Just  last  month,  Owens  and  the  IRS 
cracked  down  on  tax-exempt  groups  that  ad- 
vocated electing  or  unseating  particular  can- 
didates. That  had  been  a  staple  motivator  in 
fund-raising  appeals  of  many  groups. 

Without  referring  to  Dole's  deals  in  par- 
ticular, Owens  said  trades  involving  mailing 
lists  "could  very  well  be  viewed  as  political 
Intervention,  because  a  mailing  list  Is  a  very 
valuable  item  for  a  political  campaign." 

"The  IRS  Is  shooting  straight  at  the  heart 
of  a  rather  common  practice,"  said  Frances 
Hill,  a  University  of  Miami  law  professor 
who  concentrates  on  exempt  organizations. 
"Having  a  candidate  sign  a  fund-raising  let- 
ter for  a  [tax-exempt  organization]  during  a 
campaign  is  not  something  I  would  advise." 

For  Dole's  presidential  drive,  the  Initial 
letters  on  the  groups'  behalf  may  have  been 
more  valuable  than  the  contributor  lists 
they  generated. 

"I  want  you  to  Join  me  in  an  historic  cam- 
I)algn  to  rein  In  the  federal  government  In 
order  to  set  free  the  spirit  of  the  American 
people."  Dole  began  in  a  typical  appeal,  this 
one  on  behalf  of  Citizens  Against  Govern- 
ment Waste,  a  Washington-based  foe  of  pork- 
barrel  spending. 

"President  Clinton  and  the  liberal,  blg- 
govemment  advocates, "  Dole  continued,  are 
undermining  his  budget-balancing  efforts, 
"laying  the  groundwork  for  future  tax  In- 
creases." 

Not  until  Page  3  of  the  four-page  appeal 
does  Dole  mention  Citizens  Against  Govern- 
ment Waste  as  his  Important  ally  and  urge  a 
contribution  to  the  group. 

Appeals  like  these  enabled  Dole  to  arouse — 
free — millions  of  activists  essential  to  his 
voter  base.  Postage  along  cost  the  nonproflts 
$80,000  per  million-letters.  An  estimated  10 
million  letters  were  sent. 

The  Citizens  Against  Government  Waste 
appeal,  using  envelopes  and  stationery  with 
Dole's  name  on  it  in  ornate  script,  was  high- 
ly successful,  reported  Thomas  Schatz,  the 
group's  president. 

He  added  that  giving  the  donor  list  derived 
to  the  endorser  is  a  "standard  practice"  In 
the  direct-mail  Industry.  The  transaction 
was  merely  "a  trade,"  Schatz  added,  and  It 
served  his  group  well. 

Exchanges  of  endorsements  for  mailing 
lists  are  "purely  a  business  decision."  ac- 
cording to  John  'Von  Kannon,  treasurer  of 


the  Heritage  Foundation,  a  Washington 
think  tank.  Heritage  gained  as  much  or  more 
from  Dole's  signature  as  Dole  gained  from 
the  mailing  list,  "Von  Kannon  said,  so  no 
campaign  contribution  was  made. 

"There's  law  as  written  and  law  as  en- 
forced," stressed  lawyer  William  Lehrfeld, 
an  adviser  to  Washington's  conservative  non- 
profits. Politicians  and  nonproflts  have  con- 
sorted together  for  as  long  as  priests  have 
fought  abortion  and  campaigners  have 
sought  pulpit  endorsements,  Lehrfeld  con- 
tended. The  only  real  question,  he  added.  Is 
where  the  IRS  chooses  to  draw  the  line. 

IRS  rulings  lag  years  behind  current  prac- 
tices, so  it's  Impossible  to  know  exactly 
what  the  agency's  recent  wamlngrs  mean. 
While  declining  to  address  Dole's  dealings  di- 
rectly, Owens  raised  some  questions  about 
them. 

Among  them  were  the  timing  of  Dole's  ap- 
peals, the  degree  of  political  content  in 
them,  and  whether  participating  groups  were 
prepared  to  offer  to  other  politicians  the 
mailing  lists  Dole  helped  create. 

RULING  awaited 

The  Federal  Election  Commission  also 
moves  slowly  and  has  not  yet  ruled  on  a  case 
Involving  an  exchange  of  endorsements  and 
mailing  lists,  according  to  spokesman  Ian 
Stirton.  Until  such  a  ruling  Is  made,  the 
commission's  Interpretation  will  not  be 
known. 

The  Clinton  campaign  has  "absolutely 
not"  engaged  In  the  practice,  according  to 
Hal  Malchow,  head  of  Clinton's  direct-mall 
effort.  Nor  did  the  1992  campaign  use  mailing 
lists  from  tax-exempt  groups,  said  Ann 
Lewis,  deputy  manager  of  the  Clinton  cam- 
paign. 

Among  Democrats,  Sen.  Edward  Kennedy 
of  Massachusetts  recently  endorsed  a  direct- 
mail  appeal  for  Handgun  Control  Inc.  with 
the  expectation  of  obtaining  the  donor  list. 
Kennedy  Intends  to  pay  for  the  names,  his 
offlce  and  the  nonprofit  said  when  a  reporter 
raised  the  Issue. 

Dear  Friend:  I  want  you  to  join  me  in  an 
historic  campaign  to  rein  in  the  federal  gov- 
ernment In  order  to  set  free  the  spirit  of  the 
American  people. 

I  want  to  wage  a  bold  effort  to  slash  the 
waste  out  of  the  federal  government  and  bal- 
ance the  budget.  But  I  need  your  help. 

As  a  starting  point  In  this  critical  process. 
I  have  already  called  for  and  started  working 
toward  the  elimination  of  the  Departments 
of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  Com- 
merce, and  Energy. 

Clearly,  these  are  three  of  the  most  Inef- 
fective, burdensome  and  wasteful  depart- 
ments of  government.  What's  more,  the 
states  can  do  a  much  better  job  of  admin- 
istering welfare  than  bureaucrats  here  in 
Washington. 

The  tens  of  billions  of  dollars  per  year 
saved  by  eliminating  these  unnecessary  and 
meddlesome  departments  will  amount  to  a 
good  down  payment  on  balancing  the  budget. 

But  we  must  go  much,  much  further! 

We  must  cut  many  additional  billions  of 
dollars  in  waste  and  slow  the  growth  of  gov- 
ernment If  we  are  to  balance  the  budget  and 
save  our  children  and  grandchildren  from  a 
future  in  which  the  lion's  share  of  their  earn- 
ings will  go  to  pay  off  our  debts. 

One  of  the  best  ways  you  can  join  and  help 
me  In  this  war  on  wasteful  spending  and  the 
deficit  Is  by  answering  the  very  Important 
Survey  I  have  enclosed  for  you. 

This  National  Survey  to  Slash  Wasteful 
Spending  &  the  Deficit  Is  a  powerful  way  you 
can  make  your  opinions  known  In  Washing- 
ton right  now. 


What's  more,  this  Survey  will  demonstrate 
that  support  for  cutting  wasteful  spending  Is 
growing  stronger  every  day. 

President  Clinton  and  the  liberal,  blg-gov- 
emment  advocates  would  like  you  and  all 
Americans  to  believe  the  public  Is  turning 
against  our  efforts  to  balance  the  budget  and 
cut  wasteful  government. 

Your  Survey  will  help  me  prove  them 
wrong!  Please  take  a  moment  now  to  answer 
and  return  your  Survey. 

I  cannot  overemphasize  how  critical  it  is 
for  you  to  personally  participate  In  this  na- 
tionwide Survey.  Please  answer  today! 

If  you  fall  to  publicly  support  this  new 
waste-cutting  camjiaign.  I  fear  that  our  cur- 
rent effort  to  slash  the  size,  cost  and  power 
of  wasteful  government  may  fall  and  the  def- 
icit will  skyrocket  well  beyond  Its  current 
$200  billion  a  year  level.  Here's  why  I  say 
that. 

Have  you  noticed  recently  that  the  blg- 
govemment  advocates  want  you  and  all 
Americans  to  believe  that  cutting  spending 
is  "hurting  children  and  helping  rich  peo- 
ple?" 

These  are  not  isolated  cases  of  fair-minded 
opposition  to  one  or  another  specific  cuts  In 
government  waste. 

This  is  a  concerted  campaign  to  stop  all  ef- 
forts to  cut  wasteful  government  spending 
by  portraying  all  government  spending  as 
"sacred"  and  the  waste-cutters  as  "heart- 
less." 

It  is  a  campaign  waged  by  blg-govemment 
advocates  who  live  off  of  govemmeat  waste 
and  refuse  to  recognize  the  terrible  damage 
which  40  years  of  wasteful,  runaway  deficit 
spending  has  done  to  America. 

You  and  I  and  all  the  budget-cutters  In 
Congress  are.  in  fact,  facing  nothing  short  of 
an  all-out  political  battle. 

We  face  a  battle  between  those  of  us  who 
want  to  avert  a  deficit  crisis  by  cutting 
wasteful  government  spending  and  those  who 
view  all  government  spending  as  "sacred," 
care  little  about  the  deflclt  and  are  laying 
the  groundwork  for  future  tax  Increases. 

Let  me  give  you  just  one  example. 

Did  you  notice  how,  with  the  active  help  of 
President  Clinton,  the  big-government  advo- 
cates have  tried  to  portray  the  new  Con- 
gress' efforts  to  reduce  only  the  growth  rate 
of  spending  on  school  lunches  as  an  actual 
cut  In  the  program? 

The  new  Congress  proposed  spending  more 
on  school  lunches  than  ever  before  In  Amer- 
ican history. 

Yet,  the  advocates  of  big  government  are 
trying  to  convince  the  American  people  that 
we  would  deny  food  to  starving  children. 

It  is  untrue.  It  is  distorted.  It  Is  pure  polit- 
ical propaganda 

Their  goal  is  to  convince  the  American 
people  that  cutting  spending  simply  can't  be 
done— that  it's  too  painful. 

They  are  once  again  trying  to  buUd  their 
case  which  says  that  America  has  this  mas- 
sive national  debt  not  because  Washington 
spends  too  much  money,  but  because  YOU 
don't  pay  enough  in  taxes. 

Your  Survey  will  help  to  counter  this  prop- 
aganda campaign  by  showing  that  you're  too 
smart  for  their  scare  tactics. 

Your  Survey  will  demonstrate  that  you 
want  conunon  sense  cuts  In  government 
waste  because  you  know  that  the  deficit  pro- 
duced by  this  wasteful  spending  will  dev- 
astate every  American's  future. 

Your  Survey  will  show  that  you  under- 
stand and  are  deeply  concerned  that  right 
now  every  child  bom  in  America  will  pay 
$187,000  over  their  lifetime  just  to  pay  the  in- 
terest on  the  debt  we've  already  accumu- 
lated. That  means  they  will  pay  $3,S00  in 


12916 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


June  4,  1996 


taxes  every  year  of  their  working  lives  Just 
to  pay  this  Interest  on  our  debt. 

Your  Survey  will  show  me  and  the  new 
Congress  which  wasteful  spending  you  want 
cut  first  In  our  drive  to  protect  the  tax- 
payers and  our  children's  future  by  bal- 
ancing the  budget. 

And  your  Survey  will  bolster  the  convic- 
tions of  the  members  of  Congress  who  are 
being  attacked  the  most  because  the  big  gov- 
ernment advocates  are  hoping  to  defeat  them 
m  the  next  election. 

I  urge  you  to  show  your  support  for  our 
cuts  In  wasteful  government  and  tell  us 
which  reforms  you  think  are  the  most  urgent 
by  answering  your  Survey  today.  Your  Sur- 
vey answers  will  be  tabulated  and  the  results 
will  be  aggressively  publicized  both  here  In 
Washington  and  to  opinion  leaders  and  the 
news  media  throughout  the  country. 

And  when  you  return  your  Survey.  I  must 
ask  you  to  also  nuike  a  special  contribution 
to  the  organization  which  Is  not  only  spon- 
soring this  vital  national  Survey,  but  Is  the 
leading  organization  In  the  fight  against  def- 
icit-producing government  waste. 

One  of  the  most  important  groups  in  fight- 
ing wasteful  government  spending  Is  Citizens 
Against  Government  Waste  (CAGW),  a  pri- 
vate, nonprofit  organization. 

Establishing  in  1984,  CAGW  began  as  an  or- 
ganization solely  devoted  to  fighting  for  the 
Implementation  of  Ronald  Reagan's  Grace 
Commission  recommendations. 

Since  then,  CAGW  has  been  credited  with 
leading  the  way  in  helping  to  cut  over  S2S0 
billion  In  government  spending.  Today, 
CAGW  researches  and  Identifies  the  most 
blatant  waste  In  government  and  shows  how 
It  can  be  eliminated. 

CAGW  has  a  long  and  successful  record  of 
winning  major  cuts  in  wasteful  spending 
without  sacrificing  America's  defenses.  My 
colleagues  and  I  for  years  have  applauded 
CAGW  for  providing  valuable  Information 
ne     -Hi  to  cut  wasteful  government. 

^  c  CAGW's  greatest  contribution  has 
beta  how  they  have  rallied  the  American 
people  m  opposition  to  government  waste 
and  the  deficit.  The  big  government  advo- 
cates laughed  at  CAGW,  when  years  ago  they 
began  an  aggressive  campaign  to  show  the 
American  people  how  the  deficit  and  govern- 
ment waste  were  Jeopardizing  their  futures. 

Last  November,  many  of  those  who  used  to 
laugh  at  CAGW  were  swept  out  of  office!  In 
fact,  CAGW  was  a  leading  force  In  the  popu- 
lar revolt  against  big.  wasteful,  deficit-rid- 
den government. 

But  now  we  need  CAGW  and  you,  as  a 
CAGW  Charter  Member,  to  wage  this  new 
campaign  to  demonstrate  widespread  support 
for  the  deeper  cuts  In  wasteful  goveriunent 
spending  and  balancing  the  budget,  and  to 
help  counter  the  outrageous  charge  that  cut- 
ting the  deficit-producing  waiste  will  "hurt 
children  and  help  rich  people." 

The  only  way  CAGW  can  wage  such  an  ag- 
gressive campaign  Is  if  you  will  send  a  Char- 
ter Membership  contribution  of  $25,  $35,  $50 
or  more  when  you  return  your  Survey. 

When  you  Join  CAGW,  you  will  make  it 
possible  for  CAGW  to  tabulate  and  report 
your  Survey  results  to  leaders  of  the  budget- 
cutting  efforts  on  Capitol  Hill.  Also,  your 
membership  contribution  will  enable  CAGW 
to  expand  this  campaign  to  generate  a  truly 
nationwide  outpouring  of  supi>ort  for  small- 
er, leaner  government. 

And  most  Importantly,  your  contribution 
will  provide  the  critical  dollars  CAGW  needs 
to  help  my  colleagues  and  me  counter  the 
outrageous  charges  of  being  "cruel  and 
heartless"  budget-cutters. 


The  best  way  we  can  counter  the  charges 
against  our  waste-cutting  efforts  is  by  over- 
whelming the  big-government  advocates 
with  detailed  examples  of  how  they  are  wast- 
ing our  tax  dollars  and  how  they  are  endan- 
gering the  future  of  our  children  and  grand- 
children. 

Unfortunately,  my  budget-cutting  col- 
leagues and  I  simply  don't  have  the  re- 
sources to  single-handedly  counter  the  in- 
tense and  misleading  propaganda  from  the 
advocates  of  big  government.  We  are  count- 
ing on  you  to  help  us  by  Joining  and  support- 
ing CAGW's  efforts.  Please  make  every  effort 
to  send  a  membership  contribution  of  $25, 
$35.  $50,  or  more  when  you  return  your  Sur- 
vey. 

The  road  ahead  will  only  get  tougher. 
Those  who  live  off  and  depend  on  govern- 
ment waste  will  fight  harder  and  harder.  If 
we  are  to  continue  slashing  wasteful  spend- 
ing and  the  deficit,  we  must  have  your  sup- 
port as  a  CAGW  member  in  rallying  the 
American  people  to  our  cause. 

But  the  success  of  CAGW's  efforts  all  de- 
pends on  your  decision  to  return  your  Survey 
and  send  a  generous  membership  contribu- 
tion today. 

This  Is  one  of  those  special  times  In  his- 
tory when  you  can  help  decide  the  outcome 
of  a  critical  national  debate.  Will  we  be  able 
to  make  the  cuts  In  wasteful  government 
spending  which  are  necessary  to  save  our 
children's  future  or  will  big-government  ad- 
vocates stop  us? 

With  your  contribution  and  your  Survey, 
you  can  help  ensure  that  our  efforts  to  con- 
tinue cutting  waste  will  not  be  blocked  by 
the  narrow,  selfish  special  Interest  groups. 
Please  respond  today  and  be  as  generous  as 
you  can.  My  colleagues  and  I  are  counting  on 
you. 

Sincerely, 

Senator  Bob  Dole. 

P.S.  The  next  few  months  will  be  critical 
In  our  battle  to  slash  wasteful  government 
spending.  If  we  are  to  succeed,  we  need  your 
support  today.  Please  answer  your  Survey 
right  away  and  return  it  with  your  most  gen- 
erous contribution  to  CAGW  possible.  My 
colleagues  and  I  want  and  need  to  hear  from 
you.  Please  answer  today. 

DEAR :  As  your  Senate  Majority  Lead- 
er. I  want  to  get  Washington  off  your  back 
and  out  of  your  pocket. 

I  want  to  take  power  from  Washington  and 
put  It  back  In  your  hands. 

I  want  the  federal  government  to  focus  on 
the  Jobs  it  does  best,  such  as  defending  the 
nation,  conducting  foreign  relations,  and 
putting  criminals  In  Jail. 

This  message — these  clear  ideas— Is  the  en- 
gine of  political  change  In  America  today.  It 
put  Congress  In  conservative  hands  for  the 
first  time  in  forty  years. 

And  working  with  my  close  friends  at  The 
Heritage  Foundation  (who  have  spent  two 
decades  trying  to  cut  government)  I  want  to 
change  how  Washington  taxes,  spends  and 
regulates. 

Families,  not  bureaucrats,  should  control 
what  their  children  are  taught. 

Billions  can  be  saved  and  service  Improved 
by  rethinking,  cutting  and  merging  the  14 
Cabinet  Department  as  they  exist  today. 

I  want  to  start  by  getting  rid  of  the  depart- 
ments of  Education,  Housing  and  Urban  De- 
velopment, Energy,  and  Commerce. 

And  as  a  Heritage  member  you  can  help  me 
by  reading  the  enclosed  fact  sheet  I  have  pre- 
pared with  the  help  of  Heritage's  respected 
policy  experts. 

It  offers  real  leadership.  Real  help  for  our 
country. 


Why  start  with  these  four? 
Because  they  are  examples  of  what's  gone 
wrong  in  Washington.  Their  missions  are  ei- 
ther duplicated  elsewhere,  obsolete,  or 
should  never  have  been  In  federal  hands  in 
the  first  place.  Yet  they  cost  $70  billion  and 
employ  74,000  bureaucrats. 

America  Is  better  off  without  them.  See  for 
yourself. 

71  other  government  bodies  already  dupli- 
cate functions  of  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce—yet we  spend  $3.6  billion  on  it  alone 
each  year. 

HUD  spends  more  than  $200  million  annu- 
ally on  programs  that  breed  despair  by  trap- 
ping poor  Americans  In  crime  ridden  slums— 
not  because  there  are  no  better  options,  but 
because  the  housing  authorities  don't  want 
to  change. 

The  Department  of  Energy's  budget  has  in- 
creased by  155%  since  Its  creation  In  1977  de- 
spite the  lack  of  any  threat  to  America's  en- 
ergy supplies. 

The  Department  of  Education  has  a  new 
$65  billion  program  that  could  dictate  every- 
thing from  how  schools  can  discipline  kids  to 
the  salaries  of  assistant  coaches.  This  de- 
partment was  created  as  a  political  payback 
to  the  teachers'  unions  by  Jimmy  Carter's 
White  House.  Since  then,  our  children's  test 
scores  have  plummeted  and  control  has  been 
taken  from  parents  and  communities. 

Your  fact  sheet  tells  you  what  else  is 
wrong  with  these  four  cabinet  departments, 
what  can  be  fixed,  what  should  be  tossed  out, 
how  the  Job  can  be  done  better  and  at  less 
cost  to  you. 

Take  a  few  minutes  to  read  it  and  tell  me 
what  you  think  by  filling  out  the  nine  ques- 
tion survey  enclosed  with  my  letter. 

Your  answers  will  be  tabulated  by  The  Her- 
itage Foundation  and  given  to  me,  every 
other  member  of  Congress,  the  White  House 
and  the  news  media. 

I  will  use  the  results — and  your  support— to 
keep  the  political  heat  turned  up  in  Wash- 
ington. Because,  unlike  the  rest  of  America, 
much  of  official  Washington  really  doesn't 
want  change. 

Already,  Bill  Clinton  and  the  special  inter- 
ests who  profit  from  the  current  system  (like 
the  National  Education  Association)  are 
fighting  pitched  battles  to  protect  the  turf 
that  has  made  too  many  of  them  rich  and 
powerful. 

President  Clinton,  the  "New  Democrat" 
who  campaigned  as  a  reformer,  has  become 
the  spokesman  for  the  status  quo. 

But  I  am  committed  to  giving  you  the  re- 
forms you  want  and  America  needs. 

The  liberals  spent  the  last  30  years  tinker- 
ing, spending  and  writing  laws  to  create  a 
"Great  Society"  but  all  we've  gotten  Is  debt 
and  despair. 

Their  thirst  for  special  interest  legislation 
cracks  and  fragments  our  cultural  unity. 
Rather  than  "One  nation  under  God"  we 
have  become  a  nation  of  unconnected  special 
Interest  groups. 

This  Is  what  Heritage  and  I  are  working  to 
fix. 

That's  why  I  hope  you  will  take  a  few  min- 
utes to  read  your  fact  sheet  and  let  me  know 
If  you  support  getting  rid  of  these  depart- 
ments entirely. 

It's  simple.  Just  complete  the  survey  and 
mall  It  to  my  attention  at  The  Heritage 
Foundation. 

Why  have  I  chosen  The  Heritage  Founda- 
tion? 

Because  I  trust  they  are  honest.  I  have 
counted  upon  their  accurate  and  well  docu- 
mented work  for  the  last  22  years. 

As  a  member,  you  know  Heritage  believes 
m  free  enterprise,  limited  government,  tradi- 
tional values  and  a  strong  national  defense. 
These  are  the  answers  to  our  problems. 
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Heritage  was  a  driving  force  behind  the 
success  of  my  friend  Ronald  Reagan's  two 
terms  In  office.  They  are  real  hawks  when  it 
comes  to  protecting  your  freedoms. 

Heritage  does  the  hard  work  of  looking  at 
government,  evaluating  what  It  does  and 
what  it  really  costs.  Their  work  is  closely 
watched  and  quoted  by  all  of  the  major  net- 
works and  news  organizations— which  is  no 
small  feat  when  you  know  the  press  is  most- 
ly run  by  lifelong  liberals. 

When  you  send  back  your  survey,  please 
Include  a  contribution  to  The  Heritage  Foun- 
dation to  help  them  continue  this  painstak- 
ing work  that  we  in  Congress  rely  on  so 
heavily. 

Ed  Foulner,  Heritage's  president,  has  told 
me  that  you  have  given  $25  to  the  Founda- 
tion. 

I  congratulate  you  on  your  generosity,  and 
I  urge  you  to  give  another  $25,  or  even  $75,  to 
Heritage  for  this  vital  work. 

As  you  know.  The  Heritage  Foundation 
lives  by  the  free  market  system  they  advo- 
cate. Heritage  accepts  no  government  funds 
and  relies  on  voluntary  gifts  to  support  their 
work. 

So  please  take  a  moment  to  read  our  fact 
sheet  on  shutting  down  the  Departments  of 
Education,  HUD.  Energy  and  Commerce  for- 
ever. Tell  us  what  you  think  by  completing 
the  survey  and  mailing  it  back  today.  In  ad- 
vance. I  thank  you  for  your  support. 
Sincerely, 

Bob  dole. 
Senate  Majority  Leader. 

P.S.  I  want  to  change  how  Washington 
taxes,  spends  and  regulates. 

But  with  Bill  Clinton  In  the  White  House, 
true  reform  will  not  come  easily.  It  requires 
all  who  want  It  to  work  together. 

That's  why  I  am  working  with  The  Herit- 
age Foundation  to  restore  our  future  by  lim- 
iting government  to  Its  core  functions  such 
as  national  defense  and  fighting  crime. 

I  want  to  start  by  cutting  the  Department 
of  Education.  Housing  and  Urban  Develop- 
ment. Energy,  and  Commerce.  This  saves  bil- 
lions of  your  tax  dollars  Immediately. 

How  do  you  feel  about  this? 

Tell  me  today.  Please  complete  the  en- 
closed survey  and  return  it  to  me  at  The  Her- 
itage Foundation.  And  your  gift  of  $25  or  $75 
to  help  Heritage  with  this  vital  work  Is 
greatly  appreciated.  Thank  you. 


WOMEN'S  PENSION  EQUITY  ACT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995,  the  gentlewoman  from  Oregon 
[Ms.  FURSE]  is  recognized  during  morn- 
ing business  for  5  minutes. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Speaker,  life  history 
is  important.  The  histoiry  of  a  Member 
of  Congress  can  give  insight  into  a 
problem  in  our  society.  This  is  just 
such  an  occasion. 

I  think  I  can  safely  say  that  my  work 
history  has  been  very  similar  to  that  of 
the  majority  of  American  women.  I  was 
a  mother.  I  was  a  homemaker.  I 
worked  in  my  community  for  commu- 
nity change.  I  was  a  volunteer.  I 
worked  in  a  nonprofit.  When  I  was  di- 
vorced, my  lawyer  did  not  do  what  he 
should  have  done,  which  was  make  suire 
that  the  pension  of  my  spouse  was 
something  that  I  would  have  been  pro- 
vided. 

I  continued  to  work  in  nonprofits  and 
community  organizations.  It  was  not 


until  I  came  to  Congress  that  I  ever  got 
a  job  where  there  was  a  pension  at- 
tached, and  even  that  I  cannot  vest  in. 
Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  the  situation 
for  a  majority  of  women,  elderly 
women  like  myself  in  this  country. 

I  am  honored  to  be  able  to  do  some- 
thing to  fix  this  situation.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, together  with  my  colleague,  the 
gentlewoman  from  New  York,  Mrs. 
NiTA  LowEY,  I  have  introduced  the 
Women's  Pension  Equity  Act.  Some  60 
percent  of  seniors  are  women,  but  they 
make  up  75  percent  of  the  elderly  poor. 
Women  are  far  more  likely  than  men  to 
live  out  their  older  lives  in  poverty, 
making  those  older  years  anything  but 
golden.  In  my  own  State,  I  ajn  sad  to 
say  that  only  37  percent  of  the  women 
in  Oregon  participate  in  a  pension  plan. 

We  need  to  make  steps  to  fix  this, 
take  steps,  that  is  what  the  Women's 
Pension  Equity  Act  does. 

Women  in  America  need  our  help. 
They  live  longer  than  men  and  are  five 
times  as  likely  to  be  widowed  than  wid- 
owers over  the  age  of  40.  In  the  last  20 
years,  the  nvmiber  of  women  over  the 
age  of  45  who  are  divorced  has  risen 
dramatically.  And  20  percent  of  older 
women  have  no  other  source  of  income 
than  Social  Security.  It  is  a  sad  fact, 
Mr.  Speaker,  but  elderly  women  are 
twice  as  likely  as  men  to  be  poor.  So 
that  is  why  we  need  these  pension  re- 
forms. 

According  to  the  AARP,  only  23  per- 
cent of  divorced  women  over  the  age  62 
had  pension  plans  of  any  type.  My  life 
history  is  just  like  that.  Nearly  50  per- 
cent of  married  private  pension  recipi- 
ents have  a  plan  that  will  not  continue 
to  pay  benefits  in  the  event  of  a 
spouse's  death. 

There  is  a  crack  in  our  safety  net, 
and  it  is  women  who  are  falling 
through  it.  The  Women's  Pension  Eq- 
uity Act  will  correct  these  inequities. 
My  bill  is  modeled  after  the  bill  intro- 
duced by  Senator  Carol  Moseley- 
Braun.  It  will  reform  pension  law  to 
help  protect  senior  women.  First  it  will 
make  much  needed  improvements  in 
private  pension  law  to  help  protect 
women  in  divorce  proceedings  and  to 
simplify  spousal  consent  rules  for  sur- 
vivor annuities. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  will  make  imiwrtant 
changes  to  improve  pension  coverage 
for  widows  or  divorced  widows  under 
the  Federal  Civil  Service  Retirement 
System  as  well  as  the  military  retire- 
ment system.  And  lastly,  the  legisla- 
tion would  improve  coverage  for  di- 
vorced women  under  the  Railroad  Re- 
tirement Board. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  must  reverse  the 
status  quo.  which  dictates  that,  if  you 
are  old  and  a  woman,  you  are  poor. 
This  legislation  is  about  reforming  the 
pension  system  to  protect  the  eco- 
nomic security  of  elderly  women. 
Women  have  worked  hard  their  entire 
lives,  serving  their  families,  their  ca- 
reers, their  communities,  and  they  de- 


serve nothing  less  than  the  best.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  this  legisla- 
tion and  work  for  its  swift  passage  in 
the  House. 


IT  IS  TIME  TO  LOOK  AT  THE 
JONES  ACT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Guam  [Mr. 
Underwood]  is  recognized  during 
morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  UNDERWOOD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  to  commend  Chairman  Howard 
Coble,  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  Coast  Guard  and  Maritime  Trans- 
portation, for  scheduling  a  hearing  to 
review  our  maritime  policy.  In  particu- 
lar, this  hearing  will  take  a  close  look 
at  the  Jones  Act,  which  requires  that 
goods  between  American  ports  be 
shipped  on  American  vessels. 

The  Jones  Act  might  make  sense  for 
some  mainland  communities,  but  it 
does  not  make  sense  for  Guam,  8,000 
miles  away  from  the  west  coast.  Unfor- 
tunately for  Guam,  the  defenders  of  the 
Jones  Act  form  a  unique  coalition  of 
labor  and  coirporate  interests  who  have 
every  intention  of  fighting  to  preserve 
their  coriwrate  pork  and  their  captive 
markets. 

We  need  to  study  this  issue  carefully 
and,  while  we  recognize  a  national  need 
for  a  strong  merchant  marine,  this  ob- 
jective should  not  be  accomplished  at 
the  expense  of  small  island  commu- 
nities or  the  American  consumer.  At 
the  very  least.  Congress  should  exam- 
ine the  changing  regulatory  environ- 
ment and  the  movement  to  free  trade. 
We  should  consider  which  regulatory 
regime  makes  sense  for  the  offshore  do- 
mestic trades — complete  deregxUation, 
with  full  competition,  or  a  regulated 
environment,  with  protections  for  the 
consumer  against  shipping  carrier  rate 
abuses. 

Guam's  position  is  that  the  Jones 
Act  should  not  apply  to  territories  out- 
side the  U.S.  Customs  Zone — and  Guam 
is  the  only  U.S.  territory  located  out- 
side the  U.S.  Customs  Zone  subject  to 
the  Jones  Act.  American  Samoa,  the 
Virgin  Islands,  and  our  good  neighbor, 
the  Commonwealth  of  the  Northern 
Marianas,  are  all  exempt  from  the 
Jones  Act.  Guam  seeks  an  exemption 
firom  the  Jones  Act  consistent  with  the 
treatment  of  other  U.S.  Territories 
outside  the  U.S.  Customs  Zone. 

I  welcome  the  hearing  on  June  12  on 
this  issue  and  I  thank  Chairman  COBX^ 
for  inviting  the  Governor  of  Guam  to 
help  make  our  case  before  the  commit- 
tee. 

My  intern  asked  who  the  Jones  Act  is 
named  for— well,  it's  not  the  John  Paul 
Jones  who  said  "Don't  give  up  the 
ship,"  it's  the  other  Jones  who  might 
have  said  "Don't  give  up  the  shipping 
subsidy." 
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REV.  RANDY  ALBANO 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
COBI^).  Under  the  Speaker's  announced 
policy  of  May  12,  1995,  the  grentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Bentsen]  is  recogiiized 
during  morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  BENTSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
rise  to  recognize  the  Reverend  Randy 
Albano,  who  works  in  my  district  as- 
sisting seafarers  throughout  the  world 
who  travel  to  the  Port  of  Houston,  in 
their  personal  and  spiritual  needs.  Fa- 
ther Albano  recently  brought  to  light 
the  vicious  murder  of  three  Romanian 
stowaways  beaten  and  thrown  over- 
board from  a  ship  off  the  coast  of  Spain 
and,  through  his  contacts,  was  able  to 
assure  the  safety  of  the  vessel's  crew 
members  in  bringing  the  responsible 
parties  to  justice. 

Father  Albano,  working  out  of  the 
Barbours  Cut  Seafarers'  Center  in 
LaPorte,  TX,  intervened  with  the  Ca- 
nadian Government  on  behalf  of  eight 
Filipino  seamen  who  wrote  to  him  that 
they  had  witnessed  their  officers  mur- 
der three  Romanian  stowaways.  Two  of 
the  Romanians  were  set  adrift  on  a 
small  makeshift  raft  after  they  were 
discovered,  and  the  raft  subsequently 
fell  apart  in  the  high  seas,  and  the 
third  Romanian  was  stabbed  to  death 
on  the  deck  of  the  ship  and  then  cast 
overboard. 

The  Filipino  crewmen,  fearing  for 
their  lives,  contacted  Father  Albano 
for  guidance.  He  referred  the  matter  to 
the  Canadian  Government,  which  de- 
tained the  captain  in  Halifax,  NS. 

I  have  contacted  the  Canadian  Am- 
bassador to  express  my  concern  that 
the  Filipino  seamen  be  granted  refugee 
status  and  that  the  captain  and  officers 
of  the  ship  be  prosecuted  for  these  un- 
speakable crimes. 

I  would  especially  like  to  express  my 
deep  appreciation  for  Father  Albano 
for  the  Important  work  that  he  does 
and  also  to  the  Barbours  Cut  Seafarers' 
Center  and  its  many  civic  volunteers 
from  LaPorte,  including  Lou  Lawler. 
Father  Albano,  and  the  volunteers  at 
the  Seafarers'  Center  in  Barbours  Cut 
have  done  so  much  to  ensure  safe  trav- 
el on  the  high  seas  and  to  improve 
working  conditions  and  the  quality  of 
life  for  seafarers. 

Once  again.  Father  Albano  has  coura- 
geously helped  to  ensure  that  the  rule 
of  law  and  basic  respect  for  humanity 
are  observed  on  the  high  seas. 


RECESS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  There 
being  no  further  requests  for  morning 
business,  pursuant  to  clause  12,  rule  I. 
the  House  will  stand  in  recess  until  2 
p.m. 

Accordingly  (at  1  o'clock  and  2  min- 
utes p.m.),  the  House  stood  in  recess 
until  2  p.m. 


AFTER  RECESS 

The  recess  have  expired,  the  House 
was  called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  Upton]  at  2  p.m. 


PRAYER 

Rabbi  Edward  Davis,  Young  Israel 
Temple.  Hollywood,  FL,  offered  the  fol- 
lowing prayer: 

Avinu  Shebashamayim,  Our  Heav- 
enly Father,  we  seek  Your  blessing  for 
wisdom  every  day  of  our  lives.  Rec- 
ognizing our  limitations,  we  find  it 
necessary  to  ask  You  for  Your  guid- 
ance. There  are  times  when  we  feel  in- 
capable of  solving  our  problems.  Yet 
our  vision  is  global  and  optimistic.  We 
feel  confident  that  with  Your  assist- 
ance we  will  be  successful  in  creating 
and  maintaining  a  safe  and  secure  envi- 
ronment for  our  neighborhoods,  our 
coimtry,  and  our  world.  Bestow  Your 
blessing  upon  the  Members  of  this 
House.  Grant  them  good  health,  family 
enrichment,  financial  security,  and  the 
wisdom  to  decide  issues  with  prudence 
and  compassion.  These  men  and  women 
make  decisions  that  effect  us  all.  May 
America  be  rewarded  by  our  faith  in 
them;  and  may  our  faith  in  You,  O  God, 
be  strong.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  has  examined  the  Journal  of  the 
last  day's  proceedings  and  announces 
to  the  House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I,  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Will  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Mont- 
gomery] come  forward  and  lead  the 
House  in  the  Pledge  of  Allegiance. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY  led  the  Pledge  of 
Allegiance  as  follows: 

I  pledge  allegiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  to  the  Repub- 
lic for  which  it  stands,  one  nation  under  God, 
indivisible,  with  liberty  and  justice  for  all. 


STAND  FOR  CHILDREN 

(Mr.  BOEHNER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  BOEHNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  my  col- 
leagues, this  weekend  in  Washington, 
there  was  a  march.  It  was  entitled 
"Stand  for  Children."  And  I  could  not 
agree  more  that  we  should  put  politics 
aside  and  give  our  children  a  better  na- 
tion than  what  we  had  inherited.  If  the 
President  this  year  is  willing  to  act 
and  not  just  talk,  I  think  that  we  can 
do  this. 

In  my  hand  is  the  world's  most  ex- 
pensive credit  card.  It  is  a  credit  card 
that  has  accumulated  5  trillion  dollars' 
worth  of  debt  and  accimiulating  budget 


deficits  of  $150  to  $200  billion  a  year. 
This  a  voting  card  for  a  Member  of 
Congress.  This  is  the  most  unconscion- 
able thing  that  any  government  could 
do  to  its  children,  because  the  adults  in 
our  country  will  not  pay  this.  It  will  be 
our  children  and  theirs  who  get  to  pay 
off  this  massive  debt. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  can  pass  legislation 
this  year  that  will  balance  the  budget 
while  at  the  same  time  providing  $500 
more  for  parents  with  dependent  chil- 
dren at  home,  lowering  the  average 
cost  of  a  college  loan  by  $2,100,  saving 
families  over  $100  a  month  on  their 
mortgage,  and  will  provide  real  oppor- 
tunities for  children  when  they  get  out 
of  school  and  look  for  jobs.  All  we  have 
to  do  is  balance  the  budget. 

If  the  President  really  does  feel  the 
pain  of  kids  today,  he  should  put  poli- 
tics aside  and  begin  to  act. 

MEDICARE  CUTS  PROPOSED 

(Mr.  PALLONE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  tomor- 
row the  Medicare  trustees  are  going  to 
issue  their  annual  report  to  Congress 
and  to  the  American  people,  and  we  al- 
ready know  that  the  Republican  lead- 
ership is  going  to  take  advantage  of 
this  to  try  to  suggest  that  the  trustees' 
report  justifies  their  severe  and  ex- 
treme changes  in  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram for  senior  citizens. 

I  would  suggest  that  the  Democrats 
in  the  House  of  Representatives  last 
year,  with  an  amendment  that  was 
brought  forward  by  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Gibbons]  and  this 
year  in  the  budget  that  was  proposed 
by  the  President  that  we  voted  on,  sug- 
gested minor  changes  or  cuts,  if  you 
will,  in  the  Medicare  Program  that 
would  keep  the  Medicare  Prograun  sol- 
vent well  into  the  next  century. 

The  extreme  cuts  and  changes  in 
Medicare  that  the  Republicans  are  pro- 
posing are  not  needed.  The  Medicare 
trustees'  report  should  not  be  an  ex- 
cuse to  justify,  if  you  will,  the  changes 
that  the  Republican  leadership  is  pro- 
posed in  Medicare.  Rather,  we  should 
be  getting  together  to  make  those 
minor  cuts,  if  you  will,  to  save  the  pro- 
gram and  keep  it  solvent  on  a  biparti- 
san basis. 


A  BALANCED  BUDGET 

(Mr.  BALLENGER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  no 
one  doubts  the  importance  of  a  bal- 
anced budget  to  America's  families. 
But  what  we  are  doubting  is  President 
Clinton's  commitment. 

Well,  the  Senate  vote  this  week  on  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  is  his 
chance  to  actually  prove  his  commit- 
ment to  a  balanced  budget.  All  he  has 


June  4,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


12919 


to  do  is  use  his  widely  acclaimed  ora- 
torical skills,  and  lead  the  Somersault 
Six  down  the  path  to  a  balanced  budg- 
et. 

These  Somersault  Six  are  six  Sen- 
ators of  his  own  party  who  had  pre- 
viously voted  in  favor  of  the  amend- 
ment, but  then  switched  their  vote  last 
year  in  order  to  defeat  the  amendment. 
They  are  the  sole  obstacle  to  delivering 
a  balanced  budget  to  the  American  peo- 
ple. 

We  call  on  the  President  to  show 
leadership  and  do  the  right  thing  for 
our  children  and  grandchildren.  If  the 
President  really  believes  that  big  Gov- 
ernment and  wasteful  Washington 
spending  are  a  thing  of  the  past,  he 
shouldn't  be  afraid  to  legally  require  a 
balanced  Washington  budget. 


CHILDREN  DID  NOT  RUN  UP  THE 
DEBT 

(Mrs.  SCHROEDER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rally  thank  the  wonderful  citizens 
around  America  who  came  this  week- 
end to  stand  for  children.  We  have 
heard  some  speeches  this  morning 
about  how  the  best  thing  we  can  do  for 
children  is  not  run  up  a  debt.  That  is 
absolutely  right.  We  should  not  run  up 
a  debt.  But  let  us  also  reniind  people 
that  children  did  not  run  up  the  debt 
that  is  already  there. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  should  not  try  to 
balance  the  debt  on  the  backs  of  chil- 
dren, because  children  are  going  to  be 
the  ones  that  inherit  this  debt  and  are 
going  to  have  to  pay  it  off.  The  things 
that  we  desperately  need  for  children 
are  to  make  sure  that  they  have  the 
educational  skills  that  they  can  get 
out  and  compete  globally  in  the  21st 
century  and  make  enough  money  so 
they  can  pay  this  off  and  get  this  coun- 
try going  the  right  way. 

So  to  cut  student  loans,  to  cut  aid  to 
education,  to  cut  after-school  programs 
and  summer  programs,  to  cut  math  and 
science  programs  are  all  terribly  short- 
sighted. Those  who  cause  the  debt 
should  pay  for  the  debt,  not  the  chil- 
dren. 


FEDERAL  DEPOSIT  INSURANCE 
FUNDS  AND  REGULATORY  RE- 
LIEF ACT  OF  1996 

(Mr.  BEREUTER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  earlier 
today,  this  Member  introduced  the 
Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Funds  and 
Regulatory  Relief  Act  of  1996,  which 
constitutes  a  comprehensive  plan  to: 
First,  fully  capitalize  the  Savings  As- 
sociation insurance  fund;  second,  guar- 
antee payment  of  interest  on  Financ- 
ing Corporation   bonds;   third,   merge 


the  bank  and  thrift  charters;  fourth, 
merge  the  bank  insurance  fund  and  the 
Savings  Association  insurance  fund 
into  a  new  deposit  insurance  fund:  and 
fifth,  provide  solid  regulatory  relief  to 
all  financial  institutions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  Member  will  be  cir- 
culating a  "Dear  Colleague"  letter  ex- 
plaining the  provisions  in  the  bill  and 
he  invites  his  colleagues  to  join  in  co- 
sponsoring  this  comprehensive  legisla- 
tion. 


FIGHT  THE  ATTACK  ON 
AGRICULTURE 

(Mr.  BARRETT  of  Nebraska  asked 
and  wais  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  House  Agriculture  Appro- 
priations Subcommittee's  bill  is  a  slap 
in  the  face  to  rural  America.  Last  week 
the  subcommittee  approved  a  bill  that 
would  provide  $581  million  less  in  budg- 
et authority  for  agriculture  programs 
for  fiscal  year  1997. 

The  subcommittee's  bill  dem- 
onstrates the  blatant  lack  of  under- 
standing many  in  Congress  have  for  the 
1996  farm  bill  and  for  Americas  farm- 
ers. 

The  Agriculture  Committee  worked 
for  more  than  a  year  on  a  farm  bill 
that  would  meet  the  needs  of  farmers, 
and  our  obligations  in  balancing  the 
budget.  We  created  a  program  of  fixed, 
but  declining  payinents  to  transition 
farmers  from  dependence  on  the  gov- 
ernment, to  market-based  production. 
The  subcommittee's  bill  invalidates 
the  farm  bill  and  these  contracts. 

Today,  I'm  speaking  especially  to  all 
of  my  colleagues  from  rural  districts. 
Let's  drop  this  partisanship.  As  aggies 
we  must  work  together  to  fight,  once 
again,  this  attack  on  agriculture. 


THE  WARNING  BY  DR.  BILLY 
GRAHAM 

(Mr.  DUNCAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  DUNCAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  few 
weeks  ago.  Dr.  Billy  Graham  received  a 
well-deserved  Congressional  Medal  of 
Honor  here  in  the  Capitol. 

In  his  acceptance  speech,  he  said  that 
our  Nation  had  "confused  liberty  with 
license"  and  that  we  are  now  "a  soci- 
ety poised  on  the  brink  of  self-destruc- 
tion." 

I  am  a  little  more  optimistic  than 
Dr.  Graham,  but  unfortunately,  almost 
no  one  would  say  that  he  had  no  reason 
or  justlHcation  for  his  statements. 

Let  me  quickly  note  three  recent  in- 
cidents which  would  cause  Dr.  Graham 
further  concern. 

First,  a  Federal  judge  ruled  yester- 
day that  a  rural  Mississippi  school  had 
violated  the  Constitution  by  allowing 
prayers  over  the  intercom  and  classes 
about  the  Bible. 


Second,  the  top  legal  adviser  for  the 
Governor  of  Florida  said  a  school  pray- 
er bill  was  illegal  because  "we  are  offi- 
cially now  mandated  to  be  a  country 
with  no  formal  recognition  of  God." 

Third,  a  Maryland  school  super- 
intendent revoked  an  invitation  to  U.S. 
Supreme  Court  Justice  Clarence  Thom- 
as because  he  happens  to  be  both  black 
and  conservative. 

Another  high  official  in  Prince 
George's  County,  where  this  occurred, 
called  it  "the  epitome  of  intolerance 
and  bigotry." 

These  things  would  not  have  hap- 
pened in  this  country  just  a  few  years 
ago. 

We  should  think  very  seriously  about 
the  warning  by  Dr.  Billy  Graham. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  provisions  of  clause  5  of  nile 
I.  the  Chair  announces  that  he  will 
postpone  further  proceedings  today  on 
each  motion  to  suspend  the  rules  on 
which  a  recorded  vote  or  the  yeas  and 
nays  are  ordered,  or  on  which  the  vote 
is  objected  to  under  clause  4  of  rule 
XV. 

Such  rollcall  votes,  if  postponed,  will 
be  taken  on  Wednesday,  June  5.  1996. 


AUTHORIZATION  OF  MAJOR  FACIL- 
ITY PROJECTS  AND  MAJOR  MED- 
ICAL FACILITY  LEASES  FOR  DE- 
PARTMENT OF  VETERANS  AF- 
FAIRS, FISCAL  YEAR  1997 

Mr.  STUMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 
(H.R.  3376)  to  authorize  major  medical 
facility  projects  and  major  medical  fa- 
cility leases  for  the  Department  of  Vet- 
erans Affairs  for  fiscal  year  1997,  and 
for  other  purposes,  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  It  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

TITLE  I— CONSTRUCTION 
AUTHORIZATKm 

SEC.  101.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  MAJOR  MEDICAL 
FACIUTY  PROJECTS. 

(a)  AMBCXATORY  CaRE  ADDmOK 

Projects.— The  Secretary  of  Veterans  Af- 
fairs may  carry  out  the  following  ambula- 
tory care  addition  major  medical  facility 
projects,  with  each  project  to  be  carried  out 
In  the  amount  specified  for  that  project: 

(1)  Addition  of  ambulatory  care  facilities 
for  mental  health  enhancements  at  the  De- 
partment of  Veterans  Affairs  medical  center 
In  Dallas.  Texas.  S19.900,000. 

(2)  Addition  of  ambulatory  care  facilities 
at  the  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  medi- 
cal center  In  Broclcton.  Massachusetts. 
S13,500.000. 

(3)  Addition  of  ambulatory  care  facilities 
for  outpatient  Improvements  at  the  Depart- 
ment of  Veterans  Affairs  medical  center  In 
Shreveport,  Louisiana.  S25.000.000. 

(4)  Addition  of  ambulatory  care  facilities 
at  the  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  medi- 
cal center  In  Lyons.  New  Jersey.  $21,100,000. 
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(5)  Addition  of  ambulatory  care  facilities 
at  the  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  medi- 
cal center  In  Tomah.  Wisconsin.  $12,700,000. 

(6)  Addition  of  ambulatory  care  facilities 
at  the  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  medi- 
cal center  in  Ashevllle.  North  Carolina.  In 
the  amount  of  $28,800,000. 

(7)  Addition  of  ambulatory  care  facilities 
at  the  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  medi- 
cal center  In  Temple.  Texas.  In  the  amount 
ofS9.800.000. 

(8)  Addition  of  ambulatory  care  facilities 
at  the  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  medi- 
cal center  in  Tucson,  Arizona,  in  the  amount 
ofS35.S00.000. 

(b)  Environmental  Improvement 
Projects.— The  Secretary  of  Veterans  Af- 
fairs may  carry  out  the  following  environ- 
mental Improvement  major  medical  facility 
projects,  with  each  project  to  be  carried  out 
in  the  amount  specified  for  that  project: 

(1)  Environmental  improvements  for  the 
renovation  of  nursing:  home  facilities  at  the 
Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  medical  cen- 
ter in  Lebanon,  Pennsylvania,  in  the  amount 
ofS9,S00.000. 

(2)  Environmental  improvements  at  the 
Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  medical  cen- 
ter in  Marlon,  Illinois,  in  the  amount  of 
Sll. 500.000. 

(3)  Environmental  improvements  to  mod- 
ernize patient  wards  at  the  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs  medical  center  in  Atlanta, 
Geor^a.  S28.200,000. 

(4)  Environmental  improvements  for  the 
replacement  of  a  psychiatric  bed  building  at 
the  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  medical 
center  in  Battle  Creek.  Michigan,  $22,900,000. 

(5)  Environmental  improvements  for  ward 
renovation  for  patient  privacy  at  the  Depart- 
ment of  Veterans  Affairs  medical  center  in 
Omaha.  Nebraska,  $7,700,000. 

(6)  Environmental  improvements  at  the 
Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  medical  cen- 
ter in  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania,  $17,400,000. 

(7)  Environmental  Improvements  for  the 
renovation  of  various  buildings  at  the  De- 
partment of  Veterans  Affairs  medical  center 
in  Waco.  Texas.  $26,000,000. 

(8)  Environmental  Improvements  for  the 
replacement  of  psychiatric  beds  at  the  De- 
partment of  Veterans  Affairs  medical  center 
in  Marlon.  Indiana,  in  the  amount  of 
$17,300,000. 

(9)  Environmental  improvements  for  the 
renovation  of  psychiatric  wards  at  the  De- 
partment of  Veterans  Affairs  medical  center 
in  Perry  Point,  Maryland,  in  the  amount  of 
$15,100,000. 

(10)  Environmental  enhancement  at  the 
Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  medical  cen- 
ter In  Salisbury,  North  CaroUna,  in  the 
amount  of  $18,200,000. 

(c)  Seismic  Correction  Projects.— The 
Secretary  of  Veterans  Affairs  may  carry  out 
the  following  seismic  correction  major  medi- 
cal facility  projects,  with  each  project  to  be 
carried  out  In  the  amount  specified  for  that 
project: 

(1)  Seismic  corrections  at  the  Department 
of  Veterans  Affairs  medical  center  In  Palo 
Alto.  California.  In  the  amount  of  $36,000,000. 

(2)  Seismic  corrections  at  the  Department 
of  Veterans  Affairs  medical  center  in  Long 
Beach.  California,  in  the  amount  of 
$20,200,000. 

(3)  Seismic  corrections  at  the  Department 
of  Veterans  Affairs  medical  center  in  San 
Francisco.  California.  $26,000,000. 

SBC.  102.  AUTBOBIZATION  OF  MAJOR  BfEOICAL 
FACILITY  LEASES. 

The  Secretary  of  Veterans  Affairs  may 
enter  into  leases  for  medical  facilities  as  fol- 
lows: 


(1)  Lease  of  a  satellite  outpatient  clinic  in 
Allentown,  Pennsylvania,  In  an  amount  not 
to  exceed  $2,159,000. 

(2)  Lease  of  a  satellite  outpatient  clinic  in 
Beaumont.  Texas,  in  an  amount  not  to  ex- 
ceed $1,940,000. 

(3)  Lease  of  a  satellite  outpatient  clinic  In 
Boston.  Massachusetts,  in  an  amount  not  to 
exceed  $2,358,000. 

(4)  Lease  of  a  parking  facility  in  Cleveland, 
Ohio,  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $1,300,000. 

(5)  Lease  of  a  satellite  outpatient  clinic 
and  Veterans  Benefits  Administration  field 
office  in  San  Antonio,  Texas,  In  an  amount 
not  to  exceed  $2,256,000. 

(6)  Lease  of  a  satellite  outpatient  clinic  in 
Toledo.  Ohio,  In  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
$2,223,000. 

SEC.  103.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRL\TIONS. 

(a)  In  General.— There  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  the  Secretary  of  Veterans 
Affairs  for  fiscal  year  1997 — 

(1)  for  the  Construction.  Major  Projects, 
account,  $422,300,000  for  the  projects  author- 
ized in  section  101;  and 

(2)  for  the  Medical  Care  account,  $12,236,000 
for  the  leases  authorized  in  section  102. 

(b)  Limitation.— The  projects  authorized  in 
section  101  may  only  be  carried  out  using— 

(1)  funds  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1997 
pursuant  to  the  authorization  of  appropria- 
tions in  subsection  (a); 

(2)  funds  appropriated  for  Construction. 
Major  Projects  for  a  fiscal  year  before  fiscal 
year  1997  that  remain  available  for  obliga- 
tion; and 

(3)  funds  appropriated  for  Construction, 
Major  Projects  for  fiscal  year  1997  for  a  cat- 
egory of  activity  not  specific  to  a  project. 

SEC.  104.  REPORT  ON  HEALTH  CARE  NEEDS  OF 
VETERANS  IN  EAST  CENTRAL  FLOR- 
IDA. 

(a)  Report  Required.— Not  later  than  60 
days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act,  the  Secretary  of  Veterans  Affairs  shall 
submit  to  the  Committees  on  Veterans'  Af- 
fairs of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 
tives a  report  on  the  health  care  needs  of 
veterans  In  east  central  Florida.  In  preparing 
the  report,  the  Secretary  shall  consider  the 
needs  of  such  veterans  for  psychiatric  and 
long-term  care.  The  Secretary  shall  Include 
In  the  report  the  Secretary's  views,  based  on 
the  Secretary's  determination  of  such  needs, 
as  to  the  best  means  of  meeting  such  needs 
using  the  amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to 
the  authorization  of  appropriations  In  this 
Act  and  Public  Law  103-452  for  projects  to 
meet  the  health  care  needs  of  such  veterans. 
The  Secretary  may,  subject  to  the  availabil- 
ity of  appropriations  for  such  purpose,  use  an 
independent  contractor  to  assist  in  the  de- 
termination of  such  health  care  needs. 

(b)  Limitation.- The  Secretary  nuy  not 
obligate  any  funds,  other  than  for  design 
work,  for  the  conversion  of  the  former  Or- 
lando Naval  Training  Center  Hospital  in  Or- 
lando. Florida  (now  under  the  Jurisdiction  of 
the  Secretary  of  Veterans  Affklrs).  to  a  nurs- 
ing home  care  unit  until  45  days  after  the 
date  on  which  the  report  required  by  sub- 
section (a)  is  submitted. 

TITLE  n— STRATEGIC  PLANNING  FOR 
HEALTH  CARE  RESOURCES 
SEC.  201.  STRATEGIC  PLANNING. 

Section  8107  of  title  38.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  subsection  (b)  as  sub- 
section (c); 

(2)  by  striking  out  subsection  (a)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  the  following  new  sub- 
sections: 

"(a)  In  order  to  promote  effective  planning 
for  the  efficient  provision  of  care  to  eligible 


veterans,  the  Secretary,  based  on  the  analy- 
sis and  recommendations  of  the  Under  Sec- 
retary for  Health,  shall  submit  to  each  com- 
mittee, not  later  than  January  31  of  each 
year,  a  report  regarding  long-range  health 
planning  of  the  Department. 

"(b)  Each  report  under  subsection  (a)  shall 
Include  the  following: 

"(1)  A  five-year  strategic  plan  for  the  pro- 
vision of  care  under  chapter  17  of  this  title  to 
eligible  veterans  through  coordinated  net- 
works of  medical  facilities  ojperating  within 
prescribed  geographic  service-delivery  areas, 
such  plan  to  include  provision  of  services  for 
the  specialized  treatment  and  rehabilitative 
needs  of  disabled  veterans  (including  veter- 
ans with  spinal  cord  dysfunction,  blindness, 
amputations,  and  mental  illness)  through 
distinct  programs  or  facilities  of  the  Depart- 
ment dedicated  to  the  specialized  needs  of 
those  veterans. 

"(2)  A  description  of  how  planning  for  the 
networks  will  be  coordinated. 

"(3)  A  profile  regarding  each  such  network 
of  medical  facilities  which  identifies— 

"(A)  the  mission  of  each  existing  or  pro- 
posed medical  facility  In  the  network; 

"(B)  any  planned  change  In  the  mission  for 
any  such  facility  and  the  rationale  for  such 
planned  change; 

"(C)  the  population  of  veterans  to  be 
served  by  the  network  and  anticipated 
changes  over  a  five-year  period  and  a  ten- 
year  period,  respectively,  in  that  population 
and  in  the  health-care  needs  of  that  popu- 
lation; 

"(D)  Information  relevant  to  assessing 
progress  toward  the  goal  of  achieving  rel- 
ative equivalency  in  the  level  of  resources 
per  patient  distributed  to  each  network, 
such  information  to  Include  the  plans  for  and 
progress  toward  lowering  the  cost  of  care-de- 
livery In  the  network  (by  means  such  as 
changes  In  the  mix  In  the  network  of  physi- 
cians, nurses,  physician  assistants,  and  ad- 
vance practice  nurses); 

"(E)  the  capacity  of  non-Federal  facilities 
In  the  network  to  provide  acute,  long-term, 
and  specialized  treatment  and  rehabilitative 
services  (described  In  section  7305  of  this 
title),  and  determinations  regarding  the  ex- 
tent to  which  services  to  be  provided  in  each 
service-delivery  area  and  each  facility  In 
such  area  should  be  provided  directly 
through  facilities  of  the  Department  or 
through  contract  or  other  arrangements,  in- 
cluding arrangements  authorized  under  sec- 
tions 8111  and  8153  of  this  title;  and 

"(F)  a  five-year  plan  for  construction,  re- 
placement, or  alteration  projects  in  support 
of  the  approved  mission  of  each  facility  in 
the  network  and  a  description  of  how  those 
projects  will  improve  access  to  care,  or  qual- 
ity of  care,  for  patients  served  in  the  net- 
work. 

"(4)  A  status  report  for  each  facility  on 
progress  toward— 

"(A)  instituting  planned  mission  changes 
identified  under  paragraph  (3)(B); 

"(B)  Implementing  principles  of  managed 
care  of  eligible  veterans:  and 

"(C)  developing  and  instituting  cost-effec- 
tive alternatives  to  provision  of  institutional 
care.";  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(d)(1)  The  Secretary  shall  submit  to  each 
committee,  not  later  than  January  31  of  each 
year,  a  report  showing  the  current  priorities 
of  the  Department  for  proposed  major  medi- 
cal construction  projects.  Each  such  report 
shall  Identify  the  20  projects,  from  within  all 
the  projects  in  the  Department's  Inventory 
of  proposed  projects,  that  have  the  highest 
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priority  and.  for  those  20  projects,  the  rel- 
ative priority  and  rank  scoring  of  each  such 
project.  The  20  projects  shall  be  compiled, 
and  their  relative  rankings  shall  be  shown, 
by  category  of  project  (including  the  cat- 
egories of  ambulatory  care  projects,  nursing 
home  care  projects,  and  such  other  cat- 
egories as  the  Secretary  determines). 

"(2)  The  Secretary  shall  include  in  each  re- 
port, for  each  project  listed,  a  description  of 
the  specific  factors  that  account  for  the  rel- 
ative ranking  of  that  project  in  relation  to 
other  projects  within  the-same  category. 

"(3)  In  a  case  In  which  the  relative  ranking 
of  a  proposed  project  has  changed  since  the 
last  report  under  this  subsection  was  submit- 
ted, the  Secretary  shall  also  include  in  the 
report  a  description  of  the  reasons  for  the 
change  in  the  ranking,  including  an  expla- 
nation of  any  change  in  the  scoring  of  the 
project  under  the  Department's  scoring  sys- 
tem for  proposed  major  medical  construction 
projects.". 

SEC.  202.  REVISION  TO  PROSPECTUS  REQUIRE- 
MENTS. 

(a)  Additional  Lnformation.— Section 
8104(b)  of  title  38.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  "shall  Include — "  and 
Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "shall  Include  the 
following:": 

(2)  in  paragraph  (1)— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "a  detailed"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "A  detailed";  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  the  semicolon  at  the 
end  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  period; 

(3)  in  paragraph  (2)— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "an  estimate"  and  In- 
serting In  lieu  thereof  "An  estimate";  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  ";  and"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  a  period; 

(4)  in  paragraph  (3),  by  striking  out  "an  es- 
timate" and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "An  es- 
timate"; and 

(5)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraphs: 

"(4)  Demographic  data  applicable  to  the 
project.  Including  Information  on  projected 
chajiges  in  the  population  of  veterans  to  be 
served  by  the  project  over  a  five-year  period 
and  a  ten-year  period. 

"(5)  Current  and  projected  workload  and 
utilization  data. 

"(6)  Current  and  projected  operating  costs 
of  the  facility,  to  Include  both  recurring  and 
non-recurring  costs. 

"(7)  The  priority  score  assigned  to  the 
project  under  the  Department's 
prioritization  methodology  and.  if  the 
project  is  being  proposed  for  funding  ahead 
of  a  project  with  a  higher  score,  a  specific  ex- 
planation of  the  factors  other  than  the  prior- 
ity that  were  considered  and  the  basis  on 
which  the  project  is  proposed  for  funding 
ahead  of  projects  with  higher  priority  scores. 

"(8)  A  listing  of  each  alternative  to  con- 
struction of  the  facility  that  has  been  con- 
sidered.". 

(b)  Applicabiuty.- The  amendments  made 
by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  with  respect  to 
any  prospectus  submitted  by  the  Secretary 
of  Veterans  Affairs  after  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  Act. 

SEC.   SOS.  CfWSTRUCnON  AUTHORIZATION  RE- 
QUIREMENTS. 

(a)  DEFINITION  OF  MAJOR  MEDICAL  FACILm' 

Project.— Paragraph  (3)(A)  of  section  8104(a) 
of  title  38,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "$3,000,000"  and  Inserting 
"$5,000,000". 

(b)  APPUCABILTTY  OF  CONSTRUCTION  AU- 
THORIZATION REQUIREMENT.— (1)  Subsectlon 
(b)  Of  section  301  of  the  Veterans'  Medical 
Programs  Amendments  of  1992  (Public  Law 
102-405;  106  Stat.  1984)  Is  repealed. 


(2)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection 
(a)  of  such  section  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  any  major  medical  facility  project  or  any 
major  medical  facility  lease  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Veterans  Affairs,  regardless  of  when 
funds  are  first  appropriated  for  that  project 
or  lease,  except  that  in  the  case  of  a  project 
for  which  funds  were  first  appropriated  be- 
fore October  9.  1992,  such  amendments  shall 
not  apply  with  respect  to  amounts  appro- 
priated for  that  project  for  a  fiscal  year  be- 
fore fiscal  year  1998. 

(C)  LIMITATION  ON  OBUCATIOKS  FOR  AD- 
VANCE PLANNING.— Section  8104  of  title  38, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(f)  The  Secretary  may  not  obligate  funds 
in  an  amount  In  excess  of  $500,000  from  the 
Advance  Planning  Fund  of  the  Department 
toward  design  or  development  of  a  major 
medical  facility  project  until— 

"(1)  the  Secretary  submits  to  the  commit- 
tees a  report  on  the  proposed  obligation;  and 

"(2)  a  period  of  30  days  has  passed  after  the 
date  on  which  the  reirort  is  received  by  the 
committees.". 
SEC.  204.  TERMINfMLOGY  CHANGES. 

(a)  Defdjition  of  "Construct".— Section 
8101(2)  of  title  38.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "working  drawings"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "construction  docu- 
ments"; and 

(2)  by  striking  out  "preliminary  plans"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "design  develop- 
ment". 

(b)  Parking  FACiLmES.— Section 
8109(h)(3)(B)  of  such  title  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "working  drawings"  and  insert- 
ing In  lieu  thereof  "construction  docu- 
ments". 

SEC.  205.  VETERANS  HEALTH  ADMINISTRATION 
HEADQUARTERS. 

(a)  Repeal  of  Statutory  SPECiFiCA-noN  of 
ORGANIZATIONAL  SERVICES.- The  text  Of  Sec- 
tion 7305  of  title  38,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(a)  The  Veterans  Health  Administration 
shall  include  the  Office  of  the  Under  Sec- 
retary for  Health  and  such  professional  and 
auxiliary  services  as  the  Secretary  may  find 
to  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  of 
the  Administration. 

"(b)  In  organizing,  and  appointing  persons 
to  positions  in,  the  Office,  the  Under  Sec- 
retary shall  ensure  that  the  Office  is  staffed 
so  as  to  provide  the  Under  Secretary  with 
appropriate  expertise,  including  expertise 
in— 

"(1)  unique  programs  operated  by  the  Ad- 
ministration to  provide  for  the  specialized 
treatment  and  rehabilitation  of  disabled  vet- 
erans (including  blind  rehabilitation,  spinal 
cord  dysfunction,  mental  Illness,  and  geri- 
atrics and  long-term  care);  and 

"(2)  appropriate  clinical  care  disciplines.". 

(b)  OFFICE  OF  THE  UNDER  SECRETARY.— Sec- 
tion 7306  of  such  title  is  amended— 

(1)  In  subsection  (a)— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "and  who  shall  be  a 
qualified  doctor  of  medicine  "  in  paragraph 
(2); 

(B)  by  striking  out  paragraphs  (5).  (6).  and 
(7);  and 

(C)  by  redesignating  the  succeeding  two 
paragraphs  as  paragraphs  (5)  and  (6).  respec- 
tively; and 

(2)  In  subsection  (b)— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "subsection  (a)(3)"  and 
all  that  follows  through  "two  may  be"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "subsection  (a)(3). 
not  more  than  two  may  be"; 

(B)  by  striking  out  the  semicolon  after 
"dental  medicines"  and  inserting  In  lieu 
thereof  a  period;  and 


(C)  by  striking  out  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3). 

TITLE  m— OTHER  MATTERS 

SEC.  Ml.  NAME  OF  DEPARTMENT  OF  VETERANS 
AFFAIRS  MEDICAL  CENTER,  JACK- 
SON, MI8SISSIPPL 

(a)  Name.— The  Department  of  Veterans 
Affairs  medical  center  in  Jackson.  Mis- 
sissippi, shall  be  known  and  designated  as 
the  "G.  V.  Sonny  Montgomery  Department 
of  Veterans  Affairs  Medical  Center".  Any 
reference  to  such  medical  center  in  any  law. 
regulation,  map,  document,  record,  or  other 
paper  of  the  United  States  shall  be  consid- 
ered to  be  a  reference  to  the  G.  V.  Sonny 
Montgomery  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs 
Medical  Center. 

(b)  Effective  Date.— Subsection  (a)  shall 
take  effect  at  noon  on  January  3, 1997,  or  the 
first  day  on  which  G.  V.  Sonny  Montgomery 
otherwise  ceases  to  be  a  Member  of  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

SEC  302.  NAME  OF  DEPARTMENT  OF  VETERA.NS 
AFFAIRS  MEDICAL  CENTER.  JOHN- 
SON Cirr,  TENNESSEE. 

(a)  Name.— The  Mountain  Home  Depart- 
ment of  Veterans  Affairs  medical  center  in 
Johnson  City.  Tennessee,  shall  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  be  known  and 
designated  as  the  "James  H.  Qulllen  Depart- 
ment of  Veterans  Affairs  Medical  Center". 
Any  reference  to  such  medical  center  in  any 
law.  regulation,  map,  document,  record,  or 
other  paper  of  the  United  States  shall  be 
considered  to  be  a  reference  to  the  James  H. 
Qulllen  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  Med- 
ical Center. 

(b)  Effective  Date.— Subsection  (a)  shall 
take  effect  at  noon  on  January  3, 1997,  or  the 
first  day  on  which  James  H.  Qulllen  other- 
wise ceases  to  be  a  Member  of  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

SEC.  303.  NAME  OF  DEPARTMENT  OF  VETERANS 
AFFAIRS  NURSING  CAKE  CENTER, 
ASPINWAU,  PENNSYLVANIA. 

The  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  nurs- 
ing care  center  at  the  Department  of  Veter- 
ans Affairs  medical  center  In  Asplnwall, 
Pennsylvania,  shall  after  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  Act  be  known  and  designated 
as  the  "H.  John  Heinz,  m  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs  Nursing  Care  Outer".  Any 
reference  to  such  nursing  care  center  in  any 
law,  regulation,  map.  document,  record,  or 
other  paper  of  the  United  States  shall  be 
considered  to  be  a  reference  to  the  H.  John 
Heinz,  ni  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs 
Nursing  Care  Center. 

SEC.  304.  RESTORATION  OF  AUTHOBnT  FOR  ES- 
TABLISHMENT OF  DEPABTIIKNT  OF 
VETERANS  AFFAIRS  RESEARCH  COR- 
PORATIONS. 

Section  7368  of  title  38,  United  States  Code. 
Is  amended  by  striking  out  "December  31. 
1992"  and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Decem- 
ber 31.  2000"-. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from  Ar- 
izona [Mr.  Stump]  and  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Montck)mert] 
will  each  be  recognized  for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Stump]. 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  STUMP.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  H.R.  3376,  as  amended. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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Mr.  STUMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  authorizes  $422 
million  in  VA  major  medical  facility 
construction  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

I  want  to  thank  the  ranking  member 
of  the  committee,  my  good  friend, 
Sonny  Montgomery,  for  his  work  on 
this  measure.  I  also  want  to  thank  Tm 
Hutchinson,  chairman  of  the  Hospitals 
and  Health  Care  Subcommittee,  and 
Chet  Edwards,  the  subcommittee's 
ranking  member,  for  their  bipartisan 
approach  to  this  bill. 

Last  year,  a  separate  VA  construc- 
tion authorization  bill  was  not  acted 
on  by  the  House.  The  final  omnibus  ap- 
propriations bill  for  fiscal  year  1996 
only  partially  funded  the  projects  ai>- 
proved  by  the  Committee  on  Veterans' 
Affairs.  Approximately,  $200  million  re- 
mained unauthorized  and  unappropri- 
ated after  final  action  on  the  fiscal 
year  1996  legislation.  H.R.  3376  includes 
that  $200  million  project  list  and  adds 
further  projects  to  combine  the  re- 
maining portion  of  last  year's  bill  into 
a  fiscal  year  1997  construction  bill. 

I  want  to  point  out  to  Members  that 
this  bill  does  not  construct  new  hos- 
pitals, or  additional  new  Inpatient  bed 
capacity. 

The  projects  in  this  bill  fall  into 
three  main  categories,  ambulatory 
care  additions,  patient  environment 
improvements,  and  seismic  correc- 
tions. These  21  projects  come  from  the 
top  of  VA's  priority  list  in  each  cat- 
egory. Over  200  projects  were  scored 
and  evaluated  by  the  VA  for  the  1997 
budget  cycle. 

The  ambulatory  care  additions  will 
help  the  VA  shift  more  rapidly  to  out- 
patient care  as  the  private  sector  has. 
The  patient  environment  improvement 
projects  renovate  and  replace  existing, 
but  substandard,  inpatient  capacity. 
And,  the  seismic  correction  projects 
will  help  VA  facilities  better  withstand 
earthquakes  in  areas  most  prone  to  ex- 
perience them. 

The  bill  also  makes  important  im- 
provements in  the  VA's  strategic  plan- 
ning process  for  future  evaluation  of 
construction  priorities.  Tim  Hutch- 
inson will  say  more  about  the  bill  in 
his  explanation;  however,  I  want  to 
point  out  another  very  important  part 
of  the  bill.  Title  3  of  H.R.  3376  renames 
three  VA  facilities  after  very  deserving 
individuals,  the  Honorable  G.V.  Sonny 
Montgomery,  the  Honorable  James  H. 
QuiLLEN,  and  the  Honorable  H.  John 
Heinz  m. 

I  would  like  to  take  the  time  to  lead 
off  the  comments  about  naming  the  VA 
medical  center  in  Jackson,  MS  after 
my  closest  friend  in  the  House,  Sonny 
Montgomery.  To  say  that  taking  this 
action  enjoys  imanimous  support 
would  actually  be  quite  an  understate- 
ment. Not  taking  this  action  would  be 
one  of  the  gravest  omissions  the  104th 
Congress  could  possibly  make. 

Naming  this  VA  facility  after  Sonny 
is  fitting  recognition  to  his  commit- 


ment and  devotion  to  our  Nation's  vet- 
erans during  30  years  of  service  in  the 
House  of  Representatives.  His  record  of 
leadership  and  accomplishment  as 
chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Veterans'  Affairs,  and  as  a  senior  mem- 
ber of  the  Armed  Services,  now  Na- 
tional Security  Committee,  are  unpar- 
alleled. He  has  rightfully  been  called 
Mr.  Veteran,  and  I  doubt  his  standing 
among  our  Nation's  veterans  will  ever 
be  eclipsed.  I  am  proud  to  cosponsor 
this  naming  bill  and  to  have  the  privi- 
lege, as  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Veterans'  Affairs,  to  bring  this  meas- 
ure to  the  floor  in  honor  of  this  great 
American. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  3376  also  renames 
the  VA  medical  center  in  Johnson  City, 
TN  after  another  true  friend  of  our  Na- 
tion's veterans,  Jimmy  Quillen.  The 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Ten- 
nessee is  retiring  after  34  years  as  a 
member  of  this  body,  during  which  he 
has  dedicated  himself  to  improving  ac- 
cess to  health  care  for  the  citizens  of 
his  district  and  State.  Those  efforts 
have  included  the  veterans  of  Ten- 
nessee and  all  veterans  throughout  the 
country.  His  support  for  improving 
care  and  expanding  the  facilities  at  the 
Johnson  City,  VA  medical  center  are 
well  known. 

I  strongly  believe  Jimmy  Qi^llen's 
service  to  veterans  warrants  this  ac- 
tion honoring  his  efforts  on  their  be- 
half, and  was  proud  to  introduce  H.R. 
3320,  which  is  incorporated  in  the  bill 
before  us  today.  H.R.  3320  was  cospon- 
sored  on  a  bipartisan  basis  by  the  en- 
tire Tennessee  delegation  and  by  every 
Member  of  the  House  Veterans'  Affairs 
Committee.  I  want  to  express  my  per- 
sonal thanks  to  another  Member  of  the 
Tennessee  delegation,  John  Duncan, 
for  his  assistance  and  hard  work  on 
this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  third  naming  provi- 
sion in  the  bill  honors  the  late  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania,  the  Honorable 
John  Heinz.  Senator  Heinz  served  the 
people  of  his  State  for  20  years  in  out- 
standing fashion.  His  tragic  death  in  a 
plane  crash  in  1991,  prematurely  ended 
the  congressional  service  of  this  Air 
Force  veteran. 

His  long  time  support  for  our  Na- 
tion's veterans  warrants  the  action  we 
take  today,  which  will  change  the 
name  of  the  Aspinwall  VA  Nursing 
Care  Center,  to  the  H.  John  Heinz,  m 
Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  Nurs- 
ing Care  Center.  I  want  to  thank  Rep- 
resentative Mike  Doyle,  a  Member  of 
the  Veterans'  Affairs  Committee  for  in- 
troducing the  original  bill,  H.R.  2760, 
which  was  sponsored  by  the  entire 
Pennsylvania  delegation. 

D  1415 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Hutchinson]  for  an  ex- 
planation of  his  bill. 

Mr.  HUTCHINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  chairman  for  shielding  me 
this  time. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  H.R.  3376,  bipartisan  legisla- 
tion which  authorizes  major  facility 
projects  and  major  medical  facility 
leases  for  the  Department  of  Veterans 
Affairs  health  care  system,  as  well  as  a 
number  of  other  important  provisions 
which  ensure  effective  strategic  plan- 
ning and  management  of  the  Veterans 
Health  Administration. 

I  would  like  to  thank  Chairman 
Stump,  along  with  the  ranking  mem- 
ber. Sonny  Montgomery,  and  my  sub- 
committee colleague,  Chet  Edwards, 
for  their  efforts  to  meld  this  bill  into 
an  effective  piece  of  legislation  which 
addresses  the  highest  priority  facility 
construction  needs  within  the  VA  sys- 
tem. 

H.R.  3376  authorizes  the  appropria- 
tion of  $422.3  million  for  21  projects 
which  includes  the  construction  of  8 
outpatient  clinics,  renovation  of  10  pri- 
ority patient  environment  projects, 
and  the  correction  of  major  seismic 
problems  at  3  California  medical  cen- 
ters. The  legislation  also  authorizes 
$12.2  million  for  six  major  medical  fa- 
cility leases.  I  would  like  to  strongly 
reiterate  that  this  legislation  does  not 
add  one  hospital  bed  to  the  system  but 
instead  puts  the  focus  on  needed  im- 
provements for  patient  privacy,  safety, 
and  renovation  of  the  valuable  infra- 
structure of  aging  and  often  historic 
mental  health  facilities.  Since  1969.  the 
VA  health  care  ssrstem  has  closed  over 
54,000  beds  to  adjust  to  the  changes  in 
health  care  and  this  legislation  seeks 
to  assist  the  VA  in  its  continued  tran- 
sition from  a  hospital-based  system 
into  a  health  care  system. 

I  would  like  to  highlight  a  very  sig- 
nificant provision  in  this  bill  which  re- 
quires the  VA  to  develop  a  5-year  stra- 
tegic plan  for  its  health  care  system. 
Within  the  development  of  the  plan, 
the  VA  is  required  to  address  such  fac- 
tors as  veteran  population  trends,  re- 
source distribution,  cost  of  patient 
care,  the  capacity  of  hon-Federal  pro- 
viders within  their  geographic  planning 
networks,  the  missions  of  each  facility 
within  the  network,  and  specifically, 
the  distribution  of  the  important  spe- 
cialized services  on  both  the  network 
and  national  levels.  Effective  planning 
will  make  the  VA  a  more  effective  and 
efficient  provider  of  quality  health 
services  able  to  better  serve  veterans 
by  placing  services  where  veterans 
need  them. 

Over  the  years,  many  of  my  col- 
leagues and  their  veteran  constituents 
have  voiced  concerns  about  the  un- 
equal distribution  of  VA  resources. 
This  bill  represents  a  significant  step 
in  creating  parity  for  veterans  by  re- 
quiring VA  to  compare  expenditures  of 
veterans  by  geographic  networks  and 
then  shifting  resources  to  follow  the 
veteran. 

In  strengthening  strategic  plaiming 
the  bill  also  requires  that  as  part  of  the 
annual  authorization  process  the  VA 
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provide  a  report  on  the  top  20  major 
medical  construction  projects,  the  rel- 
ative of  each  project  by  category,  and  a 
description  of  the  factors  that  account 
for  the  rank  of  each  project.  In  this  era 
of  public  accountability,  it  is  critical 
that  each  major  expenditure  speak  to 
the  highest  priority  needs  of  veterans. 

The  bill  also  raises  the  threshold  for 
major  construction  projects  from  the 
current  level  of  $3  to  $5  million.  It 
would  also  limit  the  scope  of  the  so- 
called  grandfather  clause  and  require 
that  major  projects  be  authorized  an- 
nually to  ensure  facility  need  and  ac- 
countability in  the  major  construction 
program. 

The  bill  removes  the  requirement 
that  the  Veterans  Health  Administra- 
tion be  organized  along  certain  clinical 
specialties  and  allows  the  Under  Sec- 
retary greater  flexibility  in  the  organi- 
zation of  the  headquarters  staff. 

Last  and  most  importantly,  this  bill 
honors  three  great  Americans  by  nam- 
ing VA  facilities  after  them.  They  are 
G.V.  Sonny  Montgomery  Veterans  Af- 
fairs Medical  Center,  Jackson,  MS;  the 
James  H.  Quillen  Veterans  Affairs  Med- 
ical Center,  in  Johnson  City,  TN  and 
the  H.  John  Heinz  m  Veterans  Affairs 
Nursing  Care  Center,  Aspinwall,  PA. 

The  rapidly  changing  health  care  en- 
vironment, coupled  with  our  joint  re- 
sponsibility to  the  veteran  and  the  tax- 
payer, are  satisfied  by  the  provisions  of 
this  legislation.  I  strongly  urge  its  pas- 
sage. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  especially 
give  my  personal  tribute  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Mississippi,  G.V.  Sonny 
Montgomery,  a  true  friend  of  veterans 
and  no  one  more  deserving  of  this  rec- 
ognition and  this  honor.  My  prede- 
cessor, a  long-time  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs,  John 
Paul  Hammerschmidt,  regarded  SONNY 
as  his  dearest  and  closest  friend  in  all 
of  Congress,  if  not  all  the  world.  I  share 
that  same  affection  and  am  glad  to  pay 
that  honor  to  him  today  and  to  support 
this  legislation. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
srield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

I  certainly  want  to  begin  by  thank- 
ing the  chairman  of  the  committee,  the 
gentleman  from  Arizona,  the  Honor- 
able Bob  Stxtmp,  for  bringing  this  bill 
to  the  floor  and  for  the  very,  very  kind 
words  that  the  chairman  has  given  me 
and  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee, 
Jimmy  Quillen,  and  former  Senator 
John  Heinz. 

I  want  to  point  out.  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  under  the  leadership  of  BOB 
Stump,  out  committee  is  bipartisan. 
We  work  together,  we  have  no  prob- 
lems, and,  naturally,  I  would  say  this 
is  a  good  bill  being  brought  to  the  floor 
today. 

I  also  want  to  thank  the  chairman  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Hospitals  and 
Health  Care,  the  gentleman  from  Ar- 
kansas, the  Honorable  Tim  Hutchinson, 


and  I  am  certainly  glad  that  he  has 
considered  running  for  the  House  again 
and  leaving  the  Senate  alone.  I  think 
that  was  the  right  decision. 

Also  thanks  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas,  the  Honorable  Chet  Edwards. 
for  working  together,  as  I  mentioned, 
in  a  bipartisan  manner  for  this  legisla- 
tion. 

The  construction  authorization  bill. 
H.R.  3376,  is  very  important  in  that 
many  VA  hospitals  were  built  more 
thaji  50  years  ago.  Mr.  Speaker,  and 
they  were  not  designed  for  the  way 
health  care  is  provided  today.  Too 
many  of  these  old  patient  care  build- 
ings have  never  been  upgraded.  As  a  re- 
sult, it  is  difficult  to  care  for  some  of 
the  veterans  with  psychiatric  prob- 
lems, the  problems  with  infection  con- 
trol, and  situations  really  exist  that 
interfere  with  good  treatment. 

As  many  of  my  colleagues  are  aware, 
the  VA  is  making  many  changes  in  its 
health  care  system.  And  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona,  Chairman  Stump,  and  I 
think  it  is  for  the  best  in  making  these 
changes. 

Last  week  the  Washington  Post  ran  a 
very  long  article  written  by  Bill 
McAllister  about  the  VA's  increased 
emphasis  on  primary  care  and  its 
struggle  to  update  its  facilities.  Mil- 
lions of  veterans  continue  to  rely  on 
the  VA  care.  So  we  need  to  authorize 
construction  projects  to  fix  these  old 
buildings  up  and  make  our  patient  care 
more  convenient. 

The  projects  included  in  this  bill  are 
at  the  very  top  of  the  VA  priority  list. 
Rather  than  adding  more  hospital  beds 
or,  as  has  been  said  earlier,  building 
more  hospitals,  these  projects  expand 
outpatient  capacity  and  renovation  of 
existing  hospital  space  so  that  the  VA 
can  provide  care  in  a  humane  £ind  safe 
environment  and  increase  the  number 
of  veterans  that  they  can  see  on  a  daily 
basis. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Congress  has  a 
record  of  being  very  responsive  to  vet- 
erans needs.  From  1988  to  1995  the  Con- 
gress appropriated  an  average  of  $436 
million  per  year  for  VA  major  con- 
struction, with  most  of  this  money 
going  for  medical  construction.  With 
these  funds,  the  VA  was  able  to  re- 
place, to  modernize  a  number  of  our  171 
hospitals  that  we  have  across  the  coun- 
try, and  to  open  the  state-of-the-art 
outpatient  centers. 

However,  last  year,  the  VA  only  got 
$136  nullion  in  medical  construction 
funds.  The  amount  recommended  by 
the  appropriation  subcommittee  for 
the  coming  fiscal  year  is  more  than 
that,  but  it  is  still  $200  million  less 
than  it  should  be. 

Last  week  the  house  appropriated 
over  $300  million  for  construction  for 
military  medical  treatment  facilities. 
And,  Mr.  Speaker,  they  do  not  have 
half,  even  a  third,  of  the  medical  facili- 
ties we  have  for  the  VA.  We  have  just 
not  provided  enough  money  to  keep 


these    veterans"    facilities    in    decent 
shape. 

In  addition,  the  veterans  populations 
is  shifting,  and  we  need  to  try  to  meet 
that  increased  demand,  especially 
through  opening  more  outpatients  clin- 
ics. What  we  are  trying  to  do  is  maybe 
get  away  from  the  big  hospitals  and 
have  outpatient  clinics  where  we  can 
take  care  of  more  of  the  veterans. 

VA  had  a  backlog  of  high-priority 
medical  construction  projects  which 
total  out  at  about  $3  billion.  If  we  con- 
tinue at  the  current  pace  of  funding 
these  projects,  some  of  these  hospitals 
will  be  a  pile  of  rubble  before  we  get 
around  to  finding  the  money  to  ren- 
ovate them.  I  hope  we  can  fund  more 
funds  for  the  outpatient  clinics  and 
other  projects  that  our  committee  is 
recommending  in  this  legislation.  We 
need  to  fund  all  of  the  projects  in  this 
bill  if  we  are  going  to  keep  our  word  to 
the  veterans. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  bill.  I  am  pleased  that  a 
construction  authorization  bill  is  at 
last  being  brought  to  the  floor.  This 
bill  represents  a  good-faith,  truly  bi- 
partisan approach  to  identifying  the 
most  needed  major  medical  construc- 
tion work  within  the  VA  health  care 
system.  I  commend  Bob  Stump,  the 
chairman  of  the  Veterans'  Affairs  Com- 
mittee for  his  leadership  in  developing 
and  marking  up  this  bill.  I  also  want  to 
thank  the  chairman  of  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  Hospitals  and  Health  Care,  the 
Honorable  Tm  Hutchinson,  and  the 
ranking  member,  the  Honorable  Chet 
Edwards,  for  their  work  on  this  bill. 

In  addition  to  authorizing  major 
medical  construction  projects  for  fiscal 
year  1997,  this  bill  would  make  statu- 
tory changes  aimed  at  improving  the 
construction  planning  process.  Among 
these,  the  bill  would  require  VA  to  de- 
velop a  strategic  planning  process  and 
to  provide  Congress  annually  a  detailed 
report  on  its  planning,  to  include  its 
construction  plans.  It  would  also  re- 
quire VA  to  provide  the  Conunittees  on 
Veterans'  Affairs  with  an  annual  report 
identifjdng  by  category  the  construc- 
tion projects  which  represent  its  high- 
est priorities  for  funding.  Such  report- 
ing would  assist  the  committees  in  de- 
veloping construction  authorization 
legislation.  In  that  regard,  one  section 
of  the  bill,  which  would  repeal  a  grand- 
father clause,  exempting  certain  con- 
struction projects  from  the  authoriza- 
tion requirement,  has  pirompted  a  tech- 
nical question. 

My  friend,  Vic  Fazio,  has  asked  me 
to  clarify  the  impact  that  repeal  would 
have  on  the  proposed  fiscal  year  1997 
funding  of  construction  work  on  a  re- 
placement VA  medical  center  at  Travis 
Air  Force  Base.  In  adopting  a  construc- 
tion authorization  requirement,  the 
Congress  in  Public  Law  102-405  grand- 
fathered    construction     projects     for 
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which  funds  had  been  appropriated  be- 
fore the  law's  enactment,  in  effect  pro- 
vidingr  that  the  construction  authoriza- 
tion requirement  would  not  apply  to 
those  projects.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  the  VA's  general  counsel  has  con- 
cluded, based  on  Congress  having  pro- 
vided specific  funding  for  the  advance 
planning  and  design  phases  of  a  Mar- 
tinez replacement  hospital  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  Public  Law  102-^504,  that 
VA  may.  under  the  grandfather  clause, 
obligate  moneys  appropriated  for  con- 
structing a  replacement  hospital  at 
Travis  Air  Force  Base.  Under  H.R.  3376, 
the  repeal  of  the  grandfather  clause 
would  first  have  application  with  re- 
spect to  amounts  appropriated  for  fis- 
cal year  1998.  Accordingly,  should  Con- 
gress appropriate  fiscal  year  1997  funds 
for  the  Travis  project,  nothing  in  H.R. 
3376  would  bar  VA  from  obligating 
those  fiscal  year  1997  funds. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  3376  does  raise 
some  important  issues,  beyond  the  spe- 
cific projects  it  authorizes.  VA  is  mak- 
ing needed  reforms  in  its  medical  care 
system,  but  its  physical  plant  needs 
work  too.  In  many  places  around  the 
country,  VA  must  provide  care  in  aging 
facilities  that  need  major  renovation. 
Veterans  continue  to  rely  on  VA  care, 
so  we  can't  just  let  VA  hospitals  dete- 
riorate. We  need  to  bring  old  buildings 
up  to  acceptable  patient-care  and  pri- 
vacy standards,  and  strengthen  inpa- 
tient Cacilltles  that  are  vulnerable  to 
earthquakes.  We  also  need  to  give  VA 
the  means  to  lower  the  cost  of  care  by 
funding  construction  that  would  allow 
VA  to  replace  hospital  wards  with  new 
space  in  which  to  provide  outpatient 
care.  These  are  high  priority  needs,  and 
the  VA  has  a  large  backlog  of  such  pri- 
ority construction  projects  totaling  $3 
billion.  But  veterans  across  the  coun- 
try wait,  year  after  year,  in  hope  that 
Congress  will  provide  the  funds  needed 
to  address  such  problems  at  their  local 
VA  hospital. 

Members  need  to  know,  however, 
that  the  fiscal  year  1997  VA-HUD  ap- 
propriations bill  marked  up  last  week 
by  the  Subcommittee  on  VA,  HUD,  and 
Independent  Agencies  will  provide 
ftmdlng  for  only  a  few  of  the  projects 
which  H.R.  3376  would  authorize.  With 
only  S189  million  targeted  to  major 
medical  construction  projects  under 
the  marked  up  bill,  the  level  of  funding 
is  simply  Inadequate,  both  with  respect 
to  the  volume  of  needed  construction 
and  in  relation  to  funding  levels  in 
prior  Congresses.  From  1988  to  1995,  for 
example,  the  Congress  appropriated  an 
annual  average  of  $436  million  for  VA 
major  construction,  with  most  of  this 
money  going  for  medical  construction. 
With  the  substantially  reduced  levels 
of  VA  construction  funding  in  this  Con- 
gress, the  upshot  is  that  critically 
needed  projects  will  face  years  of 
delay. 

It  is  particularly  important,  there- 
fore, that  those  limited  funds  dedicated 


to  major  medical  construction  for  vet- 
erans are  targeted  to  the  most  compel- 
ling of  VA's  needs.  For  that  reason,  it 
is  very  disappointing  to  find  moneys 
earmarked  under  the  proposed  fiscal 
year  1997  appropriation  for  projects 
which  VA  itself  does  not  support  or  for 
which  there  is  no  compelling  priority. 

With  the  very  limited  major  medical 
construction  funding  proposed  in  the 
subcommittee's  bill,  and  apparent  dif- 
ferences over  what  constitute  construc- 
tion priorities,  there  is  little  prospect 
of  making  any  significant  dent  in  VA's 
huge  construction  backlog.  It  is  illu- 
minating, however,  to  examine  the 
kinds  of  projects  which  the  Veterans' 
Affairs  Committee  determined  to  have 
the  most  compelling  need  for  funding 
and  which  will  go  unfunded  for  another 
year.  They  include  situations  in  which: 

Patients  referred  to  a  specialty  VA  psy- 
chiatric treatment  center  are  hospitalized  in 
buildings  constructed  in  the  1920's  which  lack 
adequate  ventilation,  air  conditioning,  handi- 
capped facilities,  and  elevators,  and  which  do 
not  provide  a  suitable  environment  for  patients 
with  acute  psychiatric  behavior.  To  be  re- 
placed with  construction  of  a  new  psychiatric 
care  building  at  a  cost  of  S24.3  millior>— Battle 
Creek,  Ml. 

Structural  problems  in  the  design  of  50- 
year-old  patient  care  buildings,  which  also  do 
not  meet  fire,  life-safety,  and  disabled-access 
requirements,  at  a  major  medical  facility 
render  them  especially  vulnerable  to  an  earth- 
quake. Requiring  correction  at  cost  of  S20.2 
million — Long,  Beach,  CA. 

VA  treats  veterans  in  a  1940-vintage  build- 
ing with  such  inadequate  space  that  outpatient 
care  areas  are  congested,  chaotic,  lack  a  des- 
ignated emergency  room,  and  provide  inad- 
equate patient  privacy.  Requiring  constructron 
of  an  ambulatory  care  addition  at  a  cost  of 
S12.7  million— Tomah,  Wl. 

Veterans  are  hospitalized  for  psychiatric 
problems  under  cramped  conditions  in  a 
1930's-vintage  buiWing  constructed  for  tuber- 
culosis patients  at  a  major  VA  center.  Requir- 
ing construction  of  a  mental  health  addition  at 
a  cost  of  SI 9.7  million— Dallas,  TX. 

The  space  within  which  a  40-year-old  major 
urban  medical  facility  can  provide  ambulatory 
care  is  62  percent  deficient  of  its  real  needs 
resulting  in  inadequate  number  of  treatment 
rooms,  undue  delays  in  scheduling  appoint- 
ments, treatment  rooms  scattered  over  three 
floors,  insufficient  waiting  areas,  and  critk:al 
shortage  of  storage  space,  in  addition  to  non- 
compliance with  standards  goveming  ventila- 
tion and  handicapped  access.  Requiring  con- 
struction of  an  ambulatory  care  addition  and 
hospital  renovations  at  a  cost  of  $13.5  mil- 
lion— Brockton,  MA. 

Patient  wards  in  a  more  than  30-year-old 
major  metropolitan  hospital  suffer  from  severe 
space,  functional  and  technical  deficiencies  in- 
cluding lack  of  sufficient  fire  sprinklers,  infec- 
tion-control problems  associated  with  lack  of 
private  toilet  and  shower  facilities,  inadequate 
facilities  for  female  patients,  and  lack  of  handi- 
capped accessibility.  Requiring  ward  mod- 
ernization at  a  cost  of  S29.5  million— Atlanta. 
GA. 

In  my  view,  Mr.  Speaker,  these  are  compel- 
ling needs,  and  it  is  distressing  that  sufficient 


funds  are  not  being  allocated  to  meet  them. 
Veterans  will  find  this  difficult  to  understand  in 
light  of  the  subcommittee's  reversal  on  a 
project  it  rejected  last  year.  The  subcommittee 
reported  last  year  that  it  could  not  fund  the 
proposed  replacement  hospital  at  Travis  Air 
Force  Base  "because  of  the  budgetary  situa- 
tion— both  present  and  anticipated  in  the  fu- 
ture", and  instead  fiscal  year  1996  funds  were 
appropriated  for  an  outpatient  clinic  at  Travis. 
The  sutx»mmittee  has  now  reversed  course 
and  has  proposed  partial  funding  of  the  Travis 
hospital  construction  project. 

If  the  gloomy  budget  situation  which  ap- 
peared to  have  doomed  the  Travis  project  last 
year  has  in  fact  brightened  sufficiently  to  per- 
mit an  about-face,  then  it  surely  must  mean 
there  is  sufficient  flexibility  to  fund  some  of  the 
compelling  projects  I  have  cited  atx>ve. 

Given  the  state  of  the  inft-astructure  at  many 
of  VA's  medical  centers,  veterans  will  be  trou- 
bled by  appropriations'  subcommittee's  deci- 
sions to  fund  major  constructran  for  a  second 
year  at  levels  more  than  S200  million  below 
prior-year  funding.  If  the  appropriations'  sub- 
committee's recommendations  were  to  be 
adopted,  major  medical  construction  funding 
for  the  two  sessions  of  the  104th  Congress 
would  total  only  S336  million,  in  contrast  with 
a  total  of  S869  million  appropriated  for  VA 
major  medical  construction  during  the  103d 
Congress. 

Veterans  will  rightly  question  the  depths  of 
these  cuts.  It  is  not  enough  to  increase  VA 
medical  care  funding;  veterans  shoukJ  not  be 
asked  to  receive  care  in  substandard  half-cen- 
tury old  VA  facilities  or  to  wait  patiently  as 
needed  renovations  are  defen'ed  year  after 
year.  There  is  dearty  no  Federal-wide  plan  to 
slash  construction  spending.  The  fiscal  year 
1997  military  construction  appropriations  bill, 
for  example,  provides  more  than  $300  million 
for  military  hospital  and  medical  projects;  yet 
the  numt)er  of  DOD  tertiary  care  treatment  fa- 
cilities is  far  smaller  than  the  number  of  VA 
tertiary  care  facilities.  Our  commitment  to 
America's  veterans  requires  that  we  treat  them 
with  dignity.  We  fail  in  that  duty  when  we  toler- 
ate their  receiving  care  in  facilities  which  no 
longer  meet  safety  codes,  are  overcrowded,  or 
deny  them  the  degree  of  privacy  we  woukl 
want  for  ourselves. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  STUMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ten- 
nessee [Mr.  Duncan]. 

Mr.  DUNCAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to  be  the 
original  sponsor  of  the  request  to  name 
the  Veterans'  Hospital  in  Johnson 
City.  TN,  after  our  colleague,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Qutllen]. 

I  am  very  grateful  to  the  outstanding 
chairman  of  the  Veterans'  Affairs  Com- 
mittee for  Including  this  provision  in 
his  legislation  which  we  are  taking  up 
today.  It  is  primarily  due  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona,  Chairman 
Stump,  that  this  action  has  moved 
through  the  process  so  expeditiously. 

Congressman  Jimmy  Quhxen  was 
first  elected  to  the  House  in  1962.  He 
served  for  8  years  prior  to  that  in  the 
Tennessee  State  house. 


June  4,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


12925 


For  42  years,  he  has  been  elected, 
every  2  years,  to  a  legislative  office  by 
the  people  of  upper  east  Tennessee.  He 
has  never  lost  an  election,  primarily 
because  he  served  his  people  well,  and 
he  never  got  too  big  for  his  britches  or 
let  his  position  go  to  his  head. 

He  has  now  achieved  the  record  for 
the  longest  continuous  service  of  any 
Tennessean  ever  to  serve  in  Congress. 
Congressman  QxnLLEN  is  certainly  a 
living  legend.  He  came  up  the  hard 
way,  1  of  10  children,  in  what  was  con- 
sidered poverty  even  many  years  ago. 
As  he  has  said,  he  was  poor,  but  did  not 
know  it,  because  he  came  from  a  good 
and  loving  family. 

He  has  achieved  great  success,  both 
in  business  and  in  politics.  At  one  time 
he  was  the  youngest  newspaper  pub- 
lisher in  the  State  of  Tennessee,  and  he 
started  one  of  the  most  successful  in- 
surance agencies  in  our  State.  Jimmy 
QuiLLEN  served  this  Nation  with  honor 
in  the  U.S.  Navy.  He  has  always  had  a 
special  place  in  his  heart  for  our  coun- 
try's veterans,  and  he  has  fought  hard 
to  protect  and  support  the  Veterans" 
Hospital  in  Johnson  City. 

On  a  personal  note,  for  almost  32  of 
the  34  years,  Jimmy  Quillen  has  been 
in  Congress,  he  has  served  alongside 
someone  named  Duncan,  first  my  fa- 
ther, and  now  me.  He  was  one  of  my  fa- 
ther's closest  friends,  and  they  worked 
together  for  almost  24  years. 

I  am  now  in  my  8th  year  in  the 
House,  and  during  that  time,  as  several 
people  have  noticed,  Jimmy  Quillen 
has  treated  me  almost  like  a  son.  He 
has  been  so  kind  and  helpful  to  me.  as 
he  has  been  to  countless  thousands  in 
his  district  and  throughout  this  Na- 
tion. 

I  can  think  of  no  honor  more  well-de- 
served, no  honor  more  fitting  and  ap- 
propriate, than  to  name  the  Veterans' 
Hospital  at  Johnson  City  after  a  truly 
great  American,  Congressman  James 
H.  Quillen. 

Mr.  Speaker,  while  I  am  up,  I  would 
like  to  also  commend  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona,  Chairman  S-tomp,  as  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Veter- 
ans' Affairs,  for  naming  the  medical  fa- 
cility in  Jackson,  MS,  after  another 
great  American  Congressman,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Mississippi,  Sonny  Mont- 
gomery, one  of  the  finest  and  one  of 
the  most  popular  Members  in  this  Con- 
gress. 

He  has  achieved  a  record  that  not 
many  people  could  match  in  his  30 
years  of  service  in  this  Congress.  An- 
other close  friend  of  our  family.  Con- 
gressman Sonny  Montgomery,  is  one 
of  the  finest  men  that  any  of  us  could 
ever  meet,  and  I  am  pleased  that  that 
facility  will  be  named  after  Congress- 
man Montgomery. 

D  1430 

Mr.  STUMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  flrom  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Horn]. 


Mr.  HORN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  commend 
particularly  the  gentleman  from  Ari- 
zona, Chairman  Stump,  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Mississippi,  former  Chair- 
man Montgomery,  for  this  excellent 
bill  that  they  have  encouraged  their 
colleagues  to  report  to  the  floor. 

Along  with  many  other  worthy 
projects  in  this  legislation,  over  $20 
million  is  authorized  for  seismic  cor- 
rections in  the  Long  Beach  Veterans 
Administration  Medical  Center.  The 
Long  Beach  VA  Medical  Center  has 
earned  a  well-deserved  reputation  for 
providing  a  top-notch  and  first  class  di- 
verse range  of  services  not  only  to  vet- 
erans in  Long  Beach,  but  also  to  veter- 
ans throughout  southern  California. 

One  of  the  VA's  largest  single  divi- 
sion tertiary  care  medical  centers,  the 
Long  Beach  VA  Medical  Center  has 
achieved  national  prominence  in  the 
field  of  spinal  cord  injury  and  the  reha- 
bilitation of  paraplegics  and 
quadriplegics.  Long  Beach's  VA  Medi- 
cal Center  has  also  been  a  leader  in 
health  care  limovation  and  in  cost  con- 
tainment. The  entire  VA  medical  sys- 
tem has  benefited  from  a  cost  account- 
ing package  developed  at  the  Long 
Beach  center. 

The  Center's  efforts  to  improve  effi- 
ciency serve  as  an  example  to  hospitals 
throughout  the  United  States.  The 
seismic  corrections  funding  authorized 
in  H.R.  3376  wlU  allow  the  Center  to 
continue  its  state-of-the-art  research 
and  the  excellent  care  it  provides  to  its 
patients. 

I  urge  all  my  colleagues  to  vote  in 
favor  of  the  VA  construction  author- 
ization bill  not  because  the  Long  Beach 
VA  Medical  Center  is  in  it,  but  for  the 
many  other  very  worthy  centers  which 
are  being  upgraded. 

Mr.  STUMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Gekas]. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me. 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  tribute  paid  today 
by  the  speakers  thus  far  to  our  col- 
leagues Jimmy  Quillen  and  Sonny 
Montgomery  are  well  deserved  and 
ones  in  which  I  join  because  they,  too. 
have  been  personal  friends  and  long- 
standing servants  of  this  House  as  well 
as  their  own  constituencies. 

I  want  to  rise  now  to  add  to  their 
names  one  other  hero  who  has  been 
mentioned  here  today.  John  Heinz, 
after  whom  one  of  the  facilities  con- 
tained in  this  bill  will  be  named.  John 
Heinz  at  the  very  moment  of  his  death 
was  literally  killed  in  the  line  of  duty, 
was  concerning  himself  on  a  trip  to  fur- 
ther the  interests  of  his  investigation 
into  Medicare  fraud  and  other  health 
care  abuses,  all  in  the  genre  of  the 
issues  in  which  he  was  involved  from 
the  very  first  day  he  began  to  serve  In 
this  very  House  before  he  went  to  the 
U.S.  Senate.  He  was  a  hero  to  many 
Pennsylvanians.  to  all  Pennsylvanians 
and  to  all  those  who  remember  him 
who  are  now  Members  of  this  Congress. 


Mr.  STUMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  last  week  the  appro- 
priations Subcommittee  on  VA,  HUD 
and  Independent  Agencies  marked  up 
its  bill  for  the  coming  fiscal  year. 
There  are  substantial  differences  be- 
tween the  spending  priorities  they  ar- 
rived at  and  what  is  in  this  bill.  Hope- 
fully we  can  reach  a  consensus  on  con- 
struction as  well  as  other  areas  of  the 
appropriation  bills  that  do  not  match 
up  with  the  priorities  on  the  Commit- 
tee on  Veterans"  Affairs. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  passage  of  H.R. 
3376. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
jrield  myself  30  seconds. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  to  thank  the  gen- 
tleman from  Tennessee  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  for  their 
very,  very  kind  remarks  about  Jimmy 
Quillen  and  John  Heinz  and  myself. 
We  think  we  did  the  best  we  could  on 
this  legislation,  and  I  encourage  my 
colleagues  to  support  it. 

The  gentleman  from  Arkansas  men- 
tioned his  predecessor  John  Paul  Ham- 
merschmidt,  who  is  a  good  friend  of 
mine.  Mr.  Hammerschmidt  and  I  served 
for  a  number  of  years  together  on  the 
Veterans'  Conmiittee,  including  three 
Congresses  during  which  he  served  as 
the  ranking  minority  member  while  I 
served  as  chairman.  Mr.  Hammer- 
schmidt was  an  outstanding  member  of 
this  committee  and  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. All  of  the  veterans'  orga- 
nizations admired  him  and  praised  his 
service  on  behalf  of  veterans,  and  he 
gave  me  wise  counsel  on  numerous  oc- 
casions during  our  service  together  on 
the  Veterans'  Committee. 

I  also  want  to  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Duncan]  for  his 
remarks.  As  he  said,  his  family  and 
mine  are  very  close  friends. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
rise  today  in  support  of  this  bill.  The  Veterans 
Health  Administration  Is  a  model  of  our  na- 
tional commitment  to  honor  our  debts.  It  must 
be  preserved.  For  that  to  happen,  it  must  be 
alk>wed  to  change  with  the  rest  of  the  heatth 
care  industry.  One  of  the  most  signifkant 
changes  in  our  Nation's  health  care  delivery  in 
recent  years  has  been  the  movement  to  In- 
creased reliance  on  ambulatory  care.  For  the 
VHA  to  keep  pace  with  this  wekxxne  change, 
requires  capital  improvement.  This  bill  today 
addresses  some  of  those  needs. 

Spedfkally  the  Veterans'  Affairs  Committee 
approved  a  $21.1  million  grant  for  Lyons  Medi- 
cal Center  in  Lyons,  NJ.  The  grant  provides 
funding  for  an  amtxjiatory  care  unit. 

This  is  great  news  for  New  Jersey  vets.  The 
Lyons'  ambulatory  care  unit  will  take  us  into 
the  next  century  as  a  state-of-the-art  health 
care  facility.  Ifs  an  improvement  that  is  k>ng 
overdue. 

In  the  past,  tlie  veterans'  hospital  wouki  re- 
quire ovemight  stays  for  minor  surgery  that 
woukj  have  been  outpatient  surgery  else- 
where. The  ambulatory  care  unit  will  aUow  vet- 
erans to  go  in  and  out  of  the  hospital  in  one 
day,  eliminating  the  added  burden  of  ovemight 
stays. 
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With  the  recent  merger  of  Lyons  and  East 
Orange  VA  Medical  Centers,  this  is  truly  a 
sign  that  Lyons  is  a  weH-respected  and  much- 
needed  facility.  This  grant  ensures  that  Lyons 
will  continue  to  offer  state-of-the-art  health 
care  and  will  keep  its  important  place  in  the 
VA  heaKh  care  delivery  system  of  New  Jersey. 
Finally  Mr.  Speaker.  I  also  rise  to  congratu- 
late Mr.  Montgomery,  a  true  gentleman  and 
leader  when  it  comes  to  fighting  for  veterans. 
It  has  always  been  a  pleasure  to  work  for  vet- 
erans as  a  member  of  the  House  Veterans' 
Affairs  Committee.  Over  the  years  it  has  al- 
ways been  dear  that  a  unique  bipartisan  spirit 
has  prevailed  there.  That  spirit  has  arisen  from 
the  shared  commitment  of  the  vast  majority  of 
the  members  of  the  committee  to  honor  our 
obligations  to  our  veterans  first.  Mr.  Montgom- 
ery, by  his  tireless  service  to  the  committee 
has  nurtured  that  bipartisan  spirit.  Our  success 
has  been  largely  attributable  to  his  fine  service 
and  leadership  here  and  we  will  miss  him. 

Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in 
support  of  H.R.  3376.  In  particular.  I  am 
pleased  that  the  bill  authorizes  Si  5.1  millk>n 
for  major  renovations  at  the  Perry  Point  Medi- 
cal Center  in  Maryland. 

The  project  will  focus  on  renovating  and  re- 
configuring the  patient  rooms  in  the  psychiatric 
nursing  units  in  order  to  improve  patient  pri- 
vacy. Two  of  the  buildings  involved  in  the 
project  were  built  in  1935  and  this  project  will 
meet  disability  accessibility  requirements  and 
upgrade  and  modernize  the  facility's  utilities. 
Additionally,  this  legislation  wilt  instruct  ttie 
Veterans'  Administration  to  meet  space  plan- 
ning criteria  and  standards  set  by  the  Joint 
Commission  on  Accreditation  of  Health  Care 
Organizations. 

The  Perry  Point  VA  Medical  Center  provides 
excellent  extended  and  psychiatric  care  to  vet- 
erans throughout  the  State  of  Maryland  as 
well  as  the  mK^Atlantk:  regkm  who  have 
served  our  Nation  so  ably  in  the  name  of  free- 
dom and  democracy.  Perry  Point,  atong  with 
the  VA  medical  center  at  Baltimore  and  the 
other  facilities  included  in  the  Chesapeake 
network,  provide  specialty  sen/ices  to  tens  of 
ttXMJsands  of  veterans  each  year. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  gives  me  great  pleasure  to 
rise  with  my  colleagues  in  support  of  this 
measure  whkii  embodies  a  bipartisan  commit- 
ment to  provxJing  the  best  services  for  our  Na- 
tion's veterans. 

Veterans  from  throughout  the  Fifth  Congres- 
skxial  District  and  the  State  of  Maryland  will 
be  better  served  as  a  result  of  this  legislation 
and  \he  ensuing  improvements  at  the  Pen^ 
Point  VA  Medical  Center  and  I  am  pleased  to 
rise  with  my  colleagues  today  in  support  of 
H.R.  3376. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in 
strong  support  of  H.R.  3376  VA  Major  Con- 
staiction  Authorization  and  Major  Medical 
Leases  Act 

In  recent  years  the  health  care  industry  has 
been  de-emphasizing  hospitals  in  favor  of  out- 
patient care  facilities.  Modem  medk:ine  has 
successfully  demonstrated  that  many  medical 
services  are  more  efficiently  performed  on  an 
outpatient  basis. 

This  legislation  will  help  the  VA  adjust  to 
these  new  dynamks  as  it  encourages  a  trend 
toward  more  ambulatory  care  construction 
projects. 


With  the  recent  opening  of  a  clinic  in  Rock- 
land County,  my  district  has  firsthand  experi- 
ence in  observing  the  benefits  of  outpatient 
care. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  legislation  will  benefit  vet- 
erans by  providing  care  in  a  more  efficient 
manner  which  is  also  flexible  enough  to  meet 
their  future  needs. 

Mr.  EVERETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  member 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs 
and  chairman  of  the  Compensation,  Pension, 
Insurance  and  Memorial  Affairs  subcommittee, 
I  am  happy  to  rise  today  in  support  of  H.R. 
3376  authorizing  major  medical  facility  projects 
and  major  medical  facility  leases  for  the  De- 
partment of  Veterans  Affairs  for  fiscal  year 
1997. 

H.R.  3376  demonstrates  strong  bipartisan 
support  for  carrying  out  this  country's  unfailing 
commitment  to  our  veterans.  Recognizing  the 
inevitable  shift  from  expensive  inpatient  care 
to  more  cost  effective  primary  and  outpatient 
care,  this  legislation  authorizes  spending  for 
the  VA's  medical  facilities  construction 
projects.  The  committee's  action  continues  to 
stress  the  importance  of  providing  sen/ices  for 
veterans  in  an  environment  that  is  not  only 
more  convenient  and  more  cost  effective,  but 
improves  the  quality  of  care  through  increased 
access  to  routine  outpatient  treatment  and 
preventative  health  services. 

I  would  especially  like  to  recognize  the  fore- 
sight of  the  committee  for  the  inclusion  of  di- 
rective report  language  authorizing  the  Sec- 
retary to  establish  an  ambulatory  care  access 
point  in  Dothan,  AL  The  days  of  large  verti- 
cally integrated  hospitals  as  the  primary  mode 
of  health  care  delivery  are  gone.  Rather,  in 
order  to  provkje  more  effective  and  quality 
health  care,  the  VA  must  be  more  flexible  in 
bringing  VA  services  to  the  veteran. 

Such  projects,  like  the  much-needed  com- 
munity-based access  point  in  Dothan.  AL.  are 
small  in  scale  and  do  not  require  committee 
authorization  or  further  appropriation  of  funds. 
However,  the  need  for  these  small  scaled 
projects  is  compelling  given  the  lack  of  access 
to  veteran's  health  care  in  many  rural  areas 
across  the  country.  Cunently,  the  more  than 
38,350  veterans  reside  within  a  50-mile  radius 
of  Dothan  are  forced  to  travel  100  miles  or 
more  to  the  nearest  VA  medical  center.  The 
long  and  sometimes  difficult  trip  back  home 
after  treatment  is  often  impossible  and  war- 
rants overnight  lodging. 

The  establishment  of  a  community-based 
access  point  in  Dothan  will  provide  routine, 
preventative  and  emergency  outpatient  medi- 
cal services  to  the  veterans  in  the  southeast 
region  of  Alabama  without  requiring  the  con- 
struction of  a  large  and  costly  inpatient  facility. 
The  quality  of  care  for  vetersins  in  my  district 
and  in  the  surrounding  areas  of  Alabama, 
Georgia,  and  Florida  will  improve  significantly, 
while  the  cost  for  caring  for  these  veterans 
will,  most  likely,  prove  more  effective. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  closing,  because  the  other 
body  failed  to  take  up  the  fiscal  year  1996 
construction  authorization,  it  is  incumbent 
upon  the  upper  Chamber  that  they  consider 
this  legislation  so  that  our  veterans  are  not  de- 
prived of  the  care  they  desen/e. 

I  thank  my  friend,  Mr.  Hutchinson,  chair- 
man of  the  Hospitals  and  Health  Care  Sub- 
committee, and  I  thank  my  good  friend.  Chair- 


man Stump,  for  fostering  greater  opportunities 
for  veterans  in  many  regions  of  the  country 
where  it  is  prohibitive  for  veterans  to  travel  to 
the  nearest  VA  facility  for  care. 

I  stand  in  acknowledgment  of  their  leader- 
ship on  behalf  of  our  nation's  veterans  and,  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this  important 
legislation. 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  favor  of 
H.R.  3376,  a  bill  of  great  importance  to  our 
Nation's  veterans. 

I  want  to  begin  by  thanking  Chairman 
Stump  for  the  leadership  he  has  shown.  In 
politics,  there  is  never  going  to  be  an  unanim- 
ity, but  he  has  done  a  great  job  in  addressing 
any  issues  that  have  arisen  in  our  committee. 
He  has  gone  out  of  his  way  to  make  sure  that 
every  memlser  of  the  committee,  regardless  of 
party  affiliation,  has  had  an  opportunity  to  help 
shape  our  legislative  product.  As  a  freshman 
in  the  minority,  I  want  to  say  that  the  House 
Veterans'  Affairs  Committee  should  serve  as  a 
model  to  other  chairmen  as  how  to  run  a  com- 
mittee. 

Also,  I  want  to  express  my  most  heartfelt 
appreciation  for  the  opportunity  to  work  along- 
skJe  the  man  they  call  Mr.  Veteran — Sonny 
Montgomery.  I  just  want  to  say  to  Sonny  that 
it  has  been  an  honor  to  serve  alongside  you, 
and  I  consider  it  an  awesome  privilege  to  have 
been  your  colleague  on  the  Veterans'  Affairs 
Committee. 

In  this  bill,  we  are  naming  the  VA  medical 
center  in  Jackson,  Ml,  after  the  former  chair- 
man— and  I  just  want  to  let  the  chairman  know 
that  while  memt>ers  might  come  and  go  from 
this  Chamber,  that  a  good  name  lasts  forever. 
I  think  it  is  safe  to  say  that  the  name  of  Sonny 
Montgomery  is  a  good  name. 

There  are  many  reasons  to  support  this  bill. 
Of  all  our  commitments  to  those  who  served 
in  our  Natron's  armed  forces,  none  is  more  inv 
portant  than  the  guarantee  of  health  care.  For 
those  Members  who  do  not  think  there  is  a  dif- 
ference between  the  medical  needs  of  veter- 
ans and  those  of  the  general  public.  I  invite 
you  to  take  a  tour  of  a  VA  hospital  vnth  me. 
I  guarantee  that  you  will  come  away  with  a 
much  different  view  of  veterans'  medial  care. 
We  must  realize  that  private  hospitals  woukJ 
never  provide  the  type  of  patient  care  that  is 
provkJed  by  VA  hospitals  as  they  could  never 
make  it  profitable. 

The  underpinning  of  the  VA  health  care  sys- 
tem is  maintaining  the  physical  facilities  need- 
ed to  provide  adequate  service.  Even  in  this 
difficult  budgetary  dimate.  veterans  medical 
fadlities  construction  must  remain  a  high  prior- 
ity. Thus,  I  urge  members  to  support  this  bill, 
and  to  support  appropriations  in  this  area 
when  the  VA-HUD  bill  comes  to  the  floor  later 
this  Spring. 

There  are  two  parts  of  H.R.  3376  I  want  to 
highlight. 

First,  this  bill  has  incorporated  H.R.  2760, 
my  bill  to  name  the  nursing  care  facility  at  the 
VA  hospital  in  Aspinwall,  PA.  after  the  late 
Senator  John  Heinz. 

The  Heinz  family  is  one  of  the  most  notable 
in  Pennsylvania,  and  Senator  Heinz'  commit- 
me;nt  to  public  service  was  a  tremendous  ex- 
ample to  many  of  us  in  westem  Pennsylvania. 
Unfortunately,  he  was  taken  from  us  too  soon 
wrtien  his  plane  crashed  outside  Philadelphia 
5''/i  years  ago. 
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During  his  time  in  Congress.  John  Heinz 
had  many  accomplishments,  too  many  to  try 
to  list.  However,  as  far  as  the  people  in  and 
around  Pittsburgh  are  concerned,  one  of  his 
greatest  contributions  to  our  community  was 
his  leadership  in  the  making  the  Aspinwall 
Veterans  Hospital  a  reality. 

Some  may  think  that  it  is  hyperix>le  to  say 
that  the  construction  of  a  veterans  hospital  is 
a  great  event  to  a  region  as  populous  as  Pitts- 
burgh. Those  people  obviously  do  not  know  a 
lot  about  Pittsburgh. 

Ever  since  I  can  remember,  my  life  has  fo- 
cused on  veterans'  issues,  and  their  role  in 
the  Pittsburgh  community.  As  I  have  often 
mentk>ned  in  this  committee,  I  would  not  be 
here  today  if  rt  wasnt  for  the  benefits  my  fam- 
ily received  from  the  VA  in  retum  for  my  fa- 
ther's service.  These  benefits  were  not  without 
a  steep  price,  t)ecause  of  the  wounds  my  fa- 
ther received  in  combat,  his  life  was  made 
shorter  than  it  should  be. 

My  family  and  I  are  not  unique.  Throughout 
southwestern  Pennsylvania,  young  men  and 
women  have  served  in  our  Nation's  Amied 
Forces  at  a  greater  rate  than  almost  any- 
where. They  and  their  families  have  counted 
on  the  VA  to  be  there  for  them,  and  the  VA 
has  almost  always  been  there.  As  those  who 
served  in  Worid  War  II  and  Korea  grew  older, 
and  their  numbers  were  augmented  by  those 
who  went  to  Vietnam,  the  needs  for  veterans 
servrces,  espedally  health  care,  grew  consid- 
erably in  westem  Pennsylvania. 

It  was  Ser^ator  Heinz,  a  native  of  Pittsburgh, 
who  recognized  that  veterans  in  our  area  were 
being  underserved.  and  that  the  situation 
would  only  get  worse  without  dedsive  action. 
From  his  seat  on  the  Senate  Appropriatons 
Subcommittee  on  Veterans  Affairs,  Housing, 
and  Independent  Agendes,  he  made  the  con- 
struction of  the  hospital  in  Aspinwall  his  No.  1 
priority. 

Today,  throughout  Pennsylvania,  Ohio, 
Maryland,  and  West  Virginia,  countless  veter- 
ans are  having  their  health  care  needs  met 
thanks  to  the  efforts  of  John  Heinz.  I  think  it 
is  only  fitting  that  he  receive  this  posthumous 
tribute  to  his  good  work.  And  I  am  not  alone 
in  this  belief,  as  H.R.  2760  was  cosponsored 
by  all  of  my  20  colleagues  in  the  Pennsylvania 
delegatk>n,  induding  Congressmen  Mascara 
and  Fox  who  serve  with  us  on  this  committee. 

This  legislation  is  supported  by  the  Pennsyl- 
vania chapters  of  all  the  congressionally  char- 
tered Veterans  Sen/ce  Organizations.  I  have 
letters  here  from  each  of  them,  which  I  will  in- 
clude for  the  Record  at  the  appropriate  point. 

I  want  to  thank  the  American  Legk>n  of 
Pennsylvania  and,  in  particular.  Department 
Adjutant  Stanley  Reinhardt  for  bringing  this 
kJea  to  my  attention. 

I  also  want  to  express  my  support  for  the 
authorization  for  environmental  improvements 
at  the  University  Drive  VA  Hospital,  located  in 
the  Oakland  section  of  the  dty  of  Pittsburgh. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  could  describe  in  graphk:  de- 
tail the  conditions  that  currently  exist  at  these 
wards  at  University  Drive,  but  I  do  not  believe 
that  it  is  appropriate  subject  matter  for  the 
floor  of  the  House  of  Representatives.  I  hope 
it  will  suffk:e  to  say  that  this  actk)n  is  needed 
to  altow  each  nursing  unit  at  University  Drive 
to  meet  cunent  VA  standards  for  life-safety, 
patient  privacy,  and  handicapped  accessibility. 


Also,  there  is  a  need  to  meet  the  needs  result- 
ing from  the  increasing  number  of  female  vet- 
erans requiring  care. 

The  main  buikJing  of  University  Drive  was 
constructed  in  1954,  and  has  gone  undianged 
since.  With  the  passage  of  time,  this  has  pro- 
duced numerous  space,  functk>nal,  and  tech- 
nical deficiendes  in  meeting  the  spedfications 
of  today's  health  care  standards. 

The  importance  of  University  Drive  goes 
well  beyond  the  boundaries  of  the  City  of 
Pittsburgh.  It  is  the  tertiary  care,  medrcal/sur- 
gical  refenal  fadlity  for  the  65-county  Westem 
Pennsylvania  Networi<,  and  is  the  National 
DVA  Refen^l  Center  for  Liver  Transplantation. 
This  project  is  essential  to  maintaining  this 
hospital's  capaiJiftty  to  meet  the  needs  of  the 
380,000  veterans  in  Allegheny  County,  as  well 
as  those  throughout  Pennsylvania,  Ohio, 
Maryland,  and  West  Virginia  who  rely  on  the 
services  provKled  by  University  Drive. 

As  a  supporter  of  the  constitutional  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  that  passed  the 
House  last  year,  I  understand  that  we  need  to 
be  extremely  scrupulous  in  how  we  spend 
money.  Even  when  there  is  a  dear  need  that 
could  be  funded,  we  must  determine  whether 
or  not  something  has  to  be  funded.  Keeping 
that  admonition  in  mind,  I  hasten  to  point  out 
that  in  the  DVA  internal  rating  for  major  con- 
struction projects,  the  University  Drive  project 
scored  19.8— out  of  a  highest  possible  score 
of  19.8.  For  your  consideratk>n,  I  have  at- 
tached a  copy  of  this  analysis.  There  is  no 
way  in  whk:h  this  project  could  have  been 
rated  any  higher  of  a  priority. 

In  condusion,  this  bill  is  in  the  best  interests 
of  the  people  of  Pennsylvania  and  the  Nation 
as  a  whole,  and  I  urge  Members  to  support  it. 

Mr.  MCCOLLUM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  H.R.  3376,  and  commend 
Chainnen  Stump  and  Hutchinson  for  their  ef- 
forts to  bring  this  bill  to  the  fk>or. 

This  bill  represents  another  step  toward  ad- 
dressing the  disparity  that  has  impacted  many 
of  Fk>rida's  veterans.  Although  the  overall  vet- 
erans population  is  dedining,  Fkjrida's  in- 
creases daily  as  more  and  more  veterans 
move  into  the  Sunshine  State.  Rorida  has  the 
highest  concentratk>n  of  elderly  veterans  of 
any  State,  the  second  highest  number  of  vet- 
erans of  all  ages,  and  the  third  highest  con- 
centration of  wartime  veterans.  Last  fiscal 
year,  despite  the  fad  that  Rorida  fadlities  re- 
ceived the  highest  numt>er  of  applications  for 
medKal  care  by  service-oonneded  veterans  in 
the  Natk)n,  we  continued  to  receive  fewer 
funds  than  California,  New  York,  and  Texas- 
each  with  less  demands  on  their  systems. 

Despite  our  leading  veterans  population, 
Fkxida  has  continued  to  receive  far  less  ttian 
its  fair  share  of  funding  for  VA  medical  serv- 
ices. As  a  result,  veterans  that  can  receive 
care  in  other  parts  of  the  country  that  do  not 
have  such  high  veterarv-to-fadlity  ratk)s  can 
find  themselves  turned  away  from  more 
crowded  fadlities  in  Fk>rida.  These  disparities 
must  end. 

This  House  has  taken  steps  to  address 
shortfalls  in  veterans  medical  care,  by  propos- 
ing a  13  percent  increase  in  funding  for  VA 
medical  care  in  fiscal  year  1996,  and  moving 
forward  on  our  plan  to  spend  $339  millk>n 
more  on  veterans  health  care  over  7  years 
than  the  Presktent  has  proposed.  This  con- 


stnjdion  bin  represents  the  next  step  by  the 
new  Republican  Congress  to  honor  our  Na- 
tion's commitment  to  its  veterans. 

Most  important  to  veterans  in  my  commu- 
nity, the  bill  directs  the  Seaetary  of  Veterans 
Affairs  to  study  the  best  means  of  meeting  the 
health  care  needs  of  veterans  in  east  central 
Ftorida.  There  has  been  considerat)le  con- 
troversy alXHJt  what  needs  exist,  and  how  to 
besX  meet  them.  One  option  may  be  to  oper- 
ate the  former  Oriando  Naval  Training  Cer«er 
Hospital  as  a  veterans  medical  faality.  The 
first  floor  of  this  five-story  fadlity  is  already 
serving  the  200,000  veterans  in  its  sennce 
area  as  an  outpatient  dinic,  drawing  veterans 
from  across  east  central  Rorida.  The  addi- 
tional fk)ors  contain  some  of  the  most  ad- 
vanced impatient  care  fadlities — induding  in- 
tensive care  units,  critkal  operating  rooms,  in- 
patient beds,  and  an  effkaent  tood  delivery 
service — in  any  private,  pubik:,  or  veterans 
hospital  in  Ftorida.  Incredibly,  Secretary  Brown 
has  proposed  to  destroy  these  fadlities,  and 
spend  money  to  fill  the  space  with  nursing 
home  t>eds. 

I  do  not  dispute  the  need  for  addittonal  tong- 
term  care  in  Rorida,  and  will  support  various 
efforts  to  make  this  option  availat)te  to  our  vet- 
erans. As  stated,  our  State  has  the  highest 
number  of  eWerly  veterans  in  the  country.  But 
spending  scarce  health  care  dollars  to  effec- 
tively destroy  a  fully  functional,  state-of-the-art 
hospital — especially  wfien  such  facilities  are 
so  needed  in  east  central  Ftorida — makes  at>- 
solutely  no  sense,  especially  wtten  a  com- 
pletely separate  nursing  home  facility  couto  be 
built  without  sacrifkar>g  the  hospital  for  almost 
the  same  amount  of  money. 

The  committee  has  directed  that  this  report 
must  examine  the  need  to  indude  acute  inpa- 
tient servtoes,  such  as  those  provkled  by  the 
Orlando  fadlity,  as  well  as  psychiatric  and 
long-term  services.  It  is  my  hope  that  the  re- 
port required  by  this  legislatkxi  win  illustrate 
other  options  to  best  meet  the  health  care 
needs  of  veterans  in  east  central  Ftorida. 

Last  year,  this  Congress  approved  funding 
to  construd  another  badly  needed  outpatient 
dinic  in  Brevard  County.  This  means  that  after 
years  of  delay,  Brevard  County  veterans  will  fi- 
nally be  able  to  receive  needed  ambulatory 
care  ctose  to  home.  I  commend  this  Congress' 
action,  and  speciftoally  praise  the  efforts  of  my 
colleague.  Congressman  Dave  Weloon,  for  fi- 
nally succeeding  in  bringing  additional  veter- 
ans health  care  fadlities  to  east  central  Ftor- 
ida. 

Relief  is  on  the  way  for  veterans  in  Rorida, 
and  this  legislatton  certainly  moves  us  fonward 
in  that  struggle.  New  fadlities  are  t>eing  built, 
oWer  ones  are  being  re-«ngineered  to  meet 
new  needs,  and  wide  gaps  In  servrce-areas 
may  finally  be  filled  as  a  result  of  this  commit- 
tee's past  efforts  and  future  plans.  I  commerxf 
the  committee  and  this  House  for  working  to 
repay  the  debt  of  our  hJatton  owes  its  veter- 
ans, and  helping  to  oorred  some  of  the  imbal- 
ances that  have  left  veterans  in  Rorida  in 
need  of  such  greater  attentton. 

Mr.  THURMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in 
support  of  the  authorizatton  of  major  fadlity 
projects  and  major  medtoal  fadlity  leases  for 
Department  of  Veterans  Affairs,  fiscal  year 
1997  (H.R.  3376). 

Channeling  furxjs  to  modernize  and  reiv 
ovate  existing  VA  medtoal  fadlities  is  good 
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policy.  Furthermore,  I  firmly  believe  that  the 
VA  should  employ  strategic  planning  tools 
when  allocating  resources  to  VA  facilities. 
However,  I  must  point  out  that,  if  Congress 
does  not  compel  the  VA  to  enact  the  plan  out- 
lined in  this  bill,  it  simply  becomes  another  in- 
effectual study.  The  bill  before  us  today  does 
not  go  far  enough.  H.R.  3376  requires  the  VA 
to  develop  a  5-year  strategic  plan  for  its  health 
care  system  without  compelling  them  to  enact 
rt. 

For  years,  the  VA  has  studied  the  problem 
of  resource  allocation  and,  accordingly,  devel- 
oped the  Resource  Planning  and  Management 
[RPM]  system.  The  aim  of  the  RPM  was  to 
better  alk>cate  resources  among  its  medical 
facilities  across  the  country.  The  RPM  system 
classifies  each  patient  into  a  clinical  care 
group,  calculates  average  facility  costs  per  pa- 
tient, and  forecasts  future  workload.  While  the 
aim  of  the  1994  measure  was  on  target,  the 
results  continue  to  be  unsatisfactory.  Accord- 
ing to  the  GAO  (March  19,  1996),  "*'  *  al- 
though RPM  lets  VA  identify  Inequities  in  re- 
source distribution,  VA  has.  so  far,  chosen  not 
to  use  the  system,  to  help  ensure  that  re- 
sources are  distributed  more  equitably." 

In  an  April  13  interview  with  Florida  Today, 
Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  Under  Sec- 
retary for  Health  Kenneth  Kizer  admitted  what 
the  veterans  in  Florida,  Georgia.  Arizona,  Ne- 
vada, North  Carolina,  Virginia,  Washington. 
South  Carolina,  New  Mexico,  Hawaii,  Alaska, 
New  Hampshire,  Cohsrado,  Maine,  and  Ver- 
mont already  know.  In  commenting  about  the 
current  state  of  the  VA  health  care  system. 
Kizer  observed,  "Are  resources  equitably  allo- 
cated in  the  VA  now?  The  answer  is  no." 

The  facts  speak  for  themselves.  For  exam- 
ple, between  1980  and  1990,  my  home  State 
of  Fkxida  experienced  an  explosion  of  growth 
in  its  veterans  populatkKi — a  net  inaease  of 
almost  350.000  veterans,  or  96  veterans  per 
day.  In  contrast,  between  1985  and  1990,  the 
VA's  budget  alk>catk>n  in  the  southern  re- 
gk)n— whKh  includes  Florida— showed  no  in- 
crease. 

Some  States  carry  an  unfair  financial  bur- 
den. While  some  may  disagree  about  the 
cause  of  the  veterans  influx  into  various 
States,  many  agree,  and  the  facts  support, 
that  some  States  shoulder  the  burden  more 
than  others.  During  debate  of  the  fiscal  year 
1996  VA-HUD-independent  agencies  appro- 
priatk>ns.  Representative  Lewis  of  California 
also  agreed  and  stated,  in  our  colloquy  on  the 
House  floor,  that  the  committee  "has  long 
been  concemed  abut  the  VA's  resource  meth- 
odology." and  he  recognized  that  there  was 
an  "uneven  access  to  VA  care." 

In  March,  Senators  Graham  and  McCain  at- 
tempted to  address  this  problem  by  offering  an 
amendment  to  the  fiscal  year  19l96  omnibus 
appropriatkms  bill  (H.R.  3019)  which  called  for 
more  equitable  distribution  of  money  based  on 
wtiere  veterans  live  when  they  receive  care. 
Unfortunately,  this  proviskxi  was  stripped  from 
H.R.  3019  in  conference. 

Requiring  the  VA  to  develop  a  plan  to  re- 
alkxate  resources  makes  good  sense— which 
is  why  I  support  H.R.  3376.  Nevertheless,  it 
does  not  go  far  enough.  Congress  needs  to 
do  more  than  ask  for  additk)nal  resource  re- 
allocation plans  and.  instead,  compel  the  VA 
to  implement  those  in  whk:h  they  have  already 


invested.  That  is  why  on  April  25  I  introduced 
legislation  (H.R.  3346)  which  would  require  the 
VA  to  develop  a  plan  to  link  the  allocation  of 
its  resources  to  facility  wortdoads.  This  meas- 
ure would  require  the  VA  to  operate  within  the 
new  22  veterans  integrated  service  networks 
[VISNs]  and  based  on  the  RPM  system — in 
which  the  VA  has  already  invested  a  great 
deal  of  time  and  money.  Moreover.  H.R.  3346 
would  require  the  Secretary  to  implement  the 
plan  within  60  days  of  submitting  it  to  Con- 
gress. 

While  the  provisions  in  H.R.  3376  relating  to 
resource  allocation  differ  slightly  from  H.R. 
3346,  they  are  certainly  a  movement  in  the 
right  direction.  But,  I  urge  Congress  to  go 
wholeheartedly  in  that  direction  and  give  our 
Nation's  veterans  the  health  care  they  de- 
serve. Addressing  the  chronic  under-funding 
and  fiscal  inequities  which  exists  in  veterans' 
health  care  should  be  one  of  our  utmost  re- 
sponsibilities. 

Ms.  MILLENDER-McDONALD.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  want  to  thank  Mr.  Montgomery  for  the  time 
to  speak  today  and  for  your  leadership,  as 
well  as  that  of  Chairman  Stump,  in  seeing  this 
bill  through  the  legislative  process. 

Mr.  Speaker,  colleagues,  this  bill  addresses 
some  urgent  needs  among  our  Nation's  veter- 
ans' medical  facilities  and  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  legislation  and  urge  its  swift  ap- 
proval. 

The  S434  million  authorized  by  this  legisla- 
tion is  perhaps  some  of  the  most  important 
money  that  we  will  be  discussing  on  this  floor, 
for  it  will  be  spent  ensuring  that  the  men  and 
women  who  put  their  lives  on  the  line  for  our 
Nation  will  be  adequately  taken  care  of  once 
they  have  left  service. 

This  money  renovates,  upgrades  and, 
where  needed,  expands  current  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs  medical  facilities  to  ensure 
that  the  needs  of  our  former  servicemen  and 
women  are  met. 

One  project  of  particular  importance  to  me 
and  my  constituents  in  the  37th  Congressional 
District  is  the  seismic  upgrading  of  the  VA 
medk:al  center  in  Long  Beach,  CA. 

This  bill  provides  S20.2  millkjn  to  allow  the 
Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  to  bring  three 
of  the  buildings  at  the  Long  Beach  facility  up 
to  code  in  terms  of  earthquake  safety,  fire 
safety,  mechancal  and  electrical  safety,  and 
compliance  with  the  Americans  with  Disabil- 
ities Act. 

The  buildings  receiving  these  improvements 
are  all  over  50  years  old  and  in  serious  need 
of  repair. 

Specifically,  the  three  buildings  to  be  im- 
proved house  important  operational  and  var- 
ious support  services  critical  to  monitoring  the 
health  and  welfare  of  our  veterans. 

Without  these  repairs  the  buildings,  all  of 
which  were  built  in  1943,  are  in  grave  danger. 
The  facilities  are  very  cksse  to  the  Newport- 
Inglewood  Fault  Zone,  which  is  considered  ac- 
tive and  capable  of  generating  an  earthquake 
of  magnitude  7.0. 

The  VA  has  testified  that  there  is  no  other 
medkal  facility  in  Long  Beach  large  enough  to 
meet  the  VA's  needs,  and  it  is  expected  that 
the  major  functions  of  this  Medical  Center  will 
remain  the  same  under  the  proposed  Veterans 
Integrated  Service  Networi<. 

In  short,  this  is  an  important  facility  to  the 
veterans  residing  in  the  Long  Beach  area  and 


it  is  therefore  incumbent  upon  us  to  ensure 
that  it  meets  the  basic  safety  codes  of  the 
area. 

It  is  for  this  reason  that  these  seismic  re- 
pairs were  included  in  the  President's  fiscal 
year  1997  tsudget  request  and  that  the  Depart- 
ment of  Veterans'  Affairs  Undersecretary  for 
Health,  Mr.  Kenneth  Kizer,  testified  in  support 
of  these  repairs  as  recently  as  March. 

Without  these  repairs,  we  are  placing  the 
lives  of  our  Natk)n's  veterans,  as  well  as  the 
lives  of  those  who  serve  them,  in  grave  dan- 
ger. 

I  would  submit  to  my  colleagues  that  our 
veterans  deserve  better  than  this,  and  I  am 
pleased  to  see  that  the  committee  agrees  with 
this  assessment. 

I  look  fonward  to  worthing  with  you.  Con- 
gressman Montgomery,  and  with  Chainnan 
Stump,  to  see  that  the  wisdom  of  the  commit- 
tee is  followed  and  that  the  veterans  who  use 
the  Long  Beach  facilities  are  not  placed  in 
harm's  way. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  commend  the 
committee  for  deckling  to  name  the  medical 
center  in  Jackson,  MS  after  our  esteemed  col- 
league from  Meridian,  Mr.  Montgomery.  Al- 
though I  have  only  had  the  honor  of  serving 
with  him  for  a  little  over  a  month,  I  appreciate 
the  work  that  he  has  done  for  our  veterans 
eind  share  the  committee's  view  that  it  is  befit- 
ting to  bestow  such  an  honor  in  naming  a  vet- 
eran's medical  center  in  his  honor  in  his  home 
State. 

So,  once  again,  I  rise  in  support  of  this  im- 
portant legislation  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
do  the  same. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  STUMP.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time,  and  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Upton).  The  question  is  on  the  motion 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Stump]  that  the  House  suspend 
the  rules  and  pass  the  bill,  H.R.  3376,  as 
amended. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill, 
as  amended,  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


MANDATORY  FEDERAL  PRISON 
DRUG  TREATMENT  ACT  OF  1996 
Mr.  HEINEMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 
(H.R.  2650)  to  amend  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  to  eliminate  certain  sen- 
tencing inequities  for  drug  offenders, 
as  amended. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

H.R.  2650 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  SBOBT  TrfLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Mandatory 
Federal  Prison  Drug  Treatment  Act  of  1996". 

SEC.  2.  EUHINAnON  OF  SENTENCING  INEQUI- 
TIES FOR  DRUG  OFFENDERS. 

(a)  In  General.— Subparagraph  (B)  of  sec- 
tion 3621(e)(2)  of  title  18.  United  States  Code, 
Is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
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"(B)  Adjonistration  of  treatment  pro- 
grams.—The  Attorney  General  shall  ensure 
through  the  use  of  all  appropriate  and  avail- 
able Incentives  and  sanctions  that  eligible 
prisoners  undergo  a  program  of  substance 
abuse  treatment.". 

(b)  Conforming  Amendment.— The  heading 
for  paragraph  (2)  of  section  3621(e)  of  title  18, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
"Incentive  for  Prisoners'  Successful  Com- 
pletion OF  Treatment  Program"  and  in- 
serting "Treatment  Requirement". 

(c)  ELiGiBiLmi-.— Clause  (11)  of  section 
3621(e)(5)(B)  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(11)  within  24  months  of  the  date  of  re- 
lease, or  is  otherwise  designated  by  the  Bu- 
reau of  Prisons  for  participation  In  a  residen- 
tial substance  abuse  treatment  program; 
and". 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Heineman]  and  the 
gentlewoman  from  Colorado  [Mrs. 
SCHROEDER]  each  will  control  20  min- 
utes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Heineman]. 

GE.VERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  HEINEMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  to  revise 
and  extend  their  remarks  on  H.R.  2650, 
the  bill  under  consideration. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Caroliim? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HEINEMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  November  16,  1995.  I 
introduced  H.R.  2660.  the  Mandatory 
Federal  Prison  Drug  Treatment  Act,  to 
restore  equity  in  the  way  the  Federal 
Bureau  of  Prisons  [BOP]  administers 
its  very  successful  drug  treatment  pro- 
gram. 

This  legislation  is  simple,  yet  intu- 
itive. Instead  of  rewarding  addicted  in- 
mates at  the  expense  of  clean  inmates, 
the  Mandatory  Federal  Prison  Drug 
Treatment  Act  provides  a  proper  incen- 
tive to  recovering  addicts  to  get  treat- 
ment without  providing  them  with  ad- 
vantage over  other  inmates  who  have 
not  been  addicted  to  narcotics. 

On  June  8,  1995  the  Crime  Sub- 
committee held  a  hearing  concerning 
the  Federal  Bureau  of  F>risoiis.  At  that 
hearing,  Kathleen  Hawk,  the  Director 
of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Prisons  testi- 
fied that  currently,  the  BOP  can  aJlow 
drug  abusers  to  get  out  of  prison  a  year 
earlier  than  their  clean  counterparts 
simply  by  completing  a  drug  treatment 
program.  This  inequity  is  not  based  on 
past  criminal  history.  Rather,  these 
unequal  sentences  are  the  result  of  one 
inmate's  drug  addiction. 

Unfortimately,  as  now  constituted, 
the  BOP  can  reward  a  drug  addict  by 
taking  a  year  off  his  sentence  after 
completion  of  a  drug  treatment  pro- 
gram. This  is  poor  policy  as  well  as 
simply  unfair. 

H.R.  2650  eliminates  the  ability  of 
BOP  to  release  an  addicted  inmate  a 


year  early  if  he  completes  a  drug  treat- 
ment program.  To  provide  an  incentive 
to  get  addicted  prisoners  into  treat- 
ment. H.R.  2650  requires  the  Attorney 
General  to  ensure  that  BOP  utilizes  all 
positive  incentives  and  sanctions  avail- 
able to  get  prisoners  into  an  appro- 
priate drug  treatment  program. 

Thus,  the  Mandatory  Federal  Prison 
Drug  Treatment  Act  preserves  drug 
treatment  programs  in  Federal  prisons 
while  providing  incentives  for  addicts 
to  get  clean.  H.R.  2650  provides  BOP 
with  the  flexibility  it  needs  to  utilize  a 
variety  of  incentives  and  sanctions  for 
inmates  at  different  security  levels. 

During  the  past  few  weeks,  I  have 
worked  closely  with  the  Bureau  of 
Prisons  and  Department  of  Justice  to 
ensure  that  the  individuals  who  imple- 
ment this  legislation  are  in  favor  of  it. 
While  everyone  agrees  that  Congress 
shoiild  eliminate  the  sentencing  in- 
equity which  allows  BOP  to,  in  effect. 
reward  an  addicted  inmate  for  being  an 
addict,  BOP  was  concemed  that  the 
original  version  of  H.R.  2650  would  un- 
duly tie  thefr  hands  in  the  administra- 
tion of  their  drug  treatment  programs. 

After  extensive  consultation,  I  incor- 
porated DOJ's  suggestions  and  the  leg- 
islation now  requires  the  Attorney 
General  to  ensure  that  BOP  use  all 
available  sanctions  aind  incentives  to 
persuade  eligible  prisoners  to  partici- 
pate in  a  drug  treatment  program.  The 
bill  provides  BOP  the  needed  flexibility 
to  utilize  a  variety  of  sanctions  for  in- 
mates at  differing  security  levels. 
What  are  they?  Preferred  housing,  half 
way  house  placement,  employment  in 
jail. 

I  am  pleased  to  report  that  DOJ  and 
BOP  support  enactment  of  H.R.  2650 
and  would  like  to  submit  the  DOJ  let- 
ter of  support  for  H.R.  2650.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, this  is  reasonable,  bipartisan  legis- 
lation which  fixes  a  mistake  enacted  in 
the  1994  crime  bill.  This  legrislation 
strengthens  the  BOP's  ability  to  get  an 
addicted  iimiate  in  treatment  and  at 
the  same  time  eliminates  the  sentenc- 
ing disparity  which  allowed  addicted 
inmates  to  get  out  a  year  early.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  this  simple 
and  important  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  gentlenuin  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Conyers],  the  ranking 
member  of  the  Committee  on  the  Judi- 
ciary, could  not  be  here  today. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  include  for  the 
Record  his  statement  in  support  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  support  this 
bill  whch  requires  prisoners  eligible  for  drug 
treatment  to  successfully  complete  drug  treat- 
ment programs  and  remain  drug  free  after  the 
program's  completkx)  to  receive  good  time 
credit. 

Cunrent  law  unfairiy  favors  drug-at>using  of- 
fenders—who may  receive  up  to  a  year  oft 


their  prison  terms  by  undergoing  treatment — in 
comparison  with  nondrug  abusing  offenders 
who  have  no  comparable  opportunity  lor  early 
release. 

This  bill  provides  that  good  time  aedit 
would  not  vest  for  an  eligible  prisoner  unless 
the  prisoner  successfully  completes  a  sutj- 
stance  abuse  treatment  program  and  remains 
dmg-free  thereafter.  Good  time  credit  would 
accumulate,  as  it  would  for  any  pnsoner,  but 
it  would  not  vest  smd  could  be  revoked  at  any 
time  prior  to  release  if  the  prisoner  did  not  re- 
ceive treatment  for  drug  abuse  or  if  the  of- 
fender failed  to  remain  drug-free. 

The  incentives  in  the  current  law  are  mis- 
guided. Cun-ent  law  actually  alkjws  pnsoners 
with  drug  problems  to  reduce  their  sentences 
more  than  prisoners  who  have  no  substance 
abuse  problems.  I  support  this  bill  because  it 
rectifies  this  incentive  problem  while  still  en- 
couraging prisoners  with  sutistance  abuse 
problems  to  receive  treatment. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
srield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  HEINEMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Coble]. 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  for 
yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Heineman  has  pretty  accurately 
portrayed  what  this  bill  will  do.  Under 
current  law.  as  he  pointed  out,  the  Bu- 
reau of  Prisons  may  grant  a  nonviolent 
addicted  prisoner  as  much  as  a  1-year 
early  release  if  that  inmate  completes 
a  residential  drug  treatment  program. 
In  other  words,  I  think  an  argument 
could  be  made  that  the  law  discrimi- 
nates in  favor  of  criminals  who  enter 
prison  with  a  drug  habit. 

Representative  Heineman's  bill  cor- 
rects this  problem  by  eliminating  the 
bureau's  discretionary  authority  to  act 
in  this  manner.  In  addition,  H.R.  2650 
requires  the  Attorney  General  to  en- 
sure that  the  Bureau  of  Prisons  uses 
necessary  incentives  and  sanctions  to 
comi>el  inmate  participation  in  drug 
treatment  programs. 

Examples  would  include  reduction  in 
good  time  credits  and  preferred  hous- 
ing or  job  assignments.  Representative 
Heineman's  bill  enables  the  Bureau  of 
Prisons  to  use  a  variety  of  these  sanc- 
tions and  incentives  at  varying  and  dif- 
fering security  levels. 

FinaJly,  Mi-.  Speaker,  present  law  re- 
stricts drug  rehabilitation  assistance 
to  those  inmates  who  request  such 
help.  H.R.  2650  changes  this  require- 
ment or  alters  it  by  confining  treat- 
ment to  imnates  who  are  within  24 
months  of  release,  thereby  hopefully 
maximizing  each  program's  effects. 

I  applaud  Representative  Heineman's 
work  on  this  issue.  His  legislation 
serves  the  interest  not  only  of  society. 
it  seems  to  me.  but  the  inmate  as  well. 
In  mainy  instances,  rewarding  inmates 
for  activity  they  should  have  avoided 
in  the  first  place  appears  to  perhaps  be 
a  misplaced  priority. 

I  think  Representative  Heineman's 
bill  is  pursuing  the  proper  course,  and 
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I  tliank  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  for  having  yielded  the  time  to 
me. 

Mr.  HEINEMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  2650,  the  Manda- 
tory Federal  Prison  Drug  Treatment 
Act,  restores  equity  in  the  way  the 
Federal  Bureau  of  Prisons  administers 
its  very  successful  drug  treatment  pro- 
gram. H.R.  2650  is  an  example  of  bipar- 
tisan legislation  at  its  best.  I  have 
worked  closely  with  the  Department  of 
Justice,  and  the  Democrats  on  the  Ju- 
diciary Committee,  including  the  rank- 
ing minority  member  of  the  Crime 
Subcommittee,  Charles  Schumer,  who 
enthusiastically  supports  this  legisla- 
tion. 

As  a  38-year  law  enforcement  vet- 
eran, I  know  the  importance  of  tough 
and  effective  drug  treatment  for  non- 
violent offenders  and  the  dangerous 
precedent  set  by  rewarding  drug  ad- 
dicts for  simply  being  drug  addicts. 

H.R.  2650  does  away  with  a  loophole 
in  the  1994  crime  bill  which  allowed  the 
Bureau  of  Prisons  to  release  drug  ad- 
dicts a  year  earlier  than  their  clean 
counterparts.  The  Mandatory  Federal 
Prison  Drug  Treatment  Act  also 
strengthens  the  ability  of  the  Bureau 
of  Prisons  to  get  addicted  prisoners 
into  treatment. 

Thus,  the  Mandatory  Federal  Prison 
Drug  Treatment  Act  preserves  drug 
treatment  programs  in  Federal  prisons 
while  providing  a  better  policy  for  ad- 
dicts to  get  clean.  H.R.  2650  provides 
the  Bureau  of  Prisons  with  the  flexibil- 
ity it  needs  to  utilize  a  variety  of  sanc- 
tions for  Inmates  at  different  security 
levels. 

H.R.  2650  strengthens  the  Bureau  of 
Prison's  ability  to  employ  a  variety  of 
incentives  and  sanctions  to  motivate 
inmates  to  participate  In  drug  treat- 
ment programs  and  thus  will  maximize 
the  e£fect  of  the  program  and  the  num- 
ber of  Inmates  receiving  treatment. 
H.R.  2650  is  emblematic  of  how  tough 
law  enforcement  can  be  combined  with 
effective  treatment  programs  for  non- 
violent offenders  to  provide  maximum 
results. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  again  like  to 
thank  my  colleagues  from  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  for  their  support  of  this  sen- 
sible legislation.  I  also  want  to  thank 
our  leadership  and  the  staff  of  the  Ju- 
diciary Committee  for  expediting  con- 
sideration of  this  important  and  bipar- 
tisan measure. 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  an  original  co- 
sponsor  of  H.R.  2650  and  as  a  member  of  the 
committee  tftat  heard  testimony  on  it,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  the  legislation. 

This  bill  eliminates  the  sentencing  inequity 
which  now  allows  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Pris- 
ons to  reward  a  convicted  felon  simply  for 
being  a  drug  addict  The  current  state  of  our 
prison  policy  on  this  issue  is  downright  appall- 
ing. Many  of  our  constituents  probably  do  not 
realize  that  drug  addicts  are  eligible  for  earty 
release  from  prison   if  they  complete  drug 


treatment  programs  while  serving  time.  In 
other  words,  if  a  drug  addict  abides  by  the  law 
while  sending  his  sentence  by  forgoing  Illegal 
drug  use,  he  will  receive  preferential  treatment 
over  other  prisoners  who  are  drug-free  and 
serving  the  same  sentence. 

What  signal  are  we  sending  to  our  young 
people  by  giving  such  preferential  treatment  to 
dmg  abusers?  Our  society  has  not  done  a 
very  good  job  instilling  basic  moral  values  in 
our  future  generations,  in  large  measure  be- 
cause we  have  ignored  the  real-life  con- 
sequences of  our  activity  here  in  Washington. 
Despite  the  tremendous  amount  of  money  that 
has  been  spent  on  drug  prevention  programs, 
substance  abuse  is  on  the  rise.  And  what  kind 
of  role  models  do  dmg-addicted  athletes 
make?  It  is  time  for  Congress  to  take  a  stand, 
and  use  its  bully  pulpit  to  discourage  drug  use. 
While  this  legislation  is  narrowly  drawn  to  ad- 
dress one  aspect  of  our  drug  control  strategy, 
it  is  a  good  first  step. 

Supporters  of  the  current  system  argue  that 
the  eariy  release  mechanism  is  used  as  an  in- 
centive for  addicts  to  seek  help.  But  there  are 
other  "carrots"  and  "sticks"  that  may  be  used 
to  achieve  this  same  goal.  For  example,  in- 
mates might  be  granted  preferred  housing  or 
job  assignments.  The  bill  requires  the  Bureau 
of  Prisons  to  use  all  such  incentives  and  sanc- 
tions to  get  prisoners  into  drug  treatment  pro- 
grams. 

This  legislation  recognizes  that  incentives 
can  be  powerful  tods,  but  does  not  sacrifice 
the  integrity  of  the  prison  sentence  in  the  proc- 
ess. I  commend  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  for  introducing  this  bill  and  I  am 
proud  to  support  it. 

Mr.  DAVIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in 
strong  support  of  H.R.  2650,  the  Mandatory 
Federal  Prison  Drug  Treatment  Act  which  was 
introduced  by  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro- 
lina, Congressman  Fred  Heineman. 

H.R.  2650  is  a  commonsense  bill  that  wouM 
eliminate  the  sentencing  inequity  whk:h  cur- 
rently allows  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Prisons  to 
in  practice  reward  a  dmg  addicted  inmate  for 
being  a  drug  addict. 

Under  the  1994  crime  bill,  a  disparity  in  sen- 
tencing was  created  that  favors  prisoners  who 
attend  drug  treatment  by  giving  them  a  1-year 
aedit  toward  the  temi  of  their  sentence.  Thus, 
those  indivkjuals  who  enter  prison  with  a  drug 
problem  can  currently  be  released  eariler  than 
a  similarly  sentenced  indivkjual  who  has  no 
doig  addition.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe  that  this 
provision  of  the  1994  crime  bill  is  just  another 
example  of  a  well  intentioned  Federal  law  that 
has  unintended  practical  consequences. 

Congressman  Heineman's  legislation  does 
not  modify  the  Bureau  of  Prisons  successful 
drug  treatment  program  currently  in  place.  The 
bill  would  retain  all  Incentives  for  completing 
drug  treatment  besides  the  credit  toward  eariy 
release.  These  incentives  include  giving  in- 
mates preferred  jobs  and  housing  assigrv- 
ments. 

Instead,  H.R.  2650  requires  the  Bureau  of 
Prisons  to  provide  proper  incentives  for  ad- 
dicted inmates  to  get  treatment.  Mr.  Speaker, 
there  is  no  reason  why  an  inmate  convicted 
for  a  crime  should  get  1  year  taken  off  his 
sentence  just  because  he  is  a  drug  addk:t, 
while  a  similariy  convicted  inmate  who  is  not 
an  addk:t  must  serve  a  full  sentence. 


Therefore,  I  urge  the  House  to  support  this 
bipartisan  legislatnn. 

Mr.  FLANAGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  June  4, 
1996,  the  House  unanimously  passed  H.R. 
2650,  the  Mandatory  Federal  Prison  Drug 
Treatment  Act  introduced  by  my  Judiciary 
Committee  colleague,  Congressman  Fred 
Heineman.  This  legislation  helps  rectify  an  in- 
equity in  the  law  that  occurred  when  Congress 
passed  the  1994  Violent  Crime  Control  and 
Law  Enforcement  Act,  also  known  as  the  1994 
crime  bill,  2  years  ago. 

Presently,  by  completing  a  dmg  treatment 
program  a  prisoner  can  get  out  of  jail  up  to  1 
year  eariier  than  someone  who  does  not  have 
an  abuse  problem.  Preferential  treatment  is 
thus  given  to  the  person  who  has  illegally 
used  drugs  rather  than  to  the  person  who  is 
dmg  free.  This  sentencing  disparity  must  end. 
It  is  absurd  that  prisoners  with  drug  problems 
are  able  to  have  sentences  reduced  while 
those  who  are  dmg  free  do  not  have  the  same 
advantage.  The  law  actually  benefits  those 
with  dmg  addictions  rather  than  those  who  are 
substance  abuse  free. 

It  is  a  bit  absurd  that  a  prisoner  who  does 
not  have  an  abuse  problem  cannot  receive 
credit  for  his  or  her  good  behavwr  while  some- 
one who  has  a  dmg  problem  can.  This  is  a  lit- 
tle like  a  school  rewarding  a  student  who  be- 
haves well  on  Halloween,  after  having  been 
maiick>us  the  year  before,  for  good  behavior 
while  the  student  who  never  got  into  trouble 
receives  nothing.  It  is  simply  not  equitable.  No 
one  should  be  rewarded  for  avokjing  bad  be- 
havior that  should  not  have  occun-ed  in  the 
first  place. 

Fortunately,  H.R.  2650  corrects  this  dispar- 
ity. The  legislatkjn  eliminates  the  Bureau  of 
Prison's  discretionary  authority  to  grant  eariy 
release  to  nonviolent  dmg  addicted  prisoners 
in  the  same  way  that  noridmg  addicts  are 
granted  eariy  release.  It  also  stops  the  accmal 
of  eariy  release  time  that  a  "treated"  prisoner 
can  earn  through  good  t)ehavior  and  requires 
that  prisoners  be  dmg  free  upon  their  release 
from  prison. 

I  applaud  this  legislation  and  especially 
compliment  Congressman  FRED  Heineman  for 
his  yeoman  like  woric  on  this  initiative.  I  hope 
the  other  body  will  quickly  act  on  this  legisla- 
tk>n  and  that  the  President  will  soon  sign  this 
much  needed  reform  into  law. 

Mr.  HEINEMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Heinemak]  that  the  House  suspend 
the  rules  and  pass  the  bill,  H.R.  2650,  as 
amended. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill, 
as  amended,  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


D  1445 

ANnCOUNTERFETTING  CONSUMER 
PROTECnON  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.    MOORHEAD.    Mr.     Speaker,    I 
move  to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the 
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be      cited      as      the 
Consumer    Protection 


bill  (H.R.  2511)  to  control  and  prevent 
commercial    counterfeiting,    and    for 
other  purposes,  as  amended. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R.  2511 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TFTLE. 

This  Act  may 
"Anticounterfeiting 
Act  of  1996". 

SEC.  2.  FINDINGS. 

The  counterfeiting  of  trademarked  and 
copyrighted  merchandise — 

(1)  has  been  connected  with  organized 
crime; 

(2)  deprives  legitimate  trademark  and 
copsrrlght  owners  of  substantial  revenues  and 
consumer  goodwill: 

(3)  poses  health  and  safety  threats  to 
United  States  consumers; 

(4)  eliminates  United  States  jobs;  and 

(5)  is  a  multlbllllon-doUar  drain  on  the 
United  States  economy. 

SEC.  3.  COUNTERFEITING  AS  RACKETEERING. 

Section  1961(1)(B)  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code.  Is  amended  by  Inserting  '■,  section  2318 
(relating  to  trafficking  in  counterfeit  labels 
for  phonorecords,  computer  programs  or 
computer  program  documentation  or  pack- 
aging and  copies  of  motion  pictures  or  other 
audiovisual  works),  section  2319  (relating  to 
criminal  infringement  of  a  copyright),  sec- 
tion 2319A  (relating  to  unauthorized  fixation 
of  and  trafficking  in  sound  recordings  and 
music  videos  of  live  music  performances), 
section  2320  (relating  to  trafficking  in  goods 
or  services  bearing  counterfeit  marks)"  after 
"sections  2314  and  2315  (relating  to  interstate 
transiTortation  of  stolen  property)". 

SEC.  4.  APPUCATION  TO  COMPUTER  PBOGRABIS, 
COMPinCR  PROGRAM  DOCUMENTA- 
TION, OR  PACKAGING. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  2318  of  title  18, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a),  by  striking  "a  motion 
picture  or  other  audiovisual  work."  and  in- 
serting "a  computer  program  or  documenta- 
tion or  packaging  for  a  computer  program, 
or  a  copy  of  a  motion  picture  or  other  audio- 
visual work,  and  whoever,  in  any  of  the  cir- 
cumstances described  in  subsection  (c)  of 
this  section,  knowingly  traffics  In  counter- 
feit documentation  or  packaging  for  a  com- 
puter program."; 

(2)  In  subsection  (b)(3)  by  inserting  "  'com- 
puter program',"  after  "motion  picture',"; 
and 

(3)  in  subsection  (c) — 

(A)  by  striking  "or"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (2); 

(B)  In  paragraph  (3)— 

(I)  by  inserting  "a  copy  of  a  copyrighted 
computer  program  or  copyrighted  docu- 
mentation or  packaging  for  a  computer  pro- 
gram," after  "enclose,";  and 

(II)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  and 
inserting  ";  or";  and 

(C)  by  adding  after  paragraph  (3)  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(4)  the  counterfeited  documentation  or 
packaging  for  a  computer  program  Is  copy- 
righted.". 

(b)  Conforming  amendments.— <1)  The  sec- 
tion caption  for  section  2318  of  title  18, 
United  States  Code.  Is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 


§2318.  Traffiddng  in  ooanterfeit  labels  for 
phonorecords,    copies    of    computer    pro- 
grams or  computer  program   documenta- 
tion or  packaging,   and  copies  of  motion 
pictures  or  other  audio  visual  works,  and 
traflicldng    in    counterfeit    computer    pro- 
gram documentation  or  paclcaging". 
(2)  The  item  relating  to  section  2318  in  the 
table  of  sections  for  chapter  113  of  such  title 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"2318.  Trafficking  in  counterfeit  labels  for 
phonorecords,    copies    of   com- 
puter   programs    or    computer 
program      documentation      or 
packaging,   and  copies  of  mo- 
tion pictures  or  other  audio  vis- 
ual works,   and  trafficking  In 
counterfeit  computer   program 
documentation  or  packaging.". 

SEC.  5.  TRAFFICKING  IN  COUNTERFEIT  GOODS 
AND  SERVICES. 

Section  2320  of  title  18,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(e)  Beginning  with  the  first  year  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  the  At- 
torney General  shall  Include  in  the  report  of 
the  Attorney  General  to  Congress  on  the 
business  of  the  Department  of  Justice  pre- 
pared pursuant  to  section  522  of  title  28.  an 
accounting,  on  a  district  by  district  basis,  of 
the  following  with  respect  to  all  actions 
taken  by  the  Department  of  Justice  that  in- 
volve trafficking  in  counterfeit  labels  for 
phonorecords,  copies  of  computer  programs 
or  computer  program  documentation  or 
packaging,  copies  of  motion  pictures  or 
other  audiovisual  works  (as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 2318  of  title  18),  criminal  infringement 
of  copyrights  (as  defined  In  section  2319  of 
title  18).  unauthorized  fixation  of  and  traf- 
ficking in  sound  recordings  and  music  videos 
of  live  musical  performances  (as  defined  in 
section  2319A  of  title  18),  or  trafficking  in 
goods  or  services  bearing  counterfeit  marks 
(as  defined  in  section  2320  of  title  18): 

"(1)  The  number  of  open  investigations. 

"(2)  The  number  of  cases  referred  by  the 
United  States  Customs  Service. 

"(3)  The  number  of  cases  referred  by  other 
agencies  or  sources. 

"(4)  The  number  and  outcome,  including 
settlements,  sentences,  recoveries,  and  pen- 
alties, of  all  prosecutions  brought  under  sec- 
tions 2318,  2319.  2319A,  and  2320  of  title  18.". 

SEC.  6.  SEIZURE  OF  COUNTERFEIT  GOODS 

Section  34(d)(9)  of  the  Act  of  July  5, 1946  (60 
Stat.  427,  chapter  540;  15  U.S.C.  1116(d)(9)).  Is 
amended  by  striking  the  first  sentence  and 
inserting  the  following:  "The  court  shall 
order  that  service  of  a  copy  of  the  order 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  made  by  a 
Federal  law  enforcement  officer  (such  as  a 
United  States  marshal  or  an  officer  or  agent 
of  the  United  States  Customs  Service.  Secret 
Service,  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation,  or 
Post  Office)  or  may  be  made  by  a  State  or 
local  law  enforcement  officer,  who.  upon 
making  service,  shall  carry  out  the  seizure 
under  the  order.". 

SEC.  7.  RECOVERY  FOR  VIOLATION  OF  RIGHTS. 

Section  35  of  the  Act  of  July  5,  1946  (60 
SUt.  427.  chapter  540:  15  U.S.C.  1117),  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  subsection: 

"(c)  In  a  case  involving  the  use  of  a  coun- 
terfeit mark  (as  defined  in  section  34(d)  (15 
U.S.C.  1116(d))  in  connection  with  the  sale, 
offering  for  sale,  or  distribution  of  goods  or 
services,  the  plaintiff  may  elect,  at  any  time 
before  final  judgment  is  rendered  by  the  trial 
court,  to  recover.  Instead  of  actual  damages 
and  profits  under  subsection  (a),  an  award  of 


statutory  damages  for  any  such  use  in  con- 
nection with  the  sale,  offering  for  sale,  or 
distribution  of  goods  or  services  in  the 
amount  of— 

"(1)  not  less  than  $500  or  more  than  JIOO.OOO 
per  counterfeit  mark  per  type  of  goods  or 
services  sold,  offered  for  sale,  or  distributed, 
as  the  court  considers  just:  or 

"(2)  if  the  court  finds  that  the  use  of  the 
counterfeit  mark  was  willful,  not  more  than 
11,000.000  per  counterfeit  mark  per  type  of 
goods  or  services  sold,  offered  for  sale,  or  dis- 
tributed, as  the  court  considers  just.". 

SEC.  &  DISPOSmON  OF  EXCLUDED  ARTICLE& 

Section  603(c)  of  title  17,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  In  the  second  sentence  by 
striking  "as  the  case  may  be;"  and  all  that 
follows  through  the  end  and  inserting  "as 
the  case  may  be.". 

SEC.  9.  DISPOSITION  OF  MERCHANDISE  BEARING 
AMERICAN  TRADEMARK 

SecUon  526(e)  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  (19 
U.S.C.  1526(e))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  second  sentence,  by  inserting 
"destroy  the  merchandise.  Alternatively.  If 
the  merchandise  Is  not  unsafe  or  a  hazard  to 
health,  and  the  Secretary  has  the  consent  of 
the  trademark  owner,  the  Secretary  may" 
after  "shall,  after  forfeiture."; 

(2)  by  inserting  "or"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (2); 

(3)  by  striking  ",  or"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (3)  and  inserting  a  period;  and 

(4)  by  striking  paragraph  (4). 

SEC.  10.  CIVIL  PENALTIES 

Section  526  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  (19 
U.S.C.  1526)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  subsection: 

"(f)  CrviL  Penalties.— (1)  Any  person  who 
directs,  assists  financially  or  otherwise,  or 
aids  and  abets  the  importation  of  merchan- 
dise for  sale  or  jjubllc  distribution  that  Is 
seized  under  sul>sectlon  (e)  shall  be  subject 
to  a  civil  fine. 

"(2)  For  the  first  such  seizure,  the  fine 
shall  be  not  more  than  the  value  that  the 
merchandise  would  have  had  if  it  were  genu- 
ine, according  to  the  manufacturer's  sug- 
gested retail  price,  determined  under  regula- 
tions promulgated  by  the  Secretary. 

"(3)  For  the  second  seizure  and  thereafter, 
the  fine  shall  be  not  more  than  twice  the 
value  that  the  merchandise  would  have  bad 
if  It  were  genuine,  as  determined  under  regu- 
lations promulgated  by  the  Secretary. 

"(4)  The  Imposition  of  a  fine  under  this 
subsection  shall  be  within  the  discretion  of 
the  Customs  Service,  and  shall  be  in  addition 
to  any  other  civil  or  criminal  penalty  or 
other  remedy  authorized  by  law.". 
SEC.  11.  PUBUC  DISCLOSURE  OF  AIRCRAFT 
MANIFESTS. 

Section  431(cKl)  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  (19 
U.S.C.  1431(c)(1)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  matter  preceding  subparagraph 
(A),  by  Inserting  "vessel  or  aircraft"  before 
"manifest"; 

(2)  by  amending  subparagraph  (D)  to  read 
as  follows: 

"(D)  The  name  of  the  vessel,  aircraft,  or 
carrier.": 

(3)  by  amending  subparagraph  (E)  to  read 
as  follows: 

"(E)  The  seaport  or  airport  of  loading.": 

(4)  by  amending  subparagraph  (F)  to  read 
as  follows: 

"(F)  The  seaport  or  airport  of  discharge."; 
and 

(5)  by  adding  after  subparagraph  (G)  the 
following  new  subparagraph: 

"(H)  The  trademarks  appearing  on  the 
goods  or  packages.". 

SEC.  U.  CUSTOMS  ENTBT  DOCUMENTATION. 

Section  484(d)  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  a9 
U.S.C.  1484(d))  is  amended— 
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(1)  by  strtklng  "Entries"  and  inserting  "(1) 
Entries":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

'•(2)  The  Secretary,  in  prescribing  regula- 
tions governing  the  content  of  entry  docu- 
mentation, shall  require  that  entry  docu- 
mentation contain  such  information  as  may 
be  necessary  to  determine  whether  the  im- 
ported merchandise  bears  an  infringing 
trademark  in  violation  of  section  42  of  the 
Act  of  July  5.  1946  (commonly  referred  to  as 
the  "Trademark  Act  of  1946":  15  U.S.C.  1124). 
or  any  other  applicable  law.  including  a 
trademark  appearing  on  the  goods  or  pack- 
aging.". 

SEC.  13.  UNLAWFUL  USE  OF  VESSELS,  VEHICLES, 
AND  AIBCRAFT  IN  AID  OF  COMMER- 
CIAL COUNTEBFEITING. 

Section  80302(a)  of  title  49.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 
(4); 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (5)  and  inserting  ":  or":  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(6)(A)  a  counterfeit  label  for  a  phono- 
record,  copy  of  a  computer  program  or  com- 
puter program  documentation  or  packaging. 
or  copy  of  a  motion  picture  or  other  audio- 
visual work  (as  defined  in  section  2318  of 
title  18); 

"(B)  a  phonorecord  or  copy  in  violation  of 
section  2319  of  title  18; 

"(C)  a  flxation  of  a  sound  recording  or 
music  video  of  a  live  musical  peitormance  in 
violation  of  section  2319A  of  title  18;  or 

"(D)  any  good  bearing  a  counterfeit  mark 
(as  defined  in  section  2320  of  title  18).". 

SEC.  14.  REGULATIONS. 

Not  later  than  6  months  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  shall  prescribe  such  regulations 
or  amendments  to  existing  regulations  that 
may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  amend- 
ments made  by  sections  9, 10, 11, 12,  and  13  of 
this  Act. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Upton).  Pursuant  to  the  rule,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  M(X)R- 
HEAS]  and  the  gentlewoman  from  Colo- 
rado [Mrs.  SCHROEDER]  Will  each  be  rec- 
ognized for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Moorhead]. 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  to  revise 
and  extend  their  remarks  on  H.R.  2511. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  3  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  com- 
mend my  friend  and  colleague  from 
Virginia,  Mr.  Goodlatte,  for  his  lead- 
ership in  drafting  and  introducing  this 
bill,  which  is  cosponsored  by  Chairman 
Hyde,  Ranking  Minority  Member  Con- 
TERS,  Representative  Coble,  a  valued 
senior  member  on  the  subcommittee, 
myself,  and  several  other  Members.  I 
also  want  to  thank  the  gentlewoman 
from  Colorado,  Pat  Schroeder,  for  her 
supi>ort  in  processing  this  legislation. 

Two  amendments  to  H.R.  2511  were 
adopted    by    the    Subcommittee    on 


Courts  and  Intellectual  Property,  and 
the  bill  w£is  unanimously  approved  by 
both  the  subcommittee  and  the  full  Ju- 
diciary Committee.  A  companion  bill 
in  the  other  body,  S.  1136,  passed  by 
voice  vote  on  December  13,  1995. 

Current  law  recognizes  that  a  prob- 
lem of  criminal  trademark  and  copy- 
right counterfeiting  exists,  but  it  does 
not  do  enough  to  deter  and  prosecute 
counterfeiters.  Criminal  counterfeiting 
has  risen  to  a  new  level.  In  1982,  the 
cost  of  piracy  to  U.S.  industries  was 
approximately  $5.5  billion.  Today, 
American  businesses  lost  35  times  that 
junount,  more  than  $200  billion  per 
year. 

The  combination  of  high  profits  and 
low  risk  of  prosecution  has  made  trade- 
mark and  copyright  counterfeiting  a 
favorite  activity  of  organized  crime 
syndicates.  Law  enforcement  agents 
from  the  U.S.  Customs  Service  testi- 
fied that  combating  criminal  activity 
connected  to  counterfeiting  is  starting 
to  look  like  attacking  the  drug  traf- 
ficking problem.  Last  year,  those  same 
customs  agents  coordinated  raids  in 
New  York  and  Los  Angeles  that  netted 
$27  million  in  counterfeit  merchandise 
and  supiKjrted  indictments  of  43  mem- 
bers of  a  Korean  crime  syndicate. 

The  price  of  counterfeiting  goes  well 
beyond  lost  revenues  and  damaged 
business  reputations:  it  can  cost  lives. 
Fatal  automobile,  airplane,  and  heli- 
copter crashes  have  been  associated 
with  faulty  counterfeit  machine  parts. 
Name  brand  prescription  and  over-the- 
counter  drugs  have  also  been  counter- 
feited. Millions  of  bogus  pills  contain- 
ing inferior,  or  even  harmful,  ingredi- 
ents have  been  distributed  to 
unsuspecting  consumers  purchasing 
medicine. 

Searle  discovered  the  distribution  of 
more  than  1  million  bogus  birth  con- 
trol pills  after  several  women  com- 
plained of  unusual  bleeding.  Tylenol, 
Advil,  Tagament,  Ceclor,  and  Zantac 
are  all  other  famous  name  brand  phar- 
maceuticals that  are  reported  to  have 
been  counterfeited.  One  witness  testi- 
fied that  toy  makers  are  concerned 
that  cheap  knock-offs  present  choking 
hazards  and  may  contain  toxic  paints 
or  dyes. 

H.R.  2511  proposes  key  amendments 
to  both  criminal  and  civil  laws  in  re- 
sponse to  the  growing  threat  of  crimi- 
nal counterfeiting.  It  improves  the 
ability  of  law  enforcement  officers  to 
detect  and  arrest  counterfeiters.  It  also 
allows  for  the  meaningful  prosecution 
of  all  levels  of  a  criminal  organization 
involved  in  counterfeiting. 

Pinally,  this  bill  ensures  that  seized 
counterfeit  goods  are  destroyed  rather 
than  returned  to  the  importer  for  re- 
shipment  to  another  port  of  entry. 

I  am  unaware  of  any  opposition  to 
H.R.  2511,  and  I  urge  its  adoption. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 


Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  join  the  subcommittee 
chairman  in  supporting  H.R.  2511.  This 
bill  strengthens  criminal  and  civil  laws 
and  remedies  relating  to  copyright  and 
trademark  counterfeiting. 

Our  subcommittee  has  worked  hard 
to  ensure  that  intellectual  property  is 
accorded  a  high  level  of  protection.  As 
we  seek  to  persuade  other  coimtries 
around  the  world  to  provide  strong  pro- 
tection for  copyrights,  trademarks,  and 
patents,  it  is  critical  that  we  dem- 
onstrate through  our  own  legal  system 
the  high  value  that  we  place  on  intel- 
lectual property. 

Because  there  is  an  enormous  poten- 
tial for  profit  in  illegal  counterfeiting, 
the  civil  and  criminal  remedies  must 
be  strong  if  we  are  to  deter  counterfeit- 
ing. As  the  committee  report  notes,  be- 
tween 5  and  8  percent  of  all  goods  and 
services  sold  worldwide  are  counterfeit. 
In  some  industries,  the  problem  is 
enormous;  the  computer  software  in- 
dustry, for  example,  estimates  that  for 
every  five  software  programs  that  axe 
legally  sold,  two  illegaily  pirated  cop- 
ies are  also  sold. 

As  the  gentleman  fror^  California  has 
pointed  out,  the  problem  goes  beyond 
the  monetary  loss  and  damage  to  rep- 
utation suffered  by  the  copyright  or 
trademark  owner.  Counterfeit  goods 
also  can  pose  a  serious  threat  to  con- 
siuners.  Many  of  my  colleagues  may  re- 
call, for  example,  the  substandard  in- 
fant formula,  falsely  labeled  with  a 
well-known  brand,  that  was  distributed 
last  year  in  the  United  States.  In  an- 
other case,  more  than  a  million  bogus 
bfrth  control  piUs  were  distributed 
falsely  bearing  the  mark  of  a  pharma- 
ceutical company;  the  company  did  not 
discover  the  counterfeits  until  women 
complained  of  pain  and  unusual  bleed- 
ing. 

By  making  trafficking  in  counterfeit 
goods  or  services  a  predicate  offense 
subject  to  RICO,  by  strengthening  pro- 
visions relating  to  the  seizure  and  de- 
struction of  counterfeited  goods,  and 
by  providing  for  judicially  determined 
statutory  damages  for  trademark  own- 
ers, this  bill  will  make  it  easier  to 
combat  commercial  counterfeiting. 

The  administration  supports  this 
bill,  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port this  bill  strengthening  the  ability 
of  trademark  and  copsrright  owners  to 
protect  their  property  rights,  and  that 
is  what  this  bill  does. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  everybody  on 
the  committee  for  doing  this,  and  I 
think  it  has  been  in  the  long  tradition 
of  this  committee  to  move  these  in  a 
very  bipartisan,  nonconfrontational 
fiishion  because  we  understand  how  ter- 
ribly important  it  is  for  the  United 
States  to  stand  firm  on  the  globe  in 
protecting  these  trademarks  and  to  be 
moving  forward  and  protecting  copy- 
rights. This  country  produces  a  very 
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high  percentage  of  it,  it  is  a  high  per- 
centage of  our  trade  internationally, 
and  I  again  thank  the  subcommittee 
chairman  for  his  strong  leadership  on 
all  of  this. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
Srield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Hyde],  chairman  of  the 
full  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  of  the 
House. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  surely  am 
not  going  to  take  all  that  time.  I  have 
nothing  new  to  add  that  has  not  al- 
ready been  said.  This  is  a  fine  piece  of 
legislation.  It  will  cure  or  move  toward 
cure  of  a  very  serious  problem,  that  of 
counterfeiting,  and  so  I  will  ask  that 
my  remarks,  which  are  truncated  and 
comprehensive,  be  included  in  the 
Record. 

But,  I  do  want  to  congratulate  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  the 
gentleman  from  California,  Carlos 
Moorhead.  and  the  ranking  member, 
the  gentlewoman  from  Colorado,  Mrs. 
Patricia  Schroeder,  on  her  excellent 
counsel,  the  gentleman  from  Virginia, 
Mr.  Goodlatte,  who  initiated  this  leg- 
islation. And  I  think  the  staff,  cer- 
tainly our  staff,  Tom  Mooney,  John 
Dudas,  Mitch  Glazier.  Joe  Wolfe,  and 
Betty  Wheeler,  all  deserve  si)ecial 
thanks  as  well. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  strongly  support  H.R.  2511, 
the  Anticounterlerting  Consumer  Protection  Act 
of  1996.  Soon  we  will  consider  ttie  renewal  of 
most-favored-nation  status  for  Cbirra.  This 
timely  legislation  highlights  one  of  the  growing 
problems  we  have  with  that  country:  counter- 
feit goods.  The  Chinese  continue  to  counterfeit 
the  goods  of  legitimate  Amencan  companies 
at  an  alarming  rate. 

Just  2  weeks  ago,  the  administration  issued 
a  finding  that  China  was  not  satisfactorily  im- 
plementing the  Agreement  on  Enforcement  of 
Intellectual  Property  Rights  and  Market  Ac- 
cess, signed  in  March  1995.  In  making  its  find- 
ing, the  administration  said  the  following: 

Critical  deficiencies  are  present  in  (China's 
Implementation  of  measures  to  address  pi- 
racy at  the  production  and  wholesale  dis- 
tribution level.  Piracy  remains  particularly 
rampant  in  Guangdong  province.  Manufac- 
turers and  distributors,  primarily  located  in 
southern  China,  continue  to  produce  pirated 
CD's.  LD's.  and  CD-ROM's  in  massive  quan- 
tities. Due  to  lax  enforcement  at  the  point  of 
production  and  at  the  border,  exports  of  pi- 
rated computer  software,  movies,  sound  re- 
cordings, and  other  products  have  grown  sub- 
stantially over  the  past  year.  Products  pirat- 
ed in  China  have  flooded  Southeast  Asia. 
Russia,  and  the  other  Commonwealth  of 
Independent  States  [CIS]  countries.  Latin 
America  and  European  markets  have  also 
been  targeted,  and  the  U.S.  Customs  Service 
has  seized  pirated  CD's  and  CD-ROM's  enter- 
ing the  United  States  from  China. 

A(xording  to  recent  newspaper  articles,  the 
Chinese  may  have  as  many  as  31  govern- 
ment-licensed plants  turning  out  pirated  CD's 
and  C[D-ROM'S.  To  make  matters  worse, 
many  believe  that  some  or  all  of  these  plants 
are  run  by  the  Chinese  military  or  government 
officials.  According  to  these  artk:les,  the  Inter- 


national Intellectual  Property  Alliance,  which 
represents  the  record  and  motion  picture  in- 
dustry, estimates  that  in  1995,  the  United 
States  lost  S6.9  billion  in  exports  because  of 
counterfeit  movies,  records,  books,  and  soft- 
ware. Atx)ut  S2.3  billion  were  lost  to  the  Chi- 
nese. The  Pharmaceutical  Manufacturers'  As- 
sociation estimates  that  its  losses  from  pirated 
drug  patents  exceed  $3  billion.  Millk>ns  more 
are  lost  to  counterfeit  auto  parts,  athletic 
shoes,  and  apparel. 

Unfortunately,  the  probe  is  not  limited  to  the 
Chinese.  Organized  crime  operations  sell 
counterfeit  goods  as  a  way  to  launder  the 
money  from  their  other  criminal  activities.  By 
doing  so,  the  Chinese,  the  Mob,  and  countless 
other  criminals  steal  billions  of  dollars'  worth  of 
intellectual  property  that  American  companies 
and  individuals  have  developed  at  great  ex- 
pense. 

For  far  too  long,  we  have  tended  to  look 
upon  the  counterfeiting  of  goods  as  a  rather 
trivial  crime.  That  must  stop.  The  sale  of  courn 
terfelt  goods  has  numerous  serious  con- 
sequences. 

First,  we  must  consider  who  is  selling  these 
goods:  the  Chinese  communist  government, 
the  Mob,  and  common  criminals.  These  are 
not  people  that  Americans  want  to  finarKe. 

Second,  counterfeit  goods  amount  to  noth- 
ing more  than  the  theft  of  intellectual  property. 
If  we  do  not  vigorously  protect  intellectual 
property,  we  destroy  the  incentive  to  create. 

Third,  counterfeit  goods  are  frequently  dan- 
gerous, and  they  can  cause  serious  injury. 
The  current  issue  of  Business  Week  reports 
that  substandard  airplane  parts  contributed  to 
at  least  166  airplane  crashes  from  1973  to 
1993.  Last  September,  the  New  Yort(  Times 
reported  that  the  FDA  has  uncovered  at  least 
10  operations  in  8  States  producing  sut>- 
standard  infant  formula  that  has  caused  sick- 
ness in  babies  using  it. 

Finally,  by  injuring  legitimate  Amerkan  com- 
panies, counterleit  goods  destroy  American 
jobs.  If  we  want  to  protect  our  American  jobs, 
we  must  stop  the  importatk>n  of  the  phony 
compact  discs  and  computer  programs  that 
the  Chinese  would  foist  upon  us. 

Because  of  all  these  senous  consequences, 
I  strongly  support  H.R.  2511.  It  will  give  new 
tools  to  the  legitimate  American  companies 
who  want  to  fight  off  the  counterfeiters.  It  will 
place  counterfeiting  activities  within  the  RICO 
statute,  exactly  the  place  where  such  orga- 
nized criminal  activity  betongs.  With  all  of  the 
RICO  remedies  in  hand,  law  enforcement  offi- 
ctals  and  the  private  companies  will  be  abte  to 
hit  the  counterfeiters  in  their  pockettxxiks. 

H.R.  2511  will  also  give  the  Govemment 
new  tools  when  it  seizes  counterfeit  goods  at 
the  border.  Amazingly,  up  until  now,  our  law 
allowed  counterfeiters  who  got  caught  at  the 
border  to  re-export  the  goods  to  another  coun- 
try. Obviously  then,  there  was  little  cost  to  get- 
ting caught.  H.R.  2511  insures  that  we  will 
never  engage  in  that  simple-minded  practice 
again.  Rather,  under  H.R.  2511,  counterfeit 
goods  seized  at  the  border  will  either  be  de- 
stroyed or,  if  the  legitimate  trademart<  owner 
consents,  given  to  charity. 

For  all  these  reasons,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  com- 
merKJ  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Ck>urts  and  Intellectual  Property, 
Mr.  M<X)RHEAO,  and  the  ranking  member,  Mrs. 


Schroeder,  for  their  important  wortc  in  bring- 
ing this  tiipartisan  legislation  to  the  floor.  I 
urge  all  of  my  colleagues  to  vote  in  favor  of 
H.R.  2511. 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  8  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Goodlatte],  the  sponsor 
of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  GOODLATTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
the  lead  sponsor  of  H.R.  2511 1  am  proud 
that  this  House  is  taking  a  decisive 
step  to  make  it  tougher  for  product 
counterfeiters  to  prey  on  American 
business  and  American  consumers  and 
cost  American  workers  their  jobs. 

Counterfeit  products  cost  U.S.  busi- 
nesses an  estimated  $200  billion  annu- 
ally. An  estimated  5  percent  of  prod- 
ucts sold  worldwide  are  phony.  Fortune 
Magazine  has  called  it  the  crime  of  the 
21st  century.  That  is  because  counter- 
feiting is  a  highly  lucrative,  but  rel- 
atively low-risk  crime  with  only  hand- 
slap  penalties  if  caught. 

New  technology  has  made  it  much 
easier  for  counterfeiters  to  pursue 
their  trade.  Computers  and  digital 
technology  have  made  it  a  cinch  to 
copy  audiotapes,  video,  and  software, 
and  unlike  analog  copies,  the  thou- 
sandth digital  copy  is  just  as  cleain  and 
clear  as  the  first.  Scanners  and  laser 
printers  have  made  it  easy  to  replicate 
labels,  logos,  and  even  the  holograms 
that  software  producers  afix  to  thefr 
products  to  prove  authenticity. 

For  years  we  have  overlooked  coun- 
terfeiters, assuming  that  product  coun- 
terfeiting meant  $2  fake  watches  and 
was  a  victimless  crime.  But  the  evi- 
dence is  mounting  that  counterfeiting 
is  a  very  dangerous  crime  that  can 
threaten  the  health  and  safety  of  us 
all. 

Last  year  the  Federal  Aviation  Ad- 
ministration grounded  6,000  piston- 
IX)wered  aircraft  to  check  for  phoney 
crankshaft  bolts  that  could  cause 
crashes.  The  cover  story  in  this  week's 
Business  Week  is  on  bogus  airplane 
parts  and  cites  the  explosion  last  June 
of  the  No.  2  engine  on  a  ValuJet  plane 
as  an  example.  Business  Week  reports 
that  the  explosion  was  caused  by  an  en- 
gine that  had  been  overhauled  and 
later  sold  to  ValuJet  by  a  repair  sta- 
tion in  Turkey  that  lacked  FAA  ap- 
proval. It  further  reports  that  inves- 
tigators found  that  the  engine  con- 
tained a  cracked  and  corroded  com- 
pressor disk  which  had  been  plated 
over  during  the  overhaul  aind  was  thus 
undetectable. 

Counterfeit  airplane  parts  actually 
caused  a  deadly  crash  of  a  Norwegian 
plane  that  killed  55  people. 

In  April  1995,  the  Food  and  Drug  Ad- 
ministration released  a  "Consumer 
Alert"  warning  parents  against  using 
coimterfeit-labeled  Similac  with  iron 
"Ready  to  Feed"  liquid  formula  in  8- 
ounce  plastic  cans  with  a  fictitious 
code  number  and  expiration  date.  The 
fake  infant  formula,  found  in  16  States, 
reportedly    caused    illnesses    ranging 
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from  rashes  to  seizures  in  many  babies 
who  consumed  the  substandard  prod- 
uct. 

A  counterfeit  brake  pad  caused  an 
automobile  crash  that  killed  a  mother 
and  her  child.  In  1990  more  than  30 
raids  were  conducted  in  15  States  as  a 
result  of  a  crackdown  on  auto  parts 
counterfeiting. 

Rampant  piracy  of  the  intellectual 
property  of  American  businesses  has 
strained  United  States-China  relations, 
bringing  us  to  the  brink  of  a  trade  war 
and  requiring  a  reconsideration  of 
whether  China  should  receive  most-fa- 
vored-nation trade  benefits. 

The  question  Congress  must  ask  is 
whether  China  will  agree  to  abide  by 
the  basic  rules  that  govern  inter- 
national trade,  or  will  Chinese  oHlcials 
continue  to  condone  piracy?  Remember 
that  China  is  our  fifth  largest  trading 
partner  and  very  well  may  be  on  its 
way  to  becoming  the  world's  largest 
economy.  If  China  refuses  to  play  by 
the  rules  and  continues  at  best,  to  ig- 
nore piracy,  or  at  worst,  to  encourage 
it,  the  losses  for  American  companies 
will  be  staggering. 

For  example,  Chinese  officials,  after 
much  prodding  by  Microsoft  Corp. 
agreed  to  investigate  the  Jin  Die 
Science  and  Technology  Development 
Co.  in  southern  China.  When  they  raid- 
ed the  company,  Chinese  officials  found 
5,700  computer  disks  containing  thou- 
sands of  dollars  each  in  Microsoft  soft- 
ware, illegally  mass-produced  on  so- 
phisticated machinery.  According  to 
the  Washington  Post,  during  this  raid 
the  Chinese  confiscated  the  counterfeit 
software  disks,  but  U.S.  executives  who 
were  at  the  raid  claim  they  also  saw 
Jin  Die's  machines  producing  video 
discs  containing  movies  such  as 
"Waterworld"  and  "Ace  Ventura  n." 
The  Chinese  authorities  did  nothing  to 
stop  the  pirating  of  these  American 
movies. 

H.R.  2511  will  make  it  easier  to  en- 
sure that  the  constant  flow  of  counter- 
feits, arriving  in  the  United  States 
from  countries  like  China  can  be  con- 
fiscated and  taken  out  of  the  stream  of 
commerce.  It  also  ensures  that  the 
American  businesses  who  suffer  com- 
mercial damage  from  counterfeit  prod- 
ucts may  be  awarded  either  actual  or 
statutory  damages. 

Because  of  the  lure  of  enormous  prof- 
its compared  to  the  relatively  low  risk 
of  being  arrested,  prosecuted,  and  sent 
to  jail,  it  has  not  taken  long  for  orga- 
nized crime  to  get  involved  in  counter- 
feiting operations.  These  operations 
have  become  highly  sophisticated, 
well-financed,  mobile,  and  inter- 
national in  scope. 

In  March  1995,  more  than  10.5  million 
dollars'  worth  of  counterfeit  software 
was  found  during  a  raid  in  California 
that  also  turned  up  semiautomatic 
weapons,  handguns,  and  military  explo- 
sives. Newspaper  stories  report  that 
those  who  were  arrested  are  under  in- 
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vestigation  for  their  link  to  organized 
crime,  a  link  that  may  reach  from 
China,  Hong  Kong,  and  Taiwan  to 
southern  California's  immigrant  neigh- 
borhoods. 

These  criminal  networks  have  dis- 
tribution systems  as  diverse  as  any 
modern  corporation.  Counterfeiters 
know  that  although  criminal  penalties 
exist  on  the  books,  criminal  actions 
are  rarely  initiated  against  counter- 
feiters. As  for  private  enforcement  ac- 
tions, trademark  and  copyright  owners 
are  consistently  frustrated  by  an  in- 
ability to  recover  any  meaningful  dam- 
ages. 

This  legislation  takes  strong  steps  to 
attack  this  problem. 

The  Anticounterfeiting  Consumer 
Protection  Act  will  help  law  enforce- 
ment officials  contend  with  the  sophis- 
ticated nature  of  modem  counterfeit- 
ing. First,  it  increases  criminal  pen- 
alties by  making  trafficking  in  coun- 
terfeit goods  or  services  a  RICO  of- 
fense, consequently  providing  for  in- 
creased jail  time,  crinMnal  fines,  and 
asset  forfeiture. 

Second,  the  legislation  allows  great- 
er involvement  by  aJl  levels  of  Federal 
law  enforcement  in  fighting  counter- 
feiting, including  enhanced  authority 
to  seize  counterfeit  goods  and  the  tools 
of  the  counterfeiters'  trade. 

Third,  it  makes  it  more  difficult  for 
these  goods  to  re-enter  the  stream  of 
commerce  once  they  have  been  seized. 

Fourth,  our  bill  also  adds  teeth  to  ex- 
isting statutes  and  provides  stronger 
civil  remedies,  including  civil  fines 
pegged  to  the  value  of  genuine  goods 
and  statutory  damage  awards  of  up  to 
$1,000,000  per  mark. 

The  Anticounterfeiting  Consumer 
Protection  Act  wUl  provide  law  en- 
forcement officials  with  the  tools  they 
need  to  fight  back,  and  to  protect 
American  business  and  the  health  and 
safety  of  American  consumers.  The 
time  has  come  to  make  sure  that  our 
fight  against  counterfeiting  is  as  so- 
phisticated and  modem  as  the  crime 
itself. 

Finally,  I  want  to  thank  all  of  the 
members  of  the  Judiciary  Committee 
who  have  supported  this  important  leg- 
islation. Chairman  Hyde,  Chairman 
MOORHEAD,  ranking  minority  member 
CONYERS,  Congresswoman  SCHROEDER 
have  all  contributed  to  this  effort.  I 
greatly  appreciate  their  hard  work  on 
behalf  of  American  consumers  and 
businesses. 

I  urge  all  to  support  this  legislation. 

D  1500 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  thank 
two  more  staff  people  who  worked 
very,  very  hard  on  this  legislation,  and 
that  would  be  Elizabeth  Frazee  and 
Betty  Wheeler.  They  also,  I  think, 
worked  very  hard  on  this,  and  we  want- 


ed to  make  sure  everyone  was  included 
in  the  chairman's  very  generous  thank 
yous. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
srield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Davis]. 

Mr.  DAVIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  first  of  all, 
I  want  to  compliment  the  author  of 
this  legislation,  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Goodlatte],  the  chair- 
man, the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  MOORHEAD],  and  the  ranking  mem- 
ber, the  gentlewoman  from  Colorado 
[Mrs.  SCHROEDER],  for  thefr  leadership 
on  this  issue. 

Trademark  coimterfeiting  costs  this 
Nation  over  $200  million  annually. 
That  is  more  than  the  aimual  budget 
deficit  in  this  country.  Counterfeiting 
has  grown  from  about  $5.5  million  in 
costs  in  1982  to  that  $200  billion  figure 
today.  I  once  again  applaud  the  au- 
thors of  this  amendment  and  the  bipar- 
tisan way  in  which  we  have  moved  for- 
ward passage  today. 

The  industry  estimates  that  sales  of 
counterfeit  software  exceed  40  percent 
of  total  industry  revenues.  Almost  two 
of  five  cartridges  that  include  a  piece 
of  software  that  are  sold  are  counter- 
feit. Counterfeit  software  also  costs 
companies  more  than  revenues  and  it 
costs  this  Nation  more  than  just  jobs. 
It  costs  companies  thefr  reputation,  be- 
cause often  substandard  products  with 
inferior  quality  enter  the  marketplace 
mislabeled  with  the  originating  com- 
pany. What  consumers  do  is  they  can- 
not take  a  chance  on  this,  so  they  will 
buy  other  products  that  they  figure  are 
not  mislabeled.  The  better  companies 
end  up,  as  a  result  of  that,  losing  sales, 
losing  jobs,  losing  revenues. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  legislation  I  think 
is  going  to  make  a  significant  con- 
tribution toward  curbing  these  abuses. 
It  is  going  to  make  this  a  RICO  offense. 
It  is  going  to  increase  fines  and  jail 
time  for  offenders.  It  is  going  to  speed 
the  seizure  of  goods,  in  many  cases.  It 
is  going  to  increase  penalties  and  civil 
fines  of  up  to  $1  million  per  mark.  It  is 
going  to  allow  greater  enforcement  co- 
ordination by  State  and  local  law  en- 
forcement officials  working  toward 
this. 

This  is,  I  think,  an  increasing  area  of 
concern  for  those  in  the  software  in- 
dustry, and  I  think  this  legislation  is 
going  to  make  tremendous  headway  to- 
ward curbing  these  abuses  in  the  fu- 
ture. I  am  proud  to  be  a  cosponsor  of 
this,  and  once  again  congratulate  my 
colleagues  in  bringing  this  to  the  floor 
today. 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time,  and  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Upton).  The  question  is  on  the  motion 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  MOORHEAD]  that  the  House 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill, 
H.R.  2511,  as  amended. 
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The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill, 
as  amended,  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  H.R.  2511,  the  bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker's  table  the  Senate  bill,  S.  1136. 
to  control  and  prevent  commercial 
counterfeiting,  and  for  other  purposes, 
and  ask  for  its  immediate  consider- 
ation in  the  House. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  Senate 
bUl. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  California? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  I  would  ask 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
MOORHEAD],  if  he  could  explain  the  pur- 
pose of  his  imanimous-consent  request. 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
purpose  of  this  request  is  to  send  the 
bill  back  to  the  Senate  with  an  amend- 
ment consisting  of  the  text  of  the 
House-passed  bill,  and  to  ask  for  a  con- 
ference. 

Mrs.  SC^HROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
based  on  that,  I  withdraw  my  reserva- 
tion of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  bUl,  as  fol- 
lows: 

5.1136 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TTTLE. 

This      Act      may      be      cited      as      the 
"Antlcounterfeltlngr    Consumer     Protection 
Act  of  1995". 
SEC.  2.  FINDINGa 

The  counterfeiting:  of  trademarked  and 
copyrighted  merchandise— 

(1)  has  been  connected  with  organized 
crime; 

(2)  deprives  legitimate  trademark  and 
copyright  owners  of  substantial  revenues  and 
consumer  goodwill; 

(3)  poses  health  and  safety  threats  to 
American  consumers; 

(4)  eliminates  American  jobs;  and 

(5)  is  a  multlbllllon-dollar  drain  on  the 
United  States  economy. 

SEC.  &  COUNTEBFEmNG  AS  RACKETEERING. 

Section  1961(1)(B)  of  title  18.  United  SUtes 
Code,  Is  amended  by  Inserting  ",  section  2318 
(relating  to  trafficking  In  counterfeit  labels 
for  phonorecords,  computer  jjrograms  or 
computer  program  documentation  or  pack- 
aging and  copies  of  motion  pictures  or  other 
audiovisual  works),  section  2319  (relating  to 


criminal  Infringement  of  a  copsrright).  sec- 
tion 2320  (relating  to  trafficking  In  goods  or 
services  bearing  counterfeit  marks)"  after 
"sections  2314  and  2315  (relating  to  Interstate 
transportation  of  stolen  property)". 
SEC.  4.  APPLICATION  TO  COMPUTER  PROGRAMS, 

COMPUTER  PROGRAM  DOCimENTA- 

TION,  OR  PACKAGING. 
Section  2318  of  title  18,  United  States  Code, 
Is  amended— 

(1)  In  subsection  (a),  by  inserting  "a  com- 
puter program  or  computer  program  docu- 
mentation or  packaging  or"  after  "copy  or": 

(2)  in  subsection  (b)(3).  by  inserting  "  -com- 
puter program.'"  after  "'motion  picture.""; 
and 

(3)  in  subsection  (c)(3),  by  inserting  ""a 
copy  of  a  computer  program  or  computer 
program  documentation  or  packaging,"  after 
"enclose."". 

SEC.  S.  TRAFFICKING  IN  COUNTERFEfr  GOODS 
OR  SERVICES. 

Section  2320  of  title  18.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing new  subsection: 

"(e)  Beginning  with  the  first  year  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  the  At- 
torney General  shall  include  in  the  report  of 
the  Attorney  General  to  Congress  on  the 
business  of  the  Department  of  Justice  pre- 
pared pursuant  to  section  522  of  title  28.  on  a 
district  by  district  basis,  for  all  actions  in- 
volving trafficking  in  counterfeit  labels  for 
phonorecords.  copies  of  computer  programs 
or  computer  program  documentation  or 
packaging,  copies  of  motion  pictures  or 
other  audiovisual  works  (as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 2318  of  title  18),  criminal  infringement 
of  cop3rrights  (as  defined  in  section  2319  of 
title  18),  or  trafficking  In  goods  or  services 
bearing  counterfeit  marks  (as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 2320  of  title  18).  an  accounting  of— 

"(1)  the  number  of  open  investigations; 

"(2)  the  number  of  cases  referred  by  the 
United  States  Customs  Service; 

"(3)  the  number  of  cases  referred  by  other 
agencies  or  sources;  and 

"(4)  the  number  and  outcome,  including 
settlements,  sentences,  recoveries,  and  pen- 
alties, of  all  prosecutions  brought  under  sec- 
tions 2318.  2319.  and  2320  of  title  18.". 
SEC.  6.  SEIZURE  OF  COUNTEIVErr  GOODS. 

Section  34(d)(9)  of  the  Act  of  July  5.  1946  (60 
Stat.  427,  chapter  540;  15  U.S.C.  1116(d)(9)).  is 
amended  by  striking  the  first  sentence  and 
inserting  the  following:  "The  court  shall 
order  that  service  of  a  copy  of  the  order 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  made  by  a 
Federal  law  enforcement  officer  (such  as  a 
United  States  marshal  or  an  officer  or  agent 
of  the  United  States  Customs  Service,  Secret 
Service.  Federal  Bu;reau  of  Investigation,  or 
Post  Office)  or  may  be  made  by  a  State  or 
local  law  enforcement  ofUcer.  who.  upon 
making  service,  shall  carry  out  the  seizure 
under  the  order.". 
SEC.  7.  RECOVERY  FOR  VIOLATION  OF  RIGHTS. 

Section  35  of  the  Act  of  July  5.  1946  (60 
Stat.  427.  chapter  540;  15  U.S.C.  1117),  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  subsection: 

"(c)  In  a  case  involving  the  use  of  a  coun- 
terfeit mark  (as  defined  in  section  34(d)  (15 
U.S.C.  ni6(d))  in  connection  with  the  sale, 
offering  for  sale,  or  distribution  of  goods  or 
services,  the  plaintiff  may  elect,  at  any  time 
before  final  judgment  is  rendered  by  the  trial 
court,  to  recover.  Instead  of  actual  damages 
and  profits  under  subsection  (a),  an  award  of 
statutory  damages  for  any  such  use  In  the 
amount  of— 

"(1)  not  less  than  S500  or  more  than  SIOO.OOO 
per  counterfeit  mark  per  type  of  goods  or 
services  sold,  offered  for  sale,  or  distributed, 
as  the  court  considers  just;  or 


"(2)  if  the  court  finds  that  the  use  of  the 
counterfeit  mark  was  willful,  not  more  than 
$1,000,000  per  counterfeit  mark  per  type  of 
goods  or  services  sold,  offered  for  sale,  or  dis- 
tributed, as  the  court  considers  just.". 
SEC.  8.  DISPOSITION  OF  EXCLUDED  ARTICLES. 

SecUon  603(c)  of  title  17.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  in  the  second  sentence  by 
striking  "as  the  case  may  be;""  and  all  that 
follows  through  the  end  and  Inserting  "as 
the  case  may  be."". 

SEC.  ».  DISPOSmON  OF  MERCHANDISE  BEARING 
AMERICAN  TRADEMARK. 

Section  526(e)  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  (19 
U.S.C.  1526(e))  Is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  second  sentence,  by  inserting 
"destroy  the  merchandise.  Alternatively,  if 
the  merchandise  is  not  unsafe  or  a  hazard  to 
health,  and  the  Secretary  has  the  consent  of 
the  trademark  owner,  the  Secretary  may"" 
after  "shall,  after  forfeiture.""; 

(2)  by  inserting  "or""  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (2); 

(3)  by  striking  ".  or"'  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (3)  and  inserting  a  period;  and 

(4)  by  striking  paragraph  (4). 

SEC.  10.  CIVIL  PENALTIES. 

Section  526  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  (19 
U.S.C.  1526)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  subsection: 

"(0(1)  Any  person  who  directs,  assists  fi- 
nancially or  otherwise,  or  aids  and  abets  the 
importation  of  merchandise  for  sale  or  pub- 
lic distribution  that  is  seized  under  sub- 
section (e)  shall  be  subject  to  a  civil  fine. 

"'(2)  For  the  first  such  seizure,  the  fine 
shall  be  not  more  than  the  value  that  the 
merchandise  would  have  had  If  it  were  genu- 
ine, according  to  the  manufacturer"s  sug- 
gested retail  price,  determined  under  regula- 
tions promulgated  by  the  Secretary. 

"(3)  For  the  second  seizure  and  thereafter, 
the  fine  shall  be  not  more  than  twice  the 
value  that  the  merchandise  would  have  had 
if  it  were  genuine,  as  determined  under  regu- 
lations promulgated  by  the  Secretary. 

"(4)  The  Imposition  of  a  fine  under  this 
subsection  shall  be  within  the  discretion  of 
the  United  States  Customs  Service,  and  shall 
be  In  addition  to  any  other  civil  or  criminal 
penalty  or  other  remedy  authorized  by  law."'. 

SEC.    II.    PUBLIC    DISCLOSURE    OF    AIBCBAFT 
MANIFESTS. 

Section  431(cKl)  of  the  Tarifl^  Act  of  1930  (19 
U.S.C.  1431(cKl))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  matter  preceding  subparagarph 
(A),  by  inserting  "vessel  or  aircraft""  before 
"manifest"; 

(2)  by  amending  subparagraph  (D)  to  read 
as  follows: 

"(D)  The  name  of  the  vessel,  aircraft,  or 
carrier."; 

(3)  by  amending  subparagraph  (E)  to  read 
as  follows: 

"(E)  The  seaport  or  airport  of  loading."; 
and 

(4)  by  amending  subparagraph  (F)  to  read 
as  follows: 

"(F)  The  seaport  or  airport  of  discharg*.". 

SEC.  IS.  CUSTOMS  ENTRY  DOCUMENTATION. 

Section  484(d)  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  (19 
U.S.C.  1484(d))  Is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "Entries"  and  inserting  "O) 
Entries'";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(2)  The  Secretary,  in  prescribing  regula- 
tions governing  the  content  of  entry  docu- 
mentation, shall  require  that  entry  docu- 
mentation contain  such  information  as  may 
be  necessary  to  determine  whether  the  im- 
ported merchandise  bears  an  infringing 
trademark  in  violation  of  section  42  of  the 
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Act  of  July  5,  1946  (60  Stat.  440.  chapter  540; 
15  U.S.C.  1124)  or  any  other  applicable  law. 
Including:  a  trademark  appearing  on  the 
goods  or  packaging:.". 

SEC.  IS.  UNIAWCVL  USE  OF  VESSELS,  VEHICLES, 
AND  AIRCRAFT  IN  AID  OF  COMMER- 
CIAL COUNTERFEmNG. 

Section  80302(a)  of  title  49.  United  States 
Code.  Is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  "or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 
(4); 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (5)  and  Inserting  ";  or";  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(6)(A)  A  counterfeit  label  for  a  phono- 
record,  computer  program  or  computer  pro- 
gram documentation  or  packaging  or  copy  of 
a  motion  picture  or  other  audiovisual  work 
(as  defined  in  section  2318  of  title  18); 

"(B)  a  phonorecord  or  copy  in  violation  of 
section  2319  of  title  18;  or 

•'(C)  any  good  bearing  a  counterfeit  mark 
(as  defined  in  section  2320  of  title  18).". 

SC.  14.  REGULATIONS. 

Not  later  than  6  months  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  shall  prescribe  such  regulations  or 
amendments  to  existing  regulations  that 
may  be  necessary  to  Implement  and  enforce 
this  Act. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MOORHEAD 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  MoORHEAD  moves  to  strike  out  all 
after  the  enacting  clause  of  S.  1136  and  to  in- 
sert in  lieu  thereof  the  text  of  H.R.  2511,  as 
passed  by  the  House. 

The  motion  was  a^rreed  to. 

The  Senate  bill  was  ordered  to  be 
read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  re- 
consider was  laid  on  the  table. 

APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Pursuant  to  rule  XX  and  by  direction  of 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  Mr.  MooR- 
EEAD  moves  that  the  House  insist  on  its 
amendment  to  the  bill  S.  1136  and  request  a 
conference  thereon  with  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 
dbjectlon,  the  Chair  appoints  the  fol- 
lowing conferees:  Messrs.  Hyde,  Moor- 
head,  GOODLATTE,  CONYERS,  and  Mrs. 
SCHROEDER. 

There  was  no  objection. 
A  similar  House  bill  (H.R.  2511)  was 
laid  on  the  table. 


COPYRIGHT  CLARIFICATIONS  ACT 
OF  1996 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the 
bill  (H.R.  1861)  to  make  technical  cor- 
rections in  the  Satellite  Home  Viewer 
Act  of  1994  and  other  provisions  of  title 
17,  United  States  Code,  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R.  1861 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 
SBCnON  t.  SBORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Copyright 
Clarifications  Act  of  1996". 


SEC.  2.  SATELLITE  BOUE  VIEWER  ACT. 

The  Satellite  Home  Viewer  Act  of  1994  (Public 
Law  103-369)  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Section  2(3)(A)  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(A)  in  clause  (i)  by  striking  '12  cents'  and  in- 
serting '17.5  cents  per  subscriber  in  the  case  of 
superstations  that  as  retransmitted  by  the  sat- 
ellite carrier  include  any  program  which,  if  de- 
livered by  any  cable  system  in  the  United  States, 
would  be  subject  to  the  syndicated  exclusivity 
rules  of  the  Federal  CoTnmunications  Commis- 
sion, and  14  cents  per  subscriber  in  the  case  of 
superstations  that  are  syndex-proof  as  defined 
in  section  253.2  of  title  37,  Code  of  Federal  Regu- 
lations: and'  ". 

(2)  Section  2(4)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"(4)  Subsection  (c)  is  amended— 

"(A)  in  paragraph  (1) —  - 

"(i)  by  striking  'until  December  31, 1992,': 

"(ii)  by  striking  '(2),  (3)  or  (4)'  and  inserting 
'(2)  or  (3)':  and 

"(Hi)  by  striking  the  second  sentence: 

"(B)  in  paragraph  (2)— 

"(i)  in  subparagraph  (A)  by  striking  'July  1. 
1991 '  and  inserting  'July  1, 1996':  and 

"(ii)  in  subparagraph  (D)  by  striking  'Decem- 
ber 31,  1994'  and  inserting  December  31,  1999,  or 
in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  agreement, 
whichever  is  later':  and 

"(C)  in  paragraph  (3) — 

"(t)  in  subparagraph  (A)  by  striking  'Decem- 
ber 31, 1991'  and  inserting  'January  1, 1997': 

"(ii)  by  amending  subparagraph  (B)  to  read 
as  follows: 

'(B)    ESTABLISHMEST    OF    ROYALTY    FEES.— In 

determining  royalty  fees  under  this  paragraph, 
the  copyright  arbitration  royalty  panel  ap- 
pointed under  chapter  8  shall  establish  fees  for 
the  retransmission  of  network  stations  and 
superstations  that  most  clearly  represent  the 
fair  market  value  of  secondary  transmissions.  In 
determining  the  fair  market  value,  the  panel 
shall  base  its  decision  on  economic,  competitive, 
and  programming  information  presented  by  the 
parties,  including — 

'(i)  the  competitive  environment  in  which  such 
programming  is  distributed,  the  cost  of  similar 
signals  in  similar  private  and  compulsory  license 
marketplaces,  and  any  special  features  and  con- 
ditions of  the  retransmission  marketplace: 

'(ii)  the  economic  impact  of  such  fees  on  copy- 
right owners  and  satellite  carriers:  and 

'(Hi)  the  impact  on  the  continued  availability 
of  secondary  transmissions  to  the  public. ';  and 

"(Hi)  in  subparagraph  (C),  by  inserting  'or 
July  1,  1997,  whichever  is  later'  after  'section 
802(g)'.". 

(3)  Section  2(5)(A)  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(A)  in  paragraph  (5)(C)  by  striking  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  the  Satellite  Home  Viewer 
Act  of  1988'  and  inserting  'November  16,  1988': 
and". 
SEC  3.  COPYBJGBT  IN  BBSTOSBD  WORKS. 

Section  104 A  of  title  17.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Subsection  (d)(3)(A)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(3)  EXISTI.\-G  DERIVATIVE  WORKS.— (A)  In  the 

case  of  a  derivative  work  that  is  based  upon  a 
restored  work  and  is  created— 

"(i)  before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the 
Uruguay  Round  Agreements  Act,  if  the  source 
country  of  the  restored  work  is  an  eligible  coun- 
try on  such  date,  or 

"(ii)  before  the  date  of  adherence  or  proclama- 
tion, if  the  source  country  of  the  restored  work 
is  not  an  eligible  country  on  such  date  of  enact- 
ment,a  reliance  pariy  may  continue  to  exploit 
that  derivative  work  for  the  duration  of  the  re- 
stored copyright  if  the  reliance  party  pays  to  the 
owner  of  the  restored  copyright  reasonable  com- 
pensation for  conduct  which  would  be  subject  to 


a  remedy  for  infringement  but  for  the  provisions 
of  this  paragraph. ". 

(2)  Subsection  (e)(l)(B)(ii)  is  amended  by 
striking  the  last  sentence. 

(3)  Subsection  (h)(2)  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(2)  The  'date  of  restoration'  of  a  restored 
copyright  is  the  later  of— 

"(A)  January  1,  1996.  the  date  on  which  the 
Agreement  on  Trade-Related  Aspects  of  Intellec- 
tual Property  referred  to  in  section  101(d)(15)  of 
the  Uruguay  Round  Agreements  Act  enters  into 
force  with  respect  to  the  United  States,  if  the 
source  country  of  the  restored  work  is  a  nation 
adhering  to  the  Berne  Convention  or  a  WTO 
member  country  on  such  date,  or 

"(B)  the  date  of  adherence  or  proclamation, 
in  the  case  of  any  other  source  country  of  the 
restored  work.". 

(4)  Subsection  (h)(3)  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(3)  The  term  'eligible  country'  means  a  na- 
tion, other  than  the  United  States,  that,  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Uruguay 
Round  Agreements  Act— 

"(A)  becomes  a  WTO  member, 

"(B)  is  or  becomes  a  member  of  the  Berne  Con- 
vention, or 

"(C)  becomes  subject  to  a  proclamation  under 
subsection  (g).". 

SEC.  4.  UCENSES  FOR  NONEXBUPT  SUBSCRIP- 
TION TRANStaSSIONS. 

Section  114(f)  of  title  17,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended — 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1),  by  inserting  ",  or  ending 
30  days  after  the  Librarian  issues  and  publishes 
in  the  Federal  Register  an  order  adopting  or  re- 
jecting the  report  of  the  copyright  arbitration 
royalty  panel,  if  such  panel  is  convened"  after 
"December  31,  2000":  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (2),  by  striking  "and  publish 
in  the  Federal  Register". 

SEC.  5.  ROYALTY  PAYARLE  UNDER  COMPULSOST 
UCENSE. 

Section  115(c)(3)(D)  of  titie  17,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  "and  publish  in 
the  Federal  Register". 

SBC.  «.  NBGOTIAIED  UCENSE  FOR  JUKSBOXBS. 

Section  116  of  title  17,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  amending  subsection  (b)(2)  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(2)  ARBITRATION.— Parties  not  subject  to 
such  a  negotiation  may  determine  the  result  of 
the  negotiation  by  arbitration  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  chapter  8. ":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(d)  Defisitioss.—As  used  in  this  section, 
the  following  terms  mean  the  following: 

"(1)  A  'coin-operated  phonorecord  player'  is  a 
machine  or  device  that— 

"(A)  is  employed  solely  for  the  performance  of 
nondramattc  musical  works  by  means  of 
phonorecords  upon  being  activated  by  the  inser- 
tion of  coins,  currency,  tokens,  or  other  mone- 
tary units  or  their  equivalent: 

"(B)  is  located  in  an  establishment  truiking  no 
direct  or  indirect  charge  for  admission: 

"(C)  is  accompanied  by  a  list  which  is  com- 
prised of  the  titles  of  all  the  rrtusical  works 
available  for  performance  on  it,  and  is  affixed  to 
the  phonorecord  player  or  posted  in  the  estab- 
lishment in  a  prominent  position  where  it  can  be 
readily  examined  by  the  public:  and 

"(D)  affords  a  choice  of  works  available  for 
performance  and  permits  the  choice  to  be  made 
by  the  patrons  of  the  establishment  in  which  it 
is  located. 

"(2)  An  'operator'  is  any  person  who,  alone  or 
jointly  xoith  others — 

"(A)  oums  a  coin-operated  phonorecord  play- 
er: 

"(B)  tuis  the  power  to  make  a  coin-operated 
phonorecord  player  available  for  placenient  in 
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on  establishment  for  purposes  of  public  perform- 
ance: or 

"(C)  has  the  power  to  exercise  primary  control 
over  the  selection  of  the  musical  works  made 
availc^le  for  public  performance  on  a  coin-oper- 
ated phonorecord  player.". 

SEC.    7.   LOOTATJONS   ON  EXCLUSIVE   RIGHTS; 
COMPUTER  PROGRAMS. 

Section  117  of  title  17,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Strike  "Notviithstanding"  and  insert  the 
following: 

"(a)  Making  of  additional  Copy  or  adap- 
tation BY  Owner  of  Copy.— Notwithstanding". 

(2)  Strike  "Any  exact"  and  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(b)  Lease,  Sale,  or  Other  Transfer  of  ad- 
ditional Copy  or  adaptation.— Any  exact". 

(3)  Add  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(c)  Machine  Maintenance  or  Repair.— Not- 
withstaruiing  the  provisions  of  section  106,  it  is 
not  an  infringement  for  the  owner  or  lessee  of  a 
machine  to  make  or  authorize  the  making  of  a 
copy  of  a  computer  program  if  such  copy  is 
made  solely  by  virtue  of  the  activation  of  a  ma- 
chine that  lawfully  contains  an  authorieed  copy 
of  the  computer  program,  for  purposes  only  of 
maintenance  or  repair  of  that  machine,  provided 
that— 

"(1)  such  new  copy  is  used  in  no  other  man- 
ner and  is  destroyed  immediately  after  the  main- 
tenance or  repair  is  completed,  and 

"(2)  with  respect  to  any  computer  program  or 
part  thereof  that  is  not  necessary  for  that  ma- 
chine to  be  activated,  su<:h  program  or  part 
thereof  is  not  accessed  or  used  other  than  to 
make  such  new  copy  by  virtue  of  the  activation 
of  the  machine. 

"(d)  Definitions. — For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion— 

"(1)  the  term  'maintenance'  of  a  machine 
means  servicing  the  machine  in  order  to  rnake  it 
work  in  accordance  with  its  original  specifica- 
tions and  any  changes  to  those  specifications 
authorized  for  that  machine:  and 

"(2)  the  term  'repair'  of  a  machine  means  re- 
storing it  to  the  state  of  working  in  accordance 
with  its  original  specifications  and  any  changes 
to  those  specifications  authorized  for  that  ma- 
chine.". 

SEC.  &  PUBUC  BROADCASTING  COMPULSORY  U- 
CENSE. 

Section  118  of  tiUe  17.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Subsection  (b)  is  amended  by  striking  para- 
graph (1)  and  redesignating  paragraphs  (2)  and 
(3)  as  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2).  respectively. 

(2)  Subsection  (b)(2)  (as  redesignated  by  para- 
graph (1)  of  this  section)  is  amended  by  striking 
"(2)"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  "(1)". 

(3)  Subsection  (e)  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(e)(1)  Except  as  expressly  provided  in  this 
subsection,  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  works 
other  than  those  specified  in  subsection  (b). 

"(2)  Oxoners  of  copyright  in  nondramatic  lit- 
erary works  and  public  broadcasting  entities 
may,  during  the  course  of  voluntary  negotia- 
tions, agree  among  themselves,  respectively,  as 
to  the  terms  and  rates  of  royalty  payments  with- 
out liability  under  the  antitrust  laws.  Any  such 
terms  and  rates  of  royalty  payments  shall  be  ef- 
fective upon  being  filed  in  the  Copyright  Office, 
in  accordance  with  regulations  that  the  Register 
of  Copyrights  shall  prescribe.". 

SEC.  9.  REGISTRATION  AND  INFRINGBMBNT  AC- 
TIONS. 

Section  411(b)(1)  of  Utte  17,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(1)  serves  notice  upon  the  infringer,  not  less 
than  48  hours  before  such  fixation,  identifying 
the  work  and  the  specific  time  and  source  of  its 
first  transmission,  and  declaring  an  intention  to 
secure  copyright  in  the  work:  and". 


SEC.  10.  COPYRIGHT  OFFICE  FEES. 

(a)  Fee  Increases.— Section  708(b)  of  title  17. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(b)  In  calendar  year  1996  and  in  any  subse- 
quent calendar  year,  the  Register  of  Copyrights, 
by  regulation,  may  increase  the  fees  specified  in 
subsection  (a)  in  the  following  manner: 

"(1)  The  Register  shall  conduct  a  study  of  the 
costs  incurred  by  the  Copyright  Office  for  the 
registration  of  claims,  the  recordation  of  docu- 
ments, and  the  provision  of  services.  The  study 
shall  also  consider  the  timing  of  any  increase  in 
fees  and  the  authority  to  use  such  fees  consist- 
ent with  the  budget. 

"(2)  The  Register  shall  have  discretion  to  in- 
crease fees  up  to  the  reasonable  costs  incurred 
by  the  Copyright  Office  for  the  services  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (1)  plus  a  reasonable  infla- 
tion adjustment  to  account  for  any  estimated  in- 
crease in  costs. 

"(3)  Any  newly  established  fee  based  on  para- 
graph (2)  shall  be  rounded  off  to  the  nearest 
dollar,  or  for  a  fee  less  than  S12,  rounded  off  to 
the  nearest  50  cents. 

"(4)  The  fees  shall  be  fair  and  equitable  and 
give  due  consideration  to  the  objectives  of  the 
copyright  system. 

"(5)  If  upon  completion  of  the  study,  the  Reg- 
ister determines  that  the  fees  should  be  in- 
creased, the  Register  shall  prepare  a  proposed 
fee  schedule  and  submit  the  schedule  unth  the 
accompanying  economic  analysis  to  the  Con- 
gress. The  fees  proposed  by  the  Register  may  be 
instituted  after  the  end  of  120  days  after  the 
schedule  is  submitted  to  the  Congress  unless, 
within  that  120-day  period,  a  law  is  enacted 
stating  in  substance  that  the  Congress  does  not 
approve  the  schedtde.". 

(b)  Deposit  of  Fees.— Section  708(d)  of  such 
title  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(d)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2). 
all  fees  received  under  this  section  shall  be  de- 
posited by  the  Register  of  Copyrights  in  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States  and  shall  be  cred- 
ited to  the  appropriations  for  necessary  expenses 
of  the  Copyright  Office.  Such  fees  that  are  col- 
lected shall  remain  available  until  expended. 
The  Register  may.  in  accordance  with  regula- 
tions that  he  or  she  shall  prescribe,  refund  any 
sum  paid  by  mistake  or  in  excess  of  the  fee  re- 
quired by  this  section. 

"(2)  In  the  case  of  fees  deposited  against  fu- 
ture services,  the  Register  of  Cojjyrights  shall  re- 
quest the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to  invest  in 
interest-bearing  securities  in  the  United  States 
Treasury  any  portion  of  the  fees  that,  as  deter- 
mined by  the  Register,  is  not  required  to  meet 
current  deposit  account  demands.  Funds  shall 
be  invested  in  securities  that  permit  funds  to  be 
available  to  the  Copyright  Office  at  all  times  if 
they  are  determined  to  be  necessary  to  rneet  cur- 
rent deposit  account  demands.  Such  inx)estments 
shall  be  in  public  debt  securities  with  maturities 
suitable  to  the  needs  of  the  fund,  as  determined 
by  the  Register  of  Copyrights,  and  bearing  inter- 
est at  rates  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  taking  into  consideration  current 
market  yields  on  outstanding  marketable  obliga- 
tions of  the  United  States  of  comparable  Tnatu- 
rities. 

"(3)  The  income  on  such  investments  shall  be 
deposited  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States 
and  shall  be  credited  to  the  appropriations  for 
necessary  expenses  of  the  Copyright  Office.". 

SEC.  IL  COPYRIGHT  ARBTTRATION  ROYALTY  PAN- 
ELS. 

(a)  ESTABUSHMENT  AND  PURPOSE.— Section 
801  of  title  17,  United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (b)(1)  by  striking  "and  116" 
in  the  first  sentence  and  inserting  "116,  and 
119": 

(2)  in  subsection  (c)  by  inserting  after  "panel" 
at  the  end  of  the  sentence  the  following: 


",  including — 

"(1)  authorizing  the  distribution  of  those  roy- 
alty fees  collected  under  sections  111.  119,  and 
1005  that  the  Librarian  has  found  are  not  sub- 
ject to  controversy:  and 

"(2)  accepting  or  rejecting  royalty  claims  filed 
under  sections  111.  119.  and  1007  on  the  basis  of 
timeliness  or  the  failure  to  establish  the  basis  for 
a  claim":  and 

(3)  by  amending  subsection  (d)  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(d)  Support  and  Reimbursement  of  arbi- 
tration Panels.— The  Librarian  of  Congress, 
upon  the  recommendation  of  the  Register  of 
Copyrights,  shall  provide  the  copyright  arbitra- 
tion royalty  panels  with  the  necessary  adminis- 
trative services  related  to  proceedings  under  this 
chapter,  and  shall  reimburse  the  arbitrators  at 
such  intervals  and  in  such  manner  as  the  Li- 
brarian shall  provide  by  regulation.  Each  such 
arbitrator  is  an  independent  contractor  acting 
on  behalf  of  the  United  States,  and  shall  be  paid 
pursuant  to  a  signed  agreement  between  the  Li- 
brary of  Congress  and  the  arbitrator.  Payments 
to  the  arbitrators  shall  be  considered  costs  in- 
curred by  the  Library  of  Congress  and  the  Copy- 
right Office  for  purposes  of  section  802(h)(1). ". 

(b)  Proceedings.— Section  902(h)(1)  oftiUe  17, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  amending  the  heading  to  read  "DEDUC- 
TION of  costs  of  library  of  congress  and 

COPYRIGHT  OFFICE  FROM  ROYALTY  FEES.—  ": 

(2)  in  the  first  sentence  by  inserting  "to  sup- 
port distribution  proceedings"  after  "Copyright 
Office":  and 

(3)  by  amending  the  third  sentence  to  read  as 
follows:  "In  ratemaking  proceedings,  the  Librar- 
ian of  Congress  and  the  Copyright  Office  may 
assess  their  reasonable  costs  directly  to  the  par- 
ties to  the  most  recent  relevant  arbitration  pro- 
ceeding, 50  percent  of  the  costs  to  the  parties 
who  would  receive  royalties  from  the  royalty 
rate  adopted  in  the  proceeding  arui  50  percent  of 
the  costs  to  the  parties  who  would  pay  the  roy- 
alty rate  so  adopted,  subject  to  the  discretion  of 
the  arbitrators  to  assess  costs  under  subsection 
(c).". 

SEC.    U.  DIGTTAL  AUDIO  RECORDING  DEVKXS 
ANDMBDU. 

Section  1007(b)  of  title  17.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  striking  "Within  30  days  after  " 
in  the  first  sentence  and  inserting  "After". 

SBC.  JX  TREATMENT  OF  PRB-ttTS  PUBUCAItON 
OF  SOUND  RECORDINGS. 

Section  303  of  title  17,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended — 

(/)  by  striking  "Copyright"  and  inserting  "(a) 
Copyright":  arui 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(b)  The  distribution  before  January  1.  1978. 
of  a  phonorecord  shall  not  for  any  purpose  con- 
stitute a  publication  of  the  musical  work  em- 
bodied ttierein.". 

SEC.  14.  CONFORMING  AMENDMENT. 

Paragraph  (5)  of  section  4  of  the  Digital  Per- 
formance Right  in  Sound  Recordings  Act  of  1995 
is  redesignated  as  paragraph  (4). 

SBC.  15.  EFFECTIVE  DATES. 

(a)  In  General.— Except  as  provided  in  sub- 
section (b).  the  amendments  made  by  this  Act 
shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

(b)  Satellite  home  viewer  act.— The 
amendments  made  by  section  1  shall  be  effective 
as  if  enacted  as  part  of  the  Satellite  Home  View- 
er Act  of  1994  (Public  Law  103-369). 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  M<X)RHEad]  and  the 
gentlewoman  from  Colorado  [Mrs. 
SCHROEDER]  Will  each  be  recognized  for 
20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Moorhead]. 
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GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
onanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  dasrs  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks and  include  extraneous  material 
on  H.R.  1861. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
jrield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  H.R. 
1861,  the  Copyright  Clarifications  Act 
of  1996.  This  important  legislation  will 
assist  the  U.S.  Copjnrtght  Office  in  car- 
rying out  its  duties,  including  giving 
the  Office  the  ability  to  set  reasonable 
fees  for  basic  services,  subject  to  con- 
gressional approval.  It  corrects  or 
clarifies  the  language  in  several  recent 
amendments  to  the  Copyright  act  so 
that  Congress'  original  intent  can  be 
better  achieved.  Two  provisions  resolve 
problems  created  by  recent  judicial  in- 
terpretations of  provisions  of  the  copy- 
right law.  One  of  these  amendments 
makes  clear  that  the  distribution  of 
musical  disks  or  tapes  before  1978  did 
not  publish  the  musical  compositions 
embodied  in  the  disks  or  tapes.  The 
other  amendment  ensures  that  inde- 
pendent service  organizations  have  the 
ability  to  activate  a  computer  to  nmin- 
tain  and  repair  its  hardware  compo- 
nents without  being  held  liable  by  a 
court  for  copsrright  infilngement  due 
to  that  activation  alone. 

The  U.S.  Copyright  Office  is  the 
agency  charged  with  primary  respon- 
sibility for  implementing  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Copyright  Act.  In  early 
1995,  the  Cop3rright  OfDce  submitted  to 
the  Subcommittee  on  Courts  and  Intel- 
lectual Property  a  nimiber  of  rec- 
ommendations to  clarify  or  correct  the 
following:  the  Copyright  Fees  and 
Technical  Amendments  Act  of  1989,  the 
Audio  Home  Recording  Act  of  1992,  the 
Copyright  Royalty  Tribunal  Reform 
Act  of  1993,  the  Satellite  Home  Viewer 
Act  of  1994,  and  the  Digital  Perform- 
ance Right  in  Sound  Recordings  Act  of 
1995.  This  legislation  is  the  result  of 
those  efforts  and  I  want  to  congratu- 
late the  Register  of  Copyrights, 
Marybeth  Peters,  and  her  staff,  for 
their  grreat  initiative  and  hard  work. 

This  legislation  amends  section  117 
to  ensure  that  independent  service  or- 
ganizations do  not  inadvertently  be- 
come liable  for  copyright  infringement 
merely  because  they  have  turned  on  a 
machine  in  order  to  service  its  hard- 
ware components.  The  language  con- 
tained in  this  section  of  the  bill  was 
driven  by  the  introduction  of  H.R.  533, 
by  Representative  Knoixenberg  of 
Michigan.  I  thank  Mr.  Knollenberg 
for  bringing  this  important  matter  to 
the  subcommittee's  attention  and  for 
leading  the  way  in  negotiations  be- 
tween the  parties  which  resulted  in  the 
language  contained  in  this  bill. 


A  provision  of  this  bill  which  clari- 
fies the  law  to  ensure  that  the  mere 
distribution  of  musical  disks  or  tapes 
before  1978  did  not  constitute  a  publica- 
tion of  the  musical  composition  em- 
bodied in  those  disks  or  tapes  comes 
from  a  decision  of  the  Ninth  Circuit  in 
the  case  of  La  Cienega  Music  Co.  which 
conflicts  with  90  years  of  practice  of 
the  U.S.  Copyright  Office  and  the  long- 
standing legal  precedent  in  this  coun- 
try, thereby  casting  a  black  cloud  over 
the  rights  of  every  U.S.  music  pub- 
lisher for  any  pre-1978  composition  re- 
leased on  phonorecords.  I  want  to  take 
a  moment  to  thank  Mr.  Bernard 
Besman,  the  owner  of  La  Cienega 
Music  Co.,  who  has  fought  so  hard  to 
exhaust  his  remedies  in  the  courts,  and 
who  is  primarily  responsible  for  the 
necessary  clarification  to  the  law  that 
exists  in  H.R.  1861.  Music  publishers, 
songwriters,  and  all  those  involved  in 
the  creation  of  music  owe  Mr.  Besman 
deep  thanks  for  his  personal  sacrifice 
in  piu^uing  through  the  judicial  and 
legislative  system  a  just  solution  to  a 
wrong  about  which  he  felt  strongly.  He 
can  be  assured  that  we  will  work 
quickly  to  get  this  piece  of  legislation 
to  the  President's  desk  for  his  signa- 
ture so  that  Mr.  Besman's  light  for  all 
music  writers  and  publishers  can  come 
to  a  rewarding  end. 

Mr.  Speaker,  all  of  the  provisions 
contained  in  this  bill  are  necessary  for 
the  proper  functioning  of  the  U.S. 
Copjrright  Office  and  the  Copyright 
system,  I  am  unaware  of  any  opposi- 
tion to  this  legislation,  and  I  urge  a  fa- 
vorable vote  on  H.R.  1861. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  again  thank  my  sub- 
connmittee  chairman,  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  California,  [Mr.  Moor- 
head],  and  I  join  the  subcommittee 
chairman  and  the  members  of  the  sub- 
committee in  supporting  H.R.  1861, 
which  has  a  whole  number  of  provi- 
sions that  clarify  the  copyright  law. 

So  we  are  doing  two  things  today.  In 
the  prior  bill  we  increased  the  pen- 
alties, and  here  we  are  making  it  as 
clear  as  possible  what  the  cop3n:ight 
law  should  be.  Some  of  these  provisions 
correct  drafting  errors  in  prior  recent 
amendments  to  the  law.  Other  provi- 
sions are  intended  to  assist  the  Copy- 
right Office  in  carrying  out  their  du- 
ties. These  provisions  are  basically 
technical  and  housekeeping  in  nature. 
This  is  one  of  the  few  housekeeping 
tasks  I  ever  do  in  my  role  here.  They 
are  described  in  detail  in  the  bill  report 
that  accompanies  this. 

Another  provision  reinstates  the 
longstanding  view  of  the  Cop3rright  Of- 
fice that  has  been  confirmed  by  the 
Second  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  that 
the  sale  or  distribution  of  recordings  to 
the   public   before   1978   did   not   con- 


stitute publication  of  the  music  com- 
position embodied  in  the  recording. 
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This  longstanding  view,  however,  was 
rejected  by  the  ninth  circuit  last  yeau:, 
and  that  created  a  good  deal  of  uncer- 
tainty for  many  musical  works  that 
have  been  recorded  and  sold  before  1978. 
This  bill  is  intended  to  remove  that  un- 
certainty by  confirming  the  longstand- 
ing view  of  the  Copyright  Office  and 
what  everybody  had  thought  had  been 
the  law  before  the  ninth  circuit  deci- 
sion. 

Finally,  there  is  a  narrowly  crafted 
provision  that  enables  independent 
service  organizations  that  have  the 
ability  to  activate  a  computer  to  main- 
tain and  repair  its  hardware  compo- 
nents without  becoming  liable  for 
copyright  infringement. 

I  want  to  emphasize  the  extremely 
narrow  reach  of  this  provision.  It  is  de- 
signed to  maintain  undiminished  copy- 
right protection  to  authors  of  com- 
puter programs,  while  making  it  pos- 
sible for  third  parties  to  service  the 
computer  hardware. 

The  provisions  of  this  bill  have  re- 
ceived the  support  of  the  Register  of 
Copjrrights  who  testified  before  our 
subcommittee  on  behalf  of  the  U.S. 
Copjrright  Office.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  having  no  further  re- 
quests for  time,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
Srield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Knollenberg]. 

Mr.  KNOLLENBERG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  srielding  time 
tome. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  thank  Chair- 
man MOORHEAD  for  pushing  this  bill 
through  Congress.  It  is  a  tribute  to  his 
fine  leadership— and  leadership  we  will 
miss  when  he  departs  at  the  end  of  this 
Congress. 

I  am  very  pleased  the  chairman  has 
provided  this  opportunity  to  move  this 
important,  bipartisan  bill  through  the 
House.  My  bill,  H.R.  533,  has  been  in- 
cluded in  this  legislation,  and  I  want  to 
extend  my  appreciation  to  the  chair- 
man for  choosing  to  include  our  lan- 
guage. 

My  bill  is  designed  to  ensure  that 
independent  service  organizations 
[ISO's]  do  not  inadvertently  become 
liable  for  copjrright  infringement  mere- 
ly because  they  have  turned  on  a  ma- 
chine in  order  to  service  its  hardware 
components. 

As  it  is  written,  current  law  holds 
them  liable  when  they  flip  the  switch. 
It  places  a  heavy  burden  on  our  work- 
ers who  need  to  service  our  computer 
systems.  And  a  strict  enforcement  of 
this  law  could  shut  down  the  multibil- 
lion  dollar  high  technology  mainte- 
nance industry  which  provides  thou- 
sands of  jobs. 
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In  today's  business  world,  our  com- 
puter service  technicians  must  have 
the  flexibility  to  do  their  jobs  without 
the  fear  they  are  breaking  copyright 
laws. 

Every  day  our  reliance  on  our  com- 
puter systems  is  growing,  and  in  to- 
day's deadline-filled,  rushed  business 
world,  minutes  can  mean  millions. 

These  restrictions  also  have  a  nega- 
tive impact  on  consumers.  Costs  and 
convenience  are  major  factors  when 
using  specific  computer  service  people. 
Forcing  consumers  into  strict  require- 
ments of  who  can  and  cannot  service 
your  computer  will  certainly  nega- 
tively impact  consumers  and  busi- 
nesses alike. 

With  the  personal  computer  as  com- 
mon in  our  day-to-day  lives  as  any 
other  household  item,  we  need  to  give 
our  computer  repairmen  the  flexibility 
and  opportunity  to  service  our  sys- 
tems. 

At  this  point  I  would  like  to  enter 
into  a  colloquy  with  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Courts  and  Intellec- 
tual Property  Subcommittee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  report  language 
states: 

When  a  computer  Is  activated,  that  is  when 
It  is  turned  on,  certain  software  or  parts 
thereof  (generally  the  machine's  operating 
system  software)  Is  automatically  copied 
into  the  machine's  random  access  memory, 
or  RAM. 

In  the  very  next  sentence  it  states: 
During  the  course  of  activating  the  com- 
puter, different  parts  of  the  operating  sys- 
tem may  reside  in  the  RAM  at  different 
times  because  the  operating  system  Is  some- 
times larger  than  the  capacity  of  the  RAM. 

Mr.  Chairman,  does  activating  the 
computer  mean  allowing  the  entire  op- 
erating system  to  be  loaded  by  the 
computer  into  the  RAM,  even  if  dif- 
ferent parts  of  the  operating  system 
are  not  loaded  in  one  step? 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gentleman 
is  correct.  Activation  may  include  get- 
ting the  different  parts  of  the  operat- 
ing system  through  the  RAM.  Because 
the  entire  operating  system  may  not 
entirely  fit  into  the  RAM.  activation 
may  proceed  through  a  series  of  steps 
until  the  entire  operating  system  is 
fiilly  loaded. 

Mr.  KNOLLENBERG.  Again.  I  want 
to  thank  the  chairman  for  his  efforts 
and  hard  work.  I  want  to  thank  him  for 
including  my  legislation  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time,  and  I 
jrield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
MOORHEAD]  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  pass  the  bill,  H.R.  1861,  as 
amended. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill, 
as  amended,  was  passed. 


A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


BOATING  AND  AVIATION 
OPERATION  SAFETY  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 
(H.R.  234)  to  amend  title  11  of  the 
United  States  Code  to  make  non- 
dischargeable  a  debt  for  death  or  injury 
caused  by  the  debtor's  operation  of 
watercraft  or  aircraft  while  intoxi- 
cated, as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R.  234 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TTTLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Boating  and 
Aviation  Operation  Safety  Act  of  1996". 

SEC.  2.  AMENDMENT. 

Section  523(a)(9)  of  title  11.  United  States 
Code,  Is  amended  by  Inserting  ".  watercraft. 
or  aircraft"  after  "motor  vehicle". 

SEC.     3.     EFFECTIVE     DATE;    APHJCATION    OF 
AMENDMENT. 

(a)  EFFECTTVE  DATE.— Except  as  provided  In 
subsection  (b),  this  Act  and  the  amendment 
made  by  section  2  shall  take  effect  on  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(b)  APPLICATION       OF       AMENDMENT.— The 

amendment  made  by  section  2  shall  not 
apply  with  respect  to  cases  commenced 
under  title  11  of  the  United  States  Code  be- 
fore the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Gekas]  and  the  gen- 
tlemaji  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Reed] 
will  each  be  recognized  for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Gekas]. 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  all  Members  may 
have  5  legislative  days  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  on  H.R.  234.  the  bill 
under  consideration. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in  support  of  H.R. 
234.  the  Boating  and  Aviation  Oper- 
ation Safety  Act  and  urge  its  adoption 
by  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker,  prior  to  1984.  it  was  pos- 
sible in  some  realms  in  bankruptcy  to 
have  the  spectacle  of  a  drunk  driver 
who  causes  untold  adverse  con- 
sequences, damages,  and  injuries  to  an 
innocent  victim  and  then  we  could  ob- 
serve a  phenomenon  whereby  a  judg- 
ment would  be  entered  against  this 
drunk  driver  for  the  damage  that  he 
has  caused  and  then  to  see  the  drunk 
driver  enter  bankruptcy  and  have  his 
whole  obligation  wiped  out,  discharged, 
because  of  the  safe  haven  that  a  bank- 
ruptcy would  accord  him. 

In  1984,  the  Congress  passed  legisla- 
tion that  would  make  nondischargeable 


that  kind  of  situation.  That  is,  if  that 
scenario  were  repeated  after  1984,  not- 
withstanding the  fact  that  a  drunk 
driver  later  would  try  to  file  for  bank- 
ruptcy, even  if  he  were  accorded  the 
safeguards  of  bankruptcy,  this  particu- 
lar obligation  on  drunk  driving  dam- 
ages that  he  had  caused  would  not  be 
discharged  from  bankruptcy. 

Now,  bringing  us  up  to  date  here 
today,  it  has  come  to  pass  that  several 
cases  have  come  up  on  watercraft 
drunk  operation,  and  then  the  courts 
became  split  as  to  whether  the 
nondischargeabiUty  of  a  debt  of  a 
drunk  driver  would  apply  to  a  drunk 
boat  operator. 

So  we  have  this  legislation  here  to 
clarify  all  of  those  distinctions  and 
controverted  issues  and  solve  the  situa- 
tion. In  other  words,  this  legislation 
would  add  watercraft  of  any  type  where 
operated  by  someone  who  is  dnink, 
who  causes  damages,  that  kind  of  dam- 
age would  not  be  dischargeable  in 
bankruptcy  to  accompany  the  same 
prohibition  that  now  exists  in  the  law 
for  drunk  driving  of  land  vehicles,  as  it 
were. 

That  is  the  whole  purpose  of  the  leg- 
islation. But  there  are  some  matters 
that  we  wanted  to  clear  up,  so  we  will 
enter  into  a  colloquy,  or  after  the 
statement  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Reed],  we  will  enter 
into  a  colloquy  to  further  clarify  some 
of  these  distinctions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
bill.  The  goal  of  chapter  7  and  chapter 
13  bankruptcy  proceedings  is  to  give 
the  debtor  a  fresh  start  by  discharging 
his  or  her  debts,  either  after  liquida- 
tion of  assets  and  payments  to  credi- 
tors in  chapter  7  or  after  a  3-  to  5-year 
consumer  reorganization  repayment 
period  in  chapter  13. 

However,  certain  debts,  such  as  ali- 
mony and  child  support,  are  non- 
dischargeable. The  bankruptcy  code  al- 
ready prohibits  the  discharge  of  debt 
arising  from  the  operation  of  a  motor 
vehicle  while  intoxicated,  and  there 
have  been  three  reported  cases  inter- 
preting this  section  of  the  bankruptcy 
code.  Two  have  held  that  the  motor 
boat  falls  within  the  meaning  of  motor 
vehicle:  one  held  the  opposite. 

This  bill,  introduced  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ehlers], 
would  add  watercraft  and  aircraft  to 
the  phrase  motor  vehicle  in  section 
523(a)(9). 

This  addition  would  clarify  and  em- 
phasize that  current  law  already  pro- 
hibits the  discharge  of  debts  incurred 
through  the  drunken  operation  of  boats 
and  aircraft,  as  well  as  cars.  H.R.  234 
would  eliminate  further  confusion  in 
the  courts  about  the  intended  scope  of 
this  statute. 

I  commend  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  F.HT.KRS]  for  his  interest 
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in  this  issue.  My  home  State  of  Rhode 
Island  is  known  as  the  Ocean  State.  We 
have  thousands  of  people  operating  all 
t3rpes  of  watercraft  off  our  shores.  Re- 
grettably, In  the  next  few  weeks  we 
will  probably  have  tragic  incidents  in 
which  people  are  injured  and  perhaps 
killed  by  someone  who  irresponsibly 
drank  and  piloted  a  boat. 

One  of  the  witnesses  at  the  sub- 
committee hearing  on  this  issue  testi- 
fied that  25  percent  of  the  reported 
boating  accidents  in  Maryland  involved 
people  with  elevated  blood  alcohol  lev- 
els. Clearly,  this  type  of  dangerous  and 
irresponsible  behavior  is  something  we 
must  try  to  discourage  by  all  means  at 
our  disposal,  and  using  the  bankruptcy 
code  to  do  so  I  think  is  appropriate. 
This  clarification  is  indeed  a  -very  use- 
ful clarification  of  the  code. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  Khlers], 

Mr.  EHLERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
thank  the  chairman  of  the  subcommit- 
tee not  only  for  yielding  time  but  also 
for  taking  this  bill  up  in  the  sub- 
committee and  lending  his  support  to 
it. 

As  my  colleagues  have  heard,  this 
bill  is  necessary  because  the  current 
law  simply  specines  motor  vehicle,  and 
that  has  been  interpreted  in  three  dif- 
ferent ways  by  the  courts. 

In  1989,  there  was  a  case  in  Florida  in 
which  the  judge  ruled  that  motor  vehi- 
cle included  a  boat  or  an  airplane,  op- 
erated respectively  on  a  waterway  or 
on  an  airway. 

In  a  later  decision  in  1993,  another 
court  held  that  motor  vehicle  clearly 
was  intended  to  apply  only  to  an  auto- 
mobile and,  therefore,  did  not  apply  to 
watercraft  or  aircraft. 

Once  again,  in  1995,  there  was  a  judg- 
ment in  another  court  that,  indeed, 
motor  vehicle  included  boats  and  air- 
craft. 

So  it  is  not  only  necessary  to  pass 
this  particular  bill  to  make  certain 
that  we  include  aircraft  and  watercraft 
as  vehicles  whose  illegal  operations  by 
someone  who  is  drunk  or  on  drugs  re- 
sults in  a  nondischargeable  debt  during 
bankruptcy,  but  it  is  also  very  impor- 
tant to  make  this  clear  because  the 
courts  have  ruled  in  different  fashions 
in  these  various  cases.  Therefore,  I  ap- 
preciate the  committee  taking  up  the 
bill  and  giving  us  an  opportunity  to 
clarify  this. 

The  bill  itself  is  very  simple.  It  sim- 
ply makes  clear  that  anyone  who  is  op- 
erating a  motor  vehicle,  a  watercraft 
or  an  aircraft  illegally  by  virtue  of 
being  intoxicated  from  using  alcohol,  a 
drug  or  another  substance  may  not 
hide  from  responsibility  for  damages 
by  making  this  a  dischargeable  debt  by 
declaring  bankruptcy.  Clearly,  this  can 
be  labeled  as  a  victims'  rights  bill,  be- 
cause this  will  ensure  that  victims  of 
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such  a  drunk  or  drugged  operator  will 
receive  adequate  compensation  and 
they  cannot  be  deprived  of  that  com- 
pensation simply  by  virtue  of  the  per- 
petrator having  declared  bankruptcy. 

I  urge  that  the  bill  be  passed,  and  I 
thank  the  chairman,  once  again,  for  his 
diligent  work  on  this  issue. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume  for 
the  purpose  of  conducting  a  colloquy 
with  my  colleague,  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Gekas].  and  I  would  ask  the  gentleman 
if  he  would  answer  a  question. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield,  I  would  be  happy  to. 
Mr.    REED.    Mr.    Speaker,    how    is 
watercraft  to  be  defined? 

Mr.  GEKAS.  A  watercraft  is  a  buoy- 
ant craft  operated  by  a  person  in  the 
water — as  an  aircraft  is  an  airborne 
craft  operated  by  a  person  in  the  air  or 
in  the  act  of  taking  off  or  landing. 

As  I  have  said,  our  intent  is  to  pro- 
tect the  public  from  intoxicated  opera- 
tors of  watercraft  and  aircraft.  It  mat- 
ters not  whether  the  watercraft  is  a 
motorboat,  a  personal  watercraft,  a 
barge,  a  canoe,  a  kayak,  a  rowboat  or 
whatever,  or  whether  the  aircraft  is  jet 
propelled,  or  propeller  driven,  or  a  glid- 
er or  a  hang  glider— you  name  it.  There 
is  no  requirement  that  the  watercraft 
or  aircraft  be  powered  by  an  engine. 
Under  this  legislation,  it  is  the  unlaw- 
ful operation  of  a  watercraft  or  aircraft 
by  an  intoxicated  operator  resulting  in 
death  or  personal  injury  that  gives  rise 
to  a  nondischargeable  debt. 
Mr.  REED.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  EHLERS]  for  the  initiative  that  he 
displayed  in  bringing  this  matter  to 
the  conclusion  that  it  has  found  today, 
and  I  ask  the  Members  to  extend  their 
support  to  the  current  legrislation. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong 
support  of  H.R.  234,  the  Boating  and  Aviation 
Safety  Act.  The  bill  amends  Federal  bank- 
ruptcy law  to  ensure  financial  responsibility  for 
individuals  who  cause  deaths  or  injuries  by 
operation  of  a  boat  or  aircraft  while  under  the 
influence  of  drugs  or  ateohol.  Specifically,  the 
measure  prohibits  bankruptcy  courts  from  dis- 
charging an  individual's  debts  for  wrongful 
death  or  injuries  if  caused  by  the  individual's 
operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  boat,  or  aircraft 
while  intoxicated. 

This  legislation  is  extremely  important  to 
residents  of  my  district,  many  of  whom  live  on 
the  shoreline  of  the  Long  Island  Sound.  Boat- 
ing accidents  are  an  unfortunate  reality  on  a 
highly  active  waterway.  As  the  summer  boat- 
ing season  begins,  it  is  essential  to  provide 
the  victims  of  preventable  boating  accidents 
the  same  recourse  for  reckless  piloting  of 
boats  on  our  waters  as  any  victim  of  a  acci- 
dent in  a  car.  This  important  legislation  wouW 
extend  the  bankruptcy  law  that  pertains  to  op- 
erators of  motor  vehicles  to  operators  of  boats 
and  aircraft.  This  is  a  matter  of  faimess. 


While  some  bankruptcy  courts  have  used  a 
broad  interpretation  of  the  motor  vehrcle  to  in- 
clude operators  of  aircraft  and  boats  in  cases 
of  injury  or  death  to  others  due  to  intoxicatran, 
some  have  not.  In  order  to  ensure  justice  to 
the  victims  of  boating  accidents  and  their  fami- 
lies we  must  pass  this  measure  today. 

We  must  send  a  strong  message  to  boat 
operators:  If  you  drink  and  operate  a  boat  you 
are  going  to  face  the  same  harsh  punishment 
that  you  would  if  you  drink  and  drive.  I  strong- 
ly support  this  bill  and  urge  its  immediate 
adoption. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Gekas]  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  pass  the  bill,  H.R.  234,  as 
amended. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill, 
as  amended,  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 
A  message  in  writing  from  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  was  commu- 
nicated  to   the   House   by   Mr.   Edwin 
Thomas,  one  of  his  secretaries. 


n  1530 

ADMINISTRATIVE  DISPUTE 
RESOLUTION  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 
(H.R.  2977)  to  reauthorize  alternative 
means  of  dispute  resolution  in  the  Fed- 
eral administrative  process,  and  for 
other  purposes,  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R.  2977 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 
SECTION  1.  SH08T  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Administra- 
tive Dispute  Resolution  Act  of  1996". 

SEC.  2.  AMENDMENT  TO  DEFINmONS 

Section  571  of  title  5,  United  States  Code, 
Is  amended — 

(1)  in  paragraph  (3)— 

(A)  by  striking  ",  In  lieu  of  an  adjudication 
as  defined  In  section  551(7)  of  this  title,"; 

(B)  by  striking  "settlement  negotiations,"; 
and 

(C)  by  striking  "and  arbitration"  and  In- 
serting "arbitration,  and  use  of  ombuds- 
men"; and 

(2)  In  paragraph  (8)— 

(A)  In  subparagraph  (B)  by  striking  "deci- 
sion," and  inserting  "decision;";  and 

(B)  by  striking  the  matter  following  sub- 
paragraph (B). 

SEC.  3.  AMENDMENTS  TO  CONFIDENTIAUTY  PRO- 
VISIONS. 

(a)  UMTFATION  of  CONnDENTIAUTY  APPU- 
CATION  TO  COMMIJNICATION.— Section  574(a)  Of 

title.  5.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  in 
the  matter  before  paragraph  (1)  by  striking 
"any  information  concerning". 
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(b)  ALTERNATrvE  CO-VFiDE-VTiALrrY  PROCE- 
DURES.—Section  574(d)  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  Is  amended— 

(1)  by  Inserting  "(1)"  after  "(d)";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing new  paragraph: 

"(2)  To  qualify  for  the  exemption  estab- 
lished under  subsection  (j),  an  alternative 
confidential  procedure  under  this  subsection 
may  not  provide  for  less  disclosure  than  the 
confidential  procedures  otherwise  provided 
under  this  section.". 

(c)  Exemption  From  Disclosure  by  Stat- 
ute.—Section  574(j)  of  title  5,  United  States 
Code,  Is  amended  by  striking  "This  section" 
and  inserting  "This  section  (other  than  sub- 
section (a))". 

SEC.  4.  AMENDMENT  TO  REFLECT  THE  CLOSURE 
OF  THE  ADMINISTRATIVE  CON- 
FERENCE. 

(a)  Promotion  of  ADMiNiSTRATrvE  Dispute 
RESOLUTIONS.— Section  3(a)(1)  of  the  Admin- 
istrative Dispute  Resolution  Act  (5  U.S.C.  581 
note;  Public  Law  101-552;  104  Stat.  2736)  is 
amended  by  striking  "the  Administrative 
Conference  of  the  United  States  and". 

(b)  COMPILATION  OF  INFORMATION.— 

(1)  Ln  GENERAL.— Section  582  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  is  repealed. 

(2)  TECHNICAL  AND  CONFORMING  AMEND- 
MENT.—The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  5  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
striking  the  item  relating  to  section  582. 

(c)  FEDERAL  Mediation  and  Conctliation 
SERVICE.- Section  203(f)  of  the  Labor  Man- 
agement Relations  Act,  1947  (29  U.S.C.  173(f)) 
is  amended  by  striking  "the  Administrative 
Conference  of  the  United  States  and". 

SEC.  5.  AMENDMENTS  TO  SUPPORT  SERVICE 
PROVISION. 

Section  583  of  title  5,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  inserting  "State,  local,  and 
tribal  governments."  after  "other  Federal 
agencies.". 

SEC.  &  AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  CONTRACT  DIS- 
PUTES ACT. 

Section  6  of  the  Contract  Disputes  Act  of 
1978  (41  U.S.C.  605)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (d)  by  striking  the  second 
sentence  and  inserting:  "The  contractor 
shall  certify  the  claim  when  required  to  do 
so  as  provided  under  subsection  (c)(1)  or  as 
otherwise  required  by  law.";  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (e)  by  striking  the  first 
sentence. 

SEC.  7.  AMENIMIENTS  ON  ACQL^IRING  NEUTRALS. 

(a)  EXPEDFTED  HmiNG  OF  NEUTRALS.— 

(1)  CXJMPETmVE  REQUIREMENTS  IN  DEFENSE 
AGENCY    CON-TRACTS.- Section    2304(CK3KC)    Of 

title  10,  United  States  Code,  Is  amended  by 
striking  "agency,  or"  and  inserting  "agency, 
or  to  procure  the  services  of  an  expert  or 
neutral  for  use". 

(2)  COMPETmVE  REQUIREMENTS  IN  FEDERAL 

CONTRACTS.— Section  303<c)(3)(C)  of  the  Fed- 
eral Property  and  Administrative  Services 
Act  of  1949  (41  U.S.C.  253(c)(3)(C)),  Is  amended 
by  striking  "agency,  or"  and  inserting 
"agency,  or  to  procure  the  services  of  an  ex- 
pert or  neutral  for  use". 

(b)  REFERENCES  TO  THE  ADMINISTRATTVE 
CONFERENCE  OF  THE  UNFTED  STATES.— Section 

573  of  title  5,  United  States  Code.  Is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  by  striking  subsection  (c)  and  Inserting 
the  following: 

"(c)  In  consultation  with  other  appropriate 
Federal  agencies  and  professional  organiza- 
tions experienced  in  matters  concerning  dis- 
pute resolution,  the  Federal  Mediation  and 
Conciliation  Service  shall— 

"(1)  encourage  and  facilitate  agency  use  of 
alternative  means  of  dispute  resolutions;  and 

"(2)  develop  procedures  that  permit  agen- 
cies to  obtain  the  services  of  neutrals  on  an 
expedited  basis.";  and 


(2)  in  subsection  (e)  by  striking  "on  a  ros- 
ter established  under  subsection  (c)(2)  or  a 
roster  maintained  by  other  public  or  private 
organizations,  or  individual". 

SEC.  a  PERMANENT  AUTHORIZATION  OF  THE  AL- 
TERNATIVE DISPUTE  RESOLUTION 
PROVISIONS  OF  TITLE  5,  UNTTED 
STATES  CODE. 

The    Administrative    Dispute    Resolution 
Act   (Public   Law   101-552;   104   Stat.   2747;   5 
U.S.C.  581  note)  is  amended  by  striking  sec- 
tion 11. 
SEC.  9.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a)  In  General. Subchapter  IV  of  chapter  5 
of  title  5.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
section: 

"§  584.  Authorization  of  appropriations 

"There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  subchapter.". 

(b)  TECHNICAL  AND  CONFORMING  AMEND- 
MENT.—The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  5  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  in- 
serting after  the  item  relating  to  section  583 
the  following: 

"584.  Authorization  of  appropriations.". 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Gekas]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Reed] 
will  each  be  recognized  for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Gekas]. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  H.R. 
2977  and  urge  its  adoption  by  the 
House.  The  Administrative  Dispute 
Resolution  Act  was  signed  into  law  by 
President  Bush  back  in  1990.  From 
what  we  were  able  to  discern  over  the 
5  years  of  its  operation,  it  did  a  world 
of  good. 

This  administrative  resolution  syn- 
drome is  one  in  which  Federal  agencies 
are  given  an  additional  tool  to  try  to 
settle  disputes  that  might  arise  be- 
tween agencies  or  between  an  agency 
and  a  contractor,  shall  we  say,  a  gov- 
ernment contractor,  or  a  private  citi- 
zens group,  or  anyone  who  runs  into 
and  becomes  embroiled  in  a  dispute 
with  a  Federal  agency.  Hence,  the  ad- 
ministrative procedure  that  was  set  up 
by  the  bill  that  we  have  referred  to 
would  set  up  a  procedure  for  that  pur- 
pose. 

Well,  this  authority  ran  out  in  Octo- 
ber of  last  year.  We  in  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  Commercial  and  Administrative 
Law  held  an  oversight  hearing  in  De- 
cember 1995,  and  I  speak  for  the  gen- 
tleman from  Rhode  Island,  both  he  and 
I  were  sufficiently  impressed  with  the 
cost  saving  and  efficiency  displayed  in 
the  various  mechanisms  employed  by 
the  Administrative  Dispute  Resolution 
Act  that  we,  almost  on  the  spot,  re- 
endorsed  the  concept  of  having  these 
agencies  being  able  to  filter  out  dis- 
putes of  this  type  before  they  should 
reach  a  court  jurisdiction.  So  we  pro- 
ceeded to  work  together,  and  the  prod- 
uct that  we  have  before  us  today  is  one 
in  which  we  co-worked  and  co-au- 
thored, as  it  were. 


One  of  the  phenomena  that  makes  it 
even  more  imixjrtant  for  us  to  pass  this 
legislation  was  the  phasing  out  of 
ACUS,  the  Administrative  Conference 
of  the  United  States,  which  had  during 
its  lifetime  covered  some  of  the  mecha- 
nisms which  now  are  more  fuUy  em- 
ployed by  what  we  propose  to  do  here 
today. 

But  I  would  mention  some  of  the  im- 
provements that  we  have  fashioned  in 
H.R.  2977  for  the  purposes  of  the 
Record:  For  instance,  we  amend  the 
Federal  P*roperty  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  to  clarify  that  agencies 
may  use  expedited  procurement  proce- 
dures when  hiring  neutral  third  parties 
for  some  of  these  proceedings. 

It  also  amends  the  law  to  authorize 
agencies  to  use  the  services  and  facili- 
ties of  State,  local,  and  tribal  govern- 
ments in  order  to  implement  the  ADR 
Act.  That  is  enlarging  the  scope  of  the 
capacity  to  deal  agency  by  agency  in 
solving  disputes  before  they  reach  a 
more  hectic  state. 

Also,  it  amends  the  Contract  Dis- 
putes Act  to  require  that  contract 
claims  only  in  excess  of  $100,000  be  cer- 
tified in  order  to  facilitate  the  use  of 
ADR,  and  also  a  provision  that  broad- 
ens the  definition  of  "alternative 
means  of  dispute  resolution"  to  include 
the  use  of  ombudsmen,  while  at  the 
same  time  striking  from  that  defini- 
tion "settlement  negotiations,"  which 
was  not  deemed  particularly  useful, 
and  so  on. 

It  does  some  other  improvements, 
and  I  will  ask  that  these  remarks  be 
made  a  part  of  the  Record  so  we  wiU 
fully  cover  it,  but  I  do  wish  to  cover 
just  one  other  little  dispute  that  we  re- 
solved in  a  gentlemanly  and  bipartisan 
fashion. 

There  was  a  dispute  as  to  whether  we 
should  allow  binding  arbitration  when, 
let  us  say,  a  Federal  agency  became  in- 
volved with  a  Federal  contractor.  If  we 
had  a  binding  arbitration  conclusion,  it 
would  mean  that  this  would  be  binding 
on  the  Federal  Government.  Then  the 
dispute  arose,  can  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment constitutionally  surrender  its  de- 
cisionmaking to  a  nonelected  official, 
thus  bringing  in  a  whole  gamut  of  con- 
stitutional questions. 

So  what  has  been  utilized  over  the 
past  has  been  the  opt-out  provision, 
that  if  we  do  come  to  a  kind  of  an  arbi- 
tration conclusion,  then  government 
will  have  the  right  within  a  certain  pe- 
riod of  time  to  opt  out,  not  to  be  bound 
by  that  decision,  thus  preserving  the 
constitutionality  of  the  agency  rep- 
resenting the  U.S.  Government  who 
could  not  delegate  this  kind  of  duty. 

The  penalty  for  that  would  be, 
though,  that  some  of  the  costs  and 
other  costs  could  be  garnered  by  the 
disaffected  other  parties,  but  at  least 
the  governmental  constitutional  safe- 
guard would  remain  in  place.  What  we 
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have  done  in  this  legrislation  is  to  pre- 
serve in  some  fashion  the  opt-out  pro- 
vision, thus  not  facing  the  constitu- 
tional problems  that  this  issue  raises. 

We  also  straightened  out  some  items 
on  confidentiality,  and  all-in-all  have 
improved  the  concept  to  a  degree  that 
we  feel  comfortable  in  presenting  it  to 
the  floor  and  having  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  hurry  us  up  to 
complete  the  process. 

And  so  we  offer  our  thanks  to  every- 
one who  helped  prepare  the  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  H.R.  2977 
and  urge  its  adoption  by  the  House. 

The  Administrative  Dispute  Resolution  Act 
[ADR]  was  signed  into  law  by  President 
George  W.  Bush  on  November  15,  1990,  as 
Public  Law  101-552.  It  was  intended  to  en- 
courage the  use  of  alternative  techniques  to 
resolve  disputes  involving  Federal  agencies  in 
the  discharge  of  their  regulatory  responsibil- 
ities. The  law  provided  explicit  authority  for 
agencies  to  engage  in  ADR  and  developed  a 
framework  meant  to  foster  it. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Commercial  and  Ad- 
ministrative Law  heki  an  oversight  hearing  on 
December  13,  1995  on  the  ADR  Act,  whrch 
expired  on  October  1  of  last  year.  The  testi- 
mony that  was  presented  before  the  sub- 
committee, I  think,  can  be  characterized  as 
being  uniformly  favorable.  Representatives  of 
agencies,  ADR  practitioners  and  a  corporate 
counsel  all  testified  to  savings  attributable  to 
the  use  of  ADR  techniques.  Savings  not  only 
in  time  but  also  in  considerable  money,  both 
to  the  Government  and  to  private  citizens  and 
businesses.  Not  only  I,  but  also  the  ranking 
minorrty  member,  were  impressed  and  per- 
suaded that  a  procedure  that  can  facilitate 
such  savings  deserves  to  be  reimplemented 
with  whatever  improvements  have  either  been 
made  necessary  by  time  or  will  help  effectuate 
even  further  savings. 

Therefore,  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
and  I  introduced  this  bill  in  a  bipartisan  spirit 
of  cooperation  attempting  to  focus  attention  on 
the  most  important  areas  of  agreement  and 
cak^ulated  to  encourage  the  most  expeditious 
passage  of  this  legislation. 

The  bill  makes  a  variety  of  changes  to  cur- 
rent law  principally  of  a  minor  sind  technical 
nature  to  reflect  things  that  have  occurred 
since  the  ADR  Act  was  first  signed  into  law, 
for  instance,  the  discontinuation  of  the  Admin- 
istrative Conference  of  the  United  States, 
whk:h  formeriy  had  a  primary  role  in  promoting 
the  act.  But  before  ACUS  went  out  of  exist- 
ence, it  offered  several  recommended  im- 
provements to  the  act,  some  of  which  are  in- 
cluded in  H.R.  2977. 

Improvements  to  current  law  proposed  by 
H.R.  2977,  include: 

Amending  the  Federal  Property  and  Admin- 
istrative Services  Act  (41  U.S.C.  253(c)(3)(C) 
and  10  U.S.C.  2304(c)(3)(C))  to  darify  that 
agencies  may  use  expedited  procurement  pro- 
cedures when  hiring  neutral  third  parties  for 
AOR  proceedings. 

The  bill  amends  5  U.S.C.  583  to  authorize 
agefKies  to  use  the  services  and  facilities  of 
State,  k>cai,  and  trit>al  govemments  in  order  to 
implement  the  ADR  Act. 

The  bill  amends  the  Contract  Disputes  Act 
to  require  that  contract  claims  only  in  excess 


of  S  100,000  be  certified  in  order  to  facilitate 
the  use  of  ADR. 

H.R.  2977  broadens  the  definition  of  "alter- 
native means  of  dispute  resolution"  to  include 
the  use  of  ombudsmen,  while  at  the  same 
time  striking  from  that  definition  "settlement 
negotiations"  which  was  not  deemed  particu- 
lariy  useful. 

The  bill  strikes  language  in  current  law  that 
requires  an  alternative  means  of  dispute  reso- 
lution must  be  a  procedure  that  is  "in  lieu  of 
an  adjudication  as  defined  in  section  551(7) 
[of  the  Act]".  This  amendment  would  broaden 
the  possibilities  for  and  encourages  the  use  of 
ADR. 

The  bill  deletes  the  exemption  from  ADR  for 
the  settlement  of  employee  grievance  pro- 
ceedings specified  under  5  U.S.C.  2302  and 
7121(c),  thus  allowing  parties  to  voluntarily 
use  ADR  to  resolve  employment  related  dis- 
putes. 

It  is  perhaps  appropriate  to  mention  two 
things  that  are  not  in  the  bill  and  to  explain 
briefly  the  committee's  rationale  for  not  includ- 
ing them.  The  first  involves  binding  arbitration 
as  it  applies  the  Government  and  the  second, 
which  is  in  the  bill  to  a  lesser  degree  than  pro- 
posed by  some  witnesses,  concerns  the  con- 
fidentiality of  ADR  communications. 

With  respect  to  binding  arbitration,  current 
law  contains  a  so-called  opt-out  provision  that 
permits  the  Government  a  period  of  time  in 
which  to  vacate  an  art>iter's  decision  or  award. 
This  procedure  was  developed  in  order  to 
avoid  a  constitutional  problem  involving  the 
appointments  dause  of  the  U.S.  Constitution 
identified  by  then  Assistant  Attorney  General 
William  Barr  in  testimony  before  this  sut>- 
committee  in  1990. 

Mr.  Barr  expressed  concem  that  straight 
binding  arbitration  would  result  in  the  delega- 
tion of  significant  executive  authority  to  indivkl- 
uals  not  chosen  in  accordance  with  the  afore- 
mentioned clause.  The  Congress  responded 
by  adopting  the  compromise  procedure  con- 
tained in  current  law  which  gives  an  agency  a 
period  of  time  in  which  to  ratify  or  vacate  the 
arbiter's  award  but  also  provides  the  assess- 
ment of  costs  against  the  Government  in  the 
event  that  the  award  is  vacated  by  an  agerv 
cy— this  to  serve  as  a  disincentive  for  such  an 
action. 

Repeal  of  this  provision  was  suggested  dur- 
ing testimony  by  the  witness  from  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  and  may  ultimately  be  a  part 
of  legislation  in  the  other  body.  However,  con- 
cern was  expressed  by  members  at  the  sub- 
committee's hearing,  which  I  chair,  that  this 
would  too  abruptly  reverse  a  deciskxi  the  Con- 
gress had  made  little  more  than  5  years  ear- 
lier and  which  had  been  motivated  by  coristitu- 
tional  concems  significant  and  persuasive 
enough  to  convince  us  to  fashion  a  mecha- 
nism to  allay  them.  There  are  also  policy  impli- 
cations regarding  accountability  for  the  control 
of  government  spending  inherent  in  binding  ar- 
bitration that  should  be  considered.  I  felt,  and 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  does  also, 
that  this  issue  deserves  more  discrete  consid- 
eration. Therefore,  H.R.  2977  retains  current 
law. 

With  respect  to  confidentiality,  several  wit- 
nesses testified  at  the  hearing  that  the  con- 
fidentialrty  protections  in  the  ADR  Act  should 
t>e  broadened  in  order  to  facilitate  and  erKX>ur- 


age  its  use.  Both  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  and  I  agree  that  reasonable  steps 
should  be  taken  to  encourage  resort  to  dispute 
resolution  techniques  which  have  been  shown 
to  be  effective  at  saving  money  and  avoiding 
litigation.  Broadening  confidentiality  protections 
would  foster  an  atmosphere  in  which  parties  to 
the  ADR  process  could  exchange  views  in  a 
spirit  of  candor  and  woukj  also  encourage  the 
use  of  Govemment  neutrals  where  appro- 
priate. 

The  by-play  between  the  ADR  Act  and  the 
Freedom  of  Infonnation  Act  [FOIA]  has  been 
of  concem  in  this  process,  creating  something 
of  an  anomaly,  that  is  disclosure  of  information 
relating  to  ADR  communications  by  both  par- 
ties and  neutrals  is  generally  prohibited  but  is 
discoverable  through  FOIA.  According  to  testi- 
mony, this  has  been  a  particular  problem 
when  the  Government  is  a  neutral  and  it  often 
discourages  the  use  of  govemment  neutrals. 

One  solutwn  might  be  to  simply  exempt 
"dispute  resolution  communications"  which  are 
"generated  by  or  provided  to  an  agency  or 
neutral"  from  the  disclosure  requirements  of 
FOIA  if  they  may  not  be  disclosed  under  the 
ADR  Act.  But  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Is- 
land and  I  are  aware  that  there  is  legitimate 
concem  that  this  may  be  too  broad  a  solution 
and  H.R.  2977  proposes  instead  an  exemption 
from  FOIA  only  to  apply  to  the  Govemment 
when  it  acts  as  a  neutral.  This  doubtless  will 
not  please  those  who  feel  that  the  ADR  pro- 
ceeding would  operate  best  if  surrounded  by 
confidentiality,  but  on  the  other  hand  I  think  it 
is  best  to  proceed  with  caution  in  this  area 
and  I  think  the  bill  represents  that  cautious  ap- 
proach. 

As  I  noted,  this  legislation  was  developed  in 
the  best  spirit  of  bipartisan  cooperation  which 
I  hope  bodes  well  for  its  expeditious  consider- 
ation. I  urge  support  from  the  Members. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume,  and  I 
rise  in  support  of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  wanted  to  say 
how  pleased  I  was  to  be  able  to  work  on 
this  legislation  with  the  subcommittee 
chairman,  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania,  and  I  commend  the 
chairman  for  his  fine  work  here  today. 

The  legislation  before  us  today  will 
permanently  reauthorize  the  Adminis- 
trative Dispute  Resolution  Act. 

We  are  all  concerned  with  reducing 
litigation.  The  use  of  alternative  dis- 
pute resolution  techniques— techniques 
designed  to  resolve  conflicts  consen- 
sually,  generally  with  the  assistance  of 
a  neutral  thfrd  party — can  lower  the 
tremendous  costs  and  ease  the  delays 
of  Govemment  litigation.  This  benefits 
the  Govemment,  as  well  as  business 
and  private  parties. 

The  original  ADR  Act  got  agencies 
started  on  the  road  of  using  mediation, 
arbitration,  negotiation,  and  other 
methods  to  resolve  disputes.  We  heard 
excellent  testimony  at  our  hearing  on 
the  benefits  and  savings  that  accrue 
from  the  use  of  alternative  dispute  res- 
olution. 

For  example,  Joseph  McDade,  a  dep- 
uty dispute  resolution  specialist  from 
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the  Afr  Force  testified  before  the  Sub- 
committee on  Commercial  and  Admin- 
istrative Law  that  the  Air  Force  had 
used  ADR  to  resolve  more  than  1,000  ci- 
vilian personnel  disputes,  with  a  settle- 
ment rate  close  to  80  percent.  Like- 
wise, 53  Air  Force  contracting  cases 
have  gone  through  ADR.  and  all  have 
been  resolved.  The  Air  Force  has  begun 
adding  ADR  clauses  to  contracts,  to 
ensure  that  disputes  do  not  drive  up  ac- 
quisition costs. 

According  to  a  report  of  the  Adminis- 
trative Conference  of  the  United 
States,  the  Department  of  Labor  used 
mediation  to  resolve  violations  of  labor 
or  workplace  standards  in  the  Philadel- 
phia region.  Eighty-one  percent  of  the 
cases  were  settled,  usually  in  a  single 
session,  with  a  cost  savings  of  7  to  11 
percent  per  case.  The  cases  were  re- 
solved months  faster  than  they  would 
have  been  otherwise. 

The  FDIC  and  RTC  have  mediated 
disputes  among  failed  financial  institu- 
tions and  saved  millions  in  legal  fees — 
over  $13  million  in  estimated  legal 
costs  for  the  FDIC.  and  over  $115  mil- 


prohibits  third-party  neutrals  and  par- 
ties to  the  dispute  from  disclosing 
communications  during  an  ADR  pro- 
ceeding, with  limited  exceptions.  These 
communications  are  not  necessarily 
exempt  from  disclosure  under  the  Free- 
dom of  Information  Act.  In  particular, 
the  lack  of  an  FOIA  exemption  may 
serve  as  an  incentive  to  hire  private 
neutrals  who  are  not  subject  to  FOIA, 
rather  than  Govemment  neutrals.  Ac- 
cording to  the  testimony  of  the  Federal 
Mediation  Conciliation  Service,  this  is 
a  particular  problem  for  Government 
agencies,  like  FMCS,  that  furnish  em- 
ployees as  neutrals  for  proceedings  in- 
volving other  Federal  agencies,  since 
their  neutrals  notes,  unlike  the  notes 
of  private  sector  neutrals,  may  be  sub- 
ject to  FOIA  disclosiu-e.  The  commit- 
tee bill  provides  that  the  memoranda, 
notes,  or  work  product  of  the  neutral, 
are  exempt  from  disclosure  under 
FOIA.  Eixempting  these  communica- 
tions from  FOIA  does  not  diminish  the 
amount  of  information  that  would  oth- 
erwise be  available  to  the  public  if  a 
neutral  were  not  employed.  A  careful 


lion  for  the  RTC.  The  Departments  of    balance  must  be  struck   between  the 


Health  and  Human  Services  and  Edu- 
cation have  used  ADR  in  grant  audits 
and  disputes.  ADR  is  being  used  in- 
creasingly in  enforcement  disputes. 
The  Attorney  General  recently  di- 
rected all  civil  litigation  components 
within  the  Department  of  Justice  to 
develop  ADR  case  selection  criteria 
and  is  requiring  ADR  training  for  all 
civil  litigation  attorneys. 

While  agencies  inherently  have  the 
authority  to  use  ADR  techniques,  tes- 
timony received  by  the  subcommittee 
indicate  that  the  expiration  of  the 
ADR  Act  has  caused  confusion  and  dis- 
ruption in  the  field.  The  act  provides  a 
necessary  framework  for  government- 
wide  ADR,  as  well  as  important  incen- 
tives for  promoting  its  use.  The  ADR 
Act  sets  uniform  govemmentwide 
standards  for  the  use  of  ADR,  provides 
the  confidentiality  protections  that  are 
necessary  for  a  full  and  candid  ex- 
change between  the  parties,  and  pro- 
vides the  authority  to  hire  neutrals  as 
well  as  to  use  donated  neutrals  and 
space  for  ADR. 

This  legislation  permanently  reau- 
thorizes the  act  and  makes  several  im- 
portant improvements: 

It  expands  the  range  of  cases  that 
can  be  referred  to  ADR  by  eliminating 
the  exemptions  for  certain  types  of 
workplace  related  disputes  so  employee 
grievances  and  discrimination  cases 
under  civil  rights  laws  may.  with  the 
consent  of  the  employee,  be  referred  to 
ADR.  The  general  provisions  of  section 
572(b).  which  establishes  criteria  for 
identifjring  cases  where  ADR  is  not  ap- 
propriate, would  still  apply. 

It  makes  the  procedure  more  user 
friendly  by  streamlining  the  acquisi- 
tion process  for  hiring  mediators. 

It  enhances  the  confidentiality  provi- 
sions. Currently,  section  574  of  the  act 


need  for  confidentiality  in  the  ADR 
process  and  the  basic  purpose  underly- 
ing FOIA,  that  openness  in  Govern- 
ment is  essential  to  accountability. 
The  committee  was  reluctant  to  ex- 
pand the  exemption  from  ADR  Act 
should  not  be  used  as  a  shield  to  hide 
documents  that  otherwise  would  be 
available  to  the  public.  The  principles 
of  Govemment  openness  and  account- 
ability underlying  FOIA  are  vital  to 
the  functioning  of  a  democratic  soci- 
ety. 

When  the  ADR  Act  was  first  enacted 
in  1990,  the  Federal  Govemment  lagged 
well  behind  the  private  sector  and  the 
courts  in  using  alternative  dispute  res- 
olutions. Since  then,  almost  every 
agency  has  experimented  with  consen- 
sus based  dispute  resolution  tech- 
niques. Now,  the  Federal  Govemment 
has  the  opportunity  to  become  a  leader 
in  making  dispute  resolution  easier, 
cheaper,  and  more  effective. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  an  "aye"  vote  on 
this  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Clinger]. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  time,  and  I 
would  ask  if  he  would  engage  in  a  col- 
loquy with  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  am  I  correct  that  H.R. 
2977  does  not  Include  any  language  to 
remove  from  the  district  courts  the  so- 
called  Scanwell  bid  protest  jurisdic- 
tion? 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CLINGER.  I  srield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gen- 
tleman is  correct.  It  was  our  intent 


that  this  bill  not  Include  any  language 
regarding  removal  of  Scanwell  jurisdic- 
tion from  the  district  courts.  We  would 
hope  and  urge  our  colleagues  in  the 
other  body  not  to  use  legislation  reau- 
thorizing the  ADR  Act  for  such  a  pur- 
pose. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  I  thank  the  chairman, 
and  I  appreciate  his  intentions  on  this 
issue.  As  he  knows.  Congress  recently 
made  sweeping,  extensive  reforms  to 
the  Federal  procurement  system  and 
the  administrative  bid  protest  forms. 
These  reforms  are  only  now  really 
being  implemented,  and  I  am  con- 
cerned that  the  system  be  given  full 
opportunity  to  absorb  the  recently  en- 
acted changes  before  there  is  any  fur- 
ther disruption  in  the  system. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  comments.  We  too  have  these 
concerns  and  understand  the  need  to 
review  the  Scanwell  issue  before  mov- 
ing forward  on  further  changes.  We  in- 
tend to  hold  hearings  in  the  future  to 
review  whether  eliniinating  bid  protest 
jurisdiction  from  the  Federal  district 
courts  is  appropriate. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  no  further  re- 
quests for  time,  and  I  srield  back  the 
balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time,  and  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Upton).  The  question  is  on  the  motion 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  GEKAS]  that  the  House 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill, 
H.R.  2977,  as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill, 
as  amended,  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


OFFICE  OF  GOVERNMENT  ETHICS 
AUTHORIZATION  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  CANADY  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  move  to  suspend  the  rules  and 
pass  the  bill  (H.R.  3235)  to  amend  the 
Ethics  in  Govemment  Act  of  1978,  to 
extend  the  authorization  of  appropria- 
tions for  the  Office  of  Govemment  Eth- 
ics for  3  years,  and  for  other  puri>o$es. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R.  3235 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TfTUE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Olflce  of 
Government  Ethics  AutborlzaUon  Act  of 
1996-. 

SEC.  2.  GIFT  ACCEPTANCE  AUTHORmr. 

Section  403  of  the  Ethics  In  Government 
Act  of  1978  (5  U.S.C.  App.  5)  Is  amended— 

(1)  by  Inserting  "(a)"  before  "Upon  the  re- 
quest"; and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(bXD  The  Director  Is  authorized  to  accept 

and  utilize  on  behalf  of  the  United  States, 
any  gift,  donation,  bequest,  or  devise  of 
money,  use  of  facilities,  personal  property. 
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or  services  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  or  facili- 
tating^ the  work  of  the  Office  of  Government 
Ethics. 

"(2)  No  gift  may  be  accepted— 

"(A)  that  attaches  conditions  Inconsistent 
with  applicable  laws  or  regulations;  or 

"(B)  that  Is  conditioned  upon  or  will  re- 
quire the  expenditure  of  appropriated  funds 
that  are  not  available  to  the  Office  of  Gov- 
ernment Ethics. 

"(3)  The  Director  shall  establish  written 
rules  setting  forth  the  criteria  to  be  used  in 
determining  whether  the  acceptance  of  con- 
tributions of  money,  services,  use  of  facili- 
ties, or  personal  property  under  this  sub- 
section would  reflect  unfavorably  upon  the 
ability  of  the  Office  of  Government  Ethics. 
or  any  employee  of  such  Office,  to  carry  out 
Its  responsibilities  or  official  duties  in  a  fair 
and  objective  manner,  or  would  compromise 
the  Integrity  or  the  appearance  of  the  integ- 
rity of  its  programs  or  any  official  Involved 
In  those  programs.". 

SEC.  S.  EXTENSION  OF  ACTHORIZATION  OF  AP- 
PROPRIATION& 

The  text  of  section  405  of  the  Ethics  in 
Government  Act  of  1978  (5  U.S.C.  App.  5)  Is 
amended  to  read  as  follows:  "There  are  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  to  carry  out  this 
title  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  each 
of  fiscal  years  1997  through  1999.". 

SEC.    4.    BEFEAL    AND    CONFORMING    AMEND- 
MENTS. 

(a)  REPEAL  OF  DISPUIT  REQUIREMENT.— The 

Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  provide  for  the  dis- 
play of  the  Code  of  Ethics  for  Government 
Service,"  approved  July  3.  1980  (5  U.S.C.  7301 
note),  is  repealed. 

(b)  Conforming  Amendments. — 

(1)  FDIA.— SecUon  12(f)(3)  of  the  Federal 
Deposit  Insurance  Act  (12  U.S.C.  1822(f)(3))  is 
amended  by  striking  ",  with  the  concurrence 
of  the  Office  of  Government  Ethics,". 

(2)  Ethics  in  government  act  of  ists.— <A) 
The  heading  for  section  401  of  the  Ethics  in 
Government  Act  of  1978  Is  amended  to  read 
as  follows:  "estabushment;  appointscent  of 

DIRBCrOR". 

(B)  Section  408  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  "March  31"  and  inserting  "April 
30". 

SEC  S.  LDOTAIHm  ON  POSTEMFIX>YMENT  RE- 
8TRICnON& 

Section  a07(J)  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

"(7)  Political  parties  and  campaign  com- 
MTITEES.— <A)  Except  as  provided  in  subpara- 
graph (B).  the  restrictions  contained  in  sub- 
sections (c),  (d),  and  (e)  shall  not  apply  to  a 
communication  or  appearance  made  solely 
on  behalf  of  a  candidate  in  his  or  her  capac- 
ity as  a  candidate,  an  authorized  committee, 
a  national  conmiittee,  a  national  Federal 
campaign  committee,  a  State  committee,  or 
a  political  party. 

"(B)  Subparagraph  (A)  shall  not  apply  to— 

"(1)  any  communication  to.  or  appearance 
before,  the  Federal  Election  Commission  by 
a  former  officer  or  employee  of  the  Federal 
Election  Commission;  or 

"(11)  a  communication  or  appearance  made 
by  a  person  who  is  subject  to  the  restrictions 
contained  in  subsections  (c),  (d),  or  (e)  if,  at 
the  time  of  the  communication  or  appear- 
ance, the  person  is  employed  by  a  person  or 
entity  other  than — 

"(I)  a  candidate,  an  authorized  conmiittee, 
a  national  conMnlttee,  a  national  Federal 
campaign  committee,  a  State  committee,  or 
a  political  party;  or 

"(11)  a  person  or  entity  who  represents, 
aids,  or  advises  only  persons  or  entities  de- 
scribed In  subclause  (I). 


"(C)  For  purposes  of  this  paragraph— 
"(1)  the  term  'candidate'  means  any  person 
who  seeks  nomination  for  election,  or  elec- 
tion, to  Federal  or  State  office  or  who  has 
authorized  others  to  explore  on  his  or  her  be- 
half the  possibility  of  seeking  nomination 
for  election,  or  election,  to  Federal  or  State 
office; 

"(11)  the  term  'authorized  committee' 
means  any  political  committee  designated  in 
writing  by  a  candidate  as  authorized  to  re- 
ceive contributions  or  make  expenditures  to 
promote  the  nomination  for  election,  or  the 
election,  of  such  candidate,  or  to  explore  the 
possibility  of  seeking  nomination  for  elec- 
tion, or  the  election,  of  such  candidate,  ex- 
cept that  a  political  committee  that  receives 
contributions  or  makes  expenditures  to  pro- 
mote more  than  1  candidate  may  not  be  des- 
ignated as  an  authorized  committee  for  pur- 
poses of  subparagraph  (A); 

"(ill)  the  term  'national  committee'  means 
the  organization  which,  by  virtue  of  the  by- 
laws of  a  political  party,  is  responsible  for 
the  day-to-day  operation  of  such  political 
party  at  the  national  level; 

"(iv)  the  term  'national  Federal  campaign 
conmiittee'  means  an  organization  that,  by 
virtue  of  the  bylaws  of  a  political  party,  is 
established  primarily  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
viding assistance,  at  the  national  level,  to 
candidates  nominated  by  that  party  for  elec- 
tion to  the  office  of  Senator  or  Representa- 
tive in,  or  Delegate  or  Resident  Commis- 
sioner to,  the  Congress; 

"(V)  the  term  'State  committee'  means  the 
organization  which,  by  virtue  of  the  bylaws 
of  a  political  party,  is  responsible  for  the 
day-to-day  operation  of  such  political  party 
at  the  State  level; 

"(vi)  the  term  'political  party'  means  an 
association,  committee,  or  organization  that 
nominates  a  candidate  for  election  to  any 
Federal  or  State  elected  office  whose  name 
appears  on  the  election  ballot  as  the  can- 
didate of  such  association,  committee,  or  or- 
ganization; and 

"(vil)  the  term  'State'  means  a  State  of  the 
United  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  the 
Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  and  any  ter- 
ritory or  possession  of  the  United  States.". 
sec.  &  pay  leveu 

Section  207(c)(2)(A)(ii)  of  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  "level  V 
of  the  Executive  Schedule,"  and  Inserting 
"level  5  of  the  Senior  Executive  Service,". 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Canady]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Frank]  will  each  be  recognized  for  20 
minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Canady]. 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  CANADY  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all 
Members  may  have  5  legislative  days 
within  which  to  revise  and  extend  their 
remarks  on  H.R.  3235,  the  bill  under 
consideration. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

n  1545 

Mr.  CANADY  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  H.R. 
3235,  the  Office  of  Government  Ethics 


Authorization  Act  of  1996,  which  reau- 
thorizes the  Office  of  (xovernment  Eth- 
ics for  a  period  of  3  years.  The  Office  of 
Government  Ethics  was  established  in 
1979  as  the  entity  within  the  Office  of 
Personnel  Management  to  administer 
executive  branch  policies  relating  to  fi- 
nancial disclosure,  employee  conduct, 
and  conflict  of  interest  laws. 

Congress  authorized  funding  for  the 
Office  of  Government  Ethics  in  1983  and 
1988.  The  most  recent  authorization  ex- 
pired on  October  1,  1994.  H.R.  3235  reau- 
thorizes the  Office  of  (Government  Eth- 
ics through  fiscal  year  1999. 

The  system  of  ethics  in  Government 
enacted  by  Congress  is  designed  to  en- 
sure that  executive  branch  decisions 
are  neither  tainted  nor  appear  to  be 
tainted  by  any  questions  of  conflict  of 
interest  on  the  part  of  the  employees 
involved  in  those  decisions.  The  Ethics 
in  Government  Act  states  that  the  Of- 
fice of  Government  Ethics  is  respon- 
sible for  providing  overall  direction  of 
executive  branch  policies  relating  to 
preventing  conflicts  of  interest  on  the 
part  of  officers  and  employees  of  any 
executive  branch  agency.  Over  time, 
the  responsibilities  of  the  office  have 
expanded  by  statute  and  executive 
order  to  include  providing  interpretive 
guidance  on,  and  administrative  sup- 
port for  a  nimiber  of  additional  require- 
ments related  to  employee  conduct. 
These  functions  comprise  the  ethics  in 
government  program  of  the  executive 
branch. 

Section  2  of  the  bill  under  consider- 
ation authorizes  the  Director  of  the  Of- 
fice of  Government  Ethics  to  accept 
gifts  on  behalf  of  that  agency.  Federal 
departments  and  agencies  are  not  per- 
mitted to  accept  gifts  unless  they  have 
specific  statutory  authority  to  do  so. 
While  the  Office  of  Government  Ethics 
currently  has  no  such  authority,  19  ex- 
ecutive branch  agencies  and  depart- 
ments do  have  gift  acceptance  author- 
ity. 

In  testimony  before  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  the  Constitution,  Director  Potts 
stated  that  the  office  intends  primarily 
to  use  its  government  acceptance  au- 
thority to  support  its  education  and 
training  program  in  carrsring  out  the 
office's  training  mission.  The  office 
provides  multiagency  ethics  training 
sessions  for  Federal  employees  at  loca- 
tions both  in  Washington.  DC,  and 
throughout  the  United  States.  Often 
there  is  no  Federal  facility  available 
that  can  provide  adequate  space  and 
services  for  such  training  sessions.  The 
gift  acceptance  authority  contained  in 
H.R.  3235  will  allow  the  Office  of  Gov- 
ernment Ethics  to  accept  donated  non- 
Federal  facilities  which  in  the  past 
have  been  offered  by  State  and  local 
governments. 

This  gift  acceptance  authority  in- 
cludes the  requirement  that  the  Direc- 
tor promulgate  rules  establishing  cri- 
teria governing  gift  acceptance  to  en- 
sure the  acceptance  of  any  gift  will  not 
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compromise  the  integrity  of  the  agen- 
cy's programs  or  create  unfavorable  ap- 
pearances. It  is  the  intention  of  the 
sponsor  that  these  rules  will  safeguard 
against  even  the  appearance  of  a  con- 
flict of  interest  in  the  acceptance  of 
gifts  by  the  Office  of  Government  Eth- 
ics. 

The  19  executive  branch  agencies  and 
departments  that  have  gift  acceptance 
authority  are  not  required  currently  to 
prescribe  regulations  governing  the  use 
of  such  authority.  After  the  Director 
promulgate  regulations  establishing  a 
set  of  criteria  governing  gift  accept- 
ance, these  regulations  will  serve  as  a 
source  of  model  guidance  to  be  used  by 
departments  and  agencies. 

H.R.  3235  also  adds  a  new  limitation 
on  post-employment  restrictions.  This 
provision  will  allow  campaign  related 
communications  by  former  government 
officials  which  are  currently  prohib- 
ited. Currently  former  Members,  staff, 
and  certain  executive  branch  employ- 
ees are  subject  to  a  blanket  1-year  pro- 
hibition on  communications  to  Mem- 
bers, staff,  or  the  employees  former 
executive  branch  agency,  where  the  in- 
tent of  the  communication  is  to  influ- 
ence the  actions  that  individual's 
former  office.  However,  those  individ- 
uals who  wish  to  take  a  leave  of  ab- 
sence or  resign  from  an  office  to  work 
on  a  campaign  are  prohibited  from 
making  anything  more  than  ministe- 
rial communications  with  their  former 
office. 

The  purpose  of  the  existing  1-year 
cooling-off  period  is  to  prohibit  an  in- 
dividual from  i)ecuniary  gain  as  a  re- 
sult of  past  relationships  at  that  indi- 
vidual's former  office.  However,  in  the 
case  of  a  leave  of  absence  or  resigna- 
tion to  work  on  a  campaign,  the  issue 
is  not  one  of  pecuniary  gain  from  past 
office  relationships.  Instead,  the  issue 
is  one  of  allowing  necessary  commu- 
nications integral  to  any  campaign-re- 
lated employment.  Therefore,  where 
the  intention  of  the  former  employee  is 
to  participate  in  the  electoral  process 
subject  to  the  narrow  exception  estab- 
lished by  the  protection  of  this  bill,  the 
revolving  door  restrictions  of  title  18 
will  no  longer  apply. 

Finally,  section  6  of  the  bill  amends 
section  207(c)  of  title  18.  This  amend- 
ment is  necessary  so  that  Senior  Exec- 
utive  Service  level  4  employees  will  not 
be  subject  to  the  post-employment  re- 
strictions of  section  207,  which  was  the 
intention  of  the  1989  Ethics  in  <]rOvem- 
ment  Act  amendments.  Section  6 
amends  the  last  clause  of  the  definition 
of  "senior"  official  in  section  207(c)  by 
tying  the  basic  rate  of  pay  to  a  level 
equal  to  or  greater  than  that  of  level  5 
of  the  Senior  Executive  Service. 

Section  207(c)  of  title  18  was  amended 
in  1989  to  define  "senior"  officials  in 
part  as  those  officials  serving  in  any 
position  for  which  the  basic  rate  of  pay 
is  equal  to  or  greater  than  that  of  an 
employee  serving  in  an  Executive  level 


5  position.  In  1989,  the  definition  of 
"senior"  officials  encompassed  individ- 
uals at  levels  5  and  6  of  the  Senior  Ex- 
ecutive Service. 

The  change  made  by  section  6  of  the 
bill  is  necessary  because  Congress  has 
chosen  for  purposes  unrelated  to  post- 
employment  restrictions  to  freeze  the 
rates  of  pay  for  positions  on  the  Execu- 
tive Level  Schedule.  The  rates  of  pay 
for  positions  in  the  Senior  Executive 
Service  are  set  by  the  President 
through  executive  order.  On  January  7. 
1996,  Executive  Order  12984  increased 
the  basic  rate  of  pay  for  a  Senior  Exec- 
utive Service  level  4  employee  to  an 
amount  above  that  of  an  Executive 
Level  5  position.  The  result  of  this  ex- 
ecutive order  is  the  unintended  con- 
sequence of  Senior  Executive  Service 
level  4  employees  being  subject  to  post- 
employment  restrictions  originally  in- 
tended only  for  Senior  Executive  Serv- 
ice level  5  and  6  employees. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary  reported  H.R.  3235  by  voice 
vote.  H.R.  3235  is  the  product  of  the 
combined  efforts  of  the  majority  and 
minority  in  the  Judiciary  Committee 
with  the  significant  input  of  the  ad- 
ministration and  the  Office  of  Govern- 
ment Ethics.  I  would  particularly  like 
to  thank  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts [Mr.  Frank],  the  ranking 
member  of  the  Subcommittee  on  the 
Constitution,  for  his  work  on  this  leg- 
islation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  shield  myself  less  time  than 
anyone  else  has  taken  today  to  express 
my  appreciation  for  the  gentleman's 
kind  remarks,  my  agreement  with  the 
substajice. 

Mr.  HORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  purpose  of  this 
legislation  is  to  provide  the  reauthorization  of 
the  Office  of  (Sovemment  Ethics  and  its  activi- 
ties. This  extension  and  authorization  would 
be  for  3  years. 

The  Cfffice  of  Government  Ethics  serves  a 
useful  function  in  assisting  executive  branch 
officials  and  employees  to  assure  that  they 
conduct  their  affairs  in  an  atmosphere  free  of 
questions  of  improper  influences  on  the  deci- 
sionmaking process. 

At  a  time  when  the  activities  of  executive 
branch  officials  and  employees  are  the  sut)ject 
of  a  numt>er  of  inquiries,  the  Office  of  Caoverrv 
ment  Ethics  must  be  aggressive  In  ensuring 
that  the  highest  standards  of  ethical  conduct 
are  followed  by  those  the  offk;e  ts  designed  to 
serve. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Government  Manage- 
ment, lnformatk>n  and  Technotogy,  whk:h  I 
chair,  also  has  jurisdictkxi  over  this  offk^e.  We 
will  work  with  Mr.  CanaoVs  sutxxxnmittee  to 
monitor  the  Office  of  Government  Ethics'  ef- 
fectiveness in  the  performance  of  its  mandate. 

This  legisiatkxi  has  bipartisan  support.  It  de- 
serves that  support  I  congratulate  Chairman 
Hyde  and  Chairman  CAfMOV  on  their  work  to 
bring  this  matter  to  a  vote. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  srield  back  the  balance  of 
my  time. 


Mr.  CANADY  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Upton).  The  question  is  on  the  motion 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Canady]  that  the  House  suspend 
the  rules  and  pass  the  bill,  H.R.  3235. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill 
was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


SENSE    OF    CONGRESS    THAT    SEC- 
RETARY   OF    AGRICULTURE    DIS- 
POSE   OF    REMAINING    COMMOD- 
ITIES IN  DISASTER  RESERVE 
Mr.     BARRETT    of    Nebraska.    Mr. 
Speaker.  I  move  to  suspend  the  rules 
and  agree  to  the  concurrent  resolution 
(H.  Con.  Res.  181)  expressing  the  Sense 
of  Congress  that  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture should  dispose  of  all  remaining 
commodities   in   the   disaster   reserve 
maintained  under  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1970  to  relieve  the  distress  of  live- 
stock producers  whose  ability  to  main- 
tain livestock  is  adversely  affected  by 
the  prolonged  drought  conditions  exist- 
ing  in   certain   areas   of   the   United 
States,  as  amended. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.  CXJN.  Res.  181 
Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  (the 
Senate  concurring).  That,  in  light  of  the  pro- 
longed drought  and  other  adverse  weather 
conditions  existing  In  certain  areas  of  the 
United  States,  the  Secretary  of  A^culture 
should  promptly  dispose  of  aU  commodities 
in  the  disaster  reserve  maintained  under  sec- 
tion 813  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1970  (7 
U.S.C.  1427a)  to  relieve  the  distress  of  live- 
stock producers  whose  ability  to  maintain 
livestock  is  adversely  affected  by  the  disas- 
ter conditions,  such  as  prolonged  drought  or 
flooding. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Barrett]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Stenholm] 
each  will  be  recognized  for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Barrett]. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  mjrself  such  time  as  I 
may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  concurrent  resolu- 
tion expresses  a  sense  of  Congress  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  should 
dispose  of  all  remaining  commodities 
in  the  disaster  reserve.  At  the  present 
time,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora- 
tion is  holding  approximately  45  mil- 
lion bushels  of  feed  grains,  primarily 
com,  barley,  and  sorghum.  Release  of 
this  grain  should  help  relieve  the  dis- 
tress to  livestock  producers  who  are 
adversely  affected  by  the  prolonged 
drought  conditions  which  are  existing 
in  certain  areas  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Speaker,  passage  of  this  House 
concurrent  resolution  calling  for  the 
release  of  (Sovemment-owned  feed 
grain  is  very  important  for  several  rea- 
sons.   First,    the    drought    is    causing 
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many  areas  of  our  country  their  worst 
natural  disaster  of  this  century.  Dry 
areas  include  Texas,  New  Mexico,  Colo- 
rado, Kansas,  Oklahoma,  in  particular. 
In  some  of  those  areas,  it  is  now  being 
compared  to  the  1930s  dust  bowl.  Farm- 
ers who  own  livestock  are  being  se- 
verely hit  with  the  drought  conditions, 
especially  when  coupled  with  the  low 
point  in  the  cattle  cycle  and  record 
high  grain  prices. 

The  grain  in  this  disaster  reserve, 
nearly  45  million  bushels,  as  I  said,  is 
worth  approximately  $200  million  and 
would  provide  for  all  the  cattle  on  feed 
in  these  affected  States  enough  feed  to 
feed  them  for  perhaps  a  little  over  2 
weeks. 

Passage  of  House  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 181  not  only  makes  sense,  it  saves 
money.  The  Federal  Government  is 
currently  spending  approximately  $10 
million  a  year  to  store  this  grain. 

In  my  opinion,  the  Government 
should  not  be  paying  huge  storage  fees 
and  holding  grain  from  the  market- 
place when  this  country  is  experiencing 
record  low  grain  supplies. 

This  is  an  important  concurrent  reso- 
lution. I  thank  the  leadership  for  pro- 
viding its  swift  consideration.  The  re- 
lease of  this  grain  across  the  country 
should  provide  some  temporary  relief 
for  our  Nation's  livestock  sector. 

Support  for  the  resolution  shows  that 
this  Congress  is  aware  of  the  severe 
disaster  taking  place  in  drought  re- 
gions across  this  country  and  of  course 
we  are  willing  to  use  what  resources  we 
have  to  make  the  situation  just  a  little 
bit  better. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  House  Concur- 
rent Resolution  181. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  181, 
which  has  been  introduced  by  my  col- 
leagues on  the  Agriculture  Committee, 
Mr.  Barrett  and  Mr.  Emerson.  I  ap- 
plaud the  actions  of  my  colleagues  in 
this  effort  and  am  pleased  to  join  them 
in  bringing  the  bill  to  the  House  floor 
this  afternoon. 

I  would  also  like  to  note  that  the 
Clinton  administration  has  been  work- 
ing on  a  similar  effort  to  make  Govern- 
ment-owned feed  grain  stocks  available 
to  hard-pressed  livestock  producers. 
I'm  certain  that  Secretary  Glickman 
will  welcome  the  support  shown  by  this 
concurrent  resolution  to  continue  this 
process. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  there  is  a  need 
to  alleviate  the  stress  facing  producers 
in  many  parts  of  this  country  due  to 
the  severe  drought  in  the  southern 
Plains  and  flooding  and  excessive  rain- 
fall in  the  northern  Plains  and  eastern 
com  belt.  These  natural  disasters  come 
at  a  time  when  grain  stocks  are  at 
their  lowest  levels  in  decades  causing 
record  market  prices  and  cattle  pro- 


ducers are  receiving  even  less  for  their 
animals  than  during  the  Great  Depres- 
sion based  on  inflation-adjusted  dol- 
lars. 

The  release  of  this  grain  would  be  in 
addition  to  the  actions  already  taken 
by  the  Clinton  administration  to  help 
alleviate  the  stress  in  the  livestock  and 
crop  sectors.  These  actions  include  re- 
lease of  conservation  reserve  program 
acres  for  haying  and  grazing,  extension 
of  noninsured  crop  disaster  assistance 
program  coverage,  extension  of  the 
livestock  feed  program,  the  release  of 
additional  funds  for  emergency  loans, 
advance  purchases  of  beef  for  the 
school  lunch  program,  and  export  cred- 
it guarantees  for  meat. 

In  my  own  State  of  Texas  we  are  fac- 
ing devastation  in  the  livestock  and 
crop  sectors  in  the  range  of  $6.5  billion 
and  the  summer  has  just  begun.  Sixty- 
two  percent  of  the  rangeland  in  Texas 
is  rated  as  being  in  poor  to  very  poor 
condition  and  producers  are  facing  $374 
million  in  added  feed  costs  for  beef 
cows  alone  due  to  the  deterioration  of 
range  and  pastiu-e  lands.  Dairy  produc- 
ers in  Texas  are  facing  a  possible  dou- 
bling of  their  normal  feed  costs  due  to 
the  increases  in  the  cost  of  feed  and 
hay  they  depend  on  for  daily  milk  pro- 
duction. 

Similar  statistics  are  available  from 
other  States:  State  agricultural  offi- 
cials in  Oklahoma  have  indicated  the 
possibility  of  5,000  to  10,000  producers 
going  out  of  business  in  that  State. 
Kansas  is  facing  their  worst  wheat  crop 
since  the  Depression  with  the  180  mil- 
lion bushel  harvest — less  than  half  the 
normal. 

There  is  no  opposition  to  the  bill 
that  I  am  aware  of  and  this  should 
have  very  little  effect  on  the  normal 
movement  of  grain  because  it  will 
probably  be  distributed  directly  to  pro- 
ducers outside  the  normal  channels  of 
grain  merchandising. 

I  would  encourage  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  resolution.  The  livestock 
sector  in  our  country  contributes  bil- 
lions of  dollars  to  our  economy  and  if 
we  do  not  take  actions  to  help  stem  the 
liquidation  of  herds  now,  we  will  pay 
the  price  later  for  rebuilding  that  in- 
frastructure. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr. 
Cunningham]. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
join  in  support  of  this  resolution.  It  is 
true  that  we  have  had  a  lot  of 
droughts,  a  lot  of  floods,  especially  in 
my  State  of  California,  where  agri- 
culture is  the  No.  1  commodity.  But  I 
just  this  weekend  spoke  to  a  group  of 
poultry  producers,  and  they  also  say  a 
large  reason  for  the  increase  in  cost 
and  shortage  of  grain  is  that  we  have 
given  so  much  grain  overseas,  in  some 
cases  sold  it  below  the  price,  that  our 


people  are  now  having  to  pay  expensive 
prices  here  in  the  United  States. 

For  example,  the  price  of  chickens  is 
going  to  go  up  50  percent  because  of  the 
cost  of  the  grain.  I  would  urge  the  pro- 
ducers of  this  resolution  and  the  com- 
mittee to  take  a  close  look  before  we 
sell  grain  overseas  or  give  it  away  that 
affects  our  producers  here  in  this  coun- 
try that  we  need  to  take  a  second  look 
at  it.  I  rise  in  strong  support,  and  I 
thank  my  colleagues  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle. 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  New  Mex- 
ico is  the  driest  that  it  has  been  in  101  years. 
People  in  the  West  need  help  from  a  severe 
drought  that  has  devastated  New  Mexico, 
Texas,  Arizona,  Nevada,  and  southern  Califor- 
nia. 

I  rise  in  strong  support  of  this  legislation 
which  will  offer  some  relief  for  ranchers  who 
do  not  have  feed  for  their  cattle. 

The  dry  conditions  mean  no  pasture,  no 
hay,  and  a  limited  amount  of  grain. 

The  shortage  of  grain  on  a  worldwide  basis 
has  heightened  the  already  disastrous  situa- 
tion for  ranchers  affected  by  the  drought.  Be- 
cause of  a  lack  of  grain,  producers  in  my  dis- 
trict are  being  forced  to  sit  back  and  watch 
their  cattle  starve. 

This  legislation  will  allow  the  USDA  to  re- 
lease 46  million  bushels  of  feed  grain  that  is 
being  held  in  reserves. 

Although  this  resolution  is  not  amendable  I 
would  like  to  urge  the  USDA  to  make  this 
grain  available  directly  to  the  ranchers  in  the 
drought  affected  States  who  are  in  need. 
New  Mexico  ranchers  need  this  relief  now. 
Mr.  BENTSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong 
support  of  House  Concurrent  Resolution  181, 
which  directs  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to 
release  the  natk>nal  grain  reserve.  This  action 
is  necessary  because  of  the  severe  drought 
conditions  being  experienced  in  the  Plains  and 
Southwest  portions  of  this  country. 

Severe  drought  conditions  have  stunted  the 
growing  season  for  Texas  cotton,  wheat,  and 
grain  fanners.  Soil  erosion  is  becoming  a  criti- 
cal issue  as  the  dry  season  is  beginning  and 
summer  winds  will  literally  scour  fields  dean  of 
nutrient  rich  topsoil. 

Texas  cattle  producers  are  also  being  dev- 
astated by  the  drought  because  it  requires 
them  to  buy  more  feed  at  a  time  when  prices 
are  extraordinarily  high.  Livestock  producers  in 
general  are  suffering  tremendous  losses  be- 
cause the  natural  forage  withered  due  to  lack 
of  measurable  rainfall. 

This  resolution  allow^the  release  of  the  re- 
serve only  if  the  Presklent  declares  a  natural 
disaster  in  the  region,  which  President  Clinton 
has  done,  or  if  we  pass  this  concun-ent  resolu- 
tion declaring  that  such  reserves  should  be  re- 
leased. 

Without  immediate  assistance,  ranchers  will 
continue  to  cull  their  herds,  which  will  result  in 
higher  beef  prices  for  consumers  once  the 
supply  is  exhausted.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  not 
simply  a  rural  issue.  If  prices  of  feed  grain  and 
beef  are  allowed  to  fluctuate  wildly,  all  of  us 
will  feel  the  impact  at  the  supermarket.  We 
need  stable  food  prices,  and  this  resolution 
can  help  achieve  that  goal.  I  urge  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  to  release  this  reserve  di- 
rectly to  the  cattle  producers  and  not  through 
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the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  speed 
the  aid  directly  to  where  it  is  needed. 

Banks  should  also  be  allowed  to  extend 
nonperforming  toans  without  increasing  re- 
serves. Altowing  banks  the  flexibility  to  assist 
farmers  will  ensure  my  State's  farmers  can 
survive  through  this  drought. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  no  further  requests  for 
time,  and  I  yield  the  balance  of  my 
time. 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time,  and  I 
3rield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Barrett]  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  agree  to  the  concurrent  reso- 
lution. House  Concurrent  Resolution 
181,  as  £unended. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  con- 
current resolution,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 
"Concurrent  resolution  expressing  the 
Sense  of  Congress  that  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  should  dispose  of  all  re- 
maining commodities  in  the  disaster 
reserve  maintained  under  the  Agricul- 
tural Act  of  1970  to  relieve  the  distress 
of  livestock  producers  whose  ability  to 
maintain  livestock  is  adversely  af- 
fected by  disaster  conditions  existing 
in  certain  areas  of  the  United  States, 
such  as  prolonged  drought  or  flood- 
ing.". 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


D  1600 
GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
all  Members  may  have  5  legislative 
days  within  which  to  revise  and  extend 
their  remarks  on  House  Concurrent 
Resolution  181. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Upton).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  Nebraska? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PERIODIC  REPORT  ON  NATIONAL 
EMERGENCY  CAUSED  BY  LAPSE 
OF  EXPORT  ADMINISTRATION 
ACT— MESSAGE  FROM  THE 
PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED 
STATES  (H.  DOC.  NO.  104-225) 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  message 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States;  which  was  read  and,  together 
with  the  accompanjring  papers,  without 
objection,  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  International  Relations  and  ordered 
to  be  printed. 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

As  required  by  section  204  of  the 
International     Emergency     Economic 


Powers  Act  (50  U.S.C.  1703(c))  and  sec- 
tion 401(c)  of  the  National  Emergencies 
Act  (50  U.S.C.  1641(c)),  I  transmit  here- 
with a  6-month  periodic  report  on  the 
national  emergency  declared  by  Execu- 
tive Order  No.  12924  of  Augxist  19,  1994, 
to  deal  with  the  threat  to  the  national 
security,  foreign  policy,  and  economy 
of  the  United  States  caused  by  the 
lapse  of  the  Export  Administration  Act 
of  1979. 

William  J.  Clinton. 
The  White  House,  June  4, 1996. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  and  under  a  previous  order  of 
the  House,  the  following  Members  will 
be  recognized  for  5  minutes  each. 


DISCUSSION  OF  1997  BUDGET 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Hawaii 
[Mr.  Abercrombie]  is  recognized  for  60 
minutes  as  the  designee  of  the  minor- 
ity leader. 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
wish  I  could  say  it  was  a  pleasure  to  be 
here  today,  but  I  intend  to  discuss  the 
1997  budget  today. 

Mr.  Speaker,  you  may  recall  that  I 
analyzed  the  1996  budget  activity  in  the 
context  of  an  extended  debate  that 
took  place  on  this  floor,  and  in  the 
other  body,  and  you  may  recall,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  I  invoked  Members  from 
the  other  body,  like  Mr.  Rollings  and 
Mr.  DORGAN,  covering  the  full  range  of 
opinions  certainly  in  the  Democratic 
Party.  I  indicated  in  that  discussion 
that  I  had  in  conjunction  with  the  Con- 
gressional Recxjrd  in  1996  that  there 
was  no  such  thing  as  a  balanced  budget 
being  prepared,  let  alone  put  forward  in 
1996,  and  we  have  the  same  situation 
today. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  doubt  that  it  is 
very  important  for  Mr.  Dole  to  resign 
from  the  Senate  to  run  as  citizen  and/ 
or  candidate  Dole,  because  I  do  not 
think  that  in  his  role  as  Senator,  let 
alone  majority  leader,  that  he  would 
have  the  opportunity  to  have  much 
credibility  in  the  way  of  putting  for- 
ward a  balanced  budget  amendment, 
let  alone  putting  forward  a  balanced 
budget  for  1997. 

My  fundamental  point,  Mr.  Speaker, 
is  that  the  budget  that  will  be  pre- 
sented to  us  shortly,  possibly  this 
week,  and  be  dispatched  as  quickly  as 
possible,  as  opposed  to  1996.  dispatched 
as  quickly  as  possible  because  it  is  not 
a  balanced  bucket. 

Now,  my  good  friend,  my  good  and 
dear  friend  I  would  say,  the  gentlenmn 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Kasich],  will  come 
down,  and  he  is  an  engaging  individual. 
When  I  state  my  affection  and  friend- 
ship for  him,  Mr.  Speaker,  you  know 
that  it  is  a  feeling  that  is  genuine  on 


my  part.  I  value  his  friendship  and  I 
have  genuine  affection  for  him  as  an 
individual,  but  he  has  an  impossible 
task.  I  grant  he  is  probably  the  best 
one  to  try  to  put  it  forward. 

As  you  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  he  is  an 
avuncular  person,  even  as  yourself,  and 
he  will  come  down  on  the  floor,  and 
with  his  engaging  smile  and  his  wit  and 
rhetoric,  we  will  put  the  best  possible 
face  on  the  fact  that  this  is  not  a  bal- 
anced budget  document.  It  is  not  bal- 
anced for  1997.  it  most  certainly  is  not 
going  to  be  balanced  for  the  year  2002. 
The  reason  I  am  taking  the  special 
order  time,  Mr.  Speaker,  with  the 
budget,  is  that  given  the  rules  of  the 
House  it  is  virtually  impossible  to  have 
any  kind  of  lengthy  discussion  that 
would  illuminate  for  the  public  and  for 
the  Members  exactly  what  the  budget 
is  all  about.  Most  of  this  takes  place  in 
a  hearing  room,  in  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  hearings,  and  in  staff  work 
that  is  being  done,  discussions  between 
the  House  and  the  other  body  with  re- 
spect to  a  conference  on  the  budget. 
Suffice  to  say,  and  I  will  for  the 
Record,  and  would  be  happy  to  engage, 
as  I  did  previously  when  we  discussed 
the  1996  budget,  be  happy  to  engage 
anyone  from  the  Republican  side  or 
from  the  Democratic  side,  because  the 
budget  being  prepared  from  the  Demo- 
cratic side  does  not  balance  either.  The 
difference  is  that  we  can  count,  I  can 
count. 

As  you  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  see  the  budget  deficit  disappear, 
but  I  think  we  should  take  a  much 
longer  period  of  time  to  do  it  so  that 
we  do  not  endanger  the  economy.  I 
think  that,  interestingly  enough,  con- 
sidering the  labels  that  are  put  out 
about  liberal  Democrats  and  conserv- 
ative Republicans  or  conservative 
Democrats  and  liberal  Republicans, 
whatever  these  labels  are,  that  I  think 
the  Federal  Reserve,  Mr.  Greenspan's 
approach  has  been  that  the  economy 
should  be  prevented  from  slipping  into 
either  recession  or  depression  or  slip- 
ping into  a  phase  of  inflation  or  hyper- 
inflation.  I  think  the  stock  market  re- 
flects this. 

The  fact  is  that  the  growth  in  the 
economy  is  such  that  with  a  judicious 
approach  to  deficit  cutting,  we  could 
keep  the  economy  robust  and  reduce 
the  deficit.  This  is,  in  fact,  what  Presi- 
dent Clinton  has  accomplished.  I  know 
this  is  a  source  of  great  distress  to 
those  who  predicted  disaster  with  the 
Clinton  budget,  as  presented  in  1992 
and  1993.  but  the  fact  is  that  the  deficit 
has  been  cut  considerably  both  in  per- 
centage terms  and  in  real  dollars  for  3 
years  running  now,  something  which 
has  not  happened  since  the  end  of 
World  War  n. 

So  the  President,  not  having  the  ben- 
efit of  a  Congress  which  is  supportive 
of  him  in  the  majority:  that  is  to  say, 
a  Republican  Congress  before  him.  has 
accepted  the  admonition  of  the  major- 
ity to  utilize  the  Congressional  Budget 
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Office  figures  in  order  to  present  to  the 
public  the  idea  of  what  would  con- 
stitute numbers  sufficient  to  have  a 
balanced  budget. 

In  that  role;  that  is  to  say,  of  a  Presi- 
dent who  is  faced  with  a  Congress  that 
wants  to  balance  the  budget  utilizing 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  fig- 
ures, he  accepted  that  ultimately  in 

1996.  His  priorities  were  different.  As  a 
result  of  the  priorities  within  those 
priorities  were,  the  President  vetoed 
various  elements  of  the  budget  and  the 
budget  was  ultimately  settled  in  a  se- 
ries of  confirontations,  a  series  of  re- 
criminations and  arguments  back  and 
forth  as  to  who  was  doing  what  and 
why. 

In  the  course  of  events,  the  Govern- 
ment was  closed  on  various  occasions 
and  generally  it  was  seen  as  a  kind  of 
sorry  affair  all  the  way  around.  None- 
theless, my  point  here  is  recounting 
that  today  is  that  we  will  not  see  that 
again,  apparently,  in  1997.  We  will  go 
through  the  same  series  of  illusions, 
using  somewhat  different  numbers,  but 
we  will  come  to  a  much  more  rapid 
conclusion.  The  reason  we  will  come  to 
the  more  rapid  conclusion  is  that  we 
will  not  have  the  opportunity  this  year 
to  go  through— if  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  would  step  to  the  micro- 
phone, I  will  be  happy  to  yield  at  an 
appropriate  point. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  Mr.  Smith  will  grant 
me  just  a  moment  or  two  more  to 
make  the  fundamental  of  my  case,  then 
I  will  be  happy  to  yield  to  him.  Always 
a  pleasure  to  see  him.  In  fact,  he  was 
one  of  the  few  people,  as  I  mentioned 
previously,  Mr.  Speaker,  who  was  will- 
ing to  engage  in  a  dialog  and  a  col- 
loquy on  the  question  of  the  budget, 
and  I  value  his  input  and  exchange. 

As  I  indicated,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  1996, 
if  you  will  recall,  we  went  through 
weeks  actually,  not  just  hours  or  days 
of  discussion  but  weeks  of  discussion, 
aind  in  the  course  of  that  discussion  I 
was  on  the  floor  reviewing  the  budget, 
and  I  will  do  so  again  for  1997.  My  fun- 
damental premise  is  this,  that  just  as 
there  was  only  the  Illusion  of  a  bal- 
anced budget  proposal,  whether  single 
year  or  multiyear,  in  1996,  there  will  be 
only  the  illusion  presented  this  year.  It 
will  be  strictly  for  political  consump- 
tion and  will  not  amount  to  anything 
worth  the  paper  that  it  is  written  on  in 
such  elaborate  fashion. 

I  have  here,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  my  hand, 
and  I  win  not  have  extensive  charts 
down  on  the  floor,  I  think  the  report 
speaks  for  itself,  it  is  the  concurrent 
resolution  on  the  budget,  fiscal  year 

1997,  a  report  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
to  accompany  the  Congressional  Reso- 
lution 178  setting  forth  the  congres- 
sional budget  of  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment for  the  fiscal  years  1997 
through  2002,  and  it  has  additional  mi- 
nority and  dissenting  views. 

Now,  this  document  runs  some  450- 
plus  pagers,  455  pages  or  so,  and  it  is  a 


very  interesting  document.  It  takes  44 
pages,  which  is  the  first  44,  takes  44 
pages  to  get  to  the  actual  budget,  when 
we  actually  get  to  the  fiscal  year  budg- 
et for  1997.  It  is  preceded  on  the  page  43 
with  the  end  of  politics  as  usual.  This, 
I  take  it,  is  not  exactly  an  attempt  at 
humor  on  the  part  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget,  the  Conmiittee  on  the 
Budget  not  being  known  for  its  sense  of 
humor,  other  than  in  the  person  of,  as 
I  said,  the  aforementioned  chair  of  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget,  but  in  the 
end  of  politics  as  usual,  functions  by 
function  description,  it  says,  "The  dis- 
cussions that  follow  describe  the  budg- 
et resolution's  recommended  priorities 
for  the  fiscal  years  1997  through  2002." 

Now,  it  took  us  44  pages  to  get  there. 
We  went  through  everything,  including 
attacking  corporate  subsidies,  eco- 
nomic assumptions  of  the  budget  reso- 
lution, the  Clinton  crunch,  Americans' 
anxiety  about  their  economic  future, 
quite  a  rhetorical  set-to  in  the  first  44 
pages.  But  what  do  we  have  then  on 
page  44? 

Well,  it  says  at  the  end  of  each  fimc- 
tion,  "Additional  provisions  with  budg- 
etary effects  are  mentioned."  Men- 
tioned, Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  going  to  get 
into  a  little  more  detail.  The  discus- 
sions that  follow  reflect  the  assumpH 
tions  underlying  the  House  Committee 
on  the  Budget's  recommendations  con- 
cerning the  funding  priorities  for  pro- 
grams in  each  function. 

The  actual  changes  for  the  programs 
fall  under  the  authority  of  the  author- 
izing and  appropriating  committees 
with  jurisdiction  over  the  programs. 

D  1615 

Let  me  explain  very  briefly,  for  those 
Members  who  may  not  be  fully  familiar 
with  the  budget  process  and  those 
members  of  the  public  which  may  fol- 
low the  Congressional  Record  on  this 
who  may  not  be  totally  familiar  with 
it,  once  the  Committee  on  the  Budget 
makes  its  recommendations,  it  pro- 
vides through  that  recommendation  a 
kind  of  game  plan  for  us  in  the  House 
and  the  other  body,  a  game  plan  for  the 
Congress. 

Then  the  various  committees  in  the 
Congress,  whether  they  are  authorizing 
committees  or  whether  they  are  appro- 
priating committees,  authorizing 
meaning  the  progrsim  committees,  the 
subject  matter  committees,  and  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  and  its 
subcommittees,  those  who  provide  the 
money  for  the  functions  that  are  ap- 
proved and  authorized,  they  put  the  ac- 
tual nimibers  and  programs  behind  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget  rec- 
ommendations. 

So  with  that  in  mind,  what  do  we  get 
to?  We  hear  from  Mr.  Dole,  Mr.  Clin- 
ton. Mr.  Kasich,  Mr.  Sabo,  heartfelt 
and  I  will  say  totally  sincere  admoni- 
tions to  us  to  arrive  at  a  balanced 
budget.  WeU,  as  I  indicated,  I  think 
that  can  be  done.  I  think  it  will  take  a 


lot  longer  period  than  1997  to  2002,  and 
I  need  only  look  at  the  actual  budget 
document  itself  to  come  up  with  proof 
of  that. 

Let  us  examine  what  it  actually  says 
on  page  44  of  the  budget  resolution. 
Fiscal  year  1997  through  2002,  the  defi- 
cit starting  in  1997  will  be— and  these 
are  estimates,  they  could  go  up  or 
down.  We  realize  that,  but  this  is  the 
best  guess.  And  it  is  an  informed  guess 
by  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  and 
utilizing  the  congressional  budget  fig- 
ures, and  I  take  them  at  their  word  on 
this.  And  for  conversation's  sake,  I  will 
agree  that  these  are  the  numbers  that 
are  under  discussion  and  upon  which 
we  will  vote— $163  billion  deficit  in  1995; 

1996,  it  was  $150  billion.  The  1995  figure 
was  down  from  the  figures  previous  to 
that.  You  may  recall  during  the  last 
years  of  Mr.  Bush's  administration,  the 
figures  were  250  and  above,  between  250 
and  300  billion.  The  number  163  then 
was  progress.  It  may  be  too  high  for 
some  people  but  unless  you  want  to  lit- 
erally amputate  the  economy  in  order 
to  achieve  a  balanced  budget,  this  is 
certainly  within  the  range  of  accept- 
ability. It  certainly  has  been  reflected, 
that  acceptability  has  been  reflected  in 
the  conservative  bodies,  if  you  will,  of 
financial  opinion  in  this  coxmtry  as 
manifested  in  the  policies  of  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  and  the  response  of  the 
stock  exchange.  So  we  had  163  billion, 
down  considerably  from  the  250  to  290 
billion  plus  of  previous  years;  1996,  150; 

1997,  the  estimate  is  147. 

This  is  a  deficit  I  am  citing.  It  is  not 
something  I  am  making  up.  I  am  tak- 
ing this  directly  from  iMige  44  under  the 
column  line  deficit/surplus.  Either  it  is 
a  deficit  or  a  surplus.  This  is  the  defi- 
cit. We  get  deficits  in  1998,  1999,  the 
year  2000,  2001,  going  firom  147  to  142  to 
114  to  87  to  39,  certainly  progress,  then 
suddenly,  as  if  by  nmgic,  Mr.  Speaker, 
in  the  year  2002,  we  get  a  plus  3  billion, 
$3,185  billion. 

To  me  it  is  like  watching  a  television 
show  I  saw  recently,  I  think  it  was 
called  the  Wonderful  World  of  Magic. 
This  is  the  wonderful  world  of  congres- 
sional budgeting.  When  someone  is 
sawed  in  half,  I  saw  this  again,  that  is 
one  of  the  oldest  tricks,  sawing  a,  gen- 
erally a  young  woman  in  half,  we  do 
not  really  saw  her  in  half.  You  have 
the  illusion  of  her  being  sawed  In  half. 
She  waves  from  one  end,  and  the  box  is 
split  in  half  and  the  feet  are  wiggling 
at  the  other  end.  Then  the  box  is 
brought  back  together  again  and  magi- 
cally she  reappears.  That  knife  that 
went  through  that  body  apparently  was 
an  illusion. 

Well,  the  deficit  cutting  knife  that  is 
going  through  the  deficit  here  between 
the  years  1997  and  2002  is  an  illusion. 
Because  suddenly,  she  is  whole,  the 
budget  is  whole,  the  budget  has  been 
balanced  in  2002.  Yet  what  happens 
then  between  1997  and  the  year  2002,  we 
have  had  an  accumulated  deficit  of  528 
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billion.  But  magically,  after  that  528 
billion  in  increasing  deficit  has  oc- 
curred, suddenly,  528  billion  later  we 
achieve  a  $3  billion  surplus  for  that  1 
year.  After  that  the  deficit  explodes 
again. 

Mr.  Speaker,  surely  you  can  see  and 
surely  Members  can  see  and  surely  the 
public,  upon  reading  this  document, 
will  see  that  this  is  a  game  that  is 
being  played,  a  ballet  with  the  books,  a 
budget  that  is  in  name,  a  budget  bal- 
ancing act  which  is  in  name  only,  an 
act,  yes,  but  certainly  not  balanced. 

I  see  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Smith]  has  taken  the  rostrum 
down  on  the  floor  and  I  presume  would 
like  to  have  some  discussion.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  hope  we  could  also  carry  on  a  col- 
loquy and  make  clear  to  the  American 
people  what  is  happening  on  this  budg- 
et. When  you  speak  of  the  young  lady 
being  sawed  in  half,  I  always  figured 
that  was  contortions  with  one  whole 
person  in  each  half  of  the  box.  I  think 
that  contortions  on  the  budget  is  some- 
thing that  Congress  has  become  accus- 
tomed to. 

I  appreciate  the  gentleman  from  Ha- 
waii suggesting  that  the  budget  is  not 
a  true  balanced  budget  in  terms  of  the 
fact  that  it  does  not  consider  whether 
it  is  borrowing  from  the  153  odd  trust 
funds,  the  large  contributor  to  that 
lending,  of  course,  is  the  Social  Secu- 
rity trust  fund,  but  still 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
had  not  gotten  to  that,  but  as  Mr. 
Smith  knows  from  our  previous  discus- 
sion, that  is  where  in  fact  the  money 
comes  from.  We  borrow  the  money  to 
mask  the  deficit,  do  we  not? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Well,  I  think 
there  are  two  things.  Technically,  if 
you  take  all  revenues  coming  into  the 
Federal  Government  and  then  you  sub- 
tract what  you  spend  and  if  that  num- 
ber is  a  plus  or  minus,  maybe  tech- 
nically it  is  balanced,  but  honestly,  the 
fact  is  you  are  exactly  right,  which  we 
are  still  continuing  to  borrow,  in  the 
year  2002,  $100  billion  from  the  Social 
Security  and  other  trust  funds. 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  That  year? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  That  par- 
ticular year.  So  we  have  now  amassed 
approximately  $500  billion  that  we  have 
borrowed  from  Social  Security  and  no 
way  to  pay  it  back.  But  let  us  not  take 
our  eye  off  of  the  ball  that  we  are  talk- 
ing about.  It  seems  to  me  that  that 
ball,  in  terms  of  the  Federal  budget,  is 
cutting  spending.  We  have  the  ability 
in  Congress  to  cut  discretionary  spend- 
ing. But  when  you  realize  that  discre- 
tionary spending  only  involves  about 
one-third  of  the  budget  and  we  have 
got  about  20  percent  that  goes  to  the 
interest  on  the  money  that  we  are  bor- 
rowing and  then  almost  half  of  the 
budget  is  entitlement  spending,  so  I 
think  your  example  of  an  Ulusion  that 
somehow  magically  the  budget  is  going 


to  be  balanced  in  these  out  years  is  ex- 
actly that,  because  will  we  stick  to  our 
guns  and  balance  the  budget? 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
do  not  think  it  is  necessary  for  us  to 
yield  back  and  forth  inasmuch  as  we 
have  eye  contact.  I  think  we  can  do 
this,  with  the  Chair's  permission,  carry 
on  a  conversation,  because  this  is  a  col- 
loquy and  a  conversation. 

Would  the  gentleman  agree  then  that 
there  is  no  plan  stated  that  I  could  find 
in  this  budget  document.  I  have  gone 
through  all  450  plus  pages,  including 
the  dissenting  opinions,  that  provides  a 
plan  for  repayment  of  the  money  that 
is  borrowed  to  achieve  this  balancing 
of  the  budget  in  the  year  2002.  at  least 

on  paper? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  That  is  cor- 
rect. The  gentleman  is  correct  on  that. 
Since  1986.  when  we  started  bringing  in 
the  greater  surpluses  from  Social  Secu- 
rity and  some  of  the  other  trust  funds, 
such  as  the  Federal  retirement  trust 
fund,  a  law  was  passed  back  in  the 
1980's  that  says  any  surplus  money 
automatically  goes  to  the  Treasury  for 
borrowing.  I  think  that  is  wrong.  It  is 
an  incorrect  way  to  be  fiscally  respon- 
sible for  the  future  of  Social  Security 
and  the  other  trust  funds. 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  Would  you 
agree  that  it  is  very  convenient  for  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget  then  to  be 
able  to  cite  the  so-called  surplus  in  the 
Social  Security  fund  as  a  source  of  pro- 
viding   the    funds    for    balancing    the 

budget?  

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  But  I  think 
we  should  make  it  clear,  this  is  not  Re- 
publican or  Democrat.  It  is  what  every- 
body has  been  doing,  and  so  I  appre- 
ciate the  opportunity  to  make  people 
aware  of  the  serious  nature  of  Social 
Security.  If  I  just  might,  2  weeks  ago, 
one  of  the  former  conunissioners  of  So- 
cial Security  said  that  she  perceived 
that  it  would  be  possible  sometime  in 
the  year  2005,  that  part  of  that  year 
there  would  be  less  money  coming  into 
Social  Security  than  was  required  for  a 
payout;  in  other  words,  not  having 
enough  money.  And  so  when  do  we 
start  and  how  do  we  start  paying  back 
the  money  we  own  Social  Security? 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  I  am  not  an  ad- 
vocate of  term  limits.  It  all  depends  on 
whether  you  and  I  are  here  or  not.  But 
for  some  people  who  are  advocating  a 
balanced  budget  and  have  been  casti- 
gating one  side  or  the  other  over  the 
lack  of  a  balanced  budget  and  who  say 
they  are  for  term  limits,  they  want  to 
pass  this  budget,  they  will  be  gone  out 
of  the  Congress.  And  suddenly,  2005  will 
be  here  and  they  will  say,  it  is  not  my 
fault,  I  had  nothing  to  do  with  it. 

Is  it  not  our  responsibility,  if  we  are 
telling  people  that  this  is  a  balanced 
budget  and  there  will  be  a  balanced 
budget  in  2002,  that  that  be  meaning- 
ful, that  that  not  reflect  an  illusion, 
reflect  borrowing  for  which  there  is  no 
payback  plan?  You  and  I  cannot  bor- 


row. If  we  say  we  should  run  the  Gov- 
ernment more  like  a  business  or  the 
general  illusions,  we  should  at  least  be 
honest  about  our  borrowing.  You  and  I 
could  not  borrow  money  and  not  have  a 
payback  plan,  could  we? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  I  do  not 
think  we  want  to  pick  on  the  Presi- 
dent, but  we  want  to  certainly  include 
him  in  this  discussion.  Seventy  percent 
of  his  discretionary  cuts  come  in  the 
last  2  years,  that  even  if  he  is  reelected 
he  is  not  going  to  be  here  either.  To 
pretend  that  we  are  going  to  do  these 
gorgeous  things  in  the  last  2  years  is 
not  honest  and  it  is  not  fair.  We  should 
have  lower  spending  every  year. 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  Would  the  gen- 
tleman agree  that  what  is  called  back 
loading  in  the  last  2  years  is  not  lim- 
ited to  the  President's  budget,  that  it 
is  also  reflected  in  this  budget  put  for- 
ward by  the  majority  in  the  House? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Would  the 
gentleman  permit  me  to  define  what  I 
see  as  the  difference  in  those  two  budg- 
ets? The  Presidents  budget  says  that  if 
it  is  not  going  to  balance  without  the 
changes  in  the  welfare  and  entitlement 
spendings.  we  want  automatic  spending 
reductions  to  come  out  of  discretionary 
spending  in  those  last  2  years.  The  Re- 
publicans have  suggested,  in  your 
budget  resolution  book  that  you  carry, 
that  we  are  going  to  start  changing 
those  welfare  entitlement  spending 
programs.  And  that  is  a  gradual  transi- 
tion so  we  start  with  some  minor 
spending  cuts,  and  those  spending  cuts, 
by  changes  in  the  legislative  language, 
become  greater  amounts  in  the  out 
years.  But.  yes.  both  budgets  depend  on 
those  last  2  or  3  years  for  a  significant 
part  of  what  is  going  to  end  up  being 
called  a  balanced  budget. 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  Both  budgets 
depend  on  balloon  payments? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Both  budg- 
ets depend  on  those  out  years  to  ac- 
complish the  final  goal.  I  think  that 
should  call  to  our  minds  and  attention 
that  we  should  have  a  gradual  sloping 
line.  We  should  get  on  that  glide  path 
and  reduce  spending  every  year  for  the 
next  6  years  to  make  sure  that  we  have 
a  balanced  budget,  not  leave  it  up  to 
future  Congresses  in  case  you  and  I  are 
not  here. 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  You  and  I  may 
not  be  here  after  today.  Although  I 
must  say  that  this  does  show,  I  think, 
that  this  is  not  so  much  a  question  of 
majority  versus  minority.  It  is  a  ques- 
tion of  whether  you  want  to  be  honest 
about  it. 

My  defense,  if  you  wUl,  of  the  Presi- 
dent's approach  under  this  is  that  the 
President  has  accepted,  and  I  will  say 
in  good  faith,  the  congressional  budget 
numbers  as  offered  by  the  majority. 
His  difference  comes  in  this,  in  how  he 
prioritizes  the  spending  changes.  We 
can  argue  that  and  I  think  we  should 
argue  it  a  lot  more. 

My  fear  is.  and  what  I  said  earlier 
today  was.  because  it  is  so  difficult  to 
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understand  terms  like  out  years  and 
whether  a  surplus  is  really  a  surplus 
and  those  kinds  of  things,  because  it  is 
so  difficult,  the  majority,  I  am  given  to 
understand,  intends  to  put  forward  the 
budget  and  the  amount  of  discussion 
that  is  going  to  take  place  about  the 
budget,  such  as  you  and  I  are  having 
right  now,  will  be  minimized.  In  fact,  it 
will  be  virtually  nonexistent.  From 
what  I  can  gather,  both  sides  are  ap- 
parently quite  content  to  do  that.  Al- 
though I  would  welcome  the  oppor- 
tunity, if  Mr.  Solomon  and  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules  would  agree,  to  open 
up  the  budget  for  3  or  4  or  5  days'  re- 
view. 

D  1630 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Do  you 
agree,  Mr.  Abercrombie,  if  I  might  pre- 
sume to  ask  you  a  question,  that  we 
should  cut  spending  enough,  both  dis- 
cretionary spending  and  the  welfare  en- 
titlement spending,  enough  so  that  at 
the  end,  when  we  call  it  a  balanced 
budget,  we  are  no  longer  borrowing 
from  Social  Security. 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  I  not  only 
agree,  but  I  think  we  should  have  an 
extensive  discussion  as  to  what  exactly 
constitutes  welfare,  what  exactly  con- 
stitutes discretionary  spending,  what 
programs  should  we  have  and  not  have. 

For  example,  my  understanding  is 
that  the  Speaker,  for  some  reason  un- 
known to  me,  is  proposing  a  defense 
act  or  bill  which  revolves  around  na- 
tional missile  defense.  Now,  I  would 
say.  and  I  would  hope  you  would  agree, 
that  the  majority  has  not  only  very 
able,  but  extremely  well-informed,  ex- 
perienced legislators  on  the  Committee 
on  National  Security,  of  whom  I  can 
name  two  or  three  right  now:  Mr. 
Weijx)n,  Mr.  Hunter,  and  Mr. 
Cunningham.  I  can  think  of  just  three 
offhand.  And  the  minority  has  people 
like  Mr.  Spratt. 

Mr.  Dellums.  others  I  could  name, 
Mr.  Peterson  of  Florida,  who  are 
equally  capable,  and  equally  capable, 
by  the  way,  of  defending  and  rebutting 
on  the  question  of  national  missile  de- 
fense. 

But  the  Speaker  has  said  he  wants  to 
bring  forward  a  missile  bill.  Now,  I  do 
not  think  the  Speaker  knows  any  more 
about  missiles  than  he  knows  about 
Hawaiian  malasadas,  and  I  do  not 
think  he  knows  much  about  malasadas, 
and  I  will  spell  that  after  this  is  over, 
but  take  it  from  me,  it  is  a  Portuguese 
donut.  and  I  do  not  think  he  knows 
much  about  it.  I  think  Leonard's 
knows  all  about  it  out  in  Honolulu. 

But  that  budget,  if  we  are  going  to 
talk  about  spending  and  welfare,  has  to 
be  looked  at  very  hard.  The  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office,  as  I  understand 
it,  came  up  with  figures  just  to  acquire 
this  defense  system,  missile  system, 
national  missile  defense,  of  between  S30 
and  $60  billion.  Now.  that  is  a  serious 
question;  and  we  cannot  hide  behind 
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the  idea  that  somehow,  if  you  are  for 
it,  you  are  for  defense,  if  you  are 
against  it,  you  are  against  defense, 
when  you  have  to  put  it  in  terms  of 
what  constitutes  proper  spending  under 
the  admonitions  that  you  just  enun- 
ciated. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Just  as  a 
footnote,  my  understanding  is  they  are 
talking  about  a  program  that  would  be 
closer  to  $5  billion  now,  but  just  for  ev- 
erybody I  think  we  should  put  it  in  per- 
spective of  what  the  military  budget  is 
in  relation  to  other  spending. 

The  military  budget,  1  of  the  13  ap- 
propriation bills,  is  approximately  15 
percent  of  the  total  Federal  budget. 
The  welfare  entitlement  programs  are 
approximately  50  percent  of  the  budget. 
I  think  we  need  a  discussion  in  our  ef- 
fort to  balance  the  budget,  what  should 
be  the  obligations  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment  

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  I  agree. 
Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  What  is  its 
priorities  and  what  should  we  do,  and  I 
think  the  gentleman  would  agree, 
whether  we  are  spending  $350  or  $340 
billion,  that  defense  is  an  absolute  re- 
sponsibility of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  I  am  sure  the 
gentleman  would  agree  also  that  an  in- 
vestment in  our  children,  an  invest- 
ment in  the  educational  infrastructure 
and  foundation,  both  literal  and  figu- 
rative, of  our  children  is  equally  a  na- 
tional priority  and  a  defense  of  the  Na- 
tion. So  what  we  need  is  a  discussion  as 
to  what  constitutes  an  actual  strategic 
policy  of  the  United  States  with  re- 
spect to  procurement  of  military  tech- 
nology and  what  constitutes  an  invest- 
ment in  our  people  as  well.  That  de- 
serves a  discussion. 

I  am  not  sasrlng  necessarily  a  lengthy 
discussion,  but  it  certainly  deserves  a 
discussion  in  depth,  and  perhaps  the 
gentleman  could  indicate  whether  my 
understanding  is  correct,  that  the  in- 
tention of  the  majority,  the  intention 
of  the  majority  leader  and  the  Conmiit- 
tee  on  Rules  is  to  dispatch  this  budget 
within  a  day  or  so  of  our  discussion 
today. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Well,  I 
think,  Mr.  Abercrombie.  what  I  will  do 
is  make  one  more  comment.  I  feel 
somewhat  guilty  using  your  hour  of 

time 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  No;  not  at  all. 
Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  And  doing 
part  of  the  talking,  but  it  seems  to  me 
when  you  mention,  when  you  mention 
having  an  investment  in  our  children 
and  our  grandchildren  and  in  future 
generations,  it  seems  to  me  that  there 
is  something  immoral  about  the  fact 
that  we  think  our  problems  today  are 
so  great  that  we  are  borrowing  the 
money  that  they  have  not  even  earned 
yet,  that  somehow  we  are  saying,  look, 
we  are  going  to  borrow  the  money,  and 
our  kids  and  our  grandklds  are  going  to 
have  to  pay  it  back,  our  debt  today. 


like  they  are  not  going  to  have  serious 
problems  of  their  own  in  the  next  20  or 
30  years. 

So,  No.  1, 1  say  it  is  immoral  for  us  to 
overspend  and  borrow  the  money  and 
make  our  grandklds  pay  for  it;  No.  2,  I 
say  it  is  dumb  economically  because 
what  we  are  doing  now  is  we  have  a 
Federal  Government  that  borrows  41 
percent  of  all  the  money  lent  out  in  the 
United  States.  Alan  Greenspan,  the 
chairman  of  the  Fed,  said,  "Look,  if 
you  guys  balance  the  budget,  you're 
going  to  end  up  with  interest  rates  that 
are  2  percent  lower.  You'll  see  this 
economy  and  jobs  go  like  they  have 
never  gone  before."  Yet  we,  as  politi- 
cians, find  it  difficult  not  to  say  "yes" 
to  everybody. 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  Well,  are  you 
making  an  argument  to  vote  against 
this  budget  then,  becaixse  it  does  not 
balance,  as  you  indicated,  and  it  does 
borrow  immorally  against  a  future,  the 
immediate  future. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  I  would  say 
the  first  thing  I  did  when  I  came  to 
Congress  3  years  ago  was  introduce  my 
own  balanced  budget. 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  I  credit  you  for 
that.       

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  I  balance  it 
in  5  years.  I  think  we  should  be  even 
more  frugal  than  this  Republican  budg- 
et. I  think  we  should  cut  more  spend- 
ing. I  think  we  should  be  more  aggres- 
sive in  our  determination  to  end  up 
with  what  you  suggest,  a  true  balanced 
budget,  but  it's  the  best  we  have  got. 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  Let  us  talk 
about  that. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  This  Repub- 
lican budget  is  the  best  one  of  the 
whole  bunch  that  we  have  got,  cer- 
tainly much  better. 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  Let  us  talk 
about  it  just  a  minute.  Would  you  in- 
dulge me  and  stay  a  moment  longer  be- 
cause you  know  I  want  to  catch  you  up 
on  the  importance  of  what  you  are  say- 
ing, what  I  think  I  understand  you  to 
be  sa3ring. 

You  think  it  is  immoral  to  borrow 
money  that  you  have  no  plan  to  pay 
back  for  because  our  kids  have  to  pay 
for  it;  right? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Yes. 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  And  this  budget 
does  that  over  the  next  5  years,  or 
whatever  the  timefi*me  is,  approxi- 
mately 5  years,  and  I  asked  you  then,  I 
said,  well,  do  you  think  then  this  is  an 
argument  against  this  particular  budg- 
et? And  you  said,  well,  no,  because  you 
thought  maybe  you  could  even  be  more 
harsh.  Certainly  you  did  not  mean  that 
there  should  be  greater  cuts  now  and 
more  borrowing. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  No;  I  think 
there  should  be  more  cuts. 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  Well,  either  you 
do  the  cuts— can  you  come  up  with  $528 
billion? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Can  I  come 
up— you  mean— are  you  talking  about 
$500  billion  that  we  owe 
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Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  I  do  not  ask  you 
that  in  a  pejorative  fashion.  I  am  just 
trying  to  take  the  figure  that  is  here  in 
the  budget  because — that  is  presented 
by  your  party,  by  the  majority  party — 
because,  as  I  understand  this  budget, 
they  anticipate  over  the  next  5  years  a 
deficit  of  $528  billion.  So  it  seemed  to 
me  that  you  would  have  to  come  up,  if 
we  are  to  balance  the  budget  according 
to  the — and  I  accept  your  premises:  I 
mean  I  do  not  think  they  can  be  ac- 
complished, but  I  accept  that  you  mean 
these  premises  and  you  are  putting 
them  forward  in  good  faith. 

What  that  would  mean  in  any  esti- 
mation is  that  you  would  have  to  come 
up  with  a  plan,  not  you  personally  nec- 
essarily, but  the  majority  would  have 
to  come  up  with  a  plan  for  saving  or 
cutting  $528  billion  and  most  certainly 
probably  could  not  have  a  tax  cut 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  But,  see.  by 
definition,  if  you  were  to  cut  out  that 
500,  that  means  a  balanced  budget  this 
year.  That  means  no  overspending.  And 
I  think  the  pickle  that  we  have  got 
ourselves  into  by  continuing  to  prom- 
ise more  and  more  people  more  and 
more  things  that  we  cannot  afford, 
whether  it  is  Social  Security  or  wheth- 
er it  is  Medicare  or  Medicaid  or  AFDC 
or  anything  else,  we  are  going  to  have 
to  gradually  phase  this  down.  As  a  con- 
servative that  thought  we  should  bal- 
ance the  budget  as  a  high  priority,  I 
thought  we  should  do  it  in  5  years.  The 
decision  was:  Let  us  get  the  economy 
going  with  tax  breaks  and  do  it  in  7 
years. 

So  I  say  OK,  but  let  us  take  the  best, 
the  most  frugal  budget  that  gets  us 
closer  to  the  balanced  budget,  and  so 
far  it  is  the  Republican  budget. 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  Thank  you  very 
much.  I  appreciate  it. 

As  usual,  Mr.  Smtth  has  been  very 
forthright  in  his  presentation,  and  I  am 
appreciative  of  that.  However,  I  would 
hope.  Mr.  Speaker,  that  you  would  con- 
sider what  has  been  said  during  this 
colloquy,  which  I  hope  was  at  least  in- 
formative, if  not  illuminating,  and  in 
the  process  then  think  about  what  Mr. 
Smith  said. 

We  know  what  he  would  prefer.  He 
would  prefer  the  deficit  to  disappear 
more  quickly,  and  the  reason  that  I 
find  the  notion  amusing  is  I  would  pre- 
fer to  be  able  to  dunk  a  basketball,  but 
I  probably  would  have  to  pay  a  lot 
more  in  taxes.  But  I  do  not  think  that 
is  going  to  happen.  I  mean  it  is  an  in- 
teresting thing  to  think  about.  In  fact, 
I  thought  about  it  a  lot  in  my  life.  I 
look  at  that  basket  up  there,  and  I 
think,  you  know,  it  would  be  interest- 
ing to  be  able  to  dimk  the  ball.  But  it 
is  a  fantasy,  and  the  difference  be- 
tween. I  think,  a  sane  person  and  some- 
one who  is  steeped  in  illusion  is  to 
know  the  difference  between  fantasy 
and  reality. 

It  is  a  fantasy,  and  by  Mr.  Smith's 
own  calculations  it  is  a  fantasy,  to  be- 


lieve that  we  are  really  going  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  in  5  years'  time,  or  7 
years'  time,  because  we  have  not  taken 
into  account  where  we  borrowed  the 
money  to  be  able  to  put  the  numbers 
on  the  page  to  pretend  that  we  were 
balancing  the  budget.  Or  we  have  imag- 
ined savings  that  somehow  are  going  to 
take  place  like  a  balloon  payment. 

You  notice  I  mentioned  the  phrase 
balloon  payment  because  I  think  that 
is  as  close  as  the  average  person  would 
come  to  be  able  to  relate  their  own 
budget,  say  their  owff  mortgage,  to 
what  is  taking  place  here  in  the  Con- 
gress. 

I  take  no  pleasure  in  going  through 
this.  On  the  contrary.  I  am  glad  Mr. 
Smith  was  down  here  so  that  it  does 
not  look  at  if  it  is  just  something  I  am 
conjuring  up  in  order  to  take  up  time 
or  to  try  and  make  some  remarks  that 
can  be  seen  as  very  smart  and  sophisti- 
cated and  dismissive  of  the  genuine 
problem  that  exists  with  respect  to  the 
deficit.  On  the  contrary.  I  would  take 
what  Mr.  Smith  said  very  much  to 
heart. 

K  you  recall,  if  I  recall  correctly,  he 
stated  something:  We  should  do  it  more 
gradually.  Well,  say  7  years  was  gradu- 
ally to  him.  Well,  maybe  it  would  take 
17.  After  all,  we  take  30  years  to  pay  a 
mortgage  on  a  home.  In  many  in- 
stances we  take  5  or  6  years  to  pay  a 
car,  we  take  some  months  or  even 
years  to  pay  off  an  appliance.  It  seems 
to  me  that  if  we  are  talking  about  the 
economic  stability  of  the  United  States 
of  America,  to  put  a  30-year  timetable 
or  a  15-year  timetable  on  paying  down 
our  deficit  so  that  our  economy  stays 
stable,  in  fact  stays  robust  and  grow- 
ing, that  inflation  stays  in  check,  and 
interest  rates  remain  low,  and  con- 
fidence high,  that  that  would  be  an  ex- 
cellent use  of  our  time  vis-a-vis  the 
growth  capacity  and  possibilities  of  the 
U.S.  economy. 

So  there  is  no  need  to  go  through  this 
kind  of  a  charade  with  the  budget  un- 
less we  are  trying  to  score  political 
points  and  not  deal  realistically  with 
the  question  of  the  budget  and  bal- 
ancing it. 

Let  me  further  state  then  at  this 
point  a  subject  that  we  got  into  very 
briefly;  that  is  to  say  Mr.  Smith  and  I 
got  into  it  very  briefly:  How  do  you 
balance  the  budget  when  you  are  bor- 
rowing against  Social  Security,  the  so- 
called  surplus  in  Social  Securitsr?  And 
parenthetically,  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
say  that  that  is  not  really  a  surplus. 
What  we  are  doing  now  is  what  the  av- 
erage person  thinks  about  when  they 
put  their  savings  together.  They  save 
now  in  order  to  be  able  to  draw  upon  it 
in  the  future  when  it  is  needed. 

Now,  the  rough  parallel  to  that  is  the 
Social  Security  System.  We  are  paying 
into  Social  Security  more  than  we  take 
out  presently  because  we  know  that  in 
the  future  those  funds  will  be  called 
upon  to  be  paid  out.  More  people  will 


be  drawing  upon  Social  Security  with 
less  people  paying  into  it,  we  will  have 
to  make  adjustments  at  some  point  in 
order  to  take  that  into  account.  Now, 
presumably  the  economy  will  grow,  the 
percentage  that  may  be  taken  in  your 
Social  Security  tax,  your  pasToll  tax, 
et  cetera,  may  increase  in  absolute 
numbers  because  the  economy  grows. 

All  of  those  things  can  be  guessed  at, 
taken  into  account,  but  nonetheless 
the  general  proposition  is,  is  that  the 
Social  Security  trust  fund  must  take 
in  more  money  than  it  pays  out  as  it 
goes  along  in  order  to  be  able  to  meet 
the  requirements  that  Social  Security 
will  have  to  meet  sometime  in  the  next 
century  in  the  early  part  of  the  cen- 
tury. 

If  that  is  the  case,  and  we  are  borrow- 
ing from  Social  Security  trust  fund  and 
other  trust  funds,  principally  Social 
Security,  if  we  are  borrowing  from 
them  and  have  no  plan  to  pay  it  back, 
because  I  think  Mr.  Smith  agreed  that 
nowhere  in  the  1997  budget  projections 
through  the  next  5  years  is  there  a  plan 
to  iMiy  back  Social  Security,  now,  Mr. 
Speaker,  if  you  and  I  borrowed  money 
from  ourselves  and  had  no  plan  to  pay 
it  back,  I  do  not  think  either  of  us 
would  feel  that  that  money  somehow 
would  magically  appear  in  the  year 
2002. 

All  that  being  said,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
borrowing,  the  deficit  rising,  no  plan  to 
pay  it  back  to  the  Social  Security  Sys- 
tem, how  then  is  it  possible  to  claim 
that  the  budget  will  be  balanced  in 
2002?  How  is  that  i>ossible  and  at  the 
same  time  have  a  tax  cut  that  will 
take  revenues  out  of  the  sjrstem? 

Does  it  not  make  sense  to  you,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  if  you  are  borrowing 
money  in  order  in  order  to  niask  a  defi- 
cit, that  if  you  have  a  tax  cut,  which  in 
fact  increases  the  amount  of  money 
that  will  not  be  going  to  the  Treasury, 
in  addition  to  what  you  are  borrowing, 
you  are  actually  increasing  the  deficit? 
you  are  actually  Increasing  the  deficit 
even  more. 

This  is  why  I  oppose  this  idea  of  cut- 
ting taxes  while  you  say  you  are  bal- 
ancing the  budget.  I  have  no  objection 
to  a  tax  cut  if  the  tax  cut  is  not 
couched  in  terms  of  balancing  the 
budget.  Surely  we  have  been  through 
this  before. 

a  1645 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  no  objection  to 
tax  cuts  as  such.  Quite  the  opposite.  I 
would  like  to  see  tax  incentives.  I 
would  like  to  see.  for  example,  and  I 
think  it  is  well  known.  I  believe  that 
we  should  have  a  business  meal  enter- 
tainment deduction  increase.  I  would 
like  to  see  it  at  100  percent.  I  have  no 
objection  to  supply-side  economics,  as 
such,  when  we  can  justify  it.  deliberate 
it.  and  discuss  it  on  an  issue-by-issue 
basis.  I  think  that  I  could  make  a  case 
that  the  business  meal  entertainment 
deduction  is  a  job  provider,  is  a  job 
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generator;  that  we  could  find  labor  and 
management  on  the  same  side  of  the 
table  on  that.  I  think  the  spousal  de- 
duction for  travel  ought  to  be  put  for- 
ward as  an  incentive  to  boosting  the 
economy. 

I  think  we  will  find,  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
our  home  States  that  tourism,  enter- 
tainment, and  travel  constitute  one  of 
the  top  three  business  endeavors  in  our 
States.  Tourism,  travel,  and  entertain- 
ment is  the  top  money  producer  and 
job  generator  in  some  13  States,  and  it 
is  one  of  the  top  three  in  30-plus 
States. 

I  am  willing,  Mr.  Speaker,  not  only 
willing  but  eager,  to  have  a  discussion 
about  where  we  can  have  tax  incentives 
and  tax  breaks,  and  discuss  what  con- 
stitutes, as  I  said  with  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  previously,  what  con- 
stitutes welfare.  Welfare  is  not  just 
something  that  comes  with  a  single 
mother  and  children.  Welfare  can  come 
to  corporations,  too. 

I  notice  that  Mr.  Trump  was  not 
hurting  for  people  to  come  to  his  aid 
and  rescue  when  he  needed  all  the  ben- 
efits of  corporate  welfare,  when  he  was 
running  through  his  various  real  estate 
machinations  in  New  York  and  Atlan- 
tic City  and  elsewhere.  Business  has 
these  Incentives  and  breaks  all  the 
time. 

I  think  individuals  ought  to  be  able 
to  finance  their  education.  We  caimot 
exist  in  the  21st  century  without  a 
good  education,  and  I  think  that  would 
be  a  good  investment,  if  we  can  find  a 
way  to  provide  tax  incentives  and 
breaks  to  accomplish  that.  I  think  we 
would  benefit  from  that. 

The  argument  against  that  is  the  im- 
mediate consequences  of  some  incen- 
tives and  cuts  and  breaks,  whatever  we 
want  to  call  them,  may  be  a  drop  in  the 
Treasury.  I  would  argue  that.  We  would 
have  to  determine  whether  or  not,  for 
example,  with  business  meal  entertain- 
ment deductions  and  the  spousal  travel 
deduction,  if  we  were  able  to  increase 
that,  I  think  more  business  would  be 
done,  and  I  could  make  an  argument 
that  revenues  would  increase.  This  is 
essentially  the  supply-side  argxmient 
that  took  place  in  the  1980's. 

However,  if  we  take  it  in  such  a 
broad  brush  that  it  is  to  cover  every- 
thing, then  I  think  we  raa  into  the 
trouble  that  this  budget  runs  into,  that 
we  cannot  make  the  numbers  add  up. 
That  is  where  I  think  the  difficulty  oc- 
curs here.  I  would  like  to  think,  and  I 
certainly  hope  that  I  am  a  reasonable 
person  who  takes  his  oath  as  seriously 
as  anyone  does  in  all  of  the  Congress, 
and  I  believe  every  one  of  my  col- 
leagues and  yourself,  Mr.  Speaker, 
takes  himself  or  herself  quite  seriously 
when  it  comes  to  carrying  out  their 
duty  under  their  oath  of  office. 

As  a  result  of  that,  I  would  like  to 
think  that  while  we  may  have  disagree- 
ments as  to  the  precise  way  in  which 
we    can   accomplish    our    goals,    that 


nonetheless,  the  discussion  as  to  how 
to  arrive  at  that  is  not  only  very  valu- 
able, but  crucial  to  determining  wheth- 
er or  not  we  are  actually  going  to  ac- 
complish the  goal.  The  goal  here  is  ul- 
timately to  balance  the  budget  while 
keeping  the  economy  robust,  and  to  see 
to  it  that  the  average  American 
throughout  the  spectrum  of  oppor- 
tunity and  individual  capacities  and 
abilities  does  the  very  best  that  they 
can  nationwide.  That  is  what  we  do. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  used  to  be  a  point  of 
pride  in  this  country  that  people 
earned  a  good  living,  that  they  could 
end  up  better  than  where  they  started. 
Now  we  seem  to  see  an  ethos  develop- 
ing of  cost-cutting,  which  means  peo- 
ple-cutting. People  are  being  rewarded 
at  the  top  of  the  corporate  hierarchy 
for  being  able  to  cut  jobs  out,  and  to 
see  to  it  that  people  are  maligned  sim- 
ply for  trying  to  get  an  increase  in  the 
nriinimum  wage. 

I  do  not  think  this  is  the  atmosphere 
in  which  we  want  to  discuss  something 
like  balancing  the  budget,  because  if 
the  only  way  to  balance  the  budget  is 
to  take  it  on  the  backs  of  children  or 
on  people  trying  to  better  themselves 
in  life,  that  is  no  solution.  To  me,  that 
runs  counter  to  my  understanding  of 
what  the  American  dream  is  all  about. 

So  in  that  context,  then,  it  seems  to 
me  that  what  is  very  important  here  is 
that  we  discuss  what  is  actually  hap- 
pening. What  actually  is  happening  is 
that  the  budget  is  gradually  being  bal- 
anced, as  it  should  be,  without  endan- 
gering the  economy.  The  deficit  de- 
clines for  the  fourth  consecutive  year 
in  1996.  This  is  the  first  time  it  has 
happened  since  the  Truman  adminis- 
tration. I  am  going  over  some  of  the 
elements  that  I  have  cited  before  in  a 
little  more  detail. 

The  traditional  Congressional  Budget 
Office  baseline  projections  include  dis- 
cretionary spending  at  caps  established 
in  1993  and  show  the  deficit  rising  after 
1996  and  reaching  $210  billion  in  2002. 
This  is  $18  billion  lower  than  the  De- 
cember projection  of  this  year,  and  $80 
billion  lower  than  April  of  1995.  In 
other  words,  these  numbers  can  change 
with  the  wind,  but  the  wind  has  to  be 
blowing  in  the  right  direction. 

The  direction  of  the  budgetary  wind 
is  this:  That  we  have  a  prudent  under- 
standing of  what  it  takes  to  have  the 
budget  balance.  To  simply  do  it  arbi- 
trarily, as  is  done  in  this  1997  budget, 
and  to  think  about  the  idea  of  cutting 
taxes  aw  the  same  time  that  you  are 
trying  to  achieve  a  balance  in  the 
budget  and  a  reduction  of  the  deficit, 
more  than  a  reduction,  the  balancing 
of  deficit  spending,  I  think  is  beyond 
credibility. 

I  would  indicate,  Mr.  Speaker,  be- 
cause I  have  had  some  considerable 
time  to  discuss  it,  and  perhaps  not  all 
of  our  colleagues  have  heard  the  whole 
discussion,  the  hypothesis  that  I  am 
putting  forward,  the  thesis  that  I  am 


putting  forward,  is  that  if  you  have  as 
the  budget,  and  the  document  I  am  re- 
ferring to  is  the  budget  of  the  major- 
ity, the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  if  we 
have,  as  the  Committee  on  the  Budget 
indicates,  deficits  for  every  year  from 
1997  through  2001,  and  then  suddenly 
find  a  surplus  in  the  year  2002,  it  is  just 
not  credible.  Try  and  sell  that  in 
Ravenswood,  WV. 

I  talked  with  friends  there  today.  I 
said  I  was  going  to  make  a  presen- 
tation today.  They  were  interested  in 
what  I  was  going  to  say,  what  my 
premises  were  going  to  be.  I  just  asked 
whether  or  not  this  sounded  credible, 
that  you  could  have  deficits,  declining 
as  they  might  be  right  up  to  2001,  and 
suddenly  come  up  with  a  surplus  in 
2002,  and  then  from  2003  on  just  watch 
the  deficit  expand  again. 

I  hope  that  we  are  not  going  to  be 
subject,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  Member  after 
Member  conning  to  the  well  of  the 
House  and  regaling  us  with  stories 
about  their  children  and  their  grand- 
children and  all  this  mawkish,  over- 
blown rhetoric  about  how  they  are  so 
concerned  with  their  children  and 
grandchildren,  presumably  none  of  the 
rest  of  us  are,  which  I  find  a  little  bit 
farfetched,  but  rather,  if  we  are  so  con- 
cerned about  children  and  grand- 
children, maybe  we  should  be  a  little 
more  honest  with  them  right  now. 

My  fundamental  point  Is  this  budget 
does  not  balance.  The  budget  in  1998 
does  not  balance.  The  budget  in  1999 
does  not  balance.  The  budget  in  2000, 
2001,  it  does  not  balance.  How  is  it 
going  to  balance  in  2002?  Even  if  it  does 
on  paper,  how  long  is  it  going  to  last? 
Merely  the  time  it  takes  to  say  it:  "Oh, 
the  budget  is  balanced"?  Well,  it  was 
balanced,  because  it  was  balanced  when 
I  said  it,  but  now  we  are  3  seconds  be- 
yond that  time  and  it  is  not  balanced 
anymore.  But  we  balanced  it  for  that 
moment,  on  paper,  just  to  go  through 
that  allusion.  I  do  not  think  it  is  wor- 
thy of  this  Congress  to  do  it. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  if  we  look  at 
1996  and  what  we  went  through,  we  did 
not  have  a  balanced  budget  but  we  did 
manage  to  cut  the  deficit.  We  did  man- 
age to  cut  the  rate  of  the  deficit.  We 
did  hold  inflation  down.  We  held  steady 
on  interest  rates.  I  think  on  the  whole, 
then,  the  President's  priorities  were 
met.  The  majority  ultimately  voted  for 
a  budget  that  was  more  in  line  with  the 
President's  priorities,  so  the  President 
is  entitled  to  credit  for  sticking  to  a 
ixjsition  with  respect  to  the  rate  of  the 
deficit  reduction  under  the  premises 
established  by  the  majority  in  the  Con- 
gress, the  Republican  majority,  and  it 
worked. 

Now  the  President  is  coming  forward 
again,  saying  that  he  would  like  to  see 
these  priorities  carried  forward  on  edu- 
cation, on  Medicare,  on  Medicaid  and 
the  environment,  and  that  he  has  cer- 
tain standards  that  he  desires  to  main- 
tain under  pain  of  exercising  his  veto. 
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That  is  his  constitutional  right.  In 
fact,  it  is  his  obligation  as  President, 
even  as  President  Bush  and  President 
Reagan  before  him  exercised  the  veto 
dozens  and  dozens  of  times,  most  of 
which  we  were  unable  to  overcome 
when  we  were  the  majority  here  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  or  the  major- 
ity in  the  Senate.  They  prevailed.  That 
is  our  constitutional  system. 

It  is  supposed  to  be  hard  to  pass  leg- 
islation in  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica. What  many  people  call  gridlock  is 
the  wheels  of  government  turning  pre- 
cisely the  way  the  Framers  of  the  Con- 
stitution intended  for  them  to  turn. 
The  Congress  of  the  United  States 
makes  policy,  yes,  but  only  if  it 
achieve  the  approbation  of  the  execu- 
tive. The  executive  can  prevail  against 
the  legislative  body  only  if  the  execu- 
tive can  be  sustained  in  the  legrislative 
body.  We  have  the  judicial  side  to  see 
to  it  that  we  both  keep  a  proper  bal- 
ance. That  is  our  system. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  find  it  regret- 
table in  the  least  that  it  is  difficult  to 
pass  items  like  the  budget.  What  I  find 
regrettable  is  that  we  seem  to  be  pass- 
ing it  so  easily  this  week,  Mr.  Speaker. 
That  is  what  bothers  me.  This  is  the 
single  most  important  document  with 
respect  to  the  legislative  business  and 
what  follows  from  it  that  we  will  have 
before  us  this  year.  It  certainly  is  the 
most  important  piece  of  legislation  be- 
fore the  election  which  is  to  take  place 
in  November.  As  a  result,  it  seems  to 
me  we  should  be  devoting  considerable 
time  to  it. 

I  appreciate  the  fact  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  Smith] 
came  down  and  was  willing  to  spend 
some  time  discussing  it.  I  think  the 
import  of  the  argvmients  that  he  made 
essentially  supports  my  position.  Of 
course,  I  can  make  that  statement  now 
because  he  has  left  the  floor  and  can- 
not taken  an  opposing  position  to  that, 
but  I  think  I  can  extract  from  what  he 
said  at  least  a  reasonable  basis  for  say- 
ing, as  I  have,  and  indicate  again  to 
you  at  this  moment,  that  we  need  to  be 
much  more  gradual  about  it.  To  that 
degree,  the  President  seems  to  be  tak- 
ing the  right  approach.  He  has  accepted 
the  will  of  the  majority  with  respect  to 
the  premises  upon  which  it  bases  its 
balanced  budget  projections,  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office. 

It  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  explain 
to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  what  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  is.  Suffice  it  to 
say  that  every  legislative  body  relies 
upon  individuals,  experts  in  their  field, 
to  make  recommendations  and  to  draw 
upon  statistics  and  information  made 
available  to  them  from  their  various 
professional  fields  and  backgrounds  in 
order  to  complete  a  picture.  In  this  in- 
stance, it  is  a  picture  of  what  the  econ- 
omy is  like  and  what  we  can  expect. 

This  does  not  mean  they  are  going  to 
be  absolutely  correct  in  every  instance, 
but  all  individual  families,  all  compa- 


nies, all  businesses,  all  organizations, 
in  fact,  all  nations,  have  to  utilize  the 
best  brains  that  they  have  available, 
accumulate  the  most  knowledge  that 
they  can,  and  try  to  draw  reasonable 
conclusions  as  to  what  the  future 
might  bring  so  they  can  make  deci- 
sions. That  is  all  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  does  with  respect  to  the 
budget.  It  makes  the  best  estimate 
that  it  can  based  upon  the  premises 
that  are  agreed  upon. 

In  this  instance,  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
have  agreed  upon  premises  which,  by 
definition  of  the  budget,  do  no  add  up 
to  a  balance.  I  have  no  objection  to 
passing  this  budget,  Mr.  Speaker,  with 
the  admonition  that  we  should  take  up 
the  President's  disagreement  with  re- 
spect to  the  priorities.  I  voted  for  the 
budget  previously,  and  despite  my  own 
misgivings,  so  it  is  not  a  question  of 
whether  we  should  vote  on  a  budget,  it 
is  question  of  what  the  priorities 
should  be. 

I  have  no  objection  to  saying  that 
this  could  be  a  step  in  the  direction  of 
balancing  the  budget,  if  we  have  the 
President's  priorities  involved  in  it.  I 
do  object  to  us  indicating  to  the  Amer- 
ican people  that  somehow  this  is  going 
to  lead  to  a  balanced  budget,  just  as  I 
object  to  the  idea  of  going  through  this 
illusion  and  farce,  which  apparently  is 
going  to  take  place  in  the  other  body, 
about  passing  a  balanced  budget 
amendment.  The  balanced  budget 
amendment  will  no  more  achieve  a  bal- 
anced budget  than  this  document  does. 
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This  does  not  achieve  a  balanced 
budget,  and  neither  does  passing  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  accom- 
plish anything  of  the  kind,  any  more 
than  vows  in  a  marriage  guarantee 
that  there  will  be  happiness  and  pros- 
perity in  it.  You  can  have  the  inten- 
tion, but  unless  you  put  behind  it  the 
activity  which  will  ensure  that  happy 
consequence,  then  you  cannot  claim 
that  it  will  happen. 

What  I  am  saying  here  is  if  we  put 
forward  a  budget  that  says,  yes,  we  will 
cut  spending  and  we  will  cut  spending 
in  a  way  that  will  continue  to  reduce 
the  deficit  over  time  and  we  hope  at 
some  point  then  to  be  able  to  reach 
balance,  then  that  is  all  right.  Not  only 
is  it  all  right,  but  that  is  the  right  way 
to  do  it. 

I  mentioned  a  mortgage  before.  Let 
me  draw  the  analogy  for  my  colleagues 
here  and  for  those  who  may  be  inter- 
ested in  the  record. 

Just  as  you  are  not  expected  to  have 
cash  on  hand  to  buy  your  house  but. 
rather,  you  are  expected  to  be  able  to 
make  your  payments,  be  able  to  meet 
your  obligations  over  a  period  of  time, 
then  you  can  go  forward  with  the  pur- 
chase of  that  home  and  say  that  you 
own  it.  Do  you  actually  own  it?  No.  Be- 
cause the  bank  owns  it.  We  are  going 
to  have  a  mortgage-burning  ceremony 
perhaps  in  30  years. 


But  that  bank  is  making  a  bet.  That 
bank  is  betting  that  you  have  the  capa- 
bility and  the  capacity  to  make  those 
payments  for  that  period  of  time. 
Think  about  it.  Twelve  times  a  month 
for  13  years.  That  is  pretty  good  guess- 
ing. Perhaps  it  bespeaks  a  knowledge 
of  finance  and  general  economic  trends 
that  is  fairly  reliable. 

Now.  that  being  the  case,  I  think  we 
need  to  do  the  same  thing  with  this 
budget.  Let  us  not  con  the  American 
people  into  thinking  for  a  moment  that 
this  document  is  moving  toward  bal- 
ancing the  budget  in  the  year  2002.  It  is 
not  true.  It  is  not  going  to  happen. 
That  is  irrefutable. 

Mr.  Smith  certainly  did  not  refute  it. 
On  the  contrary,  he  agreed  with  my 
premise.  It  is  not  going  to  be  balanced 
because  we  do  not  take  into  account 
how  we  are  going  to  pay  for  all  of  the 
money  that  we  borrowed  to  presumably 
create  the  illusion  of  balancing  this 
budget. 

What  we  can  do  is  create  over  time 
an  ability  to  pay,  a  robust  economy 
that  will  enable  us  to  gradually  draw 
down  the  amount  of  the  deficit  with 
prudent  spending,  with  a  clear  under- 
standing of  what  programs  we  want  to 
support  and  why  we  want  to  support 
them  and  how  they  benefit  the  Amer- 
ican people,  and  over  that  lengthy  pe- 
riod of  time  accomplish  this  goal. 
There  is  nothing  not  only  wrong  with 
that,  that  is  the  sensible,  practical, 
reasonable  way  to  do  it,  because  it 
maximizes  the  opportunity  for  the 
great  mass  of  American  people  to  join 
in  the  prosperity,  to  be  able  to  better 
themselves  in  what  they  want  to  ac- 
complish for  themselves  and  their  fam- 
ily. 

So  I  stand  here  today,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
do  not  think  a  lonely  voice  or  a  single 
voice.  I  think  I  stand  here  enunciating 
fairly  clearly  for  the  American  people, 
and  I  hope  for  my  colleagues,  most  cer- 
tainly, the  idea  that  we  should  not  uti- 
lize the  budget  process  for  political 
purposes  merely  because  there  is  an 
election,  but  we  should  utilize  our  op- 
portunity with  this  budget  process  to 
begin  to  make  progress  towards  reduc- 
ing the  deficit,  coming  into  balance, 
having  the  economy  grow  and  seeing  a 
robust,  prosperous  economy  for  all. 

Mr.  Speaker,  inasmuch  as  there  is 
only  a  minute  left,  I  want  to  thank  you 
for  your  courtesy  today  in  allowing  me 
to  speak  and  for  sharing  this  time  with 
me.  I  hope  that  I  have  made  some  con- 
tribution today.  I  intend  to,  in  the  fu- 
ture, towards  reviewing  the  1997  budget 
and  reviewing  the  whole  question  of 
the  budget  deficit,  the  budget  balance 
proposition,  and  seeing  to  it  that  all 
Americans  now  and  in  the  future  are 
able  to  enjoy  a  prosperous  future. 


MAKING  BUDGET  PRIORITIES 
CLEAR 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore    (Mr. 
Barrett    of    Nebraska).    Under    the 
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Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May  12. 
1W5,  the  grentleman  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Shays]  is  recognized  for  60  min- 
utes as  the  designee  of  the  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  appre- 
ciate having  this  opportunity  to  speak 
at  this  special  order.  I  thank  you  for 
presiding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  appreciate  also  the  op- 
portunity to  listen  to  the  sincere  com- 
ments of  my  colleague  from  Hawaii. 
Many  of  his  points  I  agree  with.  There 
is  area  to  find  common  ground,  but 
there  also,  obviously,  are  major  dis- 
agreements. 

I  think  sometimes  people  look  at  the 
debate  we  have  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  and  it  looks  like  a  food  fight  in 
a  high  school  cafeteria,  but  there  are 
significant  differences  that  I  think  my 
colleague  would  agree  separate  us,  and 
then  there  are  also  things  that  bind  us 
together.  Obviously,  we  care  deeply 
about  the  future  of  this  country. 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  a  moment? 

Mr.  SHAYS.  I  srield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Hawaii. 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
just  want  to  state  that  the  gentleman 
in  the  well.  Mr.  Shays  is  well  known 
for  his  sober  consideration  of  these 
Issues  and  his  comity  with  other  Mem- 
bers with  respect  to  their  discussion, 
and  I  will  be  pleased  to  listen  to  his 
presentation. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  three  primary 
objectives  in  our  effort  to  get  our  fi- 
nancial house  in  order  and  balance  the 
Federal  budget  and  save  our  economy. 
We  have  three  major  objectives  as  we 
sit  and  work  on  this  floor  of  the  House. 

Our  first  is,  in  fact,  to  get  our  finan- 
cial house  in  order  and  balance  our 
Federal  budget.  The  next  is  to  save  our 
trust  funds,  particularly  Medicare, 
from  bankruptcy.  The  third  is  to  trans- 
form what  I  would  call  our  caretaking, 
social,  corporate  and  farming  welfare 
state  into  a  caring  opportunity  society. 

It  is  probably  that  last  one  that  ends 
up  being  the  most  controversial;  but, 
clearly,  the  flrst  is  controversial  as 
well,  because  you  cannot  separate  the 
budget  from  politics  and  from  prior- 
ities. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  we  have  to 
set  priorities.  K  we  spend  money  here, 
we  may  not  be  able  to  spend  money 
there.  It  is  a  concept  of  opportunity 
cost.  We  give  up  an  opportunity  when 
we  decide  to  put  our  priorities  here  and 
our  resources  here.  We  give  up  the  op- 
portunity to  si)end  them  here. 

Our  plan  is  designed  to  help  Ameri- 
cans earn  more  so  that  they  can  keep 
more  and  so  that  they  can  do  more. 

The  debate  we  had  last  year  was 
quite  controversial,  but  there  were 
some  basic  facts  that  simply  cannot  be 
denied.  We  tried  to  increase  the  earned 
income  tax  credit;  we  tried  to  increase 
school  lunch  programs;  we  tried  to  in- 


crease the  student  loan  program;  and 
we  tried  to  increase  Medicaid  and 
Medicare. 

Under  our  plan  last  year  that  was  ve- 
toed by  the  President,  we  had  the 
earned  income  tax  credit,  which  is 
presently  $19  billion.  We  sought  in  the 
seventh  year  to  increase  it  to  $25  bil- 
lion. 

The  earned  income  tax  credit  is  a 
credit  given  to  those  who  make  money 
but  make  so  little  money  that  they  do 
not  pay  taxes.  In  fact,  they  get  back  an 
earned  income  tax  credit  from  the  tax- 
payer. Others  who  make  enough  who 
pay  taxes  pay  some,  the  working  poor, 
more  money  than  they  earned.  That  is 
called  the  earned  income  tax  credit. 

It  was  said  last  year  when  the  Presi- 
dent vetoed  our  plan  that  we  were  cut- 
ting the  earned  income  tax  credit,  and 
yet  the  earned  income  tax  credit  went 
from  $19  billion  to  $25  billion.  Only  in 
this  Chamber  and  perhaps  in  Washing- 
ton when  you  spend  so  much  more  do 
people  call  it  a  cut. 

The  school  lunch  program  grew  from 
$5.2  billion  to  $6.8  billion.  I  can  remem- 
ber seeing  the  President  and  some  of 
my  Democrat  colleagues  on  the  floor  of 
the  House  talking  about  this  issue  but 
going  to  schools  as  well.  At  schools 
they  were  telling  the  students  that 
they  would  not  under  the  plan  of  the 
new  Congress,  the  Republican  Con- 
gress, have  school  lunches  in  the  fu- 
ture. Yet  our  plan  grew  from  $5.2  bil- 
lion to  $6.8  billion.  Instead  of  it  grow- 
ing 5.2  percent  a  year,  it  was  going  to 
grow  at  4.5  percent  a  year,  of  new 
money,  each  and  every  year. 

So  we  slowed  the  growth  of  the  in- 
crease, still  allowing  it  to  grow  from 
$5.2  billion  to  $6.8  billion  in  the  seventh 
year.  Again,  only  in  this  place  when 
you  spend  so  much  more  do  people  call 
it  a  cut.  But  that  disease  is  spreading 
around  the  country. 

The  student  loan  program,  the  one 
that  we  were  criticized  the  most  for 
under  oiir  plan  last  year  grew  from  $24 
billion  to  $36  billion,  an  increase  of  50 
percent.  Now,  if  the  program  is  grow- 
ing from  $24  billion  to  $36  billion,  how 
could  people  call  it  a  cut?  Because  the 
plan  was  to  grow  ultimately  to  about 
$40  billion?  Is  that  the  reason  you  can 
say  that  when  you  spend  $24  billion  to 
$36  billion  it  is  a  cut? 

What  we  have  to  do  in  this  country  is 
slow  the  growth  in  spending.  Now,  we 
were  able  to  do  that  by  a  simple  effort. 
Students  receive  a  grace  period  from 
when  they  graduate  to  when  they  get 
their  first  job  6  months  later,  and  that 
grace  period,  the  taxpayers  pay  the  in- 
terest on  their  debt. 

We  suggested  that  the  students,  once 
they  had  their  job  6  months  later, 
would  pay  the  interest  during  that  6- 
month  period.  For  the  average  loan,  it 
amounted  to  $9  more  a  month  amor- 
tized over  thefr  loan.  So  we  were  say- 
ing to  the  students  that  we  would  allow 
them  to  get  the  same  grants  they  got 


in  the  past,  up  to  $49,000.  We  were  say- 
ing, they  could  still  get  those  loans, 
they  would  still  quality,  but  they 
would  pay  the  interest  on  that  part 
that  accrues  from  when  they  graduate 
to  that  6-month  grace  period.  It  is  $9 
more  a  month,  which  is  the  cost  of  a 
pizza  or  the  cost  of  a  movie  theater  and 
a  Coke. 

I  have  no  problem  telling  our  young 
people  that  they  can  pay  that  cost 
when,  in  fact,  it  only  amounts  to  $9  a 
month. 

Now,  why  would  we  want  to  do  this? 
Why  would  we  want  Medicaid  to  grow 
from  $89  billion  to  $127  million.  Medi- 
care from  $178  billion  to  $209  billions? 
Hardly  a  cut.  Medicaid  growing  from 
$89  billion  to  $127  billion.  Medicare 
from  $178  billion  to  $289  billion,  the 
student  loan  program  from  $24  billion 
to  $36  billion,  the  school  lunch  program 
from  $5.2  billion  to  $6.8  billion,  the 
earned  income  tax  credit  from  $19  bil- 
lion to  $25  billion.  Not  a  cut,  but  a 
slowing  of  the  growth  of  those  pro- 
grams. 

Why  would  we  want  to  do  it?  Because 
in  the  last  22  years  our  national  debt 
has  grown  10  times.  It  has  grown  10 
times  in  22  years.  It  has  grown  from 
about  $480  billion  to  $5.1  trillion,  $5,100 
billion,  a  10-fold  increase.  Not  a  dou- 
bling, not  a  tripling,  but  a  10-fold  in- 
crease in  the  national  debt. 

On  a  per-person  share  in  current  dol- 
lars, it  grew  from  $1,800  to  $18,000.  But 
even  if  we  do  it  in  constant  dollars,  it 
was  grown.  In  1945,  $1,700  per  individual 
to  $18,000  today  per  individual. 

The  Federal  debt  in  today's  dollars 
was  only  $2,462  billion,  now  it  is  $5,100 
billion.  So  it  is  50  percent  larger,  even 
in  today's  dollars. 

Now,  as  we  look  at  this  issue,  we 
have  to  say,  how  can  it  be  twice  as 
much  now  as  then?  And  people  said, 
well,  it  did  not  really  matter,  because 
it  was  like  that  after  World  War  n  and 
it  did  not  really  affect  us. 

Let  us  take  what  we  have  right  now 
in  today's  budget.  In  today's  spending, 
from  1991  to  1996,  we  spent  $8.7  trillion. 
From  1991  to  1996,  we  spent  $8.7  trillion. 
In  the  next  6  years,  we  are  looking  to 
spend  $10.4  trillion.  Hardly  a  cut.  An 
increase  in  total  spending  of  20  percent 
over  the  last  6  years  to  the  next  6 
years. 

The  student  loan  program  under  our 
plan  this  year  will  grow  42  percent.  It 
will  grow  from  $26  billion  to  $37  billion, 
a  42-percent  increase  in  the  student 
loan  program. 

The  earned  income  tax  credit  will 
grow  43  percent.  In  the  last  6  years  we 
spent  $109  billion,  and  in  the  next  6 
years  we  will  spend  $155  billion  over 
the  next  6  years.  Only  in  Washington 
when  you  spend  so  much  more  do  peo- 
ple call  it  a  cut. 

Welfare  spending.  Over  the  last  6 
years,  it  wais  $441  billion.  In  the  next  6 
years,  we  will  spend  $575  billion.  Under 
our  plan,  we  will  spend  30  percent  more 
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in  the  next  6  years  than  we  did  over  the 
last  6  years. 

Medicaid  spending  over  the  last  6 
years  was  $463  billion.  In  the  next  6 
years,  it  will  grow  to  $731  billion.  We 
will  spend  in  the  next  6  years  $731  bil- 
lion. In  the  last  6  years,  we  spend  $463 
billion,  hardly  a  cut  in  spending,  a  sig- 
nificant increase  of  58  percent. 

D  1715 

Medicaid  growth  went  from  $463  bil- 
lion to  $731  billion.  The  President  is 
proposing  that  we  spend  $749  billion,  an 
increase  or  difference  of  $18  billion  over 
a  6-year  period.  So  the  President  is 
criticizing  the  increased  spending  that 
this  Congress  will  do,  when  in  actual 
fact  his  numbers  are  almost  identical, 
an  $18  billion  differences  over  a  period 
of  6  years,  which  gets  us  to  what  we  are 
going  to  find  out  next  year. 

Medicare  is  divided  into  two  parts. 
Medicare  part  A  and  Medicare  part  B. 
Medicare  part  A  is  the  money  we  pay 
in  taxes  to  the  trust  fund  that  pays  for 
all  our  hospital  services.  That  is  money 
that  individuals  who  are  working  today 
put  into  a  fund,  the  Medicare  part  A 
trust  fund,  and  that  fund  should  be 
growing.  But  we  learned  that  it  is 
starting  to  actually  have  a  decrease  in 
the  amount  of  money  going  into  the 
fund.  Medicare  is  going  bankrupt,  and 
the  trust  fund  we  were  told  2  years  ago 
will  become  bankrupt  in  the  year  2002, 
we  are  learning  now  that  it  will  go 
bankrupt  not  in  the  year  2002  but  pos- 
sibly in  the  year  2000. 

What  are  we  doing  in  spending  on 
Medicare?  In  the  last  6  years  we  spent 
$920  billion.  In  the  next  6  years  we  in- 
tend to  spend  $1,479  billion.  We  intend 
to  spend  61  percent  more  on  Medicare 
in  the  next  6  years  as  opposed  to  what 
we  spent  in  the  last  6  years. 

On  a  per  person  basis,  Medicare  will 
grow  from  $5,200,  which  is  what  it  is  in 
1996  per  beneficiary,  to  $7,000  in  the 
sixth  year,  the  2002.  That  is  a  35-per- 
cent increase  per  beneficiary. 

We  are  going  to  spend  61  percent 
more  in  terms  of  Medicare  dollars  in 
the  next  6  yesirs  as  opposed  to  the  last 
6  years.  But  in  terms  of  a  per  person 
expenditure,  we  are  going  to  spend  35 
percent  more,  hardly  a  cut  when  you 
go  from  $5,200  to  $7,000. 

Now  we  know  that  Medicare  part  A  is 
going  bankrupt  in  the  year  2000.  We 
know  that  we  have  to  do  something  to 
save  that  fund  from  bankruptcy,  and  so 
we  came  forward  with  a  plan  last  year 
which  was  vetoed  by  the  President. 

In  fact,  our  plan  last  year  would  have 
saved  the  trust  fund  until  the  year  2010, 
whereas  now  it  is  going  to  go  bankrupt 
in  the  year  2000.  That  means  that  all 
the  money  that  goes  in  by  the  year  2000 
will  go  out,  and  will  simply  go  out  to 
beneficiaries  with  no  money  in  the 
fund  and  not  enough  for  all  the  bills 
that  we  have  to  pay. 

This  to  me  summarizes  the  challenge 
that  we  have  and  the  fact  that  our  plan 


made  so  much  sense  that  it  is  hard  for 
me  to  understand  why  the  President 
vetoed  it.  Our  Medicare  plan  saved 
Medicare  from  bankruptcy.  It  in- 
creased spending  from  $5,200  to  $7,000, 
and  it  did  it  without  an  increase  in  the 
premium,  without  an  increase  in  co- 
pajonents,  without  an  increase  in  the 
deductibles. 

In  addition,  we  gave  Americans 
choice.  For  the  first  time  we  allowed 
Americans  to  have  the  same  oppor- 
txmity  that  I  have  as  a  Federal  em- 
ployee, not  as  a  Member  of  Congress 
but  as  a  Federal  employee.  I  have  the 
opportunity  to  choose  a  lot  of  different 
health  care  plans. 

We  devised  a  plan  that  allowed  bene- 
ficiaries, only  if  they  wanted  to,  to  go 
and  choose  their  own  health  care.  They 
could  stay  in  the  traditional  fee-for- 
service  health  care  plan,  or  they  could 
choose  to  leave  that  traditional  fee-for- 
service  that  was  devised  in  the  1960s 
aind  move  from  that  plan  into  an  HMO 
or  other  private  health  care  plan. 

The  only  way  those  other  health  care 
plans  could  offer  their  service  is  if  they 
offered  better  than  the  fee-for-service. 
They  had  to  provide  some  kind  of  eye 
care,  dental  care,  a  rebate  in  copay- 
ment  or  a  rebate  in  the  deductible. 
Maybe  some  private  carriers,  like  they 
are  doing  in  some  States,  would  pay 
part  or  all  of  the  MediGap.  which  is  the 
20  percent  that  seniors  pay  above  and 
beyond  what  Medicare  pays.  Medicare 
pays  the  80  percent  and  seniors  pay  the 
20  percent  unless  they  buy  a  MediGap 
program. 

Private  health  care  plans  want  to  get 
into  the  Medicare  system  because  there 
is  so  much  money,  so  much  waste  in 
which  to  realize  savings  that  they 
could  actually  save  money  and  provide 
a  better  program  for  seniors. 

So  a  senior  under  our  plan  does  not 
have  to  pay  an  increase  in  copayment. 
does  not  have  to  pay  an  increase  in  the 
deductible,  does  not  have  to  pay  an  in- 
crease in  the  premium,  that  will  re- 
main at  25  percent  of  program  cost,  and 
yet  now  they  can  get  choice.  They  can 
get  choice  and  a  private  health  care 
plan  that  will  offer  them  more  than  the 
traditional  Medicare  plan  will  offer.  It 
will  offer  eye  care,  dental  care,  it  will 
offer  rebate  in  copasrment  or  deduct- 
ible, or  maybe  an  elimination  of  pre- 
mium or  maybe  part  of  MediGap. 

So  why  was  it  vetoed?  Well,  the  rea- 
son it  was  vetoed  is  the  President  said 
we  were  cutting  Medicare  because  we 
saved  over  $220  billion  by  our  plan  last 
year,  and  this  plan  this  year  saves 
about  $158  billion.  It  still  grows  signifi- 
cantly. From  now  until  the  sixth  year, 
it  still  grows  significantly,  yet  we  are 
able  to  have  savings.  We  are  able  to 
have  savings  because  we  allow  the  pri- 
vate sector  to  come  in  and  offer  pro- 
grams, and  we  are  able  to  make  savings 
because  they  realize  savings  as  well. 

So  this  Congress  which  was  elected  in 
1994,  we  came  in  recognizing  that  the 


national  debt  had  increased  10  times  in 
simply  22  years.  We  realized  that  Medi- 
care was  just  simply  growing  and  grow- 
ing and  growing,  and  Medicaid  was 
growing  and  growing  and  growing,  and 
the  student  loan  programs  were  grow- 
ing and  growing  and  growing,  and  we 
had  to  find  a  way  to  slow  their  growth 
so  that  the  taxpayers  would  not  have 
to  keep  paying  more  and  more  of  their 
income  in  taxes. 

Mr.  Rabin  said,  before  he  died,  the 
former  prime  minister  of  Israel,  he  said 
the  politicians  are  elected  by  adults  to 
represent  the  children,  and  that  is 
what  we  are  trying  to  do.  Because  if  we 
fail  to  get  a  handle  on  the  growth  in 
Government  spending,  we  are  going  to 
find  that  anywhere  from  60  to  80  per- 
cent of  all  the  income  we  make  as 
Americans  will  go  to  Federal,  State 
and  local  taxes  if  that  trend  lines  con- 
tinues. 

So  we  are  trying  to  slow  the  growth 
in  spending,  still  allow  it  to  grow  but 
not  grow  as  quickly,  for  the  good  of  our 
children. 

Our  plan  will  help  Americans  earn 
more  so  that  they  can  keep  more  and 
so  that  they  can  do  more.  Our  plan  also 
tries  to  reduce  the  overall  growth  in 
taxes  so  that  ultimately  we  can  return 
more  to  the  American  people,  and  so 
that  we  can  downsize  the  size  of  Gov- 
ernment and  have  it  move  fr^m  the 
Federal  Government  to  State  and  local 
govenmients. 

I  notice  my  colleague  is  trying  to 
rescue  me  from  my  dialogue  here. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wanted 
to  take  just  a  second  to  compliment 
my  colleague  from  Connecticut,  Mr. 
Shays.  I  want  to  compliment  him  for  a 
special  order  that  is  designed  to  let 
people  know  precisely  what  the  facts 
are  in  regard  to  our  program,  but  let 
me,  if  I  could,  take  a  second  to  suggest 
that,  of  course,  we  have  the  courage  to 
do  this  and  this  has  been  very  difficult. 

I  remind  the  gentleman  that  in  1982 
Ronald  Reagan  tried  to  deal  with  re- 
forming entitlement  programs  and  Re- 
publicans got  crushed  at  the  polls  in 
1982  and  in  1986  we  lost  the  U.S.  Senate, 
Republicans  did,  because  one  other 
time  they  tried  to  reform  entitlements. 
So  we  knew  that  trying  to  do  some- 
thing to  put  the  good  of  the  country 
first  and  politics  second  would  mean 
that  we  would  catch  some  heat.  But  we 
are  willing  to  do  it.  And  we  are  willing 
to  do  it  for  a  couple  of  reasons.  One  is 
obviously  the  children,  and  I  am  sure 
that  the  gentleman  has  talked  about 
out  commitment  and  the  difficulty 
that  our  children  will  face.  We  do  not 
want  to  give  them  a  world  where  they 
work  longer  and  harder  to  pay  for  the 
bills  that  we  are  ringing  up  and  create 
marginal  tax  rates  that  approach  84 
percent.  I  mean,  the  country  will  not 
survive  at  that  rate.  I  think  that  we 
owe  our  children,  we  owe  the  next  gen- 
eration, we  owe  the  pioneers  of  the 
next    millennium    an    opportunity    to 
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have  an  America  that  gives  that  a 
chance  and  gives  them  hope,  allows 
them  to  live  their  dreams.  I  mean,  it 
would  be  wrong  and  selfish  for  us  to 
have  been  able  to  have  a  lot  of  our 
hopes  and  dreams  realized  and  then  say 
to  the  next  generation,  "Forget  it." 
That  is  wrong.  And  so  we  put  the  chil- 
dren first  and  that  is  why  we  have  been 
willing  to  walk  over  some  of  these  hot 
coals  and  encounter  some  political 
criticism. 

But  we  are  not  just  doing  it  for  the 
children.  It  is  like  I  say  to  a  minister 
friend  of  mine,  you  cannot  tell  people 
the  only  reason  you  ought  to  get  in- 
volved in  religion  is  because  in  20  years 
when  you  die,  you  will  reach  salvation. 
There  has  not  to  be  something  for  you 
today  to  get  involved  in  religion  and  in 
terms  of  balancing  the  budget.   And 
frankly  it  is  about  giving  people  more 
security  in  their  jobs,  real  wage  in- 
creases. Because  America  again  has  to 
become   a  country   that   is  a   saving 
country,  an  investing  and  a  risk-taking 
country  so  that  we  in  fact  can  put  tools 
in  the  hands  of  American  workers  so 
they  can  compete  and  win  in  the  world 
marketplace,  getting  paid  a  good  wage 
for  what  they  are  producing  and  being 
able  to  be  assured  that  their  job  is 
going  to  exist.  More  and  more  Ameri- 
cans are  working  longer  and  harder  not 
to  get  ahead  but  to  stay  even.  We  are 
trying  to  fix  that  by  creating  a  pro- 
gram that  will  reward  savings  and  in- 
vestment and  risk-taking  so  our  work- 
ers can  have  the  tools.  But  I  think 
what  is  most  important  when  we  look 
at  the  charts  on  Medicare  or  welfare  or 
Medicaid  or  any   of  these  programs, 
firankly    the    Republican    mantra    is 
amazing  here  at  the  end  of  the  20th 
century.    The    Republican    mantra    is 
power  to  the  people.  E^ssentially  what 
we  are  trsrlng  to  do  is  systematically 
transfer  power  and  money  and  influ- 
ence from  this  city  back  to  the  neigh- 
borhoods and  commimities  where  our 
constituents    live    so    that    they    can 
begin  to  design  local  solutions  to  local 
problems. 

Just  to  take  one  program,  I  have  no 
doubt  that  virtually  any  neighborhood 
in  America  could  design  their  own  wel- 
fare program  that  would  not  only  show 
proper  compassion  but  would  also  use 
local  solutions  to  local  problems  at 
less  cost.  Frankly,  you  could  not  de- 
sign a  welfare  program  that  is  worse 
than  the  one  that  we  currently  have. 
What  we  are  arguing  for  is,  let  us  teke 
the  program  out  of  this  city,  let  us 
have  fklth  that  real  people  living  in 
real  neighborhoods  with  real  compas- 
sion looking  at  real  problems  can  de- 
sign real  solutions.  I  believe  they  can. 
I  believe  in  the  power  of  people  to  get 
it  right  at  the  end  of  the  day.  And  I  do 
not  think  it  is  necessary  to  substitute 
or  to  interlace  a  bureaucrat  with  peo- 
ple in  the  neighborhoods  of  America. 
We  are  going  to  solve  crime  problems 
in  Los  Angeles  not  from  Washington 
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but  in  the  neighborhoods  of  Los  Ange- 
les. We  are  going  to  solve  housing  prob- 
lems in  Columbus,  OH,  not  from  bu- 
reaucratic Washington  but,  rather,  let 
us  let  the  housing  authority  officials 
have  the  power  to  do  it  the  way  it 
works  in  our  community.  We  want  to 
design  local  welfare  solutions.  Frankly, 
we  do  not  need  to  £isk  Federal  bureau- 
crats to  tell  mothers  and  fathers 
whether  their  children  are  learning  or 
not. 

So  our  program  is  one  of  real  com- 
passion. It  £ilso  allows  us  at  the  end  of 
the  day  to  stand  at  the  end  of  that  very 
dark  tunnel  with  a  very  powerful 
searchlight  signaling  the  next  genera- 
tion into  the  next  millennium  that 
they  have  got  hopes,  they  have  got 
dreams  and  in  fact  they  can  be  real- 
ized. 

But  the  way  in  which  that  is 
achieved  is  to  not  keep  everybody's 
power  and  money  and  influence  in  this 
city  but  basically  to  pry  it  out  of  the 
hands  of  Washington  bureaucrats,  put 
it  back  in  the  hands  of  people  in  local 
communities,  demand  excellence  from 
one  another,  accountability,  and  real- 
ize that  if  we  just  believe  in  ourselves, 
believe  in  the  power  of  the  individual 
rather  than  the  power  of  government, 
the  21st  century  will  be  the  best  we 
have  ever  seen  on  the  face  of  this 
earth. 

I  appreciate  the  gentleman  taking 
this  special  order  and  yielding. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  I  would  love  to  just  say 
to  the  gentleman  that  I  remember  well 
in  1989  he  offered  an  amendment  to  try 
to  get  a  handle  on  government  spend- 
ing and  I  think  there  were  only  38 
Members  who  supported  him.  Each 
year  he  kept  offering  amendments  to 
slow  the  growth  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, to  not  make  these  deficits  so 
large,  and  each  year  he  got  more  and 
more  support.  It  was  just  a  constant  ef- 
fort on  his  part. 

I  remember  him  asking  Mr.  Green- 
span at  the  hearing  he  chaired,  he  said, 
"Mr.  Greenspan,  are  you  concerned 
that  we  will  cut  spending  too  much?" 
He  responded  by  saying,  "Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  don't  go  to  sleep  at  night  fearful 
that  when  I  wake  up  the  next  day  that 
Congress  will  have  cut  too  much." 

But  you  are  not  just  talking  about 
cutting,  because  what  you  are  also 
talking  about  is  growing  this  economy 
and  to  move  it  from  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment to  the  State  government 
which  is  so  important. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Let  me  say  to  the  gen- 
tleman I  am  not  really  any  more  enam- 
ored with  State  and  local  government 
or  not  much  more  enamored  than  I  am 
with  Federal  Government.  I  think  the 
21st  century  is  not  going  to  be  about 
the  power  of  government  or  the  power 
of  bureaucracy  or  indebtedness  or  tax- 
ation or  regulation.  I  think  the  21st 
century  is  about  the  power  of  ipeople 
like  you  and  me,  removed  from  this 
place,    living    in    neighborhoods,    the 


ability  of  us  to  soar,  in  the  age  of  the 
computer,  where  Americans  have  more 
tools  and  more  freedom.  You  do  not 
have  to  wear  a  necktie  in  the  morning 
anymore.  You  do  not  have  to  go  to  an 
office  anymore.  You  can  sit  in  your 
own  den  and  you  can  use  a  magical  in- 
strument called  a  computer  to  shake 
things  around  the  world. 

n  1730 

I  do  not  want  to  look  forward  to  a 
21st  century  where  I  have  got  to  call  a 
Washington  bureaucrat  to  ask  him 
whether  I  should  log  on  or  not.  No,  it  is 
not  just  about  balancing  a  budget,  but 
it  is  systematically  giving  people  their 
money,  their  power,  thefr  authority, 
their  influence  back  to  develop  cre- 
ative solutions  to  what  exists  in  their 
neighborhoods.  I  think  that  really 
what  it  is  all  about  into  the  next  cen- 
tury and  what  this  debate  is  going  to 
be  all  about  is  whether  we  are  success- 
ful in  sasring  to  Americans,  not  power- 
ful Americans  but  Americans  like  my 
mom  and  dad  and  the  families  in  the 
neighborhood  that  I  grew  up  in,  that 
we  trust  you,  we  believe  in  you.  The 
21st  century  is  going  to  be  more  about 
the  power  of  individuals  than  it  is 
going  to  be  about  the  power  of  the 
United  States  Congress. 

We  have  had  our  way  for  about  40 
years  and  for  a  lot  of  the  time  we  have 
done  good  job.  But  frankly,  it  is  now 
time  for  the  pendulum  to  swing  back  to 
the  neighborhoods.  We  need  to  revital- 
ize our  neighborhoods  and  our  families, 
our  communities.  That  is  what  the  21st 
century  has  to  be  all  about.  In  the 
course  of  doing  it,  we  will  save  the  next 
generation.  We  will  provide  greater  se- 
curity economically.  Let  us  forget  this 
economic  security  and  just  say  good 
jobs  that  last  for  Americans. 

So  I  just  think  the  gentleman  from 
Connecticut  is  a  patriot.  I  love  the  fact 
that  he  takes  the  time  to  do  this.  On 
that  committee,  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget,  he  has  been  the  most  persist- 
ent advocate  of  trsrlng  to  bring  about 
changes  in  this  system.  I  will  say  to 
the  gentleman  and  for  those  Members 
who  may  be  watching,  you  see,  our  vic- 
tory is  inevitable.  But  it  is  going  to  be 
a  long  road.  The  road  to  change  is  al- 
ways long,  and  it  is  always  rocky,  and 
it  is  always  winding.  But  if  you  stay 
committed  to  principle,  at  the  end  of 
the  day  you  will  have  traveled  up  that 
road  and  you  will  have  success. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  city  cannot  go 
back.  We  are  going  to  be  debating  a 
waiver  program  for  the  State  of  Wis- 
consin where  people  in  Wisconsin  be- 
lieve they  can  design  a  welfare  pro- 
gram better  than  people  in  Washington 
can.  I  mean,  it  is  just  patently  absurd 
to  say:  Oh,  no,  no,  we  are  not  going  to 
let  you.  We  are  not  going  to  let  you  de- 
sign your  program.  You  think  you 
know  how  to  get  people  to  work,  you 
think  you  know  how  to  get  people 
trained?  Do  you  think  you  have  a  solu- 
tion in  Wisconsin  that  we  do  not  have 
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here  in  Washington?  Oh,  no.  no,  we  are 
not  going  to  let  you  do  it. 

That  is  the  kind  of  thing  that  goes  on 
inside  this  town.  You  know,  the  lib- 
erals, the  Washington  liberals.  God 
bless  'em,  they  do  not  believe  people 
can  get  it  right  at  the  end  of  the  day. 
But  the  Washington  liberals,  they  are 
jealously  guarding  our  power.  It  is  not 
theirs.  They  took  it  from  us.  Now  we 
want  it  back,  and  they  do  not  want  to 
give  it  back.  So  we  are  going  to  have  to 
pry  it  out  of  their  hands  and  get  our 
money  back  out  of  their  pockets,  get 
our  money  back  out  of  their  pockets. 
That  is  what  makes  the  fight  so  tough. 
But  frankly,  this  is  the  future.  We  have 
started  the  revolution. 

Frankly,  it  started  with  the  shot 
fired  across  the  bow  on  the  Penny-Ka- 
sich  bill,  which  signaled  to  this  town 
we  are  never  going  to  go  back  to  the 
way  we  were  for  40  years  and  we  are 
going  to  win.  There  is  a  reason  to  be 
uplifted  by  this.  Let  us  just  keep  at  it. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  participating. 

As  the  gentleman  was  talking,  I 
thought  about  when  I  was  elected  in 
1974  to  the  statehouse.  When  I  was  in 
the  statehouse,  we  had  a  law  that  said 
you  could  not  spend  more  than  you 
took  in  in  revenue.  I  see  my  colleague 
from  Michigan  as  well,  and  I  know  that 
he  represented,  was  in  the  statehouse 
as  well.  I  think  he  probably  had  that 
same  kind  of  requirement;  did  he  not? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  I  thank  the 
gentleman.  In  fact,  most  States  have 
the  requirement  of  a  balanced  budget. 
So  it  is  a  shame  that  the  United  States 
that  is  overspending  so  much  and  that 
taxes  so  much  does  not  have  the  same 
kind  of  legal  obligation.  I  guess  the 
gentleman  from  Connecticut.  Mr. 
Shays,  and  I  are  still  hoping  that  the 
Senate  might  be  successful  in  passing 
that  balanced  budget  bill.  Somehow 
something  has  got  to  give  us  the  intes- 
tinal fortitude  to  do  what  is  very  dif- 
ficult to  do,  and  that  is  to  cut  down  on 
some  of  the  spending  in  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Well,  when  I  was  in  the 
statehouse,  I  was  always  amazed  that 
our  Federal  leaders  could  continually 
spend  more  money  than  they  raised  in 
revenues  and  thefr  incredible  reluc- 
tance to  do  it.  I  kept  asking  myself 
how  could  it  happen,  and  I  think  that 
we  have  to  acknowledge  that  the  blame 
was  bipartisan  and  also  shared  with 
Congress  and  the  White  House  as  well. 

I  think  it  is  fafr  to  say  that  some  on 
our  side  of  the  aisle,  the  Republican 
side  of  the  aisle,  did  not  see  a  defense 
program  they  did  not  like  and  were 
quite  willing  to  keep  spending.  And  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  there  was  no 
concern  to  control  the  gigantic  growth 
of  entitlements.  I  notice  that  my  col- 
league may  have  a  pie  chart  that  illus- 
trates that  50  i)ercent  or  more  now  of 
all  that  we  spend  are  entitlements. 

Before  referring  to  the  chart.  I  would 
just    like    to    talk   about    what    that 


means.  It  means  that  half  of  our  budg- 
et we  do  not  even  vote  on  each  and 
every  year.  It  is  one  reason  why  Con- 
gress was  simply  not  getting  a  handle 
on  that  budget  and  the  White  House. 
Almost  50  percent  of  the  budget  was  on 
automatic  pilot.  You  fit  the  title  in 
welfare,  you  get  it.  You  fit  the  title  in 
Medicare,  you  get  it.  You  fit  the  title 
in  Medicaid,  you  get  it.  You  fit  the 
title  on  certain  agricultural  subsidies, 
you  get  it. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  did  not  have  to  vote  in 
each  and  every  year  to  set  priorities 
with  other  priorities.  So  they  just  kept 
growing  and  growing.  I  would  love  to 
yield  to  my  colleague  to  talk  more 
about  this  issue. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  I  think  real- 
ly this  borrowing  has  masked,  it  has 
hidden  the  true  cost  of  government.  If 
we  had  to  pay  this  out  in  taxes,  I  think 
the  American  people  would  say:  "Hey. 
wait  a  minute;  I  earned  that  money;  do 
not  take  so  much  of  it  away  from  me". 

As  we  borrow  and  somehow  we  make 
future  generations  obligated  to  pay  our 
overindulgence.  our  overspending 
today,  somehow  it  is  easy  to  say:  Well, 
somehow  it  will  be  taken  care  of. 

Yes,  this  chart,  this  chart  represents 
the  fact  that  Congress  has  lost  its 
power,  its  constitutional  power,  to  con- 
trol spending.  I  just  want  to  start  out 
with  a  little  white  In  the  pie  chart,  be- 
cause the  white  in  the  pie  chart  rep- 
resents that  part  of  the  budget  that  is 
now  paid  and  expended  just  to  cover 
the  interest  on  the  Federal  debt.  This 
15  percent,  this  15  percent  does  not 
cover  the  Interest  on  what  we  owe  So- 
cial Security  and  the  other  trust  funds 
when  we  borrow  the  surplus  money 
coming  into  those  trust  funds. 

If  we  added  the  Interest  that  is  paid 
by  the  Federal  Govenmient  on  Social 
Security,  for  example,  it  would  amount 
to  an  additional  S90  billion  that  we  are 
paying  in  interest.  That  means  that  in- 
terest is  the  largest  part  of  this  budget. 
But  what  Mr.  Shays  is  suggesting  is 
just  take  a  look  at  the  blue  portion  of 
this  pie  chart.  This  is  what  over  the 
last  40  years,  inch  by  inch  and  step  by 
step,  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
has  said  we  are  going  to  put  on  auto- 
matic pilot  and  give  the  authority  to 
the  President,  whether  or  not  we  con- 
tinue these  spendings. 

So  this  is  the  entitlement  spending, 
the  welfare  spending,  the  AFDC.  aid  to 
families  with  dependent  children,  it  is 
the  food  stamp  spending,  it  is  the  Medi- 
care spending  that  Mr.  Shays  has  be- 
come such  a  leader  in  in  trying  to  get 
a  grip  and  a  handle  on.  It  is  the  Social 
Security  spending. 

By  the  way.  even  on  Social  Security, 
the  unfunded  liability,  or  what  is 
called  the  actuary  debt  on  Social  Secu- 
rity, now  approaches  S4.5  trillion.  Our 
overspending  annvially  is  S5  trillion.  We 
are  in  a  great  deal  of  trouble,  and  we 
have  got  to  start  looking  at  some  of 
these  issues.  We  have  the  other  side 


continue  to  demagogue  and  say:  Look, 
look  at  those  cruel,  mean-spfrited  Re- 
publicans that  are  trying  to  cut  spend- 
ing. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  But  the  bottom  line  to 
this  is  that  each  and  every  year  we 
vote  on  about  a  thfrd  of  the  budget.  We 
do  not  vote  on  the  interest  on  the  na- 
tional debt,  and  we  do  not  vote  on  half 
of  the  budget,  which  are  what  we  call 
entitlements,  that  long  list  that  we 
have  there.  So  we  have  been  trying 
over  a  number  of  years  to  try  to  con- 
trol spending  by  just  looking  at  defense 
and  nondefense,  what  is  spend  out  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  That  is 
right. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  To  our  credit,  that  is  the 
one  area  where  Congress  has  greater 
control  than  the  President.  When  we 
spend  and  appropriate  an  item  and  the 
President  vetoes,  we  get  zero. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Happily. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, it  is  hard  not  to  be  aggressive  when 
talking  about  this  issue.  Even  today  I 
heard  a  Member  of  the  more  liberal 
party  suggest  that  look  at  how  deficits 
have  come  down.  Look  how  they  came 
down  in  1995.  Look  how  they  came 
down  in  1996.  Of  course  what  happened 
is.  when  Republicans  came  into  Con- 
gress January  1,  1995.  the  first  thing  we 
did  was  cut  S13  billion  our  of  the  1995 
budget.  Then  we  set  the  1996  budget. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
jrield,  that  is  the  budget  we  were  al- 
ready in. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  That  was 
the  budget  we  were  already  in.  We  only 
had  6  months  left  or  9  months. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  We  rescinded  certain  ex- 
penditures. In  fact  what  we  did  do,  if  I 
could  be  a  little  more  precise,  we  actu- 
ally cut  S20  billion  from  that  budget, 
but  then  added  Sll  billion  back  that 
the  President  requested  and  would 
have  been  in  the  budget  if  we  had  not 
even  made  the  S20  billion.  We  had  a  net 
savings  of  $9  billion.  But  then  we  had 
the  debate  in  1996  and  the  shutdown  of 
Government. 

We  had  the  shutdown  of  Government 
in  part  because  when  we  gave  the 
President  certain  budgets,  he  vetoed  it. 
We  ended  up  with  zero  and  a  disagree- 
ment on  how  much  we  should  spend. 
Ultimately  we  have  now  a  full  agree- 
ment with  the  President  on  the  1996 
budget,  the  budget  we  are  in  now.  and 
which  will  end  the  end  of  this  Septem- 
ber. The  thing  that  we  need  to  point 
out  is  the  President  wanted  to  spend  S7 
billion  more  than  we  spend  in  1995.  and 
we  ended  spending  S23  billion  less.  We 
ended  up  niaking  a  savings  ultimately 
to  his  plan  of  S30  billion,  S23  billion  of 
actual  reductions  in  this  year  less  than 
we  are  spending,  less  than  we  spent 
last  year. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  I  do  not 
mean  to  brag,  and  I  do  not  mean  to 
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make  a  greater  separation  between  Re- 
publicans and  Democrats.  But  still,  the 
reason  that  the  overspending  is  so  low 
is  because  Republicans  were  very  ag- 
gressive in  what  is  called  the  rescission 
bill  of  reducing  the  1994-95  budget, 
again  in  the  1995-96  budget  with  a  great 
deal  of  frugality  of  making  tough  deci- 
sions. Everybody  should  know  it  is  not 
easy  to  cut  spending.  People  that  have 
gone  to  the  Federal  Government,  to 
the  trough,  if  you  will,  and  become  ac- 
customed to  having  those  Federal  serv- 
ices do  not  like  those  services  cut  out. 
So  it  has  been  easy  for  the  liberals  to 
demagogue  the  issue,  to  say  look  at 
these  mean-spirited  cuts. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  bottom  line  is  we 
now  borrow  20  cents  out  of  each  dollar 
the  Federal  Government  spends,  and 
that  is  too  much  borrowing.  It  is  not 
responsible.  I  think  it  is  immoral  for 
our  kids  and  our  grandkids. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  We  have  had  really  three 
main  objectives.  One  is  to  get  our  fi- 
nancial house  in  order  and  balance  the 
budget.  We  came  forward  with  a  7-year 
plan.  We  actually  have  real  and  abso- 
lute cuts,  absolute  cuts  in  what  we  call 
discretionary  spending.  We  were  going 
to  spend  less  in  some  programs  next 
year  than  we  spent  this  year,  and  we 
spent  less  this  year  than  we  did  in  the 
year  before.  Those  are  true  cuts.  But  in 
50  percent  of  the  budgets,  some  pro- 
grams that  are  very  important  in  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid,  we  are  allowing  for 
significant  increases  in  both  of  those 
programs. 

We  are  just  trying  to  slow  the 
growth.  So  our  first  effort  is  to  get  our 
financial  house  in  order  and  balance 
the  budget.  Our  second  one  is  to  save 
Medicare  from  bankruptcy.  We  are 
going  to  learn  tomorrow  that  the  Medi- 
care plan  fund,  the  Medicare  part  A, 
which  was  to  remain  solvent,  not  bank- 
rupt, remain  solvent  to  the  year  2002 
and  will  actually  probably  become 
bankrupt  maybe  in  the  year  2000,  which 
is  2  years  sooner  than  we  thought. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  mentioned  earlier  that  Social  Se- 
curity has  got  very  serious  problems 
and  that  actuary  debt  or  unfunded  li- 
ability amounts  to  about  $4.5  trillion. 
But  in  Medicare,  it  is  even  more  seri- 
ous than  that.  So  the  promises  that 
past  Congresses  have  made  of  what 
they  are  going  to  do  for  health  care  for 
senior  citizens  is  now  in  a  great  deal  of 
financial  problems.  If  it  is  not  cor- 
rected, we  could  lose  Medicare. 

So  I  would  ask  the  gentleman  from 
Connecticut  just  to  very  briefly  repeat 
some  of  the  fact  that  there  is  not  much 
difference  between  what  the  President 
suggested,  what  the  Republicans  have 
suggested.  So  to  use  this  issue  politi- 
cally by  scolding  Republicans  is  not  a 
£afr  accusation. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Well,  first  off,  it  is  just 
important  that  we  recognize  that  the 
program  is  growing  significantly.  The 
program  is  growing  significantly,  it  is 
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not  being  cut.  On  a  per  person  basis,  we 
are  going  to  allow  it  to  grow  as  it  did 
last  year  from  $4,800  to  $7,000  per  bene- 
ficiary. We  did  it  without  an  increase 
in  the  copayment,  without  an  increase 
in  the  deductibles,  and  without  an  in- 
crease in  the  premium. 

The  premium  will  stay,  except  we  did 
do  something  for  the  wealthiest.  Those 
who  make  over  $100,000  and  are  single 
will  pay  more  in  their  premium.  If  they 
make  over  $150,000  and  they  are  mar- 
ried, they  will  pay  more  in  their  pre- 
mium. So  we  did  say  the  very  wealthy 
should  pay  more.  It  is  not  something 
that  Democrats  like  to  say  that  Repub- 
licans do,  ask  the  wealthiest  to  pay 
more. 

Sometimes  I  have  to  say  sometimes 
Republicans  do  not  like  to  acknowl- 
edge that  we  are  asking  the  wealthiest 
to  pay  more.  But  people  who  are  re- 
ceiving Medicare,  it  is  the  best  buy  in 
town.  Those  who  can  afford  it  should 
pay  more,  and  we  are  asking  the  very 
wealthy  to  pay  more. 

Now,  what  we  are  also  doing  is  we  are 
allowing  for  choice.  We  are  allowing 
for  people  to  get  the  same  opportunity 
that  the  gentleman  from  Michigan,  Mr. 
SMITH,  and  I  have.  I  mean,  we  have 
the  opportunity  to  choose  a  whole  host 
of  different  health  care  plans.  We  are 
not  looking  into  one.  If  we  get  a  more 
expensive  plan,  we  have  to  pay  for 
more  dollars.  We  have  to  still  pay  a 
greater  amount  if  we  get  a  more  expen- 
sive plan.  But  we  are  given  choice.  Mr. 
Speaker,  under  the  traditional  Medi- 
care system,  there  is  no  choice.  It  is  a 
traditional  fee-for-service. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  You  know, 
somebody  asked  me  last  Thursday, 
look,  we  do  not  smoke.  Why  should  we 
pay  more  of  our  taxes,  more  of  our  pre- 
mivmns  for  Medicare  to  cover  the  people 
that  do  not  take  care  of  their  own 
health,  that  smoke,  that  do  otherwise? 
My  reaction  was,  look,  that  is  what  we 
are  trjring  to  do  with  one  of  these  op- 
tions, medical  savings  accounts,  so  the 
people  that  do  take  care  of  themselves 
can  end  up  sharing  some  of  that  sav- 
ings. 

I  think  it  would  be  good  if  the  gen- 
tleman mentioned  some  of  the  options. 
Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  one  of  the 
options  will  be  that  we  will  allow  pri- 
vate care  plans  to  offer  to  seniors  a 
whole  host  of  different  services. 
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They  may  offer  eye  care  or  dental 
care,  they  may  give  a  rebate  on  the  co- 
pasrment  or  the  deductible,  they  may 
give  a  rebate  on  the  premium.  They 
may  even  pay,  because  in  some  areas 
the  cost  of  health  care  is  so  much  less 
than  we  actually  pay  in  Medicare,  they 
may  actually  be  able  to  pay  almost  all 
of  the  Medigap,  pay  all  or  part  of  the 
Medigap,  which  a  lot  of  seniors  pay 
today,  and  they  will  still  make  money 
off  the  plan. 

They  will  be  able  to  give  them  an- 
nual checkups,  which  some  seniors  do 


not  get  now.  Now,  if  a  senior  does  not 
like  it,  they  get  into  the  private  care 
and  they  do  not  like  it,  they  have  24 
months,  each  and  every  month,  2  years 
in  each  and  every  month,  to  get  back 
to  their  fee-for-service  plan. 

So  we  do  not  increase  copayments, 
we  do  not  increase  the  deductible,  we 
do  not  increase  the  premium,  we  give 
seniors  choice. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  And  if  a  per- 
son wants  to  stay  in  exactly  the  same 
program  they  are  in,  they  can  do  that. 
Mr.  SHAYS.  They  can.  And  it  is  not 
like  the  telephone  system,  where  if  you 
were  on  AT&T  and  you  automatically 
find  you  are  with  Sprint  or  MCI,  no, 
you  stay  in  the  plan.  You  stay  in  the 
traditional  fee-for-service.  You  have  to 
ask  to  be  out  and  then  you  can  request 
immediately  to  be  put  back,  and  within 
a  month  you  are  back  in  the  old  plan. 
So  it  is  hard  for  me  to  understand 
why  the  President  vetoed.  The  reason 
he  vetoed  is  he  said  we  were  cutting, 
even  though  the  plan  grew  so  much.  It 
is  true  we  were  able  to  save.  We  were 
able  to  save  the  fund  from  bankruptcy. 
We  had  it  remain  solvent  to  the  year 
2010,  and  we  were  able  to  save  the  tax- 
payers over  $200  billion.  So  it  was  just 
difficult  for  me  to  understand  why  the 
President  would  not  have  accepted  that 

plan.        

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, a  little  while  ago  I  was  reading  at 
my  desk,  and  in  a  letter,  one  of  my 
constituents  in  Michigan  sent  me  this 
application.  She  was  asking  me  is  this 
a  legitimate  organization;  what  are 
they  doing? 

And  what  that  was,  it  had  a  big  sheet 
that  they  were  sending  all  these  senior 
citizens.  They  probably  went  to  the 
driver's  license  bureau  or  someplace 
and  got  this  list  of  names  of  everybody 
over  65,  and  it  says  there  are  some  peo- 
ple in  Washington  that  are  trying  to 
balance  the  budget  on  the  backs  of  the 
health  care  of  senior  citizens.  Send  us 
your  $20  or  $40  and  we  will  work  to  pro- 
tect your  rights. 

You  know,  I  think  that  that  kind  of 
attitude,  that  kind  of  solicitation  to 
take  advantage  of  senior  citizens  to  try 
to  make  more  money  for  whoever,  is 
washed  up,  because  I  think  most  senior 
citizens,  as  they  decide  what  they  want 
to  leave  this  world  with,  I  think  most 
of  them  want  to  leave  their  kids  and 
their  grandkids  and  thefr  great 
grandkids  the  same  kind  of  opportuni- 
ties they  had.  They  do  not  want  to 
keep  sucking  up  on  financial,  to  ask 
the  young  working  people  of  this  coun- 
try to  pay  more  of  thefr  benefits.  They 
are  willing  to  tighten  thefr  belts  just 
like  everybody  else  Is  to  make  sure 
that  Medicare  is  solvent,  that  Social 
Security  is  solvent,  that  this  coimtry 
gets  their  house  in  order  so  we  can 
have  a  continuing  great  America  vnth 
continuing  opportunities. 
That  sounds  a  little  like  a  speech. 
Mr.  SHAYS.  Well,  it  is  a  speech,  but 
it  is  a  very  accurate  speech.  We  are 


June  4,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


12959 


saying  that  last  year  we  spent  $4,800 
per  senior.  It  will  grow  to  72  and  now 
$7,000  in  the  6th  year  from  where  we  are 
today.  That  is  a  significant  increase. 
And  yet  while  seniors  will  still  get  that 
significant  increase,  we  save,  under  our 
new  plan.  $158  billion. 

At  one  time  it  would  have  been  over 
$200  billion,  but  the  President  vetoed 
that  plan.  We  have  a  plan  that  will 
save  $158  billion  to  the  taxpayers.  It 
still  gives  seniors  more,  and  yet  they 
will  contribute  to  helping  save  this 
country  candidly  from  financial  ruin. 

We  talk  about  getting  our  financial 
house  in  order  and  saving  our  trust 
fund.  This  fund  is  a  little  more  nebu- 
lous, but  it  is  something  that  is  very 
near  and  dear  to  me  because  I  believe 
that  is  where  we  probably  have  the  big- 
gest controversy  and  that  is  we  are  try- 
ing to  transform  other  caretaking,  so- 
cial, corporate  and  farming  welfare 
state  into  a  caring  opportunity  society. 

We  want  people  to  be  independent 
and  not  dependent  on  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, and  we  want  them  to  learn 
and  to  grow.  We  are  not  saying  to 
someone  in  an  urban  area,  your  mother 
was  on  crack,  you  did  not  graduate 
from  the  5th  grade,  I  am  sorry,  you  are 
on  your  own.  No,  we  have  to  have  a 
caring,  aggressive  plan  to  help  individ- 
uals, but  it  cannot  be  the  traditional 
handout. 

I  say  this  as  a  moderate  Republican, 
some  might  call  a  moderate  Repub- 
lican a  liberal  Republican,  but  I  think 
I  am  pretty  much  down  the  center  of 
the  political  spectnmi.  I  look  at  a  lot 
of  what  Government  has  done,  and  I 
think  if  we  have  an  honest  debate,  we 
do  see  12-year-olds  having  babies,  we  do 
see  14-year-olds  selling  drugs  and  15- 
year-olds  killing  each  other,  we  do  see 
18-year-olds  who  cannot  read  their  di- 
plomas, we  see  24-year-olds  who  have 
never  had  a  job.  and  frankly  not  be- 
cause a  job  does  not  exist  but  because 
they  have  got  in  their  own  mindset 
that  it  is  a  so-called  deadend  job.  We 
see  30-year-old  grandparents.  That,  to 
me,  is  the  legacy  of  the  welfare  state. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  And  it  is 
sad.  We  talk  about  a  $5  trillion  na- 
tional debt,  but  we  have  spent  $5  tril- 
lion on  the  welfare  program  since  they 
started  in  1965,  and  we  have  been  suc- 
cessful in  transferring  wealth,  but  in 
the  process  somehow  we  have  taken 
away  the  spirit.  With  a  lot  of  people  we 
have  taken  away  thefr  self-respect  by 
sending  them  signals  that  they  are 
often  going  to  be  better  off  not  to  go  to 
work,  not  to  bust  their  gut  trying  to 
help  their  community  and  help  other 
people  and  pay  thefr  fair  share  of  taxes, 
so  they  stay  on  welfare,  and  we  are  now 
in  the  fourth  generation. 

And  we  are  a  humane  society.  We  are 
a  caring  society.  We  want  to  help  peo- 
ple that  are  down  on  their  luck.  But 
people  take  advantage  of  it,  and  not 
only  stay  on  it  for  all  of  thefr  essential 
working  lives  but  then  we  end  up  with 


their  kids  being  on  and  thefr  grandkids 
being  on. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  And  if  my  colleague 
would  just  yield.  I  would  point  out  that 
we  are  also  not  just  talking  about  so- 
cial welfare,  we  are  talking  about  cor- 
porate welfare. 
Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Good  point. 
Mr.  SHAYS.  We  are  talking  about 
writeoffs  that  businesses  have  been 
able  to  get  over  the  last  40  years 
through,  candidly,  this  former  Con- 
gress. They  have  been  able  to  get  a  sig- 
nificant writeoff,  approved  by.  can- 
didly, Republican  presidents,  so  both 
hands  have  been  involved,  where  they 
have  gotten  certain  writeoffs  that  are 
unique  to  them  in  thefr  business  oppor- 
tunity. They  then  become  dependent 
on  what  are  true  writeoffs  and,  in  my 
judgment,  are  nothing  more  than  cor- 
porate welfare.  So  we  are  looking  to 
have  our  Federal  Government  not  have 
so  many  corporate  writeoffs. 

And  while  I  am  probably  on  more 
sensitive  ground,  being  that  the  gen- 
tleman comes  from  a  farming  area.  I 
think  you  would  acknowledge  there  are 
certain  Federal  programs  that  farmers 
have  become  so  dependent  on.  it  has 
changed  thefr  behavior.  It  is  not  like 
they  do  not  work.  They  bust  their  guts. 
But  they  are  working  following  a  Fed- 
eral program  that  sometimes  has  an  in- 
centive not  to  plant  or  to  plant  the 
wrong  things  that  simply  are  costly. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  That  used  to 
be  true.  Now.  we  have  passed  what  is 
called  the  Fair  Agricultural  Act  that 
does  away  with  all  of  those  subsidies. 
Over  the  next  7.  or  6  years  now.  it 
phases  out  all  of  those  Federal  farm 
program  subsidies,  so  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment is  no  longer  managing  that 
farm,  and  individual  farmers  will  have 
the  freedom  to  decide  how  much  of 
what  crop  to  plant. 

I  think  that  is  good.  I  think  the  Fed- 
eral subsidy  programs  have  tended  to 
be  a  disservice  to  agriculture.  We  have 
seen  smaller  family  farms  forced  out  of 
business  because  the  larger  farms  had  a 
greater  advantage  with  those  Federal 
programs. 

So  the  ag  programs  are  phasing  out. 
but  corporate  welfare,  the  lobbyists 
and  the  PAC's  flow  to  that  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  because  just  a  few 
changes  in  the  words,  can  make  mil- 
lions of  dollars  of  difference. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  One  comma,  one  little 
bracket,  taking  out  a  word,  adding  or 
not  can  make  a  difference.  This  Con- 
gress is  looking  to  get  after  all  three 
types  of  welfare,  the  social,  the  cor- 
porate, and  where  it  was  in  the  farm- 
ing. There  are  a  few  programs  still  re- 
maining that  did  not  get  out,  but  a  gi- 
gantic leap  forward,  phased  out  over  7 
years. 

I  would  say  to  the  gentleman  that  I 
had  to  ask  myself  where  have  I  been  a 
constructive  force.  And  I  have  been 
able  to  go  back  over  my  time  in  the 
State  house  and  in  Congress  and  say. 


well,  I  voted  for  this  program,  and  I 
have  been  able  to  feel  good.  But  when 
I  analyze  some,  not  all,  but  some  of 
those  votes.  I  have  had  to  say  I  have 
made  people  more  dependent  rather 
than  less. 

I  have  made  a  practice  in  the  last  4 
years  of  asking  people  who  have  had  to 
pull  themselves  up  by  the  boot  straps 
and  have  succeeded,  why.  And  in  al- 
most every  instance,  it  was  a  father,  a 
mother,  a  brother,  a  sister,  a  school- 
teacher, but  somebody  pushing  them, 
someone  recognizing  that  and  making 
sure  that  individual  knew  that  nobody 
was  going  to  do  it  for  them. 

I  was  thinking,  and,  to  me.  one  of  the 
most  memorable  was  when  I  had  a 
young  woman  come  in.  35  years  old,  a 
doctor,  an  M.D.,  and  she  said  she  was  12 
years  old  when  her  father  passed  away. 
She  had  six  younger  brothers  and  sis- 
ters. She  became  almost  the  second 
mother  in  the  family,  raising,  as  a  12 
year  old,  her  younger  brothers  and  sis- 
ters. But  her  mother  had  one  dream, 
that  they  would  all  get  degrees:  not 
just  college  degrees  but  advanced  de- 
grees. 

There  were  two  doctors  in  that 
group,  there  was  a  psychiatrist,  there 
was,  fortunately,  only  one  lawyer, 
there  was  a  schoolteacher,  and  she  was 
just  there  to  tell  me  that  I  had  a 
dream,  we  moved  forward,  and  no  one 
gave  me.  We  worked  for  it.  Her  mother 
was  a  schoolteacher,  with  not  a  lot  of 
income,  and  obviously  she  turned  to  a 
lot  of  different  sources  for  help.  But 
she  made  sure  that  each  of  her  children 
knew  they  had  to  do  it  on  their  own. 

Which  gets  me  to  a  kind  of  wonderful 
quote  that  Ann  Landers  said,  and  it 
was  in  my  calendar.  You  have  seen 
these  calendars  that  have  the  quote  of 
the  day.  My  dad,  when  he  used  to  work 
in  New  York,  would  come  home,  when 
I  was  a  young  kid,  and  give  me  dif- 
ferent quotes  from  the  newspaper,  and 
sometimes  Ann  Landers  would  show 
up.  And  she  said,  "In  the  final  analysis, 
it  is  not  what  you  do  for  your  children, 
but  what  you  have  taught  them  to  do 
for  themselves  that  will  make  them 
successful  human  beings." 

I  see  this  and  I  think  about  that,  and 
I  think  about  the  march  on  Washing- 
ton. One,  we  cannot  burden  our  chil- 
dren with  tremendous  debt;  but,  sec- 
ond, we  have  to  have  those  kind  of  gov- 
ernment programs  that  teach  them 
what  to  do  for  themselves. 

Government  does  have  an  active  role. 
I  would  like  to  think  more  State  and 
local  government  and  less  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, with  a  one-size-fits-all  men- 
tality. The  government  does  have  a 
role,  but  it  has  to  be  a  role,  not  to  give 
a  hand-out,  but  to  really  teach  people. 
I  think,  as  my  colleague  wants  to,  if 
we  want  to  have  English  be  a  primary 
langiiage  in  this  country,  we  have  to, 
as  colleagues,  recognize  and  make  sure 
that  there  is  no  American  who  is  miss- 
ing the  opportunity,  and  no  alien  who 
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is  a  resident  here  who  is  missing:  the 
opportunity  to  learn  how  to  speak 
English.  We  may  have  our  feelings 
about  bilingual  programs,  but  there 
has  to  be  that  alternative,  I  would  just 
say  to  my  colleague,  and  I  am  happy  to 

yield.       

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  It  seems  to 
me  we  need  to  remind  ourselves  what 
made  the  United  States  of  America  so 
great,  and  that  was  the  concept  that 
the  people  that  worked  hard,  that  real- 
ly tried,  that  invested,  that  took 
chances,  that  got  up  every  morning 
when  they  did  not  feel  like  it  and  went 
to  work  and  produced,  were  better  off 
than  the  people  that  do  not. 

Now  we  are  moving  into  sort  of  a 
gray  area  where  often  the  individuals 
on  some  of  the  welfare  programs  are 
better  off  than  working  poor.  That  can- 
not be  the  formula  for  a  successful 
America.  We  have  to  get  back  to  the 
concept  that  those  who  are  trsring 
every  day,  that  are  working  hard,  that 
are  striving  to  make  their  family  and 
their  kids  more  independent  and  more 
successful,  by  encouraging  them  when 
they  come  home  every  night,  are  the 
people  that  are  going  to  make  the  fu- 
ture of  America  and  make  it  greater. 

We  cannot  continue  to  rely,  as  an 
aging  industry,  on  increasing  taxes  on 
business  and  individuals  as  a  way  for 
government  to  have  more  funds  to 
make  it  right  for  everybody  else.  We 
have  to  have  the  kind  of  policy  that  en- 
courages those  individuals  to  be  more 
responsible  for  their  own  destiny. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  I  do  not  know  how  we  do 
that,  though,  unless  we  get  our  finan- 
cial base  on  a  firm  foundation. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Absolutely. 
That  has  to  be  the  first  step. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  So  we  have  to  get  our  fi- 
nancial house  in  order  and  balance  that 
budget  as  the  foundation.  Not  as  the 
solution,  but  as  the  foundation  for  then 
saving  our  trust  funds,  which  are  obvi- 
ously related  to  the  first  issue,  but 
then,  ultimately,  transforming  this 
caretaking,  social,  and  corporate  wel- 
fare state  into  a  caring,  into  a  very 
caring  opportunity  society. 

Instead  of  taking  this  pie  and  decid- 
ing how  we  divide  up  limited  resources, 
what  can  we  do  to  grow  this  economy. 
And  that  clearly  is  a  very  important 
element  to  the  last  part  of  our  plan, 
and  that  is  beside  just  getting  our  fi- 
nancial house  in  order  to  have  certain 
tax  incentives  to  encourage  growth  in 
this  economy. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  And  I  think 
the  people  that  talk  about  or  advocate 
a  flat  tax  or  a  consumption  tax  or  a 
value  added  tax  or  a  national  sales  tax 
are  not  saying  that,  look,  this  is  the 
golden  way  to  have  a  successful  tax, 
they  are  saying,  look,  the  tax  system 
we  have  now  is  failing  us.  We  are  penal- 
izing investment,  we  are  penalizing 
savings,  we  are  discouraging  businesses 
from  exi>anding  and  creating  more  and 
better  jobs  by  putting  more  and  better 
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tools  and  facilities  in  the  hands  of  the 
greatest  work  force  in  the  world,  which 
is  the  American  work  force. 

Somehow,  in  our  look-see  to  chang- 
ing our  tax  system,  it  has  to  be  an  ad- 
mission, an  acknowledgment  that  what 
we  have  now,  that  has  been  written 
many  times  over  by  the  special  inter- 
est lobbyists  and  their  huge  PAC  con- 
tributions to  candidates  for  office,  has 
ended  up  being  not  what  is  good  for  the 
future  of  America. 

D  1800 

So  I  think  it  is  important  that  we  do 
exactly  what  you  are  suggesting,  Mr. 
Shays,  that  we  have  the  kind  of  tax 
policy  changes  that  encourages  sav- 
ings, that  encourages  investment. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  And  encourage  people  to 
pay  their  taxes.  It  is  estimated  we 
could  lose  almost  $100  billion  in  reve- 
nue, one,  because  it  is  not  simple 
enough  and,  second,  that  people  simply 
have  found  a  whole  host  of  ways  to 
avoid  paying  taxes  in  the  course  of  try- 
ing to  do  what  they  think  are  legiti- 
mate or  maybe  not  legitimate  write- 
offs. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  There  are  so 
many  loopholes  and  so  many  corporate 
tax  breaks  that  probably  should  not  be 
there  that  it  justifies  a  whole  new  look 
at  our  tax  system. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  I  would  like  to  spend  the 
last  5  minutes  and  just  summarize 
what  we  are  trying  to  do. 

We  are  trsring  to  do  what  Prime  Min- 
ister Itzhak  Rabin  said.  We  are  elected 
by  adults  to  represent  the  children,  and 
we  are  trying  to  get  our  financial 
house  in  order  and  balance  the  Federal 
budget.  We  are  trying  to  save  our  trust 
funds  from  bankruptcy,  particularly 
Medicare.  And  we  are  trying  to  trans- 
form our  caretaking,  social,  corporate 
and  farming  welfare  state  into  an  op- 
portunity society.  We  do  that  by  allow- 
ing our  spending  to  grow. 

We  allow  it  to  grow  20  percent  more 
each  year,  20  percent  or  more  in  the 
next  6  years  as  opposed  to  the  last  6 
years,  20  percent  more,  from  8.7  billion 
to  10.4  billion.  We  do  it  by  allowing  the 
student  loan  program  not  to  cut  but  to 
grow  from  26  billion  to  37  billion,  a  42- 
percent  increase. 

We  take  the  earned  income  tax  cred- 
it, which  is  an  expenditure  made  by 
taxpayers  to  the  working  poor  where 
they  actually  receive  money  rather 
than  pay  taxes,  and  that  program  over 
the  last  6  years  we  spent  109  billion.  We 
are  going  to  spend  155  billion  under  our 
6-year  plan.  Under  welfare  spending 
over  the  last  6  years  we  have  si)ent  441 
billion.  In  the  next  6  years  we  will 
spend  30  percent  more;  we  will  spend 
575  billion. 

In  Medicaid  we  will  grow  from  463  bil- 
lion over  the  last  6  years  to  731  billion. 
We  are  going  to  spend  58  percent  more 
in  the  next  6  years  under  Medicaid, 
which  is  health  care  for  the  poor  and 
nursing  care  for  the  elderly. 


Then  we  are  going  to  deal  with  Med- 
icaid, Medicaid  spending,  which  grows 
from  463  to  731,  just  to  point  out  that 
our  numbers  are  not  that  different 
than  what  the  President's  numbers  are, 
except  we  want  to  allow  for  more  flexi- 
bility on  the  State  and  local  level 
vmder  this  plan  and  not  have  a  one- 
size-fits-all  Medicaid  plan  done  by  the 
Federal  Government. 

Medicare  is  going  bankrupt.  It  is 
going  to  be  highlighted  tomorrow  when 
the  trustees  report  that  Medicare  part 
B,  the  money  we  pay  in  our  iJayroU  tax, 
we  will  run  out  of  money  potentially 
by  the  year  2000,  rather  than  what  we 
originally  thought,  the  year  2002.  We 
had  a  plan  to  save  Medicare  until  the 
year  2010  and  the  President  vetoed  it 
last  year.  Our  new  plan  will  not  stretch 
it  out  entirely  to  the  year  2010  but 
close  to  it.  We  spent  in  the  last  6  years 
920  billion;  in  the  next  6  years  we  are 
going  to  spend  1.4  trillion,  a  61-percent 
additional  expenditure  in  dollars. 

In  Medicare  premiunfis  we  are  going 
to  grow  from  5200  this  year  to  7000. 
Last  year  they  were  4800.  So  we  are  al- 
lowing this  plan  to  grow  per  bene- 
ficiary and  we  do  it  without  increasing 
the  copayment,  without  increasing  the 
deductible,  without  increasing  the  pre- 
mium. We  give  seniors  choice.  We  do 
ask  the  seniors  who  are  the  wealthiest, 
making  over  100,000  plus,  to  pay  more 
of  thefr  Medicare  part  B  premium.  But 
for  all  other  seniors  the  program  re- 
mains the  same,  no  increase  in  copay- 
ment, deduction  or  premium,  and  we 
give  them  extensive  choice. 

With  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  say  that  I  am  absolutely  convinced 
that  this  Congress  is  on  the  right 
track,  trsrlng  to  get  our  financial  house 
in  order,  trying  to  balance  the  Federal 
budget,  trying  to  save  our  trust  funds 
and  trying  to  transform  this  social  and 
corporate  welfare  state  into  a  truly 
caring  opportunity  society. 


SAFETY  NET  FOR  CHILDREN 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Owens]  is 
recognized  for  60  minutes. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  begin  by  congratulating  the 
Children's  Defense  Fund  and  Marian 
Wright  Edelman  and  all  of  the  other 
sponsors  of  Stand  for  Children  which 
took  place  here  in  Washington  last 
Saturday,  June  1. 

They  came  from  all  over,  all  parts  of 
the  Nation.  They  came  from  every  eth- 
nic group,  every  religion,  every  race, 
they  were  all  together,  children  and 
families,  making  it  clear  that  in  Amer- 
ica the  great  caring  majority  stands 
for  children  and  American  policies. 
Government  policies  at  this  point  in 
our  Nation's  history  reflect  this  fact. 
They  reflect  the  fact  that  this  Nation 
stands  for  children.  The  policies  of  the 
Government  stand  for  children. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  the  problem  that  they 
did  not  talk  very  much  about  on  Satur- 
day is  the  problem  of  the  present  at- 
tempt to  change  those  government 
policies,  to  turn  our  policies  around 
and  make  this  a  Nation  whose  policies 
are  hostile  toward  families  and  chil- 
dren. 

In  contrast  to  the  Stand  for  Children 
that  was  taking  place  in  Washington 
here,  more  than  200,000  people  by  the 
official  estimates,  in  contrast  to  that 
Stand  for  Children,  let  us  consider  for 
a  moment  the  problem  of  Brazil  and 
Colombia,  where  large  numbers  of  chil- 
dren are  being  found  dead  in  the  streets 
every  day.  They  are  being  found  dead 
as  a  result  of  being  shot  the  night  be- 
fore. They  are  killing  children  in 
Brazil.  They  are  killing  children  in  Co- 
lombia. They  are  killing  children  in 
certain  other  South  American  coun- 
tries. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  mean  child 
abuse  in  the  usual  sense.  There  is  a 
high  degree  of  child  abuse  in  these  na- 
tions, but  there  is  a  phenomenon  which 
we  have  not  yet  experienced  in  Amer- 
ica. That  is  they  are  shooting  children 
at  night,  and  you  find  the  dead  bodies 
the  next  day.  The  elite  classes  of  Brazil 
and  Colombia  and  certain  other  South 
American  countries  are  the  classes  of 
people  that  are  envied  by  our  Repub- 
lican majority  here  in  this  country. 

We  have  an  elitist  philosophy  driving 
an  attempt  by  the  Republican  majority 
to  change  the  policies  that  have  an  im- 
pact on  children.  The  previous  speakers 
talked  about  they  were  not  cutting 
school  lunch  programs  because  after  all 
the  figures,  the  numbers  will  show  that 
there  is  an  increase  in  the  numbers 
over  the  years.  They  do  not  tell  you 
that  the  number  of  children  will  in- 
crease faster  than  the  dollars  that  they 
have  put  in  the  budget  will  increase.  If 
you  did  a  simple  mathematical  calcula- 
tion of  dividing  the  number  of  children 
into  the  number  of  dollars  available, 
you  will  see  that  the  amount  of  dollars 
available,  you  will  see  that  the  amount 
of  dollars  per  child  will  go  down  as  a 
result  of  the  cuts  that  they  are  propos- 
ing. 

They  are  also  taking  out  large  blocks 
of  children  and  saying  that  immigrant 
children  shall  not  be  served  and  we  are 
going  to  just  leave  them  on  their  own. 
We  are  going  to  leave  them  to  fend  for 
themselves.  So  the  contrast  is  very  im- 
portant, to  take  into  consideration  the 
fact  that  in  this  Nation  at  this  point  in 
history,  the  majority  of  Americans 
still  stand  for  children.  They  stand  for 
children  regardless  of  what  the  Repub- 
lican majority  in  the  Congress  right 
now  is  trsring  to  do. 

They  are  going  to  reject  the  attempts 
wholesale  to  change  the  policies  which 
favor  children  and  Camilies.  They  are 
going  to  reject  it  in  November,  but  in 
the  meantime  we  have  a  serious  prob- 
lem of  trsrlng  to  beat  back  the  threats 
to  the  policies  and  the  programs  in  our 
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Government 
and  children. 

There  are  three  examples  I  would 
like  for  you  to  consider.  Consider  the 
fact  that  in  America  we  do  stand  for 
children.  Still  our  Government  policies 
are  favorable  to  children  and  families. 
In  Brazil,  Colombia  and  certain  other 
South  American  countries,  they  do  not 
have  the  safety  net  for  families  and  for 
children,  so  they  have  gone  in  the  op- 
posite direction. 

They  have  created  so  many  problems 
with  families  and  children  that  large 
numbers  of  children  roam  the  streets 
day  and  night,  and  they  have  begun  to 
hate  those  children.  They  have  begim 
to  demonlze  those  children.  They  are 
wiping  out  those  children  at  night 
through  vigilante  groups.  Many  groups 
involved  are  even  considered  to  be 
close  to  the  police,  or  in  a  few  exam- 
ples the  police  themselves  have  been 
accused  of  murdering  children  at  night. 

These  childi-en  become  a  nuisance  be- 
cause they  steal  in  the  daytime.  They 
obstruct  the  beauty  of  the  sidewalks. 
They  do  a  lot  of  things  which  make 
people  very  upset  with  them.  Society 
will  not  deal  with  them  in  a  rational 
way.  Society  will  not  provide  programs 
which  will  guarantee  that  they  have  a 
decent  home  or  decent  meal,  school 
lunches,  will  not  guarantee  that  they 
have  some  safety  net  so  that  families 
are  not  thrown  into  the  streets,  that 
society  ends  up  at  the  other  extreme, 
exterminating  children,  large  numbers 
of  children  are  being  killed. 

Contrast  the  societies  of  the  industri- 
alized nations  that  the  United  States  is 
in  economic  competition  with.  Brazil, 
not  Brazil,  Italy,  England,  France.  Ger- 
many, those  societies  have  safety  nets 
which  are  far  greater  than  any  safety 
nets  that  we  have  here  in  America. 
They  treat  children  far  better.  Recent 
articles  in  the  newspaper,  the  New 
York  Times  talked  about  in  Italy  the 
mothers  under  the  provisions  which 
allow  family  leave  have  abused  it  to 
the  point  where  certain  mothers  have 
stayed  ofi'  a  whole  year  from  work  and 
gotten  paid.  That  was  an  example  of 
abuse.  But  then  they  described  the 
kinds  of  programs  that  they  have  for 
family  leave  in  a  country  like  Italy. 
They  showed  how  a  person  who  wanted 
to  abuse  the  system  could  do  that. 
What  they  were  saying  is  that  there  is 
a  very  strong  fajnily  net  there  for  peo- 
ple who  have  children. 

In  this  country,  which  has  a  gross  na- 
tional product  which  is  smaller  than 
ours,  Italy  is  not  a  rich  industrialized 
nation,  as  rich  as  the  United  States, 
but  in  Italy  they  have  policies  for  fami- 
lies which  are  far  better.  In  France, 
they  are  always  citing  the  day  care 
programs  in  France,  unparalleled,  no 
parallel  programs  anywhere  in  the 
world  to  the  kind  of  day  care  programs 
they  provide  in  France. 

In  Germany,  the  programs  for  work- 
ers that  allow  vacations  and  sick  leave 


and  so  forth  are  unparalleled  in  terms 
of  any  workers  anywhere  in  the  world. 
So  on  the  one  hand  you  have  families 
and  children  in  certain  industrialized 
nations  who  are  far  better  off  and  sup- 
ported far  more  by  the  government  and 
the  country  as  a  whole  than  we  have  in 
this  country. 

On  the  other  hand,  you  have  the 
other  extreme,  the  elite  minorities  of 
South  America,  the  rich  leadership  of 
South  America  who  are  envied  by  the 
elite  minority  here  in  this  country. 
They  do  not  pay  very  much  taxes.  They 
are  not  bothered  with  the  nuisance  of 
taxes.  You  have  billionaires  in  South 
America  who  are  scot-free  from  respon- 
sibilities of  trying  to  guarantee  that 
there  is  a  saiety  net  for  children  and 
families,  and  our  Republican  majority 
here  wants  to  create  a  situation  for  our 
elite  minority  to  have  a  similar  situa- 
tion. They  want  more  and  more  advan- 
tages for  the  rich,  less  and  less  taxes, 
less  and  less  disturbing  thefr  abilities 
to  make  maximum  number  of  dollars 
in  profits. 

Ill  South  America  they  do  not  have 
environmental  laws.  They  do  not  have 
a  number  of  things  which  force  our  cor- 
porations and  businesses  to  act  in  a 
more  humane  way.  ways  which  are  sup- 
portive of  life  in  general  and  of  fami- 
lies and  of  children.  So  they  have  gone 
to  the  extreme  in  places  like  Brazil  and 
Colombia. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  are  at  least  in 
the  middle.  We  have  some  safety  net 
programs.  Right  now  we  are  at  a  criti- 
cal point  in  our  history  where  a  Repub- 
lican majority  in  control  of  the  Con- 
gress is  striving  to  try  to  eliminate 
those  safety  net  prograins. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  going  to  talk  in  a 
little  while  about  specific  examples  of 
programs  for  children  that  the  Repub- 
lican majority  has  attempted  to  elimi- 
nate, programs  for  families  that  the 
Republican  majority  is  attempting  to 
eraidicate  at  this  very  moment.  One  of 
the  most  important  programs  of  course 
is  Medicaid,  the  Medicaid  entitlement. 
Families  will  be  hurt  a  great  deal  if  the 
program  passed  by  the  Republican  ma- 
jority in  this  House  were  to  be  signed 
into  law. 

Last  Thursday  there  was  another 
program,  the  reauthorization  of  IDEA. 
the  Individuals  with  Disabilities  Edu- 
cation Act.  That.  too.  was  under  the 
hammer  by  the  Republican  majority. 
They  are  chipping  away  at  that  pro- 
gram now  and  creating  a  situation 
where  it  is  possible  that  the  Federal 
Government  may  pull  out  of  its  sup- 
port for  children  with  disabilities,  the 
education,  completely.  I  will  talk  more 
about  that  later. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  just  go  for  a  mo- 
ment to  some  clippings  related  to 
Brazil.  I  want  to  make  the  point  clear 
here  that,  if  a  society  takes  the  route 
of  accepting  no  responsibility  for  the 
poor  families  within  that  society,  the 
society    takes    the    route    that    it    is 
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against  minimum  wage.  So  those  who 
are  working  cannot  earn  a  decent  liv- 
ing and  then  takes  the  route  that  those 
who  are  not,  those  who  cannot  find  jobs 
and  are  on  unemployment  do  not  de- 
serve any  help  from  government.  If  it 
takes  the  route  of  cutting  back  on  job 
training  programs  as  all  of  these  routes 
taken  by  the  Republican  majority  here 
in  this  Congress,  you  take  that  route, 
you  are  eventually  going  to  end  up  in  a 
situation  where  the  children  are  de- 
monized  and  hated  because  they  are 
running  out  there  without  any  support. 
Families  cannot  keep  them  at  home. 
Families  cannot  keep  them.  Families 
cannot  house  them.  Families  cannot 
clothe  them.  So  they  are  on  the  street. 

D  1815 

Where  do  they  go  if  not  onto  the 
streets?  And  once  they  are  on  the 
streets,  they  become  scum  in  the  eyes 
of  the  general  population.  It  is  not  sur- 
prising that  it  is  the  police  that  some- 
times end  up  being  involved  in  trying 
to  eradicate  these  children. 

These  are  not  my  words.  Let  me  just 
Quote  from  a  story  that  appeared,  a 
United  Press  International  story,  on 
April  25,  1995.  I  use  this  story  because 
it  is  an  example  of  a  situation  where 
they  caught,  for  the  first  time  they 
caught  some  of  the  people  who  were 
doing  the  eradication  of  children.  Chil- 
dren have  been  dying,  being  shot,  like 
flies.  You  know,  they  have  been  dying 
in  large  numbers  and  being  found  on 
the  street  dead,  shot  in  large  numbers, 
and  nobody  has  been  held  responsible. 
This  is  the  one  example  where  there 
was  a  witness,  and  they  actually  ar- 
rested people,  and  a  trial  was  taking 
place  last  April  related  to  the  killing 
of  these  children. 

Let  me  just  read  from  the  United 
Press  International  article  of  April  25, 
1996.  A  former  military  police  agent  in 
Brazil  confessed  Thursday  to  his  part 
in  the  1993  killings  of  eight  street  chil- 
dren as  they  slept  outside  the 
Candelaria  Church  in  Rio  de  Janeiro 
and  said  people  scheduled  to  go  on  trial 
are  innocent.  The  police  agent  was  one 
of  those  accused,  and  as  he  came  up  for 
trial,  he  confessed,  but  he  said  certain 
other  people  that  were  accused  were 
not  innocent. 

The  important  thing  about  this  is 
that  the  prosecutor,  Jose  Mulnos 
Pineiro,  said  that  this  trial  was  the 
first  ever  in  the  case  of  the  killing  of 
street  children,  and  the  trial  was  to 
begin  as  planned,  and  it  would  be  a 
landnoark  in  Brazil,  although  for  years 
they  have  been  finding  children  shot  in 
the  streets  in  the  morning,  and  nobody 
has  ever  been  punished.  So  this  was  the 
first  case. 

Mr.  Santos,  who  was  a  former  police- 
man, confessed,  said  he  decided  to  con- 
fess because  of  conflicts  of  conscience, 
conflicts  of  conscience.  The  witness 
who  identified  Mr.  Santos  and  the  oth- 
ers is  a  boy  named  Wagner  dos  Santos, 
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and  Wagner  dos  Santos,  the  little  child 
who  identified  the  assailant,  the  assas- 
sins, has  suffered  two  assassination  at- 
tempts since  the  time  he  identified 
them  and  the  time  of  the  trial.  He  has 
been  so  threatened  that  he  had  to  be 
moved  to  Switzerland  and  kept  there 
between  the  time  of  the  assassinations 
of  the  children  and  the  time  of  the 
triad;  the  only  trial  being  held;  only 
time  they  have  caught  the  killers  of 
children  in  the  streets  of  Brazil. 

Now,  am  I  exaggerating  the  situa- 
tion? Here  is  another  article  dated  Oc- 
tober 12.  1995  from  Inter  Press  Service, 
and  it  states  that  a  study,  according  to 
the  article,  a  study  by  the  United  Na- 
tions Children's  Fund,  UNICEF,  re- 
ported that  Colombia's  average  of  2,219 
child  killings  each  year  now  outstrips 
the  more  notorious  death  by  violence 
of  children  in  Brazil,  where  the  figure 
was  1,533  annually. 

Now,  I  am  not  talking  about  child 
abuse.  I  am  not  talking  about  child 
deaths  as  a  result  of  neglect.  We  are 
talking  about  children  being  shot  in 
the  streets,  children  being  shot  like 
rats. 

The  Colombian  city  with  the  highest 
children's  death  rate  in  Medellin,  with 
64  children  murdered  for  every  100,000 
inhabitants.  The  city  of  Call,  the  third 
largest  city,  has  13  deaths  per  100,000 
children.  We  know  some  of  these  names 
because  they  are  drug  centers  in  Co- 
lumbia. In  the  capital  of  Colombia,  Bo- 
gota, they  have  a  better  record:  Eight 
children  die  violently  each  year  per 
100.000  inhabitants. 

Now,  I  quote  these  statistics  to  let 
you  know,  you  know,  in  a  civilized  so- 
ciety, and  these  are  civilized  societies, 
they  are  quasi-democracies  in  some 
cases,  but  the  situation  has  deterio- 
rated to  the  point  where  instead  of 
standing  for  children,  the  citizens 
stand  against  children,  enough  of  them 
stand  against  children  to  allow  this  to 
go  on  day  in  and  day  out,  night  in  and 
night  out,  and  the  children  are  picked 
up  in  the  morning  like  rats,  dead  rats. 
Human  Rights  Watch  stopped  short 
of  describing  the  widespread  murder  of 
street  children  as  government  policy, 
but  it  did  state  that  the  police  agents 
are  involved  in  a  broad  range  of  abuse 
against  minors,  including  torture,  cor- 
poral punishment  and  widespread 
killings.  Human  Rights  narrated  the 
story  of  Frankie,  a  Bogota  street  ur- 
chin who  had  managed  to  escape  three 
social  cleansing  operations.  It  also  dis- 
cussed the  case  of  Andres,  a  child  pros- 
titute who,  according  to  three  friends, 
was  taken  out  of  the  center  when  he 
was  working  by  three  armed  men 
dressed  in  police  uniforms,  and  several 
days  later  this  body  was  found  on  the 
outskfrts  of  Bogota. 

The  report  notes  that  the  most  ex- 
treme attack  took  place  November  15, 
1992,  when  eight  children  and  one  adult 
who  were  members  of  a  community 
group  were  murdered  in  Villatlna,  a 


marginal  barrio  of  Medellin,  in  the 
northwest  of  Colombia.  According  to 
witnesses,  the  youths  were  gathered  at 
night  on  a  street  comer  in  the  barrio 
when  12  men  in  three  vehicles  ap- 
proached and  demanded  that  they  lie 
on  the  ground,  and  opened  fire  on 
them. 

One  of  the  victims  reportedly  man- 
aged to  tell  his  mother  before  dying 
that  he  recognized  his  killer  as  a  mem- 
ber of  the  judicial  police.  One  human 
rights  organization  linked  the 
Villatlna  massacre  to  the  deaths  of  two 
police  officers  the  same  day  and  said 
that  because  those  police  officers  had 
been  killed,  they  were  out  to  get  re- 
venge on  the  children  before  this  mas- 
sacre took  place. 

Now,  I  only  mentioned  police  and 
make  a  point  about  police  because  po- 
lice are  an  agent  of  government.  Police 
are  the  front  line  of  what  people  really 
want.  And  when  societies  have  degen- 
erated to  the  point  where  they  are  kill- 
ing children  and  policemen  are  in- 
volved or  tiiming  their  back,  refuse  to 
investigate,  then  you  know  that  the  so- 
ciety is  culpable.  It  is  not  something 
out  there  on  the  outskirts,  on  the  edges 
of  society,  taking  place  that  does  not 
have  approval  from  a  large  number  of 
citizens. 

You  know  Daniel  Goldhagen  has 
written  a  book  called  "Hitler's  Willing 
Executioners,"  and  in  the  book,  "Hit- 
ler's Willing  Executioners,"  Daniel 
Goldhagen  says  that  what  Hitler  did 
could  not  have  happened  if  the  Nazis 
had  not  taken  over  the  government. 
They  had  control  of  the  government, 
and  they  had  power  over  people,  but 
the  extent  to  which  the  mass  murders 
occurred,  the  massacre  of  6  million 
Jewish  people  occurred,  they  also  had 
to  have  a  willing  population,  and  that 
too  many  people  in  the  German  popu- 
lation cooperated  because  they  had 
come  to  the  point  where  they  demon- 
ized  Jewish  people  and  saw  them  as 
subhimmn,  and  because  they  saw  them 
as  subhuman,  they  could  participate  in 
these  outrageous  acts  without  any  con- 
science. 

When  a  society  reaches  the  point 
where  frustrations  and  failure  of  gov- 
ernment and  failure  of  Institutions  is 
such  that  children  become  a  nuisance, 
a  threat,  and  the  society  begins  to  de- 
monize  its  children,  then  they  can  do 
unspeakable  things  to  its  children,  like 
murder  them  in  the  streets  like  rats. 

Mr.  Goldhagen  also  makes  some  ref- 
erences to  slavery.  Slavery  took  place 
in  a  situation  where  large  numbers  of 
human  beings  were  treated  in  a  out- 
rageous subhuman,  criminal  manner 
for  232  years  in  America.  Slavery  in 
South  America  lasted  longer.  Slavery 
in  South  America  was  more  brutal. 
Slavery  in  South  America  did  not  have 
the  constriction  of  early  laws  which 
forbade  the  import  of  slaves,  so  for  a 
much  longer  time  in  South  America 
they  were  importing  slaves.  And  South 
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America  was  much  more  brutal  in  the 
treatment  of  its  slaves  because  they 
were  expendable,  they  did  not  try  to 
keep  their  property  alive  the  way  the 
American  slave  owners  did.  they  did 
not  set  up  breeding  farms  and  try  to 
breed  slaves  and  take  care  of  female 
slaves  because  they  were  valuable  prop- 
erty. In  South  America  they  had  an  ac- 
cess to  large  numbers  of  incoming 
slaves,  and  the  tradition  was  they  just 
worked  them  until  they  worked  them 
to  death.  The  brutality  was  so  much 
greater  and  the  heritage  of  that  brutal- 
ity probably  has  something  to  do  with 
the  fact  that  they  are  shooting  chil- 
dren down  in  the  streets  of  certain 
South  American  countries  right  now. 

I  might  add.  my  colleagues,  that  in 
these  South  American  countries  there 
is  a  black  population.  Colombia  has.  I 
learned  on  the  radio  this  morning,  6 
million,  at  least  6  million,  people  who 
are  of  African  descent.  In  Brazil  at 
least  half  of  the  people  in  Brazil  are  of 
African  descent,  and  probably,  if  you 
use  the  general  yardstick  that  is  ap- 
plied in  America  that  if  you  have  one 
drop  of  African  blood  you  are  of  Afri- 
can decent,  the  majority  of  people  in 
Brazil  are  of  African  descent. 

The  children  who  are  shot  down  in 
the  streets  are  usually  black  or  mixed 
children  in  the  streets  of  Colombia;  it 
is  the  black  and  the  mixed  children 
who  are  being  murdered  in  the  streets 
of  Brazil  because  they  are  the  bottom 
of  the  economic  ladder,  they  are  the 
despised  ones  who  have  no  safety  net, 
there  is  no  welfare  program,  there  is  no 
school  lunch  program,  there  is  no  Med- 
icaid, there  is  no  program  for  children 
with  disabilities.  So  they  are  thrown 
into  the  streets. 

This  is  my  introduction  to  my  dis- 
cussion of  the  Stand  For  Children.  I  ap- 
plaud the  Stand  For  Children  because 
it  says  a  lot  about  where  the  majority 
of  Americans  are  at  this  point. 

There  was  one  thing  that  happened 
with  Stand  For  Children  that  disturbed 
me.  Marian  Wright  Edelman,  who  is 
the  organizer  of  this  Stand  For  Chil- 
dren, on  last  Saturday  did  a  brilliant 
job,  and  we  all  know  Marian  Wright 
Edelman  on  the  Hill  very  well.  Repub- 
licans and  Democrats  are  familiar  with 
the  work  of  the  Children's  Defense 
Fund,  and  they  have  done  a  great  job, 
and  they  are  very  knowledgeable  about 
the  political  process.  They  are  non- 
partisan, and  sometimes  they  have  ap- 
pealed to  us  to  act  in  a  bipartisan  way, 
but  they  are  political.  I  was  disturbed 
in  Marian  Wright  Edelman's  final 
speech,  her  closing  speech  on  Saturday 
when  she  said  to  people,  "Go  back 
home,"  and  she  asked  them  to  follow 
God.  "Don't  follow  politicians,  follow 
God." 

Now,  by  all  means  they  should  follow 
God.  But  I  wonder  why  she  had  to  say 
do  not  follow  i>oliticlans.  It  struck  me 
as  strange  and  sounded  dangerous  be- 
cause in  my  community  I  have  had  a 


problem  with  people  putting  down  poli- 
ticians, not  wanting  to  get  involved  in 
the  political  process,  not  even  bother- 
ing to  go  out  and  vote  because  they  are 
so  fed  up  with  following  politicians, 
they  are  fed  up  with  the  political  proc- 
ess, they  do  not  participate,  and  there- 
fore the  people  who  do  participate  and 
those  who  have  the  power  are  making 
rules  and  laws  which  are  very  much  to 
the  detriment  of  those  people.  "Don't 
follow  the  politicians." 

You  know  it  is  strange  in  many  ways 
because  it  lets  all  of  us  off  the  hook. 
All  politicians.  Members  of  Congress, 
city  council  members,  members  of 
State  legislatures,  you  are  off  the  hook 
if  you  do  not  have  responsibility  for 
children  because  we  have  been  told,  the 
people  have  been  told,  not  to  follow  us. 

I  do  not  think  Marian  Wright 
Edelman  meant  this  at  all:  I  am  posi- 
tive she  did  not.  because  nobody  has 
more  political  sophistication  in  Amer- 
ica than  Marian  Wright  Edelman.  But 
it  came  over  that  way.  For  a  lasnman 
listening,  it  sounds  as  if  we  should  not 
follow  politicians,  that  God.  you  know, 
cannot  be  for  politicians. 

Some  politicians  are  not  following 
God.  You  know,  the  scenario,  as  I  see 
it.  is  God  is  up  front  there,  and  if  you 
want  to  get  something  done  through 
the  political  process,  you  have  to  have 
certain  laws  change,  you  have  to  have 
programs  in  this  country  and  public 
policy  in  this  covmtry  which  benefit 
children:  then  to  do  that  you  got  to  get 
behind  the  politicians.  God  is  in  front, 
the  politicians  are  behind  God:  some  of 
them  are.  some  of  us  are.  We  are  the 
advocates  of  God's  work,  we  are  the  ad- 
vocates for  children. 

a  1830 

You  have  to  get  behind  us.  If  you  are 
going  to  go  in  another  arena,  you  want 
God  to  be  up  front.  If  you  want  edu- 
cators and  teachers  to  be  up  front,  get 
behind  them.  If  you  go  into  the  arena 
where  you  are  talking  about  health 
care  and  you  want  the  doctors  in  the 
health  care  system  and  the  nurses.  God 
is  up  front  and  the  doctors  and  health 
care  system  and  nurses  are  behind  God. 

If  you  want  to  accomplish  something 
in  this  world,  you  have  to  do  it  through 
men  and  women  who  make  decisions. 
God  is  not  a  dictator.  God  is  not  totali- 
tarian. God  has  left  us  with  free  will. 
God  will  not  Intervene  in  America  and 
deal  with  whether  the  Medicaid  enti- 
tlement stays  in  place  or  not.  God  is 
not  going  to  come  down  and  deal  with 
that  dfrectly.  God  will  act  through 
agents. 

There  are  some  advocates  that  follow 
God  and  will  fight  to  guarantee  that  we 
keep  Medicaid,  because  it  is  a  life  and 
death  matter.  We  must  keep  the  Medic- 
aid entitlement.  There  are  some  advo- 
cates who  are  on  the  side  of  God.  who 
are  behind  God,  who  will  guarantee 
that  we  have  children  with  disabilities 
be  supported  by  the  Federal  Govern- 


ment. God  will  not  get  involved.  God 
will  not  intervene.  That  is  what  free 
will  is  all  about. 

I  am  not  a  theologian  or  deep  philos- 
opher, because  we  have  gone  through 
that  over  and  over  again.  The  decision 
has  been  made  that  God  leaves  man- 
kind free  to  make  certain  decisions. 
God  sits  and  watches,  and  he  is  dis- 
appointed sometimes.  He  must  spend  a 
lot  of  time  crying  about  the  kinds  of 
decisions  that  we  make.  From  time  to 
time  horrible  things  are  done  by  men 
and  women  who  are  making  the  deci- 
sions. Horrible  things  are  done  by  men 
and  women  who  have  the  power.  God 
must  be  very  disappointed. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  are  men  and 
women  who  do  things  that  God.  I  am 
sure,  appreciates  a  great  deal  and  sup- 
ports, and  in  the  final  analysis  I  think 
that  those  people  who  are  following 
God.  doing  God's  work,  will  triumph. 
But  never  tell  people  not  to  follow  poli- 
ticians, follow  God.  Tell  them  to  follow 
the  politicians  who  are  in  line  behind 
God.  and  it  makes  much  more  sense. 

The  Children's  Defense  Fund  cer- 
tainly knows  that  the  political  process 
requires  that  you  talk  to  politicians, 
that  you  confront  the  Members  of  Con- 
gress, confront  the  Senators,  confront 
the  Members  of  the  House.  All  that  is 
necessary  in  order  to  get  things  done. 

I  think  that  the  Children's  Defense 
Fimd  does  its  homework  very  well. 
Some  of  the  documents  they  put  out 
clearly  show  that  they  do  not  believe 
that  politicians  should  not  be  followed. 
Or  maybe  what  she  is  really  saying  is 
do  not  follow  them,  push  them;  get  be- 
hind them  and  push  them.  Or  maybe  it 
meant  that  you  should  get  In  front  of 
them  with  some  ropes  and  pull  them, 
because  the  Children's  Defense  Fund 
certainly  engages  us.  We  are  engaged 
in  problems  with  children,  and  I  ap- 
plaud them  for  that.  I  applaud  them  for 
engaging  us  year  in  and  year  out  on 
problems  related  to  children. 

They  gave  us  a  list.  They  sent  it 
around  to  all  the  Members  of  Congress. 
This  list  says,  "Who's  for  Kids  and 
Who's  Just  Kidding?"  This  came  from 
the  Children's  Defense  Fund,  the  top  10 
kids'  votes  in  the  104th  Congress.  In 
after  school  and  summer  programs  for 
kids,  they  give  a  record  of  how  the 
Congress  voted  on  the  after  school  and 
summer  programs  for  kids. 

Cut  school  lunch,  that  is  another 
vote  that  was  taken.  They  give  a 
record  of  how  Republicans  and  Demo- 
crats voted.  Cut  basic  education  and 
Head  Start  and  summer  jobs,  a  third 
vote  that  was  taken  which  directly  im- 
pacts on  children,  on  families.  Allow 
parents  to  block  out  violent  or  sexual 
TV  shows.  That  was  a  vote  that  di- 
rectly affects  children  and  families.  If 
you  stand  for  children,  they  indicate 
that  you  would  have  voted  yes  on  that 
vote. 

No.  5,  cut  student  loans  and  chil- 
dren's health  and  nutrition  pn^rams. 
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We  heard  a  discussion  before  from  our 
Republican  colleagues,  that  they  really 
are  not  cutting  student  loans  and  they 
are  not  cutting  children's  programs. 
The  amount  of  money  is  increasing, 
but  they  do  not  tell  us  that  the  number 
of  children,  the  number  of  students,  is 
increasing,  and  when  you  divide  the 
number  of  children  for  these  programs 
into  the  amount  of  money,  as  the  chil- 
dren increase,  the  amount  of  money  is 
going  down  per  child. 

No.  6,  restore  $3.1  billion  in  education 
cuts.  We  restored  that,  yet  the  vote  to 
do  that  is  important.  Cut  education  by 
S3  billion,  that  was  a  vote  taken.  She  is 
recapitulating  past  history  over  the 
last  few  months,  where  the  Repub- 
licans tried  to  cut  education  and  to  cut 
job  training  and  to  cut  summer  youth 
programs  and  to  cut  school  lunches, 
and  we  stood  firm.  We  took  our  case  to 
the  American  people.  We  made  it  clear 
to  everybody  out  there  what  was  hap- 
pening, and  they  backed  down.  But  she 
is  recounting  how  the  votes  went  down. 
These  were  votes  against  children. 

Accept  the  Senate's  proposal  for 
higher  spending  on  education.  That  is  a 
vote  that  is  important.  Provide  a  $5,000 
adoption  tax  credit.  That  is  a  vote  for 
children  on  which  I  think  we  almost 
had  unanimous  consent,  we  almost  had 
every  person  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
voting  for  the  $5,000  adoption  tax  cred- 
it. They  note  that.  That  was  a  vote  for 
families  and  for  children. 

Cut  funding  for  basic  education  and 
Head  Start  by  20  percent.  Originally 
the  Republican  majority  voted  to  cut 
Head  Start  by  $300  million.  I  am  happy 
to  say  that  we  had  yet  another  vote 
where  we  put  it  back  in.  I  do  not  know 
how  many  Republicans  voted  to  put  it 
back  in,  but  the  bill  passed  which  put 
the  money  back  in  for  the  Head  Start 
cut.  Those  are  concrete  things  the 
Children's  Defense  Fund,  the  stand  for 
children  people,  sent  around  as  exam- 
ples of  votes  that  impacted  on  children. 
They  understand  the  political  process. 
They  understand  clearly. 

In  another  place  they  make  it  clear 
that  the  Republicans  have  come  up 
wanting  as  a  party.  As  a  fact,  they  say, 
and  it  is  not  that  they  are  bipartisan, 
they  are  not  Democrat  or  Republican, 
but  they  state  the  facts  clearly.  I  am 
going  to  quote  from  an  item  in  a  letter 
of  March  27,  1996.  signed  by  Marion 
Wright  Edelman.  This  is  when  the  Chil- 
dren's Defense  Fund  first  announced  it 
was  the  prime  sponsor  for  the  Stand  for 
Children. 

"Every  child  in  America  needs  and 
deserves  a  healthy  start,  a  had  start,  a 
fair  start,  a  safe  start,  and  a  moral 
start  in  life.  Yet  this  year's  book  shows 
that  we  continue  as  a  Nation  to  leave 
millions  of  our  children  behind.  De- 
spite overwhelming  evidence  of  child 
suffering  and  neglect,  proposals  jjend- 
ing  in  Congress  would  return  America 
to  the  past  rather  than  prepare  chil- 
dren for  the  future;  weaken  rather  than 


strengthen  the  guaranteed  safety  net 
for  children  and  families  during  times 
of  need,  recession,  and  disaster;  and  de- 
crease rather  than  increase  cost-effec- 
tive child  investments  in  order  to  give 
a  tax  cut  to  the  non-needy.  At  a  time 
when  more  than  15  million  children  are 
poor,  over  3  million  are  abused  and  ne- 
glected, and  more  than  half  a  million 
drop  out  of  school,  it  is  essential  that 
Congress  strengthen  rather  than  shred 
the  Federal  guaranteed  safety  net  for 
children. 

"I  hope  that  you  will  find  this  infor- 
mation, including  State  by  State  ta- 
bles contained  in  the  Appendix,  valu- 
able as  a  resource  and  as  a  guide  for  fu- 
ture action  on  behalf  of  America's  chil- 
dren. If  I  or  my  staff  can  be  of  assist- 
ance, please  contact,"  et  cetera,  et 
cetera;  a  letter  from  the  Children's  De- 
fense Fund  in  March  of  this  year,  say- 
ing that  we  still  are  taking  steps  that 
threaten  children  and  threaten  fami- 
lies. 

Here  is  a  statement  that  came  out 
just  last  week,  along  with  a  copy  of  the 
top  10  votes  for  kids.  I  read  from  the 
statement:  "The  record  of  the  Repub- 
lican-led 104th  Congress  on  protecting 
our  children  is  truly  an  outrage.  While 
Republicans  talk  about  a  pro-family 
agenda,  they  have  voted  repeatedly  to 
slash  funding  for  education  programs, 
student  loans,  child  nutrition,  health 
care  for  children,  foster  care  and  other 
child  protection  services,  and  aid  for 
disabled  children.  The  Republican 
agenda  of  the  104th  Congress  has  been 
everything  but  kid-friendly.  In  fact, 
it's  been  hostile." 

Continuing  to  quote  from  the  item 
distributed  by  the  Children's  Defense 
Fund  last  week,  it  says  "This  Repub- 
lican agenda  threatens  the  education 
and  well-being  of  our  Nation's  children, 
effectively  abandoning  the  promise  and 
future  of  America.  Without  healthy 
children  in  good  public  schools,  our 
businesses  will  not  be  able  to  compete 
in  the  new  global  economy,  and  yet 
throughout,  the  Republican  agenda  es- 
sentially balances  the  budget  on  the 
backs  of  our  Nation's  future." 

We  heard  our  Republican  colleagues 
talk  before  about  how  important  it  is 
to  get  rid  of  the  deflcit  and  to  deal 
with  the  budget  so  children  in  the  fu- 
ture can  not  have  the  burden  of  having 
to  pay  for  those  programs.  The  debt 
must  be  eliminated  because  of  the  chil- 
dren in  the  future. 

It  seems  to  be  a  pattern  of  the  Re- 
publican Party  that  is  escalating.  It  is 
the  children  in  the  womb,  they  are 
very  much  concerned  about  unborn 
children.  We  all  should  be,  because  you 
do  not  have  children  unless  they  get 
bom.  But  they  are  excessively  pre- 
occupied by  the  unborn  children,  but 
the  minute  the  children  arrive  and  get 
here,  they  abandon  them. 

They  do  not  care  what  happens  to 
them  in  terms  of  the  WIC  program  and 
the  program  for  infants  and  mothers. 


They  do  not  care  what  happens  in 
terms  of  mothers  who  have  to  stay 
home  to  take  care  of  their  children. 
They  do  not  care  what  happens  when 
the  children  go  to  school  and  have  a 
school  lunch  program.  It  is  the  unborn 
child,  and  then  it  is  the  child  in  the  fu- 
ture, posterity. 

Republicans  are  concerned  about 
children  who  are  unborn  and  they  are 
concerned  about  children  who  have  not 
been  conceived  yet,  those  in  the  far  fu- 
ture. There  is  something  wrong  with 
the  sudden  lapse  and  the  gap  between 
the  child  who  arrives  here  and  the 
child  in  the  womb  and  the  children  of 
posterity,  there  is  something  radically 
wrong  with  the  reasoning. 

I  wrote  a  little  rap  poem  on  April  19 
which  talked  about  this,  and  said  that 
it  seems  that  we  are  sending  a  message 
to  the  fetuses,  and  I  place  the  situation 
in  terms  of  a  message  from  the  new- 
bom  to  the  fetus.  The  newborn  is  say- 
ing "I've  arrived  here  and  I  find  all  this 
hostility.  Stay  in  there.  Don't  come 
out  here.  Don't  come  into  this  mean 
world,  you  know.  "There  is  a  real  dan- 
ger here."  The  people  who  talk  about  a 
right  to  life  make  the  right  to  life  just 
an  empty  slogan  unless  it  is  accom- 
panies by  programs  and  policies  which 
provide  an  even  playing  field  of  oppor- 
tunity for  all  children. 

At  that  time  I  was  announcing  on 
April  19, 1996,  my  support,  my  applause 
for  the  Children's  Defense  Fund's  call 
for  a  Stand  for  Children.  Quoting  from 
my  entry  into  the  Congressional 
Record  on  that  day,  I  said,  "On  Jime 
1st  the  Children's  Defense  Fund  is 
sponsoring  a  great  summit  in  Washing- 
ton called  Stand  for  Children.  This  is  a 
gathering  which  deserves  the  support 
of  all  Members  of  Congress.  We  should 
all  join  the  Stand  for  Children  on  this 
specific  day,  and  for  all  the  days  before 
and  after  June  1,  Congress  should 
refocus  on  the  business  of  protecting 
our  most  precious  resource,  children 
outside  of  their  mothers  wombs,  as 
well  as  children  inside  the  wombs." 
The  I  go  on  to  give  the  rap  poem  which 
I  will  read  later. 

To  close  out  this  particular  item  that 
was  circulated  last  week  by  the  Chil- 
dren's Defense  Fund,  and  I  quote  again 
from  it,  "Fortunately,  the  Democrats 
in  Congress  and  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration have  successfully  fought  off 
many  of  the  damaging  cuts  that  the 
Republicans  have  put  forth.  For  exam- 
ple. Democrats  have  successfully  re- 
stored most  of  the  education  cuts  en- 
dorsed by  the  GOP,  and  President  Clin- 
ton has  vetoed  many  damaging  cuts  in 
children's  programs  in  the  GOP  welfare 
and  budget  reconciliation  bills." 

This  is  material  that  was  distributed, 
despite  the  fact  that  this  is  a  non- 
partisan group.  They  just  stated  the 
facts.  Those  are  the  facts.  This  is  a 
nonpartisan  group  that  said  they  did 
not  want  any  politicians  to  speak.  I  ac- 
cepted that.  I  was  there  Saturday.  I  did 
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not  think  it  was  a  great  problem  that 
politicians  could  not  speak.  Repub- 
licans or  Democrats.  There  were  many 
other  voices  that  ought  to  be  heard. 
But  I  do  have  a  problem  if  you  tell  peo- 
ple not  to  follow  politicians,  not  to  fol- 
low any  politicians,  to  put  us  all  in  one 
category.  That  is  very  unreal  and  dan- 
gerous. 

Let  me  just  return  to  this  list.  In  this 
list  of  the  top  10  votes  in  the  104th  Con- 
gress, there  are  some  things  that  are 
left  out.  There  are  some  things  that  we 
need  to  add.  K  needs  to  go  beyond  10. 
We  need  to  bring  to  light  the  fact  that 
programs  that  will  impact  on  children 
go  beyond  these  10  areas. 

The  cuts  in  public  library  aid,  public 
libraries  receive  very  tiny  amounts  of 
Federal  money,  but  those  amounts  are 
very  important.  We  even  cut  those  tiny 
amounts.  We  get  the  best  bargain  in 
education  in  public  libraries.  For  the 
amount  of  money  spent  we  get  a  great- 
er return  than  anjrwhere  else.  They 
were  cut. 

Summer  youth  employment,  they  did 
mention  that  in  the  10  points  that  were 
made.  The  destruction  of  opportunity 
to  learn  standards.  Most  people  do  not 
know  that  the  Congress  passed  a  reau- 
thorization of  the  Elementary  and  Sec- 
ondary Education  Act.  which  had  in  it 
an  item  which  called  for  States  to  es- 
tablish opportunity  to  learn  standards. 

This  is  all  voluntary.  States  do  not 
have  to  do  it,  but  if  States  are  going  to 
participate  in  the  program  where  they 
establish  curriculum  standards  and 
they  establish  testing  standards,  the 
curriculum  standards  and  testing 
standards  focus  on  the  children.  The 
onus  is  on  the  children  to  live  up  to  the 
curriculimi  standards.  They  are  going 
to  be  tested.  We  added,  after  much  de- 
bate, a  set  of  standards  called  oppor- 
tunity to  learn  standards.  Opportunity 
to  learn  standards  mean  exactly  what 
they  say,  the  opportunity  to  learn. 

You  must  have  standards  which  talk 
about  what  opportunities  to  learn  are 
you  providing  at  the  State  level.  Are 
the  teachers  qualified?  That  is  an  im- 
portant opportunity  to  learn  standard. 
Are  the  buildings  safe  and  conducive 
and  modernized  so  that  learning  can 
take  place?  Does  the  library  have 
books  that  are  current,  or  do  they  have 
35-year-old  history  books  or  geography 
books  that  are  dangerous  for  children 
to  read,  because  they  read  the  wrong 
information? 

Do  they  have  laboratories  for  science 
and  math?  That  is  important.  Do  they 
have  laboratories  for  science?  Do  they 
have  supplies  for  the  laboratories?  All 
of  these  things  are  basic,  commonsense 
items.  That  is  what  opportunity  to 
learn  standards  are  all  about. 

D  1845 

We  had  a  great  debate  during  the 
time  when  we  were  reauthorizing  the 
Elementary  Secondary  Education  Act, 
a  great  debate  among  ourselves  in  the 


House.  Then  when  the  bill  was  in  con- 
ference, there  was  a  great  debate  be- 
tween the  House  and  the  Senate,  and 
those  of  us  who  are  in  favor  of  oppor- 
tunity to  learn  standards  prevailed  in 
the  authorization  process  in  the  103d 
Congress.  Lo  and  behold.  It  violated  all 
the  rules.  The  appropriations  process, 
this  Republican  majority,  through  a 
stealth  attack,  in  the  conference  proc- 
ess took  out  the  opportunity  to  learn 
standards. 

They  do  not  want  to  talk  about  ways 
in  which  we  can  help  children  to  learn 
and  have  that  discussed  openly  the  way 
we  discuss  testing  children.  We  want  to 
test  children  until  they  are  tested 
right  out  of  school,  but  we  do  not  want 
to  provide  a  discussion  of  what  are 
qualified  teachers  and  what  is  an  ap- 
propriate set  of  learning  aids  in  science 
and  math.  We  do  not  want  to  deal  with 
the  responsibilities  of  the  local  edu- 
cation agency,  the  responsibilities  of 
the  State  government,  and  the  respon- 
sibilities of  the  Federal  Government. 

So  the  destruction  of  opportunity  to 
learn  standards  should  be  added  to  this 
list  of  votes  that  hurt  kids. 

Last  Thursday,  in  the  reauthoriza- 
tion of  the  Individual  with  Disabilities 
Education  Act  that  I  referred  to  before 
at  the  committee  level,  the  Economic 
and  Educational  Opportunities  Com- 
mittee reauthorized  a  bill  which  has  a 
drastic  set  of  cuts  and  a  drastic  set  of 
negative  provisions  which  do  not  ad- 
vance current  law  but,  in  my  opinion, 
they  build  a  beachhead  for  later  de- 
struction of  the  Federal  Government's 
participation  in  programs  to  educate 
children  with  disabilities. 

I  sit  on  that  conunittee,  and  I  am 
very  much  aware  of  the  dangers  there: 
and,  of  course,  the  Children's  Defense 
Fund  could  not  know  exactly  the  ex- 
tent of  what  was  happening  at  the  com- 
mittee level,  because  the  process  has 
gone  on  for  several  weeks. 

I  congratulate  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  for  holding  up  the  process 
for  3  weeks  while  a  number  of  programs 
that  deal  with  children  with  disabil- 
ities, representatives  of  organizations, 
tried  to  get  them  to  change  critical 
parts  of  the  bill.  They  at  least  entered 
into  a  dialogue,  and  for  3  weeks  the 
process  did  not  go  forward  while  the 
debate  took  place  and  the  groups  were 
involved. 

Finally,  in  very  critical  areas,  the 
majority  of  the  groups  agreed:  and 
they  were  overridden  by  two  or  three 
who  did  not  agree  on  certain  critical 
provisions  of  the  bill. 

One  of  those  critical  provisions  was 
the  provision  related  to  the  cessation 
of  services  for  children.  Children  with 
disabilities  now  are  protected  in  cur- 
rent law.  You  cannot  expel  them  and 
throw  them  out  on  the  streets  no  mat- 
ter what  hapi>ens  in  terms  of  their 
problems  in  the  classroom.  You  have 
to,  if  you  are  going  to  remove  them 
from  the  classroom,  most  all  States 


now  under  the  Federal  law  are  obli- 
gated to  provide  alternative  education. 
You  cannot  just  throw  them  out. 

In  many  States,  they  have  State  laws 
which  say  you  cannot  throw  children 
out.  Whether  they  have  disabilities  or 
not.  you  cannot  throw  them  out  of 
school  without  providing  them  some 
alternatives. 

But  there  are  many  States  that  do 
not  have  it.  Those  children  who  have 
disabilities  and  would  for  some  reason 
be  expelled  would  be  thrown  into  a  sit- 
uation where  it  would  be  very  difficult 
for  them  to,  without  the  support  of 
public  schools  and  public  education, 
get  an  education  or  to  get  acclimated. 
They  would  be  thrown  out  there  on  the 
streets  and  abandoned. 

That  is  the  worst  thing  we  can  do.  We 
do  not  want  to  go  in  the  direction  of 
Brazil  and  Colombia.  South  American 
nations  which,  by  ignoring  their  chil- 
dren, set  up  a  situation  where  later  on 
their  children  are  despised  and  demon- 
ized,  and  later  on  they  are  murdered. 
We  want  to  maintain  some  sense  of  civ- 
ilization as  reflected  through  how  we 
care  for  the  least  among  us. 

So  I  made  a  statement  at  the  begin- 
ning of  the  markup,  which  to  save  time 
I  will  just  read  it  here.  It  summarizes 
some  of  my  concern  with  IDEA,  Indi- 
viduals with  Disability  Education  Act 
reauthorization.  I  said,  and  I  quote,  at 
the  beginning  of  this  markup,  "It 
would  be  useful  for  all  concerned  if  we 
made  a  sincere  effort  to  move  away 
from  sensational  headlines  about  spe- 
cial education  and  establish  a  more  ob- 
jective perspective  as  advocates  for 
public  education." 

I  am  talking  about  sensational  head- 
lines that  appeared  related  to  special 
education  being  too  costly  or  special 
education  threatening  mainstream 
education  because  it  takes  money  away 
from  the  children  who  are  in  regular 
classrooms.  That  is  a  situation  that 
has  been  generated  from  this  Capitol. 
This  is  a  situation  that  the  Republican 
majority  has  blown  out  of  proportion 
and  made  it  appear  that  there  is  a 
great  threat  out  there  to  mainstream 
education  flowing  from  special  edu- 
cation concerns. 

"This  markup  is  for  the  purpose  of 
reauthorizing  a  program  for  the  most 
needy  children  in  America.  In  the  over- 
all constellation  of  Federal  funding. 
IDEA  receives  only  a  tiny  amount  of 
money.  $2.3  billion  is  proposed  for 
grants  to  States  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
Please  consider  this  amount  within  the 
context  of  recent  exposures  of  an 
unaudited  slush  fund  at  the  CIA  which 
totaled  $4  billion." 

Some  $2.3  billion  is  proposed  for 
grants  to  the  States  in  the  fiscal  1996 
budget  for  children  with  disabilities. 
That  is  less  than  the  $4  billion  that  the 
CIA  had  unaudited  in  the  slush  fund 
that  they  did  not  know  they  had.  Let 
us  keep  our  perspective  straight.  How 
can  we  be  bankrupting  America  by  pro- 
viding $2.3  billion   to   the   States   for 
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children  with  disabilities  when  we  have 
lyinff  around  in  the  CIA  $4  billion  that 
we  do  not  even  know  we  have? 

"At  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  the 
GAO  discovered  an  unaudited  rainy  day- 
fund  which  totaled  $3.7  billion  even 
though  that  agency  has  not  had  a  rainy 
day  in  79  years." 

The  rainy  day  fund  has  been  there. 
They  have  been  adding  to  it.  That  $3.7 
billion  is  far  more  than  we  appro- 
priated for  children  with  disabilities, 
sitting  around  at  the  Federal  Reserve 
Bank  unutilized.  Let  us  keep  our  per- 
spective and  understand. 

The  problem  is  not  that  there  is  too 
much  money  going  to  special  education 
needs.  The  problem  is  there  is  too  little 
money  going  to  education  as  a  whole. 
The  iffoblem  is  that  we  have  to  be  con- 
cerned, members  of  the  Education 
Committee  and  members  of  all  other 
committees,  with  where  the  money  is 
going.  Education  cannot  be  examined 
in  isolation. 

The  people  in  the  education  commu- 
nity have  come  to  see  the  budget  for 
education  as  being  the  universe  that 
they  have  to  deal  with.  So  they  are 
looking  at  the  total  amount  for  edu- 
cation at  present  and  sajrlng  that  spe- 
cial education  is  getting  too  much  of 
what  is  available.  Let  us  make  more 
available  so  that  you  do  not  have  to 
cannibalize  each  other.  You  do  not 
have  to  take  from  one  to  give  to  the 
other.  We  have  the  money  in  the  CIA. 
We  have  the  money  in  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Bank.  We  have  the  $13  billion  ad- 
ditional funding  for  the  Defense  De- 
partment. 

My  colleagues  from  the  other  side 
who  spoke  before  never  said  a  word 
about  increasing  defense  by  $13  billion. 
We  talked  about  the  need  to  balance 
the  budget  and  need  to  be  more  respon- 
sible in  government  expenditures,  but 
nobody  said  anything  about  $13  billion 
more  than  the  President  asked,  which 
for  has  been  added  to  the  defense  budg- 
et this  year. 

Quoting  again  from  my  own  state- 
ment, "Against  the  background  of  con- 
tinuing monimiental  waste  in  B-2 
bomber  programs  and  excessive  farm 
subsidies,  we  should  alert  all  members 
of  the  education  community  to  the  fact 
that  there  is  no  need  to  participate  in 
cannlbalizatlon  among  education  pro- 
grams. Special  education  will  not 
bankrupt  the  overall  education  budget. 
Long  overdue  increases  for  all  edu- 
cation prognuns  is  the  solution.  De- 
monlzation  and  scapagoatlng  special 
education  promulgates  a  disaster  for 
overall  education  funding. 

"This  bill,"  the  reauthorization  of 
IDEA,  which  is  to  come  to  the  floor  of 
the  House  in  the  next  two  weeks,  "at- 
tacks special  education  as  if  it  was  an 
enemy.  This  is  a  fatal  flaw." 

"At  the  time  I  think  it  is  appropriate 
to  consider  the  conclusion  of  Kathleen 
Boundy,  Co-director  of  the  Center  for 
Law  and  Education,  and  I  quote  from 
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her  and  her  closing  comment  on  the 
present  reauthorization  bill. 

"  'Despite  the  earnest  efforts  of  many 
who  have  attempted  to  improve  this 
bill  and  existing  law,  it  is  our  view 
that  such  efforts  have  ultimately  been 
unsuccessful  in  both  the  Senate  and 
the  House,  and  that  Part  B  of  IDEA,  re- 
gardless of  its  shortcomings,  should  be 
left  alone  in  1996.' " 

It  is  a  bill  that  was  not  broken,  did 
not  need  to  be  repaired,  but  is  being 
drastically  overhauled  in  the  direction 
of  cutting  back  on  the  commitment  of 
the  Federal  Government.  It  will  be  to 
the  detriment  of  children.  The  neediest 
children  in  America  are  children  who 
are  in  special  education  programs.  It  is 
to  their  detriment  that  we  have  em- 
barked upon  a  course  which  may  end 
up  cutting  back  on  a  long-term  com- 
mitment to  children  in  special  edu- 
cation. 

The  Senate  has  a  bill  that  has  not 
yet  passed  the  House.  It  passed  out  of 
committee.  We  hope  that  the  Senate  is 
understood  by  all  the  people  out  there 
that  care  about  education  and  care 
about  children,  we  hope  they  under- 
stand that  it  is  not  too  late. 

Certainly  people  in  the  Children's  De- 
fense Fund  ought  to  put  this  on  their 
list  and  consider  calling  it  to  the  at- 
tention of  people  that  care  about  chil- 
dren in  America.  If  you  stand  for  chil- 
dren, it  is  still  possible  to  deal  with  the 
House  legislation  H.R.  3268  and  the 
Senate  bill  S.  1578,  part  of  the  revisions 
of  special  education  law.  Public  Law 
94-142.  It  is  still  possible  that  we  can 
wake  up  the  decisionmakers  here  in 
Washington  to  the  fact  that  they  will 
hurt  children  if  they  go  ahead  with  the 
provisions  in  this  bill  which  call  for  a 
cessation  of  services  completely  for 
children  who  are  disciplined  for  certain 
problems. 

Without  getting  into  a  debate  about 
what  those  particular  kinds  of  prob- 
lems are,  there  are  some,  and  I  agree 
with  them  wholeheartedly,  who  take 
the  position  that  we  should  never  cease 
services  for  children,  services  of  any 
kind.  Cessation  of  services,  the  throw- 
ing of  children  in  the  street,  will  lead 
us  step  by  step  into  where  Brazil  and 
Colombia  are  at  this  point. 

The  provision  which  relates  to  the 
cessation  of  services  is  due  to  the  fact 
that  it  is  perceived  that  large  amounts 
of  disruption  in  classrooms  is  ruining 
the  education  process,  and  they  want 
to  stop  disruption,  whether  it  is  by 
children  with  disabilities  or  anybody 
else. 

Discipline  is  a  major  problem  in  edu- 
cation. Discipline  is  what  I  hear  teach- 
ers talk  about  all  the  time.  In  this  Cap- 
itol, we  ought  to  address  the  problem 
of  discipline.  The  States  do  not  seem  to 
be  able  to  solve  the  problem  and  bring 
it  down  to  reasonable  dimensions.  The 
cities,  the  local  education  agencies  are 
not  able  to  deal  with  it  and  bring  it 
down   to   a  reasonable   dimension.   It 


goes  on  and  on,  the  problem  with  dis- 
cipline. 

So  why  not  deal  with  the  problem  of 
discipline  without  invading  special 
education?  Si)eclal  education  suffers 
because  large  numbers  of  children  who 
are  discipline  problems  are  classified  as 
having  a  disability.  I  have  complained 
year  in  and  year  out  about  large  num- 
bers of  African-American  males  who 
have  problems  of  one  kind  that  lead  to 
discipline  problems  being  shunted  off 
into  a  category  called  emotionally  dis- 
turbed. 

We  took  steps  when  we  reauthorized 
the  bill  several  years  ago  to  begin  to 
deal  with  this  in  a  constructive  way. 
We  wanted  to  bring  more  African- 
American  teachers  into  the  system.  We 
had  grants  for  that.  Historically,  black 
colleges  were  encouraged  to  get  in- 
volved in  training  of  teachers  of  chil- 
dren with  disabilities. 

We  wanted  to  get  mothers  and  fami- 
lies and  commimities  more  in  tune  to 
what  was  involved  in  the  way  programs 
for  children  with  disabilities,  special 
education  programs  operate  so  that 
they  would  not  be  victimized  one  way 
or  the  other.  The  children  who  needed 
the  service  should  have  the  proper 
identification,  and  they  should  be 
placed.  Children  who  did  not  need  spe- 
cial education  should  not  be  shunted 
there  because  they  have  certain  dis- 
cipline problems. 

D    1900 

All  of  those  things  axe  cut  out  of  the 
bill.  The  cessation  of  services  was  one 
very  important  item  that  we  lost  on. 
The  majority  of  the  groups  that  had 
debated  the  problem,  had  discussed  the 
problem  with  representatives  of  the 
Republican  majority  in  the  final  analy- 
sis said  they  could  not  accept  the  reau- 
thorization bin  as  it  is  considering 
that  it  has  the  cessation  of  services. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  submit 
for  the  Record  a  letter  addressed  to 
the  Honorable  William  F.  Goodling, 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Eco- 
nomic and  Educational  Opportunities, 
from  the  long  list  of  organizations 
which  Includes  the  National  Associa- 
tion of  School  Administrators,  the  Na- 
tional Education  Association,  National 
Parent  Teacher  Association,  Council 
for  Exceptional  Children  and  many, 
many  others.  I  would  like  to  enter  it  In 
its  entirety  into  the  Record. 

May  22, 1996. 
Hon.  William  f.  Goodling, 
Chairman,  Committee  On  Economic  and  Edu- 
cational Opportunities.  House  of  Represent- 
atives. Washington,  DC. 
Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Our  organizations  be- 
lieve that  all  students,  even  those  who  break 
school  rules,  should  receive  educational  and 
related  services.  In  that  spirit,  we  ur^  your 
strong  support  for  including  provisions  in 
the  reauthorization  of  the  IDEA  that  ensure 
all  students  have  access  to  appropriate  edu- 
cational opportunities.  Providing  quality 
educational  opportunities  to  children  and 
youth  is  a  critical  component  in  the  develop- 
ment of  both  individual  achievement  and  in 
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achieving    a    highly    skilled,    competitive 
workforce. 

The  fact  that  students  with  disabilities 
have  unique  needs  Is  recognized  through  the 
policy  and  practice  of  collaboration  and  indi- 
vidualized education  programs.  (lEPs).  Our 
organizations  support  provisions  that  would 
help  schools  balance  the  rights  of  students 
with  disabilities  with  the  need  to  maintain 
order  and  discipline  in  the  schools  through 
preventive  measures  such  as  appropriate  be- 
havioral Interventions,  additional  classroom 
and  student  supports,  adequate  financial 
support  and  other  Intervention  strategies. 
Should  preventive  measures  not  prove  ade- 
quate, however,  we  believe  It  is  imperative 
that  continuing  educational  and  related 
services  be  provided  to  all  students — even 
those  who  need  to  be  served  in  alternative 
settings  due  to  suspensions  or  expulsions 
from  the  regular  settings— in  order  to  help 
such  students  better  adapt  socially  and  edu- 
cationally. 

We  urge  you,  as  the  author  of  the  reauthor- 
ization bin  for  IDEA,  to  Include  language 
that  will  ensure  access  to  educational  and 
related  services  for  all  students  with  disabil- 
ities, even  when  they  violate  school  dis- 
cipline rules  or  policies. 
Sincerely. 
American  Association  of  School  Admin- 
istrators. National  Education  Associa- 
tion. National  Parent  Teacher  Associa- 
tion, Council  for  Exceptional  Children, 
National  Association  of  Secondary 
School  Principals.  National  Easter 
Seal  Society.  Bazelon  Center  for  Men- 
tal Health  Law.  National  Association 
of  Protection  and  Advocacy  Systems. 
Learning  Disabilities  Association. 
Brain  Injury  Association. 
American  Psychological  Association. 
Adapted  Physical  Activity  Council,  Na- 
tional Consortium  of  Physical  Edu- 
cation and  Recreation  For  Individuals 
with  Disabilities,  National  Therapeutic 
Recreation  Association,  National  Coa- 
lition on  Deaf-Blindness,  American 
Council  of  the  Blind.  Children  and 
Adults  with  Attention  Deficit  Dis- 
orders, American  Occupational  Ther- 
apy Association,  American  Association 
on  Mental  Retardation,  Federation  of 
Families  for  Children's  Mental  Health. 
American  Academy  of  Audiology,  Na- 
tional Mental  Health  Association,  Na- 
tional Association  of  Developmental 
Disabilities  Councils,  National  Parents 
Network  on  Disabilities.  Association 
for  Education  and  Rehabilitation  of  the 
Blind  and  Visually  Impaired.  National 
Association  of  School  Psychologists. 
American  Foundation  for  the  blind. 
American  Association  of  University  Af- 
filiated Programs,  Joseph  P.  Kennedy 
Jr.  Foundation.  American  Academy  of 
Child  and  Adolescent  Psychiatry. 
Justice  For  All.  The  Arc.  Council  of 
Great  City  Schools.  National  Associa- 
tion of  the  Deaf.  Convention  of  Amer- 
ican Instructors  of  the  Deaf.  American 
Speech-Language-Hearing  Association. 
National  Association  of  School  Nurses. 
Washington  PAVE,  Project  PROMPT, 
Vermont  Parent  Information  Center. 
Special  Education  Action  Committee, 
Parent  Information  Center  of  Dela- 
ware, Federation  for  Children  with 
Special  Needs.  Connecticut  Parent  Ad- 
vocacy Center.  Inc..  Very  Special  Arts. 
American  Counseling  Association, 
American  Physical  Therapy  Associa- 
tion. Council  of  Schools  For  The  Blind, 
National  Council  On  Independent  Liv- 
ing. CAUSE. 


Center  for  Access  to  Resources  and  Edu- 
cation, National  Coalition  For  Stu- 
dents With  Disabilities  Education  and 
Legal  Defense  Fund.  National  Down 
Syndrome  Congress,  Systematic  Train- 
ing of  Military  Parents.  Washington 
State  Special  Education  Coalition. 

On  the  other  very  Important  con- 
troversial point  that  I  spoke  on.  per- 
sonnel standards,  children  with  disabil- 
ities are  now  in  a  situation  where  they 
require  people  who  have  special  train- 
ing. That  has  been  recognized  for  dec- 
ades. We  have  steadily  had  programs  to 
develop  more  teachers,  to  develop  more 
people  who  are  able  to  deal  with  these 
problems.  This  legislation  all  of  a  sud- 
den, we  not  only  cut  out  the  develop- 
ment programs  and  the  requirement 
for  personnel  development  but  the  Re- 
publican majority  has  put  in  a  waiver 
of  the  requirements,  the  qualifications 
can  be  waived  for  individuals.  The 
waiver  is  an  open  door  to  a  complete 
retreat  from  any  quality  standards  for 
the  personnel.  Just  as  children  who  are 
in  math  and  science  classes  should  be 
taught  by  teachers  who  majored  in 
math  and  science  in  college,  we  think 
that  children  who  have  si)ecial  prob- 
lems with  respect  to  disabilities  ought 
to  be  taught  amd  handled  by  teachers 
and  personnel  who  have  had  training  in 
that  area.  The  waiver  says  that  you  do 
not  have  to  do  it  anymore.  Yes,  the 
waiver  says  that  it  is  for  a  3-year  pe- 
riod, that  unqualified  individuals  can 
teach  children  who  have  disabilities  for 
3  years  only.  For  3  years  you  can  de- 
stroy a  lot  of  lives.  And  the  waiver  is 
such  that  large  numbers  of  people  will 
get  these  3-year  waivers. 

The  problem  is  money.  School  boards 
and  local  education  agencies  will  see 
themselves  saving  large  amoimts  of 
money  by  accepting  unqualified  people, 
griving  the  waivers,  saving  the  money. 
In  the  meantime  the  children  are  the 
victims  of  unqualified  personnel  who 
do  not  know  what  they  are  doing. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  again  made  a  state- 
ment which  I  would  like  to  read  in  its 
entirety: 

This  amendment  concerns  a  provi- 
sion which  is  at  the  core  of  the  Federal 
Government's  commitment  to  a  free 
and  appropriate  education  for  children 
with  disabilities.  Without  properly 
trained  personnel,  the  best  that  chil- 
dren with  disabilities  can  expect  is  to 
be  warehoused.  The  worst  that  will 
happen  under  the  tutelage  of  the  un- 
trained and  inexperienced  will  be  psy- 
chological and  emotional  damage,  as 
well  as  a  substandard  education. 

In  a  letter  from  the  Center  for  Law 
and  Ekiucation  which  I  am  attaching  to 
this  statement,  a  co-dfrector  concludes 
that  we  should  just  abandon  this  effort 
and  leave  the  bill  alone. 

I  would  like  to  strongly  echo  these 
sentiments.  IDEA,  Individuals  with 
Disabilities  Education  Act,  was  not 
broken.  The  current  law  did  not  need 
to  be  overhauled.  The  current  law  did 
not  need  to  be  replaced.  This  bill  is  not 


a  reauthorization.  The  bill  that  passed 
out  of  committee  last  Thursday  is  an 
attack  to  establish  a  beachhead.  From 
this  beachhead  the  Republican  major- 
ity, which  has  already  drastically  indi- 
cated its  contempt  for  all  public  edu- 
cation, will  attempt  a  total  annihila- 
tion of  Federal  support  for  special  edu- 
cation. 

Like  a  sledgehammer  pounding  away 
at  a  thumb  tack,  massive  power  is 
being  brought  to  bear  on  programs  for 
the  education  of  children  with  disabil- 
ities, a  very  tiny  component  of  public 
education  in  America.  A  slander  cam- 
I>aign  waged  against  special  education 
has  generated  distorted  perceptions 
which  scapegoat  a  very  productive  and 
beneficial  program.  Despite  these  dis- 
torted perceptions,  special  education  is 
in  no  way  a  threat  to  mainstream  edu- 
cation. This  tiny  minority  deserves 
fairer  treatment  at  the  hands  of  the 
education  majority.  This  minimal  pro- 
gram for  the  most  needy  students  also 
deserves  continued  support  from  both 
Democrats  and  the  Republican  major- 
ity. 

I  congratulate  the  community  of  peo- 
ple with  disabilities  and  their  consen- 
sus group  which  launched  a  monu- 
mental effort  to  maintain  workable 
legislation  consistent  with  the  original 
intent  of  the  law  and  bowing  to  no  par- 
tisan dogmas.  The  language  before  us 
is  in  many  ways  improved  beyond  the 
original  doctrinaire  attack  as  a  result 
of  the  efforts  of  these  negotiators.  But 
the  revisions  do  not  go  far  enough  in 
several  fundamental  areas.  Personnel 
standards  is  one  of  these  areas. 

This  bill,  with  premeditated  stealth, 
wrecks  the  carefully  developed  protec- 
tions which  have  been  thoughtfully 
crafted  over  many  years  with  the  input 
of  both  recipients  and  providers  of 
service  to  children  with  disabilities. 
Obliteration  of  these  requirements  is  a 
contemptuous  and  hostile  act  against 
children  with  disabilities.  No  member 
of  this  committee  would  ever  support 
the  wholesale  waiver  of  standards  for 
science  and  math  teachers  in  the 
schools  located  in  his  or  her  district. 
Waiving  personnel  standards  only 
serves  one  ignoble  purpose:  Compliance 
can  be  achieved  cheaply.  For  less 
money,  the  quality  of  teaching  and 
other  services  will  most  likely  be  adul- 
terated. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  wish  to  submit  the 
statement  in  its  entirety  for  the 
Record. 

Statement  of  Hon.  Major  R.  Owens  "Res- 
toration OF  Personnel  Standards"  Mat 

30.1996 

This  amendment  concerns  a  provision 
which  is  at  the  core  of  the  federal  govern- 
ment's comnUtment  to  a  Free  and  Appro- 
priate Education  for  children  with  disabil- 
ities. Without  properly  trained  personnel  the 
best  that  children  with  disabilities  can  ex- 
pect is  to  be  warehoused:  the  worst  that  will 
often  happen  under  the  tutelage  of  the  un- 
trained and  inexperienced  will  be  psycho- 
logical and  emotional  damage,  as  well  as  a 
substandard  education. 
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In  a  letter  from  the  Center  For  Law  and 
Education  which  I  am  attaching  to  this 
statement  the  Co-Director  of  the  Center, 
Kathleen  Boundy,  concludes  as  follows; 

"Despite  the  earnest  efforts  of  many  who 
have  attempted  to  Improve  this  bill  and  ex- 
isting law.  It  Is  our  view  that  such  efforts 
have  ultimately  been  unsuccessful  In  both 
the  Senate  and  the  House  and  that  Part  B  of 
IDEA,  regardless  of  Its  shortcomings,  should 
be  left  alone  In  1996." 

I  would  like  to  strongly  echo  these  senti- 
ments. IDEA  was  not  broken.  The  current 
law  did  not  need  to  be  overhauled.  The  Cur- 
rent law  did  not  need  to  be  replaced.  This 
bill  Is  not  a  reauthorization.  This  bill  Is  an 
attack  to  establish  a  beachhead.  From  this 
beachhead  the  Republican  Majority,  which 
has  already  dramatically  Indicated  Its  con- 
tempt for  all  public  education,  will  attempt 
a  total  annihilation  of  federal  support  for 
Special  Education. 

Like  a  sledge  hammer  pound '.ng  away  at  a 
thumb  tack,  massive  power  is  .  elng  brought 
to  bear  on  programs  for  the  education  of 
children  with  disabilities,  a  very  tiny  compo- 
nent of  public  education  in  America.  A  slan- 
der campaign  waged  against  Special  Edu- 
cation has  generated  distorted  perceptions 
which  scapegoat  a  very  productive  and  bene- 
ficial program.  Despite  these  distorted  per- 
ceptions. Special  Education  is  in  no  way  a 
threat  to  mainstream  education.  This  tiny 
minority  deserves  fairer  treatment  at  the 
hands  of  the  education  majority.  This  mini- 
mal program  for  the  most  needy  students, 
also  deserves  continued  support  from  both 
Democrats  and  the  Republican  majority. 

I  congratulate  the  community  of  people 
with  disabilities  and  their  consensus  group 
which  launched  a  monumental  effort  to 
maintain  workable  legislation  consistent 
with  the  original  Intent  of  the  law  and  bow- 
ing to  no  partisan  dogmas.  The  language  be- 
fore is  in  many  ways  improved  beyond  the 
original  doctrinaire  attack  as  a  result  of  the 
efforts  of  these  negotiators.  But  the  revi- 
sions do  not  go  far  enough  in  several  fun- 
damental areas.  Personnel  standards  is  one 
of  these  areas. 

This  bill,  with  premeditated  stealth, 
wrecks  the  carefully  developed  protections 
which  have  been  thoughtfully  crafted  over 
many  years  with  the  input  of  both  recipients 
and  providers  of  service  to  children  with  dis- 
abilities. Obliteration  of  these  requirements 
is  a  contemptuous  and  hostile  act  against 
children  with  disabilities.  No  member  of  this 
Committee  would  ever  support  the  wholesale 
waiver  of  standards  for  science  and  math 
teachers  In  the  schools  located  in  his  or  her 
district.  Waiving  personnel  standards  only 
serves  one  ignoble  purpose:  Compliance  can 
be  achieved  cheaply.  For  less  money  the 
quality  of  teaching  and  other  services  will 
most  likely  be  adulterated.  Children  will 
most  certainly  be  shortchanged.  But  on  the 
surface,  the  letter  of  the  law  will  be  met. 

In  this  bill  funding  for  staff  recruitment 
and  development  has  been  gutted.  Efforts  to 


overcome  the  critical  shortage  of  minority 
staff  have  been  abandoned.  The  problem  of 
qualified  staff  shortages  will  be  solved  super- 
ficially and  dishonestly  by  simply  Ignoring 
the  need  to  employ  persons  who  are  quali- 
fied. We  are  civilized  leaders  agreeing  to  a 
savage  solution.  We  would  never  take  the 
same  route  to  resolve  a  problem  of  a  short- 
age of  airline  pilots  or  a  shortage  of  open- 
heart  surgeons. 

At  this  point  it  should  be  noted  that  the 
current  law  contains  a  component  which 
would  have  offset  the  negative  consequences 
of  the  waiver  of  personnel  standards,  but  this 
has  also  been  greatly  reduced.  Provisions 
which  facilitated  the  recruitment,  training 
and  certlflcatlon  of  personnel  have  been 
adulterated.  Diu-ing  the  negotiations  with 
the  Consensus  group  It  was  generally  as- 
sumed that  these  provisions  would  remain 
substantially  as  they  are  in  current  law.  The 
Republican  Majority,  unfortunately,  vio- 
lated the  good  faith  effort  of  the  negotiators 
and  destroyed  and  most  relevant  parts  of 
this  component. 

In  summary,  I  urge  the  adoption  of  this 
amendment  as  the  first  giant  step  away  from 
this  bill's  oppressive  posture  against  chil- 
dren with  disabilities.  This  oppressive  pos- 
ture of  the  Republican  Majority  generates  an 
impact  which  Is  destructive  and  deadly. 

Let  us  move  forward  in  a  bi-partisan  spirit 
to  ensure  that  this  body  creates  the  proper 
federal  legislation  and  resources  to  provide 
quality  programs  and  quality  staff  for  chil- 
dren with  disabilities. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  say  that 
standing  for  children  means  that  you 
stand  for  children  with  disabilities,  and 
you  stand  for  policies  that  are  going  to 
promote  children  across  the  board.  We 
are  fortunate  in  this  Nation  that  we 
presently  do  stand  for  children.  Never 
let  us  go  to  the  other  extreme  and  be  in 
the  position  of  Brazil  and  Colombia 
where  they  are  killing  children  instead 
of  standing  for  children.  We  stand  for 
children  and  we  should  continue  to 
stand  for  children. 


June  4,  1996 

Mr.  MclNTOSH,  for  5  minutes,  on  June 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

(The  following  Member  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Abercrombie)  to  revise 
and  extend  her  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mrs.  Mink  of  Hawaii,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 

(The  following  Member  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Barrett  of  Nebraska)  to 
revise  and  extend  his  remarks  and  in- 
clude extraneous  material:) 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  ABERCROMBIE)  and  to  inr 
elude  extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  HOYER. 

Mr.  Fazio  of  California  in  two  in- 
stances. 

Mr.  LrpiNSKi. 

Mrs.  Meek  of  Florida. 

Mr.  Bentsen  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Levin  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Berman. 

Mr.  Waxman. 

Mr.  Menendez. 

Mr.  Kennedy  of  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  Stark. 

Mr.  Deutsch. 

Mr.  Hamilton. 

Mr.  Brown  of  California. 

Mr.  Stupak  in  two  instances. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Barrett  of  Nebraska)  and 
to  include  extraneous  matter:) 

Mrs.  MORELLA. 

Mr.  Hoke. 

Mr.  Solomon. 

Mr.  Porter. 

Mr.  Oilman. 

Mr.  Franks  of  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Owens)  and  to  include  ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mrs.  Clayton. 

Mr.  Kennedy  of  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  Christensen. 

Mr.  Shuster. 

Mrs.  Kelly  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Richardson. 

Mr.  Hunter  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Torres. 

Mr.  Ackerman. 

Mr.  Neumann. 

Mr.  Gallegly. 

Mr.  Sanders. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  7  o'clock  and  5  minutes  p.m.), 
the  House  adjourned  until  tomorrow, 
Wednesday,  June  5, 1996,  at  10  a.m. 
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Dale 


Per  dem ' 


Trirtsoortatm 


Name  ol  Member  or  employee 


Hon.  Greg  itrati 

Julie  Pacqumj  

Teny  Peel „ 


Dudley  Tadami  . 
Birry  Jackson  ... 


JimVaicy  

Hon.  Sam  Farr  .._ 

Hon.  Frank  Masura 
Hon.  Roter  Wicker  „. 
Hon.  Joltn  Mica  ~ 


Hon.  Maunct  Hincliey  . 
Hon.  Dan  Miller 


Hon.  Frank  Riggs 

Hon.  Helen  Chenoweth  . 

Hon.  lim  Bonn  

Ray  Mock  

Hon.  Martin  Hoke 

Hon.  Van  Hilleary _ 


Hon.  Jennifer  Dunn  

Hon.  Andrea  Seastrand  .._. 
Hon.  Ron  Packard 

CommiRee  totals  . 


Amval 

Departure 

12fl 

12/10 

12/10 

12/11 

12/11 

12/13 

12fl 

12/10 

12/10 

12/11 

12/11 

12^3 

12fl 

12/10 

12/10 

12/11 

12/11 

12'13 

12J9 

12/10 

ima 

12/11 

12/11 

12n3 

\m 

12/10 

12/10 

12/11 

12/11 

12/13 

12fl 

mo 

12/10 

12/1! 

12/U 

12/13 

12fl 

12/10 

12/10 

12/11 

12/11 

12/13 

12fl 

12/10 

12/10 

12/11 

12/11 

12/13 

12rt 

12/10 

12/10 

12/11 

12/11 

12/13 

12/9 

12/10 

12/10 

12/11 

12/11 

12/13 

12fl 

12/10 

12/10 

12/11 

12/11 

12/13 

12fl 

12/10 

12/10 

12/U 

12/11 

12/13 

12fl 

12/10 

12/10 

12/11 

12/11 

12/13 

12A 

12/10 

12/10 

12/11 

mi 

12/13 

12fl 

12/10 

12/10 

12/11 

12/11 

12/13 

12fl 

12/10 

12/10 

12/11 

imi 

12/13 

12/9 

12/10 

mi 

12/11 

12/11 

12/13 

12fl 

12/10 

12/10 

12/11 

12^1 

12/13 

12fl 

12/10 

mi 

12/11 

imi 

12/13 

12fl 

i2no 

12^0 

12/U 

12/11 

12/13 

I2fl 

12/10 

imi 

12/11 

imi  . 

12/13 

Diner  purposes 


Country 


Fowgn 
currency 


lUly  ... 
Togoslavia  . 

Croatia 

Italy  

Yugoslavia  . 

Croatia 

Italy 

Yugoslavia  . 

Crntia 

Italy  

Yugoslavia  . 

Cintia 

lUly  

Yugoslavia  . 

Croatia 

Italy 

Yugoslavia  . 

Croatia 

Italy  

Yugoslavia  . 

Crntia 

Italy  

Yugoslavia  . 

Cnatia 

Italy 

Yugoslavia  . 

Cintia 

Italy  

Yugoslavia  . 

Crnlia 

Italy 

Yugoslavia  . 

Cnatia 

Italy  

Yugoslavia  . 

Croatia 

Italy 

Yugoslavia  .. 

Croatia 

miy  

Yugoslavia  .. 

Cmatia 

Italy  

Yugoslavia  . 

Cnatia 

Raly 

Yugoslavia  . 

Cioatu 

Raly 

Yugoslavia  . 

Croatia 

taly 

Yugoslavia  . 

Crntia 

laly 

Yugoslavia  . 

dntia 

Raly  

Yugoslavia  . 

Croatia 

Raly 

Yugoslavia  . 
Cnatia 


U.S.  dollar 

equnraient         Foreign 
or  U.S  currency 

currency' 


Ui  dollar 

eounralent         Fomgn 
or  U.S.  currency 

currency' 


U.S  doUar 

cgunralent 

orUi 

cuntncy' 


188.00 
140.00 
188.00 
188.00 
140.00 
188010 
188.00 
140.00 
188.00 
188J0 
140.00 
188.00 
188J0 
14OJI0 


140.00 
18100 
188.00 
140.00 
188.00 
MM 

mxo 

188.00 
188M 
140.00 
188.00 

mm 

140.00 
188.00 
188.00 
140.00 
118.00 
188.00 
140.00 
188.00 
188.00 
140.00 
188.00 


26.19 


I88J0 
I40J0 
188^00 
18100 
140.00 
I88JI0 
18100 
140.00 
18100 
188.00 
140.00 
18100 
18100 
140.00 
18100 
188.00 
ItOM 
18180 
188J0 
140.00 
18100 
18100 
140.00 
18100 


2119 


2119 


2119 
■»J9 


2119 


2S.19 


2119 


26.19 


26.19 

"26l9 


26.19 


26.19 


2119 


2119 


26.19 


2119 

lU9 


2119 


26J9 


2119 


43.79 
34J4 


43.79 
US* 

"4379 
34J4 

Un 

34J4 


43.79 
UM 

"4379 
34.94 

"an 

34.94 

"«T79 
34  94 


43.79 
3444 


43.79 
34J4 


Total 


Foreign 


US.  doltjr 

egumienl 

orUi. 


43.79 
MM 


43  79 
34.94 

"4379 
34.94 

T3"79 
34.94 

"4379 
34.94 

"■"579 
34  94 

"iin 

UM 


43.79 
34  J4 


43.79 
34.94 

"4379 
3454 

~4379 
34J4 


10.836.00 


M9J9 


1.653J3 


18800 
209  98 
222  94 
188.K 
209.98 
222.94 
181tl0 
209.98 
222.94 
188.00 
209  J8 
222.94 
188.00 
209  J8 
222.94 
18100 
209  J8 
22194 
18100 
20998 
222.94 
188il0 
209  J8 
222.94 
lOBiXI 
209  J8 
22254 
188.n 

mm 

22254 


2058 
22254 


3158 
22254 


2051 
22254 


0958 
22251 


22254 


22254 


ai5i 

22251 


28158 
22254 


28958 
22254 


20951 
22254 


28151 

22254 


13J39.32 


'  Per  diem  constitutes  lodging  and  meals 

'If  foreign  currency  is  used,  enter  U.S.  dollar  equivalent,  if  U.S.  currency  is  used,  enter  amount  expended. 
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Date 


Name  of  Member  or  employee 


Amval       Departure 


CouflUy 


Per  Own' 

TranstxKtatnn 

Omer 

purposes 

Total 

Foreign 
currency 

U.S.  dollar 
cqunalent 

orUi 
Currency' 

Foreign 
Currency 

U.S.  doUar 

equnalent 

orU5. 

currency' 

Foreign 
oinmcy 

US  dollar 
eourealen! 

orUi 
currency! 

currency 

U^ddlar 
eq  una  lent 

orU.1 
cnnency' 

200.00 
200.00 
200.00 
200.0C 
200.00 
200.00 
200.00 
200.00 
200.00 
200.00 
200.00 
200.00 
200  ilO 
200.00 
280.00 
280.00 
280.00 
280.00 
280.00 
280.00 
280.00 

P) 

n 
m 
n 
n 
n 
m 
PI 
p) 
P) 
p) 
p) 
p) 
PI 
P) 
P) 
PI 
PI 
PI 
p) 
p) 

28158 

28Bu88 

21MS 

MM 

MM 

MM 

MM 

MM 

MM 

MM 

MM 

MM 

MM 

21M8 



MM 

MM 

MM 

MM 

MM 

MM 

Hon  Sonny  Callanan  

Hon,  Charles  Wilson  ._ 

Hon.  Bob  Stump  

Hon.  Bob  Doman  

Hon  Esteban  Torres  

Hon.  Charles  Taylor  

Hon  Richard  Hastings 

Hon  Mac  Thombeny 

Hon.  Victor  Fraier 

Hon,  W-  Livingood 

Cliaites  Flcluief 

Bill  Inglee  

Biett  OBnen  

Mark  Murray 

Hon,  Sonny  Callahan  

Hon  Charles  Wilson 

Hon.  Bob  Stump  

Hon.  Bob  Doman  

Hon.  Esteban  Torres  

Hon.  Charles  Taylor  

Hon.  Richard  Hastings 


3/1 

3/2 

3/1 

3/2 

3/1 

3/2 

3/1 

3/2 

m 

3/2 

VI 

3/2 

3/1 

3/2 

m 

3/2 

VI 

in 

3n 

3i7 

3/1 

3/2 

3/1 

3/2 

3/1 

3n 

3/1 

3/2 

3/2 

3/3 

3/2 

3/3 

3/2 

3/3 

3/2 

3/3 

3/2 

3/3 

3/2 

3/3 

3/2 

3/3 

Italy 

Italy 

Italy 

R»ly 

Raly 

Raly 

lUhf 

Raly 

Raly 

Raly  . 

Raly 

Raly  . 

Raly. 

Raly  . 

Croatia  . 


Cnatia 

Cnatia 


Croatia  . 


Croatia  . 
Croatia  . 
Cnatia  . 
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Date 


Per  aiem ' 


Tnasoortatioi) 


Other  purpgses 


Total 


Nimt  of  Member  or  empKqee 


Arrival 

Departure 

3/2 

3/3 

3/2 

3/3 

3/2 

3/3 

3/2 

3/3 

3/2 

3/3 

3/2 

3/3 

3/2 

3/3 

3/3 

3/4 

3fl 

3/4 

3/3 

3/4 

3^ 

1/4 

3/3 

3/4 

3/3 

3/4 

3/3 

3/4 

3/3 

3/4 

m 

3/4 

m 

3/4 

in 

3/4 

in 

3/4 

3/3 

3/4 

m 

3/4 

Cowitr) 


Ui.  dollar 
Foreign  equivalent 
currency  or  US 

currency' 


Ui.  dollar 
Foreign  equivalent 
currency  or  U.S. 

currency' 


Foreign 
currency 


U.S.  dollar 

equivalent 

or  US. 

currency' 


US.  dollar 
Foreign  equivalent 
currency  of  U.S. 

currency' 


Hon.  Mac  TbomOeny  . 
Hon.  Victor  Frattr  ._ 

Hon.  W.  LwngKd 

Charles  Rietatt 

Bill  Initec 

Bnett  O'Bntn 

Mark  Murray 

Hon.  Sonny  Callahan  .„ 
Hon.  Charles  Wilson  _... 

Hon.  Bofe  Stump  

Hon.  Bot)  Ooman  

Hon.  Eiteban  Tones  _. 
Hon.  Chaitts  Taytor  __ 
Hon.  Rchaid  Hastings  . 
Hon.  Mac  Thonibeny .... 

Hon.  Vctor  Fraw 

W.  Uyingood  

Charles  Flidmf 

Bill  Inglee 

BttO  O'Brwi 

Mart  Murray 


Committet  Total  ..._ 


Croatia  .. 
Croatia  .. 
Croatia  . 
Croatia  .. 
Cniatia  .. 
Croatia  ... 
Croatia  ... 
Hungary 
Hungaiy  . 
Hungary  . 
Hungary  . 
Hungaiy  . 
Hungary  . 
Hungaiy  . 
Hungary  . 
Hungaiy  . 
Hungaiy  . 
Hungaiy  . 
Hungaiy  . 
Hungaiy  . 
Hungaiy  . 


280.00 
2B0.00 
230.00 
280.00 
280.00 
280.00 
280.00 
212.00 
212.00 
212.00 
212.00 
212.00 
212.00 
212.00 
212.00 
212.00 
212.00 
212.00 
212.00 
212.00 
212.00 

9.688.00 


P) 
P) 
P) 
(1 
P) 
P) 
P) 
P) 
P) 
P) 
P) 
P) 
P) 
P) 
P) 
P) 
P) 
P) 
P) 
P) 


2B0.0O 
280.00 
280.00 
280.00 
280.00 
280.00 
280.00 
212.00 
212.00 
212.00 
212.00 
212.00 
212.00 
212.00 
212.00 
212.00 
212.00 
212.00 
212J)0 
212.00 
212.00 


9.688.00 


'Per  diem  constitutes  todging  anc  meals. 

'  If  foreign  currency  IS  used,  enter  U.S.  dollar  equnaitnt;  if  U.S.  conmcy  is  ustd,  enter  amount  eipended. 

'Militaiy  air  transpoitation. 


SONNY  CAUAHAN.  Chairman.  Apr.  1.  1996. 


REPORT  OF  EXPENDITURES  FOR  OFFICIAL  FOREIGN  TRAVEL,  MR.  GARDNER  PECKHAM.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES.  EXPENDED  BETWEEN  FEB.  12  AND  FEB.  24.  1996 


Date 


Per  diem 


Transportation 


Other  purposes 


Total 


Name  of  Member  or  employee 


Arrival       Departure 


Countiy 


U.S.  dollar 
Foreign  equnalent 
currency  or  US 

currency 


Foreign 
currency 


U5.  dollar 
equivalent 

orU5. 

currency 


U.S.  dollar 
Foreign  equivalent 
currency  or  U.S. 

currency 


U.S.  dollar 
Foreign  equivalent 
currency  or  U.S. 

currency 


Gardner  teUiam 


2/12  2/14  Germany 

2/14  2/21  Bosnia  ._ 

2/21  2/22  Croatia  _ 

2/22  2/24  Italy  


Committee  total 


301.00     

li88.00     _ 

228.00     ._ _ 

337.00    _ 1.515.75 

2.154.00    _ — __ 1.515.75 


3.669.75 


3.669.75 


>  Per  dicffl  constitutes  lodging  and  meals. 

IR  foreign  dineocy  is  used,  enter  Ui.  dollar  equivalent  if  U.S.  currency  is  ustd.  enter  amount  eipended. 


GARDNER  G.  PECIWAM.  Mar.  18.  1996. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS. 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

3295.  A  letter  from  the  Administrator,  Ag- 
rlcultoral  Marketing  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  flnaJ  rule — Idaho-Eastern  Or- 
egon Onions:  Assessment  Rate  (Docket  No. 
FV96-958-21FR)  received  May  31,  1996.  pursu- 
ant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture. 

3296.  A  letter  from  the  Administrator,  Ag- 
ricultural Marketing  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  fule— Oregon-California 
Potatoes:  Assessment  Rate  (Docket  No. 
FV96-947-1IFR)  received  May  31,  1996,  pursu- 
ant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture. 

3297.  A  letter  from  the  Administrator,  Ag- 
ricultural Marketing  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule — Southeastern  Pota- 
toes; Assessment  Rate  (Docket  No.  FV96-953- 
IIFR)  received  May  31,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)<l)(A):  to  the  Conmilttee  on  Ag- 
riculture. 

3298.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Defense,  transmitting  the  Department's 
report  entitled  "Off-The-Shelf  Systems"  a 
supplemental  report  to  the  section  366  Na- 
tional Defense  Authorization  Act,  fiscal  year 
1996  report,  which  was  submitted  April  16, 
1996,  and  numbered  £(32378,  pursuant  to  Pub- 


lic Law  104-106,  section  366(c)(1)  (110  Stat. 
276);  to  the  Committee  on  National  Security. 

3299.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense, transmitting  notification  that  the 
Secretary  has  approved  the  retirement  of  Lt. 
Gen.  Arthur  E.  Williams,  U.S.  Army,  on  the 
retired  list  in  the  grade  of  lieutenant  gen- 
eral, and  certification  that  General  Williams 
has  served  satisfactorily  on  active  duty  In 
his  current  grade;  to  the  Committee  on  Na- 
tional Security. 

3300.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Legislative  Affairs  and  Public  Liaison, 
Department  of  the  Treasury,  transmitting  a 
copy  of  the  13th  monthly  report  as  required 
by  the  Mexican  Debt  Disclosure  Act  of  1995, 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  104-6,  section  404(a) 
(109  Stat.  90);  to  the  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Financial  Services. 

3301.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  to  the 
Board,  Federal  Reserve  System,  transmit- 
ting the  Reserve's  final  rule — Regulation  E, 
Electronic  Fund  Transfers  [Docket  No.  R- 
0830]  received  May  30,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Financial  Services. 

3302.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  to  the 
Board,  Federal  Reserve  System,  transmit- 
ting the  Reserve's  final  rule — Amendments 
to  the  Bank  Secrecy  Act  Regulations  Relat- 
ing to  the  Recordkeeping  for  Funds  Trans- 
fers and  Transmittals  of  Funds  by  Financial 
Institutions  [Docket  No.  R-0807]  (RIN:  1505- 
AA37)  received  May  30.  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Financial  Services. 


3303.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget,  transmitting 
OMB's  estimate  of  the  amount  of  change  in 
outlays  or  receipts,  as  the  case  may  be,  in 
each  fiscal  year  through  fiscal  year  2002  re- 
sulting from  passage  of  H.R.  1836,  pursuant 
to  Public  Law  101-508.  section  13101(a)  (104 
Stat.  1388-582);  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget. 

3304.  A  letter  iiom  the  Acting  Commis- 
sioner. National  Center  for  Education  Statis- 
tics, transmitting  the  annual  statistical  re- 
port of  the  National  Center  for  Education 
Statistics  [NCES]  entitled  "The  Condition  of 
Education."  pursuant  to  20  U.S.C.  9005;  to 
the  Committee  on  Economic  and  Edu- 
cational Opportunities. 

3305.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule— Nevada;  Final 
Authorization  of  State  Hazardous  Waste 
Management  Programs  Revisions  (FRL-5510- 
9)  received  May  31,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3306.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information. 
Envfronmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule— Acid  Rain  Pro- 
gram; Elimination  of  Direct  Sale  Program 
and  IPP  Written  Guarantee  (FRL-5513-4)  re- 
ceived May  31,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3307.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting   the    Agency's    final    rule— Hazardous 
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Waste  Treatment,  Storage,  and  Disposal  Fa- 
cilities and  Hazardous  Waste  Generators;  Or- 
ganic Air  Emission  Standards  for  Tanks. 
Surface  Impoundments  and  Containers 
(Amendment  of  final  rule  to  postpone  re- 
quirements) (FRL-5509-4)  received  June  3, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce. 

3308.  A  letter  from  the  Managing  Director. 
Federal  Communications  Commission,  trans- 
mitting the  Commission's  final  rule- 
Amendment  of  the  Commission's  Rules  to 
Conform  the  Maritime  Service  Rules  to  the 
Provisions  of  the  Telecommunications  Act  of 
1996  (FCC  96-156)  received  May  21,  1996,  pursu- 
ant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee 
on  Commerce. 

3309.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  En- 
ergy, transmitting  the  annual  report  on  the 
activities  of  the  Office  of  Alcohol  Fuels,  pur- 
suant to  42  U.S.C.  8818(c)(2);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Conunerce. 

3310.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Legal  Ad- 
viser for  Treaty  Affairs,  Department  of 
State,  transmitting  copies  of  international 
agreements,  other  than  treaties,  entered  into 
by  the  United  States,  pursuant  to  1  U.S.C. 
112b<a);  to  the  Committee  on  International 
Relations. 

3311.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Legislative  Affairs,  Depart- 
ment of  State,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's report  ptirsuant  to  title  n  of  Public 
Law  104-107  (Nonprollferation  and  Disar- 
mament Fund  [NDF]  activities);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  International  Relations. 

3312.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior, transmitting  the  semiannual  report 
on  activities  of  the  inspector  general  for  the 
period  October  1,  1995,  through  March  31, 
1996,  together  with  the  Secretary's  report  on 
audit  followup.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  app. 
(Insp.  Gen.  Act)  section  5(b);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3313.  A  letter  from  the  (Chairman,  Council 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  transmitting  a 
copy  of  D.C.  Act  11-269,  "Omnibus  Sports 
Consolidation  Act  Amendment  Act  of  1996" 
received  June  3,  1996,  purstiant  to  D.C.  Code, 
section  l-233(c)(l);  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3314.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman,  Council 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  transmitting  a 
copy  of  D.C.  Act  11-270,  "Public  Utilities 
Board  of  Dfrectors  Amendment  Act  of  1996" 
received  June  3.  1996.  pursuant  to  D.C.  Code, 
section  l-233(c)(l);  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3315.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman,  Council 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  transmitting  a 
copy  of  D.C.  Act  11-271,  "District  of  Colum- 
bia Income  and  Franchise  Tax  Act  of  1947 
Conformity  Amendment  Act  of  1996"  re- 
ceived June  3,  1996,  pursuant  to  D.C.  Code, 
section  l-233(c)(l);  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3316.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman,  Council 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  transmitting  a 
copy  of  D.C.  Act  11-272,  "Child  Support  En- 
forcement Temporary  Amendment  Act  of 
1996"  received  June  3,  1996,  pursuant  to  D.C. 
Code,  section  l-233(c)(l);  to  the  Committee 
on  (Sovemment  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3317.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman,  Council 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  transmitting  a 
copy  of  D.C.  Act  11-273,  "Department  of  Cor- 
rections Privatization  Facilitation  Tem- 
porary Act  of  1996"  received  June  3, 1996,  pur- 
suant to  D.C.  Code,  section  l-233(cKl);  to  the 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

3318.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Council 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  transmitting  a 
copy  of  D.C.  Act  11-274,  "Business  and  Non- 


profit Corporation  Five- Year  Annual  Report 
Act  Suspension  Temporary  Amendment  Act 
of  1996"  received  June  3.  1996,  pursuant  to 
D.C.  Code,  section  1-233(0(1);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3319.  A  letter  from  the  Dfrector  for  Execu- 
tive Budgeting  and  Assistance  Management. 
Department  of  Commerce,  transmitting  the 
Department's  final  rule— Uniform  Adminis- 
trative Requirements  for  Grants  and  Cooper- 
ative Agreements  to  State  and  Local  Gov- 
ernments (RIN:  0605-AAlO)  received  May  28, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

3320.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Board  of 
Governors,  Federal  Reserve  Systems,  trans- 
mitting the  semiannual  report  on  activities 
of  the  Inspector  general  for  the  period  Octo- 
ber 1,  1995,  through  March  31,  1996,  and  the 
semiannual  management  report  for  the  same 
period,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  app.  (Insp.  Gen. 
Act)  section  5(b);  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3321.  A  letter  Crom  the  Director,  Office  of 
Personnel  Management,  transmitting  the 
semiannual  report  on  activities  of  the  in- 
spector general  for  the  period  October  l,  1995, 
through  March  31,  1996.  and  the  management 
response  for  the  same  period,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  app.  (Insp.  Gen.  Act)  section  5(b);  to 
the  Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

3322.  A  letter  bom.  the  (Chairman.  Board  of 
Directors,  Panama  Canal  Commission,  trans- 
mitting the  semiannual  report  on  activities 
of  the  inspector  general  for  the  period  Octo- 
ber 1.  1995,  through  March  31,  1996,  also  the 
Commission's  statistical  tables  and  accom- 
panjrlng  comments  on  audit  reports  for  the 
same  period,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  app.  (Insp. 
Gen.  Act)  section  5(b);  to  the  Committee  on 
Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3323.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture, transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed  leg- 
islation to  authorize  subsistence  pa3rment 
for  employees  performing  certain  duties;  to 
the  Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

3324.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  United 
States  Information  Agency,  transmitting  the 
semiannual  report  on  activities  of  the  In- 
spector general  for  the  period  October  1.  1995, 
through  March  31,  1996,  and  the  semiannual 
management  report  for  the  same  period,  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  app.  (Insp.  Gen.  Act)  sec- 
tion 5(b);  to  the  Committee  on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight. 

3325.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman,  U.S. 
International  Trade  Commission,  transmit- 
ting the  semiannual  report  on  activities  of 
the  inspector  general  for  the  period  October 
1,  1995,  through  March  31.  1996.  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  app.  (Insp.  Gen.  Act)  section  5<b):  to 
the  Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

3326.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior, transmitting  the  25th  annual  report 
of  the  actual  operation  during  water  year 
1995  for  the  reservoirs  along  the  Colorado 
River;  projected  plan  of  operation  for  water 
year  1996,  pursuant  to  43  U.S.C.  1552(b);  to 
the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3327.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks.  Department 
of  the  Interior,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule— Glacier  Bay  National 
Park,  Alaska:  Vessel  Management  Plan  Reg- 
ulations (National  Park  Service)  (RIN:  1024- 
ACX)5)  received  May  30.  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  aOKaXlXA);  to  the  ComnUttee  on  Re- 
sources. 

3328.  A  letter  Crom  the  Program  Manage- 
ment Officer,  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 


pheric Administration,  transmitting  the 
Service's  final  rule— (General  Provisions  for 
Domestic  Fisheries;  Amendment  of  Emer- 
gency Fishing  Closure  In  Block  Island  Sound 
[Docket  No.  960126016-6105-03;  I.D.  0408963] 
received  June  4.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3329.  A  letter  from  the  Program  Manage- 
ment Officer,  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration,  transmitting  the 
Service's  final  rule— General  Provisions  for 
Domestic  Fisheries;  Amendment  to  Closure 
for  American  Lobster  In  Block  Island  Sound 
[Docket  No.  960126016-6149-05;  I.D.  052196G} 
received  June  4.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Connmlttee  on  Resources. 

3330.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the"In- 
terior,  transmitting  notification  of  the  Sec- 
retary's decision  to  waive  the  20-percent  lim- 
itation for  projects  in  the  State  of  (California 
(the  San  Sevaine  Creek  Water  Project)  noti- 
fication received  May  29,  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Resources. 

3331.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior, transmitting  notification  that  the 
County  of  San  Bernardino  (San  Sevaine 
Creek  Water  Project)  has  applied  for  finan- 
cial assistance  under  the  Small  Reclamation 
Projects  Act  of  1956  (70  Stat.  1044).  as  amend- 
ed, to  provide  fiood  protection,  up  to  25,000 
acre-feet  of  annual  ground-water  recharge  to 
the  Chlno  Groundwater  Basin,  and  direct 
benefit  to  an  agricultural  area  of  29.SO0 
acres;  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3332.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Attorney 
(^neral  of  the  United  States,  transmitting  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  to  strengthen 
Federal  child  protection  laws;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 

3333.  A  letter  from  the  (kimmissloner.  Im- 
migration and  Naturalization  Service,  trans- 
mitting the  Service's  final  rule — Ortlfi- 
catlon  of  Designated  Fingerprinting  Services 
[INS  No.  1666-94]  (RIN:  1115-AD75)  received 
May  29,  1996,  pursuant  to  S  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 

3334.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Continued  Ro- 
tation and  Rotor  Locking  Tests,  and  Vibra- 
tion and  Vibration  Tests  (Federal  Aviation 
Administration)  (RIN:  2ia0-AF57)  received 
June  3,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aKlXA): 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure. 

3335.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — (Thild  Restraint 
Systems  (Federal  Aviation  Administration) 
(RIN:  2120-AF52)  received  June  3,  1996,  pursu- 
ant to  5  U.S.C.  SOKaXlKA);  to  the  Committee 
on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3336.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— IFR  Altitudes; 
Miscellaneous  Amendments  (53) — Amend- 
ment No.  396  (Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion) (RIN:  2120-AF63)  (1996-0003)  received 
June  3,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  SOKaXlXA); 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure. 

3337.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Elstablishment 
of  Class  E  Airspace;  Tallulah.  LA— Docket 
No.  95-ASW-12  (Federal  Aviation  Adminis- 
tration) (RIN:  2iaa-AF66)  (1996-0041)  received 
June  3.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  WKaXlXA); 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure. 

3338.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the    Department's    final    rule— Revision    of 
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Class  E  Airspace;  Las  Vegas.  NM— Docket 
No.  95-ASW-311  (Federal  Aviation  Adminis- 
tration) (RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0032)  received 
June  3.  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A); 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure. 

3339.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Revision  of 
Class  E  Airspace;  Dumas,  TX— Docket  No. 
95-ASW-30  (Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion) (RIN:  212a-AA66)  (1996-0031)  received 
June  3. 1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A); 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure. 

3340.  A  letter  from  the  (Jeneral  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Revision  of 
Class  E  Airspace;  Brownfleld,  TX— Docket 
No.  95-ASW-29  (Federal  Aviation  Adminis- 
tration) (RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0030)  received 
June  3,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A): 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
Crastructure. 

3341.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Revision  of 
Class  E  Airspace;  Hobbs,  NM— Docket  No.  95- 
ASW-28  (Federal  Aviation  Administration) 
(RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0040)  received  June  3, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Conmilttee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

3342.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Revision  of 
Class  E  Airspace;  Demlng,  NM— Docket  No. 
95-ASW-27  (Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion) (RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0027)  received 
June  3,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A); 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure. 

3343.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Revision  of 
Class  E  Airspace;  Carlsbad,  NM— Docket  No. 
95-ASW-26  (Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion) (RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0039)  received 
June  3, 1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A); 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
fhistructure. 

3344.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Revision  of 
Class  E  Airspace;  Belen,  NM— Docket  No.  95- 
ASW-25  (Federal  Aviation  Administration) 
(RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0038)  received  June  3, 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

3345.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Revision  of 
Class  E  Airspace;  Mena,  AR^Docket  No.  95- 
ASW-24  (Federal  Aviation  Administration) 
(RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0034)  received  June  3, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Conunlttee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

3346.  A  letter  from  the  (Jeneral  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  flnal  rule — Establishment 
of  Class  E  Airspace;  Galliano  LA— Docket 
No.  95-ASW-23  (Federal  Aviation  Adminis- 
tration) (RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0033)  received 
June  3, 1S96.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A); 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure. 

3347.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  ttnal  rule— Revision  of 
Class  E  Airspace;  Marshall,  TX— Docket  No. 
95-ASW-22  (Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion)   (RIN:    2120-AA66)    (1996-0048)   received 


June  3,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A); 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure. 

3348.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Establishment 
of  Class  E  Airspace;  Livingston,  TX— Docket 
No.  95-ASW-21  (Federal  Aviation  Adminis- 
tration) (RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0047)  received 
June  3,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A); 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure. 

3349.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Establishment 
of  Class  E  Airspace;  Midlothlan-Waxahaclle, 
TX— Docket  No.  95-ASW-19  (Federal  Avia- 
tion Administration)  (RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996- 
0051)  received  June  3,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3350.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  TransportaUon,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Establishment 
of  Class  E  Airspace;  Reserve,  LA— Docket 
No.  95-ASW-16  (Federal  Aviation  Adminis- 
tration) (RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0049)  received 
June  3,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A); 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure. 

3351.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Revision  of 
Class  E  Airspace;  Gainesville,  TX— Docket 
No.  95-ASW-151  (Federal  Aviation  Adminis- 
tration) (RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0044)  received 
June  3,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A); 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure. 

3352.  A  letter  flrom  the  CJeneral  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Revision  of 
Class  E  Airspace;  Hondo,  TX— Docket  No.  95- 
ASW-14  (Federal  Aviation  Administration) 
(RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0043)  received  June  3, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infira- 
structure. 

3353.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Revision  of 
Class  E  Airspace;  Santa  Fe,  NM— Docket  No. 
95-ASW-13  (Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion) (RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0042)  received 
June  3,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A); 
to  the  Conmilttee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure. 

3354.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Airworthiness 
Directives;  Fokker  Model  F28  Mark  0100  Se- 
ries Airplanes  (Docket  No.  95-NM-172-AD) 
(RIN:  2120-AA64)  received  June  3,  1996,  pursu- 
ant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee 
on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3355.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Airworthiness 
Directives;  Beech  (Raytheon)  Model  BAe  125 
Series  lOOOA  and  Model  Hawker  1000  Air- 
planes (Docket  No.  95-NM-180-AD)  (RIN: 
2120-AA64)  received  June  3.  1996,  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3356.  A  letter  from  the  CJeneral  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Airworthiness 
Directives;  McDonnell  Douglas  Model  DC-9- 
80  Series  Airplanes,  Model  MD-88,  and  MD-90 
Airplanes  (Docket  No.  95-NM-188-AD)  (RIN: 
2120- AA64)  received  June  3,  1996,  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Conmilttee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3357.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman,  Surfice 
Transportation    Board,     transmitting     the 


Board's  final  rule— Exemption  From  Regula- 
tion—Boxcar TrafQc  Filing  (STB  Ex  Parte 
No.  548)  (49  CFR  Part  1039)  received  June  4, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

3358.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulations  Management,  Department  of 
Veterans  Affafrs,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's flnal  rule — Loan  Guaranty:  Mis- 
cellaneous (RIN:  2900-AlOl)  received  May  31, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

3359.  A  communication  from  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  transmitting  notiflca- 
tlon  of  his  determination  that  a  continu- 
ation of  a  waiver  currently  in  effect  for  the 
People's  Republic  of  China  will  substantially 
promote  the  objective  of  section  402  of  the 
Trade  Act  of  1974— received  in  the  United 
States  House  of  Representatives  May  31. 
1996,  pursuant  to  19  U.S.C.  2432(c)  and  (d)  (H. 
Doc.  No.  104-223);  to  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  and  ordered  to  be  printed. 

3360.  A  communication  from  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  transmitting  notifica- 
tion of  his  determination  that  a  continu- 
ation of  a  waiver  currently  In  effect  for  Alba- 
nia, Armenia,  Azerbaijan,  Belarus,  Georgia, 
Kazakhstan,  Kyrgyzstan,  Moldova,  Mongo- 
lia, Tajikistan,  Turkmenistan,  Ukraine,  and 
Uzbekistan  will  substantially  promote  the 
objectives  of  section  402  of  the  Trade  Act  of 
1974— received  in  the  United  States  House  of 
Representatives  June  3,  1996,  pursuant  to  19 
U.S.C.  2432(c)  and  (d)  (H.  Doc.  No.  104-224);  to 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  and  or- 
dered to  be  printed. 

3361.  A  letter  from  the  Chief,  Regulations 
Branch,  U.S.  Customs  Service,  Department 
of  the  Treasury,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's flnal  rule— Removal  of  Toshiba  Sanc- 
tion Regulations  (U.S.  Customs  Service) 
(RIN:  1515-AB96)  received  May  31, 1996,  pursu- 
ant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means. 

3362.  A  letter  from  the  Chief,  Regulations 
Unit,  Internal  Revenue  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  flnal  rule — Enterprise  Zone  Fa- 
cility Bonds  (BIN:  1545-AMOl)  received  May 
30,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

3363.  A  letter  from  the  Chief,  Regulations 
Unit,  Internal  Revenue  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  flnal  rule— Section  1033.— Invol- 
untary Conversions  (Revenue  Ruling  96-32) 
received  May  31,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

3364.  A  letter  from  the  Chief,  Regulations 
Unit,  Internal  Revenue  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  flnal  rule— Form  5300  Series, 
Schedule  Q  (Announcement  96-53)  received 
June  4,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A); 
to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

3365.  A  letter  from  the  Chief,  Regulations 
Unit,  Internal  Revenue  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  flnal  rule— Section  472.— Last- 
in,  First-out  Inventories  (Revenue  Ruling  96- 
31)  received  May  31, 1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

3366.  A  letter  from  the  Chief,  Regulations 
Unit,  Internal  Revenue  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  flnal  rule— Administrative, 
Procedural,  and  Miscellaneous  (Revenue  Pro- 
cedure 96-35)  received  May  31,  1996,  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

3367.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Legislative  Affairs,  Depart- 
ment of  State,  transmitting  notification  of 
the  Department's  Intent  to  reprogram  J0.5 
million  In  flscal  year  1996  funds  made  avail- 
able under  chapter  6  of  Part  II  of  the  FAA,  as 
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amended  for  administrative  and  operations 
support  for  the  International  Customs  Ob- 
server Mission  [ICOM]  in  Bosnia,  pursuant  to 
22  U.S.C.  2394-l(a)  and  Public  Law  104-107. 
section  515  (110  Stat.  726);  jointly,  to  the 
Committees  on  International  Relations  and 
Appropriations. 

3368.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel  of 
the  Department  of  Defense,  transmitting  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  to  assist  in  the 
reform  of  travel  management  In  the  Federal 
Government;  jointly,  to  the  Committees  on 
Government  Reform  and  Oversight  and 
Science. 
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REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 

PUBLIC  BmLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  Xm,  reports  of 

committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 

for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 

calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska:  Committee  on  Re- 
sources. H.R.  848.  A  bill  to  increase  the 
amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  as- 
sistance for  highway  relocation  regarding 
the  Chlckamauga  and  Chattanooga  National 
Military  Park  in  Georgia;  with  an  amend- 
ment (Rept.  104-603).  Referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 
Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXn,  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By   Mr.   NEUMANN   (for  himself,   Mr. 

Klug,    Mr.    GxnJDE»SON,    Mr.    PETRI, 

Mr.  ROTH,  and  Mr.  Sensenbrenner): 
H.R.  3562.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  State  of 
Wisconsin  to  Implement  the  demonstration 
project  known  as  "Wisconsin  Works";  to  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  and  in  addi- 
tion to  the  Committees  on  Agriculture,  Eco- 
nomic and  Educational  Opportunities,  and 
Commerce,  for  a  period  to  be  subsequently 
determined  by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for 
consideration  of  such  provisions  as  fall  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  con- 
cerned. 

By  Mr.  SHUSTER  (for  himself  and  Mr. 

Oberstar)  (both  by  request): 
H.R.  3563.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  con- 
servation and  development  of  water  and  re- 
lated resources,  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  construct  various  projects  for 
improvements  to  rivers  and  harbors  of  the 
United  States,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

By  Mr.  OILMAN  (for  himself,  Mr.  BE- 

REUTER,  Mr.  Gejdenson,  Mr.  Hyde, 

Mr.    LiPiNSKi,    Mr.    Solomon,    Mr. 

Oberstar,  Mr.  Cox,  Ms.  Kaptur,  Mr. 

Leach,  Mrs.  Maloney,  Mr.  Zimmer, 

Mr.     Smtth    of    New    Jersey,    Mr. 

TORRICELU,     Mr.     Brownback,     Ms. 

Lofgren,  Mr.  Hoke,  Mr.   Pallone, 

Mr.  QUDW,  Mr.  HOLDEN,  Mr.  Kim,  Mr. 

Hostettler,  Mr.  Gallegly,  and  Mr. 

KING): 
H.R.  3564.  A  bill  to  amend  the  NATO  Par- 
ticipation Act  of  1994  to  expedite  the  transi- 
tion to  full  membership  in  the  North  Atlan- 
tic Treaty  Organization  of  emergrlng  democ- 
racies in  Central  and  Eastern  Europe;  to  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations,  and 
in  addition  to  the  Committee  on  Rules,  for  a 
period  to  be  subsequently  determined  by  the 
Speaker,  in  each  case  for  consideration  of 


such  provisions  as  fall  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  committee  concerned. 

By  Mr.  MCCOLLUM  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Hyde,  Mr.  Cunningham.  Mr.  Coble, 
Mr.  Blter,  Mr.  Heineman,  and  Mr. 
Bryant  of  Tennessee): 
H.R.  3565.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  with  respect  to  juvenile  offend- 
ers, and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary,  and  In  addition,  to  the 
Committee   on   Economic   and   Educational 
Opportunities,    for   a    period    to    be    subse- 
quently determined  by  the  Speaker,  in  each 
case  for  consideration  of  such  provisions  as 
fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee 
concerned. 

By  Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin: 
H.R.  3566.  A  bill  to  expand  the  deflnition  of 
limited  tax  benefit  for  purposes  of  the  Line 
Item  Veto  Act;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight,  and  in  addition 
to  the  Committee  on  Rules,  for  a  period  to  be 
subsequently  determined  by  the  Speaker,  in 
each  case  for  consideration  of  such  provi- 
sions as  fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
committee  concerned. 

By  Mr.  BEREUTER: 
H.R.  3567.  A  bill  to  fully  capitalize  the  de- 
posit insurance  funds,  to  provide  regulatory 
relief  for  Insured  depository  institutions  and 
depository    institution    holding    companies, 
and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Financial  Services. 
By  Mr.  CLINGER: 
H.R.  3568.  A  bill  to  designate  51.7  miles  of 
the  Clarion  River,  located  in  Pennsylvania, 
as  a  component  of  the  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  System;  to  the  Committee  on 
Resources. 

By  Mr.  COX  (for  himself,  Mr.  Oilman, 
Mr.   SOLOMON,  Mr.  Torricelli,   Mr. 
Lantos,  Mr.   Smpth  of  New  Jersey. 
Mr.  ROYCE,  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana, 
Mr.  Scarborough,  Mr.  Funderburk, 
Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio,  Mr.  Dornan,  Mr. 
Rohrabacher,  and  Mr.  Bono): 
H.R.  3569.  A  bill  to  provide  that  most-fa- 
vored-natlon  trading  status  for  the  People's 
Republic  of  China  may  continue  provided 
that  Taiwan  is  admitted  to  the  World  Trade 
Organization  by  March  1,  1997;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means. 
By  Mrs.  KELLY: 
H.R.  3570.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1986  to  provide  that  gain  on  the 
sale  of  a  principal  residence  shall  be   ex- 
cluded from  gross  Income  without  regard  to 
the  age  of  the  taxpayer  or  the  amount  of  the 
gain;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 
By  Mr.  KING: 
H.R.  3571.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  to  protect  the  sanctity  of  reli- 
gious communications;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  LEWIS  of  Kentucky: 
H.R.  3572.  A  bill  to  designate  the  bridge  on 
U.S.  Route  231  which  crosses  the  Ohio  River 
between  Maceo,  KY,  and  Rockport,  IN,  as  the 
"William  H.  Natcher  Bridge";  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Transportation  and  Infrastruc- 
ture. 

By  Mr.  MENENDEZ: 
H.R.  3573.  A  blU  to  amend  the  Oil  Pollution 
Act  of  1990  to  make  the  act  more  effective  in 
preventing  oil  pollution  In  the  Nation's  wa- 
ters through  enhanced  prevention  of,  and  im- 
proved response  to.  oil  spills,  and  to  ensure 
that  citizens  and  communities  Injured  by  oil 
spills  are  promptly  and  fully  compensated, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 
By  Mrs.  MORELLA: 
H.R.  3574.  A  blU  to  amend  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  to  provide  for  the  termination 


of  any  rights  that  a  former  spouse  may  have. 
in  connection  with  receiving  any  portion  of 
an  annuity  of  a  retired  Federal  employee,  by 
reason  of  the  remarriage  of  the  former 
spouse:  to  the  Committee  on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight. 

By  Mr.  RICHARDSON  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Skeen): 

H.R.  3575.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Agricultural 
Market  Transition  Act  to  include  native  pas- 
ture for  livestock  among  the  list  of  crops 
speclflcally  identlfled  as  eligible  for  non- 
insured  crop  disaster  assistance;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Agriculture. 
By  Mr.  ROEMER; 

H.R.  3576.  A  bill  to  designate  the  U.S. 
courthouse  located  at  401  South  Michigan 
Street  in  South  Bend,  IN,  as  the  'Robert 
Kurtz  Rodlbaugh  United  States  Courthouse  "; 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure. 

By   Mr.    SOLOMON   (for  himself,   Mr. 
Oilman,  and  Mr.  Cox): 

H.R.  3577.  A  bill  to  oppose  the  provision  of 
assistance  to  the  People's  Republic  of  cniina 
by  any  international  financial  institution;  to 
the  Committee  on  Banking  ajid  Financial 
Services. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 
Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXll.  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows: 
H.R.  713:  Mr.  Fazio  of  California. 
H.R.  789:  Mr.  MCLntosh. 
H.R.  820:  Mr.  SCHIFF.  Mr.  BRYANT  of  Texas, 
Mr.  Camp,  Ms.  Kaptur,  Mr.  Beilenson,  Mr. 
Barton  of  Texas,  Mr.  Evans,  Ms.  DeLaubo, 
Mr.  Chasot.  Mr.  Brown  of  California,  and 
Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida. 

H.R.    1046:    Ms.    BROWN    of    Florida.    Mr. 
Flake,  and  Mr.  Rangel. 

H.R.  1073:  Mr.  COBLE  and  Ms.  ROYBal-AL- 
LARD. 
H.R.  1074:  Ms.  RO^-BAL-ALLARD. 
H.R.  1464:  Mr.  CAMPBELL. 
H.R.  1656:  Ms.  ROYBAL-ALLARD. 
H.R.  1733:  Ms.  SLAUGHTER. 
H.R.  1757:  Mr.  LaFalce. 
H.R.  1758:  Mr.  GREEN  of  Texas. 
H.R.  1776:  Mr.  JOHNSON  of  South  Dakota 
and  Mr.  Everett. 
H.R.  1797:  Mr.  CUMMINGS. 
H.R.  2270:  Mrs.  Seastrand. 
H.R.  2566:  Mr.  Waxman. 
H.R.  2665:  Mr.  Manton. 
H.R.    2745:    Ms.    BROWN    of    Florida,    Ms. 
McKinney,  and  Mr.  Horn. 

H.R.  2748:   Mr.  Hilliard,   Mr.  MiNGE.  Mr. 
Evans.   Mr.   Durbdj,   Mr.   Olver.   and  Mr. 
Sanders. 
H.R.  2749:  Mr.  Hastert. 
H.R.  2779:  Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Ms.  SLAUGHTER, 
and  Mr.  Barr. 
H.R.  2827:  Mr.  Frelinghuysen. 
H.R.  2834:  Mr.  Flake. 
H.R.  2849:  Mr.  HiNCHEY  and  Mr.  LaFalce. 
H.R.  2994:  Mr.  BOUCHER. 

H.R.  3078:  Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  SCHAEFER, 
and  Mr.  Boehner. 
H.R.  3083:  Mr.  Romero-Barcelo. 
H.R.  3118:  Mr.  Saxton. 
H.R.  3178:  Mr.  GEJDENSON  and  Mr.  JOHNSON 
of  South  Dakota. 

H.R.  3222:  Mrs.  Clayton  and  Mr.  Beilen- 
son. 

H.R.    3226:    Mr.    Ward.    Mr.    Ganske.    Mr. 
Dooley.  Ms.  RrvERS.  Mr.  Cummings.  and  Mr. 
Manton. 
H.R.  3241:  Mr.  Romero-Barcelo. 
H.R.  3246:  Mr.  DURBIN. 
HJl.  3267:  Miss  O^LLINS  of  Michigan  and 
Mr.  MILLER  of  California. 

H.R.  3280:  Mr.  Evans.  Mr.  Gejdenson,  Mr. 
Levin,  and  Mr.  Reed. 
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H.R.  3337:  Mr.  Rangel  and  Mrs.  Lowey. 

H.R.  3393:  Mr.  TALENT. 

H.R.  3401:  Mr.  MILLER  of  California,  Mrs. 
Clayton.  Mr.  Flake,  Mr.  Boehlert,  and  Ms. 
DeLauro. 

H.R.  3430:  Mr.  Stupak  and  Mr.  Peterson  of 
Minnesota. 

H.R.  3445:  Mrs.  LOWEY  and  Mr.  Manton. 

H.R.  3460:  Ms.  SLAUGHTER. 

H.R.  3521:  Ms.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON  of 
Texas,  Mr.  Frazer,  Mr.  Cummings.  Mr. 
Frost,  Mr.  Rangel.  Mr.  Manton,  Mr.  Payne 
of  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Watts  of  Oklahoma,  Mr. 
Towns,  and  Mr.  Wynn. 

H.R.  3551:  Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey,  Mr. 
Jones,  and  Mr.  torricelu. 

H.R.  3554:  Mr.  GORDON  and  Mr.  QuiLLEN. 

H.  Con.  Res.  10:  Mr.  Weldon  of  Pennsyl- 
vania. 

H.  Con.  Res.  26:  Mr.  Kennedy  of  Rhode  Is- 
land, Mr.  Kennedy  of  Massachusetts,  Mr. 
Cummings,  and  Mrs.  Kennelly. 

H.  Con.  Res.  47:  Mr.  DOOLITTLE  and  Mr. 

QUINN. 

H.    Con.    Res.    51:    Mr.    TORRICELLI,    Mr. 

Bunking  of  Kentucky,  and  Mr.  Cunningham. 

H.  Con.  Res.  145:  Mr.  TORRICELLI  and  Mr. 

HORN. 

H.  Con.  Res.  156:  Mr.  Coleman. 

H.  Con.  Res.  181:  Mr.  Bonilla,  Mr.  JOHNSON 
of  South  Dakota,  Mr.  Minge,  Mr.  Peterson 
of  Minnesota.  Mrs.  Clayton,  Mr.  Rose,  Mr. 
POMEROY,  and  Mr.  Stenholm. 

H.  Res.  439:  Mr.  GUNDERSON. 


AMENDMENTS 
Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXm,  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  burton  of  Indiana 
AJfENDMENT  No.  8:  Page  95,  line  12,  Insert 
before  the  semicolon  the  following;  ",  Includ- 
ing the  murders  of  Mlrellle  Bertln,  Michel 
Gonzalez,  and  Jean  Hubert  Feullle". 
H.R.  3540 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Engel 
AMENDMENT  NO.  9:  Page  10,  line  24,  Insert 
before  the  period  the  following.  ",  of  which 
S6,000,000  shall  be  for  assistance  for  Kosova". 

HJl.  3540 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Frank  of  Massachusetts 
AMENDMENT  NO.  10:  Page  97,  line  5,  Insert 
the  following  new  section: 

PROHIBrnON  OF  MET  ASSISTANCE  FOR 
mDONESU 

Sec.  573.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  In 
this  Act  under  the  heading  "International 
Military  Education  and  Training"  may  be 
made  available  to  the  Government  of  Indo- 
nesia. 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Hall  of  Ohio 
AMENDMENT  NO.  11:  Page  97,  line  5,  Insert 
the  following  new  section: 
PROHiBrnoN  on  use  of  funds  for  procure- 
ment AND  MANUFACTURE  OF  ANTIPERSONNEL 
LANDMINES 

Sec.  573.  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
in  this  Act  may  be  used  for  assistance  in  sup- 
port of  any  country  when  it  is  made  known 
to  the  Federal  official  having  authority  to 
obligate  or  expend  such  funds  that  such 
country  has  used,  or  is  likely  to  use,  any 
part  of  such  assistance  for  the  procurement 
or  manufacture  of  antipersonnel  landmines. 
H.R.  3540 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida 

Amendment  no.  12:  Page  7,  Une  17,  before 
the  period  insert  the  following:  ":  Provided 


further.  That,  of  the  amount  appropriated 

under   this   heading.   $140,000,000   should   be 

made  available  for  programs  In  Africa". 

H.R.  3540 

Offered  by:  Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  13:  Page  7,  line  21,  strike 
"and  chapter  10  of  part  I". 

Page  7,  line  22,  after  "51,150,000.000"  Insert 
"(decreased  by  $539,300,000)". 

Page  9,  after  line  18,  insert  the  following: 

DE\'EL0PMENT  fund  FOR  AFRICA 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  chapter  10  of  part  I  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961,  $539,300,000,  to  re- 
main available  until  September  30, 1998. 
H.R.  3540 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida 
A.MENDMENT  No.  14:  Page  22,  line  15,  insert 
the  following: 
(n)  The  Congress— 

(1)  finds  that  the  rising  number  of  reports 
of  religious  persecutions  In  Russia  Is  of  con- 
cern; 

(2)  urges  the  Secretary  of  State  to  be  at- 
tentive to  this  growing  problem;  and 

(3)  urges  the  Government  of  Russia  to 
eliminate  restrictions  on  religious  institu- 
tions, such  as  the  restrictions  placed  on  the 
Jewish  Agency  for  Israel,  and  to  reissue  op- 
erating licenses  allowing  such  Agency  to  re- 
open their  offices. 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida 
Amendment  No.  15:  Page  97,  line  5,  insert 
the  following: 

development  fund  for  AFRICA 

Sec  573.  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  chapter  10  of  part  I  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  to  be  de- 
rived from  amounts  provided  in  this  Act  for 
"development  assistance",  $539,300,000.  to 
remain  available  until  September  30, 1998. 
H.R.  3540 
Offered  by:  Mr.  kentjedy  of 
Massachusetts 

Amendment  no.  16:  Page  97,  Une  5,  insert 
the  following  new  section: 

PROHIBrnON  OF  FUNDS  FOR  SCHOOL  OF  THE 
AMERICAS 

SEC.  573.  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
in  this  Act  may  be  used  for  the  School  of  the 
Americas. 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  LaHood 
AMENDMENT  NO.  17:  Page  2.  line  25,  after 
the  dollar  amount.  Insert  the  following:  "(re- 
duced by  $72,600,000)". 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  By:  Mrs.  Lowey 
AMENDMENT  No.   18:   Strike  Section 
(page  50,  line  3  through  page  52,  line  20). 
H.R.  3540 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Manzullo 
A.MENDMENT  NO.  19:  Page  3.  line  25. 
the  dollar  amount.  Insert  the  following: 
duced  by  $3,136,000)". 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Mica 
Amendment  no.  20:  Page  7,  line  4. 
"$600,000,000"        Insert        "increased 
$23,287,500)". 

Page  13,  line  11,  after  "$465,750,000"  Insert 
"(decreased  by  $23,287,500)". 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Mica 
AMENDMENT  No.  21:  Page  11,  line  20,  after 
"$1,500,000"  Insert  "(increased  by  $1,500,000)". 
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Page  13,  line  11,  after 
"(decreased  by  $1,500,000)' 
H.R.  3540 

OFFERED  BY:  MR.  NEUMANN 

AMENDMENT  No.  22:  Page  17,  line  15,  after 
the  dollar  amount,  insert  the  following:  "(re- 
duced by  $40,750,000)". 

H.R.  3540 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Obey 
AMENDMENT  NO.  23:  On  page  3,  line  25,  after 
the  dollar  amount,  insert  the  following:  "(re- 
duced by  $2,000,000)". 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Obey 
A.MENDMENT  No.  24:  On  page  3,  line  25,  after 
the  dollar  amount,  Insert  the  following:  "(re- 
duced by  $1,000,000)". 

H.R.  3540 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Obey 
A.MENDMENT  NO.  25:  On  page  4,  line  25,  after 
the  dollar  amount.  Insert  the  following:  "(re- 
duced by  $4,000,000)". 

H.R.  3540 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Obey 
Amendment  No.  26:  On  page  4.  line  25.  after 
the  dollar  amount,  insert  the  following:  "(re- 
duced by  $2,000,000)". 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Obey 
AMENDMENT  No.  27:  On  page  27,  line  24, 
after  the  dollar  amount,  Insert  the  following: 
"(reduced  by  $6,000,000)". 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Obey 
A.MENDMENT  NO.   28:   On  page  27,   line  24. 
after  the  dollar  amount,  insert  the  following: 
"(reduced  by  $4,000,000)". 

H.R.  3540 

OFFERED  by:  MR.  OBEY 

AMENDMENT  NO.  29:  On  page  27,  line  24, 
after  the  dollar  amount,  insert  the  following: 
"(reduced  by  $3,000,000)". 

H.R.  3540 
OFFERED  BY:  MR.  OBEY 
AMENDMENT  NO.  30:   On  page  27,   line  24, 
after  the  dollar  amount,  insert  the  following: 
"(reduced  by  $1,525,000)". 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Obey 
AMENDMENT  NO.  31:  On  page  27,  line  24. 
after  the  dollar  amount,  insert  the  following: 
"(reduced  by  $800,000)". 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Obey 
AMENDMENT  NO.  32:  On  page  27,  line  24, 
after  the  dollar  amount,  insert  the  following: 
"(reduced  by  $400,000)". 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Obey 
AMENDMENT  NO.  33:  On  page  27,  line  24, 
after  the  dollar  amount  insert  the  following: 
"(reduced  by  $150,000)". 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Obey 
AMENDMENT  NO.  34:  On  page  27.  line  24, 
after  the  dollar  amount  Insert  the  following: 
"(reduced  by  $50,000)". 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Obey 
Amendment  No.  35:  On  page  27.  line  24, 
after  the  dollar  amount  Insert  the  following: 
"(reduced  by  $25,000)". 

H.R.  3540 

Offered  by:  Mr.  Obey 
AMENDMENT  No.  36:  On  page  28,  line  1,  in- 
sert after  the  colon  the  following: 
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"Provided  further.  That  up  to  $20,000  of  the 
funds  appropriated  under  this  heading  may 
be  made  available  for  grant  financed  mili- 
tary education  and  training  for  any  high  In- 
come country  on  the  condition  that  that 
country  agrees  to  fund  from  its  own  re- 
sources the  transportation  cost  and  living  al- 
lowances of  its  students:" 

H.R.  3540- 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Obey 

AMENDMENT  NO.  37:  On  page  28,  line  1.  in- 
sert after  the  colon  the  following: 
"Provided  further.  That  the  civilian  personnel 
for  whom  military  education  and  training 
may  be  provided  under  this  heading  may  also 
include  members  of  national  legislatures 
who  are  responsible  for  the  oversight  and 
management  of  the  military,  and  may  also 
include  individuals  who  are  not  members  of 
the  government:" 

H.R.  3540 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Obey 

AMENDMENT  No.  38:  On  page  28,  line  8.  after 
the  dollar  amount.  Insert  the  following:  "(re- 
duced by  $60,000,000)". 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Obey 
A.MENDMENT  NO.  39:  On  page  28,  line  8,  after 
the  dollar  amount.  Insert  the  following:  "(re- 
duced by  $30.000,000)' •. 

H.R.  3540 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Obey 
AMENDMENT   NO.    40:    On   page   29.    line   7, 
Strike  "$35,000,000 ",  and  Insert  "$27,160,000", 
and 

On  page  29,  line  10,  strike  "$323,815,000"  and 
Insert  "$251,287,000". 

H.R.  3540 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Obey 
AMENDMENT  NO.  41:  On  page  29.  line  7.  after 
the  dollar  amount,  insert  the  following:  "(re- 
duced by  $7,840,000)",  and 

On  page  29,  line  10,  after  the  dollar 
amount,  insert  the  following:  "(reduced  by 
$72,528,000)". 

H.R.  3540 
OFFERED  By:  MR.  OBEY 

AMENDMENT  NO.  42:  On  page  30,  line  5,  after 
"Act:",  insert 

Provided  further.  That  not  more  than 
$100,000,000  of  the  funds  made  available  under 
this  heading  shall  be  available  for  use  in  fi- 
nancing the  procurement  of  defense  articles, 
defense  services,  or  design  and  construction 
services  that  are  not  sold  by  the  United 
States  Government  under  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  to  countries  other  than  Israel 
and  Egypt." 

H.R.  3540 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Obey 

AMENDMENT  NO.  43:  On  page  30,  line  5,  after 
"Act:",  Insert: 

"Provided  further.  That  not  more  than 
$50,000,000  of  the  funds  made  available  under 
this  heading  shall  be  available  for  use  in  fi- 
nancing the  procurement  of  defense  articles, 
defense  services,  or  design  and  construction 
services  that  are  not  sold  by  the  United 
States  under  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  to 
countries  other  than  Israel  and  Egypt:" 
H.R.  3540 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Obey 

AMENDMENT  NO.  44:  On  page  31.  line  4.  after 
the  colon  Insert  the  following: 
"Provided  further.  That  the  Department  of 
Defense  shall  conduct  during  the  current  fis- 
cal year  nonreimbursable  audits  of  private 


firms  whose  contracts  are  made  directly 
with  foreign  governments  and  are  financed 
with  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing (as  well  as  subcontractors  thereunder)  as 
requested  by  the  Defense  Security  Assist- 
ance Agency:" 

H.R.  3540 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Obei' 
AMENDMENT  NO.  45:  On  page  31,  strike  ev- 
erything   starting    on     line     19.     through, 
"loans:"  on  line  1.  on  page  31. 
H.R.  3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Obey 
AMENDMENT  NO.  46:  On  page  80,  lines  15  and 
16.  strike  "110  percent"  and  insert  "1000  per- 
cent". 

HJl.3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Obey 
AMENDMENT  No.  47:  On  page  80.  lines  15  and 
16,  strike  "110  percent",  and  insert  "500  per- 
cent". 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Obey 
Amendment  No.  48:  On  page  81.  line  21, 
strike  "5  percent"  and  insert  "20  percent". 
H.R.  3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Obey 
Amendment  No.  49:  On  page  81.  Une  21, 
strike  "5  percent"  and  insert  "15  percent". 
H.R.  3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Obey 
AMENDMENT  No.   50:   On  page  81,   Une  21. 
strike  "5  percent",  and  Insert  "10  percent". 
H.R.  3540 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Obey 
AMENDMENT  NO.  51:  On  page  82,  line  12. 
strike,  "of  up  to  $25,000,000". 
H.R.  3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Obey 
AMENDME.\T  NO.   52:   On   page  82,   Une  12. 
strike  "$25,000,000"  and  Insert.  "$50,000,000". 
H.R.3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Obey 
AMENDMENT  NO.  53:  On  page  93.  strike  ev- 
erything beginning  on  Une  1,  through  "train- 
ing." on  page  93,  line  21. 

H.R.3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Obey 

Amendment  no.  54:  On  page  97,  after  line  5. 
Insert: 

"Sec.  573.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
under  the  heading  "International  Military 
Education  and  Training"  may  be  made  avail- 
able for  Cambodia  and  Thailand." 
H.R.3540 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Obey 
Amen-dment  no.  55:  On  page  97.  after  line  5. 
Insert: 

"Sec.  573.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
under  the  heading  "International  Military 
Education  and  Training"  may  be  made  avail- 
able for  Indonesia." 

H.R.3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Obey 
Amendment  No.  56:  On  page  97.  after  Une  5. 
insert: 

"Sec.  573.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
under  the  heading  "International  Military 
Education  and  Training"  may  be  made  avail- 
able for  Kenya." 

H.R.3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Obey 
amendment  no.  57:  On  page  97.  after  line  5. 
Insert: 

"Sec.  573.  Not  more  than  $50,000,000  of  the 
funds    made    available    under    the    beading 


"Foreign  Military  Financing  Program"  may 
be  made  available  for  use  in  financing  the 
procurement  of  defense  articles,  defense 
services,  or  design  and  construction  services 
that  are  not  sold  by  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment under  the  Arms  Eiiport  Control  Act 
to  countries  other  than  Israel  and  Egypt." 
H.R.3540 
Offered  Ri*:  Mr.  Obey 

Amendment  No.  58:  On  page  97.  after  Une  5. 
Insert: 

"Sec.  573.  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
under  the  heading  "Foreign  Military  Financ- 
ing Program"  may  be  made  available  for  any 
country  when  it  Is  made  known  to  the  Presi- 
dent that  the  government  of  such  country 
has  not  agreed  to  the  Department  of  Defense 
condnctlng"  dxiring  the  current  fiscal  year 
nonreimbursable  audits  of  private  firms 
whose  contracts  are  made  directly  with  for- 
eign government  and  are  financed  with  funds 
made  available  under  this  heading  (as  well  as 
subcontractors  thereunder)  as  requested  by 
the  Defense  Security  Assistance  Agency." 
H.R.3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Obey 

AMEN-DMENT  No.  59:  On  page  97.  after  Une  5. 
Insert: 

"Sec.  573.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
under  the  heading  "International  Military 
Education  and  Training"  may  be  made  avail- 
able for  Austria." 

H.R.3540 
OFFERED  By:  Mr,  Obey 

AMEN-DMENT  NO.  60:  On  page  97.  after  Une  5, 
insert: 

"Sec.  573.  None  of  the  funds  api)ropriated 
under  the  heading  "International  Military 
Education  and  Training"  nuiy  be  made  avaU- 
able  for  Finland." 

H.R.3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Obey 

Amendment  No.  61:  On  page  97.  after  line  5. 
Insert: 

"Sec.  573.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
under  the  heading  "International  MiUtary 
Education  and  Training"  may  be  made  avaU- 
able  for  Malta." 

H.R.3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Obey 
amendment  NO.  62:  (5n  page  97.  after  line  5, 
insert: 

"Sec.  573.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
under  the  heading  "International  MUitary 
Education  and  Training"  may  be  made  avaU- 
able  for  Portugal." 

H.R.3540 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Obey 

AMENDMENT  NO.  63:  On  page  97,  after  Une  5. 
insert: 

"Sec.  573.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
under  the  heading  "International  MiUtary 
Education  and  Training"  may  be  made  avail- 
able for  Spain." 

HJl.3540 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Obey 

AMENDMENT  NO.  64:  On  page  97,  after  Une  5. 
Insert: 

"Sec.  573.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
under  the  heading  "International  MiUtary 
Education  and  Training"  may  be  made  avaU- 
able  for  Singapore." 

H.R.3540 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Obey 
AME.N-DMENT  NO.  65:  On  page  97,  after  line  5, 
Insert: 

"Sec.  573.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
under  the  heading  "International  MiUtary 
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Education  and  Training"  may  b«  made  avail- 
able for  India." 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Obey 

AMENDMENT  No.  66:  On  page  97.  after  line  5, 
Insert: 

"Sec.  573.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
under  the  heading  "International  Military 
Education  and  Training"  may  be  made  avail- 
able for  Bahrain." 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Radanovich 

Amendment  No.  67:  Page  97,  after  line  5,  in- 
sert the  following  new  section: 

limitation  on  assistance  to  turkey 

"Sec.  573.  Not  more  than  $22,000,000  of  the 
ftmds  appropriated  in  this  Act  under  the 
heading  "Economic  Support  Fund"  may  be 
made  available  to  the  Government  of  Tur- 
key, except  when  it  Is  made  known  to  the 
Federal  official  having  authority  to  obligate 
or  expend  such  funds  that  the  Government  of 
Turkey  has  (1)  joined  the  United  States  In 
acknowledging  the  atrocity  connjnitted 
against  the  Armenian  popiilatlon  of  the 
Ottoman  Empire  from  1915  to  1923;  and  (2) 
taken  all  appropriate  steps  to  honor  the 
memory  of  the  victims  of  the  Armenian 
genocide. 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Skaggs 
Amendment  No.  68:  Page  52,  strike  lines  14 
through  20. 

H.R.  3540 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Souder 

amendment  No.  69:  Page  97,  after  line  5,  in- 
sert the  following: 

limitation  on  assistance  to  MEXICO 

Sec.  573.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  may  be 
obligated  or  expended  for  the  Government  of 
Mexico,  except  if  it  Is  made  known  to  the 
Federal  entity  or  official  to  which  funds  are 
appropriated  under  this  Act  that— 

(1)  the  Government  of  Mexico  is  taking  ac- 
tions to  reduce  the  amount  of  Ulegal  drugs 
entering  the  United  States  from  Mexico;  and 

(2)  the  Government  of  Mexico— 

(A)  is  taking  effective  actions  to  apply  vig- 
orously all  law  enforcement  resources  to  In- 
vestigate, track,  capture.  Incarcerate,  and 
prosecute  individuals  controlling,  super- 
vising, or  managing  international  narcotics 
cartels  or  other  similar  entitles  and  the  ac- 
complices of  such  Individuals,  Individuals  re- 
sponsible for,  or  otherwise  Involved  in,  cor- 
ruption, and  individuals  Involved  In  money- 
laundering; 

(B)  Is  pursing  international  anti-drug  traf- 
ficking initiatives; 

(C)  is  cooperating  fully  with  international 
efforts  at  narcotics  interdiction;  and 

(D)  is  cooperating  fully  with  requests  by 
the  United  States  for  assistance  In  investiga- 
tions of  money-laundering  violations  and  Is 
making  progress  toward  Implementation  of 
effective  law  to  prohibit  money-laundering. 


H.R.  3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Souder 
AMENDMENT  NO.  70:  Page  97,  after  line  5.  In- 
sert the  following: 

LIMITATION  ON  ASSISTANCE  TO  MEXICO 

Sec.  573.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  may  be 
obligated  or  expended  for  the  Government  of 
Mexico,  except  if  it  Is  made  known  to  the 
Federal  entity  or  official  to  which  funds  are 
appropriated  under  this  Act  that— 

(1)  the  Government  of  Mexico  is  taking  ac- 
tions to  reduce  the  amount  of  illegal  drugs 
entering  the  United  States  from  Mexico,  as 
determined  by  the  Director  of  the  Office  of 
National  Drug  Control  Policy;  and 

(2)  the  Government  of  Mexico— 

(A)  Is  taking  effective  actions  to  apply  vig- 
orously all  law  enforcement  resources  to  In- 
vestigate, track,  capture.  Incarcerate,  and 
prosecute  illegal  drug  kingpins  and  their  ac- 
complices, individuals  responsible  for,  or 
otherwise  Involved  In,  corruption,  and  Indi- 
viduals Involved  In  money-laundering;  and 

(B)  is  pursuing  international  anti-drug 
trafficking  Initiatives. 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Souder 
Amendment  no.  71:  Page,  97,  after  line  5, 
insert  the  following: 

limitation  on  ASSISTANCE  TO  MEXICO 

Sec.  573.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  may  be 
obligated  or  expended  for  the  Government  of 
Mexico,  unless  the  President  determines  and 
certifies  in  writing  to  the  Committees  on  Ap- 
propriations of  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  the  Senate  that— 

(1)  the  Government  of  Mexico  is  taking  ac- 
tions to  reduce  the  amount  of  illegal  drugs 
entering  the  United  States  from  Mexico;  and 

(2)  the  Government  of  Mexico— 

(A)  Is  taking  effective  actions  to  apply  vig- 
orously all  law  enforcement  resources  to  in- 
vestigate, track,  capture.  Incarcerate,  and 
prosecute  individuals  controlling,  super- 
vising, or  managing  International  narcotics 
cartels  or  other  similar  entitles  and  the  ac- 
complices of  such  individuals,  individuals  re- 
sponsible for,  or  otherwise  Involved  in,  cor- 
ruption, and  Individuals  involved  in  money- 
laundering; 

(B)  Is  pursuing  International  anti-drug 
trafficking  initiatives; 

(C)  Is  cooperating  fully  with  International 
efforts  at  narcotics  Interdiction;  and 

(D)  is  cooperating  fully  with  requests  by 
the  United  States  for  assistance  in  investiga- 
tions of  money-laundering  violations  and  is 
making  progress  toward  Implementation  of 
effective  laws  to  prohibit  money-laundering. 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  trarcant 
amendment  No.  72:  Page  97,  after  line  5,  in- 
sert the  following  new  section: 
across-the-board  reduction  of  amounts 
Sec.  573.  (a)  In  General.— Except  as  pro- 
vided in  subsection  (b),  each  amount  appro- 


priated or  otherwise  made  available  by  this 
Act  that  is  not  required  to  be  appropriated 
or  otherwise  made  available  by  a  provision  of 
law  is  hereby  reduced  by  1  percent. 

(b)  Exceptions.— Subsection  (a)  shall  not 
apply  to  the  amounts  appropriated  or  other- 
wise made  available  by  this  Act  for  the  fol- 
lowing: 

(1)  "Trade  and  Development  Agency". 

(2)  "Development  Assistance". 

(3)  "International  Disaster  Assistance", 

(4)  "African  Development  Foundation". 

(5)  "Inter-American  Foundation". 

(6)  "Peace  Corps". 

(7)  "International  Narcotics  Control". 

(8)  "Nonproliferation,  Anti-Terrorism, 
Deminlng  and  Related  Programs". 

(9)  "Contribution  to  the  Asian  Develop- 
ment Fund". 

(10)  "Child  Survival  and  Disease  Programs 
Fund". 

H.R.  3540 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Visclosky 

Amendment  no.  73:  Page  85,  line  8,  insert 
after  "Funds"  the  following:  "(other  than 
funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  under  the 
heading  'Economic  Support  Fund')". 

H.R.  3540 

Offered  By:  Ms.  Waters 
amendment  No.  74:  Page  34,  line  12,  after 
the  dollar  amount,  insert  the  following:  "(re- 
duced by  $8,000,000)". 

Page  34,  line  24,  after  the  dollar  amount. 
Insert      the       following:       "(reduced      by 
$25,000,000)". 
Page  34,  after  line  24,  Insert  the  following: 

CONTRIBL'TION  TO  THE  AFRICAN  DEVELOPMENT 
BANK 

For  payment  to  the  AiWcan  Development 
Bank  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for 
the  United  States  share  of  the  paid-in  por- 
tion of  the  increase  In  capital  stock, 
$8,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. 

CONTRIBUTION  TO  THE  AFRICAN  DEVELOPMENT 
FUND 

For  the  United  States  contribution  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to  the  Increase  in 
resources  of  the  Aflrican  Development  Fund, 
as  authorized  by  Public  Law  103-306. 
$25,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. 

H.R.  3540 

OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Zimmer 

AMENDMENT  No.  75:  Page  97,  after  line  5,  in- 
sert the  following: 

PROHIBrnON  ON  DEVELOPMENT  OF  SHOPPING 
CENTER  N"EAR  THE  FORMER  AUSCHWITZ  CON- 
CENTRATION CAMP 

Sec.  573.  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  the  Government  of  Poland  should  pro- 
hibit development  of  a  shopping  center  with- 
in the  500-yard  protective  zone  surrounding 
the  former  Auschwitz  concentration  camp  in 
the  town  of  Oswelcim,  Poland. 
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LEGISLATION  AMENDING  THE 
SPOUSAL  PROTECTION  ACT 


HON.  CONSTANCE  A.  MORELLA 

OF  MARYLAND 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tziesday,  June  4, 1996 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  am  irv 
troducing  legislation  to  amerxj  the  Spousal 
Protection  Act  so  a  former  spouse's  right  to  a 
Federal  worlcer's  pension  is  reiir)quished  if  the 
former  spouse  remarries  tiefore  the  age  of  55. 

Current  law  allows  a  former  spouse  to  re- 
ceive a  portion  of  the  Federal  worker's  perv 
sk>n  even  if  the  former  spouse  remarries.  On 
the  other  harxj,  a  survivor  annuity  stops  per- 
manently if  the  former  spouse  remarries  tie- 
fore  age  55.  It  cannot  be  restored,  even  if  ttie 
new  marriage  fails. 

A  Federal  worker  whose  spouse  remarries 
coukj  have  a  meager  pension  to  live  on.  This 
occurs  because  the  former  spouse  does  not 
have  to  relinquish  his/her  right  to  the  Federal 
worker's  pension  even  if  he/she  remarries. 
The  law  should  not  be  structured  so  one  irxJi- 
vklual  enjoys  his/her  golden  years  at  the  ex- 
pense of  another. 

This  legislatk>n  will  not  take  nraney  from  a 
former  spouse  wtio  needs  arxl  deserves  it;  it 
will  provide  equity  to  Federal  workers  wtK> 
may  firxj  ttiemsetves  in  a  desperate  financial 
situatnn  in  retirement  because  ttiey  are  still 
paying  a  portk>n  of  their  pensk>n  to  a  remar- 
ried former  spouse.  Cun-ent  law  leaves  ttie  re- 
tired Federal  emptoyee — arxl  any  new  spouse 
they  may  have — with  their  pension  diminished 
to  protect  someone  wtw  no  tonger  requires 
such  protectkxt  In  1986,  the  Congress  recog- 
nized the  survivor  annuity  inequity  caused  by 
the  1984  Spousal  ProlectkNi  Act  and  voted  to 
rescirx)  ttie  rights  of  a  former  spouse  in  re- 
gards to  ttie  survivor  annuity  in  ttie  event  ttiat 
ttie  former  spouse  remarries  before  age  55. 
Nothing  has  been  done  to  protect  the  emptoy- 
ee's  pension  in  ttie  same  circumstances. 

There  is  a  precedent  (or  this  legislatfon. 
Former  spouses  of  Foreign  Service  emptoyees 
are  not  entitled  to  an  annuity  under  22  U.S.C. 
4054  if  before  the  commencement  of  that  arv 
nuity  ttie  former  spouse  remarries  tiefore  be- 
coming 60  years  of  age. 

In  this  perkxl  of  Federal  downsizing,  this 
legislation  would  also  affect  the  number  of 
Federal  workers  taking  early-outs  or  regular 
optional  retirements.  These  Federal  workers 
are  more  likely  to  continue  working  to  receive 
their  higtier  salaries  and  increase  ttieir  pen- 
skxis.  Because  of  these  workers  staying  in  ttie 
Federal  workforce,  younger  workers  with  fower 
salaries  may  find  ttiemsetves  more  likely  to  be 
RIPd. 

I  have  a  constituent  wtio  is  a  Federal  em- 
ptoyee approaching  retirement  age.  Alttxxjgh 
his  former  spouse  has  remarried  a  retired 
business  executive  with  a  generous  periston, 
he  will  be  forced  to  pay  his  former  spouse  a 


portion  of  his  penston.  As  a  result,  this  em- 
ptoyee and  his  new  spouse  will  need  to  ex- 
tend their  careers  to  make  up  ttie  differerK:e. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  support  the  Spousal  Protec- 
tion Act,  but  we  need  to  rethink  what  the  re- 
sults are  for  retirees  whose  former  spouses 
remarry,  and  that  is  wtiat  this  legislatton  does. 


STATEMENTS  REGARDING  OVER- 
CROWDING PROBLEMS  IN  EDU- 
CATION 


HON.  BERNARD  SANDERS 

OF  VERMONT 
m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATTVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 
Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  benefit 
of  my  colleagues  I  woukJ  like  to  have  pnnted 
in  the  Record  this  statement  by  Jackie 
Frazier,  Kate  Greanon,  Kay  Gerson,  Drew 
McNaughton,  Kate  McQuHlen,  Jennifer  Amer, 
Lucas  D'Amico,  and  Ctarley  Hart,  high  school 
students  from  Vermont,  wtio  were  speaking  at 
my  recent  town  meeting  on  issues  facing 
young  people. 

For  the  record,  my  name  is  Jackie  Frazier, 
this  is  Kay  Gerson,  Kate  McQuillen,  and 
Drew  McNaughton.  Our  discussion  is  actu- 
ally, "Overcrowding,  or  Budget  [Problems] 
and  Education." 

(Alternating  speakers):  We've  been  asked 
to  directly  discuss  problems  that  arise  with- 
in our  school,  and  our  students  participating 
in  school  for  seven  years — being  in  a  high 
school — and  the  problem  that  most  promi- 
nently arises  for  us  was  the  overcrowding 
problem  in  our  school.  What  all  of  you  may 
not  know,  is  that  we  have  5  districts  that 
come  to  our  school,  and  we  also  have  people 
that  are  paying  tuition  to  come  here.  As 
most  schools  are  having  a  problem  with 
budget  now,  unless  they  live — earlier,  some- 
one was  discussing  how  in  ...  a  resort  town, 
they  have  more  money  to  put  into  a  school 
system.  We  have  5  towns,  and  this  school  was 
actually  built  at  one  time  to  support  around 
750  students;  at  this  point  in  time,  we  have 
close  to  910  people,  which  is  not  that  much 
over,  but  each  year  we  are  increasing.  Two 
years  ago,  we  had  a  class  of  alwut  80  stu- 
dents, my  class  is  about  130,  the  upcoming 
class  of  7th  grade  next  year  will  have  around 
170;  I  think  it's  a  substantial  increase  each 
year. 

If  you  were  to  look  at  a  town  in  your  re- 
port, you'll  see  that  each  year  we  are  in- 
creasing drastically  in  the  numt»er  of  stu- 
dents, but  we  don't  have  the  budget  to  in- 
crease either  space  or  more  teachers.  Some- 
times we  have  to  actually  hold  classes  in 
this  auditorium,  over  on  the  side  here,  and  in 
the  small  media  room  upstairs,  which  is  nor- 
mally held  for  just  movies.  Each  year  as  the 
budget  stays  the  same,  and  the  capacity 
stays  the  same,  the  students  go  up;  and  what 
we'd  like  to  discuss,  and  we  have  a  movie  to 
show  you,  is  that  each  year  when  the  amount 
of  students  do  go  up,  the  actual  grade  of  the 
school  goes  down  in  standard:  in  the  way  we 
survive,  in  the  air  we  breathe,  and  in  the 


rooms  that  populate.  Sometimes  the  student 
ratio  is  30  students  to  one  teacher,  when 
ideally  it's  20:1.  So,  each  time  that  we  do 
this,  we  want  to  show  you  how  it  looks,  in 
reality. 

Can  everyone  hear  me?  (narrating  as  video 
is  shown):  Due  to  the  reduced  janitorial  staff 
over  the  past  few  years,  and  increased  stu- 
dent population  we  see  an  overall  deprecia- 
tion of  the  physical  condition  of  the  school. 
There  is  no  classroom  space  available;  this 
American  History  class  uses  a  comer  of  the 
auditorium  as  a  makeshift  classroom  for  one 
period  each  day.  One  of  our  stairwells  .  .  . 
This  was  .  .  .  one  of  the  Junior  High  class- 
rooms, and  .  .  .  you  can  see,  there  are  many 
classrooms  in  the  school  which  have  a  severe 
overcrowding  problem.  A  high  school  class- 
room, with  a  ratio  of  alwut  30:1. 

All  right,  so  that  was  a  video  to  show  vis- 
ually what's  the  matter  with  it.  Now,  I  want 
to  talk  about  what  the  funds  are  directed  to- 
wards, instead  of  building  maintenance.  By 
1997,  the  future  budget  is  planning  on  in- 
creasing Itself  by  S617,000,  and  S409,940  of 
which  is  going  to  Special  Ed.  programs.  1 
think  if  Special  Ed.  is  increasing  itself  by 
85%.  and  while  all  of  this  is  going  on,  XJ-32 
High  School  is  going  rapidly  down.  We  al- 
ready mentioned  the  American  History  class, 
and  how  it's  held  over  there;  but  there's  also 
a  Spanish  class  upstairs  that  has  30  students 
in  it,  and  the  rooms  about  as  big  as  about  a 
third  of  this  stage.  We're  all  cramped  to- 
gether in  it — it  decreases  individualized  .  .  . 
one-on-one  help  with  a  teacher,  so  they  fall 
behind,  and  they  can't  catch  up.  The  ventila- 
tion problem  in  the  school,  you've  probably 
already  noticed;  so  when  one  student  gets 
sick,  the  whole  student  body  gets  sick.  So  I 
think  on  a  national  scale.  U-32  is  the  rep- 
resentation of  the  problem,  in  that .  .  .we're 
supposed  to  t>e  a  world  power,  and  I  don't 
think  our  schools  should  l>e  run  this  way.  It's 
a  bad  way  to  represent  our  country. 


HONORING  THE  U.C.  DAVIS 
SCHOOL  OP  MEDICINE 


HON.  VIC  FAZK) 

OFCAUPORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRBSENTAITVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  in  honor  of  the  Unrversity  of  California. 
Davis,  School  of  Medicine,  which  is  celebral- 
ing  its  25th  year  of  graduating  students  with 
the  doctor  of  medicine  degree.  Ttie  U.C.  Davis 
Sctiool  of  Medtoine  has  a  national  reputatton 
as  a  leader  in  ttie  training  of  primary  care 
medical  residents,  particularty  in  family  prac- 
tKe  witha  rural  oheniatioa 

Because  of  its  excettent  curriculum  and  rig- 
orous academic  standards,  ttie  U.C.  Davis 
Sctiool  of  Medicine  was  ranked  second  in  the 
natton  t>y  U.S.  News  and  Work]  Report  among 
al  comprehensive  mednal  sctxxils  in  1995.  In 
additton,  the  school's  acadernc  medical  cen- 
ter, with  its  outstandng  pabem  care,  superb 
medtoal  taculty,  and  state-of-ttie  art  medeal 


9  This  "tNiDet"  symbol  idendfies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
Matter  set  in  ttlis  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  a|>pended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  tlie  House  on  tbe  floor. 
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technology,  is  consistentiy  ranked  among  the 
best  academic  medical  centers  in  the  nation. 

Since  its  inception,  the  School  of  Medicine 
has  created  an  extensive  network  of  affiliated 
community  hospitals,  dinics,  and  physician 
group  practices  throughout  the  Sacramento  re- 
gkx).  TTie  medcal  staff  consists  of  over  1 ,000 
primary  care  and  specialty  physcians,  many 
of  wtK>m  have  gained  natk>nal  reputations  for 
excellence.  In  additkxi  the  medical  center 
serves  as  the  only  level  I  trauma  center  in 
northern  Califomia. 

I  salute  the  U.C.  Davis  School  of  MedKine 
for  its  twenty  five  years  of  contributk>ns  to  the 
community  and  numerous  mednal  advances. 
They  have  trUy  made  our  community  a  better 
and  healtfiier  one. 


REV.  LOUIS  CAESAR  CAPPO 


HON.  BART  SnjPAK 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  STUPAK.  Mr.  Speaker  and  Members  of 
the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  it  is  an 
horxx  for  me  to  bring  to  tfie  attentk>n  of  this 
body  arxl  tfie  Natkxi  a  remarkable  individual 
who  has  devoted  his  life  to  helpirig  others. 
Rev.  Louis  C.  Cappo  is  celebrating  his  50th 
anniversary  of  ordmation  into  ttie  pnesttxiod 
on  June  8,  1996.  Throughout  his  career  Rev- 
erend Cappo  has  erviched  Mk:higan's  Upper 
Peninsula  economicciny,  socially,  but  most  im- 
portant spiritually.  He  is  currently  Rector  of  St 
Peter's  Cathedral  parish,  a  perish  known  for 
their  poetic  Bturgies  and  beautiful  music. 

Revereixl  Ca^spo  was  bom  and  raised  in 
Houghton  County,  in  Mehigan's  Upper  Penin- 
sula. He  attended  St  Lawvrence  College  and 
SL  Francis  Seminary  in  Wisconsin,  graduating 
in  1943  with  a  degree  in  theology.  On  June  8. 
1946,  Fattier  Cappo  was  ordained  a  priest  in 
MiwaiAee  at  SL  John's  Cathedral.  After  orrH- 
naiion  he  returned  to  the  Upper  Peninsula,  be- 
ginning his  ministry  in  Ishpeming.  Reverend 
Cappo  spent  his  first  25  years  of  ministry  serv- 
ing parishes,  hospitals,  and  CattwUc  schools 
throughout  the  Upper  Peninsula  from  SL 
Ignace  to  Hancock  to  Escanaba. 

In  1972.  Reverend  Cappo  settled  in  Sault 
Ste.  Marie  when  Bishop  Salatka  appointed 
him  executive  director  of  tfw  Tower  of  History 
and  head  of  the  department  of  community 
services  and  family  life  for  the  Marquette  dk>- 
cese.  In  this  assignmert.  Father  Cappo's  re- 
sponsibilities induded  running  various  social 
and  corrvnunity  programs,  inckxling  the  Carrv 
paign  for  Human  DevekipmenL  Natural  Family 
Programming,  marriage,  family,  and  indivkJual 
counseing.  infant  and  special  needs  adop- 
tkxe.  and  infant  foster  care  programs.  Father 
Cappo  served  as  dvector  of  the  department  of 
community  service  and  tamily  life  for  13  years. 
In  1975,  he  was  appointed  to  his  present  posi- 
tion. Rector  of  St  Peter's  Cathedral. 

Reverend  Cappo  is  known  throughout  ttie 
Upper  Peninsula  not  only  for  his  devotion  to 
improving  our  spiritual  life  and  social  pro- 
grams, but  also  for  the  work  he  has  done  to 
help  improve  the  area's  ecorxxny.  One  of  his 
rTK>st  noteworthy  accomplishments  was  in 
1966  wtien  he  was  instrumental  in  bringing 
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natural  gas  to  the  Upper  Peninsula.  Fattier 
Cappo  has  participated  in  the  Intematkxial 
Trade  Commission,  the  U.S.  Small  Business 
Administration  Adv^ory  Council  and  the  Mar- 
quette United  Way  Board  of  Directors.  He  has 
also  been  chairperson  of  tfie  Mnhigan  Tourist 
Council  arxj  is  cunently  Chaplain  to  the  Mehi- 
gan  State  polk^e. 

Reverend  Cappo's  devotion  is  recognized 
by  colleagues.  Catholics,  and  fellow  citizens 
throughout  our  State.  As  an  example  of  his 
devotion,  in  1974  he  was  presented  with  ttie 
Northem  Michigan  University  Presktenfs 
Award  for  outstanding  citizenship.  This  re- 
markable man  is  76  years  okj  and  as  devoted 
to  his  priesthood  as  ever. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  Hebrews  it  states,  "one 
does  not  take  ttiis  honor  on  his  own  initiative, 
but  only  wtien  called  upon  by  God,  as  Aaron 
was,  you  are  a  priest  forever."  Father  Cappo 
has  t)een  called  by  God  to  be  a  spiritual  lead- 
er for  all  tfie  residents  of  ttie  Upper  Peninsula 
of  Mefiigan.  For  wfienever  we  have  called 
upon  Fattier  Cappo  he  has  been  there  for  us. 
It  is  appropriate  that  we  give  honor  to  Father 
Cappo  and  as  we  recognize  Father  Cappo's 
achievements,  we  give  honor  to  God.  Honor  to 
God  through  his  priest  who  is  our  priest  for- 
ever. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  behalf  of  St  Peter's  Parish, 
tfie  Marquette  dkxsese,  and  tfie  entire  State  of 
Michigan,  I  congratulate  Rev.  Louis  Cappo  on 
this  goWen  anniversary  of  his  ordination  into 
priesthood. 


TRIBUTE  TO  JULIE  SIMPSON 


HON.  DUNCAN  HUMIR 

OFCAUFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
recognize  the  remaricable  dedkation  and  ac- 
complishments of  a  constituent  in  my  dtetrict. 
Julie  Simpson  of  Spring  Valley,  CA.  For  the 
past  16  years,  Julie  has  been  employed  by 
the  U.S.  Navy  in  San  Diego,  CA.  I  woukj  like 
to  take  a  moment  to  commend  her  hard  work 
anddedKation. 

Julie  i)egan  her  quest  for  independence  in 
tfie  Grossmont  Union  High  Scfiool  district's 
special  education  program.  It  was  ttiere  that 
she  was  first  imroduced  to  tfie  Navy  Defense 
Subsistence  Offce  of  tiie  Pacific  Rim.  Under 
tfiis  Navy  program,  Julie  was  given  civil  sen^ 
ice  status  and  became  self-suffk;ient  for  the 
first  time  in  her  life.  She  t)egan  as  a  typist  and 
has  since  moved  up  to  her  current  position  as 
a  transportation  cleric  and  computer  specialist. 
Julie  is  responsible  for  processing  the  ordering 
arxj  warehousing  of  perishable  produce  for  tiie 
Pacific  Navy  fleet  Currently,  Julie  has  a  G&- 
4  ranking,  a  remarkable  achievement  for  a 
mentally  handk:apped  person,  and  has  be- 
come an  invaluable  asset  to  ttie  San  Diego 
Navy  Depot 

The  Covenant  Ministiies  of  Benevolence  in 
Spring  Valley  has  arramged  a  recnnition  as- 
sembly to  fionor  Julie  as  well  as  nose  wtio 
have  played  prominent  roles  in  her  life.  The 
event  is  scfieduled  for  July  of  this  year  in  San 
Diego.  Among  those  wfio  will  be  honored  will 
be  Julie's  mottier,  Beverly,  who  has  served  as 
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a  constant  source  of  sti-ength  and  inspiration 
to  her  daughter. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  a  time  when  our  mentally 
challengied  citizens  are  so  often  given  a  sec- 
ond rate  status,  indhnduals  Vke  Julie  Simpson 
offer  hope  and  assurarx:e  to  us  all.  Julie  is  an 
exceptional  person  who  has  gained  a  sdkj 
kJentity  and  shown  tier  strength  and  abilities 
through  hard  wortc.  i  woukJ  like  to  join  with  the 
many  otfiers  in  honoring  Julie  for  all  of  her  re- 
markable qualities  and  personal  achieve- 
ments. 


WINNING  ESSAY:  "IMPOVERISHED 
METROPOLISES" 


HON.  SANDER  M.  LEVIN 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  when  HUD  Sec- 
retary Henry  Cisneros  leads  U.S.  representa- 
tives to  HABITAT  II— the  Second  U.N.  Con- 
ference on  Human  Settlement — in  Istanbul, 
Turkey,  ttie  offKial  delegation  will  include  a 
Michigan  high  school  student  wfiose  essay 
won  first  place  in  the  1996  National  High 
Scfiool  Contest  on  the  United  Nations. 

In  his  essay,  John  Hart,  a  junkir  at  Kimt)all 
High  School  in  Royal  Oak,  Ml,  describes  the 
impact  of  migration,  trade  polnies,  and  inter- 
national economns  on  urt)an  centers  tfvougtv 
out  the  worid,  and  argues  for  a  "new  set  of 
prk>rities,''  based  primarily  on  free  ti^de  and 
multilateral  investment,  to  promote  global 
prosperity. 

Hart's  essay,  "Impoverished  Metropolises," 
won  a  $1,000  first  prize  and  a  tiip  to  HABITAT 
II  for  both  Hart  and  his  history  and  inter- 
natranal  relatkxis  teacher  at  Kimball  High 
School,  Patricia  Est6p.  The  conference  fo- 
cuses on  bulking  links  among  natk)nal  urt>an 
devetopment  programs,  environmental  studies 
and  social  service  networks. 

I  compliment  John  Hart  for  Ns  accomplish- 
ment, and  commend  his  wortc  to  tfie  attention 
of  my  colleagues. 

Impoverished  Meteiopolises 
(By  John  Hart) 
The  fate  of  the  world  is  entwined  with  the 
fate  of  its  cities.  Social  critic  Lewis 
Mumford  remarked  that  "the  city  is  a  place 
for  multiplying  happy  chances  and  making- 
the  most  of  unplanned  opportunities."  At 
the  tiim  of  the  century,  roughly  five  percent 
of  the  world's  people  lived  in  cities  with  pop- 
ulations over  100,000.  Today,  an  estimated 
forty-five  percent,  slightly  more  than  2.5  bil- 
lion people,  live  in  urban  centers.  Every 
year,  millions  migrate  to  metropolitan  areas 
in  search  of  prosperity.  However,  bright 
hopes  have  been  clouded  by  dim  prospects,  as 
rapid  population  growth  has  strained  re- 
sources and  ignited  economic  turmoil.  These 
problems  plague  the  growth  of  the  develop- 
ing world.  Millions  of  citizens  face  deplor- 
able living  conditions,  while  others  struggle 
to  support  themselves.  Poverty  and  unem- 
pl03rment  form  the  core  of  metropolitan  cri- 
ses; economic  and  social  hardships  in  devel- 
oping nations  are  one  of  the  world's  most 
prevalent  ills. 

The  influx  of  billions  of  people  Into  metro- 
politan areas  strains  the  resources,  leader- 
ship, and  in£rastructure  of  dozens  of  nations. 
Migration  is  a  continuous  trend.  Citizens 
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firom  the  poor  Interior  of  sub-Saharan  Africa 
travel  to  Kinshasa,  Zaire,  despite  the  col- 
lapse of  its  economy  and  services.  Rapid  pop- 
ulation growth  has  pushed  Kinshasa  to  the 
edge  of  anarchy.  Between  1950  and  1995  the 
numl)er  of  cities  worldwide  with  a  population 
of  over  one  million  increased  fctarfold,  from 
83  to  315.  Cities,  first  and  third  world  alike, 
are  coping  with  waves  of  poor  newcomers 
while  affluent  citizens  move  out,  driven 
away  by  crime  and  a  deteriorating  quality  of 
life.  Rio  de  Janeiro,  Sao  Paulo,  Jakarta, 
Mexico  City,  Cairo,  Delhi,  and  Beijing  face 
similar  situations.  The  United  Nations  esti- 
mates that  Ijy  the  year  2025  more  than  five 
billion  people,  or  sixty-one  percent  of  hu- 
manity, will  be  living  in  cities. 

Poverty  and  disease  are  rampant  in  hun- 
dreds of  the  world's  metropolises.  Unsani- 
tary conditions  breed  infectious  diseases,  in- 
fecting millions  chronically.  In  Poland,  the 
land  and  water  have  l)een  so  poisoned  by 
toxic  waste  that  ten  percent  of  babies  are 
bom  with  birth  defects.  Virulent  insects 
thrive  in  contaminated  areas.  Urbanization 
has  produced  an  ideal  environment  for  the 
spread  of  disease.  Carolyn  Stevens,  an  epi- 
demiologist at  the  London  School  of  Hygiene 
and  Tropical  Medicine,  notes  that  poverty  is 
the  root  cause  of  such  epidemics.  Dispropor- 
tionate numbers  of  poor  people  living  in  cit- 
ies die  from  both  infectious  diseases  and 
chronic  illnesses.  As  migrants  flood  cities, 
resulting  urban  growth  outruns  the  installa- 
tion of  sanitation.  Hopeful  citizens  view  met- 
ropolitan life  as  one  of  opportunity;  however, 
resources  are  drained  quickly  and  the  stand- 
ard of  living  falls  exponentially.  As  time  pro- 
gresses, crowded,  unsanitary  slums  will  con- 
tinue to  harbor  disease,  perpetuating  mas- 
sive poverty. 

Massive  migration  also  strains  rural 
economies.  Millions  move  toward  the  cities, 
abandoning  suborlMn  life  in  hope  of  metro- 
politan prosperity.  Many  of  those  who  mi- 
grate in  the  developing  world  are  farmers. 
The  world's  largest  nations,  including  India 
and  China,  depend  upon  massive  production 
of  grain  to  feed  their  millions.  As  rural  popu- 
lations dwindle,  grain  output  also  dwindles 
commensurably.  Burgeoning  city  popu- 
lations, on  the  other  hand,  demand  wide- 
spread resources.  Agricultural  output  fails  to 
fulfill  the  demand  of  large  metropolises.  As  a 
result,  much  of  the  third  world  must  import 
billions  of  pounds  of  grain.  Although  such  at- 
tempts are  successful,  many  are  still  left  in 
poverty.  Urban  growth  creates  an  uni)rece- 
dented  strain  on  the  worldwide  agricultural 
industry,  ensuing  economic  hardship  and 
widespread  poverty. 

Population  growth  also  strains  urban 
economies.  As  cities  swell  from  migration 
and  births,  workers  face  crowds  of  competi- 
tors. Economic  growth  cannot  keep  up  with 
population  expansion.  Beijing  is  home  to  an 
estimated  one  million  floating  workers  in 
search  of  Jobs.  Unemployment  rates  in  scores 
of  African  cities  top  twenty  percent  and  are 
unlikely  to  drop  anytime  soon.  Newcomers 
have  fled  to  Kinshasa,  yet  recent  violence 
lias  scared  away  affluent  businessmen  and 
foreign  workers.  As  a  result,  over  the  last 
three  years.  Kinshasa  has  seen  its  economy 
shrink  by  forty  percent.  Thousands  of  gov- 
ernment Jobs  have  dlsapi>eared,  and  the 
city's  infrastructure  has  crumbled.  In  Bei- 
jing, the  banking  ssrstem  is  on  the  brink  of 
collapse,  as  inflation  is  rapidly  outpacing  in- 
come growth.  Hundreds  of  cities  face  similar 
situations;  growing  demand  outpaces  eco- 
nomic supply,  harboring  unemployment  and 
depression.  Metropolitan  economics  can't 
keep  up  with  increased  pressure. 
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More  and  more,  the  fate  of  cities  deter- 
mines the  fate  of  nations  and  regions.  In  doz- 
ens of  countries,  a  single  major  city  ac- 
counts for  half  of  the  government's  revenues 
and  a  large  portion  of  GDP.  Karachi  is  Paki- 
stan's financial  center,  only  major  iwrt,  and 
has  the  highest  concentration  of  literate 
people.  Large  cities  such  as  these  are  not 
only  fundamental  to  the  economy  of  their 
nation  but  are  also  catalysts  for  political 
movements.  Depression  and  widespread  pov- 
erty often  spur  ethnic  or  religious  conflict. 
Overcrowded  cities  harbor  violence  and  civil 
strife;  passions  incubate  among  disgusted 
peasants.  In  Pakistan,  if  factional  violence 
intensifies,  unrest  could  engulf  the  rest  of 
the  populace,  leading  to  international  con- 
flicts and  large  movements  of  people.  Cities 
are  fundamental  to  economic  and  social  sta- 
bility. 

The  problems  of  the  world's  major  cities 
demand  the  attention  of  policy  makers.  The 
international  community  must  work  toward 
creating  a  new  agenda  for  dealing  with  rapid 
urbanization.  First,  aid  must  not  be 
prioritized  to  the  world's  few  largest 
metropolises.  Most  International  attention 
is  directed  toward  the  most  gigantic  cities, 
although  smaller  urban  centers  often  face 
more  severe  hardships.  Future  programs 
must  concentrate  on  assisting  cities  with  the 
deepest  problems,  not  those  with  the  largest 
populations. 

Moreover,  international  organizations, 
such  as  the  United  Nations,  must  support 
community-based  initiatives.  These  projects, 
pioneered  by  the  World  Bank,  focus  on  small, 
yet  fundamental  problems.  One  of  these  ini- 
tiatives, the  Kampung  Improvement  Pro- 
gram In  Jakarta.  Indonesia,  gave  citizens  an 
incentive  to  clean  up  their  community.  This 
method  of  foreign  aid  concentrates  expertise 
of  foreign  workers,  yet  also  gives  cities  a 
certain  degree  of  autonomy  in  the  self-im- 
provement process.  After  the  Jakarta  pro- 
gram was  implemented,  Josef  Leitmann.  a 
World  Bank  urt>an  planner,  indicated  that 
the  "poor  began  to  look  at  their  community 
as  their  home.  A  simide  change  In  psychol- 
ogy produced  a  change  in  physical  surround- 
ings." By  Impressing  the  proc^  of  social 
and  economic  development,  rather  than 
blanketing  certain  areas  with  massive 
amounts  of  aid,  international  organizations 
can  improve  the  welfare  of  cities  dramati- 
cally. 

The  international  community  must  also 
promote  multilateral  free  trade.  Developing 
countries,  such  as  China  and  Russia,  must  be 
included  in  the  World  Trade  Organization. 
Increasing  economic  relations  between  all 
nations  helps  narrow  the  North-South  gap. 
the  economic  and  political  barrier  between 
first  and  third  world  countries.  The  United 
States  and  other  major  global  powers  can  no 
longer  concentrate  trade  with  a  select  few 
large  partners;  they  must  open  their  doors  to 
small,  indigenous  nations.  Such  an  initiative 
would  boost  the  economies  of  struggling  cit- 
ies, as  increased  exposure  to  world  markets 
would  IxMst  standards  of  living  and  calm 
protectionist  unrest. 

Current  United  States  policies,  such  as  the 
Export  Enhancement  Program  (EEP).  are 
contributing  to  third  world  city  poverty.  The 
program,  known  as  the  EEP,  allows  China  to 
purchase  grain  from  the  United  States  at  a 
substantially  reduced  price.  Although  China 
is  the  world's  largest  importer  of  grain,  pro- 
grams like  the  EEP.  essentially  subsidize 
foreign  agricultural  industries,  killing  their 
ability  to  complete.  Nations  such  as  China 
are.  thus,  able  to  purchase  grain  f^m  the 
United  States  at  a  cheaper  price  than  from 
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their  own  burners.  This  system  pressures  the 
individual  farmers,  causing  millions  to  move 
to  cities.  Mass  migration,  in  turn,  strains  re- 
sources in  urban  areas.  peri>etuating  poverty 
and  unemployment. 

Corporate  investment  also  plays  a  fun- 
damental role  in  reaching  out  to  swelling 
metropolises.  Abolishment  of  protectionist 
trade  barriers  must  be  accompanied  by  in- 
creased investment  in  fledgling  economies. 
Multinational  corporations,  or  MNCs.  must 
be  encouraged  to  develop  new  initiatives  to 
boost  the  in&astructures  of  struggling  cities. 
Hands-on  investment,  as  opposed  to  large 
monetary  grants,  will  pave  the  way  for 
worldwide  metropolitan  prosperity. 

Cities  form  the  cornerstone  of  civilization. 
Recent  population  growth  has  dulled  the  lus- 
ter of  shining  metropolises.  Migration  has 
strained  the  developing  world,  creating  mil- 
lions of  unemployed  workers,  pushing  even 
more  into  poverty.  Industrialized  nations 
must  form  a  new  set  of  priorities,  htnying 
chief  objectives  upon  free  trade  and  multi- 
lateral investment.  Although  the  world  can- 
not rectify  all  urban  problems,  it  must  act 
quickly  and  decisively  in  order  to  promote 
global  prosperity.  If  positive  steps  are  taken, 
present-day  slums  may  become,  as  Lewis 
Mumford  put  it,  "symbols  of  the  possible." 


CASTLETON   HOSE   CO.   CELE- 
BRATES 125  YEARS  OF  SERVICE 


HON.  GERALD  Bil.  SOLOMON 

OF  NEW  TORE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4. 1996 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  anyone  who 
visits  my  office  cant  help  but  notice  the  de- 
play  of  fire  helmets  tfiat  dominates  my  recep- 
tion area.  They're  tfwre  for  two  reasons.  Rrst. 
I  had  ttie  privilege  of  being  a  volunleer  fireman 
in  my  hometown  of  Queensbury  for  more  ttian 
20  years,  which  helps  explain  ttie  second  rea- 
son, the  tremendous  respect  ttiat  experience 
gave  me  tor  those  who  provide  fire  protection 
inournjral  areas. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  a  rural  area  Mce  the  22d 
District  of  New  York,  fire  protectton  is  often 
solely  in  tfie  hands  of  tfiese  volunteer  compa- 
nies. In  New  York  State  akxie  they  save 
countless  lives  and  biakms  of  dollars  worth  of 
property.  That  is  why  the  efforts  of  people  like 
those  fire  fighters  in  Castleton,  NY  is  so  criti- 
cal. 

And  that's  why,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  their  wis- 
dom, the  Castleton  Vllage  Board  and  Board 
Presklent  Frank  P.  Harder  proposed  starting 
tfie  Castieton  Fire  Depaitmenl  back  in  tfie 
spring  of  1871 .  Later  tfiat  summer,  the  first  en- 
gine House  was  completed  on  wfiat  is  now  the 
comer  of  Green  Avenue  and  1st  street  in 
Castieton.  Clearly,  ttiey  recognized  the  impor- 
tance of  protecting  tfie  lives  and  property  of 
tfieir  friends  and  neighbors  and  estabHsfied 
two  hose  companies  to  do  just  tfiat 

On  that  note.  Mr.  Speaker,  tfnse  are  ttie 
traits  that  make  me  most  fond  of  such  commu- 
nities, the  undeniable  camaraderie  which  ex- 
ists among  neighbors.  Looking  out  for  one  an- 
other and  the  good  of  the  wtx)le  is  wfiat 
makes  places  like  Castleton  a  great  place  to 
live  and  raise  a  family.  And  tfiis  concept  of 
corrvnunity  service  couldn't  be  better  exempli- 
fied than  by  the  devoted  servk:e  of  the  fine 
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men  and  women  wtw  have  comprised  the 
Casttelon  Fire  Co.  over  rts  125  year  history. 
That's  right,  for  weU  over  a  century,  ttiis  orga- 
nization has  provided  criticai  services  for  ttie 
citizens  on  a  volunteer  t>asis.  As  a  former  vol- 
unteer fireman  myself,  I  understand,  and  ap- 
preciate, the  commitment  required  to  perform 
such  vital  public  duties. 

Mr.  Spe^er,  It  has  t)ecome  an  too  seldom 
that  you  see  fellow  citizens  put  themselves  in 
harms  way  for  the  sake  of  another.  While  al- 
most all  things  have  changed  over  the  years, 
Itiankfully  for  the  residents  of  Castleton,  the 
members  of  their  fire  department  have  self- 
lessly  performed  their  duty,  without  remiss, 
since  Abe  VanBuren  took  the  post  as  tfie  first 
Fire  Chief  back  in  1871. 

You  know,  I  have  always  said  there  is  noth- 
ing more  alf-American  than  volunteering  to 
help  one's  community.  By  ttiat  measure,  Mr. 
Speaker,  tt)e  members  of  ttie  Castleton  Fire 
Company,  past  and  present,  are  truly  great 
Americans.  It  will  be  my  distinct  pleasure  to 
join  the  community  of  Castleton,  this  Saturday, 
June  8,  1996,  in  a  parade  and  tribute  to  their 
fire  department  arxl  the  selfless  sacrifices  of 
its  merTt>ers  over  the  course  of  the  last  125 
years.  In  that  regard,  I  ask  that  you  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  all  memt>ers  of  the  House,  join 
me  now  in  paying  tribute  to  these  dedicated 
men  arxJ  women. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  THE 
HOMEOWNERS  RELIEF  ACT  OF  1996 


HON.  SUE  W.  KELLY 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THS  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  4, 1996 

Mrs.  KELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  in- 
troduce the  Homeowners  Relief  Act,  legislation 
to  provkje  homeowners  with  relief  from  capital 
gains  taxes  upon  the  sale  of  their  principal 
residence. 

Ttiis  legislatnn  recognizes  that  a  person's 
home  is  something  more  tftan  a  simple  invest- 
ment; it's  a  fundamental  part  of  the  American 
dream,  and  our  Tax  Code  shouM  recognize 
tliis  fact  The  bin  exempts  ttie  sale  of  a  prin- 
cipal residence  from  capital  gains  taxation. 
Spedficalty,  the  bill  excludes  from  taxation  the 
gains  from  the  sale  of  a  principal  reskjence  if, 
during  ttie  7-year  period  prior  to  the  sale  of 
tiie  resklence,  the  property  was  owned  by  the 
taxpayer  and  used  as  the  taxpayer's  principal 
reaiderwe  tor  5  or  more  years. 

Under  current  law,  capital  gains  liability  on 
the  sale  of  a  principal  resklence  is  postponed 
if  arxither  residerKe  of  equal  or  greater  value 
is  purctiased  within  2  years.  In  addWon,  tax- 
payers 55  years  of  age  or  oMer  may  claim  a 
one-time  $125,000  exciusk>n  of  the  gain  from 
the  sale  of  a  principal  resklence  during  any  3 
of  5  years  immedately  preceding  the  sale. 
Furitier,  taxpayers  can  also  avokl  capital  gains 
on  owner-occMpied  housing  by  hokling  the 
asset  until  death  and  leaving  it  to  their  heirs. 

While  tttese  exemptxxis  serve  to  shiekl 
most  homeowners  from  capital  gains  liability, 
certain  circumstances  force  many  home- 
owners to  shoukler  a  signifcant  capital  gains 
tax  bite  when  they  sen  their  home.  Increased 
home  values  put  mariy  taxpayers,  partk^jlariy 
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okler  Americans  kx)king  to  retire,  in  ttie  dif- 
frcult  situatxm  of  having  to  pay  sut>stantial 
capital  gains  taxes.  In  additk>n,  at  a  time  wtien 
corporate  downsizing  is  all  too  common,  often 
the  nrx>st  suttstantial  asset  held  by  lakl-off 
wortcers  is  their  home. 

The  problem  is,  current  law  has  ttie  effect  of 
kx:king  indivkluais  into  homes  ttiat,  but  for  ttie 
Tax  Code,  they  might  wish  to  sell.  Those  indi- 
viduals who  can  afford  to  purctiase  a  more  ex- 
pensive home  can  postpone  capital  gains  li- 
ability, while  those  wtw  need  to  move  to  more 
modest  accommodatkxis,  because  ttieir  eco- 
nomic circumstances  warrant  doing  so,  must 
pay  a  tax. 

Mr.  Speaker,  passage  of  this  legislatk)n  will 
give  homeowners  needed  relief  from  this  in- 
equity, and  will  put  recognition  in  the  Tax 
Code  of  the  special  status  of  the  home.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  supporting  the 
Homeowners  Relief  Act  of  1 996. 


IN  HONOR  OF  THE  GALVESTON 
BAY  FOUNDA-nON 


HON.  KEN  BEMSEN 

OF  TEXAS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  BENTSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  honor 
the  Galveston  Bay  Foundation  arxl  its  wori<  to 
preserve  and  entiance  Galveston  Bay.  On 
June  8,  1996,  the  Foundatkm  will  host  its  sixth 
annual  "Bay  Day  Festival,"  a  day  kxig  enter- 
tainment educational,  and  recreatk>nal  event 
at  historic  Sylvan  Beach  County  Pari?  in  La 
Porte,  TX,  to  showcase  Galveston  Bay's  many 
resources. 

Galveston  Bay  is  one  of  southeast  Texas' 
most  valuable  and  most  threatened  natural  re- 
sources. Since  the  1950s,  the  Bay  has  tost 
more  than  30,000  acres  of  coastal  wetlands 
and  90  percent  of  its  aquatk:  grass  beds.  More 
ttian  half  the  Bay  has  been  permanently 
ctosed  for  commercial  oyster  harvesting  while 
ttie  remainder  is  routinely  ctosed  after  tieavy 
rainfall.  With  ttie  completkxi  of  Lake  Livingston 
Dam,  the  Trinity  River  Delta  has  been  reduced 
dramatk^ly,  elminating  vital  wetland  habitat 

The  Galveston  Bay  Foundatton  has  played 
a  critical  role  in  helping  to  reverse  this  deg- 
radatton  and  bring  the  Bay  t>ack  to  health.  The 
Foundation  was  formed  in  1 987  as  a  non-prof- 
it organizatkjn  made  up  of  commercial  fistier- 
men,  devetopers,  business  people,  environ- 
mental groups,  government  offnials,  rec- 
reattonal  interests,  and  other  citizens  wtio 
sougtit  to  increase  educatton  and  communrca- 
tion  about  the  importance  of  Galveston  Bay  to 
the  regkxi. 

The  Foundation's  vmik  to  preserve  ttie  Bay 
has  four  fundamental  principais— educatnn, 
conservation,  research,  arxl  advocacy. 
Through  ttiese  efforts,  ttie  Foundation  seeks 
to  increase  awareness  of  ttie  multiple  uses  of 
Galveston  Bay  and  to  increase  participation  in 
projects  to  preserve  ttie  natursti  resources  of 
the  Bay. 

In  1987,  through  the  leadership  of  U.S.  Sen- 
ator Ltoyd  Bentsen,  the  U.S.  Congress  des- 
ignated Galveston  Bay  as  a  part  of  the  Na- 
tional Estuary  Program  in  an  attempt  to  solve 
problems  to  the  Bay  caused  by  pollution,  de- 
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velopment  and  overuse.  Ttie  Galveston  Bay 
Plan  was  devetoped  by  a  consortium  of  sci- 
entists, corporate  and  governmental  represent- 
atives, and  kx:al  citizens.  The  Foundation  has 
served  as  a  partner  in  the  effort  to  restore  vital 
Bay  habitats,  contain  contaminated  runoff,  and 
curtail  sewage  and  industrial  waste.  The  suc- 
cess of  the  dean-up  is  a  testament  to  ttie 
Foundation  and  its  ability  to  reach  consensus 
on  a  solution  to  improve  the  quality  of  life  on 
Galveston  Bay. 

The  Foundation  has  also  been  instrumenteil 
in  developing  environmentally  sound  approach 
to  modernize  the  Houston  Ship  Channel,  dem- 
onstrating ttiat  environmental  protection  and 
economic  growth  can  go  hand  in  hand.  This 
innovative  plan  ttiat  will  both  expand  ttie 
Houston  Stiip  Channel  and  contribute  signifh 
cantiy  to  the  restoration  of  Galveston  Bay. 

This  project  will  use  dredged  material  to  re- 
store Galveston  Bay's  wetiands,  creating  new 
wikllife  habitats  and  enhancing  recreational 
tienefits.  The  creation  of  marshlands,  a  critical 
part  of  ttie  Galveston  Bay  ecosystem,  will  pro- 
vkle  tiatjitats  for  thousands  of  species  of  plant 
and  animal  life,  including  severial  endangered 
species.  The  three  islands  to  be  created  under 
the  plan  will  also  provkJe  natural  hat>itats  for 
birds  and  other  wikllife.  New  tx>ating  ctiannels 
and  anchorages  will  give  fishermen  and  other 
recreational  users  increased  access  to  ttie 
Bay.  The  Foundation's  role  in  devetoping  this 
plan  has  increased  ttie  benefits  exponentially 
for  Texas'  families  and  wiklife  that  rely  on 
GeUveston  Bay. 

I  commend  the  Galveston  Bay  Foundation 
for  its  nine  years  of  service  to  ttie  committees 
surrounding  Galveston  Bay,  and  I  wish  the 
Foundation  continued  success  in  achieving  its 
goals  in  preserving  and  entiancing  one  of 
Texas'  and  the  nation's  most  treasured  natural 
resources. 


CONTINUATION  OF  THE  SUMMER 
YOUTH  EMPLOYMENT  PROGRAM 


HON.  BERNARD  SANDERS 

OF  VERMONT 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 19% 
Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  benefit 
of  my  colleagues,  I  woukl  like  to  have  printed 
in  ttie  Record  this  statement  t)y  Amy 
DeCarmine,  Amber  Johnson,  Beth  Carmine, 
and  fvlathina  Roy,  high  sctiool  students  from 
Vermont,  wtio  were  speaking  at  my  recent 
town  meeting  on  issues  facing  young  people 

The  Summer  Yonth  Employment  Program 
has  kept  us  off  the  streets;  kept  us  from  the 
use  of  drugs,  alcohol  and  violence  of  any 
type.  The  Youth  Program  has  also  given  us 
the  experience  of  how  living  can  be  in  real 
life,  and  how  to  conserve  money  for  our  fu- 
ture. 

There  can  be  nothing  more  positive  in  our 
lives  than  the  Summer  Youth  Employment 
Program;  it  is  a  continuance  of  encourage- 
ment of  being  a  responsible  young  adult.  The 
Summer  Youth  Employment  Program  has 
t>een  the  cause  of  so  many  young  people 
being  employed,  and  in  some  cases  it  may 
help  to  slow  down  the  cycle  of  the  welfare 
generation.  It  gives  us  ideas,  training  for 
possible  future  employment,  and  it  gives  us 
a  l>etter  idea  of  what  we  need  to  do  to  accom- 
plish our  future.  Please  help  us  to  keep  what 
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has  l>een  proven  to  be  a  wonderful  chance  to 
understand  what  is  expected  from  us  as 
adults. 

It  lias  given  us  a  great  source  of  self-pride 
in  our  abilities  to  contribute  and  know  what 
this  is— ttiat  this  is  a  great  start  in  life.  And 
with  your  support  in  us.  you  have  also  given 
us  hope  that  you  believe  in  all  of  us.  We  need 
this  opportunity  to  prove  that  we  are  serious 
al>out  our  future,  and  need  your  consider- 
ation to  allow  us  this  Program  to  continue. 
That's  it. 

Congressman  Sanders:  Can  you  tell  us 
what  kind  of  work  you  did  in  the  Summer 
Youth  Emplojrment  Program? 

Answer:  I've  been  on  the  Youth  Program 
for  two  years  now.  And,  the  first  year  I 
worked  at  Project  Independence,  which  is 
helping  elderly  people  take  care  of  them- 
selves and  entertain  them.  And  last  summer. 
I  cleaned  the  elementary  school  of 
Williamstown  to  get  [it]  ready  for  school. 

Aiiswer:  I've  only  been  in  this  for  one  year, 
which  was  last  year,  but  I  worked  with 
Amber  at  the  elementary  school  cleaning, 
and  I  thought  it  was  a  really  great  thing,  be- 
cause a  lot  of  people  that  are  inexperienced, 
like  under  16.  (employers]  don't  want  to  hire 
you  *  *  * 

Answer:  I  worked  at  a  hospital  as  a  spot 
clerk  in  the  basement,  and  I  was  in  the  pro- 
gram for  one  year.  It  was  a  very  good  skill 
l>ecause  I'm  going  to  be  working  at  a  hos- 
pital after  I  graduate. 

Congressman  Sanders:  So  I  think  what 
you're  seeing  here  is  an  example  of  a  Federal 
program  which  meant  a  lot  to  you  three,  and 
to  tens  and  tens  of  thousands  of  other  young 
Americans. 

Answer:  Yes. 

Congressman  Sanders:  There  is  a  major  de- 
bate taking  place  in  Congress  right  now.  as 
to  whether  tliis  fund,  with  this  program, 
should  continue  to  be  funded.  I  prefer, 
strongly,  that  it  should;  but  we're  fighting 
against  people  who  prefer  to  put  money  Into 
airplanes  and  bombers  that  the  Pentagon 
doesn't  need,  rather  than  in  programs  like 
tills.  So,  I  tliank  you  very  much  for  personal- 
izing one  of  the  major  debates  taking  place 
in  Congress.  Thank  you. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  OTA 


HON.  VIC  FAZIO 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4. 1996 

Mr.  FAZIO  Of  Calrfomia.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  recognize  the  Institute  for  Tectmotogy 
Assessment 

Ttie  Institute  of  Tectmotogy  Assessment 
[ITI]  was  establistied  as  a  nonprofit  research 
group  by  former  senkx  analysts  of  ttie  Offne 
of  Technotogy  Assessment  [OTA].  In  one  of 
pertiaps  ttie  most  mindless  acts  committed  t>y 
this  Congress,  OTA  was  eliminated  last  year. 
This  House  voted  twice  to  continue  funding  tor 
OTA,  txjt  ttie  Reputsltoan  congresstonal  lead- 
ership prevailed  in  ttie  end,  and  OTA  went  out 
of  business. 

I  fought  hard  for  ttie  continuation  of  OTA, 
t>ecause  ttie  objective  analysis  of  issues  relat- 
ed to  science  and  tectirx)togy  that  OTA  pro- 
vkled  was  an  invaluable  resource  to  ttie  publk; 
policy  efforts  of  this  Congress.  So  I  am  glad 
that  this  new  institute  has  stepped  up  to  take 
on  OTA'S  crucial  misston. 

ITA  has  just  received  funding  and  support 
from  the  New  Yoric  Community  Trust,  the  Gar- 
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fieto  Foundation  in  Philadelptiia,  ttie  George 
Mason  University  Foundation,  and  ttie  Medial 
Tectmology  and  Practtoe  Pattems  Institjte  in 
Wastiington,  DC. 

ITA  will  carry  out  muHxtscipinary  studies 
and  analysis  of  ttie  potential  econonvc,  social, 
legal,  and  environmental  effects  of  technkal 
devetopments  and  techfX)k>gy-related  projects, 
programs,  or  poleies. 

I  am  thrilled  ttiat  ttie  Institute  of  Technotogy 
Assessment  has  t>een  estatilished,  and  I  am 
honored  to  begin  my  servtoe  on  ITA's  advisory 
panel. 

I  ask  ttiat  my  feltow  colleagues  join  me  In  a 
t>ipartisan  effort  to  tielp  ITA  maintain  the  focus 
on  public  polKy  and  legislative  issues  intierited 
from  OTA. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  LT.  COL.  ORVILLE 
SANDAKER 


GILBERT  "GIBBY"  LaFAVE 


HON.  BART  SlUPAK 

OF  MICmOAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  STUPAK.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  great 
pride  ttiat  I  bring  to  ttie  attention  of  ttie  House 
of  Representatives  and  of  ttiis  Nation  ttie  re- 
cent retirement  of  Mr.  Gilbert  "Gibtjy"  LaFave, 
director  of  aging  and  nutrition  for  ttie  Dckirv 
son-Iron  Counties  Community  Servtoe  Agency. 
Ttie  agency,  tocated  in  Mtotiigan's  Upper  Pe- 
ninsula, will  truly  miss  Mr.  LaFave  who  con- 
cluded his  tenure  on  May  10,  1996.  after  16 
dedicated  years. 

During  ttiese  times  of  txxlget  cuts  and  in- 
creased need  for  social  servtoes  to  our  senky 
citizens,  ttie  efforts  of  so  many  people  to 
stretch  a  dollar,  to  provkle  more  and  better 
servtoes  to  ttiose  who  truly  need  assistance 
and  to  improve  ttie  quality  of  fife  for  so  many 
is  truly  an  accomplistimenL  ttroughout  hts 
years  at  ttie  DICSA,  Gitjy  personified  dedica- 
tion, care,  and  concern  for  our  sentors  in  his 
every  effort 

Leading  the  devetopment  of  ttie  mral  ti^ns- 
portation  program  for  sennrs  and  ttie  handi- 
capped in  Dk:kinson  and  Iron  Countries, 
Gibb/s  efforts  provkled  a  way  these  sennrs 
coukl  get  out  of  doors  and  do  things  for  them- 
selves. The  program  altowed  for  a  degree  of 
self-sufficiency  and  tielped  ttie  tocal  economy. 

Gitibi  was  also  very  much  aware  of  ttie  in- 
ability of  many  senkxs  to  perform  ttieir  house- 
hokl  chores  due  to  ptiysical  constraints.  In  re- 
sponse, lie  was  ttie  leading  force  tiehind  ttie 
dievetopment  of  the  senkx  ctxxe  servtoe  ttiat 
provkles  this  type  of  wort(  to  be  done  for  sen- 
tors  by  more  at)le-txxlied  clients  of  ttie  agen- 
cy. 

For  many,  many  years,  Gtoby  LaFave  has 
also  lent  tiis  efforts  to  ttiis  community  arxl  sur- 
rounding area  through  participating  in  tocal 
govemment  and  helping  to  raise  funds  for  a 
variety  of  programs,  services,  and  ottier  note- 
worttiy  causes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  pubUc  servtoe  of  Gilbert 
"Gtoby"  LaFave  is  greatly  appreciated.  His 
concern  for  his  feltowrrun  will  be  tong  remem- 
bered and  valued.  On  betialf  of  so  many 
Mictiigan's  Upper  Peninsula  that  benefited  by 
his  actions,  I  congratulate  Qltiby  LaFave  on 
his  retirement  and  wish  him  well. 


HON.  DUNCAN  HUNIIR 

OFCAUFORNU 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  rise  to 
recognize  ttie  outstanding  servtoe  and  dedtoa- 
tion  of  a  constituent  in  my  dstrict,  Lt  Col. 
Orville  Sandaker.  His  career  in  ttie  Air  Force 
Association  [AFA]  as  a  pitot  b^iner  spans  five 
decades  and  has  Included  over  15  awards 
and  recognitions.  I  wouto  like  to  take  a  mo- 
ment to  commend  OrvHle's  exceptional  service 
to  our  country. 

Orville  began  his  career  60  years  ago  in 
Coopertown,  ND,  flying  an  OX-5  Travelak. 
Since  ttien,  Orville  has  togged  over  5,000 
hours  in  the  air,  3,000  of  wtitoh  inckided 
search  and  rescue  misstons.  On  Decentoer  1 , 
1941 ,  Orville  became  a  charter  memtier  of  ttie 
Civil  Air  Patrol  [CAP]  and  in  1948,  went  to 
sen/e  in  ttie  Auxiliary  of  ttie  U.S.  Air  Force. 
Orville  tias  also  worked  as  a  training  ctieck 
pitot  since  1951  and  as  a  co-founder  of  ttie 
Flying  Samaritans  and  a  ctiarter  merrtoer  of 
the  Baja  Bush  Pikits,  his  responstoHities  are 
ever-ctianging. 

Throughout  his  tenure  in  ttie  Air  Force  Auxi- 
iary  Servtoe  and  various  Cttairmanship  posi- 
tions in  ttie  San  Diego  Ctiapter  of  ttie  AFA, 
Orville  has  contiixjted  infinitely  to  ttie  aero- 
space and  flight  education  of  young  pitots.  It  is 
this  continued  role  as  an  educator  ttiat  lias 
earned  Orville  many  CAP  and  AFA  honors,  in- 
cluding ttieir  top  Naltonal  Achievement 
awards. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  an  era  wtien  ttie  U.S.  mili- 
tary is  often  not  given  sufltoieni  recognition, 
outstanding  leaders,  such  as  Orvile,  exempify 
ttie  commitment  our  Armed  Forces  tias  to  su- 
perior performance.  Orvile  has  dedtoated  his 
fife  to  teactwig  our  young  Air  Force  aviators 
ttie  necessary  skills  and  tools  to  sen«  our 
country  in  ttie  best  possitite  manner.  As  a  vet- 
eran and  chairman  of  ttie  House  Subcommit- 
tee on  Military  Procurement  I  woukl  Bee  to 
commend  Lt  Col.  OrviNe  Sandaker  for  aH  of 
his  efforts  and  years  of  servce  and  to  the  U.S. 
Air  Force  and  our  country. 


TRIBUTE  TO  RANDY  HUSK,  TROY 
CITY  COUNCIL 


HON.  SANDER  M.  LEVIN 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATTVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  rec- 
ognize RarxlaU  J.  Husk,  recentty  retired  from 
ttie  Troy  City  Council  after  18  years  of  dstin- 
guished  servtoe. 

Known  to  his  friends  and  family  as  Randy, 
he  has  served  most  effectively  and  was  hor»- 
ored  by  his  peers  with  electton  as  Mayor  Pro 
Tem  in  3  different  years.  While  a  Oty  Courxal- 
man.  Randy  Husk  served  with  dstinctton  rep- 
resenting ttie  city  of  Troy  on  ttie  Mtotiigan  Mu- 
radpal  League's  Wortcers  Compensalton 
Board  and  on  the  General  Assenntity  of  ttie 
Southeast  Mtohigan  Council  of  Govemmems 
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[SEMCOG].  Prior  to  his  first  city  council  term 
he  was  appointed  to  the  planning  commission 
for  3  years  and  was  on  the  zoning  Board  of 
Appeals,  hoking  the  office  of  chairman  of 
each.  During  his  tenure  in  both  appointed  and 
elected  city  government  he  was  known  as  a 
strong  supporter  of  the  Troy  master  larxl  use 
plan. 

Randy  Husk's  energy  and  untiring  dedna- 
tion  extend  beyond  City  l-lall  to  other  areas  of 
the  comrunity.  His  concern  for  youth  is  derrv 
onstrated  by  his  contritxjtk>ns  to  the  Troy  Boys 
and  Girts  Club,  the  Athens  High  School  Ath- 
letic Boosters  Club,  and  his  servne  eis  a  vol- 
unieer  probation  worker  for  tfie  Oakland  Coun- 
ty Juvenile  Department  And  he  is  a  member 
and  past  preskJent  of  the  Troy  Optimist  Club, 
serving  the  youth  of  Troy  in  that  role  also.  The 
Troy  Code  of  Ethcs  Committee  recognized  his 
commitment  by  electing  him  Vce  Chaimnan. 
He  is  a  past  presklent  of  the  Apdk)  Home- 
owners Associatk)n.  and  a  past  Trustee  of  the 
Troy  Inter-Servwe  Qub  Council. 

The  citizens  of  Troy  were  not  surprised 
when  in  1977  the  Troy  Jaycees  presented 
RarxJy  Husk  with  tt>e  Distinguished  Sennce 
Award.  Always  outspoken  in  support  of  issues 
he  believes  in.  he  has  been  untiring  in  his  ef- 
forts to  promote  the  betterment  of  the  health, 
safety.  arxJ  welfare  of  the  Troy  community. 

And  so,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  take  note  of  the 
numerous  contributfons  of  Randy  Husk  to  the 
citizens  of  Troy,  arxl  I  offer  my  best  wishes  for 
his  continued  success  in  future  endeavors. 


SARATOGA  SPRINGS.  NY.  RE- 
CEIVES GREAT  AMERICAN  MAIN 
STREET  AWARD 


HON.  GERALD  BiL  SOLOMON 

OF  NEW  TORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  onty  five  cities 
were  singled  out  by  the  Natk>nal  Trust  for  His- 
toric Preservation  for  its  Great  American  Main 
Street  Award.  One  of  ttwm.  Saratoga  Springs, 
NY,  is  in  the  22d  Congresskxial  District  I  have 
the  privilege  of  representing. 

The  award  was  well  earned.  Saratoga 
Springs  has  kxig  enjoyed  its  distinctfon  as  a 
cky  of  thoroughbred  racing  and  fine  mansior^. 
But  by  ttie  1970's.  the  city's  charm  was  start- 
ing to  fade.  Fortunately,  Saratogians  are  jus- 
tifiably proud  of  their  city,  and  a  group  of  them 
decided  to  restore  the  c%'s  splendor  to  its  full- 
est. 

About  a  quarter  century  ago  buikjing  fa- 
cades were  crumbling  and  the  downtown  was 
ifeless.  Fear  that  a  recertfy  constructed  near- 
by supermall  wouM  drain  the  city's  commercial 
bfood,  a  group  of  citizens  responded  by  form- 
ing what  was  known  as  the  pten  of  actwn.  Be- 
sides encouraging  kJeas  on  renovatk>n,  plan  of 
actnn  led  to  a  special  assessment  district,  a 
group  of  82  downtown  property  owners  on  and 
akmg  Broadway  who  pakf  an  addMonal  tax 
each  year  for  improvements. 

These  efforts,  in  turn,  led  to  a  spring 
ffowerpianting  program  and  the  gathering  of 
resklents  4  days  a  week  to  dig  up  sklewalks 
and  plant  250  trees  atong  Broadway.  The  city 
also  boasts  of  a  new  urt)an  center  that  attracts 
tourists  even  outskle  ttw  racing  season. 
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To  make  a  long  story  short.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  total  value  of  downtown  property  was  val- 
ued at  $15  millfon  in  the  eariy  1970's  and  is 
valued  at  $63  millfon  today. 

The  summer  season  of  thoroughtved  racing 
and  Saratoga  PerfomDing  Arts  Center  always 
drew  tourists  to  Saratoga  Springs.  But  the 
city's  finest  sons  and  daugfiters  were  not  cor>- 
tent  until  they  once  again  had  a  city  worthy  of 
those  two  attractkxis. 

As  the  recipient  of  a  Great  American  Main 
Street  Award,  Saratoga  Springs  will  receive  a 
plaque  to  display  along  the  street  a  certificate, 
a  trophy,  and  a  $5,000  award  to  be  put  in  a 
revolving  trust  controlled  by  the  city's  Preser- 
vation Foundation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  spirit  ttiat  restored  Sara- 
toga Springs  is  the  spirit  that  made  America 
ttie  greatest  country  in  the  world.  I'm  proud  of 
the  city,  privileged  to  represent  her  residents 
in  Congress,  arxl  fortunate  to  have  my  major 
district  office  on  Broadway. 

Let  us  now,  Mr.  Speaker,  add  our  own 
voices  to  the  growir>g  chorus  of  tributes  to 
Saratoga  Springs,  NY.  as  one  of  this  Nation's 
truly  fine  cities. 
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m  HONOR  OF  SHELL  EXPLORER 
POST  9999,  DEER  PARK,  TX 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  TERRI  McNAIR 


HON.  SUE  W.  KEIiY 

OF  NEW  TORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 

Mrs.  KELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tritxjte  to  a  true  American  hero.  Terri 
McNair,  a  constituent  of  mine,  is  the  livirig  em- 
bodiment of  the  spirit  of  charity  and  giving  that 
this  Natxxi  was  bui^^  on.  She  has  devoted  her 
career,  and  much  '-  her  free  time,  to  easing 
the  pain  and  the  Ixirden  on  people  wtx)  are 
less  fortunate. 

As  the  volunteer  presklent  of  the  Commu- 
nity Center  in  Katonah,  NY,  Terri  McNair  co- 
ordinates an  operatton  that  provkles  food, 
ctothing,  literacy  programs,  career  counseling, 
and  most  importantly,  a  helping  hand  and 
word  of  encouragement  to  needy  people  in  my 
district  and  hometown.  The  Katonah  Commu- 
nity Center  is  a  place  of  refuge  for  many  peo- 
ple, and  she  is  a  beacon  of  hope  for  those 
people  wtK)  seek  out  this  refuge. 

Terri  McNair's  commitment  to  the  less  fortu- 
nate does  not  end  wtien  she  goes  to  her  full- 
time  job.  She  is  a  social  worker  who  coordi- 
nates the  Family  Vfolence  Program  at  the 
Bedford  Hills  Correcttonai  Facility.  As  a  social 
worker  at  New  York's  only  maximum  security 
women's  prison,  Teni  McNair  worths  with  in- 
mates wfio  tiave  been  both  the  perpetrators 
and  the  victims  of  violence  and  she  is  in  a  key 
positkxi  to  help  these  women  stop  this  end- 
less cycle  of  vkjierwe. 

For  her  commitment  to  making  her  commu- 
nity and  our  worid  a  better  place,  I  rise  today 
to  pay  tribute  to  a  woman  wtwse  commitment 
to  the  less  fortunate  is  unmatched  and  wttose 
ctiarity  arxl  compassion  is  truly  awe-inspiring. 
Terri  McNair,  on  behalf  of  myself,  my  col- 
leagues in  the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
and  all  of  the  people  wlK>se  lives  you  have 
touched,  I  want  to  offer  you  my  rrwst  sincere 
thanks.  Terri,  you  truly  are  an  American  hero. 


HON.  KEN  BENTSEN 

OF  TEXAS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  BENTSEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  to  com- 
mend the  members  of  Shell  Exptorer  Post  No. 
9999  in  Deer  Parte.  TX.  for  their  many 
achievements  and  contributfons  to  our  com- 
munity. 

The  Shell  Explorer  Post  is  sponsored  by  the 
Shell  Oil  Refinery  located  in  Deer  Park.  TX, 
and  is  part  of  ttie  East  Central  Exploring  Dis- 
trict of  ttie  Sam  Houston  Area  Council  of  ttie 
Boy  Scouts  of  Amerfoa.  The  post  is  open  to 
young  men  and  women,  ages  14  to  20.  who 
wish  to  be  part  of  a  vibrant  growing,  fun-filled 
organizatkxi  that  explores  career  opportunities 
and  encourages  community  involvement 

Shell  Exptorers  learn  the  value  of  commu- 
nity service,  develop  an  awareness  of  our 
frs^le  environment,  and  establish  an  under- 
standing of  the  strength  we  have  as  a  people 
tttat  fosters  pride  in  themselves  and  their  abil- 
ity to  do  good  wort(.  both  as  individuals  and  as 
a  team. 

During  tt>e  1994-95  season,  they  brought 
their  hard  woric  and  dednated  service  to  a 
wide  assortment  of  community  projects. 

To  help  improve  our  environment  the  Ex- 
ptorers  cleaned  up  a  stretch  of  beach  fix>nt  for 
tfw  fifth  year  in  a  row.  They  tf>en  turned  ttieir 
attentfon  to  the  Armand  Bayou  Nature  Center 
where  they  helped  to  buikj  gates,  repair 
ferK8s,  and  dear  brush  vines.  Through  such 
activities,  the  Exptorers  learned  about  ttie  eco- 
system arxJ  wikHife  while  helping  to  beautify 
our  community  for  all  of  us. 

SenkK  citizens  hoM  a  special  place  in  tt>e 
hearts  of  the  Exptorers,  and  they  go  out  of 
their  way  year  after  year  to  help  better  their 
lives.  Whether  it  be  removing  okj  broken 
sheetrock,  helping  a  carpenter  to  install  a  new 
kitchen  counter  and  sink,  patching  or  painting, 
ttie  Exptorers  are  always  there  to  extend  their 
valuable  servtoes. 

BeskJes  doing  handwork,  the  Exptorers  can 
always  Ise  relied  on  to  share  a  fiiendly  smile. 
During  the  Christmas  holiday,  they  delivered 
hot  hearty  meals  to  hometxxmd  seniors  in 
Pasadena,  Deer  Parte.  La  Porte,  and  the  Deer 
Park  Activities  Center.  The  Exptorers  also 
brought  Christmas  cards  and  kind  vrards  for 
those  who  lived  far  firom  families  arKJ  were 
alone  for  thte  season. 

The  Shell  Exptorers  are  partKularty  proud  of 
their  $1,000  donatton  to  the  Boys  and  Girls 
Hartjor  Youth  Facility  in  Morgan's  Point,  TX. 
Through  several  car  washes,  the  Explorers 
had  raised  this  money  to  finance  their  yearty 
activities.  However,  tfiey  later  learned  that  the 
Boys  and  Girts  Hartxx  Youth  Facility,  wfitoh 
helps  orphans  and  trout>led  youth,  was  In 
need  so  the  Shell  Exptorers  donated  the  funds 
to  help  ttie  Facility. 

Career  opportunities  are  also  a  focal  point 
for  ttie  Explorers.  They  visited  KRBE  Radio  to 
leam  the  tricks  of  sound  mixing,  ttie  art  of  pro- 
mottons,  and  other  career  opportunities  for 
those  interested  in  a  future  in  broadcasting. 
The  Explorers  invite  guest  speakers  to  discuss 
their  careers  as  well  as  to  instill  the  value  of 
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good  study  habits  and  the  importance  of  a  col- 
lege education. 

The  Shell  Explorers  provkle  an  example  of 
good  citizenship  for  all  of  us.  Through  the 
years,  they  have  learned  that  by  serving  oth- 
ers they  serve  themselves  and  each  member 
has  gone  forth  with  the  knowledge  ttiat  he  or 
she  had  made  a  difference. 


IMMIGRATION  AND  REFUGEES  IN 
THE  UNITED  STATES 


HON.  BERNARD  SANDERS 

OF  VERMONT 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  benefit 
of  my  colleagues  I  woukj  like  to  have  printed 
in  the  Reoord  this  statement  by  Tedra  Guyett 
and  Hamiony  Hariman.  high  school  students 
from  Washington  County,  VT,  wtio  were 
speaking  at  my  recent  town  meeting  on  issues 
facing  young  people. 

My  name  is  Harmony  Hariman,  and  I'm  a 
Student  Area  Coordinator  for  Amnesty 
International,  and  I'm  an  intern  wltt  the 
Vermont  Refug-ee  Assistance. 

My  name  is  Tedra  Guyette;  I'm  also  a  Stu- 
dent Area  Coordinator  for  Vermont,  and  I'm 
also  an  intern  with  Vermont  Refugee  Assist- 
ance. 

The  Orst  thing:  we  really  want  to  talk 
about  is  a  Bill  that  was  passed  on  March  21st 
in  the  House,  HR  2202.  That's  really  upset- 
ting to  me,  because  it  effectively  banned 
people  who  have  genuine  political  claims 
.  .  .  from  ever  entering  the  U.S..  or  ever 
staying,  because  .  .  .  When  a  person  flees 
their  country  with  the  fear  of  safety,  and 
they  come  here,  do  you  think  they're  going 
to  come  off  the  plane  and  say.  "Whoops,  we 
better  get  a  lawyer  and  file  some  papers?" 
No,  they're  worried  about  their  safety.  And 
often  spend  months  tr3ring  to  save  their  fam- 
ilies, and  just  getting  settled,  which  pretty 
much  bans  them  from  ever  Qling.  The  Bill 
HR  2202  would  ensure  that  any  immigrant  or 
refugee  who  is  caught  entering  or  crossing 
the  border  illegally  will  be  permanently 
iMirred  from  ever  legally  entering  the  coun- 
try. Yet  there  are  instances  where  a  refugee 
has  no  other  option.  Immigrants  lack  knowl- 
edge about  specific  opportunities  of  become 
a  citizen,  and  often  do  not  understand  the 
process  itself,  or  how  to  negotiate  the  LN.S. 
bureaucracy. 

There  is  a  section  of  the  bill  that  says  that 
immigrants  who  are  here  illegally,  or  un- 
documented immigrants,  are  unable  to  re- 
ceive health  care  through  out  public  system. 
And  there's  a  mjrth  that  the  reason  that  the 
health  care  system  is  in  the  ground  is  be- 
cause it's  the  immigrants,  it's  the  poor  peo- 
ple that  are  just  dragging  it  down.  But  real- 
ly, immigrants  use  health  care  less  than  the 
general  public.  A  1992  U.S.  Dept.  of  Justice 
report  found  that  immigrants  use  federally 
funded  services  less  than  the  general  popu- 
lation, and  there  have  been  several  studies 
that  show  that  it's  not  immigrants  that  are 
pulling  us  down,  it's  everyone  else's  stupid- 
ity and  ignorance  about  the  immigrants. 
Most  hospital  care  costs  for  undocumented 
Immigrants  were  paid  by  private  insurance, 
which  was  47%;  or  by  the  immigrants  and 
their  families  themselves,  which  was  45%. 
That  only  leaves  8%  of  the  immigrants  in 
the  country  that  were  paid  for  by  the  govern- 
ment. 
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This  Bill  would  also  deny  immigrants  l)en- 
eQts  under  any  means-tested  programs  fund- 
ed by  the  federal  government,  or  by  state 
government,  as  well  as  being  ineligible  to  re- 
ceive grants,  to  receive  Earned  Income  tax 
credits,  to  receive  SSI  benefits.  Medicaid. 
Food  Stamps,  housing  assistance,  unemploy- 
ment t>enefits,  college  financial  aid,  among 
others.  Although,  undocumented  immigrants 
alone  paid  J7  billion  per  year  in  taxes.  In 
1990,  undocumented  immigrants  paid  J2.7  bil- 
lion in  Social  Security,  and  $160  million  in 
Unemployment  Insurance;  and  this  is  accord- 
ing to  a  publication  by  the  Urban  Institute, 
(signal) 

I'm  just  going  to  do  a  quick  story  about  a 
man  that  I  know.  He's  18  years  old,  and  is 
from  Sudan,  and  is  now  lost  in  the  "war 
zone"  of  the  American  immigration  system. 
He's  actually  living  in  Woodbury;  he  is  ap- 
parently some  kind  of  dangerous  criminal 
t>ecause  he  came  here  with  a  false  passport; 
so,  now  he's  in  jail,  and  the  first  time  I  met 
him  I  asked  him,  "Well,  how  long  will  you  be 
here?"  meaning,  how  long  would  he  be  stay- 
ing with  family  that  he  was  staying  with. 
And  he  misinterpreted  me  to  mean,  "How 
long  will  you  be  in  the  U.S.,"  and  just  said, 
"immigration,"  and  shrugged  his  shoulders. 
And  that  was  probably  the  saddest  thing  I've 
ever  seen  in  my  life,  was  this  man-just  lost. 

Due  to  time  restrictions,  we  are  unable  to 
address  all  the  myths 

and  .  .  .  overstatements,  but  I  can  say  that 
to  blame  immigrants  is  to  scai>egoat  an  easy, 
unpopular  target,  and  to  divert  resjwnsbility 
from  more  proper  parties. 

Congressman  Sanders:  Thank  you  very 
much.  Let  me  ask  you  a  couple  of  questions: 
what  does  political  asylum  mean,  and  why  is 
that  important? 

Answer.  Well,  to  me.  It  means  someone 
who  because  of  their  benefits,  because  of 
their  actions,  needs  to  flee  their  home,  needs 
to  leave,  whether  it's  because  they  were 
against  their  government  in  this 
country  .  .  .  like  the  [last]  girl  was  saying, 
or  the  wrong  color,  in  the  wrong  country; 
come  to  a  place  where  they  can  t>e  safe, 
where  they  can  wake  up  in  the  morning  and 
know  that,  "okay,  nobody's  going  to  shoot 
me  today."  That's  what  asylum  means. 

Congressman  Sanders:  Okay.  Were  you  im- 
migrants? 

Answer.  Yes,  my  ftunily  was  .  .  .  [there's] 
a  history  of  immigrants  in  my  family. 

Answer.  Being  that  we  are  white.  I  think 
we  are  all  immigrants,  in  this  country. 

Congressman  Sanders:  so,  essentially  what 
you're  saying  is  that  everybody  other  f\<^r) 
the  Native  Americans  are  immigrants  if  we 
are  in  this  countnr? 

Answer.  That's  true. 

Answer.  That's  correct. 

Congressman  Sanders:  Okay.  Thank  you 
very  much — excellent  presentation. 


UN  HABITAT  MEETING:  A  BOOST 
FOR  CIVIL  SOCIETY  IN  TURKEY? 


HON.  SUNY  h.  hoyer 

OFllARYUU^D 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4. 19% 

Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  Habitat  II,  the 
United  Nattons  Conference  on  Human  Settle- 
ments is  now  underway  in  Istanbul,  Turtcey. 
Worid  leaders,  intematwnal  meda,  and  thou- 
sands of  NGO  representatives  from  around 
the  planet  have  assembled  to  address  crittoal 
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gtobal  issues  related  to  sustainable  devetop- 
ment 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  addition  to  Habitat  ll's  gfobal 
significarx%,  ttie  meeting  offers  an  unprece- 
dented opportunity  to  further  devetop  civil  soci- 
ety and  democracy  in  Turkey  and  raise  inter- 
nattonal  awareness  of  ttie  senous  problems 
whch  prevent  Turi<ey  ft^om  realizing  its  great 
potential.  The  gathering  affords  Turidsh 
NGO's— the  buiWing  btocks  of  civil  society— 
an  unparalleled  opportunity  to  networti,  orga- 
nize coalittons,  and  devetop  advocacy  strate- 
gies. Among  NGO's  attending  the  conference, 
there  is  a  palpable  sense  that  Habitat  will 
catalyze  efforts  to  advance  civil  society,  de- 
mocracy, and  human  rights  in  Turtcey.  Mi. 
Speaker,  it  is  my  hope  that  this  important  con- 
ference will  also  result  in  concerted  inter- 
nattonal  efforts  to  support  human  rights  and 
democracy  in  Turtcey  and  the  f^GO's  vthch 
support  ttiese  ideals. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Istanbul  is  an  appropriate 
venue  to  examine  sustainable  devetopment  A 
tormer  seat  of  empires  and  home  to  a  mul- 
titude of  cultures  and  people,  Istanbul  is  a  dy- 
namic urtian  txklge  between  Europe  and  Asia, 
Christianity  and  Islam,  antk^y  and  ttie  21st 
century.  From  modem  high  rises  and  opulent 
Ottoman  palaces  to  sprawling  stianty  towns 
and  exptoding  gartiage  dumps,  Istanbul  en- 
compasses all  that  is  wonderful  and  frighten- 
ing about  today's  urban  environments. 

Mr.  Speaker,  IstanbuTs  unforgettable  char- 
acter owes  much  to  a  great  Ottoman  hero,  the 
16th  century  soklier-tumed-architect.  Sinaa 
During  a  prolific  career  that  spanned  six  dec- 
ades. Skian-designed  many  of  Turtcey's  most 
well-known  landmarks.  Yet  he  also  built  struc- 
tures throughout  the  Ottoman  empire  which 
were  critKal  to  daily  lives,  indudng:  bridges, 
wens,  warehouses,  tombs,  aqueducts,  baths, 
resklences,  and  caravan  stoiss.  In  istartoul 
atone,  more  than  300  Sinan-designed  struc- 
tures have  t>een  klentified. 

Yet  while  Sinan's  heritage  provkles  an  im- 
pressive Habitat  backdrop,  the  travails  of  a 
contemporary  Turtcish  architect  reveal  a  nat- 
so-proud  legacy,  one  ttiat  reminds  us  that  Tur- 
key faces  severe  strains  which  threaten  de- 
mocracy and  the  devetopment  of  civil  society. 

Yavuz  Onen  is  general  secretary  of  ttie 
Turkish  ArchitecTs  Assodatton  arxl  presklent 
of  the  Human  Rights  Foundatton  of  Turtcey. 
The  Foundation  documents  human  rights 
abuses  and  operates  four  treatment  centers 
for  vKtims  of  torture  in  Turkey.  In  1995.  Mr. 
Onen  accepted  avirards  on  befiaif  of  the  Foun- 
datton from  ttie  Intemattonal  Hunan  Rights 
Law  Group  and  ttie  Laviryers  Committee  for 
Human  Rights.  Foundatton  leaders  and  ctoc- 
tors  face  constant  prosecutton  and  harass- 
ment The  Turtcish  Government's  perseculton 
of  ttie  Fcxindalton  and  ottier  NGO's  reflect  a 
larger  effort  to  criminalize  arxl  silence  groups 
and  irxfvkluals  critical  of  government  human 
rights  practnes,  military  abuses  of  the  Kurdish 
popUalton,  Turkey's  founder  Ataturtc,  or  state 
institutfons. 

Mr.  Speaker,  a  more  immednte  attempt  to 
silence  critk:<sm  during  Habitat  is  evklenced  by 
the  police  ctosure  of  a  buikJing  used  by  35 
f^GO's  boycotting  the  conference  to  protest 
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government  human  rights  and  KurcSsh  poli- 
cies. These  groups  have  organized  an  atter- 
native  Habitat  to  put>liciy  protest  the  destruc- 
tion of  alrrxtst  3,000  Kurdish  villages  and  cre- 
ation of  almost  3  million  refugees.  These 
groups  rightly  conterxl  tttat  such  policies  are 
incompatible  with  tt>e  goals  of  Habitat  and  re- 
flect serious  threats  to  democracy  arKJ  devel- 
opment of  civil  society  in  Turkey.  Yet  instead 
of  allowir>g  open  discussion  of  these  serious 
issues,  ttie  Government  of  Turkey  has  once 
again  chosen  to  respond  with  repression — in 
full  view  of  ttie  intematk>nal  community. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Turkey  has  ratified  numerous 
U.N.  and  European  human  nghts  conventkxis, 
committed  itself  to  OSCE  starxlards  and  prin- 
ctptes.  and  is  seeking  ctoser  ties  with  the 
West  Unfortunately,  efforts  by  successive 
Turkish  governments  to  strengttien  democratk: 
institutions  and  institute  legal  reforms  have 
failed  to  resolve  urxJerlying  sources  of  human 
rights  problems. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Turkey  is  an  important  strate- 
gic and  economk:  ally.  As  a  NATO  member 
proxnnate  to  the  Balkans,  Caucasus,  Central 
Asia,  and  the  Mkldte  East.  Turkey  figures 
promirtenlty  in  regnnal  efforts  to  address 
water,  energy,  arms  control,  terrorism,  arxj  en- 
virorvnertfai  issues.  Yet  while  Turkey's  govern- 
ment aixj  people  are  poised  to  reap  politk:al, 
economic,  arxJ  sirategk:  windfalls,  the  potential 
perils  for  Turkey,  shoukJ  it  move  back  on  the 
democratic  path,  k>om  equally  large. 

Mr.  Speaker,  ttiese  dangers  are  very  real. 
As  Habitat  II  convenes,  Turkey's  minority  coa- 
tition  government  verges  on  collapse,  irxa- 
pacitaled  since  its  irKeption  by  bitter  personal 
rivalries  and  conuptkxi  charges.  The  Conslitu- 
tnnal  Court  recenOy  invalklated  the  partiamerv 
tary  vote  which  approved  ttie  centrist  coalition, 
and  a  no-confiderx:e  vote  this  Thursday  will 
ikely  bring  down  ttie  govemmenL  Turicey's 
military  leaders,  wtio  seized  power  on  three 
occastons  since  1960,  increasingly  express 
dasatisfactwn  with  ttie  status  quo  and  rising 
popularity  of  the  Muslim-based  Refah  Party. 
Coup  rumors  abound  in  ttie  Turkish  press.  As 
confidence  in  the  government  ebbs,  support 
for  Muslim  fundamentaist  and  natkxialist  par- 
ties has  jgcreased.  Shoukl  moderate,  secular 
parlies  tose  power,  Turkey  couM  turn  away 
from  the  West,  undergo  a  military  coup  or  face 
deepening  instability  and  poiiticaJ  violence.  All 
these  scenarios  set  back  democracy  and  civil 
soctely,  ttveaten  regk>nal  stability,  and  pose 
obstacles  to  Turkey's  moving  ctoser  to  Europe 
and  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Speaker,  tfie  Turiosh  GovemmenTs  in- 
tolerance of  NGCs  protesting  village  evacu- 
ations and  other  Kurdtoh  or  human  rights 
issues  has  already  marred  Habitat  While  par- 
ticipants in  ttie  offKial  and  NGO  forums  will  re- 
portedhr  not  be  prosecuted  for  remarics  that 
violate  Turtdsh  law,  it  is  unclear  whether  indn 
vkluais  and  groups  speaking  outside  the  meet- 
ing vnl  face  ctiarges.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  leads 
me  to  ask  what  will  happen  after  Habitat, 
wtien  NOG'S  energized  by  ttie  experience  at- 
tempt to  utilize  newly  estat)lished  links  arxJ  im- 
pternent  strategies  devetoped  during  ttie  con- 
ference? It  wfll  be  very  important  for  all  Habitat 
perlKipants.  including  U.S.  delegatnn  mem- 
bers led  by  Housing  and  Urt)an  Oevetopment 
Secretary  Henry  Cisneros,  to  maintain  links 
and  support  for  groups  they  worked  with  dur- 
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ing  Hatjitat  II.  As  human  rigtits  issues  and  ttie 
further  advancement  of  civil  society  in  Turi<ey 
have  important  implk^atkxis  for  bilateral  rela- 
tk>ns,  this  Congress  shoukJ  continue  to  ctosely 
monitor  developments  in  Turi<ey  after  Habitat 
II. 


EILEEN  PECH  RECEIVES  WOMEN'S 
fflSTORY  MONTH  HONORS 


HON.  WnHAM  0.  UPINSKI 

OF  ILLINOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  UPINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  1  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  an  outstanding  journalist  in  my 
district  wtx)  was  recently  honored  for  her  con- 
tributions to  her  community. 

Ms.  Eileen  Pech,  of  Berwyn,  IL,  was  re- 
cently named  Woman  of  the  Year  by  the  Mor- 
ton Township  Women's  History  Month  Com- 
mittee. The  committee  recognized  Ms.  Pech,  a 
reporter  for  the  LIFE  newspapers,  for  her 
woridng  toward  ttie  betterment  of  the  commu- 
nity. 

Ms.  Pech  is  wkJely  respected  in  her  commu- 
nity for  her  fair-minded,  thorough,  and  often 
entertaining  coverage  of  local  events.  She 
shuns  the  spotlight  herself  and  in  accepting 
ttie  award,  said  stie  is  "much  more  com- 
fortat>le"  sitting  in  the  audience  writing  about 
the  accomplishments  of  ottiers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  1  congratulate  Ms.  Pech  on  re- 
ceiving ttits  prestigkxjs  award,  and  extend  to 
her  my  t)est  wishes  on  continued  success. 


THE  IMPORTANCE  OF  AERO- 
NAUTICS RESEARCH  AND  TECH- 
NOLOGY 


HON.  MARTIN  R.  HOKE 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  1  rise  to  express 
my  appreciatkxi  to  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  House  Science  Committee  for  his  help 
in  providing  adequate  funding  levels  in  ttie 
area  of  aeronautk:s  research  and  tectmotogy. 
In  these  times  of  severe  budget  constraints 
there  was  undoubtedly  a  strong  temptatton  to 
slash  spending  in  these  critRal  programs,  but 
ttie  chairman  demonstrated  a  real  willingness 
to  listen  to  and  accept  my  vigorous  defense  of 
aeronautks  at  NASA,  especially  in  high-speed 
research  and  advarx^ed  subsonks  technology. 
1  want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  ttiank  the 
chairman  for  his  commitment  and  foresight. 

Aeronautics  research  arxJ  technotogy  helps 
promote  a  high-technotogy  industry,  one  ttiat 
is  of  critical  importance  to  our  national  econ- 
omy and  interriational  t>alarx:e  of  trade.  Even 
conservative  estimates  show  ttiat  the  aero- 
space industry  has  annual  sales  of  over  $60 
billkxi  and  produces  a  positive  balance  of 
trade  of  $25  milUon.  In  Ohio  alone,  ttie  aero- 
space industry  is  responsible  for  approxi- 
mately 300,000  jobs  and  injects  $13.5  billion 
into  ttie  State's  economy. 

But  if s  not  just  a  questxxi  of  dollars  arxj 
jobs.  Aeronautics   research  and  technotogy 
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helps  address  safety,  fuel  effk:iency,  arxJ  envi- 
ronmental impact  concerns.  Anyone  who  has 
ever  expressed  concern  about  air  travel  can 
fully  appreciate  the  importance  of  this  scientifk: 
work.  Research  and  development  in  ttie  areas 
of  aging  aircraft  safety,  air  traffic  maneigement, 
advanced  technotogies,  and  wing  and  engine 
icing  are  just  some  of  the  ways  in  whk;h  aero- 
nautics directly  toucties  our  lives.  Moreover, 
scientifk;  work  in  aeronautcs  has  also  led  to 
ttie  devetopment  of  ttiousands  of  spinoff  tech- 
notogies  ttiat  we  see  every  day.  The  NASA 
Lewis  Research  Center  in  my  distrk:t  in  norttv 
east  Ohto,  along  with  Wright  Lat>s  at  the 
Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base  in  Dayton, 
are  responsible  for  devetoping  or  refining 
many  everyday  conveniences  such  as  medial 
equipment,  orttiopedk:  advances,  mk;rowave 
ovens,  automotive  brake  discs,  high-tempera- 
ture paints,  fire-resistant  fatirics,  and  graphite 
composite  sporting  goods. 

Despite  all  of  ttie  industry's  successes  and 
contritiutions  to  our  way  of  life,  the  future  of 
AmerKa's  preeminence  in  aeronautcs  is 
threatened.  Our  trading  partners  continue  to 
pour  billions  into  ttieir  domestic  research  and 
devekjpment  programs,  while  our  national  ef- 
fort, led  by  the  extraordinary  work  of  ttie  men 
and  women  at  NASA,  has  suffered  from  de- 
clining levels  of  investment  The  Presklenfs 
budget  request  for  NASA,  in  fact  recommends 
a  cut  of  $4.9  billk>n  over  the  next  4  years 
wtien  compared  to  this  year's  funding.  Al- 
ttxxjgh  1  take  a  back  seat  to  no  one  when  it 
comes  to  battling  our  budget  defk;it  I  have  se- 
rious reservations  about  making  such  deep 
cuts  in  an  agency  ttiat  is  at  ttie  forefront  of 
tectmotogy  reseeirch  and  devetopment  on 
whk:h  our  Natton's  future  competitiveness  de- 
pends. Ttie  House  Budget  Resdutton,  t>y  corv- 
trast  represents  some  $2  billton  more  ttian  ttie 
Presklent  over  ttie  same  time  period  by  mak- 
ing responsible  choces  in  establistiing  agency 
priorities,  and  targeting  resources  to  wtiere 
ttiey  will  best  be  utilized. 

Wtiile  ttiere  migtrt  be  a  temptatton  to  cut 
aeronautKS  research  and  technotogy  re- 
sources in  ttie  pursuit  of  short-term  txjdget 
savings.  I  believe  ttie  tong-nxi  interests  of  our 
Natton  require  ttiat  an  adequate  level  of  in- 
vestment be  made  in  aeronautics.  Ttiat  is  why 
it  is  so  important  that  ttie  funding  levels  rec- 
ommended in  ttie  House  Budget  Resolutton 
be  honored. 


CELEBRATING  THE  EDWARDS/ 
WARD  FAMILY  REUNION 


HON.  EVA  M.  CLAYTON 

OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 
Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  family  re- 
unions are  an  important  part  of  the  American 
fabric.  I  recently  sent  a  letter  to  Ms.  Allene 
Farmer  Hayes  concerning  ttie  reunion  her 
family  has  planned  for  July.  Many  of  the  family 
members  live  in  my  congressional  dtetrict  and 
1  want  to  share  with  my  colleagues  ttie  text  of 
my  letter  to  Ms.  Hayes. 

It  is  my  understanding  the  EldwardsTWard 
Family  will  liold  its  sixth  family  reunion 
during  the  weekend  of  July  4th,  in  Washing- 
ton. D.C. 
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As  you  gather  to  celebrate,  remember  the 
ties  that  bind  you.  Your  theme,  "Family 
Matters"  is  an  excellent  one.  I  am  convinced 
that  you  cannot  move  ahead  in  life  if  you  do 
not  know  from  whence  you  came.  All  too 
often,  we  forget  those  who  came  before  us. 
their  struggles,  and  even  their  achievements, 
even  though  it  is  they  who  have  helped  mold 
the  f\iture  of  those  in  attendance. 

This  occasion  at  this  time  in  our  Nation's 
history  reminds  us  of  the  rewards  of  toil  and 
hard  work.  Your  family  reunion  marks  yet 
another  step  in  your  commitment  to  con- 
tinue to  build  upon  a  strong  and  solid  foun- 
dation. It  also  reflects  the  value  of  loving 
husbands  and  wives,  devoted  fathers  and 
mothers,  attentive  grandfathers  and  grand- 
mothers, dutiful  sons  and  daughters  and 
loyal  uncles,  aunts,  cousins  and  other  family 
meml>ers.  This  reunion  is  but  another  step- 
ping stone  in  a  brilliant  path  that  the  family 
has  blazed,  leaving  a  legacy  from  which  all 
can  learn. 

At  this  special  time,  permit  me  to  Ixjrrow 
ftom  the  words  that  are  found  in  Saint  Mat- 
thew 16:18,  "And  I  say  also  unto  thee  .  .  . 
upon  this  rock  I  will  build  my  church;  and 
the  gates  of  hell  shall  not  prevail  against 
it."  We  fkce  difficult  and  uncertain  times  as 
many  are  challenging  the  very  foundations 
that  have  made  this  Nation  strong.  It  is  im- 
portant, now  more  than  ever,  that  the  family 
stand  together  and  assert  your  rightful  role. 
Ecclesiastes  4:12  is  instructive,  "And  though 
a  man  might  prevail  against  one  who  is 
alone,  two  will  withstand  him.  A  threefold 
cord  is  not  quickly  broken."  Tliis  reunion 
should  be  a  time  for  rekindling  the  spirit,  re- 
igniting  the  energy  and  reestablishing  the 
unity  that  has  made  your  family  a  pillar  of 
strength. 

I  am  a  strong  believer  that  family  is  one  of 
the  most  precious  gifts  we  have;  a  gift  that 
we  must  treasure.  So.  as  you  gather  to- 
gether, reflect  into  the  history  of  the  Ed- 
wards/Ward Family,  and  learn  firom  that  tiis- 
tory.  And  rememl>er,  that  it  is  the  past 
which  brought  you  together,  but  it  is  the  fu- 
ture generations  that  will  keep  the  Edwards/ 
Ward  Family  together. 

Please  know  that  as  a  member  of  the 
North  Carolina  Congressional  Delegation.  I 
am  proud  to  be  of  service  to  such  celebrated 
citizens  and  to  have  the  opportunity  to  greet 
you  and  the  distinguished  meml>ers  of  your 
family.  May  you  be  richly  blessed  as  you 
strive  to  perfect  that  which  God  has  be- 
stowed upon  you. 

Congratulations  on  this  event.  I  wish  for 
each  of  you  nmny  years  of  health,  happiness, 
and  prosperity. 


TRIBUTE  TO  BRUCE  CORWIN 


HON.  HOWARD  L  BERMAN 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

HON  HENRY  A.  WAXMAN 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

DJ  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  honored 
to  pay  tribute  to  our  good  friend  Bruce  Corwin, 
wtiose  company.  Metropolitan  Ttieaters  Corp., 
is  this  year  t>eing  given  ttie  H.E.LP.  Group's 
Corporate  Philanthropy  Award  for  ongoing 
dedicatton  to  chiklren  with  special  needs  ev- 
erywtiere.  Anyone  wtio  knows  Bruce  and  his 
work  knows  that  he  is  an  ideal  ctx>ice  for  ttiis 
smard.  We  can  think  of  few  others  wtio  have 
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done  so  much  for  chiklren  and  the  larger  com- 
munity. 

Ttiis  is  the  second  time  Bruce  has  been 
honored  by  the  H.E.LP.  Group;  in  1988,  he 
received  its  humanitarian  award.  Indeed,  the 
list  of  ttiose  organizattons  arxi  assoc4atkxts 
ttiat  bestowed  awards  on  Bruce  through  ttie 
years  is  extraordviary.  Arrxxig  the  more  nota- 
ble: in  1986  Los  Angeles  Chiklren's  Museum 
named  Bruce  its  Man  of  the  Year,  3  years 
later  he  was  named  Man  of  the  Year  by  the 
Temple  Sinai  Jewish  Community  Center  of  the 
Desert  Not  to  be  outdone,  in  1993  the  Chan- 
nel Islands  Chapter  of  the  Multiple  Sclerosis 
Society  named  Bruce  its  Man  of  the  Year. 

BriKe's  wide  range  of  philanttiropw  arxj  vol- 
unteer interests  is  truly  remarkable.  It  is  hard 
to  imagine  tiow  he  finds  both  ttie  time  and  en- 
ergy to  do  so  mucti.  For  example.  Mayor 
Bradtey  appointed  Bnjce  to  the  Los  Ange^ 
Fire  Commisston,  wtiere  he  served  as  presi- 
dent for  2  years.  He  is  also  on  the  advisory 
board  of  Bet  Tzedek,  a  member  of  the  advi- 
sory committee  of  the  Los  Angeles  conser- 
vancy, and  a  member  of  the  executive  board 
of  the  Will  Rogers  Hospital. 

Finally,  Bruce  is  general  partner  of  ttie  San 
Diego  Padres  t>asetxUl  team,  whk^h  ttiis  year 
is  the  surprising  leader  of  ttie  Nattonal 
League's  West  Diviston.  It  wouU  not  surprise 
us  if  sometxMT,  in  some  way,  tie  has  played 
a  part  in  ttie  Padres'  success. 

We  ask  our  colleagues  to  join  us  today  in 
saluting  Bruce  Corwin,  as  well  as  his  wife, 
Toni,  and  sons,  Daniel  and  Davkl  His  self- 
lessness in  a  shining  example  for  us  all. 


CASH  GRANTS  UNDER  THE  COOP- 
ERATIVE THREAT  REDUCTION 
PROGRAM 


HON.  lEE  H.  HAMILTON 

OF  INDIANA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 
Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  April  2, 
1996.  I  wrote  to  Secretary  Perry  atxxjt  a  pro- 
posed cash  grant  to  the  Ministry  of  Defense  of 
Ukraine  under  ttie  cooperative  threat  reduc- 
tk)r>— Nunn-Lugar  program.  On  May  28  I  re- 
ceived a  reply  from  Deputy  Secretary  of  De- 
fense John  White,  and  I  woukJ  like  to  bring  the 
corresponding  to  the  attention  of  my  col- 
leagues. The  text  of  the  correspondence  fol- 
lows: 

House  of  Representatives.  Com- 
mittee ON  International  Rela- 
tions. 

Waatungton.  DC.  April  2. 1996. 
Hon.  William  J.  Perry. 
Seaetary  of  Defenx,  Department  of  Defense. 
Washington.  DC. 
Dear  Sbcretart  Perry:  I  write  with  re- 
spect to  your  letter  of  March  19,  1996  con- 
cerning a  proposed  obligation  of  S10.3  million 
of  the  Fy95  Cooperative  Threat  Reduction 
(CTR)  fiinding  as  a  cash  grant  directly  to  the 
Ministry  of  Defense  of  Ukraine. 

As  you  know,  I  have  been  a  strong  advo- 
cate and  supporter  of  the  CTR  program  from 
the  outset.  I  l)elieve  that  this  program  is  in 
the  national  interest  of  the  United  States, 
and  that  it  has  made  important  contribu- 
tions to  U.S.  national  security  over  the  past 
5  years  through  the  destructive  and  dis- 
mantlement of  nuclear  weapons  systems. 
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What  concerns  me  is  your  proposed  cash 
grant.  I  have  consistently  opposed,  as  the 
Bute  Department  well  knows,  all  types  of 
cash  grants  to  NIS  states  as  inconsistent 
with  the  authorities  of  the  FREEDOM  Sup- 
port Act.  In  November  1994.  Secretary  Chris- 
topher wrote  to  me  pledging  that  no  future 
cash  grants  from  FREEDOM  Support  Act 
funds  would  go  forward.  I  have  also  felt  that 
any  U.S.  assistance  most  be  tied  to  identifi- 
able reforms. 

My  views  with  respect  to  CTR  funds  are 
the  same.  I  would  appreciate  a  detailed  ex- 
planation of  the  reasons  that  you  seek  to 
proceed  with  such  a  cash  grant,  and  why  you 
cannot  achieve  your  purposes  through  the 
U.S.  articles  or  services.  I  would  also  like  a 
description  of  your  oversight  mechanisms  for 
the  monitoring  the  use  of  funds  from  tliis 
proposed  cash  transfer,  how  you  will  monitor 
whether  funded  activities  are  accomplished, 
and  what  specific  reforms  this  assistance  is 
tied  to. 

I  would  respectfully  request  from  you  a 
commitment  that  this  proposed  cash  trans- 
fer is  not  a  precedent  for  future  CTR  activi- 
ties. I  would  also  seek  from  you  a  commits 
ment  on  prior  consultation  if,  at  any  time,  a 
cash  transfer  from  CTR  funds  is  under  future 
consideration. 

With  best  regards. 
Sincerely. 

Lee  H.  Hamilton. 
Ranking  Democratic  Member. 

Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense, 

Washington,  DC.  May  28.  1996. 
Hon.  Lee  H.  Hamilton, 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Congressman  Hamilton:  Secretary 
Perry  has  asked  me  to  respond  to  your  letter 
of  April  2.  1996  regarding  DOD's  proposed  ob- 
ligation of  up  to  S10.3  million  of  the  FY95  Co- 
operative Threat  Reduction  (CTR)  funding  as 
a  cash  grant  directly  to  the  Ukrainian  Min- 
istry of  Defense.  First,  let  me  clearly  state 
that  the  Secretary  and  I  share  your  concern 
al>out  providing  CTR  assistance  in  the  form 
of  grants:  though  the  authority  has  existed 
for  some  years  to  use  grants,  we  have  given 
clear  direction  that  grants  will  not  l>e  nor- 
mally provided.  DOD  is  ;HX3posing  an  excep- 
tion to  this  policy  in  this  case  because  it  is 
required  to  facilitate  the  final 
denuclearization  of  Ukraine,  a  paramount 
national  security  goal  for  the  United  States. 

The  activities  the  grant  will  supiwrt  in- 
volve sensitive  activities  to  include  removal 
of  nuclear  warheads  and  nuclear  support 
equipment  and  the  defUeling.  removal  from 
silos  and  partial  neutralization  of  SS-19  mis- 
siles, as  well  as  road  repair  and  construction 
on  sensitive  areas  of  missile  bases.  All  of 
these  expenditures  are  non-recurring  costs 
associated  with  the  final  removal  of  all  war- 
beads  and  related  equipment  from  Ukraine. 
Ukraine's  agreement  with  Russia  under 
which  the  warheads  will  be  returned  pro- 
hibits any  foreign  presence  when  these  ac- 
tivities are  underway.  Therefore,  the  U.S. 
cannot  use  normal  contracting  methods. 

Although  cash  grants  cannot  be  audited  as 
closely  as  goods  and  services  the  U.S.  pro- 
vides to  Ukraine.  I  want  to  assure  you  that 
Ukraine  will  provide  invoices,  records  of 
pajrments  made,  and  summary  reports  for 
most  activities  under  the  Grant.  We  will  ver- 
ify that  the  invoices  relate  to  effort  covered 
under  the  Grant  and  we  will  be  working  with 
the  Ukrainian  banks  to  ensure  that  pay- 
ments are  actually  made  by  the  Ministry  of 
Defense  to  legitimate  third  parties.  In  addi- 
tion, the  invoices  and  reports  will  be  meas- 
ured against  information   available   to   us 
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from  national  technical  means  of  snrveil- 
lance,  throngh  which  we  can  determine  that 
the  activities  for  which  the  assistance  has 
been  urovlded  have  in  fact  occorred.  Until  we 
have  these  reports  and  confirm  independ- 
ently that  work  has  taken  place,  the  fall 
amount  of  assistance  will  not  be  provided  to 
Ukraine. 

Let  me  stress  the  Secretary  approved  the 
use  of  grants  in  this  instance  only  because 
the  activities  involved  are  critical  to  achiev- 
ing one  of  our  paramount  security  goals. 
This  exception  is  not  intended  to  set  a  prece- 
dent for  future  CTR  activities.  DOD  does  not 
now  envision  another  exception  to  our  estab- 
lished policy  of  not  providing  direct  finan- 
cial aaul stance  to  foreign  governments  under 
the  CTR  iirogram.  However.  I  will  make  sure 
you  are  contacted  In  advance  if  another  ex- 
ception is  considered.     

Your  support  for  the  CTR  program  is  vital 
and  I  want  to  add  my  personal  thanks  for  the 
help  you  have  provided.  If  you  have  any  fur- 
ther questions,  please  feel  free  to  contact 
me. 

Sincerely, 


ANDREA  JAQUTTH  ON  GANGS  AND 
STREET  VIOLENCE 


HON.  BERNARD  SANDERS 

OF  VERMONT 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4. 1996 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  benefit 
of  my  colleagues  I  would  like  to  have  printed 
in  the  Rec»rd  this  statement  by  Andrea 
Jaquilh.  a  high  school  student  from 
Bratdeboro,  VT,  wtK>  was  speaking  at  my  re- 
cent town  meeting  on  issues  facing  young 
people. 

The  phenomenon  of  gangs  and  gang  vio- 
lence is  widespread  throughout  this  country, 
and  is  spreading  rapidly  and  fast  becoming  a 
societal  problem  of  great  magnitude.  Some 
people  blame  the  gang  problems  on  the  pov- 
erty that  this  country  is  struggling  with. 
With  the  possible  exception  of  some  states  in 
the  Northeast,  every  state  now  has  some  sort 
of  gang  problem.  In  1961,  there  were  about  23 
cities  in  the  U.S.  with  known  street  gangs. 
Today,  there  are  at  least  187  different  cities 
with  known  street  gangs.  In  1992,  there  were 
an  estimated  4,881  gangs  in  the  U.S. 

luA.  County  in  California  is  the  gang  cap- 
ital of  the  nation.  In  1991,  there  were  150,000 
persons  in  1,000  gangs  in  L.A.  County.  John 
Pole  of  Emerge  Magazine  said,  "If  you  could 
eliminate  the  narcotics  problem  tomorrow, 
you  would  still  have  a  significant  gang  prob- 
lem. If  the  next  day  you  eliminated  the  grang 
problem,  you'd  still  have  a  significant  crack 
proldem." 

Ouns.  "gas  traps"  or  "toolles"— whatever 
you  choose  to  call  them— firearms  are  a 
major  part  of  gangs  and  violence,  in  general, 
today  with  American  youths.  Gunshot 
wounds  are  the  leading  cause  of  death  for  all 
teenage  boys  in  America.  Guns  kill  14  kids  in 
America  every  day.  It  is  estimated  that  one 
out  of  25  African-American  male  children 
now  in  kindergarten  will  be  murdered  with  a 
gun  l>y  the  age  of  18.  In  a  recent  survey  con- 
ducted, it  was  found  that  one  in  five  H.S. 
students  carry  a  weapon  with  them.  The  vast 
majority  of  juveniles  get  guns  from  their 
own  homes,  and  the  majority  of  accidental 
shootings  occur  in  homes  where  kids  can  eas- 
ily get  guns.  In  a  1989  poll,  nearly  three  out 
of  five  Americans  own  a  gun. 
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So  many  youths  have  firearms  because  of 
the  perceived  absence  of  any  other  kind  of 
power  necessary  to  attain  status  and  wealth. 
5.000  kids  are  killed  by  a  gun  every  year  in 
the  U.S.  There's  a  trend  that  appears  to  be  a 
weak  economy  and  scarcity  of  legitimate 
jobs  for  these  young  minority  men — that's 
why  they  tend  to  join  gangs.  Basic  needs 
that  kids  get  by  joining  gangs  are:  structure, 
nurturing,  economic  opportunity  and  a  sense 
of  belonging.  Most  kids  join  gangs  because 
that's  what  there  is  to  join  where  they  live- 
there  aren't  sports  teams  that  they  can  join, 
and  there  aren't  jobs  that  they  can  get  be- 
cause of  the  weak  economy— so  that's  why 
they  turn  to  gangs. 

There  are  two  well-known  gangs  in  West- 
em  U.S.;  they're  known  as  the  "Crips"  and 
the  "Bloods;"  the  Crips  and  the  Bloods  are 
rivals  in  the  Western  U.S.— the  Crips  wear 
blue  and  the  Bloods  wear  red.  There  is  a  lot 
hatred  between  these  two  gangs;  a  Blood  will 
not  ask  for  a  cigarette  because  the  word  be- 
gins with  a  c'  as  in  Crips.  Instead,  they  ask 
for  a  flgarette."  Parents  are  very  fearful  for 
their  children's  lives  when  they  go  out  to 
play  or  go  to  school;  if  they  are  caught  wear- 
ing the  wrong  colors,  they  could  be  misinter- 
preted for  belonging  to  a  gang,  and  get  hurt 
or  killed.  Parents  dress  their  children  care- 
fully in  brown,  yellow  or  other  neutral  col- 
ors, and  they  avoid  buying  British  Nike's 
brand  sneakers,  because  the  initials  have 
come  to  mean  "bloodkiller,"  a  sign  of  dis- 
respect in  a  Blood  neighborhood.  Nearly  50% 
of  the  Black  male  population  age  21  through 
24  is  involved  in  some  sort  of  gang  activity. 
More  than  200.000  people  live  in  South  Cen- 
tral L.A.,  and  most  have  turned  their  homes 
into  what  look  like  jails:  heavy  metal-grid 
l>ars  across  the  windows  and  doors,  their 
yards  turned  into  military  compounds  with 
wrought-iron  fences,  etc.  They  do  this  to 
protect  their  property,  their  family  and 
themselves  from  gangs  Involvement. 

Solutions  to  ending  the  gang  problems  of 
the  U.S.  are  difficult  to  come  up  with.  Try- 
ing to  attract  the  interest  of  teenagers  is 
also  hard  to  do.  Some  suggestions  have  been: 
recreational  activities  for  the  students  to 
participate  in  after  school  so  they  can  stay 
off  the  streets.  A  way  to  bring  teenagers  into 
the  picture  of  helping  out  is  by  way  of  teach- 
er training.  They  need  training  to  recognize 
gang  members  (signal),  and  discourage  their 
activities.  Other  than  recreational  activi- 
ties, there  should  be  also  an  alternative  for 
those  nonathletic  students.  There  should  be 
tighter  security— security  officers  at  schools 
to  deal  with  troublesome  students;  increased 
discipline  would  mean  stricter  enforcement 
of  existing  disciplinary  rules.  Metal  detec- 
tors are  also  a  way  of  weeding  out  weaix>ns, 
and  in  some  schools  there's  a  truancy  court 
that  deals  with  people  with  high  absentee- 
ism. There  is  also  .  .  .  alternative  schools 
with  programs  for  disciplinary  problem  chil- 
dren. Former  gang  members  participate  in 
community  awareness  campaigns.  And  one 
last  solution  would  be  to  control  the  unem- 
ployment by  making  .  .  .  more  jobs  available 
for  students  and  young  people. 

Congressman  Sanders:  Andrea,  thank  you 
very  much;  that  was  excellent.  Td  like  to 
ask  you  a  very  brief  question,  one  question: 
in  your  Judgment,  has  the  government  or 
other  interests  done  a  gocc  job  of  controlling 
or  eliminating  youth  gan^s  in  America? 

Answer.  I  don't  think  so,  because  there's  a 
lot  of  unemployment  out  there,  and  that's 
why  these  teens  are  turning  to  gangs,  be- 
cause they  don't  have  anything  to  do.  So  I 
think  that  the  government  should  create 
more  jobs  for  the  students  to  get  involved 
with. 
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Congressman  Sanders:  Are  yon  famiH<tr 
with  the  Summer  Youth  Employment  Pro- 
gram? 

Answer.  A  little  bit. 

Congressman  Sanders:  The  Summer  Youth 
Employment  Program  is  a  Federal  program 
which  allows  low-  and  middle-income  stu- 
dents to  have  summer  Jobs.  It's  a  very  im- 
portant i>rogram,  in  districts  such  as  you 
were  speaking  about  in  Los  Angeles,  where 
unemployment  is  very  high.  One  of  the 
things  that  1  should  tell  you,  a  little  bit 
sadly,  is  we  were  fighting  this  fight,  but  we 
think  that  the  leadership  in  Congress  is 
going  to  eliminate  the  funding  for  the  Sum- 
mer Youth  Employment  Program,  which  I 
think  addresses  some  of  the  concerns  that 
you've  raised. 


REVISION  OF  UNITED  STATES- 
PUERTO  RICO  POLITICAL  STA- 
TUS ACT,  H.R.  3024 


HON.  ELTON  GALLEGLY 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  GALLEGLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  am 
submitting  for  the  RECORD  a  revision  of  H.R. 
3024,  the  "United  States-Puerto  Rico  Political 
Status  Act"  The  purpose  of  the  revised  ver- 
sion is  to  enable  Memt>ers  of  Congress  to 
consider  the  actual  language  of  the  political 
status  option  wtuch  was  presented  to  voters 
as  the  definitton  of  the  "Commonwealth"  politi- 
cal status  optton  in  a  1993  plebisctte  con- 
ducted by  Puerto  Rican  authorities  under  local 
law.  The  local  political  parties  in  Puerto  Rkx> 
formulated  the  balk>t  definitkxis  in  that  plebt- 
scite. 

On  December  14,  1994,  the  Legislature  of 
Puerto  Rk»  adopted  Concunent  Resolution 
62,  requesting  the  104th  Congress,  if  unwilling 
to  accede  to  and  implement  the  definitton  of 
"Commonwealth"  from  the  1993  baltot.  to 
state  ".  .  .  ttie  specific  status  alternatives  that 
it  is  wilNng  to  conskJer.  and  the  measure  it  rec- 
ommends the  people  of  Puerto  Rico  should 
take  as  part  of  ttie  process  to  solve  the  prot>- 
lem  of  their  politKal  status."  Before  responding 
to  Concurrent  Resolutron  62,  on  October  17, 
1995.  the  Subcommittee  on  Native  American 
and  Insular  Affairs,  Committee  on  Resources, 
and  the  Subcommittee  on  the  Westem  Hemi- 
sphere, Committee  on  lntematk)nal  Relatkxis, 
conducted  hearings  on  the  1993  plebiscite  re- 
sults in  whKh  representatives  of  each  principal 
political  party  testified  arxl  persons  of  all  per- 
suaskxts  were  afforded  the  opportunity  to  sut>- 
mit  statements  for  the  record. 

Based  on  the  record  of  that  hearing  (see. 
Joint  Hearing  Report,  Serial  No.  104-58 
(Committee  on  Resources)).  Chairman  Don 
YOUNG  and  I  introduced  H.R.  3024  atong  with 
13  otfier  cosponsors  to  the  request  of  the 
Puerto  Rkx>  Legislature  in  Concun'ent  Resolu- 
tkxi  62.  H.R.  3024  reflects  the  best  judgment 
of  its  sponsors  with  respect  to  how  Puerto 
Rkx>'s  politKal  status  can  be  resolved  consist- 
ent with  the  U.S.  Constitutkxi  and  this  Natton's 
commitment  to  self-determinatk>n.  The  defini- 
tton  of  "Commonwealth"  on  the  baltot  in  the 
1993  plebiscite  was  not  included  in  the  bill  as 
introdLiced  for  reasons  whk:h  include  those  set 
forth  in  the  letter  of  February  29.  1996,  from 
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Chairman  Dan  Burton  and  I  as  the  two  sutv 
committee  chairmen  wtio  conducted  the  joint 
hearing  on  October  17,  1995,  signed  as  well 
t}y  our  respective  full  committee  chairmen. 
See,  Congressional  Record,  March  6, 1996. 
page  3851. 

On  March  23,  1996,  a  comprehensive  hear- 
ing on  H.R.  3024  was  conducted  by  the  Com- 
mittee on  Resources  in  San  Juan,  PR.  Again, 
all  parties  were  afforded  an  opportunity  to  tes- 
tify or  sutxnit  written  statements.  On  the  basis 
of  the  exhaustive  record  now  before  the  com- 
mittee and  extensive  consultations  with  inter- 
ested indivkluals,  political  parties,  and  elected 
officials  in  Puerto  Rico,  the  Subcommittee  on 
Native  American  and  Insular  Affairs  is  pre- 
pared to  consider  further  H.R.  3024. 

Obviously,  it  woukJ  be  unfair  and  in-espon- 
sible  to  allow  the  delit)erative  process  of  Con- 
gress regarding  H.R.  3024  to  be  held  hostage 
by  those  who,  for  whatever  reason,  may  prefer 
to  delay  or  prevent  a  conskJered  and  unam- 
biguous Federal  response  to  the  1993  plebi- 
scite. However,  to  accommodate  the  widest 
possible  range  of  rational  and  responsible 
views  on  this  matter,  Chairman  Young  has 
taken  the  time  to  consider  the  record  carefully, 
arxJ  he  has  agreed  to  support  revisions  to  the 
bill  t>ased  on  comments  arid  recommerxjations 
made  In  hearings  and  during  consultation  with 
some  of  our  colleagues,  representatives  of  the 
major  parties,  and  other  concerned  parties. 

Thus,  for  example,  we  are  prepared  to  en- 
sure that  a  valkJ  definition  of  "Commonwealth" 
consistent  with  applicable  rulings  of  the  U.S. 
Supreme  Court  is  included  in  the  democratk: 
process  urxler  this  bill — even  though  the 
present  status  would  rrat  have  changed  under 
the  original  version  ur^ess  the  voters  approved 
a  new  status.  In  addition,  tfie  revised  version 
of  H.R.  3024,  with  the  1993  "Commonwealth" 
definition  prepared  t>y  the  kxal  politrcal  party 
whk:h  supports  that  status  option.  Is  t>eir)g 
made  availatMe  for  consideration  by  the  sub- 
committee arxJ  interested  Memtsers  of  Con- 
gress. 

The  constitutional,  fiscal,  and  political  obsta- 
cles to  Implementation  of  both  the  core  ele- 
ments and  most  provisions  of  the  1993  "Com- 
monwealth" definition  remain,  as  indk:ated  in 
the  Feljruary  29  letter  cited  above.  Still,  Chair- 
man Young  has  demonstrated  exceptional 
sensitivity  toward  the  difficult  issues  whk^ 
arise  ft'om  the  inclusion  of  this  "best  of  both 
worids"  definition  on  the  1993  tiallot,  and  its 
approval  by  a  slight  plurality  txjt  less  than  a 
majority  of  the  voters.  Under  the  U.S.  Corv 
stitution  only  Congress  can  determine  what 
poiitk:al  status  options  it  is  willing  to  conskJer 
as  requested  by  Concunent  Resolution  62,  but 
Chairman  Young's  deciston  to  present  the 
1993  definition  to  Congress  for  its  consider- 
ation reflects  his  commitment  to  the  most 
open  and  bipartisan  approach  possible. 

I  want  to  express  my  admiration  for  the  con- 
scientious arxl  careful  approach  whrch  Chair- 
man Young  has  taken  in  this  matter.  While 
some  of  the  people  of  Puerto  Rico  arxJ  even 
some  Members  of  Congress  may  well  prefer 
this  legislation  not  be  considered  on  the  mer- 
its, there  is  no  credible  basis  for  further  delay. 
The  process  of  hearings  and  accommodation 
of  the  views  of  others  whk:h  Chainnan  Young 
has  overseen  has  been  exceptionally  fair.  and. 
by  ensuring  that  people  in  Puerto  Rico  krrow 
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that  the  1993  definitkxi  of  "Commonwealth"  is 
considered  by  Congress  in  tt>e  original  form 
without  alteration.  Chairman  Young  has  denrv 
onstrated  unprecedented  flexibility  and  open- 
ness. 

That  is  why  some  60  Members,  including 
Democrats  and  Republicans,  are  now  co- 
sponsors  of  the  United  States-Puerto  Rico  Po- 
litical Status  Act,  H.R.  3024.  That  is  why  we 
are  going  to  move  forward  without  further 
delay. 

The  revision  to  H.R.  3024  is  made  by  insert- 
ing the  folk>wing  language  on  line  22.  page  9. 
of  H.R.  3024  as  introduced  on  March  6.  1996: 
(3)  A  path  of  Conmionwealth.  in  which— 

"(A)  the  Commonwealth  is  a  mandate  in 
favor  of  guaranteeing  our  progress  and  secu- 
rity as  well  as  that  of  our  children  within  a 
status  of  equal  political  dignity,  based  on 
the  permanent  union  between  Puerto  Rico 
and  the  United  States  encompassed  in  a  bi- 
lateral pact  that  cannot  be  altered  except  by 
mutual  agreement. 

"(B)  the  Commonwealth  guarantees— 

■'(i)  irrevocable  United  States  citizenship; 

"(ii)  common  market; 

"(iii)  common  currency; 

"(iv)  comcmon  defense  with  the  United 
States; 

"(v)  fiscal  autonomy  for  Puerto  Rico: 

"(vi)  Puerto  Rico  Oljrmpic  Committee  and 
our  own  international  sports  representation; 
and 

"(viii)  full  development  of  our  cultural 
identity,  under  Commonwealth  we  are  Puer- 
to Ricans  first; 

"(C)  we  will  develop  Commonwealth 
through  specific  proposals  to  be  brought  be- 
fore the  United  States  Congress;  and 

"(D)  we  will  immediately  propose — 

"(I)  reformulate  section  936.  ensuring  cre- 
ation of  more  and  better  jobs; 

"(11)  extend  the  Supplementary  Security 
Insurance  to  Puerto  Rico; 

"(iii)  obtain  Nutritional  Assistance  Pro- 
gram allocations  equal  to  those  received  by 
the  States;  and 

"(iv)  protect  other  products  of  our  agri- 
culture, in  addition  to  coffee.". 


SPECIAL  TRIBUTE  TO  MRS.  MARY 
VEREEN  ON  HER  RETIREMENT 


HON.  CARRIE  P.  MEEK 

OF  FLORIDA 
DJ  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 
Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  to 
pay  tritxjte  to  a  remarkat>le  educator  wtrase 
exemplary  life  of  commitment  represents  a 
genuine  consecratton  to  tfie  ideals  of  sendee 
on  behalf  of  thousarxis  of  students.  Mrs.  Mary 
Vereen  is  retiring  from  the  Dade  County  PuWk: 
Schools  after  serving  31  years  of  continuous 
teaching,  educating  and  motivating  countless 
txjys  and  girls  to  choose  the  path  of  academic 
excellence  and  personal  achievement 

In  her  own  quiet  but  dignified  way  she  epito- 
mized the  not)le  qualities  that  ordinary  Ameri- 
cans, the  unsung  heroes  and  heroines  of  our 
Nation,  have  always  engendered  into  their 
charges  time  and  time  again.  I  would  not  feel 
right  at  all  if  I  did  not  share  with  Congress  the 
legacy  of  excellence  and  sacrifice  this  humble 
educator  bequeathed  to  tjenefit  the  lives  of  so 
many  children  in  my  community. 

A  salient  description  of  what  Mrs.  Vereen 
meant  to  many  homes  in  the  inner  city  is  so 
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compelling  as  to  tug  at  the  heartfelt  simplicity 
and  relentless  commitment  she  gave  to  these 
chiklren.  Nurturing  them  into  becoming  re- 
sponsible and  productive  members  of  society, 
she  transformed  her  covenant  of  service  into 
one  ttiat  btespeaks  of  her  utmost  caring  and 
encouragement  for  their  future.  She  also  veri- 
tably became  an  oasis  of  hope  and  support  for 
their  parents  who  have  had  to  weather  ttie 
stonns  that  constantly  challenged  them  atong 
ttie  way. 

In  her  stint  as  a  teacher  and  tfien  as  an  ad- 
ministrator, she  aeated  ample  opportunity  and 
brought  so  much  joy  to  so  many  students  wtx) 
were  eager  to  meet  the  challenges  she  posed 
to  them.  With  Vtvs  basic  methodology  Mrs. 
Vereen  went  on  to  gukle  her  charges,  both 
chiklren  and  their  parents,  counseling  them  to 
abkje  by  ttie  tenets  of  common  discipline  and 
personal  responsit>ility.  She  instilled  into  tfieir 
value  systems  no  less  ttian  the  tove  of  learn- 
ing and  the  giastery  of  the  bask:  skills,  de- 
manding moral  excellence  and  communal 
courtesy  in  their  dealings  with  one  another. 
Mediocrity  was  unacceptable. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  community  will  sorely  miss 
the  guiding  hand  of  Mrs.  Mary  Vereen.  Her 
legacy  exemplifies  a  genuine  stevi^rdship  re- 
flecting an  admirable  fusion  of  utmost  profes- 
sionalism and  personal  integrity  ttiat  will  long 
be  rememtiered  and  admired  in  ttie  annals  of 
educatksnal  leadership.  I  wish  her  a  well-de- 
served retirement  and  success  and  happiness 
in  her  future  endeavors. 


NO  DEAL  ON  TOBACCO  INDUSTRY 
PROPOSAL 


HON.  PORmEY  PETE  STARK 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  recently  two  to- 
bacco industry  giants,  Philip  Morris  USA  and 
United  States  Tobacco  [UST],  presented  a  gift 
to  the  Amercan  people:  their  approach  to  how 
the  industry  and  the  Federal  Government 
coukl  work  together  to  reduce  youth  smoking. 
Their  present  was  beautifully  wrapped  with  an 
agreement  to  ban  cigarette  vending  machines, 
to  restrict  mail  distritxjtk>n  of  tobacco  products, 
and  to  prohittit  billboard  advertising  of  tobacco 
products  within  1,000  feet  of  schools— all  of 
which  would  be  greatly  effective  in  decreasing 
youth  smoking,  an  injurious  activity  ttiat  one 
out  of  every  three  American  high  school  stu- 
dents take  part  in.  But  once  we  tear  away  the 
rit>bons  and  packaging  on  ttus  present,  we  find 
that  all  that's  left  is  gag  gift  fix>m  the  tottacco 
industry.  Ttie  Philip  MorrisAJST  proposal 
mocks  the  health  and  welfare  of  our  Natkxi's 
chiklren  and  the  totacco  industry  gets  ttie  last 
laugh. 

The  Philip  Morris/UST  proposal  is  an  utter 
sham  compared  to  the  FDA's  proposed  njle: 

The  FDA  proposed  rule  bans  tobacco  sporv 
sorship  of  any  attiietx;,  muscal,  artistic  or 
other  social  or  cultural  event  Under  their  pro- 
posal, the  tobacco  industry  can  sponsor  mo- 
torsports  and  rodeo,  two  events  that  ttie  to- 
bacco  industry  is  heavily  invested  in.  These 
sporting  events  are  ttie  most  commonly  at- 
tended sporting  events  in  ttie  country. 
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The  FDA  proposed  rule  restricts  tobacco  ad- 
vertisefnents  to  publications  with  an  adult 
readership  of  85  percent  or  more  and  less 
than  2  million  readers  under  18  years  old.  The 
industry  proposal  changes  readership  to  sut>- 
scribers.  Siiwe  nfx>st  diiidren  and  youths  do 
not  subscriie  to  magazines,  this  provision  be- 
comes ineffectual. 

The  FDA  proposed  rule  requires  each  to- 
bacco manufacturer  to  contribute  to  a  S150 
million  public  education  campaign  to  discour- 
age youth  from  tobacco  use.  The  tot)acco  in- 
dustry doesnl  even  bother  to  irx^lude  this  pro- 
vision in  their  proposal. 

But  most  importantty,  the  Philip  Morris/UST 
proposal  eliminates  FDA  jurisdkition  over  to- 
bacco products.  This  would  effectively  shut 
down  the  FDA's  ability  to  regulate  tobacco  at 
al  with  deastrous  effects:  It  would  preempt 
the  FDA  from  ruling  that  nicotine  is  a  drug,  it 
would  preempt  ttie  FDA  from  mling  that  nico- 
tine is  addkrtive.  And  it  would  preempt  the 
FDA  from  ruHrxj  that  a  cigarette  is  a  device 
used  to  transmit  an  addk:tive  drug.  With  no 
FDA  jurisdiction  over  tobacco,  there  is  no 
agency  with  authority  over  nicotine-corrtaining 
tobacco  products. 

We  cannot  alow  the  tobacco  industry  to  go 
unregulated  especially  in  Vne  area  of  youth 
smoking.  The  threat  to  our  Nation's  children  is 
too  great  For  example,  in  California  alone: 

Over  29  million  packs  of  cigarettes  are  sokJ 
to  Caifomia  chiUren  annually,  generating 
S62.5  million  in  sales  revenue  for  ttie  tobacco 
iixJustry. 

Teens  urxler  18  can  successfully  purchase 
tobacco  from  one  out  of  three  tobacco  retail- 
ers in  California. 

Smoking  among  youth  in  California  is  m- 
craasing  from  9.1  percent  in  1993  to  10.9  per- 
certin  1994. 

And  Caifomia  is  one  of  the  leaders  in  anti- 
smoking  efforts.  I  couM  only  imagine  how  bad 
the  statistics  woukl  be  if  even  our  few  laws 
weren't  in  place. 

Philip  Morris  and  UST  know  that  their  publk; 
sif)port  has  been  reduced  to  asfies.  SirKe 
today  is  WorM  hto-Tobacco  Day,  I  urge  Con- 
gress to  entorace  ttie  FDA  proposal,  a  com- 
prehensive approach  to  reduce  youth  tot>acco 
use  and  reject  the  tobacco  industry's  sham 
proposal.  No  deal  for  Philip  Morris  and  UST. 
Our  chiMren's  health  is  nor>-negotial3le. 


THE  OIL  SPILL  PREVENTION  AND 
RESPONSE  IMPROVEMENT  ACT 


HON.  ROBERT  MENENDEZ 

OF  NSW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  MENENDEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  a 
sense  of  urgency  that  I  introduce  the  Oil  Spill 
Preventkxi  and  Response  Improvement  Act 
On  May  10,  1996,  a  tanker  moored  in  Dela- 
ware Bay  spilled  10.000  gaik>ns  of  light  grade 
crude  on.  Strong  winds  pushed  the  sttck  to- 
ward the  beaches  of  Cape  May,  NJ,  posing  a 
threat  to  wikjffe  and  migrating  waterfowl  The 
tanker  had  been  anchored  17  miles  off  the 
Cape  May  Shore  in  an  area  known  as  the  Big 
Stone  Anchorage.  K  was  involved  in  a  process 
known   as   lightering.   A  tanker  lighters  by 
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pumping  some  of  its  cargo  into  a  smaller 
barge.  This  is  usually  done  because  there  is 
insufficient  depth  of  water  to  altow  ttie  tanker 
to  safely  make  passage  to  secure  oil  termi- 
nals. Transferring  oil  over  open  water  between 
two  or  more  vessels  is  a  risky  process  which 
greatly  increases  ttie  possibility  of  spills  or 
more  serious  accidents. 

While  the  Cape  May  incklent  was  a  rel- 
atively minor  accident  and  the  environmental 
impacts  were  quk:kly  contained,  I  am  greatly 
trout>led  atx>ut  ttie  prospect  of  an  acckJent  in 
the  New  York  Harbor.  Thirty  billion  gallons  of 
oil  of  every  type  are  shipped  through  ttie  Port 
of  New  York  and  New  Jersey  each  year.  One 
billk>n  galtons  is  lightered  from  deep  water  arv 
ctKHages  beyond  the  Verrazano  Narrows. 
That  is  100  times  ttie  amount  of  oil  spilled  by 
the  Exxon  Valdez  off  ttie  Alaskan  coast. 
These  barges  are  often  single  hulled  and 
sometimes  have  no  crew  or  anctior.  The  situa- 
tfon  in  ttie  New  York  Hartxx  is  dout>ly  darv 
gerous  because  of  em  institutfonal  failure  to 
dredge.  The  lightering  process  is  used  to  re- 
duce ttie  weight  of  oil  tankers  and  thereby 
lessen  draft  to  enal3le  ttiese  great  ships  to  ne- 
gotiate the  stioaled-in  ctiannels  and  berths  of 
ttie  upper  t)ay  and  the  connecting  ctiannels  in 
the  Kill  Van  Kull  and  the  Arthur  Kill.  It  is  only 
ttie  exceptkxial  skill  and  dedcation  of  ttie  pi- 
fots  serving  ttie  Port  of  New  Yori(  and  New 
Jersey  ttiat  have  prevented  a  catastroptie,  but 
ttiere  have  been  a  number  of  near  collisions. 

To  reduce  ttiis  ttveat,  this  legislation  re- 
quires the  Coast  Guard  to  devetop  require- 
ments for  ligtitering  and  towing  operations.  It 
provides  incentives  for  converting  to  ttie  use  of 
double  hull  vessels.  The  bill  will  also  reduce 
ttie  economk:  hardship  on  ttie  victims  of  oil- 
spills,  particulariy  in  fistiing  communities.  This 
bill  is  a  good  starting  point  at  improving  ttie  Oil 
Pollution  Act  and  improving  ttie  safety  of 
barges  ttiat  move  a  commodity  that  is  esserv- 
tial  for  our  economy  safely  aixj  wittXHJt  harm 
to  ttie  environment 
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STATEMENT  REGARDING  STUDENT 
VOICE  AND  EMPOWERMENT 


INTRODUCTION  OF  RABBI  DAVIS 


HON.  PEHR  DEUrSCH 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 
Mr.  DEUTSCH.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  gives  me 
great  pleasure  to  intitxkice  to  my  colleagues. 
Rabbi  Edward  Davis,  wtx>  will  be  giving  to- 
day's opening  prayer.  Rabbi  Davis  leads  ttie 
Young  Israel  Congregation  of  Hollywood,  FL. 
Yet  Rabbi  Davis  is  far  more  ttian  just  the  spir- 
itual leader  of  his  soutti  Fforida  congregation. 
After  serving  as  Young  Israel's  ratibi  for  over 
15  years,  he  hsis  emerged  as  a  well-respected 
leader  throughout  ttie  community.  He  is  a  man 
ttiat  people  can  turn  to  in  ttieir  time  of  need 
and  someone  people  seek  out  to  share  in  ttieir 
joyous  occasions.  Moreover,  he  has  become  a 
dear  friend  wtiose  at>ility  to  enrich  people's  re- 
ligkxis  experience  is  a  b-easure  and  a  gift 

Rabbi  Edward  Davis  is  married  to  Meira 
Davis  and  is  ttie  fattier  of  nine  chiMren.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  congratulate  Rat)bi  Davis  on  all  that 
he  has  accomplished  and  I  ask  my  colleagues 
to  join  me  in  wekxxning  Rabbi  Davis  to  ttie 
floor. 


HON.  BERNARD  SANDERS 

OF  VERMONT 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  benefit 
of  my  colleagues  I  woukl  like  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  this  statement  by  several  high 
school  students  at  Champlain  Valley  Unk>n 
High  School  in  Vermont,  wtio  were  speaking 
at  my  recent  town  meeting  on  issues  facing 
young  people. 

Througrh  our  high  school  years,  we  have 
discovered  the  power  and  voice  that  we  as 
students  have  in  our  school;  and  we  have  re- 
alized that  this  power  of  student  voice  is  an 
incredibly  valuable  and  meaningful  learning 
experience. 

It's  important  to  recognize  that  education 
reform,  especially  when  it  concerns  the  stu- 
dents that  say  their  education  .  .  .  can  be 
very  slow.  And  we  hope  that  some  of  the 
ideas  that  we  present  today  will  be  a  spring- 
board for  further  action  on  the  part  of  both 
students  in  the  audience  as  well  as  for  Ver- 
mont. 

It's  our  hope  that  ...  we  be  more  of  a 
voice,  both  in  schools  and  on  a  national 
level.  And,  for  that  reason,  our  presentation 
is  both  for  Congressman  Sanders  and  for  the 
teachers  and  the  students  in  the  audience. 

We  believe  that  student  voice  is  fundamen- 
tal to  provide  the  necessary  quality  of  edu- 
cation to  our  nation's  youth.  Student  voice 
empowers  our  students,  instilling  confidence 
and  providing  opportunities  for  participation 
in  the  democratic  process.  Student  voice 
gives  students  control  over  their  own  edu- 
cation, getting  them  interested  and  excited 
alwut  It,  and  making  it  more  meaningful. 

Student  voice  improves  the  tone  and  level 
of  respect  among  students,  teachers  and  ad- 
ministration and  other  members  of  the 
school  community,  building  a  stronger  com- 
munity. Incormrating  student  voice  into  the 
educational  experience  is  a  tool  for  develop- 
ing contributing  members  of  a  democratic 
society. 

We  attended  a  national  conference  last  No- 
veml)er,  where  we  came  together  with  stu- 
dents and  teachers  from  across  the  country 
re:  policy  changes  for  student  voice.  And  we 
came  up  with  a  general  policy  at  that  con- 
ference. This  first  handout  that  we've  given 
Congressman  Sanders  (and  if  anyone  else  we 
would  like  to  copy,  we'll  have  them  available 
afterwards)  is  kind  of  our  own  version  of  gen- 
eral policy  that  we  created.  It's  something 
you  can  bring  back  to  your  own  schools,  and 
share  with  other  people.  The  following  is  the 
policy: 

School  government:  schools  should  incor- 
porate a  democratic  decision-making  process 
where  all  students  can  be  recognized;  all  peo- 
ple in  the  school  community  should  have 
equal  opportunity  to  be  heard;  there  should 
be  a  conmiitment  to  building  this  process  by 
making  it  accessible,  and  by  providing  stu- 
dents and  staff  with  the  time  necessary  to 
plan  and  implement  the  school's  plan  of  ac- 
tion. 

For  curriculum,  students  need  to  have  a 
voice  in  what  and  how  they  learn;  open  dia- 
logue should  exist  between  teachers  and  stu- 
dents, about  teacher  and  student  evaluation. 

For  school  tone  and  culture:  a  school 
should  have  an  atmosphere  that  reflects  its 
values  of  student  empowerment;  this  in- 
cludes allowing  students  to  help  shape  the 
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atmosphere  of  the  school;  the  climate  of  the 
school  should  be  one  of  open  communication 
between  all  its  members;  students  and  fac- 
ulty should  feel  equally  comfortable  in  dis- 
cussing concerns  and  suggestions.  The  first 
step  towards  creating  a  school  culture  that 
allows  for  Student  Voice  lies  within  each  in- 
dividual, and  ...  we  want  to  stress  that 
each  person  is  responsible  for  speaking  out, 
and  listening,  and  encouraging  the  voice  of 
others.  The  school  atmosphere  should  reflect 
the  democratic  ideals  of  our  society.  In  an 
ideal  world,  as  well  as  a  democracy,  every 
person  has  a  voice,  and  so  each  person's 
voice  should  be  listened  to  and  respected. 

And  the  most  important  thing  is  "how" 
and  "what  can  you  do;"  and  that's  the  sec- 
ond handout  that  we  have  available  if  you 
want  it.  (signal)  We're  just  going  to  go 
through  reading  this  is  all.  Here  are  some 
suggestions: 

Create  more  funding  for  education;  let's 
think  about  the  future;  if  students  are  em- 
powered today,  we  will  be  prepared  tomorrow 
to  contribute  to  society  in  an  active  and  pro- 
ductive way.  But  this  cannot  be  accom- 
plished on  a  shoestring  budget.  .  .  .  What  is 
more  important  than  education,  what  is 
more  important  than  our  future? 

Encourage  students  to  teach  each  other; 
everyone  is  good  at  something;  finding 
strengths  build  upon  them  by  creating  op- 
portunities for  students  to  teach  their  peers. 
Through  this  teaching  process,  students  will 
gain  confidence  in  leadership  skills.  Invite 
students  to  serve  on  national  committees 
and  panels  concerning  education  skills.  Cre- 
ate positions  for  students  to  advise  the  Sec- 
retary of  Education:  a  student  representa- 
tive in  Washington. 

And  the  final  suggestion  today:  create 
charters  for  student  rights  within  your  local 
schools,  and  send  these  charters  to  other 
schools,  and  encourage  them  to  create  their 
own  charters.  Let's  begin  a  grassroots  Stu- 
dent Voice  Movement.  (APPLAUSE) 

Congressman  Sanders:  I  would  strongly  en- 
courage all  of  the  schools  here  to  get  copies 
of  these  very  excellent  documents.  The  sec- 
ond I'd  like  to  ask  you:  to  what  degree  are 
these  principles  in  existence  now  at  CVU— 
are  they  in  existence? 

Answer.  I  think  we're  here  l>ecause  we  have 
gotten  these  principles  from  our  school  and 
fivm  our  education;  and  that's  not  to  say 
that  every  student  at  CVU  has  gotten  the 
same  things  that  we  have.  I  think  that  our 
school  does  an  excellent  job  of  providing  op- 
portunities for  students,  but  it  doesn't  do 
quite  as  well  in  making  .  .  .  sure  that  all 
students  realize  and  recognize  that  oppor- 
tunity. 

Congressman  Sanders:  Let  me  ask  you  the 
last  question:  in  the  last  election  nationally, 
only  38%  of  the  American  people  came  out  to 
vote.  What  do  you  see  as  the  relationship  be- 
tween student  democracy  and  democracy 
within  our  country  as  a  whole? 

Answer.  It's  building  on  the  future;  if  we 
start  in  schools.  The  problem  with  our  de- 
mocracy today  is  that  as  students  grow  up  in 
our  educational  system,  they  don't  learn 
that  much  about  it.  Then  once  they  get  out 
there  into  the  real  world  they  haven't  had 
very  much  practice  with  it,  and  don't  know 
what  to  do.  One  of  the  best  ways  to  remedy 
that  problem  is  to  start  dealing  with  democ- 
racy in  the  schools. 
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HONORING  JOSEPH  JACOBSON 
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SERVING  NEW  JERSEY'S 
VETERANS  BETTER 


HON.  GARY  L  ACXERMAN 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  join  with  my  colleagues,  and  ttie  menders 
of  the  Hany  Van  Arsdale  Jr.  Memorial  Asso- 
ciation as  Itiey  present  ttieir  Humanitarian 
Award  to  Joseph  Jacobson.  The  Memorial  As- 
sociation recognizes  individuals  wtio  pay  tritv 
ute  to  educational  and  social  projects  that  ex- 
press the  lifekHig  phik>sophy  and  personal 
commitments  of  Hany  Van  Arsdale,  Jr.,  the 
long  time,  and  much  betoved  labor  leader. 

Throughout  his  life,  Joe  Jacobson  has 
strived  to  help  others.  In  1921,  Mr.  Jacobson 
was  initiated  into  the  Local  3,  International 
Brothertiood  of  Elecbical  Workers.  From  there 
he  hekl  a  position  on  the  Board  of  Directors  of 
the  Electrical  Workers  Benefit  Society.  He  has 
served  as  preskJent  to  the  Electoical  Welfare 
Club,  and  the  Bronx  Acorn  Social  Club.  Mr. 
Jacotxson  was  also  a  representative  of  Local 
3,  Intemational  Brotherhood  of  Electrical 
Woricers,  and  an  emptoyee  representative  of 
ttie  Joint  Industry  Board  of  the  Electrical  In- 
dustry, and  of  ttie  vacation  committee. 

WtiHe  becoming  active  in  the  community,  he 
still  remained  a  toving  husband  to  his  late  wife 
Rose,  and  a  fattier  to  his  son  Stanley,  who 
has  blessed  the  Jacobsons  with  three  grand- 
ctiikJren  and  one  great-grandsoa 

Ttiis  is  not  ttie  first  time  Mr.  Jacobson  has 
been  honored  vinth  such  prestigtous  recogni- 
tion. Mr.  Jacobson's  accomplishments  were 
also  acknowledged  by  the  Electrical  Industry 
Diviston  of  ttie  State  of  Israel  Bonds,  the  Fed- 
eratfon  of  Jewish  Phflanthropies  of  the  Elec- 
trical Sign  Division,  and  the  United  Jewish  Ap- 
peal and  the  Bronx  Coundi  of  Scouting. 

The  dedKation  of  ttiis  man  to  better  his 
community  continued  even  after  his  retirement 
on  March  1.  1967.  He  was  instrumental  in  or- 
ganizing ttie  ttiirteen  chapters  of  ttie  Retirees 
Association  of  Local  3,  International  Broltier- 
hood  of  Electrical  Workers.  He  served  as  their 
first  treasurer  in  1969,  and  has  served  as 
president  since  1975,  wtiile  continuing  to  re- 
main a  board  member  on  the  National  Council 
of  Sentor  Citizens.  He  still  remains  active  in 
his  community,  always  putting  ottiers  before 
himself.  There  is  no  doutx  in  my  mind  ttiat  this 
country  woukJ  t)enefit  t>y  having  more  people 
Nke  Joseph  Jacobson. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  ttie  utmost  sincerity 
and  gratitude,  that  I  pay  trixrte  to  this  man, 
and  tttank  him  for  the  generosity  he  has  prof- 
fered on  ottiers  throughout  his  life.  He  is  an 
outstanding  citizen  and  an  inspiration  to  us  all. 
Ttierefore,  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  rise  with 
me,  and  ttie  people  of  ttie  Fifth  Congressional 
District  as  we  extend  to  Joseph  Jacobson  our 
sincere  appreciation  for  his  life's  work  arxj 
dedkation  to  ottiers. 


HON.  BOB  FRANKS 

OFNEW  jERsry 

m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  FRANKS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  today  in  support  of  H.R.  3376,  a  bill  wheh 
auttKKizes  major  medical  constoction  projects 
for  the  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  in  fiscal 
year  1997.  Among  ttiese  projects,  ttiere  is  one 
which  is  special  importance  to  me  and  to  my 
constituents:  an  alkxation  of  S21.1  millkxi  for 
a  new  txjikJing  on  ttie  grounds  of  ttie  Veterans 
Medical  Center  at  Lyons,  NJ. 

Lyons  Medcal  Center  has  served  New  Jer- 
sey's veterans  since  1930.  The  Center  started 
life  as  a  long-term  care  facility  with  400  beds 
for  the  mentally  ill.  With  over  1,000  nursing 
tiome  arxJ  hospital  t)6ds  and  outpatient  visits 
totaling  over  90,000  a  year,  Lyons  is  now  ttie 
largest  medicai  center  In  the  VA's  health  care 
system. 

H.R.  3376  will  provide  Lyons  with  the  funds 
for  a  two-story  buikjing  that  will  replace  an 
aging  buiUing  currentty  on  site.  Ttiis  new 
bulking  wiH  enatile  ttie  Center  to  provkle  bet- 
ter servKe  in  a  more  cost-effective  manner. 
The  Center  will  be  able  to  consolidate  the  hos- 
pital's emergency  department  diagnostic  and 
ti^eatinent  servces,  and  ambulatory  care  dnic. 

I  regard  ttiis  work  at  Lyons  as  one  small 
part  of  our  country's  ongoing  commitment  to 
its  veterans.  My  father  served  during  World 
War  II  as  a  fighter  pitot  He  and  his  generation 
successfully  met  the  challenge  of  defendmg 
democracy  against  the  fascist  threat 

I  ttiink  our  generation  now  is  confronted  with 
anottier  kind  of  threat  one  from  wittwi— ttiat 
is,  our  every-growing  national  debt  In  fegtil  of 
this  probtem,  we  must  review  our  Nation's 
spencfng  priorities.  Ttie  1997  budget  resoki- 
tion  raacties  a  t>aleviced  budget  in  2002  wtiile 
increasing  spending  for  Veterans  Affairs  from 
S37.8  biion  in  1996  to  $39.9  biton  in  2002. 
This  (Congress  stands  firm  in  honoring  our  ob- 
ligation to  veterans,  while  also  honoring  our 
commitinent  to  future  generations  of  Ameri- 
cans t>y  passing  a  balanced  budget 

Mr.  Speaker^  with  H.R.  3376  and  its  pro- 
posed sperxf  ng  to  upgrade  ttie  Lyons  MedkaJ 
Center,  the  House  continues  to  honor  its  obi- 
gation  to  New  Jersey's  veterans.  I  commeni 
Oiairman  Stump  for  ttiis  excellent  bil,  and 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  H.R.  3376. 


NATO  ENLARGEMENT 
FACnJTATION  ACT  OF  1996 


HON.  CHRISTOPHER  R  SMTIH 

OF  NEW  JERSET 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
an  outspoken  supporter  of  NATO  expanskxi,  I 
am  pleased  to  join  Cttairman  Oilman  and  oth- 
ers in  introducing  legislation  designed  to  move 
this  important  process  ahead  in  a  timely  marv 
ner.  Regrettatity,  ttie  Clinton  administration's 
professed  commitment  to  expanskxi  of  NATO 
has  not  been  adequately  matctwd  t>y  concrete 
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deeds.  The  Partnership  for  Peace  program, 
meant  to  deepen  and  strengthen  the  links  be- 
tween ttie  Alliance  and  ttie  emerging  democ- 
racies of  East  Central  Europe,  appears  stalled. 
The  legislation  we  introduce  today  is  designed 
to  move  the  program  forward,  making  much- 
needed  resources  available  to  Poland,  Hun- 
gary, ttie  Czech  Republic  and  ottiers,  helping 
them  to  meet  the  obligations  which  NATO 
membership  would  entail. 

!><  -  United  States  must  provide  the  deter- 
mir  leadership  necessary  to  advance  NATO 
enla/^ment  and  check  those  t)ent  on  bkx:king 
the  inclusion  of  new  states  in  the  AlliarKe. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  peoples  of  East  Central 
Europe  have  made  tremendous  strides  in 
working  to  overcome  the  legacy  of  com- 
munism. Many  of  the  countries  have  under- 
taken signifttant  steps  to  consokdate  democ- 
racy, to  protect  human  rigtits,  and  to  rebuikJ 
economies  based  on  market  principles. 

At  the  same  time,  my  endorsement  of  an 
expanded  NATO  is  tempered  t)y  a  recognition 
of  the  fact  that  progress  in  ttie  regton  has  not 
been  even.  There  is  room  for  further  improve- 
ment in  each  and  every  one  of  the  states  cort- 
cemed.  I  wouM  note  that  all  27  states  which 
have  joined  ttie  Partnership  for  Peace  to  date 
are  participating  States  of  the  Organizatk>n  for 
Security  and  Cooperatnn  in  Europe  [OSCE]. 
That  membership  has  committed  each  to  act 
in  accordance  with  all  OSCE  documents,  in- 
cluding the  Helsinki  Final  AcL 

As  chairman  of  the  Helsinki  Commission,  I 
am  convinced  of  the  fundamental  role  of 
human  rights  in  advancing  genuine  security 
and  stability,  and,  as  such,  must  be  an  integral 
aspect  of  the  expanskxi  process.  The  human 
rights  record  of  prospective  candklates  for 
NATO  membership  deserves  ctose  scrutiny.  In 
fact,  I  would  argue  that  a  country's  record 
should  be  subjected  to  more— not  less— scru- 
tiny the  closer  that  country  comes  to  being  ad- 
mitted irto  ful  membership  in  NATO.  I  wouM 
emphasize  that  none  of  the  countries  seeking 
NATO  membership,  including  those  conskl- 
ered  to  be  leading  contenders,  is  without  prob- 
lems. 

The  Government  of  Poland,  for  example, 
stiH  has  an  arcane  defamation  taw  ttiat  pro- 
vides criminal  penalties  against  ttiose  wtw  al- 
legedly "slander  ttie  state,  similar  to  the  laws 
prevkxjsly  used  by  Communist  regimes  to  si- 
lence ttieir  opponents.  In  response  to  a  letter 
from  members  of  the  hlelsinki  Commission  on 
this  issue,  authorities  in  Warsaw  have  recently 
indicated  their  intentton  to  repeal  this  provisk>n 
as  part  of  a  general  overhaul  of  ttie  penal 
code.  This  step  will,  in  my  view,  remove  one 
of  the  last  remaining  vestiges  of  the  Conv 
munist  system  from  Poland's  generally  out- 
standing human  rights  record. 

In  Ifie  case  of  Hungary,  ttiere  is  continued 
concern  over  ttie  use  of  excessive  force  by 
police,  including  harassment  and  physnal 
abuse  of  Roma,  Hungary's  largest  minority 
group.  Some  hiuman  righte  organizattons  have 
suggested  tttat  Roma  are  also  kept  in  pretrial 
detention  more  often  and  for  kxiger  periods 
tttan  noThRoma. 

The  Czech  Repubik:,  although  a  human 
rights  leader  in  many  respects,  passed  a  citi- 
zenship law  after  ttie  dissolution  of  ttie  Czech- 
ostovak  Federation  ttiat  leaves  thousands  of 
peopte  wittiout  citizenship.  Regrettably,  a  re- 
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cently  passed  amendment  to  the  law  failed  to 
resolve  this  problem.  Also,  the  Czech  Repubik: 
has  used  a  criminal  defamatk>n  law  to  restrict 
free  speech. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  appreciate  the  tremendous 
progress  whk^  each  of  these  states  has  made 
since  ttie  revolutions  of  the  late  1980's  and 
eariy  1990's  wheh  toppled  the  dictators  of 
East  Central  Europe  and  the  former  Soviet 
Empire.  I  urge  the  leaders  of  Poland,  Hungary, 
and  ttie  Czech  Reputilk:  to  take  concrete 
steps  to  address  the  remaining  human  rights 
concerns  in  a  manner  consistent  with  OSCE 
principles  as  ttiey  pursue  ttieir  goal  of  full 
NATO  membership. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Congress  has  sought  to 
play  an  active  and  constructive  role  in  moving 
tlie  NATO  expanskxi  process  forward.  The. 
NATO  Enlargement  Facilitation  Act,  whkrfi  we 
introduce  today,  demonstrates  our  fimn  conv 
mitment  to  the  people  of  East  Central  Europe, 
including  ttiose  from  ttie  Baltic  States  and 
Ukraine,  as  ttiey  strive  to  overcome  the  legacy 
of  Communism  and  pursue  democracy  rooted 
in  respect  for  the  rights  and  freedoms  of  the 
Indivklual. 
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INTRODUCnON  OF  H.R.  3562, 
WISCONSIN  WORKS 


HON.  MARK  W.  NEUMANN 

OF  WISCONSIN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  submH- 
ting  for  printing  in  the  Congressional  Record 
the  text  of  H.R.  3562,  a  bill  to  authorize  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  to  implement  ttie  "Wiscon- 
sin Worics"  welfare  reform  plan.  I  am  also  sub- 
mitting a  list  of  ttie  88  Federal  waivers  re- 
quested by  the  Governor  of  Wisconsin,  plus  a 
summary  of  ttie  Wisconsin  Works  plan,  for  ttie 
benefit  of  Members  of  Congress. 

The  Wisconsin  Worics  plan  was  researctied, 
written,  detiated,  and  paissed  into  law  by  ttie 
citizens  of  Wisconsin  ttirough  ttieir  elected 
representatives.  The  plan  undenwent  ttie  scru- 
tiny of  numerous  putilk:  hearings  and  18 
monttis  of  putjik;  debate.  Ttie  plan  passed  the 
Wisconsin  state  legislature  with  bipartisan  sup- 
port—both the  State  Assembly  and  State  Serv 
ate  passed  the  plan  with  at  least  a  two-thirds 
vote.  Finally,  the  Presklent  of  ttie  United 
States  enthusiastKaHy  endorsed  Wisconsin's 
plan  in  a  radio  address  to  ttie  Nation  on  May 
18,  1996. 

H.R.3562 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  AUTHORmr  TO  IMPLEMENT  WISCON- 
SIN WORKS  DEMONSniATION 
PROJECT. 

(a)  In  General.— Upon  presentation  by  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  of  the  document  entitled 
"Wisconsin  Works"  (as  signed  into  State  law 
by  the  CSovemor  of  Wisconsin  on  April  26, 
1996)  to  the  appropriate  Federal  omcial  with 
respect  to  any  Federal  entitlement  program 
specified  in  such  document — 

(1)  such  official  is  deemed  to  have  waived 
compliance  with  the  requirements  of  Federal 
law  with  respect  to  such  program  to  the  ex- 
tent and  for  the  period  necessary  to  enable 
the  State  of  Wisconsin  to  carry  out  the  dem- 


onstration project  described  in  the  docu- 
ment; and 

(2)  the  costs  of  carrying  out  the  dem- 
onstration project  which  would  not  other- 
wise be  included  as  expenditures  under  such 
program  shall  be  regarded  as  expenditures 
under  such  program. 

(b)  Limitation  of  Costs.— Subsection  (a)(2) 
shall  not  apply  to  the  extent  that— 

(1)  the  sum  of  such  costs  and  the  expendi- 
tures of  the  State  of  Wisconsin  under  all  pro- 
grams to  which  sul)section  (a)  applies  during 
any  testing  period  exceeds 

(2)  the  total  amount  that  would  be  ex- 
pended under  such  programs  during  such 
testing  period  in  the  absence  of  the  dem- 
onstration project. 

(c)  Testing  Period.— For  purposes  of  sub- 
section (b),  the  testing  periods  are— 

(1)  the  5-year  period  that  begins  with  the 
date  of  the  commencement  of  the  dem- 
onstration project,  and 

(2)  the  period  of  the  demonstration  project. 

(d)  Recapture  of  Excess.- If  at  the  close 
of  any  testing  period,  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  determines  that 
the  amount  described  in  subsection  (b)(2)  ex- 
ceeds the  amount  described  in  subsection 
(b)(1)  for  such  period,  such  Secretary  shall 
withhold  an  amount  equal  to  such  excess 
from  amounts  otherwise  payable  to  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  under  section  403  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  (relating  to  the  program 
of  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children) 
for  the  first  fiscal  year  begiiming  after  the 
close  of  such  period.  The  preceding  sentence 
shall  not  apply  to  the  extent  such  Secretary 
is  otherwise  paid  such  excess  by  the  State  of 
Wisconsin. 

SEC.  Z.  NO  EFFBCTON  CERTAIN  OTHER  WAIVERS 
GRANTED  TO  THE  STATE  OF  WIS- 
CONSIN. 

This  Act  shall  not  t>e  construed  to  affect 
the  terms  or  conditions  of  any  waiver  grant- 
ed before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act  to  the  State  of  Wisconsin  under  section 
1115  of  the  Social  Security  Act.  including 
earned  waiver  savings  and  conditions.  The 
current  waivers  are  considered  a  pre- 
condition and  can  be  subsumed  as  part  of  the 
Wisconsin  Works  demonstration. 

SBC  S.  AUTHORITT  TO  PARTICIPATE  UNDER  SUB- 
SEQUENT LEtaSLATION. 

If,  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act,  any  Federal  law  is  enacted  which  modi- 
fies the  terms  of,  or  the  amounts  of  expendi- 
tures permitted  under,  any  program  to  which 
section  1  applies,  the  State  of  Wisconsin  may 
elect  to  participate  in  such  program  as  so 
modified. 

Wisconsin  Waivers  (88)  SuBMnrED  May  28, 

1996 

general 

1.  New  fraud  penalties 

2.  Dual  agency  administration  of  medical 
assistance  and  food  stamps 

3.  New  performance  standards  for  agencies 

4.  End  entitlement  to  cash,  health,  child 
care 

5.  Fair  hearing  rights 

AID  to  families  WITH  DEPENDENT  CHILDREN 

1.  Definition  of  dependent  child 

2.  Definition  of  AFDC 

3.  Benefit  for  dependent  children  of  parents 
receiving  SSI 

4.  No  entitlement  to  job  positions 

5.  60  day  residency  requirement 

6.  Assistance  group  definition 

7.  End  income/resource  exemptions 

8.  Refusal  of  offer  of  employment 

9.  Time-limited  participation 

10.  Early  imposition  of  time  limit  clocks 

11.  Flexible  use  of  AFDC  and  medical  funds 
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12.  Agency  review  of  welfare  cases 

13.  Privatization 

14.  Performance  standards  for  agencies 

15.  Two  month  delay  in  closing  cases 

16.  Changing  assets  limits 

17.  Lump  sums 

18.  Benefit  calculation 

19.  End  AFDC  needs  standard 

20.  Elimination  of  child  care  disregard 

21.  Leamfare  sanctions 

22.  Non-custodial  parent  eligibility 

23.  Sanction  for  child  support  noncoopera- 
tion 

24.  Paying  child  support  directly 

25.  Treatment  of  stepparent  income 

26.  End  medical  assistance  extension 

27.  Eligibility  of  sponsored  aliens 

28.  Deeming  income  of  sponsors 

29.  Fraud  penalties 

30.  Minors  required  to  live  at  home 

31.  Statewide  eligibility  criteria 

32.  Quality  control 

33.  Filing  federal  fraud  reports 

34.  Benefits  under  trial  jobs 

35.  Placement  for  unsubsidized  jots 

36.  Trial  Jobs 

37.  Community  service  jol)S 

38.  Work  required  for  parents  of  children 
under  age  6 

39.  Transition 

40.  Job  access  loans 

41.  Flexible  use  of  cash/medical  funds 

42.  Child  care  copayment  requirements 

43.  Community  steering  committee 

44.  JOBS  program  provisions 

45.  AODA  participation 

46.  Work  exemption  for  parents  of  children 
under  age  1 

47.  Employment  category  sanctions 

48.  Applicant  job  search 

49.  Elztenslons  of  time  limits 

50.  CWEP  participation 

51.  One  parent  participation  in  work  pro- 
gram 

52.  Emergency  assistance 

53.  Displacement 

54.  Recoupment  of  overpayment 

55.  Garnishing  benefits  for  medical  pre- 
miums 

56.  Automatic  data  processing 

medicaid 

1.  Entitlement  status  of  medical  assistance 

2.  End  of  medical  assistance  extension 

3.  HMOs 

4.  Maintain  effort  on  medical  assistance 

5.  No  public  health  l>enefits  if  employer 
plan 

6.  Health  plan  premiums 

7.  Medical   assistance   income   eligibility 
limits 

8.  Income  disregards 

9.  Assets 

10.  Privatization 

11.  Treatment  of  stepparent  income 

12.  Minor  parents  required  to  live  at  home 

13.  Agency  review  of  cases 

14.  Sanction  for  child  support  noncoopera- 
tlon 

child  Stn»PORT 

1.  Paying  child  support  directly 

2.  Child  support  disregard 

3.  Mandatory  cooperation  on  child  support 

4.  Continued  eligibility  for  child  support 

5.  Child  support  services  for  welfkre  fami- 
Ues 

6.  Earning  incentives  on  child  support 

child  care 

1.  Eligibility  age  for  ctiild  care 

2.  Financial  eligibility  for  child  care 

pood  STAMPS 

1.  Certification 

2.  Graduated  l)enefit  levels 
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3.  Employment  and  training  iax)gram  ex- 
emptions 

4.  Work  requirements 

5.  Nutrition  education 

Major  Features  of  the  Wisconsin  Welfare 
Reform  Plan  (Waiver  Submitted  May  28, 
1996) 

1.  Cash  assistance  is  available  only 
through  work  or  participation  in  a  work  ac- 
tivity (such  as  community  service  or  a  shel- 
tered workshop  for  the  disabled). 

2.  There  is  a  5-year  lifetime  limit  on  assists 
ance  (with  limited  individual  extensions 
such  as  for  poor  local  economy). 

3.  Teen  parents  must  live  at  home  or  in  a 
supervised  alternative  living  arrangement 
like  kinship  care  or  group  homes. 

4.  Health  care  coverage  (replacing  Medic- 
aid) will  be  obtained  from  certified  HMOs 
through  l>enefits  packages  resembling  those 
offered  by  employers,  with  recipients  paying 
premiums  on  a  sliding  scale  and  standard  co- 
payments.  Under  the  Wisconsin  plan,  health 
care  spending  grows  from  $445  million  in  FY 
1997  to  J475  million  in  FY  1996. 

5.  Child  care  is  available  to  all  eligible 
families  who  need  it  to  work,  with  funds  fo- 
cused on  lower-income  families  and  recipient 
copayments  linked  to  the  cost  of  care.  Under 
the  Wisconsin  plan,  child  care  spending 
grows  from  $158  million  in  FY  1997  to  $180 
million  in  FY  1998. 

6.  The  Wisconsin  plan  includes  five  food 
stamp  waivers,  linking  food  stamps  with 
other  benefits,  encouraging  work  (by  main- 
taining food  stamp  benefits  as  work  and  in- 
come rises,  by  limiting  exceptions  to  re- 
quired work,  and  by  reducing  benefits  for 
&ilnre  to  work),  and  requiring  nutrition  edu- 
cation for  i>articipants.  Food  stamps  would 
be  replaced  with  cash,  increasing  fiexibility 
and  recipient  self-esteem. 

7.  Even  though  child  care  and  health  care 
spending  grows,  other  expenses  such  as  sut>- 
sidized  employment  expenses,  office  costs, 
and  state  administration  fall  even  more,  re- 
sulting in  lower  total  welfare  spending 
($1,063  billion  in  FY  1997  and  $1,042  billion  in 
FY  1998). 


JACQUES  ST  ALDER  YEAGER,  SR. 
PRESENTED  UCR  AWARD 


HON.  GEORGE  L  BROWN,  JR. 

OFCAUrOKNlA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  today  to  recognize  the  lifetime  achieve- 
ments of  Jacques  Stalder  Yeager.  Jacques 
has  a  long  history  of  community  service  which 
includes  public  leadership  and  ttie  raising  of 
many  thousands  of  dolars  for  convnunity 
projects. 

On  June  5,  1996,  Jacques  is  being  recog- 
nized by  ttie  Citizens  University  Committee  at 
ttie  University  of  California.  Riverside  for  out- 
standing service  to  ttie  University  and  ttie  ex- 
tended community.  His  service  to  UCR  in- 
cludes University  of  CalHomia  Board  of  Re- 
gents 1988-94;  Citizens  University  Committee, 
past  chairman  and  membership  chairman,  with 
continuous  CUC  memberstiip  since  1969; 
UCR  Foundation  Board  of  Tmstees;  founding 
life  member  of  the  Chancelior's  Associates; 
and  Chancellor's  Executive  Roundtabte. 

In  addition  to  his  strong  support  of  ttie  uni- 
versity, Jacques  is  a  noted  businessman  and 
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community  leader.  A  native  of  Riverside, 
Jacques  joined  ttie  family  constnx:tion  busi- 
ness in  1947  after  returning  from  military  serv- 
ice in  Worid  War  II.  In  1957,  he  became  presi- 
dent of  E.L  Yeager  (Donstrudion  Ck).,  Inc., 
then  chairman/CEO  in  July  1993.  Last  year, 
he  sold  ttie  company  to  six  of  its  senior  marv 
agers,  and  Jacques  now  serves  as  a  director 
on  ttie  company  txjard. 

Jacques  has  always  proved  to  be  a  reliable 
advisor  who  stiows  his  love  for  ttie  conwTKmity 
t>y  involvement  in  transportation  planning  and 
water  resource  management  issues,  and  by 
his  commitment  to  coordinated  economic  plarv 
ning  in  the  region.  He  has  also  been  actively 
involved  in  ctiaritatile  foundations,  including 
ttie  Red  Cross,  the  Arthritis  FoundatKm,  and 
aits  and  museum  foundations. 

I  join  the  Citizens  University  Committee  in 
the  celebrating  of  Jacques  Yeager's  distin- 
guished service  to  ttie  university  and  to  our 
community. 


STATEMENT  REGARDING  STU- 
DENT-CENTERED HIGH  SCHOOL 
EDUCATION 


HON.  BERNARD  SANDERS 

OF  VERMONT 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  benefit 
of  my  colleagues  I  would  ike  to  have  printed 
in  ttie  RecX)RO  ttiis  statement  by  several  high 
school  studente  at  Peoples  Academy  in  Ver- 
mont, wtio  were  speaking  at  my  recent  town 
meeting  on  issues  facing  young  peopte. 

Our  topic  is:  changing  the  education  sys- 
tem. We  don't  have  any  great  solutions,  or 
anything,  but  we  just  want  to  increase  the 
awareness  of  the  bet  that  there's  too  much 
emphasis  put  on  getting  good  grades,  and 
having  a  good  score.  And  the  desire  to  learn 
is  gone;  or  if  it's  not  gone,  it's  not  there  very 
much,  or  whatever.  The  result  of  this  is  that 
students  just  go  through  school 
just  .  .  .  playing  the  motions,  getting  good 
grades,  having  tests,  memorizing  and  they're 
not  necessarily  learning  anything;  or 
discovering  .  .  .  how  they  are  self-learners, 
like  what  is  the  l>est  way  for  them  to  learn, 
which  they  can  carry  with  them  throughout 
life. 

Another  thing  ttiat  we  think  is  that  teach- 
ers seem  bored.  They're  teaching  the  same 
thing  again  and  again  and  again, 
and  .  .  .  becomes  monotonous;  it  makes 
learning  more  of  a  chore.  .  .  . 

Along  the  same  lines,  we  think  ttiat  per- 
haps there  could  be  more  courses— there's  a 
lot  of  courses  out  there  that  are  trying  to 
help  teachers  learn  how  to  become  better 
educators;  but  many  times  the  teachers 
themselves  don't  liave  the  desire  to  become 
better  educated.  If  those  teachers  could,  in- 
stead of  going  to  classes  and  things  like  ttiat 
and  learning  how,  we  could  find  the  teachers 
that  are  considered  good  teachers,  that  actu- 
ally want  to  help  someone  ...  I  dare  say. 
that  the  majority  of  people  that  t>ecome 
teachers  don't  necessarily  tiecome  a  teacher 
and  say.  "Well,  I  want  to  go  out  there  and 
help  better  the  education  of  our  youth, 
and  .  .  .  become  t>etter  people.  They  say. 
"This'll  be  a  good  paycheck  for  me. 

And  that's  another  thing  that  is  a  real 
problem  with  the  way  the  system  is  set  cp 
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Tight  now:  that  money  and  petting  a  pood 
paycheck  is  how  things  are  judged  by,  and  if 
you  want  to  become  a  doctor,  or  whatever, 
it's  not  because  you  want  to  help  cure  dis- 
ease, it's  because  you  want  a  BMW.  And.  if 
these  things  are  taught  in  the  school,  then 
that's  obviously  how  it's  going  to  be  pre- 
sented, but  if  we  could  .  .  .  help  people  un- 
derstand what  they  would  enjoy  doing,  and 
less  emphasis  on  money.  Perhaps  trying  to 
help  people  understand  that,  "Well,  hey, 
money's  not  the  only  thing  out  there,  you 
know,  you've  got  to  go  to  a  job  40  hrsTweek, 
making  SSO,00(Vyr.,  and  hate  my  job.  that's 
not  something  that's  going  to  make  your  life 
happy.  So,  if  we  could  change  things,  and 
help  .  .  .  people  understand  that  you  have  to 
want  to  learn;  you  need  to  understand  what 
you  need  to  go  out  and  learn  about  yourself. 

And  this  is  going  to  help  in  the  school  sys- 
tem also,  because  if  someone's  enjoying  what 
they're  learning,  they're  going  to  actually  go 
out  and  do  it  themselves;  they're  going  to  be 
interested.  I  dare  say  that  some  people,  if 
not  most  people  are  here  today  because  it's 
for  a  class;  they  have  to  be  here  for  a  class, 
not  because  they're  interested  in  the  politi- 
cal system,  but  because  it's  a  break.  And  if 
that's  going  to  be  the  way  things  are,  then 
nobody's  going  to  be  happy  in  their  life;  and 
that's  a  bigger  issue  than  simply  educating. 
(APPLAUSE) 

We  also  feel  that  .  .  .  you  shouldn't  have 
as  many  required  courses;  you  have  a  four- 
year  English  requirement  to  graduate,  and 
had  my  4th  year  of  English,  and  just  sat 
through  my  English  classes— I  couldn't  wait 
until  it  was  over.  I  didn't  learn  much  of  any- 
thing. I  just  got  by.  I  think  that  there  should 
be  more  elective  classes  that  you  can  take, 
that  you're  interested  in,  so  that  you  have 
more  interest  to  learn,  I  think  that  would  be 
better  for  the  students.  Along  the  same  lines 
also,  that  it  Is  a  major  problem  bow  general 
the  courses  are  .  .  .  The  general  courses  are 
made  to  expose  us  to  a  lot  of  things,  so  that 
we  can  try  to  And  out  what  we  enjoy.  But  in- 
stead.  it  actually  decreases  that,  because  the 
system  that's  presented  is  looked  at  as  some- 
thing that's  not  enjosrable.  So  a  kid— maybe 
does  enjoy  reading,  but  perhaps  the  way  it's 
presented  isn't  for  him.  So,  he  may  go  away 
thinking,  'Tm  no  good  at  English.  I  can't 
get  it  rI0it."  But  that's  not  necessarily  the 
case.  It  may  be  that  the  system  that  the 
English  is  being  presented  [in]  is  the  prob- 
lem. So  you  need  to  look  at  that,  it's  more 
than  just  looking  at.  "Well,  he's  just  a  bad 
student." 


TRIBUTE  TO  DR.  ARTHUR  PAPPAS 

HON.  JOSEPH  P.  KENNEDY  U 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 
Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  one  of  ttw  pleasures  of  serving  this 
great  body,  is  the  opportunity  to  recognize  out- 
stancfing  indviduals  from  across  the  nation.  It 
is  with  great  pride  that  I  rise  today  to  con- 
gratulate Dr.  Arthur  Pappas  wtw  was  recently 
honored  t>y  the  Massachusetts  Hospital 
School  for  his  dedcation  to  children  and  his 
25  years  of  service  as  Trustee  and  Chairman 
of  the  Board  of  the  Massachusetts  Hospital 
School. 

Or.  Pappas  is  well  known  in  the  Boston  area 
as  a  humanitarian  and  his  association  with  the 
Massachusetts  Hospital  School  is  just  one  of 
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his  numerous  public  service  activities.  The 
Massachusetts  Hospital  School  is  an  institu- 
tion ttiat  encourages  equal  opportunity.  The 
goal  of  tt)e  school  is  to  reinforce  the  idea  that 
each  chikj  should  be  given  the  charx%  to  grow 
in  every  possible  way  despite  his  or  her  phys- 
ical challenge. 

in  addition  to  his  put>lic  service,  Dr.  Pappas 
is  a  leading  orthopedist  and  has  been  a  teach- 
er and  mentor  to  many  medical  students.  He 
is  also  a  pioneer  in  the  field  of  sports  medicine 
and  has  served  as  the  team  physician  to  the 
Boston  Red  Sox  for  many  years.  Through  his 
private  practice  and  work  with  the  Red  Sox, 
Dr.  Pappas  has  advarx:ed  the  medical  knowl- 
edge of  the  proper  treatment  and  rehabilitation 
of  patients  with  det)ilitating  injuries,  and  in  so 
doing  has  helped  thousands  of  patients. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sure  ttiat  I  speak  on  be- 
half of  everyone  who  has  ever  worked  vnth  Dr. 
Pappas  or  benefitted  from  his  good  works, 
when  I  offer  my  warmest  congratulations. 


INTRODUCTION  OP  WATER  RE- 
SOURCES DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF 
1996 


HON.  BUD  SHUSTER 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  am 
pleased  to  introduce,  with  my  colleague  from 
ttie  Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure, Jim  Oberstar,  the  administration's 
proposed  authorization  t>ill  for  tfie  civil  works 
program  of  ttie  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  ttie 
Water  Resources  [)evelopment  Act  of  1996,  or 
WRDA. 

Submitting  a  WRDA  proposal  signals  the 
PreskJenTs  interest  in  continuing  the  Nation's 
commitment  to  water  infrastructure.  I  congratu- 
late the  Presxjent  and  our  former  House  col- 
league, the  Honorable  Martn  Lancaster,  wtx) 
was  recently  confimied  as  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  the  Amiy  for  Civil  Works,  for  their 
commitment  to  water  resources  devekipment 
and  conservation.  While  I  cannot  support 
some  of  its  provisions,  the  bill  represents  an 
important  first  step  in  reinstating  ttie  biennial 
auttxirizatkxi  process  for  corps  projects  and 
programs.  I  look  fonvard  to  working  with  Sec- 
retary Lancaster  as  the  committee  nx)ves  for- 
ward soon  with  comprehensive  WRDA  legisla- 
tion. 


TRIBUTE  TO  LA  PUENTE  VALLEY 
REGIONAL  OCCUPATIONAL  PRO- 
GRAM 


HON.  E5IIBAN  EDWARD  TORRES 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  4, 1996 
Mr.  TORRES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
recognize  the  accomplishments  of  the  La 
Puente  Valley  Regkinal  Occupational  Program 
[ROP],  as  it  celebrates  25  years  of  community 
sen/ice  and  putting  people  on  a  path  to  a 
meaningful  and  productive  career. 

Established  in  July  1970.  by  four  sponsoring 
unified  school  districts;  Bassett.  Hacienda-La 
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Puente,  Rowland,  and  Walnut  Valley,  in  co- 
operatwn  with  the  county  superintendent  of 
schools  and  the  State  of  California,  the  La 
Puente  Valley  ROP  will  celebrate  25  years  of 
dednated  service  to  the  community  on  July  1 , 
1996. 

In  July  1994,  La  Puente  Valley  ROP  be- 
came a  three-district  Regk>nal  Occupational 
Program  featuring  Bassett.  Hacienda-La 
Puente,  and  Rowland  Unified  School  Distrrcts. 
Under  the  dynamk;  leadership  of  Superintend- 
ent Patricia  Frank  and  Board  of  Trustee  Mem- 
bers Anita  Perez,  Al  Cobos,  Mary  Jo  Maxwell, 
Toni  Giaffoglione,  Norman  Hsu,  and  Pete 
Samphere;  arxl  an  outstanding  instructk>nal 
staff,  the  La  Puente  Valley  ROP  has  made 
major  gains  toward  implementing  the  goals  as 
stated  in  it's  misskxi  statement 

The  La  Puente  Valley  Regional  Occupa- 
tional Program  is  committed  to  developing 
and  providing  quality  occupational  training 
programs  that  lead  to  a  successful  school-to- 
work  transition  or  advanced  technical  train- 
ing. These  programs  shall  meet  the  diverse 
needs  of  all  eligible  students. 

Over  the  past  25  years,  more  ttian  145,000 
high  school  junkirs  and  senk>rs,  and  adults 
from  the  community  have  taken  advantage  of 
ttie  opportunities  to  participate  in  hundreds  of 
courses.  The  La  Puente  Valley  ROP  offers: 
business  and  management,  graphic  arts,  in- 
dustrial technotogy.  electronics,  health  occupa- 
tkjns,  personal  services,  food  senhces/res- 
taurant  occupatkKis  and  agriculture.  Through 
the  interest-aptitude-ability  testing,  career 
counseling,  and  job  placement  assistance, 
hundreds  of  the  partKipating  students  have 
made  the  successful  school-to-work  transition. 

The  benefits  to  prospective  employers  are 
significant  ttiere  are  no  fees,  applicants  are 
prescreened,  and  potential  emptoyees  are 
trained  to  meet  a  company's  needs.  The  part- 
nership buitt  between  industry,  education,  and 
ttie  community  is  commendable. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  honored  to  have  such  a 
successful  program  serving  my  constituents.  It 
is  with  pride  ttiat  I  rise  and  ask  my  colleagues 
to  join  me  in  recognizing  the  La  Puente  Valley 
Regk>nal  Occupational  Program  for  25  years 
of  dtetinguished  sennce  to  the  community. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  THE  LIFE  OF  ADM. 
JEREMY  BOORDA 


HON.  JOHN  EDWARD  PORHR 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  4. 1996 
Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  Harold  Kramer, 
a  retired  member  of  the  U.S.  Navy  and  a  con- 
stituent of  mine  residing  in  Lake  Bluff,  IL, 
wrote  this  impassioned  tribute  to  the  late  Ad- 
miral Boorda.  I  wouM  like  to  take  this  oppor- 
tunity to  share  his  words  with  the  country. 
The  Meanino  of  Valor 
Many  of  us  older  Americans,  including  my- 
self, have  had  the  privilege  of  serving  in  the 
United  Sutes  Navy  in  World  War  n  and 
after  ...  in  my  own  case,  as  an  enlisted 
man.  It  was,  during  my  enlistment  at  the 
age  of  17  in  1944.  and  still  is  a  disciplined  and 
dedicated  organization  which  is  one  of  the 
bulwarks  of  our  way  of  democratic  life.  But 
in  the  last  few  years,  a  series  of  unfortunate 
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events  of  which  we  are  all  aware — at  an  avi- 
ator's party,  in  Okinawa,  at  Annapolis  and 
elsewhere  has  forced  us  to  take  stock  of  our 
shortcomings  and  re-dedicate  ourselves  to 
the  re-establishment  of  the  highest  degree  of 
understanding  of  others  and  morality  in  our 
treatment  of  others  who  differ  from  our- 
selves. 

Admiral  Boorda.  whose  untimely  death  we 
are  here  to  mourn,  was  a  dedicated  man  who 
enlisted  in  the  United  States  Navy  40  years 
ago  and — make  no  mistake  about  this— 
served  the  Navy  and  his  country  with  great 
distinction  throughout  that  exceptionally 
long  service  career.  Because  of  the  short- 
comings of  individuals— including  officers  in 
training  at  the  Naval  Academy  plus  harass- 
ment by  both  ofQcers  (at  Tailhook)  and  en- 
listed men— Admiral  Boorda  had  to  address 
himself  primarily  to  correcting  problems  of 
ethics  and  the  need  for  basic  decency  in 
treatment  of  others  in  the  Navy.  And  these 
are  the  same  problems  which  haunt  us  in  our 
civilian  lives.  Because  of  his  concentration 
on  apologizing  for  and  correcting  the  wrongs 
of  others  in  the  Navy,  be  was  sensitive  in  the 
extreme  to  his  api>arent  own  shortcoming  in 
the  technical  violation  of  what  entitled  the 
wearing  of  the  Navy  "V"  for  valor. 

Admiral  Mike  Boorda  did  serve  with  valor 
throughout  his  career  and  abroad  his  as- 
signed tour  of  duty  on  a  destroyer  squadron 
during  the  Vietnam  War.  Although  it  hap- 
pened that  he  was  not  fired  upon,  he  was  al- 
ways willing  to  place  himself  in  harms  way 
in  serving  his  country.  The  Webster  Diction- 
ary defines  "Valor"  as  strength  of  mind  or 
spirit  that  enables  a  person  to  encounter 
danger  with  firmness  and  personal  bravery. 
Every  one  of  us  can  and  must  be  aware  that 
our  Chief  of  Naval  Operations.  Admiral  Mike 
Boorda  displayed  these  qualities  and  in- 
tended the  wearing  of  the  "V"  medals  to 
simply  signify  his  having  served  during  the 
period  of  the  Vietnam  War  in  the  war  thea- 
ter. He  earned  them  by  his  commitment  to 
serve  wherever  needed  in  a  war  theater!  He 
earned  them  by  his  40  years  of  service  to  his 
country!  He  earned  them  by  his  always  very 
special  concern  for  the  Navy  enlisted  men 
and  women!  Because  Mike  Boorda  never  for- 
got that  he  had  advanced  through  the  en- 
listed ranks,  and  he  always  sought  the  wel- 
fare of  the  enlisted  man  and  woman. 

We  an  mourn  Admiral  Boorda's  untimely 
death  in  a  number  of  ways.  First,  we  can 
make  our  feeling  known  to  the  segments  of 
the  media  such  as  Newsweek  by  canceling 
subscriptions  when  they  put  headlines  above 
decency.  We  can  constantly  make  a  great  ef- 
fort toward  understanding  those  with  whom 
we  serve — especially  those  who  are  different 
than  ourselves.  We  can  show  the  same  kind 
of  decency  toward  others  that  distinguished 
Admiral  Boorda's  Life.  And  we  can  strive 
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mightily  to  never  allow  the  physically 
strong  to  take  advantage  of  the  physically 
weaker:  to  know  in  our  hearts  that  real 
strength  is  strength  of  character!  We  can 
strive  to  give  unstintingly  of  our  selves  in 
the  service  of  God.  our  country  and  human- 
ity! And  in  doing  these  things  we  can  honor 
Admiral  Boorda.  our  still  outstanding  United 
States  Navy,  and  ourselves! 

Admiral  Mike  Boorda  actually  gave  his  life 
for  his  country  because  he  felt  that  was  the 
only  way,  under  the  circumstances  of  more 
bad  publicity  for  the  Navy,  to  maintain  the 
integrity  of  the  service  he  loved.  He  gave  his 
life  for  his  country  just  as  truly  as  if  he  had 
been  under  fire!  While  deeply  saddened  by  his 
sacrifice  of  himself,  we  can  honor  his  mem- 
ory and  his  work  by  knowing  that  we  cannot. 
we  will  not  allow  the  wrongs  of  the  past  to- 
ward our  fellows  to  be  our  guideline  for  the 
future.  We  can  start  by  shaking  the  hand  of 
the  person  next  to  us.  taking  some  of  his  or 
her  burden  upon  our  own  shoulders  with  a 
smile,  and  making  the  lives  of  those  around 
us  bright  and  better! 


BALANCING  THE  BUDGET  IS 
CRUCIAL  TO  OUR  FUTURE 


HON.  JON  CHRISHNSEN 

OF  NEBRASKA 

m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATTVES 

Tuesday,  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  CHRISTENSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  time 
has  come  to  decide  wtiettier  Congress  shouW 
amend  ttie  United  States  Constitutton  to  re- 
quire an  annual  t>alanced  budget  Ttie  Nebras- 
kans  I  represent  overwhelmingly  support  such 
a  measure  t>ecause  ttiey  know,  like  me,  that 
balancing  ttie  budget  is  crucial  to  ttieir  fami- 
lies' well4)eing  and  future  prosperity. 

As  you  may  recall,  in  ttie  first  month  of  ttie 
new  Congress  the  House  of  Representatives 
passed  a  talanced  budget  amendment  by  a 
vote  of  300  to  132,  thus  taking  ttie  initial  steps 
of  ttie  Republican  journey  in  honoring  its  Corv 
tract  With  America.  Alttiough  ttie  t>alanced 
budget  amendment  overwhelmingly  passed 
the  House,  it  was  defeated  in  ttie  Senate 
wtien  six  Denxicrats  wtio  prevkxisly  had  voted 
in  favor  of  ttie  amendment  switched  their  vote 
to  defeat  it  This  week,  ttie  Senate  vtrill  again 
revisit  ttie  t>alanced  bixlget  amendment  and 
again  attempt  to  do  wtiat  is  rigtit  ttegin  fixing 
a  system  ttiat  broke  king  ago. 

According  to  the  House  Budget  Committee, 
next  year  Americans  will  pay  as  much  interest 
on  ttie  S5  trillkm  natxmal  det>t  as  we  will  pay 
for  our  natkNial  defense.  That  statistK  alone  il- 
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kjstrates  the  inadequate  way  Washington  has 
been  doing  business.  The  pdictes  and  prac- 
tKes  of  poor  dectskximaking  and  poor  leader- 
stiip  have  cost  ttie  American  families  dearty, 
placing  a  price  tag  on  our  current  defeat  of 
over  $15,000  per  year  for  each  family.  Now 
the  time  has  come  to  ctiange  course,  arxl 
focus  on  a  new  horizon  for  our  families,  and 
for  each  ottier. 

The  balanced  txidget  amerxjment  will  force 
ttie  Government  to  play  by  ttie  rules  wtiich  we, 
as  merrtiers  of  society,  have  come  to  expect 
in  our  ordinary  affairs.  Stiaretioklers  in  cor- 
poratx>ns  woukJnt  aUow  it  Ttie  members  of 
your  professtonal  organizatkxi  wouldn't  toler- 
ate it  And  certainly,  you  wouMnI  plan  your 
family's  finarx:aal  future  based  on  1  Yet  for  ttie 
past  200  years  we  have  let  ttie  Government 
make  dedskxis  without  accountability;  ac- 
countat>ility  which  undoubtedly  wouM  not  go 
unanswered  by  ttie  corporatkxi,  by  your  pro- 
fessk>nal  organizatkm,  or  by  ttie  members  of 
your  family.  The  time  has  come  to  require 
Congress  to  be  accountatjle  for  the  decisnns 
If  s  making  regarding  ttie  financial  future  of  our 
Nabon,  and  our  Nabon's  ctiiklren. 

I  pledged  to  work  hard  for  a  tialanced  txxjg- 
et  amendment  and  dkl  as  I  sakj  1  wouM  do  by 
voting  in  favor  of  it  I  made  a  promise  to  ttie 
people  of  Nebraska  and  I  delivered.  The  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  wiU  change  ttie  way 
our  government  does  business,  forcing  Wastv 
kigton  do  betiave  responsitily  by  requiring 
Congress  to  balance  its  txxjks. 

In  a  week  representing  ttie  end  of  an  era 
here  on  Capitol  Hil,  I  defer  to  words  of  Senate 
Majority  Leader  RoeERT  DOL£  made  last 
month  reganSng  his  20-year  battle  for  a  con- 
strtutnnal  amendment  to  tialance  ttie  budget 

Perhaps  no  policy  is  more  Important  to  the 
economic  future  of  Americans  and  the  future 
of  our  children  and  the  future  of  our  nation 
than  a  balanced  budget  amendment.  I  know 
the  President  urged  and  probably  persuaded 
at  least  six  Democrats  to  vote  "no."  but  it's 
not  often  we  get  a  second  chance  to  do  the 
right  thing. 

The  time  tias  come  to  move  forward  and  re- 
direct our  poikaes  and  practices  to  responsible 
spending  and  reasonat^  growth.  Now  is  ttie 
time  to  confront  ttie  spending  dragon  on  Cap- 
itol Hill,  arxl  slay  ttie  denrK>n  like  never  before. 
Ttie  time  has  come  to  stx>w  the  American 
people  ttiat  we  are  not  afrakJ  to  accept  ttie  re- 
sponsibility of  balancing  ttie  budget  and  restor- 
ing fiscal  sanity  to  this  country's  govemmen 
Now  is  the  time.  Now  more  than  ever. 
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The  Senate  met  at  9:15  a.m.,  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  Thurmond]. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogllvie,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Almighty  God,  Sovereign  of  this  Na- 
tion, we  begin  the  work  of  this  day 
with  an  acute  sense  of  our  accountabil- 
ity to  You.  We  claim  Solomon's  pr  m- 
ise,  "In  everything  you  do,  put  rod 
first,  and  He  will  direct  you  and  crown 
your  effort  with  success". — Prov.  3:6.  In 
response,  we  say  with  the  psalmist, 
"May  the  words  of  our  mouths  and  the 
meditation  of  our  hearts  be  pleasing  in 
Your  sight,  0  Lord".— Psalm  19:14.  Help 
us  remember  that  every  thought  we 
think  and  every  word  we  speak  is  open 
to  Your  scrutiny.  We  commit  this  day 
to  love  You  with  our  minds  and  honor 
You  with  our  words.  Guide  the  crucial 
decisions  of  this  day.  Bless  the  Sen- 
ators with  Your  gifts  of  wisdom  and  vi- 
sion. Grant  them  the  profound  inner 
peace  that  results  from  trusting  You 
completely.  Draw  them  together  in 
oneness  in  diversity,  unity  in  patriot- 
ism, and  loyalty  in  a  shared  commit- 
ment to  You.  In  the  name  of  our  Lord. 
Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  ACTING 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
able  acting  majority  leader.  Senator 
LOTT,  from  Mississippi,  is  recognized. 


SCHEDULE 


Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  this  morn- 
ing the  Senate  will  be  in  a  period  of 
morning  business  until  the  hour  of  11 
a.m.  I  believe  the  Senator  from  Dela- 
ware, Senator  Roth,  is  prepared  to 
begin  speaking  immediately.  Following 
morning  business,  the  Senate  will 
begin  debate  on  House  Joint  Resolu- 
tion 1,  the  balanced  budget  constitu- 
tional amendment. 

Senators  are  reminded  that  a  vote  on 
passage  on  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment will  occur  at  12  noon  tomorrow 
by  unanimous  consent.  It  is  also  pos- 
sible that  the  Senate  may  consider 
other  legislative  or  Executive  Calendar 
items  that  can  be  cleared  for  action.  I 
know  that  the  distinguished  majority 
leader.  Senator  Dole,  has  been  work- 
ing to  see  if  some  of  these  executive 
items  can  be  cleared.  We  hope  that  can 
be  worked  out  during  this  week. 

I  yield  the  floor. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
INHOFE).  Under  the  previous  order, 
there  will  now  be  a  period  for  the 
transaction  of  morning  business  not  to 
extend  beyond  the  hour  of  11  a.m.,  with 
Senators  permitted  to  speak  for  not  to 
exceed  5  minutes  each.  The  Senator 
from  Delaware,  [Mr.  RoTH],  is  recog- 
nized for  30  minutes. 


UNCONDITIONAL  MFN  STATUS  FOR 
CHINA 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
talk  about  why  I  believe  every  Member 
of  this  Chamber  should  support  the  un- 
conditional extension  of  most-favored- 
nation  trading  status  to  the  People's 
Republic  of  China.  As  we  are  all  aware. 
Senator  Dole  declared  his  support  for 
unconditional  extension  of  MFN  for 
China  sometime  ago.  More  recently, 
the  President  announced  he  would 
renew  China's  MFN  status  uncondi- 
tionally for  another  year. 

Now  the  matter  comes  before  the 
Congress.  We  have  to  decide  whether  or 
not  Senator  Dole's  position  and  the 
President's  decision  deserve  our  sup- 
port. The  Chinese,  of  course,  have  not 
made  this  issue  easy  for  us.  Their  de- 
stabilizing nuclear,  chemical,  and  mis- 
sile sales,  thefr  continued  nuclear  test- 
ing, thefr  assertiveness  in  the  South 
China  Sea,  thefr  growing  trade  surplus 
with  the  United  States,  their  piracy  of 
our  intellectual  property,  thefr  mili- 
tary threats  against  Taiwan,  thefr 
moves  to  undermine  democratic  re- 
forms in  Hong  Kong,  and  thefr  abuses 
of  human  rights,  these  all  demand  a 
stern  reply. 

That  is  why  it  is  tempting  to  revoke 
China's  MFN  status.  But  it  would  be  a 
huge  mistake  to  do  so.  I  say  this  for 
four  reasons. 

First,  revoking  MFN  would  put  at 
risk  hundreds  of  thousands  of  Amer- 
ican jobs,  and  billions  of  dollars  worth 
of  American  exports  and  investments. 

Second,  revoking  MFN  is  an  ineffec- 
tive weapon  that  would  not  solve  any 
of  the  problems  we  have  with  China. 
Indeed,  revocation  may  make  them 
worse. 

Thfrd,  more  proportional,  targeted 
measures  currently  available  permit  a 
more  effective  response  to  these  prob- 
lems. 

Finally,  extending  MFN  is  fundamen- 
tal to  developing  a  coherent  China  pol- 
icy— one  that  sets  priorities  and  pro- 
vides a  strategic  framework  for  the 
conduct  of  our  relations  with  that  im- 
portant country.  Mr.  President,  the 
United  States,  East  Asia,  and  the  en- 
tire world  have  much  to  gain  from  a 


positive  relationship  between  Washing- 
ton and  Beijing  and  much  to  lose  from 
an  unnecessarily  confrontational  one. 

Before  going  into  more  detail  about 
these  four  points,  I  believe  it  necessary 
to  clarify  the  meaning  of  the  term, 
"most-favored-nation  trading  status." 
That's  because  the  term  gives  the  false 
impression  that  MFN  is  some  sort  of 
special  privilege  or  reward. 

The  term  even  confuses  our  most 
prestigious  newspapers.  In  their  stories 
on  the  President's  announcement  to 
renew  China's  MFN  status,  the  Wall 
Street  Journal,  the  Washington  Post, 
the  New  York  Times,  and  the  Los  An- 
geles Times  all  incorrectly  described 
MFN  as  a  "privilege"  or  in  some  way 
preferential  or  favorable. 

In  fact,  MFN  is  not  a  special  privi- 
lege or  reward.  It  designates  the  most 
ordinary,  most  normal  trading  rela- 
tionship among  countries.  Specifically, 
MFN  refers  to  the  uniform  tariff  treat- 
ment that  the  United  States  applies  to 
virtually  every  country  in  the  world. 

For  example,  if  the  U.S.  tariff  on  im- 
ported clock  radios  is  5  percent,  all 
clock  radios  imported  from  countries 
with  MFN  status  are  subject  to  a  5-per- 
cent tariff.  Imports  from  countries 
that  do  not  have  MFN  status — and 
there  are  only  six  countries  that  fall 
into  this  category — are  subject  to  far 
higher  duty  rates. 

Another  important  point  about  MFN 
is  that  it  is  not  a  one-way  street.  When 
we  give  MFN  status  to  a  particular 
country,  that  country,  in  return,  gives 
the  United  States  most-favored-nation 
status. 

Therefore,  because  we  give  Singapore 
MFN  status,  the  clock  radios  we  im- 
port from  that  country  are  subject  to 
the  same  tariff  rates  as  clock  radios 
from  Thailand,  Spain,  or  any  other 
country  to  which  we  extend  MFN. 

In  return,  when  Singapore  imports 
our  computer  chips,  it  imposes  the 
same  tariff  on  United  States  chips  as 
those  imported  from  Japan,  Korea, 
Great  Britain,  or  any  other  country  to 
which  it  extends  MFN. 

What  does  the  United  States  get  out 
of  all  this?  American  companies  get  to 
compete  on  fair  and  equal  terms  with 
their  foreign  rivals. 

Let  me  emphasize  again:  MFN  status 
does  not  confer— let  alone  imply — spe- 
cial treatment. 

In  fact,  when  we  decide  to  give  spe- 
cial treatment  to  imports  from  other 
countries — as  Congress  has  expressly 
chosen  to  do  for  certain  products  from 
over  130  nations — those  imports  are 
subject  to  tariff  rates  substantially 
below  the  MFN  rate.   Sometimes  we 
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even  allow  specified  countries  to  ex- 
port products  to  the  United  States 
duty  free. 

In  short,  MFN  status  denotes  the 
standard,  not  the  exceptional,  trading 
relationship.  Ending  this  standard 
trading  relationship  by  revoking  MFN 
is  an  extreme  measure.  In  fact,  because 
MFN  is  so  fundamental  to  trade  rela- 
tions among  countries,  some  correctly 
liken  its  withdrawal  to  a  declaration  of 
economic  war. 

These  are  the  facts  about  MFN.  Any- 
one who  maintains  that  we  do  China  a 
special  favor  when  we  renew  its  MFN 
status  is  either  misinformed  or  dis- 
ingenuous. 

Because  of  the  confusion  created  by 
the  phrase,  "most-favored-nation  trad- 
ing status,"  I  am  working  with  Senator 
MOYNIHAN  to  replace  the  phrase  in  U.S. 
statute  with  a  more  suitable  term,  one 
that  underscores  the  unexceptional  na- 
ture of  the  MFN  concept.  I  believe  that 
if  we  adopt  such  a  change  in  terminol- 
ogy, we  will  all  better  understand  the 
issue,  and  our  debate  will  be  more  con- 
structive. 

Now,  I  want  to  stress  that  those  who 
favor  MFN  renewal,  such  as  myself, 
share  most,  if  not  all,  of  the  same  goals 
as  those  opposed  to  MFN  renewal. 

We.  too.  want  Beijing  to  cease  its  de- 
stabilizing nuclear,  chemical,  and  mis- 
sile sales.  We,  too,  want  China  to  end 
its  nuclear  testing.  We,  too,  want 
China  to  resolve  peacefully  its  terri- 
torial disagreements  in  the  South 
China  Sea.  We,  too,  want  China  to 
lower  barriers  to  U.S.  exports  and  re- 
duce its  trade  surplus  with  the  United 
States.  We,  too,  want  China  to  end  its 
pfracy  of  our  intellectual  property.  We, 
too,  want  China  to  end  its  military 
threats  against  Taiwan  and  resolve  its 
differences  with  Taipei  peacefully.  We, 
too,  want  China  to  follow  faithfully  the 
dictates  of  the  Sino-British  Declara- 
tion on  Hong  Kong.  We  also  want  China 
to  cooperate  with  us  in  addressing  seri- 
ous global  concerns  such  as  envfron- 
mental  degradation,  transnational 
crime,  and  narcotics  trafficking.  And 
we,  too,  want  China  to  respect  the 
basic  human  rights  of  its  citizens. 

Where  we  differ  from  the  opponents 
of  MFN  is  on  how  to  achieve  these 
goals. 

The  simple  fact  is  that  there  is  abso- 
lutely no  evidence  that  the  drastic  ac- 
tion of  withdrawing  MFN  will  force 
China  to  satisfy  any  of  our  objectives. 
Indeed,  sanctioning  China  by  with- 
drawing MFN  runs  the  great  risk  of 
making  that  country  more  belligerent 
and  less  cooperative  on  these  and  other 
issues. 

Keep  in  mind  that  experience  shows 
that  unilateral  trade  sanctions  gen- 
erally don't  work.  The  chances  of  suc- 
cess only  improve  when  sanctions  are 
applied  in  cooperation  with  our  major 
allies.  However,  not  one  of  these  al- 
lies— not  Canada,  not  the  European 
Union,  not  Japan,  not  Australia^— is  de- 


bating whether  to  withdraw  MFN  sta- 
tus from  China.  That's  because  they  all 
know  withdrawal  is  neither  a  construc- 
tive nor  effective  option  for  inducing 
the  Chinese  to  change  thefr  behavior. 
In  addition,  they  understand  the  tre- 
mendous cost  of  withdrawing  MFN  sta- 
tus, a  cost  we  ignore  at  our  peril. 

Let's  be  clear  on  this  point.  If  we  re- 
voke MFN  for  China,  Beijing  would  cer- 
tainly be  hurt,  but  so,  too,  would  the 
United  States. 

As  a  result  of  withdrawing  MFN. 
United  States  duties  on  goods  imported 
from  China  would  immediately  rise  to 
the  tariff  rates  established  under  the 
highly  protectionist.  Depression-era 
Smoot-Hawley  tariff  law.  Chinese  im- 
ports, which  currently  face  an  average 
tariff  rate  of  6  to  8  percent,  will  be  sub- 
ject to  an  average  tariff  rate  of  40  to  50 
percent,  with  the  tariff  rates  for  cer- 
tain items  exceeding  100  percent. 

Because  MFN  is  provided  on  a 
reciprocoal  basis,  China  would  respond 
to  higher  tariffs  on  its  goods  by  slap- 
ping higher  tariffs  on  United  States 
goods.  Such  a  move  will  slam  the  door 
shut  on  United  States  exports  to  the 
Chinese  market — the  fastest  growing 
market  in  the  world.  These  U.S.  ex- 
ports totaled  almost  $12  billion  in  1995 
and  supported  approximately  200.000 
high-skilled,  high-wage  American  jobs 
in  critical  sectors  such  as  the  aircraft, 
telecommimications,  and  automotive 
equipment  industries. 

Business  conducted  by  United  States 
companies  in  China  will  go  instead  to 
the  Europeans,  the  Japanese,  the  Cana- 
dians, and  firms  from  all  the  other 
coimtries  in  the  world  which  continue 
normal  conunerical  relations  with 
China. 

In  addition  to  severely  damaging 
United  States  exporters,  the  small  and 
large  American  firms  that  have  in- 
vested billions  of  dollars  to  penetrate 
the  Chinese  market  would  see  thefr  ef- 
forts and  investments  gravely  jeopard- 
ized. 

Some  claim,  of  course,  that  in  the 
event  China's  MFN  status  is  with- 
drawn, those  billions  of  dollars  of 
United  States  investments  in  China 
will  be  brought  back  to  the  United 
States.  The  reality  is,  however,  that 
United  States  companies  forced  out  of 
China  are  far  more  likely  to  move 
those  investments  to  other  developing 
countries  in  Asia  or  Latin  America. 

The  economic  fallout  from  withdraw- 
ing China's  MFN  status  is  not  only 
going  to  hit  American  companies,  but 
also  American  consumers.  Our  lowest 
income  citizens,  in  particular,  would 
suffer  from  the  dramatically  higher 
prices  they  will  have  to  pay  for  a  vari- 
ety of  basic  goods  as  a  dfrect  result  of 
the  imposition  of  substantially  higher 
duties  on  Chinese  imports. 

Mr.  President,  some  claim  that  pric- 
ing Chinese  goods  out  of  our  market 
through  higher  duties  would  be  bene- 
ffcial.  They  maintain  that  we  would 


eliminate  our  trade  deficit  with  Beijing 
because  the  products  we  now  import 
from  China  would  be  produced  in  the 
United  States. 

Let  us  be  realistic.  It  is  a  mistake  to 
think  that  most  of  what  we  import 
from  China  would  be  produced  in  the 
United  States.  The  truth  is  that  in 
most  cases  imports  from  other  develop- 
ing countries  would  be  substituted  for 
imports  from  China. 

Moreover,  it  does  not  make  any  sense 
to  try  to  reduce  the  trade  deficit  by 
ending  all  trade,  as  would  likely  hap- 
pen if  we  revoke  Chinas  MFN  status. 
You  may  get  a  balance  of  trade— zero 
imports  and  zero  exports — but  at  a  cost 
of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  good,  high- 
pasring  U.S.  jobs  and  billions  of  dollars 
of  U.S.  exports. 

The  only  way  to  reduce  the  trade  def- 
icit and  retain  American  jobs  and  ex- 
ports is  to  ensure  that  United  States 
products  have  the  same  access  to  the 
Chinese  market  that  Chinese  products 
have  to  ours.  This  is  not  an  easy  task. 
But  revoking  normal  trade  relations 
with  China  would  make  it  impossible. 

While  I  believe  the  threat  to  United 
States  jobs  and  exports  alone  provides 
a  convicing  reason  to  support  renewal 
of  China's  MFN  status,  there  are  other 
compelling  arguments  for  imcondi- 
tional  renewal. 

In  particular,  cutting  ourselves  off 
from  China  by  withdrawing  its  MFN 
status  will  end  any  ability  the  United 
States  has  to  directly  influence  devel- 
opments in  China,  including  how  China 
treats  its  citizens  and  whether  it  per- 
mits the  development  of  a  freer  society 
and  more  democratic  political  sjrstem. 
United  States  businesses  help  ad- 
vance human  rights  and  civil  society  in 
China  by  being  there,  not  by  leaving  or 
by  being  shut  out.  United  States  com- 
panies operating  in  China  observe  basic 
worker  rights  in  dealings  with  thefr 
local  employees.  United  States  compa- 
nies provide  Chinese  citizens  with  op- 
portunities unheard  of  before  China 
began  to  open  its  economy  and  society 
to  the  outside  world  in  1978.  United 
States  compsmies  teach  thefr  Chinese 
employees  the  valuable  lessons  of 
American  business  culture,  including 
independent  decisionmaking  and 
enterpreneurial  skills. 

Among  other  reasons,  that's  why 
Martin  Lee,  the  Hong  Kong  legislator 
and  human  rights  advocate;  Hong  Kong 
Gov.  Chris  Patten  and  Wei  Jingsheng, 
the  prominent  Chinese  dissident  who 
has  suffered  for  so  long  from  state  per- 
secution, all  support  renewal  of  MFN 
for  China. 

Moreover,  that  is  why  the  Taiwan- 
ese— who  are  not  shy  about  voicing 
their  opinions  on  China  to  Members  of 
Congress — have  not  advocated  revoking 
MFN.  And  that's  why  the  countries  of 
the  Association  of  Southeast  Asian  Na- 
tions, four  of  whose  members  have  ter- 
ritorial disputes  with  China,  have  not 
come    to    Capitol    Hill    to    press    the 


12996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


United  States  to  revoke  China's  MFN 
status. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  that  it  is  the 
height  of  arrogance  for  opponents  of 
MFN  to  assert  that  they  know  better 
than  Martin  Lee,  Wei  Jingsheng,  the 
Taiwanese,  and  the  countries  of 
ASEAN,  how  to  change  China's  behav- 
ior. 

Indeed,  as  they  know,  there  is  ample 
evidence  that  the  mere  threat  of  revok- 
ing MFN  will  make  China  less  coopera- 
tive and  more  confrontational. 

For  example,  several  weeks  ago, 
China  announced  for  the  first  time  that 
it  would  buy  several  billion  dollars 
worth  of  passenger  jets  from  the  Euro- 
pean consortium,  Airbus.  This  action 
was  a  deliberate  repudiation  of  Boeing, 
meant  to  send  us  the  message  that  rev- 
ocation of  MFN  will  result  in  costly 
economic  retaliation. 

Shortly  thereafter,  in  an  action  de- 
signed to  send  us  a  signal  on  the  secu- 
rity implications  of  recklessly  con- 
fronting Beijing,  China  struck  a  deal 
with  Russia  to  develop  a  long-term 
strategic  partnership. 

These  actions  indicate  some  of  the 
problems  and  consequences  we  would 
face  if  we  use  the  sledge-hammer  ap- 
proach of  revoking  MFN. 

Keep  in  mind  that  the  President  al- 
ready has  specific,  measured  and  tar- 
geted tools  at  his  disposal  that  allow 
him  to  address  our  problems  with 
China  without  resorting  to  the  indis- 
criminate and  destructive  approach  of 
revoking  MFN. 

For  example,  we  are  currently  pre- 
paring to  hit  China  with  trade  sanc- 
tions on  S2  billion  worth  of  specified 
Chinese  imports  because  of  Beijing's 
failure  to  honor  its  agreement  with  the 
United  States  to  crack  down  on  Chi- 
nese companies  making  pirated  knock- 
offs  of  American  music,  movies,  and 
computer  software. 

Similarly,  we  can  invoke  targeted 
section  301  sanctions  for  other  discrete 
discriminatory  and  unreasonable  Chi- 
nese trade  practices. 

When  China  illegally  sells  nuclear 
technology,  we  can  apply  sanctions 
which  are  specified  by  the  Nuclear  Pro- 
liferation Prevention  Act. 

We  can  counter  China's  threats  to 
Taiwan  by  considering  sales  of  up- 
graded defensive  weaponry  to  Taipei, 
as  well  as  by  reaffirming  our  unwaver- 
ing commitment  to  a  peaceful  resolu- 
tion of  the  dispute  between  Taiwan  and 
China  in  the  context  of  our  one-China 
policy,  a  policy  which  has  been  sup- 
ported by  each  of  oior  last  six  Presi- 
dents. 

We  caji  rely  on  International  law  and 
the  shared  interests  of  the  countries  of 
Southeast  Asia  to  counter  aggressive 
Chinese  territorial  claims. 

And  we  can  continue  to  expose  and 
condemn  China's  repressive  human 
rights  record  in  this  Chamber  and  in 
organizations  around  the  world. 

The  range  of  tools  available  to  re- 
spond to  specific  problems  with  China 


is  considerable.  At  the  same  time,  how- 
ever, their  breadth  reveals  a  fundamen- 
tal weakness  in  our  overall  approach  to 
our  relations  with  Beijing — the  absence 
of  an  effective,  broadly  based,  clearly 
articulated  and  carefully  coordinated 
China  policy  that  sets  priorities  and 
guides  our  use  of  these  tools. 

I  agree  with  those  who  say  that  the 
rise  of  China  presents  us  with  a  serious 
foreign  policy  challenge.  But  it  also 
presents  us  with  enormous  opportuni- 
ties. We  can  only  respond  to  that  chal- 
lenge adequately  and  seize  those  oppor- 
tunities through  a  sensible  overall 
China  policy,  one  that  enhances  the 
chance  of  creating  a  positive  bilateral 
relationship.  The  clear  objective  of 
that  policy  should  be  to  encourage  Chi- 
na's constructive  and  responsible  be- 
havior and  discourage  aggressiveness 
and  irresponsibility. 

The  absence  of  a  coherent  China  pol- 
icy results  in  large  measure  from 
short-sighted  ixjlitical  considerations. 
For  example,  the  1992  Clinton  cam- 
paign rhetoric  about  coddling  dictators 
in  Beijing  left  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion little  room  to  maneuver  on  China 
policy.  Early  on,  the  President  indi- 
cated he  would  link  human  rights 
issues  to  the  MFN  decision.  The  follow- 
ing year,  however,  he  was  forced  to  re- 
verse himself  and  announced  the  two 
issues  would  not  be  linked. 

Similarly,  in  1994,  the  Clinton  admin- 
istration refused  Taiwan  President  Li 
the  ability  to  play  a  round  of  golf  in 
Hawaii  while  in  transit  to  Costa  Rica. 
But  in  1995,  the  administration  granted 
him  a  visa  to  visit  Cornell  University 
immediately  after  telling  the  Chinese 
it  would  not  do  so  because  such  an  act 
would  violate  our  one-China  policy. 

These  and  other  mixed  signals  from 
the  administration,  as  well  as  the  ca- 
cophony of  voices  from  Capitol  ffill  on 
how  to  deal  with  China,  have  left  the 
United  States  with  a  dangerously  mud- 
dled China  policy. 

Without  question,  if  the  United 
States  had  a  better  sense  of  its  prior- 
ities and  aims  in  the  United  States- 
China  relationship,  and  a  clearly  ar- 
ticulated China  policy  that  refiects 
those  priorities,  we  would  be  better 
able  to  influence  Chinese  behavior. 
Moreover,  the  tools  we  currently  have 
available  to  respond  to  Chinese  mis- 
conduct would  be  more  effective  when 
used  in  the  context  of  a  coherent  China 
policy. 

In  brief,  I  believe  such  a  policy  must 
have  four  central  elements.  First,  we 
must  expand  our  economic  relationship 
with  Beijing,  because  a  China  inte- 
grated into  the  global  economy  is  more 
likely  to  behave  in  ways  more  compat- 
ible with  American  interests  and  inter- 
national norms.  Thus,  we  should  seek 
to  encourage  China's  development  and 
participate  in  its  economic  growth. 
That's  why  I  assign  importance  to 
China  gaining  entry  into  the  World 
Trade  Organization  based  on  commer- 
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cial    considerations 
ciples. 

The  more  China  is  integrated  into 
the  international  economy,  the  more 
subject  Beijing  is  to  the  harsh  realities 
of  the  marketplace.  Should  China 
choose  a  path  toward  blatant  aggres- 
sion and  destabilizing  domestic  repres- 
sion, foreign  Investment  will  dry  up 
and  firms  will  move  to  other  countries 
where  the  risks  are  lower  and  the  re- 
turns are  higher. 

Moreover,  we  have  a  better  oppor- 
tunity to  influence  China  to  act  in 
ways  we  prefer  when  we  enmesh  it  in 
the  sort  of  economic  relationships  fos- 
tered by  most-favored-nation  trade  sta- 
tus. Renewing  MFN  thus  is  absolutely 
central  to  an  effective  China  policy. 

In  addition,  the  economic  growth  fos- 
tered by  participation  in  the  global 
economy  almost  inevitably  leads  to 
greater  demands  for  democratic  re- 
forms. Other  Asian  countries,  such  as 
South  Korea,  Taiwan,  and  Thailand, 
have  amply  demonstrated  the  political 
evolution  that  accompanies  economic 
development. 

The  second  element  of  a  coherent 
China  policy  is  the  resumption  of  high- 
level,  regular  dialog  with  China.  I  was 
delighted  to  see  that  in  his  speech  on 
China  2  weeks  ago.  Secretary  Chris- 
topher accepted  Senator  Dole's  sugges- 
tions on  this  matter.  After  all  it  has 
been  7  years  since  an  American  Presi- 
dent went  to  Beijing  for  summit  talks, 
and  8  years  since  a  Chinese  leader  has 
been  in  this  country  for  a  summit.  Mis- 
trust is  bound  to  grow  when  we  do  not 
meet,  particularly  when  the  list  of  crit- 
ical bilateral,  regional,  and  global 
Issues  requiring  discussion  is  so  long. 

Third,  we  must  nurture  aspects  of  the 
relationship  where  we  share  interests 
and  can  cooperate  for  our  common 
good.  For  example,  China  played  a  use- 
ful role  in  bringing  relative  peace  and 
stability  to  Cambodia.  Moreover,  China 
has  the  potential  to  play  a  key  role  in 
settling  the  serious  threat  posed  by 
North  Korea  to  the  South,  as  well  as 
the  47,000  American  troops  we  have  on 
the  groimd  there.  I  cannot  envision 
Beijing  cooperating  with  us  on  North 
Korea  if  we  revoke  China's  most-fa- 
vored-nation trade  status.  Indeed,  I 
cannot  imagine  the  Chinese  playing  a 
constructive  role  on  any  matter  of  mu- 
tual importance— from  protecting  the 
environment  to  controlling 

transnational  crime  and  narcotics  traf- 
ficking—if we  simply  continue  to 
threaten  and  sanction  them. 

The  fourth  element  of  any  coherent 
China  policy  must  include  preparedness 
to  deal  with  China  if  its  participation 
in  world  affairs  proves  disruptive. 
Strengthening  our  current  array  of  bi- 
lateral security  ties  in  Asia  is  thus  es- 
sential. In  addition,  I  believe  we  must 
look  more  closely  at  the  possibility  of 
creating  eflfective  regional  security  ar- 
rangements. 

Closer  cooperation  on  security  and 
diplomatic  initiatives  with  nations  in 
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the  Asia  Pacific  that  share  our  inter- 
ests on  China  would  serve  to  prod  Bei- 
jing to  accept  the  moderating  influence 
of  global  economic  integration.  It 
would  also  provide  a  hedge  in  the  event 
Beijing  instead  chooses  a  more  aggres- 
sive path. 

In  sum,  continued  economic  relations 
with  China,  high-level  dialog,  coopera- 
tion with  China  on  matters  of  mutual 
concern,  and  strengthened  security  and 
diplomatic  ties  with  the  rest  of  Asia 
should,  in  my  opinion,  form  the  basis 
of  any  effective  China  policy. 

Mr.  President,  some  claim  that  the 
decision  we  face  on  renewing  MFN  can 
be  reduced  to  a  question  of  whether 
"our  lust  for  trade  exceed(s)  our  loath- 
ing of  tjrranny." 

This  argument  is  disingenuous  and 
the  question  is  simply  wrong.  The  right 
question  is  whether  taking  the  draco- 
nian  step  of  revoking  China's  MFN  sta- 
tus is  worth  the  potentially  huge  cost 
to  the  United  States,  especially  when 
this  action  has  an  extremely  remote 
chance  of  achieving  its  aims.  I  await  a 
response  to  this  question  from  the  op- 
ponents of  China's  MFN  renewal. 

Mr.  President,  I  must  stress  again 
that  the  United  States,  East  Asia,  and 
the  entire  world  have  much  to  gain 
from  Washington  and  Beijing  achieving 
a  positive  relationship,  amd  much  to 
lose  should  bilateral  relations  further 
deteriorate  unnecessarily.  Renewing 
MFN  for  China  is  only  a  step — but  an 
extraordinarily  important  one — toward 
building  a  fruitful  bilateral  relation- 
ship. Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  urge 
my  colleagues  in  the  strongest  possible 
terms  to  support  unconditional  re- 
newal of  MFN  for  China. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  as 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  has  so  clearly  stated, 
discussions  of  American  foreign  trade 
policy  are  increasingly  bedeviled  by 
the  use  of  an  18th  century  term,  most 
favored  nation,  to  describe  trade  agree- 
ments reached  with  other  nations.  The 
most  favored  nation  involved  is  not  the 
nation  with  which  we  are  negotiating, 
but  rather  a  third  nation  altogether 
which  happens  to  have  the  lowest  tar- 
iff, or  whatever,  with  respect  to  some 
product  or  other.  The  United  States 
agrees  to  give  to  country  X  whatever 
terms  are  the  best  terms  it  gives  to 
some  third  country.  Whichever  that 
might  be. 

This  issue  arises  for  the  simple  rea- 
son that  the  last  tarifi'  schedule  en- 
acted by  statute  was  the  Smoot- 
Hawley  Tariff  Act  of  1930,  with  the 
highest  tariff  rates,  overall,  in  Amer- 
ican history.  In  response  to  the  disas- 
ter that  followed  the  Roosevelt  admin- 
istration began  a  series  of  trade  trea- 
ties entered  into  as  executive  agree- 
ments. This  arrangement  continues  to 
this  day.  As  a  result,  nations  entering 
the  Western  trading  regrime,  which  is 
to  say,  in  the  main,  former  or  current 
Communist  nations,  must  receive  the 


treatment  accorded  under  the  GATT  or 
the  WTO.  or  else  Smoot-Hawley. 
Granting  the  former  status  is  no  sign 
of  favor,  simply  of  normal  trade  rela- 
tions. 

For  more  than  two  centuries  this  has 
been  our  practice,  but  only  recently 
has  the  term  caused  public  misunder- 
standing. What  we  mean  is  that  we  will 
confer  on  country  X  normal  trading  re- 
lations. The  time  has  come,  then,  to 
say  so.  We  grant  country  X  normal 
trade  relations  (NTR)  in  return  for 
country  X  treating  us  in  the  same 
manner.  Which  is  to  say.  NTR. 

Just  last  month  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee acted  on  legislation  to  grant 
permanent  most-favored-nation  treat- 
ment to  Bulgaria  and  Cambodia.  Yes- 
terday, the  Trade  Subcommittee  held  a 
hearing  regarding  Romania's  MFN  sta- 
tus, and  tomorrow  the  committee  will 
hear  witnesses  speak  to  questions  sur- 
rounding the  granting  of  most-favored- 
nation  treatment  to  China.  If  one  read 
the  headlines,  one  might  believe  these 
four  countries  to  be  the  most  impor- 
tant in  all  of  American  trade  policy. 

But  not  at  all.  As  the  chairman  has 
just  said,  MFN  treatment  is  not  special 
treatment.  Countries  to  which  we 
grant  this  supposed  most  favored  treat- 
ment are  not,  in  fact,  the  most  pre- 
ferred in  our  trade  relations.  When  we 
undertake  an  obligation  to  provide 
most-favored-nation  treatment  to  an- 
other country,  we  simply  agree  to  give 
that  country  the  same  treatment  that 
we  give  the  great  majority  of  our  trad- 
ing partners.  The  rationale  is  that,  if 
every  country  observes  this  principle, 
all  countries  will  benefit  in  the  long 
run  through  the  resulting  more  effi- 
cient use  of  resources. 

Indeed,  there  is  no  single  most  fa- 
vored nation  in  our  trade  policy.  As 
noted  in  a  1919  report  to  the  Congress 
by  the  U.S.  Tariff  Commission,  now  the 
U.S.  International  Trade  Commission. 

It  Is  neither  the  purpose  nor  the  effect  of 
the  most-favored-nation  clause  to  establish  a 
"most-favored  nation;"  on  the  contrary  its 
use  implies  the  intention  that  the  maximum 
of  advantages  wbich  either  of  the  parties  to 
a  treaty  has  extended  or  shall  extend  to  any 
third  State — for  the  moment  the  "most-fa- 
vored"—shall  be  grlven  or  be  made  accessible 
to  the  other  party.  .  .  .  "Reciprocity  and 
Commercial  Agreements."  United  States 
Tariff  Commission.  1919. 

In  fact,  over  time,  we  have  developed 
a  great  variety  of  relations  with  our 
trading  partners.  We  have  agreed  to 
free  trade  with  Canada.  Israel,  and 
Mexico.  We  offer  special  benefits  to 
countries  of  the  Caribbeain  fmd  Andean 
regions.  We  have  a  longstanding  policy 
of  duty-free  treatment  for  imports 
from  developing  countries  under  the 
Generalized  System  of  Preferences.  If 
one  really  wants  to  identify  a  most  fa- 
vored country,  one  certainly  must  take 
note  of  these  relationships,  which  are 
all  more  advantageous  than  general 
most-favored-nation  treatment. 

MFN  is  a  principle  from  the  past.  The 
concept  has  been  traced  to  12th  cen- 


tury arrangements  between  trading 
cities  of  the  Mediterranean  and  the 
Arab  princes  of  North  Africa,  although 
the  phrase  most-favored-nation  did  not 
appear  until  the  end  of  the  17th  cen- 
tury. In  United  States  law.  the  prin- 
ciple was  first  recognized  in  the  1778 
conrmiercial  treaty  between  the  United 
States  and  France,  stating: 

The  Most  Christian  King  and  the  United 
States  engage  mutually  not  to  grant  any 
particular  favor  to  other  nations,  in  respect 
of  commerce  and  navigation,  which  shall  not 
immediately  become  common  to  the  other 
party.  .  .  . 

Thereafter,  an  MFN  clause  became  a 
standard  element  of  treaties  of  friend- 
ship, commerce,  and  navigation,  the 
early  formal  bilateral  economic  trea- 
ties of  the  United  States.  In  essence, 
this  was  our  mechanism  for  assuring 
fair  and  equal  treatment  for  the  trade 
of  the  United  States.  Over  time,  an 
ever-lengthening  chain  of  commercial 
agreements,  incorporating  the  MFN  ob- 
ligation, reduced  barriers  and  increased 
trade.  Ultimately,  this  basic  principle 
was  adopted  in  1947  as  the  central  obli- 
gation of  the  General  Agreement  on 
Tariffs  and  Trade— article  I.  part  I  of 
the  "GATT  1947".  It  continues  central 
to  the  World  Trade  Organization  cre- 
ated in  1994— article  I.  part  I  of  the 
"GATT  1994". 

But.  as  the  GATT  has  been  succeeded 
by  the  WTO.  so  it  is  time  to  consider  a 
successor  term  to  MFN.  A  term  that 
recognizes  that,  in  the  modem  world, 
it  is  the  norm,  not  the  exception,  to 
treat  our  trading  partners  equally. 
Senator  Roth  and  I,  along  with  Sen- 
ator Chafee,  would  propose  for  the 
Senate's  consideration  a  more  accurate 
term — "normal  trade  relations."  Short- 
ly, we  will  introduce  legislation  chang- 
ing U.S.  law.  as  necessary  and  appro- 
priate. 


THE  NATO  ENLARGEMENT 
FACmTATION  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President.  I  have  long 
been  a  supporter  of  the  transatlantic 
community  of  nations  and  its  comer- 
stone  institution.  NATO.  And  today  I 
wish  to  express  my  support  for  the 
NATO  Enlargement  Facilitation  Act  of 
1996 — extremely  important  legislation 
which  I  also  cosponsor. 

This  bill  is  designed  specifically  to 
support  and  foster  the  careful,  gradual 
extension  of  NATO  membership  to  the 
nations  of  Central  and  Eastern  Europe. 
If  passed,  this  bill  would  direct  tan- 
gible assistance  to  the  efforts  of  Po- 
land, the  Czech  Republic,  and  Hungary 
to  join  the  alliance.  These  nations  are 
the  most  prepared  of  their  region  for 
the  responsibilities  and  burdens  of 
NATO  membership. 

Equally  important,  it  is  the  intent  of 
the  authors  of  this  bill  to  assist  other 
Central  and  Eastern  European  coun- 
tries whose  economies  and  democracies 
have  sufficiently  progressed  to  move 
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forward  toward  eventual  NATO  mem- 
bership. 

Such  a  policy  is  absolutely  necessary 
to  ensure  that  NATO's  acceptance  of 
Polish,  Czech,  and  Hungarian  applica- 
tions for  membership  not  create  new 
divisions  in  Europe,  but  is  instead  part 
of  an  inclusive  and  on-going  process 
that  will  extend  to  the  entire  commu- 
nity of  European  nations. 

Extending  the  alliance's  membership 
to  Poland,  the  Czech  Republic  and  Hun- 
gary, will  help  transform  Central  and 
Eastern  Europe  into  a  cornerstone  of 
enduring  peace  and  stability  in  post- 
cold-war  Europe.  It  would  do  so  for  the 
following  reasons: 

First,  the  NATO  enlargement  would 
project  security  into  a  region  that  has 
long  suffered  as  a  security  vacuum  in 
European  affairs.  History  has  repeat- 
edly shown  us  that  the  strategic  vul- 
nerability of  Central  and  Eastern  Eu- 
rope has  produced  catastrophic  con- 
sequences— consequences  that  drew  the 
United  States  twice  this  century  into 
world  war. 

Second.  NATO  enlargement  would 
help  facilitate  the  economic  and  politi- 
cal integration  of  Central  and  Eastern 
Europe  into  the  transatlantic  commu- 
nity of  nations.  Passage  of  our  NATO 
enlargement  legislation  would  dem- 
onstrate America's  commitment  to 
consolidating  an  enlarged  Europe.  This 
would  give  more  incentive  to  all  the 
nations  of  the  region  to  continue  their 
political  and  economic  reforms  by  dem- 
onstrating that  these  reforms  do  result 
in  tangible  geopolitical  gains. 

By  projecting  stability  into  Central 
and  Eastern  Europe,  NATO  enlarge- 
ment would  reinforce  the  regional  sta- 
bility necessary  for  nations  to  focus  on 
internal  political  and  economic  reform. 
Mr.  President,  security  is  not  an  alter- 
native to  reform,  but  it  is  essential  for 
reform  to  occur. 

Third,  two  great  European  powers, 
Germany  and  Russia,  are  now  under- 
going very  complex  and  sensitive 
transformations.  Their  futures  will  be 
significantly  shaped  by  the  future  of 
Central  and  Elastem  Europe.  Extending 
NATO  membership  to  nations  of  this 
region  will  reinforce  the  positive  evo- 
lutions of  these  two  great  powers. 

In  the  case  of  Germany,  NATO  en- 
largement would  further  lock  German 
interests  Into  a  transatlantic  security 
structure  and  further  consolidate  the 
extremely  positive  role  Bonn  now  plays 
in  European  aOairs. 

The  extension  of  NATO  membership 
to  Central  and  East  European  nations 
would  also  be  of  great  benefit  to  Rus- 
sia. By  enhancing  and  reinforcing  sta- 
bility and  peace  in  Central  and  Eastern 
Exirope,  NATO  enlargement  would 
make  unrealistic  calls  by  Russia's  ex- 
tremists for  the  revltalization  of  the 
former  Soviet  Union  or  the  westward 
expansion  of  Russian  hegemony.  Great- 
er stability  along  Russia  frontiers  will 
enable  Moscow  to  direct  more  of  its  en- 
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ergy  toward  the  internal  challenges  of 
political  and  economic  reform. 

This  point  is  too  often  forgotten  in 
this  debate.  There  has  been  too  strong 
a  tendency  in  United  States  policy  to 
overreact  to  outdated  Russian  sen- 
sitivities. This  overreaction  comes  at 
the  expense  of  strategic  realities  and 
objectives  central  to  the  interests  of 
the  alliance,  as  well  as  to  the  United 
States. 

I  would  also  like  to  note  that  this 
NATO  enlargement  legislation  reflects 
the  attitudes  of  many  of  our  par- 
liamentary counterparts  in  Europe. 
The  North  Atlantic  Assembly,  a  gath- 
ering of  legislators  from  the  16  nations 
of  NATO,  adopted  at  the  end  of  1994, 
my  resolution  calling  for  the  extension 
of  membership  in  the  alliance  to  Po- 
land, the  Czech  Republic,  and  Hungary. 

Mr.  President,  America's  defense  and 
security  must  be  structured  to  shape  a 
strategic  landscape  that  enhances  eco- 
nomic, political,  and  military  stability 
all  across  Europe.  Careful  and  gradual 
extension  of  NATO  membership  to  na- 
tions of  Central  and  Eastern  Europe  is 
a  critical  step  toward  this  end.  This  is 
In  our  national  interest.  It  is  action 
long  overdue,  and  it  is  the  intent  of  the 
NATO  Elnlargement  Facilitation  Act  of 
1996. 

For  these  reasons,  I  call  upon  my  col- 
leagues in  the  Senate,  as  well  as  Presi- 
dent Clinton  and  his  administration,  to 
embrace  this  legislation. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  BRADLEY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Bradley]  is 
recognized  to  speak  for  up  to  40  min- 
utes. 


RACE  FOR  THE  CURE 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
not  take  40  minutes,  but  I  am  very 
pleased  to  be  joined  by  colleagues  in 
the  Chamber  today  in  recognizing  the 
1996  national  Race  for  the  Cure.  The 
race,  which  will  take  place  this  year  on 
Saturday,  Jime  15,  is  a  unique  oppor- 
tunity to  bring  together  the  many  peo- 
ple whose  lives  have  been  touched  by 
breast  cancer. 

This  year,  Capitol  Hill  has  an  oppor- 
tunity to  play  a  tremendous  role  in 
this  race.  Today  is  the  first  on-site 
Capitol  Hill  registration,  and  today  is 
also  the  beginning  of  something  very 
special  in  this  race.  For  every  Capitol 
Hill  participant  who  registers,  the 
company  Eli  Lilly  has  generously  of- 
fered to  match  their  registration  fee  in 
the  form  of  a  donation  to  Race  for  the 
Cure.  So  for  every  individual  who  signs 
up  to  participate,  your  contribution  to 
the  race  will  be  doubled.  In  other 
words,  one  can  really  make  a  difference 
here  and  have  that  difference  ampli- 
fied. 

For  all  those  who  are  unfamiliar  with 
Race  for  the  Cure,  the  race  is  a  5-kilo- 
meter run  or,  in  my  case,  walk  that 


raises  money  for  breast  cancer  research 
and  for  early  screening  for  underprivi- 
leged women  in  underserved  commu- 
nities in  the  District.  Maryland,  and 
Virginia.  The  race  also  allows  a  new 
generation  of  women  to  be  made  aware 
of  the  risks  associated  with  breast  can- 
cer. Although  we  still  do  not  have  a 
cure,  we  do  have  screening  devices 
which  can  increase  the  early  detection 
that  prolongs  life.  Education  and 
awareness  is  one  of  our  strongest  weap- 
ons in  the  fight  against  breast  cancer. 
Today  in  America,  500  women  will  be 
diagnosed  with  breast  cancer.  Most 
likely,  each  will  be  frightened,  uncer- 
tain of  her  future,  and  in  search  of  a 
treatment  that,  if  it  cannot  cure  her, 
will  at  least  prolong  her  life.  Each 
woman's  family  and  friends,  coworkers, 
and  caregivers  will  worry  deeply  about 
her. 

Today  in  America,  150  women  will  die 
of  breast  cancer.  Their  lives  will  be 
ended  prematurely,  their  family, 
friends,  coworkers  and  caregivers  will 
be  grief-stricken.  Listen  to  the  enor- 
mity of  the  disease:  Fully  one  out  of 
nine  women  in  this  country  will  get 
breast  cancer,  one  out  of  nine  women. 
Since  1960,  nearly  1  million  women 
have  died  from  this  disease.  With  their 
deaths,  millions  of  their  loved  ones,  in- 
cluding children  and  aging  parents  de- 
pendent upon  them,  have  suffered  as 
well.  We  stagger  under  these  numbers, 
even  as  we  search  for  the  causes  and 
for  a  cure. 

All  women  are  at  risk  for  breast  can- 
cer, with  the  incidence  increasing 
among  older  women  and  the  mortality 
rate  higher  for  African  American 
women.  While  other  factors  that  may 
put  a  woman  at  risk  are  being  thor- 
oughly Investigated,  we  are  still,  our- 
selves, at  risk  for  feeling  helpless  in 
the  face  of  this  killer.  I  speak  about 
this  with  personal  experience.  In  1992, 
my  own  wife  contracted  breast  cancer. 
Ernestine  had  a  mastectomy  and  chem- 
otherapy for  6  months.  As  I  sat  and 
watched  the  devastating  impact  of 
chemotherapy  on  her  body,  I  thought 
to  myself,  100  years  from  now  people 
win  look  back  and  maybe  consider  this 
treatment  like  the  leeches  of  the  18th 
century,  it  is  so  devastating.  She  per- 
severed. It  was  a  trauma  for  our  whole 
family.  It  was.  for  me,  the  moment 
that  I  realized  that  sometimes  catas- 
trophe can  overtake  the  best  laid  plans 
and  that  every  day  has  to  be  lived  to 
its  fullest  because  one  cannot  take  to- 
morrow for  granted. 

That  is  kind  of  the  secondary  benefit 
of  this  whole  experience,  learning  that 
every  day  must  be  lived  to  the  fullest 
extent  possible  because  one  does  not 
know  about  tomorrow.  But  one  thing 
my  wife  feels  very  strongly,  having 
come  out  of  the  treatment  with  flying 
colors,  being  cancer-free  now  for  over  3 
years,  is  that  she  does  not  consider 
herself  a  victim  of  breast  cancer.  She 
considers  that  she  has  triumphed  over 
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breast  cancer.  Early  detection  and 
more  research  for  a  cure  will  allow  mil- 
lions of  other  women  to  have  that  feel- 
ing as  well;  that  they,  too,  have  tri- 
vunphed  over  bresist  cancer. 

So,  remembering  that  the  women 
who  battle  this  disease  are  our  wives, 
sisters,  mothers,  daughters,  and 
friends,  I  am  proud  to  join  the  esti- 
mated 30,000  other  runners,  walkers, 
roUerbladers  and  wheelchair  partici- 
pants, who  will  participate  in  the  Race 
for  the  Cure  on  June  15.  Today  I  ask  all 
of  my  colleagues  and  the  staff  who 
work  on  Capitol  Hill  to  consider  par- 
ticipating in  the  race  on  June  15.  There 
are  already  55  registrants  from  the 
Bradley  office.  Last  year  I  think  we 
were  No.  1.  Registration  is  simple.  In- 
person  registration  is  available  for  all 
Hill  participants  today.  Let  me  repeat 
that.  Registration  is  available  today  at 
the  Reserve  Officers  Association  Build- 
ing, which  is  on  the  corner  of  First 
Street  and  Constitution,  right  across 
from  the  Hart  Office  Building. 

Registering  for  the  race  will  be  one  of 
the  easiest  tasks  you  can  do  today. 
Frankly,  participating  in  the  race  on 
June  15  will  be  one  of  the  most  reward- 
ing. If  you  have  not  done  it,  I  urge  you 
to  do  it.  It  will  be  a  morning  that  you 
will  not  forget,  and  your  efforts  could 
really  make  a  difference. 
I  yield  the  floor. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Texas. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  I 
commend  my  colleague  from  New  Jer- 
sey for  setting  aside  the  time  this 
morning  to  talk  about  the  Issue  and 
the  commitment  that  we  have  to  con- 
quering breast  cancer,  which  is  the 
largest  killer  of  women  between  the 
ages  of  35  and  54  in  this  covmtry.  I 
thought  it  was  poignant  to  hear  my 
colleague.  Senator  Bradley,  talk 
about  this  issue  not  only  as  a  women's 
health  issue,  which  it  very  much  is,  but 
as  the  family  issue  that  it  is.  He  talked 
about  the  fact  that  there  was  a  trauma 
in  his  whole  family.  Of  course  there 
was.  This  is  a  disease  that  affects  men, 
it  affects  children  and  families  as  well 
as  the  women  in  this  country. 

Two  of  the  leaders  In  the  Senate  on 
this  issue  have  been  Senators  whose 
wives  have  had  breast  cancer.  Senator 
Bradley  and  Senator  Mack  of  Florida. 
I  am  pleased  they  have  taken  this  lead- 
ership role  and  joined  with  all  of  the 
women  in  the  Senate — eight  of  us,  soon 
to  be  nine — that  all  have  had  instances 
in  our  families  or  among  our  friends  of 
women  who  have  had  to  battle  this  ter- 
rible disease,  one  which  I  think  we  are 
on  the  cusp  of  solving.  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey  and  the  Senator 
from  Florida  and  all  the  women  who 
have  come  together  to  understand  the 
importance  of  conquering  breast  can- 
cer. 

I  want  to  talk  a  little  bit  about  my 
own  history  with  the  Komen  Founda- 


tion. The  history  of  the  Komen  Foun- 
dation is  written  on  this  piece  of  paper. 
It  says,  "In  1982  Nancy  Brinker  estab- 
lished the  Susan  G.  Komen  Breast  Can- 
cer Foundation  with  only  a  few  hun- 
dred dollars  of  her  own  and  a  shoe  box 
full  of  friends'  names." 

Mr.  President,  my  name  was  in 
Nancy  Brinker's  shoe  box.  I  was  one  of 
those  that  Nancy  called  together  to 
put  on  the  first  Race  for  the  Cure  and 
the  first  Ivmcheon  in  Dallas,  TX,  in 
1983.  I  was  a  friend  of  Nancy  Brinker. 
who  is  one  of  the  most  extraordinary 
people  I  have  ever  known.  I  will  say 
that  this  history  of  the  Komen  Founda- 
tion grossly  underestimates  Nancy's 
monetary  commitment,  her  time  com- 
mitment, and  her  number  of  friends. 
She  had  friends  all  over  the  United 
States  as  well  as  in  Dallas,  because  she 
was  such  a  giving  person. 

Because  she  had  the  experience  of  sit- 
ting with  her  36-year-old  sister  who 
died  of  breast  cancer  before  her  very 
eyes,  she  made  the  commitment  to  her 
sister  at  that  time  that  she  would 
spend  her  life  trsrlng  to  educate  and  re- 
search this  issue  so  this  would  not  hap- 
pen to  other  people.  So,  13  years  later, 
I  never  thought  I  would  be  standing  on 
the  Senate  floor,  talking  about  the 
Race  for  the  Cure  in  Washington,  DC, 
but  in  fact  that  is  exactly  what  has 
happened.  This  has  spread  like  wildfire, 
because  so  many  families  in  this  coun- 
try are  affected  by  breast  cancer  and. 
frsmkly,  because  we  have  not  done 
enough  to  highlight  and  focus  on  the 
research  that  is  necessary  to  beat  this 
disease. 

In  the  last  2  years,  I  want  to  point 
out.  Congress  has  been  conrniitted  to 
promoting  women's  health  care  issues. 
Breast  cancer  research  and  funding  has 
increased  over  10  percent  per  year  in 
the  last  2  years.  The  National  Insti- 
tutes of  Health  funding  for  breast  can- 
cer has  increased  over  the  last  2  years, 
and  last  year  Congress  directed  the  Na- 
tional Cancer  Institute  to  set  aside  a 
portion  of  its  budget  to  be  used  for  re- 
search grants  and  projects  to  further 
the  national  action  plan  on  breast  can- 
cer. 

We  developed  the  National  Women's 
Health  Information  Clearinghouse  in 
1995  and  1996,  and  Congress  appro- 
priated S2.1  billion  for  the  space  sta- 
tion, which  is  the  sole  environment 
possible  for  studying  certain  aspects  of 
breast  and  ovarian  cancer  and 
osteoporosis. 

A  lot  of  people  do  not  realize  that 
you  cannot  create  the  antigravity  con- 
ditions in  space  on  Earth.  You  cannot 
do  it.  So  the  space  station  has  given  us 
a  new  outlet  to  look  at  breast  and 
ovarian  cancer  cells  and  to  look  at  the 
bone  loss  in  osteoporosis,  all  three  of 
which  are  unique  to  women. 

Osteoporosis  is  not  exclusively  a 
woman's  disease,  but  it  does  hit  women 
the  hardest.  These  are  best  able  to  be 
studied  in  the  microgravlty  conditions 


in  space.  That  is  one  of  the  reasons 
why  I  am  so  committed  to  the  space 
station  and  the  importance  of  space 
station  research  for  getting  to  these 
women's  health  issues  that  we  have  not 
been  able  to  conquer  heretofore. 

So  I  commend  the  Komen  Founda- 
tion for  all  they  have  given  to  save 
lives  in  this  country.  Let's  talk  about 
the  way  that  they  have  saved  lives. 
Just  by  their  education  efforts,  they 
have  told  women  all  over  our  country 
of  the  importance  of  self-examination 
for  early  detection,  because  we  find 
many  times  women  can  detect,  before 
they  even  go  for  their  annual  mammo- 
gram, that  they  have  a  lump  that  they 
need  to  have  checked  out.  This  is,  in 
fact,  what  saved  Nancy  Brinker's  life. 
Because  she  had  been  so  educated  in 
the  need  for  early  detection  because  of 
the  death  of  her  sister,  Susan  G. 
Komen.  it  did  save  her  life.  But  Nancy 
has  gone  on  with  the  Komen  Founda- 
tion to  save  thousands  of  women's  lives 
because  they  now  know  the  importance 
of  an  annual  mammogram  after  the  age 
of  35  and  the  importance  of  self-exam- 
ination. This  is  the  most  important 
thing  the  Komen  Foundation  has  done. 

But  in  addition  to  this,  the  Komen 
Foundation  has  also  provided  millions 
of  dollars  for  research  through  their 
luncheons  and  their  races  for  the  cure 
for  breast  cancer.  The  research  funding 
goes  directly  to  the  doctors  who  are 
trsring  to  discover  what  causes  breast 
cancer  so  that  we  can  find  the  cure. 

So  the  Susan  G.  Komen  Foundation, 
which  started  only  13  years  ago,  and 
which  is  going  to  have  its  annual  Race 
for  the  Cure  in  Washington,  DC,  has 
done  so  much,  as  well  as  the  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  volunteers  who  come  to 
the  races,  who  pay  their  entry  fee,  who 
volxinteer  to  help  coordinate  the  races, 
have  really  given  to  this  project  of  try- 
ing to  find  the  cure  for  breast  cancer. 

I  want  to  say  that  the  Vice  Presi- 
dents of  the  United  States  have  been  a 
very  big  part  of  this.  Vice  President 
Dan  Quayle  and  his  wife,  Mrs.  Quayle, 
started  by  highlighting  and  focusing 
the  Washington  Race  for  the  Cure.  I  am 
proud  to  say  that  Vice  President  Al 
Gore  and  his  wife.  Tipper,  have  contin- 
ued that  tradition,  and  they  will  be 
leading  this  year's  Race  for  the  Cure  in 
Washington. 

This  just  helps  us  bring  in  the  25,000 
people  who  are  now  going  to  run  in  the 
Race  for  the  Cure,  and  all  of  this 
money  goes  to  heightening  the  aware- 
ness of  women  about  the  need  for  early 
detection,  and  it  goes  to  the  research 
that  will  get  to  the  cause  of  this  dread- 
ed disease  so  that  we  will  be  able  to 
find  the  cure. 

I  am  very  proud  to  say  that  this  is  a 
woman's  issue  upon  which  all  of  us  can 
agree.  We  must  find  the  cure,  and  I 
commend  the  thousands  of  volunteers 
around  this  country  who  have  taken  up 
the  cause. 

I  will  just  add  that  I  had  a  wonderful 
experience   this   past   Saturday   doing 
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the  start  of  the  Race  for  the  Cure  in 
Piano,  TX.  It  just  does  your  heart  good 
to  see  the  women  who  wear  the  pink  vi- 
sors. The  women  who  wear  the  pink  vi- 
sors are  the  breast  cancer  survivors, 
and  they  have  the  number  of  years 
since  they  had  detected  breast  cancer 
put  on  their  visors.  There  were  a  num- 
ber of  those  out  there,  and  there  were 
the  people  who  wear  the  tags  on  their 
bags  that  said,  "I  am  running  in  mem- 
ory of  my  mother,"  "my  grand- 
mother," "my  sister."  The  men  and 
women  who  run  are  generally  running 
with  spirit  and  heart  because  they  have 
been  affected  in  some  way  by  this  dis- 
ease. 

I  was  able  to  witness  the  women's  5K, 
and  the  men's  5K.  and  then  the  chil- 
dren's IK.  We  had  toddlers  who  were 
still  in  their  strollers.  We  had  toddlers 
who  were  barely  walking.  But  we  had  a 
spirit  out  in  Piano,  TX,  that  is  some- 
thing I  see  every  time  I  attend  a  Race 
for  the  Cure. 

So  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  partici- 
pate on  June  15.  I  urge  anyone  in 
America  who  has  not  been  to  a  Race 
for  the  Cure  to  go  to  one.  If  you  do  not 
have  one  In  your  hometown,  start  one. 
This  is  a  cause  upon  which  we  can  all 
agree  and  something  that  will  bring  us 
together  and  eventually  solve  this 
dreaded  disease  that  affects  the 
women,  the  men,  and  the  children  in 
families  across  America. 

Thank  you.  Mr.  President,  and  I  yield 
the  floor. 

Mr.  AKATCA  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kyl).  The  Senator  from  Hawaii. 

Mr.  AKAKA.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
with  others  of  my  colleagues  in  the 
Senate  in  support  of  the  sixth  annual 
National  Race  for  the  Cure,  which  will 
be  held  in  Washington,  DC,  on  Satur- 
day, June  15,  this  year. 

Race  for  the  Cure,  as  has  been  noted, 
is  a  breast  cancer  benefit  run  sponsored 
by  the  Susan  G.  Komen  Breast  Cancer 
Foundation.  The  foundation  was  estab- 
lished in  1982  by  Nancy  Brinker  in 
honor  of  her  sister  who  died  of  breast 
cancer  at  the  age  of  36. 

Since  its  creation,  the  foundation, 
through  events  such  as  Race  for  the 
Cure,  has  raised  millions  of  dollars  to 
promote  education,  promote  aware- 
ness, promote  research,  and  promote 
early  detection  of  the  disease. 

Three-fourths  of  the  money  raised 
goes  toward  local  treatment  and 
screening  activities,  while  one-fourth 
of  the  funds  goes  to  the  Komen  Foun- 
dation to  fund  national  research  activi- 
ties. 

The  statistics  on  breast  cancer  re- 
main startling.  Mr.  President.  This 
year,  an  estimated  44.000  women  in  our 
country  will  die  from  breast  cancer, 
and  another  184.000  will  be  diagnosed 
with  the  disease.  I  continue  to  have 
great  concern  over  the  high  incidence 
and  low  survival  rates  for  this  disease 
among      minority      and      low-income 


women.  I  remain  particularly  con- 
cerned that  the  Native  Hawaiian 
women  have  the  highest  incidence  of 
breast  cancer  among  all  racial  and  eth- 
nic groups  in  this  coimtry. 

While  the  cause  of  breast  cancer  re- 
mains unknown  and  the  disease  is  not 
fully  understood,  significant  advance- 
ments have  been  made  in  the  manage- 
ment of  breast  cancer.  As  with  noany  of 
the  life-threatening  illnesses,  early  de- 
tection of  breast  cancer,  coupled  with 
appropriate  and  timely  foUowup,  re- 
mains the  most  effective  method  to  en- 
sure successful  treatment  and  im- 
proved survivability.  However.  Mr. 
President,  much  work  remains.  Many 
women  do  not  know  how  to  conduct 
self-examinations,  and  many  would 
benefit  from  a  screening  mammogram. 
Some  of  them  do  not  seek  it  because  of 
fear,  because  of  cost  or  even  because  of 
lack  of  access. 

In  closing,  Mr.  President,  I  encourage 
my  colleagues  and  their  staff  and  fami- 
lies to  participate  in  the  1996  National 
Race  for  the  Cure.  All  of  us  have  fami- 
lies or  friends  who  have  battled  breast 
cancer. 

In  particular,  this  sixth  annual  race 
has  special  meaning  for  those  of  us  in 
the  Senate.  This  year's  race  is  dedi- 
cated to  the  memory  of  Martha 
Moloney,  a  longtime  aide  to  Senator 
Wendell  Ford  who  lost  her  valiant 
flght  against  breast  cancer  last  Novem- 
ber. 

Continuing  the  fight  against  breast 
cancer  is  the  most  appropriate  way  to 
honor  Martha's  memory  and  to  recog- 
nize the  heroic  efforts  of  millions  of 
women  and  their  families  confronting 
this  disease. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  one  of  those 
dreaded  diseases  in  our  country.  We  all 
need  to  support  the  race  100  percent 
and  participate  in  all  of  these  activi- 
ties. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Idaho. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Thank  you  very 
much. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  pleased  to  join 
my  colleagues  this  morning  in  express- 
ing support  for  the  National  Race  for 
the  Cure.  I  want  to  acknowledge  and 
salute  the  Senator  from  New  .Tersey. 
Senator  Bradley,  for  encoura  ag  us 
to  take  a  few  moments  this  mouang  to 
focus  on  this  very  important  issue. 

It  is  particularly  appropriate  for 
those  of  us  in  Congress  to  acknowledge 
the  importance  of  battling  this  disease. 
We  represent  a  wide  variety  of  con- 
stituencies across  this  great  Nation, 
and  in  so  doing  we  bring  to  this  Cham- 
ber particular  regional  beliefs  and  atti- 
tudes. But  unlike  the  people  that  we 
represent,  breast  cancer  is  a  problem 
that  knows  no  geographic  boundaries. 

It  does  not  stop  at  congressional  dis- 
tricts or  at  State  lines.  All  of  us,  re- 


gardless of  where  in  the  Nation  we  hail, 
need  to  acknowledge  the  toll  that 
breast  cancer  is  taking  on  women 
throughout  the  country  and  indeed 
across  the  world. 

A  brief  look  at  some  statistics  should 
give  us  all  reason  to  pause.  Breast  can- 
cer is  the  leading  cause  of  death  for 
women  between  the  ages  of  35  and  54. 
One  in  eight  women  in  the  United 
States  will  develop  breast  cancer. 
Three-fourths  of  those  women  have  no 
known  risk  factors,  thus  making  accu- 
rate and  adequate  detection  efforts  a 
must  for  all  women. 

In  Idaho  we  are  fortunate  enough  to 
be  well  below  the  national  age-adjusted 
average  for  incidences  of  breast  cancer. 
Despite  this,  every  year  approximately 
700  new  cases  of  breast  cancer  are  diag- 
nosed in  Idaho.  In  1994  alone,  155 
women  lost  their  lives  against  this  dis- 
ease, against  this  killer. 

There  is,  however,  some  light  at  the 
end  of  the  tunnel.  The  Federal  invest- 
ment in  breast  cancer  research  preven- 
tion and  treatment  has  increased  dra- 
matically in  recent  years.  This  has 
helped  us  move  closer  toward  discover- 
ing what  causes  the  disease. 

We  are  also  able  to  detect  breast  can- 
cer sooner  and  thus  improve  survival 
rates  for  those  stricken  with  the  dis- 
ease. When  caught  early,  thanks  to  the 
research  to  date,  the  prognosis  for  re- 
covery is  very  positive.  Increased  edu- 
cation and  mammography  screenings 
are  just  two  of  the  things  that  we  can 
do  to  make  that  survival  rate  even 
higher  in  the  future. 

I  would  like  to  acknowledge  those 
who  are  working  so  diligently  to  make 
the  National  Race  for  the  Cure  a  suc- 
cess. Those  who  are  publicizing  the 
event,  those  who  are  registering  par- 
ticipants, and  those  who  will  take  part 
by  either  running  in  the  race  or  by  pro- 
viding support  and  services  to  the  run- 
ners. 

On  a  personal  note.  I  would  like  to 
thank  my  wife  Patricia  for  her  efforts 
in  building  Team  Idaho's  role  in  the 
Race  for  the  Cure.  Patricia  and  I  have 
been  blessed  in  that  our  families  have 
not  had  to  face  breast  cancer.  But  my 
wife  lost  both  of  her  parents  to  various 
forms  of  cancer.  Including  her  mother 
when  Patricia  was  only  6  months  old. 
Because  of  this,  my  wife  Patricia  has 
committed  herself  to  doing  what  she 
can  to  see  that  other  children  will  not 
face  the  loss  of  a  mother  at  such  a  ten- 
der age. 

As  we  get  closer  to  the  actual  date  of 
the  race,  I  encourage  all  Senate  offices 
to  do  their  part  to  help  this  tremen- 
dous cause.  Capitol  Hill  registrations 
will  be  taking  place  for  the  next  2  days. 
The  registration  fees  and  donations 
will  play  a  sigrnificant  role  in  our  work 
against  breast  cancer.  At  the  same 
time,  the  heightened  awareness  about 
breast  cancer  generated  by  the  Race 
for  the  Cure  will  hopefully  encourage 
earlier  detection  and  treatment. 
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On  Saturday,  June  15,  Team  Idaho 
will  be  there  to  do  its  part  to  fight 
breast  cancer.  My  wife  Patricia,  our 
daughter  Heather,  son  Jeff,  numerous 
dear  friends,  and  great  staff  will  be 
there  as  Team  Idaho  joins  with  so 
many  other  participants  in  our  efforts 
in  this  Race  for  the  Cure  to  find  the  ul- 
timate cure  for  breast  cancer. 

With  that,  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


NATIONAL  RACE  FOR  THE  CURE 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  first,  let 
me  thank  all  my  colleagues  that  have 
been  on  the  floor  this  morning  making 
statements  relating  to  the  Race  for  the 
Cure  and  the  effort  that  is  being  made 
in  that  interest  in  eradication  of  breast 
cancer.  I  also  thank  the  Chair  today 
for  his  work  this  morning  and  his  sup- 
port. We  are  all  very  grateful. 

Mr.  President,  as  many  may  know, 
last  year  a  loyal  and  trusted  member  of 
my  State,  Martha  Maloney,  passed 
away  after  a  long  battle  with  cancer. 
Martha  had  been  with  my  office  for  18 
years,  so  you  will  understand  when  I 
say  she  was  like  part  of  the  family  to 
me.  Over  the  years.  I  had  the  privilege 
to  see  her  develop  her  legislative  skills, 
having  a  hand  in  numerous  historic 
legislative  achievements  and  working 
on  airport  projects  all  across  the  Com- 
monwealth of  Kentucky. 

Martha's  bravery  in  fighting  breast 
cancer  inspired  a  200-member  team  to 
participate  in  last  year's  National  Race 
for  the  Cure  on  behalf  of  breast  caincer. 
They  ran  and  walked  the  5K's  because 
they  were  "doing  it  for  Martha."  She 
was  able  to  be  there.  She  was  able  to 
see  their  effort  and  was  very  pleased. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  this  year's  race, 
to  be  held  on  June  15,  will  be  dedicated 
in  her  honor.  That  is  why  I  stand  here 
today.  Martha  had  long  been  a  strong 
supporter  of  breast  cancer  research, 
and  proceeds  from  the  National  Race 
for  the  Cure  will  go  to  the  Susan  G. 
Komen  Foundation,  the  Nation's  larg- 
est private  funder  of  breast  cancer  re- 
search, education,  screening,  and  treat- 
ment. 

Over  26,000  participants  and  sponsors 
in  last  year's  event  raised  over  $650,000 
that  went  to  local  hospitals  and  health 
care  organizations.  Preliminary  figrures 
show  this  year's  run  will  double,  if  not 
triple,  that  amount.  Already.  $1.4  mil- 
lion has  been  collected  or  pledged.  I, 
like  many  with  me  in  this  Chamber 
today,  think  this  is  very  significant. 
For  that  reason,  we  introduced  a  reso- 
lution designating  June  15,  1996.  as 
"National  Race  for  the  Cure  Day." 


With  over  35.000  runners,  walkers, 
even  in-line  skaters  expected,  this 
year's  race  will  be  a  resounding  suc- 
cess. Many  people  will  contribute  to 
the  success  of  the  National  Race  for 
the  Cure.  I  would  be  remiss  if  I  did  not 
tip  my  hat  to  the  U.S.  Postal  Service 
for  its  cooperation  in  releasing  100  mil- 
lion breast  cancer  stamps  nationwide 
on  June  15.  The  pink  ribbon  on  the  new 
stamp,  and  the  cheers  of  all  those  who 
line  the  Race  for  the  Cure  course,  will 
not  only  i)ay  tribute  to  the  many  who 
silently  suffered  in  the  past,  but  also 
serve  as  a  promise  to  stand  firmly  com- 
mitted to  those  battling  the  disease 
today  and  to  commend  all  of  our  re- 
sources so  there  might  be  no  casualties 
in  the  future. 

Along  with  the  breast  cancer  stamp, 
the  Postal  Service  will  launch  a  na- 
tionwide effort  to  make  post  offices  in 
every  community  centers  of  informa- 
tion and  understanding  about  this  dis- 
ease. Brochures  ajid  videotapes  explain- 
ing the  importance  of  self-examination 
and  annual  mammograms  will  be  on 
hand  in  every  post  office  across  this 
great  land.  Postal  employees  will  be 
provided  with  facts  about  breast  cancer 
they  can  share  nationwide. 

I  also  would  be  remiss  if  I  did  not 
point  out  that  the  Commonwealth  will 
host  its  first  Race  for  the  Cure  on  Oc- 
tober 26.  Mr.  President,  1,000  Kentuck- 
ians  are  expected  to  make  that  run, 
joining  340,000  participants  in  64  other 
cities  across  the  country. 

Mr.  President,  I  attended  the  State 
convention  of  the  postmasters  in  Ken- 
tucky just  this  past  Monday.  They 
have  an  individual  that  is  in  charge  of 
the  overall  operation.  I  think  this  is 
true  in  most  States.  Hopefully,  there 
will  be  more  than  just  one  race  in  Ken- 
tucky. We  are  hoping  for  35  to  40.  If 
other  States  will  do  similar  events,  I 
can  almost  feel  a  tidal  wave  coming  in 
the  amount  of  money  that  can  be  put 
into  research  and  hopefully  expedite 
the  day  that  the  answer  to  this  dev- 
astating cancer  can  be  found. 

I  want  to  encourage  my  colleagues 
and  their  staff  to  be  one  of  those  walk- 
ers or  runners  to  support  this  worthy 
cause  in  any  way  they  can.  There  is  a 
mother  or  a  daughter  or  sister  who  will 
be  very  thankful  you  did. 


NATIONAL  RACE  FOR  THE  CURE 
DAY 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Judiciary  Com- 
mittee be  discharged  from  further  con- 
sideration of  Senate  Resolution  257, 
designating  June  15,  1996,  as  "National 
Race  for  the  Cure  Day,"  and  that  the 
Senate  then  proceed  to  its  immediate 
consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  resolution  (S.  Res.  257)  to  designate  June 
15.  1996,  as  "National  Race  for  ttae  Cure 
Day." 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  resolution. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
join  my  distinguished  colleagues  in 
urging  all  of  our  colleagues,  their  staff, 
families,  and  friends,  to  join  the  thou- 
sands of  individuals  who  will  partici- 
pate in  this  year's  Race  for  the  Cure.  In 
years  past,  my  wife  and  I  have  eagerly 
joined  the  throngs  of  people  of  all  ages 
who  run  or  walk,  are  pushed  in  stroll- 
ers or  push  themselves  in  wheelchairs, 
who  share  one  common  goal:  helping  to 
raise  money  so  that  a  cure  can  be 
found  for  the  dise.ase  that  has  taken 
the  lives  of  nearly  1  million  of  our  sis- 
ters, daughters,  wives,  and  mothers 
during  the  past  35  years.  This  has  been 
one  of  the  most  important  events  in 
which  we  have  participated  over  the 
years. 

Since  1992,  I  have  fought  for  in- 
creased funding  for  breast  cancer  be- 
cause as  lawmakers,  it  is  our  respon- 
sibility to  provide  the  tools  researchers 
need  to  find  a  cure.  Many  of  us  find 
ourselves  fighting  this  insidious  dis- 
ease in  our  daily  jobs,  as  lawmakers, 
scientists,  researchers,  doctors,  and  ad- 
vocates. But  as  a  husband,  father,  and 
friend,  this  race  has  been  another  way 
for  me  to  show  my  support  of  the  ur- 
gent need  to  stop  the  spread  of  breast 
cancer,  of  the  courageous  women  who 
fought  this  disease  and  won,  and  fi- 
nally, to  honor  the  strong  women  who 
were  simply  unable  to  overcome  the 
power  of  this  disease. 

I  hope  that  everyone  will  heed  the 
messages  presented  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  and  participate  in  this  impor- 
tant event. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
proud  to  be  here  again  this  year,  join- 
ing my  colleagues  in  the  Senate  to  talk 
about  the  National  Race  for  the  Cure. 
This  important  event  underscores  the 
critical  need  to  raise  awareness  about 
breast  cancer,  and  the  need  to  support 
research  and  education  about  this 
finghtening  disease. 

We  have  heard  the  numbers  and  seen 
the  statistics.  E^ach  year  breast  cancer 
strikes  184.000  women,  and  kills  an  esti- 
mated 45,000.  Far  too  many  have  died 
from  this  disease,  and  the  list  includes 
many  of  my  own  friends  and  relatives. 
We  all  can  agree  that  more  must  be 
done  to  educate  women  about  the 
risks,  prevention,  and  treatment  of 
breast  cancer.  I  can  tell  you  that,  as  a 
woman,  the  mixed  messages  we  receive 
are  finistrating  and  dangerous. 

We  hear  conflicting  advice  about 
when  to  have  a  mammogram-Hine  year 
it's  at  age  40  then  next  it's  at  age  SO — 
we  need  consistent,  accurate  informa- 
tion or  else  women  will  continue  to  die. 
Studies  show  that  early  detection  and 
proper  treatment  could  save  the  lives 
of  9  out  of  10  women  with  breast  can- 
cer—that's 90  percent,  Mr.  President. 
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These  numbers  are  too  serious  to  ig- 
nore. 

We  must  do  all  we  can  to  encourage 
education  and  awareness  about  how  we 
can  protect  ourselves  and  our  daugh- 
ters from  the  tragedy  of  breast  cancer. 
For  this  reason,  the  Race  for  the  Cure 
is  so  very  important;  the  D.C.  race  is 
the  largest  5-kilometer  race  in  the 
country— 35,000  participants  are  ex- 
pected to  run,  walk,  and  roller  blade 
this  year.  This  is  a  day  to  draw  na- 
tional attention  to  this  disease; 
throughout  the  year  races  will  be  tak- 
ing place  in  cities  across  the  country 
to  turn  the  spotlight  on  this  critical 
women's  health  issue.  Of  course  1  day 
is  not  enough,  but  it's  a  good  place  to 
start  and  it's  an  important  reminder 
for  all  of  us. 

I  want  to  encourage  my  colleagues  to 
participate,  as  well  as  people  all  over 
the  country.  As  it  happens,  today  and 
tomorrow  are  Capitol  HiU  regristration 
days.  I  am  proud  to  say  my  office  has 
put  together  a  team  and  will  be  partici- 
pating in  the  race.  I  urge  everyone  to 
do  the  same. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  take  a 
moment  to  thank  Senator  Bradley  for 
his  passionate  and  personal  conmiit- 
ment  to  addressing  women's  health 
issues.  I  appreciate  his  leadership  and 
dedication  to  supporting  the  National 
Race  for  the  Cure. 

I  also  want  to  briefly  thank  Senator 
Ford  for  submitting  the  resolution  to 
designate  June  15  "National  Race  for 
the  Cure  Day."  I  am  proud  to  join  him 
as  a  cosponsor  of  this  resolution  and 
for  recognizing  the  importance  of  the 
Race  for  the  Cure  in  the  battle  against 
breast  cancer. 

Breast  cancer,  while  predominantly  a 
woman's  health  issue,  does  affect  men 
and  it  certainly  can  devastate  an  en- 
tire family.  We  must  do  all  that  we  can 
to  protect  ourselves  and  our  families 
from  having  to  endure  the  tragedy  of 
this  disease.  The  National  Race  for  the 
Cure  is  an  ideal  way  to  join  the  fight 
against  breast  cancer.  I  thank  my  col- 
leagues for  recognizing  that. 

NO  BACKSLIDING  ON  FINDING  A  CUKE  FOR 
BREAST  CANCER 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  today  to  join  my  colleagrues  in  ex- 
pressing support  for  an  increased  effort 
to  find  a  cure  for  breast  cancer  and  for 
the  Race  for  the  Cure  which  will  take 
place  on  June  15. 

Every  3  minutes  an  American  woman 
is  diagnosed  with  breast  cancer. 

Every  12  minutes  an  American 
wonoan  dies  of  breast  cancer. 

Breast  cancer  is  the  second  leading 
cause  of  cancer  death  in  women.  The 
incidence  is  rising  each  year. 

This  year,  184,300  new  cases  will  be 
diagnosed  and  44,300  women  will  die 
from  breast  cancer.  In  California  this 
year,  17,100  new  cases  of  female  breast 
cancer  will  be  diagnosed  and  4,100  Cali- 
fornia women  will  die. 

Even  though  the  FederaJ  Government 
has  spent  almost  S1.5  billion  on  breast 


cancer  research  in  the  last  20  years  and 
Federal  funding  has  quadrupled  since 
1990,  we  still  do  not  have  a  cure.  The 
annual  race  is  an  important  event, 
bringing  public  attention  to  the  need 
to  continue  the  drive.  It  gives  us  all  a 
way  to  keep  up  the  momentum  toward 
a  cure. 

Breast  cancer  is  not  just  a  woman's 
disease.  It  also  can  afflict  men.  In  addi- 
tion, when  a  woman  has  breast  cancer, 
her  whole  family  is  affected.  Everyone 
must  cope  with  the  trauma,  physical, 
and  psychological. 

Women  today  must  sort  through 
many  confusing  messages.  There  is 
confusion  about  who  should  have  a 
mammogram  and  how  frequently. 
There  is  confusion  about  treatment  op- 
tions, like  mastectomy  versus 
lumpectomy,  radiation  versus  chemo- 
therapy. 

To  help  families  better  understand 
the  disease,  their  options  and  research 
trends,  the  Senate  Cancer  Coalition 
which  I  chair  with  Senator  Mack,  is 
holding  a  hearing  on  June  13  from  1  to 
4  p.m.  in  room  106  Dirksen.  Experts 
vnll  discuss  the  controversies  sur- 
rounding frequency  of  mammograms 
and  treatment  choices.  We  will  look  at 
what  the  Federal  research  dollar  has 
accomplished  and  the  direction  re- 
search should  now  take.  We  will  exam- 
ine the  obstacles  families  face  in  get- 
ting good  information  and  making  in- 
formed decisions. 

Breast  cancer  is  a  devastating  dis- 
ease. I  commend  my  colleagues  for 
coming  to  the  Senate  floor  today  to  ex- 
press thefr  concern  and  to  stress  the 
importance  of  continuing  the  Federal 
research  race  for  the  cure.  This  is  an 
important  role  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment can  play  and  one  in  which  1  am 
proud  to  participate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  resolution  and  preamble 
are  agreed  to. 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  257)  was 
agreed  to. 

The  preamble  was  agreed  to. 

The  resolution,  with  its  preamble,  is 
as  follows: 

S.  Res.  257 

Whereas  breast  cancer  strikes  an  esti- 
mated 184,000  women  and  1,000  men  In  the 
United  States  annually; 

Whereas  breast  cancer  will  kill  44,300 
women  in  the  United  States  alone  this  year; 

Whereas  breast  cancer  Is  the  leading  cause 
of  death  for  women  between  the  ages  of  35 
and  54; 

Whereas  death  rates  resulting  from  breast 
cancer  could  be  substantially  decreased  If 
women  were  Informed  about  the  risks  of  con- 
tracting the  cancer  and  If  they  receive  mam- 
mograms on  a  regular  basis; 

Whereas  the  Race  for  the  Cure  Is  dedicated 
to  eradicating  breast  cancer  through  provid- 
ing funding  for  research,  education,  treat- 
ment, and  screening  for  low-Income  women; 

Whereas  throughout  the  year,  almost 
340,000  participants  In  65  cities  across  the 
United  States  (Including  the  Orst-tlme  host 
cities  of  Los  Angeles,  Las  Vegas,  Cheyenne, 
Sacramento,  Battle  Creek,  Baton  Rouge,  and 


Louisville)  will  join  together  In  Races  for 
the  Cure  to  demonstrate  their  commitment 
to  fighting  breast  cancer; 

Whereas  the  National  Race  for  the  Cure  In 
Washington,  D.C,  Is  the  largest  5  kilometer 
race  In  the  country,  with  over  35,000  walkers, 
runners,  and  in-line  skaters  expected  to  par- 
ticipate this  year;  and 

Whereas  the  Seventh  National  Race  for  the 
Cure  is  to  be  held  on  Saturday.  June  15, 1996. 
in  Washington,  D.C:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  the  Senate  designates  Sat- 
urday, June  15.  1996.  as  "National  Race  for 
the  Cure  Day".  The  President  is  authorized 
and  requested  to  issue  a  proclamation  call- 
ing upon  the  people  of  the  United  States  to 
observe  the  day  with  appropriate  programs 
and  activities. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote,  and  I  move  to  lay 
that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  two  of  our  col- 
leagues be  added  as  cosponsors.  Sen- 
ator COVERDELL  and  Senator  KOHL. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  I  believe  it 
would  be  in  order  to  leave  the  resolu- 
tion at  the  desk  until  5  o'clock  today 
so  any  other  Senator  that  might  want 
to  be  a  cosponsor  can  do  so. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  DROUGHT  IN  NEW  MEXICO 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
wanted  to  take  a  few  minutes  here  to 
bring  the  Senate  up  to  date  on  the  se- 
vere drought  that  we  are  experiencing 
in  all  of  the  Southwest,  but  particu- 
larly in  my  home  State  of  New  Mexico, 
and  also  to  urge  action  on  a  bill  that  I 
introduced  with  14  cosponsors  re- 
cently—the Temporary  Emergency 
Livestock  Feed  Assistance  Act  of  1996. 

Last  week,  in  Roswell,  NM,  the  news- 
paper called  the  Roswell  Dally  Record 
contained  a  joke  of  sorts.  It  said  that  a 
rancher  placed  five  calves  in  a  pen  be- 
cause he  could  not  afford  to  feed  them. 
He  knew  that  they  would  not  fetch 
much  if  he  tried  to  sell  them.  He  put  a 
sign  on  there  sasring  "free  calves."  He 
came  back  the  next  day  and  found  20 
calves  in  the  pen.  This  a  joke,  but  un- 
fortunately, in  New  Mexico,  the 
drought  is  no  laughing  matter.  The 
precipitation  levels  in  my  State, 
through  the  end  of  May  of  this  year, 
are  60  to  80  percent  below  normal. 

In  the  Albuquerque  Journal  on  May 
26,  it  profiled  a  ranch  owned  by  Shirley 
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Porter.  One  of  the  lines  of  the  story 
sxmimed  up  the  circumstances  that  she 
faces  and  says,  "She  does  not  need  to 
worry  about  gates  anymore.  There  is 
nothing  here  to  get  loose.  Shirley  Por- 
ter, who  is  a  rancher  in  San  Jon,  on  the 
east  side  of  New  Mexico,  sold  every  last 
one  of  her  139  cows,  calves,  and  bulls  at 
a  livestock  auction  in  Clayton,  NM. 
She  was  given  a  total  of  530.204.63  for 
all  of  her  livestock.  She  had  come  to 
this  ranch  as  a  bride  right  after  high 
school.  And  now,  at  the  age  of  67,  she 
was  forced  to  liquidate.  She  was  quoted 
as  saying,  "I  am  not  going  to  grieve  for 
them" — that  is,  the  livestock — "be- 
cause if  I  had  kept  them,  they  would 
have  starved  to  death." 

Every  part  of  New  Mexico  is  affected 
by  this  drought,  and  much  of  the  rest 
of  the  Southwest  as  well.  In  one  part  of 
New  Mexico,  farmers  are  predicting 
that  they  will  obtain  about  1  bushel 
per  acre  of  wheat.  Usually  the  yield  is 
about  45  bushels  per  acre.  To  keep  the 
livestock  alive,  ranchers  are  forced  in 
some  cases  to  bum  the  thorns  off 
prickly  pear  cacti  to  give  their  cattle  a 
little  food.  Ranchers  are  having  to  sell 
off  cattle  just  to  pay  the  interest  on 
the  loans  that  they  have,  and,  of 
course,  the  cattle  market  is  flooded. 
Calves  that  would  have  sold  for  $125  a 
year  ago  now  are  selling  for  SIO  to  S20. 

Fireworks  in  my  State  have  been 
banned  by  our  State  Corporation  Com- 
mission statewide  frcm  now  through 
the  18th  of  the  month.  I  think  they  are 
going  to  consider  extending  that  ban 
assuming  no  rain  is  forthcoming;  22  of 
33  counties  have  been  declared  disaster 
drought  areas. 

Let  me  refer  to  some  charts  that  I 
have  here,  Mr.  President,  to  make  the 
point  even  more  graphically.  I  think 
these  are  hard  for  ajiyone  to  see  from  a 
distance,  but  perhaps  the  coloration  of 
the  charts  will  make  the  point. 

As  I  understand,  the  Weather  Serv- 
ice's main  indicator  for  drought 
areas — severe  drought — is  the  so-called 
Palmer  Index.  When  you  look  at  the 
Palmer  Index  for  the  country  as  a 
whole — this  is  valid  through  the  end  of 
March  1996— you  can  see  that  much  of 
my  State  or  the  majority  of  my  State 
even  by  the  end  of  March  was  listed  in 
a  severe  or  extreme  drought  condition. 
Here  again  is  the  drought  severity 
index.  This  is  the  long-term  Palmer 
Index,  which  shows  the  bright  red  area, 
which  shows  most  of  my  State  and,  of 
course,  most  of  the  Presiding  Officer's 
State  of  Arizona  listed  again  as  severe 
or  extreme  drought.  Much  of  Nevada 
and  California  as  well  as  much  of  the 
Southwestern  part  of  the  country  is  af- 
fected. 

On  U.S.  precipitation  rankings,  again 
from  the  Weather  Bureau,  you  can  see 
that  extremely  dry  is  the  bright  orange 
£urea  through  the  entire  State  of  New 
Mexico  and  much  of  the  rest  of  the 
Southwest  as  well.  This  final  chart  is 
one  which  tries  to  show  the  severity  of 


the  fire  danger.  As  of  May  3,  1996,  again 
it  shows  virtually  all  of  New  Mexico 
and  all  of  Arizona  and  much  of  Texas, 
Colorado,  Utah,  California,  and  Ne- 
vada. 

So  this  is  a  serious  problem,  Mr. 
President. 

What  I  have  proposed  and  what  many 
have  joined  me  in  proposing  is  Senate 
bill  1743,  the  Temporary  Emergency 
Livestock  Feed  Assistant  Act  of  1996. 
The  bill  would  give  immediate  assist- 
ance to  ranchers  if  passed.  We  now 
have  14  cosponsors  of  that  legislation 
as  of  last  count.  We  would  be  putting 
the  livestock  feed  program  back  into 
effect  with  this  legislation  for  a  1-year 
period.  The  program  was  suspended  in 
the  recently  enacted  farm  bill.  This 
proposed  legislation  would  extend  the 
program  through  1996. 

Under  the  bill,  producers  who  have 
suffered  at  least  a  40-percent  loss  of 
feed  production  would  be  able  to  apply 
for  assistance  through  their  local  farm 
service  agencies.  The  livestock  eligible 
would  be  cattle,  sheep,  and  goats.  The 
old  program  was  funded  through  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  We  do 
not  propose  to  do  that  again.  S.  1743 
targets  $18  million  from  the  Cottonseed 
and  Sunflower  Seed  Oil  Export  Assist- 
ance Program.  I  am  Informed  that  this 
is  money  which  is  not  expected  to  be 
used  this  current  year.  It  is  money  that 
was  appropriated  but  will  not  be  used 
for  that  purpose  because  the  need  is 
not  there. 

In  addition,  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture has  a  stockpile  of  grain.  The 
stockpile,  of  course,  is  referred  to  as 
the  Commodity  Reserve  Program. 

I  was  encouraged  to  see  that  there  is 
a  resolution  that  now  has  passed  the 
House  and  which  is  expected  to  be  con- 
sidered here  in  the  Senate  very  shortly 
to  urge  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
and  the  President  to  go  forward  with 
use  of  that  Commodity  Reserve  Pro- 
gram. That  is  another  part  of  the  legis- 
lation that  we  introduced  calling  on 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  report 
back  as  to  what  portion  of  those  com- 
modities could  appropriately  be  used  to 
provide  assistance  to  these  ranchers. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  serious  prob- 
lem. It  is  not  one  that  has  been  short- 
lived. We  have  been  living  with  the 
drought  now  for  many  months  in  the 
Southwest.  Unfortunately,  the  situa- 
tion seems  to  continue.  Each  of  my 
calls  back  to  New  Mexico,  regardless  of 
what  subject  I  call  to  discuss  with  peo- 
ple there,  begins  with  a  discussion 
about  the  drought  and  the  lack  of  rain- 
fall. 

I  hope  very  much  that  the  Senate 
and  the  Congress  as  a  whole  will  go 
ahead  and  act  on  this  Temporary 
Emergency  Livestock  Feed  Assistance 
Act.  I  have  talked  to  the  chairman  and 
ranking  member  of  the  Agriculture 
Conamittee  and  asked  them  to  give  at- 
tention to  this,  and  hopefully  we  can 
take  action  on  this  in  the  next  few 


weeks  before  we  adjourn  for  the  Fourth 
of  July  recess. 

This  is  the  kind  of  constructive  act 
that  I  think  would  encourage  people  in 
their  view  of  the  Congress.  There  is,  of 
course,  a  tremendous  amount  of  poli- 
tics being  played  in  Washington  these 
days  on  all  sides.  Everyone  knows  that. 
We  are  looking  for  things  that  we  can 
agree  upon  and  constructively  pursue. 
In  my  view,  enactment  of  this  Senate 
bill  1743  should  be  one  of  those  actions 
that  we  could  take  on  a  bipartisan 
basis  which  would  help  the  people  that 
we  are  sent  here  to  represent. 

Mr.  President.  I  urge  consideration  of 
this.  I  encourage  any  of  the  other  Sen- 
ators or  their  staffers  who  may  be 
watching  or  hearing  the  discussion 
today  who  would  like  to  cosponsor  the 
legislation  to  do  so.  Let  me  read  off  a 
short  list  of  14  cosponsors  before  I  con- 
clude my  remarks. 

On  the  Democratic  side.  Senators 
Daschle,  Baucus,  Dorgan,  Exon,  and 
Harkin  are  cosponsors;  on  the  Repub- 
lican side,  my  colleague.  Senator 
DOMENici,  Senator  Gramm  of  Texas, 
Senator  Grassley,  Senator  Hatch, 
Senator  Inhofe,  Senator  Ktl,  Senator 
Pressler,  Senator  Hutchison,  and 
Senator  Kassebaum  are  cosponsors. 

I  think  this  is  clearly  a  bipartisan  ef- 
fort to  deal  with  a  very  real-life,  imme- 
diate situation.  I  hope  very  much  we 
can  take  action  on  this  in  the  next 
week  or  two  so  that  relief  of  some  sort 
at  least  can  be  provided  before  the  July 
4  recess.  I  will  be  looking  for  opportu- 
nities to  move  this  legislation  forward. 
We  cannot  legislate  rain,  but  we  can 
legislate  relief  to  assist  those  who  are 
suffering  because  of  the  drought. 

Mr.  President,  I  srield  the  floor.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
iinanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  50TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  OLD 
STURBRIDGE  VILLAGE 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  this 
Saturday  marks  the  50th  anniversary 
of  Old  Sturbridge  Village  in 
Sturbridge,  MA,  where  our  Nation's 
past  comes  alive  for  large  numbers  of 
visitors  each  year. 

In  1995,  over  500,000  people— including 
110,000  schoolchildren— visited  Old 
Sturbridge  Village  and  enjoyed  its 
workshops,  performances,  arts  and 
crafts  programs,  and  numerous  special 
events.  The  American  Association  of 
Museums  has  described  the  village  as  a 
"model  living  history  museum.  The 
historic  structures  and  thefr  interpre- 
tation combine  to  offer  visitors  an  ex- 
perience that  is  authentic,  instructive. 
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and  enjoyable.  Education  programs  at 
Old  Sturbridge  Village  set  a  very  high 
standard  for  others  to  aspire  toward 
.  .  .  [and]  deserve  to  be  emulated  in  our 
profession." 

Old  Sturbridge  Village  has  accom- 
plished a  great  deal  since  it  first 
opened  to  the  public  in  1946.  It  was 
originally  established  through  the  phi- 
lanthropy of  Albert  Wells  and  J.  Che- 
ney Wells,  two  brothers  who  owned  and 
operated  the  American  Optical  Com- 
pany in  Southbridge,  MA.  The  Wells 
brothers  were  passionate  collectors  of 
American  antiques.  When  their  collec- 
tions outgrew  their  homes,  they  came 
up  with  the  idea  of  displaying  them  in 
a  working  village  that  would  recreate 
the  occupations  of  early  19th  century 
New  England  for  future  generations. 

Today,  Old  Sturbridge  Village  stands 
on  a  200-acre  tract  of  farmland  and 
meadows  donated  by  the  Wells  broth- 
ers, complete  with  a  Federal-era  man- 
sion, a  working  sawmill  and  gristmill, 
and  over  40  buildings  that  house  their 
collections  of  antiques.  Visitors  who 
walk  along  the  village's  unpaved  roads, 
or  go  into  the  Asa  Knight  General 
Store  stocked  with  snuff  amd  tooth 
powder  have  a  genuine  sense  of  step- 
ping back  into  time  and  history.  I  have 
visited  Old  Sturbridge  Village  many 
times  with  my  family,  and  I  am  always 
greatly  impressed  with  the  exhibits 
and  demonstrations. 

President  Kennedy  once  said  that 
"we  celebrate  the  past  to  awaken  the 
ftiture."  For  50  years.  Old  Sturbridge 
Village  has  accomplished  that  goal.  I 
commend  Alberta  Scott  George,  presi- 
dent of  Old  Sturbridge  Village,  and  her 
dedicated  staff,  past  and  present,  on 
this  auspicious  anniversary  for  all  they 
have  done  so  well,  and  for  their  skill  in 
preserving  these  fascinating  aspects  of 
our  Massachusetts  heritage  and  his- 
tory. 


SWISS  BANKS,  JEWISH  DEPOSITS, 
AND  PLUNDERED  JEWISH  ASSETS 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  speak  again  on  the  role  of 
Swiss  banks  during  the  war  in  relation 
to  their  continued  retention  of  Jewish 
assets  as  well  as  looted  Jewish  assets. 

During  the  course  of  our  ongoing  in- 
quiry into  these  important  subjects,  we 
continue  to  find  documents  which  de- 
tail the  alleged  use  of  Swiss  banks  by 
the  Nazis  for  illicit  purposes.  One  such 
declassified  intelligence  document, 
dated  Jime  12,  1945,  from  the  U.S.  Lega- 
tion in  Bern,  Switzerland,  entitled  "In- 
terim Reiwrt  on  Johann  Wehrli  &  Co., 
Zurich,"  details  the  use  of  a  special  ac- 
count set  up  at  what  was  then  called 
the  Wehrli  Bank  in  Zurich  under  the 
name  of  the  "Trustee  Account  Gustloff 
Stiftung." 

I  want  to  quote  the  relevant  section 
of  this  docimient  to  further  explain 
this  point. 

The  payments  to  the  Germans  of  the 
Hirtenber^erwerke    ([Fritz]    Mandl's   muni- 


tions factory  in  Austria)  assets,  which  were 
under  Mandl's  control  in  1938,  were  effected 
through  the  Wehrli  Bank  to  an  account 
known  as  Trustee  Account  Gustloff  Stiftung. 
The  examiner,  who  has  a  personal  knowledge 
concerning  the  background  of  this  trust  as  a 
result  of  his  many  years  residence  in  Ger- 
many before  the  war.  described  the  Gustloff 
Stiftung  as  a  "fund"  in  which  were  placed 
the  assets  and  titles  of  property  taken  by  the 
Nazis  from  Jewish  businessmen  in  Germany 
and  the  occupied  countries.  Gustloff.  the 
head  of  the  Nazi  party  in  Switzerland,  was 
murdered  in  1935  by  one  Frankfurter.  In  ac- 
cordance with  the  prevailing  practice  at  the 
time,  Gustloff  was  selected  by  the  Nazis  as 
one  of  their  "martyrs"  and  many  statues 
were  erected  to  perpetuate  his  name.  The 
name  of  the  trust,  therefore,  seems  to  have 
no  further  significance.  The  only  record  of 
Gustloff  Stiftung  on  the  books  of  Wehrli  is  in 
connection  with  the  sale  of  the 
Hirtenbergerwerke  properties. 

This  revelation,  if  true,  seems  very 
disturbing,  in  that  a  Swiss  bank  had  a 
specific  account  set  up  to  hold  plun- 
dered assets  of  European  Jews.  From 
other  documents,  we  have  information 
that  leads  us  to  believe  that  the  Wehrli 
Bank  was  also  used  to  transfer  assets 
of  Germans  to  Argentina,  near  the  end 
of  World  War  n  and  after.  This  begs  the 
question,  were  assets  from  the  Gustloff 
Stiftung  also  transferred  to  South 
America  or  other  locations. 

Of  particular  concern  is  the  further 
question  of  whether  there  were  other 
accounts  like  the  Gustloff  Stiftung  in 
other  Swiss  banks.  While  we  cannot 
yet  verify  this,  it  is  entirely  possible 
that  if  one  such  account  existed,  others 
did  also. 

On  the  topic  of  Jewish  assets  in 
Swiss  banks,  I  would  like  to  conmient 
that  the  answers  that  we  are  receiving 
to  questions  we  are  asking  the  Swiss 
Bankers  Association  are  wholly  insuffi- 
cient. They  are  evasive  and  they  con- 
tinue to  deny  any  knowledge  of  impro- 
priety. They  continue  to  dodge  ques- 
tions as  to  where  these  assets  might 
be,  or  if  they  even  existed. 

We  have  very  clear  information  that 
suggests  that  Swiss  banks  have  contin- 
ued to  maintain  this  myth  now  for  over 
one-half  of  a  century.  In  this  vein,  I 
would  like  to  submit  for  the  record, 
evidence  of  this  claim. 

Therefore,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record,  at  this 
point,  three  documents  detailing  a  re- 
quest for  information  on  their  account 
in  the  Swiss  Bank  Corporation,  from 
July  1939,  made  on  behalf  of  an  Aus- 
trian Jewish  couple  by  the  names  of 
Anny  and  Kurt  Kadisch.  One  is  a  letter 
to  the  State  Department  from  Con- 
gressman Robert  L.  Rodgers  regarding 
this  request,  the  second  is  a  letter  to 
the  Swiss  Bank  Corporation  firom  the 
Kadisch's  attorney  to  the  bank,  and 
the  third  is  the  answer  from  the  Swiss 
Bank  Corporation  to  the  Ka^sch's  at- 
torney. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


Congress  of  the  UNrrED  States. 

House  of  Representattves, 
Washington.  DC,  July  7. 1939. 
OrncE  OF  the  adviser  on  International 

Economic  affairs. 
Department  of  State, 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Uvesey:  On  June  27th  my  office 
contacted  you  relative  to  the  proper  proce- 
dure to  be  followed  to  ascertain  the  status  of 
an  account  in  a  bank  in  Switzerland.  The  in- 
formation which  was  given  to  me  by  the  con- 
stituent making  the  inquiry  was  not  suffi- 
cient to  enable  the  Department  of  State  to 
give  any  difinite  instructions,  and  your  of- 
fice suggested  we  make  further  inquiry  of 
my  correspondent. 

In  today's  mail  my  constituent.  Mr.  Rob- 
erts, advised  me  further  In  the  matter — as 
will  be  noted  in  the  inclosed  letters  (copies). 

What  Anny  and  Kurt  Kadisch  really  desire 
is  to  effect  the  transfer  of  the  funds  to  the 
credit  of  Account  61879  to  this  country.  They 
also  want  to  know  the  status  of  the  account 
at  the  present  time  and  the  best  course  to 
follow  to  have  these  funds  transferred  to  the 
United  States. 

Any  information  your  office  can  furnish,  or 
advice  as  to  procedure  for  Mr.  Roberts  or  his 
clients.  Anny  and  Kurt  Kadisch,  will  be  per- 
sonally appreciated.  I  am  well  acquainted 
with  Mr.  Roberts,  who  is  a  capable  and  reli- 
able attorney. 

Very  respectfully, 

R.L.  Rodgers. 

Samuel  J.  Roberts, 
attorney  at  law, 
Erie,  PA,  May  23. 1939. 
ALBERT  Marti,  Director, 
Schweieer  Bankverein, 
Zuerich,  Rudolfspletz,  Switzerland. 

Dear  Director  Marti:  We  have  been  re- 
quested by  Anny  and  Kurt  Kadisch,  formerly 
of  Graz,  Austria,  to  determine  the  present 
status  of  Account  No.  61879.  which  consists  of 
the  purchase  of  Two  Thousand  (2000)  pounds 
British  War  Assented  Loan  3%%. 

Will  you  please  be  kind  enough  to  give  us 
whatever  information  you  have  concerning 
this  Account  and  forward  to  us  forms,  or  doc- 
uments, which  may  be  necessary  to  prepare 
an  order  to  effect  a  transfer  of  said  Account? 
You  are  assured  that  we  shall  greatly  ap- 
preciate any  information  which  you  can  give 
us  concerning  this  matter. 
Very  truly  yours, 

Samuel  J.  Roberts. 

Swiss  Bank  (Corporation, 

Zurich,  Switzerland. 
Basle  St.  Gall  (Geneva  Lausanne. 
La  Chaux-de-Fonds  Neuchatel,   SchafPiausen 
London  E.C.,  2,   99  Gresham  St.,  Bienne 
Chlasso    Herisau    Le    Lode    Nyon,    Algle 
Bischofszell  Marges  Rorschach  Zofingen. 
Fully    paid-up   capital    and   reserves    Fr. 
194,000.000. 
Telegrams:  Suisbanque. 

Samuel  J.  Roberts.  Esq.. 

ATTORNEY  AT  LAW, 

Erie.  Pennsylvania,  U.S.A. 

Zurich,  June  2, 1939. 
Dear  Sir:  We  are  in  receipt  of  your  letter 
of  May  23rd  and  regret  being  unable  to  give 
you  the  information  desired. 
Yours  faithfully 

Swiss  Bank  Corporation. 
Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  as  one 
can  read,  the  Kadisch's  attorney  re- 
quested help  for  them  from  Congress- 
man Rodgers,  who  then  wrote  to  the 
State    Department    on    their    behalf. 
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Their  attorney  also  wrote  on  their  be- 
half to  the  bank  in  question.  The 
Kadisch's  were  checking  on  the  status 
of  their  account,  of  which  unlike  other 
claimants,  they  had  the  account  num- 
ber. 

As  we  have  found  to  be  the  case  after 
the  war.  the  Swiss  bank  denied  them 
any  information  about  the  account.  As 
of  yet.  we  do  not  know  what  was  the 
fate  of  this  account.  This  is,  however, 
disturbing,  especially  since  the 
Kadisch's  had  the  bank's  name  as  well 
as  the  account  nvmiber.  This  document 
only  brings  up  more  questions  for  the 
Swiss  banks  to  answer. 

I  hope  that  we  will  be  able  to  obtain 
answers  to  these  and  other  questions  in 
the  coming  months.  Right  now,  how- 
ever, I  am  very  disappointed  in  the 
lack  of  cooperation  by  the  Swiss  Bank- 
ers Association  and  their  continued  de- 
nial of  knowledge  regarding  these  ac- 
counts as  well  as  the  fate  of  plundered 
Jewish  assets. 


The  1996  NATIONAL  RACE  FOR  THE 
CURE 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  along 
with  several  of  my  colleagues.  I  rise 
today  to  commend  the  many  people 
helping  to  conduct  our  fight  against 
breast  cancer  and  to  promote  partici- 
pation in  an  event  that  has  increased 
in  stature  each  year  it  has  been  held: 
the  National  Race  for  the  Cure. 

Saturday  morning,  June  15,  several 
thousand  people  will  gather  down  on 
the  mall  near  the  Washington  Monu- 
ment to  compete  in  the  1996  National 
Race  for  the  Cure,  either  by  participat- 
ing in  a  5  kilometer  run  or  a  one  mile 
walk.  The  purpose  of  this  race  is  to 
help  raise  money  for  and  focus  atten- 
tion on  breast  cancer,  one  of  the  major 
threats  to  the  lives  and  health  of 
women  in  this  country.  Numerous  cor- 
porations have  made  financial  and  in- 
kind  contributions  to  help  support  this 
event — including  several  Michigan  cor- 
porations such  as  Kelloggs.  (General 
Motors  and  Ford — and  they  are  to  be 
commended  for  their  generosity  and 
dedication.  Also,  the  U.S.  Postal  Serv- 
ice will  be  unveiling  a  stamp  promot- 
ing early  detection  and  treatment  of 
breast  cancer. 

The  race  is  put  together  by  the  Susan 
G.  Komen  Breast  Cancer  Foimdation, 
the  largest  private  funder  of  research 
dedicated  solely  to  breast  cancer  in  the 
U.S.  Efforts  such  as  the  Race  for  the 
Cure  and  other  events  held  in  67  cities 
in  35  States  and  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia enable  the  Susan  G.  Komen  Foun- 
dation to  fight  breast  cancer  through  a 
combination  of  research  advocacy,  edu- 
cation, screening  and  treatment. 

We  are  on  the  edge  of  crucial  break- 
throughs in  the  area  of  breast  cancer 
research  and  treatment.  For  instance, 
researchers  at  the  Hvunan  Genome 
Project  at  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  have  located  the  section  of  the 


gene  that  they  believe  dictates  the  ge- 
netic and  hereditary  nature  of  breast 
cancer.  The  efforts  of  private  organiza- 
tions such  as  the  Komen  Foundation, 
when  combined  with  the  work  done 
through  Federal  agencies  such  as  NIH. 
increase  the  real  likelihood  that  a  cure 
for  breast  cancer  will  be  discovered  in 
the  foreseeable  future. 

Breast  cancer  education  and  activism 
are  not  new  to  the  Abraham  family. 
Ever  since  my  Mothers  death  back  in 
1982  from  breast  cancer,  our  family  has 
been  involved  in  efforts  to  heighten 
awareness  and  promote  early  detection 
of  this  devastating  disease.  Among  our 
recent  activities,  just  last  month,  my 
wife  Jane  and  I  participated  in  the 
Michigan  Race  for  the  Cure.  Jane  is 
also  serving  on  the  Congressional  Com- 
mittee for  the  National  Race  for  the 
Cure  being  held  next  Saturday. 

Too  often  it  takes  the  loss  of  some- 
one close  and  dear  to  one's  heart  to 
properly  focus  our  attention  and  en- 
ergy on  spreading  the  word  about  si- 
lent killers  like  breast  cancer.  That  is 
why  it  is  critical  for  those  of  us  who 
have  experienced  the  tragedy  of  breast 
cancer  to  speak  out  and  inform 
women— and  men — of  the  dangers  of  ig- 
norance and  procrastination. 

And  it  is  vital  that  men  become  in- 
volved in  this  issue  as  well,  reminding 
their  mothers,  wives,  sisters,  and 
daughters  of  the  importance  of  early 
detection  and  treatment.  It  is  only 
through  such  efforts  that  we  can  see  to 
it  that  people  no  longer  have  to  lose  a 
loved  one  before  learning  the  bitter 
truth  about  this  devastating  and  dead- 
ly illness. 

Once  again,  I  want  to  commend  ev- 
eryone involved  in  putting  together 
this  year's  race.  I  urge  Members  and 
their  staff  to  participate  in  the  race 
itself  and  to  provide  support  to  the 
broader  cause  of  increasing  education, 
treatment  and  research  in  the  battle 
against  breast  cancer. 


BALANCED  BUDGET  AMENDMENT 
TO  THE  CONSTITUTION 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate will  now  proceed  to  debate  House 
Joint  Resolution  1,  which  the  clerk 
will  report. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
A  joint  resolution  (H.J.  Res.  1)  proposing  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  to  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  joint  resolution. 

Mr.  HATCH  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Utah. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  call  on  the  Senate  to  send  the 
Dole-Hatch-Simon  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  the  States  for  ratifica- 
tion. The  time  for  decision  has  arrived. 
We  will  be  voting  on  it  either  today  or 
tomorrow.  I  suspect  the  vote  is  set  for 
noon  tomorrow.  I  hope  that  the  Senate 


will  respond  to  the  needs  of  the  Amer- 
ican people  and  pass  the  balanced  budg- 
et amendment. 

Let  me  initially  pay  tribute  to  some 
of  my  colleagues  who  have  fought  for 
the  passage  of  this  crucial  measure. 
First,  let  me  mention  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Illinois.  Paul 
Simon,  the  primary  Democrat  sponsor 
of  this  bipartisan  amendment.  Senator 
Simon  has  been  a  tireless  and  coura- 
geous, active  worker  on  behalf  of  this 
amendment  in  his  efforts  over  the 
years  to  secure  passage  of  this  amend- 
ment. His  efforts  on  this  matter.  I 
think,  are  going  to  be  missed  in  future 
Congresses.  I  have  certainly  enjoyed 
working  with  him.  He  is  sincere.  He  is 
dedicated.  He  knows,  unless  we  put  the 
fiscal  discipline  into  the  Constitution, 
that  we  are  not  going  to  be  able  to  bal- 
ance this  budget  within  7  years  or  at 
any  time  in  the  immediate  future. 

I  also  have  to  mention  another  vet^ 
eran  of  the  battle  for  the  balanced 
budget  amendment.  Senator  Strom 
Thurmond.  The  senior  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  has  been  a  consistent 
voice  for  fiscal  responsibility  and  a 
staunch  supporter  of  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  over  many  years  of 
his  service  here.  We  look  forward  to  his 
continued  work  on  this  and  other  mat- 
ters in  the  future.  Senator  Hefun  from 
Alabama  has  also  been  a  long-time  sup- 
porter of  this  bipartisan  measure,  who 
will  certainly  be  missed  in  future  Con- 
gresses. I  will  miss  both  of  these  senior 
Democrats,  who  have  done  so  much  to 
try  to  pass  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment. 

Let  me  also  mention  on  our  side — 
there  are  so  many  that  should  be  men- 
tioned on  both  sides — but  let  me  men- 
tion Senator  Larrt  Craig,  of  Idaho, 
who  has  been  a  forceful  advocate  of  the 
amendment  and  has  done  the  best 
within  his  power  to  try  to  get  the 
amendment  up  and  of  course  do  every- 
thing he  can  to  pass  it.  And  I  might 
also  add  Senator  Paul  Coverdell  of 
Georgia,  who  has  been  a  key  leader  on 
the  team  in  moving  this  idea  forward. 

I  would  also  like  to  especially  thank 
the  11  freshman  Republican  Senators 
who  joined  us  at  the  beginning  of  this 
Congress.  All  of  them  leapt  imme- 
diately into  this  fray  in  support  of  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  when  it 
came  up  in  the  very  first  month  of  the 
104th  Congress.  They  deserve  a  lot  of 
credit.  We  only  lost  this  by  one  vote. 
We  will  hear  from  each  of  them  later, 
as  we  did  in  the  first  round  of  debates 
last  year.  It  is  heartening  to  see  new 
Members  so  strongly  dedicated  to  the 
fiscal  soundness  of  our  country. 

These  and  so  many  of  my  colleagues 
from  both  sides  of  the  aisle  have  been 
valiant  servants  of  their  country  in 
fighting  for  a  constitutional  provision 
which  will  protect  future  generations 
from  the  profligacy  of  the  current  and 
past  generations.  But  one  stands  above 
them  all  in  his  tirelessness,  his  dedica- 
tion, in  his  commitment  to  providing  a 
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better  future  for  our  children  and 
grrandchildren,  an  America  like  the  one 
that  he  grew  up  in,  fought  for,  and  of 
course  an  America  that  he  has  served 
all  of  his  life.  He  will  be  leaving  us 
soon  and  he  will  be  sorely  missed  in 
this  body,  but  he  will  be  going  on  to 
greater  challenges  and  higher  offices  in 
the  service  of  our  country.  I  am,  of 
course,  referring  to  our  majority  lead- 
er, and  our  leader  in  this  effort  on  the 
balanced  budget  amendment.  Senator 
Robert  Dole.  Bob  Dole  has  made  this 
a  priority  and  has  worked  to  make  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  the  28th 
amendment  to  the  Constitution.  His  ef- 
forts on  this  amendment  happen  to  be 
consistent  with  his  decades  of  service 
on  behalf  of  all  Americans  and  on  be- 
half of  future  generations.  The  con- 
trast of  his  record  with  that  of  Presi- 
dent Clinton  is  very  clear. 

President  Clinton  has  fought  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  every  step  of 
the  way.  I  would  ask,  why?  The  Presi- 
dent now  says  he  is  for  a  balanced 
budget,  yet  I  suggest  the  opponents  of 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  are 
simply  not  ready  to  impose  the  kind  of 
fiscal  discipline  on  themselves  that  a 
constitutional  amendment  would  re- 
quire. It  is  tough  to  stop  spending 
other  people's  money. 

Last  year.  President  Clinton  suc- 
ceeded In  blocking  the  balanced  budget 
amendment.  He  used  all  the  tools  at 
his  disposal.  He  sent  out  Cabinet  offi- 
cials to  argue  against  the  amendment 
and  even  against  balancing  the  budget 
I)er  se.  He  used  the  resources  of  the 
Federal  Government  and  all  the  per- 
suasive power  of  the  Presidency  to  de- 
feat the  balanced  budget  amendment  to 
the  Constitution. 

Last  year.  President  Clinton  won 
and.  in  my  opinion,  the  American  peo- 
ple lost.  The  American  people  will  lose 
again  if  President  Clinton  has  his  way 
again  this  year,  unless  he  changes  his 
mind  and  makes  clear  his  support  for 
this  balajiced  budget  amendment,  the 
only  one  that  has  a  possibility  of  pass- 
ing because  it  already  has  passed  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

The  subject  matter  of  the  amend- 
ment goes  to  the  heart  of  our  Founding 
Fathers'  hope  for  our  constitutional 
system,  a  system  that  would  protect 
individual  freedom  through  limited 
government.  In  the  later  half  of  this 
century,  however,  the  intention  of  the 
Framers  of  the  Constitution  has  been 
betrayed  by  Congress'  inability  to  con- 
trol its  own  spending  habits.  The  size 
of  the  Federal  leviathan  has  grown  to 
such  an  extent  that  the  very  liberties 
of  the  American  people  and  our  future 
generations  are  threatened. 

Since  the  other  body  has  already 
given  its  approval  to  the  amendment  it 
is  up  to  the  Senate  to  follow  suit  to 
meet  the  needs  of  the  American  people, 
85  percent  of  whom  favor  a  balanced 
budget  amendment.  We  need  to  rel- 
egate the  spendthrift  and   tax-happy 


policies  of  the  past  to  the  dustbin  of 
history. 

This  amendment  has  broad  support 
in  the  country  and  among  Democrats 
and  Republicans  who  believe  we  need 
to  get  the  Nation's  fiscal  house  in 
order  so  that  we  can  leave  a  legacy  of 
a  strong  national  economy  and  a  re- 
sponsible national  Government  to  our 
children  and  grandchildren. 

The  problem  is  our  worsening  debt 
crisis.  Our  Nation  is  faced  with  the 
worsening  problem  of  rising  national 
debt  and  deficits  and  the  increased 
Government  use  of  capital  that  would 
otherwise  be  available  to  the  private 
sector  to  create  jobs  and  invest  in  our 
future.  This  problem  presents  risks  to 
our  long-term  economic  growth  and  en- 
dangers the  well-being  of  our  elderly, 
our  working  people,  and  especially  our 
children  and  grandchildren.  The  debt 
burden  is  a  mortgage  on  their  future. 
The  debt  is  fiscal  child  abuse  and  it 
must  end. 

The  total  national  debt  now  stands 
at  more  than  $6.1  trillion.  That  means 
that  every  man,  woman  and  child  in 
Utah,  and  all  of  our  States,  has  an  indi- 
vidual debt  burden  of  more  than 
$19,600.  While  it  took  us  more  than  200 
years  to  acquire  our  first  trillion  dol- 
lars of  debt,  we  have  recently  been  add- 
ing another  $1  trillion  to  our  debt 
about  every  5  years. 

Yet  opponents  of  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  claim  that  there  is  no 
problem.  They  point  to  the  marginal 
slowdown  in  the  growth  of  the  debt  in 
the  last  year  or  so  as  if  it  suggested 
that  all  our  problems  are  solved.  Only 
inside  this  beltway,  in  Washington,  DC, 
can  people  claim  that  we  are  on  the 
right  track  while  we  add  to  a  debt  of 
more  than  $5.1  trillion. 

The  President's  own  1997  budget  pre- 
dicts that  in  the  year  2000,  total  Fed- 
eral debt  will  be  more  than  $6  trillion. 
That  means  a  Federal  debt  of  about 
$23,700  per  person.  Everybody  in  this 
country  will  have  jumped  from  $19,600 
per  person  that  we  owe  now  to  $23,700 
per  person.  This  would  be  nearly  a  ten- 
fold increase  in  per-capita  debt  since 
1975. 

When  we  last  debated  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  I  gave  a  daily  ui>- 
date  on  the  debt  increase  as  we  de- 
bated. By  the  end  of  the  debate  my 
"debt  tracker"  was  becoming  un- 
wieldy, so  I  brought  down  sort  of  a 
summary  debt  tracker  to  bring  us  up 
to  date  on  the  debt  since  we  began  de- 
bate on  this  amendment  in  January  of 
last  year. 

As  my  chart  here  shows,  when  we 
last  began  our  debate  in  January  1995, 
we  were  in  debt,  as  a  national  debt, 
$4.81  trillion.  Since  January  30,  1995  to 
June  3,  1996,  a  little  over  a  year,  we  are 
now  at  $5.13  trillion  in  national  debt. 
We  have  gone  up  $320  billion  while  this 
President  is  claiming  we  are  getting 
the  national  debt  under  control  and 
that  he  is  really  solving  the  deficit 


problems.  That  is  a  false  claim  and 
there  is  no  question  about  it. 

Translated  in  more  understandable 
terms  this  means  that  the  cost  of  delay 
in  passing  this  important  amendment 
has  been  more  than  $1,200  for  every 
man,  woman  and  child  in  our  country. 
Put  another  way,  over  the  15  months 
that  have  elapsed  since  President  Clin- 
ton helped  defeat  the  balanced  budget 
amendment,  the  debt  has  increased  on 
average  over  $650  million  a  day;  over 
$27  million  an  hour,  over  $450,000  a 
minute,  over  $7,500  every  second.  This 
is  the  price  of  the  delay  by  President 
Clinton  and  his  allies. 

That  increasing  debt  is  not  just  num- 
bers on  a  chart.  Over  time,  the  dis- 
proportionate burdens  imposed  on  to- 
day's children  and  their  children  by  the 
continuing  pattern  of  deficits  could  in- 
clude some  combination  of  the  follow- 
ing: Increased  taxes,  reduced  public 
welfare  benefits,  reduced  public  pen- 
sions, reduced  expenditures  on  infra- 
structure and  other  public  invest- 
ments, diminished  capital  formation, 
decreased  job  creation,  weaker  produc- 
tivity enhancement,  and  stagnating 
real  wage  growth  in  the  private  econ- 
omy, higher  interest  rates,  higher  in- 
flation, increased  indebtedness  to  and 
economic  dependence  on  foreign  credi- 
tors, increased  risk  of  default  on  the 
Federal  debt,  and,  I  might  add.  I  think 
a  very  strong  hit  on  Social  Security — 
a  very  strong  hit.  Because,  while  we 
have  done  nothing  to  pass  a  balanced 
budget  amendment,  the  debt  has  gone 
up  $320  billion  in  just  the  last  15 
months,  and  every  time  that  goes  up  it 
reduces  the  value  of  every  dollar  and 
hits  people  on  Social  Security  more 
than  anybody  else. 

So,  while  some  are  arguing  that  we 
have  to  protect  Social  Security  in  the 
balanced  budget  amendment,  some- 
thing that  should  not  be  written  into  a 
constitutional  amendment.  Social  Se- 
curity is  endangered  because  we  are 
not  putting  this  fiscal  discipline  into 
the  Constitution  and  we  have  now  gone 
15  months  with  more  danger  to  Social 
Security  than  ever  before,  where,  had 
we  passed  this  amendment,  we  would 
be  on  the  way  to  balancing  the  budget 
by  the  year  2002  without  any  obfusca- 
tion,  without  the  phony  budgets  that 
we  commonly  see  around  here,  without 
the  smoke  and  mirrors.  We  would  have 
to  do  it.  That,  in  the  end,  is  what  will 
protect  Social  Security  and  other  i>en- 
sions  of  people  who  are  counting  on 
them  in  our  society. 

Mr.  President,  one  thing  became 
clear  during  our  recent  experience  in 
trsring  to  eiULCt  the  Balanced  Budget 
Act  of  1995.  It  is  that  we  need  a  con- 
stitutional amendment.  Some  Senators 
argued  during  our  debate  last  year  on 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  1  that  "we  did 
not  need  a  constitutional  amendment 
to  balance  the  budget;  we  know  what 
needs  to  be  done;  we  should  just  do  it." 
In  fact,  the  President  said  that  in  a 
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news  clip  I  saw.  He  pointed  to  the 
media  and  said,  "Let's  just  do  it." 

That  is  what  they  have  been  saying 
for  60  years  now  and  why  everything  is 
being  put  in  jeopardy  as  this  debt  con- 
tinues to  skyrocket,  while  we  continue 
not  to  have  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment which  would  protect  us.  The 
trouble  with  "just  do  it."  is  that  Con- 
gress did  it  and  the  President  did  not. 
But  imder  a  constitutional  amendment 
to  balance  the  budget,  the  words  "just 
do  it,"  would  have  authority  for  both 
of  the  elected  branches  of  Government. 

In  the  year  that  has  gone  by  since 
President  Clinton  helped  defeat  the 
balanced  budget  amendment,  the  coun- 
try has  witnessed  one  of  the  most  con- 
tentious budget  battles  in  the  history 
of  our  Nation.  President  Clinton  was 
willing  to  let  the  Government  shut 
down  not  once  but  twice  before  he  fi- 
nally agreed  to  work  seriously  toward 
balancing  the  budget. 

But  really  what  guarantee  is  there 
the  Federal  Government  will  achieve  a 
balanced  budget?  And  it  is  not  just  bal- 
ancing the  budget;  it  is  reducing  the 
national  debt  as  well. 

When  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  con- 
trolled Congress,  we  never  even  had  a 
serious  consideration  of  this  budget 
plan,  we  never  even  looked  at  it  seri- 
ously. President  Clinton  never  pro- 
posed a  balanced  budget  until  he  was 
forced  to.  The  budget  that  he  submit- 
ted, when  we  first  debated  this  amend- 
ment last  year,  had  $200  billion  deficits 
as  far  as  the  eye  can  see.  Even  our  col- 
leagues on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
recognized  this  as  an  entirely  inad- 
equate approach  and  rejected  it.  In 
fact,  the  President  submitted  no  fewer 
than  10  budgets  in  1  year  in  a  series  of 
attempts  to  avoid  the  tough,  but  re- 
sponsible, decision  to  balance  the  budg- 
et. 

Can  the  coxmtry  afford  the  risk  of 
having  this  fight  every  year?  Nothing 
shows  more  clearly  how  difficult  it  is 
to  move  in  the  right  direction  than 
just  the  last  9  months.  Mr.  President, 
we  need  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment to  lock  in  the  balanced  budget 
rule,  or  the  future  of  our  children  will 
become  bleaker  and  bleaker. 

This  constitutional  amendment  will 
help  us  end  Congress'  dangerous  deficit 
habit  in  the  way  past  efforts  have  not. 
It  win  do  this  by  correcting  a  bias  in 
the  present  process,  which  favors  ever- 
increasing  levels  of  Government  spend- 
ing. The  balanced  budget  amendment 
reduces  the  spending  bias  in  our 
present  system  by  ensuring  that,  under 
normal  circimistances,  votes  by  Con- 
gress for  increased  spending  will  be  ac- 
companied by  votes  either  to  reduce 
other  spending  programs  or  to  increase 
taxes  to  pay  for  our  programs.  For  the 
first  time  since  the  abandonment  of 
our  historical  norm  of  balanced  budg- 
ets. Congress  would  be  required  to  cast 
a  politically  difficult  vote  as  a  pre- 
condition to  casting  a  politically  at- 
tractive vote  to  increase  spending. 


Mr.  President,  the  Senate  should  ap- 
prove the  balanced  budget  amendment. 
A  vote  against  the  amendment  is  a 
vote  for  the  old  status  quo  of  irrespon- 
sible drift  into  more  insurmountable 
debt  than  we  already  have.  Sending  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  to  the 
States  is  the  right  thing  to  do  for  our- 
selves, our  children  and  our  grand- 
children, amd  it  will  give  us  back  re- 
sponsible and  accountable  constitu- 
tional Government. 

I  just  want  to  say  one  more  word 
about  Social  Security.  I  do  not  know  of 
one  Senator  on  either  side  of  the  aisle 
who  does  not  want  to  protect  Social 
Security.  You  do  not  write  a  protection 
for  any  particular  item  in  the  budget 
into  the  Constitution  because  that 
would  lock  it  in  and  make  it  very  dif- 
ficult to  ever  make  any  changes  or  re- 
forms that  must  be  made. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is.  though, 
that  if  we  do  not  pass  a  balanced  budg- 
et amendment.  Social  Security  will 
suffer,  because  we  know  by  the  year 
2014,  Social  Security  will  start  going 
bankrupt.  In  fact,  many  think  it  is 
going  to  start  going  bankrupt  well  be- 
fore then.  If  we  pass  a  balanced  budget 
amendment,  we  will  have  to  face  these 
problems,  and  we  will  have  to  face 
them  in  a  way  that  will  protect  those 
who  are  on  Social  Security  in  ways 
that,  if  we  do  not  pass  a  balanced  budg- 
et amendment,  they  will  never  be  pro- 
tected. 

People  need  to  know  that  is  what  it 
is.  We  have  had  15  months  of  our  debt 
going  up  $320  billion  and  that  cannot 
help  but  have  an  effect  on  the  financial 
viability  of  our  country,  on  the  finan- 
cial viability  of  Social  Security,  on  the 
financial  viability  of  the  whole  world. 
We  have  to  get  it  under  control.  The 
only  methodology  that  I  know  of  that 
will  get  us  there,  and  I  think  most  peo- 
ple will  agree  will  get  us  there,  is  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  locked  into 
the  Constitution  which  all  of  us  revere 
and  worship,  which  all  of  us  will  pay 
attention  to,  which  all  of  us  will  honor 
and  are  sworn  to  uphold  that  will  help 
us  to  get  these  spending  practices 
under  control. 

I  hope  we  can  pass  this  balanced 
budget  amendment.  I  do  not  have  any 
illusions  about  it,  but  we  are  going  to 
have  this  vote,  and  if  it  does  go  down 
again,  which  everybody  expects  it  to,  it 
will  not  be  the  last  time  we  vote  on 
this,  we  will  be  back  next  year  and  the 
year  after,  if  that  is  what  it  takes, 
until  this  amendment  is  locked  in  the 
Constitution  and  people  have  to  face 
the  music  here  in  Congress.  It  is  about 
time  we  did. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Santorum).  The  Seimtor  from  South 
Carolina. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Senator  EXON 
be  recognized  at  1  p.m.  today. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Senator  DOR- 
GAN  be  recogrdzed  at  3:30  p.m.  today  to 
use  whatever  time  he  utilizes  under  the 
time  he  controls  and  that  I  be  recog- 
nized after  that. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  find 
it  hard  to  believe  my  ears.  What  this 
really  involves  is  the  determined  effort 
by  the  proponents  of  Senate  Joint  Res- 
olution 1  to  balance  the  budget  with  a 
constitutional  amendment  that  dev- 
astates Social  Security  over  the  next  7 
years  by  over  $600  billion. 

Let  me  read  section  7  of  the  joint  res- 
olution: 

Total  receipts  shall  Include  all  receipts  of 
the  United  States  Government,  except  those 
derived  from  borrowing.  Total  outlays  shall 
include  all  outlays  of  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment, except  for  those  for  repayment  of 
debt  principal. 

We  suggested  when  this  came  up  last 
year,  and  again  earlier  this  year,  that 
we  were  readily  prepared  to  vote  for  a 
balanced  budget  amendment — we  are 
waiting  on  the  majority  leader,  of 
course,  to  make  his  motion  to  recon- 
sider— if  we  add  to  the  existing  exclu- 
sion in  section  7  that  ignores  those 
funds  derived  from  borrowing  and  simi- 
larly exclude  the  Social  Security  trust 
fund  surpluses. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Utai 
says.  "Oh,  it's  so  fine,  we're  going  to  fi- 
nally lock  it  in,"  and  he  shows  a  chart 
with  a  horrendous  debt.  He  sasrs,  "Now 
we're  going  to  finally  really  fix  it  so  we 
can  balance  the  budget."  Then  in  the 
same  breath,  he  say«  that  "we're  going 
to  protect  Social  Security." 

Social  Security  has  long  been  pro- 
tected. I  intend  to  talk  a  little  later 
about  the  history  of  our  efforts  to  save 
it  in  1983  with  the  National  Commis- 
sion on  Social  Security  Reform  on 
which  the  distingmshed  majority  lead- 
er. Senator  Dole  of  Kansas,  served. 

But  more  to  the  point  at  hand:  I 
made  a  motion  as  a  member  of  the 
Budget  Contunittee  on  July  10,  1990, 
that  we  put  in  a  provision  for  Social 
Security  protection.  The  reason  being 
that  we  were  beginning  to  rob  the  So- 
cial Security  trust  fund. 

When  the  National  Commission  on 
Social  Security  Reform,  the  Greenspan 
commission,  issued  its  report  in  1983, 
they  mandated  that  Social  Security 
would  be  put  off-budget  in  1992.  But 
when  we  saw  what  was  really  going  on. 
I  worked  in  bipartisan  fashion  with 
Senator  Heinz  and  put  into  the  law  sec- 
tion 13301,  signed  on  November  5,  1990, 
by  President  George  Bush,  which  reads 
as  follows: 

Exclusion  of  Social  Security  from  all  budg- 
ets. Notwithstanding-  any  other  provision  of 
law,  the  receipts  and  disbursements  of  the 
Federal  Old  Age  and  Survivors  Insurance 
trust  fund,  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance 
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trust  fund,  sh&ll  not  be  counted  as  new  budg- 
et authority  outlays,  receipts  or  deficit  or 
surplus  for  purposes  of  the  budget  of  the  U.S. 
Government  as  submitted  by  the  President, 
two.  the  congressional  budget  or,  three,  the 
Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit 
Control  Act  of  1985.  Exclusion  of  Social  Secu- 
rity Crom  the  congressional  budget,  section 
301(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974,  as  amended,  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following:  "The  concurrent  resolution  shall 
not  Include  the  outlays  and  revenue  totals  of 
the  Old  Age  Survivors  and  Disability  Insur- 
ance Program  established  under  title  n  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  or  the  related  provi- 
sions of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  In 
the  surplus  or  deficit  totals  required  by  this 
subsection  or  In  any  other  surplus  or  deficit 
totals  required  by  this  title." 

That  is  the  law  of  the  land.  The  Con- 
gressional Research  Service  and  all 
others  reading-  it  who  understand  the 
English  language  know  that  section  7 
of  House  Joint  Resolution  1  repeals 
that  law. 

They  dutifully  praise  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  who  stood  for  long  periods 
of  time  here  with  me  trsring  to  baiance 
the  budget.  He  has  come  to  me  and 
other  Senators  on  this  side  of  the  aisle 
and  said,  "Let's  see  if  we  can't  com- 
promise." I  replied,  "I  don't  mind  being 
realistic,  if  you  want  to  extend  the 
date  or  any  other  wording."  But  Social 
Security  has  to  be  protected.  We  dem- 


onstrated the  seriousness  of  our  con- 
victions with  Senator  Dole's  vote  and 
Senator  Hollings'  vote,  just  last  year. 

Mr.  President,  just  November  of  last 
year,  on  the  16th  of  November,  I  put  an 
forth  an  amendment: 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  joint  resolution,  the  7-year  balanced 
budget  passed  by  the  Congress  to  the  Presi- 
dent shall  not  Include  the  use  of  Social  Secu- 
rity trust  funds  to  reflect  a  balanced  budget. 

In  other  words,  that  put  the  Congress 
on  record  against  any  kind  of  unified 
budget  that  included  Social  Security 
trust  funds.  That  was  passed  with  Sen- 
ator Dole's  and  Senator  Hollings' 
vote,  97-2,  and  in  the  original  instance, 
back  5  years  ago,  in  1990,  it  was  9a-2. 

Yes,  we  talk  about  protecting  Social 
Security,  but  in  this  constitutional 
amendment,  we  avoid  that  particular 
protection  that  is  already  in  the  law. 
Why  are  they  so  adamant  to  do  so?  Be- 
cause they  cannot  present  a  balanced 
budget,  Mr.  President,  over  that  7-year 
period  without  using  Social  Security 
trust  funds  and  without  other  smoke 
and  mirrors. 

I  have  put  it  into  the  Record  many  a 
time.  I  will  put  it  in  again  and  show 
you  the  particular  budget  that  I  sub- 
mitted. And  I  said  that  if  you  could 
give  me  a  7-year  balanced  budget  with- 


out an  increase  in  taxes,  a  realistic 
budget  without  the  smoke  and  mirrors, 
I  would  jump  off  the  Capitol  dome.  I 
tried  to  convince  them.  They  all  said, 
"Well,  Hollings— what's  he  for?" 

I  will  put  it  in  here  right  now  in  this 
Record.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  Truth-in-Budg- 
eting  Act  schedules,  dated  January  23, 
1995.  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

HoujNGS  Releases  Realities  on  Truth  in 
Budgeting 

Reality  #1:  $1.2  trillion  In  spending  cuts  Is 
necessary. 

Reality  #2:  There  aren't  enough  savings  In 
entitlements. 

*Have  welfare  reform,  but  a  Jobs  program 
will  cost;  savings  are  questionable. 

•Health  reform  can  and  should  save  some, 
but  slowing  growth  from  10  to  5  percent 
doesn't  offer  enough  savings. 

•Social  security  won't  be  cut  and  will  be 
off-budget  again. 

Reality  #3:  We  should  hold  the  line  on  the 
budget  on  Defense;  that  would  be  no  savings. 

Reality  #4:  Savings  must  come  from 
freezes  and  cuts  In  domestic  discretionary 
spending  but  that's  not  enough  to  stop  hem- 
orrhaging Interest  costs. 

Reality  #5:  Taxes  are  necessary  to  stop 
hemorrhage  In  Interest  costs. 
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Reduce  Justice  State-Local  Assistance  grants  , 

Reduce  Export-Import  Direct  bans 

Eliminate  Ubnni  Programs 

Modify  Service  Contract  M 


Eliminate  HUD  Special  Purpose  Grants  . 
Reduce  Housing  Pngrams 


Eliminate  Community  Investment  Program  . 

Reduce  Strategic  Petraleum  Program  

Eliminate  Senior  Community  Service  Pngram 
Reduce  USOA  spending  for  Export  Marketing  „ 

Reduce  Matenal  and  Child  Hultli  Grants 

Oose  Veterans  Hospitals  ....- 

Reduce  Number  of  Political  Emphiyees 


Reduce  Management  Casts  lor  VA  Healtti  Care 

Reduce  PMA  Subsidy _ 

Reduce  Below  Cost  Timber  Sales 

Reduce  the  Legislative  Branch  15%  

Eliminate  Small  Business  Development  Centers 

Eliminate  Minority  Assistance  Score.  Small  Business 
Institute  and  Other  Technical  Assistance  Programs, 
Women  s  Business  Assistance.  International  Trade 

Assistance,  Empowerment  Zones _ 

Eliminate  New  State  Department  Construction  Projects 

Eliminate  Int'l  Boundaries  and  Water  Commission 

Eliminate  Asia  Foundation  _ 

Eliminate  International  Fisheries  Commission 

Eliminate  Arms  Control  Disarmament  Agency 

Eliminate  NED 

Eliminate  Fulbnght  and  Other  International  Exchanges 

Eliminate  North-South  Center  „._ _ _ 

Eliminate  US  Contnbution  to  WHO,  OAS  and  Other 

International  Organaations  Including  the  UJI 

Eliminate  Participation  in  U,N,  Peaakeepmg 

Eliminate  Byrne  Grant  

Eliminate  Community  Policmg  Program 

Moratonum  on  New  Federal  Prison  Construction  
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Reduce  Coast  Guard  10% 

Eliminate  Manulactunng  Extension  Program 

Ehminate  Coastal  Zone  Management  

Eliminate  National  Manne  Sanctuaries 

Eliminate  Climate  and  Global  Change  Research  

Eliminate  National  Sea  Grant  _ 

Eliminate  State  Weather  Modification  Grant  

Cut  Weather  Service  Operations  10% _._ 

Eliminate  Regional  Climate  Centers  

Eliminate  Minonty  Business  Dewlopment  Agency  

Eliminate  Public  Telecommunicatioos  Fxilities  Pro- 
gram Grant 

Eliminate  Children's  Educational  Television 

Eliminate  National  Information  Infrastructure  Grant  ._ 

Cut  Pell  Grants  20% 

Eliminate  Education  Research  _ 

Cut  Head  Start  50%  __ 

Eliminate  Meals  and  Services  for  the  Elderly 

Eliminate  Title  II  Social  Service  Block  Grant 

Eliminate  Community  Services  Block  Grant  _ 

Eliminate  Rehabilitation  Sennces  

Eliminate  Vxational  Education  

Reduce  Chapter  1  20% 

Reduce  Special  Education  20% 

Eliminate  Bilingual  Educatnn 

Eliminate  JTPA  . 


Eliminate  Child  Welfare  Services 

Eliminate  COC  Bnist  Cancer  Prbgnm 
Eliminate  COC  ABS  Control  Program  ... 

Eliminate  Ryan  White  AIDS  Program 

Eliminate  Maternal  and  Child  Health  ... 
EluMiate  Family  Planning  Pncram  . 
Eliminate  COC  Immunuation  Program  . 

Eliminate  Tuberculosis  PrDgnm 

Eliminate  Agncultural  Research  Service  ... 

Reduce  WIC  50% 

Eliminate  TEFAP: 
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June  5,  1996 

Non-Defense  Discretionaiy  Spending  Cuts  1996 

Commodities _ _.._, 

Reduce  Cooperatnre  State  Reseaich  Service  20%  .,., 
Reduce  Animal  Plant  Health  Inspection  Service  10% 
Reduce  Food  Safety  Inspection  Service  10%  

Total  36942 
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Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  included  that  to 
show  how  you  could  do  it,  how  many 
cuts  would  be  necessary  in  discre- 
tionary spending,  with  taxes  and  with- 
out taxes  at  that  particular  time.  I  did 
that  because  I  had  heard  my  colleagues 
on  national  TV.  On  "Meet  the  Press,"  I 
heard  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Budget  Committee,  Senator 
DOMENICI,  on  the  House  side  Mr.  Ka- 
SICH,  and  others  say  they  are  going  to 
present  a  balanced  budget. 

I  got  together  with  the  best  of  minds 
on  the  Budget  Committee,  the  staff.  We 
worked  all  through  the  month  of  Janu- 
ary. Then  we  just  put  it  into  the 
Record  that  we  had  tried.  I  should 
note  that  the  spending  cuts  I  included 
were  rather  harsh  — harsh,  harsh.  I  was 
not  prepared  to  vote  for  those  unless 
we  got  a  consensus  to  go  along  and 
really  do  the  job. 

But  let  me  not  get  off  my  major 
point  here  with  respect  to  this  resolu- 
tion. The  reason  they  will  not  exclude 
Social  Security  trust  funds  and  pick  up 
the  votes  on  this  side — and  they  could 
pick  up  easily  5  and  probably  10  votes, 
and  they  know  it — is  that  if  they  in- 
clude the  exclusion,  they  will  rob  their 
plan  of  some  S600  billion  over  the  6-  to 
7-year  period. 

You  know,  this  is  all  about  the  Presi- 
dential election.  I  mean,  after  all,  why 
have  7  years?  It  gets  us  by  the  election 
here  in  November  and  it  gets  us  by  the 
November  election  in  the  year  2000.  So 
anytime  you  can  get  past  two  Presi- 
dential elections — and  there  were  high 
hopes  at  one  time  that  they  were  going 
to  have  the  White  House — you  would 
not  have  any  real  responsibility  to  do 
anything  under  the  constitutional 
amendment  until  after  you  were  elect- 
ed and  reelected. 

They  certainly  did  not  want  to  go 
along,  even  though  they  could  get  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  to  the 
Constitution,  for  which  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  has  previously 
voted.  I  do  not  mind  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  the  Constitution,  but 
the  reason  they  do  not  call  up  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  that  protects 
Social  Security  is  because  they  know 
that  they  could  not  then  vote  for  the 
fraud  that  is  in  their  recent  budget 
proposal. 

I  have  categorically  made  this  state- 
ment again  and  again  for  the  past  15 
years.  No  real  balanced  budget  has 
been  submitted  in  that  15-year  period, 
no  balanced  budget  has  been  submitted 
by  this  Congress  or  the  President  in 
the  last  15  years.  And  to  have  the  un- 
mitigated gall  to  get  up  here  and  bring 
charts  to  the  crowd— I  do  not  know 
how  long  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Utah  has  been  in  the  U.S.  Senate, 


but  he  has  been  here  a  long  time.  I  do 
not  know  how  long  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  has  been  here,  our  distin- 
guished majority  leader,  but  I  know  he 
voted  with  us  in  1968  when  we  balanced 
the  budget.  I  think  the  exact  date  was 
some  time  in  June  1968.  He  was  in  the 
House  and  I  was  In  the  Senate. 

June  20,  1968,  was  the  date  of  the 
adoption  of  the  conference  report  on 
H.R.  15414  imposing— listen  to  this,  Mr. 
President,  hear  ye.  all  ears  take  heed — 
imposing  a  10-percent  surchaiire  on  per- 
sonal and  corporate  income  taxes.  It 
required  the  Federal  Government  to 
cut  fiscal  1969  expenditures  by  S6  bil- 
lion, and  to  reduce  new  obligational 
authority  by  $10  billion.  It  required  a 
reduction  in  the  number  of  Federal  em- 
ployees, extending  certain  existing  ex- 
cise taxes,  accelerating  payments  of 
corporation  taxes,  revising  or  extend- 
ing the  effective  date  of  certain  welfare 
and  medical  assistance  laws,  and  in- 
cluding provisions  on  various  other 
subjects  adopted  by  a  vote  in  the  House 
of  Representatives  of  268-150.  It  shows 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Kansas 
voting  "aye." 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  voting  record  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Excerpt  From  House  votes  i09  Through  ii2 

112.  HR  15414.  Adoption  of  the  conference 
report  (H.  Kept.  1533)  on  HR  15414  Imposing  a 
10-percent  surcharge  on  personal  and  cor- 
porate Income  taxes,  requiring  the  Federal 
Government  to  cut  fiscal  1969  expenditures 
by  S6  billion  and  to  reduce  new  obligational 
authority  by  SIO  billion,  requiring  a  reduc- 
tion In  the  number  of  federal  employees,  ex- 
tending certain  existing  excise  taxes,  accel- 
erating payment  of  corporation  taxes,  revis- 
ing or  extending  the  effective  date  of  certain 
welfare  and  medical  assistance  laws,  and  In- 
cluding provisions  on  various  other  subjects. 
Adopted  268-150:  R  114-73;  D  154-77  (ND  96-49; 
SD  58-28),  June  20.  1968.  A  "yea"  was  a  vote 
supporting  the  President's  position. 
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Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  that 
is  the  Senator  from  Kansas  that  we 
know  and  love.  He  was  Increasing 
taxes.  He  was  cutting  spending.  He  was 
getting  rid  of  Federal  employees,  and 
right  on  down  through  his  record  as 
chaimmn  of  the  Finance  Committee — 
yes,  we  might  as  well  bring  it  out  cat- 
egorically—he proposed  the  largest  tax 
increase  in  the  history  of  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  an  article  by  Judy 
Mann,  entitled  "Fiddling  With  the 
Numbers." 


[From  the  Washington  Post) 

Fiddling  wrrn  the  Numbers 

(By  Judy  Mann) 

Gov.  Christine  Todd  Whitman,  the  Repub- 
lican meteor  from  New  Jersey,  had  the  un- 
usual honor  for  a  first-term  governor  of 
being  asked  to  deliver  her  party's  response 
to  President  Clinton's  State  of  the  Union 
message  last  week. 

And  she  delivered  a  whopper  of  what  can 
most  kindly  be  called  a  glaring  inaccuracy. 

Sandwiched  into  her  Republican  sales 
pitch  was  the  kind  of  line  that  does  serious 
political  damage:  Clinton,  she  Intoned,  "im- 
posed the  biggest  tax  increase  in  American 
history." 

And  millions  of  Americans  sat  in  front  of 
their  television  sets,  perhaps  believing  that 
Clinton  and  the  Democrat-controlled  Con- 
gress had  done  a  real  number  on  them. 

The  trouble  is  that  this  poster  lady  for  tax 
cuts  was  not  letting  any  facts  get  in  her  way. 
But  don't  bold  your  breath  waiting  for  the 
talk  show  hosts  to  set  the  record  straight. 

The  biggest  tax  increase  In  history  did  not 
occur  in  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation 
Act  of  1993.  The  biggest  tax  increase  in  post- 
World  War  n  history  occurred  in  1982  under 
President  Ronald  Reagan. 

Here  Is  how  the  two  compare,  according  to 
Bill  Gale,  a  specialist  on  tax  policy  and  sen- 
ior fellow  at  the  Brookings  Institution.  The 
1993  act  raised  taxes  for  the  next  5  years  by 
a  gross  total  of  S268  billion,  but  with  the  ex- 
pansion of  the  earned  income  tax  credit  to 
more  working  poor  families,  the  net  Increase 
comes  to  S240.4  billion  in  1993.  The  Tax  Eq- 
uity and  Fiscal  Responsibility  Act  of  1982.  by 
comparison,  increased  taxes  by  a  net  of  S217.5 
billion  over  5  years.  Nominally,  then,  it  Is 
true  that  the  1993  tax  bill  was  the  biggest  In 
history. 

But  things  don't  work  nominally.  "A  dol- 
lar now  Is  worth  less  than  a  dollar  was  back 
then,  so  that  a  tax  Increase  of.  say  SIO  billion 
in  1962  would  be  a  tax  increase  of  SI5  billion 
now."  says  Gale.  In  fact.  If  you  adjust  for  the 
48  percent  change  In  price  level,  the  1962  tax 
increase  becomes  a  S325.6  billion  increase  In 
1993  dollars.  And  that  makes  it  the  biggest 
tax  Increase  In  history  by  S85  billion. 

Moreover,  says  Gale,  the  population  of  the 
country  Increased,  so  that,  on  a  per  person 
basis,  the  1993  tax  increase  Is  lower  than  the 
one  in  1962.  and  the  gross  domestic  product 
Increased  over  the  decade,  which  means  that 
personal  Income  rose.  "Once  you  adjust  for 
price  translation,  it's  not  the  biggest,  and 
when  you  account  for  population  and  GDP,  It 
gets  even  smaller." 

He  raises  another  point  that  makes  this 
whole  business  of  tax  policy  Just  a  bit  more 
complex  than  the  heroic  tax  slashers  would 
have  us  believe.  "The  question  is  whether 
[the  1993  tax  increase]  was  a  good  idea  or  a 
bad  idea,  not  whether  it  was  the  biggest  tax 
increase.  Suppose  it  was  the  biggest?  I  find  It 
frustrating  that  the  level  of  the  debate  about 
stuff  like  this  as  carried  on  by  politicians  Is 
generally  so  low." 

So  was  it  a  good  idea?  "We  needed  to  re- 
duce the  deficit, "  he  sajrs.  "we  still  need  to 
reduce  the  deficit.  The  bond  market  re- 
sponded positively.  Interest  rates  fell.  There 
may  be  a  longer  term  benefit  In  that  it 
shows  Congress  and  the  president  are  capable 
of  cutting  the  deficit  even  without  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment." 

Other  long-term  benefits,  he  says,  are  that 
'more  capital  Is  freed  up  for  private  Invest- 
ment, and  ultimately  that  can  result  in  more 
productive  and  highly  paid  workers." 

How  bad  was  the  hit  for  those  few  who  did 
have  to  pay  more  taxes?  One  tax  attorney 
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says  tbat  his  increased  taxes  were  more  than 
offset  by  savings  he  was  able  to  generate  by 
refinancing  the  mortgage  on  his  house  at  the 
lower  Interest  rates  we've  had  as  a  result. 
The  1993  tax  increase  did  include  a  4.3-cent- 
a-gallon  rise  in  gasoline  tax,  which  hits  the 
middle  class.  But  most  of  us  did  not  have  to 
endure  an  Income  tax  Increase.  In  1992,  the 
top  tax  rate  was  31  percent  of  the  taxable  in- 
come over  S51,900  for  single  taxpayers  and 
$86,500  for  married  couples  filing  jointly.  Two 
new  tax  brackets  were  added  in  1993:  36  per- 
cent for  singles  with  taxable  incomes  over 
$115,000  and  married  couples  with  Incomes 
over  $140,000;  and  39.6  percent  for  singles  and 
married  couples  with  taxable  incomes  over 
$250,000. 

Not  exactly  your  working  poor  or  even 
your  average  family. 

The  rising  GOP  stars  are  finding  out  that 
when  they  say  or  do  something  stupid  or 
mendacious,  folks  notice.  The  jury  ought  to 
be  out  on  Whitman's  performance  as  gov- 
ernor until  we  see  the  effects  of  supply  side 
economics  on  New  Jersey.  But  in  her  first 
nationally  televised  performance  as  a 
spokeswoman  for  her  party,  she  should  have 
known  better  than  to  give  the  country  only 
half  the  story.  In  the  process,  she  left  a  lot 
to  be  desired  in  one  quality  Americans  are 
looking  for  in  politicians:  honesty. 

Mr.  HOTiT.TNGS.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
read  one  sentence.  The  entire  article  is 
in  the  Record  so  we  know  there  is  no 
misuse  of  this  particular  instrument 
here:  "The  biggest  tax  increase  in  post- 
World  War  n  history  occurred  in  1982 
under  President  Ronald  Reagan." 

Now,  Mr.  President,  we  also  have  the 
statements  from  the  other  media.  That 
statement  was  in  the  Washington  Post 


on  January  1  of  last  year.  Everybody 
knows  about  that  quote  from  the  Wall 
Street  Journal  dated  October  26.  1994: 
"Contrary  to  Republican  claims,  the 
1993  package  is  not  the  largest  tax  in- 
crease in  history.  The  1982  deficit  re- 
duction package  of  President  Reagan 
and  Senator  Robert  Dole  in  a  GOP-con- 
troUed  Senate  was  a  bigger  tax  bill, 
both  in  1993  adjusted  dollars  and  as  a 
percentage  of  the  oveitdl  economy." 
That  was  in  the  Wall  Street  Journal, 
October  26,  1994. 

Further,  from  the  Washington  Post 
of  February  1,  1995:  "The  biggest  tax 
increase  in  history  did  not  occur  in  the 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of 
1993.  The  biggest  tax  increase  in  post- 
World  War  II  history  occurred  in  1982 
under  President  Ronald  Reagan." 

Now,  from  the  New  York  Times,  No- 
vember 3,  1995:  "It  is  not  true  that  the 
$240  billion  tax  increase  approved  by 
Congress  in  1993  at  Mr.  Clinton's  behest 
is  the  largest  in  American  history. 
When  adjusted  for  inflation,  the  only 
way  to  make  comparison  for  dollar 
amounts  in  different  years,  a  tax  in- 
crease engineered  by  Mr.  Dole  in  1982, 
when  he  was  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee,  was  larger."  That 
was  the  New  York  Times,  November  3, 
1995.  That  is  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
that  we  know  and  love. 

I  voted,  this  Senator  from  South 
Carolina,  with  the  Senator  from  Kan- 
sas back  in  1968  when  we  had  the  last 
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balanced  budget.  I  voted  against 
Reagan.omics  in  1981  and  went  along 
the  legislation  in  1982  because  we  could 
see  the  disaster  coming;  deficits  were 
exploding,  we  needed  more  revenues, 
and  the  budget  was  getting  entirely 
out  of  hand.  Now,  Mr.  President,  you 
cannot  believe  your  ears.  You  cannot 
believe  your  ears.  Having  increased 
spending  over  the  15-year  period,  $250 
billion  more  than  we  have  taken  in,  on 
an  average  each  year,  we  have  rxm  the 
national  deficit — I  do  not  need  a  chart; 
all  you  need  is  the  facts— from  less 
than  $1  trillion. 

From  the  beginning  of  this  Nation,  In 
1776  with  the  cost  of  the  Revolution, 
the  War  of  1812.  the  Civil  War,  the 
Spanish-American  War,  World  War  I, 
World  War  H,  Korea,  Vietnam,  the  cost 
of  all  the  wars,  we  still  had  not  run  up 
a  debt  of  $1  trillion.  I  know  we  had 
Desert  Storm,  but  the  others  are  sup- 
posed to  have  paid  for  it.  In  a  15-year 
period,  without  the  cost  of  a  war,  we 
have  run  amok.  We  have  gone  from  less 
than  $1  trillion  to  over  $5  trillion. 

What  is  the  interest  cost?  The  inter- 
est cost  now  is  estimated  to  be  353  bil- 
lion bucks  next  year;  that  is  the  April 
30  figTire  by  the  CBO.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  this 
table  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
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92.1 
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3.S 
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93 
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2.7 
2i 
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4J 
4J 
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lU 
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13.4 
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12.2 
S» 

6.7 
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-3.6 
+1.7 
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-87.1 

-77.4 
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-79.6 

-85.7 
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260.1 
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256.9 
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287.5 
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310J 
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1987 „ 

1988 

Bush: 
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1991 
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Clinton: 

1993.. 
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1st  1997  

Historical  Tables.  Bud{et  of  the  U.S  Goncmment  FY  1996:  Betmning  in  1962  CBO's  "1995  Economc  and  Budget  OutJook.' 


1.003.9 
1.0641 

75.7 
lOOJ) 

-225.5 
-2557 

2J46.i 
2.6C1.3 

1953 
214.1 

1.143.2 
1.252  7 
1.323.8 

1J80.9 

1147 
1177 
122.7 
1137 

-266  7 
-338.6 
-3919 
-403.6 

2J68.a 
37066 
3.598.5 

4.D02.1 

2409 
2647 
285i 
2923 

1.408i 
1.460.6 
1.5144 
1.572.0 
1.651.0 

947 
89.1 
1134 
126.0 
127.0 

-349  3 

-292.3 
-2773 
-270  0 
-292.0 

4J514 
4.6437 
1521.0 
5.191.0 
5.483.0 

292i 
2963 
3324 
3U.0 
353.0 

Mr.  ROLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  the 
distinguished  Senator  is  running  for 
President  and  he  is  getting  the  praises. 
He  also  ought  to  get  the  facts.  He  is 
running  on  his  record.  "He  gets  results, 
results,  results."  Well,  heavens  above, 
what  is  the  result?  We  are  spending  $1 
billion  a  day  for  nothing.  Now,  they 
could  perhaps  assess  the  blame  to  the 
Senator  firom  South  Carolina,  or  the 
Senator  from  Kansas,  or  any  of  the 
other  Senators  that  have  been  around 
the  last  15  years,  but  you  can  look  at 
your  books— Mr.  President,  they  can- 
not blame  President  William  Jefferson 
Clinton.  He  is  the  only  President  who 
has  come  to  town  since  Lyndon  John- 
son that  has  cut  the  deficit. 

The  Republicans  have  the  unmiti- 
gated gall,  totally  shameless,  to  single 
out  the  one  individual  that  came  in 
and  said  we  are  going  to  cut  the  deficit 
$500  billion,  we  are  going  to  tax  gaso- 
line, we  are  going  to  tax  Social  Secu- 
rity and  in  return  get  the  finest  result 
to  the  economy  that  you  could  possibly 
imagine.  Meanwhile.  Senators  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  said  they  would 
be  hunting  us  in  the  street  and  shoot- 
ing us  down  like  dogs  and  all  that  non- 
sense. We  could  not  get  a  single  Repub- 
lican vote  in  the  U.S.  Senate.  We  could 
not  get  a  single  Republican  vote  in  the 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives. 

But  President  Clinton  stuck  to  his 
guns.  We  stuck  to  our  guns.  Yes.  we 
were  responsible  for  those  spending 
cuts.  We  are  responsible  for  those  tax 
increases  and  we  are  responsible  for  the 
wonderful  economy,  the  low  inflation 
rate,  the  creation  of  over  8  million  jobs 
and  everything  else.  Yet  they  have 
come  out  to  point  fingers,  when  they 
are  the  ones  who  caused  this  waste  of 
$1  billion  a  day  for  nothing.  Interest 
costs  have  gone  up  from  $75  bilUon  in 
1980-81  to  $353  billion.  Just  in  round  fig- 
ures that  is  a  $275  billion  increase  in 
spending  for  nothing— no  Government, 
no  schools,  no  highways,  no  law  en- 
forcement, no  foreign  aid,  no  welfare, 
no  nothing. 

The  crowd  that  caused  this  waste  has 
now  come  around  in  this  Presidential 
race  and  are  trying  to  throw  a  long 
pass.  Please.  I  never  heard  of  such  fool- 
ishness— here  we  are  dead  broke,  we  are 
spending  $1  billion  a  day.  Nobody  has 
proposed  that  kind  of  spending  cut  or 
tax  increase.  Now  we  have  the  distin- 


guished Senator  fix^m  Kansas  who 
wants  to  repeal  the  gas  tax,  $30  billion. 
He  wants  to  have  a  missile  defense  of 
$60  billion.  He  now  is  going  to  propose 
an  across-the-board  cut  of  $600  billion. 
Anything  to  get  elected.  Come  on.  I 
have  a  hard  time  when  I  wake  up  every 
morning  and  come  to  the  office  to  face 
this  problem.  That  is  why  I  asked  for 
this  extra  time  on  this  measure. 

They  should  not'  get  the  votes  for  this 
disaster.  Coming  around  here  with  a 
constitutional  amendment,  like  a 
crowd  at  a  football  game  up  in  the 
grandstand  hollering.  "We  want  a 
touchdown,  we  want  a  touchdown." 
Heck,  we  are  the  team.  We  are  on  the 
field.  What  have  they  done,  other  than 
procedure — to  pass  it  on  to  the  States, 
and  after  two  or  three  elections,  7 
years  from  now,  with  the  State's  lutifi- 
ciation — or  2,  3  years,  whatever — pass  it 
to  the  States  and  let  them  ratify  and 
come  back  and  let  the  Congress  then  go 
along  with  the  ratification.  Anything 
to  push  ofi  our  responsibility  and  act 
like  we  are  not  here.  They  bring  in 
charts  and  blame  the  one  Individual 
that  has  cut  the  deficit  since  he  took 
ofi^ice.  Down  in  Arkansas  he  had  a 
track  record  of  10  years  of  balancing 
budgets.  He  comes  to  town  with  these 
interest  costs  and  a  horrendous  debt. 
What  does  he  do?  He  submits  a  realistic 
budget  that  would  have  the  economy  in 
good  shape,  and  we  can  not  get  a  single 
vote.  And  they  have  the  unmitigated 
gall  to  come  up  here  and  say  they  are 
leading  the  way,  and  that  President 
Clinton  does  not  want  a  balanced  budg- 
et while  they  do.  They  are  the  ones 
who  caused  these  horrendous  deficits. 

Then  I  look  at  the  screen  from  the 
Republican  TV  channel,  channel  2,  and 
here  is  what  it  has  on  there.  It  says: 
"Interest  costs  on  the  national  debt  ac- 
coimt  for  15  percent  of  all  Federal 
spending."  False.  Interest  costs  on  the 
debt  are  27  percent  of  all  Federal 
spending.  Mark  it  down.  I  have  to  cor- 
rect this  myself.  I  caimot  get  the  news- 
papers to  do  it. 

Republican  statement  on  the  TV 
channel:  "40  cents  of  every  Federal  in- 
come dollar  goes  to  pay  interest  on  the 
national  debt."  Fact:  54  cents  of  every 
Federal  income  tax  dollar  goes  to  pay 
interest  on  the  national  debt. 

Republican  statement:  "Annual  in- 
terest cost  on  the  national  debt  almost 


equals  annual  discretionary  spending." 
Fact:  Annual  interest  costs  far  exceed 
discretionary  spending.  Discretionary 
spending — which  is  inclusive  of  inter- 
national aifairs — for  1996  is  $267  billion. 
The  1996  interest  on  the  debt  is  $344  bil- 
lion. 

Another  Republican  statement — they 
just  put  out— you  talk  about  truth  and 
who  has  character,  come  on.  "Annual 
interest  costs  on  the  national  debt  al- 
most e(iuals  the  cost  of  national  de- 
fense." That  is  on  the  Republican 
screen  right  now,  so  all  the  Republican 
Senators  can  glean  these  quick  misin- 
formations and  run  out  on  the  Senate 
floor  and  act  like  they  have  studied  the 
problem  and  know  what  they  are  talk- 
ing about.  False.  The  fact  is.  annnni  in- 
terest  costs  far  exceed  the  cost  of  na- 
tional defense.  The  1996  defense  spend- 
ing is  $265  billion.  Interest  costs  on  the 
debt  are  $344  billion. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  I  hardly  know 
how  you  are  supposed  to  make  sense 
out  of  this  "non-sense".  All  that  these 
plans  accomplish  is  to  move  the  deficit 
fi-om  the  general  Government  over  to 
Social  Security.  And  they  talk  like  it 
is  a  given:  "Unified  budget,  unified 
budget,  unified  budget."  That  is  my 
distinguished  colleague  firom  New  Mex- 
ico, the  chairman  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee. I  know  he  is  a  brilliant  Sen- 
ator, and  I  know  he  knows  differently. 

I  want  to  go  now  to  the  Social  Secu- 
rity record  because,  Mr.  President,  we 
have  had  a  difficult  time  zeroing  in  on 
how  we  got  to  where  we  are.  I  hold  the 
report  of  the  National  Commission  on 
Social  Security  Reform,  dated  January 
1983— right  on  page  23  it  sasrs:  "The  Na- 
tional Commission  was  able  to  reach  a 
consensus  for  meeting  the  short-range 
and  long-range  financial  requirements 
by  a  vote  of  12-3." 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Kan- 
sas was  included  in  that  vote,  Mr. 
President,  and  he  bragged  openly  to 
the  Catholic  Conference  on  May  26— 
just  this  past  month— that  he  helped 
save  Social  Security  in  1983.  In  the 
short  term,  he  did.  He  was  a  member  of 
the  commission.  And  one  of  their  con- 
clusions, point  21  on  page  224,  was:  "A 
majority  of  the  members  of  the  na- 
tional commission  recommends  that 
the  operation  of  OASI.  DI,  HI,  and  SSI 
trust  funds  should  be  removed  from  the 
imified  budget.  Some  of  those  who  do 
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not  support  this  recommendation  be- 
lieve that  the  situation  would  be  ade- 
quately handled  if  the  operations  of  the 
Social  Security  Program  were  dis- 
played within  the  present  imified  Fed- 
eral budget  as  a  separate  budget  func- 
tion, apart  from  the  other  income  secu- 
rity programs." 

Now,  Mr.  President,  there  is  no  ques- 
tion that  the  distinguished  Senator 
firom  Kansas  supported  that.  And  Sen- 
ator Dole  referred,  in  his  additional 
views  along  with  Congressman  Con- 
able,  who  was  chairman  then  on  the 
House  side,  in  statement  5,  page  2,  to 
the  short  and  long-term  deficits  in  So- 
cial Security:  "In  our  judgment,  $150 
billion  to  S200  billion  is  the  amount  re- 
quired to  keep  the  system  solvent 
through  1990,  and  over  the  very  long- 
term,  the  next  75  years,  the  needs  of 
the  system  amount  to  about  S25  billion 
a  year."  Thus,  there  was  an  under- 
standing that  we  were  making  nec- 
essary changes  to  ensure  the  integrity 
of  the  Social  Security  system. 

Now,  moving  on,  to  save  time,  Mr. 
President,  again,  on  statement  5,  page 
7:  "Accumulating  considerably  larger 
reserves  is  desirable,"  said  the  Senator 
from  Kansas.  But  now  those  reserves 
are  what  he  is  trying  to  eliminate— 
eliminate  about  S600  billion  to  get  this 
farcical  constitutional  amendment.  We 
have  never  written  a  farce  Into  the 
Constitution.  I  hope  we  do  not  put  a 
farce  in  it  now,  because  we  know  what 
the  farce  is.  "Accumulating  consider- 
ably larger  reserves  is  desirable."  And 
then  the  Senator  said  later  on,  "Trust 
fund  reserves  have  been  on  a  downhill 
coast  for  years."  So  he  was  very  con- 
cerned as  chairman  of  the  Finance 
Conunlttee  at  that  particular  time.  He 
stated  so  in  his  submission  of  the  par- 
ticular bill  on  March  16,  1983,  as  the 
chairman  when  he  said,  "OASI,  DI  in 
the  particular  bill  actually  generates  a 
surplus."  Again,  a  particular  caveat  or 
catchall  to  make  sure  it  does  not  go 
below.  On  page  22,  on  March  16,  Sen- 
ator Dole  says,  "If  the  reserves  fall 
below  20  percent  of  the  annual  outgo, 
the  annual  COLA  would  be  based  on 
the  lower  increase  in  wages  and 
prices." 

So  they  put  In  the  20-percent  cush- 
ion, and  constantly  throughout  re- 
ferred to  the  effect  on  the  trust  funds. 
Now,  the  only  reason  I  emphasize  that 
is  to  show  that  in  1983  the  distin- 
guished Senator  wanted  to  have  trust 
funds.  But  they  also  wanted  to  ensure 
that  the  trust  fund  was  off  budget. 

Let  me  read  from  the  actual  Con- 
gressional Record  of  March  24,  1983, 
on  the  House  side. 

It  says: 

D.  Separate  txeatment  of  trust  fund  oper- 
ations under  unified  budget.  Beginning  with 
1969,  the  financial  operations  of  the  Social 
Security  trust  ftinds  have  been  Included  In 
the  unified  budget  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. House  bill:  House  bill  provides  for  the 
display  of  OASI.  SI  and  DI  fund  operations  as 
a  separate  function  within  the  budget.  Be- 


ginning with  the  fiscal  year  1989.  these  trust 
fund  operations  would  be  removed  from  the 
unified  budget — Senate  amendment,  no  pro- 
vision. 

The  conference  agreement,  here  is 
what  they  agreed  to: 

The  conference  agreement  follows  the 
House  bill  except  that  the  trust  fund  oper- 
ations would  not  be  removed  from  the  uni- 
fied budget  until  the  fiscal  year  1992. 

So  the  conference  committee  chose 
to  follow  the  recommendation  in  the 
Greenspan  commission  report  and 
adopted  into  law  that  by  1992  you 
would  take  Social  Security  off-budget 
as  a  true  trust  fund. 

When  we  started  to  see  these  sur- 
pluses being  used  to  make  the  deficit 
look  smaller,  we  decided  we  couldn't 
wait  until  1992.  On  July  10th,  1990,  in 
the  Budget  Committee,  by  a  vote  of  20 
to  1,  we  put  Social  Security  trust  funds 
off  budget  and  abolished  the  unified 
budget,  including  inclusion  of  Social 
Security.  In  that  vote,  20  to  1,  the  one 
dissenting  vote  was  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Texas,  Senator  Gramm. 

Let  me  say  what  we  did  when  we 
adopted  the  law  in  1983  and  go  back  to 
what  Mr.  Heinz  said,  the  former  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Pennsylvania, 
our  great  colleague,  John  Heinz,  and  I 
quote: 

Mr.  President,  unless  we  separate  Social 
Security  from  the  budget.  It  Is  absolutely  in- 
conceivable to  me  that  we  are  going  to  be 
able  to  finance  Social  Security  In  any  kind 
of  rational  way  In  the  long  run.  Left  In  the 
unified  budget,  there  does  not  seem  to  be 
anything  we  are  going  to  be  able  to  do  except 
spend  Social  Security  surpluses  on  other  pro- 
grams In  the  surplus  years  and  our  -loclal 
Security  In  the  deficit  years.  Without  some 
assurance  that  this  program  wUl  be  treated 
like  the  Social  Security  Insurance  program 
that  It  Is,  how  can  we  expect  young  workers 
who  are  paying  millions  to  pay  an3rthlng 
Into  Social  Security  today,  nearly  100  mil- 
lion of  them,  to  trust  that  the  benefits  that 
they  pay  In  taxes  are  going  to  be  In  when 
they  retire  30  years  from  now?  The  answer  is. 
unless  we  separate  Social  Security,  as  I  pro- 
vided. I  do  not  think  we  can. 

So  it  was  Senator  Heinz  on  the  Re- 
publican side,  in  a  bipartisan  initiative 
in  1990,  by  a  vote  of  98  to  2— who 
worked  with  me  to  do  just  exactly  that 
by  law.  It  is  the  law  today.  It  was 
signed  by  a  Republican  President, 
George  Bush,  but  now  under  this  con- 
stitutional amendment  is  about  to  be 
repealed. 

They  talk  about  protecting  Social 
Security.  But  they  are  trying  to  dis- 
regard the  protection  we  already  have. 
We  owe  Social  Security  $520  billion  as 
of  the  end  of  April.  That  is  how  much 
has  been  borrowed  from  Social  Secu- 
rity. Tack  on  under  this  particular 
constitutional  amendment  another  $600 
billion  as  planned  in  the  Republican 
budget  by  the  year  2002.  In  the  end,  we 
may  pass  a  constitutional  amendment, 
but  even  if  it  was  adhered  to  and  things 
fell  into  place  under  a  best-case  sce- 
nario, we  would  end  up  saying.  Yes,  we 
balanced  the  budget,  but  we  devastated 


Social  Security.  We  would  owe  Social 
Security  $1.14  trillion.  And  who  is 
going  to  raise  taxes  for  that?  Yet,  they 
sit  up  here  in  solemn  dignity  talking 
about  who  is  for  balanced  budgets,  the 
very  crowd  that  devastated  us,  dev- 
astated the  plan. 

I  do  not  know  how  you  make  sense 
out  of  this  crowd.  I  do  not  know  how 
you  make  sense  out  of  the  media. 

James  Fallows  wrote  a  very  interest- 
ing volume  entitled  "Breaking  the 
News."  In  there  he  discussed  the  di- 
chotomy between  Walter  Lippmann 
and  John  Dewey.  Lippmann  and  Dewey 
both  agreed  that  we  should  have  an 
outstanding  press  and  an  expert  press, 
and  to  a  great  extent,  we  do.  They 
know  these  things.  Unfortunately,  they 
have  gotten  into  the  habit  of  taking 
polls,  because  they  want  to  be  ahead  of 
the  news.  So  they  gather  news  and  then 
they  find  the  stories  to  support  the 
polls.  That  is  an  incestuous  kind  of 
thing  and  consequently,  the  press  ends 
up  making  the  news  rather  than  re- 
porting the  news. 

But  Dewey  went  further,  by  sasang 
that  the  American  public  should  be  en- 
gaged. It  is  Fallows'  position  that  the 
public  has  not  been  engaged,  nor  have 
they  been  made  to  feel  a  part  of  the 
process  so  that  they  could  understand 
hard  facts.  He  states  in  his  book  that 
the  press  has  a  duty  to  report  the  truth 
even  if  they  have  to  go  against  public 
opinion.  We  as  a  society  are  not  get- 
ting those  truths  reported. 

Unfortunately,  this  particular  Sen- 
ator takes  issue  with  the  idea  about 
the  public  being  engaged.  The  public 
knows,  and  they  want  to  be  disengaged. 
They  get  this  all  "spew  time"  on  the  7 
o'clock  news,  they  get  this  all  spew 
time  in  the  magazines,  the  daily  press, 
and  the  media.  It  is  a  deluge.  All  they 
hear  from  us  is  this  preelection  off- 
Broadway  show  on  the  floor  of  the  na- 
tional Congress  complete  with  charts. 

The  little  tidbit  of  the  moment  this 
morning  is  that  Medicare  is  going 
broke  in  the  year  2001.  So  what  has 
changed?  That  was  the  report  when 
President  Clinton  took  office.  It  was 
going  broke  in  the  year  2001.  He  ex- 
tended—oh, they  do  not  want  to  say 
that— he  extended  it  into  2002;  1993  was 
his  first  assault  on  Medicare  spending, 
because,  yes,  we  not  only  cut  spending 
$500  billion,  we  not  only  increased 
taxes  some  $240  billion,  but  we  cut 
Medicare  $57  billion  without  a  Repub- 
lican vote. 

They  came  in  here  with  these  tre- 
mendous tax  cuts,  which,  unfortu- 
nately, my  friend,  Stevle  Forbes,  has 
the  Republican  nominee  talking  about 
now.  I  hope  he  does  not  go  overboard 
with  that  nonsense.  Because  I  can  re- 
port to  you  exactly  where  that  non- 
sense started.  Here  it  goes  again. 

I  want  to  include,  Mr.  President,  an 
article  from  the  New  Perspectives 
Quarterly  of  March  22,  1993,  by  none 
other  than  David  A.  Stockman,  the 
daddy  rabbit  of  Reaganomics. 
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I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  it  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  New  Perspectives  Quarterly,  Mar.  22. 

1993] 

AMERICA  Is  NOT  Overspending:  North 

America:  The  Big  Engine  That  Couldn't 

(By  David  A.  Stockman) 

David  A.  Stockman  Director  of  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget  from  1981  to  1985. 
during  the  first  years  of  the  "Reagan  Revo- 
lution," David  Stockman  left  office  amid  the 
lingering  controversy  caused  by  his  revela- 
tions in  the  Atlantic  magazine  about  the  In- 
ternal Administration  politics  which.  Stock- 
man said,  would  result  In  untenable  deficits. 

Stockman's  memoirs  of  those  years  are  en- 
titled A  Triumph  of  Politics:  How  the 
Reagan  Revolution  Failed.  He  Is  currently  a 
General  Partner  at  the  Blackstone  Group,  a 
New  York  Investment  house. 

President  Clinton's  economic  plan  deserves 
heavy-duty  criticism— particularly  the  $190 
blUIon  worth  of  new  boondoggles  through 
FY1998  that  are  euphemlsUcally  labelled 
"stimulus"  and  "Investment"  programs.  But 
on  one  thing  he  has  told  the  unvarnished 
truth.  There  Is  no  way  out  of  the  elephantine 
budget  deficits  which  have  plagued  the  na- 
tion since  1981  without  major  tax  Increases. 

In  this  regard,  the  full-throated  anti-tax 
war  cries  emanating  from  the  GOP  since 
February  17  amount  to  no  more  than  decep- 
tive gibberish.  Indeed,  if  Congressman  Newt 
Gingrich  and  his  playmates  had  the  parental 
supervision  they  deserve,  they  would  be  sent 
to  the  nearest  corner  wherein  to  lodge  their 
Plnocchlo-sized  noses  until  this  adult  task  of 
raising  taxes  is  finished. 

The  fact  is,  we  have  no  other  viable  choice. 
According  to  the  Congressional  Budget  Of- 
fice (CBO)  forecast,  by  FY1998  we  will  have 
practical  full  employment  and.  also,  nearly  a 
$400  billion  budget  deficit  If  nothing  is  done. 
The  projected  red  Ink  would  amount  to  five 
percent  of  GNP.  and  would  mean  continuing 
Treasury  absorption  of  most  of  our  meager 
net  national  savings  through  the  end  of  the 
century.  This  Is  hardly  a  formula  for  sus- 
taining a  competitive  and  growing  economy. 

The  root  problem  goes  back  to  the  July 
1961  frenzy  of  excessive  and  Imprudent  tax- 
cutting  that  shattered  the  nation's  fiscal 
stability.  A  noisy  faction  of  Republicans 
have  willfully  denied  this  giant  mistake  of 
fiscal  governance,  and  their  own  culpability 
in  It.  ever  since.  Instead,  they  have  Inces- 
santly poisoned  the  political  debate  with  a 
mindless  stream  of  anti-tax  venom,  while 
pretending  that  economic  growth  and  spend- 
ing cuts  alone  could  cure  the  deficit. 

It  ought  to  be  obvious  by  now  that  we 
can't  grow  our  way  out.  If  we  should  happen 
to  realize  CBO's  economic  forecast  by  1998. 
wouldn't  a  nearly  $400  billion  deficit  in  a  full 
empl03rment  economy  17  years  after  the 
event  finally  constitute  the  smoking  gun? 

To  be  sure,  aversion  to  higher  taxes  is  usu- 
ally a  necessary,  healthy  Impulse  In  a  politi- 
cal democracy.  But  when  the  alternative  be- 
comes as  self-evidently  threadbare  and 
groundless  as  has  the  "growth"  argument, 
we  are  no  longer  dealing  with  legitimate 
skepticism  but  with  what  amounts  to  a  dem- 
agogic fetish. 

Unfortunately,  as  a  matter  of  hard-core  po- 
litical realism,  the  ritualized  spending  cut 
mantra  of  the  GOP  antl-taxers  Is  equally 
vapid.  Again,  the  historical  facts  are  over- 
whelming. 

Ronald  Reagan's  original  across-the-board 
income  tax  cut  would  have  permanently  re- 


duced the  federal  revenue  base  by  three  per- 
cent of  GNP.  At  a  time  when  defense  spend- 
ing was  being  rapidly  pumped  up.  and  in  a 
context  in  which  the  then  "conservative" 
congressional  nfiajorlty  had  already  decided 
to  leave  90  percent  of  domestic  spending  un- 
touched, the  Reagan  tax  rate  cut  alone 
would  have  strained  the  nation's  fiscal  equa- 
tion beyond  the  breaking  point.  But  no  one 
blew  the  whistle.  Instead,  both  parties  suc- 
cumbed to  a  shameless  tax-bidding  war  that 
ended  up  doubling  the  tax  cut  to  six  percent 
of  GNP— or  slashing  to  nearly  one-third  the 
permanent  revenue  base  of  the  United  States 
government. 

While  delayed  effective  dates  and  phase-Ins 
postponed  the  full  day  of  reckoning  until  the 
late  19605,  there  is  no  gainsaying  the  fiscal 
carnage.  As  of  August.  1961.  Uncle  Sam  had 
been  left  to  finance  a  1980s-slzed  domestic 
welfare  state  and  defense  build-up  from  a 
general  revenue  base  that  was  now  smaller 
relative  to  GNP  than  at  any  time  since  1940! 

In  subsequent  years,  several  "mini"  tax  In- 
crease bills  did  slowly  restore  the  Federal 
revenue  base  to  nearly  Its  post-war  average 
share  of  GNP.  The  $2.5  trillion  in  cumulative 
deficits  since  1981.  however.  Is  not  a  product 
of  "over-spending"  in  any  meaningful  sense 
of  the  term.  In  fact,  we  have  had  a  rolling 
legislative  referendum  for  12  years  on  "ap- 
propriate" Federal  spending  In  today's  soci- 
ety—and by  now  the  overwhelming  bi-par- 
tisan consensus  is  crystal  clear. 

Cash  benefits  for  Social  Security  recipi- 
ents, government  retirees  and  veterans  will 
cost  about  $500  billion  in  1996— or  six  percent 
of  prospective  GNP.  The  fact  is  they  also 
cost  six  percent  of  GNP  when  Jinomy  Carter 
came  to  town  in  1977,  as  they  did  when  Ron- 
ald Reagan  arrived  in  1981.  Bush  in  1989  and 
Clinton  In  1993. 

The  explanation  for  this  remarkable  25 
years  of  actual  and  prospective  fiscal  cost 
stability  Is  simple.  Since  the  nild-1970s  there 
has  been  no  legislative  action  to  Increase 
benefits,  while  a  deep  political  consensus  has 
steadily  congealed  on  not  cutting  them,  ei- 
ther. Ronald  Reagan  pledged  not  to  touch 
Social  Security  in  bis  1984  debate  with  Mon- 
dale;  on  this  Issue  Bush  never  did  move  his 
lips:  and  Rep.  Gingrich  can  readily  wax  as 
eloquently  on  the  "sanctity"  of  the  nation's 
social  contract  with  the  old  folks  as  the  late 
Senator  Claude  Pepper  ever  did. 

The  political  and  policy  fundamentals  of 
the  $375  billion  prospective  1998  cost  of  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid  are  exactly  the  same.  If 
every  amendment  relating  to  these  medical 
entitlements  which  Increased  or  decreased 
eligibility  and  benefit  coverage  since  Jimmy 
Carter's  Inauguration  were  laid  end-to-end. 
the  net  Impact  by  1996  would  hardly  amount 
to  one  to  two  percent  of  currently  projected 
costs. 

Thus,  in  the  case  of  the  big  medical  enti- 
tlements, there  has  been  no  legislatively 
driven  "overspending"  surge  In  the  last  two 
decades.  And  since  1961,  no  elected  Repub- 
lican has  even  dared  think  out  loud  about 
the  kind  of  big  changes  in  beneficiary  pre- 
mium costs  and  co-pajrments  that  could  ac- 
tually save  meaningful  budget  dollars. 

To  be  sure,  budget  costs  of  the  medical  en- 
titlements have  skyrocketed— but  that  Is  be- 
cause our  underlying  health  delivery  system 
Is  ridden  with  inflationary  growth.  Perhaps 
Hillary  will  fix  this  huge,  systemic  economic 
problem.  But  until  that  silver  bullet  is  dis- 
covered, there  is  no  way  to  save  meaningful 
budget  dollars  in  these  programs  except  to 
Impose  higher  participation  costs  on  middle 
and  upper  income  beneficiaries — a  move  for 
which  the  GOP  has  absolutely  no  stomach. 


Likewise,  the  "safety  net"  for  the  poor  and 
price  and  credit  supports  for  rural  America 
cost  the  same  In  real  terms— about  $100  bil- 
lion—as  they  did  in  January.  1981.  That  is  be- 
cause Republicans  and  Democrats  have  gone 
to  the  well  year  after  year  only  to  add  nick- 
els, subtract  pennies,  and.  In  effect,  validate 
over  and  over  the  same  "appropriate"  level 
of  spending. 

On  the  vast  expanse  of  the  domestic  budg- 
et, then,  "overspending"  is  an  absolute 
myth.  Our  post-1981  mega-deflclts  are  not  at- 
tributable to  It;  and  the  GOP  has  neither  a 
coherent  program  nor  the  political  courage 
to  attack  anything  but  the  most  microscopic 
spending  marginalia. 

It  Is  unfortunate  that  having  summoned 
the  courage  to  face  the  tax  issue  squarely. 
President  Clinton  has  clouded  the  debate 
with  an  excess  of  bashing  the  wealthy  and  an 
utterly  unnecessary  grab-bag  of  new  tax  and 
spending  giveaways.  But  that  can  be  cor- 
rected In  the  legislative  process — and  it  in  no 
way  lets  the  Republicans  off  the  hook.  They 
led  the  Congress  into  a  giant  fiscal  mistake 
12  years  ago.  and  they  now  have  the  respon- 
sibility to  work  with  a  President  who  is  at 
least  brave  enough  to  attempt  to  correct  it. 

(Mr.  ASHCROFT  assumed  the  chair.) 

Mr.  ROLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  distinguished  Chair.  The  en- 
tire article  is  there,  but  let  me  just 
read  this  paragraph.  How  did  this  all 
get  started,  that  chart  of  yours — if  you 
want  to  know  where  that  chart  started, 
it  did  not  start  under  President  Clin- 
ton. He  has  reduced  the  deficit. 

He  has  reduced  the  deficit.  The  debt 
they  show  on  that  chart  that  goes  from 
less  than  $1  trillion  on  up  to  over  $5 
trillion  occurred  under  you  and  me. 
And  I  quote: 

The  root  problem  goes  back  to  the  July 
1981  frenzy  of  excessive  and  imprudent  tax 
cutting  that  shattered  the  Nation's  fiscal 
stability.  A  noisy  faction  of  Republicans 
have  willfully  denied  this  giant  mistake  of 
fiscal  governance  and  their  own  culpability 
in  it  ever  since.  Instead  they  have  inces- 
santly poisoned  the  political  debate  with  a 
nUndless  stream  of  antitax  venom  while  pre- 
tending that  economic  growth  and  spending 
cuts  alone  could  cure  the  deficit.  It  ought  to 
be  obvious  by  now  that  we  can't  grow  our 
way  out. 

So  much  for  growth,  so  much  for  tax 
cuts,  so  much  for  the  ying-yang  of  enti- 
tlements. They  had  in  the  Atlantic 
Monthly  this  past  issue  an  article  by 
my  friend  Peter  Peterson,  former  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  as  well  as  in  the 
Department  of  Commerce,  and  eminent 
fiscal  expert.  But  he  says  the  father  of 
all  unfunded  mandates  is  Social  Secu- 
rity and  Medicare. 

It's  absolutely  ridiculous  when  you 
get  the  best  of  the  best  talking  that 
nonsense.  Social  Security  has  a  surplus 
of  $520  billion.  Medicare  has  a  surplus 
of  $130  billion  according  to  the  April  30 
Treasury  report.  So  we  have  surpluses 
that  they  would  call  unfunded  man- 
dates. This  misconception  is  followed 
by  Time  Magazine  saying  that  the  big- 
gest thing  causing  the  deficit  is  these 
runaway  entitlements.  All  absolutely 
false. 

What  is  in  deficit,  Mr.  President,  is 
the  general  Government.  There  is  one 
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big  sham,  one  big  firaud  that  is  going 
on  here  in  the  National  Government. 
And  the  people  are  enraged  because 
they  know  about  it.  They  are  paying 
more  and  getting  less  Government. 
And,  of  course,  the  pollsters  are  off  on 
that  bit  about  get  rid  of  the  Govern- 
ment, get  rid  of  the  Government,  get 
rid  of  the  Government.  The  Govern- 
ment is  not  the  solution:  the  Govern- 
ment is  the  enemy. 

The  fact  is  that  we  can  spend  money 
and  save  money,  but  these  interest 
costs  on  the  debt  keep  going  up  amd 
away.  Pajmient  is  required  just  like 
taxes.  They  say  two  things  you  cannot 
avoid  are  death  and  taxes.  The  third 
thing  is  interest  costs  on  the  debt. 
They  are  interest  taxes  going  up  on 
automatic  pilot.  As  we  talk  today, 
while  we  talk,  it  will  go  up  another  bil- 
lion bucks.  And  what  is  broke  today  is 
the  Government,  not  the  entitlements. 
Now,  I  commend  my  distinguished 
firtend  firom  Nebraska,  Bob  Kerrey,  and 
the  former  Senator  from  Missouri, 
Jack  Danforth.  I  voted  for  the  Kerrey 
amendment  to  the  budget  resolution 
because,  yes,  I  agree  we  have  to  get  a 
bridle  on  this  animal.  We  are  going  to 
have  to  gradually  raise  the  retirement 
age.  We  are  going  to  have  to  consider 
other  changes  such  as  holding  up  on 
the  COLA'S. 

I  have  voted  for  a  COLA  freeze  in  the 
past.  I  have  proposed  budget  freezes.  I 
have  proposed  automatic  spending  cuts 
across  the  board.  I  have  even  proposed 
increasing  taxes  to  reduce  the  deficit. 
But,  Mr.  President,  you  cannot  get  it 
now  firom  this  group.  They  are  the  ones 
who  do  not  want  to  pay  for  Govern- 
ment. And  they  have  the  audacity  to 
come  here  with  these  runaway  spend- 
ing programs  and  ridiculous  allega- 
tions that  the  President  is  against  de- 
fense. It  is  all  a  political  act.  They 
know  he  is  oversensitive  about  defense 
and  that  he  is  going  along  with  what 
the  Joint  Chiefs  want. 

I  was  with  Danny  Graham.  I  got  the 
first  SDI  award.  Do  not  tell  me  about 
SDI  and  its  support.  I  still  support  it. 
But  after  spending  almost  90  billion 
bucks  and  having  nothing  to  show  for 
it,  now  is  the  time  to  stop,  look,  and 
listen  and  move  in  a  measured  way,  as 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Geor- 
gia, Sam  Nunn,  says  to  do  and  the 
Joint  Chiefs  say  to  do.  But  instead  of 
being  practical,  they  give  us  political 
theatre.  And  this  particular  constitu- 
tional amendment  is  another  act  where 
they  try  to  make  the  President  look 
bad  for  not  being  able  to  get  the  Demo- 
crats' vote. 

Come  on.  The  President  did  not  get 
my  vote  on  GATT.  He  did  get  my  vote 
on  NAFTA.  I  have  a  lot  of  things  on 
which  he  is  not  going  to  get  my  vote. 
What  are  you  talking  about,  get  the 
vote. 

But  the  Republicans  can  get  Rol- 
lings' vote  in  a  flash  if  they  protect 
Social  Security.  Just  put  in  section  7 


that  Social  Security  funds  are  ex- 
cluded. Why  not  write  what  the  law  re- 
quires and  what  we  all  say  should  be 
done  to  give  the  children  and  grand- 
children a  sense  of  trust,  reliance,  and 
respect  for  Government.  There  is  no 
such  thing  as  a  unified  budget  with  So- 
cial Security.  By  law  Social  Security  is 
off-budget.  But  now  they  put  in  the 
constitutional  amendment  these  dif- 
ferent statements  here. 

Some  may  ask.  what  does  the  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina  want?  Every- 
body knows,  or  should  know,  that  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  works  in 
a  bipartisan  fashion.  This  Senator,  you 
are  looking  at  him,  got  the  only  bipar- 
tisan thing  done  in  the  last  2  years,  the 
telecommunications  bill.  I  know  it. 
The  public  knows  it.  I  worked  for  4 
years  on  that.  We  worked  with  the  Re- 
publicans and  Democrats  and  we  got  91 
votes,  91  of  the  Senators  on  the  floor. 
So  I  know  how  to  work  in  a  bipartisan 
way. 

In  fact,  I  worked  with  President 
Johnson  to  balance  the  budget  in  a  bi- 
partisan way.  But  when  President 
Reagan  came  to  town  with  the  so- 
called  Kemp-Roth  tax  cut,  I  knew  we 
were  headed  for  the  pits.  I  knew  it. 
Senator  Dole  knew  it.  I  can  show  you 
his  statements  critical  of  Kemp-Roth. 
He  was  not  any  supply-side  chairman 
of  Finance.  He  knew  better.  Senator 
Howard  Baker,  the  majority  leader,  sat 
right  down  there  at  that  first  desk  and 
he  shrugged  his  shoulders  and  said  this 
is  a  riverboat  gamble.  You  did  not  get 
elected  to  come  up  here  and  gamble 
like  a  riverboat  gambler.  And  I  will  not 
go  along  with  it. 

Vice  President  George  Herbert  Walk- 
er Bush  called  it  "voodoo."  How  in 
Heaven's  name  can  you  cut  your  reve- 
nues, increase  all  your  spending  for  de- 
fense, as  elicited  by  Warren  Rudman  in 
his  recent  book,  and  expect  a  balanced 
budget?  Who  is  that  stupid?  We  con- 
tinue to  practice  pollster-driven  poli- 
tics and  focus  on  hot-button  issues.  But 
the  public  knows  better. 

So  I  voted  against  Reaganomics.  I 
voted  for  the  spending  cuts.  I  voted  for 
the  tax  increases.  And  I  want  to  cor- 
rect the  record  in  that  Rudman  book, 
which  I  have  a  little  time  to  do.  The  in- 
ference is,  in  that  first  chapter,  that 
Senator  Rollings  had  some  doubts 
about  Gramm-Rudman-Hollings  and 
later  asked  for  a  divorce.  It  implies 
that  I  acted  like  I  was  just  along  for 
the  ride. 

Let  me  tell  you  now,  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  worked  in  a  bipar- 
tisan fashion  like  a  dirty  dog,  over  the 
objection  of  the  Democratic  majority 
leader,  over  the  objection  of  the  Demo- 
cratic chairman  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee. On  14  votes,  up  or  down,  we  got  a 
majority  of  Democrats  to  vote  for 
across-the-board  spending  cuts  of 
Gramm-Rudman-HoUings:  $36  billion  a 
year. 

Incidentally,  I  helped  write  Gramm- 
Rudman-Hollings.  I  used  this  budget 


tool  as  Governor.  I  got  a  balanced 
budget.  I  got  the  first  triple-A  credit 
rating.  The  distinguished  former  Gov- 
ernor and  occupant  of  the  Chair  knows 
what  I  mean.  We  do  not  have  a  triple- 
A  credit  rating  in  the  great  State  of 
South  Carolina  now.  I  got  it.  It  has 
been  lost.  So  I  know  how  hard  it  is  to 
work  and  get  from  Standard  &  Poor's  a 
triple-A  credit  rating.  I  did  it  with  a 
rule  we  had  in  the  legislature  of  auto- 
matic cuts  across  the  board,  and  that 
is  all  Granun-Rudman-HoUings  was.  If 
you  did  not  meet  the  target  of  spending 
cuts,  then  the  law  did  it  for  you. 

You  could  see  the  maneuvering  and 
extension  of  a  year  and  extension  again 
of  another  year.  So,  1987  we  were  still 
serious,  eight  of  us,  in  a  bipartisan 
fashion.  I  am  qualifying  myself  as  a 
witness.  With  six  Democaitits  and  two 
Republicans,  Senator  Boschwitz  and 
Senator  Danforth.  myself  and  others, 
we  voted  for  a  value-added  tax  of  5  per- 
cent to  eliminate  the  deficit  and  the 
debt.  We  knew  we  needed  spending 
cuts.  We  knew  we  wanted  Gramm-Rud- 
man-HoUings.  We  knew  we  had  to  cut 
the  size  of  the  Federal  Government.  We 
knew  we  had  to  have  spending  freezes. 
But  we  also  realized  in  that  vote — and 
it  was  after  a  very  serious,  studied  de- 
bate in  the  Budget  Committee — that 
balancing  the  budget  also  required  in- 
creasing revenues. 

I  appeared  before  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee. I  have  testified  twice.  I  met 
with  the  expert.  Dr.  Cnossen,  who 
knows  all  about  VAT's.  I  later  met 
with  the  then-chairman.  Senator  Moy- 
nihan  of  New  York,  of  the  Finance 
Conunittee,  and  I  am  willing  to  appear 
again.  I  have  introduced  my  legislation 
again  in  this  Congress  because  I  know 
you  cannot  possibly  get  a  balanced 
budget  without  also  raising  revenues. 

The  way  they  have  been  doing  it  is. 
No.  1.  rob  the  trust  funds,  not  just  So- 
cial Security  to  the  tune  of  $1.2  tril- 
lion. They  have  the  highway  trust 
funds,  and  the  House  crowd  just  acted 
to  take  the  transportation  trust  funds 
off-budget.  They  said,  "Wait  a  minute, 
you  are  taking  our  highway  funds." 
They  said.  "Wait  a  minute,  you  are 
taking  our  airport  improvement  mon- 
eys," to  make  the  airports  safe  and  ev- 
erything else  of  that  kind,  "and  using 
it  on  foreign  aid.  or  welfare,  or  defense, 
or  whatever.  You  are  not  spending  it 
for  its  purpose." 

So  the  House  is  has  acted  on  that 
measure.  But  there  are  still  other  trust 
funds:  They  are  using  military  pension 
surpluses,  they  are  using  civil  service 
pensions,  and  everything  else  of  that 
kind,  to  the  tune  right  now  of  $1.2  tril- 
lion. So,  we  put  forth,  in  a  bipartisan 
fashion,  a  value-added  tax.  Then,  in  a 
bipartisan  fashion,  we  enacted  section 
13301  to  protect  Social  Security. 

Thereafter,  in  April  1991,  we  wanted 
to  answer  the  catcall  that  we  heard 
from  some  Members  on  this  side  and  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  about  the  an- 
nual surpluses  in  Social  Security.  The 
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distinguished  Senator  from  New  York, 
Senator  Moynihan,  Senator  Kasten  of 
Wisconsin,  and  myself,  we  offered  an 
amendment  to  cut— what;  taxes?  Social 
Security  payroll  taxes. 

We  had  the  argument  about  the  pay- 
roll taxes.  I  do  not  know  why  they  are 
talking  about  cutting  taxes  again,  just 
in  time  for  the  1996  election.  Why  don't 
they  look  at  how  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Kansas  voted  back  in 
1991.  He  could  have  cut  Social  Security 
taxes,  and  supported  truth  in  budget- 
ing. We  offered  that  amendment  in 
April  1991,  in  a  bipartisan  fashion,  and 
we  got  voted  down. 

Now,  they  have  the  audacity  to  come 
here,  at  this  particular  time,  and  talk 
on  and  on  and  on  about  who  is  for  defi- 
cits. Let  me  be  categorical  about  this. 
I  know  what  President  Reagan  did,  be- 
cause I  put  into  the  Recopuj  the  state- 
ment made  by  none  other  than  the  Di- 
rector of  his  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget.  David  Stockman.  I  was  there 
and  I  saw  it.  I  said,  man,  if  this  thing 
works,  we  can  all  go  back  home.  Every 
Governor  will  start  cutting  his  reve- 
nues. Go  to  the  mayor  of  the  city.  I 
wish  you  would  go  back  to  your  mayor 
wherever  you  live  and  say  we  have  a 
new  way  of  doing  things.  What  we 
ought  to  do  is  cut  your  revenues.  But 
cut  your  revenues  25  percent  and  see 
what  your  bond  rating  is  then.  You  will 
have  to  lay  off  your  firemen  and  police- 
men and  everything  else  like  that,  and 
you  will  get  run  out  of  the  mayor's  of- 
fice. 

Try  that  on  as  a  Governor.  They  try 
to  give  these  tired  arguments  a  kind  of 
dignity  and  bring  out  charts  and  every- 
thing else.  They  claim  they  need  a  $500 
or  $600  billion  cut  to  get  the  economy 
moving,  but  then  they  have  Greenspan 
trying  to  hold  growth  down  to  2.5  per- 
cent. 

We  could  take  care  of  a  lot  of  deficits 
here  if  we  had  more  growth,  but  that  is 
another  debate.  The  fact  of  the  matter 
is,  they  come  out  with  all  of  these 
things  about  tax  cuts,  getting  rid  of 
the  4.3-cent  gasoline  tax  added  in  1993, 
$30  billion  over  those  years.  I  voted  for 
it.  It  is  working.  In  fact,  we  know  the 
price  of  gasoline  went  down  after  we 
put  on  the  tax. 

It  is  the  fourth  quarter  in  the  Presi- 
dential race.  They  are  throwing  the 
bomb,  anything  to  bring  the  candidate 
alive,  anything  to  bring  the  candidate 
alive — actually  changing  his  entire 
congressional  record  of  fiscal  respon- 
sibility. You  have  him  now  for  growth 
where  he  was  not  before.  You  have  now 
for  tax  cuts  when  he  was  for  tax  in- 
creases and  voted  for  and  supported 
them  and  led  the  way  for  fiscal  respon- 
sibility. You  have  him  going  along 
with  any  kind  of  thing  to  satisfy  some 
small  group  that  they  have  there — even 
assault  weapons,  I  think. 

Anybody  knows  you  cannot  let  as- 
sault weapons  be  used  around  this 
country.  Come  on.  But  now  they  want 


to  court  another  particular  group  in 
the  polls,  so  they  pick  another  hot-but- 
ton item,  and  try  to  complete  a  long 
pass  play. 

Welfare  reform — let  it  be  shown  that 
on  welfare,  we  have  worked  and  worked 
hard  and  had  a  good  record.  But  then 
they  wanted  to  abandon  the  children.  I 
think  it  is  on  course  again  now,  so  I 
will  not  say  any  more,  but  I  would  be 
glad  to  get  into  that  debate,  because 
you  cannot  immediately  save  money 
by  putting  people  to  work,  instituting 
an  employment  progrram.  instituting 
day  care,  transportation  and  all  these 
other  things. 

In  the  outyears  you  might,  hopefully, 
get  them  off  welfare,  and  I  would  go 
along  with  that  and  want  to  support  it. 
But  in  the  meantime,  let  us  not  con- 
tinue to  attack  children's  programs  to 
the  tune  of  $60  billion  and  then  in  the 
same  breath  say.  Let's  have  $60  billion 
for  SDI,  because  we've  put  "Defend 
America"  in  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  time  is  now,  Mr.  President,  to  re- 
build the  strength  of  our  economy.  Our 
Nation's  strength  is  like  a  three-legged 
stool.  We  have  the  one  leg  of  values  as 
a  nation.  That  is  strong.  We  feed  the 
hungry  in  Somalia.  We  help  develop  de- 
mocracy in  Haiti.  We  commit  troops 
for  peace  in  Bosnia.  We  stand  for  free- 
dom around  the  world  and  for  this 
Americans  are  willing  to  sacrifice.  The 
values  leg  is  strong. 

The  second  leg  of  military  is  unques- 
tioned. 

The  third  leg  that  is  fiuctured  and  al- 
most causes  us  to  topple  is  the  eco- 
nomic leg,  and  that  is  easily  under- 
stood. For  50  years  now,  in  trjring  to 
spread  capitalism,  defeat  communism, 
spread  democracy  the  world  around,  we 
sacrificed  our  economy.  I  have  had 
many  a  debate  on  textiles.  Others  have 
had  it  on  steel  and  iron  and  different 
manufacturing.  The  truth  is  that 
Japan  is  a  lai^er  manufacturing  nation 
than  the  United  States  of  America.  The 
truth  is,  we  have  been  blindsided.  Read 
"Blindside"  by  Eamon  Fingleton. 

Now  is  the  time  to  start  rebuilding 
our  Nation's  health.  Let's  start  with 
those  on  welfare  and,  more  than  any- 
thing else,  yes,  let's  continue  this  ini- 
tiative for  children  because  in  the  long 
run,  it  will  save  us  money.  I  wrote  a 
book  on  bimger.  I  worked  to  establish 
the  women,  infknts  and  children  feed- 
ing program  or  WIC.  You  cannot  re- 
build a  strong  America  by  denying  the 
infants  and  expectant  mothers  access 
to  nutritional  programs.  For  every  dol- 
lar we  spend  in  WIC,  we  save  $3. 

You  are  not  going  to  build  a  strong 
America  by  denying  Head  Start  to  5- 
£ind  6-year-olds.  For  every  dollar  we 
put  in  to  Head  Start,  we  save  $4.25. 

We  are  not  going  to  build  a  strong 
America  by  denying  school  lunches  to 
the  6-  and  7-year-olds. 

We  are  not  going  to  build  a  strong 
America  by  densring  title  I  to  the  dis- 
advantaged 9-  and  10-year-olds. 


You  are  not  going  to  build  a  strong 
America  by  denying  summertime  jobs. 

You  are  not  going  to  build  a  strong 
America  by  denying  student  loans  for 
youngsters,  16-year-olds,  to  go  to  col- 
lege. 

These  are  the  programs  we  are  cut- 
ting, and  meanwhile  we  are  all  talking 
about  who  is  really  telling  the  truth, 
who  is  really  for  reducing  the  deficit, 
who  is  really  for  a  balanced  budget, 
and  we  go  through  this  silly  act.  Peo- 
ple blame  both  sides,  and  they  should 
blajne  both  sides.  That  is  why  the 
American  public  does  not  turn  out  in 
force  for  national  elections. 

Now  is  the  time  to  get  real.  Cut  out 
the  balanced  budget  amendments  and 
let's  balance  the  budget.  Give  it  to  us, 
and  I  will  support  it,  I  will  go  to  con- 
ference. As  a  former  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee,  I  will  work  in  a  bi- 
partisan fashion.  We  can  balance  this 
budget.  It  is  going  to  be  tough,  but  we 
will  all  have  to  work  together  to  do  it. 
We  can't  afford  to  keep  turning  it  into 
Presidential  political  headlines. 

It  goes  without  saying  that  these 
particular  budgets  have  never  been  bal- 
anced. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent a  letter  from  June  O'Neill  of  Octo- 
ber 18  to  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Budget  Committee  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Congressional  Budget  OmcE. 

October  18. 1995. 
Hon.  Pete  v.  Domenici. 
ChaiTTnan.  Committee  on  the  Budget,  U^.  Sen- 
ate. Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  The  Congressional 
Budget  OfOce  has  reviewed  the  legislation 
submitted  to  the  Senate  Committee  on  the 
Budget  by  eleven  Senate  committees  pursu- 
ant to  the  reconciliation  directives  included 
in  the  budget  resolution  for  fiscal  year  1996 
(H.  Con.  Res.  67).  CBO's  estimates  of  the 
budgetary  effects  of  each  of  those  submis- 
sions have  been  provided  to  the  relevant 
committees  and  to  the  Budget  Committee. 
Based  on  those  estimates,  using  the  eco- 
nomic and  technical  assimiptions  underlying 
the  budget  resolution,  and  assuming  the 
level  of  discretionary  spending  specified  in 
that  resolution.  CBO  projects  that  enact- 
ment of  the  reconciliation  legislation  sub- 
mitted to  the  Budget  Committee  would 
produce  a  small  budget  surplus  in  2002.  The 
effects  of  the  proposed  package  of  savings  on 
the  projected  deficit  are  summarized  in 
Table  1.  which  includes  the  adjustments  to 
CBO's  April  1995  baseline  assumed  by  the 
budget  resolution.  The  estimated  savings 
that  would  result  from  enactment  of  each 
committee's  reconciliation  proposal  is  shown 
in  Table  2. 

As  you  noted  in  your  letter  of  October  6, 
CBO  published  in  August  an  estimate  of  the 
fiscal  dividend  that  could  result  from  bal- 
ancing the  budget  in  2002.  CBO  estimated 
that  instituting  credible  budget  policies  to 
eliminate  the  deficit  by  2002  could  reduce  in- 
terest rates  by  150  basis  points  over  six  years 
(based  on  a  weighted  average  of  long-term 
and  short-term  interest  rates)  and  increase 
the  real  rate  of  economic  growth  by  0.1  per- 
centage point  a  year  on  average,  compared 
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with  CBO's  economic  projections  under  cur- 
rent policies.  CBO  projected  tliat  the  result- 
ing' redactions  In  federal  Interest  parments 
and  Increases  In  federal  revenues  would  total 
SSO  billion  In  2002  and  S170  billion  over  the 
1996-2002  period.  Those  projections  were 
based  on  a  hypothetical  deficit  reduction 
path  developed  by  CBO.  The  deficit  reduc- 
tions estimated  to  result  from  the  reconcili- 
ation legrlslatlon  submitted  to  the  Budget 
Conmilttee,  together  with  the  constraints  on 
discretionary  spending  proposed  In  the  budg- 
et resolution,  would  likely  yield  a  fiscal  divi- 
dend similar  to  that  discussed  In  the  August 
report. 

If  you  wish  further  details  on  this  projec- 
tion, we  will  be  pleased  to  provide  them. 
Sincerely, 

June  E.  O'Neux, 

Director. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  that 
letter  of  October  18,  1995.  said  that  we 
produce  a  small  budget  surplus  with 
this  1996  budget  we  are  under.  But,  Mr. 
President,  when  reminded  of  the  law — 
do  you  think  you  have  to  remind  a 
trust  ofQcer  in  a  bank  of  the  law?  Do 
you  think  a  director  of  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  has  to  be  re- 
minded of  the  Budget  Act  on  Social  Se- 
curltsr? 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  this 
letter  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

U.S.  Congress, 
Congressional  Budget  Office, 
Washington,  DC,  October  20, 1995. 
Hon.  Kent  Conrad. 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator:  Pursuant  to  Section  205<a) 
of  the  budget  resolution  for  fiscal  year  1996 
(H.  Con.  Res.  67).  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  provided  the  Chairman  of  the  Senate 
Budget  Committee  on  October  18  with  a  pro- 
jection of  the  budget  deficits  or  surpluses 
that  would  result  from  enactment  of  the  rec- 
onciliation legislation  submitted  to  the 
Budget  Committee.  As  speclfled  In  section 
205(a),  CBO  provided  projections  (using  the 
economic  and  technical  assumptions  under- 
lying the  budget  resolution  and  assuming 
the  level  of  discretionary  spending  speclfled 
in  that  resolution)  of  the  deficit  or  surplus  of 
the  total  budget— that  is,  the  deficit  or  sur- 
plus resulting  flrom  all  budgetary  trans- 
actions of  the  federal  government,  including 
Social  Security  and  Postal  Service  spending 
and  receipts  that  are  designated  as  off-budg- 
et transactions.  As  stated  In  the  letter  to 
Chairman  Domenlci.  CBO  projected  that 
there  will  be  a  total-budget  surplus  of  $10  bil- 
lion in  2002.  Excluding  an  estimated  off-budg- 
et surplus  of  S115  billion  In  2002  from  the  cal- 
culation, CBO  would  project  an  on-budget 
deficit  of  $105  billion  in  2002.  (The  letter  you 
received  yesterday  incorrectly  stated  these 
two  figures.) 

If  you  wish  further  details  on  this  projec- 
tion, we  will  be  pleased  to  provide  them.  The 
staff  contact  is  Jim  Homey,  who  can  be 
reached  at  226-2880. 
Sincerely. 

June  E.  O'Neill. 
Mr.  HOLLINGS.  October  20,  1995,  to 
the  Honorable  Kent  Conrad. 

Dear  Senator:  After  taking  Social  Security 
off  budget- 
Actually,  the  budget  projected  would  have 
a  deficit  of  $105  billion.  We  might  get  that 


truth  out.  We  fought  to  get  adherence  to 
that  law.  We  put  up  an  amendment,  and  we 
cannot  get  support  for  it.  But  we  continue  to 
put  up  that  amendment  and  everything  else 
to  say  we  want  a  balanced  budget. 

I  have  worked  in  the  vineyards  for  30 
years  for  a  balanced  budget  up  here.  I 
got  one  back  when  I  was  Governor  of 
my  State,  and  I  will  go  along  with  you, 
but  just  do  not  move  deficits.  Let's 
eliminate  deficits.  Let's  not  move  the 
deficits  from  general  CJovemment  over 
to  Social  Security  putting  it  in  debt 
$1,100  trillion  by  the  year  2002.  All  you 
have  to  do  is  add  "Social  Security 
trust  fund"  where  you  say.  "except  for 
borrowed  funds."  "Except  for  borrowed 
funds  from  the  Social  Security  trust 
fund." 

That  is  all  it  is,  a  little  language. 
They  do  not  want  to  do  it,  because  the 
truth  hits  them  in  the  face  when  they 
go  around  the  corner.  If  they  put  that 
in  a  constitutional  amendment,  there 
is  no  way  in  the  world  that  they  can 
produce  a  balanced  budget  without  in- 
creasing taxes. 

Their  political  singsong  is,  "We  can 
just  balance  the  budget.  We're  conserv- 
atives, and  they're  spending  us  blind, 
and  the  liberals  there,  they  want  to 
continue  spending  and  all  we  need  is 
spending  cuts  and  you  can  eliminate 
the  Government." 

Mr.  President,  with  $267  billion  in  do- 
mestic spending  eliminated  and  with 
the  $344  interest  cost  increase,  you 
would  still  have  a  deficit.  Do  not  just 
cut — eliminate.  Eliminate  Commerce 
or  housing  or  energy  or  education. 
Eliminate  Interior,  eliminate  the  Jus- 
tice Department,  get  rid  of  the  FBI, 
the  DEA,  the  Border  Patrol  and  just 
eliminate  it  all,  and  you  still  have  a 
deficit. 

That  is  the  dilemma  we  are  in.  To- 
day's problems  are  not  entitlements.  It 
is  not  Social  Security  and  AARP.  My 
distinguished  friend  from  Wyoming 
comes  in  here  and  says  there  is  no 
trust  fund.  Well,  that  is  his  view.  But 
in  the  view  of  the  Congress  and  under 
his  vote,  there  is  a  trust  fund.  Under 
the  recommendation  of  the  Greenspan 
commission,  we  put  it  off  budget.  Since 
1990,  we  have  had  it  formally  in  the  law 
and  they  now  want  to  repeal  the  law 
with  section  7  of  this  particular  con- 
stitutional amendment. 

Mr.  President,  thank  heavens  for  the 
sobriety  of  the  Members  on  this  side 
who  have  dutifully  written  a  letter 
sasrlng.  Dear  Mr.  Dole:  Just  go  along 
with  the  protection  xmder  the  law  that 
we  have  in  section  13301  of  the  statu- 
tory laws  of  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica and  you've  got  us  five  and  you  can 
pass  a  constitutional  amendment  in  a 
fiash. 

They  do  not  want  a  constitutional 
amendment.  They  want  to  get  the  cred- 
it, but  they  do  not  want  to  get  the  duty 
and  responsibility.  It  is  an  absolute 
fraud,  and  they  know  it. 

I  retain  the  remainder  of  my  time. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  10 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  thank  the  able 
Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina  is  recogrnized. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  today  in  support  of  the  motion  to 
reconsider  House  Joint  Resolution  1, 
the  balanced  budget  amendment.  Last 
year,  the  House  acted  with  wide  bipar- 
tisan support  as  it  adopted  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  by  a  vote  of 
300  to  132.  Unfortunately,  last  year  in 
the  Senate,  we  fell  1  vote  short  of  the 
67  votes  needed  for  final  passage.  Now, 
we  have  an  opportunity  to  do  the  right 
thing  and  adopt  this  proposaJ. 

Mr.  President,  mandating  balanced 
Federal  budgets  is  not  a  new  idea.  The 
first  constitutional  amendment  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  was  proposed  in  1936  by 
Minnesota  Representative  Harold 
Knutson.  During  World  War  n  the  at- 
tention of  the  Nation  was  distracted 
from  efforts  to  secure  annual  balanced 
budgets,  although  Senator  Tydings  and 
Representative  Disney  introduced  sev- 
eral balanced  budget  amendments  dur- 
ing that  period. 

Following  World  War  II,  a  Senate 
joint  resolution  on  balanced  budgets 
was  introduced  by  Senators  Tydings 
and  Bridges  and  reported  out  by  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  in  1947 
but  received  no  further  action.  During 
the  1950's,  an  increasing  number  of  con- 
stitutional initiatives  for  balanced 
budgets  came  to  be  introduced  regu- 
larly in  Congress.  It  was  during  that 
time  that  I  supported  legislation  such 
as  that  offered  by  Senators  Bridges, 
Curtis,  and  Harry  Byrd  to  require  the 
submission  by  the  President  of  an  an- 
nual balanced  budget  and  to  prevent 
Congress  from  adjourning  without  hav- 
ing enacted  such  a  budget.  No  action 
was  taken  on  these  measures.  Yet, 
since  the  beginning  of  the  84th  Con- 
gress in  1955,  an  average  of  four  con- 
stitutional amendments  to  require  a 
balanced  Federal  budget  have  been  pro- 
posed during  each  Congress.  There  was 
little  substantive  action  in  the  1960's 
and  1970's  on  our  proposals.  But  finally, 
in  1982  while  I  was  chairman  of  the  Ju- 
diciary Committee,  the  Senate  passed 
a  balanced  budget  amendment  which  I 
authored.  Our  victory  was  short-lived, 
however,  because  the  Speaker  and  the 
majority  leader  at  that  time  led  the 
movement  to  kill  it  in  the  Democrat- 
controlled  House  of  Representatives. 
That  was  our  high  water  mark  as  we 
fell  one  vote  short  in  1986,  four  votes 
short  in  1994,  and  one  vote  short  last 
year.  This  is  our  final  opportunity  this 
year  to  deliver  to  the  American  people 
a  balanced  budget  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  simply  stated,  this 
legislation  calls  for  a  constitutional 
amendment  requiring  that  outlays  not 
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exceed  receipts  during  any  fiscal  year. 
Also,  the  Congrress  would  be  allowed  by 
a  three-fifths  vote  to  adopt  a  specific 
level  of  deficit  spending.  Further,  there 
is  language  to  allow  the  Congress  to 
waive  the  amendment  during  time  of 
war  or  inmiinent  military  threat.  Fi- 
nally, the  amendment  requires  that 
any  bill  to  increase  taxes  be  approved 
by  a  majority  of  the  whole  number  of 
both  Houses. 

This  legislation  would  provide  an  im- 
portant step  to  reduce  and  ultimately 
eliminate  the  Federal  deficit.  The 
American  people  have  expressed  their 
strong  opinion  that  we  focus  our  ef- 
forts on  reducing  the  deficit.  Making  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  part  of 
the  Constitution  is  appropriate  action 
for  addressing  our  Nation's  ninaway 
fiscal  policy. 

Over  the  past  haif-century,  the  Fed- 
eral Government  has  become  jeopard- 
ized by  an  irrational  and  irresponsible 
pattern  of  spending.  As  a  result,  this 
firmly  entrenched  fiscal  policy  is  a 
threat  to  the  liberties  and  opportuni- 
ties of  our  present  and  future  citizens. 

The  national  debt  is  over  $5.1  trillion. 
Today,  the  payment  of  interest  on  the 
debt  is  the  second  largest  item  in  the 
budget.  That  accounts  for  the  estimate 
that  this  year  it  will  take  over  40  per- 
cent of  all  personal  income  tax  receipts 
to  pay  the  interest  on  the  debt. 

Mr.  President,  the  tax  dollars  that  go 
to  pay  interest  on  the  debt  are  purely 
to  service  a  voracious  Federal  appetite 
for  spending.  Pajmient  of  interest  on 
the  debt  does  not  build  roads,  it  does 
not  fund  medical  research,  it  does  not 
provide  educational  opportunities,  it 
does  not  provide  job  opportunities,  and 
it  does  not  speak  well  for  the  Federal 
Government.  Pajrment  of  interest  on 
the  debt  merely  allows  the  Federal 
Government  to  carry  a  debt  which  has 
been  growing  at  an  alarming  rate.  It  is 
deficit  spending  which  has  brought  us 
to  these  crossroads.  Congress  has  bal- 
anced the  Federal  budget  only  once— I 
repeat,  only  once — in  the  last  36  years 
and  only  8  times  in  the  last  64  years.  A 
balanced  budget  amendment  as  part  of 
the  Constitution  will  mandate  the  Con- 
gress to  adhere  to  a  responsible  fiscal 
policy. 

The  American  businessmen  and  busi- 
nesswomen have  become  incredulous  as 
they  witness  year  in  and  year  out  the 
spending  habits  of  the  Congress.  Any- 
one who  nins  a  business  clearly  under- 
stands that  they  cannot  survive  by 
continuing  to  spend  more  money  than 
they  take  in.  It  is  time  the  Federal 
Government  abides  by  this  simple  yet 
compelling  principle. 

For  many  years,  I  have  believed,  as 
have  many  Members  of  Congress,  that 
the  way  to  reverse  this  misguided  di- 
rection of  the  Federal  Government's 
fiscal  policy  is  by  amending  the  Con- 
stitution to  mandate,  except  in  ex- 
traordinary circumstances,  balanced 
Federal  budgets.  The  Congress  should 


adopt  this  proposal  and  send  it  to  the 
American  people  for  ratification.  The 
balanced  budget  amendment  is  a  much 
needed  addition  to  the  Constitution 
and  it  would  establish  balanced  budg- 
ets as  a  fiscal  norm,  rather  than  a  fis- 
cal abnormality. 

Mr.  President,  the  tax  burdens  which 
today's  deficits  will  place  on  future 
generations  of  American  workers  is 
staggering.  Future  American  workers 
are  our  children  and  our  children's 
children.  We  are  mortgaging  the  future 
for  generations  yet  unborn.  This  is  a 
terrible  injustice  we  are  imposing  on 
America's  future  and  it  has  been  appro- 
priately referred  to  as  fiscal  child 
abuse. 

Our  third  president,  Thomas  Jeffer- 
son, stated,  and  I  quote: 

The  question  whether  one  generation  has 
the  right  to  bind  another  by  the  deficit  It 
Imposes  Is  a  question  of  such  consequence  as 
to  place  It  among  the  fundamental  principles 
of  government.  We  should  consider  ourselves 
unauthorized  to  saddle  posterity  with  our 
debts,  and  morally  bound  to  pay  them  our- 
selves. 

That  is  a  quote  of  Mr.  Thomas  Jeffer- 
son. 

^fr.  President,  it  is  time  we  show  the 
fiscal  discipline  advocated  by  Thomas 
Jefferson  and  adopt  a  balanced  budget 
amendment.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  COVERDELL  addressed  the 
Chafr. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate from  Georgia. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  I, 
of  course,  rise  in  support  of  passage  of 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  to  the 
Constitution.  I  enjoyed  very  much  lis- 
tening to  the  remarks  of  the  distin- 
guished senior  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  as  he  outlined  the  benefits 
and  the  necessities  of  passing  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution. 

You  know,  one  of  the  things  that 
leaves  me  perplexed  about  this  entire 
debate  is  the  fact  that  what  we  are 
talking  about  here  is  having  the  Con- 
gress ratify  and  send  to  the  States  the 
opportunity  to  engage  in  a  broad  na- 
tional debate  with  regard  to  the  pas- 
sage of  a  balanced  budget  amendment. 
Those  who  rise  in  opposition  seem  to 
want  to  prevent  the  several  States 
from  engaging  in  this  very  valid,  very 
Important  national  debate.  For  myself, 
I  have  total  confidence  that  the  States 
deserve  and  need  and  will  appropriately 
mana.ge  this  debate. 

Remember,  for  it  to  become  a  true 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  it  will 
require  that  three-fourths  of  those 
States  ratify  this  concept.  So  this  con- 
cept will  not  come  into  place  without 
massive  public  attention  in  all  of  the  50 
States. 

Surely,  if  three-fourths  of  the  States 
conclude  this  is  the  right  thing  to  do, 
then,  indeed,  it  is  the  right  thing  to  do. 


Yet  those  on  the  other  side  do  not  want 
it  to  get  to  the  States.  They  want  to 
lock  it  down  here,  very  repeatedly,  in 
Washington,  whereas  we  have  just 
heard  in  the  last  36  years  we  have  had 
35  budgets  that  were  not  balanced,  and 
one  that  was,  which  is.  of  course,  why 
the  vast  majority  of  Americans  under- 
stand and  know  that  we  need  this  dis- 
cipline, that  the  wise  founder  Thomas 
Jefferson  warned  us  about.  We  need 
this  provision  of  discipline  in  the  Con- 
stitution. 

I  do  not  know  how  much  evidence  it 
takes.  You  count  them  off,  36  years, 
and  we  balanced  the  budget  once,  and 
35  times  we  failed  to  do  so,  might  sug- 
gest to  the  average  American  that 
something  is  a  little  bit  out  of  whack, 
a  little  bit  out  of  whack,  and  they  are 
paying,  oh,  are  they  paying  the  price 
for  it. 

I  see  my  colleague  from  Indiana  is  on 
the  floor  and  I  will  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESrorNG  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Indiana. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  once 
again  we  are  debating  the  balanced 
budget.  We  should  not,  any  longer,  be 
debating  the  balanced  budget.  We 
should  be  living  by  a  balanced  budget. 
Americans  have  lost  thefr  patience 
with  this  endless,  fruitless  process  of 
debating  the  issue  and  our  failure  to 
achieve  the  issue.  The  question  now  be- 
fore us,  again,  is  simple:  How  do  we  fi- 
nally make  this  commitment  real, 
make  it  lasting,  and  make  it  binding? 

The  Democrats  have  argued — and  I 
am  not  referring  to  the  13  Democrats 
that  supported  this  effort  In  that  close, 
almost  historic  vote  that  took  place 
over  a  year  ago;  I  am  referring  to 
Democrats  because  no  Republicans  are 
arguing  against  a  balanced  budget  in 
this  debate — Democrats  have  argued  in 
the  past  that  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment is  imnecessary.  "Let's  not  amend 
the  Constitution,"  they  say,  "just  sim- 
ply balance  the  books  ourselves."  Last 
year,  during  debate  on  this  amend- 
ment, the  minority  leader  stated.  "The 
budget  is  not  going  to  be  balanced  in 
2002  imless  the  responsible  people  in 
1995  start  to  focus  on  thefr  share  of  the 
work."  Senator  Kerrey  added.  "Let 
Senators  get  to  work  to  show  Ameri- 
cans we  have  the  courage  this  amend- 
ment presumes  that  we  lack." 

Now,  that  argnmient  had  some  credi- 
bility when  we  made  this  debate  in 
1995,  although  it  has  been  argued  now 
for  more  than  a  decade,  but  it  did  have 
some  credibility  at  the  time.  It  is  our 
responsibility.  It  is  our  job  to  keep  the 
Nation's  fiscal  house  in  order  and  to 
not  spend  more  than  we  take  in.  Of 
course,  we  fail  in  that  job  year  after 
year  after  year  and  there  is  always  an- 
other excuse,  there  is  always  another 
program  that  needs  to  be  preserved. 
There  is  always  an  argument  why  we 
cannot  do  it  now. 

Today,  that  argument  does  not  have 
credibility.  Democrats,  both  the  Presi- 
dent and  Members  of  Congress,  have 
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shown  little  courage  and  have  not  lived 
up  to  their  share  of  the  work.  Every 
tough  question,  every  tough  vote  we 
have  had,  especially  on  entitlements, 
has  been  exploited  for  partisan  advan- 
tage. Democrats  have  talked  of  bal- 
anced budgets,  while  refusing  to  pay 
the  cost  of  courage.  It  is  a  cynical  dis- 
play. It  is  a  hjrpocritical  display  to  say 
we  must  go  forward  on  our  own,  and 
then  put  every  roadblock  in  the  way  to 
accomplishing  what  they  say  we  must 
do. 

What  lessons  have  we  learned  in  this 
past  year?  If  you  make  hard,  necessary 
choices,  the  President  and  Democrat 
leaders  will  undermine  you.  If  you 
carefully  and  responsibly  confront  run- 
away entitlements,  they  will  vilify 
you.  The  President  and  his  party  are 
trsring  to  create  a  Washington  culture 
that  rewards  cowardice  and  com- 
promises our  future. 

What  do  we  do  about  it?  How  can  we 
change  that  culture?  How  can  we  re- 
quire Washington  to  make  the  difficult 
choices  and  turn  our  easy  words  into 
reliable  results?  The  answer,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, is  a  balanced  budget  amendment 
to  the  Constitution.  We  have  simply 
exhausted  all  other  avenues  in  arriving 
at  this  goal. 

We  are  back  where  we  started.  Con- 
gress must  be  mandated  to  do  what  it 
has  consistently  refused  to  do.  No  ar- 
gument could  be  more  cleai-  and  more 
compelling  than  our  experience  of  this 
last  few  months.  If  balancing  the  budg- 
et is  not  a  matter  of  constitutional 
principle,  it  will  not  be  accomplished. 
It  must  no  longer  be  subject  to  shifting 
and  cynical  political  tactics.  Our  first 
duty  as  legislators,  to  preserve  a 
strong  and  solvent  Nation  for  the  next 
generation,  that  commitment  should 
be  burned  into  our  conscience  and  writ- 
ten into  our  most  basic  law,  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  or  it  will 
not  happen. 

Once  again,  we  are  here  and  we  have 
the  choice  to  make  that  happen.  The 
success  of  this  effort  will  depend  on  one 
thing:  The  President  needs  to  persuade 
just  2  Democrat  Senators  to  join  13  of 
their  colleagues  who  voted  for  the  bal- 
anced budget  last  year,  to  support  this 
attempt  at  balancing  the  budget.  The 
outcome  is  pretty  much  in  his  hands.  If 
he  refuses  to  act,  he,  then,  is  going  to 
have  to  share  the  responsibility  of  the 
failure  of  this  Congress  to  address  what 
I  believe  is  one  of  the  most  fundamen- 
tal issues  of  our  time.  This  is  not  a 
normal,  everyday  political  debate  we 
are  engaged  in.  It  concerns  the  very 
first  principles  of  American  Govern- 
ment and  one  of  the  most  basic  prin- 
ciples of  morality.  Endless  debt  is  not 
just  a  drag  on  our  economy,  it  is  a  bur- 
den on  our  national  conscious. 

I  have  quoted  Thomas  Jefferson  on 
this  topic  before  but  his  ai-gument  is 
worth  hearing  again: 

The  question  of  whether  one  generation 
has  the  right  to  bend  another  by  the  deficit 


it  imposes  is  a  question  of  such  consequence 
as  to  place  it  among  the  fundamental  prin- 
ciples of  government.  We  should  consider 
ourselves  unauthorized  to  saddle  posterity 
with  our  debts,  and  be  morally  bound  to  pay 
them  ourselves. 

Let  me  repeat  that:  Thomas  Jeffer- 
son said,  a  long  time  ago,  but  it  holds 
true  today  in  a  way  that  it  never  has 
before. 

We  should  consider  ourselves  unauthorized 
to  saddle  posterity  with  our  debts,  and  be 
morally  bound  to  pay  them  ourselves. 

What  we  are  debating  here  is  one  of 
the  most  important  and  one  of  the 
most  basic  moral  commitments  be- 
tween generations.  It  has  always  been 
one  of  our  highest  ethical  traditions 
for  parents  to  sacrifice  for  the  sake  of 
their  children.  It  is  the  depth  of  selfish- 
ness to  call  on  children  to  sacrifice  for 
the  sake  of  their  parents.  It  violates  a 
trust  and  it  betrays  a  duty.  When 
Americans  view  our  actions,  they  see 
past  the  niunbers  to  a  set  of  principles. 
They  see  more  than  a  matter  of  right 
and  left.  They  see  a  matter  of  right  and 
wrong. 

One  thing  is  increasingly  obvious:  We 
will  not  reliably  consistently  balance 
our  budget  until  the  Constitution  re- 
quires it.  The  tug  of  quick  political 
benefit  is  still  too  strong.  The  voice  of 
vested  interests  is  too  loud.  Buying 
votes  by  placing  burdens  on  the  future 
is  still  too  easy.  This  amendment  will 
force  us,  as  a  Congress,  to  make  a 
choice.  Will  we  preserve  our  ability  to 
run  up  deficits  or  will  we  part  with  this 
destructive  power  once  and  for  all? 

Never  has  the  choice  been  more  stark 
or  more  important.  It  is  the  difference 
between  false  promises  and  real  com- 
mitments. It  is  the  difference  between 
public  relations  and  public  account- 
ability. We  will  never  be  restrained 
until  we  formally  and  forcefully  re- 
strain ourselves. 

President  Clinton's  current  budget  is 
example  No.  1,  a  case  in  point.  It  is  a 
political  charade,  not  a  serious  budget 
plan.  It  increases  discretionary  spend- 
ing every  year  until  2001  and  2002— con- 
veniently beyond  the  time  when  Presi- 
dent Clinton  will  no  longer  be  Presi- 
dent. That  is  when  he  proposes  to  cut 
his  spending  level  by  $67  billion.  Every- 
body knows  this  is  absurd.  It  is  an  ab- 
surd proposal  to  say  we  will  not  make 
the  hard  choices,  but  we  will  force 
them  onto  the  next  President. 

Such  cuts  in  those  outyears,  after 
Bill  Clinton  has  retired  to  Hope,  AR, 
will  be  impossible.  They  will  be  too 
sudden  and  too  steep — in  education,  the 
environmental,  and  veterans  programs. 
But  I*resident  Clinton  does  not  mind, 
because  all  the  tough  decisions  would 
be  made  on  someone  else's  watch.  It  is 
another  shining  example  of  the  Wash- 
ington culture  of  cowardice. 

The  time  for  these  tinds  of  gimmicks 
and  maneuvers  is  over.  Americans  have 
been  disappointed  too  often.  We  have 
the  ability  to  clear  away  decades  of  de- 


cision with  one  clear,  sincere,  moral 
commitment— that  is,  that  we  will  no 
longer  steal  from  the  future,  that  we 
will  pass  a  balanced  budget  amendment 
to  the  Constitution,  we  will  leave  a  leg- 
acy to  our  children  other  than  a  monu- 
mental debt.  We  will  leave  them  a  leg- 
acy of  courage  and  responsibility. 

What  Member  wants  to  serve  in  this 
body  and  leave  here  looking  back,  hav- 
ing had  the  opportunity,  but  failed,  to 
rectify  this  extraordinary  imbalance  in 
our  Nation's  fiscal  affairs?  What  Mem- 
ber wants  to  think  back  on  their  time, 
as  they  have  been  privileged  to  serve  in 
the  U.S.  Senate,  and  say,  well,  I  was 
there,  I  had  an  opportunity  to  deal 
with  one  of  the  most  fundamental,  im- 
portant issues  this  Nation  has  ever 
faced,  to  set  a  legacy  for  the  future 
that  will  determine  the  prosperity  and 
posterity  for  our  children  and  grand- 
children and  generations  to  follow;  yet. 
I  passed  on  that  opportunity  because, 
you  see,  I  did  not  want  to  make  that  a 
mandatory  effort.  I  did  not  want  to 
make  us  bound  to  fulfill  that  promise 
because  the  situation  might  change,  or 
a  program  that  I  really  favored  might 
be  impacted.  And  so,  therefore,  we  put 
it  off  until  the  future,  and  we  will  ask 
the  next  Congress,  or  the  next  Presi- 
dent to  deal  with  that  problem,  and  we 
forfeited  our  ability  to  deal  with  it 
now. 

I  do  not  want  to  have  that  as  my  leg- 
acy. But  we  have  been  talking  about 
this  ever  since  I  have  been  here.  There 
has  always  been  an  excuse  not  to  go 
forward.  There  has  always  been  some 
reason.  As  soon  as  we  address  the  rea- 
son of  the  moment  that  is  put  up,  then 
another  one  is  raised.  There  is  always  a 
reason  why  we  cannot  go  forward.  We 
are  just  a  few  votes  away  from  begin- 
ning that  legacy. 

The  President,  in  his  rhetoric,  has 
supported  balanced  budgets  again  and 
again.  Now  he  can  prove  himself  a  part- 
ner or  partisan.  It  is  his  choice.  I  hope 
he  will  pressure  his  own  party  to  sup- 
■poTt  a  constitutional  amendment  that 
nearly  83  percent  of  the  American  pub- 
lic supports.  I  hope  he  will  abandon  un- 
fair attacks  on  the  people  making  the 
hard,  necessary,  and  courageous  budget 
choices.  I  hope  he  will  begin  to  bargain 
in  good  faith  for  a  change.  I  hope  for 
all  these  things,  Mr.  President.  Unfor- 
tunately, I  am  not  confident  that  we 
will  see  any  of  them,  and  that  is  a 
shame  because  it  is  a  missed  oppor- 
timlty  that  may  not  come  again,  and  I 
expect  the  American  public,  in  just  5 
months,  will  remember. 

The  moment  has  come  to  send  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  to  the 
States.  Let  us  begin  a  national  debate, 
in  every  State  legrislature  in  this  coun- 
try. Americans  have  waited  decades  for 
this  opportunity.  And  they  have  waited 
long  enough. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  for  a  moment? 

Mr.  COATS.  I  am  happy  to  s^eld. 
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Mr.  COVERDELL.  The  Senator  has 
very  eloquently  described  the  respon- 
sibility, through  the  Thomas  Jefferson 
quote,  that  each  generation  has  for  the 
future,  and  that  any  time  a  generation 
consumes  the  future's  resources  for 
their  own  satisfaction,  they  are  abro- 
gating the  freedom  of  the  future. 

My  question  is  this:  Is  it  not  true 
that  if  we  were  successful  in  passing  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  to  the 
Constitution  requiring  balanced  budg- 
ets, there  would  be  immense  benefits 
for  the  present,  that  interest  rates 
would  drop,  job  lines  would  be  shorter, 
there  would  be  new  businesses,  and 
that  the  net  effect  would  be  that  an  av- 
erage family  in  my  State  and  yours 
would  have  the  equivalent  of  making 
$3,000  to  $5,000  of  immediate  new  in- 
come in  their  checking  accounts  in  the 
form  of  reduced  home  mortgages  and 
loans,  so  that  they  could  get  about  the 
business  of  getting  America  up,  getting 
It  housed  and  fed  and  ready  to  be  the 
leaders  of  the  future? 

Mr.  COATS.  The  Senator  makes  an 
excellent  point  and  one  that  has  not 
been  made  enough.  We  have  a  respon- 
sibility to  future  generations.  Clearly, 
the  one  thing  we  can  do  that  would 
most  benefit  the  future  of  this  country, 
our  children  and  grandchildren,  and 
succeeding  generations  of  Americans, 
is  to  enact  within  the  Constitution  a 
responsibility  that  each  of  us  ought  to 
take  on,  but  we  have  been  unable  to 
take  on  as  a  majority.  But  it  will  have 
immense  benefits  for  the  present,  as 
the  Senator  has  suggested. 

The  Federal  Reserve  Chairman  hais 
indicated  that  if  we  could  put  a  real 
balanced  budget  in  place,  we  can  pretty 
much  count  on  an  interest  rate  reduc- 
tion of  2  percentage  points.  And  2  per- 
centage points  is  an  immense  economic 
benefit  to  the  present  generation.  For 
all  those  seeking  to  buy  a  new  home,  it 
means,  over  the  lifetime  of  mortgage 
payments  on  that  home,  tens  of  thou- 
sands, if  not  more,  of  dollars  in  their 
pockets  that  otherwise  would  be  paid 
in  interest.  It  means,  for  those  who 
own  a  home  now  and  have  a  mortgage, 
the  opportunity  to  refinance  that  home 
and  put  money  right  directly  into  their 
pocketbooks,  into  education  for  their 
children,  into  meeting  the  needs  of 
their  families. 

So  there  is  an  immediate  benefit  for 
all  Americans  and  for  American  busi- 
nesses that  have  to  go  out  and  raise  the 
capital  to  expand,  which  provides  jobs 
for  Americans,  and  on  and  on  it  goes.  A 
number  of  figures  have  been  thrown 
out  in  terms  of  what  this  means.  A  bal- 
anced budget  over  the  next  6  years,  ac- 
cording to  some  who  have  studied  this, 
indicates  that  it  would  add  to  the 
United  States  economy  $32  billion  in 
real  disposable  income,  $66  billion  in 
new  purchases,  $88  billion  in  new  in- 
vestment, and  over  100,000  new  housing 
starts.  That  translates  into  jobs,  jobs, 
and  jobs— real  jobs,  not  minimum  wage 
jobs. 


The  best  thing  we  can  do  for  people 
looking  for  work  or  seeking  to  improve 
their  position  and  their  jobs  is  to  jump- 
start  this  economy  in  a  way  in  which 
we  can  expand  opportunities  for  Ameri- 
cans to  work.  Average  Americans  will 
save,  it  is  estimated,  $2,388  a  year  on 
mortgage  payments  on  a  house  with  a 
$75,000.  30-year  mortgage.  Those  of  us 
who  live  in  urban  areas,  or  occupy 
areas  where  housing  costs  are  much 
higher,  obviously,  are  going  to  save 
much  more  than  that.  And  it  would  be 
$1,026  saved  over  the  life  of  a  4-year  car 
loan.  Every  3  or  4  years,  we  go  out  to 
buy  a  new  car.  Most  Americans  do  not 
have  the  cash  to  purchase  those  cars 
and,  therefore,  put  a  4-  to  5-year  car 
loan  on  it.  We  are  talking  about  $1,000 
or  more  in  the  pocket  of  every  Amer- 
ican who  buys  a  new  car  back  into 
their  wallet  to  spend  for  other  pur- 
poses, or  to  save,  that  they  otherwise 
would  pay  in  interest.  And  $1,891  inter- 
est over  the  life  of  a  10-year  student 
loan,  for  all  those  parents  and  fami- 
lies—and I  am  one  of  them,  as  my  third 
child  will  go  off  to  college  in  a  month 
and  a  half— those  of  us  that  need  to 
borrow  money  to  help  finance  that  edu- 
cation are  going  to  be  borrowing  it  at 
lower  interest  costs,  and  it  will  save  us 
the  average,  over  a  10-year  student 
loan,  of  nearly  $2,000. 

Add  all  that  up,  and  it  amounts  to 
nearly  $75,000  of  savings  for  the  average 
family — that  is,  raising  kids,  pasring  for 
transportation,  putting  a  mortgage  on 
their  house,  trjring  to  save  some  money 
to  send  their  kids  to  college  to  get  an 
education  beyond  high  school.  We  are 
talking  about  real  dollars.  So  the  ap- 
peal to  the  American  public  is  not  just 
our  moral  responsibility  and  the  legacy 
we  leave  for  future  generations  for  this 
country,  but  also  direct  economic  bene- 
fits that  can  flow  directly  to  this  econ- 
omy and  to  Americans  in  this  genera- 
tion. 

So,  Mr.  President,  the  question  from 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  is  a  perti- 
nent and  relevant  question  to  this  dis- 
cussion which  I  want  to  just  briefly  ad- 
dress. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  so  I  can  find  out  what 
the  time  parameters  are?  As  I  under- 
stand it,  at  1  o'clock  Senator  ExoN  gets 
the  floor.  I  ask  him  if  I  could  have  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  am  happy  to  srield  5 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Calffor- 
nia. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President.  I  will 
honor  that  and  wrap  up  my  remarks  so 
we  can  keep  some  semblance  of  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  is  to  be  recognized  at  1 
o'clock. 

Mr.  COATS.  I  thank  the  Chair  for  the 
time. 

I  thank  my  friend  from  Georgia  for 
yielding. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 


Mrs.  BOXER  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  California  is  recognized 
under  the  time  of  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Thank  you  very  much, 
Mr.  President.  I  thank  my  friend  from 
Nebraska.  I  aim  delighted  to  speak  for  a 
brief  period  of  time.  I  greatly  appre- 
ciate his  yielding  me  that  5  minutes. 

(The  remarks  of  Mrs.  BOXER  pertain- 
ing to  the  introduction  of  S.  1837  are 
located  in  today's  Record  under 
"Statements  on  Introduced  Bills  and 
Joint  Resolutions.") 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
we  are  going  along  the  same  path  on 
which  we  have  already  gone.  Do  we 
want  to  really  balance  the  budget,  or 
do  we  want  a  figleaf?  Clearly  a  discus- 
sion and  vote  on  a  constitutional 
amendment  debate  is  a  figleaf  when  we 
can  have  the  real  thing.  The  President 
was  very  clear.  He  said  to  the  Repub- 
lican leadership,  "Please,  come  into  to 
my  office  and  let  us  get  it  done." 

Every  single  Member  of  this  body  has 
voted  for  a  balanced  budget,  a  real  one. 
not  a  figleaf.  I  voted  for  two.  I  voted 
for  the  Democratic  plan,  and  I  voted 
for  a  bipartisan  plan.  If  those  Repub- 
licans who  were  so  anxious  to  have  a 
balanced  budget  would  come  over  and 
support  the  bipartisan  plan,  we  would 
have  a  balanced  budget.  We  would  not 
have  to  have  a  figleaf.  We  could  have 
the  real  thing. 

That  is  important.  That  is  what  it 
would  take.  It  is  not  up  to  the  Presi- 
dent. It  is  up  to  this  body  to  come  to- 
gether either  around  their  own  plan 
and  get  enough  votes  to  do  it  or  around 
a  bipartisan  plan.  I  think  that  is  the 
issue.  The  issue  is  not  about  a  figleaf: 
it  is  about  reality. 

Sometimes  I  think  the  public  is  con- 
fused about  this  because  they  are  told 
that  people  oppose  an  amendment  to 
the  Constitution  because  they  do  not 
want  to  balance  the  budget.  In  fact  we 
have  had  very,  very  tough  votes  to  do 
it.  You  do  not  need  an  amendment  to 
the  Constitution  to  balance  the  budget. 

Mr.  President,  in  my  remaining  time. 
I  hope  we  get  back  to  the  issues  that 
matter  to  people.  No.  1.  agreement  on  a 
real  balanced  budget:  No.  2.  the  Kasse- 
baum-Kennedy  bill  which  will  protect 
people  who  need  health  care;  No.  3.  the 
minimum  wage.  Then  I  would  like  to 
see  us  take  up  pension  security,  and  in 
the  few  minutes  I  have  remaining  I 
want  to  call  my  colleagues'  attention 
to  a  front  page  story  in  the  Wall  Street 
Journal  today  entitled  "Frittered 
Away — Some  workers  find  retirement 
nest  eggs  full  of  strange  assets.  Losses 
can  be  serious."  It  goes  very  painstak- 
ingly through  a  tragedy  that  has  be- 
fallen employees  of  a  company 
headquartered  in  Texas  with  many 
stores  in  my  home  State  of  California 
which  invested  about  85  percent  of  its 
401(k)  plan  assets,  which  belong  to  em- 
ployees.   Employees   put    their   hard- 
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earned  money  into  that  particular 
company  plan.  The  employees  now  find 
out  that  the  company  has  gone  bank- 
rupt, hundreds  of  them  have  lost  their 
jobs,  and  they  may  have  lost  their  re- 
tirement. 

If  you  want  to  do  something  on  the 
floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate  that  impacts 
the  lives  of  people,  get  a  real  balanced 
budget  through,  get  the  Kennedy- 
Kassebaum  legislation  through  so  em- 
ployees can  have  health  care,  so  it  can 
be  portable,  get  the  pension  bill  I  intro- 
duced today  through  so  employees 
know  that  the  same  rules  that  apply  to 
defined  benefit  pension  plans  apply  to 
their  401(l£)'s. 

The  Wall  Street  Journal  article  talks 
about  how  some  employers  have  taken 
the  hard-earned  pension  contributions 
of  their  employees  and  put  them  into 
worthless  investments.  Some  of  them 
have  decorated  their  offices  with  these 
so-called  investments.  The  investments 
are  worth  nothing,  and  the  employees 
are  left  holding  the  bag.  We  can  make 
a  very  easy  change  here  by  applying 
the  same  protections  to  401(k)  plans  as 
we  already  apply  to  other  plans. 

When  we  are  here  for  3  days  talking 
about  a  constitutional  amendment  to 
balance  the  budget,  I  know  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  has  supported  it  in  the 
past,  but  I  think  he  will  explain  his 
frustration  with  this  measure.  We  on 
the  other  side  want  to  balance  the 
budget.  But  the  first  thing  they  do  is 
repeal  the  gas  tax  and  put  that  money 
into  the  pockets  of  the  oil  companies. 
Then  they  talk  about  a  huge  tax  cut. 

It  gets  a  little  frustrating.  If  we  real- 
ly care  about  the  people  of  this  coun- 
try, start  debating  a  real  balanced 
budget.  Start  debating  the  issues  that 
matter  to  people. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  support  my 
pension  bill  because  it  would  protect 
workers  from  losing  their  401(k)  plans 
that  they  worked  so  hard  to  put  their 
money  into. 

I  say  to  my  friend,  I  thank  you  very 
much  for  srieldlng.  I  look  forward  to  his 
remarks. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Faircloth).  The  Chair  recognizes  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  thank  the  Chair.  I  thank 
my  friend  from  California  for  her  kind 
remarks. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  very  dis- 
appointed by  this  constitutional  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  charade 
staged  by  the  majority.  My  colleagues 
know  that  I  am  a  staunch  and  dogged 
supporter  of  a  balanced  Federal  budget 
and  a  balanced  budget  amendment  to 
the  Constitution.  I  have  not  changed  in 
my  resolve  but  quite  obviously  others 
have.  There  is  something  to  be  said  for 
consistency  and  political  honesty  even 
during  a  political  campaign.  Up  imtil 
very  recently.  I  thought  that  if  you  fa- 
vored one,  you  had  to  support  the 
other.  They  clearly  go  hand-in-hand. 


But  that  was  before  the  political  she- 
nanigans evidently  brought  about  by 
election-year  politics. 

But  watching  the  majority  leader 
and  the  majority  party  become  the  new 
high  priests  of  what  George  Bush  called 
voodoo  economics  has  caused  me  to 
question  whether  the  Republicans  sin- 
cerely want  a  balanced  budget  at  all  or 
just  a  meaningless  campaign  issue.  Ad- 
vocating a  balanced  budget  amendment 
while  advocating  fiscal  policy  that 
makes  it  impossible  to  function  is  ludi- 
crous. 

One  minute,  the  majority  leader  calls 
for  passage  of  a  balanced  budget 
amendment.  But  in  nearly  the  same 
breath,  he  simultaneously  pushes  mas- 
sive tax  deductions  that  would  reduce 
revenues  by  multibillions  of  dollars 
such  as  deductibility  of  Social  Security 
payroll  taxes,  repeal  of  the  gas  tax,  and 
a  laundry  list  of  other  tax  breaks  too 
numerous  to  mention.  On  the  spending 
side,  he  calls  for  a  $50  billion  plus  re- 
vival of  star  wars  that  would  addition- 
ally worsen  the  deficit.  All  of  this  fis- 
cal nonsense — it  is  fiscal  nonsense,  Mr. 
President — has  caused  me  to  conclude 
that  I  will  not  be  a  party  to  this  hypo- 
critical enterprise  that  falsely  prom- 
ises to  balance  the  budget  down  the 
road,  but  avoids  every  hard  vote  to  cut 
the  deficit  here  and  now  and  actually 
reach  balance  by  2002  when  supposedly 
the  constitutional  amendment  would 
kick  in. 

I  find  the  about-face  by  the  majority 
puzzling,  to  say  the  least.  The  National 
Review  once  quoted  Bob  Dole  calling 
supply-side  economics  a  "magic  for- 
mula that  would  give  us  lower  taxes, 
all  the  benefits  voters  clamor  for,  and 
every  weapons  system  on  the  mili- 
tary's wish  list." 

Doesn't  that  sound  rather  familiar 
now? 

The  majority  leader  was  known  for 
many  years  as  downright  hostile  to 
supply  siders,  including  his  former 
nemesis.  Jack  Kemp.  He  once  chided 
that  Mr.  Kemp  liked  to  preach  painless 
ways  to  reduce  the  deficit,  and  I  quote 
Mr.  Dole,  "while  some  of  us  do  all  of 
the  dirty  work."  Perhaps  the  majority 
leader  does  not  want  to  get  his  hands 
dirty  anymore.  Why  do  you  suppose 
that  is  so? 

Diiring  one  of  his  previous  Presi- 
dential runs,  the  majority  leader  said 
that  the  American  people  "are  ready 
for  bitter  medicine"  to  reduce  the  defi- 
cit, but  now  he  has  become  the  tax  cut 
candy  man. 

The  majority  leader  also  liked  to 
joke  that  he  had  good  news  and  the  bad 
news.  Once  again  I  quote  the  majority 
leader.  "The  good  news  was  that  a  bus- 
load of  supply  side  economists  had 
plunged  off  the  cliff.  The  bad  news  was 
that  there  were  three  empty  seats." 

Mr.  President,  no  one  is  laughing 
today,  not  the  American  people  who 
will  be  stuck  with  a  new  deficit  bill  be- 
cause of  the  Senator's  11th  hour  con- 
version to  supply  side  economics. 


Jokes  aside,  I  cannot  fathom  how 
anyone  who  had  a  perch  so  close  to  the 
unholy  economic  mess  that  supply  sid- 
ers created  could  now  become  their 
standard  bearer. 

Former  0MB  Director  David  Stock- 
man recanted,  at  least,  from  the  defi- 
cits that  he  helped  create.  He  wrote: 

The  real  root  problem  goes  back  to  the 
July  1981  frenzy  of  excessive  and  Imprudent 
tax  cutting  that  shattered  the  Nation's  fiscal 
stability.  A  noisy  faction  of  Republicans 
have  willfully  denied  this  giant  mistake  of 
fiscal  governance  and  their  own  culpability 
In  It  ever  since.  Instead  they  have  Inces- 
santly poisoned  the  political  debate  with  a 
mindless  stream  of  anti-tax  venom  while 
pretending  that  economic  growth  and  spend- 
ing cuts  alone  could  cure  the  deflclt. 

Mr.  Stockman  was  right  and  every- 
one in  this  Chamber,  including  the  ma- 
jority leader,  knows  it.  But  the  major- 
ity leader  was  already  agreeing  with 
this  assessment  years  ago.  In  January 
1982,  he  told  the  Washington  Post: 

I  do  not  subscribe  to  the  fantasy  that  If  we 
do  nothing,  deficits  will  disappear.  Some  of 
those  In  Congress  who  are  the  most  vocally 
leading  the  fight  against  tax  increases  pro- 
pose nothing  to  bring  spending  under  con- 
trol. It  Is  hard  to  conceive  a  worse  economic 
or  political  path  to  follow. 

There  is  another  revealing  quote  of 
the  majority  leader  in  the  New  Repub- 
lic of  January  7,  1985:  "I  never  thought 
growth  would  deal  with  the  deficit."  To 
continue  the  quote  from  Dole,  "Mon- 
dale's  view  of  it  was  all  right.  He  was 
the  wrong  salesman."  At  least  now  we 
know  Where's  the  beef. 

The  majority  leader  also  told  the 
New  York  Economic  Club  in  January 
1984: 

Unlike  some  who  believe  we  can  sit  on  the 
sidelines  and  allow  economic  growth  to  bal- 
ance the  Federal  budget,  1  believe  that  Con- 
gress and  the  administration  must  earn  Its 
redemption. 

I  say  to  the  distinguished  majority 
leader,  so  do  I.  We  can  earn  some  re- 
demption today  by  pulling  this  trav- 
esty off  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  spent  many  an 
hour  advocating  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  the  Constitution.  No 
one  has  been  more  intent  on  this  en- 
deavor. I  went  even  further  than  some 
of  my  colleagues  would  dare.  I  took  the 
debate  from  a  philosophical  discussion 
to  a  level  where  it  really  counts.  I  tried 
to  get  Congress  to  abide  by  the  very 
policy  statement  set  out  in  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment. 

At  the  beginning  of  this  Congress,  I 
offered  an  amendment  that  would  have 
created  a  point  of  order  against  consid- 
ering any  budget  resolution  that  fails 
to  comply  with  the  requirements  set 
out  in  the  balanced  budget  amendment. 

But  my  colleagues  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle,  who  were  white  hot  in 
their  passion  for  a  balanced  budget 
amendment,  were  curiously  cool  to 
that  amendment. 

You  hear  all  of  these  pious  speeches 
about  how  we  want  to  balance  the  Fed- 
eral budget,  but  if  we  had  a  dollar  for 
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every  Senate  speech  in  favor  of  a  bal- 
anced budget  we  would  have  had  a 
budget  surplus  long  ago. 

Then  comes  along  a  Presidential 
election,  and  all  of  a  sudden  Senators 
are  falling  all  over  themselves  to  cut 
taxes.  I  heard  one  Senator  say,  well, 
this  was  not  the  first  tax  that  he  would 
have  cut,  but  it  was  an  opportunity  to 
cut  taxes,  and  he  was  not  going  to  miss 
it.  It  is  a  transparent  political  ploy, 
and  this  Senator,  for  one,  has  had 
enough  of  it. 

Last  year,  the  Senate  had  a  thought- 
ful and  measured  debate  on  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment.  I  did  not 
particularly  savor  the  outcome,  but  I 
was  proud  of  the  manner  in  which  the 
Senate  conducted  the  people's  business. 
We  were  thorough,  we  were  thoughtful, 
we  were  fair,  and  we  acquitted  our- 
selves with  repute. 

But  today's  action  by  the  majority 
wreaks  of  partisanship  and  election 
year  politics.  It  is  not  serious  or  sound 
public  policy.  It  is  more  like  a  sound 
bite.  This  is  a  crass  and  appalling  pub- 
lic relations  stunt  concocted  and  or- 
chestrated by  the  Republican  majority 
and  the  Republican  National  Commit- 
tee. Their  motives  are  as  obvious  as 
their  tactics  are  unseemly.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  will  not  dance  to  their  piper.  I 
deplore  their  tactics. 

Using  Congress  as  a  backdrop,  the 
majority  will  do  their  very  best  to  em- 
barrass the  President  and  divert  atten- 
tion away  from  their  15  months  of 
failed  leadership.  They  will  grasp  at 
every  thin  reed  to  win  back  the  White 
House,  even  this  trumped  up  attempt 
to  pass  a  balanced  budget  amendment 
to  the  Constitution  that  everyone 
knows  in  advance  will  fail. 

I  suppose  they  feel  they  have  no 
choice.  The  majority  needs  and  wants 
to  shift  the  attention  of  the  public 
away  from  their  flash-in-the-pan  agen- 
da and  their  inability  to  produce  a  fair 
balanced  budget  behind  which  the 
American  people  can  rally. 

Mr.  President,  that  reminds  me  of  an 
article  I  once  read.  In  August  1985, 
David  Stockman,  President  Reagan's 
0MB  Director,  presented  Senator  Bob 
Dole  with  a  supply  side  birthday  cake. 
According  to  the  press,  the  Senator 
chortled  with  glee  to  find  that  imder 
the  icing  the  cake  was  hollow.  I  say  to 
the  majority  leader,  so  is  this  attempt 
to  win  votes  in  November. 

The  Senate  majority  leader,  20  points 
or  so  behind  in  the  race  for  the  Presi- 
dency, has  come  up  with  a  glnmiick  to 
reduce  the  gas  tax  by  4.3  cents,  which, 
if  maintained  until  the  magical  year  of 
2002,  could  cost  the  Treasury  J34  billion 
in  revenues  when  we  are  already  far 
short  of  any  attainable  goal  to  meet 
the  constitutional  guaranteed  balance 
by  that  date.  No  matter  the  fact  that 
the  price  of  crude  oil  has  fallen  back  to 
its  low  late  in  February. 

According  to  the  Wall  Street  Jour- 
nal, the  majority  leader  is  also  advo- 


cating of  a  S500  a  child  tax  credit  and  a 
$500  annual  credit  for  individuals  con- 
tributing to  charities.  His  key  advisers 
are  urging  a  15-percent  across-the- 
board  tax  cut.  Billionaire  Steve  Forbes 
and  adviser  Jack  Kemp  are  pushing  a 
flat  tax  reduction.  Meanwhile.  Presi- 
dent Clinton  is  inching  toward  more 
tax  cuts  as  well.  Where  will  it  end? 
When  will  the  tax  bidding  stop?  When 
are  we  all  going  to  recognize  that  we 
are  on  the  road  to  bankruptcy? 

I  have  criticized  President  Clinton 
for  his  tax  cut  proposals  as  well.  But, 
by  comparison,  he  is  a  piker.  One  thing 
is  certain.  President  Clinton  will  not 
be  around  when  the  heavy  lifting  starts 
after  the  year  2000.  At  best.  Bob  Dole 
would  be  approaching  80  years  of  age, 
in  his  second  term  as  President.  What 
an  exciting  prospect  for  keeping  prom- 
ises. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  on  both  sides, 
how  on  Earth  can  we  debate  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  to  balance  the  budg- 
et and  then  have  a  host  of  tax  cuts  in 
the  wings  that  will  worsen  the  deficit? 
And.  yes.  I  say  worsen  the  deficit,  be- 
cause the  offset  that  the  majority 
cobbles  together  or  attempts  to  cobble 
together  to  pay  for  the  tax  cut  will,  in 
all  likelihood,  be  something  we  are  al- 
ready counting  on  to  help  balance  the 
budget.  You  cannot  spend  the  same 
dollar  two  or  three  times. 

So,  if  Senators  want  to  cut  taxes  and 
then  ask  me  to  join  them  to  support  a 
balanced  budget  amendment,  they  will 
soon  find  this  Senator  imwilling  to  go 
with  them  down  that  crooked  road  of 
no  return.  It  is  madness.  It  is  uncon- 
scionable. It  is  the  biggest  flimflam  in 
history. 

The  American  people  should  under- 
stand that  if  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment to  balance  the  budget  by  2002  is 
followed  by  the  tax  cuts  proposed  or 
waiting  in  the  wings  by  the  majority, 
including  a  huge  $180  billion  tax  give- 
away in  the  reconcUiation  bill,  then  fu- 
ture Congresses  will  face  by  far  the 
largest  tax  increase  ever  imagined. 
Such  a  happening  would  be  the  height 
of  fiscal  and  budget  irresponsibility, 
and  would  saddle  future  Presidents  and 
future  Congresses  with  an  unworkable 
fiscal  dilemma. 

In  conclusion,  if  the  distinguished 
majority  leader  is  indeed  earnest  about 
reopening  a  serious  debate  on  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution, he  will  find  a  strong  and 
willing  ally  in  this  Senator,  as  he  has 
in  the  past.  He  knows  that.  I  will  not, 
however,  be  a  party  to  this  partisan 
charade.  The  numbers  simply  do  not 
add  up.  We  must  repudiate  this  par- 
tisan sham.  The  honest,  fiscally  con- 
servative vote  on  the  Dole  initiative  is 
no. 

Mr.  President,  I  reserve  the  remain- 
der of  my  time  and  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  BENNETT  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Campbell).  The  Chair  recognizes  the 
Senator  from  Utah. 


Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
listened  with  some  interest  while  my 
colleague  from  Nebraska  has  spoken.  I 
am  sure  it  will  come  as  no  surprise 
that  I  disagree  with  just  about  every- 
thing he  has  had  to  say.  particularly 
with  respect  to  the  majority  leader  and 
his  position.  But  I  will  not  speak  for 
the  majority  leader.  He  is  more  than 
capable  of  speaking  for  himself.  I 
would  like  to  get  a  few  facts  on  the 
record  that  I  think  need  to  be  part  of 
this  debate. 

Fact  No.  1:  Money  does  not  come 
from  the  budget.  I  know  that  comes  as 
a  great  surprise  to  this  body,  but 
money  comes  from  the  economy,  and  if 
the  economy  is  growing  and  vibrant, 
there  is  lots  of  money  in  the  Treasury. 
If  the  economy  is  shrinking  or  de- 
pressed it  does  not  matter  how  much 
the  budget  projected  would  be  there,  it 
will  not  be  there.  So  the  one  thing  that 
frustrates  me  the  most,  coming  from 
the  business  world  into  the  Congress,  is 
this  insistence  upon  making  projec- 
tions, all  neat  and  balanced  down  to 
the  last  dollar,  and  then  assuming  that 
is  the  way  things  will  turn  out. 

It  is  like  a  businessman  who  says  at 
the  beginning  of  the  year,  "I  project  we 
will  have  so  much  revenue  from  our 
business  this  year.  Accordingly.  I  will 
adopt  a  budget  for  x  amount  to  spend 
that  much  revenue."  I  have  been  in 
that  circumstance.  We  made  projec- 
tions for  a  business  that  I  was  CEO  of. 
As  it  turned  out,  we  fell  10  percent 
short  of  our  projections. 

That  should  not  bother  too  numy 
people.  Ten  percent  is  not  that  much 
money.  The  problem  is,  our  spending 
was  based  on  the  projection  of  revenue, 
and  we  had  to  change  the  spending  pat- 
tern midyear,  indeed  midmonth.  when 
it  became  clear  to  us  we  were  not  going 
to  make  as  much  as  we  thought  we 
were  going  to  make.  We  had  projected 
a  100-percent  increase  in  that  business, 
and  we  had  been  doing  that  every  year 
up  to  that  point.  As  it  turned  out,  we 
only  had  a  90-percent  increase.  As  I 
say,  we  missed  it  by  10  percent.  We  had 
to  adjust  immediately  or  we  were  head- 
ed for  a  loss  year.  We  do  not  do  that 
around  here.  We  say  oh,  no,  the  budget 
projects  such  and  such,  so  we  will 
spend  such  and  such,  regardless  of  what 
happens  in  the  real  economy.  Let  me 
give  the  Senate  an  example. 

We  stood  here,  my  first  Congress,  the 
103d  Congress,  and  heard  projections  of 
how  much  money  would  come  from  the 
tax  increase  that  President  Clinton 
proposed.  We  heard  numbers,  hundreds 
of  billions  of  dollars  will  come  if  this  is 
done  and  we  need  to  do  this  to  balance 
the  budget.  The  deficit  is  so  much,  we 
are  going  to  get  so  much,  this  is  how 
this  is  all  going  to  work  out.  I  put  in 
the  Record  before,  so  I  will  not  do  it 
again,  an  article  by  Marty  Feldstein, 
one  of  the  more  distinguished  econo- 
mists of  this  country,  who,  looking 
back  after  2  years,  said,  in  terms  of  ac- 
tual revenue,  the  Clinton  tax  increase 
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produced     only     one-third     as     much 
money  as  was  projected. 

Why?  Simply  because  the  economy 
reacted.  People  were  faced  with  tax  in- 
creases in  one  category  of  their  invest- 
ments so  they  switched  investments  to 
someplace  else  to  avoid  taxes.  You  do 
not  have  to  be,  really,  very  smart  to 
figure  out  how  that  happens. 

So  President  Clinton  proposed  a  tax 
Increase.  It  was  passed  by  the  previous 
Congress,  and  then  the  results  came  in 
and  the  results  were  that  we  only  got 
one-third  as  much  revenue  as  the 
President  had  projected  we  would.  Peo- 
ple changed  their  behavior. 

It  is  very  hard  to  convince  a  com- 
puter that  is  what  is  going  to  happen. 
The  computers  are  programmed  around 
here  to  assume  the  static  analysis,  on 
and  on  and  on.  The  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska heaped  great  scorn  upon  the 
supply-siders  and  carried  on  with  the 
kind  of  rhetoric  we  have  heard  before 
in  this  Chamber  about  how  it  was  the 
terrible  tax  cuts  under  Ronald  Reagan 
that  produced  the  runaway  deficits  we 
are  all  living  with.  That  has  been  re- 
peated so  many  times  that  people  are 
beginning  to  believe  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  have  the  time 
to  give  this  argument  again.  I  have 
given  it  before,  but  I  have  discovered  in 
the  Senate  there  is  no  such  thing  as 
repetition.  But  I  will  do  my  best  to 
summarize  it. 

In  1989,  which  was  the  last  fiscal  year 
we  operated  under  the  tax  structure 
that  was  created  by  Ronald  Reagan,  in- 
come taxes  produced  8.6  percent  of 
gross  domestic  product  coming  back  to 
the  Government.  So,  however  big  the 
economy  was,  8.6  percent  of  that  came 
back  to  the  Government  in  revenue. 
Then  said  those:  "Oh,  no,  the  terrible 
Reagan  tax  cuts  have  caused  us  to  not 
have  enough  revenue.  Tell  you  what  we 
are  going  to  do,  we  are  going  to  have 
first  the  tax  increase  that  occurred  at 
Andrews  Air  Force  base  and  then  the 
Clinton  tax  increase  that  came  in  the 
103d  Congress." 

And  with  those  two  successive  tax  in- 
creases, what  did  we  get  in  fiscal  1995? 
The  tax  Increase  hit  in  1993.  What  did 
we  get  in  fiscal  1995?  If  we  got  only  8.6 
percent  of  gross  domestic  product 
under  the  disastrous  Reagan  proposals, 
should  we  not  be  expecting  9,  9%, 
maybe  even  10  percent?  The  fact  is,  in- 
stead of  going  up,  revenues  went  down. 
Yes,  down.  In  fiscal  1995,  income  taxes 
produced  8  percent  of  gross  domestic 
product,  almost  10  percent  less  of  gross 
domestic  product  than  was  the  case  be- 
fore. 

It  is  very  clear  that  the  tremendous 
deficits  that  we  have  heard  about  and 
we  have  talked  about  and  we  spend 
time  on  did  not  come  as  a  result  of  the 
Reagan  tax  cuts.  Federal  revenues 
went  up  every  single  year  under  Presi- 
dent Reagan.  The  economy  grew  rap- 
idly. Once  we  came  out  of  the  recession 
that  occurred  at  the  beginning  of  Rea- 


gan's term,  we  had  the  longest  period 
of  economic  expansion  peacetime  in 
our  history. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  be  allowed  to 
continue  for  3  additional  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President,  money  does  not  come 
from  the  budget.  Money  comes  from 
the  economy,  and  we  have  to  learn  in 
this  body  and  the  other  body  and  in  the 
White  House  to  pay  attention  to  the  re- 
sults from  the  economy  instead  of 
spending  all  of  our  time  reviewing  the 
numbers  of  the  budget  and  listening  to 
the  computers  of  the  budget  who 
project  blindly  into  the  future  without 
making  the  midcourse  adjustments. 

The  record  is  very  clear.  The  tax  pro- 
gram that  was  followed  during  the 
Reagan  years  produced  record  reve- 
nues— not  reduced  revenues,  record 
high  revenues.  The  problem  of  the  defi- 
cit occurred  on  the  sjjending  side,  and 
it  occurred  on  the  spending  side  be- 
cause of  the  changing  demographics  in 
the  country  and  the  growing  spending 
on  entitlements. 

Nobody  is  to  blame  for  that  except 
the  elderly  who  do  not  have  the  cour- 
tesy to  die  with  the  same  regularity 
that  they  used  to,  and  I,  for  one,  do  not 
want  to  call  upon  them  to  start  doing 
that  now  just  to  balance  the  budget. 

But  that  is  the  new  reality  of  the 
marketplace,  that  is  the  new  reality  of 
the  economy,  and  we  must  adjust  our 
rhetoric  to  that  reality  Instead  of  try- 
ing to  go  back  and  fuzz  the  factors  of 
the  past  and  say,  somehow.  President 
Reagan  is  responsible  for  all  of  our  dif- 
ficulties. 

No,  our  difficulties  are  rooted  in  the 
changes  that  are  occurring  in  the  coun- 
try. We  must  recognize  that  fact,  and 
we  must  put  in  place  the  structural 
discipline  that  will  force  us  to  recog- 
nize that  fact  in  the  form  of  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment. 

I  thank  the  Chair.  I  did  not  want  to 
leave  the  statements  made  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  unresponded  to,  re- 
sponding to  in  my  own  name,  recogniz- 
ing, as  I  said,  that  the  majority  leader 
is  more  than  capable  of  responding  in 
his  own  behalf. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  time  from  1:30 
p.m.  to  3:30  p.m.  will  be  under  the  con- 
trol of  the  Senator  from  Wyoming, 
Senator  Thomas. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  be  allowed  to 
speak  for  5  minutes  out  of  the  time  of 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  EXON]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  oppose  this  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment,  recognizing  that   some   of  the 


people  in  this  Chamber,  for  whom  I 
have  the  most  respect,  are  for  it.  But  I 
oppose  it  to  a  large  extent  because  of 
what  I  call  the  dilemma  of  enforce- 
ability. 

My  colleagues  will  recall  that  when 
this  amendment  was  up  earlier  in  this 
Congress,  we  had  tremendous  amounts 
of  debates  on  whether  the  courts  ought 
to  be  able  to  enforce  this  amendment. 
I  made  speeches  against  the  difficulties 
that  courts  would  have,  the  constitu- 
tional crisis  that  it  would  put  this 
country  in,  and  how  terrible  it  would 
be  in  a  democracy  to  have  nonelected, 
appointed-for-life  judges  who  are  not 
available  to  the  public  making  deci- 
sions about  increasing  taxes  or  cutting 
Social  Security  or  cutting  Medicare  or 
cutting  programs  across  the  board, 
judges  who  have  no  feel  for  these  pro- 
grams, who  have  no  background  in  the 
programs,  no  staff  to  understand  the 
programs  coming  in  and  making  an 
order  and  s&ying,  "We're  going  to  in- 
crease your  income  tax,"  or  "We're 
going  to  cut  your  Social  Security,"  or 
cut  your  Medicare  programs,  or  name  a 
thousand  other  different  Federal  pro- 
grams. 

I  think  it  would  be  terrible,  Mr. 
President.  I  think  it  would  just  be  ter- 
rible. I  think  it  would  be  the  stuff  of 
revolution,  as  people  would  say,  "How 
did  we  get  in  this  situation?" 

Indeed,  as  we  outlined  these  difficul- 
ties of  this  bill  earlier  when  it  was 
being  discussed,  finally  the  sponsors  of 
the  resolution  agreed,  at  least  they 
agreed  to  the  extent  they  accepted  an 
amendment.  Some  would  say  they  ac- 
cepted the  amendment  just  to  get  the 
necessary  votes;  others  would  say  they 
accepted  the  amendment  because  they 
knew  it  was  the  right  thing.  But  in  any 
event,  the  amendment,  as  I  understand 
it — the  Nunn  amendment  which  is  now 
part  of  this — states  as  follows: 

The  judicial  power  of  the  United  States 
shall  not  extend  to  any  case  or  controversy 
arising  under  this  article,  except  as  may  be 
specifically  authorized  by  legislation  adopt- 
ed pursuant  to  this  section. 

I  suppose  that  is  the  present  state  of 
the  amendment.  What  does  that  mean, 
Mr.  President?  It  means  this  whole 
thing  is  a  sham.  It  is  either  enforce- 
able, and  enforceable  by  the  courts,  so 
that  the  Supreme  Court  tells  you  what 
the  size  of  your  taxes  are  or  what  the 
amount  of  your  Social  Security  pay- 
ment is,  or  else  it  is  not  enforceable, 
and  it  is  a  sham. 

People  say,  "Well,  make  your  choice. 
Senator.  You  can't  argue  on  the  one 
hand  against  the  courts  enforcing  it 
and  on  the  other  hand  argue  that  if 
they  don't  enforce  it,  it's  a  sham."  The 
fact  of  the  matter  is,  that  is  the  truth. 
Either  horn  of  that  dilemma  is  not 
breachable  by  this  amendment. 

There  is  really  only  one  way  to  bal- 
ance this  budget  and  to  do  so  in  a  way 
that  makes  sense  to  the  American  peo- 
ple, and  that  is  for  the  Congress  to  do 
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it.  That  is  because  the  Congress,  in 
every  district  in  America,  has  an  elect- 
ed Representative  who  can  come  and 
represent  the  people,  go  back  home  in 
town  meetings  and  communicate  with 
the  people,  be  on  television,  receive 
letters,  respond  to  letters,  commu- 
nicate with  the  public  and,  in  fact,  rep- 
resent the  people  in  the  most  fun- 
damental decisions  that  this  coimtry  is 
made  of;  that  is,  what  is  the  size  of 
your  taxes,  what  are  the  amounts  of 
your  benefits,  and  what  are  the  func- 
tions of  Government. 

That  is  central  to  a  democracy,  that 
is  central  to  our  country,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, and  the  public  ought  to  be  enti- 
tled to  be  heard  on  that.  That  is  why  I 
think  to  try  to  get  this  automatic 
pilot,  this  constitutional  amendment 
just  will  not  work. 

We  tried  it  before.  We  tried  it  with 
Granmi-Rudman.  I  voted  against  the 
Gramm-Rudman  because  there  is  no 
magic  automatic  pilot.  There  is  no  sub- 
stitute for  elected  Representatives 
making  decisions  in  the  interest  of  the 
public. 

I  remember  when  we  passed  Gramm- 
Rudman. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  be  allowed  3  additional  minutes? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  3  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  We  had  a  provision 
in  Gramm-Rudman  called  sequestra- 
tion. My  colleagues  will  remember  that 
well.  If  the  budget  was  not  balanced,  or 
if  we  did  not  meet  the  target  provided 
in  Gramm-Rudman,  there  was  to  be 
this  automatic  guillotine  that  fell. 
There  was  going  to  be  a  chopped-off 
spending  by  a  prearranged  formula,  and 
it  was  all  going  to  be  arranged  and  that 
was  going  to  substitute  for  the  back- 
bone of  Congress. 

Of  course,  what  happened,  we  got 
right  up  to  look  at  that  gleaming  guil- 
lotine which  was  going  to  cut  off 
spending,  and  the  Congress,  predict- 
ably, said,  at  least  the  opponents  of 
Gramm-Rudman  said,  it  was  going  to 
be  this.  We  said,  "No,  stay  the  guillo- 
tine, stay  the  sequestration,  don't  do 
it." 

Here  we  are  with  a  different  kind  of 
gruillotine.  Either  we  are  going  to  have 
a  permanent  block  in  the  guillotine, 
which  is  what  the  Nunn  amendment 
says,  nonenforceabillty,  or  we  are 
going  to  go  back  to  the  old  gruillotine. 

Mr.  President,  can  you  imagine  what 
the  American  public  would  say  if  the 
Supreme  Court  made  an  order  that 
said,  "We're  going  to  increase  your  in- 
come tax  by  50  percent?"  Why,  there 
would  be  rioting  in  the  streets.  You 
say,  "Oh,  the  Supreme  Court  wouldn't 
do  that."  Oh,  no? 

How  is  the  Supreme  Court  supposed 
to  balance  this  budget?  You  know,  they 
have  to  do  it  quickly.  Do  you  think 
they  can  go  through  every  one  of  these 


little  programs,  thousands  of  pro- 
grauns.  and  snip  each  one?  They  cannot 
do  that.  They  do  not  have  that  knowl- 
edge. 

Can  they  cut  them  across  the  board? 
You  cannot  cut  programs  across  the 
board.  Mr.  President.  There  are  con- 
tractual arrangements.  You  take  one 
of  the  budgets  I  have  something  to  do 
with,  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  they  go 
out  and  make  contracts.  You  cannot 
come  in  and  say,  "Well,  were  going  to 
pay  you  95  percent  or  80  percent  of  that 
which  you're  entitled  to  under  the  con- 
tract." You  cannot  do  that  constitu- 
tionally. You  cannot  do  It  in  good 
sense.  So  you  cannot  cut  things  across 
the  board.  You  have  to  have  big 
amounts  of  money.  So  where  do  those 
big  amounts  of  money  come  from?  Two 
places — taxes  or  entitlements.  You 
spell  entitlements  "Social  Security"  or 
"Medicare." 

So,  Mr.  President,  if  anybody  au-ound 
here  thinks  that  you  can  easily  give 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  the  power  to  raise  your  taixes 
and  raise  them  big  time,  or  to  cut  your 
Medicare  and  to  cut  your  Medicare  big 
time  and  raise  these  costs  for  our  sen- 
ior citizens,  or  do  the  same  thing  with 
Social  Security,  you  have  to  be  kid- 
ding, Mr.  President.  People  have  not 
thought  this  through  if  they  think  the 
American  people  would  accept  that  or 
if  they  think  that  is  sound  Government 
or  good  policy. 

The  other  horn  of  the  dilemma  is,  if 
you  make  it  nonenforceable,  it  does 
not  mean  a  thing  except  for  a  cam- 
paign speech.  It  is  a  good  substitute  for 
real  policy,  which  means  that  you  real- 
ly frustrate  the  goal  of  the  balanced 
budget.  I  mean.  If  you  have  this  thing 
where  you  say,  "Look,  don't  ask  me  to 
cut  these  programs.  I  have  already 
voted  for  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment," then  that  is  a  good  substitute 
for  real  policy.  The  only  thing  we  need 
to  do.  Mr.  President,  is  exercise  real 
backbone,  exercise  real  representation. 

I  thank  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired.  Who  yield 
time? 

Mr.  THOMAS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wyoming  Mr.  [Thomas],  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
continue  this  discussion  on  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment.  It  has  been  a 
long  discussion.  It  is  not  a  new  discus- 
sion. It  is  one  that  has  gone  on  for 
years.  Unfortunately,  it  is  one  that  is 
going  to  go  on  for  a  number  of  more 
years. 

Let  me  comment  for  a  moment  on 
the  presentation  of  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana.  I  respect  him  very  much. 
Certainly  he  is  one  of  the  most  pol- 
ished ajid  dependable  Members  of  this 
body. 

I  disagree  with  him  in  this  instance. 
I  disagree  on  the  notion  that  somehow 


the  courts  will  inject  themselves  into 
this  and  this  will  not  work.  I  cite  the 
fact  that  some  35  States,  mine  in- 
cluded, has  It  in  thefr  constitution.  We 
have  not  had  the  problem  with  the  in- 
volvement of  the  courts. 

The  courts  in  some  instances  can 
come  to  the  legislature,  can  come  to 
the  Congress  and  say,  "What  you  have 
done  is  unconstitutional,  and  you  need 
to  redo  it."  That  is  a  legitimate  func- 
tion of  the  court.  They  may  do  that.  I 
suspect,  in  the  spending  area,  but  not 
to  establish  what  you  are  going  to 
spend.  "What  youre  doing  is  not  right, 
and  you  have  to  do  it  again."  There  is 
a  substantial  amount  of  evidence  that 
that  does  work. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Would  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Sure. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Is  the  Senator 
aware  of  the  huge  amount  of  experi- 
ence in  the  States  where  they  have  ei- 
ther constitutional  provisions  requir- 
ing a  balanced  budget  or  prohibiting 
the  incurment  of  debt,  or  other  con- 
stitutional provisions  with  respect  to 
the  raising  of  money  under  which  legis- 
latures, by  clever  schemes,  get  around 
these  provisions? 

I  cite,  as  one  of  those,  legislation 
that  I  was  involved  in,  I  mean,  both 
legislation  and  litigation— I  hate  to 
make  this  question  too  long — involving 
the  dome  stadium  in  Louisiana  where 
the  law  said.  "No  bond  issued  under 
this  amendment  may  bear  the  faith  or 
credit  of  the  State,"  and  where  the  leg- 
islature and  the  Governor  came  in  with 
a  clever  artifice  and  got  around  that, 
and  you  ended  up  with  bonds  which 
bore  the  faith  and  credit  of  the  State. 
Or,  more  recently,  where  the  Louisiana 
Constitution  said  it  takes  a  two-thirds 
vote  to  raise  taxes,  and  they  created  a 
special  taxing  district  by  majority  vote 
which  raised  the  money  and  raised  the 
taxes  ajid  got  around  the  constitu- 
tional provision. 

I  cite  those  two  examples  as  being 
tsrpical  of  what  has  happened  all  across 
this  Nation  in  avoiding  the  effect  of 
those.  Is  the  Senator  aware  of  those? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Yes,  of  course.  Let  me 
give  you  an  example.  The  Senator  has 
been  here  for  20  years,  or  whatever,  and 
we  have  not  balanced  the  budget  in  the 
time  the  Senator  has  been  here. 

The  Senator  points  to  some  areas— I 
do  not  mean  this  personally — but  this 
has  not  been  done.  The  Senator  points 
to  some  possibilities  that  might  hai>- 
pen  imder  a  constitutional  amendment. 
Look  at  what  has  happened  without 
one. 

So  I  say  to  the  Senator  that— he 
talks  about  a  sham.  The  sham  is  that 
we  have  gone  on  for  25  years  here  and 
we  have  spent  more  than  we  have 
taken  in.  Every  time  we  talk  about  it, 
everyone  who  gets  up  in  this  place 
says,  "I'm  for  balancing  the  budget. 
I'm  going  to  balance  the  budget."  What 
is  the  evidence?  The  evidence  is  you 
have  not. 
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Mr.  JOHNSTON.  The  last  4  years  we 
have  cut  down  the  deficit  by  more  than 
50  percent. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  By  raising  taxes,  the 
largest  tax  increase  in  history,  I  agree. 
I  did  not  vote  for  it.  The  Senator  did, 
did  he  not? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  No. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  I  am  sorry.  I  do  not 
think  that  is  the  way  to  do  it.  I  think 
we  are  looking  for  some  sort  of  dis- 
cipline. We  just  have  an  honest  dis- 
agreement about  this.  I  think  that  the 
constitutional  amendment  provides  the 
discipline  within  which  this  body  or 
other  legislative  bodies  can  work. 

Obviously,  the  Senator  mentioned 
Gramm-Rudman.  It  did  not  work  be- 
cause there  was  not  the  discipline.  This 
body  found  its  way  to  go  around  that, 
did  they  not?  They  said  this  is  an  ap- 
propriations but  did  not  score  it  under 
Gramm-Rudman. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Well,  if  the  Senator 
will  further  yield? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Sure. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Should  it  be  en- 
forceable or  not  enforceable? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Of  course,  enforceable. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Of  course,  enforce- 
able? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Yes. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  The  Nunn  amend- 
ment is  i>art  of  it  at  this  time. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  I  am  not  sure. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  I  am  advised  it  is 
part  of  this,  which  makes  it  non- 
enforceable,  save  for  an  act  of  Con- 
gress. Then  you  have  the  Supreme 
Court.  I  mean,  should  the  Supreme 
Court  be  able  to  raise  your  taxes? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  I  claim  my  time  back 
here.  We  can  stand  here,  as  we  do.  and 
as  has  been  going  on  now  since  I  have 
been  here,  in  the  House  for  5  or  6  years, 
and  particularly  this  year,  and  think  of 
all  these  reasons  why  it  caimot  be 
done.  "Oh,  so  Social  Security  is  there." 
"Oh.  it's  not  enforceable."  "Oh,  the 
courts  are  going  to  get  into  it." 

But,  you  know,  you  really  come  down 
to  the  bottom  line.  And  the  bottom 
line  is  this  year,  for  the  first  time  in  25 
years,  the  Congress  sent  to  the  Presi- 
dent a  balanced  budget.  The  President 
promptly  vetoed  it.  So  I  think  you 
have  to  ask  yourself,  is  it  morally  and 
fiscally  responsible  to  balance  the 
budget?  Do  we  have  a  responsibility  as 
representatives  of  our  constituency  to 
say,  "Look,  we're  not  going  to  spend 
more  than  we  take  in  except  in  an 
emergency?"  I  think  that  is  reason- 
able. I  know  the  Senator  would  agree 
to  that.  But  that  has  not  happened.  So 
we  go  into  all  these  reasons  and  all 
these  excuses  why  we  cannot  do  that. 

First  of  all,  all  we  are  doing  is  we  are 
sending  a  constitutional  amendment  to 
the  States.  The  folks  will  have  another 
chance  to  look  at  this,  which  I  think 
makes  some  sense.  But  I  feel  very 
strongly  that  we  have  tried  the  other 
things. 

Some  say,  "Well,  you  shouldn't  tam- 
per with  the  Constitution.  The  Fram- 


ers  didn't  put  that  in  there."  I  do  not 
think  the  Framers  also  expected  that 
you  would  have  the  largest  line  item  in 
the  budget  being  interest  on  a  debt 
that  has  been  built  up  because  we  do 
not  balance  the  budget. 

I  think  we  are  making  some  progress. 
I  have  to  tell  you  that  part  of  the  larg- 
est tax  increase  in  history  helps  do 
that.  I  think  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  you  found,  for  the  first  time, 
some  people  willing  to  reduce  spending, 
cut  that  back  some.  The  combination 
of  those  two  things  are  moving  us  in 
the  right  direction.  There  are  two  dif- 
ferent points  of  view  on  it.  That  is  why 
we  are  going  to  vote  one  of  these  times. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  I  will  not  prevail 
upon  my  friend  to  yield  further.  I 
thank  him  for  yielding.  I  appreciate  his 
courtesy. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much. 

In  any  event.  I  just  think  it  is  time 
we  have  to  take  a  look  at  what  we  are 
doing.  Certainly  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  is  something  most  people 
have  thought  was  a  good  idea.  A  num- 
ber of  people  on  that  side  of  the  aisle 
thought  it  was  a  good  idea  a  couple 
years  ago;  now,  in  the  last  time  we 
voted,  did  not.  Of  course  it  takes  two- 
thirds.  It  is  a  difficult  thing  to  do. 

Mr.  President,  one  of  the  things  that 
we  ought  to  talk  about  a.  little  bit,  and 
I  think  about  a  great  deal,  is,  why  is  it 
important  to  me  as  a  citizen  in  Casper, 
WY,  why  is  it  important  to  anyone  who 
pays  their  taxes,  and  is  part  of  this 
Government?  It  seems  to  me  that  is 
where  we  ought  to  start. 

First  of  all.  I  think  a  balanced  budget 
has  a  great  deal  of  impact  on  our  lives. 
We  have  gone  for  a  very  long  time  with 
an  unbalanced  budget  and  we  did  not 
think  much  about  it.  There  were  no 
great  discussions  about  it  until  fairly 
recently.  Why?  Because  the  debt  has 
gotten  so  large  that  very  likely  next 
year  the  largest  line  item  in  the  budget 
will  be  for  interest  of  S260-some  billion, 
which  will  not  be  available  to  spend  in 
other  areas. 

People  have  made  the  good  point 
that  if  we  did  not  have  the  interest 
payment,  the  budget  would  be  bal- 
anced. But  we  do.  I  have  heard  others 
say.  "Let's  get  rid  of  the  debt.  It  is  just 
Government  debt."  That  is  not  true. 
You  and  I  own  Treasury  notes.  It  be- 
longs to  people.  It  is  a  real  debt.  We 
have  to  pay  that  interest.  That  is  part 
of  It. 

Another  is,  if  you  did  not  take  all 
that  money  out  of  the  economy,  we 
would  have,  I  think,  a  strengthened 
economy.  We  would  have  more  jobs.  In- 
terest rates  will  be  lower  with  a  bal- 
anced budget.  We  have  seen  that  hap- 
pen fairly  recently  as  we  move  toward 
that.  Those  are  things  that  affect  you 
and  me  as  we  live  at  home  and  work. 

This  is  not  some  esoteric  exercise 
about  budgets,  about  legislation.  It  is  a 
very    real    thing.    Interest    rates    are 


lower  on  your  home,  on  your  school 
costs  for  your  kids,  on  your  car.  It  is 
very  real.  It  makes  a  great  deal  of  dif- 
ference for  the  economy  to  be  stronger, 
and  jobs  make  a  great  deal  of  dif- 
ference. 

Furthermore,  and  maybe  just  as  im- 
portant to  most  of  us.  is  that  there  is 
a  moral  and  fiscal  obligation  with  our 
Government  to  not  spend  more  than  we 
take  in.  That  applies  to  everyone  else. 
But  we  say.  "Well,  if  we  want  some- 
thing and  we  do  not  hav€  the  money, 
we  will  charge  it  to  our  kids,  our 
grandkids."  That  is  what  we  have  done. 
This  business  of  reducing  the  deficit, 
which  is  terribly  important,  has  noth- 
ing to  do  with  the  corpus  of  the  debt. 
We  still  have  $5  trillion  out  there  that 
we  have  not  even  started  to  do  any- 
thing about.  We  are  still  trying  to  re- 
duce it.  Over  this  6-year  period,  as  we 
move  toward  a  balanced  budget,  the 
debt  continues  to  grow,  the  interest 
continues  to  grow. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  it  is  fairly 
easy  to  get  up  here  politically  and  go 
into  great  economic  ideas  and  so  on, 
but  the  facts  are  pretty  basic.  That  is, 
that  it  strengthens  this  country.  It 
strengthens  families.  It  is  responsible. 
It  is  morally  right.  We  have  not  done 
it.  We  need  to  do  something  different. 
The  idea  that  you  continue  to  do  the 
same  thing  and  expect  different  results 
is  simply  not  a  realistic  expectation. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  asked  for 
some  time— "we"  being  the  freshman 
class— for  the  next  IVt  to  talk  about 
this  issue.  I  suppose  some  of  us  take  a 
little  different  view  than  others  in  this 
body  in  that  we  all  came  through  the 
last  election.  We  are  very  conscious  of 
what  our  voters  said  to  us  2  years  ago. 
Most  of  us  would  agree  that  one  of  the 
strong  messages  was  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment is  too  large  and  costs  too 
much  and  we  need  to  do  something 
about  that.  If  you  talk  about  balancing 
the  budget  in  my  State,  it  is  one  of  the 
highest  priorities  of  anyone  there.  I 
think  those  of  us  who  have  just  been 
here  now  for  less  than  a  year  and  a  half 
have  a  little  bit  of  special  interest  in 
it.  That  is  why  we  have  asked  for  some 
time  as  freshmen,  to  have  a  special 
order  on  balancing  the  budget. 

I  3^eld  to  my  Mend  and  associate 
from  Pennsylvania. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Santorum]  is  recognized  for  7  minutes. 
Mr.  SANTORUM.  I  thank  my  friend 
from  Wyoming.  I  thank  the  Presiding 
Officer,  and  I  thank  my  friend  from 
Minnesota,  who  is  ready  to  talk. 

This  is  an  important  debate.  It  al- 
most is  anticlimatic.  The  fact  is  that  it 
is  widely  reported  in  the  press  that  we 
do  not  have  enough  votes  to  pass  the 
balanced  budget  amendment,  an 
amendment  that  passed  the  House  of 
Representatives,  that  this  is  just  an  ex- 
ercise. Unfortunately,  it  has  been  mini- 
mized as  a  result  of  that. 
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I  think  it  is  important.  I  am  glad  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  has  been  our 
leader  on  the  floor  on  these  issues,  has 
taken  the  time  to  get  the  freshman  on 
the  Republican  side — the  freshmen 
Members  are  all  Republicans:  I  guess 
that  would  be  the  Republican  side — to 
get  up  and  talk  about  why  we  think 
this  is  important  and  why  the  public 
should  be.  again,  focused  on  this  issue. 

I  do  not  think  there  is  anything  more 
fundamental  for  the  Government  to  do 
than  to  run  an  operation  that  is  bal- 
anced. Almost  every  State  government 
runs  an  operation  that  balances  the 
budget  every  year.  It  is  incumbent 
upon  Government  to  act  in  a  respon- 
sible fashion  with  the  taxpayers'  dol- 
lars and  do  so  in  setting  priorities.  It  is 
hard  to  do.  You  have  heard  a  lot  about 
all  the  money  that  needs  to  be  spent  on 
a  lot  of  different  programs.  There  are  a 
lot  of  things  we  need  to  do. 

I  see  the  pages  down  here  and  young 
people  up  in  the  gallery.  I  visited  high 
schools  and  colleges  just  over  the  last 
week  during  the  break,  and  it  is  hard 
to  look  into  the  faces  of  the  young  peo- 
ple in  this  country  and  say  to  them, 
"Look,  it  is  much  more  important  for 
us  to  get  reelected.  It  is  more  impor- 
tant for  us  to  have  an  issue  to  scare 
people  on  things  like  Medicare  and 
education  spending.  It  is  more  impor- 
tant for  us  to  play  politics,  for  our  po- 
litical career,  than  it  is  to  solve  the 
problems  that  face  this  country  that 
are  going  to  be  burdening  you  to  even 
a  greater  degree  than  it  is  burdening 
this  generation  of  Americans." 

I  think  we  need  to  do  a  little  soul 
searching  at  this  point.  One  thing  I 
found  when  I  got  in  the  Congress,  you 
can  always  find  a  reason  to  vote  no. 
There  is  always  something  in  every 
piece  of  legislation,  even  if  it  is  one 
sentence,  you  can  always  find  a  reason, 
an  excuse,  to  be  opposed  to  something 
and  walk  away  from  taking  the  respon- 
sibility. 

I  remember  when  I  was  in  the  minor- 
ity in  the  House,  it  was  very  easy  to 
walk  away  and  say,  "I  am  in  the  mi- 
nority. It  is  not  really  my  job  to  move 
legislation  here.  Yes,  it  is  a  good  bill, 
but  maybe  I  will  take  a  pass  on  this  be- 
cause I  am  afraid  of  one  little  political 
twist."  That  is  what  we  have  done  here 
on  the  balanced  budget  amendment.  We 
found  there  are  several  Members  who 
have  found  a  reason  to  vote  "no".  That 
is  the  Social  Security  issue.  That  is  the 
reason  to  vote  "no"  on  something  they 
say  they  are  for.  And  they  protest,  "We 
want  a  balanced  budget,"  but  it  is  the 
Social  Security  issue  holding  us  back. 

I  think  that  balancing  the  Federal 
budget  is  bigger  than  any  one  single 
program  in  Washington.  A  lot  of  great 
programs  have  passed  here,  a  lot  of  not 
so  good  programs  have  passed  here,  but 
nothing  rises  to  the  level  of  doing  the 
basic  fundamental  requfrement  of  any 
government,  and  that  is  to  balance  its 
books. 


For  those  who  hide  behind  Social  Se- 
curity, I  say  to  them:  Where  were  you 
and  where  are  you  when  it  comes  to 
doing  something  for  these  young  people 
on  Social  Security?  Where  are  the 
brave  souls  who  stride  to  the  well  and 
say,  "We  need  to  do  Social  Security  re- 
form because  these  young  people  who 
are  pajring  taxes  right  now  have  abso- 
lutely no  hope  of  seeing  Social  Secu- 
rity payments  when  they  retire." 
Where  are  the  brave  people  who  want 
to  preserve  Social  Security,  not  as  a 
political  issue  for  their  next  election, 
but  as  a  real  issue  for  the  next  genera- 
tion? 

I  ask  everyone  who  is  hiding  behind 
that  issue,  and  I  ask  all  the  people  who 
are  listening  right  now,  to  examine 
those  Members  and  examine  the  people 
who  are  using  this  issue  and  find  out 
how  truly  they  want  to  protect  Social 
Security.  I  believe  this  is  just  a  politi- 
cal issue  they  can  hide  behind  so  they 
can  vote  no  on  something  they  really 
do  not  want  to  do,  which  is  the  bottom 
line,  balance  our  books,  constrain  Gov- 
ernment spending. 

I  am  hopeful  at  some  point  we  will 
pass  this.  I  have  a  lot  of  faith  in  the 
American  public  that  when  elections 
come  around  in  November,  they  will 
send  more  Members  to  the  U.S.  Senate 
and  Members  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, who  will  support  a  bal- 
anced budget— hopefully,  from  both 
parties.  They  will  send  a  clear  message 
that,  yes,  we  understand  that  tough  de- 
cisions have  to  be  made,  but  that  is 
why  we  sent  you  to  Washington— to 
make  the  tough  decisions  to  move  this 
country  forward. 

So  I  am  not  discouraged  at  all.  This 
is  something  that  is  going  to  happen. 
We  are  going  to  balance  this  budget. 
We  have  passed  one  balanced  budget, 
which  was  not  signed  by  the  President. 
We  passed  major  entitlement  reform. 
Twice  we  i>assed  welfare.  We  passed 
Medicare  reform  and  Medicaid  reform. 
We  have  done  the  heavy  lifting  to  bal- 
ance the  budget.  People  say  that  we 
can  do  it  today.  We  have  done  it  today. 
We  passed  the  balanced  budget.  So  do 
not  talk  to  me  about  we  do  not  need 
this  balanced  budget  because  we  can  do 
it  already.  We  did  it  already,  and  the 
same  people  who  said  we  do  not  need 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  voted 
against  the  balanced  budget  proposal 
we  sent  to  the  President.  The  same 
President  who  says  we  do  not  need  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  vetoed  the 
balanced  budget  resolution  that  we 
sent  to  him,  which  was  the  act  to  do 
that. 

So,  again,  if  you  look  at  the  Social 
Security  issue,  you  know,  it  is  just,  we 
are  for  it.  but  we  are  going  to  hide  be- 
hind Social  Security.  The  other  argu- 
ment is  that  we  do  not  need  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  because  we 
can  do  it  ourselves.  We  did  it  ourselves, 
and  they  were  against  that,  too. 

So  I  think  we  just  have  to  question 
what  the  real  motive  is  here.  Do  these 


people  really  want  to  balance  the  budg- 
et, or  do  they  just  want  to  tell  you 
they  want  to  balance  the  budget?  I 
think  the  answer  is  pretty  clear.  When 
the  rubber  hits  the  road,  when  it  is  ei- 
ther "yes"  or  "no"  on  a  constitutional 
amendment  to  balance  the  budget,  the 
answer  is  "no,"  and  their  excuse  is  So- 
cial Security.  When  it  comes  to  re- 
forming Social  Security,  the  answer  to 
reform  is.  "No.  we  cannot  do  that,  we 
cannot  touch  it."  The  other  excuse  is 
that  we  do  not  need  this  because  we 
can  balance  it  ourselves.  When  we  put 
one  on  the  floor  specifying  where  the 
changes  need  to  be  made  in  order  to 
put  the  budget  in  balance,  the  answer 
was  "no." 

So  it  is  "no"  to  a  constitutional 
amendment,  "no"  to  Social  Security 
reform,  "no"  to  a  balanced  budget  act. 
But,  "Yes.  we  are  for  it.  In  general,  we 
are  all  for  this." 

Well,  you  cannot  be  for  it  and  vote 
"no."  "no."  "no"  when  it  comes  time 
to  put  your  words  into  actions.  I  hope 
that  at  some  point  we  do  put  the  wortis 
into  actions  and  that  we  do  it  soon. 

Mr.  GRAMS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
GREGG).  The  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  also  may 
proceed  under  the  time  set  aside  for 
Senator  Thompson. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
proud  to  be  here  today  and  to  join  with 
my  freshman  colleagues  as  we  stand 
firmly  together  in  our  support  for  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  to  the 
U.S.  Constitution.  Sixteen  months  in 
the  Senate  have  not  dulled  our  enthu- 
siasm for  its  enactment.  We  are  more 
committed  today  than  ever  before. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  a  rare  occasion  in 
life  when  a  person  is  granted  a  second 
chance,  an  opportunity  to  right  a 
wrong.  When  those  moments  come 
along,  we  hope  that  we  have  learned 
from  our  mistakes  and  that  when  we 
are  given  that  chance  to  approach 
things  differently,  we  will  step  forward 
and  do  the  right  thing. 

My  colleagues  and  I  have  an  oppor- 
tunity this  week  to  do  that  right  thing 
and  repair  a  wrong  made  within  this 
Chamber  a  year  ago  when  we  denied 
the  American  people,  by  a  single  vote, 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  that 
they  have  repeatedly  called  upon  us  to 
pass. 

The  balanced  budget  amendment  lies 
at  the  heart  of  what  I  believe  to  be  the 
defining  issue  of  the  104th  Congress:  de- 
ciding the  priorities  of  the  Federal 
Government  and  its  budget. 

Naturally,  there  have  been  disagree- 
ments over  where  these  priorities  lay. 
Each  of  us  have  different  ideas  about 
how  the  Government  should— and. 
more  importantly,  should  not — spend 
the  taxpayers'  money.  But  even  with 
these  disagreements,  there  are  several 
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basic  principles  on  which  we  should  all 
agree.  The  balanced  budget  amendment 
embodies  these  common  areas  of  agree- 
ment because  it  deals  with  the  future 
of  our  children  and  grandchildren,  and. 
therefore,  it  deals  with  America's  fu- 
ture. 

After  all.  that  future  is  what  our  ef- 
forts to  ensure  a  balanced  budget  are 
all  about.  In  order  for  our  children  to 
enjoy  the  same  economic  security  that 
we  inherited  from  our  parents,  we  must 
begin  the  process  of  controlling  our 
Federal  spending.  Our  parents  and 
grandparents  did  not  leave  us  a  debt  to 
pay— even  after  financing  such  major 
undertakings  as  World  War  n.  They 
paid  those  bills  and  did  not  pass  that 
debt  on  to  us.  But  this  generation  has 
compiled  a  $5  trillion-plus  debt  that  we 
are  now  going  to  be  asking  our  children 
and  grandchildren  to  pay,  and  we  can- 
not even  reach  an  agreement  on  bal- 
ancing the  budget  so  we  do  not  con- 
tinue to  do  that. 

With  a  balanced  budget,  then  and 
only  then,  can  we  hope  to  pass  on  to 
our  kids  an  inheritance  of  prosperity 
rather  than  a  lasting  legacy  of  debt. 
Right  now,  that  future  does  not  look  so 
bright  if  we  do  not  change  our  ways. 

This  year,  the  national  debt  has  sur- 
passed the  astounding  figure  of  S5  tril- 
lion. It  is  increasing  at  an  average  of 
$650  million  every  day.  Even  today,  we 
are  spending  more  on  our  interest  pay- 
ments than  we  are  spending  to  defend 
this  Nation. 

By  the  way,  as  of  12  o'clock  this 
afternoon,  every  child  bom  in  this 
country  today  already  owes  $19,357.86 
as  their  share  of  the  national  debt.  The 
moment  they  are  bom,  they  are  $19,000- 
plus  in  debt.  Over  his  or  her  lifetime, 
that  child  can  exi)ect  to  pay  over 
$187,000  in  taxes  just  to  cover  the  inter- 
est on  that  debt.  That  is  about  $4,700  a 
year,  or  more  than  $400  a  month  that 
they  are  going  to  pay  just  to  cover  the 
interest  on  that  debt. 

To  meet  its  annual  interest  obliga- 
tions. Congress  has  repeatedly  raised 
the  taxes  of  working  Americans.  As  a 
result  of  an  overwhelming  burden  of 
taxes,  families  now  are  having  a  tough 
time  raising  their  children,  paying 
their  bills,  and  trying  to  make  ends 
meet. 

The  Congressional  Budget  Office 
projects  that  spending  on  mandatory 
expenses,  such  as  interest  on  the  debt, 
will  exceed  70  percent  of  total  Federal 
outlays  by  the  year  2003— meaning  that 
less  than  30  cents  of  every  tax  dollar 
will  be  available  for  education,  envi- 
ronmental protection,  crime  preven- 
tion, and  highways. 

Is  that  the  legacy  that  we  want  to 
leave  to  our  children?  For  that  reason, 
we  should  all  agree  that  balancing  the 
budget  without  raising  taxes  must  be 
the  foremost  goal  of  this  Congress. 

It  is  our  responsibility  and  duty  to 
ensure  the  American  children  of  this 
generation  and  the  next  a  strong  econ- 


omy, a  good  education,  a  clean  envi- 
ronment, and  a  debt-free  future,  but 
also  that  they  have  the  ability  to  have 
their  own  dollars  in  the  future  to  con- 
tinue the  efforts  and  not  just  to  pay  in- 
terest again  on  this  Congress'  mis- 
takes. 

A  constitutional  amendment  man- 
dating a  balanced  budget  is  perhaps  our 
best  hope.  There  are  those  who  ques- 
tion the  need  for  an  amendment  requir- 
ing a  budget  that  is  balanced.  After  all. 
they  argue,  should  a  responsible  Con- 
gress not  be  able  to  balance  the  budget 
without  the  need  for  a  constitutional 
requirement?  Yes,  we  certainly  should. 
Congress  should  have  the  backbone  to 
limit  its  spending  and  set  priorities, 
just  as  every  Main  Street  American 
family  has  to  do. 

If  a  family  in  my  State  of  Minnesota 
wants  to  buy  a  house,  it  works  out  a 
mortgage  and  a  payment  schedule  that 
fits  the  family  budget.  Eventually, 
that  debt  is  paid;  it  is  not  passed  on  to 
the  next  generation.  That  is  what  the 
vast  majority  of  Americans  do  when 
they  make  a  major  purchase.  But  that 
is  not  how  the  Federal  Government  op- 
erates. It  borrows  the  money,  without 
any  kind  of  schedule  for  paying  it 
back,  except  to  go  and  raise  taxes,  or 
borrow  It  in  the  name  of  our  children, 
and  that  debt  continues  to  build,  and 
the  payments  keep  being  deferred.  And 
the  debt,  again,  is  passed  down  to  our 
kids. 

We  often  hear  the  argument  of  the 
need  for  borrowing  and  spending  today 
to  help  our  kids.  Those  short-term  ar- 
guments will,  in  fact,  in  the  long-term, 
harm  the  very  people  that  those  argu- 
ments say  they  want  to  protect. 

If  that  family  in  Minnesota  decides  it 
needs  to  tighten  its  belt,  it  does.  Con- 
gress simply  punches  another  notch  or 
two  in  the  leather.  Congress  simply 
does  not  have  the  backbone  to  restrain 
itself;  it  never  has  and  maybe  never 
will. 

Look  at  the  facts.  Congress  has  spent 
more  than  it  has  taken  in  for  55  of  the 
last  64  years.  We  have  not  bothered  to 
balance  the  budget  since  1969.  But  for 
my  colleagues  who  sometimes  get  lost 
in  statistics,  here  is  the  reality  of  what 
our  fiscal  irresponsibility  means  to  av- 
erage Americans.  Today,  every  family 
of  four  owes  $3,500  on  the  interest  on 
the  national  debt.  That  means  $3,500 
less  to  care  for  our  kids,  $3,500  less  to 
keep  our  families  fed  and  clothed. 

A  balanced  Federal  budget  would  ac- 
tually put  those  dollars  back  into  the 
family  budget.  Economists  have  uni- 
versally predicted  the  positive  effects 
achieved  with  a  balanced  Federal  budg- 
et. By  the  time  6  years  have  passed  and 
the  budget  is  brought  into  balance: 

GDP  will  grow  by  an  additional  $10.8 
billion  than  it  would  under  current 
law,  interest  rates  will  drop,  and  Amer- 
icans will  boost  their  spending  power 
through  an  additional  $32.1  billion  in 
real  disposable  income. 


A  decrease  of  just  four-tenths  of  a 
percent  in  the  mortgage  rate  would 
save  the  buyer  of  a  $100,000  home  some 
$10,000  over  the  life  of  a  30-year  mort- 
gage, and  there  are  estimates  that  in- 
terest rates  could  fall  a  full  2  percent- 
age points,  which  would  create  even 
greater  savings. 

An  additional  104,000  family  homes 
would  be  built,  and  600,000  more  auto- 
mobiles would  be  sold.  That  is  good  for 
the  economiy,  that  is  good  for  jobs,  and 
that  is  good  for  everyone. 

Job  providers  would  be  empowered  to 
create  new  jobs  and  pay  higher  salaries 
for  those  jobs,  as  many  as  an  addi- 
tional 6.1  million  new  jobs,  by  some  es- 
timates. 

Makes  the  minimum  wage  increase 
look  petty,  does  it  not?  So  what  does 
all  this  really  mean  on  Main  Street? 
Well,  for  an  average  American  family 
with  two  kids,  a  mortgage  payment, 
car  and  student  loans,  a  couple  of  pets 
and  lot  of  monthly  bills,  a  balanced 
Federal  budget  would  put  nearly  $1,800 
a  year  back  into  the  family  bank  ac- 
count by  the  savings  that  we  would 
reap  from  a  balanced  budget.  Let  peo- 
ple earn  more,  and  then  let  them  keep 
more  of  that  money.  There  are  those  in 
this  Congress  on  this  Senate  floor  who 
say  no,  that  Americans  need  to  give 
Washington  their  money,  and  then 
come  "hat  in  hand"  begging  for  our 
compassion  as  Washington  then  sits  in 
judgment  of  who  gets  what.  And  who 
are  they  going  to  take  that  money 
firom  to  pass  it  out? 

Coupled  with  the  $500-per-chlld  tax 
credit  that  makes  up  the  cornerstone 
of  our  balanced  budget  legislation,  a 
t3T)lcal  family  of  four  would  reap  a  bal- 
anced budget  bonus  of  $2,791  every 
year. 

Yes,  the  concept  is  simple  enough, 
and  those  practical  statistics  should  be 
all  it  takes  to  convince  anyone  of  the 
need  for  a  balanced  budget.  But  our  in- 
ternal battles  over  the  past  year  have 
demonstrated  just  how  difficult  it  is  to 
carry  out  such  a  seemingly  simple  idea. 
We  have  proven,  more  than  ever  before, 
the  need  for  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment. 

Through  the  commitment  of  this 
Congress  to  eliminating  the  deficit  and 
erasing  our  debt  without  raising  taxes 
on  middle-class  families,  we  were  able 
to  move  $40  billion  closer  to  a  balanced 
budget  last  year  by  controlling  the 
growth  of  government  spending  and 
rooting  out  a  great  deal  of  waste  and 
inefficiency.  But  as  each  of  my  col- 
leagues will  remember,  it  was  a  battle 
that  took  every  ounce  of  our  energy. 

Because  of  the  opposition  of  the 
President  and  my  colleagues  across  the 
aisle  to  even  these  modest,  sensible 
si>ending  reductions,  we  endured  2  pro- 
tracted Government  shutdowns,  14 
temporary  spending  measures  to  keep 
the  Government  from  running  out  of 
money,  3  Presidential  vetoes  of  our  ap- 
propriations bills,  and  a  final  veto  of 
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our  actual  balanced  budget  legislation. 
At  the  end  of  the  day,  we  had  moved 
closer  to  a  balanced  budget.  I  am  proud 
of  our  efforts.  We  must  not  stop  work- 
ing for  a  balanced  budget  amendment, 
however. 

Under  the  leadership  of  a  Republican 
Congress,  each  and  every  person  is 
dedicated  to  achieving  a  balanced 
budget  by  the  year  2002.  If  this  Con- 
gress could  not  force  the  big  spenders 
in  this  body  and  the  White  House  to 
mend  their  money-hungry  ways  and 
balance  the  budget  through  simple  leg- 
islation— just  as  past  Congresses  could 
not  do  in  1964,  1976,  1978,  1979,  1980,  1985, 
1987,  and  1990— what  chance  do  future 
Congresses  have  without  the  moral  au- 
thority of  the  U.S.  Constitution  to 
back  them  up? 

The  American  people  know  it  will 
never  happen  without  a  balanced  budg- 
et amendment,  and  they  are  calling  on 
us — overwhelmingly — to  pass  it.  Again, 
if  we  pass  this  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment, all  we  are  doing  is  going  to  give 
the  States  and  the  voters  of  those 
States  the  opportunity  to  say  yes  or 
no.  We  do  not  make  that  decision  on 
this  floor.  We  are  saying  we  are  going 
to  give  the  American  people  the  oppor- 
tunity to  say  yes  or  no  to  a  balanced 
budget.  But  there  are  some  that  do  not 
believe  the  American  people  can  make 
that  decision. 

A  Gallup  Poll  published  just  2  weeks 
ago  in  USA  Today  showed  that  an  as- 
tounding 83  percent  of  the  American 
people  support  this  amendment.  It  was 
the  most  popular  item  surveyed,  and 
why  should  it  not  be?  It  makes  perfect 
sense. 

In  Minnesota  last  year,  just  days  be- 
fore the  Senate  voted  on  the  balanced 
budget  amendment,  I  was  joined  at  the 
capitol  in  St.  Paul  by  members  of  my 
State's  House  and  Senate  delegations, 
elected  officials  from  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  who  were  less  interested  in  party 
labels  than  ensuring  America's  eco- 
nomic security.  On  behalf  of  working 
families  who  cannot  understand  why 
Washington  refuses  to  get  its  finances 
under  control,  on  behalf  of  families 
who  are  terrified  by  the  legacy  of  debt 
we  are  building  for  our  children  and 
grandchildren,  we  signed  a  petition 
urging  Congress  to  immediately  pass 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  and 
send  it  to  the  States  for  ratification. 

Together,  we  sent  a  strong,  unquali- 
fied message  to  all  Minnesota  tax- 
payers that  we  heard  their  message  and 
were  no  longer  willing  to  accept  busi- 
ness as  usual  from  the  Congress. 

Today,  we  are  all  a  year  older,  a  year 
wiser,  and  just  as  committed  to  our 
purpose  as  we  were  1  year  ago. 

Unlike  the  Federal  Government, 
which  has  managed  to  amass  a  $5  tril- 
lion debt,  Minnesota  does  not  rack  up 
debt  year  after  year. 

Unlike  the  Federal  Government,  Min- 
nesota does  not  spend  beyond  its 
means,  building  deficits  that  will  take 
years  to  wipe  away. 


Unlike  the  Federal  Government,  Min- 
nesota does  not  promise  the  Moon, 
while  mortgaging  the  stars  in  order  to 
deliver. 

Why  is  it  that  Minnesota  has  suc- 
ceeded where  the  Federal  Government 
has  failed?  Why  have  48  States  abided 
by  a  balanced  budget  every  year?  Be- 
cause the  Minnesota  State  Constitu- 
tion requires  that  we  balance  our  budg- 
et, as  do  48  other  States. 

Not  only  does  Minnesota  and  48  other 
States  have  to  balance  their  budgets, 
but  families  and  individuals  have  to 
balance  their  budgets,  too.  Businesses 
that  cannot  balance  their  budgets  soon 
find  themselves  out  of  business.  The 
only  place  where  a  balanced  budget  is 
not  the  rule  is  in  Washington.  That  is 
what  we  are  here  to  change. 

As  support  for  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  grrows  among  the  public, 
the  fear  of  what  it  will  mean  to  those 
who  have  built  their  careers  so  reck- 
lessly spending  the  taxpayers'  hard- 
earned  dollars  have  intensified.  As  we 
move  closer  and  closer  to  enacting  this 
critical  legislation,  they  see  the  writ- 
ing on  the  wall,  and  frankly,  they  are 
scared,  so  scared,  I  have  been  told 
there  may  be  colleagues  of  mine  who 
would  change  a  vote  they  made  on  be- 
half of  this  legislation  a  year  ago  to 
vote  "no"  this  time  around. 

Well,  the  public  should  be  outraged 
that  there  are  those  to  whom  a  piece  of 
legislation  so  vital  as  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  is  nothing  more 
than  a  game,  and  their  vote  nothing 
more  than  a  political  poker  chip,  to  be 
traded  at  will  when  the  stakes  begin  to 
rise. 

I  would  remind  those  colleagues  of 
mine  who  speak  out  against  this 
amendment  that  we  would  not  be  hav- 
ing this  debate  were  it  not  for  30  years 
of  deficit  spending  by  this  body.  If  we 
let  the  American  public  down  again — as 
we  did  on  March  2  of  last  year,  when 
this  Chamber  turned  back  the  balanced 
budget  amendment— we  will  feel  the 
anger  of  the  people  at  the  polls  in  No- 
vember, and  I  believe  they  will  speak 
with  an  even  louder,  more  unified  voice 
than  they  ever  have  before. 

As  I  conclude,  I  turn  to  the  words  of 
President  Thomas  Jefferson,  a  leader 
who  understood  the  importance  of  eco- 
nomic freedom  in  a  free  society,  and 
the  dangers  of  imposing  our  fiscal  bur- 
dens onto  our  children. 

He  wrote: 

Tbe  question  of  whether  one  g'eneration 
has  the  right  to  bind  another  by  the  deficit 
it  imposes  is  a  question  of  such  consequence 
as  to  place  it  among  the  fundamental  prin- 
ciples of  government.  We  should  consider 
ourselves  unauthorized  to  saddle  posterity 
with  our  debts,  morally  bound  to  i>ay  them 
ourselves. 

Mr.  President,  those  words  are  just 
as  relevant  today  as  they  were  when 
penned  by  Jefferson  nearly  200  years 
ago.  during  the  founding  days  of  this 
Republic. 

For  all  our  differences — in  beliefs  and 
purposes — we  should  all  share  the  com- 


mon goals  of  building  a  better  eco- 
nomic future  for  the  coming  genera- 
tions, and  giving  them  the  freedom  to 
seek  success  unfettered  by  any  con- 
straints we  may  impose.  As  we  debate 
the  merits  of  the  balanced  budget 
amendment,  let  us  not  lose  sight  of 
that  goal.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port this  amendment,  and  to  do  it  for 
the  sake  of  our  children  and  our  grand- 
children. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  THOMPSON.  Mr.  President,  we 
continue  down  the  road  toward  bank- 
rupting our  country.  The  fact  that  I 
keep  repeating  this,  and  that  others 
keep  repeating  this  and  perhaps  we  get 
used  to  hearing  this,  does  not  make  it 
any  less  true.  It  cannot  be  repeated 
often  enough.  And  behind  closed  doors 
Democrats,  Republicans,  people  in  the 
Congress,  people  in  the  White  House. 
all  admit  what  has  to  be  done  to  keep 
from  turning  this  country  into  one 
that  is  second  rate  when  we  leave  it  to 
our  kids. 

The  most  friistrating  part  of  the  last 
year  and  a  half  that  I  have  spent  in  the 
U.S.  Senate  is  witnessing  close  up  the 
fact  that  we  do  not  have  the  ability  or 
the  willpower  to  do  what  we  all  know 
is  necessary  and  what  we  all  know  is 
the  right  thing  to  do.  That  is  why  I  be- 
lieve that  our  last  clear  chance  to  do  so 
is  undoubtedly  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment to  require  us  to  balance  the  budg- 
et. 

We  all  know  that  Medicare  is  on  its 
way  to  insolvency.  We  all  know  that 
Social  Security  is  on  its  way  to  insol- 
vency. We  claim  to  have  reached  a  con- 
sensus in  this  country  that  we  need  a 
balanced  budget — not  only  that  but 
that  we  need  to  balance  it  with  real 
numbers  and  not  phony  numbers:  and, 
not  only  that,  that  we  need  to  do  it  in 
7  years. 

But  with  all  of  this  knowledge  and 
all  of  this  consensus  and  agreement  be- 
hind closed  doors  and  all  of  this  coming 
together  in  terms  of  what  needs  to  be 
done,  we  cannot  take  the  first  step.  We 
have  spent  the  last  year  to  year  and  a 
half  proving  to  the  American  people 
that  we  cannot  really  take  the  first 
step  toward  doing  what  we  know  has  to 
be  done.  And  yet  there  are  those  among 
us  who  continue  to  say  we  do  not  need 
a  balanced  budget  amendment.  Of 
course,  we  need  to  balance  the  budget, 
but  we  do  not  need  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  require  us  to  do  so.  All 
we  have  to  do  is  to  do  the  right  thing. 

I  challenge  anyone  to  give  any  evi- 
dence over  the  last  year,  year  and  a 
half  that  we  have  shown  any  ability  or 
will  to  do  the  right  thing.  It  does  not 
exist. 

We  talk  about  a  7-year  balanced 
budget.  The  President  has  a  proposal. 
We  have  a  proposal.  Under  the  best  of 
circumstances,  even  if  either  of  these 
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proposals  were  adopted,  it  is  doubtful 
that  it  would  be  carried  out;  the  pro- 
posals are  back-end  loaded.  The  Presi- 
dent has  some  60  something  billion  of 
cuts  in  the  last  2  years  of  that  7-year 
time  period.  It  is  extremely  doubtful, 
to  say  the  least,  that  those  cuts  would 
actually  be  made  when  the  time  came. 
It  is  a  matter  of  rolling  our  sins  for- 
ward for  yet  a  few  more  years  when 
most  of  us  are  out  of  office  and  do  not 
have  to  face  the  consequences  and 
under  the  assumption  that  future  Con- 
gresses will  have  the  courage  that  we 
do  not  have  except  we  are  making  their 
job  tougher  than  the  one  we  have 
today. 

Even  if  it  does  happen,  even  if  we  get 
everything  we  want,  for  example,  on 
this  side  of  the  aisle,  we  are  looking  at 
the  end  of  that  road  at  a  56  trillion 
debt.  We  are  looking  at  the  end  of  that 
road  at  the  imminent  retirement  of  the 
baby  boomers.  And  the  people  who 
keep  up  with  the  demographics  point 
out  to  us  what  that  is  going  to  mean. 
By  the  year  2030,  there  will  be  twice 
as  many  people  over  the  age  of  65  as 
there  were  in  1990  and  only  20  percent 
more  workers,  so  those  people  passing 
in  those  FICA  taxes  for  those  retire- 
ment programs  are  going  to  be  dwin- 
dling in  number  while  the  retirees  are 
expanding.  We  all  know  what  the  re- 
sults of  that  are  going  to  be. 

We  all  know  we  cannot  continue 
down  this  road,  and  yet  it  is  another 
election  year  and  so  the  President  ve- 
toes our  attempt  to  balance  the  budg- 
et. He  opposes  our  attempt  to  pass  a 
constitutional  amendment,  and  our 
friends  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
Call  in  in  lockstep. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  not  an  esoteric 
economic  issue.  It  is  about  the  future 
of  this  country  and  the  kind  of  Amer- 
ica we  are  going  to  leave  and  what  it  is 
going  to  look  like  to  our  kids.  What  it 
is  going  to  look  like  is  astronomical 
tax  rates  they  are  going  to  be  paying  if 
we  continue  the  spending  pattern  that 
we  have  had.  It  is  going  to  mean  astro- 
nomical interest  rates  that  they  are 
going  to  be  paying.  It  is  going  to  mean 
more  and  more  reliance  on  foreign 
money  and  foreign  investment  coming 
into  this  country  to  help  us  pay  the  in- 
terest on  the  debt. 

It  is  going  to  mean  diminished  sav- 
ings. We  already  have  the  lowest  sav- 
ings rate  in  the  industrialized  world, 
the  United  States  of  America  does,  one 
of  the  lowest  Investment  rates  in  the 
industrialized  world  in  the  United 
States  of  America.  That  is  why  we  are 
looking  at  such  low  growth  rates.  You 
add  to  that  the  taxes  that  are  going  to 
be  necessary  to  finance  this  astronom- 
ical debt  as  it  goes  out  here,  the  inter- 
est rates  that  are  going  to  come  from 
that,  and  you  are  talking  about  eco- 
nomic disaster  that  is  f^ing  us.  There 
is  really  not  any  serious  debate  about 
that.  And  all  those  people  who  com- 
plain about  any  kind  of  effort  to  bal- 
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ance  the  budget  because  they  are  look- 
ing out  for  the  kids,  they  are  looking 
out  for  the  elderly,  they  are  looking 
out  for  the  young  folks,  what  are  you 
going  to  say  to  those  young  folks  then 
when  they  cannot  even  go  out  and  buy 
their  first  home  when  they  start  their 
families?  What  are  you  going  to  say 
when  they  cannot  even  buy  a  car  be- 
cause of  the  interest  rates?  And  the  tax 
rates  they  are  going  to  pay.  It  will  not 
make  sense  to  work  any  more  under 
those  circumstances. 

Yet  we  heard  in  the  last  couple  days 
now  the  latest  bid  in  the  tax  cut  game 
from  the  President  is  to  finance  2  years 
of  college  for  people.  I  can  only  say  we 
can  debate  that  issue  later,  but  we  bet- 
ter be  financing  maybe  10  or  15  years  of 
college  for  people  because  they  better 
stay  in  college.  There  are  not  going  to 
be  any  jobs  out  there  for  them  at  the 
rate  we  are  going.  Everybody  cannot  go 
to  college  and  stay  forever.  There  has 
to  be  a  work  force  out  there,  and  they 
have  to  have  reasonable  interest  rates 
to  pay  when  they  go  to  buy  the  items 
to  build  their  family.  They  will  have  no 
need  to  buy  a  home.  We  are  making  It 
so  they  will  not  be  able  to  do  that. 

We  are  the  first  generation  in  our 
history  that  even  considered  borrowing 
against  our  kids  and  those  yet  unborn 
to  finance  our  own  consumption.  That 
is  shameful.  That  is  what  we  are  doing. 
And  yet  we  continue  to  say  we  do  not 
need  a  constitutional  amendment;  we 
just  need  to  do  the  right  thing,  when 
today,  even  today,  every  man,  woman, 
and  child  is  paying  $1,000  a  year  just  to 
finance  the  interest  on  the  debt. 

Some  say,  well,  we  are  making 
progress.  We  passed  the  largest  tax  in- 
crease in  the  history  of  the  world,  and 
we  temporarily  reduced  the  deficit, 
knowing  that  when  the  baby  boomers 
start  retiring  in  the  next  few  years,  it 
looks  as  if  a  rate  that  is  slowing  down 
is  going  to  go  off  the  charts  in  an  up- 
ward direction. 

We  say,  well,  look  at  what  we  did  last 
year:  We  cut  $23  billion  from  the  budg- 
et from  the  year  before.  A  drop  in  the 
bucket,  Mr.  President.  We  did  not 
touch  any  of  those  areas  that  are  in- 
creasing, some  at  the  rate  of  10  percent 
a  year,  that  are  going  to  have  to  be  re- 
formed if  there  is  any  hope  of  saving 
them. 

Yet  now  we  hear  all  of  the  same  old 
arguments  against  the  balanced  budget 
amendment — we  should  not  be  tinker- 
ing with  the  Constitution.  And  I  cer- 
tainly think  we  should  not  be  tinker- 
ing with  the  Constitution.  But  the 
Founding  Fathers  assumed  that 
changed  circumstances  required  us  to 
seriously  address  our  Constitution 
from  time  to  time. 

I  would  say  the  circumstainces  have 
changed.  Thomas  Jefferson  and  George 
Washington  never  thought  about  the 
possibility  of  bankrupting  the  next 
generation  before  they  were  even  bom. 
Those  are  the  changed  circumstances 
we  are  looking  at  today. 


I  would  also  say,  Mr.  President,  if  we 
have  an  economic  meltdown  in  this 
country,  there  are  going  to  be  changes 
in  regulations,  there  are  going  to  be 
changes  in  statutory  law,  and,  yes, 
there  are  going  to  be  changes  in  the 
Constitution  that  are  worse  than  our 
worst  nightmares  right  now  about 
what  those  changes  might  be.  So  the 
answer  to  that  is  to  make  some  reason- 
able changes  to  get  us  on  a  flight  path 
that  shows  some  possibility  of  saving 
oursel  ves  from  ourselves. 

Is  that  a  pitiful  situation  or  not?  Of 
course  it  is.  It  should  not  be  that  way. 
But  we  have  given  ourselves  now  ample 
opportunity  under  all  kinds  of  cfr- 
cumstances  to  so-called  do  the  right 
thing,  and  yet  here  we  are  a  year,  a 
year  and  a  half  later.  Every  time  some- 
body makes  a  proposal,  the  other  side 
goes  on  television  with  30-second  at- 
tack ads  to  make  sure  we  do  not  do 
anything  responsible,  because  this  is 
an  election  year.  And  yet  they  say  we 
do  not  need  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment. I  say  we  need  to  do  whatever  is 
necessary  to  keep  from  handing  this 
country  over  to  oixr  kids  in  a  way  that 
we  would  certainly  not  want  our  par- 
ents to  have  handed  it  over  to  us,  auid 
they,  in  fact,  did  not. 

The  other  argument  we  hear,  of 
course,  is  one  that  the  opponents  of  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  want  to 
protect  Social  Security.  Mr.  President, 
in  my  brief  time  here  I  have  learned 
that  if  you  want  to  stop  something,  if 
you  want  to  throw  a  roadblock  in  the 
way  of  something  being  accomplished, 
you  run  out  the  old  Social  Security  red 
herring  and  try  your  best  to  scare  the 
elderly,  because  if  you  can  scare  the  el- 
derly, you  can  create  enou-h  tem- 
porary political  confusion  that  you  can 
prevent  any  kind  of  reform. 

This  is,  of  course,  what  has  happened 
again.  Six  of  my  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  in  1994,  when 
there  was  no  chance  of  a  constitutional 
amendment  for  a  balanced  budget  pass- 
ing, voted  for  the  amendment.  Last 
year,  when  we  had  a  real  good  shot  at 
getting  it  passed,  we  fell  one  vote 
short.  One  Senator  switched  back  and 
voted  against  the  constitutional 
amendment.  And  the  reason  for  that  is 
they  discovered  that  it  might  have  en- 
dangered Social  Security  in  some  way. 
The  argument  goes  that  because  we 
include  the  receipts  that  go  into  Social 
Security  and  the  expenditures  that  go 
out  of  Social  Security  in  the  entire 
budget,  in  some  way  that  is  endanger- 
ing that  program,  and  if  we  somehow 
pulled  it  out  and  set  it  over  here  to  the 
side,  that  in  some  way  would  protect 
it.  Of  course,  it  is  an  appeal  to  fear.  It 
is  an  appeal  to  ignorance.  It  has  no  re- 
lationship to  reality. 

It  has  been  pointed  out  on  this  floor 
by  my  Republican  and  Democratic  col- 
leagues alike.  Senator  Simon  of  Illinois 
just  the  other  day,  of  course,  pointed  it 
out  as  a  fig  leaf  that  some  will  try  to 
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hide  behind  because  they  do  not  want  a 
constitutional  amendment  to  balance 
the  budget.  Time  magazine  called  that 
argimient  "mendacious  nonsense,"  the 
idea  that  the  constitutional  amend- 
ment to  balance  the  budget  would 
somehow  endanger  Social  Security. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is,  only  if  we 
get  the  reforms  necessary  to  keep  from 
bankrupting  this  country  can  we  pro- 
tect and  preserve  Social  Security.  So 
the  contrary  of  that  argimient  is  the 
case.  Not  to  mention  the  fact  that  all 
we  are  doing  is  treating  it  the  way  that 
we  have  been  treating  it  for  three  dec- 
ades in  this  country.  Democrat  and  Re- 
publican administrations  alike. 

President  Clinton's  last  budget  kept 
it  all  together,  just  the  way  we  have  al- 
ways done.  We  did  not  hear  any  cries 
from  our  friends  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  when  that  happened.  They 
voted  for  it.  They  voted  for  that  budg- 
et, to  keep  all  Government  revenues 
sind  all  Government  expenditures  to- 
gether. You  are  not  looking  at  a  realis- 
tic situation  if  you  do  not  consider 
them  together.  We  all  agreed  on  that. 
So  the  Johnny-come-lately  argument. 

Not  to  mention  the  fact  that  if,  in 
some  way.  Social  Security  was  seques- 
tered from  the  entire  budgetary  proc- 
ess, that  would  make,  of  course,  bal- 
ancing the  budget  impossible  because 
it  would  require  $360  billion  more  cuts 
than  what  we  have  to  make  now.  We 
have  shown  we  cannot  do  what  is  nec- 
essary now,  but  if  the  income  and  the 
outflow  of  Social  Security  were  taken 
out  of  it,  we  would  have  to  cut  pro- 
grams another  $360  billion.  The  oppo- 
nents of  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment know  this.  They  know  it  would 
make  it  absolutely  impossible  to  be 
workable  under  those  circumstances. 
We  strained  and  fought  for  a  year  and 
a  half.  We  got  $23  billion  in  cuts — not 
$360  billion,  but  $23  billion. 

But  the  point  they  make  is  that  So- 
cial Security  is  now  in  surplus,  so  if 
you  put  it  all  together  in  the  general 
budget,  the  general  budget  is  getting 
the  benefit  of  Social  Security  because 
it  is  in  surplus  and  it  makes  the  deficit 
look  smaller.  And  it  is  true.  It  is  true. 
That  is  the  way  the  books  are  kept, 
and  that  is  true,  when  you  talk  about 
for  the  next  15  years,  for  the  general 
budget. 

You  know,  those  are  Americans,  too, 
getting  the  benefit  of  the  general  budg- 
et. Many  of  the  same  people  who  get 
the  benefit  of  Social  Security  get  the 
benefit  of  the  programs  in  the  general 
budget.  But  for  the  next  15  years,  the 
numbers  on  the  Social  Security  side 
will  assist  on  the  general  budget  side. 
And  that  is  true. 

But  typical  of  the  way  that  we  think 
in  Washington,  DC — which  is,  if  we  are 
lucky,  a  couple  of  inches  past  our 
nose — we  are  not  looking  down  the 
road.  We  are  not  caring  about  anybody 
but  ourselves.  We  are  not  even  caring 
about  our  own  children.  Because  look 


at  16  years  out.  Social  Security  is  in 
surplus  now,  but  along  about  2011,  So- 
cial Security  goes  into  the  red.  and  we 
will  be  paying  out  more  in  Social  Secu- 
rity, at  a  steeper  and  steeper  rate,  than 
we  are  taking  in.  So,  by  being  a  part  of 
the  general  budget,  xmder  those  cir- 
cumstances Social  Security  gets  the 
benefit  of  that,  because  where  is  the 
money  going  to  come  from  to  make  the 
Social  Security  payments  if  not  from 
the  general  budget? 

Nobody,  no  opponent  of  this  measure, 
is  coming  here  and  sasring  we  need 
more  Social  Security  taxes.  Nobody 
wants  to  advocate  this.  So  where  is  the 
money  going  to  come  from? 

The  point  is,  approximately  $850  bil- 
lion annually  will  be  needed  by  the 
year  2030  to  fund  Social  Security,  to 
pay  current  the  liability  over  and 
above  payroll  tax  receipts.  So,  by  the 
year  2030,  Social  Security  is  going  to 
need  $850  billion  from  somewhere.  We 
are  in  surplus  now,  but  here  is  what  it 
is  going  to  look  like  starting  about 
2011.  But  by  2030,  we  have  dug  a  real  big 
deep  ditch  for  oiu-selves.  Nobody  wants 
to  talk  about  that. 

Mr.  President,  just  to  repeat,  the  so- 
called  saving  Social  Security  by  not 
going  along  with  the  bookkeeping 
entry  that  we  have  done  for  three  dec- 
ades, Democrats  and  Republicans,  is  a 
total  red  herring,  a  figleaf  to  hide  be- 
hind by  those  who  do  not  want  to  stop 
the  culture  of  spend,  spend,  spend,  and 
hopefully  elect,  elect,  elect  in  a  cam- 
paign year. 

Mr.  F*resident,  in  conclusion,  I  urge 
we  take  what  I  referred  to  earlier  as 
this  last  clear  chance  that  I  believe  we 
have  this  year  to  take  that  first  step- 
it  is  not  a  solution;  goodness  knows  we 
are  a  long,  long  way  from  a  solution— 
but  to  take  this  first  step  toward  doing 
something  responsible  so  we  can  hand 
this  country  over  to  our  kids  and  to 
our  grandkids  in  halfway  decent  shape, 
the  way  our  parents  and  forefathers  did 
for  us. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Texas. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  10  minutes  from  Senator 
Thomas'  time. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Texas  is  recognized. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  the 
question  I  fear  most  as  a  Senator  is  not 
a  question  from  a  news  reporter,  it  is 
not  a  question  from  a  constituent  visit- 
ing my  office,  it  is  not  a  question  from 
a  constituent  at  home;  it  is  the  ques- 
tion that  I  fear  my  grandchildren  will 
ask  me,  and  it  is  this.  "If  you  were  a 
Senator  back  then,  why  didn't  you  do 
something?  Why  didn't  you  balance  our 
budget,  so  my  family  would  be  able  to 
have  jobs  and  afford  an  education?" 
Mr.  President,  that  is  the  question  I 
fear  the  most. 

A  great-grandparent,  born  in  1900. 
paid  about  24  percent  of  the  family  in- 


come in  Federal.  State,  and  local 
taxes.  That  is  after  the  benefits  were 
taken  out.  A  26-year-old  mother  today, 
who  may  be  working  in  an  office  or 
raising  her  children  at  home,  will  pay 
at  least  34  percent  of  the  family  income 
in  tajces  after  benefits.  That  is  already 
one  of  the  highest  levels  in  our  coun- 
try's history.  But  if  we  do  not  change 
our  ways,  the  real  bad  news  comes  for 
her  children.  Her  young  baby  will  pay 
84  percent  of  lifetime  income  in  taxes  if 
we  do  not  balance  the  budget  in  this 
country.  That  is  what  it  will  take  to 
continue  our  current  policies  for  Gov- 
ernment spending.  Our  grandchildren 
cannot  support  such  a  burden  of  spend- 
ing, debt  and  interest.  At  84  percent, 
they  will  not  be  able  to  find  jobs  at  all. 
much  less  pay  their  bills. 

I  do  not  ever  want  to  be  asked  why  I 
did  not  change  the  course  of  this  coun- 
try. I  did  not  come  to  Washington  to 
support  the  status  quo.  I  came  to 
change  the  way  they  do  business  in 
Washington.  DC.  I  came  to  get  Wash- 
ington off  the  backs  of  the  hard-work- 
ing American  people  so  they  can  earn 
more  and  keep  more  of  what  they  earn. 
That  is  the  American  dream. 

With  a  balanced  Federal  budget,  the 
Joint  Economic  Committee  forecasts 
that  interest  rates  will  fall  by  2  per- 
cent. Let  us  look  at  what  that  means 
for  the  American  family. 

Senator  Phil  Gramm  came  up  with 
this  chart  to  talk  about  what  it  will 
mean  to  each  family  to  have  interest 
rates  lowered  by  2  percent.  Our  chil- 
dren's education?  We  would  save  $1,369 
on  a  10-year  student  loan  because  in- 
terest rates  would  be  2  percent  less. 
There  would  be  a  $680  saving  on  a  car 
loan  over  4  years.  For  a  small  business, 
it  would  mean  a  savings  of  $4,716  on  a 
8-year  loan. 

Farms  that  are  struggling  right  now, 
especially  in  my  home  State  of  Texas, 
where  we  have  a  terrible  drought,  nev- 
ertheless have  loans  to  pay.  A  2-per- 
cent drop  in  interest  rates  would  save 
the  farmer  $2,067  on  a  6-month  loan. 

What  most  Americans  pay  the  most 
interest  on  is  homes.  On  a  home  mort- 
gage, 30  years,  a  2-percent  drop  in  in- 
terest rates  would  create  $1,880  jier 
year  in  savings — almost  $2,000.  That  is 
like  saying  we  are  going  to  cut  your 
taxes  $2,000  just  by  balancing  the  budg- 
et. So.  with  more  interest  kept  in  our 
pockets  instead  of  paid  to  the  bank,  we 
will  be  able  to  send  more  of  our  chil- 
dren to  college,  give  more  of  our  chil- 
dren jobs  in  small  businesses,  and  earn 
enough  to  pay  for  our  homes  and  cars. 

Yesterday,  my  office  got  a  letter  ad- 
dressed to  all  Senators  signed  by  91  in- 
terest groups  asking  us  to  oppose  the 
balanced  budget  amendment.  It  was 
signed  by  all  sorts  of  groups:  Labor 
unions  representing  teachers,  postal 
workers.  Government  employees  and 
auto  workers;  the  American  Associa- 
tion of  Retired  Persons:  the  League  of 
Women    Voters;    the    Americans    for 
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Democratic  Action,  several  environ- 
mental groups;  and  several  churches  of 
many  different  faiths. 

Why  did  91  of  these  groups  come  to- 
gether? What  is  their  common  bond? 
They  are  asking  the  hard-working  peo- 
ple of  America  to  work  for  their  prior- 
ities. Many  of  these  groups  balance 
their  budgets  every  year  on  the  backs 
of  the  American  taxpayer,  the  same 
taxpayer  who  goes  to  work  every  day 
hoping  to  earn  enough  money  to  do  a 
little  bit  better  for  their  children. 

These  groups  had  the  nerve  to  say, 
"The  American  public  has  a  right  to 
know  how  a  balanced  budget  will  be 
achieved  before  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  is  enacted.  Which  impor- 
tant programs— education,  health  care. 
Social  Security,  transportation,  job 
training— will  either  be  dramatically 
cut  or  eliminated  threatening  Ameri- 
ca's vital  interests?" 

That  was  the  question  asked  by  these 
91  groups.  Where  have  they  been? 
Where  have  they  been  for  the  last  2 
years?  For  the  first  time  since  Govern- 
ment careened  out  of  control,  we  have 
done  exactly  that.  We  have  told  the 
American  people  exactly  how  we  will 
balance  the  budget  over  7  years,  and  we 
are  asking  for  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment that  will  assure  that  once  we  do 
the  work  to  balance  it,  that  never 
again  will  a  Congress  be  able  to  rob 
from  our  future  generations  to  pay  for 
what  we  are  going  to  do  today. 

This  Republican  Congress  has  passed 
a  balanced  budget  twice.  It  balanced  a 
budget  last  year  that  did  not  touch  So- 
cial Security,  that  allowed  for  in- 
creases in  Medicare  and  Medicaid,  that 
funded  education,  the  environment,  job 
training  and  transportation,  and  pro- 
tected our  children  by  cutting  taxes  on 
their  parents  and  providing  their  fu- 
tures will  be  deficit  free. 

But,  what  happened?  President  Clin- 
ton vetoed  the  balanced  budget.  So  we 
have  delivered  a  balanced  budget  in 
writing,  and  if  they  are  looking  for  the 
details,  they  can  look  in  President 
Clinton's  wastebasket.  And  while  they 
are  there,  maybe  they  will  look  at 
some  of  the  promises  that  have  been 
made  by  the  President,  because  4  years 
ago  yesterday,  June  4,  1992,  President 
Clinton  told  the  American  people  on 
television  that  if  he  was  elected,  he 
would  present  a  5-year  balanced  budget 
plan.  He  went  back  and  forth  on  that 
over  the  last  few  years,  but  then  when 
he  did  submit  what  he  called  a  bal- 
anced budget  to  Congress,  he  did  it  by 
sasrlng  that  all  the  tough  cuts  would 
come  after  the  year  2000  when  he  would 
be  gone,  if  he  is  elected  to  a  second 
term. 

I  think  that  is  the  difference  between 
the  President  and  the  Congress.  The 
President  has  said  one  thing  and  made 
those  promises  and  he  has  done  some- 
thing entirely  different.  Congress  said 
what  they  would  do  in  1994,  and  they 
have  kept  their  promises  to  the  Amer- 


ican people.  We  have  set  our  priorities, 
and  we  have  kept  our  promises. 

So  when  the  interest  groups  line  up 
to  oppose  change,  I  think  they  should 
really  consider  what  they  are  doing  to 
their  own  members.  Do  the  auto  work- 
ers want  to  lower  interest  rates  so  they 
can  build  and  sell  more  cars?  Do  the 
Government  employees  want  lower 
prices  on  their  homes  so  they  can  af- 
ford their  part  of  the  American  dream? 
Do  retirees  want  to  leave  a  better 
world  to  their  grandchildren?  I  know 
they  do,  because  they  contact  my  of- 
fice all  the  time  saying  that  they  do. 

To  make  this  happen,  we  must 
change  the  way  we  do  business  in 
Washington.  We  must  stop  the  deficit 
spending  and  make  sure  that  no  future 
Congress  does  it  again. 

To  stop  the  deficit  spending,  we  need 
a  permanent  constitutional  protection 
so  that  we  will  not  be  able  to  go  out 
and  borrow  money  on  our  children's  fu- 
ture. The  more  the  population  ages, 
the  more  economic  growth  stagnates 
from  high  tax.  slow  growth  policies  the 
more  urgent  our  problem  will  become. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  with  me 
to  take  action  now  to  protect  our  coun- 
try's future  for  our  children  by  passing 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  and 
sending  it  to  the  States  for  ratifica- 
tion. We  will  be  better  remembered  by 
our  grandchildren  if  they  have  the 
same  kind  of  America  that  we  have 
been  privileged  to  grow  up  in.  And,  Mr. 
President,  I  do  not  want  to  fice  my 
grandchildren  20  years  from  now  and 
have  them  ask  the  most  dreaded  ques- 
tion: "If  you  were  a  Senator  back  then, 
why  didn't  you  do  something?" 

We  can  take  action  on  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  this  week,  and  we 
can  set  the  future  course  for  our  coun- 
try and  for  our  children  and  for  our 
grrandchildren. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  President.  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  GORTON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
authorized  to  yield  such  time  from 
Senator  Thomas'  time  as  I  may  need. 

Mr.  President,  in  a  free  country, 
some  questions  are  never  answered  fi- 
nally and  definitively  but  must  be  ad- 
dressed anew  by  each  generation.  It  is, 
I  think,  for  that  reason  that  the  words 
of  Thomas  Jefferson  at  the  beginning 
of  our  Nation's  history  are  so  apposite 
today.  Thomas  Jefferson  said: 

To  Question  whether  one  generation  has 
the  right  to  bind  another  by  the  deficit  It 
Imposes  Is  a  question  of  such  consequence  as 
to  place  it  among  the  fundamental  principles 
of  Government.  We  should  consider  ourselves 
unauthorized  to  saddle  posterity  with  our 
debts  and  morally  bound  to  pay  them  our- 
selves. 

That  method  of  phrasing  the  ques- 
tion in  Thomas  Jefferson's  time  is 
every  bit,  if  not  more,  applicable  today 
during  the  course  of  this  debate  as  it 
was  almost  two  centuries  ago. 


This  debate  is  most  fundamentally 
about  a  moral  question,  about  our 
right  as  Members  of  Congress,  as  rep- 
resentatives of  the  people  of  the  United 
States  to  spend  money,  to  advance  pro- 
grams— however  well-intentioned,  how- 
ever successful— for  which  we  are  not 
willing  to  pay  and  to  send  the  bills  to 
our  children  and  our  grandchildren. 

The  question  is  practical  as  well  as 
moral:  Constant  deficits,  the  increase 
in  the  burden  of  debt,  the  increase  in 
the  rate  of  interest  which  the  Federal 
Government  must  pay  on  that  debt 
and,  equally  significant,  the  interest 
rates  individuals  must  pay  when  they 
purchase  homes  or  automobiles,  that 
businesses  must  pay  when  they  wish  to 
expand  and  give  more  opportunity. 

Burdens— the  burdens  of  regulation, 
the  burdens  of  a  large  Govenmient — 
are  enhanced  by  unbalanced  budgets, 
by  the  creation  of  bureaucracies,  agen- 
cies, rules  and  regulations  for  which  we 
are  unwilling  to  pay  but  are  willing  to 
undertake  only  because  we  can  send 
the  bill  to  someone  else. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  a  series  of 
objections  to  this  proposal.  I  hope  it  is 
not  oversimplifying  it  by  saying  in 
some  connections,  they  come  from 
those  organizations  and  those  individ- 
uals who  simply  fear  for  the  survival  of 
their  programs  if  present-day  tax- 
payers are  required  to  pay  for  those 
programs.  Those  fears  are  perhaps  well- 
founded. 

Clearly,  if  this  amendment  were  a 
part  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  we  would  spend  less  on  today's 
programs.  We  would  be  required  to  set 
priorities  to  determine  which  are  the 
most  important  programs  to  a  far 
greater  extent  than  we  do  at  the 
present  time. 

A  second  objection  which  I  have 
heard  is,  "Oh,  it  won't  be  enforceable 
anyway.  People  will  find  escape  valves, 
ways  to  get  out  from  under  the  require- 
ments of  this  constitutional  ar  end- 
ment." 

A  third  is  that  we  are  turning  the  en- 
tire proposition  over  to  the  courts  of 
the  land,  that  courts  will  be  able  to  im- 
pose taxes  or  cut  spending  if  the  Con- 
gress does  not  do  it  itself. 

These  are  just  some  of  the  parade  of 
horrible  theories  with  which  opponents 
regale  us  during  the  course  of  this  de- 
bate. Some  of  them  may  or  may  not  to 
a  certain  extent  have  a  degree  of  valid- 
ity. 

But  the  other  half  is  reality,  Mr. 
President.  For  all  of  the  fine  words 
about  our  balancing  the  budget  with- 
out a  constitutional  amendment,  no 
Congress  and  administration  has  done 
so  in  30  years.  Yet,  there  has  hardly 
been  a  Member  of  this  body  or  the 
other  body  during  that  three  decades 
who  has  not  given  lip  service  to  the 
proposition  that  a  balanced  budget  is  a 
good  idea.  It  has  just  not  been  quite  so 
Important  as  some  other  idea  which 
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each  of  those  hundreds,  perhaps  thou- 
sands at  this  point,  of  Members  of  Con- 
gress have  had.  Reality,  in  other  words, 
Mr.  President,  speaks  far  louder  than 
any  words  we  can  possibly  state. 

I  must  admit  that  I  was  persuaded  by 
some  of  those  arguments  a  decade  ago. 
I  voted  against  a  predecessor  to  this 
constitutional  amendment  based  on 
the  proposition  that  Congress  ought  to 
do  the  job  itself.  Well,  Mr.  President, 
fool  me  once,  shame  on  you;  fool  me 
twice,  shame  on  me.  It  had  not  hap- 
pened before  I  came  to  this  body;  it  has 
not  happened  since  I  came  to  this  body. 

I  simply  leave  off  with  the  propo- 
sition that  if  we  do  not  change  the 
structure  in  which  we  operate,  the 
same  excuses,  the  same  reasons  will  be 
presented  a  decade  from  now  that  are 
being  presented  here  today,  and  it  is 
very  likely  that  we  will  be  no  closer  to 
that  balance,  that  we  will  continue  to 
pile  unjust  burdens  on  our  successors, 
that  we  will  continue  to  fail  the  moral 
duty  that  Thomas  Jefferson  outlined 
for  us. 

Just  last  year  this  constitutional 
amendment  was  defeated,  largely  by 
the  votes  of  Members  of  this  body  who 
said,  "We  don't  need  a  constitutional 
amendment.  We  simply  need  the  moral 
courage  to  pass  a  balanced  budget  our- 
selves." 

We  took  up  that  challenge,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. The  Presiding  Officer  was  a  part 
of  it.  I  was  a  part  of  it.  We  did,  in  fact, 
in  this  body  and  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives pass  a  balanced  budget 
plan  that  woiild  have  met  the  require- 
ments of  the  constitutional  amend- 
ment had  it  been  a  part  of  the  Con- 
stitution. We  did  that  for  the  first  time 
in  30  years.  And  we  were  faced  with  a 
veto  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States. 

In  turn,  the  President  of  the  United 
States  then  presented  what  he  claimed 
to  be  a  balanced  budget,  though  all  of 
the  heavy  lifting,  all  of  the  significant 
spending  cuts  would  not  take  place 
until  after  the  next  President's  full 
term  had  expired.  That  has  not  been 
accepted. 

As  recently  as  2  weeks  ago,  Mr. 
President,  for  the  first  time  in  several 
decades,  a  group  of  Members  from  both 
parties  in  this  body.  Democrats  and 
Republicans,  came  together  and  came 
up  with  an  alternative  proposal  for  a 
balanced  budget  that  significantly  im- 
pacted the  entitlement  spending  pro- 
grams which  are  at  the  heart  of  our 
deficit  challenge.  But,  Mr.  President, 
they  failed,  even  though  they  got  46 
votes  out  of  100  in  this  body.  They 
failed.  And  they  failed,  among  other 
reasons,  because  of  the  deafening  si- 
lence from  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  a  silence  which  communicated 
disagreement,  disagreement  based  on 
the  proposition  that  the  President  of 
the  United  States  would  no  more  have 
signed  that  bipartisan  proposal  than  he 
would  the  Republican  proposal  of  last 
December. 


So,  Mr.  President,  why  should  any- 
one listening  to  this  debate  believe 
that  what  has  not  taken  place  for  30 
years  will  take  place  if  this  constitu- 
tional amendment  is  defeated?  Every 
element  in  our  history  tells  us  that  it 
will  not.  Each  individual  Member  is 
more  committed  to  something  that  he 
or  she  considers  more  important  than 
the  balanced  budget,  absent  the  dis- 
cipline this  constitutional  amendment 
will  impose  on  us. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  think  this  debate 
comes  down  to  our  own  individual  an- 
swers to  a  series  of  questions. 

Do  we  really  want  a  better  economic 
future  for  our  children  and  grand- 
children? 

Do  we  want  them  to  be  able  to  live  in 
better  homes  because  mortgage  inter- 
est rates  are  lower? 

Do  we  want  them  to  have  greater  op- 
portxmities  and  more  choices  of  jobs  in 
a  more  prosperous  economy? 

Do  we  want  their  incomes  to  be  high- 
er because  their  Governmental  burdens 
are  less? 

The  answer  to  each  of  these  ques- 
tions, of  course,  from  everyone  here  is 
in  the  affirmative. 

But  the  fundamental  question.  Mr. 
President,  is,  do  we  want  those  goals 
for  the  future  badly  enough  to  do  some- 
thing about  it,  badly  enough  to  take  a 
difficult  vote  at  this  particular  time? 

Do  we,  Mr.  President,  want  to  live  up 
to  the  advice  of  Thomas  Jefferson?  Do 
we  care  enough  about  our  ethical  and 
moral  responsibilities  to  those  who 
come  after  us  to  say,  "The  present  sjrs- 
tem  has  not  worked.  We  need  a  new 
system"? 

Only  if  we  pass  this  constitutional 
amendment,  only  if  we  allow  this  de- 
bate to  take  place  in  50  State  legisla- 
tures, as  they  debate  the  confirmation 
of  such  a  constitutional  amendment, 
will  we  carry  out  our  duties. 

History  tells  us,  Mr.  President,  that 
we  will  not  do  it  on  our  own.  This  con- 
stitutional amendment  is  needed.  We 
hope  for  the  endorsement  of  the  Presi- 
dent, which  we  are  almost  certain  not 
to  get.  But  we  hope,  even  more  signifi- 
cantly, for  the  courage,  the  concern  for 
the  future,  the  concern  for  our  econ- 
omy, the  concern  for  our  moral  duties 
that  can,  in  my  opinion,  only  be  car- 
ried out  if  this  constitutional  amend- 
ment is  passed  and  submitted  to  the 
States  for  their  ratification. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  from  the  time  of  Senator 
Thomas  as  I  may  consume. 


Mr.  President,  we  are  talking  today 
about  the  balanced  budget  amendment 
that  we  will  soon  be  voting  on  again. 
There  have  been  several  different  kinds 
of  comments  made  about  the  need  for 
the  balanced  budget,  probably  the  two 
most  prominent  being.  No.  1.  the  fact 
that  in  the  short-term  we  will  all  be  fi- 
nancially better  off  if  the  Federal 
budget  is  in  balance  interest  rates  will 
immediately  begin  to  come  down.  All 
economists  agree  that  interest  rates 
will  drop  once  the  market  understands 
that  we  are  going  to  balance  the  Fed- 
eral budget.  That  1-,  2-,  or  2.7-percent 
drop  in  interest  rates,  depending  on 
which  economist  you  believe,  means 
Americans  will  have  more  money  to 
put  in  their  pockets  immediately. 

In  my  home  State  of  Arizona,  the  av- 
erage home  mortgage  is  just  under 
$100,000.  The  interest  that  would  be 
saved  as  a  result  of  balancing  the  budg- 
et for  every  Arizonan  with  that  aver- 
age home  mortgage  would  amount  to 
S2.655  every  year— $2,655.  This  is  real 
money.  For  the  averaige  student  loan  it 
is  $547.  So.  if  we  here  in  the  Congress 
can  pass  a  balanced  budget  amendment 
and  send  that  to  the  States  for  ratifica- 
tion, the  markets  will  adjust,  will 
lower  interest  rates,  and  all  of  us  will 
benefit  as  a  result  of  that,  through  im- 
mediate financial  savings. 

There  are  many  other  ways  this  oc- 
curs. The  Federal  Government  has  bor- 
rowing costs  which  I  win  discuss  here 
in  a  moment.  Those  borrowing  costs 
are  reduced.  As  a  result,  we  do  not 
have  to  pay  as  much  in  taxes  to  cover 
those  borrowing  costs.  It  applies  all 
throughout  the  economy,  both  the  pri- 
vate sector  and  the  Government  sector. 
Balancing  the  budget  will  reduce  inter- 
est rates,  and  that  wiU  mean  money  in 
our  pockets.  That  is  an  immediate  ben- 
efit for  all  Americans,  regardless  of  in- 
come status,  regardless  of  where  they 
live.  It  is  very,  very  important. 

Second,  Mr.  President,  the  other  pri- 
mary argument  about  the  balanced 
budget  has  been  the  valid  observation 
that  we  owe  our  children  and  our 
grandchildren  the  promise  of  a  future 
that  will  be  as  good  for  them  as  our 
lives  have  been  for  us.  We  want  them 
to  have  as  much  opportunity  as  we 
have  had.  That  will  not  be  the  case  if 
we  continue  to  run  up  the  debt  and 
then  ask  them  to  pay  it  in  the  future. 
It  is  very  much  like  young  people  get- 
ting in  over  their  heads  with  their 
credit  cards.  We  know  that  credit  card 
interest  rates  are  pretty  high.  Soon 
after  you  have  loaded  up  your  credit 
card,  you  can  hardly  make  the  month- 
ly payments.  You  have  to  sell  one  of 
the  two  cars  you  own.  You  have  to 
maybe  take  out  a  second  mortgage  on 
the  home,  or  in  a  case  I  know,  someone 
had  to  sell  their  home  to  pay  the  inter- 
est accumulating  on  this  debt.  That  is 
what  we  are  asking  our  children  and 
grandchildren  to  do  if  we  keep  increas- 
ing the  Federal  debt  with  annual  Fed- 
eral deficits. 
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Until  there  is  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  this  is  not  going  to  stop. 
How  do  we  know  that?  Some  of  our  col- 
leagues who  opposed  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  last  year  made  the 
argriment,  "If  you  just  let  us  do  it,  we 
will  do  it.  That  is  what  we  were  elected 
to  come  here  to  do,  to  make  the  tough 
decisions."  We  said,  "All  right,  let's  do 
it."  For  the  first  time  in  26  years,  Mr. 
President,  we  passed  a  balanced  budg- 
et, on  November  17,  1995.  The  problem 
is  on  December  7,  1995,  President  Clin- 
ton vetoed  that  balanced  budget.  Be- 
cause of  the  impossibility  of  overriding 
his  veto,  we  have  not  been  able  to 
agree  upon  a  budget  that  would  achieve 
balance.  That  is,  until  just  2  weeks 
ago,  at  which  time  the  Republican  Sen- 
ate again  passed  a  new  budget  that 
would  be  in  balance  after  6  years. 

This  effort  to  ensure  that  our  chil- 
dren and  grandchildren  have  the  same 
kind  of  future  that  we  have  had  also 
has  very  real  monetary  consequences.  I 
have  a  brandnew  grandson,  whose  name 
is  Jonathan.  He  owes  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment S187,000.  He  is  a  year  old.  This 
is  kind  of  a  toiigh  burden  for  him.  That 
$187,000  is  just  to  pay  the  interest  on 
the  Federal  debt  during  his  lifetime. 
That  does  not  pay  anything  else.  It 
does  not  pay  for  defense,  for  education, 
for  health  care,  or  for  anything  else;  it 
just  pays  the  interest  on  the  debt.  But 
that  is  how  much  he  owes.  It  is  un&Lir. 

One  of  the  reasons  that  I  ran  for  the 
U.S.  Congress  when  I  did  was  to  try  to 
ensure  that  when  I  finally  left  this 
world,  I  left  it  better  off  than  I  inher- 
ited it.  I  have  now  acquired  a  position 
of  great  honor  and  opportunity  to  try 
to  do  something  about  that  conunit- 
ment  that  I  made.  All  of  us  have  said 
the  same  thing  in  one  way  or  another. 
If  we  are  not  committed  enough  to  do 
something  for  these  young  children  and 
grandchildren  that  we  have,  to  guaran- 
tee that  they  have  as  good  a  future  as 
we  have  had,  then  we  are  not  doing  our 
job.  We  imderstand  that,  without  the 
constraints  that  are  required  to  com- 
ply with  the  Constitution,  we  are  not 
going  to  balance  the  Federal  budget, 
and  those  kinds  of  obligations  are 
going  to  continue  to  be  imposed  upon 
our  children. 

I  said  in  the  beginning  that  those 
were  the  two  primary  arguments  for 
the  balanced  budget  amendment.  I  do 
not  see  how  anybody  can  argue  that 
they  should  not  call  for  the  adoption  of 
the  amendment.  I  wanted  to  focus  on  a 
different  aspect  of  it  that  still  relates 
to  this  question  of  interest  payments 
because  I  think  it  puts  into  perspective 
how  far  out  of  whack  this  has  become. 

I  want  to  relate  some  figures  on  how 
much  in  the  way  of  interest  we  are 
paying.  What  is  the  interest  we  are 
talking  about  again?  This  is  interest 
on  the  accumulated  S5  trillion-plus  in 
Federal  debt.  Each  year,  we  have  a 
Federal  budget  deficit  that  adds  to 
that  debt  and,  therefore,  adds  to  the  in- 


terest. Here  is  what  the  interest  pay- 
ments now  amount  to.  Compare  this 
first  with  1965,  30  years  ago.  The  Fed- 
eral Government  in  that  year  paid  $8.6 
billion  in  interest.  I  remember  a  couple 
of  days  ago  when  I  was  presiding,  and 
the  Senator  from  Illinois,  Senator 
Simon,  who  has  been  a  very  strong  ad- 
vocate of  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment and  who,  unfortunately,  is  going 
to  be  leaving  the  Senate  at  the  end  of 
this  year,  said — talking  about  the  fig- 
ure of  $9  billion— "Back  then,  $9  billion 
was  a  lot  of  money."  It  reminded  me  of 
one  of  his  predecessors  who  represented 
the  State  of  Illinois,  Everett  Dirksen, 
who  was  famous  for  saying,  "A  billion 
here,  a  billion  there,  pretty  soon  you 
are  talking  big  money."  Here  is  what 
this  $9  billion  in  1965  has  come  to.  In 
1995,  30  years  later.  Instead  of  $9  billion 
in  interest,  the  Govenmient  paid  $232 
billion  in  Interest.  In  just  30  years,  it 
went  from  $9  billion  to  $232  billion. 

What  does  that  mean  in  terms  of  the 
obligation  of  the  average  family?  In 
1965,  that  interest  cost  of  a  little  under 
$9  billion  amounted  to  17.6  percent  of 
all  Individual  Income  taxes  paid.  In 
1995.  the  $232  billion  in  interest  cost 
was  over  30  percent  of  income  taxes.  In 
other  words,  just  think  about  April  15 
when  you  paid  your  tax  bill.  Almost 
one-third  of  that  was  interest  on  the 
Federal  debt.  What  did  the  Federal 
Government  get  for  that?  What  did  we 
get  for  that?  Absolutely  nothing.  That 
is  just  interest  on  the  debt.  It  did  not 
buy  a  single  airplane  for  defense,  it  did 
not  buy  ansrthing  regarding  health  care 
or  education  or  support  for  the  elderly, 
or  any  other  Government  program  that 
is  of  interest  to  the  people  of  this  coun- 
try. It  just  paid  the  interest  on  the 
debt. 

Now,  let  us  compare  it  to  a  couple 
items  in  the  Federad  budget.  Let  us 
compare  it  to  national  defense.  In  1965, 
30  years  ago,  interest  costs  were  16.9 
percent  of  the  outlays  for  defense  in 
that  year.  But,  in  1995,  this  $232  billion 
in  interest  costs  was  almost  85  percent 
of  all  outlays  for  defense.  In  other 
words,  here  is  the  defense  budget.  Thir- 
ty years  ago,  we  paid,  in  interest, 
about  17  percent  of  what  we  were  pay- 
ing for  defense.  Today,  we  pay,  in  in- 
terest, 85  percent  of  what  we  are  pay- 
ing for  defense.  In  other  words,  it  is  al- 
most getting  up  to  the  same  amount 
that  we  pay  for  defense,  which  is  the 
single  largest  component  of  our  discre- 
tionary budget. 

So  let  us  compare  it  to  our  discre- 
tionary spending.  In  1965,  interest  costs 
were  equal  to  38.9  percent  of  all  domes- 
tic discretionary  spending.  Domestic 
discretionary  spending  is  the  money  we 
spend  for  agriculture,  for  subsidies,  for 
health  care,  for  defense,  ajid  all  of  the 
other  things.  But,  in  1995,  that  interest 
cost  was  92  percent  of  domestic  discre- 
tionary spending.  In  other  words,  Mr. 
President,  we  paid  almost  as  much  in 
interest  costs  as  we  did  for  all  of  the 


domestic  programs  that  were  funded  by 
the  Federal  Government. 

So,  Mr.  President,  it  is  clear  that 
this  interest  cost  is  huge,  it  is  growing, 
it  is  not  productive,  and  it  takes 
money  that  could  be  spent  for  other 
things.  As  a  result  of  reducing  this  in- 
terest expense,  we  would  all  be  far  bet- 
ter off,  and  it  will  not  happen  unless  we 
pass  an  amendment  to  the  Constitution 
to  require  a  balanced  budget. 

Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  is  leader 
time  reserved? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes. 


MEDICARE  WILL  GO  BANKRUPT  IN 
2001 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  the  Medi- 
care trustees  have  now  released  their 
report  on  the  state  of  the  Medicare 
trust  fund,  and  the  news  is  not  good. 
Instead  of  going  bankrupt  in  the  year 
2002,  as  they  had  previously  forecasted, 
the  trustees  now  conclude  that  Medi- 
care will  go  bankrupt  in  the  year  2001 — 
just  5  years  from  now. 

For  the  past  year  and  a  half,  this  Re- 
publican Congress  has  attempted  to 
deal  honestly  and  forthrightly  with  the 
impending  Medicare  meltdown.  We 
have  put  forward  a  budget  that  would 
protect,  preserve,  and  strengthen  Medi- 
care by  reducing  the  unsustainable 
rate  of  growth,  while  still  allowing  for 
a  healthy  growth  rate. 

We  did  not  claim  that  our  plan  was 
perfect  or  that  it  solved  a  long-term 
problem.  But  it  was  a  real  attempt  to 
alleviate  a  crisis  that  will  immediately 
impact  37  million  Americans  and  will 
have  repercussions  on  tens  of  millions 
more. 

Along  with  our  proposals  to  provide 
for  short-term  solvency  in  the  Medi- 
care trust  funds,  I  also  suggested,  on 
numerous  occasions,  that  President 
Clinton  appoint  a  blue  ribbon,  biparti- 
san advisory  conunittee.  similar  to  the 
one  I  served  on  in  1983  that  rescued  So- 
cial Security,  to  help  deal  with  this 
long-term  crisis  in  Medicare.  I  was  in- 
terested to  see  that  Secretary  Shalala 
made  a  similar  recommendation  today. 

My  response  to  the  initial  report  of 
the  Medicare  trustees  was  based  on  my 
belief  that  leadership  means  more  than 
just  talking  about  the  problem:  it  also 
means  doing  something  to  solve  it.  It  is 
also  clear  to  me  that  if  we  are  to  be 
successful,  we  must  put  politics  aside 
and  work  on  a  bipartisan  basis. 

Unfortunately,  President  Clinton  has 
been  unwilling  to  do  that.  Ever  since 
the  trustees — three  of  whom  are  mem- 
bers of  the  President's  administra- 
tion— issued  their  original  report,  the 
administration  has  chosen  to  either  ig- 
nore the  warning  of  Medicare's  impend- 
ing bankruptcy,  or  to  engage  in  a  very 
sad  campaign  to  frighten  America's 
senior  citizens. 
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It  is  an  undeniable  fact  that  the  Re- 
publican proposal  allowed  spending  for 
Medicare  beneficiaries  to  increase  from 
$4,800  to  57,200  per  person  over  7  years. 
It  is  also  an  undeniable  fact  that  in 
their  ill-fated  health  care  reform  pro- 
posal the  Clinton  administration  advo- 
cated slowing  Medicare's  rate  of 
growth.  Despite  that  fact,  however,  the 
President  vetoed  our  Medicare  pro- 
posal. We  have  heard  nothing — nothing 
at  all — but  attacks  on  Republicans  for 
"slashing  and  cutting"  Medicare.  When 
the  President  was  asked  not  long  ago 
why  he  continued  to  use  these  terms 
even  though  they  are  not  true— and  I 
happened  to  be  listening  to  the  press 
conference — he  said  that  the  media 
made  him  do  it.  Maybe  they  did.  But  he 
has  been  doing  it. 

With  the  release  of  today's  report, 
the  inescapable  conclusion  is  that. 
while  the  rhetoric  flew.  Medicare  was 
put  at  further  risk.  Those  who  say  that 
talk  is  cheap  should  now  know  that  18 
months  of  misleading  rhetoric  may 
have  gained  points  in  the  opinion  polls, 
but  It  also  put  Medicare  another  $90 
billion-plus  in  the  red. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  the  37  million 
Americans  who  depend  on  Medicare  de- 
serve better.  Future  generations  of 
Americans  who  will  need  Medicare  de- 
serve better. 

The  choice  is  clear.  America's  leaders 
can  spend  the  next  5  months  focusing 
on  the  next  election,  thereby  allow 
Medicare  to  grow  ever  closer  to  bank- 
ruptcy; or  we  can  focus  on  the  next 
generation,  and  do  what  we  must  to 
save  Medicare. 

It  will  not  be  easy  nor  simple.  The 
solution  cannot  be  a  shell  game,  mov- 
ing money  from  one  part  of  Medicare 
to  another.  A  tax  increase  is  also  not 
the  answer. 

I  call  on  the  President  to  come  for- 
ward with  real  initiatives  so  we  can 
preserve  the  Medicare  Program  and  to 
join  with  Republicans  on  a  bipartisan 
basis,  as  I  have  proposed  before,  to  ad- 
dress this  very  serious  problem. 

So  we  have  37  million  Americans  who 
depend  on  Medicare.  That  is  the  bot- 
tom line.  Future  generations  are  look- 
ing to  whether  or  not  there  will  be  any 
Medicare  trust  fund  or  any  Medicare 
benefits.  I  think  we  need  to  fix  Medi- 
care just  as  we  fixed  Social  Security  in 
1983  on  a  bipartisan,  nonpartisan  basis. 

I  remember  walking  onto  the  Senate 
floor  in  1983  right  in  that  aisleway 
when  we  thought  everything  had  evap- 
orated— collapsed.  I  met  Senator  Moy- 
^aHAN  coming  in  the  door.  And  we 
stood  here  and  talked  for  2  or  3  min- 
utes about  we  could  not  let  this  hap- 
pen; there  were  too  many  millions  of 
Americans  who  depended  on  Social  Se- 
curity. So  together  we  got  it  back  on 
track.  And  the  end  result  is  we  did  in 
effect  rescue  Social  Security. 

Now  someone  is  going  to  be  asked  to 
do  the  same  with  Medicare.  I  would 
call  on  the  President  to  stop  running 


the  TV  commercials,  to  stop  trying  to 
scare  senior  citizens,  to  stop  trying  to 
frighten  seniors  with  some  of  the  ads 
paid  for  by  union  dues.  Millions  and 
millions  and  millions  of  dollars  have 
been  spent  on  political  attacks  and  TV 
attacks  on  Republicans  who  want  to 
fix,  preserve,  and  strengthen  Medicare. 
Today  is  the  day  of  reckoning.  Today 
even  the  administration  says.  "Oh, 
well.  We  ought  to  fix  this.  '  We  are 
going  to  fix  it.  or  it  is  going  to  be 
bankrupt.  And  I  believe  it  will  be  fixed. 
So  the  President  now  I  understand 
would  like  to  work  it  out.  He  has  had 
a  whole  year  to  bash  Republicans,  a 
whole  year  to  scare  senior  citizens,  and 
now  he  understands — at  least  the  peo- 
ple au-ound  him  understand— the  seri- 
ousness of  this  shell  game. 

So  I  call  on  the  President  to  come 
forward  with  real  initiative  so  we  can 
preserve  the  Medicare  Program  and 
join  with  us.  As  I  said,  our  plan  is  not 
perfect  either.  Maybe  we  can  come  to- 
gether. This  is  a  very  serious  problem. 
It  is  not  going  to  go  away.  It  is  not 
going  to  go  away.  The  trustees'  report 
is  very  clear  on  that  particular  area.  It 
is  not  going  to  go  away.  We  have  to  fix 
it.  We  have  to  stand  up  and  be  counted. 
We  cannot  have  it  both  ways.  We 
cannot  scare  seniors  on  the  one  hand 
and  fix  it  on  the  other.  It  is  time  to  tell 
the  American  people  the  truth.  It  is 
time  to  tell  the  American  people — to 
give  the  American  people  the  facts. 

So  I  would  be  prepared — I  am  certain 
my  colleagues  will  be  prepared — to 
work  with  the  administration  if  in  fact 
they  want  to  work  on  a  bipartisan 
basis.  This  is  serious  business— 37  mil- 
lion Americans  who  want  us  to  make 
progress  to  do  it  the  right  way— to  pre- 
serve and  strengthen  Medicare. 

Mr.  ROLLINGS.  Will  the  distin- 
guished Senator  yield? 
Mr.  DOLE.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 
Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  referred  earlier  to 
the  Bob  Dole  we  know  and  love.  I  ear- 
lier remarked  because  he  and  I  have 
worked  to  try  to  balance  this  budget 
over  the  years.  More  particularly  I  put 
in  the  Record  a  statement,  and  the 
vote  and  record  made  of  the  Greenspan 
commission  upon  which  the  Senator 
served  where  they  recommended  that 
Social  Security  after  a  period  of  years 
be  off  budget.  Of  course,  the  vote  the 
Senator  and  I  both  joined  in  doing  just 
that.  In  1990  we  put  it  off  budget.  The 
law  was  figned  by  President  Bush.  Now 
we  have  the  Senator's  amendment,  and 
he  got  my  vote.  If  we  just  do  exactly 
what  he  intends,  I  think  here  in  section 
7,  "total  receipts  shall  include  all  re- 
ceipts of  the  U.S.  Government  except 
those  derived  from  borrowing."  That 
has  been  interpreted  as  borrowing  from 
the  public.  Why  borrow  from  Social  Se- 
curity? In  other  words,  we  owe  Social 
Security  $530  billion.  These  budgets 
which  have  been  put  out  by  both  sides 
all  use  Social  Security.  So  by  the  year 
2002  we  will  owe  $1.1  trillion. 


So  you  can  pick  up  not  only  my  vote. 
By  the  letter  we  sent  —I  have  talked  to 
these  Members;  five  of  us,  and  at  least 
more — pass  this  constitutional  amend- 
ment by  just  protecting  borrowing 
from  the  public  but  in  conformance 
with  the  law  which  the  Senator  and  I 
support;  not  borrow  from  Social  Secu- 
rity. In  other  words  really  eliminate 
the  deficit  rather  than  move  the  deficit 
from  the  general  Government  over  to 
the  Social  Security  fund. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Let  me  Indicate  first  that 
I  acknowledge  the  Senators  efforts 
over  the  years  to  face  up  to  the  budget 
problem.  He  has  demonstrated  it  with 
his  votes.  I  think  in  this  case  though — 
I  do  not  have  the  amendment  before 
me.  I  know  what  it  says.  I  think  if  we 
do  that  over  a  period  of  years,  others 
would  like  to  do  it  right  now — we  phase 
it  out.  I  think  the  Senator  is  saying  he 
would  prefer  we  do  it  immediately.  We 
have  been  doing  it  the  way  proposed 
here  for  some  time.  Even  in  the  7-year 
budget  plan  we  proposed,  of  course,  we 
did  not  use  Social  Security. 

So  our  view  is — my  view  on  this  bal- 
anced budget  which  I  will  discuss  to- 
morrow— is  that  we  need  to  make  it 
very  clear  precisely  what  we  are  doing 
because  we  need  this  discipline.  We 
need  to  send  this  to  the  States,  and 
give  the  States  a  chance  to  ratify  it.  If 
Kansas  does  not  want  to  ratify  it,  or 
South  Carolina,  or  Arizona,  or  Idaho, 
that  is  their  right.  But  if  three-fourths 
of  the  States  do  not  ratify  the  amend- 
ment it  does  not  became  part  of  the 
Constitution. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  South  Caro- 
lina also  shares  our  views  on  Medicare. 
He  is  one  Senator  who  will  not  stand 
here  and  let  Medicare  go  belly  up.  I 
hope  that  there  will  be  enough  biparti- 
san support  that  whatever  the  problem 
Is  can  be  remedied  and  remedied  very 
quickly. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  If  the  distinguished 
Senator  will  yield,  we  would  not  do  it 
immediately.  In  other  words  it  would 
be  part  of  the  Senator's  joint  resolu- 
tion, or  balanced  budget  amendment, 
to  the  Constitution,  and  as  the  Sen- 
ator's comments  just  indicated  it 
would  go  back  to  the  States  for  several 
years  to  be  ratified.  In  the  meantime. 
it  would  be  in  there  and  protected  but 
it  would  not  control  immediately.  And 
while  they  are  ratifying  we  could  be 
working,  as  the  Senator  indicated,  to 
bring  it  into  line  without  using  Social 
Security  funds. 

So  I  do  not  see  the  harm  done  if  we 
could  just  include  that.  We  can  pass 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  to  the 
Constitution. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  would  be  pleased  to  look 
at  anything  the  Senator  suggests.  The 
Senator  from  Idaho,  I  believe,  has 
about  the  same  approach.  At  least  it 
might  be  the  same  result  obtained  by 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina.  He 
will  be  our  next  speaker. 
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The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  joint  resolution. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kyl).  The  Senator  from  Idaho. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  I  yield  such 
time  from  the  time  of  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  as  I  may  consume. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  recognized. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President, 
£is  we  listen  to  this  critically  impor- 
tant debate  on  the  balanced  budget 
amendment,  we  hear  all  of  the  dif- 
ferent figures.  The  fact  that  $19,000  is 
owed  by  every  man.  woman,  and  child 
currently  in  America;  the  fact  that  we 
spend  almost  $300  billion  in  interest  on 
the  debt — all  of  these  numbers.  But  I 
have  a  hard  time  imderstanding  this. 
How  do  you  put  that  in  perspective — 
how  big  is  that — in  the  few  moments 
that  I  am  going  to  speak?  Because  I  am 
going  to  make  the  formal  part  of  my 
speech  a  part  of  the  Record.  But  in  the 
few  moments  that  I  am  going  to 
speak— that  is  5  minutes — we  will  have 
$5.5  million  in  interest  payments. 

So  what  does  that  equate  to?  That 
means  that  instead  of  paying  that  in- 
terest we  could  put  100  police  officers 
on  the  street.  It  means  that  during 
those  5  minutes  that  I  will  be  speaking 
we  could  instead  use  that  $5.5  million 
to  immunize  more  than  45.000  kids  in 
America.  It  means  that  we  could  pro- 
vide a  year  of  Head  Start  for  almost 
1,500  kids  in  America.  That  is  what  we 
are  consuming  just  in  the  few  moments 
that  I  will  be  speaking. 

Today,  as  I  walked  over  here,  I  saw 
all  the  Americans  that  are  visiting  this 
Nation's  Capitol  today.  I  think  it  is 
tremendous  to  see  the  citizens  coming 
and  seeing  this  Nation's  Capitol.  Just 
outside  the  door  are  the  rich  portraits 
that  we  have  of  George  Washington  and 
the  Founding  Fathers.  We  think  about 
our  history  and  what  this  country  is 
founded  upon.  George  Washington  said 
in  his  farewell  address  to  the  Nation 
that  he  warned  Congress  to  "cherish 
public  credit  and  to  use  it  as  sparingly 
as  possible  avoiding  occasions  of  ex- 
pense." And  Thomas  Jefferson,  who  be- 
lieved so  strongly  in  a  balanced  budget, 
said  that  it  was  so  important  "as  to 
place  it  among  the  fundamental  prin- 
ciples of  government.  We  should  con- 
sider ourselves  unauthorized  to  saddle 
posterity  with  our  debts  and  morally 
bound  to  pay  them  ourselves." 

Those  are  the  principles  upon  which 
this  Nation  was  founded. 

So  how  have  we  abided  by  those 
words?  Are  we  paying  our  debts  as  we 
go?  No.  The  last  time  that  we  had  a 
balanced  budget  in  the  United  States  of 
America  I  was  17  years  old.  I  now  am 
the  father  of  a  17-year-old  daughter. 

It  has  been  a  generation  since  we 
have  had  a  balanced  budget.  We  do  not 
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have  the  discipline,  so  we  need  to  make 
it  part  of  the  Constitution. 

Now  I  want  to  just  step  back,  Mr. 
President,  and  address  the  big  picture. 
Again,  we  mention  all  these  numbers. 
But  I  just  hope  all  Americans  realize 
that  while  we  try  to  get  a  two-thirds 
vote  in  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States,  because  it  has  passed  in  the 
House  already,  the  balanced  budget 
amendment,  that  does  not  mean  we 
have  accomplished  a  balanced  budget 
for  the  country. 

That  simply  means  Congress  is  say- 
ing we  will  now  put  the  question  to  the 
50  States  of  the  Union  because  we  are 
the  United  States  of  America.  We  are 
not  the  Federal  Government  of  Amer- 
ica, so  we  place  that  question  before 
the  50  States  so  that  the  people  of 
America  can  afffrm  whether  or  not 
they  feel  we  should  have  a  balanced 
budget  amendment. 

It  is  hard  for  me  to  understand  how 
this  body  can  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  for  some  reason  we  must  not  ask 
that  question  of  the  American  public. 
It  is  inconceivable  especially  when  you 
look  at  the  track  record  of  how  we 
have  so  poorly  spent  those  finite  re- 
sources, the  dollars  of  the  citizens  of 
America,  because  it  is  not  the  Govern- 
ment's money.  It  is  the  people's 
money,  and  they  should  be  brought 
into  this  process. 

With  that,  Mr.  President,  I  yield  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  has  the  floor.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota  is  recognized 
for  1  hour. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
going  to  jrield  time  to  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas,  [Mr.  Bumpers]  as  soon  as 
Senator  Bumpers  comes  to  the  Cham- 
ber. Following  that,  I  intend  to  make 
some  remarks  about  this  subject. 

I  see  Senator  Hollings  from  South 
Carolina  is  in  the  Chamber.  I  listened 
intently  to  Senator  Hollings  and  al- 
ways enjoy  his  presentations.  He 
knows  this  subject.  As  the  former 
Chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee  he 
has  been  Involved  in  this  subject  for  a 
long,  long  time.  And  I  think  if  one 
looks  at  the  record  of  Senator  Hol- 
UNGS  on  taxing  and  spending  issues,  no 
one  in  this  Chamber  could  credibly 
argue  he  does  not  want  a  balanced 
budget.  No  one  has  been  a  more  vigor- 
ous fighter  for  a  balanced  budget  in  the 
Senate  than  Senator  Hollings  from 
South  Carolina.  The  point  Senator 
Hollings  has  made  is  there  is  a  right 
way  to  do  this  and  a  wrong  way  to  do 
this. 

This  is  a  copy  of  the  Constitution. 
This  copy  is  a  little  small  booklet,  the 
kind  that  Senator  Eyrd.  our  distin- 
guished colleague  from  West  Virginia, 
carries  with  him.  He  is  fond  of  saying 
this  is  his  contract  with  America,  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

This,  incidentally,  was  written  over 
200  years  ago  by  55  men— 55  white  men. 


to  be  exact— who  convened  in  a  small 
room  in  a  place  called  Constitution 
Hall,  the  assembly  room  of  Constitu- 
tion Hall  in  Philadelphia,  PA.  Those  55 
men  spent  the  summer  writing  a  Con- 
stitution for  our  country.  I  was  se- 
lected to  be  one  of  55  people  who  on  the 
200th  birthday  of  the  writing  of  the 
Constitution  went  back  into  the  same 
room  and  held  a  celebration,  a  200th 
birthday  celebration  of  the  writing  of 
this  remarkable  document,  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States.  And  on 
the  200th  anniversary,  55  of  us  went 
into  that  room,  55  men,  women,  mi- 
norities— a  wonderfully  diverse  group 
of  Americans  convened  in  that  room. 

That  little  room  up  in  Philadelphia 
has  at  the  front  of  the  room  the  chair 
where  George  Washington  sat— yes,  the 
very  chair  sat  in  by  George  Washington 
as  he  convened  and  chaired,  presided 
over,  the  constitutional  convention. 

If  you  read  the  accounts  of  the  delib- 
erations, Ben  Franklin  sat  over  on  this 
side.  Mason,  Madison.  Thomas  Jeffer- 
son was  not  there;  he  was  in  Europe. 
But  he  contributed  through  his 
writings  enormously  to  the  Bill  of 
Rights  of  the  Constitution.  But  you 
could  not  help,  while  sitting  in  that 
room  celebrating  two  centuries  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  you 
could  not  help  getting  some  goose 
bumps  about  what  all  of  this  is  about. 

This  is  the  longest  surviving,  most 
successful  democracy  in  the  history  of 
humankind.  This  democracy  survives 
because  the  Constitution  gives  the 
power  to  the  people.  It  is  a  country 
that  belongs  to  the  people. 

The  Constitution  starts: 

We  the  People  of  the  United  States,  In 
Order  to  form  a  more  perfect  Union,  estab- 
lish Justice,  ensure  domestic  Tranquility, 
provide  for  the  common  defense,  promote  the 
general  Welfare,  and  secure  the  Blessings  of 
Liberty  to  ourselves  and  our  Posterity,  do 
ordain  and  establish  this  Constitution  for 
the  United  States  of  America. 

"We  the  people."  This  is  quite  a  re- 
markable document  in  the  history  of 
humankind. 

Some  in  this  Chamber  view  this  as  a 
mere  rough  draft.  We  have  had  over  140 
proposals  in  this  Congress  alone  to 
change  the  U.S.  Constitution.  I  do  not 
see  many  people  walking  around  here 
who  look  much  like  Ben  Franklin  or 
Thomas  Jefferson.  And  I  worry  that 
this  Congress  on  a  dozen  different  ini- 
tiatives believes  it  can  improve  on  the 
work  of  our  Founding  Fathers,  who 
created  a  document  that  provides  time- 
less truths  about  how  democracy  can 
work  to  serve  the  interests  of  the  peo- 
ple. 

I  am  going  to  talk  about  that  in  the 
context  of  this  debate,  a  debate  today 
about  how  to  change,  or  whether  to 
change,  the  Constitution  in  order  to 
deal  with  this  issue  of  deficits  and  fis- 
cal policy.  But  before  I  begin  that  dis- 
cussion, I  want  to  call  on  my  colleague 
from  Arkansas,  Senator  Bumpers. 

Senator  Bumpers,  like  a  lot  of  Sen- 
ators in  this  Chamber  on  both  sides  of 
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the  political  aisle,  is  someone  for 
whom  I  have  deep  respect.  No  one  has 
served  this  country  more  honorably 
and  provided  better  service  in  the 
cause  of  democracy  than  my  colleague 
from  Arkansas,  Senator  Bumpers.  He 
not  only  is,  I  think,  probably  one  of  the 
best  orators  of  the  Senate  in  many  dec- 
ades; he  is  a  person  with  a  remarkable 
depth  of  knowledge  about  these  budget 
Issues.  He  sees  where  we  have  been, 
where  we  are  heading,  what  is  impor- 
tant, what  we  ought  to  be  doing  for  the 
future  of  this  country. 

So  I  am  just  delighted  to  yield  what- 
ever time  he  may  consume.  Let  me 
yield  20  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas,  [Mr.  Bumpers]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE).  The  Senator  from  Ar- 
kansas, [Mr.  Bumpers],  is  recognized 
for  up  to  20  minutes. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  first,  I 
thank  my  distinguished  friend  from 
North  Dakota  for  yielding.  Second,  I 
especially  thank  him  for  his  very  gen- 
erous laudatory  comments,  all  of  which 
are  true,  of  course,  and  to  thank  him 
for  his  very  valiant,  noble  efforts  In  the 
cause  of  constitutional  government. 

He  made  an  observation  which  I  have 
made  many,  many  times  but  frankly 
across  the  Nation  seems  to  fall  on  deaf 
ears,  and  that  is  we  are  the  oldest  de- 
mocracy on  Earth.  Our  Constitution, 
which  should  be  sacred  to  all  of  us,  is 
the  oldest  organic,  existing  law  in  the 
world,  and  yet  many  of  my  colleagues 
want  to  treat  it  as  an  unfinished,  rough 
draft.  Every  time  we  have  a  politically 
popular  thing  crop  up  in  this  country, 
everyone  wants  to  amend  the  Constitu- 
tion. Without  denigrating  specific  col- 
leagues, nor  really  denigrating  the 
Senate  as  a  body,  I  do  not  know  a  sin- 
gle person  in  the  Senate  that  I  want  to 
defer  to  Instead  of  James  Madison, 
defer  to  instead  of  Benjamin  Franklin, 
defer  to  Instead  of  John  Adams  or  John 
Jay. 

Arthur  Schlesinger,  one  of  the  pre- 
eminent historians  of  this  country,  has 
said,  and  I  think  with  a  great  deal  of 
acumen  and  accuracy,  in  1787  the 
greatest  gathering  of  minds  ever  as- 
sembled under  one  roof  met  in  Phila- 
delphia to  craft  this  document  which 
we  solemnly  swear,  when  we  are  sworn 
into  the  Senate,  we  will  support  and 
defend — the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States. 

Is  that  a  sacred,  solemn  oath  we 
take,  or  is  it  something  we  do  just  for 
political  reasons,  because  we  have  to, 
or  because  of  legal  reasons?  I  have 
heard  it  said  in  this  body  that  83  per- 
cent of  the  people  in  this  country  when 
asked,  "Would  you  favor  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  to  balance  the  budg- 
et," 83  percent  of  the  people  say  yes. 
What  they  do  not  tell  you  is  that  83 
percent  of  the  people  of  this  country 
also  say  they  are  contemptuous  of  poli- 
ticians who  have  to  look  at  a  poll  in 
order  to  find  out  what  they  think. 


The  Senator  from  South  Carolina, 
from  Oregon,  the  rest  of  us,  have  a  sol- 
emn duty  to  be  educators  as  well  as 
legislators.  The  people  of  my  State  did 
not  all  attend  law  school  and  study 
constitutional  law.  They  have  not  all 
read  "The  Federalist  Papers." 

I  am  chagrined,  irritated,  and  angry 
because  in  this  body  we  want  a  con- 
stitutional amendment  to  balance  the 
budget.  We  want  a  constitutional 
amendment  to  limit  terms  of  Senators, 
as  though  the  people  of  your  State  do 
not  have  enough  sense  to  know  who 
they  want  to  vote  for:  or  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  that  would  ban  flag 
burning;  a  constitutional  amendment 
that  would  require  our  children  to  re- 
cite certain  prayers  in  school,  and  on 
and  on  it  goes.  This  is  just  a  snipe 
hunt.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  this  amend- 
ment gives  snli)e  hunting  a  bad  name. 

What  does  this  amendment  do?  Sam 
NUNN,  our  distinguished  colleague  from 
Georgia,  when  we  considered  this  be- 
fore, very  thoughtfully  added  an 
amendment  saying  the  courts  will  not 
have  any  jurisdiction  over  this.  I  am 
not  sure  we  can  legislatively  make 
that  decision  here,  but  assume  we  can: 
that  answers  the  question  "Will  all 
Federal  courts  have  jurisdiction?" 
Under  the  Nunn  amendment,  they 
would  not.  But  let  us  just  assume  that, 
as  my  good  friend  from  South  Carolina 
is  wont  to  say  very  often  in  this  Cham- 
ber, we  pass  a  budget  resolution  to  say 
this  balances  the  budget,  pat  ourselves 
on  the  back,  give  ourselves  the  good 
Government  award,  head  on  home  and 
tell  the  constituents  how  great  we  are. 

But,  wait,  some  person  that  is  ag- 
grieved says,  "Look,  that  budget  reso- 
lution is  based  on  flawed  assumptions 
about  revenues  and  expenditures.  You 
have  it  all  out  of  kilter."  Would  he 
have  a  right  to  go  to  court  and  demand 
that  Congress  do  this  thing  right,  the 
way  the  people  of  this  country  told 
them  to  do  it?  I  do  not  know  the  an- 
swer to  that. 

Will  the  Congress  be  required  to  raise 
taxes  and  cut  spending  to  achieve  it? 
Can  they  do  it  all  one  way  or  the 
other?  I  suppose  they  could,  but  I  am 
not  at  all  sure.  Numerous  questions  re- 
main unanswered.  How  does  this 
amendment  force  Congress  to  reach  an 
agreement  about  which  specific  spend- 
ing cuts  or  which  tax  hikes  we  should 
adopt? 

Finally,  if  you  go  to  court,  do  you 
have  standing?  And  what  if  the  Su- 
preme Court  says  this  is  a  political 
question,  which  they  often  do  where 
politicians  are  involved;  where  does 
that  leave  it?  High  and  dry,  just  like 
we  were  last  fall. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  listened  to  a 
good  portion  of  this  debate  from  my  of- 
fice on  C-SPAN.  I  cannot  believe  people 
come  to  the  floor  and  they  say,  "I  do 
not  have  the  courage  to  make  the 
tough  choices,  to  vote  for  a  balanced 
budget;  therefore,  please  vote  for  this 


constitutional     amendment     so      the 
courts  or  the  law  will  make  me  do  it.'" 

Frankly.  I  do  not  want  to  get  too 
strident  or  partisan  about  this,  but  if  I 
were  sitting  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle,  that  is  exactly  what  I  would  be 
saying. 

In  1993.  every  Member  in  this  body, 
every  single  Senator,  had  a  chance  to 
vote  for  a  meaningful  deficit  reduction 
package.  It  has  been  said  over  and 
over,  but  it  bears  repeating,  that  when 
we  adopted  that  package  in,  I  think. 
August  1993,  not  one  Republican  could 
find  it  in  his  heart  to  vote  to  reduce 
the  deficit  by  $500  billion.  The  Vice 
President  sat  in  the  Presiding  Officer's 
chair  and  cast  the  tie-breaking  vote. 
Two-hundred  and  fifty  billion  dollars  in 
tax  increases.  $250  billion  in  spending 
cuts.  You  cannot  find  a  better  way  to 
start  reducing  the  deficit.  And  0MB 
said,  if  you  pass  this,  over  the  next  5 
years  the  deficit  will  be  $500  billion  less 
than  it  would  otherwise  be. 

Mr.  President,  that  turned  out  to  be 
grossly  wrong.  The  figure  now,  accord- 
ing to  0MB.  is  $846  billion. 

Bill  Clinton,  to  his  eternal  credit,  I 
do  not  care  whether  you  like  him  or  do 
not  like  him,  but  I  can  tell  you  one  of 
the  reasons  he  is  going  to  be  reelected 
President  is  because  he  did  not  sit 
around  waiting  for  a  constitutional 
amendment  to  do  something.  He  sub- 
mitted a  package  of  deficit  reduction 
proposals  to  this  body  and  we  adopted 
it  without  one  single  Republican  vote. 

I  inform  my  Republican  friends  who 
are  all  so  enthusiastic  about  this 
amendment  today,  that  deficit  reduc- 
tion package  we  adopted  constitutes  a 
reduction  not  of  $500  billion,  but  $846 
billion.  So,  my  Republican  friends,  my 
question  is  this:  Why  not  repeal  it? 
You  did  not  like  it  then.  You  are  try- 
ing to  kill  the  gas  tax  part  of  it  now. 
which  has  to  be  the  silliest  thing  I  have 
ever  heard.  But  I  want  to  ask  you,  why 
not  repeal  it  if  it  was  that  bad? 

We  lost  two  of  the  finest  U.S.  Sen- 
ators ever  to  sit  in  this  body  because 
they  voted  for  that  package,  and  their 
opponents  took  advantage  of  it  and 
said,  "He  is  a  taxer  and  spender."  They 
lost  thefr  seats  for  doing  the  most  cou- 
rageous thing  any  Senator  could  do. 
People  sit  in  their  seats  today  who  are 
spineless,  who  did  not  have  the  courage 
to  vote  for  it. 

So  I  say  to  my  Republican  friends, 
repeal  it  and  then  tell  us  where  are  you 
going  to  find  $846  billion,  because  that 
is  what  you  have  to  find. 

When  Bill  Clinton  ran  for  President 
he  made  a  promise  to  the  American 
people  and  I  thought  it  was  fair.  It  was 
a  political  promise,  of  course.  Any 
promise  a  politician  makes  is  political. 
But  he  said:  You  elect  me  President 
and  in  the  first  4  years  I  will  reduce  the 
deficit  by  50  percent.  We  were  looking 
at  a  $290-bllllon-to-$300-billlon  deficit 
that  year,  1993,  which  turned  out  to  be 
$264  billion,  and  which  has  been  going 
down  every  year. 
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Because  of  that  bill  in  1993,  the  defi- 
cit this  year  is  not  going  to  be  50  per- 
cent of  the  projected  $292  billion.  The 
projection  was  that  the  deficit  would 
be  $292  billion  in  1996.  Current  figxires 
place  the  deficit  at  $125  billion,  not  a 
cut  of  50  percent,  a  cut  of  almost  60 
percent. 

I  can  tell  you,  this  fall,  if  I  were 
President  Clinton,  I  would  keep  a 
chart,  about  twice  the  size  of  these  I 
aim  using,  with  me  every  minute  of 
every  day  to  show  the  American  people 
why  they  should  be  dancing  in  the 
streets,  because  a  few  courageous  Sen- 
ators screwed  up  their  nerve  and  did 
what  they  were  supposed  to  do. 

What  else  does  this  constitutional 
amendment  require?  Nothing,  in  the 
year  2002. 

It  gives  the  States  7  years  to  ratify 
it.  We  do  not  have  to  do  anything  for  7 
years. 

You  know,  I  think  if  I  were  a  Repub- 
lican, I  would  probably  be  taking  the 
same  tact  they  are.  I  would  be  so  em- 
barrassed about  a  lack  of  courage,  a 
lack  of  responsibility  in  refusing  to 
vote  for  something  responsible,  to 
bring  the  deficit  down  when  the  chance 
finally  emerged. 

So,  what  is  their  solution?  Well,  I  do 
not  know  what  kind  of  a  tax  cut  Sen- 
ator Dole  will  propose.  I  have  heard 
figures  up  to  $600,  $700  billion.  I  do  not 
know  what  it  is  going  to  be.  But  here  is 
their  method  of  balancing  the  budget: 
build  a  ballistic  missile  defense  system 
which  will  cost  American  taxpayers  $50 
billion  to  $60  billion  and  deploy  it  by 
the  year  2003. 

"What  kind  of  a  system  is  that  going 
to  be?" 

The  Republicans  respond,  "Don't 
know.  Don't  have  any  technology  yet, 
but  we  can  start  spending  the  $50  bil- 
Uon." 

The  people  ask,  "Where's  the  money 
coming  firom  without  raising  the  defi- 
cit?" 

The  Republicans  reply,  "Don't  know. 
Find  it  somewhere." 

What  else?  The  gas  tax,  repeal  of  that 
4.3-cent  gasoline  tax  we  passed  in  1993. 
It  will  accommodate  the  big  sport  util- 
ity vehicles  and  the  vans  and  the  big 
trucks.  It  will  encourage  people  to 
drive  more  and  further  pollute  the  en- 
vironment, {IS  well  as  losing  about  $2 
bUlion. 

The  people  want  to  know,  "Where  is 
that  $2  billion  coming  from?" 

Again,  the  Republican  response  is, 
"Don't  know." 

What  else?  Airline  ticket  tax.  We 
conveniently  let  that  lapse  on  Decem- 
ber 31  of  this  year,  and  we  have  already 
lost  about  $3  billion  this  year  on  the 
airline  ticket  tax. 

"Why  haven't  we  reinstated  it?" 

"Don't  know." 

What  does  it  do?  That  loss  of  revenue 
raises  the  deficit  by  $3  billion. 

What  other  proposals  do  the  Repub- 
licans have  for  balancing  the  budget? 


Well,  there  is  a  $7  billion  cut  for  small 
business.  I  can  tell  you,  I  yield  to  no 
one  in  my  commitment  to  small  busi- 
ness. I  used  to  be  a  small  businessman, 
and  it  was  a  struggle.  I  can  tell  you, 
they  hurt  me  every  time  they  raised 
the  minimum  wage.  It  did  not  hurt  for 
very  long.  Back  in  those  days,  you  had 
to  do  $250,000  a  year  in  order  to  qualify, 
and  I  was  not  doing  that  much  busi- 
ness. 

So  what  are  the  Republicans  going  to 
do  here?  They  propose  $7  billion  in  ad- 
ditional tax  cuts  for  small  business.  It 
is  tough  for  anyone  to  vote  against 
that. 

What  else?  Well,  we  are  going  to  con- 
tinue selling  Federal  lands  that  belong 
to  the  taxpayers  for  $2.50  or  $5  an  acre, 
beneath  which  lies  billions  and  billions 
of  dollars  worth  of  gold;  sell  it  to  them 
for  $2.50  or  $5  an  acre  and  not  require 
them  to  pay  the  taxpayers  1  cent  of 
royalty.  This  has  been  going  on  since 
1872.  and  you  cannot  stop  it.  I  know, 
because  I  have  tried  desperately  for  7 
years. 

It  is  shameless  and  unbelievable.  Re- 
publicans who  do  not  have  a  mine  with- 
in 500  miles  of  their  States  vote  to  de- 
fend this  practice  for  the  benefit  of  the 
biggest  mining  companies  in  America. 

What  else?  Continue  the  shameless 
way  we  let  our  parks  concessions.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  listen  to  this 
story.  Matsushita  Electric  Co.  bought 
Universal.  Universal,  among  other 
things,  owned  the  Curry  Co.,  which  had 
the  right  to  all  the  concessions  in  Yo- 
semite.  National  Park.  It  is  a  beau- 
tiful, beautiful  park.  Everyone  here  has 
visited  it. 

As  you  know,  since  the  memory  of 
man  runneth  not,  as  we  lawyers  like  to 
say,  the  people  who  own  the  parks  con- 
cessions in  ifellowstone,  Yosemlte,  and 
Grand  Canyon  took  in  around  $500  mil- 
lion to  $600  million  a  year  in  revenue, 
and  they  returned  about  $18  million  to 
the  Government. 

I  say  to  my  colleagues,  when  we  go 
home  and  tell  the  chamber  of  com- 
merce, "Please  reelect  me,  and  if  you 
do,  I  will  treat  your  money  just  like  it 
is  my  own,"  that  we  should  consider 
this  example.  I  want  everyone  in  the 
U.S.  Senate  who  would  let  a  contract 
that  produces  for  the  person  you  con- 
tracted with  $500  million  to  $600  mil- 
lion and  you  received  $18  million  to 
stand  up.  I  want  everyone  in  the  U.S. 
Senate  who  would  sell  his  land  that 
had  $11  billion  worth  of  gold  under  it 
for  $2.50  or  $5  an  acre  and  not  receive  a 
dime  of  royalty  to  stand  up.  I  want  all 
those  Senators  to  stand  up.  You  told 
the  Chamber  of  Commerce  you  would 
treat  their  money  and  the  public  lands 
as  if  it  were  your  own. 

Finally,  Matsushita  bought  Univer- 
sal. There  was  a  hue  and  cry  in  this 
coimtry  about  a  Japanese  company 
owning  the  concessions  at  Yosemlte. 
And  $100  million  a  year.  I  say  to  my 
colleagues,  is  what  that  one  produces. 


And  so  the  Japanese  said,  "Look,  we 
don't  need  all  this  flack.  We'll  just  re- 
turn it  to  you." 

So  the  Parks  Foundation  said,  "Well, 
why  don't  we  take  it  and  we  will  relet 
the  contract." 

So  they  took  it  and  they  relet  the 
contract  and  the  company  they  se- 
lected last  year  returned  $20  million  to 
the  U.S.  Treasury,  more  than  all  the 
others  combined  have  been  returning, 
because  we  negotiated  a  decent  con- 
tract. But  if  you  tried  to  do  that  on  all 
the  national  parks,  we  have  a  half  a 
dozen  on  this  side  and  about  50  on  that 
side  who  will  squeal  like  a  pig  under  a 
gate:  "Oh,  you  can't  do  this,  you  can't 
do  that,  that's  jobs  in  my  State." 

So  we  tried  cutting  taxes  and  bal- 
ancing the  budget  in  1981,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. Do  you  know  what  we  got  out  of 
it?  We  went  from  a  $1  trillion  debt  to  a 
$3  trillion  debt  in  8  years.  It  was  hog- 
wash  in  the  beginning  and  it  still  is. 
You  caimot  do  it.  We  did  not  do  it.  You 
cannot  cut  taxes  massively  like  we  did 
in  1981  and  hope  to  balance  the  budget. 
So  what  are  we  paying  for?  If  we  did 
not  have  to  pay  interest  just  on  the 
debt  that  was  accumulated  in  the  8 
years  of  Ronald  Reagan's  Presidency — 
let  me  repeat  this.  I  ask  for  1  addi- 
tional minute. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  yield  the  Senator  1 
additional  minute. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  If  we  did  not  have  to 
pay  interest  on  just  the  increased  defi- 
cit that  was  accumulated  when  Ronald 
Reagan  was  President,  we  would  not  be 
standing  here  debating  today  because 
we  would  have  a  nice  healthy  surplus. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Amen. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President, 
"thems  the  facts,"  and  that  is  what 
brings  us  here  today:  using  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  as  a  flgleaf,  a  politi- 
cal ploy  to  keep  from  making  the  hard 
decisions  just  as  they  did  in  1993.  just 
as  they  will  in  1996. 

Finally,  I  am  not  voting  to  tinker 
with  what  James  Madison  did  207  years 
ago  that  has  made  us  the  strongest, 
longest  living  democrawiy  in  the  world. 
I  am  not  voting  for  something  that  no- 
body in  this  body  can  explain  how  it 
will  work.  It  is  nothing  but  utter 
chaos. 

I  plead  with  my  colleagues,  don't 
snap  on  this  one.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DORGAN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  is  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota  controls  32 
minutes. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  has  spoken  elo- 
quently about  this  issue.  I  will  try  to 
add  some  to  the  debate. 

I  began  the  discussion  talking  about 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
the  constitutional  convention  that  pro- 
duced the  framework  for  our  democ- 
racy. 
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I  will  discuss  what  this  attempt  is 
here  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  Is  it  an 
attempt  to  balance  the  budget,  as  is 
being  alleged,  or  it  is  an  attempt  to 
simply  change  the  Constitution?  The 
reason  I  ask  the  question  is  there  are 
plenty  of  people  here  in  the  Senate  who 
seem  to  want  to  support  every  single 
proposed  constitutional  amendment 
that  is  offered.  We  have  had  thousands 
of  proposed  changes  to  this  Constitu- 
tion. We  have  changed  it  very,  very 
rarely,  and  we  have  made  it  difficult  to 
change. 

One  reason  for  doing  that,  as  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  suggests,  is  it 
is  hard  to  see  people  walking  in  this 
Chamber  who  resemble  in  philosophy 
and  in  spfrit  Thomas  Jefferson,  or 
James  Madison,  or  George  Mason,  or 
George  Washington.  So  we  have  made 
it  difficult  to  change  this  document. 

This  country  has  taken  on  too  much 
debt.  That  is  clear.  It  is  not  the  case, 
as  some  stand  up  daily  in  the  Senate 
and  say,  "Well,  the  American  people 
must  pay  their  bills  every  day.  They 
don't  have  any  debt."  That  is  not  the 
case.  This  country  has  $21  trillion  in 
debt,  $21  trillion  in  debt.  There  is  just 
over  $5  trillion  is  U.S.  Government 
debt,  over  $4  trillion  of  consumer  debt, 
and  $4  trillion-plus,  nearly  $5  trillion  of 
corporate  debt,  business  debt.  It  totals 
$21  trillion  in  debt:  mortgages  for 
houses,  lines  of  credit  for  businesses. 
Government  debt,  bonds.  Federal  debt. 
There  is  too  much  Federal  debt.  That 
is  not  being  debated  today. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  pointed 
out  that  in  1993  we  had  a  vote  here  in 
this  Chamber  about  debt  and  deficits. 
The  Senator  asked  the  question:  Who  is 
willing  to  stand  up  and  cast  a  hard 
vote,  a  really  tough  vote  to  reduce  the 
Federal  deficit?  Who  is  willing  to  cast 
an  honest  vote,  a  vote  that  says  to  the 
constituents.  "I'm  standing  here  and 
I'm  willing  to  cast  a  vote  to  cut  Fed- 
eral spending  now:  I'm  willing  to  cast  a 
vote  to  increase  some  taxes  now  be- 
cause that  must  be  done  in  order  to  re- 
duce the  Federal  deficit?" 

It  was  not  popular.  The  political  and 

popular  thing  would  have  been  to  say, 

'Well,  if  this  is  heavy  lifting,  if  this  is 


one  accidental  vote  in  this  Chamber.  I 
understand  that  as  well.  We  had  the 
majority  and  we  had  the  ability  and 
the  responsibility  to  advance  the  legis- 
lation. 

I  said  it  before,  and  I  will  say  it 
again,  I  am  pleased  I  voted  for  that.  It 
has  substantially  reduced  the  deficit.  It 
is  not  easy  to  do.  It  is  not  popular  to 
do.  But  it  is  the  right  thing  to  do. 

The  job  is  far  from  over.  We  have  to 
continue  the  effort. 

But  I  find  it  fascinating  that  folks 
come  to  this  Chamber  day  after  day. 
hold  up  the  Constitution,  and  point 
their  fingers  across  the  aisle  and  say, 
"We  demand  you  support  us  to  amend 
the  U.S.  Constitution  to  require  a  bal- 
anced budget,  and  if  you  don't,  you 
don't  support  balanced  budgets."  I  find 
it  fascinating  that  those  same  people 
come  to  the  Chamber  in  the  very  next 
breath  and  say,  "By  the  way,  we  want 
to  balance  the  budget,  and  we  also 
want  to  build  a  new  star  wars  program 
for  $60  billion."  The  question  is,  how 
are  you  going  to  pay  for  it?  They  say. 
"We  don't  know.  We  want  to  balance 
the  budget,  but  we  want  to  build  star 
wars." 

The  majority  leader  was  asked  re- 
cently at  a  press  conference  when  they 
said  they  wanted  to  build  star  wars — 
the  question  from  the  press  was,  "Sen- 
ator, how  much  do  you  think  this  is 
going  to  cost?  And  where  is  that  naoney 
going  to  come  from?" 

The  answer  from  the  majority  leader 
of  the  Senate  was.  "Well,  I'll  leave  that 
up  to  the  experts."  Translated:  "I  don't 
know.  I  don't  care."  Defend  America, 
build  a  new  star  wars  program.  CBO 
says  it  will  cost  up  to  $60  billion  just  to 
build  it,  let  alone  operate  it;  $60  billion 
just  to  build  it.  fcora.  the  same  people 
who  come  here  and  say  they  want  to 
balance  the  budget.  You  ask,  "What  is 
this  going  to  cost?"  They  say.  "I  don't 
know.  We'll  leave  it  up  to  somebody 
else." 

Can  you  imagine  them  shopping  for  a 
car.  They  look  in  a  showroom  and  say. 
"I  want  that  yellow  one."  Someone 
says.  "Aren't  you  going  to  ask  how 
much  it  costs?"  They  say,  "I  don't 
care.  Leave  it  to  the  experts."  They  do 


about  really  reducing  the  deficit,   if    not  care  about  how  much  it  costs.  The 


this  is  about  really  increasing  some 
taxes  and  really  cutting  some  spend- 
ing, count  me  out.  I  don't  want  to  be 
part  of  anything  that  requires  some  po- 
litical risk.  Just  count  me  out." 

But  there  were  a  lot  of  people  in  this 
Chamber  who  said,  "Count  me  in.  Let 
me  stand  up  for  that.  This  isn't  about 
rhetoric  or  changing  the  Constitution. 
This  is  about  reducing  the  Federal  defi- 
cit." 

Do  you  know  that  we  passed  that  bill 
by  one  vote,  as  the  Senator  from  Ar- 
kansas said?  We  did  not  get  one  vote 
from  the  other  side  of  aisle,  not  even 
one  by  accident.  You  would  think  occa- 
sionally someone  would  make  a  mis- 
take in  this  Chamber.  We  did  not  get 


same  people  that  demand  of  us  that  we 
accept  thefr  prescription  for  the  U.S. 
constitution  because  they  say  they 
want  a  balanced  budget,  those  same 
people  trot  on  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate with  schemes  to  increase  spending 
by  up  to  $60  billion  for  a  star  wars  pro- 
gram, schemes  to  enact  all  sorts  of  tax 
breaks,  most  of  which  will  benefit  the 
upper  income  people  in  this  country, 
and  then  they  tell  us,  "Believe  us.  We 
really  want  a  balanced  budget."  Non- 
sense. 

What  they  want  to  do  is  amend  the 
Constitution.  If  they  wanted  a  bal- 
anced budget,  they  have  had  plenty  of 
opportunities.  They  could  have  voted 
with  us  in  1993  in  a  promsal  that  hon- 


estly does  the  things  that  balance  the 
budget.  It  will  not  be  the  Constitution 
that  balances  the  budget.  It  will  be  the 
acts  of  men  and  women  in  the  Senate 
to  deal  with  spending  and  revenue 
issues  that  will  balance  the  budget. 

I  will  address  a  couple  of  issues  that 
have  been  raised.  Some  say.  "Well,  this 
is  the  same  amendment  that  has  been 
voted  on  before.  Some  of  you  voted  for 
it  before  and  did  not  vote  for  it  this 
time.  What  on  Earth  is  going  on?" 

There  is  a  pretty  fundamental  dif- 
ference between  this  and  what  was 
voted  on  before.  We  have  voted  on  con- 
stitutional amendments  before  in  the 
Senate.  I  have  voted  for  a  constitu- 
tional amendment.  I  voted  against  a 
constitutional  amendment,  as  has  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina.  I  voted 
for  the  constitutional  amendment  that 
says,  let  us  balance  the  budget  hon- 
estly and  not  misuse  the  Social  Secu- 
rity trust  funds  to  do  it.  I  have  voted 
against  the  constitutional  amendment 
to  balance  the  budget  that  would  take 
into  the  Social  Security  trust  funds  a 
giant  scoop  and  take  the  money  and 
shovel  it  over  here  into  the  operating 
budget  of  the  United  States  and  misuse 
the  money. 

How  would  you  feel  about  a  business, 
any  business  in  your  town  or  any  town, 
that  says,  "I'll  tell  you  what.  You're 
asking  me  about  my  financial  perform- 
ance this  year.  I'll  tell  you  what.  It's 
actually  pretty  good.  I  had  to  take  my 
employees'  pension  money  to  bring  it 
over  on  to  the  operating  statement  to 
make  it  income.  I  nmde  it  pretty  good 
because  I  took  my  employees'  pension 
fund.  All  in  all,  this  year  did  I  do  pret- 
ty well?  Yeah,  I  did.  with  the  employ- 
ees' pension  funds  being  used." 

Show  me  a  businessperson  who 
stands  up  and  says  that,  and  I  will 
show  you  someone  who  is  doing  2  years 
of  hard  tennis  in  a  minimum  security 
prison  in  this  country.  You  cannot  do 
that  in  this  country.  You  cannot  mis- 
use pension  funds. 

Interesting.  I  was  on  a  television  pro- 
gram last  night  that  I  shall  not  name: 
"Crossfire."  Mr.  Novak  asked  the  first 
question  about  the  issue  of  the  Social 
Security  funds.  And  he  says,  as  others 
have  said,  "Oh,  that's  a  bunch  of  non- 
sense. What  a  hoax."  Let  us  talk  about 
the  hoax. 

Lots  of  folks  out  there  today  are 
working,  and  working  hard.  They  got 
up  early,  they  went  to  work,  they 
worked  all  day.  and  they  finished. 
Maybe  at  the  end  of  the  day  today  they 
got  a  paycheck.  They  looked  at  that 
I>aycheck,  and  it  shows  that  some 
money  was  taken  out  of  that  paycheck 
to  put  in  the  Social  Security  trust 
fund — it  is  called  FICA  taxes — put  in 
the  Social  Security  trust  fund.  The 
promise  of  the  Federal  Government  is 
very  simple — this  is  not  rocket 
science — the  promise  of  the  Federal 
Govenmient  is,  "We'll  take  the  money 
from  your  paycheck,  and  we  promise 
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you  it  goes  into  a  trust  fund — ergo  the 
word  "trust"  is  used— and  the  trust 
fund  will  be  used  when  we  need  it, 
when  the  baby-boom  generation  re- 
tires." 

I  said  yesterday  that  my  colleagues 
will  remember  what  the  baby  boomers 
are — the  war  babies.  The  war  babies 
were  the  largest  baby  crop  in  American 
history.  I  am  told  that  when  folks 
came  back  from  the  Second  World  War. 
there  was  an  enormous  outpouring  of 
love  and  affection.  As  a  result,  we  had 
the  largest  baby  crop  in  America. 

When  that  largest  baby  crop  in 
America  retires  after  the  turn  of  the 
century,  we  will  have  a  maximum 
strain  on  the  Social  Security  system. 
One  of  the  sober  things  that  was  done 
in  the  1980's  in  this  Congress  was  to 
say,  we  will  accrue  more  money  in  the 
Social  Security  trust  funds  each  and 
every  year  in  order  to  save  for  the  time 
we  will  need  it  when  the  war  babies  re- 
tire. 

The  result  is  this  year  $69  billion  will 
come  in  in  excess  of  what  is  needed  this 
year  in  the  Social  Security  system. 
That  is  forced  national  savings,  to  be 
available  when  the  war  babies  hit  the 
retirement  rolls. 

Regrettably,  the  majority  party  says 
in  their  budgeting  scheme — and  I 
should  say  also  it  has  happened  under 
Democrats;  and  it  is  wrong  under  ei- 
ther party — that  we  want  to  use  that 
money  and  use  it  as  an  offset  to  show 
it  as  revenue  in  order  to  balance  the 
Federal  budget.  We  are  not  going  to 
have  the  trust  fund;  we  are  going  to 
put  it  over  here  under  operating  reve- 
nues and  use  it  to  balance  the  Federal 
budget. 

Now,  it  is  Interesting.  Senator  HOL- 
UNGS  changed  the  law  and  he  prohib- 
ited them  flrom  actually  putting  in 
writing  what  they  are  doing.  So  the  re- 
sult is  this.  I  have  here  the  budget  that 
was  passed  by  the  majority  party  that 
they  claim  was  a  balanced  budget.  It, 
of  course,  is  not  in  balance. 

Here  is  a  page  from  their  budget  reso- 
lution that  they  wrote — we  did  not 
write,  they  wrote.  It  says  "Deficits,"  in 
the  year  2002;  $108  billion.  Why  would 
they  put  a  bill  on  our  desk  that  says 
"Deficits,"  $108  billion  in  the  year  2002, 
and  stand  up  and  crow  that  they  bal- 
anced the  budget?  Why  is  that  the 
case?  Because  they  intend  to  use  $108 
billion  in  trust  fund  money,  admost  all 
from  the  Social  Security  trust  fund,  in 
the  year  2002  to  show  this  as  a  zero  bal- 
ance. 

The  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
prevents  them  from  doing  that  by  law, 
so  they  cannot  really  put  it  in  writing. 
All  they  can  do  is  intend  to  do  it.  You 
misuse  the  money  and  put  in  writing 
that  there  is  still  a  $108  billion  deficit. 
I  do  not  know  how  that  goes  over  in 
your  town,  but  I  come  from  a  town  of 
300  people  and  they  tend  to  look  at  the 
flne  print  and  they  tend  to  understand 
what  is  happening.  You  cannot  misuse 


the  Social  Security  trust  fund  like  that 
and  claim  you  balance  the  budget  by 
taking  money  out  of  trust  funds.  That 
is  not  the  right  thing  to  do. 

I  have  said  that  there  have  been 
three  stages  of  denial  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  about  this  issue.  I  am  still 
trying  to  figure  out  who  claims  to  be 
right.  Three  Senators — and  I  will  not 
name  them — three  separate  Senators 
have  stood  up  on  different  occasions 
and  said  the  following  three  things. 
First,  there  is  no  Social  Security  trust 
fund.  It  does  not  exist.  Second,  there  is 
a  Social  Security  trust  fund,  and  we 
are  not  misusing  it.  We  promise.  And 
third,  there  is  a  Social  Security  trust 
fund.  We  are  misusing  it.  We  promise 
to  stop  by  the  year  2008.  Those  are  the 
three  stages  of  denial  on  the  Social  Se- 
curity issue. 

I  think  the  three  of  them  ought  to 
have  a  meeting  with  the  rest  of  their 
caucus  and  figure  out,  which  is  it?  Is 
there  no  trust  fund?  Are  you  not  misus- 
ing it?  Are  you  misusing  it  and  promise 
to  stop  later? 

Of  course,  we  all  understand  the  real 
answer.  I  was  part  of  a  group  in  1983 
that  constructed  the  1983  reform  pack- 
age for  Social  Security.  It  was  one  of 
the  sober  things  we  did  in  that  decade. 
We  decided  to  create  savings  in  the  So- 
cial Security  system  to  be  available 
when  we  need  them  at  the  turn  of  the 
century.  Well,  we  will  not  have  saved 
anything  if  we  stay  on  this  road.  And 
we  certainly  will  not  have  saved  any- 
thing if  we  allow  the  majority  party  to 
convince  enough  people  in  the  Senate 
to  enshrine  in  the  Constitution  a  re- 
quirement that  the  Social  Security 
funds  be  used  to  balance  the  budget. 

Now,  we  have  had,  essentially,  the 
same  vote  on  simllai-  documents  on  two 
different  years.  In  1994  Senator  Simon, 
whom  I  admire  greatly,  who  has  been  a 
proponent  of  this  amendment,  said  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate,  "We  guarantee 
we  are  not  going  to  use  the  Social  Se- 
curity trust  funds." 

I  said  to  him  that  I  happen  to  know 
that  the  constitutional  amendment 
that  you  originally  offered  included  a 
provision  to  prevent  the  use  of  Social 
Security  trust  fimds.  I  said,  "Is  that 
right?"  And  he  said  yes.  That  was  his 
original  position,  but  he  changed  it  be- 
cause it  had  to  be  bipartisan  and  the 
other  side  would  not  accept  that  provi- 
sion. He  said:  We  will  guarantee  we  will 
provide  a  statutory  remedy  to  prevent 
the  Social  Security  trust  funds  from 
being  used.  We  had  a  vote.  I  thought 
that  was  fine.  We  will  have  a  guaran- 
tee. 

The  next  year,  in  1995,  a  similar  reso- 
lution comes  up,  not  identical,  but 
similar.  Instead  of  providing  a  guaran- 
tee that  they  will  not  use  the  Social 
Security  trust  funds,  we  had  a  vote 
that  guaranteed  they  would  use  the  So- 
cial Security  trust  funds  and  would  en- 
shrine that  in  the  U.S.  Constitution. 

What  a  charade.  I  would  not  vote  for 
that  in  100  years.  What  a  total  charade. 


Then  people  say,  "Well,  it  was  the 
same."  It  was  not  the  same.  The  dif- 
ference between  promising  not  to  use  it 
and  guaranteeing  you  will  use  it  is  a 
difference  of  about  a  $600  billion  misuse 
of  Social  Security  trust  funds. 

I  want  to  finish  these  comments  by 
talking  just  for  a  moment  about  some- 
thing Abraham  Lincoln  said.  When 
they  were  dedicating  the  battlefield 
cemetery  at  Gettysburg  in  November 
1863,  there  were  going  to  be  two  speak- 
ers. Of  the  two  speakers  they  invited, 
one  was  Dr.  Edward  Everett,  known  to 
be  one  of  the  greatest  orators  of  his 
day.  He  had  been  president  of  Harvard 
University.  He  had  been  a  U.S.  Sen- 
ator, had  been  a  Secretary  of  State, 
and  was  known  to  be  one  of  the  great- 
est orators  of  his  time.  He  was  invited 
to  speak  at  this  dedication  of  this  bat- 
tlefield cemetery.  Of  course,  Abraham 
Lincoln  was  invited  to  speak  at  this 
battlefield  cemetery  dedication  too. 

Dr.  Edward  Everett  was  introduced 
and  he  stood  up,  and  the  history  book 
records  he  spoke  2Vi  hours.  After  2Vfe 
hours  he  sat  down.  Then  the  President 
of  the  United  States  was  recognized, 
and  he  spoke  for  2  minutes.  After  he 
sat  down  and  was  on  his  way  back  to 
Washington,  he  wondered  to  his  aide 
whether  what  he  said  would  be  long  re- 
membered. He  felt  Dr.  Edward  Everett, 
one  of  the  great  orators  of  his  time, 
had  spoken  at  great  length  for  2V^ 
hours,  and  he  had  gotten  up  and  given 
just  a  couple  of  minutes. 

Of  course,  the  result  of  that  day  is 
that  Lincoln's  address,  the  Gettysburg 
Address,  as  brief  as  it  was,  has  become 
perhaps  the  best  known  and  most  ad- 
mired statement  given  in  the  history  of 
our  Nation.  At  the  end  of  his  state- 
ment, as  brief  as  it  was.  was  the  follow- 
ing: 

The  world  will  little  note  nor  long  remem- 
ber what  we  say  here,  but  It  can  never  forget 
what  they  did  here.  It  Is  for  us,  the  living, 
rather  to  be  dedicated  here  to  the  unfinished 
work  which  they  who  fougrht  here  have  thus 
far  so  nobly  advanced.  It  Is  rather  for  us  to 
be  dedicated  to  the  great  task  remaining  be- 
fore us — that  from  these  honored  dead  we 
take  Increased  devotion  to  that  cause  for 
which  they  gave  the  last  full  measure  of  de- 
votion; that  we  here  highly  resolve  that  all 
these  dead  will  not  have  died  In  vain;  that 
this  nation,  under  God,  shall  have  a  new 
birth  of  freedom;  and  that  government  of  the 
people,  by  the  people,  and  for  the  people, 
shall  not  perish  from  the  earth. 

This  is  truly  government  of,  by,  and 
for  the  people.  This  document,  a  docu- 
ment we  debate  today,  a  document 
that  some  propose  we  change  now,  this 
document  provides  the  framework  by 
which  self-government  works  in  Amer- 
ica. This  is  not  an  idle  debate.  This  is 
not  a  vote  anyone  dare  take  lightly. 

I  stand  with  my  colleagues  today  to 
say  I  stand  second  to  no  one  in  this 
country  who  believes  that  we  need  to 
set  this  country  back  on  course,  fix  the 
things  that  are  wrong,  celebrate  the 
things  that  are  right,  and  believe  in 
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America's  promise.  But  I  will  not  be 
one  of  those  who  blithely  follow  the 
windsock,  who  need  to  know  the  direc- 
tion of  yesterday's  poll  or  today's  poll 
or  tomorrow's  poll  to  figure  out  what  I 
shall  do  next  in  proposing  changing 
America's  basic  document,  the  U.S. 
Constitution. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  Senator. 

Mr.  BUMPERS.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
particularly  taken  by  the  observation 
of  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
about  the  Gettysburg  Address,  because 
Dr.  Edward  Everett  was  considered  the 
greatest  orator  in  America.  After  he 
spoke  for  2,  2^/^  hours  on  a  very  hot, 
steamy  day,  Lincoln  found  it  very  dif- 
ficult to  stand  up  and  follow  a  man  of 
such  oratorical  skiUs  and  national  re- 
nown. On  the  train  on  the  way  back  to 
Washington,  he  thought  that  he  had 
been  an  abominable  failure.  He  could 
not  imagine  people  taking  his  words 
very  seriously  after  that  oration.  Of 
course,  the  rest  is  history.  But  I  just 
want  to  point  out  to  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  that  Garry  Wills  has 
vmtten  a  great  book,  just  on  the  Get- 
tysburg Address,  really  more  than  I 
want  to  know  about  the  Gettysburg 
Address,  but  it  is  a  fabulous  book 
which  goes  into  great  detail  about  the 
events  of  that  day. 

I  would  like  to  share  one  final  obser- 
vation— and  I  know  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  is  as  well  acquainted 
with  these  figures  as  I  am — when  you 
stop  to  consider  that  there  have  been 
83  or  84  resolutions  to  amend  the  Con- 
stitution introduced  in  the  U.S.  Con- 
gress since  January  1995,  83  proposals 
by  Members  of  this  Congress  to  tinker 
with  that  sacred  document.  There  have 
been  2,300  proposed  constitutional 
amendments  since  I  came  to  the  Sen- 
ate. They  were  like  snowflakes  falling 
when  I  began  serving  during  the  days 
of  busing  and  the  segregation  fight  was 
still  raging.  And  since  the  Nation 
adopted  the  Constitution,  17,000  have 
been  proposed.  I  say  that  to  my  distin- 
guished colleague  to  simply  point  out 
the  contempt  with  which  so  many  of 
my  colleagues  hold  that  sacred  docu- 
ment. 

Well,  I  have  voted  for  one  constitu- 
tional amendment  since  I  came  to  the 
Senate  22  years  ago.  I  regret  that.  But 
I  can  tell  you,  my  record  will  be  intact 
when  the  roll  is  called  on  this  amend- 
ment. 

I  srield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  jrield 
10  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Califor- 
nia, Senator  Feinstein. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  California  is  recognized. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota  and  I  thank 
the  Chair. 

Mr.  President,  on  May  23—13  days 
ago — there  were  three  votes  on  budg- 


ets. There  was  one  for  the  Republican 
budget,  which  received  a  party  vote: 
there  was  one  for  the  President's  budg- 
et, which  received  a  party  vote:  and 
there  was  one  more  on  a  budget  put 
forward  by  the  centrist  coalition. 

Now,  one  of  the  things  that  became 
very  clear  in  budget  balancing  in  this 
body  is  that  there  are  different  points 
of  view  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle.  Re- 
publicans do  not  tend  to  support  a 
Democratic  budget,  and  Democrats  do 
not  tend  to  support  a  Republican  budg- 
et. This  was  borne  out. 

Well,  for  some  6  months,  under  the 
leadership  of  Senator  Chafee  and  Sen- 
ator Breaux,  11  Republicans  and  11 
Democrats  sat  down  around  a  table  and 
said,  "look,  we  know  we  have  to  bal- 
ajice  the  budget.  How  are  we  going  to 
do  it,  and  what  does  each  party  need  to 
do?" 

Believe  it  or  not,  we  produced  a  docu- 
ment that  came  five  votes  short  of 
being  adopted  by  this  body.  With  five 
more  votes,  we  would  not  have  needed 
a  constitutional  amendment  to  balance 
the  budget,  and  we  would  have  bal- 
anced the  budget  within  7  years.  I  be- 
lieve it  is  still  possible  to  do  succeed. 

I  support  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment to  balance  the  budget.  I  even 
sponsored  one,  with  a  nimiber  of  my 
colleagues,  last  year.  But,  in  my  view, 
if  Congress  does  not  have  the  will  to 
actually  balance  the  budget,  it  may,  at 
some  point,  need  castor  oil.  And  that  is 
all  this  amendment  is.  I  heard  people 
on  the  floor  this  morning  make  the 
statement  that  now  is  the  time  to  bite 
the  bullet.  Now  is  the  time  to  make  the 
hard  choices. 

Does  this  constitutional  amendment 
restructure  Medicare?  No. 
Does  it  restructure  Medicaid?  No. 
Does  it  bring  on  welfare  reform?  No. 
Does  it  provide  for  ballistic  missile 
defense?  No. 

Does  it  have  the  tax  increases  to  pay 
for  one?  No. 

Does  it  have  a  tax  cut  in  it,  which  so 
many  want?  No. 

Does  it  solve  any  problem  at  all?  No, 
it  does  not. 

It  does  one  thing.  It  says  that  the 
people  of  three-quarters  of  the  State 
legislatures  will  vote  and  decide 
whether  there  will  be  a  constitutionaJ 
amendment  to  balance  the  budget  by 
the  year  2003. 

The  bill  before  us  today  is  the  same 
bill  rejected  by  this  body  last  year.  I 
voted  against  it  then  because  I  do  not 
believe  it  is  the  right  amendment  for 
this  country,  and  I  will  vote  against  it 
today  for  these  same  reasons. 

Let  me  give  you  a  couple  of  these 
reasons.  A  constitutional  amendment 
cannot  possibly  be  ratified  right  now  in 
time  to  do  any  good.  It  would  take  the 
3-year  period  that  I  described.  The 
Medicare  trustees  announced  yesterday 
the  Medicare  trust  fund  will  actually 
reach  insolvency  in  2001 — a.  year  earlier 
than   originally   projected.    This   is   a 


loud  and  clear  message — or  should  be — 
that  we  do  not  have  the  luxury  of  wait- 
ing any  longer  to  balance  the  budget. 

Additionally,  the  amendment  before 
us  says  that,  for  all  time,  the  Social 
Security  trust  fund  will  be  stolen  to 
balance  the  budget.  This  body  would 
send  to  the  States  a  constitutional 
amendment  that  would  utilize  the  So- 
cial Security  trust  fund,  for  all  time, 
to  balance  the  budget. 

I  think  it  is  painfully  clear  to  all  of 
us  that  there  is  no  way  to  achieve  the 
goal  of  balancing  the  budget  in  7  years 
without  using,  to  some  degree,  funds 
that  really  should,  by  law,  be  set  aside 
for  Social  Security.  Our  earlier  speak- 
ers, including  Senator  Dorgan,  Sen- 
ator HoLLiNGS,  and  others  know  it  as 
well  as  anyone  in  this  body.  Every  plan 
put  forward  to  balance  the  budget  this 
year  includes  Social  Security  funds  to 
some  degree  or  another. 

However,  today  we  are  considering  a 
constitutional  amendment.  The 
aunendment  would  permanently  use  So- 
cial Security  trust  funds  to  balance  the 
budget.  It  allows  absolutely  no  flexibil- 
ity to  protect  the  solvency  of  the  trust 
fund  for  future  generations  who  will 
depend  on  it.  That  is  not  right  because, 
all  during  this  period,  Americans  will 
be  working  and  paying  pajrroll  taxes 
for  their  Social  Security  retirement. 
Workers  will  pay  thefr  6.2-percent 
FICA  tax  to  contribute  to  thefr  retire- 
ment and  employers  will  match  that 
6.2  percent.  People  have  a  right  to 
know  that  this  trust  fund  will  be  there 
when  they  retire. 

This  amendment,  by  locking  into  the 
Constitution  the  requirement  that  So- 
ciai  Security  funds  are  used  to  balance 
the  Federal  budget,  in  perpetuity,  ab- 
rogates that  contract  with  American 
taxpayers. 

Under  this  amendment.  Social  Secu- 
rity funds  could  wind  up  being  used  to 
pay  for  general  governmental  pro- 
grams, just  as  Senator  Dorgan  spelled 
out.  It  is  like  taking  the  pension  fund, 
if  you  operate  a  company,  and  putting 
it  on  your  operating  budget.  You  just 
would  not  do  it. 

Furthermore,  I  mentioned  earlier 
that  this  constitutional  amendment 
would  have  to  pass  muster  with  three- 
fourths  of  the  States.  If  you  think  the 
debate  in  Congress  has  been  difficult  on 
this  issue  for  the  last  few  years,  just 
wait  until  the  voters  of  50  States,  or 
the  legislatures  of  50  States,  start  de- 
bating the  permanent  inclusion  of  the 
Social  Security  trust  funds  in  the  Fed- 
eral budget  under  this  balanced  budget 
amendment.  I  venture  to  say  that  the 
likelihood  of  its  ratification  is  dim,  at 
best. 

Well,  what  is  the  upshot  of  all  of 
this?  The  upshot  is  that  we  have  the 
vehicle  to  balance  the  budget,  without 
altering  the  Constitution,  and  we 
should  just  do  it. 

I  want  to  read  this  list.  This  is  the 
first  time  I  have  ever  seen  this  in  the 
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time  I  have  been  here.  Forty-six  Mem- 
bers—22  Republicans  and  24  Demo- 
crats—voted for  a  centrist  budget.  The 
Republican  supporters  are:  Bennett, 
Brown,  Campbeu.,  Chafee,  Coats, 
Cochran,  Cohen,  D'Amato,  DeWine, 
Faircloth,  Frist,  Gorton,  Gregg, 
Hatch,    Hatfield,    Jeffords,    Kasse- 

BAUM,      LUGAR.      SaNTORUM,      SIMPSON, 

Snowe,  and  Specter. 

These  24  Democrats  voted  with  the  22 
Republicans:  Akaka,  Bingaman,  Boxer, 
Bradley,  Breaux,  Bryan,  Conrad. 
Feinstein,  Graham,  Inouye,  Johnston, 
Kerrey,  Kohl,  Leahy,  Levin, 
lleberman,  moynihan,  murray,  nunn, 
Pell,  Pryor,  Reid,  Robb,  and  Simon. 

With  the  centrist  budget  amendment, 
we  were  five  votes  short  of  achieving 
the  tax  cut  Republicans  wanted,  and 
minimizing  the  cuts  in  vital  programs 
that  Democrats  wanted.  We  came  with- 
in Ave  votes  of  achieving  significant 
savings  for  a  wide  variety  of  Federal 
program.  In  Medicare,  we  made  enough 
changes  to  assure  the  solvency  of  the 
trust  fimd  until  2007,  and  made  some 
necessary  changes  in  part  B.  as  well. 
We  took  steps  to  meet  the  needs  of 
Medicaid,  restructuring  the  program, 
and  provide  welfare  reform  while  re- 
taining a  Federal  safety  net.  We  also 
adopted  a  balanced  tax  cut,  for  individ- 
uals and  businesses,  including  edu- 
cation, capital  gains  reform,  research 
and  development  tax  credits— all  put 
together  in  a  package  that  both  parties 
could  buy  into. 

I  was  really  very  disappointed  that 
there  were  not  five  other  Members  of 
this  body  who  could  stand  up  and  we 
could  get  the  job  done. 

I  do  not  believe  that  a  constitutional 
amendment,  particularly  one  that  in- 
cludes the  Social  Security  trust  fund, 
is  ever  realistically  going  to  be  ratified 
by  three-quarters  of  the  States.  There 
are  enough  people  in  this  Nation  who 
pay  those  FICA  taxes  who  do  not  want 
to  see  their  FICA  taxes  used  for  any- 
thing other  than  their  retirement. 

Therefore.  I  respectfully  submit  to 
this  body  that  the  centrist  coalition, 
which  balances  the  budget  in  7  years, 
uses  the  Congressional  Budget  Office 
numbers,  does  not  make  unnecessary 
and  precipitously  deep  cuts  in  impor- 
tant programs,  represents  the  Nation's 
best  interests  and  is  really  the  way  to 
go. 

I  thank  the  Chair.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  is  available? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  one-half  minute  remaining. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  How  much  time  is  re- 
maining to  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina? 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  Forty- 
seven  minutes. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  yield  whatever  time 
I  have  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon,  and 
I  believe  the  Senator  from  South  Caro- 
lina would  like  to  yield  as  well. 

Mr.  HOLUNGS.  I  yield  15  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Oregon. 


Mr.  WYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
my  colleagues  from  South  Carolina  and 
North  Dakota. 

Mr.  President,  colleagues,  as  of  now 
everyone  knows  what  is  going  to  hap- 
pen when  the  Senate  votes  on  this 
measure.  The  script  on  this  issue  has 
been  published.  It  is  played,  and  it  is 
almost  like  yesterday's  news.  There 
probably  is  more  likelihood  that  Mi- 
chael Jordan  is  not  going  to  show  up 
for  the  playoffs  than  there  is  going  to 
be  a  surprise  on  this  issue. 

I  am  here  today  to  say  that  it  does 
not  have  to  be  this  way,  my  colleagues. 
I  have  introduced  along  with  Senator 
Rollings,  Senator  Dorgan,  and  Sen- 
ator Daschle  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment to  balance  the  budget  that  is 
identical  to  the  measure  introduced  by 
Senator  Dole,  save  for  one  change.  Our 
measure  simply  says  that  you  cannot 
go  out  and  raid  the  Social  Security 
trust  fund.  You  cannot  go  out  and  take 
$600  billion,  money  that  belongs  to 
working  people,  to  young  people,  to 
seniors,  and  use  it  to  balance  the  budg- 
et. 

I  call  our  effort— and  it  has  really 
been  led  by  Senator  Rollings  for  all 
these  years.  I  think  that  we  are  the 
straight  bookkeeping  crowd.  We  are 
the  crowd  that  wants  so.  i  truth  in 
budgeting.  We  are  the  fo-  is  who  are 
saying  it  is  time  to  end  this  accounting 
fiction  which  has  been  perpetrated,  as 
Senator  Hollings  has  said,  in  direct 
contravention  of  section  13301  of  the 
Budget  Act. 

The  Budget  Act  is  clear.  There  is  no 
ambiguity  about  it.  It  says  that  you 
cannot  use  Social  Security  funds  to 
mask  the  overall  Federal  deficit.  You 
cannot  do  it.  Both  political  parties  un- 
fortunately have  done  it. 

So  what  we  want  to  do  in  our 
straight  bookkeeping  kind  of  effort  is 
to  try  to  make  sure  in  the  interest  of 
both  the  cause  of  balancing  the  budget 
and  protecting  the  Social  Security  pro- 
gram that  we  do  what  the  law  requires, 
and  we  do  what  is  in  the  public  inter- 
est. 

I  happen  to  think  that,  if  you  do  it  as 
we  propose,  what  is  going  to  happen  is 
you  are  going  to  have  to  make  tough 
choices  on  both  the  budget  and  Social 
Security  more  quickly. 

I  have  come  from  a  round  of  town 
meetings— and  I  am  sure  all  of  our  col- 
leagues have— at  home.  One  of  the 
things  I  heard  consistently  is  that  lots 
of  folks  feel  that  the  Congress  has  put 
off  the  tough  choices— put  them  off 
until  after  the  election,  put  them  off 
for  years.  If  you  do  what  we  propose, 
you  bet  you  have  to  make  some  tough 
choices,  and  you  have  to  make  them 
earlier.  Maybe  we  are  going  to  have  to 
say  no  to  some  pork  barrel  spending 
programs. 

I  believe  that  if  you  wall  off  the  So- 
cial Security  program,  as  we  propose, 
that  you  do  not  let  the  surplus  be  used 
for  balancing  the  budget,  and  you  are 


going  to  see  when  the  Social  Security 
stands,  as  it  should,  separate  from  the 
Federal  budget  that  we  have  to  make 
some  changes  there  too.  We  have  a  So- 
cial Security  advisory  commission  that 
is  going  to  report  fairly  shortly.  They 
have  a  number  of  recommendations. 
They  are  going  to  be  tough  for  people 
to  swallow.  But  let  me  say  that  at  a 
time  when  more  young  people  think 
that  they  are  going  to  see  Elvis  than 
think  they  are  going  to  get  a  Social  Se- 
curity check  that  we  are  going  to  have 
to  make  some  tough  choices  with  re- 
spect to  Social  Security. 

So  with  our  proposal— by  making 
sure  that  the  overall  deficit  is  tackled 
responsibly  and  tackled  more  quickly — 
by  walling  off  the  Social  Security  pro- 
gram, as  the  Congress  intended  in  the 
Budget  Act,  we  believe  that  the  coun- 
try will  get  the  discipline  and  tough 
choices  that  are  needed,  and  get  them 
earlier. 

I  want  to  announce  also  this  after- 
noon that  it  is  my  intention,  after  fur- 
ther consultation  with  the  minority 
leader.  Senator  Daschle,  and  Senator 
Dorgan,  to  ask  unanimous  consent 
after  the  Senate  has  voted  on  the 
measure  of  the  majority  leader— it  is 
my  desire  and  my  intention — to  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  our  measure,  a 
constitutional  amendment  to  balance 
the  budget  without  raiding  Social  Se- 
curity, be  considered  immediately 
after  the  vote  on  the  measure  offered 
by  the  majority  leader. 

I  think  it  is  time  to  talk  about  a  con- 
stitutional amendment  to  balance  the 
budget  that  has  some  legs.  I  think  that 
we  have  had  enough  of  this  exercise  in 
failure.  The  script  has  been  written.  We 
do  not  have  to  conclude  this  debate 
with  a  debate  that  fails.  We  can  con- 
clude it  in  a  manner  that  will  bring  us 
real  truth  in  budgeting,  will  ensure 
that  the  books  are  kept,  and  will  allow 
us  to  have  a  constitutional  amendment 
to  balance  the  budget. 

So  let  me  be  clear  on  this.  I  and 
those  that  support  this  measure  are 
willing  to  write  into  law  that  there 
would  be  a  constitutional  amendment 
to  balance  the  budget.  This  is  not  a 
statute.  This  is  a  constitutional 
amendment  to  balance  the  budget.  And 
it  is  identical  to  the  measure  offered  by 
the  majority  leader  save  for  one  re- 
spect. 

It  is  my  intent  to  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  that  measure  consid- 
ered immediately  after  the  vote  on  this 
measure  offered  by  the  majority  lead- 
er. I  hope  that  measure  will  be  consid- 
ered. I  believe  that,  if  it  is  considered, 
we  will  get  a  minimum  of  70  votes  on 
that  particular  measure. 

My  source  for  that  appraisal  is  that 
on  February  10,  1995— Senator  Rol- 
lings was  here,  I  was  not — but  on  Feb- 
ruary 10.  1995.  on  a  measure  that  in  ef- 
fect recommitted  a  constitutional 
amendment  to  balance  the  budget  to 
committee  to  do  exactly  what  Senator 
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Rollings  and  I  propose  now — that  par- 
ticular measure  got  more  than  80 
votes. 

I  would  like  to  conclude  my  remarks 
in  really  a  bipau-tisan  kind  of  fashion 
by  picking  up  on  what  the  majority 
leader  said  early  this  week. 

The  majority  leader  said  early  this 
week,  "If  the  President  wants  a  bal- 
anced budget,  we  will  have  a  balajiced 
budget."  I  am  here  to  say  that,  if  the 
majority  leader  wants  a  constitutional 
amendment  to  balance  the  budget,  we 
will  have  a  constitutional  amendment 
to  balance  the  budget.  It  is  a  measure 
that  will  get  a  minimum  of  70  votes  on 
this  floor.  It  is  a  measure  that  will 
write  into  law  a  specific  constitutional 
amendment  to  bring  about  the  dis- 
cipline the  American  people  want,  and 
it  will  be  bipartisan.  But  it  also  will  be 
one  that  will  keep  faith  with  our  work- 
ing people  and  with  our  seniors  who  are 
paying  those  whopper  payroll  taxes — 
15.3  percent  between  the  worker  and 
the  employer.  Millions  of  Americans 
pay  more  in  payroll  taxes  than  they 
pay  in  income  taxes.  They  want  a  bal- 
anced budget,  but  they  do  not  think  we 
ought  to  do  it  by  raiding  the  Social  Se- 
curity Program.  The  measure  we  hope 
to  get  a  recorded  vote  on  after  the 
measure  proposed  by  the  majority  lead- 
er would  give  us  a  chance  to  meet  the 
desires  of  the  American  people  for  a 
balanced  budget  but  one  that  also  en- 
sures that  their  Social  Security  is  pro- 
tected. 

I  thank  my  good  friend  from  South 
Carolina  for  srielding  me  this  time. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Thompson).  The  Senator  from  South 
Carolina. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  thank  the  distingruished  Senator 
from  Oregon.  First,  I  will  surprise  him 
by  thanking  him  for  the  teleconununi- 
cations  bill.  I  welcome  him  to  the  Sen- 
ate and  thank  him  for  introducing  a 
constitutional  amendment  for  a  bal- 
anced budget  that  does  not  move  the 
Government's  deficit  over  to  the  Social 
Security  trust  fund. 

But  more  particularly,  with  respect 
to  the  telecommunications  bill.  I  wish 
to  thank  him  for  his  work.  We  passed 
that  bill  by  an  overwhelming  majority 
here  in  the  Rouse  and  in  the  Senate.  It 
came  out  of  the  conference  committee 
and  we  reconciled  the  differences — 
which  was  a  very  difficult  job.  And. 
just  before  Christmas  the  distinguished 
Vice  President  appeared  on  NBC  News, 
where  he  was  being  interviewed,  and 
proclaimed,  "We  now  have  the  infor- 
mation superhighway,  and  I  got  every- 
thing I  want." 

Well,  that  really  put  the  Speaker  of 
the  Rouse  into  a  tizzy,  and  we,  the  con- 
ferees, were  told  that  our  tele- 
communications bill  was  dead.  Be- 
tween that  time,  some  10  days  before 
Christmas,  and  the  first  week  of  Feb- 


ruary, Congressman  Blit.ky  and  I  had 
to  hold  the  fort,  but  we  worked  in  a  bi- 
partisan fashion.  We  did  not  change  a 
single  word. 

What  really  occurred  is  that  our  col- 
league. Senator  Wyden,  won  the  spe- 
cial election  out  in  Oregon,  causing  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  to  say,  "Heavens, 
we  have  to  show  we  can  do  something." 
I  said  we  have  an  overwhelming  major- 
ity ready  for  the  telecommunications 
bill  in  the  House  and  in  the  Senate,  and 
that  is  how  we  got  it. 

So  I  think  it  ought  to  be  stated  for 
the  record  that  the  Senator  from  Or- 
egon was  instrumental  in  ensuring  pas- 
sage of  the  telecommunications  bill. 
And  perhaps  tomorrow  if  the  Repub- 
licans really  want  a  balanced  budget 
ajuendment  to  the  Constitution,  we 
will  obtain  one.  All  that  is  required  is 
a  specific  language  in  section  7  of  the 
resolution  excluding  Social  Security 
funds  from  deficit  calculations.  The 
present  language  includes  Social  Secu- 
rity funds.  So  there  is  no  argument 
about  the  form,  the  present  language 
already  has  exceptions  in  section  7: 
"Total  receipts  shall  include  all  re- 
ceipts of  the  U.S.  Government  except 
those  derived  from  borrowing." 

That  has  been  interpreted  as  borrow- 
ing from  the  public.  But  how  about 
borrowing  from  yourself,  borrowing 
from  the  Social  Security  trust  fund. 
All  they  have  to  do  is  change  "from 
borrowing"  to  "from  the  public  and  So- 
cial Security  trust  fund."  That  is  all 
we  have  to  add.  I  and  several  Senators 
on  this  side  of  the  aisle  formally  in- 
formed the  distinguished  majority 
leader  in  a  letter  last  year  that  we 
would  support  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  that  protected  Social  Se- 
curity. I  waited  all  year  long  for  a  joint 
resolution  that  I  could  amend.  We  in 
the  Senate  are  used  to  putting  an 
amendment  on  anything  so  you  can  get 
a  vote.  But  oh,  no.  A  constitutional 
amendment  can  only  be  offered  as  an 
amendment  to  another  joint  resolu- 
tion. So.  I  waited  and  then  the  flag 
burning  joint  resolution  came  up  in  De- 
cember. 

And  so  I  said  I  have  an  amendment. 
In  fact.  I  had  two.  I  had  one  constitu- 
tional amendment  that  would  have  al- 
lowed the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  to  control  expenditures  in  Fed- 
eral elections.  It  would  have  over- 
turned the  flawed  decision  of  Buckley 
versus  Valeo. 

My  other  amendment  was  a  real  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  that  pro- 
tected Social  Security,  identical  to  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  that  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  will  ask  unani- 
mous consent  to  consider  tomorrow.  I 
will  be  in  there  supporting  the  Senator, 
and  I  hope  we  can  work  it  out.  I  hope 
it  is  not  true  that  they  want  to  pass  up 
this  opportunity,  because  it  is  right 
here. 

I  am  tired  of  the  media  saying  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  failed  by 


one  vote,  when  they  know  differently. 
That  is  technical  reporting,  because 
the  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  they 
could  easily  have  picked  up  at  least 
five  votes  if  they  had  agreed  to  add  lan- 
guage excluding  Social  Security. 

So  I  will  be  working  with  the  Sen- 
ator, and  I  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oregon  on  his  leadership. 
I  thank  publicly,  of  course,  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas,  for  coming  to  the  floor. 
I  also  want  to  thank  Senator  Dorgan 
of  North  Dakota.  He  understands  all 
these  particular  problems  and  issues, 
and  he  is  the  most  eloquent,  I  know,  in 
the  Senate  on  all  of  them.  Re  gives  cat- 
egorical leadership  and  very  common- 
sense  observations,  and  you  can  follow 
his  rationale.  I  happen  to  agree  with 
most  of  it  all  the  time.  The  Senator 
from  California,  Senator  Feinstein. 
has  been  a  leader  in  trjring  to  do  some- 
thing about  a  balanced  budget. 

But  let  me  go.  Mr.  President,  to 
statements  made  earlier  before  I  forget 
them.  The  distinguished  Senator  from 
Texas,  Senator  Hutchison,  got  right  to 
the  point  sasring.  why  don't  we  do 
something.  She  kept  talking  about 
generations  in  the  future  and  every- 
thing else  like  that. 

We  tried  to  do  something,  not  pass  it 
off  in  a  7-year  i>assing  of  the  buck.  This 
constitutional  amendment  is  really 
putting  off  the  tough  decisions.  It  is 
not  biting  the  bullet  or  making  any 
hard  decisions.  Heck,  you  can  say  any- 
thing in  rhetoric,  in  language.  But 
should  know  from  hard  experience  that 
actions  speak  louder  than  words. 

I  came  in  as  a  Governor  of  a  State, 
where  the  budget  I  inherited  was  to- 
tally in  the  red.  We  had  in  the  con- 
stitution of  1895.  still  do  in  the  con- 
stitution of  the  State  of  South  Caro- 
lina in  1895,  "thou  budget  shall  be  bal- 
anced." But  that  didn't  mean  any- 
thing. There  a  number  of  accounting 
gimmicks  that  they  employ  like  boiv 
rowing  and  moving  trust  funds. 

And  so  at  this  particular  point.  Mr. 
President.  I  want  to  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  list  the  48  States  with  a  bal- 
anced budget  requirement,  the  type  of 
requirement,  whether  it  is  constitu- 
tional or  statutory.  They  are  all  sup- 
posed to  be  balanced  at  the  end  of  year. 
The  chart  lists  the  balances  in  the  gen- 
eral funds  and  in  the  transfer  funds.  So 
the  States,  even  with  the  constitu- 
tional requirement,  do  not  a  balanced 
budget  give. 

I  can  tell  you  here  and  now.  if  I  say 
it  once— I  have  the  time,  fortunately— 
I  say  it  again:  A  constitutional  amend- 
ment requiring  a  balanced  budget  does 
not  a  balanced  budget  give.  They  play 
the  gamesmanship. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  this 
printed  in  the  Record,  so  we  will  have 
those  documents  in  there  to  show  the 
game  that  the  States  are  playing. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
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"*"  ZH       incedi.     millions) 

""       millions) 

Alibimi  ._.... Constitutional  Y  M  0 

Mislu    Statutory  ...___.  Y  0  2.136 

Anama  Constrtirtional Y  270  223 

Arkansas  Statutoty Y  0  0 

Califoniia  _ Conjfttutional  Y  683  313 

Colorado _ Constitutnnal Y  484  484 

ConiMcticiil Constitutional Y  81  0 

Belaware  .._ Constitutional Y  374  79.1 

flonda  Constitutional  Y  129  282 

Gaorjia Constitutional Y  224  288 

Hawaii Constitutional Y  90  0 

Main _. Constitutional Y  3  33 

Illinois  .- Constitutional Y  331  0 

Indiana Statutory Y  679  419 

lo«a  ._. _  Statutory Y  292  116 

Kansas  ._ Constitutional Y  357  5 

Ktntuclv Constitutional Y  261  100 

Louisiana  Constitutional Y  146  0 

Mam  _- Statutory Y  4  10 

tojUnd Constitutional Y  133  286 

Massadiusetts Constitutional Y  179  42S 

Mietiiian  Constitutional Y  0  1.003 

Minnesota  Statutory Y  1.057  500 

Mnsissipoi  Statutory Y  115  268 

Missoun  _ Constitutional Y  473  24 

Montana  .- _ Constitutional Y  47  l« 

fcbraslu  Statutory Y  176  21 

Nnada    ._ Constitutional Y  102  100 

*w  Hamosdire Statutory  .._____  Y  0  24 

Ifcw  kan  Constitutional Y  952  263.3 

New  Meoco  Statutoiy Y  0  59 

NwYort Constitutional Y  158  157 

Nortli  CamliM   ....  Constitutional Y  892  423.6 

North  Dakota SUtutory Y  31  0 

Ohio .„ Constitutmal Y  70  828 

Oklahoma  Constitutmal  Y  195  45 

Oinon Constitutional Y  496  39 

Pransyhrania  Constitutional Y  429  66 

Rhode  Island SUtutory Y  5  45 

South  Carolini  Constitutional Y  589  164.8 

South  Dakota  ._._.  Conitilutnnil Y  0  11 

Tennessee Constilubooal Y  138  101 

Toas  _. Constitutional Y  1352  9 

Utah Constitutional  Y  61  66 

Virginia Constitutional Y  17  80 

Washington  Statutory Y  559  0 

*est  Virginia  Constitutional Y  64  64 

Wiscoitsin  _.  Constitutional Y  127  78.2 

Notes: 

1.  Veimont  has  no  halanced  budget  reguirement  and  reported  a  S15  mil- 
lion dafieiL 

2.  WyoRung  has  no  balaiKed  budget  requunnent  and  reported  a  S26  mil- 
hoo  itttplos. 

3.  35  states  haw  constitutional  ngunernents.  13  States  have  statutoiy 
reqiwmots. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Senator  Coats  of  In- 
diana said  the  amendment  will  enforce 
the  discipline,  force  us  to  meet  our  re- 
sponsibilities. Of  course,  that  is  not  the 
case  at  all.  On  the  contrary,  I  have 
been  trying  to  do  that.  I  tried  freezing, 
I  say  to  the  Senator.  He  is  nice  to  stay 
around  so  I  have  someone  to  talk  to. 
Usually  they  just  go  ahead  somewhere 
else.  At  least  I  can  talk  to  C-Span.  And 
now  I  see  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  North  Dakota. 

I  want  to  read  an  article.  I  will  not 
read  the  whole  article,  I  will  just  read 
from  this,  referring  to  "Ace  in  the 
Hole"  in  the  New  Yorker,  in  the  June 
10  issue  that  has  just  come  out.  This  is 
an  article,  "Ace  in  the  Hole,"  by  John 
Cassidy.  I  commend  it  to  my  col- 
leagues for  their  reading. 

Despite  some  suggrestions  to  the  contrary— 
notably  by  the  Heritage  Foundation,  a  con- 
servative think  tank — this  year  cannot  be 
compared  with  1992,  let  alone  1980  or  1932.  In 
the  first  quarter  of  1996,  Inflation-adjusted 
growth  In  national  output,  which  Is  the 
broadest  Index  of  economic  performance,  2.3 
per  cent  on  an  annualized  basis;  over  the  full 
course  of  the  Clinton  Administration,  such 
growth  has  averaged  around  2.5  per  cent  a 
year.  This  record  Is  about  average  for  the 
post-1973  era  but  well  above  the  growth  rate 
of  1.6  percent  eked  out  during  the  Bush  Pres- 


idency. A  number  of  other  measures  also 
suggest  that  the  economy  Is  doing  signifi- 
cantly better  than  It  was  four  years  ago:  two 
of  the  most  widely  followed  are  the  "misery 
Index."  which  is  the  rate  of  Inflation  added 
to  the  rate  of  unemployment,  and  the  size  of 
the  federal  budget  deficit. 

At  the  moment,  the  unemplojmient  rate  Is 
5.4  per  cent,  and  the  Inflation  rate  Is  2.9  per 
cent.  Added  together,  these  numbers  produce 
a  misery  Index  of  8.3,  which  Is  an  extremely 
low  number.  The  last  year  It  was  lower  was 
1968,  when  the  unemployment  rate  was  3.6 
per  cent  and  the  Inflation  rate  averaged  4.2 
per  cent.  For  much  of  the  nlneteen-seventles 
and  eighties,  the  misery  Index  well  Into  dou- 
ble digits.  As  recently  as  1992,  It  stood  at 
10.4. 

Perhaps  the  most  Important,  and  least  her- 
alded, achievement  of  the  Clinton  Adminis- 
tration Is  the  Improvement  it  has  wrought  In 
the  national  finances.  According  to  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office,  the  federal  budget 
deflclt  for  the  1996  fiscal  year,  which  began 
last  October,  will  be  about  $145  billion.  This 
is  a  large  number,  but  It  Is  only  half  the  size 
of  the  deficit  that  the  federal  government  re- 
corded m  1992.  which  was  $290  billion.  And 
these  raw  numbers  don't  tell  the  full  story. 
In  ranking  budget  deficits,  economists  usu- 
ally look  at  them  In  relation  to  the  size  of 
the  economy.  Measured  in  this  way.  the  fed- 
eral deficit  this  year  will  be  about  1.9  per 
cent  of  the  gross  domestic  product,  accord- 
ing to  the  C.B.O.  This  figure  is  down  from  4.9 
per  cent  In  1992;  Indeed,  it  Is  the  lowest  such 
figure  recorded  since  1979,  the  yeaw  before 
Ronald  Reagan  was  elected,  when  the  budget 
deflclt  was  just  1.7  percent  of  G.D.P. 

That  takes  us  to  our  distinguished 
friend.  Senator  Muskie,  who  was  chair- 
man. We  had  a  Democratic  House  and 
Senate.  Senator  Muskie  was  chairman 
of  our  Budget  Committee,  and  I  was 
right  in  there  behind  him.  I  took  over 
in  1980.  So  we  were  working  and  had 
more  or  less  succeeded,  under  Presi- 
dent Carter,  in  reducing  the  deficit 
from  what  we  had  inherited  from  Presi- 
dent Ford.  However,  in  came  President 
Reagan  with  Reaganomics  and  the  fis- 
cal disaster  that  we  are  now  experienc- 
ing. 

I  tried,  during  the  early  1980's,  what 
they  called  the  Fritz  freeze.  They  gave 
it  a  name  because  I  was  so  intent.  I 
said  every  Governor  would  come  in  and 
he  would  say  let  us  just  take  spending 
the  way  it  is  now  and  let  us  just  take 
this  year's  budget  for  next  year.  There 
would  be  no  cuts,  there  would  be  no  in- 
creases. That  way  we  would  save  $50 
billion  at  the  Federal  level. 

We  tried  the  freeze.  We  tried  to  hold 
the  line.  We  could  not  get  it  done.  I 
tried  with  Granmi-Rudman-Hollings. 
And  then  I  came  with  a  value-added 
tax  in  1987.  There  is  no  question  that  I 
have  been  trying  to  head  off  annual 
deficits  with  about  $180  billion  in  reve- 
nues from  a  5  percent  VAT. 

I  went  to  Darman  in  1989,  after  we 
could  not  get  it  past  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee in  1987.  In  1989,  when  President 
Bush  took  office,  I  met  with  Dick 
Darman.  I  had  been  a  close  friend  of  his 
father's,  Mr.  Morton  Darman.  We  had  a 
good,  heart-to-heart  talk. 

I  said,  "By  1992,  if  President  Bush 
doesn't  get  on  top  of  this  monster,  it  is 


growing  so,  he  is  going  to  need  the  Se- 
cret Service."  I  said  that  in  a  jocular 
fashion,  but  politically  that  is  what 
happened  to  him.  "It's  the  Economy, 
Stupid."  I  will  put  in  the  chart.  There 
have  been  intermittent  figures,  but  the 
real  deficit  then  was  $403.6  billion. 
That  is  without  using  those  trust 
funds,  $403.  So  we  were  up,  up  and 
away. 

I  got  a  nice  note  from  the  President, 
President  Bush,  that  he  just  did  not 
think  it  was  timely  and  he  wanted  to 
get  himself  more  stabilized  in  office. 

Again,  when  President  Clinton  took 
office,  I  went.  I  will  never  forget  the 
conference  that  we  had.  When  I  sug- 
gested a  VAT  for  the  deficit  and  the 
debt,  President  Clinton  said,  "I  got  a 
call  last  night  fi-om  Lane  Kirkland. 
The  AFL-CIO  has  its  annual  meeting 
at  Bal  Harbour,  in  Florida.  He  said 
that  he  would  go  along  with  a  VAT  for 
the  deficit  and  the  debt."  And  I  said, 
"Heavens  above,  Mr.  President,  that's 
who  opposed  me." 

I  came  before  the  Finance  Committee 
and  testified  for  a  value-added  tax.  I 
had  the  experts  there  and  everything 
else  to  answer  all  the  econometric 
issues  and  questions.  It  was  the  AFL 
that  said,  "Wait  a  minute,  this  is  re- 
gressive, regressive,  a  heavy  burden, 
and  everything  else."  Of  course,  every 
industrialized  country  has  a  value- 
added  tax.  Our  competition  in  Europe 
has  a  VAT.  You  cannot  be  a  member  of 
the  European  Economic  Conmiunity 
unless  you  have  a  value-added  tax.  Out 
in  the  Pacific  rim,  every  country  there 
has  a  value-added  tax.  In  Korea,  for  ex- 
ample, it  is  25  percent.  So  the  competi- 
tion is  economically  succeeding.  They 
have  5  percent  in  Japan.  They  will  be 
the  largest  economy,  according  to 
Eamon  Fingleton  in  "Blindside,"  by 
the  year  2000.  They  are  presently  a 
larger  manufacturing  nation  than  we 
are  here  in  the  United  States. 

So  I  said  it  would  solve  our  deficit  in 
the  balance  of  trade  because  it  is 
rebatable  at  the  bottom,  at  the  border. 
So  if  you  produce  something  here 
today  in  Washington,  this  desk  and 
chair,  for  $500,  you  will  pay  all  the  cor- 
porate taxes,  all  the  income  taxes,  all 
the  sales  taxes  and  everything  else.  K 
you  ship  it  to  Paris,  France,  they  will 
add  on  a  17  percent  VAT  and  sell  it. 
But,  if  you  produce  that  same  chair 
and  desk  in  Paris,  France,  they  add  a 
17  percent  value-added  tax,  a  VAT  at 
the  time  of  manufacture,  but  when  it 
leaves  the  port  at  Le  Havre  to  come  to 
Washington,  DC,  they  subtract  or  re- 
bate the  17  ijercent. 

So  you  can  see  the  tremendous  ad- 
vantage to  move  the  industry  offshore. 
We  have  been  talking  about  slave 
labor,  about  child  labor,  about  27- 
cents-an-hour  labor  down.  But  let's 
talk  about  the  advantage  they  have  in 
Europe  and  in  the  Pacific  rim  where 
they  employ  value  added  taxes. 

I  have  introduced  this  legislation 
again  in  this  Congress.  That  particular 
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bill  now,  Mr.  President,  is  S.  237.  It  is 
in  the  Finance  Committee. 

When  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Texas,  Senator  Hutchison,  says,  "Let's 
do  something  now,"  let's  go  to  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  that  the  majority  of 
the  Republicans  control.  I  will  testify. 
We  will  get  the  expert  witnesses,  and 
we  will  get  something  done.  We  do  not 
have  to  wait  7  years  on  States  to  find 
out  whether  or  not  we  are  going  to 
meet  our  responsibilities. 

I  really  resent  the  idea  of  us  like  a 
crowd  up  in  the  grandstand  hollering, 
"We  want  a  touchdown,  we  want  a 
touchdown,  we  want  a  touchdown," 
when  we  are  the  team,  we  are  on  the 
field. 

Mr.  WYDEN.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
just  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Yes. 

Mr.  WYDEN.  It  seems  to  me  that 
what  you  are  saying  is  this  is  just 
about  budget  discipline. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Yes. 

Mr.  WYDEN.  This  is  about  making 
tough  choices,  and  you  can  make  them 
in  a  variety  of  ways.  I  said  the  other 
day  that  I  thought  some  of  what  was 
going  on  in  this  town  was  like  a  hot- 
fudge-sundae  approach  to  dieting.  You 
can  have  tax  cuts,  you  can  have  new 
weapons  systems  and  then  somehow 
say  the  books  are  going  to  balance.  It 
is  like  having  six  or  seven  hot  fudge 
sundaes  a  day  and  still  lose  weight. 

I  think  what  you  offer  in  your  impor- 
tant remarks  is,  this  is  about  budget 
discipline,  and  you  are  going  to  suggest 
a  variety  of  ways  to  do  it. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Exactly.  I  thank  the 
distinguished  Senator.  Let's  make  the 
record  on  the  hot  fudge  sundae. 

At  the  present  time,  the  Dole  agen- 
da—and I  repeat  this  and  I  got  into  it 
this  morning — was  the  repeal  of  the  4.3- 
cent  gas  tax.  That  is  $30  billion.  The 
missile  defense  system  is  $60  billion. 
The  across-the-boau-d  tax  cuts,  $600  bil- 
lion. 

So  that  is  what  we  are  up  against; 
$690  billion  that  is  in  the  Presidential 
campaign  and,  whoopee,  "I  have  to  get 
elected  because  I  can  cut  the  revenues 
another  $690  billion.  And,  incidentally, 
I  get  another  $600  billion  from  the  So- 
cial Security  trust  fund."  When  the 
smoke  has  cleared,  we  are  down  well 
over  a  trillion  bucks. 

What  a  charade.  What  a  fraud.  How 
can  anybody  be  serious  and  stand  up 
here?  But  they  all  have  the  same  sing- 
song. Let  me  go  quickly,  because  we 
are  going  to  run  out  of  time. 

They  all  come  in  here  with  the  same 
stock  phrases— Thomas  Jefferson,  chil- 
dren and  grandchildren,  first  balanced 
budget  in  30  years,  largest  tax  increase 
in  history.  The  largest  tax  increase  in 
history,  one  more  time — I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  "Fiddling  with  the  Numbers," 
by  Judy  Mann. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


[From  the  Washington  Post] 
Fiddling  With  the  Numbers 
(By  Judy  Mann) 
Gov.  Christine  Todd  Whitman,  the  Repub- 
lican meteor  from  New  Jersey,  had  the  vm- 
usual   honor   for  a   fii^t-term   governor   of 
being  asked  to  deliver  her  party's  response 
to  President  Clinton's  State  of  the  Union 
message  last  week. 

And  she  delivered  a  whopper  of  what  can 
most  kindly  be  called  a  glaring  inaccuracy. 

Sandwiched  Into  her  Republican  sales 
pitch  was  the  kind  of  line  that  does  serious 
political  damage:  Clinton,  she  Intoned.  "Im- 
posed the  biggest  tax  Increase  in  American 
history." 

And  minions  of  Americans  sat  in  front  of 
their  television  sets,  perhaps  believing  that 
Clinton  and  the  Democrat-controlled  Con- 
gress had  done  a  real  number  on  them. 

The  trouble  Is  that  this  poster  lady  for  tax 
cuts  was  not  letting  any  facts  get  In  her  way. 
But  don't  hold  your  breath  waiting  for  the 
talk  show  hosts  to  set  the  record  straight. 

The  biggest  tax  Increase  in  history  did  not 
occur  in  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation 
Act  of  1993.  The  biggest  tax  Increase  In  post- 
World  War  n  history  occurred  in  1982  under 
President  Ronald  Reagan. 

Here  Is  how  the  two  compare,  according  to 
BUI  Gale,  a  specialist  on  tax  policy  and  sen- 
ior fellow  at  the  Brookings  Institution.  The 
1993  act  raised  taxes  for  the  next  5  years  by 
a  gross  total  of  $268  billion,  but  with  the  ex- 
pansion of  the  earned  Income  tax  credit  to 
more  working  poor  families,  the  net  increase 
comes  to  $240.4  billion  in  1993.  The  Tax  Eq- 
uity  and  Fiscal  Responsibility  Act  of  1982,  by 
comparison,  increased  taxes  by  a  net  of  $217.5 
billion  over  5  years.  Nominally,  then.  It  is 
true  that  the  1993  tax  bill  was  the  biggest  in 
history. 

But  things  don't  work  nominally.  "A  dol- 
lar now  is  worth  less  than  a  dollar  was  back 
then,  so  that  a  tax  Increase  of.  say  $10  billion 
In  1982  would  be  a  tax  increase  of  $15  billion 
now,"  says  Gale.  In  fict,  if  you  adjust  for  the 
48  percent  change  In  price  level,  the  1982  tax 
Increase  becomes  a  $325.6  billion  Increase  in 
1993  dollars.  And  that  makes  It  the  biggest 
tax  Increase  In  history  by  $85  billion. 

Moreover,  says  Gale,  the  population  of  the 
country  increased,  so  that,  on  a  per  person 
basis,  the  1993  tax  increase  is  lower  than  the 
one  m  1982,  and  the  gross  domestic  product 
Increased  over  the  decade,  which  means  that 
personal  Income  rose.  "Once  you  adjust  for 
price  translation.  It's  not  the  biggest,  and 
when  you  account  for  population  and  GDP,  It 
gets  even  smaller." 

He  raises  another  point  that  makes  this 
whole  business  of  tax  policy  just  a  bit  more 
complex  than  the  heroic  tax  slashers  would 
have  us  believe.  "The  question  Is  whether 
[the  1993  tax  increase]  was  a  good  idea  or  a 
bad  Idea,  not  whether  it  was  the  biggest  tax 
Increase.  Suppose  it  was  the  biggest?  1  find  it 
frustrating  that  the  level  of  the  debate  about 
stuff  like  this  as  carried  on  by  politicians  is 
generally  so  low." 

So  was  it  a  good  idea?  "We  needed  to  re- 
duce the  deficit,"  he  says,  "we  still  need  to 
reduce  the  deficit.  The  bond  market  re- 
sponded positively.  Interest  rates  fell.  There 
may  be  a  longer  term  benefit  In  that  It 
shows  Congress  and  the  president  are  capable 
of  cutting  the  deflclt  even  without  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment." 

Other  long-term  beneflts,  he  says,  are  that 
"more  capital  Is  freed  up  for  private  invest- 
ment, and  ultimately  that  can  result  In  more 
productive  and  highly  paid  workers." 

How  bad  was  the  hit  for  those  few  who  did 
have  to  pay  more  taxes?  One  tax  attorney 


says  that  his  Increased  taxes  were  more  than 
offset  by  savings  he  was  able  to  generate  by 
refinancing  the  mortgage  on  his  house  at  the 
lower  interest  rates  we've  had  as  a  result. 
The  1993  tax  Increase  did  Include  a  4.3-cent- 
a-gallon  rise  in  gasoline  tax.  which  hits  the 
middle  class.  But  most  of  us  did  not  have  to 
endure  an  Income  tax  increase.  In  1992,  the 
top  tax  rate  was  31  percent  of  the  taxable  in- 
come over  $51,900  for  single  taxpayers  and 
$86,500  for  married  couples  filing  jointly.  Two 
new  tax  brackets  were  added  In  1993:  36  per- 
cent for  singles  with  taxable  Incomes  over 
$115,000  and  married  couples  with  Incomes 
over  $140,000:  and  39.6  percent  for  singles  and 
married  couples  with  taxable  Incomes  over 
S250.000. 

Not  exactly  yoiu-  working  jwor  or  even 
your  average  family. 

The  rising  GOP  stars  are  finding  out  that 
when  they  say  or  do  something  stupid  or 
mendacious,  folks  notice.  The  jury  ought  to 
be  out  on  Whitman's  performance  as  gov- 
ernor until  we  see  the  effects  of  supply  side 
economics  on  New  Jersey.  But  In  her  first 
nationally  televised  performance  as  a 
spokeswoman  for  her  party,  she  should  have 
known  better  than  to  give  the  country  only 
half  the  story.  In  the  process,  she  left  a  lot 
to  be  desired  In  one  quality  Americans  are 
looking  for  In  politicians;  honesty. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished Chair.  So  we  know  from  all  the 
quotes  from  the  Wall  Street  Journal, 
the  New  York  Times,  and  everything 
else  that  the  largest  tax  increase  was 
back  in  1982  under  the  chairman  of  the 
Finance  Committee,  the  Senator  from 
Kansas. 

The  first  balanced  budget  in  30 
years— I  showed  the  two  letters  that  we 
put  in  from  the  Director  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office,  June  O'Neill. 
One  day  in  October  of  last  year  on  the 
present  1996  budget,  she  had  a  slight 
surplus,  and  then  2  days  later  when  we 
reminded  her  of  section  13301,  she  said 
it  is  a  $105  billion  deficit. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  did  it  in  more  dramatic 
terms.  Here,  again,  my  colleagues 
should  look  at  this  year's  budget  i^so- 
lutlon.  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution 
57.  Turn  to  page  5:  Fiscal  year  2002, 
deficits,  $108.3  billion. 

Come  on,  how  can  you  keep  on  saying 
the  first  balanced  budget  when  the  doc- 
ument Itself  shows  a  deficit.  You  talk 
about  backloading.  The  President  had 
a  backloaded  budget.  Almost  two- 
thirds  of  the  cuts  in  that  particular 
phony  budget  was  to  occur  after  the 
second  Presidential  election,  the  last  2 
years.  Two-thirds  of  it.  It  ought  to  be 
ashes  In  their  mouths. 

So  there  they  are  with  their  first  bal- 
anced budget  In  30  years.  All  the  chil- 
dren and  grandchildren — come  on,  it  is 
us. 

You  can  look  at  these  particular 
charts  and  you  can  see  at  a  glance, 
even  with  the  President  halving  the 
deficit — and  he  is  the  only  President 
who  has— spending  on  interest  costs 
continue  to  rise.  The  interest  costs 
during  the  last  4  years  has  gone  up  $50 
billion.  That  is  just  interest  costs:  that 
is  spending  on  automatic  pilot. 
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We  have  increased  these  costs,  forc- 
ing the  American  people  to  pay  more 
and  get  less.  We  are  getting  hit  now;  I 
cannot  fully  fund  women,  infants,  and 
children  feeding  and  Head  Start  and 
title  I  for  the  disadvantaged  and  stu- 
dent loans  and  get  the  economy  re- 
built, do  the  bridges,  the  highways,  ex- 
pand the  airports,  and  strengthen  our 
economy.  I  talked  about  that  early  this 
morning.  Why  can  I  not  do  it?  Because 
my  money  is  going  to  interest  costs  on 
the  national  debt. 

President  Reagan  promised  a  bal- 
anced budget  in  1  year.  He  came  in  and 
said,  "Whoops,  this  problem  is  way 
worse.  I'll  do  it  in  3  years."  But,  Mr. 
President,  instead  he  added  almost  S270 
billion  in  forced  spending  for  nothing. 

The  interest  cost  on  the  national 
debt  after  217  years  of  history  in  1981 
was  $74.8  billion.  Let's  call  it  $75  bil- 
lion. Now  it  is  projected  at  $344  billion. 

He  has  added  almost  $270  billion  in 
unnecessary  spending  that  we  get  noth- 
ing for.  We  cannot  get  funds  for  prisons 
or  the  environment.  In  fact,  it  just  was 
pointed  out,  if  he  had  done  what  he 
promised— and  they  all  say  "President 
Clinton  promised:  President  Clinton 
promised;  President  Clinton  prom- 
ised"— if  Reagan  had  carried  out  his 
particular  promises,  what  would  we 
have  done?  We  would  be  talking  about 
a  surplus  around  here. 

So  the  unmitigated  gall  of  this  crowd 
that  comes  aboard — the  freshmen.  It 
reminds  me  of  a  s&ying  in  the  Navy 
during  World  War  n,  "When  in  danger, 
when  in  doubt,  run  in  circles,  scream 
and  shout." 

And  they  come  down  and  get  their  2- 
hour  session.  I  do  not  know  if  I  have  all 
the  time  to  go  down  through,  because  I 
was  making  notes.  We  need  to  focus  on 
the  problem  at  hand.  It  is  not  Social 
Security  which  is  presently  in  surplus. 
It  is  not  Medicare  that  the  distin- 
guished majority  leader  saw  fit  to 
come  in  and  talk  about.  Medicare  is  in 
surplus  until  2001,  they  say,  which  is 
what  it  was  when  President  Clinton 
came  to  office. 

So  we  have  not  gone  backward.  We 
had  gotten  it  up  to  2002  when  Senator 
EXON  and  I  voted  for  the  1993  $57  billion 
cut  in  Medicare.  That  is  what  we  did  in 
1993. 

So  we  have  been  cutting  spending 
and  making  progress.  As  Senator 
Hutchison  says,  we  ought  to  really  do 
something.  They  all  come  In  with 
"children  and  grandchildren,  children 
and  grandchildren,"  that  is  on  some 
silly  pollster's  chart;  It  is  like  parrots 
at  a  pet  store.  Then  quoting  Thomas 
Jefferson.  Ha.  They  ought  to  quote 
Ljmdon  Baines  Johnson.  He  was  con- 
scientious. He  was  being  blamed  for  the 
Great  Society,  the  War  on  Poverty,  and 
the  war  in  Vietnam. 

I  pointed  out  how  Senator  Dole 
voted  back  in  1968  as  a  House  Member 
for,  what,  a  10-percent  surcharge  on  in- 
come tax  for  Individuals  and  corpora- 


tions, $6  billion  in  spending  cuts, 
$200,000  in  employees'  cuts,  extended 
excise  taxes,  and  everything  else.  But 
we  did  it.  We  balanced  the  budget. 

We  do  not  have  to  go  to  what  Thomas 
Jefferson  said  and  a  constitutional 
amendment  that  puts  off  everything, 
passing  the  buck  to  the  legislatures, 
and  the  people  generally  arguing  again 
for  another  7  years  with  interest  costs 
of  $353  billion.  I  can  tell  you  now  the 
interest  cost  will  be  over  $500  billion  by 
the  time  they  get  their  so-called  con- 
stitutional amendment  if  they  can  get 
it. 

Mr.  President,  right  to  the  point,  do 
not  quote  Jefferson  on  that.  Quote  Jef- 
ferson on  what  he  said:  If  between  a 
free  press  and  a  free  government,  I 
would  choose  the  former.  Jefferson's 
point  was,  you  can  have  a  free  govern- 
ment, but  unless  you  have  a  free  press 
to  keep  the  politicians  honest,  it  is  not 
going  to  stay  free  long.  That  is  what  is 
occurring.  The  free  press  has  joined  in 
the  conspiracy  with  the  politicians  in 
making  the  news,  getting  polls,  report- 
ing ahead  of  time,  making  more  news. 
You  cannot  get  them  to  report  the  true 
deficits  that  we  have,  the  true  interest 
costs  that  we  have,  the  true  initiatives 
that  we  make  and  have  made. 

There  is  the  "Balance  the  budget. 
Who  stands  for  a  balanced  budget?" 
when  the  only  gentleman  in  this  city 
that  has  done  something  about  it,  and 
cannot  be  blamed,  is  President  William 
Jefferson  Clinton.  You  can  blame  me.  I 
have  been  here.  I  am  in  my  30th  year. 
You  can  blame  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska or  some  of  the  Senators  that 
have  been  here  before  1992. 

January  1993  is  when  President  Clin- 
ton came  to  town.  We  are  the  ones  who 
gave  him  the  spending  on  automatic 
pilot,  this  horrendous  debt,  the  horren- 
dous interest  costs.  What  does  he  do? 
He  faces  up  to  the  task.  He  brings  in 
his  Vice  President  and  he  gets  every 
Democrat  to  vote  for  $500  billion  in 
spending  cuts,  increasing  taxes  on  liq- 
uor, beer,  cigarettes,  and  increasing 
taxes  on  gasoline,  increasing  taxes  on 
Social  Security. 

Who  is  really  serious  about  Social 
Security?  The  Senator  from  Pennsyl- 
vania came  here  and  said,  "You  are 
trying  to  hide.  You're  trying  to  hide," 
he  said,  "hide  behind  Social  Security." 
Who  is  hiding?  Old  Joe  Louis  said, 
"You  can  run,  but  you  can't  hide."  The 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania. 

We  made  it  crystal  clear.  We  have  it 
written  in  the  law.  What  you  are  tnring 
to  do  is  hide,  in  section  7,  the  repeal  of 
that  law.  You  are  the  one  that  is  hid- 
ing. You  are  the  one  that  wants  to 
move  the  deficit  from  your  political  ac- 
counting in  the  Government  over  to 
the  Social  Security  trust  fund  and 
decimate  the  program.  That  is  exactly 
what  has  been  going  on. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  time  do  I 
have? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina  has  6  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  ROLLINGS.  I  would  gladly  yield 
to  the  distinguished  ranking  member 
of  our  Budget  Conunittee.  I  thought  he 
was  eloquent.  I  thought  he  made  a 
masterful  statement  that  was  common 
sense.  Out  in  the  Midwest  they  think 
that  way.  I  would  be  glad  to  yield  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska if  he  would  like  a  little  bit  of 
time  in  the  remaining  few  minutes  I 
have. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  thank  very  much  my 
great  friend  and  colleague  from  South 
Carolina,  whom  I  have  admired  ever 
since  I  came  here  18  years  ago.  I  served 
under  him  on  the  Budget  Committee, 
and  I  served  imder  him  in  his  chair- 
manship of  the  Commerce  Committee. 
We  have  worked  together  for  so  very 
long  on  the  budget  problems  of  the 
United  States  of  America.  But  I  simply 
say  that  I  wish  everybody  who  serves 
in  Congress  had  his  head  screwed  on  as 
correctly  as  does  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina. 

During  all  of  this  rancorous  debate 
about  who  is  to  blame,  I  am  reminded 
once  again  of  that  time — it  must  have 
been  in  1979— when  Jimmy  Carter  was 
President  of  the  United  States.  I  be- 
lieve the  Senator  was  on  the  Budget 
Committee  and  Senator  Muskle  served 
as  chairman.  I  remember  well  the 
statement  that  the  Senator  made  when 
the  President  of  the  United  States 
called  us  down  to  the  White  House.  The 
President  was  very  alarmed  by  the  fact 
that  the  deficit  for  that  particular  fis- 
cal year  was  likely  to  go  over  $100  bil- 
lion, and  If  we  did  not  arrest  what  we 
were  doing,  we  were  going  to  exceed  in 
the  next  year  or  two  $1  trillion — the 
horrible  $1  trillion  figure — on  the  na- 
tional debt.  I  do  not  know  what  the  in- 
terest on  the  debt  was  at  that  time,  but 
obviously  it  was  small  compared  to 
what  we  are  now  paying. 

So  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
is  accurate  in  explaining  what  he  did 
with  regard  to  the  rennarks  that  have 
been  made  on  the  floor  of  this  Senate 
today. 

We  are  not  here  to  find  fault.  We  are 
here  trying  to  solve  a  problem.  But  the 
problem  we  have  been  sinking  into  over 
the  years  goes  back  to  the  time  when 
supply-side  economics  was  ushered  into 
this  body,  when  Ronald  Reagan  became 
President  of  the  United  States. 

As  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
just  said,  President  Ronald  Reagan, 
who  is  an  honorable  man,  said  when  he 
came  into  office  that  he  was  going  to 
balance  the  budget  in  4  yean.  The  facts 
of  the  matter  were  that  the  budget 
went  out  of  balance  in  those  4  years 
faster  than  it  has  gone  out  of  balance 
any  tune  in  the  whole  history  of  the 
United  States  of  America. 
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The  facts  of  the  matter  are,  while 
there  has  been  so  much  criticism  of  the 
President  of  the  United  States  today, 
it  should  be  remembered  and  written 
Indelibly,  so  it  will  not  be  forgotten, 
that  under  this  President  we  have  had 
3  successive  years  of  deficit  reduction, 
from  a  figure  of  about  a  $300  billion 
shortfall  in  the  budget  each  year,  down 
to  about  $130  billion.  That  is  what  Bill 
Clinton  has  done. 

So  Bill  Clinton  is  the  one  who  has  ac- 
complished reducing  the  deficit  faster 
than  any  President,  probably  going 
back  to  Harry  Truman  or  Lyndon 
Johnson.  We  still  have  a  major  problem 
on  our  hands.  It  goes  back,  and  all  of 
this  crying  and  moaning  today  goes 
back  to  that  period  in  the  early  1980's 
when  the  United  States  of  America  was 
under  $1  trillion  in  national  debt  and 
was  under  $100  billion  a  year  in  the  an- 
nual deficit. 

That  rose  appreciably.  And  as  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  has  said 
time  and  time  again,  if  we  had  not  run 
up  those  deficits  that  were  run  up 
under  Ronald  Reagan,  the  budget 
would  be  balanced  today,  would  be  in 
surplus  today,  and  we  would  not  have 
all  the  concerns  that  we  do  have  about 
future  solvency  of  Social  Security  and 
Medicare. 

So  I  simply  say  that  the  reason  I  am 
not  going  to  vote  for  the  constitutional 
amendment  to  balance  the  budget,  as  I 
elaborated  on  to  some  extent  earlier 
today,  is  the  fact,  Mr.  President,  that 
this  is  a  sham.  This  is  a  political  sham 
where  the  U.S.  Senate  is  being  used  as 
a  tool  in  the  Presidential  race.  Unfor- 
tunately, that  is  not  the  way  to  run 
the  Government  and  that  certainly  is 
not  the  way  to  run  our  budget.  I  do  ap- 
preciate very  much  the  Senator  yield- 
ing me  time. 

Mr.  ROLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Accord- 
ing to  the  timekeeper.  Senator  Exon 
had  2  minutes  reserved  for  him;  so 
using  those  2  minutes,  there  would  still 
be  2  minutes  left. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  the 
balance  of  my  2  minutes  to  my  friend 
from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  ROLLINGS.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished Senator. 

In  the  2  minutes  I  will  read  from  the 
daddy  rabbit  of  Reaganomics  where 
they  start  talking  about  growth  now, 
David  Stockman: 

The  root  problem  goes  back  to  the  July 
1961  frenzy  of  excessive  and  imprudent  tax 
cutting  that  shattered  the  Nation's  fiscal 
stability.  A  noisy  faction  of  Republicans 
have  willfully  denied  this  giant  mistake  for 
fiscal  governance  and  their  own  culpability 
in  it  ever  since.  Instead,  they  have  inces- 
santly poisoned  the  political  debate  with  a 
mindless  stream  of  antltax  venom  while  pre- 
tending that  economic  growth  and  spending 
cuts  alone  could  cure  the  deficit.  It  ought  to 
be  obvious  by  now  that  we  can't  grow  our 
way  out. 

With  the  time  left  I  see  the  distin- 
guished colleague  from  Texas,  the  sen- 


ior colleague  from  Texas.  I  know  we  the  Senator  from  Texas  used  not  count 
will  hear  a  lecture  about  who  is  in  the  against  the  total  remaining  time  Re- 
wagon.  It  is  the  contention  of  the  Sen-  publicans  have  on  the  balanced  budget 
ator  from  South  Carolina  that  it  is  the  debate. 


Senators  and  Congressmen  in  this 
wagon.  We  have  been  in  the  wagon  for 
15  years,  spending  $270  billion  for  noth- 
ing, having  a  wonderful  time,  and  now 
with  this  so-called  balanced  budget 
amendment  we  will  get  from  a  wagon 
into  a  limousine  to  ride  around  the 
countryside  and  tell  them  how  we  bit 
the  bullet  and  something  will  happen 
two  Presidential  elections  from  now. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  the 
senior  Senator  from  Texas  2  minutes. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Let  me  say  to  my  dear 
colleague  from  South  Carolina  that  I 
do  not  want  to  talk  about  who  is  in  the 
White  House.  I  want  to  change  who  is 
in  the  White  House.  Today  I  want  to 
talk  about  drought. 


THE  DROUGHT 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
45  million  bushels  of  feed  grain  in 
emergency  reserve  in  the  United 
States.  We  pay  $10  million  a  year  in 
rent  to  store  that  feed  grain.  We  have 
a  major  drought  in  many  parts  of  the 
country.  Obviously,  much  of  it  is  cen- 
tered in  my  part  of  the  country.  I 
thought  last  night  we  had  worked  out 
an  agreement  whereby  we  could  pass  a 
resolution  calling  on  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  release  this  emergency 
feed  grain  to  let  it  flow  into  the  mar- 
ket and  flow  to  people  who  are  being 
forced  to  liquidate  thefr  livestock 
herds  because  they  cannot  obtain  food. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  we  have 
now  worked  that  out.  I  think  it  is  very 
important  this  resolution  pass  tonight. 
This  is  not  going  to  make  it  rain  in 
Texas,  Oklahoma,  and  Kansas.  It  is  not 
a  solution  for  the  kind  of  divine  inter- 
vention that  we  need  in  eliminating 
the  drought,  but  it  is  a  small  step  in 
the  right  dfrection.  I  hope  this  resolu- 
tion tonight  will  pass.  I  was  dis- 
appointed the  Democratic  leader  ob- 
jected to  it  yesterday.  We  could  have 
sent  good  news  out  last  night.  I  hope 
we  can  do  that  tonight. 

In  addition.  Senator  Hutchison  and  I 
hope,  tonight,  to  pass  a  resolution  on 
haying  on  conservation  reserve  land.  If 
you  will  remember,  the  President  wise- 
ly, in  an  action  that  I  applauded,  al- 
lowed people  to  put  livestock  on  con- 
servation reserve  land.  We  want  to  let 
them  hay  it  in  drought  areas.  I  think 
that  is  also  a  step  in  the  right  direc- 
tion. 

I  thank  the  distingruished  Senator  for 
yielding. 


BALANCED  BUDGET  AMENDMENT 
TO  THE  CONSTITUTION 

The  Senate  continued  with  consider- 
ation of  the  resolution. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  the  amount  of  time 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  for  a  good 
number  of  hours  today  the  Senate  has 
been  involved  in  what  is  an  important 
debate,  the  issue  of  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  our  Constitution. 

Before  I  begin,  I  want  to  acknowledge 
the  hard  work  and  leadership  of  several 
Members  of  the  Senate  and  the  House 
who  have  devoted  many  years  of  effort 
on  behalf  of  this  legislation.  These 
have  included  Senator  Thurmond.  Sen- 
ator Hatch,  and  of  course  the  distin- 
guished majority  leader.  Senator  Dole. 
on  our  side  of  the  aisle;  Senator  Simon. 
who  is  a  true  statesman  and  friend,  and 
Senator  Heflin,  on  the  other  side:  and 
Congressmen  Stenholm  and  Schaefer. 
the  House  authbrs  of  this  amendment. 

This  legislation  has  come  a  long  way. 
In  1982.  the  Senate  voted  69  to  31  to 
pass  a  balanced  budget  amendment.  It 
fell  46  votes  short  in  the  House.  Last 
year,  the  House  passed  it  by  300  votes 
to  132.  It  lost  here  in  the  Senate  by  a 
single  vote.  Of  course,  we  know  that 
Senator  Dole  changed  his  vote  to  pre- 
serve the  right  to  move  for  reconsider- 
ation. 

We  are  now  in  reconsideration  of 
House  Joint  Resolution  1.  That  was 
after  six  Democrat  Senators  switched 
their  vote  and  opposed  the  same  lan- 
gruage  that  they  had  voted  for  1  year 
earlier.  This  is  aui  issue,  Mr.  President, 
that  is  not  going  to  go  away.  If  it  is  not 
going  to  be  this  Congress,  it  certainly 
is  going  to  be  the  next  Congress  or  an- 
other Congress  very  soon  that  has  to 
deal  with  this  issue. 

There  is  a  very  simple  reason  why  it 
will  not  go  away,  because  we  are  not 
here  to  decide  whether  there  will  be  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  to  the 
Constitution,  we  are  here  to  decide 
whether  the  Americatn  people  ought  to 
have  a  right  to  express  thefr  will  on 
this  issue.  In  other  words,  under  article 
V  of  the  Constitution,  we  in  Congress 
may  only  propose  amendments  to  the 
States  for  ratification. 

That  is  what  we  are  here  to  do.  The 
reason  I  think,  Mr.  President,  this  will 
not  go  away  is  because  in  1982,  63  per- 
cent of  the  American  public  said  this 
was  an  issue  that  ought  to  be  addressed 
by  Congress  passing  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  smd  sending  it  to  the 
States.  In  a  Gallup  Poll  just  within  the 
last  week,  by  83  percent  to  14  percent^ 
a  6  to  1  margin — they  said  they  support 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  and  it 
is  time  we  deal  with  this  issue.  In  other 
words,  the  American  people,  by  a  very 
large  majority  now,  say  to  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States,  "Give  us 
the  right  to  choose." 

Tomorrow  when  we  vote  on  this,  it 
will  be  Democrats  on  the  floor  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  that  will  refuse  the  Amer- 
ican people  the  right  to  choose  whether 
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to  ratify  this  amendment.  Those  who 
oppose  the  amendment,  those  who  seek 
to  postpone  the  day  of  reckoning  when 
this  Government  must  deal  with  this 
issue  are  simply  not  recognizing  their 
moral  obligation  to  respond  as  they 
should  to  this  issue. 

Why  is  it  happening  now,  that  the 
Senate  wUl  not  pass  this  amendment? 
Why  will  some  in  the  opposition  not 
stay  true  to  where  they  were  on  this 
issue  over  the  last  good  many  years? 
By  that,  I  mean,  Mr.  President,  acting 
in  a  bipartisan  way.  Why  does  this 
issue  appear  to  have  become  so  par- 
tisan? 

The  balanced  budget  amendment  to 
our  Constitution  has  always  been  a  bi- 
partisan issue.  It  is  now  clearly  par- 
tisan. The  President  put  tremendous 
pressure  on  Democrats  in  1995.  That  is 
why  six  Senators  switched  to  "no" 
votes  from  their  previous  history  of 
"yes"  votes.  We  know  that.  The  record 
ought  to  be  awfully  clear  that  is  what 
happened.  Up  until  that  time,  we  al- 
ways had  that  strong  bipartisan  major- 
ity in  support  of  the  amendment.  Last 
year,  for  example,  72  Democrats  in  the 
House  voted  for  it;  14  Democrats  in  the 
Senate  voted  for  it. 

I  think,  Mr.  President,  it  is  truly  sad 
and  certainly  frustrating  when  you 
think  you  have  agreement  on  such  a 
fundamental  principle  of  government, 
only  to  see  Senators  change  their 
votes.  This  is  not  a  partisan  issue  but, 
I  think,  a  moral  issue,  a  moral  impera- 
tive, a  responsibility  of  this  Senate,  to 
at  least  allow  the  American  people  to 
express  their  will.  Now  we  find  the  only 
response  is  that  the  welfare  state  men- 
tality of  this  administration,  and  trag- 
ically enough,  those  who  now  oppose 
this  amendment,  now  want  to  politi- 
cize it.  I  am  afraid  that  is  how  the  vote 
will  come  out. 

There  are  two  reasons  why  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  was  defeated 
in  this  past  year.  In  this  104th  Con- 
gress, the  pjuty  whose  majority  and 
leadership  opposed  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  no  longer  had  control  of 
the  Congress.  They  could  always  ma- 
nipulate the  vote  in  the  past.  They 
could  always  assure  it  would  not  pass. 
This  year,  by  a  change  in  the  elector- 
ate, the  American  people,  and  most  im- 
portantly, the  Congress,  and  always 
the  interest  groups  involved,  knew  the 
Congress  was  firing  with  real  bullets. 
The  liberal  special  Interest  groups  who 
are  feeding  off  big  Government  spend- 
ing and  sending  the  bill  to  our  children 
realized  we  were  the  closest  ever  to 
sending  a  balanced  budget  amendment 
to  the  States. 

That  is  when  the  President  said  to 
his  firiends  here  on  the  other  side,  "You 
have  to  block  this.  You  have  to  stop 
this."  That  is  why  six  Senators  who 
had  been  with  us  before  backed  off, 
changed  their  tune,  found  an  excuse  to 
say  something  different,  switched  their 
vote  from  a  yes  to  a  no.  This  President, 
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who  had  never  really  been  for  a  bal- 
anced budget,  was  able  to  call  the  tune. 
Tragically  enough,  he  and  his  col- 
leagues denied  the  American  people  an 
opportunity  to  choose.  The  President 
who  sent  us  a  so-called  balanced  budget 
with  an  $81  billion  deficit  in  the  year 
2002  is  the  one  that  is  now  denying  the 
American  people  their  constitutional 
right  to  decide  this  issue. 

I  simply  call  on  President  Clinton  to 
release  his  hostages,  if  you  will,  to  re- 
lease the  "BBA  6"  that  once  were  with 
us,  the  Balanced  Budget  Amendment 
Six,  who  once  sat  on  the  other  side, 
proud  to  vote  for  a  balanced  budget 
amendment. 

I  say,  Mr.  President,  let  our  col- 
leagues go.  Let  the  American  people 
have  a  chance  to  decide.  That  is  really 
what  this  effort  is  all  about.  Con- 
gresses do  not  enact  constitutional 
amendments;  they  only  propose. 

But  you  would  think,  from  the  de- 
bate you  heard  today,  that  the  vote  to 
be  cast  on  the  floor  of  this  Senate  to- 
morrow will  be  the  deciding  factor  that 
crumbles  the  Government,  destroys  the 
budget. 

No.  it  will  not  be  that  at  all,  Mr. 
President.  What  passing  this  amend- 
ment would  do  is  launch  one  of  the 
most  important  national  debates  in  the 
history  of  our  country— a  debate  that 
would  occur  in  every  capital  city  in 
every  State  in  our  Nation  among  the 
legislators  of  that  State,  as  to  whether 
this  Government  balances  its  budget, 
and  whether  the  people  have  a  right  to 
tell  us  to  do  so— as  I  think  they  ought 
to  have. 

Those  six  flip-floppers— those  who 
voted  against  the  amendment  when 
they  previously  had  all  been  for  it- 
used  a  very  interesting  word,  a  neat 
little  three-letter  word,  the  "but' word. 
They  used  that  three-letter  word  some- 
thing like  this:  "I  am  for  balancing  the 
budget,  but  not  this  way."  "I  am  for  a 
balanced  budget  amendment,  but  not 
this  one."  "I  was  for  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  last  year,  but"— but— "I 
discovered  a  new  reason  to  be  against 
it  this  year." 

Mr.  President,  the  amendment  was 
not  any  different  in  March  1995  from 
what  it  was  in  March  1994.  Why  did 
they  change? 

The  politics  changed.  The  politics 
changed  dramatically  in  the  fall  of 
1994,  and,  as  I  said,  they  knew  that  we 
were  now  firing  with  real  bullets,  and 
the  chance  to  send  a  balanced  budget 
to  the  American  people  was,  for  the 
first  time,  truly  a  real  likelihood. 

Members  of  this  body  may  have  read 
a  book  written  a  few  years  ago  by  a 
former  staffer  of  the  Democrat  Speaker 
of  the  House,  a  book  on  "Inside-the- 
Beltway  Political  Gamesmanship."  It 
had  an  entfre  chapter  devoted  to  the 
following  rule,  Mr.  President: 

When  you  are  losing  the  argument, 
concede  on  the  principle  and  continue 
to  fight  over  the  details. 


The  balanced  budget  amendment  op- 
ponents, obviously,  have  read  the  book, 
memorized  that  rule,  and  are  today  im- 
plementing it  on  the  floor  of  the  U.S. 
Senate. 

Now  we  have  at  least  72  Senators  who 
say  that  they  agree  on  the  principle  of 
a  balanced  budget  amendment.  But 
fewer  than  the  67— the  two-thirds  nec- 
essary—that will  ever  vote  for  the  pas- 
sage of  one. 

Now  there  appear  to  be  90  or  100  Sen- 
ators who  say,  "Well,  now,  we  agree  on 
the  principle  of  a  balanced  budget." 
But  there  are  more  than  enough  votes 
to  sustain  the  President's  veto  when, 
in  fact,  he  vetoes  a  real  balanced  budg- 
et. In  other  words,  when  you  are  losing 
the  argument,  concede  on  the  principle 
and  continue  to  fight  on  the  details. 

Mr.  President,  I  respect  the  sincerely 
held  opinions  of  those  who  have  come 
to  the  floor  and  oppose  any  balanced 
budget  amendment.  That  is  different. 
There  are  Senators  who  do  that.  Sen- 
ator Bob  Byrd  of  West  Virginia  says  he 
opposes  any  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment. It  is  my  understanding  that  he 
has  been  consistent  in  not  voting  for 
one.  He  holds  true  to  his  conviction.  He 
does  not  now  agree  "in  principle"  and 
say,  "But  something  is  wrong  with  the 
details."  Well,  I  have  to  respect  that. 
That  is  fair. 

What  frustrates  me,  and  will  increas- 
ingly anger  the  American  people,  is 
how  so  many  in  this  body,  or  the  other, 
say,  "Oh,  I  am  for  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  in  principle,"  but,  Mr. 
President,  thefr  actions  imply  dif- 
ferently, as  shown  in  their  votes  versus 
their  words. 

It  is  a  time-tested  trick  in  this  busi- 
ness called  "political  gamesmanship" 
to  make  the  perfect  the  enemy  of  the 
good. 

If  you  want  to  kill  a  proixjsal  like  the 
balanced  budget  amendment,  instead  of 
saying  you  are  against  it,  when  83  per- 
cent of  the  American  people  are  for  it, 
you  simply  say  that  it  is  not  good 
enough,  not  quite  the  way  we  want  it, 
and  if  we  can  only  shape  it  a  little  dif- 
ferently, then  we  would  have  it  the 
way  it  ought  to  be. 

Now,  that  is  nitpicking  in  the  high- 
est form,  Mr.  President.  You  make  up 
the  exceptions  that  would  gut  the 
amendment,  and  you  say,  "This  is  an 
improvement  because  I  cannot  vote  for 
it  the  way  it  is."  The  result  is,  you  kill 
the  amendment  because  you  want  to 
preserve  the  status  quo. 

All  this  nitpicking  and  all  of  the 
blamesmanship  really  misses  the  point. 
The  one  central  question  before  us  is 
this: 

Would  this  country  be  better  off, 
would  the  lives  of  American  citizens  be 
improved,  if  we  placed  the  Government 
under  a  balanced  budget  amendment  to 
our  Constitution? 

Would  our  children  have  a  better  life 
now  and  in  the  future?  Would  working 
men    and    women    have    better   jobs? 
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Would  our  senior  citizens  be  more  se- 
cure in  the  Government's  ability  to 
keep  its  promises  to  them?  Would 
homes  and  education  be  more  afford- 
able? 

Over  the  long  run.  would  there  be 
more  money  left  over  for  charities, 
fajnllies,  and  Government  to  care  for 
the  poor,  the  sick,  and  the  needy? 

These  are  all  variations  of  one  ques- 
tion. And,  of  course,  the  answer  to  that 
question  is  undeniably  yes.  We  know 
that,  and  the  American  people  know 
that.  We  know  of  the  huge  amount  of 
money,  the  economic  vitality,  that  the 
debt  of  the  Government  now  consumes. 

Balanced  budget  amendment  oppo- 
nents say,  "We  will  not  vote  for  a  con- 
stitutional amendment  to  require  a 
balanced  budget  until  we  see  your  ac- 
tual plan  to  balance  the  budget,  be- 
cause we  know  we  can  produce  one." 

You  and  I  both  know.  Mr.  President, 
we  have  produced  a  balanced  budget,  in 
answer  to  that  argument,  over  the  last 
12  months. 

We,  in  fact,  produced  a  balanced 
budget  and  did  not  touch  Social  Secu- 
rity. We  increased  spending  and  in- 
creased consumer  choices  for  every 
senior  citizen  in  Medicare.  We  pre- 
served the  safety  net  for  the  needy  and 
cut  the  redtape  to  make  it  easier  for 
Federal-State  partnerships  to  help 
them.  And  we  continued  to  be  respon- 
sible in  protecting  the  environment. 

All  of  those  things  were  done  in  the 
context  of  a  balanced  budget.  We  an- 
swered thefr  charge,  and  we  answered 
their  call. 

And  the  President  vetoed  it. 

Now  we  understand  a  great  deal  more 
about  this  debate.  Without  the  extraor- 
dinary discipline  that  our  Constitution 
will  bring  us,  we  probably  will  find  it 
very  difficult  to  get  to  a  balanced 
budget,  or  even  a  nearly-balanced 
budget,  unless  we  can,  in  fact,  get  a 
constitutional  amendment  that  re- 
quires, in  the  supreme  law  of  the  land, 
that  this  body  and  the  other  respond 
every  year  with  a  balanced  budget. 

Here  is  an  example  of  why  I  think 
that  argument  makes  so  much  sense. 
Here  is  the  record  about  the  goodwill 
and  the  intent  of  Congresses  and  Presi- 
dents of  the  United  States  when  it 
comes  to  balancing  the  budget: 

The  Budget  and  Accoimting  Act  of 
1921,  also  called  the  Anti-Deficiency 
Act,  was  intended  to  keep  the  budget 
balanced.  The  Revenue  Act  of  1964  was 
supix)sed  to  balance  the  budget.  The 
Byrd  amendment  of  1978— offered  by 
Senator  Harry  F.  Byrd  of  Virginia— re- 
quired balanced  budgets.  The  Hum- 
phrey-Hawkins Act  of  1978  called  for 
balancing  the  budget.  The  Revenue  Act 
of  1978  was  supposed  to  balance  the 
budget.  The  Debt  Limit  Increase  of  1979 
included  language  to  balance  the  budg- 
et. The  Bretton  Woods  amendment  of 
1980,  as  amended  by  a  second  Bsrrd 
amendment,  required  a  balanced  budg- 
et. The  recodification  of  title  XXXI,  in 


1982,  with  an  amendment  better  known 
as  Byrd  HI,  called  for  a  balanced  budg- 
et. The  Gramm-Rudman-Hollings  Act — 
act  No.  1 — of  1985  required  a  balanced 
budget.  The  Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
Act  of  1987— act  No.  2— required  a  bal- 
anced budget.  The  Budget  Enforcement 
Act  of  1990  was  supposed  to  balance  the 
budget. 

Why,  then,  do  we  have  a  debt  of  the 
kind  we  have  today,  of  $5.13  trillion 
dollars?  Why  are  we  spending  himdreds 
of  billions  of  dollars  on  interest,  after 
all  of  that  exercise,  from  1921  to  1990.  in 
which  the  specific  language  and  the  di- 
rection of  the  public  policy  of  this 
country  was  to  balance  the  Federal 
budget,  and  why  do  we  not  have  a  bal- 
anced budget? 

The  reason  is  very  simple.  We  do  not 
have  an  amendment  to  the  constitu- 
tion. We  do  not  have  in  the  organic  law 
of  the  land  a  requirement  that  says  to 
the  Congress  and  the  President  that 
you  cannot  pass  "go,"  you  have  to 
make  the  tough  choices,  you  have  to  do 
it. 

As  a  result  of  that,  the  tough  choices 
were  never  made.  The  American  public 
was  played  to.  There  was  good  intent 
in  many  of  those  instances.  But  Con- 
gresses and  Presidents  simply  could 
not  face  the  kind  of  decisionmaking 
that  the  people  expected  of  responsible 
leaders. 

Now,  I  have  heard  today  the  flip  and 
the  flop  of  the  red  herring  so  many 
times  coming  from  that  side  that  it  has 
been  most  difficult  to  hold  a  straight 
face. 

What  am  I  talking  about?  I  am  talk- 
ing about  Social  Security.  Let  me  say 
for  the  Record  they  are  wrong.  It  is  a 
false  argument,  and  they  know  it.  But 
once  again  the  safety  for  the  status 
quo  is  in  fighting  over  the  details. 

If  you  do  not  want  to  face  up  to  bal- 
ancing the  budget,  and  if  you  really  do 
not  want  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment, then  you  find  a  new  argtiment. 
Just  this  year  alone,  after  those  six 
Senators  were  alwajrs  with  us.  when 
the  President  said  to  them,  you  cannot 
be  with  the  amendment's  supporters, 
find  a  way  out,  they  found  a  way  out. 
They  found  a  new  argument.  That  new 
argument  was  Social  Security. 

At  best,  those  making  the  argu- 
ment—while one  might  wonder  about 
their  intention,  and  I  trust  that  it  is 
good — I  must  agree  with  Members  on 
our  side  that  they  are  tremendously 
misinformed. 

At  worst,  there  are  big  special  inter- 
est groups  with  deep  pockets  using 
mass  mail  scare  tactics  to  frighten  in- 
nocent seniors,  with  one  goal  and  one 
goal  alone,  and  that  is  to  destroy  the 
idea  of  a  balanced  budget  amendment. 

Senior  citizens  I  have  talked  to  in 
my  State  of  Idaho — and  I  am  sure  that 
you  have  also,  Mr.  President,  in  your 
State  of  Michigan— know  perfectly  well 
that  a  bankrupt  Federal  Government 
will  not  have  the  ability  to  send  any 
Social  Security  checks  out  to  anybody. 


No  checks  will  go  out,  if  our  Govern- 
ment is  bankrupt.  By  killing  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment,  opponents 
are  kilUng  the  only  way— the  only  true 
way— to  save  Social  Security  and  other 
seniors  programs. 

Robert  J.  Myers,  the  former  chief  ac- 
tuary and  former  deputy  commissioner 
of  the  Social  Security  Administration, 
has  said  this.  We  have  had  him  before 
hearings.  He  has  publicly  testified  and 
made  these  comments.  He  says, 

'■Regaining  control  of  our  fiscal  affairs  Is 
the  most  Important  step  we  can  take  to  pro- 
tect the  soundness  of  the  Social  Security 
trust  fund.  I  urge  Congress  to  make  the  goal 
a  reality,  to  pass  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment without  delay." 

That  is  a  former  chief  actuary  of  the 
Social  Security  system.  He  says  the 
only  way  you  save  Social  Security  is  to 
balance  the  budget. 

Mr.  President,  we  keep  hearing  about 
raiding  Social  Security.  No  one  is  raid- 
ing the  Social  Security  trust  funds. 
That  is  false  rhetoric.  It  is  wrong  for 
them  to  use  it,  and  they  know  it.  But 
it  gives  them  their  excuse  for  opposing 
the  amendment. 

There  are  two  things  happening. 

First,  ever  since  President  Franklin 
Delano  Roosevelt,  a  Democrat,  created 
Social  Security  in  the  1930's,  any  sur- 
plus funds  have  been  borrowed  by  the 
Federal  Treasury  and  invested  in  Fed- 
eral bonds. 

Why?  So  that  the  money  not  needed 
immediately  to  pay  out  benefits  could 
earn  interest  safely  and  soundly. 

Second,  ever  since  President  Lyndon 
Johnson,  a  Democrat,  put  the  Govern- 
ment on  a  unified  budget  in  the  1960's, 
annual  Social  Security  surpluses  have 
been  counted  as  reducing  the  overall 
Federal  deficit  in  that  year. 

It  is  simply  a  matter  of  bookkeeping. 
Many  believe  it  is  bad  bookkeeping. 
But  in  all  fafrness.  it  is  no  ruse.  It  is 
only  bookkeeping. 

Those  are  facts.  They  are  reality. 
There  have  been  no  games  played.  That 
is  the  law. 

Ever  since  our  last  balanced  budget 
in  1969,  these  borrowing  and  book- 
keeping practices  have  been  happening 
with  Social  Security.  Under  20  budgets 
passed  by  Democrat  Congresses,  under 
six  budgets  passed  by  divided  Con- 
gresses, and  so  far  for  one  budget  re- 
sulting during  a  Republican  Congress, 
this  has  been  the  law.  and  this  has  been 
the  reality,  this  borrowing,  and  this 
bookkeeping. 

The  reality  is  that  every  budget  sub- 
mitted by  President  Clinton  in  the  last 
year,  the  House  Democrat  blue  dog 
budget  in  the  last  year,  the  Conrad 
substitute  budget,  and  the  Chafee- 
Breaux  budget— all  of  them  use  this 
kind  of  borrowing  and  bookkeeping. 

So  let  us  not  play  games  with  the 
record  of  the  Congress,  with  the  record 
of  the  Senate,  with  the  minds  of  the 
American  people.  The  reality  is  in  the 
answer  to  the  question.  Are  you  for  or 
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are  you  ag-aiast  a  balanced  budget?  If 
you  are  for  one,  you  will  allow  the 
American  people  to  engage  in  this  de- 
bate, to  become  actively  Involved. 

Treasury  borrowing  from  Social  Se- 
curity would  continue  under  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment,  and  under 
any  and  every  substitute — the  ones  of- 
fered by  Senator  Hollings,  Senator 
Wyden,  Senator  Dorgan.  Senator  Fein- 
stein,  Senator  Reid,  whomever— the 
reality  is,  under  their  alternatives, 
they  continue  to  borrow  from  the  trust 
funds  because  the  laws  of  the  1930's  re- 
quire it. 

Their  alternative  does  nothing  to 
change  or  stop  the  Treasury  from  bor- 
rowing Social  Security  surpluses. 

Why  do  they  not  tell  us  this?  In  other 
words,  get  honest  and  get  real.  Quit 
pla3ring  the  mind  game  with  the  Amer- 
ican people. 

There  is  only  one  way  to  change 
Treasury  borrowing  from  Social  Secu- 
rity, and  it  has  nothing  to  do  with  a 
balanced  budget  amendment. 

The  only  way  to  nmke  surplus  Social 
Security  funds  unavailable  to  the  Fed- 
eral Government  is  to  pass  a  law  that 
requires  Social  Security  surpluses  to 
be  invested  somewhere  else  outside  of 
the  Federal  Government. 

Has  that  been  proposed  today?  It  has 
not.  Will  it  be  proposed  by  any  one  of 
these  Senators?  We  will  see,  but  I 
doubt  it.  And  if  that  bill  were  proposed, 
and  if  it  became  law,  that  law  would 
have  exactly  the  same  effect  under  our 
amendment  or  thefr  amendment. 

So,  to  those  who  are  suggesting  that 
thefr  opposition  to  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  is  because  of  Social  Secu- 
rity, I  say.  You  do  not  quite  argue  the 
whole  argument.  Bring  forth  your  bill 
to  change  the  system  for  investing  in 
Treasury  bonds,  if  that  is  what  you  be- 
lieve. But  stop  hiding  behind  this  ridic- 
ulous, absolutely  false  claim  that  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  somehow 
does  anything  to  harm  the  Social  Secu- 
rity system. 

Every  alternative  to  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  the  opponents  have 
put  forth  dealing  with  Social  Security 
has  loopholes  in  it  that  you  could  drive 
nearly  any  amount  of  spending  through 
it,  as  long  as  you  call  it  Social  Secu- 
rity. They  are  more  loophole  than  law. 
Thefr  proposal  would  allow  Social 
Security  to  run  unlimited  deficits  and 
would  allow  future  Congresses  to  raid 
Social  Security  trust  funds  to  spend  for 
anything  and  everything  they  wanted. 

Has  that  question  been  asked  of  them 
today?  No,  it  has  not.  I  ask  it  now.  Is 
that  what  you  are  proposing — to  allow 
unlimited  deficits  in  Social  Security  to 
allow  borrowing  for  other  purposes?  Of 
course,  they  would  say  no,  but  that  is 
what  their  language  would  allow.  But 
they  do  not  seem  to  want  to  talk  about 
it. 

A  flatout  exemption  for  Social  Secu- 
rity in  the  balanced  budget  amendment 
would  mean  more  borrowing  and  more 


debt.  It  would  mean  Social  Security 
would  go  bankrupt  to  pay  for  all  this 
other  spending,  or  there  would  have  to 
be  a  huge  tax  increase  to  stabilize  it. 

Several  Senators  have  had  serious 
discussions  to  see  if  there  was  a  way  to 
protect  the  surpluses  of  Social  Secu- 
rity trust  funds  from  being  used  for 
other  purposes,  without  creating  loop- 
holes. 

Senator  Simon,  whom  I  have  worked 
with  for  years  on  this  issue.  Senator 
Domenici,  and  Senator  Hatch  spent  an 
awful  lot  of  time,  and  I  have,  too,  try- 
ing to  find  out  if  there  was  a  clean,  re- 
sponsible way  to  protect  the  surpluses 
Social  Security  trust  funds  in  the  con- 
text of  the  argTiment  put  forth  by 
Democrats. 

We  know  that  can  be  done,  but  we 
have  not  been  able  to  accomplish 
agreement  with  those  who  say  that  is 
what  they  want. 

We  said,  let's  prohibit  Social  Secu- 
rity surpluses  from  being  coimted  to 
make  the  deficit  look  smaller.  Let's 
balance  the  budget  without  using  the 
Social  Security  surplus.  But,  when  So- 
cial Security  starts  running  deficits 
around  the  year  2019,  let's  make  up 
those  deficits,  let's  keep  the  lid  on  Fed- 
eral borrowing,  and  let's  shore  up  So- 
cial Security  with  funds  from  the  rest 
of  the  budget. 

Unfortunately,  the  opponents  once 
again  agreed  with  us  on  principle,  but 
not  on  the  details. 

Let's  get  back  to  the  most  important 
point  in  this  Social  Security  debate. 
And  it  is  something  very,  very  simple. 
If  you  balance  the  budget  and  if  you 
quit  creating  debt,  you  in  fact 
strengthen  and  stabilize  Social  Secu- 
rity. You  solve  the  problem  now  by  cre- 
ating fiscal  responsibility  and  eco- 
nomic growth  in  this  country,  and  you 
accomplish  that  by  balancing  budgets 
and  moving  along  the  process  that  sets 
this  economy  free. 

Deficit  spending  and  a  mounting  na- 
tional debt  are  taking  a  tremendous 
toll  on  real  people,  on  real  families. 
And  if  we  do  nothing,  it  will  only  get 
worse. 

The  President's  own  budget  for  fiscal 
1995  said  that  unless  things  change,  Mr. 
President,  future  generations  face  a 
lifetime  total  tax  rate  of  nearly  82  per- 
cent. A  new  analysis  by  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  says  that  rate  ac- 
tually may  be  around  84  percent. 

The  National  Taxpayers  Union  esti- 
mates that  unless  things  change,  a 
child  bom  today  will  pay  an  extra 
S180,000  in  taxes  just  to  pay  interest  on 
the  national  debt.  And  the  President 
and  some  Democrats  in  the  Senate  will 
not  allow  the  American  people  to  cre- 
ate the  mechanism  that  will  stop  the 
growth  of  that  kind  of  debt  structure. 

The  Concord  Coalition  says  that  the 
existing  Federal  debt  already  has  re- 
duced the  t3T)ical  American  family  in- 
come by  15,000  spendable  dollars  a  year. 
On  the  other  hand,  who  benefits  if  we 
balance  the  budget? 


The  kids  benefit,  the  future  benefits, 
and  everyone  who  wants  a  job,  who 
wants  to  buy  a  home,  who  wants  a  good 
education,  wants  to  buy  a  car,  wants 
the  kind  of  economic  growth  that  will 
provide  his  or  her  children  the  future 
opportunities  that  they  had  at  thefr 
age  when  they  were  young. 

That  is  what  this  whole  debate  is 
about— about  a  S2,400-a-year  reduction 
in  a  mortgage  payment  on  $75,000,  30- 
year  mortgage.  Or  it  is  about  a  $1,000 
reduction  in  interest  on  the  life  of  a  4- 
year  car  loan.  Or  a  family  saving  $1,900 
on  a  10-year  student  loan.  And  it's 
about  creating  6  million  new  jobs  by 
the  year  2002. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  WUl  the  Senator 
srield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CRAIG.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  chairman  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  heard  you  say  bal- 
anced budgets  are  good  for  the  children 
and  it  is  good  for  the  future.  It  is  good 
for  senior  citizens,  too.  is  it  not? 

Mr.  CRAIG.  If  the  senior  citizens 
want  a  strong  and  stable  system  of  eco- 
nomic security,  you  are  darned  right  it 
is  good.  There  is  something  else.  Senior 
citizens  live  on  fixed  incomes.  The  best 
thing  in  the  world  for  them  is  a  very 
strong  economy  that  allows  them  to 
live  and  to  not  have  thefr  money  ex- 
ploited by  infiation. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  It  seems  to  me  that 
almost  everybody  who  has  looked  at 
the  Social  Security  system  over  time 
has  said  the  most  significant,  positive 
thing  that  can  happen  for  that  Social 
Security  system  is  to  have  a  strong, 
growing,  robust  American  economy 
with  low  inflation.  I  thought  one  of  the 
big  reasons  we  were  all  working  on  this 
badanced  budget  is  because  it  is  more 
apt  to  produce  a  strong,  robust  growing 
American  economy  than  deficit  spend- 
ing of  the  type  we  have  been  undertak- 
ing for  the  last  40  years. 

Am  I  correct  in  that? 

Mr.  CRAIG.  The  Senator  is  correct.  A 
year  ago  we  were  challenged  on  this 
floor  by  those  who  opposed  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  and  who  said  you 
can  balance  the  budget  without  an 
amendment. 

The  chairman  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee met  that  challenge  responsibly  in 
the  way  that  it  ought  to  be  met  and 
produced  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment, one  that  brought  us  to  balance. 
The  chairman  produced  a  budget  that 
honored  the  critical  policy  priorities  of 
this  country  and  sent  it  to  a  President, 
this  President,  and  he  vetoed  it. 

And  now  it  is  this  President  who  is 
twisting  the  arms  over  here  on  the 
other  side  to  assure  that  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  does  not  pass  and 
that  the  American  people  do  not  get  to 
exercise  their  constitutional  to  debate 
whether  to  ratify  it. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  So  the  chairman  is  abso- 
lutely right. 
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Mr.  President,  let  me  try  to  close 
soon.  My  colleague  from  Alaska  is  here 
to  debate  this  issue.  Here  are  some 
other  statistics  that  are  just  so  darned 
Important  for  all  of  us  to  understand. 

The  gross  Federal  debt  now  tops  $5 
trillion— that  is  more  than  $19,000  for 
every  man,  woman  and  child  in  this 
country.  The  gross  Interest  payments 
this  year  are  around  $344  billion. 

Here  is  what  that  says  to  all  of  us 
who  try  to  deal  with  these  monstrously 
big  numbers  that  nobody  really  under- 
stands. 

That  $344  billion  in  interest  pay- 
ments this  year  amounts  to  $1,300  for 
every  American.  In  other  words,  the 
average  American  household  will  pay 
$3,400  in  taxes  this  year,  not  for  roads 
or  education  or  defense,  but  to  pay  In- 
terest on  past  Federal  debts. 

Gross  Interest  payments  this  year 
will  be  equal  to  54  percent  of  all  the  in- 
dividual income  taxes  collected. 

Gross  interest  payments  on  debt  will 
be  just  $4  billion  less  than  what  we  will 
spend  on  the  entire  Social  Security  bill 
for  the  year:  $T7  billion  more  than  we 
will  spend  on  all  domestic  discre- 
tionary programs  put  together;  $79  bil- 
lion more  than  we  will  spend  on  de- 
fense, the  second  largest  Federal  pro- 
gram; $145  billion  more  than  all  Fed- 
eral means  tested  poverty  programs 
put  together;  $148  billion  more  than  we 
spent  on  all  Medicare,  the  thfrd  biggest 
Federal  program. 

What  is  the  message  here?  The  mes- 
sage is  that  slowly  but  surely  because 
this  Senate  has  been  unwilling  to  grap- 
ple with  the  true  issue  of  getting  to  a 
balanced  budget— and  that  is  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment — over  the 
years  we  have  seen  this  debt  grow  in 
proportion  to  the  budget  and  the  econ- 
omy, and  today's  interest  on  debt  is 
literally  consuming  the  Federal  budget 
and  the  assets  of  the  American  people. 

The  Economic  and  Budget  Outlook 
just  released  by  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  contains  a  truly  fright- 
ening chapter  on  the  long-term  budget 
outlook.  It  says,  if  we  do  nothing,  our 
children  face  a  grim  future. 

Today,  we  are  suffering  from  histori- 
cally slow  economic  growth.  Unless  we 
change  things,  in  one  generation,  the 
economy  will  start  a  real  decline  and 
our  children  will  face  a  permanently 
declining  standard  of  living. 

If  we  do  not  pass  this  amendment,  I 
fear  for  our  children  and  I  fear  for  our 
country. 

If  we  do  nothing: 

In  less  than  two  generations,  the 
debt  burden  will  grow  so  huge  that,  in 
CBO's  words,  it  "would  exceed  levels 
that  the  economy  could  reasonably 
support." 

Our  children  will  reach  the  prime  of 
their  life  and  then  retire  in  a  nation  In 
the  grip  of  a  permanently  worsening 
recession. 

Our  grandchildren  will  raise  families 
in  a  declining  Third  World  economy. 


Or— and  I  do  not  say  this  lightly— there 
will  be  a  revolution. 

On  the  other  hand,  these  same  CBO 
projections  show  what  will  happen  if 
we  do  the  right  thing  today: 

If  we  balance  the  budget  permanently 
beginning  in  2002,  real  incomes  for  the 
next  generation  will  be  one-third  high- 
er than  they  are  today. 
Our  path  is  clear. 

The  worst  thing  you  can  say  about 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  is  that 
maybe  Congresses  and  Presidents  will 
have  the  courage  and  vision  to  do  the 
right  thing  without  it. 

The  bitter  experience  of  history  sug- 
gests otherwise. 

The  best  thing  you  can  say  about  this 
amendment  is  that  it  guarantees  we 
will  pass  on  the  American  dream  to  our 
children  and  that  they  will  continue  to 
have  the  opportunity  for  a  better  life; 
that  our  seniors  will  be  more  economi- 
cally secure;  and  that  Americans  today 
and  tomorrow  will  have  more  and  bet- 
ter jobs. 

I  certainly  hope  we  can  arrive  at  that 
magic  two-thfrds  vote  tomorrow.  I  cer- 
tainly hope  the  President  would  free 
his  balanced  budget  amendment  hos- 
tages over  on  the  other  side  and  allow 
them  to  vote  their  true  conviction  as 
they  have  over  the  years  under  the 
leadership  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 
Paul  Simon,  who  has  worked  so  hard  to 
keep  this  a  balanced,  bipartisan  issue.  I 
am  so  disappointed  that  this  issue  has 
become  a  partisan-type  issue.  But  I  re- 
main hopeful,  because  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  will  not  go  away. 
The  people  want  it.  The  future  needs  it. 
And  our  nation  deserves  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  yield 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Ten  minutes. 
Mr.  CRAIG.  Ten  minutes  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  indicates  to  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  he  has  exactly  10  minutes  re- 
maining under  his  time. 
The  Senator  from  Alaska. 
Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  thank  the  Chair. 
I  thank  my  colleague  from  Idaho.  I 
thought  his  comments  were  certainly 
appropriate.  Let  us  reflect  a  little  bit 
about  the  vote  we  axe  going  to  cast  to- 
morrow. That  vote  will  really  deter- 
mine the  economic  stability  and  the  vi- 
tality of  this  Nation  as  we  enter  the 
21st  century. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  going  to  vote  for 
this  balanced  budget  amendment  be- 
cause I  believe  nothing  short  of  amend- 
ing the  Constitution  is  going  to  change 
our  addiction  to  spending  and  living 
beyond  our  means. 

I  was  a  commercial  banker  during 
my  previous  life  outside  this  body.  I  re- 
call back  in  1962  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's budget  reached  $100  billion.  By 
1971,  it  had  doubled  to  $200  billion.  By 
1977.  it  had  doubled  again.  In  1983,  the 
Federal  budget  topped  $800  billion.  The 
budget  for  next  year,  fiscal  year  1997. 
will  be  more  than  $1.6  trillion. 


We  have  heard  concerns  expressed  on 
the  other  side  relative  to  the  Social  Se- 
curity issue.  It  has  been  commented 
that  somehow  a  balanced  budget  will 
have  a  detrimental  effect  on  our  obli- 
gation to  meet  our  Social  Security 
commitments. 

Just  think  for  a  moment.  How  can  we 
meet  our  obligation  to  our  seniors,  how 
can  we  meet  the  obligation  of  coming 
generations  if  our  fiscal  house  is  not  in 
order?  It  has  afready  been  suggested  as 
to  what  the  increased  tax  burden  will 
have  to  be  on  future  generations. 

We  have  been  spending  far  in  excess 
of  revenues.  That  is  like  carrying  an 
overdraft  or  carrying  your  accounts  on 
your  credit  card  knowing  you  cannot 
pay  them  off.  So  what  have  we  been 
doing?  We  have  been  increasing  the 
amount  that  we  are  spending  for  inter- 
est. I  think  it  is  somewhere  in  the  area 
of  $240  billion  today.  That  is  nearly 
$1,000  for  every  man.  woman,  and  child 
in  America.  What  does  it  do?  It  pays 
interest  on  the  Federal  debt. 

Now,  not  too  many  people  talk  about 
the  Federal  debt,  but  we  have  increased 
the  Federal  debt  authorization  now  to 
$5  trillion.  It  seems  as  if  we  go  through 
a  budget  process,  we  add  up  what  we 
need,  we  take  a  look  at  the  revenue 
that  we  have,  and  instead  of  either  in- 
creasing the  revenue  or  cutting  the  ex- 
penditures we  simply  take  what  we 
need  and  add  it  to  the  accumulated  na- 
tional Federal  debt,  which  is  over  $5 
trillion. 

This  interest  cost  must  be  paid.  I 
have  said  it  on  this  floor  time  and  time 
again.  Interest  is  like  owning  a  horse 
that  eats  while  you  sleep.  It  goes  on 
and  on  and  on.  What  is  the  exposure 
with  the  increased  amount  that  we 
have  to  pajr?  As  everyone  knows,  inter- 
est rates  fluctuate.  I  am  often  re- 
minded of  what  the  prime  rate  was  in 
December  of  1980.  The  prime  rate  was 
20.5.  You  can  imagine  the  interest  cost 
on  $5  trillion  if,  indeed,  we  were  in  that 
range  again,  and  this  could  happen.  It 
happened  before. 

After  years  of  trying,  last  year  this 
Congress  came  within  one  vote  of  send- 
ing a  balanced  budget  constitutional 
amendment  to  the  States.  The  amend- 
ment passed  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives on  January  26  when  House  Joint 
Resolution  1  was  approved  by  a  vote  of 
300  to  132,  easily  exceeding  the  nec- 
essary two-thirds  majority.  The  Senate 
added  an  amendment  restricting  the 
power  of  the  courts  to  enforce  the 
simendment  and  defeated  many  weak- 
ening amendments,  but  then  on  March 
2  the  Senate  failed  by  one  vote  to  adopt 
the  proposed  constitutional  amend- 
ment. 

We  have  the  opportunity  to  address 
this  again  tomorrow. 

If  we  look  at  history,  we  will  realize 
that  for  more  than  one-thfrd  of  a  cen- 
tury—35  of  the  last  36  years,  the  Gov- 
ernment has  been  running  a  continuous 
and  unending  string  of  deficits.  Even  if 


13050 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  5,  1996 


we  adopt  this  amendment,  it  is  an  ab- 
solute certainty  the  deficits  will  con- 
tinue into  the  year  2000. 

I  have  reflected  on  the  debt  being 
more  than  $5  trillion.  In  10  years,  Mr. 
President,  that  debt  is  going-  to  rise  by 
80  percent  up  to  what?  Nine  trillion 
dollars.  Put  another  way,  in  the  year 
2006,  every  man.  woman,  and  child  in 
America  will  owe  Uncle  Sam  $32,700. 
For  a  family  of  four,  that  is  $131,000. 

What  are  we  thinking  of  here?  There 
should  be  absolutely  no  question  that 
we  do  not  have  the  self-discipline  in 
this  body  to  address  a  balanced  budget 
process.  With  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment, it  will  mandate  that  process. 

We  have  not  been  blind  to  these  defi- 
cits. For  the  last  11  years.  Congress  and 
the  President  have  sought  to  find  solu- 
tions, remedies.  We  passed  statutes  and 
reconciliation  bills,  all  in  the  name  of 
reaching  a  deficit  of  zero.  On  three  oc- 
casions over  the  past  10  years,  legisla- 
tors on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  sat  down 
with  the  President  and  tried  to  ham- 
mer out  some  workable  solutions  to 
solve  the  deficit.  On  every  occasion  the 
promise  of  a  zero  deficit  has  evapo- 
rated. 

Congress  did  not  have  the  discipline 
or  the  political  courage  to  do  the  one 
thing  that  would  bring  down  the  defi- 
cit, reduce  spending.  Yes,  we  voted  to 
raise  taxes  on  more  than  one  occasion, 
but  have  we  ever  cut  or  frozen  spend- 
ing? No.  It  was  only  last  year  that  we 
finally  had  the  courage  to  face  up  to 
the  challenge  of  runaway  entitlements. 
Today,  those  entitlements  account  for 
55  percent  of  Federal  spending  and  will 
grow  to  59  percent  by  the  end  of  this 
century.  There  is  not  going  to  be  any 
discretionary  spending  left. 

The  American  public  witnessed.  I 
think,  an  unprecedented  spectacle 
when  the  President  vetoed  the  only 
creditable  balanced  budget  proposal 
ever  to  be  written  by  Congress. 

Then— we  got  blamed  for  it — but  he 
shut  down  the  Government  because  of 
his  refusal  to  grive  up  the  taxing  and 
spending  policies  that  have  brought  us 
to  the  brink  of  national  bankruptcy 
and  placed  blame  on  Congress  because 
we  attempted  to  responsibly  address 
the  deficit. 

Had  this  amendment  been  incor- 
porated in  the  Constitution,  the  Presi- 
dent would  have  been  in  violation  of 
his  own  oath  of  office  to  preserve,  to 
protect  and  defend  the  Constitution— 
which  he  refused  to  abide  by  vetoing  a 
real  balanced  budget. 

We  are  basically  broke.  Any  CPA  or 
banker  can  look  at  the  Federal  state- 
ment and  find  $5  trillion  in  debt;  inter- 
est of  14  percent  of  the  budget  would 
tell  you  that.  We  can  no  longer  labor 
under  the  assumption  that  business  as 
usual  in  Washington  assumes  that 
every  year  we  can  nm  those  deficits  of 
$150  billion,  $250  billion,  $350  billion— 
$350  billion.  This  accumulation  of  debt 
has  brought  \is,  today,  to  the  point 


where,  for  the  first  time  in  our  history, 
we  are  forced  to  borrow  from  the  credit 
markets  for  the  sole  purpose  of  paying 
interest  on  the  debt. 

Think  of  that.  We  are  borrowing  to 
pay  interest  on  the  debt.  We  are  not 
borrowing  just  out  there  to  fund  our 
programs.  We  are  having  to  borrow  to 
pay  the  interest.  That  is  why  we  are 
broke.  It  may  surprise  some  people  to 
know  that  over  the  next  10  years  we 
would  be  running  a  surplus,  we  would 
be  running  a  surplus  in  this  coimtry  in 
the  Federal  budget  if  every  year  we  did 
not  have  to  pay  that  $200  billion  to  $400 
billion  annual  interest  bill  that  has  re- 
sulted in  our  chronic  inability  to  bring 
revenue  and  spending  into  balance. 

I  said  we  are  broke.  We  are  borrowing 
just  to  cover  those  interest  costs.  That 
is  fiscal  irresponsibility.  We  all  know 
it.  We  are  subject  to  the  shifting  winds 
of  international  investment  flows, 
where  a  minor  change  of  economic  pol- 
icy, not  in  this  country,  but  in  Bonn  or 
London,  or  an  earthquake  in  Japan — 
those  are  the  people  who  are  financing, 
if  you  will,  a  portion  of  our  debt — could 
have  a  direct  effect  on  what  this 
United  States  Government  has  to  pay 
for  money  to  finance  its  debt.  Can  any- 
one imagine  what  would  happen  if  the 
owners  of  our  debt— 18  percent  of 
which,  I  might  add,  is  owned  by  for- 
eigners— if  they  felt  there  was  a  sudden 
loss  of  confidence  in  the  U.S.  economy, 
and  they  called  in  the  debt,  they  called 
in  just  $300  billion  or  $500  billion  of  our 
debt?  How  would  we  pay  the  owners 
off?  We  could  not  unless  we  inflated 
our  dollar  to  the  point  that  what  a  dol- 
lar buys  today  would  actually  be  worth 
50  cents  or  less.  That  is  how  it  is  done. 

The  only  way  to  get  out  of  this  sea  of 
red  ink  is  to  adopt  a  simple  mandate 
because  we  do  not  have  the  discipline 
to  do  it — we  have  proven  it  time  and 
time  again— and  adopt  the  balanced 
budget  amendment. 

The  public  knows  that  no  family  or 
business  can  survive  very  long  when, 
year  in  and  year  out,  the  principal  of 
its  debt  grows  and  all  its  borrowing  is 
dedicated  to  paying  off  the  debt  hold- 
ers. 

When  future  generations  look  back 
on  the  decisions  that  we  made  in  the 
last  decade  of  the  20th  century,  I  know 
they  will  appreciate  the  wisdom  of  the 
people  in  the  Congress  in  adding  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  to  the 
Constitution.  For  this  amendment 
stands  for  the  proposition  that  future 
generations  are  entitled  to  economic 
freedom,  unburdened  by  the  financial 
debt  of  past  generations. 

It  is  our  responsibility  to  end  the 
practice  of  sending  unpaid  bills  to  our 
children  and  to  our  grandchildren. 
That  is  a  principle  that  belongrs  in  the 
Constitution  in  the  same  sense  as  the 
freedom  of  si>eech  and  the  freedom  of 
press  belong  to  the  Constitution. 

Let  me  just  repeat  that  because  I 
firmly  believe  that.  It  is  our  respon- 


sibility to  end  the  practice  of  sending 
unpaid  bills  to  our  children  and  grand- 
children. That  principle  belongs  in  the 
Constitution  in  the  same  sense  as  the 
freedom  of  speech  and  press  belong  in 
that  docimient. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  adopt  this 
amendment,  send  it  to  the  States 
where  it  can  be  debated  by  the  people. 
Give  them  a  chance  to  render  their 
judgment. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  Uke  to  intro- 
duce a  bill. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Murkowski  per- 
taining to  the  introduction  of  S.  1844 
are  located  in  today's  Record  under 
"Statements  on  Introduced  Bills  and 
Joint  Resolutions.") 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  we 
are  talking  this  evening  and  voting  to- 
morrow on  whether  to  add  another 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States.  Our  Constitution  hjis 
had  27  amendments  added  to  it  in  209 
years.  If  you  do  not  count  the  Bill  of 
Rights,  the  first  10  amendments,  then 
it  has  been  amended  17  times  in  about 
205  years.  That  is  not  very  many  times. 

Most  times  that  we  have  amended 
the  Constitution  it  has  been  when  it 
has  become  an  absolute  necessity.  We 
do  not  revise  this  sacred  document  oth- 
erwise. 

I  support  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment that  is  before  us.  I  had  a  chance 
to  vote  on  it  last  year,  when  It  failed 
by  one  vote.  I  supported  it  in  1994. 
when  it  failed  by  two  or  three  votes,  I 
believe.  I  voted  on  it  in  other  versions 
in  previous  years.  I  very  much  support 
the  principle  of  having  a  constitutional 
amendment  and  to  have  our  Constitu- 
tion then  say  that  Congress  should  live 
within  its  income.  I  think  this  is  very, 
very  good  discipline  that  results  from 
such  a  constitutional  provision,  a  dis- 
cipline that  we  see  in  State  legislative 
bodies.  I  think  about  46  States  have 
such  requirements.  Their  requirements 
make  legislative  bodies,  whether  con- 
trolled by  liberals  or  by  conservatives, 
fiscally  responsible.  Fiscally  respon- 
sible is  mainly  interpreted  as  living 
within  your  annual  income.  As  families 
must  live  within  that  income,  as  busi- 
nesses live  within  that  income,  the 
same  discipline  ought  to  apply  to  the 
Federal  Govenmient. 

Many  of  our  early  constitutional 
Framers.  early  statesmen,  and  early 
political  leaders,  believed  in  that  prin- 
ciple so  strongly  that  they  did  not  feel 
it  had  to  be  put  in  the  Constitution. 
For  maybe  170  years,  living  within  our 
means,  was  really  not  much  of  a  prob- 
lem. But  in  the  last  generation,  the 
Congress  and  even  leaders  in  the  execu- 
tive branch  have  gone  hog  wild  on 
spending  money.  They  have  not  cared 
about  building  up  a  tremendous  debt 
that  puts  an  obligation  on  future  gen- 
erations. They  failed  to  consider  it  an 
inrmioral  obligation  that  we  have  given 
to  other  generations. 
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Living  beyond  our  income  is  an  ex- 
pression of  materialism  that  is  too 
rampant  in  American  society.  Living 
beyond  one's  income,  in  and  of  itself,  is 
a  major  problem.  Possibly,  the  Federal 
deficit  is  just  an  expression  of  our  soci- 
etal excess.  But  to  some  extent,  maybe 
the  lack  of  leadership  shown  by  us  in 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  on 
the  principle  of  not  balancing  the  Fed- 
eral budget  is  an  example  of  not  living 
within  our  income  and  has  fed  that 
base  materialism  of  the  American  peo- 
ple. I  see  our  discussion  today  and  the 
amendment  we  are  dealing  with  as  an 
effort  to  reject  that  sort  of  fiscal  policy 
and  reject  the  materialism  that  it  pro- 
motes within  our  American  society. 

So  we  have  another  chance  on  this 
vote  for  a  balanced  budget  constitu- 
tional amendment.  Who  knows,  maybe 
some  think  this  is  the  last  chance.  I  do 
not  think  it  is  the  last  chance  if  we  do 
not  pass  this  tomorrow.  This  is  not 
going  to  go  away,  so  people  might  as 
well  realize  that  eventually  the  wisdom 
of  the  American  people  is  going  to  win 
out.  Their  wisdom  is  that  Government 
ought  to  live  within  its  income,  just 
like  families  must  live  within  their  in- 
come and  businesses  must  live  within 
their  income  or  otherwise  go  bankrupt. 

When  is  the  day  of  bankruptcy  for 
America?  Maybe  we  cannot  predict  it. 
It  might  be  next  year,  or  it  might  be  10 
years  from  now,  but  there  is  always  a 
day  of  reckoning  when  you  are  not  fis- 
cally responsible.  The  same  principles 
apply  whether  it  is  Government  or 
whether  it  is  families  or  businesses. 

I  am  thankful  for  Senator  Dole's 
wisdom  in  reversing  his  vote  so  that  he 
could  file  this  motion  to  reconsider  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  and  we 
can  have  another  opportunity  to  do 
right  what  we  did  wrong  last  year.  He 
gave  us  another  vote  on  this  important 
amendment. 

Of  course,  I  am  also  thankful  for  the 
U.S.  Constitution,  including  all  of  its 
inherent  imperfections.  It  may  be  im- 
perfect, but  our  Constitution  has  con- 
tinued longer  than  any  other  written 
form  of  government.  I  believe  that  this 
is  because  it  is  a  living,  breathing,  and 
evolving  document.  Indeed,  it  is  evo- 
lution that  we  seek. 

Originally,  it  sought  to  fulfill  the 
promises  of  the  Declaration  of  Inde- 
pendence, and  that  declaration  grew 
out  of  our  Nation's  ordeal  that  we  re- 
member as  the  Revolutionary  War. 
People  at  that  time  were,  literally, 
bleeding  for  a  crusade  of  liberty  that 
they  believed  in.  They  knew  the  op- 
pression of  a  distant  authoritarian 
monarchy.  They  had  a  yearning  to  be 
free.  They  believed  that  freedom  was 
bestowed  upon  them  by  their  creator, 
and  the  Constitution  reflects  that. 

The  Declaration  of  Independence  was 
a  promise  of  liberty.  The  Constitu- 
tion—this Constitution  that  I  hold  in 
my  right  hand— is  a  fulfillment  of  that 
promise.    It   continues   to    fulfill    the 


promise  not  of  politicians,  but  of  the 
hearts  of  the  people  of  our  Nation. 

I  believe  that  American  people, 
again,  sense  themselves  oppressed  by  a 
distant  authoritarian  power.  That  au- 
thoritarian power  is  Washington.  It  has 
evolved,  as  such,  since  the  Constitu- 
tional Convention  of  1787.  The  oppres- 
sion that  the  American  people  feel  is 
an  ever-increasing  national  debt  and 
the  heavy  hand  of  big  government. 
That  big  government  comes  as  a  result 
of  more  laws  and  more  expenditures 
and  more  programs  that  are  not  paid 
for  on  a  current  basis.  Rather,  they  are 
left  to  our  children  and  our  grand- 
children. 

Big  government,  aided  and  abetted 
by  Congresses  and  Presidents,  appro- 
priates the  future  liability  and  promis- 
sory notes  of  our  children  and  our 
grandchildren.  History  teaches  us  that 
modem  day  Presidents  and  Congresses 
cannot  resist  the  temptation  to  spend 
us  into  oblivion.  Those  who  oppose  this 
balanced  budget  amendment  speak 
with  little  credibility  when  they  pro- 
pose with  sanctimony  some  alternative 
way.  We  have  tried  their  alternative 
way,  and  it  failed. 

In  last  year's  debate,  Mr.  President, 
we  were  told  we  did  not  need  this  con- 
stitutional amendment,  because  if  you 
want  to  balance  the  budget,  you  could 
just  go  do  it  without  it  being  required 
by  the  law  of  the  land.  So  we  worked  8 
months,  in  13  committees,  on  a  1,800- 
page  Balanced  Budget  Act  of  1995.  We 
sent  it  to  the  President  around 
Thanksgiving  time.  The  President  ve- 
toed our  work  on  December  5,  1995.  We 
received  not  one  bit  of  help  from  people 
who  said  we  did  not  need  a  constitu- 
tional amendment.  They  thought  that 
we  could  just  do  it,  but  they  were 
wrong. 

How  many  times  did  we  hear  on  the 
Senate  floor,  just  do  it,  ajid  we  did  it 
without  the  constitutional  amend- 
ment, without  the  help  of  people  who 
said,  just  do  it.  Then,  we  got  a  veto 
from  a  President  who  says  now  he  be- 
lieves in  a  balanced  budget.  At  the 
time  of  the  veto  he  had  not  presented  a 
balanced  budget.  We  still  do  not  have 
it.  and  we  will  not  know  if  we  will  have 
it.  even  though  we  are  going  through 
the  process  of  resolving  to  balance  the 
next  fiscal  year's  budget. 

I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  only  viable  alternative  is  with  a 
congressional  commitment  to  a  bal- 
anced budget  through  the  constitu- 
tional amendment  that  we  have  before 
us.  Living  within  our  means  must  be 
the  law  of  the  land.  Americans  must 
know  that  we  current  legislators,  and 
those  who  follow  us,  cannot  enslave  fu- 
ture generations  to  distant  creditors.  If 
there  is  any  inalienable  right,  Mr. 
President,  surely  it  is  the  one  to  know 
that  you  are  not  burdened  for  the  cost 
of  something  that  you  did  not  have  any 
opportunity  to  enjoy. 


In  1775.  Alexander  Hamilton  said 
something  pertinent  on  this  issue.  He 
said: 

Tbe  sacred  rights  of  mankind  are  not  to  be 
rummaged  for  among  old  parchments,  or 
musty  records.  They  are  written,  as  with  a 
sunbeam.  In  the  whole  volume  of  human  na- 
ture, by  the  hand  of  the  divinity  Itself;  and 
can  never  be  erased  or  obscured  by  mortal 
power. 

Mr.  President,  this  means  that  the 
people's  will  is  the  law,  and  the  Con- 
stitution only  becomes  the  law  as  enu- 
meration of  the  people's  will.  It  tells  us 
that  sooner  or  later  the  American  peo- 
ple will  again  have  their  balanced 
budget,  like  they  did  for  most  of  the 
first  170-year  history  of  our  country. 
The  people  will  not  ultimately  be  op- 
pressed by  our  spending  habits.  K  we  do 
not  show  a  commitment  to  a  balanced 
budget,  the  people  will  balance  the 
budget  with  a  future  Congress.  Their 
first  step  toward  that  balance  will  be 
to  replace  the  current  Congress  with 
its  irresponsible  spending  habits.  Our 
first  step  to  avoid  being  replaced 
should  be  to  pass  a  resolution  for  this 
amendment  and  send  it  to  the  States 
for  their  review. 

The  key  to  passing  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  is  its  abimdant  grassroots, 
bipartisan  support.  This  support  re- 
flects the  fact  that  Americans  support 
the  amendment  by  very,  very  large 
margins.  It  should,  therefore,  have 
passed  this  body  a  long  time  ago  by 
equally  large  margins,  but  it  has  not. 
It  has  not  because  some  Members  of 
the  other  party  have  decided  to  play 
politics.  Some  want  to  try  to  deny  any 
victory  to  Republicans  for  purely  polit- 
ical reasons. 

I  think  the  American  people  deserve 
better.  I  think  that  the  American  peo- 
ple deserve  a  Government  that  re- 
sponds to  the  will  of  the  American  peo- 
ple. They  deserve  a  Government  that 
spends  only  what  it  takes  in;  in  other 
words,  a  Government  that  does  what 
simple,  common  sense  dictates. 

Somehow,  common  sense  eludes  us. 
In  the  past,  year  after  year.  Members 
of  one  Chamber  or  the  other  voted 
down  this  constitutional  amendment, 
and  year  after  year,  the  budget  deficit 
increased.  Meanwhile,  year  after  year, 
our  children  have  been  saddled  with  in- 
creasingly larger  debt. 

The  American  people.  I  think,  ex- 
pressed thefr  desire  to  eliminate  the 
burden  when  they  elected  a  Republican 
Congress  in  1994  for  the  first  time  in  40 
years. 

A  balanced  budget  would  mean  a 
stronger  economy,  good  Government, 
and  more  jobs  produced  by  that  strong- 
er economy.  DRI-McGraw  Hill,  which 
has  been  called  the  world's  leading 
nonpartisan  economic  analjrsis  and 
forecasting  firm,  has  concluded  that 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  would 
add  credibility  to  budgeting. 

This  credibility  would  lead  to  lower 
interest  rates  and  a  stronger  economy. 
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Mr.  Greenspan,  the  Chairman  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board,  says  that  for 
individuals  balancing  the  budget  would 
yield  S2,300  less  interest  on  a  SG-year 
home  mortgage,  $603  less  interest  per 
year  on  a  student  loan,  and  $150  less 
per  year  on  car  loans.  So  we  are  talk- 
ing about  real  economic  benefit  coming 
from  our  passing  something  like  the 
failed  Balanced  Budget  Act  of  1995. 
Possibly  we  will  succeed  this  year. 

This  same  nrm  found  that  the  lower 
interest  rates  resulting  from  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  could  create 
half  the  necessary  savings  needed  to 
balance  the  budget  in  the  first  place. 
This  is  because  interest  on  the  debt  is 
such  a  large  portion  of  our  Federal 
budget.  Lower  interest  rates  then  mean 
lower  payments. 

I  believe  that  the  American  people 
are  willing  to  do  their  part  to  prevent 
future  generations  from  being  saddled 
with  an  unconscionable  amount  of 
debt.  They  are  willing  to  do  so  even  if 
it  means  that  some  Federal  spending 
they  support  would  be  affected.  This  is 
especially  true  if  our  budgeting  is  done 
fairly. 

I  am  reminded  by  a  constituent  of 
mine  who  told  me  he  was  a  lifelong 
Democrat.  He  now  votes  Republican  be- 
cause he  is  certain  that  if  we  do  not 
stop  spending  more  than  we  take  in,  we 
will  be  the  ruin  of  our  children  and 
grandchildren. 

That  is  what  this  debate  is  all  about 
today.  It  is  about  passing  on  the  Amer- 
ican dream  to  our  children  and  our 
grandchildren.  Americans  of  all  politi- 
cal persuasions  are  realizing  that  the 
role  of  the  Federal  Government  must 
be  limited.  Even  the  people  of  the  other 
party  are  taking  that  view  now  in  this 
town.  So  messages  from  the  grassroots, 
expressed  in  the  last  election,  are  get- 
ting through,  not  only  to  Republicans, 
but  to  Democrats  as  well. 

They  know  that  all  Federal  programs 
have  not  delivered  what  had  been 
promised.  They  also  know  that  the 
sums  of  money  that  are  spent  on  these 
costly  programs  are  tremendous.  Many 
of  these  programs  have  failed  or  are 
filled  with  waste  and  abuse. 

I  hope  that  the  Senators  who  may 
have  supported  this  amendment  in  the 
past,  particularly  in  1994  when  it  was 
the  same  wording  &&  it  is  now — they 
changed  their  mind  last  time  because 
of  pressure  from  the  White  House— will 
come  back  to  the  original  position  they 
had  when  their  party  controlled  the 
Congress.  That  was  a  time  when  their 
President  was  not  fighting  the  lan- 
guage of  this  amendment. 

It  seems  what  was  OK  in  1994  should 
have  been  all  right  in  1995.  Senators 
have  one  more  opportunity  in  1996  to 
correct  that  mistake.  I  think  the  rea- 
son to  do  it  is  because  our  children's 
future  is  too  important  for  us  to  ignore 
this  opportunity. 

I  have  spoken  before  about  my  first 
involvement  in  legislation  to  balance 
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the  budget.  It  was  not  a  constitutional 
amendment.  It  was  a  law  to  require  a 
balanced  budget.  There  was  a  Senator 
by  the  name  of  Harry  F.  Byrd  from  Vir- 
ginia at  that  time.  I  think  it  was  in 
1978.  I  was  a  Member  of  the  other  body. 
I  worked  with  Senator  Bjrrd  to  pass  a 
simple  law  that  says,  "The  Federal 
Government  shall  not  spend  more  than 
it  takes  in." 

That  was  a  very  well-intentioned  but 
law.  Quite  frankly,  as  I  look  back  on  it, 
it  unfortunately  was  a  very  weak  re- 
sponse to  a  very  serious  problem  that 
was  a  lot  less  serious  then  than  it  is 
today.  Because  under  our  Constitution, 
as  you  know,  succeeding  Congresses 
can  obliterate  anything  that  a  preced- 
ing Congress  has  done. 

I  learned  an  important  lesson  from 
that  Bjrrd-Grassley  legislation.  Con- 
gress needs  help  with  self-discipline. 
Each  of  the  prior  efforts  to  balance  the 
budget,  whether  it  was  the  Byrd-Grass- 
ley  law  or  whether  it  was  Gramm-Rud- 
man  I,  Gramm-Rudman  n,  or  other 
budget  agreements  in  the  1990's,  have 
all  failed  because  they  can  be  changed 
so  easily. 

Pure  and  simple,  big  government  is 
addicted  to  big  spending  and  the  big 
debt  that  results  therefrom.  That  is 
why  a  constitutional  amendment  is 
necessary.  A  constitutional  amend- 
ment, though  difficult  to  get  adopted 
in  the  first  place,  is  also  difficuic  to 
change.  It  cannot  be  changed  like 
Gramm-Rudman  I  or  n  was  changed. 
So  it  would  not  be  changed  by  a  simple 
unwillingness  of  legislative  bodies  to 
follow  its  mandate  and  bite  the  bullet. 
We  take  an  oath  to  uphold  this  Con- 
stitution every  6  years  when  we  are 
sworn  into  the  Senate.  We  see  the  ef- 
fective restraint  that  a  constitutional 
provision  brings  to  the  States,  as  I 
have  spoken  of  already.  Because  State 
legislatures  that  are  controlled  by  con- 
servative Republicans  or  liberal  Demo- 
crats take  a  similar  oath,  the  rule  of 
law  that  follows  it  applies  and  is  strict- 
ly adhered  to. 

So  only  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment that  is  before  us  will  ultimately 
restrain  runaway  Government  spend- 
ing. A  new  day  will  come  when  we  have 
a  constitutional  amendment  disciplin- 
ing our  si)ending  appetites.  The  Sen- 
ate's passage  of  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  would  show  the  public  that 
we  have  decided  to  get  serious  about 
protecting  the  American  dream  and 
passing  that  dream  on  to  our  children 
and  grandchildren.  It  is  In  doubt  today 
with  big  debt,  high  interest  rates,  and 
a  growth  in  the  economy  that  is  slower 
than  it  takes  to  sustain  the  American 
dream  for  our  expanding  population. 

Because  of  high  interest  rates  and 
high  taxes,  there  are  3  million  jobs 
that  have  not  been  created  in  the 
present  recovery  since  1992  that  would 
have  been  created  in  other  normal  re- 
coveries since  World  Wair  n. 

Our  beloved,  but  imperfect.  Constitu- 
tion has  allowed  us  to  endanger  the 


American  dream  because  we  have  not 
yet  added  the  written  philosophy  that 
our  forefathers  had  in  their  hearts  and 
practiced  in  the  Congress.  They  did  not 
put  it  into  the  Constitution  because 
they  did  not  think  it  was  necessary. 
Now,  209  years  later,  we  find  it  abso- 
lutely necessary  to  protect  our  way  of 
life.  We  have  an  imperfect  document 
except  that  the  Framers  gave  us  article 
V  so  that  the  people  can  change  the 
Constitution  when  necessary. 

The  people  are  now  asking  us  to  vote 
to  allow  them  the  opportunity  to 
amend  the  Constitution.  Amending  the 
Constitution  is  a  prescription  for  pro- 
tecting the  American  dream.  So  this 
vote  that  we  have  tomorrow  is  referen- 
dum in  giving  our  constituents,  par- 
ticularly the  younger  ones,  the  right  to 
preserve  the  American  dream.  In  my 
view,  that  is  an  absolute  necessity.  It 
is  a  very  clear  choice  between  respon- 
sible spending  or  losing  the  American 
dream  and  our  way  of  life.  I  yield  the 
floor. 
Mr.  SIMON  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Illinois. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  this  amendment.  I 
want  to  pay  tribute  also  to  Senator 
Hatch,  Senator  Craig,  and  Senator 
Thurmond,  who  have  been  among  the 
leaders  on  the  Presiding  Officer's  side, 
and  former  Senator  DeConcini  on  our 
side,  as  well  as  Senator  Heflin  and 
Senator  Bryan. 

The  charge  is  made  that  we  are  talk- 
ing pure  politics.  I  would  be  naive  If  I 
did  not  admit  there  is  some  politics  in 
all  of  this.  Obviously,  Bob  Dole  is  a 
candidate  for  President,  and  he  wants 
to  stress  this.  I  have  to  say,  in  fairness 
to  Bob  Dole,  this  is  not  a  phony  posi- 
tion on  his  part.  This  is  a  stand  he  has 
taken  all  along.  I  am  supporting  Bill 
Clinton  for  President,  but  I  appreciate 
Bob  Dole's  stand  on  the  balanced 
budget  amendment. 

To  my  Democratic  friends,  if  you 
want  to  depoliticize  it.  pass  it.  To  my 
friends  on  the  other  side  who  are  op- 
posed to  a  minimum  wage,  you  want  to 
depoliticize  the  minimum  wage?  Pass 
it.  It  will  be  eliminated  from  the  elec- 
tion. And  the  same  on  the  balanced 
budget  amendment. 

The  Presiding  Officer  is  from  New 
Hampshire  where  in  the  woods  and  the 
trails  of  New  Hampshire,  prior  to  the 
Revolution,  there  was  talk  about  "tax- 
ation without  representation."  My  lat- 
est grandchild  is  now  2  months  old. 
Nicholas  Simon,  2  months  old,  does  not 
know  anything  about  the  taxation  that 
has  been  imposed  upon  him.  Talk  about 
taxation  without  representation,  that 
is  what  we  are  doing  to  future  genera- 
tions. Listen  to  the  Democratic  plat- 
form of  one  century  ago,  1896. 

We  are  opposed  to  the  Issuing  of  Interest- 
bearing  bonds  in  times  of  peace. 

Incidentally,  no  other  country  in  his- 
tory in  times  of  peace  has  moved  from 
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being  a  creditor  nation  to  being  a  debt- 
or nation.  Not  only  have  we  done  that, 
we  have  moved  from  being  the  No.  1 
creditor  nation  to  being  the  No.  1  debt- 
or nation.  It  is  like  moving  from  Super 
Bowl  champ  to  the  very  last  place. 

We  have  a  lot  of  Jefferson-Jackson 
dinner  parties.  I  assiune  the  Presiding 
Officer  has  never  been  invited  to  one  of 
these.  Andrew  Jackson  said,  "I  am  one 
that  does  not  believe  a  national  debt  is 
a  blessing  but  rather  a  cxirse.  "  Thomas 
Jefferson  was  not  in  the  United  States 
when  the  Constitution  was  written.  He 
was  over  in  Paris,  negotiating  for  us. 
When  he  came  back,  he  said.  "If  I  could 
add  one  amendment  to  the  Constitu- 
tion, it  would  be  to  require  a  balanced 
budget." 

It  is  very  interesting,  Laurence 
Tribe,  a  professor  at  Harvard  who  op- 
poses the  constitutional  amendment, 
says  this  in  testimony  last  year: 

Despite  the  misgivings  I  expressed  on  this 
score  a  decade  ago.  I  no  longer  think  that  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  is.  at  a  concep- 
tual level,  an  lll-sulted  kind  of  provision  to 
include  in  the  Constitution. 

The  Jeffersonian  notion  that  today's 
populace  should  not  be  able  to  burden 
future  generations  with  excessive  debt 
does  seem  to  be  the  kind  of  fundamen- 
tal value  that  is  worthy  of 
enshrinement  in  the  Constitution.  In  a 
sense,  it  represents  a  structural  protec- 
tion for  our  children  and  grand- 
children. 

There  is.  as  the  Presiding  Officer 
knows,  a  lot  of  cjmicism  toward  Gov- 
ernment, much  more  so  than  in  West- 
em  Europe,  where  the  taxes  are  much 
higher  than  they  are  in  the  United 
States.  I  believe  a  fundamental  reason 
for  that  is  that,  with  the  exception  of 
Israel,  no  modem  industrial  State 
spends  as  high  a  percentage  of  its  tax 
dollars  on  interest  and  on  defense  as 
does  the  United  States.  The  average 
citizen  does  not  see  much  for  that. 
They  do  not  see  much  in  the  defense 
area.  Clearly,  we  have  to  spend  money 
in  defense.  For  interest,  all  we  get  out 
of  the  huge  debt  is  higher  interest 
rates.  That  is  it. 

Now,  I  have  heard  some  of  my  col- 
leagues say  they  cannot  vote  for  this 
because  of  Social  Security.  My  friends, 
that  is  a  fig  leaf.  It  would  make  more 
sense  to  say,  "Your  astrologer  advised 
you  not  to  vote  for  this." 

The  reality  is,  this  provides  more 
protection  for  Social  Security  than  So- 
cial Security  will  have  without  this. 
Those  who  say,  "Well,  let's  make  it 
2002  excluding  Social  Security,"  not 
one  offered  an  amendment  to  the  budg- 
et to  do  that  when  that  was  up.  Yet, 
they  suggest  we  should  enshrine  it  in 
the  Constitution. 

I,  frankly,  worked  with  Senator 
Hatch  in  xxyiag  to  fashion  something 
that  over  a  period  of  years — and 
worked  with  Senator  Domenict — over  a 
period  of  years  would  slide  into  that, 
because  you  cannot  do  it  from  2002  that 


quickly.  That  would  harm  the  econ- 
omy. 

It  is  very  interesting  that  the  chief 
actuary  for  Social  Security  for  21 
years.  Bob  Myers,  says  it  is  essential 
for  Social  Security  that  we  do  it.  Now. 
why  is  that  the  case?  As  Adam  Smith 
warned  us  in  "The  Wealth  of  Nations." 
a  classic  document,  he  said  that  the 
history  of  nations  is  that  you  keep  pil- 
ing up  debt  and  then  you  eventually 
debase  the  currency. 

That  is  where  we  are  headed — there  is 
just  no  question  about  it — as  you  look 
at  those  long-term  projections.  We  are 
going  to  keep  piling  up  the  debt,  and 
then  at  some  point  the  order  will  be 
made,  "Start  the  printing  presses  roll- 
ing; we  are  going  to  print  the  money. 
We  are  going  to  debase  the  currency. 
We  are  going  to  do  what  the  econo- 
mists call  'monetize  the  debt." '" 

I  get  a  publication  that  has  a  very 
limited  circulation,  I  am  sure,  called 
Grant's  Interest  Rate  Observer.  It 
comes  out  every  week.  Here  is  the  most 
recent.  You  will  be  interested  in  these 
figures:  May  17. 1995.  foreign  bank  hold- 
ings of  treasuries.  $444  billion.  May  15, 
1996.  a  year  later.  $553  billion.  It  goes 
up  and  up  and  up.  And  Lester  Thurow. 
the  distinguished  economist,  says  the 
question  is  not  "if  foreign  govern- 
ments and  people  in  other  countries 
are  going  to  stop  buying  our  bonds,  the 
question  is  "when."  We  have  to  face  up 
to  this. 

I  heard  Senator  Murkowski  speak 
just  a  little  bit  ago  in  which  he  said  18 
percent  of  our  bonds  are  now  held  be- 
yond our  country.  In  fact,  the  figure  is 
larger  than  that  because  a  lot  of  it  is 
hidden.  Many  countries  prohibit  their 
citizens  from  buying  bonds  from  other 
countries. 

Just  take  the  18-percent  figure.  If 
you  take  the  S344  billion  that  is  the 
gross  interest  expenditure  that  CBO 
now  says  it  will  be,  take  18  percent  of 
that — if  my  math  is  correct.  I  just  cal- 
culated it  here  quickly— that  is  $62  bil- 
lion that  will  be  sent  overseas  for  in- 
terest this  year. 

Now.  there  are  some  who  believe  if 
you  help  the  wealthy,  it  will  trickle 
down  and  help  everybody.  I  do  not  hap- 
pen to  believe  there  is  much  validity  to 
that.  But  there  sure  is  not  much  valid- 
ity to  sending  that  $62  billion  to 
wealthy  people  in  Great  Britain  or  The 
Netherlands  or  Saudi  Arabia  or  Japan. 
That  is  not  going  to  trickle  down  to 
American  working  men  and  women. 
That  just  does  not  make  sense. 

Mr.  President,  $62  billion  abroad  is 
four  times  what  we  are  spending  on  for- 
eign aid.  In  other  words,  we  are  spend- 
ing four  times  as  much  on  foreign  aid 
to  the  wealthy  as  we  are  on  foreign  aid 
for  poor  people.  That  just  does  not 
make  sense. 

The  head  of  the  IMF  has  complained 
that  the  wealthy  United  States  goes 
into  the  financial  markets  and  raises 
interest,  and  poor  countries  have  to 


pay  that  high  interest.  Prof.  David 
Calleo  of  Johns  Hopkins  University 
calls  that  action  obscene. 

Now,  to  the  credit  of  Senator  Domen- 
ici  and  Congressman  Kasich  and  people 
in  this  body  who  voted  to  say  we  will 
balance  the  budget  in  7  years,  to  your 
credit  on  that  side,  you  led  the  way  on 
this.  I  voted  for  it  In  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee, but  you  led  the  way. 

Let  me  say.  in  all  candor,  we  are  not 
going  to  have  a  balanced  budget  in  7 
years  unless  we  have  a  constitutional 
amendment.  We  are  putting  all  the 
tough  decisions  in  the  last  years.  That 
is  true  in  the  Democratic  proposal;  It  is 
true  In  the  Republican  proposal.  Those 
of  us  in  public  life  like  to  do  popular 
things.  We  need  the  discipline  of  a  con- 
stitutional amendment. 

We  have  great  interstate  highways 
today.  President  Elsenhower  proposed 
Issuing  bonds  to  pay  for  it.  A  Senator 
by  the  name  of  Albert  Gore.  Sr..  said. 
"Lets  not  have  deficit  financing.  Let's 
increase  the  gas  tax  and  pay  for  It  on  a 
pay-as-you-go  basis."  His  amendment, 
fortunately,  prevailed.  We  saved  hun- 
dreds of  billions  of  dollars.  That  is 
what  we  have  to  do,  put  Government 
on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis. 

I  heard  Senator  Holldjgs  earlier 
today,  and  I  have  great  respect  for  him. 
talking  about  the  need  for  some 
changes  in  our  tax  structure.  Let  me 
tell  you,  fundamental  changes  are  not 
going  to  happen  without  a  constitu- 
tional amendment. 

I  hear  people  complaining  about  Alan 
Greenspan  and  what  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Board  Is  doing.  Our  primary  prob- 
lems— and  sometimes  I  differ  with  Alan 
Greenspan — but  our  primary  problems 
are  fiscal,  not  monetary.  The  $344  bil- 
lion we  will  spend  this  year  on  interest 
is  11  times  what  we  will  spend  on  edu- 
cation, 22  times  as  much  as  we  spend 
on  foreign  aid.  and  twice  what  we  are 
spend  on  our  poverty  programs. 

The  Concord  Coalition — cochaired  by 
former  Senator  Warren  Rudman  Crom 
the  State  of  the  Presiding  Officer,  co- 
chaired  by  Paul  Tsongas,  which  also 
has  Paul  Volcker  on  its  board — did  an 
economic  analysis.  The  deficit,  in  the 
last  20  years,  is  costing  the  average 
American  family  $15,500  a  year  In  in- 
come. Ido  not  know  of  any  families  In 
Illinois  or  New  Hampshire  or  Okla- 
homa who  would  not  welcome  that 
kind  of  an  Increase.  But  it  takes  some 
discipline  to  move  us  in  the  right  direc- 
tion. We  have  shown  that  we  do  not 
have  it  on  our  own.  We  need  the  dis- 
cipline of  a  constitutional  amendment. 

We  need  to  have,  real  candidly,  polit- 
ical cover.  We  ought  to  do  it  on  our 
own,  but  we  are  not  doing  it.  We  need 
to  go  back  to  whatever  State  we  are 
from  and  say  that  we  really  hated  to 
cut  this  program,  we  really  hated  to  in- 
crease these  taxes,  but  the  constitu- 
tional amendment  forced  us  to  do  it. 

K  there  is  anyone  in  this  body  who  is 
not  certain  how   to   vote — and  there 
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probably  is  not — I  suggest  that  they 
look  at  their  children,  look  at  their 
grandchildren.  Forget  who  you  might 
offend  in  this  body  and  what  they 
think.  Look  at  those  children  and 
grandchildren  and  simply  ask:  How  do 
we  build  a  better  future  for  them?  If 
you  ask  that  question,  then  the  vote 
will  be  in  favor  of  a  constitutional 
amendment. 
I  srleld  the  floor. 
Mr.  INHOFE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma  is  recognized. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
thought,  10  years  ago,  I  would  be  mak- 
ing this  statement,  I  would  say  some- 
one is  out  of  his  mind.  But  I  have  to 
say  now  that  it  comes  from  the  heart 
when  I  say  this.  There  is  no  loss  in  the 
history  of  the  institution  of  the  U.S. 
Senate  as  great  as  the  loss  that  will  be 
incurred  when  Senator  Simon  submits 
his  retirement  and  is  no  longer  in  this 
body.  I  say  that  in  a  very  sincere  way 
because  Senator  Simon  and  I  have  a  few 
things  in  common,  but  certainly  politi- 
cal philosophy  is  not  one  of  them.  He  is 
a  liberal.  I  am  a  conservative.  But  he  is 
very  honest  about  his  liberalism,  and 
he  is  one  who  puts  his  priorities  first. 
His  statement  about  his  children  and 
grandchildren  is  very  touching  indeed. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  that  the  vote 
we  are  going  to  be  casting  tomorrow 
will  be  the  second  most  significant 
vote,  perhaps  in  the  last  decade,  but 
certainly  in  this  session  of  the  legisla- 
ture. The  first  most  significant  vote 
happened  yesterday  when  we  made  a 
decision  in  this  country  not  to  defend 
ourselves  from  nuclear  missile  attack. 
It  is  something  I  think  we  made  a 
grave  mistake  on,  because  many  of  the 
other  things  are  not  significant  now 
when  you  think  about  the  threat  that 
is  out  there. 

What  we  are  going  to  do  tomorrow  is 
certainly  significant.  I  decided  that  a 
way  to  approach  this  would  be  to  take, 
verbatim,  the  arguments  that  have 
been  nuuie  in  opposition  to  a  budget 
balancing  amendment  to  the  Constitu- 
tion and  address  each  one  of  them. 

There  are  ten  argiunents.  I  will  read 
these: 

I*roponents  have  refused  to  lay  out  a 
detailed  plan  to  get  a  balanced  budget. 

How  can  you  tell  if  it  would  be  good 
for  the  country  if  you  do  not  know  the 
details?  Senator  Simon  talked  about  a 
figleaf.  This  is  a  figleaf.  I  can  remem- 
ber when  we  lost  this  earlier— I  guess 
last  year— by  one  vote,  and  they  tried 
to  kill  it  in  a  way  that  they  would  not 
have  to  vote  against  it  by  putting  an 
amendment  on  called  the  "right-to- 
know  amendment,"  which  would  out- 
line everjrthing  that  we  are  going  to 
appropriate,  everything  that  we  are 
going  to  fund,  every  tax  we  are  going 
to  increase  or  decrease,  for  the  next  7 
years.  Obviously,  you  cannot  do  that. 

In  a  minute,  I  will  show  you  the  po- 
litical philosophy  of  those  individuals 


who  voted  for  the  right-to-know 
amendment,  because  those  individuals, 
each  one  of  them,  voted  against  the 
final  bill,  and  there  is  a  common 
thread  there  that  we  need  to  look  at. 

I  can  tell  you  what  we  do  know, 
which  is  that  the  status  quo  is  bad — 
bad  for  the  country.  Business  as  usual 
cannot  continue.  We  are  to  the  point 
where  we  have  to  make  a  change.  We 
did  not  have  that  luxury  last  year,  or 
10  years  ago,  even  though  we  are  work- 
ing on  this  as  a  problem.  I  will  say 
this.  Those  individuals  who  are  going 
to  vote  against  our  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  tomor- 
row are  liberals,  but  they  do  not  go 
home  and  campaign  that  way.  They  are 
not  politically  honest  with  the  people 
back  home  on  their  philosophy.  How 
many  times  have  you  heard  someone 
on  the  stump  stand  up  Jind  say,  "Vote 
for  me  and  I  will  increase  your  taxes,  I 
will  increase  spending,  and  I  will  in- 
crease the  deficit"?  You  do  not  hear  it. 
Yet,  that  is  exactly  what  happens. 

You  cannot  give  a  detailed  plan  as  to 
how  it  is  going  to  happen.  Back  in  May 
1961,  President  Kennedy  decided  that  it 
was  in  our  Nation's  interest  to  have  a 
man  on  the  Moon  in  10  years.  He  did 
not  say  what  was  going  to  hapi)en,  or 
how.  He  did  not  map  out  the  details. 
We  could  not  do  it  yet  because  the 
rockets  were  not  built,  the  spacecraft 
was  not  designed,  and  the  astronauts 
were  not  trained.  Nobody  said  how  we 
were  going  to  do  it.  But  we  committed 
ourselves  to  it,  and  we  did  it. 

Here  is  another  one,  argument  No.  2: 
Proponents  want  to  treat  i>eople  like 
children,  hiding  the  hard  truth  ftom 
them. 

I  can  tell  you  that  is  not  the  case.  My 
wife  and  I  have  been  married  for  37 
years.  We  are  into  grandchildren  now. 
One  time,  our  No.  2  son  was  out  learn- 
ing to  ride  a  bicycle.  He  was  a  very 
young  child.  I  went  out  there  and 
pushed  him,  and  he  got  balanced.  Fi- 
nally, he  was  able  to  go  all  the  way 
around  the  block.  When  he  came  back, 
he  said,  "You  know.  Dad,  I  wish  the 
whole  world  was  downhill." 

The  whole  world  is  not  downhill. 
What  we  are  embarking  upon,  if  we  are 
successful  in  doing  it,  is  not  going  to 
be  easy.  It  is  something  that  we  have 
to  do.  We  do  not  have  a  choice.  We  are 
out  of  time.  We  all  know  that  the 
world  is  not  downhill.  We  have  to  pedal 
uphill.  It  will  take  sacrifice.  But  for 
our  children's  sake  and  future  genera- 
tions, we  have  to  do  it. 

Third  is  that  proponents  say  they  are 
tired  of  Washington  telling  people  what 
to  do— the  Washington-knows-best 
mentality— and  that  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  is  the  ultimate 
Washington  mandate. 

My  response  to  that  is,  no,  they  have 
it  backward.  Those  who  oppose  the  bal- 
anced budget  aunendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution are  the  guys  who  have  been 
running  this  show  for  the  last  40  years. 


who  have  created  this  $5  trillion  debt. 
They  are  arrogant  in  saying  that  we 
know  wliat  is  better.  Yes;  future  gen- 
erations are  going  to  have  to  pay  for 
this.  But  that  Washington-knows-best 
attitude  is  what  got  us  where  we  are 
today,  that  continuing  business  as 
usual  for  all  these  years.  They  say  that 
despite  the  fact  that  70  to  80  percent  of 
the  people  in  America  support  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution. Why?  Because  they  know 
that  without  that  fiscal  discipline  forc- 
ing them  to  do  it,  we  are  not  going  to 
do  it. 

I  think  the  public  spoke  loudly  and 
clearly  In  the  elections  of  1994.  It  was, 
in  fact,  a  Republican  year,  and  in  a 
minute  I  will  document  this  and  show 
this  to  you.  A  lot  of  people  that  are 
going  to  be  voting  against  this  will  not 
be  around  much  longer.  In  a  way,  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  is  a  man- 
date for  fiscal  responsibility  on  Con- 
gress, aind  it  will  not  mandate  un- 
wanted regrulation  on  the  States  or  the 
people. 

Argument  No.  4:  All  these  Governors 
who  are  boasting  about  cutting  taxes 
in  their  States  should  know  that  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  will  re- 
quire them  to  impose  huge  State  tax 
increases. 

Well,  that  simply  is  not  true.  I  think 
the  Governors  know  it.  The  Governors 
are  supporting  this.  In  fact,  let  us  keep 
in  mind  that  if  we  are  successful  in 
passing  this  at  noon  tomorrow,  three- 
fourths  of  the  States  are  going  to  have 
to  ratify  this.  It  is  not  something  we 
can  do  unilaterally.  I  agree  with  the 
statements  made  about  the  sanctity  of 
the  Constitution.  That  is  why  the 
Founding  Fathers  made  it  so  difficult. 
The  States  will  have  to  make  the  deci- 
sion, and  if  they  think  It  will  increase 
taxes,  they  are  not  going  to  support  It. 
They  know  it  will  not  do  that.  These 
States  that  have  been  cutting  tax  rates 
are  actually  enjoying  increasing  reve- 
nue. History  has  shown  that  is  the 
case.  You  can  Increase  revenue  by  cut- 
ting tax  rates.  President  Kennedy  once 
said,  "We  have  to  have  more  revenue, 
and  we  are  going  to  cut  taxes,"  amd  it 
worked.  Look  what  happened  in  the 
United  States  of  America.  In  1980,  our 
total  revenues  were  $517  billion.  In  1990, 
10  years  later,  it  was  over  $1  trillion.  It 
doubled  in  that  period  of  time.  That 
was  a  period  of  time  when  the  tax  rates 
took  the  largest  cuts  we  have  had  in 
any  10-year  period  in  history,  from  the 
marginal  rates.  In  1980,  it  was  $244  bil- 
lion that  was  derived  from  income 
taxes.  In  1990,  it  was  $466  billion.  That 
was  after  tax  reductions. 

But  this  mentality  we  have  in  the 
White  House  and  the  administration 
does  not  agree  with  that.  They  do  not 
look  at  history.  They  are  too  smart  for 
that.  Laura  Tyson,  the  chief  economic 
adviser  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  was  quoted  in  the  Wall  Street 
Journal  on  December  30, 1992. 
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She  said: 

In  direct  contradiction  to  the  12  years  of 
Republican  Ideology,  there  Is  no  relationship 
between  the  level  of  taxes  the  Nation  pays 
and  Its  economic  performance. 

Of  course,  if  you  believe  that,  they 
just  keep  raising  taxes.  We  know  bet- 
ter. The  people  of  America  know  bet- 
ter. The  balanced  budget  amendment 
will  require  a  rate  of  increase  in  Fed- 
eral spending  to  be  slowed  down.  The 
States  will  rejoice  when  they  can  do 
this,  and  three-fourths  of  the  States 
have  already  said  it  shall  be  no  prob- 
lem at  all  in  ratifying  this. 

Three-fourths  of  the  States  have  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  to  their 
State  constitution.  In  1941,  my  State  of 
Oklahoma  had  a  balanced  budget 
amendment.  These  same  arguments 
they  are  using  today  were  the  argu- 
ments they  were  using  back  then,  and 
it  has  worked  since  1941,  and  it  has 
worked  in  the  rest  of  States. 

Argument  No.  5:  The  balanced  budget 
amendment  is  a  pig  in  a  giant  poke. 

I  do  not  know  what  this  means.  I  do 
not  know  that  anyone  else  does.  But  I 
would  say  this:  That  the  real  pig  in  the 
poke  was  pointed  out  to  me  by  some- 
one who  called  me  up.  I  was  called  up 
after  that  statement  was  made  by  a 
young  lady,  a  beautiful  young  lady  pro- 
fessor at  the  University  of  Arkansas, 
the  home  State  of  our  President.  She 
called  up  and  had  seen  that  apparently 
on  C-SPAN.  Of  course,  in  Arkansas 
they  know  something  about  pigs.  They 
have  the  Arkansas  Razorbacks,  and 
they  use  the  pigs  and  the  hogs  and  the 
hogs  and  the  Razorbacks  kind  of  inter- 
changeably. This  young  lady  was  Dr. 
Molly  Rapier  on  the  staff  at  the  Uni- 
versity of  Arkansas.  She  said  the  pig  in 
the  poke  is  in  Washington — not  outside 
of  Washington.  It  is  those  individuals 
who  are  spending  more  and  more  and 
more  and  getting  to  the  trough  first. 

The  sixth  argument  that  has  been 
used:  The  balanced  budget  amendment 
will  give  the  politiclajis  license  to  cut 
and  slash  and  bum  needed  programs. 

This  is  the  big  argument  they  use  to 
make  it  appear  as  if  we  are  going  to  be 
slashing  Government  programs,  and 
then  they  zero  in  on  either  the  elderly 
or  veterans  or  somebody  else  to  make 
them  think  that  we  are  going  to  be 
cutting  programs. 

The  Heritage  Foundation  came  out 
with  a  study.  This  was  conducted  by 
economists  and  Ph.D.'s  from  all  over 
the  country  from  major  Institutions. 
They  came  up  with  the  conclusion — 
this  is  a  couple  of  years  ago — that  we 
could  actually  reduce  and  eliminate 
the  deficit  in  a  much  shorter  period  of 
time  merely  by  putting  growth  caps 
on.  I  called  to  get  an  update  from  them 
today.  They  said  if  we  had  growth  caps 
on  all  Government  spending  of  1.5  per- 
cent we  would  balance  the  budget  in  7 
years  including  the  major  tax  cuts  that 
the  Republicans  are  asking  for  to  stim- 
ulate the  economy.  These  are  the 
economists  that  are  saying  this. 


So  we  know  that  this  argument  is 
being  used,  and  it  is  another  figleaf,  as 
has  been  so  articulated  and  presented 
by  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  Illinois,  Senator  Simon.  I  think 
that  it  would  do  one  thing,  and  that  it 
would  cause  a  coimterpressure. 

A  study  was  made  not  too  long  ago 
about  all  the  people  who  come  to  see 
Members  of  Congress  in  the  House  and 
the  Senate.  Over  98  percent  of  them  are 
in  there  to  get  more  money  for  some 
cause.  Some  are  lobbyists,  some  are 
citizens,  and  some  are  employees  that 
are  in  for  more  money  for  thefr  causes. 
So  there  is  nobody  out  there  speaking 
for  that  80  percent  of  the  people  who 
want  to  reduce  the  size  of  the  cost  of 
Government.  This  would  do  this. 

I  remember  one  of  the  best  speeches 
I  ever  heard  was  way  back  in  the  1960's 
when  a  great  communicator,  Ronald 
Reagan,  gave  a  speech,  his  first  politi- 
cal speech,  called  "Rendezvous  With 
Destiny."  He  said,  "There  is  nothing 
closer  to  immortality  on  the  face  of 
this  Earth  than  a  Government  agency 
once  formed."  I  think  we  have  learned 
it  is  true.  It  is  very  difficult  with  the 
political  pressures  to  cut  the  size  of 
Government. 

The  seventh  argument  is: 

Senators  are  sent  here  to  make  Intelligent 
and  well-informed  decisions  on  the  people's 
behalf. 

I  have  heard  this  so  many  times  from 
liberals— saying,  "We  do  not  need  that 
because  that  is  our  job.  We  are  elected 
to  balance  a  budget."  We  have  not  done 
it.  We  have  proven  that  we  are  incapa- 
ble of  doing  it  for  40  years.  So  we  have 
been  forced  to  do  it. 

That  is  exactly  what  this  would  be. 
This  is  not  anything  that  is  a  new  idea. 
Thomas  Jefferson  said  when  he  came 
back  from  France  during  the  develop- 
ment of  our  Constitution  that  it  could 
have  been  improved  by  having  some- 
thing in  there  to  stop  the  Americans 
from  going  into  debt. 

I  can  remember  a  guy  named  Carl 
Curtis  from  Nebraska  back  in  1974,  Mr. 
President.  I  was  in  the  State  Senate  of 
Oklahoma  at  that  time.  He  had  an 
idea.  He  was  a  great  conservative  from 
Nebraska.  He  said,  "I  know  how  we  can 
balance  the  budget."  He  said,  "We  can 
get  three-fourths  of  the  States  to 
preratify,  and  then  we  could  use  this 
an  as  argument  saying  this  is  a  man- 
date from  the  States."  So  I  introduced 
a  resolution  in  the  State  senate  in  1974, 
and  it  passed  to  preratify  the  Constitu- 
tion. It  is  something  that  has  been 
around  for  a  long  time.  It  is  something 
that  we  have  an  opportunity  to  achieve 
tomorrow. 

In  response  to  the  opinion  polls,  a 
statement  was  made  not  long  ago  on 
this  floor  by  one  of  the  Senators  who  is 
opposed  to  a  balanced  budget.  He  said. 
"The  proponents  talk  about  public 
opinion."  Years  ago  Talleyrand  said, 
"There  is  more  wisdom  in  public  opin- 
ion than  there  is  to  be  found  in  Napo- 


leon, Voltafre  and  all  the  ministers  of 
state  present  or  to  come." 

But  this  is  true  only  to  the  extent 
that  public  opinion  is  Informed  opin- 
ion. In  the  case  of  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  it  is  not  informed  opinion. 
I  have  to  tell  that  very  distinguished 
Senator  in  all  respects  that  he  is  defi- 
nitely wrong. 

I  would  submit  that  the  people  of 
America  know  that  we  cannot  continue 
on  the  road  that  we  are  on.  I  would 
submit  that  Talleyrand  was  exactly 
right  when  he  said,  "There  is  more  wis- 
dom in  public  opinion  i>olls  than  there 
is.  .  ." — and  to  bring  it  to  up  today's 
vernacular,  "...  to  be  found  in  the 
President,  the  President  pro  tempore, 
and  all  the  ministers  of  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration and  the  liberal  Democrats 
who  are  lobbying  against  the  balanced 
budget  amendment." 

Let  us  keep  in  mind  Talleyrand,  who 
was  there  during  the  Napoleon  reign, 
also  had  another  quote  which  was 
"Throw  mud,  throw  mud.  Some  of  it 
may  stick."  That  is  exactly  what  has 
been  happening  during  this  debate. 
The  ninth  argument  was: 
The  1990  and  1993  budget  deals  worked.  The 
way  to  deal  with  the  deficit  is  to  continue 
the  successful  deficit  reduction  effort  for  the 
last  5  years.  Since  1990,  we  have  achieved 
over  S900  billion  In  deficit  reduction. 

I  do  not  know.  There  was  an  article 
in  the  Reader's  Digest  not  long  ago 
called  "Budget  Baloney."  They  talk 
about  how  we  are  saying  things  here  to 
make  people  think  we  are  doing  some- 
thing constructive  by  eliminating  the 
deficit.  The  debt  has  grown  and  grown 
during  this  administration. 

I  will  have  to  say  this.  I  do  not  want 
to  sound  like  I  am  blatantly  partisan. 
In  1990,  when  George  Bush  was  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States,  he  caved  in 
to  the  liberal  Democrats  that  were  con- 
trolling Congress  at  that  time,  and  he 
agreed  to  a  tax  increase.  It  was  the 
wrong  thing  to  do.  I  voted  against  it.  I 
spoke  against  it  when  I  was  serving  in 
the  other  body  with  the  distinguished 
Presiding  Officer.  I  can  remember 
being  on  "Nightline"  as  one  of  the  few 
people  to  stand  up  against  his  own 
President  because  it  was  wrong.  In  1993 
when  President  Clinton  had  control  of 
both  the  House  and  the  Senate  it  was 
"the  largest  single  tax  increase  in  the 
history  of  public  finance  in  America  or 
anyplace  in  the  world."  Those  are  not 
the  words  of  conservative  Republican 
Jim  Inhofe.  Those  are  the  words  of 
Patrick  Moynihan  who  was  the  chafr- 
man  of  the  Senate  Finance  Committee 
at  that  time.  But  in  both  cases  the  re- 
sults belie  the  claims  of  success. 

If  these  two  huge,  painful  budget 
deals  were  successful  in  reducing  the 
deficit,  then  Heaven  help  us.  Just  look 
at  the  figures.  This  is  the  President's 
own  budget  book.  Under  his  plan,  by 
1998  our  debt  will  Increase  by  $1.1  tril- 
lion. These  are  the  President's  figures. 
By  the  year  2000,  $1.1  trillion.  That  is 
something  that  we  cannot  afford. 
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The  last  one  that  I  want  to  mention 
is  to  quote  the  argument: 

The  balanced  budget  amendment  is  noth- 
ing more  than  a  slogan,  an  empty  promise. 
Most  Senators  who  support  it  will  not  even 
be  here  in  the  year  2000  when  It  will  take  ef- 
fect. 

You  know  the  problem  is  that  the 
Members  of  Congress  who  are  respon- 
sible for  creating  this  burdensome  na- 
tional debt  will  not  be  here  when  our 
children  have  to  pay  for  it.  It  has  been 
said  several  times  on  this  floor.  The 
Congressional  Budget  Office  figures 
support  the  fact  that  a  person  bom 
today,  unless  we  change  it,  will  have  to 
spend  82  percent  of  his  lifetime  income 
just  to  support  the  Government's  ex- 
travagance that  we  are  gruilty  of  today. 

So  let  me  just  mention  that  talk  is 
cheap.  There  are  those  who  oppose  it. 
Those  individuals  who  oppose  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment,  they  are  the 
ones— the  same  ones  as  I  suggested  ear- 
lier in  my  talk.  I  suggested  that  those 
individuals  who  voted  against  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  the  last  time 
and  are  planning  to  vote  it  against  it 
this  time,  even  though  they  will  not  go 
home  and  tell  the  people  they  are  going 
to  do  this,  are  the  liberals. 

How  do  you  know  if  they  are  liberals 
or  conservatives?  You  do  it  by  looking 
at  how  they  are  rated.  You  do  not  want 
to  stand  up  and  call  people  names. 
There  are  ratings  organizations  out 
there.  The  National  Taxpayers  Union 
rates  as  to  how  we  vote.  If  we  are  big 
spenders  they  say  we  are.  Of  those  33 
individuals  who  voted  against  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  when  it  was 
up  last  time,  all  33  voted  for  the  largest 
tax  increase  and  the  largest  spending 
increase  in  the  history  of  public  fi- 
nance. All  33  of  them  got  either  a  "D" 
or  an  "P"  by  the  National  Taxpayers 
Union.  That  is  incontrovertible.  They 
are  liberals.  They  will  not  say  that  at 
home.  But  they  are.  And  I  suggest 
there  is  something  else  that  is  incon- 
trovertible; that  is  what  has  happened 
in  the  past.  Those  individuals  who  were 
voting  for  the  large  spending  increases 
and  the  tax  hike  and  who  received  a 
"D"  or  an  "F"  are  the  individuals  who 
either  were  defeated  or  who  retired  in 
the  1994  election. 

So  I  think  it  is  something  we  need  to 
look  at,  and  I  am  hoping  that  those  in- 
dividuals— as  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Grassley]  said,  a  lot  of 
the  Senators  who  are  voting  for  this 
because  they  want  to  go  the  party  line 
instead  of  voting  with  the  people  at 
home  better  really  stop  and  think 
about  it  before  noon  tomorrow  because 
the  people  at  home  are  not  going  to 
forget. 

I  can  suggest  to  you  that  we  have  had 
seversd  people  who  are  going  to  be  vot- 
ing against  it  who  have  actually  made 
these  statements  at  home.  The  Senator 
from  North  Dakota,  [Mr.  Dorgan],  said 
in  the  Congressional  Record  March  1, 
1994:  "This  constitutional  amendment. 


no  matter  what  one  thinks  of  it,  will 
add  the  pressure  that  we  reconcile 
what  we  spend  with  what  we  raise." 
And  he  will  most  likely  vote  against  it. 
If  not,  the  resolution  will  pass. 

Senator  Rollings  said,  "I  can  offer 
my  colleagues  3.5  trillion  reasons  for  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  to  the 
Constitution.  It  ought  to  be  a  minimal 
moral  obligation  of  our  National  Gov- 
ernment. So  let  us  debate,  pass  and 
ratify  the  balanced  budget  amendment. 
By  writing  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment into  the  basic  law  of  the  land,  we 
will  compel  Washington  to  do  its  job." 
That  is  Senator  Ernest  Rollings, 
March  1, 1994. 

Then  we  had  our  very,  very  distin- 
guished minority  leader.  Senator  TOM 
Daschle,  from  South  Dakota,  who  said 
on  February  28,  1994:  "Too  much  is  at 
stake  for  us  to  settle  for  the  status 
quo.  A  balanced  budget  amendment 
will  provide  the  fiscal  discipline  our 
Nation  must  have  in  order  to  meet  the 
needs  of  the  present  generation  with- 
out bankrupting  those  in  the  futiire." 

I  only  say  that  not  to  embarrass  my 
colleagues  because  they  are  all  very 
distingruished,  but  they  certainly  had  a 
change  of  heart  between  the  time  they 
were  making  these  statements  and 
what  will  happen  tomorrow.  I  am  hop- 
ing that  two  out  of  three  of  these  indi- 
viduals who  made  the  statement  will 
turn  around  and  remember  what  they 
said  in  1994  and  will  vote  for  it,  and  we 
will  pass  a  balanced  budget  amendment 
to  the  Constitution. 

Lastly,  Mr.  President,  Senator  SiMON 
talked  about  his  grandson,  Nicholas 
Simon,  and  I  think  that  is  really  what 
It  is  all  about.  Kay  and  I  have  a  bunch 
of  kids,  and  our  No.  3  child,  Molly,  just 
last  January  9  called  me  up  and  said, 
"You  know.  Daddy,  I'm  about  a  month 
overdue,  and  they  are  going  to  force 
labor  today.  Would  you  come  over." 
And  I  w£is  right  over  there.  She  said  to 
me,  she  said,  "Daddy,  would  you  like 
to  come  in  the  delivery  room  when  we 
deliver  Baby  Jase."  Nowadays  they 
peek.  They  know  what  it  is.  Back  when 
we  were  having  kids,  they  would  not 
let  you  in  the  hospital,  let  alone  the 
delivery  room.  And  so  I  said,  "Yes,  I 
want  to  do  it." 

I  went  in  there  and  stood  behind  the 
bed,  and  we  made  it  through  this  proc- 
ess. It  made  me  appreciate  my  wife  a 
lot  more  than  I  did  before.  And  finally 
Baby  Jase  was  bom.  Baby  Jase  right 
here  was  bom.  This  is  on  January  9. 
And  he  had  taken  his  first  breath.  He 
was  not  even  a  minute  old  when  she 
handed  him  to  me.  She  said,  "Daddy, 
would  you  like  to  hold  Baby  Jase?"  I 
held  Baby  Jase,  and  I  looked  at  him, 
and  the  thing  that  came  to  my  mind  at 
that  time  was,  as  we  were  speaking  at 
that  very  moment.  Baby  Jase  was  in- 
heriting S19,000  as  his  share  of  the  na- 
tional debt;  that  if  we  do  not  do  some- 
thing to  change  it  like  we  are  propos- 
ing today,  if  we  do  not  pass  this  bal- 


anced budget  amendment,  then  Baby 
Jase  is  going  to  have  to  spend  82  to  84 
percent  of  his  earnings  paying  it. 

What  do  you  think  he  did  to  deserve 
that?  He  did  not  do  anything.  That  is 
why  I  say.  Madam  President,  this  is 
not  a  fiscal  issue  that  we  are  consider- 
ing. It  is  probably  the  most  serious 
moral  issue  we  have  dealt  with  since  I 
have  been  in  the  Senate. 

I  srield  the  floor. 

Mr.  SHELBY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mrs. 
Hutchison).  The  Senator  from  Ala- 
bama is  recognized. 

Mr.  SHELBY.  Madam  President, 
Webster's  dictionary  defines  the  term 
"red  herring"  as  "something  that  dis- 
tracts attention  from  the  real  issue. 
[From  the  practice  of  dragging  a  red 
herring  across  a  trail  to  confuse  hunt- 
ing dogs]." 

The  reason  I  share  this  definition 
with  you  tonight  is  because  most  of  the 
arguments  we  have  heard  in  objection 
to  the  balanced  budget  amendment 
amount  to  little  more  than  red  her- 
rings. The  objections,  I  believe,  are 
simply  distractions  from  the  real  issue 
before  us. 

The  real  issue  before  us  is  that  Fed- 
eral spending  is  out  of  control,  make 
no  mistake  about  it,  and  unless  we  pass 
a  constitutional  sunendment  to  control 
spending,  our  children  and  grand- 
children will  never  know  the  America 
we  take  for  granted. 

The  United  States  has  a  current  na- 
tional debt  of  more  than  S5  trillion, 
and  based  on  projections  under  Presi- 
dent Clinton's  latest  budget  it  will  be 
more  than  $6.7  trillion  by  the  year  2000. 
I  have  said  it  before  and  I  believe  I  will 
say  it  again  tonight.  Madam  President: 
Debtors  are  never  free;  they  are  only 
subject  to  the  dominion  of  their  credi- 
tors. That  is  the  real  issue  here. 

Throughout  the  debate  on  this  issue, 
we  have  heard  no  less  than  five  red  her- 
rings repeated  time  and  again.  I  ask 
you  to  listen  carefully  as  I  go  through 
them  one  by  one  and  explain  why  they 
are  just  distractions  from  the  real 
issue. 

Red  herring  No.  1  I  will  share  with 
you.  Red  herring  No.  1:  "The  balanced 
budget  amendment  would  raid  Social 
Security  and  put  the  burden  of  bal- 
ancing the  budget  on  the  elderly." 

Nothing  could  be  further  from  the 
truth.  The  fact  is  that  there  is  no  So- 
cial Security  trust  fund— no  Social  Se- 
curity trust  ftmd.  The  surplus  of  which 
many  speak  is  actually  a  form  of  lOU. 
The  purpose  of  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  is  to  ensure  the  solvency  of 
the  United  States  so  we  can  protect  the 
living  standards  of  Americans  and  pay 
our  creditors.  I  believe  if  you  truly 
care  about  the  elderly  and  clearly  un- 
derstand the  issue  at  hand,  I  see  no 
other  option  than  to  support  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment. 

Proponents  of  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  know  that  protecting  our 
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Nation's  economic  solvency  will  do  far 
more  to  protect  the  standard  of  living 
of  every  American  than  to  rely  on  bla- 
tant political  halfhearted  remedies 
that,  in  the  end,  do  more  harm  than 
good. 

Red  herring  No.  2  I  will  share  with 
you.  Red  herring  No.  2  is  that  "the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  is  not  en- 
forceable. The  amendment  would  cur- 
tail the  authority  of  and  respect  for 
the  U.S.  Constitution." 

Again,  there  is  no  truth  in  that.  The 
amendment  speaks  for  itself.  Section  2 
of  the  amendment  requires  a  three- 
fifths  vote  to  increase  the  debt  ceiling. 
If  you  consider  that  insignificant,  I  ask 
you,  why  do  we  vote  every  year  to  in- 
crease the  debt  limit?  Why  does  the 
President  submit  his  budget  by  the 
first  Monday  in  February  every  year? 
Neither  of  these  procedures  are  identi- 
fied in  our  Constitution.  Indeed,  these 
budget  procedures  are  based  on  statute. 

As  U.S.  Senators,  we  are  obligated  to 
abide  by  the  law.  To  suggest  that  Mem- 
bers will  arbitrarily  disregard  the  Con- 
stitution at  best  undermines  the  role 
Congress  plays  in  our  participatory  de- 
mocracy. 

Red  herring  No.  3  I  will  share  with 
you.  What  is  it?  They  say,  "The  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  will  have 
dfre  consequences  on  the  elderly  and 
the  children."  Nothing  could  be  farther 
from  the  truth.  Again,  on  the  one  hand, 
the  opponents  of  the  constitutional 
amendment  to  balance  the  budget  will 
say  that  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment will  lead  to  draconian  cuts  in 
very  critical  programs.  According  to 
them,  every  old  person,  young  person, 
amd  poor  person  will  be  hurt  by  bal- 
ancing the  Federal  budget.  But,  red 
herring  No.  2  claims  that  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  is  not  enforceable. 
No  amendment  will  be  able  to  force  the 
President  and  Congress  to  balance  the 
budget.  Who  is  going  to  sue  them,  they 
ask? 

Which  is  it?  Are  we  going  to  experi- 
ence draconian  cuts  or  are  we  not?  The 
argimients  against  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  contradict  each  other, 
they  say.  Since  the  logic  is  inconsist- 
ent, opponents  will  try  to  paint  a 
dreadful  picture  to  the  American  peo- 
ple, hoping  this  will  elevate  opposition 
to  the  balanced  budget  amendment. 

I  have  a  frightening  picture  I  would 
like  to  share  with  the  American  people. 
Imagine  a  day  30  years  in  the  future  as 
your  children  are  planning  to  retire. 
They  have  worked  all  their  lives,  spent 
frugally,  and  saved  religiously.  Yet  the 
Federal  Government  has  continued  to 
run  massive  budget  deficits,  piling  up 
an  unconscionable  amount  of  debt.  One 
day  your  children  wake  up  and  find 
that  the  rest  of  the  world  no  longer  be- 
lieves that  the  United  States  is  able  to 
meet  its  financial  obligation.  Thus,  the 
value  of  the  dollar  crashes  in  financial 
markets.  The  Federal  Reserve  cannot 
stop   the  falling   dollar.   And,   in  re- 


sponse, the  Treasury  prints  money. 
Suddenly— yes.  suddenly— your  chil- 
dren's assets  are  worth  half  of  what 
they  were  a  day  before.  Inflation  is 
rampant  and  we  are  reduced  to  a  TMrd 
World  country.  Everjrthing  your  chil- 
dren have  worked  for  has  been  taken 
from  them  because  some  Members  of 
this  body  did  not  think  that  addressing 
the  debt  was  important. 

We  know  it  is  important.  In  order  to 
pass  the  America  we  know  on  to  our 
children,  we  must  restrain  ourselves 
from  passing  our  bills  on  to  our  chil- 
dren and  to  our  grandchildren. 

Red  herring  No.  4.  You  have  heard 
this.  The  opponents  say,  "The  balanced 
budget  amendment  is  just  some  popu- 
lar idea  we  are  voting  for.  brought 
about  by  the  Contract  With  America. 
We  need  time  to  think  about  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment." 

Do  we?  The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that 
the  balanced  budget  aunendment  is  not 
a  new  idea  at  all.  It  has  been  debated 
right  here  in  the  U.S.  Senate.  One  of 
Thomas  Jefferson's  well  known  sayings 
is,  "K  I  could  add  one  amendment  to 
the  Constitution,  it  would  be  to  pro- 
hibit the  Federal  Government  from 
borrowing  funds  *  •  *  We  should  con- 
sider ourselves  unauthorized  to  saddle 
posterity  with  our  debts  and  morally 
bound  to  pay  them  ourselves."* 

In  1936,  Congressman  Harold  Knutson 
of  Minnesota  proposed  the  first  con- 
stitutional amendment  to  balance  the 
budget.  Since  then,  a  number  of  bal- 
anced budget  amendments  have  been 
proposed.  We  have  held  hearings  as  far 
back  as  1979,  and  even  voted  on  the 
amendment.  Indeed,  the  issue  has  come 
up  several  times  since  then.  Several  of 
the  Senators  opimsing  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  today  have  been 
around  for  many  of  those  debates.  The 
balanced  budget  amendment  is  not  a 
new  idea.  We  know  the  issue  all  too 
well.  We  are  not  rushing  to  judgment. 

Red  herring  No.  5,  that  I  will  share 
with  you.  The  opponents  say— we  do 
not  believe  it,  but  they  say:  "Federal 
accounting  does  not  allow  for  capital 
budgeting.  Federal  accounting  would 
throw  chills  down  the  spine  of  any 
business  executive." 

Trying  to  confront  the  arguments 
against  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment is  like  following  a  bouncing  ball. 
When  they  are  defending  Social  Secu- 
rity, the  books  are  fine,  they  are  in 
surplus.  However,  when  we  discuss  the 
tremendous  deficits  and  debt  of  the 
United  States,  the  Federal  accounting 
is  somehow  inept.  Once  again,  there  is 
an  inconsistency  in  the  opponents'  rea- 
soning. If  you  maintain  the  argument 
that  Federal  accounting  is  flawed,  then 
one  must  take  another  look  at  the 
books  of  the  Social  Security  trust 
fiind.  The  bottom  line  is  there  is  no 
fund,  there  is  no  surplus.  According  to 
accounting  rules  used  by  business  ex- 
ecutives, liability  exceeds  assets.  By 
definition,  that  is  not  a  surplus. 


In  addition.  I  hear  analogies  being 
made  between  the  Federal  budget  and 
the  homeowners  who  enter  into  sub- 
stantial debt  when  they  purchase  a 
house.  The  difference  is  that  home- 
owners do  not  buy  a  house  this  year, 
next  year,  and  the  year  after  that.  A 
homeowner  pays  down  the  principal 
each  month,  each  year.  The  Federal 
Government,  on  the  other  hand,  never 
gets  to  this  point  because  it  has  to  bor- 
row just  to  pay  the  interest.  It  is  a  per- 
petual problem  that  all  of  us  are  famil- 
iar with,  that  feeds  itself. 

The  balanced  budget  amendment  op- 
ponents have  used  every  red  herring 
imaginable,  hoping  just  one  of  them 
will  distract  for  a  moment  the  Amer- 
ican people  from  the  issue  at  hand.  But 
the  fact  is.  Madam  President,  the  trail 
of  debt  now  tops  S5  trlUion.  as  I  said 
earlier.  The  red  herrings  of  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  will  not  convince 
anyone  on  Wall  Street  or  Main  Street. 
The  hunting  dogs  were  not  confused. 
The  time  has  come  for  a  balanced  budg- 
et amendment  to  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  of  America  if  we  are 
going  to  save  anything  for  our  children 
and  our  grandchildren. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wisconsin  is  recognized. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Madam  President,  I 
note  a  little  over  a  year  ago  this  body 
rejected  this  proposed  amendment.  A 
great  deal  has  happened  since  then,  but 
none  of  the  fundamental  flaws  of  the 
joint  resolution  have  been  corrected.  It 
still  raises  serious  problems  related  to 
the  role  of  the  courts  and  the  power  it 
might  confer  on  unelected  judges  to  set 
our  national  budget  policy.  It  remains 
a  serious  and  real  threat  to  Social  Se- 
curity. It  continues  to  risk  exi>ansion 
of  Presidential  impoundment  author- 
ity. 

Madam  President,  all  of  these  faults 
are  still  there,  they  still  remain.  But 
there  have  been  significant  events  in 
the  last  year  that  do  bear  on  the  pro- 
posed constitutional  amendment,  and 
they  go  to  the  very  heart  of  the  argu- 
ments put  forward  by  the  proponents  of 
the  constitutional  amendment. 

The  central  reason  offered  by  the 
proponents  of  the  amendment  is  that 
without  this  constitutional  mandate 
we  will  not  balance  the  budget.  That 
argimient  was  appealing  but  ultimately 
unpersuasive  a  year  ago.  It  remains 
unpersuasive  today. 

Prior  to  the  vote  in  1995.  President 
Clinton  and  the  lOSd  Congress  had  just 
finished  cutting  the  deficit  in  half^the 
first  time  for  3  years  in  a  row  that  the 
deficit  had  gone  down,  and  not  just  by 
a  little  bit,  but  by  half.  The  effects  of 
the  deficit  reduction  package  we  en- 
acted brought  the  deficit  down  from 
what  would  have  been  nearly  S300  bil- 
lion in  this  fiscal  year  to  what  is  now 
projected  to  be  $145  billion,  or  even, 
based  on  the  very  most  recent  esti- 
mates, $130  or  $120  billion.  In  far  less 
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than  just  one  Presidential  term,  what 
would  have  been  a  $300  billion  deficit  is 
now  something  in  the  range  of  only 
$125  or  $130  billion.  It  is  a  tremendous 
achievement  in  the  right  direction,  one 
which  I  bet  almost  no  one  would  have 
predicted  could  have  happened  in  this 
short  a  time. 

We  were  cleaxly  on  the  road  to  bal- 
ancing our  Federal  budget.  Since  that 
time  we  have  seen  a  number  of  dif- 
ferent balanced  budget  proposals  of- 
fered by  Republicans,  and  then  others 
offered  by  Democrats,  and  still  others 
offered    by    bipartisan    coalitions.    Of 
course,  the  President  has  become  the 
first  President  in  many  decades  to  sub- 
mit a  budget  that  is  actually  balanced. 
All  of  those  plans  were  drafted  without 
the  presence  of  a  constitutional  man- 
date.  In  fact,  I  firmly  believe  those 
plans  would  not  have  been  proposed 
and  would  not  have  been  forthcoming 
but  for  the  failure  of  either  party  to 
find  iwlitical  cover  in  the  adoption  of  a 
constitutional     amendment.     Without 
the  ability  to  hide  behind  a  lengthy, 
multiyear    ratification    process,    this 
Congress  had  no  excuse.  The  Congress, 
in  effect,   by  not  having  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  being  considered  by 
the  States  for  several  years,  is  really 
being  forced  every  day  to  try  to  live  up 
to  all  the  rhetoric  that  has  spilled  on 
this  floor  in  the  name  of  balancing  the 
budget. 

I  proposed  a  specific  plan  to  balance 
the  budget  in  5  years  when  I  was  run- 
ning in  1992,  and  I  am  especially 
pleased  to  be  able  to  say  that  several 
dozen  of  the  provisions  of  that  plan 
have  already  been  enacted  into  law  in 
some  form  or  another.  They  are  part  of 
the  progress  that  we  have  made  in  re- 
ducing the  deficit  by  more  than  half 
since  1992.  I  will  continue  to  push  indi- 
vidual provisions  from  that  balanced 
budget  plan,  as  well  as  add  other  ideas 
to  it. 

Madam  President,  I  believe  a  major- 
ity of  both  Houses  strongly  supports  a 
balanced  budget  and  is  willing,  even 
today,  to  set  aside  partisan  differences 
to  accomplish  this  most  important  of 
our  economic  goals.  But  that  is  not 
what  this  proposed  constitutional 
amendment  is  all  about.  What  the  pro- 
posed constitutional  amendment  is 
about,  or  at  least  the  idea  of  having 
this  vote  at  this  time,  tomorrow,  is  all 
about,  is  politics. 

Does  anyone  doubt  that  the  outcome 
of  this  vote  will  be  any  different  than 
the  vote  taken  last  year?  Nobody  has 
said  that  on  either  side.  Then  why  have 
we  returned  to  this  issue  right  now? 
The  answer  is  clear.  This  vote  is  being 
taken  for  purely  political  purposes. 
The  drive  for  the  constitutional 
amendment  in  my  view  has  largely 
been  political  from  the  beginning. 

We  should  not  be  shocked  by  that. 
Congress,  by  its  nature,  is  a  political 
institution.  That  is  understood  and  to 
be  expected  in  such  an  institution. 


What  is  disturbing,  though.  Madam 
President,  is  the  willingness  of  some  to 
risk  our  Constitution  in  this  manner  to 
gain  temporary  political  advantage. 
The  so-called  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment is  only  one  of  many  constitu- 
tional proposed  changes.  Too  many  of 
them,  I  think,  are  again  for  largely  po- 
litical ends.  I  think  each  of  them  is  un- 
necessary; some  of  them  are  grossly  ir- 
responsible. 

As  I  noted  earlier,  the  call  for  this 
constitutional  amendment  certainly 
cannot  stem  from  the  lack  of  discus- 
sion and  efl"ort  and  consideration  of  the 
issue  of  balancing  the  budget.  There 
are  a  sufficient  number  of  plans  to  do 
that  now.  and  though  the  plans  do  have 
some  significant  differences,  I  think 
there  is  a  broad  middle  ground  on 
which  a  consensus  plan  that  achieved 
balance  could  be  enacted. 

No,  Madam  President,  for  a  majority 
of  the  supporters  of  this  proposal,  the 
constitutional  amendment  is  more  of  a 
political  device,  pure  and  simple.  It  is 
one  of  a  series  of  political  statements 
that  is  repeated  over  and  over  that 
those  folks  hope  will  gain  them  the  ad- 
vantage with  the  voters.  How  else  can 
one  explain  the  almost  incredible  con- 
tradiction of  voting  for  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  to  balance  the  budg- 
et and  saying  that  is  your  top  priority 
and  then  at  the  same  time  insisting  on 
the  fiscally  irresponsible  deficit  in- 
creasing tax  cuts? 

As  I  have  noted  previously  on  the 
floor,  we  are  in  the  middle  of  a  stam- 
pede of  proposals  for  tax  cuts:  Gasoline 
tax  cuts,  adoption  tax  credits,  a  whole 
slew  of  new  business  tax  cuts,  appar- 
ently tacked  on  to  the  minimum  wage 
bill  in  the  other  body,  and,  of  course,  a 
$122  billion  tax  cut  in  the  current  budg- 
et resolution  which  was  passed  by  this 
body  just  prior  to  our  recess. 

The  chairman  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee in  the  other  body  was  purported  to 
have  suggested  the  tax  cuts  provided 
for  in  the  tax  resolution  might  even 
total  $180  billion.  Let  me  note  that  not 
everyone  who  supports  this  proposed 
constitutional  amendment  has  advo- 
cated these  tax  cuts,  in  fairness.  Some 
of  its  advocates  supported  efforts  to 
strip  the  $122  billion  tax  cut  from  the 
budget  resolution  and  Instead  dedicate 
the  savings  toward  deficit  reduction. 
But,  unfortunately.  Madam  President, 
those  people  who  both  supported  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  and  were 
willing  to  forego  the  tax  cuts— a  con- 
sistent position— were  just  too  few  in 
number. 

The  overwhelming  majority  of  those 
who  support  this  amendment  to  our 
Constitution  have  consistently  sup- 
ported tax  cuts  over  deficit  reduction 
when  it  came  to  a  vote  last  month.  And 
I  have  said  it  many  times  on  this  floor, 
and  I  will  say  it  again:  What  is  wrong 
with  that?  What  is  wrong  is  that  you 
cannot  spend  a  dollar  twice.  You  can- 
not spend  it  on  deficit  reduction  and 


June  5,  1996 


spend  it  on  tax  cuts.  You  can  only 
spend  It  once,  but  the  folks  who  say 
they  want  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment and  want  tax  cuts  want  you  to 
think  you  can  spend  it  twice,  and  you 
cannot. 

The  overwhelming  majority  of  those 
who  support  this  amendment  to  our 
Constitution  also  supported  the  absurd 
parliamentary  ruling  that  endorsed  the 
special  reconciliation  rule  for  a  meas- 
ure that  is  intended  not  to  reduce  the 
deficit— not  to  reduce  the  deficit — even 
though  that  is  what  supposedly  the 
budget  resolution  is  about,  but  to  in- 
crease it  by  having  more  tax  cuts  when 
we  cannot  afford  them. 

Madam  President,  I  will  make  the 
following  not  very  bold  prediction:  Be- 
fore the  summer  is  out,  an  overwhelm- 
ing majority  of  those  who  support  this 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  will  be 
leading  the  rally  behind  a  massive  tax 
cut  plan  that  will  be  even  larger  than 
those  we  have  seen  today.  The  tax  cut 
frenzy  is  only  beginning  to  gather 
steam.  There  is  only  one  plausible  ex- 
planation for  that  inconsistency,  and, 
gee,  it  looks  a  little  bit  like  political 
expedience. 

For  the  sake  of  avoiding  a  politically 
difficult  stand,  the  overwhelming  ma- 
jority of  those  who  support  this  joint 
resolution  will  accede  to  only  what  can 
be  called,  in  my  view,  a  reckless  tax 
cut  plan  that  severely  undermines  the 
very  goal  they  maintain  requires  this 
new  constitutional  protection.  Of 
course,  there  will  be  economic  gym- 
nastics to  accompany  a  tax  proposal, 
and  we  will  all  be  told  that  plus  is 
minus,  that  up  is  down  by  the  same 
crowd  that  helped  us  get  into  this  fis- 
cal mess  in  the  first  place  with  trickle- 
down  economics.  And  I  suspect  that  be- 
cause they  desire  a  political  victory 
here,  some  will  actually  come  to  be- 
lieve their  own  rationale,  despite  the 
clear  evidence  that  it  did  not  work  be- 
fore. 

A  little  over  a  year  after  failing  to 
get  sufficient  support  for  the  proposed 
constitutional  amendment,  the  sup- 
porters of  the  joint  resolution  will, 
once  again,  get  what  they  desire,  and 
that  is  a  vote,  a  vote  they  can  use  for 
political  ends,  promoting  themselves 
or  attacking  others.  The  age  of  the  30- 
second  television  commercial  and  the 
2-minute  news  story  really  does  reward 
this  kind  of  gesture.  We  all  know  it. 

If  you  say  you  are  for  a  balanced 
budget  amendment,  a  lot  of  people 
think  you  are  saying  you  have  come  up 
with  a  plan  to  actually  balance  the 
budget,  even  though  the  two  things 
have  very  little  to  do  with  each  other. 
It  has  spawned  dozens  of  constitutional 
amendments,  and  it  will  produce  more. 
We  may  live  in  a  political  world  in 
which  it  is  uncomfortable  to  do  the 
right  thing,  but.  Madam  President,  I  do 
not  think  we  were  elected  to  be  com- 
fortable. 

Our  Nation's  Founders  wisely  incor- 
porated  the   two-thirds   threshold   to 
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protect  against  just  this  kind  of  politi- 
cally motivated  abuse  of  our  Constitu- 
tion. I  earnestly  hope  that  one-third 
plus  one  in  this  body  will  tomorrow 
and  in  the  future  continue  to  have  the 
political  will  necessary  to  stand  up  for 
that  great  document  and  give  the 
American  people  the  kind  of  Govern- 
ment they  truly  do  deserve:  a  Govern- 
ment that  is  focused  not  on  short-term 
political  expedience  but  on  the  long- 
term  solutions  to  our  problems  and,  in 
particular,  the  true  effort  to  do  what 
we  can  and  should  do  here  without 
sending  this  to  the  States,  and  that  is 
a  topic  and  priority  of  our  country  to 
balance  the  budget  within  the  next 
very  few  years. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  SMITH  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Hampshire  is  recog- 
nized.          

Mr.  SMITH.  Thank  you.  Madam 
President.  A  famous  President  not  too 
long  ago,  Ronald  Reagan,  said,  "Here 
we  go  again."  Here  we  go  again,  back 
with  the  same  debate  we  heard  last 
year  in  November,  that  somehow  we  do 
not  need  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment, because  all  we  have  to  do  is  bal- 
ance the  budget,  show  the  political 
will,  get  the  job  done,  make  the  tough 
decisions.  That  is  what  we  hear  over 
and  over  and  over  and  over. 

As  has  been  said  all  day  in  this  de- 
bate, the  truth  of  the  matter  is,  in 
spite  of  the  rhetoric,  the  political  will 
is  not  here,  and  it  has  not  been  here, 
which  is  why  we  must  have  the  amend- 
ment. 

I  have  just  been  fascinated,  since  I 
had  the  opportunity  to  be  around  the 
floor  for  the  last  couple  of  hours,  both 
as  a  presider  and  just  listening,  to  hear 
some  of  this  rhetoric  regarding  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment,  the  number 
of  excuses  as  to  why  we  do  not  need  the 
amendment.  It  is  incredible.  There  is 
one  right  after  the  other:  We  do  not 
need  it;  it  is  unnecessary;  we  can  bal- 
ance the  budget,  make  the  tough  deci- 
sions; just  need  the  political  will. 

Yet,  when  it  came  down  to  doing  it, 
we  put  a  balanced  budget  on  the  desk 
of  the  President  of  the  United  States 
and  he  vetoed  it.  We  have  not  been  able 
to  get  a  balanced  budget  passed.  So  we 
need  the  amendnnent.  It  is  as  simple  as 
that. 

When  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment was  before  the  Senate  in  1995,  we 
were  told  then  that  an  amendment  to 
the  Constitution  was  not  necessary,  as 
we  had  been  told  many  times  before,  if 
Congress  did  its  work.  Congress  is  not 
doing  its  work,  and,  therefore,  we  need 
the  amendment. 

It  is  interesting  as  to  just  what  this 
amendment  does.  I  think  the  American 
people  should  understand,  and  it  has 
been  said  on  the  floor  before,  but  we 
are  simply  asking  people  to  vote  to- 
morrow to  let  the  States  and  the  peo- 
ple decide  whether  they  want  to  amend 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 


No  amendment  passes  here  tomor- 
row. We  do  not  have  an  amendment  if 
the  Senate  gets  67  votes.  That  does  not 
happen.  What  happens  when  we  vote 
here  tomorrow  is  that  this  will  then  go 
to  the  States  where  three-quarters  of 
the  State  legislatures  would  have  to 
agree. 

That  is  all  we  are  asking  to  do.  We 
are  simply  asking  this  Congress,  who 
at  times  appears  to  have  this  know-it- 
all  attitude,  to  send  this  back  to  the 
States.  Let  the  States  decide  whether 
they  want  to  amend  the  Constitution. 
If  they  say  no,  there  is  no  amendment. 

I  campaigned  for  a  balanced  budget 
when  I  first  ran  for  political  office  in 
1980.  The  national  debt  was  nowhere 
near  $5  trillion  then.  And  16  years 
later— 16  years  later— we  are  still  de- 
bating the  proposal,  trillions  and  tril- 
lions of  dollars  added  to  the  debt  since 
that  time. 

To  hear  the  rhetoric  in  here,  you 
would  think  it  was  not  important,  it 
did  not  matter,  we  do  not  need  an 
amendment.  Why  would  anyone  like 
myself  and  others  devote  more  than  a 
decade  of  time  to  fight  for  this  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  or  to  fight 
for  a  balanced  budget,  either  one?  The 
answer  is  very  simple. 

I  am  going  to  take  a  different  ap- 
proach here.  We  have  heard  a  lot  of 
speeches  today.  If  some  people  have  lis- 
tened all  day,  they  have  probably  heard 
a  lot  of  things  repeated.  I  am  going  to 
take  a  different  approach.  This  is  going 
to  come  from  the  people,  not  from  this 
Senate,  not  from  this  Senator,  not 
fi:om  some  bureaucracy  in  Washington. 
I  want  to  say  what  impact  this  amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution  will  have  on 
the  people  of  this  country,  ordinary 
men  and  women,  all  over  America.  I 
want  everyone  to  know  what  balancing 
the  budget  will  do  to  their  lives,  the 
lives  of  every  single  American  man  and 
woman  in  a  very  real  and  very  tangible 
way. 

The  Senator  from  Oklahoma.  Senator 
INHOFE.  had  a  picture  here  of  his  grand- 
son on  the  floor  moments  ago.  That 
child  has  an  $18,000  debt  today.  There 
will  be  hundreds  of  children  bom  here 
in  America  during  my  remarks  on  the 
Senate  floor  today.  Each  one  will  be 
bom  $18,000-plus  in  debt.  That  is  their 
share  of  the  national  debt.  Is  that  fair? 
Is  that  fair  to  that  child?  Is  that  fair 
for  us  to  do  that? 

I  was  listening  very  carefully  to  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  a  moment  ago. 
Is  it  really  so  unfair  of  us  to  ask  that 
the  people  who  are  suffering  the  brunt 
of  this  debt  have  the  opportunity  to 
say  whether  or  not  they  want  an 
amendment?  Is  that  so  bad?  I  cannot 
understand  why  those  with  this  know- 
it-all  attitude  in  Washington  would 
take  that  position. 

Again,  I  repeat,  no  amendment  be- 
comes an  amendment  because  we  vote 
for  it  with  67  or  more  votes  tomorrow. 
All  we  are  asking  is  that  that  little 


child  who  really  cannot  vote  yet  that 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  referred  to 
moments  ago,  through  his  family,  have 
the  right  to  say  through  their  State 
legislature  in  Oklahoma  and  49  other 
States  whether  or  not  they  want  to 
amend  the  Constitution  because  the 
politicians  are  not  getting  the  job 
done.  That  is  all  we  are  asking.  It  is 
very  clear  that  we  understand  that. 
That  is  all  we  are  asking. 

I  just  announced  recently  for  reelec- 
tion to  the  U.S.  Senate,  a  great  honor. 
My  seat  in  this  Senate  does  not  belong 
to  me.  It  belongs  to  the  people  of  New 
Hampshire.  Right  over  there  on  the 
floor— I  am  not  using  it  at  this  mo- 
ment^is  Daniel  Webster's  desk.  Daniel 
Webster's  desk  is  one  of  the  few  origi- 
nal desks  in  this  Senate  Chamber.  I 
often  speak  from  it.  I  often  write  on  it, 
write  letters  to  constituents  on  it.  I 
think  about  the  fact  that  I  am  just  a 
temporary  steward  at  that  desk,  just  a 
blip  on  the  radar  screen  of  eternity. 
That  is  all  we  are. 

Sometimes  we  think  that  we  are  a 
big  deal  in  here,  we  are  in  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate and  we  are  very  important  people. 
But  you  know,  in  the  scope  of  things, 
we  are  really  not  all  that  important.  In 
the  radar  screen  of  life,  of  eternity,  we 
are  a  blip,  a  very  small  blip  at  that. 

Daniel  Webster  stood  at  that  desk  on 
the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate  in  the  old 
Chamber  and  gave  some  of  the  greatest 
speeches  of  all  time.  Webster  and  Cal- 
houn and  Clay  were  some  of  the  great 
orators.  He  stood  at  that  desk.  But. 
again,  Daniel  Webster  was  a  blip  on  the 
radar  screen  of  eternity. 

So  we  have  an  obligation.  We  are 
only  here  a  brief  time.  But  think  about 
what  we  are  doing  to  the  children  and 
the  grandchildren  and  their  grand- 
children. The  distinguished  Senator 
from  Illinois.  Senator  Simon,  who 
spoke  while  I  was  in  the  chair,  gave  a 
very  eloquent  speech.  He  said  in  jest, 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  prob- 
ably had  never  been  invited  to  a  Jeffer- 
son dinner  or  a  Jackson  dinner  because 
they  were  usually  chaired  by  the 
Democrats,  who  obviously  look  at 
Jackson  and  Jefferson  as  heroes.  I  look 
at  Jackson  and  Jefferson  as  heroes.  I 
am  not  a  Democrat,  but  I  would  not 
hesitate  to  go  to  a  dinner  honoring 
Jackson  or  Jefferson. 

But  this  party  that  leads  the  defeat 
of  this  amendment  is  not  the  party  of 
Jackson  and  Jefferson,  I  can  assure 
you.  Jackson  and  Jefferson  would  be 
for  the  balanced  budget  amendment. 
Jefferson  already,  early  in  his  life, 
right  after  the  Constitution  was 
formed  and  written  and  the  Govern- 
ment was  formed,  si>oke  out  saying  he 
felt  it  was  a  mistake  that  we  did  not 
have  an  amendment  to  balance  the 
budget. 

So  I  am  often  asked  what  is  it  like, 
what  I  do  like  the  most  about  being  a 
U.S.  Senator.  Boy,  I  could  say  a  lot  of 
things.  I  have  met  Presidents.  I  have 
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met  foreign  leaders.  I  walk  around  here 
with  some  of  the  great  Senators  of  our 
time.  You  can  really  get  an  ego  about 
that  if  you  want  to,  but  I  do  not.  I  real- 
ly do  not.  You  know,  without  hesi- 
tation, when  I  am  asked  that  question 
— and  I  am  asked  it  often — I  say  every 
time,  I  like  being  a  Senator  because  I 
enjoy  helping  people.  That  is  the  truth. 

We  get  a  chance  to  help  people  get 
through  this  maze  of  bureaucracy, 
whether  it  is  an  immigration  case  or 
perhaps  some  other  matter  where 
somebody  is  having  a  tough  time  with 
the  Federal  Grovemment,  perhaps  a 
veteran  or  whatever. 

I  think  about  what  does  that  have  to 
do  with  this  debate  on  the  balanced 
budget?  We  can  help  people.  We  can 
help  people  by  balancing  this  budget 
more  than  a  million  cases  that  we 
might  resolve  in  our  offices,  more  than 
10  million  cases  that  we  might  resolve 
in  our  offices.  We  can  help  the  Amer- 
ican people,  like  little  Jase,  whose  pic- 
ture was  on  the  floor  here  with  Senator 
INHOFE  a  moment  ago,  and  millions  of 
others,  men,  women  and  children,  be- 
cause the  Joint  Economic  Committee 
estimates  that  a  balanced  budget 
would  create  4.25  million  jobs,  new  jobs 
in  America,  upon  its  passage. 

That  is  4  million  people  working,  4 
million  people  feeding  their  families, 
not  on  welfare — obviously,  taken  off 
welfkre  if  they  were  on  it — providing 
revenue  to  the  U.S.  Treasury,  to  pro- 
vide funds  to  do  something  good,  hope- 
fully, for  someone  else.  That  is  4.25 
million  new  jobs  if  we  pass  the  bal- 
anced budget.  Those  are  not  Govern- 
ment jobs,  my  colleagues.  They  are  not 
here  in  Washington.  They  are  jobs  all 
across  America  as  a  result  of  the  spurt 
in  economic  activity  that  would  occur 
because  that  amendment  passed. 

The  American  people  do  not  want  a 
Government  handout.  They  never  have. 
They  want  to  work  hard.  They  want 
the  opportunity  to  earn  a  decent  living 
and  be  left  alone.  "Leave  us  alone.  Let 
us  earn  our  way  through  life.  We  don't 
want  you  to  give  us  handouts.  We  want 
you  to  get  out  of  the  way.  You  are  here 
to  protect  us,  to  defend  us.  And  you're 
not  protecting  us  and  you're  not  de- 
fending us  when  you  nm  us  into  debt 
and  you  give  it  to  our  children,  $5  tril- 
Uon." 

That  is  today.  If  you  think  of  debt 
today  as  a  hockey  stick,  the  first  200 
years  of  our  Nation  was  the  toe  of  that 
hockey  stick,  and  the  next  10  or  15 
were  the  handle  of  the  stick.  It  goes  up 
like  this.  Then  the  next  10  or  15  we  are 
going  to  go  so  far  out  of  the  way,  $10, 
S15  trillion,  that,  as  others  have  al- 
ready said  many  times  today,  we  will 
file  the  equivalent  of  chapter  11,  bank- 
ruptcy. It  will  happen.  Then  what  hap- 
pens to  our  grandchildren? 

The  debate  is  about  our  grand- 
children and  their  children.  It  is  about 
simply  asking  those  young  folks  and 
their  parents  and  relatives  to  have  the 


opportunity  to  vote  through  their  leg- 
islatures to  pass  or  reject  a  constitu- 
tional amendment.  That  is  all  this  de- 
bate is  about  on  the  Senate  floor.  Any- 
body who  says  anything  else  is  simply 
not  accurate. 

What  else  does  a  balanced  budget  do 
for  those  people  out  there  who  work, 
those  whom  we  represent?  How  about 
our  sons  and  daughters  who  go  to  get  a 
good  education  in  college?  I  have  a 
daughter  who  just  graduated  from  La- 
fayette College  in  Elaston,  PA,  on  May 
19.  The  cost  was  roughly  $100,000  in  4 
years. 

In  higher  education,  whether  it  is 
public  or  private,  it  is  not  cheap,  obvi- 
ously. It  is  going  up. 

Now,  think  about  those  21-22-23-year- 
olds  who  earned  their  diplomas  last 
month,  or  perhaps  a  few  this  month. 
Many  of  them  are  facing,  today,  an  un- 
certain job  market.  Why  is  it  uncer- 
tain? Because  of  the  fiscal  irrespon- 
sibility of  this  Government,  for  one 
thing.  I  have  already  mentioned  how  a 
balanced  budget  can  help  in  their  job 
search  because  we  can  create  another 
4.25  million  jobs.  Maybe  they  would  get 
one. 

Assume  for  a  moment  one  of  the 
graduates  is  fortunate  and  finds  a  good 
job,  and  he  or  she  probably  has  a  few 
student  loans  that  need  repa5mient. 
Lower  interest  rates  from  a  balanced 
budget  would  save  on  the  average  10- 
year  student  loan  for  a  4-year  private 
college,  an  average  figure,  a  10-year 
student  loan,  get  the  loan  for  10  years, 
going  to  a  4-year  private  college,  if  the 
budget  were  balanced,  the  lowering  of 
interest  rates  that  would  occur  from 
balancing  the  Federal  budget  would 
save  that  recipient  of  that  loan  nearly 
$9,000  in  that  10-year  loan— $8,885  to  be 
exact.  When  the  American  people  are 
told  about  cuts  in  education  or  in- 
formed of  a  new  proposal  to  provide  a 
$1,500  tax  credit  for  tuition,  they 
should  take  the  news  with  a  grain  of 
salt.  The  President  vetoed  a  balanced 
budget  that  would  reduce  student  loan 
costs  by  $9,000.  That  is  what  he  vetoed. 
To  atone  for  the  veto,  the  President 
then  says  we  will  give  everybody  a 
$1,500  tax  credit  so  they  can  go  to  col- 
lege. If  these  kids  paid  ofif  their  student 
loan,  and  they  could  pay  them  off  fast- 
er with  $8,000  or  $9,000  less,  there  is 
more  money  available  to  the  student 
loan  pot  to  those  coming  along. 

Bill  Cosby,  in  a  graduation  speech  at 
my  daughter's  graduation,  said,  "Pay 
off  your  student  loans."  That  was  his 
advice.  Pay  off  the  student  loans.  If 
you  do,  others  will  follow  you  and  they 
will  have  the  opportunity  to  get  an 
education.  If  you  had  $9,000  less  in  in- 
terest on  those  loans  you  could  pay 
them  off  a  heck  of  a  lot  faster.  That  is 
what  the  balanced  budget  amendment 
means  to  them. 

A  balanced  budget  will  do  more  for 
education  in  America  than  any  tuition 
tax  credit,  any  Govenunent  loans,  or. 


frankly.  Goals  2000.  It  is  9,000  bucks  In 
the  pockets  of  that  young  man  or 
woman,  just  from  passing  balancing 
the  budget. 

I  used  to  be  a  schoolteacher.  I  think 
I  know  about  education.  I  was  a  school- 
teacher, a  school  board  member,  and  a 
father  for  21  years.  I  think  I  know  a  lit- 
tle bit  about  education.  Do  not  take 
my  word  for  it.  Ask  any  students  who 
graduated  a  few  weeks  ago  and  they 
will  tell  you  the  same  thing.  A  bal- 
anced budget  will  dramatically  im- 
prove the  lives  of  those  young  men  and 
women  who  are  just  getting  started  in 
life. 

That  is  why  we  were  elected,  to  help 
people.  This  helps  people.  This  is  not  a 
vague,  opaque  kind  of  mysterious  con- 
cept we  are  debating  here  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  today.  This  affects  every 
man,  woman,  and  child  in  America  di- 
rectly. There  are  many  families  in  New 
Hampshire  working  two  or  three  jobs 
just  to  make  ends  meet,  as  I  am  sure 
there  are  in  Oregon,  Texas,  and  every- 
where else.  They  do  it  to  put  food  on 
the  table  and  pay  the  mortgages.  The 
mortgage  payment  comes  due  every 
month,  rain  or  shine,  sickness  or 
health.  It  is  the  largest  bill  most 
Americans  ever  pay.  Think  about  this 
for  a  moment.  That  is  the  biggest  line 
item  in  your  entire  family  budget 
other  than  the  money  you  pay  to  the 
Federal  Government  in  taxes. 

A  family  in  New  Hampshire  with  an 
$80,000  mortgage,  and  you  can  put  this 
in  any  other  State,  $80,000  mortgage, 
would  save  $107  each  month— each 
month— if  the  Federal  books  were  bal- 
anced. Over  the  life  of  a  30-year  loan, 
that  family  would  save  $38,653.  Now,  if 
someone  could  tell  me  what  Govern- 
ment program  or  what  act  we  could 
take  here  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
today  that  would  provide  $38,000  in  the 
pockets  of  the  American  people,  better 
than  that,  I  would  like  to  know  what  it 
is.  That  is  the  positive  spinoff  of  bal- 
ancing the  Federal  budget— helping 
people. 

Again,  we  are  talking  about  dramati- 
cally improving  the  lives  of  people,  not 
just  residually,  dramatically  helping 
improve  the  lives  of  the  American  peo- 
ple with  a  balanced  budget.  What  Gov- 
ernment program  could  do  as  much  for 
the  American  family  as  a  balanced 
budget?  AmeriCorps?  I  do  not  think  so. 
Funding  for  the  arts?  Peanut  subsidies? 
I  am  afraid  not.  Battling  the  budget  is 
what  we  need  to  do.  That  helps  people. 

Madam  President,  there  is  another 
point  that  is  often  lost  in  this  debate. 
The  question  before  the  U.S.  Senate  is 
whether  or  not  we  should  send  this 
budget  to  the  States  for  ratification. 
Amendments  to  the  Constitution  are 
not  just  sent  down  Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue for  a  Presidential  signature  or  for 
a  veto.  I  alluded  to  this  earlier  but  I 
want  to  say  it  again,  they  are  sent  to 
all  50  States,  38  legislatures,  three- 
quarters  of  them  must  pass  identical 
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language,  identical  language,  before 
this  amendment  becomes  a  part  of  our 
Constitution.  Should  the  decision  be 
made  in  Washington,  DC,  or  Concord, 
NH,  or  Butte,  MT,  or  wherever  else- 
how  should  that  decision  be  made? 
Where  are  the  families  sitting  around 
the  table?  It  is  not  here  on  the  Senate 
floor  in  Washington,  DC,  where  they 
are  working  their  budgets  out  and  wor- 
ried about  how  they  will  make  their 
payments.  It  is  in  the  small  towns  and 
cities  all  over  America,  where  families 
live  and  work  and  try  to  earn  a  living 
and  want  the  Government  to  help 
them,  but  to  stay  out  of  their  way. 

The  balanced  budget  amendment  is 
not  a  debate  about  accounting.  It  is 
not  a  debate  about  politics.  It  is  not  a 
debate  about  anything  except  real  peo- 
ple. That  is  what  this  debate  is  about. 
What  you  have  to  ask  yourself  when 
you  come  down  here  on  the  floor  to- 
morrow to  vote,  you  have  to  ask  your- 
self three  or  four  major  questions:  If  I 
vote    "no"    on    the    balanced    budget 
amendment,  do  I  help  the  college  grad- 
uate struggling  with  student  loans?  Do 
I  help  him  or  her?  The  answer  to  that 
question  is,  no,  you  do  not.  You  hurt 
them.    Second,   do   I  help  the   single 
mother  who  is  having  trouble  with  her 
mortgage  pasmient?  The  answer  is,  no, 
you  hurt  her.  I  have  heard  people  on 
this  Senate  floor  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  talk  about  their  compassion 
for  single  parents  and  the  difficulties 
that  young  women  with  children  at 
home  have  as  they  try  to  go  through 
life  working  and  taking  care  of  those 
children.  I  had  a  single  mother  because 
my  dad  died  when  I  was  4  years  old.  I 
know  what  it  was  like.  Believe  me,  I 
know  what  it  was  like  for  her.  And  it 
was  tough.  I  know  what  it  was  like, 
and  I  know  how  much  that  would  have 
meant  to  her  to  have  that  much  more 
money  in  real  income  in  her  mortgage 
and  perhaps  to  help  me  with  my  college 
loans  had  she  been  able  to  have  a  bal- 
anced budget. 

Do  you  help  create  a  job  for  a  laid  off 
mill  worker  if  you  vote  "no?"  The  an- 
swer is  no,  you  do  not.  You  insure  that 
he  or  she  will  probably  be  laid  off  a  lit- 
tle bit  longer.  There  is  no  compassion 
there.  Do  you  let  these  people  and  their 
elected  representatives  in  the  States 
have  the  opportunity  to  debate  the 
merits  of  amending  the  Constitution? 
Do  you  allow  them  to  have  that  oppor- 
tunitjr?  The  answer  is  no,  you  do  not  if 
you  vote  "no."  You  say,  "I  am  sorry, 
we  do  not  want  you  to  have  that  oppor- 
tunity. We  don't  want  it  to  leave  here. 
(A)  we  do  not  want  to  balance  the 
budget;  (B)  we  do  not  want  to  help  peo- 
ple; and  (C)  we  do  not  want  you  to  have 
the  opportunity  to  talk  about  that  in 
your  State  legislature."  That  is  what 
you  say  when  you  vote  "no." 

What  do  you  really  say,  though?  Here 
is  what  you  do  say:  Washlngrton  knows 
best.  We  have  all  the  answers  here.  We 
can  get  66  votes  or  less  and  we  can  beat 
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you  and  you  caimot  get  the   oppor- 
tunity to  vote  in  your  State. 

My  colleagues,  in  conclusion,  the 
choice  is  very  clear.  There  has  been  a 
lot  of  emotion  on  the  floor  here  these 
last  few  hours,  but  the  choice  is  very 
clear.  You  want  to  help  people?  You 
want  to  really  help  people  without  a 
Government  handout?  Vote  for  this 
constitutional  amendment  to  balance 
the  budget  because  it  will  not  get  done, 
the  budget  will  not  be  balanced  with- 
out it,  and  you  know  it.  I  yield  the 
floor. 
Mr.  BURNS  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Montana  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BURNS.  Madam  President,  we 
have  all  listened  with  a  great  deal  of 
interest  all  day  as  this  debate  has  gone 
on.  We  look  at  it  from  different  angles, 
I  guess.  There  are  some  of  us  who  come 
to  this  body  and  engage  in  this  debate, 
and  we  take  a  look  at  the  world  from 
different  angles.  I  happen  to  look  at  it 
from  the  bottom  up.  I  have  been  pretty 
much  one  of  those  people  at  the  work- 
ing end  of  the  American  spectrum,  I 
guess.  I  came  up  the  hard  way.  You 
know,  for  once,  I  had  an  idea  that  this 
year  maybe  common  sense  would  pre- 
vail. I  really  had  hopes  of  that.  I  am 
not  a  lawyer,  not  highly  educated. 

When  you  think  about  how  simple 
this  little  debate  is,  it  is  just  about 
sending  an  idea  to  be  considered  by  the 
people  who  live  in  our  respective 
States.  That  is  all  it  is  about.  It  is  not 
about  pain,  or  hurting,  or  what  we  are 
going  to  do.  If  we  had  a  constitutional 
amendment  that  said  we  have  to  bal- 
ance the  budget,  do  you  think  it  would 
cut  down  on  the  little  squabbles  we 
have  in  our  debates  on  the  budget?  No, 
I  do  not  think  so,  because  everybody 
has  a  different  set  of  priorities.  But  the 
idea  is  just  to  send  it  to  the  States,  to 
let  America  take  a  look  at  it,  and  to 
let  the  citizens  turn  over  in  thefr  own 
minds  whether  we  need  an  amendment 
to  force  Congress  to  balance  the  budg- 
et. 

You  know,  Americans  watch  us  every 
day,  and  folks  at  home  say,  "Why  do 
you  not  get  along  better  up  there?" 
"Why  do  you  have  these  heated  de- 
bates?" I  guess  I  have  listened  to  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  and  his  speech 
regarding  mining.  I  have  listened  to 
that  for  7  years  now,  almost  8.  It  never 
changes.  And  some  who  do  not  really 
understand  the  issue  sometimes  get 
confused.  As  we  talk  about  this  issue, 
this  issue  of  a  balanced  budget— and, 
remember,  it  is  no  sin  to  oppose  it.  In 
fact,  it  may  be  good  that  some  would 
oppose  it  because  that  adds  something 
to  the  debate.  You  have  the  right  to 
oppose,  but  you  do  not  have  the  right 
to  distort  the  facts. 

We  are  talking  about  passing  a  pro- 
posed amendment  to  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States  and  sending  it  to 
the  States  for  ratification.  My  friend 
from  niinois  had  it  right.  As  Ameri- 


cans watch  us,  he  said,  "Do  it."  Do  we 
have  the  courage  to  do  it?  We  have 
heard  all  of  the  arguments.  Of  course. 
if  common  sense  is  not  going  to  take 
over,  then  we  have  to  argue  another 
end  of  it.  Basically,  I  kind  of  come 
from  the  philosophy  on  taxation  that, 
yes,  a  certain  amount  of  Government  is 
needed  and  desired  by  most  Ameri- 
cans— in  fact,  I  would  say  all  of  them. 
But  we  still  have  a  responsibility  to 
that  earner  to  allow  him  or  her  to  earn 
more  and  to  keep  more  so  they  can  do 
more  for  themselves  and  their  commu- 
nities. I  do  not  have  the  right  to  jerk 
the  future  away  from  young  people. 

I  have  a  daughter  that  will  graduate 
from  medical  school  a  year  from  right 
now.  I  do  not  have  a  right  to  jeopardize 
her  future  to  practice  her  profession.  I 
have  a  son  that  has  the  same  kind  of  a 
future— a  very  bright  future.  But  I,  as  a 
legislator  or  citizen  do  not  have  the 
right  to  jerk  that  future  away  from 
him.  Do  you  know  what?  I  do  not  think 
anybody  else  does  either. 

You  have  the  right  to  oppose  this 
amendment.  You  do  not  have  the  right 
to  distort.  Last  year.  Congress  passed  a 
budget  that  would  have  balanced  in  7 
years.  President  Clinton  vetoed  it.  In 
fact,  in  order  to  avoid  a  balanced  budg- 
et, he  forced  a  shutdown  of  the  Federal 
Government — not  once,  but  twice.  Con- 
gress was  finally  able  to  pass  the  budg- 
et for  the  year,  but  it  fell  short  of  its 
goal  and  did  nothing,  fundamentally, 
to  change  the  way  Government  spends 
the  hard-earned  money  of  our  citizens. 
Eighty  percent  of  Americans  favor  a 
balanced  budget  amendment.  And  the 
country  is  watching  right  now,  this 
week,  to  see  if  this  Congress  caves  in  to 
the  President  once  more.  More  than 
any  other  piece  of  legislation  that  we 
vote  on  this  year,  this  constitutional 
amendment  will  have  the  longest  and 
the  most  lasting  effect  that  we  will  do 
in  this  104th  Congress.  So  I  stand  here 
as  a  supporter  of  it  and  ask  my  col- 
leagues on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  to 
take  a  look.  Just  think,  and  use  your 
good  old  common  sense,  and  do  the 
right  thing. 

President  Clinton  proved  one  thing 
last  year:  One  man  can  stand  in  the 
way  of  real  progress,  and  he  can  stand 
in  the  way  of  real  reform.  Last  year, 
the  President  pressured  six  Democrats, 
who  already  voted  for  the  amendment 
in  previous  votes,  to  kill  the  amend- 
ment when  we  had  a  chance  of  passage. 
One  vote.  It  proved  that  he  alone  was 
the  man  that  stood  in  the  way  of  suc- 
cess. 

Ironically,  President  Clinton  used  to 
support  a  balanced  budget  amendment 
to  the  Constitution.  In  1985,  when  he 
was  a  Governor,  he  boasted  about  his 
work  with  the  National  Governors'  As- 
sociation, and  he  said,  "The  NGA  is  on 
record  in  a  resolution  as  supporting  a 
constitutional  amendment  for  a  bal- 
anced budget,  something  Republicans 
could  never  have  passed  without  the 


13062 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  5,  1996 


help  of  Democratic  Governors,  and  I 
was  one  of  them."  He  referred  to  his 
own  State's  constitutional  requirement 
to  balance  the  State  budget  as  his  own 
salvation. 

Now,  does  the  President  want  a  bal- 
smced  budget?  He  says  he  does  nearly 
every  time  he  is  asked.  But  I  am  won- 
dering if  his  words  are  supporting  his 
actions.  But  irrespective  of  that,  do  we, 
as  Members  of  this  Congress — irrespec- 
tive of  what  the  President  thinks— do 
we  have  the  courage  and  do  we  have 
the  discipline  to  pass  this  amendment 
and  send  it  to  the  States? 

Well,  as  I  already  mentioned,  the 
President  rallied  the  Democrats  in 
Congress  to  kill  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  last  summer.  On  top  of 
that,  only  one  of  the  record  five  sepa- 
rate budgets  that  President  Clinton 
submitted  to  Congress  even  came  close 
to  balancing  the  budget.  He  vetoed  the 
Republican  budget  and  shut  down  the 
Federal  Government,  not  once  but 
twice,  and  the  Republican  budget 
would  have  created  balance  by  the  year 
2002. 

Is  it  not  ironic  today,  when  we  turn 
on  the  television  and  there  are  the 
trustees  of  the  Medicare  trust  fund 
sajring  that  we  were  wrong  last  year  in 
sasring  that  the  trust  fund  will  be  com- 
pletely out  of  money  by  the  year  2002. 
We  were  wrong.  It  is  going  to  be  out  of 
money  in  2001.  We  have  heard  Senator 
after  Senator  stand  on  this  floor  and 
say,  "We  can  take  care  of  it,  and  we  do 
not  need  all  of  these  draconian,  these 
extreme  measures,"  when  actually  we 
were  allowing  the  trust  fund  to  grow  at 
around  7  percent  a  year.  They  called 
that  a  cut.  This  is  the  only  town  in 
America  where  that  can  happen.  And 
because  we  did  not  have  the  nerve  to 
deal  with  that  situation  a  year  ago,  we 
are  now  a  year  behind  in  taking  ac- 
tions to  make  sure  that  the  Medicare 
trust  fund  is  solvent,  is  strong,  and  will 
be  there  for  generations  to  come.  Some 
chose  to  stick  their  heads  in  the  sand 
and  ignore  the  problem. 

If  that  sort  of  makes  you  a  little  bit 
mad,  whoever  is  listening  and  watch- 
ing, it  is  supposed  to.  We  did  not  do  our 
responsibility  last  year  when  we  were 
told  by  the  same  set  of  trustees,  three 
of  which  work  for  the  President  in  his 
administration  as  Cabinet  Secretar- 
ies—yes; they  were  on  the  television 
today  telling  us  that  we  are  in  deficit 
spending  now,  and  we  will  continue  to 
be  and  will  be  broke  and  out  of  money 
by  the  year  2001.  Despite  the  Presi- 
dent's action,  the  public  debate  about 
the  balanced  budget  has  been  won. 

Look  at  the  polls.  Look  at  the  poll- 
ing. One  sasrs  that  if  you  love  this 
country,  there  are  two  kinds  of  free- 
doms, and  the  basic  of  all  is  economic 
freedom,  because  there  can  be  no  polit- 
ical freedom  unless  we  have  economic 
freedom  under  our  system.  We  can 
change  the  system  and  all  be  ruled  by 
a  benevolent  ruler.  Even  he  operates 


the  Treasury,  and  we  all  become  serv- 
ants and  subservient  to  an  all-powerful 
being. 

I  think  when  our  forefathers  put  to- 
gether this  great  Constitution,  I  will 
say  that  as  the  debate  went  on,  they 
would  probably,  the  American  ipeople, 
if  that  had  been  televised,  they  would 
have  been  a  little  bit  cynical  about 
Government  then,  because  there  were 
some  great  debates. 

What  did  our  forefathers  do  when 
they  put  together  the  Constitution?  I 
will  tell  you.  They  probably  did  not 
have  the  great  vision  of  seeing  America 
as  it  is  today,  but  they  had  a  very,  very 
strong  sense  of  history.  And  if  we  learn 
anything  in  the  study  of  history,  it  is 
that  those  who  forget  it  are  damned  to 
repeat  it.  When  we  revive  history  to 
make  it  suit  our  own  taste  or  to  be  po- 
litically correct,  then  we  are  tinkering 
with  the  compass  because  we  are  going 
to  make  some  decisions  based  on  his- 
tory. 

Those  forefathers  were  products  of  a 
feudal  system.  They  knew  that  in  order 
for  "free  men" — two  words — to  survive 
in  self-government,  it  took  about  three 
things.  It  took  education,  it  took  dis- 
cipline, and  also  it  took  those  who 
studied  history  and  do  not  forget  it. 

I  ask  ray  colleagues  by  voting  for  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  now,  we 
are  taking  one  of  the  many  steps  that 
is  needed  in  order  to  secure  a  stable  fu- 
ture for  our  children.  We  do  not  do 
anything  in  this  body  for  Immediate 
action.  Maybe  some  of  us  do.  We  cast 
votes  that  make  us  feel  good.  It  is  not 
always  good  for  the  Nation,  but  it 
makes  us  feel  good.  Look  what  we  have 
done.  We  do  it  because  the  effects  of 
our  action  here  come  many,  many 
years  later.  It  is  the  foundation  that 
was  laid  by  our  fathers  and  our  grand- 
fathers that  enabled  us  to  do  the  things 
today,  what  we  have  to  do,  and  we  have 
to  protect  that  heritage  and  that  great 
history,  and  pass  it  on  to  the  next  gen- 
eration. We  cannot  continue  to  have 
runaway  deficits  and  accumulate 
mountains  of  debt  and  expect  to  re- 
main competitive  and  financially  sol- 
vent in  today's  global  economy. 

So  we  stand  in  support  of  a  balanced 
budget.  It  is  even  more  important 
today.  Just  think  of  the  technology 
that  we  have  today — three  little  inven- 
tions, three  little  inventions  that  have, 
in  comparison,  or  relative  to  this  build- 
ing, brought  the  world  down  to  the  size 
of  a  baisketball.  We  can  talk  and  Inter- 
act with  anybody  in  any  other  place  in 
the  world,  wired  or  wireless,  in  5  sec- 
onds. Those  three  inventions  are  the 
transistor,  the  jet  engine,  and  the  sili- 
con chip.  It  changed  our  whole  life.  We 
cannot  go  back  to  the  old  days.  We 
cannot  do  it.  And  the  only  way  that  we 
stay  a  leader  in  a  global  economy  is  if 
we  stay  economically  solvent. 

No  other  nation  has  the  potential  of 
leading  the  rest  of  the  world  than  this 
country,  the  only  superpower  that  is 


left.  Yet,  we  would  allow  the  power  to 
be  eroded  by  not  being  careful  with  our 
funds  as  we  should  be.  Just  because  we 
have  a  balanced  budget  amendment 
does  not  mean  that  we  are  not  going  to 
have— my  good  friend,  the  Senator 
from  Florida  is  on  the  floor,  and  he  is 
going  to  have  different  priorities  than  I 
have.  He  just  is.  We  would  expect  that, 
but  we  can  work  them  out  when  both  of 
us  know  that  we  have  to  solve  problem 
No.  1  on  the  ground,  and  it  has  to  be 
solved  within  certain  parameters. 

My  heavens,  common  sense  may  take 
over.  Who  knows?  Sometimes  in  this 
town,  though,  they  say  there  is  a  vac- 
cine for  that.  It  is  called  Potomac 
water. 

So  I  support  the  balanced  budget 
amendment.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  it  just  from  the  standpoint 
that  it  is  like  good  old  Quaker  Oats;  it 
is  the  right  thing  to  do. 
Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 
Mr.  BRYAN.  Mr.  President,  I  support 
a  constitutional  amendment  to  balance 
the  Federal  budget.  It  is  a  sound  and 
necessary  approach  to  solving  the  se- 
vere fiscal  crisis  that  is  beginning  to 
plague  this  country  year  after  year. 

I  believe  that  the  force  of  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  is  needed  to  man- 
date an  end  to  profligate  spending  deci- 
sions that  have  hijacked  the  economic 
growth  and  security  of  this  Nation  over 
the  past  quarter  of  a  century.  Each 
year,  when  elected  ofQcials  debate  the 
Federal  budget,  responsible  spending 
decisions  are  buffeted  about  by  the 
winds  of  political  rhetoric.  There  is  no 
final  arbiter  to  insure  that  sound  eco- 
nomic decisions  are  made  in  the  best 
long-term  interest  of  the  country.  We 
need  this  constitutional  amendment  to 
force  us  to  take  the  proper  steps  to  re- 
pair and  preserve  the  economic  superi- 
ority of  the  United  States  of  America. 
Mr.  President,  I  am  concerned  about 
the  future  of  this  country,  and  about 
what  failure  to  bsdance  the  budget 
today  can  do  to  burden  the  lives  of  our 
children  and  grandchildren  tomorrow. 

For  example,  there  have  been  a  nimi- 
ber  of  balanced  budget  proposals  prof- 
fered in  just  the  past  year.  The  Presi- 
dent has  offered  balanced  plans,  the 
House  and  the  Senate  have  created 
their  own  balanced  plans,  and  last 
week  a  bipartisan  group  of  Senators  of- 
fered yet  another  balanced  budget  plan. 
And  yet,  with  all  of  these  alternatives 
and  professed  commitment  to  a  bal- 
anced budget,  the  Congress  and  the 
President  have  been  not  been  able  to 
reach  agreement  on  a  single  one  of 
them.  Perhaps  we  need  the  force  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  to 
give  us  the  courage  to  stand  up,  take 
responsibility,  and  make  the  tough 
choices  that  balanced  budgets  require. 

Our  burgeoning  Federal  debt  is  the 
greatest  crisis  facing  our  Nation  today. 
It  is  devouring  our  savings,  robbing  our 
ability  to  invest  in  infrastructure  and 
education,  and  saddling  our  children 
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with  an  enormous  bill  that  will  eventu- 
ally have  to  be  paid.  The  interest  pay- 
ments on  the  debt  consume  dollars 
that  could  otherwise  go  for  urgent 
needs  such  as  infrastructure  and  edu- 
cation. 

In  1980,  the  cumulative  Federal  debt 
was  $910  billion.  A  decade  later  the 
debt  had  tripled,  and  today  it  stands  at 
$4.9  trillion.  Simply  limiting  the  Gov- 
ernment's ability  to  borrow  is  not 
enough  to  achieve  deficit  reduction  or 
to  control  the  compounding  interest  on 
the  national  debt.  According  to  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office,  "signifi- 
cant deficit  reduction  can  best  be  ac- 
complished by  legislative  decisions 
that  reduce  outlays  or  increase  reve- 
nues. ' 

If  we  do  not  balance  the  budget  today 
and  continue  on  our  path  of  irrespon- 
sible spending,  what  will  happen?  Here 
are  a  few  examples: 

In  the  year  2000,  annual  interest  pay- 
ments on  the  Federal  debt  will  grow  to 
about  $305  billion — an  increase  of  over 
50  percent  in  just  4  years.  Interest  pay- 
ments on  the  debt  will  surpass  defense 
spending  and  become  the  largest  Fed- 
eral expenditure. 

In  the  year  2012,  unless  policy 
changes  are  enacted,  projected  spend- 
ing on  entitlement  programs  and  inter- 
est on  the  debt  will  grow  so  rapidly 
that  they  will  consume  all  tax  reve- 
nues collected  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

In  the  year  2012,  imless  changes  are 
made,  the  Government  could  theoreti- 
cally close  all  Federal  prisons,  national 
parks,  the  Pentagon,  and  eliminate 
spending  on  research  and  development, 
education,  roads  and  bridges  and  still 
not  have  enough  savings  to  eliminate 
the  deficit. 

In  the  year  2030.  to  bring  the  deficit 
down  to  the  current  level,  the  Biparti- 
san Commission  on  Entitlement  and 
Tax  Reform  concluded  that  either  all 
Federal  taxes  would  have  to  be  in- 
creased by  85  percent  or  all  Federal 
spending  programs  would  have  to  be 
cut  in  half. 

When  I  took  the  oath  of  office  in  1983 
as  Governor  of  the  State  of  Nevada,  the 
Nevada  State  Constitution  required  a 
balanced  budget.  The  necessary,  excru- 
ciating task  of  balancing  the  State 
budget  took  strong  executive  and  legis- 
lative leadership.  Those  tough  deci- 
sions were  made,  and  each  year  the 
State  budget  was  balanced. 

Nevada  is  not  alone  in  requiring  a 
balanced  budget,  in  fact,  many  States 
across  the  Nation  require  Governors  to 
submit,  and  legislatures  to  pass,  budg- 
ets that  reconcile  revenues  and  expend- 
itures. It  is  time  that  the  Congress  and 
the  President  come  together  and  make 
the  tough  decisions  that  are  required 
for  fiscally  responsible  governance. 

History  has  shown  that  nothing  is 
more  desired  and  nothing  is  more 
avoided  than  the  will  to  make  tough 
choices.  The  last  time  our  Federal 
budget  was  balanced  was  1969. 


Mr.  President,  we  are  sitting  on  a 
time  bomb.  Our  obligation  to  finance 
the  national  debt  eats  away  each  year 
at  our  ability  to  address  the  critical 
needs  of  our  population.  Passing  this 
amendment  will  signal  to  the  Amer- 
ican people  that  we  are  concerned 
about  the  solvency  of  this  country,  and 
it  will  demonstrate  our  commitment  to 
preserving  important  government  re- 
sources that  are  a  lifeline  for  so  many 
of  our  citizens.  I  strongly  urge  the  pas- 
sage of  the  constitutional  balanced 
budget  amendment. 

Mr.  ASHCROFT.  Mr.  President,  the 
United  States  of  America  was  bom  of 
dislike  and  disgust  of  taxation.  Unfair 
and  burdensome  taxation  was  the  im- 
petus for  the  Declaration  of  Independ- 
ence. You  would  think  we  would  have 
learned  a  lesson  from  this. 

Unfortunately  not.  Government 
taxes  on  the  American  people  have 
reached  all  time  high,  choking  off  eco- 
nomic growth.  Working  Americans  now 
pay  41.3  percent  of  their  income  in 
taxes— a  1.3-percent  increase  since 
President  Clinton  came  into  office.  We 
spend  nearly  as  much  for  interest  on 
the  national  debt  as  we  spend  on  the 
defense  budget  and  40  cents  of  every  in- 
come tax  dollar  goes  to  interest.  A 
child  bom  today  is  destined  to  pay 
$187,000  in  interest  on  the  national  debt 
during  his  or  her  lifetime. 

And  these  astronomical  rates  are  not 
high  enough  to  meet  current  spending 
needs.  Future  generations  could  see  tax 
rates  of  up  to  84  percent,  if  we  don't 
stop  this  profligate  spending. 

We  have  tried  over  and  over  again  as 
a  deliberative  body  to  stop  the  cycle  of 
deficit  spending.  We  had  the  Gramm- 
Rudman-Holllngs  Act,  then  we  had 
Gramm-Rudman  n.  and  then  we  had 
the  budget  deals  of  1990  and  1993.  Yet 
we  have  not  been  able  to  get  one  Sen- 
ate to  hold  the  next  Senate  on  the  path 
to  a  balanced  budget. 

While  one  Senate  cannot  bind  the 
next  Senate,  this  Senate  certainly 
shackles  the  next  generation  to  this 
generations'  debts.  The  result:  the  cost 
of  current  programs— from  which  we 
all  now  benefit— is  being  foisted  upon 
the  next  generation.  And  that  next 
generation  of  Americans,  who  haven't 
yet  earned  their  first  paychecks,  can't 
vote — they  have  no  say  in  what  we  are 
doing.  That  is  obscene;  that  is  im- 
moral; that  is  im-American. 

Beltway  robber  barons,  elected  and 
unelected,  are  addicted  to  spending. 
The  only  way  to  end  this  psychological 
dependence  to  pass  the  balanced  budget 
amendment. 

The  balanced  budget  amendment 
would  outlaw  deficit  spending  and  force 
government  to  balance  its  books.  It 
would  return  accountability  to  the 
Constitution  and  restraint  on  our 
spending  —in  short,  integrity  in  our 
Government.  It  will  rightly  return  the 
power  of  the  purse  to  the  people. 

The  belief  we  can  only  control  gov- 
ernment by  controlling  its  capacity  to 


take  our  money  is  as  old  as  the  idea  of 
democracy.  Money  was — and  is — the 
source  of  the  Governments  basic 
power.  The  tale  of  history  bears  testa- 
ment to  this  truth.  The  Magna  Carta 
prescribed  that  the  king  could  not  im- 
pose taxes — except  through  the  consent 
of  the  great  council.  Charles  I  was  exe- 
cuted because  he  tried  to  govern  with- 
out seeking  the  consent  of  parliament 
in  spending  public  money. 

Congress  today  doesn't  have  to  vote 
to  raise  more  taxes  in  order  to  spend 
more  money.  Instead  our  legislature 
takes  the  debtor's  path:  spend  and  beg; 
spend  and  plead;  spend  and  borrow.  Our 
current  system  lets  the  Government 
spend  on  credit  and  sign  the  taxpayers" 
name  on  the  dotted  line. 

For  too  long  this  body  has  assembled 
to  satisfy  the  appetites  of  narrow  in- 
terests at  the  expense  of  the  public. 
The  American  people  are  fed  up  with  a 
Congress  that  spends  the  as  yet  un- 
earned wa^es  of  the  next  generation. 
Thomas  Jefferson  was  right  when  he 
proscribed  in  1789,  "no  generation  can 
contract  debts  greater  than  may  be 
paid  during  the  course  of  its  own  exist- 
ence." 

The  balanced  budget  amendment  is 
not  a  quick  fix.  It  is  real  reform  that 
will  end  deficit  spending  except  in 
times  of  war.  Constitutional  measures 
that  enforce  a  balance  budget  have 
worked  at  the  State  level  and  will 
work  at  the  Federal  level.  I  know,  from 
my  service  as  Governor  in  one  of  49 
States  that  requfre  a  balanced  budget. 
As  Governor,  I  balanced  budgets  8 
years  In  a  row.  Not  only  did  we  balance 
the  budget,  we  put  into  place  a  cash  op- 
erating reserve  fund  of  several  hundred 
millions  of  dollars.  We  established  a 
rainy  day  fimd  because  we  knew  there 
would  be  episodes  of  fiscal  crisis  and  fi- 
nancial difficulty  in  the  future  that  we 
would  need  to  meet.  And  we  knew, 
since  we  were  required  by  our  constitu- 
tion to  have  a  balanced  budget,  that  we 
would  need  to  prepare  for  it  in  advance. 
Elxperience  has  shown  that  State  con- 
stitutional balanced  budget  provisions 
force  legislatures  and  executives  to 
prioritize  and  cut  spending.  Passage  of 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  would 
do  the  same  for  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

During  this  debate  concerning  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  to  the  con- 
stitution, we  have  heard  frequently  and 
forcefully  that  there  is  no  need  for  us 
to  amend  the  U.S.  Constitution.  It  has 
been  argued  the  constitution  gives 
Congress  the  authority  to  balance  the 
budget — for  the  Federal  Government  to 
live  within  its  means.  Mr.  President, 
Congress  does  not  lack  authority.  Con- 
gress lacks  self-restraint.  Congress 
doesn't  need  permission  to  balance  the 
budget,  it  needs  to  be  forbidden  from 
doing  otherwise.  When  it's  time  to 
stand  firm,  when  it's  time  to  prioritize 
spending,  when  it's  time  to  make  tough 
choices — Congress  seems  to  experience 
a  collective  collapse  of  will. 
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Mr.  President,  last  year  you  and  I 
and  other  Members  of  this  Chamber  en- 
dured a  balanced  budget  amendment 
debate,  and  ultimately  we  fell  one  vote 
short.  We  fell  one  vote  short  in  March 
1995  because  a  number  of  Senators 
reneg-ed  on  their  promise  to  vote  for 
the  amendment.  We  fell  one  vote  short 
because  six  Senators  who  voted  against 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  who 
voted  for  it  12  months  earlier.  We  fell 
one  vote  short  because  many  of  our 
colleagues  said  over  and  over  again: 
"All  we  need  is  the  will  and  the  cour- 
age, and  the  determination  to  balance 
the  budget."  Well.  I  am  here  to  tell  you 
that  that  was  just  one  more  lame  ex- 
cuse. 

This  profligate  spending  must  stop. 
In  1962.  the  Federal  Government's 
budget  reached  $100  billion.  By  1971  it 
had  doubled  to  $200  billion.  By  1977,  it 
had  doubled  again.  By  1983,  it  had  dou- 
bled again.  The  budget  for  next  year, 
fiscal  year  1997,  will  be  more  than  $1.6 
trillion — the  budget  doubled  again.  Of 
course,  spending  has  far  exceeded  reve- 
nues, so  much  so  that  we  have  accumu- 
lated a  Federal  debt  of  over  $5  trillion. 
In  fact,  we  haven't  seen  a  budget  sur- 
plus for  25  years.  And  next  year  the 
Federal  Government  will  spend  around 
$240  billion  just  to  pay  for  interest  on 
the  Federal  debt— that  is  nearly  $1,000 
for  every  man.  woman,  and  child  in 
America. 

Mr.  President,  deficit  spending  is  not 
only  a  threat  to  our  prosperity  and  our 
children's  future,  it  is  the  method  by 
which  Washington's  imperial  elite  has 
circumvented  the  public,  the  law.  and 
the  Constitution.  Deficit  spending  al- 
lows beltway  robber  barons  to  run  this 
country  without  regard  to  the  people. 
Whether  it's  pork  projects  or  political 
payoMs,  the  Washington  elite  know 
how  to  play  the  game. 

That  must  end.  A  balanced  budget 
amendment  will  compel  the  Members 
of  this  body  to  raise  taxes  if  they  want 
to  spend  more  money — what  better  way 
to  restrain  spending  than  that.  A  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  will  make 
clear  to  all  that  the  special  interest  is 
rewarded  when  the  citizen  is  penalized. 

What  will  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment mean?  Accountability  to  the  Con- 
stitution and  restraint  on  our  spend- 
ing—in short,  integrity  in  our  Govern- 
ment. It  will  rightly  return  the  power 
of  the  purse  to  the  people. 

The  balanced  budget  amendment  is 
not  a  quick  fix.  it  is  real  reform  and  it 
will  be  felt.  It  will  be  felt  first  and 
foremost  by  an  imperial  elite  who  have 
long  run  this  town.  It  will  be  felt  by  a 
brood  of  beltway  barons— elected  and 
unelected— who  are  robbing  the  next 
generation  of  their  yet  unearned 
wages.  And  most  importantly,  it  will 
be  felt  by  the  American  people  who  will 
have  succeeded  in  restoring  their  right 
to  self-governance. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  last 
year  I  presented  three  papers  to  the 


Senate  urging  opposition  to  this  con- 
stitutional amendment.  The  first  paper 
argued  that  the  existing  deficits  were  a 
recent  event  and  marked  a  sharp  depar- 
ture from  the  fiscal  problems  of  earlier 
administrations,  which  were  directed 
primarily  to  the  problem  of  a  persist- 
ent full  employment  surplus,  with  its 
accompanying  downward  pressure  on 
consumer  demand.  The  second  paper 
related  the  singular  events  of  the  1980s, 
which  led  to  huge  deficits  and  a  huge 
debt.  The  third  paper  explored  the  folly 
and  danger  of  writing  into  the  Con- 
stitution decrees  concerning  fiscal  pol- 
icy which  would  have  been  inappropri- 
ate to  a  small  18th  century  republic, 
and  would  be  potentially  destabilizing 
to  a  world  power  in  the  20th  century. 

In  the  FY  1973  budget,  0MB  Director 
George  P.  Shultz  explained  the  "full- 
employment  budget  concept"  as  fol- 
lows: 

.  .  .  expenditures  should  not  exceed  the 
level  at  which  the  budget  would  be  balanced 
under  conditions  of  full  emplojrment. 

Which  is  to  say  that  in  the  absence  of 
full  employment,  as  was  the  case  in  FY 
1973,  the  Federal  government  should 
deliberately  contrive  to  incur  a  deficit 
equal  to  the  difi'erence  between  the 
revenues  that  would  actually  come  in 
at  levels  of  underemplojrment,  and 
th:  that  would  come  in  at  full  em- 
plv  lent.  Far  from  being  inevitable 
anc  unavoidable,  there  were  points  in 
the  business  cycle  where  a  deficit  had 
to  be  created.  Otherwise,  surpluses 
would  choke  off  recovery. 

The  term  "full  emplosrment  surplus" 
had  originated  earlier.  The  January 
1962  report  of  the  Council  of  Economic 
Advisers  explained  that  as  the  recovery 
from  the  recession  of  1958  got  under- 
way, economic  activity  grew  and  so  did 
the  revenues  of  the  Federal  govern- 
ment. But  Congress  would  not  spend 
the  additional  revenue.  As  a  result,  the 
recovery  stalled.  This  untoward  event 
was  Eiscribed  to  "fiscal  drag." 

Beginning  in  1980.  the  Reagan  White 
House  and  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  set  about  creating  a  crisis  by 
bringing  about  deficits  intended  to 
force  Congress  to  cut  certain  programs. 
In  a  television  address  16  days  after  his 
inauguration.  President  Reagan  said: 

There  were  always  those  who  told  us  that 
taxes  couldn't  be  cut  until  spending  was  re- 
duced. Well,  you  know  we  can  lecture  our 
children  about  extravagance  until  we  run 
out  of  voice  and  breath.  Or  we  can  cut  their 
extravagance  by  simply  reducing  their  al- 
lowance. 

Haynes  Johnson  wrote  of  this  in 
Sleepwalking  Through  History:  Amer- 
ica Through  the  Reagan  Years  (1991).  I 
will  simply  quote  a  footnote  on  page 
111: 

[Stockman's]  former  mentor  MOYNniAN 
was  the  first  to  charge  that  the  Reagan  Ad- 
ministration "consciously  and  deliberately 
brought  about"  higher  deficits  to  force  con- 
gressional domestic  cuts.  Moynihan  was  de- 
nounced and  then  proven  correct,  except 
that  the  cuts  to  achieve  balanced  budgets 


were  never  made  and  the  deficits  ballooned 
even  higher. 

A  bailanced  budget  amendment  would 
undo  all  that  we  have  learned  about 
economic  policy  over  the  past  60  years. 
There  was  enormous  volatility  in  eco- 
nomic activity  prior  to  1945— volatility 
that  would  be  considered  unacceptable 
today.  For  example  in  1906.  output  in- 
creased by  11.6  percent,  to  be  followed 
2  years  later  by  a  decline  of  8.2  percent 
in  1908.  and  an  increaise  of  16.6  percent 
in  1909.  And  in  1918,  output  increased 
by  12.3  percent  to  be  followed  by  3  con- 
secutive years  of  negative  growth  in- 
cluding a  drop  of  8.7  percent  in  1921. 
And  then,  of  course  there  was  the 
Great  Depression.  After  increasing  by 
6.7  percent  in  1929.  output  fell  by  9.9 
percent  in  1930.  another  7.7  percent  in 
1931.  and  then  a  further  devastating  de- 
cline of  14.8  percent  in  1932.  After 
World  War  II  all  this  changed,  follow- 
ing a  brief  adjustment  period,  as  the 
country  converted  from  a  wartime  to 
peacetime  economy.  Since  then,  the 
largest  reduction  in  output  was  2.1  per- 
cent in  1982. 

In  the  1970's  I  asked  Council  of  Eco- 
nomic Advisers  Chairman,  Charles  L. 
Schultze.  what  would  happen  if  we  had 
tried  to  balance  the  budget  in  the  mid- 
dle of  the  1975  recession.  He  reported 
back  that  the  computers  at  the  Council 
"blew  up".  GDP— then  called  GNP— 
dropped  another  12  percent  in  an  econ- 
omy in  which  output  was  already  5  per- 
cent below  capacity.  During  the  debate 
on  the  balanced  budget  amendment 
last  year,  this  simulation  was  repeated 
by  the  Treasury  Department  and  by  my 
own  staff  with  the  same  results.  A 
moderate  recession  in  which  the  imem- 
plosrment  rate  increases  by  2-3  percent 
turns  into  a  major  contraction— may  I 
say  depression— in  which  unemploy- 
ment soars  over  10  percent  and  output 
falls  by  15  percent  or  more.  In  the  en- 
tire post-World  War  n  era  the  unem- 
ployment rate  exceeded  10  percent  only 
for  a  brief  10  months  during  the  1981-82 
recession. 

Let  us  not  undo  the  progress  we  have 
already  made — progress  easily  seen  if 
we  look  at  the  facts. 

Last  year,  in  my  third  paper  oppos- 
ing this  constitutional  amendment.  I 
noted: 

As  a  result  of  the  deficit  reduction  policies 
we  have  had  three  straight  years  of  deficit 
reduction— the  first  such  string  of  declines 
since  the  administration  of  Harry  S.  Tru- 
man. Here  are  the  numbers: 
FY  1992:  $290.4  billion. 
FY  1993:  $255.1  billion. 
FY  1994:  $203.2  billion. 
0MB  1995  est.:  J192.5  blUlon. 
CBO  1995  est.:  $176  billion. 

With  a  year  of  hindsight  I  confess  to 
being  somewhat  inaccurate.  Remark- 
ably, the  deficit  for  fiscal  year  1995  was 
even  lower  than  projected:  $163.8  billion 
compared  to  projections  of  $176  to  $192 
billion.  The  fiscal  year  1996  deficit  will 
be  even  lower,  resulting  in  4  consecu- 
tive years  of  deficit  reduction. 
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And  the  budget  outlook  improves  al- 
most monthly.  While  I  was  on  the  floor 
opposing  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment last  February,  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  was  projecting  a  fiscal 
year  1996  deficit  of  $207  billion.  By  Au- 
gust 1995,  CBO  had  lowered  its  projec- 
tion to  $189  billion.  And  then  again  an- 
other reduction  in  December  1995  to 
$172  billion.  Even  the  latest  CBO  fore- 
cast of  $144  billion  released  last  month 
is  outdated.  Following  new  revenue  es- 
timates from  the  Treasury  Depart- 
ment, June  O'Neill,  Director  of  CBO, 
indicated  on  May  20,  1996  that  her 
agency  had  lowered  its  estimate  of  the 
fiscal  year  1996  deficit  to  $130  billion. 

Some  will  note  that  the  latest  esti- 
mates incorporate  the  effects  of  both 
an  expected  fiscal  dividend  from  a  bal- 
anced budget  and  legislative  actions 
that  reduced  discretionary  spending. 

But  the  bottom  line  is  even  better 
than  expected,  so  let's  give  a  cheer. 

The  deficit  has  been  cut  by  more 
than  50  percent  from  $290  billion  to 
about  $130  billion  in  4  years. 

The  deficit  is  now  about  1.7  percent 
of  GDP. 

And  we  have  a  primary  surplus — that 
is,  excluding  interest  payments,  reve- 
nues exceed  outlays. 

Adopting  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment to  balance  the  budget — which  I 
argued  in  1981  in  the  Wall  Street  Jour- 
nal is  tantamount  "to  writing  algebra 
into  the  Constitution" — can  only  jeop- 
ardize the  remarkable  progress  we  have 
already  made.  We  can  and  we  will  com- 
plete the  job  of  balancing  the  budget 
without  this  amendment. 

I  urge  the  Senate  to  once  again  reject 
this  proposed  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  the  dis- 
tinguished majority  leader,  Mr.  Dole, 
has  scheduled  for  the  Senate  a  recon- 
sideration of  the  enormously  impor- 
tant issue  of  amending  the  U.S.  Con- 
stitution to  require  that  Congress  re- 
turn to  the  principle  of  a  balanced  fed- 
eral budget. 

One  of  my  heroes,  Thomas  Jefferson, 
put  it  this  way: 

The  question  whether  one  generation  has 
the  right  to  bind  another  by  the  deficit  It 
imposes  Is  a  question  of  such  consequence  as 
to  place  It  among  the  fundamental  principles 
of  government.  We  should  consider  ourselves 
unauthorized  to  saddle  posterity  with  our 
debts,  and  morally  bound  to  pay  them  our- 
selves. 

That,  Mr.  President,  tells  it  all,  and 
that  is  one  of  the  many  reasons  that  I 
so  strongly  support  the  balanced  budg- 
et amendment.  It  is  indeed  wrong— in 
fact,  it  is  criminal,  for  Congress  to 
mandate  the  Federal  Government  to 
spend  more  than  it  takes  in.  It  is  de- 
monstrably destructive  to  the  econ- 
omy, and  ultimately  to  our  society.  It 
is  a  horrible  legacy  to  impose  upon  our 
children  and  grandchildren. 

The  Congress  has  a  moral  duty  to 
stop  the  charade  of  out-of-control  defi- 
cit spending  which  has  shackled  future 


generations  with  a  debt  that  causes 
wage  stagnation  and  anemic  economic 
growth.  For  too  long,  the  Congress  dis- 
carded its  duty  and  responsibility,  and 
has  shamelessly  supported  bloated  ap- 
propriations for  political  expedience. 

For  a  very  long  time,  this  institution 
has  condoned  the  free-lunch  syndrome, 
which  has  never  existed,  and  never 
will.  Mr.  President,  as  of  the  close  of 
business  Tuesday,  June  4.  the  Federal 
debt — down  to  the  penny — stood  at  ex- 
actly $5,139,963,594,008.65.  or  $19,395.97 
for  every  man,  woman,  and  child  in 
America. 

A  deliberate  debt  of  this  magnitude, 
knowingly  rim  up  by  Congress,  is  bi- 
zarre. It  is,  in  fact,  a  con-game.  And 
that  is  what  the  1994  election  was  all 
about:  restoring  integrity  and  account- 
ability to  Government.  To  their  credit. 
Republicans  in  Congress  delivered  on 
their  commitment  when  the  Balanced 
Budget  Act  of  1995  was  enacted,  cutting 
Federal  spending  by  $961  billion  over  7 
years.  And  although  the  budget  pro- 
posed annual  increases  in  spending — 
over  and  above  the  $1.6  trillion  appro- 
priated for  fiscal  year  1996— President 
Clinton  vetoed  it  because  it  didn't 
spend  enough. 

Mr.  Clinton,  after  having  himself  pro- 
posed a  Federal  budget  that  projected 
deficits  as  far  as  the  eye  could  see,  en- 
gaged in  a  comical  series  of  proposed 
budgets  that,  he  asserted,  would  bal- 
ance the  Federal  budget  in  10,  7,  9  or  8 
years— take  your  pick.  Even  the  Wash- 
ington Post  declared  that  the  proposed 
Clinton  budget  "relies  on  gimmicks 
that  almost  no  one  believes  would  sur- 
vive." This  illustrates  why  it's  impera- 
tive to  have  the  U.S.  Constitution 
mandating  a  required  balanced  budget. 
On  March  2,  1995.  the  Senate  failed, 
by  one  vote,  to  approve  this  amend- 
ment. All  but  one  of  the  Republican 
Senators  supported  it.  But  only  13 
Democrat  Senators  supported  it,  which 
doomed  the  balanced  budget  Jimend- 
ment  last  year. 

Today  we  have  one  more  opportunity 
to  approve  the  amendment  in  this,  the 
104th  Congress. 
Again.  Thomas  Jefferson  said  it  best: 
To  preserve  our  Independence,  we  must  not 
let  our  leaders  load  us  with  perpetual  debt. 
We  must  make  our  election  between  econ- 
omy and  liberty,  or  profusion  and  servitude. 
Will  the  Senate  heed  Jefferson's  wise 
counsel?  We  shall  shortly  see. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Florida. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  I  ap- 
preciate this  opportunity  to  conclude 
the  debate  on  today  of  a  balanced  budg- 
et amendment.  As  the  Presiding  Officer 
said  in  his  remarks,  and  as  my  friend 
from  Montana  reiterated  in  his.  it  has 
been  a  long  day,  filled  with  active  de- 
bate and  some  emotion,  on  this  impor- 
tant subject.  I  do  not  intend  to  keep 
the  Senate  long  with  my  remarks,  but 
I  would  like  to  make  a  few  statements 
relative  to  the  decision  that  we  will 
make  tomorrow. 


As  I  have  in  the  past,  I  shall  vote  for 
the  constitutional  amendment  to  in- 
sert into  the  U.S.  Constitution  a  provi- 
sion requiring  a  balanced  budget  as  a 
fundamental  principle  of  our  Nations 
public  policy.  It  is  unfortunate  that  we 
have  to  vote  on  a  constitutional 
amendment  to  force  us  to  do  something 
that  we  ought  to  do  and  that  most  Con- 
gresses throughout  the  history  of  this 
proud  Republic  have  done.  However,  we 
have  reached  the  point  at  which  I  have 
concluded  that  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment will  be  necessary  in  order  to  pro- 
vide to  this  Congress  and  to  future 
Congresses  the  necessary  constitu- 
tional backbone  in  order  to  maintain  a 
policy  of  a  balanced  budget. 

What  does  the  passage  of  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  to  the  U.S.  Con- 
stitution accomplish?  The  passage  of 
this  amendment  will  not,  as  the  Presid- 
ing Officer  has  stated,  place  this  into 
the  U.S.  Constitution.  It  refers  this 
matter  now  to  the  States,  and  it  will 
be  the  responsibility  of  three-quarters 
of  the  States  through  their  appropriate 
legislative  process  to  make  a  deter- 
mination as  to  whether  this  shall  be 
added  to  the  Constitution.  Certainly 
the  passage  of  this  amendment  will  not 
result  in  a  balanced  budget  or  the  di- 
minishment  by  even  a  penny  of  the 
U.S.  deficit.  Rather,  this  is  a  statement 
of  an  objective  and  the  provision  of 
constitutional  methods  by  which  to 
give  some  assurance  that  that  objec- 
tive will  be  reached.  This  is  not  a  sub- 
stitute for  the  long  road  of  difficult  de- 
cisions that  wUl  in  fact  be  required  in 
order  to  reach  a  balanced  budget. 

This  amendment  may  make  us  feel 
patriotic.  It  may  make  us  feel  good. 
But  it  is  not  a  cure-all  for  our  budget 
woes.  The  budget  deficit  will  not  sud- 
denly disappear  because  of  the  passage 
of  this  amendment. 

I  reflect  on  a  decision  which  this  Sen- 
ate made  a  few  dajrs  prior  to  Memorial 
Day.  I  was  part  of  a  group  which  has 
worked  over  the  past  several  months  to 
develop  a  balanced  budget  plan,  a  plan 
which,  within  6  or  7  years,  would  bring 
our  deficit  into  balance  and  would 
make  those  structural  changes  that 
would  give  us  some  confidence  that 
once  in  balance,  the  budget  would  stay 
in  balance  past  that  6-  or  7-year  period. 
This  effort,  which  has  been  referred  to 
as  the  centrist  coalition  or  as  the 
Chafee-Breaux  coalition,  was  a  serious 
effort  to  develop  a  proposal  which 
would  actually  achieve  the  objective  of 
a  balanced  budget. 

I  think  in  the  development  of  this 
proposal  and  in  its  disposition  by  the 
Senate  that  there  are  some  important 
lessons.  The  first  of  those  lessons  is 
that  this  effort  by  the  centrist  coali- 
tion was  bipartisan.  It  happened  that 
the  final  proposal  was  developed  by  22 
Members  of  this  Senate,  11  Republicans 
and  11  Democrats.  It  was  not  intended 
that  it  be  so  equally  balanced,  but  that 
was  how  it  finally  evolved.  I  believe 
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that  there  is  an  important  lesson  here, 
and  that  is  that  almost  any  serious  ef- 
fort in  this  Government  which  is  in- 
tended to  have  a  sustaining  life  must 
be  based  on  a  broad  foundation  of  bi- 
partisanship. There  is  an  arrogance  and 
an  ignorance  which  is  associated  with 
efforts  which  assume  that  one  individ- 
ual or  one  party  can  carry  a  major  re- 
form. 

It  has  been  said,  and  I  believe  cor- 
rectly so,  that  the  U.S.  Constitution 
was  the  first  time  that  the  basic  struc- 
ture of  a  government  was  written  with 
one  of  its  fundamental  objectives  being 
that  that  government  should  not  func- 
tion efficiently.  Our  Government  was 
designed  to  be  difficult.  Our  Govern- 
ment was  intended  to  be  such  that  no 
government,  by  its  alacrity  and  by  its 
effective  organization,  would  be  able  to 
trample  on  the  rights  of  minorities  or 
individual  citizens.  The  very  fact  that 
it  is  difficult  to  accomplish  anything 
with  our  form  of  government  under- 
scores the  importance  of  starting  the 
process  of  change  with  a  bipartisan 
spirit. 

So,  while  there  have  been  many 
speeches  given  in  the  last  few  hours 
about  the  heroic  efforts  to  try  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  which  then  foundered 
because  of  the  Presidential  veto,  I  sug- 
gest they  had  no  chance  of  getting  to 
the  destination  in  the  first  place  and 
were  not  serious  efforts  at  getting  to 
that  destination  because  they  failed 
the  fundamental,  initial  test  of  an  ef- 
fort at  serious  bipartisanship.  Our  ef- 
fort, the  centrist  coalition,  was  a  seri- 
ous bipartisan  effort. 

What  happened  to  our  effort?  Our  ef- 
fort tailed.  It  failed  by  a  vote  of  46  yeas 
and  53  nays.  It  had  22  Republican  votes 
and  24  Democratic  votes,  so  its  essen- 
tial bipartisanship  from  the  beginning 
carried  through  to  the  final  vote.  It 
was  good  news  that  the  vote  was  as 
close  as  it  was.  Frankly,  I  was  sur- 
prised that  there  were  46  Members  of 
the  Senate  who  would  be  prepared  to 
put  their  names  behind  the  very  tough 
choices  that  were  contained  in  that 
centrist  coalition. 

The  bad  news  was  that  in  fact  it  did 
lose.  That  failure  indicated  that,  for 
another  year,  we  were  not  going  to 
have  a  plan  for  a  balanced  budget.  It 
also  indicated  the  gap,  the  chasm,  be- 
tween the  rhetoric  and  the  actions  of 
people  who  will  stand  and,  with  such 
flourish,  indicate  their  commitment  to 
a  balanced  budget  but,  when  there  is  an 
actual  opportunity  to  vote  for  a  bipar- 
tisan bill,  do  not.  This  was  a  bipartisan 
bill  which  a  significant  number  of 
Members  of  both  parties  were  prepared 
to  support  and  with  some  expectation 
that.  If  it  were  actually  passed  by  the 
Congress,  that  the  President  would 
sign  it  into  law.  That  it  failed  is  an  in- 
dication of  the  gap  between  rhetoric 
and  the  actual  tough  choices  that  we 
have  to  make. 

There  have  been  a  number  of  analo- 
gies on  the  floor  in  the  past  few  hours. 


One  of  those  analogies,  which  I  think 
the  Presiding  Officer  used,  was  of  a 
hockey  stick,  to  describe  that  we  had 
an  essentially  balanced  budget  for 
most  of  our  Nation's  history  and  then 
in  the  last  few  years  we  have  gone  off 
the  chart,  in  terms  of  deficits.  If  I 
could  use  that  hockey  analogy,  and 
hockey  is  not  a  sport  that  is  particu- 
larly well  known  to  me,  I  would  say 
that  those  who  give  speeches  in  favor 
of  a  balanced  budget  are  like  a  hockey 
player  at  practice,  where  the  net  is 
empty  and  adl  you  have  to  do  is  take 
the  puck  and,  with  your  hockey  stick, 
knock  it  into  the  net.  If  you  are  suffi- 
ciently skilled,  that  is  not  a  particu- 
larly difficult  thing  to  do. 

What  happens  when  the  actual  game 
starts,  when  the  full  teams  of  both 
sides  are  on  the  ice?  Then  you  might 
have  somebody  in  the  net  with  the 
skill  of  John  Vanbeesbrook,  who  is  the 
goaltender  for  the  Florida  Panthers. 
The  challenge  comes  to  be  able  to  score 
when  you  have  a  difficult  target  to  hit. 

That  is  the  nature  of  the  challenge 
we  are  going  to  face  and  which  the  pas- 
sage of  this  constitutional  amendment 
is  not  going  to  allow  us  to  avoid. 

At  some  point,  whether  we  pass  this 
amendment  or  whether  we  do  not  pass 
this  amendment,  collectively,  and  in  a 
bipartisan  spirit,  we  are  going  to  have 
to  make  some  very  tough  choices. 
There  has  been  lots  of  discussion  about 
why  we  are  doing  this.  We  are  doing  it 
in  order  to  help  the  people  of  America 
be  able  to  buy  a  home,  get  a  job,  pay 
off  their  student  loans.  We  are  doing  it 
because  it  is  our  generation's  respon- 
sibility. A  frequently  stated  reason  is 
we  are  doing  it  out  of  a  sense  of  respon- 
sibility to  our  children  or  grand- 
children. I  want  to  join  that  chorus. 

Mr.  President,  this  happens  to  be  a 
picture  taken  of  my  wife  and  myself 
and  our  eight  grandchildren.  These 
three,  who  are  triplets,  were  bom  ap- 
proximately 14  months  ago.  I  am 
pleased  to  report  that  one  of  those  tri- 
plets, whose  name  is  Adele  Gibson, 
took  her  first  steps  yesterday,  and  I 
was  there  to  observe  her  taking  three 
of  those  first  steps.  She  is  ready  to 
start  her  life  of  increased  mobility  and 
independence.  It  is  for  Adele  and  her 
cousins  and  the  millions  of  other 
grandchildren  of  America  for  whom  we 
take  this  action. 

This  amendment  will  force  us  to 
make  some  of  the  tough  decisions  that 
we  have  become  too  accustomed  to 
avoid.  The  passage  of  this  ajnendment 
is  not  a  time  to  exalt.  Passing  this 
amendment  is  not  a  victory.  We  may 
have,  by  passage  of  this  amendment- 
should  we  be  able  to  get  the  constitu- 
tional number  to  do  so  tomorrow — jjer- 
formed  the  equivalent  of  the  hockey 
exercise  of  getting  the  puck  into  an 
empty,  unguarded  net. 

The  challenge  is  going  to  be  when  we 
can  do  the  tough  work  of  scoring 
against  the  difficult  opponent  of  iner- 


tia, the  difficult  opponent  of  special  in- 
terest, the  difficult  opponent  of  people 
who  have  developed  a  set  of  expecta- 
tions that  are  necessarily  going  to 
have  to  be  challenged  if  we  are  to  move 
in  a  different  course.  These  choices  will 
be  difficult,  and  many  of  them  will  not 
be  politically  prudent.  However,  they 
must  be  made. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  state  aigain  that 
it  is  my  intention  tomorrow  to  vote  for 
the  constitutional  amendment  which 
will  establish  as  a  fimdamental  policy 
of  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
of  America  that  we  will  balance  our 
budget.  But  I  do  not  wish  anyone  who 
observes  this  process,  and  certainly 
none  of  us  who  will  participate  directly 
in  it  at  noon  tomorrow,  to  be  under 
any  delusions  that  we  have  done  some 
heroic  act  by  voting  for  this  constitu- 
tional amendment.  We  have  just  stated 
that  we  are  unable  to  make  the  tough 
choices  without  the  threat  of  a  con- 
stitutional crisis  in  failing  to  do  so 
and,  thus,  are  prepared  to  Impose  the 
shackles  of  that  crisis  upon  ourselves 
and  those  who  will  serve  here  in  the  fu- 
ture. 

We  have  stated  that  while  we  have 
been  unwilling  to  make  the  tough 
choices  to  date,  that  with  those  shack- 
les we  will  be  forced  to  do  so. 

So  this  is  a  time  of  sober  reflection 
on  our  failure  rather  than  exaltation  at 
a  temporary  success. 

I  hope  that  my  colleagues  will  pro- 
vide the  necessary  constitutional  mar- 
gin to  pass  this  amendment  tomorrow, 
because  without  it,  I  do  not  see  any 
evidence  in  our  actions  and  actions  as 
recently  as  the  past  2  weeks  that  give 
me  cause  to  believe  we  will,  in  fact, 
make  those  tough  decisions  to  balance 
the  budget  of  the  U.S.  Government, 
achieve  the  benefits  that  will  come 
from  that  and  be  faithful  to  Adele  Gib- 
son and  the  other  grandchildren  of 
America. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


TRIBUTE  TO  BILL  COHEN 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  the  State 
of  Maine  has  a  rich  tradition  of  sending 
independent  and  thoughtful  voices  to 
the  U.S.  Senate.  Margaret  Chase  Smith 
and  Ed  Muskie  are  just  two  Senators 
with  whom  I  have  served  who  have  car- 
ried on  this  tradition. 

For  the  past  18  years,  that  tradition 
and  the  best  interests  of  Maine  citizens 
have  been  very  ably  represented  in  this 
Chamber  by  our  colleague,  Bni.  Cohen. 
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One  thing  I  have  learned  about  Bill 
Cohen  is  that  he  does  not  know  how  to 
just  touch  the  surface  of  an  issue.  If  I 
gave  him  an  assignment,  or  if  he  in- 
volved himself  in  a  problem,  then  along 
with  learning  everything  there  is  to 
know  about  that  problem,  he  also 
would  provide  innovative  solutions. 

Military  preparedness,  the  Central 
Intelligence  Agency,  lobby  reform, 
health  care  fraud  and  abuse.  Medicare, 
international  trade,  these  are  just  a 
few  of  the  countless  areas  that  have 
benefited  from  Bill  Cohen's  intellect 
and  energy. 

As  my  colleagues  know.  Bill  has  also 
found  time  to  publish  a  number  of 
books,  including  a  very  thoughtful 
look  at  his  first  year  in  the  Senate,  a 
spy  novel,  an  account  of  the  Iran- 
Contra  investigation,  and  a  number  of 
volumes  of  poetry. 

Bill's  departure  from  the  Senate  will 
leave  him  with  more  time  for  writing, 
and  more  time  for  thinking.  And  I  have 
no  doubt  that  his  writing  and  his 
thinking  will  continue  to  influence 
American  public  policy  for  many  years 
to  come. 


SENATOR  PAUL  SIMON 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  it  is  no  se- 
cret that  one  regret  I  will  have  when  I 
leave  the  Senate  is  the  fact  that  we  did 
not  send  a  balanced  budget  amendment 
to  the  States.  And  I  know  that  regret 
is  shared  by  many  in  this  Chamber  in- 
cluding our  colleague,  Senator  Paul 
Simon.  The  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment is  a  cause  that  Senator  Simon  has 
courageously  advanced  since  his  arriv- 
al here  many  years  ago  in  1985.  Perhaps 
his  aversion  to  deficits  and  red  ink 
arose  from  the  fact  that  Senator  Simon 
began  his  career  at  age  19  by  editing 
and  publishing  a  small  newspaper. 

Whatever  the  reason.  Senator  Simon 
hit  the  nail  on  the  head  when  he  stated 
that  allowing  skyrocketing  deficits  to 
continue  was  "a  policy  of  folly."  If  I 
know  Senator  Simon,  I  know  that  he 
will  continue  to  write  and  speak 
against  this  policy  of  folly  until  it  is 
changed. 

The  balanced  budget  is  not  the  only 
debate  to  which  Senator  Simon  has  de- 
voted his  considerable  intellect  and  en- 
ergy. Education  reform,  the  impact  tel- 
evision has  on  our  children,  and  world 
hunger  are  just  three  of  the  many 
issues  Senator  Simon  has  embraced 
during  his  12  years  in  this  Chamber. 

I  will  also  long  remember  the  support 
Senator  Simon  provided  during  the  bat- 
tle for  passage  of  the  Americans  With 
Disabilities  Act.  His  long  and  distin- 
guished public  career  also  includes  8 
years  in  the  Illinois  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, 6  years  in  the  Illinois 
State  senate,  4  years  as  Illinois  lieu- 
tenant governor,  and  10  years  in  the 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives.  Some- 
how, this  prolific  writer  has  also  found 
time  to  author  15  books  and  through 


all  his  nearly  50  years  of  service,  from 
his  day  as  crusading  editor  until  today, 
he  has  maintained  a  spotless  reputa- 
tion for  total  and  complete  integrity. 

Though  we  come  from  diflferent  sides 
of  the  aisle,  I  can  say  without  hesi- 
tation Senator  Simons  retirement  will 
deprive  this  Chamber  of  one  of  our 
most  thoughtful  Members.  Elizabeth 
joins  me  in  wishing  he  and  Jeanne 
many  more  years  of  health  and  happi- 
ness. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


SENATOR  MARK  HATFIELD 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
suite  of  offices  I  have  been  privileged 
to  occupy  as  Republican  leader  hangs  a 
picture  of  Senator  Charles  McNary  of 
Oregon.  Senator  McNary  served  as  Re- 
publican leader  for  over  10  years  in  the 
1930's  and  1940's,  and  he  served  for  over 
26  years  in  the  Senate. 

He  was  the  longest  serving  Senator 
in  Oregon  history  until  his  record  was 
broken  by  our  colleague.  Senator  Mark 
Hatfield.  All  Oregonians  would  agree 
that  not  only  has  Senator  Hatfield 
made  history  in  terms  of  longevity,  he 
has  also  set  standards  in  terms  of  in- 
tegrity. 

Senator  Hatfield  and  I  have  served 
together  in  this  Chamber  for  over  27 
years.  In  that  time,  we  have  agreed  on 
many  issues  and  we  have  disagreed  on 
many  others,  but  I  can  say  without 
hesitation  that  not  once  in  the  years 
we  have  served  together  did  I  ever 
doubt  that  Mark  Hatfield  was  stand- 
ing up  for  what  he  truly  believed  was 
right  for  Oregon  and  for  America. 

Senator  Hatfield  has  devoted  him- 
self to  many  causes  in  the  Senate,  in- 
cluding improving  Oregon's  infrastruc- 
ture, medical  research,  and  the  search 
for  a  cure  to  Alzheimer's  disease.  Per- 
haps he  is  best  known  for  his  dedica- 
tion to  the  cause  of  peace,  a  dedication 
arising  from  service  in  World  War  n 
where  he  saw  battle  at  Iwo  Jima  and 
Okinawa,  and  was  among  the  first  U.S. 
servicemen  to  enter  Hiroshima  follow- 
ing the  atomic  explosion. 

Before  entering  politics,  he  was  a  col- 
lege professor,  and  when  he  returns  to 
Oregon  in  January  he  will  once  again 
enter  the  classroom.  The  fact  is,  how- 
ever, that  for  Senator  Hatfield  the 
U.S.  Capitol  was  also  a  classroom  and 
the  lessons  he  has  taught  us  all,  lessons 
in  statesmanship,  leadership,  and 
friendship,  will  remain  with  us  and 
with  this  Chamber  for  many  years  to 
come. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor.  I 
thank  my  colleagues. 

Mr.  BURNS.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  BURNS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  BURNS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  there  now  be  a 
period  for  the  transaction  of  morning 
business  with  Senators  permitted  to 
speak  for  up  to  5  minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


DEATH  OF  RED  CROSS  RELIEF 
WORKERS  IN  BURUNDI 

Mr.  KASSEBAUM.  Mr.  President, 
yesterday  three  Swiss  Red  Cross  relief 
workers  were  killed  in  Burundi.  I  want 
to  express  my  condolences  to  the  Inter- 
national Committee  of  the  Red  Cross 
and  the  families  of  the  deceased. 

The  ICRC  staff  were  attacked  as  they 
returned  from  a  project  providing  hu- 
manitarian relief  to  the  civilian  Bu- 
rundian  population.  ICRC  is  the  largest 
humanitarian  organization  in  Burundi, 
providing  water  to  over  200.000  people, 
as  well  as  cans.  pots,  and  blankets.  The 
Red  Cross  agricultural  programs  keeps 
150,000  people  alive. 

Over  the  years,  when  I  have  traveled 
in  Africa,  I  have  alwajrs  been  impressed 
with  the  courageous  work  of  the  ICRC. 
From  Somalia  to  Rwanda.  Angola  to 
Liberia,  the  ICRC  performs  critical 
functions — often,  as  we  saw  yesterday, 
at  great  personal  risk.  In  many  of 
these  crises.  I  simply  do  not  know  what 
we  would  do  with  the  ICRC. 

The  International  Red  Cross  has  long- 
been  identified  as  a  neutral  organiza- 
tion which  meticulously  avoids  taking 
sides  in  armed  conflicts.  For  that  rea- 
son, the  brutal  attack  on  the  relief  offi- 
cials— in  a  vehicle  clearly  marked  with 
Red  Cross  emblems— is  particularly 
outrageous. 

Mr.  President,  while  much  of  the  rest 
of  the  world— and  even  most  of  Africa- 
is  moving  forward  into  the  21st  cen- 
tury, some  countries  continue  to  dete- 
riorate into  almost  medieval  levels  of 
brutality  with  a  total  disregard  for 
human  life.  Over  the  past  year,  the  vio- 
lence in  Burundi  has  increased  dra- 
matically as  both  the  Burundian  mili- 
tary and  rebels  based  in  Zaire  have 
killed  civilians  at  will. 

While  the  extremists  pursue  a  strat- 
egy of  intimidation,  the  civilians  of 
Bunmdi  suffer.  In  recent  months,  thou- 
sands of  innocent  people  have  been 
killed.  Tens  of  thousands  have  been 
displaced  from  their  homes,  many 
forced  into  Zaire  and  Tanzania. 

As  the  level  of  violence  grows.  Bu- 
rundi risks  spiraling  totally  out  of  con- 
trol into  a  cycle  of  genocidal  brutality. 
Mr.  President,  it  is  difficult  to  know 
what  to  do  in  this  type  of  situation. 
Clearly,  as  security  permits,  we  will 
support  humanitarian  relief  oper- 
ations. The  United  States  and  our  Eu- 
ropeans allies  will  continue  to  engage 


13068 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


in  active  diplomatic  efforts  to  stop  the 
killing.  I  commend  the  administration, 
particularly  National  Security  Adviser 
Tony  Lake,  for  taking  a  trip  to  Bu- 
rundi to  signal  high-level  concern.  And 
the  United  Nations  is  exploring  a  num- 
bers of  options  to  address  the  contin- 
ued violence. 

But  I  believe  the  primary  responsibil- 
ity— and  the  most  effective  means — to 
stop  the  killing  lies  with  those  on  the 
African  Continent. 

First  and  foremost,  the  Burundlans 
themselves  must  stand  up  and  say  that 
enough  is  enough.  The  military— the 
primary  perpetrators  of  the  violence- 
must  end  the  brutality  and  perform  as 
a  neutral,  professional  force  protect- 
ing, not  killing,  their  citizens.  The 
Hutu  rebels  based  in  Zaire  must  stop 
their  campaign  of  terror.  All  parties 
must  stop  spreading  fear  and  pursue 
their  goals  through  dialog. 

Mr.  President,  the  neighboring 
states— those  most  affected  by  the  in- 
security in  Burundi — must  play  an  ac- 
tive role  in  reestablishing  stability  in 
the  region. 

Former  President  Nyerere  of  Tanza- 
nia is  leading  an  active  diplomatic  ini- 
tiative to  bring  the  Burundian  parties 
together.  I  conmiend  President  Nyerere 
for  his  efforts,  and  the  United  States 
should  continue  to  strongly  support 
him. 

I  would  urge  the  Organization  of  Af- 
rican Unity  to  become  more  engaged  in 
Burundi.  The  Secretary  General  of  the 
OAU  has  issued  a  statement  on  Bu- 
rundi. But  the  OAU,  in  order  to  be  rel- 
evant, must  stop  talking  about  ending 
conflict  and  begin  to  take  actions  to 
stop  conflicts. 

Finally,  as  the  primary  host  to  refu- 
gees from  Rwanda  and  Burundi,  Zaire 
has  a  clear  interest  in  promoting  peace 
in  Burvmdl.  Yet.  all  evidence  points  to 
the  continued  destabilizing  role  of 
Zaire  in  central  Africa.  President 
Mobutu  and  Prime  Mulnister  Kengo 
must  use  their  influence  to  stop  the 
arms  trafficking  to  the  Hutu  rebels 
based  in  Zaire.  They  must  arrest  the 
intlmidators  spreading  fear  among  ref- 
ugees. And  they  must  Improve  security 
on  the  border. 

Over  the  years,  I  have  been  one  of  the 
first  to  criticize  President  Mobutu  for 
his  human  rights  and  economic  policies 
in  Zafre.  He  has  destroyed  the  physical 
and  social  Infrastructure  of  his  coun- 
try, potentially  one  of  Africa's  richest 
and  most  powerful.  Now  he  is  feeding 
instability  in  Burundi  and  Rwanda  de- 
spite the  Interests  of  the  Zairian  people 
in  stability.  President  Mobutu  should 
understand  that  his  role  in  central  Af- 
rica will  be  noted  and  remembered  by 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  once  again  I  want  to 
express  my  deep  sadness  over  the  bru- 
tal murder  of  the  three  International 
Conunlttee  of  the  Red  Cross  relief 
workers  in  Burundi.  They  died  in  a 
noble  cause:  helping  innocent  civilians 
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stay  alive.  It  is  my  hope  that  thefr 
deaths  will  be  among  the  last  in  Bu- 
rundi— and  not  just  one  more  tragic 
event  in  the  continued  slide  into  un- 
controllable ethnic  brutality. 


FOREIGN  OIL  CONSUMED  BY 
UNITED  STATES?  HERE'S  WEEK- 
LY BOX  SCORE 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  the 
American  Petroleum  Institute  reports 
that  for  the  week  ending  May  31,  the 
United  States  imported  8,700,000  barrels 
of  oil  each  day,  900.000  barrels  more 
than  the  7,800,000  barrels  imported  dur- 
ing the  same  week  a  year  ago. 

Americans  relied  on  foreign  oil  for  57 
percent  of  their  needs  last  week,  and 
there  are  no  sigrns  that  this  upward  spi- 
ral will  abate.  Before  the  Persian  Gulf 
war,  the  United  States  obtained  about 
45  percent  of  its  oil  supply  from  foreign 
countries.  During  the  Arab  oil  embargo 
in  the  1970's,  foreign  oil  accounted  for 
only  35  percent  of  America's  oil  supply. 

Anybody  else  interested  in  restoring 
domestic  production  of  oil — by  U.S. 
producers  using  American  workers? 
Politicians  better  ponder  the  economic 
calamity  sure  to  occur  in  America  if 
and  when  foreign  producers  shut  off 
our  supply — or  double  the  already  enor- 
mous cost  of  imported  oil  flowing  into 
the  United  States— now  8,700,000  barrels 
a  day. 


THE  VERY  BAD  DEBT  BOXSCORE 
Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  the  Fed- 
eral Government  is  existing  on  bor- 
rowed money— more  than  S5  trillion  of 
it.  As  of  the  close  of  business  yester- 
day, June  4,  1996,  the  Federal  debt 
stood  at  $5,139,963,594,008.65.  On  a  per 
capita  basis,  every  man,  woman,  and 
child  in  America  owes  $19,395.97  as  his 
or  her  share  of  the  Federal  debt. 

More  than  two  centuries  ago.  the 
Continental  Congress  adopted  the  Dec- 
laration of  Independence.  It's  time  for 
Congress  to  adopt  a  declaration  of  eco- 
nomic responsibilities — and  an  amend- 
ment requiring  the  President  and  Con- 
gress to  come  up  with  a  balanced  Fed- 
eral budget — now. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Thomas,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 

iXECUnVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session  the  Presiding 
Officer  laid  before  the  Senate  messages 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States  submitting  one  nomination 
which  were  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services. 

(The  nomination  received  today  is 
printed  at  the  end  of  the  Senate  pro- 
ceedings.) 


REPORT  ON  SMALL  BUSINESS  AND 
COMPETITION- MESSAGE  FROM 
THE  PRESIDENT— PM  152 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be- 
fore the  Senate  the  following  message 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  together  with  an  accompanying 
report;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Small  Business: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  am  pleased  to  transmit  to  you  my 
annual  report  on  the  state  of  small 
business,  and  to  report  that  small  busi- 
nesses are  doing  exceptionally  well.  In 
the  year  covered  by  this  report,  a 
record  807,000  new  firms  reported  ini- 
tial emplosTnent.  Firms  in  industries 
dominated  by  small  businesses  created 
almost  60  percent  of  the  nearly  3.3  mil- 
lion new  jobs.  Business  failures  and 
bankruptcies  declined  at  some  of  the 
shari)est  rates  in  a  decade. 

Small  businesses  have  both  contrib- 
uted to  and  benefited  from  the  recent 
strength  of  the  economy.  The  deficit 
reduction  plan  I  initiated  in  1993  has 
cut  the  budget  deficit  in  half.  The 
economy  has  created  8.5  million  new 
jobs  since  January  1993— almost  all  of 
them  in  the  private  sector.  The  com- 
bined rate  of  unemployment  and  infla- 
tion is  at  its  lowest  level  in  more  than 
25  years. 

A  major  success  story  has  been  in  the 
women-owned  business  sector.  Women 
are  creating  new  businesses  and  new 
jobs  at  double  the  national  rate. 
Today,  women  own  one-third  of  all 
businesses  in  the  United  States.  Clear- 
ly, there  is  no  stopping  this  Cast-grow- 
ing segment  of  the  economy. 

Last  June  I  met  in  Washington  with 
nearly  2,000  small  business  owners — 
participants  in  the  national  White 
House  Conference  on  Small  Business. 
They  took  precious  time  away  from 
thefr  businesses  to  tell  us  about  their 
problems  and  their  ideas  for  resolving 
them,  turning  over  a  list  of  60  rec- 
ommendations for  Government  action. 
Their  ideas  are  reflected  in  many  of  the 
recent  initiatives  of  my  Administra- 
tion. 

IMPROVING  ACCESS  TO  CAPITAL 

One  of  the  keys  to  a  healthy  small 
business  sector  is  access  to  adequate 
start-up  and  working  capital.  The 
Small  Business  Lending  Enhancement 
Act  of  1995,  which  I  signed  last  October, 
helped  to  increase  access  to  capital 
through  the  Small  Business  Adminis- 
tration's (SBA)  section  7(a)  loan  guar- 
antee program.  Last  year,  the  SBA  pro- 
vided nearly  $11  billion  in  long-term 
credit  and  other  financial  assistance  to 
more  than  67,000  small  businesses, 
bringing  SBA's  total  loan  portfolio  to 
$26  billion.  The  number  of  7(a)  guaran- 
teed loans  has  increased  dramatically, 
up  52  percent  from  fiscal  year  1994  to 
fiscal  year  1995— and  that's  with  a 
smaller  budget  and  fewer  employees  at 
the  SBA.  Moreover,  during  that  same 
period,  the  number  of  7(a)  guaranteed 
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loams  to  women-owned  businesses  grew 
by  86  percent:  loans  to  minority-owned 
businesses  increased  by  53  percent;  and 
loans  to  businesses  owned  by  U.S.  vet- 
erans grew  by  43  percent. 

Other  initiatives  are  under  way.  My 
administration  has  been  working  with 
banks  and  banking  regulators  to  re- 
move impediments  to  small  business 
lending  by  financial  institutions.  The 
Riegle  Commimity  Development  and 
Regrulatory  Improvement  Act  of  1994 
amended  the  banking  and  securities 
laws  to  promote  the  growth  of  a  sec- 
ondary market  for  small  business 
loans.  And  my  administration  is  look- 
ing to  reduce  small  business  securities 
filing  and  disclosure  burdens.  In  June 
1995,  the  Securities  and  Exchange  Com- 
mission proposed  regulations  that 
would  further  this  small  business  goal. 

EASING  THE  TAX  BURDEN 

The  Federal  Government  should  re- 
ward rather  than  discourage  entre- 
preneurs who  take  risks  and  create 
jobs.  To  that  end,  we  have  worked  to 
simplify  the  tax  code  and  make  it  more 
equitable  for  small  firms. 

In  April  1995,  I  signed  legislation  to 
increase  to  30  percent  the  share  of 
health  insurance  premiums  that  self- 
employed  individuals  can  deduct  on 
their  tax  returns  beginning  this  tax 
year— and  we  "re  working  to  increase 
that  amount. 

Small  firms  are  less  likely  than  their 
larger  counterparts  to  be  able  to  pro- 
vide retirement  plans.  While  75  percent 
of  workers  in  businesses  with  more 
than  1,000  employees  have  pension 
plans,  only  24  percent  of  workers  in 
businesses  with  fewer  than  100  employ- 
ees have  them.  I  have  proposed  a  new 
pension  plan  targeted  to  the  needs  of 
small  businesses— the  National  Em- 
ployee Savings  Trust  (NEST).  The 
NEST  would  provide  benefits  similar  to 
those  of  a  401(k)  pension  plan  and 
would  be  simple  to  create  and  operate. 

My  Administration  has  endorsed 
other  improvements  that  make  exist- 
ing pension  plans  safer  and  more  bene- 
ficial for  business  owners  and  employ- 
ees alike.  For  example,  we  have  pro- 
posed to  eliminate  the  "family  aggre- 
gation" restrictions  on  pensions  for 
family  members,  so  that  spouses  or 
children  who  work  in  the  same  or  re- 
lated businesses  can  earn  their  own  re- 
tirement benefits. 

Our  1993  economic  plan  made  90  per- 
cent of  small  businesses  eligible  for  tax 
relief.  It  established  a  targeted  tax 
preference  for  capital  gains,  reduced 
the  record-keeping  requirements  for 
the  meals  and  entertainment  deduc- 
tion, and  raised  the  small  business  ex- 
pensing limit  for  equipment  by  75  per- 
cent, to  $17,500.  We  have  proposed  to  in- 
crease further  the  value  of  equipment 
that  can  be  dfrectly  expensed  to  $25,000. 

My  Administration  is  also  taking 
steps  to  ensure  that  tax  regulations  are 
as  simple  and  understandable  as  pos- 
sible.    For    example,     administrative 


gtildance  has  been  published  to  provide 
tax  relief  to  S  corporations  and  part- 
nerships, simplify  depreciation  com- 
putations, and  ease  inventory  capital- 
ization for  small  businesses. 

We  are  pursuing  tax  form  simplifica- 
tion through  our  Simplified  Tax  and 
Wage  Reporting  System  (STAWRS). 
This  joint  effort  among  Federal  and 
State  agencies  will  simplify,  unify,  and 
streamline  tax  reporting  so  that  tax- 
payers will  eventually  be  able  to  file 
their  State  and  Federal  tax  and  wage 
returns  at  one  location,  electronically. 
All  these  efforts  will  bring  tax  report- 
ing into  the  modem  age  while  reducing 
the  paperwork  burden  for  small  busi- 
ness. 

SHRINKING  THE  REGULATORY  ANT)  PAPERWORK 
BURDEN 

Regulation  and  paperwork  continue 
to  be  a  key  concern  of  America's  small 
business  owners,  and  I  am  proud  of  the 
progress  my  Administration  has  made 
in  addressing  this  concern.  For  exam- 
ple, the  SBA  is  streamlining  all  its  reg- 
ulations and  converting  them  to  plain 
English.  An  application  form  for  the 
most  common  SBA  loans  used  to  be  an 
inch  thick  and  take  5  to  6  weeks  to  ap- 
prove. We've  reduced  the  form  to  one 
page  and  cut  tum-around  time  to  3 
days. 

I've  said  it  before:  the  era  of  big  Gov- 
ernment is  over.  We  have  been  working 
hard  to  give  the  American  people  a 
Government  that  works  better  and 
costs  less.  We  are  eliminating  16,000 
pages  of  unnecessary  regulations  and 
streamlining  31,000  more — shifting  de- 
cision-making out  of  Washington  and 
back  to  States  and  local  communities. 
In  addition,  we  are  directing  Federal 
agencies,  where  possible,  to  cut  by  half 
the  frequency  of  reports  the  public  is 
required  to  provide  to  the  Government. 

More  broadly,  much  of  our  National 
Performance  Review  effort  to  reinvent 
Government  has  been  pointed  specifi- 
cally at  helping  small  business.  The 
U.S.  Business  Advisor,  which  provides 
Internet  access  to  information  from  all 
Federal  agencies,  and  the  U.S.  General 
Store  for  Small  Business,  which  offers 
business  owners  one  location  for  deal- 
ing with  the  Federal  Government,  il- 
lustrate our  commitment  to  reinvent- 
ing how  Government  serves  the  small 
business  community. 

In  March  1995. 1  announced  a  new  ap- 
proach to  lessening  the  regulatory  bur- 
den on  small  firms.  Under  this  com- 
monsense  approach,  small  businesses 
can  now  avoid  passing  penalties  for  vio- 
lations if  they  correct  the  problem 
within  an  appropriate  period  of  time. 
And  for  those  violations  that  may  take 
longer  to  correct,  a  small  business  may 
get  up  to  100  percent  of  its  fine  waived 
if  that  same  money  is  used  to  correct 
the  violation. 

I'm  proud  to  have  succeeded  in  put- 
ting more  teeth  in  the  Regulatory 
Flexibility  Act  (RFA).  Under  the  1980 
Act.     Federal     Government    agencies 


must  analyze  thefr  proposed  regula- 
tions for  their  effects  on  small  firms— 
and  revise  them  if  they  will  create  an 
unfair  burden.  In  the  past,  however,  be- 
cause the  agencies'  analyses  could  not 
be  reviewed  in  the  courts,  small  busi- 
nesses had  no  meaningful  recourse  ff  an 
agency  made  a  poor  decision.  On  March 
29. 1  signed  into  law  the  Small  Business 
Regulatory  Enforcement  Fairness  Act 
of  1996,  which  allows  for  judicial  review 
of  Federal  agency  RFA  analyses.  The 
Act  also  emphasizes  compliance  assist- 
ance and  requires  agencies  to  provide 
small  businesses  with  simple  and  clear 
guidelines  to  assist  them  in  complsring 
with  the  regulations  that  affect  them. 
As  small  business  owners  have  told 
us,  they  care  about  environmental  pro- 
tection and  occupational  safety;  after 
all,  they  drink  the  same  water,  breathe 
the  same  air,  and  share  the  same  work- 
place hazards  as  everyone  else.  My  Ad- 
ministration has  challenged  small 
businesses  and  regulatory  agencies  to 
find  cheaper,  more  efficient  ways  than 
government  regulation  to  meet  the 
high  environmental  and  workplace 
standards  Americans  want. 

OPENING  MARKETS  AND  EXPANDING  TRADE 

Every  year  the  Federal  Government 
spends  $200  billion  on  goods  and  serv- 
ices, and  small  businesses  receive  a 
substantial  share  of  that  market.  I  am 
committed  to  expanding  further  the 
opportunities  for  small  businesses  to 
win  Federal  contracts.  I  fought  for  the 
Federal  Acquisition  Streamlining  Act 
of  1994  and  the  Federal  Acquisition  Re- 
form Act  of  1996,  which  have  simplified 
the  procurement  process  and  made  it 
easier  for  small  firms  to  do  business 
with  the  Federal  Government. 

The  1994  law  also  created  a  new  Gov- 
ernment-wide electronic  commerce 
system,  FACNET,  which  will  eventu- 
ally permit  electronic  submission  of 
bids  and  proposals.  I  encourage  small 
businesses  to  take  advantage  of  these 
new  procurement  procedures  to  provide 
more  goods  and  services  to  the  Govern- 
ment. 

In  addition  to  the  Federal  market- 
place, foreign  msirkets  offer  significant 
opportunities  for  small  business  owners 
to  compete  &nd  win.  While  the  North 
American  Free  Trade  Agreement 
(NAFTA)  and  the  General  Agreement 
on  Tarlffe  and  Trade  (GATT)  are  open- 
ing markets  abroad,  my  Administra- 
tion's National  Elxport  Strategy  had 
made  it  easier  here  at  home  for  small 
businesses  to  export.  Among  other 
things,  we've  opened  14  U.S.  Elzport  As- 
sistance Centers  to  provide  one-stop 
access  to  export  information,  market- 
ing assistance,  and  finance. 

TECHNOLOGY  AND  INNOVATION 

Technological  innovation  by  small 
firms  is  a  major  reason  for  America's 
leadership  in  the  world  economy. 
Through  the  Small  Business  Innova- 
tion Research  and  Small  Business 
Technology  Transfer  programs,  the 
Federal    Government    taps    into    the 
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brain  power  of  small  businesses  to 
meet  its  own  research  needs.  In  the 
process,  these  prograuns  help  spur  tech- 
nological innovation  to  foster  new 
businesses  and  jobs. 

The  Small  Business  Innovation  Re- 
search (SBIR)  program  alone  has  near- 
ly doubled  awards  to  small  businesses 
during  my  Administration— up  from 
$508  in  1992  to  more  than  $900  million  in 
1995.  And  the  quality  of  SBIR  research 
proposals  has  kept  pace  with  the  pro- 
gram's expansion. 

We've  also  dramatically  expanded 
the  Manufacturing  Extension  Partner- 
ship to  help  America's  380,000  smaller 
manufacturers  become  more  competi- 
tive in  world  markets.  Sixty  locally 
managed  manufacturing  extension  cen- 
ters— up  from  seven  in  1993 — are  deliv- 
ering much-needed  services  to  this  im- 
portant small  business  sector. 

As  this  report  documents,  changes 
are  coming  at  lightning  speed.  Small 
business  owners  recognize  that  they 
will  need  all  the  technological  skill 
and  "connectivity"  they  can  muster 
just  to  keep  up.  Through  manufactur- 
ing extension  centers,  FACNET.  the 
U.S.  Business  Advisor,  and  other  infor- 
mation networks,  we  can  help  make 
available  the  information  small  busi- 
nesses need  to  start  up  and  succeed. 

THE  HUMAN  FACTOR 

If  the  heart  of  our  entrepreneurial 
economy  is  small  business,  then  the 
heart  of  snmll  business  is  its  people — 
small  business  owners  and  their  em- 
ployees. We  need  to  work  with  small 
businesses  to  strengthen  and  support 
this  dynamic  human  resource. 

We've  seen  what  business  growth  can 
do  for  communities,  and  we  hope  to  en- 
courage more  business  formation  in 
empowerment  zones  and  enterprise 
communities:  legislation  before  the 
Congress  would  provide  more  tax  in- 
centives and  waivers  of  some  regu- 
latory requirements  in  these  areas. 
SBA's  one-stop  capital  shops  specifi- 
cally target  empowerment  zones  and 
enterprise  communities. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  we're  taking 
steps  to  modify  the  tax  code  in  ways 
that  will  make  it  easier  for  small  busi- 
nesses to  offer  health  care  and  retire- 
ment plans  to  their  employees.  We  also 
want  to  make  sure  that  workers  and 
their  families  can  keep  their  health  in- 
surance even  when  they  change  jobs.  I 
have  urged  the  Congress  to  enact  the 
Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill,  which  would 
nmke  health  insurance  coverage  more 
"portable"  for  our  Nation's  workers. 

We  want  to  make  better  use  of  our 
work  force  training  dollars  by  consoli- 
dating and  streamlining  many  of  our 
Federal  work  force  training  programs. 
Under  our  proposal.  States  and  local- 
ities would  have  more  flexibility  to  ad- 
minister these  programs  in  the  way 
that  will  do  the  most  good  for  our 
workers  and  small  business  owners. 

I'm  pleased  that  young  entrepreneurs 
were  represented  at  the  White  House 


Conference  on  Small  Business  and  that 
the  conference  looked  to  our  economic 
future  by  endorsing  more  mentorships 
and  v/orkplace  educational  opportuni- 
ties for  young  people.  These  private- 
sector-led  efforts  form  an  essential 
part  of  the  work-based  learning  pro- 
gram I  envisioned  when  I  signed  into 
law  the  School-to- Work  Opportunities 
Act  of  1994. 

It  takes  a  great  deal  of  courage  to 
start  something  new,  to  carve  a  reality 
out  of  a  dream,  often  with  few  re- 
sources, sometimes  in  adverse  sur- 
roundings, and  in  an  economy  that  de- 
mands much  of  its  participants.  That  is 
why  we  celebrate  and  listen  to  Ameri- 
ca's small  business  owners  and  why  we 
will  continue  to  look  for  ways  to  nur- 
ture and  support  this  powerful  eco- 
nomic engine — the  small  business  sec- 
tor. 

Wdluam  J.  Clinton. 

The  White  House.  June  5, 1996. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

At  3:55  p.m.,  a  message  fi-om  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Mr.  Hays,  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  House  has  passed  the 
following  bills,  in  which  it  requests  the 
concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.R.  234.  An  act  to  amend  title  11  of  the 
United  States  Code  to  make  nondlschargre- 
able  a  debt  for  death  or  Injury  caused  by  the 
debtor's  operation  of  watercraft  or  aircraft 
while  Intoxicated. 

H.R.  2650.  An  act  to  amend  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  to  eliminate  certain  sentencing 
Inequities  for  drug  offenders. 

H.R.  2977.  An  act  to  reauthorize  alternative 
means  of  dispute  resolution  In  the  Federal 
administrative  process,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

H.R.  3235.  An  act  to  amend  the  Ethics  In 
Government  Act  of  1978,  to  extend  the  au- 
thorization of  appropriations  for  the  Office 
of  Government  Ethics  for  3  years,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

H.R.  3376.  An  act  to  authorize  major  medi- 
cal facility  projects  and  major  medical  facil- 
ity leases  for  the  Department  of  Veterans  Af- 
fairs for  fiscal  year  1997,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  has  agreed  to  the  following  con- 
current resolution,  in  which  it  request 
the  concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.  Con.  Res.  181.  Concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  Congress  that  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  should  dispose  of  all  re- 
maining commodities  In  the  disaster  reserve 
maintained  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1970  to  relieve  the  distress  of  livestock  pro- 
ducers whose  ability  to  maintain  livestock  Is 
adversely  affected  by  disaster  conditions  ex- 
isting In  certain  areas  of  the  United  States, 
such  as  prolonged  drought  or  flooding. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  House  has  passed  the  following  bill 
(S.  1136)  to  control  and  prevent  com- 
mercial counterfeiting,  and  for  other 
puri)oses,  with  an  amendment:  the 
House  insists  upon  its  amendment,  and 
asks  a  conference  with  the  Senate  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses 
thereon;  and  appoints  Mr.  Hyde,  Mr. 


Moorhead,  Mr.  Goodlatte,  Mr.  CON- 
YERS,  and  Mrs.  Schroeder  as  the  man- 
agers of  the  conference  on  the  part  of 
the  House. 

At  6:12  p.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Mr.  Hays,  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  House  has  passed  the 
following  bill,  in  which  it  requests  the 
concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.R.  1861.  An  act  to  make  technical  correc- 
tions In  the  Satellite  Home  Viewer  Act  of 
1994  and  other  provisions  of  title  17,  United 
States  Code. 


MEASURES  REFERRED 

The  following  bills  were  read  the  first 
and  second  times  by  unanimous  con- 
sent and  referred  as  indicated: 

H.R.  234.  An  act  to  amend  title  11  of  the 
United  States  Code  to  make  nondlschaxge- 
able  a  debt  for  death  or  Injury  caused  by  the 
debtor's  operation  of  watercraft  or  aircraft 
while  Intoxicated;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

H.R.  2650.  An  act  to  amend  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  to  eliminate  certain  sentencing 
inequities  for  drug  offenders;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary. 

H.R.  3376.  An  act  to  authorize  major  medi- 
cal facility  projects  and  major  medical  facil- 
ity leases  for  the  Department  of  Veterans  Af- 
fairs for  fiscal  year  1997,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Af- 
fairs. 


MEASURES  PLACED  ON  THE 
CALENDAR 
The  following  measure  was  read  the 
first  and  second  times  by  unanimous 
consent  and  placed  on  the  calendar: 

H Jl.  2977.  An  act  to  reauthorize  alternative 
means  of  dispute  resolution  In  the  Federal 
administrative  process,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

The  following  measure  was  read  and 
placed  on  the  calendar: 

H.  Con.  Res.  181.  A  concurrent  resolution 
expressing  the  Sense  of  Congress  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  should  dispose  of 
all  remaining  commodities  in  the  disaster 
reserve  maintained  under  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1970  to  relieve  the  distress  of  livestock 
producers  whose  ability  to  maintain  live- 
stock Is  adversely  affected  by  disaster  condi- 
tions existing  In  certain  areas  of  the  United 
States,  such  as  prolonged  drought  or  flood- 
ing. 


EXECUTIVE  AND  OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The  following  communications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  with 
accompanying  papers,  reports,  and  doc- 
uments, which  were  referred  as  indi- 
cated: 

EC-2831.  A  communication  Crom  the  Direc- 
tor Bureau  of  Alcohol,  Tobacco  and  Fire- 
arms, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 
port of  technical  amendments;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-2832.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
person of  the  U.S.  Commission  on  CMI 
Rights,  transmitting,  a  draft  of  proposed  leg- 
islation entitled  "The  Civil  Rights  Commis- 
sion Amendments  Act  of  1996";  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 


June  5,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


13071 


EC-2833.  A  communication  from  the  Agen- 
cy Freedom  of  Information  Offlcer,  U.S.  En- 
vironmental Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting, pursuant  to  law.  the  report  under  the 
Freedom  of  Information  Act  for  calendar 
year  1995;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 

EC-2834.  A  conmiunication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Attorney  General.  Office  of  Policy  Devel- 
opment. Department  of  Justice,  transmit- 
ting, pursuant  to  law.  the  report  of  final 
guidelines  entitled  "Jacob  Wetterllng 
Crimes  Against  Children  and  Sexually  Vio- 
lent Offender  Registration  Act"  (RIN1105- 
AA36),  received  on  May  13.  1996:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-2835.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  U.S.  Sentencing  Commission, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  annual  re- 
port for  fiscal  year  1995;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

EC-2836.  A  communication  from  the  Office 
of  the  Attorney  General.  Department  of  Jus- 
tice, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  an- 
nual report  for  fiscal  year  1995;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-2837.  A  communication  from  the  Com- 
missioner of  the  Immigration  and  Natu- 
ralization Service,  Department  of  Justice, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of 
a  final  rule  entitled  "Certification  of  Des- 
ignated Fingerprinting  Services"  (RrN1115- 
AD75).  received  on  May  29.  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 

I!C-2838.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Prisons,  Depart- 
ment of  Justice,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  report  of  a  final  rule  entitled  "Spe- 
cial Food  or  Meals"  {RIN1120-AA37),  received 
on  May  13,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Ju- 
diciary. 

EC-2839.  A  communication  from  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development,  transmitting,  pur- 
suant to  law,  the  report  of  five  Interim  and 
final  rules  relative  to  Low-Income  Public 
Housing  Performance  Funding  System  (FR 
3760,  3514,  3887,  3718,  3919);  to  the  Committee 
on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

EC-2841.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  the  Interior  (Land  and  Min- 
erals Management),  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law,  the  report  of  a  rule  relative  to  flaring 
or  venting  gas  and  burning  liquid  hydro- 
carbons. (RIN1010-AB96)  received  on  May  13, 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natu- 
ral Resources. 

EC-2842.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Com- 
mission, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the 
annual  report  for  fiscal  year  1995;  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

EC-2843.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  the  Interior  (Indian  Af- 
fairs), transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 
port of  a  rule  relative  to  the  American  Trust 
Fund  Management  Reform  Act  of  1994, 
(RIN1076-AD28)  received  on  May  16.  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

EO-2844.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture,  transmitting,  pursu- 
ant to  law,  the  report  on  the  Youth  Con- 
servation Corps  for  fiscal  year  1995;  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

EC-2845.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law,  the  report  of  a  final  rule  relative  to 
subsistence  management  regulations  for  pub- 
lic lands  in  Alaska  (RIN1018-AC82):  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 


EC-2847.  A  communication  Crom  the  Dep- 
uty Associate  Dfrector  for  Compliance,  Roy- 
alty Management  Program.  Minerals  Man- 
agement Service,  Department  of  the  Inte- 
rior, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  notice  of 
the  intention  to  make  refunds  of  offshore 
lease  revenues  where  a  refund  or  recoupment 
is  appropriate;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources. 

EC-2848.  A  communication  from  the  Dep- 
uty Associate  Dfrector  for  Compliance.  Roy- 
alty Management  Program,  Minerals  Man- 
agement Service,  Department  of  the  Inte- 
rior, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  notice  of 
the  intention  to  make  refunds  of  offshore 
lease  revenues  where  a  refund  or  recoupment 
is  appropriate;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources. 

EC-2849.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  Fish  and 
Wildlife  and  Parks,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law,  the  rule  concerning  the  Oregon  Caves 
National  Monument.  (RIN1024-AC26)  received 
on  May  30,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources. 

EC-2850.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  Fish  and 
Wildlife  and  Parks,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law,  the  rule  entitled  "The  Glacier  Bay 
Vessel  Management  Plan  Regulations, 
(RIN1024-AC05)  received  on  May  30.  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

EC-2851.  A  communication  from  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Energy, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  rule  enti- 
tled "Acquisition  Regulation."  (RIN1991- 
AB27)  received  on  May  23,  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

EC-2852.  A  communication  from  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Energy, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  rule  enti- 
tled "Contractor  Litigation  Cost  Policies." 
received  on  May  13.  1996;  to  the  Committee 
on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

EC-2853.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining.  Reclama- 
tion and  Enforcement.  Department  of  the  In- 
terior, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 
port of  four  rules  entitled  "The  Indiana  Reg- 
ulatory Program,"  (IN:32F0R.  TX029FOR, 
IN133FOR,  HO003FOR)  received  on  May  23, 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natu- 
ral Resources. 

EC-2854.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining.  Reclama- 
tion and  Enforcement,  Department  of  the  In- 
terior, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 
port of  twelve  rules  entitled  "The  Indiana 
Regulatory  Program,"  (IN132FOR, 

TX029FOR,  IN133FOR,  H0003POR, 

MO025FOR,  MO026FOR,  OK015FOR, 

INU2FOR,  NMOSeFOR,  CO029FOR.  VA105. 
IL089FOR)  received  on  May  22,  1996;  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

EG-2855.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  Regulations  Policy,  Management 
Staff,  Office  of  Policy.  Food  and  Drug  Ad- 
ministration, Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  a  nile  concerning  Propylene  Glycol,  re- 
ceived on  May  21,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

EC-2SS6.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  Labor  for  Occupational 
Safety  and  Health,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  rule  entitled  "Personal  Protective 
Equipment  in  Shipyards,"  (1218-AA74)  re- 
ceived on  May  22,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

EC-2857.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  Regulations  Policy,  Management 
Staff,  Office  of  Policy,  Food  and  Drug  Ad- 


ministration. Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services,  transmitting,  pursxiant  to 
law,  a  rule  concerning  drug  products. 
(RIN0910-AA01)  received  on  May  23.  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

EC-2858.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant General  Counsel  for  Regulations.  Depart- 
ment of  Education,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law.  the  rule  entitled  "Training  Personnel 
for  the  Education  of  Individuals  with  Dis- 
abilities." received  on  May  23.  1996:  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 
EC-2859.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant General  Counsel  for  Regulations,  Depart- 
ment of  Education,  transnilttlng.  pursuant 
to  law,  the  rule  entitled  "Foreign  Language 
Assistance  Grants."  received  on  May  24.  1996; 
to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

EC-2860.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant General  Counsel  for  Regulations.  Depart- 
ment of  Education,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law.  the  rule  entitled  "Foreign  Language 
Assistance  Grants."  received  on  May  24, 1996; 
to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

EC-2861.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant General  Counsel  for  Regulations.  Depart- 
ment of  Education,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law.  the  rule  entitled  "Notice  of  Final 
Funding  PriorlUes  for  Fiscal  Years  1996-1997 
for  a  Research  and  Demonstration  Project," 
received  on  May  29,  1996;  to  the  Committee 
on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

EC-2862.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  Labor  for  Etaployment  and 
Training,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the 
rule  entitled  "Unemployment  Insurance  Pro- 
gram Letter  22-96."  received  on  May  31.  1996; 
to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

EC-2863.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  Regulations  Policy,  Management 
Staff,  Office  of  Policy,  Food  and  Drug  Ad- 
ministration. Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  a  rule  concerning  chlorofluorocarbon 
propellants  in  self-pressurized  containers,  re- 
ceived on  May  31.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

EC-2864.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulations  Management. 
Department  of  Veterans  Affairs,  transmit- 
ting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  a  final 
rule  entitled  "Compensation  for  Disability 
Resulting  from  Hospitalization.  Treatment, 
Examination,  or  Vocational  Rehabilitation," 
(RIN2900-AH44)  received  on  May  23,  1996.  to 
the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

EC-2865.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulations  Management, 
Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  transmit- 
ting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  a  final 
rule  entitled  "National  Cemeteries," 
(RIN290O-AI06)  received  on  May  28,  1996,  to 
the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

EC-2866.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulations  Management. 
Department  of  Veterans  Affairs,  transmit- 
ting, pursuant  to  law.  the  report  of  a  fini*' 
rule  entitled  "Gender  Policy  for  VA  Publica- 
tions and  Other  Communications."  (RIN290O- 
AI09)  received  on  May  28.  1996.  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

EC-2867.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
of  the  Regulations  Unit.  Internal  Revenue 
Service.  Department  of  the  Treasury,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  a 
Revenue  Procedure  96-33  relative  to  exam- 
ination of  returns  and  claims  for  refund, 
credit,  or  abatement,  received  on  May  28, 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

EC-2868.  A  communication  f^m  the  Chief 
of  the  Regulations  Unit,  Internal  Revenue 
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Service,  Departanent  of  the  Treasury,  txans- 
mlttln?,  pvirsuant  to  law,  the  report  of 
Treasury  Notice  9$-32  relative  to  weighted 
average  Interest  rate  update,  received  on 
May  28.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

EC-2869.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
of  the  Regulations  Unit.  Internal  Revenue 
Service,  Department  of  the  Treasury,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  a 
Treasury  Regulation  relative  to  nonpayroll 
withheld  Income  taxes,  (RIN  1545-AT86)  re- 
ceived on  May  28,  1996:  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 

EC-2870.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
of  the  Regulations  Unit,  Internal  Revenue 
Service,  Department  of  the  Treasury,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law.  the  report  of 
Treasury  Announcement  96-26  relative  to  re- 
fund requests,  received  on  May  28,  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance. 

EC-2871.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
of  the  Regulations  Unit,  Internal  Revenue 
Service,  Department  of  the  Treasury,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of 
Treasury  Notice  96-24  relative  to  weighted 
average  Interest  rate  update,  received  on 
May  28.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

EC-2872.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
of  the  Regulations  Unit,  Internal  Revenue 
Service,  Department  of  the  Treasury,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  Reve- 
nue Procedure  96-29  relative  to  closing  agree- 
ments, received  on  May  28,  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

EC-2873.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
of  the  RegTilatlons  Unit,  internal  Revenue 
Service,  Department  of  the  Treasury,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law.  the  rule  entitled 
"Payment  by  Employer  of  Expenses  for 
Meals  and  Entertainment,  Club  Dues,  and 
Spousal  Travel,"  (RIN1545-AS74)  received  on 
May  29,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

EC-2874.  A  conmiunicatlon  from  the  Chief 
of  the  Regulations  Unit,  Internal  Revenue 
Service,  Department  of  the  Treasury,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  rule  entitled 
"Enterprise  Zone  Facility  Bonds,"  (RIN1545- 
AMOl)  received  on  May  29,  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

EC-2875.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State,  Legislative  Af- 
fSOrs,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  rule 
entitled  "Nationality  Procedures,"  received 
on  May  23,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Relations. 

EC-2876.  A  communication  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  Department  of  Agriculture,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  rule  entitled 
"Import  Quotas  and  Fees,"  (RIN0551-AA46) 
received  on  May  24,  1996;  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

EC-2877.  A  conmiunlcatlon  from  the  Gen- 
eral Sales  Manager  of  the  Foreign  Agricul- 
tural Service,  Department  of  Agriculture. 
transmittUig,  pursuant  to  law,  a  rule  rel- 
ative to  agricultural  commodities,  (RIN0551- 
AA43)  received  on  May  24,  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  For- 
estry. 

EC-2878.  A  communication  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Cooperative  State  Re- 
search. Education,  and  Extension  Services, 
Department  of  Agriculture,  transmitting, 
pursuant  to  law.  the  rule  entitled  "The 
Rangeland  Research  Grants  Program,"  re- 
ceived on  May  24,  1996;  to  the  Conrmilttee  on 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

EC-2879.  A  communication  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Services,  Department  of  Agriculture,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  rule  entitled 
"The  Fluid  Milk  Promotion  Order,"  received 
on  May  30,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture, Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 


EC-2880.  A  communication  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Services,  Department  of  Agriculture,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  three 
rules  relative  to  Oregon-California  Potatoes, 
received  on  May  31.  1996;  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

EC-2881.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State,  Legislative  Af- 
fairs, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 
port of  a  certification  and  justification;  to 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 

EC-2882.  A  conununlcation  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  a  notice  relative  to  eleven  retirements; 
to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

EC-2883.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  a  report  relative  to  a  multlyear  con- 
tract for  the  C-17  program;  to  the  Conunittee 
on  Armed  Services. 

EC-2884.  A  communication  from  the  Dep- 
uty Under  Secretary  of  Defense,  transmit- 
ting, pursiaant  to  law,  the  report  on  the  De- 
fense Environmental  Quality  Program  for 
fiscal  year  1995;  to  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services. 

EC-2885.  A  communication  from  the  Dep- 
uty Secretary  of  Defense,  transmitting,  pur- 
suant to  law,  the  report  on  the  possible  use 
of  private-sector  sources  for  air  transpor- 
tation of  military  personnel  and  cargo;  to 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 
By  Mrs.  BOXER: 
S.  1837.  A  bill  to  require  that  401(k)-type 
pension  plans  be  subject  to  the  same  prohib- 
ited transaction  rules  that  apply  to  tradi- 
tional defined  benefit  pension  plans;  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 
By  Mr.  FAIRCLOTH  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  HELMS): 
S.  1838.  A  bill  to  require  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  to  mint  and  issue  coins  in  com- 
memoration of  the  centennial  anniversary  of 
the  first  manned  flight  of  Orville  and  Wilbur 
Wright  in  Kitty  Hawk,  North  Carolina,  on 
December  17,   1903;   to   the   Committee   on 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  PRESSLER  (for  himself,  Mr. 
BtniNS.  and  Mr.  Stevens): 
S.  1839.  A  bUl  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  fiscal  year  1997  to  the  National  Aero- 
nautics and  Space  Administration  for  human 
space  night;  science,  aeronautics,  and  tech- 
nology; mission  support;  and  Inspector  Gen- 
eral; and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Conmilt- 
tee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Transpor- 
tation. 

By  Mr.  PRESSLER  (for  himself,  Mr. 

Gorton,  Mr.  Hollings,  Mr.  Bryan, 

and  Ms.  Snowe): 

S.  1840.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Trade 

Commission  Act  to  authorize  appropriations 

for  the  Federal  Trade  Commission;  to  the 

Committee    on    Commerce,    Science,    and 

Transportation. 

By  Mr.  MOYNIHAN  (by  request): 
S.  1841.  A  bill  to  reform  the  Nation's  wel- 
fare system  by  requiring  work  and  demand- 
ing personal  responsibility;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  JEFFORDS: 
S.  1842.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Employee  Re- 
tirement Income  Security  Act  of  1974  to  im- 
prove protections  for  workers  In  multiem- 


ployer pension  plans;  to  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

By  Mr.  INHOFE  (for  himself,  Mr.  LoTT, 
Mr.  Thurmond,  Mr.  Thomas,  Mr.  Jef- 
fords, and  Mr.  Cochran): 
S.  1843.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  allocation 
of  funds  from  the  Mass  Transit  Account  of 
the  Highway  Trust  Fund,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Environment  and 
Public  Works. 

By  Mr.  MURKOWSKI: 
S.  1844.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  to  direct  a 
study  of  the  opportunities  for  enhanced 
water  based  recreation  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Nat- 
ural Resources. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mrs.  BOXER: 
S.  1837.  A  bill  to  require  that  401(k)- 
type  pension  plans  be  subject  to  the 
same  prohibited  transaction  rules  that 
apply  to  traditional  defined  benefit 
pension  plans;  to  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

the  401(K>  pension  protection  act  of  1996 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
introduced  a  bill  to  protect  America's 
401(k)  retirement  savings. 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  is  designed  to 
close  a  major,  unintended  loophole  in 
Federal  pension  law,  a  loophole  that 
jeapordizes  401(k)  pension  plans. 

The  legal  protections  afforded  tradi- 
tional pension  plans  are  not  applied 
equally  to  401(k)  pension  plans.  Trac"!- 
tional  pension  plans,  known  as  defined 
benefit  i)ension  plans,  may  not  invest 
more  than  10  i>ercent  of  their  assets  in 
securities  and  real  property  of  the  cor- 
poration they  work  for.  Federal  law 
further  requires  that  aU  traditional 
pension  plans  investments  be  diversi- 
fied. This  protection  does  not  uni- 
formly apply  to  401(k)  plans. 

This  increases  the  investment  risk  to 
401(k)  plans.  This  Increased  investment 
risk  is  borne  totally  by  401(k)  plan 
members,  not  by  the  companies  spon- 
soring the  401(k)  plans. 

Furthermore,  Mr.  President,  401(k) 
plans  do  not  have  Pension  Benefit 
Guju-anty  Corporation  insurance,  as  do 
traditional  pension  plans,  in  the  event 
the  employer  corporation  goes  bank- 
rupt. So  the  protections  of  diversity 
become  even  more  urgent. 

The  protections  for  traditional  plans 
were  wisely  put  in  Federal  law  when 
the  Pension  Reform  Act,  known  as 
ERISA,  was  adopted  in  1974.  The  limi- 
tations were  designed  to  prevent  the 
recurrence  of  the  many  pension  scan- 
dals that  predated  the  passage  of 
ERISA,  scandals  in  which  employers 
used  their  employees'  pension  plans  as 
the  company  piggy-bank.  Scandals  in 
which  the  sponsoring  company  went 
bankrupt  and  the  employees  lost  not 
only  their  jobs,  but  their  pensions. 

Unfortunately,  these  protections  do 
not  apply  to  401(k)  plans.  That  is  an 
unintended  consequence,  a  quirk  of  his- 
tory. 
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When  ERISA  was  passed,  there  was 
no  section  401(k).  401(k)  was  added  4 
years  later,  in  1978,  to  a  section  of 
ERISA  governing  profit  sharing  plans, 
not  pension  plans.  At  the  time  no  one 
thought  401(k)  plans  would  be  any  more 
than  small  supplemental,  profit-shar- 
ing plans. 

At  the  time,  no  one  predicted  that 
401(k)  plans  would  become  the  predomi- 
nant form  of  pension  plan.  Con- 
sequently, no  one  thought  to  protect 
them  as  ERISA  protected  pension 
plans.  Consequently,  Federal  law  per- 
mitted 401(k)  plans  to  invest  more  than 
10  percent  of  their  assets  in  the  em- 
ployer sponsoring  the  401(k)plan.  In 
fact,  401(k)  plans  are  permitted  to  in- 
vest all  of  their  assets  in  the  sponsor- 
ing company. 

That  was  hardly  noticed  when  401(k) 
was  added  in  1978;  401(k)  plans  were 
tiny— thought  of  as  profit  sharing 
plans.  But  today,  the  investment  loop- 
hole represents  a  danger  to  the  retire- 
ment security  of  Americans.  It  is  a 
danger  to  the  23  million  Americans 
who  belong  to  401(k)  plans.  It  is  a  dan- 
ger to  the  675  billion  dollars  that  these 
Americans  have  saved  in  their  401(k) 
plans. 

Today's  Wall  Street  Journal  reports 
just  how  dangerous  it  is.  The  Journal 
today  describes  the  plight  of  thousands 
of  employees  of  Color  Tile,  Inc.  Until 
January,  Color  Tile  was  a  major  name 
in  retailing,  operating  774  stores  in  48 
States,  coast-to-coast.  There  were  62 
stores  in  my  State  of  California  alone. 

Suddenly  in  January,  Color  Tile  went 
into  bankruptcy;  234  stores  were 
closed.  Hundreds  of  employees  lost 
their  jobs,  many  with  only  30  minutes 
notice.  The  jobs  of  thousands  more  are 
at  risk.  Unfortunately,  so  are  their 
pensions. 

Color  Tile  employees  were  shocked  to 
learn  after  the  bankruptcy  that  nearly 
85  percent  of  Color  Tile's  401(k)  assets 
were  Color  Tile  stores.  The  401(k)  plan 
owned  44  stores  leased  to  Color  Tile.  As 
a  result  of  the  bankruptcy.  Color  Tile 
broke  many  of  the  leases  on  stores 
owned  by  its  employees'  401(k)  plan. 
Moreover,  the  401(k)  plan  borrowed  to 
build  many  of  the  stores.  Those  mort- 
gage-loan payments  to  the  plan's  banks 
still  have  to  be  paid,  but,  because  Color 
Tile  repudiated  many  of  the  leases, 
rent  payments  to  pay  bank  loans  are 
no  longer  available.  As  a  result,  the 
plan  told  shocked  workers  last  month, 
that  it  isn't  "clear  that  the  plan  has 
sufficient  cash  to  pay  the  bills,  includ- 
ing mortgage  payments." 

For  Color  Tile  employees,  things 
could  not  be  much  worse.  Color  Tile's 
only  pension  plan  is  the  401(k)  plan. 
The  employees  are  facing,  not  only  the 
loss  of  their  jobs,  but  their  pension  sav- 
ings. 

This  would  not  be  possible  if  401(k) 
plans  were  protected  by  the  rules  that 
protect  traditional  pension  plans.  If  my 
bill  had  been  law.  Color  Tile's  pension 
plan  would  not  be  in  jeopardy. 


My  bill  would  simply  apply  the  sjime 
pension  protections  to  all  plans — 401(k) 
and  traditional  pension  plans — that  de- 
liver retirement  security.  For  the  first 
time,  401(k)  plans  would  have  the  same 
10  percent  conflict-of-interest  limiu- 
tions  on  investments  with  the  sponsor- 
ing company  that  have  always  applied 
to  traditional  pension  plans.  It  would 
be  illegal  to  do  what  Color  Tile  did  to 
its  employees. 

It  would  be  illegal  for  a  company  to 
borrow  more  than  10  percent  of  its  em- 
ployees 401(k)  plan  assets — as  the  com- 
pany slides  into  bankruptcy.  That's  ex- 
actly what  happened  to  the  employees 
of  Metacor,  Inc.,  of  Deerfield  Beach. 
FL.  In  the  24  months  before  Metacor 
filed  for  bankruptcy,  the  company  used 
its  employees  401(k)  plan  as  a  piggy 
bank.  The  401(k)  plans  made  34  sepa- 
rate loans  to  Metacor  in  those  24 
months,  until  nothing  was  left  to  loan. 
Most  people  believe  that  was  made  ille- 
gal in  1974  when  Congress  passed  the 
Pension  Reform  Act.  They  are  mis- 
informed. Unfortunately,  we  exempted 
401(k)  plans.  My  bill  would  close  that 
loophole. 

The  only  plans  exempted  under  my 
bill  would  be  plans  designed  as  true 
profitsharing  plans,  stock  bonus,  or 
stock  option  plans— plans  not  designed 
specifically  for  retirement. 

My  bill  also  exempts  employee-di- 
rected 401(k)  plajis,  because  employees 
should  be  able  to  waive  the  10-percent 
limitations  if  they  want  to.  It's  their 
money. 

My  bill  would  have  protected  not 
only  the  employees  of  the  62  Color  Tile 
stores  in  my  State — 8  in  Orange  County 
alone— but  the  employees  of  Color  Tile 
stores  everywhere.  Had  this  bill  been 
law,  the  employees  of  the  12  stores  shut 
down  in  Illinois,  the  5  stores  shut  in 
Wisconsin,  the  4  stores  shut  in  Vir- 
ginia, the  3  stores  shut  in  Michigan, 
the  stores  shut  in  Texas,  Oregon,  and 
Minnesota  would  not  be  worried  today 
about  losing  their  401(k)  pension  plan 
assets. 

Remember  many  have  already  lost 
their  jobs,  now  many  are  losing  their 
pensions  too. 

The  employees  of  stores  shut  in  my 
State,  California,  in  Visalia  and  San 
Diego,  would  not  be  worried  about 
their  401(k)  plan. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  my  two  col- 
leagues—the Senators  from  the  State 
of  Mississippi — are  listening.  One  of 
you  may  soon  be  the  majority  leader 
and  in  a  position  to  greatly  help  the 
passage  of  this  bill. 

I  say  to  both  of  them:  you  can  re- 
member the  225  former  employees  of 
the  Cleveland.  MS.  Color  Tile  factory. 
You  can  help  assure  the  unfolding  trag- 
edy of  the  Color  Tile  401(k)  plan  will 
not  happen  a^ain.  You  can  help  pass 
this  bill.  I  will  work  with  you. 

Here  is  a  picture  of  12  of  those  Mis- 
sissippi employees.  This  picture  was 
taken  at  the  front  gate  of  the  factory 


after  it  was  closed  in  February.  This 
picture  is  America.  Unfortimately.  it 
says  that  America  needs  better  protec- 
tions for  401(k)s. 

This  is  Dorsey  Kelsey.  57  years  old. 
Dorsey  worked  at  the  plant  18  and  a 
half  years,  as  a  janitor.  Her  husband  is 
Robert  Kelley.  Robert  worked  at  the 
plant  for  over  20  years.  Between  them, 
Robert  and  Dorsey  had  $20,000  in  the 
401(k)  plan.  $20,000  that  Robert  needs, 
but  cant  get  access  to,  if  he  ever  will. 
Robert  and  Dorsey  are  why  we  need 
this  bill. 

This  is  Woodrow  "Moose"  Issacs,  57. 
also  of  Cleveland,  MS.  Moose  was  a 
maintenance  mechanic  and  worked  at 
the  plant  for  38  years.  His  last  state- 
ment from  the  401(k)  plan,  as  of  Sep- 
tember 30,  1995,  showed  he  had  $57,900 
in  the  plan.  A  good  deal  of  that  money 
he  may  never  see. 

Rajrmonda  Almond,  53,  of  Boyle.  MS 
was  in  outside  sales.  She  worked  for 
the  plant  for  9  years  and  saved  $17,000. 
She  planned  on  using  the  money  to 
supplement  her  Social  Security  when 
she  retired.  Now  she  needs  it  to  live  on, 
but  cannot  get  access  to  it.  Some  of  it 
she  possibly  never  will  see. 

She  will  just  have  to  make  do  with 
Social  Security. 

Paul  Locke.  24  years  old,  worked  at 
the  plant  for  3Vi  years.  He  was  a  full- 
time  student  at  Delta  State  University 
and  worked  full  time  at  Color  Tile.  He 
saved  $4,000,  money  that  he  was  going 
to  use  as  a  down  payment  on  a  house 
when  he  graduated.  That  house  will 
probably  have  to  wait. 

I  could  list  the  other  seven  former 
Color  Tile  employees  in  this  picture, 
some  holding  their  children,  some 
holding  grandchildren.  Suffice  to  say 
that  collectively  this  picture  rep- 
resents $199,900  in  savings  in  the  401(k) 
plan.  Saved  through  years  of  work  at 
Color  Tile.  Money  that  is  at  risk  be- 
cause the  Federal  Government  is  not 
adequately  protecting  401(k)  plans. 

Mr.  President  this  picture  says  more 
than  I  could  ever  say  about  why  we 
need  this  bill.  I  ask  all  my  colleagues 
to  join  me  in  protecting  401(k)  pension 
plans — just  as  weU  as  we  protect  tradi- 
tional pension  plans. 

It  is  time  to  close  an  imintended  and 
unforeseen  loophole  in  ERISA.  It  is 
time  to  apply  the  10-percent  limita- 
tions on  conflict-of-interest  invest- 
ments to  401(k)  plans.  Let  us  protect 
401(k)  members  just  as  we  protect  the 
members  of  traditional  pension  plans. 

By  Mr.  FAIRCLOTH  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Helms): 
S.  1838.  A  bill  to  require  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  to  mint  and 
issue  coins  in  commemoration  of  the 
centennial    anniversary    of    the    first 
manned  flight  of  Orville  and  Wilbur 
Wright  in  Kitty  Hawk,  NC,  on  Decem- 
ber 17  1903;  to  the  Committee  on  Bank- 
ing, Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 
the  first  flight  commemorative  coin  act 
Mr.    FAIRCLOTH.    Mr.    President,    I 
rise  today,  joined  by  my  colleague  from 
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North  Caxolina,  Senator  HEUkis,  to  In- 
troduce the  First  Flight  Commemora- 
tive Coin  Act.  This  revenue-neutral 
legislation  instructs  the  Treaisury  Sec- 
retary to  mint  coins  in  commemora- 
tion of  the  Wright  Brothers'  historic 
1903  flight  on  the  North  Carolina  coast. 
Mr.  President,  in  the  cold  morning 
hours  of  December  17,  1908,  a  small 
crowd  watched  the  Wright  flyer  lift  off 
the  flat  landscape  of  Kitty  Hawk. 
Orville  Wright  traveled  just  120  feet- 
less  than  the  wlngspan  of  a  Boeing 
747— in  his  12-second  flight.  It  was, 
however,  the  flrst  time  that  a  manned 
machine  sailed  into  the  air  imder  its 
own  power. 

The  residents  of  Kitty  Hawk,  then  an 
isolated  fishing  village,  thus  bore  wit- 
ness to  the  realization  of  the  centuries- 
old  dream  of  flight. 

The  significance  of  the  Wright  Broth- 
ers' flight  reaches  far  beyond  its  status 
as  the  first  flight.  There  flight  rep- 
resented the  birth  of  aviation.  On  that 
morning,  aeronautics  moved  from  un- 
tested theory  to  nascent  science,  and  It 
triggered  a  remarkable  technological 
evolution. 

In  fact,  just  24  years  after  their  frag- 
ile craft  rose  unsteadily  and  took  to 
the  air,  Charles  Ldndbergh  crossed  the 
Atlantic  Ocean.  In  1947,  less  than  half  a 
century  after  the  pioneer  31  mph  flight 
over  Kitty  Hawk,  Chuck  Yeager  shat- 
tered the  sound  barrier  over  the  Mo- 
jave  Desert. 

The  rapid  aeronautical  progression, 
which  the  Wright  Brothers  initiated  on 
that  December  morning  in  Kitty  Hawk, 
is,  of  course,  remarkable.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, it  was  just  66  years  after  the 
Wright  Brothers'  120-foot  flight— a 
tlmespan  equivalent  to  the  age  of 
many  Members  of  this  body— that  Neil 
Armstrong  traveled  240,000  miles  to 
plant  the  American  flag  on  the  Moon. 

Today,  some  86.000  planes  lift  off 
from  American  airports  on  a  daily 
basis,  and  air  travel  is  routine.  It  was 
with  a  sprinkling  of  onlookers,  how- 
ever, that  the  Wright  Brothers  ushered 
in  the  age  of  flight  on  that  cold  winter 
morning  in  Kitty  Hawk. 

The  site  of  the  first  flight,  at  the  foot 
of  Kill  Devil  Hill,  was  initially  des- 
ignated as  a  national  memorial  in  1927 
and  is  visited  by  close  to  a  half-million 
people  each  year. 

I  think  that  First  Flight  Commemo- 
rative Coin  Act  is  a  most  appropriate 
tribute  to  the  Wright  Brothers  as  the 
centennial  anniversary  of  the  first 
flight  approaches.  The  coin  will  be 
minted  in  $10,  $1,  and  50«  denomina- 
tions, and  its  sales  will  fund  edu- 
cational programs  and  improvements 
to  the  visitor  center  at  the  memorial. 

These  commemorative  coins  are 
struck  to  celebrate  important  histori- 
cal events,  and,  of  course,  the  proceeds 
are  an  important  revenue  source  to  the 
custodians  of  these  legacies.  The  cen- 
tennial anniversary  of  the  Wright 
Brothers'  flight  merits  our  observance. 


Mr.  President,  I  ask  my  colleagues 
for  their  support,  and  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  text  of  the  bill  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1838 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Ccngress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TTTLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "First  Flight 
Commemorative  Coin  Act". 

SEC.  2.  COIN  SPECIFICATIONS. 

(a)  Denominations.— The  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  (hereafter  In  this  Act  referred  to  as 
the  "Secretary")  shall  mint  and  Issue  the 
following  coins: 

(1)  JIO  GOLD  COINS.— Not  more  than  500,000 
SIO  coins,  each  of  which  shall— 

(A)  weigh  16.718  grams; 

(B)  have  a  diameter  of  1.06  Inches;  and 

(C)  contain  90  percent  gold  and  10  percent 
alloy. 

(2)  SI  SILVER  COINS.— Not  more  than 
3.000,000  $1  coins,  each  of  which  shall— 

(A)  weigh  26.73  grams; 

(B)  have  a  diameter  of  1.500  Inches;  and 

(C)  contain  90  percent  silver  and  10  percent 
copper. 

(3)  Half  dollar  clad  coins.— Not  more 
than  10,000.000  half  dollar  coins  each  of  which 
shall— 

(A)  weigh  11.34  grams; 

(B)  have  a  diameter  of  1.205  Inches;  and 

(C)  be  minted  to  the  specifications  for  half 
dollar  coins  contained  in  section  5U2(b)  of 
title  31,  United  States  Code. 

(b)  Reduced  Amounts.— If  the  Secretary 
determines  that  there  is  clear  evidence  of  in- 
sufficient public  demand  for  coins  minted 
under  this  Act,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury may  reduce  the  maximum  amounts  spec- 
IQed  in  paragraphs  (1).  (2),  and  (3)  of  sub- 
section (a). 

(c)  Legal  Tender.— The  coins  minted 
under  this  Act  shall  be  legal  tender,  as  pro- 
vided In  section  5103  of  title  31,  United  States 
Code. 

SEC.  3.  SOURCES  OF  BULLION. 

The  Secretary  shall  obtain  gold  and  sliver 
for  minting  coins  under  this  Act  pursuant  to 
the  authority  of  the  Secretary  under  other 
provisions  of  law.  Including  authority  relat- 
ing to  the  use  of  silver  stockpiles  established 
under  the  Strategic  and  Critical  Materials 
Stockpiling  Act.  as  applicable. 

SEC.  4.  DESIGN  OF  COINS. 

(a)  Design  Requirements.— 

(1)  In  general.— The  design  of  the  coins 
minted  under  this  Act  shall  be  emblematic 
of  the  first  Olght  of  Orville  and  Wilbur 
Wright  in  Kitty  Hawk.  North  Carolina,  on 
December  17, 1903. 

(2)  Designation  and  inscriptions.— On 
each  coin  minted  under  this  Act  there  shall 
be— 

(A)  a  designation  of  the  value  of  the  coin; 

(B)  an  inscription  of  the  year  "2003";  and 

(C)  inscriptions  of  the  words  "Liberty". 
"In  God  We  Trust".  "United  States  of  Amer- 
ica", and  "E  Plurlbus  Unum". 

(b)  Selection.— The  design  for  the  coins 
minted  under  this  Act  shall  be— 

(1)  selected  by  the  Secretary  after  con- 
sultation with  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the 
First  Flight  Foundation  and  the  Commission 
of  Fine  Arts;  and 

(2)  reviewed  by  the  Citizens  Commemora- 
tive Coin  Advisory  Committee. 

SEC.  5.  PERIOD  FOR  ISSUANCE  OF  COINS. 

(a)  In  General.— Except  as  provided  In 
subsection  (b),  the  Secretary  may  issue  coins 


minted  under  this  Act  only  during  the  period 
beginning  on  August  1,  2003,  and  ending  on 
July  31,  2004. 

(b)  Exception.— If  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines that  there  is  sufficient  public  demand 
for  the  coins  minted  under  section  2(a)(3), 
the  Secretary  may  extend  the  period  of 
Issuance  under  subsection  (a)  for  a  period  of 
5  years  with  respect  to  those  coins. 
SEC.  6.  SALE  OF  COINS. 

(a)  Sale  Price.— The  coins  Issued  under 
this  Act  shall  be  sold  by  the  Secretary  at  a 
price  equal  to  the  sum  of— 

(1)  the  face  value  of  the  coins; 

(2)  the  surcharge  provided  In  subsection  (d) 
with  respect  to  such  coins;  and 

(3)  the  cost  of  designing  and  Issuing  the 
coins  (including  labor,  materials,  dies,  use  of 
machinery,  overhead  expenses,  marketing, 
shipping,  and  profit). 

(b)  Bulk  Sales.— The  Secretary  shall 
make  bulk  sales  of  the  coins  Issued  under 
this  Act  at  a  reasonable  discount. 

(c)  Prepaid  Orders.— 

(1)  In  general.— The  Secretary  shall  ac- 
cept prepaid  orders  for  the  coins  minted 
under  this  Act  before  the  issuance  of  such 
coins. 

(2)  Discount.— Sale  prices  with  respect  to 
prepaid  orders  under  paragraph  (1)  shall  be 
at  a  reasonable  discount. 

(d)  Surcharges.— All  sales  shall  include  a 
surcharge  of— 

(1)  $35  per  coin  for  the  $10  coin; 

(2)  $10  per  coin  for  the  $1  coin;  and 

(3)  $1  per  coin  for  the  half  dollar  coin. 

(e)  Marketing  Expenses.— The  Secretary 
shall  ensure  that— 

(1)  a  plan  is  established  for  marketing  the 
coins  minted  under  this  Act;  and 

(2)  adequate  funds  are  made  available  to 
cover  the  costs  of  carrying  out  that  market- 
ing plan. 

SEC.  7.  GENERAL  WAIVER  OF  PROCUREMENT 
REGULATIONS. 

(a)  In  General.— Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b).  no  provision  of  law  governing 
procurement  or  public  contracts  shall  be  ap- 
plicable to  the  procurement  of  goods  and 
services  necessary  for  carrying  out  the  provi- 
sions of  this  Act. 

(b)  Equal  Employment  Opportuntty.- 
Subsection  (a)  shall  not  relieve  any  person 
entering  into  a  contract  under  the  authority 
of  this  Act  from  complying  with  any  law  re- 
lating to  equal  employment  opportunity. 

SEC.  a  distribution  of  SURCHARGES. 

(a)  In  General.— All  surcharges  received 
by  the  Secretary  from  the  sale  of  coins 
issued  under  this  Act  shall  be  promptly  paid 
by  the  Secretary  to  the  First  Flight  Founda- 
tion for  the  purposes  of^ 

(1)  repairing,  refurbishing,  and  maintain- 
ing the  Wright  Brothers  Monument  on  the 
Outer  Banks  of  North  Carolina;  and 

(2)  expanding  (or,  if  necessary,  replacing) 
and  maintaining  the  visitor  center  and  other 
facilities  at  the  Wright  Brothers  National 
Memorial  Park  on  the  Outer  Banks  of  North 
Carolina,  including  providing  educational 
prognuns  and  exhibits  for  visitors. 

(b)  Auorrs.— The  Comptroller  General  of 
the  United  States  shall  have  the  right  to  ex- 
amine such  books,  records,  documents,  and 
other  data  of  the  First  Flight  Foundation  as 
may  be  related  to  the  expenditures  of 
amounts  paid  under  subsection  (a). 

SEC.  9.  financial  ASSURANCES. 

The  Secretary  shall  take  such  actions  as 
may  be  necessary  to  ensure  that  minting  and 
issuing  coins  under  this  Act  will  not  result 
In  any  net  cost  to  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment. 
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By  Mr.  PRESSLER  (for  himself, 
Mr.  Burns,  and  Mr.  Stevens): 
S.  1839.  A  bill  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  fiscal  year  1997  to  the  Na- 
tional Aeronautics  and  Space  Adminis- 
tration for  human  space  flight;  science, 
aeronautics,  and  technology;  mission 
support;  and  inspector  general;  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transpor- 
tation. 

the  NASA  AUTHORIZATION  ACT  FOR  nSCAL 
YEAR  1997 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President, 
today,  as  chairman  of  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Space,  I  introduced  the  NASA  Author- 
ization Act  for  fiscal  year  1997.  The  bill 
is  cosponsored  by  the  chairman  of  our 
Space  Subcommittee,  Senator  Conrad 
Burns,  who  has  provided  the  commit- 
tee with  great  leadership  and  direction 
on  space  policy  matters. 

In  the  past,  the  main  challenges 
NASA  faced  were  technological.  Today, 
NASA  faces  a  new  set  of  challenges 
which  are  mainly  budgetary,  but  they 
are  no  less  daunting  than  the  Apollo 
missions  to  the  Moon.  To  the  credit  of 
Administrator  Dan  Goldin,  rather  than 
complain  about  the  current  budget 
challenge  faced  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, he  has  faced  them  head  on.  Last 
year,  he  developed  aui  ambitious  budg- 
et-cutting plan  to  reduce  his  agency's 
budget  by  more  than  S5  billion  over  the 
next  5  years.  Under  the  plan,  NASA 
funding  would  drop  from  its  current 
level  of  $13.9  billion  to  $11.6  billion  by 
the  year  2000. 

To  date,  NASA  has  not  revealed  pre- 
cisely how  it  will  make  these  cuts 
while  at  the  same  time  fulfilling  its 
commitment  to  its  major  ongoing  pro- 
grams—including multibillion-doUar 
initiatives  like  space  station  and  Mis- 
sion to  Planet  Earth.  There  is  a  grow- 
ing sense  NASA's  budget  is  already  cut 
to  the  bone  and  further  cuts  by  Con- 
gress might  prevent  the  agency  from 
realizing  its  bold  visions  in  space 
science  aind  exploration.  With  that  in 
mind,  my  bill  is  aimed  at  providing 
NASA  sufficient  funding  authority  to 
continue  the  missions  and  programs 
that  have  inspired  our  Nation  and  the 
world. 

Mr.  President,  my  bill  authorizes 
$13.7  billion  in  fiscal  year  1997  to  sup- 
port a  diverse  and  forward-looking 
si>ace  program  to  move  NASA  into  the 
21st  century.  It  authorizes  all  of 
NASA's  major  current  programs  such 
as  Mission  to  Planet  Earth,  space  sta- 
tion, space  science,  and  aeronautics 
and,  in  almost  all  cases,  at  their  re- 
quested funding  levels.  It  also  contin- 
ues funding  for  the  new  Reusable 
Launch  Vehicle  Program  aimed  at  pro- 
viding private  industry  the  technology 
to  eventually  build  a  shuttle  replace- 
ment. The  bill  contains  an  authoriza- 
tion for  NASA's  new  radar  satellite 
program  which  is  so  critical  to  U.S. 
leadership  in   space   science   and   our 


competitiveness   in   the   growing  sat- 
ellite remote  sensing  market. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  make  special 
mention  of  certain  portions  of  the  bill. 

I  believe  Mission  to  Planet  Earth 
may  be  NASA's  most  important  and 
relevant  program.  The  satellite  data 
from  Mission  to  Planet  Earth  will  de- 
liver direct  benefits  to  the  taxpayer  in 
contrast  to  the  speculative  spinoffs 
promised  by  other  space  activities.  For 
this  reason,  the  bill  fully  funds  this  ac- 
tivity at  the  requested  level  of  $1.4  bil- 
lion. 

Using  the  latest  satellite  technology. 
Mission  to  Planet  Earth  will  help  re- 
searchers understand  and  predict  the 
global  climate  trends  that  affect  our 
lives.  As  a  Senator  representing  an  ag- 
ricultural State,  I  have  a  keen  interest 
in  this  program's  potential  to  provide 
detailed  data  on  soil  conditions,  topog- 
raphy, crops,  and  other  information 
critical  to  the  farming  and  ranching 
community.  I  also  take  great  pride  in 
the  selection  of  the  EROS  Data  Center 
in  Sioux  Falls,  SD  as  one  of  the  re- 
gional data  centers  that  will  collect 
and  distribute  this  satellite  data. 

I  am  very  concerned  that,  under  the 
new  budget  constraints  in  which  we 
find  ourselves,  some  may  seek  to  sac- 
rifice Mission  to  Planet  Earth,  and 
space  science  in  general,  to  fund  space 
station.  That  would  be  a  disservice  to 
the  Nation  and  I  will  oppose  any  such 
move  strongly. 

I  am  pleased  with  the  direction  of  the 
baseline  plan  for  the  Mission  to  Planet 
Earth  Program  and  am  concerned 
about  the  possibility  of  NASA  taking 
any  imprudent  and  unnecessary  efforts 
to  restructure  the  program.  Accord- 
ingly, the  bill  specifically  prohibits 
NASA  from  changing  the  program  un- 
less, 60  days  before  such  action,  NASA 
has  reported  to  Congress  on  the  nature 
and  overall  impact  of  the  planned 
changes. 

The  bill  also  provides  the  full  $2.1  bil- 
lion requested  funding  for  space  sta- 
tion. However,  this  authorization 
should  not  be  interpreted  as  a  ringing 
endorsement  of  that  program.  I  am  a 
longstanding  support  of  the  program, 
but.  in  recent  years,  I  have  become 
concerned  that  it  has  become  too  ex- 
pensive, too  complex,  and  too  depend- 
ent on  the  contributions  of  Russia,  the 
latest  station  partner. 

In  a  June  1995  report,  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office  [GAO]  estimated  that 
the  total  cost  of  the  design,  launch, 
and  operation  of  the  space  station  will 
be  $94  billion.  That  is  almost  seven 
times  the  entire  annual  budget  for 
NASA.  Given  the  history  of  past  mis- 
sions, it  is  fair  to  assume  that  $94  bil- 
lion price  tag  for  the  program  will  in- 
crease over  time.  If  that  happens,  we 
may  wake  up  to  find  the  enormous 
space  station  budget  has  crowded  out 
every  other  NASA  program  to  become 
NASA's  only  mission.  Because  of  my 
reservations  about  space  station,  I  may 


well  reconsider  my  support  in  the  fu- 
ture. But,  for  now,  with  the  start  of  the 
space  station  assembly  only  1  year 
away,  I  am  supporting  full  funding  in 
fiscal  year  1997  for  the  space  station  ef- 
fort. 

The  bill  also  authorizes  NASA's  Re- 
usable Launch  Vehicle  Program,  which 
will  support  the  X-33  and  X-34  activi- 
ties to  pave  the  way  for  the  later  devel- 
opment by  private  enterprise  of  a  re- 
placement for  the  shuttle  in  the  next 
decade.  Employing  1970's  technologies 
and  costing  $400  million  per  flight,  the 
shuttle  may  have  outlived  its  useful- 
ness. However,  within  today's  budget 
constraints,  the  Government  cannot  af- 
ford to  foot  the  entire  bill  for  a  new 
multibillion  dollar  spacecraft  develop- 
ment program.  That  is  why  the  Reus- 
able Launch  Vehicle  Program,  with  its 
emphasis  on  sharing  financing  with  in- 
dustry and  its  goal  of  moving  our  na- 
tional space  transportation  system  to- 
ward privatization,  seems  a  viable  con- 
cept worth  pursuing. 

The  bill  also  authorizes  $35  million 
for  NASA  feasibility  studies  and  subse- 
quent development  and  operations 
work  for  a  new  radar  satellite  program. 
Earlier  this  year,  at  the  urging  of  the 
Commerce  Committee  and  the  Con- 
gress, NASA  announced  its  commit- 
ment to  study  the  feasibility  of  devel- 
oping a  new  civilian  radar  satellite 
with  scientific  applications.  Because 
radar  satellites  have  the  ability  to  see 
through  cloud  cover,  they  will  dramati- 
cally enhance  the  capability  of  the  Na- 
tion's existing  optical-based  satellite 
systems  such  as  Landsat.  With  Japan. 
Europe,  and  Canada  already  operating 
radar  satellite  systems,  and  with  Can- 
ada poised  to  deploy  one  later  this 
year,  the  United  States  cannot  afford 
to  be  left  behind  in  this  critical  tech- 
nology. 

In  my  role  as  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation,  it  has  become  appar- 
ent to  me  that  small-city,  rural  States 
like  my  home  State  of  South  Dakota 
are  often  forgotten  in  our  vast  $70-bil- 
lion  Federal  science  and  technology  en- 
terprise. That  part  of  America  wants 
and  deserves  to  be  part  of  the  techno- 
logical revolution.  More  importantly. 
It  wants  to  contribute.  It  is  in  the  na- 
tional interest  to  strengthen  the  sci- 
entific talent,  resources,  and  infra- 
structure in  our  rural  States  through 
appropriate  research,  education,  and 
outreach  activities.  The  bill  attempts 
to  accomplish  this  in  several  ways.  It 
increases  funding  for  the  Experimental 
Program  To  Stimulate  Competitive 
Research  [EPSCoR]  from  its  current 
level  of  $4.9  million  to  $10  million. 
NASA's  EPSCoR  Program,  was  well  as 
similar  programs  in  six  other  science 
agencies,  have  been  instrumental  in 
providing  Federal  funding  for  academic 
research  in  rural  States.  My  bill  also 
funds  the  efforts  of  two  separate  uni- 
versity-led consortia  formed  to  process 
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Mission  to  Planet  Earth  satellite  date 
into  useful  information  for  the  farming- 
and  research  communities  in  the  Upper 
Plains  States  region. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  my  bill  urges 
NASA  to  consider  the  use  of  underuti- 
lized military  and  other  Federal  Gov- 
ernment facilities  before  committing 
to  new  leases  of  the  construction  of 
new  facilities  to  fulfill  agency  require- 
ments. With  the  end  of  the  cold  war 
and  the  drawdown  of  our  military  in- 
frastructure, we  have  many  facilities 
and  property  that  are  unused  or  woe- 
fully underutilized.  In  my  home  State 
of  South  Dakota,  I  can  cite  the  Ells- 
worth Air  Force  Base  as  an  example, 
but  every  Member  in  the  Senate  can  no 
doubt  identify  an  vmderutilized  mili- 
tary facility  in  his  or  her  State  that 
might  be  put  to  some  cost-effective  use 
In  our  U.S.  space  program.  I  strongly 
believe  that  NASA  should  start  taking 
a  serious  look  at  using  some  of  these 
valuable  assets  and  properties  that 
have  served  as  the  foundation  of  our 
national  defense  before  making  huge  fi- 
nancial commitments  to  new  leases  or 
facilities.  My  bUl  would  simply  require 
NASA  to  engage  in  this  kind  of  review 
as  a  matter  of  agency  policy. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  NASA  is  up 
to  the  challenge  of  keeping  America 
preeminent  in  aeronautics  and  space 
despite  the  intense  budget  pressure  and 
despite  the  increasing  competition 
from  other  spacefaring  nations.  I  am 
convinced  this  authorization  bill  pro- 
vides NASA  with  the  support  it  needs 
to  meet  that  challenge. 
•  Mr.  BURNS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
proud  to  be  a  cosponsor  of  the  NASA 
authorization  bill  for  fiscal  year  1997, 
introduced  by  Senator  Pressler,  the 
chairman  of  our  Commerce  Committee. 
Let  me  take  this  opportunity  to  thank 
Senator  Pressler  for  crafting  a  bill 
which  provides  the  funding  NASA  will 
need  to  complete  billion-dollar  mis- 
sions like  space  station  and  Mission  to 
Planet  Earth  on  schedule  and  prepare 
for  the  next  century. 

As  chairman  of  the  Science,  Tech- 
nology, and  Space  Subcommittee,  I 
have  concerns  about  NASA's  cost-cut- 
ting plan  to  reduce  its  budget  by  $5  bil- 
Uon  over  5  years  and  cut  its  spending 
to  $11.6  billion  by  the  year  2000.  The 
goals  and  missions  of  our  space  agency 
must  be  balanced  within  fiscal  respon- 
sibility. This  legislation  authorizes 
513.7  billion  for  NASA  in  fiscal  year 
1997.  This  level,  slightly  less  than  the 
$13.8  billion  budget  request,  will  allow 
NASA  to  continue  all  of  its  major  on- 
going aeronautics  and  space  programs, 
including  Mission  to  Planet  Earth, 
space  station  aeronautics  research,  and 
space  science  ajid  exploration. 

The  bill  authorizes  the  full  $1.4  bil- 
lion requested  by  NASA  for  its  Mission 
to  Planet  Earth.  This  program  has 
come  a  long  way  in  recent  years.  Origi- 
nally, it  was  mispercelved  as  being  ex- 
clusively focused  on  global  warming 


and  developing  justifications  for  caps 
and  timetables  on  industry  emissions. 
Now  we  realize  it  is  much  broader  than 
that.  From  several  oversight  hearings 
before  the  Science  Subconmiittee,  we 
now  know  it  is  really  about  using  sat- 
ellite technology  to  help  farmers  pre- 
dict weather  on  a  year-to-year  basis 
and  measure  soil  moisture  using  a 
desk-top  computer.  It  is  about  giving 
land  planners,  mappers,  and  foresters  a 
cost-effective  tool  to  help  them  do 
their  work.  It  is  about  mineral  explo- 
ration and  archaeology.  In  short.  Mis- 
sion to  Planet  Earth  is  about  using 
NASA's  satellites  to  help  average  citi- 
zens in  their  everyday  activities.  At 
the  University  of  Montana  and  other 
institutions  in  the  Plains  States,  our 
reseaurchers  are  already  eager  to  gather 
data  from  the  program  so  they  can 
start  developing  useful  applications  for 
the  community.  It  is  time  to  proceed 
with  carrying  out  the  sound  baseline 
plan  for  the  program  and  not  get  side- 
tracked by  calls  for  delays,  cutbacks, 
and  unnecessary  studies  from  vocal  op- 
ponents of  this  important  initiative. 
The  bill's  full  funding  for  Mission  to 
Planet  Earth  should  help  the  program 
go  forward. 

The  bill  also  provides  $2.1  billion  for 
the  space  station  account  and  related 
activities.  After  more  than  a  decade  of 
planning  and  hard  work,  the  United 
States  and  its  foreign  partners  will  fi- 
nally start  the  assembly  of  the  mam- 
moth orbiting  laboratory  late  next 
year.  Let  me  first  say  that  I  whole- 
heartedly support  the  space  station.  I 
believe  the  space  station  represents  the 
next  logical  step  in  our  manned  space 
exploration  program.  If  successful,  this 
program  will  demonstrate  what  great 
nations  can  do  when  combining  their 
talent  and  resources  for  peaceful  sci- 
entific purposes.  Beyond  that,  the 
space  station  will  help  our  Nation 
maintain  and  strengthen  its  tradi- 
tional leadership  in  aeronautics  and 
space.  While  I  continue  to  have  some 
concerns  about  the  heavy  reliance  of 
the  current  space  station  plan  on  Rus- 
sian participation,  I  am  optimistic  that 
space  station  will  successfully  proceed 
within  budget  and  on  schedule. 

I  believe  that  NASA's  aeronautics  re- 
search program  is  one  of  the  main  rea- 
sons for  our  Nation's  preeminence  in 
aerospace.  Aeronautics  is  the  first  A  in 
NASA.  Yet,  for  many  years,  aero- 
nautics seemed  to  be  reduced  to  a 
small  A  status.  It  always  seemed  to 
take  a  back  seat  to  the  higher  profile 
space  missions.  However,  under  Dan 
Goldln's  leadership,  that  is  beginning 
to  change  and  I  \SA  is  giving  aero- 
nautics the  backiiii?  it  deserves.  For  in- 
stance, the  High  Speed  Research  Pro- 
gram Is  developing  precompetitive 
technologies  in  support  of  supersonic 
aircraft.  It  is  estimated  that  the  first 
country  to  market  such  an  aircraft 
stands  to  gain  $200  billion  in  sales  and 
140,000   new   jobs.   Similarly,    the   Ad- 


vanced Subsonic  Technology  Program 
funds  research  in  support  of  subsonic 
airplanes— a  market  that  generates  1 
million  jobs  and  contributes  over  $25 
billion  annually  to  the  U.S.  trade  bal- 
ance. These  programs  are  money- 
makers and  it  is  in  the  national  inter- 
est to  give  them  whatever  support  they 
need.  Accordingly,  our  NASA  bill  au- 
thorizes aeronautics  research  at  the  re- 
quested level  of  $858  million. 

Our  bill  also  provides  authorization 
for  NASA's  successful  collection  of 
technology  transfer,  education,  and 
outreach  activities.  These  programs 
have  been  very  effective  in  allowing 
our  quality  research  institutions  in 
rural  States  and  regions  to  contribute 
to  the  technological  revolution.  For  in- 
stance, last  May,  our  Science  Sub- 
committee heard  from  Professor  Steve 
Running  of  the  University  of  Montana 
about  his  promising  research  in  the  use 
of  remote  sensing  satellite  data  in  for- 
est and  crop  management.  Our  rural 
States  can  make  an  enormous  con- 
tribution to  the  civilian  space  program 
if  only  given  the  chance. 

In  that  connection,  the  bill  provides 
$10  million  for  the  Elxperimental  Pro- 
gram to  Stimulate  Competitive  Re- 
search [EPSCoR]  Program— an  increase 
of  $5.5  million  over  the  requested  level 
of  $4.5  million.  This  authorized  in- 
crease reflects  the  important  role  that 
NASA's  EPSCoR.  as  well  as  its  coun- 
terparts at  other  Federal  science  agen- 
cies, has  played  in  supporting  vital 
academic  research  in  rural  States  like 
Montana.  The  bill  also  Includes  suffi- 
cient funding  to  enable  NASA  to  con- 
tinue support  for  a  new  Rural  Teacher 
Resource  Center  and  a  new  Rural  Tech- 
nology Transfer  and  Conmierciallza- 
tion  Center  to  serve  the  Upper  Plains 
States  region.  NASA  made  commit- 
ments to  those  new  centers  this  year  to 
fill  in  coverage  gaps  in  NASA's  out- 
reach programs. 

Full  funding  is  also  provided  for  on- 
going technology  programs  to  keep 
NASA  on  the  cutting  edge.  The  bill 
supports  the  Reusable  Launch  'V^ehlcle 
Program  aimed  at  developing,  and 
flight  testing,  new  technologies  to  re- 
duce the  cost  of  access  to  space  and 
eventually  lay  the  foundation  for  a 
Shuttle  replacement.  In  addition,  there 
is  funding  to  continue  NASA's  commit- 
ment to  a  new  radar  satellite  program. 
Unlike  conventional  satellites,  radar 
satellites  are  unaffected  by  cloud  cover 
or  nightfall.  Now  that  Canada.  Japan, 
and  Europe  have  operational  systems, 
it  is  clearly  in  the  national  interest  for 
this  country  to  develop  that  capability 
for  civilian  purposes  as  soon  as  prac- 
ticable. 

Finally.  Mr.  President.  I  note  that 
the  bill  contains  buyout  provisions 
that  we  worked  out  with  NASA  that 
are  intended  to  reduce  the  need  for  the 
agency  to  resort  to  reductions  in  force 
to  downsize  its  work  force.  We  recog- 
nize the  need  for  NASA  to  reduce  its 
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25,000-person  work  force  to  meet  its 
budget  targets.  However,  such  person- 
nel reductions  need  to  be  Implemented 
in  a  gradual  and  thoughtful  manner, 
with  proper  consideration  for  the  per- 
sonnel affected.  It  is  with  that  in  mind 
that  we  have  provided  the  buyout  au- 
thority in  the  bill  to  encourage  vol- 
untary separations  in  support  of 
NASA's  downsizing  effort. 

Mr.  President  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  this  legislation 
when  it  is  considered  by  the  full  Senate 
later  this  year.* 


By  Mr.  PRESSLER  (for  himself, 
Mr.  Gorton,  Mr.  Hollings,  Mr. 
Bryan,  and  Ms.  Snowe): 
S.  1840.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission  Act  to  authorize  ap- 
propriations   for    the    Federal    Trade 
Commission:    to    the    Committee    on 
Commerce,     Science,     and     Transpor- 
tation. 

THE  FEDERAL  TRADE  COMMISSION 
REAUTHORIZATION  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  as 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transpor- 
tation, I  am  pleased  to  introduce,  along 
with  Senators  Gorton,  Hollings.  and 
Bryan,  the  Federal  Trade  Commission 
Reauthorization  Act  of  1996.  This  bill 
reauthorizes  the  Federal  Trade  Com- 
mission [FTC]  for  2  years  with  funding 
sufficient  to  maintain  current  staffing 
levels. 

Congress  last  reauthorized  the  FTC 
in  1994.  That  authorization  was  the 
Commission's  first  since  1980.  In  that 
reauthorization  legislation  we  signifi- 
cantly modified  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  Act.  At  present,  we  see  no 
need  to  further  modify  the  FTC's  au- 
thorizing statutes.  Therefore,  this  is  an 
extremely  simple  piece  of  legislation. 
It  authorizes  funding  for  the  FTC  of 
$107  million  for  fiscal  year  1997  and  $111 
million  for  fiscal  year  1998.  As  I  men- 
tioned earlier,  these  authorization  lev- 
els would  simply  maintain  the  existing 
staffing  level  of  979  FTE's. 

The  Federal  Trade  Commission  is  a 
law  enforcement  agency.  The  Commis- 
sion's primary  authority  is  derived 
from  section  5  of  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  Act  through  the  declara- 
tion that  "unfair  methods  of 
competition  *  *  *  and  unfafr  or  decep- 
tive acts  or  practices"  are  unlawful. 
The  FTC's  dual  mission  is  to  enforce 
Federal  consumer  protection  laws  and 
antitrust  and  competition  laws.  The 
FTC  has  enforcement  and  administra- 
tive duties  under  37  separate  acts. 

The  Commerce  Committee  held  a 
hearing  on  the  FTC  on  May  7,  1996.  We 
are  pleased  with  the  general  direction 
of  the  Commission.  Under  the  leader- 
ship of  Chaurman  Pltofsky,  and  his 
predecessor,  Chairman  Steiger.  the 
Commission  has  established  a  solid 
performance  record. 

No  comprehensive  controversy  sur- 
rounds the  FTC  today  as  it  did  in  the 


late  1970's  and  early  1980's.  As  one 
would  expect  of  a  law  enforcement  en- 
tity acting  in  complex  and,  often,  un- 
certain situations,  individual  Commis- 
sion actions  are  sometimes  not  met 
with  universal  approval.  Nevertheless, 
there  is  a  general  consensus  that  the 
Commission  is  functioning  efficiently 
and  effectively. 

The  FTC  fulfills  its  mission  with 
minimal  burden  on  taxpayers  because 
it  generates  over  half  its  annual  oper- 
ating budget  through  fees  from  the  cor- 
porations it  regulates. 

I  hope  the  Senate  will  join  Senators 
Gorton,  Hollings,  Bryan,  and  myself 
in  supporting  this  legislation.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1840 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Federal 
Trade  Commission  Reauthorization  Act  of 
1996 
SEC.  2.  REAUTHdUZATION. 

Section  25  of  the  Federal  Trade  Commis- 
sion Act  (15  U.S.C.  57c)  Is  amended  by  strik- 
ing "and  not  to  exceed"  and  Inserting  "not 
to  exceed"  and  by  Inserting  before  the  period 
the  following:  ";  not  to  exceed  S107,000.000  for 
fiscal  year  1997;  and  not  to  exceed  $111,(XX).000 
for  fiscal  year  1998". 


By  Mr.  MOYNIHAN  (by  request): 
S.  1841.  A  bill  to  reform  the  Nation's 
welfare  system  by  requiring  work  and 
demanding  personal  responsibility:  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance. 

THE  WORK  FIRST  AND  PERSONAL 
RESPONSIBILnT  ACT  OF  1986 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  at 
the  request  of  the  administration,  I 
rise  to  introduce  the  Work  First  and 
Personal  Responsibility  Act  of  1996. 
This  was  sent  to  the  President  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  on  April  26,  1996,  by 
Alice  M.  Rlvlin,  Director  of  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget. 

I  do  not  support  this  bill,  and  will  in- 
deed oppose  it  with  great  conviction. 
All  the  same,  the  President  is  entitled 
to  the  courtesy  of  having  his  bills  in- 
troduced, printed,  and  referred  to  the 
appropriate  committee.  This  particular 
bill  will  be  referred  to  the  Finance 
Committee,  of  which  I  am  the  ranking 
Democratic  member.  Hence  this  simple 
duty  falls  to  me. 

I  have  a  further  purpose  in  Introduc- 
ing this  bill.  As  Senators  know,  it  is 
the  fixed  practice  of  the  Office  of  Man- 
agement and  Budget  to  require  a  report 
from  the  appropriate  Department  or 
Departments  on  the  Impact  an  admin- 
istration measure  would  have  on  the 
area  of  concern.  Such  a  report  is  re- 
quired of  legislation  passed  by  Con- 
gress and  presented  to  the  President 
for  approval.  Last  October  24,  1995,  at 


the  first — and  only— meeting  of  the 
House-Senate  conference  on  H.R.  4,  the 
House-passed  Personal  Responsibility 
Act  and  the  Senate-passed  Work  Oppor- 
tunity Act,  I  stated  that  "when  fully 
implemented  the  time  limits  in  the 
House  bill  would  cut  off  benefits  for 
4.800,000  children."  This  was  not  a  com- 
plicated calculation.  There  are  this 
many  children  receiving  benefits,  that 
many  who  can  expect  to  receive  bene- 
fits for  more  than  5  years,  and  so  forth. 
The  mean  stay  on  AFDC  is  12.9  years.  I 
concluded  my  statement  calling  on  the 
White  House  to  release  a  report  on  the 
Senate-passed  bill  which  had  been  pre- 
pared by  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services. 

Three  days  later,  on  October  27,  1995. 
Elizabeth  Shogren  in  the  Los  Angeles 
Times  reported  that  the  Senate-passed 
bill,  thought  to  be  moderate  as  com- 
pared with  the  House-passed  bill, 
"would  push  an  estimated  1.1  million 
children  into  poverty  and  make  condi- 
tions worse  for  those  already  under  the 
poverty  line  *  *  *" 

The  Senate  needs  to  know  what 
would  be  the  poverty  impact  of  this 
newest  administration  proposal.  It  can- 
not be  much  less,  or  so  I  would  think. 
Bear  in  mind  that  0MB  estimates  $41 
billion  in  Deficit  Reduction  from  fiscal 
year  1996  through  2002. 

I  await  an  early  reply  from  the  ad- 
ministration. There  has  been  more 
than  sufficient  time  to  make  the  cal- 
culations. One  may  be  sure  that  ff 
there  were  any  prospect  that  the  bill 
would  reduce  the  number  of  children  in 
poverty,  we  would  have  learned  this  by 
now. 

The  problem  of  understanding  within 
the  administration  and  the  Congress, 
or  so  it  appears  to  me,  is  that  there  is 
simply  too  little  grasp  of  just  how  bad 
conditions  are  among  America's  chil- 
dren. None  of  us  is  without  responsibil- 
ity for  this.  Some  protecting  the  good 
name  of  the  poor:  others  assuming 
knowledge  about  behavior  find  behav- 
ioral change.  Too  few  following  Hippoc- 
rates' dictum:  Prlmum  non  noncere. 
First  do  no  harm.  But  it  is  not  too  late, 
if  only  we  will  look  at  the  facts. 

Two  weeks  ago,  my  revered  col- 
league. Representative  Sam  M.  Gibbons 
and  I  requested  of  the  Office  of  Man- 
agement auid  Budget  an  analysis  of  S. 
1795,  the  Personal  Responsibility  and 
Work  Opportunity  Act  of  1996,  which  is 
the  latest  Republican  welfare  reform 
bill.  The  poverty  impact.  Today  I  am 
also  requesting  an  analysis  of  the  pov- 
erty effects  of  the  President's  latest 
proposal.  This  will  be  critical  for  Mem- 
bers to  better  understand  the  potential 
effects  on  children  of  both  pieces  of 
legislation. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  sum- 
mary of  the  bill  and  the  letter  of  trans- 
mittal from  Dr.  Alice  M.  Rlvlin.  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget,  be  printed  in  the  Record. 
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There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

■nTLE-BY-TrTLE  SUMMARY 
TITLE  I— WORK-BASED  ASSISTANCE 

Title  I  repeals  the  Aid  to  Families  with  De- 
pendent Children  (AFDC)  program  and  re- 
places It  with  a  tlme-llmlted.  work-based 
Temporary  Employment  Assistance  (TEA) 
program.  TEA  continues  open-ended  Federal 
matching  pasnments  for  State  expenditures 
on  welfare  assistance.  It  also  repeals  the  Job 
Opportunities  and  Basic  Skills  (JOBS)  pro- 
gram and  replaces  it  with  a  new  Work  First 
program.  (Funding  for  JOBS.  AFDC  Admin- 
istration, and  Emergency  Assistance  Is 
merged  Into  Work  First.  Most  activities 
under  these  programs  remain  allowable 
under  Work  First.)  Title  I  requires  welfare 
recipients  to  sign  personal  responsibility 
contracts  and  mandates  that  they  work  or 
engage  in  Job  training  within  two  years  of 
first  receiving  benefits. 

Title  I  also  requires  States  to  meet  welfare 
recipient  work  targets.  It  Includes  a  five- 
year  time  limit  on  the  receipt  of  cash  bene- 
fits, but  allows  States  to  exempt  a  portion  of 
the  caseload  from  the  time  limits.  Vouchers 
must  be  provided  to  children  In  families  that 
lose  assistance  due  to  the  time  limit.  In  ad- 
dition. Title  I  provides  performance  bonuses 
to  States  based  on  their  job  placement  effec- 
tiveness. It  also  gives  States  the  option  to 
deny  additional  welfare  benefits  to  families 
that  have  another  child  while  receiving  wel- 
fare benefits. 

Title  I  mandates  that  States  operate  child 
abuse  prevention  and  protection,  child  sup- 
port enforcement,  foster  care,  and  adoption 
assistance  programs  as  a  condition  of  receiv- 
ing the  Federal  match.  States  also  must  op- 
erate a  child  care  program  under  the  Child 
Care  and  Development  Block  Grant  (C(3DBG) 
Act  of  1990.  Title  I  amends  the  CCDBG  Act 
and  consolidates  the  three  individual  child 
care  programs  under  current  title  IV-A  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  into  one  program. 
Funding  for  child  care  Is  significantly  in- 
creased. This  title  also  continues  the  one- 
year  entitlement  to  transitional  Medicaid 
benefits  for  families  losing  welf^e  benefits 
due  to  empl03rment  or  excess  income.  In  ad- 
dition, it  allows  States  to  enter  into  dem- 
onstration programs  to  make  periodic  ad- 
TOnces  of  the  earned  Income  tax  credit 
(ETTC)  to  welfare  recipients  in  jobs  programs 
(as  opposed  to  having  workers  file  for  the 
ETTC  themselves). 

TITLE  n— CHILD  SUPPORT  ENFORCEMENT 

Title  n  proposes  stringent  child  support 
enforcement  measures  Including  a  State  case 
registry  of  child  support  enforcement  orders. 
It  Improves  paternity  establishment  and  re- 
quires employers  to  report  new  hires  to  a 
central  State  data  base.  Title  n  allows 
States  to  revoke  drivers  and  professional  li- 
censes for  parents  who  refuse  to  pay  child 
support.  It  also  removes  administrative  bar- 
riers that  impede  the  enforcement  of  child 
support  orders. 

TFTLE  m— FOOD  ASSISTANCE 

Title  in  amends  the  Food  Stamp  and  Child 
Nutrition  programs.  It  adjusts  the  maximum 
Food  Stamp  allotment  to  100  percent  of  the 
Thrifty  Food  Plan  and  reduces  the  standard 
deduction  and  indexes  It  to  the  Consumer 
Price  Index  thereafter.  Title  m  also  counts 
all  energy  assistance  as  Income  and  Includes 
a  work  requirement  that  makes  adults  age  18 
to  50  with  no  dependents  Ineligible  for  food 
stamps  after  six  months  of  each  year  unless 
they  work  20  hours  a  week  or  participate  in 


workfare  or  training  (although  eligibility 
continues  If  a  State  falls  to  supply  a  training 
or  workfare  slot).  It  also  Includes  State 
fiexlblllty  measures  and  new  program  integ- 
rity proposals  to  reduce  Food  Stamp  traf- 
ficking and  program  waste.  Finally,  Title  m 
better  targets  food  subsidies  for  family  day 
care  homes  and  makes  other  minor  changes 
In  Child  Nutrition  programs. 

TFTLE  rV— TREATMENT  OF  ALIENS 

Title  rv  makes  only  "qualified  aliens"  eli- 
gible for  the  TEA  (formerly  AFDC).  Supple- 
mental Security  Income  (SSI),  and  Medicaid 
programs.  In  addition.  It  gives  States  the  op- 
tion of  applying  the  same  eligibility  criteria 
to  State  funded  needs-based  assistance.  Title 
IV  also  lengthens  until  citizenship  the  deem- 
ing period  during  which  a  sponsor's  Income 
Is  presumed  available  to  support  a  legal  per- 
manent resident  should  he  or  she  apply  for 
SSI,  TEA,  or  Food  Stamps.  It  makes  all  fu- 
ture affidavits  of  support  legally  binding  and 
provides  States  the  option  to  extend  sponsor 
Income  deeming  to  State  funded  needs-based 
cash  assistance  If  the  Immigrant  Is  denied 
TEA.  SSI.  or  Food  Stamps. 

TTTLE  V— SLTPLEMENTAL  SECURITy  INCOME 
REFORMS 

Title  V  tightens  eligibility  standards  for 
disabled  children  who  receive  SSI  benefits. 
Children  currently  on  the  rolls  who  are 
found  no  longer  eligible  would  not  receive 
benefits  as  of  January  1.  1998.  It  creates  new 
guidelines  for  the  Social  Security  Adminis- 
tration to  conduct  continuing  disability  re- 
views (CDRs). 

Title  V  also  creates  a  dedicated  savings  ac- 
count for  SSI-ellglble  disabled  children  for 
education,  job  training,  and  equipment  or 
housing  modifications  related  to  their  dis- 
ability, and  allows  this  account  to  be  ex- 
cluded from  income  and  resource  determina- 
tions. It  establishes  an  Installment  schedule 
for  paying  past-due  SSI  benefit  amounts,  and 
authorizes  the  Conmilssloner  of  Social  Secu- 
rity to  reduce  Social  Security  (OASDI)  bene- 
fits by  the  amount  of  overpayment  of  SSI 
benefits  without  an  OASDI  beneficiary's  con- 
sent. 

Title  V  also  denies  SSI  eligibility  If  drug 
addiction  or  alcoholism  Is  the  basis  for  the 
disability  determination.  Current  SSI  recipi- 
ents who  are  eligible  on  the  basis  of  drug  ad- 
diction or  alcoholism  will  no  longer  receive 
benefits  as  of  January  1,  1997.  A  portion  of 
the  savings  from  this  proposal  ($50  million 
annually  during  FYs  1997-1998)  will  be  used 
to  fund  additional  drug  (Including  alcohol) 
treatment  programs  and  services  through 
the  Substance  Abuse  Prevention  and  Treat- 
ment Block  Grant  program. 

Title  V  also  makes  individuals  convicted 
in  Federal  or  State  court  of  having  fraudu- 
lently misrepresented  their  residence  In 
order  to  receive  welfare  benefits  from  two  or 
more  States  Ineligible  to  receive  SSI  for  ten 
years  from  the  date  of  conviction.  It  makes 
fugitive  felons  ineligible  for  SSI.  In  addition, 
it  provides  that  the  appropriation  of  addi- 
tional administrative  funds  to  SSA  for  FYs 
1996-2002  for  conducting  Social  Security  Dis- 
ability Insurance  and  SSI  CDRs  should  trig- 
ger an  increase,  within  specified  limits,  to 
the  discretionary  spending  caps.  The  title 
would  also  provide  authority  to  Increase  the 
discretionary  spending  caps,  within  specified 
limits,  upon  appropriation  of  funds  for  FYs 
1996-1997  to  the  Social  Security  Administra- 
tion to  implement  any  changes  to  the  SSI 
program  pursuant  to  adoption  of  welfare  re- 
form. 

Title  V  provides  that  when  private  Insur- 
ance covers  the  costs  of  SSI  eligible  children 


in  medical  care  facilities,  these  children  will 
no  longer  be  eligible  for  their  full  SSI  bene- 
fits. Instead,  they  will  only  be  eligible  to  re- 
ceive the  same  $30  per  month  standard 
amount  that  Medlcald-covered  SSI  eligible 
children  receive. 

TTTLE  VI— SOCIAL  SERVICES  BLOCK  GRANTS 
(SSBG) 

This  title  reduces  the  amount  required  to 
be  allotted  among  States  for  SSBG  under 
Title  XX  of  the  Social  Security  Act  from  $2.8 
billion  to  $2.73  billion  In  FY  1996.  and  to  $2.52 
blUlon  for  each  of  FYs  1997-2002. 

DEFICrr  REDUCTION 

The  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  esti- 
mates that  the  Administration's  welfare  re- 
form proposal  saves  $41  billion  during  FYs 
1996  through  2002.  This  total  Includes  $3  bil- 
lion In  savings  resulting  from  the  enactment 
of  P.L.  104-121,  which  extended  the  debt  limit 
and  modified  the  Social  Security  Act.  and 
reflects  Interactions  with  Medicaid  proposals 
in  the  President's  FY  1997  Budget. 

EXECUTIVE  Office  of  the  Presi- 
dent. OFFICE  OF  Management 
and  Budget, 

Washington,  DC.  April  26. 19%. 
Hon.  Albert  Gore,  Jr., 
President  of  the  Senate, 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  I  am  enclosing  for 
the  consideration  of  the  Congress  the  Admin- 
istration's "Work  First  and  Personal  Re- 
sponsibility Act  of  1996,"  a  comprehensive 
proposal  to  reform  the  Nation's  failed  wel- 
fare system.  The  President  remains  commit- 
ted to  working  with  the  Congress  to  pass  a 
bipartisan  welfare  reform  bill  this  year  that 
honors  the  values  of  work,  responsibility, 
and  family.  This  proposal  will  end  the  cur- 
rent welfare  system  by  requiring  work,  de- 
manding responsibility,  strengthening  fami- 
lies, and  protecting  children. 

Under  this  legislative  proposal,  everyone 
who  can  work  must  go  to  work,  and  no  one 
who  can  work  can  stay  on  welfare  indefi- 
nitely. This  proposal  replaces  Aid  to  Fami- 
lies with  Dependent  Children  (AFDC)  with  a 
time-limited  benefit  conditioned  on  work.  It 
imposes  tough  work  requirements  and  time 
limits.  Including  a  lifetime  limit  of  five 
years  for  receipt  of  welfare  benefits.  It  gives 
States  the  means  to  provide  child  care  that 
Is  essential  to  imposing  tough  work  require- 
ments and  moving  people  from  welfare  to 
work.  States  are  given  broad  new  flexibility 
to  tailor  welfare  reforms  to  local  needs,  but 
are  also  held  accountable  for  continuing 
their  conmiltment  to  move  people  from  wel- 
fare to  work.  The  proposal  permits  adjusting 
to  changing  economic  circumstances  and 
provides  vouchers  to  meet  the  most  basic 
needs  of  children  in  families  whose  benefits 
end. 

The  Work  First  proposal  demands  respon- 
sibility as  well.  It  Includes  the  toughest 
child  support  enforcement  measures  ever 
proposed.  The  proposal  requires  minor  moth- 
ers to  live  at  home  and  stay  In  school  as  a 
condition  of  receiving  assistance  and  gives 
States  the  option  to  deny  additional  benefits 
for  additional  children  bom  to  parents  who 
are  on  welfare. 

The  proposal  achieves  significant  savings 
by  reforming  the  Food  Stamp  and  Child  Nu- 
trition programs,  while  preserving  the  na- 
tional nutritional  safety  net.  The  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  estimates  that  these  re- 
forms would  save  almost  $22  billion  over 
seven  years  through  provisions  such  as 
counting  energy  assistance  as  Income  and 
tough  new  program  Integrity  measures  to 
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crack  down  on  Food  Stamp  fraud.  The  pro- 
posal gives  States  unprecedented  flexibility 
to  administer  the  Food  Stamp  program,  with 
new  work  requirements  and  time  limits  on 
able-bodied,  childless  adults.  It  continues  to 
index  basic  benefits  with  inflation,  better 
targets  food  subsidies  for  family  day  care 
homes,  and  makes  other  adjustments  in  the 
Child  Nutrition  program.  TTie  proposal  pro- 
tects children  by  preserving  the  school  lunch 
program  and  important  child  welfare  pro- 
grams for  abused  and  disabled  children. 

The  proposal  achieves  substantial  savings 
in  other  areas  by  requiring  sponsors  who 
bring  Immigrants  into  the  country  to  be  held 
legally  responsible  for  their  financial  well- 
being,  and  by  better  targeting  eligibility  for 
childhood  disability  benefits.  It  also  includes 
two  provisions  that  are  part  of  the  recently 
enacted  Public  Law  104-121.  The  first  provi- 
sion modifies  the  Social  Security  Act  to 
deny  benefits  to  adults  who  are  on  Supple- 
mental Security  Income  due  to  drug  abuse  or 
alcoholism.  The  second  provision  Improves 
program  Integrity  measures  through  ex- 
panded continuing  disability  reviews.  The 
savings  from  these  enacted  proposals  should 
be  applied  towards  the  total  savings  to  be 
achieved  through  welfare  reform. 

The  Administration's  welfare  reform  pro- 
posal reduces  spending  by  $41  billion  over 
seven  years.  This  total  Includes  the  $3  billion 
In  savings  resulting  from  the  enactment  of 
Public  Law  104-121  and  reflects  interactions 
with  Medicaid  proposals  In  the  President's 
FY  1997  Budget. 

I  urge  the  Congress  to  act  favorably  and 
expeditiously  on  this  important  proposal. 
Welfare  reform  is  at  the  top  of  the  Presi- 
dent's and  the  Nation's  agenda.  The  Admin- 
istration is  confident  that  agreement  can  be 
reached  this  year  on  bipartisan  welfare  re- 
form legislation  that  is  tough  on  work  and 
responsibility  and  serves  the  Interests  of  our 
Nation's  children.  We  look  forward  to  work- 
ing with  the  Congress  to  achieve  this  urgent 
national  goal. 
Sincerely, 

Alice  M.  Rivlin. 

Director. 


By  Mr.  JEFFORDS: 
S.  1842.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Employee 
Retirement  Income  Security  Act  of 
1974  to  improve  protections  for  workers 
in  multiemployer  pension  plans,  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

the  workers  pension  protection  act  of  1996 

•  Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  President,  I  in- 
troduce the  Workers'  Pension  Protec- 
tion Act  of  1996  in  order  to  level  play- 
ing field  for  millions  of  American 
workers  who  participate  in  multi-em- 
ployer pension  plans.  This  bill  will  ex- 
tend, to  them,  the  protections  pre- 
viously established  for  workers  in  sin- 
gle-employer pension  plans.  First,  the 
legislation  harmonizes  the  rules  for  all 
workers  by  adopting  a  5-year  vesting 
requirement  which  conforms  to  vesting 
rules  applicable  to  other  qualified  pen- 
sion plans.  Furthermore,  this  bill  also 
protects  workers'  pension  benefits  by 
making  sure  that  these  multi-employer 
plans  are  sufficiently  fimded  so  that 
the  benefits  promised  today  will  actu- 
ally be  there  for  the  worker  when  he 
retires. 

One  benefit  which  hais  long  been  ex- 
tend   to   workers   in    single-employer 


pension  plans  is  the  guarantee  of  bene- 
fits after  a  maximum  of  5  years  of  serv- 
ice. Workers  whose  employers  contrib- 
ute to  multi-employer  plans  may  work 
for  up  to  10  years  before  they  are  guar- 
anteed to  receive  any  benefits  from 
their  pension  plan.  This  bill  extends 
the  same  5-year  vesting  right  to  multi- 
employer plan  participants. 

Many  of  this  country's  multi-em- 
ployer pension  plans  are  significantly 
under  funded  by  billions  of  dollars. 
This  legislation  targets  those  bade  ap- 
ples— the  under  fimded  plans.  This  bill 
addresses  the  problem  with  four  provi- 
sions that  are  consistent  with  the  pen- 
sion reform  for  single  employer  pen- 
sion plans  that  we  passed  in  1994  as 
part  of  the  GATT  legislation. 

First,  this  bill  would  prohibit  multi- 
employer plan  trustees  from  increasing 
pension  benefits  unless  a  plan  has  a  95- 
percent  ratio  of  assets  to  current  li- 
abilities attributable  to  employees  and 
their  beneficiaries.  Pension  plans 
would  be  required  to  operate  with  a 
balanced  budget  and  could  not  run  in 
the  red  as  they  do  now. 

Second,  this  bill  would  prohibit 
multi-employer  trustees  from  granting 
a  benefit  increase  in  a  multi-employer 
plan  which  satisfies  the  95-percent 
ratio  if  the  increase  would  reduce  this 
ratio  below  90  percent.  In  addition, 
should  the  ratio  drop  due  to  fiuctua- 
tions  in  the  market  or  other  changes  in 
the  funding  valuation,  the  trustees 
could  not  increase  benefits  again  vmtil 
they  retain  the  90-percent  ratio.  These 
ratios  will  allow  multi-employer  pen- 
sion plans  to  operate  at  full  funding 
yet  maintain  the  discretion  to  rely  on 
actuarial  analysis  in  modifying  benefit 
levels. 

Third,  multi-employer  plans  would  be 
required  to  use  a  single,  identified  in- 
terest rate  and  mortality  table  as- 
sumptions in  all  calculations  for  all 
players.  As  in  the  single  employer  pen- 
sion reform  legislation  in  1994.  the  in- 
terest rates  and  mortality  tables  must 
be  standardized  and  should  conform 
with  the  most  recent  data.  As  a  result, 
these  plans  could  not  continue  to  use 
one  rate  when  reporting  to  the  Govern- 
ment and  different  rate  when  determin- 
ing liability  associated  with  under 
funding.  This  is  the  same  commonsense 
approach  that  was  applied  to  single 
employer  pension  plans  when  the 
GATT  legislation  was  passed. 

Finally,  as  did  the  GATT  legislation, 
this  bill  would  require  that  plan  trust- 
ees provide  notification  of  their  finan- 
cial status  on  annual  basis  to  partici- 
pating employees  in  easily  understood 
terms.  Once  and  for  all  participants 
and  beneficiaries  will  begin  to  under- 
stand how  secure  there  pension  bene- 
fits really  are  because  these  interests 
rates  more  accurately  predict  the  re- 
turn on  investment  than  current  rates 
permitted  for  multi-employer  plans. 
With  a  better  understanding  of  the 
worth  of  their  pension  benefits  workers 


can    make    informed    decisions    about 
their  future  retirement  needs. 

In  the  last  Congress,  we  took  signifi- 
cant and  necessary  steps  to  reform  the 
pension  laws  for  retirement  security 
for  millions  of  American  workers.  Un- 
fortunately, a  large  segment  of  the 
work  force  was  left  behind  and  is  in 
need  of  similar  protection.  Union  em- 
ployees participating  in  multi-em- 
ployer pension  plans  have  been  contrib- 
uting hard  earned  dollars  to  these 
plans  with  the  expectation  of  receiving 
$2,000  to  $3,000  a  month  when  they  re- 
tire. They  are  not  aware  that,  if  their 
plan  goes  belly-up  due  to  significant 
under  funding,  they  could  receive  less 
than  $500  a  month.  This  legislation  will 
ensure  that  the  pension  benefits,  union 
employees  have  worked  so  hard  for  and 
are  depending  on,  will  be  there  when 
they  are  ready  to  retire. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  section-by-section  analysis 
of  the  bill  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record  as  follows: 

Section-by-Section  Analysis 

section  101 

Section  101  prohibits  multiemployer  pen- 
sion plan  trustees  from  Increasing  benefits 
unless  the  plan  Is  operating  with  at  least  95 
percent  funding.  If  a  plan  satisfies  this  mini- 
mum funding  requirement,  it  may  choose  to 
Increase  benefits  If  the  benefit  Increase 
would  not  reduce  the  funding  levels  to  below 
90  percent.  The  plan  would  then  be  required 
to  reach  95  percent  funding  again  before  in- 
creasing benefits. 

This  section  also  requires  multiemployer 
plans  to  use  the  interest  rate  assumptions 
and  the  mortality  tables  that  were  passed 
into  law  in  the  1994  GATT  legislation  for  sin- 
gle-employer pension  plans.  These  Interest 
rates  more  accurately  predict  the  return  on 
Investment  than  the  current  rates  permitted 
for  multiemployer  plans.  Furthermore,  the 
mortality  tables  currently  relied  on  by  mul- 
tiemployer plans  date  back  to  1971  while  the 
GATT  legislation  required  that  single-em- 
ployer plans  rely  on  more  current  data.  This 
section  requires  that  multiemployer  plans 
rely  on  the  current  mortality  tables. 

section  102 

Section  102  amends  ERISA  by  modifying 
the  anti-cutback  rule  contained  in  ERISA 
§a04(g).  This  provision  is  necessary  In  order 
to  revoke  any  trustee  action  which  violates 
the  other  provisions  of  this  bill. 

section  103 

Section  103  requires  multiemployer  plan 
administrators  to  notify  plan  participants, 
beneficiaries  and  contributing  employers  of 
the  plan's  funded  status  and  the  limits  of  the 
PBCJC's  guarantee  should  the  plan  terminate 
while  underfunded.  The  notice  must  be  writ- 
ten In  a  manner  which  can  be  understood  by 
the  average  plan  participant.  This  provision 
duplicates  the  notice  requirements  for  sin- 
gle-employer plans  contained  in  the  GATT 
legislation. 

section  201 

Section  201  requires  multiemployer  plans 
to  adopt  the  Interest  rate  and  mortality  ta- 
bles used  by  single-employer  plans  as  man- 
dated In  the  GATT  legislation  for  all  pur- 
poses. For  a  description  of  these  Interest 
rate  and  mortality  table  requirements,  see 
Section  101  above. 
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SECTION  301 

Section  301  provides  employers  the  right  to 
seek  an  Injunction  against  a  plan  to  prevent 
an  impermissible  benefit  Increase.  The  sole 
relief  available  to  employers  Is  an  Injunction 
against  trustees  to  enforce  the  provisions 
contained  In  this  bill. 

SECTION  302 

Section  302  Is  modeled  on  ERISA  Section 
502(g)(1)  and  permits  a  court.  In  Its  discre- 
tion, to  award  reasonable  attorney's  fees  and 
costs  to  either  party  in  actions  brought 
under  Section  301.  This  Bill  does  not  provide 
for  either  compensatory  or  punitive  dam- 
ages. 

SECTION  303 

Section  303  expands  the  list  of  civil  actions 
which  may  be  brought  by  the  PBGC  to  in- 
clude section  101.  102,  103  and  201.  The  Bill 
gives  the  PBCJC,  and  not  the  U.S.  Depart- 
ment of  Labor,  the  concurrent  power  of  en- 
forcement of  the  Bill's  provisions  because 
the  PB(5C  is  financially  responsible  for  guar- 
anteed benefits. 

SECTION  401 

Section  401  conforms  the  vesting  rules  for 
multiemployer  plans  to  the  rules  applicable 
to  other  Qualified  plans  by  requiring  that  a 
worker's  accrued  benefits  be  100-percent 
vested  no  later  than  upon  the  participant's 
completion  of  5  years  of  service  rather  than 
the  current  10-year  period. 

EFFECTIVE  DATES 

The  effective  dates  for  the  first  three  titles 
in  this  Bill  shall  apply  to  plan  years  begin- 
ning after  December  31,  1996.  Section  401 
would  be  effective  for  plan  years  beginning 
on  or  after  the  earlier  of  (1)  the  later  of  De- 
cember 31, 1996,  or  the  date  on  which  the  last 
collective  bargaining  agreements  pursuant 
to  which  the  plan  is  maintained  terminates, 
or  (2)  January  1, 1999,  with  respect  to  partici- 
pants with  an  hour  of  service  after  the  effec- 
tive date.* 


By  Mr.  INHOFE  (for  himself,  Mr. 
LOTT,     Mr.     Thurmond,     Mr. 
Thomas,  Mr.  Jeffords,  and  Mr. 
Cochran): 
S.  1843.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  allo- 
cation of  funds  from  the  mass  transit 
account  of  the  highway  trust  fund,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee 
on  Environment  and  Public  Works. 

MASS  TRANSIT  LEGISLATION 

•  Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  I  intro- 
duce legislation  that  attempts  to  level 
the  plajring  field  for  transit  donor 
States  across  the  country.  In  addition 
to  myself.  Senators  Lott,  Thurmond, 
Thomas,  Jeffords,  and  Cochran  are 
all  original  cosponsors. 

Federal  transit  dollars  are  distrib- 
uted according  to  the  Federal  Transit 
Act  as  amended  by  the  Intermodal  Sur- 
face Transportation  Efficiency  Act 
[ISTEA].  Similar  to  highway  dollars, 
transit  dollars  are  collected  at  the  gas 
pump  and  are  distributed  by  both  for- 
mula and  discretionary  grants. 

States  such  as  Oklahoma  that  do  not 
receive  back  all  of  the  revenues  that 
they  send  to  the  Federal  mass  transit 
account  are  considered  donor  States. 
Unfortunately,  these  States  are  not 
getting  nearly  as  much  baick  in  Federal 
funding  as  they  contribute.  My  pro- 
posal is  designed  to  address  this  criti- 


cal ti^Jislt  problem.  Each  State  that 
contributes  $45  million  or  less  into  the 
Federal  mass  transit  account  will  be 
guaranteed  to  receive  back  no  less  than 
80  percent  of  its  apportionment. 

States  should  be  able  to  expect  local 
dollars  to  be  used  for  local  transit 
needs.  Oklahoma-generated  revenues 
should  be  remitted  back  to  Oklahoma 
to  provide  for  improved  public  trans- 
portation for  Oklahomans,  not  urban 
mass  transit  systems  in  other  States. 
This  bill  will  put  equity  into  the  mass 
transit  apportionment  system  by  re- 
turning these  locally  generated  dollars 
home.» 


By  Mr.  MURKOWSKI: 
S.  1844.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  to  direct 
a  study  of  the  opportunities  for  en- 
hanced water  b2ised  recreation  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

THE  NATIONAL  RECREATION  LAKES  STUDY  ACT 
OF  1996 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President, 
this  is  an  important  time  of  the  year 
for  Americans:  It  is  among  the  first 
weeks  of  the  summer  vacation  and 
recreation  season,  and  it  is  National 
Fishing  Week. 

Millions  of  Amerlcajis  are  either  tun- 
ing their  boat  engines,  tying  flies, 
dusting  off  their  hiking  boots,  squeez- 
ing into  their  bathing  suits,  or  putting 
on  their  water  skis.  In  short,  we're 
ready  to  go,  and  the  vacation  rush  is 
on.  Many  people  got  a  jump  start  last 
week,  heading  to  lakes  or  national 
parks.  Being  lucky  enough  to  be  in 
Alaska,  I  was  able  to  steal  a  couple 
days  myself.  If  you  want  to  hear  my 
big  fish  stories,  ask  me  later. 

This  Is  also  an  Important  week  for  at 
least  three  other  reasons:  I  am  intro- 
ducing legislation  to  help  increase  rec- 
reational opportunities  on  this  Na- 
tion's lakes  and  rivers;  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources holds  a  hearing  Tuesday  on  S. 
1703.  my  legislation  raising  millions  of 
dollars  for  our  national  parks;  and  the 
House  and  Senate  conference  is  work- 
ing to  resolve  the  differences  on  the 
most  important  parks  and  conserva- 
tion legislation  in  a  decade. 

Let's  take  a  moment  to  take  stock  of 
some  of  this  Nation's  natural  bounty 
and  talk  about  a  couple  areas  where  we 
can  take  action  to  protect  and  enhance 
it.  Let's  start  with  the  recreation  lakes 
initiative. 

The  Recreation  Roundtable  recently 
reported  that  a  body  of  water— a  lake, 
river,  or  ocean— is  the  primary  choice 
for  40  percent  of  Americans'  rec- 
reational destination.  Nearly  17  million 
boats  are  In  use  in  this  Nation,  and 
sales  of  boats  and  boating  goods  axe  on 
the  upswing.  Fishing  and  the  bragging 
rights  that  go  along  with  it  are  two  of 
Americans'  favorite  pastimes. 

But.  when  it  comes  to  our  thousands 
of  bodies  of  water,  both  natural  and 


man  made,  are  we  using  our  resources 
as  wisely  as  we  should?  Are  we  living 
up  to  our  recreational  potential?  We 
probably  are  not. 

In  addition  to  the  many  natural 
lakes  and  rivers  with  which  this  Nation 
is  blessed,  we  also  have  an  enormous 
resource  in  man-made  reservoirs  built 
by  Federal,  State  and  local  agencies,  as 
well  as  private  entities.  For  important 
practical,  financial,  and  legal  reasons, 
most  public  resources  in  these  areas 
must  first  go  to  purposes  such  as  flood 
control,  navigation,  and  water  supply. 
But.  even  after  meeting  those  require- 
ments, there  is  a  lot  of  untapped  rec- 
reational ixjtential  In  almost  every 
State. 

The  recreation  lakes  initiative  I  am 
introducing  today  will  reinvigorate  the 
public-private  partnership  between 
States,  the  Federal  Government,  and 
private  entities  to  make  the  most  of 
our  public,  water-based  recreational 
opportunities. 

While  this  bill  concerns  public  assets, 
the  private  sector  plays  a  very  impor- 
tant role.  Did  you  know  our  national 
forest  lands  provide  over  one-half  of  all 
skiing  In  the  United  States  without  the 
Federal  Government  building  one  lift 
or  one  ski  lodge?  My  legislation  will 
help  build  a  true  partnership  to  make 
the  recreation  on  or  near  our  man- 
made  lakes  available  to  all  Americans. 

My  legislation  will  kick-start  this 
partnership  by  bringing  together  Fed- 
eral agencies.  State  and  local  govern- 
ments, and  recreation  users  and  provid- 
ers to  make  specific  recommendations 
about  how  we  can  use  our  vast  un- 
tapped recreational  potential.  While 
protecting  the  integrity  of  our  lakes 
and  reservoirs  for  their  primary  pur- 
poses, they  win  be  charged  with  finding 
ways  to  make  them  more  available  to 
Americans. 

The  prudent  use  of  these  resources 
will  protect  the  environment,  help 
local  communities  and  decrease  the  de- 
mand for  other,  overburdened  re- 
sources. It  will  also  help  bring  days  of 
joy  to  thousands  of  Americans  who  are 
brought  in  closer  touch  with  the  great 
outdoors. 

Speaking  of  the  great  outdoors,  I 
want  to  say  a  few  words  about  our  na- 
tional parks.  This  week  marks  the  be- 
ginning of  the  summer  vacation  sea- 
son, and  our  national  parks  are  a  main 
destination. 

From  the  majesty  and  colors  of  the 
Grand  Canyon— to  the  excitement  of 
Old  Faithful — to  the  remote  beauty  of 
Alaska's  national  parks,  millions  of 
Americans  are  traveling  thousands  of 
miles  to  catch  a  glimpse  of  our  natural 
heritage.  While  the  beauty  and  excite- 
ment is  still  there.  American  are  facing 
some  unsightly  problems  when  they 
reach  their  vacation  destinations.  For 
many  years,  the  National  Park  Service 
has  struggled  with  a  growing  mainte- 
nance backlog.  Increased  park  use  and 
the  addition  of  more  new  parks  have 
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stretched  Federal  park  dollars  to  the 
hilt.  Now,  with  Federal  funds  already 
tight,  the  National  Park  Service's  park 
maintenance  backlog  stands  at  S4  bil- 
lion. 

The  time  has  come  to  make  needed 
repairs  and  to  restore  the  luster  to 
some  of  our  crown  jewels.  We  need  an 
infusion  of  cash  no  Congress  and  no 
President  could  provide  overnight.  It  is 
unfortunate  some  in  this  administra- 
tion has  chosen  election-year  rhetoric 
over  substance  to  try  and  meet  these 
needs.  Federal  funds  can  and  will  keep 
our  parks  open  and  running.  But  we 
need  private  funds — like  those  that 
flowed  in  to  restore  the  Statue  of  Lib- 
erty and  Ellis  Island— to  help  pay  for 
the  backlog  of  repairs  in  our  parks. 

My  legislation— Introduced  April  25 
amd  scheduled  for  a  hearing  this  Thurs- 
day—will generate  $100  million  a  year 
or  more  for  our  national  parks. 

It  provides  the  National  Park  Foun- 
dation the  means  to  collect  funds  from 
individuals,  foundations,  and  corpora- 
tions. It  gives  this  official  fundraising 
arm  of  the  National  Park  Service  the 
authority  to  engage  in  appropriate 
business  relationships,  similar  to  those 
already  enjoyed  by  the  National  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Foundation,  the  National 
Forest  Foundation,  and  the  U.S.  Olym- 
pic Committee. 

Rather  than  allowing  movie  execu- 
tives, advertisers,  and  publishers  to 
continue  making  millions  off  the  intel- 
lectual property  and  assets  of  our 
parks  for  next  to  nothing,  my  bill  will 
allow  our  parks  to  get  something  in  re- 
turn. It  will  provide  a  responsible  way 
to  reduce  our  National  Park  Service's 
long-term  maintenance  backlog. 

Our  natural  and  recreational  assets 
must  be  conserved  and  enjoyed  by 
Americans.  As  we  enter  the  summer 
vacation  months,  we  must  take  the 
extra  steps  needed  to  make  this  pos- 
sible. These  two  bills — our  recreation 
lakes  initiative  amd  my  bill  to  provide 
$100  million  a  year  for  maintenance  of 
our  national  parks— are  a  good  start. 

We  continue  to  work  on  park  conces- 
sions and  entrance  fee  reforms.  A 
House-Senate  conference  conumittee 
also  continues  to  meet  to  work  out  the 
details  on  my  omnibus  60-plus  item 
parks  and  conservation  package.  From 
the  Selma  to  Montgomery  National 
Historical  Trail  to  the  San  Francisco 
Presidio  to  lands  needed  for  the  Winter 
Olsrmpics,  the  beneficial  effects  of  this 
legislation  will  be  felt  in  every  State. 

As  I  stated.  I  am  Introducing  legisla- 
tion on  a  recreation  lakes  initiative 
and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a 
copy  of  the  legislation  be  printed  in  the 
Record.  I  want  to  emphasize  that  the 
study  mandated  by  this  bill  will  rely 
on  existing  data  and  is  designed  to  de- 
velop creative  solutions  to  involve  the 
private  sector.  We  do  not  need  an 
elaborate  multiyear  effort  to  produce 
volumes  to  gather  dust  on  the  shelves. 
What  we  need  is  a  thoughtful  exchange 


of  views  on  how  best  to  develop  the  rec- 
reational potential  at  our  Federal, 
man-made  lakes  and  reservoirs,  with- 
out diminishing  or  aulversely  affecting 
the  purposes  for  which  those  areas 
were  established. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  In  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

£.1844 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  in  Congress 
assembled, 

SECTION  1.  SBORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "National 
Recreation  Lakes  Study  Act  of  1996". 

SBC.  2.  FINDINGS  AND  PURPOSES. 

The  Congress  finds  that  the  federal  govern- 
ment, under  the  authority  of  the  Reclama- 
tion Act  and  other  statutes,  has  developed 
man-made  lakes  and  reservoirs  that  have  be- 
come a  powerful  magnet  for  diverse  rec- 
reational activities  and  that  such  activities 
contribute  to  the  well-being  of  families  and 
individuals  and  the  economic  viability  of 
local  communities.  The  Ck)ngress  further 
finds  that  in  order  to  further  the  purposes  of 
the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund,  the 
President  should  appoint  an  advisory  com- 
mission to  review  the  current  and  antici- 
pated demand  for  recreational  opportunities 
at  federally-managed  man-made  lakes  and 
reservoirs  through  creative  partnerships  in- 
volving federal.  State  and  local  governments 
and  the  private  sector  and  to  develop  alter- 
natives for  enhanced  recreational  use  of  such 
facilities. 

SEC.  3.  COMMISSION. 

The  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund 
Act  of  1965  (P.L.  88-578,  78  Stat.  897).  as 
amended,  is  further  amended  by  adding  the 
following  new  section  13: 

"Sec.  13.  (a)  The  President  shall  appoint  an 
advisory  commission  to  review  the  opportu- 
nities for  enhanced  opportunities  for  water 
based  recreation  which  shall  submit  a  report 
to  the  President  and  to  the  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources  of  the  Senate 
and  the  Committee  on  Resources  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  within  one  year 
from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  section. 

"(b)  The  members  of  the  Commission  shall 
include: 

(1)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  or  his 
designee; 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  or  his  des- 
ignee; 

(3)  The  Chairman  of  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority,  or  his  designee; 

(4)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  or  his 
designee; 

(5)  A  person  nominated  by  the  National 
Governor's  Association; 

(6)  Four  persons  familiar  with  the  recre- 
ation and  tourism  industry,  at  least  one  of 
whom  shall  be  familiar  with  the  economics 
and  financing  of  recreation  related  infra- 
structure. 

"(c)  The  President  shall  appoint  one  mem- 
ber to  serve  as  C^liairman.  Any  vacancy  on 
the  Commission  shall  be  filled  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  original  appointment.  Mem- 
bers of  the  Commission  shall  serve  without 
compensation  but  shall  be  reimbursed  for 
travel,  subsistence,  and  other  necessary  ex- 
penses incurred  by  them  in  the  performance 
of  their  duties.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
shall  provide  all  financial,  administrative, 
and  staffing  requirements  for  the  Commis- 
sion, including  office  space,  furnishings,  and 
equipment.  The  heads  of  other  federal  agen- 
cies are  authorized,  at  the  request  of  the 


Commission,  to  provide  such  information  or 
personnel,  to  the  extent  permitted  by  law 
and  within  the  limits  of  available  funds,  to 
the  Commission  as  may  be  useful  to  accom- 
plish the  purposes  of  this  section. 

"(d)  The  Commission  may  hold  such  hear- 
ings, sit  and  act  at  such  times  and  places, 
take  such  testimony,  and  receive  such  evi- 
dence as  it  deems  advisable:  Provided.  That, 
to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  the  Com- 
mission shall  use  existing  data  and  research. 
The  Commission  is  authorized  to  use  the 
United  States  mail  in  the  same  manner  and 
upon  the  same  conditions  as  other  depart- 
ments and  agencies  of  the  United  States. 

"(e)  The  report  shall  review  the  extent  of 
water  related  recreation  at  federal  man- 
made  lakes  and  reservoirs  and  shall  develop 
alternatives  to  enhance  the  opportunities  for 
such  use  by  the  public.  In  developing  the  re- 
port, the  Commission  shall  (1)  review  the  ex- 
tent to  which  recreation  components  identi- 
fied in  specific  authorizations  associated 
with  individual  federal  man-made  lakes  and 
reservoirs  have  been  accomplished.  (2)  evalu- 
ate the  feasibility  of  enhancing  recreation 
opportunities  at  federally-managed  lakes 
and  reservoirs  under  existing  statutes,  (3) 
consider  legislative  changes  that  would  en- 
hance recreation  opportunities  consistent 
with  and  subject  to  the  achievement  of  the 
authorized  purposes  of  federal  water 
projects,  and  (4)  make  recommendations  on 
alternatives  for  enhanced  recreation  oppor- 
tunities including,  but  not  limited  to,  the  es- 
tablishment of  a  National  Recreation  Lake 
System  under  which  specific  lakes  would  re- 
ceive national  designation  and  which  would 
be  managed  through  innovative  partnership- 
based  agreements  between  federal  agencies. 
State  and  local  units  of  government,  and  the 
private  sector.  Any  such  alternatives  shall 
be  consistent  with  and  subject  to  the  author- 
ized purposes  for  any  man-made  lakes  and 
reservoirs  and  shall  emphasize  private  sector 
initiatives  in  concert  with  State  and  local 
units  of  government." 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  814 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  McCain,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  NiCKLES]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  814,  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  reor- 
ganization of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Af- 
fairs, and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1150 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Santorum.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  f^m  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Breaux]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1150.  a  bill  to  require  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  to  mint  coins  in 
commemoration  of  the  50th  anniver- 
sary of  the  Marshall  Plan  and  Geonge 
Catlett  Marshall. 

S.  1233 

At  the  request  of  Ms.  Muculskl  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Graham]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1233,  a  bill  to  assure  equitable  coverage 
and  treatment  of  emergency  services 
under  health  plans. 

S.  1237 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatch,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  f^m  California 
[Mrs.  Feinstedj]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1237,  A  bill  to  amend  cer- 
tain provisions  of  law  relating  to  child 
pornography,  and  for  other  purposes. 
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S.  1420 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Stevens,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Simpson]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1420,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Marine 
Mammal  Protection  Act  of  1972  to  sup- 
port International  Dolphin  Conserva- 
tion Program  in  the  eastern  tropical 
Pacific  Ocean,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  107 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Thurmond,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Campbell]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1437,  a  bill  to  provide  for  an 
increase  in  funding  for  the  conduct  and 
support  of  diabetes-related  research  by 
the  National  Institutes  of  Health. 

S.  1S12 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Lugar,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Ms. 
Moseley-Braun]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1512,  A  bill  to  amend  title 
23,  United  States  Code,  to  improve 
safety  at  public  railway-highway  cross- 
ings, and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1578 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Frist,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Hatch]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1578,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Individuals 
with  Disabilities  Education  Act  to  au- 
thorize appropriations  for  fiscal  years 
1997  through  2002,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  1610 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bond,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
McCONNELL]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1610,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  clarify  the 
standards  used  for  determining  wheth- 
er individuals  are  not  employees. 

S.  1612 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Helms,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Specter]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1612,  a  bill  to  provide  for 
increased  mandatory  minimum  sen- 
tences for  criminals  possessing  fire- 
arms, and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1735 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Pressler,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  West  Vir- 
ginia [Mr.  Rockefeller],  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Wyden],  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExoN]  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  1735,  a  bill  to 
establish  the  U.S.  Tourism  Organiza- 
tion as  a  nongovernmental  entity  for 
the  purpose  of  promoting  tourism  in 
the  United  States. 

S.  1757 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Frist,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp- 
shire [Mr.  Gregg]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1757,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Developmental  Disabilities  Assistance 
and  Bill  of  Rights  Act  to  extend  the 
act.  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1836 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Santorum,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Specter]  was  added  as  a  co- 


sponsor  of  S.  1836,  a  bill  to  designate  a 
segment  of  the  Clarion  River,  located 
in  Pennsylvania,  as  a  component  of  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Sys- 
tem, and  for  other  purposes. 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  52 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Kyl,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Dole] 
was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  Senate 
Joint  Resolution  52,  a  joint  resolution 
proposing  an  amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  to  pro- 
tect the  rights  of  victims  of  crimes. 

SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  63 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Kassebaum, 
the  names  of  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Daschle],  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Lugar],  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Nickles],  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Bdjgaman], 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
DORGAN],  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Burns],  the  Senator  from  Mon- 
tana [Mr.  Baucus],  and  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Inhofe]  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  Senate  Concur- 
rent Resolution  63,  a  concurrent  reso- 
lution to  express  the  sense  of  Congress 
that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
should  dispose  of  all  remaining  com- 
modities in  the  disaster  reserve  main- 
tained under  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1970  to  relieve  the  distress  of  livestock 
producers  whose  ability  to  maintain 
livestock  is  adversely  affected  by  the 
prolonged  drought  conditions  existing 
in  certain  areas  of  the  United  States, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION  257 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Ford,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Coverdell],  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Kohl],  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  McCain],  the  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Breaux],  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Lott], 
and  the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Moynihan]  were  added  as  cosponsors  of 
Senate  Resolution  257,  a  resolution  to 
designate  June  15,  1996,  as  "National 
Race  for  the  Cure  Day." 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


DISASTER      RESERVE      SENSE-OF- 
THE-CONGRESS  CONCURRENT 

RESOLUTION 


KASSEBAUM  AMENDMENT  NO.  4042 

Mr.  BURNS  (for  Mrs.  Kassebaum) 
proposed  an  amendment  to  the  concur- 
rent resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  63)  to  ex- 
press the  sense  of  Congress  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  should  dispose 
of  all  remaining  commodities  in  the 
disaster  reserve  maintained  under  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1970  to  relieve  the 
distress  of  livestock  producers  whose 
ability  to  maintain  livestock  is  ad- 
versely affected  by  the  prolonged 
drought  conditions  existing  in  certain 
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areas  of  the  United  States,  and  for 
other  purposes:  as  follows: 

On  page  2.  line  3,  insert  "and  other  adverse 
weather"  after  "drought". 

On  page  2.  line  9,  strike  "the  prolonged 
drought"  and  Insert  "disaster  conditions, 
such  as  prolonged  drought  or  Hooding". 


THE  EUFAULA  LAKE  PROJECT  ACT 
OF  1996 


NICKLES  AMENDMENT  NO.  4043 

Mr.  BURNS  (for  Mr.  Nickles)  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  the  bill  (S. 
1406)  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  to  convey  to  the  city  of  Eufaula, 
OK,  a  parcel  of  laind  located  at  the 
Eufaula  Lake  project,  and  for  other 
purposes;  as  follows: 

On  page  2,  line  7,  strike  the  words  "ap- 
proximately 4"  and  Insert  In  lieu  thereof 
"approximately  12.5". 


NOTICE  OF  HEARING 

SPECIAL  COMMrrTEE  ON  AGING 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
announce  that  the  Special  Committee 
on  Aging,  in  conjunction  with  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations,  will  hold  a 
hearing  on  Wednesday,  June  12,  1996,  at 
9:30  a.m.,  in  room  138  of  the  Dirksen 
Senate  Office  Building.  The  hearing 
will  discuss  increasing  funding  for  bio- 
medical research. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 
MEET 

COMMrrTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE,  NUTIUTION,  AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  For- 
estry be  allowed  to  meet  during  the 
session  of  the  Senate  on  Wednesday, 
June  5,  1996,  to  consider  the  possible 
need  for  changes  to  the  Commodity  Ex- 

f*.}l SLTl BtPi  Act 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMrrTEE  ON  BANKING,  HOUSING,  AND  URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban 
Affairs  be  authorized  to  meet  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  on  Wednes- 
day, June  5,  1996,  to  conduct  a  hearing 
on  S.  1815,  the  Securities  Investment 
Promotion  Act  of  1996. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMrrTEE  ON  LABOR  AND  HUMAN  RESOURCES 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources  be 
authorized  to  meet  in  executive  session 
during  the  session  of  the  Senate  on 
Wednesday,  June  5, 1996,  at  9:30  a.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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COMMrrTEE  ON  SMALL  BUSDJESS 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Small  Business  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
for  an  oversight  hearing  on  Wednesday, 
June  5,  1996,  which  will  begin  at  10  a.m. 
in  room  428A  of  the  Russell  Senate  Of- 
fice Building.  The  hearing  is  entitled 
"Implementation  of  the  Small  Busi- 
ness Agenda." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SPECUL  C0.MMnTEE  ON  AGING 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Special 
Committee  on  Aging  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Wednesday,  June  5  at  9:00  a.m.  to 
hold  a  hearing  to  discuss  encouraging 
return  to  work  in  the  SSI  and  DI  Pro- 
grams. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SPECIAL  COMMITTEE  TO  DTVESTIGATE  WHITE- 
WATER DEVELOPMENT  CORPORATION  AND  RE- 
LATED MATTERS 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Special 
Committee  To  Investigate  Whitewater 
Development  Corporation  and  Related 
Matters  be  authorized  to  meet  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  on  Wednes- 
day, June  5,  1996,  to  conduct  an  execu- 
tive session  pursuant  to  Senate  Resolu- 
tion 120. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMirTEE  ON  EAST  ASIAN  AND  PACIFIC 
AFFAIRS 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  East  Asian  and  Pacific 
Affairs  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations  be  authorized  to  meet  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  on  Wednes- 
day, June  5. 1996,  at  10  a.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Perma- 
nent Subcommittee  on  Investigations 
of  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs, be  authorized  to  meet  during  the 
session  of  the  Senate  on  Wednesday, 
June  5,  1996  to  hold  hearings  on  secu- 
rity in  cyberspace. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE  TO  100  YEARS  OF  THE 
OREGON  SYMPHONY 

•  Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  share  with  my  colleagues 
today  a  piece  of  history  that  is  being 
realized  in  Oregon  this  year.  The  cele- 
bration of  the  100th  anniversary  of  the 
Oregon  Symphony  is  truly  a  grand  ac- 
complishment. The  Oregon  Symphony 


has  entertained,  hosted,  and  delighted 
audiences  all  over  the  world,  myself  in- 
cluded. 

In  1896  the  Portland  Symphony  Soci- 
ety was  founded,  with  the  first  sym- 
phony conducted  by  W.H.  Kinross  per- 
forming in  October  of  that  same  year. 
Now,  100  years  later  and  still  going 
strong,  the  symphony  is  the  sixth  old- 
est symphony  in  the  United  States,  and 
the  oldest  symphony  west  of  the  Mis- 
sissippi River. 

The  Oregon  Symphony  is  truly  that, 
a  symphony  for  all  of  Oregon  to  enjoy. 
The  symphony  is  not  confined  to  its 
home  in  downtown  Portland.  It  is  not 
confined  by  the  glorious  Cascade  moun- 
tain range.  What  makes  this  symphony 
so  unique  is  the  ability  it  has  to  reach 
out  to  all  of  the  citizens  of  Oregon.  The 
symphony  plays  in  front  of  audiences 
in  school  gsrmnasiums,  parks,  and 
small  auditoriums.  Wherever  there  is  a 
demand  in  the  State  for  the  Oregon 
Symphony,  the  symphony  will  go. 

Recently  the  symphony  played  in  a 
full  gymnasium  in  Bums,  OR.  This 
small  community  with  a  population  of 
2,880,  is  located  in  the  remote  eastern 
high  desert  portion  of  the  State.  The 
town  of  Bums  enthusiastically  wel- 
comed the  symphony.  The  townspeople 
gladly  rolled  up  their  sleeves  and  with 
their  own  hands  built  a  proper  stage 
for  the  symphony  members  in  the 
schools  gyTnnasium.  The  town  of  Bums 
sold  760  tickets  for  the  event,  a  com- 
plete sellout.  This  concert  is  a  true  tes- 
timony to  what  the  ssnmphony  means 
to  the  citizens  of  Oregon. 

When  the  sjmiphony  cannot  travel,  it 
often  makes  arrangements  for  free  con- 
certs in  Portland.  The  ssmiphony  rou- 
tinely plays  for  schoolchildren  from  all 
over  the  State  in  the  Arlene  Schnitzer 
Concert  Hall,  showcasing  their  talents 
and  educating  the  children  in  the  arts. 

One  of  the  greatest  moments  in  the 
history  of  the  symphony  was  in  1980 
with  the  appointment  of  Maestro 
James  DePreist  as  music  director  and 
conductor.  Under  Maestro  DePreist  the 
Symphony  is  no  longer  made  up  of  vol- 
unteer musicians,  the  ssmaphony  now 
draws  some  of  the  finest  professional 
musicians  in  the  country.  In  1987  the 
professionalism  of  the  symphony  shone 
through  as  they  released  their  first  re- 
cording. 

Today,  the  Oregon  Symphony  is 
truly  something  to  be  proud  of. 

Whether  playing  in  front  of  a  sold 
out  audience  in  a  high  school  gym  in 
Bums,  OR,  or  in  the  elegant  surround- 
ings of  the  Arlene  Schnitzer  Concert 
Hall,  the  symphony  amazes  and  enter- 
tains crowds  with  a  triumphant  and 
magnificent  sound.  I  would  like  to 
thank  the  Oregon  Symphony,  and  wish 
it  100  more  glorious  years.* 


George  Huban  who  will  retfre  shortly 
from  the  U.S.  Navy  after  28  years  of 
faithful  service  to  our  Nation. 

Captain  Huban  is  a  1968  graduate  of 
the  U.S.  Naval  Academy.  Following  his 
commissioning.  Captain  Huban  served 
aboard  the  destroyer  USS  Noa  in 
Southeast  Asia  during  the  Vietnam 
War.  He  later  attended  the  Supply 
Corps  School  and  served  as  Supply  Offi- 
cer on  the  attack  submarine  USS  Had- 
dock. Captain  Huban  then  went  on  to  a 
variety  of  tours  including  Squadron 
Supply  Officer  to  ballistic  missile  Sub- 
marine Squadron  Fifteen:  contracting 
officer  at  the  Naval  Sea  Systems  Com- 
mand: assistant  to  the  Deputy  Chief  of 
Naval  Operations:  Supply  Officer,  USS 
Pugent  Sound;  and  Commander,  Sixth 
Fleet  Supply,  where  he  coordinated  lo- 
gistics support  for  fleet  operations  off 
the  coast  of  Lebanon. 

Following  these  tours.  Captain 
Huban  served  at  several  senior  staff  po- 
sitions. From  1986  to  1988,  he  served  as 
Executive  Assistant  to  the  Deputy 
Comptroller  of  the  Navy  and  was  then 
named  Assistant  Director  of  Acquisi- 
tion Policy  in  the  Office  of  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  the  Navy.  Captain 
Huban  then  served  as  Director  of  Sup- 
ply Corps  Personnel  at  the  Naval  Sup- 
ply Systems  Command  in  Washington, 
DC. 

His  final  tour  in  the  Navy  was  as  the 
Commanding  Officer  of  the  Navy  Sup- 
ply Corps  School  in  Athens,  GA.  Al- 
though Captain  Huban  was  bom  in  Ver- 
mont, the  residents  of  Athens,  GA,  wel- 
comed him  and  now  consider  him  one 
of  their  own.  I  am  certain  he  will  con- 
tinue to  play  in  active  role  in  the  com- 
munity following  his  retirement.  While 
serving  as  Commanding  Officer  at  the 
Navy  Supply  Corp  School,  he  has  been 
instrumental  in  providing  the  highest 
quality  of  logistics  training  to  officers 
and  enlisted  personnel  not  only  to 
Navy  personnel  but  to  all  U.S.  service 
personnel,  armed  forces  personnel  of 
many  of  our  allied  nations,  and  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  civilian  personnel. 
Captain  Huban  will  be  followed  by  Cap- 
tain John  Drerup  as  Commanding  Offi- 
cer at  the  Supply  Corps  School. 

A  man  of  Captain  Huban's  character 
and  dedication  is  rare  indeed.  His  out- 
standing service  will  be  genuinely 
missed,  and  I  am  pleased  to  recognize 
him  before  the  U.S.  Senate.  Let  me 
also  recognize  his  wife  Patricia  and 
daughter  Cristin.  The  sacrifices  they 
have  made  in  support  of  Captain 
Huban's  service  are  equally  note- 
worthy. I  wish  him  and  his  family  all 
the  best  as  he  brings  to  a  close  a  long 
and  distinguished  career  in  the  U.S. 
Navy. 


TRIBUTE  TO  CAPT.  GEORGE  H. 

HUBAN,  U.S.  NAVY 
Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President.  I  rise  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  honor  Captain 


WEST  ANCHORAGE  HIGH  SCHOOL 

STUDENTS 

•  Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  recognize  an  outstanding 
group  of  students  from  West  Anchorage 
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Hig-h  School  in  Anchorage,  AK.  Twen- 
ty-three young  people,  from  my  home 
State,  were  recently  in  Washington,  DC 
to  compete  in  the  We  the  People  .  .  . 
the  Citizen  and  the  Constitution  na- 
tional finals.  They  successfully  com- 
peted against  49  other  classes  from 
around  the  Nation  and  demonstrated  a 
thorough  understanding  of  the  fun- 
damental ideals  and  values  of  Amer- 
ican constitutional  democracy. 

The  program,  administered  by  the 
Center  for  Civic  Education  is  the  most 
comprehensive  of  its  kind,  reaching 
more  than  22  million  students  at  the 
elementary,  middle,  and  high  school 
levels  in  its  9  year  history.  The  na- 
tional finals,  in  which  these  students 
competed,  simulated  a  congressional 
hearing  whereby  students  testified  as 
constitutional  experts  before  a  panel  of 
judges. 

I  commend  the  following  students 
and  their  teacher,  Roberta 
McCutcheon,  for  their  determination 
and  dedication  to  such  a  worthwhile 
competition:  Susan  Angst,  Jessica  Bur- 
ton, Nathan  Carr,  Amber  Christensen, 
Allen  Clendaniel,  Claire  Dennerlein, 
Theodore  Dickson,  Whitney  Faulkner, 
Clifford  Haywood,  Todd  Holway,  Anne 
Kelly.  Lori  LeMaster.  Brooke  Maury, 
Amber  Popken,  Joanna  Resari,  Thomas 
Sardy,  Kivlina  Shepherd,  Lisa  Stokes, 
Ian  Street,  Zareena  Tran,  Kate  Weber, 
Justin  Weeks,  and  Kiao-Le  Zhao.* 
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1996  ANNUAL.  REPORTS:  BOARD  OF 
TRUSTEES  OF  THE  SOCIAL  SECU- 
RITY AND  MEDICARE  TRUST 
FUNDS 

FINANCIAL  STATUS  OF  MEDICARE  AND  SOCIAL 
SECtnUTY 

•  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  in 
their  annual  report  released  today,  the 
board  of  trustees  of  the  Federal  hos- 
pital insurance  trust  fund  estimated 
that  the  assets  of  the  trust  fund— Part 
A  of  the  Medicare  Program— will  be  ex- 
hausted by  the  end  of  calendar  year 
2001.  Last  year's  estimate  was  2002.  As 
ominous  a  statement  as  this  may  seem, 
it  is  meaningless.  In  point  of  fact. 
Medicare  part  A  outlays  have  exceeded 
payroll  tax  collections  since  1992,  when 
a  cash  flow  deficit  appeared  of  approxi- 
mately S3  billion— a  deflicit  funded  with 
general  revenues.  Medicare  part  A  out- 
lays that  year  were  $86  billion,  while 
payroll  tax  collections  were  only  $82 
bUUon. 

The  trustees  of  the  old  age,  sur- 
vivors, and  disability  insurance  trust 
fund  also  issued  their  annual  report 
today.  They  estimate  exhaustion  of  the 
old  age,  survivors,  and  disability  insur- 
ance trust  fund  in  the  year  2029.  Last 
year's  estimate  was  2030.  Again,  mean- 
ingless. Social  Security  outlays  will 
exceed  payroll  taxes  in  the  year  2012. 
By  the  year  1997,  outlays  for  Social  Se- 
curity and  Medicare  part  A  will  exceed 
payroll  tax  collections  for  Social  Secu- 
rity and  Medicare.  According  to  the 


1996  trustees'  reports,  combined  out- 
lays for  Social  Security  and  Medicare 
part  A  in  1997  will  be  $514  billion;  pay- 
roll tax  receipts  will  be  only  $506  bil- 
lion. And  the  combined  deficit  for  the 
two  programs  will  grow  rapidly  there- 
after, reaching  almost  $100  billion  in 
about  10  years. 

EFFECT  OF  MEDICARE  AND  SOCIAL  SECURm'  ON 
THE  FEDERAL  BUDGET 

Prior  to  1992,  during  the  period  in 
which  Medicare  part  A  payroll  taxes 
generally  exceeded  outlays,  the  pro- 
gram contributed  to  a  reduction  in  the 
overall  deficit.  This  is  because  the  defi- 
cit calculation  is  based  on  the  unified 
budget,  and  the  trust  fund  into  which 
Medicare  payroll  tax  collections  are 
deposited  is  merely  an  accounting  de- 
vice. It  is  irrelevant  for  purposes  of 
calculating  the  deficit.  Since  1992,  with 
outlays  consistently  exceeding  payroll 
tax  collections.  Medicare  part  A  has 
been  adding  to  the  deficit.  If  Medicare 
and  Social  Security  are  in  the  black, 
they  reduce  the  deficit.  If  they  are  in 
the  red,  the  deficit  is  increased.* 


EXPLANATION  OF  SELECTED 
VOTES  TO  THE  SENATE  BUDGET 
RESOLUTION 

•  Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  simi- 
lar to  last  year's  consideration  of  the 
budget  resolution,  the  Senate  consid- 
ered a  near-record  number  of  amend- 
ments this  year,  many  of  which  were 
offered  after  time  had  expired  and 
voted  upon  without  debate.  Since  time 
was  limited  then,  I  want  to  spend  a  few 
moments  now  to  offer  explanations  for 
several  of  the  more  critical  votes. 

As  with  last  year's  budget,  several 
amendments  were  offered  which  tar- 
geted increased  spending  to  certain 
areas  of  the  budget.  These  included  a 
Boxer  amendment  to  increase  by  $18 
billion  Medicaid  spending,  a  Bsrrd 
amendment  to  increase  domestic  dis- 
cretionary spending  by  $65  billion,  and 
a  Kerry  amendment  to  provide  $7.3  bil- 
lion in  increased  funding  for  the  EPA, 
national  parks,  NOAA,  and  other  areas. 
In  all  three  cases,  these  spending  in- 
creases were  offset  with  increased 
taxes. 

Mr.  President,  while  I  strongly  sup- 
port many  of  the  programs  targeted  by 
these  amendments,  it  will  be  extremely 
difficult  for  Congress  to  balance  the 
budget  if  we  choose  to  raise  taxes  every 
time  we  want  to  fund  additional  pro- 
grams. By  opting  to  tax  and  spend  our 
way  out  of  tight  budgets,  we  are  simply 
putting  off  the  difficult  choices  which 
must  be  made.  For  this  reason.  I  op- 
posed these  amendments. 

Another  amendment  I  opposed  was 
the  Domenici  amendment  to  provide  an 
additional  $4  billion  in  domestic  discre- 
tionary outlays  for  next  year.  I  ap- 
plaud the  chairman  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee for  working  hard  to  restrain 
spending  and  I  support  many  of  the 
programs  that  this  additional  funding 


would  assist,  including  education  fund- 
ing. But  while  the  actual  programs 
benefiting  from  this  amendment  are 
undefined,  it  definitely  moves  us  away 
from  our  goal  of  restraining  the  growth 
of  government  spending  and  balancing 
the  budget.  As  was  pointed  out  during 
the  debate,  this  amendment  would 
raise  domestic  discretionary  spending 
$17  billion  above  the  level  that  was 
called  for  in  last  year's  budget  resolu- 
tion. In  my  mind,  that  is  simply  too 
much. 

Another  amendment  dealing  with 
taxes  was  the  Wellstone  amendment 
expressing  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
that,  once  the  $500  per  child  family  tax 
credit  had  been  adopted,  the  next  prior- 
ity for  the  Finance  Committee  should 
be  legislation  to  provide  a  tax  deduc- 
tion of  up  to  $10,000  for  higher  edu- 
cation tuition  expenses. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment  does 
not  debate  the  propriety  of  enacting 
tax  cuts.  Instead,  t  focuses  upon  who 
is  best  suited  to  decide  what  American 
families  should  do  with  their  hard 
earned  money — the  families  themselves 
or  the  Federal  Government.  In  effect. 
Senator  Wellstone  is  saying,  I  will  let 
you  keep  more,  as  long  as  you  use  it 
for  college  expenses,  because  that  is 
my  priority.  On  the  other  hand.  Repub- 
licans say.  We  are  going  to  allow  you 
to  keep  more  of  what  you  earn  to  use  it 
as  you — not  the  government— thinks 
best.  We  should  not  only  give  Ameri- 
cans a  tax  break,  we  should  also  give 
them  the  freedom  to  set  their  own  pri- 
orities with  their  own  money. 

The  final  amendment  targeting  tax 
cuts  was  one  I  supported— the  Ashcroft 
amendment  to  allow  taxpayers  to  de- 
duct pasn-oU  taxes  from  their  income 
when  calculating  their  income  taxes. 
Once  again,  this  amendment  presented 
Senators  with  a  clear-cut  choice:  Do  we 
allow  hard-working  men  and  women  to 
keep  more  of  what  they  earn  so  they 
can  spend  it  as  they  see  fit,  or  do  we 
take  their  money  and  invest  it  in  more 
government.  While  I  did  not  support  all 
the  offsets  included  in  the  Ashcroft 
amendment,  I  believe  there  is  an  over- 
whelming case  to  be  made  for  signifi- 
cant tax  cuts  at  this  time.  Not  the 
least  of  these  is  the  record  tax  burden 
currently  shouldered  by  American  fam- 
ilies. According  to  economist  Bruce 
Bartlett,  combined  local.  State,  and 
Federal  taxes  now  consume  a  record 
percentage  of  the  total  national  in- 
come. This  is  entirely  too  much,  and  I 
support  reasonable  efforts  to  help  re- 
duce this  burden. 

Several  amendments  were  targeted 
at  federal  education  efforts.  One  was 
the  Kerry  amendment  to  add  $56  billion 
to  the  education  function  and  offset 
that  increased  funding  by  reducing  the 
tax  cuts  called  for  in  the  bill.  In  the 
words  of  Senator  Kerry,  this  addi- 
tional funding  would  provide  enough 
money  to  be  sufilcient  to  keep  pace 
with  student  enrollment  and  inflation 
over  the  next  6  years. 
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Mr.  President,  last  year  I  worked  ex- 
tensively with  Senators  Snowe.  Kasse- 
BAUM,  and  others  to  ensure  that  our  ef- 
forts to  balance  the  budget  did  not 
hurt  students.  I  support  effective  edu- 
cation programs.  What  this  amend- 
ment proposes,  however,  is  to  elimi- 
nate our  ability  to  pass  tax  cuts  for 
families  with  children,  and  spend  that 
money  instead  on  education  bureau- 
crats who,  in  some  cases,  oversee  pro- 
grams as  wasteful  as  any  in  the  Fed- 
eral Government.  Given  the  choice  be- 
tween bureaucrats  and  families,  I  chose 
families. 

There  were  also  several  amendments 
that  focused  on  Republican  efforts  to 
reform  our  entitlement  programs.  The 
most  broad-based  of  these  was  the 
Kerry  amendment  on  long-term  enti- 
tlement reform.  This  amendment 
would  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
that  Congress  should  enact  a  broad  set 
of  entitlement  reforms,  including  rais- 
ing the  retirement  age  and  adjusting 
the  Consumer  Price  Index,  to  ensure 
the  long-term  solvency  of  Social  Secu- 
rity and  other  entitlement  programs. 
Senator  Kerry  has  been  an  outstand- 
ing leader  on  the  issue  of  entitlement 
reform  and  I  applaud  his  efforts.  Never- 
theless. I  believe  that  adjusting  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  should  be  done 
only  after  the  special  commission  cre- 
ated to  study  the  CPI's  accuracy  has  an 
opportunity  to  publish  its  findings. 

This  was  also  the  principle  reason  I 
opposed  the  Chafee-Breaux  substitute 
budget,  which  received  46  votes.  The 
substitute  budget  made  many  of  the 
same  tough  choices  as  the  underlying 
Republican  budget,  including  welfare 
reform,  slowing  the  growth  of  Medic- 
aid, and  tax  relief  for  families.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  amendment  would  have 
saved  $91  billion  from  a  .5-percent  re- 
duction in  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 
This  reduction  would  have  meant  lower 
benefits  for  seniors,  and  higher  taxes 
for  families.  It  also  meant  the  biparti- 
san budget  could  spend  $117  billion 
more  in  discretionary  spending  over 
the  next  6  years.  While  there  was  much 
to  like  in  this  alternative  budget,  I 
could  not  support  the  decision  to  cut 
benefits  and  raise  taxes  solely  in  order 
to  fund  additional  spending. 

Another  amendment  focused  on  enti- 
tlement was  the  Kennedy  amendment 
expressing  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that 
any  reconciliation  bill  will  maintain 
the  existing  prohibitions  against  addi- 
tional charges  by  providers  under 
Medicare.  For  the  existing  Medicare 
system,  I  agree  this  prohibition  against 
so-called  balance  billing  makes  sense. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  current  Medi- 
care System  is  going  broke,  and  it 
makes  little  sense  to  tie  the  hands  of 
the  Finance  Committee  when  they 
search  for  innovative  ways  to  preserve 
the  current  system  while  providing 
new  options  to  seniors.  In  effect,  the 
Kennedy  amendment  is  an  attempt  to 
forestall  Medicare  reform.  As  such,  it 
is  irresponsible  and  I  voted  against  it. 


Finally,  there  were  several  mis- 
cellaneous amendment  which  deserve 
comment.  The  first  of  these  was  the 
Graham-Baucus  amendment  to  create  a 
60-vote  point  of  order  against  efforts  to 
divert  savings  which  result  from  health 
care  fraud  and  abuse  programs  from 
the  Medicare  HI  trust  fund  to  be  used 
for  other  purposes. 

First,  it  is  important  to  note  that 
this  amendment  would  have  no  impact 
on  the  solvency  of  the  Medicare  trust 
fund.  As  a  trust  fund  with  a  dedicated 
source  of  revenues,  funding  for  Medi- 
care part  A  cannot  be  diverted  for 
other  uses.  Nor  can  savings  resulting 
from  Medicare  reforms  be  used  for  any 
purposes  other  than  to  make  the  trust 
fund  more  solvent.  Simply  put,  this 
amendment  would  have  no  real  impact 
on  Medicare  whatsoever. 

Second,  this  amendment  violated  the 
Budget  Act  by  creating  a  point  of  order 
outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Budget 
Committee.  It  is  simply  against  the 
rules  for  the  budget  resolution  to  cre- 
ate points  of  order  against  legislation 
originating  from  other  committees. 
For  these  two  reasons.  I  opposed  this 
amendment  and  supported  Chairman 
Domenici's  point  of  order  against  it. 

One  amendment  dealing  with  foreign 
policy  was  the  Lott  amendment  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  the  Senate  that 
the  United  States  should  be  reimbursed 
for  expenses  related  to  U.N.  actions  in 
Iraq.  The  amendment  calls  on  the 
United  States  Ambassador  to  the 
United  Nations  to  modify  the  recent 
U.N.  resolution  which  permits  Iraqi  oil 
sales  to  be  used  for  reimbursing  U.N. 
humanitarian  expenses.  I  supported 
this  amendment. 

The  bottom  line  is  Iraq — through  the 
revenue  derived  from  its  recent  U.N.  oil 
sales — should  reimburse  the  United 
States  for  money  expended  during  Op- 
eration Southern  Watch  and  Provide 
Comfort— whereby  United  States 
troops  protected  Kurdish  and  Shiite 
Muslims  from  Saddam  Hussein.  The 
U.S.  expenses  were  of  a  military  na- 
ture, but  were  made  to  satisfy  a  U.N. 
humanitarian  policy.  As  such,  these  ef- 
forts should  not  be  financed  from  the 
pockets  of  American  taxpayers,  but 
rather  from  the  purses  of  the  bellig- 
erent government  that  made  them  nec- 
essary in  the  first  place. 

The  last  amendment  I  would  like  to 
comment  upon  is  the  Roth  amendment 
to  take  .5  cents  of  the  mass  transit  gas 
tax— which  is  2  cents  total — and  apply 
it  toward  Amtrak.  While  the  issue  of 
Federal  subsidies  is  for  interstate  pas- 
senger rail  service  is  extremely  conten- 
tious and  involved,  using  the  highway 
trust  fund  to  support  Amtrak  clearly 
undermines  the  integrity  of  the  fund 
and  should  be  opposed.  If  Congress 
chooses  to  continue  its  support  for  Am- 
trak, it  should  be  done  through  general 
revenues  and  subject  to  the  same  re- 
view process  to  which  other  discre- 
tionary spending  is  subject.* 


PORTERVILLE  HIGH  SCHOOL  lOOTH 
ANNIVERSARY 

•  Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  convey  my  warmest  con- 
gratulations to  students  and  teachers 
who  wUl  be  celebrating  the  100th  anni- 
versary of  the  Porterville  High  School 
in  Porterville,  CA. 

I  congratulate  and  commend  the 
many  teachers,  staff,  students  and 
alumni  for  their  academic,  athletic,  ag- 
ricultural and  musical  contributions  to 
Porterville  High  School.  Through  their 
hard  work  and  dedication,  they  have 
made  a  tremendous  difference  in  the 
school  and  in  the  community  of  Porter- 
ville. 

The  people  of  Porterville  should  be 
proud  of  the  strong  community  spirit 
and  devotion  that  has  helped  build 
Porterville  High  School  into  an  out- 
standing California  school.  I  commend 
these  community  members  for  their 
dedication  to  education  and  enrich- 
ment of  the  students,  past  and  present. 

I  send  my  best  wishes  to  them  for  an- 
other hundred  years  of  success.* 


NEW  MEXICO  SMALL  BUSINESS 
WEEK  AWARD  WINNERS 

•  Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
congratulate  the  recipients  of  the  New 
Mexico  Small  Business  Week  Award 
winners. 

As  you  may  know,  each  of  the  past  33 
years,  the  President  has  issued  a  proc- 
lamation for  the  celebration  of  Small 
Business  Week.  This  year,  Floyd  R. 
Correa,  president  and  owner  of  Correa 
Enterprises.  Inc.  located  in  Albuquer- 
que, NM,  has  been  named  New  Mexico 
Small  Business  Person  of  the  Year  for 
1996  by  the  U.S.  Small  Business  Admin- 
istration [SBA].  Floyd  Correa  is  among 
53  top  small  business  iwrsons,  one  frora 
each  State,  plus  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, Puerto  RicoA^irgin  Islands  and 
Guam,  who  are  being  honored  by  the 
SBA  at  the  national  ceremonies  this 
week  in  Washington. 

A  "New  Mexico  Small  Business  Week 
Celebration"  to  honor  the  New  Mexico 
Small  Business  Person  of  the  Year 
Award  Winner  is  also  taking  place  in 
Albuquerque  this  week,  the  Advocate 
Award  Winners,  the  Regional  Small 
Subcontractor  of  the  Year,  and  the 
New  Mexico  recipients  of  the  procure- 
ment award,  the  SBA's  Administrator's 
Award  of  Elxcellence  will  also  be  award- 
ed. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  take  a 
moment  to  recognize  the  other  award 
winners. 

One  of  the  New  Mexico  Advocate  win- 
ners is  Judith  A.  Framan  who  was 
named  the  1996  National  Women  in 
Business  Advocate  of  the  Year.  She 
will  also  be  honored  at  the  national 
SBA  ceremonies.  Ms.  Framan  is  also 
the  1996  New  Mexico  Women  in  Busi- 
ness Advocate  of  the  Year  as  well  as 
the  1996  Region  VI  Women  in  Business 
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Advocate  of  the  Year.  Ms.  Framan  is 
the  owner  of  Judith  Framan  Associates 
located  in  Corrales,  NM. 

A  second  New  Mexico  Advocate  win- 
ner is  Anne  Haines  Yatskowitz,  who 
was  named  the  1996  New  Mexico  Finan- 
cial Services  Advocate  of  the  Year.  Ms. 
Yatskowitz  is  the  executive  director  of 
ACCION  of  New  Mexico  located  in  Al- 
buquerque. 

The  1996  New  Mexico  Accountant  Ad- 
vocate of  the  Year  Award  recipient  is 
Virginia  M.K.  Stanley,  who  is  president 
of  Stanley  and  Associates,  Certified 
FMibllc  Accountants,  P.C.  located  in  Al- 
buquerque. Ms.  Stanley's  efforts  and 
commitment  on  behalf  of  small  busi- 
ness In  New  Mexico  have  been  substan- 
tial, both  on  a  professional  and  volun- 
teer basis. 

The  recipient  of  the  1996  New  Mexico 
Minority  Small  Business  Advocate  of 
the  Year  is  Vangie  V.  Gabaldon.  Ms. 
Gabaldon  is  the  executive  director  of 
the  New  Mexico  Community  Develop- 
ment Loan  Fund  Program  located  in 
Albuquerque.  In  this  capacity,  she  has 
compiled  a  remarkable  record  of  com- 
mitment to  small  business  throughout 
the  State. 

The  1996  New  Mexico  Media  Advocate 
of  the  Year  Award  recipient  is  Barbara 
M.  Chavez.  Ms.  Chavez  is  a  business 
staff  writer/reporter  with  the  Albu- 
querque Journal  located  in  Albuquer- 
que. 

And  finally,  the  1996  Regional  Sub- 
contractor of  the  Year  recipient  is  Mr. 
Adelmo  Archuleta,  CEO  of  Molzen- 
Corbin  &  Associates  located  in  Albu- 
querque. 

Mr.  President,  one  important  key  to 
New  Mexico's  future  economic  progress 
is  the  health  and  growth  of  our  small 
business  sector.  Our  economy  has  pro- 
duced more  than  9.4  million  new  jobs  in 
the  last  3  years,  and  the  lion's  share  of 
these  have  been  generated  by  small 
businesses. 

We  have  much  to  do  to  provide  a 
richer  and  less  burdensome  economic 
environment,  as  the  June  1995  White 
House  Conference  on  Small  Business 
concluded.  Business  and  Government 
are  communicating  on  how  best  to  ad- 
dress the  central  concerns  expressed  by 
the  small  business  sector,  and  New 
Mexico's  delegation  to  the  White  House 
Conference  has  been  particularly  ac- 
tive In  the  Implementation  of  the  con- 
ference's proposals.  Supporting  our  Na- 
tion's entrepreneurs  and  small  business 
owners  and  highlighting  the  achieve- 
ments of  our  Nation's  most  competent 
champions  of  economic  growth  should 
be  one  of  our  highest  priorities,  and  it 
is  my  pleasure  to  thank  these  awardees 
for  their  important  contributions.* 


DISPOSAL  OF  CERTAIN 
COMMODITIES 
Mr.    BURNS.    Mr.    President,    I   ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Agriculture  be  immediately  dis- 


charged from  its  further  consideration 
of  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  63, 
£ind  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  its  im- 
mediate consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  report. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
A  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  63)  to 
express  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  should  dispose  of 
all  remaining  commodities  in  the  disaster 
reserve  maintained  under  the  Agriculture 
Act  of  1970  to  relieve  the  distress  of  livestock 
producers  whose  ability  to  maintain  live- 
stock Is  adversely  affected  by  the  prolonged 
drought  conditions  existing  In  certain  areas 
of  the  United  States,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  concurrent  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  concurrent 
resolution. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4042 

(Purpose:  To  expand  the  type  of  disaster 
conditions  addressed  by  the  resolution) 

Mr.  BURNS.  Mr.  President,  I  under- 
stand there  is  an  amendment  at  the 
desk  offered  by  Senator  Kassebaxjm, 
and  I  ask  for  its  immediate  consider- 
ation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  BURNS], 
for  Mrs.  Kassebaum.  proposes  an  amendment 
numbered  4042. 

The  amendment  Is  as  follows: 

On  page  2,  line  3.  Insert  "and  other  adverse 
weather"  after  "drought". 

On  page  2,  line  9,  strike  "the  prolonged 
drought"  and  Insert  "disaster  conditions, 
such  as  prolonged  drought  or  flooding". 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  I  com- 
mend the  junior  Senator  fi-om  Kansas 
for  calling  attention  to  the  devastating 
impact  of  adverse  weather  on  our  Na- 
tion's producers.  I  fully  support  Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  63,  which  urges 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  make 
available  commodities  in  the  disaster 
reserve  for  livestock  feed. 

I  also  commend  Senator  Kassebaum 
for  agreeing  to  broaden  the  resolution 
to  include  producers  suffering  from 
flooding  and  other  weather  related  dis- 
asters. In  my  home  State  of  South  Da- 
kota and  throughout  the  eastern 
combelt,  excessive  rainfall  this  spring 
has  prevented  producers  from  planting 
their  crop.  This  resolution  acknowl- 
edges the  importance  of  addressing  the 
effect  of  both  drought  and  flooding  on 
producers. 

Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  63  re- 
inforces an  initiative  to  utilize  the  dis- 
aster reserve  already  undertaken  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  Secretary 
Glickman  has  Informed  me  that  he  has 
formally  asked  the  President  of  the 
United  States  to  issue  an  emergency 
declaration  to  allow  the  use  of  the 
commodities  within  the  reserve,  and  he 
expects  a  positive  response  shortly.  In 


light  of  the  actions  the  administration 
has  already  taken  in  this  area,  some 
have  argued  this  resolution  is  super- 
fluous, but  it  is  fitting  for  Congress  to 
send  a  clear  signal  that  we  support  the 
efforts  of  Secretary  Glickman  and  the 
President,  and  I  have,  therefore,  joined 
as  a  cosponsor  of  the  resolution. 

Before  passing  this  resolution,  it  is 
also  worth  noting  that  Presidential  ap- 
proval of  the  use  of  the  disaster  reserve 
is  necessary  only  because  the  recently 
enacted  farm  bill  suspended  the  Sec- 
retary's discretionary  authority  to  ac- 
cess these  stocks  through  the  Emer- 
gency Livestock  Feed  Program.  Re- 
cently, my  distinguished  colleague 
from  New  Mexico,  Senator  Jeff  Binga- 
MAN,  introduced  legislation  to  reau- 
thorize this  valuable  program.  I  hope 
the  majority  will  also  give  prompt  at- 
tention to  this  legislation  to  assist  pro- 
ducers suffering  from  weather-related 
disasters.  This  bill,  introduced  with  bi- 
partisan support,  would  give  Imme- 
diate relief  to  farmers  and  ranchers 
victimized  by  the  devastating  drought 
in  the  Southwest  and  other  areas. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  I  would  like 
to  conunend  Secretary  Glickman  and 
the  President  for  their  quick,  decisive 
and  thorough  response  to  the  drought 
plaguing  the  Southwest  and  Central 
Plains  States.  Secretary  Glickman  has 
already  opened  the  Conservation  Re- 
serve Program  for  hasrlng  and  grazing, 
provided  additional  funds  for  the  Emer- 
gency Loan  Program,  and  expanded 
crop  Insurance  for  forage  crops.  Utili- 
zation of  the  disaster  reserve  to  pro- 
vide emergency  livestock  feed  is  yet 
another  example  of  the  President's 
commitment  to  rural  America. 

Mr.  BURNS.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendment  be  agreed  to,  the 
resolution  be  agreed  to,  as  amended, 
and  the  motion  to  reconsider  be  laid 
upon  the  table,  and  that  any  state- 
ments relating  to  the  resolution  appear 
at  the  appropriate  place  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  (No.  4042)  was  agreed 
to. 

The  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con. 
Res.  63),  as  amended,  was  agreed  to,  as 
follows: 

S.  Con.  Res.  63 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  (the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives concurring), 

SECTION  1.  USE  OF  DISASTER  RESERVE  FOR  AS- 
SISTANCE TO  UVESTOCK  PRODUC- 


In  light  of  the  prolonged  drought  and  other 
adverse  weather  conditions  existing  In  cer- 
tain areas  of  the  United  States,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  should  promptly  dis- 
pose of  all  commodities  In  the  disaster  re- 
serve maintained  under  section  813  of  the  Ag- 
ricultural Act  of  1970  (7  U.S.C.  1427a)  to  re- 
lieve the  distress  of  livestock  producers 
whose  ability  to  maintain  livestock  Is  ad- 
versely affected  by  disaster  conditions,  such 
as  prolonged  drought  or  flooding. 

The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 
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A  concurrent  resolution  to  express  the 
sense  of  Congress  that  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture should  dispose  of  all  remaining  com- 
modities in  the  disaster  reserve  maintained 
under  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1970  to  relieve 
the  distress  of  livestock  producers  whose 
ability  to  maintain  livestock  Is  adversely  af- 
fected by  disaster  conditions  existing  In  cer- 
tain areas  of  the  United  States,  such  as  pro- 
longed drought  or  flooding,  and  for  other 
purposes. 


AUTHORIZATION  TO  CONVEY  LAND 
TO  THE  CITY  OF  EUFAULA,  OK 

Mr.  BURNS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  Calendar  No.  307,  S.  1406. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  bill  (S.  1406)  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  convey  to  the  city  of  Eufaula. 
OK,  a  parcel  of  land  located  at  the  Eufaula 
Lake  project,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4043 

(Purpose:  To  make  a  technical  correction) 
Mr.  BURNS.  I  understand  there  is  a 
technical  amendment  at  the  desk  of- 
fered by  Senator  Nickles,  and  I  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Burns], 
for  Mr.   Nickles,   proposes  an  amendment 
numbered  4043. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
On  page  2,  line  7.  strike  the  words  "ap- 
proximately 4"  and  Insert  In  lieu  thereof 
"approximately  12.5". 

Mr.  BURNS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amend- 
ment be  agreed  to,  the  bill  be  deemed 
read  a  third  time,  passed  as  amended, 
the  motion  to  reconsider  be  laid  upon 
the  table,  and  that  any  statements  re- 
lating to  the  bill  be  placed  at  the  ap- 
propriate place  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  (No.  4043)  was  agreed 
to. 

The  bill  (S.  1406).  as  amended,  was 
deemed  to  have  been  read  three  times 
and  passed,  as  follows: 
S.  1406 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  CONVEYANCE  OF  LAND  AT  EUFAULA 
LAKE  PROJECT. 

(a)  In  General.— The  Secretary  of  the 
Army  (referred  to  in  this  section  as  the 


"Secretary")  may  convey  to  the  city  of 
Eufaula.  Oklahoma,  all  right,  title,  and  In- 
terest of  the  United  States  In  and  to  a  parcel 
of  land  consisting  of  approximately  12.5  acres 
located  at  the  Eufaula  Lake  project. 

(b)  Consideration.— Consideration  for  the 
conveyance  under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  the 
fair  market  value  of  the  parcel  (as  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary)  and  payment  of  all 
costs  of  the  United  States  In  making  the 
conveyance,  including  the  costs  of— 

(1)  the  survey  required  under  subsection 
(d); 

(2)  any  other  necessary  survey  or  survey 
monumentatlon; 

(3)  compliance  with  the  National  Environ- 
mental Policy  Act  of  1969  (42  U.S.C.  4321  et 
seq.);  and 

(4)  any  coordination  necessary  with  respect 
to  requirements  relating  to  endangered  spe- 
cies, cultural  resources,  and  clean  afr  (in- 
cluding the  costs  of  agency  consultation  and 
public  hearings). 

(c)  Land  Sltiveys.- The  exact  acreage  and 
description  of  the  parcel  to  be  conveyed 
under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  determined  by 
such  surveys  as  the  Secretary  considers  nec- 
essary, which  shall  be  carried  out  to  the  sat- 
isfaction of  the  Secretary. 

(d)  Environmental  Baseline  Sl"rvey.— 
Prior  to  making  the  conveyance  under  sub- 
section (a),  the  Secretary  shall  conduct  an 
environmental  baseline  survey  to  determine 
the  levels  of  any  contamination  (as  of  the 
date  of  the  survey)  for  which  the  United 
States  would  be  responsible  under  the  Com- 
prehensive Environmental  Response,  Com- 
pensation, and  Liability  Act  of  1980  (42 
U.S.C.  9601  et  seq.)  and  any  other  applicable 
law. 

(e)  CoNDmoNS  Concerning  Rights  and 
EIasement. — The  conveyance  under  sub- 
section (a)  shall  be  subject  to  valid  existing 
rights  and  to  retention  by  the  United  States 
of  a  flowage  easement  over  all  portions  of 
the  parcel  that  lie  at  or  below  the  flowage 
easement  contour  for  the  Eufaula  Lake 
project. 

(f)  Other  Terms  and  CoNomoNS.- The 
conveyance  under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  sub- 
ject to  such  other  terms  and  conditions  as 
the  Secretary  considers  necessary  and  appro- 
priate to  protect  the  interests  of  the  United 
States. 


ORDERS  FOR  THURSDAY,  JUNE  6, 
1996 

Mr.  BURNS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  Sen- 
ate completes  its  business  today,  it 
stand  in  adjournment  until  the  hour  of 
9  a.m.  on  Thursday,  June  6,  further, 
that  immediately  following  the  prayer, 
the  Journal  of  proceedings  be  deemed 
approved  to  date,  no  resolutions  come 
over  under  the  rule,  the  call  of  the  cal- 
endar be  dispensed  with,  the  morning 
hour  be  deemed  to  have  expired,  and 
the  time  for  the  two  leaders  be  re- 
served for  their  use  later  in  the  day; 
that  the  Senate  then  immediately  re- 
sume consideration  of  House  Joint  Res- 
olution 1,  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment; further,  that  the  time  between  9 


a.m.  and  11:20  a.m.  be  equally  divided 
in  the  usual  form  with  Senator  Byrd  to 
be  recognized  from  10:50  to  11:10  a.m. 
and  Senator  Hatch  be  recognized  from 
11:10  to  11:20.  with  the  remaining  time 
until  12  noon  divided  between  the  two 
leaders  as  previously  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PRCXJRAM 


Mr.  BURNS.  For  the  information  of 
all  Senators,  tomorrow  the  Senate  will 
continue  the  debate  on  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  with  the  vote  to 
occur  on  passage  of  House  Joint  Reso- 
lution 1  at  12  noon.  All  Senators  should 
be  prepared  to  be  in  the  Chamber  at 
noon  for  this  important  vote. 

On  Thursday,  the  Senate  may  also 
consider  other  legislative  or  executive 
items.  Therefore,  additional  votes  are 
possible  during  tomorrow's  session. 


ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  BURNS.  Mr.  President,  if  there  Is 
no  further  business  to  come  before  the 
Senate,  I  now  ask  unanimous  consent 
the  Senate  stand  in  adjournment  under 
the  previous  order  following  the  re- 
marks of  Senator  Graham  of  Florida, 
and  that  his  statement  appear  at  the 
appropriate  place  in  the  RECORD. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BURNS.  I  yield  the  floor. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  the  remarks 
of  Mr.  Graham  appear  at  an  earlier 
point  in  the  Record  during  the  debate 
on  the  balanced  budget  amendment  to 
the  Constitution. ) 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  9  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  stands 
adjourned  until  9  a.m.,  Thursday,  June 
6,1996. 

Thereupon,  the  Senate,  at  8:35  p.m., 
adjourned  until  Thursday,  June  6,  1996. 
at  9  a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 
Executive   nominations  received  by 
the  Senate  June  5, 1996: 

IN  THE  NAVY 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  REAPPOINT- 
MENT TO  THE  GRADE  OF  ADMIRAL  IN  THE  US  NAVY 
WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  MPOKTANCE  AND 
RESFONSIBILmr  UNDER  TTTLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CXOXL. 
SECTIONS  601  AND  9083: 

CHIEF  OF  NAVAL  OPERATIONS 

To  be  admirai 

ADM.  JAY  L.  JOHNSON. : 
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HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— Wednesday,  June  5,  1996 


The  House  met  at  10  a.m.  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro  tem- 
pore [Mr.  Hefley]. 


DESIGNATION  OF  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication from  the  Speaker: 

Washington.  DC, 

June  5. 1996. 
I  hereby   deslgmate   the   Honorable  Joel 
Hefley  to  act  as  Speaker  pro  tempore  on 
this  day. 

Newt  Gingrich. 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


PRAYER 


The  Chaplain,  Rev.  James  David 
Ford,  D.D.,  offered  the  following  pray- 
er; 

Of  all  the  blessings  we  wish  from 
Your  hand,  of  all  the  favors  we  seek 
from  Your  bounty,  we  pray  for  peace  in 
our  hearts  and  in  our  world.  You  have 
created  us,  O  God,  in  Your  image,  and 
when  we  seek  to  live  in  that  image  we 
honor  other  people  and  wish  them  se- 
renity and  security  for  by  so  doing  we 
honor  ourselves  and  are  at  peace  in  our 
hearts.  On  this  day  we  pray  for  that 
peace  that  passes  all  understanding, 
that  peace  that  gives  our  souls  new 
confidence  and  confers  respect  for 
every  person.  In  Your  name,  we  pray. 
Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  has  examined  the  Journal  of  the 
last  day's  proceedings  and  announces 
to  the  House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I,  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Will  the 
gentlewoman  from  Maryland  [Mrs. 
MORELLA]  come  forward  and  lead  the 
House  in  the  Pledge  of  Allegiance. 

Mrs.  MORELLA  led  the  Pledge  of  Al- 
legiance as  follows: 

I  pledgre  allegiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  to  the  Repub- 
lic for  which  It  stands,  one  nation  under  God, 
indivisible,  with  liberty  and  justice  for  all. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 
A  message  in  writing  ftom  the  Presi- 
dent of  the    United  States  was  commu- 
nicated  to    che   House   by  Mr.   Edwin 
Thomas,  one  of  his  secretaries. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Lundregan,  one  of  its  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  Senate  had  passed  a 
bill  of  the  following  title,  in  which  the 
concurrence  of  the  House  is  requested: 

S.  1624.  An  act  to  reauthorize  the  Hate 
Crime  Statistics  Act,  and  for  other  purposes. 


REPRESENTING     AMERICA'S     VAL- 
UES, NOT  WASHINGTON  VALUES 

(Mr.  BOEHNER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  BOEHNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  1996 
Medicare  trustees  report  is  expected  to 
be  released  later  today.  Early  reports 
are  showing  that  the  trust  fund  is 
headed  toward  bankruptcy  much 
quicker  than  what  we  had  expected. 

Last  year  Republicans  had  the  cour- 
age to  seriously  address  Medicare's  im- 
pending bankruptcy.  We  produced  and 
passed  an  honest  and  reasonable  plan 
that  would  increase  benefits  for  senior 
citizens,  fight  fraud  and  abuse,  and  ex- 
tend long-term  solvency  to  this  very 
vital  program. 

Our  plan  last  year  to  address  Medi- 
care solvency  problems  increased  per 
beneficiary  spending  from  $4,800  in  1995 
to  $7,100  in  the  year  2002.  The  Presi- 
dent's response,  with  the  help  of  his 
liberal  allies  last  year,  was  to  divide 
our  country  by  launching  a  scare  cam- 
paign aimed  at  seniors. 

The  President  should  stop  misleading 
and  scaring  seniors  and  come  to  the 
table  with  a  serious  plan  that  addresses 
Medicare's  serious  solvency  problem. 
What  should  scare  our  parents  is  that 
President  Clinton  is  doing  nothing  to 
help  solve  the  impending  bankruptcy  of 
Medicare. 


RADICAL  CHANGES  IN  MEDICARE 
NOT  NECESSARY  TO  KEEP  FUND 
SOLVENT 

(Mr.  PALLONE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  pre- 
vious speaker,  my  colleague  from  Ohio, 
is  once  again  trying  to  use  the  Medi- 
care trustees  report  which  comes  out 
today  as  justification  for  the  large  cuts 
in  Medicare  that  will  be  used  by  the 
Republican  leadership  to  finance  tax 
breaks  for  the  wealthy. 

This  trustees  report  is  out  again,  it 
comes  out  every  year,  and  what  it  says 
to  us  is  that  we  need  to  do  something. 


we  need  to  make  some  changes  in  the 
Medicare  Program,  but  the  Democrats 
have  already  proposed  that.  We  have 
already  voted  on  the  President's  budg- 
et, which  most  Republicans  oppose, 
which  would  basically  make  some  cuts 
in  Medicare  but  preserve  the  program. 

The  problem  is  that  the  Republican 
proposal  is  to  change  radically  Medi- 
care, to  make  it  so  you  do  not  have  a 
choice  of  doctor,  to  increase  out-of- 
pocket  costs  with  overcharges  and  also 
essentially  forcing  senior  citizens  into 
managed  care,  into  HMO's. 

We  do  not  need  the  radical  changes  in 
Medicare  that  the  Republicans  are  pro- 
posing. We  only  need  to  make  some 
minor  adjustments  to  make  sure  that 
the  trust  fund  remains  solvent.  But 
that  can  be  done  with  the  Democratic 
proposal  without  the  radical  changes  in 
Medicare  that  the  Republican  leader- 
ship is  proposing. 


SAVE  MEDICARE 
(Mr.  CHABOT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  CHABOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  5  short 
years.  That  is  the  amount  of  time  that 
is  remaining  in  the  Medicare  trust  fund 
before  it  goes  completely  bankrupt. 
The  trust  fund  already  has  started  to 
lose  billions,  and  unless  we  make  some 
needed  changes,  Medicare  will  be  com- 
pletely bankrupt  within  5  years.  So  the 
situation  is  even  worse  than  was  pre- 
dicted by  the  Clinton  administration 
last  year. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  many,  many 
people  in  my  district  who  depend  on 
Medicare  and  who  expect  to  be  around 
5  years  from  now.  My  own  parents  are 
on  Medicare.  It  would  be  an  absolute 
outrage  if  political  posturing  and  polit- 
ical games  prevent  us  from  saving  a 
program  that  so  many  Americans  de- 
pended upon. 

Just  as  politics  ought  to  stop  at  the 
water's  edge,  politics  when  it  comes  to 
Medicare  absolutely  should  stop  in  this 
House.  Even  President  Clinton  admit- 
ted all  those  attack  ads  about  Repub- 
licans alleging  cutting  Medicare  are 
absolutely  not  true. 

It  is  time  that  rather  than  everybody 
attacking  everybody  about  who  is  cut- 
ting Medicare,  Republicans  and  Demo- 
crats ought  to  work  together  to  save 
Medicare. 


TAXED  OFF  TO  THE  LIMIT 

(Mr.  TRAFICANT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 


DThis  symbol  represents  the  time  of  day  during  the  House  proceedings,  e.g.,  D  1407  is  2:07  p.m. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 
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Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
IRS  dropped  in  on  Ed  and  Martha  Col- 
lins of  East  Aurora,  NY.  The  IRS  de- 
manded every  single  receipt  on  their 
1993  return.  Even  though  the  Collinses 
had  every  single  receipt  to  corroborate 
that  1993  return,  the  IRS  was  not  satis- 
fled  and  demanded  $540.  And  the  reason 
they  said  was  they  had  conducted  an 
economic  reality  audit  and  the  IRS  de- 
termined that  Collins  Bed  and  Break- 
fast spent  too  much  money  on  food, 
laundry,  and  cleaning  services  for  their 
guests. 

Unbelievable.  Tell  me,  Mr.  Speaker, 
what  did  the  IRS  expect?  Weiners  and 
beans?  Paper  towels?  Porta  potties? 
Beam  me  up.  What  is  next.  Will  the 
IRS  determine  what  the  toilet  tissue 
needs  are  of  the  American  family?  No 
wonder  the  American  people  are  taxed 
off.  Taxed  off  to  the  limit.  Congress 
should  do  something  about  the  IRS. 


MEDICARE  GOING  BANKRUPT 
FASTER  THAN  EXPECTED 

(Mr.  LEWIS  of  Kentucky  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  Kentucky.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, the  1996  Medicare  trustees'  report  is 
expected  to  be  released  today  and  all 
indications  are  the  news  will  be  worse 
than  last  year's  report — Medicare  is 
going  bankrupt  faster  and  sooner  than 
exi)ected. 

In  late  April,  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  released  data  that 
showed  while  the  1995  trustee's  report 
predicted  a  $5  billion  surplus  in  2002, 
the  fund  is  now  expected  to  be  $86  bil- 
lion in  the  hole.  The  Republican  major- 
ity passed  a  plan  to  simplify  and 
strengthen  Medicare  and  fight  waste 
and  fraud,  all  while  increasing  Medi- 
care spending.  But  with  the  flash  of  his 
veto-happy  pen.  President  Clinton 
killed  these  Medicare  reforms. 

In  just  a  year's  time,  President  Clin- 
ton's choice  to  mislead  America's  sen- 
iors through  demagoguery  and  cam- 
paign scare  tactics  has  resulted  in  a 
multibillion-dollar  Mediscare  shortfall. 
Shame  on  him. 


SENIOR  CITIZENS  SHOULD  NOT 
PAY  FOR  SPECIAL  INTEREST 
TAX  BREAKS 

(Ms.  WOOLSEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  why  is 
Medicare  running  into  financial  trou- 
ble sooner  than  we  thought?  Because 
the  new  majority  is  more  interested  in 
raiding  Medicare  for  special  interest 
tax  breaks  than  in  buckling  down  and 
coming  up  with  a  bipartisan  plan  to 
keep  Medicare  solvent. 

Instead  of  proposing  changes  in  Medi- 
care that  would  lead  to  greater  sol- 


vency of  the  trust  fund,  the  Gingrich- 
Dole  majority  proposed  limiting  physi- 
cian choice,  draining  the  system  of 
healthy  participants  through  medical 
savings  accounts,  and  eliminating  laws 
against  fraud  in  the  health  care  indus- 
try. 

That  is  no  way  to  save  Medicare. 

We  can  avoid  the  dire  predictions  of 
the  Medicare  trustees.  We  should  work 
together. 

Democrats  proposed  a  plan  to  keep 
Medicare  solvent  while  maintaining 
the  guarantee  of  health  care  for  older 
Americans. 

Our  plan  keeps  Medicare  in  the  black 
for  years  to  come  without  the  dev- 
astating cuts  that  make  seniors  see 
red.  What  we  need  around  here  is  the 
courage  to  do  what's  right.  What  we 
don't  need  are  special  interest  tax 
breaks  paid  for  by  our  Nation's  seniors. 

TRAVEL  AND  TOURISM  IN 
AMERICA 

(Mrs.  MORELLA  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  want 
to  remind  this  body  that  the  travel  and 
tourism  industry  is  the  Nation's  second 
largest  employer,  providing  more  than 
14,000,000  jobs;  the  third  largest  retail 
sales  industry,  and  in  1994,  travel  and 
tourism  generated  more  than  $58  bil- 
lion in  tax  revenues. 

Mr.  Speaker,  dollars  that  tourists 
spend  trickle  down  to  local  commu- 
nities and  benefit  the  whole  U.S.  econ- 
omy. The  travel  and  tourism  industry 
is  diverse  and  touches  every  sector  of 
our  society,  from  business  to  the  arts 
to  education. 

While  travel  and  tourism  is  growing 
throughout  the  world,  the  U.S.  market 
share  is  on  the  decline.  With  the  clos- 
ing of  the  U.S.  Travel  and  Tourism  Ad- 
ministration [USTTA]  in  April,  pro- 
motion of  travel  and  tourism  has 
dropped  to  zero. 

We  must  revitalize  this  dynamic  in- 
dustry by  passing  H.R.  2579  during  the 
104th  Congress.  This  important  bill 
would  merge  the  resources  of  the  pri- 
vate sector  and  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment to  improve  the  promotion  of 
international  travel  and  tourism  to  the 
United  States.  The  legislation  would 
provide  the  means  to  encourage  inter- 
national travelers  to  visit  the  United 
States. 

Federal  support  for  travel  and  tour- 
ism would  protect  jobs  and  promote  a 
healthy  American  economy  for  the  21st 
century. 


Mr.  UNDERWOOD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  today  to  express  my  strong  support 
for  H.R.  2579.  introduced  by  Congress- 
man Toby  Roth.  I  commend  Represent- 
ative Roth  for  his  work  on  this  legisla- 
tion and  for  improving  the  visibility 
and  understanding  of  travel  and  tour- 
ism issues  in  this  Congress. 

The  tourism  industry  is  Guam's  life- 
blood  and  the  engine  of  economic 
growth  on  our  island.  Last  year.  1.3 
million  visitors  came  to  Guam  and  2 
million  are  expected  to  arrive  by  the 
end  of  the  decade.  The  visitor  industry 
last  year  contributed  to  the  employ- 
ment of  about  19.000  people  on  Guam 
and  represented  about  40  percent  of  the 
private  sector  work  force.  For  an  is- 
land of  140.000,  our  economy  has  grown 
to  over  $3  billion.  And  the  visitor  in- 
dustry is  vital  to  our  continued  eco- 
nomic growth. 

A  Federal  tourism  strategy  is  the 
key  to  the  long-term  health  of  the 
tourist  industry,  and,  with  the  closing 
of  the  U.S.  Travel  and  Tourism  Admin- 
istration, there  is  currently  a  vacuum 
in  this  area.  The  National  Tourism  Or- 
ganization established  under  H.R.  2579 
would  not  only  bring  more  visitors  to 
the  United  States,  but  it  would  steer 
them  toward  American  companies  for 
every  part  of  their  trip.  An  aggressive 
plan  to  attract  international  tourists 
is  needed  now,  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  Congressman  Roth's 
efforts  to  expediently  pass  H.R.  2579. 


TOURISM  ■VITAL  TO  GUAM'S 
CONTINUED  ECONOMIC  GROWTH 

(Mr.  UNDERWOOD  asked  and  was 
given  pennission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  asid  extend 
his  remarks.) 


SERIOUS  DISCUSSION  ABOUT  SAV- 
ING MEDICARE  HAS  BEEN 
POISONED  BY  LIBERALS 

(Mr.  FUNDERBURK  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  ajid  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Speaker,  It 
is  shameful  that  the  liberal  Democrats 
in  Congress  and  the  White  House  have 
chosen  to  demagog  Medicare  instead  of 
joining  with  those  of  us  on  this  side  of 
the  aisle  in  rescuing  Medicare  and 
making  sure  it  exists  well  into  the  next 
century. 

A  good  example  is  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri,  Representative  Gep- 
hardt, whose  statement  has  been  that 
it  is  a  big  lie  to  say  Medicare  is  in 
trouble.  This  is  what  they  have  been 
saying  all  day  today.  But.  Mr.  Speaker. 
the  Board  of  Medicare  Trustees  will  re- 
lease their  annual  report  on  the  finan- 
cial condition  of  the  Medicare  trust 
fund.  It  is  now  2  months  overdue.  It  is 
expected  that  the  report  will  show 
Medicare  is  going  bankrupt  faster  and 
sooner  than  anyone  predicted. 

It  is  a  shame  that  any  serious  disctis- 
sion  about  saving  Medicare  has  been 
poisoned  by  narrow-minded  liberals 
bent  on  scoring  cheap  political  points. 


PROPOSAL   TO    SAVE 

WOULD     NOT     FUND 

OR     PENTAGON     IN- 
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(Ms.  FURSE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
take  a  moment  to  talk  about  Medicare. 
I  am  very  disappointed  that  we  still 
have  that  same  old,  same  old  when  it 
comes  to  the  priorities  of  the  majority 
party. 

When  I  talk  to  the  people  in  my  dis- 
trict, they  think  it  is  absolutely  crazy 
to  ask  seniors  to  pay  more  for  Medi- 
care while  we  increase  spending  on  the 
Pentagon  and  hand  out  tax  cuts.  More- 
over, people  get  very  concerned  when 
they  hear  about  the  way  in  which  the 
Republicans  want  to  save  Medicare. 

The  Republicans  would  allow  doctors 
to  charge  whatever  they  want  by  elimi- 
nating protections  on  balance  billing; 
they  would  allow  cutting  fees  to  doc- 
tors and  hospitals  through  budget  gim- 
micks; and  they  would  force  seniors 
into  plans  which  restrict  their  choices. 

It  is  no  wonder  that  this  Congress 
held  more  hearings  on  Waco  and  sports 
franchise  relocation  than  we  did  on 
Medicare  reform.  In  fact,  there  has 
been  so  much  secrecy  *hat,  in  my  com- 
mittee last  year,  whei.  a  group  of  sen- 
iors came  to  ask.  "Please  give  us  some 
am  wers"  they  were  arrested. 
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D  1015 
MEDAGOGUES 

(Mr.  HAYWORTH  asked  and  was 
given  ijermlssion  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
very  interesting  once  again  to  return 
to  the  well  and  see  the  same  rhetorical 
tactics  utilized  so  desperately  by  the 
other  side,  so  desperate  in  fact  that  a 
liberal  newspaper  in  this  town,  the 
Washington  Post,  has  talked  about  it 
now  on  two  occasions. 

Members  may  recall  last  year  the 
editorial  entitled  "Medagogues," 
quoting  now. 

If  the  Medicare  program  won't  become  less 
generous  over  time,  how  do  the  Democrats 
propose  to  finance  It  and  continue  the  rest  of 
the  Federal  activities  they  espouse?  That  Is 
the  Question.  You  listen  In  vain  for  a  real  re- 
sponse. It  Is  Irresponsible. 

Now  comes  another  Post  editorial, 
entitled  "Medagogues  Continued," 
quoting  again  from  the  Washington 
Post, 

The  Democrats  have  fabricated  the  Medi- 
care tax  cut  connection  because  It  is  useful 
politically.  It  allows  them  to  attack  and  to 
duck  responsibility  both  at  the  same  time. 
We  think  It  Is  wrong. 

Medicare  is  going  bankrupt.  That  is 
what  shotild  scare  all  Americans.  We 
have  a  solution.  They  have  nothing  but 
complaints. 


REPUBLICANS  AND  MEDICARE 

(Ms.  DeLAURO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  despite 
what  my  Republican  colleagues  are 
saying  this  morning,  in  October  1995, 
last  October,  233  House  Republicans 
voted  against  a  bill  which  contained 
$90  billion  in  Medicare  reforms  over  7 
years  which  would  have  extended  the 
solvency  of  the  Medicare  Program  to 
the  year  2006.  Let  me  just  tell  my  col- 
leagues that  their  new  plan  will  cut 
$168  billion  from  Medicare  over  a  6-year 
period  of  time,  and  what  they  will  do 
with  that  by  their  own  words  is  pay  for 
a  $176  to  $180  billion  tax  break  for  the 
richest  Americans. 

Speaker  Gingrich  has  said  that  these 
are  not  cuts.  He  said  this  on  Sunday  on 
"Meet  the  Press."  But  let  me  inform 
my  colleagues  what  his  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Kasich]  the 
budget  chairman  has  said  in  1995.  I 
quote:  "Their  budget  would  require 
Medicare  cuts  unlike  any  this  town  has 
ever  seen  before." 

Indeed,  that  is  what  they  are  about. 
Do  not  be  fooled,  American  people. 
Speaker  Gingrich  has  said  in  the  past 
he  wants  Medicare  to  wither  on  the 
vine.  We  must  not  let  him  do  it. 


LET'S  PROMOTE  AMERICA'S 
TOURISM  INDUSTRY 

(Mr.  ROTH  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
bring  a  positive  message  here  to  the 
House  this  morning.  I  want  to  thank 
aU  of  my  colleagues  for  supporting 
travel  and  tourism  because  travel  and 
tourism  basically  is  a  small  business 
operation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  since  this  is  Small  Busi- 
ness Week,  it  is  a  perfect  time  to  talk 
about  travel  and  tourism.  Ninety-nine 
percent  of  all  of  travel  and  tourism  in 
the  United  States  is  small  business. 
These  are  people,  men  and  women,  who 
work  day  in  and  day  out  for  their  coun- 
try and  who  pay  the  taxes  that  we  the 
politicians  all  too  often  spend. 

Tourism  supports  over  14  million 
jobs,  as  the  gentlewoman  from  Mary- 
land said  this  morning,  and  is  the  larg- 
est employer  in  44  of  the  50  States.  Yet 
hardly  ever  is  a  word  spoken  for  travel 
and  tourism.  Do  you  want  to  know 
why?  Because  the  people  involved  in 
travel  and  tourism  are  at  home  work- 
ing in  the  small  communities  through- 
out America  day  In  and  day  out  trsring 
to  raise  a  family,  trjring  to  keep  their 
bills  paid.  They  do  not  have  a  lot  of 
time  come  and  lobby  Congress.  But  the 
small  business  people  who  really  run 
travel  and  tourism  run  this  country 
and  make  it  possible  for  us  to  have  the 
strong  economy  we  do  have. 


SUPPORT  TRAVEL  AND  TOURISM 
(Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  auidress  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  a  member  of  the  travel  and  tourism 
caucus  under  the  leadership  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Roth].  I 
just  wanted  to  say  this  to  America, 
that  tourism  and  related  travel  sup- 
ported 644,500  jobs.  We  are  talking 
about  jobs,  so  why  do  we  not  work 
harder  to  be  sure  we  already  have  the 
base  for  these  jobs.  In  my  home  State 
of  Florida,  they  generated  more  than  $5 
billion  in  taxes  for  the  State  and  local 
governments  and  more  than  $11  billion 
in  pajrrolls.  No  wonder  tourism  and  re- 
lated travel  is  the  largest  employer  in 
Florida,  the  largest  employer  in  44  of 
the  50  States  and  the  second  largest 
employer  in  the  Nation.  Why  should  we 
not  continue  very  hard  to  push  travel 
and  tourism?  Nationally,  the  travel 
and  tourism  industry  accounts  for 
more  than  14  million  jobs  and  an  an- 
nual payroll  of  more  than  $110  billion. 

To  all  of  my  colleagues  I  say,  Mr. 
Speaker,  travel  and  tourism  is  Ameri- 
ca's leading  export.  In  1995,  44.7  million 
visitors  generated  $76.7  billion.  Please 
support  the  Travel  and  Tourism  Cau- 
cus. 


IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE  BALANCED 
BUDGET  AMENDMENT 

(Mr.  JONES  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  JONES.  Mr.  Speaker,  over  the 
last  year  and  a  half  the  phrase  "family 
friendly"  has  been  battered  around  the 
Chamber  like  none  other.  But  when  it 
comes  right  down  to  it,  being  family 
friendly  can  only  mean  one  thing:  a 
vote  for  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment. 

Without  passing  a  balanced  budget 
amendment,  American  families  lose 
out  on  lower  interest  rates,  faster  job 
growth  and  much  needed  relief  from  a 
debt  amounting  to  more  than  80  per- 
cent and  a  lifetime  of  taxes. 

Keep  in  mind  that  In  1994,  the  Fed- 
eral Government  spent  $203  billion  in 
interest  on  the  national  debt.  That  is 
more  than  it  spent  on  education,  job 
training,  public  works  and  children's 
nutrition  programs  combined. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  could  be  more 
family  friendly  than  relieving  your 
children  and  their  children  of  having  to 
pay  inflated  taxes  for  years  to  come? 

Pass  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment. 


MEDICARE  AND  MEDICAID 

(Mr.  CUMMINGS  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 
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Mr.  CUMMINGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
will  soon  consider  a  1997  fiscal  year 
budget  resolution  that  slashes  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid  funding.  The  Amer- 
ican people  have  given  us  a  clear  man- 
date. They  have  overwhelmingly  told 
us  time  and  time  again  to  protect  our 
neediest  citizens,  the  disabled,  the 
poor,  our  children  and  the  elderly. 

My  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  have  a  different  vision.  Their 
priorities  are  jumbled,  their  budget  re- 
flects a  flawed  economic  theory  and 
confusion. 

Two  weeks  ago  I  vote  for  a  budget 
that  reflected  my  district's  and  the 
country's  priorities.  I  chose  to  vote  for 
a  6-year  balanced  budget  that  proposed 
to  increase  the  investments  in  edu- 
cation, job  training,  infrastructure, 
and  at  the  same  time  protecting  Medi- 
care, Medicaid  and  not  demolish  it. 

The  recent  report  issued  by  the  Medi- 
care trustees  that  forecasts  Medicare 
insolvency  does  not  tell  us  anything 
new.  We  know  that  Medicare  needs 
mending.  Let  us  take  the  opportunity 
to  roll  up  our  sleeves  and  get  to  work. 
I  sincerely  hope  that  the  speaker  is  sin- 
cere when  he  said  he  wants  to  work  in 
a  bipartisan  way  with  the  President  to 
save  Medicare  for  our  parents  and 
grandparents. 


SUPPORT  FOR  H.R.  2579 

(Mr.  OXLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  OXLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  this 
morning  to  express  my  support  for  H.R. 
2579,  legislation  to  promote  inter- 
national travel  and  tourism  in  the 
United  States.  This  measure  privatizes 
the  functions  of  the  U.S.  Travel  and 
Tourism  Administration,  an  agency 
which  costs  taxpayers  $16.7  million  in 
1995.  The  Congress  correctly  decided  to 
zero  out  the  USTTA.  However,  there  is 
a  role  for  a  federally  chartered,  pri- 
vately funded  organization  to  promote 
travel  to  the  United  States. 

I  am  an  original  cosponsor  of  the  bill, 
and  our  Subcommittee  on  Commerce, 
Trade,  and  Hazardous  Materials,  which 
I  chair,  recently  marked  it  up,  where  it 
was  approved  by  voice  vote.  It  will  be 
taken  up  by  the  full  Committee  on 
Conomerce  in  the  very  near  future. 

Travel  and  tourism  is  the'  Nation's 
leading  export  industry.  As  one  exam- 
ple, in  1993,  foreign  visitors  spent  $443 
million  in  my  home  State  of  Ohio, 
which  ranked  18th  among  the  States. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  pay  particular 
tribute  to  our  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin,  Toby  Roth,  who  has 
led  this  effort  on  behalf  of  the  travel 
and  tourism  industry  and  all  Ameri- 
cans for  this  critical  legislation.  I  am 
proud  to  be  a  cosponsor  of  this  bill  and 
look  forward  to  the  markup  in  the  full 
Committee  on  Commerce. 


THE  STRAIGHT  FACE  TEST  ON 
MEDICARE  AND  MEDICAID 

(Mrs.  SCHROEDER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
words  are  flying  again  on  Medicare  and 
Medicaid.  Here  we  go.  It  must  be  an 
election  year.  What  do  you  think? 

Look,  the  American  people  are  pretty 
smart  about  this  issue.  When  the  lead- 
ership on  the  other  side,  one  of  them 
said  he  was  proud  he  never  voted  for  it, 
another  one  said  he  hoped  it  would 
wither  on  the  vine,  another  leader  on 
that  side  said  that  they  were  tnring  to 
make  cuts  like  no  one  had  ever  seen  be- 
fore, but  now  all  of  a  sudden,  as  we  get 
near  to  the  election  year,  everybody  is 
trying  to  rewrite  history  and  suddenly 
say,  no,  we  have  come  to  save  it,  come 
to  save  it,  somehow  that  does  not  pass 
the  straight  face  test. 

Last  year  we  had  an  attempt  to  try 
and  put  Medicare  on  the  right  path  so 
that  the  report  that  we  are  going  to  be 
getting  would  not  be  coming,  had  we 
done  that.  Yet  the  other  side  rejected 
it  because  they  did  not  want  to  do  that. 
They  wanted  to  cut  Medicare  and  put 
it  into  tax  cuts  for  the  people  who  need 
tax  cuts  the  least,  the  ones  who  have 
the  most  get  more.  I  do  not  understand 
that.  I  do  not  understand  that  at  all. 

So  we  are  at  a  point  of  do  we  mend  it 
or  do  we  mash  it.  The  mashers  are  try- 
ing to  say  they  want  to  mend.  We  want 
so  say,  it  is  time  to  deal  with  it 
straightforwardly. 


and  the  administration's  plan  would 
assure  solvency  for  a  decade. 

Let  us  walk  the  walk  Insteawl  of  talk 
the  talk.  It  is  going  bankrupt.  We  need 
to  do  something  about  it. 


WARNING  SIGNALS  ON  MEDICARE 

(Mr.  UPTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  UPTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take  the 
well  today  to  remind  my  colleagues 
that  you  and  I  were  not  here  in  the 
House  when  the  warning  signals  were 
up  about  the  S&L  debacle  back  in  the 
early  1980's.  Those  scoundrels  from 
Texas  and  California,  Florida  and  Illi- 
nois took  the  taxpayers  for  $150  billion, 
and  it  was  wrong.  Congress  should  have 
acted  in  the  early  1980's,  and  they  did 
not. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  a  great  pro- 
gram that  seniors  in  this  country  love 
called  Medicare.  The  warning  signals 
were  out  there  a  year  ago  that  it  was 
going  to  go  belly  up  by  the  year  2002. 
This  body  did  nothing.  We  tried  to  get 
bipartisan  cooperation  and  nothing 
happened. 

Today  a  report  is  coming  out  saying 
that  it  is  a  year  worse.  Instead  of  going 
belly  up  in  2002,  it  is  going  to  go  belly 
up  in  2001,  $90  billion  worse  than  it  was 
last  year.  Three  cabinet  members  are 
going  to  sign  that  report  as  they  did 
last  year. 

Yet  we  read  in  the  CQ  facts  record  for 
Monday,  Laura  Tyson  says  that  the 
trust  fund  is  solvent.  Bills  will  be  paid 


ANNUAL  REPORT  ON  STATE  OF 

SMALL BUSINESS— MESSAGE 

FROM  THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE 
UNITED  STATES 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Hefley)  laid  before  the  House  the  fol- 
lowing message  from  the  President  of 
the  United  States;  which  was  read  and. 
together  with  the  accompanjring  pa- 
pers, without  objection,  referred  to  the 
ConMfiittee  on  Small  Business: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  am  pleased  to  transmit  to  you  my 
annual  report  on  the  state  of  small 
business,  and  to  report  that  small  busi- 
nesses are  doing  exceptionally  well.  In 
the  year  covered  by  this  report,  a 
record  807,000  new  Arms  reported  ini- 
tial employment.  Firms  in  industries 
dominated  by  small  businesses  created 
almost  60  percent  of  the  nearly  3.3  mil- 
lion new  jobs.  Business  failures  and 
bankruptcies  declined  at  some  of  the 
sharpest  rates  in  a  decade. 

Small  businesses  have  both  contrib- 
uted to  and  benefited  from  the  recent 
strength  of  the  economy.  The  deficit 
reduction  plan  I  initiated  in  1993  has 
cut  the  budget  deficit  in  half.  The 
economy  has  created  8.5  million  new 
jobs  since  January  1993— almost  all  of 
them  in  the  private  sector.  The  com- 
bined rate  of  unemployment  and  infla- 
tion is  at  its  lowest  level  in  more  than 
25  years. 

A  major  success  story  has  been  In  the 
women-owned  business  sector.  Women 
are  creating  new  businesses  and  new 
jobs  at  double  the  national  rate. 
Today,  women  own  one-third  of  all 
businesses  in  the  United  States.  Cleaiv 
ly.  there  is  no  stopping  this  fast-grow- 
ing segment  of  the  economy. 

Last  June  I  met  in  Washington  with 
nearly  2.000  small  business  owners- 
participants  in  the  national  White 
House  Conference  on  Small  Business. 
They  took  precious  time  away  from 
their  businesses  to  tell  us  about  their 
problems  and  their  ideas  for  resolving 
them,  turning  over  a  list  of  60  rec- 
ommendations for  Government  action. 
Their  ideas  are  reflected  in  many  of  the 
recent  initiatives  of  my  Administra^ 
tion. 

Improving  Access  to  Capital 

One  of  the  keys  to  a  healthy  small 
business  sector  is  access  to  adequate 
start-up  and  working  capital.  The 
Small  Business  Lending  Enhancement 
Act  of  1995.  which  I  signed  last  October, 
helped  to  increase  access  to  capital 
through  the  Small  Business  Adminis- 
tration's (SBA)  section  7(a)  loan  guar- 
antee program.  Last  year,  the  SBA  pro- 
vided nearly  $11  billion  in  long-term 
credit  and  other  financial  assistance  to 
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more  than  67,000  small  businesses, 
bringing  SBA's  total  loan  portfolio  to 
$26  billion.  The  number  of  7(a)  guaran- 
teed loans  has  increased  dramatically, 
up  52  percent  from  fiscal  year  1994  to 
fiscal  year  1995— and  that's  with  a 
smaller  budget  and  fewer  employees  at 
the  SBA.  Moreover,  during  the  same 
period,  the  number  of  7(a)  guaranteed 
loans  to  women-owned  businesses  grew 
by  86  percent;  loans  to  minority-owned 
businesses  increased  by  53  percent;  and 
loans  to  businesses  owned  by  U.S.  vet- 
erans grew  by  43  percent. 

Other  initiatives  are  under  way.  My 
Administration  has  been  working  with 
banks  and  banking  regulators  to  re- 
move impediments  to  small  business 
lending  by  financial  institutions.  The 
Riegle  Community  Development  and 
Regulatory  Improvement  Act  of  1994 
amended  the  banking  and  securities 
laws  to  promote  the  growth  of  a  sec- 
ondary market  for  small  business 
loans.  And  my  Administration  is  look- 
ing to  reduce  small  business  securities 
filing  and  disclosure  burdens.  In  June 
1995,  the  Securities  and  Exchange  Com- 
mission proposed  regulations  that 
would  further  this  small  business  goal. 

Easing  the  Tea  Burden 

The  Federal  Government  should  re- 
ward rather  than  discourage  entre- 
preneurs who  take  risks  and  create 
jobs.  To  that  end,  we  have  worked  to 
simplify  the  tax  code  and  make  it  more 
equitable  for  snmll  firms. 

In  April  1995,  I  signed  legislation  to 
Increase  to  30  percent  the  share  of 
health  insurance  premiums  that  self- 
employed  individuals  can  deduct  on 
their  tax  returns  beginning  this  tax 
year— and  we're  working  to  increase 
that  amount. 

Small  firms  are  less  likely  than  their 
larger  counterparts  to  be  able  to  pro- 
vide retirement  plans.  While  75  percent 
of  workers  in  businesses  with  more 
than  1,000  employees  have  pension 
plans,  only  24  percent  of  workers  in 
businesses  with  fewer  than  100  employ- 
ees have  them.  I  have  proposed  a  new 
pension  plan  targeted  to  the  needs  of 
small  businesses— the  National  Em- 
ployee Savings  Trust  (NEST).  The 
NEST  would  provide  benefits  similar  to 
those  of  a  401(k)  pension  plan  and 
would  be  simple  to  create  and  operate. 

My  Administration  has  endorsed 
other  improvements  that  make  exist- 
ing pension  plans  safer  and  more  bene- 
ficial for  business  owners  and  employ- 
ees alike.  For  example,  we  have  pro- 
posed to  eliminate  the  "family  aggre- 
gation" restrictions  on  pensions  for 
family  members,  so  that  spouses  or 
children  who  work  in  the  same  or  re- 
lated businesses  can  earn  their  own  re- 
tirement benefits. 

Our  1993  economic  plan  made  90  per- 
cent of  small  businesses  eligible  for  tax 
relief.  It  established  a  targeted  tax 
preference  for  capital  gains,  reduced 
the   record-keeping   requirements    for 


the  meals  and  entertainment  deduc- 
tion, and  raised  the  small  business  ex- 
pensing limit  for  equipment  by  75  per- 
cent, to  $17,500.  We  have  proposed  to  in- 
crease further  the  value  of  equipment 
that  can  be  directly  expensed  to  $25,000. 
My  Administration  is  also  taking 
steps  to  ensure  that  tax  regulations  are 
as  simple  and  understandable  as  pos- 
sible. For  example,  administrative 
guidance  has  been  published  to  provide 
tax  relief  to  S  corporations  and  part- 
nerships, simplify  depreciation  com- 
putations, and  ease  inventory  capital- 
ization for  small  businesses. 

We  are  pursuing  tax  form  simplifica- 
tion through  our  Simplified  Tax  and 
Wage  Reporting  System  (STAWRS). 
This  joint  effort  among  Federal  and 
State  agencies  will  simplify,  unify,  and 
streamline  tax  reporting  so  that  tax- 
payers will  eventually  be  able  to  file 
their  State  and  Federal  tax  and  wage 
returns  at  one  location,  electronically. 
All  these  efforts  will  bring  tax  report- 
ing into  the  modern  age  while  reducing 
the  paperwork  burden  for  small  busi- 
ness. 

Shrinking  the  Regulatory  and  Paperwork 
Burden 
Regulation  and  paperwork  continue 
to  be  a  key  concern  of  America's  small 
business  owners,  and  I  am  proud  of  the 
progress  my  Administration  has  made 
in  addressing  this  concern.  For  exam- 
ple, the  SBA  is  streamlining  all  its  reg- 
ulations and  converting  them  to  plain 
English.  An  application  form  for  the 
most  common  SBA  loans  used  to  be  an 
inch  thick  and  take  5  to  6  weeks  to  ap- 
prove. We've  reduced  the  form  to  one 
page  and  cut  tum-around  time  to  3 
days. 

I've  said  it  before:  the  era  of  big  Gov- 
ernment is  over.  We  have  been  working 
hard  to  give  the  American  people  a 
Government  that  works  better  and 
costs  less.  We  are  eliminating  16,000 
pages  of  unnecessary  regrulations  and 
streamlining  31,000  more— shifting  de- 
cision-making out  of  Washington  and 
back  to  States  and  local  communities. 
In  addition,  we  are  directing  Federal 
agencies,  where  possible,  to  cut  by  half 
the  frequency  of  reports  the  public  is 
required  to  provide  to  the  Government. 
More  broadly,  much  of  our  National 
Performance  Review  effort  to  reinvent 
Government  has  been  jxjinted  specifi- 
cally at  helping  small  business.  The 
U.S.  Business  Advisor,  which  provides 
Internet  access  to  information  from  all 
Federal  agencies,  and  the  U.S.  Greneral 
Store  for  Small  Business,  which  offers 
business  owners  one  location  for  deal- 
ing with  the  Federal  government,  illus- 
trate our  commitment  to  reinventing 
how  Government  serves  the  small  busi- 
ness community. 

In  March  1995,  I  announced  a  new  ap- 
proach to  lessening  the  regulatory  bur- 
den on  small  firms.  Under  this  com- 
monsense  approach,  small  businesses 
can  now  avoid  paying  penalties  for  vio- 
lations  if  they   correct   the   problem 


within  an  appropriate  period  of  time. 
And  for  those  violations  that  may  take 
longer  to  correct,  a  small  business  may 
get  up  to  100  percent  of  its  fine  waived 
if  that  same  money  is  used  to  correct 
the  violation. 

I'm  proud  to  have  succeeded  in  put- 
ting more  teeth  in  the  Regulatory 
Flexibility  Act  (RFA).  Under  the  1980 
Act,  Federal  Government  agencies 
must  analyze  their  proposed  regula- 
tions for  their  effects  on  small  firms — 
and  revise  them  if  they  will  create  an 
unfair  burden.  In  the  past,  however,  be- 
cause the  agencies'  ajialyses  could  not 
be  reviewed  in  the  courts,  small  busi- 
nesses had  no  meaningful  recourse  if  an 
agency  made  a  poor  decision.  On  March 
29, 1  signed  into  law  the  Small  Business 
Regulatory  Enforcement  Fairness  Act 
of  1996,  which  allows  for  judicial  review 
of  Federal  agency  RFA  analyses.  The 
Act  also  emphasizes  compliance  assist- 
ance and  reqiiires  agencies  to  provide 
small  businesses  with  simple  and  clear 
guidelines  to  assist  them  in  complying 
with  the  regulations  that  affect  them. 
As  small  business  owners  have  told 
us,  they  care  about  environmental  pro- 
tection and  occupational  safety;  after 
all,  they  drink  the  same  water,  breathe 
the  same  air,  and  share  the  same  work- 
place hazards  as  everyone  else.  My  Ad- 
ministration has  challenged  small 
businesses  and  regulatory  agencies  to 
find  cheaper,  more  efficient  ways  than 
government  regulation  to  meet  the 
high  environmental  and  workplace 
standards  Americans  want. 

Opening  Markets  and  Expanding  Trade 
Every  year  the  Federal  Government 
spends  $200  billion  on  goods  and  serv- 
ices, and  small  businesses  receive  a 
substantial  share  of  that  market.  I  am 
committed  to  expanding  further  the 
opportunities  for  small  businesses  to 
win  Federal  contracts.  I  found  for  the 
Federal  Acquisition  Streamlining  Act 
of  1994  and  the  Federal  Acquisition  Re- 
form Act  of  1996,  which  have  simplified 
the  procurement  process  and  made  it 
easier  for  small  firms  to  do  business 
with  the  Federal  Government. 

The  1994  law  also  created  a  new  Gov- 
ernment-wide electronic  commerce 
system,  FACNET,  which  will  eventu- 
ally permit  electronic  submission  of 
bids  and  proposals.  I  encourage  small 
businesses  to  take  advantage  of  these 
new  procurement  procedures  to  provide 
more  goods  and  services  to  the  Govern- 
ment. 

In  addition  to  the  Federal  market- 
place, foreign  markets  offer  significant 
opportunities  for  small  business  owners 
to  comi)ete  and  win.  While  the  North 
American  Free  Trade  Agreement 
(NAFTA)  and  the  General  Agreement 
on  Tariffs  and  Trade  (GATT)  are  open- 
ing markets  abroad,  my  Administra- 
tion's National  Export  Strategy  has 
made  it  easier  here  at  home  for  small 
businesses  to  export.  Among  other 
things,  we've  opened  14  U.S.  Export  As- 
sistance Centers  to  provide  one-stop 
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access  to  export  information,  market- 
ing assistance,  and  finance. 

Technology  and  Innovation 
Technological  innovation  by  small 
firms  is  a  major  reason  for  America's 
leadership  in  the  world  economy. 
Through  the  Small  Business  Innova- 
tion Research  and  Small  Business 
Technologj'  Transfer  programs,  the 
Federal  Government  taps  into  the 
brain  power  of  small  businesses  to 
meet  its  own  research  needs.  In  the 
process,  these  programs  help  spur  tech- 
nological innovation  to  foster  new 
businesses  and  jobs. 

The  Small  Business  Innovation  Re- 
search (SBIR)  program  alone  has  near- 
ly doubled  awards  to  small  businesses 
during  my  Administration— up  from 
$508  million  in  1992  to  more  than  $900 
million  in  1995.  And  the  quality  of 
SBIR  research  proposals  has  kept  pace 
with  the  program's  expansion. 

We've  also  dramatically  expanded 
the  Manufacturing  Extension  Partner- 
ship to  help  America's  380,000  smaller 
manufacturers  become  more  competi- 
tive in  world  markets.  Sixty  locally 
managed  manufacturing  extension  cen- 
ters—up from  seven  in  1993— are  deliv- 
ering much-needed  services  to  this  im- 
portant small  business  sector. 

As  this  report  documents,  changes 
are  coming  at  lightning  speed.  Small 
business  owners  recognize  that  they 
will  need  all  the  technological  skill 
and  "connectivity"  they  can  muster 
just  to  keep  up.  Through  manufactur- 
ing extension  centers,  FACNET,  the 
U.S.  Business  Advisor,  and  other  infor- 
mation networks,  we  can  help  make 
available  the  information  small  busi- 
nesses need  to  start  up  and  succeed. 
The  Human  Factor 
If  the  heart  of  our  entrepreneurial 
economy  is  small  business,  then  the 
heart  of  small  business  is  its  people — 
small  business  owners  and  their  em- 
ployees. We  need  to  work  with  small 
businesses  to  strengthen  and  support 
this  dynamic  human  resource. 

We've  seen  what  business  growth  can 
do  for  communities,  and  we  hope  to  en- 
courage more  business  formation  in 
empowerment  zones  and  enterprise 
communities:  legislation  before  the 
Congress  would  provide  more  tax  in- 
centives and  waivers  of  some  regu- 
latory requirements  in  these  areas. 
SBA's  one-stop  capital  shops  specifi- 
cally target  empowerment  zones  and 
enterprise  communities. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  we're  taking 
steps  to  modify  the  tax  code  in  ways 
that  will  make  it  easier  for  small  busi- 
nesses to  offer  health  care  and  retire- 
ment plans  to  their  employees.  We  also 
want  to  make  sure  that  workers  and 
their  families  can  keep  their  health  in- 
surance even  when  they  change  jobs.  I 
have  urged  the  Congress  to  enact  the 
Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill,  which  would 
make  health  insurance  coverage  more 
"portable"  for  our  Nation's  workers. 

We  want  to  make  better  use  of  our 
work  force  training  dollars  by  consoli- 


dating and  streamlining  many  of  our 
Federal  work  force  training  programs. 
Under  our  proposal.  States  and  local- 
ities would  have  more  flexibility  to  ad- 
minister these  programs  in  the  way 
that  will  do  the  most  good  for  our 
workers  and  small  business  owners. 

I'm  pleased  that  young  entrepreneurs 
were  represented  at  the  White  House 
Conference  on  Small  Business  and  that 
the  conference  looked  to  our  economic 
future  by  endorsing  more  mentorships 
and  workplace  educational  opportimi- 
ties  for  young  people.  These  private- 
sector-led  efforts  form  an  essential 
part  of  the  work-based  learning  pro- 
gram I  envisioned  when  I  signed  into 
law  the  School-to-Work  Opportunities 
Act  of  1994. 

It  takes  a  great  deal  of  courage  to 
start  something  new,  to  carve  a  reality 
out  of  a  dream,  often  with  few  re- 
sources, sometimes  in  adverse  sur- 
roundings, and  in  an  economy  that  de- 
mands much  of  its  participants.  That  is 
why  we  celebrate  and  listen  to  Ameri- 
ca's small  business  owners  and  why  we 
will  continue  to  look  for  ways  to  nur- 
ture and  support  this  powerful  eco- 
nomic engine — the  small  business  sec- 
tor. 

William  J.  Clinton. 

The  White  House,  June  5. 1996. 
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PERMISSION  FOR  SUNDRY  COM- 
MITTEES AND  THEIR  SUB- 
COMMITTEES TO  SIT  TODAY 
DURING  THE  5-MINUTE  RULE 

Mr.  UPTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  following  com- 
mittees and  their  subcommittees  be 
permitted  to  sit  today  while  the  House 
is  meeting  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  under  the  ^-minute  rule: 
The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Financial 
Services,  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight,  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciajry,  the  Commit- 
tee on  Resources,  and  the  Committee 
on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  mi- 
nority has  been  consulted  and  that 
there  is  no  objection  to  these  requests. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Hefley).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PROVIDING  FOR  CONSIDERATION 
OF  H.R.  3540,  FOREIGN  OPER- 
ATIONS, EXPORT  FINANCING, 
AND  RELATED  PROGRAMS  AP- 
PROPRIATIONS ACT,  1997 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direction 
of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call  up 
House  Resolution  445  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.RES.  445 
Resolved,  That  at  any  time  after  the  adop- 
tion of  this  resolution  the  Speaker  may,  pur- 


suant to  clause  Kb)  of  rule  XXm,  declare  the 
House  resolved  Into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  state  of  the  Union  for 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  3640)  making 
appropriations  for  forel^  operations,  export 
financing,  and  related  programs  for  the  fis- 
cal year  ending  September  30,  1997,  and  for 
other  purposes.  The  first  reading  of  the  bill 
shall    be    dispensed   with.    Points   of  order 
against  consideration  of  the  bill  for  failure 
to  comply  with  clause  Kb)  of  rule  X  or  clause 
7  of  rule  XXI  are  waived.  General  debate 
shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  shall  not  ex- 
ceed one  hour  equally  divided  and  controlled 
by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority  mem- 
ber  of  the   Committee   on   Appropriations. 
After  general  debate  the  bill  shall  be  consid- 
ered for  amendment  under  the  flve-mlnute 
rule.  The  bill  shall  be  considered  by  title 
rather  than  by  paragraph.  Each  title  shall  be 
considered  as  read.  Points  of  order  against 
provisions  in  the  bill  for  failure  to  comply 
with  clause  2.  5(b).  or  6  of  rule  XXI  are 
waived  except  as  follows:  beginning  with  ": 
Provided"  on  page  9,  line  12,  through  "Appro- 
priations" on  line  18;  and  beginning  with  ": 
Provided"  on  page  13.  line  20,  through  "relo- 
cation" on  page  14,  line  5.  Where  points  of 
order  are  waived  against  part  of  a  paragraph, 
points  of  order  against  a  provision  in  an- 
other part  of  such  paragraph  may  be  made 
only  against  such  provision  and  not  against 
the  entire  paragraph.  During  consideration 
of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Chairman  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  may  accord  pri- 
ority in  recognition  on  the  basis  of  whether 
the    Member    offering   an    amendment    ><«< 
caused  It  to  be  printed  in  the  portion  of  the 
Congressional   Record   designated   for   that 
purpose  in  clause  6  of  rule  XXm.  Amend- 
ments so  printed  shall  be  considered  as  read. 
The    Chairman    of   the   Committee    of   the 
Whole  may  postpone  until  a  time  during  fur- 
ther consideration  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  a  request  for  a  recorded  vote  on  any 
amendment.  The  Chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  may  reduce  to  not  less  <•>'«" 
live  minutes  the  time  for  voting  by  elec- 
tronic device  on  any  postponed  question  that 
immediately  follows  another  vote  by  elec- 
tronic device  without  intervening  business, 
provided  that  the  time  for  voting  by  elec- 
tronic device  on  the  first  In  any  series  of 
questions  shall  be  not  less  than  fifteen  min- 
utes. After  the  reading  of  the  final  lines  of 
the  bill,  a  motion  that  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House 
with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been 
adopted  shall,  if  offered  by  the  majority 
leader  or  a  designee,  have  i>recedence  over  a 
motion  to  amend.  At  the  conclusion  of  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  for  amendment  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted.  The  previous  question 
shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and 
amendments  thereto  to  final  passage  with- 
out Intervening  motion  except  one  motion  to 
recommit  with  or  without  instructions. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Goss]  is  rec- 
ognized for  1  hour. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  purposes 
of  debate  only,  I  yield  the  customary  30 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hall],  pending 
which  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I 
may  consume.  During  consideration  of 
this  resolution,  all  time  yielded  is  for 
the  purpose  of  debate  only. 

Mr.  Speaker,  like  last  year,  we  bring 
to  the  floor  an  open  rule  for  the  consid- 
eration of  the  foreign  operations  appro- 
priations  bill.    Under   this   rule   any 
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Member  may  offer  an  ajnendment  that 
is  in  order  under  the  standing  Rules  of 
the  House.  It  does  not  get  any  more 
straightforward  or  fair  than  that. 

The  bill  includes  a  few  specific  waiv- 
ers for  points  of  order  against  unau- 
thorized appropriations,  reappropri- 
ation,  3-day  layover  of  published  hear- 
ings and  a  technical  trade  provision. 
The  first  two  are  needed  because  there 
has  not  been  a  foreign  operations  au- 
thorization bill  that  has  made  it  into 
law  since  1985.  It  is  worth  noting  that 
the  administration  succeeded  in  block- 
ing our  efforts  to  enact  even  partial  au- 
thorizing legislation  by  vetoing  the 
American  Overseas  Interests  Act  ear- 
lier this  year.  The  technical  trade 
waiver  is  needed  to  grant  the  president 
authority  to  impose  penalties  on  prod- 
ucts from  countries  that  have  not  con- 
formed to  international  economic  sanc- 
tions on  Iraq,  Serbia,  and  Montenegro, 
authority  that  has  been  included  in 
this  bill  for  the  last  5  years. 

Finally,  we  have  waived  the  require- 
ment that  the  subcommittee's  pub- 
lished hearings  be  available  3  days 
prior  to  floor  consideration.  It  is  my 
understanding  that  these  are  available 
now. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  Congress  has  con- 
sistently asserted  the  importance  of 
reaching  a  balanced  budget,  and  I  am 
pleased  that  under  H.R.  3540,  total  for- 


eign operations  spending  next  year  will 
be  $11.95  billion,  $450  million  less  than 
last  year's  level.  This  is  a  very  small 
fraction  of  the  total  $1.6  trillion  Fed- 
eral budget,  but  it  is  important  that  we 
have  made  the  effort  to  identify  and 
fund  those  programs  that  are  thru  pri- 
orities, while  reducing  spending  over- 
all. 

I  am  also  pleased  to  note  that  this 
legislation  contains  an  updated  version 
of  last  year's  Dole  language  on  Haiti. 
As  my  colleagues  may  remember,  this 
language  was  drafted  to  encourage  the 
Clinton  White  House  to  honor  its  com- 
mitments to  consult  with  Congress  on 
aid  to  Haiti,  particularly  with  regard 
to  investigations  into  political  vio- 
lence and  extrajudicial  killings.  My 
colleagues  may  also  recall  that  the 
White  House  was  unable  to  certify  that 
the  Government  of  Haiti  was  being  co- 
operative last  year  and  ultimately 
waived  these  provisions.  Beyond  these 
murders,  there  are  other  matters  that 
deserve  further  scrutiny.  In  recent 
weeks  Haiti  has  seen  a  spate  of  trou- 
bling events,  including:  A  series  of 
murders  of  off-duty  Haitian  Police  Offi- 
cers, the  murder  of  the  mayor  of 
Chansolme,  and  the  subsequent  mob 
raid  on  police  station  in  Port-au-Prince 
that  ended  in  the  deaths  of  seven  indi- 
vidual who  had  come  in  for  question- 
ing; suggesting  that  all  is  not  as  well 


as  the  Clinton  administration  would 
have  us  to  believe. 

As  we  run  up  to  the  June  30  deadline 
for  the  long-waited  departure  of  the 
United  Nations  troops.  Evidence  that 
the  Haitian  national  police  are  unable 
to  maintain  order  is  particularly  trou- 
bling. 

In  addition,  there  are  still  questions 
to  be  answered  regarding  where  all  of 
the  Money  American  taxpayers  have 
sent  to  Haiti  has  gone.  We  are  talking 
here  about  more  than  $2  billion  in  tax- 
payers investment  under  the  Clinton 
administration.  Reports,  of  large  ex- 
penditures by  President  Aristide's  re- 
cently created  foundation  in  an 
antiprivatization  campaign,  in  particu- 
lar, are  drawing  attention  in  some  cir- 
cles and  obviously  run  contrary  to  U.S. 
announced  policy. 

Finally.  I  would  note  that,  on  the 
general  question  of  aid  to  Latin  Amer- 
ica and  the  Caribbean,  I  am  pleased  to 
see  that  the  committee  has  included 
language  to  encourage  a  more  equi- 
table distribution  of  aid  dollars  in  this 
region  than  we  have  seen  from  the  ad- 
ministration in  the  past  3  years. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
fair  and  open  rule. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  include  the  following 
material  for  the  Record. 


THE  AMENDMENT  PROCESS  UNDER  SPECIAL  RULES  REPORTED  BY  THE  RULES  COMMITTEE."  103RD  CONGRESS  V.  104TH  CONGRESS 

(As  of  Miy  31.  1996] 


Rule  type 


103d  Contress 


lIMth  Congress 


Number  of  rules        Percxot  of  toUl        Number  of  rules        Percent  of  total 


0«(n/llodrfictf.4«cn>  

StructuKd/Hodifwl  Closed  V 
Clostd* 


« 
49 

9 


U 

«7 

9 


Total . 


104 


100 


71 
31 
17 

60 
26 
U 

119 

100 

<  This  table  applies  onlr  to  rales  atiicli  pronde  for  the  oniinil  consideration  of  bills,  joint  resolutions  or  budget  resolutions  and  wliich  prowde  tor  an  amendment  process.  It  does  not  apply  to  speaal  rules  atiich  only  nane  points  ot 
order  against  apprepriatms  bills  nftidi  aft  alicidy  privileged  and  are  considered  under  an  open  amendment  process  under  House  rules. 

'<«  open  njle  is  one  uodr  atudi  any  Member  may  offer  a  germane  amendment  under  the  frw-minute  rale.  A  modified  open  rule  is  one  under  uliich  any  Member  may  offer  a  germane  amendment  under  ttie  five-minute  rule  subject  only 
to  an  owfill  time  limit  on  tlic  anandment  prwass  and/or  a  requirement  that  the  amendment  be  piepnnted  m  the  Congressional  Record. 

'A  modititd  dOMd  rale  is  one  under  ■liieli  die  Rules  Committee  limits  the  amendments  that  may  be  ottered  only  to  those  amendments  designated  in  the  speaal  rale  or  the  Rules  Cooimrttae  report  to  accompany  it.  or  wfiich  preclude 
amcndiiients  to  a  paiteiltr  portion  of  a  biH.  nn  though  the  rest  of  the  bill  may  be  completely  open  to  amendment. 

*A  closed  rale  a  one  under  atich  no  araendnents  may  be  offered  (other  than  amendments  recorrnnended  by  the  committee  in  leporting  the  bill). 


SPECIAL  RULES  REPORTED  BY  THE  RULES  COMMITTEE,  104TH  CONGRESS 

(As  of  May  31. 19961 


H.  Res.  No.  (Date  lepL) 


Rule  type 


Bill  No. 


Subject 


Disposition  of  rule 


H.  Res.  3S  IVIVK)  . 
H.  Res.  U  (1/24/9$)  . 

H.  Kb.  SI  (l/3tA5) 
H.  Ris.  52  (1/3IA$) 
H.  Res.  S3  (1/31AS) 
H.  Has.  55  (2/W5) 

H.  rb.  60  aitm 

H.  Res.  61  aitm) 

H.  Res.  63  (2W95) 

H.  Res.  69  (2«9$) 

K  Rei.  79  (2/10fl5) 

H.  Ho.  13  anVK) 

H.  rb.  n  amm) 

H.  Ret  91  anv9i) 

R  Rb.  92  anvu) 

H.  «B.  93  Q/22fl5) 

H.  Us.  96  anwi) 

K  rb.  100  amiii)  -.- 
a  Kb.  101  anuK)  .„... 

H.  Rb.  103  (V3/95) 

H.  Rb.  104  OflflS) 

H.  Ris.  105  OlWi) 

H.  Rb.  108  (3/7/S5) 

H.  Rb.  109  {iniK) 

H.  Rb.  115  (3/14/95) 

K  Rb.  116  amm) 

H.  Rb.  117  (3/16/95) 

M.  Rb.  119  (3/21/95) 

H.  Rb.  125  (V3IK) 

H  Rb.  126  (4095) 


MC 

0. 
0  . 
0  . 
0  . 
0. 

0 

MO  _. 

0 

MO  .„. 
MO  .._. 
MC  ™. 

0 

MC  ..... 
HO  ..„. 
MO  „.. 

0 

MO  _.. 
MO  ._. 
HO  ._ 
HO  ._.. 
Debate 
HC 
HO 
HC 


HC 
0  _ 
0_ 


HJ!.  5  

H.  Con.  Res.  17 

HJ.  Res.  1  . 

HJl.  101  

HJ1.400 

H.R.  440  

HJ».  2  

Hit.  665  

H.R.  666  _ 

H.R.  667  

H.R.  668  - _ 

HJ).  728  

H.R.  7 

HJ!.  831  

HJl.  830  

H.R.  889  

H.R.  450  

HJ».  1022  

H.R.  928 

HJJ.  925  

H.R.  1058  

MR.  988  


H.R.  956 

HJ.  Res.  n 
HJ».  4 _ 


HJt.  1271 
HJt.660 


Unfunded  Mandate  Reform 

Saial  Secunty _, 

Balanced  Budget  Amdt  . 


Land  Transfer.  Taos  Pueblo  Indians 

Land  Eshange.  Arctic  Nat'l.  Park  and  Preserve  . 

Land  (^nveyance.  Butte  County.  Calif  

line  Item  Veto  

Victim  Restitution  . 


Esclusionary  Rule  Reform 

Violent  Cnminal  locan:eration  ... 

Cnminal  Alien  Deportation _ 

Law  Enforcement  Block  Grants  . 
National  Secunty  Revitaluation 
Health  Insurance  Deductibility  .. 

Papeniork  Reduction  Act  

Defense  Supplemental 

Regulatory  Transition  Act 

Risk  Assessment 


Regulatory  Reform  and  Relief  Act 

Private  Property  Protection  Act 

Securities  litigation  Reform 

Attorney  Accountability  Act 


Product  Liability  Reform . 


Making  Emergency  Supp.  Approps  . 
Term  Limits  Const.  Amdf  . 


Personal  Responsibility  Act  of  1995  . 


Family  Prnracy  Protectioo  Act . 
OMer  Pensns  Housing  Act  ... 


A:  350-71  (1/I9fl5). 
fc  255-172  (l/25ffl5). 

A:  voice  vote  (2/1/95). 

A:  voice  vote  (2/1/95). 

A'  voice  vote  (2/1/95). 

A  voce  vote  (2/2/95). 

A  voice  vote  (2/7/95). 

A  voice  vote  (2/7/95). 

A  voice  vote  (2/9/95). 

A  voice  vote  (2/10/95). 

A  voice  vote  (2/13fl5). 

Pa  229-100,  A  227-127  (2/15ffi5). 

pa  23(H91i  A:  229-188  (2/21^5). 

A  voice  vote  (2/22/95). 

A  282-144  (2/22fl5). 

A  252-175  (2/23fl5). 

A  253-165  (2/27/95). 

A  voice  vote  (2/78/95). 

A  271-151  (3/2ffl5). 

A  voice  vote  (3«95). 

A  257-155  (3/7/95). 

A  voice  vote  (3/8/95). 

pa  234-191  A:  247-181  (3«f95). 

A  242-190  (VISAS). 

A  voce  vote  (3/28/95). 
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H.  Res.  128  (4/4/95) MC  H.R.  1215 Contract  With  America  Tax  ReM  tet  of  1995 , A  228-204  (4/V95) 

H.  Res.  130  (4W95) HC H.R.  483 Medicare  Select  Expansion A  253-172  (4*95) 

R  Res.  136  (5/1/95) 0 H.R.  655  Hydrogen  future  Act  of  1995 A  voce  vote  (S/2/95) 

H.  Res  139  (5W95) 0 HJl.  1361 Coast  (^ard  Auth  FY  1996 ^ A  voce  vote  (5fl«5)' 

H.  Res.  140  (5/9/951  0 H.R.  961 Clean  Water  Amendments A  414-4  (5/10/951 

H.  Res.  144  (S/11/95)  0 H.R.  535  Fish  Hatchery— Arkansas A  voce  vote  (5/1V95) 

H.  Res.  145(5/11/95) 0 H.R.  584 Fish  Hatcheiy-loiM . A  «oce  vote  (5/15«5) 

H.  Res.  146  (&?ll/93) 0 H,R.  614  Fish  Hatchery— Minnesota A  voce  vote  (5/15fl51 

H.  Res.  149  (5/16/95) MC H.  Coo.  Rb.  67 Budget  Resolution  n  1996 PO  252-170  A  25^168  (Sri7/95) 

H.  Res.  155  (5/22/95)  MO  HJ!.  1561  American  Overseas  Interests  tet A  233-176  (y23/95) 

H.  Res.  164  (6*95)  MC  H.R.  1530  Nat  Defense  Auth  FY  1996 PQ  225-191  A  233-183  (6/13fl5) 

H.  Res.  167  (6/15/95) 0  H.R.  1817 MilCon  Appiopnatioos  FY  1996 PQ.  223-180  A  245-155  (WIMS) 

H.  Res.  169  (6^19/95)  HC HJi.  1854 Leg  Branch  Appiops  FY  1996 PQ:  232-196  A  236-19!  OmK) 

H.  Res.  170  (670/95) 0 H.R.  1868 For  Ops.  Apprtps.  FY  1996 PQ  221-178  A  217-175  (6/22rt5) 

H.  Res.  171  (6/22/95)  0 H.R.  1905 Energy  I  Water  Approps.  FY  1996 A  voce  vote  (7/12/95) 

H.  Res.  173  (6/27/95)  C  HJ.  Res.  79 Flag  Constitutional  Amendment PQ;  258-170  A  271-152  (6/2*95) 

H.  Res.  176  (6/28/95) MC H.R.  19a Emer.  Supp.  Appiops Pa  235-194  A  234-192  (6/29/95) 

H.  Res.  185  (7/llfl5)  0 H.R.  1977  Interior  Appnips.  FY  1996  PQ:  235-193  D  192-238  a/12/95) 

H  Res.  187  (7/12/95)  0 HJi.  1977  Interior  Approps.  FY  1996  *2 PQ  230-194  A  229-195  (7/13/95) 

H.  Res.  188  (7/12/95)  0 H.R.  1976 Agncultuie  Approps  FY  1996 PQ:  242-185  A  voce  vole  (7/18^5) 

H.  Res.  190  (7/17/95)  0 H,R.  2020 Treasury/Postal  Approps  Pf  1996 PQ:  232-192  A  voce  Me  (7/18fl5) 

H.  Res.  193  (7/19/95)  C HJ.  Res.  96 Disapproval  of  MFN  to  China  A  voce  vote  (7/2(W5) 

H.  Res.  194  (7/19/95)  0 H.R.  2002 Transportation  Approps.  FY  1996 PQ:  217-202  (7/21/95) 

H.  Res.  197  (7/21/95) 0 H.R.  70 Exports  of  Alasbn  Crade  Oil A  voce  vote  (7/24/95) 

H.  Res.  198  (7/21/95) 0 H  R.  2076  Commerce,  State  Apprtips  FY  1996 A  voce  vote  (7/25«) 

H.  Res.  201  (7/25/95)  0  H.R.  2099  VA«JO  Approps  FY  1996  A  230-189  (7/25«5) 

H.  Res.  204  (7/28/95)  MC S.  21 Terminatinj  U.S.  Arms  Embargo  on  Bosnia A  voce  vote  (8/1/95). 

H.  Res.  205  (7/28/95) 0 H.R.  2126  Defense  Approps.  FY  1996 A  409-1  (7/31/95) 

H.  Res.  207  (8/1/95) HC  H  R.  1555 _.  Communications  Act  of  1995 A  255-156  (8W95). 

H.  Res  208  (8/lfl5) 0 H.R.  2127  .._ Labor.  HKS  Approps.  FY  1996 A  323-104  (8W95). 

H.  Res.  215  (9/7/95) 0 H  R.  1594  Economcally  Targeted  Investments A  voce  vote  (9/12/95) 

H  Res.  216  (9/7/95) HO HJl.  1655  Intelligence  Authoraation  FY  1996 A  voce  vile  (9/12«5). 

H  Res.  218  (9/12/95) 0 H.R.  1162  Deficit  Reduction  Lockbox  _ A  voce  vote  (9/1 3«5) 

H.  Res  219  (9/12/95) 0 HJl.  1670  .._ Federal  Acpuisition  Reform  tet A  414-0  (9/13/95) 

H.  Res.  222  (9/18/95) 0 HJl.  1617  CAREERS  Act  ...._ A  388-2  (V19/95) 

H.  Res.  224  (9/19fl5)  0 H.R.  2274 Natl  Highway  System  Pa  241-173  A  375-39-1  (5W95). 

H  Res  225  (9/19/95)  HC  H.R.  927 Cuban  Liberty  &  Dem.  Sdidahty A  304-1 18  (9/2tW5) 

H.  Res.  226  (9/21fl5) 0 HJI.  743 Team  Act A  344-66-1  (*27/95) 

H.  Res.  227  (9/21/95) 0 H.R.  1170 3-IudgeCoort A  voce  vole  (9/2X95). 

H.  Res.  228  (9/21/95) 0 HJl.  1601 Intemat).  Space  Station A  voce  vole  (9/27/95). 

H.  Res.  iifl  (9/27/95) C HJ.  Re.  108 Cootimiing  Resolution  FY  1996 A  voce  Mie  (9/2*95). 

H.  Rb.  234  (9/29/95) 0 HJl.  2405 Ommpus  Science  Auth A  wee  vote  (10/11/95). 

H.  Rk.  237  (10/17/95) HC  HJl  2259 Disappnve  Sentenang  Guidelmes A  voce  vote  (10/1*95). 

H.  Res.  238  (10/18«5) HC  HJl  2425 Hedcare  PieservatiOB  to  ...._ PQ.  231-194  A  227-192  (100*95) 

H.  Rb.  239  (10/19/95) C HJl.  2492  Leg.  Branch  Approps Ptt  235-184  A  uoce  vole  (10/31«5). 

H.  Rb.  245  (10/25«5) HC H.  Con.  Rb.  109 Saial  Security  Earnings  Reform Ptt  228-191  A  235-185  (1(K*9J). 

HJl.  2491 Seven-year  Balanced  Budget 

H.  Rb.  251  (10/31/95) C H.R.  1833 Partial  Birth  Abortion  Ban A  237-190  (11/1/95). 

H.  Rb.  252  (lOniflS) HO H.R.  2546 DC  Appiops A  241-181  (11/1/95). 

H.  Res.  257(11/7/95) C HJ.  Res.  115 Cont.  Res.  FY  1996 A  216-210  (11/8/95). 

H.  Res.  258  (11/8/95) HC HJl.  2586 Debt  bmit A  220-200  (1 1/1(»5) 

H  Res.  259  (11/9/95) 0 HJl.  2539 ICC  Termination  to ^ A  voce  vole  (11/14/95). 

H.  Rb.  261  (11/9/95) C HJ.  Rb.  115 Cont.  Resolution A  20-182  (11/1*95). 

H.  Res.  262  (ll/9fl5)  C HJl.  2586 Inatase  DeM  Ijinit A  220-185  (11/1*95). 

H.  Res.  269  (11/15/95) 0 HJl.  2564 Lobbying  Reform A  voce  vale  (11/16/95). 

H.  Res.  270  (lUlSflS) C HJ.  Rb  122 Further  Coat  Resolution A  229-176  (11/1V95). 

H.  Rb.  273  (11/16/95) HC HJl.  2606 Prahibiton  on  Funds  for  Bosnia A  239-181  (11/17/95). 

HRb.  284(11/29^5) 0 HJl  1788 Amtrak  Reform A  voovUe  (11/3*95). 

H.  Rb.  287  (ll/30fl5) 0 HJl.  1350 Hantinie  Saconly  to A  voce  vole  (12*95). 

H.  Rb  293  (12/7/95) C HJl.  2621 Pnjtect  Federal  Irast  Funds Pa  223-183  A  228-184  (12/14fl5). 

H.  Rb.  303  (12/13^5)  0  H.R.  1745  Utah  PoNc  Lands. 

H.  Rb.  309  (12/18/95)  C H.Con.  Rb.  122  Budget  Res.  Wffiesidedt Pa  230-188  A  22V189  (12/19«5). 

H.  Rb.  313  (12/19fl5) 0 H.R.  558 Texas  low-lMl  RadnactM A  voo  vote  (12/20ffi5). 

H.  Rb.  323  (1271/95) C HJt.  2677 Natl.  Parlu  t  Wildlife  Refuge Tabled  (2/2*96) 

H.  Rb.  366  (277/96) HC H.R.  2854 Farm  Bill Pa  228-182  A  244-168  (2«*96). 

H,  Rb.  368  (2/28fl6) 0 HJl.  994 Small  Business  (Wowth 

H.  Rb.  371  (3/6/96) C HJl.  3021 Debt  limit  Increase A  voce  vote  (3/7/96) 

H.  Rb.  372  (3*96) HC HJI.  3019 Cont.  Approps.  FY  1996 Ptt  voce  vole  A  23S-175  (3/7/96) 

H.  Rb.  380  (3/12/96) HC HJI  2703 Eflectwe  Death  Pemlty A  251-157  (3/13«) 

H.  Rb.  384  (3/14fl6) HC HJl.  2202 Immigration Ptt  233-152  A  voce  vote  (371rt6). 

H.  Rb.  386  (3/2flfl6) C HJ.  Rb.  165 Further  Cont.  Appnps Ptt  234-187  A  237-183  t3/2Iflt). 

H.  Rb.  388  (3/20fl6) . C HJl.  125 Gun  Cnme  Enforcement A  244-166  (372ffl6) 

H.  Rb.  391  {3mm C H.R.  3136 Contract  w/Amenca  Advancement PO:  232-180  A  232-177,  (3/2*96) 

H.  Rb.  392  (3«7/96) MC HJl.  3103 Health  Coverage  Atfordability PQ:  229-186  A  Voce  Vote  (379«6). 

H.  Rb.  395  (3/29fl6) MC HJ.  Rb.  159 Tax  Uraitatnn  Const.  Amdmt. PQ:  232-168  A  234-162  (4n5«). 

H.  Rb.  396  (3ffl/96) 0 H.R  842 Truth  in  Bodgetmg  to  A  voce  vole  (4fl7/96) 

H.  Res.  409  (4/»96) 0 H  R.  2715 Paperwork  Elimination  to A  voce  vole  (4/24^6). 

H.  Rb.  410  (4rafl6) 0 HJl.  1675 Natl.  Wildlife  Refuge A  voce  vote  (4rt4fl6) 

H.  Rb.  411  (4/23fl6) 0 HJ.  Rb.  175 ™  Further  Cont.  Approps  FY  1996 A  voce  vole  MV96) 

H.  Rb.  418  (4/30/96) 0 H.R.  2641 U.S.  Marshals  Service Ptt  219-203  A  noce  vole  (5^/96). 

H.  Rb.  419  (4n0fl6) 0 HJl,  2149 Ocean  Shipping  Refoim A  422-0  (5^1/96) 

H.  Rb.  421  (5«/96) 0 HJl.  2974 Cnma  Against  ChiWnen  (  EMerty A  voce  vote  (5/7/96). 

H.  Rb.  422  (5/2/96) 0 H.R.  3120 Witness  I  Juiy  Tampenng A  voce  vole  (V7/96). 

H.  Rb.  426  (5/7/96)  0 H.R.  2406 US.  Housing  to  of  1996  Pft  218-208  A  voce  vole  (S*96). 

H.  Rb.  427  (5/7/96) 0 HJl.  3322  Omnibus  Civilian  Science  Auth A  nee  vote  (5/9rt6). 

H.  Rb.  428  (5/7/96)  HC H.R.  3286 Adoption  Promotion  1  Stability A  voce  v«e  (V9/961. 

H.  Rb.  430  (5*96) S H.R.  3230 OoD  Auth.  FY  1997 A  235-149  (yi*9«. 

H  Rb.  435  (yi5/96) HC H.  Con.  Rb.  178 Con  Rb  on  the  Budget.  1997 Pa  227-196  A  voce  vole  (Sfl 6/96) 

H.  Rb.  436  (V16ffl6) C H.R.  3415 Repeal  U2  cent  fuel  tax Pa  221-181  A  voce  vote  (5/21fl6) 

H.  Rb.  437  (5/16/96) HO H.R.  3259 Intell  Auth  FY  1997 A  voce  vole  (5/21/96). 

H.  Rb.  438  (5/16ffl6)  HC HJl.  3144 Defend  America  to 

H.  Rh.  440  (5/21/96)  HC HJl.  3448  Small  Bus.  Ml  Piotttfion A  219-211  (572(96). 

HJl.  1227 Employee  Commuting  Flexibility 

H.  Rb.  442  (579/96) 0 HJl.  3517 Mil.  Const.  Appiops  FY  1997 A:  vice  vote  (S«W96) 

H.  Rb  445  (5/30/96)  0 H.R.  3540    _  Fa.  Ops  Approps.  FY  1997 

CodB:  0-open  rale-.  MO-modified  open  ral^  MC-moditied  dosed  rule:  C-dosed  rale-.  A-adoptnn  mte-.  D-defeated-.  PO-pmms  question  vote  Sourct  NoIcb  of  tonn  Taken.  Committee  on  RulB.  104th  Congress 


Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the 
balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  mjrself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  com- 
mend my  colleague  from  Florida,  Mr. 
Goss.  as  well  as  my  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle,  for  bringing  this 
resolution  to  the  floor. 


House  Resolution  445  is  an  open  rule 
which  will  allow  full  and  &ir  debate  on 
H.R.  3540,  a  bill  making  appropriations 
in  fiscal  1997  for  foreign  operations,  ex- 
port financing,  and  related  programs. 
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As  my  colleague  from  Florida  has  de- 
scribed, this  rale  provides  1  hour  of 
general  debate,  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  chairman  and  rank- 
ing minority  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations. 

Under  this  rule,  amendments  will  be 
allowed  under  the  5-minute  rule,  the 
normal  amending  process  in  the  House. 
All  Members,  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle, 
will  have  the  opportunity  to  offer 
amendments. 

I  am  pleased  that  the  Rules  Commit- 
tee was  able  to  report  this  rule  without 
opposition  in  a  voice  vote,  and  I  plan  to 
support  it. 

The  bill  appropriates  $11.9  billion  for 
foreign  operations,  export  financing, 
ajid  related  programs  for  fiscal  1997. 
This  represents  a  cut  of  $1  billion  below 
the  administration  request.  The  level 
is  S180  million  below  last  year's  con- 
ference agreement  on  the  foreign  oper- 
ations appropriations  bill. 

In  many  ways,  this  bill  is  the  most 
important  of  the  13  appropriations 
bills.  For  millions  of  people  throughout 
the  world,  this  bill  makes  the  dif- 
ference between  freedom  and  oppres- 
sion, between  war  and  peace,  and  be- 
tween life  and  death. 

When  I  traveled  to  Bosnia  last  year, 
I  saw  some  of  the  thousands  of  refugees 
who  would  never  have  survived  if  not 
for  the  health,  food,  and  housing  pro- 
grams funded  through  the  foreign  oper- 
ations appropriations  bill.  It  will  be 
this  bill,  that  we  are  about  to  consider, 
that  will  help  the  people  of  the  former 
Yugoslavia  take  additional  steps  to  re- 
build their  war-torn  society. 

I  want  to  commend  the  chairman  of 
the  Foreign  Operations  Subcommittee, 
Mr  Callahan,  and  the  ranking  minor- 
ity member.  Mr.  Wilson,  for  their  work 
in  crafting  this  bill.  In  particular,  I 
thank  the  committee  for  emphasizing 
assistance  to  the  people  who  need  it 
most  and  who  are  least  able  to  help 
themselves.  These  are  the  children. 

A  study  last  year  by  the  program  on 
international  policy  attitudes  dem- 
onstrated that  91  percent  of  Americans 
believe  that  we  should  maintain  or  in- 
crease spending  on  child  survival  ac- 
tivities around  the  world.  Members  of 
Congress  agree. 

This  bill  creates  a  child  survival  and 
disease  program  fund  which  provides 
$600  million  for  child  survival,  basic 
education,  nonchild  disease,  and 
UNICEF.  The  funding  for  basic  edu- 
cation is  especially  important  in 
proverty-stricken  countries,  because 
basic  education  can  give  children  hope. 

I  am  also  pleased  with  the  full  fund- 
ing of  the  administration's  request  of 
$190  million  for  international  disaster 
assistance.  This  is  a  $9  million  increase 
from  last  year. 

Finally.  I  am  grateful  that  the  bill 
appropriates  $6  million  for  activities  to 
remove  land  mines  in  former  war 
zones.  An  estimated  25,000  innocent  ci- 
vilians, including  women  and  children. 


are  maimed  or  killed  by  antipersonnel 
land  mines  each  year.  The  funds  will 
help  reduce  this  tragedy. 

If  I  have  a  major  disappointment 
with  this  bill,  it  is  that  the  overall  lev- 
els of  funding  are  too  low.  an  article 
from  Monday's  June  3,  1996  Washington 
Post  pointed  out  that  overall  U.S. 
international  affairs  spending  has  been 
cut  in  half  since  1984.  adjusted  for  in- 
flation. The  article  carried  warnings 
that  these  cuts  will  eventually  reduce 
the  ability  of  this  Nation  to  protect  its 
interests  abroad. 

Foreign  aid  is  a  critical  element  of 
our  foreign  policy.  I  fear  that  the 
shortsighted  decisions  of  today  will 
come  back  to  haunt  the  next  genera- 
tion which  will  live  in  a  world  that 
does  not  remember  America's  compas- 
sion and  generosity. 

Still,  Mr.  Callahan,  Mr.  Wilson,  and 
the  members  of  the  subcommittee  have 
done  an  excellent  job  of  establishing 
priorities  under  difficult  fiscal  con- 
straints. 

On  another  note  of  disappointment.  I 
regret  that  international  military  edu- 
cation and  training  funds  are  allowed 
for  Indonesia  while  reports  continue  of 
human  rights  abuses  in  the  territory  of 
East  Timor  which  is  controlled  by  In- 
donesia. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
this  open  rule  and  of  the  bill. 

D  1045 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  4  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Pallone]. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  rule.  Speaking  in  my  ca- 
pacity as  cochairman  of  the  Congres- 
sional Caucus  on  Armenian  Issues,  I 
am  happy  to  note  that  once  again  the 
foreign  operations  bill  includes  an  im- 
portant provision  known  as  the  Hu- 
manitarian Aid  Corridor  Act  which  re- 
stricts U.S.  aid  to  those  countries 
blocking  deliveries  of  humanitarian  aid 
to  third  countries.  While  this  provision 
is  not  country-specific,  it  clearly  ap- 
plies to  Turkey,  which  for  more  than  3 
years  has  maintained  a  blockade  of 
neighboring  Armenia.  The  blockade 
imposed  along  the  Armenian  border 
with  Turkey  disrupts  the  delivery  of 
vitally  needed  humanitarian  supplies. 

Unfortimately.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  cur- 
rent provision  allows  for  a  Presidential 
wjiiver,  and  last  month  President  Clin- 
ton exercised  that  waiver.  I  deeply  re- 
gret that  decision  and  I  have  joined 
with  the  gentleman  from  Dlinois  [Mr. 
Porter]  and  27  other  Members  in  send- 
ing a  letter  to  the  President  protesting 
this  decision. 

Later  today  we  will  debate  an  amend- 
ment by  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  ViscLOSKY]  that  will  remove  that 
waiver,  and  I  urge  Members'  support  to 
help  support  the  intent  of  Congress. 

Another  provision  is  a  provision  in 
the  legislation  that  fairly  addresses  the 
issue  of  United  States  aid  to  Azer- 


baijan, another  neighbor  of  Armenia 
which  maintains  a  blockade.  Direct 
United  States  aid  to  Azerbaijan  is  pro- 
hibited through  the  efforts  of  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Porter].  The  legislation  allows 
United  States  nongovernmental  and 
private  voluntary  organizations  to  use 
the  Azerbaijani  Government  facilities 
to  distribute  aid,  while  for  the  first 
time  providing  United  States  Govern- 
ment aid  to  the  Armenian  enclave  of 
Nagomo-Karabagh.  This  is  an  honor- 
able agreement.  I  salute  the  sub- 
committee chairman,  the  ranking 
member,  and  other  subcommittee 
members  for  their  work  on  this  provi- 
sion and  urge  that  there  be  no  at- 
tempts to  change  the  language  of  that 
provision. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  also  support  the  limit 
on  economic  support  fund  assistance  to 
Turkey  and  hope  this  provision  will 
send  a  signal  of  disapproval  over  the 
Turkish  blockade  of  Armenia,  the  oc- 
cupation of  Cyprus,  and  the  campaign 
against  the  Kurdish  people. 

In  addition,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  a  co- 
sponsor  of  an  amendment  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Radano- 
viCH],  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  BoNiOR],  and  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Blute],  that  would 
withhold  about  2  percent  of  total 
United  States  aid  to  Turkey,  about  $3 
million,  until  the  Turkish  Government 
has  joined  the  United  States  and  the 
international  commimity  in  acknowl- 
edging the  atrocity  committed  against 
the  Armenian  population  of  the  Otto- 
man Empire  and  taken  steps  to  honor 
the  memory  of  the  victims  of  the  Ar- 
menian genocide. 

This  amendment  provides  a  practical 
incentive  for  Turkey  to  come  to  terms 
with  this  tragic  chapter  in  its  history. 
By  acknowledging  the  Armenian  geno- 
cide, Turkey  will  help  to  open  the  door 
to  full  diplomatic  relations  with  Arme- 
nia, and  I  urge  adoption  of  that  amend- 
ment. 

On  the  negative  side,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
believe  the  foreign  operations  bill  does 
not  provide  sufficient  funding  for  pro- 
grams supporting  the  New  Independent 
States  of  the  former  Soviet  Union. 
While  in  general  I  am  concerned  that 
the  development  assistance  funding 
level,  while  a  slight  increase  over  fiscal 
1996.  is  still  below  the  administration's 
request.  I  understand  that  there  may 
be  an  amendment  brought  forth  that 
would  further  decrease  U.S.  aid  fund- 
ing. I  would  urge  opposition  to  such  an 
amendment. 

As  an  example  of  where  U.S.  aid  de- 
velopment assistance  is  doing  great 
work,  I  would  cite  India,  the  world's 
second  most  populous  country,  a  de- 
mocracy which  just  completed  national 
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elections.  The  development  assistance 
program  in  India  is  supporting  market- 
oriented  economic  growth,  deregula- 
tion, privatization,  and  I  would  urge 
that  we  not  cut  into  this  program  any 
further. 

I  imderstand  that  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois,  Dan  Burton,  plans  to 
offer  an  amendment  to  the  bill  that 
will  single  out  India  by  restricting 
American  assistance.  The  Burton 
amendment  is  not  a  cutting  amend- 
ment. It  is  strictly  an  attempt  to  stig- 
matize India.  Given  overall  cuts  in  de- 
velopment assistance  as  well  as  budget 
and  structure,  the  rule  changes  in  aid. 
the  India  program  may  already  be  vul- 
nerable to  reductions.  India  has  just 
completed  a  national  election  and  a 
new  government  has  been  sworn  in. 
Market-oriented  economic  reforms 
have  been  in  place  for  5  years  and  the 
USAID  Program  has  aided  in  these  pro- 
visions. It  is  imperative  that  we  send 
the  right  message  to  India,  the  world's 
largest  democracy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  amendment  pro- 
posed by  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Burton]  would  damage  United 
States-India  relations  at  a  time  when 
we  should  be  drawing  closer,  not  drift- 
ing apart,  as  the  world's  two  largest 
democracies.  I  would  urge  opposition 
to  that  Burton  amendment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  support  the  rule  and  I 
appreciate  the  fact  that  we  are  dealing 
with  an  open  rule  on  such  an  important 
bill. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman 
firom  California  [Ms.  Harman]. 

Ms.  HARMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  srielding  time  to  me. 
Mr.  Speaker,  as  we  begin  debate  on 
the  foreign  operations  bill,  Israel's  fu- 
ture is  a  central  issue.  As  a  strong  sup- 
porter of  the  peace  process,  I  watched 
the  recent  Israeli  election  with  some 
trepidation.  While  the  transition  is  not 
yet  complete,  I  believe  that  Prime 
Minister-elect  Benjamin  Netanyahu  de- 
serves high  marks  for  his  centrist  tone 
and  his  willingness  to  reach  out  to  all 
elements  of  Israeli  society  and  to  lead- 
ers throughout  the  region. 

In  this  election,  Israelis  did  not 
choose  peace  or  security,  they  chose 
peace  and  security.  His  razor-thin  elec- 
tion may  be  a  source  of  unexjwcted 
strength  for  Netanyahu,  justifsring  his 
reach  beyond  his  base.  While  the  ex- 
tremes of  Israel's  political  life  try  to 
exercise  their  power,  the  Prime  Min- 
ister, for  the  first  time  elected  inde- 
pendently, must  recognize  that  govern- 
ing on  the  fringe  is  a  sure  recipe  for 
failure.  He  has  already  indicated  that 
the  most  important  ministries  will  be 
filled  by  Likud  moderates. 

No  Israeli  has  been  untouched  by  the 
wars  Israel  has  had  to  fight  for  its  ex- 
istence. Netanyahu  lost  his  older 
brother,  Yonatan.  who  led  the  daring 
and  dramatic  raid  on  Entebbe.  And  no 
one  was  untouched  by  the  tragic  assas- 


sination of  Yitzahk  Rabin.  As  a  warrior 
who  waged  a  fight  for  peace,  Rabin's 
quest  must  not  be  abandoned. 

Bibi  Netanyahu  is  assuming  the  post 
of  Prime  Minister  at  a  crossroads  for 
Israel.  If  this  week  is  any  indication, 
he  is  moving  in  the  right  direction. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill,  as  I  said  before 
in  my  opening  statement,  is  an  ex- 
tremely important  bill  to  the  Congress 
and  to  people  all  over  the  world.  In 
many  cases,  it  does  mean  life  or  death. 
I  have  had  the  privilege  and  the  honor 
of  being  able  to  travel  In  many  Third 
World  nations,  not  only  living  in  Third 
World  nations  but  traveling  in  Third 
World  nations,  and  seeing  our  food  aid 
and  seeing  our  serums  and  immuniza- 
tion programs  and  oral  rehydration 
therapy  and  food-enriched  programs 
and  development  assistance  actually 
work.  I  have  followed  the  food  from  our 
country  to  the  port  up-country  and 
seen  it  being  eaten  and  used  by  the 
people  of  the  country. 

Most  of  our  food,  much  of  our  food 
and  much  of  our  medicines,  goes 
through  nonprofit  organizations,  non- 
profit organizations  like  Worldvision 
and  Catholic  Relief  Services  and  CARE 
and  some  of  the  great  nonprofits  of  the 
world.  I  am  very  proud  of  them  and  the 
work  that  they  put  in  and  their  people 
that  are  in  the  field. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  moneys  and  these 
programs  really,  really  work.  What  is 
interesting  is  that  there  have  been  a 
couple  of  polls  lately,  as  recent  as  6 
months  ago,  where  people  were  asked 
about  foreign  aid.  And  they  said,  in  so 
many  words,  that  hunger  and  develop- 
ment assistance  and  poverty  issues 
were  as  important  as  balancing  the 
budget  and  health  care.  Ninety-five 
percent  of  the  people  polled  said  that, 
that  they  would  like  to  see  more 
money  put  in  the  child  survival  pro- 
grams, which  the  gentleman  from  Ala- 
bama [Mr.  Callahan]  has  agreed  to  do. 
It  is  a  tremendous  thing  that  we  are 
doing  here,  because  I  do  know  that  this 
will  save  lives. 

Another  thing  I  want  to  say,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  Congressmen  and  Con- 
gresswomen  and  Senators  need  to  do  a 
much  better  job  of  it  in  our  own  dis- 
tricts, we  need  to  tell  people  the  true 
story  of  what  our  budget  is  for  foreign 
aid.  Most  Americans  believe,  and  as  a 
matter  of  fact  there  was  another  poll 
taken  about  this,  most  Americans  be- 
lieve, out  of  our  total  budget  that  we 
spend  in  our  own  country  and  overseas, 
that  somewhere  between  17  and  22  per- 
cent of  all  of  our  budget  goes  for  for- 
eign aid.  They  believe  that.  In  fact,  it 
is  not  true. 

Then  when  we  ask  people  in  the  same 
poll,  what  do  you  think  it  really  ought 
to  be,  they  would  say  I  think  a  good 
figrure  would  be  around  7  or  8  percent. 
The  fkct  is,  of  our  tott^  budget,  only 


one-half  of  1  percent  really  goes  for  for- 
eign aid.  It  continues  to  get  cut  and 
cut  and  cut.  Since  1985  we  have  cut  de- 
velopment assistance  by  40  percent.  We 
have  cut  so  many  excellent  programs. 

Whatever  we  say  on  the  floor  today  is 
very,  very  important  to  many  coun- 
tries. How  we  work  in  the  world,  other 
countries  follow.  If  we  give  money  and 
aid  to  Bosnia  or  to  Ethiopia,  other 
countries  look  to  see  what  we  do.  We 
are  truly  a  leader  in  this  world.  If  we 
make  a  statement  today  on  the  floor 
about  Indonesia  or  about  South  Korea 
or  about  any  nation  in  the  world,  it 
will  be  read  by  that  country  tomorrow. 
There  is  the  funny  saying  that  they  al- 
ways say,  that  every  Congressman  be- 
lieves himself  to  be  an  Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  State.  We  must  realize  that 
as  Members  of  Congress,  that  we  do 
have  a  constituency,  and  the  constitu- 
ency really  is  the  hurting  people  of  the 
world. 

One  thing  I  also  want  to  remind  Con- 
gressmen and  Members  of  the  House  Is 
that  a  good  portion  of  the  bill  today, 
even  though  moneys  might  be  appro- 
priated to  Israel  or  to  Bosnia  or  to 
many  nations  of  the  world,  a  good  per- 
centage of  that  money  is  spent  in  our 
own  country.  When  we  do  a  polio  eradi- 
cation program  in  many,  many  coun- 
tries of  the  world,  80  i)ercent  of  that 
serum  is  bought  here  in  the  United 
States.  The  same  thing  with  develop- 
ment assistance.  The  same  thing  with 
economic  assistance.  So  I  hope  we  re- 
member this.  We  do  have  a  constitu- 
ency, and  the  constituency  is  we  need 
to  really  care.  This  foreign  aid  works, 
and  it  works  very,  very  well  for  the 
world  and  for  our  own  country. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  happy 
to  yield  3  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton] 
chairman  of  the  Subconunittee  on  the 
Western  Hemisphere  of  the  Committee 
on  International  Relations. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  thank  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman for  yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  say  I  think  there 
is  a  place  for  a  certain  amovmt  of  for- 
eign aid,  but  there  are  a  number  of 
areas  where  we  can  make  some  econo- 
mies and  make  some  cuts.  One  of  those 
is  in  the  administrative  costs  over  at 
AID. 

I  want  to  read  a  quote  from  one  of 
the  senior  staffers  at  AID.  Her  name  is 
Sally  Shelton,  and  my  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia,  has  heard  me 
use  this  quote  before.  Here  is  what  she 
said.  She  said.  "Larry  Byrne,"  assist- 
ant administrator  for  management  at 
AID,  "said  that  AID  was  62  percent," 
almost  two-thirds  of  the  way,  "through 
the  fiscal  year  and  we  have  38  percent 
of  the  dollar  volimie  of  procurement 
actions  completed;  we  need  to  do,"  or 
spend,  "another  S1.9  billion  in  the  next 
5  months.  There  are  large  pockets  of 
money  in  the  field  •  *  *  so  let's  get 
moving." 
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The  indication  was  that  they  had  not 
spent  enough  money,  and  they  wanted 
to  spend  this  money  very  rapidly  so 
they  could  ask  for  an  additional  appro- 
priation the  next  year.  That  is  the  kind 
of  crazlness  that  g^oes  on  in  the  bu- 
reaucracy that  needs  to  be  corrected. 
The  only  way  to  correct  that,  in  my 
opinion,  when  we  find  this  out  is  to 
make  economies  or  cuts  in  those  par- 
ticular areas  to  send  a  signal. 

When  I  was  in  the  Indiana  General 
Assembly,  I  was  a  State  senator,  and  I 
went  into  an  office.  I  was  sitting  wait- 
ing to  see  somebody.  I  heard  a  fellow 
talking  around  the  comer.  He  said, 
"We  have  got  to  spend  x  number  of  mil- 
lions of  dollars  In  the  next  60  days  or 
else  we  cannot  ask  for  an  additional 
appropriation  from  the  State  legisla- 
ture." 

I  stuck  my  head  around  the  comer 
and  said,  "What  is  your  name?"  And  he 
said,  "Who  are  you?"  And  I  said,  "I  am 
Senator  Burton,"  and  his  face  got  kind 
of  gray.  I  said,  "How  can  you  be  sajring 
things  like  that,  you  want  to  spend 
money  as  fast  as  you  can  right  now  so 
you  can  ask  for  more  money  later  on?" 

What  we  need  to  be  doing  in  govern- 
ment is  putting  a  suggestion  box  on  all 
of  the  walls  of  the  bureaucracies  saying 
"If  you  come  up  with  a  suggestion  that 
Is  going  to  save  money,  we  will  give 
you  a  bonus."  In  other  words,  we  want 
to  encourage  cutting  spending  and  sav- 
ing money. 

Here  we  have  just  the  opposite.  That 
is  the  same  thing  that  was  going  on  in 
my  great  State  of  Indiana  when  I  was  a 
State  senator.  We  have  bureaucrats 
who  say,  "Hey,  we  have  to  get  more 
money  next  year,  and  If  we  are  going  to 
ask  for  more  money,  we  have  to  spend 
what  we  already  have."  Here  we  have 
one  of  the  chief  executive  officers  at 
AID  sasrlng  "We  have  to  spend  $1.9  bil- 
lion in  the  next  5  months  or  else  we 
cannot  ask  for  more  money."  That  is 
just  unconscionable. 

I  would  like  to  say  to  my  colleagues, 
I  am  going  to  have  some  amendments 
today  that  will  cut  some  spending  in 
Federal  programs.  They  are  not  going 
to  cut  into  the  muscle  and  bone,  but  I 
think  they  will  cut  into  the  fat,  and 
they  will  certainly  send  a  signal.  It  is 
time,  if  we  are  really  concerned  about 
balancing  the  budget,  that  we  make 
these  economies  and  send  a  sigrnal  to 
the  bureaucracy:  Do  not  spend  more 
money  to  get  more  money,  spend  less 
money  to  do  a  good  job. 

D  1100 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
3rleld  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Moran]. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  re- 
spond a  bit  to  my  firiend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton].  I 
certainly  have  no  criticism  of  the 
statement  by  Ms.  Shelton,  who  is  a 
professional  of  great  integrity,  and  par- 
ticularly     under      the      recent      cir- 


cumstances, I  would  not  want  to  say 
anything  in  the  least  bit  critical.  I  do 
not  think  that  there  is  any  question 
but  that  that  is  an  absolutely  accurate 
statement.  However,  it  does  not  nec- 
essarily imply  irresponsibility  or  "non- 
sense," I  think  is  the  word  that  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  used. 

The  U.S.  Agency  for  International 
Development  has  been  under  the  gun  to 
make  sure  that  their  money  is  spent  as 
carefully  as  possible  so  that  there  is 
full,  complete  accountability.  In  order 
to  do  that.  It  oftentimes  requires  that 
you  delay  grants,  that  you  delay  the 
money  that  is  put  out  in  the  field  imtil 
you  get  exactly  that  kind  of  project 
that  you  want.  I  think  their  concern 
was  that  there  are  a  lot  of  countries  in 
great  need  of  assistance  who  are  not 
getting  that  assistance  because  of  the 
conscientious  attitude  that  they  have 
taken. 

When  you  look  at  the  child  survival 
programs,  for  example,  or  the  micro 
enterprise  programs,  they  require  a  lot 
of  analysis,  a  lot  of  staff  people  making 
sure  that  that  money  Is  spent  well.  I 
suspect,  though,  that  you  would  have 
at  least  as  many  detractors  if  the 
money  had  not  been  spent  when  you 
look  at  the  need  throughout  the  world, 
particularly  in  the  developing  coun- 
tries. 

Now,  this  amendment  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton]  has, 
would  substantially  cut  the  ability  of 
AID  to  manage  these  programs,  par- 
ticularly child  survival  and  micro  en- 
terprise and  a  number  of  the  education 
and  democracy  efforts  that  we  are  at- 
tempting in  developing  countries.  We 
have  already  set  in  motion  a  reduction 
of  440  staff  people  in  AID.  This  would 
cut  us  to  more  than  600  people  who 
would  have  to  be  let  go,  most  of  them 
out  in  the  field.  That  means  that  our 
programs  in  child  survival,  micro  en- 
terprise, all  of  the  programs  that  we 
agree  are  needed  and  appropriate  when 
we  look  at  them  Individually  would  not 
be  able  to  be  managed,  and  I  do  not 
think  that  the  administration  or  the 
Congress  want  programs  out  there  that 
cannot  be  managed.  In  fact,  I  am  told 
by  AID  that  if  the  Burton  amendment 
passes,  with  that  reduction.  It  Is  likely 
that  the  agency  would  have  to  shut 
down  its  operations  at  some  point  dur- 
ing this  fiscal  year  for  lack  of  funds.  I 
do  not  think  that  is  what  we  want. 

Let  me  move  off  of  the  Burton 
amendment,  because  I  think  we  are 
going  to  have  another  opportunity  to 
discuss  that  at  some  length.  I  want  to 
address  the  bill  Itself. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  recently  agreed  that 
we  would  increase  defense  spending  by 
$12  billion  above  the  President's  re- 
quest. Now,  this  bill  In  Its  total  comes 
in  less  than  $12  billion.  It  comes  in  at 
$11.9  billion,  a  full  $1  billion  reduction 
below  the  budget  request,  but  it  is  ap- 
proximately equal  to  the  amount  of 
money  we  added  to  defense  over  and  a 
above  what  the  Pentagon  requested. 


I  would  ask  for  help  from  the  major- 
ity leadership  on  this,  because  I  think 
they  are  aware  of  an  attitude  that  is 
increasing  that  our  policy  is  basically 
isolationist.  I  cannot  believe  that  the 
leadership  feels  that  it  ought  to  be.  but 
this  Is  certainly  the  signal  that  is  sent 
with  this  bill. 

When  you  consider  the  fact  that  half 
of  this  bill  is  $5  billion,  which  goes  to 
Israel  and  Egypt,  for  which  we  do  not 
require  any  accountability  for  how  the 
money  is  spent,  the  other  half  has  to  be 
divided  among  the  rest  of  the  world. 
And  when  you  look  at  the  amount  of 
money  we  spend  on  aid  to  developing 
countries,  it  is  .15  percent  of  our  gross 
domestic  product,  .0015  of  out  total  na- 
tional economy.  Imagine  that. 

Now,  that  is  the  least  amount  that 
any  developed  country  contributes  to 
the  other  developing  countries  of  the 
world,  and  we  have  the  most  at  stake. 
We  are  going  to  benefit  the  most  by 
creating  the  purchasing  capabilities  of 
other  countries  because  that  equates  to 
market  opportunities  in  the  United 
States. 

So  talk  about  being  penny-wise  and 
pound-foolish.  We  are  the  world's  lead- 
er; there  is  no  question  about  that.  The 
rest  of  the  world  looks  to  us  for  leader- 
ship. This  is  not  the  way  to  lead. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  7 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  PORTER],  a 
member  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
my  colleague  from  Florida  for  yielding 
me  this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  among  the  major  abus- 
ers of  human  rights  in  the  world  are 
North  Korea,  and  Burma,  and  China, 
and  Nigeria,  and  Sudan,  and  Turkey. 
We  do  not  provide  foreign  assistance  to 
the  first  five  of  those,  but  we  do  to  the 
last  one,  Turkey.  And  yes,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, Turkey  is  a  valuable  ally  of  the 
United  States,  one  that  has  stood  with 
us  in  many  difficult  international  situ- 
ations, one  that  has  provided  for  the 
southern  flank  of  NATO,  and  yet  we 
must  worry  a  great  deal  that  a  country 
that  espouses  democracy,  that  wishes 
to  become  part  of  the  European  Union 
economically,  still  engages  in  some  of 
the  most  egregious  human  rights 
abuses  on  Earth. 

Let  me  begin  by  pointing  out  that  we 
are  22  years  after  Turkish  troops  in- 
vaded Cyprus,  and  there  are  still  35,000 
Turkish  troops  occupying  the  northern 
38  percent  of  that  Island  in  violation  of 
numerous  U.N.  resolutions  and  United 
States  congressional  expressions  of  op- 
position. Secretary  General  Boutros 
Boutros-Ghali,  ia  his  most  recent  re- 
port to  the  U.N.  on  Cyprus,  expressed 
serious  concern  at  the  excessive  levels 
of  military  forces  and  armaments  in 
Csrprus  and  repeated  that  the  northern 
part  of  the  Island  remains  one  of  the 
most  densely  militarized  areas  in  the 
world.  Turkish  troops  continue  to  deny 
the  freedom  and  human  rights  of  the 
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Greek-Csrprlot  enclaved  and  have 
worked  to  drive  them  out  of  their  tra- 
ditional ancestral  villages  and  homes 
through  a  process  of  ethnic  cleansing. 

In  addition,  Turkey  continues  to 
block  humanitarian  aid  to  our  ally  Ar- 
menia, where  aid  is  very,  very  needed 
and  essential  to  the  survival  of  the  peo- 
ple of  that  country.  The  President  of 
the  United  States  recently,  not  inform- 
ing the  Congress  that  he  was  going  to 
do  so,  or  ever  sending  notice  to  this 
body,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  allowed  the 
Humanitarian  Aid  Corridor  Act  that 
we  passed  last  year  as  part  of  this  bill 
to  be  entirely  waived  regarding  T\ir- 
key.  What  It  means  is  that  United 
States  humanitarian  aid  that  is  des- 
tined for  the  people  of  Armenia  will 
continue  to  be  blocked  by  Turkey, 
which  also  receives  aid  from  the  United 
States.  I  cannot  imagine  a  more  egre- 
gious situation,  and  I  cannot  Imagine 
the  fact  that  the  President  of  the 
United  States  would  waive  that  provi- 
sion of  the  law  and  we  would  hear 
about  it  not  by  his  notifying  Congress, 
but  through  the  Turkish  foreign  min- 
ister. 

Recently,  Turkey  occupied  islands 
that  have  long  been  conceded  as  be- 
longing to  Greece,  upping  the  tension 
between  our  allies,  Greece  and  Turkey, 
for  reasons  beyond  comprehension,  and 
most  egregiously. 

Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Kurdish 
minority  in  Turkey  continues  to  be  re- 
pressed by  the  government  of  that 
country.  There  were  713  applications 
for  treatment  of  torture  by  the  Human 
Rights  Foundation  in  Turkey  just  last 
year.  Torture  continues  to  be  a  process 
used  by  the  Turkish  Government 
throughout  the  country,  particularly 
in  respect  to  the  Kurdish  minority.  As 
many  as  2  million  people  have  left 
their  homes  in  the  southeast — these 
are  Kurdish  peoples — over  the  past  7 
years  and  have  been  made  refugees  in 
their  own  country:  2,200  villages  in  the 
southeast  have  been  destroyed  by 
Turkish  military  troops.  During  the 
last  year,  1,443  publications  were  con- 
fiscated on  court  order,  most  pro-Kurd- 
ish publications. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Turkey  most  recently 
tried  and  convicted  its  leading  author, 
and  what  was  he  convicted  of?  He  was 
convicted  of  speaking  out  against  the 
policy  of  the  Turkish  Government  to 
use  violence  only  against  Its  huge 
Kurdish  minority  of  15  to  20  million 
people,  instead  of  sitting  down  at  the 
table  and  negotiating  with  them  to  re- 
solve differences  and  to  guarantee  their 
rights. 

Mr.  Speaker,  government  agents 
have  harassed  human  rights  monitors 
as  well  as  lawyers  and  doctors  involved 
in  documenting  human  rights  viola- 
tions. Some  of  them  reported  death 
threats.  A  number  of  monitors  have 
been  aggressively  prosecuted  by  the 
Government  of  Turkey.  The  govern- 
ment gave  an  8-year  sentence  to  their 
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leading  author,  Yasif  Kamal.  and  they 
then  said  that  they  would  not  impose 
the  sentence  if  he  would  cease  criticiz- 
ing the  government  for  its  policy 
against  the  Kurdish  people,  an  obvious 
act  of  censorship  by  the  government  on 
a  person  speaking  out  against  human 
rights  abuses  that  are  among  the  most 
egregious  in  the  world. 

There  is  genocide  against  the  Kurds 
going  on  in  Turkey.  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
is  continuing  intransigence  and  mili- 
tarism on  Cyprus,  aggression  toward 
Greece,  and  disruption  of  United  States 
aid  intended  for  the  people  of  Armenia. 
For  all  these  reasons,  the  subcommit- 
tee cut  half  of  the  economic  assistance 
provided  to  Turkey  in  this  bill.  As  I 
said,  it  is  one  of  the  world's  major 
human  rights  abusers,  and  yet  the  only 
one  that  receives  assistance  from  the 
United  States.  We  provided  a  cut  in  the 
bill  to  send  a  message  that  all  of  these 
abuses  must  cease. 

We  want  Turkey  to  be  our  ally.  We 
wish  to  have  a  close  relationship  with 
Turkey  and  with  its  people.  But,  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  is  made  very,  very  difficult 
to  do  so  when  a  major  ally  of  ours 
claiming  to  be  a  democracy  observes 
very  few  of  the  tenets  of  democracy 
whatsoever,  is  listed  among  the  major 
human  rights  abusers  in  the  world  and 
commits  genocide  against  its  own  peo- 
ple without  any  willingness  to  sit  down 
at  the  table  and  talk  our  differences. 

I  believe  this  cut  is  justified.  I  would 
go  further  if  I  could,  but  this  Congress 
must  send  a  message  to  Turkey,  to  its 
government,  to  its  people,  that  we  need 
to  see  Turkey  move  toward  real  democ- 
racy, observe  human  rights,  the  basic 
rights  that  all  people  on  this  planet  de- 
serve, and  stop  the  occupation  of  Cy- 
prus, the  prevention  of  humanitarian 
aid  to  the  people  of  Armenia,  stop  its 
actions  against  Greek  interests  and  the 
repression  of  its  Kurdish  minority. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  no  further  requests  for  time,  and 
I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  before  I 
yield  back  my  time  that  the  efforts  of 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Hall]  with  regard  to  dealing  with 
the  problems  of  the  world,  the  most 
egregious  problems  with  those  who  are 
the  least  able  to  deal  with  themselves, 
the  sick,  the  poor,  the  children,  and 
particularly  in  the  areas  of  starvation, 
the  accomplishments  of  the  gentleman 
and  commitment  to  that  cause  are 
well-known  and  I  congratulate  him  for 
that. 

Obviously  there  are  a  great  many 
global  problems  out  there.  You  cannot 
pick  up  a  newspaiper,  you  cannot  look 
at  a  map,  you  cannot  turn  on  the  tele- 
vision without  being  reminded  that  if 
it  is  not  East  Timor,  it  Is  Korea  or  one 
of  the  former  Russian  states  or  it  is 
Russia  itself  or  the  Turks  or  the 
Greeks  or  maybe  it  Is  the  Cyprlots,  as 
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we  have  just  heard  the  problem  there, 
or  perhaps  It  Is  the  Baltics  or  the  Bal- 
kans, perhaps  it  is  the  Vlsegrads. 
Maybe  it  comes  to  our  own  hemisphere, 
to  South  America  or  Central  America 
or  perhaps  the  Caribbean  where  we 
have  Cuba  and  Haiti  and  some  other 
things  that  catch  our  attention.  Some- 
times we  look  at  the  other  side  of  the 
Issues  where  we  have  apparently  en- 
emies to  American  interests,  and  Iraq 
and  Iran  and  Libya  jump  into  focus, 
and  I  have  not  even  mentioned  perhaps 
three  of  the  biggest  problem  areas  that 
we  have,  the  Immediate  threat  always 
to  peace  from  the  Mideast,  that  con- 
tinuing nagging  question:  the  problems 
going  on  in  India  today,  the  teeming 
masses  there  and  how  they  are  going  to 
be  fed  and  what  provisions  there  are 
going  to  be  for  them.  I  know  we  have 
not  talked  about  the  continent  of  Afri- 
ca where  every  day.  if  we  can  keep  up 
with  the  map  and  the  changes  that  are 
going  on,  the  problems  seem  to  be  sim- 
ply overwhelming. 
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The  point  of  this  is  that  we  could 
have  endless  debate  and  we  could  com- 
mit endless  resources  to  try  and  solve 
all  the  problems  of  the  world,  but  obvi- 
ously we  do  not  have  endless  time,  we 
do  not  have  endless  ability  and  we  do 
not  have  endless  resources.  It  is  the 
people  we  work  for,  the  American  peo- 
ple, in  the  end,  who  are  going  to  tell  us 
how  much  resource  we  should  commit 
to  our  domestic  problems  and  then 
what  percentage  should  we  commit  to 
the  folks  overseas  who  are  In  true  need. 

That  is  what  this  debate  is  about, 
and  that  is  why  I  think  It  is  important 
that  this  debate  come  forward  under  an 
open  rule. 

I  have  no  doubt  that  there  will  be 
many  Members  coming  forward  and 
spending  a  great  deal  of  time  acquaint- 
ing us  and  the  people  who  are  inter- 
ested in  this  debate  with  aspects  of  our 
foreign  assistance,  our  foreign  inter- 
ests, our  foreign  activities  and  our  for- 
eign operations  that  are  vital  not  only 
to  our  national  interests,  our  national 
well-being  and  to  American  interests 
overseas,  whether  it  be  individual,  cor- 
porate, or  just  tourists  on  a  sununer 
vacation,  but  adso  to  the  well-being  and 
the  survival,  as  my  friend  from  Ohio 
has  so  eloquently  spoken,  of  so  many 
countries  where  they  have  so  little 
compared  to  what  we  enjoy  In  this 
much-blessed  United  States. 

That  debate,  I  think,  is  a  debate  that 
is  critical  every  year.  I  think  it  helps 
set  the  tone  and  helps  set  the  measure 
and  the  standard  of  what  we  are  about 
in  our  world  leadership  role.  I  look  for- 
ward to  that  debate,  and  I  am  ex- 
tremely pleased  that  we  are  able  to 
come  forward  from  the  Rules  Commit- 
tee, both  sides,  in  agreement  that  this 
should  be  an  open  rule  so  that  we  can 
have  such  discussion  in  the  people's 
House. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no  further  re- 
quests for  time,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time,  and  I  move  the  pre- 
vious question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  on 
H.R.  3540,  and  that  I  may  include  tab- 
ular and  extraneous  material. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Hefley).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 


FOREIGN  OPERATIONS,  EXPORT 
FINANCING,  AND  RELATED  PRO- 
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS  ACT, 
1997 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  House  Resolution  445  and  rule 
XXm,  the  Chair  declares  the  House  in 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consider- 
ation of  the  bill,  H.R.  3540. 
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IN  THE  COMMriTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  Itself 
into  the  Conamittee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (H.R.  3540)  mak- 
ing appropriations  for  foreign  oper- 
ations, export  financing,  and  related 
programs  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30,  1997,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses, with  Mr.  Hansen  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  the  bill  is  considered  as  having 
been  read  the  first  time. 

Under  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Calxahan]  and  the  gen- 
tleman firom  Texas  [Mr.  Wilson]  will 
each  control  30  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Callahan]. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
3^eld  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Committee  on  Ap- 
propriations has  reported  a  1997  foreign 
operations  and  export  financing  bill 
that  is  balanced,  compassionate,  and 
supportive  of  our  national  interest.  It 
has  bipartisan  support. 


The  bill  the  House  is  taking  up  today 
is  within  the  subcommittee's  602  allo- 
cation, with  $256,000  in  budget  author- 
ity left  over.  The  bill  is  $1  billion  under 
the  President's  request,  and  it  is  $458 
million  less  than  last  year's  bill,  in- 
cluding all  of  the  supplementals. 

Although  the  administration  did  not 
request  it,  we  have  restored  a  separate 
child  survival  and  disease  programs 
fund  and  have  provided  $600  million  for 
the  fund. 

Helping  children  and  fighting  infec- 
tious diseases  such  as  polio  and  tuber- 
culosis is  our  highest  priority  in  this 
bill. 

There  are  no  earmarks  in  this  bill. 
The  Democrat  managers  agree  with  me 
on  this,  and  will  oppose  any  earmark 
amendments.  Our  report  language 
makes  clear  the  overwhelming  supjport 
for  the  requests  for  Israel,  Egypt, 
Ukraine,  and  Armenia. 

On  a  general  basis,  this  bill  favors  bi- 
lateral programs,  undertaken  in  the 
name  of  the  American  people,  over 
multilateral  programs.  We  have  at- 
tempted to  fund  programs  of  the  State 
and  Defense  Departments  and  A.I.D., 
either  at  the  request  level  or  at  the 
current  level.  For  the  most  part,  the 
President  did  not  seek  big  increases  in 
these  areas. 

We  simply  don't  have  enough  money 
in  our  allocation  to  fund  the  big  in- 
creases requested  for  some  of  the  mul- 
tilateral banks  and  international  orga- 
nizations. In  fact,  several  of  them  are 
at  last  year's  House-passed  or  con- 
ference levels. 

With  the  International  Development 
Association— it  is  called  IDA— we  rec- 
ommend $525  million.  Before  that 
money  can  be  spent,  the  bill  requires  a 
report  from  the  Treasury  on  the  pro- 
curement restrictions  placed  on  Amer- 
ican companies. 

If  our  allocation  were  bigger,  I'd  still 
have  problems  with  IDA'S  full  request 
for  $935  million,  because  of  the  unfortu- 
nate restrictions  on  American  procure- 
ment. 

The  recommendation  on  population 
is  different  from  what  the  House  passed 
last  year.  It  is  different  from  what  is 
current  law.  This  language  represents  a 
compromise  that  gives  an  incentive  for 
foreign  family  planning  groups  to  vol- 
untarily comply  with  Mexico  City  prin- 
ciples. I  am  hopeful  that  this  prolife 
language  will  be  acceptable  to  the  Sen- 
ate. I  am  confident  it  is  something  the 
President  can  live  with. 


As  I  said  a  few  minutes  ago,  this  is  a 
balanced  and  compassionate  bill.  We 
wouldn't  be  here  today  without  the 
contributions  of  each  and  every  one  of 
the  subcommittee  members.  I  want  to 
especially  thank  the  chairman  and 
former  chairman  of  the  full  committee. 
Finally,  I  want  to  thank  my  friend 
from  Texas,  the  ranking  Democrat  on 
the  subcommittee,  who  will  be  retiring 
sometime  after  we  conference  this  bill. 
In  closing,  I  must  mention  that  75 
amendments  have  been  filed  for  this 
bill.  Of  these,  44  were  filed  by  David 
Obey  in  an  attempt  to  delay  the  Wis- 
consin matter.  Another  18  were  filed  by 
Republican  Members,  and  I  am  aware 
of  several  other  possible  amendments. 
As  far  as  I  know,  only  one  of  these  was 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  com- 
mittee before  we  marked  up  the  bill. 

At  this  time,  I  intend  to  oppose  all  of 
these  amendments.  Our  bill  took  a  lot 
of  work  and  represents  a  fine  balance 
among  Republicans  and  between  the 
two  parties.  I  don't  feel  that  those  who 
didn't  bother  to  inform  us  of  their  con- 
cerns in  a  timely  manner  deserve  more 
consideration  than  the  men  and  women 
who  worked  with  the  committee.  I  es- 
pecially oppose  attempts  by  the  au- 
thorizers  to  burden  this  bill  with  mat- 
ters within  their  jurisdiction. 

Last  year,  this  appropriation  bill  in- 
corporated major  authorization  bills  in 
order  to  cooperate  with  the  author- 
izers.  This  year  some  of  them  demand 
more  money  for  Africa  while  objecting 
to  our  attempts  to  do  just  that  by  giv- 
ing the  President  discretionary  author- 
ity to  forgive  African  debt. 

I  don't  serve  on  the  International  Re- 
lations Committee.  Don't  make  this  an 
authorization  bill.  Direct  those  con- 
cerns to  Ben  Oilman  and  Lee  Hamil- 
ton. 

Mr.  Chairman,  last  year  this  bill  re- 
ceived over  300  votes  from  both  sides  of 
the  aisle.  This  year  I  ask  the  indul- 
gence of  the  House  to  reject  attempts 
to  add  well-meaning,  but  last-minute, 
policy  matters  to  the  bill.  They  don't 
belong  on  this  bill. 

Including  last-minute  policy  matters 
here  on  this  bill  will  only  delay  con- 
ference action  and  enactment  of  this 
appropriation  bill.  We  want  to  get  this 
bill,  and  all  of  the  appropriations  bills, 
to  the  President  as  soon  as  possible. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  include  the  following 
extraneous  material: 
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N«g«lMtutaidy- 
Tolal,  Expart-tmpoit  Bank  of  th«  UnNad 

OVERSEAS  PnVATE  MVESTMEKT  CORPORA'HON 
Adinlnl<i«l)io  mynmt 


OifKtlOWW 

Loan  aubaldy.. 


ILaan  autf  mrtialkxi). 


toan  aubatdy. 

(Loan  authofbation). 


Total,  OMtaaaaPrtnatakwaalmant  Corporation 

FUNDS  APPROPRMTED  TD  THE  PRESDENT 
Trada  and  Oavatopmanl  Aganey 

Tiada  and  Ommtopam*  ■B««ey  

(Bytianilai) 


Total,  una  I,  Export  and  ln»aatii>ai<  aaal<anei . 
(Loan  aultioftzationi) 


TTUE I  -  BtATERAL  ECONOMC  ASSeXANCE 

FUNDS  APPHOPRWTED  TO  THE  PRESOENT 

Aganey  tor  MamaUonal  Dawalopfnani 

''■•^'— -•-  ^r-T'nrninl  awMain  ■ 

ChMiunrital  and  diaaaaaprogfama  fund 


Davalopfnant  Fund  tor  Africa^ 


Datit  failiuctudng » 
(By  tianalar).. 


Mao  and  Smal  Entarpriaa  Oa«atopmanl  progrwrt: 


(uaacl  toan  authortnltan) .._..... 
(BuaiBrtaad  toan  aulhertaalton) . 


Houalng  and  olhar  oadR  guaranty  pragrwna: 

Subaldy  appraprtoUona 

Opantlng  aipanaaa,. 


fOuarantaad  toan  authortntton) . 


Subtotal,  daMtopmart  aaaManca- 


Piymanl  to  Via  Foraign  Sotvtea  Radramant  and  OtaabiOy  Fund . 
Opartfing  axpanaaa  or  tha  Aganey  tor  InlamMional 


(^  MMfar) 

OpanMng  axpanaaa  ol  tha  Aganey  tor  Mamritonal 
D^Mtopmartf  Offiea  of  toapactor  Ganaral 


Subtotal,  Aganey  lbrlntainattonalDa¥atopn>ant. 
atm  DllHaial  Eeenomte ; 
Economic  support  tond: 
Camp  David  courMaa  _______ 

Othar 


Subtotal,  Economic  lupport  fund . 
Inlamtftonal  fund  tor  kalwid . 


AMiMancatorEaatamEurDpaandlhaBaHe 

Aaalalanoa  for  Ilia  Naar  Indapandani  ataiaa  of  tha  Sovtot  Unton. 

Subtotal,  Othar  BiMaral  Economic  / 


Total,  Aganey  for  totamatlonal  Da»alopmant, 


FY  1096 
EnMtad 


Tm£  I  -  EXPORT  AND  INVESTMENT  ASSISTANCE 
EXPORT*IPORT  BANK  OF  THE  UNTIED  STATES 
Umliitlon  on  Program  AcUvtly: 
Subaldy  approprtaliona. 


744,9614100 
45,814X100 


700,919,000 


28,000,000 
*202,3t3O,00O 

4,000,000 
(70,923,000) 

68,000,000 
(1,361,000,000) 


-104,500,000 


4O,00O/XX) 


838,019,000 
(1,431.423,0001 


FY  1007 


BUI 


Bifl 


Enaelad 


BJM 


738,561,000 
47,614,000 
46,000,000 


726,186,000 


31JBO0J0O0 
^24,000,000 

4,000,000 
(80,000,0001 

66,000j000 
(1,360,000,000) 


728,000,000 
47,614,000 
'98(000,000 

715,814,000 


30,000,000 
-224,000,000 

4,000,000 

nwooo.OOOl 

68,000,000 
(1,380,000,000) 


-120,000,000 


-122,000,000 


-18^1,000 

+2,000,000 

+  31,846,000 

+  19,096X100 


*4fiO0J000 

•2ijsaojoco 


(+477,000) 


(+6,100XXI0) 

■ujaoojooo 


40,000X100 
(5,000,000) 


3ft,00OXXX} 
(5,000,000) 


-2.000XXX) 
(+5,000XX») 


848,166X>00 
(1,440XXXUX]0) 


831,814,000 

(1.440,OOOXXX]) 


-4,4a6X)00 
(+8,577,000) 


Ealimala 


-10J61X)00 


-io,9eixx» 


■2X100,000 


-2.000X100 


-2,000X100 


-14,551X>00 


1,1SOX)OOX>00 

+600lOOO^OOO 

47XX»XX» 

1,900XXIO 

(17XIOOfl00) 

i,9eoxx)o,ooo 

486,OOOX»0 

181XX)0XX)0 

1,500X100      _ 
500XXIO      _ 

(1X100.000) 
(17,0OOXX10) 

500X100 

(laOOOXXIO) 

1,868.500.000 

43.826X100 
4e6,750XXI0       _ 

+9,OOOXX10      _. 

(+12XX10X100I 

(+7X)ooxxia) 

(1,436,0001 

-<,soox» 

1379,000XX» 
43314X)00 

+  79,S00XX» 
•88X100 

-i.9aoxxio 

465,750X)00 

-29.290,000 

(-3XX10X100)     — 
"200,000 

30,000,000 

2.416M4X)00 
2,015X100X100 

2,628.828.000 
2X>15.000XX)0 

2;40eX>78X100 

+  79,212.000 

2>IO.000X)00 

18,600,000 

+19A»X)aO 

840XX)0XX» 
3,S23XX»XX» 

475,000,000 

3,420,600,000 

-10^4ooxloo 

5,941, 484XXI0 

8,061,828X100 

5,018,678,000 

-133,150X100 
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Afrtcan  Dsvalopmsnt  Foundation 


App(oprtiHofl> , 


Mw-AmcricAn  Foundtfon 


ToW,  Funds  Appcoprtalsd  to  tfw  Prnidvnl . 
pMMOorpt 

fif  ^**'^— )-TmT--iT--i- 


uspBfinwni  Or 


pytanitfM). 


EfiWfQvncy  RifuQM  end  MlQivtton 
Fund 


Fund. 


Counlw-lHmlvn  aMMHw*  to  IwMl. 
TelikDapatnwntafSM* 


Tolil.Wto.1. 

fly  •"■•■•)• 


TTTIE  ■- MUTARV  ASSISTANCE 

FUNDS  APPROPfWTH)  TO -n«  PRESOENT 

MwnMeniriMMaiyEdueitianandTfalnlng 

Foraign  latary  Financing  Prognm: 
Qianlr 
Cwnp  OmM  oountffM , .     

SuMow,  ywitM         .     I    I     , , 


(UvMMton  on  sdfninHlnrifcw 
Oiwcl 


Tow*  FoislQn  mttHy  MiMwiov- 
SpMW  CMmm  AoquWMon  Fund: 


TaW,llltoM,Mniiy 
pjrnlMlonon  sdn 
pjofln  suttwrinHor^. 


imf  IV  ■  MULTtATERAL  ECONOMC  ASSSTANCE 
FUNDS  APCnOPRMTED  TO  THE  PfESOENT 


WartdBM*Giaup 

OonMbuHon  to  «!•  MMnKienit  Bw*  tor 
HMonifeucflon  and  Osvatopmant 


(UnvMton  on 


OonMbUton  to  »«•  Intomtfontf  Fhwno* 


ConMbutten  to  Iha  Stotal  EnxtrannMnl  Faeilly  „ 

Tolil,  eenMbuHon  to  ttw  IMMiMiiond  Bw* 
tor  Raeerabueiton  and  OMitopnMnL„„. 


OonMbuiton  to  th*  Intorrwdonal  OM«topnwnt 


TaW.WMUBMik  Group. 
BudgMaultwrfiy 


FY  1806 
Enacted 

FY  1867 
EMknato 

Bin 

Bill  compared  with 
Enacted 

Bill  compared  vfith 
Estimate 

(114500,000) 
(20,0OO.U(JU) 

12,500XX» 
20,000,000 

11,500XX» 
20,000,000 

+  11,500,000 
+20,000.000 

■1,000.000 

5,941,464X)0D 

6,084,326,000 

5,960,176,000 

•t-e,7t2X)00 

•134,150.000 

(12XX)0,000) 

(+12,O0OXX») 

•8,0OOXX» 
(+7,000,000) 

115,000.000 

(».ooaooo) 

671.000XX» 
5,000,000 

50,000X100 

213,000.000 
650.000.000 

50,000,000 
17XI00XXIO      . 

150,000.000 

650.000,000 
5,000,000 

50,000,000 

+35.000.000 
(-20.000,000) 
■21,000,000 

■16,000,000 

-20,000,000 

+  136XX)0XXI0 

-63,000.000 
+5.000,000 

20,000,000 

a27XX)0,000 

7X173,464,000 
(91,839,000) 

7,304.326^00 

7,152,176,000 

+78,712,000 
H.0OOXXX3) 

•152,150,000 
(+18,0OOXX)0) 

38XX)0,000 

3.100,000X100 
178,380XX)0 

45.000,000 

3,100,000,000 
126,250,000 

45,000,000 
122,250XX» 

+6,000,000 
■56,140X100 

3,276,360X100 

O44X>00X)00) 

3,342,790XX)0 

■220,000.000 
70.000.000 

(23,250,000) 

P7DX]e6,00Ct 
(3J66,278XX)0) 

3,268,290,000 

■166,000,000 
70,000,000 

3,???.2«0.000 

(323415,000) 
(3>S46X)65XI00) 

3,257,290,000 

■166,000,000 
65,000,000 

■56,140,000 

(■220,ie6X»0) 
(-276,325,000) 

•65,540,000 

+54,000,000 
■5,000,000 

H6^13,000) 
(42,213,000) 

■11.000,000 
•5,000,000 

3,231,790,000 

(23,29OXX30) 

(544,000,000) 

3,217,250,000 

(23,290,000) 

P70,0e8,000) 

3,201,250.000 

(23,290,000) 

(323315,000) 

■30,540,000 
(■220,165,000) 

■iexx)oxioo 

(-46,213,000) 

26,188,963       . 
(911,479,013)      . 

35,000.000 

100,000,000 

6,656,000 
XXXX>.000 

■28,188.963 
(<1 1.475,013) 

■54,244X00 

■5,000,000 

■70,000,000 

(1.035.564.876) 
700.000XX)0 

(106,656,000) 
834,503,100 

525,000.000 

(-998,908,976) 
-175,000,000 

(■70,000X11X1) 
-408,503,100 

(1,735,564,976» 
824X166,863 
(H1.478.013)     . 

(1X>41,199,100) 
1,041,156,100 

961,6S6XX)0 

(■1,173,908,976) 
■262,433,963 
(■911.479X)13) 

(•479,503,100) 
-479,503,100 
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Co<ttibutlon  to  tha  Intaf-Anwrlcan  Da^Mtopmanl  Banic 

Intar-regional  paid-4n  eapkal- 


(UmlUtton  on  ea*aMa  eapKal)- 


Fund  tar  flpacHu  oparattonaH 


Entafpfita  tor  ttia  Amancaa  MuRUilafat  Invailmanl  Fund... 

Total,  contribution  to  tha  Mar-American 
Development  Banit  ...m...... „. „  ...„ 


ConHtoution  to  the  Aflwi  Oawalopment  Bantc 
Pal*in  coital 


(UmlMton  on  ealabia  capltal)- 
Ihind. 


ToUl.conWbultentotheAalanDeMatepmantBanH 

Contribution  to  tha  African  Davatopmanl  Fund 

CocMbulton  tottie  African  Da^retopmanl  Banic 
Paid-in  capaal« 


(UmlMtton  on  ealabie  cvMal)- 


Tolal,  oofMbuUon  to  tha  African  Davalapniant  Bwik  . 
Contribution  to  tha  European  Bank  for  Recorwtmdlon 


PakMncapKai 

(UmKatton  on  ealabia  eapKal). 

Total,  oontrtbutton  to  thv  Cuiopoon  Bsnk  fof 

Rsconfltmcoon  snd  DtwMopvnonl. 

AfTwncon  DvMtopfTwnl  Bantc 


(UntUDon  on 

Conlnbulion  to  ftw  Bflnk  tof  EoononWc  CoopsfStton  And 
DcvMopfnsni  In  Ino  Mlddto  cflsl  and  Nonn  AMcar 


(By  tnn#x)« 


(LitnKillon  on  calibto  caplliQ^ 


■VMnisonw  MonMBiy  runo 
Contribution  to  tHo  onhonosd  Mnictural  ttd|uMnwnl  tacMy» 


Totil,  contribution  to  MamittorMl  FkwncW  InMltuUcnt. 
Budgol  authority. 


(Umiiatton  on  caltabl*  d^llaq^ 

Infnillonal  OrgiitilloiM  and  Progrfnt 

InwfrMDorai  ofjMnteiMon>  ond  pfoyanw  ...——.._„.... 
(By  twnil>c).— ^„«.— .^ ,, ^^ 


Total,  HBO  fV,  conlrtbutten  ter  Mulfiiirtf  Economic  AwiKtnif  ■. 

BudQit  auttml^ 

(Bytimlai) : 


FY  1966 

Enacted 


25,992,110 

(1,923,767.142) 

10XXIO,000 

53,750,000 


(1,613,468,292) 

13,221,586 
(647496,204) 
100,000,000 

(761X>7840C) 


70,000,000 
(163,333433) 


(yy^  yy«_3a3) 

56490400 
P16,790XI00) 


(4,716,447461) 
1,193463466 
P465,18346q 


269X)OOX)00 

poxnoxxxi) 

(9X106,447461) 


(30X100400) 
(3469,163469) 


FY  1987 
EeUmale 


BUI 


Bit  compared  with 
Enacted 


29410467 

(1403,718410) 

31.411X100 

27400400 


(1488440477) 

13421466 
(847496404) 
100,000XXX) 

(761 479400) 

50,000,000 

loxnoxioo 

(112400XXIO) 
(126XXX>XXXI) 


11,818,447 

(r7.ao6x)4^ 


(38,721,480) 
P1S,790400) 


52400XXX> 
(157400400) 

(4,200400467) 
1,432466410 
(2,767,632,157) 

325,000,000 


(4429400467) 
1,797466410 

(2,767432,157) 


25410467 
(1403,716410) 

loxxnxxx) 

27400400 


(1J66329477) 

13421466 
(847358404) 
100400400 

(7eiX'784O0) 


11,816,447 
(27,a05X>43) 


(38.721.480) 

50429X100 
P1S,79040Q) 


P4g64614e7) 

600426,710 

(2,498,132.157) 


138,000400 


(3,434461467) 
636426,710 

(2.466,132,157) 


■341,443 
(■20446432) 

■26490400 


(■46.638,675) 


-Oo,0p3,ja3 

(■135426480) 


(-163,611443) 
-5425400 


(-1,418,765,464) 

-362,733498 

(■1,0e7X»1435) 


-148XW0X10O 

(■soxiooxioo) 

(■1468,786,464) 
■901,733496 
(•30X100400) 

ei4e7461438) 


Bin  corrowad  Milh 
Eetimale 


-21,411400 


(-21.411XX)0) 


-5OX>0OX)0O 
*16400400 

(-ii2xx)oxioa) 


(■126X100X100) 


■6425400 


■92400X100 
ei574OO4O0) 

^400400 


(401436,100) 
•632X196,100 
(-286400X100) 


■186400400 


-621466,100 
t266400XX)a) 


Grand  total,  al  Mtor 
Niwbudgot  (obMytftonal)  authority. 
(Byl 


(LHiMUHon  onaanwvRraDveaMparwee)- 
(LiiiiHaUon  on  caNakile  capitaf)« 
(Loan  auttwrizatlont). 

TTTIE  I  •  EXPORT  AtgO  flMESTMENT  ASSSTANCE 


Export 

Negatha  Subaidtoa  and  OthaBing  Coltoettoni  . 

Total.  Expert  Aiaitfanca 


TTTIE  I  •  BILATERAL  ECCNOMC  ASSSTANCE 


DIlMeral  Dexatopmera  Awlilanw 

Other  BAdacal  Economic  AsilManca . 

Total,! 


12476436466 

(56400,000) 

(23490X)00) 

(3469,163462) 

(2X327498,000) 


e26,166X)00 
■262,146400 

63641 6XXI0 


3,WO|6B4XBO 
34224OOXXIO 

7X173,464400 


12,625.306,610 
(10400,000) 
(2349OXX10) 

(2,787,632,197) 

(1470428400) 


828,186,000 
-262400X100 

646.169X100 


3,781426400 
3,523,000400 

7404,326400 


11421466,710 

QBjOOCLOOOI 

(23490X100) 

P,466,132,197) 

(1,791415400) 


813414,000 
-262.000X100 

631414400 


3,731476400 
3i,42DfflOO,000 

7,192,176400 


•457466498 
(■38X100X100) 

(-1,067,091436) 
(-236.443,000) 


-14,561400 
+  10,146400 

-4,406400 


+  180,712400 

•icexiooxloo 

+76,712400 


■1X103,74aiOO 

(♦lexiooxioa) 

(■266400X100) 
(-78413400) 


•14,561400 


•14491400 


■48,790400 
•102,400400 


•192,190400 
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FY  1906 
EnKtwJ 

FY  1907 
Ejtimito 

Bill 

Bill  comparad  with 

ElMCtWi 

BiU  compwwd  with 

TTTIE  ■  -  MUTART  ASSISTANCE 
FovMpn  MMvy  FbiflnCinQ  Picqwic 

3,278,300,000 

64,400,000 

(544,000,000) 

3X2,790.000 

(3322,300,00(9 

100,000,000 

3,231.790,000 

33830,000 
(37036,0001 

33830,000 
(338,278,000) 

119,000,000 

(32331930) 

33730.000 
(33463530) 

11030030 
33130,000 

-96,140,000 

-29,400300 

(-220.185300) 

■65340300 

(-27632S300) 

+  1,000300 

•30340300 

(•46,213300) 

-11,000300 
(-92,213300( 

nrtrlhiwit  r^n*i<yrfff*i 

Ot^^^^tl    *-     -■-   -    »— »« mt 1 P» 

aUBis^Bi  nira^pi  MHiBiy  rwwiGing  rrv^wn. 

fTlhtr  MHIlHY 

Tfllrt  filWwy  'iii'ilB  1  1  '^giwr»,„, 

3,21730.000 

-16300,000 

ITTLE IV  •  MULTKATBW.  BXMOUC  ASSSTANCE 
OonMbudora  to  feMnuMonil  RnmcW  Irattullons 

1,19333,660 

y^^  w)^^  PQ{^ 

1,42936310 

800320,710 
136300300 

•392,733360 

•629330,100 
-I8O3OO3OO 
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House  of  representatives. 
Committee  on  appropriations, 

Washington,  DC,  May  30, 1996. 
Hon.  Bill  Archer. 

ChaiTman,  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 
House  of  Representatives,  Washington.  DC. 
Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  As  part  of  the  mark- 
ap  for  the  fiscal  year  1997  appropriations  for 
Foreign  Operations,  Export  Financing  and 
Related  Programs,  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations Included  a  general  provision  (sec- 
tion 533)  that  was  Included  In  last  year's  Act 
regarding  Presidential  authority  to  Impose 
Import  sanctions  on  countries  that  trade 
with  Iraq  and  seveT-al  other  nations.  It  pro- 
vides dlscretlonarj  authority,  but  the  lan- 
guage is  legislative  In  nature. 

While  this  language  was  Included  In  the 
1996  appropriations  Act.  It  deals  with  mat- 
ters under  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee.  I  am  writing  to  ask  If  you 
have  any  objection  to  Inclusion  of  this  lan- 
guage In  the  fiscal  year  1997  appropriations 
Act. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  mav 
ter. 

Sincerely. 

Sonny  Callahan. 

House  of  Representatives, 
combdttee  on  way  and  means, 

Washington,  DC.  May  30, 1996. 
Hon.  Sonny  Callahan. 

Chairman,    Subcommittee    on    Foreign    Oper- 
ations, Export  Financing  and  Related  Pro- 
grams, Committee  on  Appropriations,  House 
of  Representatives,  Washington,  DC. 
Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  I  am  writing  In  re- 
sponse to  your  request  regarding  floor  con- 
sideration of  H.R.  3540.  a  bUl  nmklng  appro- 
priations for  foreign  operations  programs  for 
fiscal  year  1997,  which  was  reported  by  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  on  May  29. 
1996. 

Specifically,  section  553(b)  of  the  bill  would 
grant  the  President  the  authority  to  impose 
Import  sanctions  on  products  from  countries 
that  have  not  conformed  to  the  United  Na- 
tions economic  sanctions  with  respect  to 
Iraq.  Serbia,  or  Montenegro.  The  grant  of  au- 
thority for  such  an  import  restriction  falls 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means,  and  constitutes  a  tariff 
measure  for  the  purposes  of  rule  XXI(5)(b)  of 


the  Rules  of  the  House,  which  prohibits  the 
reporting  of  a  tax  or  tariff  measure  in  a  bill 
not  reported  by  the  committee  of  jurisdic- 
tion. 

I  note,  however,  that  similar  language  has 
been  included  in  each  of  the  foreign  oper- 
ations annual  appropriations  enacted  into 
law  since  1991.  Therefore,  based  on  your  ad- 
vanced conmiunlcation  on  this  matter  with 
me,  I  will  not  object  to  your  request  for  a 
waiver  of  Rule  XXI(5)(b)  on  this  bill.  None- 
theless, I  believe  that  the  Rule  should  not  be 
waived  against  any  amendments  that  may  be 
made  in  order  to  the  bill  on  the  House  floor. 

This  is  being  done  with  the  understanding 
that  the  Committee  will  be  treated  without 
prejudice  as  to  its  jurisdictional  prerogatives 
on  such  or  similar  provisions  In  the  future, 
and  it  should  not  be  considered  as  precedent 
for  consideration  of  matters  of  jurisdictional 
interest  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  In  the  future.  This  Is  also  being  done 
with  the  understanding  that  this  provision 
will  not  be  broadened  during  conference  con- 
sideration, and  that  no  additional  revenue 
matters  will  be  Included  In  the  final  con- 
ference report. 

Finally.  I  would  ask  that  a  copy  of  our  ex- 
change of  letters  on  this  matter  be  placed  in 
the  Record  during  consideration  of  the  bill 
on  the  Floor.  Thank  you  for  your  coopera- 
tion regarding  this  matter.  I  look  forward  to 
reviewing  this  Issue  with  you  again  in  ad- 
vance of  next  year's  appropriations  cycle. 
With  best  personal  regards. 

Sincerely, 

Bill  Archer, 

Chairman. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Por- 
ter]. 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  this  bill.  I  want  to 
express  my  gratitude  and  appreciation 
to  the  subcommittee  chairman  and  his 
staff  for  working  within  a  tight  budget 
to  produce  a  constructive  foreign  as- 
sistance bill.  I  generally  support  a 
higher  level  of  funding  for  all  foreign 
assistance  programs,  but  in  these  times 
of  fiscal  restraint,  I  certainly  under- 


stand the  need  to  comply  with  a  strict 
budget  ceiling. 

Unfortunately,  now,  after  the  fall  of 
the  Soviet  Union,  having  established 
ourselves  as  the  dominant  world  lead- 
er, Mr.  Chairman,  I  fear  that  we  are 
abandoning  our  post. 

By  reducing  our  foreign  assistance  as 
much  as  we  have,  we  are  limiting  the 
impact  we  can  have  in  international 
development,  especially  in  rapidly 
emerging  markets  of  the  developing 
world.  Just  as  the  world  is  becoming 
more  interconnected,  the  United  States 
seems  to  be  retreating  into  greater  and 
greater  isolation.  To  preserve  the 
United  States  as  a  dominant  world 
leader,  I  believe  this  trend  must  be  re- 
versed. 

I  commend  the  chairman  for  not  re- 
ducing funding  for  development  assist- 
ance. After  a  drastic  reduction  last 
year,  funding  for  fiscal  year  1997  will 
allow  bilateral  assistance  agencies  to 
maintain  many  of  their  important  pro- 
grams. I  also  support  the  chairman's 
appropriations  for  the  Peace  Corps,  the 
Inter-American  Foundation,  and  the 
overall  appropriations  for  the  multilat- 
eral lending  institutions. 

Although  I  am  generally  supportive 
of  this  bill,  I  do  have  some  specific  con- 
cerns, Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  deeply  dis- 
appointed by  the  subconmiittee's  en- 
dorsement of  the  trend  set  in  fiscal 
year  1996  for  drastically  reduced  levels 
of  funding  for  international  family 
planning  assistance.  By  limiting  this 
funding,  numerous  women  and  children 
will  suffer  because  they  will  not  have 
access  to  adequate  health  and  family 
planning  services. 

Assistance  for  family  planning  has 
been  misrepresented  as  assistance  for 
abortions.  In  reality,  the  exact  oppo- 
site is  the  truth.  It  is  inaccurate  to 
portray  funding  for  family  planning, 
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for  women's  and  children's  health  serv- 
ices and  for  reproductive  education,  in 
any  way  as  funding  for  abortion. 

I  know  that  this  is  an  extremely 
heated  debate.  However,  it  is  time  for 
pro-life  and  pro-choice  sides  to  remem- 
ber who  is  directly  affected  by  these 
philosophical  wars:  women  and  chil- 
dren in  the  poorest  countries.  I  urge 
this  committee  and  this  Congress  to  re- 
assess its  strategy  for  international 
family  assistance  and  prevent  the 
deaths  and  suffering  of  countless 
women  and  children  in  the  developing 
world. 

I  also  want  to  stress  my  support,  Mr. 
Chairman,  for  the  international  organi- 
zations and  programs  account.  This  ac- 
count includes,  among  others,  the 
United  Nations  Fund  for  Victims  of 
Torture,  the  United  Nations  Environ- 
mental Program,  the  United  Nations 
Development  Program,  and  numerous 
multilateral  conservation  programs. 

Too  often,  these  U.N.  programs  get 
lumped  together  and  their  important 
individual  responsibilities  are  over- 
looked. Each  of  them  provides  a  unique 
service  as  part  of  a  worldwide  network 
that  coordinates  efforts  to  produce  the 
most  effective  results. 

Specifically,  I  think  it  is  important 
to  highlight  the  importance  of  the  U.N. 
Voluntary  Fund  for  Victims  of  Tor- 
ture, UNDP,  and  the  World  Conserva- 
tion Union  or  lUCN.  UNFVT  brings  re- 
lief to  victims  who  have  been  tortured 
while  trying  to  promote  democracy 
within  their  respective  covmtries. 

The  UNDP,  whose  budget  was  signifi- 
cantly reduced  in  fiscal  year  1996,  is 
the  fundamental  source  for  technical 
assistance  working  in  the  local  com- 
munities of  developing  coimtries. 
ruCN,  whose  membership  consists  of  70 
states,  100  governmental  aigencies,  and 
800  NCX)'s,  provides  the  technical  as- 
sistance and  policy  input  for  numerous 
international  conventions  the  United 
States  was  instrumental  in  designing. 

I  am  also  seriously  concerned  with 
the  8-percent  reduction  in  funding  as- 
sistance for  the  newly  independent 
states  of  the  former  Soviet  Union.  Now 
is  not  the  time  to  make  this  excessive 
cut,  as  these  young  countries  struggle 
to  embrace  democratic  and  economic 
reforms. 

With  our  strong  support,  these  coun- 
tries will  move  toward  stable  democ- 
racies and  economies.  For  example, 
just  last  year,  with  our  support,  Arme- 
nia made  great  progress  with  a  positive 
GDP  growth  of  7  percent.  If  we  expect 
this  progress  to  continue,  we  must  con- 
tinue to  support  Armenia  and  its 
neighbors. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  finish  by  say- 
ing I  am  also  deeply  troubled  by  the  be- 
havior of  the  Government  of  Turkey 
which  I  addressed  in  my  remarks  on 
the  rule.  Yes,  Turkey  is  a  valued  ally 
and  a  cherished  NATO  partner.  But 
Turkey  continues,  despite  repeated 
international  pleas,  to  commit  atro- 


cious human  rights  violations  against 
both  its  own  citizens  and  against  those 
of  its  struggling  neighbors. 

Continuing  to  give  U.S.  economic  as- 
sistance is  the  equivalent  of  turning 
our  heads  the  other  way  to  these  out- 
rageous human  rights  violations.  As  a 
world  leader,  we  must  send  a  strong 
message  to  Turkey  to  immediately  re- 
form their  human  rights  practices,  and 
sending  this  message  begins  by  reduc- 
ing their  economic  assistance,  as  we 
have  done  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  despite  my  differences 
with  parts  of  the  bill,  I  believe  it  de- 
serves the  support  of  the  House,  and  I 
commend  it  to  the  Members  for  their 
support. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

First,  I  want  to  express  my  thanks  to 
Chairman  Callahan  for  working  close- 
ly with  me  and  the  staff  in  putting  to- 
gether this  bill.  The  foreign  operations 
bill  is  always  painful  to  put  together, 
but  with  Mr.  Callahan's  leadership 
and  understanding  that  people  have 
different  views  on  issues,  we  have  come 
out  with  a  reasonably  good  bill. 

I  know  he  didn't  have  as  much  money 
as  he,  or  I  might  have  wanted  for  the 
bill.  Thus  the  distribution  of  funds  in 
the  bill  leaves  some  people  short,  par- 
ticularly in  the  international  banks, 
and  the  NIS  accounts.  But  for  the  most 
part  I  support  the  distribution  of  funds 
in  the  bill  and  the  approach  of  includ- 
ing no  earmarks.  This  is  the  approach 
used  for  the  last  several  years,  and  one 
which  I  support. 

The  bill  provides  for  essentially  last 
year's  level  of  funding  for  exiwrt  pro- 
motion programs  vital  to  U.S.  busi- 
ness. The  Export-Import  Bank  has  been 
funded  at  a  level  which  will  allow  them 
to  meet  the  demand  from  U.S.  business 
for  loan  guarantees.  The  amounts  now 
on  deposit  in  the  war  chest  are  suffi- 
cient in  my  opinion  to  ensure  that  for- 
eign countries  take  seriously  our  in- 
tention to  prohibit  unfair  trade  prac- 
tices. 

As  a  perennial  strong  supporter  of 
Ex-Im  bank  and  export  programs,  I  do 
not  support  attempts  to  add  funding 
for  this  account.  The  bill  is  carefully 
balanced,  and  any  increases  to  £x-Im 
programs  will  come  at  the  expense  of 
other  programs  in  the  bill  which  have 
already  been  cut. 

The  bill  fully  funds  the  administra- 
tion's request  for  military  assistance, 
and  continues  aid  to  Turkey  and 
Greece  in  the  traditional  ratios.  The 
bill  contains  a  limitation  of  S25  million 
on  ESF  to  Turkey.  This  represents  a 
compromise  reached  at  the  subcommit- 
tee level  among  various  factions  on 
this  issue,  and  should  not  be  altered  on 
the  floor.  I  will  strongly  oppose  any  ef- 
forts to  amend  the  bill  to  alter  this 
compromise. 

The  bill  provides  for  the  traditional 
levels  of  assistance  for  the  Middle 
East,  for  Israel  and  Egypt,  as  well  as 


the  West  Bank  and  Gaza  and  Jordan. 
The  bill  provides  for  $50  million  for  the 
second  increment  of  security-related 
funds  for  Israel.  The  bUl  does  not  pro- 
vide for  debt  relief  for  Jordan,  which  is 
regrettable  amd  I  hope  to  work  on  this 
as  we  go  through  the  process. 

Assistance  to  Eastern  Europe  is  at 
the  request  level  and  in  particular  the 
second  increment  of  the  Bosnia  recon- 
struction is  fully  funded. 

Authorities  to  allow  for  the  delivery 
of  humanitarian  assistance  in  the  Re- 
public of  Azerbaijan  and  the  region  of 
Nagomo-Karabagh  have  been  provided 
in  the  bill.  The  report  language  specifi- 
cally states  that  the  committee  takes 
no  view  whatsoever  on  the  political 
status  of  the  region  of  Nagomo- 
Karabagh.  This  compromise  was 
reached  in  subcommittee  to  allow  for 
the  delivery  of  himianitarian  assist- 
ance through  the  Government  of  Azer- 
baijan under  certain  specific  cir- 
cumstances. It  solves  problems  encoun- 
tered this  year  due  to  restrictions 
placed  in  previous  years  bills  and  re- 
ports. It  should  not  be  altered. 

Again,  I  would  emphasize  that  the 
committee  has  taken  no  position  on 
the  iwlltical  status  of  the  region  of 
Nagomo-Karabagh,  and  there  is  noth- 
ing in  this  bill  or  report  that  is  meant 
to  change,  qualify,  comment  on,  or 
alter  the  sovereignty  of  any  nation  in 
this  region.  The  official  position  of  the 
United  States  supports  the  sovereignty 
and  territorial  integrity  of  the  Repub- 
lic of  Azerbaijan,  and  views  the  region 
of  Nagomo-Karabagh  as  part  of  Azer- 
baijan. Efforts  by  certain  groups  to 
portray  the  actions  of  the  committee 
in  a  certain  light  may  have  ignored  the 
facts  of  what  actually  took  place. 

I  also  expect  there  will  be  amend- 
ments on  the  population  funding  and 
family  planning  during  the  delibera- 
tions today.  While  I  am  aware  that  the 
language  in  the  bill  was  worked  out  on 
the  Republican  side,  there  are  many 
people  who  disagree  strongly  with  it, 
and  I  therefore  expect  that  amend- 
ments will  be  offered. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
again  thank  Mr.  Callahan  for  his  co- 
operation on  this  bill.  This  will  prob- 
ably be  the  last  bill  I  will  manage  on 
the  House  floor,  and  I  want  to  express 
my  gratitude  for  his  approach,  his  un- 
derstanding, and  his  good  humor 
throughout  the  process.  I  hope  we  can 
work  together  to  get  through  it. 

□  1130 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  fix)m 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
simply  observe  that  this  bill  is  prob- 
ably the  least  popular  bill  to  emerge 
from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
every  year,  and  I  think  it  is  without 
question  the  most  misunderstood  bill. 
If  we  take  a  poll  of  America,  we  will 
see  that  most  Americans  think  that  we 
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spend  about  15  to  17  percent  of  our 
budget  on  foreign  aid.  The  fact  is  that 
this  bill,  which  is  the  foreign  aid  appro- 
priation bill  before  us  today,  spends 
roughly  1  percent  of  our  budget.  That 
is  all  it  spends.  I  would  like  to  explain 
why  I  think  that  is  by  and  large  justifi- 
able. 

We  have  seen  the  overall  spending  for 
foreign  aid  go  down  by  over  30  percent 
in  the  last  decade  under  the  sub- 
committee chairmanship  of  myself  and 
now  the  gentleman  from  Alabama.  It  is 
going  to  be  very  difficult  to  point  to 
any  other  part  of  the  budget  which  has 
declined  as  fast.  I  would  simply  say 
that  there  is  a  price  for  i)articipation 
in  the  world.  There  is  a  price  for  de- 
fending your  own  national  interest  in 
the  world,  and  this  bill  is  part  of  that 
price. 

There  are  many  ways  which  a  great 
nation  such  as  the  United  States  de- 
fends its  interests  around  the  world. 
We  do  that  through  our  defense  budget. 
We  do  it  by  trying  to  build  up  a  set  of 
political  relationships  with  other  soci- 
eties who  also  populate  this  globe  and 
with  other  economic  and  military  pow- 
ers. We  do  it  through  economic  rela- 
tionships and  through  trade  relation- 
ships, and  we  also  do  it  through  this 
bill. 

This  bill  is  meant  to  help  attack 
some  of  the  problems  around  the  world, 
some  economic,  some  political  and 
some  military,  which,  if  allowed  to  get 
out  of  hand,  could  grow  like  cancer  and 
create  severe  problems  for  our  national 
interest  down  the  line.  Just  a  couple 
examples:  We  had  a  long  divisive  fight 
in  this  country  over  the  military  sup- 
port that  we  were  giving  the  Contras. 
The  Contras  were  a  military  operation 
to  overthrow  the  new  Marxist  govern- 
ment in  Nicaragua  a  number  of  years 
ago.  That  whole  problem  came  about 
because  for  years  conditions  slowly  de- 
veloped in  the  country  of  Nicaragua 
which  led  to  an  explosion,  a  revolution, 
and  the  taking  of  power  by  a  group  of 
people  who  certainly  did  not  have  the 
best  interest  of  the  United  States  in 
mind.  We  wound  up  spending  a  lot  of 
resources  and  having  a  huge  fight  that 
divided  this  society  and  this  Congress 
because  the  conditions  that  occurred  in 
Nicaragua  were  not  improved  while  we 
had  time  to  do  it  without  winding  up  in 
a  military  confrontation. 

The  Soviet  Union:  We  have  spent  lit- 
erally trillions  of  dollars  since  the  end 
of  World  War  n  trying  to  see  to  it  that 
the  Soviet  Union  changed  in  nature  in- 
ternally or  at  least  externally  did  not 
any  longer  provide  a  threat  to  their 
neighbors  or  to  us.  Now  with  the  Wall 
down,  we  are  trsring  to  work  with  that 
country  in  economic  and  political  ways 
to  try  to  eliminate  the  physical  pres- 
ence of  missiles  that  in  the  past  had 
been  aimed  at  us,  to  try  to  build  insti- 
tutions in  the  former  Soviet  Union 
that  will  help  democratic  forces  change 
that  society  against  a  thousand  years 
of  history  that  run  in  the  other  direc- 


tion. I  think  it  is  worth  it  for  us  to 
have  that  kind  of  engagement. 

The  Middle  East:  Certainly  if  the 
Middle  East  is  not  stabilized,  it  will 
eventually  cause  great  problems  for 
this  countrv  economically,  and  it  could 
also  cause  great  problems  militarily.  It 
already  has  from  time  to  time.  All  we 
have  to  do  is  to  witness  what  happened 
with  the  Iraqi  war. 

The  Balkans:  That  has  been  a  tumul- 
tuous part  of  the  world  for  decades,  and 
it  is  in  the  United  States'  interest  to 
try  to  see  to  it  that  the  controversies 
in  that  part  of  the  globe  do  not  spill 
over  in  ways  which  damage  the  na- 
tional interest  of  the  United  States. 

We  are  trying  to  deal  with  all  of 
those  problems  within  this  very  tiny 
bill.  We  also  have  moral  obligations  to 
some  of  the  fellow  creatures  who  popu- 
late this  planet.  In  fact,  American  tax- 
payers can  be  intensely  proud  of  the 
fact  that  their  money  has  been  used  for 
low-cost  immunization  programs  which 
have  literally  hugely  expanded  the 
level  of  immunization  against  dev- 
astating childhood  diseases  for  many  of 
the  children  around  the  world.  We  have 
literally  saved  millions  of  lives 
through  those  programs,  programs 
such  as  UNICEF,  and  this  bill  also 
funds  that. 

So  I  think,  while  we  will  have  many 
disagreements  on  the  floor  today  about 
the  edges  of  this  bill,  this  bill  is  essen- 
tial in  order  to  meet  our  responsibil- 
ities both  to  the  world  and,  most  of  all, 
to  our  own  values  and  to  our  own  inter- 
est. 

Having  said  that,  let  me  simply  con- 
gratulate the  subcommittee  chairman 
for  the  manner  in  which  he  has  con- 
ducted himself  in  bringing  this  bill  to 
the  floor.  I  know  that  from  time  to 
time  it  is  frustrating  to  get  caught  up 
in  arguments  that  he  was  not  a  part  of. 
But  as  Archie  the  Cockroach,  my  fa- 
vorite philosopher,  said  once,  "Now 
and  then  somebody  is  bom  who  is  so 
unlucky  he  nins  into  accidents  that 
started  out  to  happen  to  somebody 
else."  I  am  sure  that  is  the  way  the 
gentleman  feels  today. 

I  would  also  like  to  say  a  special 
word,  if  I  could  get  the  attention  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Wilson].  I 
would  like  to  say  a  few  words  about 
Charlie  Wilson.  1  have  served  with 
Charlie  for  more  than  15  years  now. 
How  long  have  you  been  here,  Charlie? 

Mr.  WILSON.  Twenty-four. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Twenty-four.  How  time 
flies.  I  served  with  Charlie  for  all  of 
the  time  that  he  has  served  here.  I 
want  to  say  as  one  Member  to  another 
that  I  will  miss  him  greatly.  He  has 
brought  wit,  he  has  brought  compas- 
sion, he  has  brought  tough-mindedness, 
he  has  brought  fair-mindedness,  and  he 
has  brought  a  passion  for  excellence  to 
this  Congrress  which  we  are  never  in  an 
oversupply  of. 

I  simply  want  to  say  that  I  think 
whether  the  issue  has  been  the  Middle 


East  or  whether  the  issue  has  been  tak- 
ing care  of  the  needs  of  children,  or 
meeting  our  complicated  responsibil- 
ities on  the  economic  front,  Charlie 
Wilson  has  always  had  the  courage  to 
defend  what  he  regarded  as  American 
interest.  I  appreciate  that  fact  and  also 
appreciate  the  way  he  has  gone  about 
doing  his  job  for  as  long  as  he  has  been 
a  part  of  this  body. 

I  also  want  to  say  very  clearly  that, 
if  it  had  not  been  for  Charlie  Wilson, 
America  would  not  have  experienced  a 
foreign  policy  success  in  Afghajoistan.  I 
cannot  recall  another  occasion  which 
has  been  so  dramatic.  Virtually  single- 
mindedly,  Charlie  Wilson  persisted 
and  persevered  and  demanded  after  the 
Russian  invasion  of  Afghanistan  that 
we  help  the  forces  in  that  country  who 
were  trying  to  continue  the  resistance. 

I  remember  children  who  were  blown 
apart  by  that  war  being  brought  to  this 
country  by  Charue.  I  remember  seeing 
several  of  them  in  my  office.  He  ex- 
pended virtually  every  ounce  of  energy 
that  it  was  possible  for  a  human  being 
to  expend  for  a  cause  which  he  thought 
was  just  and  in  the  end  almost  single- 
handedly  helped  to  shape  American 
policy  on  that. 

D  1145 

I  just  want  to  take  my  hat  off  to  him 
and  say  that  he  has  been,  in  so  nmny 
ways,  a  strong  addition  to  this  institu- 
tion and  we  will  miss  him  greatly. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
jrield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Oilman],  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  International  Re- 
lations. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  too 
want  to  join  in  commending  the  distin- 
guished ranking  member  of  the  com- 
mittee, the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Wilson],  for  his  long  years  of  service  to 
this  body  and  his  concern  for  foreign 
operations,  foreign  policy,  going 
throughout  the  world  to  try  to  pursue 
the  best  interests  of  our  Nation.  This 
body  will  sorely  miss  him  and  we  wish 
him  well  in  his  early  retirement. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  3540,  the  foreign  oper- 
ations appropriations  bill,  and  I  want 
to  salute  the  chairman  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Foreign  Operations,  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Cal- 
lahan]. Working  with  this  able  rank- 
ing Democratic  member,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Wilson]  and 
other  members  of  his  subcommittee,  he 
crafted  legislation  that  strikes  a  bal- 
ance between  the  national  security,  hu- 
manitarian, and  development  goals  of 
this  Nation  and  the  need  to  conserve 
the  taxpayers'  money. 

The  chairman's  job  is  not  an  easy 
one,  and  I  know  it  is  not  one  he  sought. 
He  has  done  yeoman's  work  in  explain- 
ing to  the  American  public  the  ways 
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that  foreign  assistance  serves  our  na- 
tional interest.  These  programs  help 
provide  leverage  to  American  diplo- 
macy and  they  provide  security  and 
the  stability  that  accompanies  devel- 
opment in  many  parts  of  the  world.  If 
that  security  and  stability  was  absent, 
our  Nation  would  likely  be  called  on  to 
step  in  or  to  face  the  consequences  of 
the  instability.  It  is  that  simple.  For- 
eign aid  and  diplomacy  prevents  the 
need  for  U.S.  troops  to  go  in  and  solve 
problems  later,  in  bloody  and  more  ex- 
pensive ways. 

With  two  minor  exceptions,  the  ap- 
propriation amounts  in  chairman's  bill 
are  within  the  authorization  levels 
contemplated  in  the  conference  report 
on  H.R.  1561.  the  Foreign  Relations  Au- 
thorization Act,  that  was  passed  by  the 
House  but  vetoed  by  the  President.  To 
the  extent  programs  were  not  included 
in  the  conference  report,  the  relevant 
appropriations  are  within  the  amounts 
provided  in  the  House-passed  version  of 
that  bill.  I  should  add.  if  I  may,  that 
the  passage  of  this  bill,  which  I  fully 
expect  will  occur  on  an  overwhelming, 
bipartisan  basis,  continues  to  vindicate 
the  choices  on  resource  allocations 
that  the  House  made  on  H.R.  1561  but 
which  were  attacked,  I  believe  un- 
fairly, on  the  House  Door  when  we  had 
that  bill  under  consideration. 

I  may  have  a  few  minor  differences 
with  provisions  in  this  bill,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, but  I  do  believe  that  this  is  an  ex- 
cellent bill  on  the  whole.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, this  bill  would  also  not  be  pos- 
sible without  the  work  of  the  sub- 
committee's able  staff.  I  especially 
want  to  thank  Bill  Inglee,  John  Shank. 
Charlie  Flickner,  Nancy  Tippins,  and 
Lori  Maes  for  thefr  work  and  coopera- 
tion on  this  important  piece  of  legisla- 
tion. 

I  also  want  to  commend  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  Porter]  and 
his  language  with  relation  to  Turkey. 
Turkey  must  understand  that  it  must 
solve  the  problem  of  Cyprus  and  im- 
prove human  rights  with  the  Kurds  to 
improve  its  relations  with  the  United 
States. 

Accordingly,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  strong- 
ly urge  my  colleagues  to  fully  support 
this  bill. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time,  and  I  re- 
serve the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Knollenberg],  a  mem- 
ber of  our  subcommittee,  and  invalu- 
able with  respect  to  his  input. 

Mr.  KNOLLENBERG.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  me 
this  time  and  want  to  salute  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama.  Chairman  Cal- 
lahan, for  the  flare  in  which  he  works 
with  Members  on  both  sides.  I  want  to 
also  extend  a  thank  you  to  the  ranking 
member,  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Wilson],  who  I  believe  has  done 
yeomen's  work,  and  we  will  miss  him 


as  this  summer  moves  along  but  wish 
him  good  luck  in  his  next  voyage. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to  express  my 
strong  support  for  this  bill  which  re- 
flects the  Foreign  Operations  Sub- 
committee's careful  crafting  and  com- 
promise in  a  time  of  continued  reduc- 
tions in  the  funding  available  for  for- 
eign assistance.  It  deserves  our  sup- 
port. H.R.  3540  recognizes  the  fiscal  sit- 
uation we  face  and  reduces  the  amount 
of  money  we  spend  overseas.  But  H.R. 
3540  maintains  our  role  as  a  leader 
throughout  the  world. 

This  bill  makes  serious  cuts  that  re- 
flect careful  consideration  and  the  re- 
view of  every  foreign  assistance  pro- 
gram. We  have  eliminated  and  reduced 
funding  to  those  programs  that  have 
failed  to  justify  our  support. 

I  strongly  believe  that  foreign  aid  is 
a  crucial  component  of  our  foreign  pol- 
icy. The  United  States  has  a  direct  in- 
terest in  promoting  the  expansion  of 
capitalism  and  democracy  throughout 
the  world.  Accordingly,  I  feel  it  is  ben- 
eficial to  American  interests  to  aid 
countries  which  have  shown  a  commit- 
ment to  the  ideals  of  free  enterprise 
and  individual  freedom. 

When  we  consider  the  fast  paced 
chamges  taking  place  in  countries 
across  the  globe  from  Israel  to  India  to 
Russia  it  is  clear  that  America  must 
not  insulate  Itself  from  the  inter- 
national community. 

Yet,  we  will  destroy  our  ability  to  as- 
sist other  countries  and  provide  for  our 
national  security  if  we  have  to  contin- 
ually spend  greater  and  greater  por- 
tions of  our  budget  on  interest  on  the 
national  debt.  We  must  balance  the 
budget.  That  means  we  must  reduce 
spending.  I  am  very  committed  to  re- 
ducing the  deficit,  lowering  taxes,  and 
empowering  individuals  and  business 
by  reducing  the  size  and  scope  of  our 
Federal  Government.  We  must  work  to- 
ward these  goals  as  the  world's  only  su- 
perpower and  the  sole  proprietor  of  de- 
mocracy. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KNOLLENBERG.  I  only  have  a 
certain  amount  of  time,  but  I  will  be 
glad  to  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
wanted  to  ask  the  gentleman  if  he 
agrees  with  me  that  if  all  the  other 
subcommittees  had  made  the  same 
contribution  to  balancing  the  budget 
that  this  subcommittee  has  made,  we 
would  have  a  balanced  budget? 

Mr.  KNOLLENBERG.  Amen. 

And  I  concur  very  strongly  with  the 
ranking  member,  but  we  have  not 
eliminated,  and  I  think  this  is  very  im- 
portant, we  have  not  eliminated,  by 
any  means,  our  ability  to  participate 
in  the  world. 

Foreign  aid,  which  makes  up  less 
than  1  percent  of  our  Federal  budget, 
as  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
pointed  out,  is  a  good  investment  and 
has  benefited  our  interests  around  the 


globe  by  furthering  the  development  of 
economic  and  political  stability  in  the 
international  community. 

H.R.  3540  allows  us  to  continue  to  re- 
main active  in  world  events  while 
keeping  us  on  a  path  to  a  balanced 
budget.  I  support  this  bill  and  urge  my 
colleagues  to  do  likewise. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Packard]  who  is  also  a 
member  of  our  subconimittee  and  a 
very  valuable  member  of  our  sub- 
committee. 

Mr.  PACKARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  foreign  operations, 
export  financing,  and  related  programs 
appropriations  bill  for  fiscal  year  1997. 
I  want  to  commend  Chairman  Cal- 
lahan and  ranking  member  Charlie 
Wilson  for  crafting  a  fair  and  biparti- 
san bill  that,  again,  contains  no  ear- 
marks. 

I  particularly  want  to  recognize  the 
gentleman  from  Texas,  Charlie  Wil- 
son, who  will  be  leaving  Congress  this 
year.  Charlie,  it  has  been  a  pleasure 
working  with  you  and  you  will  be 
missed. 

This  bill  continues  Congress  on  its 
glidepath  toward  a  balanced  budget  by 
cutting  approximately  $1  billion  from 
the  President's  request  and  almost  S500 
million  from  last  year's  enacted  levels. 
These  funding  reductions  are  a  con- 
tinuation of  the  reorganization  of  our 
foreign  aid  priorities.  It  is  a  tribute  to 
Chairman  Callahan  and  his  very  capa- 
ble staff  that  two  very  important  pro- 
visions of  this  bill  remain  virtually  un- 
touched. I  am  speaking  of  our  contribu- 
tions to  the  Camp  David  accords  and 
the  child  survival  and  disease  programs 
account. 

In  addition,  this  biU  supports  Amer- 
ican jobs  by  providing  funding  to  vital 
U.S.  export  assistance  programs  such 
as  the  Elxport-Import  Bank,  the  Over- 
seas Development  Corp.,  and  the  Trade 
and  Development  Agency.  These  agen- 
cies assist  U.S.  businesses  both  large 
and  small  to  advance  U.S.  interests  and 
expand  our  export  markets. 

Finally,  this  bill  strikes  a  balance  on 
family  planning  fimding  that  is  fafr  to 
both  sides.  It  allows  half  of  the  funds 
designated  for  these  activities  to  be  re- 
leased to  any  organization  who  applies. 
The  language  then  allows  the  rest  of 
the  fimds  to  be  released  to  those  orga- 
nizations who  agree  to  the  Mexico  City 
language.  This  is  as  evenhanded  as  it 
gets. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me, 
once  again,  pay  tribute  to  Chairman 
Callahan  and  his  staff  for  thefr  hard 
work  on  this  well-balanced  bill.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  it. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re- 
serve the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the 
absence  of  any  other  speakers,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
just  a  moment  I  will  jrield  back  the 
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balance  of  my  time,  but  let  me  just 
comment  that  this  bill  reduces  the 
President's  request  by  $1  billion.  I 
know  there  are  some  in  this  House  and 
In  the  administration  who  would  like 
to  have  more  money,  but  we  are  having 
to  sacrifice  in  every  area  of  govern- 
ment and  I  do  not  think  requesting  an- 
other $1  bUlion  cut  from  the  Presi- 
dent's request  is  unreasonable  at  all. 

The  gentleman  from  Texas,  Congress- 
man Wilson,  is  right;  if  every  sub- 
committee on  appropriations  was  re- 
ducing in  real  dollars  the  amount  of 
money  and  the  percentage  of  moneys 
we  are  reducing  in  this  bill  and  the  bill 
last  year,  then  we  would  be  much  more 
advanced  toward  a  balanced  budget. 
This  is  the  lowest  foreign  operation  bill 
in  more  than  15  years. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  there  will  be 
some  who  come  and  try  to  amend  this 
bill  upward,  trsring  to  give  the  adminis- 
tration more  dollars,  and  I  am  going  to 
strenuously  object  to  any  effort  to  in- 
crease the  amount  of  this  appropria- 
tion bill,  which,  incidentally,  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  now  less  than  1  percent  of 
our  overall  budget.  A  lot  of  people  in 
this  country  are  of  the  impression  that 
we  are  appropriating  a  higher  percent- 
age of  our  dollars  to  foreign  operations, 
but  his  year,  if  this  bill  becomes  law.  it 
will  be  less  than  1  percent  of  our  over- 
all budget,  and  that  1  percent  con- 
centrates on  things  that  the  American 
people  support. 

The  American  people  do  not  like  us 
to  give  money,  government  to  govern- 
ment, Mr.  Chairman,  but  when  they  see 
starving  children  they  want  those  chil- 
dren fed.  When  they  see  children  dsring 
of  polio,  when  they  see  children  dying 
of  diseases,  they  want  to  participate  in 
that  tsrpe  of  program.  We  concentrate 
on  that  type  of  activity  in  this  bill.  We 
are  not  going  to  turn  out  back  on 
starving  children  or  sick  children.  We 
are  going  to  educate  these  children 
where  we  jjossibly  can,  with  the  limited 
amount  of  moneys  that  we  have.  We 
are  a  compassionate  nation,  but  we  are 
also  a  nation  in  a  fiscal  crisis,  and  the 
only  money  we  have  available  is  this 
$11.9  billion,  which,  as  we  understand, 
is  $1  billion  under  the  President's  re- 
quest. 

Mr.  Chairman,  before  I  close  this  part 
of  the  program,  I  too  want  to  join  my 
colleagues  in  praising  the  gentleman 
from  Texas,  Charlie  Wilson,  who  has 
served  as  the  ranking  Democrat  on  this 
subcommittee  since  I  assumed  the 
chairmanship.  He  will  be  receiving  a 
lot  of  accolades  during  the  next  few 
weeks  as  he  retires  from  Congress,  and 
I  want  to  tell  him  it  has  been  a  true 
pleasure  to  work  with  him. 

Handling  the  foreign  operations  bill 
is  not  something  that  many  Members 
cherish.  It  is  a  difficult,  complicated 
measure  when  we  think  of  the  hun- 
dreds of  countries  in  this  world  that 
are  seeking  the  support  of  the  United 
States  of  America  and  the  complexity 


of  the  governments  and  the  working  re- 
lationship between  our  Govenmient 
and  their  government.  It  is  a  com- 
plicated process  and  certainly  Charlie 
Wilson  knows  more  than  anyone  else 
in  the  House  about  this  complex  world 
of  ours  and  its  needs.  His  contributions 
to  me.  both  personally  and  profes- 
sionally, have  been  something  that  I 
will  always  cherish. 

So  Mr.  Chairman,  as  he  moves  on  to 
this  next  stage  of  his  life,  I  want  the 
gentleman  to  know  that  someday  we 
will  meet  on  the  shuffle  board  court  in 
Phoenix,  AZ,  or  some  retirement  city, 
and  we  will  be  out  there  talking  about 
the  great  things  that  we  did.  But  the 
people  of  the  United  States  will  never 
forget  the  contributions  that  he  as  an 
individual  Member  of  this  Congress  has 
made  toward  making  this  world  a  bet- 
ter place  and  making  our  position  in 
this  world  well  understood  by  foreign 
countries. 

D  1200 

It  is  not  the  end  of  our  close  relation- 
ship, I  am  sure.  It  is  just  the  end  of  a 
distinguished  teniu-e  in  this  Congress, 
and  I  appreciate,  on  behalf  of  the 
American  people,  the  contributions 
you  have  made. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

Mr.  HASTERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in 
support  of  the  amendment  offered  by  my  good 
friend  from  Illinois,  Mr.  Manzullo,  that  reduces 
the  fiscal  year  1997  foreign  operations  appro- 
priation for  the  Export-Import  Bank  administra- 
tive expenses  by  $3.1  million.  I  support  this 
amendment  because  it  mirrors  the  Appropria- 
tions' National  Security  Subcommittee's  rec- 
ommendation of  reducing  the  Eximbank's  sub- 
sidy appropriation  by  2.5  percent.  It  makes  no 
sense  to  me  to  increase  funds  for  staffing  at 
the  same  time  that  we  are  reducing  the  work- 
load of  the  bank. 

The  purpose  of  the  Eximbank  is  to  expand 
U.S.  exports  by  assisting  American  fimris.  And 
yet,  I  question  the  success  of  the  bank  in  ful- 
filling this  mandate  under  the  current  adminis- 
tration. Most  recently,  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion pressured  the  Eximbank  to  refuse  assist- 
ance to  U.S.  exporters,  while  at  the  same  time 
supporting  most-favored-nation  trade  status  for 
Chinese  business.  I'm  at  a  loss  to  see  how 
this  helps  American  businesses. 

One  case  in  particular  is  the  Eximbank's  an- 
nouncement of  May  30  to  deny  trade  credits 
to  American  companies  attempting  to  partici- 
pate in  China's  Three  Gorges  Dam  project. 
This  decision  stands  in  the  way  of  job  opportu- 
nities and  income  for  American  wort<ers,  and 
potentially,  it  damages  our  relationship  with 
China. 

The  CKnton  administratkxi  has  portrayed  the 
Three  Gorges  Dam  project  as  disastrous  to 
the  environment,  and  detrimental  to  human 
rights.  However,  there  are  no  facts  to  backup 
this  charge.  In  fact,  the  main  purpose  of  the 
project  is  to  control  the  disastrous  con- 
sequences to  China's  environment  and  pre- 
vent the  massive  loss  of  life  and  property 
caused  by  fkxxiing  along  the  Yangtze  River. 
In  1994  atone,  fkxjding  along  the  Yangtze 


killed  neariy  1,200  people  and  wiped  out  2.7 
million  acres  of  farmland.  Building  the  dam  will 
end  the  need  of  moving  millions  of  people 
each  time  there  is  a  major  ftood  on  the 
Yangtze  River. 

The  Three  Gorges  Dam  is  also  desperately 
needed  to  enable  China  to  keep  up  with  it's 
exponentially  growing  energy  requirements.  It 
will  produce  18,200  megawatts  of  dean  hydro- 
power,  displacing  the  need  for  50.000  tons  of 
tow  sulphur  coal  or  ten  nuclear,  power  plants. 
The  project  will  help  clean  up  the  air  in  China, 
decrease  the  gtobal  greenhouse  effect  and 
lower  nuclear  waste  disposal  problems.  More- 
over, the  dam  will  not  submerge  the  scenic 
Three  Gorges— water  levels  will  rise  318  feet 
but  the  mountains  in  the  area  rise  lietween 
2,600  and  3,600  feet  high. 

It  makes  no  sense  to  prevent  the  creation  of 
thousands  of  jobs  for  taxpaying  American  citi- 
zens by  denying  a  loan  that,  in  the  end,  would 
be  paid  back  with  interest  by  a  foreign  coun- 
try. 

Without  a  doubt,  this  project  will  spread 
prosperity  and  development  into  a  new  interior 
region  of  China,  providing  new  opportunities 
for  American  firms.  Establishing  business  rela- 
ttonships  now  through  the  Three  Gorges  Dam 
project  would  further  position  American  fimris 
to  win  new  business  in  China  for  years  to 
come.  As  Congressman  Manzullo  has  cited, 
S1  billton  in  U.S.  exports  and  19,000  Ameri- 
cans jobs  are  at  stake. 

I  have  often  heard  the  argument  that  there 
is  nothing  stopping  these  companies  from 
competing  for  contracts  without  this  assist- 
ance. That's  technically  true,  but  what  then  is 
the  purpose  of  the  Eximbank  if  not  to  help 
U.S.  companies  secure  the  winning  bids?  This 
recent  deciston  puts  American  companies  at  a 
disadvantage  with  their  foreign  competitors 
who  will  most  likely  receive  favorable  financing 
from  their  government  finance  agencies.  Ger- 
many, Japan.  Russia,  and  Canada  are  already 
contracting  for  the  project  through  their  con- 
sortiums. 

The  administration  has  supported  renewing 
most-favored-nation  trade  status  for  China  at 
the  same  time  it  attacks  this  project.  This 
project,  without  a  doubt,  means  jobs  for  Illinois 
and  other  states  across  this  country.  The 
shortsighted  decision  is  flawed  and  detrimental 
not  only  to  the  tong-range  environmental  and 
human  rights  concerns  of  China,  but  also  the 
competitive,  responsible  companies  that  Amer- 
ica is  offering  to  the  worid.  Our  companies 
practice  high  labor  and  environmental  stand- 
ards. Only  the  United  States  has  the  capacity 
to  bring  the  kind  of  technical  knowledge  to  the 
project  that  may  mitigate  many  of  the  con- 
cerns raised  by  its  critics. 

Until  I  see  signs  that  the  Eximbank  is  fulfill- 
ing its  mandate,  I  can  not  support  increasing 
funding  for  its  administrative  expenses. 

Mr.  CASTLE.  Mr.  Chaimian,  I  chair  the  Do- 
mestic and  Intemattonal  Monetary  Policy  Sub- 
committee of  the  House  Banking  and  Financial 
Services  Committee,  which  is  the  authorizing 
committee  for  U.S.  partidpatton  in  the  multilat- 
eral development  banks,  in  this  era  of  limited 
budgets,  it  is  absolutely  imperative  that  every 
taxpayer  dollar  t>e  spent  in  the  most  cost-ef- 
fective manner  possible.  I  sutmiit  that  with 
multilateral  development  we  multiply  each  con- 
tributed dollar  fivefold  or  sixfoto  for  optimal  le- 
verage of  our  resources.  Therefore,  I  would 
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like  to  share  with  my  colleagues  the  adion  the 
authorizing  subcommittee  took  on  the  multilat- 
eral funding  levels  requested  by  the  adminis- 
tration. 

As  we  noted  when  the  administration  pre- 
sented its  request  to  my  subcommittee,  we 
shouW  acknowledge  the  substantial  progress 
already  made  in  reforming  the  International  Fi- 
nancial Institutions  [IFI's].  The  best  way  to  do 
this  and  encourage  the  process  is  by  paying 
the  United  States  arrears  on  commitments  to 
the  10th  capital  replenishment  of  the  Inter- 
nattonal  Devetopment  Association  [IDA]  made 
by  previous  administrations. 

It  is  most  difficult  to  continue  to  assert  a  po- 
sition of  leadership  in  the  vartous  IFI's  and  yet 
owe  a  total  of  S1.56  billton  in  overdue  obliga- 
tions to  them.  This  undermines  our  moral  and 
practical  influence  over  these  institutions,  and 
even  though  we  still  spend  a  very  large  sum 
of  money  each  year,  the  expenditure  produces 
little  domestic  or  Intemational  good  will. 

National  self-interest  argues  that  we  con- 
tinue to  stay  engaged  in  the  multilateral  devel- 
opment process.  Our  success  in  leveraging 
funds  for  devetoping  countries,  encouraging 
free  mari<et  economies,  private  sedor  devel- 
opment and  creating  new  high-growth  martcets 
for  U.S.  companies  woukJ  be  undermined  if 
opted  out  For  these  reasons,  the  subcommit- 
tee included  the  entire  S550  millton  requested 
to  finish  authorizing  payment  of  the  accumu- 
lated an'ears  of  S935  million  for  our  commit- 
ments to  the  IDA 

This  bill  appropriates  S525  million  to  fund 
IDA,  leaving  a  balance  of  $410  millton  still 
owed  on  previous  commitments.  I  hope  that 
we  can  retire  these  arrears  as  quickly  as  pos- 
sible, although  I  fully  accept  that  resources  are 
limited  for  this  year's  foreign  operations  ac- 
count Failure  to  retire  these  previous  commit- 
ments inevitably  delays  the  program  for  the 
11th  capital  replenishment  of  IDA.  This,  in 
turn,  may  result  in  another  year  of  interim  spe- 
dal  funding  that  exdudes  U.S.  companies 
from  bidding  on  a  portion  of  the  projects  fund- 
ed under  such  interim  arrangement 

We  authorized  no  appropriattons  for  any 
U.S.  contribution  to  the  interest  subsidy  ac- 
count of  the  successor  [ESAF  11]  to  the  en- 
hanced structural  adjustment  fadlity  of  the 
intemational  monetary  fund  because  this  ac- 
count is  fully  funded  through  fiscal  year  1997. 

The  administratton  requested  both  consent 
to  and  appropriations  for  the  fifth  replenish- 
ment of  the  resources  of  the  African  Devetop- 
ment Bank  [AfDBj,  at  an  undetemnined  level 
due  to  continuing,  unfinished  negotiations.  We 
authorized  a  2-year  capital  increase  of  $32 
million  for  the  AfDB  that  was  conditioned  on  a 
successful  condusion  to  current  negotiations 
to  reorganize  effective  control  of  this  bank 
away  from  the  borrowers  to  the  lending  coun- 
tries. If  these  negotiattons  are  successful  and 
sound  reforms  are  in  place,  we  would  hope  to 
authorize  U.S.  partidpation  in  the  fifth  replen- 
ishment next  year. 

In  response  to  the  administration's  request, 
full  U.S.  partidpatton  in  the  new  Middle  East 
Devetopment  Bank  was  authorized  for  2 
years,  with  $105  millton  to  be  appropriated 
over  that  period.  Even  though  there  are  no 
funds  for  this  project  in  this  year's  appropria- 
ttons bill,  the  concept  of  former  enemies  com- 
ing together  to  plan  and  finance  joint  develop- 
ment of  their  regton  remains  a  good  toea. 


The  House  Subcommittee  reduced  the  ad- 
ministratton's  fiscal  year  1997  request  by  S335 
million. 

In  condusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  having  stated 
my  resewattons  and  the  rationale  for  them,  I 
support  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  Appropria- 
tions Committee,  and  urge  my  colleagues  to 
vote  for  its  passage. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  rise  to  express  my  concern  over  H.R. 
3540.  the  foreign  operations  appropriations 
bill,  t)ecause  it  fails  to  include  language  direct- 
ing the  U.S.  Government  to  monitor  human 
rights  progress  in  Ethiopia  as  it  obligates  ap- 
propriations for  Ethtopia  in  fiscal  year  1997. 

During  the  debate  last  year  on  the  foreign 
operattons  appropriattons  bill  for  fiscal  year 
1996,  I  offered  an  amendment  that  induded 
language  to  monitor  human  rights  progress  in 
Ethiopia.  My  amendment  was  adopted  by  the 
House.  Unfortunately,  my  amendment  was  not 
induded  in  the  conference  report  on  such  bill 
but  my  colleagues  assured  me  of  their  deep 
concern  about  human  rights  violations  in  Ethi- 
opia. 

While  Ethiopia  has  made  some  progress  in 
human  rights  since  the  new  government  as- 
sumed power,  there  are  still  too  many  in- 
stances of  human  rights  violattons  throughout 
the  country.  Indivtouals  opposed  to  the  current 
government,  particularly  joumalists,  academi- 
dans,  and  opposition  party  officials  have  faced 
ordeals  that  raise  questions  about  academic 
freedom,  freedom  of  the  press,  freedom  of 
speech,  and  the  independence  of  the  judiciary. 
Many  Ethtopians  are  fadng  trials  for  alleged 
offenses  against  the  govemment  and  we  must 
work  to  ensure  that  they  receive  a  fair  and  irrv 
partial  hearing.  Other  citizens  are  being  har- 
assed as  they  attempt  to  express  their  views 
on  the  crittoal  issues  fadng  the  country. 

Ethtopia  has  a  distinguished  history  and  has 
always  been  a  shining  example  for  the  rest  of 
Africa.  The  country  has  a  bright  future.  As  a 
superpower,  the  United  States  has  an  obliga- 
tion to  foster  democracy  and  human  rights 
around  the  worid.  We  must  engage  Ethiopia's 
ruling  govemment  to  improve  their  human 
rights  record.  The  United  States  State  Depart- 
ment and  organizattons  such  as  Amnesty 
International  have  chronided  the  problems 
confronting  Ethiopia  in  this  regard.  Over  the 
past  year,  I  have  periodically  communicated 
with  State  department  offtoials  to  carefully  as- 
sess the  situatton  in  the  country  and  strongly 
encouraged  the  department  to  expand  its  ef- 
forts to  improve  human  rights  in  Ethiopia. 

The  Congress  of  the  United  States  should 
be  on  record  supporting  human  rights 
progress  in  Ethiopia  and  I  encourage  my  col- 
leagues to  continue  to  support  the  indusion  of 
human  rights  as  an  integral  element  of  our  for- 
eign policy.  I  will  continue  to  voice  my  strong 
support  for  human  rights  in  Ethiopia  and  wori< 
with  our  Government  in  advandng  this  impor- 
tant cause. 

Mr.  BILIRAKIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  sup- 
port of  this  amendment  which  limits  the 
amount  of  economic  support  funding  for  Tur- 
key to  322  millton  until  the  Turtdsh  Govem- 
ment acknowledges  the  Armenian  genoode. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  this  April  marked 
the  81st  anniversary  of  the  Armenian  geno- 
dde.  The  great  Armenian  massaae,  whtoh 
took  place  between  1915  to  1916,  shocked 


public  opinton  in  the  United  States  and  West- 
em  Europe. 

As  Henry  Morgenthau,  Sr..  the  former  U.S. 
Ambassador  to  the  Ottoman  Empire,  stated  "I 
am  confident  that  the  whole  history  of  the 
human  race  contains  no  such  homble  episode 
as  this.  The  great  massacres  and  persecu- 
tions of  the  past  seem  almost  insignificant 
when  compared  to  the  sutfenngs  of  the  Arme- 
nian race  in  1915." 

Last  year.  Memt>ers  of  Congress  from  both 
Houses  in  a  bipartisan  initiative  called  upon 
the  Presklent  to  reaffirm  the  Armenian  geno- 
dde  as  a  crime  against  humanity.  White  I  ap- 
preciated the  fad  that  a  statement  was  Issued 
by  the  White  House,  many  of  my  colleagues 
and  I  were  disappointed  that  the  Presklent  did 
not  use  the  word  "genodde"  to  describe  the 
systematk;  annihilation  of  one  and  one-half 
million  Amienians. 

In  fad,  eariier  this  year,  I  joined  msmy  of  my 
colleagues  in  sending  a  letter  to  Presklent 
Clinton  expressing  disappointment  in  the  fact 
that  he  used  the  word  "massacres"  rather 
than  the  word  "genodde"  to  describe  this  ter- 
rible tt^gedy. 

We  must  also  send  the  same  message  to 
Turkey.  Turkey  must  take  steps  to  acknowl- 
edge and  honor  the  memory  of  the  victims  of 
the  Armenian  geriodde. 

I  am  proud  to  have  cosponsored  H.  Con. 
Res.  47.  which  enjoys  the  bipartisan  support 
of  178  Members  and  honors  the  memory  of 
the  vtotims  of  the  Armenian  gerxxade. 

In  dosing,  1  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  amertoment.  The  survivors  of  the  geno- 
dde and  their  descendants  have  made  great 
contributions  to  every  country  in  whtoh  they 
have  settled— induding  the  United  States, 
where  Armenians  have  made  their  mark  in 
business,  the  professtons,  and  our  cuRural  life. 
The  time  has  come  for  Turkey  to  acknowl- 
edge the  injustice  that  took  place.  For  it  is  only 
through  acknowledging  it  tfiat  we  hokJ  out 
hope  for  the  future  that  no  such  event  will 
occur  again. 

Mr.  KIM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  op- 
position to  the  Obey-Frank  amendment  to  pro- 
hibit the  use  of  International  Military  Education 
and  Training  Funds  for  Indonesia.  It  appears 
to  be  that  this  amerxlment  is  designed  only  to 
insult  Indonesia  and  would  have  only  negative 
effects  on  U.S.-lndonesian  relations.  Further- 
more, if  enaded.  I  tjelieve  this  amerxlment 
wouto  adually  hinder  the  kind  of  changes  and 
increased  respect  for  human  rights  its  pro- 
ponents daim  to  seek. 

First  lers  be  dear  on  what  IMET  is.  IMET 
is  not  guns  and  ammunitton.  Ifs  not  even 
comtMit  training.  The  IMET  program  sponsors 
up  and  comirig  Indonesian  military  officers  to 
come  to  the  U.S.  to  receive  either  technkal 
training — like  accountir>g— or  professional  edu- 
cation induding  military  justice  and  human 
rights  awareness.  Thus,  IMET  partkapants  are 
exposed  to  the  very  issues  about  whtoh  the 
sponsors  of  the  Otiey-Frank  amendment  are 
most  concerned.  How  better  to  ensure  that  the 
Indonesian  military  enhances  its  professtonal- 
ism  and  sensitivity  to  the  human  rights  oorv 
cems  we've  identified  than  to  indude  this  in 
their  training?  Espedally  when  the  Indonesian 
military  wants  this  training?  They  are  seeking 
our  help.  If  the  sponsors  of  this  amendment 
listen  to  their  own  words,  then  they  woukl  see 
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that  we  ought  to  continue  to  provide  this  train- 
ing. 

Second,  IMET  also  plays  an  Important  role 
in  improving  U.S.-lndonesian  security  ties.  In- 
donesia occupies  a  very  central  and  strategic 
position  in  Southeast  Asia.  Indonesia  is  a  key 
member  of  ASEAN  and  a  moderate  leader  of 
the  non-aligned  movement.  It  is  the  world's 
largest  Moslem  country.  Indonesia  is  very  sup- 
portive of  the  United  States  presence  in 
Southeast  Asia  and  provides  us  with  places  in 
lieu  of  bases.  The  modest  support  the  Indo- 
nesian military  receives  from  IMET  goes  a 
long  way  in  solidifying  this  relationship.  It  also 
provides  our  own  military  with  exposure  to 
senior  and  mid-level  Indonesian  military  offi- 
cers with  all  of  the  associated  benefits  such 
relations  provide. 

Third,  with  190  million  people,  Indonesia  is 
a  growing  market  for  American  goods  and 
services.  Last  year  alone,  the  U.S.  exported 
$3.3  billion,  an  increase  of  over  20  percent 
from  last  year.  Indonesia  is  the  host  to  over  S6 
billion  in  United  States  investments.  Whether 
we  like  it  or  not,  IMET  has,  in  part,  come  to 
represent  a  bellwether  of  United  States  en- 
gagement with  Indonesia.  It  has  become  a 
symbol  of  United  States  attitude  toward  Indo- 
nesia. Therefore,  to  prohibit  IMET  will  be  seen 
by  Indonesians — all  Indonesian,  not  just  the 
Suharto  Government— as  a  slap.  Unlike  most 
of  my  colleagues,  as  a  first  generation  Asian- 
American,  I  have  a  pretty  good  understanding 
of  how  East  Asians  think.  And,  I  can  assure 
every  one  of  you,  this  will  be  interpreted  as  a 
direct  insult  against  the  Indonesian  natkHi  as 
a  whole. 

Such  an  insult  will  have  a  direct  and  nega- 
tive affect  on  all  aspects  of  our  relationship,  in- 
cluding econome  ties.  At  risk  are  jobs  and  in- 
comes of  Americans  right  here  at  home.  The 
only  ones  really  cheerina  for  the  misguided 
symbolism  of  the  Obey-Frank  amendment  are 
our  Asian  and  European  competitors. 

Finally,  I  am  sensitive  to  the  situation  in 
East  Timor.  Unfortunately,  the  history  as  well 
as  the  future  of  East  Timor  is  not  as  simple 
and  black  arKl  white  as  proponents  of  this 
amendment  daim.  Progress  is  being  made 
with  regard  to  East  Timor,  though  I  agree  that 
more  is  needed.  However,  cutting  IMET  will 
have  no  positive  effect  on  East  Timor.  The 
Obey-Frank  amendment  is  merely  pandering 
to  one  special  interest  in  East  Timor  at  great 
expense  overall  U.S.  interests  in  the  region.  In 
fact,  as  I  pointed  out,  prohibiting  of  IMET 
coukj  actually  setback  the  process  of  improv- 
ing human  rights. 

Therefore.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for 
Amerka's  best  interests  and  reject  this  mis- 
gukied  amendment. 

Mr.  TORRES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in 
support  of  H.R.  3540,  the  fiscal  year  1997  for- 
eign operations  appropriations  bill  as  reported 
out  of  the  full  Appropriatkws  Committee.  I 
want  to  commend  Chairman  Cauahan  and 
the  distinguished  ranking  member,  Mr.  Wil- 
son, for  their  diligent  wort?  in  crafting  this 
year's  foreign  assistance  package.  However,  I 
must  note  that  the  bill  falls  short  in  meeting 
certain  critical  funding  needs,  particulariy  in 
pnsviding  adequate  assistance  to  the  Latin  and 
Central  American  region. 

United  States  assistance  for  emerging  de- 
mocrades  of  Latin  and  Central  America  is  se- 


verely threatened  by  continuing  reductions  in 
devetopment  assistance.  The  relatively  modest 
sums  directed  towards  sustainable  develop- 
ment in  Latin  America  are  a  worthwhile  long- 
term  investment  in  the  economic  and  political 
stability  of  our  closest  neighbors.  Such  an  in- 
vestment can  pay  off  in  avoiding  natural  disas- 
ters, economic  crises,  and  military  conflicts, 
which  bring  with  them  a  much  higher  cost  in 
economic  and  human  terms.  Additionally,  the 
United  States  has  made  certain  commitments 
to  the  region,  such  as  contributions  to  consoli- 
dating peace  in  Central  American  nations, 
which  should  be  honored. 

Furthermore,  funds  for  granting  relief  for 
countries  that  hold  U.S  debt  is  a  way  to  help 
them  become  more  self-sufficient  as  akj  flows 
diminish  or  end.  As  this  bill  continues  through 
the  legislative  process,  I  woukj  hope  we  could 
do  more  or  increase  the  amount  allocated  for 
debt  restricting  for  the  poorest  countries  and 
debt  buybacks. 

The  Fund  for  Special  Operations  [FSO],  the 
concesswnal  lending  arm  of  the  Inter-Amer- 
ican Development  bank,  extends  loans— not 
grants— to  the  poorest  countries  in  Latin 
America  and  their  Caribbean  for  programs  de- 
signed to  alleviate  poverty.  FSO  programs 
benefit  those  most  in  need,  especially  women 
and  children  and  microentrepreneurs  who 
have  little  access  to  credit  through  regular  fi- 
nancial sources.  As  bilateral  aid  to  Central 
American  and  Caribbean  countries  is  being 
dramatically  reduced,  the  U.S.  contribution  to 
the  Fund  for  Special  Operations  is  an  effective 
investment  in  the  development  of  our  (XMrest 
neighbors  in  the  Westem  Hemisphere.  While 
this  bill  has  reduced  the  administratbn  request 
for  the  FSO  from  $31  million  to  $10  million,  I 
believe  this  small  U.S.  contribution  is  critical  in 
leveraging  significant  funds  fund  other  donor 
nations  around  the  worid  and  hope  that  we 
can  find  a  means  to  increase  this  amount. 

I  also  want  to  note  that  the  bill  includes  a 
10-percent  cut  in  funding  for  the  U.S.  contribu- 
tion to  the  Ntorth  American  Development  Bank. 
The  House  Report  attributes  this  cut  to  the 
slow  start-up  of  the  Bank's  Community  Adjust- 
ment and  Investment  Program,  also  known  as 
the  "Domestic  Window".  Ten  percent  of  the 
NADBank's  capital  is  allocated  for  the  Domes- 
tic Window,  which  is  designed  to  address 
trade  dislocation  issues  by  assisting  commu- 
nities and  businesses  throughout  the  United 
States.  This  assistance  will  be  administered 
through  other  Federal  lending  programs  and 
through  the  direct  lending  program  of  the 
NADBank's  Community  Adjustment  and  In- 
vestment Program.  However,  I  would  point  out 
that  the  money  is  not  segregated,  therefore,  a 
10-percent  cut  directed  at  the  domestk:  win- 
dow of  the  NADBank,  is  a  cut  to  the  overall 
NADBank  funds  for  border-area  projects. 
While  the  Bank's  Domestk:  Window  may  not 
have  been  established  as  quickly  as  we  had 
hoped,  it  is  now  open  and  lending  criteria  are 
in  place.  The  fiscal  year  1997  tranche  of 
NADBank  capital  is  critical  for  the  Bank  to  re- 
alize its  potential  to  clean  up  the  border  region 
and  address  the  domestic  needs  of  displaced 
wori<ers  and  businesses. 

Additionally,  I  woukJ  like  to  state  for  the 
record  that  even  though  we  are  approving 
countemarcotics  assistance  in  principle  to  the 
Governments  of  Colombia  and  of  Peru,  the 


administration  should  not  interpret  this  as  an 
unconditional  approval  of  military  assistance  to 
those  countries  and  should  carefully  consult 
with  us  before  requesting  the  release  of  any 
such  assistance. 

We  all  know  that  in  Colombia  political 
killings  and  disappearances  continue  at  crisis 
levels  while  in  Peru,  thousands  languish  in 
that  country's  jails  after  blatantly  unfair  trials. 
In  both  countries,  due  process  is  flagrantly  vio- 
lated. An  amnesty  law  in  Peru  has  made  im- 
punity state  policy,  while  in  Cotombia  impunity 
is  also  the  norm.  We  all  know  that  human 
rights  in  both  countries  is  under  attack.  But  we 
approve  countemarcotics  assistance  as  a  ges- 
ture of  good  faith  to  the  administration  vnth  the 
caveat  ttiat  serious  human  rights  problems  re- 
main. 

It  is  important  to  highlight  that  neither  the 
Governments  of  Peru  nor  of  Colombia  will  re- 
ceive any  assistance  through  the  foreign  mili- 
tary financing  account,  but  both  will  receive 
assistance  through  the  countemarcotics  ac- 
count. I  want  to  inform  the  publk:  as  well  as 
my  colleagues  that  this  countemarcotics  item 
could  lead  to  an  administratkm  request  of  mili- 
tary transfers  to  those  countries'  military  units. 
I  must  state  for  the  record  that  I  will  use  my 
office  to  ensure  that  neither  the  Cok>mbian 
Army  nor  the  Peruvian  Army  as  well  as  Navy 
will  receive  any  United  States  assistance.  For 
this.  I  would  like  to  thank  the  Chair  for  his  con- 
sideration in  ensuring  that  a  notification  re- 
quirement is  kept  for  both  countries.  Further- 
more, when  we  are  duly  notified,  I  will  also  en- 
sure that  if  other  branches  of  those  countries' 
militaries  are  involved  in  violations,  they  do  not 
receive  a  single  tax  dollar  In  assistance.  This 
is  a  responsibility  we  have  to  the  people  in 
those  countries  and  to  our  taxpayers  as  well. 
Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I  rise  in 
strong  oppositron  to  the  Foreign  Operations 
Appropriations  Act  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

What  is  at  stake  in  this  bill  is  nothing  less 
than  the  future  of  America's  leadership  in  the 
world.  We  all  ought  to  be  extremely  concerned 
atx>ut  the  disastrous  effects  the  low  level  of 
spending  in  this  bill  will  have  on  U.S.  influence 
abroad,  on  our  ability  to  protect  our  national 
interests,  and  on  the  lives  of  hundreds  of  mil- 
lions of  people  in  the  devek>ping  world. 

In  fact,  when  we  conskler  the  role  of  Amer- 
ican leadership  in  the  world  today,  and  the 
need  to  protect  our  own  interests  and  security 
in  the  intematk>nal  arena  this  bill  is  frankly  an 
embarrassment. 

One  of  the  great  myths  among  Americans  is 
that  the  Federal  Govemment  spends  a  signifi- 
cant portion  of  its  budget  on  foreign  aid.  In- 
deed, in  a  University  of  Maryland  study  con- 
ducted not  too  tong  ago,  three  of  four  Ameri- 
cans said  they  believe  the  United  States 
spends  too  much  on  foreign  aid.  But  when 
asked  how  much  they  thought  the  Nation 
spends,  the  median  response  was  15  percent 
of  the  federal  budget;  and  when  respondents 
were  asked  how  much  the  United  States 
shoukj  spend  on  foreign  aid,  the  median  re- 
sponse was  5  percent,  with  most  agreeing  jiat 
3  percent  would  be  too  little. 

As  we  all  know,  U.S.  foreign  akJ  actually  ac- 
counts ior  about  three-fourths  of  1  percent  of 
the  Federal  budget.  As  a  percentage  of  our 
gross  national  product  [GNP],  the  United 
States  is  now  the  lowest  aid  contributor  of  the 
worid's  top  21  industrialized  nations. 


June  5,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


13111 


For  a  tiny  fraction  of  what  we  spend  on  de- 
fense, the  prudent  use  of  foreign  aid  helps  us 
meet  escalating  threats  to  our  national  and 
global  security,  including  chronic  poverty,  rapid 
population  growth,  environmental  degradation 
and  forced  migratk>n.  The  tong-term  effect  of 
the  cuts  in  this  bill  will  be  a  substantial  reduc- 
tion in  the  President's  ability  to  conduct  foreign 
pxjiicy.  leaving  only  the  military  option  in  some 
circumstances.  And  for  this  extreme  cost, 
these  cuts  in  foreign  aid  will  reduce  overall 
federal  spending  by  only  a  token  amount. 

Many  people  do  not  realize  how  much  our 
modest  investment  in  foreign  assistance  pro- 
grams benefit  U.S.  businesses  and  citizens. 
When  the  Marshall  plan  was  announced  in 
1947,  only  18  percent  of  Americans  supported 
that  effort  to  rebuilt  Europe.  But  U.S.  assist- 
ance helped  to  establish  social  and  political 
stability,  and  aeated  some  of  our  best  trading 
partners. 

In  the  1960's  and  1970's,  many  critkyzed 
United  States  assistance  to  countries  such  as 
South  Korea,  Taiwan,  Mexico,  and  India.  But 
once  again,  U.S.  assistance  ushered  in  a  pe- 
riod of  unprecedented  growth.  With  United 
States  help,  India  has  seen  dramatk:  in- 
creases in  agrkultural  productnn  and,  as  a 
consequence  of  our  foreign  akJ,  a  politically 
stable  India  offers  a  promising  maricet  of  900 
million  people  for  United  States  goods. 

The  fastest  growing  segment  of  the  U.S.  ex- 
port market  is  in  trade  with  developing  coun- 
tries. Today,  developing  countries  import  al- 
most 40  percent  of  U.S.  exports,  accounting 
for  2  millkKi  American  jobs.  In  the  past  decade 
alone,  exports  to  devekjping  countries  have 
more  than  doubled  from  $71  to  $180  billion. 
The  United  States  is  today  exporting  products 
and  services  to  many  of  the  natksns  the  United 
States  assisted  in  the  1960's  and  1970's. 
More  than  24  countries  since  that  time  have 
moved  from  foreign-akl  recipient  to  trading 
partner.  Africa  now  comprises  a  faster  growing 
share  of  the  U.S.  maritet  than  Europe. 

Foreign  aki  has  also  drEunatk:ally  improved 
the  lives  of  hundreds  of  millions  of  people  and 
reduced  the  risk  of,  and  the  occurrence  of,  hu- 
manitarian crises. 

Since  1960,  development  assistance  has 
helped  reduce  infant  mortality  rates  in  devel- 
oping countries  by  50  percent,  increase  life 
expectancy  from  46  to  63  years,  and  increase 
primary  school  enrollment  from  48  to  78  per- 
cent. 

Foreign  akl  lias  resulted  in  important  break- 
throughs in  agriculture;  investments  made  by 
the  United  States  in  better  seeds  and  agri- 
culture techniques  has  helped  make  it  pos- 
sible to  feed  an  extra  billion  people  in  the  de- 
veloping workj. 

More  than  50  million  couples  in  the  develop- 
ing wortd  use  family  planning  as  a  direct  result 
of  U.S.  assistance  for  overseas  family  plan- 
ning services;  over  the  past  35  years,  the  av- 
erage number  of  children  per  family  in  the 
worid  has  been  reduced  by  one  third — from 
six  children  to  four. 

U.S.  aid  is  largely  aedited  with  fijily  immu- 
nizing 80  percent  of  all  children  in  devetoping 
countries,  eradicating  smallpox  woridwkje  and 
virtually  eliminating  polk)  in  the  Westem  hemi- 
sphere. 

And,  since  1980— in  just  the  past  15 
years — U.S.   foreign  assistance  has  helped 


three  dozen  natk>ns  make  the  transition  to 
democratic  govemment. 

The  spending  reductions  that  this  bill  contin- 
ues from  last  year  threaten  to  reverse  these 
positive  trends,  especially  as  the  number  of 
poor  around  the  worid,  an  estimated  1.3  billion 
people,  continues  to  soar. 

One  of  the  most  drastic  program  cuts  in  this 
bill,  which  many  of  us  are  deeply  concerned 
about,  is  the  continued  35  percent  cut  in  fund- 
ing for  family  planning  assistance,  along  with 
restrictkjns  that  will  affect  some  of  the  most  ef- 
fective family  planning  organizations.  The 
United  States  has  historically  tieen  the  prin- 
cipal supporter  of  international  family  planning 
assistance.  Our  continuing  contribution  is  vital 
to  the  effort  to  slow  the  worid's  rapkJ  popu- 
lation growth,  which  underiies  virtually  every 
devetopmental,  environmental,  and  national 
security  problems  facing  the  worid  today. 

Gtobal  population  is  now  5.7  billion  people, 
and  it  is  growing  by  almost  100  millbn  every 
year— by  260,000  every  24  hours.  Future 
prospects,  moreover,  are  even  more  stagger- 
ing. If  effective  actk>n  is  not  taken  in  the  next 
few  years— as  today's  1.6  billkjn  children  in 
the  developing  worid  under  the  age  of  fifteen 
reach  their  childbearing  years — the  Earth's 
populatbn  could  nearty  quadruple  to  20  billion 
people  by  the  end  of  the  next  century. 

In  much  of  the  developing  world,  high  birth 
rates,  caused  largely  by  the  lack  of  access  of 
women  to  base  reproductive  health  servKes 
and  information,  are  contributing  to  intractable 
poverty,  malnutrition,  widespread  unemptoy- 
ment,  urt>an  overcrowding,  and  the  rapid 
spread  of  disease.  Populatk>n  growth  is  out- 
stripping the  capacity  of  many  nations  to  make 
even  modest  gains  in  economic  development, 
leading  to  politcal  instability  and  negating 
other  U.S.  devetopment  efforts. 

The  impact  of  exponential  populatk>n 
growth,  combined  with  unsustainable  patterns 
of  consumptton,  is  also  evklent  in  mounting 
signs  of  stress  on  the  worid's  envirorwnent. 
Under  condittons  of  rapto  populatk>n  growth, 
renewable  resources  are  being  used  faster 
than  they  can  be  replaced.  Other  environ- 
mental consequences  of  the  worid's  burgeon- 
ing populatton  are  tropical  deforestation,  ero- 
sion of  arable  land  and  watersheds,  extinctkx) 
of  plant  and  animal  species,  and  pollution  of 
air,  water,  and  land. 

For  almost  30  years,  populatton  assistance 
has  been  a  central  component  of  U.S.  devel- 
opment assistance.  While  much  more  remains 
to  be  done,  population  assistance  has  had  a 
signifkant  positive  impact  on  the  health  of 
women  and  their  chikiren  and  on  society  as  a 
wtK>le  in  most  countries.  In  many  parts  of 
Asia,  Latin  America,  and  Africa,  fertility  rates 
have  decreased,  often  dramatically.  Couples 
are  succeeding  in  having  ttte  smaller  families 
they  want  because  of  the  greater  availability  of 
contraceptives  tfiat  our  assistance  has  made 
possible. 

Today,  approximately  55  percent  of  couples 
woridwkJe  use  modem  methods  of  contracep- 
tton.  compared  with  10  percent  in  the  1960's 
Despite  tfiis  impressive  increase  in  contracep- 
tive use,  however,  an  estimated  125  millton 
couples  lack  access  to  family  planning  serv- 
ices. And,  the  demand  for  these  services  is  in- 
creasing, largely  because  populations  are 
growing.  Indeed,  over  the  next  20  years,  the 


number  of  women  ar>d  men  wfro  wish  to  use 
contraception  will  almost  double. 

Similarty,  population  assistance  has  oontrit>- 
uted  to  the  signifkant  progress  that  has  been 
made  in  reducing  infant  and  chiW  mortality 
rates.  Child  survival  is  integrally  linked  to 
vw)men's  reproductive  health,  and  specjfkally 
to  a  mother's  timing,  spacing  and  number  of 
t)irths.  Despite  substantial  progress,  a  large 
proportion  of  children  in  the  devetoping 
worid— particulariy  in  sub-Saharan  Africa  and 
some  Asian  countries — still  die  in  infancy. 

And,  while  many  countries  in  the  devetoping 
worid  have  succeeded  in  reducing  maternal 
mortality  rates,  the  incidence  of  maternal 
death  and  disability  remains  unacceptably 
high,  constituting  a  serious  public  health  prob- 
lem facing  most  devetoping  countries.  Accord- 
ing to  the  World  Health  Organizatton,  an  esti- 
mated 500,000  women  die  every  year  as  a  re- 
sult of  pregnancy  and  chikJbirth. 

U.S.  populatton  assistance  is  preventive 
medtoine  on  an  intemattonal  scale.  Congress 
has  tong  recognized  this  to  be  the  case  and 
over  the  years  has  reaffirmed  the  importance 
of  population  assistance  in  secunng  U.S.  inter- 
ests atxoad.  By  addressing  the  t>asic  health 
and  educattonal  needs  of  women  and  their 
families,  population  assistance  provides  buikJ- 
ing  blocks  for  strong  democratic  govemment 
and  sets  the  stage  for  eoonomk;  growth.  Fur- 
thermore, it  helps  prevent  social  and  political 
crises,  thereby  averting  the  need  for  costly  re- 
lief efforts. 

At  the  Intemattonal  Conference  on  Popu- 
latton and  Development  [ICPD],  heW  in  Cairo 
in  1994,  the  Untied  States  was  instrumental  in 
building  a  broad  consensus  t>ehind  a  com- 
prehensive Program  of  Action,  which  was 
signed  by  almost  all  of  the  180  countries  that 
participated  in  the  conference,  and  whtoh  is  in- 
tended to  help  gutoe  the  populatton  and  devel- 
opment programs  of  the  United  Nations  and 
national  governments  into  the  next  century. 
Central  to  this  plan  is  tfie  recognitton  that  with 
adequate  funding  this  decade  tor  family  plan- 
ning arxJ  reproductive  health  servtoes,  as  well 
as  educattonal,  ecorramic,  arto  sociai  opportu- 
nities necessary  to  enhance  the  status  of 
women,  we  can  stabilize  worid  populatton  in 
tfie  first  half  of  the  next  century. 

This  bill,  however,  effectively  atiandons  tt>e 
goals  of  the  ICPD  and  the  international  com- 
munity, as  well  as  our  Natton's  own  historical 
position — supported  by  many  Reput)lican  arxJ 
Democrats  administrattons  and  congresses — 
that  population  assistance  is  one  of  the  nf>ost 
cost  effective  and  important  uses  of  our  for- 
eign aid  dollars. 

The  Appropriations  Committee  has,  unfortu- 
nately, fdtowed  the  unwise  course  it  began 
last  year  when  funding  for  family  planning  as- 
sistance was  cut  drasttoally.  This  year's  t>iil. 
which  would  alk>w  no  more  than  $356  millton 
to  be  spent  for  this  purpose,  would  have  dev- 
astating consequences  for  devetoping  courv 
tries.  The  Agency  for  Intemattonal  Devetop- 
ment estimates  that  the  limit  on  family  plar>- 
ning  assistartce  in  this  t>ill  couto  result  in  7  mil- 
lton couples  in  devetoping  nattons  wtto  wouto 
have  used  modem  contraceptive  metfKxls  left 
without  access  to  ttK>se  metfKXls.  That  wouto 
cause  4  million  more  women  to  experience 
unintended  pregnancies  and,  as  a  result,  there 
wouto  t>e:  1.9  more  unplanned  births;  8,000 
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more  women  dying  in  pregnancy  and  child- 
birth; 134.000  more  infant  deaths;  and  1.6  mil- 
lion more  abortions. 

That  last  statistic — 1.6  million  more 
abortons — is  particularty  important  to  note, 
since  Memt>ers  may  be  under  the  impression 
that  this  bill  would  reduce  the  incidence  of 
abortion  by  providing  funding  on  favorable 
terms  to  family  planning  organizations  that 
abide  by  the  so-called  Mexico  City  policy. 
Nothing  could  be  further  from  the  truth. 

The  fact  is,  U.S.  funds  do  not  pay  for  abor- 
tions. For  over  20  years,  under  the  Helms 
amendment  to  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act, 
Federal  law  has  prohibited  any  U.S.  funds 
from  being  used  for  abortions,  or  to  promote 
abortion.  There  is  no  reason  whatsoever  to 
differentiate  between  organi2ations  that  do  or 
do  not  abide  by  the  Mexico  City  policy. 

In  dosing,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  urge 
strong  support  for  the  amendment  that  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado  (Mr.  Skaggs]  will  be 
offering  to  strike  the  provision  in  the  bill  that 
caps  family  planning  assistance  at  65  percent 
of  the  1995  level,  S365  million,  so  that  the 
Agency  for  International  Development  could 
apply  more  of  its  appropriated  funds  for  the 
very  vital  and  urgent  purpose  of  providing  fam- 
ily planning  assistance. 

But  I  urge  Members  to  vote  against  final 
passage  as  a  way  of  expressing  opposition  to 
the  unwise,  counterproductive,  and  destructive 
cuts  in  foreign  assistance  contained  in  this  bill. 
These  programs  worK  and  providing  adequate 
funding  for  them  will  reduce  human  suffering, 
promote  global  peace  and  security,  and  save 
many  times  ttie  expense  in  future  U.S.  foreign 
assistance. 

Mr.  BONILLA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in 
support  of  the  foreign  operations  appropria- 
tions bill.  The  committee  is  like  the  tireless 
wori<  horse  who  moves  forward  despite  the 
weight  of  its  k)ad.  yet.  unlike  the  wori<  horse, 
the  members  of  this  committee  do  not  wear 
biinders.  This  bill  is  fiscally  responsible,  and  it 
preserves  and  protects  the  tong  term  interests 
of  this  country.  It  marits  the  beginning  of  the 
important  task  of  the  restructuring  of  foreign 
aid. 

Our  wortd  has  changed  significantly  in  the 
last  decade,  and  it  will  continue  to  change. 
The  fall  of  communism  in  Eastern  Europe  and 
Russia,  the  rising  powers  in  Asia,  the  to^ent 
of  terrorist  activities.  The  list  of  challenges  for 
America  is  significant.  The  answers  may  be 
different,  but  the  goal  remains  the  same.  We 
are  working  toward  presennng  our  independ- 
ence, and  promoting  our  national  security. 

At  the  same  time,  we  have  to  try  to  spend 
less  in  our  foreign  efforts.  This  does  not  mean 
that  we  are  ignoring  our  duties.  It  does  mean 
that  we  shoukJ  cut  back  on  wasteful  spending 
that  does  not  achieve  our  goals.  This  bill  ac- 
complishes the  tong  awaited  consolidation  of 
similar,  repetitive  programs.  It  reduces  foreign 
akl  spending  by  S458  million  from  fiscal  year 
1996. 

Reductions  in  spending  have  been  made 
possible  by  the  consolidation  of  funding  that 
was  doled  out  in  the  past  to  many  different 
programs  which  seek  to  achieve  similjir  goals. 
Appropriations  are  thus  targeted  to  specific 
areas  of  concern  more  effectively  and  effi- 
ciently. It  is  an  attempt  to  cut  down  the  prover- 
bial fore^  of  redtape  and  bureaucracy  that 
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have  become  all  too  familiar.  After  all,  even 
the  wori<horse  has  trouble  plodding  through  an 
endless  maze  of  dead  ends. 

The  aim  is  to  achieve  our  goals  in  a  direct 
manner,  with  less  reliance  on  intemational  or- 
ganizations where  we  cant  control  the  way 
our  own  money  is  used;  the  way  the  tax  dol- 
lars of  the  American  people  are  used,  tt  is 
dear  that  this  bill  allows  the  United  States  to 
maintain  a  steady  course  as  the  eminent  glob- 
al leader.  The  empathy  of  the  American  peo- 
ple is  as  dear  in  our  humanitarian  efforts,  as 
their  practicality  and  common-sense  is  in  our 
appropriations.  This  bill  is  one  that  protects 
our  sovereignty,  and  wori<s  towrard  our  goal  of 
American  security.  I  support  this  bill  whole- 
heartedly, and  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  in 
favor  of  it. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
strong  opposition  to  this  amendment. 

This  is  an  amendment  without  a  purpose.  If 
the  amendment's  author  wishes  to  save 
money,  it  is  not  at  all  apparent  that  this 
amendment  will  accomplish  this.  Indeed,  the 
spending  ceiling  in  this  amendment  is  identical 
to  the  development  assistance  now  allocated 
for  India  for  the  current  year. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  author's  purpose 
is  to  promote  human  rights  in  India,  not  even 
the  author  can  persuasively  argue  that  his 
amendment  will  force  the  Govemment  of  India 
to  respect  human  rights.  No  one  who  knows 
India  thinks  that  pressure  of  this  sort  is  likely 
to  force  India  to  bow  to  our  demands.  To  the 
contrary,  no  Indian  Govemment  could  stay  in 
power  for  24  hours  if  it  were  seen  to  t>e  bow- 
ing before  American  bullying. 

Instead,  this  amendment  will  have  only  neg- 
ative effects.  It  will  disrupt  our  bilateral  rela- 
tionship with  a  major  power.  It  will  lessen  our 
ability  to  make  our  vok»  heard  in  New  Delhi 
on  human  rights  and  other  important  issues. 
And  it  will  reduce  the  administration's  flexibility 
in  providing  assistance  to  the  poorest  seg- 
ments of  Indian  society. 

Finally,  the  timing  of  this  amendment  could 
not  be  worse.  A  new  Indian  Govemment  was 
just  swom  in  last  Saturday.  This  govemment 
faces  a  vote  of  no  confidence  next  week. 

Do  we  wish  to  inaugurate  relations  with  this 
new  govemment  by  offering  it  a  slap  in  the 
face? 

Do  we  wish  to  push  this  new  govemment,  in 
the  days  t>efore  a  crudal  vote  of  no  con- 
fidence, into  a  nationalistk:,  anti-American  re- 
sponse? 

The  answer  to  these  questions  can  only  be 
no. 

So  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  reject  this 
amendment.  Its  purpose  is  undear  but  its  like- 
ly effects  are  absolutely  certain:  it  will  damage 
our  relationship  with  a  major  power  and  a  new 
govemment  without  in  any  way  advandng 
American  interests. 

Mr.  TORKILDSEN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
today  in  strong  support  of  the  Foreign  Oper- 
ations appropnations  bill  and  aid  to  Israel — our 
most  important  ally  in  the  Middle  East. 

At  less  than  1  percent  of  the  total  budget, 
foreign  akj  is  a  bargain.  It  gives  us  tremen- 
dous leverage  when  negotiating  with  natk>ns 
and  provides  a  valuable  tool  for  promoting  de- 
mocracy throughout  the  worid.  It  is  also  impor- 
tant to  remember  that  85  percent  of  aid  to 
Israel  comes  back  to  the  United  States 
through  trade,  creating  and  sustaining  jobs. 


The  Middle  East  remains  the  most  turbulent 
and  heavily  anmed  region  of  the  worid,  produc- 
ing a  constant  threat  to  Israel's  national  secu- 
rity. Amid  unrest  and  oppression,  Israel  re- 
mains a  beacon  of  hope  for  free  people,  and 
a  model  for  those  still  struggling  for  the  basic 
right  to  vote.  At  the  heart  of  Israel's  recent 
elections  was  the  desire  of  all  Israelis  to  live 
free  of  violence.  American  military  and  eco- 
nomic support  remains  an  essential  part  of 
this  much-needed  sense  of  security. 

In  recent  years,  due  in  large  part  to  ongoing 
U.S.  support,  Israel  has  enjoyed  a  prospering 
economy.  This  week,  Prime  Minister-elect 
Netanyahu  stressed  his  commitment  to  contin- 
ued economic  growth  through  free  mari<et  re- 
forms. U.S.  economic  aid  is  helping  Israel  ag- 
gressively enter  the  gk)bal  mari<etplace  as  a 
key  trading  partner. 

Regardless  of  one's  view  of  the  outcome, 
Israel's  election  was  a  shinning  example  of 
democracy  at  wortc.  I  applaud  the  Israeli  peo- 
ple on  this  peaceful  election  of  leadership — 
the  only  tmly  democratic  election  in  the  region. 
Maintaining  a  strong  Israel  is  vital  to  the 
preservation  of  peace  and  security  in  an  area 
of  the  worid  characterized  by  violence  and  dis- 
cord. I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  Israel, 
support  peace,  and  support  this  bill. 

Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today 
to  express  my  support  for  amendments  adopt- 
ed by  the  House  last  week  to  H.R.  3540,  the 
foreign  operations  appropriations  bill  for  fiscal 
year  1997. 

In  the  eariy  years  of  this  century,  the  Amne- 
nian  people  suffered  horrible  atrocities  at  the 
hands  of  the  Ottoman  Empire.  The  diplomatic 
record,  from  our  own  diplomats  and  from 
those  of  other  countries,  shows  an  orches- 
trated effort  to  rid  Turkey  of  Armenians.  It  is 
time  that  the  Turkish  Govemment  recognize 
the  Armenian  genodde  and  honor  the  victims 
in  an  appropriate  manner. 

The  House  has  spoken  twice  this  past  week 
on  Armenian  issues.  The  first  time  was  to 
amend  the  Humanitarian  ConrkJors  Ad  to  re- 
move the  President's  authority  to  waive  the 
provisions  of  the  ad  which  deny  aid  to  a  coun- 
try bkjcking  humanitarian  assistance  to  a  third 
country.  Turitey  has  been  blocking  such  as- 
sistance to  Armenia  but  the  PreskJent  choose 
to  waive  the  applkable  provisions  of  the  Hu- 
manitarian Con^kJors  Act.  The  House  has  re- 
sponded by  overwhelmingly  adopting  an 
amendment  denying  the  President  future  use 
of  this  authority. 

The  House  also  spoke  resoundingly  when  it 
adopted  an  amendment  cutting  by  S3  milton 
the  economic  support  funds  Turt<ey  receives 
until  the  Govemment  of  Turt<ey  acknowledges 
the  atrocity  committee  against  the  Armenians 
and  takes  appropriate  steps  to  honor  the 
memory  of  the  victims  of  the  Armenian  geno- 
dde. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  amendments  will  send 
a  strong  message  to  the  Turi?ish  Govemment 
that  the  United  States  expects  the  victims  of 
the  Amienian  genodde  to  be  recognized  and 
that  silence  in  the  face  of  such  atrocities  is  un- 
acceptable. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  for  general 
debate  has  expired. 

Pursuant  to  the  rule,  the  bill  shall  be 
considered  under  the  5-minute  rule  by 
titles,  and  each  title  shall  be  consid- 
ered read. 
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During  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment,  the  Chair  may  accord  pri- 
ority in  recognition  to  a  Member  offer- 
ing an  amendment  that  he  has  printed 
in  the  designated  place  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record.  Those  amendments 
will  be  considered  read. 

The  Chairman  of  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  may  postpone  until  a  time 
during  further  consideration  in  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  a  request  for  a 
recorded  vote  of  any  amendment  and 
may  reduce  to  not  less  than  5  minutes 
the  time  for  voting  by  electronic  de- 
vice on  any  postponed  question  that 
immediately  follows  another  vote  by 
electronic  device  without  intervening 
business,  provided  that  the  time  for 
voting  by  electronic  device  on  the  first 
in  any  series  of  questions  shall  not  be 
less  than  15  minutes. 

After  the  reading  of  the  final  lines  of 
the  bill,  a  motion  that  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as 
may  have  been  adopted  shall,  if  offered 
by  the  majority  leader  or  a  designee, 
have  precedence  over  a  motion  to 
amend. 

The  Clerk  will  designate  title  I. 

The  text  of  title  I  is  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled.  That  the  following  sums 
are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money  In  the 
Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30.  1997.  and  for 
other  purposes,  namely: 

TITLE  I— EXPORT  AND  INVESTMENT 

ASSISTANCE 

EXPORT-IMPORT  BANK  OF  THE  tlNTTED  STATES 

The  Export-Import  Bank  of  the  United 
States  is  authorized  to  make  such  expendi- 
tures within  the  limits  of  funds  and  borrow- 
ing authority  available  to  such  corporation, 
and  In  accordance  with  law.  and  to  make 
such  contracts  and  commitments  without  re- 
gard to  fiscal  year  limitations,  as  provided 
by  section  104  of  the  Govemment  Corpora- 
tion Control  Act.  as  may  be  necessary  In  car- 
rying out  the  program  for  the  current  fiscal 
year  for  such  corporation:  Provided.  That 
none  of  the  funds  available  during  the  cur- 
rent fiscal  year  may  be  used  to  make  expend- 
itures, contracts,  or  commitments  for  the 
export  of  nuclear  equipment,  fuel,  or  tech- 
nology to  any  country  other  than  a  nuclear- 
weapon  State  as  defined  In  Article  IX  of  the 
Treaty  on  the  Non-Prollferatlon  of  Nuclear 
Weajwns  eligible  to  receive  economic  or 
military  assistance  under  this  Act  that  has 
detonated  a  nuclear  explosive  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

SUBSIDY  APPROPRUTION 

For  the  cost  of  direct  loans,  loan  guaran- 
tees. Insurance,  and  tled-ald  grants  as  au- 
thorized by  section  10  of  the  Export-Import 
Bank  Act  of  1945.  as  amended.  S726.000.000  to 
remain  available  until  September  30.  1998: 
Provided,  That  such  costs.  Including  the  cost 
of  modifying  such  loans,  shall  be  as  defined 
In  section  502  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of  1974:  Provided  further.  That  such  sums 
shall  remain  available  until  2012  for  the  dis- 
bursement of  direct  loans,  loan  guarantees. 
Insurance  and  tled-ald  grants  obligated  In 
fiscal  years  1997  and  1998:  Provided  further. 
That  up  to  $50,000,000  of  funds  appropriated 
by  this  paragraph  shall  remain  available 


until  expended  and  may  be  used  for  tled-ald 
grant  purposes:  Provided  further.  That  none 
of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  paragraph 
may  be  used  for  tied-aid  credits  or  grants  ex- 
cept through  the  regiUar  notification  proce- 
dures of  the  Committees  on  Appropriations: 
Provided  further.  That  funds  appropriated  by 
this  paragraph  are  made  available  notwith- 
standing section  2(b)(2)  of  the  Export-Import 
Bank  Act  of  1945.  in  connection  with  the  pur- 
chase or  lease  of  any  product  by  any  East 
European  country,  any  Baltic  State,  or  any 
agency  or  national  thereof. 

ADMINISTRATTVE  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  expenses  to  carry  out 
the  direct  and  guaranteed  loan  and  insiurance 
programs  (to  be  computed  on  an  accrual 
basis).  Including  hire  of  passenger  motor  ve- 
hicles and  services  as  authorized  by  5  U.S.C. 
3109,  and  not  to  exceed  $20,000  for  official  re- 
ception and  representation  expenses  for 
members  of  the  Board  of  Directors. 
$47,614,000:  Provided,  That  necessary  expenses 
(Including  special  services  performed  on  a 
contract  or  fee  basis,  but  not  Including  other 
personal  services)  in  connection  with  the  col- 
lection of  moneys  owed  the  Export-Import 
Bank,  repossession  or  sale  of  pledged  collat- 
eral or  other  assets  acquired  by  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  In  satisfaction  of  moneys  owed 
the  Export-Import  Bank,  or  the  investiga- 
tion or  appraisal  of  any  property,  or  the 
evaluation  of  the  legal  or  technical  aspects 
of  any  transaction  for  which  an  application 
for  a  loan,  guarantee  or  insurance  commit- 
ment has  been  made,  shall  t>e  considered 
nonadmlnlstratlve  expenses  for  the  purposes 
of  this  heading:  Provided  further.  That,  not- 
withstanding subsection  (b)  of  section  117  of 
the  Export  Enhancement  Act  of  1992,  sub- 
section (a)  thereof  shall  remain  In  effect 
until  October  1, 1997. 

OVERSEAS  PRIVATE  INVESTMENT  CORPORATION 
NONCREDrr  ACCOUNT 

The  Overseas  Private  Investment  Corpora- 
tion Is  authorized  to  make,  without  regard 
to  fiscal  year  limitations,  as  provided  by  31 
U.S.C.  9104,  such  expenditures  and  commit- 
ments within  the  limits  of  funds  available  to 
It  and  in  accordance  with  law  as  may  be  nec- 
essary: Provided,  That  the  amount  available 
for  administrative  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
credit  and  Insurance  programs  (including  an 
amount  for  official  reception  and  representa- 
tion expenses  which  shall  not  exceed  $35,000) 
shall  not  exceed  $30,000,000:  Provided  further. 
That  project-specific  transaction  costs,  in- 
cluding direct  and  Indirect  costs  Incurred  in 
claims  settlements,  and  other  direct  costs 
associated  with  services  provided  to  specific 
Investors  or  potential  Investors  pursuant  to 
section  234  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961.  shall  not  t>e  considered  administrative 
expenses  for  the  purposes  of  this  heading. 

PROGRAM  ACCOUNT 

For  the  cost  of  direct  and  guaranteed 
loans.  $72,000,000,  as  authorized  by  section  234 
of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961:  Pro- 
vided, That  such  costs.  Including  the  cost  of 
modifying  such  loans,  shall  t>e  as  defined  In 
section  502  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 
of  1974:  Provided  further.  That  such  sums 
shall  be  available  for  direct  loan  obligations 
and  loan  guaranty  commitments  Incurred  or 
made  during  fiscal  years  1997  and  1998:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  such  sums  shall  remain 
available  through  fiscal  year  2005  for  the  dis- 
bursement of  direct  and  guaranteed  loans  ob- 
ligated m  fiscal  year  1997.  and  through  fiscal 
year  2006  for  the  disbursement  of  direct  and 
guaranteed  loans  obligated  in  fiscal  year 
1996.  In  addition,  such  sums  as  may  be  nec- 
essary for  administrative  expenses  to  carry 


out  the  credit  program  may  be  derived  from 
amounts  available  for  administrative  ex- 
penses to  carry  out  the  credit  and  Insurance 
programs  in  the  Overseas  Private  Invest- 
ment Corixsration  Noncredit  Account  and 
merged  with  said  account. 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 
TRADE  AND  DEVELOPMENT  AGENCY 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  section  661  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961.  $38,000,000.  to  remain 
available  for  obligation  until  September  30. 
1998:  Provided.  That  the  Trade  and  Develop- 
ment Agency  may  receive  reimbursements 
from  corporations  and  other  entitles  for  the 
costs  of  grants  for  feasibility  studies  and 
other  project  planning  services,  to  be  depos- 
ited as  an  offsetting  collection  to  this  ac- 
count and  to  be  available  for  obligation  until 
September  30.  1998.  for  necessary  expenses 
under  this  paragraph:  Provided  further.  That 
such  reimbursements  shall  not  cover,  or  be 
allocated  against,  direct  or  indirect  adminis- 
trative costs  of  the  agency. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  amend- 
ments to  title  I? 

AMENDME.vr  OFFERED  BY  MR.  UGHTFOOT 

Mr.  LIGHTFOOT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Lightfoot: 
Page  2,  line  25.  after  the  dollar  amount,  in- 
sert the  following:  "(Increased  by 
$64,000,000)". 

Page  7.  line  22.  after  the  dollar  amount,  in- 
sert the  following:  "(reduced  by  $60,000,000)". 

Page  13.  line  11.  after  the  dollar  amount. 
Insert  the  following:  "(reduced  by 
$4,000,000)". 

Mr.  LIGHTFOOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  let 
me  begin  by  first  commending  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama  [Mr.  Callahan] 
and  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Wilson]  for  presenting  the  House  with, 
on  balance,  another  fine  bill.  The  bill 
continues  the  downward  trend  in  for- 
eign aid  by  reducing  this  bill  some  $450 
million  below  last  year's  appropriated 
level.  Others  talk  deficit  reduction, 
these  gentleman,  like  their  prede- 
cessors. Mr.  Obey  and  Mr.  Livingston. 
deliver  real  spending  reductions.  We 
owe  them  a  lot  for  that. 

Before  I  explain  my  amendment,  let 
me  also  join  my  colleagues  in  express- 
ing appreciation  to  the  gentleman  firom 
Texas  [Mr.  Wilson]  for  his  years  of 
service  in  this  House.  Whether  CHARLIE 
is  riding  a  camel  with  bandoleers  of 
ammo  over  him  in  some  country  that 
95  percent  of  us  cannot  pronounce  or 
whether  he  is  up  in  the  full  committee 
working  through,  he  has  made  an  ex- 
cellent, positive  contribution  to  this 
House  and  to  this  country.  Charlie,  we 
are  going  to  miss  you. 

The  House  simply  will  be  not  be  the 
same  without  you. 

I  offer  this  amendment  because  I  am 
very  concerned  about  the  proposed 
funding  level  for  the  Export-Import 
Bank  of  the  United  States.  In  less  than 
a  year  we  have  reduced  Eximbank 
fimding  from  $786  million,  to  $744.5  mil- 
lion through  recision.  to  $726  million  in 
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this  bill.  I  think  this  sends  a  terrible 
signal  to  our  exporters  and  a  worse  sig- 
nal to  foreign  governments. 

Frankly,  I  would  not  support  the  ex- 
istence of  the  Exlmbank  if  world  mar- 
kets were  truly  free  and  open.  But  the 
fact  of  the  matter  is  that  foreign  gov- 
ernments, as  a  matter  of  national  pol- 
icy, subsidize  their  businesses  entry 
into  new  markets.  This  foreign  activity 
is  costing  us  business  and  jobs. 

Our  late  Secretary  of  Commerce,  Ron 
Brown,  noted  in  the  "National  Export 
Strategy"  that  political  and  economic 
pressure  brought  to  bear  by  other  gov- 
ernments has  already  cost  U.S.  exports 
almost  S25  billion  in  lost  contracts. 

And  the  world's  not  waiting  for  us. 
Already,  over  half  of  our  exports  of 
capital  goods  go  to  the  developing 
world.  To  assure  our  Nation's  future 
economic  prosperity  we  must  be  pre- 
pared to  support  our  Nation's  busi- 
nesses in  the  face  of  foreign  govern- 
ment intervention. 

My  amendment  increases  the  funding 
level  for  Elxport-Import  Bank  loans  by 
S64  million  to  basically  the  amount  ap- 
proved in  last  year's  bill.  This  would 
support  an  additionail  $2  billion  in  ex- 
port assistance  over  the  fiscal  year  1996 
levels  and  create  up  to  40,000  additional 
U.S.  jobs. 

I  propose  as  the  offset  a  3-percent  re- 
duction in  AID  development  assistance 
and  a  1-percent  reduction  in  AID  oper- 
ating expenses. 

The  amendment  has  drawn  the  sup- 
port of  a  number  of  organizations  in- 
cluding: the  Coalition  of  Employment 
through  Exports;  The  United  States- 
Russia  Business  Council;  the  Aerospace 
Industries  Association;  the  General 
Aviation  Manufactures  Association; 
and  the  International  Engineering  and 
Construction  Industries  Council. 

I  commend  these  groups  for  stepping 
up  in  support  of  this  amendment.  Ask- 
ing for  a  funding  increase  in  an  era  of 
declining  budgets  means  making  tough 
choices  and  these  groups  have  associ- 
ated themselves  with  what  is  a  difficult 
funding  offset. 

The  amendment  does  ask  for  a  1-per- 
cent reduction  in  total  AID  spending. 
My  amendment  does  not,  however, 
nmkes  any  cuts  in  the  child  survival 
account.  As  Americans,  we  all  want  to 
do  our  best  to  help  the  world's  neediest 
citizens. 

But  other  parts  of  AID's  development 
assistance  account  should  be  looked  at 
more  closely.  Although  well  intended, 
development  assistance  simply  dem- 
onstrates little  by  way  of  results— be- 
yond perhaps  making  us  feel  better. 

In  an  era  of  declining  budgets  we 
must  make  choices.  I  believe  a  S2  bil- 
lion increase  in  exports,  leading  to  the 
creation  of  up  to  an  additional  40,000 
U.S.  jobs,  is  an  appropriate  tradeoff 
against  a  1-percent  reduction  in  total 
AID  spending. 

Unfortunately,  I  detect  too  many 
crosscurrents  within  the  House  which 


lead  me  to  think  we  cannot  be  success- 
ful today. 

There  are  groups  which  support  an 
increase  for  Eximbank  but  ironically 
also  stand  to  benefit  from  AID  develop- 
ment assistance  grants  and  are  not 
able  or  willing  to  offer  ajiother  offset. 

There  are  Members  concerned  about 
Eximbank's  role  in  China  and  Members 
on  the  other  side  of  the  coin  concerned 
about  Eximbank's  decision  not  to  move 
forward  with  the  Three  Gorges  Dam 
project.  Finally,  there  are  Members 
who  still  need  convincing  that 
Eximbank  isn't  just  some  corporate 
welfare  scheme. 

I  will  not  press  for  a  vote  in  the 
House  today  which  some  might  choose 
to  construe  somehow  as  a  lack  of  sup- 
port for  Eximbank. 

It  certainly  is  not. 

I  also  would  like  to  thank  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  FORBES] 
and  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Packard]  and  others  who  have  spoken 
in  support  of  this  measure  and  were 
ready  to  support  it  here  on  the  House 
floor  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  an  old  rodeo  an- 
nouncer, one  of  the  first  things  you  do 
is  count  the  house.  We  counted  the 
House,  and  we  see  where  the  votes  are. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  withdraw  my  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

I  want  to  commend  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  for  his  efforts.  Certainly, 
there  is  no  greater  supporter  in  this 
House  than  Mr.  Lightfoot  with  respect 
to  the  Eximbank,  and  with  justifiable 
cause  because  Eximbank  does  create 
jobs  in  the  United  States.  The  gen- 
tleman is  exactly  right  in  his  philoso- 
phy. But  the  committee  has  worked 
long  and  hard  trying  to  reach  a  resolve 
and  I  respect  the  gentleman's  mission. 
I  also  respect  the  fact  that  he  recog- 
nizes we  have  done  the  best  we  can  do. 
If  there  is  anything  we  can  do  in  con- 
ference to  facilitate  his  request,  we 
certainly  would  take  that  into  consid- 
eration. 

I  want  to  commend  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  for  his  efforts.  If  anyone 
should  get  credit  in  this  bill  or  in  last 
year's  bill  for  adequately  funding  the 
Eximbank,  it  is  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa,  Congressman  Lightfoot.  I  appre- 
ciate his  efforts. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  OBEY 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  title  I? 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  wiU  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  OBEY:  On  page 
3,  line  25,  after  the  dollar  amount.  Insert  the 
following:  "(reduced  by  $1,000,000)". 


Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  stand 
here  as  a  longtime  supporter  of  the 
Eximbank.  I  remember  in  the  early 
years  that  I  served  on  this  committee 
and  in  fact  in  the  early  years  when  I 
was  chairman,  my  ranking  Republican 
member  was  then  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  New  York,  Mr.  Kemp. 
At  that  time  he  and  the  Reagan  admin- 
istration favored  the  elimination  of  all 
support  for  the  Eximbank.  We  resisted 
that.  We  stopped  the  elimination.  I,  for 
years,  supported  appropriations  for 
that  institution  above  the  amount 
asked  by  the  administration  because 
the  Eximbank,  we  felt,  was  important 
in  the  effort  to  expand  American  ex- 
ports around  the  globe. 

I  take  a  back  seat  to  no  one  in  my 
desire  to  do  that.  I  think  people  need 
to  understand  that  in  this  country  one 
out  of  every  seven  jobs  are  related  to 
our  ability  to  export  or  to  compete  ef- 
fectively against  companies  who  are 
importing. 

I  do  think  that  we  have  an  anoma- 
lous situation,  and  that  is  what  this 
amendment  attempts  to  address  itself 
to. 

We  have  many,  many  accounts  in 
this  bill  which  are  very  deeply  reduced. 
We  have  a  huge  cut  in  the  IDA  account. 
We  have  large  reductions  in  develop- 
ment accounts.  We  have  huge  cuts  for 
administration  in  AID.  The  1997  bill,  as 
reported  by  the  committee,  cuts  or 
level  funds  for  all  administrative  ac- 
counts in  the  bill  with  the  exception  of 
the  Eximbank  and  the  Overseas  Pri- 
vate Investment  Corporation. 

I  support  the  work  of  those  agencies. 
As  I  said,  I  have  tried  to  ensure  over 
the  years  that  they  received  generous 
levels  of  funding.  But  at  a  time  when 
virtually  every  other  administrative 
account  in  the  bill  has  either  been  cut 
or  straight  lined,  I  have  a  great  deal  of 
difficulty  justifsring  or  advocating  in- 
creases to  this  agency. 

I  would  also  point  out  that  the 
Eximbank  has  been  cited  this  year  as 
having  provided  an  excessive  number  of 
achievement  bonuses  for  over  200  of  its 
employees.  I  frankly  feel  that  some- 
times bonuses  are  perfectly  appro- 
priate. But  it  strikes  me  that  when  we 
had  that  many  in  the  midst  of  forcing 
reductions  in  many  domestic  agencies 
and  at  a  time  when  we  are  forcing  re- 
ductions in  many  other  agencies  in  this 
bill,  I  just  do  not  feel  comfortable  sup- 
porting that. 

AID  has  announced  a  reduction  in 
force  of  about  10  percent  of  its  work 
force.  Its  operating  fund  has  been  cut 
by  $30  million  by  the  committee.  There 
will  be  attempts  made  on  this  floor 
today  to  reduce  it  even  further.  It 
seems  to  me  that  with  those  kinds  of 
significant  reductions,  it  is  not  appro- 
priate to  be  providing  an  increase  in 
administrative  costs  for  Exim.  Even  so, 
my  amendment  does  not  eliminate  all 
of  the  increase  in  administrative  ex- 
penses. It  simply  eliminates  half  of  the 
increase  provided  by  the  committee. 
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It  seems  to  me  that,  therefore,  it  is 
perfectly  prudent  and  rejisonable  to 
suggest  a  SI  million  reduction  in  this 
account  for  administrative  expenses, 
and  that  is  all  that  the  amiendment 
does. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  addressing 
the  issues  of  this  particular  amend- 
ment. I  am  taking  this  time.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, just  to  conmiend  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Callahan],  the 
chairman,  for  the  excellent  work  he 
has  done  on  this  legislation  and  also 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Wil- 
son], for  his  leadership.  We  appreciate 
that  over  the  years  and  for  all  he  has 
done  for  this  body  and  for  his  country. 

With  the  leadership  of  these  two  indi- 
viduals, this  legislation  takes  another 
positive  step  forward  in  shifting  our 
priorities  away  from  foreign  aid  and 
helping  American  companies  increase 
their  exports.  I  think  that  is  the  key  to 
increasing  exports  and  creating  new 
jobs  for  American  workers. 

This  bill  reduces  foreign  aid  by  near- 
ly half  a  billion  dollars  from  last  year's 
bill.  Compared  with  the  administra- 
tion's request  for  more  foreign  aid,  this 
bill  saves  $1  billion  for  the  American 
taxpayers. 

Particularly,  let  me  commend  Mr. 
Callahan  for  sharply  reducing  the  AID 
Housing  Guarantee  Program.  The  rea- 
son I  do  that  is  my  Subcommittee  on 
International  Economic  Policy  and 
Trade  has  conducted  a  3-year  investiga- 
tion on  this  program  with  the  assist- 
ance of  the  General  Accounting  Office. 
We  uncovered  the  fact  that  AID's  mis- 
management of  the  Housing  Guarantee 
Program  is  causing  a  40-percent  loss 
rate  on  loans  that  the  United  States 
has  guaranteed,  40-percent  loss  rate. 

So  far,  22  foreign  countries  and  gov- 
ernments have  stopped  payinent  on 
these  U.S.-backed  loans.  This  means 
that  half  of  the  countries  in  the  pro- 
gram have  caused  losses  that  the 
United  States  has  to  cover.  All  told,  we 
have  paid  more  than  $400  million  to 
cover  these  bad  loans.  What  is  worse, 
GAO  predicts  that  these  losses  will 
continue  to  mount  year  after  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  will  pay  over  $1 
billion  to  cover  these  losses.  This  is 
very  significant  for  us  to  remember. 
Several  weeks  ago,  the  inspector  gen- 
eral of  AID  testified  before  our  com- 
mittee. He  agreed  with  our  judgment 
that  the  Housing  Guarantee  Program 
was  in  big  trouble  and  has  to  be  re- 
viewed. This  provision  in  this  bill, 
which  cuts  off  virtually  all  new  guar- 
antees, is  the  right  step  to  take.  It  is 
consistent  with  the  provisions  of  our 
authorization  bill  and  would  terminate 
this  program. 

Moreover,  I  support  the  focus  of  this 
bill  in  assisting  our  exporters.  In  hear- 
ings before  our  committee,  witness 
after  witness  from  the  exporting  com- 
munity has  emphasized  over  and  over 


again  that  funding  for  the  Export-Im- 
port Bank,  the  Overseas  Private  In- 
vestment Corp.  and  the  Trade  and  De- 
velopment Agency  are  essential  to  our 
competitive  position  in  the  world  mar- 
kets. 
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In  sum,  this  legislation  sets  the  right 
priorities,  it  reduces  spending,  it  shifts 
money  away  from  foreign  aid,  and  it 
helps  our  exporters,  and  it  shuts  down 
poorly  run,  wasteful  programs. 

So  all  in  aU,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  leg- 
islation has  looked  at  the  key  issues 
and,  I  think,  has  made  the  proper  judg- 
ments all  along  the  way.  and  so  I  think 
this  is  a  particularly  good  piece  of  leg- 
islation. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  where  the 
gentleman  is  coming  from,  and  cer- 
tainly, if  anybody  is  in  favor  of  cutting 
expenses  of  this  huge  Federal  Govern- 
ment it  is  me.  but  we  have  worked  in  a 
bipartisan  manner  to  reduce  Federal 
aid  responsibly,  and  I  think  that  the 
subcommittee  and  the  full  committee 
have  done  it.  The  administration  re- 
quested the  amoimt  of  money  we  put  in 
this  bill. 

Now,  if  we  are  going  to  have  respon- 
sible administrations  administering 
programs  as  well  supported  as  the 
Eximbank  and  if  the  Eximbank  is 
going  to  continue  to  move  in  the  direc- 
tion of  concentrating  some  of  their  ef- 
forts toward  small  business,  then  we 
are  going  to  have  to  give  them  ade- 
quate resources  to  provide  that  service. 

We  have  conveyed  to  the  leadership 
of  the  Eximbank  and  not  to  the  admin- 
istration that  we  think  they  ought  to 
look  at  smaller  projects.  There  is 
something  else  other  than  a  dam,  there 
is  something  else  other  than  a  high- 
way, there  are  small  business  people  in 
the  United  States  who  have  a  potential 
customer  in  foreign  countries,  and  that 
is  why  we  have  the  Eximbank,  and  if 
they  tell  us  they  need  money  to  pro- 
vide this  type  of  service  to  investigate 
whether  or  not  the  loan  is  viable,  we 
have  to  give  them  adequate  resources. 

So  I  try  to  give  this  administration 
as  much  flexibility  as  I  can.  They  came 
to  me,  and  said  in  order  to  have  an  ef- 
fective Exim  operation,  we  must  pro- 
vide them  with  adequate  funds.  That  is 
incidentally  the  request,  I  think  that 
we  must  give  them  the  benefit  of  the 
doubt,  encourage  them  to  be  frugal, 
but  at  the  same  time  not  tie  their 
hands  and  eliminate  the  possibility  of 
job  creativity  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  nimiber  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  just  like  to 
underline  what  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Callahan]  has  said.  Mul- 
tinational companies  in  the  United 
States,  are  companies  that  create  the 
highest    paying    jobs    in    the    United 


States.  The  Eximbank  has  done  as 
spectacular  job  in  the  last  few  years  of 
stimulating  American  jobs  at  home  as 
well  as  stimulating  American  invest- 
ment abroad.  We  all  know  that  Amer- 
ican companies  work  at  a  great  dis- 
advantage in  foreign  trade,  due  to  the 
Corrupt  Practices  Act.  Other  countries 
can  deduct  the  bribes  they  pay  to  do 
business  from  their  income  taxes.  The 
companies  in  the  United  States  have  to 
abide  by  a  very  strict  Corrupt  Prac- 
tices Act.  I  hope  that  we  can  make 
progress  in  persuading  our  European 
partners  and  others  not  to  pay  bribes 
anymore,  but  so  far  we  have  not  been 
able  to  do  that. 

But  without  the  financing  that  is  fur- 
nished by  the  Eximbank,  there  would 
be  tremendous  job  loss  in  the  United 
States  and  tremendous  economic  loss. 
A  loss  in  our  gross  national  product,  a 
loss  in  Federal  income  tax  revenues 
and  a  loss  across  the  board  economi- 
cally. 

So  I  would  join  the  gentleman  in  op- 
posing this  amendment. 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

I  stand  to  speak  on  behalf  of  the 
amendment  No.  24  from  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey].  I  do  not 
know  if  the  Members  of  this  House  are 
aware  of  a  February  1,  1996,  article: 
"The  Export-Import  Bank  Overpaid 
Salaries."  This  shows  that  the 
Eximbank  illegally  increased  the  sala- 
ries of  about  200  employees  by  an  aver- 
age of  almost  $5,000  a  year  after  por- 
trajang  them  as  critical  workers  that 
the  agency  could  not  afford  to  lose,  and 
the  bank's  acting  chairman,  now  a 
chairman  who  is  appointed  full-time 
permanently  during  the  recess,  Martin 
Kamarck,  said  in  February  1996  we 
blew  it,  we  were  aggressive,  and  made  a 
mistake  and  will  fix  it.  Well,  this  is 
now  June  1996,  and  it  still  has  not  been 
fixed.  The  Eximbank  only  has  about  400 
employees,  and  half  of  them,  one-half 
of  them,  got  pay  increases,  and  those 
200  employees,  I  believe,  represent  25 
percent  of  all  the  Federal  employees 
that  got  pay  increases. 

Now,  this  is  an  agency  that  needs 
some  trimming.  We  are  not  talking 
about  cutting  back  the  amount  of  sub- 
sidies that  will  be  available  for  the  pur- 
poses of  helping  American  exporters 
compete  overseas.  What  we  are  talking 
about  is  an  agency  which  will  be  2.5 
percent,  there  will  be  a  2.5  percent  re- 
duction in  subsidy,  and  yet  the  agency 
wants  a  4.2-percent  increase  in  their 
operations  expense.  That  is  not  nec- 
essary, and  simply  because  the  agency 
requests  the  amount  of  money  does  not 
mean  that  we  should  give  it  to  them. 

I  have  an  even  stronger  amendment 
which  I  will  be  offering  later  on  in  the 
course  of  this  debate  that  will  cut  the 
administrative  expenses  by  approxi- 
mately $3  million.  But  as  to  the  Obey 
amendment,  it  is  correct,  it  should  be 


13116 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


June  5,  1996 


done,  there  is  no  reason  why  the 
Eximbank  cannot  be  forced  to  live 
within  its  means,  and  the  SI  million  to 
which  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Obey]  is  referring  I  think  is  a  fact 
that  this  is  a  time  for  the  American 
people  to  get  back  the  SI  million  that 
was  improperly  paid  to  over  200  work- 
ers at  the  Eximbank. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman firom  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  his  comments.  Let 
me  simply  observe  that  for  those  who 
indicate  that  they  are  concerned  that 
Exim  wiU  not  be  able  to  provide  suffi- 
cient services  to  small  business  if  this 
cut  goes  into  effect,  I  would  suggest 
that  I  have  been  involved  for  a  long 
time  in  trying  to  get  greater  focus  on 
small  business  at  Exim.  And  perhaps, 
taking  a  note  of  the  reduction  which 
has  occurred,  they  will  make  a  greater 
effort  to  respond  to  the  needs  of  small 
business  in  order  to  build  a  broader 
constituency.  That  might  be  a  very 
positive  result  of  adopting  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
agree  with  my  colleague  from  Wiscon- 
sin. I  think  it  is  disingenuous  on  the 
part  of  Eximbank  to  say  that  unless 
they  get  their  additional  appropria- 
tions, they  cannot  reach  out  to  small 
businesses.  But  my  question  is  this: 
Just  because  an  agency  wants  to  in- 
crease its  outreach,  does  that  mean  it 
has  to  increase  its  budget? 

We  are  talking  about  a  reordering  of 
priorities,  and  I  would  encourage  my 
colleagues  to  vote  in  the  affirmative  on 
Mr.  Obet's  Amendment  No.  24. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  further  proceedings  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]  will  be  post- 
poned. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BT  MR.  MANZULLO 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Manzullo: 
Page  3.  line  25,  after  the  dollar  amount,  in- 
sert the  foUowlngr:  "(reduced  by  J3,136,CI0O)". 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  my  amendment  nimi- 
bered  19  to  reduce  the  bill's  $47.6  mil- 
lion appropriation  for  Export-Import 


Bank  administrative  expenses  by  $3.1 
million. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  amendment  is 
quite  simple.  If  the  Committee  on  Ap- 
propriations could  recommend  a  cut  of 
2.5  percent  for  the  subsidy  appropria- 
tions for  the  Eximbank,  certainly  they 
do  not  need  to  increase  Washington  bu- 
reaucracy at  Exim  by  4.2  percent  espe- 
cially if  the  General  Accounting  Office 
found  nearly  $1  million  in  overpaid  bo- 
nuses. 

This  is  an  agency,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  said  that  it  had  to  take  a  lot  of 
time  in  coming  to  a  decision  because  of 
the  layoff  and  the  shutdown  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government,  and  then  they  turn 
right  around  and  give  almost  $1  million 
in  bonuses. 

This  is  simply  a  budgetary  priority 
issue.  My  amendment  would  cut  Wash- 
ington bureaucracy  at  the  same  per- 
centage level  as  the  cut  in  the  program 
account  at  Exim.  If  Exim  programs 
drop  by  2.5  percent,  so  should  a  Wash- 
ington bureaucracy.  A  2.5-percent  cut 
from  last  year's  level  is  not  a  drastic 
measure.  Every  agency  is  experiencing 
severe  budget  crisis.  Exim  should  not 
be  the  exception. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  President  of  Elxlm 
said  last  February  that  the  bank  made 
a  mistake  and  they  would  fix  the  over- 
paid bonus  problem.  Out  of  448  employ- 
ees, 200  were  awarded  bonuses,  but  the 
GAO  said  that  only  10  of  the  200  were 
actually  eligible  to  receive  the  money. 
Well,  Exim  is  one  of  the  smallest  agen- 
cies in  the  Federal  Government.  Exim 
accounted  for  25  percent  of  all  bonuses 
granted  govemmentwide.  GAO  con- 
cluded that  many  of  these  awards  did 
not  appear  to  comply  with  the  statu- 
tory requirement. 

Well,  months  later  the  issue  is  still 
unresolved,  and  to  add  salt  to  an  open 
wound,  the  President  nominated  Mr. 
Kamarck  to  head  the  Eximbank  in  a 
recess  appointment,  allowing  him  once 
again  to  issue  bonuses. 

Finally,  the  chairman  of  Exim  said  in 
a  press  conference  last  week  that  their 
services  are  not  needed  for  the  largest 
public  works  project  in  the  biggest 
emerging  market  in  the  world.  Mr. 
Kamarck  said  U.S.  companies  can  win 
these  contracts  on  their  own.  I  am  per- 
plexed at  that  statement.  He  seems  to 
question  the  need  for  these  additional 
personnel  and  resources  if  Exim  de- 
clines at  this  time  to  support  our  ex- 
porters for  the  Three  Gorges  Dam 
project.  If  Exim  immediately  with- 
draws support  for  both  large  and  small 
U.S.  exporters  for  this  huge  project, 
then  Exim  does  not  need  the  extra  $2 
million  for  outreach  activities  to  small 
businesses.  Exim  could  do  more  for 
small  businesses  by  revisiting  the 
Three  (Jorges  Dam  decision. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  my  amendment.  If  my  col- 
leagues are  concerned  about  the  defi- 
cit, if  my  colleagues  want  to  cut  Wash- 
ington waste  and  bureaucracy,  if  my 


colleagues  want  to  balance  the  com- 
mittee's recommendations  for  pro- 
grams with  resources,  if  my  colleagues 
want  to  sent  a  message  to  Eximbank, 
then  support  the  Manzullo  amendment 
No.  19. 

Mr.  LaHOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  just  see  if  I  can 
sketch  out  here  what  is  really  happen- 
ing. There  are  two  things  in  play  here. 
No.  1,  we  have  this  administration  run- 
ning all  over  Capitol  Hill  trjrlng  to  per- 
suade those  of  us  in  the  House  and  Sen- 
ate to  vote  for  MFN,  most-favored-na- 
tion status.  I  support  that.  I  think  it  is 
good,  and  I  hope  that  it  will  pass. 

So  on  the  one  hand  they  want  us.  as 
a  Congress,  to  support  MFN.  On  the 
other  hand  this  administration  sends  a 
memo  to  the  Eximbank  and  says  do  not 
fund  any  of  the  loans  for  the  Three 
Gorges  project  in  China,  and  the  reason 
they  give  in  thefr  memo  is  for  humani- 
tarian and  environmental  reasons. 

So  this  is  the  classic  Clinton  way  of 
doing  things.  On  the  one  hand  they 
want  to  portray  themselves  as  being 
for  the  envfronment  and  being  for  hu- 
manitarian efforts.  On  the  other  hand 
they  want  to  come  up  here  and  ignore 
that  on  MFN.  So  they  sent  this  memo 
to  the  Eximbank  snubbing  their  nose 
at  American  business.  The  Three 
Gorges  project  is  going  to  proceed,  it  is 
going  to  move  ahead.  China  has  decided 
that  they  want  this  project. 

So  the  administration  wants  to  say, 
"Oh,  we're  for  humanitarian  environ- 
mental issues,"  on  the  one  hand,  and 
yet  come  up  here  and  ignore  them  on 
MFN.  So  they  have  totally  politicized 
the  Eximbank  on  this  issue.  Thefr 
memo  has  scared  the  Exim  people  to 
the  extent  that  they  will  not  allow 
these  loans  to  proceed,  and  American 
business  gets  snubbed,  and  the 
projects,  the  money  for  this  equipment, 
will  go  to  our  foreign  competitors. 

So  they  want  to  be  able  to  tell  Amer- 
ican business,  "Yes,  we're  supporting 
you  because  we're  for  MFN,  but  on  the 
other  hand  we  can't  support  this  par- 
ticular issue." 

D  1230 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  agency  has  been 
politicized  by  this  administration.  This 
amendment  will  send  a  strong  shot 
across  the  bow  of  the  Eximbank  that 
Congress  knows  what  the  administra- 
tion and  Exim  is  up  to.  Hand  in  glove, 
they  are  working  together  so  the  ad- 
ministration can  have  what  they  want, 
on  the  one  hand  with  MFN,  and  they 
can  also  then  go  out  and  portray  them- 
selves as  being  envfronmentalists,  and 
also  for  humanitarian  concerns. 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LaHOOD.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
my  understanding,  I  would  say  to  my 
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colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Illinois, 
that  Exim's  refusal  to  get  involved  in 
financing  with  several  companies  could 
cost  this  country  tens  of  thousands  of 
highly  skilled  and  highly  paid  jobs.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  LaHOOD.  Absolutely,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  This  is  what  this  is 
about.  We  are  talking  about  the  largest 
public  works  project  in  the  world. 

Mr.  LaHOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
just  conclude  by  saying  this.  If  the 
Members  who  are  in  their  offices 
watching  this  debate  on  this  amend- 
ment want  to  be  consistent  on  MFN, 
what  they  ought  to  do  is  vote  for  this 
amendment  and  continue  to  send  a 
strong  signal  that  we  cannot  have  it 
both  ways.  This  is  the  classic  Clinton 
attempt  to  have  it  both  ways.  It  is  non- 
sense, and  we  should  not  stand  by  and 
let  it  happen.  That  will  send  a  strong 
message. 

I  encourage  Members  who  care  about 
American  business  and  care  about  com- 
I>anies  doing  business  abroad  to  do  this. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LaHOOD.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  very  much  for  shielding 
tome. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  just  like  to  re- 
mind the  gentleman,  and  I  am  sure  he 
probably  knows  it.  that  this  sub- 
committee, as  well  as  other  commit- 
tees, have  put  environmental  con- 
straints on  the  Eximbank,  and  they  are 
mandated  by  Congress  to  make  deci- 
sions based  on  that. 

Mr.  LaHOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
say  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas,  it  is 
very  clear  why  they  made  this  deci- 
sion, because  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion told  them  to  make  it.  They  told 
them  how  to  dfrect  this  money  and 
they  told  them  not  to  direct  it  onto  the 
Three  Gorges  project. 

Mr.  WILSON.  It  is  quite  possible.  I 
am  not  sure  about  who  directed  who  to 
do  what,  but  it  is  very  likely  that 
under  any  circumstances,  and  I  know 
how  you  gentlemen  from  Illinois  feel, 
because  it  means  a  lot  of  jobs,  but  still, 
I  believe  that  the  Elximbank  would 
have  come  under  great,  savage  criti- 
cism had  they  approved  this  loan. 

Mr.  LaHOOD.  Then  how  can  the  ad- 
ministration run  up  here  on  Capitol 
Hill,  then,  and  try  to  persuade  all  of  us 
to  vote  for  MFN?  Where  are  their  envi- 
ronmental and  humanitarian  concerns 
when  it  comes  to  that  issue? 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
say  to  the  gentleman,  the  issues  are 
simply  not  connected.  The  issues  are 
simply  not  connected.  MFN  is  an 
across-the-board  trade.  It  is  giving 
China  the  same  status  as  practically 
every  other  country  in  the  world  has. 
It  has  nothing  to  do  with  Three  Gorges 
Dam  or  the  determination  by  the 
Eximbank  that  it  did  not  fit  into  that. 


Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  to 
strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  did  not  come  here  to 
be  Bill  Clinton's  Congressman.  I  did 
not  come  here  to  be  Tommy  Thomp- 
son's Congressman.  I  did  not  come  here 
to  be  anybody's  Congressman  except 
the  people  I  was  elected  to  represent, 
so  I  do  not  have  to  come  here  and  sup- 
port every  action  taken  by  the  admin- 
istration. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  do  not  happen  to 
favor  MFN  for  China.  I  think  China  has 
not  behaved  in  a  way  that  entitles 
them  to  that  privilege.  I  also  happen  to 
think  that  the  Eximbank  was  right  in 
the  decision  they  made  on  this  project, 
so  I  do  not  think  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois— and  he  has  a  perfect  right  to 
take  the  position  he  does— but  we  do 
not  have  on  this  side  of  the  aisle,  or  at 
least  I  do  not  have,  a  responsibility  to 
support  every  decision  made  by  the 
Clinton  adminstration.  I  happen  to 
think  that  the  Eximbank  was  correct 
in  that  case,  in  the  case  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  has  a  profound 
disagreement  with. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  simply  sug- 
gest that  I  think  my  amendment  is  a 
rational  effort  to  send  a  signal  to  Exim 
that  they  should  not  provide  inappro- 
priate bonuses,  and  that  it  is  also  ra- 
tional to  indicate  that  we  ought  not  to 
be  exempting  any  agency  from  the 
squeeze  when  we  have  a  very  tight  fis- 
cal situation. 

But  if  the  point  of  the  gentleman's 
amendment  is  to  express  the  Congress' 
disagreement  with  Exim's  decision  on 
the  case  in  question,  then  I  would 
strongly  urge  opposition  to  that,  be- 
cause I  think  that  would  send  an  even 
more  confusing  signal  to  the  Chinese 
Government,  and  I  think  if  we  are  deal- 
ing with  the  question  of  what  ought  to 
happen  with  respect  to  MFN,  we  ought 
to  deal  with  it  when  the  time  comes. 

Mr.  LaHOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OBEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  LaHOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  does  the 
gentleman  recognize  the  inconsistency 
that  I  tried  to  point  out  here,  though, 
with  trying  to  portray  the  thing  in  two 
different  lights  by  the  administration? 

Mr.  OBEY.  In  my  view.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  the  ad- 
ministration's position  in  support  of 
MFN  and  in  opposition  to  this  is  irrele- 
vant. I  have  an  obligation  to  exercise 
ray  own  judgment.  The  gentleman  is 
free  to  characterize  the  position  of  the 
administration  any  way  he  wants. 

On  this  issue,  I  do  not  care  what  the 
administration  thinks.  I  care  about 
what  I  think  is  right,  and  what  I  think 
is  right  is  not  to  exempt  EUm  from  the 
budgetary  squeeze  that  is  befalling  vir- 
tually every  other  agency  in  this  bill.  I 
also  happen  to  think  that  they  were 
right  to  turn  down  the  project  that  the 
gentleman  thinks  they  should  have  ap- 
proved. 


I  eim  not  trying  to  get  into  policy 
questions  on  Exim  I  am  simply  trying 
to  make  the  simple  observation  we 
should  not  be  expanding  their  adminis- 
trative expenses  when  we  are  cutting 
everybody  elses.  That  is  what  my 
amendment  does  without  getting  into  a 
premature  argximent  on  this. 

Mr.  LaHOOD.  K  the  gentleman  would 
further  yield,  I  wonder,  if  the  gentle- 
mans  own  amendment  goes  down,  if  he 
would  be  willing  to  support  ours,  then, 
since  then  he  would  be  accomplishing 
what  he  is  trying  to  accomplish  here. 
He  would  reduce  by  an  amount  of 
money  the  ability  of  them  to  do  what 
he  wants. 

Mr.  OBEY.  As  I  said.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
am  opposed  to  this  amendment  because 
I  recognize  the  importance  of  the  Exim 
in  extending  business  abroad  and  ena- 
bling us  to  provide  exports.  I  am  going 
after  thefr  administrative  account  be- 
cause I  do  not  like  an  administrative 
decision  they  made  with  respect  to  bo- 
nuses. But  if  we  are  going  to  start 
going  after  their  administrative  ac- 
count every  time  we  do  not  like  a  pol- 
icy decision  they  made,  we  will  have 
100  amendments  on  the  administrative 
account.  I  do  not  think  that  makes 
much  sense  for  either  them  or  the  Con- 
gress to  be  doing. 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OBEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  just  state  that  the  purpose  of  my 
amendment  is  to  reduce  the  adminis- 
trative expenses  by  the  same  vercentr- 
acge  as  the  reduction  in  the  subsidy  ap- 
propriation; that  is  all  we  are  doing, 
because  we  are  asked  to  decrease  the 
subsidy  appropriation  by  2.5  percent, 
and  we  are  also  being  asked  to  increase 
the  administrative  expenses  by  4.2  per- 
cent. So  If  we  are  spending  less  money, 
they  should  in  essence  be  spending  less 
money  to  administer  this. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  his  observation.  I  do 
not  think  necessarily  that  administra- 
tive expenses  are  tied  directly  to  the 
level  of  financial  support  the  agency 
gets.  Some  deals  are  a  whole  lot  more 
complicated  than  others.  The  world  Is 
a  lot  more  complicated  than  that. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  my  two  close  friends,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois,  is  offered  In  un- 
derstandable frustration.  Simply,  what 
happened,  days  ago  the  Eximbank 
killed  efforts  by  some  American  com- 
panies. Including  some  from  Illinois 
who  would  be  participating  in  a  mas- 
sive Three  Gorges  hydroelectric  dam 
project  in  China.  A  lot  of  time  and 
money  went  into  preparing  bids  for 
that  project.  Eximbank  first  signaled 
Its  willingness  to  finance  them,  and 
then  they  switched  signals.  I  do  not 
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think  It  is  the  end  of  the  road, 
think  the  door  is  truly  closed 
project.  I  think  it  is  closed 
point. 

But  it  is  a  terrible  message.  While  I 
understand  the  gentleman's  frustra- 
tion, this  is  not  the  solution.  As  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obet] 
mentioned,  if  we  are  going  to  penalize 
the  Elximbank  or  any  other  agency  of 
the  United  States  because  they  do  not 
do  what  we  want  them  to  do,  then  we 
are  going  to  be  here  every  day  on  every 
bill  with  amendments  such  as  this. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  share  the  goal  of  the 
gentleman.  I  hope  American  companies 
will  be  able  to  ultin^itely  participate 
in  the  Three  Gorges  hydroelectric  dam 
project,  but  I  do  know  that  companies 
in  the  Members'  districts  and  in  their 
States  are  going  to  benefit,  whether 
this  becomes  a  reality  or  not,  this  par- 
ticular project. 

I  just  want  to  tell  the  Members  that 
I  share  their  frustration.  I  have  had 
projects  turned  down  in  the  State  of 
Alabama.  Even  though  I  disagreed  with 
the  Eximbank  for  turning  my  people 
down  in  the  State  of  Alabama,  I  did  not 
try  to  penalize  them  by  reducing  their 
operating  expenditures. 

I  share  the  frustration.  I  have  talked 
with  the  chairman  of  the  Eximbank 
about  the  Members'  projects.  I  support 
Members'  involvement  in  the  project 
and  I  support  the  project,  but  this  is 
not  the  place  to  establish  policy.  So  let 
me  share  in  the  frustrations,  let  me 
share  in  my  willingness  to  assist  the 
Members  on  this  or  any  other  project. 
But  we  have  worked  long  and  hard  to 
come  up  with  a  responsible  piece  of  leg- 
islation that  has  bipartisan  support, 
and  we  cannot  respond  to  every  request 
that  comes  along  by  punishing  some- 
one. We  are  not  going  to  punish  the 
people  who  are  doing  the  work.  We  are 
not  going  to  pimish  the  executives  who 
made  the  decision.  This  is  going  to 
punish  the  ability  of  American  small 
business  people  and  large  business  peo- 
ple to  compete  with  the  French  and  the 
Germans  and  the  British  in  foreign  op- 
erations. 

So  I  respect  where  Members  are  com- 
ing from,  but  I  also  have  to  respect- 
fully speak  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  Mr.  Chairman,  how 
many  agencies  is  the  gentleman  aware 
of  that  have  had  an  actual  increase  in 
adnainistrative  expenses  besides  border 
patrol? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  how 
numy  agencies  does  the  gentleman 
know  of  that  are  creating  thousands  of 
jobs?  How  many  agencies  does  he  know 
of  that  created  $17  billion  in  American 
exports  and  340,000  American  jobs? 
That  is  a  part  of  our  overall  policy.  I 
would  say,  why  are  we  going  to  punish 
American  exjKJrts? 
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Mr.  MANZULLO.  I  am  not  punishing, 
Mr.  Chairman.  All  I  am  saying  to  the 
gentleman,  why  should  the  Eximbank 
administrative  account  have  an  in- 
crease when  all  other  agencies,  includ- 
ing social  service  agencies,  are  having 
decreases? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Because  we  have 
advised  them  to  do  more,  and  No.  1,  we 
get  something  in  return  for  this.  This 
is  not  going  to  go  on  forever.  These 
people  buy  Caterpillar  machines,  they 
buy  shrimp  boats  from  Bayou  Le  Batre 
Alabama,  they  buy  supplies  made  by 
the  American  people,  they  buy  genera- 
tors for  these  hydroelectric  plants 
made  by  the  American  people.  So  this 
is  an  agency  that  we  have  been  de- 
manding to  focus  more  so  on  small 
business  people.  We  are  encouraging 
them  to  spend  more  money  focusing  on 
the  ability  to  create  jobs  in  the  small 
business  sector. 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
the  gentleman  aware  that  the  genera- 
tor business  is  going  to  Canada  because 
of  the  decision  by  Eximbank,  Jind  those 
generators  that  can  be  American  built 
and  shipped  are  now  going  overseas  for 
shipment  to  China? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  That  is  the  policy. 
That  is  this  one  particular  job. 

Mr.  LaHOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  LaHOOD.  I  just  want  to  make 
one  point,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  respect  the 
gentleman's  point  of  view  on  this. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Cal- 
lahan] has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  LaHOOD,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Callahan  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  LaHOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  I  jrleld  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  LaHOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
just  make  this  point.  If  this  decision 
were  made  on  the  merits,  we  would  not 
be  standing  here.  This  administration 
has  politicized  the  Eximbajik  by  send- 
ing them  a  memo  saying  "Do  not  fund 
this."  So  it  is  not  us  coming  over  here 
trying  to  exert  influence.  This  agency 
has  been  politicized  by  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration. There  is  no  question 
about  it.  If  they  had  not  done  that,  if 
Exim  would  have  done  what  they  are 
supposed  to  have  done,  been  profes- 
sional, done  it  on  the  merits,  it  would 
be  different.  That  is  why  we  are  here, 
because  we  are  irritated  about  the  fact 
that  it  has  been  so  politicized. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in  support  of  Mr. 
Manzuu-O's  amendment  to  H.R.  3540,  ttie 
Foreign  Operations  Appropriations  Act  (or  fis- 
cal year  1997,  and  want  to  personally  com- 
mend the  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Procurement  Exports,  and  Business  Opportu- 
nities for  his  efforts  to  assist  U.S.  businesses 
in  their  endeavor  to  compete  in  the  world  mar- 
ket. 


Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  specifically 
addresses  the  fiscal  year  1997  appropriation 
for  the  Export-Import  Bank  and  seeks  to  re- 
duce their  administrative  costs  by  2.5  percent, 
in  proportion  to  the  amount  of  reduction  in 
subsidies,  rather  than  increasing  administra- 
tive costs  by  4.2  percent  as  set  forth  in  this 
legislation. 

My  reasons  for  supporting  this  amendment 
are  many,  but  I  would  like  to  take  this  time  to 
discuss  only  one  example  that  has  prompted 
me  to  support  this  reduction  in  administrative 
costs.  This  concerns  the  recent  announcement 
by  Martin  Kamarck,  president  and  chairman  of 
the  Eximbank,  in  whrch  he  stated  that  the 
Board  concluded  that  the  Eximbank  cannot 
issue  a  letter  of  interest  for  the  Three  Gorges 
Dam  project  in  China,  the  largest  hydroelectric 
project  in  the  world,  and  one  in  which  I  have 
had  consklerable  interest  because  of  the  ef- 
fect it  would  have  on  a  company  in  my  district, 
and  the  people  it  employs. 

Even  though  this  partk:ular  project  was 
found  financially  credit  worthy  and  technically 
sound  by  the  Board,  it  concluded  that  a  letter 
of  interest  could  not  be  provided  to  U.S.  conv 
panies  seeking  to  do  txjsiness  with  China  t)e- 
cause  of  a  lack  of  information  from  the  Chi- 
nese relative  to  environmental  concerns.  Mr. 
Kamarck  went  on  to  further  comment  that  this 
dedsk>n  does  not  limit  U.S.  companies  from 
privately  participating  in  the  Three  Gorges 
project 

Rrst,  it  seems  to  me  that  if  the  staff  of  the 
Eximbank  were  not  able  to  provkle  enough  in- 
formation on  the  environmental  concerns  to 
the  Board,  then  the  Board  shouW  not  have 
voted  until  this  information  had  been  obtained. 
On  this  particular  point,  my  office  staff,  as  well 
as  numerous  others,  inquired  from  time-to- 
time  throughout  the  review  process  as  to 
whether  or  not  additional  infonmation  was 
needed,  and  we  were  told  repeatedly  that  they 
had  enough  information  to  make  a  rec- 
ommendation. 

Second,  if  the  Eximbank  is  not  going  to  as- 
sist U.S.  companies,  but  suggests  that  they 
participate  privately,  then  maybe  we  shoukj  be 
thinking  about  whether  or  not  we  need  the 
Eximbank  at  all. 

I  do  not  think  we  need  to  be  rewarding  an 
organization  that  does  not  seem  to  be  follow- 
ing the  process  as  it  was  intended  by  Con- 
gress and  changes  the  goalposts  in  the  proc- 
ess, thereby  hurting  U.S.  businesses  in  their 
efforts  to  compete  with  other  countries  who 
are  now  involved  in  selling  equipment  to  China 
for  this  project. 

Offk^ials  at  Caterpillar,  a  large  supplier  of 
Earth  moving  equipment  in  my  district,  have 
suggested  to  me  that  what  we  should  be 
doing  is  to  increase  the  administrative  appro- 
priation at  Eximbank,  rather  than  reducing  it, 
so  they  can  hire  more  environmentalists  to  do 
the  obviously  needed  staff  work  on  projects 
such  as  this,  but  I  disagree,  the  Eximbank  has 
been  touted  by  the  administration  as  one  of 
the  brightest  stars  in  their  campaign  to  pro- 
mote U.S.  exports,  but  I  believe  their  reputa- 
tion has  suffered  as  a  result  of  the  delay  on 
this  matter  of  providing  export-finance  assist- 
ance for  the  sale  of  United  States  goods  to 
China  for  use  in  building  that  country's  mas- 
sive project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  we  should  vote  to 
reduce    the    administrative    costs    for    the 
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Eximt>ank  by  the  same  amount  that  we  have 
reduced  the  subsidy,  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  Mr.  Manzullo's  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]  be  allowed 
to  offer  amendment  No.  ^  at  a  later 
point  in  the  reading  of  the  bill,  even  if 
consideration  of  title  I  has  been  com- 
pleted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  Mr.  Chafrman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  I  would  ask 
the  reason  for  the  unanimous  consent 
request. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  reason 
for  the  unanimous-consent  request  is 
because  I  have  an  amendment  to  cut 
another  item  in  this  title.  I  am  re- 
quired to  be  in  a  leadership  meeting  for 
the  next  10  minutes. 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
withdraw  my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words.  Before  I  proceed,  I  would  like  to 
engage  the  gentleman  on  a  colloquy  on 
the  pending  amendment,  a  discussion 
on  his  amendment. 

Does  the  gentleman  realize  that  if 
the  Obey  amendment  is  passed  and  the 
gentleman's  amendment  Is  passed,  the 
total  dollar  amount  in  administrative 
costs  to  Eximbank  will  be  cut? 

D  1245 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  The  total  amount 
would  be  minus  $3.6  million,  and  his 
would  be  $1  million,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  I  think  his  is  $2  mil- 
lion. You  can  add  them  together;  if  you 
add  them  together.  So  the  gentleman  is 
right,  close  to  $5  million.  Now,  is  that 
what  the  gentleman  really  wants  to 
do? 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  It  is  $4.1  million. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Is  that  what  the  gen- 
tleman really  wants  to  do? 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  I  think  it  is  nec- 
essary that  administrative  expenses  be 
cut  at  a  time  when  the  subsidy  appro- 
priation is  being  cut,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  may 
have  been  able  to  support  the  gentle- 
man's amendment  is  he  had  offered  it 
as  a  substitute  for  Obey.  But  as  accu- 
mulate to  Obey  I  am  going  to  have  to 
oppose  the  amendment,  and  I  think  the 
House  should  oppose  the  amendment, 
because  when  you  total  it  out,  it  is  in 
excess  of  what  you  say  you  are  cutting. 


Mr.  MANZULLO.  That  is  correct. 
Mr.  VOLKMER.  I  would  recommend 
to  the  House  that  we  go  ahead  and  vote 
and  adopt  the  Obey  amendment,  which 
I  think  is  a  reasonable  cut  in  adminis- 
trative costs. 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  would  continue  to  yield, 
if  you  take  the  Obey  amendment,  that 
is  the  $1  million  that  the  chairman  of 
the  Eximbank  should  have  paid  back  a 
long  time  ago,  and  he  never  did.  He 
said  back  on  the  last  day  of  January  of 
this  year  that  he  was  going  to  make  up 
for  the  improper  bonuses  that  he  paid 
that  cost  the  American  taxpayers  SI 
million.  To  date  he  had  not  done  that. 
So  we  start  with  the  $1  million  reim- 
bursing the  taxpayers  that  is  already 
owed  them. 

My  amendment  then  says,  let  us  re- 
duce the  administrative  expenses  by 
the  same  percentage  as  the  overall  sub- 
sidy appropriation,  which  is  2.5  i)er- 
cent. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Well,  then,  you  are 
really  in  favor  of  both  amendments  and 
adding  them  together  in  cutting  the 
$4.1  million. 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  That  is  correct.  I 
think  we  can  cut  bureaucrats  at 
Eximbank  and  the  organization  can 
function  just  as  well. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman, 
reclaiming  my  time.  I  would  argue  that 
the  Obey  amendment,  which  I  think  is 
a  reasonable  amount,  sends  a  signal  to 
Eximbank  and  that  Eximbank  should 
abide  by  the  rules  and  regulations  of 
paying  thefr  employees.  I  do  not  dis- 
agree with  the  gentleman  on  that,  and 
I  think  they  will.  I  also  believe  that 
Exim  does  provide  a  meaningful,  well- 
rounded  program  to  provide  exports 
out  of  this  country.  Even  though  there 
may  be  those  Members  who  are  in  dis- 
agreement with  some  specific  areas,  I 
do  not  believe  that  you  really  should 
throw  the  baby  out  with  the  bath 
water.  I  believe  that  the  amount  that 
is  provided  in  the  Obey  amendment  is  a 
reasonable  amount,  does  send  a  signal, 
which  you  really  want  to  do,  does  bring 
to  the  attention  that  the  Congress  will 
consider  the  actions  of  the  Eximbank, 
just  like  we  will  any  other  agency  of 
this  Government  and  the  bureaucracy. 
Mr.  LaHOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  I  jrleld  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  LaHOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  does  not  prevail,  would  the 
gentleman  then  be  prepared  to  support 
the  amendment  of  the  gentleman  from 
niinois? 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
Obey  amendment  fails,  then  I  would 
support  the  Manzullo  amendment,  but 
I  would  not  support  both.  But  I  would 
support  the  Obey  amendment. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  not  to  take  a  position  on 
this  amendment. 


Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  simply  to  speak 
on  behalf  of  the  bill  in  its  entirety  as  it 
has  been  written  by  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  and 
voted  on  by  all  of  the  members  of  the 
subcommittee.  The  gentleman  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Callahan]  has  done  an 
outstanding  job  on  this  bill.  He  has 
worked  out  agreements  where  frankly 
no  agreements  have  been  thought  pos- 
sible on  issues  that  are  highly  con- 
troversial and  proved  so  last  year. 
Such  issues  as  family  planning  that 
really  hung  the  bill  up  for  9  months. 

So  I  just  want  to  tip  my  hat  to  him 
for  his  magnificent  performance,  and 
as  well  to  the  performance  of  the  dis- 
tinguished gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Wilson],  the  ranking  minority  on  the 
subcommittee.  He  has  done  his  usual 
superb  job.  He  has  also  served  valiantly 
in  this  Congress  for  I  do  not  know  how 
many  years  before  I  even  came  here. 
But  he  has  been  a  great  contributing 
Member  to  the  Congress,  both  through- 
out his  tenure  as  a  member  of  the  Ma- 
jority and  now  as  a  member  of  the  mi- 
nority. 

The  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Wil- 
son] has  served  as  an  outstanding  con- 
tributing member  as  the  ranking  mi- 
nority member  on  the  subcommittee. 
This  will  be  the  last  bill  that  the  gen- 
tleman helps  to  manage  as  he  goes  on 
to  other  things  following  his  departure 
from  the  U.S.  Congress.  I  just  want  to 
thank  him  for  his  efforts  and  wish  him 
will  and  Godspeed  in  all  that  is  ahead 
of  him  and  in  all  that  life  has  to  offer 
after  he  departs  from  the  U.S.  Con- 
gress. 

So  with  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  again.  I 
compliment  the  gentleman  from  Ala- 
bama [Mr.  Callahan]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Wilson]  for 
their  work  on  this  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reluctantly  rise  in 
opposition  to  this  amendment  and  urge 
Members  to  vote  against  the  amend- 
ment. But  I  also  want  to  urge  all  of  our 
Members  to  vote  for  this  bill  that  has 
been  so  finely  crafted  by  the  two  people 
most  responsible  for  the  bill. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
for  jrielding  to  me. 

Let  me  just  point  out  that  I  recog- 
nize the  frustration,  I  recognize  the  po- 
sition of  the  two  gentlemen  from  Illi- 
nois, but  thefr  reason  for  being  here 
today  is  because  of  an  administrative 
decision.  Someone  said  that  the  White 
House  called  down  to  the  Eximbank 
and  told  them  not  to  handle  this 
project  at  this  time.  So  the  solution 
there.  I  might  inform  the  gentleman,  is 
not  to  punish  the  Eximbank,  but  to  get 
an  administration  down  there  that  will 
not  do  those  tjrpes  of  things. 

If  that  is  the  case  and  if  you  get  an 
administration    who    wants    to    work 
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with  projects  such  as  this,  then  you 
have  to  make  certain  that  the 
Eximbank  is  adequately  funded.  So 
maybe  there  is  a  possibility  that  in  4 
months,  the  gentleman's  problem  will 
be  resolved. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

First  of  all,  I  want  to  thank  the 
chairman  of  the  full  committee  for  his 
very  kind  and  generous  words,  as  well 
as  everyone  else  for  all  of  the  other 
kind  and  overly  generous  words  that 
have  been  uttered  today.  I  am  deeply 
appreciative. 

I  really  understand  the  frustration  of 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois,  the  two 
gentlemen  from  Illinois.  In  addition  to 
understanding  the  frustration,  I  want 
my  colleagues  to  know  that  I  am  a  Cat- 
erpillar fan.  I  have  supported  every 
project  that  I  know  of  that  Caterpillar 
has  participated  in,  and  Caterpillar  is 
participating  in  projects  all  over  the 
world  today  that  are  financed  by  the 
Exlmbank.  I  am  just  suggesting,  as  the 
chairman  of  the  full  committee  sug- 
gested, that  it  could  be  short-sighted 
to  try  to  punish  the  Eximbank  for  this 
single  decision  when  there  are  so  many 
other  decisions  that  involve  jobs  in 
your  districts.  It  is  penny-wise  and 
pound-foolish. 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WILSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  Mr.  Chairman,  let 
me  state  this  again.  I  think  it  is  fis- 
cally inappropriate  for  the  U.S.  Con- 
gress to  reduce  the  subsidy  appropria- 
tion of  an  agency  by  2.5  percent,  and 
yet  increase  the  salaries  of  bureaucrats 
by  4.2  percent.  All  my  amendment  says 
is  very  simply,  everything  is  being 
downsized.  How  can  we  as  Members  of 
the  U.S.  Congress  vote  to  increase  the 
bureaucracies  of  an  agency?  Every 
agency  is  being  downsized  except  the 
administrative  staff  of  this  one.  That  is 
all  we  are  doing  on  this. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  I  know  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Manzullo]  is  a  forth- 
right Member  of  this  House.  However,  I 
would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman  a 
Question,  and  that  is.  if  the  Three 
Gorges  Dam  had  been  approved,  would 
the  gentleman  be  here  today  with  this 
amendment? 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  I  absolutely  would. 
I  vote  every  time  there  is  an  oppor- 
tunity to  cut. 

Mr.  EWING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Manzullo  amendment,  and  I  will  have 
to  admit  to  the  question  of  the  last 
speaker,  had  the  bank  approved  the 
loan,  I  would  not  have  been  here.  I  am 
here  to  make  a  point  about  that.  I 
think  it  is  inappropriate  that  the  bank 
was  subjected  to  vmusual,  or  it  should 
be  unusual,  political  pressure  from  the 
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Clinton  administration  to  turn  down 
the  request  of  American  companies  for 
support  in  their  competition  for  con- 
tracts related  to  the  construction  of 
the  China  Three  Gorges  Dam.  The  bank 
has  put  American  companies  at  a  se- 
vere competitive  disadvantage.  Our 
companies  will  lose  hundreds  of  jobs, 
maybe  thousands  of  jobs,  worth  mil- 
lions of  dollars  to  our  major  competi- 
tors: Japan,  Canada,  and  Europe. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EWING.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the 
gentleman  aware  that  the  only  other 
government  in  the  world  that  is  fur- 
nishing financial  support  for  the  Three 
Gorges  Dam  is  Canada?  It  is  not  Ger- 
many, it  is  not  Japan,  it  is  not  France. 
Mr.  EWING.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  it  is  my  understanding 
from  a  company  in  my  district  that 
France  is  also  supporting  their  compa- 
nies in  this,  and  the  i>oint  is  that  we  do 
not  know  that  others  will  not,  and  if 
Canada  is,  we  ought  to  be  out  there  and 
we  ought  to  be  competitive,  and  we 
should  not  have  the  dual  standard.  We 
should  learn  from  our  mistakes  and 
this  administration  should.  We  should 
not  try  to  influence  banks.  That  is  not 
the  reason  that  that  was  set  up. 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  jrield? 

Mr.  EWING.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  state  an  inquiry  to  the  com- 
ments of  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Wilson],  that  in  an  ar- 
ticle that  api)eared  in  the  Wall  Street 
Journal  and  New  York  Times  about  3 
weeks  ago.  China  has  asked  several 
countries,  excluding  the  United  States, 
to  participate  in  the  first  round  of  over 
$4  billion  in  investment  going  into 
China.  Canada  at  this  time  has  agreed 
to  it,  but  Japan  and  Germany  and 
other  countries  are  presently  consider- 
ing it,  seriously  considering  it. 

Mr.  EWING.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  I  know  I  do  not  have 
much  time  left,  and  I  want  to  make  the 
point  that  at  this  time  when  we  are 
being  asked  to  consider  most-favored- 
nation  status  for  China,  which  I  sup- 
port, and  yet  we  are  willing  to  over- 
look environmental  deficiencies, 
human  rights  deficiencies,  because  we 
believe  dealing  with  China  is  a  better 
way  to  handle  it,  and  yet  when  it 
comes  to  American  industry  wanting 
their  share  of  this  enormous  contract, 
we  are  going  to  raise  the  environ- 
mental flag,  we  are  going  to  raise  the 
human  rights  flag  and  we  are  going  to 
say  we  cannot  deal  with  this  contract 
because  of  the  same  reasons  that  we 
are  willing  to  ignore.  I  do  not  think  the 
administration  has  their  program  to- 
gether on  this.  It  is  important  for  the 
jobs.  It  is  important  for  years  to  come. 
K  America  supplies  the  equipment  for 


this  enormous  project,  we  will  be  creat- 
ing jobs  in  America  for  years  to  come. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  question  the  subsidy  appro- 
priation of  S726  million  in  this  bill  for  the  Exim 
bank.  Just  last  week  ttie  bank,  under  unusual 
political  pressure  from  the  Clinton  White 
House,  turned  down  requests  by  American 
companies  for  support  in  their  competition  for 
contracts  related  to  the  construction  of  China's 
Three  Gorges  Dam.  The  bank  has  put  Amer- 
ican companies  at  a  severe  competitive  dis- 
advantage. Our  companies  will  lose  hundreds 
of  millions  of  dollars  worth  of  contracts  and  the 
jobs  they  support  to  competitors  in  Japan, 
Canada,  and  Europe. 

The  t>ank  was  established,  quote,  "to  foster 
expansion  of  exports  of  manufactured  goods, 
agricultural  products,  and  other  goods  and 
services,  thereby  contributing  to  the  promotion 
and  maintenance  of  high  levels  of  employment 
and  real  income  and  to  the  increased  develop- 
ment of  the  productive  resources  of  the  United 
States."  The  bank  was  intended  to  do  what  is 
in  the  best  economk;  interests  of  this  country. 
In  its  decision  not  to  support  American  busi- 
nesses on  Three  Gorges,  the  bank  has  di- 
rectly violated  these  goals  in  my  opinion. 

The  Caterpillar  company  which  manufac- 
tures earthmoving  equipment  estimates  that 
with  support  from  the  bank  the  company  could 
obtain  contracts  worth  up  to  S200  million  in 
sales,  which  would  translate  into  aboul  4,000 
man-years  worth  of  jobs  here  in  the  United 
States.  However,  without  the  support  of  the 
bank.  Caterpillar  will  be  at  a  severe  disadvan- 
tage trying  to  compete  against  foreign  compa- 
nies, such  as  the  Japanese,  which  surely  will 
have  backing  from  their  governments.  How- 
ever, Caterpillar  and  its  hundreds  of  suppliers 
and  subcontractors  are  not  the  only  American 
companies  to  tose  from  the  bank's  decision 
last  week.  For  example,  C.S.  Johnson,  which 
manufactures  concrete  mixing  equipment,  on 
its  own  has  obtained  one  contract  associated 
with  Three  Gorges  which  employs  20  full-time 
people  in  my  district.  C.S.  Johnson  would  like 
to  bid  on  15-18  additional  contracts,  but  be- 
cause of  the  bank's  decisk>n  will  be  at  a  major 
disadvantage. 

Despite  the  fact  that  the  bank  was  estab- 
lished as  an  independent  agency,  the  bank 
capitulated  to  political  pressure  from  President 
Clinton's  White  House,  The  White  House  took 
the  extraordinary  step  of  sending  a  written 
memo  discouraging  the  bank  from  supporting 
the  project  based  largely  on  environmental 
concems.  In  fact,  the  White  House,  while  try- 
ing to  quietly  pressure  the  bank  not  to  support 
the  project,  also  stated  that  "the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment should  refrain  from  putHicly  condemning 
the  Three  Gorges  project."  The  bank  took  its 
marching  orders  from  the  White  House  and 
slammed  the  door  on  Amercan  companies 
based  on  questionable  environmental  con- 
cems, instead  of  doing  what  is  in  the  best 
economic  interests  of  the.  United  States. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  dam  will  be  buitt  whether 
American  companies  participate  or  not.  Be- 
cause the  bank  allowed  overzealous  environ- 
mental activists  in  the  White  House  to  set  the 
bank's  agenda  and  ignored  its  responsibilities 
to  do  what  is  in  the  best  economic  interests  of 
the  United  States,  these  jobs  will  go  to  Japan, 
Canada,  or  Europe. 

When  the  bank's  charter  expires  in  1997 
some  in  this  Congress  will  carefully  review 
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whether  the  bank  has  operated  independently 
as  it  should,  or  catered  to  the  politk:al  desires 
of  the  President. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment  and  to  discuss  some  of 
the  issues  surrounding  the  amendment 
that  is  on  the  floor  today.  First  a  little 
history.  The  Congress  of  the  United 
States  for  the  last  half  a  dozen  years, 
or  a  little  bit  longer,  has  move  to  ma.ke 
the  environmental  concems  part  of  the 
criteria  for  decisions  made  by  multilat- 
eral development  banks  including  the 
World  Bank.  In  1992,  Congress  revised 
the  Eximbank's  charter  to  include  a  re- 
quirement that  the  bank  establish  en- 
vironmental review  procedures  consist- 
ent with  the  bank's  overall  export  pro- 
motion objectives.  It  authorized  the 
board  to  grant  to  withhold  financing 
support  after  taking  into  account  the 
beneficial  and  adverse  environmental 
effects  of  proposed  transactions. 

Following  this  congressional  direc- 
tive, Eximbank  staff  worked  with  the 
exporters,  other  U.S.  and  multilateral 
agencies,  and  nongovernmental  agen- 
cies to  define  appropriate  guidelines 
and  procedures  to  be  used  for  trans- 
actions requesting  bank  support.  The 
Eximbank  environmental  procedures 
and  guidelines  have  been  in  effect  since 
Febniary  1,  1995,  and  indeed,  they  are  a 
result  of  congressional  action. 

That  is  in  addition  to  other  actions 
taken  by  the  Congress,  as  I  mentioned, 
so  that  these  multilateral  develop- 
mental banks  and  export  financing 
agencies  caimot  contribute  to  the  envi- 
ronmental degradation  by  supporting 
major  projects  which  do  just  that, 
which  are  not  environmentally  sound. 

I  believe  that  the  Eximbank  and  the 
Clinton  administration  are  to  be  com- 
mended for  their  leadership,  not  their 
fellowship  of  what  other  countries 
might  do  but  their  leadership  on  this 
issue.  Indeed,  £is  my  ranking  member, 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Wil- 
son] pointed  out,  only  one  other  coun- 
try, Canada,  is  providing  the  financing 
that  is  referenced  in  this  debate. 

D  1300 

So  it  is  not  as  if  our  companies  are  at 
a  disadvantage. 

I  want  to  also  point  out  to  Members 
that  there  is  nothing  preventing  busi- 
ness firom  participating.  If  this  is  such 
a  good  business  deal,  then  businesses 
should  go  in  and  do  business  as  mostly 
all  the  other  companies  throughout  the 
world  are  doing  in  the  Three  Gorges 
Dam  without  this  assistance  of  their 
governments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  several  U.S.  compa- 
nies have  already  sold  60  to  100  million 
dollars'  worth  of  equipment  and  serv- 
ices to  this  project  without  Exim  sup- 
port. The  decision  of  the  Eximbank  in 
no  way  affects  their  ability  to  continue 
doing  business  privately  with  this 
project. 


I  support  the  Eximbank  but  I  think 
we  have  to  have  a  balance.  Somehow  or 
other  corporate  America  thinks  that 
they  cannot  do  business  unless  they 
have  a  subsidy  from  the  Government. 
There  is  no  law  against  private  indus- 
try going  in  and  competing  without  a 
helpful  hand  from  the  Government— 
the  corporate  welfare  that  some  have 
referenced. 

But  I  support  the  Eximbank.  I  am 
not  an  opponent  of  it.  I  have  been  a 
strong  proponent  of  these  international 
banks  being  environmentally  sound. 
This  is  about  the  enviroimnient— it  is 
not  about  China.  The  World  Bank,  has 
billions  of  dollars  of  loans  into  China. 
One  of  the  biggest  recipients  of  World 
Bank  loans  is  China.  Even  the  World 
Bank  is  not  lending  money  for  the 
Three  Gorges  Dam  because  it  does  not 
meet  their  environmental  standards. 

The  Eximbank  was  very  clear  in  its 
statement  that  they  have  established 
what  their  concems  are  environ- 
mentally. And  if  the  Three  Gorges  Dam 
should  at  some  point  in  the  future 
meet  those  envrionmental  standards,  it 
would  then  be  eligible  for  Exim  partici- 
pation. 

So  this  is  not  a  China  issue.  This  is 
an  environmental  issue.  The  Eximbank 
voted  unanimously  against  issuing  a 
letter  of  interest  because  of  the  envi- 
ronmental concems. 

Again,  I  reiterate,  the  Eximbank  has 
supported  $3.8  billion  in  United  States 
exports  to  China  during  the  last  4  years 
and  currently  they  have  $10  billion  in 
potential  financing  for  transactions  in 
various  industries.  So  as  I  recognize 
the  gentlemen  £rom  Illinois  protecting 
the  view  of  Caterpillar,  but  that  is  a 
special  interest.  We  have  the  public  in- 
terest at  stake  here  on  the  floor  and 
that  public  interest  is  nothing  short  of 
the  environment  in  which  we  live.  That 
internationally  we  have  responsibil- 
ities to  address  the  protection  of  that 
environment  and  that  the  taxpayers' 
dollars  should  not  be  used  to  finance 
loans  that  will  undermine  the  environ- 
ment. 

Mr.    Chairman,    I    include    for    the 
RECX3RD  the  statement  of  the  Eximbank 
as  follows: 
Statement  of  the  board  of  directors  of 

THE  Export-Import  Bank  of  the  umted 

States 
(By    Martin    A.    Kamarck.    President    and 

Chairman  for  Three  Gorges  Press  Brief- 
ing—Thursday, May  30. 1996) 

The  Eximbank's  board  of  directors  met 
this  morning  to  consider  requests  from  sev- 
eral U.S.  exporters  for  the  bank  to  take  the 
preliminary  step  of  Issuing  letters  of  interest 
for  the  Three  Gorges  project  In  China. 

The  l>oard  has  concluded  that  Eximbank 
cannot  Issue  a  letter  of  Interest  for  this 
project  at  this  time.  The  Information  re- 
ceived, though  voluminous,  falls  to  establish 
the  projects  consistency  with  the  l>ank's  en- 
vironmental guidelines. 

If  the  China  Yangtze  Three  Gorges  project 
development  corporation  provides  Eximbank 
with  additional  information  with  respect  to 
development  and  mitigation  of  the  environ- 


mental issues  Involved  in  this  project,  the 
board  could  reconsider  support  for  this 
project. 

Although  the  level  of  interest  surrounding 
this  case  makes  It  somewhat  unique  for 
Eximbank.  the  process  used  by  the  bank  to 
reach  Its  conclusion  is  routine,  mandated  by 
our  congressional  charter  amd  applied  to  all 
long-term  transactions. 

American  business  in  general,  and 
Eximbank  in  particular,  have  a  healthy  eco- 
nomic presence  in  China,  and  It  Is  our  hope 
that  this  mutually  beneOcial  trading  rela- 
tionship will  continue  to  grow. 

In  fact.  China  Is  Eximbank's  largest  cus- 
tomer in  Asia.  And  Eximbank  has  an  aggres- 
sive outreach  effort  to  support  U.S.  export- 
ers doing  business  in  China. 

Many  Eximbank  staff  members  have  spent 
months  analyzing  Information,  meeting  with 
Interested  parties  and  working  on  the  board 
memorandum,  which  assisted  the  board  In 
making  its  decision. 

Eximbank  is  an  Independent  government 
agency.  The  banks  board  of  directors  is 
mandated  to  make  independent  decisions 
about  the  appropriateness  of  providing  finan- 
cial support  to  exjwrt  transactions  which  are 
determined  to  be  financially,  technically, 
and  environmentally  sound. 

The  mandate  to  consider  the  environ- 
mental Impacts  of  projects  requesting  bank 
support  began  In  1992  when  Congress  revised 
Eximbank's  charter  to  Include  a  requirement 
that  the  bank  establish  environmental  re- 
view procedures  consistent  with  the  bank's 
overall  export  promotion  objectives. 

It  further  authorized  the  tmard  to  grant  or 
withhold  financing  support  after  taking  Into 
account  the  beneficial  and  adverse  environ- 
mental effects  of  proposed  transactions. 

Following  this  congressional  directive. 
Eximbank  staff  worked  with  exporters,  other 
U.S.  and  multilateral  agencies  and  non- 
governmental organizations  to  develop  ap- 
I>roprlate  guidelines  and  procedures  to  be 
used  for  transactions  requesting  bank  sup- 
port. 

These  environmental  procedures  and 
guidelines  have  been  in  effect  since  February 
1.1995. 

So,  as  the  bank's  charter  requires,  staff  re- 
viewed financial,  technical  and  environ- 
mental Issues  Involved  in  this  project.  And 
because  of  the  size  and  level  of  Interest  gen- 
erated by  this  project,  our  staff  consulted 
with  other  government  agencies.  Including 
the  National  Security  Council. 

Our  staff  also  held  a  series  of  open  meet- 
ings with  exporters  and  nongovernmental  or- 
ganizations and  Chinese  officials;  and  met 
with  numerous  Meml>ers  of  Congress  and 
congressional  staff. 

Eximbank's  engineering  and  environ- 
mental division  solicited,  received  and  re- 
viewed Information  ftom  a  wide  variety  of 
sources,  including  the  Chinese  Government, 
U.S.  companies,  other  U.S.  Government 
agencies  and  nongovernmental  organiza- 
tions, as  well  as  academic  sources. 

Although  any  project  of  this  size  raises 
many  questions  and  Issues.  I  will  summarize 
the  major  (though  not  only)  issues  of  con- 
cern raised  by  staff  which  the  l>oard  con- 
cluded have  not.  to  date,  been  adequately  ad- 
dressed by  the  projects  sponsors. 

Maintaining  adequate  water  quality  in  the 
projects  reservoir. 

Protection  of  ecological  resources  and 
preservation  of  endangered  species  poten- 
tially affected  by  the  project. 

The  environmental  and  socioeconomic  Im- 
pacts associated  with  the  proposed  resettle- 
ment of  1.3  million  iieople  to  be  displaced  by 
the  reservoir. 
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Protection  of  cultural  resources  affected 
by  the  project. 

For  Exlmbank  to  reconsider  Its  decision, 
the  board  would  need  further  evidence  that 
these  Issues  will  be  adequately  addressed,  re- 
solved and/or  mitigated  by  the  projects  spon- 
sors. 

More  specifically,  to  meet  the  objectives  of 
Exlmbank's  environmental  guidelines  with 
respect  to  maintenance  of  water  quality  in 
the  reservoir,  Exlmbank  would  look  for  the 
following  Information. 

A  plan  to  construct  upstream  wastewater 
treatment  facilities  needed  to  reduce  the 
pollution  caused  by  municipal  and  industrial 
wastewater  discharged  Into  the  reservoir. 

A  plan  for  adequate  wastewater  and  waste 
management  measures  for  the  areas  sur- 
rounding the  reservoir  to  prevent  future  pol- 
lution and  ensure  that  the  water  quality  is 
maintained. 

A  plan  for  clean-up  of  existing  waste  sites 
which  will  be  submerged  by  the  reservoir. 

A  dredging  plan  to  reduce  accumulated 
toxic  sediments  in  the  reservoir. 

Similarly,  to  meet  the  objectives  of 
Exlmbank's  environmental  guidelines  with 
respect  to  ecological  Issues,  Exlmbank  would 
look  for  the  following  Information: 

A  more  fully  developed  plan,  including 
mitigation  measures,  to  reduce  the  risks  to 
(and  to  support  the  propagation  of)  endan- 
gered aquatic  and  terrestrial  species  affected 
by  the  project. 

Further  information  about  the  ecological 
Impacts  and  proposed  mitigation  plans  for 
areas  downstream  of  the  reservoir,  especially 
around  the  lakes  and  estuary. 

To  meet  the  objectives  of  Exlmbank's  envi- 
ronmental guidelines  with  regard  to  resettle- 
ment, the  bank  would  look  for  the  following 
information: 

A  resettlement  plan  that  adequately  ad- 
dresses issues  such  as,  land  management,  in- 
frastructure Improvements,  regional  plan- 
ning, population  distribution,  public  health 
Impacts,  costs  and  sources  of  funding.  Such  a 
plan  should  also  clearly  demonstrate  the  ad- 
ministrative responsibilities  and  account- 
ability for  all  steps  of  this  process. 

Adoption  of  soil  conservation  measures  to 
control  soil  erosion  in  the  newly  created  re- 
settlement and  Inundated  areas. 

A  plan  for  acceleration  of  forestatlon  in 
areas  vulnerable  to  soil  erosion  and  areas 
slated  for  deforestation  due  to  resettlement. 
In  addition,  given  the  unique  cultural  and 
historical  resources  at  risk,  to  meet  the  ob- 
jectives of  Exlmbank's  environmental  guide- 
lines with  respect  to  maintenance  of  socio- 
economic and  sociocultural  resources, 
Exlmbank  would  look  for  the  following  in- 
formation: 

Specific  information  that  adequate  meas- 
ures have  been  adopted  for  the  protection  of 
the  cultural  and  historical  resources  of  the 
project  area. 

Additional  information  has  to  be  forthcom- 
ing before  there  can  be  a  decision  on  com- 
mitting U.S.  taxpayer  money.  Staff  informed 
the  board  that  in  many  circumstances  the 
information  has  not  yet  been  developed. 

Before  taking  your  questions,  let  me  make 
several  other  important  points: 

First,  the  decision  to  construct  the  Three 
Gorges  hydroelectric  project  belongs  to  the 
People's  Republic  of  China. 

Today's  decision  by  the  Exlm  board  is  a 
recognition  that  as  a  U.S.  Government  agen- 
cy, Exlmbank  has  rules  and  requirements 
that  must  be  met  before  extending  support 
to  projects.  And,  as  a  government  institu- 
tion. Exlm  must  apply  its  operating  proce- 
dures to  all  projects— large  and  small.  In  all 


countries  where  we  do  business.  In  a  fair  and 
transparent  manner. 

Today's  decision  means  only  that  the  in- 
formation we  have  received  so  far  about  this 
project  does  not  In  the  judgment  of  the 
board,  satisfy  the  objectives  of  Exlmbank's 
environmental  guidelines. 

Second,  this  decision  does  not  limit  U.S. 
companies  from  privately  participating  in 
the  Three  Gorges  project. 

Already,  several  U.S.  companies  have  sold 
$60-5100  million  worth  of  equipment  and 
services  to  this  project  without  Exlmbank 
support.  And  today's  decision,  in  no  way,  af- 
fects their  ability  to  continue  doing  business 
privately  with  this  project. 

Third,  with  respect  to  whether  other  gov- 
ernment export  credit  agencies  will  be  in- 
volved with  this  project,  we  currently  are 
aware  of  only  one  official  government-sup- 
ported financing  offer  for  sales  to  this 
project.  It  comes  from  EDC,  the  Canadian  ex- 
port credit  agency. 

In  addition,  we  also  understand  that  re- 
quests for  financing  may  have  been  made  to 
one  other  export  credit  agency.  We  are  not 
aware  of  any  other  governments  which  have 
made  financing  offers  to  this  project. 

Fourth,  we  have  supported  $3.8  billion  in 
U.S.  exports  to  China  during  the  last  4  years, 
and  currently  have  over  $10  billion  in  poten- 
tial financing  for  transactions  In  various  In- 
dustry sectors  Including  power  (conventional 
coal-fired,  hydro,  nuclear  and  wind  energy), 
aircraft,  airports,  telecommunications, 
chemical  plants,  project  finance  and  more. 

In  the  power  sector  alone,  during  the  last 
two  years,  Exlmbank  has  financed  nearly 
$640  million  worth  of  U.S.  exports. 

Finally,  given  this  long  history  of 
Exlmbank  support  for  U.S.  exports  to  China, 
and  the  fact  that  China's  demand  for  goods 
and  service  will  continue  to  grow  as  their 
economy  grows,  Exlmbank  looks  forward  to 
continuing  a  strong  partnership  with  our 
Chinese  friends. 
Now  I'd  be  happy  to  take  your  questions. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  Manzullo]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  annoimced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote,  and  pending  that 
I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  further  proceedings  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from  D- 
linois  [Mr.  Manzullo]  will  be  post- 
poned. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 

SEQIJENTIAL  VOTES  POSTPONED  DJ  COMMTTTEE 
OF  THE  WHOLE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  proceedings  will  now  resume  on 
those  amendments  on  which  further 
proceedings  were  postponed  in  the  fol- 
lowing order:  Amendment  No.  24  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Obey]  and  amendment  No.  19  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Manzullo]. 

The  Chair  will  reduce  to  5  minutes 
the  time  for  any  electronic  vote  after 
the  first  vote  in  this  series. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  OBEY 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 


on  amendment  No.  24  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey] 
on  which  further  proceedings  were 
postponed  and  on  which  the  noes  pre- 
vailed by  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  redesignate  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  redesignated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  334,  noes  77, 
not  voting  23,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  210] 
AYES-334 


Abercromble 

Dellums 

Holden 

Ackerman 

Deutsch 

Horn 

Andrews 

Dlaz-Balart 

Hostettler 

Baesler 

Dickey 

Hoyer 

Baker  (CA) 

Dlngell 

Hunter 

Baldacci 

DUon 

Hutchinson 

Ballenger 

Doggett 

Inglls 

Barcla 

DooUttle 

Istook 

Ban- 

Doraan 

Jackson  (IL) 

Barrett  (N'E) 

Doyle 

Jacobs 

Barrett  (WI) 

Dreler 

JetfersoD 

Bartlett 

Duncan 

Johnson  (SD) 

Barton 

Dunn 

Johnson,  E.  B. 

Bass 

Durbln 

Jones 

Batenjan 

Edwards 

Kanjorskl 

Becerra 

Ehlers 

Kaptur 

BevlU 

Ehrllch 

Kaslch 

Bllbray 

Emerson 

KeUy 

Blllrakls 

English 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Blamenauer 

Ensign 

KUdee 

Blute 

Eshoo 

Kim 

Boehlert 

Evans 

Kingston 

Boehner 

Everett 

Kleczka 

Bonlor 

Ewlng 

KUnk 

Bono 

Farr 

Klug 

Borskl 

Fattah 

Kolbe 

Boucher 

Fawell 

LaHood 

Brewster 

Fields  (LA) 

Lantos 

Brown  (CA) 

Largent 

Brown  (OH) 

FogUetta 

Latham 

Brownback 

Foley 

LaTourette 

Bryant  (TN) 

Ford 

Leach 

Banning 

Fowler 

Levin 

Bun- 

Fox 

Lewis  (GA) 

Burton 

Frank  (MA) 

Under 

Buyer 

Franks  (CT) 

Uptnskl 

Calvert 

Franks  (NJ) 

LoBlondo 

Camp 

Fnsa 

Longley 

Campbell 

Frost 

Lowey 

Canady 

Funderburk 

Lucas 

Cardln 

Furse 

Lather 

Ca5tle 

(Jephardt 

Maloney 

Chabot 

Gllchrest 

Manton 

CbambUss 

Glllmor 

Manzullo 

Chenoweth 

Gonzalez 

Markey 

Ctulstensen 

Goodlatte 

Martinez 

Chrysler 

Goodllng 

Martini 

Clay 

Gordon 

Mascara 

Clement 

Goss 

McCarthy 

Coble 

Graham 

McCollum 

Cobum 

Green  (TX) 

McCrery 

Coleman 

Greenwood 

McDade 

Collins  (GA) 

Gunderson 

McHale 

CoUlns  (IL) 

Gutierrez 

McHugh 

CoUlns  (MI) 

Gutknecht 

McKeon 

Combest 

Hall  (OH) 

McKlnney 

Condlt 

HalKTX) 

McNulty 

Conyers 

Hamilton 

Meehan 

Cooley 

Hancock 

Meyers 

Costello 

Hansen 

Mica 

Cox 

Hasten 

MlUender- 

Cramer 

Hayworth 

McDonald 

Crane 

Heney 

Miller  (CA) 

Cremeans 

Hefner 

MUige 

Cubln 

Helneman 

Mink 

Cummlngs 

Herger 

Moakley 

Cunningham 

HlUeary 

Mollnarl 

Danner 

Hlnchey 

Mollohan 

Davis 

Hobson 

Montgomery 

Deal 

Hoekstra 

Moorhead 

DeFazlo 

Hoke 

Myrlck 
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Nadler 

Neal 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Owens 

Oxley 

Pallone 

Parker 

Pastor 

Paxon 

Pame  (VA) 

Pelosl 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Porter 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 

QuUlen 

Qulnn 

Radanovlch 

Rahall 

Ramstad 

Rangel 

Reed 

Regula 

Riggs 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 


Archer 
Armey 

Bachus 

Baker  (LA) 

Bellenson 

Bentsen 

Bereuter 

Berman 

Bishop 

Bllley 

Brown  (FL) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Bunn 

Callahan 

Clayton 

dinger 

Clybum 

Coyne 

de  la  Gaiza 

DeLauro 

DeLay 

Dicks 

Dooley 

Fazio 

Fllner 

Flake 


Allard 

Bonllla 

Browder 

Chapman 

Crapo 

Engel 

Fields  (TX) 

Gallegly 


Ros-Lehtlnen 

Rose 

Roukema 

Roybal-Allard 

Royce 

Rush 

Sabo 

Salmon 

Sanders 

Sanford 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Scarborough 

Sc  breeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

Slslsky 

Skaggs 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Stark 

Steams 

Stenholro 

Stockman 

Stokes 

NOES— 77 

Forbes 

Frellnghuysen 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Geren 

Oilman 

Harman 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hastings  (WA) 

Houghton 

Hyde 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson.  Sam 

Johnston 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennelly 

King 

Knollenberg 

LaFalce 

Laughlln 

Lazlo 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Llghtfoot 

Livingston 

Lofgren 

NOT  VOTING— 23 


Studds 

Stump 

Stnpak 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thomberrj- 

Thurman 

Tlahrt 

Torklldsen 

Torres 

Traflcant 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Vlsclosky 

Volkmer 

Wamp 

Ward 

Waters 

Watts  (OK) 

Wazman 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Williams 

Wise 

Wolf 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Yates 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

ZelUI 

Zlmmer 


Matsul 

McDermott 

Meek 

Menendez 

Metcalf 

Moran 

Morella 

Murtha 

Netbercatt 

Packard 

Payne  (NJ) 

Peterson  (FL) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Richardson 

Roth 

Tauzln 

Thornton 

Towns 

Vucanovlch 

Walker 

Walsh 

Watt  (NO 

Whitfield 

wicker 

WUson 


Ganske 

Gibbons 

Greene  (LT) 

Hayes 

Hllllard 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Lincoln 
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Mclnnls 

Mcintosh 

MUler(FL) 

Myers 

Schaefer 

SchUr 

Teleda 

TorrlceUl 


The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 
On  this  vote: 

Ms.  Jackson-Lee  of  Texas  for,  with  Mr. 
Miller  of  Florida  against. 

Messrs.  RICHARDSON,  PAYNE  of 
New  Jersey,  WHITFIELD,  HOUGHTON, 
and  TOWNS  changed  their  vote  from 
"aye"  to  "no." 

Mrs.  MALONEY  and  Mrs.  LOWEY, 
Messrs.  JONES,  HANSEN,  BURTON  of 


Indiana,  HEFLEY.  BONO,  OL"V^R, 
SCOTT,  CHRISTENSEN.  HORN, 
RADANOVICH,  and  McKEON  changed 
their  vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MANZULLO 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  the  ajnendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  Manzullo] 
on  which  further  proceedings  were 
postponed  and  on  which  the  noes  pre- 
vailed by  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  redesignate  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  redesignated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  This  is  a  5-minute 
vote. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  176,  noes  236, 
not  voting  22,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  211] 
AYES— 176 


Andrews 

Armey 

Bachus 

Baker  (CA) 

Ballenger 

Barr 

Barrett  (NE) 

Bartlett 

Barton 


Bllbray 
Blllrakls 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Brewster 
Brownback 
Bryant  (TN) 
Bunnlng 
Bun- 
Burton 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Chabot 
Chambllss 
CHienoweth 
Chnstensen 
Chrysler 
Coble 
Cobum 
(^Ulns  (GA) 
0)mbest 
Condlt 
Cooley 
Costello 
Cox 
Crane 
Cremeans 
Cubln 

Cunningham 
Danner 
Deal 
DeFazlo 
DeL.ay 
Dickey 
Doollttle 
Doman 
Dreler 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Ehrllch 
Emerson 
English 


Ensign 

Everett 

Ewlng 

FaweU 

Fields  (LA) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Ford 

Fowler 

Franks  (CT) 

Frtsa 

Funderburk 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Glllmor 

Goodlatte 

(^oss 

Graham 

Gunderson 

Gutierrez 

Gutknecht 

HalKTX) 

Hancock 

Hasten 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Helneman 

Herger 

HlUean- 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Hostettler 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglls 

Istook 

Jacobs 

Johnson,  Sam 

Jones 

Kaslch 

Kim 

Kingston 

Kleotka 

Klug 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Largent 

Latham 

Llnder 

Llplnskl 

LoBlondo 

Longley 

Lucas 

ManzDllo 


McCollum 

McOade 

McHale 

McHugh 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Myrlck 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Parker 

Paxon 

Petri 

Pombo 

Porter 

Poshard 

(Julllen 

Qulnn 

Radanovlch 

Ramstad 

Rlggs 

Roemer 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Saxton 

Scarborough 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

Skeen 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Steams 

Stockman 

Stump 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tanzla 

Taylor  (MS) 

Thomberry 

Tlahrt 

Traflcant 

Upton 

Vlsclosky 

Walker 


Wamp 
Weldon  (FL) 
Weldon  (PA) 


Abercromble 

Ackerman 

Archer 

Baesler 

Baker  (L\> 

Baldacci 

Bare  la 

Barrett  (WT) 

Bateman 

Becerra 

Bellenson 

Bentsen 

Bereuter 

Berman 

BevUl 

Bishop 

Bllley 

Blumenauer 

Bonlor 

Bono 

Borskl 

Boucher 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Bunn 

(^lahan 

Cardln 

Castle 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

Cllnger 

Clybum 

Coleman 

Collins  (IL) 

Collins  (MI) 

Conyers 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Cummlngs 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

DeLauro 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

Dlaz-Balart 

Dicks 

DlngeU 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Dooley 

Doyle 

Dunn 

Durbln 

Edwards 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Fair 

Fattah 

Fazio 

Fllner 

Flake 

Foglletu 

Forbes 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frellnghuysen 

Frost 

Furse 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Geren 

Gibbons 

Gllchrest 

GUman 

Gonzalez 


Allard 

Bonllla 

Browder 

Chapman 

Crapo 

Engel 

Fields  (TX) 

CaUegly 


WeUer 
Wicker 
Young  (FL) 

NOES— 236 

Goodllng 

Gordon 

Green  (TX) 

Greenwood 

Hall  (OH) 

Hamilton 

Hansen 

Harman 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hefner 

Hlnchey 

Hobson 

Hom 

Houghton 

Hoyer 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jefferson 

Johnson  (CD 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Johnston 

Kanjorskl 

Kaptur 

Kellj- 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kennelly 

KUdee 

King 

Kllnk 

Knollenberg 

LaFalce 

Laotos 

LaTourette 

Laughlln 

Lazlo 

Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lewis  (KT) 

Llghtfoot 

Livingston 

LoCgren 

Lowey 

Luther 

Maloney 

Btanton 

Markey 

Martinez 

Martini 

Mascara 

Matsoi 

McCarthy 

McCrery 

McDermott 

McKeon 

McKlnney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mica 

MlUender- 

McOonald 
MlUer  (CA) 
Mlnge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollnan 
Mollohan 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 

NOT  VOTING— 22 


Zellff 
ZUnmer 


Nethercott 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Owens 

Oxley 

Packard 

Pallone 

Pastor 

Payne  (NJ) 

Payne  (VA) 

Pelosl 

Peterson  (FL) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Pickett 

Pomeroy 

Portman 

Pryoe 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Reed 

Regula 

Richardson 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Rogers 

Rose 

Roth 

Roukema 

Roybal-Allard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Serrano 

Stslsky 

Skaggs 

Skelton 

Slangliter 

Smith  (WA) 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stenholm 

Stokes 

Stodds 

Stupak 

Tate 

Taylor  (NO 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thornton 

Thnmun 

Torklldaen 

Torres 

Towns 

VfUinw 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Vucanovlch 

Walsh 

Ward 

Waters 

Wan  (NO 

Watts  (OK) 

Wazman 

White 

Whitfield 

WUson 

Wise 

Wolf 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Tates 

Young  (AK) 


Greene  (UT) 
Hayes 
HUUard 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Lincoln 
Mclnnls 
Mclntoah 


HlUer(FL) 

Myers 

Schaefer 

Schlir 

Teleda 

TomceUl 

Williams 
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The  Clerk  suinoimced  the  following 
pair: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Miller  of  Florida  for.  with  Mr.  Engel 
against. 

Mr.  KLUG  and  Mr.  WICKER  changed 
their  vote  from  "no"  to  '"aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  title  I? 

If  not,  the  Clerk  will  designate  title 

n. 

The  text  of  title  n  Is  as  follows: 
TITLE  n— BILATERAL  ECONOMIC 
ASSISTANCE 

Funds  Appropriated  to  the  President 
For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  Presi- 
dent to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961,  and  for  other 
purposes,  to  remain  available  until  Septem- 
ber 30,  1997,  unless  otherwise  specified  here- 
in, as  follows: 

AGENCY  for  INTERNATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT 
CHILD  SURVIVAL  AND  DISEASE  PROGRAMS  FUND 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  part  I  and  chapter  4  of  part  n 
of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  for 
child  survival,  basic  education,  assistance  to 
combat  tropical  and  other  diseases,  and  re- 
lated activities.  In  addition  to  funds  other- 
wise available  for  such  purposes.  5600,000,000, 
to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided, 
That  this  amount  shall  be  made  available  for 
such  activities  as  (l)  Immunization  pro- 
grams, (2)  oral  rehydration  programs,  (3) 
health  and  nutrition  programs,  and  related 
education  programs,  which  address  the  needs 
of  mothers  and  children,  (4)  water  and  sani- 
tation programs,  (5)  assistance  for  displaced 
and  orphaned  children,  (6)  programs  for  the 
prevention,  treatment,  and  control  of,  and 
research  on,  tuberculosis,  HTV/AIDS,  polio, 
malaria  and  other  diseases,  (7)  not  to  exceed 
$96,000,000  for  basic  education  programs  for 
children,  and  (8)  a  contribution  on  a  grant 
basis  to  the  United  Nations  Children's  Fund 
(UNICEF)  pursuant  to  section  301  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961. 

DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE 
(INCLUDING  TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS) 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  sections  103  through  106  and 
chapter  10  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961,  Jl. 150,000,000,  to  remain  available 
until  September  30.  1998:  Provided.  That  none 
of  the  funds  made  available  In  this  Act  nor 
any  unobligated  balances  from  prior  appro- 
priations may  be  made  available  to  any  or- 
ganization or  program  which,  as  determined 
by  the  President  of  the  United  States,  sup- 
ports or  participates  in  the  management  of  a 
program  of  coercive  abortion  or  involuntary 
sterilization:  Provided  further.  That  none  of 
the  funds  made  available  under  this  heading 
may  be  used  to  pay  for  the  performance  of 
abortion  as  a  method  of  family  planning  or 
to  motivate  or  coerce  any  person  to  practice 
abortions;  and  that  In  order  to  reduce  reli- 
ance on  abortion  In  developing  nations, 
funds  shall  be  available  only  to  voluntary 
family  planning  projects  which  offer,  either 
directly  or  through  referral  to,  or  Informa- 
tion about  access  to,  a  broad  range  of  family 
planning  methods  and  services:  Provided  fur- 
ther. That  in  awarding  grants  for  natural 
family  planning  under  section  104  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961  no  applicant  shall 


be  discriminated  against  because  of  such  ap- 
plicant's religious  or  conscientious  commit- 
ment to  offer  only  natural  family  planning; 
and,  additionally,  all  such  applicants  shall 
comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  pre- 
vious proviso:  Provided  further.  That  for  pur- 
poses of  this  or  any  other  Act  authorizing  or 
appropriating  funds  for  foreign  operations, 
export  financing,  and  related  programs,  the 
term  "motivate",  as  it  relates  to  family 
planning  assistance,  shall  not  be  construed 
to  prohibit  the  provision,  consistent  with 
local  law,  of  Information  or  counseling  about 
all  pregnancy  options:  Provided  further.  That 
nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be  construed 
to  alter  any  existing  statutory  prohibitions 
against  abortion  under  section  104  of  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961:  Provided  fur- 
ther. That  the  total  amount  of  funds  appro- 
priated under  this  heading  and  under  the 
heading  "Child  Survival  and  Disease  Pro- 
grams Fund"  should  be  made  available  for 
each  of  the  sub-Saharan  Africa  and  Latin 
America  and  Caribbean  regions  in  at  least 
the  same  proportion  as  the  total  amount 
IdenUfled  In  the  fiscal  year  1997  draft  con- 
gressional presentation  document  for  devel- 
opment assistance  for  each  such  regrlon  Is  to 
the  total  amount  requested  for  development 
assistance  for  such  fiscal  year:  Provided  fur- 
ther. That,  notwithstanding  section  109  of  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  of  the  funds 
appropriated  under  this  heading  not  to  ex- 
ceed a  total  of  $12,000,000  may  be  transferred 
to  "Debt  restructuring",  and  that  any  such 
transfer  of  funds  shall  be  subject  to  the  regu- 
lar notiOcatlon  procedures  of  the  Commit- 
tees on  Appropriations. 

PRIVATE  AND  VOLUNTARY  ORGANIZATIONS 

None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or  other- 
wise made  available  by  this  Act  for  develop- 
ment assistance  may  be  made  available  to 
any  United  States  private  and  voluntary  or- 
ganization, except  any  cooperative  develop- 
ment organization,  which  obtains  less  than 
20  per  centum  of  Its  total  annual  funding  for 
International  activities  from  sources  other 
than  the  United  States  Government:  Pro- 
vided, That  the  requirements  of  the  provi- 
sions of  section  123(g)  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  and  the  provisions  on  pri- 
vate and  voluntary  organizations  In  title  n 
of  the  "Foreign  Assistance  and  Related  Pro- 
grams Appropriations  Act,  1985"  (as  enacted 
In  Public  Law  98-473)  shall  be  superseded  by 
the  provisions  of  this  section,  except  that 
the  authority  contained  In  the  last  sentence 
of  section  123(g)  may  be  exercised  by  the  Ad- 
ministrator with  regard  to  the  requirements 
of  this  paragraph. 

Funds  appropriated  or  otherwise  made 
available  under  title  n  of  this  Act  should  be 
made  available  to  private  and  voluntary  or- 
ganizations at  a  level  which  Is  equivalent  to 
the  level  provided  in  fiscal  year  1995.  Such 
private  and  voluntary  organizations  shall  in- 
clude those  which  operate  on  a  not-for-profit 
basis,  receive  contributions  from  private 
sources,  receive  voluntary  support  from  the 
public  and  are  deemed  to  be  among  the  most 
cost-effective  and  successful  providers  of  de- 
velopment aisslstance. 

INTERNATIONAL  DISASTER  ASSISTANCE 

For  necessary  expenses  for  International 
disaster  relief,  rehabilitation,  and  recon- 
struction assistance  pursuant  to  section  491 
of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  $190,000,000.  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

DEBT  RESTRUCTURING 

For  the  cost,  as  defined  in  section  502  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974,  of 
modifying  direct  loans  and  loan  guarantees. 


as  the  President  may  determine,  for  which 
funds  have  been  appropriated  or  otherwise 
made  available  for  programs  within  the 
International  Affairs  Budget  Function  150, 
Including  the  cost  of  selling,  reducing,  or 
canceling  amounts,  through  debt  buybacks 
and  swaps,  owed  to  the  United  States  as  a  re- 
sult of  concessional  loans  made  to  eligible 
Latin  American  and  Caribbean  countries, 
pursuant  to  part  IV  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961,  $10,000,000,  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended:  Provided,  That  none  of 
the  funds  appropriated  under  this  heading 
shall  be  obligated  or  expended  except  as  pro- 
vided through  the  regular  notification  proce- 
dures of  the  Committees  on  Appropriations. 

MICRO  AND  SMALL  ENTERPRISE  DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAM  ACCOUNT 

For  the  cost  of  direct  loans  and  loan  guar- 
antees. $1,500,000.  as  authorized  by  section 
108  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961.  as 
amended:  Provided,  That  such  costs  shall  be 
as  defined  In  section  502  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974:  Provided  further.  That 
guarantees  of  loans  made  under  this  heading 
In  support  of  microenterprlse  activities  may 
guarantee  up  to  70  percent  of  the  principal 
amount  of  any  such  loans  notwithstanding 
section  108  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961.  In  addition,  for  administrative  expenses 
to  carry  out  programs  under  this  heading, 
$500,000,  all  of  which  may  be  transferred  to 
and  merged  with  the  appropriation  for  Oper- 
ating Expenses  of  the  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development:  Provided  further.  That 
funds  made  available  under  this  heading 
shall  remain  available  until  September  30, 
1998. 

HOUSING  GUARANTY  PROGRAM  ACCOL^NT 

For  the  cost,  as  defined  In  section  502  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974,  of 
guaranteed  loans  authorized  by  sections  221 
and  222  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961. 
$500,000,  to  remain  available  until  September 
30,  1998:  Provided,  That  these  funds  are  avail- 
able to  subsidize  loan  principal,  100  percent 
of  which  shall  be  guaranteed,  pursuant  to 
the  authority  of  such  sections.  In  addition, 
for  administrative  expenses  to  carry  out 
guaranteed  loan  programs,  $6,000,000,  all  of 
which  may  be  transferred  to  and  merged 
with  the  appropriation  for  Operating  Ex- 
penses of  the  Agency  for  International  De- 
velopment: Provided  further.  That  commit- 
ments to  guarantee  loans  under  this  heading 
may  be  entered  Into  notwithstanding  the 
second  and  third  sentences  of  section  222(a) 
and,  with  regard  to  programs  for  the  benefit 
of  South  Africans  disadvantaged  by  apart- 
held,  section  223(J)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961:  Provided  further.  That  funds  ap- 
propriated under  this  heading  for  the  cost  of 
guaranteed  loans  may  be  made  available  for 
obligation  only  for  activities  In  South  Afri- 
ca. 

PAYMENT  TO  THE  FOREIGN  SERVICE 
RETIREMENT  AND  DISABILITY  FUND 

For  pa3rment  to  the  "Foreign  Service  Re- 
tirement and  Disability  Fund",  as  author- 
ized by  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of  1980, 
$43,826,000. 

OPERATING  EXPENSES  OF  THE  AGENCY  FOR 
INTERNATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  section  667.  $465,750,000:  Pro- 
vided, That  of  this  amount  not  more  than 
$1,475,000  may  be  made  available  to  pay  for 
printing  costs:  Provided  further.  That  none  of 
the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  for  pro- 
grams administered  by  the  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development  (AID)  may  be  used  to 
finance  printing  costs  of  any  report  or  study 
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(except  feasibility,  design,  or  evaluation  re- 
ports or  studies)  In  excess  of  $25,000  without 
the  approval  of  the  Administrator  of  the 
Agency  or  the  Administrator's  designee:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  funds  appropriated  or  oth- 
erwise made  available  by  this  Act  may  be 
made  available  for  expenses  necessary  to  re- 
locate the  Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment, or  any  part  of  that  agency,  to  the 
building  at  the  Federal  Triangle  In  Washing- 
ton, District  of  Columbia,  only  pursuant  to 
an  authorization  of  appropriations  for  such 
purpose  or  upon  a  written  certification  and 
report  to  the  Committees  on  Appropriations 
by  the  Dfrector  of  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget  that  such  relocation  will  result 
in  savings  to  the  United  States  Government 
compared  to  other  alternatives  to  such  relo- 
cation. 

OPERATING  EXPENSES  OF  THE  AGENCY  FOR 
INTERNATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  OFFICE  OF  IN- 
SPECTOR GENERAL 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  section  667.  $30,000,000.  to  re- 
main available  until  September  30.  1998, 
which  sum  shall  be  available  for  the  Office  of 
the  Inspector  General  of  the  Agency  for 
International  Development. 

Other  Bilateral  Economic  assistance 
economic  support  fund 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  chapter  4  of  part  n. 
$2,336,000,000.  to  remain  available  until  Sep- 
tember 30,  1998:  Provided.  That  any  funds  ap- 
propriated under  this  heading  that  are  made 
available  for  Israel  shall  be  available  on  a 
grant  basis  as  a  cash  transfer  and  shall  be 
disbursed  within  thirty  days  of  enactment  of 
this  Act  or  by  October  31,  1996,  whichever  is 
later:  Provided  further.  That  none  of  the 
funds  appropriated  under  this  heading  shall 
be  made  available  for  Zaire. 

INTERNATIONAL  FUND  FOR  IRELAND 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  chapter  4  of  part  n  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961,  $19,600,000,  which 
shall  be  available  for  the  United  States  con- 
tribution to  the  International  Fund  for  Ire- 
land and  shall  be  made  available  In  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  the  Anglo-Irish 
Agreement  Support  Act  of  1986  (Public  Law 
99-415):  Provided.  That  such  amount  shall  be 
expended  at  the  minimum  rate  necessary  to 
make  timely  payment  for  projects  and  ac- 
tivities: Provided  further.  That  funds  made 
available  under  this  heading  shall  remain 
available  until  September  30, 1998. 

ASSISTANCE  FOR  EASTERN  EUROPE  AND  THE 
BALTIC  STATES 

(a)  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961  and  the  Support  for  East  European  De- 
mocracy (SEED)  Act  of  1989,  $475,000,000,  to 
remain  available  until  September  30,  1998, 
which  shall  be  available,  notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  law,  for  economic  as- 
sistance and  for  related  programs  for  East- 
ern Europe  and  the  Baltic  States. 

(b)  Funds  appropriated  under  this  heading 
or  In  prior  appropriations  Acts  that  are  or 
have  been  made  available  for  an  Enterprise 
Fiind  miay  be  deposited  by  such  Fund  In  In- 
terest-bearing accounts  prior  to  the  Fund's 
disbursement  of  such  funds  for  program  pur- 
poses. The  Fund  may  retain  for  such  pro- 
gram purposes  any  Interest  earned  on  such 
deposits  without  returning  such  Interest  to 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  and  with- 
out further  appropriation  by  the  Congress. 
Funds  made  available  for  Enterprise  Funds 
shall  be  expended  at  the  minimum  rate  nec- 
essary to  make  timely  payment  for  projects 
and  activities. 


(c)  Funds  appropriated  under  this  heading 
shall  be  considered  to  be  economic  assist- 
ance under  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961  for  purposes  of  making  available  the  ad- 
ministrative authorities  contained  in  that 
Act  for  the  use  of  economic  assistance. 

(d)  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  under 
this  heading  may  be  made  available  for  new 
housing  construction  or  repair  or  reconstruc- 
tion of  existing  housing  In  Bosnia  and 
Herzegovina  unless  directly  related  to  the  ef- 
forts of  United  States  troops  to  promote 
peace  In  said  country. 

(e)  With  regard  to  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  under  this  heading 
for  the  economic  revltallzation  program  in 
Bosnia  and  Herzegovina,  and  local  currencies 
generated  by  such  funds  (Including  the  con- 
version of  funds  appropriated  under  this 
heading  Into  currency  used  by  Bosnia  and 
Herzegovina  as  local  currency  and  local  cur- 
rency returned  or  repaid  under  such  pro- 
gram)— 

(1)  the  Administrator  of  the  Agency  for 
International  Development  shall  provide 
written  approval  for  grants  and  loans  prior 
to  the  obligation  and  expenditure  of  funds 
for  such  purposes,  and  prior  to  the  use  of 
funds  that  have  been  returned  or  repaid  to 
any  lending  facility  or  grantee;  and 

(2)  the  provisions  of  section  531  of  this  Act 
shall  apply. 

ASSISTANCE  FOR  THE  NEW  INDEPENDENT 
STATES  OF  THE  FORMER  SOVIET  UNION 

(a)  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  chapter  11  of  part  I  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961  and  the  FREE- 
DOM Support  Act.  for  assistance  for  the  new 
Independent  states  of  the  former  Soviet 
Union  and  for  related  programs,  $590,000,000. 
to  remain  available  until  September  30.  1998: 
Provided.  That  the  provisions  of  section 
498B(J)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961 
shall  apply  to  funds  appropriated  by  this 
paragraph. 

(b)  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  under 
this  heading  shall  be  transferred  to  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Russia— 

(1)  unless  that  Government  is  making 
progress  in  Implementing  comprehensive 
economic  reforms  based  on  market  prin- 
ciples, private  ownership,  negotiating  repay- 
ment of  commercial  debt,  respect  for  com- 
mercial contracts,  and  equitable  treatment 
of  foreign  private  Investment;  and 

(2)  If  that  Government  applies  or  transfers 
United  States  assistance  to  any  entity  for 
the  purpose  of  expropriating  or  seizing  own- 
ership or  control  of  assets,  investments,  or 
ventures. 

(c)  Funds  may  be  furnished  without  regard 
to  subsection  (b)  If  the  President  determines 
that  to  do  so  Is  In  the  national  Interest. 

(d)  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  under 
this  heading  shall  be  made  available  to  any 
government  of  the  new  independent  states  of 
the  former  Soviet  Union  If  that  government 
directs  any  action  in  violation  of  the  terri- 
torial Integrity  or  national  sovereignty  of 
any  other  new  independent  state,  such  as 
those  violations  Included  In  the  Helsinki 
Final  Act:  Provided.  That  such  funds  may  be 
made  available  without  regard  to  the  restric- 
tion In  this  subsection  If  the  President  deter- 
mines and  reports  to  the  Committees  on  Ap- 
propriations that  to  do  so  Is  In  the  national 
security  Interest  of  the  United  States:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  the  restriction  of  this 
subsection  shall  not  apply  to  the  use  of  such 
funds  for  the  provision  of  assistance  for  pur- 
poses of  humanitarian,  disaster  and  refugee 
relief. 

(e)  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  under 
this  beading  for  the  new  independent  states 


of  the  former  Soviet  Union  shall  be  made 
available  for  any  state  to  enhance  Its  mili- 
tary capability:  Provided.  That  this  restric- 
tion does  not  apply  to  demilitarization  or 
nonproliferation  programs. 

(f)  Funds  appropriated  under  this  heading 
shall  be  subject  to  the  regular  notification 
procedures  of  the  Committees  on  Appropria- 
tions. 

(g)  Funds  made  available  in  this  Act  for  as- 
sistance to  the  new  Independent  states  of  the 
former  Soviet  Union  shall  be  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  section  117  (relating  to  environ- 
ment and  natural  resources)  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961. 

(h)  Funds  appropriated  under  this  heading 
may  be  made  available  for  assistance  for 
Mongolia. 

(1)  Funds  made  available  in  this  Act  for  as- 
sistance to  the  new  independent  states  of  the 
former  Soviet  Union  shall  be  provided  to  the 
maximum  extent  feasible  through  the  pri- 
vate sector.  Including  small-  and  medium- 
size  businesses,  entrepreneurs,  and  others 
with  indigenous  private  enterprises  in  the  re- 
gion, intermediary  development  organiza- 
tions committed  to  private  enterprise,  and 
private  voluntarj'  organizations:  Provided. 
That  grantees  and  contractors  should,  to  the 
maximum  extent  possible,  place  in  key  staff 
positions  specialists  with  prior  on  the 
ground  expertise  in  the  region  of  activity 
and  fluency  in  one  of  the  local  languages. 

(J)  In  Issuing  new  task  orders,  entering 
Into  contracts,  or  making  grants,  with  funds 
appropriated  under  this  heading  or  In  prior 
appropriations  Acts,  for  projects  or  activi- 
ties that  have  as  one  of  their  primary  i>ur- 
poses  the  fostering  of  private  sector  develop- 
ment, the  Coordinator  for  United  States  As- 
sistance to  the  New  Independent  States  and 
the  Implementing  agency  shall  encourage 
the  participation  of  and  give  signiflcant 
weight  to  contractors  and  grantees  who  pro- 
pose investing  a  signlQcant  amount  of  their 
own  resources  (including  volunteer  services 
and  In-kind  contributions)  In  such  projects 
and  activities. 

(k)(l)  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  under 
this  heading  may  be  made  available  for  Rus- 
sia unless  the  President  determines  and  cer- 
tifies in  writing  to  the  Committees  on  Ap- 
propriations that  the  Government  of  Russia 
has  terminated  implementation  of  arrange- 
ments to  provide  Iran  with  technical  exper- 
tise, training,  technology,  or  equipment  nec- 
essary to  develop  a  nuclear  reactor  or  relat- 
ed nuclear  research  facilities  or  programs. 

(2)  Subparagraph  (1)  shall  not  apply  if  the 
President  determines  and  reports  to  the 
Conmilttees  on  Appropriations  that  nmklng 
such  funds  available  Is  Important  to  the  na- 
tional security  interest  of  the  United  States. 
Any  such  determination  shall  cease  to  be  ef- 
fective six  months  after  being  made  unless 
the  President  determines  that  Its  continu- 
ation is  Important  to  the  national  security 
interest  of  the  United  States. 

(1)  Funds  appropriated  under  this  heading 
or  m  prior  appropriations  Acts  that  are  or 
have  been  made  available  for  an  Enterprise 
Fund  may  be  deposited  by  such  Fund  In  In- 
terest-bearing accounts  prior  to  the  dis- 
bursement of  such  funds  by  the  Fund  for  pro- 
gram purposes.  The  Fund  may  retain  for 
such  program  purposes  any  interest  earned 
on  such  deposits  without  returning  such  in- 
terest to  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States 
and  without  further  appropriation  by  the 
Congress.  Funds  made  available  for  Enter- 
prise Funds  shall  be  expended  at  the  mini- 
mum rate  necessary  to  make  timely  pay- 
ment for  projects  and  activities. 

(m)(l)  Notwithstanding  section  907  of  the 
FREEDOM  Support  Act  or  any  other  provi- 
sion of  law,  nongovernmental  organizations 
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and  private  voluntary  organizations  shall 
not  be  precluded  from  using  facilities  or  ve- 
hicles of  the  Government  of  Azerbaijan  to 
provide  humanitarian  assistance  to  refugees 
and  internally  displaced  persons  In  Azer- 
baijan with  funds  made  available  under  this 
heading,  or  from  using  such  assistance  to 
make  necessary  repairs  to  such  facilities 
(such  as  health  clinics  and  housing)  or  vehi- 
cles that  are  used  to  provide  the  assistance. 

(2)  Humanitarian  assistance  may  be  pro- 
vided with  funds  made  available  under  this 
heading  to  refugees  and  Internally  displaced 
persons  in  Azerbaijan  only  If  humanitarian 
assistance  Is  also  provided  to  refugees  and 
internally  displaced  persons  In  Nagomo- 
Karabagh  with  funds  made  available  under 
this  heading,  in  accordance  with  paragraph 
(3). 

(3)  Humanitarian  assistance  may  be  pro- 
vided with  funds  made  available  under  this 
heading  to  refugees  and  internally  displaced 
persons  In  Azerbaijan  and  Nagorno-Karabagh 
only  in  the  proportion  that  the  number  of 
refugees  and  internally  displaced  persons  in 
Azerbaijan  and  Nagorno-Karabagh,  respec- 
tively, bears  to  the  total  number  of  refugees 
and  internally  displaced  persons  In  both 
Azerbaijan  and  Nagorno-Karabagh.  but  in  no 
case  more  than  $7  to  Azerbaijan  for  every 
dollar  to  Nagorno-Karabagh. 

iNDEPENDiaJT  AGENCIES 
AFRICAN  DEVELOPMENT  FOUNDATION 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  title  V  of  the  International  Se- 
curity and  Development  Cooperation  Act  of 
1980.  Public  Law  96-533.  and  to  make  such 
contracts  and  commitments  without  regard 
to  fiscal  year  limitations,  as  provided  by  31 
U.S.C.  9104.  $11,500,000:  Provided.  That  when, 
with  the  permission  of  the  President  of  the 
Foundation,  funds  made  available  to  a  grant- 
ee are  invested  pending  disbursement,  the  re- 
sulting Interest  Is  not  required  to  be  depos- 
ited In  the  United  States  Treasury  if  the 
grantee  uses  the  resulting  Interest  for  the 
purpose  for  which  the  grant  was  made:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  this  provision  applies 
with  respect  to  both  interest  earned  before 
and  Interest  earned  after  the  enactment  of 
this  provision:  Provided  further.  That  not- 
withstanding section  505(a)(2)  of  the  African 
Development  Foundation  Act,  in  exceptional 
circumstances  the  board  of  directors  of  the 
Foundation  may  waive  the  $250,000  limita- 
tion contained  in  that  section  with  respect 
to  a  project:  Provided  further.  That  the  Foun- 
dation shall  provide  a  report  to  the  (Commit- 
tees on  Appropriations  after  each  time  such 
waiver  authority  is  exercised. 

DJTER-AMERICAN  FOUNDATION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
functions  of  the  Inter-American  Foundation 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
401  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1969,  and 
to  make  such  contracts  and  commitments 
without  regard  to  fiscal  year  limitations,  as 
provided  by  31  U.S.C.  9104.  $20,000,000. 

PEACE  CORPS 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  the  Peace  Corps  Act  (75  Stat. 
612),  $212,000,000,  including  the  purchase  of 
not  to  exceed  five  passenger  motor  vehicles 
for  administrative  purposes  for  use  outside 
of  the  United  States:  Provided,  That  none  of 
the  funds  appropriated  under  this  heading 
shall  be  used  to  pay  for  abortions:  Provided 
further.  That  funds  appropriated  under  this 
heading  shall  remain  available  until  Septem- 
ber 30,  1998. 

Department  of  State 
international  narcotics  control 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  sec- 
tion 481  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 


1961.  $150,000,000:  Provided,  That  during  fiscal 
year  1997,  the  Department  of  State  may  also 
use  the  authority  of  section  608  of  the  Act, 
without  regard  to  its  restrictions,  to  receive 
non-lethal  excess  property  from  aji  agency  of 
the  United  States  Government  for  the  pur- 
pose of  providing  it  to  a  foreign  country 
under  chapter  8  of  part  I  of  that  Act  subject 
to  the  regular  notification  procedures  of  the 
Committees  on  Appropriations. 

MIGRATION  AND  REFUGEE  ASSISTANCE 

For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for. 
necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  State  to 
provide,  as  authorized  by  law.  a  contribution 
to  the  International  Committee  of  the  Red 
Cross,  assistance  to  refugees,  including  con- 
tributions to  the  International  Organization 
for  Migration  and  the  United  Nations  High 
Commissioner  for  Refugees,  and  other  activi- 
ties to  meet  refugee  and  migration  needs; 
salaries  and  expenses  of  personnel  and  de- 
pendents as  authorized  by  the  Foreign  Serv- 
ice Act  of  1980;  allowances  as  authorized  by 
sections  5921  through  5925  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code;  purchase  and  hfre  of  passenger 
motor  vehicles;  and  services  as  authorized  by 
section  3109  of  title  5.  United  States  Code, 
J650.000.OCO:  Provided.  That  not  more  than 
$12,000,000  shall  be  available  for  administra- 
tive expenses:  Provided  further.  That  obliga- 
tions of  funds  to  the  United  Nations  High 
Commissioner  for  Refugees  for  support  of 
refugees  from  Rwanda  shall  be  subject  to  the 
regular  notification  procedures  of  the  Com- 
mittees on  Appropriations. 

REFUGEE  RESETTLEMENT  ASSISTANCE 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  targeted  as- 
sistance program  authorized  by  title  IV  of 
the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act  and 
section  501  of  the  Refugee  Education  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1980  and  administered  by  the  Of- 
fice of  Refugee  Resettlement  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Human  Services,  in  addi- 
tion to  amounts  otherwise  available  for  such 
purposes.  $5,000,000. 

UNITED  STATES  EMERGENCY  REFUGEE  AND 
MIGRATION  ASSISTANCE  FUND 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  section  2(c)  of  the  Migration 
and  Refugee  Assistance  Act  of  1962,  as 
amended  (22  U.S.C.  260(c)),  $50,000,000.  to  re- 
main available  until  expended:  Provided, 
That  the  funds  made  available  under  this 
heading  are  appropriated  notwithstanding 
the  provisions  contained  in  section  2(c)(2)  of 
the  Act  which  would  limit  the  amount  of 
funds  which  could  be  appropriated  for  this 
purpose. 

NONPROLIFERATION,  ANTI-TERRORISM, 
DEMDONG  AND  RELATED  PROGRAMS 

For  necessary  expenses  for  nonprolifera- 
tlon,  anti-terrorism  and  related  programs 
and  activities,  $135,000,000,  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  chapter  8  of  part  n  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961  for  anti-terrorism 
assistance,  section  504  of  the  FREEDOM  Sup- 
port Act  for  the  Nonprollferatlon  and 
Disarmanent  Fund,  section  23  of  the  Arms 
Export  Control  Act  for  demining  activities, 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law. 
Including  activities  Implemented  through 
nongovernmental  and  international  organi- 
zations, section  301  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961  for  a  voluntary  contribution  to 
the  International  Atomic  Energy  Agency 
(IAEA)  and  a  voluntary  contribution  to  the 
Korean  Peninsula  Energy  Development  Orga- 
nization (KEDO),  and  for  the  acquisition  and 
provision  of  goods  and  services,  or  for  grants 
to  Israel  necessary  to  support  the  eradi- 
cation of  terrorism  In  and  around  Israel:  Pro- 
vided, That  of  this  amount  not  to  exceed 


$15,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended, may  be  made  available  for  the  Non- 
proliferation  and  Disarmament  Fund,  not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  law,  to 
promote  bilateral  and  multilateral  activities 
relating  to  nonprollferatlon  and  disar- 
mament: Provided  further.  That  such  funds 
may  also  be  used  for  such  countries  other 
than  the  new  Independent  states  of  the 
former  Soviet  Union  and  international  orga- 
nizations when  it  is  in  the  national  security 
interest  of  the  United  States  to  do  so:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  such  funds  shall  be  sub- 
ject to  the  regular  notification  procedures  of 
the  Committees  on  Appropriations:  Provided 
further.  That  funds  appropriated  under  this 
heading  may  be  made  available  for  the  Inter- 
national Atomic  Energy  Agency  only  if  the 
Secretary  of  State  determines  (and  so  re- 
ports to  the  Congress)  that  Israel  is  not 
being  denied  its  right  to  participate  In  the 
activities  of  that  Agency:  Provided  further. 
That  not  to  exceed  $13,000,000  may  be  made 
available  to  the  Korean  Peninsula  Energy 
Development  Organization  (KEDO)  only  for 
administrative  expenses  and  heavy  fuel  oil 
costs  associated  with  the  Agreed  Frame- 
work: Provided  further.  That  such  funds  shall 
be  subject  to  the  regular  notification  proce- 
dures of  the  Committees  on  Appropriations. 

POINT  OF  ORDER 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any 
points  of  order  to  title  n? 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  under 
House  Resolution  445, 1  make  a  point  of 
order  that  the  language  in  the  bill  con- 
tained on  page  9,  line  12,  beginning 
with  ":  Provided"  through  "Appropria- 
tions" on  line  18,  and  beginning  with  ": 
Provided"  on  page  13,  line  20  through 
"relocation"  on  page  14,  line  5  falls  to 
comply  with  clause  2  of  rule  XXI. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama  wish  to  speak  to  the 
point  of  order? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
wish  to  speak  on  the  point  of  order. 

The  adininistration  proposed  a  total 
of  S22  million  for  debt  relief  for  the 
poorest  countries  in  Latin  America  and 
in  Africa  for  1997,  an  increase  of  $12 
million  over  the  1996  level. 

The  committee  proposed  discre- 
tionary transfer  authority  in  an  at- 
tempt to  allow  the  administration  the 
flexibility  to  fund  the  full  request 
without  adding  an  additional  $12  mil- 
lion to  the  bill.  The  transfer  would  spe- 
cifically benefit  Africa. 

As  the  gentleman  may  know,  the 
Ivory  Coast  would  be  the  primary  re- 
cipient of  funds  for  debt  restructuring. 
The  effect  of  the  gentleman's  point  of 
order  is  to  deny  funds  for  Africa's  debt 
restructuring.  I  think  this  is  unfortu- 
nate, however,  I  am  certainly  not  going 
to  stand  in  his  way  if  he  does  not  want 
to  respond  to  a  creative  attempt  to 
provide  debt  relief  for  the  poorest  na- 
tions of  Africa  and  Latin  America,  and 
I  concede  the  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  wish  to  be  heard  on  the 
point  of  order? 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do. 

Mr.  Chairman,  by  making  this  point 
of  order,  the  gentleman  will  remove 
from  the  bill  any  language  providing 
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any  guidance  on  AID's  proposed  move 
to  the  Ronald  Reatgan  Building.  The 
committee  had  included  language  re- 
quiring that  0MB  certify  that  AID's 
proposed  move  to  the  Ronald  Reagan 
Building  is  the  most  cost  effective  to 
the  Government. 

Now,  I  find  it  hard  to  believe  that  my 
friend  from  New  York  wants,  for  some 
procedural  pique,  to  insist  on  this 
point  of  order,  thereby  removing  any 
requirement  that  Congress  be  assured 
that  this  move  is  the  most  cost  effec- 
tive option  for  the  Government.  This 
just  makes  good  common  sense,  and  I 
cannot  understand  the  gentleman's  ob- 
jection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  on 
these  points  of  order,  I  would  say  that 
I  support  their  general  intent  but  in- 
sist that  they  be  considered  by  the  au- 
thorizing committee.  I  have  ten- 
tatively scheduled  a  markup  of  foreign 
assistance  language  in  our  committee 
next  week,  Jvme  13.  If  the  members  of 
the  administration  want  the  provisions 
struck  under  this  point  of  order  to 
move,  I  would  encourage  them  to  pro- 
pose language  in  the  international  re- 
lations markup  that  has  been  sched- 
uled. 

Under  these  points  of  order  we  strike 
debt  restructuring  language  and  lan- 
guage restrictions  to  AID's  move  to  its 
new  headquarters.  K  Members  want 
debt  restructuring  or  want  to  restrict 
AID'S  move,  then  I  invite  them  to  come 
to  our  Committee  on  International  Re- 
lations to  make  their  case. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  points  of  order 
are  conceded  and  sustained.  The  cited 
provisions  are  stricken  from  the  bill. 

Are  there  any  amendments  to  title 

n? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  PAYNE  OF  NEW 

JERSEY 

Mr.  PAYNE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Payne  of  New 
Jersey:  Page  7,  line  4,  after  "$600,000,000"  in- 
sert "(decreased  by  $118,000,000)"'. 

Page  7,  line  21.  strike  "and  chapter  10  of 
parti"". 

Page  7,  line  22.  after  "$1,150,000,000""  Insert 
"(decreased  by  $586,000,000)'". 

Page  9,  after  line  18.  insert  the  following: 

DEVELOPMENT  FUND  FOR  AFRICA 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  chapter  10  of  part  I  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961.  $704,000,000.  to  re- 
main available  until  September  30. 1998. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  re- 
serve a  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  point  of  order  is 
reserved. 

Mr.  PA"5fNE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  today  in  support  of 
the  development  fund  for  Africa,  DFA  I 
will  refer  to  it.  My  amendment  to  H.R. 
3540,  the  1997  Foreign  Operations  Bill, 
will  aid  in  keeping  humanitarian  as- 
sistance in  Africa. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  the  fiscal 
year  1996  foreign  operations  bill  for 


DEA  was  very  troubling.  This  made 
deep  cuts  in  the  development  assist- 
ance and  created  an  international  de- 
velopment assistance  account  that  all 
worldwide  development  programs  must 
draw  from. 

D  1345 

The  creation  of  this  development  ac- 
count means  the  elimination  of  the  De- 
velopment Fund  for  Africa.  The  DFA  is 
now  in  its  10th  year.  It  is  a  very  impor- 
tant factor  in  African  development  and 
has  led  the  way  in  areas  of  democra- 
tization, poverty  elimination,  hejilth, 
and  economic  development. 

Congress  recognized  the  uniqueness 
of  the  continent's  development  chal- 
lenges in  establishing  the  DFA  in  1987. 
This  bipartisan  effort  reflected  the 
conviction  that  the  United  States  has 
clear  national  interest  in  promoting 
broad-based  sustainable  development 
in  Africa. 

We  must  recognize  that  sub-Saharan 
African  nations  face  unique  develop- 
ment challenges  in  that  there  are  prob- 
lems in  southern  Sudan,  Liberia,  and 
Somalia  and  other  countries  in  Sub-Sa- 
haran Africa. 

DFA's  programs  are  doing  what 
Americans  think  is  the  right  thing  to 
do  with  foreign  aid.  It  is  saving  chil- 
dren's lives.  It  is  fighting  deadly  dis- 
ejises.  It  is  conquering  hunger  and  cre- 
ating jobs  and  teaching  people  basic 
skills  so  that  they  can  take  care  of 
themselves,  so  they  can  more  away 
from  aid,  so  that  they  can  build  democ- 
racies and  promote  stability. 

Africa  f^ces  the  greatest  develop- 
ment challenges  of  any  other  region  in 
the  world.  Average  ONP  per  capita  in 
Latin  America  is  five  times  greater 
than  Africa.  Africa's  infant  mortality 
and  child  mortality  rates  are  two  to 
three  times  greater  than  what  it  is  in 
Latin  America  and  in  Asia.  In  many 
ways  Africa  is  about  25  years  behind 
Asia  and  Latin  America.  They  have 
benefited  from  the  decades  of  sustained 
American  assistance  in  Asia  and  Latin 
America.  Now  we  say  it  is  Africa's  time 
to  benefit. 

A  separate  DFA  appropriations  will 
help  us  stay  the  course  and  continue  to 
have  successful,  high  impact  programs 
which  prevent  crises  and  promote  sus- 
tainable development. 

The  $704  million  requested  for  the 
DFA  will  be  concentrated  in  those 
countries  which  are  committed  to 
sound  economic  policies  and  good 
democratic  governance. 

I  fiscal  year  1996.  the  DFA  received 
approximately  $675  million  from  the 
total  development  assistance,  and  in 
fiscal  year  1995  we  received  $804  mil- 
lion. This  amendment  that  I  have  be- 
fore the  House  today  will  help  keep 
DFA  at  funding  levels  sufficient  to  fos- 
ter development.  Disaproportionate  or 
serve  cuts  will  imdermine  the  purpose. 

It  is  in  the  U.S.  national  interest  to 
assist   African   nations,    this   account 


suffered  deep  cuts  in  fiscal  year  1996 
when  the  DFA  line  item  was  elimi- 
nated. 

Instead,  Africa  aid  was  folded  into  a 
common  development  assistance  fund, 
and  funding  was  substantially  reduced 
by  more  than  $125  million  to  a  level  of 
$675  million.  It  is  even  more  vital  that 
funding  levels  remain  consistent  with 
demands  to  advance  U.S.  interests  in 
Africa. 

I  ask  that  Africa  not  be  forgotten 
and.  in  Congress'  effort  to  reprioritize 
America's  AID  spending,  that  Africa 
remain  in  the  forefront. 

During  the  cold  war,  the  United 
States  stayed  engaged  in  Africa  to 
fight  off  the  thi'eat  of  communism.  The 
cold  war  is  over  now,  and  now  we  have 
a  chance  to  help  Africa  eradicate  the 
problems  of  health  care,  eradicate  illit- 
eracy, eradicate  AIDS,  fight  disease, 
and  continue  to  move  to  democratiza- 
tion. 

Please  support  this.  It  is  good  for  ev- 
eryone. It  is  good  for  Africa.  It  is  good 
for  the  world.  I  would  urge  support  of 
my  amendment. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
further  reserve  my  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Callahan]  further 
reserves  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chaii^ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  actually.  I  was  pre- 
pared to  offer  an  amendment  that  does 
the  same  thing  that  the  Pasme  amend- 
ment does,  with  the  exception  of  the 
funding  structure  changes,  the  amend- 
ment that  I  have  proposed  to  offer  but 
am  prepared  to  withdraw  at  this  time. 
I  would  offer  to  give  this  body  an  op- 
portunity, as  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Payne]  has,  to  show  its 
support  for  development  programs  in 
Africa  by  restoring  the  development 
fund  for  the  Africa  line  item. 

I  am  fully  supportive  of  Mr.  Pa'YNE's 
amendment  and  even  more  many  ap- 
preciative of  the  extraordinary  work 
done  by  the  committee  and  specifically 
by  the  chairman  in  doing  creative 
things  to  try  to  protect  the  Africa  ac- 
count. 

I  need  not  explain  why  much  of  the 
continent  of  Africa  needs  our  expertise. 
Africa  has  special  development  needs. 
The  continent  has  a  unique  combina- 
tion of  war-related,  humanitarian  re- 
quirements and  traditional  sustainable 
development  needs. 

Africa  continues  to  be  one  of  the 
world's  greatest  development  chal- 
lenges. The  Development  Fund  for  Afri- 
ca has  proven  to  be  an  effective  mecha- 
nism in  providing  foreign  assistance  to 
Africa.  Its  flexibility  and  orientation 
toward  establishing  measurable  results 
puts  the  DFA  on  the  cutting  edge  of 
the  U.S.  foreign  assistance  mecha- 
nisms. 

Actually,  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Houghton]  was  prepared  to 
offer  this  amendment  with  me.  It  does 
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not  increase  in  our  view  the  spending 
levels  in  this  bill.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
it  had  basically  the  same  development 
structure  and  the  same  assumptions 
for  Afirtca  which  are  found  in  the  fiscal 
year  1977  appropriations  bill.  The  dif- 
ference is  that  the  amendment,  had  I 
offered  it,  would  have  reestablished  the 
line  item  for  the  DFA  which  was  de- 
leted last  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Payne  amendment 
and  the  one  that  I  have  proposed  to 
offer  have  great  ssonbolic  and  real  sig- 
nificance. They  show  the  people  of  Af- 
rica that  the  United  States  supports 
development  programs  rather  than  re- 
spond to  emergencies  or  provide  direct 
financial  aid.  We  are  sasring  that  we 
are  determined  to  teach  them  to  help 
themselves. 

This  short-term  investment,  as  re- 
quested by  Mr.  Payne,  will  reap  many 
stable  prosperous  trading  partners  for 
American  businesses.  That  is  all  that  I 
would  say,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  withdraw  the  pro- 
posed amendment  that  I  was  going  to 
offer.  I  offer  support  for  Mr.  Payne's 
amendment  and  thank  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  for,  as  I  said  earlier,  the 
extraordinary  work  that  he  and  the 
committee  have  done.  I  hope  to  con- 
tinue to  work  with  him  in  efforts  to  en- 
sure that  the  accounts  with  reference 
to  Africa  are  protected  to  the  extent 
that  our  budget  will  permit. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

I  agree  that  assistance  to  Africa  is 
important.  That  is  why  I  recommended 
authority  to  allow  the  administration 
to  forgive  government  debt  owned  to 
the  United  States  by  the  Ivory  Coast. 
However,  the  authorizing  committee 
chairman  objected  to  this  language  and 
struck  it  from  the  bill. 

Over  41  percent  of  the  development 
assistance  funds  would  go  to  Africa 
under  both  the  President's  budget  re- 
quest and  under  the  committee  rec- 
ommendation. In  contrast,  only  17.5 
percent  would  go  to  Latin  America  and 
to  the  Caribbean.  I  would  like  more 
money  for  Latin  America,  but  we  have 
included  bill  language  that  states  that 
the  President  should  provide  develop- 
ment assistance  for  Africa  and  for 
Latin  America  in  the  same  proportion 
as  was  requested  by  the  President.  The 
language  is  similar  to  that  Included  in 
the  1996  appropriations  act. 

Again,  the  bill  language  did  not  abso- 
lutely mandate  that  funding  for  sub- 
Saharan  AMca  be  protected,  but  the 
administration  followed  congressional 
intent  and  did  not  disprojxjrtionately 
reduce  funding  for  AMca. 

The  committee  went  out  of  its  way 
this  year  to  protect  development  as- 
sistance; the  cut  from  1996  is  only  $25 
million.  The  committee  decided  that 
the  nearly  25  percent  reduction  in  de- 
velopment assistance  from  1995  to  1996 
was  a  sufficient  contribution  to  deficit 
reduction  for  the  time  being. 


Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  the  Payne  amend- 
ment to  H.R.  3540,  the  foreign  oper- 
ations appropriations  bill.  This  amend- 
ment recognizes  the  critical  role 
played  by  United  States  development 
assistance  to  Africa  in  the  tremendous 
political  and  economic  transformations 
sweeping  across  the  continent.  Since 
1987,  the  Development  Fund  for  Africa 
has  promoted  well  focused,  broad- 
based,  and  sustainable  economic  poli- 
cies that  have  prevented  poor  condi- 
tions from  worsening  and  contributed 
to  the  growth  of  democracy  on  the  Af- 
rican continent. 

Across  Africa,  Mr.  Chairman, 
USAED's  funding  for  small  enterprise 
credit,  business  advisory  services,  and 
entrepreneurial  training,  combined 
with  support  for  economic  policy  and 
financial  sector  reforms,  are  creating 
new  jobs  and  expanding  income  for 
poor  Africans,  encouraging  private  in- 
vestment to  fuel  growth,  and  building 
new  markets  for  American  exports. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  strikes  me  as 
strange  that,  while  many  of  us  publicly 
proclaim  our  support  for  emerging  de- 
mocracies throughout  the  world  and 
express  our  strong  opposition  to  mili- 
taristic regimes  engaged  in  humani- 
tarian abuses,  today  this  body  is  con- 
sidering a  bill  which  eliminates  the 
separate  line  item  account  for  the  De- 
velopment Fund  for  Africa.  Instead, 
preferring  to  lump  African  develop- 
ment assistance  with  the  general  devel- 
opment assistance  fund. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  that  this  is  a 
very  serious  mistake  and  sends  a  pow- 
erful message  to  struggling  democ- 
racies in  Africa,  that  despite  the  many 
unique  problems  facing  Africa,  the 
United  States  no  longer  considers  them 
as  distinct  and  different  from  those 
facing  thfrd  world  countries  on  any 
other  continent.  If  we  are  sincere,  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  our  efforts  to  promote  the 
growth  and  development  of  the  fledg- 
ling democracies  in  Africa,  we  should 
not  pass  H.R.  3540  without  the  separate 
line  item  account  established  by  the 
Payne  amendment. 

The  Development  Fund  for  Africa  has 
been  a  positive  force  in  working  to 
transform  Africa.  I  ask  my  colleagues 
to  vote  in  favor  of  democratic  move- 
ments in  Africa  by  supporting  the 
Payne  amendment. 

POINT  OF  ORDER 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  a  point  of  order  against  the 
amendment  because  it  provides  an  ap- 
propriation for  an  unauthorized  pro- 
gram and,  therefore,  violates  clause  2 
of  rule  XXI.  Clause  2  of  rule  XXI  states, 
in  pertinent  part,  no  appropriation 
shall  be  reported  in  any  general  appro- 
priation bill  or  be  in  order  as  an 
amendment  thereto  for  any  expendi- 
ture not  previously  authorized  by  law. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  authorization  for 
this  program  has  not  been  signed  into 
law.  The  amendment,  therefore,  vio- 
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lates  clause  2  of  rule  XXI,  and  I  ask  for 
a  ruling  of  the  Chafr. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Payne]  wish  to 
be  heard  on  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  PAYNE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  think  that  it  is  very  im- 
portant that  we  have  the  Development 
Fund  for  Africa  first  of  all  in  a  line 
item.  For  10  years  we  have  seen  the  de- 
velopment of  success  in  Africa.  We 
have  seen  countries  that  were  under 
Communist  domination  like  Benin  and 
Ghana  under  military  domination 
come  to  democratization.  We  have  seen 
elections  in  Malawi  and  in  Zambia  and 
South  Africa  and  Namibia,  all  with  de- 
velopment funds  that  went  to  push  our 
goal  of  democratization. 

We  have  seen  child  survival  and  edu- 
cation. We  have  seen  illiteracy  also  on 
the  downward  trend.  So  I  believe  that 
to  have  the  Development  Fund  for  Afri- 
ca, the  $704  million  earmarked,  too.  As 
we  know,  there  are  over  600  million 
people  in  sub-Saharan  Africa.  It  comes 
to  a  little  more  than  $1.10  per  person. 
We  have  seen  funds  for  countries  where 
we  have  $5  billion  for  a  population  of  50 
million  people,  55  million  people.  It  is  a 
total  disproportion  of  where  the  need  is 
greatest.  We  believe  that  the  need  to 
have  this  704,  to  have  the  Development 
Fund  for  Africa  as  an  item  in  the  budg- 
et is  something  that  is  extremely  im- 
portant. I  wish  that  the  gentleman 
would  reconsider  his  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chafr  is  pre- 
pared to  rule  on  the  point  of  order. 

Appropriations  for  the  Development 
Fund  for  Africa  for  fiscal  year  1997  are 
not  currently  authorized  by  law.  Al- 
though such  appropriations  may  be 
part  of  a  longer  lump  sima  amount  in 
the  bill  and  have  been  permitted  to  re- 
main in  the  bill  under  House  Resolu- 
tion 445,  the  amendment  does  not 
merely  perfect  the  unauthorized 
amount  that  has  been  permitted  to  re- 
main. Instead,  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  dis- 
cretely restates  the  appropriation  as  a 
separate  account. 

As  such,  the  amendment  proposes  an 
unauthorized   appropriation    in    viola- 
tion of  clause  2(a)  of  rule  XXI. 
The  point  of  order  is  sustained. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  title  n? 

AMENDiCENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BURTON  OF 
INDIANA 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chafr- 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  BtniTON  of  Indi- 
ana: Page  7.  line  22,  after  the  dollar  amount. 
Insert  the  following:  "(reduced  by 
$144,000,000)". 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, in  the  area  of  development  aid. 
the  Clinton  administration  asked  for 
$1.6  billion  In  developmental  aid  for  fis- 
cal year  1997.  The  committee  rec- 
ommendation is  for  $1,150  billion,  or 


June  5,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


13129 


$144  million  more  than  what  the  ad- 
ministration requested.  It  seems  to  me 
that  that  is  excessive.  We  have  a  lot  of 
areas  where  we  believe  that  AID  has 
abused  or  been  very  excessive  in  spend- 
ing money  that  was  not  necessary.  I 
would  like  to  give  just  a  few  examples. 

In  El  Salvador.  AID-sponsored  econo- 
mists organized  a  socialistic  land  re- 
form progrram  in  the  early  1980's  that 
nationalized  land  holdings,  banks,  and 
private  export  companies.  After  the 
United  States  had  spent  billions  of  dol- 
lars in  El  Salvador,  former  President 
Cristlanl  of  El  Salvador  said  that  mil- 
lions of  dollars  would  be  needed  just  to 
correct  the  damage  done  by  United 
States  assistance  in  nationalizing  the 
economy. 

In  other  words,  he  is  sajrlng,  because 
of  the  socialistic  policies  that  were  put 
forth  by  AID  in  giving  the  billions  of 
dollars  and  dictating  where  the  money 
was  going  to  go  when  a  democratic  ad- 
ministration came  in  under  Mr. 
Cristlanl,  he  said  it  was  going  to  take 
millions  just  to  correct  the  damage 
done  by  the  United  States  assistance 
that  was  given  by  AID. 

In  Nicaragua,  after  the  Sandinistas 
lost  the  1990  election,  more  than  $1  bil- 
lion in  direct  and  indirect  United 
States  aid  fiooded  Nicaragua.  Hundreds 
of  millions  of  U.S.  dollars,  taxpayers" 
dollars,  were  lost  bailing  out  a  corrupt 
banking  system  largely  controlled  by 
the  Communist  Sandinista  bureaucrats 
and  loan  officers.  Even  today  this  fi- 
asco threatens  Nicaragua's  democracy. 

D  1400 

In  the  1980's  AID  spent  $7  million  to 
create  a  1,000-acre  farm  in  Burundi  in 
Africa  to  raise  improved  com  seed  va- 
rieties. This  farm  cost  the  American 
taxpayers  $7,000  an  acre,  which  is  a  out- 
rageous price  to  pay  for  land  in  that 
area.  The  project  was  a  disaster  be- 
cause AID  located  the  farm  near  the 
President  of  Burundi's  home  village, 
even  though  this  was  an  area  of  the 
country  where  the  soil  conditions  were 
not  conducive  to  growing  corn. 

AID  was  simply  trying  to  placate  the 
President's  desire  to  have  a  fancy  for- 
eign aid  project  in  his  home  village.  It 
turned  out  that  there  were  never  any 
Improved  varieties  of  com  seed  to  be 
grown  in  Burundi  because  the  ag  re- 
search had  never  been  done. 

AID  Is  on  a  spending  orgy.  It  needs  to 
be  stopped,  and  I  call  on  my  colleagues 
to  support  this  amendment. 

We  are  not  cutting  AID  below  what 
the  administration  Itself  asked.  Presi- 
dent Clinton  asked  for  $1,006,000,000. 
This  bill  appropriates  $1,150,000,000,  $144 
million  above  what  the  President  has 
asked  for.  It  is  excessive.  It  should  be 
cut.  and  I  hope  my  colle^^ues  will  sup- 
port my  amendment. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  Burton  amend- 
ment. 

I  respect  the  gentleman's  knowledge 
of  international  aiffairs  and  his  service 


on  the  Committee  on  International  Re- 
lations. However,  this  subcommittee 
has  gone  through  a  very  difficult  task. 
We  have  gone  through  the  hearings,  we 
have  listened  to  the  agencies  that  have 
come  to  us,  we  have  listened  to  the 
dozens  of  Members  of  Congress  who 
have  come  to  us  and  requested  infor- 
mation on  child  survival,  disease  pro- 
grams, on  micro  enterprise  programs, 
agricultural  research.  The  committee 
has  cut  development  assistance  funding 
by  25  percent  over  the  past  2  years. 
This  year  we  are  $63  million  below  the 
President  and  $25  million  below  1996 
levels. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Now  I  do 
not  understand  what  the  gentleman  is 
saying  there.  He  is  saying  that  he  is 
below  the  President's  request. 

I  got  the  President's  request  for  de- 
velopmental assistance  here  in  front  of 
me.  and  It  says  $1,006,000,000,  and  the 
gentleman  has  got  $1,150,000,000  in  the 
bill. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Well,  we  have  a  sep- 
arate account  for  child  survival. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indian.  Well,  I  am 
talking  about  developmental  assist- 
ance alone,  and  that  is  where  the  $144 
million  comes  from. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Well,  in  any  event, 
even  though  if  we  take  out  develop- 
ment assistance,  child  survival,  then 
we  are  still  $63  million  below  the  Presi- 
dent's request  and  $25  million  below 
the  1996  level. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  If  the  gen- 
tleman wUl  yield,  if  he  can  clarify 
something  for  me? 

The  child  survival  fund;  is  that  not  a 
separate  fund  from  developmental  as- 
sistance? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  That  is  correct.  The 
$600  million  for  child  survival  that  we 
reinserted  in  the  bill  this  year 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  What  I  am 
talking,  if  the  gentleman  would  yield 
further,  what  I  am  talking  about  is 
cutting  developmental  assistance 
alone,  not  talking  about  child  survival. 
Leaving  that  account  aside,  I  am  talk- 
ing about  cutting  the  development  aid 
down  to  what  the  administration  re- 
quested, and,  if  the  gentleman  will 
look  on  page  13  of  the  bill  Itself,  it 
shows  that  the  fiscal  year  1996  level,  it 
shows  the  fiscal  year  1997  request  and 
the  administration,  and  it  shows  the 
committee  recommendation,  and  the 
committee  recommendation  is  $144 
million  above  what  the  President  and 
the  administration  requested.  And  I  am 
not  talking  about  the  child  survival  ac- 
count. And  what  I  am  trying  to  do  is 
cut  the  $144  million  In  excess  of  what 
the  President  wanted  out  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Well,  I  think  the 
gentleman  is  going  to  have  to  look  at 
both  accounts  because  the  amount  rec- 
ommended, the  gentleman  from  Indi- 


ana is  right,  is  $144  million  more  than 
the  amount  requested  by  the  adminis- 
tration, but  $525  million  less  than  the 
amount  provided  in  the  fiscal  year  1996. 
So  I  think  we  have  to  look  at  the  de- 
velopment assistance  fund,  the  child 
survival  fund,  and  the  African  fund  if 
we  do  not  have  those  in  there.  So  I 
think  that  we  have  to  look  at.  if  we 
want  to  compare  cuts,  we  have  to  look 
at  all  three  of  the  funds  that  we  are 
talking  about. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Maybe  the 
gentleman  can  explain  to  me  what  it 
says  on  page  13  near  the  bottom  of  the 
page  in  the  bill.  Says  development  as- 
sistance. It  gives  a  fiscal  year  1996 
level.  It  gives  the  gentleman's  request 
or  the  President's  request,  and  it  gives 
the  committee  recommendation. 

I  would  presume,  if  there  is  any  addi- 
tional child  developmental  assistance. 
it  would  be  included  in  all  of  those  fig- 
ures. 

Now,  above  that  there  is  a  displaced 
children  program  which  is  $10  million, 
but  that  does  not  seem  to  be  a  part  of 
the  developmental  assistance. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Well.  I  think  what 
we  are  saying,  and  I  think  if  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  will  go  further  on 
to  the  bottom  of  the  page  to  the  last 
Line,  it  says,  however,  a  different  mix 
of  programming  was  provided  in  1996 
and  in  budget  requests,  which  partially 
explains  the  disparity  in  the  funding 
levels. 

I  can  only  assure  the  gentleman  of 
one  fact,  that  if  we  include  all  of  the 
funds,  then  we  are  $63  million  below 
the  President's  request  and  $25  million 
below  the  1996  level,  if  we  include  all  of 
the  funds  that  we  appropriated  in  1996 
ard  that  were  changed  and  merged  In 
1997 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  If  the  gen- 
tleman would  yield  further,  on  page  12 
it  lists  child  survival,  nonchild  dis- 
eases, children's  basic  education  and  a 
grant  to  UNICEF,  and  that  is  a  total  of 
$600  million,  and  the  child  survival  in 
Egypt  ESF  and  disaster  assistance  is 
$55  million. 

Those  are  separate  accounts,  as  I  un- 
derstand it.  That  is  not  part  of  the  de- 
velopment assistance.  That  is  a  sepa- 
rate account;  am  I  not  correct? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  That  is  right,  but 
we 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Well,  ff  that 
is  a  separate 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  We  do  not  have  a 
separate  fund  though  for  Africa. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  But  if  that 
is  a  separate   account,   then  why  is 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Cal- 
lahan] has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana, 
and  by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Cal- 
lahan was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  ad- 
ditional minutes.) 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana. 


13130 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


June  5,  1996 


Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, if  the  gentleman  will  yield  fur- 
ther, what  I  am  trying  to  figure  out 
here,  and  I  believe  I  am  correct,  the  de- 
velopment assistance  account,  which  I 
am  trying  to  cut  by  S144  million,  is  sep- 
arate from  the  child  survival,  nonchild 
diseases,  children  basic  education  and 
the  grant  to  UNICEF.  Those  are  sepa- 
rate accounts,  and  what  I  am  trjring  to 
cut  is  the  development  assistance  to 
the  tune  of  $144  million,  which  brings  it 
down  to  the  administration's  request. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Well,  the  develop- 
ment fund  for  Africa  was  requested  at 
$704  million.  I  know  where  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  is  coming  from, 
but  my  point  to  him,  that  if  we  take 
into  consideration  what  we  passed  in 
1996  for  this  current  fiscal  year  and 
what  we  passed  in  this  bill  for  1997, 
that  it  is  $63  million  below  the  Presi- 
dent's request  and  $25  million  below 
the  1996  level. 

Now,  we  have  changed  the  structure 
of  the  account.  If  we  just  take  one  of 
them,  we  naight  be  able  to  find  a  $144 
million  discrepancy,  but  if  we  take  all 
of  the  funds  and  all  of  the  appropria- 
tions and  weigh  them  against  last  year, 
then  we  are  at  $25  million  below  the 
1996  level. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  If  the  gen- 
tleman would  jrield  further,  let  me  just 
say  this. 

I  do  not  have  any  problem  with  the 
money  going  for  child  survival.  What  I 
am  talking  about  is  the  development 
assistance,  and  the  development  assist- 
ance, according  to  the  gentleman's  bill, 
is  $144  million  above  what  the  adminis- 
tration asked  for  in  that  one  area.  It  is 
$144  million  above  what  the  adminis- 
tration requested.  That  is  what  I  want 
to  cut. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Well,  that  might  be 
true,  but  then  we  are  $704  million 
below  the  development  fund  for  Africa, 
and  we  have  included  in  the  develop- 
ment fund  African  money.  So  I  think  I 
know  where  the  gentleman  from  Indi- 
ana is  coming  from,  but  I  think  that 
we  are  taking  two  parts  of  the  bill  and 
we  must  take  three  parts  of  it.  If  we 
total  up  all  of  the  accounts 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Cal- 
lahan] has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana. 
and  by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Cal- 
lahan was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  ad- 
ditional minutes.) 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  K  the  gen- 
tleman would  jrield  further,  the  money 
is  in  those  other  accounts  to  be  spent. 
We  have  got  it  in  the  bill  in  these  other 
sections.  I  am  talking  about  the  devel- 
opmental assistance.  The  develop- 
mental assistance,  the  administration 
is  asking  for  $1,006,000,000.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama  has  got 
$1,150,000,000.  and  I  am  trsring  to  cut 
out  that  excess  of  $144  million  for  de- 
velopment assistance  alone. 


As  my  colleagues  know,  with  all  due 

respect  to  my  colleague 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  I  will  be  happy  to 
get  with  the  gentleman  and  go  through 
the  bill. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  In  that  one 
category  it  is  $144  million  above  what 
the  administration  requested.  Tell  me 
what  is  in  the  bill.  There  it  is. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  We  are  in  the  same 
category,  but  we  have  put  more  things 
in  that  category,  and  we  have  taken 
some  of  the  categories  and  rearranged 
them. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  So  what  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama  is  saying  is 
the  administration 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  We  have  to  look  at 
the  bottom  line.  We  have  readjusted 
the  accounts.  If  we  look  at  the  bottom 
line  for  all  of  the  funds  for  USAID. 
then  we  are  $63  million  below  the 
President's  request  and  $25  billion 
below  the  1996  level.  K  we  include  ev- 
erything in  there,  if  we  are  going  to 
take  one  section  and  try  to  say  that 
this  one  is  higher,  that  might  be  right. 
But  then  we  have  to  take  into  consid- 
eration another  section,  which  is  more 
than  $125  million  lower. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Well,  the 
administration  for  this  particular  area 
asked  for  $1,006,000,000.  Did  they  not  in- 
clude those  other  things  the  gentleman 
from  Alabaima  wanted  in  there?  Is  that 
what  the  gentleman  is  saying?  The  ad- 
ministration in  that  $1,006,000,000  did 
not  include  the  other  things?  Because 
the  gentleman  got  $144  million  more 
than  the  administration  wanted,  and 
what  he  is  sajring  is  that  he  has  added 
other  things  into  that  account.  Well, 
did  the  administration  not  add  other 
things  into  that  account,  child  survival 
account? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  I  am  just  simply 
saying  the  committee  moves  funding 
for  child  survival  activities  and  disease 
prevention  funds  from  this  account  to 
a  new  accoimt,  child  survival  and  dis- 
ease program. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Cal- 
lahan] has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana, 
and  by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Cal- 
lahan was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  ad- 
ditional minutes.) 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  want  to 
really  get  to  the  bottom  of  this. 

If  the  gentleman  would  srield  further, 
the  point  I  am  trying  to  make  is  when 
the  administration  made  its  request, 
they  obviously  folded  into  this  account 
all  the  things  the  gentleman  is  talking 
about.  What  he  is  saying  is  that  they 
did  not  fold  in  some  of  these  things  he 
is  talking  about,  and  that  is  why  he  is 
$144  million  higher.  That  does  not 
make  sense  to  me  when  I  look  at  the 
bill. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Not  for  Africa,  and 
that  is  what  the  gentleman  is  leaving 
out. 


Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  So  the  ad- 
ministration did  not  put  Africa  into 
that  $1,006,000,000. 
Mr.  CALLAHAN.  That  is  correct. 
Mr.    BURTON   of  Indiana.   Why   did 
they  do  that? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  I  do  not  know.  The 
gentleman  will  have  to  ask  the  admin- 
istration. That  is  a  separate  account. 

But  the  bottom  line  is.  if  the  gen- 
tleman totals  all  of  the  columns,  we 
are  $25  million  below  1996.  That  is  the 
bottom  line. 

As  to  explaining  the  difference  in  the 
three  funds  and  the  shifting  of  the 
child  survival  account,  which  was  not 
included  in  the  President's  request,  and 
the  African  fund  which  was  left  out, 
then  the  net  effect  is  that  we  are  $63 
million  below  what  the  President  re- 
quested and  $25  million  below  the  1996 
level. 

The  gentleman  from  Indiana  ought  to 
know  full  well  that  I  am  not  going  to 
increase  the  President's  request  on 
anjrthing.  I  am  cutting  the  President's 
request  by  a  billion  dollars  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  If  the  gen- 
tleman would  yield  further,  let  me  just 
say  this. 

The  bill  is  very  confusing,  if  the  gen- 
tleman is  accurate,  and  I  think  that  to 
present  this  to  the  Congress  when  we 
are  trjring  to  go  through  and  save  the 
taxpayers'  money,  and  I  have  great  re- 
spect for  my  colleague;  when  he  gets 
something  that  shows  $144  million  in- 
crease and  he  is  saying 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Reclaiming  my 
time,  the  gentleman  is  going  to  have  to 
take  my  word  for  it,  and  I  will  assure 
him  that  this  measure  he  is  talking 
about  is  $63  million  below  the  Presi- 
dent's request  and  $25  million  under 
the  1996  legislation. 

So,  as  my  colleagues  know,  I  know 
that  the  gentleman  would  like  to  dis- 
cuss  

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Cal- 
lahan] has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana, 
and  by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Cal- 
lahan was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  ad- 
ditional minute.) 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  I  3^eld  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  If  the  gen- 
tleman will  3rield,  let  me  just  say  this. 

I  do  not  know  how  anybody  in  this 
body  that  is  trying  to  follow  expendi- 
tures can  look  at  this  and  understand 
it,  and  I  think  that  the  staff  should  be 
very  careful  when  they  put  these  kinds 
of  figures  in  here  because  if  we  look  at 
it  on  its  surface,  it  looks  like  we  have 
increased  the  administration's  request 
by  $144  million. 

Well,  it  is  very  clear.  Look  at  the 
bottom  of  page  13.  Now,  how  are  we,  as 
colleagues  of  the  gentleman's  who  do 
not  have  the  privilege  of  serving  on  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  sup- 
posed to  understand  that  he  folded 
other  things  in  there  and  the  adminis- 
tration has  not? 
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Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Let  me  refer  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  to  page  23. 
where  it  says  that  the  fiscal  year  re- 
quest for  the  development  fund  for  Af- 
rica, the  President  requested  $704  mil- 
lion. He  did  not  request  any  money  for 
child  survival.  We  eliminated  the  $704 
million  development  fund  for  Africa, 
and  we  instituted  $600  million  for  child 
survival,  $104  million  less 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Cal- 
lahan] has  again  expired. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  last  word, 
and  I  would  like  to  engage  my  col- 
league from  Indiana,  Mr.  Burton,  in 
just  a  very  brief  colloquy  and  follow  up 
on  what  has  been  discussed  with  him 
and  the  chairman. 

The  development  assistance  fund 
cuts  that  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Burton]  proposes  of  $144  million, 
can  he  tell  me  in  his  opinion  how  that 
would  be  offset? 

My  belief  is,  based  on  what  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama  is  saying,  is  that 
it  will  come  out  of  the  Africa  account. 

D  1415 

Does  the  gentleman  dispute  that,  or 
does  he  not  care? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  whole  premise  of  my  argu- 
ment is  this:  The  administration,  the 
President  of  the  United  States  and  his 
administration,  asked  for  1  billion,  6 
million  dollars  for  development  assist- 
ance. This  bill,  according  to  the  way  I 
read  it,  has  1  billion,  150  million  dol- 
lars, or  $144  million  more  than  what 
the  President  requests. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  confidence  in 
this  particular  area  that  the  President 
has  evaluated  where  the  money  should 
go,  in  Africa  and  elsewhere,  and  has 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  1  billion,  6 
million  dollars  is  enough,  and  I  think 
$144  million  above  that  is  excessive. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  I  think  in 
the  final  analysis,  with  a  subtle  ear- 
mark as  it  exists  here,  if  you  take  de- 
velopmental assistance  down,  you  take 
Africa  down. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton].  The 
program  AID  offers  across  the  world 
are  vital  for  the  domestic  survival  of 
the  countries  they  serve.  They  attend 
to  the  health  and  nutrition  of  children 
and  allow  these  underdeveloped  areas 
to  stabilize  their  economies,  fostering 
increased  trade  with  the  United  States 
and  free  market  economies  throughout 
the  world. 

Furthermore,  the  cuts  to  AID  would 
force  the  agency  to  cut  200  American 
jobs  by  the  end  of  the  year  and  240 
more  by  the  end  of  1997.  AID  has  al- 
ready   demonstrated    its    efforts     to 
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streamline  over  the  past  3  years,  and  is 
currently  discussing  the  closure  and 
downsizing  of  additional  overseas 
posts,  as  my  good  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana,  certainly  knows. 
Therefore,  the  cuts  proposed  by  the 
Burton  amendment  are  unnecessary 
and  would  only  further  impair  the 
agency's  ability  to  serve  its  purpose.  I 
would  ask  that  it  be  opposed. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want 
to  associate  myself  with  the  remarks 
of  the  gentleman.  Also.  I  would  like  to 
point  out  or  ask  the  gentleman  if  he 
knows  that  if  these  cuts  were  to  be  put 
into  effect,  that  45.000  families  in 
South  Africa  could  not  be  assisted  with 
better  drinking  water  and  it  would  cer- 
tainly cause  child  mortality  rates  to 
rise:  100,000  people  in  India  will  not  re- 
ceive safe  drinking  water  and  will  be 
exposed  to  cholera  and  hepatitis  from 
untreated  sewage,  as  well  as  malaria 
and  bubonic  plague.  Does  the  gen- 
tleman agree? 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  I  cer- 
tainly agree  with  that.  That  is  part  of 
what  I  was  hopeful  of  pointing  out  to 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  pointing  that  out. 
and  I  stand  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WILSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  ti.  e  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  that  I  will 
assure  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
that  I  am  absolutely  right.  If  he  re- 
views the  entire  bill  and  the  entire  con- 
text of  that  bill.  I  think  that  he  will 
agree  with  me  that  we  do,  indeed,  cut 
$65  million  from  the  President's  re- 
quest. We  must  keep  in  mind,  too,  that 
we  are  talking  about  things  like  the 
child  survival  accoimt.  $27  million  for 
disease  prevention  to  wipe  out  polio, 
malaria,  and  other  diseases. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  recognize  the  gentle- 
man's disdain  for  the  USAID,  I  recog- 
nize his  true  concerns  about  some  of 
the  activities  of  USAID.  but  we  have 
acted,  I  think  responsibly,  in  cutting 
the  request  of  the  President,  in  cutting 
last  year's;  and  if  we  are  going  to  have 
a  USAID,  then  we  are  going  to  instruct 
them,  as  we  do,  on  how  they  are  going 
to  spend  the  money,  we  are  going  to 
key  in  and  aim  it  toward  our  child  sur- 
vival, and  I  think  the  committee  has 
acted  responsibly.  Under  the  cir- 
cumstances, Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  re- 
quest that  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
withdraw  his  amendment. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  WILSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  bill,  at  the  very  least,  is  con- 
fusing. 

For  anyone  who  is  not  a  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  to 
read  this,  they  would  think  that  there 
is  $144  million  in  excessive  spending 
here.  Let  me  just  say  this.  I  will  take 
my  colleague  at  his  word  and  I  will 
withdraw  the  amendment.  But  I  hope 
next  year  when  we  come  up  with  a  bill 
that  it  will  be  drafted  in  such  a  way, 
especially  the  explanation,  that  any 
Member,  aside  from  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  can  look 
and  see  if  you  folded  in  child  survival 
and  childhood  diseases  and  other 
things  in  there,  because  it  is  not  appar- 
ent. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  withdraw  my  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  title  n? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BURTON  OF 
INDIANA 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chuir- 
man.  I  offer  amendment  No.  4. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  aunendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Burton  of  Indi- 
ana: Page  13.  line  11,  after  the  dollar  amount. 
Insert  the  following:  "(reduced  by 
$46,554,000)". 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chafr- 
man,  in  1996  in  the  foreign  aid  author- 
ization bill  for  fiscal  year  1996  auid  1997, 
the  House  Committee  on  International 
Relations  authorized  only  $419,000,000. 
$5,000,000  in  operating  expenses  for  AID 
for  fiscal  year  1997.  The  cut  in  this 
amendment  would  bring  the  total  oper- 
ating expenses  level  down  to  what  was 
authorized  but  never  enacted  into  law 
by  our  committee.  This  amount  was 
later  increased  to  $465  million.  What 
we  are  trjang  to  do  here  is  to  reduce  by 
$46,554,000  the  operating  expenses  for 
AID.  This  is  what  was  authorized  by 
the  Comnaittee  on  International  Rela- 
tions and  we  think  it  should  not  be  ex- 
ceeded. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  operating  cuts 
recommended  by  my  good  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton], 
would  have  a  devastating  effect  on  de- 
livery of  U.S.  assistance  in  Africa. 
Such  cuts  would  force  USAID  to  close 
additional  missions  in  the  poorest  con- 
tinent in  the  world,  thereby  working 
greater  hardships  on  the  poorest  of  the 
poor.  These  assistance  programs  would 
be  terminated  abruptly,  and  prior  U.S. 
investments  would  be  jeopardized.  It  is 
simply  my  view,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
AID  could  not  effectively  carry  out  its 
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mission,  and  therefore,  I  would  rec- 
ommend a  no  vote  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WILSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  committee  of  jurisdiction  on 
authorizing  is  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations,  on  which  I  serve 
and  have  served  for  12  years  now.  What 
I  cannot  understand  is  why  the  sub- 
committee on  the  Committee  on  Ap- 
propriations is  exceeding  what  the 
House  authorizing  committee  re- 
quested, by  $46,554,000.  It  is  our  respon- 
sibility to  study  this  issue  and  to  make 
a  decision  on  what  we  should  authorize 
to  be  spent.  After  we  did  that,  the  gen- 
tleman came  back  and  raised  it  by  S46 
million.  Why? 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
there  was  not  an  au- 
signed  into  law,  was 
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of  Indiana.  No,  there 


Mr.  WILSON, 
the  gentleman, 
thorization  bill 
there? 

Mr.  BURTON 
was  not. 

Mr.  WILSON.  How  long  has  it  been 
since  there  has  been  one?  How  long  has 
it  been  since  we  had  an  authorization 
bill  signed  into  law? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  The  House 
authorization  committee,  the  Commit- 
tee on  International  Relations,  made  a 
recommendation. 

Mr.  WILSON.  That  is  not  the  ques- 
tion. The  question  is,  how  long  has  it 
been  since  there  has  been  an  authoriza- 
tion bill  signed  into  law? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  It  has  been 
a  while. 

Mr.  WILSON.  I  do  not  remember  one. 
I  have  been  here  24  years. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  If  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield  further,  he  is  in  the 
House  appropriations  subcommittee 
that  deals  with  this.  Why  would  he  not 
take  into  consideration  what  the  au- 
thorizing committee  came  up  with? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WILSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  point  out  that  the  gen- 
tleman is  erroneous,  that  the  House 
passed  S419  million,  as  the  gentleman 
suggested.  However,  when  we  got  to 
conference  and  after  It  went  through 
the  Senate,  then  it  came  back  to  the 
House  and  it  was  at  $465  million.  So,  I 
think  that  it  is  incorrect  to  say  that 
the  committee  did  not  agree  to  it. 
When  the  conference  report  came  back, 
the  House  did  agree  to  the  $465  milUon, 
so  the  committee  originally  did  say, 
the  gentleman's  conmiittee,  $419  mil- 
lion. But  as  it  went  through  the  proc- 
ess, that  committee  agreed  to  $465  mil- 
lion. So  the  $465  million  did  pass  the 
House,  because  we  ratified  and  you 
voted  for  the  conference  report. 

Also,  the  chairman  of  the  authorizing 
committee  did  not  raise  any  objection 
to  this  when  he  came  to  discuss  the  bill 


with  us,  so  the  $465  is  the  level  that 
passed  the  House  after  they  had  their 
conference. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, if  the  gentleman  will  continue  to 
yield,  I  just  cited  in  my  opening  re- 
marks that  it  was  raised  in  conference 
to  $465  million.  I  did  not  agree  with 
that.  I  think  that  is  excessive.  I  think 
the  committee  of  jurisdiction  and  au- 
thorizing made  the  right  decision.  That 
is  why  I  support  the  cut. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  It  is  misleading 
when  the  gentleman  says  that  this  is 
more  than  the  House  passed.  As  we  go 
through  the  committee  process,  as  we 
go  through  the  conference  process,  the 
final  bill  that  the  House  voted  on  gave 
$465  million. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  That  was 
the  conference  committee  report. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  In  the  subcommit- 
tee it  was  only  $419  and  in  full  conrniit- 
tee  it  was  only  $419,  and  when  it  first 
passed  the  House  it  was  $419.  Then  the 
conferees  went  over  to  the  Senate  and 
compromised  at  $465,  not  the  House, 
and  then  brought  the  authorization  bill 
back  to  us  and  requested  that  we  ac- 
cept the  $465. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  If  the  gen- 
tleman will  continue  to  yield,  Mr. 
Chairman,  let  me  just  say  because 
some  of  my  colleagues  caved  in  to  a 
higher  figure  on  the  other  side  does  not 
make  it  right.  That  is  why  I  want  to 
cut  it  now. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  It  does  make  it 
right  when  I  say  that  the  House  level 
of  $465  million  was  the  amount  of 
money  that  we  appropriated  through 
the  House,  and  naturally  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  agrees  with  us  be- 
cause he  did  not  object  to  raising  it  to 
the  $465. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  associate  myself 
with  the  remarks  of  the  chairman  and 
the  ranking  member  of  the  subcommit- 
tee, and  I  am  in  opposition  to  the  Bur- 
ton amendment.  As  indicated,  it  would 
cut  USAID's  operating  expenses,  as  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  has  said,  by 
$46-plus  million  to  a  level  of  $419  mil- 
lion in  fiscal  year  1997. 

The  conference  report  on  the  fiscal 
year  1996-97  authorization  bill  passed 
by  the  House  and  the  Senate,  as  has 
been  pointed  out  by  the  subcommittee 
chair,  proposed  $465  million  in  fiscal 
year  1997,  the  same  as  recommended  by 
H.R.  3540,  the  fiscal  year  1997  foreign 
operations  appropriations  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  much  about  this  bill  I 
do  not  like,  but  a  lot  that  I  like  about 
it  is  that  the  chairman  and  the  ranking 
member  and  other  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  have 
gone  about  in  a  forthright  manner,  try- 
ing to  be  as  creative  as  possible  in  pro- 
tecting some  accounts  that  we  did  not 
protect  on  the  authorizing  side. 

In  order  to  operate  at  even  the  $495 
million  request  level  in  fiscal  year  1997, 


USAID  has  announced  it  will  have  to 
lay  off  200  U.S.  direct-hire  employees 
before  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1996.  In  ad- 
dition, 240  direct-hire  employees  will 
leave,  or  through  attrition,  for  a  total 
of  440,  a  reduction  of  17  percent  in  2 
years. 

Sometimes  when  we  are  on  the  floor 
we  do  not  put  human  faces  on  these 
things.  My  view  is  cuts  of  the  mag- 
nitude proposed  in  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Indiana, 
my  good  friend,  would  require  much 
deeper  staff  cuts  in  the  field,  seriously 
damaging  USAID's  ability  to  carry  out 
its  staff-intensive  development  pro- 
grams, particularly  child  survival  and 
microenterprise,  as  well  as  critical  pro- 
grams in  the  NIS  and  Eastern  Europe. 
In  fact,  with  such  a  reduction,  it  is 
likely  that  the  agency  would  have  to 
shut  down  its  operations  at  some  point 
during  fiscal  year  1997  for  lack  of  funds. 

I  have  pointed  out  and  it  has  been 
pointed  out  previously  that  the  Africa 
account  will  suffer  substantially.  Al- 
ready, 23  overseas  posts  in  Africa,  Asia, 
the  Near  East,  and  Latin  America  have 
been  cut,  producing  annual  savings  in 
excess  of  $40  million.  I  am  sure  my 
friend,  the  gentleman  fi-om  Indiana,  is 
mindful  of  that.  I  see  him  rising. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, if  the  gentleman  would  just  in- 
dulge me  a  moment,  I  want  to  read 
something.  Sally  Shelton,  you  have 
heard  me  say  this  before  but  I  think  it 
needs  to  be  said  again,  she  is  a  senior 
staffer  at  AID.  Here  is  what  she  said. 
We  have  the  documentation  of  this, 
which  I  brought  before  the  committee: 
"Larry  BjniTie  (Assistant  Administrator 
for  Management  at  AID)  said  that  AID 
was  62  percent  through  this  fiscal  year 
and  we  have  38  percent  of  the  dollar 
volume  of  procurement  actions  com- 
pleted; we  need  to  do,"  or  spend,  "$1.9 
billion  in  the  next  5  months."  "There 
are  large  pockets  of  money  in  the  field 
*  *  *  so  let's  get  moving." 

Then  if  you  look  at  a  list,  and  I  had 
a  whole  litany  which  I  read  into  the 
Congressional  Recced  a  few  minutes 
ago  of  wasteful  projects,  spending 
projects  around  the  world  in  Burundi, 
in  Africa,  in  Central  America,  Nica- 
ragua, El  Salvador  and  elsewhere, 
where  we  have  waived  millions  and  bil- 
lions of  dollars.  Here  we  see  that  the 
head  of  the  administration,  one  of  the 
leaders  over  there,  is  saying  that  we 
have  to  spend  another  $1.9  billion  in 
the  next  3  to  4  months,  otherwise  we 
probably  will  not  get  more  money  next 
year. 

D  1430 

The  problem  is,  until  we  come  down 
hard  on  the  administration  of  this 
agency,  we  are  never  going  to  cut  that 
spending,  and  the  American  taxpayer 
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does  not  like  foreign  aid  anyhow,  and 
when  there  is  waste,  fraud  auid  abuse, 
they  want  something  done  about  it. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, reclaiming  my  time,  when  the 
gentleman  makes  a  broad-based  state- 
ment about  that,  about  what  the  Amer- 
ican taxpayer  does  not  like,  I  am  an 
American  taxpayer  and  I  recognize  the 
critical  aspect,  as  does  the  gentleman, 
of  what  we  do  abroad.  The  fact  of  the 
matter  is  we  do  not  do  enough.  We  are 
for  free  markets,  he  and  I,  and  we  know 
that  international  aid  assists  American 
investment  and  import  and  export  un- 
dertakings, not  only  in  the  under- 
developed countries,  but  throughout 
the  world. 

With  that  in  mind,  what  U.S.  AID 
does  can  be  construed  as  a  failure,  and 
the  gentleman  knows,  and  he  and  I 
were  in  the  hearing;  all  of  that  was  put 
Into  the  record.  But  much  has  been 
done  since  that  time  by  U.S.  AID  and 
other  agencies  in  consultation  with 
State  to  make  some  changes  that  I 
think  the  gentleman  and  I  would  agree 
upon. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hastings] 
has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana, 
and  by  unanimous  consent,  Mr. 
Hastings  of  Florida  was  allowed  to 
proceed  for  1  additional  minute.) 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  do  want  to  say  that  certainly  we 
do  not  want  to  be  put  in  the  position  of 
not  wanting  to  eliminate  cholera  and 
having  children  immunized  and  having 
safe  water  for  as  many  places  as  pos- 
sible, and  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Well,  I  cer- 
tainly agree.  We  are  not  cutting  AID  to 
the  bone.  We  are  cutting  out  the  fat  in 
my  amendments,  and  what  we  are 
doing  is  sending  a  signal.  Seventy-four 
percent,  the  gentleman  is  a  taxpayer 
and  so  am  I,  74  percent  of  the  American 
people  in  a  recent  poll  did  not  want 
any  foreign  aid.  So  the  American  peo- 
ple and  the  taxpayers  are  against  it.  So 
we  have  to  spend  their  money  very  ju- 
diciously and  in  my  opinion  AID 
wastes  a  heck  of  a  lot  of  it. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana  is  right.  The  American  people 
do  not  approve  of  foreign  aid  by  a  great 
majority.  I  think  he  mentioned  that  74 
percent  of  the  people  do  not  agree  with 
It.  I  would  agree  with  74  percent  of  the 
American  people,  there  are  certain  as- 
pects of  foreign  aid  that  I  loathe. 

However,  the  American  people  do  not 
object  to  Child  Survival  activities.  The 
American  people  do  not  object  to  us 
feeding  starving  children  in  Africa  or 
any  other  of  the  poor  countries.  The 
American  people  do  not  object  to  the 
International  Rotary  Club  program  to 
eradicate  polio  worldwide.  They  sup- 
port this,  and  this  is  the  agency  that 
administers  those  funds. 


I  agree  with  you  that  there  is  great 
room  for  improvement  in  U.S.  AID.  and 
I  have  banged  on  their  heads,  and  so 
has  our  ranking  Democrat,  insisting 
that  they  tighten  their  belts  over 
there.  We  earmarked  the  money  for 
Child  Survival  and  said  you  must  spend 
this  money  on  this  program. 

So  I  will  agree  with  the  gentleman 
that  there  is  great  room  for  improve- 
ment, but  further,  I  will  tell  the  gen- 
tleman that  it  is  $25  million  less  than 
we  actually  appropriated  last  year  be- 
cause we  eliminated  the  transfer  au- 
thority that  we  provided  in  the  1996 
bill.  So  we  have  cut  their  operation  ex- 
penses by  a  net  of  another  $25  million. 

In  addition  to  that,  it  is  almost  $30 
million  below  the  President's  budget. 
It  is  consistent  with  the  level  assumed 
in  the  authorization  bill  that  was  ve- 
toed, the  same  bill  that  was  approved 
last  year  and  the  President  vetoed.  It 
is  consistent  with  that  same  level. 

I  eigree  that  they  should  downsize. 
That  is  why  I  have  supported  the  clo- 
sure of  21  U.S.  AID  posts  overseas, 
which  will  generate  ultimately  an  an- 
nual saving  of  some  $40  million.  I  sup- 
port the  efforts  of  AID  to  reduce  per- 
sonnel, which  this  year  will  include  a 
reduction  in  force  of  200  U.S.  direct- 
hire  employees.  However,  there  is  a 
limited  beyond  which  any  account  that 
funds  personnel  can  be  cut  before  you 
totally  disrupt  agency  operation. 

What  are  we  going  to  do  with  that 
$600  million  that  we  put  in  Child  Sur- 
vival? Just  send  a  check  to  somebody? 
We  have  to  have  a  program  that  admin- 
isters this  aid.  It  costs  money  when 
you  have  any  branch  of  the  administra- 
tion distributing  money.  But  let  us  not 
say  that  74  percent  of  the  American 
people  disagree  with  this  section  of 
this  bill,  because  I  would  assure  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton] 
that  90  percent  of  the  American  people 
agree  that  when  we  have  starving  chil- 
dren, when  we  have  sick  children,  when 
we  have  uneducated  children,  when  we 
have  children  who  possibly  might  con- 
tract polio,  that  we  ought  to  utilize 
some  of  our  vast  resources  to  help 
these  unfortunate  people.  That  is  what 
we  have  tried  to  do,  and  I  respectfully 
request  that  this  amendment  be  de- 
feated. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, they  have  over  8,000  employees, 
and  you  are  cutting  200.  They  have 
8,000  employees,  and  you  are  talking 
about  these  children  survival  pro- 
grams. I  am  not  cutting  the  children 
survival  programs.  I  am  cutting  the  ad- 
ministrative overhead  of  the  agency. 
They  have  8,000  employees,  and  that 
does  not  include  the  contractors  that 
they  have  outside  that  they  have  hired. 

Now,  I  am  very  happy  that  the  gen- 
tleman, and  he  is  my  good  friend,  was 


able  to  cut  200  jobs,  but  that  is  not 
nearly  enough.  The  bureaucracy  over 
there  is  out  of  control.  I  just  read  what 
one  of  the  leaders  said  about  having  to 
blow  more  money  so  that  they  could 
get  more  money.  The  fact  of  the  mat- 
ter is.  we  ought  to  be  cutting  AID'S  ad- 
ministrative costs  dramatically,  not 
just  to  do  away  with  a  lot  of  unneces- 
sary bureaucrats  over  there,  which  the 
taxpayers  do  not  want  to  support,  but 
secondly,  to  send  a  signal  to  them  that 
we  do  not  want  this  kind  of  attitude 
that  they  have  had  in  the  past. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  I  will  assure  the 
gentleman  that  I  have  sent  such  a  sig- 
nal to  USAJD.  I  will  assure  him  that 
this  report  language  sends  that  same 
message  to  USAID,  and  I  think  that  200 
employees,  while  it  might  not  be  as 
many  as  he  would  like,  is  a  step  in  the 
right  direction,  that  we  have  common 
destinations,  that  we  are  trying  to  get 
to  this  area  of  the  room. 

The  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Burton]  is  sasring  we  ought  to  run  over 
there,  and  I  am  saying  we  ought  to 
move  judiciously  to  make  certain  that 
the  child  survival  programs,  that  the 
good  programs,  the  good  that  USAID 
does  is  not  impacted  by  this. 

I  am  with  the  gentleman  all  the  way, 
and  I  will  continue  as  long  as  I  am 
chairman  of  this  subconunittee  to  bang 
on  their  heads,  to  request  and  demand 
that  the  administrative  expenses  be 
kept  at  a  minimum,  but  at  the  same 
time  we  just  cannot  cut.  Why  not  cut  it 
all  out?  Why  not  just  give  the  money 
to  Rotary  International  and  say,  you 
distribute  it,  you  are  doing  such  a  won- 
derful job  with  polio? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Cal- 
lahan] has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  BuRTON  of  Indiana, 
and  by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Cal- 
lahan was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  ad- 
ditional minute.) 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, when  we  cut  200  jobs  out  of  8,000, 
that  is  one-quarter  of  1  percent,  and 
you  keep  saying  you  are  going  to  hand 
the  checks  to  the  Rotary  Club  to  give 
that  money  away,  that  is  a  ludicrous 
thing  to  say.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is 
that  200  people  out  of  8,000  is  nothing. 
That  bureaucracy  is  top-heavy  over 
there.  We  need  to  cut  it  to  the  bone. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  the  bureaucracy  was 
growing  until  such  time  as  I  became 
chairman  of  this  subcommittee,  and 
since  that  time,  the  bureaucracy  is 
downsizing.  I  know  we  are  not  doing  it 
as  rapidly  as  the  gentleman  would  like, 
but  we  are  not  hemorrhaging  like  we 
were  before;  we  are  coming  downhill, 
and  that  is  the  right  direction,  but  we 
must  do  it  responsibly. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  CALLAHAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, all  I  wish  to  x>olnt  out  is  that 
there  are  200  that  have  been  cut,  200 
through  attrition.  That  is  400,  a  17-per- 
cent decrease,  and  since  1995  there  has 
been  a  freeze  on  hiring  and,  in  addition 
to  that,  there  has  been  a  freeze  on  sal- 
ary increases.  They  are  making 
progress,  I  would  say  to  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman firom  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  demand  a  recorded  vote,  and 
pending  that  I  make  the  point  of  order 
that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  further  proceedings  on  the  amend- 
ment o^ered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Burton]  will  be  post- 
poned. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 

PARLIAMENTARY  DJQUraY 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  have  a  parliamentary  Inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, to  what  time  in  the  day  are  we 
postponing  the  vote? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  really 
not  fully  aware  of  the  answer  to  that 
question. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  If  I  might 
make  a  farther  parliamentary  Inquiry, 
as  I  understood  it,  we  were  going  to  be 
able  to  call  votes  after  2:30;  is  that  not 
correct? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Not  to  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  Chair. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, there  is  no  time  specific? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  has  not 
heard  it  at  this  point. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  So  they  are 
just  being  postponed  indefinitely  sub- 
ject to  the  call  of  the  Chair? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  doubts  if 
the  postponement  will  be  very  long, 
but  they  are  postponed  as  of  this  time. 

Are  there  further  amendments  to 
title  n? 

If  not,  the  Clerk  will  designate  title 

m. 

The  text  of  title  m  is  as  follows: 
title  m— military  assistance 
Funds  appropriated  to  the  President 
international  mhjtary  education  and 

TRATNINC 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  section  541  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961,  S45.000.000:  Provided. 
That  none  of  the  funds  appropriated  under 
this  heading  shall  be  available  for  Zaire  and 
Guatemala:  Provided  further.  That  funds  ap- 
propriated under  this  heading  for  grant  fi- 
nanced military  education  and  training  for 
Indonesia  may   only   be   available   for  ex- 


panded international  military  education  and 
training. 

foreign  miutary  financing  program 
For  expenses  necessary  for  grants  to  en- 
able the  President  to  carry  out  the  provi- 
sions of  section  23  of  the  Arms  Export  Con- 
trol Act.  $3,222,250,000:  Provided.  That  funds 
appropriated  by  this  paragraph  that  are 
made  available  for  Israel  and  Egypt  shall  be 
made  available  only  as  grants:  Provided  fur- 
ther, That  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
paragraph  that  are  made  available  for  Israel 
shall  be  disbursed  within  thirty  days  of  en- 
actment of  this  Act  or  by  October  31,  1996, 
whichever  Is  later:  Provided  further.  That  to 
the  extent  that  the  Government  of  Israel  re- 
quests that  funds  be  used  for  such  purposes, 
grants  made  available  for  Israel  by  this  para- 
graph shall,  as  agreed  by  Israel  and  the 
United  States,  be  available  for  advanced 
weapons  systems,  of  which  no  less  than 
$475,000,000  shall  be  available  for  the  procure- 
ment In  Israel  of  defense  articles  and  defense 
services.  Including  research  and  develop- 
ment: Provided  further.  That  funds  made 
available  under  this  paragraph  shall  be  non- 
repayable notwithstanding  any  requirement 
In  section  23  of  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act: 
Provided  further,  That  none  of  the  funds  made 
available  under  this  heading  shall  be  avail- 
able for  any  non-NATO  country  participat- 
ing In  the  Partnership  for  Peace  Program  ex- 
cept through  the  regular  notification  proce- 
dures of  the  Committees  on  Appropriations. 
For  the  cost,  as  defined  in  section  502  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974,  of  di- 
rect loans  authorized  by  section  23  of  the 
Arms  Export  Control  Act  as  follows:  cost  of 
direct  loans.  $35,000,000:  Provided,  That  these 
funds  are  available  to  subsidize  gross  obliga- 
tions for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans 
of  not  to  exceed  $323,815,000:  Provided  further. 
That  the  rate  of  interest  charged  on  such 
loans  shall  be  not  less  than  the  current  aver- 
age market  yield  on  outstanding  marketable 
obligations  of  the  United  States  of  com- 
parable maturities:  Provided  further.  That 
funds  appropriated  under  this  beading  shall 
be  made  available  for  Greece  and  Turkey 
only  on  a  loan  basis,  and  the  principal 
amount  of  direct  loans  for  each  country  shall 
not  exceed  the  following:  $103,471,000  only  for 
Greece  and  $147,816,000  only  for  Turkey. 

None  of  the  funds  made  available  under 
this  heading  shall  be  available  to  finance  the 
procurement  of  defense  articles,  defense 
services,  or  design  and  construction  services 
that  are  not  sold  by  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment under  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act 
unless  the  foreign  country  proposing  to 
make  such  procurements  has  flrst  signed  an 
agreement  with  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment specifying  the  conditions  under  which 
such  procurements  may  be  financed  with 
such  funds:  Provided.  That  all  country  and 
funding  level  Increases  In  allocations  shall 
be  submitted  through  the  regular  notifica- 
tion procedures  of  section  515  of  this  Act: 
Provided  further.  That  funds  made  available 
under  this  heading  shall  be  obligated  upon 
apportionment  In  accordance  with  paragraph 
(5)(C)  of  title  31,  United  Sutes  Code,  section 
1501(a):  Provided  further.  That  none  of  the 
funds  appropriated  under  this  beading  shall 
be  available  for  Zaire,  Sudan,  Liberia,  and 
Guatemala:  Provided  further.  That  only  those 
countries  for  which  assistance  was  justified 
for  the  "Foreign  Military  Sales  Financing 
Program"  in  the  fiscal  year  1989  congres- 
sional presentation  for  security  assistance 
programs  may  utilize  funds  made  available 
under  this  heading  for  procurement  of  de- 
fense articles,  defense  services  or  design  and 
construction  services  that  are  not  sold  by 


the  United  States  Government  under  the 
Arms  Export  Control  Act:  Provided  further. 
That,  subject  to  the  regular  notification  pro- 
cedures of  the  Committees  on  Appropria- 
tions, funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing for  the  cost  of  direct  loans  may  also  be 
used  to  supplement  the  funds  available  under 
this  heading  for  grants,  and  funds  made 
available  under  this  heading  for  grants  may 
also  be  used  to  supplement  the  funds  avail- 
able under  this  heading  for  the  cost  of  direct 
loans:  Provided  further.  That  funds  appro- 
priated under  this  heading  shall  be  expended 
at  the  minimum  rate  necessary  to  make 
timely  payment  for  defense  articles  and 
services:  Provided  further.  That  not  more 
than  $23,250,000  of  the  funds  appropriated 
under  this  heading  may  be  obligated  for  nec- 
essary expenses,  including  the  purchase  of 
passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement 
only  for  use  outside  of  the  United  States,  for 
the  general  costs  of  administering  military 
assistance  and  sales:  Provided  further.  That 
not  more  than  $355,000,000  of  funds  realized 
pursuant  to  section  21(e)(1)(A)  of  the  Arms 
Export  Control  Act  may  be  obligated  for  ex- 
penses Incurred  by  the  Department  of  De- 
fense during  fiscal  year  1997  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 43(b)  of  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act, 
except  that  this  limitation  may  be  exceeded 
only  through  the  regular  notification  proce- 
dures of  the  Committees  on  Appropriations. 
peacekeeping  operations 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  section  551  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961,  $65,000,000:  Provided, 
That  none  of  the  funds  appropriated  under 
this  paragraph  shall  be  obligated  or  expended 
except  as  provided  through  the  regular  noti- 
fication procedures  of  the  Committees  on 
Appropriations. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  we  pass  over 
consideration  of  title  m,  and  that  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey] 
be  allowed  to  offer  the  amendments  he 
has  on  title  m  at  a  later  point  in  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

Mr.  SOUDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object,  does  the  gen- 
tleman have  any  idea  how  many 
amendments  there  are  pending? 

Mr.  WILSON.  If  the  gentleman  will 
srield,  he  has  filed  18. 

Mr.  SOUDER.  And  does  the  gen- 
tleman know  if  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  intends  to  offer  most  of 
those  amendments? 

Mr.  WILSON.  The  honest  answer  is  I 
do  not  know. 

Mr.  SOUDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ob- 
ject. Maybe  we  can  have  this  come  up 
when  we  know  how  many  there  are 
going  to  be,  but  at  this  time  I  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

Are  there  amendments  to  title  m? 

The  Clerk  will  designate  title  IV. 

The  text  of  title  IV  is  as  follows: 

TITLE  IV— MULTILATERAL  ECONOMIC 

ASSISTANCE 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

international  financial  INSTITUTIONS 

CONTRIBUTION  TO  THE  INTERNATIONAL  BANK 

FOR  RECONSTRUCTION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

For  payment  to  the  International  Bank  for 
Reconstruction  and  Development  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury,  for  the  United  States 
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contribution  to  the  Global  Environment  Fa- 
cility (GEF),  $30,000,000,  to  remain  available 
until  September  30, 1998. 

CONTRIBUTION  TO  THE  INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT  ASSOCIATION 

For  payment  to  the  International  Develop- 
ment Association  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury.  $525,000,000.  for  the  United  States 
contribution  to  the  tenth  replenishment,  to 
remain  available  until  expended:  Provided. 
That  none  of  the  funds  made  available  for 
the  International  Development  Association 
may  be  obligated  until  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  submits  a  report  to  the  Commit- 
tees on  Appropriations  detailing  the  efforts 
made  by  United  States  officials,  during  dis- 
cussions leading  to  an  agreement  to  under- 
take the  eleventh  replenishment  of  the  Asso- 
ciation, to  oppose  the  formation  of  an  In- 
terim Trust  Fund,  and  fully  describing  the 
adverse  impacts  to  the  United  States  result- 
ing from  the  Interim  Trust  Fund  and  other 
potential  alternative  funding  structures  for 
the  Association  during  1996  and  1997. 

CONTRIBUTION  TO  THE  INTERNATIONAL  FINANCE 
CORPORATION 

For  payment  to  the  International  Finance 
Corporation  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury. $6,656,000,  for  the  United  States  share  of 
the  increase  in  subscriptions  to  capital 
stock,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

CONTRIBUTION  TO  THE  INTER-AMERICAN 
DEVELOPMENT  BANK 

For  pajrment  to  the  Inter-American  Devel- 
opment Bank  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury, for  the  United  States  share  of  the  paid- 
in  share  portion  of  the  increase  In  capital 
stock.  $25,610,667,  and  for  the  United  States 
share  of  the  Increase  in  the  resources  of  the 
Fund  for  Special  Operations.  $10,000,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

LIMTTATION  OF  CALLABLE  CAPTTAL 
SL'BSCRIPTIONS 

The  United  States  Governor  of  the  Inter- 
American  Development  Bank  may  subscribe 
without  fiscal  year  limitation  to  the  callable 
capital  portion  of  the  United  States  share  of 
such  capital  stock  in  an  amount  not  to  ex- 
ceed $1,503,718,910. 

CONTRIBUTION  TO  THE  ENTERPRISE  FOR  THE 
AMERICAS  MULTILATERAL  INVESTMENT  FUND 

For  payment  to  the  Enterprise  for  the 
Americas  Multilateral  Investment  Fund  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  for  the  United 
States  contribution  to  the  Fund  to  be  admin- 
istered by  the  Inter-American  Development 
Bank,  $27,500,000  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

CONTRIBUTION  TO  THE  ASIAN  DEVELOPMENT 
BANK 

For  pasmient  to  the  Asian  Development 
Bank  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for 
the  United  States  share  of  the  paid-in  por- 
tion of  the  Increase  in  capital  stock. 
$13,221,596.  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. 

UMTTATION  ON  CALLABLE  CAPFTAL 
SUBSCRIPTIONS 

The  United  States  Governor  of  the  Asian 
Development  Bank  may  subscribe  without 
fiscal  year  limitation  to  the  callable  capital 
portion  of  the  United  States  share  of  such 
capital  stock  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
$647,858,204. 

CONTRIBUTION  TO  THE  ASIAN  DEVELOPMENT 
FUND 

For  the  United  States  contribution  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to  the  increases  in 
resources  of  the  Asian  Development  Fund,  as 
authorized  by  the  Asian  Development  Bank 


Act.  as  amended  (Public  Law  89-369). 
$100,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. 

CONTRIBUTION  TO  THE  ELTIOPEAN  BANK  FOR 
RECONSTRUCTION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

For  pajrment  to  the  European  Bank  for  Re- 
construction and  Development  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury,  $11,916,447.  for  the 
United  States  share  of  the  paid-in  share  por- 
tion of  the  initial  capital  subscription,  to  re- 
main available  until  expended. 

UMITATION  ON  CALLABLE  CAPriAL 
SUBSCRIPTIONS 

The  United  States  Governor  of  the  Euro- 
pean Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  Develop- 
ment may  subscribe  without  fiscal  year  limi- 
tation to  the  callable  capital  portion  of  the 
United  States  share  of  such  capital  stock  in 
an  amount  not  to  exceed  $27,805,043. 

NORTH  AMERICAN  DEVELOPMENT  BANK 

For  pajrment  to  the  North  American  Devel- 
opment Bank  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury, for  the  United  States  share  of  the  paid- 
in  portion  of  the  capital  stock.  $50,625,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

LIMTTATION  ON  CALLABLE  CAPTTAL 
SUBSCRIPTIONS 

The  United  States  Governor  of  the  North 
American  Development  Bank  may  subscribe 
without  fiscal  year  limitation  to  the  callable 
capital  portion  of  the  United  States  share  of 
the  capital  stock  of  the  North  American  De- 
velopment Bank  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
$318,750,000. 

INTERNATIONAL  ORGANIZATIONS  ANT)  PROGRAMS 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  section  301  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961,  and  of  section  2  of  the 
United  Nations  Environment  Program  Par- 
ticipation Act  of  1973.  $136,000,000:  Provided. 
That  none  of  the  funds  appropriated  under 
this  heading  shall  be  made  available  for  the 
United  Nations  Fund  for  Science  and  Tech- 
nology: Provided  further.  That  none  of  the 
funds  appropriated  under  this  heading  that 
are  made  available  to  the  United  Nations 
Population  Fund  fUNFPA)  shall  be  made 
available  for  activities  in  the  People's  Re- 
public of  China:  Provided  further.  That  not 
more  than  $25,000,000  of  the  funds  appro- 
priated under  this  heading  shall  be  made 
available  to  the  UNFPA  Provided  further. 
That  none  of  the  funds  appropriated  under 
this  heading  shall  be  made  available  to  the 
UNFPA  unless  the  Secretary  of  State  deter- 
mines and  reports  to  the  Congress  that 
UNFPA  programs  In  the  Peoples  Republic  of 
China  have  ended  and  the  United  States  has 
received  assurances  that  the  UNFPA  will  not 
resume  such  programs  during  fiscal  year 
1997:  Provided  further.  That  none  of  the  funds 
appropriated  under  this  heading  may  be 
made  available  to  the  Korean  Peninsula  En- 
ergy Development  Organization  (KEDO). 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  amend- 
ments to  title  rv? 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  we  pass  over 
consideration  of  title  IV  and  that  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey] 
be  allowed  to  offer  the  amendments  he 
has  filed  on  title  IV  at  a  later  point  in 
consideration  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  will  designate  title  V. 

The  text  of  title  V  is  as  follows: 


TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

OBLIGATIONS  DURING  LAST  MONTH  OF 

AVAILABILmr 

Sec.  501.  Except  for  the  appropriations  en- 
titled • 'International  Disaster  Assistance", 
and  "United  States  Emergency  Refugee  and 
Migration  Assistance  Fund",  not  more  fhyri 
15  per  centum  of  any  appropriation  item 
made  available  by  this  Act  shall  be  obligated 
during  the  last  month  of  availability. 

PROHIBmON  OF  bilateral  FUNDING  FOR 
INTERNATIONAL  FINANCIAL  INSTTTUTIONS 

Sec.  502.  None  of  the  funds  contained  In 
title  n  of  this  Act  may  be  used  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  section  209(d)  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961. 

UMTTATION  ON  RESIDENCE  EXPENSES 

Sec  503.  Of  the  funds  appropriated  or  made 
available  pursuant  to  this  Act,  not  to  exceed 
$126,500  shall  be  for  official  residence  ex- 
penses of  the  Agency  for  International  De- 
velopment during  the  current  fiscal  year 
Provided.  That  appropriate  steps  shall  be 
taken  to  assure  that,  to  the  maximum  ex- 
tent possible.  United  States-owned  foreign 
currencies  are  utilized  in  lieu  of  dollars. 

LIMITATION  ON  EXPENSES 

Sec.  504.  Of  the  funds  appropriated  or  made 
available  pursuant  to  this  Act.  not  to  exceed 
$5,000  shall  be  for  entertainment  expenses  of 
the  Agency  for  International  Development 
during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

LIMTTATION  ON  REPRESENTATIONAL 
ALLOWANCES 

Sec.  505.  Of  the  funds  appropriated  or  made 
available  pursuant  to  this  Act,  not  to  exceed 
$95,000  shall  be  available  for  representation 
allowances  for  the  Agency  for  International 
Development  during  the  current  fiscal  year: 
Provided.  That  appropriate  steps  shall  be 
taken  to  assure  that,  to  the  maximum  ex- 
tent possible.  United  States-owned  foreign 
currencies  are  utilized  in  Ueu  of  dollars:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  of  the  funds  made  avail- 
able by  this  Act  for  general  costs  of  admin- 
istering military  assistance  and  sales  under 
the  heading  "Foreign  Military  Financing 
Program",  not  to  exceed  $2,000  shall  be  avail- 
able for  entertainment  expenses  and  not  to 
exceed  $50,000  shall  be  available  for  represen- 
tation allowances:  Provided  further.  That  of 
the  funds  made  available  by  this  Act  under 
the  heading  "International  Military  Edu- 
cation and  Training",  not  to  exceed  $50,000 
shall  be  available  for  entertainment  allow- 
ances: Provided  further.  That  of  the  funds 
made  available  by  this  Act  for  the  Inter- 
American  Foundation,  not  to  exceed  $2,000 
shall  be  available  for  entertainment  and  rep- 
resentation allowances:  Provided  further. 
That  of  the  funds  made  available  by  this  Act 
for  the  Peace  Corps,  not  to  exceed  a  total  of 
$4,000  shall  be  available  for  entertainment 
expenses:  Provided  further.  That  of  the  funds 
made  available  by  this  Act  under  the  head- 
ing "Trade  and  Development  Agency",  not 
to  exceed  $2,000  shall  be  available  for  rep- 
resentation and  entertainment  allowances. 

PROHIBTnON  ON  FINANCINC  SmCLEAR  GOODS 

Sec.  506.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
made  available  (other  than  funds  for  "Non- 
proliferation,  Anti-terrorism,  Demlnlng  and 
Related  Programs")  pursuant  to  this  Act,  for 
carrying  out  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961,  may  be  used,  except  for  purposes  of  nu- 
clear safety,  to  finance  the  export  of  nuclear 
equipment,  fuel,  or  technology. 

PROHmmON  AGAINST  DIRECT  FUNDING  FOR 
CERTAIN  COUNTRIES 

Sec.  507.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  pursuant  to  this 
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Act  st'aii  b«  obligated  or  expended  to  finance 
directly  any  assistance  or  reparations  to 
Cuba,  Iraq,  Libya,  North  Korea,  Iran,  Sudan, 
or  Sjrria:  Provided,  That  for  purposes  of  this 
section,  the  prohibition  on  obligations  or  ex- 
penditures shall  include  direct  loans,  credits, 
insurance  and  giaarantees  of  the  Export-Im- 
port Bank  or  its  agents. 

MILITARY  COUPS 

Sec.  508.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  pursuant  to  this 
Act  shall  be  obligated  or  expended  to  finance 
directly  any  assistance  to  any  country  whose 
duly  elected  Head  of  Government  is  deposed 
by  military  coup  or  decree:  Provided,  That 
assistance  may  be  resumed  to  such  country 
if  the  President  determines  and  reports  to 
the  Committees  on  Appropriations  that  sub- 
sequent to  the  tennlnation  of  assistance  a 
democratically  elected  government  has 
taken  office. 

TRANSFERS  BETWEEN  ACCOUNTS 

Sec.  509.  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
by  this  Act  may  be  obligated  under  an  appro- 
priation account  to  which  they  were  not  ap- 
propriated, except  for  transfers  specifically 
provided  for  in  this  Act.  unless  the  Presi- 
dent, prior  to  the  exercise  of  any  authority 
contained  in  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961  to  transfer  funds,  consults  with  and  pro- 
vides a  written  policy  justiflcation  to  the 
Committees  on  Appropriations  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  and  the  Senate. 

DBOBUOATION/REOBUQATION  AUTHORTTy 

Sec.  510.  (a)  Amounts  certified  pursuant  to 
section  1311  of  the  Supplemental  Appropria- 
tions Act.  1955.  as  having  been  obligated 
against  appropriations  heretofore  made 
under  the  authority  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  for  the  same  general  purpose 
as  any  of  the  headings  under  title  n  of  this 
Act  are,  if  deobllgated.  hereby  continued 
available  for  the  same  period  as  the  respec- 
tive appropriations  under  such  headings  or 
until  September  30,  1997,  whichever  is  later, 
and  for  the  same  general  purpose,  and  for 
countries  within  the  same  region  as  origi- 
nally obligrated:  Provided,  That  the  Appro- 
priations Committees  of  both  Houses  of  the 
Congress  are  notified  fifteen  days  in  advance 
of  the  reobligation  of  such  funds  in  accord- 
ance with  regular  notification  procedures  of 
the  Committees  on  Appropriations. 

(b)  Obligated  balances  of  funds  appro- 
priated to  carry  out  section  23  of  the  Arms 
Ebci>ort  Control  Act  as  of  the  end  of  the  fiscal 
year  immediately  preceding  the  current  fis- 
cal year  are,  if  deobllgated,  hereby  continued 
available  during  the  current  fiscal  year  for 
the  same  purpose  under  any  authority  appli- 
cable to  such  appropriations  under  this  Act; 
Provided,  That  the  authority  of  this  sub- 
section may  not  be  used  in  fiscal  year  1997. 

AVAILABIUnr  OF  FUNDS 

Sec.  511.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  con- 
tained in  this  Act  shall  remain  available  for 
obligation  after  the  expiration  of  the  current 
fiscal  year  unless  expressly  so  provided  in 
this  Act:  Provided,  That  funds  appropriated 
for  the  purposes  of  chapters  1,  8,  and  11  of 
part  L  section  667.  and  chapter  4  of  part  n  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  funds  provided  under  the  head- 
ing "Assistance  for  Eastern  Europe  and  the 
Baltic  States",  shall  remain  available  until 
expended  if  such  funds  are  initially  obligated 
before  the  expiration  of  their  respective  peri- 
ods of  availability  contained  in  this  Act:  Pro- 
vided further.  That,  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  this  Act,  any  funds  made 
available  for  the  purposes  of  chapter  1  of 
part  I  and  chapter  4  of  part  n  of  the  Foreign 


Assistance  Act  of  1961  which  are  allocated 
for  cash  disbursements  in  order  to  address 
balance  of  payments  or  economic  policy  re- 
form objectives,  shall  remain  available  until 
expended:  Provided  further.  That  the  report 
required  by  section  653(a)  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961  shall  designate  for  each 
country,  to  the  extent  known  at  the  time  of 
submission  of  such  report,  those  funds  allo- 
cated for  cash  disbursement  for  balance  of 
payment  and  economic  policy  reform  pur- 
poses. 

LIMITATION  ON  ASSISTANCE  TO  COUNTRIES  DC 
DEFAULT 

Sec  512.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  con- 
tained in  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  furnish  as- 
sistance to  any  country  which  is  in  default 
during  a  period  in  excess  of  one  calendar 
year  in  pa3rment  to  the  United  States  of 
principal  or  interest  on  any  loan  made  to 
such  country  by  the  United  States  pursuant 
to  a  program  for  which  funds  are  appro- 
priated under  this  Act:  Provided,  That  this 
section  and  section  620(q)  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961  shall  not  apply  to  funds 
made  available  in  this  Act  or  during  the  cur- 
rent fiscal  year  for  Nicaragua,  and  for  any 
narcotics-related  assistance  for  Colombia. 
Bolivia,  and  Peru  authorized  by  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  or  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act. 

COMMERCE  AND  TRADE 

SEC.  513.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
or  made  available  pursuant  to  this  Act  for 
direct  assistance  and  none  of  the  funds  oth- 
erwise made  available  pursuant  to  this  Act 
to  the  Export-Import  Bank  and  the  Overseas 
Private  Investment  Corporation  shall  be  ob- 
ligated or  expended  to  finance  any  loan,  any 
assistance  or  any  other  financial  conunit- 
ments  for  establishing  or  expanding  produc- 
tion of  any  commodity  for  export  by  any 
country  other  than  the  United  States,  if  the 
commodity  is  likely  to  be  in  surplus  on 
world  markets  at  the  time  the  resulting  pro- 
ductive capacity  is  expected  to  become  oper- 
ative and  if  the  assistance  will  cause  sub- 
stantial injury  to  United  States  producers  of 
the  same,  similar,  or  competing  commodity: 
Provided,  That  such  prohibition  shall  not 
apply  to  the  Export-Import  Bank  if  in  the 
judgment  of  its  Board  of  Directors  the  bene- 
fits to  industry  and  employment  in  the 
United  States  are  likely  to  outweigh  the  in- 
jury to  United  States  producers  of  the  same, 
similar,  or  competing  commodity,  and  the 
Chairman  of  the  Board  so  notifies  the  Com- 
mittees on  Appropriations. 

(b)  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
or  any  other  Act  to  carry  out  chapter  1  of 
part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961 
shall  be  available  for  any  testing  or  breeding 
feasibility  study,  variety  improvement  or  in- 
troduction, consultancy,  publication,  con- 
ference, or  training  in  connection  with  the 
growth  or  production  in  a  foreign  country  of 
an  agricultural  commodity  for  export  which 
would  compete  with  a  similar  commodity 
grown  or  produced  In  the  United  States:  Pro- 
vided. That  this  subsection  shall  not  pro- 
hibit— 

(1)  activities  designed  to  Increase  food  se- 
curity in  developing  countries  where  such 
activities  will  not  have  a  significant  impact 
in  the  export  of  agricultural  conunodities  of 
the  United  States;  or 

(2)  research  activities  Intended  primarily 
to  benefit  American  producers. 

SURPLUS  COMMODITIES 

Sec.  514.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  instruct  the  United  States  Executive 
Directors  of  the  International  Bank  for  Re- 
construction and  Development,   the  Inter- 


national Development  Association,  the 
International  Finance  Corporation,  the 
Inter-American  Development  Bank,  the 
International  Monetary  Fund,  the  Asian  De- 
velopment Bank,  the  Inter-American  Invest- 
ment Corporation,  the  North  American  De- 
velopment Bank,  the  European  Bank  for  Re- 
construction and  Development,  the  African 
Development  Bank,  and  the  African  Develoi> 
ment  Fund  to  use  the  voice  and  vote  of  the 
United  States  to  oppose  any  assistance  by 
these  Institutions,  using  funds  appropriated 
or  made  available  pursuant  to  this  Act,  for 
the  production  or  extraction  of  any  commod- 
ity or  mineral  for  export,  if  it  is  in  surplus 
on  world  markets  and  if  the  assistance  will 
cause  substantial  injury  to  United  States 
producers  of  the  same,  similar,  or  competing 
commodity. 

NOTIFICATION  REQUIREMENTS 

Sec.  515.  For  the  purposes  of  providing  the 
Executive  Branch  with  the  necessary  admin- 
istrative flexibility,  none  of  the  funds  made 
available  under  this  Act  for  "Child  Survival 
and  Disease  Programs  Fund".  "Development 
Assistance",  "Debt  restructuring",  "Inter- 
national organizations  and  programs", 
"Trade  and  Development  Agency",  "Inter- 
national narcotics  control",  "Assistance  for 
Eastern  Europe  and  the  Baltic  States",  "As- 
sistance for  the  New  Independent  States  of 
the  Former  Soviet  Union",  "Economic  Sui>- 
port  Fund",  "Peacekeeping  operations". 
"Operating  expenses  of  the  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development",  "Operating  expenses 
of  the  Agency  for  International  Development 
Office  of  Inspector  General".  "Nonprolifera- 
tion,  anti-terrorism,  deminlng  and  related 
programs",  "Foreign  Military  Financing 
Program",  "International  military  edu- 
cation and  training",  "Inter-American  Foun- 
dation", "Afrtcan  Development  Founda- 
tion", "Peace  Corps",  "Migration  and  refu- 
gee assistance",  shall  be  available  for  obliga- 
tion for  activities,  programs,  projects,  type 
of  materiel  assistance,  countries,  or  other 
operations  not  justified  or  in  excess  of  the 
amount  justified  to  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittees for  obligation  under  any  of  these 
specific  headings  unless  the  Appropriations 
Committees  of  both  Houses  of  Congress  are 
previously  notified  fifteen  days  in  advanc. 
Provided.  That  the  President  shall  not  ent 
into  any  commitment  of  funds  appropriatea 
for  the  purposes  of  section  23  of  the  Arms  Ex- 
port Control  Act  for  the  provision  of  major 
defense  equipment,  other  than  conventional 
ammunition,  or  other  major  defense  items 
defined  to  be  aircraft,  ships,  missiles,  or 
combat  vehicles,  not  previously  justified  to 
Congress  or  20  per  centum  in  excess  of  the 
quantities  justified  to  Congress  unless  the 
Committees  on  Appropriations  are  notified 
fifteen  days  in  advance  of  such  commitment: 
Provided  further.  That  this  section  shall  not 
apply  to  any  reprogrammlng  for  an  activity, 
program,  or  project  under  chapter  1  of  part  I 
of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  of  less 
than  10  per  centum  of  the  amount  previously 
justified  to  the  Congress  for  obligation  for 
such  activity,  program,  or  project  for  the 
current  fiscal  year:  Provided  further,  That  the 
requirements  of  this  section  or  any  similar 
provision  of  this  Act  or  any  other  Act,  in- 
cluding any  prior  Act  requiring  notification 
in  accordance  with  the  regular  notification 
procedures  of  the  Committees  on  Appropria- 
tions, may  be  waived  if  failure  to  do  so  would 
pose  a  substantial  risk  to  human  health  or 
welfare:  Provided  further.  That  in  case  of  any 
such  waiver,  notification  to  the  Congress,  or 
the  appropriate  congressional  committees, 
shall  be  provided  as  early  as  practicable,  but 
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In  no  event  later  than  three  days  after  tak- 
ing the  action  to  which  such  notification  re- 
quirement was  applicable,  in  the  context  of 
the  circumstances  necessitating  such  waiver: 
Provided  further.  That  any  notification  pro- 
vided pursuant  to  such  a  waiver  shall  con- 
tain an  explanation  of  the  emergency  cir- 
cumstances. 

Drawdowns  made  pursuant  to  section 
506(a)  (2)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961  shall  be  subject  to  the  regular  notifica- 
tion procedures  of  the  Committees  on  Appro- 
priations. 

LIMITATION  ON  AVAILABILITS'  OF  FIWDS  FOR 
INTERNATIONAL  ORGANIZATIONS  AND  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  516.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  law  or  of  this  Act.  none  of  the  funds 
provided  for  "International  Organizations 
and  Programs"  shall  be  available  for  the 
United  States  proportionate  share,  in  ac- 
cordance with  section  307(c)  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961,  for  any  programs 
Identified  in  section  307,  or  for  Libya,  Iran, 
or,  at  the  discretion  of  the  President,  Com- 
munist countries  listed  in  section  620(f)  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended:  Provided,  That,  subject  to  the  regu- 
lar notification  procedures  of  the  Commit- 
tees on  Appropriations,  funds  appropriated 
under  this  Act  or  any  previously  enacted  Act 
making  appropriations  for  foreign  oper- 
ations, export  financing,  and  related  pro- 
grams, which  are  returned  or  not  made  avail- 
able for  organizations  and  programs  because 
of  the  implementation  of  this  section  or  any 
similar  provision  of  law,  shall  remain  avail- 
able for  obligation  through  September  30, 
1998. 

ECONOMIC  SUPPORT  FL'ND  ASSISTANCE  FOR 
ISRAEL 

Sbc.  517.  The  Congress  finds  that  progress 
on  the  peace  process  in  the  Middle  East  is  vi- 
tally important  to  United  States  security  in- 
terests In  the  region.  The  Congress  recog- 
nizes that,  in  fulfilling  its  obligations  under 
the  Treaty  of  Peace  Between  the  Arab  Re- 
public of  Egypt  and  the  State  of  Israel,  done 
at  Washington  on  March  26,  1979,  Israel  in- 
curred severe  economic  burdens.  Further- 
more, the  Congress  recognizes  that  an  eco- 
nomically and  militarily  secure  Israel  serves 
the  security  interests  of  the  United  States, 
for  a  secure  Israel  is  an  Israel  which  has  the 
Incentive  and  confidence  to  continue  pursu- 
ing the  peace  process.  Therefore,  the  Con- 
gress declares  that,  subject  to  the  availabil- 
ity of  appropriations,  it  is  the  policy  and  the 
intention  of  the  United  States  that  the  funds 
provided  in  annual  appropriations  for  the 
Economic  Support  Fund  which  are  allocated 
to  Israel  shall  not  be  less  than  the  annual 
debt  repayment  (interest  and  principal)  from 
Israel  to  the  United  States  Government  in 
recognition  that  such  a  principle  serves 
United  States  interests  in  the  region. 

PROHIBrnON  ON  FIWDING  FOR  ABORTIONS  AND 
INVOLUNTARY  STERILIZATION 

Sec.  518.  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
to  carry  out  part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  may  be  used  to  pay 
for  the  periormance  of  abortions  as  a  method 
of  family  planning  or  to  motivate  or  coerce 
any  person  to  practice  abortions.  None  of  the 
funds  made  available  to  carry  out  part  I  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  may  be  used  to  pay  for  the  per- 
formance of  Involuntary  sterilization  as  a 
method  of  family  planning  or  to  coerce  or 
provide  any  financial  incentive  to  any  person 
to  undergo  sterilizations.  None  of  the  funds 
made  available  to  carry  out  part  I  of  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961.  as  amended, 
may  be  used  to  pay  for  any  biomedical  re- 


search which  relates  in  whole  or  in  part,  to 
methods  of,  or  the  performance  of,  abortions 
or  involuntary  sterilization  as  a  means  of 
family  planning.  None  of  the  funds  made 
available  to  carry  out  part  I  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  may  be 
obligated  or  expended  for  any  country  or  or- 
ganization if  the  President  certifies  that  the 
use  of  these  funds  by  any  such  country  or  or- 
ganization would  violate  any  of  the  above 
provisions  related  to  abortions  and  involun- 
tary sterilizations:  Provided,  That  none  of 
the  funds  made  available  under  this  Act  may 
be  used  to  lobby  for  or  against  abortion. 

POPULATION  ASSISTANCE  FUNDING  LIMITATIONS 

Sec.  518A.  (a)  Ln  General.— 

(1)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  Act,  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  for 
population  assistance  activities  may  be 
made  available  for  a  foreign  private  or  non- 
governmental organization  only  if  the  orga- 
nization certifies  that  It  will  not  during  the 
period  for  which  the  funds  are  made  avail- 
able, perform  abortions  in  any  foreign  coun- 
try, except  where  the  life  of  the  mother 
would  be  endangered  if  the  fetus  were  carried 
to  term  or  in  cases  of  forcible  rape  or  Incest. 

(2)  Paragraph  (1)  may  not  be  construed  to 
apply  to  the  treatment  of  Injuries  or  ill- 
nesses caused  by  legal  or  Illegal  abortions  or 
to  assistance  provided  directly  to  the  gov- 
ernment of  a  country. 

(b)  LOBBYING  AtrnvrnES.- 

(1)  None  of  the  funds  made  available  under 
this  Act  may  be  used  to  lobby  for  or  against 
abortion,  and,  notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  Act  or  other  law.  none  of 
the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  for  popu- 
lation assistance  activities  may  be  made 
available  for  any  foreign  private  or  non- 
governmental organization  until  the  organi- 
zation certifies  that  it  will  not  during  the 
period  for  which  the  funds  are  made  avail- 
able, violate  the  laws  of  any  foreign  country 
concerning  the  circumstances  under  which 
abortion  is  permitted,  regulated,  or  prohib- 
ited, or  engage  in  any  activity  or  effort  in  a 
foreign  country  to  alter  the  laws  or  govern- 
mental policies  of  any  foreign  country  con- 
cerning the  circumstances  under  which  abor- 
tion is  permitted,  regulated,  or  prohibited. 

(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  Act.  paragraph  (1)  shall  not  apply  to  ac- 
tivities in  opposition  to  coercive  abortion  or 
involuntary  sterilization. 

(c)  Notwithstanding  subsections  (a)(1)  and 
(b)(1).  a  foreign  private  or  nongovernmental 
organization  may  receive  funds  appropriated 
by  this  Act  for  population  assistance  activi- 
ties in  the  absence  of  the  certifications  re- 
quired in  said  subsections,  but  funds  made 
available  for  each  such  orgranization  by  this 
Act  shall  not  exceed  SO  percent  of  the  funds 
made  available  to  the  organization  during 
fiscal  year  1995.  Funds  for  population  assist- 
ance activities  may  not  be  made  available 
for  any  foreign  private  or  nongovernmental 
organization  that  did  not  receive  such  funds 
during  fiscal  year  1995  unless  the  organiza- 
tion meets  the  certification  requirements  of 
subsections  (a)(1)  and  (b)(1). 

(d)  Funds  made  available  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (c)  shall  be  apportioned  on  a  monthly 
basis  for  the  first  four  months  of  fiscal  year 
1997  only,  and  monthly  disbursements  during 
such  period  to  each  organization  covered  by 
said  subsection  may  not  exceed  8.34  percent 
of  the  total  each  such  organization  could  re- 
ceive pursuant  to  said  subsection. 

(e)  Subsections  (a),  (b)  and  (c)  apply  to 
funds  made  available  for  a  foreign  organiza- 
tion either  directly  or  as  a  subcontractor  or 
sub-grantee,  and  the  required  certifications 
apply  to  activities  in  which  the  organization 


engages  either  directly  or  through  a  sub- 
contractor or  sub-grantee. 

(f)  Funds  appropriated  or  otherwise  made 
available  in  title  n  of  this  Act  for  population 
planning  activities  or  other  population  as- 
sistance may  be  made  available  for  obliga- 
tion and  expenditure  in  an  amount  not  to  ex- 
ceed 65  percent  of  the  total  amount  appro- 
priated or  otherwise  made  available  by  Pub- 
lic Law  103-306  and  Public  Law  104-19  for 
such  activities  for  fiscal  year  1995. 

REPORTING  REQLTREMENT 

Sec.  519.  The  President  shall  submit  to  the 
Committees  on  Appropriations  the  reports 
required  by  section  25(a)(1)  of  the  Arms  Ex- 
port Control  Act. 

special  NOTIFICATION  REQUIREMENTS 

SEC.  520.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  in 
this  Act  shall  be  obligated  or  expended  for 
Colombia.  Dominican  Republic.  Haiti.  Libe- 
ria. Pakistan.  Peru.  Russia.  Serbia.  South 
Africa.  Sudan,  or  Zaire  except  as  provided 
through  the  regular  notification  procedures 
of  the  Committees  on  Appropriations. 

DEFINITION  OF  PROGRAM.  PROJECT.  AND 

Acriviry 
SEC.  521.  For  the  purpose  of  this  Act.  "pro- 
gram, project,  and  activity"  shall  be  defined 
at  the  Appropriations  Act  account  level  and 
shall  include  all  Appropriations  and  Author- 
izations Acts  earmarks,  ceilings,  and  limita- 
tions with  the  exception  that  for  the  follow- 
ing accounts:  Economic  Support  Fund  and 
Foreign  Military  Financing  Program,  "pro- 
giam.  project,  and  activity"  shall  also  be 
considered  to  include  country,  regional,  and 
central  program  level  funding  within  each 
such  account:  for  the  development  assistance 
accounts  of  the  Agency  for  International  De- 
velopment "program,  project,  and  activity" 
shall  also  be  considered  to  include  central 
program  level  funding,  either  as  (1)  Justified 
to  the  Ck>ngress.  or  (2)  allocated  by  the  exec- 
utive branch  in  accordance  with  a  report,  to 
be  provided  to  the  Committees  on  Appropria- 
tions within  thirty  days  of  enactment  of  this 
Act.  as  required  by  section  653(a)  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961. 

CHILD  survival  AND  AIDS  ACTIVmES 

Sec  522.  Up  to  $8,000,000  of  the  funds  made 
available  by  this  Act  for  assistance  for  fam- 
ily planning,  health,  child  survival,  and 
AIDS,  may  be  used  to  reimburse  United 
States  Government  agencies,  agencies  of 
State  governments,  institutions  of  higher 
learning,  and  private  and  voluntary  organi- 
zations for  the  full  cost  of  individuals  (In- 
cluding for  the  personal  services  of  such  Indi- 
viduals) detailed  or  assigned  to.  or  con- 
tracted by.  as  the  case  may  be,  the  Agency 
for  International  Development  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  out  family  planning  activi- 
ties, child  survival  activities  and  activities 
relating  to  research  on.  and  the  treatment 
and  control  of  acquired  immune  deficiency 
syndrome  in  developing  countries:  Provided. 
That  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  that  are 
made  available  for  child  survival  activities 
or  activities  relating  to  research  on,  and  the 
treatment  and  control  of.  acquired  immune 
deficiency  syndrome  may  be  made  available 
notwithstanding  any  provision  of  law  that 
restricts  assistance  to  foreign  countries:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  that  are  made  available  for  family  plan- 
ning activities  may  be  made  available  not- 
withstanding section  512  of  this  Act  and  sec- 
tion 620(q)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961. 

PROHIBmON  AGAINST  INDIRECT  FUNDING  TO 
CERTAIN  COUNTRIES 

Sec  523.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  pursuant  to  this 
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Act  shall  be  obligrated  to  finance  Indirectly 
any  assistance  or  reparations  to  Cuba,  Iraq, 
Libya,  Iran,  Syria,  North  Korea,  or  the  Peo- 
ple's Republic  of  China,  unless  the  President 
of  the  United  States  certifies  that  the  with- 
holding' of  these  funds  is  contrary  to  the  na- 
tional Interest  of  the  United  States. 

RECIPROCAL  LEASING 

Sec.  524.  Section  61(a)  of  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"1996"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1997". 

NOrmCATION  ON  EXCESS  DEFENSE  EQLTPMENT 

Sec.  525.  Prior  to  providing  excess  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  articles  in  accordance  with 
section  516(a)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961,  the  Department  of  Defense  shall  no- 
tify the  Committees  on  Appropriations  to 
the  same  extent  and  under  the  same  condi- 
tions as  are  other  committees  pursuant  to 
subsection  (c)  of  that  section:  Provided.  That 
before  Issuing  a  letter  of  offer  to  sell  excess 
defense  articles  under  the  Arms  Export  Con- 
trol Act,  the  Department  of  Defense  shall  no- 
tify the  Committees  on  Appropriations  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  regular  notificaUon  proce- 
dures of  such  Committees:  Provided  further. 
That  such  Committees  shall  also  be  informed 
of  the  original  acquisition  cost  of  such  de- 
fense articles. 

AUTHORIZATION  REQUIREMENT 

SEC.  526.  Funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 
may  be  obligated  and  expended  notwith- 
standing section  10  of  Public  Law  91-672  and 
section  15  of  the  State  Department  Basic  Au- 
thorities Act  of  1956. 

PROHEBmON  ON  BILATERAL  ASSISTANCE  TO 
TERRORIST  COUNTRIES 

SEC.  527.  (a)  Funds  appropriated  for  bilat- 
eral assistance  under  any  heading  of  this  Act 
and  funds  appropriated  under  any  such  head- 
ing In  a  provision  of  law  enacted  prior  to  en- 
actment of  this  Act,  shall  not  be  made  avail- 
able to  any  country  which  the  President  de- 
termines— 

(1)  grants  sanctuary  from  prosecution  to 
any  individual  or  group  which  has  commit- 
ted an  act  of  international  terrorism,  or 

(2)  otherwise  supports  international  terror- 
ism. 

(b)  The  President  may  waive  the  applica- 
tion of  subsection  (a)  to  a  country  if  the 
President  determines  that  national  security 
or  humanitarian  reasons  Justify  such  waiver. 
The  President  shall  pubUsh  each  waiver  in 
the  Federal  Register  and,  at  least  fifteen 
days  before  the  waiver  takes  effect,  shall  no- 
tify the  Committees  on  Appropriations  of 
the  waiver  (including  the  justification  for 
the  waiver)  In  accordance  with  the  regular 
notification  procedures  of  the  Committees 
on  Apivopriatlons. 

COMMERCIAL  LEASING  OF  DEFENSE  ARTICLES 

SEC.  528.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  law,  and  subject  to  the  regular  notifi- 
cation procedures  of  the  Committees  on  Ap- 
propriations, the  authority  of  section  23(a)  of 
the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  may  be  used  to 
provide  financing  to  Israel,  Eg3rpt  and  NATO 
and  major  non-NATO  allies  for  the  procure- 
ment by  leasing  (Including  leasing  with  an 
option  to  purchase)  of  defense  articles  from 
United  States  commercial  suppliers,  not  In- 
cluding Major  Defense  Equipment  (other 
than  helicopters  and  other  types  of  aircraft 
having  possible  civilian  application),  if  the 
President  determines  that  there  are  compel- 
ling foreign  policy  or  national  security  rea- 
sons for  those  defense  articles  being  provided 
by  commercial  lease  rather  than  by  govem- 
ment-to-govemment  sale  under  such  Act. 

COMPETmVE  INSURANCE 

SEC.  528A.  All  Agency  for  International  De- 
velopment contracts  and  solicitations,  and 
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subcontracts  entered  into  under  such  con- 
tracts, shall  Include  a  clause  requiring  that 
United  States  insurance  companies  have  a 
fair  opportunity  to  bid  for  insurance  when 
such  insurance  is  necessary  or  appropriate. 

STINGERS  IN  THE  PERSIAN  GULF  REGION 

SEC.  529.  Except  as  provided  in  section  581 
of  the  Foreign  Operations,  Export  Financing, 
and  Related  Programs  Appropriations  Act, 
1990,  the  United  States  may  not  sell  or  other- 
wise make  available  any  Stingers  to  any 
country  bordering  the  Persian  Gulf  under 
the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  or  chapter  2  of 
part  n  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961. 

DEBT-FOR-DEVELOPMENT 

SEC.  530.  In  order  to  enhance  the  continued 
participation  of  nongovernmental  organiza- 
tions in  economic  assistance  activities  under 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  including 
endowments,  debt-for-development  and  debt- 
for-nature  exchanges,  a  nongovernmental  or- 
ganization which  is  a  grantee  or  contractor 
of  the  Agency  for  International  Development 
may  place  in  interest  bearing  accounts  funds 
made  available  under  this  Act  or  prior  Acts 
or  local  currencies  which  accrue  to  that  or- 
ganization as  a  result  of  economic  assistance 
provided  under  title  n  of  this  Act  and  any 
interest  earned  on  such  investment  shall  be 
used  for  the  purpose  for  which  the  assistance 
was  provided  to  that  organization. 

SEPARATE  ACCOUNTS 
SEC.     531.     (a)     SEPARATE     ACCOUNTS     FOR 

LOCAL  CURRENCIES.— (1)  If  assistance  is  fur- 
nished to  the  government  of  a  foreign  coun- 
try under  chapters  1  and  10  of  part  I  or  chap- 
ter 4  of  part  n  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961  under  agreements  which  result  in  the 
generation  of  local  currencies  of  that  coun- 
try, the  Administrator  of  the  Agency  for 
International  Development  shall— 

(A)  require  that  local  currencies  be  depos- 
ited in  a  separate  account  established  by 
that  government; 

(B)  enter  Into  an  agreement  with  that  gov- 
ernment which  sets  forth — 

(1)  the  amount  of  the  local  currencies  to  be 
generated,  and 

(11)  the  terms  and  conditions  under  which 
the  currencies  so  deposited  may  be  utilized, 
consistent  with  this  section;  and 

(C)  establish  by  agreement  with  that  gov- 
ernment the  responsibilities  of  the  Agency 
for  International  Development  and  that  gov- 
ernment to  monitor  and  account  for  deposits 
into  and  disbursements  from  the  separate  ac- 
count. 

(2)  Uses  of  Local  Currencies.— As  may  be 
agreed  upon  with  the  foreign  government, 
local  currencies  deposited  in  a  separate  ac- 
count pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  or  an 
equivalent  amount  of  local  currencies,  shall 
be  used  only — 

(A)  to  carry  out  chapters  1  or  10  of  part  I 
or  chapter  4  of  part  n  (as  the  case  may  be), 
for  such  purposes  as — 

(I)  project  and  sector  assistance  activities, 
or 

(II)  debt  and  deficit  financing;  or 

(B)  for  the  administrative  requirements  of 
the  United  States  Government. 

(3)  Programming  accountability.- The 
Agency  for  International  Development  shall 
take  all  necessary  steps  to  ensure  that  the 
equivalent  of  the  local  currencies  disbursed 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a)(2)(A)  from  the 
separate  account  established  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a)(1)  are  used  for  the  purposes 
agreed  upon  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)(2). 

(4)  Termination  of  assistance  Pro- 
grams.—Upon  termination  of  assistance  to  a 
country  under  chapters  1  or  10  of  part  I  or 
chapter  4  of  part  n  (as  the  case  may  be),  any 


unencumbered  balances  of  funds  which  re- 
main in  a  separate  account  established  pur- 
suant to  subsection  (a)  shall  be  disposed  of 
for  such  purposes  as  may  be  agreed  to  by  the 
government  of  that  country  and  the  United 
States  Government. 

(5)  Conforming  Amendments.— The  provi- 
sions of  this  subsection  shall  supersede  the 
tenth  and  eleventh  provisos  contained  under 
the  heading  "Sub-Saharan  Africa,  Develop- 
ment Assistance"  as  included  in  the  Foreign 
Operations,  Export  Financing,  and  Related 
Programs  Appropriations  Act,  1989  and  sec- 
tions 531(d)  and  609  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961. 

(6)  Reporting  Requirement.— The  Admin- 
istrator of  the  Agency  for  International  De- 
velopment shall  report  on  an  annual  basis  as 
part  of  the  justification  documents  submit- 
ted to  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  on 
the  use  of  local  currencies  for  the  adminis- 
trative requirements  of  the  United  States 
Government  as  authorized  In  subsection 
(a)(2)(B),  and  such  report  shall  include  the 
amount  of  local  currency  (and  United  States 
dollar  equivalent)  used  and/or  to  be  used  for 
such  purpose  in  each  applicable  country. 

(b)  Separate  accounts  for  Cash  Trans- 
fers.—<1)  If  assistance  is  made  available  to 
the  government  of  a  foreigm  country,  under 
chapters  1  or  10  of  part  I  or  chapter  4  of  part 
n  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
cash  transfer  assistance  or  as  nonproject  sec- 
tor assistance,  that  country  shall  be  required 
to  maintain  such  funds  in  a  separate  account 
and  not  commingle  them  with  any  other 
funds. 

(2)  APPUCABiLmr  of  Other  Provisions  of 
Law. — Such  funds  may  be  obligated  and  ex- 
pended notwithstanding  provisions  of  law 
which  are  inconsistent  with  the  nature  of 
this  assistance  Including  provisions  which 
are  referenced  in  the  Joint  Explanatory 
Statement  of  the  Committee  of  Conference 
accompanying  House  Joint  Resolution  648 
(H.  Report  No.  98-1159). 

(3)  Notification.— At  least  fifteen  days 
prior  to  obligating  any  such  cash  transfer  or 
nonproject  sector  assistance,  the  President 
shall  submit  a  notification  through  the  regu- 
lar notification  procedures  of  the  Commit- 
tees on  Appropriations,  which  shyii  include  a 
detailed  description  of  how  the  funds  pro- 
posed to  be  made  available  will  be  used,  with 
a  discussion  of  the  United  States  Interests 
that  will  be  served  by  the  assistance  (includ- 
ing, as  appropriate,  a  description  of  the  eco- 
nomic policy  reforms  that  will  be  promoted 
by  such  assistance). 

(4)  Exemption.— Nonproject  sector  assist- 
ance funds  may  be  exempt  from  the  require- 
ments of  subsection  (b)  (1)  only  through  the 
notification  procedures  of  the  Committees 
on  Appropriations. 

compensation  for  united  states  executive 
directors  to  international  financing  in- 
stitutions 

SEC.  532.  (a)  No  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  may  be  made  as  payment  to  any  inter- 
national financial  institution  while  the 
United  States  Executive  Director  to  such  in- 
stitution is  compensated  by  the  institution 
at  a  rate  which,  together  with  whatever 
compensation  such  Director  receives  from 
the  United  States,  Is  in  excess  of  the  rate 
provided  for  an  Individual  occupying  a  posi- 
tion at  level  IV  of  the  Executive  Schedule 
under  section  5315  of  title  5,  United  States 
Code,  or  while  any  alternate  United  States 
Director  to  such  institution  is  compensated 
by  the  institution  at  a  rate  in  excess  of  the 
rate  provided  for  an  individual  occupying  a 
position  at  level  V  of  the  Executive  Schedule 
under  section  5316  of  title  5,  United  States 
Code. 
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(b)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  "Inter- 
national financial  institutions"  are:  the 
International  Bank  for  Reconstruction  and 
Development,  the  Inter-American  Develop- 
ment Bank,  the  Asian  Development  Bank, 
the  Asian  Development  Fund,  the  African 
Development  Bank,  the  African  Develop- 
ment Fund,  the  International  Monetary 
Fund,  the  North  American  Development 
Bank,  and  the  European  Bank  for  Recon- 
struction and  Development. 

COMPLIANCE  WITH  UNITED  NATIONS  SANCTIONS 
AGAINST  IRAQ 

SEC.  533.  (a)  Denial  of  assistance.— None 
of  the  funds  appropriated  or  otherwise  made 
available  pursuant  to  this  Act  to  carry  out 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (including 
title  IV  of  chapter  2  of  part  I.  relating  to  the 
Overseas  Private  Investment  Corporation)  or 
the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  may  be  used  to 
provide  assistance  to  any  country  that  is  not 
In  compliance  with  the  United  Nations  Secu- 
rity Council  sanctions  against  Iraq,  Serbia 
or  Montenegro  unless  the  President  deter- 
mines and  so  certifies  to  the  Congress  that— 

(1)  such  assistance  is  in  the  national  inter- 
est of  the  United  States; 

(2)  such  assistance  will  dlrectiy  benefit  the 
needy  people  in  that  country;  or 

(3)  the  assistance  to  be  provided  will  be  hu- 
manitarian assistance  for  foreign  nationals 
who  have  fled  Iraq  and  Kuwait. 

(b)  IMPORT  Sanctions.— If  the  President 
considers  that  the  taking  of  such  action 
would  promote  the  effectiveness  of  the  eco- 
nomic sanctions  of  the  United  Nations  and 
the  United  States  imposed  with  respect  to 
Iraq,  Serbia,  or  Montenegro,  as  the  case  may 
be,  and  is  consistent  with  the  national  inter- 
est, the  President  may  prohibit,  for  such  a 
period  of  time  as  he  considers  appropriate, 
the  importation  into  the  United  States  of 
any  or  all  products  of  any  foreign  country 
that  has  not  prohibited— 

(1)  the  importation  of  products  of  Iraq, 
Serbia,  or  Montenegro  into  its  customs  terri- 
tory, and 

(2)  the  export  of  its  products  to  Iraq,  Ser- 
bia, or  Montenegro,  as  the  case  may  be. 

POW/MIA  MILITARY  DRAWDOWN 

Sec.  534.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law,  the  President  may  direct 
the  drawdown,  without  reimbursement  by 
the  recipient,  of  defense  articles  from  the 
stocks  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  defense 
services  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  and 
military  education  and  training,  of  an  aggre- 
gate value  not  to  exceed  515,000.000  in  fiscal 
year  1997,  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out 
subsection  (b). 

(b)  Such  defense  articles,  services  and 
training  may  be  provided  to  Vietnam,  Cam- 
bodia and  Laos,  under  subsection  (a)  as  the 
President  determines  are  necessary  to  sup- 
port efforts  to  locate  and  repatriate  mem- 
bers of  the  United  States  Armed  Forces  and 
civilians  employed  dlrectiy  or  IndlrecUy  by 
the  United  States  Government  who  remain 
unaccounted  for  firom  the  Vietnam  War,  and 
to  ensure  the  safety  of  United  States  Gov- 
ernment personnel  engaged  in  such  coopera- 
tive efforts  and  to  support  United  States  De- 
partment of  Defense-sponsored  humanitarian 
projects  associated  with  the  POW/MIA  ef- 
forts. Any  aircraft  shall  be  provided  under 
this  section  only  to  Laos  and  only  on  a  lease 
or  loan  basis,  but  may  be  provided  at  no  cost 
notwithstanding  section  61  of  the  Arms  Ex- 
port Control  Act  and  may  be  maintained 
with  defense  articles,  services  and  training 
provided  under  this  section. 

(c)  The  President  shall,  within  sixty  days 
of  the  end  of  any  fiscal  year  in  which  the  au- 


thority of  subsection  (a)  is  exercised,  submit 
a  report  to  the  Congress  which  Identifies  the 
articles,  services,  aind  training  drawn  down 
under  this  section. 

MEOrrERRANEAN  EXCESS  DEFENSE  ARTICLES 

Sec.  535.  For  the  four-year  period  begin- 
ning on  October  1,  1996.  the  President  shall 
ensure  that  excess  defense  articles  will  be 
made  available  under  section  516  and  519  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  consistent 
with  the  manner  in  which  the  President 
made  available  excess  defense  articles  under 
those  sections  during  the  four-yeax  period 
that  began  on  October  1,  1992,  pursuant  to 
section  573(e)  of  the  Foreign  Operations.  Ex- 
port Financing,  Related  Programs  Apiiro- 
priations  Act,  1990. 

CASH  FLOW  FINANCING 

Sec  536.  For  each  country  that  has  been 
approved  for  cash  flow  financing  (as  defined 
In  section  25(d)  of  the  Arms  Export  Control 
Act.  as  added  by  section  112(b)  of  Public  Law 
99-83)  under  the  Foreign  Military  Financing 
Program,  any  Letter  of  Offer  and  Acceptance 
or  other  purchase  agreement,  or  any  amend- 
ment thereto,  for  a  procurement  in  excess  of 
$100,000,000  that  is  to  be  financed  In  whole  or 
in  part  with  funds  made  available  under  this 
Act  shall  be  submitted  through  the  regular 
notification  procedures  to  the  Committees 
on  Appropriations. 

AUTBORTriES  FOR  THE  PEACE  CORPS,  THE 
INTER-AMERICAN  FOUNDATION  AND  THE  AFRI- 
CAN DEVELOPMENT  FOUNDATION 

Sec.  537.  Unless  expressly  provided  to  the 
contrary,  provisions  of  this  or  any  other  Act. 
including  provisions  contained  in  prior  Acts 
authorizing  or  making  appropriations  for 
foreign  operations,  export  financing,  and  re- 
lated programs,  shall  not  be  construed  to 
prohibit  activities  authorized  by  or  con- 
ducted under  the  Peace  Corps  Act,  the  Inter- 
American  Foundation  Act,  or  the  African 
Development  Foundation  Act.  The  appro- 
priate agency  shall  promptly  report  to  the 
Committees  on  Appropriations  whenever  it 
is  conducting  activities  or  is  proposing  to 
conduct  activities  in  a  country  for  which  as- 
sistance is  prohibited. 

impact  on  JOBS  DJ  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Sec.  538.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by 
this  Act  may  be  obligated  or  expended  to 
provide— 

(a)  any  financial  Incentive  to  a  business 
enterprise  currently  located  in  the  United 
States  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  such  an 
enterprise  to  relocate  outside  the  United 
States  if  such  Incentive  or  inducement  is 
likely  to  reduce  the  number  of  employees  of 
such  business  enterprise  in  the  United  States 
because  United  States  production  is  being  re- 
placed by  such  enterprise  outside  the  United 
States; 

(b)  assistance  for  the  purpose  of  establish- 
ing or  developing  in  a  foreign  country  any 
export  processing  zone  or  designated  area  in 
which  the  tax,  tariff,  labor,  environment, 
and  safety  laws  of  that  country  do  not  apply. 
In  part  or  In  whole,  to  activities  carried  out 
within  that  zone  or  area,  unless  the  Presi- 
dent determines  and  certifies  that  such  as- 
sistance is  not  likely  to  cause  a  loss  of  Jobs 
within  the  United  States;  or 

(c)  assistance  for  any  project  or  activity 
that  contributes  to  the  violation  of  inter- 
nationally recognized  workers  rights,  as  de- 
fined in  section  502(a)(4)  of  the  Trade  Act  of 
1974,  of  workers  in  the  recipient  country,  in- 
cluding any  designated  zone  or  area  in  that 
country:  Provided,  That  in  recognition  that 
the  application  of  this  subsection  should  be 
commensurate  with  the  level  of  development 


of  the  recipient  country  and  sector,  the  pro- 
visions of  this  subsection  shall  not  preclude 
assistance  for  the  Informal  sector  in  such 
country,  micro  and  small-scale  enterprise, 
and  smallholder  agriculture. 

AUTHORm'  TO  ASSIST  BOSNIA  AND 
HERZEGOVINA 

Sec.  539.  (a)  The  President  is  authorized  to 
direct  the  transfer,  subject  to  notification  of 
the  Committees  on  Appropriations,  to  the 
government  of  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina, 
without  reimbursement,  of  defense  articles 
from  the  stocks  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense and  defense  services  of  the  Department 
of  Defense,  of  an  aggregate  value  that  equals 
the  difference  between  JIOO.OOO.OOO  and  the 
aggregate  value  of  any  such  articles  and 
services  that  were  transferred  under  the  au- 
thority of  Section  540  of  Public  Law  104-107, 
the  Foreign  Operations,  Export  Financing, 
and  Related  Programs  Appropriations  Act, 
1996:  Provided.  That  the  President  certifies  in 
a  timely  fashion  to  the  Congress  that  the 
transfer  of  such  defense  articles  would  assist 
that  nation  in  self-defense  and  thereby  pro- 
mote the  security  and  stability  of  the  region. 

(b)  Within  60  days  of  any  transfer  under  the 
authority  provided  in  subsection  (b).  and 
every  60  days  thereafter,  the  President  shall 
report  in  writing  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  and  the  President  pro 
tempore  of  the  Senate  concerning  the  arti- 
cles transferred  and  the  disposition  thereof. 

(c)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
to  the  President  such  sums  as  may  be  nec- 
essary to  reimburse  the  applicable  appro- 
priation, fund,  or  account  for  defense  articles 
provided  under  this  section. 

RESTRICTIONS  ON  THE  TERMINATION  OF 
SANCTIONS  AGAINST  SERBIA  AND  MONTENEGRO 

Sec.  540.  (a)  Restrictions.— Notwithstand- 
ing any  other  provision  of  law,  no  sanction, 
prohibition,  or  requirement  described  in  sec- 
tion 1511  of  the  National  Defense  Authoriza- 
tion Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1994  (Public  Law 
103-160),  with  respect  to  Serbia  or  Montene- 
gro, may  cease  to  be  effective,  unless — 

(1)  the  President  first  submits  to  the  Con- 
gress a  certification  described  in  subsection 
(b);  and 

(2)  the  requirements  of  section  1511  of  that 
Act  are  met. 

(b)  Certification.- A  certification  de- 
scribed in  this  subsection  is  a  certification 
that— 

(1)  there  is  substantial  progress  toward— 

(A)  the  realization  of  a  separate  identity 
for  Kosova  and  the  right  of  the  people  of 
Kosova  to  govern  themselves;  or 

(B)  the  creation  of  an  international  protec- 
torate for  Kosova; 

(2)  there  is  substantial  improvement  in  the 
human  rights  situation  In  Kosova; 

(3)  international  human  rights  observers 
are  allowed  to  return  to  Kosova;  and 

(4)  the  elected  government  of  Kosova  is 
permitted  to  meet  and  carry  out  its  legiti- 
mate mandate  as  elected  representatives  of 
the  people  of  Kosova. 

(c)  Waiver  AUTHORrry.— The  President 
may  waive  the  application  in  whole  or  in 
part,  of  subsection  (a)  if  the  President  cer- 
tifies to  the  Congress  that  the  President  has 
determined  that  the  waiver  is  necessary  to 
meet  emergency  humanitarian  needs  or  to 
achieve  a  negotiated  settiement  of  the  con- 
□ict  in  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina  that  Is  ac- 
ceptable to  the  parties. 

special  AUTHORITIES 

sec.  541.  (a)  Funds  appropriated  in  titie  II 
of  this  Act  that  are  made  available  for  Af- 
ghanistan, Lebanon,  and  Cambodia,  and  for 
victims  of  war.  displaced  children,  displaced 
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Burmese,  humanitarian  assistance  for  Roma- 
nia, and  humanitarian  assistance  for  the 
peoples  of  Bosnia  and  Herzegrovlna,  Croatia, 
and  Kosova,  may  be  made  available  notwith- 
standing any  other  provision  of  law:  Pro- 
vided. That  any  such  funds  that  are  made 
available  for  Cambodia  shall  be  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  section  531(e)  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  and  section  906  of  the 
International  Security  and  Development  Co- 
operation Act  of  1985:  Provided  further.  That 
the  President  shall  terminate  assistance  to 
any  country  or  organization  that  he  deter- 
mines Is  cooperating,  tactically  or  strategi- 
cally, with  the  Khmer  Rouge  In  their  mili- 
tary operations,  or  to  the  military  of  any 
country  which  the  President  determines  is 
not  tailing  steps  to  prevent  a  pattern  or 
practice  of  conmierclal  relations  between  its 
members  and  the  Khmer  Rouge. 

(b)  Funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  sections  103  through  106 
of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  may  be 
used,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law.  for  the  purpose  of  supporting  tropical 
forestry  and  energy  programs  aimed  at  re- 
ducing emissions  of  greenhouse  gases,  and 
for  the  purpose  of  supporting  biodiversity 
conservation  activities:  Provided,  That  such 
assistance  shall  be  subject  to  sections  116, 
502B,  and  620A  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961. 

(c)  During  fiscal  year  1997.  the  President 
may  use  up  to  $50,000,000  under  the  authority 
of  section  451  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961,  notwithstanding  the  funding  ceiling 
contained  In  subsection  (a)  of  that  section. 

(d)  The  Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment may  employ  personal  services  contrac- 
tors, notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law.  for  the  purpose  of  administering  pro- 
grams for  the  West  Bank  and  Gaza. 

POLICY  ON  TERJONATINO  THE  ARAB  LEAGUE 
BOYCOTT  OF  ISRAEL 

Sec.  542.  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that— 

(1)  the  Arab  League  countries  should  im- 
mediately and  publicly  renounce  the  pri- 
mary boycott  of  Israel  and  the  secondary 
and  tertiary  boycott  of  American  firms  that 
have  commerclad  ties  with  Israel;  and 

(2)  the  President  should— 

(A)  talce  more  concrete  steps  to  encourage 
vigorously  Arab  League  countries  to  re- 
nounce publicly  the  primary  boycotts  of 
Israel  and  the  secondary  and  tertiary  boy- 
cotts of  American  firms  that  have  commer- 
cial relations  with  Israel  as  a  confidence- 
building  measure; 

(B)  take  Into  consideration  the  participa- 
tion of  any  recipient  country  in  the  primary 
boycott  of  Israel  and  the  secondary  and  ter- 
tiary boycotts  of  American  firms  that  have 
commercial  relations  with  Israel  when  deter- 
mining whether  to  sell  weapons  to  said  coun- 
txy; 

(C)  report  to  Congress  on  the  specific  steps 
being  taken  by  the  President  to  bring  about 
a  public  renunciation  of  the  Arab  primary 
boycott  of  Israel  and  the  secondary  and  ter- 
tiary boycotts  of  American  firms  that  have 
commercial  relations  with  Israel;  and 

(D)  encourage  the  allies  and  trading  part- 
ners of  the  United  States  to  enact  laws  pro- 
hibiting businesses  from  complying  with  the 
boycott  and  penalizing  businesses  that  do 
comply. 

ANTI-NARCOTICS  ACTIVITIES 

SBC.  543.  (a)  Of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  for 
"Economic  Support  Fund",  assistance  may 
be  provided  to  strengthen  the  administration 
of  justice  In  countries  In  Latin  America  and 


the  Caribbean  and  in  other  regions  consist- 
ent with  the  provisions  of  section  534(b)  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961.  except 
that  programs  to  enhance  protection  of  par- 
ticipants in  judicial  cases  may  be  conducted 
notwithstanding  section  660  of  that  Act. 

(b)  Funds  made  available  pursuant  to  this 
section  may  be  made  available  notwith- 
standing section  534(c)  jmd  the  second  and 
third  sentences  of  section  534(e)  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961.  Funds  made 
available  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  for  Bo- 
livia. Colombia  and  Peru  may  be  made  avail- 
able notwithstanding  section  534(c)  and  the 
second  sentence  of  section  534(e)  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961. 

ELIGIBILITY  FOR  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  544.  (a)  Assistance  Through  Non- 
governmental Organizations.— Restric- 
tions contained  In  this  or  any  other  Act  with 
respect  to  assistance  for  a  country  shall  not 
be  construed  to  restrict  assistance  in  support 
of  progrrams  of  nongovernmental  organiza- 
tions from  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  chapters  1  and  10 
of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961:  Provided.  That  the  President  shall  take 
into  consideration,  in  any  case  in  which  a  re- 
striction on  assistance  would  be  applicable 
but  for  this  subsection,  whether  assistance 
in  support  of  programs  of  nongovernmental 
organizations  is  in  the  national  Interest  of 
the  United  States:  Provided  further.  That  be- 
fore using  the  authority  of  this  subsection  to 
furnish  assistance  in  support  of  programs  of 
nongovernmental  organizations,  the  Presi- 
dent shall  notify  the  Committees  on  Appro- 
priations under  the  regular  notification  pro- 
cedures of  those  committees,  including  a  de- 
scription of  the  program  to  be  assisted,  the 
assistance  to  be  provided,  jmd  the  reasons  for 
furnishing  such  assistance:  Provided  further. 
That  nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be  con- 
strued to  alter  any  existing  statutory  prohi- 
bitions against  abortion  or  Involimtary 
sterilizations  contained  in  this  or  any  other 
Act. 

(b)  PUBUC  Law  480.— During  fiscal  year 
1997.  restrictions  contained  in  this  or  any 
other  Act  with  respect  to  assistance  for  a 
country  shall  not  be  construed  to  restrict  as- 
sistance under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Devel- 
opment and  Assistance  Act  of  1954:  Provided, 
That  none  of  the  funds  appropriated  to  carry 
out  title  I  of  such  Act  and  made  available 
pursuant  to  this  subsection  may  be  obligated 
or  expended  except  as  provided  through  the 
regular  notification  procedures  of  the  Com- 
mittees on  Appropriations. 

(c)  Exception.— This  section  shall  not 
apply— 

(1)  with  respect  to  section  620A  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  or  any  comparable  pro- 
vision of  law  prohibiting  assistance  to  coun- 
tries that  support  international  terrorism; 
or 

(2)  with  respect  to  section  116  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961  or  any  com- 
parable provision  of  law  prohibiting  assist- 
ance to  countries  that  violate  internation- 
ally recognized  human  rights. 

EARMARKS 

Sec.  544A.  (a)  Funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  which  are  earmarked  may  be  repro- 
grammed  for  other  programs  within  the 
same  account  notwithstanding  the  earmark 
If  compliance  with  the  earmark  is  made  Im- 
possible by  operation  of  any  provision  of  this 
or  any  other  Act  or.  with  respect  to  a  coun- 
try with  which  the  United  States  has  an 
agreement  providing  the  United  States  with 
base  rights  or  base  access  in  that  country,  if 
the  President  determines  that  the  recipient 


for  which  funds  are  earmarked  has  signifi- 
cantly reduced  its  military  or  economic  co- 
operation with  the  United  States  since  en- 
actment of  the  Foreign  Operations,  Export 
Financing,  and  Related  Programs  Appropria- 
tions Act,  1991;  however,  before  exercising 
the  authority  of  this  subsection  with  regard 
to  a  base  rights  or  base  access  country  which 
has  significantly  reduced  its  military  or  eco- 
nomic cooperation  with  the  United  States, 
the  President  shall  consult  with,  and  shall 
provide  a  written  policy  justiflcatlon  to  the 
Committees  on  Appropriations:  Provided, 
That  any  such  reprogramming  shall  be  sub- 
ject to  the  regular  notification  procedures  of 
the  Committees  on  Appropriations:  Provided 
further.  That  assistance  that  is  repro- 
grammed  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall 
be  made  available  under  the  same  terms  and 
conditions  as  originally  provided. 

(b)  In  addition  to  the  authority  contained 
in  subsection  (a),  the  original  period  of  avail- 
ability of  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  and 
administered  by  the  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development  that  are  earmarked 
for  particular  programs  or  activities  by  this 
or  any  other  Act  shall  be  extended  for  an  ad- 
ditional fiscal  year  if  the  Administrator  of 
such  agency  determines  and  reports  prompt- 
ly to  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  that 
the  termination  of  assistance  to  a  country  or 
a  significant  change  in  circumstances  makes 
it  unlikely  that  such  earmarked  funds  can  be 
obligated  during  the  original  period  of  avail- 
ability: Provided,  That  such  earmau:ked  funds 
that  are  continued  available  for  an  addi- 
tional fiscal  year  shall  be  obligated  only  for 
the  purpose  of  such  earmark. 

CEILINGS  AND  EARMARKS 

Sec.  545.  Ceilings  and  earmarks  contained 
in  this  Act  shall  not  be  applicable  to  funds  or 
authorities  appropriated  or  otherwise  made 
available  by  any  subsequent  Act  unless  such 
Act  specifically  so  directs. 

PROHIBITION  ON  PUBLICITY  OR  PROPAGANDA 

Sec.  546.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  con- 
tained in  this  Act  shall  be  used  for  publicity 
or  propaganda  purposes  within  the  United 
States  not  authorized  before  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  Act  by  the  Congress:  Pro- 
vided. That  not  to  exceed  $750,000  may  be 
made  available  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
section  316  of  Public  Law  96-533. 

USE  OF  AMERICAN  RESOURCES 

Sec.  547.  To  the  maximum  extent  possible, 
assistance  provided  under  this  Act  should 
make  full  use  of  American  resources.  Includ- 
ing commodities,  products,  and  services. 

PROHIBITION  OF  PAYMENTS  TO  UNITED  NATIONS 
MEMBERS 

Sec.  548.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
made  available  pursuant  to  this  Act  for  car- 
rying out  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961. 
may  be  used  to  pay  in  whole  or  in  part  any 
assessments,  arrearages,  or  dues  of  any 
member  of  the  United  Nations. 

CONSULTING  SERVICES 

Sec.  549.  The  expenditure  of  any  appropria- 
tion under  this  Act  for  any  consulting  serv- 
ice through  procurement  contract,  pursuant 
to  section  3109  of  title  5,  United  States  Code, 
shall  be  limited  to  those  contracts  where 
such  expenditures  are  a  matter  of  public 
record  and  available  for  public  inspection, 
except  where  otherwise  provided  under  exist- 
ing law,  or  under  existing  Executive  order 
pursuant  to  existing  law. 

PRn^ATE  VOLUNTARY  ORGANIZATIONS- 
DOCUMENTATION 

Sec.  550.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
made  available  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  be 
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available  to  a  private  voluntary  organization 
which  fails  to  provide  upon  timely  request 
any  document,  file,  or  record  necessary  to 
the  auditing  requirements  of  the  Agency  for 
International  Development. 

PROHIBrnON  ON  assistance  TO  FOREIGN  GOV- 
ERNMENTS THAT  EXPORT  LETHAL  MILITARY 
EQUIPMENT  TO  COLTJTRIES  SUPPORTING 
INTERNATIONAL  TERRORISM 

Sec.  551.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
or  otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  may 
be  available  to  any  foreign  government 
which  provides  lethal  military  equipment  to 
a  country  the  government  of  which  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  has  determined  Is  a  terrorist 
government  for  purposes  of  section  4<Kd)  of 
the  Arms  Export  Control  Act.  The  prohibi- 
tion under  this  section  with  respect  to  a  for- 
eign government  shall  terminate  12  months 
after  that  government  ceases  to  provide  such 
military  equipment.  This  section  applies 
with  respect  to  lethal  military  equipment 
provided  under  a  contract  entered  into  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(b)  Assistance  restricted  by  subsection  (a) 
or  any  other  similar  provision  of  law.  may  be 
furnished  if  the  President  determines  that 
furnishing  such  assistance  is  important  to 
the  national  Interests  of  the  United  States. 

(c)  Whenever  the  waiver  of  subsection  (b)  is 
exercised,  the  President  shall  submit  to  the 
appropriate  congressional  committees  a  re- 
port with  respect  to  the  furnishing  of  such 
assistance.  Any  such  report  shall  include  a 
detailed  explanation  of  the  assistance  to  be 
provided,  including  the  estimated  dollar 
amount  of  such  assistance,  and  an  expla- 
nation of  how  the  assistance  furthers  United 
States  national  Interests. 

WITHHOLDING  OF  ASSISTANCE  FOR  PARKING 
FINES  OWED  BY  FOREIGN  COUNTRIES 

Sec.  552.  (a)  In  General.— Of  the  funds 
made  available  for  a  foreign  country  under 
part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961. 
an  amount  equivalent  to  110  percent  of  the 
total  unpaid  fully  adjudicated  parking  fines 
and  penalties  owed  to  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia by  such  country  as  of  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  Act  shall  be  withheld  from  obli- 
gation for  such  country  until  the  Secretary 
of  State  certifies  and  reports  in  writing  to 
the  appropriate  congressional  committees 
that  such  fines  and  penalties  are  fully  paid 
to  the  government  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia. 

(b)  Definition.- For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  term  "appropriate  congressional 
committees"  means  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Relations  and  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee 
on  International  Relations  and  the  Commit- 
tee on  Appropriations  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. 

limitation  on  ASSISTANCE  FOR  THE  PLO  FOR 
THE  WEST  BANK  AND  GAZA 

Sec.  553.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by 
this  Act  may  be  obligated  for  assistance  for 
the  Palestine  Liberation  Organization  for 
the  West  Bank  and  Gaza  unless  the  President 
has  exercised  the  authority  under  section 
604(a)  of  the  Middle  East  Peace  Facilitation 
Act  of  1995  (title  VI  of  Public  Law  104-107)  or 
any  other  legislation  to  suspend  or  make  in- 
applicable section  307  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961  and  that  suspension  is  still 
In  effect:  Provided.  That  if  the  President  fails 
to  make  the  certification  under  section 
604(b)(2)  of  the  Middle  East  Peace  Facilita- 
tion Act  of  1995  or  to  suspend  the  prohibition 
under  other  legislation,  funds  appropriated 
by  this  Act  may  not  be  obligated  for  assist- 
ance for  the  Palestine  Liberation  Organiza- 
tion for  the  West  Bank  and  Gaza. 


EXPORT  FINANCING  TRANSFER  AUTHORmES 

Sec.  554.  Not  to  exceed  5  percent  of  any  ap- 
propriation other  than  for  administrative  ex- 
penses made  available  for  fiscal  year  1997  for 
programs  under  title  I  of  this  Act  may  be 
transferred  between  such  appropriations  for 
use  for  any  of  the  purposes,  programs  and  ac- 
tivities for  which  the  funds  in  such  receiving 
account  may  be  used,  but  no  such  appropria- 
tion, except  as  otherwise  specifically  pro- 
vided, shall  be  Increased  by  more  than  25  per- 
cent by  any  such  transfer:  Provided.  That  the 
exercise  of  such  authority  shall  be  subject  to 
the  regular  notification  procedures  of  the 
Committees  on  Appropriations. 

WAR  CRIMES  TRIBUNALS 

Sec.  555.  If  the  President  determines  that 
doing  so  will  contribute  to  a  just  resolution 
of  charges  regarding  genocide  or  other  viola- 
tions of  international  humanitarian  law.  the 
President  may  direct  a  drawdown  pursuant 
to  section  552(c)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961.  as  amended,  of  up  to  $25,000,000  of 
commodities  and  services  for  the  United  Na- 
tions War  Crimes  Tribunal  established  with 
regard  to  the  former  Yugoslavia  by  the 
United  Nations  Security  Council  or  such 
other  tribunals  or  commissions  as  the  Coun- 
cil may  establish  to  deal  with  such  viola- 
tions, without  regard  to  the  celling  limita- 
tion contained  in  paragraph  (2)  thereof:  Pro- 
vided. That  the  determination  required  under 
this  section  shall  be  in  lieu  of  any  deter- 
minations otherwise  required  under  section 
552(c):  Provided  further.  That  60  days  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  and  every  180 
days  thereafter,  the  Secretary  of  State  shall 
submit  a  report  to  the  Committees  on  Appro- 
priations describing  the  steps  the  United 
States  Government  is  taking  to  collect  infor- 
mation regarding  allegations  of  genocide  or 
other  violations  of  international  law  in  the 
former  Yugoslavia  and  to  furnish  that  infor- 
mation to  the  United  Nations  War  Crimes 
Tribunal  for  the  former  Yugoslavia. 

LANDMINES 

Sec.  556.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  law.  demlning  equipment  available  to 
any  department  or  agency  and  used  In  sup- 
port of  the  clearing  of  landmines  for  humani- 
tarian purposes  may  be  disposed  of  on  a 
grant  basis  in  foreign  countries,  subject  to 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  President 
may  prescribe. 

RESTRICTIONS  CONCERNING  THE  PALESTDOAN 
AUTHORITY 

SEC.  557.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by 
this  Act  may  be  obligated  or  expended  to 
create  in  any  part  of  Jerusalem  a  new  office 
of  any  department  or  agency  of  the  United 
States  Government  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
ducting official  United  States  Government 
business  with  the  Palestinian  Authority  over 
Gaza  and  Jericho  or  any  successor  Palestin- 
ian governing  entity  provided  for  in  the 
Israel-PLO  Declaration  of  Principles:  Pro- 
vided. That  this  restriction  shall  not  apply  to 
the  acquisition  of  additional  space  for  the 
existing  (ktnsulate  General  in  Jerusalem: 
Provided  further.  That  meetings  between  offi- 
cers and  employees  of  the  United  States  and 
officials  of  the  Palestinian  Authority,  or  any 
successor  Palestinian  governing  entity  pro- 
vided for  in  the  Israel-PLO  Declaration  of 
Principles,  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  of- 
ficial United  States  Government  business 
with  such  authority  should  continue  to  take 
place  in  locations  other  than  Jerusalem.  As 
has  been  true  in  the  past,  officers  and  em- 
ployees of  the  United  States  Government 
may  continue  to  meet  In  Jerusalem  on  other 
subjects  with  Palestinians  (including  those 
who  now  occupy  positions  in  the  Palestinian 


Authority),  have  social  contacts,  and  have 
Incidental  discussions. 

PROHIBmON  OF  PAYMENT  OF  CERTAIN 

EXPENSES 

Sec  558.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  under 
the  heading  "international  MiuTARy  edu- 
cation AND  TRAINING"  Or  "FOREIGN  MIUTARY 

FINANCING  PROGRAM"  for  Informational  Pro- 
gram activities  may  be  obligated  or  ex- 
pended to  pay  for— 

(1)  alcoholic  beverages; 

(2)  food  (other  than  food  provided  at  a  mili- 
tary Installation)  not  provided  in  conjunc- 
tion with  Informational  Program  trips  where 
students  do  not  stay  at  a  military  installa- 
tion; or 

(3)  entertainment  expenses  for  activities 
that  are  substantially  of  a  recreational  char- 
acter, including  entrance  fees  at  sporting 
events  and  amusement  parks. 

HUMANITARIAN  ASSISTANCE 

Sec  558.  (a)  in  General.— None  of  the 
funds  made  available  in  this  Act  may  be  used 
for  assistance  in  support  of  any  country 
when  it  is  made  known  to  the  President  that 
the  government  of  such  country  prohibits  or 
otherwise  restricts,  directly  or  Indirectly, 
the  transport  or  delivery  of  United  States 
humanitarian  assistance. 

(b)  Exception.— Funds  may  be  made  avail- 
able without  regard  to  the  restriction  in  sub- 
section (a)  if  the  President  determines  that 
to  do  so  is  in  the  national  security  interest 
of  the  United  States. 

WITHHOLDING  OF  ASSISTANCE  TO  COIJNTRIES 
SLTPORTING  nuclear  plant  in  CUBA 

SEC.  560.  (a)  Withholding.— The  President 
shall  withhold  from  assistance  made  avail- 
able with  funds  appropriated  or  made  avail- 
able pursuant  to  this  Act  an  amount  equal  to 
the  sum  of  assistance  and  credits,  if  any. 
provided  on  or  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act  by  that  country,  or  any  en- 
tity in  that  country.  In  support  of  the  com- 
pletion of  the  Cuban  nuclear  facility  at 
Juragua,  near  Clenfuegos,  Cuba. 

(b)  Exceptions.— The  requirement  of  sub- 
section (a)  to  withhold  assistance  shall  not 
apply  with  respect  to— 

(1)  assistance  to  meet  urgent  humanitarian 
needs  including  disaster  and  refugee  relief; 

(2)  democratic  political  reform  and  rule  of 
law  activities; 

(3)  support  for  private  sector  and  non- 
governmental organizations  that  are  inde- 
pendent of  government  control; 

(4)  the  development  of  a  free  market  eco- 
nomic system;  and 

(5)  assistance  for  the  purposes  described  in 
the  Ck)operative  Threat  Reduction  Act  of  1993 
(title  xn  of  Public  Law  103-160). 

EQUITABLE  ALLOCATION  OF  FUNDS 

Sec.  561.  Not  more  than  20  percent  of  the 
funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  sections  108  through  106  and 
chapter  4  of  part  n  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961,  that  are  made  available  for  Latin 
America  and  the  Caribbean  region  may  be 
made  available,  through  bilateral  and  Latin 
America  and  the  Caribbean  regional  pro- 
grams, to  provide  assistance  for  any  country 
in  such  region. 

purchase  OF  AMERICAN-MADE  EQUIPMENT  AND 
PRODUCTS 

Sec  562.  (a)  Sense  of  Congress.— It  is  the 
sense  of  the  Congress  that,  to  the  greatest 
extent  practicable,  all  equipment  and  prod- 
ucts purchased  with  funds  made  available  In 
this  Act  should  be  American-made. 

(b)  Notice  Requirement.— In  providing  fi- 
nancial assistance  to.  or  entering  Into  any 
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contxact  with,  any  entity  using  funds  made 
available  in  tills  Act.  the  head  of  each  Fed- 
eral asrency.  to  the  greatest  extent  prac- 
ticable, shall  provide  to  such  entity  a  notice 
describing  the  statement  made  in  subsection 
(a)  by  the  Congress. 

LIMITATION  OF  FUNDS  FOR  NORTH  AMERICAN- 
DEVELOPMENT  BANK 

Sec.  563.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  In 
this  Act  under  the  heading  "North  American 
Development  Bank"  and  made  available  for 
the  Community  Adjustment  and  Investment 
Program  shall  be  used  for  purposes  other 
than  those  set  out  in  the  blnational  agree- 
ment establishing  the  Bank. 

INTERNATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  ASSOCIATION 

Sec.  564.  In  order  to  pay  for  the  United 
States  contribution  to  the  tenth  replenish- 
ment of  the  resources  of  the  International 
Development  Association  authorized  in  sec- 
tion 526  of  Public  Law  103-87,  there  is  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated,  without  fiscal  year 
llmiution.  $525,000,000  for  payment  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

SPECIAL  DEBT  RELIEF  FOR  THE  POOREST 

Sec.  565.  (a)  Authority  To  Reduce  Debt.— 
The  President  may  reduce  amounts  owed  to 
the  United  States  (or  any  agency  of  the 
United  States)  by  an  eligible  country  as  a  re- 
sult of— 

(1)  guarantees  Issued  under  sections  221 
and  222  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961; 
or 

(2)  credits  extended  or  guarantees  Issued 
under  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act. 

(b)  LmiTATIONS.— 

(1)  The  authority  provided  by  subsection 
(a)  may  be  exercised  only  to  implement  mul- 
tilateral official  debt  relief  and  referendum 
agreements,  commonly  referred  to  as  "Paris 
Club  Agreed  Minutes". 

(2)  The  authority  provided  by  subsection 
(a)  may  be  exercised  only  In  such  amounts  or 
to  such  extent  as  is  provided  in  advance  by 
appropriations  Acts. 

(3)  The  authority  provided  by  subsection 
(a)  may  be  exercised  only  with  respect  to 
countries  with  heavy  debt  burdens  that  are 
eligible  to  borrow  from  the  International  De- 
veloiwnent  Association,  bat  not  from  the 
International  Bank  for  Reconstruction  and 
Development,  commonly  referred  to  as 
"IDA-only"  countries. 

(c)  Conditions.— The  authority  provided  by 
subsection  (a)  may  be  exercised  only  with  re- 
spect to  a  country  whose  government — 

(1)  does  not  have  an  exceastve  level  of  mili- 
tary expenditures; 

(2)  has  not  repeatedly  provided  support  for 
acts  of  international  terrorlsn; 

(3)  is  not  falling  to  co«>perate  on  Inter- 
national narcotics  control  matters: 

(4)  (including  its  military  or  other  security 
forces)  does  not  engage  tn  a  consistent  pat- 
tern of  gross  violations  of  Internationally 
recognized  human  rights;  and 

(5)  is  not  ineligible  for  assistance  because 
of  the  application  of  section  527  of  the  For- 
eign Relations  Authorization  Act,  fiscal 
years  1994  and  1995. 

(d)  Availabilitt  of  Funds.— The  authority 
provided  by  suboectlon  (a)  may  be  used  only 
with  regard  to  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  under  the  heading  "Debt  restructuring". 

(e)  Certain  PKomBmoNS  Isapplicable.- A 
reduction  of  debt  pursuant  to  subsection  (a) 
shall  not  be  considered  asistance  for  pur- 
poses of  any  provision  of  Inr  limiting  assist- 
ance to  a  country.  The  authartty  provided  by 
subsection  (a)  may  be  exercised  notwith- 
standing section  620(r)  of  tl»  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961. 


authority  to  engage  in  debt  buybacks  or 
sales 

Sec.  566.  (a)  Loans  Eligible  for  Sale,  Re- 
duction, OR  Cancellation.— 

(1)  Authority  to  sell,  reduce,  or  cancel 
certain  loans.— Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law,  the  President  may,  in  ac- 
cordance with  this  section,  sell  to  any  eligi- 
ble purchaser  any  concessional  loan  or  por- 
tion thereof  made  before  January  1.  1995, 
pursuant  to  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961,  to  the  government  of  any  eligible  coun- 
try as  defined  in  section  702(6)  of  that  Act  or 
on  receipt  of  payment  from  an  eligible  pur- 
chaser, reduce  or  cancel  such  loan  or  portion 
thereof,  only  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating- 

(A)  debt-for-equlty  swaps,  debt-for-develop- 
ment  swaps,  or  debt-for-nature  swaps;  or 

(B)  a  debt  buyback  by  an  eligible  country 
of  its  own  qualified  debt,  only  if  the  eligible 
country  uses  an  additional  amount  of  the 
local  currency  of  the  eligible  country,  equal 
to  not  less  than  40  percent  of  the  price  paid 
for  such  debt  by  such  eligible  country,  or  the 
difference  between  the  price  paid  for  such 
debt  and  the  face  value  of  such  debt,  to  sup- 
port activities  that  link  conservation  and 
sustainable  use  of  natural  resources  with 
local  community  development,  and  child  sur- 
vival and  other  child  development,  in  a  man- 
ner consistent  with  sections  707  through  710 
of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  if  the 
sale,  reduction,  or  cancellation  would  not 
contravene  any  term  or  condition  of  any 
prior  agreement  relating  to  such  loan. 

(2)  Terms  and  conditions.— Notwithstand- 
ing any  other  provision  of  law,  the  President 
shall.  In  accordance  with  this  section,  estab- 
lish the  terms  and  conditions  under  which 
loans  may  be  sold,  reduced,  or  canceled  pur- 
suant to  this  section. 

(3)  administration.— The  Facility,  as  de- 
fined in  section  702(8)  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1961,  shall  notify  the  adminis- 
trator of  the  agency  primarily  responsible 
for  administering  part  I  of  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961  of  purchasers  that  the 
President  has  determined  to  be  eligible,  and 
shall  direct  such  agency  to  carry  out  the 
sale,  reduction,  or  cancellation  of  a  loan  pur- 
suant to  this  section.  Such  agency  shall 
make  an  adjustment  In  its  accounts  to  re- 
flect the  sale,  reduction,  or  cancellation. 

(4)  Limitation.— The  authorities  of  this 
subsection  shall  be  available  only  to  the  ex- 
tent that  appropriations  for  the  cost  of  the 
modification,  as  defined  in  section  502  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974,  are  made 
In  advance. 

(b)  Deposit  of  Proceeds.— The  proceeds 
from  the  sale,  reduction,  or  cancellation  of 
any  loan  sold,  reduced,  or  canceled  pursuant 
to  this  section  shall  be  deposited  In  the 
United  States  Government  account  or  ac- 
counts established  for  the  repayment  of  such 
loan. 

(c)  Eugible  Purchasers.— a  loan  may  be 
sold  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)(1)(A)  only  to 
a  purchaser  who  presents  plans  satisfactory 
to  the  President  for  using  the  loan  for  the 
purpose  of  engaging  in  debt-for-equity  swaps, 
debt-for-development  swaps,  or  debt-for-na- 
ture swaps. 

(d)  Debtor  Consultations.— Before  the 
sale  to  any  eligible  purchaser,  or  any  reduc- 
tion or  cancellation  pursuant  to  this  section, 
of  any  loan  made  to  an  eligible  country,  the 
President  should  consult  with  the  country 
concerning  the  amount  of  loans  to  be  sold, 
reduced,  or  canceled  and  their  uses  for  debt- 
for-equity  swaps.  debt-for-development 
swaps,  or  debt-for-nature  swaps. 

(e)  AVAILABILTTY  OF  FUNDS.— The  authority 
provided  by  subsection  (a)  may  be  used  only 


with  regard  to  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  under  the  heading  "Debt  restructuring". 

LIBERIA 

SEC.  567.  Funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 
may  be  made  available  for  assistance  for  Li- 
beria notwithstanding  section  620<q)  of  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  and  section 
512  of  this  Act. 

GUATEMALA 

SEC.  568.  (a)  Funds  provided  in  this  Act 
may  be  made  available  for  the  Guatemalan 
military  forces,  and  the  restrictions  on  Gua- 
temala under  the  headings  "International 
Military  Education  and  Training"  and  "For- 
eign Military  Financing  Program"  shall  not 
apply,  only  if  the  President  determines  and 
certifies  to  the  Congress  that  the  Guate- 
malan military  Is  cooperating  with  efforts  to 
resolve  human  rights  abuses  which  elements 
of  the  Guatemalan  military  forces  are  al- 
leged to  have  committed,  ordered  or  at- 
tempted to  thwart  the  Investigation  of. 

(b)  The  prohibition  contained  In  subsection 
(a)  shall  not  apply  to  funds  made  available  to 
implement  a  ceasefire  or  peace  agreement. 

(c)  Any  funds  made  available  pursuant  to 
subsections  (a)  or  (b)  shall  be  subject  to  the 
regular  notification  procedures  of  the  Com- 
mittees on  Appropriations. 

(d)  Any  funds  made  available  pursuant  to 
subsections  (a)  and  (b)  for  international  mili- 
tary education  and  training  may  only  be  for 
expanded  International  military  education 
and  training. 

SANCTIONS  AGAINST  COUNTRIES  HARBORING 

WAR  CRIMINALS 
SEC.    569.    (a)   BILATERAL  ASSISTANCE.— The 

President  is  authorized  to  withhold  funds  ap- 
propriated by  this  Act  under  the  Foreign  As- 
sistance Act  of  1961  or  the  Arms  Export  Con- 
trol Act  for  any  country  described  in  sub- 
section (c). 

(b)  Multilateral  assistance.— The  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  should  Instruct  the 
United  States  executive  directors  of  the 
International  financial  institutions  to  work 
In  opposition  to,  and  vote  against,  any  ex- 
tension by  such  institutions  of  financing  or 
financial  or  technical  assistance  to  any 
country  described  in  subsection  (c). 

(c)  Sanctioned  Countries.— a  country  de- 
scribed in  this  subsection  is  a  country  the 
government  of  which  knowingly  grants  sanc- 
tuary to  persons  in  its  territory  for  the  pur- 
pose of  evading  prosecution,  where  such  per- 
sons— 

(1)  have  been  indicted  by  the  International 
Criminal  Tribunal  for  the  former  Yugo- 
slavia, the  International  Criminal  Tribunal 
for  Rwanda,  or  any  other  international  tri- 
bunal with  similar  standing  under  inter- 
national law,  or 

(2)  have  been  Indicted  for  war  crimes  or 
crimes  against  humanity  committed  during 
the  period  beginning  March  23.  1933  and  end- 
ing on  May  8,  1945  under  the  direction  of,  or 
In  association  with— 

(A)  the  Nazi  government  of  Germany; 

(B)  any  government  In  any  area  occupied 
by  the  military  forces  of  the  Nazi  govern- 
ment of  (Jermany; 

(C)  any  government  which  was  established 
with  the  assistance  or  cooperation  of  the 
Nazi  government;  or 

(D)  any  government  which  was  an  ally  of 
the  Nazi  government  of  Germany. 

UMTTATION  on  assistance  FOR  HAITI 

sec.  570.  (a)  LIMITATION.— None  of  the  funds 
appropriated  or  otherwise  made  available  by 
this  Act,  may  be  provided  to  the  Government 
of  Haiti  until  the  President  reports  to  Con- 
gress that— 
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(1)  the  Government  is  conducting  thorough 
Investigations  of  extrajudicial  and  poUtical 
killings;  and 

(2)  the  Government  is  cooperating  with 
United  States  authorities  In  the  investiga- 
tions of  political  and  extrajudicial  killings. 

(b)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  con- 
strued to  restrict  the  provision  of  humani- 
tarian or  electoral  assistance. 

(c)  The  President  may  waive  the  require- 
ments of  this  section  on  a  quarterly  basis  if 
he  determines  and  certifies  to  the  appro- 
priate committees  of  Congress  that  It  is  in 
the  national  Interest  of  the  United  States. 

(d)  The  authority  contained  In  the  previous 
subsection  to  make  such  a  determination 
may  be  exercised  by  the  President  only  and 
may  not  be  delegated. 

LIMITATION  OF  ASSISTANCE  TO  TURKEY 

Sec.  571.  Not  more  than  525.000,000  of  the 
funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  under  the 
heading  "Economic  Support  Fund"  may  be 
made  available  to  the  Government  of  Tur- 
key. 

reports  REGARDING  HONG  KONG 

SEC.  572.  (a)  Section  301  of  the  United 
States-Hong  Kong  Policy  Act  of  1992  (22 
U.S.C.  5731)  is  amended  in  the  text  above 
paragraph  (1)  by  inserting  "March  31,  1997," 
after  "March  31, 1996,". 

(b)  In  light  of  the  deficiencies  in  reports 
submitted  to  the  Congress  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 301  of  the  United  SUtes-Hong  Kong  Pol- 
icy Act  (22  U.S.C.  5731).  the  Congress  directs 
that  the  additional  report  required  to  be  sub- 
mitted under  such  section  by  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section  include  detailed  information 
on  the  status  of,  and  other  developments  af- 
fecting, implementation  of  the  Sino-Britlsh 
Joint  Declaration  on  the  Question  of  Hong 
Kong,  Including— 

(1)  the  Basic  Law  and  its  consistency  with 
the  Joint  Declaration; 

(2)  Beijing's  plans  to  replace  the  elected 
legislature  with  an  appointed  body; 

(3)  the  openness  and  fairness  of  the  elec- 
tion of  the  chief  executive  and  the  execu- 
tive's accountability  to  the  legislature; 

(4)  the  treatment  of  political  parties; 

(5)  the  independence  of  the  Judiciary  and 
its  ability  to  exercise  the  power  of  final  judg- 
ment over  Hong  Kong  law;  and 

(6)  the  BiU  of  Rights. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BLTITON  OF 
INDIANA 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton]  on 
which  further  proceedings  were  post- 
poned and  on  which  the  noes  prevailed 
by  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  redesignate  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  redesignated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were— ayes  184,  noes  233, 
not  voting  17,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  212] 
A"yES— 184 


Andrews 

Ballen^r 

Bartlett 

Archer 

BarclA 

Bartoo 

Anney 

Ban- 

Bass 

Baker  (CA) 

Barrett  (NE) 

Bllbny 

Blllrakls 

Peterson  (MN 

BUley 

Greene  (UT) 

Petri 

Boehner 

Hancock 

Pombo 

Brownback 

Hastings  (WA) 

Portman 

Bryant  (TN) 

Hayworth 

Poshard 

Banning 

Heney 

Pryce 

Burr 

Helneman 

QulUen 

Burton 

Herger 

Qutnn 

Buyer 

HiUear>- 

Radanovlch 

Calvert 

Hoekstra 

Rams  tad 

Camp 

Hoke 

Rlggs 

Canady 

Holden 

Roberts 

Castle 

Horn 

Roemer 

Chabot 

Hostettler 

Rohrabacher 

ChambUss 

Hunter 

Roth 

Chapman 

Hutchinson 

Royce 

Chenoweth 

Inglls 

Salmon 

Chnstensen 

Istook 

Sanford 

Chrysler 

Jacobs 

Saxton 

Coble 

Johnson.  Sam 

Scarborough 

Coburn 

Jones 

Schaefer 

Collins  (GA) 

Kaslch 

Seastrand 

Combest 

Kelly 

Sensenbrenne 

Condlt 

Kim 

Shadegg 

Cooley 

Kingston 

Shays 

CosteUo 

Kllnk 

Shuster 

Cox 

Klug 

Smith  (Ml) 

Crane 

LaHood 

Smith  (TX) 

Cremeans 

Largent 

Smith  (WA) 

Cubln 

Latham 

Solomon 

Cunningham 

Laughlln 

Souder 

Danner 

Lewis  (K'i') 

Steams 

Deal 

Llghtfoot 

Stockman 

DeLay 

Llplnskl 

Stump 

Dickey 

LoBlondo 

Talent 

DooUttle 

Longley 

Tanner 

Donuin 

Lucas 

Tate 

Doyle 

Luther 

Tauzln 

Dreler 

Manzullo 

Taylor  (MS) 

Duncan 

McCollum 

Thomas 

Dunn 

McHale 

Thombeny 

Edwards 

Mcintosh 

Thurman 

Ehrllch 

McKeon 

Tlahrt 

Enfllsh 

Metcair 

Traflcant 

Ensign 

Mica 

Upton 

Ewlng 

Miller  (FL) 

Walker 

Fields  (LA) 

Mlnge 

Wamp 

Flanagan 

Montgomery 

Watts  (OK) 

Foley 

Moorhead 

Weldon  (FL) 

Fowler 

Mynck 

Weldon  (PA) 

Fox 

Nethercutt 

Weller 

Franks  (NJ) 

Neumann 

White 

Funderburk 

Ney 

Whltfleld 

Ganske 

Norwood 

Young  (AK) 

Gekas 

Nussle 

Zeliff 

Clllmor 

OrUz 

Zlmmer 

Goodlatte 

Oxley 

Goss 

Pazon 
NOES-233 

Abercromble 

Coletoan 

Ford 

Ackerman 

Collins  (IL) 

Frank  (MA) 

Bachus 

Collins  (MI) 

Franks  (CT) 

Baesler 

Conyers 

Frellnghuysen 

Baker  (LA) 

Coyne 

Frlsa 

Baldaccl 

Cramer 

Frost 

Barrett  (WI) 

Cummlngs 

Furse 

Bateman 

Davis 

Gallegly 

Becerra 

de  la  Garza 

Gejdenson 

Bellenson 

DeFazlo 

Geren 

Bentsen 

DeLauro 

Gibbons 

Bereuter 

Dellums 

Gllchrest 

Berman 

Deutsch 

GUman 

BevlU 

Diaz-Balart 

Gonzalez 

Bishop 

Dicks 

Goodllng 

Blumenauer 

Dlngell 

Cordon 

Blute 

Dixon 

Green  (TX) 

Boehlert 

Doggett 

Greenwood 

Bonlor 

Dooley 

Gnsderson 

Bono 

Durbln 

Gutierrez 

Borskl 

Ehlen 

Gutknecht 

Boucher 

Emerson 

Hall  (OH) 

Brewster 

Engel 

HalirrX) 

Brown  (FL) 

Esboo 

Hamilton 

Brown  (OH) 

Evans 

Hansen 

Bryant  (TX) 

Everett 

Hannan 

Bunn 

Faxr 

Hastert 

Callahan 

Fattah 

Hastings  (FL) 

Campbell 

Fawell 

Heftier 

Cardln 

Fazio 

HtllUrd 

Clay 

Fields  (TX) 

Hlnchey 

Clayton 

Fllner 

Hobson 

Clement 

Flake 

Houghton 

CUnger 

Foglletta 

Hoyer 

Clyborn 

Forbes 

Hyde 

Jackson  (IL) 

Meek 

Sanders 

JefTerson 

Menendei 

Sawyer 

Johnson  (CT) 

Meyers 

Schroeder 

Johnson  (SD) 

MlUender- 

Schumer 

Johnson.  £.  B. 

McDonald 

Scott 

JohnfOon 

MlUer  (CA) 

Serrano 

Kanjorskl 

Mink 

Shaw 

Kaptur 

Moakley 

Slslsky 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Mollnan 

Skaggs 

Kennedi-  (RI) 

Mollohan 

Skeen 

Kennelly 

Moran 

Skelton 

Klldee 

Morella 

Slaughter 

King 

Martha 

Smith  (NJ) 

Klerrka 

Nadler 

Spence 

KnoUenberg 

Neal 

Spratt 

Kolbe 

Oberstar 

Stark 

LaFalce 

Obey 

Stokes 

Lantos 

Olver 

Stadds 

LaTourette 

Orton 

Stupak 

Lazlo 

Owens 

Taylor  (NO 

Leach 

Packard 

Thompson 

Levin 

Pallone 

Thornton 

Lewis  (CA) 

Parker 

Torklldsen 

Lewis  (GA) 

Pastor 

Torres 

Llnder 

Payne  (NJ) 

Towns 

Livingston 

Pelosl 

Velazquez 

Lofgren 

Peterson  (FL) 

Vento 

Lowey 

Pickett 

Visclosky 

Maloney 

Pomepoy 

Volkmer 

Man  ton 

Porter 

Vucaoovlch 

Markey 

Rahall 

Walsh 

Martinez 

Rangel 

Ward 

Martini 

Reed 

Waters 

Mascara 

Regula 

Watt  (NO 

Matsul 

Richardson 

Wazmas 

McCarthj- 

Rivers 

Wicker 

McCrery 

Rogers 

Williams 

.McDade 

Ros-Lehtmen 

Wilson 

.McDermott 

Rose 

Woir 

McHugh 

Roukema 

Woolsey 

McKlnney 

Roybal-AUard 

Wynn 

McNulty 

Rush 

Yates 

Meeban 

Sabo 

Young  (FL) 

NOT  VOTING— 17 

Allard 

Hayes 

Payne  (VA) 

BonlUa 

Jackson-Lee 

Schlir 

Browder 

(TX) 

Sienbolm 

Brown  (CA) 

Lincoln 

Tejeda 

Crapo 

Mclnnls 

Tomcelli 

Gephardt 

My  en 

Wise 

D  1503 

Messrs.  HOLDEN,  KLINK.  and 
CHRYSLER  changed  their  vote  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any 
amendments  to  title  V? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  OBEY 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Obey:  On  page 
82.  line  12.  strike  "S25.000.000"  and  insert. 
"$50,000,000". 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  is  a  very  straightforward 
amendment.  It  would  simply  raise  to 
S50  million  the  limitation  now  in  the 
bill  of  S25  million  on  the  amount  of 
noncash  support  that  we  can  provide 
for  the  International  War  Crimes  Tri- 
bunal in  The  Hague. 

For  those  who  are  not  Cuniliar  with 
it,  the  International  War  Crimes  Tribu- 
nal is  the  first  international  tribunal 
for  war  crimes  established  since  World 
War  n.  It  has  the  responsibility  for  In- 
vestigating and  prosecuting  individuals 
responsible  for  war  crimes  in  the 
former  Yugoslavia. 
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The  biggest  obstacle,  frankly,  to  the 
functioning  of  that  tribunal  has  been  a 
simple  lack  of  funds.  We  seem  to  want 
to  spend  millions  for  all  sorts  of  special 
investigations  here  at  home  and 
abroad,  but  the  U.S.  has  only  made 
modest  contributions  to  the  Inter- 
national War  Crimes  Tribunal. 

The  victims  of  atrocities  committed 
in  the  former  Yugoslavia,  it  seems  to 
me.  deserve  justice,  and  the  war  crimes 
tribunal  is  the  best  way  to  make  war 
criminals  answer  for  their  crimes. 
Moreover,  the  best  deterrent  for  those 
kinds  of  atrocities  in  the  future  is  for 
the  war  crimes  tribunal  to  try  and  con- 
vict these  perpetrators  now. 

It  seems  to  me  we  ought  not  have  a 
limitation  on  the  amount  of  noncash 
support  that  we  can  provide  for  this 
worthwhile  item,  and  if  we  do  have 
one,  as  this  amendment  would  still 
allow,  it  seems  to  me  it  ought  to  be 
high  enough  so  that  the  war  crimes  tri- 
bunal is  in  fact  a  real  deterrent  to 
some  of  the  kinds  of  abhorrent  actions 
that  we  have  seen  in  that  part  of  the 
world. 

So  I  would  simply  urge  that  the 
amendment  be  supported  in  the  inter- 
est of  justice. 

Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  very  strong 
support  of  this  amendment.  What  this 
amendment  seeks  to  do  is  make  addi- 
tional funds  available,  not  additional 
appropriated  funds  but  from  existing 
appropriated  funds,  to  make  a  greater 
sum  available  for  the  prosecution  of 
war  crimes  and  for  the  pursuit  of  war 
criminals. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  many  Members  in 
this  House  know,  I  chaired  for  many 
years  the  Commission  on  Security  and 
Cooperation  in  Europe.  During  the  lat- 
ter part  of  the  1980's  and  throughout 
the  1990's,  our  Conmiission  held  exten- 
sive hearings  on  the  tragedy  that  has 
occurred  in  the  former  Yugoslavia  and 
most  particularly  in  Bosnia- 
Herzegovina. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  since 
the  1930's  and  1940's  there  has  not  been 
on  the  European  continent  the  com- 
mission of  atrocities  against  human 
beings  based  upon  their  ethnicity,  na- 
tionality or  religion,  the  kind  of  geno- 
cide, and  that  word  properly  applies, 
that  we  saw  and  heard  testified  to  in 
Bosnia. 

In  fact,  as  many  Members  of  this 
House  know,  more  refugees  were  cre- 
ated in  Bosnia-Herzegovina  during  the 
prosecution  of  the  Serbian  aggression 
than  at  any  time  since  the  Second 
World  War.  That  is  to  say  that  in  the 
last  half  a  century  we  did  not  have  the 
kinds  of  crimes  that  were  committed  in 
Bosnia. 

During  the  course  of  testimony  be- 
fore the  Helsinki  Commission,  and  I 
know  before  the  Foreign  Aflalrs  Com- 
mittee as  well,  we  heard  of  not  only 
the  murder  of  women,  children,  as  well 


as  combatant  males  and  noncombatant 
males,  civilian  makes,  we  also  heard  of 
the  creation  of  incarceration  camps. 

We  heard  of  the  creation  of  camps 
specifically  designed  for  the  purposes 
of  raping  Moslem  women,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  degrading  those  women,  for 
the  purposes  of  intimidating  those  who 
were  not  in  custody  or  under  arrest  or 
imprisonment  by  the  Serb  aggressors. 
We  heard  of  the  fact  that  this  was  a 
policy,  not  an  aberration. 

The  Dayton  Agreement  recognizes 
the  fact  that  the  leader  of  the  Bosnian 
Serbs,  Mr.  Karadzic,  whom  previous 
Secretaries  of  State  under  the  Bush  ad- 
ministration and  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration have  branded  as  a  war  criminal, 
that  Karadzic  continued  to  be  the  driv- 
ing force  behind  the  commission  of 
these  crimes. 

In  addition,  of  course,  the  military 
leaders  of  the  Bosnian  Serb  effort,  led 
by  their  general,  he,  too,  was  as  a  pol- 
icy planning  and  implementing  the 
criminal  activity,  the  murders,  the  so- 
called  ethnic  cleansing  that  occurred 
on  a  daily,  weekly,  and  monthly  basis 
for  a  very  long  period  of  time.  This  pol- 
icy created  over  2  million  refugees, 
some  in-country  and  some  forced  to 
leave  their  country,  but  all  forced  to 
leave  their  homes  and  their  neighbor- 
hoods. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  support  of  this 
amendment  so  that  the  American  peo- 
ple, through  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States,  will  say  in  as  strong  terms  as 
possible  that  we  will  hold  culpable 
those  who  as  a  means  of  war  employ 
genocide  and  the  commission  of  atroc- 
ities to  intimidate  and  defeat  an 
enemy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  do  not  do  this, 
we  will  continue  to  see  the  cycle  of  vio- 
lence that  is  perpetrated  in  retaliation 
for  wrongs  done  against  a  people  years 
before,  decades  before,  indeed,  in  some 
cases  centuries  before. 

Those  of  us  who  have  traveled  to  Eu- 
rope know  full  well  that,  particularly 
in  Yugoslavia,  we  hear  about  the  of- 
fenses that  were  perpetrated  against  a 
family  and  their  antecedents,  long  be- 
fore they  may  have  been  bom.  They  be- 
lieve that  those  wrongs  must  be  re- 
dressed, and  because  there  has  been  no 
mechanism  short  of  warfare,  short  of 
the  kind  of  atrocities  that  we  have 
seen  perpetrated  in  Bosnia,  we  have  in 
effect  set  up  an  environment  in  which 
such  atrocities  were  perhaps  almost  in- 
evitable. 

D  1515 

After  the  Second  World  War.  the  civ- 
ilized society  said  we  are  going  to  hold 
people  culpable.  We  can  argue  about 
whether  war  is  a  legitimate  exercise  of 
international  politics  but.  that  aside, 
civilized  society  has  said  there  are  cer- 
tain things  even  in  war  that  we  will 
not  tolerate  as  a  civilized  international 
community. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr.  HOYER] 
has  expired. 


(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Hoyer 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  a  civ- 
ilized society  we  will  not  tolerate  some 
crimes,  and  we  will  adjudge  the  com- 
mission of  such  act  as  war  crimes.  And 
we  will,  at  the  appropriate  time  or  as 
soon  as  possible,  hold  accountable 
those  who  committed  such  crimes, 
whether  they  be  at  the  lowest  levels  or 
whether  they  be  at  the  highest  levels. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  issue  is  a  critical 
one  as  we  look  to  a  more  civilized 
international  community,  where  we  do 
not  redress  our  differences  through 
armed  conflict  but  redress  those  griev- 
ances through  negotiation  and  through 
the  application  of  international  law. 

As  we  do  in  this  country,  ultimately, 
the  application  of  international  law 
must  be  done  through  a  tribunal  which 
adjudicates  the  commission  of  wrong 
and  then  imposes  the  sanction  for  the 
commission  of  that  wrong.  One  of  the 
restraints  on  doing  that  is  the  finan- 
cial ability  of  the  War  Crimes  Tribunal 
to  gather  evidence;  to  go  after  and  ax- 
rest  international  lawbreakers,  and  to 
bring  those  lawbreakers  before  the 
court  of  justice. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  for  that  reason 
that  I  believe  the  amendment  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey] 
is  not  only  one  that  is  worthy  of  sup- 
port, but  is  one  that  will  ultimately 
lead  to  a  more  peaceful,  less  violent, 
more  accountable  international  com- 
munity. And  because  of  that,  I  urge  its 
adoption. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  TRAFICANT 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Traficant: 
Page  97,  after  line  5,  Insert  the  following  new 
section: 

LQUTATION  ON  USE  OF  FUNDS  FOR  PURCHASE  OF 
PRODUCTS  NOT  MADE  DJ  AMERICA 

SEC.  573.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  in 
this  Act  may  be  made  available  to  the  gov- 
ernment of  any  foreign  country  when  It  Is 
made  known  to  the  Federal  official  having 
authority  to  obligate  or  expend  such  funds 
that— 

(1)  the  funds  are  to  be  used  to  purchase  any 
equipment  or  product  made  In  a  country 
other  than  such  foreign  country  or  the 
United  States;  and 

(2)  substantially  similar  equipment  or 
products  are  made  In  the  United  States  and 
available  for  purchase  at  a  price  that  Is  not 
more  than  10  percent  higher. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT  (during  the  read- 
ing). I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
amendment  be  considered  as  read  and 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  basically  states  that  in  the 
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foreign  aid  accounts,  those  countries 
that  are  recipients  of  our  foreign  aid. 
when  they  make  procurements,  regard- 
less of  what  the  cost  is  within  their 
own  country,  it  has  no  bearing  on  the 
amendment. 

For  example,  if  they  are  buying  ta- 
bles, and  a  table  costs  $300  in  America 
but  the  table  costs  $700  in  their  own 
country,  they  just  go  right  ahead;  that 
is  the  purpose  of  our  aid.  But  when 
that  country  does  not  make  a  table  and 
they  go  outside  their  country  for  pro- 
curement, the  Traficant  amendment 
says  if  we  are  within  10  percent,  we  can 
be  as  high  as  10  percent  costlier,  but 
that  pvu"chase  shall  be  made  from  the 
American  company. 

I  believe  this  is  a  good  amendment. 
We  provide  a  lot  of  foreign  aid.  I  realize 
there  will  be  some  concerns  about  this, 
but  I  am  willing  to  work  them  out  in 
conference  as  long  as  the  legislative  in- 
tent is  reflected  in  the  final  bill. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  I  yield  to  the  dis- 
tinguished ranking  member.  I  too  want 
to  join  in  on  the  many  accolades  given 
him  here  today. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  his  remarks  and  for 
yielding  to  me. 

I  think  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  has 
a  good  amendment.  I  think  it  would  be 
constructive.  I  think  if  we  furnish  for- 
eign aid  to  countries,  they  should  cer- 
tainly give  American  companies,  give 
the  American  economy  the  benefit  of 
their  purchases. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  to 
me.  and  I  too  support  the  mission  of 
the  gentleman.  I  think  it  is  so  impor- 
tant that  in  the  passage  of  this  we 
should  send  such  a  message  to  the  ad- 
ministration and  that  we  have  a  re- 
corded vote,  and  I  would  respectfully 
request  that  the  gentleman  so  request 
that  at  the  appropriate  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Traficant]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.   TRAFICANT.    Mr.   Chairman.   I 
demand  a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  415,  noes  1, 
not  voting  18,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  213] 
AYES— 415 


Abercrombie 

Ackernum 

Andrews 

Archer 

Aimey 

Bachns 


Busier 
Baker  (CA) 
Baker  (LA) 
Baldacci 
Balleiver 
Barda 


Barr 

Barrett  (NE) 
Barrett  (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Ban 


Bateman 

Becerra 

BellensoB 

BeDtsen 

Bereuter 

Berm&D 

BeviU 

Bilbray 

Biliiakis 

Bishop 

BlUey 

Blumenauer 

Blute 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

Bonior 

Bono 

Borskl 

Boucher 

Brewster 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Browsback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bonn 

Banning 

Burr 

Burton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Calvert 

Camp 

Campbell 

Canady 

Caxdin 

Castle 

Chabot 

ChambUss 

Chapman 

Chenoweth 

Christeosen 

Chrysler 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

CUncer 

Clybom 

Coble 

Cobom 

Coleman 

Collins  (GA) 

Collins  (IL) 

Collins  (MI) 

Combest 

Condit 

Conyers 

Cooley 

Ck>steUo 

Cox 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Crane 

Oemeans 

Cubin 

CumminKs 

Cunningham 

Danner 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeFazio 

DeLaoro 

DeLay 

Dellnms 

Deutsch 

Dlaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

DingeU 

Dixon 

Docrett 

Dooley 

Doollttle 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Durbin 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

EhrUch 

Emerson 

Encel 

English 


Ensign 
Esboo 

Evans 

Everett 

Ewinc 

Farr 

Fattah 

Fawell 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Fields  (TX) 

Filner 

Flake 

Flanagan 

Foglietta 

Foley 

Forbes 

Ford 

Fowler 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Pranks  (CT) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frelinghnysen 

Frlsa 

Frost 

Funderburk 

Purse 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gejdenson 

Gtkas 

(jeren 

Gibbons 

Gilchrest 

Cillmor 

Oilman 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

(Sordon 

GOSE 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

Greene  (UT) 

Greenwood 

Gnnderson 

Gutierrez 

Gntknecht 

HaU(OH) 

HaUOrX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Harman 

Hasten 

Hastings  (FL) 

Bastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Hefner 

Heineman 

Herger 

HiUeary 

HiUiard 

Hinchey 

HobsoD 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglls 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jacobs 

Jeffenon 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Johnson.  Sam 

Johnston 

Jones 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kennelly 

Klldee 


Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Kleczka 

KUnk 

King 

KnoUenbeig 

LaFalce 

LaHood 

Lantos 

LATgent 

Latham 

LaTouretle 

Laoghlin 

Lazio 

Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Li^tlooi 

Under 

Ltpinslci 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Lolgren 

Longley 

Lowey 

Lucas 

Luther 

Maloney 

Man  ton 

Manzullo 

Markey 

Martinez 

Martini 

Mascara 

Matcui 

McCarthy 

McCollom 

McCrery 

McDade 

McDermott 

McHale 

McHugh 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

McKlnney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Metcalf 

Mica 

Millender- 

McDonald 
MiUer  (CA) 
Miller  (FL) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
MoUohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtba 
Myrlck 
Nadler 
Neal 

Nethercntt 
Neumann 
Ney 

Norwood 
Nossle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Ozley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Pazon 
Payne  (NJ) 
Payne  (VA) 
Pelosi 

Peterson  (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 


Porter 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 

QnlUen 

Quinn 

Radanovich 

Rahall 

Ramstad 

Rangel 

Reed 

Regula 

Richardson 

Rlggs 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Rouluma 

Roybal-Allard 

Rojroc 

Roah 

Sabo 

Salmon 

Sanders 

Sanford 

Sawyer 

Sazton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 


Serrano 
Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shnzter 

Sisisky 

Skaggs 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  fR'A) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Stark 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stump 

Stupak 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tanzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thomberrj- 

Thurman 

NOES— 1 

Kolbe 

NOT  VOTING— 18 


Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

Torres 

TorriceUi 

Towns 

Traflcant 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

WatU  (OK) 

Waxman 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Williams 

Wilson 

Wolf 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Yates 

Tonng  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

ZelUr 

Zimmer 


Allan) 

Bonilla 

Browder 

Bryant  (TX) 

Crapo 

Ophardt 

Istook 


Jackson-Lee  Rose 

(TX)  Roth 

Lincoln  SchUf 

Mclnnis  Thornton 

Meyers  Wise 
Myers 
Peterson  (FL) 

a  1542 

Mr.  BRYANT  of  Tennessee.  Mrs. 
KELLY,  and  Mr.  CLINGER  changed 
their  vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  MclNNIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Wednesday 
June  5.  1996,  due  to  a  series  of  canceled  and 
delayed  flights,  I  regrettably  missed  a  series  of 
rollcall  votes  which  occurred  as  I  was  return- 
ing from  the  Third  District  of  Colorado. 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word,  and  I  yield  to 
the     gentleman     from     Texas     [Mr. 

LAUGHLIN]. 

Mr.  LAUGHLIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Illinois  for  yielding  to  me  and 
would  enter  into  a  short  colloquy  with 
him  to  ascertain  the  committee's  legis- 
lative intent  on  the  amendment  to  as- 
sist refugees  and  displaced  persons  in 
Azerbaijan  and  Nagomo-Karabagh. 

I  ask  the  gentleman  if  it  Is  the  legis- 
lative intent  that  there  be  no  comment 
on  the  sovereignty  and  territorial  in- 
tegrity of  the  Republic  of  Azerbaijan 
and  the  territory  of  Nagomo-Karabagh. 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  refer- 
ring to  the  bill  language,  pages  21  and 
22  of  the  bill,  section  (m)  (1)  through 
(3),  the  purpose  of  this  subsection,  as 
stated  in  the  report  accompanjring  the 
bill,  is  to  provide  for  the  improved  de- 
livery of  humanitarian  assistance  in 
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bill,  is  to  provide  for  the  improved  de- 
livery of  humanitarian  assistance  in 
Azerbaijan  and  for  the  delivery  of  hu- 
manitarian assistance  in  Nagomo- 
Karabagh.  Also  as  stated  in  the  report 
accompanying  the  bill,  the  committee 
expresses  no  view  whatsoever  on  the 
political  status  of  Nagorno-Karabagh. 

D  1545 

Mr.  LAUGHLIN.  In  other  words,  the 
amendment  is  neutral  on  the  terri- 
torial rights  of  the  Republic  of  Azer- 
baijan. 

Mr.  PORTER.  The  committee  ex- 
presses no  view  whatsoever  on  political 
status. 

Mr.  LAUGHLIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  ENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word. 

As  everyone  knows,  I  have  submitted 
an  amendment,  amendment  9,  which 
was  in  title  n,  which  I  will  not  submit, 
involving  the  situation  of  the  majority 
of  Albanians  in  Kosovo,  and  I  am  won- 
dering if  I  can  ask  the  distinguished 
gentleman  to  engage  in  a  colloquy  with 
me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  after  years  of  repres- 
sion, the  humanitarian  situation  in 
Kosovo  is  very  grim.  Recent  reports  by 
respected  international  relief  groups 
spell  out  the  seriousness  of  the  situa- 
tion. According  to  O.  Terry  Heselius. 
Country  Director  of  Kosovo  for  Mercy 
Corps  International,  "because  there 
has  not  been  'all  out  war'  in  Kosovo, 
many  people  have  difficulty  in  under- 
standing the  severity  of  the  situation 
and  the  need  for  continued  emergency 
humanitarian  aid  relief." 

Given  the  difficult  circumstances  and 
the  Importance  of  maintaining  stabil- 
ity in  Kosovo,  I  firmly  believe  that  it  is 
in  the  interest  of  the  United  States  to 
continue  our  humanitarian  assistance 
program  for  Kosovo  at  last  year's  level 
of  S6  million.  I  ask  my  friend,  the  dis- 
tinguished gentleman  from  Alabama 
and  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Foreign  Operations  [Mr.  Callahan], 
does  he  agree  that  the  Office  of  Foreign 
Disaster  Assistance  should  again  pro- 
vide S6  million  to  Kosovo  in  fiscal  year 
1997? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ENGEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  ENGEL]  for  his  inquiry.  I  am  aware 
of  the  difficult  humanitarian  situation 
facing  the  people  of  Kosovo  and  agree 
that  OFDA  should  provide  $6  million 
for  humanitarian  relief  in  Kosovo 
again  in  fiscal  year  1997. 

Mr.  ENGEL.  OK. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Alabama  for 
his  supi>ort. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  title  V? 


AME.VDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  KENNEDY  OF 
MASSACHUSETTS 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Kennedy  of 
Massachusetts:  Page  97,  line  5,  Insert  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

PROHIBITION  OF  FUNDS  FOR  SCHOOL  OF  THE 
AMERICAS 

Sec  573.  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
in  this  Act  may  be  used  for  the  School  of  the 
Americas. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  a  couple  of  days  ago  a  good 
friend  of  mine.  Sister  Clara  O'Meara,  a 
74-year-old  Ursuline  nun,  entered  Dan- 
bury  Prison  in  Connecticut.  In  the  next 
few  days  Father  Roy  Bourgeois  will 
enter  prison  in  the  Federal  system.  He 
is  a  Maryknoll  priest.  They  and  several 
others  recently  protested  this  coun- 
try's involvement  in  the  funding  of  the 
School  of  the  Americas.  They  did  so  be- 
cause they  believe  that  this  school  that 
has  as  its  graduates  16  out  of  the  28  of- 
ficers involved  in  the  murder  of  six 
priests  and  nuns  in  El  Salvador;  Ro- 
berto D'Aubuisson,  the  death  squad 
leader  of  Central  America,  Manuel 
Noriega  himself,  and  a  current  con- 
victed criminal  in  our  own  prison  sys- 
tem; Leopoldo  Galtieri,  one  of  the 
great  human  rights  abusers  of  all  time, 
from  Argentina;  Hector  Gramahoe,  re- 
cently convicted  by  courts  in  this 
country  of  rapes  and  killings  in  Guate- 
mala, responsible  for  the  overthrow  of 
that  government  and  responsible  for 
the  rape  of  Sister  Diana  Ortiz  as  well 
as  the  killing  of  Jennifer  Harbury's 
husband. 

The  list  goes  on,  and  on,  and  on. 

This  institution  is  a  relic  of  the  cold 
war.  It  associates  the  people  of  this 
country  far  too  closely  with  the  ter- 
rible regimes,  militaristic  in  their  na- 
ture, that  were  so  much  a  part  of  the 
culture  of  Latin  America  over  the 
course  of  the  last  several  decades. 

I  believe  that  it  is  important  that  the 
United  States  work  in  a  cooperative 
fashion  with  the  military  regimes 
throughout  Latin  America.  What  I  do 
not  think  is  right  is  for  the  United 
States  of  America  to  be  involved  in 
teaching  those  armies  how  to  kill,  how 
to  rape,  how  to  torture. 

This  school,  make  no  mistake  about 
it,  has  been  involved  in  teaching  people 
that  come  from  these  foreign  countries 
in  the  United  States  how  to  torture 
people  in  those  coimtrles.  It  is  morally 
reprehensible,  it  is  wrong,  and  I  urge 
this  Congress  to  withdraw  the  funding 
that  we  currently  provide  to  the 
School  of  the  Americas. 

I  know  that  this  has  been  a  con- 
troversial issue.  We  have  voted  on  it 
times  in  the  past.  We  have  come  close 
to  winning,  2  years  ago.  I  am  concerned 
that  the  votes  that  we  would  get  on  the 


House  floor  today  would  not  equal  the 
votes  that  we  have  gotten  in  the  past, 
and  I  am  going  to  withdraw  this 
amendment  before  we  come  to  a  vote 
because  we  want  to  preserve  our  capa- 
bility of  winning  on  this  issue  in  the 
future. 

We  have  before  us  a  new  proposal,  a 
proposal  to  not  defund  the  School  of 
the  Americas  completely,  but  rather  to 
do  away  with  it  as  we  know  it  today 
and  to  reopen  a  new  school  that  could 
teach  democracy,  that  could  teach  peo- 
ple the  rule  of  law,  that  could  teach 
people  that  come  from  these  foreign 
countries  respect  for  civilian  author- 
ity, that  could  teach  them  the  under- 
standing of  human  rights  that  is  so 
much  a  i)art  of  our  military  service. 

I  am  very  proud  of  the  U.S.  military, 
but  I  do  not  believe  the  U.S.  military 
does  this  country  proud  when  it  is 
Itself  tainted  by  these  reprehensible  re- 
gimes that  are  so  much  a  part  of  Latin 
America  over  the  course  of  the  last 
couple  of  decades. 

So  let  us  break  that  tie,  let  us  go  for- 
ward with  a  new  kind  of  school  of  de- 
mocracy that  in  fact  will  teach  those 
individuals  that  come  from  these  Latin 
American  regimes  what  the  basis  of 
our  fundamental  democracy  and  rule  of 
law  and  our  respect  for  human  rights 
that  has  been  so  much  a  critical  com- 
ponent of  our  own  military  in  the 
United  States. 

And  I  appreciate  the  understanding 
of  the  gentleman  firom  Alabama  [Mr. 
Callahan]  of  my  intent,  and  I  do  want 
to  just  pay  a  particular  tribute  to 
someone  whom  I  have  a  tremendous 
amount  of  respect  for  who  is  one  of  my 
closest  i)ersonal  flriends  in  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  country  loses  a 
tremendous  servant,  public  servant, 
who  has  dedicated  his  life,  has  risked 
his  life  time  and  time  again  for  the 
principles  of  democracy,  has  stood  tall 
for  our  military,  and  I  am  proud  to 
stand  tall  as  his  friend,  and  I  appre- 
ciate so  much  adl  the  contributions 
that  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Wilson]  has  made  to  our  country,  and 
I  wish  him  the  best  as  he  goes  on  to  an- 
other career. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  withdraw  my  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BURTON  OF 
INDIANA 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ig:  ate  the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Burton  of  Indi- 
ana: Page  95,  line  12,  insert  before  the  semi- 
colon the  following:  ",  including  the  murders 
of  MireiUe  Bertln,  Michel  Gonzalez,  and  Jean 
Hubert  FeuiUe". 
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Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, last  fall  we  had  a  hearing  on 
Haiti,  and  during  that  hearing  we  had 
the  administration's  point  man.  Am- 
bassador James  Dobbins,  appear  before 
the  committee,  and  we  asked  him 
about  the  progress  that  was  being 
made  about  the  FBI  investigation  into 
the  murders,  the  political  murders  that 
were  taking  place  in  Haiti,  particularly 
the  murder  of  Ms.  Bertln,  which  took 
place  in  broad  daylight  in  downtown 
Port-au-Prince.  We  subsequently  found 
out  during  that  hearing  that  Mr.  Dob- 
bins misled  the  committee.  In  fact,  he 
lied  to  the  committee.  He  said  that  the 
people  in  the  Embassy  down  there,  par- 
ticularly himself,  was  not  aware  of  FBI 
Information  that  indicated  that  the 
Aristlde  government  might  have  been 
Involved  in  the  murder  of  Ms.  Bertln. 
The  FBI  agent  that  was  in  charge  was 
sitting  at  the  table  with  him  and  indi- 
cated that  everybody  at  the  Embassy 
had  been  notified  about  the  investiga- 
tion and  that  there  was  no  cooperation 
from  the  Aristlde  government. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  there  have 
been  a  lot  of  political  assassinations 
that  have  taken  place  in  Haiti,  and 
none  of  these  people  connected  with 
the  government  has  ever  been  brought 
to  justice.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  there 
were  13  people  that  allegedly  had  some- 
thing to  do  with  Ms.  Bertin's  death  in 
the  Haitian  Government  down  there, 
and  the  government  itself  defended 
those  people  with  government-spon- 
sored lawyers. 

Now,  in  addition  to  that,  our  general 
in  charge  knew  about  the  potential  as- 
sassination of  Ms.  Bertln  prior  to  her 
being  killed,  and  Instead  of  telling  her 
and  her  family  that  she  was  a  target 
for  assassination,  they  went  to  Mr. 
Aristide's  government,  and  that  is  like 
going  to  somebody  who  has  a  gun 
pointed  at  them  telling  them  they 
might  get  shot. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  the  Aristlde 
government  is  believed  to  have  been 
behind  the  assassination  of  Ms.  Bertln 
and  our  general  down  there  was  talking 
directly  to  them  instead  of  Ms.  Bertln 
herself. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
would  like  to  express  my  support  for 
the  gentleman's  amendment  and  say 
that  this  side  has  no  objection  to  it. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  say  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas,  "Thank  you  very  much." 

Let  me  just  conclude  then,  if  the 
amendment  is  going  to  be  accepted. 
What  my  amendment  does  is  it  says  on 
page  95,  line  12,  that  the  administra- 
tion must  give  a  report  before  any  ad- 
ditional money  goes  to  Haiti  on  the 
murders  of  Ms.  Bertln,  Mr.  Gonzalez, 
and  Mr.  Feuille  in  addition  to  other  po- 
litical assassinations  that  may  have 
taken  place. 


I  want  to  thank  my  colleague  for 
agreeing  to  accept  the  amendment.  I 
presume  that  my  colleague,  the  chair- 
man of  the  subcommittee,  will  accept 
it  as  well. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  questions  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  title  V? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  VISCLOSKY 

Mr.  VISCLOSKY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Visclosky; 
Page  85.  line  8.  Insert  after  "Funds"  the  fol- 
lowing: "(other  than  funds  appropriated  in 
this  Act  under  the  heading  'Economic  Sup- 
port Fund')'". 

Mr.  VISCLOSKY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  a  bipartisan  amendment  in  con- 
junction with  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Bilirakis],  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Durbin]. 
and  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Smtth]. 

Our  amendment  would  narrow  the 
authority  of  the  President  to  provide 
U.S.  economic  assistance  to  coimtrles 
found  to  be  in  violation  of  the  U.S.  Hu- 
manitarian Aid  Corridor  Act.  The  Hu- 
manitarian Aid  Corridor  Act  was 
signed  into  law  in  1995,  prohibits  for- 
eign aid  to  any  country  that  blockades 
the  delivery  of  U.S.  disaster  relief  sui>- 
plies  to  a  third  country  as  that  cur- 
rently applies  to  the  country  of  Tizrkey 
which,  since  April  1993,  has  blocked  all 
U.S.  disaster  relief  assistance  and 
International  Red  Cross  medical  sup- 
plies botmd  for  the  landlocked  country 
of  Armenia. 

In  addition  to  Turkey's  ongoing 
blockade  of  humanitarian  assistance  to 
Romania,  Turkey  is  continuing  its  ille- 
gal occupation  of  northern  Cyprus,  its 
internationally  condemned  war  against 
the  Kurds  living  In  southeast  Turkey, 
its  persecution  of  Christians  and  its  ag- 
gressive policy  in  the  Aegean  Sea 
which  very  nearly  resulted  in  an  armed 
confrontation  with  Greece  earlier  fV'ig 
year. 

The  Clinton  administration  has 
failed  to  address  these  issues.  In  fact, 
last  month  President  Clinton  rejected 
clear  congressional  intent  by  waiving 
the  application  of  the  Hmnanitarian 
Aid  Corridor  Act  to  Turkey.  As  I  stated 
before,  U.S.  law  today  prohibits  U.S. 
economic  or  military  assistance  to  any 
country  that  directly  blockades  the 
transport  of  U.S.  disaster  assistance  or 
emergency  relief  supplies  to  a  third 
coimtry. 

Authored  in  the  House  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Smith 
and  the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts, Mr.  Kennedy,  and  in  the  Senate 
by  Senators  Doi^  and  Simon,  this  law 


applies  to  Turkey  because  of  its  ongo- 
ing blockade  of  all  U.S.  and  inter- 
national humanitarian  relief  supplies 
bound  for  Armenia. 

In  order  to  maintain  U.S.  pressure  on 
Turkey,  we  are  offering  this  amend- 
ment in  a  bipartisan  fashion  to  ensure 
that  Turkey  complies  with  the  Human- 
itarian Aid  Corridor  Act  before  it  re- 
ceives any  additional  U.S.  economic 
support  funds. 

Specifically,  our  amendment  will 
narrow  the  Presidential  waiver  author- 
ity contained  within  the  act.  ending 
the  ability  of  the  President  to  invoke  a 
national  security  waiver  in  order  to 
provide  up  to  S25  million  in  fiscal  year 
1997  in  economic  assistance  funds  to 
Turkey. 

a  1600 

Mr.  Chairman,  while  our  amendment 
would  cut  $25  million  in  economic  aid 
to  Turkey  if  they  do  not  lift  the  block- 
ade of  Armenia,  it  would  have  abso- 
lutely no  effect  on  U.S.  military  assist- 
ance to  Turkey.  I  repeat  that.  It  would 
have  absolutely  no  effect  on  U.S.  mili- 
tary assistance  to  Turkey,  which,  in 
fiscal  year  1997,  is  scheduled  to  exceed 
$140  million. 

Txirkey's  hostile  and  aggressive  ac- 
tions in  the  last  11  months  demand  a 
response  from  this  country.  The  Clin- 
ton administration  has  fUled  to  ade- 
quately do  so,  and  it  is  up  to  the  Con- 
gress to  make  a  clear,  decisive  state- 
ment to  Turkey  that  its  hostile  and  ag- 
gressive policies  against  other  coun- 
tries will  not  be  tolerated  or  rewarded 
by  the  people  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly  support  a 
policy  of  positive  engagement  with 
Turkey.  However,  we  cannot  condone 
blindly  giving  foreign  aid  and  econonoic 
assistance  dollars  to  a  country  which 
so  routinely  violates  the  rights  of  its 
neighbors. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  encourage  my 
colleagues  to  support  this  bipartisan 
measure. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in  support 
of  this  amendment,  but  also  I  want  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  salute  a  col- 
league of  mine  from  the  other  side.  The 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Porter] 
has  put  so  much  effort  into  the  issues 
of  human  rights  and,  in  particular. 
Turkey,  that  I  would  like  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  salute  him. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  myself  have  worked 
hard  on  the  case  of  Leyla  Zana,  a  Kurd- 
ish parliamentarian  who  has  been  im- 
prisoned by  the  Turkish  authorities  for 
speaking  out  on  behalf  of  the  people 
she  represents.  The  gentleman  from  D- 
linois  has  been  helpful  to  me  in  that  ef- 
fort, and  he  is  alwasrs  there  to  speak 
out  for  the  downtrodden.  It  is  so  impor- 
tant, Mr.  Chairman,  that  people  like 
him  are  willing  to  take  stands  that  are 
not  popular,  but  are  Issues  of  life  and 
death  to   the  voiceless  of  the  world. 
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There  is  no  more  important  work  we 
do. 

The  gentleman  firom  Illinois  [Mr. 
Porter]  is  a  light  for  those  who  live  in 
the  darkness  of  oppression  and  injus- 
tice. I  so  much  appreciate  his  courage 
that  I  would  like  to  speak  out  on  this 
floor  to  tell  him  how  much  his  work 
means  to  those  of  us  who  work  on 
human  rights  and  for  those  who  are  im- 
prisoned around  the  world. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  support  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  which  will 
send,  I  think,  a  clear  message  to  An- 
kara that  Turkey  needs  to  end  its 
blockade  of  Armenia  and  needs  to  do  it 
soon. 

I  might  remind  our  colleagues  that  in 
addition  to  our  concerns  over  the 
blockade  on  U.S.  humanitarian  assist- 
ance. Turkey  continues  to  occupy 
northern  Cyprus  with  some  35,000 
troops.  It  has  done  that  for  some  22 
years.  Turkey  has  recently  asserted  a 
claim  to  the  islet  of  Imir,  which  was 
ceded  to  Greece  by  a  valid  treaty  more 
than  half  a  century  ago.  Finally.  Tur- 
key has  yet  to  fully  recogmize  the  cul- 
tural and  political  rights  of  the  Kurd- 
ish people  and  is  waging  a  brutal  mili- 
tary campaign  to  suppress  the  legiti- 
mate aspirations  of  the  Kurdish  people. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment, 
while  preserving  the  necessary  discre- 
tion of  the  President  to  safeguard  im- 
portant United  States  interests  in  re- 
gard to  our  relations  with  Turkey,  also 
signals  that  economic  assistance  pro- 
vided by  U.S.  taxpayers  should  not, 
under  any  circumstance,  go  to  any  gov- 
ernment which  frustrates  our  humani- 
tarian objectives  by  blocking  U.S.-pro- 
vlded  aid  to  another  country. 

Mr.  BILIRAKIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  express  my  pride  in 
joining  with  the  gentleman  from  Indi- 
ana [Mr.  ViscLOSKY]  in  this  amend- 
ment. This  amendment,  which  has  al- 
ready been  said,  will  narrow  the  Presi- 
dent's waiver  authority  under  the  Hu- 
manitarian Aid  Corridor  Act  which 
prohibits  U.S.  funds  avjulable  under 
the  foreign  operations  appropriations 
bill  firom  going  to  countries  that  block 
U.S.  humanitarian  assistance.  While 
this  amendment  is  not  country  spe- 
cific, the  only  country  in  violation  of 
the  Humanitarian  Aid  Corridor  Act  is 
Turkey.  Therefore,  our  amendment 
will  ensure  that  Turkey  does  not  re- 
ceive economic  support  funds  until  it 
ends  its  blockade  of  U.S.  humanitarian 
assistance  to  Armenia. 

Turkey  has  signed  numerous  inter- 
national agreements  guaranteeing 
human  rights  and  freedom  of  religion. 


Despite  this,  Turkey  continues  its  ille- 
gal blockade  of  U.S.  assistance  to  Ar- 
menia. Turkey  began  its  blockade  of 
Armenia  in  April  1993,  when  it  refused 
to  allow  land  or  air  passage  to  the 
International  Red  Cross  relief  workers 
bound  for  Armenia  with  medical  sup- 
plies to  be  used  for  disaster  relief. 

Turkey  also  continues  its  suppres- 
sion of  religious  expression  within  its 
borders.  The  Turkish  government  has 
systematically  repressed  the  religious 
freedom  of  the  Greek  community  and 
other  ethnic  minorities  in  Turkey. 

Particularly  disturbing  to  me  is  Tur- 
key's failure  to  take  strong  action  in 
the  wake  of  several  recent  terrorist  at- 
tacks against  ecumenical  patriarch 
Bartholomew  I.  The  patriarch  is  the 
spiritual  leader  of  the  eastern  Ortho- 
dox Christian  church,  representing 
over  250  million  Orthodox  Christians 
worldwide,  including  over  5  million  re- 
siding in  the  United  States. 

In  addition.  Turkey  continues  its  il- 
legal occupation  of  northern  Cyprus — 
one  recognized  by  no  other  govern- 
ment. Turkey  continues  to  station 
more  than  30.000  troops  on  the  island  of 
Cyprus  and  also  maintains  65.000  set- 
tlere  there.  In  fact,  the  amount  of  U.S. 
aid  we  send  to  Turkey  each  year  is 
roughly  equal  to  the  amount  needed  to 
maintain  the  30,000  plus  troops  ille- 
gally occupying  Cyprus. 

Altogether,  this  illegal  occupation 
represents  over  two  decades  of  division, 
over  two  decades  of  human  rights  vio- 
lations, and  over  two  decades  of  cul- 
tural destruction. 

On  May  16.  President  Clinton  waived 
the  Corridor  Act  with  regard  to  Tur- 
key, clearing  the  way  for  continued 
U.S.  economic  assistance.  Opponents  of 
our  amendment  argue  that  it  "would 
effectively  curtail  U.S.-Turklsh  co- 
operation and  counter  U.S.  foreign  pol- 
icy interests."  By  defending  the  presi- 
dential waiver  of  the  Corridor  Act,  our 
opponents  are  acknowledging  that  Tur- 
key is  in  violation  of  the  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman,  last  year.  Congress- 
man Porter  of  Illinois  offered  a  simi- 
lar amendment  that  cut  economic  aid 
to  Turkey  to  hold  Turkey  accountable 
for  its  egregious  human  rights  viola- 
tions and  suppression  of  religious  free- 
dom. His  amendment  passed  the  House 
with  the  bipartisan  support  of  247 
members. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  again  hold 
Turkey  accountable  for  its  continued 
violations  of  human  rights  by  support- 
ing this  much  needed  amendment.  Nei- 
ther the  American  people  nor  the  U.S. 
Congress  should  tolerate,  much  less 
subsidize.  Turkeys  illegal  and  immoral 
blockade  of  Armenia. 

Is  it  right,  we  have  to  ask  ourselves, 
is  it  right  that  they  receive  U.S.  tax- 
payers' economic  support  while  at  the 
same  time  they  prevent  assistance, 
they  prevent  the  same  type  of  assist- 
ance to  Armenia,  and  also  are  very 
guilty   of  other  human  rights  viola- 


tions? I  think  not.  If  my  colleagues 
agree  then  they  miast  vote  for  this 
amendrr  'nt. 

Mr.  I  .M.TiONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  Visclosky  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  purpose  of  this 
amendment  is  essentially  to  put  en- 
forcement teeth  in  a  provision  that  is 
already  part  of  the  foreign  operations 
bill:  The  Humanitarian  Aid  Corridor 
Act. 

Speaking  in  my  capacity  as  the  co- 
chairman  of  the  Congressional  Caucus 
on  Armeniase  oren  Issues,  I  applaud 
the  chairman  and  members  of  the  sub- 
conmiittee  for  once  again,  as  they  did 
last  year,  including  this  important  pro- 
vision which  restricts  U.S.  aid  to  those 
countries  blocking  delivery  of  humani- 
tarian aid  to  third  countries.  While 
this  provision  is  not  country-specific. 
it  clearly  applies  to  Turkey,  which  for 
more  than  3  years  has  maintained  a 
blockade  of  neighboring  Armenia. 
While  the  people  of  Armenia  are  strug- 
gling to  build  democracy  and  reform 
their  economy  according  to  market 
principles,  the  blockade  imposed  along 
their  border  with  Turkey  disrupts  the 
delivery  of  vitally  needed  humani- 
tarian supplies. 

The  Corridor  Act  provision  was  in 
last  year's  Foreign  Ops  bill,  which  fi- 
nally became  law  earlier  this  year.  Un- 
fortunately, the  current  provision  al- 
lows for  a  Presidential  waiver  and  last 
month  President  Clinton  exercised  that 
waiver.  I  deeply  regret  that  decision, 
and  I  joined  with  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Porter]  and  27  other 
Members  in  sending  a  letter  to  the 
President  protesting  this  decision. 

The  amendment  by  the  gentleman 
fi-om  Indiana  [Mr.  Visclosky]  would  re- 
move this  waiver  and  I  urge  support  to 
help  enforce  the  Intent  of  Congress. 

Not  only  do  I  disagree  with  the  F>resi- 
dent's  waiver  on  substantive  and  moral 
grounds.  I  am  particularly  dismayed 
with  the  procedural  way  in  which  the 
waiver  was  hajidled  by  the  administra- 
tion. We  learned  about  the  waiver  al- 
most by  accident,  through  a  statement 
made  by  Turkish  Foreign  Minister 
Emre  Gonensay,  who,  speaking  at  a 
press  conference  on  May  21,  1996,  indi- 
cated that  the  national  security  waiver 
had  been  Invoked.  Subsequently,  it  was 
confirmed  by  ofiicials  at  the  State  De- 
partment and  the  National  Security 
Coimcil  that  the  waiver  was  invoked  on 
May  16,  1996. 

I  cannot  understand  why  the  Turkish 
Foreign  Ministry  was  aware  of  this  in- 
formation before  the  Congress.  Given 
the  strong  statement  of  congressional 
intent,  we  believe  it  would  have  been 
appropriate  for  the  administration  to 
have  advised  Members  of  Congress  of 
its  plans  with  regard  to  the  waiver,  and 
hope  the  administration  will  consult 
with  Congress  in  the  future. 
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Furthermore,  I  am  concerned  that 
the  language  in  the  Presidential  Deter- 
mination contains  no  reference  to  the 
Turkish  blockade  of  Armenia.  Failure 
to  at  least  mention  the  blockade  in  the 
context  of  the  determination  to  waive 
the  Corridor  Act  sends  the  disturbing 
signal  that  the  United  States  is  not 
concerned  about  the  ongoing,  illegal 
blockade  of  a  small  country  striving  to 
establish  democracy  and  a  market 
economy.  I  hope  the  administration 
will  make  a  top  priority  of  imploring 
the  Turkish  Government,  the  recipient 
of  so  much  U.S.  aid,  to  lift  its  blockade 
of  Armenia  and  accept  Armenia's  offer 
to  normalize  relations  without  pre- 
conditions. 

This  amendment  will  help  make  that 
happen. 

Mr.  Chairman,  supporters  of  this 
amendment  bear  no  ill  will  to  the 
Turkish  people  and  we  recognize  the 
strategic  importance  of  relations  with 
Turkey.  We  are  simply  saying  that 
maintaining  good  relations  should  not 
entail  turning  a  blind  eye  to  the  out- 
rageous actions  committed  by  Turkey. 
Given  the  generosity  the  United  States 
has  shown  toward  Turkey,  it  is  appro- 
priate to  attach  conditions — particu- 
larly such  a  basic  condition  as  allowing 
the  delivery  of  aid  to  a  neighbor  in 
need.  Such  a  condition  should  be  a 
basic  requirement  for  any  recipient  of 
U.S.  aid.  I  think  most  of  the  American 
people  would  be  shocked  to  know  that 
such  a  provision  is  not  already  a  re- 
quirement on  the  recipients  of  U.S.  as- 
sistance. 

Armenia  is  a  small,  land-locked  na- 
tion dependent  on  land  corridors 
through  neighboring  countries  for 
many  basic  goods.  Armenia  has  been 
one  of  the  most  exemplary  of  the 
former  Soviet  republics  in  terms  of 
moving  toward  a  Western  style  politi- 
cal and  economic  system.  The  Arme- 
nian people  respect  ajid  admire  the 
United  States.  There  are  more  than  1 
million  Americans  of  Armenian  ances- 
try. The  bonds  between  our  countries 
are  strong  and  enduring.  But  the  peo- 
ple of  Armenia  face  a  humanitarian 
crisis  which  is  not  the  result  of  any 
natural  disaster  but  the  deliberate  pol- 
icy of  its  neighbor  to  choke  ofi'  access 
to  needed  goods  from  the  outside 
world.  We  believe  the  exertion  of  U.S. 
leadership  can  play  a  major  role  in  eas- 
ing tensions  and  promoting  greater  co- 
operation among  the  nations  of  the 
Caucasus  region.  Enforcement  of  the 
Humanitarian  Aid  Corridor  Act  must 
be  an  important  component  of  those  ef- 
forts. I  urge  support  for  the  Visclosky 
amendment. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  Visclosky-Smith-Bllirakis- 
Kennedy  amendment  to  the  fiscal  year 
1997  foreign  operations  appropriations 
bill. 


Last  year's  foreign  operations  appro- 
priations bill  included  the  Humani- 
tarian Aid  Corridor  Act,  which  bans 
U.S.  Government  assistance  to  any 
country  that  prohibits  or  restricts  the 
transport  or  delivery  of  U.S.  humani- 
tarian aid  to  other  countries.  The  act, 
which  I  had  the  honor  of  introducing  in 
the  House,  permits  a  Presidential  waiv- 
er of  the  ban,  if  he  determines  that 
U.S.  national  security  interest  de- 
mands one.  The  justification  for  our 
amendment  today  is  simple  enough. 
This  amendment  would  not  allow  the 
President  to  use  the  waiver  under  the 
Humanitarian  Aid  Corridor  Act  to  pro- 
vide economic  support  funds  to  coun- 
tries that  impede  the  delivery  of  U.S. 
humanitarian  aid. 

The  Corridor  Act  mentioned  no  coun- 
try by  name,  but  everyone  knew  it  was 
aimed  at  Turkey,  which  has  been 
blockading  Armenia  for  years.  Ankara 
has  stubbornly  refused  to  allow  trans- 
shipment across  Turkish  territory  to 
Armenia  of  United  States  humani- 
tarian aid,  specifically,  clothing,  food, 
and  medicine  for  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  refugees. 

In  refusing  to  open  a  land  corridor. 
Ankara  points  to  the  occupation  by  Ar- 
menian forces  of  Azerbaijani  territory. 
But  Turkey's  close  relationship  with 
Azerbaijan  or  its  approach  to  the 
Nagorno-Karabakh  conflict  does  not 
justify  or  excuse  blocking  the  delivery 
of  United  States  humanitarian  aid  to 
Armenia.  Turkey's  behavior  in  this  re- 
spect is  simply  scandalous. 

Unfortunately,  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration has  shown  its  unwillingness  to 
press  Ankara  to  rethink  its  policy.  A 
couple  of  weeks  ago,  the  President  de- 
termined it  was  In  the  national  secu- 
rity interest  of  the  United  States  to 
waive  the  application  of  the  Humani- 
tarian Aid  Corridor  Act  to  Turkey.  In 
essence.  President  Clinton  continues  to 
reward  Ankara  even  though  they  have 
blocked  U.S.  humanitarian  aid  from 
people  in  need.  Also  galling  is  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  White  House  exercised 
its  option.  The  White  House  did  not 
have  the  courage  or  the  courtesy  of  in- 
forming Congress  of  the  President's  de- 
cision to  exercise  the  waiver  until  the 
news  was  broken,  post  facto,  by  Turk- 
ish Foreign  Minister  Gonensay,  who 
announced  it  at  a  May  21  press  con- 
ference in  Washington.  The  waiver,  it 
turns  out.  had  been  exercised  5  days 
earlier,  on  May  16. 

Why  didn't  the  administration  have 
the  courage  to  inform  Congress  before 
May  16.  or  at  the  very  latest,  on  May 
16.  Why  did  we  have  to  hear  about  this 
from  Foreign  Minister  Gonensay.  Was 
the  White  House  hoping  nobody  would 
notice. 

If  so.  that  hope  was  in  vain.  Not  only 
did  we  notice,  we  are  now  determined 
to  act.  so  that  the  will  of  Congress,  as 
inscribed  in  the  Humanitarian  Aid  Cor- 
ridor Act,  which  has  strong  bipartisan 
support,  will  be  done.  The  Visclosky- 


Smith-Bilirakis-Kennedy  amendment, 
while  allowing  the  President  to  waive 
the  laws  application  for  genuine  na- 
tional security  interests,  would  remove 
economic  support  funds  from  the  waiv- 
er. If  the  President  exercised  the  waiv- 
er, the  United  States  could  continue  to 
provide  military  assistance  to  the 
country  in  question.  But  economic  aid 
would  be  barred,  so  long  as  the  country 
was  in  violation  of  the  Humanitarian 
Aid  Corridor  Act. 

This  amendment  is  a  measured  and 
fair  response  to  the  Presidents  waiver 
of  last  month.  It  puts  the  White  House 
on  notice  that  Congress  is  serious 
about  its  commitment  to  provide  hu- 
manitarian assistance  to  those  in  need. 
The  amendment  also  provides  further 
incentive  to  Ankara  to  allow  United 
States  humanitarian  assistance  across 
its  territory  to  refugees  in  Armenia. 
Turkey  has  suffered  no  consequences 
for  its  blockade  of  Armenia,  and  evi- 
dently has  no  reason  to  reconsider  its 
foolish,  mean-spirited  policy.  This 
amendment  aims  to  supply  one,  and  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  recognize  the  stra- 
tegic importance  of  Turkey  and  main- 
tain the  waiver  for  assistance  other 
than  economic  support  funds.  I  would 
contend  that  human  rights  violations, 
whether  committed  by  enemies  or  al- 
lies, should  never  be  ignored.  As  my 
colleagues  have  noted  during  debate  on 
the  rule,  and  in  conjtmction  with  this 
amendment,  the  ongoing  human  rights 
violations  in  Turkey  are  disturbing. 
For  example,  free  expression  restric- 
tions, widespread  torture,  and  repres- 
sion in  southeastern  Turkey  continue 
to  pose  serious  concerns  about  the 
health  of  Turkish  democracy  and  the 
status  of  reforms.  Although  the  Turk- 
ish Parliament  recently  amended  arti- 
cle 8  of  the  1991  anti-terror  law  that 
criminalized  separatist  propaganda  and 
then  released  more  than  100  political 
prisoners,  the  amended  article  8  has 
been  used  to  prosecute  at  least  35  indi- 
vidiialfr— Including  Turkey's  best 
known  author.  According  to  yester- 
day's Financial  Times,  154  statutes  im- 
pose restrictions  on  free  speech,  and 
many  are  to  punish  peaceful,  free  ex- 
pression, including  article  7  of  the  anti- 
terror  law  and  article  312  of  the  penal 
code. 

Persistent,  widespread  torture  con- 
tinues to  mar  Turkey's  democratic  cre- 
dentials, although  officials  have  made 
public  statements  condemning  torture. 
Human  rights  observers  reported  at 
least  69  torture-related  deaths  in  de- 
tention since  1993.  Forty-eight  police 
officials  involved  in  the  beating  death 
of  a  journalist  last  January  were  ar- 
rested (one  subsequently  alleged  tor- 
ture), yet  the  1995  State  Department 
Human  Rights  Report  states.  "The  cli- 
mate of  impunity  that  the  relatively 
small  number  of  convictions  creates  re- 
mains the  single  largest  obstacle  to  re- 
ducing unlawful  killing,  torture,  and 
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other  human  rights  abuses."  Currently. 
the  Foreign  Ministry  is  orchestrating  a 
campaign  to  halt  the  Human  Rights 
Foundation  of  Turkey's  torture  reha- 
bilitation efforts. 

The  Turkish  military's  12-year-old.  $7 
billion-a-year  campaign  against  Kurd- 
ish militants  poses  another  threat  to 
stability  and  Turkish  democracy. 
Under  the  mantle  of  combating  terror- 
ism, the  military  conducts  a  violent 
campaign  responsible  which  has 
claimed  almost  20,000  lives  and  takes 
an  increasing  toll  on  civil  liberties. 
Turkish  forces  have  destroyed  or  evac- 
uated more  than  2,500  Kurdish  villages 
in  southeastern  Turkey  and  have  cre- 
ated almost  3,000,000  internal  refugees. 
Death  squads  connected  with  security 
forces  and  armed  Islamic  extremists 
have  been  responsible  for  hundreds  of 
unsolved  killings  and  disappearances. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  say  how 
proud  I  am  that  this  bipartisan  group 
of  Members  offering  this  particular 
amendment  is  united  in  our  concern 
about  suffering  refugees.  We  are  all 
concerned  about  human  rights,  and  we 
speak  out  on  human  rights  abuses 
whenever  and  wherever  they  exist;  but 
in  this  case  we  have  an  opportimity  to 
help  people  with  our  medicines,  our 
food,  our  clothing,  and  all  we  are  ask- 
ing for  is  a  way,  a  land  route  to  trans- 
ship them.  Unfortimately,  that  has 
been  blockaded.  This  is  a  very  good 
amendment  and  deserves  the  support  of 
my  colleagues. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
Crom  Indiana  [Mr.  Viscxosky],  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Biliraxis], 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Kennedy],  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith],  and  myself. 
This  amendment  is  about  a  matter  of 
fundamental  principle  that  any  nation 
that  asks  for  aid  from  the  American 
people  must  not,  in  turn,  deny  aid  to 
its  neighbors. 

This  fundamental  principle  was  en- 
acted into  law  last  year  when  Congress 
included  the  Humanitarian  Aid  Cor- 
ridor Act  in  the  fiscal  year  1996  appro- 
priation bill.  This  amendment  would 
simply  narrow  the  waiver  authority  of 
the  President  in  last  year's  bill. 

n  1615 

It  would  prohibit  economic  support 
funds  to  any  nation  that  violates  the 
Humanitarian  Aid  Corridor  Act,  even  if 
the  President  grants  a  waiver.  The 
amendment  is  carefully  crafted,  only 
applying  to  the  economic  support 
fimds.  It  does  not  apply  to  other  forms 
of  assistance,  such  as  humanitarian  as- 
sistance. 

The  people  of  Armenia  have  suffered 
for  decades,  some  say  for  centuries. 
They  are  suffering  now  from  a  brutal 
blockade.  This  blockade  has  prevented 


the  delivery  of  assistance  to  300,000  Ar- 
menian refugees  and  obstructed  the  re- 
building of  earthquake  damage  which 
left  5000,000  people  in  Armenia  home- 
less. The  blockade  has  cut  off  the 
transport  of  food,  fuel,  medicine,  and 
other  humanitarian  assistance  to  the 
people  of  Armenia. 

In  this  time  of  crisis,  the  people  of 
Armenia  need  our  strong  support.  As 
long  as  Armenia  is  blockaded  by  its 
neighbors,  the  United  States  should 
stand  resolute  and  firm  in  the  position 
that  we  will  not  provide  assistance  to 
the  governments  that  are  imposing 
this  blockade  ajid  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  this  amendment  which  I  am  co- 
sponsoring. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  during  further 
consideration  of  the  bill,  it  shall  be  in 
order  to  consider  the  following  amend- 
ments as  though  offered  during  consid- 
eration of  the  title  of  the  bill  to  which 
drafted: 

The  amendment  numbered  42  by  Mr. 
Obey; 

The  amendment  numbered  44  by  Mr. 
Obey; 

The  amendment  numbered  29  by  Mr. 
Obey; 

The  amendment  numbered  30  by  Mr. 
Obey;  and 

The  amendment  numbered  74  by  Ms. 
Waters. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  firom 
Alabama? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in  strong 
support  of  the  Visclosky  amendment  to 
strengthen  the  Humanitarian  Aid  Cor- 
ridor Act. 

This  amendment  would  make  it  more 
difficult  for  countries  to  block  U.S.  hu- 
manitarian assistance  from  reaching 
its  destination. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Turkey  continues  to 
impose  a  cruel  and  illegal  blockade 
against  Armenia.  Critical  humani- 
tarian assistance  is  not  making  it  to 
the  needy  people  of  Armenia  because  of 
this  blockade.  This  is  unconscionable, 
and  this  amendment  will  help  to  Uft 
this  terrible  blockade. 

The  Humanitarian  Aid  Corridor  Act, 
which  was  included  in  last  year's  for- 
eign aid  bill,  prohibits  United  States 
assistance  to  countries  like  Turkey 
that  impose  cruel  blockades  of  humani- 
tarian assistance.  This  amendment 
strengthens  this  important  provision 
to  ensure  that  it  actually  accomplishes 
its  goal:  to  end  blockades  of  humani- 
tarian assistance. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  1993  Turkey  began 
its  blockade  of  Armenia  by  refusing  to 
allow  passage  of  International  Red 
Cross  workers  bound  for  Armenia. 
Since  then,  Turkey  has  continually  re- 
fused to  allow  these  relief  workers  into 
Armenia.  Very  simply,  this  is  a  fun- 
damental violation  of  human  rights. 


We  continue  to  give  Turkey  eco- 
nomic assistance  each  year,  and  Tur- 
key continues  to  disregard  our  calls  for 
improvements  in  its  human  rights. 
Turkey  has  been  illegally  occupying 
CyprvLs  for  over  two  decades,  it  has 
used  United  States  assistance  to 
threaten  our  ally  Greece,  and  it  has  en- 
gaged in  atrocious  human  rights  viola- 
tions against  the  Kurds.  We  cannot  tol- 
erate this  any  longer. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  will 
not  solve  all  of  the  concerns  we  have 
about  Turkey's  himian  rights  record. 
But  it  will  send  a  clear  signal  that  we 
will  not  tolerate  any  blockade  of  hu- 
nxanitarlan  assistance.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  this  amendment. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  to  strike  the  requisite  num- 
ber  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  may  be  a  voice  in 
the  wilderness,  but  I  do  not  agree  with 
all  of  my  colleagues  who  have  preceded 
me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Turkey  has  been  an 
ally  of  the  United  States  through  thick 
and  thin.  In  the  Persian  Gulf  war  we 
had  our  bases  in  Turkey.  During  the 
Persian  Gulf  war  they  cut  the  Iraqi 
pipeline  and  hurt  their  economy  dra- 
matically. During  the  war  in  Somalia. 
Turkey  sent  their  troops  there  to  help 
us.  In  fact,  Turkey  has  been  with  us  as 
a  NATO  ally  from  day  No.  1.  day  No.  2. 
day  No.  3,  day  No.  4,  but  we  seem  to 
have  a  penchant  in  this  Congress  of 
kicking  our  friends  in  the  teeth  and 
embracing  those  who  are  not  our 
friends. 

Now,  let  me  give  my  colleagues  some 
facts  about  Turkey  and  about  the  Ar- 
menian problem  that  have  not  been 
discussed  today.  First  of  all,  Turkey 
recognized  Armenia  immediately  after 
its  independence  from  the  Soviet  Union 
and  publicly  stated  its  willingness  to 
establish  good  neighborly  relations 
with  Armenia.  Top  level  Armenian  and 
Turkish  officials  continue  right  now 
discussing  bilateral  relations.  Turkey 
closed  its  land  border  with  Armenia 
only  after  Armenia  escalated  the  cargo 
conflict  by  invading  Azerbaijan  proper. 
That  is  when  they  closed  the  border, 
after  they  invaded  Azerbaijan  proper. 
Currently  20  percent  of  Azerbaijan  is 
occupied  by  Armenian  forces.  One-fifth 
of  Azerbaijan  is  occupied  by  Armenian 
forces. 

Turkey's  position  is  consistent  with 
its  opposition  to  territorial  gain 
through  the  use  of  force.  Turkey  was 
one  of  the  first  countries  to  condemn 
Iraq's  invasion  of  Kuwait  and  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  Iraqi  embargo,  and  it 
cost  Turkey,  get  this,  them  working 
with  us,  cost  Turkey  over  S20  billion. 

Turkey's  participation  was  crucial  in 
the  allied  success  of  the  grulf  crisis.  It 
is  inaccurate  to  say  that  Armenia  does 
not  receive  humanitarian  assistance 
because  of  Turkey.  Container  transit 
shipments  occur  via  Izmir  and  the 
Turkish    Straits   to   Batum,   Georgia, 
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only  a  few  kilometers  away  from  the 
nearest  Turkish  port. 

Transit  passage  between  the  two 
countries  continues.  Armenian  Airlines 
conduct  weekly  flights  from  Yerevan 
to  Istanbul.  Armenians  can  travel  to 
Turkey  freely,  conducting  suitcase 
trade.  Those  who  purport  a  different 
reality  should  provide  concrete  figures 
to  support  their  argvmients. 

Turkey  has  made  efforts  to  normalize 
relations  with  Armenia.  As  a  goodwill 
gesture  in  April  1995,  Turkey  opened 
air  corridor  H-50  connecting  Erzurum 
to  Yerevan.  Soon  after  taking  office. 
Prime  Minister  Mesut  Yilmaz  an- 
nounced Turkey  will  open  its  border 
with  Armenia  provided,  there  is  a  bi- 
lateral agreement  on  the  declaration  of 
principles.  Turkey  is  an  active  member 
of  the  Minsk  group  and  plays  a  key 
role  in  achieving  this  goal. 

As  the  only  remaining  superi>ower  in 
a  world  threatened  by  ethnic  strife,  the 
United  States  must  maintain  impar- 
tiality in  order  to  be  a  constructive  in- 
fluence in  containing  and  resolving 
these  conflicts.  Perceived  United 
States  partiality  in  the  Caucasus 
would  undermine  progress  in  ongoing 
Armenian-Azerbaijan  talks.  Further, 
the  power  of  the  President  to  execute 
foreign  policy  consistent  with  national 
security  interests  should  not  be  cur- 
tailed by  Congress.  Foreign  assistance 
to  Turkey  has  been  drastically  reduced 
in  the  last  5  years. 

Now,  let  me  say,  the  Turkish  Par- 
liament will  consider  the  extension  of 
Operation  Provide  Comfort  in  June. 
Adoption  of  an  anti-Turkish  amend- 
ment like  this  one  will  adversely  affect 
the  vote  on  its  mandate.  Such  amend- 
ments also  insult  the  Turkish  people 
and  raise  questions  in  Turkish  public 
opinion  about  the  strength  of  the 
United  States-Turkish  partnership, 
thereby  endangering  the  pursuit  of 
common  goals  in  such  volatile  regrions 
of  the  world. 

Let  me  just  end  up  by  saying,  Tur- 
key, I  want  to  state  one  more  time, 
may  be  like  the  United  States,  imper- 
fect in  some  regard,  but  Turkey  has 
been  there  every  single  time  we  needed 
them. 

I  see  some  of  my  colleagues  nodding 
their  heads  8a3ang  yes,  but,  but,  but. 
But  they  were  there  when  we  needed 
them  in  the  Persian  Gulf.  They  were 
there  in  Somalia,  they  were  there  in 
Korea.  They  were  there  every  time,  in 
NATO,  base  rights,  cutting  off  oil,  $20 
billion  in  losses  to  their  own  economy 
to  help  us  and  to  help  the  free  world. 

Now,  my  colleagues  need  to  think 
long  and  hard  and  make  absolutely 
sure  the  are  doing  the  right  thing  be- 
fore they  kick  them  in  the  teeth. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  jrield? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  first  of  all,  I  do  not  think 


anybody  is  talking  about  kicking  the 
Turks  in  the  teeth.  What  we  are  talk- 
ing about  is  the  fact  that  right  now,  if 
the  Turks  were  so  interested  in  provid- 
ing humanitarian  aid  to  the  Arme- 
nians, all  they  have  to  do  is  flip  a 
switch.  They  flip  a  switch  and  the 
lights  go  on  throughout  Armenia.  They 
flip  a  switch  and  the  wheat  flows  into 
Armenia.  They  flip  a  switch  and  trade 
is  normalized. 

I  agree  that  the  Turks  have  done 
great  things  for  the  United  States.  But 
the  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  this  is 
a  democracy  that  has  an  opportunity 
to  do  great  things  for  the  whole 
Caucasus  region,  including  the  Kurds.  I 
know  my  friend  from  Indiana  is  con- 
cerned about  the  Kurds.  But  time  and 
time  again,  this  regime  in  Ankara  has 
suppressed  the  rights  of  individuals  and 
has  suppressed  the  rights  of  the  Arme- 
nian people  to  get  basic  humanitarian 
aid. 

I  would  just  ask  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Bukton],  as  we  are  com- 
plimenting the  Turks  on  some  of  the 
great  things  that  they  have  done  in 
conjunction  with  this  country,  to 
please  urge  those  Turks  to  open  up  the 
pipleine,  open  up  the  fuel  line. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  fi-om  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton] 
has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Kennedy  of  Massa- 
chusetts, and  by  unanimous  consent, 
Mr.  BxmTON  of  Indiana  was  allowed  to 
proceed  for  2  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, let  me  just  say,  as  I  said  in  my 
statement  here,  that  Azerbaijan,  20 
percent  of  Azerbaijan  is  occupied  by 
the  Armenians.  Let  me  just  say,  they 
are  in  talks  right  now,  and  the  Turkish 
Government  and  the  Armenians  are  in 
consultation  with  one  another,  and  if 
they  can  work  out  these  differences,  I 
think  they  will  resolve  that  problem. 
But  for  us,  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica, to  kick  a  firiend  in  the  teeth  when 
this  kind  of  a  situation  is  going  on  does 
not  make  any  sense  to  me. 

Now,  there  are  humanitarian  planes 
going  in  there,  there  is  humanitarian 
aid  going  in,  maybe  not  to  the  extent 
that  we  want,  but  it  is  moving  in  the 
right  direction,  and  the  pressure,  ac- 
cording to  the  Turkish  Government, 
needs  to  be  consistent  in  order  to  bring 
about  a  withdrawal  from  Azerbaijan  by 
Armenian  forces. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton] 
has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Wilson,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Burton  of  In- 
diana was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  addi- 
tional minutes.) 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  compliment  the  gentleman  on 
his  statement,  and  I  would  like  to  say 
one  thing  that  has  not  been  pointed  out 
that  I  think  should  weigh  very,  very 


heavily  on  our  consideration  here  is 
the  extremely  fragile  political  situa- 
tion that  exists  in  Turkey  today.  As 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Bur- 
ton] knows,  the  largest  party  in  Tur- 
key today  is  the  radical  Islamic  party. 
A  very  fragile  coalition  of  the  two  non- 
radical Islamic  parties  has  just  fallen 
apart.  This  is  the  worst  time  that  we 
could  pick  to  punish  Turkey  who.  as 
the  gentleman  has  pointed  out,  has 
been  a  staunch  ally. 

Turkey  recognized  Israel  in  1949  and 
for  three  decades  remained  the  only 
Muslim  country  to  have  full  diplomatic 
representation  in  Tel  Aviv  and  all  of 
the  other  things,  down  through  Korea, 
down  through  the  g\ilf  war.  I  would  just 
like  to  associate  myself  with  the  gen- 
tleman's remarks. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  thank  the  gentleman.  Let  me 
just  follow  up  on  what  he  has  said. 

Everybody  is  concerned  about  Iran 
and  the  terrorism  that  has  been  ex- 
ported from  Iran  throughout  the  Mid- 
dle East.  As  the  gentleman  has  just 
stated,  Iran  has  a  great  deal  of  influ- 
ence in  countries  like  Turkey,  and  it  is 
a  very  fragile  situation  right  now.  If  we 
do  not  make  the  right  decisions,  we 
could  very  well  be  a  party  to  pushing 
Turkey  and  their  government  in  the 
wrong  direction. 

Do  we  want  another  Iran  in  the  Mid- 
dle Blast?  Do  we  want  the  Turkish  Gov- 
ernment to  start  adopting  their  poli- 
cies? It  does  not  make  any  sense,  par- 
ticularly when  you  view  the  fact  that 
Turkey  has  been  there  firom  day  one 
with  us. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  would  just  point  out  that 
Iran  also  has  a  border  with  Armenia. 
This  is  a  democracy  that  has  an  ability 
to  have  a  great  deal  of  influence  in 
that  region,  and  a  real  democracy  that 
has  the  ability  to  have  influence,  and 
not  one  that  has  suppressed  the  Kurds, 
not  one  that  is  occupying  Cjrprus,  not 
one  that  has  so  often  been  involved  in 
human  rights  abuses  in  terms  of  Arme- 
nia. And  Armenia  is  occupying  part  of 
Azerbaijan,  and  we  have  to  ask  our- 
selves, why  is  that  true?  Is  it  not  true 
that  Stalin  in  fact  took  away  Na^mo- 
Karabagh  from  Armenia,  broke  that 
country  up  as  a  result  of  his  concerns 
about  the  strength  of  the  Armenian 
people.  And  is  it  not  true  that  all  they 
are  trying  to  do  right  now  is  get  back 
part  of  the  land  that  really  is  part  of 
their  country? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, reclaiming  my  time,  I  do  not 
know  how  far  the  gentleman  from  Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr.  Kennedy]  wants  to  go 
back.  We  can  go  back  50,  70  years.  I  do 
not  know  how  far  back  the  gentleman 
wants  to  go  back. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,    if    the    gentleman    would 
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yield,  I  would  be  happy  to  go  back  to 
1918. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, reclaiming  my  time,  one  of  the 
problems  that  we  have  is  we  keep  going 
back  decades  and  decades  and  decades 
and  reopening  old  wounds  again  and 
again  and  again,  and  it  makes  no  sense. 
What  we  need  to  do  is  look  at  the  world 
the  way  it  is  today  and  try  to  make  it 
a  better  place.  One  of  the  things  that  I 
submit  to  my  colleagues  today  Is  we 
should  not  be  kicking  Turkey  in  the 
teeth,  and  that  is  what  you  are  doing. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  BxniTON] 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Burton 
of  Indiana  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1 
additional  minute.) 

a  1630 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Kicking 
Turkey  in  the  teeth,  our  friend  right 
now.  Is  not  a  constructive  thing  to  do. 
If  my  colleagues  want  to  write  a  letter 
to  the  Turkish  leadership,  and  I  would 
be  happy  to  participate,  expressing  our 
concern  about  some  things  that  we 
agree  to,  that  is  one  thing.  But  for  this 
Congress  to  take  this  kind  of  a  hard 
line  position  to  kick  a  good,  steadfast 
ally  that  has  been  there  forever  in  the 
teeth  makes  absolutely  no  sense. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  WILSON.  The  gentleman  is 
aware  that  the  government  of  the 
United  States  of  America  recognizes 
Nagomo-Karabagh  as  a  part  of  Azer- 
baijan, as  well  as  the  United  Nations. 
Is  the  gentleman  aware  of  that? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Yes. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  jrield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  truth  of  the  matter  is 
that  anyone  who  has  looked  at  that  sit- 
uation, and  the  United  States  will 
change  its  view  as  soon  as  the  negotia- 
tion with  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
concludes.  Nagomo-Karabagh  by  any 
standard  is  not  a  part  of  Azerbaijan.  I 
cannot  believe  that  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  would  suggest  such  a  thing. 
Nagomo-Karabagh,  if  anything,  is  an 
independent  region,  and  if  anybody 
looks  at  the  historical  roots  of 
Nagomo-Karabagh  they  will  recognize 
that  it  is  occupied  by  Armenians.  Ar- 
menians live  in  Nagomo-Karabagh  and 
it  ought  to  be  a  part  of  Armenia. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Has  the  gentleman  con- 
sulted the  State  Department  of  the 
United  States  on  this? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  All 
too  often. 

Mrs.  MALONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  very  impor- 
tant amendment.  With  the  passage  of 


this  amendment,  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives will  stand  up  for  a  fun- 
damental tenet  of  our  foreign  policy, 
that  countries  who  block  United  States 
humanitarian  aid  cannot  expect  to  re- 
ceive our  assistance  themselves. 

With  this  amendment,  the  House  will 
send  an  unmistakable  signal  to  Turkey 
that  we  will  not  tolerate  its  appalling 
human  rights  record  and  recent  hostile 
behavior  in  the  region.  And,  yes,  with 
this  amendment  we  are  respectfully 
telling  President  Clinton,  with  whom  I 
usually  agree  on  foreign  policy,  that 
his  waiver  of  the  Humanitarian  Aid 
Corridor  Act  was  ill-advised. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  a  proud  Rep- 
resentative of  a  large  Armenian-Amer- 
ican, Cyprlot-American  and  Greek- 
American  community  in  New  York 
City.  At  meeting  after  meeting  in  my 
district,  I  have  heard  stories  firsthand 
about  the  tragic  personal  losses  of  life, 
of  torture,  murder  and  missing  rel- 
atives that  have  been  Inflicted  by 
Turkish  authorities. 

I  have  spoken  with  constituents  who 
as  young  children  survived  the  Arme- 
nian genocide,  only  to  face  the  indig- 
nity of  consistent  Turkish  denial  of 
this  catastrophe.  My  Armenian- Amer- 
ican constituents  can  only  watch  in 
horror  as  Turkey  continues  its  unlaw- 
ful, cruel  and  immoral  embargo  of 
their  homeland,  causing  the  human 
suffering  in  Armenia  to  worsen  day  by 
day. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  the  cochair  of  the 
Congressional  Caucus  on  Hellenic 
Issues,  I  have  stood  on  this  floor  many 
times  in  recent  months  to  highlight 
Turkey's  flagrant  disregard  for  human 
rights  and  international  law.  With  this 
record,  Turkey  is  not  a  suitable  recipi- 
ent of  United  States  economic  aid.  We 
cannot  give  aid  to  one  country  and 
then  allow  them  to  cut  off  humani- 
tarian aid  to  another. 

With  this  amendment  and  its  likely 
cutoff  of  economic  aid  to  Turkey,  our 
message  will  be  strong  and  forceful. 
The  illegal  occupation  of  northern  Cy- 
prus must  end.  Turkish  illegal  actions 
and  lack  of  support  for  the  proposed  de- 
militarization of  this  beautiful  island 
of  Cyprus  must  end.  The  foot  dragging 
over  the  final  fate  of  the  missing  Greek 
Cypriots  and  Americans  must  end. 

For  my  colleagues  who  are  not  aware 
of  the  depth  of  suffering  brought  on  by 
the  1974  invasion,  I  Invite  them  to 
Astoria,  Queens,  in  my  district,  where 
they  will  meet  dozens  of  people  who 
have  not  heard  a  word  about  their 
loved  ones  in  over  22  years. 

With  this  amendment,  we  are  also 
telling  Turkey  that  its  brutal  war  on 
the  Kurdish  minority  is  an  outrageous 
affront  to  human  decency.  With  this 
amendment,  we  register  our  profound 
dismay  at  Turkey's  recent  aggressive 
actions  in  the  Aegean  which  challenge 
the  internationally  recognized  sov- 
ereignty of  our  friend  and  ally,  Greece. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  not  easy  for  me 
to  support  an  amendment  which  over- 


turns a  foreign  policy  decision  of  Presi- 
dent Clinton,  but  in  this  case  we  sim- 
ply have  no  choice.  Turkey's  record  on 
human  rights  and  International  law  de- 
serves our  strongest  condemnation. 

The  last  thing  Turkey  deserves  is 
over  $20  million  in  United  States  tax- 
payer dollars.  As  a  matter  of  fun- 
damental respect  to  the  most  profound 
and  sincere  policy  objectives  of  this 
Nation,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port this  amendment. 

Mr.  LAUGHLIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

The  gentleman  from  Indiana  is  not  a 
minority  of  one  or  two  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  but  we  are  in  a  dis- 
tinct minority  and  I  just  would  start 
by  pointing  out  the  colleague  letter 
that  the  gentlewoman  from  New  York 
signed  along  with  another  colleague 
who  talks  about  and  I  think  in  her 
comments  she  said  she  represented  a 
large  Armenian-American  community. 
That  is  the  thrust  of  this  amendment. 

Because  when  you  look  around,  ask 
yourselves  how  many  Turkish  Ameri- 
cans you  have  known.  When  was  the 
last  time  the  Turkish  American  Asso- 
ciation called  on  you  in  your  office? 

That  is  not  true  of  this  amendment, 
and  we  are  here  for  ethnic  reasons  and 
ethnic  reasons  alone.  Large  groups  of 
Armenian-Americans  live  in  this  coun- 
try, large  groups  of  Greek-Americans 
live  in  this  country,  and  I  respect  them 
and  I  count  friends  from  that  group. 
But  what  about  the  Turkish  Ameri- 
cans? They  do  not  have  a  large  organi- 
zation. I  doubt  one  ever  served  in  this 
body. 

But  let  us  consider  the  Turkish  citi- 
zen today  that  has  a  son  or  daughter  in 
the  military  and  look  around  thefr 
neighborhood.  When  I  listened  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  New  York  talk 
about  all  the  murders  and  the  crime 
and  the  torture,  I  thought  she  was 
reading  from  the  New  York  Times  be- 
cause I  have  been  there,  I  have  read 
that  paper  and  I  have  seen  the  same 
thing  in  our  big  cities.  But  It  Is  true 
that  Turkey  as  Iraq,  Iran,  and  Syria, 
are  not  first-class  human  rights  coun- 
tries, not  first-class  democracies.  In 
fact,  other  than  Greece  and  Israel, 
there  is  no  other  democracy  in  the 
area. 

And  when  you  talk  about  himian 
rights,  what  about  Soviet  Jewry? 
AIPAC  and  people  in  the  Jewish  com- 
munity that  followed  Soviet  Jewry 
closely  will  tell  you  Turkey  was  a  pipe- 
line much  like  the  underground  rail- 
road a  century  ago  in  this  country  was. 
And  the  Turks  have  a  strong  record  In 
that  area.  But  when  you  look  at  where 
Turkey  has  been,  and  I  agree  with  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana,  we  are  kick- 
ing a  friend  in  the  teeth.  We  are  saying 
to  a  country  that  asked  their  sons  to 
go  to  Korea,  who  asked  thefr  citizens 
to  have  economic  deprivation  when 
they  shut  off  the  pipeline  the  first  day 
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Saddam  Hussein  invaded  Kuwait,  and 
we  have  said,  "That  is  too  bad.  You  are 
blockading  the  country." 

Let  us  look  at  the  geography  for  just 
a  minute.  As  I  have  listened  to  the 
speakers  from  the  Armenian-American 
community,  they  want  you  to  believe, 
as  I  hear  them,  that  Turkey  surrounds 
Armenia.  All  you  have  got  to  do  is  look 
at  a  map  and  you  find  that  the  republic 
of  Georgia  has  a  long  common  border 
with  Armenia.  Why  are  we  not  block- 
ading or  cutting  off  aid  to  Georgia  in 
the  Freedom  to  Support  Act?  What 
about  the  Federation  called  Russia  who 
even  has  troops,  soldiers,  military  sta- 
tioned in  Armenia  today?  Why  are  we 
not  blockading  and  cutting  off  Russia? 
The  answer  is  simple.  We  have  a  com- 
mitment to  a  friend  and  if  we  do  not 
stand  up  for  this  country  that  has 
stood  with  us  every  time  since  the  end 
of  World  War  n,  not  one  time  have 
they  failed  to  stand  up  in  the  fight  to 
preserve  freedom  and  democracy 
around  the  world,  and  we  ju"e  going  to 
stick  a  knife  in  thefr  back  simply  be- 
cause there  Is  not  an  equal  number  of 
Turkish  Americans  in  this  country. 

I  realize  we  would  lose  this  vote  if  we 
have  one  but  I  would  ask  the  Members 
of  this  body,  why  not  put  our  country 
flrst?  I  find  it  a  little  strange  to  be 
standing  here  before  this  body  to  tell 
Members  this,  but  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense is  opposed  to  this  amendment, 
the  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff  of  our  military  is  opposed  to  this 
amendment. 

So  I  ask  why  not?  Why  not  stand  up 
for  a  friend  who  has  a  democracy?  And 
we  talk  about  the  abuse  of  Armenians. 
Just  last  year  my  own  daughter  went 
to  an  Armenian  church  wedding  in 
Istanbul,  the  largest  city  in  Turkey. 
Was  she  suppressed?  Was  she  terror- 
ized? The  answer  is  no. 

So,  I  say  to  all  my  colleagues,  let  us 
stand  up  for  a  friend,  let  us  recognize 
that  they  do  not  have  the  only  border 
as  others  would  suggest.  They  do  not 
have  the  only  border  and  there  are  air 
flights  and  there  is  the  Black  Sea  that 
connects  with  both  Russia  and  Georgia 
that  gives  access. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Laughlin] 
has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Kennedy  of  Massa- 
chusetts, and  by  unanimous  consent, 
Mr.  Laughlin  was  allowed  to  proceed 
for  1  additional  minute.) 

Mr.  LAUGHLIN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  I 
would  just  like  to  point  out  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  that  the  truth  of 
the  matter  is  that  the  only  country 
that  is  actively  going  out  and  prevent- 
ing aid  from  going  into  Armenia,  it  is 
not  Russia,  it  is  not  Georgia.  The  coun- 
try that  is  standing  in  the  way  is  Tur- 
key. And  the  only  other  country  that  is 
standing  in  the  way  is  Azerbaijan,  for 
crying  out  loud. 


So,  all  we  are  asking  them  to  do  is, 
this  great  friend  of  the  United  States, 
this  great  supporter  of  human  rights 
that  the  gentleman  has  so  glowingly 
called  them,  why  do  they  not  just  sim- 
ply turn  the  rights  on  in  Armenia? 
That  is  the  question.  The  Turkish  Gov- 
ernment, as  it  sits  today,  represents  a 
great  deal  of  Azerbaijanis  in  that  coun- 
try and  they  are  the  ones  that  are  sys- 
tematically denying  the  Armenian  peo- 
ple the  right  to  have  basic  human  aid 
that  is  so  vitally  needed  by  the  people 
of  that  country. 

Mr.  LAUGHLIN.  As  the  gentleman 
well  knows,  I  have  been  to  all  the  coim- 
tries  in  the  caucus  more  than  once. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  I  do 
know  that.  I  have  seen  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  LAUGHLIN.  We  have  met  in 
Moscow  switching  planes  as  we  both 
came  from  that  region.  But  the  truth 
of  the  matter  is  I  am  absolutely  con- 
vinced in  my  heart  from  being  in  Ar- 
menia and  visiting  with  Armenians, 
being  in  Armenia  visiting  with  Presi- 
dent Ter-Petrossian,  there  would  be 
peace  in  that  region  today  if  not  for 
the  Americans,  ansrway  we  want  to  put 
a  hsrphen  in  front  of  their  names,  me 
included,  there  would  be  peace  in  that 
region  if  we  were  not  involved. 

Mrs.  MALONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LAUGHLIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  New  York. 

Mrs.  MALONEY.  First  of  all,  there  is 
no  torture  in  New  York  and  the  crime 
rate  has  gone  down  dramatically  with 
the  anticrime  bill  that  President  Clin- 
ton Initiated  and  that  we  passed. 

Second,  I  would  just  merely  like  to 
ask  the  gentleman  how  he  justifies  cut- 
ting off  humaxiltarian  aid. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Laughlin] 
has  again  expired. 

Mrs.  MALONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
be  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman 
from  New  York? 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  BUNN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  number 
of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  told  this  is 
about  a  blockade.  This  Is  not  about  a 
blockade.  We  are  hearing  about  Cyprus, 
Kurds,  Greece,  Armenians.  We  are  not 
hearing  much  about  the  PKK  and  what 
Turkey  has  to  do  to  fight  the  terror- 
ism. We  are  not  hearing  much  about 
Greece's  unilateral  expansion  of  thefr 
territory  which  has  created  the  situa- 
tion. It  is  not  a  one-sided  situation.  We 
are  hearing  criticism  of  what  the  Otto- 
man empire  is  accused  of  doing  in  1918. 
But  we  are  not  hearing  a  whole  lot 
about  a  blockade. 

I  think  it  is  unfortunate  that  this 
really  has  boiled  down  to  another  ses- 


sion of  Turkey  bashing.  We  need  to  i>ay 
attention  to  the  fact  that  they  were  a 
crucial  ally  during  the  cold  war  but  not 
only  during  the  cold  war.  When  that 
was  over  they  were  a  key  ally  during 
the  gulf  war,  and  they  are  still  a  key 
ally  in  dealing  with  Bosnia.  But  the 
gulf  war  is  a  good  example.  We  have 
heard  earlier  that  we  should  not  be 
providing  assistance  to  somebody  who 
is  doing  these  nasty  things  that  they 
are  doing.  We  need  to  remember,  Tur- 
key is  losing  more  through  assisting  us 
in  the  way  we  deal  with  Iraq  than  we 
ever  give  them.  They  have  lost  lit- 
erally billions  of  dollars  by  closing  off 
the  pipeline  because  they  have  been 
willing  to  support  the  U.S.  policies. 

They  have  been  a  good  friend,  they 
have  paid  a  high  cost,  they  have  been  a 
friend  to  Israel,  they  are  a  key  demo- 
cratic Islamic  nation  that  is  in  a  very 
precarious  situation.  I  think  that  what 
is  at  stake  here  is  our  relationship 
with  Turkey.  The  Armenians  will  not 
win  if  this  passes.  We  will  not  change 
the  situation.  What  we  will  do  is  dam- 
age the  relationship  that  the  United 
States  has  with  a  key  ally.  I  would 
urge  a  "no"  vote  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUNN  of  Oregon.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

D  1645 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
wanted  to  point  out,  I  know  there  is  a 
lot  of  conversation  going  back  and 
forth  with  Turkey  and  its  rule  over  the 
years  with  the  United  States  and  our 
military.  But  I  think  the  bottom  line  is 
here  talking  about  humanitarian  aid. 
That  is  all  we  are  saying. 

I  rarely  criticize  the  President,  but  I 
have  to  in  this  case.  When  President 
Clinton  certified  and  said  that  he  was 
going  to  waive  the  Humanitarian  Aid 
Corridor  Act.  which  is  essentially  what 
this  amendment  was  all  about,  he  was 
essentially  admitting  that  there  is  a 
blockade,  that  the  blockade  is  taking 
place  and  that,  for  whatever  national 
security  Interests,  which  I  guess  is 
what  you  were  citing,  we  should  allow 
that  blockade  to  continue  and  not  have 
the  humanitarian  aid  come  to  Arme- 
nia. I  think  that  is  wrong.  Regardless 
of  the  fact  of  whatever  the  national  se- 
curity interests  are,  however  you  view 
United  States-Turkey  relations,  the 
bottom  line  is  that  there  is  absolutely 
no  reason  why  Turkey  should  be  al- 
lowed to  continue  this  blockade  of  Ar- 
menia for  humanitarian  assistance. 

We  are  only  talking  about  humani- 
tarian assistance,  whether  they  are 
going  to  get  energy  assistance,  whether 
they  are  going  to  get  food  supplies.  I 
think  this  principle  applies  in  general. 
We  are  talking  here  about  Armenia  but 
it  applies  in  general.  Why  should  any 
country,  a  friend  of  the  United  States 
or  whatever,  continue  to  get  assistance 
from  our  country  if  they  do  not  allow 
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humanitarian  aid  to  go  to  another 
country?  I  think  that  is  what  this  is  all 
about. 

Mr.  BUNN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chairman. 
reclaiming  my  time,  I  do  appreciate 
the  fact  that  the  gentleman  brought 
the  debate  back  to  the  blockade.  I  was 
trsring  to  point  out  when  someone  said 
earlier  there  is  not  Turkey  bashing, 
there  are  other  neighbors  that  could 
provide  the  corridor,  Turkey  is  not  the 
only  one.  It  is  not  a  one-way  relation- 
ship in  dealing.  Turkey  does  provide  a 
great  cost  to  themselves  to  support  us. 
I  also  wanted  to  bring  out  that,  when 
we  hear  discussions  about  1918,  that 
has  nothing  to  do  with  today's  discus- 
sion of  the  corridor.  That  is  talking 
about  something  that  happened  dealing 
with  the  Ottoman  empire.  When  we 
hear  talk  about  the  Aegean  and  what 
Turkey  has  done,  we  could  get  into  a 
debate  all  day  about  those  issues. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUNN  of  Oregon.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  The  way  the  amend- 
ment of  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  ViscLOSKY]  is  phrased,  we  are  not 
just  talking  about  Turkey.  We  are 
talking  about  the  general  issue  of 
whether  or  not  a  country  should  con- 
tinue to  receive  United  States  aid  if  it 
forbids  or  blockades  humanitarian  as- 
sistance from  going  to  another  country 
that  is  a  friend  of  ours. 

So  I  agree,  if  there  was  any  other 
country  that  was  doing  this,  then  they 
should  be  stopped  as  well.  So  focusing 
on  Turkey  versus  Armenia  makes  sense 
in  the  context  of  today,  but  this  is  a 
basic  principle  that  I  think  should 
apply  to  all  U.S.  foreign  policy.  It  does 
not  matter  whether  it  is  Armenia  or 
not. 

Mr.  BUNN  of  Oregon.  The  other  por- 
tion of  the  policy  is  that  apparently 
the  gentleman  is  deciding  that  the 
President  cannot  make  the  correct  for- 
eign policy  decision  in  this  area. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port for  the  Visclosky  amendment  and 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  leadership 
in  bringing  it  to  the  floor  today.  But 
firankly,  I  am  very  disappointed  that 
this  amendment  is  even  necessary.  As 
we  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  last  year  Con- 
gress passed  a  Humanitarian  Aid  Cor- 
ridor Act  in  order  to  discourage  na- 
tions which  receive  U.S.  aid  from 
blockading  other  nations  which  also  re- 
ceive United  States  aid  such  as.  in  this 
case,  Armenia. 

Unfortunately,  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration chose  to  waive  the  act  as  it  ap- 
plied to  Turkey,  a  nation  which  contin- 
ues to  illegally  blockade  Armenia. 
That  is  what  brings  us  here  today. 
Many  of  our  colleagues  have  talked 
about  the  relationship  that  the  United 
States  has  with  Turkey,  going  back  to 
the  end  of  World  War  n  in  terms  of 


strategic  importance,  vis-a-vis  the  So- 
viet Union  at  that  time  and  the  oil  em- 
bargo during  the  Persian  Gulf  wax. 

And,  now  they  are  talking  about  the 
rise  of  Islamic  fundamentalism.  Being 
an  ally  of  the  United  States  or  being 
next  to  the  Soviet  Union  or  having  Is- 
lamic fundamentalists  in  one's  country 
is  not  a  license  to  block  humanitarian 
assistance.  The  fact  is  that  you  can  list 
all  kinds  of  pros  and  cons  in  our  rela- 
tionship, but  it  does  not  take  away 
from  the  fact  that  there  is  an  immoral 
action  going  on  in  the  blockade  of  Ar- 
menia. 

Congress  spoke  very  clearly  last  year 
to  this  point.  It  is  unfortunate  that  the 
Clinton  administration  did  not  under- 
stand Congress'  intent.  Turkey  is  con- 
tinuing to  illegally  blockade  Armenia 
by  preventing  trade,  transport  and 
transshipment  of  United  States  and 
international  humanitarian  assistance 
to  Armenia.  This  blockade  is  not  sanc- 
tioned by  the  United  Nations  or  any 
other  international  organization. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Turkey  began  its 
blockade  of  Armenia  in  April  1993, 
when  it  refused  to  allow  land  or  air 
passage  of  international  Red  Cross  re- 
lief workers  bound  for  Armenia  with 
medical  supplies  to  be  used  for  disaster 
relief  assistance.  Since  that  time,  Tur- 
key has  refused  to  allow  the  passage  of 
any  international  Red  Cross  relief 
workers  into  Turkey.  Turkey  has  not 
been  promoting  peace  in  the  region.  It 
has  recently  declared  that  its  border 
with  Armenia  is  a  militarized  zone. 

That  brings  us  back  to  why  we  need 
the  Visclosky  amendment.  It  would 
strengthen  the  Humanitarian  Corridor 
Act  and  incresise  pressure  on  Turkey  to 
lift  the  3-year  blockade  of  United 
States  relief  supplies  to  Armenia.  The 
Humanitarian  Aid  Corridor  Act,  which 
was  signed  into  law  earlier  this  year, 
prohibits  U.S.  foreign  assistance  to 
states  which  obstruct  our  efforts  for 
humanitarian  relief  to  needy  popu- 
lations. 

The  pressing  need  for  the  Visclosky 
amendment  was  made  clear  when,  as  I 
say  again,  the  President,  disregarding 
the  will  of  Congress,  and  I  might  state 
the  bipartisan  expression  of  support  in 
this  body.  Democrats  and  Republicans 
alike,  coming  together  to  support  the 
Humanitarian  Aid  Corridor  Act.  The 
President  chose  to  disregard  the  intent 
of  Congress  and  cleared  the  way  for 
continued  military  and  economic  aid 
to  Turkey. 

Neither  the  American  people  nor  the 
United  States  Congress  should  toler- 
ate, much  less  subsidize,  the  Turkish 
Government's  illegal  and  immoral 
blockade  of  Armenia. 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  that,  I  would 
like  to  commend  once  again  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  Visclosky] 
for  his  leadership  on  this  subject,  pro- 
claim once  again  the  bipartisan  nature 
of  the  support  for  his  amendment.  I 
again  reiterate  that  the  bill,  the  Hu- 


manitarian Aid  Corridor  Act.  was 
passed  in  a  bipartisan  fashion  and 
signed  into  law.  The  intent  of  Congress 
should  be  respected.  Since  it  has  not 
been,  it  is  important  for  Members  to 
support  the  Visclosky  amendment. 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  amendment.  The  amend- 
ment will  ensure  that  Turkey  complies 
with  the  Humanitarian  Aid  Corridor 
Act  before  it  receives  any  more  eco- 
nomic support  funds. 

Whether  we  are  talking  about  Cy- 
prus, the  Kurds,  persecution  of  Chris- 
tians or  Armenia,  the  evidence  is  over- 
whelming against  Turkey.  Questions  of 
democracy,  human  rights,  fairness, 
family  reunification  and  decency  prin- 
ciples we  stand  for,  we  have  to  shoot 
straight  with  our  Turkish  allies. 

For  over  20  years,  Turkish  troops 
have  illegally  occupied  the  northern 
one-third  of  Cyprus.  Today  over  35,000 
armed  troops  occupy  northern  Cyprus. 
Recent  reports  indicate  Turkey  has  in- 
creased its  occupation  forces.  Turkey 
continues  its  military  and  colonial  pol- 
icy towards  Cyprus. 

With  regard  to  the  Kurds,  Turkey's 
militaristic  policy  toward  the  Kurdish 
minority  living  in  the  southeastern 
Turkish  desert  region  goes  beyond  the 
pale  of  civilized  behavior;  20,000  lives 
have  been  lost.  3.000,000  civilians  dis- 
placed. It  is  time  for  the  United  States 
to  take  a  principled  stand  and  express 
its  opposition  to  Turkey's  ongoing  plan 
and  campaign  to  destroy  the  Kurdish 
culture. 

With  regard  to  the  persecution  of 
Christians,  Turkey  continues  to  place 
prohibitive  restrictions  on  Christian 
churches.  There  have  been  numerous 
terrorist  attempts  to  desecrate  the  ec- 
umenical patriarch's  premises  in 
Istanbul.  The  Turkish  Government  has 
launched  a  concerted  effort  to  convert 
the  Church  of  Saint  Sophia,  one  of  the 
most  sacred  monuments  of  Orthodox 
Christianity  and,  I  should  add,  one  of 
the  greatest  architectural  wonders  of 
the  world,  their  plan  to  convert  this 
into  an  Islamic  mosque. 

With  regard  to  Armenia,  Turkey  is 
continuing  its  illegal  blockade  of  Ar- 
menia by  preventing  trade,  transport 
and  the  transshipment  of  United  States 
and  international  humanitarian  assist- 
ance to  Armenia.  We  must  make  a 
strong  stand.  We  must  send  a  strong 
message  to  the  world,  and  the  Presi- 
dent should  send  a  strong  message  to 
the  world  that  Turkey's  aggressive  be- 
havior is  not  acceptable. 

Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  Visclosky  amendment  and 
want  to  reiterate  the  point  made  by 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey,  [Mr. 
Pallone].  This  amendment  does  not 
reference  Turkey.  Let  me  at  the  outset 
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state  that  I  believe  that  Turkey  is  a 
firiend.  Turkey  is  an  important  ally. 
Turkey  has  strategically  been  of  great 
assistance  to  the  United  States  of 
America. 

As  I  pointed  out,  when  I  spoke  on  the 
additional  funds  for  the  war  crimes  tri- 
bunal in  The  Hague,  we  need  to  hold 
accountable  in  the  international  com- 
munity those  who  did  not  meet  inter- 
national norms,  friend  or  not  a  friend. 

I  am  one  who  has  been  substantially 
critical  of  Turkey,  notwithstanding  my 
premise  that  they  are  a  friend  and  im- 
portant ally.  Whether  it  relates  to  the 
Kurds,  whether  it  relates  to  their 
treatment  of  prisoners  or  the  press, 
whether  it  deals  with  any  other  mat- 
ter, all  of  us  need  to  hold  one  another 
accountable  for  transgressions  and  for 
a  failure  to  meet  international  norms. 

Now,  in  the  Humanitarian  Corridor 
Act  we  said  one  of  the  norms  wsis  al- 
lowing assistance  to  go  to  those  in 
trouble.  Not  combatants,  not  adversar- 
ies, but  people  in  trouble.  People  in 
trouble  because  of  conflict,  perhaps  be- 
yond their  control,  children  in  trouble. 
We  have  provided,  and  other  Western 
nations  have  provided,  humanitarian 
assistance.  Not  to  aid  combatants,  not 
to  aid  one  side  or  the  other,  not  to 
make  an  ideological  point,  but  to  say 
that,  when  there  are  people  in  trouble, 
it  is  the  objective  of  the  international 
civilized  community  to  give  aid  and 
comfort  and  help. 

We  ought  to  ask  all  of  our  allies  and 
our  friends  to  assist  to  the  greatest  ex- 
tent possible  in  the  delivering  of  that 
humanitarian  assistance.  That  is  all 
this  amendment  says. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOYER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  The  gentlenmn 
from  Maryland  is  right,  this  is  purely  a 
humanitarian  issue.  The  Armenians 
have  suffered  in  the  early  part  of  this 
century,  in  the  early  part  of  this  cen- 
tury at  the  hands  of  the  Turks.  The  Ar- 
menians have  suffered  through  a  Soviet 
regime  for  decades.  This  is  simply  the 
transition  that  the  Armenians  are  try- 
ing to  make  from  being  part  of  the  So- 
viet union  as  a  State  in  the  Soviet 
Union  to  a  free  market,  independent, 
Cree  society.  The  American  tradition  is 
to  extend  a  helping  hand  to  countries 
like  that. 

That  is  all  that  the  Visclosky-Bili- 
rakis  amendment  is  about,  to  extend 
that  helping  hand,  to  help  Armenia  in 
a  humanitarian  way.  That  is  all  we  are 
asking  for. 

Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  his  contribution  and 
his  support  of  this  amendment. 

In  closing,  I  would  hope  and  I  believe 
that  this  amendment  will  receive  broad 
bipartisan  support.  I  do  not  know 
whether  there  will  be  a  roUcall  vote, 
but  if  there  is,  I  hope  that  there  is  an 
overwhelming    show    of   support,    not 


against  Turkey,  not  against  any  other 
coimtry,  but  for  the  critically  impor- 
tant principle  that  we  will  expect  our 
allies  and  our  friends,  as  well  as  those 
who  may  not  count  themselves  in  that 
category,  to  facilitate  the  relieving  of 
human  misery  and  suffering. 

I  trust  that  this  amendment  will  re- 
ceive the  strongest  support  possible. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  Mr.  ViscLOSKY's  amendment.  As 
a  cosponsor  of  the  Humanitarian  Aid 
Corridor  Act,  I  was  very  pleased  with 
the  passage  of  this  legislation  last 
year.  However,  I  was  extremely  trou- 
bled with  the  President's  waiver  of  the 
Humanitarian  Aid  Corridor  Act  on  May 
16.  I  joined  many  of  my  colleagues  in 
expressing  our  disappointment  with  his 
decision  to  waive  the  statutory  restric- 
tions on  assistance  to  the  Republic  of 
Turkey,  and  I  am  urging  my  colleagues 
to  support  this  amendment  to 
strengthen  the  Humanitarian  Aid  Cor- 
ridor Act. 

The  Humanitarian  Aid  Corridor  Act 
prohibits  U.S.  assistance  to  any  coun- 
try that  prohibits  or  restricts  the 
transport  or  delivery  of  U.S.  humani- 
tarian aid  to  other  countries.  We 
should  not  allow  humanitarian  assist- 
ance to  be  used  as  a  political  weapon 
while  innocent  victims  are  deprived  of 
food,  fuel,  and  medical  supplies,  wheth- 
er it  be  in  the  wake  of  a  natural  disas- 
ter or  armed  aggression. 

Unfortunately,  countries  are  still 
hampering  the  delivery  of  U.S.  humani- 
tarian assistance  to  those  in  need.  Tur- 
key continues  its  illegal  blockade  of 
American  humanitarian  relief  to  needy 
population  in  Armenia  and  it  continues 
to  deny  the  existence  of  the  Armenian 
Genocide  of  1915. 

This  amendment  would  limit  the 
scope  of  the  executive  waiver  under  the 
Humanitarian  Aid  Corridor  Act.  This 
amendment  would  limit  the  President's 
waiver  authority  to  only  U.S.  military 
aid — economic  assistance  would  be 
withheld  from  any  country  that  im- 
pedes the  delivery  of  U.S.  humani- 
tarian assistance  to  other  countries. 

This  amendment  continues  to  protect 
U.S.  national  security  interests,  but  it 
will  send  a  strong  message  to  nations 
that  blocking  humanitarian  assistance 
to  those  in  need  is  unacceptable.  I  com- 
mend the  members  of  the  committee 
who  have  worked  on  behalf  of  this  leg- 
islation, and  I  urge  all  my  colleagues 
to  support  this  important  amendment. 

D  1700 

Mr.  WHITFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words  to  speak  against  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  glad  to  hear  all 
Members  speaking  on  both  sides  of  this 
issue  are  recognizing  the  fact  that  Tur- 
key is  a  valuable  ally  of  the  United 
States.  I  think  that  everyone  recog- 
nizes that. 


I  would  like  to  say  on  the  issue  of 
blockades,  that  container  transit  ship- 
ments to  Armenia  through  Izmir  and 
the  Turkish  straits  to  Batum,  Georgia, 
only  a  few  kilometers  away  from  the 
Turkish  border,  are  taking  place  now. 
Transit  passage  between  the  two  coun- 
tries continues.  Armenian  Airlines  con- 
duct weekly  flights  from  Yerevan  to 
Istanbul.  Armenians  can  travel  to  Tur- 
key, frequently  conducting  suitcase 
trade. 

I  would  also  like  to  say  that  Turkey 
has  made  efforts  to  normalize  relations 
with  Armenia.  Obviously,  this  is  a 
long-standing  dispute,  and  as  a  good 
will  gesture  In  April  of  1995,  Turkey 
opened  air  corridor  H-50,  connecting 
Erzurtun  to  Yerevan.  And  soon  after 
taking  office.  Prime  Minister  Yilmaz 
aimounced  Turkey  will  open  its  border 
with  Armenia,  providing  there  is  a 
bilaterial  agreement  on  the  declaration 
of  principles. 

So  I  think  Txirkey  Is  making  great 
strides  in  the  area  of  humanitarian  aid 
and  treating  people  in  Its  country  with 
respect. 

As  we  know,  Turkey  is  located  in  a 
very  unsettled  part  of  the  world,  sur- 
rounded by  Syria,  Iraq,  and  Iran.  It  is 
a  strong  secular  democracy.  And  al- 
though I  imagine  this  amendment  will 
pass,  I  think  it  is  important  that  we 
recognize  the  contribution  that  Turkey 
makes  in  our  foreign  policy  as  a  valu- 
able ally,  and  I,  for  one,  intend  to  vote 
against  this  amendment. 

Mr.  MENENDEZ.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

I  rise  in  strong  support  of  the  Vis- 
closky amendment.  Few  of  us  would 
disagree  with  the  fact  that  Turkey  is 
an  important  ally  of  the  United  States. 
Many  of  us  have  said  it  on  both  sides  of 
the  question.  But  as  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations, 
I  ask  let  us  look  at  that  in  context. 
Should  that  f^t  entitle  Turkey  to 
deny  the  transits  of  United  States  aid 
to  the  Armenian  people?  Does  it  permit 
Turkey  to  deny  basic  human  rights  to 
Christians  and  Kurds  within  Turkey? 
And  should  our  relationship  allow  Tur- 
key to  threaten  the  stability  of  the  re- 
gion and  to  delay  the  long  overdue  uni- 
fication of  Cyprus,  which  it  invaded 
and  now  occupies? 

I  was  there  this  past  summer,  Mr. 
Chairman,  in  Csrprus,  and  I  say  this  by 
way  of  context,  that  when  we  say  that 
Turkey  is  an  ally,  we  have  to  look  at 
how  our  allies  act  in  the  rest  of  the 
world  and  what  are  our  interests  in  its 
totality.  And  in  that  respect,  here  is  a 
country  that  was  invaded  and  occupied. 
that  is  divided.  When  I  crossed  the 
green  line  which  divides  the  northern 
part,  controlled  by  the  Turkish  Gov- 
ernment, with  the  southern  part  of  the 
rest  of  the  island,  it  was  a  very  dif- 
ficult process.  And,  in  fact,  we  found 
that  Turkish  Csrpriots.  original  Turk- 
ish Cypriots,  do  get  along  with  Greek 
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Cyjaiots,  but  the  Turkish  officials  who 
are  there  and  the  troops  that  are  there 
interfere  with  that  reunification. 

So  when  we  look  at  all  these  things, 
and  when  we  say  that  Turkey  is  an 
ally,  we  have  to  look  at  it  in  context. 

Now,  opponents  of  this  amendment 
will  emphasize  what  a  great  friend  Tur- 
key has  been  to  the  United  States  and 
suggest  that  any  action  that  we  might 
take  might  jeopardize  that  relation- 
ship, but  I  think  we  have  to  keep  in 
mind  as  well,  in  addition  to  the  total 
context  that  United  States-Turkish  re- 
lationship is  a  mutually  beneficial  one, 
and  that  means  that  it  is  strategically 
important  for  both  countries.  And  a  re- 
lationship which  rises  to  the  term  of 
ally  has  to  be  open  to  honest  and  open 
debate  as  to  what  we,  in  fact,  are  will- 
ing to  support  when  we  support  an  ally. 

Now,  foreign  assistance  is  one  of  the 
few  tools  of  peaceful  diplomacy  that  we 
have.  It  is  not  unreasonable  for  us  to 
demand  that  Turkey  allow  the  transit 
of  United  States  aids  to  Armenia  if  it 
wants  to  continue  to  receive  United 
States  economic  support  funds.  That  is 
the  purpose  in  part  of  aid;  it  is,  in  fact, 
to  produce  an  inducement  as  part  of 
your  overall  foreign  policy. 

Now,  we  should  note  that  the  longer 
Turkey  blockades  the  passage  of  aid  to 
Armenia,  the  longer  the  people  of  Ar- 
menia will  need  to  depend  on  United 
States  assistance.  And  in  this  era  of 
budget  cutting  and  increasing  pressure 
to  limit  the  foreign  assistance  budget, 
we  cannot  aiford  not  to  enact  this 
amendment. 

The  Visclosky  amendment  carefully 
curbs  aid  to  Turkey  by  removing  eco- 
nomic support  funds  from  the  Presi- 
dent's waiver  authority  for  the  Human- 
itarian Corridor  Act,  but  military  sup- 
port funds  remain  intact.  And  when  we 
look  at  the  question  of  where  Turkey  is 
moving,  we  have  to  look  at  recently 
the  question  of  Aliza  Marcus,  a  New 
Jersey  resident  who  works  for  Reuters, 
who  was  almost  jailed  simple  because 
she  wrote  an  article  they  did  not  care 
for. 

Are  we  willing  to  support  an  ally 
under  any  conditions?  We  did  that  in 
the  past  in  our  history  and  we  paid 
dearly  for  it. 

Day  after  day  and  year  after  year 
Turkey  has  continued  to  actively  block 
the  transit  of  assistance  to  the  people 
of  Armenia  at  a  time  when  they  are 
struggling  to  rebuild  their  economy 
and  establish  a  democracy.  And  by 
forcing  Turkey  to  make  a  decision 
about  how  important  that  S25  million 
in  economic  support  funds  is  to  the 
people  of  its  country,  we  can  send  the 
message  that  the  United  States  will 
not  stand  by  and  allow  Turkey  to  bully 
its  neighbors,  Armenian,  Greek,  Cyp- 
riot,  Kurdish  or  Christian,  and  con- 
tinue to  receive  the  blessings  of  the 
United  States  assistance. 

I  urge  all  of  my  colleagues,  because  it 
is   the    right   policy    for    the    United 


States,     to     support     the     Visclosky 
amendment. 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  this  amendment,  the  Visclosky- 
Bilirakis  amendment.  I  want  to  review 
how  we  got  to  the  point  that  we  are  at 
today  with  respect  to  this  because  I 
think  it  is  instructive  and  important. 

We  passed  a  provision  in  the  1996  for- 
eign ops  appropriations  bill  that  has 
become  known  as  the  Humanitarian 
Aid  Corridor  Act.  That  was  put  into 
the  bill  by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Porter].  The  purpose  of  the  Hu- 
manitarian Aid  Corridor  Act  was  to 
prohibit  U.S.  assistance  of  any  kind 
from  going  to  a  country  that  impedes 
the  delivery  of  humanitarian  aid  to  a 
third  country. 

It  also  allowed  for  a  waiver  that 
could  be  implemented  by  the  Presi- 
dent, allowing  him  to  waive  those  re- 
strictions for  any  specific  country  that 
he  deems  necessary  in  order  to  uphold 
U.S.  national  security  interests  and 
then  reinstate  military  and  economic 
aid  to  that  country. 

Now,  in  fact,  we  found  out  5  days,  5 
days  fully  after,  that  the  President  has 
apparently  invoked  this.  And  did  we 
find  out  from  the  administration?  Did 
we  find  out  from  the  President  that  he 
invoked  the  waiver  directly?  Did  the 
President  come  to  the  Congress  and  let 
us  know?  No,  he  did  not.  We  found  out 
through  the  foreign  ministry  of  the  na- 
tion of  Turkey  that  our  own  President, 
or  own  administration  had  waived  this 
specific  provision  in  the  1996  foreign 
ops  appropriation  bill. 

I  mean  we  have  to  ask  ourselves  why 
on  earth,  why  on  earth  was  the  Presi- 
dent not  coming  to  us  and  telling  us, 
the  U.S.  Congress,  that  he  was  going  to 
make  this  waiver?  Why  are  we  finding 
this  out  from  Turkey  as  opposed  to  the 
United  States? 

So  we  find  out,  ajid  we  find  this  out 
on  May  21.  May  21,  what,  11.  12  days 
ago?  This  is  when  we  found  out.  That  is 
when  we  found  out  this  national  secu- 
rity waiver  had  been  invoked.  That 
brings  us  to  today. 

What  does  this  provision,  the  Vis- 
closky-Bilirakis  amendment  actually 
do?  It  says  that  we  will  continue  to 
have  the  Humanitarian  Aid  Corridor 
Act  in  place,  but  that  with  respect  only 
to  economic  support  funds,  the  waiver 
provision  will  no  longer  exist.  In  other 
words,  the  President  of  the  United 
States  will  no  longer  be  able  to  waive 
the  Humanitarian  Aid  Corridor  Act.  He 
will  not  be  able  to  waive  that  provision 
specifically  with  respect  to  the  eco- 
nomic support  fund. 

How  much  money  are  we  talking 
about  for  the  nation  of  Turkey,  poten- 
tial? Not  more  than  $25  million.  Tur- 
key is  going  to  continue  to  get  $146 
million  in  military  aid.  I  do  not  know 
how  Members  feel  about  that.  I  am  not 
crazy  about  it.  But  Turkey  will  con- 


tinue to  get  that.  Turkey  will  continue 
to  get  humanitarian  aid  if  it  needs  it. 
This  does  not  affect  humanitarian 
aid.  It  does  not  affect  military  aid.  It 
merely  affects  the  economic  support 
fund,  which  is  used  for  what?  Things 
like  economic  development,  the  retire- 
ment of  debt.  Sometimes  we  do  not 
know  exactly  what  it  is  for.  The  State 
Department  does  not  always  tell  us, 
but  it  is  up  to  $25  million. 

It  is  a  very  incremental,  moderate, 
frankly,  step  to  be  taken  at  this  time. 
It  is  anything  but  radical  or  extreme. 
It  is,  as  opposed  to  a  smack  in  the  face, 
it  is  more  like  a  little  tap  on  the  wrist, 
and  it  is  absolutely  necessary  that  we 
do  it.  This  ought  to  have  the  broadest 
bipartisan  support  from  every  Member 
of  this  Congress,  because  we  should 
not,  we  should  not  be  giving  economic 
support  funds  to  Turkey  or  any  other 
nation  under  the  pretext  of  a  national 
security  interest. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  every  Member 
of  this  Congress  to  vote  in  favor  of 
this. 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  this  amendment.  Even  though 
Turkey  is  one  of  our  biggest  bene- 
ficiaries of  American  good  will,  that 
nation  continues  to  block  distribution 
of  American  aid  to  the  Republic  of  Ar- 
menia. In  other  words,  Turkey  is  act- 
ing like  a  big  bully  against  its  small 
neighbors  and  American  aid  is  being 
held  hostage.  Not  only  is  this  clearly 
unfair,  but  it  is  illegal,  according  to 
the  U.S.  law. 

The  time  has  come  that  we  stop  mak- 
ing execuses  for  Turkey.  The  time  has 
come  to  quit  playing  politics  with  hu- 
manitarian aid,  aid  destined  for  Arme- 
nia. I  know  that  Turkey  is  a  member  of 
NATO,  and  I  acknowledge  Turkey's 
strategic  importance,  but  fair  is  fair. 
Hunaan  rights  must  be  protected,  and 
no  one,  not  even  our  military  allies, 
have  the  right  to  flaunt  the  Humani- 
tarian Aid  Corridor  Act,  period. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  vote  yes  on  the  Visclosky  amend- 
ment. This  is  a  vote  for  the  people  of 
Armenia  and  this  is  a  vote  for 
strengthening  and  upholding  the  Hu- 
mtanltarian  Aid  Corridor  Act. 

Mr.  ANDREWS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman fi*om  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  ANDREWS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  my  fiiend  for  shielding,  and  I  also 
rise  in  very  strong  support  of  the 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from  In- 
diana [Mr.  Visclosky].  I  do  so  for  rea- 
sons of  strategic  balance,  constitu- 
tional propriety  and  moral  imperative. 

On  issues  of  strategic  balance,  I  do 
not  think  anyone  on  our  side  of  the 
question  would  disagree  that  the  im- 
portance of  Turkey's  military  role  to 
the  defense  of  this  coimtry  is  very  im- 
portant and  very  desirable.  But  one  of 
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the  many  benefits  of  the  Visclosky 
amendment  is  it  does  not  in  any  way 
impair  that  relationship.  In  fact,  it 
simply  only  speaks  to  the  economic  as- 
sistance and  conditions  that  assist- 
ance, not  the  military  assistance,  upon 
the  behavior  of  Turkey. 

With  respect  to  the  issue  of  constitu- 
tional propriety,  with  all  due  respect 
to  the  administration,  many  of  us  be- 
lieve that  its  decision  to  waive  the  pro- 
vision of  the  Humanitarian  Corridor 
Act  was  incorrect  and  wrong.  This,  we 
believe,  restores  a  sense  of  constitu- 
tional balance,  where  we  say  with  re- 
spect to  economic  assistance  funds 
there  will  be  none,  period,  unless  there 
is  compliance  with  the  act.  And  with 
respect  to  other  provisions,  we  respect 
the  prerogative  of  the  Commander-in- 
Chief  and  the  executive  branch. 

Finally,  there  is  a  matter  of  the 
moral  imperative  here.  A  country  that 
continues  to  illegally  and  harshly  oc- 
cupy the  island  of  Cyprus,  that  contin- 
ues to  persecute  people  within  its  own 
borders  for  the  practice  of  their  reli- 
gion, a  country  that  has  the  dubious 
distinction  of  leading  the  world  in  1995 
in  the  number  of  journalists  impris- 
oned for  simply  speaking  their  minds, 
such  a  country  has  no  place  receiving 
the  hard-earned  tax  dollars  of  the  peo- 
ple of  our  country. 
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Cyprus  is  the  most  egregious  exam- 
ple. What  has  happened  to  the  people  of 
Armenia  fits  a  similar  standard.  And 
for  us  to  adopt  Mr.  Visclosky's  amend- 
ment, I  think,  would  make  us  unwit- 
ting and  undesirable  components  or  ac- 
cessories to  such  a  policy.  I  believe  we 
should  not  do  that.  I  commend  Mr.  Vis- 
closky and  his  colleagues  for  introduc- 
ing this.  I  thank  my  firiend  from  Cali- 
fornia for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words.  I  realize  how  passionate  and  sin- 
cere many  Members  of  Congress  are 
with  respect  to  Turkey  and  to  some  of 
the  events  that  have  taken  place  there, 
not  by  all  people  of  Turkey  but  by  a 
small  group  of  people  in  Turkey.  It  has 
been  my  position  that  the  Constitution 
gives  the  affairs  of  foreign  policy  to  the 
administrative  branch  of  government 
and  sometimes  we  constrict  the  admin- 
istration too  harshly. 

Last  year  during  this  debate  I  had  a 
conversation  with  many  members  of 
the  Greek  community  who  were  con- 
cerned about  some  of  the  same  prob- 
lems that  you  all  are  concerned  about. 
I  agreed  then  that  we  were  not  going  to 
earmark  any  money  for  Turkey,  that 
we  were  not  going  to  afford  Turkey  the 
same  monetary  help  that  we  were  giv- 
ing them  vrith  respect  to  the  F-16's 
they  were  ttying  to  purchase.  And  in 
my  bill  there  is  not  one  penny  ear- 
marked to  Turkey.  We  have  a  pot  of 
money  that  we  give  to  the  administra- 
tive branch  of  government.  It  is  called 
the  Economic  Support  Fund. 
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The   administration   can   choose    to 

take  part  of  that  money  and  give  it  to 

Egypt.   They   can   take   part   of  that 
money  and  give  it  to  Israel.  We  do  not 

tell  them  how  to  spend  every  nickel. 
We  do  not  tell  them  to  spend  money  in 
Turkey.  Neither  do  we  deny  them  the 
opportunity  to  spend  money  in  Turkey. 
To  further  facilitate  those  who  have 
concerns  about  the  problems  in  Tur- 
key, the  committee,  through  amend- 
ment, elected  to  restrict  the  ability  of 
the  administration  that  if  they  decide 
to  give  money  to  Turkey,  under  no  cir- 
cumstances could  they  go  above  $25 
million.  So  there  is  no  economic  sup- 
port money  earmarked.  The  adminis- 
tration has  a  limited  amount  of  avail- 
ability of  money  for  Turkey,  and  there 
is  no  new  money  in  here  for  Turkey  for 
new  military  equipment. 

There  is  money  in  there  for 
sustainment  needs  to  allow  them  to 
buy  parts,  and  Turkey  is  an  ally  of  the 
United  States.  No  one  here  disputes 
that. 

So  I  am  trying  to  tell  the  House  that 
we  are  trying  not  to  write  foreign  pol- 
icy for  the  administration.  We  elected 
President  Bill  Clinton  to  lead  this  Na- 
tion. He  appointed  the  Secretary  of 
State.  While  I  disagree  with  them  more 
often  that  not,  nevertheless  we  must 
recognize  that  the  Constitution  gives 
this  charge  to  the  administrative 
branch  of  government. 

I  hope  that  we  will  not  have  to  even 
vote  on  it,  but  if  we  were  to  vote  on  it, 
I  would  vote  "no."  I  would  like  to  en- 
courage a  "no"  vote  but  to  emphasize 
that  in  this  bill,  we  are  not  creating 
foreign  policy.  We  are  making  an  ap- 
propriation. At  the  behest  of  some,  we 
have  limited  the  amount  of  the  admin- 
istration's ability  to  give  Turkey 
money.  I  think  that  we  have  come  a 
long  way,  and  I  would  urge  a  rejection 
of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  year  ago  the  Con- 
gress, both  the  House  and  the  Senate, 
with  the  agreement  of  the  President 
adopted  a  principle,  and  that  principle 
was  that  no  country  receiving  foreign 
assistance  from  the  United  States, 
should  continue  to  receive  that  assist- 
ance if  they  were  to  block  transit  of 
humanitarian  assistance  to  another 
coimtry  which  the  United  States 
wished  to  help. 

We  are  talking,  Mr.  Chairman,  about 
humanitarian  assistance.  We  are  talk- 
ing about  food  and  clothing  and  medi- 
cal supplies  and  energy,  the  kinds  of 
things  that  keep  people  alive,  some- 
thing that  we  could  send  to  those  in 
great  need. 

Mr.  Chainnan,  that  principle  was  not 
stated  in  terms  of  Turkey  and  Arme- 
nia. It  was  applicable  to  any  country 
that  might  be  receiving  humanitarian 
assistance  from  the  United  States  and 
any  country  that  might  prevent  its 
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transit.  But  let  us  be  truthful,  there 
was  only  one  country  cutting  off  hu- 
manitarian assistance  a  year  ago.  and 
there  is  only  one  country  cutting  off 
United  States  humanitarian  assistance 
today,  and  that  is  Turkey  cutting  off 
assistance  to  Armenia. 

Is  Armenia  presently  receiving 
United  States  humanitarian  assist- 
ance? Yes.  How  is  it  getting  there?  It  is 
that  other  coimtries  are  not  preventing 
transit.  It  is  going  mostly  through 
Georgia.  And  what  does  that  mean? 

It  means  that  it  costs  the  United 
States  millions  of  additional  dollars  to 
get  the  aid  to  where  we  want  it  to  go 
to,  Armenia,  because  Turkey  refuses  to 
allow  it  to  cross  their  borders.  Why 
should  the  U.S.  taxpayers  pay  that  ad- 
ditional cost  and  still  provide  eco- 
nomic assistance  to  the  country  that  is 
preventing  the  aid  from  proceeding  in 
the  normal  way? 

As  we  do  with  all  these  provisions, 
we  said  that  the  President  could  waive 
this  part  of  the  law  for  national  secu- 
rity reasons,  and  isn't  it  interesting 
that  the  President  of  the  United  States 
waived  the  provision  of  the  law  on  May 
16.  thwarted  the  entire  purposes  for 
which  Congress  adopted  it,  and  never 
had  the  courtesy  or  the  courage  to  tell 
Congress  or  the  American  people  that 
he  had  done  it?  We  had  to  find  it  out 
through  the  Turkish  Foreign  Minister 
5  days  after  the  fact. 

Now  all  we  are  saying  in  this  amend- 
ment is,  yes,  the  President  of  the 
United  States  still  can  waive  the  provi- 
sions of  the  law  in  regard  to  national 
security,  but  the  waiver  will  only  re- 
late to  national  security  assistance, 
military  assistance  to  the  country  in- 
volved, and  that  if  he  issues  such  a 
waiver  the  economic  assistance,  never- 
theless, will  not  be  allowed  to  go 
through. 

Are  we  concerned  about  Turkey  and 
its  instability,  as  the  gentlenuua  from 
Texas  suggested  earlier?  Of  course,  we 
are.  Is  Turkey  a  valuable  ally  to  the 
United  States?  Of  course,  it  is.  Has  it 
stood  with  us?  Yes.  But  it  is  in  the 
hands  of  Turkey  not  to  have  assistance 
cut  off  simply  by  allowing  humani- 
tarian assistance  to  pass  across  its  bor- 
ders. Is  that  too  much  to  ask  of  any 
country  in  the  world?  I  think  not. 

I  think  this  amendment  is  very,  very 
properly  crafted.  It  preserves  national 
security  assistance  and  does  not  touch 
it.  It  simply  says,  if  you  are  going  to 
cost  the  American  taxpayers  extra 
money,  millions  of  extra  dollars  to 
transship  across  areas  to  get  the  hu- 
manitarian assistance  where  we  want 
it  to  go,  you  certainly  should  help  to 
pay  for  it. 

I  think  that  is  perfectly  reasonable.  I 
think  the  Members  understand  it.  I 
commend  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
for  offering  this  amendment.  I  believe 
it  is  going  to  receive  the  overwhelming 
support  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. 
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Mr.  ZIMMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  stxike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
this  amendment.  It  is  appropriate,  and 
it  is  necessary  to  implement  the  will  of 
this  House  and  this  Congress  enacted 
into  law  last  year  in  the  Humanitarian 
Aid  Corridor  Act.  It  is  wrong  for  the 
President  to  have  waived  the  provi- 
sions not  only  with  respect  to  military 
aid  but  also  with  respect  to  economic 
aid. 

There  can  be  no  national  security 
justification  for  restoring  economic 
aid,  at  a  time  when  Turkey  continues 
to  maintain  a  choke  hold  on  the  impor- 
tant corridors  through  its  country  to 
Armenia,  which  is  suffering  consider- 
a\»ly  as  a  result.  This  general  statutory 
sanction  applies  to  Turkey  because 
Turkey,  since  1993.  has  maintained  this 
blockade  and  has  prevented  aid  from 
reaching  Armenia.  It  has  callously  ig- 
nored the  tragic  humanitarian  toll 
that  its  blockade  has  caused,  and  it  has 
defiantly  resisted  calls  from  the  inter- 
national community  to  stop  this  illegal 
blockade. 

Turkey  has  a  dismal  humanitarian 
record.  It  continues  its  military  cam- 
paign against  its  own  people  of  Kurdish 
descent.  More  than  2,000  Kurdish  vil- 
lages have  been  destroyed  and  millions 
of  people  have  been  displaced.  But  de- 
spite the  blockade,  despite  Turkey's 
record  with  respect  to  its  own  people, 
despite  its  provocations  with  respect  to 
Greece  and  to  continued  occupations  of 
CTPress,  President  Clinton  chose  to  ex- 
ercise the  waiver  clause  across  the 
board.  That  is  the  wrong  thing  to  do, 
and  that  is  why  this  amendment  is  so 
absolutely  necessary. 

We  should  not  be  rewarding  a  coun- 
try with  American  dollars  for  callously 
disregarding  humaji  rights  and  human 
lives.  We  have  heard  a  great  leal  today 
about  how  Turkey  is  our  ally,  how  Tur- 
key has  stood  with  us  through  thick 
and  thin.  Let  me  just  remind  my  col- 
leagues what  President  Eisenhower 
said  some  40  years  ago  when  he  estab- 
lished the  Elsenhower  doctrine.  Presi- 
dent Eisenhower  said,  "There  can  be  no 
peace  without  law,  and  there  can  be  no 
law  if  we  were  to  invoke  one  code  of 
international  conduct  for  those  who 
oppose  us  and  another  for  our  friends." 

The  Humanitarian  Aid  Corridor  Act 
applies  to  every  country  in  the  world. 
Its  impact  is  on  Turkey  because  Tur- 
key is  acting  in  contravention  of  the 
rules  of  decency,  humanity  and  inter- 
national law.  That  is  why  Turkey,  be- 
cause of  its  own  actions,  should  suffer 
these  penalties.  Through  its  own  ac- 
tions, it  can  relieve  itself  of  these  pen- 
alties. I  urge  the  adoption  of  this 
aunendment. 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Visclosky]. 

Mr.  VISCLOSKY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  be- 
lieve that  this  will  be  the  close  of  the 


debate.  We  just  wanted  to  respond  to  a 
couple  of  the  points  that  were  made 
today.  There  was  a  debate  here  earlier 
today  on  the  House  floor  about  how  far 
back  in  time  we  should  go  to  resolve 
the  issue  before  us.  I  would  suggest  last 
year,  1995,  represents  the  year  in  which 
we  adopted  the  Humanitarian  Aid  Cor- 
ridor Act  which  does  have  an  impact  on 
Turkey.  There  is  an  existing  blockade. 
We  have  to  go  back  but  one  year. 

There  was  a  suggestion  that  there  is 
in  fact  no  blockade,  that  there  is  suit- 
case trading  going  on  here.  I  have  peo- 
ple coming  into  my  office  today  talk- 
ing about  triple  trailers  doing  trade 
with  the  country  of  Mexico  and  Can- 
ada. Here  we  are  talking  about  suitcase 
trade. 

There  is  also  an  assertion  that  there 
is  an  airline  corridor  once  a  week.  My 
recollection  is  there  was  an  air  cor- 
ridor to  the  city  of  Berlin  when  the 
Russians  blockaded  the  city.  It  would 
be  my  assertion  that  the  blockade  con- 
tinues to  exist. 

The  comment  was  made  here  too  that 
this  is  simply  ethnic  politics.  I  would 
agree  with  that  assertion.  I  am  very 
concerned  about  the  ethnic  Armenians 
who  have  1  hour  of  electricity  every 
day  because  of  the  Turkish  blockade.  I 
am  very  concerned  about  the  ethnics  in 
north  Cypnis  because  of  the  continuing 
Turkish  occupation. 

There  was  a  suggestion  here  that  the 
Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 
and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  are  op- 
posed to  this  amendment.  I  will  accept 
their  objection.  But  my  question  is, 
why?  We  do  not  limit  or  prevent  the 
waiver  of  this  act  by  the  President  for 
military  assistance.  It  only  goes  to  the 
example  of  economic  assistance,  to  the 
tune  of  S25  million.  There  be  in  excess 
of  $140  million  in  military  assistance. 

So  with  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
ask  that  my  colleagues  support  the 
amendment,  the  bipartisan  amendment 
that  is  before  the  House. 

Ms.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today 
in  support  of  my  colleague's  amendment  to 
prohibit  funding  for  the  Army's  School  of 
America's  in  my  home  State  of  Georgia.  Al- 
though I  am  proud  to  represent  the  people  of 
Georgia,  I  must  speak  about  this  institution's 
shameful  legacy  of  which  I  am  not  proud. 

Proponents  of  the  school  assert  that  it  is 
simply  a  training  fadiity  for  military  leaders  of 
Latin  America.  The  tnrth  of  the  matter  is  that 
many  of  the  school's  graduates  are  among  the 
region's  most  ruthless  human  rights  abusers. 
Allow  me  to  provide  some  examples  of  the 
atrocities  committed  by  graduates  of  the 
school. 

In  1980,  four  women  in  El  Salvador,  Jean 
Donovan,  Laura  Clark.  Edith  Ford,  and  Doro- 
thy Hjizell  were  raped  and  murdered  by  grad- 
uates of  the  school.  That  same  year,  after  call- 
ing on  the  army  for  peace  in  el  Salvador, 
Archbishop  Romero  was  executed  by  other 
graduates.  In  1981,  the  entire  village  of  El 
Mozote,  900  people  including  131  children 
under  the  age  of  12,  were  lined  up  and  exe- 
cuted. Ten  of  the  12  officers  responsible,  were 


graduates  of  the  Army's  School  of  the  Ameri- 
cas. In  1989,  School  of  America  graduates 
were  found  responsible  for  the  murder  of  six 
Jesuit  priests.  The  1991  commencement 
speaker  at  the  school  was  General  Hector 
Gramaho.  General  Gramaho  alone  is  respon- 
sible for  the  death  of  200,000  men,  women, 
and  children  in  Guatemala. 

In  1993,  the  United  Nations  issued  a  report 
regarding  atrocities  in  Central  America,  and 
found  that  49  of  the  60  officers  responsible 
were  graduates  of  the  U.S.  Army's  School  of 
the  America's.  Additional  graduates  of  the 
school  include  Manuel  Noriega  and  Bolivian 
dictator  Hugo  Bonza. 

Not  only  are  these  assassins  training  on  our 
own  soil,  but  they  are  being  funded  by  U.S. 
tax  dollars. 

Mr.  Chaimian,  cleariy  this  taxpayer-funded 
institution  has  become  nothing  less  than  a 
prep  school  for  the  Hitlers  and  Stalins  of  Latin 
America.  The  American  taxpayer  should  no 
longer  have  to  pay  for  the  training  of  rapists 
and  child  killers.  I  urge  my  colleagues  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  to  vote  for  the  Kennedy 
amendment  and  dose  this  school  of  the  as- 
sassins. 

Mr.  BISHOP.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  School  of 
the  Americas  is  a  strong  and  effective  advo- 
cate of  human  rights  and  representative  gov- 
emment  in  Latin  America. 

This  is  the  finding  of  an  independent  study 
retained  by  the  Army  last  year.  It  is  my  own 
finding,  as  well. 

Fort  Benning  is  in  my  distrid.  I  have  visited 
the  school  many  times,  studied  the  curriculum, 
talked  often  to  the  students  and  faculty,  exam- 
ined all  the  evidence. 

Critics  make  a  lot  of  charges  but  they  offer 
not  one  shred  of  real  evidence  to  substantiate 
their  false  and  malidous  accusations.  And 
they  ignore  all  evkjence  to  the  contrary,  in- 
duding  the  fad  that  an  ovenvhelming  majority 
of  the  graduates  have  wori<ed  for  democracy 
when  they  retumed  home. 

Anyone  wtio  studies  the  fads  objedively  will 
reach  the  same  condusion  as  I  have  and  the 
study  has— that  the  School  of  the  Americas  is 
effectively  promoting  human  rights  and  should 
continue  to  fulfill  its  misskjn  to  help  represent- 
ative government  take  hold  in  Latin  America. 
I  oppose  the  Kennedy  amendment. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  in  this  House  to  rejed 
this  amendment. 

Mrs.  JOHNSON  of  Connedrcut.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  today  in  strong  support  of  the  Vis- 
dosky  amendment  eliminating  the  Preskfenrs 
authority  to  waive  the  bill's  prohit>itk>n  on  Eco- 
nomic Support  Funding  to  countries  that  re- 
strid  the  delivery  of  U.S.  humanitarian  assist- 
ance. Last  year,  at  this  time,  I  stood  on  this 
fkx>r  with  my  colleagues  to  cut  $25  million  in 
U.S.  economic  assistance  to  Turkey  during 
consideration  of  the  FY  1996  Foreign  Oper- 
ations Appropriations  bill  until  the  blockade  of 
U.S.  humanitarian  assistance  was  lifted. 

Since  that  time,  the  Turiosh  govemment  has 
not  adequately  addressed  its  behavior  against 
its  neighbors,  in  partrcular,  its  internationally- 
condemned  blockade  of  U.S.  humanitarian  as- 
sistance to  ArmeniSL  On  May  16,  1996,  Presi- 
dent Bill  Clinton  disregarded  this  Congress'  in- 
tent by  waiving  the  applicatk>n  of  the  Humani- 
tarian Aid  Corridor  Ad  to  Turkey.  This  ad  pro- 
hibits U.S.  economic  or  military  assistance  to 
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any  country  that  blockades  the  transport  of 
U.S.  disaster  and  relief  assistance. 

I  am  here  today  in  support  of  the  Armenian 
people  and  in  support  of  this  amendment.  By 
narrowing  the  Presidential  waiver  contained  in 
the  Humanitarian  AkJ  Corridor  Ad,  we  will  limit 
the  President's  ability  to  provide  up  to  S25  mil- 
lion in  FY  1997  economic  assistance  funds  to 
Turkey.  Since  the  president  has  failed  to  ad- 
dress this  issue,  it  is  now  up  to  Congress  to 
make  a  clear  decisive  statement.  In  addition, 
it  is  also  important  to  continue  a  positive  and 
adive  relationship  with  the  govemment  of  Tur- 
key to  resolve  this  and  other  mutual  matters. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  additk)n  to  this  amend- 
ment, I  would  also  like  to  express  my  support 
for  the  Radanovich  amendment  which  will  be 
offered  to  this  bill.  This  amendment  would  limit 
the  amount  of  Economic  Support  Funding  for 
Turkey  to  $22  million  until  Turicey  acknowl- 
edges the  Armenian  genodde  and  takes  steps 
to  honor  the  memory  of  its  vk:tims. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong 
opposition  to  the  amendment  of  my  friend  and 
colleague  from  Indiana. 

This  amendment  would  cut  another  $47  mil- 
lion from  the  Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment's operating  expenses.  I  woukj  just  like  to 
make  three  quick  points. 

First,  further  cuts  in  operating  expenses 
would  destroy  many  benefits  of  the  streamlin- 
ing efforts  that  have  t)een  ongoing  for  much  of 
the  past  two  years.  The  fad  is  that  USAID  has 
already  been  achieving  savings.  Many  posts 
have  ck>sed  and  3,000  staff  positions  have 
been  cut  since  1993.  Indeed,  this  year  AID  is 
In  the  process  of  ctosing  another  24  more  mis- 
sions. This  is  a  very  fiscally  responsit>te  agen- 
cy. 

Second,  these  cuts  would  cause  major  dis- 
ruptions in  policy  and  program  management. 
Morale  would  suffer,  and  many  capable  em- 
ptoyees  of  the  agency  would  seek  jobs  outskle 
govemment  rather  ttian  work  in  an  atmos- 
phere of  reduced  effectiveness,  not  to  mention 
the  increased  number  of  RIFs.  already  at  200 
for  FY  96. 

Third,  cuts  in  operating  expenses  under- 
mines AID'S  at>ility  to  effedively  promote  U.S. 
interests.  We  will  be  less  effective  in  helping 
to  promote  democracy  and  market  reforms  in 
the  third  world.  We  will  be  less  effedive  in  fa- 
dlitating  economic  growth  in  devetoping  coun- 
tries, encouraging  new  markets  for  U.S.  com- 
panies, and  addressing  serious  gkibal  prob- 
lems such  as  rapid  population  growth,  environ- 
mental degradation,  and  the  spread  of  disease 
and  crime. 

Mr.  Chairman,  AID'S  goals  are  our  foreign 
policy  goals  and  cannot  be  achieved  without 
adequate  resources  for  their  operating  ex- 
penses. This  amendment  is  short  sighted.  It 
ignores  significant  savings  already  achieved 
and  most  importantly  it  is  utterly  misguided  na- 
tk>nally  policy. 

Mrs.  KENNELLY.  Mr.  Chaimian,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  the  Visdosky  Amendment 
which  prohibits  economic  aid  to  countries 
which  interfere  in  the  transport  or  delivery  of 
U.S.  humanitarian  aid.  This  important  amend- 
ment will  strengthen  the  Humanitarian  Corridor 
Ad  induded  in  this  legislation. 

I  believe  that  our  Nation's  traditkms  and  val- 
ues demand  that  we  support  the  delivery  of 
humanitarian  aid  to  suffering  people.  In  addi- 


tion, those  nations  that  prohibit  the  delivery  of 
such  lifesavlng  aid  should  not  be  rewarded 
with  U.S.  foreign  assistance. 

I  had  hoped  that  Indusion  of  this  provision 
in  last  year's  appropriations  bill  would  have 
sent  a  dear  message  to  countries  like  Turkey 
that  blocking  humanitarian  assistance  to  Ar- 
menia would  not  be  tolerated.  Unfortunately, 
that  was  not  the  case,  and  this  amendment 
has  become  necessary. 

This  amendment  will  prohibit  S25  million  In 
economic  assistance  to  Turkey.  It  sends  a 
dear  message  that  Turtcey  must  end  its  block- 
ade of  Armenia.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port this  important  amendment. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  Chaimian,  I  rise  in  support 
of  the  amendment.  The  Humanitarian  Akl  Cor- 
ridor Ad  was  created  to  ensure  that  U.S.  aid 
reaches  refugees  in  the  quickest  way  possible 
regardless  of  geopolitical  concerns. 

This  amendment  notifies  countries  such  as 
Turt<ey,  which  refuses  to  allow  humanitarian 
aid  destined  for  Armenia  to  ctoss  its  borders, 
that  they  will  lose  United  States  economic  as- 
sistance unless  the  akJ  blockade  is  lifted. 

Breaking  aid  blockades  is  provided  for  by 
existing  law.  but  unfortunately,  a  Presidential 
waiver  is  alknved  under  certain  drcumstances. 
This  amendment  will  put  teeth  into  the  law  by 
requiring  a  cutoff  of  economic  support  funds  to 
offending  countries  regardless  of  a  Presi- 
dential waiver.  The  amerxlment  will  not  affed 
military  aid  nor  other  forms  of  rK>neconomic 
aid,  such  as  humanitarian  assistance,  to  of- 
fending countries.  With  this  amendment,  we 
will  be  able  to  proted  natk>nal  security  inter- 
ests while  sending  a  dear  message  to  coun- 
tries to  ad  in  accord  with  internationally  ac- 
cepted human  rights  standards. 

I  urge  passage  of  the  amendment 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  Fkxida.  Mr.  Chaimian,  I 
rise  in  strong  oppositxm  to  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  geintleman  from  Indiana  cutting 
USAID's  operating  expenses  by  $47  billion. 
Adoptk>n  of  an  additkxial  cut  to  the  operating 
expenses  level,  whk:h  already  represents  a 
26-percent  cut  from  last  year's  appropriatkxis, 
would  not  only  undermine  the  United  States 
ability  to  carry  out  staff  intensive  devetopment 
programs,  such  as  chiki  survival  and  micro- 
enterprise,  but  woukJ  also  have  a  devastating 
effed  on  the  delivery  of  U.S.  assistance  in 
programs  integrating  ecorramic  growth,  foster- 
ing health  and  family  planning,  proteding  the 
environment,  and  promoting  democracy. 

USAID  has  undertaken  ambitious  programs 
of  streamlining  and  downsizing  for  the  past  3 
years  and  is  in  the  process  of  dosing  adoi- 
tk>nal  overseas  posts.  By  September  1996, 
USAID  wHI  have  dosed  23  overseas  posts  in 
Africa,  Asia,  the  Near  East,  and  Latin  America, 
producing  annual  savings  in  excess  of  $40 
million.  In  this  era  of  reinventing  govemment, 
the  USAID  has  done  its  part.  What  we  must 
secure  in  this  age  of  gk>bal  instability  and 
change  is  the  United  States'  role  in  promoting 
economic  and  political  development  in  Africa, 
Asia,  and  Latin  America. 

With  resped  to  Africa,  the  impad  of  $47 
millk>n  wouM  be  devastating.  USAID  wouM  be 
forced  to  dose  additional  missions  in  the  poor- 
est continent  in  the  world.  Assistance  pro- 
grams woukJ  be  abruptly  terminated  and  prior 
U.S.  investments  jeopardized.  For  Instance, 
the  new  regional  initiative  in  the  greater  horn 


of  Africa,  which  promotes  food  security  and 
crisis  prevention.  wouW  be  undermined,  as  will 
trade  and  investment  opportunities  for  United 
States  companies  in  southern  Africa. 

USAID  has  been  the  leader  in  the  gtobal 
child  survival  efforts  that  are  now  saving  an 
estimated  4  million  chikjren  each  year.  The 
impad  of  further  proposed  cuts  in  USAID  op- 
erating expenses  will  Inevitably  lead  to: 

An  increase  in  child  mortality;  45.000  fami- 
lies in  South  Afnca  wtio  will  not  be  assisted 
with  better  water  and  sanitatk>n  services; 
100.000  people  in  India  who  will  not  receive 
safe  drinking  water  and  will  be  exposed  to 
cholera,  hepatitis,  malaria,  dengue,  and  bu- 
bonic plague  from  untreated  sewage  and 
waste; 

Delay  or  termination  of  support  for  the  con- 
solklation  of  the  transition  from  military  rule  in 
Guatemala; 

Withdrawal  of  United  States  support  for  mili- 
tary demobilization  in  Mozambique; 

Sharp  redudion  in  support  for  poverty  pro- 
grams in  South  Asia;  and 

The  curtailment  of  economic  transition  pro- 
grams in  southern  Africa,  Ethkjpia,  and  Tanza- 
nia. 

The  impad  of  additkxiai  double-digit  cuts  is 
real  and  contrary  to  the  interests  of  the  United 
States  in  promoting  strong  and  sustainable 
economk;  and  political  devetopment  in  the 
wortd.  This  is  our  role. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  defeat  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Ms.  ESHOO.  Mr.  Chaimian,  I  thank  Rep- 
resentatives ViSCUDSKY,  BlURAKlS,  aTKJ  DUflBIN 

and  my  other  coleagues  helping  to  improve 
and  strengthen  the  Humanitarian  Akl  Corridor 
Ad. 

On  May  16.  to  the  surprise  and  disappoint- 
ment of  the  intematk>nal  human  rights  commu- 
nities, as  well  as  Members  of  this  body.  Presi- 
dent Clinton  exercised  his  option  to  waive  the 
Humanitarian  AkJ  Corridor  Ad  Passed  with 
strong  txpartisan  support  as  part  of  last  year's 
Foreign  Operations  appropriations  bill,  the 
Corridor  Ad  is  essential  because  it  exerts  the 
appropriate  pressure  on  countries,  such  as 
Turtcey,  that  block  United  States  kveign  assist- 
arx»  to  the  region. 

As  the  only  Member  of  Congress  of  Arme- 
nian descent,  I  have  a  deep  understanding  of 
how  the  Ottoman  Empire  decimated  Arme- 
nians and  thus  wrote  one  of  the  darkest  chap- 
ters in  human  history.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  we  re- 
member the  tragk:  history  of  the  Armenian 
people,  if s  essential  for  us  to  frame  the  role 
the  United  States  can  play  in  establishing 
peace  in  ttie  caucuses.  I'm  committed  to  the 
safety  and  independence  of  Armenia.  We 
must  ensure  that  its  people  are  proteded. 
Therefore,  I  support  efforts  to  strengthen  the 
Humanitarian  AM  Corridor  Ad  and  to  curtail 
aid  to  Turt(ey  should  that  country  refuse  to 
abkie  by  the  Ad. 

Strengthening  the  Corridor  Ad  by  narrowing 
the  waiver  authority  recently  involved  by  the 
Presktent  will  send  a  dear,  decisive  state- 
ment that  natk>ns  which  continue  hostile  and 
aggressive  policies  against  other  countries  will 
not  be  tolerated  or  rewarded  with  economic 
akf.  We  must  do  ail  we  can  to  help  advance 
a  proactive  foreign  polKy  which  can  help  bring 
lasting  peace  to  the  region,  i  urge  the  House 
to  support  the  Visdosky  Amendment. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  Visclosky]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  VISCLOSKY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote  and,  pending 
that,  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  further  proceedings  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  gentleman  from  Indi- 
ana [Mr.  Visclosky]  will  be  postponed. 

The  point  of  order  of  no  quorum  is 
considered  withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BV  MR.  SKAGGS 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Skaggs:  Page 
52.  stxlke  lines  14  through  20. 

D  1730 
•Mr.  SKAGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
amendment  removes  the  provision  in 
the  bill  that  caps  spending  for  popu- 
lation planning  activities  at  a  maxi- 
mum of  65  percent  of  the  fiscal  1995 
level. 

Humane  and  respectful  assistance  to 
other  nations  seeking  voluntarily  to 
limit  their  population  growth  is  in  the 
profound  national  interest  of  the 
United  States. 

Ultimately,  there's  no  greater  threat 
to  our  national  security  than  standing 
by  while  the  world's  population  ex- 
plodes. If  we  don't  constrain  population 
growth,  our  work  to  Improve  living 
standards,  control  pollution,  and  battle 
disease  is  hoi>eles8.  If  we  let  up  on  the 
effort  to  limit  population,  all  of  the 
other  good  works  that  we  are  seeking 
to  accomplish  with  our  development 
assistance  will  be  overwhelmed. 

The  cap  proposed  in  the  bill  would  se- 
verely disrupt  international  family 
planning  efforts.  If  the  cap  stays  put 
and  the  cuts  take  place.  7  million  cou- 
ples seeking  access  to  birth  control 
win  not  get  it.  That  means  that  4  nall- 
Uon  more  women  will  experience  unin- 
tended pregnancies.  This  will  lead  to 
1.9  million  unplanned  births.  1.6  mil- 
lion more  abortions,  8,000  more  women 
dying  in  pregnancy  and  childbirth,  in- 
cluding those  from  unsafe  abortions, 
and  134.000  more  infant  deaths. 

Is  that  what  we  want?  Nearly  2  mil- 
lion more  unplanned  births,  and  over  a 
million  and  a  half  more  abortions?  All 
things  we  know  we  can  prevent? 

International  population  assistance 
is  not  used  to  pay  for  abortions.  The 
1973  Helms  amendment  to  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  requires  that  no  U.S. 
funds  may  be  used  to  pay  for  abortions. 
There  have  been  no  reports  of  viola- 
tions of  this  ban.  and  my  amendment 
would  not  affect  it. 

To  the  contrary,  international  family 
planning  efforts  stop  abortion.  They 
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protect  the  health  of  women  and  infant 
children.  And  they  have  had  a  dramatic 
influence  on  our  ability  to  do  some- 
thing about  uncontrolled  population 
growth  In  many  parts  of  the  world. 

American  leadership  has  been  crucial 
to  making  family  planning  assistance 
available  to  couples  in  the  developing 
world.  Partly  because  of  our  leader- 
ship, other  countries  have  joined  the 
effort.  And  a  growing  number  of  devel- 
oping countries  now  provide  family 
planning  services  of  their  own.  In  fact, 
these  countries  now  provide  more  than 
two-thirds  of  the  funds  spent  on  inter- 
national population  efforts. 

International  family  planning  is  not 
a  unilateral  handout.  It  has  grown  into 
a  partnership,  and  one  that's  in  our  in- 
terest to  preserve  and  expand. 

Without  our  leadership,  the  progress 
we've  made  in  building  a  global  part- 
nership to  attack  the  population  prob- 
lem will  be  lost.  Without  U.S.  leader- 
ship, the  efforts  of  others  could  not 
soon — if  ever — make  up  for  reductions 
in  resources  and  experience  that  the 
United  States  brings  to  the  population 
effort. 

If  we  retreat,  accelerated  population 
growth  will  pose  a  direct  threat  to  our 
national  interest.  The  world's  natural 
resources  are  severely  overtaxed.  Sus- 
taining the  health  and  welfare  of 
Americans  and  people  everywhere  de- 
pends on  careful  management  of  these 
resources.  This  is  a  most  fundamental 
obligation  of  good  stewardship.  That 
obligation  can't  be  met  if  population 
growth  is  unchecked. 

My  amendment  won't  mean  addi- 
tional spending  for  foreign  operations, 
and  it  doesn't  require  offsets.  There  is 
no  longer  a  separate  account  for  popu- 
lation development  assistance;  family 
planning  is  fimded  out  of  various  ac- 
counts. Including  the  development  as- 
sistance fund  and  the  new  child  sur- 
vival account.  My  amendment  would 
simply  eliminate  the  bill's  35  percent 
cut  in  population  assistance  and  allow 
the  Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment to  determine  how  to  manage  its 
own  accounts. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Just  briefly,  I  appreciate  the  gentle- 
man's views.  I  think  that  the  House  is 
fully  aware  of  the  issue  of  this  lan- 
guage in  the  bill.  I  think  the  House  is 
fully  aware  of  the  compromise  that 
this  body  must  occasionally  undertake 
where  neither  side  gets  everything  it 
wants.  There  is  no  doubt  that  if  this 
amendment  were  to  pass,  it  would 
cause  great  controversy,  probably  re- 
quiring us  to  pass  stronger  language, 
probably  including  the  Mexico  City 
language,  and  I  think  that  the  debate 
on  this  issue  truly  should  take  place  in 
the  Conunittee  on  International  Rela- 
tions as  authorizing  legislation.  It  was 
made  in  order  by  the  rule. 

But  under  the  circumstances,  Mr. 
Chairman,  in  a  body  such  as  this  we 


must  let  reasonable  heads  get  together 
and  move  on  with  our  function,  and 
that  is  to  fund  the  foreign  affairs  oper- 
ations for  the  next  2  years,  and  while  I 
appreciate  the  gentleman's  concern 
about  the  issue,  I  do  not  necessarily 
agree  with  him,  I  especially  appreciate 
his  decision,  hopefully,  to  let  us  move 
forward  by  withdrawing  his  amend- 
ment. 

Ms.  SLAUGHTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  today  in  strong  support  of  the 
Skaggs  amendment,  and  to  express  my 
continued  concern  about  the  relentless 
attacks  the  new  majority  continues  to 
make  on  women.  And  this  time  their 
attack  spreads  to  women  and  families 
across  the  globe. 

Once  again,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
before  us  a  bill  which  will  inhibit  inter- 
national organizations  from  providing 
needed  family  planning  services.  Not 
only  does  this  bill  potentially  cut  off 
funding  for  those  organizations  which 
provide  these  needed  health  services, 
but  it  limits  population  assistance 
funds  to  65  percent  of  the  total  amount 
appropriated  in  fiscal  year  1995. 

We  must  realize  the  unintended  con- 
sequence of  such  action. 

Some  Members  of  the  majority  who 
oppose  a  woman's  constitutional  right 
to  choose  are  expanding  the  scope  of 
their  opposition  to  cover  all  family 
planning  activities.  In  so  doing,  these 
harmful  provisions  only  serve  to  in- 
crease the  risk  of  unintended  preg- 
nancies, unplanned  births,  and  unnec- 
essary abortions.  It  simply  doesn't 
make  sense  to  Inhibit  the  activities 
which  are  intended  to  prevent  abor- 
tions. And  this  bill,  by  limiting  popu- 
lation assistance  and  those  who  pro- 
vide it,  does  just  that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  gravely  con- 
cerned about  the  language  In  this  bill 
which  will  endanger  the  health  of 
women  around  the  world.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  closely  examine  these 
provisions,  consider  the  unintended 
consequences,  and  support  the  Skaggs 
amendment. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Jersey.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  just  let  me  say,  so 
that  the  record  is  very  clear  on  this, 
the  language  in  this  bill  is  a  com- 
promise. It  was  very  carefully  worked 
out.  The  Gentleman  from  Alabama, 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Foreign  Operations,  has 
worked  with  Members  to  try  to  find 
some  way  out  of  the  difficulty  and  the 
Impasse  that  we  find  ourself  with  the 
White  House  as  well  as  with  the  Sen- 
ate. 

None  of  us  is  totally  happy  with  this. 
I  think,  as  my  colleagues  know,  when 
people  talk  about  the  huge  so-called 
cuts  in  family  planning,  let  me  remind 
Members  that  in  1992  the  United  States 
spent  S325  million  on  family  planning. 
In  the  last  fiscal  year  we  spent  $356 
million.  That  Is  a  16-percent  Increase, 
and  this  bill  straight-lines  that  amount 


June  5,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


13161 


into  fiscal  year  1997.  Many  of  us  believe 
very  strongly  that  abortion— lobbying 
for  abortion  and  performance  of  abor- 
tions—is not  family  planning,  and  that 
is  what  the  Issue  comes  down  to. 

The  Mexico  City  policy  was  in  effect 
for  about  10  years  imder  the  Reagan 
and  Bush  adniinistrations.  The  United 
States  was  the  primary  donor  of  inter- 
national population  control  funds 
around  the  world  during  those  years. 
And  it  was  the  NGO'S  that  refused  to 
divest  themselves  of  the  killing  and 
the  maiming  of  unborn  children  by  way 
of  chemical  poisoning  or  by  way  of  dis- 
memberment of  the  child  by  suction 
machines  and  other  methods,  they 
were  the  ones  who  were  taking  them- 
selves out  of  contention  for  those  Fed- 
eral funds.  They  were  the  ones  so  ob- 
sessed with  killing  babies  that  they 
forfeited  U.S.  donations. 

That  is  what  this  is  all  about,  and  I 
just  want  to  say  that  I  understand  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado  is  going  to 
withdraw  this  amendment,  but  had  he 
not,  we  would  have — and  I  would  wel- 
come it— a  full-fledged  debate  on  the 
Mexico  City  policy  again.  Because  I 
think  that  is  the  preferable  way.  But  I 
am  also  a  realist,  and  I  understand 
what  likely  would  happen  over  the  Sen- 
ate side,  and  we  would  be  there  right 
into  December,  probably,  debating  this 
issue.  But,  you  know,  that  too  would  be 
OK  with  me.  This  is  a  compromise.  No- 
body is  happy  with  it  I'm  not— but  I 
think  it  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction, 
and  again  there  is  much  money  in  here, 
a  16-percent  increase  over  1992. 

Let  me  also  say  that  it  really  is  dis- 
ingenuous for  Members  to  suggest  that 
the  language  in  this  bill  "cuts"  popu- 
lation control.  Let's  remember  that 
the  Clinton  Administration 

hyperinflated  pap  funds  in  fiscal  year 
1995.  And  isn't  it  amazing  how  quickly 
the  new  higher  level  became  the  base- 
line. When  did  the  international  adop- 
tion Industry  get  a  "entitlement"?  As  I 
pointed  out,  if  we  look  at  the  historic 
levels  that  AID  has  provided  for  family 
planning,  the  fiscal  year  1997  spending 
plan  is  above  those  levels.  Thus— right- 
ly or  wrongly— the  United  States  re- 
mains one  of  the  major  providers  of 
those  kinds  of  funds. 

Let  me  just  say  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Alabama  has  done  yeo- 
man's work  on  trjrlng  to  craft  this 
compromise.  This  compromise  has  to 
hang  together  or  else  it  all  falls  apart 
and  we  are  right  back  to  Mexico  City. 
Frankly,  that  would  be  just  fine  with 
me,  but  as  of  now  I  think  this  is  the 
way  we  ought  to  proceed. 

I  thank  the  distinguished  gentleman 
firom  Alabama.  He  is  a  true  statesman 
and  true  believer  in  human  life. 

And  let  me  just  take  one  exception  to 
what  the  gentlewoman  said  from  New 
York.  This  bill  is  very  pro-women  I 
have  worked  with  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  on  child  survival  and  mater- 
nal health  care.  This  legislation  directs 


$600  million  by  way  of  earmarks  for  the 
child  survival  and  disease  account.  As 
my  colleagues  know,  if  we  look  in  Afri- 
ca and  elsewhere — and  I  chair  the  Sub- 
committee on  International  Operations 
and  Human  Rights,  and  we  have  looked 
at  this  every  carefully,  we  have  worked 
with  WHO  and  UNICEF  and  others- 
kids  and  women  are  dying  in  exceed- 
ingly high  numbers  in  those  countries 
from  preventable  diseases.  Hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  in  this  bill  are  re- 
sponsive to  those  needs.  And  I  am 
grateful  to  Mr.  Caixahan  for  his  re- 
sponsiveness to  these  pressing  needs. 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  Skaggs  amendment  that 
will  restore  necessary  funding  to  inter- 
national family  planning.  For  our  col- 
leagues on  the  far  right  to  call  the  re- 
strictions on  international  family  plan- 
ning in  this  bill  a  compromise  is  ludi- 
crous. 

Not  only  do  the  provisions  in  the  bill 
slash  funding  for  the  programs,  but 
they  also  force  programs  to  abide  by 
the  Mexico  City  restrictions  in  order  to 
get  adequate  fimding.  My  colleagues, 
this  Is  not  a  compromise,  this  is  the 
worst  of  both  worlds. 

Our  chairman,  Mr.  Caujuian,  has 
crafted  an  excellent  foreign  aid  bill  and 
I  will  support  It.  However,  I  will  fight 
to  have  this  extreme  language  removed 
from  the  bill  in  conference.  It  is  simply 
unacceptable. 

Last  year,  this  bill  was  held  up  by 
the  antichoice  caucus'  insistence  that 
the  bill  contain  some  restrictions  on 
international  family  planning.  Well, 
here  we  go  again.  They  have  included  a 
provision  in  this  bill  that  they  know 
both  the  Senate  and  the  administra- 
tion will  reject. 

And  as  for  thefr  suggestion  that  this 
is  a  compromise,  let  us  not  forget  who 
was  involved  in  this  so-called  "com- 
promise." This  is  not  a  deal  between 
the  pro-choice  caucus  and  the 
antichoice  caucus,  this  is  a  deal  be- 
tween Chris  Smtth  and  Dick  Armey, 
two  antichoice  leaders. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  this  provi- 
sion will  slash  by  over  one-third  one  of 
the  most  Important  forms  of  aid  that 
we  provide  to  other  coimtries:  family 
planning  assistance. 

No  one  can  deny  that  the  need  for 
family  planning  services  In  developing 
countries  is  urgent  and  the  aid  we  pro- 
vide is  both  valuable  and  worthwhile. 

Let  me  illustrate  for  you  the  impact 
of  these  cuts.  It  has  been  estimated 
that  the  slashing  of  these  funds  will  re- 
sult in:  7  million  people  in  developing 
countries  that  woiQd  have  used  contra- 
ceptives now  will  not  have  access  to 
them;  4  million  women  will  have  unin- 
tended pregnancies;  as  a  result  of  those 
pregnancies,  there  will  be  1.9  million 
unintended  births;  1.6  million  more 
abortions;  8,000  more  women  dying  in 


pregnancy  and  childbirth;  and  134.000 
more  infant  deaths. 

These  tragedies  will  be  the  direct  re- 
sult of  this  provision. 

And  as  we  have  said  repeatedly  on 
this  floor,  the  Mexico  city  restrictions, 
including  the  International  gag  rule, 
are  simply  unnecessary.  Not  a  single 
U.S.  dollar  pays  for  abortions  overseas. 
The  members  of  the  antichoice  caucus 
are  so  obsessed  about  this  issue  that 
they  see  problems  where  they  simply 
do  not  exist.  International  family  plan- 
ning programs  decrease  the  number  of 
abortions  by  making  them  unneces- 
sary. Certainly  that  is  a  goal  that  we 
can  all  support. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
amendment.  We  cannot  let  them  cut 
international  family  planning.  There  is 
just  too  much  at  stake. 

Mrs.  MEYERS  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chafr- 
man,  I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  In  strong  sup- 
port of  this  amendment.  The  family 
planning  provisions  in  this  foreign  op- 
erations appropriations  bill  are  an  ab- 
solute disgrace.  Anybody  who  says  that 
they  are  a  compromise  is  either  fooling 
themselves  or  trying  to  fool  someone 
else.  This  bill  contains  a  double- 
barrelled  shotgun  pointed  at  the  heart 
of  responsible  population  policy.  It 
combines  disproportionate  funding  cuts 
with  onerous  policy  restrictions. 

Last  year  there  was  the  flimsy  ex- 
cuse that  the  funding  restriction  was 
there  because  there  was  no  agreement 
on  the  policy.  Now.  the  Mexico  City 
policy  is  Imposed,  and  there  are  still 
the  unfafr  fimding  restrictions. 

If  money  for  NGO's  that  do  not  fol- 
low these  diktats  on  abortion  Is  going 
to  be  restricted,  what  is  the  point  in 
then  also  unduly  restricting  the  total 
amount  of  money  that  can  be  spent  on 
family  planning?  I  do  not  know  why  it 
so  difficult  for  some  of  my  colleagues 
to  understand  that  if  couples  do  not 
have  access  to  contraceptives,  they  are 
more  likely  to  then  get  an  abortion. 
And  that  if  we  cut  money  for  family 
planning.  It  leads  to  more  abortions, 
not  less.  That  is  why  I  say  this  debate 
is  not  about  abortion,  but  about  family 
planning. 

The  world's  population  is  growing  at 
an  alarming  rate.  In  just  4  years,  the 
population  of  Africa  is  going  to  reach  1 
billion.  By  2010,  India's  population  will 
reach  1  billion,  by  2020,  it  will  pass 
China  as  the  world's  most  i>opulous 
country. 

Population  pressure  threatens  to  Ig- 
nite conflicts  and  war  all  around  the 
world.  And  just  like  any  other  problem 
In  the  world,  nothing  Is  going  to  be 
done  about  It  unless  the  United  States 
shows  some  leadership.  Unfortunately, 
this  bill  is  negative  leadership.  Please 
pass  this  amendment. 

D  1745 
Mr.  OLVER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Skaggs],  an  amend- 
ment which  would  lift  the  cap  on  fam- 
ily planning  services  requiring  that  no 
more  than  65  percent  of  fiscal  1996 
funding  should  be  available  in  fiscal 
1997. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  associate 
myself  at  this  point,  without  the  whole 
repetition,  with  the  reasons  which  have 
been  enumerated  by  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado,  the  gentlewoman  from 
New  York,  and  the  gentlewoman  from 
Kansas  in  her  comments  just  com- 
pleted. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  extend  a  lit- 
tle here  and  say  that  I  commend  this 
bill's  commitment  to  the  Middle  East 
peace  process,  the  whole  of  the  legisla- 
tion; but  its  approach  to  the  rest  of  the 
world  is,  it  seems  to  me,  simply  bad 
policy.  The  legislation  provides  strong 
support  for  Israel  and  the  peace  part- 
ners in  the  process  of  Arab-Israeli  rec- 
onciliation as  it  moves  forward,  and  I 
support  the  financing  levels  for  Israel, 
the  West  Bank,  Gaza,  and  Egypt,  and 
the  President  supports  those  amounts 
as  well. 

Mr.  Chairman,  after  nearly  2  decades 
of  progress,  where  American  leadership 
has  been  so  critical  following  the  Camp 
David  Accords,  we  must  continue  our 
commitment  as  Israel  faces  a  period  of 
transition  under  new  leadership.  But 
while  our  commitment  to  the  Middle 
East  must  endure,  so  should  our  leader- 
ship and  support  in  other  regions  of  the 
world. 

This  legislation  cuts  aid  to  the  new 
democracies  in  Eastern  Europe  and  the 
former  Soviet  Union  in  an  area  where 
we  were  willing  to  spend  $40  billion  per 
year  to  conduct  the  Cold  War,  but  we 
are  now  cutting  deeply  into  the  only 
S600  million  or  so  that  helps  those  new 
nations  build  their  economies  and  de- 
mocracies. Six  hundred  million  is  only 
a  little  bit  more  than  1  percent  of  what 
we  were  willing  to  spend  year  in  and 
year  out,  1  percent  year  in  and  year 
out,  of  the  $40  billion  that  we  were 
spending  to  keep  the  conduct  of  the 
Cold  War  going. 

The  bill,  in  its  total,  slashes  support 
for  global  environmental  maintenance, 
weakening  the  fight  against  degrada- 
tion of  our  common  oceajis  and  our 
common  atmosphere.  This  bill  totally 
eliminates  financing  for  the  African 
Development  Bank,  and  it  severely 
cuts  financing  for  international  family 
planning,  cutting  35  percent  from  last 
year's  level,  which  is,  of  course,  the 
subject  of  the  amendment  that  we  are 
considering  at  the  moment;  and  among 
which  provisions,  in  constraining  inter- 
national family  planning,  among  those 
provisions  are  those  which,  in  the 
woros  of  the  gentlewoman  from  Kansas 
who  just  completed  speaking,  are  com- 
pletely outrageous.  This  is  short- 
sighted and  I  think  flat  out  wrong.  We 
really  cannot  afford  to  turn  a  blind  eye 


on  global  problems  of  population 
growth  and  poverty  and  environmental 
degradation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  very  much  support 
and  hope  that  we  will  support  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Skaggs]. 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Skaggs  amendment  to  the  foreign  oper- 
ations appropriations  bill.  If  Members 
believe  that  women,  rich  and  poor 
alike,  should  have  the  right  to  choose 
safe  motherhood,  they  must  support 
the  Skaggs  amendment.  K  Members  be- 
lieve that  women  should  have  the  right 
to  choose  how  many  children  they 
have,  they  must  support  the  Skaggs 
amendment.  If  Members  believe  that 
the  United  States  has  an  obligation  to 
support  efforts  to  slow  down  the 
earth's  rapid  population  growth  and 
the  misery  that  comes  with  it,  they 
must  support  the  Skaggs  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  family  planning  pro- 
grams are  key  to  international  self-suf- 
ficiency. Let  me  remind  us  that  today, 
right  now,  we  are  debating  a  bill  which 
reduces  financing  for  overseas  develop- 
ment. We  cannot,  in  good  conscience, 
reduce  aid  to  poor  countries  and  tell 
them  to  be  more  self-reliant,  without 
giving  them  the  tools  to  do  so.  I  urge 
my  colleagues,  support  the  Skaggs 
amendment  and  remove  the  spending 
cap  on  international  family  planning. 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  1 
minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  in- 
dicated in  my  opening  remarks  on  this 
amendment,  it  is  my  intention  to  re- 
quest unanimous  consent  to  withdraw 
it.  I  regret  having  to  make  that  re- 
quest, given,  obviously,  my  belief  and 
the  views  of  many  of  my  colleagues 
who  have  spoken  on  the  merits  of  this 
amendment.  But  the  realistic  cir- 
cumstances that  we  face,  as  indicated 
by  the  comments  made  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey,  I  think  make 
it  advisable  that  we  withhold  on  this. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in 
support  of  the  Skaggs  motion  to  strike  the  cap 
on  funding  for  international  population  assist- 
ance. 

This  bill  singles  out  population  assistance 
activities  for  a  disproportionate  35  percent  cut, 
more  than  other  development  and  humani- 
tarian assistance  programs.  This  cut  will  have 
a  direct  and  severe  impact  on  the  lives  of 
women  and  their  families  in  developing  coun- 
tries. It  would  be  expected  to  result  in  7  million 
couples  in  developing  countries  left  without  ac- 
cess to  modem,  safe  contraceptive  methods, 
A  million  women  experiencing  unintended 
pregnancies,  1 .6  million  more  abortions,  8,000 
more  women  dying  in  pregnancy  and  child- 
birth, including  those  from  unsafe  abortions. 


and  134,000  infant  deaths.  These  are  not  the- 
oretical arguments.  These  are  numbers  of  real 
people — numbers  of  deaths  that  we  have  the 
power  to  prevent.  Can  your  conscience  allow 
these  poor  people  to  pay  the  price  for  reduc- 
ing costs  with  their  lives  and  the  lives  of  their 
children? 

I  respect  that  there  are  competing  priorities 
at  odds  in  this  bill.  But  how  can  there  be  a 
greater  priority  in  this  bill  than  preventing 
deaths  and  suffering  of  impoverished  women 
and  families  in  developing  countries?  We  can- 
not address  foreign  aid  without  being  serious 
about  our  responsibility  to  promote  health  and 
survival  in  countries  of  need.  Without  a  proper 
commitment  to  these  programs,  we  have  the 
health  and  lives  of  poor  women  and  children 
hanging  over  our  heads. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the  Skaggs 
amendment  and  retain  proper  funding  for 
these  life-saving  family  planning  programs. 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  for  the  Skaggs  amendment. 
Simply  put,  this  amendment  would  have  en- 
sured that  the  family  planning  program  is 
treated  the  same  as  the  rest  of  the  develop- 
ment assistance  portfolio,  and  not  singled  out 
for  severe,  disproportionate  funding  cuts. 

We  know  that  family  planning  saves  lives. 
U.S.  family  planning  assistance  is  critrcal  to 
millions  of  couples  who  only  ask  for  help  in 
spacing  their  children  and  avoiding  unplanned 
pregnancies.  This  bill,  by  subjecting  our  inter- 
national family  planning  efforts  to  a  35-percent 
cut  for  yet  another  year,  will  result  in  more  un- 
wanted pregnancies,  more  abortk>ns,  and 
more  matemal  and  infant  deaths.  Moreover,  a 
cut  of  this  magnitude  undermines  other  hu- 
manitarian assistance  programs,  partculariy 
U.S.  efforts  to  improve  child  survival. 

Again,  the  Skaggs  amendment  woukj  only 
have  deleted  the  proviskin  of  the  bill  that  in> 
poses  a  deeper  spending  cut  on  family  plan- 
ning than  on  the  rest  of  our  humanitarian  as- 
sistance. It  would  not  increase  funding  for  for- 
eign operations  overall,  nor  would  it  have  ne- 
cessitated offsets. 

Although  the  gentleman  has  chosen  to  with- 
draw his  amendment,  we  in  this  House  need 
to  take  a  serious  and  unjaundiced  look  at  the 
implications  of  the  disproportionate  cuts,  as 
well  as  short-sighted  restrictions,  which  have 
been  imposed  upon  our  family  planning  pro- 
grams. 

I  took  forward  to  woridng  with  the  gentleman 
and  other  Members  to  reverse  these  provi- 
sions in  conference. 

Mrs.  KENNELLY.  Mr.  Chaimian,  I  rise  today 
in  support  of  the  Skaggs  amendment  to  re- 
move the  cap  on  population  planning  activi- 
ties. Adopting  this  amendment  would  speak 
deariy  to  our  concern  for  women,  children, 
and  families — wherever  they  may  live. 

The  bill  before  us  caps  family  planning  ac- 
tivities at  no  more  than  65  percent — less  than 
two-thirds — of  last  year's  level.  This  restrictton 
would  have  a  devastating  impact  on  family 
planning  activities  worldwide. 

Literally  millions  of  people  would  be  denied 
access  to  information.  Unplanned — even  un- 
wanted— pregnancies  would  increase.  Efforts 
to  promote  healthy  pregnancies  and  healthy 
births  would  be  undercut.  None  of  this  is  nec- 
essary— and  none  is  in  our  country's  best  in- 
terest. 
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If  we  believe  that  strong  and  healthy  fami- 
lies are  the  building  bk>cks  of  strong  and 
healthy  societies,  we  should  make  assistance 
of  this  kind  more — not  less  available.  The  art)i- 
trary  cap  contained  in  this  measure  would  de- 
prive families  woridwide  of  the  humane  and 
respectful  assistance  they  so  often  want. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  families  and 
the  Skaggs  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  withdraw  my  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any  other 
amendments  to  title  V? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MS.  WATERS 

Ms.  WATERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment  that  is  to  be  considered 
tinder  the  unanimous-consent  request, 
amendment  No.  74. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  No.  74  offered  by  Ms.  Waters: 
Page  34,  line  12,  after  the  dollar  amount,  in- 
sert the  following:  -'(reduced  by  $8,000,000)". 

Page  34,  line  24,  after  the  dollar  amount. 
Insert  the  following:  "(reduced  by 
$25,000,000)". 

Page  34,  after  line  24,  insert  the  following: 

CONTRIBUTION  TO  THE  AFRICAN  DEVELOPMENT 
BANK 

For  payment  to  the  African  Development 
Bank  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for 
.the  United  States  share  of  the  paid-in  por- 
tion of  the  Increase  in  capital  stock. 
$8,000,000  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

CONTREBtmON  TO  THE  AFRICAN  DEVELOPMENT 
FinJD 

For  the  United  States  contribution  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to  the  increase  in 
resources  of  the  African  Development  Fund, 
as  authorized  by  Public  Law  103-306. 
$25,000,000,  to  renmln  available  until  ex- 
l^ended. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re- 
serve a  point  of  order  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentlewoman  from 
California  [Ms.  Waters]. 

Ms.  WATERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
to  offer  an  amendment  to  restore  a 
modest  financing  level  for  the  African 
development  fund.  This  amendment  is 
fundamentally  about  fairness.  Our  re- 
gional development  lending  institu- 
tions are  strapped.  The  United  States 
is  in  arrears  on  more  than  one  of  them. 
However,  our  obligations  remain.  How- 
ever, this  appropriations  bill  only  zeros 
out  one  program,  the  African  develop- 
ment fund.  It  appropriates  $25  million 
for  the  Inter-American  Development 
Bank,  $100  million  for  the  Asian  devel- 
opment fund,  and  $13  billion  for  the 
Asian  Development  Bank. 

In  addition,  Mr.  Chairman,  com- 
parable institutions  like  the  European 
Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  Develop- 
ment receives  $12  million,  and  the 
North  American  Development  Bank 
gets  $50  million.  I  cannot  accept  sin- 
gling out  the  African  Development 
Bank    and    the    African    development 
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fund,  both  of  which  are  zero  funded  in 
this  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  amendment  would 
appropriate  half  the  administrations 
request  for  the  African  development 
fund.  This  modest  replenishment  will 
allow  the  fund  to  do  priority  poverty 
alleviation  work  in  Africa's  poorest 
countries.  The  fimd  has  depleted  its  re- 
sources and  has  not  been  able  to  make 
new  loans. 

These  loans  that  assist  the  indige- 
nous private  sector  development  of 
these  countries,  as  well  as  create  ex- 
port and  investment  opportunities  for 
U.S.  businesses,  investing  in  primary 
education,  preventive  health  care,  and 
physical  infrastructure,  are  crucial 
components  of  a  growth  and  develop- 
ment program  for  Africa. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  no  secret  that  the 
African  Development  Bank  group  has 
had  organizational  difficulties.  How- 
ever, since  those  problems  came  to  a 
head  2  years  ago,  enormous  progress 
has  been  made.  For  example,  they  have 
a  new  president  who  is  committed  to 
remaking  the  institution.  Term  limits 
have  been  adopted  for  all  senior  bank 
officials.  Twenty  percent  of  the  staff 
has  been  dismissed  and  70  percent  of 
the  managers  have  been  replaced.  A 
comprehensive  audit  of  the  bank  group 
is  underway.  New  lending  policies  have 
tightened  access  to  lending  for  non- 
creditworthy  borrowers  and  new  in- 
spector general  type  offices  have  been 
created  and  staffed.  These  changes  rep- 
resent one  of  the  most,  if  not  the  most, 
expansive  form  of  an  institution  of  this 
kind  ever. 

Given  this  progress,  it  would  be  irre- 
sponsible for  the  United  States,  a  lead- 
er, a  prime  pursuer  of  reform,  to  shirk 
its  responsibility  at  this  crucial  time. 
The  United  States  has  a  foreign  policy 
and  national  security  interest  in  the 
program  of  economic  development  in 
Africa.  The  African  Development  Bank 
group  serves  as  a  prime  facilitator  of 
this  progress,  especially  the  fund, 
which  provides  highly  concessionary 
loans  to  poor  borrowers  and  technical 
assistance  grants  to  support  lending 
operations. 

This  country  must  lead,  not  walk 
away  from  its  responsibility.  Hope- 
fully, at  a  later  time  in  the  budget 
cycle  this  year,  we  will  not  be  forced  to 
make  the  difficult  choices  faced  in  this 
amendment.  However,  it  is  crucial  that 
this  House  make  a  modest  contribution 
to  our  international  obligation  for  the 
African  development  fund.  Again,  Mr. 
Chairman,  it  is  a  matter  of  fairness.  It 
is  just  inconceivable  and  unconscion- 
able that  every  institution,  every  other 
bank,  multilateral  bank,  has  been 
funded  and  the  African  Development 
Bank  and  the  fund  both  were  zeroed. 

There  are  those  who  will  make  the 
argument  that  funds  were  put  in  other 
places,  but  the  cuts  are  continuing  to 
grow  as  it  relates  to  Africa.  It  is  vm- 
fair,  I  take  this  opportunity  to  chal- 
lenge us  to  do  the  right  thing. 
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POINT  OF  ORDER 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  a  point  of  order  against  the 
amendment,  because  it  provides  an  ap- 
propriation for  an  unauthorized  pro- 
gram, and  therefore  violates  clause  2  of 
rule  XXI. 

Clause  2  of  rule  XXI  states,  in  perti- 
nent part: 

No  appropriation  shall  l)e  reported  in  any 
general  appropriation  bill  or  be  in  order  as 
an  amendment  thereto  for  any  expenditure 
not  previously  authorized  by  law. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  authorization  for 
the  African  Development  Bank  has  not 
been  signed  into  law.  The  amendment 
therefore  violates  clause  2  of  rule  XXL 
and  I  ask  for  a  ruling  of  the  Chair. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Would  the  gentle- 
woman from  California  [Ms.  Waters] 
like  to  be  recognized  to  respond  to  the 
point  of  order? 

Ms.  WATERS.  Yes.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  aware  that  it  is 
not  authorized  in  this  legislation.  How- 
ever, the  other  banks  are  not  author- 
ized either,  but  they  got  a  waiver  in 
the  rule.  So  what  we  have  here  is  a 
construction  that  recognized  that  the 
other  banks  were  not  authorized,  they 
waived  the  rule  so  they  could  fund 
them,  but  they  excluded  the  African- 
American  Bank,  and  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  knows  that  took  place. 
So  it  is  not  a  matter  of  simply  not  hav- 
ing an  authorization.  The  others  do  not 
have  one  either. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chafr  is  pre- 
pared to  rule  on  the  point  of  order. 

While  there  is  authorization  law  for 
the  African  development  fund,  appro- 
priations for  the  African  Development 
Bank  for  fiscal  year  1997  are  not  cur- 
rently authorized  by  law.  The  amend- 
ment.  therefore,  violates  clause  2(a)  of 
rule  XXI.  The  point  of  order  is  sus- 
tained. 

Are  there  other  amendments? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  OBEY 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
amendment  No.  44. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Obey:  On  page 
31,  line  4,  after  the  colon  Insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

'Provided  further.  That  the  Department  of 
Defense  shall  conduct  during  the  current  fis- 
cal year  nonreimbursable  audits  of  private 
firms  whose  contracts  are  made  directly 
with  foreign  governments  and  are  financed 
with  funds  made  available  under  this  head- 
ing (as  well  as  subcontractors  thereunder)  as 
requested  by  the  Defense  Security  Assist- 
ance Agency:" 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re- 
serve a  point  of  order  against  amend- 
ment No.  44. 

D  1800 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  restores  the  requirement 
that  foreign  countries  agree  to  an  out- 
side audit  as  a  condition  of  receiving 
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FMF  grants.  It  has  been  included  in 
the  foreign  operations  bill  for  a  number 
of  yeaurs  as  a  result  of  a  number  of  no- 
table bribery  cases  involving  U.S.  funds 
and  foreign  officials.  It  was  not  in- 
cluded in  the  bill  by  the  committee  ap- 
parently because  the  language  is  con- 
tained in  another  bill  which  passed  the 
House  and  is  pending  in  the  Senate. 
But  the  problem  is,  we  have  absolutely 
no  idea  what  the  fate  of  that  bill  in  the 
Senate  will  be,  and  this  provision  is  too 
important  to  leave  to  the  whim  of  the 
other  body. 

It  is  a  very  simple  proposition.  It  re- 
stores the  proposition  that  if  you  get 
an  FMF  grant  from  the  United  States 
Treasury  that  you  have  to  agree  to  ac- 
cept an  audit.  It  boggles  my  mind  that 
we  would  risk  losing  that  language.  I 
would  think  we  would  want  to  nail  this 
language  into  every  single  bill  moving 
through  this  House  that  affects  foreign 
aid.  I  can  think  of  absolutely  no  con- 
structive purpose  that  is  served  by  the 
elimination  of  language  which  simply 
provides  for  an  audit  any  time  a  coun- 
try gets  an  FMF  grant  from  the  United 
States,  and  I  would  urge  its  adoption. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Oilman]  wish  to 
be  heard  on  his  point  of  order? 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  con- 
tinue to  reserve  my  point  of  order. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  differ  with 
my  colleague  on  the  merits  of  this 
amendment.  The  committee  has  car- 
ried this  provision  for  several  years. 
However,  the  committee  did  not  carry 
the  provision  this  year  at  the  specific 
request  of  Chairman  Gilmam  of  the  au- 
thorization committee.  This  is  an  au- 
thorization provision,  and  it  is  con- 
tained in  the  House  passed  bill,  H.R. 
3121,  which  has  the  support  of  both  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Gil- 
man]  and  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Hamilton]  of  the  authorizing  com- 
mittee. They  expect  this  measure  to  be 
enacted  into  law,  and  therefore.  Chair- 
man Gilbaan  does  not  believe  that  the 
inclusion  of  these  authorization  meas- 
ures in  our  bill  are  necessary. 

I  have  done  my  best  to  work  with  the 
authorizing  committee  on  this  issue, 
and  therefore,  I  must  reluctantly  op- 
pose the  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey],  but  only  on 
those  grounds. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  wUl  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
simply  say  that  it  is  very  nice  to  hear 
that  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Oilman]  expects  some  other  legis- 
lation to  pass  which  will  restore  pro- 
tections for  the  American  taxpayer. 
However,  I  do  not  care  if  this  FMF  loan 
goes  to  our  best  friend  or  our  worst 
enemy,  it  ought  to  be  audited,  and  if  it 
is  not  audited,  the  loan  should  not  be 
approved  in  the  first  place. 


But  in  God's  name  do  we  expect  to 
maintain  any  shred  of  public  support 
for  foreign  assistance  when  we  are 
eliminating  in  the  appropriation  bill 
for  foreign  assistance  the  requirement 
that  anyone  who  receives  FMF  funds 
should  be  willing  to  accept  an  audit. 
For  the  life  of  me,  I  do  not  see  why  we 
ought  to  roll  the  dice  and  risk  losing 
this  provision  which  has  been  in  the 
law  for  years. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  cer- 
tainly agree  with  the  objectives  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey] 
and  his  goals,  and  that  will  be  built 
into  our  measure  which  we  hope  to 
take  up  shortly.  We  want  to  commend 
the  gentleman  for  his  approach  to  this 
very  important  problem. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gen- 
tleman wiU  jrield  further,  let  me  sim- 
ply say,  I  would  rather  you  withhold 
the  conmiendation  of  me  personally 
and  instead  let  the  language  stand,  be- 
cause I  remember  how  tough  it  was  to 
get  these  provisions  in  the  appropria- 
tion bill  in  the  first  place.  I  remember 
shouting  at  people  from  several  embas- 
sies one  very  late  night  when  we  were 
in  our  conference  on  the  bill,  because 
they  took  offense  to  the  fact  that  we 
wanted  an  audit  if  we  were  going  to 
provide  FMF  funding  for  them. 

So  for  the  life  of  me,  I  appreciate  the 
gentleman's  comments,  but  I  would 
rather  that  the  gentleman  denounce 
and  leave  my  amendment  stand. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  further  yield,  the  gen- 
tleman will  not  have  to  shout  at  our 
committee.  We  understand  his  objec- 
tive and  we  will  try  our  best  to  meet 
his  objective. 

POINT  OF  ORDER 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  the  pending 
amendment  is  legislative  in  nature, 
does  violate  clause  2(c)  of  rule  XXI, 
which  provides  that  no  amendment  to 
a  general  appropriation  bill  shall  be  in 
order  if  changing  existing  law. 

I  want  to  commend  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  our  subcommittee  on  ap- 
propriations who  has  adhered  to  his 
rule  of  making  certain  that  there  be  no 
authorization  language  in  this  meas- 
ure, and  that  that  authorization  would 
have  to  go  through  out  committee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  amendment  No.  44  re- 
inserts the  provision  which  the  chafr- 
man  of  the  subcommittee,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama  [Mr.  Callahan], 
agreed  to  pull  out  of  this  year's  bill. 
Again,  I  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Callahan]  for  working 
with  us  on  these  authorization  provi- 
sions. 

As  is  well-known,  there  has  not  been 
a  foreign  authorization  bill  entered 
into  law  since  1985.  In  an  effort  to 
make  some  headway,  our  Committee 


on  International  Relations  separated 
from  the  foreign  aid  legislation  some 
noncontroversial  defense  and  security 
assistance  authorities.  The  purpose  of 
the  committee  was  to  revise  and  clar- 
ify these  authorities  and  codify  into 
permanent  law  authorizing  language 
which  has  been  too  long  carried  on  an- 
nual appropriation  measures. 

Now  the  ranking  member  of  the  com- 
mittee, the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Obey],  wants  to  reinsert  these  pro- 
visions back  into  the  foreign  oper- 
ations bill,  and  we  certainly  will  try  to 
do  that  in  an  authorization  measure. 

These  provisions  are  provisions 
which  are  contained  in  legislation  that 
were  twice  passed  by  the  House  this 
year  in  our  authorization  legislation, 
first  as  a  freestanding  measure  in  H.R. 
3121,  and  secondly  as  an  amendment  to 
fiscal  year  1997  DOD  authorizations. 

The  Committee  on  International  Re- 
lations is  trying  to  fulfill  its  respon- 
sibility as  an  authorizing  committee. 
We  passed  this  provision  twice.  Please 
let  us  do  our  business  in  the  appro- 
priate manner,  and  we  assure  the  gen- 
tleman we  will  carry  forth  on  his  goals 
and  expectations. 

I  might  add  that  our  measure  is  cur- 
rently pending  in  the  Senate,  and  the 
majority  and  the  minority  have  re- 
ported that  it  should  be  proceeding 
soon  without  controversy. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chafrman,  I  wish  to 
be  heard  on  the  point  of  order. 

Let  me  simply  say  that  what  bothers 
me  is  that  this  reminds  me  of  what  my 
old  friend  Dick  Boiling,  who  used  to 
represent  the  State  of  Missouri  in  such 
a  distinguished  fashion,  it  reminds  me 
of  what  he  used  to  call  dung  hill  poli- 
tics. He  used  to  say  that  the  problem 
around  here  is  that  so  often  commit- 
tees are  so  concerned  with  jurisdiction 
that  they  put  that  before  the  sub- 
stantive needs  of  the  country.  It  seems 
to  me  that  I  would  very  much  like  to 
see  the  gentleman's  committee  be  able 
to  pass  a  bill,  any  bill.  But  it  is  more 
important  to  me  to  protect  the  tax- 
payers' interests  in  seeing  to  it  that 
these  loans  are  accompanied  by  an 
audit  to  protect  the  taxpayers'  money. 

If  the  gentleman  insists  on  his  point 
of  order,  which  will  simply  remove 
from  this  bill  an  antifraud  require- 
ment, I  cannot  do  much  about  it,  but  I 
think  it  is  a  sad  day. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  insist 
on  my  point  of  order  and  ask  for  a  rul- 
ing by  the  Chair. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  amendment 
constitutes  legislation  by  directing  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  conduct  an 
audit  and  is  in  violation  of  clause  2  of 
rule  XXI.  The  point  of  order  is  sus- 
tained. 

AJIENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  OBEY 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  an  fol- 
lows: 
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Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Obey;  on  page 
30  line  5,  after  "Act.",  Insert 
Provided  further.  That  not  more  than 
$100,000,000  of  the  funds  made  available  under 
this  heading  shall  be  available  for  use  in  fi- 
nancing the  procurement  of  defense  articles, 
defense  services,  or  design  and  construction 
services  that  are  not  sold  by  the  United 
States  Government  under  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  to  countries  other  than  Israel 
and  Egypt. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve 
a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  is  similar  to  the  previous 
amendment.  This  amendment  restores 
language  that  has  been  carried  in  the 
foreign  operations  bill  for  a  good  many 
years.  It  limits  to  $100  million  the 
amount  that  can  be  spent  on  non-Israel 
and  Egypt  FMF  grrants  for  direct  com- 
mercial contracts.  Its  effect  is  to  limit 
the  extent  to  which  countries  can  con- 
tract on  their  own  for  goods  and  serv- 
ices and  thereby  escape  the  oversight 
requirements  of  the  Arms  Export  Con- 
trol Act.  It  is  again  an  antifraud  safe- 
guard because  it  assures  that  the  Pen- 
tagon will  review  these  contracts.  It 
was  stricken  again  by  the  Committee 
because  again,  it  is  contained  in  an  au- 
thorization bill  which  has  passed  the 
House  and  is  pending  in  the  Senate. 

Again,  I  have  no  idea  what  is  going 
to  happen  to  that  authorization  bill,  or 
what  mischief  might  occur  along  the 
way.  All  I  know  again  is  that  this  pro- 
vision is  too  important  to  leave  to 
chance.  We  fought  a  good  long  time  to 
see  to  it  that  we  had  the  added  protec- 
tion of  Pentagon  review  of  these  con- 
tracts so  that  we  do  not  have  bribery 
or  fraud  that  occurs  because  the  Penta- 
gon is  not  able  to  oversee  what  happens 
in  this  account. 

So  again,  this  is  a  jurisdictional  mat- 
ter, but  it  would  seem  to  me  that  the 
requirement  to  protect  taxpayers' 
money  ought  to  override  any  jurisdic- 
tional concerns  that  someone  might 
have.  I  would  urge  acceptance  of  the 
amendment. 

POINT  OF  ORDER 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  my 
point  of  order,  I  want  to  assure  the 
gentleman  again  that  his  measure  is 
included  in  our  H.R.  3121  that  is  pres- 
ently before  the  Senate,  passed  twice 
by  the  House,  and  we  are  optimistic 
that  that  measure  will  be  adopted. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  make  a  point  of 
order  that  the  last  three  lines  of  the 
bill  have  not  been  read  and  the  limita- 
tion amendment  is  not  in  order,  and  for 
the  same  reasons  as  I  previously  out- 
lined, I  ask  for  a  ruling  on  our  point  of 
order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
insist  on  his  point  of  order? 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  desire  to  be  heard? 

Mr.  OBEY.  Yes,  I  do. 

Mr.  Chairman,  again,  I  think  the 
issue  here  is  whether  or  not  a  commit- 
tee's jurisdiction  is  more  important 


than  the  necessity  to  protect  tax- 
payers' money.  This  provision  has  been 
carried  for  years  without  the  objection 
of  the  authorizing  committee.  It  seems 
to  me  that  it  is  peculiar  at  a  time  when 
both  parties  are  bragging  like  crazy  to 
the  American  paople  that  we  are  going 
to  balance  ♦lie  budget  and  fight  waste, 
fraud  and  abuse,  that  we  take  the  two 
main  items  in  this  bill  that  prevent 
fraud  and  abuse  and  strip  them  from 
the  bill.  That  is  indeed  a  quaint  way  to 
build  support  for  public  aid,  and  I  again 
cannot  do  anything  about  it  if  the  gen- 
tleman insists  on  his  point  of  order, 
but  I  do  not  think  the  taxpayers'  inter- 
ests are  being  served  by  the  elimi- 
nation of  the  language  that  protects 
their  hard-earned  tax  dollars. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  again,  I 
reiterate  that  it  has  been  passed  twice 
by  the  House  and  it  is  presently  before 
the  Senate,  and  the  proposal  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey] 
is  within  that  measure  that  is  now 
pending  before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
simply  say  that  the  fact  that  that  leg- 
islation has  been  passed  twice  by  the 
House  and  has  not  been  passed  by  the 
Senate  is  not  encouraging  to  me.  That 
does  not  sound  to  me  like  a  very  good 
track  record.  It  seems  to  me  that  since 
this  is  a  must-pass  bill,  we  need  to 
keep  this  language  in  this  bill  because 
it  is  the  only  sure  way  we  have  of  pro- 
tecting the  taxpayers. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
sure  he  will  be  pleased  when  this  meas- 
ure is  permanently  made  into  law  once 
the  Senate  acts. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  for  a  ruling  on 
the  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chafr  is  pre- 
pared to  rule. 

The  amendment  is  in  the  form  of  a 
limitation  which  must  await  the  read- 
ing of  the  last  lines  of  the  bill  where 
that  question  is  raised  under  rule  XXI, 
clause  2.  The  point  of  order  is  sus- 
tained. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  enter 
into  a  colloquy  with  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Callahan].  The 
colloquy  is  with  respect  to  the  Jewish 
Agency  in  Russia.  On  April  30,  1996,  the 
Jewish  Agency,  which  is  a  quasi-gov- 
ernmental body  that  has  brought  more 
than  630,000  Jewish  immigrants  to 
Israel  from  the  former  Soviet  Union 
since  1989,  had  its  accreditation  re- 
voked by  Russian  Government  authori- 
ties, which  effectively  terminated  its 
right  to  operate  is  Russia.  If  the  chair- 
man recalls,  during  our  subcommittee 
markup,  I  reserved  the  right  to  revisit 
the  situation  of  the  Jewish  Agency  and 
the  Russian  authorities  were  unable  to 
come  to  an  amiable  settlement  of  the 
matter. 

At  this  time,  it  is  my  understanding 
that  the  Russian  Government  has 
promised  to  renew  by  mid-June  the 


Jewish  Agency^s  accreditation.  It  is  my 
hope  that  this  misunderstanding  can  be 
cleared  up,  and  we  can  continue  the 
great  strides  made  over  the  past  6 
years. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  hate  to  see 
this  as  a  sign  of  the  return  of  the  bad 
old  days  when  Moscow  placed  sharp  re- 
strictions on  immigration  and  ill- 
treated  Jewish  refuseniks.  I  will  re- 
serve on  this  matter  so  that  I  may 
bring  this  issue  back  at  a  conference 
should  the  conditions  not  change. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  YATES.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ap- 
preciate very  much  the  interest  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Yates]. 
Let  me  assure  the  gentleman  we  will 
review  this  situation  when  we  reach 
conference  with  the  Senate. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  YATES.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

D  1815 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  associate  myself  with  the  re- 
marks of  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
and  want  to  note  to  the  gentleman  that 
we  have  already  brought  this  to  the  at- 
tention of  President  Yeltsin  and  have 
voiced  our  objections  on  behalf  of  our 
committee,  on  behalf  of  the  Congress 
and  we  will  try  to  keep  the  gentleman 
apprised  of  any  response. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. wiU  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  YATES.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I.  too,  would  associate 
myself  with  the  gentleman's  remarks 
and  had  earlier  planned  to  file  an 
amendment  without  understanding 
that  he  had  been  way  ahead  of  me  on 
that  subject.  So  I  thank  the  gentleman 
and  the  chairman  in  that  regard  and  do 
not  intend  to  offer  the  amendment  that 
I  had  prepared. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  VaSCLOSKY 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  Visclosky] 
on  which  further  proceedings  were 
postponed  and  on  which  the  ayes  pre- 
vailed by  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  redesignate  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  redesignated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ^ayes  301.  noes  118, 
answered  "present"  1.  not  voting  14,  as 
follows: 
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Abercromble 

Ackennan 

Andrews 

Bachos 

Baesler 

Baker  (CA) 

BaUaocl 

BarcU 

Banlett 

Bass 

Becerra 

Bellenson 

BevUl 

Bllbray 

BlUnkls 

Bishop 

BUley 

Blomenaaer 

Blute 

Boehlert 

Boebser 

Bonlor 

Bono 

Borskl 

Boucher 

Brown  <CA) 

Brown  <FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Brownback 

Bayer 

Calvert 

Camp 

Campbell 

Canady 

Cardln 

Castle 

Chabot 

Chapman 

Chenoweth 

Chrlstensen 

Chrysler 

Clay 

Clayton 

Cobnm 

CoUlns  (OA) 

Collins  (U.) 

CoUlns  (MI) 

Condlt 

C^nyers 

Cooley 

Costello 

Coz 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cabin 

Cnmmlngs 

Cunningham 

Danser 

DeFazlo 

DeLanro 

Delloms 

Oeatsch 

Dlai-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

DlnceU 

Dizon 

Dogrett 

Dooley 

DooUtUe 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreler 

Duncan 

Dnrbln 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

Ehrllch 

Encel 

English 

Ettslfn 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Swing 

Fan- 

Fattah 

FaweU 

Fano 

Fields  (LA) 

Fllner 

Flake 
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AYES— 301 

Flanagan 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frellnghoysen 

Frlsa 

Frost 

Fonderburk 

Furse 

Caller  ly 

C>e]denson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

GUchrest 

Gllman 

Goodlatte 

Goodllng 

Greene  (UT) 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutierrez 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (OH) 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayworth 

Befley 

Befiier 

Relneman 

Hllleary 

Hlnchey 

Hobson 

Hoekstia 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Hoyer 

Honter 

Hutchinson 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jacobs 

Jeffeison 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Jones 

Kaajorskl 

Kaptor 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (HA) 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kennelly 

Klldee 

Kleczka 

Kllnk 

Klug 

KnoUenberg 

LaHood 

Lantos 

Largent 

LaTourette 

Lazlo 

Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  (GA) 

Llnder 

Uplnskl 

LoBloDdo 

Lofgren 

Liongley 

Lowey 

Lucas 

Lather 

Maloney 

Manton 

Hanzullo 

Maiiey 

Martinez 

Martini 

Maacara 

Matsol 

McCarthy 

McCollum 

McCrery 

McDade 

McDennott 

McHale 

McHugh 

Mdnnls 

McKeon 


McKlnney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Metcalf 

Mlllender- 

McDonald 
Miller  (CA) 

Mink 

Moakley 

Molinan 

Mollohan 

Moorhead 

Moran 

Morella 

Myrtck 

Nadler 

Neal 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Orton 

Owens 

Pallone 

Parker 

Pastor 

Pazon 

Payne  (NJ) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Pombo 

Porter 

Porunan 

Poshard 

Pryce 

Qainn 

Radanovlch 

Rahall 

Ramstad 

Rangel 

Reed 

Regula 

Richardson 

Rlggs 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Rose 

Roukema 

Roybal-Allard 

Royce 

Rush 

Sanders 

Sazton 

Scarborough 

Schumer 

Scott 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Slslsky 

Skaggs 

Skeen 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Souder 

Stark 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stupak 

Talent 

Tate 

Tauzln 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Tburman 

Tlahrt 

Torklldsen 

TomcelU 

Towns 


Ttaflcant 

Upton 

Velazqnez 

Vento 

Vlsclosky 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Waters 


Archer 
Armey 
Baker  (LA) 
Ballenger 
Ban- 
Barrett  (NE) 
Barrett  (WI) 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bonllla 
Brewster 
Bryant  (TN) 
Bryant  (TX) 
Bunn 
Boimlng 
Bun- 
Burton 
Callahan 
Chambllss 
Clement 
Cllnger 
Clybum 
Coble 
Coleman 
Combest 
Crane 
Davis 

de  laGana 
Deal 
DeLay 
Dunn 
Emerson 
Ev  'rett 
Fields  (TX) 
Foglletta 
Fowler 
Ganske 


Watt  (NO 
Watts  (OK) 
Waxman 
Weldon  (FL) 
Weldon  (PA) 
Weller 
Wicker 
Williams 

NOES— 118 

Geren 

Glllmor 

Gonzalez 

(jordon 

Goss 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

HalKTX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hastings  (FL) 

Herger 

HlUlard 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hyde 

IngUs 

Istook 

Johnson.  Sam 

Johnston 

Kaslch 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Kolbe 

LaFalce 

Latham 

Laughlln 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Llghtfoot 

Livingston 

Mcintosh 

Meyers 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Mlnge 

Montgomery 

Murtha 


Wolf 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

rates 

Young  (AK) 

Zeiur 

Zimmer 


Myers 

Nethercutt 

Ortiz 

Oxley 

Packard 

Payne  (VA) 

Peterson  (FL) 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pomeroy 

Qulllen 

Rogers 

Sabo 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Schaefer 

Schroeder 

Shuster 

Skelton 

Solomon 

Spence 

Spratt 

Stockman 

Stump 

Tanner 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO 

Teleda 
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D  1836 

Messrs.  BENTSEN.  HHiLIARD, 
GOSS.  DAVIS,  STOCKMAN,  SAM 
JOHNSON  Of  Texas,  and  (JONZALEZ 
changed  their  vote  from  "aye"  to  "no." 

Messrs.  BALDACCI,  REGULA,  RICH- 
ARDSON and  FROST,  Mrs.  MYRICK, 
and  Mr.  GEKAS  changed  their  vote 
from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Rorida.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  No.  214,  I  was  inadvertently  detained  and 
was  not  recorded. 

Had  I  been  present,  I  would  have  voted 
"yes." 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Ms.  HARMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  attended  the 
8th  grade  graduatnn  of  my  son  and  I  missed 
rollcall  vote  214,  the  amendment  by  Mr.  ViS- 
CLOSKY  to  bar  economk;  support  funds  to 
countries  which  block  or  interfere  with  the 
transportatran  of  humanitarian  aid  passing 
through  humanitarian  aid  corridors. 

If  I  had  been  present,  I  woukJ  have  voted 
"yes"  on  the  amendment. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  the 
previous  rollcall  No.  214,  I  did  not 
make  it  to  the  Chamber  in  time.  Had  I 
been  present,  I  would  have  voted  "aye" 
on  rollcall  No.  214. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  OBEY 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  No.  29  offered  by  Mr.  Obey:  On 
page  27.  line  24,  after  the  dollar  amount.  In- 
sert the  following:  "(reduced  by  $3,000,000)". 
Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  goes  to  the  military  train- 
ing account.  Last  year  the  military 
training  account  was  funded  at  $39  mil- 
lion. This  year,  despite  the  fact  that 
the  bill  is  being  cut  by  around  $1  bil- 
lion, this  account  is  going  to  receive  a 
$6  million  increase  to  $45  million. 

That  is  an  increase  of  15  percent,  out 
of  only  3  accounts  that  have  received 
an  increase  in  the  bill,  and  it  seems  to 
me  that  that  is  not  proportional  under 
the  circumstances.  With  the  end  of  the 
cold  war,  it  seems  to  me  that  we  ought 
to  have  a  greater  recognition  than  we 
have,  that  we  simply  cannot  afford  to 
be  raising  some  of  these  military  ac- 
counts while  virtually  everything  else 
in  the  budget  is  being  cut. 

I  support  and  continue  to  support  an 
IMET  program  in  Eastern  Europe,  the 
former  Soviet  Union,  places  like  that.  I 
also  think  it  is  useful  in  developing 
countries  to  try  to  have  a  military  re- 
lationship of  some  kind. 

But  I  would  ask  why  on  Earth  the 
United  States  should  spend  $25,000  or 
$50,000  for  countries  like  Austria,  Fin- 
land, Spain,  Portugal,  countries  which 
are  relatively  high-income  countries?  I 
understand  that  the  basis  of  these  pro- 
grams is  reciprocal  training  arrange- 
ments, and  I  am  all  for  that.  But  I  see 
no  reason  why,  if  these  are  so  valuable, 
that  the  countries  who  are  on  the  re- 
ceiving end  of  the  training  should  not 
be  paying  for  the  cost. 

We  are  being  asked,  under  the  budget 
that  passed  the  House  some  time  ago, 
to  cut  Medicare,  and  we  are  being 
asked  to  consider  means  testing  Medi- 
care to  require  higher  income  seniors 
to  pay  higher  amounts.  Why  on  Earth 
should  we  be  doing  that  if  we  are  not 
asking  higher  income  countries  to  pay 
for  the  military  training  which  we  are 
providing  under  IMET?  It  seems  to  me 
only  a  rational  thing  to  do. 

So,  I  would  simply  urge,  in  the  inter- 
est of  some  balance  and  the  interest  of 
some  fiscal  prudence,  that  the  commit- 
tee approve  the  amendment. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  find  myself  in  the 
unique  position  of  having  to  defend  the 
administration  for  one  of  the  programs 
they  essentially  deem  as  one  of  the 
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most  important  military  functions 
that  they  do.  I  received  a  letter  today 
from  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs 
of  Staff,  John  Shalikashvili,  and  from 
Secretary  William  Perry,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense,  telling  us  that  this 
program  was  crucial. 

The  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  talks 
about  the  fact  that  we  increase  IMET. 
but  what  he  does  not  talk  about  is  in 
1995,  when  he  was  chairman  of  this 
committee,  he  cut  IMET  training  by  50 
percent.  But  now  comes  a  Democratic 
administration,  the  President,  the  Sec- 
retary of  State,  the  Chairman  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  all  telling  us  that  this  is  very 
crucial  to  their  effectiveness  in  run- 
ning an  effective  military. 

The  IMET  training  program  is  a  pro- 
gram that  trains  military  people.  It 
trains  them  in  areas  such  as  human 
rights.  It  trains  them  in  areas  such  as 
military  engagement.  It  gives  us  the 
ability  of  having  people  that  are 
trained  in  such  a  manner  whereby  if  we 
ever  are  in  some  situation  with  them, 
they  will  understand  something  about 
military  strategy. 

D  1845 

It  is  a  crucial  program  to  the  admin- 
istration. I  find  myself,  as  I  said, 
uniquely  trying  to  defend  an  adminis- 
tration that  normally  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]  is  defending 
and  I  am  on  the  opposite  side. 

But.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  vital 
program.  It  is  a  well-thought-out  pro- 
gram. It  is  well  received  by  many  of 
our  allies  throughout  the  world,  and 
without  it  the  United  States  would  lose 
great  military  advantages.  So  I  would 
urge  the  Members  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  to  go  along  with  the  President,  to 
go  along  with  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
with  the  Secretary  of  Sute,  with  the 
Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 
and  to  leave  this  appropriation  as  the 
subcommittee  sigreed,  where  inciden- 
tally, no  discussion  of  this  ever  came 
up  in  subcommittee. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  urge  all 
my  colleagues  to  continue  to  allow  us 
to  adequately  fund  the  IMET  training 
program  and  to  reject  the  amendment 
of  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  rise  in 
opposition  to  this  amendment  and  the 
following  amendment  which  cuts  the 
IMET  program.  The  IMET  program  is 
an  extremely  important  program  which 
should  be  fully  funded.  The  proposed 
fiscal  year  1997  program  will  enable  us 
to  reach  more  than  5,000  personnel  in 
over  120  different  countries. 

In  recognition  of  the  importance  of 
this  program,  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  and  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  Foreign  Operations,  Export  Fi- 
nancing and  Related  Programs  of  the 
Commiittee     on     Appropriations     rec- 


onmiended  full  funding  in  fiscal  year 
1997  for  the  IMET  program  in  the  150 
budget  function. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  note  that  both 
the  authorizing  and  appropriations 
committees  met  the  administration's 
request  in  fiscal  year  1996  and  in  fiscal 
year  1997.  Forty-five  million  dollars  in 
fiscal  year  1997  is  not  an  unreasonable 
funding  level.  And  while  it  is  an  in- 
crease from  last  year,  this  level  of 
funding  merely  returns  IMET  to  levels 
of  funding  for  the  program  from  fiscal 
year  1990  to  fiscal  year  1993. 

Further,  $45  million  in  IMET  funding 
in  fiscal  year  1997  will  enable  our  Na- 
tion to  advance  its  foreign  policy  inter- 
ests in  over  30  new  country  programs 
that  have  been  instituted  since  1991, 
primarily  in  Central  Europe  and  in  the 
former  Soviet  Union. 

And  finally,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to 
make  the  point  that  I  understand  the 
fiscal  1997  DOD  authorization  bill,  as 
reported  by  the  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committee,  contains  language  which 
once  again  makes  it  clear  that  it  is  the 
intent  of  that  committee  to  move  re- 
sponsibility for  funding  and  implemen- 
tation of  the  IMET  program  to  the  De- 
partment of  Defense. 

We  need  to  fully  fund  the  IMET  pro- 
gram so  that  the  Senate  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee  and  the  Department  of 
Defense  hears  our  message  loud  and 
clear.  We  are  committed  to  supporting 
full  funding  for  this  program  in  the  150 
account. 

I  believe  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin should  want  to  retain  control  of 
this  program  in  the  150  account,  and 
should  it  be  moved  to  the  050  account, 
we  can  be  certain  funding  would  go 
even  higher,  perhaps  as  much  as  $60 
million  more. 

Accordingly,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
vote  for  full  funding  for  IMET.  Vote 
against  the  Obey  amendment. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  Obey  amendment.  I  do  that  reluc- 
tantly, because  the  gentleman  and  I 
agree  on  many  issues.  Here  is  one 
where  we  disagree.  I  think  my  chair- 
man, the  gentleman  from  New  York, 
Ben  Oilman,  has  given  some  very  im- 
portant reasons  why  we  should  have 
full  funding  for  IMET  and,  indeed,  it 
was  this  gentleman's  amendment  in 
the  authorizing  committee,  debated 
and  which  raised  the  authorization 
level  to  the  full  amount  requested  by 
the  administration. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  point  out  to 
my  colleagues  that  when  Secretary 
Perry  came  to  address  a  meeting  of 
House  Republicans  some  time  ago, 
within  the  past  year,  and  out  of  all  the 
issues  he  might  have  spoken  he  focused 
his  remarks  primarily  on  the  IMET 
program.  He  asked  us  to  continue  to 
give  it  full  funding.  He  stated  on  an- 
other occasion,  I  believe,  as  the  chair- 


man mentioned,  if  in  fact  this  IMET 
program  was  funded  by  the  authoriza- 
tion of  the  Committee  on  National  Se- 
curity, it  would  be  authorized  at  a 
higher  level.  But  because  IMET  is 
found  within  the  150  account,  it  gets 
very  tough  and  special  scrutiny. 

I  would  also  say  to  my  colleagues 
that  the  IMET  program  is  one  of  those 
programs  that  pays  very  big  dividends 
in  reinforcing  the  human  rights  con- 
cerns that  this  country  and  other  coun- 
tries. 

The  officers  and  noncommissioned  of- 
ficers that  take  advantage  of  these 
IMET  programs  come  to  our  programs, 
and  they  receive  a  very  heavy  dose  of 
human  rights  and  civil  action  training 
as  a  part  of  their  IMET  training  pro- 
grams. I  think  for  that  reason,  too,  the 
IMET  program  is  a  very  good  invest- 
ment that  we  make  in  our  foreign  pol- 
icy and  in  our  military-to-military  re- 
lationship. 

So.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly  urge  my 
colleagues,  in  this  case,  to  reject  the 
Obey  amendment  and  go  for  the  full 
amount  requested  by  the  appropria- 
tions subcommittee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obet] 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  further  proceedings  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]  will  be  post- 
poned. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments? 

AMENDME.NT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  OBEY 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Obey:  On  page 
27.  line  24.  alter  the  dollar  amount,  insert 
the  following:  "(redu(;ed  by  $1,525,000)". 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  cuts  $1,525,000  from  the 
IMET  account.  The  amount  of  the  cut 
corresponds  exactly  to  the  amount  re- 
quested for  the  high-income  countries 
of  Austria,  Finland,  Malta,  Portugal. 
Spain,  Singapore.  India,  and  Bahrain. 
The  per  capita  gross  domestic  product 
for  Finland  is  $16,140:  for  Austria  the 
per  capita  income  is  $17,500;  for  Spain, 
$13,000;  for  Malta.  $10,700;  for  Portugal. 
$10,000;  for  India.  $1,300;  for  Singapore. 
$19,900;  for  Bahrain.  $12,100;  yet,  this 
committee  is  insisting  that  we  pay  for 
the  training  costs  for  these  countries. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  point  out 
there  are  countries  in  this  bill  who  re- 
ceive aid  where  the  per  capita  income 
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is  less  than  $400  a  year.  It  just  seems  to 
me  strange  indeed  that  countries  like 
Austria  and  Singapore  cannot  afford  to 
pay  for  the  training  which  we  provide. 
I  am  not  saying  we  should  not  provide 
training  to  these  countries,  I  am  say- 
ing we  ought  to  do  it  on  a  cash  paid-for 
basis.  I  do  not  see  why  we  ought  to 
fund  it. 

I  would  point  out  that  a  number  of 
these  cotmtries  spend  a  much  smaller 
share  of  their  gross  domestic  product 
on  military  expenditures  than  we  do.  I 
would  point  out  a  number  of  these 
countries  are  knocking  our  socks  off  on 
trade  in  a  wide  variety  of  sectors  in  the 
trading  economy. 

I  can  see  no  reason  whatsoever  why  I 
ought  to  ask  somebody  in  my  State  or 
in  my  district,  making  S8,000  or  S9.000  a 
year,  to  support  a  program  which  pro- 
vides military  assistance,  military 
training  to  countries  that  make  $20,000 
a  year  on  average. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  enough  said.  I  will 
not  belabor  the  point,  but  I  urge  the 
acceptance  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  the  gerrleman 
from  Wisconsin  had  raised  th.  issue 
earlier,  during  the  markup,  or  a.z  least 
highlighted  it  in  his  discussions  with 
me  on  our  bill.  The  high  income  figure 
he  offered  does  not  cut  IMET  to  high 
income  countries,  it  just  cuts  IMET  by 
$1.5  million.  The  high  income  covmtries 
will  still  be  able  to  get  IMET  funds. 

Furthermore,  $1.2  million  of  the  $1.5 
n:iillion  is  to  cut  IMET  to  the  gentle- 
man's high  Income  countries:  India, 
$400,000  and  Portugal  $800,000.  The  re- 
maining $300,000  is  for  the  true  high  in- 
come countries,  like  Singapore  or 
South  Korea.  The  only  reason  they  get 
this  is  so  they  can  have  access  to  U.S. 
military  training. 

I  think  it  is  wrong  to  penalize  India 
and  Portugal,  as  this  does,  and  espe- 
cially since  it  does  not,  in  my  opinion, 
achieve  the  gentleman's  goal.  I  think  if 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Obey]  were  to  choose  to  retire  in  the 
not  too  distant  future,  and  if  he  had  a 
friendly  administration  to  him,  that  he 
would  make  an  excellent  Secretary  of 
State,  if  Indeed  Warren  Christopher  did 
not  want  to  serve  any  longer.  And  once 
he  achieves  that  position,  I  think  the 
gentleman  should  then  be  entitled  to 
make  decisions  such  as  he  is  forcing 
upon  the  administrative  branch  of  gov- 
ernment. 

The  gentleman  is  a  Member  of  Con- 
gress. It  is  up  to  us  to  direct  and  to 
suggest  to  the  administration.  We  are 
not  even  the  authorizing  comnoittee. 
But  here  we  are  playing 
pseudosecretaries  of  state,  telUng  them 
because  of  the  fact  that  we  feel  this 
way,  that  we  ought  to  restrict  the  ad- 
ministration's abiUty  to  have  an  effec- 
tive foreign  policy  as  well  as  military 
policy. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman 
knows  the  respect  I  have  for  him.  and 


I  want  to  assure  him  if  I  am  still  a 
Member  of  Congress  and  still  chairman 
of  this  committee,  and  this  gentleman 
does  indeed,  as  Secretary  of  State, 
come  to  me  saying,  "For  goodness 
sake,  will  you  please  fund  IMET  train- 
ing to  the  substantial  amount  so  we 
can  have  an  effective  foreign  policy?", 
I  will  respond  to  his  wish.  But  I  will 
not  tonight  respond  to  his  wish  because 
it  is  wrong,  I  tell  the  gentleman,  and  I 
aim  going  to  respectfully  ask.  No.  one, 
that  he  withdraw  the  amendment,  and 
in  the  absence  of  that,  I  would  af '-  all 
my  colleagues  to  vote  "no"  on  the 
Obey  amendment. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  shield? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Yes,  Mr.  Secretary. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  since  the 
gentleman  asked  me  to  consider  with- 
drawing it,  I  simply  want  to  point  out 
that  the  only  reason  that  this  amend- 
ment is  not  drawn  to  specifically  forbid 
aid  to  those  countries  and  simply  sub- 
tracts the  amount  that  is  provided  in 
aid  to  those  countries  is  that,  as  the 
gentleman  well  knows,  were  I  to  draw 
it  the  other  way,  it  would  be  subject  to 
a  point  of  order,  and  I  have  already  had 
two  points  of  order  lodged  against 
amendments  I  have  offered  today. 

So  the  gentleman  is  kind  of  offering 
me  a  deal  that  I  have  no  choice  but  to 
refuse. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  I  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  rejection  of  the 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  further  proceedings  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]  will  be  post- 
poned. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  ftirther 
amendments? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  RADANOVICH 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Radanovich: 
Page  97,  after  line  5,  Insert  the  following  new 
section: 

LBOTATION  ON  ASSISTANCE  TO  TURKEY 

Sec.  573.  Not  more  than  S22,000,000  of  the 
funds  appropriated  In  this  Act  under  the 
heading  "Economic  Support  Fund"  may  be 
made  available  to  the  Government  of  Tur- 
key, except  when  It  Is  made  known  to  the 
Federal  offlclal  having  authority  to  obligate 
or  expend  such  funds  that  the  Ciovemment  of 


Turkey  has  (1)  joined  the  United  States  In 
acknowledging  the  atrocity  committed 
against  the  Armenian  population  of  the 
Ottoman  Empire  from  1915  to  1923;  and  (2) 
taken  all  appropriate  steps  to  honor  the 
memory  of  the  victims  of  the  Armenian 
genocide. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re- 
serve a  point  of  order  against  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
this  turbulent  century  we  have  wit- 
nessed humanity's  great  potential  for 
good  and  bad,  but  the  world  has  tri- 
umphed more  often  in  the  last  96  years 
and  it  has  been  disappointed.  And  yet 
while  focusing  on  humanity's  successes 
is  always  more  attractive 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  let 
me  make  an  inquiry  as  to  whether  or 
not  this  is  a  limitation  amendment. 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  This  is,  yes. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  And  if  so  are  there 
other  nonlimitation  amendments? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama  insisting  on  his  point  of 
order  at  this  time? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  know  if  there  are  other  non- 
limitation  amendments  before  we  get 
to  limitation  amendments. 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  withdraw 
my  amendment  and  will  introduce  it  at 
the  appropriate  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

D  1900 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  I  reserved 
the  right  to  object  not  to  interfere 
with  the  gentleman  from  California  but 
to  ask  the  Chairman's  intentions.  What 
happens  if  there  are  no  further  non- 
limitation  amendments? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Then  we  will  go  to 
limitation  amendments.  We  wanted  to 
dispose  of  all  of  the  nonlimitation 
amendments  before  we  got  to  the  limi- 
tations. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  I 
thought  maybe  I  would  get  a  cabinet 
nomination  out  of  my  colleague. 

In  lieu  of  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  with- 
draw my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  I  am  not 
sure,  was  it  clear,  are  there  any  other 
nonlimitation  amendments?  I  did  not 
think  there  were. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PALLONE.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin. 
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Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
simply  like  to  inform  the  subcommit- 
tee chairman  that  there  was  one  addi- 
tional amendment  which  I  was  going  to 
offer  to  title  I,  which  I  got  permission 
earlier  to  offer.  But  at  this  point  I  do 
not  intend  to  offer  that  amendment. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
withdraw  my  reservation  of  objection. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  So  there  are  no 
other  nonlimitation  amendments? 
That  is  what  we  were  seeking. 

Absent  that,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  with- 
draw my  reservation  of  a  point  of 
order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  other 
amendments  not  precluded  by  clause 
2(a)  or  clause  2(c)  of  rule  XXI? 

If  not,  the  Clerk  will  read  the  last 
three  lines  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Foreign  Op- 
erations. Export  Financing,  and  Related  Pro- 
grams Appropriations  Act.  1997". 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  other 
amendments? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
the  next  amendment  and  all  amend- 
ments thereto  close  in  30  minutes  and 
that  the  time  be  equally  divided. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama? 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  ask 
that  on  this  next  amendment,  the 
Radanovich  amendment,  if  it  were  pos- 
sible to  have  that  unanimous  consent 
request  withdrawn.  We  just  wanted  to 
see  how  many  speakers  would  be  here. 
We  will  try  to  limit  it  to  the  30  min- 
utes, if  possible,  but  since  a  lot  of  the 
Members  who  wanted  to  speak  on  the 
amendment  were  not  necessarily  aware 
that  the  time  was  limited  and  thought 
they  would  have  5  minutes,  I  would 
like  to  not  limit  it  formally  at  this 
time,  if  the  Chair  won  allow  us  that. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PALLONE.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
the  spirit  of  compromise  which  I  have 
done  all  the  way  through  this  bill,  with 
both  sides  of  the  aisle,  with  every 
Member  present  here  tonight,  I  would 
be  happy  to. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  withdraw  my  unani- 
mous-consent request. 

amendment  offered  by  MR.  RADANOVICH 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Radanovich: 
Page  97,  after  line  5,  insert  the  following  new 
section: 


LXMTTATION  ON  ASSISTANCE  TO  TURKEY 

SEC.  573.  Not  more  than  $22,000.(XX)  of  the 
funds  appropriated  In  this  Act  under  the 
heading  "Economic  Support  Fund"  may  be 
made  available  to  the  Government  of  Tur- 
key, except  when  It  Is  made  known  to  the 
Federal  official  having  authority  to  obligate 
or  expand  such  funds  that  the  Government  of 
Turkey  has  (1)  joined  the  United  States  in 
acknowledging  the  atrocity  committed 
against  the  Armenian  population  of  the 
Ottoman  Empire  from  1915  to  1923;  and  (2) 
taken  all  appropriate  steps  to  honor  the 
memory  of  the  victims  of  the  Armenian 
genocide. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
the  spirit  of  compromise,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  all  debate  on  this 
amendment  and  all  amendments  there- 
to close  in  40  minutes  and  that  the 
time  be  equally  divided. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama? 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  do  not  personally 
have  a  problem  with  that,  but  I  have 
been  told  that  there  are  a  number  of 
Members  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  who 
do.  So  I  would  urge  that  the  gentleman 
withdraw  that  request,  and  I  would 
urge  that  the  gentleman  consider  offer- 
ing a  time  limit  of  1  hour. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  jrield? 

Mr.  OBEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  we 
do  allow  debate  for  the  40  minutes,  as 
I  have  suggested,  would  the  gentleman 
at  that  time  be  willing  to  agree  to 
some  limited  amount  of  time  to  debate 
this  after  that  point,  maybe  limiting 
debate  time  for  each  Member  to  2  min- 
utes or  1  minute  or  to  designate  the 
time? 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  in 
a  position  to  support  cutting  off 
amendments  that  other  Members  offer. 
I  have  just  been  asked  by  a  Member  of 
our  leadership  not  to. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
withdraw  my  unanimous  consent  re- 
quest, and  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  all  debate  on  this  amendment  and 
all  amendments  thereto  close  in  60 
minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama? 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object,  I  will  not  ob- 
ject, but  I  would  say  to  the  chairman 
that  I  think  this  amendment,  from 
what  I  hear  on  this  side,  I  think  this 
amendment  is  the  one  that  Members 
want  more  time  on.  I  do  not  think  you 
need  to  give  an  hour  for  all  subsequent 
amendments. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WILSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
imanimous  consent  request  was  just 
this  one  amendment. 


Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  did  not 
understand  that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  withdraw  my  res- 
ervation of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama? 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  will  not  object,  but  just  for 
scheduling  purposes,  would  it  then  be 
the  intention,  I  wonder  if  It  is  proper 
to  ask  that  the  clustered  votes  would 
then  take  place  so  Members  might 
know?  I  know  we  have  been  talking 
about  a  vote  at  8.  If  we  have  a  60- 
minute  limit,  to  which  I  do  not  object, 
would  it  then  be  the  Chair's  intention 
to  go  to  the  three  votes  that  would 
then  be  pending?  Members  have  been 
talking  about  an  8  o'clock  time  from 
the  standpoint  of  scheduling  here. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  that  the  inten- 
tion of  the  gentleman  from  Alabama? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
withdraw  my  unanimous  consent  re- 
quest. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes  the   gentleman   from   California 

[Mr.  RADANOVICH]. 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
this  turbulent  century,  we  have  wit- 
nessed humanity's  great  potential  for 
good  and  bad— but  the  world  has  tri- 
umphed more  often  in  the  last  96  years 
than  it  has  disappointed.  And  yet, 
while  focusing  on  humanity's  successes 
is  always  more  attractive  than  remem- 
bering any  stumbles,  we  as  civilized 
peoples,  countries,  and  nations  must 
not  deny  the  immorality  of  such  stains 
on  history  as  the  Holocaust  and  the  Ar- 
menian genocide. 

Therefore.  Mr.  Chairman,  today  I 
offer  an  amendment  which  provides  a 
practical  incentive  to  Turkey  to  join 
the  community  of  nations  in  recogni- 
tion of  a  tragic  chapter  in  its  history. 
Let  me  explain  the  amendment. 

This  amendment  links  Turkey's  de- 
nial of  the  genocide  to  United  States 
foreign  aid  levels.  In  other  words,  the 
amendment  states  that  if  Turkey  joins 
the  United  States  in  acknowledging 
the  atrocity  committed  against  the  Ar- 
menian population,  and  takes  all  ap- 
propriate steps  to  honor  the  memory  of 
those  innocent  victims,  it  will  then  re- 
ceive the  full  portion  of  aid  appro- 
priated to  it  in  H.R.  3540. 

This  amendment  is  reasonable.  The 
levels  of  economic  aid  we  propose  to 
withhold  from  Turkey  is  approxi- 
mately 2  percent  or  $3  million.  The  fig- 
ure of  $3  million  is  equal  to  the  amount 
the  Turkish  Government  spends  on 
swa3nng  opinion  in  Washington. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  conclude  by 
sajring  that  such  distinguished  individ- 
uals as  Ronald  Reagan,  Winston 
Churchill,  and  Woodrow  Wilson,  have 
recognized  the  terrible  tragedy  suffered 
by  Armenians  from  1915-1923.  Today 
this  body  has  the  opportunity  of  en- 
couraging Turkey  to  respect  the  mem- 
ory of  those  Armenian  victims.  I  ask 
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that  you  vote  in  favor  of  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  very  proud  to  be 
a  cosponsor  of  the  Radanovich  amend- 
ment. Again,  as  Mr.  Radanovich  men- 
tioned, capping  economic  support  fund 
aid  to  Turkey  at  S22  million,  as  this 
does,  represents  a  cut  of  about  2  per- 
cent of  the  total  U.S.  military  and  eco- 
nomic assistance,  approximately  $3 
million.  We  know  that  the  g-ovemment 
of  Turkey  has  spent  at  least  that 
amount  annually  in  its  Washington 
lobbjrlng  and  public  relations  effort. 

I  was  on  the  floor  just  the  other  day 
talking  about  some  aspect  of  that.  One 
of  the  things  they  have  been  doing 
rather  successfully,  is  basically  donat- 
ing money  to  major  universities  to  es- 
tablish chairs  of  Turkish  studies.  Then 
they  use  that  oftentimes  to  influence 
what  goes  on  at  those  universities. 

I  was  very  concerned  about  that 
issue,  particularly  in  my  home  State  of 
New  Jersey,  because  they  established 
one  of  these  chairs  at  Princeton  Uni- 
versity, one  of  the  leading  institutions 
of  higher  learning  in  the  Nation.  And 
yet,  we  have  documented  that  some  of 
the  promotional  efforts  that  have  come 
out  of  that  donation,  have  basically  re- 
sulted in  an  effort  to  try  to  deny  that 
the  genocide  ever  took  place. 

Rather  than  confront  the  historical 
record  of  the  Armenian  genocide,  the 
Turkish  Government  has  chosen  to  in- 
stead to  ignore  the  documented  evi- 
dence. This  pattern  of  denial  offends 
the  memory  of  those  who  perished, 
contradicts  the  historical  record  in  our 
own  national  archives,  and  helps  lay 
the  groundwork  for  those  who  would 
commit  similar  atrocities  in  the  fu- 
ture. 

Our  amendment  provides  a  practical 
Incentive  for  Turkey  to  join  the  inter- 
national community  in  coming  to 
terms  with  this  tra^c  chapter  in  his- 
tory. By  acknowledging  the  Armenian 
genocide,  Turkey  will  open  the  door  to 
full  diplomatic  relations  with  Armenia. 
I  do  not  want  to  go  through  the  his- 
torical account  of  the  genocide  because 
I  think  that  we  should  try  to  limit  our 
time  here.  But  I  just  wanted  to  say 
that  to  this  day  the  government  of 
Turkey  maintains  this  policy  of  deny- 
ing that  the  genocide  against  the  Ar- 
menians ever  took  place. 

I,  just  to  give  you  an  example  from 
my  own  experience,  myself  and  Con- 
gressman Porter  have  on  various  oc- 
casions written  to  the  Turkish  em- 
bassy and  talked  about  the  genocide. 
And  we  get  very  curt  responses  sug- 
gesting that  the  genocide  never  took 
place.  And  yet  the  historical  record  is 
clear.  There  were  no  Nuremberg  trials, 
and  there  has  been  no  official  atone- 
ment by  the  Turkish  nation.  And  I 
think  the  only  way  that  we  can  make 
this  point  and  to  try  to  persuade  Tur- 
key, which  receives  millions  of  dollars 


of  U.S.  aid,  is  to  basically  try  to  pass  a 
resolution  like  this  that  makes  them 
acknowledge  that  the  genocide  took 
place. 

I  just  want,  again,  for  the  sake  of 
time,  I  just  want  to  point  out  that 
there  have  been  many  Americans  and 
world  leaders  who  have  continued  to 
point  to  the  genocide  and  the  example 
of  the  Armenian  genocide. 

Just  to  quote  two  of  them  here 
today,  if  I  could,  I  wanted  to  mention 
a  statement  by  President  Reagan  that 
was  made  on  April  22,  1981.  He  said. 
Like  the  genocide  of  the  Armenians  be- 
fore it  and  the  genocide  of  the  Cam- 
bodians which  followed  it  and  like  too 
many  other  such  persecutions  of  too 
many  other  people,  the  lessons  of  the 
Holocaust  must  never  be  forgotten. 

President  Clinton  said  this  year  on 
the  anniversary  of  the  genocide,  April 
21.  that  he  joins  with  Armenians 
around  the  world  on  this  solemn  day  in 
commemorating  the  senseless  deporta- 
tions and  massacres  of  1.5  million  Ar- 
menians that  took  place  from  1915  to 
1923  in  the  Ottoman  Empire. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  if  we  do  not 
recognize  that  genocide  takes  place,  it 
will  happen  again.  We  know  that  it 
happens  over  and  over  again  histori- 
cally. One  of  the  most  disgraceful 
things  I  think  is  when  Adolf  Hitler 
said,  before  he  started  the  preparations 
for  the  Jewish  Holocaust,  he  mentioned 
that  no  one  remembered  the  Armenian 
genocide.  Therefore,  there  was  no  rea- 
son why  he  could  not  proceed. 

We  do  not  want  this  genocide  to  con- 
tinue. The  Turkish  Government  must 
recognize  it.  Once  they  do,  I  think  rela- 
tions between  our  countries  will  cer- 
tainly be  a  lot  better.  I  urge  adoption 
of  the  amendment. 

Mr  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Radanovich]. 

Mr.  Chairman.  Germany  has  ac- 
knowledged the  Holocaust.  Japan  has 
apologized  for  its  atrocities  in  World 
War  n,  but  regrettably  Turkey  remains 
adamant  in  opposing  measures  which 
simply  recognize  the  genocide  of  Arme- 
nians under  the  government  that  pre- 
ceded the  Turkish  Republic.  All  this 
amendment  seeks  is  that  the  Turks 
take  a  step  similar  to  Germany's  and 
Japsm's  in  acknowledging  genocide 
crimes  and  honor  its  victims.  The  Ar- 
menians deserve  at  least  that  much. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  begin  by 
thanking  my  colleagues  who  are  join- 
ing me  in  offering  this  amendment 
today.  The  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Radanovich],  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Blute],  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Pallone] 


have  all  put  in  a  great  deal  of  work  in 
bringing  this  issue  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  to  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  this  amend- 
ment. 

The  Armenian  genocide  is  one  of  the 
great  tragedies  of  our  century. 

Beginning  on  the  night  of  April  24  in 
1915,  the  religious  and  intellectual 
leaders  of  the  Armenian  community  of 
Constantinople  were  taken  from  their 
beds,  imprisoned,  tortured,  and  killed. 

In  the  days  that  followed,  the  re- 
maining males  over  15  years  of  age 
were  gathered  in  cities,  towns  and  vil- 
lages throughout  Ottoman  Turkey, 
roped  together,  marched  to  nearby 
uninhabited  areas,  and  killed. 

Innocent  women  and  children  were 
forced  to  march  through  barren  waste- 
lands—urged on  by  whips  and  clubs- 
denied  food  and  water. 

And  when  they  dared  to  step  out  of 
line,  they  were  repeatedly  attacked, 
robbed,  raped— and  ultimately  killed. 

When  all  was  said  and  done,  one  and 
one-half  million  Armenians  lay  dead, 
and  a  homeland  which  has  stood  for 
3,000  years  was  nearly  completely  de- 
populated. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  bring  this  amend- 
ment to  the  floor  with  the  knowledge 
that  all  of  us  have  a  responsibility  to 
remember  the  victims,  to  speak  out 
and  to  make  sure  that  tragedies  like 
this  are  never  allowed  to  happen  again. 
We  must  pause  today  and  say  "Never 
again." 

We  can  never  forget  that  in  1939,  an- 
other leader  used  the  Armenian  geno- 
cide as  justification  for  his  own  geno- 
cide. 

This  leader  said,  and  I  quote:  "I  have 
given  orders  to  my  Death  Units  to  ex- 
terminate without  mercy  or  pity  men, 
women,  and  children  belonging  to  the 
Polish-speaking  race.  After  all."  Adolf 
Hitler  asked,  "who  today  remembers 
the  extermination  of  the  Armenians?" 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  up  to  all  of  us  to 
remember. 

For  centuries,  the  Armenian  people 
have  shown  courage  and  great 
strength. 

The  least  we  can  do  is  match  their 
courage  with  our  commitment. 

Because  today,  we  must  be  their 
voices. 

If  we  don't  remember,  nobody  else 
will. 

Mr.  Chairman,  some  may  say  this 
amendment  will  alter  our  relationship 
with  Turkey,  and  I  agree— it  will. 

It  will  give  the  Turkish  government 
an  opportunity  to  join  with  us  in  ac- 
knowledging the  Armenian  genocide. 

Such  an  acknowledgement  will  help 
to  open  the  door  to  improved  relations 
in  the  region. 

We  know  from  ethnic  conflicts 
around  the  world  that  differences  are 
hard  to  set  aside  until  history,  no  mat- 
ter how  tragic,  is  acknowledged.  Only 
then  can  the  healing  process  begin. 

Today,  let  us  follow  the  example  of 
Elie   Wiesel,    the   noted  Nobel   Peace 
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Prize  Laureate  and  Holocaust  survivor, 
who  said  this  about  the  Armenian 
genocide: 

.  .  .  The  Turks  should  have  understood  the 
pain  and  the  anger  of  the  Armenians  who  are 
denied  the  right  to  remember  .  .  .  The  Turks 
today  are  not  responsible  for  the  bloody 
events  that  took  place  50  years  earlier,  but 
they  are  responsible  for  their  present  atti- 
tudes regarding  these  events. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  our  oppor- 
tunity to  confirm  the  historical  record. 
This  is  about  human  rights.  It's  about 
historical  fact.  As  this  century  draws 
to  a  close,  we  caimot  allow  these  tragic 
events  to  be  erased  from  our  memory. 

Support  this  amendment  and  stand 
for  those  who  count  on  us  to  be  their 
voices. 

n  1915 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  opposi- 
tion to  this  amendment.  We  have  al- 
ready had  the  Visclosky  amendment, 
and  we  have  treated  a  NATO  ally,  a 
very  strong  NATO  ally,  in  such  a  man- 
ner that,  frankly,  we  would  not  dare 
treat  other  allies  or  other  members  of 
the  world  community. 

But  this  amendment  takes  an  act. 
certainly  an  atrocity,  that  was  com- 
mitted by  an  entirely  different  govern- 
ment almost  100  years  ago  and  takes  a 
much  newer  country  and  rubs  their 
noses  in  the  acts  that  happened  so  very 
long  ago.  It  is  just  incredible,  it  is 
wrong-headed,  it  is  bad  policy.  I  urge 
that  Members  vote  against  this.  It  is  a 
destructive  measure  which  will  do 
nothing  but  offend  a  great  ally  of  the 
United  States  and  jeopardize  our  Na- 
tion's security. 

The  measure  withholds  ESF  moneys 
to  Turkey  unless  the  Turkish  Govern- 
ment acknowledges  the  Armenian 
genocide  and  takes  steps  to  honor  the 
memory  of  its  victims.  Do  we  require 
any  other  nation  to  admit  to  blatant 
political  statements?  Of  course  not. 
This  language  does  not  belong  in  this 
or  any  other  measure. 

The  bill  already  caps  ESP  at  $25  mil- 
lion. It  is  less  than  half  of  the  adminis- 
tration's request.  The  intent  of  this 
language  is  simple:  embarrass  a  valu- 
able ally  for  whatever  political  pur- 
poses or  otherwise,  depending  on  who 
our  constituents  may  be. 

If  adopted,  the  language  will  elum- 
nate  all  ESF  funding  for  Turkey.  While 
some  in  this  Chamber  are  in  favor  of 
this,  it  will  have  a  devastating  impact 
on  Turkey. 

ESF  funding  for  Turkey  is  extremely 
important.  The  funds  will  simply  be 
used  to  help  them  address  long-term 
structural  reforms  necessary  to  sustain 
growth  and  ease  their  entry  into  the 
European  Customs  Union.  The  funds 
will  also  be  used  to  help  offset  the  eco- 
nomic cost  associated  with  the  enforce- 
ment of  U.S.  sanctions  against  Iraq, 
and  I  should  remind  Members  that  the 


bill  already  significantly  reduces  the 
amount  available  for  Turkey. 

Turkey  is.  again,  one  of  our  most 
strong  and  most  steadfast  NATO  allies. 
The  strategic  importance  to  the  United 
States  is  immense.  General 
Shalikashvili  said  it  best:  "Turkey  oc- 
cupies the  new  front  line  in  the  post- 
Cold  War  era.  The  strategic  value  to 
the  United  States  of  having  a  staunch 
and  steadfast  ally  situated  in  a  critical 
and  strategic  location  in  the  flanks  of 
the  Middle  East  cannot  be  overstated.' 

Turkey  has  stood  with  the  U.S.  dur- 
ing a  number  of  troubling  times  for  our 
Nation.  During  the  Gulf  war  she  was 
extremely  important.  They  were  one  of 
the  first  countries  to  participate  in  the 
U.N.-sanctioned  embargo  of  Iraq.  This 
cost  them  over  $20  billion.  To  this  day 
the  negative  effects  and  financial  loss 
are  still  being  felt.  Turkey  allowed  the 
use  of  NATO  air  bases,  where  over  2,700 
strike  missions  against  Iraq  were 
launched.  Without  the  use  of  these  air 
bases  we  would  not  have  been  able  to 
achieve  the  victory  over  Iraq  without 
accruing  greater  expenses  or  suffering 
more  casualties. 

Since  the  Gulf  war,  Turkey's  impor- 
tance in  assistance  has  grown  high- 
lighted by  their  hosting  "Operation 
Provide  Comfort"  to  protect  Iraqi 
Kurds  since  its  inception  after  the  Gulf 
war;  participating  in  the  mission  to 
Bosnia  by  training  the  Bosnian  army, 
thereby  furthering  the  critical  goal  of 
achieving  military  parity  in  the  region: 
signing  a  military  agreement  with 
Israel  which  provides  for  joint  military 
cooperation  and  securing  Caspian  oil 
reserves  for  Western  consvunption. 
These  reserves  provide  a  viable  alter- 
native to  OPEC  dependency. 

Turkey  is  making  serious  progress  in 
the  area  of  human  rights.  It  is  impor- 
tant to  point  out  that  they  are  one  of 
the  only  Muslim  countries— if  not  the 
only  Muslim  country— with  a  free 
press,  independent  judiciary  and  all 
elements  of  a  secular  parliamentary 
democracy.  They  have  established  a 
human  rights  commission  and  a  human 
rights  ministry  designed  to  monitor 
human  rights.  They  are  a  signatory  of 
the  United  Nations  and  European  Con- 
ventions against  torture. 

Turkey  has  also  instituted  matny 
legal  reforms  that  reduce  pretrial  de- 
tention, enforce  a  detainee's  rights  to 
counsel  at  all  stages  of  detention  and 
ban  unethical  methods  of  interrogation 
such  as  torture.  One  point  that  is  often 
forgotten  in  the  debate  is  in  the  pres- 
ence of  a  terrorist  organization,  the 
PKK.  in  Turkey. 

The  State  Department's  report  on 
human  rights  situation  in  Turkey, 
while  it  raised  many  concerns  about 
the  situation  there,  did  raise  some  im- 
portant points.  Continued  U.S.  support 
for  Turkey  is  essential,  and  the  PKK 
represents  a  major  threat  to  Turkey's 
sovereignty  and  territorial  integrity. 

It  would  be  wrong  for  us.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, to  include  in  this  bill  such  in- 


flammatory language  as  this  amend- 
ment poses  on  Turkey. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Living- 
ston] has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Living- 
ston was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  addi- 
tional minute.) 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Whether  one  sup- 
ports aid  to  Turkey  or  not,  one  should 
agree  that  this  is  not  the  forum  for 
such  rhetoric.  The  substance  of  this 
amendment  has  been  defeated  time  and 
time  again  in  years  past,  and  it  should 
be  defeated  a^ain. 

I  urge  the  defeat  of  this  amendment. 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  year  marks  the 
81st  anniversary  of  the  Armenian  geno- 
cide, an  act  of  mass  murder  that  took 
1.5  million  Armenian  lives  and  led  to 
the  exile  of  the  Armenian  Nation  from 
its  historic  homeland. 

It  is  of  vital  importance  that  we 
never  forget  what  happened  to  the  Ar- 
menian people.  Indeed  the  only  thing 
we  can  do  for  the  victims  is  to  remem- 
ber, and  we  forget  at  our  own  peril. 

The  Armenian  genocide,  which  began 
15  years  after  the  start  of  the  twentieth 
century,  was  the  first  act  of  genocide 
of  this  century,  but  it  was  far  from  the 
last.  The  Armenian  genocide  was  fol- 
lowed by  the  Holocaust.  Stalin's 
purges,  and  other  acts  of  mass  murder 
around  the  world. 

Adolf  Hitler  himself  said  that  the 
world's  indifference  to  the  slaughter  in 
Armenia  indicated  that  there  would  be 
no  global  outcry  if  he  undertook  the 
mass  murder  of  Jews  and  others  he 
considered  less  than  human.  And  he 
was  right.  It  was  only  after  the  Holo- 
caust that  the  cry  "Never  again"  arose 
throughout  the  world.  But  it  was  too 
late  for  millions  of  victims.  Too  late 
for  the  6  million  Jews.  Too  late  for  the 
1.5  million  Armenians. 

Unfortunately,  there  are  still  some 
who  refuse  to  admit  that  this  genocide 
occurred.  The  Turkish  Government  has 
fictively  denied  that  the  Armenian 
genocide  happened.  This  amendment 
will  encourage  the  Turkish  Govern- 
ment to  end  this  campaign  of  denial 
and  recognize  the  suffering  of  the  Ar- 
menian people. 

Mr.  Speaker,  after  the  genocide,  the 
Armenian  people  cried  out.  "Let  us 
never  forget.  Let  us  alwasrs  remember 
the  atrocities  that  have  taken  the  lives 
of  our  parents  and  our  children  and  our 
neighbors."  I  rise  today  to  make  sure 
that  those  cries  were  not  uttered  in 
vain. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Chairman. 
will  the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana. 
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Mr.  LIVrNGSTON.  I  know  that  the 
gentlewoman  Is  concerned  about  the 
genocide,  as  we  all  should  be,  by  an 
event  that  happened  almost  a  hundred 
years  ago.  But  does  the  gentlewoman 
feel  that  the  country  of  Israel,  whose 
constituents  suffered  greatly  at  the 
hand  of  the  Holocaust,  as  the  gentle- 
woman well  knows,  is  any  less  inter- 
ested in  such  genocide.  Is  she  aware 
that  Israel  has  just  engaged  in  some 
very  close  negotiations  for  a  warm  re- 
lationship with  Turkey? 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
pleased  to  know  that,  and  I  am  pleased 
that  there  has  been  some  negotiations 
and  discussions  and  important  arrange- 
ments made  for  security  between  Israel 
and  Turkey,  and  I  would  hope  that  this 
amendment  would  encourage  the  Turks 
to  certainly  acknowledge  the  Arme- 
nian genocide  and  would  take  a  strong- 
er role  in  freeing  Cyprus  and  in  speak- 
ing out  and  acting  against  some  of  the 
human  rights  abuses. 

I  understand,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  im- 
portance of  Turkey,  in  fact,  in  our  re- 
gional needs.  I  understand  the  impor- 
tance of  Turkey  as  an  important  ally. 
And  what  we  hope  to  do  with  this 
amendment,  as  with  other  actions  that 
we  hope  to  take,  is  send  a  very  strong 
signal  to  Turkey  although  they  are  an 
important  ally,  they  must  certainly 
stand  up  and  speak  out  against  all 
kinds  of  human  rights  abuses. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentlewoman  would  yield  further, 
perhaps  the  gentlewoman  read  the  arti- 
cle appearing  in  the  local  press  about  4 
or  5  days  ago  in  which  it  was  indicated 
that  actually  Turkey  is  strengthening 
its  ties  with  Israel  because  the  United 
States,  for  whatever  reason,  is  proving 
to  be  a  much  less  reliable  ally? 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  Certainly  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
only  point  I  wanted  to  make  very  brief- 
ly is,  as  my  colleagues  know,  in  the 
same  way  that  the  German  Govern- 
ment, which  today  of  course,  as  my 
colleagues  know,  could  hardly  be  seen 
as  the  successor  to  the  Nazi  regime, 
constantly  makes  reference  and  apolo- 
gizes for  what  the  Nazis  did  to  the  Jews 
and  other  people  in  Eastern  Europe, 
and  as  a  result  we  have  a  very  cleans- 
ing effect,  if  my  colleagues  will,  on  the 
German  people  and  on  the  German  na- 
tion. We  would  like  to  see  the  Turkish 
Government  do  the  same  thing.  They 
are  the  successor  to  the  Ottoman  gov- 
ernment. Rather  than  every  time  we 
write  to  them  or  bring  up  the  genocide, 
they  are  coming  back  to  us  and  saying, 
and  I  will  do  it  from  my  own  experi- 
ence, that  it  never  occurred;  that  they 
would  acknowledge  that  this  happened 
in  their  history  and  go  through  this 
same  cleansing  process. 

So  I  think  the  example  of  the  Nazi 
Holocaust  means  that  they  should  ac- 


knowledge it,  not  that  they  should  re- 
ject that  it  ever  occurred.  And  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman  from  New  York. 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

D  1930 
Mr.  BUNN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  number 
of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  sure  whether 
we  are  here  to  set  foreign  policy  or  we 
are  here  to  have  a  history  lesson,  but 
we  are  getting  quite  a  history  lesson 
today.  Others  will  talk  about  the  nega- 
tives of  the  Ottoman  Empire,  without 
question,  but  there  are  some  other 
things  that  are  left  out  in  the  discus- 
sion. 

For  example,  when  we  are  told  about 
the  Nazi  regime  and  the  current  Ger- 
man Government,  if  we  looked  at  a 
map  of  Germany  before  and  after  the 
war,  it  would  look  fairly  similar.  If  we 
looked  at  the  Ottoman  Empire  before 
and  after,  we  would  not  see  anything 
that  was  even  close.  The  Ottoman  Em- 
pire included  Turkey,  Iran,  Iraq,  Syria, 
Lebanon,  Israel,  and  many  other  terri- 
tories. 

The  Ottomans  chose  the  wrong  allies 
in  World  War  I.  Their  enemies,  who 
were  our  allies,  were  not  jvtst  in  the 
war  to  defeat  the  Ottomans,  they  were 
also  in  the  war  to  possess  the  Otton:ian 
lands.  Italy,  Greece,  France,  England, 
Russia,  and  others  eyed  the  territory  of 
the  Ottoman  Empire.  Russia  wanted 
Constantinople,  which  was  the  key  to 
controlling  access  to  the  Black  Sea. 
France  wanted,  and  got,  Sj^ia  and  Leb- 
anon. England  wanted  Iraq  and  the 
Persian  coast  to  protect  their  interests 
in  India. 

With  the  defeat  in  World  War  I,  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  Ottoman  Empire  ceased 
to  exist.  It  was  not  just  one  govern- 
ment following  another.  The  empire 
ceased  to  exist,  just  as  the  Byzantine 
Empire  before  them  no  longer  existed. 
The  Sultan  had  been  forced  to  surren- 
der to  the  European  powers,  and  the 
European  powers  were  in  the  process  of 
dividing  the  spoils.  A  group  of  Turks, 
led  by  Ataturk,  were  unwilling  to  have 
their  land  occupied  by  conquering  ar- 
mies, so  they  raised  their  own  force 
and  fought  the  authority  of  the  Sultan 
and  of  the  European  powers.  Turkey 
was  bom  from  this  effort. 

Mr.  Chairman,  today's  democracy  in 
Turkey  is  no  more  responsible  for  the 
actions  of  the  Ottoman  Empire  than 
the  Soviet  Union  was  responsible  for 
the  actions  of  the  czars  or  the  United 
States  was  responsible  for  the  actions 
of  England  before  the  birth  of  our  Na- 
tion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  history  is  important 
and  it  should  not  be  ignored,  but  nei- 
ther should  we  dig  up  something  from 
80  years  ago  and  ask  a  nation  that  did 
not  exist  to  apologize  for  what  it  did 
not  do. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  this  amendment.  I  would  like  to 
tell  Members  why.  I  think  it  is  very 
important  for  us  to  note,  and  every  op- 
portunity we  have  we  should  take  ad- 
vantage of,  to  reject  genocide  wherever 
it  occurs. 

Sadly,  more  than  80  years  after  the 
commencement  of  the  Armenian  geno- 
cide by  the  Ottoman  Tixrkish  Govern- 
ment, the  present-day  Turkish  Govern- 
ment, and  indeed,  it  is  a  separate  gov- 
ernment, not  only  denies  the  occur- 
rence of  the  genocide,  but  also  has  ini- 
tiated a  well-financed  campaign  to  dis- 
tort and  tarnish  the  American  histori- 
cal record  on  this  subject. 

Mr.  Chairman,  passage  of  this  amend- 
ment will  serve  to  deter  the  Turkish 
government  from  pursuing  their  uncon- 
scionable coverup  of  this  internation- 
ally recognized  crime  against  human- 
ity. But  do  not  take  my  word  for  it. 
Let  us  reference  some  American  Presi- 
dents and  how  they  referred  to  the  Ar- 
menian genocide. 

President  Reagan,  at  the  remem- 
brance of  victims  of  the  Holocaust  on 
April  22,  1981,  said: 

Like  the  genocide  of  the  Armenians  before 
It,  and  the  genocide  of  the  Cambodians  which 
followed  it,  and  like  too  many  other  persecu- 
tions of  too  many  other  people,  the  lessons 
of  the  Holocaust  must  never  be  forgotten. 

In  1990,  April  20,  President  Bush  said: 
Their  history,  though  marked  by  a  number 
of  tragedies,  nonetheless  reflects  their  faith 
and  strength  and  the  resilience  of  their  tra- 
dition. Those  tragedies  Include, 

and  we  are  talking  about  the  Arme- 
nians now, 

their  tragedies  Include  most  prominently  the 
terrible  massacre  suffered  in  1915  to  1923  at 
the  hands  of  the  rulers  of  the  Ottoman  Em- 
pire. I  call  upon  all  peoples  to  work  to  pre- 
vent future  acts  of  inhumanity  against  man- 
kind, and  my  comments  ot  June,  1988,  reflect 
the  depth  of  my  feeling  for  the  Armenian 
people  and  the  suffering  they  have  endured. 

President  Clinton  said  on  April  24, 
1996: 

I  loin  with  Armenians  around  the  world  on 
this  solemn  day  In  commemorating  the 
senseless  deportation  and  massacres  of  1.5 
minion  Armenians  that  took  place  from  1915 
to  1923  under  the  Ottoman  Empire.  Trag- 
ically, our  century  has  repeatedly  bom  wit- 
ness to  man's  senseless  Inhumanity  to  nian. 
Together  we  mourn  the  terrible  loss  of  so 
many  Innocent  lives. 

There  are  two  issues  here,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. One  is  the  issue  of  the  Armenian 
genocide.  And  yes,  we  should  not  hold 
this  Government  responsible  for  some- 
thing that  happened  80  years  ago.  But 
we  can  ask  this  Government  not  to  try 
to  revise  history.  We  can  ask  this  gov- 
ernment to  stop  its  campaign  to  dis- 
tort the  historical  record  on  the  Arme- 
nian genocide.  That  is  why  this  amend- 
ment is  so  important.  I  have  heard  it 
characterized  a  variety  of  different 
ways,  that  it  would  stop  assistance  to 
Turkey,  et  cetera.  That  is  why  I  would 
like  to  read  the  amendment,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 
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It  says: 

Not  more  than  S22  million  of  the  funds  ap- 
propriated in  this  act  under  the  heading 
"economic  support  fund"  may  be  made  avail- 
able to  the  government  of  Turkey,  except 
when  It  is  made  known  to  the  Federal  offi- 
cial having  authority  to  obligate  or  expend 
such  funds  that  the  Government  of  Turkey 
has  (1)  joined  the  United  States  in  acknowl- 
edging the  atrocity  committed  against  the 
Armenian  population  of  the  Ottoman  Empire 
from  1915  to  1923;  and  (2)  has  taken  all  appro- 
priate steps  to  honor  the  memory  of  the  vic- 
tims of  the  Armenian  genocide. 

So  this  is  not  about  eliminating  as- 
sistance to  Turkey.  This  is  about  cut- 
ting back  from  $25  million  to  $22  mil- 
lion. Once  gain,  I  think  it  is  most  ap- 
propriate for  this  Congress  to  follow 
the  lead  of  a  bipartisan  list  of  Amer- 
ican Presidents  and  the  bipartisan  sup- 
port that  we  have  had  on  this  issue  for 
a  long  period  of  time  in  making  our 
message  clear  to  the  Turkish  Govern- 
ment, that  while  we  need  them  as  an 
ally  and  we  respect  the  progress  they 
are  making  in  human  rights,  the  fact  is 
that  their  strategic  location  or  the  fact 
of  the  Islamic  fundamentalism  in  their 
country  is  no  license  for  them  to  try  to 
revise  the  history  of  the  Armenian 
genocide,  not  to  disregard  the  rights  of 
the  people  in  Armenia  for  humani- 
tarian assistance  by  their  blockade  of 
Armenia. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  this  important  amendment. 
Mr.  BLUTE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  mmiber  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  tonight  I  rise  to  offer 
my  strong  support  for  this  important 
amendment  that  is  before  us  here 
today.  The  amendment  we  will  vote  on 
recognizes  the  Armenian  genocide  by 
simply  reducing  the  amount  of  eco- 
nomic aid  available  to  Turkey  until 
they  acknowledge  the  horrible  events 
that  occurred  during  the  Armenian 
genocide. 

Mr.  Chairman,  those  of  us  who  sire  of- 
fering this  amendment  know  full  well 
that  Turkey  is  a  strong  ally  and  a  stra- 
tegic ally  of  the  United  States,  but  the 
S3  million  reduced  represents  a  mini- 
mal amount  of  aid.  Turkey  will  still  be 
eligrible  to  receive  S22  million  overall. 
It  certainly  does  not  in  any  way  re- 
strict the  President  in  the  conduct  of 
our  foreign  policy,  and  it  does  not 
place  Turkey  at  an  economic  disadvan- 
tage. Furthermore,  it  does  not  touch 
one  penny  of  military  aid. 

What  it  does  do,  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
link  economic  aid  to  Turkey's  willing- 
ness to  confront  its  history  and  ac- 
knowledge the  Armenian  genocide  as  a 
terrible  event  in  the  history  of  the 
Ottoman  Empire  that  should  not  be 
brushed  aside  cavalierly.  Consistently 
and  unfortunately,  our  ally,  Turkey, 
has  neglected  to  acknowledge  the  Ar- 
menian genocide.  I  recognize  that  this 
Is  a  difficult  issue,  political  issue,  in 
Turkey.  However,  the  genocide  of  1.5 
million  innocent  people  deserves  rec- 
ognition by  this  House  of  Representa- 


tives. No  one  today  denies  the  Holo- 
caust of  Eastern  Europe;  at  least  no 
one  worthy  of  our  attention  or  respect. 
Similarly,  no  one  should  deny  the  Ar- 
menian genocide.  We  are  not  trying  to 
assign  blame,  but  merely  trying  to 
bring  attention  to  a  consistent  pattern 
of  ignoring  the  truth  and  denying  his- 
torical fact.  History  is  important,  and 
as  we  have  been  told,  those  who  forget 
history  are  condemned  to  repeat  it. 
Genocide  is  a  word  that  we  should  take 
very  seriously,  that  makes  the  soul  re- 
coil, and  in  some  ways  language  refuses 
to  describe  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  tonight  I  am  proud  to 
join  with  my  colleagues,  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Radanovich],  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
BoNiOR],  and  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Pallone]  in  supporting 
this  amendment  and  honoring  the 
memories  of  those  who  perished  in  this 
genocide,  and  encouraging  and  urging 
our  friend  and  ally,  Turkey,  to  ac- 
knowledge this  fact  of  history. 

Mrs.  MALONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  amendment,  and  I  commend 
my  colleagues  for  bringing  it  to  the 
floor. 

Earlier  today,  we  debated  and  over- 
whelmingly passed  a  bipartisan  amend- 
ment that  will  cut  United  States  eco- 
nomic assistance  to  Turkey  unless  that 
nation  allows  humanitarian  aid  to  flow 
to  Armenia.  Turkey,  an  ally  to  the 
United  States,  ca,n  and  must  take  a  hu- 
mane step  and  end  its  blockade  of  Ar- 
menia. In  the  same  vein,  Turkey  can 
and  must  end  its  blockade  of  history. 
The  Armenian  genocide  was  a  fact. 

The  genocide  was  substantiated  by 
detailed  press  accounts  of  the  day,  as 
well  as  by  thousands  of  pages  of  docu- 
ments from  historical  archives  all  over 
the  world.  I  have  personally  sat  down 
with  constituents  who  survived  the 
genocide  and  listened  to  thefr  tragic 
stories. 

We  all  read  recently  about  a  Prince- 
ton University  professor  who  is  the 
leading  academic  spokesman  for  those 
who  deny  the  Armenian  genocide.  It 
was  troubling  to  leam,  of  course,  that 
his  research  is  bought  and  paid  for  by 
the  Turkish  Government. 

Turkey  must  stop  its  historical  revi- 
sionism. By  once  and  for  all  acknowl- 
edging the  crimes  against  humanity 
committed  by  the  Ottoman  Empire, 
Turkey  will  take  a  great  stride  forward 
in  its  international  relations.  And  Tur- 
key would  take  a  great  stride  forward 
for  the  simple  cause  of  truth  and 
human  decency. 

Let  us  make  sure  that  this  great 
House  speaks  out  tonight  for  truth  and 
justice. 

Support  the  Radanovich-Bonior 
amendment. 

Mr.  TORRICELLI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 


Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  never  heard  of 
such  a  modest  request,  more  simple  in 
form  or  in  substance.  The  Armenian 
people  simply  want  recorded  in  history 
what  every  schoolchild  learns  at  the 
earliest  stages  of  their  education.  They 
seek  no  revenge  and  they  come  forward 
with  no  rancor.  They  recognize  that 
the  dead  die  twice  when  the  crimes 
against  them  are  not  recorded. 

In  this  case,  not  a  few  individuals, 
not  just  simply  a  few  forgotten  souls, 
but  hundreds  of  thousands,  indeed  in 
excess  of  1  million,  a  whole  people 
helplessly  locked  inside  churches,  sur- 
rounded in  villi^es,  hunted  down  in  the 
streets,  the  Armenian  people  suffered 
the  first  great  genocide  of  the  20th  cen- 
tury. 

To  some  it  is  a  distant  part  of  his- 
tory, but  to  those  who  still  live  with 
the  memories,  to  those  who  lost  moth- 
ers and  fathers  and  other  relatives,  it 
is  a  haunting  nightmare.  Indeed.  Mr. 
Chairman,  for  those  who  care  about 
history,  and  here  in  the  final  days  of 
the  20th  century  are  committed  to  the 
concept  that  the  worst  of  our  time  will 
not  be  repeated,  it  is  more  than  rel- 
evant. The  Armenian  genocide  is  com- 
pelling. 

Indeed,  the  story  has  been  told  every 
year  in  which  I  have  served  in  this  Con- 
gress, and  it  will  be  told  every  year 
until  justice  is  done.  In  contemplating 
the  genocide  against  the  Jews,  Hitler's 
first  question  was,  "Who  remembers 
the  Armenians?" 

Today  I  come  to  my  colleagues  and  I 
ask  again,  who  is  to  remember  the 
Jews,  the  Cambodians,  the  Bosnians, 
all  the  lost  souls  of  history,  if  every 
despot  and  dictator  in  our  time  and  in 
the  ages  to  come  can  believe  that  their 
crimes  will  ever  be  forgotten,  because 
if  they  are  forgotten,  then  in  the  eyes 
of  history,  they  are  forgiven. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  some  things 
that  must  never  be  forgotten.  Crimes 
against  humanity  are  one  of  them.  I 
know  every  Member  of  this  House 
wants  only  friendship  with  the  Turkish 
people.  They  have  been  our  ally.  They 
have  stood  with  America.  But  earlier 
tonight,  in  arguing  on  the  corridor  act, 
we  asked  justice  in  that  it  is  a  despica- 
ble crime  to  deny  humanitarian  assist- 
ance to  those  who  are  suffering.  At 
other  times  we  cite  the  occupation  of 
Cjrprus,  aggression  in  the  Aegean, 
crimes  against  the  Kurds.  There  is  a 
compelling  argtunent  that  a  pattern  is 
developing  with  the  Turkish  people 
against  her  neighbors. 

a  1945 

It  began  with  the  Armenians.  It  con- 
tinues against  the  Cypriots  and  the 
Kurds,  and  in  this  Congress  we  do  no 
favor  to  our  friends  in  Turkey  to  deny 
this  simple  truth. 

So  tonight,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
supi>ort  of  the  amendment  vowing  that 
every  Member  of  this  House,  every  year 
until  it  is  done.  We  will  rise  until  jus- 
tice is  done  for  the  Armenian  people 
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and  history  is  written  as  history  oc- 
curred. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  debated  the 
so-called  Armenian  genocide  issue  for 
the  past  13  years.  I  can  remember  when 
I  stood  at  this  table  with  a  stack  of 
books  this  high  from  historical  experts 
who  had  studied  the  so-called  Arme- 
nian genocide  and  took  issue  with  the 
findings  of  the  majority  of  the  speakers 
here  .tonight.  They  do  not  believe  the 
conclusions  that  have  been  reached  by 
the  legislation  that  has  been  proposed. 
The  fact  is,  there  was  a  lot  of  killing 
on  both  sides,  and  there  is  enough 
blame  to  go  around.  There  is  no  ques- 
tion that  a  lot  of  Armenians  were 
killed,  but  there  were  also  a  lot  of 
Turkish  people  that  were  killed  as 
well. 

Now,  the  fact  of  the  matter  is,  there 
is  a  divergence  of  opinion  on  this  issue. 
Historians  firom  the  Middle  Bast  come 
to  different  conclusions  about  the 
issue.  And  for  us  to  start  penalizing  an 
ally  like  Turkey  when  there  is  this 
huge  division  of  opinion  among  histori- 
cal experts,  historians,  just  does  not 
make  any  sense  to  me.  I  could  see  us 
kicking  somebody  in  the  teeth  who  is 
an  enemy  of  the  United  States,  but  to 
go  back  70  years,  80  years  and  start 
dredging  up  old  wounds  and  old  issues 
that  is  going  to  divide  the  people  in 
that  part  of  the  world  makes  no  sense 
to  me.  It  just  makes  no  sense  whatso- 
ever. 

If  there  was  conclusive  evidence  that 
the  Armenian  genocide  did  take  place 
the  way  it  is  depicted  here  tonight, 
then  I  would  say  let  us  go  ahead  with 
it.  But  there  is  a  huge  divergence  of 
opinion.  We  had  a  hearing  before  the 
international  operations  committee 
just  a  few  weeks  ago  and  we  had  histo- 
rians from  Turkey,  historians  from 
other  parts  of  the  Middle  East  who 
made  it  thefr  life's  goal  to  get  to  the 
bottom  of  all  of  this,  and  they  had  very 
strong  differing  opinions.  It  was  split 
right  down  the  middle.  So  for  the  U.S. 
Congress  to  take  one  position  on  this, 
the  position  that  is  being  proposed  here 
tonight  and  penalizing  one  of  the  best 
allies  we  have,  Turkey,  makes  abso- 
lutely no  sense  whatsoever. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Chainnan, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
know  the  gentleman  from  Indiana  is 
schooled  on  foreign  affairs  and  I  know 
that  perhaps  he  has  the  answers  to 
these  questions,  but  the  thought  has 
occurred  to  me,  we  have  just,  at  the  be- 
hest of  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  opened  up  diplomatic  relation- 
ships with  Vietnam.  Was  there  any  pre- 
condition that  the  Vietnamese  own  up 
to  the  massive  numbers  of  people  that 
they  killed  in  the  revolutions  of  the 
last  40  years? 


Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  There  was 
absolutely  none.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
2,300  POW-MIA's  were  not  accounted 
for,  as  every  President  before  de- 
manded. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  And  perhaps  the 
gentleman  could  tell  me,  has  there 
every  been  any  condition  on  Boris 
Yeltsin  to  own  up  to  the  terrible  geno- 
cide imposed  by  the  Stalin  regime 
against  30  million  Russian  people  and 
perhaps  no  telling  how  many  Polish 
people  and  other  people  throughout  the 
CIS  today? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  No,  there 
was  none. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Was  there  any 
precondition  on  foreign  aid  going  to 
Russia? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  There  was 
no  precondition  whatsoever. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  was  there  any  precondition  on 
any  assistance  that  we  might  have  sent 
to  our  allies  of  today  penalizing  the 
French  for  what  Napoleon  might  have 
done  or  for  the  British  or  for  what  the 
British  Empire  might  have  done 
throughout  the  world  when  they  con- 
trolled the  world,  or  any  despot  that 
might  have  lived  in  the  last  150  years? 
Is  the  gentleman  aware  of  any  other 
country  that  we  have  penalized  for 
something  that  happened  100  years  ago 
or  more  and  said  that  we  are  simply 
not  going  to  honor  our  commitments 
to  them  as  a  modern  day  ally? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  My  col- 
league makes  a  very,  very  valid  point. 
What  we  are  doing  is  dredging  up  an 
issue  that  happened  70  years  ago,  if  it 
happened  at  all,  and  there  is  a  diver- 
gence of  opinion,  and  we  are  penalizing 
a  friend  based  upon  that  erroneous  in- 
formation. I  thank  the  gentleman  very 
much  for  his  comments. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  srield? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  These  is  a  big  distinc- 
tion between  what  the  gentleman  was 
citing  and  what  we  are  talking  about 
here  today.  We  are  talking  about  a 
crime  against  humanity,  genocide.  We 
are  talking  about  a  country  that  made 
a  concerted  effort  to  wipe  out  a  people 
and  a  country  that  has  refused  to  rec- 
ognize that  that  occurred. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, reclaiming  my  time,  I  have  stud- 
ied this  issue  and  debated  this  issue  for 
13  years,  and  I  am  telling  you  that  we 
have  brought  history  book  after  his- 
tory book  after  history  book  and  stuck 
them  up  on  this  table,  and  there  is  a 
strong  divergence  of  opinion  about 
what  happened,  and  that  is  the  prob- 
lem. Therein  lies  the  problem,  because 
there  is  no  conclusive  evidence  on  one 
side  or  the  other,  and  for  us  to  penalize 
our  friends  because  of  inconclusive  evi- 
dence makes  no  sense. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 


words,  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  debate  tonight  is 
not  over  really  whether  or  not  Turkey 
or  some  people  in  Txirkey  some  80  years 
ago  performed  an  atrocity  on  some  peo- 
ple. There  is  no  doubt.  History  docu- 
ments that.  They  tell  us  that  that  is 
the  fact.  We  agree  that  it  was  an  atroc- 
ity, all  of  us  here  tonight.  So  the  de- 
bate is  not  whether  or  not  the  atrocity 
took  place,  but  whether  or  not  this  is 
1996  or  1923.  Yes,  the  atrocities  took 
place,  but  at  the  same  time  it  is  not 
what  took  place  then,  it  is  what  is  tak- 
ing place  today. 

If  we  are  going  to  demand  that  Tur- 
key apologize  for  something  that  took 
place  that  many  decades  ago,  why  do 
we  not  at  the  same  time  we  praise 
them  for  some  of  the  good  things  that 
they  have  done?  Why  do  we  not  look  at 
the  fact  that  history  has  reflected  that 
Turkey  has  been  a  loyal  NATO  ally  for 
decades?  Why  are  we  not  praising  Tur- 
key for  its  essential  support  during  the 
gulf  war  when  it  saved  thousands  of 
Americans  lives?  Why  are  we  not 
standing  by  Turkey  because  they  stood 
by  us.  When  the  Soviet  Union  was  shat- 
tering their  borders,  they  stood  by  us. 

The  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
BONiOR]  made  an  excellent  point.  To- 
day's Turks  did  not  commit  these 
atrocities.  Today's  Turks  are  hosting 
Provide  Comfort  to  provide  Iraqi  Kurds 
comfort  from  Saddam  Hussein.  Today's 
Turks  signed  a  military  agreement 
with  Israel,  a  key  United  States  ally  in 
the  Middle  East.  Today's  Turks  are 
sworn  to  fight  on  the  side  of  American 
soldiers  to  protect  our  interests  in  Eu- 
rope. Today's  Turks  saved  hundreds  of 
American  lives  during  the  gulf  war. 

This  amendment  is  an  unbalanced 
amendment,  and  it  fails  to  differen- 
tiate the  past  from  the  future.  Why  do 
we  not,  as  the  gentleman  from  Louisi- 
ana [Mr.  Livingston]  suggested,  talk 
about  Vietnam?  We  are  trying  now  to 
do  some  business  with  Vietnam  to  open 
trade  relations.  Why  are  we  not  de- 
manding an  apology  from  them?  We  are 
trying  to  build  power  plants  in  North 
Korea  to  stop  them  from  nuclear  pro- 
liferation of  power  plants.  Why  are  we 
not  first  demanding  from  them  before 
we  go  in  there  with  KEDO  and  say  you, 
you  must  issue  an  apology  to  the 
United  States  of  America?  Why  are  we 
not  doing  it  to  Japan?  Why  are  we  not 
doing  it  to  Germany?  Why  are  we  just 
picking  on  Turkesr? 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  stand  here 
and  defend  for  one  minute  the  fact  that 
these  atrocities  took  place,  but  I  do 
stand  here  and  defend  this  bill  and  to 
tell  you  that  this  is  1996.  Our  military, 
our  national  government  is  insisting 
and  hoping  that  we  will  let  them  han- 
dle foreign  policy,  we  will  let  them  ad- 
dress this  issue.  Sooner  or  later,  they 
will  apologize.  But  it  should  not  be  in 
this  piece  of  legislation.  Let  us  not 
send  a  message  to  the  world  that  just 
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because  you  did  something  60,  70,  80, 100 
years  ago  that  we  are  not  going  to  con- 
sider you  in  ally  anjnnore,  but  rather 
we  are  going  to  condemn  you. 

This  is  a  good  bill  as  it  stands.  We  al- 
ready have  one  limiting  amendment  to 
Turkey  already,  and  this  one  just  goes 
a  little  too  far.  So  we  worked  hard,  we 
worked  long,  we  tried  to  reach  some 
reasonable  agreement  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  with  respect  to  all  of  the 
issues  in  this  bill,  and  I  would  encour- 
age this  body  to  reject  this  amendment 
because  it  simply  goes  too  far,  and  un- 
necessarily so. 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  very  strong 
opposition  to  this  amendment  for  all 
the  reasons  that  have  been  outlined  by 
the  chair  and  others,  but  for  some  oth- 
ers as  well. 

If  we  are  going  to  talk  about  history, 
I  would  urge  new  Members  pau-ticularly 
not  to  make  some  of  the  mistakes  of 
history,  mistakes  such  as  I  made.  I 
voted  for  this  amendment  the  first 
time  I  was  here,  my  first  session,  and 
then  I  started  to  look  at  it  more  thor- 
oughly. Please,  before  you  vote  on  this, 
look  at  a  map,  a  map  of  the  world,  and 
look  at  Turkey  and  look  at  where  Tur- 
key is  situated.  Of  course,  it  was  even 
more  clear-cut  in  the  old  days,  the  old 
days  being  what,  5  years  ago.  It  was 
even  more  clear-cut  that  it  was  the  So- 
viet Union  that  we  were  up  against  and 
Turkey  was  like  a  knife  blade  in  the 
flank  of  the  Soviet  Union,  listing  posts 
for  us,  staging  area,  but  someone  that 
we  counted  upon  as  we  contended  with 
the  Soviet  menace.  Well,  of  course,  we 
do  not  have  that  ansrmore.  But  we  do 
have  a  very,  very  real  situation  in  the 
world  today. 

Continue  to  look  at  that  map,  be- 
cause while  you  are  looking  at  the 
former  Soviet  Union,  you  are  also  look- 
ing at  a  nation  that  borders  Iran,  a  na- 
tion that  borders  Iraq,  a  nation  in  its 
proximity  to  Syria,  all  very  bad  actors 
on  the  world  scene.  Yet  this  is  a  nation 
that  we  are  going  to  drag  up  a  70-  or  80- 
year  dispute  that  is  intensive,  that  is 
vitriolic,  that  is  red  hot  to  all  parties 
involved,  and  we  are  going  to  insert 
ourselves  right  in  the  middle  of  it?  It  is 
insane  to  me. 

I  also  ask  my  colleagues  to  look  at 
the  present  day  situation  in  Turkey. 
Turkey  is  not  a  stable  country.  We  like 
to  think  that  it  is,  but  its  democracy  is 
undergoing  some  rough  times  right 
now  as  it  deals  with  what  some  of 
those  bordering  nations  have  not  dealt 
with  very  well,  as  it  deals  with  the 
pressure  of  modern  day  fundamental- 
ism, the  fundamentalist  Muslim  move- 
ment that  threatened  the  government 
when  it  was  up  for  election  this  time. 

In  the  last  election,  which  was  fairly 
recently,  within  the  last  year,  the 
Prime  Minister's  party  lost,  that  party 
which  was  sympathetic  to  the  United 
States.  There  is  a  coalition  that  has 


been  cobbled  together.  That  coalition 
incidentally  may  fall,  based  upon  some 
things  that  have  happened  recently. 
That  coalition  was  cobbled  together.  In 
many  ways,  that  is  all  that  stands  be- 
tween having  a  secular  state  and  one 
that  is  a  Muslim  fundamentalist  state, 
another  state  which,  incidentally,  you 
will  not  have  to  have  this  debate,  be- 
cause if  that  happens.  Turkey  will  no 
longer  be  on  the  board  as  an  ally  of  the 
United  States. 

I  do  not  have  to  go  too  far  back  to 
the  Persian  Gulf  War.  if  we  all  remem- 
ber 500,000  men  and  women  from  the 
United  States  in  the  Persian  Gulf 
fighting  against  Saddam  Hussein.  Who 
was  the  person  we  were  looking  to  then 
for  a  lot  of  our  assistance?  It  was  Tur- 
key. Where  is  it  that  we  still  have  a  lot 
of  our  materiel  based  right  now?  It  is 
Turkey.  Yet,  this  is  a  nation  that  we 
are  going  to  bring  up  this  historical 
dispute,  kick  around  a  little  bit. 
threaten  governments  and  say.  I  am 
sure  things  will  be  the  same  as  normal. 
I  do  not  know  about  the  history  of  it. 
Genocide  is  terrible  wherever  it  occurs, 
and  everyone  is  going  to  have  to  form 
his  or  her  own  opinions.  I  do  think  that 
the  chairman,  full  committee  chair- 
man and  others  have  pointed  out  that 
there  are  many  other  instances  of 
genocide  as  well  where  similar  action 
has  not  been  taken.  But  I  can  tell  you 
this.  There  are  going  to  be  a  lot  of  us 
that  deeply  regret  this  resolution  pass- 
ing, if  indeed  it  passes,  if  indeed  it 
should  be  enacted.  We  will  cause,  sim- 
ply by  passing  this  resolution  in  the 
House,  particularly  based  upon  what 
occurred  just  a  few  minutes  ago,  by 
passing  this  resolution  will  be  enough 
to  cause  significant  mischief  in  the  for- 
eign relations  between  this  country 
and  Turkey. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  beg  my  col- 
leagues not  to  pass  this  resolution.  I 
would  once  again  urge  new  Members, 
those  of  you  who  have  been  here  less 
than  4  years,  please,  please,  go  look  at 
that  map  before  you  come  over  to  this 
floor  for  a  vote  and  look  at  the  signifi- 
cance of  the  vote  you  are  casting. 

Mr.  MENENDEZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  amerKJ- 
merrt  will  ensure  that  the  1 .5  million  victims  of 
the  Amienian  genocide  will  not  be  forgotten. 
By  telling  their  history  and  evoking  their 
names  we  protect  them  arid  indeed  ourselves 
from  those  who  would  willfully  erase  from  his- 
tory their  lives  and  the  tragic  events  which  oc- 
curred between  1915  and  1923. 

As  with  the  Nazi  Holocaust,  we  have  a  re- 
sponsibility to  society  to  recount  the  history  of 
the  Armenian  genocide  so  that  we  do  not  for- 
get its  victims  and  so  that  we  rememt)er  man's 
capacity  to  destroy  others  wfio  differ  in  their 
opinions,  race,  religion  or  ethnicity. 

GecKxiide  Is  the  most  egregious  crime.  It  is 
not  a  crime  of  passion  or  revenge,  txjt  rather 
of  hate — its  innocent  victims  are  guilty  only  of 
being  bom  to  a  different  mother. 

Since  1923  Tur1<ey  has  virtually  denied  Vhe 
Armenian  genocide.  There  has  t>een  no  justice 
and  there  were  no  Nuremberg  tnals  for  the 


victims  and  the  families  of  the  Armenian  geno- 
cide. This  amendment  is  not  atxsut  cutting  aid 
to  Tuf1<ey,  it  Is  about  justice  for  Turkey's  Ar- 
menian victims. 

Ralph  Waldo  Emerson  tells  us: 

The  history  of  persecution  is  a  history  of 
endeavors  to  cheat  nature,  to  make  water 
run  up  hill,  to  twist  a  rope  of  sand.  The  mar- 
tyr cannot  l>e  dishonored.  Every  lash  in- 
flicted Is  a  tongnie  of  fame,  every  prison  a 
more  illustrious  alwde;  every  burned  book  or 
house  enlightens  the  world;  every  supjressed 
or  expunged  word  reverberates  through  the 
earth  from  side  to  side.  Hours  of  sanity  and 
consideration  are  always  arriving  to  commu- 
nities, as  to  Individuals  when  truth  is  seen 
and  martyrs  are  Justified. 

This  amendment  gives  us  an  opportunity  to 
make  the  words  of  Mr.  Emerson  true.  Support 
the  v)ctims  and  the  families  of  the  Armenian 
genocide  and  support  this  amendment. 

Mr.  M ANTON.  Mr.  Chainnan.  I  rise  today  to 
urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  In  favor  of  this 
very  important  amendmerrt  introduced  by  Rep. 
Radanovich.  The  Armer>ian  genocide  of 
1915-1923  is  a  tragk;  event  that  should  never 
have  taken  place.  This  amendment  simply 
states  that  the  country  of  Turkey  shoukj  recog- 
nize the  devastating  event  that  took  place  81 
years  ago  as  a  genocide.  It  is  of  vital  impor- 
tance that  we  do  not  attow  any  oountry  to  view 
this  event  casually. 

This  amendrr)ent  wouM  ensure  that  Turkey 
take  steps  to  horxx  the  memories  of  the  vic- 
tims of  Armenian  genocide.  Turkey  must  come 
to  terms  with  this  tragic  event  in  history.  Not 
only  would  this  amendment  enable  Turkey  to 
properly  rememt>er  those  who  were  brutaUy 
killed  by  the  Ottoman  Empire,  it  wil  open 
doors  for  full  diptomatk:  relations  between  Tur- 
key and  Armenia. 

Mr.  Chainnan,  this  amendment  wouU  not 
only  persuade  the  Turks  to  properly  recognize 
the  Armenian  genocide,  it  woukj  lay  the 
groundwork  for  a  peaceful  existence  for  future 
generatkxis  in  ttK>se  two  countries.  This 
amendment  does  not  change  history,  it  simpty 
asks  the  Turks  to  join  those  wlx>  still  live  with 
the  nightmare  and  brutal  rT>emor>es  of  wtiat 
happened  to  Armenian  people  over  80  years 
ago. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this  honor- 
able amendment. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in 
support  of  the  Bonkx  amerxJment.  It  presents 
a  practical  approach  for  Turkey  to  finally  come 
to  terms  with  a  terrible  chapter  In  the  Arme- 
nian gerx>cide. 

Eighty-one  years  is  far  far  too  k>ng  to  deny 
the  deaths  of  1.5  million  Armenians.  Arxj  yet 
to  this  day,  the  Government  of  Turkey  has  re- 
mained silent— a  silence  that  Is  deafening. 

The  Bonior  amendment  provides  a  proper 
Incentive  for  Turkey  to  finally  end  the  silerKe. 
It  also  sends  a  message  throughout  the  work) 
that  despots  cannot  and  will  not  get  away  with 
crimes  against  humar>ity. 

History  shows  that  we  cannot  forget  the 
past  lest  we  be  doomed  to  repeat  It  Only 
through  rememt>ering  and  acknowledging  the 
past  can  we  stop  such  horrible  crimes  against 
humanity  from  happening  again.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  vote  for  the  amendment. 


13176 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


□  2000 


June  5,  1996 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  Is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Radano- 
VICH]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  aimounced  that  the  noes  ai>- 
peared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote,  and  pending 
that  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  further  proceedings  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Radanovich]  will  be 
postponed. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BURTON  OF 
INDIANA 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendznent  offered  by  Mr.  Burton  of  Indi- 
ana: Page  97.  after  line  5,  Insert  the  following 
new  section: 

UMPTATION  ON  ASSISTANCE  FOR  INDIA 

Sec.  573.  Not  more  than  S48.674.000  of  the 
ftinds  appropriated  In  this  Act  under  the 
heading  "Development  Assistance"  may  be 
made  available  to  the  Government  of  India, 
or  to  nongovernmental  organizations  and 
private  voluntary  organizations  operating 
within  India. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, we  have  talked  about  human 
rights  violations  that  may  or  may  not 
have  taken  place  70  years  ago,  but 
what  I  want  to  talk  about  tonight  are 
human  rights  violations  that  are  tak- 
ing place  today. 

First  of  all,  let  me  just  say  if  we  were 
not  even  talking  about  human  rights 
violations,  this  amendment  would 
make  sense,  because  what  it  does  is  it 
fireezes  assistance  to  India  at  last 
year's  spending  level.  We  are  not  cut- 
ting the  aid  to  India,  the  develop- 
mental assistance,  we  are  just  freezing 
it  at  last  year's  spending  level. 

The  administration  and  the  bill  chose 
to  raise  it  by  S8.3  million.  So  what  we 
are  doing  really  is  not  cutting  any- 
thing, we  are  just  freezing  spending  at 
last  year's  level,  but  it  will  save  S8.3 
million  because  we  are  not  going  to 
adlow  the  increase.  So  if  for  no  other 
reason  than  the  fiscal  impact,  this  bill 
makes  some  sense. 

But  let  OS  talk  about  what  is  going 
on  in  India  today  in  a  place  called 
Kashmir,  Punjab,  Nagaland,  and  else- 
where. More  than  150,000  Sikhs  have 
been  killed  by  the  Indian  regime  since 
1984.  This  includes  more  than  40,000 
killed  In  the  Delhi  massacre,  over 
20,000  killed  in  the  Golden  Temple  at- 
tack, and  25,000  killings  documented  by 
other  leaders  over  there.  India  has  also 
killed  over  200,000  Christians  in 
Nagaland   since   1947   and  more   than 


40,000  Muslims  in  Kashmir  since  1988 
and  tens  of  thousands  of  Tamils  and 
others. 

According  to  the  U.S.  State  Depart- 
ment, between  1991  and  1993  the  Indian 
regime  paid  over  41,000  cash  bounties  to 
police  officers  for  killing  innocent  peo- 
ple, Sikhs.  Women  in  Kashmir,  because 
of  their  Muslim  beliefs,  are  taken  out 
in  the  middle  of  the  night,  their  hus- 
bands are  held  at  gun  point  in  their 
homes,  and  the  women  are  gang-raped, 
and  many  of  those  women  commit  sui- 
cide or  leave  the  country  because  of 
the  shame  that  is  brought  upon  them. 
This  is  happening  today. 

This  picture  shows  a  picture  of  a  man 
who  has  been  disemboweled  and  tor- 
tured. His  arm  has  been  burned  se- 
verely, he  has  been  disemboweled, 
there  axe  bums  on  his  side.  This  is 
what  the  Indian  occupied  troops  are 
doing  in  Kashmir  and  Punjab.  They 
have  550,000  troops  in  Kashmir,  they 
have  550,000  troops  in  Punjab,  and  this 
goes  on  daily. 

Recently,  I  want  to  read  to  my  col- 
leagues what  happened  when  a  fellow 
was  stopped.  One  of  the  leaders  was 
stopped,  he  was  taken  out  of  his  car 
and  he  was  killed.  They  took  his  driv- 
er, they  tied  his  legs,  one  to  one  car 
and  one  to  the  other,  and  they  drove 
off  in  different  directions  and  cut  him 
in  two. 

This  is  not  baloney,  folks,  this  is 
really  happening,  and  it  is  happening 
at  the  hands  of  the  Indian  Government. 
We  are  our  brother's  keeper.  We  should 
be  concerned  about  human  rights  viola- 
tions wherever  they  take  place  in  the 
world.  We  may  have  some  differences 
of  opinion  on  what  happened  60,  70,  80 
years  ago,  but  today  in  India,  In  Kash- 
mir and  Punjab,  this  is  taking  place. 
This  is  happening  right  now. 

They  drained  some  canals  in  Pimjab 
and  Kashmir,  and  they  found  hundreds 
of  bodies  with  their  hands  tied  together 
and  their  feet  bound,  and  they  were 
thrown  in  the  canal  and  drowned.  They 
estimate,  according  to  reports  that  we 
have,  that  almost  every  single  person 
that  is  taken  into  prison  in  Punjab  and 
in  Kashmir  is  tortured.  This  goes  on 
every  single  day. 

We  might  say,  well,  if  that  is  happen- 
ing, why  does  the  world  not  know 
about  it?  Well,  Amnesty  International 
is  not  allowed  in  there.  Other  human 
rights  groups  are  not  allowed  in  there. 
Television  cameras  are  not  allowed  In 
there,  and  so  the  world  does  not  see  it. 
Now,  if  Congressmen  go  over  there 
and  they  seem  to  have  a  bias  toward 
India,  what  they  will  do  is  they  will 
take  them  out  there  with  Indian  troops 
and  Indian  guides,  and  they  will  go 
through  to  talk  to  people.  But  those 
people  will  not  respond  because  they 
are  afraid  they  will  be  tortured  or  pun- 
ished later  on  if  they  say  anything  in 
front  of  the  Indian  officials  that  are 
with  the  traveling  people  that  come  in 
there. 


The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  area 
should  be  opened  up.  The  world  should 
be  able  to  see.  If  they  could  see  what  is 
going  on  in  Punjab  and  Kashmir  and 
Nagaland,  the  world  would  shudder,  be- 
cause it  is  as  bad  as  what  was  going  on 
in  Bosnia. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  BxniTON] 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Burton 
of  Indiana  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2 
additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, we  have  talked  about  this  before, 
and  I  know  I  have  a  lot  of  my  col- 
leagues who  have  Indian  constituencies 
who  are  going  to  stand  up  here  tonight 
and  say  all  of  this  is  baloney  and  it  is 
not  really  happening.  Well,  I  want  to 
tell  my  colleagues  I  have  had  CIA  in- 
formational reports,  I  have  had  other 
documented  reports  that  have  come 
into  my  office  over  the  last  13  years, 
and  I  am  convinced  beyond  any  reason- 
able doubt  that  these  things  are  occur- 
ring. 

All  I  am  asking  tonight  is  to  send  a 
signal.  I  am  not  saying  cut  off  all  de- 
velopmental aid  to  India,  I  am  not  say- 
ing cut  off  every  dollar,  although  I 
think  we  should.  We  should  not  be  sup- 
porting a  regime  like  that.  But  what  I 
am  saying  is  let  us  just  send  one  little 
signal  to  the  Indian  Government  that 
the  United  States  Congress  does  not 
want  to  stand  still  for  human  rights 
violations,  and  the  way  to  do  that  is  to 
freeze  spending  at  last  year's  spending 
level.  We  are  not  even  asking  to  cut  It. 
Just  freeze  it  at  last  year's  level  and  do 
not  give  them  an  $8.3  million  increase. 
The  people  over  there  every  night  go 
to  bed  in  fear  for  their  lives,  not  know- 
ing If  they  are  going  to  be  dragged  out 
in  the  middle  of  the  night  to  be  tor- 
tured or  killed  or  raped.  It  is  time  to  at 
least  give  them  some  solace  by  letting 
them  know  that  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  does  care  about  human 
rights  and  does  care  about  what  is 
going  on  in  that  part  of  the  world. 

I  do  not  care  if  human  rights  viola- 
tions take  place  in  AMca,  in  India  or 
ansrplace  else,  we  should  be  concerned 
and  we  should  send  a  signal,  and  we 
should  not  be  rewarding  that  kind  of 
activity.  So  I  would  just  like  to  say  to 
my  colleagues  in  closing,  let  us  send  a 
little  signal  tonight,  a  little  small  sig- 
nal saying  we  do  not  tolerate  this  sort 
of  action. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  that  my  col- 
league from  Indiana  is  extremely  seri- 
ous about  the  matter  that  he  brings  to 
the  attention  of  the  body  this  evening. 
I  would  only  urge  upon  him  when  we 
discuss  human  rights  around  the  world 
that  we  be  mindful  also  of  human 
rights  violations  within  the  confines  of 
the  United  States. 

I  listened  actively  to  the  debate  a 
moment  ago  about  asking  the  Turks  to 
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apologize  for  atrocities  that  took  place 
some  years  ago  against  Armenians  and 
many  Members  will  come  to  vote  on 
that  rollcall  vote  with  this  country 
never  having  apologized  to  black  folk 
in  this  country  for  slavery  in  this 
country,  and  I  am  not  talking  about 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Bur- 
ton]. I  am  talking  about  the  country. 
We  need  to  be  very  cautious  when  these 
elections  are  taking  place  like  in  Tur- 
key and  in  India  and  we  recognize  the 
value  of  these  countries  for  a  variety  of 
reasons. 

Right  here  in  our  country,  for  exam- 
ple, there  is  no  massive  outcry  in  this 
body— there  is  among  some  Members— 
about  church  burnings  that  are  taking 
place  in  the  South  at  black  churches. 
So  let  us  get  a  little  careful  before  we 
throw  stones. 

I  rise  in  opposition,  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
my  good  friend  Dan  Burton's  amend- 
ment. This  marks  the  third  year  that 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Bur- 
ton] will  submit  an  amendment  that 
singles  out  India  for  punitive  treat- 
ment. Ironically  he  was  on  the  floor  a 
moment  ago  arguing  about  others  sin- 
gling out  treatment  for  Turkey.  It 
sounds  to  me  like  a  whole  lot  of  politi- 
cal pandering  is  going  on  in  this  body. 
These  alleged  claims  of  India's  human 
rights  violations,  despite  the  fact  that 
the  State  Department  has  praised  India 
for  its  progress  in  this  area,  have  al- 
ways been  based  on  outdated  and  mis- 
taken information.  Yet  this  year  these 
attacks  will  be  especially  damaging  to 
United  States-India  relations  in  light 
of  India's  recent  economic  reforms. 

Present  the  United  States  is  India's 
largest  trading  partner  with  invest- 
ments reaching  S5  billion  this  year. 
United  States  firms  such  as  General 
Motors,  McDonnell  Douglas,  GE, 
AT&T,  Boeing,  and  Citicorp,  major  in- 
vestors in  India,  are  taking  advantage 
of  its  strong  intellectual  property 
rights  laws  and  highly  skilled  work 
force,  many  of  whom  are  in  the  United 
States  of  America.  The  Enron  Oil  & 
Gas  Co.,  which  I  received,  as  did  a  lot 
of  Members,  a  letter  from  dated  June  3, 
has  three  plants  throughout  India 
which  together  make  Enron  the  largest 
non-Indian  energy  developer  in  India. 
Such  Investments  are  currently  pos- 
sible as  India  is  taking  increasing  steps 
away  from  a  command  and  control 
economy.  Yet  Dan  Burton's  amend- 
ment would  send  the  wrong  signals  to 
India,  discouraging  it  from  continuing 
with  these  reforms  and  improving  its 
economic  ties  with  these  United  States 
companies. 

My  good  friend's  amendment  also  ig- 
nores that  India  is  not  only  the  world's 
largest  democracy  but  has  just  com- 
pleted the  world's  largest  free  and  pop- 
ular election  ever.  Our  foreign  policy 
should  be  aimed  at  encouraging  democ- 
racy rather  than  punishing  it  with  vm- 
just  punitive  measures,  and  I  caution 
my  friends  with  reference  to  the  Turk- 


ish matter  that  they  be  mindful  of 
elections  and  the  results  there  as  well. 
Finally,  my  good  friend's  attacks  on 
India's  human  rights  record  is  not  con- 
sistent with  its  ongoing  improvements 
in  this  area.  An  independent  human 
rights  commission  found  the  Indian 
Government  to  be  cooperative  and  con- 
sistently complying  with  the  proposals 
and  reforms  of  its  human  rights  com- 
mission. 

India,  the  world's  largest  democracy, 
is  currently  taking  tremendous  strides 
to  open  its  economy  and  improve  its 
relations  with  the  United  States.  I  be- 
lieve that  your  amendment  caps  devel- 
opment assistance  but  it  does  nothing 
but  damage  these  relations  by  sending 
the  wrong  signals  to  India's  Govern- 
ment as  well  as  hurting  our  own  Amer- 
ican companies  that  are  already  work- 
ing to  make  future  projects  possible  in 
a  truly  promising  market. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  First  of  all 
Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  thank  my  col- 
league for  yielding.  I  would  like  to  say 
that  there  is  money  to  be  made  in 
India.  I  will  not  discount  that  fact. 
There  is  a  lot  of  American  companies 
who  want  to  go  over  there  and  are  over 
there  making  money  and  they  are  very 
concerned  because  they  have  an  ax  to 
grind.  But  the  fact  remains  that 
human  rights  atrocities  are  taking 
place  in  Punjab,  Kashmir,  Nagaland. 
and  elsewhere.  When  we  were  talking 
about  Turkey  just  a  few  short  minutes 
ago,  we  were  talking  about  something 
that  may  or  may  not  have  occurred. 
There  is  a  big  divergence  of  opinion 
among  historians  in  Turkey. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hastings] 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr. 
Hastings  of  Florida  was  allowed  to 
proceed  for  1  additional  minute.) 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  continue  to  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  If  I  might 
conclude,  my  concern  is  these  human 
rights  violations  do  occur.  All  I  want 
to  do  tonight  is  send  a  signal  to  the  In- 
dian govenmient  that  we  do  not  ap- 
prove and  that  there  ought  to  be  some 
change  in  policy.  It  is  not  punitive 
from  the  standpoint  that  we  are  penal- 
izing them  because  we  are  not  cutting 
the  aid  they  got  last  year  by  one  dime. 
We  are  only  not  allowing  them  to  get 
an  increase. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Florida.  Reclaim- 
ing my  time,  I  just  suggest  not  only  as 
pertains  to  India  but  elsewhere  around 
the  world,  and  I  do  not  accuse  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  of  being  arrogant, 
but  very  often  we  start  because  of  our 
parochial  or  personal  political  consid- 
erations to  point  fingers  at  others.  We 
would  almost  be  in  a  position  of  not 


being  able  to  do  any  business  ansrwhere 
in  the  world  if  we  were  to  just  identify 
human  rights  violations  as  the  only 
link  that  we  must  have  considered  be- 
fore we  do  business. 

We  are  getting  ready  to  do  MFN 
China,  we  do  business  with  Russia,  we 
do  business  all  over  this  world.  With 
Nigeria  we  have  on  one  decertification 
link:  Pakistan,  we  do  not  on  another 
and  I  have  not  even  reached  South 
America.  I  could  go  on  and  on. 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  involved 
in  working  with  India  for  the  past.  oh. 
7.  8.  or  9  years  now  and  the  beginning 
of  that  relationship  was  because  of  the 
great  work  that  was  being  done  there 
as  well  as  here  in  trying  to  combat  the 
rising  tide  of  international  terrorism. 
But  in  that  process.  I  have  learned  a 
lot  about  India  and  I  have  watched  the 
development  of  a  relationship  between 
the  United  States  and  India  which  has 
changed  and  grown  and  become  far 
greater  in  terms  of  the  strength  and 
importance  to  the  United  States  not 
only  as  a  trading  partner  with  India 
but  also  from  a  strategic  and  national 
security  standpoint. 

O  2015 

I  regret  to  say  that  the  proposal  of 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  tonight 
would  do  a  great  deal  to  undermine 
this  growing  relationship  that  I  believe 
would  be  detrimental  to  not  only  our 
trading  partner  interest  but  our  na- 
tional security  interest.  We  are  seeing 
today  that  we  have  had  since  1991  joint 
military  exercises  with  India.  They 
have  a  4,000-mile  border  with  China. 
China  is  a  very  unknown  quantity  for 
us  in  the  future. 

As  our  relationship  with  this  great 
emerging  democracy  of  India  has 
grown  and  is  growing,  we  need  to  be  se- 
cure in  knowing  that  we  will  have  a 
long-standing  and  firm  relationship  in 
the  Near  East  with  a  democracy  that 
will  be  there  and  be  our  ally  for  a  long 
time  into  the  future. 

I  can  describe  any  number  of  atroc- 
ities that  I  know  have  occurred  in  lots 
of  places  in  the  world,  and  I  do  not 
deny  for  a  minute  that  we  have  had 
some  human  rights  violations  in  the 
past  in  India.  But  to  the  best  of  my 
knowledge,  in  doing  the  research  and 
trying  to  keep  up  with  this,  the  Gov- 
ernment of  India,  both  past  and  cer- 
tainly the  new  one  coming  in,  which 
has  had  nothing  to  do  with  that  in  the 
past,  the  one  that  was  just  elected  re- 
cently, but  the  government  that  was  in 
charge  for  quite  a  number  of  years  has 
taken  great  strides  to  eliminate  those 
violations. 

My  judgment  and  observations  are 
that  those  strides  have  been  very  effec- 
tive. Now  to  say  that  every  single  vio- 
lation in  every  place  has  been  elimi- 
nated, I  could  not  stand  here  tonight 
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and  tell  you  that.  But  I  can  say  that 
they  made  great  progress.  It  would  be 
insulting  and  improper  and  not  a  good 
thing  for  us  to  do  to  go  back  and  slap 
them  in  the  face. 

This  same  type  of  proposal  was  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Burton],  slightly  a  variation  on 
the  terms,  for  severad  Congresses,  in  an 
effort  to  criticize  sind  to  rebuke  India 
for  these  perceived  violations  which 
are  old  hat  by  now. 

Yes,  we  are  dealing  with  the  facts  of 
today's  world,  and  I  can  tell  you,  look- 
ing at  the  terrorism  issue,  for  example, 
that  there  are  tremendous  problems 
that  exist  out  in  the  world  in  this  re- 
gard. We  have  a  rising,  growing  move- 
ment of  a  messianic  totalitarian  world 
out  there  in  the  Muslim  area.  We  are 
seeing  in  Iran  and  Sudan  a  grave  move- 
ment of  governments  that  are  going  to 
promote  this,  to  try  to  take  control  of 
their  way  of  looking  at  things  through- 
out southern  Europe,  northern  Africa, 
the  Middle  East,  the  Near  East,  all  the 
way  to  the  Philippines.  That  is  a  move- 
ment that  is  very  strong  right  now. 
Most  Muslims  do  not  believe  in  it,  but 
there  is  a  radical  group  that  wants  to 
have  those  governments. 

India  has  the  second  largest  Muslim 
population  in  the  world.  The  same  ter- 
rorists that  have  come  here  to  bomb 
the  World  Trade  Center  do  not  like  the 
life  in  the  United  States.  They  see  us 
as  getting  in  their  way.  They  want  to 
move  us  out.  They  want  to  control  all 
those  governments,  including  ulti- 
mately the  government  of  India. 

We  share  a  lot  of  bonds  in  trying  to 
combat  that  terrorism,  among  other 
things.  We  share  growing  bonds  of  con- 
cern over  China  and  perhaps  an  axis 
someday,  depending  upon  the  results  of 
the  eleccions  in  Russia,  between  China 
and  Russia  and  the  threats  that  come 
from  the  destabilization  that  is  going 
on  out  there  of  nuclear  controls  after 
the  fill  of  the  Berlin  Wall  and  the 
breakup  of  the  Soviet  Union. 

What  I  am  saying  in  short  is  that  be- 
tween the  tremendously  new  relation- 
ship that  was  described  by  my  col- 
league from  Florida  on  the  trading 
front  with  all  of  the  Investment  of  the 
United  States  in  India  and  all  the  In- 
dian trade  investments  here  that  have 
grown  over  the  last  5  or  6  years  from  a 
mere  $500  million  to  over  $5  billion,  we 
also  have  in  addition  to  that  concern 
with  this  Burton  amendment  the  dis- 
ruption of  a  growing  relationship  on 
the  national  security  front  with  the 
country  of  India.  It  is  something  that  I 
just  do  not  think  we  should  risk  with 
this  type  of  an  amendment. 

There  are  ways  to  protest,  and  we 
should  protest  human  rights  violations 
anyiw^here  in  the  world.  But  I  do  not 
think  that  this  is  the  appropriate  place 
tonight  to  do  it,  with  all  due  respect  to 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana,  with  this 
amendment.  I  would  strongly  urge  my 
colleagues  to  vote  no  on  the  Burton 
amendment. 


Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Let  me  say 
in  its  report  Dead  Silence,  the  Legacy 
of  Abuses  in  Punjab,  Asia  Watch  said 
that  over  the  last  5  yesu^  there  were 
between  4,000  and  5,000  people  that  were 
tortured  in  one  police  station  alone, 
according  to  a  police  official  there. 
This  is  in  one  police  station  alone  in 
the  last  4  to  5  years  in  Punjab.  We  are 
not  even  talking  about  Kashmir. 

Let  me  just  say  one  more  thing,  if  I 
might,  if  the  gentleman  will  srield. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  McCol- 
LUM]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  McCOL- 
LUM  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  addi- 
tional minute.) 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Burton]. 

Mr.  BLTITON  of  Indiana.  The  inad- 
vertent depiction,  I  hope,  that  Muslims 
in  America  are  out  to  overthrow  our 
government,  at  least  that  is  the  way  I 
interpreted  it. 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Reclaiming  my 
time,  I  did  not  say  that  Muslims  in 
America  were  out  to  overthrow  our 
government.  I  said  there  is  a  messianic 
totalitarian  movement  in  Iran  and 
Sudan  that  would  spread  across  the 
world,  if  it  could,  and  like  to  capture 
the  control  of  governments,  that  India 
is  an  important  link  to  stopping  that 
terrorism  threat. 

I  would  like  to  say  to  the  gentleman 
that  Asia  Watch  has  not  been  accurate 
about  a  lot  of  this  in  the  past.  I  do  not 
believe  they  are  accurate  today  about 
the  human  rights  violations.  I  would 
cite  that  the  American  Conservative 
Union,  no  less,  has  a  paper  out  today 
that  I  have  in  mind  that  says  we  should 
not  be  adopting  your  amendment,  that 
things  have  changed  with  India,  that 
we  ought  to  look  at  the  national  and 
international  strategic  alliance  that 
India's  new  vibrant  democracy  provides 
to  us. 

While,  yes,  we  do  not  want  to  put  our 
heads  in  the  sand  about  violations  of 
human  rights,  we  have  to  look  out 
about  America's  national  security  in- 
terests first.  We  have  to  look  at  re- 
ality, which  is  India  is  emerging  from 
the  past.  It  is  doing  a  good  job  now. 

We  should  defeat  the  Burton  amend- 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  McCOL- 
LUM)  has  again  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  McCOL- 
LUM  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  addi- 
tional minute.) 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MCCOLLUM.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  I  just  want 
to  say  to  my  colleague  that  I  have  been 


to  a  lot  of  meetings  with  Christians 
and  Muslims  around  this  coxmtry.  The 
Muslims  are  very  sensitive  because 
they  feel  like  they  are  being  depicted 
as  terrorists.  Probably  97,  98.  99  percent 
of  them  are  very  patriotic  Americans 
and  law  abiding.  I  think  it  is  real  im- 
portant that  we  in  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  bear  that  in  mind  when 
we  are  debating  issues  of  this  mag- 
nitude. 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  I  would  concur  with 
the  gentleman  completely,  auid  I  agree. 
I  do  not  make  speeches  anjrwhere 
where  I  do  not  say  something  similar 
to  what  he  said.  But  that  does  not  take 
away  from  the  fact  that  there  is  a  mes- 
sianic totalitarian  movement  of  a  mi- 
nority of  Muslims  to  control  all  Mus- 
lim governments  in  the  world,  and  they 
are  terrorists  by  nature  in  how  they 
operate. 

They  are  involved  in  India.  They  are 
involved  in  wanting  to  thwart  the 
United  States  interest  in  that  part  of 
the  world,  and  they  are  involved  in 
things  like  bombing  the  World  Trade 
Center.  We  have  that  plus  the  relation- 
ships that  I  have  described  with  India 
that  we  need  to  keep  and  maintain. 
The  idea  of  going  in  and  slapping  In- 
dia's face  with  this  amendment  tonight 
in  the  face  of  the  need  for  the  new  rela- 
tionships with  India  is  wrong.  I  urge  a 
vote  against  the  Burton  amendment. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana.  This  amendment 
is  not  a  cutting  amendment,  rather,  it 
is  strictly  an  attempt  to  stigmatize 
India  and  I  think  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana  has  essentially  said  as  much. 
This  amendment  will  unfafrly  tie  the 
hands  of  those  agencies,  including  non- 
govenamental  organizations,  religious 
relief  efforts,  and  AID  receive  U.S. 
Government  assistance.  This  is  the 
wrong  amendment  at  the  wrong  time. 

Recently  the  Congressional  Caucus 
on  India  and  Indian- Americans,  which  I 
cochair  with  the  gentleman  from  Flor- 
ida [Mr.  McCOLLUM],  hosted  a  briefing 
presented  by  Linda  Morse,  the  India 
program  director  from  United  States 
AID.  Miss  Morse  also  briefed  staff  of 
the  Asia  and  Pacific  Subcommittee. 
What  we  learned  was  that  the  AID  pro- 
gram in  India  supports  economic 
growth,  child  survival,  and  environ- 
mental protection. 

At  a  time  when  India  is  5  years  into 
a  economic  reform  program,  the  AID 
program  in  India  is  helping  with  pri- 
vatization, deregulation,  increased  for- 
eign investment,  and  development  of 
capital  markets  and  encouraging  com- 
petition. 

In  the  past,  the  gentleman  from  Indi- 
ana has  criticized  India  on  human 
rights  and  he  does  so  again  tonight. 
Let    me    report    that    India's    human 
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rights  record  is  steadily  improving.  An 
independent  National  Human  Rights 
Commission  with  unprecedented  pow- 
ers has  been  established.  The  conmiis- 
sion  has  been  lauded  by  many  inter- 
national agencies,  including  our  State 
Department,  for  its  aggressiveness  and 
independence. 

Again  last  year,  the  chairman  of  the 
Human  Rights  Commission,  a  former 
chief  justice  of  India's  Supreme  Court, 
came  to  Capitol  Hill,  again  under  the 
auspices  of  the  India  Caucus  and  ad- 
dressed Members  and  staff.  I  only  wish 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  had  been 
there  to  hear  about  the  great  progress 
and  what  was  said.  This  is  the  kind  of 
development  we  would  like  to  see  hap- 
pen in  many  of  India's  Asian  neighbors. 

The  Indian  Human  Rights  Commis- 
sion has  won  praise  by  our  State  De- 
partment. Assistant  Secretary  of  State 
Robin  Raphel  says  the  commission 
"has  surprised  the  skeptics  and  begun 
to  establish  itself  as  an  effective  advo- 
cate for  human  rights." 

During  his  visit  to  the  United  States 
last  year,  Mr.  Misra,  the  chairman  of 
India's  National  Human  Rights  Com- 
mission, met  with  representatives  of 
Asia  Watch,  Amnesty  International 
and  the  International  Red  Cross.  He  in- 
dicated that  there  will  be  progress  on 
these  organizations  sending  representa- 
tives to  India.  Clearly  the  steps  taken 
by  India  to  remedy  human  rights  prob- 
lems are  far  superior  to  the  efforts  of 
India's  neighbors;  I  ];>articularly  men- 
tion Pakistan  and  China. 

Whether  it  is  market  reforms,  democ- 
racy or  human  rights,  time  and  again, 
it  is  India  that  is  taking  the  lead  in 
providing  a  model  for  other  developing 
countries  in  Asia  and  throughout  the 
world. 

What  I  find  most  disturbing  about 
this  amendment  is  that  it  set  its  sights 
on  the  wrong  target.  Under  the  guise  of 
sending  a  message  to  the  government 
of  India,  the  amendment  frustrates  our 
ability  to  work  with  the  Indian  people 
to  aid  the  poorest  and  neediest  people 
in  that  country,  and  to  make  impor- 
tant economic  reforms. 

An  amendment  offered  in  the  name  of 
human  rights  should  not  go  after  the 
humanitarian  programs.  This  is  not 
the  right  way  to  make  America's  moral 
persuasion  felt  around  the  world. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  also  concerned 
that  the  debate  over  human  rights  in 
India,  and  specifically  in  Pvmjab  and 
Kashmfr,  seems  to  focus  entfrely  on 
one  side  of  the  issue.  I  do  not  want  to 
get  into  a  debate  over  which  side  did 
what,  or  who  struck  first  or  why.  The 
Important  distinction  is  that  the  In- 
dian Government  is  being  held  ac- 
countable for  actions  by  its  security 
forces  while  the  separatist  groups  oper- 
ate with  no  accountability  at  all.  By 
cloaking  themselves  in  the  mantle  of 
freedom  fighters,  these  organizations 
reserve  unto  themselves  the  right  to 
strike  at  civilian  targets  with  impu- 
nity. 


Many  of  the  militant  organizations 
receive  support,  both  moral  and  finan- 
cial as  well  as  arms,  from  other  na- 
tions. Most  importantly,  Pakistan  has 
frequently  had  links  to  terrorist  orga- 
nizations in  India  in  a  dfrect  attempt 
to  destabilize  its  neighbor. 

Under  these  conditions,  imposing 
punishment  on  the  Government  of 
India  will  have  the  unmistakable  effect 
of  encouraging  and  emboldening  those 
groups  which  seek  by  violent  means  to 
pursue  their  separatist  agendas.  This  is 
the  type  of  behavior  we  are  going  to  be 
rewarding  with  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  has 
nothing  to  do  with  what  is  really  going 
on  in  India  today,  in  1996.  We  should  re- 
ject this  amendment.  If  it  is  necessary 
to  make  spending  cuts  and  restructure 
AID,  so  be  it.  But  let  us  base  it  on  fair 
criteria,  not  unfafrly  singling  out  India 
for  a  symbolic  slap  on  the  wrist  that 
this  emerging  country  clearly  does  not 
deserve. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reluctantly  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  Burton  amendment.  I 
agree  with  my  good  friend  from  Indi- 
ana that  India  has  a  very  serious 
human  rights  problem  in  Kashmfr  and 
the  Punjab.  Amnesty  International  and 
Asia  Watch  have  well-documented 
proof  of  torture,  rape,  and  executions 
by  Indian  security  forces. 

But  we  should  not  forget  that  these 
same  human  rights  organizations  also 
denounce  the  Muslim  terrorists  who  re- 
ceive crucial  support  from  elements  of 
the  Pakistani  Government. 

There  are  no  excuses  for  India's  secu- 
rity forces'  serious  misbehavior.  But 
we  must  not  lose  sight  of  the  context 
of  which  it  is  taking  place.  For  the 
first  time  in  India's  history  it  shares  a 
border  with  Communist  China  due  to 
Beijing's  illegal  and  violent  occupation 
of  Tibet.  For  this  reason  China  fuels 
the  fire  between  India  and  Pakistan  by 
transferring  nuclear  weapons  produc- 
tion technology  and  nuclear  capable 
missiles  to  Pakistan. 

India  and  Kashmfr  are  between  a 
rock  and  a  hard  place.  The  situation  is 
more  complicated  than  what  meets  the 
eye.  And  while  the  security  forces  must 
be  stopped  from  committing  its  out- 
rageous and  inexcusable  abuses,  we 
need  to  find  another  way  to  help  end 
the  suffering  in  Kashmir  and  the  Pun- 
jab. 

Accordingly,  I  reluctantly  oppose  my 
good  friend's  amendment. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chafr- 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GILMAN.  I  jrield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chafr- 
man.  I  appreciate  the  way  the  gen- 
tleman has  presented  his  arguments.  I 
would  just  like  to  ask  one  question 
rhetorically  and  that  is  this:  If  you 
lived  in  a  neighborhood  and  you  were  a 


Muslim  in  Kashmir  and  they  held  you 
at  gunpoint  in  your  home  and  a  bunch 
of  soldiers  took  your  wives  down  the 
street,  out  in  the  streets  and  gang 
raped  them,  do  you  think  you  would 
want  to  rebel  and  fight  back? 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  cer- 
tainly do,  and  that  is  why  I  criticized 
the  Indian  security  forces  for  its 
abuses. 

Mrs.  CLA"5fT0N.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to  strongly  urge 
a  vote  against  any  amendment  that 
may  be  offered  to  freeze,  cut.  cap.  or 
condition  foreign  assistance  to  India 
and  particularly  the  amendment  cur- 
rently before  the  House. 

The  Burton  amendment,  if  it  passes, 
will  do  damage  to  the  growing  eco- 
nomic and  diplomatic  relationship  be- 
tween the  United  States,  the  world's 
oldest  democracy  and  India,  the 
world's  largest  democracy. 

While  the  loss  of  even  one  precious 
life  should  always  be  a  cause  for  our 
concern,  the  human  rights  violations 
that  have  been  alleged  concerning 
India  are  greatly  overstated. 

A  1995  human  rights  report  by  the 
State  Department  sharply  contradicts 
many  of  the  claims  that  are  being 
made,  particularly  those  claims  about 
loss  of  Iffe. 

That  same  1995  report,  moreover,  also 
forcefully  praised  India  for  establishing 
an  independent  Human  Rights  Commis- 
sion imder  the  direction  of  a  former 
Supreme  Court  Justice.  To  date,  the 
Commission  has  prosecuted  more  than 
200  human  rights  violations,  convicting 
and  imprisoning  those  security  person- 
nel found  to  be  guilty  of  abuse. 

The  relationship  between  the  United 
States  and  India  is  growing  stronger 
every  day.  The  United  States  is  now  In- 
dia's largest  trading  partner  and  larg- 
est investor.  United  States  investment 
in  India  has  grown  by  500  percent  in  the 
past  5  years,  from  S500  million  in  1991 
to  $5  billion  this  year.  American  com- 
panies, such  as  GE.  Boeing.  AT&T. 
Merrill  Lynch,  Motorola,  and  Amoco, 
are  finding  the  Indian  marketplace  as 
large  and  as  vibrant  as  the  market- 
place of  China. 

Unlike  China,  however.  India  is  a  de- 
mocracy, with  the  world's  largest  mid- 
dle class,  an  active  free  press,  enforce- 
able property  rights,  and  a  common- 
law  legal  system. 

We  should  not  retard  the  progress  we 
have  made  with  India  during  the  past  5 
years  by  passing  the  Burton  amend- 
ment. There  are  elements  in  India  who 
welcome  the  Burton  amendment,  ele- 
ments who  would  turn  back  the  clock 
of  progress  that  has  been  made  between 
our  Nation  and  India.  We  must  not 
play  into  their  hands. 

I  strongly  urge  you  to  vote  no  on  any 
amendment  that  may  be  offered 
against  India  during  consideration  of 
the  foreign  operations  bill. 
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Vote  "no"  on  the  Burton  amend- 
ment. 

D  2030 

Mr.  KNOLLENBERG.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  number 
of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to  express  oppo- 
sition to  the  amendment  offered  by  my 
•  good  firiend,  the  gentleman  from  Indi- 
ana [Mr.  Burton].  The  biggest  concern 
I  have  is  this  amendment  will  ostracize 
India  at  a  very  critical  point  in  time. 

India  is  moving  forward,  as  others 
have  said,  on  important  economic  re- 
form programs,  making  it  one  of  the 
most  important  big  emerging  markets. 
The  United  States  is  working  to  build 
a  stronger  relationship  with  India,  ajid 
we  are  now  India's  largest  overseas  in- 
vestor and  trading  partner. 

These  steps  have  come  about  very 
strongly  in  the  last  4  or  5  years.  These 
steps  help  to  bring  India  closer  to  the 
United  States.  This  amendment,  I  be- 
lieve, is  needless  and  damaging  to  this 
progress  that  is  being  made  to  the  rela- 
tionship between  the  United  States  and 
India. 

India  is  a  developing  country,  and  it 
does  have  problems  and  the  gentleman 
has  alluded  to  those,  as  have  others. 
But  India  is  working  to  solve  those 
problems.  The  Indian  Government  has 
taken  important  steps  to  end  any 
abuse  of  human  rights  within  its  bor- 
ders. It  has,  as  others  have  mentioned, 
established  an  independent  national 
human  rights  commission  to  inves- 
tigate and  prevent  human  rights  abuse 
cases,  as  the  gentleman  from  New  Jer- 
sey [Mr.  Paulone]  stated  a  moment 
ago. 

Assistant  Secretary  of  State  Robin 
Raphe!  has  said  the  Commission,  and  I 
will  not  repeat  it  entirely,  but  it  has 
stirprised  the  skeptics  in  a  very,  very 
strong  way  and  has  begun  to  establish 
itself  as  an  effective  advocate  for 
human  rights. 

India  is  bringing  greater  accountabil- 
ity to  all  government  forces.  And  the 
Indian  Government  is  allowing  access 
for  international  efforts  to  monitor  its 
progress.  The  U.N.  High  Connumlssioner 
for  Human  Rights  has  praised  the  ad- 
vances India  has  made  on  human 
rights. 

I  firmly  believe  that  passing  this 
autnendment  will  risk  jeopardizing  our 
close  ties  with  India.  Damaging  our  re- 
lationship with  India  will  weaken  our 
ability  to  use  the  persuasion  and  co- 
operation that  we  have  to  help  India 
move  toward  full  democracy  and  devel- 
opment, and  we  can  best  encourage  the 
resolution  of  the  problems  that  face 
India  by  remaining  involved,  and  this 
is  one  of  those  ways  of  remaining  in- 
volved. 

This  amendment  will  punish  India  for 
making  significant  efforts  to  correct 
its  problems.  This  amendment  will  lead 
us  to  shutting  ourselves  out  of  involve- 
ment with  the  India  Government  and 


hinder  our  efforts  to  help  create  a  pros- 
perous and  free  country. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  oppose  this  amendment. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KNOLLENBERG.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, briefly,  the  gentleman  just  said 
that  U.N.  Human  Rights  Commission 
said  they  were  making  real  progress.  I 
want  to  read  to  him  one  paragraph 
from  the  Washington  Post  on  May  19, 
less  than  a  month  ago.  They  said 
Human  Rights  Watch  Asia  said  State- 
sponsored  militias  are  committing 
grave  human  rights  abuses,  including 
summary  executions,  torture,  and  ille- 
gal detention  in  the  only  Muslim  ma- 
jority state  in  mostly  Hindu  India. 
This  is  less  than  1  month  ago. 

And  if  I  might  say  one  more  thing 
briefly,  and  that  is  this.  Does  the  gen- 
tleman really  think  not  giving  them  an 
additional  S8.3  million  is  going  to  hurt 
our  economic  ties  with  them? 

Mr.  KNOLLENBERG.  Mr.  Chairman, 
reclaiming  my  time,  I  would  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  we  have  been  through 
that  already  this  evening  a  number  of 
times.  I  do  not  stand  for  that.  I  know 
the  gentleman  does  not  stand  for  that. 
Nobody  stands  for  those  kinds  of 
things. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  Is  we  have 
something  ongoing  with  India  that  can 
improve  those  situations.  By  slamming 
the  door  on  India,  we  do  not  help  that 
situation. 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KNOLLENBERG.  I  jrleld  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding,  and  I  want 
to  commend  him  on  his  statement.  I 
want  to  focus  on  two  aspects  of  it. 

One,  the  world's  largest  democracy 
just  had  an  election.  In  the  Punjab,  the 
source  of  tremendous  strife,  the  source 
of  terrorism,  the  source  of  massive 
state  reaction  to  that  terrorism,  they 
have  an  election,  a  free  election,  where 
the  Congress  Party,  the  government  in 
power  during  much  of  the  strife,  was 
thrown  out  of  power,  where  a  Sikh  Coa- 
lition Alliance  won  almost  all  the  seats 
in  that  province  and  it  will  now  rep- 
resent the  State  of  Punjab  in  the  Fed- 
eral Parliament. 

It  is  the  best  example  of  the  process 
of  moving  away  from  this  kind  of  ter- 
ror toward  democratic  participation. 
To  come  in  now  and  cut  the  aid,  not 
that  goes  to  the  Indian  Government, 
but  that  goes  to  private  voluntary  or- 
ganizations that  are  helping  the  poor- 
est of  the  poor,  and  we  are  talking 
about  600  million  poor  people,  malnour- 
ished, a  terrible  situation  where  they 
still  manage  to  participate  in  a  demo- 
cratic process,  to  now  take  this  niche 
out  of  the  aid  going  to  these  people  to 
me  makes  no  sense,  does  not  accom- 


plish America's  purposes,  does  not 
serve  the  people  we  try  to  help  with 
foreign  assistance,  and  I  want  to  com- 
mend the  gentleman  for  his  statement. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG]  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana, 
and  by  unanimous  consent,  Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG  was  allowed  to  proceed 
for  1  additional  minute.) 

Mr.  KNOLLENBERG.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, let  me  say  this.  This  is  an  article 
that  is  less  than  1  month  old.  The  gen- 
tleman talked  about  the  free  elections. 
On  May  24,  this  is  a  report  here  in  the 
Washington  Newspapers,  armed  troops, 
armed  troops  herded  Kashmirlans  to 
the  polls  yesterday  for  the  rebellious 
state's  first  elections  in  7  years,  forc- 
ing Kashmirlans  to  participate  in  an 
Indian  Government  election  they  want- 
ed no  iMtrt  of. 

So  they  literally  forced  them  to  vote. 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KNOLLENBERG.  I  srield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
conunents  were  directed  to  what  hap- 
pened in  the  State  of  Punjab,  which  is 
the  area  of  India  which  the  gentleman 
addressed  his  initial  comments  to  when 
he  spoke.  There  is  no  doubt  the  Indian 
Elections  Commission  has  affirmed 
that  there  was  coercion  and  intimida- 
tion in  the  vote  in  Kashmir. 

We  can  spend  the  next  2  hours  talk- 
ing about  the  miserable  problems  in 
Kashmir,  the  terrorism,  the  state  mili- 
tias that  are  wreaking  havoc  there,  but 
let  me  tell  the  gentleman  one  interest- 
ing thing  about  the  election  in  Kash- 
mir. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG]  has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Berman  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Knollenberg 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  KNOLLENBERG.  I  srleld  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
was  a  90-percent  turnout  in  Jammu  in 
the  Hindu  areas,  and  a  40-percent  turn- 
out in  the  rural  areas  of  Kashmir.  In 
Srinlgar,  which  is  the  center  of  much 
of  the  strife,  there  was  only  10  percent 
voting. 

As  I  said,  the  gentleman  is  correct, 
there  was  intimidation  and  force.  But 
what  was  interesting  is,  when  they 
went  to  the  ballots,  where  there  were 
secret  ballots,  no  doubt  about  that, 
only  7  percent  of  the  people  who  voted 
cast  blank  ballots  or  scribbled  on 
them.  The  rest  participated.  Some  of 
those  people  wanted  to  be  able  to  go  to 
the  polls  and  were  afraid  what  would 
happen  If  they  went  voluntarily. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG]  has  again  expfred. 
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(On  request  of  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana, 
and  by  unanimous  consent,  Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG  was  allowed  to  proceed 
for  1  additional  minute.) 

Mr.  KNOLLENBERG.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, if  there  is  a  gun  pointed  at  an  in- 
dividual's back  taking  that  person  to 
the  polls,  and  that  person  goes  in  and 
votes,  they  are  not  going  to  turn  in  a 
blank  ballot.  The  gentleman  knows 
that  and  I  know  that. 

When  we  talk  about  Pvmjab  and 
Kashmfr,  we  are  talking  about  two 
areas  that  are  very  similar  in  many  re- 
spects and  not  so  similar  in  others,  ex- 
cept in  one  respect,  and  that  is  there  is 
torture  and  human  rights  violations 
going  on  by  1.1  million  Indian  troops, 
and  that  is  the  problem. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  used  to  serve  in  the 
State  legislature  many  years  ago  with 
a  man  by  the  name  of  Harvey  Dueholm. 
He  was  a  Danish  farmer.  He  looked  like 
a  basset  hound.  He  had  the  strongest 
character  of  any  human  being  I  have 
ever  known,  and  he  had  a  lot  of  obser- 
vations about  life.  And  one  of  the 
things  he  said  once  is,  he  said,  "Did 
you  ever  notice  that  the  poor  and  the 
rich  get  the  same  amount  of  ice,  but 
the  poor  get  theirs  in  the  wintertime?" 

I  think  that  really  will  be  the  result 
of  the  adoption  of  this  amendment.  I 
think  India  has  a  serious  himian  rights 
problem,  and  I  think  we  need  to  hold 
them  to  task  on  it  at  every  oppor- 
tunity. 

I  greatly  respect  the  legitimate  con- 
cerns expressed  by  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  BxmTON].  I  know  he  is  sin- 
cere. But  I  just  have  to  say  that  when 
we  pick  up  a  gun,  it  is  nice,  if  we  are 
hunting  a  rabbit,  that  we  hit  the  right 
target.  It  does  not  help  if  we  are  trying 
to  reform  the  conduct  of  the  govern- 
ment that  we  wind  up  hurting  the  folks 
who  are  doing  the  most  to  try  to 
change  some  of  the  nastiest  aspects  of 
any  society.  That  is  what  I  think  this 
amendment  would  do. 

I  am  also  struck,  frankly,  by  the  fact 
that  in  this  part  of  the  world  there  are 
only  two  or  three  major  players.  India 
is  a  major  player  and  China  is  a  major 
player.  I  have  to  tell  my  colleagues 
that  I  am  a  whole  lot  more  friistrated 
right  now  by  the  conduct  of  China  than 
I  am  India,  with  all  of  the  failings  that 
they  have  demonstrated. 

I  wonder  how  many  people  will  vote 
for  this  amendment  tonight  and  then, 
when  Most  Favored  Nation  status  is 
brought  up  for  China,  will  then  turn 
and  vote  to  grant  China  most-favored- 
nation  status,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that 
they  employ  slave  labor,  in  spite  of  the 
fact  that  a  large  number  of  American 
workers  have  seen  their  jobs  put  at 
risk  because  of  products  produced  by 
that  slave  labor  that  then  wind  up  in 
this  country.  It  just  seems  to  me  that 


that  would  be  a  quaint  double  stand- 
ard. 

So  I  would  suggest  that  we  remember 
that  if  we  are  going  to  try  to  change 
conduct,  that  we  focus  on  actions 
which  will,  in  fact,  have  that  effect  and 
not  the  opposite  effect.  I  think  the 
amendment  being  offered  tonight  will 
have  the  opposite  of  that  which  is  in- 
tended, and  that  is  why,  while  I  do  not 
think  that  in  terms  of  a  United  States- 
India  relationship  $8  or  $9  or  $10  mil- 
lion one  way  or  another  is  going  to 
make  that  big  an  impact.  I  do  think 
that  the  mindset  that  it  demonstrates 
is  not  one  which  is  easily  explainable. 

I  would,  therefore,  urge  that  we  op- 
pose the  amendment,  and  I  would  urge 
that  we  support  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  in  his  resistance  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  UNDER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  oppose  my  friend  from  Indi- 
ana's amendment.  I  am  convinced  that 
most  of  what  should  be  said  has  al- 
ready been  said  tonight.  I  am  worried 
that  the  adoption  of  this  amendment 
would  play  into  the  hands  of  elements 
in  India  who  would  like  to  turn  back 
the  clock  on  the  economic  improve- 
ments and  reforms  that  have  led  to  our 
improving  relationships  and  also  turn 
back  the  hainds  on  an  improving  human 
rights  record. 

Nobody  is  here  to  defend  the  human 
rights  record  of  the  State  of  India  for- 
ever, but  we  must  admit,  even  as  our 
State  Department  has,  the  human 
rights  report  that  substantial  progress 
has  been  made  in  the  area  of  human 
rights.  India  has  an  Independent 
Human  Rights  Commission,  which  is 
headed  by  a  former  justice  of  the  In- 
dian Supreme  Court.  Last  year  it  pros- 
ecuted more  than  200  human  rights  vio- 
lations. The  State  Department  has  ap- 
plauded this  commission's  independ- 
ence and  aggressiveness. 

There  are  human  rights  abuses  across 
this  globe,  including  on  behalf  of  some 
of  India's  most  close  neighbors.  None  of 
that  can  be  defended,  but  we  should  not 
be  punitive.  We  should  not  single  out  a 
nation  to  try  to  make  a  political  point 
here.  There  is  no  question  that  im- 
provements must  be  made,  but  India, 
the  largest  democracy  in  the  world,  has 
done  more  than  any  other  nation  in 
that  part  of  the  globe  to  bring  in  dis- 
parate ethnic  groups  and  include  them 
in  the  electoral  process,  give  them  op- 
portunities to  be  heard,  such  as  we  just 
heard  from  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  Berman],  about  the  Punjab, 
to  be  heard  not  only  publicly  but  with 
the  vote. 

D  2045 

No  nation  in  that  part  of  the  world 
has  done  as  much  as  India  has  done  to 
include  ethnic  diversity  in  their  politi- 
cal processes.  They  should  not  be  pun- 


ished for  trying  to  do  well.  They  should 
be  criticized  for  not  doing  well  enough 
yet,  but  they  are  doing  far  better  than 
some  of  their  neighbors. 

I  would  urge  Members  to  defeat  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HINCHEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  no  doubt  that 
there  are  human  rights  problems  in 
India,  that  one  would  deny  that,  but 
that  is  true  of  many  countries  around 
the  world.  In  fact,  anyone  who  travels 
around  the  world  or  even  reads  the 
newspapers  knows  that  in  virtually 
any  country  you  can  find  examples  of 
human  rights  violations.  We  ought  not 
to  overlook  them.  We  ought  to  be  doing 
everything  we  can  to  have  them  cor- 
rected by  those  countries  in  which  they 
Jire  occurring.  And  I  think  that  that  is 
precisely  what  is  being  done  in  the  case 
of  India. 

I  think  that  this  coimtry  is  tnrtng  to 
deal  with  some  very  difficult  ajid  very 
complex  problems.  After  all.  it  is  a 
young  country.  It  has  been  in  existence 
for  less  than  50  years.  It  comes  out  of 
a  colonial  background,  but  it  is  a  coun- 
try with  which  we  have  much  in  com- 
mon. Obviously,  there  is  the  com- 
monality of  language.  We  have  the 
English  language  in  common. 

We  also  have  the  commonality  of 
governance.  We  are  two  democracies. 
We  have  much  in  conmion  with  this 
country,  and  we  need  to  encourage  the 
creation  and  development  of  demo- 
cratic principles  in  India,  where,  in 
fact.  In  comparison  to  many  other 
countries  around  the  world,  they  are 
flourishing. 

To  cut  this  aid  at  this  particular 
time  flies  in  the  face  of  all  of  that  ef- 
fort. It  would  make  it  more  difficult 
for  India  to  achieve  the  full  democra- 
tization of  its  Institutions,  and  it 
would  also,  in  fact,  not  lessen  human 
rights  violations  in  that  country  but. 
in  fact,  it  would  in  all  likelihood  make 
them  worse.  So  while  I  very  much  re- 
spect our  friend  and  colleague  from  In- 
diana and  respect  what  he  is  doing  and 
respect  the  motivation  which  gives 
bfrth  to  this  amendment,  nevertheless. 
I  find  myself  in  strong  disagreement 
with  it.  because  I  think  from  his  point 
of  view  as  well  as  from  the  point  of 
view  of  most  Americans  as  well  as  from 
the  point  of  view  of  India  and  most  In- 
dians, it  would  be  counterproductive.  It 
would,  in  fact,  not  reduce  human  rights 
violations  but  it  would,  in  fact,  in- 
crease them. 

This  is  a  huge  country,  a  country  of 
900  million  people,  almost  a  billion  peo- 
ple. It  will,  sometime  in  the  next  cen- 
tury, supplant  China  as  the  most  popu- 
lous country  in  the  world.  They  need 
the  help  of  other  countries,  particu- 
larly democratic  countries  with  which 
they  share  common  beliefs  and  com- 
mon principles  and  common  traditions. 
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That  is  true  of  our  relationsliip  with 
India,  and  we  ought  to  continue  to  as- 
sist them  in  whatever  way  we  possibly 
can,  particularly  with  this  form  of  aid. 
While  I  very  much  appreciate  the 
motivation  of  my  friend  and  colleagrue 
from  Indiana,  I  must  reluctantly  say 
that  it  would  accomplish  the  wrong 
thing.  Therefore,  I  am  in  opposition  to 
it. 

Mr.  ROSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HINCHEY.  I  jrield  to  the  gen- 
tleman fipom  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  ROSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
compliment  the  gentleman  on  his  fine 
statement.  The  words  that  have  been 
said  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
member  of  this  committee  are  the  ad- 
vice that  we  should  follow  tonight.  Let 
us  not  kick  our  old  friend  India  at  this 
very  crucial  point  in  the  transition  of 
its  government.  India  is  our  filend. 
They  have  been  our  friend  for  a  long 
time  and  are  becoming  even  closer  to 
America  as  time  progresses. 

It  is  important  that  we  heed  the  ad- 
vice of  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Oilman],  chairman  of  the  author- 
izing committee.  India  has  stood  with 
us  and  is  a  bulwark  against  even  China 
today,  as  China  encourages  and  helps 
Pakistan  with  nuclear  weapons  and 
ring  magnets  and  other  things  that  we 
know  it  should  not  be  trading.  India  is 
trying  to  open  Itself  up  to  outside  in- 
vestment. I  know  there  have  been 
human  rights  problems  in  that  Pimjab 
area.  We  all  need  to  counsel  our  friends 
in  India  because  of  that,  but  this  House 
basically  Is  a  friend  of  India.  Let  us  not 
blemish  that  record  here  tonight  by 
kicking  this  country  in  the  teeth  with 
even  a  sjrmbolic  diminution  of  the 
small  aid  that  we  have  given. 

Mr.  HINCHEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  sensitive 
and  sensible  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  An- 
drews]. 

Mr.  ANDREWS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding.  I 
rise  in  strong  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  my  friend  from  Indi- 
ana. 

I  rise  in  opposition  because  there  are 
very  few  things  we  can  be  certain 
about  in  this  world,  but  there  are  some 
things  we  can  be  certain  about.  The 
first  is  that  Asia  will  be  an  incredibly 
important  area  of  the  world  for  our 
country  for  years  to  come,  and  there  is 
no  credible  Asia  strategy  for  America 
that  does  not  include  a  strong  relation- 
ship with  India,  potentially  as  a  coun- 
terbalance to  the  People's  Republic  of 
China  but  for  the  relationship  in  and  of 
itself. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Hdj- 
CHET]  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio, 
and  by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  HiN- 
CHET  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  addi- 
tional nfUnute.) 


Mr.  HINCHEY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  ANDREWS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
second  argument  is  that  there  is  no 
scenario  for  the  future  of  our  economy 
that  does  not  include  increased  global 
trade,  and  there  is  no  trade  strategy 
that  does  not  focus  upon  enhanced 
trade  with  India. 

Another  thing  we  can  be  sure  of  is 
the  fact  that  people  all  over  the  world 
are  watching  what  we  do  here.  They 
watched  as  1  in  10  citizens  of  the  world 
voted  in  a  free  and  fair  election  in 
India.  If  we  reward  that  desirable  con- 
duct with  this  undesirable  amendment, 
we  will  be  abandoning  our  own  prin- 
ciples. For  these  reasons  and  others,  I 
would  strongly  urge  a  vote  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  Burton  amendment. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  often  agree  with  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana.  In  fact,  we 
have  worked  together  many  times  to 
cut  waste,  fraud,  and  abuse  from  Fed- 
eral Government  programs. 

We  work  on  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Reform  and  Oversight.  In  fact, 
when  we  work  together  and  we  slay 
dragons  together,  the  dragons  usually 
have  a  bad  day.  But  I  rise  tonight  real- 
ly in  opposition  to  the  good  gentle- 
man's amendment  and  it  is  with  some 
hesitation.  I  respect  his  opinion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  no  one  supports 
human  rights  violations  in  India  or  in 
any  other  country.  Unfortunately, 
human  rights  violations  occur  there, 
they  occur  in  the  United  States.  And 
they  occur  in  numerous  other  nations. 

In  fact,  I  brought  with  me  tonight, 
and  some  of  my  colleagues  have  seen  it 
referred  to,  this  1996  report  by  Amnesty 
International.  It  details  dozens  of 
countries  that  have  been  recipients  of 
the  United  States  foreign  assistance 
and  thefr  violations. 

Let  me  read  a  few  of  these.  Egypt, 
one  of  the  top  recipients,  just  a  few  of 
the  violations:  Detention  of  thousands 
of  political  opponents,  systematic  use 
of  torture  against  political  detainees, 
increased  number  of  political  detainees 
who  died  while  in  custody,  deliberate 
and  arbitrary  killings  by  armed  opposi- 
tion groups. 

Let  me  read  just  a  couple  more,  if  I 
may,  here. 

Saudi  Arabia,  another  huge  recipient: 
Arrest  and  detention  of  suspected  po- 
litical opponents,  torture  and  ill  treat- 
ment during  pretrial  detention,  alarm- 
ing upsurge  in  numbers  of  executions, 
wide  use  of  judicial  punishments  by 
flogging  and  amputations. 

Then  we  go  to  Bolivia,  which  we  sup- 
port assistance  to  and  we  are  going  to 
be  working  for:  Arbitrary  detentions, 
torture  and  ill  treatment,  rape,  the 
same  types  of  offenses,  extrajudicial 
executions.  The  list  goes  on. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  to  my  col- 
leagues, why  should  we  single  out  India 
in  this  fashion?  This  amendment  will, 


in  fact,  hurt  our  ability  to  assist  a 
close  ally,  to  assist  in  the  situation 
that  we  have  a  problem  In.  It  will  hurt 
us  with  a  great  trading  partner. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  colleagues,  we  can 
do  much  more,  I  submit,  by  calling  at- 
tention to  hvmian  rights  violations 
whether  they  are  in  India  or  anywhere 
else  in  the  world. 

If  we  recognize  differences.  If  we  pro- 
mote democratic  institutions.  If  we  in- 
crease trade,  exchanges,  communica- 
tions, tonight  we  do  not  need  to  embar- 
rass by  singling  out  the  world's  largest 
democracy  in  this  fashion.  We  must 
recognize  the  strides  India  has  taken. 
We  must  help  India  now  as  it  changes 
its  government  in  this  most  historic 
election  and  this  most  historic  fashion 
that  we  have  seen  the  election  take 
place  the  last  few  weeks. 

Let  us  tonight  not  take  a  step  back- 
ward in  our  relationship  with  India.  I 
admire  the  gentleman's  Interest.  I  op- 
posed his  potentially  damaging  amend- 
ment. As  India  steps  forward,  we  do  not 
need  to  be  a  Congress  stepping  back- 
ward. 

Mr.  STEARNS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICA.  I  srleld  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  STEARNS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  to 
me.  I  have  about  a  minute  left. 

I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  Burton 
amendment.  I  have  to  say  tonight  that 
there  are  a  lot  of  people  that  have 
come  on  the  floor  to  speak  against  it. 
So  I  think  this  is  the  third  time  the 
gentleman  has  offered  it.  Certainly,  I 
think  the  feeling  is  that  this  amend- 
ment certainly  would  not  be  appro- 
priate after  they  have  had  thefr  largest 
election  in  world  history  In  which 
about  half  a  billion  people  have  voted. 

I  think  most  people  would  regard  the 
election  as  universally  free  and  fair. 
And  I  think,  as  William  Safire  of  the 
New  York  Times  put  it:  "It  Is  the  most 
breathtaking  example  of  government 
by  the  people  in  the  history  of  the 
world." 

Every  year  I  offer  a  resolution,  a 
House  Resolution  to  recognize  India's 
national  independence.  This  is  the  49th 
year.  I  think  now  is  not  the  time  to 
pass  a  personal  affront  to  this  coimtry 
when  they  have  been  so  successful  a  de- 
mocracy. I  urge  the  defeat  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Burton]. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, my  colleague  mentioned  that 
there  were  a  number  of  countries  that 
had  human  rights  violations  that  were 
getting  our  aid.  I  would  like  to  say  to 
my  colleague,  I  have  no  objection 
whatsoever  to  him  or  any  Member  of 
this  body  proposing  a  cut  in  aid  to  any 
country  that  violates  human  rights, 
that  violates  women's  rights,  that  gang 
rapes  women  and  tortures  people  and 
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throws  them  Into  rivers  with  thefr 
hands  bound,  and  gagged.  I  think  that 
those  kinds  of  countries  should  be  pe- 
nalized. We  should  hold  them  up  to 
public  scrutiny  throughout  the  world. 

When  we  talk  about  Egypt  torturing 
people,  I  will  support  the  gentleman's 
amendment  if  he  wants  to  cut  some  of 
their  aid. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  agree 
with  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  this  strong  array 
of  Members  coming  to  the  floor  to  op- 
pose Mr.  Burton's  amendment,  I  have 
been  trying  to  figure  out  what  this  is 
really  all  about.  I  think  it  was  said 
during  the  opening  minutes  of  this  dis- 
cussion by  Mr.  Burton  himself,  I  think 
those  Members  who  are  interested  in 
cutting  aid  of  any  kind  have  to  listen 
to  what  Mr.  Burton  said. 

This  is  not  about  cutting  aid,  because 
no  money  is  saved  here.  Not  one  dollar, 
not  one  penny,  not  one  rupee  is  saved. 
What  this  does  is  it  just  limits  the 
amount  of  money  India  can  take  out  of 
an  existing  pot. 

We  are  all  against  human  rights 
abuses.  Mr.  Chairman.  We  are  all  of- 
fended by  the  kind  of  things  that  we 
see  In  the  pictures  that  Mr.  Burton  has 
brought  before  us.  But  I  have  to  tell 
Members,  when  he  says  things  or  any- 
body says  things  over  and  over  and 
over  again,  that  does  not  make  it  so; 
and  it  does  not  necessarily  make  it 
true. 

We  were  all  horrified  by  that  picture 
that  was  up  on  the  easel.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, looking  at  the  speaker,  looking 
at  the  picture  and  hearing  the  words 
that  this  is  the  abuse  that  is  taking 
place  in  India  today  right  at  this 
minute,  that  is  the  same  picture  we 
saw  last  year  when  we  heard  the  same 
story.  I  have  seen  that  same  picture,  3 
years  In  a  row.  I  have  even  seen  pic- 
tures that  Members  from  the  other  side 
bring  me  that  Members,  say,  the  other 
terrorist  did  this  and  this  is  one  of  our 
guys.  Three  years  In  a  row  that  guy 
died.  Unless  he  is  triplets,  I  am  not 
sure  what  is  guy  died. 

I  do  not  mean  to  make  light  about 
violations  of  human  rights.  But  to  say 
that  this  is  going  on  and  sponsored  by 
the  Government  of  India  is  not  nec- 
essarily what  Is  happening,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

D  2100 

This  amendment,  which  is  not  a  cut- 
ting amendment,  admittedly,  by  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton], 
is  meant  solely  and  strictly  to  stig- 
matize a  sister  democracy,  and  that  is 
not  what  we  should  be  doing.  India,  ac- 
cording to  the  human  rights  report 
that  Mr.  Burton  cited,  and  I  will  quote 
It.  India,  quote,  "has  made  sigrnificant 
progress  in  resolving  himian  rights 
problems,"  end  of  quote.  The  Indian 


Government  has  responded  to  our  Ini- 
tiative when  we  objected  to  one  of  the 
bills  that  they  have,  thefr  Terrorist 
Destructive  Activities  Act.  They  no 
longer  have  that. 

Contrary  to  what  our  colleagues 
heard,  the  Indian  Government  has 
reached  agreement  with  the  Inter- 
national Committee  of  the  Red  Cross 
to  permit  visits  to  Kashmfr.  I  visited 
Kashmfr;  I  visited  Kashmir  again. 
Many  Members  of  this  body  were  there. 
My  colleagues  heard  that  we  were  es- 
corted and  monitored  by  Indian  troops. 
I  visited  with  the  very  people  who  op- 
pose the  Indian  Government,  I  had  din- 
ner in  their  homes,  I  met  with  thefr 
council,  I  met  with  every  single  opposi- 
tion group  in  Kashmir.  I  was  stuck 
there  during  a  blizzard  in  January.  I 
met  with  more  people  I  had  not  in- 
tended to  meet  with,  and  not  once  in 
the  presence  of  Indian  troops,  and  not 
once  was  anybody  restrained  In  what 
they  had  to  say  to  me. 

The  Insurgent  violence  In  Punjab  has 
largely  disappeared,  and  there  is  visi- 
ble progress  in  correcting  the  abusive 
practices  by  the  police  which  has  oc- 
curred. The  National  Human  Rights 
Commission  continues  to  play  a  useful 
role  In  addressing  whatever  patterns  of 
abuse  and  specific  abuses  there  might 
be.  Last  year  the  commission,  which 
was  not  even  referenced  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton], 
prosecuted  more  than  200  cases. 

Economic  reforms:  India  has  done  ev- 
erything that  we  have  asked  of  her. 
Since  1991  the  Indian  Government  has 
substantially  reduced  Inflation.  Thefr 
budget  deficit  has  been  reduced.  They 
have  privatized.  They  have  cut  sub- 
sidles  to  Inefficient  state  owned  indus- 
tries. They  made  the  rupee  convertible. 

In  International  trade  they  reduced 
tariffs  and  Industrial  licensing  controls 
in  order  to  attract  foreign  investment, 
and,  as  a  result.  United  States  invest- 
ment in  India,  Americans  investing 
over  there  as  we  do  in  all  strong  de- 
mocracies, has  gone  from  S500  million  a 
year  in  1991  to  S5  billion  this  year 
alone.  That  Is  a  thousand  percent  in- 
crease. That  is  the  kind  of  confidence 
the  American  business  people  have  In 
India  and  the  reforms  that  are  going  on 
there.  The  United  States  Is  India's 
largest  trading  partner  and  largest  In- 
vestor. 

The  democracy  issue  is  probably  the 
most  Important  Issue  of  all.  India  is,  as 
has  been  stated,  the  world's  largest  de- 
mocracy. They  have  a  free  press,  they 
have  civilian  control  of  the  military, 
they  have  an  independent  judiciary, 
they  have  active  political  parties  and 
civic  associations.  The  election  that  we 
have  just  seen  was  really  ho-hum.  It 
did  not  take  a  lot  of  attention. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Acker- 
man]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Acker- 
man  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  addi- 
tional minute.) 


Mr.  ACKERMAN.  An  election  that 
did  not  gain  that  much  attention  be- 
cause there  were  no  very  serious  vio- 
lent abuses  during  the  entire  electoral 
process.  Over  400  million  people  going 
to  the  polls  democratically,  even  turn- 
ing out  the  controlling  government  2 
weeks  ago.  That  is  democracy  in  ac- 
tion. One  out  of  every  ten  people  on  the 
planet  going  to  vote;  Imagine  that. 

At  a  point  where  India  is  struggling 
to  form  a  coalition  government  right 
now,  this  is  a  terrible  message  to  send. 
There  are  only  very,  very  few  countries 
within  the  purview  of  this  legislation 
that  we  look  to  cap  in  any  way  from 
the  pot  of  money  that  is  provided. 
Those  countries  Include  North  Korea, 
the  Sudan,  Iran.  Iraq.  Libya,  and  Syria. 
Certainly  not  even  the  most  ardent  of 
India-bashers  can  come  to  the  floor  and 
seriously  suggest  that  the  world's  larg- 
est democracy,  and  getting  more  demo- 
cratic all  the  time,  belongs  with  such  a 
group. 

This  Is  an  attempt  to  stigmatize  and 
not  an  attempt  to  legislate. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  In  very  strong 
opposition  to  the  Burton  amendment.  I 
know  that  some  members  of  the  com- 
mittee may  think  that  the  debate  is 
going  on  for  some  time  here,  but  I 
think  it  Is  Important  for  the  sponsor  of 
the  amendment,  the  American  people, 
the  Congress,  to  understand  the  depth 
of  support  for  India,  for  improved 
American-Indian  relations,  for  Indian 
democracy  and  for  improvements  In 
civil  and  human  rights  that  are  under- 
way In  India. 

The  Burton  amendment  should  be  op- 
posed for  many  reasons.  One  Important 
consideration  Is  the  fact  that  In  April 
and  May  of  1996,  as  mentioned  here, 
India  conducted  the  largest  democratic 
election  In  the  history  of  the  world.  In 
a  monumental  undertaking  of  more 
than  640  million  eligible  voters,  about 
65  percent  of  whom  took  the  time  to 
vote,  the  Indian  electorate  chose  a  new 
parliament  in  elections  that  were  wide- 
ly judged  to  be  free,  fair,  and  largely 
peaceful. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  United  States 
to  respond  to  this  remarkable  accom- 
plishment by  the  world's  largest  de- 
mocracy by  passing  the  Burton  amend- 
ment will  send  to  India  and  to  the  rest 
of  the  world  precisely  the  wrong  sig- 
nals about  United  States  support  for 
Indian  democracy.  This  Burton  amend- 
ment would  prove  to  be  the  most  ex- 
pensive $8  million  amendment  ever  ap- 
proved. It  Is  Important  that  it  be  re- 
jected overwhelmingly. 

In  addition,  the  new  Indian  Govern- 
ment is  headed  by  Prime  Minister  H.D. 
Deve  Gowda,  the  leader  of  the  United 
Front,  a  coalition  of  center,  center  left, 
and  regional  parties.  The  leadership  of 
this  new  government  is  at  the  very  mo- 
ment  hammering   out   policies   on   a 
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number  of  issues  of  great  interest  to 
the  United  States,  Including  the  fate  of 
economic  reform,  India's  nuclear  pro- 
gram, its  policies  toward  Pakistan,  and 
other  neighbors. 

Although  the  proposed  change  is  a 
small  one  in  dollar  terms,  for  Congress 
to  single  out  India  in  this  fashion  at 
this  time  will,  for  symbolic  reasons, 
have  a  very  negative  impact  on  United 
States-Indian  relations  that  would  be 
disproportionate  to  the  amount  of 
money  involved.  At  a  minimum,  any 
cut  in  United  States  development  as- 
sistance to  India  at  this  critical  junc- 
ture, apart  from  a  broad  cut  in  the 
overall  development  assistance  ac- 
count, could  severely  damage  the  spirit 
of  cooperation  the  United  States 
should  be  establishing  with  the  new  In- 
dian Government. 

Although  a  number  of  parties  which 
support  the  United  Front  government 
have  a  long  tradition  of  left-leaning 
economic  policies.  Prime  Minister 
Gowda  has  expressed  strong  support  for 
the  economic  reforms  begun  under  the 
government  of  former  Prime  Minister 
Rao.  Early  evidence  of  Prime  Minister 
Gowda's  intention  have  been  the  nam- 
ing of  a  highly  progressive  U.S.-edu- 
cated  finance  minister  who  is  ex- 
tremely supportive  of  the  economic  re- 
forms begun  in  the  1990's  as  a  com- 
merce minister  in  the  Rao  government. 
Current  and  ongoing  United  States 
development  assistance  provides  im- 
portant support  for  India's  effort  to 
open  its  economy  to  trade  and  invest- 
ment. Included  are  programs  that  pro- 
mote private  sector  involvement  in  en- 
ergy production  and  distribution. 
United  States-India  commerce,  tech- 
nology joint  ventures,  programs  to  pro- 
vide urban  areas  with  badly  needed  in- 
firastructure,  and  assistance  for  Indian 
enterprises  attempting  to  restructure 
and  become  competitive. 

Although  India  is  beginning  to  push 
forward  economically,  it  remains  a 
very  poor  country  with  millions  of  peo- 
ple still  well  below  the  poverty  line.  In 
fact,  half  the  world's  poor  people,  very, 
very  poor  people,  live  in  India  today. 
The  United  States  development  assist- 
ance program  focusing  on  family  plan- 
ning, preventive  health  care,  and  nutri- 
tion are  very  critical  areas  that  sup- 
port the  Indian  family. 

Now,  the  number  of  political  parties 
that  comprise  the  United  Front  rep- 
resent the  millions  of  people  who  make 
up  India's  poorest  of  the  poor  groups, 
minorities,  members  of  the  lower 
caste,  those  that  were  once  called  the 
untouchables.  A  diminution,  symbolic 
or  otherwise,  of  U.S.  development  as- 
sistance that  would  benefit  these 
groups  would  certainly  send  a  wrong 
message  to  a  part  of  the  leadership  of 
the  new  government. 

There  has  been  strong  evidence  that 
the  Gowda  government  intends  to  hold 
talks  with  the  leaders  of  the  Kashmiri 
separatist  movement  to  seek  a  peaceful 


and  just  solution  to  the  Kashmir  crisis. 
V.P.  Singh,  a  major  United  Front  lead- 
er and  the  former  Indian  Prime  Min- 
ister, visited  Kashmir  during  the  elec- 
tion campaign.  He  has  promised  talks 
with  the  separatists  as  well  as  an  offer 
of  political,  social,  and  economic  peace 
package. 

Prime  Minister  Gowda  has  promised 
to  take  steps  to  improve  relations  with 
Pakistan.  On  May  31,  Gowda  said 
quote:  "As  far  as  Pakistan  is  con- 
cerned, I  have  an  open  mind.  I  will  defi- 
nitely take  an  initiative  to  diffuse  the 
tension  between  the  two  countries," 
end  of  quote.  The  United  States  should 
do  nothing  to  undercut  the  new  Indian 
Government's  efforts  to  initiate  rap- 
prochement with  Pakistan  by  sending 
a  negative  message  via  cuts  in  develop- 
ment assistance. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Bereu- 
TER]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Bereu- 
TER  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  addi- 
tional minute.) 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
the  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Asia  and  the  Pacific.  I  called  our  senior 
career  ambassador  to  India  today,  Am- 
bassador Frank  Wisner.  He  said  the 
Burton  amendment  would  quote,  "send 
a  very  negative  message,'  close  quote, 
to  a  newly  elected  government  in 
India,  and  as  pointed  out  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Berman], 
democracy,  it  would  seem  very  specifi- 
cally supportive  of  the  dissident  forces 
in  Punjab,  has  been  vindicated,  a  step 
in  the  right  direction. 

The  same  is  true  of  the  direction  of 
the  vote  in  ICashmir.  These  are  two 
very  favorable  signs  for  improving  the 
situation  there. 

Finally,  let  me  close  by  quoting 
briefly  from  a  letter  from  the  political 
director  of  the  American  Conservative 
Union.  He  says  about  the  Burton 
amendment: 

It  would  be  Interpreted  as  a  gratuitous 
slap,  and  could  even  contribute  to  undermin- 
ing the  fragrlle  coalition  grovernment  that 
Just  assumed  power— possibly  bringing:  to 
power  a  government  dominated  by  the  very 
people  Mr.  Burton  professes  to  opposes. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  cast  a  strong, 
strong  vote  against  the  Burton  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to  oppose  the 
Burton  amendment.  It  is  .he  wrong 
amendment  at  the  wrong  time.  The 
issue.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  that  there  has 
been,  particularly  over  the  last  5  years, 
there  has  been  great  progress  in  India. 
There  has  been  progress  in  the  area  of 
human  rights.  Time  and  again  we  hear 
about  the  national  human  rights  com- 
mission that  the  Indians  have  estab- 
lished, that  they  have  actuailly  pros- 
ecuted human  rights  violations,  some 
200  in  India,  that  they  have  had  it  up  to 


human  rights  commission  with  a 
former  justice  of  the  Indian  supreme 
court,  that  our  State  Department  has 
recognized  progress  in  Indian  human 
rights. 

In  the  last  5  years  India's  economy 
has  liberalized  greatly;  market  re- 
forms, free  and  open  markets.  It  is  a 
country  that  has  welcomed  American 
investment  to  the  tune  of  $5  billion. 

I  have  been  to  India,  I  have  been  to 
Bombay,  and  Delhi  and  Amritsar  and 
seen  the  kind  of  progress  they  have 
made  both  in  human  rights  by  talking 
to  people  at  the  Golden  Temple  in  Am- 
ritsar and  talking  to  people,  as  my 
friend  from  New  York,  Mr.  ACKERMAM 
said,  that  are  opponents  of  the  Indian 
Government,  but  nonetheless  will  say 
that,  yes,  in  fact  major  human  rights 
progress  has  been  made.  The  same  peo- 
ple who  again  are  opposed  to  the 
present  government  in  India  as  of  3 
months  ago,  the  Congress  party,  will 
again  talk  about  the  progress  that  has 
been  made  in  economic  liberalization. 

There  has  also  been  major  progress  in 
India  in  the  last  5  years  in  building  a 
stable  democracy,  as  has  been  pointed 
out  on  the  floor  over  and  over  and  over 
again.  India  just  conducted  the  largest, 
the  greatest  election,  the  most  wide- 
ranging  election,  the  most 
participatory  election  in  the  history  of 
humankind.  Some  500  million  people 
voted.  That  says  to  me  again  in  the 
last  5  years  India  has  made  major 
progress. 

The  other  area  of  great  improvement 
in  India  the  last  5  years  is  what  India 
means  to  the  United  States.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey] 
talked  abut  the  major  players  in  Asia 
or  India  in  China.  India  is  a  much  more 
reliable  ally.  India  is  a  country  that,  as 
has  been  said  repeatedly,  is  the  largest 
democracy  in  the  world.  India  is  a 
country  that  we  can  rely  on  for  strate- 
gic reasons  for  the  United  States.  This 
is  just  putting  the  thumb  in  the  eye  of 
the  Indian  people  and  a  thumb  in  the 
eye  of  the  Indian  Government  by  send- 
ing this  message  to  India  that,  no.  the 
United  States  does  not  appreciate  the 
kind  of  progress  that  India  has  made  in 
the  last  5  years. 

Again  it  is  the  second  largest  democ- 
racy—it is  the  largest  democracy  in 
the  world:  it  is  the  second  largest  na- 
tion in  the  world.  As  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]  said,  it  is 
very,  very  important  strategically  for 
us  as  a  nation  in  South  Asia  and  what 
that  means  to  us.  And  India,  again,  is 
a  democracy.  We  do  not  treat  a  democ- 
racy this  way;  we  work  with  that  coun- 
try, we  see  the  kind  of  progress  that 
India  has  made  in  the  area  of  human 
rights  and  the  kind  of  progress  India 
has  made  in  their  economy  and  the 
kind  of  progress  India  has  made  as  a 
democracy  and  the  kind  of  progress 
India  has  made  as  a  friend  of  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
been  pretty  silent  during  this  debate, 
and  reasonably  neutral,  but  I  must 
bring  to  my  colleague's  attention  the 
fact  that  in  New  Delhi  today  they  are 
building  SU-34's.  they  are  building 
MiG-29's,  and  they  are  building  T-80s. 
They  have,  throughout  the  cold  war. 
allied  themselves  in  the  Soviet  Union. 
So  I  think  it  is  a  little  bit  of  a  stretch 
to  call  them  an  ally. 

D  2115 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Taking  back  my 
time,  Mr.  Chairman,  my  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Wilson], 
brings  up  a  good  point.  But  that  only 
proves  my  point  that  in  the  last  5  years 
India  has  made  progress.  The  pro-Paki- 
stani tilt  at  the  State  Department  has 
begun  to  right  itself.  As  we  have  seen 
as  we  have  extended  an  arm  to  India 
and  they  have  to  us.  they  are  becoming 
much  more  of  an  ally  to  us.  They  will 
become  much  more  of  an  ally  to  us  as 
we  begin  to  treat  them  with  respect 
and  treat  them  as  the  kind  of  ally  they 
should  be. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
say  we  have  always  treated  them  with 
respect.  We  should  continue  to  treat 
them  with  respect.  But  they  continue 
to  be  a  military  ally  of  Russia,  and  I 
would  submit,  although  I  am  not  sure 
how  I  am  going  to  vote  on  this  amend- 
ment, I  would  submit  that  if  the  Soviet 
Union  should  be  born  again,  that  India 


T.  not  an  old  friend  of  the  United 
States.  The  gentleman  from  Texas. 
Charlie  Wilson,  was  absolutely  cor- 
rect, and  I  guess  everybody  else  in  this 
House  has  amnesia,  but  throughout  the 
entire  cold  war  India  kicked  us  in  the 
teeth  every  time  they  got  a  chance  to 
do  so.  When  we  were  down,  they  kicked 
us  in  the  gut.  When  we  turned  around 
to  protect  ourselves,  they  kicked  us  in 
the  back,  and  they  awjcepted  our  money 
the  whole  time;  and  especially  they 
wanted  the  money  to  come  from  the 
United  Nations,  from  us  to  the  United 
Nations,  so  they  would  not  even  have 
to  show  any  gratitude  to  the  United 
States  for  accepting  all  of  our  hundreds 
of  millions  of  dollars  of  aid  while  they 
were  kicking  us  in  the  teeth  and  sup- 
porting the  Soviet  Union's  aggression 
in  Afghanistan  and  elsewhere  in  the 
world. 

Mr.  Chairman,  India  receives  more 
aid  right  now,  $156  million,  and  votes 
against  us  more  than  any  other  coun- 
try in  the  United  Nations.  That  is  83 
percent  of  the  votes  in  the  United  Na- 
tions are  against  our  position.  That  is 
their  level  of  support  against  us,  while 
getting  $156  million  in  aid  from  us. 

Indian  should  not  even  be  getting 
any  aid,  much  less  just  a  simple  little 
cut  of  $8  million.  They  take  our  aid, 
our  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars;  and 
do  Members  know  what  they  do  with 
their  own  money?  They  are  building 
nuclear  weapons.  That  is  what  it  is  all 
about.  We  give  them  humanitarian  aid 
so  they  do  not  have  to  spend  thefr  own 


would  again  be  closely  allied  because  of    money  on  thefr  people,  and  then  they 


their  military  alliances 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Taking  back  my 
time,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  absolutely  reject 
that  thinking,  when  India  has  become 
a  more  and  more  liberalized  economy, 
an  economy  much  more  in  line  with 
ours,  an  economy  which  has  welcomed 
$5  million  in  American  investment,  an 
economy  in  which,  if  we  continue  to 
sell  arms  to  Pakistan,  a  whole  other 
debate,  then  perhaps  we  might  drive 
them  a  little  more  away. 

But  the  last  time  I  checked,  the  cold 
war  was  over.  We  need  to  make  friends 
with  these  countries  like  India  that 
were  not  necessarily  our  friends  before. 
This  is  a  golden  opportunity  to  reach 
out  to  India  and  make  friends  with 
India.  If  we  pass  the  balanced  budget 
amendment,  and  the  Soviet  Union  is 
reborn  in  some  form,  as  the  gentleman 
suggests,  he  can  be  sure  India  will  turn 
back  to  them.  Do  not  let  this  oppor- 
tunity pass  to  be  friends  with  them  in 
a  bigger  way. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  number 
of  words. 

Mr.Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  support 
of  the  Burton  amendment  to  freeze  the 
foreign  aid  levels  we  give  to  India  to 
last  year's  levels,  which  is  basically  an 
$8  billion  cut. 

First  of  all,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  us 
make  it  really  clear;  India  is  not,  N-0- 


spend    it   on   nuclear   weapons.    Good 
deal,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  being  Uncle 
Saps  here  if  we  are  giving  that  type  of 
country  money  from  us  so  they  can 
build  nuclear  weapons,  and  to  intimi- 
date their  neighbors  or  whatever.  But 
that  is  not  the  question  tonight.  We 
are  not  going  to  end  all  aid  to  India. 
We  just  want  to  send  a  little  message, 
$8  million  worth  of  message,  cutting  off 
aid  by  $8  million,  to  say  "Please  clean 
up  your  human  rights  abuse  in  the 
Kashmfr." 

Come  on.  folks,  we  can  call  these  peo- 
ple terrorists  in  the  Kashmir,  but  the 
real  problem  we  all  know  is,  and  no  one 
wants  to  say  it,  is  that  India  has  re- 
fused to  hold  an  honest  plebescite,  as 
they  were  required  to  do  by  the  United 
Nations,  for  the  last  40  years.  If  the 
people  of  Kashmir  had  a  right  to  vote 
on  their  own  destiny,  they  would  prob- 
ably vote  not  to  be  part  of  India  and 
there  would  be  no  conflict.  There  would 
be  no  excuse  for  1  million  Indian  sol- 
diers to  be  stationed  up  in  northern 
India  to  repress  those  people  who  want 
nothing  more  than  a  right  to  vote  as  to 
whether  to  be  a  part  of  India  or  not, 
which  is  what  the  United  Nations  re- 
quired them  to  do. 

India  has  been  condemned  by  Am- 
nesty International,  by  Asia  Watch,  by 
people,  honest  people  who  are  looking 


and  trying  to  support  human  rights 
around  the  world.  They  have  been  con- 
demned over  and  over  and  over  again. 
The  examples  given  by  the  gentleman 
form  Indiana  are  only  a  few  examples. 
These  people  are  trying  to  fight  for 
their  rights  in  the  Kashmir,  and  as  a 
reaction,  the  Indiams  are  saying  "we 
are  not  going  to  let  them  get  away 
with  it."  so  they  are  condoning  mon- 
strous human  rights  abuse  against  the 
people  of  Kashmfr. 

It  can  be  stopped  very  easily.  Let 
those  people  in  the  Kashmir  determine 
their  own  destiny  through  the  ballot 
box.  rather  than  through  bullets.  That 
is  the  bottom  line,  ff  we  do  that,  if  we 
insist  on  that,  if  we  send  that  message 
tonight  with  this  little  tiny  cut  of  $8 
million.  I  will  tell  the  Members  this 
much:  The  tensions  on  the  subconti- 
nent will  subside.  We  will  have  done 
what  is  right,  and  in  the  long  run  it 
will  create  a  more  peaceful  world  be- 
cause the  people  of  Kashmfr  will  have 
their  right  to  vote  and  there  will  be  no 
excuse  for  the  violence  that  exists 
there  today. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  plead  with  all  of  the 
Members,  come  on.  let  us  get  beyond 
all  of  this  rhetoric.  Let  us  not  talk 
about  India  as  our  old  friend,  or  create 
some  false  images  of  how  we  have  to 
help  this  developing  country.  Let  us 
get  down  to  the  facts.  Let  us  get  down 
to  we  must  stand  for  human  rights 
there  and  elsewhere,  because  it  fur- 
thers the  cause  of  peace  to  do  so.  Let 
us  send  that  message  to  India.  Please, 
end  the  repression,  give  those  people  a 
right  to  vote  on  their  own  destiny.  S8 
million. 

Instead,  what  we  are  going  to  do  is 
send  them  a  message  that  they  can  do 
anything  they  want  to  and  they  are 
going  to  get  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars  of  aid  from  the  American  tax- 
payers. That  is  not  the  message  we 
should  send. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Rohr- 
abacher]  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Wilson,  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Rohrabacher 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  jrield? 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  I  srield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  just 
cannot  let  these  things  go  without 
being  spread  on  the  record.  As  I  say. 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  do  not  have  extremely 
strong  feelings  about  this  amendment, 
but  some  things  must  be  said.  I  would 
ask  the  gentleman,  who  I  know  with 
great  personal  courage  visited  Afghani- 
stan many  times,  but  Afghanistan  was 
a  major,  major,  major,  major  conflict 
in  the  cold  war.  I  would  ask  the  gen- 
tleman if  he  remembers  and  agrees 
with  me  that  in  every  instance,  in 
every  instance,  India  supported  the 
Russian  invasion  of  Afghanistan. 
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Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Not  only  did 
they  support  the  Russian  invasion  but 
during  the  war  Indian  pilots,  we  were 
told,  were  actually  flying  missions  in 
Afghanistan  for  the  Communist-sup- 
ported government. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Would  the  gentleman 
remember  that  Najibullah  wais  received 
with  great  honors  as  the  head  of  state 
in  India? 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  again,  I 
must  repeat  that  as  we  speak  tonight, 
SU-34S,  MIG-29S,  and  T-80s  are  being 
built  in  New  Delhi.  Does  that  sound 
like  an  ally  to  the  gentleman? 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Not  only  are 
they  being  built  in  New  Delhi,  but  we 
are  giving  them  $150  million  in  aid,  so 
who  is  actually  paying  for  that,  indi- 
rectly? 

Mr.  WILSON.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Reclaiming  my 
time,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  just  say 
this.  The  questions  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana  asked  are  very  relevant  ques- 
tions. They  are:  "What  would  you  do  if 
it  was  your  wife  that  was  gang  raped? 
What  would  you  do  if  it  was  your  child 
that  was  murdered  and  dragged 
through  the  neighborhood  as  a  s3mibol 
to  the  neighborhood  not  to  resist  the 
Indian  authorities?" 

Why  that  is  relevant  is  because  if  we 
Americans  were  denied  the  right  to 
choose  our  own  destiny  through  a  free 
election,  if  we  were  denied  that  right, 
we  too  would  resist,  and  perhaps  those 
people  that  we  were  resisting  would  use 
the  same  type  of  brutality  and  ugly  re- 
pression that  the  people  of  Kashmir 
have  had  to  suffer,  and  we,  our  fami- 
lies, wotild  be  the  ones  being  dragged 
through  the  streets  and  the  women 
raped  in  such  a  way.  We  caimot  let  this 
sit.  Standing  for  freedom,  standing  for 
human  rights,  insisting  that  this  $8 
million  be  cut  out  as  a  message  to 
India  is  not  only  right  morally,  but 
will  help  create  a  more  peaceful  world. 

Mrs.  MALONEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana  appears  to  have  a  noble  pur- 
pose—to focus  the  attention  of  the 
House  on  human  rights  abuses. 

But  despite  his  intentions,  the 
amendment  will  do  great  harm  to  the 
very  people  it  purports  to  help.  And  the 
timing  of  the  amendment  could  not  be 
worse. 

Yes,  India  has  had  problems  with 
human  rights  in  the  past.  Yes,  there 
are  still  incidents.  But  this  nation — 
this  democracy— has  taken  exception- 
ally strong  steps  forward. 

India's  Human  Rights  Commission, 
headed  by  the  former  Supreme  Court 
Justice,  has  been  hailed  by  the  State 
Department  for  its  "significant 
progress  in  resolving  hiiman  rights 
problems." 

Freezing  developmental  assistance 
would  hurt  the  poorest  of  the  poor  in 
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India.  The  amendment  would  directly 
undermine  the  stated  objectives  of  In- 
dia's newly  elected  Prime  Minister  to 
improve  the  living  conditions  of  the 
country's  poorest  citizens. 

And  finally,  this  amendment  would 
be  an  enormous  blow  to  United  States- 
Indian  relations  at  the  very  moment 
when  we  should  be  strengthening  ties 
between  our  two  democracies. 

India  just  completed  a  historic  elec- 
tion. Nearly  a  tenth  of  the  entire  popu- 
lation of  the  globe  went  to  the  polls  in 
what  the  New  York  Times'  William 
Satire  called  "the  most  breathtaking 
example  of  government  by  people  in 
the  history  of  the  world." 

This  momentous  free  and  fair  elec- 
tion must  be  rewarded.  It  must  be  held 
out  as  a  shining  example  of  how  democ- 
racy can  work.  We  must  not  pass  a  pu- 
nitive anti-India  amendment  on  the 
heels  of  this  election. 

United  States-India  relations  are 
strong.  American  businesses  are  flour- 
ishing in  India.  Let's  send  the  world's 
most  populous  democracy  the  right 
message.  Let's  vote  for  progress  in 
India.  Let's  vote  for  democracy. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  oppose  the 
Burton  amendment. 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  listened  to 
much  of  the  debate.  I  am  amazed.  The 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton] 
is  only  seeking  to  freeze  the  aid  we 
give  India  at  this  year's  level.  All  he  is 
saying  is  what  we  are  giving  them  now 
is  what  we  will  give  them  next  year, 
which  means  they  are  going  to  get  S48 
million  in  this  particular  category. 

It  is  good  that  India  has  had  a  change 
of  government.  That  is  very  recent.  We 
ought  to  take  at  least  a  wait-and-see 
attitude,  and  give  them  a  year  to  per- 
form before  we  increase  the  aid,  bor- 
rowing money  which  we  do  not  have  to 
give  away  to  foreign  countries  which, 
like  this  one,  have  not  been  very  loyal 
supporters  of  the  United  States.  In 
fact,  they  have  been  charged  with  and 
have  been  found  to  have  committed  se- 
rious human  rights  abuses,  including 
the  extensive  taking  of  innocent 
human  life. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  jrield? 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  would  like  to  just  restate  what 
my  colleague  has  stated.  That  is  that 
we  are  not  cutting  aid  to  India.  We  are 
going  to  give  them  the  same  amoimt  of 
developmental  aid  we  did  last  year.  We 
are  just  not  giving  them  an  $8.3  million 
increase,  and  we  are  doing  that  to  send 
them  a  message.  A  lot  of  my  colleagues 
have  just  said  this  is  going  to  be  a  cat- 
aclysmic experience  if  we  do  this.  That 
does  not  make  any  sense.  My  col- 
leagues know  it. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  all  we 
want  to  do  is  send  a  signal  that  the 


United  States  will  not  tolerate  these 
human  rights  abuses.  Some  of  my  col- 
leagues have  talked  about  Libya  and 
other  terrorist  states  and  the  kinds  of 
human  rights  abuses  that  are  going  on 
there.  They  are  right,  there  are  hor- 
rible human  rights  abuses.  But  we  do 
not  give  them  aid.  Wherever  we  do  give 
aid  and  there  are  himian  rights  abuses, 
we  should  cut  that  aid  to  send  a  signal. 
We  are  our  brother's  keei)er. 

Almost  every  speaker  who  spoke  here 
tonight  has  admitted  there  are  human 
rights  abuses  in  Kashmir,  Punjab, 
Jagaland  and  elsewhere  in  India.  So  we 
know  what  is  going  on.  They  say  there 
is  a  human  rights  commission  in  India. 
What  would  you  expect  them  to  say? 
They  are  government-sponsored.  They 
are  going  to  say  things  are  getting  bet- 
ter. 

But  listen  to  what  the  paper  said  just 
last  week.  This  is  the  Washington  Post: 

Human  Rights  Watch  Asia  said  stace-spon- 
sored  militias  are  committing  grave  human 
rights  abuses.  Including  summary  execu- 
tions, torture,  and  Illegal  detention  in  the 
only  Muslim  majority  state  In  mostly  Hindu 
India,  and  It  Is  going  on  In  Punjab  as  well. 

Let  me  say  to  my  colleagues  one 
more  time:  Put  yourself  in  the  place  of 
people  who  live  in  Punjab,  Kashmir, 
Nagaland,  and  elsewhere  in  India.  You 
have  got  a  wife.  You  have  got  a  kid. 
You  have  got  a  son.  You  have  got  a 
husband.  They  take  your  husband  out 
in  the  middle  of  the  night  and  you  do 
not  see  him  again.  They  find  his  body 
in  a  canal  with  his  hands  wrapped  to- 
gether and  a  gag  in  his  mouth.  Your 
wife  is  taken  out  in  the  middle  of  the 
night,  they  hold  you  at  gunpoint  and 
they  take  her  out  and  gang  rape  her, 
because  they  know  it  is  going  to  hurt 
her  and  you  and  everybody  else,  be- 
cause of  your  Muslim  beliefs.  Those 
things  are  going  on  today.  They  take 
your  son  out  and  they  remove  a  kidney 
because  they  want  to  use  that  for 
somebody  that  needs  a  kidney  trans- 
plant, and  that  has  happened  as  well. 

These  are  not  happening  in  the  past, 
as  many  of  my  colleagues  have  said. 
They  are  going  on  today,  right  this 
minute.  There  are  550,000  troops  in 
Kashmir  and  Punjab,  and  these  things 
are  going  on  as  we  speak. 

a  2130 

So  I  just  want  to  say  to  my  col- 
leagues tonight,  if  you  care  about  your 
brothers  around  the  world,  if  you  care 
about  human  rights,  I  am  not  asking 
for  the  moon,  I  am  just  sasring,  do  not 
give  them  ajiy  more  money  than  you 
gave  them  last  year.  And  the  American 
taxpayers  will  applaud  you  for  it.  Be- 
cause they  do  not  want  you  to  give 
that  additional  money  anyhow.  And  all 
you  are  going  to  be  doing  by  cutting  a 
paltry  $8.3  million  is  sending  a  signal. 
We  do  not  want  any  more  gang  rapes 
for  women.  You  would  not  want  them 
in  the  United  States.  We  do  not  want 
any  torture,  throwing  people  in  canals 
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with  their  hands  bound  and  gagged.  We 
want  that  to  end,  we  want  your  govern- 
ment to  stop  these  things  and  if  you  do 
that,  we  will  applaud  you  and  we  will 
start  working  with  you. 

Mr.  MENENDEZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  rise  in 
strong  opposition  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  my  good  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton].  I 
know  the  hour  is  late  and  this  has  been 
debated,  but  we  are  talking  about  the 
largest  democracy  in  the  world  and  our 
relationship  with  that  democracy,  and 
a  new  government  that  is  being  elected 
there,  and  what  in  fact  we  do  has 
meaning  to  that  new  government,  and 
I  think  the  debate  is  important. 

Mr.  Chairman,  every  year  in  the  for- 
eign operations  authorization  bill. 
Members  are  presented  with  the  same 
amendment  to  punish  India,  a  secular 
democracy. 

It  is  wrong  to  vote  for  this  amend- 
ment this  year  in  particular.  India  has 
just  completed  its  11th  general  elec- 
tions. Mr.  Chafrman,  these  were  fair 
and  free  elections  in  which  over  350 
million  Indian  citizens  voted  and  elect- 
ed a  new  government. 

Speakers  for  this  amendment  will 
cite  examples  of  human  rights  abuses, 
cold  war,  dollars  to  many  of  previously 
cold  war  countries.  Well,  let  me  take 
this  opportunity  to  cite  examples  of  In- 
dian voters  who  rejected  the  agenda  of 
separatists  at  the  ballot  box  in  Punjab. 
In  this  state,  where  violence  was  com- 
mon in  the  1980s  and  early  1990s,  70  per- 
cent of  the  eligible  voters  chose  to  sup- 
port moderate  i>arties  over  separatist 
ones. 

In  Jammu  and  Kashmir,  approxi- 
mately 40  percent  of  the  eligible  voters 
defled  the  death  threats  of  armed  mili- 
tants to  cast  their  ballots.  In  many 
cases  these  militants  do  not  even  come 
from  Jammu  and  Kashmfr.  According 
to  the  State  Department's  "Global  Re- 
port on  Terrorism  for  1995,"  Pakistan 
was  the  base  for  many  terrorist  groups 
operating  in  Kashmir,  and  Indian  au- 
thorities have  detained  Mujahedin 
from  Sudan,  Afghanistan  and  Pakistan. 
These  are  the  same  types  of  militants 
who  are  still  holding  4  Western  hos- 
tages captive,  including  Donald 
Hutchings  of  Spokane,  Washington. 
The  same  militants  who  beheaded  a 
Norwegian  hostage  last  August. 

Why  is  this  amendment  to  cap  assist- 
ance to  the  world's  largest  democracy 
being  offered? 

The  Government  of  India  has  taken 
positive  steps  to  address  concerns 
raised  by  the  United  States  in  regards 
to  human  rights.  In  October  1993,  India 
established  a  National  Human  Rights 
Commission.  According  to  the  1995 
State  Department  Human  Rights  Re- 
I>ort  "the  National  Human  Rights  Com- 
mission continues  to  play  a  useful  role 
in  addressing  patterns  of  abuse,  as  well 


as  speciflc  abuses,  and  is  consolidating 
an  attitudinal  shift  toward  acknowl- 
edgement of  human  rights  problems." 

The  Terrorist  and  Disruptive  Activi- 
ties (Prevention)  Act,  special  security 
legislation  under  which  people  had 
been  held  without  charges,  was  allowed 
to  lapse  in  May  1995.  This  amendment 
tries  to  inflict  punishment  on  a  coun- 
try that  has  made  significant  progress 
in  resolving  its  human  rights  problems. 

Let  me  remind  Members  of  the  vio- 
lence that  exists  in  parts  of  India.  Sep- 
aratist militant  groups  and  terrorists 
caused  hundreds  of  deaths  in  1995. 
These  were  all  politically  motivated 
killings  that  targeted  civilians  and 
community  leaders  who  dared  to  call 
for  an  end  to  the  violence.  In  Kashmir, 
terrorist  threats  have  disrupted  the  ju- 
dicial system,  including  the  assassina- 
tion of  judges  and  witnesses.  Many  of 
these  armed  militants  support  seces- 
sion from  India  and  try  to  scuttle  any 
progress  towards  a  political  process 
and  dialog. 

By  supporting  this  amendment,  we 
would  only  be  hurting  ties  between  the 
United  States  and  India,  the  worlds 
two  largest  democracies.  The  punitive 
nature  of  this  amendment  would  only 
serve  to  isolate  India,  diminish  the 
prospects  for  constructive  dialog  and 
add  to  the  misery  of  the  poorest  and 
most  desperate  people  in  India. 

Isolation  of  India  would  eradicate  the 
potential  for  even  greater  economic 
and  political  changes  and  ties  between 
the  United  States  and  India.  So  let  us 
promote  democracy  in  India,  let  us 
continue  the  progress  that  we  have 
said  as  a  country  it  is  making  in 
human  rights.  Let  us  vote  against  the 
Burton  amendment. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  speak  for  30  sec- 
onds. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
simply  take  this  time  to  say  that  it  is 
my  understanding,  and  I  think  it  is  the 
understanding  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  and  the  gentleman  from  Ala- 
bama, that  if  discussion  ends  on  this 
amendment,  we  can  have  a  series  of 
votes  on  the  pending  amendments  and 
go  home  tonight,  and  I  would  urge  that 
we  do  that. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield,  I  think  that 
is  correct.  This  will  be  the  fourth  vote 
that  we  have  to  take  tonight,  and  it  is 
my  understanding  that  once  we  can 
end  debate  on  this  issue,  have  the  vote 
on  the  four  amendments  that  are  pend- 
ing, that  we  will  rise  for  the  night.  So 
I  am  hoping  that  we  can  begin  to  limit 
debate. 

The  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Obey]  told  me  just  a  few  minutes  ago 
that  maybe  we  ought  to  offer  a  bounty 
of  $10  to  anybody  who  says  something 


new.  I  do  not  think  we  would  stand  to 
lose  much  money  tonight,  because  ev- 
erything has  been  said,  but  neverthe- 
less, people  want  to  be  heard.  I  would 
encourage  my  colleagues  to  be  brief. 
We  are  not  going  to  change  any  votes 
at  this  late  in  the  night.  I  think  the 
amendment  is  going  to  be  soundly  de- 
feated, and  I  know  I  ajn  going  to  vote 
against  the  amendment,  and  I  know 
many  people  on  my  side  are  going  to 
vote  against  the  amendment,  but  I 
would  encourage  my  colleagues  to  be 
brief  in  their  remarks.  Instead  of  clos- 
ing, I  will  just  do  something  unique.  I 
am  going  to  submit  my  statement  for 
the  Record. 

Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield,  under  this 
open  rule,  we  have  approximately  at 
this  point  8  Members  who  wanted  to 
speak.  However,  we  have  reached  an 
agreement  on  our  side  because  of  the 
late  hour,  we  have  agreed  to  have  two 
more  speakers  for  3  minutes  apiece,  if 
that  is  okay  with  the  chairman. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  With  that,  then  I 
would  like  to  also  request  for  our  side, 
we  will  limit  it  to  one  more,  and  after, 
that,  I  will  just  submit  mine  for  the 
Recx}RD.  So  I  will  assume  that  on  our 
side  that  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Cunningham]  will  be  the  last. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  many  Sikhs  in 
my  district  and,  like  I  said,  nothing 
has  been  said  new  except  that  the  Bulls 
are  going  to  win  tonight  and  you  can 
pay  me  my  $10,  Sonny. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  atrocities  have 
gone  on  long  enough.  India  has  been 
anti-American.  I  support  the  amend- 
ment strongly. 

Mr.  ENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Let  me  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  that 
$10  offer  is  very  tempting,  but  I  just 
want  to  make  a  brief  statement.  I  will 
not  take  all  of  my  time. 

First  of  all,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
this  amendment.  I  think  as  people  have 
said,  it  is  ill-timed  and  it  is  the  wrong 
amendment  at  the  wrong  time.  The 
people  who  raise  the  cold  war.  the  cold 
war  is  over,  the  Soviet  Union  has  col- 
lapsed. We  do  not  have  a  cold  war  any- 
more, it  is  a  whole  new  ball  game  and 
I  do  not  think  we  ought  to  dwell  on  the 
past. 

India  and  the  United  States  are  de- 
veloping a  very  good  relationship.  It 
has  been  said  it  is  the  two  greatest  de- 
mocracies in  the  world,  and  I  think 
again  that  India  showed  in  the  past 
several  weeks  that  it  is  a  democracy.  A 
government  was  elected,  that  govern- 
ment was  unpopular,  it  was  doing  some 
impopular  things,  the  government  fell, 
and  a  new  government  was  put  in 
place,  all  in  a  democratic  way.  That  is 
something  that  we  wish  the  rest  of  the 
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world  could  do.  That  is  one  of  our  stat- 
ed policy  aims.  We  want  to  increase  de- 
mocracy in  the  world.  We  want  to  pro- 
mote democraxjy  in  the  world. 

When  400  million  people  participate 
in  an  election  in  India,  I  can  think  of 
nothing  greater  than  to  say  that  de- 
mocracy works.  They  are  making 
progress  in  human  rights,  there  have 
been  difQculties,  no  one  denies  that, 
but  they  are  making  progress.  And 
United  States  investment  in  India 
being  $5  billion,  this  would  just  cut  58 
million  to  the  poorest  people  in  India, 
the  people  that  really  need  our  help. 

So  I  think  that  again,  the  United 
States  and  India  need  to  look  to  the  fu- 
ture. The  United  States  has  worked 
with  India;  India  has  been  working 
with  the  United  States.  Let  us  not  go 
backwards,  let  us  move  forwards.  This 
is  a  good  investment  in  democracy;  it 
is  a  good  investment  in  United  States- 
India  relations,  and  we  ought  not  to 
cut  it. 

Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  3rield. 

Mr.  ENGEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MEEHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  realize  that  the  hour 
is  late,  but  you  know,  it  is  only  so 
often  we  get  an  open  rule,  so  if  I  am 
going  to  be  here  at  this  time  I  might  as 
well  take  this  opportunity. 

I  just  want  to  rise  to  voice  my  oppo- 
sition to  this  amendment.  Each  year 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Bur- 
ton] finds  it  necessary  to  offer  the 
same  amendment  to  cut  foreign  assist- 
ance to  India.  Fortunately  each  year 
this  amendment  fails,  and  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  vote  against  this  amend- 
ment and  defeat  it  again  this  year. 

India  is  the  largest  democracy  in  the 
world  and  continually  displays  its  com- 
mitment to  democratic  principles.  Re- 
cently 350  million  people  exercised 
their  right  to  direct  the  future  of  their 
country  by  voting  in  democratic  elec- 
tions. India  has  maintained  its  alle- 
giance to  freedom  and  democracy. 

Understandably,  this  amendment  is 
being  offered  to  punish  India  because  of 
the  coxmtry's  poor  human  rights 
record.  However,  India  has  taken  steps 
to  improve  its  record  and  continues  to 
do  so.  The  Indian  Government  has  al- 
lowed the  United  Nations  offices,  the 
Western  media  and  the  Red  Cross  into 
many  regions  to  document  their  suc- 
cess. 

Furthermore,  we  will  not  improve 
the  government's  record  on  human 
rights  by  cutting  aid,  which  will  cause 
thousands  of  Indias  residents  to  suffer. 
As  Representatives  of  this  Congress,  we 
must  be  aware  of  our  message  on  this 
vote  and  what  it  will  send  to  nations 
struggling  for  democracy,  to  invest  it 
in  the  United  States  and  abroad.  Cut- 
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ting  development  assistance  or  making 
aid  conditional  on  unwarranted  prem- 
ises will  stigmatize  India  and  make  it 
less  attractive  to  businesses  and  devel- 
opment that  that  country  desperately 
needs.  It  is  our  responsibility  to  help 
invest  in  and  help  stabilize  any  nation 
willing  to  let  citizens  live  in  freedom 
and  participate  in  government.  Let  us 
show  our  support  for  the  largest  de- 
mocracy of  the  world  and  vote  against 
the  Burton  amendment,  and  I  thank 
the  majority  for  having  an  open  rule.  It 
is  seldom  that  we  get  this  opportunity. 
Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  strike  the  req- 
uisite number  of  words. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama? 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  may 
I  respond  to  the  gentleman  that  it  was 
not  my  idea  to  have  an  open  rule,  but 
nevertheless,  I  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  going  to  urge  the 
Members  to  vote  against  the  amend- 
ment and  remind  the  Members  that  we 
have  four  pending  amendments  that 
will  be  voted  on  before  we  rise.  We  have 
the  Obey  amendment  No.  1,  Obey 
amendment  No.  2,  Radanovich  and  the 
Burton  amendments,  and  the  conmiit- 
tee  and  I  would  urge  a  "no"  vote  on  all 
four  amendments. 

Mr.  MEEHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  today  I  rise  to 
voice  my  opposition  to  this  amendment.  Each 
year,  Mr.  Burton  finds  it  necessary  to  offer 
the  same  amendment  to  cut  foreign  assist- 
ance to  India.  Fortunately,  each  year,  this 
amendment  fails.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join 
me  again  this  year  to  defeat  it. 

India  is  the  largest  democracy  in  the  world 
and  continually  displays  its  commitment  to 
Democratic  principles.  In  recent  countrywide 
Presidential  elections,  preliminary  results  show 
that  over  350  million  people  exercised  their 
right  to  direct  the  future  of  their  country  by  vot- 
ing. India  has  maintained  its  allegiance  to  free- 
dom and  democracy  despite  being  surrounded 
by  autocratic  regimes  and  unstable  goverrv 
ments. 

Villages  in  India  need  outside  aid  to  help 
foster  their  citizens'  entry  into  modem  living; 
75  percent  of  all  the  bikes  and  portable  radios 
sold  in  India  are  sold  in  small  villages.  Sixty 
percent  of  all  the  table  fans,  sewing  machines, 
bath  soaps,  and  wristwatches  are  t>eing 
bought  by  people  who  live  in  isolated  areas 
that  are  years  tjehind  in  technology. 

Reports  show  that  foreign  aid  dollars  can 
translate  Into  lower  mortality  rates,  higher 
gross  domestic  product  levels  and  higher  lit- 
eracy rates.  Cun-ently,  health  and  medical 
conditions  are  so  poor  in  parts  of  India  that  40 
percent  of  the  women  in  India  die  in  childbirth, 
50  percent  of  all  children  are  undernourished, 
and  50  percent  of  all  polio  patients  die  for  lack 
of  vaccinations.  Food  security  is  still  a  national 
security  concem  in  this  country — if  this  aid  is 
cut  thousands  will  go  hungry,  many  more 
coukj  die. 

This  amendment  is  being  offered  to  punish 
India  because  of  the  country's  poor  human 
rights  record.  However,  India  has  taken  steps 


to  improve  this  record  and  continues  to  do  so. 
The  Indian  Govemment  has  allowed  United 
Nations  officers,  westem  media,  and  the  Red 
Cross  into  many  regions  to  document  their 
progress.  Furthermore,  we  will  not  improve  the 
Government's  record  on  human  rights  by  cut- 
ting aid  that  will  cause  thousands  of  India's 
citizens  to  suffer. 

As  Representatives  to  the  United  States 
Congress,  we  must  be  aware  of  the  message 
our  vote  on  this  issue  will  send  to  nations 
struggling  for  democracy  and  to  investors  in 
the  United  States  and  abroad.  Cutting  devel- 
opment assistance  or  making  aid  conditional 
on  unwan^nted  premises  will  stigmatize  India 
and  make  it  less  attractive  to  the  businesses 
and  development  the  country  desperately 
needs. 

As  our  worid  grows  smaller,  it  is  to  our  re- 
sponsibility to  help  invest  in  and  help  stabilize 
any  nation  willing  to  let  her  citizens  live  in 
freedom  and  partkapate  in  govemment. 

Let's  show  our  support  for  the  largest  de- 
mocracy in  the  worid.  Vote  against  the  Burton 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote  and  pending  that, 
I  make  a  point  of  order  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  further  proceedings  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Burton]  will  be  post- 
poned. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 

SEQUENTIAL  VOTES  POSTPONED  W  COMMITTEE 
OF  THE  WHOLE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  proceedings  will  now  resume  on 
those  amendments  on  which  further 
proceedings  were  postponed  in  the  fol- 
lowing order:  Amendment  No.  29  by  Mr. 
Obey  of  Wisconsin;  amendment  No  30 
by  Mr.  Obey  of  Wisconsin;  amendment 
No.  67  by  Mr.  Radanovich  of  California; 
and  amendment  No.  5  by  Mr.  Burton  of 
Indiana. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  OBEY 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]  on 
which  further  proceedings  were  post- 
poned and  on  which  the  noes  prevailed 
by  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  redesignate  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  redesignated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  191,  noes  231, 
not  voting  12,  as  follows: 
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[Roll  No.  215] 

Franks  (CT) 

Latham 

Reed 

Frellnfhuysen 

LaTourette 

Regula 

AYES— 191 

Frlsa 

Laughlln 

Richardson 

Abercromble 

Goodlatte 

Pallone 

Frost 

Lazlo 

Roberts 

Ackerman 

Goodllng 

Pastor 

Gallegly 

Leach 

Rogers 

Andrews 

Gordon 

Payne  (NJ) 

Ganske 

Levin 

Rose 

Baldaccl 

Green  (TX) 

Payne  (VA) 

Gekas 

Lewis  (CA) 

Roth 

Baicla 

Greenwood 

Pelosl 

Geren 

Lewis  (KY) 

Salmon 

Barrett  (NE) 

GundersoD 

Peterson  (MN) 

GUchrest 

Llghtfoot 

Sawyer 

Barrett  (WI) 

Gutierrez 

Petri 

GUlmor 

Llnder 

Saxton 

Bass 

Hall  (OH) 

Pomeroy 

GUman 

Livingston 

Schaefer 

Becerra 

Hall  (TX) 

Porter 

Gonzalez 

Longley 

Scott 

BellensoD 

Harman 

Portman 

Goss 

Lucas 

Seastrand 

Bermas 

HlUeary 

Poshard 

Graham 

Maloney 

Shadegg 

BUbray 

HlUlard 

Qulnn 

Greene  (UT) 

Man  ton 

Shaw 

Blumenauer 

Hinchey 

Rahall 

Gutknecht 

Manzullo 

Slslsky 

Blate 

Hoekstra 

Rams  tad 

Hamilton 

Martinez 

Skeen 

Bonlor 

Horn 

Ran^el 

Hancock 

Mascara 

Skelton 

Boucher 

Hostettler 

RlCgs 

Hansen 

McCollum 

Smith  (NJ) 

Brown  (CA) 

Hoyer 

Rivers 

Hasten 

McCrery 

Smith  (TX) 

Brown  (OH) 

Jackson  (IL) 

Roemer 

Hastings  (FL) 

McHale 

Smith  (WA) 

Brownback 

Jacobs 

Rohrabacher 

Hastings  (WA) 

McHugh 

Solomon 

Bryant  (TX) 

Jefferson 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Hayes 

Mclnnls 

Souder 

Campbell 

Johnson  (SD) 

Roukema 

Hayworth 

Mcintosh 

Spence 

Cardln 

Johnston 

Roybal-Allard 

Hefley 

McKeon 

Steams 

Chabot 

Jones 

Royce 

Hefner 

Meek 

Stockman 

Cbapman 

Kaptur 

Rush 

Helneman 

Meyers 

Stump 

Clay 

Kaslch 

Sabo 

Herger 

Mica 

Tanner 

Clement 

Kennelly 

Sanders 

Hobson 

Miller  (FL) 

Tate 

Collins  (IL) 

Klldee 

Sanford 

Hoke 

Mollnan 

Tauzin 

CoUlns  (MI) 

Kleczka 

Schroeder 

Holden 

MoUoban 

Taylor  (MS) 

Condlt 

Klug 

Schomer 

Houghton 

Montgomery 

Taylor  (NO 

Conyers 

LaFalce 

Sensenbrenner 

Hunter 

Moorhead 

Tejeda 

Cooley 

LaHood 

Serrano 

Hutchinson 

Munha 

Thomas 

Costello 

Lantos 

Shays 

Hyde 

Myers 

Thomberrj- 

Coyne 

Lewis  (GA) 

Shuster 

Inglls 

Myrlck 

TorrlceUl 

Cummlngs 

Llplnskl 

SkaEg:s 

Istook 

Nethercutt 

Traflcant 

Cunnlntrbam 

LoBlondo 

Slaughter 

Johnson  (CT) 

Ney 

Vucanovich 

Danner 

Lofjren 

.Smith  (MI) 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Norwood 

Walker 

DeFazlo 

Lowey 

Spratt 

Johnson.  Sam 

Nussle 

Walsh 

DeLauro 

Luther 

Stark 

Kan}orskl 

Ortiz 

Watts  (OK) 

Dellams 

Markey 

Stenholm 

Kelly 

Oxley 

Weldon  (FL) 

Dicks 

Martini 

Stokes 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Packard 

Weldon  (PA) 

Dlngell 

Matsul 

Stupak 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Parker 

White 

Dtxon 

McCarthy 

Talent 

Kim 

Pazon 

Whltneld 

Dowett 

McDennott 

Thompson 

King 

Peterson  (FL) 

Wicker 

Dooley 

McKlnney 

Thnrman 

Kingston 

Pickett 

WUson 

Duncan 

McNulty 

Tldhrt 

Kllnk 

Pombo 

Wolf 

Durbln 

Meehan 

Torklldsen 

KnoUenberg 

Pryce 

Young  (AK) 

Ehlers 

Menendez 

Torres 

Kolbe 

()ulllen 

Young  (FL) 

Ensl^ 

Metcalf 

Towns 

Laigent 

ZeUfr 

Esboo 

MiUender- 

Upton 

NOT  VOTING— 12 

Evans 

McDonald 

Velazquez 

Fattah 

Miller  (CA) 

Vento 

Allard 

Jackson-Lee 

Schlff 

Fazio 

Mtnre 

Vlsclosky 

Browder 

(TX) 

Stadds 

Fllner 

Mink 

Volkmer 

Flake 

Lincoln 

Thornton 

Moakley 

Warap 

Gephardt 

McDade 

Yates 

Foglletta 

Moran 

Ward 

Scartoroogh 

Foley 

MoreUa 

Waters 

Ford 

Nadler 

Watt  (NO 

D  2204 

Fox 

Neal 

Wazman 

Frank  (MA) 

Neumann 

Weller 

The  Clerk  announced 

the  following 

Franks  (NJ) 

Oberstar 

Williams 

pairs: 

Funderburk 

Obey 

Wise 

On  this  vote: 

Furse 

Olver 

Woolsey 

Gejdenson 

Orton 

Wynn 

Mr.  Yates  for,  with  Mr.  McDade  against. 

Gibbons 

Owens 

Zlmmer 

Ms.  Jackson-Lee  of  Texas  for.  with  Mr. 

Scarborough  against. 

NOES— 231 

Messrs.  DEUTSCH,  HEINEMAN,  and 

Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 

Bunnlng 

Burr 

Barton 

Cubln 
Davis 
de  la  Garza 

DOOLITTT.R  and  Mrs.  CUBIN  changed 
their  vote  from  "aye"  to  "no.'" 

Baesler 

Buyer 

Deal 

Messrs.   SKAGGS.  SMl'l'H  of  Michi- 

Baker (CA) 

Callahan 

DeLay 

gan,  and  WAMP.  Mrs.  LOWEY  and  Mrs. 

Baker  (LA) 

Ballen^r 

Ban- 

Calvert 

Camp 

Canady 

Deut.sch 

Dlaz-Balan 

Dickey 

ROUKEMA,  and  Mr.  SERRANO  and  Mr. 
GREENWOOD  changed  their  vote  from 

Bartlett 

Castle 

DooUttle 

"no"  to  "aye." 

Barton 

Chambllss 

Doman 

So  the  amendment  was 

rejected. 

Bateman 
Bentsen 

Chenoweth 
Christensen 

Doyle 
Dreler 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 

Bereuter 

Cairysler 

Dunn 

as  above  recorded. 

Bevlll 

Clayton 

Edwards 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  OBEY 

BUlrakls 
Bishop 

Clln«:er 
Clybum 

Ehrllch 
Emerson 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The 

pending  busi- 

BlUey 

Coble 

En«rel 

ness  is  the  demand  for  a 

recorded  vote 

Boehlert 

Cobum 

English 

on  amendment  No.  30  offered  by  the 

Boehoer 
Boollla 

Coleman 
Collins  (GA) 

Everett 
Ewlng 

gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey] 

Bono 

Combest 

Fair 

on    which 

further    proceedings    were 

Bonkl 

Cox 

FaweU 

postponed  and  on  which  the  noes  pre- 

Brewster 
Brown  (FL) 
Bryant  (TN) 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Fields  (LA) 
Fields  (TX) 
Forbes 

vailed  by  voice  vote. 
The     Clerk     will     redesignate     the 

Bunn 

Cremeans 

Fowler 

amendment. 

The  Clerk  redesignated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  V(3TE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  This  is  a  5-minute 
vote. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  240,  noes  181. 
not  voting  13,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  216] 
AYES— 240 


.\bercromble 

Ackerman 

Andrews 

Baesler 

Baldaccl 

Ballenger 

Barcla 

Barrett  (NE) 

Barrett  (WT) 

Bass 

Becerra 

BellensoD 

Bentsen 

Berman 

Bevlll 

Bllbray 

Bishop 

Blumenauer 

Blute 

Bonlor 

Borskl 

Boucher 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TX) 

Calvert 

C^amp 

Campbell 

Cardln 

Castle 

Chabot 

Chapman 

Chenoweth 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

Coble 

CoUlns  (IL) 

CoUlns  (MI) 

Condlt 

Conyers 

Cooley 

CosteUo 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cubln 

Cummlngs 

Cunningham 

Danner 

DeFazlo 

DeLauro 

DeUums 

Dlaz-Biiart 

Dicks 

Dlngell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Dooley 

Doyle 

Duncan 

Ehlers 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Fattah 

FaweU 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

FUner 

Flanagan 

FogUetta 

Foley 

Ford 

Fowler 


Fox 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frellnghuysen 

Frost 

Funderburk 

Furse 

Celdenson 

Gibbons 

GUchrest 

Goodlatte 

GoodUng 

Gordon 

Green  (TX) 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutierrez 

Gutknecht 

HaU(OH) 

HaU(TX) 

Hancock 

Harman 

HefOer 

BiUeary 

HUllard 

Hinchey 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Holden 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Hoyer 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jacobs 

Jefferson 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Johnston 

Jones 

Kaptur 

Kaslch 

KenneUy 

Klldee 

Kleczka 

KUsk 

King 

LaFalce 

LaHood 

Lantos 

LaTourette 

Lazlo 

Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  (GA) 

Llplnskl 

LoBlondo 

Lotgren 

Longley 

Lowey 

Luther 

Maloney 

Manzullo 

Markey 

Martul 

Mascara 

Matsul 

McCarthy 

McDermott 

McKlnney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Menendez 

Mica 

MlUender- 

McDonald 
Miller  (CA) 
Mlnge 
Mink 
Moran 


MorelU 

Nadler 

Neumann 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Orton 

Owens 

PaUooe 

Pastor 

Payne  (NJ) 

Payne  (VA) 

Pelosl 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Porter 

Portman 

Poahard 

Piyoe 

Qolan 

RahaU 

Ramstad 

Rangel 

Regula 

Rlggs 

Riven 

Robertt 

Roemer 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Roukema 

Roybal-Allard 

Royoe 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sanford 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Schnmer 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Shays 

Shuster 

Skaggs 

Slaughter 

Smith  (MI) 

Spratt 

Stark 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stokes 

Stupak 

Talent 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurman 

Tlahrt 

Torklldsen 

Torres 

TorrloeUl 

Towns 

Traflcant 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Vlsclosky 

Volkmer 

Wamp 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Wazman 

Weldon  (FL) 
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Weller 
Whltneld 
Will  urns 


Archer 

Armey 

Bacbus 

B^er  (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Barr 

Bartlett 

Barton 

Bateman 

Bereuter 

Blllrakls 

BlUey 

Boeblen 

Boehner 

Bonllla 

Bono 

Brewster 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bonn 

Rnnning- 

Bnrr 

Burton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Canady 

Chambllss 

Chnstensen 

Chrysler 

Cllnger 

Clybum 

Cobura 

Coleman 

CoUlns  (GA) 

Combest 

Cox 

Davis 

de  laGana. 

Deal 

DeLay 

Deutsch 

Dickey 

DooUttle 

Doman 

Dreler 

Dunn 

Durbln 

Edwards 

EhrUch 

Emerson 

Encel 

English 

Everett 

Ewlng 

Fair 

Fields  (TX) 

Forbes 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (CTT) 

Frlsa 

Gallegly 

Ganske 


AUard 

Browder 

Ensign 

Flake 

Gephardt 
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wise 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

NOES— 181 

Gekas 

Geren 

Glllmor 

Gllnian 

Gonzalez 

Coss 

Graham 

Greene  (UT) 

Hamilton 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Heney 

Helneman 

Herger 

Hoke 

Houghton 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglls 

Istook 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson.  Sam 

Kanjorskl 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Kaollenberg 

Kolbe 

Largent 

Latham 

Laoghlln 

Uwls  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Llghtfoot 

Llnder 

Livingston 

Lucas 

Manton 

Martinez 

McCollum 

McCrery 

McHale 

McHugh 

Mclnnls 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Meek 

Metcalf 

Meyers 

Miller  (FL) 

Moakley 

Mollnarl 

Mollohan 


Zlmmer 


Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Martha 

Myers 

Myrlck 

Neal 

Nethercutt 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

(Jrtlz 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Pazon 

Peterson  (FL) 

Pickett 

QuUlen 

Radanovlch 

Reed 

Richardson 

Rogers 

Rose 

Roth 

Salmon 

Saxton 

Schaefer 

Scott 

Sbadegg 

Shaw 

Slslsky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Sender 

Spence 

Stump 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tauzln 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO 

Tejeda 

Thombeny 

Vucanovlch 

Walker 

Walsh 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon  (PA) 

White 

Wicker 

Wilson 

Woir 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

Zeliff 


NOT  VOTING— 13 


Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Lincoln 
McDade 
Scarborough 

D  2212 


Schlff 
Studds 
Thornton 
Yates 


The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Yates  for,  with  Mr.  McDade  against. 

Messrs.  CASTLE,  GUNDERSON,  and 
WHITFIELD  Changed  their  vote  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  RADANOVICH 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman firom  California  [Mr.  Radano 
viCH]    on    which    further    proceedings 


were  postponed  and  on  which  the  noes 
prevailed  by  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  designate  the  stmend- 
ment. 

The  Clerk  designated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  This  is  a  5-minute 
vote. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were— ayes  268,  noes  153, 
not  voting  13,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  217] 
AYE&-268 


Abercromble 

Ackerman 

Andrews 

Bachus 

Baesler 

Baker (CA) 

Baldaccl 

Barcla 

Barrett  (NE) 

Bartlett 


Becerra 

Bentsen 

Bllbray 

Blllrakls 

BlUey 

Blumenauer 

Blute 

Boehner 

Bonlor 

Bono 

Borskl 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bayer 

Calvert 

Camp 

Canady 

Carxlln 

Cmabot 

Chenoweth 

Chnstensen 

Clay 

Clayton 

Coble 

Cobom 

CoUlns  (GA) 

CoUlns  (XL) 

CoUlns  (MI) 

Condlt 

Conyers 

Cooley 

Costello 

Cox 

Coyne 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cubln 

Cummlngs 

Cunningham 

Danner 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

DeFazlo 

DeLauro 

Deutsch 

Dlaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dlngell 

DlXOD 

Dooley 

DooUttle 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreler 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Durbln 

EhrUch 

Engel 


English 
Ensign 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Fan- 
Fat  tah 
FaweU 
Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 
FUner 
Flanagan 
Foglletta 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fowler 
Fox 

Frank  (MA) 
Franks  (CT) 
Franks  (NJ) 
Frellnghoysen 
Frlsa 

Funderburk 
Furse 
Ganske 
Cejdenson 
GUchrest 
Gllman 
Goodlatte 
Cordon 
Greene  (UT) 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall  (OH) 
HaU(TX) 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Heney 
Hefner 
HlUeary 
HUUard 
Hlnchey 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Inglls 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson  (CT) 
Johnston 
Jones 
Kanjorskl 
Kaptur 
Kelly 

Kennedy  (MA) 
Kennedy  (RI) 
KenneUy 
KUdee 
Kim 

Kingston 
Kleczka 
KUnk 
Klug 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Laotos 


Largent 

LaTourette 

Lazlo 

Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  (GA> 

Llplnskl 

LoBlondo 

Lofgren 

Lowey 

Luther 

Maloney 

Manton 

Markey 

Martinez 

Martini 

Mascara 

Matsul 

McCarthy 

McCoUum 

McHale 

McHugh 

Mclnnls 

McKeon 

McKtnney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Menendez 

Mica 

MlUender- 

McDooald 
Miller  (CA) 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollnarl 
Mollohan 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Myrlck 
Nadler 
Neal 

Neumann 
Ney 

Norwood 
Nussle 
Olver 
Orton 
Owens 
PaUone 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne  (NJ) 
Pelosl 

Peterson  (MN) 
Petri 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Pryce 
Qulnn 
Radanovlch 
Rams  tad 
Rangel 
Reed 
Rlggs 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Ros-Lehtlnen 
Rose 

Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 


Royce 

Rush 

Salmon 

Sanders 

Saxton 

Scarborough 

Schumer 

Scott 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Shadegg 

Slslsky 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (WA) 

Souder 

Stark 


Archer 
Armey 
Baker  (LA) 
Ballenger 
Ban- 
Barrett  (WI) 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bellenson 
Bereuter 
Berman 
BevlU 
Bishop 
Boehlert 
BonlUa 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Bryant  (TX) 
Bunn 
Bunntng 
Bun- 
Burton 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Castle 
Chambllss 
(Chapman 
Chrysler 
Clement 
CUnger 
Clybum 
Coleman 
Combest 
Cramer 
Crane 
Deal 
DeLay 
Delloms 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewlng 
Fields  (TX) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
(Sekas 
Geren 
Gibbons 


AUard 
Browder 
Flake 
Gephardt 


St«ams 

Stockman 

Stokes 

Stupak 

Talent 

Tate 

Tauzln 

Thomas 

Thurman 

Tlahrt 

TorkUdsen 

Torres 

TorrlceUl 

Towns 

Traflcant 

Upton 

Velazquez 


June  5,  1996 

Vlsclosky 

Volkmer 

Vucanovlch 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

WlUlams 

Wolf 

Woolsey 

Zeliff 

Zlmmer 


NOES— 153 

Glllmor 

Gonzalez 

GoodUng 

Goss 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

Gonderson 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Harman 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hastings  (WA) 

Helneman 

Herger 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hyde 

Istook 

Jackson  (ID 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson,  E.  B. 

Johnson.  Sam 

Kaslch 

King 

KnoUenberg 

Kolbe 

Latham 

Laughlln 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Llghtfoot 

Llnder 

Livingston 

Longley 

Lucas 

ManzuUo 

McCrery 

McDermott 

Meek 

Meyers 

MlUer  (FL) 

Mlnge 

Montgomery 

Murtha 

Myers 

Nethercutt 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Ortiz 

Oxley 

NOT  VOTING— 13 


Packard 

Parker 

Payne  (VA) 

Peterson  (FL) 

Pickett 

Pomeroy 

(3ulUen 

Rahall 

Regula 

Richardson 

Roberts 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Roth 

Sabo 

Sanford 

Sawyer 

Schaefer 

Schroeder 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

Skaggs 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (TX) 

Solomon 

Spence 

Spratt 

Stenholm 

Stump 

Tanner 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NC) 

Tejeda 

Thompson 

Thombeny 

Vento 

Walker 

Ward 

Waxman 

White 

Whltneld 

Wicker 

Wilson 

Wise 

Wynn 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 


Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Lincoln 
McDade 
Mcintosh 

D  2220 


Metcalf 

Schlff 

Studds 

Thornton 

fates 


Mr.  SAXTON  and  Mr.  BALDACCI 
changed  their  vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan  changed  his 
vote  from  "aye"  to  "no." 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  DE  LA  GARZA.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
rollcall  vote  No.  217,  my  intention  was 
to  vote  "no".  I  inadvertently  pressed 
the  "aye"  button.  I  ask  that  the 
Record  reflect  accordingly. 
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PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  TORRES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  that 
the  Record  reflect  my  strong  support 
of  the  Bonior-Radanovich  amendment 
to  the  foreign  operations  bill. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  HEINEMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  June  5, 
1996,  due  to  an  error,  I  was  incorrectly  re- 
corded on  the  Radanovlch  amendment  to  H.R. 
3540,  the  fiscal  year  1997  Foreign  Operations 
appropriations  bill.  The  record  reflects  a  "no" 
vote  on  rollcall  vote  No.  217.  I  request  the 
record  reflect  I  intended  to  vote  "yes"  and  em- 
phasize my  strong  condemnation  regarding 
the  atrocities  that  were  committed  against  the 
Armenian  people  by  the  Ottoman  Empire  from 
1915  to  1923.  Turkey  should  acknowledge 
that  these  atrocities  occun-ed  and  until  they 
do,  the  United  States  should  limit  the  amount 
of  assistance  that  is  given  to  them. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BLUTON  OF 
INDIANA 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton]  on 
which  further  proceedings  were  post- 
poned and  on  which  the  noes  prevailed 
by  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  redesignate  the 
amendment. 

The  clerk  redesignated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  127,  noes  296, 
not  voting  11,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  218] 
AYES— 127 


Baker  (CA) 

BaUenger 

BarcU 

Barrett  (NE) 

Bartlett 

Barton 

Bllbray 

Blllrakls 

Bonlor 

Bryant  (TN) 

Running 

Burton 
Buyer 
Canady 
(Hienoweth 
Chnstensen 
Cobum 
CoUlns  (GA) 
CoUlns  (MI) 
Combest 
Condlt 
Cooley 
CosteUo 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cubln 

Cunningham 
Danner 
Deal 
DeFazlo 
Dlaz-Balart 
Dickey 
DooUttle 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ewlng 
Fan- 
Fazio 
FogUetU 


(Jeren 

Glllmor 

GoodUng 

HaU(TX) 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hefley 

Helneman 

Herger 

HlUeary 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Hostettler 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Inglls 

Istook 

Jacobs 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

King 

Klog 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Lewis  (KTi') 

Llplnskl 

Martinez 

Mclnnls 

McKeon 

Metcalf 

MlUer  (CA) 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Myers 


Neumann 

Nussle 

Orton 

Owens 

Parker 

Paxon 

Payne  (NJ) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Pombo 

Porter 

Poshard 

QulUen 

Qulnn 

Radanovlch 

Ramstad 

Roberts 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Roth 

Salmon 

Schaefer 

Seastrand 

Shadegg 

Shays 

Shuster 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 

Tanner 

Tate 

Taylor  (MS) 

Tlahrt 

Torres 

TomcelU 

Traflcant 

Vucanovlch 

Walker 


Wamp 

Watts  (OK) 
Wilson 


Abercromble 
Ackerman 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker (LA) 
Baldaccl 
Ban- 
Barrett  (WI) 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bellenson 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
BevlU 
Bishop 
BlUey 

Blumenauer 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
BonlUa 
Bono 
Borskl 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brown  (CA) 
Brown  (FL) 
Brown  (OH) 
Brownback 
Bryant  (TX) 
Bunn 
Burr 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cardln 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambllss 
Chapman 
Chrysler 
CUy 
Clayton 
Clement 
CUnger 
Clybum 
Coble 
Coleman 
CoUlns  (IL) 
Conyers 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cremeans 
Cummlngs 
Davis 

de  la  Garza 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dellums 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dlngell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doman 
Doyle 
Dreler 
Durbln 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
EhrUch 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Ensign 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Fattah 
FaweU 
Fields  (LA) 
Fields  (TX) 
FUner 


Wolf 

Young  (FL) 
Zeliff 

NOES— 296 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Ford 

Fowler 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frellnghuysen 

Frlsa 

Frost 

Funderburk 

Fune 

GaUegly 

Ganske 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gibbons 

GUchrest 

Gllman 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Gordon 

Goss 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

Greene  (UT) 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutierrez 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (OH) 

HamUton 

Haiman 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hayworth 

Hefher 

HUUard 

Hlnchey 

Hobson 

Horn 

Houghton 

Hoyer 

Hyde 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jefferson 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Johnston 

Kanjorskl 

Kaptur 

Kaslch 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (HA) 

Kennedy  (RI) 

KenneUy 

KUdee 

Kim 

Kingston 

Kleczka 

KUnk 

KnoUenberg 

Kolbe 

LaFalce 

LaHood 

Lantos 

Laughlln 

Lazlo 

Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (GA) 

Llghtfoot 

Llnder 

Livingston 

LoBlondo 

Lofgren 

Longley 

Lowey 

Lucas 

Luther 

Maloney 

Manton 

ManzuUo 

Markey 

Bunini 

Mascara 

Matsul 

McCarthy 


Zlmmer 


McCoUum 

McCrery 

McDermott 

McHale 

McHugh 

Mcintosh 

McKlnney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Meyers 

Mica 

MlUender- 
McDonald 

MUler  (FL) 

Mlnge 

Mink 

Moakley 

Mollnarl 

Mollohan 

Moran 

Morella 

Munha 

Myrlck 

Nadler 

Neal 

Nethercutt 

Ney 

Norwood 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Ortiz 

Oxley 

Packard 

PaUone 

Pastor 

Payne  (VA) 

Pelosl 

Peterson  (FL) 

Petrt 

Pickett 

Pomeroy 

Portman 

Pryce 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Reed 

Regula 

Richardson 

Rlggs 

Rivers 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rose 

Roukema 

Roybal-Allard 

Royce 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sanford 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Scarborough 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Shaw 

Slslsky 

Skaggs 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (TX) 

Souder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Stark 

Steams 

Stokes 

Stupak 

Talent 

Tauzln 

Taylor  (NO 

Tejeda 


Thomas 

Thompson 

Thomberry 

Thurman 

TorkUdsen 

Towns 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 


AUard 

Browder 

Flake 

Gephardt 


Vlsclosky 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Ward 
Waters 
Watt  (NC) 
Waxman 
Weldon  (FL) 
Weldon  (PA) 

NOT  VOTING— 11 


WeUer 

White 

Whltneld 

Wicker 

WilUams 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Young  (AK) 


Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Lincoln 
McDade 


Schlff 
Studds 
Thornton 
Yates 


D  2228 

Mr.  SHADEGG  changed  his  vote  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

D  2230 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
commend  the  Chair  for  his  profes- 
sionalism today  and  his  tolerance. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  that  the  Com- 
mittee do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose; 
and  the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Tay- 
lor of  North  Carolina)  having  assumed 
the  chair,  Mr.  Hansen,  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee,  having  had  under  consider- 
ation the  bill  (H.R.  3540)  making  appro- 
priations for  foreign  operations,  export 
financing,  and  related  programs  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30,  1997, 
and  for  other  purposes,  had  come  to  no 
resolution  thereon. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  TEJEDA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  in 
transit  to  Washington  from  my  district 
earlier  today  and  missed  rollcall  votes 
210,  211,  and  212.  Had  I  been  present.  I 
would  have  voted  "yes"  on  rollcall  210; 
"no"  on  rollcall  211;  and  "no"  on  roll- 
call 212. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  PROVID- 
ING FOR  CONSIDERATION  OF 
H.R.  3562,  THE  WISCONSIN  WORKS 
WAIVER  APPROVAL  ACT 

Mr.  SOLOMON,  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  submitted  a  privileged  report 
(Rept.  No.  104-604)  on  the  resolution  (H. 
Res.  446)  providing  for  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.R.  3562)  to  authorize  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  to  implement  the 
demonstitition  project  known  as  "Wis- 
consin Works,"  which  was  referred  to 
the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed. 


RESIGNATION  AS  MEMBER  OF 
COMMITTEE  ON  SMALL  BUSINESS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  resigna- 
tion as  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Small  Business: 


13192 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


HOUSE  OF  Representatives, 
Washington.  DC,  June  4. 1996. 
Hon.  NEWT  Gingrich, 
Speaker.  U.S.  House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  The  purpose  of  this 
letter  Is  to  Inform  you  that  1  hereby  resign 
from  the  Committee  on  Small  Business. 
Sincerely, 

Earl  F.  Hilliard. 
Member  of  Congress. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 
objection,  the  resignation  is  accepted. 
There  was  no  objection. 


June  5,  1996 


ELECTION  OF  MEMBERS  TO  CER- 
TAIN STANDING  COMMITTEES  OF 
THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  offer  a  privlleg-ed  resolution  (H. 
Res.  447)  and  ask  for  its  immediate  con- 
sideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

House  Resolution  447 

Resolved.  That  the  following:  named  Mem- 
bers be,  and  that  they  are  hereby,  elected  to 
the  following:  standing  committees  of  the 
House  of  Representatives: 

To  the  Committee  on  Economic  and  Edu- 
cational Opportunities,  Earl  Blumenalt:r  of 
Oregon. 

To  the  Committee  on  Small  Business, 
Earl  Blumenauer  of  Oregon. 

To  the  Committee  on  International  Rela- 
tions, Earl  Hilliard  of  Alabama. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 
A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid 
the  table. 


on 


SPECIAL  ORDERS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  and  under  a  previous  order  of 
the  House,  the  following  Members  will 
be  recognized  for  5  minutes  each. 


RIGHTS  OF  THE  ALBANIAN  PEO- 
PLE IN  THE  FORMER  YUGO- 
SLAVIA 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Nadler]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
GiLMAN]. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to  join  my 
colleagues  today  in  expressing  support 
for  those  ethnic  Albanian  citizens  of 
the  Former  Yugoslav  Republic  of  Mac- 
edonia who  seek  higher  education  pro- 
vided in  the  Albanian  language. 

The  Macedonian  Government  does  in- 
deed offer  instruction  in  the  Albanian 
language  and  the  language  of  other  na- 
tional minorities  in  the  Former  Yugo- 
slav Republic  of  Macedonia  at  the  pri- 
mary and  secondary  levels  of  edu- 
cation. 

I  see  no  reason  therefore,  why  classes 
at  the  university  level  of  education. 


provided  in  the  Albanian  language, 
should  not  also  be  offered  to  those  of 
Macedonia's  citizens  who  desire  them. 

In  fact,  it  can  only  assist  the  growth 
and  consolidation  of  democracy  in  the 
Former  Yugoslav  Republic  of  Macedo- 
nia to  ensure  fair  and  equitable  treat- 
ment for  all  of  its  citizens,  regardless 
of  ethnic  background. 

I  have  introduced  House  Concurrent 
Resolution  103,  which  expresses  the 
Congress"  support  for  equal  and  fair  ac- 
cess to  higher  education  in  the  Alba- 
nian language  in  the  Former  Yugoslav 
Republic  of  Macedonia. 

At  this  time,  that  measure  enjoys 
the  support  of  a  dozen  of  my  colleagues 
in  the  House  of  Representatives. 

As  the  language  of  House  Concurrent 
Resolution  103  points  out,  the  Macedo- 
nian Government  should  turn  to  the 
United  States,  the  Organization  on  Se- 
curity and  Cooperation  in  Europe,  the 
Council  of  Europe  and  other  outside 
parties  for  assistance  in  making  avail- 
able higher  education  in  the  Albanian 
language. 

We  certainly  understand  that  the 
Macedonian  Government  does  not  at 
this  time  enjoy  vast  revenues. 

However,  where  there  is  a  will,  there 
is  a  way,  and  the  Former  Yugoslav  Re- 
public of  Macedonia  can  certainly  ap- 
proach the  United  States  and  other 
parties  for  support  in  this  matter. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  once 
again  like  to  urge  the  government  of 
the  Former  Yugoslav  Republic  of  Mac- 
edonia to  do  all  it  can  to  respond  to  the 
desires  of  its  ethnic  Albanian  citizens 
in  this  matter. 

I  am  sure  it  would  be  a  positive  step 
for  all  of  the  peoples  of  that  country 
and  for  the  cause  of  democracy  in  the 
entire  Balkans  region. 
I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 
Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the 
American  people  the  terrible  depriva- 
tion of  academic  and  cultural  freedom 
being  suffered  by  the  Albanian  people 
in  the  Former  Yugoslav  Republic  of 
Macedonia,  or  FYROM. 

We  have  learned  only  too  well  in  the 
last  few  years,  the  price  of  ethnic  intol- 
erance in  the  former  Yugoslavia.  In 
Bosnia,  so-called  ethnic  cleansing  has 
resulted  in  mass  murder,  untold  human 
suffering.  The  world  community  is  still 
attempting  to  put  the  pieces  together 
in  that  once  beautiful  and  harmonious 
comer  of  the  world.  As  we  all  listen  to 
the  evidence  being  placed  in  evidence 
before  the  International  Tribunal  in 
the  Hague,  we  must  recall  that  silence 
in  the  face  of  oppression  and  intoler- 
ance is  an  invitation  to  disaster. 

Similarly,  repression  of  a  people's 
language  and  legitimate  aspirations 
can  be  a  precursor  to,  and  indeed  a 
cause  of,  the  sort  of  ethnic  violence 
that  has  gripped  that  region  for  too 
long.  Albanians  living  in  the  former 
Yugoslavia  have  every  reason  for  con- 
cern.   In   the   regions   of  Kosovo   and 


Vojvodina  in  the  state  of  Serbia  and 
Montenegro,  we  have  seen  the  violent 
results  of  the  suppression  of  ethnic  mi- 
norities. 

People  of  Albania  descent  make  up  23 
percent  of  FYROM's  population.  They 
have  a  proud  and  rich  heritage.  They 
also  wish  to  learn  in  their  own  lan- 
guage, Albanian.  This  is  neither  a  sur- 
prising nor  a  particularly  outrageoias 
aspiration.  Yet,  this  fundamental  aspi- 
ration has  been  neglected  and  even  re- 
pressed by  the  government.  Ethnic  Al- 
banians who  are  deeply  concerned 
about  their  standing  in  FYROM  and 
their  ability  to  fulfill  their  educational 
aspirations  point  out  that  at  the  uni- 
versities at  Skopje  and  Bitola,  only  2 
percent  of  the  students  are  ethnic  Al- 
banians, although  23  percent  of  the 
population  is  Albanian. 

Albanians  have  attempted  to  open  a 
university  with  Albanian  language  in- 
struction, according  to  the  prevailing 
law,  and  have  been  turned  back  with 
bureaucratic  intransigence  and  brute 
force. 

It  has  not  always  been  this  way.  In 
fact,  the  former  Yugoslavia  established 
an  Albanian-language  university  in 
Prishtlna,  in  Kosovo,  in  1974.  This  uni- 
versity was  closed  by  the  Serbian  gov- 
ernment in  1990,  depriving  ethnic  Alba- 
nians of  this  fundamental  educational 
opportunity. 

The  Albanian  population  of  FYROM 
attempted  to  rectify  this  situation  by 
applying  to  the  Ministry  of  Education 
in  October  1994  for  permission  to  open 
an  Albanian-language  university.  That 
request  was  ignored — not  accorded  even 
so  much  as  an  acknowledgement. 

Frustrated,  Albanian  students  pro- 
tested the  lack  of  educational  opportu- 
nities at  the  Pedagogical  Academy  of 
the  University  of  Skopje  in  November 
of  1994.  The  student  strike  in  support  of 
Albanian-language  instruction  was  or- 
ganized by  these  students  who  believed 
that  such  preparation  would  enable 
them  to  better  educate  ethnic  Albanian 
students  at  all  grade  levels. 

Without  a  response  from  the  Edu- 
cation Ministry,  educators  attempted 
to  open  an  Albanian  language  univer- 
sity in  Tetovo,  FYROM,  and  were  sup- 
pressed by  the  police.  An  additional  at- 
tempt was  made  to  found  an  Albanian- 
language  university  in  February  1995, 
and  this  time  the  force  used  by  police 
resulted  in  the  death  of  an  ethnic  Alba- 
nian and  the  wounding  of  28  other  indi- 
viduals. 

Our  former  colleague,  and  human 
rights  activist,  Joe  DioGuardi,  who 
serves  as  the  volunteer  president  of  the 
Albanian  American  Civic  League,  was 
in  Tetovo  at  that  time.  Mr.  DioGuardi 
was  joined  by  my  constituent,  Ms. 
Shirley  Cloyes,  who  is  also  a  dedicated 
human  rights  activist.  On  their  return, 
they  reported  on  the  events  at  Tetovo 
to  Chairman  Oilman,  who  subsequently 
introduced  House  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 103  expressing  the  support  of  the 
Congress  for  the  university  at  Tetovo. 
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The  former  rector  of  the  Albanian 
language  university  in  Prishtlna, 
Kosovo,  a  distinguished  professor  and 
one  of  the  founding  group  of  the  Alba- 
nian-language university  in  Tetovo, 
Dr.  Fadil  Sulejmani,  was  in  the  United 
States  last  year.  He  met  with  officials 
at  our  State  Department  and  with 
members  of  Congress  to  describe  the 
work  they  are  trying  to  do  over  there 
and  of  their  concern  that  young  ethnic 
Albanians  have  over  their  ability  to 
study  in  their  own  language  and  to 
enjoy  the  sort  of  academic  freedom  and 
cultural  studies  that  we  in  the  United 
States  take  for  granted. 

Our  coUeagrue,  the  distinguished 
Chairman  of  the  House  International 
Relations  Committee,  Ben  Oilman,  has 
introduced  House  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 103,  which  expresses  Congress'  sup- 
port for  equal  and  fair  access  to  higher 
education  in  the  Albanian  language  in 
FYROM.  Chairman  Oilman's  resolution 
states  the  distressing  history  and  gives 
a  clear  account  of  the  situation. 

The  resolution  will  place  the  Con- 
gress in  firm  support  of  academic  free- 
dom and  the  right  of  Albanians  in 
FYROM  to  study  in  their  own  lan- 
guage, and  in  particular  in  support  of 
the  efforts  to  provide  university-level 
classes  in  the  Albanian  language  at 
Tetovo,  Macedonia. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  seen  too  clear- 
ly what  happens  when  governments  fail 
to  recognize  the  fundamental  rights  of 
ethnic  minorities.  The  suppression  of 
language  and  culture,  the  inability  of 
people  to  learn  and  write  in  their  own 
languages,  have  generated  much  of  the 
ethnic  strife  that  is  tearing  apart  soci- 
eties around  the  globe. 

This  nation  has  succeeded,  indeed 
this  nation  has  thrived,  on  its  toler- 
ance and  respect  for  different  ethnic 
groups  and  their  languages  and  cul- 
tures. It  is  a  lesson  that  needs  to  be 
learned  not  just  abroad,  but,  regret- 
tably, here  at  home  too.  Tolerance  and 
diversity  don't  foster  division.  It  is 
when  people  are  unable  to  express  their 
cultures  and  speak  their  language  that 
they  resort  to  separatism. 

I  join  my  colleagues  in  urging  the 
government  of  FYROM  to  respect  the 
aspirations  of  the  ethnic  Albanian  peo- 
ple and  to  recognize  the  University  at 
Tetovo  under  the  laws  of  FYROM  as  a 
legitimate  expression  of  and  to  allow 
classes  to  be  held  at  the  imiversity 
level  in  the  Albanian  language. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  include  for  the 
Record  remarks  by  Congressman  Bnj- 

RAKIS: 

Mr.  BILIRAKIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
touch  upon  the  importance  of  having  access 
to  education.  Education  not  only  plays  a  vital 
role  in  the  development  of  an  individuaJ,  but 
also  of  a  nation.  Benjamin  Disraeli  noted  in  a 
speech  to  the  House  of  Commons  in  1874, 
that  "upon  the  education  of  the  people  of  this 
country  the  fate  of  this  country  deperxls." 

While  we  in  the  United  States  may  some- 
times complain  about  the  skyrocketing  costs  of 


college  tuition  or  the  need  for  more  class- 
rooms, what  we  often  take  for  granted  is  the 
fact  that  everyone  has  access  to  educatkjn. 
This  is  not  always  the  case  in  other  countnes. 
For  example,  in  countnes  such  as  Albania  and 
the  former  Yugoslav  Republic  of  Macedonia, 
ethnk:  minorities  are  often  denied  access  to 
education. 

Although  intemational  law  and  treaties 
signed  by  Albania  guarantee  ethnic  Greeks  a 
right  to  education  in  their  native  tongue,  they 
are  still  denied  equal  access.  Indeed,  as  Mrs. 
Porter,  wife  of  Congressman  John  Porter  of 
Illinois,  pointed  out  to  me  in  a  letter  dated  De- 
cemt)er  14,  1995:  "The  oppression  on  the 
Greek  minority  in  Ntorthem  Epims  is  palpable. 
It  is  evident  in  the  lack  of  Greek  schools  in 
towns  and  villages  with  predominately  Greek 
populations  and  the  denial  by  the  government 
that  such  need  exists." 

While  this  situation  troubles  me,  I  am  en- 
couraged by  the  friendship  and  cooperation 
agreement  that  the  hwo  countries  signed  this 
March. 

In  addition,  to  the  situation  in  Alba- 
nia, a  similar  situation  exists  for  eth- 
nic Albanians  in  the  former  Yugoslav 
Republic  of  Macedonia.  The  Albanian- 
language  University  of  Tetova  still  has 
not  been  officially  recognized  by  the 
government.  Ethnic  Albanians  are  de- 
nied equal  access  to  education.  Indeed, 
as  my  friend  and  colleague.  Congress- 
man Oilman,  stated  last  September, 
the  government  "is  not  taking  suffi- 
cient steps  to  ensure  that  those  citi- 
zens from  its  considerable  Albanian 
population  are  provided  with  adequate 
opportunities  for  higher  education  in 
the  Albanian  language." 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  challenge  we  face  is 
to  bridge  the  education  and  cultural 
gaps  that  exist  in  these  coimtries  to 
ensure  that  their  respective  ethnic  mi- 
norities receive  the  education  to  which 
they  are  entitled.  We  must  work  to  en- 
courage removal  of  educational  bar- 
riers, not  only  in  the  southern  Balkans, 
but  also  in  other  parts  of  the  world. 


TRIBUTE  TO  RICHARD  STULZ 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Hunter]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  America 
is  a  great  country  because  we  are  a  Na- 
tion that  is  filled  with  great  people. 

A  wonderful  person  passed  away  a 
couple  of  days  ago,  a  good  friend,  Dick 
Stulz,  who  was  one  of  the  border  patrol 
leaders  in  the  San  Diego  area,  was  a 
wonderful  citizen,  a  wonderful  husband 
and  had  a  great  family  of  children  and 
grandchildren  who  absolutely  adored 
him. 

Dick  Stulz  was  a  guy  who  believed 
very  strongly  in  two  things:  securing 
America's  border  and  taking  care  of  his 
people. 

Last  time  I  saw  him,  he  had  a  border 
patrol  agent  under  his  wing  as  one  of 
the  union  leaders  of  the  border  patrol, 
and  he  was  trying  to  see  to  it  that  this 


gentleman  who  had  been  assaulted  at 
his  house  by  illegal  aliens  would  get 
some  protection  from  his  government. 

Dick  Stulz  passed  away  a  couple  of 
days  ago  and  his  wife  Veronica  gave  me 
that  call  about  that  tragic  situation. 
She  was  at  his  side  when  he  passed 
away. 

I  thought  it  would  be  important  to 
tell  my  colleagues  a  few  things  about 
Dick.  He  was  born  in  Philadelphia,  PA. 
He  was  one  of  those  guys  who  joined 
the  Marine  Corps  in  1952.  served  with 
them  for  30  years.  As  his  duty  stations, 
both  at  home  and  abroad,  he  was  in- 
strumental in  establishing  the  commu- 
nications networks  that  are  required  to 
support  various  military  activities. 

Furthering  his  dedication  to  govern- 
ment service,  Dick  was  a  lifetime 
member  of  the  Navy-Marine  Corps 
Military  Affiliate  Radio  System.  As 
such,  he  participated  in  several  recov- 
ery missions  during  man's  historic  dec- 
ade in  space,  spanning  Apollo  missions 
7  through  17,  where  he  played  an  inte- 
gral role  in  processing  and  patching 
both  military  and  civilian  phone  traffic 
between  the  recovery  ship  and  various 
points  around  the  globe. 
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His  work  on  the  Apollo  recovery  mis- 
sions earned  him  lifetime  membership 
with  the  VHF  Spacenet. 

In  addition  to  his  military  service,  as 
I  said,  he  worked  for  25  years  with  the 
United  States  Border  Patrol.  His  job 
was  effectively  coordinating  commu- 
nications between  field  stations  and 
agents  on  patrol  along  our  border.  And 
during  this  time  at  the  Border  Patrol 
Dick  became  highly  involved  with  the 
National  Border  Patrol  Council  Local 
1613,  where  he  served  as  first  vice  presi- 
dent, and  it  was  Dick  Stulz  who  inter- 
ested me  in  the  idea  that  the  Border 
patrol  needed  help  and  that  the  Board- 
er Patrol  represented  not  just  a  face- 
less agency  that  secured  America's  bor- 
der, but  it  represented  some  of  the  fin- 
est public  servants  in  the  United 
States.  And  it  was  a  result  of  Dick's 
work  that  we  started  a  scholarship 
fund  for  the  children  of  Border  Patrol 
families,  and  we  are  going  to  continue 
that  fund.  We  are  going  to  call  it  the 
Dick  Stulz  Memorial  Fund.  His  wife 
Veronica,  I  know,  will  help  us  to  make 
it  work  and  keep  it  going. 

And  I  just  wanted  to  remind  my 
friends  also  that  on  a  more  personal 
level  Dick  was  always  mindful  of  his 
military  brethren  and  their  sacrifices, 
and  he  actively  supported  a  lot  of  vet- 
erans organizations.  He  had  the  dis- 
tinction of  being  the  only  non-Hawai- 
ian member  of  the  Hawaii  "VFW  Post 
9512.  He  supported  Pop  Warner  leagues 
around  the  country,  and  additionally 
he  did  just  about  everything  that  his 
children  and  grandchildren  asked  him 
to  do. 

Dick  Stulz  was  a  wonderful  Amer- 
ican. He  is  a  kind  of  a  person  that 
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makes  this  country  work  and  gives  us 
faith  in  our  fellow  man.  So,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  know  that  my  colleagues  join  me 
in  wishing  the  very  best  for  Dick's  fam- 
ily in  mourning  his  passing. 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  REFORM 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Taylor  of  North  Carolina).  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  Smith]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, usually  I  am  sort  of  a  calm,  old 
farmer  from  Michigan,  and  I  take  the 
ups  and  downs  and  the  comments  of 
what  people  say  pretty  casually.  This 
afternoon,  though,  I  was  quite  upset 
when  I  heard  Secretary  Rubin  and  Sec- 
retary Shalala  and  the  commissioner  of 
the  Social  Security  Administration, 
Shirley  Chater,  in  effect  say  that  there 
was  not  very  much  trouble  with  to- 
day's report  of  the  trustees  on  Medi- 
care and  Social  Security. 

The  report  on  Social  Security  said 
the  fund  would  technically  be  broke  by 
the  year  2029,  and  the  reaction  from 
that  group  was  that,  look,  that  gives  us 
a  lot  of  time  in  the  future  to  make  the 
changes  we  need.  Social  Security  has 
never  been  broke. 

I  guess,  Mr.  Speaker,  my  problem  is 
why  are  our  heads  in  the  sand?  Why  are 
they  putting  their  heads  in  the  sand? 
Why  are  Republicans,  why  are  Demo- 
crats, not  facing  up  to  the  issue  of  sav- 
ing Social  Security? 

Look.  Let  me  tell  you  what  happened 
back  in  1983  before  the  Greenspan  Com- 
mission started.  At  that  time  they  said 
the  unfunded  liability  of  Social  Secu- 
rity would  take  1.82  percent  of  existing 
pasrroU  to  make  Social  Security  sol- 
vent. Guess  what  it  is  today?  Today  it 
is  up  to  2.17  percent  of  existing  payroll 
to  keep  Social  Security  solvent,  and 
yet  Secretary  Rubin  said,  well,  you 
know,  we  have  approximately  $500  bil- 
lion in  the  trust  fund.  But  there  is  no 
money  in  the  trust  fund.  Every  dollar 
of  surplus  money  that  comes  into  that 
Social  Security  trust  fund  automati- 
cally goes  into  the  general  fund  and  is 
spent  for  whatever  we  spend  money  for 
in  the  United  States  Congress. 

There  is  no  trust  fund.  The  money 
comes  in  one  month  from  the  FICA 
taxes  from  current  workers,  and  it  goes 
out  immediately  that  month  to  exist- 
ing retirees. 

Just  think  of  this.  Back  in  1945,  right 
after  World  War  U,  there  were  42  people 
working  for  every  one  Social  Security 
retiree.  Guess  what  it  is  today?  Today 
it  is  three.  When  the  baby-boomers  re- 
tire, around  2013,  there  is  going  to  be 
about  2Vi  workers.  And  yet  the  reaction 
was  from  one  of  the  questions  of  the 
press,  "What  do  you  do  you  when  the 
baby  boomers  start  retiring  around 
2012  and  there  is  no  money  in  the  fund? 
Where  aj:e  you  going  to  come  up  with 
the    money,"    Secretary    Rubin    said, 


"Look,  that  interest  alone  in  a  sepa- 
rate fund  will  last  until  2019." 

My  colleagues,  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is 
no  separate  fund.  We  have  used  up  all 
of  the  money.  If  we  were  to  start  today 
to  make  Social  Security  solvent  for 
the  next  75  years,  we  would  have  to,  if 
we  just  looked  at  reducing  benefits  or 
increasing  taxes,  we  would  have  to  in- 
crease the  FICA  taxes  by  16  percent 
starting  today,  or  we  would  have  to 
start  reducing  benefits  by  14  percent, 
starting  today. 

Now,  that  is  why  some  of  us  have  de- 
cided to  introduce  a  Social  Security  re- 
form bill  to  gradually  increase  the  re- 
tirement age,  to  allow  individuals  to 
invest  some  of  that  money  in  their  own 
account. 

I  know  why  they  are  saying  there  is 
no  big  deal.  They  do  not  want  to  dis- 
rupt the  senior  vote  for  this  coming 
November  election.  But  it  is  not  fair  to 
the  future.  I  think  the  mistake  they 
are  making,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  thinking 
that  senior  citizens  only  care  about 
their  own  economic  welfare. 

Here  is  what  I  think  American  senior 
citizens  care  about,  and  that  is  leaving 
a  good  world,  a  good  United  States,  to 
their  kids  and  their  grandkids. 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  TRUST  FUND 
SOLVENCY 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Pallone] 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  con- 
gressional Republicans  today  began 
once  again  to  distort  the  issues  sur- 
rounding the  Medicare  trustees'  report, 
basically  in  order  to  attempt  to  justify 
their  extreme  and  damaging  cuts  in  the 
Medicare  program.  It  is  the  same  thing 
they  did  last  year.  If  you  think  about 
over  the  last  18  months,  the  congres- 
sional Republicans  have  refused  to  co- 
operate with  President  Clinton  and 
congressional  Democrats  to  make  re- 
sponsible adjustments  to  Medicare  and 
extend  the  solvency  of  the  trust  fund. 
In  fact,  if  you  look  at  the  votes  over 
the  last  18  months,  congressional  Re- 
publicans have  repeatedly  voted  for 
deep  cuts  in  the  Medicare  program  in 
order  to  pay  for  their  massive  tax  cuts 
for  the  wealthy  and  against  bipartisan 
reforms  that  would  extend  the  solvency 
of  the  trust  fund. 

I  just  wanted  to  point  out  some  of 
the  key  votes  on  this  issue  because 
once  again  we  heard  today  that  there 
was  no  effort  by  the  President  or  by 
the  Democrats  to  solve  the  problem 
with  the  trust  fund.  The  President  ac- 
tually stated  today,  mentioned  on  sev- 
eral occasions  when  there  were  votes  in 
this  House  to  try  to  deal  with  the  sol- 
vency issue,  and  he  actually  asked  the 
congressional  Republicans,  the  Repub- 
lican leadership,  to  come  out  and  sup- 
port similar  type  proposals  once  again 
before  the  end  of  this  Congress. 


Back  in  May  of  1995,  about  a  year 
ago,  the  House  Republicans  brought  up 
their  budget  resolution  for  the  fiscal 
year,  and  that  vote  basically  provided 
$288  million  in  Medicare  cuts  to  pay  for 
$345  billion  in  tax  cuts  targeted  to  the 
wealthy.  This  was  the  first  major  time 
when  we  saw  the  Republican  leadership 
move  on  these  massive  cuts  in  Medi- 
care and  propose  major  changes  that  I 
think  negatively  impact  the  Medicare 
program. 

Now,  the  Medicare  cuts  in  that  first 
budget  resolution,  the  one  that  they 
passed  last  year,  were  more  than  3 
times  larger  than  the  $90  billion  in 
Medicare  cuts  that  the  trustees  stated 
were  necessary  to  extend  the  solvency 
of  the  trust  fund  through  2006;  in  other 
words,  another  10  years.  According  to 
the  Treasury  Department,  52  percent  of 
the  tax  cuts  in  that  proposal  went  to 
the  top  12  percent  of  American  house- 
holds, those  making  over  $100,000,  and 
it  not  only  made  these  cuts  that  basi- 
cally was  transferring  money  to 
wealthy  Americans,  but  it  also  under- 
mined the  current  Medicare  program. 
Among  other  things,  the  deep  GOP  cuts 
would  have  doubled  the  monthly  Medi- 
care part  B  premium  paid  by  all  Medi- 
care beneficiaries,  drastically  reduce 
the  reimbursement  paid  to  providers 
under  the  Medicare  program,  which 
would  result  in  hospitals  closing  and 
also,  I  believe,  jeopardize  the  general 
quality  of  health  care  available  to  sen- 
iors. 

Now,  some  have  said,  well,  what  was 
the  Democrats'  alternative?  Well,  in 
October  1995  the  gentleman  from  Flor- 
ida [Mr.  G3BONS],  a  Democrat  who  is 
the  ranking  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means,  brought  up  a  vote 
on  exactly  or  proposed  an  amendment 
on  exactly  the  $90  bilUon  in  Medicare 
reforms;  in  other  words,  the  level  of 
cuts  that  the  Medicare  trustees  said 
was  necessary  to  make  sure  the  pro- 
gram remains  solvent  into  the  next 
century. 

Well,  233  House  Republicans  voted 
against  the  Gibbons  substitute,  again  a 
strong  indication  of  the  fact  that  they 
were  not  really  interested  in  dealing 
with  the  solvency  issue  but  wanted  to 
make  the  larger  cuts  that  would  have 
primarily  been  for  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthy  and  the  substantive  changes  in 
the  Medicare  program. 

We  had  other  votes.  We  had  a  vote  on 
October  19  also.  This  was  a  motion  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Gephardt]  to  recommit  the  budg- 
et or  to  recommit  the  GOP  Medicare 
Revisions  Act  and  basically  would  have 
removed  the  increase  in  the  monthly 
part  B  premium  paid  by  all  Medicare 
beneficiaries.  So  once  again  Repub- 
licans on  record,  in  this  case  233  Repub- 
licans who  said  that  it  was  okay  to  sig- 
nificantly increase  part  B  premiums 
for  every  Medicare  beneficiary  who 
opted  for  the  part  B  program,  which 
pays  for  doctor  bills. 


June  5,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORl>— HOUSE 


13195 


Now,  this  year  we  see  the  same  thing 
happening  again.  On  May  18,  just  really 
a  few  weeks  ago.  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Sabo].  who  is  the  rank- 
ing Democrat  on  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget,  he  brought  up  the  Clinton 
budget,  the  President's  budget  that  es- 
sentially contained  $116  billion  in 
Medicare  reforms  and  would  have  again 
solved  the  solvency  problem  and  ex- 
tended the  Medicare  program  and  kept 
it  solvent  into  the  next  century.  This 
was  again  something  that  was  225 
House  Republicans  voted  against. 

So  when  someone  says  to  me,  what 
are  the  Democrats  doing,  what  is  the 
President  doing  to  try  to  deal  with  the 
solvency  problems,  those  votes  have 
come  up,  the  President's  budget  came 
to  the  floor,  and  once  again  the  Repub- 
licans voted  it  down. 

Instead  what  we  got  on  May  18  was 
the  new  Republican  budget  resolution 
for  the  next  fiscal  year.  Again  the  same 
thing  again.  It  called  for  $168  billion  in 
cuts  in  the  Medicare  program,  too 
much  unless  you  want  to  use  it  for  tax 
breaks  for  the  wealthy. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman will  state  his  parliamentary  in- 
quiry. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  In  view  of  the  pre- 
ceding remarks,  do  the  rules  of  the 
House  require  that  speakers  tell  the 
truth  during  the  course  of  their  re- 
marks? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  That  is 
not  a  valid  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  I  thank  the  Chair. 
However,  I  find  it  a  valid  point. 


MEDICARE  TRUST  FUND 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hoke]  is  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  you  know 
the  one  thing,  or  one  of  the  things, 
that  a  representative  democracy  can- 
not tolerate  is  the  poison  of 
disinformation  and  deceit  and  dema- 
goguery.  And  it  is  a  solitary,  singular 
and  extraordinarily  disturbing  time 
when  it  is  necessary  to,  or  one  is  cer- 
tainly moved  to  feel  the  necessity  to 
correct  the  record  at  every  single  turn 
just  so  that  the  poison  of 
disinformation,  the  poison  of  deceit, 
the  poison  of  hypocrisy  and  the  poison 
of  lies  will  not  completely  undermine 
the  vary  fabric  of  our  ability  to  rep- 
resent ourselves  in  a  representative  de- 
mocracy. 

So  what  I  would  like  to  talk  about 
this  evening  is  the  Medicare  trust  fund 
and  particularly  this  chart  because 
what  this  is  this  is  the  Federal  hospital 
insurance  trust  fund  report,  for  it  rep- 
resents the  report  for  1995  and  then  for 
1996. 

In  1995  the  trustees,  the  President's 
trustees;  these  are  not,  they  are  not 


supposed  to  be,  i)artisan  trustees,  they 
are  nonpartisan,  or  they  really  should 
not  have  a  partisan  impact.  But  if  they 
were  going  to  be  considered  partisan,  I 
suppose  you  would  have  to  consider 
them  to  be  Democratic  representatives 
because  they  were  all  appointed  by  the 
President.  But  I  do  not  consider  them 
to  be  partisan;  I  do  not  think  that  is 
correct.  I  think  that  in  fact  they  were 
appointed  by  the  President,  they  are 
members  of  his  Cabinet,  and  they  are 
there  trying  to  do  the  very  best  that 
they  can  for  the  American  people. 
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What  they  do  is.  they  are  required  by 
law  to  come  up  with  an  analysis  of  the 
trust  funds.  What  they  said  in  1995  is 
they  believed  that  we  would  have  a  bal- 
ance of  zero,  that  is  what  this  line  rep- 
resents, Mr.  Speaker,  a  balance  of  zero 
in  the  Medicare  Trust  Fund  in  about 
the  year  2002.  Do  Members  see  how  that 
matches  up  there?  What  this  shows  is 
the  trust  fund  balance  at  the  end  of 
each  fiscal  year. 

But  the  new  report  that  was  just  pub- 
lished, and  by  the  way.  I  do  not  know 
why  it  was  only  published  yesterday, 
that  we  are  just  seeing  it  the  first  week 
of  June.  It  is  supposed  to  be  published 
in  April.  But  in  any  event,  it  finally 
came  out  in  June.  What  it  shows  is 
that  it  goes  to  zero,  the  trust  fund  bal- 
ance at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  goes 
to  zero  in  about  the  year  2000.  So  the 
I*resident's  trustees  here,  they  are  not 
saying,  oh,  it  is  not  as  bad  as  we 
thought,  they  are  saying  it  is  worse,  it 
is  worse.  It  is  a  lot  worse.  We  are 
spending  a  lot  more  money  than  we 
thought  we  were  spending. 

What  exactly  was  it  that  the  Presi- 
dent wished  for  in  his  reforms?  His  re- 
forms would  have  increased  Medicare 
spending  at  about  7.2  percent  per  year, 
and  our  reforms,  that  is,  the  House's 
reforms,  the  Senate's  reforms,  the  con- 
gressional reforms,  would  have  in- 
creased them  at  about  7.0  percent  per 
year. 

How  either  one  of  those  could  pos- 
sibly be  described  as  a  deep  cut  I  do  not 
understand.  I  do  not  understand.  When 
are  we  increasing  at  7.0  percent  or  7.2 
percent,  how  on  earth  can  that  be  de- 
scribed as  a  deep  cut?  I  do  not  know.  I 
do  not  know. 

But,  Mr.  Speaker,  what  I  do  know  is 
that  if  we  do  not  fix  the  problem,  if  we 
as  representatives  of  the  people  of  the 
United  States,  who  are  supposed  to  be 
acting  responsibly,  not  with  partisan 
purposes  to  be  acting  responsibly,  not 
with  partisan  purposes  first,  not  be- 
cause we  are  trsring  to  get  elected  or 
reelected,  not  because  we  are  trjang  to 
retain  power  or  because  we  are  trsring 
to  retake  power  but  because  we  are 
trsrlng  to  do  what  is  right  by  the  Amer- 
ican people,  if  we  do  not  fix  this  prob- 
lem it  wUl  not  go  broke  in  2002,  as  the 
President's  trustees  suggested  or  stat- 
ed in  their  report  of  1995.  it  will  go 


broke  in  the  year  2000.  And  if  we  do  not 
do  anything,  I  supimse  if  Members  be- 
lieve in  trend  lines,  then  it  would  be 
reasonable  to  assume  that  next  year's 
report  will  show  that  it  is  going  to  be 
broke  in  1998.  which  will  be  12  months 
from  then. 

Rome  is  burning  here.  Mr.  Speaker. 
We  need  to  fix  this. 


MEDICARE 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Taylor  of  North  Carolina).  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
woman from  Connecticut  [Ms. 
DeLauroJ  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
the  Medicare  Board  of  Trustees  re- 
leased their  annual  report  on  Medicare. 
Not  surprisingly,  the  trustees'  report 
says  that  if  nothing  is  done,  the  Medi- 
care Trust  Fund  will  run  out  of  money 
by  the  year  2001.  We  have  expected  this 
news.  In  fact,  it  is  why  last  October  the 
Democrats  offered  an  amendment  that 
contained  $90  billion  in  Medicare  re- 
forms over  a  7-year  period.  The  amend- 
ment would  have  extended  the  life  of 
the  Medicare  Trust  Fund  through  the 
year  2006  and  would  have  remedied  the 
problem. 

Mr.  Speaker,  although  the  contents 
of  the  report  were  not  suri>rising,  the 
response  of  the  Republican  Party  and 
its  leadership  to  the  report  has  been  in- 
credible. If  it  was  not  so  ridiculous,  it 
would  be  downright  funny.  The  Repub- 
licans have  spent  a  lot  of  time  this 
week  running  around  Washington  and 
playing  the  blame  game.  They  are 
blaming  the  media,  they  are  blaming 
the  Democrats,  and  they  are  blaming 
the  people  who  are  on  Medicare. 

The  House  majority  leader,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas,  Dick  Armey,  has 
said,  and  I  quote: 

Hundreds  of  thoosands  of  seniors  rely  on 
Medicare.  I'm  sorry  they  do,  but  they  do. 

But,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  no  laughing 
matter.  Last  October,  House  Repub- 
licans had  a  chance  to  vote,  to  vote  to 
fix  the  Medicare  problem.  Over  233  of 
them,  let  me  say  it  again,  over  233  of 
House  Republicans  voted  no.  Soon 
there  will  be  a  list  of  those  233  so  that 
the  public  can  see  who  they  are.  Now 
they  are  acting  like  they  just  found 
out  that  there  is  a  problem;  but  the 
fact  is  last  October  they  resoundingly 
rejected  an  opportunity  to  reach  an 
agreement  with  congressional  Demo- 
crats on  $90  billion  in  Medicare  savings 
that  would  have  extended  the  solvency 
of  the  program  through  2006. 

But  why  should  that  surprise  us?  In 
the  same  month  that  he  voted  against 
fixing  Medicare,  House  Speaker  Newt 
Gingrich  has  said,  "No.  we  do  not  want 
to  get  rid  of  it  in  round  one  because  we 
don't  think  that  is  the  right  way  to  go 
through  a  transition,  but  we  believe  it 
is  going  to  wither  on  the  vine  because 
we  think  people  are  voluntarily  going 
to  leave  it." 
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In  order  to  encourage  them  the  Re- 
publicans have  proposed  cutting  S168 
billion  from  the  Medicare  Program 
over  the  next  6  years.  In  fact,  as  early 
as  Febriiary  of  1995,  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio,  John  Kasich,  the  chairman 
of  the  Conunittee  on  the  Budget,  and 
his  staff  knew  that  their  budget,  again, 
"would  require  Medicare  cuts  unlike 
any  this  town  has  ever  seen  before." 

Why  such  a  large  cut?  These  cuts  are 
not  going  to  be  used  to  extend  the  sol- 
vency of  the  Medicare  Trust  Fund.  In 
fact,  the  original  Republican  Medicare 
cuts  were  about  three  times  any  esti- 
mate of  what  was  needed  to  keep  the 
program  solvent.  The  truth  is  that  the 
Republicans  need  to  cut  Medicare  in 
order  to  pay  for  a  tax  break  for  the 
wealthiest  Americans,  $180  billion  in  a 
tax  break. 

Last  September  the  McNeil/Lehrer 
News  Hour  reported  a  private  meeting 
between  the  gentleman  from  Georgia, 
Newt  Gingrich,  and  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio,  [Mr.  Kasich].  Mr. 
Gingrich  told  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
that  the  only  way  to  balance  the  budg- 
et in  7  years  and  to  give  a  tax  break 
was  to  cut  Medicare. 

The  cuts  advocated  by  the  Repub- 
lican leadership  could  result  in  a  sec- 
ond-rate health  care  system  for  our  Na- 
tion's seniors,  a  system  where  the  el- 
derly will  be  asked  to  pay  more  and  to 
get  less.  The  plan  would  allow  the 
health  care  plans  to  overcharge  sen- 
iors, to  charge  them  more,  reduce 
choice.  Increase  costs,  close  rural  hos- 
pitals, or  drastically  reduce  the  serv- 
ices that  hospitals  offer. 

Where  are  our  priorities,  Mr.  Speak- 
er? The  Republicans  want  to  cut  Medi- 
care to  pay  for  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthy,  when  we  should  be  honoring  a 
lifetime  of  hard  work  with  a  secure  and 
a  dignified  retirement.  In  the  end,  the 
Republicans  keep  laughing,  and  the 
joke  is  on  the  American  people  and  on 
seniors  across  this  great  country  of 
ours  who  depend  on  Medicare  for  their 
livelihood  and  for  their  future. 

We  can  fix  Medicare.  We  can  do  that, 
and  we  need  to  do  that.  That  Is  not  the 
issue.  But  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that 
the  Republicans  would  like  to  see 
Medicare  fundamentally  changed.  Who 
do  you  trust  to  fix  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram, the  people  who  have  said  that 
they  want  to  see  it  wither  on  the  vine, 
that  they  would  be  proud  to  have  voted 
against  It;  the  gentleman  firom  Texas 
[Mr.  Armey),  who  says  he  does  not 
want  to  see  a  bipartisan  commission  to 
fix  the  Medicare  Program?  The  Amer- 
ican public  needs  to  understand  what  is 
at  stake  once  again. 


URGING  MEMBERS  TO  SUPPORT 
H.R.  3460.  TO  PROTECT  AMERICAN 
PATENT  RIGHTS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 


tleman   from    California    [Mr.    Rohr- 
ABACHER]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayworth]. 

CORRECTING  AN  INACCLTIATE  QUOTE 
ATTRIBUTED  TO  MR.  GINGRICH 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  California,  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the  gentle- 
woman fi"om  Connecticut  and  all  those 
who  heard  her  remarks  would  be  inter- 
ested in  hearing  the  accurate  quote  she 
attributed  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House, 
not  talking  about  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram, but  the  Health  Care  Financing 
Administration.  Here  is  the  complete 
quote: 

You  know,  we  tell  Boris  Yeltsin,  get  rid  of 
centralized  command  bureaucracies,  go  to 
the  marketplace.  Okay,  what  do  you  think 
the  Health  Care  Financing  Administration 
Is?  It  Is  a  centralized  conunand  bureaucracy. 
It  Is  everything  we  are  telling  Boris  Yeltsin 
to  get  rid  of.  No,  we  don't  get  rid  of  It  In 
round  one,  because  we  don't  think  It  Is  po- 
litically smart,  we  don't  think  that  is  the 
right  way  to  go  through  a  transition.  But  we 
believe  it  Is  going  to  wither  on  the  vine  be- 
cause we  think  seniors  are  voluntarily  going 
to  leave  It,  voluntarily. 

Again,  the  record  demonstrates,  that 
refers  to  the  Health  Care  Financing 
Administration,  not  to  Medicare  with- 
ering on  the  vine.  That  Is  the  type  of 
partisanship  we  should  avoid  In  moving 
to  solve  this  problem. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  hope  that  we  can  discuss  issues 
like  that  in  a  spirit  of  camaraderie,  ex- 
cept I  will  have  to  note  that  when  peo- 
ple misquote  other  people's  positions, 
they  can  expect  people  to  get  upset 
about  it.  I  will  say  that  what  I  have 
heard  personally  over  the  last  year  is 
an  attempt  that  I  would  believe  that 
many  Democrats  are  making  to  try  to 
frighten  the  senior  citizens  of  the 
United  States  by  using  misquotes,  by 
trying  to  present  to  them  the  idea  that 
the  Republican  Party  has  some  idea  of 
taking  away  their  Social  Security  and 
taking  away  their  Medicare.  I  would 
say  I  believe  that  this  is  an  insult  to 
the  senior  citizens,  in  particular,  of  our 
country,  and  I  think  our  senior  citizens 
are  much  more  Intelligent  and  will  not 
fall  for  that  tsrpe  of  tactic. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  I  would  like  to 
speak  about  tonight  with  my  remain- 
ing 3V^  minutes  is  something  that  is  a 
major  threat  to  the  well-being  of  every 
American.  That  is  a  battle  that  is 
going  on  that  nobody  even  hears  about. 

What  is  happening  is  we  are  now  fac- 
ing the  most  severe  attack  on  Ameri- 
ca's patent  system  that  we  have  ever 
had  in  the  history  of  the  United  States. 
Foreigners  and  multinational  corpora- 
tions have  insidiously  targeted  our  pat- 
ent system  and  are  now,  step  by  step, 
destroying  the  patent  system  of  the 
United  States,  the  patent  system 
which  has  provided  us  the  greatest 
source  of  new  wealth  creation  of  any 


nation  in  the  history  of  mankind.  This 
has  been  America's  greatest  asset,  and 
people  are  attacking  the  system.  It  is 
being  attacked,  it  is  being  dismantled, 
and  it  is  one  of  the  most  insidious  at- 
tacks I  have  ever  seen  as  a  Member  of 
the  Congress. 

The  patent  system  was  first  changed 
in  the  GATT  Implementation  legisla- 
tion by  a  provision  that  was  not  re- 
quired by  GATT,  but  was  snuck  into 
the  implementing  legislation  because 
we  in  Congress  had  to  vote  for  the  en- 
tire legislation  or  against  it,  and  thus, 
they  were  sure  they  would  get  the  vote 
for  changing  the  patent  system  because 
they  knew  that  we  would  not  just  to- 
tally abandon  the  world  trading  struc- 
ture. 

What  happened  in  that  legislation, 
Mr.  Speaker,  was  that  the  guaranteed 
17  years  of  patent  protection  that 
Americans  have  had  as  a  right  for  the 
last  130  years  was  taken  away  and  was 
replaced  by  an  uncertain  time  of  20 
years.  But  that  20  years,  if  it  takes  you 
longer,  the  clock  begins  ticking  when 
you  file  for  a  patent.  Seventeen  years 
of  guaranteed  patent  protection  meant 
if  you  filed  for  a  patent,  no  matter  how 
long  it  took  after  the  time  it  took  you 
to  issue  your  patent,  you  would  have  17 
years  of  protection.  Thus,  inventors 
and  Investors  put  forth  the  time  and  ef- 
fort needed  to  keep  America  ahead  of 
the  competition. 

If  we  replace  that  with  a  system  of  20 
years,  where  the  clock  starts  ticking 
immediately,  what  that  does  is  the 
clock  is  ticking  against  the  inventor, 
and  if  it  takes  15  years,  15  years  for  a 
patent  to  be  issued,  only  5  years  of  pat- 
ent protection  would  remain.  Basically 
our  guaranteed  patent  term,  the  right 
to  a  guaranteed  patent  term,  was 
eliminated  for  the  American  people, 
something  that  served  us  so  well. 

The  second  step  in  this  harmoni- 
zation process,  and  what  is  happening 
is  a  process  to  harmonize  American  law 
with  Japanese  law,  is  actually  a  de- 
struction of  the  Patent  Office. 

H.R.  3460  is  a  bill  that  has  already 
passed  the  subcommittee.  This  bill, 
which  I  call  the  Steal  American  Tech- 
nologry  Act,  would  literally  destroy  the 
current  Patent  Office  and  corporatize 
it. 

Here  is  a  conservative  Republican, 
who  usually  likes  privatization,  telling 
you  that  this  would  be  horrible.  We 
must  protect  American  patent  rights 
and  oppose  3460,  which  would  destroy 
the  Patent  Office.  We  can  do  this  in  the 
time  ahead  by  supporting  H.R.  358, 
which  is  my  substitute,  to  H.R.  3460. 


THE  REPORT  OF  THE  MEDICARE 
TRUSTEES 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
woman from  Hawaii  [Mrs.  Mink]  is  rec- 
ognized for  5  minutes. 

Mrs.  MINK  of  Hawaii.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  join  my  colleagues  on 


June  5,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


13197 


this  side  of  the  aisle  in  discussing  the 
Medicare  situation.  Today  the  head- 
lines all  across  the  country  will  be  re- 
peating the  report  of  the  trustees  that 
in  their  estimation  and  in  conservative 
estimates  that  by  the  year  2001  the 
trust  fund,  which  pays  for  the  hospital 
costs  of  the  Medicare  program,  will  run 
out  of  money.  That  is  that  the  taxes 
collected  under  the  health  insurance 
program  will  be  insufficient  to  meet 
the  needs  of  the  senior  citizens  who  are 
qualified  for  this  program. 

In  forecasting  this  outcome  in  the 
year  2001,  we  have  to  understand  that 
since  this  program  took  effect  in  1965, 
that  almost  every  year,  or  at  least 
every  2  years  since  then,  the  trustees 
have  met  and  have  also  recommended 
each  time  dire  consequences  of  near 
bankruptcy,  and  in  some  cases,  within 
1  or  2  years.  Congress  has,  in  each  in- 
stance, looked  at  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram, tried  to  make  modification  in 
order  to  avert  the  crisis,  and  each  time 
that  this  report  was  made  by  the  trust- 
ees, the  Congress  has  acted. 

We  are  in  no  different  a  circumstance 
than  has  been  the  case  over  the  last  20 
or  30  years. 

n  2315 

So  in  trsrlng  to  take  advantage  of  the 
trustees'  reports  today.  I  want  to  join 
my  colleagues  in  saying  that  that  is 
really  not  a  reason  or  justification  to 
run  roughshod  over  a  system  that  has 
made  such  dramatic  changes  for  our 
senior  citizens  for  the  better. 

When  you  look  at  what  the  situation 
was  prior  to  1965.  you  will  find  seniors 
almost  vfrtually  without  health  care 
protection,  and  the  outcome  was  that 
their  children  practically  had  to  pay 
for  the  costs  of  medical  care.  That  was 
the  condition  of  our  society  prior  to 
1965.  Today,  senior  citizens  have  the  as- 
surance and  the  protection  of  a  Medi- 
care system. 

So  what  we  are  talking  about  today 
and  what  this  whole  debate  is  all  about 
Is  not  frightening  seniors.  That  is  not 
the  issue.  The  issue  is  the  Republican 
plan  which  has  been  brought  forth  to 
the  Congress  and  discussed  by  the 
media  across  the  Nation,  and  it  is  the 
Republican  proposal  to  restructure 
Medicare  which  hais  frightened  literally 
the  seniors  across  the  land,  basically 
because  they  are  not  willing  to  accept 
the  argument  of  the  Speaker  that  says, 
we  are  not  doing  any  damage  to  the 
system;  we  are  simply  slowing  the 
growth  in  order  to  make  sure  that  the 
deficits  are  controllable  or  that  we  can 
srield  a  zero  deficit  in  7  years. 

Well,  the  whole  problem  with  this  de- 
bate which  the  Speaker  has  now  at- 
tempted to  refocus  about  reducing  the 
costs  is  that  what  we  are  faced  with 
today  is  a  system  of  providing  univer- 
sal care  to  the  seniors.  If  we  are  going 
to  go  with  the  drastic  cuts  that  the  Re- 
publicans are  making  over  this  6-  or  7- 
year  period,  through  restructuring,  we 


are  going  to  end  intellectual  property 
with  a  Medicare  system  that  is  vastly 
different,  which  is  not  going  to  provide 
the  kind  of  protection  that  the  seniors 
have  enjoyed  today. 

Under  the  current  Medicare  plan, 
seniors  across  the  country  are  provided 
certain  fixed  benefits  that  they  can  be 
assured  of  if  they  should  require  hos- 
pitalization. We  are  only  talking  about 
the  part  A  plan.  Part  B  plan  is  not  in- 
volved in  this  trustees'  forecast  of  nin- 
ning  out  of  money  by  the  year  2001. 

So  as  we  look  at  the  6-  and  7-year  pe- 
riod, which  is  what  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  is  doing  in  terms  of  looking 
at  the  7-year  deficit,  we  have  to  con- 
sider that  the  forecast  by  which  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget  under  the 
chairmanship  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Kasich]  is  doing,  forecasting 
7  years,  is  precisely  what  we  have  to  do 
with  respect  to  Medicare. 

It  is  the  Congressional  Budget  Office, 
their  own  office  which  is  saying  that 
given  the  current  plan,  given  the  cur- 
rent benefits,  given  the  current  way  in 
which  Medicare  operates  that  this  is 
the  cost  of  the  program  that  has  to  be 
anticipated. 

So  if  we  do  not  follow  those  cost  esti- 
mates by  the  CBO  and  we  come  in  with 
$100  billion,  $200  billion  cut,  that  is  a 
cut:  no  way  other  than  that  is  an  ex- 
planation of  what  the  Republican  plan 
is  all  about. 

So  I  caution  the  seniors  not  to  get 
confused.  What  we  are  dealing  with 
here  is  a  major,  drastic  cut  of  the 
Medicare  Program,  and  the  dollars  are 
important,  but  it  is  the  restructuring 
of  this  program  that  is  far  more  dev- 
astating. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Barrett],  as  the  designee  of  the  mi- 
nority leader,  be  recognized  before  the 
designee  of  the  majority  leader  for  10 
minutes,  notwithstanding  the  Speak- 
er's announced  policy  of  May  12.  1995. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin? 
There  was  no  objection. 


WELFARE  REFORM 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Barrett]  is  recognized  for  10  min- 
utes as  the  designee  of  the  minority 
leader. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  tomorrow  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives will  be  considering  a  bill 
dealing  with  the  W-2  Wisconsin  Works 
Program.  I  would  like  to  spend  a  few 
minutes  talking  about  that  bill  tomor- 
row, because  I  think  it  is  a  bill  that  is 
frankly  a  bill  that  should  not  be  before 
the  House  of  Representatives. 


Mr.  Speaker,  when  I  am  home  in  my 
district  in  Wisconsin,  one  of  the  ques- 
tions I  am  asked  most  often  is.  Why 
cannot  the  Democrats  and  Republicans 
get  along  better?  Why  does  every  issue 
have  to  turn  into  a  partisan  issue?  I 
think  that  this  issue  is  an  excellent  ex- 
ample of  a  time  when  an  issue  that 
should  not  be  a  partisan  issue  has  be- 
come one.  and  it  has  become  a  partisan 
issue  unfortunately,  and  I  think  unnec- 
essarily. 

Several  weeks  ago  President  Clinton 
in  his  Saturday  weekend  radio  address 
aimounced  that  he  supported  the  waiv- 
er request  that  would  be  coming  from 
the  State  of  Wisconsin.  In  essence,  he 
offered  an  olive  branch  to  the  Repub- 
licans. He  said.  I  agree  with  you.  What 
is  happening  tomorrow  is  that  the  Re- 
publicans are  taking  this  olive  branch, 
they  are  breaking  it  in  half,  and  they 
are  sticking  it  in  the  President's  eye. 
They  are  trying  to  embarrass  him. 
they  are  trying  not  to  work  together  at 
a  time  where  I  think  Republicans  and 
Democrats  can  work  together.  Again,  I 
think  that  that  is  very  unfortunate. 

I  think  the  people  in  this  body  should 
have  a  little  history  of  the  W-2  legisla- 
tion that  passed  the  State  of  Wiscon- 
sin. This  is  legislation  that  passed  the 
State  legislature  earlier  this  year  and 
was  sent  to  the  Governor.  At  that  time 
the  Governor  of  the  State  of  Wisconsin 
used  his  partial  veto  power  97  times;  97 
times  he  lined  out  parts  of  this  legisla- 
tion that  affected  27  different  areas  of 
this  legislation.  He  then  took  5  weeks 
to  i)repare  some  waiver  requests,  and 
last  week  he  announced  at  a  press  con- 
ference that  he  would  be  delivering 
these  waiver  requests  to  the  President 
of  the  United  States.  The  following 
morning,  he  took  the  waiver  requests 
to  the  White  House. 

That  day,  I  called  his  office  and 
called  the  office  of  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Social  Services  in  the  State 
of  Wisconsin,  since  I  represent  the  dis- 
trict that  is  most  aflected  in  this  en- 
tire country  by  the  W-2  program.  I 
asked  for  a  copy  of  the  waiver  requests. 
Those  came  yesterday.  It  is  interesting 
that  those  came  yesterday,  because  we 
are  going  to  be  voting  on  this  legisla- 
tion tomorrow. 

Let  us  get  to  this  legislation,  because 
for  the  first  time  that  I  have  been  able 
to  discover  in  the  history  of  this  coun- 
try, we  are  going  to  have  a  freestand- 
ing bill  and  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  is  going  to  grant  waivers  to  a 
State  without  any  prior  hearing,  with- 
out any  public  input,  without  any 
chance  for  people  who  are  affected  by 
this  program  to  have  any  Input,  to 
have  any  recourse  with  their  elected 
officials.  The  people  who  are  affected 
by  this  program  are  in  essence  being 
told,  you  are  shut  out  of  the  process. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  arrogance  at  its 
worst.  This  is  an  arrogant  misuse  of 
power  and  it  is  an  arrogant  misuse  of 
the  process  of  this  Institution. 


13198 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


June  5,  1996 


Now,  what  should  happen?  Mr. 
Speaker,  tomorrow  there  is  going  to  be 
a  substitute  amendment  that  is  going 
to  be  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  ICleczka].  That  amend- 
ment is  going  to  do  several  things. 
First,  it  is  going  to  encourage  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Social  Services  to  grant  these  waivers, 
but  it  is  going  to  encourage  the  Sec- 
retary to  do  so  after  the  public  has 
been  given  an  opportunity  to  have 
their  Input.  That  is  what  normally 
happens. 

What  is  ironic  about  this  is  that  this 
is  a  situation  where  the  last  time  a 
waiver  request  was  granted  by  a  Presi- 
dent without  this  due  process,  without 
the  30-day  public  hearing  period,  the 
courts  struck  it  down.  They  said,  you 
have  to  have  the  public  hearing.  What 
is  happening  here  is  we  are  trying  to 
circumvent  that  process.  We  do  not 
want  the  i)eople  of  this  country  to  have 
the  ability  to  hear  and  have  the  legis- 
lators hear  what  they  have  to  say. 

The  legislation  that  is  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Klecz- 
KA]  is  also  going  to  say  that  this  waiv- 
er should  be  granted  if  the  W-2  waiver 
requests  that  have  been  submitted  to 
the  President  of  the  United  States  are 
consistent  with  the  public  representa- 
tions that  the  Governor  of  the  State  of 
Wisconsin  has  made.  That  is  all  we  are 
asking. 

We  are  asking  two  things:  First,  that 
the  public  have  an  opportunity  to  have 
their  concerns  mentioned;  and  second, 
we  are  asking  that  the  Governor  of  the 
State  of  Wisconsin,  who  has  made  rep- 
resentations on  this  issue,  that  the 
waivers  are  consistent  with  those  rep- 
resentations. I  do  not  see  where  that  is 
any  great  disservice  to  the  people  who 
are  pushing  this  waiver. 

I  would  also  like,  Mr.  Speaker,  to 
talk  a  little  bit  about  the  merits  of  the 
plan.  Welfare  reform  is  something  that 
everyone  in  this  body  is  interested  in. 
People  from  both  sides  of  the  aisle  rec- 
ognize that  the  current  welfare  system 
is  not  working.  But  as  we  seek  to  im- 
prove this  welfare  system,  we  cannot 
ignore  the  fact  that  real  people  are  in- 
volved in  this  system,  that  real  people 
are  the  ones  that  may  be  hurt  if  we  act 
cavalierly. 

The  Governor  of  the  State  of  Wiscon- 
sin said,  oh,  yes,  there  are  going  to  be 
speed  bumps  in  this  process.  Mr. 
Speaker,  our  job  as  legislators  is  to 
make  sure  that  real  people  are  not 
those  speed  bumps,  and  I  represent  the 
district  in  this  country  that  is  going  to 
be  most  affected  by  this  plan. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  just  a  cou- 
ple of  things  about  this  plan.  This  plan 
requires  women  who  have  given  bfrth 
to  return  to  work  after  12  weeks.  I  am 
not  going  to  debate  the  merits  of  that. 
There  are  people  here  who  think  that  is 
a  good  idea;  there  are  people  here  who 
think  that  is  a  bad  idea.  But  what  it 
does  not  recognize  is  that  by  pouring 


literally  thousands  more  children  into 
the  child  care  system  in  Milwaukee 
Coimty,  it  is  going  to  overload  the  sys- 
tem. The  system  is  not  equipped  at  this 
time  to  deal  with  that. 

What  is  going  to  happen?  These 
women  are  going  to  be  given  a  choice. 
They  are  either  going  to  put  their  chil- 
dren in  substandard  care,  or  they  are 
going  to  stay  home  and  lose  their  bene- 
fits. We  are  talking  about  4-month  old 
babies  here  who  are  going  to  be  put  in 
substandard  care  or  their  mothers  are 
going  to  lose  their  benefits. 

Now.  that  is  under  the  merits.  But  I 
do  not  want  to  spend  all  my  time  on 
the  merits,  because  what  we  are  seeing 
tomorrow  is  one  of  the  worst  abuses  of 
the  legislative  process  that  I  have  seen 
since  I  have  been  in  this  body.  The  first 
time  in  the  Nation's  history  we  are 
going  to  have  a  stand-alone  waiver  re- 
quest. And  are  the  committees  of  juris- 
diction going  to  be  asked  to  consider 
this?  Absolutely  not.  Are  we  going  to 
have  any  public  hearings  on  this?  Abso- 
lutely not.  Is  a  single  public  American 
going  to  be  able  to  have  their  concerns 
addressed?  Absolutely  not. 

This  morning,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  on 
a  radio  program  in  my  district  and  the 
question  came,  well,  what  happens  to 
the  Indians  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin 
who  are  affected  by  this?  What  if  this 
violates  one  of  the  treaties?  Have  you 
looked  at  that?  I  explained  to  them 
that  there  is  not  a  single  legislator 
outside  of  the  State  of  Wisconsin  who 
has  ever  looked  at  these  waiver  re- 
quests. There  are  600  pages  of  waiver 
requests  that  are  going  to  be  approved 
by  this  body  tomorrow,  and  no  one  had 
looked  at  them  and  there  has  been  no 
public  hearing  on  them. 

All  we  are  doing  is  denying  the  peo- 
ple of  the  State  of  Wisconsin  and  the 
people  of  every  other  State  in  this 
country  the  ability  to  have  their  voice 
be  heard.  That  is  not  the  way  this  in- 
stitution should  operate,  Mr.  Speaker. 
That  is  not  the  way  this  Government 
should  operate. 

Now,  when  this  piece  of  legislation 
passed  the  State  of  Wisconsin's  legisla- 
ture, it  did  so  on  a  bipartisan  basis. 
But  the  Governor  changed  it  in  some 
significant  ways,  but  at  the  time  that 
he  signed  it,  the  law  of  this  land  was 
that  this  body,  or  this  Government 
more  correctly,  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, would  examine  those  waivers  to 
make  sure  that  they  were  consistent 
with  the  U.S.  Constitution,  that  they 
were  consistent  with  Federal  law. 

Now  the  majority  is  sajring,  forget 
about  it,  it  does  not  matter  to  us 
whether  they  are  consistent  with  the 
U.S.  Constitution.  It  does  not  matter 
to  us  whether  they  are  consistent  with 
Federal  law. 

But  perhaps  the  most  galling  part  of 
this  entire  process,  Mr.  Speaker,  is 
that  this  is  a  situation  where  the  State 
of  Wisconsin  has  come  to  this  adminis- 
tration   numerous    times    asking    for 


waivers,  and  each  and  every  time  it  has 
come  to  this  administration  asking  for 
waivers,  what  has  happened?  President 
Clinton  has  granted  the  waivers. 

We  are  not  dealing  with  a  situation 
where  President  Clinton  has  been  unre- 
sponsive. We  are  not  dealing  with  a  sit- 
uation where  he  has  denied  the  request 
for  flexibility  or  the  chance  for  States 
to  act  as  laboratories  of  democracy. 
No.  He  has  worked  together  on  a  part- 
nership. He  has  worked  together  to 
allow  the  State  of  Wisconsin  to  experi- 
ment. But  that  is  not  enough,  because 
now  we  are  dealing  with  Presidential 
politics. 

So  instead  of  the  State  and  the  Presi- 
dent working  together  in  a  partnership 
to  try  to  improve  the  lives  of  the  peo- 
ple of  Wisconsin,  we  have  the  President 
of  the  United  States  who  has  offered  an 
olive  branch. 

Some  of  my  colleagues  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  probably  did  not  like 
the  fact  that  he  agreed  that  he  should 
have  the  waiver  request  approved. 
They  did  not  like  it  because  they  felt 
that  he  was  stealing  their  issue,  that 
welfare  reform  is  somehow  a  Repub- 
lican issue  and  President  Clinton  has 
decided  that  he  agrees  with  this  experi- 
ment in  the  State  of  Wisconsin.  They 
feel  like  he  pulled  one  over  on  them. 

But  there  is  not  what  the  American 
people  want.  The  American  people  do 
not  care  if  it  is  a  Republican  issue  or  a 
Democratic  issue;  they  care  if  we  are 
making  progress. 
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So  it  was  wrong,  Mr.  President.  When 
President  Clinton  offered  an  olive 
branch,  the  Republicans  should  not 
have  taken  that  olive  branch,  broken 
it,  and  stuck  it  in  his  eye.  That  is  not 
the  way  this  body  should  operate. 


REPUBLICANS  VIEW  ISSUES  OF 
THE  DAY 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Taylor  of  North  Carolina).  Under  the 
Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May  12, 
1995,  the  gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Kingston]  is  recognized  for  30  minutes 
as  the  designee  of  the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
wanted  to  talk  tonight  in  response  to 
some  of  the  things  that  have  been 
going  on  in  Washington.  I  have  with 
me  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
GuTKNECHT]  and  the  gentleman  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Hayworth]. 

I  think  our  first  topic  that  we  will  go 
ahead  and  talk  about  is  this  Wisconsin 
waiver,  which  basically  is  saying  it 
gives  the  State  of  Wisconsin  the  right 
to  make  thefr  own  laws  on  governing 
and  reforming  welfare.  President  Clin- 
ton went  out  there  2  weeks  ago  and 
said,  "I  support  the  waiver  for  you,  I 
like  what  you're  doing,  it's  great,"  and 
when  the  cameras  were  on,  he  was  100 
percent  for  it.  Then  when  the  cameras 
turned  off,  he  backed  off. 
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But  the  second  thing  that  happened 
is  the  Republican  Party  said,  "Great,  a 
bipairtisan  chance  to  work  on  welfare 
reform.  We  welcome  it."  Here  is  a 
President  who  said  he  wanted  to  end 
welfare  as  we  know  it,  not  extend  wel- 
fare as  he  has  been  doing,  so  let  us  give 
him  the  Wisconsin  waiver. 

It  has  been  debated,  as  I  understand 
it  from  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Klug],  18  months  in  the  Wisconsin 
Legislature.  The  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota [Mr.  GlTKNECHT]  was  in  the 
State  legislature.  What  is  your  com- 
ment on  this? 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding.  I  was  in  a  border 
State  in  Minnesota.  We  have  been  de- 
bating welfare  reform  for  a  long  time. 
I  think  you  have  characterized  it  abso- 
lutely correctly,  that  this  bill  that 
passed  the  Wisconsin  Legislature,  it  is 
a  giant  step  forward  in  terms  of  en- 
couraging more  work  and  personal  re- 
sponsibility. 

The  President  went  to  Wisconsin, 
said  that  he  supported  what  was  hap- 
pening in  Wisconsin,  would  grant  them 
the  waiver,  and  then  somewhere  be- 
tween getting  on  the  plane  in  Madison 
to  fly  back  to  Washington,  something 
happened  and  aU  of  a  sudden  some  of 
the  bureaucrats  here  in  Washington  ap- 
parently got  to  the  President  and  said 
well,  maybe  we  cannot  support  all  of 
those  waivers,  and  all  we  are  trying  to 
do  is  actually  help  the  President  to 
keep  one  more  campaign  promise.  I  am 
really  surprised  at  the  characterization 
we  heard  here  just  a  few  moments  ago. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  I  would  join  my 
colleague  from  Minnesota,  and  I  thank 
my  friend  from  Georgia  for  snielding. 
Yes,  I  would  have  to  take  issue  with 
the  statements  of  our  friend  from  Wis- 
consin, playing  off  some  of  the  philo- 
sophical biases  of  some  of  the  self-ap- 
pointed potentates  and  pundits  around 
the  Beltway  as  if  issues  are  there  to  be 
stolen  or  plagiarized. 

That  is  not  the  issue  in  this  case. 
What  is  the  issue  is  something  that  is 
seemingly  oft  repeated  in  this  dynmaic 
which  exists  between  the  legislative 
branch  of  government  and  the  execu- 
tive branch,  and  that  is,  unfortunately, 
and  I  say  this  not  with  any  glee  nor 
with  venom  or  vitriol,  there  simply  is 
an  inconsistency  between  the  Presi- 
dent's words  and  the  President's  deeds. 
And  so  again  what  we  are  doing  in 
the  new  majority,  with  sincere  folks 
from  the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  is  to 
step  beyond  partisanship  and  give  the 
President  the  vote  of  confidence,  I 
think  we  could  almost  say,  to  move 
forward  with  the  very  waivers  he  so 
willingly  embraced.  My  friend  from 
Georgia  recalls  that  twice  now  we  have 
passed  welfare  reform,  mindful  of  the 
President's  words  to  end  welfare  as  we 
know  it.  We  have  done  it  twice  and 
twice  we  have  seen  that  legislation  ve- 
toed. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  I  want  to  make  the 
point  that  the  liberal  media  has  given 


President  Clinton  a  free  ride  on  just 
about  any  issue.  What  the  Congress  is 
saying,  "We're  giving  you  a  chance, 
Mr.  President,  if  you're  going  to  talk 
the  talk,  walk  the  walk." 

You  mentioned  that  we  have  passed 
welfare  twice  and  it  has  been  vetoed  by 
this  President  twice.  In  fact,  the  last 
bill  passed  the  U.S.  Senate  by  a  vote  of 
87  to  12.  That  is  a  very  strong  biparti- 
san statement,  particularly  from  the 
Senate  which  is  not  exactly  letting  a 
lot  of  legislation  go. 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  I  would  just  add  to 
that,  the  discussion  we  have  had  today 
and  we  have  heard  tonight  on  special 
orders  is  really  again  sort  of  back  to 
this  fundamental  debate  between  those 
who  believe  that  in  the  final  analysis 
Washington  knows  best  and  those  of  us 
who  would  like  to  see,  whether  we  are 
talking  about  Medicare  reform  or  wel- 
fare reform,  to  decentralize  this  thing 
and  allow  States  and  individuals  to 
make  many  of  the  choices  themselves. 
It  is  really,  and  you  hate  to  get  back  to 
this  debate  about  Boris  Yeltsin  and 
some  of  the  comments  the  gentleman 
made  about  the  former  Soviet  Union, 
how  we  are  encouraging  them  to  move 
to  a  more  market  oriented  system. 

Yet  here  in  Washington  it  is  easy  to 
be  in  favor  of  welfare  reform  and  Medi- 
care reform  when  you  are  out  on  a 
campaign  swing,  but  somehow  when 
you  get  back  to  Washington,  the  influ- 
ence of  this  city  just  says  no,  we  must 
keep  the  decisionmaking,  we  must 
keep  the  power  here  in  Washington. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  And  even  despite 
the  considerable  influence  and  perva- 
sive atmosphere  of  this  city,  which 
seems  to  have  a  fundamental  dis- 
connection with  the  rest  of  the  coun- 
try, there  is  another  disturbing  devel- 
opment. Again  our  friend  from  Wiscon- 
sin who  preceded  us  asked,  almost 
plaintively,  "Why  can't  Republicans 
and  Democrats  get  along?" 

I  would  contend  that  on  many  issues 
there  are  many  folks  on  the  Demo- 
cratic side  who  want  to  find  solutions. 
What  is  troubling  is  that  there  are 
many  in  this  Chamber  who,  even  in  the 
act  of  despairing  and  disparaging  par- 
tisanship, turn  right  around  and  en- 
gage in  the  same  tsrpe  of  partisanship. 
You  mentioned  earlier,  and  the  ex- 
ample was  especially  unfortunate  and 
egregious,  our  good  friend  and  col- 
league from  Connecticut  stood  up 
again,  mischaracterizing  and  misquot- 
ing one  of  the  prominent  Members  of 
this  institution  with  reference  to  Medi- 
care, attributing  a  quote  to  that  indi- 
vidual, saying  this  individual  said  that 
Medicare  would  wither  on  the  vine. 
And  indeed  the  record  reflects  that  the 
speaker  in  question  was  talking  about 
the  Health  Care  Financing  Administra- 
tion, not  the  Medicare  Program.  I 
would  simply  repeat  the  quote: 

You  know,  we  tell  Boris  Yeltsin,  pet  rid  of 
centralized  command  bureaucracies,  go  to 
the  marketplace.   What  do  you  think  the 


Health  Care  Financing  Administration  Is?  It 
Is  a  centralized  command  bureaucracy.  It  is 
everjrthlng  we  are  telling  Boris  Yeltsin  to 
get  rid  of. 

No,  we  do  not  get  rid  of  It  In  round  one  be- 
cause we  do  not  think  It  Is  politically  smart. 
We  do  not  think  that  Is  the  right  way  to  go 
through  a  transition.  But  we  believe  It— the 
Health  Care  Financing  Administration— let 
me  add  that  emphasis— we  believe  it  is  going 
to  wither  on  the  vine  because  we  think  sen- 
iors are  going  to  leave  it.  are  going  to  leave 
it  voluntarily. 

It  is  most  disturbing.  And  as  much  as 
we  want  to  move  forward  in  a  biparti- 
san fashion,  when  there  are  those  who 
repeatedly  come  to  this  floor  and  ei- 
ther through  misinformation  or  delib- 
erate disinformation  choose  to 
mischaracterize  and  unfairly  charac- 
terize the  facts  in  this  debate,  then  it 
is  our  duty  to  point  out  the  inaccura- 
cies of  those  statements,  not  for  play- 
ground taunts  or  to  score  debating 
points  as  if  this  were  some  super  so- 
phisticated debating  society,  no.  not  at 
all.  Because  we  are  cognizant  of  the 
fact  that  this  is  the  Chamber  in  which 
our  constitutional  Republic  must  talk 
out  issues  and  must  find  solutions. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  I  am  glad  the  gen- 
tleman mentioned  that  we  do  have  a 
very  difficult  time  here  approaching 
issues  and  the  resolution  of  those 
issues  on  a  rational  basis  because  of 
the  rhetoric. 

Here  on  this  chart  is  a  quote  by  the 
Democrat  leader.  DiCK  Gephardt.  This 
was  on  CNN  September  30,  1995,  last 
year,  "it  is  a  big  lie  to  say  that  Medi- 
care is  in  trouble." 

This  is  not  an  ordimiry  rank-and-file 
Democrat  here  speaking.  Okay,  every- 
body may  say  something  one  time.  But 
here  again.  "Meet  The  Press,"  July  30, 
questioned  by  a  reporter. 

"Isn't  it  true  that  we  cannot  allow 
Medicare  to  grow  at  10  percent  a 
year?" 

Congressman  Gephardt  says,  "Now 
the  Republicans  are  sajang  because  the 
report  says  the  fund  will  have  insol- 
vency problems  in  the  year  2002  there's 
a  great  urgency.  This  is  a  hoax." 

This  is  the  health  care  program  that 
my  mother  is  on,  not  just  my  mother 
but  all  of  her  friends  and  my  parents' 
friends  who  raised  me  and  helped  me  in 
my  formative  years.  The  Democrat 
leader  says  that  it  is  not  going  broke. 
Here  is  the  report  which  came  out 
today.  Last  year  this  yellow  line  says 
that  Medicare  would  be  going  bankrupt 
in  the  year  2002.  This  was  the  report  of 
April  3,  1995.  Well,  that  yellow  line 
going  bankrupt  in  2002,  that  is  what 
Congressman  Gephardt  was  sasring, 
"That's  a  lie." 

Well,  he  turned  out  to  be  right.  It 
was  wrong.  It  actually  is  going  to  go 
bankrupt,  according  to  the  new  report, 
which  just  came  out  today,  about  2 
years  earlier  than  that,  and  there  is  a 
steady  decline  in  dollars  already.  Medi- 
care is  losing  money.  The  very  program 
that  our  mother's  health  care  depends 
on  and  you  do  not  want  to  fact  up  to 
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how  we  are  going  to  protect  and  pre- 
serve it?  This  is  extremely  Important. 
It  is  a  high  priority  for  me.  It  is  beyond 
partisan  politics.  These  are  the  people 
who  helped  raise  all  of  us.  We  owe  them 
a  debt.  We  have  got  to  crack  down  on 
the  fraud  and  the  abuse  and  the  waste. 
We  have  got  to  give  them  a  choice  of 
health  care  plans,  a  choice  of  physi- 
cians, the  same  choices  that  you  and  I 
have  when  we  go  out  into  the  health 
care  and  insurance  market.  Let  Mom 
and  Dad  have  those  choices. 

Mr.  GDTKNECHT.  I  just  want  to  reit- 
erate a  couple  of  things  that  Mr.  King- 
ston has  just  said.  First  of  all,  seniors 
especially  but  indeed  all  Americans 
have  a  right  to  the  facts.  Frankly  I 
think  that  there  have  been  too  many  of 
these  distortions  and  half-truths  and 
mistruths  and  outright  lies.  Frankly 
the  quotes  that  you  have  used  tonight 
from  the  minority  leader,  I  do  not 
think  they  were  taken  out  of  context 
at  all.  I  think  for  a  number  of  months 
I  think  it  was  a  calculated  position  by 
one  side  in  this  debate  to  basically  say 
there  is  no  problem  and  that  the  Re- 
publicans have  made  this  up  and  they 
are  tnrlng  to  cut  Medicare  so  that  they 
can  give  this  tax  cut  to  the  rich,  which 
is  bogus,  anyway,  but  the  point  is  this 
is  serious,  it  is  real,  and  the  program  is 
going  bankrupt  at  an  even  faster  rate 
than  we  were  told  last  year. 

But  the  other  point  that  was  made, 
and  it  needs  to  be  restated,  this  is  not 
the  time  and  this  is  not  the  issue  for 
partisanship.  This  is  an  issue  that  de- 
serves real  statesmanship.  But  the  first 
thing  we  have  to  do  is  face  up  to  the 
facts.  We  have  to  get  the  facts.  The 
American  people  and  seniors  have  a 
right  to  the  facts. 

The  other  point  that  Mr.  Kingston 
made,  and  I  think  this  is  even  more  im- 
portant, I  think  we  have  got  to  address 
this,  and  I  personally  do  not  address 
this  as  a  Republican  or  even  a  Member 
of  Congress.  First  of  all  I  address  it  as 
the  son  of  two  parents  who  are  both  on 
Medicare,  who  both  depend  on  the 
Medicare  system,  and  hopefully  will 
well  into  the  future  for  their  health 
care. 

A  fellow  came  up  to  me  at  a  meeting 
a  couple  of  weeks  ago  and  he  said 
something  so  beautifully  and  so  sim- 
ply. He  said. 

With  the  issue  of  Medicare  and  so  many  of 
the  other  Issues  that  you're  debating  out  In 
Washington,  It's  not  a  debate  between  the 
Republicans  and  the  Democrats.  In  fact.  It's 
not  so  much  a  debate  between  the  right  and 
the  left.  It's  a  debate  between  right  and 
wrong. 

It  Is  wrong  to  conceal  the  facts  from  the 
senior  citizens  when  we  know  the  facts.  The 
fund  Is  going  bankrupt.  Let  me  just  finally 
say  that  It  Is  also  wrong  to  tolerate  a  system 
that  is  rife  with  abuse  and  waste  and  fraud. 
I  do  not  care  which  study  you  use.  When  I 
have  my  town  meetings,  I  have  had  people 
come  up  at  my  town  meetings  and  talk 
about  being  billed  S321  for  a  toothbrush.  I 
mean,  there  Is  so  much  waste,  fraud  and 
abuse.  The  GAO.  I  think,  s&id  it  was  S23  bll- 
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Hon.  Somebody  else  said  It  was  S30  billion. 
We  do  not  know  what  the  exact  number  Is, 
but  we  know  that  the  system  we  have  today, 
with  the  centralized  control  bureaucracy,  is 
wrong. 

Let  me  also  say  that  the  system  we 
have,  it  is  wrong  for  us  to  tolerate  a 
system  that  is  so  complicated  that  my 
parents,  and  indeed  I  do  not  think  most 
seniors  can  understand  their  bills.  I 
mean,  that  is  just  wrong.  They  ought 
to  at  least  know  what  they  are  being 
billed  for. 

My  father  had  surgery  a  few  months 
ago  and  he  got  a  stack  of  bills  this 
deep.  I  could  not  understand  them.  So 
I  am  sure  he  could  not  understand 
them  and  I  doubt  if  many  people  can 
understand  them.  We  need  a  simpler 
system  that  is  built  on  market  forces, 
that  gives  people  real  choices  and  al- 
lows the  market  to  help  control  those 
costs.  Everybody  who  has  looked  at 
this,  every  independent  objective  ob- 
server who  understands  the  health  care 
delivery  system  says  that  our  plan  will 
work  and  it  will  give  people  those 
choices. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  I  wanted  to  make  a 
point  about  this  fraud  and  abuse.  Right 
now  Medicare  does  not  pay  people  like 
your  father  with  that  stack  of  bills,  if 
he  finds  out  that  three  or  four  of  them 
are  erroneous,  he  does  not  get  any  kind 
of  reward  for  that  at  all.  In  fact  many 
times  when  you  say  don't  pay  a  bill  to 
Medicare,  you  have  to  really  be 
proactive  or  they  resist  you. 

But  here  is  an  example.  This  is  a 
kind  of  a  dressing,  and  I  am  not  sure,  a 
salesperson  gave  this  to  me,  and  said 
that  the  cost,  the  actual  manufactur- 
ing cost,  is  like  9  cents  and  it  sells 
under  Medicare  for  about  $28. 
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It  is  a  total  abuse  of  the  system.  And 
I  just  want  to  say  that  under  our  re- 
form plan,  seniors  who  are  getting 
billed  for  this  kind  of  thing  right  and 
left  would  have  the  opportunity  to 
crack  down  on  it.  Let  me  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  I  thank  my  col- 
league from  Georgia.  Even  as  we  la- 
ment the  inaccuracies  and  what  some, 
including  those  of  us  here  on  the  floor 
would  believe  are  downright  distor- 
tions coming  from  some  folks  who  do 
not  appear  really  committed  to  finding 
a  solution  to  this,  in  the  spirit  of  true 
bipartisanship,  in  the  spirit  of  finding  a 
constructive  path  to  solve  this  prob- 
lem, let  us  state  what  has  happened 
that  has  been  constructive. 

First  of  all,  the  President  today 
called  on  us  to  find  a  bipartisan  solu- 
tion. I  know  we  would  say  to  the  Presi- 
dent, Mr.  Speaker,  we  would  say  wel- 
come to  this.  Now  let  us  own  up  to  the 
problem  and  let  us  move  to  solve  it. 
Let  us  also  note  for  the  record  that 
many  Members  of  this  Chamber  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  lament  the 
waste,  fraud  and  abuse  the  system  has 
wrought.  So  we  understand  that  fact. 


Now  again,  not  in  the  spirit  of  one- 
upmanship  or  political  advantage  but 
in  the  spirit  of  truly  trying  to  solve 
this  problem  and  save  this  program  for 
our  seniors,  I  believe  we  need  to  point 
out  some  honest  differences  of  opinion 
on  this  issue.  No.  1,  gone  are  the  days 
and  indeed  we  see  with  the  release  of 
this  trustees'  report  that  the  crisis  has 
grown  more  acute,  that  now  we  are 
looking  at  the  fund  going  broke  in  5 
years,  but  quite  possible  in  4. 

Now  again,  our  colleague  from  Con- 
necticut stood  in  the  Chamber  and  said 
that  the  new  majority  was  rejecting 
out  of  hand  a  commission.  Well,  again, 
a  closer  check  of  history  would  indi- 
cate that  that  was  part  and  parcel  of 
our  solution  program  a  year  and  a  half 
ago.  But  moreover,  again  those  of  us 
who  are  new  to  this  town,  I  think, 
come  in  perhaps  without  the  experi- 
ence of  the  so-called  insiders  but  with 
clear  enough  vision  to  imderstand  that 
in  Washingtonese,  when  you  are  deal- 
ing with  a  program  that  is  sensitive  po- 
litically, one  tactic  that  is  quite  often 
used  to  pacify  the  citizenry  until  the 
next  election  is  a  blue  ribbon  independ- 
ent panel. 

Mr.  Speaker,  again,  I  say  this  not  in 
the  spirit  of  criticism  but  in  the  spirit 
of  solving  this  problem.  The  problem  is 
far  too  acute  to  delay  again  or  to  put 
off  or  to  somehow  postpone  until  we 
get  through  the  next  election.  What  we 
are  talking  about  is  health  care  for  our 
senior  generations.  My  folks  go  on  it 
next  year.  My  92-year-old  grandfather 
has  prospered  from  his  health  care  and 
is  living  an  outstanding  life  now,  as  in- 
deed many  senior  citizens  are. 

The  very  thing  we  need  to  do  is  to 
move  to  save  this  program,  and  I  dare 
say  at  the  end  of  another  year  and  a 
half  or  another  2  years,  after  we  go 
through  the  pomp  and  circumstance  of 
a  commission,  we  will  be  no  closer  to  a 
solution  when  right  now  we  have  the 
blueprint  which  exists  to  make  the 
change.  We  passed  it  last  year,  last  Oc- 
tober, the  Medicare  Preservation  Act. 

Now,  again,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  spir- 
it of  bii)axtisanship,  I  would  call  on  the 
President  to  join  with  us.  The  one 
thing  we  caimot  afford  is  any  type  of 
convenient  Washington  way  out  or 
gimmick  that  would  again  seem  to  pac- 
ify or  mollify  seniors  and  try  to  take 
care  of  this  program.  We  do  not  need  to 
play  a  shell  game  with  $55  billion  mov- 
ing from  the  Medicare  trust  fund  to  the 
general  fund  or  vice  versa  or  any  type 
of  legislative  sleight  of  hand  to  try  and 
satisfy  this  problem. 

We  need  to  be  up  front.  Many  of  us  in 
this  Chamber  had  the  courage  to  con- 
front this  a  year  and  a  half  ago.  We  do 
not  do  that  to  ask  for  the  gold  star  of 
good  partisanship.  We  simply  recog- 
nized that  fact  and  the  Medicare  Pres- 
ervation Act  is  a  firamework  which  of- 
fers choice,  which  offers  quite  candidly 
what  many  seniors  are  comfortable 
with  and  that  is  Medicare  status  quo 
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which  cleans  up  the  waste,  fraud,  and 
abuse,  which  introduces  the  concept  of 
choice  and  which  moreover  actually 
adds  money  to  the  beneficiaries  every 
year,  from  $4,800  this  year  to  well  over 
$7,000  a  few  short  years  from  now,  and 
actually  increases  at  what  is  basically 
twice  the  current  inflation  rate. 

It  is  a  prudent  policy  to  follow  to 
save  this  program.  It  is  vital  we  do  so. 
So  it  is  in  that  spirit  of  bipartisanship 
that  we  call  on  the  leadership  of  the 
minority  side,  that  we  call  on  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  that  we 
call  on  the  Members  of  the  other  body 
to  move  forward  to  solve  this  problem. 
As  today's  report  indicates,  this  is  far 
too  important  to  put  off  because  of  po- 
litical considerations. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield,  I  wanted  with  the  few 
minutes  left  to  talk  about  another  seri- 
ous problem  that  we  are  facing  in 
America  today,  mostly  with  our  young 
people,  not  completely,  and  I  am  talk- 
ing about  drugs. 

Now,  I  believe  the  two  of  you  are  fa- 
miliar with  the  Clinton  appointed 
judge  Harold  Baer,  the  Federal  judge. 
That  case,  as  you  know,  involved  a 
woman  who  was  in  a  high-crime  area, 
pulled  up  to  an  area,  I  think  at  4  in  the 
morning.  Four  men  stepped  out  of  the 
shadows.  She  opened  her  trunk.  They 
put  into  the  back  of  her  car  in  the 
trunk  two  duffle  bags.  The  police 
moved  in  on  this  suspicioxis  behavior. 
All  five  of  them  ran.  The  police  appre- 
hended all  of  them  and  found  out  later 
that  the  duffle  bags  were  filled  with  co- 
caine, and  this  Clinton  judge  said  that 
the  cocaine  could  not  be  used  as  evi- 
dence because  to  run  from  the  police 
was  rational  behavior  in  that  neighbor- 
hood because  the  police  were  known  as 
oppressive.  That  is  the  kind  of  people 
that  we  are  getting  to  fight  the  war  on 
crimes  by  the  current  administration. 

Now,  that  is  in  the  face  of  the  fact 
that  the  average  age  for  marijuana 
usage  in  America  right  now  is  13.  Mari- 
juana usage  for  12-  to  14-year-old  kids 
is  skyrocketing.  This  is  a  headline 
from  the  Charlotte  newspaper  today  as 
I  was  going  through  the  airport:  Teen 
girls  use  drugs  like  boys.  It  talks  about 
a  new  study  showing  that  young  Amer- 
ican women  are  closing  the  gender  gap 
in  drug  use,  and  today's  daughters  are 
15  times  more  likely  than  their  baby 
boomer  mothers  to  have  begTin  illegal 
drugs  by  the  age  of  15. 

Now,  can  you  imagine,  we  have  got 
these  kinds  of  things  going  on  in  Amer- 
ica today,  and  then  we  have  judges  like 
this  appointed  to  the  bench  to  defend 
us  and  keep  our  streets  safe? 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield,  I  think  the  issue  of  crime 
and  drugs,  it  is  interesting,  it  is  not 
just  the  big  cities  anymore.  You  can  go 
out  to  the  small  towns.  I  remember  the 
newspaper  editor  in  one  of  my  small 
towns  last  year.  You  have  to  be  from  a 
small  town  to  relate  to  this.  He  said: 


You  know,  even  here  in  Hayfield,  Min- 
nesota people  are  starting  to  lock  their 
doors. 

I  mean,  this  is  a  big  issue.  People  no 
longer  feel  safe  in  small  towns.  Roch- 
ester, Minnesota,  which  is  a  beautiful 
city  and  we  are  all  very  proud  of  it,  but 
even  in  Rochester  we  have  had  several 
murders  just  in  the  last  week  amd  a 
half.  So  whether  they  are  drug  related, 
some  are,  some  are  not,  but  the  whole 
notion  of  appointing  judges  who  do  not 
believe  that  people  are  responsible  for 
their  own  behavior,  that  is  a  very,  very 
scary  notion. 

I  think  the  American  people  are  say- 
ing very  loudly  and  very  clearly  that 
we  want  a  criminal  justice  system  and 
we  want  judges  appointed  who  under- 
stand that  people  who  wovild  prey  upon 
other  people  need  to  be  held  account- 
able, and  the  innocent  people  need  to 
be  protected  from  those  who  would 
prey  upon  them. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  I  think  our  col- 
league from  Minnesota  makes  excel- 
lent points,  points  worth  echoing,  be- 
cause I  can  attest  in  the  Sixth  District 
of  Arizona,  a  district  in  square  mileage 
which  is  a  little  larger  than  the  Com- 
monwealth of  Pennsylvania,  with  vast 
rural  areas,  with  not  a  great  popu- 
lation density  in  those  46.000  square 
miles,  we  are  finding  similar  problems 
in  the  rural  areas  in  the  less  densely 
populated  areas. 

We  are  finding  indeed,  and  it  troubles 
me  to  even  say  it  in  this  fashion,  but 
you  know  how  many  reputable  busi- 
nesses are  built  on  franchise.  I  dare  say 
that  gangs,  p&rt  and  parcel  of  our  drug 
problem,  seem  to  be  replicating  or 
franchising  far  faster  than  any  reputa- 
ble business  organization.  Now  it  is 
coming  into  rural,  sparsely  populated 
Arizona. 

We  have  many  of  the  same  problems 
and,  indeed,  both  of  my  colleagues,  Mr. 
Speaker,  have  addressed  this  point.  We 
have  to  ask  this  question  as  well:  One 
of  the  undergirding  concepts  of  western 
law  and,  indeed,  whether  it  is  British 
or  American  case  law,  is  the  notion  of 
what  is  reasonable. 

That  is,  put  in  a  particular  situation, 
what  would  a  reasonable  person  do?  As 
our  colleague  from  Georgia  points  out. 
it  is  especially  troubling  that  a  judge 
would  move  or  would  opine  from  the 
bench  that  fleeing  the  police  in  a  cer- 
tain neighborhood  should  ever  be  con- 
sidered reasonable  behavior. 
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It  is  especially  troubling,  and  indeed 
causes  great  concern,  as  we  look  to  our 
third  branch  of  government  in  our  sep- 
arate but  coequal  branches,  as  we  try 
to  address  the  problem  of  crime  and 
the  rise  of  drug  use  among  yoimg  peo- 
ple, we  must  move  not  for  what  is  radi- 
cal, despite  the  playground  taunts  and 
the  labels  that  we  hear  from  so  many 
within  here  on  the  banks  of  the  Poto- 
mac, but  what  is  reasonable.  That 
must  define  what  we  do. 


Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield,  I  think  the  irony  of  this, 
and  someone  else  pointed  this  out  to 
me,  that  we  currently  have  some  20,000 
or  30,000  troops  patrolling  the  streets  of 
Bosnia  to  make  the  streets  safe  over 
there.  But  I  daresay  it  is  not  saife  to 
walk  the  streets  here  in  V/ashington, 
DC  or  in  many  of  the  cities  in  this 
country. 

Frankly,  if  we  are  willing  to  commit 
troops  to  make  the  streets  safe  in  Bos- 
nia-Herzegovina, we  should  be  willing 
to  do  whatever  it  takes  to  make  the 
streets  of  the  United  States  safe. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  That  is  one  reason 
we  passed  the  truth-in-sentencing  laws, 
as  the  gentleman  knows,  because  as  of 
a  few  years  ago,  the  average  criminal 
was  only  serving  35  percent  of  his  sen- 
tence. And  we  are  now  saying  if  States 
want  new  Federal  money  to  construct 
jails  in  their  State  for  violent  crimi- 
nals, then  they  have  to  serve  their  full 
sentence,  which  makes  the  streets  safe. 

We  are  arresting  people  not  for  the  2d 
time  or  the  3d  time,  but  for  the  9th, 
10th  and  11th  time.  It  is  not  safe  even 
if  you  are  a  police  officer. 

We  only  have  a  few  minutes  so  why 
do  we  not  have  some  closing  com- 
ments. Mr.  Haywobth. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  I  thank  my  col- 
league from  Georgia  and  I  thank  my 
colleague  from  Miimesota  for  joining 
us  this  evening  and,  indeed,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, those  across  our  great  Nation  who 
are  looking  in  this  evening. 

We  are  confronted  by  profound  prob- 
lems. The  test  for  us  is  not  posturing 
for  an  election  in  November  but  mov- 
ing to  solve  these  problems.  So  once 
again,  despite  the  challenges  of  some 
deliberate  disinformation,  we  call  on 
our  coUeagnes  from  the  liberal  persua- 
sion and  the  President  of  the  United 
States  at  the  other  end  of  Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue  to  join  with  us  to  save 
Medicare,  to  adequately  address  these 
problems,  to  deal  with  the  crime  issue, 
to  deal  with  genuine  welfare  reform, 
and  to  do  it  because  it  is  the  right 

thing  to  do.        

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  jrielding,  and  I  would  just 
say  that  this  debate  tonight,  this  dis- 
cussion tonight,  has  been  constructive, 
and  it  reinforces  what  I  really  believe, 
and  that  is  the  fundamental  debate 
that  is  going  on  here  in  this  Congress 
and  in  this  country  is  really  between 
those  who  believe  in  more  Washington 
control  and  more  Washington  respon- 
sibility. Whether  we  are  talking  about 
welfare  or  crime,  or  whether  we  are 
talking  about  Medicare,  I  do  not  care 
what  it  is,  the  issue  is  whether  we  will 
have  more  control  and  more  respon- 
sibility in  Washington  or  are  we  going 
to  reinforce  more  personal  control  and 
more  personal  responsibility. 

Those  are  the  policies  we  ought  to 
pursue.  That  is  what  the  American  peo- 
ple expect,  that  is  what  they  want,  and 
that  is  what  this  Congress  is  trsring  to 
deliver. 
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Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  GUTKNECHT,  Mr. 
Hayworth,  I  agree  with  you  com- 
pletely. It  has  been  60  years  since  there 
has  been  a  status  quo  shakeup  in  Wash- 
ington, and  we  need  to  change  this  lib- 
eral command  and  control  bureaucracy 
and  return  power  back  to  the  people, 
back  to  the  local  governments  so  that 
we  can  do  a  more  efficient,  more  effec- 
tive job  of  running  this  country  and 
have  a  Government  that  works. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  jrield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  our  time,  and  again  I  thank  Mr. 
GUTKNECHT  and  Mr.  Hayworth  for  join- 
ing in  this  special  order. 
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Mr. 
today. 
Mr.  Hansen,  for  5  minutes,  on  June  6. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Mr.  BoNiLLA,(at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Armet)  for  today  until  4  p.m.,  on  ac- 
count of  attending  his  daughter's  grad- 
uation. 

Mr.  Crapo  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Armet)  for  today  until  5  p.m.  on  ac- 
count of  attending  his  daughter's  grad- 
uation. 

Mr.  Myers  of  Indiana  (at  the  request 
of  Mr.  ARMEY)  for  today  until  4  p.m., 
on  account  of  medical  reasons. 

Mr.  SCHIFF  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Armey)  for  today  and  the  balance  of 
the  week,  on  account  of  illness. 

Ms.  Jackson-Lee  of  Texas  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Gephardt)  for  today,  on 
account  of  death  of  her  father. 

Mrs.  LINCOLN  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Gephardt)  for  today,  on  account  of 
medical  reasons. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Barrett  of  Wisconsin)  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  and  in- 
clude extraneous  material:) 

Mr.  Nadler,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Lantos,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Pallone,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Ms.  DeLauro,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mrs.  Mink  of  Hawaii,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 

Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 

Mrs.  Clayton,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Gene  Green  of  Texas,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 

Mr.  Me^an,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Ms.  Pelosi,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Ward,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Hayworth)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr.  Jones,  for  5  minutes,  on  June  10. 

Mr.  Hunter,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Michigan,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 

Mr.  KOLBE,  for  5  minutes,  on  June  6. 

Mr.  Hoke,  for  5  minutes,  today. 


Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Barrett  of  Wisconsin)  and 
to  include  extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Edwards. 

Mr.  LiPiNSKi. 

Ms.  DeLauro. 

Ms.  Harman. 

Mr.  Hamilton. 

Mr.  Carddj. 

CJORDON. 

Frazer. 
Skelton. 
Lantos. 
Berman. 

KANJORSKt. 

Mr.  Ackerman. 

Mr.  Pomeroy. 

Mrs.  Meek  of  Florida. 

Mr.  Stark. 

Mr.  Sanders. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Hayworth)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Gingrich. 

Mr.  Lewis  of  California. 

Mr.  Fawell. 

Mr.  White. 

Mr.  Collins  of  Georgia. 

Mr.  Crane. 

Mr.  QuiNN. 

Mr.  Ehrlich. 

Mr.  Solomon  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  Boehlert. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Hayworth)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Peterson  of  Florida. 

Mr.  Upton. 

Mr.  Johnston  of  Florida. 

Mr.  EwiNG. 

Mr.  Poshard. 

Mrs.  CUBIN. 

Mr.  MclNNls. 

Mrs.  LOWEY. 

Mr.  Becerra. 

Mr.  Herger. 

Mr.  Stupak. 

Mr.  Tejeda. 

Mr.  Young  of  Florida. 

Mr.  Nadler. 

Mr.  Payne  of  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Boehlert. 


SENATE  BILL  REFERRED 
A  bill  of  the  Senate  of  the  following 
title   was   taken   from  the   Speaker's 
table  and,  under  the  rule,  referred  as 
follows: 

S.  1S24.  An  act  to  reauthorize  the  Hate 
Crime  Statistics  Act.  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 


The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  12  midnight),  the  House  ad- 
journed until  Thursday,  June  6, 1996,  at 
10  a.m. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.    HAYWORTH.    Mr.    Speaker,    I 
move  that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXTV,  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

3369.  A  letter  firom  the  Administrator,  Ag- 
ricultural Marketing  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule — Tobacco  Inspection; 
Growers'  Referendum  Results  [Docket  No. 
TB-95-18]  received  May  30,  1996,  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(a)a)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture. 

3370.  A  letter  from  the  Administrator,  Ag- 
ricultural Marketing  Service,  transmitting 
the  Services  final  rule— Papayas  Grown  In 
Hawaii;  Assessment  Rate  (FV-96-92a-l  IFR) 
received  May  31.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture. 

3371.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Legislative  Affairs.  Depart- 
ment of  State,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's 1995  annual  report  on  military  ex- 
penditures for  countries  receiving  U.S.  as- 
sistance, pursuant  to  section  511(b)  of  the 
Foreign  Operations,  Export  Financing,  and 
Related  Programs  Appropriations  Act.  1993; 
to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 

3372.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense, transmitting  the  Secretary's  certin- 
catlon  that  the  current  Future  Years  De- 
fense Program  [FYDP]  fully  funds  the  sup- 
port costs  associated  with  the  C-17 
multlyear  program  through  the  period  cov- 
ered by  the  FYDP.  pursuant  to  10  U.S.C. 
2306b(l)(l)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  National 
Security. 

3373.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Federal 
Deposit  Insurance  Corjwratlon.  transmitting 
the  Corporation's  semiannual  report  on  the 
activities  and  efforts  relating  to  utilization 
of  the  private  sector,  pursuant  to  12  U.S.C. 
1827;  to  the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Fi- 
nancial Services. 

3374.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Federal 
Deposit  Insurance  Corporation,  transmitting 
the  semiannual  report  on  the  activities  of 
the  Affordable  Housing  Disposition  Program, 
covering  the  period  from  July  1  through  De- 
cember 31,  1995.  pursuant  to  Public  Law  102- 
233.  section  616  (105  Stat.  1787);  the  CommlV 
tee  on  Banking  and  Financial  Services. 

3375.  A  letter  firom  the  Chairman.  Board  of 
Governors.  Federal  Reserve  System,  trans- 
mitting the  Staff  Report  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve System,  pursuant  to  12  U.S.C.  1833;  to 
the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Financial 
Services. 

3376.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Board  of 
Governors.  Federal  Reserve  System,  trans- 
mitting the  annual  report  on  the  subject  of 
retail  fees  and  services  of  depository  Institu- 
tions, pursuant  to  12  U.S.C.  1811  note;  to  the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Financial  Serv- 
ices. 

3377.  A  letter  from  the  Executive  Director, 
Thrift  Depositor  Protection  Oversight  Board. 
transmitting  the  annual  report  of  the  Thrift 
Depositor  Protection  Oversight  Board  on  the 
Resolution  Funding  Corporation  for  the  cal- 
endar year  1995,  pursuant  to  Public  Law  101- 
73,  section  511(a)(  (103  Stat.  404);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking  and  Financial  Services. 

3378.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Management     and     Budget,     transnUttlng 
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OMB's  estimate  of  the  amount  of  discre- 
tionary new  budget  authority  and  outlays 
for  the  current  year,  if  any.  and  the  budget 
year  provided  by  H.R.  3019,  pursuant  to  Pub- 
lic Law  101-508,  section  13101(a)  (104  Stot. 
1388-578);  to  the  Conmiittee  on  the  Budget. 

3379.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Federal  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standards;  Child  Restraint 
Systems  (NHTSA.  DOT)  (RIN:  2127-AF46)  re- 
ceived June  3,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3380.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  flnal  rule— Vehicle  Identi- 
fication Number  Requirements  (NHTSA. 
DOT)  (RIN;  2127-AFe9)  received  June  3,  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aKl)(A);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce. 

3381.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  OfQce  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule— National  Emis- 
sion Standards  for  Hazardous  Air  Pollutants 
for:  Chromium  Emissions  for  Hard  and  Deco- 
rative Chromium  Electroplating  and  Chro- 
mium Anodizing  Tanks;  Ethylene  Oxide 
Commercial  Sterilization  and  Fumigation 
Operations;  Perchloroethylene  Dry  Cleaning 
Facilities;  and  Secondary  Lead  Smelting 
(FRL-5512-6)  received  May  30,  1996,  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

3382.  A  letter  from  the  Associate  Director 
for  Strategic  Planning,  Minority  Business 
Development  Agency,  transmitting  the 
Agency's  final  rule— Revision  of  the  Cost- 
Share  Requirement  and  Addition  of  Bonus 
Points  for  Community-Based  Organizations 
Applying  to  Operate  Minority  Business  De- 
velopment Centers  (MBDC)  In  Designated 
Locations  [Docket  No.  960402097-612^-06] 
(RIN:  064O-XX02)  received  June  4.  1996.  pursu- 
ant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee 
on  Commerce. 

3383.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary.  Securi- 
ties and  Exchange  Commission,  transmitting 
the  Commission's  final  rule— Ownership  Re- 
ports and  Trading  by  Officers.  Dfrectors  and 
Principal  Security  Holders  (RIN:  3235-AF66) 
received  May  31.  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3384.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary,  Securi- 
ties and  Exchange  Commission,  transmitting 
the  Commission's  final  rule— Phase  One  Rec- 
ommendations of  Task  Force  on  Disclosure 
Simplification  (RIN:  3235-AG75)  received 
May  31.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3385.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Defense 
Security  Assistance  Agency,  transniittlng 
the  quarterly  reports  in  accordance  with  sec- 
tions 36(a)  and  26(b)  of  the  Arms  Export  Con- 
trol Act,  the  March  24,  1979,  report  by  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  and  the  sev- 
enth report  by  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Operations  for  the  second  quarter  of 
fiscal  year  1996,  January  1. 199&-Marcb  3. 1996. 
pursuant  to  22  U.S.C.  2776(a)  and  (b);  to  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations. 

3386.  A  letter  from  the  Under  Secretary  of 
Export  Administration,  transmitting  the  Ad- 
ministration's final  rule— Exports  of  Alaskan 
North  Slope  Crude  Oil;  Establishment  of  Li- 
cense Exception  TAPS  Pocket  No.  960523147- 
01]  received  June  4, 1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lKA);  to  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations. 

3387.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Legislative  Af&irs,  Depart- 
ment of  State,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule— Public  Notice  Number 
2401— Passports  (Bureau  of  Consular  Affairs) 


(22  CFR  51.  Subpart  B)  received  June  4.  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  International  Relations. 

3388.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture, transmitting  the  semiannual  man- 
agement report  for  the  period  October  1.  1995. 
through  March  31.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
app.  (Insp.  (Sen.  Act)  section  5(b);  to  the 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

3389.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Edu- 
cation, transmitting  the  semiannual  report 
on  activities  of  the  inspector  general  for  the 
period  October  1,  1995.  through  March  31, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  app.  (Insp.  Gen. 
Act)  section  5(b);  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3390.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  En- 
ergy, transmitting  the  semlannuaJ  report  on 
activities  of  the  inspector  general  for  the  pe- 
riod October  1.  1995,  through  March  31,  1996. 
and  the  semiannual  report  on  inspector  gen- 
eral audit  reports  for  the  same  period,  pursu- 
ant to  5  U.S.C  app.  (Insp.  Gen.  Act)  section 
5(b);  to  the  Committee  on  Government  Re- 
form and  Oversight. 

3391.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman  of  the 
Board,  Pension  Benefit  Guaranty  Corpora- 
tion, transmitting  the  semiannual  reports  to 
the  Congress  of  the  Pension  Benefit  Guar- 
anty Corporation's  Executive  Director  and 
the  Office  of  Inspector  General  for  the  period 
October  1,  1995,  through  March  31.  1996.  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  app.  (Insp.  Gen.  Act)  sec- 
tion 5(b);  to  the  Committee  on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight. 

3392.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  transmitting  the  Department's  fis- 
cal year  1995  financial  report  on  the  Treas- 
ury forfeiture  fund,  pursuant  to  Public  Law 
102-393,  section  638(b)(1)  (106  Stat.  1783);  to 
the  Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

3393.  A  letter  from  the  Attorney  General  of 
the  United  States,  transmitting  the  semi- 
annual report  on  activities  of  the  Inspector 
general  for  the  period  October  1,  1995. 
through  March  31,  1996,  and  the  semiannual 
management  report  for  the  same  period,  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  app.  (Insp.  Gen.  Act)  sec- 
tion 5(b);  to  the  Committee  on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight. 

3394.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman,  (Con- 
sumer Product  Safety  Commission,  trans- 
mitting the  semiannual  report  on  activities 
of  the  inspector  general  for  the  period  Octo- 
ber 1,  1995,  through  Mareh  31,  1996,  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  app.  (Insp.  (Sen.  Act)  section  5(b); 
to  the  Committee  on  (Sovemment  Reform 
and  Oversight. 

3395.  A  letter  from  the  Administrator.  En- 
vfronmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  semiannual  report  on  activities  of 
the  Inspector  general  for  the  period  October 
1.  1995.  through  March  31.  1996.  and  the  semi- 
annual management  report  for  the  same  pe- 
riod, pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  app.  (Insp.  Gen. 
Act)  section  5(b);  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3396.  A  letter  firom  the  Chairman.  Federal 
Trade  Commission,  transmitting  the  semi- 
annual report  on  activities  of  the  Inspector 
general  for  the  period  October  1.  1995, 
through  Maroh  31.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
app.  (Insp.  (^n.  Act)  section  5(b);  to  the 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

3397.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Adminis- 
trator, General  Services  Administration, 
transmitting  the  semiannual  report  on  ac- 
tivities of  the  Inspector  general  for  the  pe- 
riod October  1,  1995,  through  March  31,  1996, 
and  the  semiannual  management  report  for 
the  same  period,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  app. 


(Insp.  Gen.  Act)  section  5(b);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3398.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman,  National 
Science  Board,  transmitting  the  semiannual 
report  on  activities  of  the  Inspector  general 
for  the  period  October  1,  1995.  through  March 
31.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  app.  (Insp.  Gen. 
Act)  section  5(b);  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3399.  A  letter  from  the  Chief  Operating  Of- 
ficer President.  Resolution  Funding  Corpora- 
tion, transmitting  a  copy  of  the  Resolution 
Funding  Corporation's  Statement  on  Inter- 
nal Controls  and  the  1995  Audited  Financial 
Statements,  pursuant  to  Public  Law  101-73. 
section  511(a)  (103  Stat.  404):  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3400.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Veter- 
ans Affairs,  transmitting  the  senniannual  re- 
port on  activities  of  the  Inspector  general  for 
the  period  October  1.  1995,  through  Mareh  31. 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  app.  (Insp.  Gen. 
Act)  section  5(b);  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3401.  A  letter  from  the  Commissioner.  Bu- 
reau of  Reclamation,  transmitting  a  report 
on  the  financial  statements  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  Project  for  the  year  ended  Sep- 
tember 30.  1994,  pursuant  to  43  U.S.C.  1544;  to 
the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3402.  A  letter  from  the  Commissioner,  Bu- 
reau of  Reclamation,  transmitting  a  report 
on  the  financial  statements  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  Project  for  the  year  ended  Sep- 
tember 30.  1995,  pursuant  to  43  U.S.C.  1544;  to 
the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3403.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Director,  Of- 
fice of  Fisheries  Conservation  and  Manage- 
ment, National  Marine  Fisheries  Adminis- 
tration, transmitting  the  Service's  final 
rule— Groundflsh  of  the  Gulf  of  Alaska  and 
the  Bering  Sea  and  Aleutian  Islands  Area; 
Bycatch  Rate  Standards  for  the  Second  Half 
of  1996  [Docket  No.  900833-1095;  LD.  052396A] 
received  June  4,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3404.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Director,  Ol^ 
flee  of  Fisheries  Conservation  and  Manage- 
ment, National  Marine  Fisheries  Adminis- 
tration, transmitting  the  Service's  final 
rule— Groundflsh  Fishery  of  the  Bering  Sea 
and  Aleutian  Islands  Area:  Aggregate  Spe- 
cies in  the  Rock  Sole/Flathead  Sole/'Other 
Flatfish"  Fishery  C^ategory  by  Vessels  Using 
Trawl  Gear  [Docket  No.  960129019-6091-01; 
LD.  052S96H]  received  June  4,  1996,  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on 
Resouroes. 

3405.  A  letter  from  the  Program  Manage- 
ment Officer.  National  Marine  Fisheries  Ad- 
ministration, transmitting  the  Service's 
final  rule— Groundflsh  of  the  Gulf  of  Alaska; 
Pollock  Seasonal  Allowances  [Docket  No. 
960228053-6142-02;  LD.  022296E]  received  June 
4.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to 
the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3406.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Director.  Of- 
fice of  Fisheries  Conservation  and  Manage- 
ment, National  Marine  Fisheries  Adminis- 
tration, transmitting  the  Service's  final 
rule— Groundflsh  of  the  Gulf  of  Alaska;  Pol- 
lock In  the  Western  Regulatory  Area  [Dock- 
et No.  960129018-6018-01;  LD.  052896E]  received 
June  4,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A); 
to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3407.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Director,  Of- 
fice of  Fisheries  Conservation  and  Manage- 
ment, National  Marine  Fisheries  Adminis- 
tration, transmitting  the  Service's  final 
rule— Groundflsh  of  the  Bering  Sea  and  Aleu- 
tian Islands  Area;  Sharpchln/Northem  Rock- 
fish  Species  Category  In  the  Aleutian  Islands 
Subarea  [Docket  No.  960129019-6019-01:  LD. 
052996B]  received  June  4,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
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U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Re- 
sources. 

3408.  A  letter  from  the  Acting:  Director,  Of- 
fice of  Fisheries  Conservation  and  Managre- 
ment.  National  Marine  Fisheries  Adminis- 
tration, transmitting  the  Service's  flnsU 
rule— Groundflsh  of  the  Gulf  of  Alaska;  Pol- 
lock In  Statistical  Area  620  [Docket  No. 
9e012901»-6018-01;  I.D.  052896C]  received  June 
4,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to 
the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3409.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Director.  Of- 
fice of  Fisheries  Conservation  and  Manage- 
ment. National  Marine  Fisheries  Adminis- 
tration, transmitting  the  Service's  final 
rule— Groundflsh  of  the  Gulf  of  Alaska;  Pol- 
lock in  Statistical  Area  630  [Docket  No. 
960129018-6018-01;  I.D.  052896D]  received  June 
4,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to 
the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3410.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Director.  Of- 
fice of  Fisheries  Conservation  and  Manage- 
ment, National  Marine  Fisheries  Adminis- 
tration, transmitting  the  Service's  final 
rule— Groundfish  of  the  Bering  Sea  and  Aleu- 
tian Islands  Area;  Pacific  Ocean  Perch  in  the 
Eastern  Aleutian  District  [Docket  No. 
960129019-6091-01;  I.D.  052896G]  received  June 
4,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to 
the  Conmilttee  on  Resources. 

3411.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Director.  Of- 
fice of  Fisheries  Conservation  and  Manage- 
ment. National  Marine  Fisheries  Adminis- 
tration, transmitting  the  Service's  final 
rule— Pacific  Halibut  Fisheries;  1996  Halibut 
Tending  Report  No.  1  [Docket  No.  960111003- 
606&-O3;  LD.  0521B6A]  received  June  4.  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Resources. 

3412.  A  letter  from  the  Program  Manage- 
ment Officer,  National  Marine  Fisheries  Ad- 
ministration, transmitting  the  Service's 
final  rule— General  Provisions  for  Domestic 
Fisheries;  Extension  of  Emergency  Fishing 
Closure  In  Block  Island  Sound  [Docket  No. 
960126016-6121-04;  LD.  042996F]  received  June 

4.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to 
the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3413.  A  letter  from  the  Program  Manage- 
ment Officer.  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration,  transmitting  the  Ad- 
ministration's final  rule — Northeast  Multi- 
species  Fishery;  Amendment  7  [Docket  No. 
9602ie032-€138-03;  I.D.  021296E]  received  June 

5,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to 
the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3414.  A  letter  from  the  Attorney-Advisor. 
Federal  Register  Certifying  Officer.  Finan- 
cial Management  Service,  transmitting  the 
Service's  final  rule — Federal  Process  Agents 
of  Surety  Companies  (BIN:  1510-AA49)  re- 
ceived May  30,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(aKlXA);  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 

3415.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Government  Ethics,  transmitting  the  Of- 
fice's final  rule— Extension  and  Revocation 
of  Post-Employment  Waiver— received  May 
31.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

3416.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Transportation 
of  Hazardous  Materials  By  Rail;  Miscellane- 
ous Amendments  (Research  and  Special  Pro- 
grams Administration)  (RIN:  2137-AC66)  re- 
ceived June  3.  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lKA);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3417.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Special  Local 
Regulations:  Fort  Myers  Beach  Offshore 
Grand  Prix;   Fort  Myers  Beach.   FL  (RIN: 


2H5-AE46)  received  June  3.  1996.  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3418.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Special  Local 
Regxilations:  Augusta  Southern  National 
Drag  Boat  Races;  Augusta.  GA  [CDG07-96- 
021]  (RIN:  2115-AE46)  received  June  3.  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Transportation  and  Infrastruc- 
ture. 

3419.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Special  Local 
Regulations:  Beaufort  Water  Festival,  Beau- 
fort, SC  [CDG07-96-020]  (RIN:  211&-AE46)  re- 
ceived June  3.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3420.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulations  Management.  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule— Rules  of  Practice:  Elimi- 
nation of  unnecessary  provisions  relating  to 
representation,  witnesses,  and  access  to 
Board  records  (RIN:  290O-AI15)  received  June 
5.  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to 
the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

3421.  A  letter  from  the  Dfrector.  Office  of 
Regulations  Management.  Department  of 
Veterans  Affafrs,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule— Veterans  Mortgage  Life 
Insurance  (BIN:  2900-AH54)  received  June  5. 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

3422.  A  letter  from  the  Board  of  Trustees. 
Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund, 
transmitting  the  1996  annual  report  of  the 
Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Federal  Hospital  In- 
surance Trust  Fund,  pursuant  to  section 
1817(b)  of  the  Social  Security  Act.  as  amend- 
ed. (H.  Doc.  No.  104-227);  to  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  and  ordered  to  be  print- 
ed. 

3423.  A  letter  from  the  Board  of  Trustees, 
Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  and 
Disability  Insurance  Trust  Funds,  transmit- 
ting the  1996  annual  report  of  the  Board  of 
Trustees  of  the  Federal  Old-Age  and  Sur- 
vivors Insurance  and  the  Federal  Disability 
Insurance  Trust  Funds,  pursuant  to  section 
201(c)(2)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended  (H.  Doc.  No.  10*-228);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means  and  ordered  to  be 
printed. 

3424.  A  letter  from  the  Chief,  Regulations 
Branch.  U.S.  Customs  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule— Rules  for  Determin- 
ing the  Country  of  Origin  of  a  Good  for  Pur- 
poses of  Annex  311  of  the  North  American 
Free  Trade  Agreement  (RIN:  1515-AB34)  re- 
ceived May  30.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

3425.  A  letter  from  the  Secretaries  of  the 
Army  and  Agriculture,  transmitting  notifi- 
cation of  the  intention  of  the  Departments  of 
the  Army  and  Agriculture  to  Interchange  ju- 
risdiction of  civil  works  and  Forest  Service 
lands  at  the  Corps  of  Engineers  project  at 
Applegate  Lake.  OR,  pursuant  to  16  U.S.C. 
505a.  505b;  jointly,  to  the  Conunlttees  on  Ag- 
riculture and  Transportation  and  Infrastruc- 
ture. 

3426.  A  letter  from  the  Dfrector,  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  trsusmit- 
ting  the  Agency's  final  rule — Suspension,  De- 
barment and  Ineligibility  for  Contracts,  As- 
sistance. Loans  and  Benefits  (FRL-5513-1)  re- 
ceived May  30.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  jointly,  to  the  ConMnittees  on 
Commerce  and  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 


3427.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Legislative  Affairs.  Depart- 
ment of  State,  transmitting  notification  of 
the  Department's  Intent  to  obligate  funds  for 
additional  program  proposals  for  purposes  of 
nonproliferatlon  and  disarmament  fund 
[NDF]  activities,  pursuant  to  PubUc  Law 
104-107.  title  n  (110  Stat.  716);  jointly,  to  the 
Committees  on  International  Relations  and 
Appropriations. 

3428.  A  letter  from  the  Board  of  Trustees. 
Federal  Supplementary  Medical  Insurance 
Trust  Fund,  transmitting  the  1996  annual  re- 
port of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Federal 
Supplementary  Insurance  Trust  Fund,  pursu- 
ant to  section  1841(b)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act.  as  amended  (H.  Doc.  No.  104-226);  joint- 
ly, to  the  Committees  on  Ways  and  Means 
and  Commerce,  and  ordered  to  be  printed. 

3429.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Attorney 
General  of  the  United  States,  transmitting  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  entitled  the 
"Anti-Gang  and  Youth  Violence  Control  Act 
of  1996";  jointly,  to  the  Committees  on  the 
Judiciary.  Commerce,  and  Ways  and  Means. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  xm,  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  SOLOMON:  Committee  on  Rules. 
House  Resolution  446.  Resolution  providing 
for  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  3562)  to  au- 
thorize the  State  of  Wisconsin  to  implement 
the  demonstration  project  known  as  Wiscon- 
sin Works  (Rept.  104-604).  Referred  to  the 
House  Calendar. 


REPORTED  BILLS  SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X,  bills  and  re- 
ports were  delivered  to  the  Clerk  for 
printing,  and  bills  referred  as  follows: 

Mr.  OILMAN:  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means.  HJl.  361.  A  bill  to  provide  authority 
to  control  exports,  and  for  other  purposes, 
with  an  amendment;  referred  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Ways  and  Means  for  a  period  ending 
not  later  than  June  28.  1996.  for  consider- 
ation of  such  provisions  of  the  bill  and 
amendment  as  fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
that  committee  pursuant  to  clause  l(s),  rule 
X  (Rept.  104-605,  Pt.  1).  Ordered  to  be  printed. 


BILLS  PLACED  ON  THE 
CORRECTIONS  CALENDAR 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  xm,  the 
Speaker  filed  with  the  Clerk  a  notice 
requesting  that  the  following  bills  be 
placed  upon  the  Corrections  Calendar: 

[Omitted  from  the  Record  of  June  4, 19961 
H.R.  2909.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Silvio  O. 
Conte  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Refuge  Act 
to  provide  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
may  acquire  lands  for  purposes  of  that  act 
only  by  donation  or  exchange,  or  otherwise 
witii  the  consent  of  the  owner  of  the  lands. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXn,  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 
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By  Mr.  OBERSTAR  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Wise.  Mr.  Lipinski.  Mr.  DeFazio,  Mr. 
Clement.  Mr.  Nadler.  Mr.  Menen- 
DEz.  Ms.  Eddie  Bernice  Johnson  of 
Texas.     Mr.     Mascara,     and     Mr. 

CUMMINGS): 

H.R.  3578.  A  bill  to  reform  the  safety  prac- 
tices of  the  railroad  Industry,  to  prevent 
railroad  fatalities,  injuries,  and  hazardous 
materials  releases,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

By  Mrs.  CXTBIN: 
H.R.  3579.  A  bill  to  direct  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  convey  certain  property  con- 
taining a  fish  and  wildlife  facility  to  the 
State  of  Wyoming,  and  for  other  purposes:  to 
the  Committee  on  Resources. 

By    Mr.    FA  WELL    (for    himself.    Mr. 
GINGRICH.   Mr.   ARMEY,   Mr.   Delay. 
Mr.   Boehner.   Mr.   Ballenger.   Mr. 
Barrett        of        Nebraska.        Mr. 
Cunningham,    Mr.     Hoekstra.     Mr. 
Hltchdcson.  Mr.  Knollenberg.  Mr. 
Graham,  Mr.  Funderburk,  Mr.  CJoss. 
and  Mrs.  Seastrand): 
H.R.  3580.  A  bill  to  ensure  that  employees 
who  work  under  a  security  agreement  that 
requfres  such  employees  to  pay  union  dues  as 
a  condition  of  employment  have  a  right  to 
object  to  the  use  of  thefr  dues  for  political, 
legislative,  social,  or  charitable  purposes;  to 
the    Committee    on    Economic    and    Edu- 
cational Opportunities. 

By  Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Washington; 
H.R.  3581.  A  bill  to  facilitate  a  land  ex- 
change Involving  private  land  within  the  ex- 
terior   boundaries    of   Wenatchee    National 
Forest  in  Chelan  County,  WA;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Resources. 
By  Mrs.  LOWEY: 
H.R.  3582.  A  bill  to  permit  Individuals  to 
continue  health  plan  coverage  of  services 
while  participating  In  approved  clinical  stud- 
ies; to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

H.R.  3583.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act  to  provide,  with  respect 
to  research  on  breast  cancer,  for  the  in- 
creased involvement  of  advocates  in  decision 
making  at  the  National  Cancer  Institute;  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

By  Mrs.  LOWEY  (for  herself  and  Mrs. 
Morella): 
H.R.  3584.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1986  to  provide  a  credit  for  em- 
ployers for  certain  costs  incurred  to  combat 
violence  against  women;  to  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mrs.  LOWEY  (for  herself  and  Mr. 
Oilman): 
H.R.  3585.  A  bill  to  amend  title  XVm  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  provide  for  coverage 
of  respite  care  services  under  part  B  of  the 
Medicare  Program,  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  treat  qualified  long- 
term  care  services  as  medical  care,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means,  and  in  addition  to  the  Committee 
on  Commerce,  for  a  period  to  be  subse- 
quently determined  by  the  Speaker.  In  each 
case  for  consideration  of  such  provisions  as 
fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee 
concerned. 

By  Mr.  MICA: 
H.R.  3586.  A  bill  to  amend  title  5.  United 
States  Code,  to  strengthen  veterans'  pref- 
erence, to  Increase  employment  opportuni- 
ties for  veterans,  and  for  other  purposes:  to 
the  Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

By  Mr.  NADLER: 
H.R.   3587.   A   bill   to  amend   the   Public 
Health   Service   Act   to   provide   additional 
support  for  and  to  expand  clinical  research 
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programs,   and  for  other  purposes:   to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce. 

By  Mr.  OBEY  (for  himself.  Mr.  Del- 
LUMS.  and  Ms.  Slaughter): 
H.R.  3588.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Elec- 
tion Campaign  Act  of  1971  to  provide  for  ex- 
penditure limitations  and  public  financing 
for  House  of  Representatives  general  elec- 
tions, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  House  Oversight,  and  in  addition  to 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  for  a  pe- 
riod to  be  subsequently  determined  by  the 
Speaker,  in  each  case  for  consideration  of 
such  provisions  as  fall  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  committee  concerned. 
By  Mr.  PETRI: 
H.R.  3589.  A  bill  to  amend  title  13.  United 
States  Code,  to  make  clear  that  no  sampling 
or  other  statistical  procedure  may  be  used  In 
determining  the  total  population  by  States 
for  purposes  of  the  apportionment  of  Rep- 
resentatives in  Congress:  to  the  Committee 
on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 
By  Mr.  POMEROY: 
H.R.  3590.  A  bill  to  prevent  discrimination 
against  victims  of  domestic  abuse  in  all  lines 
of  insurance  and  in  group  health  plans;  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce,  and  in  addi- 
tion to  the  Committee  on  Economic  and 
Educational  Opportunities,  for  a  period  to  be 
subsequently  determined  by  the  Speaker,  in 
each  case  for  consideration  of  such  provi- 
sions as  fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
committee  concerned. 

By  Mr.  STARK  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Matsui): 
H.R.  3591.  A  bill  to  amend  title  XVXU  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  reduce  the  amount  of 
the  premium  charged  for  enrollment  In  part 
A  of  the  Medicare  Program  for  individuals 
not  receiving  third-party  assistance  in  pay- 
ment of  the  premium:  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  FAZIO  of  California: 
H.  Res.  447.  Resolution  designating  the  mi- 
nority membership  on  certain  standing  com- 
mittees of  the  House;  considered  and  agreed 
to. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXn,  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows: 

H.R.  38:  Ms.  McKlNNEY. 

H.R.  103:  Mr.  BENTSEN,  Mr.  GiLLMOR.  and 
Mr.  Gekas. 

H.R.  127:  Mr.  CONDIT.  Mr.  GREEN  of  Texas, 
Mr.  SMrra  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Flanagan.  Mr. 

EMERSON,  and  Mr.  NORWOOD. 

H.R.  303:  Mr.  ANDREWS. 

H.R.  350:  Ms.  Kaptur. 

H.R.  969:  Mr.  Markey. 

H.R.  972:  Mrs.  KELLY. 

H.R.  1024:  Mr.  SMTTH  of  New  Jersey. 

H.R.  1090:  Mr.  ENGLISH  of  Pennsylvania. 
Mr.  Manton.  and  Mr.  Wynn. 

H.R.  1161:  Mr.  OXLEY. 

H.R.  1884:  Mrs.  LOW-EY. 

H.R.  2019:  Mr.  SCHIFF  and  Mr.  Rahall. 

H.R.  2026:  Mr.  HYDE,  Mr.  TORRES. 
CUMMDJGS.  Mr.  WYNN.  Mr.  Olver. 
TEJEDA.  and  Mr.  Crane. 

H.R.  2080:  Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  MCHale. 
Dellums.  Mr.  LaToi^iette.  Mr.  Yates. 
Ms.  Rivers. 

H.R.  2193:  Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Ms.  Pelosi.  Mr. 
Horn.  Mr.  CONDrr.  Mr.  Ney.  and  Mr.  Brown 
of  California. 

H.R.  2199:  Mr.  WHITFIELD. 

H.R.  2200:  Mr.  Ganske.  Mr.  POMEROY.  and 

Mr.  MC<30LLUM. 

H.R.  2246:  Mr.  TORRES.  Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mrs. 
Clayton.  Mr.  Rangel.  Mr.  Manton.  and  Ms. 
Norton. 


Mr. 

Mr. 

Mr. 

and 


H.R.  2270:  Mr.  RiGGS. 

H.R.  2400:  Mr.  GiLCHREST.  Mr.  HOLDEK,  and 
Mr.  Bartlett  of  Maryland. 

H.R.  2434:  Mr.  FOLFS".  Mr.  STEARNS.  Mr. 
Gibbons.  Mr.  Fawell.  Mr.  Pete  Geren  of 
Texas,  Mr.  Wilson.  Mr.  Stockman.  Mr. 
TEJEDA.  Mr.  Crane,  and  Mr.  Jefferson. 

H.R.  2497:  Mrs.  MEYERS  of  Kansas.  Mr. 
Tiahrt.  Mr.  Kim.  and  Mr.  Wicker. 

H.R.  2540:  Mr.  SOLOMON  and  Mrs.  CUBDi. 

H.R.  2727:  Mr.  Ll\TNGST0N.  Mr.  BUNN  of  Or- 
egon. Mr.  Dreier.  and  Mr.  McLvrosH. 

H.R.  2856:  Mr.  MaRKEY. 

H.R.  2900:  Mr.  BOEKLERT.  Mr.  LONGLEY.  Mr. 
Petri.  Mr.  Collins  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Volkmer, 
and  Mr.  Gephardt. 

H.R.  2927:  Mr.  KING. 

H.R.  2976:  Mr.  BaRTLETT  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
MOLLOHAN.  Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Smpth  Of  New 
Jersey,  and  Mr.  Wynn. 

H.R.  3012:  Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  GORDON. 
Mr.  Funderburk,  Mr.  Wise,  and  Mrs.  CXay- 

TON. 

H.R.  3083:  Mr.  COOLEY  and  Mr.  BURR. 
H.R.  3089:  Mr.  MORAN. 

H.R.  3107:  Mr.  Sabo.  Mr.  STOCKMAN,  Mr. 
Pastor.  Mr.  Martini.  Ms.  Woolsey.  Mrs. 

KENNELLY.  Mrs.  SCHROEDER,  Mr.  ANDREWS. 

Mrs.  Morella.  Mrs.  Smith  of  Washington. 
Mr.  Chapman.  Mr.  Dooley.  Mr.  Kennedy  of 
Massachusetts.  Mr.  Martdcez.  Mr.  Pomkroy. 
Mr.  CuMMiNGS.  Ms.  McCarthy,  Mr.  Browder. 
Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  PETERSON  Of  Min- 
nesota. Mr.  SCARBOROUGH.  Mr.  Talent.  Mr. 
CosTELLO.  and  Mr.  Weller. 

H.R.  3118:  Mr.  QUDiN.  Mr.  McDermott.  Mrs. 
Kelly.  Mr.  Wise,  and  Mr.  Johnson  of  South 
Dakota. 

H.R.  3153:  Mr.  Knollenberg. 

H.R.  3161:  Mr.  EwiNG  and  Mr.  FORBES. 

H.R.  3173:  Mr.  PASTOR. 

H.R.  3178:  Mr.  Nadleb 

H.R.  3184:  Mr.  BaESLER. 

H.R.  3294:  Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Waxman,  and 
Ms.  Woolsey. 

H.R.  3345:  Mr.  HUTCHINSON. 

H.R.  3393:  Mr.  Torkildsen. 

H.R.  3396:  Mr.  CUNTCINGHAM,  Mr.  PETERSON 
of  Minnesota,  Mr.  Wolf,  Mr.  Parker.  Mr. 
Zeliff.  Mr.  Under,  Mr.  Chabot,  Mr.  Tate, 
Mr.  DiCKEY.  Mr.  TAYLOR  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
MclNTosH.  Mr.  Ballenger.  Mr.  Skeen.  and 
Mr.  Canady. 

H.R.  3398:  Mr.  MANTON.  Mr.  Kleczka.  and 
Mrs.  Meyers  of  Kansas. 

H.R.  3421:  Mr.  HUNTER  and  Mr.  LIPINSKL 

H.R.  3425:  Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin. 

H.R.  3447:  Mrs.  SEASTRAND.  Mr.  CX>BUBN. 
and  Mr.  Christensen. 

H.R.  3449:  Mr.  CoBURN.  Mr.  Fields  of 
Texas,  and  Mr.  Stump. 

H.R.  3480:  Mr.  EWDJG,  Mr.  E^TaiETT.  and  Mr. 
Foley. 

H.R.  3508:  Mr.  GREENTIOOD.  Mr.  GUNDERSON. 
Mr.  TORRICELU.  and  Mr.  Evans. 

H.R.  3532:  Mrs.  COLLINS  of  niinols. 

H.  Con.  Res.  83:  Mr.  BOMOR. 

H.  Con.  Res.  163:  Mr.  Ackerman. 

H.  Con.  Res.  169:  Mr.  Sensen-brentver.  Mr. 
Cal\t3it.  Mr.  Norwood.  Mr.  Radanovich. 
Mr.  Duncan.  Mr.  Gekas.  Mr.  Cox.  Mr. 
Cremeans,  and  Mrs.  MEYERS  or  Kansas. 

H.  Res.  286:  Ms.  Jackson-Lee. 


AMENDMENTS 

Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXm.  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H.R.  3540 
Offered  By  Mr.  Obey 
AMENDMEN-T  NO.  76:  On  page  97.  after  line  5. 
insert: 
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"Sec.  573.  Not  more  than  $100,000,000  of  the 
funds  made  available  under  the  heading- 
"Forelgrn  Military  Financing  Program"  may 
be  made  available  for  us  in  financing  the 
procurement  of  defense  articles,  defense 
services,  or  design  and  construction  services 
that  are  not  sold  by  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment under  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act 
to  countries  other  than  Israel  and  Egypt." 
H.R.  3540 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Payne  of  new  Jersey 

Amendment  No.  77:  Page  7,  line  4,  after 
"1600,000,000"  insert  "(decreased  by 
$118,000,000)". 

Page  7,  line  21,  strike  "and  chapter  10  of 
parti". 

Page  7,  line  22.  after  "$1,150,000,000"  Insert 
"(decreased  by  $586,000,000)". 

Page  9,  after  line  18,  insert  the  following: 

DEVELOPMENT  FUND  FOR  AFRICA 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  chapter  10  of  part  I  of  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1961,  $704,000,000,  to  re- 
main available  until  September  30, 1998. 
H.R.  3540 

OFFERED  BY:  MR.  ROEMER 

AMENDMENT  NO.  78:  Page  97,  after  line  5,  in- 
sert the  following: 

CONFLICT  IN  CHECHNYA 

SEC.  573.  (a)  Findings.— The  Congress  finds 
that  following: 


(1)  Russian  troops  advanced  into  Chechnya 
on  December  10,  1994,  and  were  met  with 
strong  resistance  from  Chechen  rebels  who 
have  now  moved  to  the  Caucasus  mountains 
where  they  remain  entrenched  in  a  conflict 
that  has  claimed  the  lives  of  as  many  as 
40,000  Chechens  and  as  many  as  5.000  Russian 
troops. 

(2)  Chechen  President  Dzhokar  Dudayev 
was  killed  by  a  Russian  helicopter-launched 
rocket  on  April  22,  1996.  Chechen  rebels  re- 
taliated by  ambushing  a  Russian  military 
convoy  which  claimed  the  lives  of  an  addi- 
tional 100  Russian  troops. 

(3)  The  cost  of  the  Chechen  battle  is  esti- 
mated to  cost  the  Government  of  Russia  as 
much  as  $6,000,000,000  and  will  further  exac- 
erbate Its  budget  deficit.  The  budget  impli- 
cations of  the  war  may  compel  the  Inter- 
national Monetary  fund,  in  which  the  United 
States  is  the  largest  shareholder,  to  abandon 
its  efforts  to  assist  Russia  in  its  transform- 
ing itself  to  a  free  market  economy  and  de- 
mocracy. 

(4)  The  United  States  has  provided  the 
Government  of  Russia  with  significant  direct 
assistance  and  loan  guarantees  to  promote  a 
free  market  economy,  support  democracy, 
meet  humanitarian  needs,  and  dismantle  nu- 
clear weapons.  The  brutality  of  Russian 
forces  in  Chechnya  undermines  Russia's  jus- 
tification of  territorial  integrity  and  sub- 
verted its  democratization  efforts. 


(b)  Declaration  of  Policy.— The  Congress 
declares  the  following: 

(1)  United  States  investment  in  Russia  has 
been  significant  in  promoting  democracy  and 
stabilizing  the  economy  of  Russia  and  this 
progress  has  been  imperiled  by  Russia's  con- 
tinued aggression  in  Chechnya. 

(2)  The  Inability  to  negotiate  an  end  to 
this  crisis  and  the  resulting  economic  impli- 
cations could  adversely  affect  the  ability  of 
Russia  to  fulfill  its  commitments  to  the 
International  Monetary  Fund,  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  of  the  United  States,  and  the 
Overseas  Private  Investment  Corporation. 

(3)  The  United  States  applauds  President 
Yeltsin's  recent  decision  to  Implement  a 
cease-fire  agreement  with  Chechnya  effec- 
tive May  31,  1996.  Further,  the  United  States 
commends  specific  provisions  of  the  cease- 
fire agreement  resulting  in  the  removal  of 
Russian  troops  from  Chechen  territory,  dis- 
annament  of  Chechen  separatists,  and  pris- 
oner exchanges. 

(4)  The  United  States  also  welcomes  the  ef- 
fort to  resume  negotiations  over  Chechnya's 
final  political  and  territorial  status. 

(5)  The  United  States  remains  committed 
to  supporting  President  Yeltsin  and  Chechen 
leader  Sellmkhan  Yandarbiyev  for  purposes 
of  promoting  a  permanent  cease-fire  and 
lasting  peace  In  Chechnya. 


June  5,  1996 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 
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MOTHERS    AGAINST    DRUNK    DRIV- 
ING NATIONAL  ESSAY  CONTEST 


HON.  NEWT  GINGRICH 

of  georgla 

in  the  house  of  representatives 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 

Mr.  GINGRICH.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  share  with  my  col- 
leagues the  winning  essays  of  the  Mothers 
Against  Drunk  Driving's  National  Essay  Con- 
test. 

As  we  are  all  aware,  drunk  drivers  kill  thou- 
sands of  Americans  each  year  on  our  Nation's 
roads.  Though  we  have  made  great  strides 
over  the  last  decade  or  so  with  increased  edu- 
cation and  stiffer  penalties,  there  is  still  much 
work  to  be  done. 

Mothers  Against  Drunk  Driving  has  t)een 
one  of  the  preeminent  forces  in  changing  our 
Nation's  drunk  driving  laws  and  educating  our 
citizens  on  the  dangers  of  driving  drunk.  The 
national  essay  contest  serves  as  a  way  to 
bring  these  issues  to  the  forefront  of  putslic  at- 
tention. 

I  commend  all  of  the  young  men  and 
women  who  participated  in  the  essay  contest. 
However,  I  would  like  to  specifically  recognize 
Caitlin  McCuistion,  of  El  Dorado,  KS,  Chris- 
topher Jackson,  of  Stow,  OH,  and  Angela 
DeAnn  Wieczorek,  of  Monterey,  IN,  for  their 
outstanding  essays  on  the  dangers  of  drunk 
driving. 

1996  Mothers  against  Drunk  driving 
National  Poster  Essay  Contest 

1ST  place  national  winner,  grades  4  to  6 

(By  Caitlin  McCuistion) 

Hello,  I  am  a  road,  part  of  a  large  highway. 
Some  people  may  not  think  I  am  very  impor- 
tant, but  I  am.  I  guide  people  to  their  des- 
tination, helping  them  along  the  way.  It  may 
not  sound  like  a  very  hard  job.  but  it  is. 

I  am  forced  to  watch  accidents  quite  often. 
They  are  difficult  to  witness,  but  I  cannot 
close  my  eyes  to  them.  Unfortunately,  these 
accidents  are  not  the  hardest  to  see. 

The  worst  are,  in  my  opinion,  caused  by 
drunk  driving.  These  accidents  are  horrible, 
caused  only  by  some  careless  person  who  is 
drunk.  Every  time  I  see  another  disaster 
caused  by  this,  I  feel  despair  and  complete 
hopelessness  emitting  from  friends  and  fam- 
ily quietly  standing  by. 

Policemen,  paramedics,  and  other  people 
acting  as  rescue  workers  feel  the  pain  too. 
"Another  accident,"  mutters  one  rescue 
worker  under  his  breath.  "When  will  this  all 
stop?"  None  of  us  are  sure. 

In  fact,  who  is  sure?  Is  anyone?  All  human- 
ity may  think  I  am  made  of  asphalt,  dirt,  or 
gravel,  but  I  know  what  I  am  truly  made  of. 
I  am  made  of  the  blood  and  tears  from  vic- 
tims and  their  families.  Everyone,  please  re- 
member this— "Drinking  and  driving  is  the 
road  to  nowhere." 

1ST  PLACE  national  WINNER,  GRADES  7  TO  9 

(By  Christopher  Jackson) 
"Where   have   you   been   tonight  son?"   I 
heard  the  voice  asking  from  just  behind  the 
flashlight  beam.  "Nowhere,"  I  said. 


"Where  did  you  get  the  beer?"  the  voice 
asked.  "Nowhere,"  I  replied.  I  tried  squint- 
ing to  look  past  the  flashlight  beam,  but  all 
I  could  see  was  flashing  red  and  blue  lights. 
This  guy  asking  me  these  stupid  questions 
was  really  nowhere.  I  must  have  fallen  asleep 
while  driving  home  from  the  party  with  Ed. 
He  must  have  left  me  in  the  car  and  gone 
somewhere.  Now  some  guy  with  a  flashlight 
is  hassling  me. 

"What  are  you?  A  cop?"  I  asked.  "Yes" 
came  the  reply.  Boy.  have  a  few  beers  and 
they  treat  you  like  a  dumk,  I  mean  drunk. 

"Where  were  you  and  your  buddy  going?" 
came  the  third  stupid  question.  I  told  him 
"nowhere."  If  they  found  out  I  took  a  case  of 
beer  from  our  dad  I'd  be  in  real  trouble.  The 
two  of  us  each  drank  six  beers  so  far  tonight. 
No  big  deal.  I  drink  more  than  that  some 
nights. 

I  Hgured  he'd  want  some  ID,  so  I  reached 
for  my  wallet  but  my  arms  wouldn't  move.  I 
looked  down  to  see  the  steering  wheel 
pressed  against  my  chest.  I  turned  to  yell  for 
my  brother  Ed  and  saw  him  in  the  light  of 
the  flashlight.  He  was  halfway  through  the 
windshield  and  two  people  were  trying  to 
pick  him  up. 

I  looked  over  as  they  put  Ed  on  a  stretcher 
and  screamed  for  someone  to  help  him.  The 
cop  started  to  strap  him  in.  but  the  EMT 
stopped  him  and  said,  "Don't  bother,  he's 
going  nowhere."  as  he  pulled  the  sheet  over 
Ed's  face. 

1ST  PLACE  NATIONAL  WINNER,  GRADES  10  TO  12 

(By  Angela  Wieczorek) 

Dear  Mom... 

Mom!  Mom!  Please  don't  cry!  I  always 
hated  to  see  you  cry.  Oh,  Mom.  I'm  so  sorry. 
I  never  meant  for  this  to  happen. 

I  should  have  listened  when  you  told  me 
not  to  leave.  You  just  had  a  feeling.  Deep 
down,  you  knew.  That's  why  you  held  me  so 
tight  and  told  me  bow  much  you  loved  me. 
Then,  reluctantly,  you  let  me  go  and  I  left. 

It  was  not  your  fault.  Mom.  Please  stop 
thinking  that.  You  weren't  the  only  one  who 
knew.  I  knew  too.  I  almost  listened  to  you 
and  stayed,  but  something  inside  me  kept 
pushing  me  out  the  door. 

The  weird  thing  was  that  I  knew  the  man 
would  run  the  red  light,  but  I  pushed  the  gas 
pedal  anyway.  He  hit  me  so  fast.  I  didn't 
even  know  what  happened.  But  I  heard  it— 
the  horrible  sound  of  metal  crashing  against 
metal.  The  aroma  of  alcohol  invaded  my 
senses.  It  was  so  strong.  The  man  had  t>een 
drinking!  Wild  thoughts  raced  through  my 
mind  as  I  recalled  all  the  seminars  and 
speeches  I  had  heard  about  things  like  this. 
I  never  dreamed  it  could  happen  to  me. 

Oh,  Mom.  I'm  so  very  sorry.  I'm  sorry  it 
was  me,  your  little  girl,  that  death  claimed 
and  not  the  man  at  fault.  I'm  sorry  you  have 
to  live  with  the  knowledge  that  the  man  who 
killed  your  daughter  only  suffered  a  broken 
arm. 

But.  Mom.  you  can't  stop  believing  in  God 
because  I'm  gone.  I  know  it  seems  unfair 
that  the  Lord  took  me  before  I  could  grad- 
uate, but  it  was  my  time  to  go.  In  your 
heart,  you  know  that.  And  now  that  man  has 
to  live  in  a  dark  room  with  nothing  to  do  ex- 
cept remember.  Because  of  his  drinking,  he 


claimed  the  life  of  a  seventeen  year  old  girl. 
Something  that  he  knows  could've  been  pre- 
vented. God  works  in  mysterious  ways. 
That's  what  you  taught  me. 

I  love  you.  Mom.  So  much  more  than  I  ever 
told  you.  I  miss  you,  but  you  have  to  carry 
on.  You  have  to  be  strong  for  Dad  and  little 
Tommy.  They  need  you  now  more  than  ever. 

I  know  in  your  heart,  you  know  I'm  al- 
right. I'm  at  peace  now  and  I'm  ready  to  go 
Home.  You  should  go  too. 

Come  visit  me  often.  And  Mom.  don't  for- 
get to  bring  flowers.  I  like  the  yellow  ones. 


BENEDICTION  BY  RABBI  ALEXAN- 
DER SCHINDLER,  NATIONAL 
DAYS  OF  REMEMBRANCE  COM- 
MEMORATION 


HON.  TOM  LAlVrOS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 
Mr.  LANTOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  April  16, 
Members  of  Congress,  memtiers  of  the  Dipk>- 
matic  Corps  arvj  hundreds  of  survivors  of  the 
Holocaust  and  their  friends  gatt>ered  here  in 
the  Capitol  Rotunda  for  the  National  Days  of 
Remembrance  commemoration.  The  U.S.  Ho^ 
ocaust  Memorial  Council  was  established  by 
Congress  to  preserve  the  memory  of  the  vic- 
tims of  the  HotocausL  I  commend  the  (Doundl 
and  the  members  of  the  Days  of  Remenv 
brance  Committee,  chaired  by  my  good  friend 
Benjamin  Meed,  for  their  vigilant  arxj  gerHJtne 
adhererx:e  to  ttieir  extraordinarily  important 
task. 

One  of  the  first  acts  of  the  Council  was  to 
estat)iish  the  annual  Days  of  Remembrance 
commemoration  to  mirror  similar  observances 
heU  in  Israel  and  throughout  our  Nation  and 
elsewhere  in  the  worid.  This  year,  the  com- 
menx>ration  centered  on  the  50th  anniversary 
of  tfie  Nuremberg  trials.  The  observance  was 
a  reminder  of  the  difficult  process  of  first  cop- 
ing and  then  healing  that  all  survivors  and 
tfieir  families  arxJ  loved  ones  had  to  erxlure. 

Rat}bi    Alexander    Schindler's    benediction 
closed  Vne  commemoration  with  a  remirxJer  of 
the  tragedy  that  we  must  rx>t  forget.  In  his 
typically  elegant  prose,  his  prayer  instructed 
us  how  to  turn  remembrance  into  strengtti, 
how  to  turn  sadness  and  horror  into  hope  for 
a  better  future.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  invite  my  cot- 
leagues  to  read  Rabbi  SchirxJter's  prayer  and 
hear  his  frank  but  hopeful  words  of  wisdom. 
Prayer  Offered  by  Rabbi  Schindler. 
Holocaust  Commemoration 
Once  again,  a  sacred  hour  of  remembrance 

summons   us   to   these   time-hallowed 

halls. 
Not  that  we  really  need  such  an  occasion  lest 

we  forget. 
We  need  no  reminders. 
We  remember  too  well. 
Memories  come  *  *  *  to  interrupt  our  sleep 

*  •  *  to  still  our  laughter  *  *  *  to  fill 

our  silence  with  the  voices  of  the  past. 


#  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spolcen,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 
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Oh,  would  that  we  could  forget. 

But  quick  forgrettlng  Is  not  the  reality  of  a 

people  who  lost  one-third  of  their  num- 
ber In  half  a  decade; 
Who  lost  one  and  one-half  niilllon  of  their 

children,    during    those    tear-stained 

years. 
No,  we  cannot,  we  will  not,  forget  these  mar- 

Lyrs. 
All  those  who  perished  through  the  cruelty 

of  the  oppressor. 
Not  punished  for  any  individual  guilt,  but  in- 
discriminately. 
Men  and  women  *  •  * 
Young  and  old  *  *  * 
The  learned  and  the  simple  *  *  * 
Were  '-driven  in  multitudes  along  the  road  of 

pain  and  pitiless  death." 
They  lie  in  nameless  graves. 
Their  places  of  everlasting  sleep  are  not 

known  to  us. 
Yet  we  will  not  forget  them. 
We  take  them  into  our  hearts  and  give  them 

a  place  beside  the  treasured  memories 

of  our  own  beloved. 
May  their  remembrance  give  us  the  strength 
To  turn  from  death  to  life. 
To  love  where  others  hate, 
To  hope  where  others  despair. 
To  retain  our  belief  In  humankind  and  in  the 

conviction  that. 
In  spite  of  everything,  there  Is  meaning  in 

life  and  in  human  history. 
Thus  will  we  give  substance  to  the  words  of 
our  tradition,  those  words  which  we  repeat 
six  million  times — and  more. 
Yltgadal,  V'yitkadash  sh'mey  rabba  *  *  * 
Magnified  and  sanctiHed  be  thy  Name  of 
God. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

volunteer  fire  departments  a  debt  of  gratitude 
for  their  service  and  sacrifice. 


HONORING  THE  GALLATIN 
VOLUNTEER  FIRE  DEPARTMENT 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  the  invaluable  services 
provided  by  the  Aubumtown  Volunteer  Fire 
Department.  These  brave,  civic  minded  people 
give  freely  of  their  time  so  that  we  may  all  fee! 
safer  at  night 

Few  realize  the  depth  of  training  and  hard 
woik  that  goes  into  being  a  volunteer  fire- 
fighter. To  quote  one  of  my  local  volunteers, 
'These  fireman  must  have  an  ovenortielming 
desire  to  do  for  others  while  expecting  nothing 
in  return." 

Preparatkxi  includes  twice  monthly  training 
programs  in  which  they  have  live  drills,  study 
the  latest  videos  featuring  the  latest  in  fire 
fighting  tactics,  as  well  as  attend  seminars 
where  they  can  obtain  the  knowledge  they 
need  to  save  lives.  Within  a  year  of  becoming 
a  volunteer  firefighter,  most  attend  the  Ten- 
nessee Fire  Training  School  in  Murfreesboro 
where  they  undergo  further,  intensified  train- 
ing. 

When  the  residents  of  my  district  go  to  bed 
at  night,  they  know  that  shouW  disaster  strike 
and  their  home  catch  fire,  well  trained  and 
qualified  volunteer  fire  departments  are  ready 
and  willing  to  give  so  graciously  and  gener- 
ously of  themselves.  This  peace  of  mind 
shouU  not  be  taken  for  granted. 

By  selflessiy  giving  of  themselves,  they  en- 
sure a  safer  future  for  us  all.  We  owe  these 


TRIBUTE  TO  RABBI  BRADD  H. 
BOXMAN 


HON.  VICTOR  0.  FRAZER 

OF  THE  VIRGIN  ISLANDS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 19% 

Mr.  FRAZER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  pay 
special  tribute  to  Rabbi  Bradd  H.  Boxman. 
Rabbi  Bradd  H.  Boxman  was  trarr,  and  raised 
in  Philadelphia,  PA.  He  t>ecame  a  bar  mitzvah 
and  was  confirmed  at  Beth  David  Reform 
Congregation,  where  he  later  taught  in  the  reli- 
gious school  for  neariy  5  years.  Bradd  earned 
a  B.A.  in  modem  languages  at  Villanova  Uni- 
versity, where  he  also  minored  in  Christian 
studies.  From  1979-81,  he  served  as  presi- 
dent of  the  Hillel  Jewish  Student  Union  at 
Villanova.  In  1980,  he  traveled  to  the  Soviet 
Union  to  visit  Soviet  Jevnsh  Refuseniks.  In 
1981,  he  began  his  rabbinic  studies  at  the  He- 
brew Unron  College-Jewish  Institute  of  Reli- 
gion in  Jerusalem,  where  he  created  and  fa- 
cilitated a  wood  workshop  program  for  phys- 
ically disabled  chikjren  at  Alyn  Hospital. 

In  Cincinnati,  OH,  where  Bradd  completed 
his  rabbinic  education,  he  taught  at  Wise  Tem- 
ple and  Yavneh  Day  School.  He  was  chair- 
person of  the  social  action  committee  at  HUC 
for  2  years  and  was  appointed  as  the  first  rab- 
binic student  liaison  to  the  UAHC  Social  Ac- 
tk>n  Commission.  Bradd  served  as  a  member 
of  the  board  of  the  Cincinnati  Council  of  Soviet 
Jews  between  1983-86.  His  strong  interest  in 
and  commitment  to  social  action  was  recog- 
nized by  the  Central  Conference  of  Rabbis  in 
1985,  when  he  was  awarded  the  Horace  J. 
Wolf  Memorial  prize  for  the  sodal  action  pro- 
grams he  implemented. 

Rabbi  Boxman  was  the  student  rabbi  for  2 
years  at  Temple  Beth  Shalom  in  Winter 
Haven,  FL.  He  also  served  pulpits  in  Marion, 
IN,  and  at  Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base  in 
Dayton,  OH,  where  he  was  a  civilian  chaplain. 
Bradd's  rabbinic  thesis  is  entitled:  'The  Signifi- 
cance of  Brit  Milah  in  Reform  Judaism." 

Rabbi  Boxman  t>egan  his  career  as  a  rabbi 
at  Indianapolis  Hebrew  Congregation  where 
he  served  as  assistant  and  then  associate 
rabbi  from  1986-90.  At  Indianapolis,  Rabbi 
Boxman  initiated  several  new  programs  and 
activities,  including  a  Soviet  Jewry  Committee, 
a  unk]ue  bask:  Judaism  curriculum,  and  an 
award  winning  family  education  program  enti- 
tled "Geshber  L'Mishpachah."  Rabbi  Boxman 
also  directed  the  estat)lishment  of  the  new  li- 
brary facility  at  that  congregation. 

Rabbi  Boxman  served  as  chaplain  at  the  In- 
diana University  Medical  Center  and  as  a  civil- 
ian chaplain  of  Ft.  Benjamin  Hamson.  He  was 
chairperson  of  the  Indianapolis  Board  of  Rab- 
bis, 1989-90,  and  was  actively  involved  in 
intertaith  work  throughout  his  tenure  in  that 
city. 

Rabbi  Boxman  moved  to  St.  Thomas  in 
September  1990.  Soon  after  his  anival  he  es- 
tablished Interfaith  Coalition  of  St.  Thomas/St. 
John  and  served  as  its  first  president  from 
1991-95.  He  served  on  the  St.  Thomas  Hos- 
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pital's  pastoral  care  committee  and  its  bio- 
medical ethics  committee.  He  also  served  as 
a  board  member  for  the  following  organiza- 
tions: The  Child  Abuse  Task  Force  of  St. 
Thomas/St.  John,  Y.E.S.— youth  experiencing 
success,  and  the  United  Way  Grant  Allocation 
Committee. 

Rabbi  Boxman  was  honored  by  the  St. 
Thomas/St.  John  Federation  of  Teachers  with 
a  Feddy  Award  in  1993  for  his  religious  lead- 
ership in  the  community.  During  the  syna- 
gogue's bicentennial  year  1995-96,  Rabbi 
Boxman  led  his  congregation's  200th  anniver- 
sary celebration  by  bringing  religious  leaders, 
scholars,  artists,  and  social  programs  to  the  is- 
land. These  included  Cardinal  Bernard  Law, 
Rabbi  Harold  Kushner,  Supreme  Court  Justice 
Ruth  Bader  Ginsberg,  Itzhak  Perlman.  Elie 
Wiesel,  and  Maya  Angelou.  He  also  helped  to 
institute  the  Anti-Defamation  League's  teach- 
ing tolerance  program  called  A  Worid  of  Dif- 
ference in  the  public,  private,  and  parochial 
schools  on  St.  Thomas  and  St.  John. 

Rabbi  Boxman  and  his  wife  Linda  have 
been  married  for  almost  13  years  and  have 
three  daughters:  Ariel,  Talia,  and  Achira.  They 
will  next  take  up  residence  in  Danbury,  CT, 
where  Rabbi  Boxman  will  be  the  spiritual  lead- 
er of  the  United  Jewish  Congregation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  representative  of  the 
people  of  the  Virgin  Islands,  I  wish  Rabbi 
Boxman  and  his  family  God  speed  and  remind 
him  that  they  will  always  be  a  part  of  the  Vir- 
gin Islands.  We  will  always  leave  the  door 
open  and  the  light  on  for  them. 


A  FLAG  DAY  TRIBUTE  TO  THE 
CATSKILL  ELKS  LODGE 


HON.  GERALD  B.H.  SOLOMON 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  5, 1996 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  back  on  June 
14,  1777,  the  Continental  Congress  of  the 
United  States  adopted  a  resolution  that  gave 
us  the  Stars  and  Stripes  that  are  our  America 
flag.  This  June  14,  1996,  we  will  celebrate  the 
219th  Flag  Day  and  this  Sunday,  June  9, 
1996,  the  Catskill  Elks  Lodge  will  be  holding 
their  annual  Flag  Day  celebration  to  com- 
memorate the  most  significant  occasion. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  tell  you  why  it  is  so  inv 
portant  that  organizations  like  the  Elks  Lodge 
No.  1341  in  Catskill,  NY,  take  the  time  to  rec- 
ognize Flag  Day  and  the  American  flag.  It's 
because  our  flag  is  unique  and  so  is  Flag  Day. 
To  my  knowledge,  no  other  nation  has  a  holi- 
day like  it.  No  other  nation  has  a  special  day 
when  its  people  gather,  as  those  will  gather  at 
the  Catskill  Elks  Lodge,  to  honor  the  flag  as  a 
special  symbol. 

And  that  Mr.  Speaker,  is  what  makes  our 
flag  and  Rag  Day  unique.  It  represents  a 
unique  natron,  the  strongest,  freest,  greatest 
natk)n  on  Earth.  No  other  flag  is  anchored  so 
securely  in  the  hearts  of  a  people  like  Old 
Glory  is  in  ours. 

Let's  stop  for  a  moment  and  conskler  why 
that  is.  If  s  because  of  civic  organizatnns  and 
people  like  those  at  the  Catskill  Elks  Lodge 
who  continually  remind  us  of  the  importance  of 
our  flag.  It's  because  of  their  efforts  to  raise 
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public  awareness  of  the  flag  and  all  that  it 
stands  for  that  Old  Gtory  commands  the  devo- 
tion, respect,  and  reverence  that  it  does. 

Thafs  why,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  so  proud  to 
address  the  members  of  the  Catskill  Elks 
Lodge  as  Brother  Elk.  The  Elks  are  devoted  to 
promoting  pride,  patriotism,  and  volunteerism 
arid  do  more  than  anyone  when  it  comes  to 
those  goals.  The  Benevolent  and  Protective 
Order  of  Elks  have  helped  to  relight  the  fire  of 
patriotism  in  every  American  citizen  and 
through  their  voluntary  acts  on  behalf  of  the 
community,  they  have  helped  to  reach  our 
young  people  in  whose  hands  the  future  of 
America  depends. 

But,  Mr.  SpesUter,  I  owe  my  brother  Elks  in 
Catskill  and  around  the  country  another  ex- 
pression of  my  personal  gratitude.  That's  be- 
cause they  stood  t)eside  me,  and  the  over- 
whelming majority  of  Americans,  who  wanted 
to  see  Old  Gtory,  our  most  visible  and  betoved 
symbol,  protected  by  the  Constitution,  our 
most  sacred  and  beloved  document.  I'm  refer- 
ring of  course  to  the  constitutional  amendment 
to  prevent  the  physical  destructon  of  our  flag 
that  passed  ovenwhelming  right  here  in  the 
House  Chamber,  only  to  be  defeated  by  just 
two  votes  in  the  Senate.  As  long  as  lodges 
like  those  in  Catskill  continue  to  impress  upon 
our  fellow  Americans  the  significance  of  our 
flag  and  what  it  means  to  America,  I'm  con- 
fWent  we  can  afford  it  this  ultimate  protection 
it  so  richly  deserves. 

Mr.  Speaker,  at  this  time,  I  ask  that  you  and 
all  Members  of  the  House  join  me  in  tribute  to 
the  Catskill  Elks  Lodge  for  all  they  have  done 
to  spread  appreciation  for  the  American  Flag 
and  our  country  throughout  their  community. 
For  those  efforts,  they  are  all  truly  great  Amer- 
kans. 


INFRASTRUCTURE 


HON.  LEE  H.  HAMILTON 

OF  INDIANA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 
Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  woukj  like  to 
insert  my  Washington  Report  for  Wednesday, 
May    29,    1996,    into    the    Congressional 
Record. 

Infrastructure  and  Economic 
Development 

Renewed  attention  needs  to  be  given  to  the 
state  of  our  country's  infrastructure.  Infra- 
structure is  what  physically  holds  this  coun- 
try together.  It  is  our  roads,  bridges,  air- 
I>orts,  waterways,  and  water  and  sewer  sys- 
tems. The  quality  of  life  of  Hoosiers  is  af- 
fected by  these  things  every  day. 

Yet  many  of  us  take  Infrastructure  for 
granted  and  need  to  be  reminded  how  im]?or- 
tant  it  is.  It's  not  until  something  goes 
wrong— such  as  hitting  a  pothole  or  having 
to  boll  drinking  water  because  of  high  bac- 
teria levels — that  we  realize  how  dependent 
we  are  on  a  high-quality  Infrastructure. 
Communities  and  businesses  depend  on  Infra- 
structure for  basic  services  and  for  quick  and 
easy  movement  of  goods  and  people.  Sound 
infrastructure  helps  get  children  to  school 
and  people  to  hospitals,  allows  us  to  main- 
tain personal  contacts,  and  ensures  more 
productive,  healthier  lives. 

Across  the  country  we  can  see  a  lot  of 
problems  with  the  condition  of  our  Infra- 
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structure.  Many  roads  and  bridges  are  in 
poor  repair.  The  quality  of  the  drinking 
water  In  certain  parts  of  the  country  is  dete- 
riorating. Afr  traffic  control  towers  at  some 
airports  use  computers  so  old  that  they  still 
have  vacuum  tubes.  Clearly,  something  has 
to  be  done.  We  need  to  make  Investment  in 
our  infrastructure  a  priority.  Without  a 
sound  Infrastructure,  the  U.S.  will  find  it  In- 
creasingly difficult  to  maintain  our  high 
standard  of  living  and  compptltive  edge 
internationally. 

importance  to  economic  growth 

Economic  development  Is  not  possible 
without  a  good  infrastructure.  It  helps  busi- 
nesses grow  and  expand  and  means  more  Jobs 
for  Americans.  I  often  hear  from  Hoosier 
business  leaders  about  how  the  widening  of  a 
local  road  or  how  increased  water  capacity 
has  helped  their  business. 

Studies  have  shown  that  failure  to  keep  up 
our  Investment  in  infrastructure  has  con- 
tributed to  a  slowing  of  U.S.  productivity  in- 
creases since  the  early  1980s.  Our  global  com- 
petitiveness depends  on  the  efficiency  of  our 
infrastructure,  especially  transportation.  In 
a  country  as  vast  as  ours,  our  ability  to 
move  goods  and  services  to  market  must  be 
second  to  none. 

infrastructure  investment 

Currently  70%  of  the  funds  for  infi-astruc- 
ture  Investment  come  from  local  and  state 
governments,  with  the  federal  government 
responsible  for  30%.  The  federal  government 
contributes  to  Infrastructure  repair  and  con- 
struction largely  through  spending  from 
aviation,  highway,  transit,  and  waterway 
trust  funds  financed  by  user  fees. 

Yet  while  everyone  acknowledges  the  criti- 
cal need  for  good  infrastructure,  and  while 
our  needs  continue  to  expand,  public  Invest- 
ment in  recent  decades  has  fallen  short.  A 
recent  Department  of  Transportation  report 
on  the  state  of  America's  Inliastructure  con- 
cluded that  we  currently  have  a  517  billion 
annual  shortfall  in  what  we  should  be  invest- 
ing Just  to  keep  our  transportation  system 
in  good  working  order.  Total  U.S.  public 
spending  on  infrastructure  has  fkllen  from 
3.1%  of  gross  domestic  product  in  1960  to 
2.1%  In  1994.  Of  the  seven  major  industri- 
alized nations,  the  U.S.  ranks  at  the  bottom 
in  the  ratio  of  public  investment  to  gross  do- 
mestic product. 

congressional  action 

Congress  has  recently  considered  several 
measures  relating  to  Infi^utructure  policy 
and  Investment.  Some  of  our  actions  are 
positive,  but  others  are  not. 

Some  of  the  highest  profile  infrastructure 
projects  are  highways  and  bridges.  These  are 
projects  we  can  point  to  and  see  the  direct 
impact  on  local  economies.  Congress  ap- 
proved a  major  overhaul  of  our  transpor- 
tation policy  with  the  passage  of  the  Inter- 
modal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act 
(ISTEA)  in  1991.  ISTEA  is  a  six-year  plan  to 
reorient  and  modernize  our  transportation 
systems.  ISTEA  marked  the  shift  in  our  pol- 
icy focus  from  increasing  transportation  ca- 
pacity to  Improving  efficiency  through  bet- 
ter planning,  management,  and  mainte- 
nance. Indiana  and  several  others  states  are 
now  doing  better  in  thefr  share  of  highway 
trust  funds,  but  they  still  do  not  get  back  as 
much  as  they  contribute.  ISTEA  Is  due  to  be 
reauthorized  next  year  and  I  am  hopeful  that 
funding  inequities  will  be  addressed  at  that 
time. 

Congress  is  working  on  an  important  meas- 
ure to  free  up  the  S3D  billion  surplus  In  the 
transportation  trust  funds.  Funds  available 
from  the  trust  funds  are  capped  each  year  be- 
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cause  of  arcane  federal  budget  rules.  I  sup- 
ported the  House  bill  to  take  the  transpor- 
tation trust  funds  out  of  the  federal  budget, 
thus  freeing  this  money  from  federal  budg- 
etary constraints. 

While  not  as  glamorous  as  the  larger  Infra- 
structure projects,  wastewater  treatment 
plans  and  public  water  systems  are  an  impor- 
tant part  of  our  infrastructure.  The  cost  of 
upgrading  and  constructing  wastewater 
plants  and  drinking  systems  is  overwhelming 
for  many  rural  communities.  Congress  is 
taking  steps  to  address  this  through  changes 
in  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  and  the 
Clean  Water  Act.  One  measure  would  create 
a  new  fund  (known  as  a  state  revolving  fund) 
to  help  local  communities  finance  drinking 
water  treatment  improvements.  Another 
would  reauthorize  federal  contributions  for 
wastewater  treatment  construction. 

Congress  unwisely  cut  overall  Infrastruc- 
ture funding  for  1996.  and  Is  currently  consid- 
ering 1997  levels.  Funding  for  safe  drinking 
water  and  wastewater  treatment  would  be 
maintained  at  current  levels,  but  I  am  dis- 
mayed to  see  other  drastic  cuts  t>eing  pro- 
posed. The  bill  which  funds  transportation 
programs  would  cut  funding  S2  billion  below 
the  current  level.  The  bill  to  fund  waterway 
Improvements  was  also  cut  deeply.  That  may 
put  in  Jeopardy  the  much-needed  improve- 
ments at  McAlpine  Locks  and  Dam  on  the 
Ohio  River.  Without  these  Improvements, 
barge  traffic  will  continue  to  be  impeded, 
slowing  the  flow  of  goods  into  Indiana  and 
the  Ohio  Valley.  Funding  for  local  Good  con- 
trol projects  also  may  be  threatened. 

These  cuts  are  short-sighted  and  will  serve 
to  stunt  the  economic  growth  in  many  areas 
of  our  country.  While  I  am  well  aware  that 
Congress  must  rein  in  spending  and  reduce 
the  deficit,  inflraatructure  funding  Is  an  In- 
vestment— an  Investment  In  our  country's 
future.  We  should  not  waver  in  our  commit- 
ment to  helping  people  live  better,  more  pro- 
ductive lives. 

conclusion 
Investment  in  our  Infrastructure  Is  vital  to 
maintaining  the  high  quality  of  life  Ameri- 
cans have  come  to  expect.  We  want  good 
drinking  water,  sound  roads  and  liridges,  and 
safe,  efficient  air  travel,  and  we  also  want  a 
growing  economy  and  more  Jobs.  An  excel- 
lent Infrastructure,  second  to  none,  will 
make  our  economy  more  competitive  and 
our  lives  more  pleasant. 


IN  HONOR  OF  ZUBERI  McKINNEY 


HON.  DOUGLAS  "PEIT'  PEHRSON 

of  FLORIDA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Ftorida.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
March  6,  1996.  Zuberi  McKinney,  the  betoved 
son  of  the  Sergeant  Major  of  the  Army  and 
Mrs.  Gene  C.  McKinney,  died  as  a  result  of  a 
tragic  automobile  accident  in  Tallahassee,  FL. 
Zuberi  was  18  years  oto  and  atter>ding  his  first 
year  of  college  at  Ftorida  A&M  University.  Ser- 
geant Major  aiKl  Mrs.  McKinney  are  lor>g-time 
residents  of  the  Second  Congresstonal  District 
of  Rorida  whch  I  serve. 

I  tost  my  17-year-oto  son  several  years  ago 
in  an  accident  very  similar  to  that  experienced 
by  the  McKinney  family  and  know  only  too 
well  the  pain  a  family  suffers  having  sustained 
a  k>ss  of  this  magnitude.  It  is  a  pain  that  never 
goes  away,  however  there  is  comfort  in  that 
toved  or)e's  memory. 
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Today,  Mr.  Speaker,  i  wish  to  enter  into  the 
Record  the  words  of  Zuberi  McKinney's  par- 
ents as  they  celebrate  Zuberi's  19th  birthday. 
The  composition  speaks  for  itself  In  terms  of 
compassion  and  grief,  but  it  also  speaks  elo- 
quently of  a  strong,  dose,  toving  family.  A 
family  whose  tx>nds  cannot  be  broken  even  in 
death. 

In  Honor  of  Zuberi  McKinnet 

Our  Dear  Son:  You've  heard  us  say  to  you 
many  times  how  we  will  always  be  proud  of 
you  and  love  you,  NO  MATTER  WHAT. 

Today  Dad  and  I  were  remlnlsclnp  about 
the  Earthly  life  you  have  had  and  we  have 
had  because  of  you. 

Sometime  In  September,  1976,  we  were  told 
we  would  be  parents  approximately  May  10. 
1977.  Who  would  have  believed  on  May  10,  In 
less  than  an  hour  from  the  time  we  arrived 
at  the  Frankfurt  Hospital  you  were  born! 

We  had  researched  our  chosen  names  and 
daddy's  name  won  because  of  a  boy  baby. 

ZUBERI  ASWAD.  An  A&lcan  name  from 
the  Swahlll  language.  ZUBERI  meaning 
STRONG  and  ASWAD  meaning  BLACK. 

You  grew  quickly  and  learned  lots.  The 
first  song  you  learned  was,  "Yes  Jesus  Loves 
Me." 

Looking  back  over  eighteen  years  you  ac- 
complished a  great  deal  here  on  Earth.  Your 
rambunctious  sports  years  started  at  age 
three  when  you  played  on  the  Rowdies  Soc- 
cer Team.  You  were  skiing  downhill  at  age 
five.  You  played  football,  baseball,  tennis, 
percussion  Instruments  In  the  band,  piano, 
was  on  a  swim  team  and  played  lots  and  lots 
of  basketball,  ending  up  on  the  Heidelberg 
Varsity  Basketball  team. 

You  were  very  Inquisitive  as  a  student  and 
often  challenged  teachers.  Including  us  as 
parents.  That  was  good  *  •  *  at  times. 

You  always  made  fMends  easily  and  always 
had  lots  of  them  We  always  noticed  the  char- 
acteristics of  the  ones  you  chose  to  keep  as 
your  CLOSEST  fWends.  They  were  always 
mannerable,  had  a  great  sense  of  humor,  had 
a  goal  In  life  and  most  Importantly  as  you 
once  said.  "Couldn't  be  broke  all  the  time." 

You  got  to  live  a  very  adventurous  life  on 
two  continents.  Visiting  many  different 
countries  and  states.  Experiencing  almost 
every  mode  of  travel  possible.  You  always 
believed  In  FUS.  You  had  It  and  we  enjoyed 
having  fun  with  you. 

We  are  very  unhappy  right  now  because  we 
miss  your  earthly  flesh  and  we  cry  out  be- 
cause of  earthly  feelings.  But  we  THANK 
GOD  that  He  chose  us  to  be  your  parents.  We 
THANK  GOD  that  He  chose  you  to  prepare 
our  place  In  Heaven.  Because  we  know  you'll 
get  the  best.  And  we  THANK  GOD  for  this 
prayer: 

Now  I  lay  me  down  to  sleep 
I  pray  the  Lord  my  soul  to  keep 
If  I  should  die  before  I  wake 
I  pray  the  Lord  my  soul  to  take. 

You  slept  with  us  sixteen  days  before  the 
Lord  took  your  soul  to  shine  down  on  us 
f^m  Heaven. 

The  Guardian  Angel  we  placed  over  your 
heart  was  kissed  by  ours  and  we  will  wear  It 
representing  we  will  NEVER  EVER  part 
from  you. 

We'll  talk  to  you  dally  from  now  until 
ETERNTTY. 

Love  you  forever. 

Mom  and  Dad. 
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KATI  MARTON  ON  FREEDOM  OF 
THE  PRESS  m  BOSNIA 


June  5,  1996 


HON.  TOM  LANTOS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 

Mr.  LANTOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
bring  my  colleagues'  attention  to  a  superb  op- 
ed in  Friday's  Washington  Post  which  dis- 
cusses the  importance  of  freedom  of  the  press 
in  the  former  Yugoslavia.  The  author,  my  good 
friend  and  prominent  journalist  Kati  Marton, 
has  for  many  years  been  one  of  the  leading 
spokespersons  for  press  freedom  and  for 
open  societies. 

Freedom  of  the  press  in  the  United  States 
was  enshrined  in  the  very  first  amendment  to 
the  Constitution,  as  it  was  recognized  as  the 
cornerstone  of  a  true  democracy.  Indeed,  it 
was  the  circulation  of  revolutionary  literature 
that  spurred  the  War  of  Independence  and  ral- 
lied popular  support  for  democracy. 

A  lasting  democracy  in  Bosnia,  where  viola- 
tions of  freedom  of  the  press  are  most  acute, 
is  only  possible  with  a  free  press.  Such  free- 
dom is  necessary  in  the  upcoming  elections 
there  so  that  Bosnians  can  make  an  informed 
choice. 

Kati  Marton's  ot)servatk)ns  during  her  10- 
day  trip  to  Bosnia  reveal  the  importance  of 
United  States  support  for  such  freedom.  Kati 
chairs  the  Committee  to  Protect  Journalists 
and  possesses  many  insights  on  the  Bosnian 
situation.  Her  husband.  Richard  Holt>rooke, 
was  the  chief  negotiator  of  the  Dayton  Ac- 
cords. Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  that  her  artKle  be  in- 
cluded in  the  Record,  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  consider  her  insightful  remarks. 

[From  the  Washington  Post,  May  31, 1996] 

Key  to  the  Balkans:  A  Free  Press 

(By  Kati  Marton) 

They  don't  shoot  reporters — or  even  Jail 
them  anymore — In  postwar  former  Yugo- 
slavia. Today  the  authoritarian  governments 
of  the  Balkans  use  more  subtle  measures  to 
control  the  media. 

After  a  10-day  fact-finding  trip  to  Sarajevo, 
Belgrade  and  Zagreb  and  talks  with  the  lead- 
ers of  all  three  countries,  I  am  convinced  a 
healthy  democratic  opposition  will  not  take 
root  here  without  stronger  Western  pressure 
on  Serb,  Croatian  and  Bosnian  leaders.  All 
three  leaders— Slobodan  Milosevic,  Franjo 
Tudjman  and  Allja  Izetbegovlc— promised  to 
uphold  the  right  to  free  speech  and  free  press 
In  Dayton,  but  all  three  are  falling  far  short 
of  delivering  on  that  promise. 

The  Balkan  media's  plight  goes  much  fur- 
ther than  the  Issue  of  the  population's  legiti- 
mate rights  of  free  speech  and  free  press.  It 
was  the  media  In  Belgrade.  Zagreb  and,  to  a 
much  lesser  degree,  Sarajevo  that  fueled  the 
ethnic  passions  that  unleashed  the  war.  It  Is 
now  essential  for  the  security  of  Europe  and 
the  United  States  that  we  Insist  on  the  es- 
tablishment of  free  media  In  Bosnia,  Serbia 
and  Croatia. 

The  situation  Is  most  critical  In  Bosnia.  In 
September,  nationwide  elections  will  be  held 
that  will  anchor  the  fragile  new  entity  of 
Bosnia-Herzegovina  to  a  new  central  govern- 
ment. Without  a  free  press,  the  dream  of  re- 
viving a  multl-ethnlc  society  after  years  of 
savage  violence  will  fade.  Although  the  guns 
that  killed  45  reporters  during  the  war  are 
quiet  now.  It  Is  still  too  dangerous  for  Bos- 


nian Journalists  to  cover  more  than  a  silver 
of  the  country.  The  brave  ones  who  try  come 
back  shaken  from  the  experience,  with  sto- 
ries of  being  pulled  off  the  road  when  Serb 
mlUtla  loyal  to  the  Indicted  war  criminal 
who  still  heads  the  Bosnia  Serbs— Radovan 
Karadzic — spotted  their  Sarajevo  plates  and 
hauled  them  in  for  "questioning." 

In  Bosnia,  as  elsewhere,  television  is  how 
most  people  get  their  news.  What  limited 
television  there  is  (only  one  of  nine  trans- 
mitters survived  the  war)  Is  under  the  con- 
trol of  President  Alija  Izetbegovlc's  ruling 
party.  This  makes  it  difficult  for  opposition 
candidates  such  as  former  prime  minister 
Harls  Sllajdic  to  get  their  message  out  in  the 
election  campaign.  Ironically,  Radio  Free 
Europe,  deemed  a  relic  of  the  Cold  War  else- 
where and  never  before  heard  in  Yugoslavia, 
has  become  the  most  popular  radio  in  Bos- 
nia—as close  as  most  people  think  they'll  get 
to  the  straight  story. 

In  Belgrade  and  Zagreb,  Independent  media 
are  controlled  by  the  use  of  "financial  po- 
lice" government  accountants  who  swoop 
dowh  on  opposition  press  and  find  their 
bookkeeping  wanting.  On  April  25,  such  "ac- 
countants" swept  into  the  office  of  the  Cro- 
atian weekly  Panorama  and  ordered  all  staff 
to  leave  in  25  minutes.  The  magazine  re- 
mains shut.  The  reason:  alleged  "failure  to 
meet  technical,  health  and  ecological  stand- 
ards necessary  for  operating." 

When  I  asked  President  Tudjman  why  his 
government  Is  suing  another  Independent 
paper,  Novl  List,  for  a  ruinous  sum,  Tudjman 
ordered  an  aid  to  fetch  the  cover  of  the  sa- 
tiric weekly.  Feral  Tribune,  which  featured 
Tudjman's  face  atop  Rambo's  body.  "Would 
any  other  world  leader  put  up  with  this?"  he 
asked.  "All  leaders  in  democracies,"  I  re- 
plied: but  without  much  effect  on  him. 

Another  technique  both  Milosevic  and 
Tudjman  use  to  quiet  the  voices  of  dissent  is 
to  claim  that  formerly  state-controlled 
media  were  "improperly  privatized."  Using 
that  device,  Serbian  police  entered  Bel- 
grade's Studio  B  and  pulled  the  plug.  Now  all 
Serb  television  Is  under  Milosevic's  control. 
But  Milosevic  assured  me,  reveallngly,  that 
he  has  instructed  the  media  to  tamp  down 
their  former  anti-Muslim  and  anti-Groat  fer- 
vor and  get  behind  the  Dayton  Accords. 

Milosevic  also  controls  newsprint,  the  life 
blood  of  newspapers,  and  thus  manipulates 
the  Independent  dallies'  circulation.  Nasa 
Bortia,  the  only  major  Independent  dally  in 
Serbia,  struggles  to  reach  more  than  10,000 
readers,  whereas  Politika,  the  pro-Milosevic 
paper,  never  suffers  from  a  newsprint  short- 
age and  reaches  300,000  readers.  To  go  from 
Nasa  Borba's  shabby  offices  to  Polltika's 
high-tech  home,  bristling  with  security  men, 
is  to  understand  the  effective  uses  of  press 
control  In  Serbia.  Polltika's  colorful  editor, 
HadJl  Antic,  who  described  his  editorial  pol- 
icy as  "inclined  toward  the  official  story," 
said  if  the  other  papers  have  clroulatlon 
problems  it's  l>ecause  they're  no  good. 

But  the  Balkan  leaders  are  not  the  implac- 
able dictators  of  the  past.  There  are  many 
pressure  points.  Serbia  badly  wants  the  re- 
maining sanctions  lifted.  Bosnia,  the  real 
victim  in  the  war,  as  well  as  Serbia  and  Cro- 
atia, need  Western  Investment,  IMF  loans, 
European  Union  membership  and  respect- 
ability. In  their  need  is  our  opportunity.  A 
price  must  be  enacted  for  all  those  things, 
and  part  of  that  price  should  t>e  the  one  in- 
gredient that  separates  a  democracy  Crom 
every  other  form  of  government:  a  free  press. 
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HONORING  THE  CELINA 
VOLUNTEER  FIRE  DEPARTMENT 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  5, 1996 
Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  the  invaluat>le  services 
provkled  by  the  Celina  Volunteer  Fire  Depart- 
ment. These  brave,  civic  minded  people  give 
freely  of  their  time  so  that  we  may  all  feel 
safer  at  night. 

Few  realize  the  depth  of  training  and  hard 
work  that  goes  into  being  a  volunteer  fire  fight- 
er. To  quote  one  of  my  local  volunteers, 
"These  firemen  must  have  an  overwhelming 
desire  to  do  for  others  while  expecting  nothing 
in  return." 

Preparation  includes  twice  monthly  training 
programs  in  which  they  have  live  drills,  study 
the  latest  videos  featuring  the  latest  in  fire 
fighting  tactics,  as  well  as  attend  seminars 
where  they  can  obtain  the  knowledge  they 
need  to  save  lives,  within  a  year  of  becoming 
a  volunteer  firefighter,  most  attend  the  Ten- 
nessee fire  training  school  in  Murfreesboro 
where  they  undergo  further,  intensified  train- 
ing. 

When  the  resklents  of  my  district  go  to  bed 
at  night,  they  know  that  should  disaster  strike 
and  their  home  catch  fire,  well  trained  and 
qualified  volunteer  fire  departments  are  ready 
and  willing  to  give  so  grackjusly  and  gener- 
ously of  themselves.  This  peace  of  mind 
shoukj  not  be  taken  for  granted. 

By  selflessly  giving  of  themselves,  they  en- 
sure a  safer  future  for  us  all.  We  owe  these 
volunteer  fire  departments  a  debt  of  gratitude 
for  their  sen/ice  and  sacrifrce. 


TOURISM 


HON.  VICTOR  0.  FRAZER 

OF  THE  VIRGIN  ISLANDS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 19% 

Mr.  FRAZER.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  rise  to 
express  my  strong  support  for  H.R.  2579,  the 
Travel  and  Tourism  Partnership  Act  of  1995. 
This  bill  establishes  the  National  Tourism 
Board  and  the  National  Tourism  Organization 
to  promote  international  ti^vel  and  tourism  to 
the  United  States. 

Tourism  is  one  of  this  country's  largest  ex- 
ports. Presently  the  United  States  does  not 
have  an  effective  mechanism  for  promoting 
U.S.  tourism.  H.R.  2579  establishes  a  national 
tourism  organization  as  a  nonfederal  and  non- 
profit organizatk>n  to  implement  a  national 
travel  and  tourism  strategy. 

Tourism  Is  the  second  largest  industry  in  the 
Virgin  Islands.  In  1993  St.  Croix.  VI,  had 
23.740  jobs,  but  that  amount  decreased  in 
1995  to  17.850.  according  to  the  St.  Croix 
Chamber  of  Commerce.  When  tourism  in  the 
U.S.  Virgin  Islands  suffers  it  has  a  rippling  ef- 
fect— small  businesses  and  retail  shops  who 
depend  on  tourism  feel  the  impact  when  tour- 
ists are  absent.  The  tourism  market  currentiy 
is  depressed  because  of  Hurricane  Marilyn 
and  because  of  the  limited  resources  of  the 
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Virgin  Islands  government.  The  Virgin  Islands 
is  unable  to  attract  tourists  to  spend  money 
because  they  do  not  have  the  tax  base  to  sup- 
port national  and  international  marketing  activi- 
ties. 

The  Travel  and  Tourism  Partnership  Act  will 
enhance  the  limited  resources  of  the  Virgin  Is- 
lands. Presently  we  do  not  have  a  national 
sttBtegy  which  links  State  and  k>cal  mari<eting 
with  natkmal  marketing  activities.  This  legisla- 
tion will  create  a  national  and  local  marketing 
strategy  for  tourism. 


THE  CAIRO-DURHAM  ELKS  LODGE 
PROMOTES  RESPECT  FOR  OUR 
FLAG 


HON.  GERALD  Bil.  SOLOMON 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT ATTVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  back  on  June 
14,  1777,  the  Continental  Congress  of  the 
United  States  adopted  a  resolution  that  gave 
us  the  stars  and  stiipes  that  are  our  American 
flag.  This  June  14.  1996.  we  will  celebrate  the 
219th  Flag  Day  and  this  Sunday,  June  9, 
1996,  the  Cain>Durham  Elks  Lodge  will  t>e 
holding  their  annual  Flag  Day  celebration  to 
commemorate  that  most  significant  occasktn. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  tell  you  why  it  is  so  im- 
portant that  organizations  like  the  Elks  Lodge 
No.  2630,  serving  the  towns  of  Cairo  and  Dur- 
fiam,  NY,  take  the  time  to  recognize  Flag  Day 
and  the  American  flag.  It  is  t>ecause  our  flag 
is  unique  and  so  is  Flag  Day.  To  my  knowl- 
edge, no  other  nation  has  a  holkjay  like  it.  No 
other  nation  has  a  special  day  when  its  people 
gather,  as  those  witt  gather  at  the  Catskill  Bks 
Lodge,  to  honor  the  flag  as  a  special  symbol. 

And  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  wtiat  makes  our 
flag  and  Flag  Day  unk^ue.  It  represents  a 
unk^ue  nation,  the  strorigest.  freest,  greatest 
nat»n  on  Earth.  No  other  flag  is  anchored  so 
securely  in  the  hearts  of  a  people  like  Old 
Gk>ry  is  in  ours. 

Let  us  stop  for  a  moment  and  conskler  why 
that  is.  It  is  because  of  dvic  organizatk>ns  and 
people  like  those  in  the  Cairo-Durham  Elks 
Lodge  who  continually  remind  us  of  the  impor- 
tance of  our  flag.  It  is  because  of  their  efforts 
to  raise  publk:  awareness  of  the  flag  and  all 
that  it  stands  for  tfiat  OW  Gkxy  commands  the 
devotion,  respect,  and  reverence  that  it  does. 

That  is  why,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  so  proud  to 
address  the  members  of  the  Cairo-Durtiam 
Lodge  as  Brotfier  Elk.  The  Bks  are  devoted  to 
promoting  pride,  patriotism,  and  voluntarism 
and  do  more  than  anyone  when  it  comes  to 
those  goals.  The  benevolent  and  protective 
order  of  Elks  have  helped  to  relight  the  tire  of 
patriotism  in  every  American  citizen  and 
through  their  voluntary  acts  on  behalf  of  the 
community,  they  have  helped  to  reach  our 
young  people  In  whose  hands  the  future  of 
America  depends. 

But,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  owe  my  Brother  Bks  in 
the  Cairo-Durham  area  and  around  the  coun- 
try another  expresskxi  of  my  personal  grati- 
tude. That  is  because  they  stood  beside  me 
and  the  overwhelming  majority  of  Americans, 
who  wanted  to  see  Oid  Glory,  our  most  visit>le 
and  beloved  symbol,  protected  by  the  Con- 
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stitijtkxi.  our  most  saaed  and  betoved  docu- 
ment. I  am  refemng,  of  course,  to  the  constitu- 
tkjnal  amendment  to  prevent  the  physical  de- 
struction of  our  flag  that  passed  oven*rhelm- 
ingly  right  here  in  the  House  Chamber,  only  to 
be  defeated  by  just  two  votes  in  the  Senate. 
As  tong  as  kxJges  like  ttiose  sen/ing  Cairo  and 
Durham  continue  to  impress  upon  our  fellow 
Americans  the  significance  of  our  flag  and 
what  it  mearjs  to  America,  I  am  confident  we 
can  afford  it  this  ultimate  protection  it  so  nchly 
deserves. 

Mr.  Speaker,  at  this  time  I  ask  that  you  and 
all  Members  of  the  House  join  me  in  tribute  to 
the  Cairo-Durtiam  Elks  Lodge  for  all  they  have 
done  to  spread  appreaation  for  the  American 
flag  and  our  country  throughout  Uieir  commu- 
nity. For  tt>ose  efforts,  ttiey  are  all  teuly  great 
Americans. 


TRIBUTE  TO  KARL  DE  ROUEN 


HON.  MAC  COLUNS 

OF  GEORGU 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 

Mr.  COLLINS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  to  recognize  a  friend  from  Eunk%,  LA, 
Kart  DeRouen. 

Kart  DeRouen.  better  known  as  King  Kari  in 
Eunk^e  for  his  long  standing  career  in  rado 
broadcasting,  was  recently  inducted  into  the 
Louisiana  Hall  of  Fame  [LHOF].  The  LHOF  is 
a  relatively  new  organization  whk*  salutes 
men  and  women  in  the  music  and  entertairv 
ment  industiy  who  are  originally  from  Louisi- 
ana. 

Mr.  Speaker,  King  Kart  exceeds  all  the  cri- 
teria for  this  honor.  Kari  was  bom  in  Eunice  in 
1934  and  grew  up  on  the  same  btock  as  the 
present  kxation  of  KJJB  and  KEUN  radio  sta- 
tions. Back  then  ttKXigh,  tfiere  were  no  sta- 
tions on  the  bkKk. 

Throughout  his  high  school  years  he  woukj 
listen  to  sportcaster  BUI  Stem  and  had  dreams 
of  some  day  becoming  a  sportcaster.  That 
dream  has  become  a  reality  as  Kari  is  the 
broadceister  for  the  Indian  Creek  bciss  tour- 
nament and  voce  of  ttie  Eunne  High  Bobcats 
and  Saint  Edmund  High  Bluejays  for  over  25 
years — both  well  known  athletic  teams  and  fol- 
lowed by  the  kxais  of  Eunice. 

Kari  began  his  career  In  radk>  at  the  age  of 
18,  signing  on  each  morning  at  6  a.m.  He  t>e- 
came  the  earty  morning  wake  up  voice  for  the 
people  of  Eunice.  He  was  the  entertainmerrt 
during  breakfast  and  the  k)cal  vok:e  delivering 
the  local  news.  It  was  his  vorce  of  kindness 
wtK)  would  recognize  someone's  birthday, 
mention  a  person  by  name  wtw  suffered  an  ill- 
ness, or  praised  a  k>cal  person  who  had  rer>- 
dered  a  good  deed.  As  Kart  puts  it,  "^e  can 
please  people"  and  he  realized  his  road  to 
success  wouM  be  determined  by  those  whom 
he  pleased. 

Kari  DeRouen's  life-tong  ambition  was  to  be 
a  radio  personality.  He  recentiy  said,  "I  wouM 
like  to  be  remembered  50  years  from  now  as 
someone  who  has  made  someone's  life  a  little 
brighter  and  a  littie  better". 

Mr.  Speaker,  Kari  DeRouen,  now  ttte  owner 
of  KJJB  and  KEUN.  not  only  has  fulfUied  a 
dream  but  has  generated  a  legacy  for  his  fam- 
ily which  will  be  remembered  by  the  people  of 
Eunice.  LA  for  decades  to  come. 
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King  Karl  is  the  father  of  my  scheduler,  Mrs. 
Anne  Jasien. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

TRIBUTE  TO  FRED  RICHARDSON 


HONORING  BALTIMORE  POSTAL 
DISTRICT  MANAGER  RICHARD 
RUDEZ 


HON.  ROBERT  L  EHRUCH,  JR. 

OF  MAR'V'LAND 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  5, 19% 

Mr.  EHRLICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Postal 
Service  and  its  empioyees  take  great  pride  in 
providing  a  bask:  servrce  to  the  American  pub- 
Ik:.  They  are  dedkated  to  excellence  and  I 
know  this  from  firsthand  experience  delivering 
mail  1  day  earlier  this  year  in  the 
Highlandtown  neight>orhood  of  Baltimore.  So  it 
is  particularty  gratifying  when  the  top  area 
manager  of  these  dedicated  empk>yees  re- 
ceives formal  recognition. 

On  May  8,  the  Maryland  Chapter  of  the 
American  Society  for  Public  Administration  se- 
lected Baltimore  Customer  Service  District 
Manager  Rk:hard  Rudez  of  Bel  Air,  MD,  to  re- 
ceive the  Qifford  R.  Gross  Award  for  Federal 
Public  ServKe. 

As  a  25-year  Postal  Service  veteran,  Balti- 
more Customer  Service  District  Manager 
Rudez  is  responsible  for  post  offk»  operatk>ns 
throughout  the  State  of  Maryland,  except 
those  in  southern  Maryland  and  the  Washing- 
ton, DC  suburbs.  The  Postal  Service's  Balti- 
more District  is  the  ninth  largest  emptoyer  in 
the  State  of  MarylarKl.  It  emptoys  over  9,400 
emptoyees  In  305  post  offices,  and  provkjes 
mail  delivery  to  1.3  million  addresses  and  a 
populatk)n  of  3.5  millk>n. 

Mr.  Rudez  was  selected  for  this  award  be- 
cause of  his  outstanding  sustained  contribu- 
tkm  as  a  publk:  administrator.  His  achievement 
is  not  limited  to  the  Postal  Service.  Mr.  Rudez 
serves  as  chairman  of  the  Federal  Executive 
Board,  and  has  contributed  his  services  to  a 
number  of  community  organizatksns  including: 
Member,  vice  preskJent,  and  recording  sec- 
retary, parish  council,  St.  Margaret's  Roman 
Cathoic  Church;  wice  chairman.  United  Negro 
College  Fund  Wak-A-Thon;  Federal  Executive 
Board  cochair  for  the  Combined  Federal  Cam- 
paign; member  of  Greater  Baltimore  Commit- 
tee; and  member  of  the  Baltimore  and  Hart- 
ford County  Chambers  of  Commerce. 

As  the  chairman  of  the  Federal  Executive 
Board,  Mr.  Rudez  has  sought  to  improve  the 
coordinatk>n  between  the  various  Federal 
agencies  and  other  governmental  jurisdkrtions. 
Working  with  the  Baltimore  City  Schools,  he 
revitalized  the  Postal  Service  Wee  Deliver 
Program  and  joined  in  a  partnership  in  edu- 
catkm  to  encourage  other  groups  to  commit 
their  expertise,  skills,  and  time  in  a  united  ef- 
fort to  enhance  the  publk:  school  curriculum 
and  student  matriculaton.  In  1995,  the  Postal 
Servwe  Baltimore  District  was  the  recipient  of 
the  Greater  Baltimore  Committee's  Mayor's 
Business  RecognitkKi  Award. 

This  award  exemplifies  excellence  in  public 
service  and  I  am  pleased  to  join  the  American 
Society  of  Publk;  Administration  in  saluting 
Rk:h  Rudez  and  his  record  of  se'vice  to  the 
postal  customers  and  citizens  of  the  State  of 
Maryland. 


HON.  FRED  UPTON 

OF  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 
Mr.  UPTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
honor  an  accomplished  educator,  a  community 
leader,  and  a  dear  friend,  Mr.  Fred  Richard- 
son. After  38  quality  years  spent  in  school 
systems  across  Michigan  and  Indiana,  Mr. 
Richardson  will  be  stepping  down  this  year  as 
superintendent  of  St.  Joseph  Public  Schools. 

Mr.  Richardson  t>egan  his  education  career 
as  a  teacher  in  1958  in  Shipshewana,  IN.  He 
was  quickly  promoted  to  principal  and  spent 
time  at  the  helm  of  a  number  of  schools  in  In- 
diana before  retuming  to  teach  and  become 
principal  in  Fennville  in  his  native  Michigan. 
After  spending  many  years  with  the  Hillsdale 
Community  Schools,  he  was  eventually  recog- 
nized for  his  talents  and  promoted  to  super- 
intendent. 

In  1982,  he  left  Hillsdale  to  assume  the 
same  role  in  the  St.  Joseph  Public  Schools. 
During  his  tenure  there  he  was  able  to  turn 
the  cash  strapped  organization  around,  bal- 
ancing the  system's  books  and  creating  an 
abundance  of  financial  reserves.  In  fact,  the 
district  just  recently  became  debt  free  thanks 
in  part  to  Mr.  Richardson's  guidance. 

Praised  by  staff,  faculty,  and  school  boards, 
Mr.  Richardson  has  always  cared  most  about 
the  kids.  Time  and  time  again,  his  efforts  with 
the  chiklren  of  Michigan  have  eamed  him  high 
mari(s.  A  truly  first-dass  indivkJual,  Mr.  Ritih- 
ardson  has  also  found  time  in  his  busy  sched- 
ule to  share  his  experience  with  the  next  gen- 
eration of  educators  by  teaching  at  Western 
Mk:higan  University. 

As  Fred  enters  this  next  stage  of  his  Hfe,  my 
wife  Amey  joins  me  in  wishing  him  a  tong  and 
healthy  retirement  Thank  you,  Fred,  for  so 
many  great  years  of  quality  servk:»  to  south- 
west Mk:higan.  Mr.  Speaker,  please  join  me  in 
congratulating  Fred  Rk:hardson  on  his  retire- 
ment from  a  remarkable,  38-year-long  career 
in  education. 


EDUCATION  AND  TRAINING 


HON.  LEE  H.  HAMILTON 

OF  INDIANA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 
Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wouk)  like  to 
insert  my  Washington  Report  for  Wednesday, 
June    5,    1996,    into    the    Congressional 
Record. 

Education  and  Training  in  Southern 
Indiana 
After  years  of  stx)p  and  go  growth  with  pe- 
riods of  high  inflation  and  high  unemploy- 
ment, the  U.S.  economy  seems  to  have  set- 
tled into  a  state  of  moderate  growth  daring 
the  past  Qve  years,  with  low  Inflation  and 
unemployment  and  steady  Job  creation. 
Southern  Indiana  has  benefited  iiom  these 
broad  economic  trends.  Almost  50.000  new 
jobs  were  created  In  Indiana  last  year  and 
the  state  unemployment  rate  fell  to  4.6%,  a 
full  point  below  the  national  average. 

But   new    challenges    for   businesses    and 
workers  lay  ahead,  as  rapid  changes  in  tech- 
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nology,  new  ways  of  delivering  services,  and 
tough  foreign  competition  alter  the  eco- 
nomic landscape  across  the  U.S.  and  in 
southern  Indiana.  Last  September,  during 
two  roundtable  discussions  I  held  in  Bates- 
ville  and  Corydon.  several  local  business 
leaders  told  me  that  the  most  important 
thing  we  can  do  to  meet  the  challenges 
ahead  is  to  improve  the  educational  system 
in  southern  Indiana  for  our  young  people  and 
expand  the  opportunities  for  current  workers 
to  acquire  new  skills. 

To  follow  up.  I  recently  held  two  addi- 
tional roundtable  discussions  In  Scottsburg 
and  Jasper  to  explore  what  is  being  done  lo- 
cally to  imrove  education  and  Job  training. 
The  discussions  were  encouraging.  The 
school  systems,  colleges,  local  development 
corporations,  and  private  companies  rep- 
resented in  the  discussions  all  seem  to  be 
taking  the  problem  of  workforce  quality  se- 
riously and  are  doing  some  innovative  things 
to  ensure  high  quality  education  and  job 
training  in  southern  Indiana. 

IMPROVING  THE  HIGH-SCHOOL  CURRICUH»! 

Local  school  systems  are  making  signifi- 
cant changes  to  Improve  the  quality  of  pub- 
lic education.  Many  are  adding  courses,  rais- 
ing requirements,  and  expanding  teacher 
training.  Some,  like  Union  County,  will  be 
requiring  students  to  show  competency  in 
four  skill  areas  to  graduate,  using  both  writ- 
ten and  oral  exams.  Programs  for  students 
not  going  to  college  are  being  upgraded  by 
making  the  courses  more  relevant  to  today's 
Job  market  and  by  integrating  them  with 
postsecondary  vocational  programs. 

IMPROVING  SCHOOL-TO-WORK  AND  CAREER 
COUNSEUNG  PROGRAMS 

Some  school  systems  are  developing  inno- 
vative ways  for  students  to  test  the  world  of 
work  before  graduation.  For  example,  one 
school  S3rstem  has  developed  school-to-work 
labs  allowing  young  people  to  learn  and  build 
Job  skills  through  actual  on-the-job  experi- 
ences. Others  are  starting  career  counseling 
as  early  as  elementary  school  to  acquaint 
students  with  different  occupations.  Some 
schools  are  putting  more  resources  into 
counseling  programs  for  students  not  going 
to  college. 

STRENGTHENING  BUSINESS-SCHOOL 
PARTNERSHIPS 

In  many  communities,  businesses  are  tak- 
ing a  more  active  role  in  working  with 
schools.  In  Batesville.  a  business-school- 
community  partnership  has  raised  more  than 
SI  million  to  buy  computers  for  the  local 
schools.  The  Scott  County  Manufacturers 
Forum  has  developed  a  workforce  competi- 
tiveness strategy  with  the  schools  which  In- 
cludes an  agreement  that  employers  will  get 
a  high  school  diploma  or  GED  as  a  basic  Job 
requirement.  There  Is  also  a  summer  Jobs 
program  where  youth  leam  about  various 
Jobs  by  "shadowing"  workers  and  a  learning 
exchange  program  where  teachers  and  pri- 
vate employers  spend  some  time  in  each  oth- 
er's workplace. 

IMPROVING  VOCATIONAL  EDUCATION 

Some  impressive  developments  in  voca- 
tional education  are  occurring  at  both  the 
high  school  and  college  levels  in  southern  In- 
diana. Ivy  Tech  in  cooperation  with  local  de- 
velopment corporations  has  created  cus- 
tomized training  programs  for  local  employ- 
ers, like  running  a  basic  skills  prograon  at 
one  company  or  training  250  people  for  weld- 
ing Jobs  at  another.  Some  favor  the  tech  prep 
program,  under  which  a  student  can  t>egin  a 
vocational  program  during  the  last  two 
years  of  high  school  and  fijilsh  it  with  two 
years  of  study  at  a  college  like  Ivy  Tech. 
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USING  THE  INTERNET  FOR  EDUCATION 

Technology  is  making  major  changes  in 
how  students  acquire  information  about  the 
world  around  them.  The  Wilson  Education 
Center  in  Charlestown  has  set  up  an  area- 
wide  project  providing  Internet  services  to 
schools  in  southern  Indiana,  giving  4.500 
teachers  and  75.000  students  in  grades  K-12 
access  to  educational  Information  from 
around  the  world.  The  Southeastern  Indiana 
Rural  Telephone  Cooperative  is  also  provid- 
ing Internet  access  to  schools. 

GREATER  USE  OF  DISTANCE  LEARNING 

Technology  is  also  making  it  possible  for 
college  students  to  take  courses  and  earn  de- 
grees from  distant  colleges  and  universities. 
The  Southeastern  Indiana  Electronic  Cam- 
pus has  been  set  up— a  unique  system  of 
higher  education  with  10  learning  centers  of- 
fering 150  courses  and  more  than  a  dozen  de- 
gree programs  by  two-way  TV.  At  Vlncennes 
University  Jasper  Center,  students  can  use 
the  Indiana  Higher  Education  Television 
Service  to  earn  an  MBA  from  Ball  State  Uni- 
versity, or  to  take  courses  in  the  Purdue 
Continuing  Education  program,  or  soon  to 
earn  a  nursing  degree  from  the  University  of 
Southern  Indiana. 

BETTER  LIFELONG  LEARNING  PROGRAMS 

Steps  are  also  lieing  taken  to  help  older 
workers  upgrade  thefr  skills  as  the  economy 
changes.  Colleges  are  rearranging  their 
schedules  to  provide  more  courses  during 
evening  and  weekend  hours.  Local  commu- 
nities are  setting  up  adult  education  centers, 
where  older  workers  can  take  courses  and 
earn  thefr  GED.  One-day  non-credit  courses 
focus  on  specific  skills,  like  learning  how  to 
use  a  computer. 

While  much  progress  has  been  made  In 
these  and  other  ways  to  Improve  education 
and  Job  training  in  our  area,  the  roundtable 
participants  still  found  room  for  improve- 
ments. Business  representatives  talked 
about  the  need  to  instill  a  good  work  ethic  in 
younger  workers  and  said  that  schools 
Should  focus  on  teaching  good  basic  skills- 
math,  reading,  communication— while  busi- 
nesses should  focus  on  specific  job  training. 
Other  suggestions  included  even  l>etter  com- 
munication between  businesses  and  the 
schools,  allowing  certain  vocational  courses 
In  high  school  to  count  toward  postsecond- 
ary technical  degrees,  more  cooperation  at 
the  college  level  to  let  students  transfer 
credits  among  institutions,  and  more  teacher 
training  on  how  to  use  computers  and  the 
Internet  as  learning  tools. 

I  am  Impressed  by  the  programs  and  activi- 
ties being  developed  In  southern  Indiana  to 
improve  the  quality  of  our  workforce.  In  to- 
day's highly  competitive  world  economy,  the 
best  Investment  we  can  make  Is  in  the  qual- 
ity and  skills  of  our  workers  and  I  believe  we 
are  making  significant  progress  in  southern 
Indiana. 


TRIBUTE  TO  PAT  TROUTNER 


HON.  RICX  WHTH 

OF  WASHINGTON 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 

Mr.  WHITE.  Mr.  Speaker,  my  home  is  in  the 
First  District  of  Washington  State.  In  my  dis- 
trict, we  are  blessed  to  have  thousands  and 
thousands  of  people  who  volunteer — day  after 
day — ^to  make  our  communities  stronger,  safer 
and  better. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

That  is  why  I  want  to  take  a  minute  today 
to  recognize  Pat  Troutner  of  Si^erdale.  Pat's 
tireless  commitment  to  her  community  has 
eamed  her  the  Kitsap  County  Bremerton 
Health  Department's  Volunteer  of  the  Year 
award. 

Giving  is  not  a  new  concept  to  Pat  Troutner. 
For  yeairs  she  has  been  caring  for  and  giving 
support  to  teminally  ill  AIDS  patients.  While 
she  has  lost  many  friends  she  refuses  to  t>e- 
come  discouraged.  Instead,  she  focuses  her 
energies  on  listening,  educating,  sharing,  and 
helping.  She  is  more  than  just  a  volunteer- 
she  is  a  friend. 

Today,  I  want  to  say  thank  you  to  Pat 
Troutner  for  all  she  has  done,  and  will  con- 
tinue to  do,  for  our  community. 
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ting  that  the  House  recognize  them  for  their 
commitment  to  excellence  and  learning. 


OUTSTANDING  STUDENTS.  TEACH- 
ER EXCEL  IN  NATIONAL  HIS- 
TORY DAY 


HON.  JERRY  LEWIS 

OF  CAUFORNU 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  like  to  bring  to  your  attention  the  fine 
work  of  a  number  of  students  and  the  out- 
standing skills  of  an  exemplary  teacher  from 
Bishop,  CA  who  participated  in  the  History 
Day  in  California  competition  earlier  this  year. 
A  number  of  students  competed  at  the  local 
level  and  then  represented  Inyo  County  at  the 
California  State  competitkxi. 

Jenna  Beck,  wfK>  wrote  an  essay  entitled, 
"Presklent  Anwar  Sadat  of  Egypt:  A  Martyr's 
Stand  for  Peace,"  was  named  as  one  of  two 
California  State  champnns  in  the  category  of 
Junior  Historkal  Research  Papers.  As  a  result 
of  her  selectkxi  as  a  champion,  Jenna  will  be 
joining  other  students  from  across  tt>e  country 
competing  in  Natk>nal  History  Day,  sponsored 
by  the  Constitutkxial  Rights  Foundatk>n,  at  the 
University  of  Maryland  later  this  month. 

In  addition  to  Jenna,  Elly  Hartshorn  was  the 
California  State  alternate  with  her  entry  enti- 
tled. "California's  Little  Civil  Wan  The  Owen 
Valley  Pioneer's  Stand  for  Water."  Other  stu- 
dents representing  Inyo  County  were  Shannon 
Linden,  Abby  Sada,  and  Nkx>le  Perry. 

Irene  Sorensen,  who  has  inspired  and  gukl- 
ed  students  In  this  competitk}n  for  9  years, 
was  also  honored  at  the  Califomia  State  His- 
tory Day  as  tfie  first  Califomia  Constitutional 
Rights  Foundation  Teacher  of  Merit  for  her 
outstanding  oommitments  to  students  in  Cali- 
fomia. 

Mrs.  Sorensen  and  the  fine  students  who 
participated  in  this  year's  competition  are  a 
tiibute  to  the  excellence  of  our  publk:  school 
system.  While  these  students  live  in  a  commu- 
nity of  less  than  5,000  people,  located  200 
miles  from  a  major  litjrary  or  university,  they 
completed  exterisive  research  in  their  chosen 
subject  areas  and  were  highly  competitive  with 
students  from  large  metixjpolitan  areas  such 
as  Los  Angeles  County,  San  Bernardino 
County,  and  RiverskJe  County. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  ttiat  you  join  me  arxj  our 
colleagues  In  congratulating  Irene  Sorensen 
and  her  students  for  their  outstanding  efforts 
relating  to  National  History  Day.  It  is  only  fit- 


mVOCATION  BY  FATHER  ROBERT 
F.  DRINAN,  S.J.,  NA-nONAL  DAYS 
OF  REMEMBRANCE  COMMEMORA- 
TION 


HON.  TOM  LANTOS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTAITVES 

Wednesday.  June  5, 1996 
Mr.  LANTOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  April  16, 
Members  of  Congress,  members  of  the  Dipto- 
matic  Corps,  and  hundreds  of  survivors  of  the 
Hokxaust  and  their  friends  gathered  here  in 
the  Capitol  Rotunda  for  the  National  Days  of 
Remembrance  commemoration.  The  United 
States  Holocaust  Memorial  Council  was  estat>- 
lished  by  Congress  to  preserve  the  memory  of 
the  vkaims  of  the  Hokxaust.  I  commend  the 
Council  and  the  members  of  the  Days  of  Re- 
membrance Committee,  chaired  by  my  good 
friend  Benjamin  Meed,  for  their  vigilant  and 
genuine  adherence  to  their  extraordinariiy  im- 
portant task. 

One  of  the  first  acts  of  the  Council  was  to 
estat)lish  the  annual  Days  of  Remembrance 
commemoration  to  mirror  similar  observarx^es 
held  in  Israel  and  throughout  our  lotion  and 
elsewhere  in  the  worid.  This  year,  the  com- 
memoration centered  on  the  50th  anniversary 
of  the  Nuremberg  trials.  The  observance  was 
a  reminder  of  the  diffwult  process  of  first  cop- 
ing and  then  healing  that  ail  survivors  and 
their  families  and  kjved  ones  had  to  endure. 

Father  Robert  J.  Drinan.  our  former  col- 
league and  a  great  friend,  delivered  a  charac- 
teristically moving  and  meaningful  invocation 
to  this  commemoratioo.  In  his  current  capacity 
has  a  professor  of  law  at  Georgetown  Univer- 
sity, Father  Drinan  continues  his  outspoken 
support  for  human  rights  throughout  the  worU 
that  he  was  so  well  known  fcjr  in  his  10  distin- 
guished years  in  Congress. 

His  prayer  at  the  National  Day  of  Remenv 
brance  commemoration  set  a  tone  for  a  com- 
memoration with  a  dual  purpose.  First,  to  t>e 
thankful  for  the  end  of  the  Hokx:aust  that 
came  with  the  Nuremberg  trials,  and  second, 
to  give  a  stem  warning  to  citizens  of  the  worM 
that  the  Holocaust  must  never  be  forgotten 
and  that  crimes  against  humanity  cannot  be 
ignored  or  go  unpunished.  I  commend  my  col- 
leagues' attention  to  the  remarto  of  our  distirv 
guished  former  colleague: 

Invocation  by  Robert  F.  Drinan.  S.J. 

Let  us  pray.  Oh  God  of  Abraham.  Isaac  and 
Jacob,  we  thank  you  for  humanity's  first  de- 
nunciation 50  years  ago  of  crimes  against  ho- 
manlty. 

We  express  our  gratitude  oh  Lord  to  all 
those  who  have  publicized  and  prosecuted 
crimes  against  peace  like  those  punished  at 
Nuremberg. 

We  beseech  you.  oh  God  of  justice,  to  keep 
alive  in  our  souls  that  horror  of  genocide 
which  has  permeated  the  world  in  the  last 
five  decades. 

Inspire  us.  Oh  God  of  love,  to  remcml)er  at 
all  times  that  silence  is  the  one  unforgivable 
sin. 

Impart  your  benediction.  Oh  Lord  of  the 
universe,  on  the  leaders  of  the  Holocaust  Me- 
morial, on  members  of  the  Congress  and  on 
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all  here  present.  We  stand  here  oh  Lord  as 
your  children  and  ask  your  forgrlveness  for 
our  past  inaction  and  Indeed  our  complicity 
with  evil. 

We  pray.  Oh  God,  that  the  grace  of  this  un- 
forgettable occasion  will  deepen  our  deter- 
mination to  protect  the  precious  rights  of 
every  child  of  God  In  the  entire  universe. 

This  we  ask  In  your  name  and  with  your 
help.  Amen. 


CORINTH,  NY  EMERGENCY  SQUAD 
CELEBRATES  50TH  ANNIVERSARY 


HON.  GERALD  BM.  SOLOMON 

OP  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  always 
been  partial  to  the  charm  and  character  of 
small  towns  and  small  town  people.  That's 
why  I  travel  home  to  my  congressional  district 
every  weekend,  to  see  the  picturesque  towns 
and  scenery  that  marks  the  22d  district  of  New 
York.  The  town  of  Corinth,  NY  is  certainly  no 
exc8ptk>n. 

The  traits  which  make  me  most  fond  of  such 
communities  is  the  undeniable  camaraderie 
which  exists  among  neighbors.  Looking  out  for 
one  another  and  the  needs  of  the  community 
make  places  like  Corinth  great  places  to  live 
and  raise  a  family.  This  concept  of  community 
servree  is  exemplified  by  the  devoted  sen/ice 
of  the  Corinth  Emergency  Squad.  For  50 
years  now,  this  organization  has  provided  criti- 
cal services  for  the  citizens  on  a  volunteer 
basis.  As  a  former  volunteer  fireman,  I  under- 
stand, and  appreciate,  the  commitment  re- 
quired to  perform  such  vital  publk:  duties. 

It  has  become  all  too  sekjom  that  you  see 
fellow  citizens  put  themselves  in  harms  way 
for  the  sake  of  another.  While  almost  all  things 
have  changed  over  the  years,  thankfully  for 
the  resklerrts  of  Corinth,  the  members  of  their 
emergerwy  squad  continue  to  selflessJy  per- 
form their  duty  without  remiss.  I  cani  say 
enough  about  the  countless  lives  they  have 
saved  by  doing  so  over  the  course  of  their  50 
year  history. 

That" s  why  I  am  so  glad  to  have  this  oppor- 
tunity to  pay  tribute  to  this  emergency  squad. 
And  for  that  matter,  the  residents  of  Corinth 
will  have  the  opportunity  to  show  their  appre- 
ciation at  a  picnic  marking  this  momentous  oc- 
casion this  Sunday,  June  9, 1996. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  afways  been  one  to 
judge  people  by  how  much  they  give  back  to 
their  community.  On  that  scale,  the  members 
of  the  Corinth  Emergency  Squad,  both  past 
and  present,  are  truly  great  Americans.  I  am 
proud  of  this  organizatk>n  because  it  typifies 
the  spirit  of  volunteerism  whch  has  t)een  such 
a  central  part  of  American  life.  We  would  all 
do  well  to  emulate  the  service  of  the  men  and 
women  who  comprise  the  Emergency  Squad 
in  Corinth.  To  that  end,  it  is  with  a  sense  of 
pride,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  I  ask  all  Members  to 
join  me  in  paying  tribute  to  the  Corinth  Emer- 
gency Squad  on  the  occaswn  of  their  SOtti  an- 
niversary. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

TRIBUTE  TO  STEVE  STRICKER 

HON.  THOMAS  W.  EWDVG 

OF  ILLINOIS 

HON.  JOSEPH  M.  McDADE 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

HON.  MICHAtt  G,  OXLEY 

OF  OHIO 

HON.  JAMES  L  CLYBURN 

OF  SOUTH  CAROLINA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday.  June  5, 1996 
Mr.  EWING.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  Wednesday, 
May  22,  1996,  we  the  undersigned.  Congress- 
men Joseph  McDade,  Michael  Oxley,  James 
Clyburn,  and  Thomas  Ewing,  had  the  privi- 
lege of  playing  golf  in  the  Kemper  Pro-Am  with 
Mr.  Steve  Strieker,  the  winner  of  the  1996 
Kemper  Open. 

Mr.  Strieker  has  been  a  rising  star  In  the 
professional  golfing  ranks  since  joining  the  pro 
tour  in  1990.  With  his  wife,  Nicki,  at  his  skte 
serving  as  his  caddie,  he  won  his  first  major 
toumament  last  Sunday. 

Steve  Strieker  is  a  graduate  of  the  Univer- 
sity of  Illinois,  in  the  heart  of  the  15th  Con- 
gressional District  of  Illinois,  served  by  Rep- 
resentative Ewing. 

Steve  Strieker's  golfing  ability  is  now  a  mat- 
ter of  record,  and  we  expect  many  more  great 
wins  on  the  pro  tour.  What  we  also  know  is 
that  Steve  Strieker  is  a  very  personat>le  gen- 
tleman. We  found  him  to  be  an  extremely  po- 
lite and  considerate  young  man.  Matched  with 
his  wife,  Nk*i,  the  are,  indeed,  a  great  team 
and  a  credit  to  the  golfing  profession. 

We  congratulate  Steve  Strieker  for  a  tre- 
mendous victory  at  the  1996  Kemper  Open. 
We  conskJer  it  an  honor  to  have  met  and 
played  a  round  of  golf  with  such  a  fine  athlete 
and  fine  gentleman. 


THE  MEDIA'S  VETO 


HON.  PHILIP  M.  CRANE 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  recent  study  re- 
vealed that  the  members  of  the  Washington 
press  corps  are  predominantly  liberal.  In  fact, 
over  90  percent  of  ttiem  voted  Demoaat  in 
the  last  election.  Despite  these  leanings,  the 
media  have  defended  themselves  by  claiming 
to  be  able  to  separate  those  opinions  from 
their  news  coverage. 

Quite  to  the  contrary,  U.S.  News  &  Wortd 
Report,  of  June  10, 1996,  takes  issue  with  that 
argument  and  provides  a  case  study  of  how 
the  media's  left-leaning  perspective  often  col- 
ors the  manner  in  which  stories  are  covered  or 
not  covered.  The  artk:le  explains  how  the  Bos- 
ton Globe,  the  Los  Angeles  Times,  the  New 
Yori<  Times,  and  the  Washington  Post  all  over- 
looked Senator  Daniel  Patrick  Moynihan's 
statement  that  the  procedure  of  partial  birth 
abortions  was  too  dose  to  infanticide,  and 
wouW  vote  to  override  the  Presklent's  veto.  I 
would  like  to  submit  this  article  for  the  Record 
and  note  that  it  ends  by  challenging  reporters 
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and  the  media  to  do  some  hard  investigating. 
I  also  challenge  the  media  to  do  so  and  hope 
that  the  American  public  recognizes  the  liberal 
filter  through  which  they  receive  their  news. 
[From  U.S.  News  &  World  Report,  June  10 
1996] 
ALL  THE  News  That  Fits  Our  Biases 
(By  John  Leo) 
In  a  videotaped  interview  on  May  2,  Billy 
Graham  told  columnist  Gal  Thomas  that  he 
had  privately  met  with  President  Clinton 
and  criticized  him  for  vetoing  the  Partial- 
Birth  Abortion  Ban  Act.  This  story  poked 
into  a  few  newspapers.  The  Washington  Post 
and  the  Los  Angeles  Times  gave  it  a  line  or 
two  deep  in  round-up  articles.  A  computer 
search  failed  to  turn  up  any  mention  of  it  in 
the  New  York  Times  and  the  Boston  Glove. 

The  same  day.  Democratic  Sen.  Daniel 
Patrick  Moynlhan  of  New  York  told  New 
York  Post  reporter  Deborah  Grin  he  would 
vote  to  override  the  abortion  veto  because 
partial-birth  abortions  are  "too  close  to  in- 
fanticide." All  four  of  the  above-mentioned 
newspapers  skipped  this  story.  Three  weeks 
later,  the  New  York  Times  quoted  Bob  Dole 
as  agreeing  with  Moynihan— which  must 
have  mystified  Times  readers  who  don't  also 
read  the  New  York  Post,  since  they  hadn't 
yet  been  informed  about  Moynihan's  stance. 
Even  an  editorial  barb  in  the  Wall  Street 
Journal  about  the  nonreportlng  of  Moy- 
nihan's comment  had  no  effect. 

It's  particularly  strange  for  the  Times  to 
ignore  an  anti-veto  stance  by  a  hometown 
senator  who  has  a  prominent  abortion-rights 
record.  This  is  like  Jesse  Helms  attacking 
the  tobacco  Industry  and  getting  no  ink  In 
North  Carolina  papers. 

Of  course,  in  the  daily  rush  of  breaking 
news,  many  stories  fall  by  the  wayside.  But 
some  stories  are  stronger  candidates  for  the 
wayside  than  others.  Among  the  sure-fire 
wayside  candidates  are  reports  that  some 
hospitals  have  limited  second-trimester 
abortions  because  nurses  refused  to  attend 
the  procedures;  all  stories  about  health  vio- 
lations at  abortion  clinics  or  the  large  num- 
l)er  of  antiabortion  Democrats;  and  most  sto- 
ries about  savage  treatment  of  abortion  pro- 
testers. 

deep  SENTIMENTS 

Elizabeth  Fox-Genovese  of  Emory  Univer- 
sity charges  that  the  American  press  has 
underrepresented  the  depth  of  antiabortion 
sentiment  in  America.  This  is  happening 
again  with  the  partial-birth  issue.  Though 
the  media  keep  representing  opposition  as 
essentially  religious  and  Republican,  a  Gal- 
lup Poll  shows  that  a  majority  of  Americans 
support  the  ban  (57  percent  for  it,  39  percent 
against).  A  more  partisan  poll  conducted  by 
the  Tarrance  Group  for  the  National  Con- 
ference of  Catholic  Bishops  found  that  55  per- 
cent of  Democrats  and  65  percent  of  those 
identifying  themselves  as  pro  choice  sup- 
ported the  ban. 

On  the  broader  issue  of  abortion,  Mary  Ann 
Glendon  of  Harvard  Law  School  has  charged 
that  by  misrepresenting  the  sweeping  char- 
acter of  Roe  V.  Wade  for  so  long  (despite  its 
famous  trimester  divisions,  it  actually  al- 
lows women  to  abort  at  any  time  during  the 
nine  months  of  gestation),  the  media  have  ef- 
fectively drained  away  a  lot  of  potential  re- 
form sentiment. 

And  David  Shaw,  the  Pulitzer-winning 
media  critic  of  the  Los  Angeles  Times,  in  his 
long,  four-part  1990  series  on  media  coverage 
of  the  abortion  issue,  concluded  that  report- 
age on  this  touchy  subject  has  been  uniquely 
biased   across   the    board   toward   abortion 
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rights.  This  was  a  very  serious  indictment, 
one  that  the  media  should  have  felt  some  ob- 
ligation to  address  but  didn't.  Shaw's  series 
was  photocopied  and  passed  around  widely, 
but  the  media  essentially  gave  it  the  silent 
treatment.  Neither  of  the  nation's  two  lead- 
ing Journalism  reviews  has  ever  written 
about  Shaw's  flndings  or  taken  up  the  bias 
issue  on  its  own. 

If  he  wished  to  return  to  the  subject,  Shaw 
would  have  a  field  day  with  coverage  of  the 
partial-birth  issue.  Much  of  It  has  stayed  re- 
markably close  to  the  arguments  and  posi- 
tion papers  put  out  by  the  National  Abortion 
and  Reproductive  Rights  Action  League. 
Many  have  accepted  at  face  value  Kate 
Mlchelman's  claim  that  anesthesia  kills  the 
fetus  before  the  procedure  begins.  Few  re- 
porters bothered  to  add  that  the  head  of  the 
American  Society  of  Anesthesiologists. 
Norig  Ellison,  says  it  Isn't  so— "very  little  of 
the  anesthetic  given  the  mother  ever  reaches 
the  fetus." 

Honest  reporting  would  also  say  flatly  that 
abortion  opponents  are  right  to  say  that  a 
ban  on  partial-birth  abortions  with  an  excep- 
tion for  "health"  of  the  mother  is  no  ban  at 
all.  The  language  Is  right  there  In  Doe  v. 
Bolton  (1973),  the  case  in  which  the  Supreme 
Court  defined  health  as  any  physical  or  emo- 
tional problem. 

Is  this  procedure  confined  to  serious  ge- 
netic defects  or  cases  of  serious  risk  to  the 
mother,  as  Clinton  thinks?  Well.  no.  Some 
news  reports  seem  to  take  Mlchelman's  argu- 
ment at  face  value  ("it's  a  lie"  that  the  pro- 
cedure Is  used  when  a  mother's  "depression" 
or  an  Infant's  potential  cleft  palate  is  cited 
as  Justification).  The  rest  leave  Mlchelman's 
claim  unexamined  and  add  a  line  like,  "Foes 
of  the  procedure  argue  it  Is  used  to  perform 
elective  abortions." 

But  two  leading  practitioners  of  this  proce- 
dure have  said  elective  use  Is  not  unusual. 
Dr.  Martin  Haskell  told  an  interviewer  from 
American  Medical  News:  "I'll  be  quite  frank: 
Most  of  my  abortions  are  elective  in  that  20- 
to-24-week  range.  ...  80  percent  are  purely 
elective."  And  James  McMahon  said  he  had 
performed  partial-birth  abortions  for  an 
array  of  reasons,  including  depression  and 
cleft  palate.  If  antiabortion  activists  were 
making  the  sort  of  dubious  and  clearly  false 
claims  that  are  coming  out  of  NARAL.  the 
media  would  do  some  hard  investigating. 
Why  can't  more  reporters  bring  themselves 
to  do  it  now? 


SALUTE  TO  CALLE  MAYOR 
MIDDLE  SCHOOL 


HON.  JANE  HARMAN 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 

Ms.  HARMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  today,  I  wish  to 
salute  Calle  Mayor  Mkldle  School  in  Torrance, 
CA,  on  being  selected  for  a  Department  of 
Educatk>n  Blue  Ribbon  School  Award.  Calle 
Mayor  Middle  School  was  1  of  only  266 
schools  in  the  Natk>n  recognized  for  outstand- 
ing achievement  by  the  students,  teachers, 
and  staff,  and  an  education  environment  of  the 
highest  quality. 

The  Department  of  Educatkxi  awarded  Calle 
Mayor  the  highest  rating  in  areas  such  as  in- 
structioneU  leadership,  eurricukjm,  student  en- 
vironment, and  parent  and  community  support. 
Let  me  note  that  Calle  Mayor's  programs  to  in- 
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troduee  students  to  technology  and  computers 
will  equip  our  next  generation  to  fill  the  high- 
skill,  high-wage  jobs  in  an  area  I  often  refer  to 
as  the  aerospace  center  of  the  universe. 

I  congratulate  Calle  Mayor  principal,  Mary 
Lou  Ryder,  Ton-ance  schools  superintendent, 
Arnold  Plank,  and  school  board  trustees.  Dr. 
William  Blischke,  John  Eut>anks,  Gary 
Kuwahara,  Heidi  Ashaaft,  and  Beth  Wilson. 
And  I  especially  congratulate  the  students  and 
teachers  of  Calle  Mayor  for  setting  an  excel- 
lent example  for  other  schools  to  follow.  I  am 
proud  that  Calle  Mayor  is  located  in  the  36th 
Congressional  District  of  California. 


CONGRATULATING  DOLLIE  WOOD 
WALKER  ON  HER  RETIREMENT 


HON.  CHET  EDWARDS 

OF  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 

Mr.  EDWARDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
congratulate  Dollie  Wood  Walker  on  her  retire- 
ment and  give  her  my  personal  thanks  for  her 
hard  work  in  my  Waco  district  offrce. 

Dollie  has  served  on  my  congressional  staff 
for  more  than  5  years.  During  her  tenure,  she 
has  helped  me  open  my  district  office  in 
Waco,  TX,  and  has  traveled  with  me  through- 
out the  11th  Congressional  District  of  Texas. 
Dollie  has  woriced  tirelessly  for  the  people  of 
central  Texas,  assisting  them  with  their  Social 
Security  and  Medicare  problems  and  needs. 

DolUe  has  also  been  a  vital  link  between  me 
and  senk>rs'  organizations  in  my  district. 
AARP  chapters,  NARFE  chapters,  hospice  so- 
cieties, and  various  groups  in  central  Texas  all 
know  Dollie  and  have  benefited  from  her  wori( 
and  dedication. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  June  30,  1996,  Dollie  will 
retire  from  Federal  emptoyment.  On  behalf  of 
this  body  of  legislators,  I  would  like  to  con- 
gratulate Dollie  Wood  Walker  on  her  retire- 
ment aruj  thank  her  for  her  selfless  service  to 
me  and  to  the  great  people  of  central  Texas. 
Dollie  is  a  one-of-a-kind  person  and  her  spirit 
emd  energy  will  be  missed  but  never  forgotten. 


COMMEMORATING  THE  LIFE  OF  S. 
SGT.  GERALD  VON  ALDRICH 


HON.  GIINN  POSHARD 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 

Mr.  POSHARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  tragedy  never 
occurs  softly.  It  has  rK>t  been  2  months  since 
that  CT-43  airplane  crashed  on  the  outskirts 
of  Dubrovnik,  Ooatia,  simultaneously  reintro- 
ducing us  to  all  that  is  painful  in  this  wortd, 
and  all  of  its  greatest  promise.  This  was  a  na- 
tkjnal  calamity,  touching  our  highest  leaders, 
reaching  into  every  industry,  every  community, 
leaving  an  indelit>le  imprint  on  the  parchment 
that  is  our  collective  soul.  Youth  lost  is  painful. 
Youth  k>st  in  the  service  of  a  noble  cause, 
while  no  less  a  shame,  is  at  the  same  time  lib- 
erating. By  remembering  those  that  are  never 
to  return  Is  to  give  their  lives  meaning  beyorxj 
their  death.  To  hold  their  standard  in  front  of 
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us  is  the  only  fitting  way  to  mourn  ttieir  loss. 
It  is  the  least  we  can  do. 

While  rarely  as  dramatk;  as  death,  life  oc- 
curs with  equal  regularity.  March  10,  1967  was 
no  exceptk)n,  tiringing  Gerald  "Jerry"  AWrich  II 
into  this  worid.  A  large  baby  at  10  pounds,  he 
had  an  equal  appetite  for  knowledge.  Jerry 
was  reading  by  kindergarten  and,  auguririg  the 
future,  was  already  disassembling  and  re- 
assembling his  train  engines,  just  to  see  how 
they  worked.  A  quiet  yet  thoughtful  young 
man,  he  knew  the  sting  of  k>ss  Intimately.  His 
father  succumbed  to  cancer  in  the  spririg  of 
1983  while  Jerry  was  still  at  North  Clay  High 
School.  Two  years  later  he  graduated  in  the 
top  10  of  his  dass,  arvj  bypassed  a  science 
scholarship  to  enlist  in  the  U.S.  Air  Force 
where  he  was  trained  as  an  aircraft  mechank:. 

"Jake,"  as  his  military  friends  knew  him,  er>- 
joyed  his  new  career.  He  completed  his  initial 
training  at  Lackland  Air  Force  Base  nesv  San 
Antonk),  TX.  and  soon  moved  to  Little  Rock 
Air  Force  Base  in  Arttansas.  His  next  assign- 
ment took  him  to  England.  The  year  was 
1991.  and  Jake  served  as  the  crew  chief 
aboard  an  MC130E  Combat  Takxi  I  aircraft 
out  of  Royal  Air  Force  Base  Akaxtbury.  In 
July,  Jake  was  promoted  to  staff  sergeant. 
Germany  was  his  next  destinatkin,  first  to 
Rhein-Main  Base  in  Frankfort,  arxl  finaNy  joirv 
ing  the  76th  at  Ramstein  Base.  While  abroad, 
he  courageously  served  in  Operatkxi  Desert 
Storm. 

It  was  in  Germany  that  Jake  met  his  wife, 
Petra  Shoemaker.  They  were  married  on  Jarv 
uary  11,  1991,  in  Germany,  and  also  cele- 
brated with  an  American  ceremony  that  sunrv 
mer.  This  k>ving  union  was  blessed  vyith  two 
sons,  Timothy,  three  and  Joshua,  almost  two. 
Jake  was  a  devoted  family  man  wtto  spent 
every  possitile  moment  with  his  wife  and  chil- 
dren. They  are  joined  in  their  grief  tjy  Jerry's 
mother.  Hazel  Watties,  of  Louisville,  txother, 
Mike  AkJrich  of  Oak  Harbor.  WA,  and  sisters. 
Carolyn  McKnelly  and  Sherry  Roiey  of 
Effingham,  IL,  as  well  as  the  rest  of  his  ex- 
tended family. 

Mr.  Speaker,  words  often  sound  hoOow  in 
the  face  of  such  gravity,  but  those  of  his  sis- 
ter, Sherry,  resonate.  She  remembers  ttiat 
Jerry  was  able  to  lead  a  life  full  of  opportunity 
and  new  experiences.  He  saw  both  good  and 
bad,  and  met  many  influentieU  people  in  the 
many  countries  he  visited.  Yet  he  remained  a 
down  to  earth  person  who  lived  for  his  family, 
work,  and  country.  As  she  reminds  us,  let  us 
never  fc>rget  the  six  Air  Force  crew  members 
who  gave  their  lives  on  this  seemingly  ur>- 
eventful  flight.  Let  us  never  forget  any  other 
service  person  who  has  fought  for  our  country 
and  the  freedom  it  represents.  S.  Sgt.  Gerald 
Aklrich  was  laid  to  rest  on  April  19,  1996.  He 
had  an  Honor  Guard  military  funeral  with  fanv 
ily  members  and  friernte  present  in  Frankfurt. 
Germany.  I  charge  us  all  to  raise  his  standard 
high,  so  ttiat  we  may  remember  rK>t  only  Vne 
circumstances  of  his  death,  but  a  life  valiantly 
lived. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  COUNTRYSIDE  POLICE 
CHIEF  CHARLES  D'URSO  ON  HIS 
25  YEARS  WITH  THE  DEPART- 
MENT 


HON.  WnHAM  0.  LIPINSKI 

OP  ILLINOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  5, 1996 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
pay  tribute  today  to  a  dedicated  police  officer 
wtK)  has  sperrt  a  quarter  century  protecting  the 
lives  and  property  of  his  fellow  citizens,  Chief 
Charles  D'Urso  of  the  Countryside,  IL,  Police 
Department. 

Chief  O'Urso  recently  marked  his  25th  anni- 
versary with  the  department.  The  term  "work- 
ing his  way  up  through  the  ranks"  is  especially 
true  In  the  chiefs  case:  He  started  as  a  patrol- 
man in  late  1970,  became  a  sergeant  in  1980, 
made  lieutenant  in  1985,  and  was  appointed 
chief  in  1993.  In  Chief  D'Urso's  more  than  25 
years  on  the  force,  the  department  has  gone 
from  a  one-room  station  to  a  state-of-the-art 
facility.  Thanks  in  part  to  Chief  D'Urso's  lead- 
ership, the  27  police  officers  on  the  force  are 
among  the  best  trained  and  best  equipped  in 
the  area. 

In  addition  to  the  chief's  professional  suc- 
cess, he  is  active  in  his  community,  serving  on 
the  executive  board  of  the  Countryside  Rotary 
Qub.  He  is  also  a  past  president  of  the  fifth 
District  Chiefs  of  Police. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  salute  Chief  D'Urso  on  his  25 
years  as  a  police  officer  and  wish  him  many 
nwre  years  of  service  to  his  community. 


TRIBUTE  TO  FIRST  CALVARY  BAP- 
TIST CHURCH  ON  THEIR  lOTH  AN- 
NIVERSARY 


HON.  ROSA  L  DeLAURO 

OF  CONNECTICUT 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 

Ms.  DELAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  June  8,  the 
First  Calvary  Baptist  Church  will  celebrate  its 
10th  anniversary.  It  is  with  great  pleasure  that 
I  rise  today  to  celebrate  this  vital  and  thriving 
congregatnn. 

The  First  Calvary  Baptist  Church  was  found- 
ed in  1986  by  the  Reverend  Boise  Kimber. 
From  the  beginning  the  church  has  overcome 
a  number  of  obstacles.  The  church's  first  wor- 
ship sendee  was  hekj  on  June  1,  1986.  How- 
ever, the  church  was  without  a  fomial  place  of 
worship  and  had  to  hoW  services  at  the  Holi- 
day Inn  in  New  Haven.  Servk:es  were  then 
moved  to  the  Yale  University  Dwight-Battell 
ChapeJ.  On  July  20.  1986,  the  church  officially 
opened  its  doors  to  new  members.  The  last 
servKe  to  be  hekJ  at  the  Dwight-Battell  Chapel 
was  on  August  24,  1986.  Services  were  then 
temporarily  moved  back  to  the  Holiday  Inn.  It 
was  then  that  the  congregation's  prayers  were 
answered  and  they  were  able  to  hoW  worship 
services  at  the  Church  of  God  and  Saints  of 
Christ. 

The  First  Calvary  Baptist  Church  has  always 
made  youth  outreach  an  important  part  of  its 
mission.  The  first  Sunday  school  dasses  were 
heW  on  September  14,  1986.  The  Youth  in 
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Action  Program  began  on  March  5,  1987.  The 
program  gave  youth  an  opportunity  to  partici- 
pate in  topics  that  concerned  the  church  and 
community.  The  church  also  runs  Bible  study 
classes.  This  dedication  to  the  education  and 
participation  of  church  youth  is  one  of  the 
foundations  of  the  church. 

in  addition  to  reaching  out  to  the  young 
members  of  the  congregation,  the  church  has 
maintained  a  deep  commitment  to  the  commu- 
nity. In  particular,  the  church  has  focused  at- 
tention on  a  number  of  social  problems  and 
taken  action  to  help  those  in  need  in  the  area. 
A  food  pantry  Is  operated  by  the  congregation 
and  they  also  partkapate  in  the  Food  Share 
Program.  The  church  also  invites  a  variety  of 
natwnal  figures  to  speak  to  the  community  on 
social  issues.  For  example,  speakers  have  ad- 
dressed issues  like  unemployment,  the  welfare 
of  children,  and  vralence  among  youth. 

There  are  a  number  of  ways  the  congrega- 
tk)n  stays  in  touch  with  their  spirituality  and 
history.  Every  year  revivals  are  held  to,  in  the 
words  of  church  memt>ers,  "keep  our  souls  re- 
generated and  focused  on  the  Lord."  The 
church  also  hokte  an  annual  memorial  service 
for  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr. 

It  gives  me  great  pleasure  to  congratulate 
the  many  hardworking  members  of  the  First 
Calvary  Baptist  Church  congregation  on  this 
anniversary.  I  am  sure  there  will  be  many 
more  anniversaries  to  celebrate  as  the  con- 
gregation is  sure  to  keep  the  church  growing. 
I  commend  the  First  Calvary  Baptist  Church 
for  its  dedication  to  the  community  and  its 
commitment  to  the  spiritual  well-being  of  its 
youth  and  congregation. 


TRIBUTE  TO  CAPT.  LASZLO 
OCSKAY,  A  RIGHTEOUS  MAN 


HON.  TOM  LA^rOS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 

Mr.  LANTOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  few  months 
ago,  I  received  a  letter  fn>m  Dan  Danieli.  He 
is  a  writer  who  had  recently  completed  a  re- 
port regarding  the  life  of  Capt.  Laszio  Ocskay. 
The  investigative  nature  of  Mr.  Danieli's  wori< 
has  conclusively  verified  the  importance  of 
Captain  Ocskay's  role  in  saving  the  lives  of 
thousands  of  Jews  during  the  Holocaust.  I  rise 
today  to  recognize  the  incredible  life  of  Cap- 
tain Ocskay  and  his  heroic  efforts. 

Capt  Laszio  Ocskay  performed  an  extraor- 
dinary humanitarian  service  for  persecuted 
people  during  Worid  War  II  that  resulted  in 
saving  the  lives  of  approximately  2,000  men, 
women,  and  children,  mostly  Jews,  during  the 
most  vicious  and  murderous  rampage  of  the 
Nazi  in  Budapest,  Hungary. 

Despite  numerous  injuries  that  technically 
made  him  unfit  for  duty  in  the  Hungarian 
Army,  Captain  Ocskay  voluntarily  reactivated 
himself.  He  rejoined  the  war  efforts  with  the 
goal  of  using  his  position  as  the  commander 
of  the  Forced  Labor  Service  Unit  to  save  the 
lives  of  those  who  suffered  in  forced  labor. 

Testimonials  obtained  from  numerous  sur- 
vivors of  the  Forced  Latxjr  Senrice  Unit  speak 
of  his  tireless  efforts  to  improve  their  situation. 
He  obtained  food,  medicine,  and  supplies  for 
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the  Forced  Labor  Unit,  which  helped  to  boost 
the  morale  of  the  unit  during  the  most  cata- 
strophic period  from  October  1944  to  January 
1945. 

Captain  Ocskay  provided  the  manpower 
from  within  the  Forced  Labor  Service  Unit  to 
operate  the  International  Red  Cross  "Section 
T"  rescue  unit  which,  in  coordination  with 
Raoul  Wallenberg,  the  Swedish  diplomat  who 
saved  tens  of  thousands  of  Hungarian  Jews  in 
the  last  days  of  Worid  War  II,  pertonned  he- 
roic rescues  and  supplied  food  and  medicine 
to  children's  homes  and  orphanages.  He  put 
his  private  home  in  the  Benczur-Street  at  the 
disposal  of  the  Sectior>-T  unit,  hid  a  group  of 
Jews  in  that  house  and  on  occasion  provided 
Raoul  Wallenberg  a  base  of  operatk>n  from 
whrch  to  perform  his  daring  deeds.  Wallenberg 
himself  found  refuge  in  the  house  during  the 
very  last  days  of  the  Russian  siege  of  Buda- 
pest and  left  from  there  for  his  last  fateful 
meeting  with  the  Russians,  from  which  he 
never  returned. 

The  post-war  Communist  political  terror  in 
Hungary  made  it  impossible  for  any  organized 
Hungarian  effort  to  honor  and  recognize 
Ocskay's  tremendous  life-saving  deeds.  His 
aristocratic  family  background,  the  fact  that  he 
served  in  the  Hungarian  Army  and  his  being 
an  employee  of  an  American  corporation — 
Socony-Vacuum — made  him  subject  to  recur- 
ring harassment  by  the  Hungarian  Com- 
munists. He  left  for  Austria  and  was  harassed 
even  there  by  the  Soviets.  As  a  result,  no  at- 
tempt was  made  in  Hungary  to  honor  or  even 
to  acknowledge  Ocksay's  heroic  deeds  of  res- 
cue. 

After  the  war.  Captain  Ocskay  chose  the 
United  States  of  America  as  his  sanctuary. 
There  he  lived  a  simple  life  with  his  son 
George,  daughter-in-law  lk>na  and  grand- 
daughter Elisat>eth.  He  died  in  March  1966 
and  was  buried  In  Kingston,  NY. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  pay  tribute  to 
this  righteous  gentile  who  found  sanctuary  in 
our  country,  but  no  official  recognitbn.  I  ask 
my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  recognizing  this 
extraordinary  humanitarian  who  through  his 
heroism,  bravery  and  courage  sen/ed  as  a 
symbol  of  light  in  a  time  of  darkness  and  evil. 


TRIBUTE  TO  HELEN  BERNSTEIN 


HON.  HOWARD  L  BERMAN 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 
Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  honored  to 
pay  tribute  to  my  dose  friend,  Helen  Berrv 
stein,  who  is  this  year  retiring  as  president  of 
United  Teachers — Los  Angeles.  By  an  acci- 
dent of  geography,  I  have  known  Helen  since 
she  was  9  years  oid;  her  family  happened  to 
live  a  block  from  my  family.  Through  the  years 
I  have  been  lucky  to  wort<  with  Helen  on  many 
issues,  and  to  see  our  friendship  grow  strong- 
er. 

Anyone  who  knows  Helen  even  casually 
knows  how  much  education,  teaching,  and 
children  mean  to  her.  She  has  taught  history 
at  Sun  Valley  Junior  High  School,  Olive  Vista 
Junior  High  School,  and  Marshall  High  School. 
In  addition,  she  was  a  counselor  at  Olive  Vista 
and  Marshall. 
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Helen's  extracunicular  interests  offer  further 
proof  of  her  passion  for  children  and  edu- 
cation. She  has  been  a  board  member  of  the 
Los  Angeles  Educational  Partnership;  a  found- 
ing member  of  the  Los  Angeles  Educational 
Alliance  for  Restructuring  Now  [LEARN]  worit- 
ing  group,  and  a  member  of  the  National 
Council  for  K-12. 

Of  course,  Helen  is  best  known  as  the 
three-term  president  of  United  Teachers — Los 
Angeles.  Her  forceful  advocacy  on  behalf  of 
public  school  teachers  at  the  t>argaining  table 
has  gained  Helen  the  undying  admiratwn  of 
her  colleagues. 

At  the  same  time,  Helen  has  never  been 
shy  about  countering  the  criticism  of  teachers 
and  publk:  schools  expressed  with  greater  fre- 
quency over  the  past  few  years.  She  has  will- 
ingly put  herself  on  the  line. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me  today  in  sa- 
luting Helen  Bernstein,  a  champion  of  teach- 
ers* rights,  public  school  education,  and  chil- 
dren. Her  dedcation  and  selflessness  are  an 
inspiration  to  us  all. 


THE  ACHIEVEMENTS  OF  RODNEY 
A.  TRUMP 


HON.  BENJAMIN  L  CARDIN 

OF  MARTLASD 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 

Mr.  CARDIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
mark  the  many  achievements  of  Rodney  A. 
Tmmp  over  his  career  with  General  Motors 
and  the  United  Automobile  Workers  Union.  I 
note  with  some  sadness  that  Rodney  will  be 
retiring  this  month  from  his  position  as  presi- 
dent of  UAW  Local  239  in  Baltimore. 

When  we  reflect  upon  the  revolution  that 
has  taken  place  in  the  American  workplace 
over  the  last  generation— what  has  retumed 
American  manufacturir>g  to  its  place  of  global 
leadership  in  quality  and  technotogy — we  must 
look  to  leaders  such  as  Rodney  Trump.  Rod- 
ney has  worked  hard  to  make  GM's  Baltimore 
plant  the  best  truck  assembly  fadlity  in  the 
Nation.  The  tremendous  success  of  the  mini- 
vans  produced  there  in  recent  years  can  in 
large  part  be  tied  to  the  professionalism  and 
commitment  to  the  produd  exhibited  by  the 
work  force.  Rodney  ensured  that  his  workers 
were  always  at  the  table  and  leading  the  revo- 
lution at  the  plant 

Rodney  first  arrived  at  Baltimore's  General 
Motors  plant  on  Broening  Highway  on  Feb- 
ruary 11,  1965.  Since  that  time  he  has  served 
in  increasingly  responsible  positions  with  the 
union  at  the  plant,  induding:  alternate  commit- 
tee person,  distrka  committee  person,  benefits 
representative,  educational  diredor,  vice  presi- 
dent, and  preskjent.  Rodney  has  sen/ed  as 
preskJent  of  the  local  for  the  past  1 1  years. 

Over  the  years,  I  have  had  the  opportunity 
to  wort<  with  Rodney  on  a  number  of  issues 
and  I  veUue  his  guidance,  honesty,  friendship, 
and  insights  tremendously.  In  perhaps  the 
dearest  demonstration  of  his  stature  with  his 
people,  to  walk  through  the  Broening  Highway 
Plant  with  Rodney  would  be  a  lift  for  even  the 
most  successful  polituan.  His  people  rush  to 
reach  out  to  him,  tum  to  him  with  questions 
and  problems,  point  to  their  successes  on  the 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

line — almost  cheering — as  he  slowing  makes 
his  rounds  on  the  plant  floor.  It  is  a  real  inspi- 
ration for  those  of  us  fighting  for  the  American 
wortter.  I  wish  my  colleagues  could  join  me  for 
one  more  tour  with  Rodney  before  he  retires. 
I  would  ask  all  Members  to  join  me  in  wish- 
ing Rodney  the  best  in  a  well-deserved  retire- 
ment 


CONGRATULATIONS    GRAND    JUNC- 
•nON  KNOWLEDGE  BOWL  TEAM 


HON.  SCOTT  McINNIS 

OF  COLORADO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  5. 1996 

Mr.  McINNIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
congratulate  the  Grand  Jundion  High  School's 
Knowledge  Bowl  for  winning  the  State  cham- 
pionship in  Colorado,  and  going  on  to  the  na- 
tk>nal  finals  in  Ftorida  this  month. 

Team  members  were  asked  as  many  as 
500  questions  during  the  event  at  Fort  Lewis 
College,  and  competed  among  60  Colorado 
schools.  The  young  scholars  indude  Jacob 
Johnson,  Sarah  Smith,  David  Tice,  Jeff 
Mohrtang,  Jeff  Hurd;  alternates,  Mark  Rich- 
ards, Elizat>eth  Buescher.  Elizabeth  Ryan  and 
they  were  coached  by  Lorena  Thompson. 

In  this  day  and  age,  it  is  heartening  to  see 
our  youth  aspire  to  intelledual  excellence. 
Their  success,  as  well  as  Custer  County's 
success  in  taking  second  place,  demonstrates 
the  personal  dedication  of  our  youth  In  west- 
em  and  southern  Colorado. 

The  Grand  Junctk>n  team  spent  several 
hours  a  week  pradkang,  and  their  hard  wori< 
paid  off  handsomely.  I  congratulate  them  on 
their  efforts,  Mr.  Spesiker,  and  wish  them  the 
best  of  luck  in  the  natk>nal  championship. 
Even  though  tf>ey  are  r>ow  knovm  as  Team 
Colorado,  they  will  always  be  Team  Grand 
Junction  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  you  to  join  with  me  in 
recognizing  the  hard  work  anid  dedkatk>n  of 
these  young  people,  i  know  they  will  make 
Colorado  proud. 


TRIBUTE  TO  F.E.  (BUZ)  SPOONER. 
CHUCK  SHAW,  AND  RON  RHODES 


HON.  HARRY  JOHNSTON 

OF  FLORIDA 

HON.  MARK  ADAM  FOLEY 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5. 1996 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  Fk>nda.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
are  pleased  to  congratulate  F.E.  (Buz) 
Spooner,  Chuck  Shaw,  and  Ron  Rhodes  for 
their  tong  dedication  to  the  students  of  Palm 
Beach  County.  For  38  years,  they  have  pro- 
vided over  55,000  students  with  the  oppor- 
tunity to  visit  our  Nation's  Capitol.  It  has  been 
our  pleasure  to  greet  the  thousands  of  stu- 
dents they  brought  to  Washington,  DC.  Every 
year  the  patrols  arrive  and  fill  the  seats  on  the 
fk)or  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  bringing 
their  interest  and  excited  enthusiasm  to  nor- 
mally stakj  chambers.  Their  enthusiasm  re- 
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minded  all  of  us  who  wort<  here  of  the  awe- 
some nature  of  the  Capitol  and  what  it  rep- 
resents. 

We  commend  Buz.  Chuck,  and  Ron  for 
granting  this  opportunity  to  so  many  students 
over  the  years.  One  of  the  greatest  problems 
in  our  country  today  is  a  lack  of  understanding 
and  appredatwn  for  our  democratic  system 
and  the  way  we  make  laws  and  why.  Introduc- 
ing young  people  to  the  Capitol  and  educating 
them  on  the  lawmaking  process  is  a  truly  ad- 
mirable pursuit  that  will  serve  our  entire  coun- 
try as  those  same  students  become  adults 
who  have  the  power  to  vote  and  affed 
change. 

The  efforts  and  dedicaton  of  Buz  Spooner. 
Chuck  Shaw,  and  Ron  Rhodes  are  remem- 
bered and  appreciated  by  our  south  Ftonda 
colleagues  in  the  U.S.  House  of  Representa- 
tives and  our  predecessors,  the  Honorable 
Dan  Mica  and  the  Honorat>le  Tom  Lewis.  Most 
importantly,  they  are  remembered  by  the  stu- 
dents who  will  retain  the  experierKe  and  grow 
up  to  be  citizens  actively  involved  in  the 
demoCTatic  process.  We  can  only  hope  that 
others  will  take  up  the  challenge  and  continue 
providing  this  servce  for  future  generations.  It 
would  be  the  best  way  to  horrar  the  legacy  of 
these  three  men. 


MANDATORY  ASSESSMENT  OF 
UNION  DUES 


HON.  HARRIS  W.  FAWELL 

OF  ILLINOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5. 1996 

Mr.  FAWELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  today,  I  intro- 
duced the  Worker  Right  to  Know  Ad.  tegisla- 
tk)n  whrch  will  make  real  the  rigfits  created  by 
the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  in  Communtcatkxi 
Workers  of  America  versus  Beck.  This  legisia- 
tion  strengthens  Beck  and  gives  workers  a 
procedural  bill  of  rights  so  they  win  have  the 
ability  arxl  the  knowledge  to  stand  up  to 
unions  and  exerdse  their  right  to  objed  to  the 
payment  of  dues  not  necessary  for  collective 
bargaining.  This  legisiatkxi  piaoes  workers  on 
more  even  footing  with  unkxis  wtw  have  the 
extraordinary  power,  bestowed  upon  them  by 
the  Corigress,  to  compel  employees  to  pay 
union  dues  as  a  corKJitkxi  of  employment. 

The  Woriter  Right  to  Know  Ad  is  necessary 
because,  under  current  law,  unfortunately 
Beck  does  not  offer  emptoyees  a  meanir>gful 
right  to  objed  to  unk>n  dues  payments  not 
necessary  for  collective  tiargaining.  The  prob- 
lems begin  with  the  notk:»,  or  lack  therefor, 
that  employees  have  of  their  rights  under 
Beck.  A  recent  poll  of  unkKi  members  corv 
duded  for  Americans  for  a  Balanced  Budget 
found  that  only  19  percent  of  unk>n  members 
know  that  they  can  objed  to  the  use  of  uraon 
dues  for  political  purposes.  The  Natk>nal  Labor 
Relatk>ns  Board  has  taken  few  steps  to  ad- 
dress this  widespread  lack  of  notk:e  and,  in  its 
recent  ruling,  some  8  years  after  the  Beck  de- 
dsk>n,  conduded  that  it  was  enough  for  the 
union  to  print  a  notxs  of  Beck  rights  once  a 
year  in  the  inside  of  its  monthly  magazine.  Al- 
though, wtiy  nonunion  fee  payers  are  ex- 
peded  to  pck  up  and  read  the  unk>n  maga- 
zine is  less  than  dear.  Further,  both  the  Board 
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and  the  current  administration  have  steadfastly 
refused  to  require  that  Beck  notices  be  posted 
in  the  worftplace. 

Employees  who  dear  this  initial  hurdle  of 
knowledge  of  their  rights  under  Beck  and  want 
to  object  to  the  use  of  their  union  dues  for  po- 
litical or  social  causes  may  be  required  to  first 
resign  their  membership  in  the  union.  This  is 
not  an  easy  thing  for  many  employees  to  do 
for  a  number  of  reasons.  First  and  foremost, 
unions  often  either  wittingly  or  unwittingly  mis- 
lead their  employees  on  the  effect  resignation 
from  the  union  will  have  on  their  employment. 
Union  security  clauses  often  require  memt>er- 
ship  in  the  union  as  a  condition  of  employ- 
ment, even  though  the  courts  have  made  it 
dear  that  this  is  not  allowed.  Even  for  employ- 
ees who  find  out  the  truth,  many  who  object 
to  the  union's  extracurricular  activities  may  be- 
lieve that  union  representation  brings  them 
benefits  in  the  workplace  and  thus  may  be  re- 
luctant to  resign.  Some  employees  may  also 
fear  the  reaction  that  union  resignation  may 
bring  from  fellow  emptoyees. 

On  top  of  these  more  personal  reasons, 
once  an  employee  resigns  from  the  union  they 
lose  their  right  to  have  a  voice  in  the  myriad 
dedsions  made  between  the  exdusive  bar- 
gaining representative  and  the  employer  about 
the  terms  and  conditions  affecting  his  or  her 
emptoymenL  In  most  workplaces,  employees 
who  are  part  of  a  bargaining  unit  that  is  rep- 
resented by  a  union,  but  who  are  not  union 
members,  have  no  right  to  partidpate  in  the 
internal  affairs  of  the  union,  for  example,  can- 
not vote  in  uruon  electkxis,  have  no  right  to 
vote  in  dedsions  to  strike  an  emptoyer,  and 
have  no  right  to  vote  to  ratify  a  contract  offer 
of  an  empk>yer.  Under  a  union  security  agree- 
ment, a  nonmember  can  be  forced — as  a  con- 
ditnn  of  emptoyment— to  pay  for  the  costs  of 
urtkxt  representatkxi  but  can  be  denied  partici- 
pation in  all  decisionmaking  with  regard  to 
what  tfiat  representation  entails. 

If  the  empk>yee  is  willing  to  accept  these 
very  real  limitatkNis  on  his  or  her  role  in  the 
workplace,  there  are  additional  practical  obsta- 
des  that  dilute  the  meaningfulness  of  the  em- 
ptoyee's  right  to  object  to  dues  t>eing  used  for 
politkal  purposes.  The  procedural  hurdles 
faced  by  emptoyees  indude  limited  window 
period  for  making  objections,  annual  renewal 
requirements  for  objectors,  very  spedfic  re- 
quirements regarding  mailing  objections,  ob- 
jectkMis  must  be  made  to  multiple  parties,  and 
so  forth.  Further,  the  employee  must  rely  on 
the  union  to  determine  what  percentage  of 
dues  is  used  for  purposes  related  to  collective 
bargaining  and  thus  how  much  dues  the  em- 
ployee may  be  required  to  pay.  Anc.  the  union 
may  use  its  own  auditors  to  make  this  deter- 
minatkm.  The  employee  may  ultimately  file  a 
lawsuit  or  unfair  labor  pradk:e  charge  to  chal- 
lenge the  union's  determinatk>n,  but  it  is  often 
rrwnths  and  years  before  the  appropriate 
amount  of  dues  is  resolved.  Keep  in  mind  that, 
throughout  this  process,  the  emptoyee  may  be 
required  to  pay  the  disputed  amount  on  pain 
of  losing  his  or  her  job. 

Suffice  to  say  there  are  not  any  easy  an- 
swers for  employees,  whether  they  are  union 
members  or  not,  wtx)  want  to  take  issue  with 
the  activities  of  the  union  that  go  beyond  what 
may  be  a  yeoman's  effort  by  that  unkjn  in  rep- 
resenting   emptoyees    in   the   workplace.    It 
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seems  to  me  that  we  are  talking  about  basic 
issues  of  fairness.  Employees  have  a  right  to 
know  why  money  is  taken  out  of  their  pay- 
check, how  money  legitimately  taken  is  used, 
and  a  realistic  and  available  right  to  stop 
money  from  being  taken  out  of  their  pay- 
checks that  is  illegitimately  used.  This  is  ex- 
actly what  the  Wori<er  Right  to  Know  Act  is 
designed  to  provide. 

The  Wori<er  Right  to  Know  Act  provides  that 
an  employee  cannot  be  required  to  p>ay  to  a 
unton — nor  can  a  union  accept  payment  of — 
any  dues  not  necessary  for  collective  bargain- 
ing unless  the  employee  first  agrees  to  pay 
such  dues  in  a  signed  written  agreement  with 
the  union.  The  bill  also  provides  that  the 
agreement  must  include  a  ratio — certified  by 
an  independent  auditor — of  both  collective  bar- 
gaining and  noncollective  t)argaining  dues. 
The  legislation  requires  such  agreements  to 
be  renewed  annually  and  requires  employers 
to  post  notices  at  their  plants  and  offices  ad- 
vising employees  that  their  obligation  to  pay 
dues  only  refers  to  dues  necessary  for  collec- 
tive bargaining. 

The  Worker  Right  to  Know  Act  also  in- 
creases the  quality  of  the  financial  informatton 
available  to  workers  by  requiring  unions  to  an- 
nually report  their  expenses  to  the  Department 
of  Labor  by  function  dassification  in  suffident 
detail  to  allow  employees  to  determine  wheth- 
er expenses  were  necessary  for  collective  bar- 
gaining or  were  for  other  purposes.  The  bill 
also  gives  all  employees  paying  dues  to  a 
unton  greater  access  to  the  unton's  finandal 
records. 

The  Worker  Right  to  Know  Ad  will  give  all 
wori(ers  who  pay  union  dues  as  a  condition  of 
emptoyment  the  right  to  know  how  their  dues 
are  spent  and  the  right  to  stop  unions  from 
taking  money  out  of  their  pockets  that  is  not 
used  for  legitimate  collective  bargaining  pur- 
poses. I  urge  all  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
legislatton. 


TRIBUTE  TO  ALBERT  THOMPSON 


HON.  JACK  QUINN 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  5, 1996 

Mr.  QUINN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  rec- 
ognize and  honor  the  distinguished  service  of 
Mr.  Atoert  Thompson,  an  educator  who  has 
served  the  Buffato  City  School  District  with 
distinction  as  Superintendent  of  Schools,  on 
the  occaston  of  his  retirement. 

Throughout  his  brilliant  career  with  the  Buf- 
fato City  School  Distrid,  Atoen  Thompson 
dedicated  his  life  to  the  enhancement  of  our 
city's  schools,  and  proved  himself  to  be  strong 
voice  in  our  community. 

Mr.  Thompson  received  his  Master  of 
Sdence  in  Industrial  Arts  Education  from  the 
State  University  College  at  Buffato  in  1964, 
and  his  Secondary  School  Administrator  at 
Canisius  College  in  1970. 

Aside  from  his  steady  involvement  with  the 
Buffalo  City  School  Board,  Mr.  Thompson  is  a 
memt>er  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  Medaille 
College,  member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  for 
the  Greater  Buffalo  Opera  Company,  memt>er 
of  the  Board  of  Directors  for  the  Community 
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Music  School,  and  a  member  of  the  Board  of 
Directors  of  the  Junior  Achievement  of  West- 
em  New  Yort^,  as  well  as  several  other  organi- 
zations. Albert  Thompson  has  also  served  the 
State  of  New  Yori<  as  a  member  of  Govemor 
Cuomo's  'Task  Force  on  Creating  Career 
Pathways  for  Youth  in  New  York  State." 

In  addition  to  the  numerous  awards  he  has 
received,  Mr.  Thompson  has  been  invited  to 
meet  with  Prestoent  Clinton  regarding  edu- 
cation legislation. 

With  retirement  comes  many  opportunities, 
several  personal,  many  professional.  May  he 
meet  every  opportunity  with  the  same  enthu- 
siasm and  vigor  in  which  he  demonstrated 
throughout  his  brilliant  career;  and  may  those 
opportunities  t>e  as  fruitful  as  those  in  his  past. 

Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  join  with  the  Thompson 
family,  his  colleagues,  friends,  the  Buffalo  City 
School  Distrid,  all  of  us  who  have  served  as 
educators,  and  indeed,  the  entire  western  New 
Yort<  community,  to  honor  Superintendent  Al- 
bert Thompson  for  his  dedication,  hard  wori<, 
and  commitment  to  our  community  and  its 
education. 


RANCH  A 


HON.  BARBARA  CUBIN 

OF  WYOMING 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 

Mrs.  CUBIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  today,  1  am  intro- 
dudng  legislation  which  will  transfer  property 
known  as  Ranch  A  to  the  State  of  Wyoming. 
The  fadlity,  constructed  by  the  Annenberg 
family  for  $600,000  in  the  1930's,  was  ac- 
quired by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Witolife  Service 
(USFWSJ  in  the  1960's  for  a  fish  genettos  re- 
search fadlity. 

The  USFWS  research  operations  were  ter- 
minated in  1980;  fisheries  devetopment  work 
continued  until  1986.  The  agency  then  entered 
into  agreements  for  the  use  of  various  fadlities 
by  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  production. 
South  Dakota  School  of  Mines  for  a  training 
seminar  site,  and  Inya  Kara  Foundation  for  a 
trout}led  youths  group  home.  The  Wyoming 
Game  and  Fish  discontinued  their  fish  produc- 
tion at  Ranch  A  in  the  eariy  part  of  the  sum- 
mer of  1995. 

Currently,  USFWS  has  no  operational  activi- 
ties at  Ranch  A  and  it  is  unlikely  that  USFWS 
will  have  use  for  the  fadlities  in  the  foresee- 
able future.  The  Region  6  USFWS  Director 
has  recommended  that  the  agency  transfer 
ownership  of  Ranch  A. 

The  concept  of  a  transfer  is  endorsed  by  the 
State  of  Wyoming,  Wyoming  Gov.  Jim 
Geringer,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the 
Ranch  A  Restoration  Foundatton,  arxj  State 
Representative  Mariene  Simons. 

Representative  Simons  has  been  a  driving 
force  for  the  foundatton  since  the  onset  of  this 
issue.  It  has  been  because  of  her  hard  work 
that  the  reality  of  a  transfer  of  this  property 
may  come  to  fruition. 

The  bill,  as  introduced,  will  direct  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  to  convey  Ranch  A  to  the 
State  of  Wyoming  without  reimbursement,  all 
right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States. 
Ranch  A  consists  of  approximately  680  aaes 
of    land    and    indudeis    property,    buildings. 
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artwort<s,  historic  light  fixtures,  wiWIife  mounts, 
draperies,  rugs,  and  furniture. 

The  legislation  assures  the  State  of  Wyo- 
ming will  provide  access  to  the  property  for  in- 
stituttons  of  higher  education  that  will  benefit 
not  only  Wyoming,  but  neighboring  States  as 
well. 


STATEMENT  REGARDING  STU- 
DENT-CENTERED HIGH  SCHOOL 
EDUCATION 


HON.  BERNARD  SANDERS 

OF  VERMONT 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5. 1996 
Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  benefit 
of  my  colleagues  I  would  like  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  this  statement  by  Ajah  Leas,  Eli 
Stokes,  Kyja  Page,  Ken  Bramlett,  B.J.  King, 
high  school  students  are  Peoples  Academy  in 
Vermont,  who  were  speaking  at  my  recent 
town  meeting  on  issues  facing  young  people. 
Our  topic  Is:  changing-  the  education  sys- 
tem. We  don't  have  any  great  solutions,  or 
anything,  but  we  Just  want  to  increase  the 
awareness  of  the  fact  that  there's  too  much 
emphasis  put  on  getting  good  grades,  and 
having  a  good  score.  And  the  desire  to  leam 
Is  gone;  or  if  It's  not  gone,  it's  not  there  very 
much,  or  whatever.  The  result  of  this  is  that 
students  Just  go  through  school  Just  playing 
the  motions,  getting  good  grades,  having 
tests,  memorizing  and  they're  not  nec- 
essarily learning  anything;  or  discovering 
how  they  are  self-learners,  like  what  Is  the 
best  way  for  them  to  leam.  which  they  can 
carry  with  them  throughout  life. 

Another  thing  that  we  think  is  that  teach- 
ers seem  bored.  They're  teaching  the  same 
thing  again  and  again  and  again,  and  they 
need  to  teach  something  different,  to  put 
themselves  Into  It.  t>ecause  it  becomes  mo- 
notonous; It  makes  learning  more  of  a  chore. 
Along  the  same  lines,  we  think  that  per- 
haps there  could  \»  more  courses — ^there's  a 
lot  of  courses  out  there  that  are  trying  to 
help  teachers  leam  how  to  l>ecome  better 
educators;  but  many  times  the  teachers 
themselves  don't  have  the  desire  to  become 
better  educated.  If  those  teachers  could.  In- 
stead of  going  to  classes  and  things  like  that 
and  learning  how.  we  could  find  the  teachers 
that  are  considered  good  teachers,  that  actu- 
ally want  to  help  someone.  I  dare  say.  that 
the  majority  of  people  that  become  teachers 
don't  necessarily  become  a  teacher  and  say, 
"Well.  I  want  to  go  out  there  and  help  better 
the  education  of  our  youth,  and  l>ecome  (let- 
ter people.  They  say.  "Thls'll  be  a  good  pay- 
check for  me. 

And  that's  another  thing  that  is  a  real 
problem  with  the  way  the  system  is  set  up 
right  now:  that-  money  and  getting  a  good 
paycheck  is  how  things  are  Judged  by,  and  if 
you  want  to  l>ecome  a  doctor,  or  whatever. 
It's  not  l>ecause  you  want  to  help  cure  dis- 
ease, it's  because  you  want  a  BMW.  And.  if 
these  things  are  taught  In  the  school,  then 
that's  obviously  how  it's  going  to  be  pre- 
sented, but  If  we  could  .  .  .  help  people  un- 
derstand what  they  would  enjoy  doing,  and 
less  emphasis  on  money.  Perhaps  trying  to 
help  people  understand  that.  "Well.  hey. 
money's  not  the  only  thing  out  there,  you 
know,  you've  got  to  go  to  Job  40  hrsJweek. 
making  SSO.OO(Vyr..  and  hate  my  Job.  that's 
not  something  that's  going  to  make  your  life 
happy.  So.  if  we  could  change  things,  and 
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help  .  .  .  people  understand  that  you  have  to 
want  to  leam;  you  need  to  understand  what 
you  need  to  go  out  and  leam  about  yourself. 
And  this  is  going  to  help  in  the  school  sys- 
tem also,  because  If  someone's  enjoying  what 
they're  learning,  they're  going  to  actually  go 
out  and  do  it  themselves;  they're  going  to  be 
Interested.  I  dare  say  that  some  people,  if 
not  most  people  are  here  today  because  it's 
for  a  class;  they  have  to  be  here  for  a  class, 
not  because  they're  Interested  in  the  politi- 
cal system,  but  t>ccause  it's  a  break.  And  if 
that's  going  to  the  way  things  are.  then  no- 
body's going  to  be  happy  in  their  life;  and 
that's  a  bigger  issue  than  simply  educating. 
(Applause). 

We  also  feel  that  you  shouldn't  have  as 
many  required  courses;  you  have  a  four-year 
English  requirement  to  graduate,  and  had 
my  4th  year  of  English,  and  Just  sat  through 
my  English  classes— I  couldn't  wait  until  it 
was  over,  I  didn't  leam  much  of  anything,  I 
Just  got  by.  I  think  that  there  should  be 
more  elective  classes  that  you  can  take,  that 
you're  interested  In,  so  that  you  have  more 
Interest  to  leam.  I  think  that  would  be  bet- 
ter for  the  students.  Along  the  same  lines 
also,  that  It  Is  a  major  problem  how  general 
the  courses  are.  The  general  courses  are 
made  to  expose  us  to  a  lot  of  things,  so  that 
we  can  try  to  And  out  what  we  enjoy.  But  in- 
stead, it  actually  decreases  that,  because  the 
system  that's  presented  Is  looked  at  as  some- 
thing that's  not  enjoyable.  So  a  kid— maybe 
he  does  enjoy  reading,  but  perhaps  the  way 
It's  presented  isn't  for  him.  So,  he  may  go 
away  thinking.  "I'm  no  good  at  English.  I 
can't  get  It  right."  But  that's  not  necessarily 
the  case.  It  may  be  that  the  system  that  the 
English  is  t>eing  presented  [in]  the  problem. 
So  you  need  to  look  at  that,  it's  more  than 
Just  looking  at.  "Well,  he's  Just  a  bad  stu- 
dent." 


TRIBUTE  TO  MRS.  GLENDA 
GRAHAM-HARRIS 


HON.  CARRIE  P.  MEEK 

OF  FLORIDA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 

Mrs.  MEEK  of  Ftorida.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
truly  a  distind  honor  to  pay  tribute  to  one  of 
Miami's  distinguished  educators,  Mrs.  Glenda 
Graham-Harris.  Her  retirement  from  the  Dade 
County  public  schools  on  June  8,  1996,  will 
certainly  leave  a  great  void  in  our  community. 

She  is  the  daughter  of  the  late  Rev.  Edward 
T.  Graham,  the  first  Afrtoan-American  ever  to 
serve  on  the  Dade  County  Boanj  of  Commis- 
sioners artd  certainly  one  of  Miami's  pre- 
eminent dvil  rights  crusaders.  Mrs.  Harris 
grew  up  in  a  family  ambience  consecrated  not 
only  to  the  insatiable  thirst  for  learning  and  ex- 
cellence, but  also  to  the  commitment  of  help- 
ing those  who  could  least  fend  for  themselves 
in  their  quest  for  equal  treatment  under  the 
law. 

Heeding  the  call  of  servtoe,  Mrs.  Grahanr>- 
Harris  fully  lived  up  to  her  father's  vocatton  to 
serve  others.  She  became  an  educator.  Rising 
from  tt>e  dassroom  trenches  into  the  higher 
echelon  of  the  Dade  County  puWk:  schools' 
administration,  she  was  responsible  for  open- 
ing Miami's  American  Sentor  High  School  as 
its  first  prindpal  in  the  mto-1970's.  She  subse- 
quently exerdsed  other  prindpalships  at  Miami 
Shores  Elenientary  School  and  at  Westview 
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Elementary,  contributing  her  resourceful  ex- 
pertise toward  the  pilot  testing  of  the  extended 
school  program  and  primary  education  pro- 
gram, two  Initiatives  which  now  form  part  and 
parcel  of  the  school  system's  curricular  adivi- 
ties. 

Dunng  her  40-year  stint  in  the  Dade  County 
public  schools,  she  was  known  for  her  un- 
equivocal standards  for  exacting  teaming  ex- 
cellence and  personal  achievement  both  in  the 
school  environment  and  the  homes  of  her  stu- 
dents. Her  tremendous  success  in  motivating 
many  a  wayward  innerdty  youth  earned  her 
the  utmost  resped  and  admiration  of  her  col- 
leagues. Her  hallmark  of  excellence  was  de- 
fined by  her  genuine  forthnghtness  in  demand- 
ing utmost  disapline  in  complying  v«th  her  pol- 
icy on  homework  and  parental  involvement 
long  before  they  were  adopted  as  school- 
based  management  activities. 

She  gained  tiie  enormous  conftoence  of 
countiess  parents  wtxi  saw  in  her  as  an  excel- 
lent educator,  entrusting  her  with  tt»e  future  of 
their  children  and  conftoent  that  they  too 
wouW  leam  from  her  the  tenets  of  scholarship 
under  the  regimen  of  a  no-nonsense  dis- 
dpline.  Her  unique  approach  to  educating 
young  boys  and  gihs  emphasized  personal  re- 
sponsitHlity  and  balance  accountability.  In 
times  of  crisis  aowding  her  students'  quest  for 
learning,  her  ever  ready  guidarKe  and  counsel 
was  one  that  verged  on  faith  in  God  and  faith 
in  one's  ability  to  succeed,  despite  all  the 
odds. 

During  her  tenure  with  the  Dade  County 
put>lto  schools  our  community  was  deeply 
touched  and  comkxted  by  her  undaunted 
leadership  and  utmost  understarxjing  of  ttie 
high  stakes  involved  in  tf>e  education  of  our 
chiklren.  She  virtually  preached  and  lived  by 
the  adage  that  the  quest  for  personal  integrity, 
academto  excellence  and  professional 
achievement  is  not  beyond  tt>e  reach  of  ttiose 
willing  and  ready  to  work  hard  arxj  pay  the 
price. 

This  is  the  legacy  of  Mrs.  Glenda  Graham- 
Harris.  I  am  indeed  greatly  privileged  to  have 
krwwn  her  fnendship  arto  her  oontritxjtton  to 
our  community's  welHseing  through  the  acu- 
men of  her  educational  leadership  and  the 
timeliness  of  her  professtonal  insights.  In  the 
name  of  the  many  parents  and  guardians 
whose  chitoren  were  deeply  touched  by  her 
exemplary  commitment,  I  want  to  ttiank  her 
and  wish  her  good  luck  and  Godspeed  on  a 
well-deserved  retirement 


MSGR.  ANDREW  J.  McGOWAN 
HONORED 


HON.  PAUL  L  KANJORSH 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  5, 1996 
Mr.  KANJORSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  pay  tiibute  to  my  dose  friend,  Msgr.  Arv 
drew  J.  McGowan.  MonsigrK>r  McGowan  will 
be  honored  for  his  outstanding  community 
leadershp  by  Leadership  Wilkes-Barre,  an  or- 
ganization dedicated  to  fostering  leadership  in 
the  Greater  Wilkes-Barre  area.  I  am  pleaised 
to  be  able  to  join  Leadership  Wilkes-Barre 
area  in  paying  tribute  to  Monsignor  McGowan 
on  June  13. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  most  fitting  that  Leader- 
ship Wilkes-Barre  honor  Monsignor  McGowan, 
who  is  one  of  the  most  beloved  and  well-re- 
spected individuais  in  northeastern  Pennsyl- 
vania. The  monsignor  has  committed  himself 
to  the  betterment  of  the  lives  of  everyone  in 
the  Greater  Wilkes-Barre  area.  He  has  freely 
shared  his  wit  and  wisdom  which  has  helped 
everyone  he  has  touched.  Most  importantly, 
Monsignor  McGowan's  spirituality  has  been  al- 
ways been  a  source  of  strength  and  faith. 

Frfteen  years  ago,  Monsignor  McGowan 
joined  several  of  his  colleagues  in  establishing 
an  organization  that  could  effectively  work  for 
the  betterment  of  the  Wilkes-Barre  community. 
Today  that  organizatran  successfully  operates 
as  Leadership  Wilkes-Barre.  Committed  to  en- 
suring success  for  the  organization,  Monsignor 
McGowan  served  as  its  first  tx>ard  chairman. 
Upon  being  selected  to  lead  Leadership 
Wilkes-Barres,  Monsignor  McGowan  sought 
effective  ways  to  improve  community  manage- 
ment. To  accomplish  this  goal,  the  monsignor 
helped  the  organization  to  structure  a  year- 
long dass  for  emerging  and  existing  commu- 
nity leaders,  who  then  educate  officials  about 
the  needs  of  the  communities  in  which  they 
live  and  woik.  Its  curricuhjm  was  heavily  influ- 
enced by  Monsignor  McGowan's  commitment 
to  community  growth,  understanding  of  eco- 
nomic devetopment,  and  an  overwhelming 
compassk)n  for  the  citizens  of  the  region. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Monsignor  McGowan  personi- 
fies leadership  in  Wilkes-Barre  and  throughout 
the  Wyoming  Valley.  In  addition  to  his  support 
of  Leadership  Wilkes-Barre.  the  Monsignor  is 
the  director  of  Community  Affairs  and  the 
bishop's  representatives  for  hospitals  and  col- 
leges in  the  diocese  of  Scranton,  PA.  He  has 
received  the  Hospital  Associatkxi  of  Pennsyl- 
vania Distinguished  Service  Award,  and  the 
B'nai  Brith  Americanism  Award.  Monsignor 
McGowan  has  been  selected  as  an  honorary 
felow  in  the  American  College  of  Health  Care 
Executives,  and  was  chosen  to  receive  the 
1994  Award  of  Excellence  of  the  Independent 
CoHeges  and  Universities  of  Pennsylvemia. 

Cun-entty,  Monsignor  McGowan  serves  the 
regkXJ  as  the  vk»  chair  of  Allied  Services 
Hospital  Foundatkw  and  chairs  the  Commis- 
skjn  on  Economk:  Opportunity  of  Luzerne 
County  and  the  Heinz  Institute  of  Rehab  Medi- 
cine. The  monsignor  is  also  a  First  Valley 
Bank  board  member  and  generously  volun- 
teers his  time  to  serve  on  the  executive  com- 
mittee of  the  Boy  Scout  of  America,  the 
Luzerne  Foundation,  and  the  Scranton  Public 
Library.  In  additkxi  to  these  and  other  organi- 
zations, Monsignor  McGowan  sits  on  the 
boards  of  King's  and  Marywood  Colleges  and 
the  Catfiolic  University  of  America. 

Monsignor  McGowan  served  eis  chairman  of 
the  board  of  the  Kirby  Center  for  Perfonning 
Arts,  the  HospJtaJ  Trustee  Association  of 
Pennsylvania  and  was  a  board  member  of  the 
Univereity  of  Scranton,  College  Misericordia, 
and  Mount  St.  Mary's  in  Maryland. 

The  monsignor  is  probably  best  known  for 
his  masterful  use  of  the  English  language.  He 
is  the  most  sought  after  speaker  in  north- 
eastern Permsylvania  and  serves  as  master  of 
ceremonies  for  almost  every  prestigk>us  event 
in  the  area.  For  more  than  10  years  he  has 
been  MC  for  the  Pennsylvania  State  Chamtier 
of  Commerce  annual  meeting,  and  has  been 
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at  the  dais  of  the  Friendly  Sons  of  St.  Patrick's 
Day  Banquets  in  both  Wilkes-Barre  and 
Scranton  for  more  years  than  I  can  remember. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  always  admired  Mon- 
signor McGowan  for  the  chamiing  wit  and  wis- 
dom that  he  has  shared  with  everyone.  Even 
before  being  elected  to  Congress,  I  had  the 
privilege  of  wortdng  with  him  for  the  better- 
ment of  northeastem  Pennsylvania.  Each  time 
we  woric  together,  Monsignor  McGowan  dem- 
onstrates skillful  and  diplomatic  problem-solv- 
ing abilities.  His  leadership  has  taught  me  to 
be  a  more  effective  Memtier  of  Congress  and 
a  more  compassionate  and  understanding  in- 
divkjual.  I  am  very  grateful  to  have  Monsignor 
McGowan  among  my  ctosest  personal  friends. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  extremely  pleased  to 
have  been  asked  by  Leadership  Wilkes-Barre 
to  participate  in  their  tribute  to  Msgr.  Andrew 
J.  McGowan.  I  am  very  proud  to  bring  the 
monsignor's  distinguished  community  service 
record  to  the  attention  of  my  colleagues,  and 
thank  him  for  his  dedication  to  the  people  of 
northeastem  Pennsylvania. 


HEALTH  INSURANCE  RELIEF  FOR 
RETIRED  TEACHERS 


HON.  FORTTVEY  PETI  STARK 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  Representative 
Matsui  and  I  are  today  introducing  a  bill  to 
provkJe  Medicare  part  A  hospital  insurance 
buy-in  relief  for  certain  individuais  who, 
through  no  fault  of  their  own,  were  not  able  to 
partkapate  in  the  Medicare  Program  and  have 
received  no  help  from  their  former  emptoyers 
in  buying  into  the  Medk:are  program  in  their 
retirement  years. 

The  bill  we  are  introducing  is  a  less  expen- 
sive variatkxi  of  a  bill  we  introduced  last  De- 
cember 18,  H.R.  2806. 

The  bill  will  help  about  30.000  people,  gen- 
erally retired  school  teachers  and  other  public 
servants,  whose  governmental  unit  did  not 
participate  in  Medicare.  For  many  of  these  re- 
tirees, their  original  health  insurance  plans 
have  become  insanely  expensive  or  been  ter- 
minated as  the  pool  of  insureds  has  shrunk. 
These  individuals  have  been  forced  into  the 
optkin  of  buying  into  Medicare  part  A.  But  the 
monthly  premiums  for  those  who  buy-in  on 
their  own  are  now  a  little  over  S250  a  month 
or  $3000  a  year.  For  many  older  retired  teach- 
ers, this  expense  can  easily  eat  up  a  third  to 
a  half— or  even  more— of  their  pensk>n. 

Our  bill  woukf  provkle  that  after  a  person 
has  purchased  on  their  own— without  third 
party  help— Medk:are  part  A  insurance  for  5 
years,  they  will  have  met  their  obligation  and 
not  owe  any  additional  amounts. 

Of  the  roughly  330,000  people  who  are  buy- 
ing into  part  A,  approximately  300,000  receive 
help  from  their  former  employer  or  from  ar>- 
other  source.  The  30,000  people  who  are 
strictly  on  their  own  are  the  people  this  bill 
would  help.  After  5  years  of  buy-in,  these  indi- 
viduals will  have  contributed  more  to  part  A 
than  the  average  worker  in  similar  professions 
woukj  have  contributed  in  taxes.  By  limiting 
the  payment  to  5  years,  we  provide  some 
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measure  of  fairness  and  save  these  individ- 
uals from  crippling  costs  as  they  grow  older. 

I  want  to  take  a  minute  to  thank  Mr.  Harokj 
Taylor  of  San  Lorenzo,  CA  who  has  wori<ed 
on  this  issue  for  years  and  has  been  an  in- 
valuable source  of  information.  He  has  been  a 
constant  voice  of  conscience  in  trying  to  help 
older,  retired  teachers  who  are  facing  these 
extraordinary  burdens. 

I  hope  that  when  we  next  consider  improve- 
ments to  the  Medicare  Program,  we  can  adopt 
this  legislation  to  help  a  small  group  of  individ- 
uals who  are  facing  terrible  financial  burdens 
that  are  not  their  fault. 


TRIBUTE  TO  ROBERT  H.  BOYLE 


HON.  NTTA  M.  LOWEY 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  Rot>ert  H.  Boyle,  a  tireless  envi- 
ronmental advocate  who  has  pioneered  the 
fight  to  save  the  Hudson  River  ft-om  environ- 
mental degradation.  On  Friday.  June  7.  the 
Pace  University  School  of  Law  in  White 
Plains,  NY,  will  honor  Mr.  Boyle  for  his  leader- 
ship in  the  fight  to  protect  and  revitalize  the  re- 
sources of  the  Hudson  River  by  dedicating  the 
Rol>ert  H.  Boyle  Envinanmental  Advocacy 
Center  in  the  new  offices  of  the  Pace  Environ- 
mental Litigatkxi  Clink:. 

Mr.  Boyle's  efforts  to  combat  pollution  in  the 
Hudson  River  and  bring  polluters  to  justice 
span  more  than  30  years.  In  1966,  he  founded 
the  Hudson  River  Fishermen's  Association, 
which  went  on  to  win  the  first  prosecutk>ns  of 
industrial  polluters  in  the  United  States.  Then, 
in  1983.  Mr.  Boyle  founded  the  Hudson 
Riveri<eeper  Fund  as  a  successor  to  the  Fish- 
ennen's  Associatk>n.  Together,  the  Fisher- 
men's Associatk)n  and  the  Riveriteeper  Fund 
have  won  neariy  100  cases  against  polluters 
in  Federal  court.  The  Hudson  Riverkeeper 
Fund  has  also  been  a  model  for  other  areas 
in  our  country,  with  "keeper"  programs  estab- 
lished for  Long  Island  Sound,  New  Yori<  Har- 
bor, San  Francisco  Bay,  and  the  Delaware 
River. 

Robert  Boyle  recognizes  that  the  Hudson 
River  belongs  to  the  residents  of  the  State  of 
New  \otk.  That  is  why  he  has  dedicated  him- 
self to  ensuring  that  those  who  pollute  the 
River  are  hekj  accountable.  In  addition  to 
bringing  polluters  to  justk^e  in  court,  he  has 
authored  numerous  publk:atx>ns  on  the  Hud- 
son, including  'The  Hudson  River  A  Natural 
and  Unnatural  History."  Boyle  has  testified  on 
environmental  issues  before  committees  :" 
this  body,  and  has  won  a  number  of  awards, 
including  the  Outdoor  Life  Conservatk>nist  of 
the  Year  Award  in  1976  and  the  1981  Con- 
servatkin  Communication  Award  from  the  Na- 
tkHial  WikJIife  Federation. 

I  know  1  speak  for  many  here  in  Congress — 
and  citizens  across  the  Nation — in  expressing 
our  gratitude  for  Robert  Boyle's  energy  and 
commitment  to  protecting  our  environment. 
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IN  SUPPORT  OF  H.R.  2579 


HON.  GARY  L  ACKERMAN 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 

Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  very 
strong  support  of  H.R.  2579,  the  Travel  and 
Tourism  Partnership  Act  of  1995.  The  tourism 
industry  makes  up  an  enormous  part  of  our 
economy,  and  in  fact,  it  is  our  Nation's  second 
largest  emptoyer.  This  industry  also  generates 
a  total  of  S58  billion  in  taxes  for  our  Federal. 
State,  and  local  govemments  annually.  The 
revenue  generated  by  travel  and  tourism  has 
made  it  our  nations  leading  export.  Addition- 
ally, the  revenue  thaf  s  been  generated  by  do- 
mestic and  intemational  tourists  has  helped  to 
ease  the  tax  burden  for  American  households. 
In  past  years  the  U.S.  tourism  industry  has 
grown,  while  enhancing  the  economic  prosper- 
ity of  communities  and  cities  from  across  the 
Natkjn,  resulting  in  secure  jobs  and  thriving 
businesses. 

The  travel  industry  has  expkxled  wortdwkje, 
to  the  point  where  it  now  employs  10  percent 
of  the  global  work  force.  And  it  continues  to 
grow— at  a  rate  23  percent  faster  than  the 
wortd's  economy.  In  a  competitive  mari<et  like 
this,  the  United  States  cannot  afford  to  fall  be- 
hind in  its  attraction  of  worid  tourists.  This  was 
the  impetus  behind  the  establishment  of  the 
U.S.  Travel  and  Tourism  Administration 
[USTTAJ — the  promotion  of  the  United  States 
for  the  intemational  traveler,  as  well  as  for  the 
tourist  at  home.  The  marketing  techniques 
used  by  the  USTTA  allowed  this  nation  to 
dominate  and  remain  competitive  in  the  worid 
market. 

In  April  of  1996,  however,  USTTA  was 
ctosed  down  in  an  effort  to  save  money.  How- 
ever, the  cost  of  our  actkxis  coukJ  be  greater 
with  the  k>ss  of  some  177,000  jot>s  throughout 
the  tourism  industry,  as  well  as  the  end  of  or- 
ganized U.S.  travel  promotk>ns  efforts.  Since 
1993,  there  has  been  a  huge  decrease  in 
international  travelers  inbound  for  the  U.S.. 
while  at  the  same  time,  an  increase  in  U.S. 
reskJents  traveling  abroad.  The  obvious  result 
of  these  trends  have  led  to  a  toss  of  revenue, 
a  toss  of  jobs  and  a  toss  of  our  ranking  in  the 
worid  tourism  industry.  Clearty,  since  the  dos- 
ing of  the  USTTA  our  Nation  has  suffered  a 
toss  in  tourism  revenue  while  the  rest  of  the 
workj  benefits  in  an  inaease  in  tourism. 

New  Yort<  State  alone  generated  34.8  billion 
in  tax  revenue  collected  from  Intemational  and 
domestk;  tourists,  in  1993.  Atong  with  the  rev- 
enue generated,  there  are  357,000  New  York 
jobs  that  are  supported  by  ttiese  tourists.  Ot>- 
vtously.  the  tourism  industry  is  an  important 
source  of  revenue  for  the  State  of  New  Yori(, 
collecting  11  percent  of  the  $58  billion  gen- 
erated in  the  United  States  overall  from  the 
intemational  traveler. 

Simply  put.  we  need  to  attract  intemattonal 
tourists  back  to  the  beautiful  sites  our  country 
has  to  offer,  while  steering  them  toward  use  of 
U.S.  companies.  This  is  why  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  H.R.  2579— already  co- 
sponsored  by  a  bipartisan  group  of  246  Mem- 
bers—to estatjiish  a  U.S.  Natonal  Tourist  Or- 
ganization. The  organization  will  advise  the 
President  and  Congress  on  polides  ttiat  will 
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increase  U.S.  competitiveness  in  the  gtobal 
arena,  in  the  hopes  of  alluring  the  intemational 
tourist  to  the  United  States,  and  the  American 
tourist  ttack  home. 


VICTIMS  OF  DOMESTIC  ABUSE 
INSURANCE  PROTECTION  ACT 


HON.  EARL  POMEROY 

OF  NORTH  DAKOTA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 19% 

Mr.  POMEROY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
introduce  the  "Vtotims  of  Domestic  Abuse  In- 
surance Protectton  Act"  The  purpose  of  this 
legislation  is  to  proted  those  indivtouals  who 
are  survivors  of  atxise  from  being  penalized 
by  their  insurance  companies  for  injuries  that 
they  have  not  brought  upon  themselves. 

Recently,  it  has  come  to  light  that  some  in- 
surance companies  routinely  deny  emergency 
room  care,  inaease  premiums,  and  refuse  to 
issue  insurance  polkaes  of  all  types  to  sur- 
vivors of  domestic  violence.  Denying  insur- 
ance coverage  and  refusing  to  pay  emergency 
room  visits  only  compounds  a  victim's  prob- 
lems. Domestic  vtolence  is  a  national  problem, 
and  we  should  not  allow  discriminatory  prac- 
tices by  insurance  companies  and  their  under- 
writers make  a  vidim's  drcumstances  worse. 

Specifically,  "the  Victims  of  Domestic  Abuse 
Insurance  Protectton  Ad"  wouto  prohibit  insur- 
ance companies  from  denying,  refusing  to 
issue  or  reissue,  canceling,  or  denying  the 
payment  of  a  daim  based  on  inddents  of  do- 
mestic violence. 

As  the  former  Insurance  Commissioner  of 
North  Dakota,  I  was  taken-back  when  I 
learned  of  this  pradtoe,  and  while  there  is  no 
record — to  my  knowledge — of  denials  or  can- 
cellattons  oocunrir>g  in  North  Dakota— there  is 
insurance  discriminatton  of  this  nature  occur- 
ring in  other  states. 

In  fad,  the  Pennsylvania  State  Insurance 
Commissioner  surveyed  company  practices  in 
Pennsylvania  and  found  that  26%  of  the  re- 
spondents acknowledged  that  they  constoered 
domestic  violer>ce  a  fador  in  issuing  health, 
life  and  acddent  insurance.  This  is  terribly 
wrong.  Domestic  violence  is  not  a  "preexisting 
condition"  and  it  is  not  brought  on  by  a  vto- 
tim's  behavior.  It  Is  brought  on  by  the  batterer 
and  he  or  she  is  the  one  wtK>  shouto  be  pe- 
nalized, not  the  vtotim. 

Healtti  care  pians  should  not  exdude  or  limit 
the  at>ility  of  domestic  abuse  survivors  to  ac- 
quire health  insurance — nor  should  insurance 
plans  apply  "preexisting  condition"  exdusions 
to  conditions  that  result  from  domestic  vio- 
lence. 

While  it  is  erKOuraging  that  some  insurance 
companies  are  beginning  to  change  their  un- 
derwriting pradice  as  they  become  educated 
about  domestic  vtolence,  I  believe  that  a  na- 
ttonal  solutton  is  needed.  Women  who  have 
survived  the  violence  and  the  brutal  beatings 
of  domestic  violence  need  ttie  assurance  that 
no  matter  what  state  they  restoe  in  they  and 
their  chiklren  will  not  be  denied  coverage 
based  on  a  prior  domestic  vtolence  situation. 
A  situatton  that  was  not  in  any  way  their  fault. 

Case  after  case  can  be  cited  In  whtoh  insur- 
ance companies  denied  insurance  benefits  to 
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a  vidim  of  abuse.  For  instance,  a  woman  in 
California  was  repeatedly  turned  down  for 
health  insurance  coverage  following  a  review 
of  medical  records  which  detailed  beatings  by 
her  husband.  In  Minnesota,  a  women's  shelter 
was  told  that  it  was  considered  uninsurable 
because  its  emptoyees  are  almost  all  survivors 
of  domestic  vtolence.  In  the  state  of  Washing- 
ton, a  child  was  twice  denied  health  insurance 
t)ecause  he  had  t>een  sexually  abused  in  a 
day  care  fadlity  and  a  woman  in  the  same 
state  had  her  homeowner's  poltoy  cancelled. 
The  letter  of  cancellation  noted  five  daims 
over  the  last  twelve  years,  specifically  the  let- 
ter pointed  out  the  most  recent  one  involving 
"a  domestic  vtolence  situatton  of  indivtouals 
that  are  living  with"  the  insured.  The  ar>gry  ex- 
wife  of  the  woman's  boyfriend's  brother  dam- 
aged the  door. 

I  have  introduced  this  legislation  today  be- 
cause I  believe  ttnat  denying  insurance  to  vto- 
tims  of  atMJse  only  compounds  the  vtotim's 
problematic  drcumstances.  Again,  domestic 
violence  is  a  national  problem,  and  we  shouto 
not  altow  insurance  companies  to  make  mat- 
ters worse  for  victims  by  exduding  them  from 
insurance  coverage.  I  am  confident  that  this 
legislation  will  give  vidims  the  assurance  they 
need  that  their  insurance  poltoies  will  be  there 
for  them  in  their  time  of  need. 


CONGRATULA-nONS  MR.  AND  MRS. 
JOHN  IZZO 


HON.  DONAU)  M.  PAYNE 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 

Mr.  PAYNE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today  1  wouto  like  to  honor  a  very  special  cou- 
ple, Frank  and  Ruth  Izzo  of  Bizabeth.  NJ.  On 
June  8.  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Izzo  will  celebrate  their 
50th  wedding  anniversary. 

Frank  Izzo  served  his  country  with  distinc- 
tion in  Germany  and  France  during  Worid  War 
II,  as  a  member  of  tl>e  United  Sates  Army. 
Ruth  Izzo  worked  for  a  pharmaceuttoal  com- 
pany for  13  years,  the  Izzos  have  two  chil- 
dren, Mariene  and  Anthony.  In  the  tradition  of 
his  father,  Anthony  dutifully  served  his  country 
in  Vietnam  and  became  a  decorated  veteran 
of  that  war.  The  Izzos  have  four  grants 
chiWren — Daria,  Robert,  Frank,  and  Chris- 
topher— fi-om  their  daughter  Mariene. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  feeling  ttiat  we  can  aM 
look  to  this  couple  for  inspiration.  In  a  tin>e 
when  divorce  rates  are  astixindingly  high  and 
society  is  suffering  as  a  result  of  this,  the 
Izzos  show  us  ttiat  it  is  possible  for  married 
partr>ers  to  work,  raise  diikjren,  and  remain 
happily  committed  to  each  other.  I  would  like 
to  wish  them  many  more  years. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 


HON.  XAVIER  BECERRA 

OFCAUFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  5, 1996 

Mr.  BECERRA.  Mr.  Speaker,  due  to  a  com- 
mitment in  my  distrid.  on  Thursday,  May  23, 
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I  was  unable  to  cast  my  floor  vote  on  rolicall 
Nos.  192  through  195. 

As  a  strong  supporter  o(  a  clean  minimum 
wage  increase,  I  would  have  voted  as  follows: 
"aye"  on  rolicall  192.  "no"  on  rolicall  193,  "no" 
on  rollcaJ1 194,  and  "aye"  on  rolicall  195. 


TRIBUTE  TO  MRS.  THELMA  SCOTT 
NEWMAN 


HON.  FRANK  TEJEDA 

OF  TEXAS 

m  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5. 1996 

Mr.  TEJEDA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tritxjte  to  the  memory  of  Mrs.  Thelma 
Scott  Newman,  who  served  our  country  and 
her  community  in  ways  too  numerous  to  men- 
tion. Mrs.  Newman  passed  into  eternal  rest  on 
May  18,  1996,  but  she  certainly  will  not  be  for- 
gotten, neither  by  her  family  nor  by  the  many 
whose  lives  she  touched  and  enriched  with 
her  spirit  and  wisdom. 

Mrs.  Newman  was  bom  in  rural  Gonzales, 
TX,  the  first  child  of  the  late  Jordan  D.  and 
Eiizah  Jones.  I  cannot  mention  Mrs.  New- 
man's earty  life  without  remarking  on  the  great 
obstacles  that  she  and  her  feltow  African- 
Amencans  faced  and  the  struggles  they  un- 
dertook to  overcome  those  bamers.  But  Mrs. 
Newman  rose  above  obstacles  and  struggles 
and  grew  into  a  kind  and  loving  woman  who 
gave  devotedly  to  her  family,  her  country,  and 
the  community. 

Mrs.  Newman  married  Joseph  A  Scott,  Sr., 
arti  their  unnn  was  Messed  with  a  son,  Mr. 
Joseph  A.  Scott,  Jr.  Additionally,  she  was 
blessed  with  two  grandsons  and  two  grand- 
daughters, seven  great-grarKJchikJren,  many 
nieces  and  nephews,  and  a  host  of  other  rel- 
atives and  friends.  She  was  extremely  proud 
of  her  family,  and  her  tove  for  them  is  evkjent 
today  in  their  many  achievements  and  suc- 


Mrs.  Newman  was  the  kind  of  person  whose 
strong  faith  and  k>ve  of  her  fellow  man  urged 
her  to  go  above  and  beyond  the  call  of  duty 
in  giving  back  to  the  community.  She  became 
a  nurse  and  in  that  capacity  she  worked  for 
the  Federal  Government  for  43  years  and  took 
up  the  cause  of  healing  the  sick  and  comfort- 
ing the  afflk:ted.  And  she  had  a  special  gift  for 
communicating  with  young  people.  She  always 
had  the  time  to  listen  to  tfiem  and  give  them 
her  encouragement  to  work  hard  and  succeed. 
Her  ability,  her  faith,  and  her  gifts  are  meas- 
ured today  in  the  lives  of  many  young  people 
wtK>  spoke  to  her,  listened  to  her,  and  went  on 
to  achieve  great  things. 

Even  her  years  of  rest  and  retirement,  Mrs. 
Scott  always  had  time  for  what  was  most  im- 
portant to  her  Her  family,  her  church,  and  her 
community,  especially  the  young  people.  She 
worshipped  and  shared  feltowship  with  the 
minister  and  congregation  of  New  Light  Baptist 
Church.  She  was  a  leader  in  the  deaconess 
board  of  the  church  and  a  past  preskJent  of 
the  tithing  department  of  the  Eastern  District 
Assodatkxi.  She  gave  her  time  and  her  love 
to  the  kleat  neighborhood  guild,  the  Greater 
San  Antonk)  workshop,  the  United  Home 
Owners'  Improvement  Association,  the  T.E.L. 
Guikl,  and  the  Mother's  Sen/ice  Organizatk>n. 
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In  recognition  of  all  that  she  did  for  her  com- 
munity, the  Thelma  Newman  Circle  was 
named  in  her  honor. 

It  was  my  great  privilege  to  know  Mrs.  New- 
man personally.  I  can  say  without  hesitation 
and  with  all  my  heart  that  Mrs.  Newman  was 
a  source  of  inspiration  and  light  to  all  who 
knew  her.  Her  faith  and  her  courage  were  very 
great,  and  she  always  \o6ked  for  ways  to  uplift 
the  downtrodden  and  lead  the  community.  She 
will  be  missed  by  all  those  who  knew  her,  but 
her  example  will  live  on  in  our  hearts  as  a 
great  American  who  stood  as  a  strong  and 
powerful  voice  for  faith  and  pride  and  the  val- 
ues of  the  community. 


TRIBUTE  TO  LT.  GEN.  HOWARD  D. 
GRAVES 


HON.  KE  SKETON 

OF  Missoimi 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTAITVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  retirement 
of  Lt.  Gen.  Howard  D.  Graves,  54th  Super- 
intendent of  the  U.S.  Military  Academy  at 
West  Point  is  announced  with  deep  apprecia- 
tion for  and  pride  in  his  distinguished  career  of 
more  than  35  years. 

Lieutenant  General  Graves  has  concluded 
his  career  by  making  important  contributions  in 
the  arena  of  strategic  defense  of  the  Nation  as 
well  as  in  the  all-important  area  of  devetoping 
military  leaders  for  the  next  century.  His  out- 
standing leadership,  his  wisdom,  his  dear  vi- 
sion for  the  future,  and  his  strength  of  char- 
acter, all  contributed  to  General  Graves  ex- 
ceptional impact  on  the  American  profession 
of  arms.  His  creativity  and  enthusiasm  sup- 
ported an  outstanding  pertormance  of  duty 
throughout  a  career  that  reflects  the  highest 
traditions  of  the  U.S.  Army. 

Commissk>ned  a  second  lieutenant  in  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  upon  graduation  from  the 
Military  Academy  in  1961,  he  began  a  career 
that  took  him  through  numerous  and  challeng- 
ing command,  staff,  and  academic  positions, 
culminating  in  his  assignment  as  Superintend- 
ent of  the  Military  Academy.  Those  assign- 
ments have  induded  overseas  tours  of  duty  in 
the  Domincan  RepubNc,  Vietnam,  and  Ger- 
many; plus  several  tours  of  duty  in  Washing- 
ton, DC.  They  have  been  among  the  most  de- 
manding positksns  in  the  U.S.  Army,  and  his 
performance  has  t>een  uniformly  exceptional, 
representing  the  finest  of  the  commissioned 
officer  corps. 

Selected  as  a  Rhodes  Scholar  while  at  the 
Military  Academy,  General  Graves  earned  a 
master  of  arts  degree  in  international  relations 
from  St.  Johns  College,  Oxford  University  in 
1994.  During  his  first  active  Amy  assignment, 
he  commanded  Company  A,  307th  Engineer 
Battalion,  1st  Brigade,  82d  Airtiome  Division  in 
1965  to  1966,  for  which  he  was  cited  for  his 
professionalism  and  leadership  during  ground 
combat  against  an  armed  enemy  in  Santo  Do- 
mingo, Dominican  Republic.  His  successful 
command  led  to  selection  as  operations  officer 
and  later  Assistant  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  82d 
Airtxjme  Division,  Fort  Bragg,  NC.  from  1966 
to  1967. 

General  Graves  was  chosen  to  return  to  Ox- 
ford University  in  1968,  where  he  began  wori< 
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on  a  master  of  literature  degree  in  modern  his- 
tory. 

Subsequently,  he  was  assigned  as  oper- 
ations officer  of  the  8th  Engineer  Battalion 
(Ainnobile),  and  later  assistant  divisran  engi- 
neer, 1st  Calvary  Division  (Ainnobile)  in  the 
Republic  of  Vietnam.  While  in  that  combat  en- 
vironment. General  Graves  was  cited  for  his 
exemplary  professionalism  and  initiative,  and 
his  professional  competence  and  outstanding 
achievement.  Subsequently,  General  Graves 
was  selected  to  attend  the  U.S.  Army  Com- 
mand and  General  Staff  College,  Fort  Leaven- 
worth, KS,  and  was  next  assigned  to  the  fac- 
ulty of  the  U.S.  Military  Academy  from  1970  to 
1973,  wort<ing  as  assodate  professor,  execu- 
tive officer,  and  assistant  professor  of  the  De- 
partment of  Social  Sdences. 

Demonstrating  his  extraordinary  ability.  Gen- 
eral Graves  was  assigned  to  Washington, 
DC.  as  Military  Assistant  to  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  from  June  1974  to  November  1975. 
During  that  period  he  was  promoted  to  lieuten- 
ant colonel  and  selected  to  command  the  54th 
Enoineer  Battalion,  V  Corps.  U.S.  Army  Eu- 
rop  from  1976  to  1978,  earning  praise  for 
mawng  that  battalion  the  best  in  the  130th  En- 
gineer Brigade.  Following  battalion  command, 
he  attended  the  U.S.  Arniy  War  College,  Car- 
lisle Barracks,  PA,  and  continued  serving  as 
special  assistant  to  the  deputy  commandant  of 
the  War  College. 

From  February  1980  until  June  1982,  Gen- 
eral Graves  commanded  the  20th  Engineer 
Brigade,  XVIII  Airtx>me  Corps,  Fort  Bragg, 
NC.  Then,  from  July  1982  to  July  1983,  he 
served  as  assistant  division  commander  (Sup- 
port), 1st  Infantry  Division,  Fort  Riley,  KS.  In 
July  1983  he  became  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff. 
Engineer,  U.S.  Army  Forces  Command,  Fort 
McPherson,  GA  until  July  1984. 

Promoted  to  brigadier  general,  he  was  as- 
signed to  Washington.  DC,  in  July  1984  in  the 
Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Oper- 
atmrts  and  Plans,  where  he  served  as  Deputy 
Director.  Strategy,  Plans  and  Policy  Direc- 
torate, with  additk>nal  duty  as  Assistant  Army 
Operations  Deputy,  Organizatk>n  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff.  Cited  for  his  signifkant  con- 
tributk>ns  on  critical  and  sensitive  issues  of  na- 
tk>nal  security  poik:y,  national  military  strategy, 
and  Army  plans  and  pdeies,  he  demonstrated 
totally  selfless  service  and  his  complete  dedi- 
cation. 

General  Graves  exceptional  ability  led  to  his 
selection  as  Vice  Director  of  the  Joint  Staff, 
Organizatk)n  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff, 
where  he  served  from  August  1986  to  Odober 
1987.  He  was  promoted  to  major  general  and 
assigned  as  Commandant,  U.S.  Army  War 
College,  Cariisle  Ban^cks.  PA,  in  1987.  While 
there,  he  contributed  to  the  Army  and  the  Na- 
tron by  initiating  important  improvements  in  the 
curriculum  and  by  devetoping  and  mentoring 
the  Army's  senior  leaders. 

In  July  1989,  General  Graves  was  promoted 
to  lieutenant  general  and  named  Assistant  to 
the  Chainnan  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  In 
that  position  he  was  prindpal  advisor  to  the 
chairman  and  served  the  Natwn  in  the  highest 
level  diplomatic  negotiations  before,  during, 
and  after  Operatk>ns  Desert  Shield  and  Desert 
Storm,  wortdng  dosely  with  the  Seaetary  of 
State.  He  was  recognized  by  all  who  worked 
with  him  for  his  kayatty,  leadership,  personal 
integrity,  and  professional  competence. 
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As  a  result  of  a  career  of  exceptional  sen/- 
k»  to  ttie  Army  and  the  Nation,  he  was  se- 
leded  to  be  Superintendent  of  the  U.S.  Mili- 
tary Academy  at  West  Point,  an  assignment 
that  has  demanded  gifted  leadership,  intelled. 
and  charader.  With  his  guidance,  the  Military 
Academy  staff  continued  to  develop  and  im- 
prove its  pertonnance,  while  General  Graves 
has  been  instrumental  in  influendng  critical 
support  from  arnf  promoting  positive  relation- 
ships with  West  Point's  diverse  constituencies, 
induding  Congressional  and  Department  of 
Defense  leadership,  outside  organizations, 
graduates  and  friends  of  the  Academy,  and 
parents  of  cadets.  His  success  in  achieving 
economies  and  effidendes,  particulariy  in 
moving  forward  the  multimillion  dollar  revital- 
izatkxi  projeds  so  critical  to  the  future  of  the 
fadlities  master  plan,  has  helped  to  ensure  the 
continuatnn  of  the  Academy's  role  as  the 
worid's  premier  leader  development  institution. 
His  energetic,  personable,  and  cooperative  ap- 
proach has  created  a  spirit  of  trust,  refleding 
his  belief  in  honor  and  consideration  of  others 
as  t}edrock  leader  values. 

Lt.  Gen.  Howard  D.  Graves  is  dedicated  to 
excellence  and  service  to  America  in  the  pro- 
fession of  arms.  ThrouglXMJt  his  k>ng  and  dis- 
tinguished career,  he  has  truly  personified  the 
excellence,  spirit,  and  dedicatk>n  of  the  sol- 
dier-scholar. His  faithful  service,  integrity,  firm 
commitment,  and  outstanding  contributions  to 
our  Army  and  the  Nation  are  a  legacy  of  great 
value. 

Lieutenant  General  Graves'  many  friends 
and  fellow  soldiers  join  together  in  wishing  him 
peace,  happiness,  and  continued  success  in 
all  his  future  endeavors. 


TRiNrry  Lutheran  church 

GAYLORD.  MI 


HON.  BART  STUPAK 

OF  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  5, 1996 
Mr.  STUPAK.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  an  honor  for 
me  to  announce  the  50th  anniversary  o<  orga- 
nization of  the  Trinity  Lutheran  Church  of  Gay- 
lord,  Ml.  Lutheran  services  have  been  held  in 
Gay  lord  and  the  vidnity  since  July  16.  1933. 
Pastors  from  neighboring  towns  such  as 
Boyne  City  and  Cheboygen  led  the  congrega- 
tk>n  until  1946  when  Rev.  Elmer  Scheck  set- 
tled in  Gaytord  and  became  a  permanent  pas- 
tor for  the  church. 

On  March  3,  1946.  the  congregation  adopt- 
ed a  fomial  constitutkxi  affiliating  their  mem- 
bership with  the  Confessional  Lutheran 
Church-Missouri  Synod.  Atong  with  the  formal 
constitution  came  the  need  for  a  permanent 
building.  The  white  tog  church,  as  it  came  to 
be  known,  was  erected  in  1947-1948  for 
$10,000  plus  donated  labor.  The  congregation 
eventually  outgrew  the  white  log  church  and  a 
new  building  was  construded  in  1973-1974. 
In  1994  an  addition  was  txjilt  to  house  the 
Sunday  school  classrooms  and  the  congrega- 
tion remains  in  the  renovated  buiUing  today. 

In  1979,  Trinity  Lutheran  Church  began  a 
preschool.  Although  most  of  the  students  are 
not  from  the  congregation  the  school  promotes 
a  positive  Christian  emphasis  and  atmosphere 
for  its  students  and  their  families. 
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Over  the  past  fifty  years  many  pastors  have 
served  the  Trinity  Lutheran  Church  of  Gaylord. 
In  1994.  the  congregatk)n  built  a  new  addition 
and  named  it  after  the  Rev.  Richard  T.  Noffze 
who  was  an  interim  pastor  throughout  the 
years  at  Trinity  Lutheran.  The  current  pastor  is 
Rev.  James  F.  Haenftting. 

From  each  member  of  this  congregation, 
past  and  present,  to  each  pastor,  from  Rev- 
erend Noffze  to  Reverend  Haenftling,  the  one 
thought  that  has  prevailed  as  the  Trinity  Lu- 
theran Church  grew  is  found  in  Romans  12:5: 
"So  in  Christ,  we  who  are  many,  form  one 
Body." 

The  many  citizens  of  the  Gaylord  commu- 
nity have  provided  50  years  of  spiritual  guid- 
ance and  community  fellovrehip  to  form  one 
body,  the  Trinity  Lutheran  Church.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  wouk)  like  to  congratulate  the  Trinity  Lu- 
theran Church  on  this,  their  golden  anniver- 
sary. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  THE  SCHOOL  FOR 
STRINGS 


REPRESENTATIVE  SHERWOOD 

boehlert  relief   for  dairy 

FARMERS 


HON.  SHERWOOD  L  BOEHLERT 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  5, 1996 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in 
strong  support  of  House  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tk)n  181,  whkrfi  calls  on  Agriculture  Secretary 
Glckman  to  authorize  the  release  of  200  mil- 
lion dollars'  worth  of  grain  reserves.  This 
shoukj  bring  some  much-needed  relief  to 
farmers  from  across  the  country  whose  liveli- 
hoods are  threatened  by  the  worst  drought  in 
more  than  100  years,  coupled  with  the  lowest 
livestock  prKes  in  20  years. 

One  generally  thinks  only  of  the  MkJwest 
and  South,  when  there  is  a  severe  drought 
and  low  cattle  prices,  but  in  my  neck  of  the 
woods — the  Northeast — we  are  among  the 
first  to  feel  tt)e  effects  of  these  disasters. 

It  is  my  dairy  farmers  who  must  import  most 
of  their  feed  grain  from  the  MkJwest  and 
South.  When  supplies  are  tight,  as  ttiey  are 
now,  my  farmers  must  pay  inaedibly  high 
prices,  if  they  can  purchase  feed  at  all. 

Also,  most  people  dont  realize  ttiat  a  major- 
ity of  hamburg  comes  from  dairy  cows,  not 
beef  cattle — and  this  process  represents  more 
than  20  percent  of  the  dairy  fanner's  income. 
So  when  the  livestock  prices  are  so  low,  and 
feed  prrces  are  so  higfv— dairy  farmers  face  a 
double  hit. 

As  chairman  of  the  Northeast  Agriculture 
Caucus,  and  a  Member  who  proudly  rep- 
resents more  than  2.700  dairy  farmers,  I 
would  like  to  thank  Mr.  Barrett  and  the  Agri- 
culture Committee  for  introdudng  this  bill,  and 
I  urge  its  adoptk>n  for  the  good  of  our  Natk>n's 
farmers. 


HON.  JERROLD  NADLER 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday.  June  5, 1996 
Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
celebrate  the  accomplishments  of  New  Yortc's 
first  and  largest  Suzuki-based  muse  school. 
The  School  for  Strings,  on  its  25th  annrver- 
sary.  The  school,  whk*i  is  kxated  in  my  dis- 
trid,  is  celebrating  this  momentous  occaskm 
with  a  sokjout  Carnegie  Hall  concert  on  June 
14.  I  wouW  like  to  commend  the  School  for 
Strings  for  its  commitment  to  the  musical  edu- 
cation of  New  York's  children.  With  the  School 
for  Stnngs,  the  musical  opportunities  pre- 
viously offered  solely  to  chikJ  prodigies  are  of- 
fered to  many  ott>er  youngsters,  induding 
those  who  cannot  afford  lessons.  The  music 
education  provided  by  ttie  School  for  Strings  is 
not  limited  only  to  students — of  equal  impor- 
tance, the  sdKXil  provkjes  a  program  for  train- 
ing teachers.  The  comprehensive  offenng  of 
musical  programs  that  the  School  for  Stnngs 
provkJes  to  New  York  citizens  has  been  con- 
sistently excellent,  and  I  would  like  to  recog- 
nize ttie  tremendous  contribution  the  School 
for  Strings  has  made  to  musk;  and  its  vital  role 
in  education. 


THE  POSTAL  SERVICE  AND  THE 
CITY  OF  EIAST  ORANGE— PART- 
NERS IN  PROGRESS 


HON.  DONAID  M.  PAYNE 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  5, 1996 

Mr.  PAYNE  Of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  bring  to  the  attentk>n  of  my  col- 
leagues, an  extraordinary  partnership  between 
the  dty  of  East  Orange  and  the  post  office 
that  serves  its  reskJents. 

The  people  of  East  Orange  are  just  proud  of 
their  heritage  as  one  of  the  deanest  dties  in 
America.  Unfortunately,  as  in  so  marty  other 
communities,  buildings  and  structures  in  East 
Orange  have  become  ttie  targets  of  senseless 
disfigurement  by  thoughtless  vandals  leavir>g 
an  unwekxime  trail  of  graffiti. 

Mayor  Cardell  Cooper  and  Postmaster 
Henry  Smiley  have  joined  forces  to  help  bring 
the  sparide  back  to  East  Orange.  Their  joint 
effort,  part  of  a  larger  dtywide  projed  to  elimi- 
nate graffiti,  will  result  in  the  repainting  of  al 
260  mail  collection  boxes  in  that  dty.  The 
Postal  Servce  will  be  provkJing  free  paint  and 
brushes.  Partkapants  in  the  City's  General  As- 
sistance EmptoyatNlity  Program  will  do  the 
painting. 

While  this  projed  will  have  mail  and  relay 
boxes  looking  as  good  as  new,  the  Postal 
Servk^'  East  Orange  Service  Team  is  plarv 
ning  beyond  that.  Local  resklents  and  busi- 
nesses will  have  the  opportunity  to  "Adopt  a 
Box,"  receiving  a  special  certificate  and  the 
supplies  necessary  to  keep  the  maiboxes  tfiey 
adispt  free  of  graffiti. 

Fifty  galkvis  of  blue  and  green  paint  may 
not  sourKf  like  much,  when  spread  over  a  dty 
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that  is  home  to  75,000  people,  but  it  can  make 
a  big  difference.  A  single  coat  of  paint  can 
make  a  shopper  feel  welcome,  a  visitor  feel  at 
home,  and  a  prospective  resident  come  back 
and  take  a  second  look. 

One  of  the  goals  of  the  Postal  Service  is  to 
be  a  good  citizen  in  every  community  it 
serves.  Besides  contributing  to  a  record  91 
percent  on-time  delivery  performance  in  the 
local  area.  Postmaster  Smiley  and  his  staff 
and  taking  a  leading  role  in  helping  to  make 
their  community  a  tjetter  place  to  live.  The 
partnership  between  the  city  of  East  Orange 
and  the  U.S.  Postal  Servk:e  is  a  solid  example 
of  the  benefits  of  this  type  of  cooperation. 


OROVILLE,  CA,  A  1996  ALL- 
AMERICA  CITY  FINALIST 


HON.  WAUY  MERGER 

OF  CAUFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 

Mr.  MERGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  whereas, 
Oroville,  California,  has  t>een  named  a  1996 
All-America  City  Finalist  by  the  National  Civic 
League  and; 

Whereas,  only  30  cities  in  the  United  States 
were  designated  as  All-America  City  Finalists 
and  only  three  cities  were  so  designated  in  the 
State  of  California  and; 

Whereas,  Oroville  has  traced  its  "can  do" 
spirit  from  the  rough-and-tumble  days  of  the 
California  Gold  Rush  to  the  gk>rk>us  devetop- 
ment  of  our  Nation's  railroads,  to  the  timber 
boom  and  creation  of  an  agricultural  market- 
place, to  the  buikJing  of  Oroville  Dam,  the  larg- 
est earth-filled  dam  in  the  United  States,  which 
created  Lake  Oroville  with  its  167  miles  of 
scenk:  shoreline  and; 

Whereas,  the  citizens  of  the  Oroville  com- 
munity will  be  taking  their  "can  do"  spirit  and 
pride  to  Ft.  Worth,  TX  to  bring  back  the  title 
of  being  one  of  the  10  All-America  Cities  in 
the  United  States  for  1996; 

Now,  therefore,  I  Wally  Merger,  Member  of 
the  United  States  House  of  Representatives, 
consider  it  an  honor  and  privilege  to  pay  trit>- 
ute  and  recognize  this  fine  community  and 
commend  them  upon  their  efforts  in  making 
Oroville  an  "All  America"  dty  each  and  every 
day  of  the  year,  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
join  me  in  saluting  them  as  an  All-America 
City  finalist  for  1996.  From  the  nuggets  of  the 
Gold  Rush  era  to  the  energy  and  enthusiasm 
of  the  people  of  the  1990's,  Oroville  has  been 
and  will  continue  to  remain  for  years  to  come 
the  "city  with  a  heart  of  gold." 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 


HON.  XAVIER  BECERRA 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  5, 1996 
Mr.  BECERRA.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Monday, 
April  16  and  Tuesday,  April  17,  1996,  I  was 
unable  to  east  my  fkx>r  vote  on  rollcall  votes 
116  through  120. 

I  woukj  like  to  state  for  the  record,  had  I 
been  able  to,  I  woukl  have  voted  "no"  on  1 16 
and  117.  and  "aye"  on  118, 119,  and  120. 
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SENATE  COMMITTEE  MEETINGS 

Title  IV  of  Senate  Resolution  4, 
agreed  to  by  the  Senate  on  February  4, 
1977,  calls  for  establishment  of  a  sys- 
tem for  a  computerized  schedule  of  all 
meetings  and  hearings  of  Senate  com- 
mittees, subcommittees,  joint  commit- 
tees, and  committees  of  conference. 
This  title  requires  all  such  committees 
to  notify  the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest — designated  by  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee— of  the  time,  place,  and  purpose 
of  the  meetings,  when  scheduled,  and 
any  cancellations  or  changes  in  the 
meetings  as  they  occur. 

As  an  additional  procedure  along 
with  the  computerization  of  this  infor- 
mation, the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest  will  prepare  this  information  for 
printing  in  the  Extensions  of  Remarks 
section  of  the  Congressional  Record 
on  Monday  and  Wednesday  of  each 
week. 

Meetings  scheduled  for  Thursday, 
June  6,  1996,  may  be  found  in  the  Daily 
Digest  of  today's  Record. 

MEETINGS  SCHEDULED 

JUNE? 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 

VA,  HUD,  and  Independent  Agencies  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  En- 
vironmental Protection  Agency. 

SD-138 
Joint  Economic 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  employ- 
ment-unemployment     situation      for 
May. 

SI>-562 

JUNE  10 
2:00  p.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  De- 
partment of  Defense. 

SD-192 

JUNE  11 
9:30  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1010.  to  amend  the 
unit  of  general  local  government  defi- 
nition for  Federal  payments  in  lieu  of 
taxes  to  Include  unorganized  boroughs 
In  Alaska,  S.  1807.  to  amend  the  Alaska 
Native  Claims  Settlement  Act,  regard- 
ing the  Kake  Tribal  Corporation  public 
interest  land  exchange,  and  S.  1187,  to 
convey  certain  real  property  located  In 
the  Tongass  National  Forest  to  Daniel 
J.  Gross,  Sr.,  and  Douglas  K.  Gross. 

SD-366 
Environment  and  Public  Works 
Drinking  Water,    Fisheries,   and  Wildlife 
Sulx:oiiimlttee 
To  hold  hearings  on  Implementation  of 
salmon  and  steelhead  recovery  efforts 
In  the  Pacific  Northwest,  focusing  on 
the  Installation  of  the  surface  collector 
at  Lower  Granite  Dam. 

SD-M6 
Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  Imple- 
mentation of  the  Indian  Trust  Fund 
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Management  Reform  Act  of  1994,  and 
on  Indian  trust  funds  management  by 
the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

SRr485 
10:00  a.m. 
Judiciary 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  threat 
of  terrorism  during  the  1996  Olympics. 

SD-226 
2:00  p.m. 
Judiciary 

Constitution,  Federalism,  and  Property 
Rights  Subcommittee 
Business  meeting,  to  mark  up  S.J.  Res.  8, 
proposing  an  amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  to  pro- 
hibit retroactive  increases  in  taxes. 

SD-226 

JUNE  12 
9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1166,  to  Improve 
the  registration  of  pesticides,  to  pro- 
vide minor  use  crop  protection,  and  to 
Improve  pesticide  tolerances  to  safe- 
guard Infants  and  children. 

SR.-328A 

Appropriations 

To  hold  joint  hearings  with  the  Special 

Committee  on  Aging  on  Investing  in 

medical  research,  focusing  on  health 

care  and  human  costs. 

SD-138 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SI>-366 
Special  on  Aging 
To  hold  joint  hearings  with  the  Commit- 
tee on  Appropriations  on  investing  in 
medical  research,   focusing  on  health 
care  and  human  costs. 

SD-138 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  Department  of  De- 
fense QnaLncial  management  Issues. 

SD-192 
Judiciary 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1740,  to  define  and 
protect  the  Instiutlon  of  marriage. 

SD-226 

JUNE  13 
2:00  p.m. 
Appropriations 

Treasury,  Postal  Service,  and  General  Gov- 
ernment Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the 
White  House  Office  of  National  Drug 
Control  Policy. 

SD-192 

JUNE  14 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office,  and  the  Archi- 
tect of  the  Capitol. 

S-128,  Capitol 
1:00  p.m. 
Foreign  Relations 

Western  Hemisphere  and  Peace  Corps  Af- 
fairs Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  status 
of  the  hemisphere. 

SrMil9 
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JUNE  18 
9:00  a.m. 
Rules  and  Administration 
To  hold  hearings  on  public  access  to  gov- 
ernment information  In  the  21st  cen- 
tury,   focusing    on    the    Government 
Printing  Office  depository  library  pro- 
gram. 

SRr^l 

9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Research.  Nutrition,  and  General  Legisla- 
tion Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  review  a  report  to 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  by  the 
Advisory   Committee   on   Agricultural 
Concentration,  and  to  examine  other 
livestock  Industry  issues. 

SRr-328A 
10:00  a.m. 
Judiciary 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  oversight  of 
the  Department  of  Justice  witness  se- 
curity program. 

SD-226 

JUNE  21 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Sec- 
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retary  of  the  Senate,  the  Sergeant  At 
Arms,  and  the  Government  Printing 
Office. 

S-128.  Capitol 

JUNE  25 
9:30  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.   1804.   to  make 
technical    and    other   changes   to    the 
laws  dealing  with  the  territories  and 
freely  associated  States  of  the  United 
States,  on  a  proposed  amendment  re- 
lating to  Bikini  and  Enewetak  medical 
care,  and  to  hold  oversight  hearings  on 
the  law  enforcement  initiative  in  the 
Commonwealth  of  the  Northern  Mari- 
ana Islands. 

3D-3e» 
Governmental  Affairs 
Permanent    Subcommittee    on    Investiga- 
tions 
To  resume  hearings  to  examine  the  secu- 
rity status  of  national  computer  infor- 
mation systems  and  networks. 

SD-342 
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10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Li- 
brary of  Congress. 

S-128.  Capitol 

JUNE  26 
9:30  a.m. 
Governmental  Affairs 
Permanent    Sut)commlttee    on    Investiga- 
tions 
To  continue  hearings  to  examine  the  se- 
curity status  of  national  computer  in- 
formation systems  and  networks. 

SD-342 
Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposals  to  reform 
the  Indian  Child  Welfare  Act. 

SRr'485 

SEPTEMBER  17 
9:30  a.m. 
Veterans'  Affairs 
To  hold  joint  hearings  with  the  House 
Committee  on  'Veterans"  Affairs  to  re- 
view the  legislative  recommendations 
of  the  American  Legion. 

334  Cannon  Building 
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CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


June  6,  1996 


HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— r^arsday,  June  6,  1996 


The  House  met  at  10  a.m. 

The  Reverend  Travis  Barrick, 
Koinonla  Christian  Fellowship.  El 
Cajon,  CA,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Dear  Heavenly  Father,  there  are 
many  in  this  room  who  pray  for  illu- 
mination, that  they  might  answer  the 
sacred  trust  bestowed  upon  them.  May 
You  grant  them  the  mercy  of  Your  wis- 
dom. 

Dear  Lord,  we  pray  for  this  wonderful 
class  of  pages  on  their  last  day  here, 
who  have  so  faithfully  served  in  the 
Halls  of  a  government  that  is  by,  of, 
and  for  the  people. 

Dear  God,  answer  the  weakness  of 
our  covenant  with  You.  that  we  may 
make  the  whole  Earth  a  little  more 
like  heaven  in  our  day,  and  to  protect 
it  from  the  hell  that  would  be  brought 
upon  us  by  the  adversary. 

Earnestly  we  pray.  Thy  kingdom 
come.  Thy  will  be  done.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  has  exam- 
ined the  Journal  of  the  last  day's  pro- 
ceedings and  announces  to  the  House 
his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I,  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 
The  SPEAKER.  Will  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Doggett]  come  for- 
ward and  lead  the  House  in  the  Pledge 
of  Allegiance. 

Mr.  DOGGETT  led  the  Pledge  of  Alle- 
giance as  follows: 

I  pledge  allegiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  to  the  Repub- 
lic for  which  It  stands,  one  nation  under  God, 
Indivisible,  with  liberty  and  justice  for  all. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Lundregan,  one  of  its  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  Senate  had  passed  a 
bill  and  concurrent  resolution  of  the 
following  titles,  in  which  the  concur- 
rence of  the  House  is  requested: 

S.  1406.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  convey  to  the  city  of  Eufaula, 
Oklahoma,  a  parcel  of  land  located  at  the 
Eufaula  Lake  project,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; and 

S.  Con.  Res.  63.  Concurrent  resolution  to 
express  the  sense  of  Congress  that  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  should  dispose  of  all  re- 
maining commodities  In  the  disaster  reserve 
maintained  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1970  to  relieve  the  distress  of  livestock  pro- 
ducers whose  ability  to  maintain  livestock  Is 
adversely  affected  by  disaster  conditions  ex- 


isting In  certain  areas  of  the  United  States, 
such  as  prolonged  drought  or  flooding,  and 
for  other  purposes. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  enter- 
tain ten  1-minutes  on  each  side. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  GEORGIA 
SCHOOL  FOR  THE  DEAF 

(Mr.  BARR  of  Georgia  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BARR  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  Georgia  School  for  the  Deaf  in  Cave 
Spring,  GA,  this  year  celebrates  a  150- 
year  heritage  of  service  and  education 
to  deaf  and  hard-of-hearing  children 
from  all  across  Georgia.  This  excep- 
tional school  serves  children  aged  3 
through  21,  and  strives  to  meet  the 
needs  of  deaf  students  through  an  at- 
mosphere that  reflects  their  self-worth, 
their  integrity,  and  their  ability  to 
communicate. 

The  teachers  and  staff  at  Georgia 
School  for  the  Deaf  are  among  the 
most  dedicated  and  caring  people  you 
will  find  anjrwhere:  in  any  community; 
in  any  State.  You  only  have  to  talk 
with  them  for  a  minute  to  feel  the  love 
they  have  for  these  young  people.  We 
must  do  everything  we  can  to  foster 
and  preserve  the  environment  they  and 
their  predecessors  have  built  and  nur- 
tured at  this  fine  facility  in  Cave 
Spring,  GA. 

It  is  an  honor  for  me  to  represent 
this  community,  this  school,  and  these 
people,  in  this  Congress.  I  salute  Geor- 
gia School  for  the  Deaf  on  150  years  of 
service  to  our  children,  and  wish  them 
well  in  the  coming  years. 

To  16-year-old  Elrickson  Young,  who 
daily  focuses  his  attention  on  this  as- 
sembly, my  hope  is  that  you  will  stand 
before  this  body  someday,  supported  by 
a  solid  foundation  of  education  and  en- 
couragement found  at  the  Georgia 
School  for  the  Deaf,  in  Cave  Spring, 
GA. 


CHINESE-AMERICAN  RELATIONS 

(Mr.  TRAFICANT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Speaker,  China 
aurested  American  businessman  Wil- 
liami  Chen.  Chinese  spokesmen  said, 
"We  suspect  this  American  of  illegal 
imports  and  his  actions  were  not  hon- 
orable." 


Honorable,  Mr.  Speaker?  China  steals 
American  products,  China  violates 
every  trade  law  we  have.  China  ille- 
gally ships  guns  to  this  covmtry  for  our 
streets  and  they  talk  about  honor? 

Beam  me  up,  Mr.  Speaker.  Is  it  any 
wonder  we  have  a  $40  billion  trade  defi- 
cit with  China?  What  is  our  program? 
When  it  comes  to  trade,  China  puts 
Americans  in  jail  and  the  White  House 
rewards  China  with  most-favored-na- 
tion trade  status.  If  this  is  the  way  to 
run  a  country,  someone  tell  me  what 
the  secret  plan  is. 


DAY  53 

(Mr.  BALLENGER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
small  business  continues  to  get  the 
cold  shoulder  from  the  Clinton  admin- 
istration. 

Recently,  I  introduced  the  Small 
Business  OSHA  Relief  Act.  Seventy- 
five  of  my  colleagues  have  cosi)onsored 
the  bill.  The  bill  is  entirely  made  up  of 
provisions  that  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion at  one  point  or  another  claimed  to 
support.  And  it  would  give  some  needed 
relief  to  small  business  from  an  agency 
which  is  too  often  unnecessarily  adver- 
sarial and  lacking  in  conmion  sense. 

I  wrote  the  Secretary  of  Labor  on 
April  15  asking  for  his  comments  on 
the  bill.  I  hoped  that  he  would  support 
it,  since  it  is  entirely  taken  from  his 
and  the  President's  statements  of  relief 
they  claimed  to  support  for  small  busi- 
ness. 

Well,  here  we  are  on  June  5  and  we 
still  have  not  even  received  a  response 
firom  the  Secretary  of  Labor.  I  realize 
that  relief  for  small  business  from 
OSHA's  excesses  does  not  rank  very 
high  on  the  priority  list  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  Labor.  In  fact,  I  don't  think 
that  small  business  concerns  are  on  his 
priority  list  at  all. 

But  I  guess  I  shouldn't  be  surprised 
that  the  Secretary  of  Labor  shows  no 
interest  and  support  for  legislation  to 
help  small  business.  After  all,  this  ad- 
ministration talks  a  good  line,  but  does 
not  back  up  its  words  with  action. 


INCREASED  OUT-OF-POCKET 
LIABILITY  FOR  SENIORS 
(Mr.  PALLONE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want- 
ed to  point  out  that  the  Republican 
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Medicare  plan  would  drastically  in- 
crease out  of  pocket  costs  for  seniors 
citizens.  Basically,  it  is  the  same  thing 
we  had  last  year.  Last  year  the  Medi- 
care bill  the  Republicans  passed  dou- 
bled the  Medicare  part  B  premium 
from  $46.10  in  1995  to  about  $89  in  2002. 
It  would  have  increased  the  Medicare 
premium  by  $440  per  couple  per  year. 
Well,  that  did  not  work  so  now  the  Re- 
publican leadership  comes  up  with  an- 
other proposal. 

This  year  the  new  Republican  pro- 
posal would  allow  doctors  to  over- 
charge seniors  for  standard  medical 
procedures.  According  to  the  Physician 
Payment  Review  Commission,  a  non- 
partisan panel  of  experts  that  advises 
Congress,  this  could  leave  beneficiaries 
exposed  to  substantial  out-of-pocket  li- 
ability in  the  range  of  40  percent  of 
their  Medicare  bill. 

Under  the  Republican  plan,  a  senior 
needing  major  surgery,  for  example, 
could  end  up  facing  thousands  of  dol- 
lars in  medical  bills  which  neither 
Medicare  nor  Medigap  policies  would 
cover.  So  once  again  the  Republicans 
are  substantially  increasing  out-of- 
pocket  expenses  for  seniors.  That  is 
what  their  Medicare  plan  is. 


SAVE  MEDICARE 

(Mr.  Delay  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  Delay.  Mr.  Speaker,  Medicare 
needs  to  be  rescued,  yet  the  President 
and  the  Democrats  prefer  to  save  their 
own  political  futures.  Millions  of  sen- 
iors will  lose  their  health  care  benefits 
if  the  Medicare  system  goes  bankrupt, 
yet  Bill  Clinton  and  the  Democrats 
would  rather  scare  seniors  about  plans 
to  protect  it. 

The  Medicare  trustees  have  con- 
cluded that  Medicare  is  going  broke 
faster  than  previously  thought,  yet  Bill 
Clinton  has  done  nothing  to  save  it. 
Medicare  would  not  be  around  for  the 
next  generation,  yet  Bill  Clinton  runs 
millions  of  dollars  of  ads  attacking  the 
Republicans  for  trying  to  find  ways  to 
preserve  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  who  is  being  responsible 
when  it  comes  to  Medicare,  and  who  is 
being  irresponsible?  The  answer,  to  me, 
is  obvious.  The  White  House  has  taken 
demagogruery  to  a  new  level.  They  have 
scared  seniors  to  secure  their  own  po- 
litical futures. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  wrong.  I  urge 
the  White  House  to  change  their  tac- 
tics and  join  with  the  Republicans  in 
saving  Medicare. 


SAVE  MEDICARE  ONCE  AGAIN 
(Mr.  VOLKMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  an- 
swer to  the  gentleman  from  Texas,  I 


would  like  to  know  why  the  radical  Re- 
publicans under  the  Speakership  of 
Newt  Gingrich  still  are  proposing  to 
cut  Medicare  in  order  to  give  big  tax 
breaks  to  the  wealthy?  Yes,  they  lost 
last  year.  The  President  vetoed  the 
bill.  Now  they  are  trying  again. 

Look  at  their  budget.  We  can  see 
what  Newt  Gingrich  says  right  here. 
He  said  it  publicly,  we  are  going  to  let 
it  wither  on  the  vine.  We  will  not  cut  it 
this  year,  but  in  7  years  it  is  going  to 
be  gone. 

Not  only  Newt  Gingrich,  but  what 
about  the  Presidential  nominee.  Bob 
Dole?  Bob  Dole  is  very  proud  of  the 
fact:  I  was  there  fighting  the  fight,  vot- 
ing against  Medicare  1  out  of  12  be- 
cause we  knew  it  would  not  work  in 
1965. 

Yes,  they  want  to  get  rid  of  Medi- 
care. That  is  their  whole  proposal,  and 
it  is  not  just  to  get  rid  of  it,  it  is  to 
give  tax  breaks  for  the  wealthy.  That 
is  where  they  will  get  their  money. 

I  say  to  the  American  public  and  I 
say  to  the  Members  of  this  House,  we 
are  not  going  to  do  it  this  year  either. 


IT  IS  TIME  FOR  ACTION  TO  SAVE 
MEDICARE 

(Mr.  DOOLTTTLE  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  yes- 
terday the  Medicare  Board  of  Trustees, 
made  up  entirely  of  CUnton  adminis- 
tration appointees,  reported  that  Medi- 
care is  going  bankrupt  sooner  than  ex- 
pected, now  projected  to  be  by  early  in 
the  year  2001. 

Last  year  the  Republicans  led  the 
fight  to  save  this  system  with  a  Medi- 
care Preservation  Act.  This  act  in- 
creased benefits,  attacked  waiste  and 
preserved  Medicare  for  future  genera- 
tions, and  it  put  the  program  in  sound 
financial  condition. 

In  that  plan  we  proposed  increasing 
per-person  spending  by  over  $2,000  per 
year  over  the  course  of  the  next  7 
years.  But  the  President  vetoed  the 
plan. 

Yesterday,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  trustees 
showed  yet  again  it  is  time  for  action 
to  save  Medicare.  Let  us  hope  that  the 
Congress  and  the  President  will  act  co- 
operatively to  save  Medicare  while 
there  is  still  time.  As  the  trustees 
write  in  their  own  report,  "prompt,  ef- 
fective and  decisive  action  is  nec- 
essary." 


IMPACT  OF  MEDICARE  AND 
MEDICAID  CUTS  ON  HOSPITALS 

(Ms.  SLAUGHTER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Ms.  SLAUGHTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  send  a  warning  to  my  col- 
leagues who  believe  that  Medicare  and 
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Medicaid  reductions  will  not  reduce 
the  availability  of  affordable  quality 
health  care  for  millions  of  low-income 
children,  senior  citizens  and  the  dis- 
abled. 

I  would  direct  all  of  my  colleagues  to 
an  article  in  the  June  4  New  York 
Times  which  illustrates  the  impact  on 
private  hospitals  of  Medicaid  reduc- 
tions and  the  explosion  of  managed 
care.  The  result  is  that  many  hospitals 
are  in  serious  financial  danger  and  will 
ultimately  close. 

My  warning  to  other  Members  is  to 
think  about  their  own  districts  and 
States.  If  hospitals  in  New  York  can 
close  even  before  the  full  implementa- 
tion of  a  $158  billion  reduction  in  Medi- 
care and  a  $72  billion  reduction  in  Med- 
icaid, what  are  the  implications  for  the 
other  States?  New  York  has  always 
taken  pride  in  the  level  of  investment 
in  health  care.  Can  other  States  make 
the  same  claim? 

I  recognize  the  need  to  control  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid  spending,  but  the 
Republican  budget  proposal  goes  well 
beyond  fiscal  responsibility  and  will  re- 
sult in  a  reduction  in  health  care  serv- 
ices. We  can  help  encourage  greater  ef- 
ficiency in  hospital  operations,  we  can 
help  encourage  the  lack  of  overutlllza- 
tion  in  hospitals  and  we  can  encourage 
savings,  but  New  York  hospitals  clos- 
ing should  sound  a  warning  bell  to  all 
Members  of  Congress. 


TOP  10 


(Mr.  HEFLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HEFLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
been  desperately  trsring  to  find  out 
what  the  Democrat  plan  to  save  Medi- 
care was.  I  have  it  in  my  hands  here.  I 
have  discovered  it,  the  10  top  ways  the 
Democrats  plan  to  save  Medicare. 

First  of  all.  No.  10:  Blame  it  on  the 
Republicans.  No.  9:  If  at  first  you  don't 
succeed,  raise  taxes.  No.  8:  Medlscare 
and  don't  worry  about  the  truth  while 
you  are  doing  it.  No.  7:  Don't  ask,  don't 
tell.  No.  6:  Blame  Ken  Starr.  No.  5: 
Deny,  deny,  deny.  No.  4:  Check  the  fin- 
gerprints on  the  trustees'  report.  No.  3: 
Blame  the  rich.  No.  2:  Charge  it.  And 
the  No.  1  solution  of  the  Democrats  to 
saving  Medicare  is:  Let  it  go  broke,  no 
one  will  notice. 


CUTS  IN  MEDICARE  FOR  TAX 
BREAK  FOR  THE  WEALTHY 

(Mr.  MILLER  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  we  have  seen  the  Republicans 
do  evenrthing  they  can  to  divert  the 
public's  attention  for  what  their  plan 
would  do  to  Medicare.  In  order  to  save 
Medicare,  the  Republicans  tell  us  they 
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have  to  take  away  senior  citizens' 
choice  of  doctors;  they  have  to  force 
them  into  managed  care,  where  they  do 
not  want  to  go,  where  they  lose  control 
of  their  health  care  for  themselves  and 
for  their  spouse.  They  want  them  to 
pay  the  overcharges  for  doctors  who 
charge  them  too  much  for  medical  pro- 
cedures. They  want  to  take  away  their 
right  to  have  a  Medigap  insurance  pol- 
icy so  they  will  not  have  to  pay  out-of- 
pocket  charges  to  those  same  doctors 
and  hospitals,  maybe  now  forcing  them 
to  pay  as  much  as  40  percent  in  out-of- 
pocket  charges. 

And  they  want  to  do  all  that  for  sim- 
ply one  reason,  and  that  is  to  gather  up 
the  resources  of  Medicare  and  give  a 
tax  break  to  the  wealthy,  not  gather- 
ing up  the  resources  of  Medicare  to 
shore  up  the  system,  to  bolster  the  sys- 
tem, to  make  it  solvent,  but  to  take 
away  these  resources,  to  take  away  the 
money  of  the  senior  citizens,  to  charge 
them  more,  to  simply  transfer  that  to 
a  tax  cut. 

D  1015 
There  is  another  way.  The  other  way 
is  the  way  President  Clinton  proposed, 
which  is  to  shore  this  system  up  for  10 
years. 


MEDICARE  TRUSTEES  REPORT 

(Mr.  GOSS  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Medicare 
trustees,  including  three  Clinton  Cabi- 
net ofQcials,  have  released  their  an- 
nual report.  It  Is  3  months  late  and  the 
diagnosis  is  not  good.  The  part  A  trust 
fund  is  going  to  be  bankrupt  in  2001,  a 
full  year  earUer  than  was  reported  last 
year.  Those  are  the  facts.  Interestingly 
enough,  this  report  came  just  days 
after  the  Senate  minority  leader  and  a 
top  Clinton  Cabinet  official  accused 
Republicans  of  playing  politics  with 
Medicare. 

It  is  serious,  folks.  We  have  a  prob- 
lem. Mr.  Speaker,  during  my  work  on 
the  Kerry  commission  I  saw  firsthand 
the  consequences  of  failing  to  reform 
Medicare.  I  was  also  pleased  to  work  in 
a  bipartisan  fashion  with  colleagues  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  trying  to  find  a 
long-term  solution  for  this  problem. 
Responsible  people  did. 

Last  year  Congress  sent  that  respon- 
sible solution  of  real  Medicare  reform 
to  the  President,  and  the  President  ve- 
toed it.  I  say  that  it  is  time  for  the 
President  to  stop  the  mediscare,  stop 
the  medigoguery,  encourage  the  people 
in  his  party  on  that  side  of  the  aisle  to 
stop  doing  it  and  get  to  responsible  so- 
lutions. We  have  one.  We  need  to  iden- 
tify it  and  we  need  it  now. 


Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  we  should  be  discussing  Medi- 
care, but  sometimes  decency  requires 
us  to  deal  with  unpleasantness.  The  un- 
pleasantness in  this  case  is  an  out- 
rageous, inaccurate,  degrading  accusa- 
tion by  Speaker  Gingrich  about  the 
late  Ron  Brown.  Speaker  Gingrich,  in 
what  is  apparently  an  organized  Repub- 
lican effort  to  divert  this  campaign 
from  discussing  the  real  issues  into  the 
kind  of  negative  attacks  that  maybe 
they  think  Is  the  only  way  they  can 
win,  outrageously  suggested  to  a  Re- 
publican campaign  gathering  that  the 
President  and  others  delayed  the  an- 
nouncement of  Secretary  Brown's 
death  so  that  they  could  engage  in 
some  manipulations  at  his  office.  It  is 
a  lie.  The  Speaker,  when  asked,  could 
provide  no  justification  for  it. 

In  fact,  we  are  told  in  today's  paper 
by  the  Speaker's  press  secretary  that 
the  justification  is  that  there  might  be 
subsequent  facts.  That  is  a  fairly  out- 
rageous standard.  Make  a  terrible  ac- 
cusation and  then  look  and  hope  for 
subsequent  facts. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  it  is  a  tough 
year  for  the  Republican  Party.  But 
nothing  justifies  libeling  the  dead. 
Please  apologize  to  the  Ron  Brown 
family. 


DEGRADING  ACCUSA-nON 
(Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute.) 


MEDICARE  TRUSTEES  REPORT 

(Mr.  BAKER  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  BAKER  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, in  this  fantasy  land  known  as  Wash- 
ington, the  truth  is  rarely  heard.  As 
the  little  rabbit  said  in  "Alice  in  Won- 
derland," things  are  not  as  they  ap- 
pear. So  when  the  Medicare  trustees, 
these  well-known  conservatives  such  as 
Labor  Secretary  Reich,  Health  Sec- 
retary Shalala  and  Treasury  Secretary 
Rubin  got  up  and  said  Medicare  is 
going  broke,  an  advanced  copy  went  to 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Gep- 
hardt]. He  stood  up  and  said,  it  is  all 
the  Republicans'  fault.  How  could  that 
be?  How  could  that  possibly  be  when 
we  have  not  passed  it? 

One  of  the  speakers  earlier  said  today 
hospitals  in  my  area  are  closing,  in  an- 
ticipation of  our  plan  which  has  not 
even  gotten  out  of  the  House  and  has 
not  been  signed  by  the  President. 

What  does  Medicare  really  need?  This 
is  the  Medicare  report  from  the  trust- 
ees. One  year  ago  they  said  it  was 
going  to  go  broke  in  2002.  The  top  line. 
Now  they  are  saying  it  is  going  to  go 
broke  in  2000.  Folks,  by  the  year  2001,  it 
will  be  $85  billion  under  water.  That  is 
not  because  somebody  has  given  some- 
body a  tax  break. 

What  does  the  Republican  plan  do?  It 
allows  doctors  and  hospitals  to  directly 
provide  services.  It  allows  HMO's  to 
provide  services,  allows  people  to  have 
a  medical  savings  account.  It  elimi- 
nates waste,  fraud,  and  abuse  through 


tort  reform  and  allows  seniors  to  stay 
where  it  is.  Let  us  pass  reform.  Let  us 
stop  blaming  each  other.  Let  us  save 
Medicare. 


ACCUSATIONS  AGAINST  THE  LATE 
RON  BROWN 

(Mr.  BONIOR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  was  2 
months  ago  this  week  that  Ron  Brown 
and  34  others  were  killed  in  a  tragic 
plane  crash  in  Bosnia.  For  2  awful  days 
the  world  waited  to  hear  the  word  of 
their  fate.  Most  of  us  spent  that  time 
prasring  for  a  miracle.  When  word  of 
the  tragedy  came,  the  outpouring  of 
love  and  affection  across  this  country 
was  absolutely  breathtaking. 

But  now  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
has  weighed  in  with  words  of  venom. 
Where  most  people  see  tragedy,  the 
Speaker  sees  only  coverup.  His  press 
secretary  backed  his  words  up  by  call- 
ing for  an  investigation.  During  times 
of  tragedy,  we  should  respect  each 
other,  not  tear  each  other  apart.  Only 
someone  who  loses  the  public  debate 
would  stoop  to  desperation  tactics  like 
this.  This  is  beneath  the  dignity  of  the 
House  and  the  dignity  of  this  great 
country. 

If  Newt  Gingrich  has  even  a  shred  of 
decency  left,  he  should  apologize  not 
only  to  the  friends  and  family  of  those 
who  were  killed  but  to  the  American 
people. 


MEDICARE  IS  GOING  BROKE 

(Mr.  SCARBOROUGH  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  SCARBOROUGH.  Mr.  Speaker, 
here  we  go  again.  Absolutely  amazing. 
Medicare  is  going  bankrupt,  and  the 
Democrats  are  doing  absolutely  noth- 
ing about  it.  They  come  up  behind  the 
podiimi  just  like  they  did  last  year, 
telling  us  that  the  Republicans  are  cut- 
ting Medicare  when  they  know  it  is  not 
the  truth.  The  Washington  Post  spells 
it  out.  Last  year  during  the  dema- 
gogniery,  the  Washington  Post  accused 
the  Democrats  of  shameless  dema- 
goguery  to  try  to  scare  seniors  because 
"they  know  that  is  where  the  votes 
are." 

Then,  Washington  Post  columnist 
Robert  Samuelson  took  it  a  step  for- 
ward and  called  the  President  of  the 
United  States  and  the  Democrats  liars 
on  Medicare.  Why?  Because  it  is  clear. 
Medicare  is  going  bankrupt  and  the 
Democrats  are  doing  nothing  about  it. 

They  df  not  caxe  about  my  93-year- 
old  grandmother.  They  do  not  care 
about  my  parents.  They  do  not  care 
about  the  millions  of  seniors  who  will 
be  without  Medicare  in  5  years  if  we  do 
not  do  something  about  it  today. 

They  do  not  care.  John  Lennon  wrote 
a  song  called  "How  Do  You  Sleep  at 
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Night."    I    think    it   should   be 
theme  song  for  the  1996  election. 
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LEGISLATION  OF  THE  104TH 
CONGRESS 

(Mr.  DOGGETT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
House  Republican  leadership  has 
turned  over  the  job  of  writing  much  of 
our  legislation  to  special  interest  lob- 
byists. They  gather  here  at  the  Capitol 
weekly  to  write  the  Nation's  business. 
So,  it  is  little  wonder  that  now  with 
the  election  approaching,  they  have 
begun  a  corruption  search  to  cover 
their  own  misdeeds. 

The  latest  chapter  in  this  is  this  cal- 
lous act  of  raising  these  accusations 
about  the  death  of  Ron  Brown  at  the 
very  time  his  family  still  grieves.  The 
Speaker  said  yesterday,  Reagan  was 
teflon,  Clinton  is  flypaper,  this  stuff  is 
going  to  start  to  stick. 

The  only  thing  stuck  around  here  is 
this  Republican  leadership.  It  is  stuck 
in  the  gutter  because  of  its  own  mis- 
deeds and  now  these  callous  accusa- 
tions. 


WELFARE  REFORM 

(Mr.  CHABOT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  CHABOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  today, 
once  again,  we  will  try  to  take  the 
President  at  his  word  on  welfare  re- 
form. Only  3  weeks  ago  President  Clin- 
ton endorsed  the  Wisconsin  works  plan 
which  substitutes  work  and  respon- 
sibility for  dependence  and  despair.  It 
was  adopted  by  sweeping  bipartisan 
majorities  in  the  Wisconsin  State  Leg- 
islature. Yet  Federal  roadblocks  still 
prevent  that  plan  from  going  into  ef- 
fect. 

President  Clinton  said  he  endorsed 
the  plan  just  a  couple  of  weeks  ago.  He 
said  we  should  get  it  done.  Now  we  get 
hemming  and  hawing  from  the  admin- 
istration. In  fact,  some  administration 
officials  signaled  that  the  President 
did  not  mean  what  he  said.  But  maybe 
they  are  not  being  fair  to  thefr  boss. 

The  cynics  point  this  out,  after  say- 
ing that  he  wanted  to  end  welfare  as  we 
know  it,  remember  that,  the  President 
vetoed  welfare  reform.  Then  he  vetoed 
it  again.  The  cynics  say  that  we  have 
to  be  a  bit  skeptical  of  the  President's 
words.  But  heck  with  those  cynics. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  us  give  the  Presi- 
dent what  he  says  he  wants  and  what 
the  people  of  Wisconsin  really  do  want. 
To  quote  the  President,  "We  should  get 
it  done." 

Let  us  overhaul  the  terrible  welfare 
system  that  we  have  in  this  country 
and  let  us  do  it  in  Wisconsin  for  the 
folks  there  who  want  to  overhaul  the 
welfare  system. 


COMMERCE  SECRETARY  RON 
BROWN 

(Ms.  DeLAURO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  once 
again  House  Speaker  Newt  Gingrich 
has  gone  too  far.  He  is  alleging  that 
the  Commerce  Department  workers 
might  have  shredded  documents  after 
Secretary  Brown's  fatal  crash  in  Cro- 
atia amd  that  the  staff  delayed  report- 
ing this  airplane  crash  with  26  incred- 
ible Americans  on  board.  According  to 
Gingrich's  staff,  the  Speaker  is,  and  I 
quote,  "Suggesting  there  might  have 
been  a  coverup  to  get  rid  of  Browns  pa- 
pers after  he  died." 

This  is  extreme.  It  is  irresponsible.  It 
is  not  the  behavior  of  a  congressional 
leader. 

When  questioned  about  it,  the  Speak- 
er's office  responded,  and  I  again  quote. 
"I  think  they  are  serious  allegations,  if 
subsequent  facts  support  them,  if  sub- 
sequent facts  support  them,  I  think  it 
is  something  other  news  outlets  ought 
to  look  at  and  other  agencies.  ' 

In  other  words,  we  are  going  to  make 
an  outrageous  allegation  and  then  we 
are  going  to  hope  that  eventually 
someone  comes  up  with  the  facts  to 
support  it. 

Has  not  the  family  of  Commerce  Sec- 
retary Ron  Brown  suffered  enough? 
Speaker  Gingrich,  who  did  not  even  at- 
tend the  funeral,  owes  the  Brown  fam- 
ily a  public  apology  for  making  this  ir- 
responsible and  fictional  allegation. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Ing- 
Lis  of  South  Carolina).  The  Chair  ad- 
monishes Members  not  to  refer  to  the 
President  in  terms  personally  offen- 
sive, as  occurred  during  the  remarks  of 
the  gentleman  from  Florida. 


A  BALANCED  BUDGET 

(Mr.  LINDER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  LINDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  last  20 
minutes  discussion  on  Medicare  is  only 
a  ssmibol  of  what  has  been  wrong  in 
this  town  for  30  years.  This  body  and 
the  other  has  been  voting  benefits  to 
America's  citizens  and  said  do  not 
worry,  you  are  not  going  to  have  to  pay 
for  them.  We  are  going  to  pass  this  bill 
on  to  your  grandchildren.  That  is  why 
we  must  have  a  balanced  budget  and  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  and  it 
makes  sense. 

But  more  than  just  common  sense.  It 
is  a  promise  to  our  children  and  grand- 
children that  we  will  not  continue  run- 
away government  spending  at  thefr  ex- 
pense. When  my  grandsons  are  old 
enough  to  ask  me,  I  do  not  want  to 


have  to  explain  to  them  why  they  are 
paying  $3,500  every  year  in  taxes  just 
for  interest  on  the  national  debt  and 
why  over  thefr  lifetime  they  will  pay 
S187.000  in  taxes  just  to  pay  interest  on 
the  debt. 

I  refuse  to  say  to  them,  your  future  is 
mortgaged  and  your  country  is  bank- 
rupt. That  is  why  House  Republicans 
have  kept  their  promise  to  the  Amer- 
ican people  and  passed  the  balanced 
budget  amendment.  Now  the  Senate 
can  do  the  same.  All  we  need  is  for 
President  Clinton  to  keep  his  word. 

Governor  Clinton  supported  a  bal- 
anced budget,  but  last  year  President 
Clinton  persuaded  six  Democrat  Sen- 
ators to  change  their  vote  and  defeat 
the  amendment.  I  hoi)e  the  President 
will  begin  to  get  his  actions  in  step 
with  his  words. 


BASELESS  ALLEGATIONS 

(Mr.  LEWIS  of  Georgia  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  read  with  disbelief  an  article  in  the 
Washington  Post  this  morning.  It  re- 
ported that  the  Speaker  of  this  House 
has  made  baseless,  unsubstantiated  al- 
legations about  our  late  Secretary  of 
Commerce,  Ron  Brown. 

Ron  Brown  died  in  service  to  his 
country  just  2  short  months  ago  when 
his  plane  crashed  during  a  trade  mis- 
sion to  Bosnia.  The  Brown  family  is 
still  in  mourning,  but  for  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  the  death  of  this  great 
man  is  something  to  be  exploited  for 
political  gain. 

Mr.  Speaker,  how  low  will  you  go?  Is 
there  a  shred  of  decency  left  in  your 
body?  Is  there  anything  you  would  not 
say  for  partisan  political  gain.  You 
bring  disrespect  to  yourself  and  to  this 
institution  by  making  such  outrageous 
and  baseless  charges. 

You  owe  us  aJl  an  apology.  You  owe 
the  Brown  family  an  apology.  You  owe 
this  Congress  an  apology  and  you  owe 
this  Nation  an  apology. 

Mr.  Speaker,  you  might  not  be  the 
most  unpopular  public  figure  in  history 
if  you  started  showing  a  little  common 
decency  and  respect. 


a  1030 

PERMISSION  FOR  SUNDRY  COM- 
MITTEES AND  THEIR  SUB- 
COMMITTEES TO  SIT  TODAY 
DURING  THE  5-MINUTE  RULE 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  following 
committees  and  thefr  subcommittees 
be  permitted  to  sit  today  while  the 
House  is  meeting  in  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House  under  the  5-minute 
rule:  the  Committee  on  Agriculture; 
the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Finan- 
cial Services;  the  Conunittee  on  Com- 
merce:   the    Committee   on   £k:onomlc 
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and  Educational  Opportunities;  the 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight;  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations;  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary;  the  Committee  on  Na- 
tioiml  Security;  the  Committee  on  Re- 
sources; the  Committee  on  Science;  the 
Committee  on  Small  Business;  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
firastructure;  and  the  Permanent  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence. 

It  is  my  imderstanding  that  the  mi- 
nority has  been  consulted  and  there  is 
no  objection  to  these  requests. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Ing- 
us  of  South  Carolina).  Is  there  objec- 
tion to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PROVIDING  FOR  CONSIDERATION 
OF  H.R.  3562,  WISCONSIN  WORKS 
WAIVER  APPROVAL  ACT 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di- 
rection of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I 
call  up  House  Resolution  446  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  RES.  446 

Resolved,  That  uimn  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  It  shall  be  In  order  to  consider  In 
the  House  the  bill  (H.R.  3562)  to  authorize 
the  State  of  Wisconsin  to  implement  the 
demonstration  project  known  as  "Wisconsin 
Works".  The  amendment  printed  In  section  2 
of  this  resolution  shall  be  considered  as 
adopted.  The  previous  question  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  ordered  on  the  bill,  as  amended, 
and  on  any  further  amendment  thereto  final 
passage  without  Intervening-  motion  except: 
(1)  one  hour  of  debate  on  the  bill,  as  amend- 
ed, which  shall  be  equally  divided  and  con- 
trolled by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minor- 
ity member  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  or  their  respective  designees;  (2)  one 
motion  to  amend  by  Representative  Kleczka 
of  Wisconsin  or  his  designee,  which  shall  be 
considered  as  read  and  shall  be  separately 
debatable  for  one  hour  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  proponent  and  an  oppo- 
nent; and  (3)  one  motion  to  recommit  with  or 
without  Instructions. 

Sec.  2.  The  amendment  to  the  bill  consid- 
ered as  adopted  pursuant  to  the  first  section 
of  this  resolution  Is  as  follows: 

In  section  1(d)  of  the  bill,  strike  "sub- 
section (b)(2)  exceeds  the  amount  described 
In  subsection  (bXD"  and  Insert  In  lieu  there- 
of "subsection  (b)(1)  exceeds  the  amount  de- 
scribed In  subsection  (b)(2)". 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Solomon] 
is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  pur- 
poses of  debate  only,  1 3rield  30  minutes 
to  my  good  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Boston,  MA  [Mr.  Moakley],  pending 
which  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I 
may  consume.  During  consideration  of 
this  resolution,  all  time  srielded  is  for 
purposes  of  debate  only. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  446  is 
a  modified  closed  rule  providing  for 
consideration  of  H.R.  3562,  the  Wiscon- 
sin Works  Waiver  Approval  Act.  The 
rule  provides  1  hour  of  debate,  equally 


divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman 
and  ranking  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  or  their  respective 
designees.  The  rule  allows  one  amend- 
ment to  be  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Kleczka]  and  pro- 
vides 1  hour  of  debate  on  the  amend- 
ment, to  be  equally  divided  and  con- 
trolled by  the  proponent  and  an  oppo- 
nent. The  rule  provides  that  an  amend- 
ment contained  in  section  2  of  the  reso- 
lution shall  be  considered  as  adopted. 
This  change  to  the  bill  is  necessary  to 
correct  a  technical  drafting  error 
which  has  been  cleared  with  the  minor- 
ity. 

Finally,  this  rule  provides  one  mo- 
tion to  recommit,  with  or  without  in- 
structions. The  rule  before  the  House  is 
abundantly  fair.  It  makes  in  order  a 
minority  substitute  and  provides  ade- 
quate debate  time.  It  was  reported  by 
the  Committee  on  Rules  yesterday  by  a 
voice  vote,  noncontroversial. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  legislation  before 
the  House  this  morning  is  proceeding 
on  an  admittedly  hurried  timetable, 
out  of  sincere  desire  to  accommodate 
the  President  of  the  United  States.  On 
May  19,  1996,  President  Clinton  an- 
nounced his  support  for  Wisconsin's 
landmark  welfare  reform  plan  and  sug- 
gested it  be  implemented  immediately. 
He  said,  "The  plan  has  the  makings  of 
a  solid,  bold  welfare  reform  plan."  He 
intoned  that  to  his  radio  listeners.  He 
said  further,  "We  should  get  it  done 
now." 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  someone  who  had  not 
followed  this  issue  had  heard  the  Presi- 
dent's radio  address,  they  might  easily 
come  away  with  the  impression  that 
this  is  a  man  who  supports  real  welfare 
reform.  As  with  all  things,  he  sounded 
perfectly  convincing.  The  record,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  quite  another  story.  The 
President  has  vetoed  genuine  and  com- 
passionate welfare  reform  on  two  sepa- 
rate occasions,  once  in  the  context  of  a 
bill  to  balance  the  budget  in  7  years,  a 
terribly  important  bill;  another,  the 
stand-alone  welfare  bill,  he  vetoed  in 
the  middle  of  the  night,  during  a  huge 
snowstorm  here  in  Washington. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Wisconsin  Works 
plan  fronically  contains  many  of  the 
features  of  the  two  welfare  reform  bills 
that  President  Clinton  has  already  ve- 
toed. It  requfres,  and  this  is  so,  so  im- 
portant, it  requfres  work,  contains  a 
time  limit  on  benefits,  and  it  ends  the 
auto  pilot  spending  that  has  busted 
Federal  and  State  budgets  for  the  past 
two  decades,  and  even  more. 

Mr.  Speaker,  over  the  next  few  hours, 
we  will  hear  Members  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle  suggest  that  we  should  let 
the  waiver  process  work  and  allow  for 
adequate  time  for  Federal  officials  to 
study  this.  They  are  going  to  say  that 
in  just  a  few  minutes.  This  is  essen- 
tially, Mr.  Speaker,  a  defense  of  the 
status  quo,  and  that  is  not  good 
enough.  It  is  essentially  a  defense  of 
the  convoluted  and  failed  national  wel- 


fare system.  We  all  know  what  that  has 
done. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  present  waiver  proc- 
ess, in  which  innovative  Governors 
trudge  to  Washington  to  receive  a 
blessing  to  Implement  new  welfare  re- 
forms, is  an  absolute  sham.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, if  the  States  received  block  grants 
of  the  sort  envisioned  in  our  welfare  re- 
form bills,  rejected  by  the  President, 
Governors  would  not  need  to  make  this 
embarrassing  pilgrimage  here  to  Wash- 
ington. 

Under  the  present  system,  after  a 
State  legislature  and  a  Governor  have 
approved  a  measure  which  requires 
Federal  waivers.  Federal  bureaucrats 
then  are  free  to  change  those  requests, 
to  stall  them,  to  deny  them  com- 
pletely, and  they  often  do.  These  bu- 
reaucrats view  the  requests  for  waivers 
from  Federal  rules  as  a  negotiation  in 
which  details  could  be  changed. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  how  the  White 
House  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Harold 
Ickes,  described  the  process  just  3  days 
after  the  President  endorsed  the  Wis- 
consin Works  plan.  Evidently,  they 
were  not  working  together  or  seeing 
eye  to  eye  or  something. 

Members  of  the  House  yesterday  in 
the  Committee  on  Rules,  we  heard  tes- 
timony that  several  States,  including 
California,  including  the  State  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Goss], 
have  waivers  pending  for  welfare  re- 
form before  this  President. 

If  Congress  takes  no  action  this  year 
in  the  direction  of  welfare  reform,  my 
State  of  New  York  will  be  forced  to 
present  a  lengthy  list  of  waivers  nec- 
essary in  order  to  implement  proposed 
welfare  changes  from  (Governor 
Pataki's  budget,  which  is  already  bust- 
ed and  has  to  be  fixed. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  way  to  ensure  that 
this  is  not  necessary  is  to  pass  yet  an- 
other comprehensive  welfare  reform 
bill,  which  we  will  do  in  jxist  a  few 
weeks,  and  for  President  Clinton  to 
courageously  sign  it,  not  to  veto  it  and 
talk  different  each  time. 

This  waiver  process  for  Wisconsin 
and  the  debate  it  has  engendered  is  in 
itself  an  argimient  for  our  larger  wel- 
fare reform  bill.  We  have  to  get  it  out 
here  and  get  it  passed  as  soon  as  pos- 
sible. If  the  Pr^ident  sees  fit  to  ap- 
prove these  necessary  and  very  com- 
passionate policy  decisions  for  one 
State  in  the  country,  why  not  sign  a 
comprehensive  national  program  of 
welfare  reform? 

The  debate  today  will  range  to  clas- 
sic issues  of  federalism:  How  much  con- 
trol should  the  Federal  Government 
have  over  local  and  State  policies  to 
assist  the  underprivileged  in  America? 
That  is  what  this  debate  is  going  to  be 
all  about  here  today.  The  Congress  has 
committed  on  two  occasions  to  a  policy 
of  block  grants  for  the  States,  to  allow 
them  to  utilize  their  resources  as  they 
see  fit  to  grapple  with  the  problem  of 
poverty,    but   the   argument   that   we 
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should  reject  this  fast  track  approval  The  way  to  do  It  is  to  test  this  pilot  property  taxes?  Let  us  get  on  with  it. 

of  Wisconsin's  welfare  plan  because  we  program  in  Wisconsin,  which  has  al-  Let  us  pass  this  rule  and  pass  this  bill, 

need  more  time  for  Federal  officials  to  ready  reduced  under  the  first  plan  by  Mr.     Speaker.    I    include    for    the 

study   this  program  which   has   been  Governor  Tommy  Thompson,  has  al-  Record    a    document    entitled    "The 

going  on  for  40  years  reflects  a  lack  of  ready  reduced  the  caseload  by  39  per-  Amendment    Process    Under    Special 

compassion   toward   the   families  who  cent.  K  we  can  do  that  in  New  York  ^^^^^  Reported  by  the  Rules  Conamit- 

are  trapped  in  the  current  welfare  sys-  State,  my  goodness,  what  that  would  ^®®'  ^^'^*^  Congress  versus  104th  Con- 

tem  and  its  cycles  of  dependency.  We  mean  to  the  taxpayers  that  have  to  ^^;,  ir,f«^ai-i«„  ~f«-~-i  ^    •         r  ^ 

have  to  stop  that.  support  county  and  local  taxes  by  thefr  i^^f  information  referred  to  is  as  fol- 
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1031!  Contnss                                  lUm  CaifKss 
Rule  type  ; 

NumbB  ol  rales       Ptrart  of  toU>       Ihimbei  oi  rules       Ptfcem  ol  Mai 

Open/Modifieil-open '  .*  u  7i  « 

StructurKl/MKirlwl  Closed' «  17  U  ?? 

Closea J  9  17  U 

Tolai . , ]Q4 ^05 ]jj ^ 

'Tills  table  applies  only  to  rales  wtucli  prowOe  fo<  the  onjinal  consiOeration  of  bills,  join!  resolutions  or  buOje;  lesolutmns  and  mliich  pmndt  for  an  arwndment  process  II  does  not  apply  to  spcaal  rales  hKoi  ooti  niw  poims  ot 
order  aiainst  appiopnations  bills  wtiicti  are  already  pmrileted  and  art  amuOtJti  under  an  ooen  amendment  process  under  House  rales 

'An  open  rale  is  one  under  wliicti  any  Member  may  offer  a  jermane  amenomenl  under  the  fme-mmute  rale  A  modified  ooen  rale  is  one  under  wliicti  any  Member  may  otter  a  eermane  amendmen;  under  ttie  fiw-mimrte  rak  ubuct  only 
to  an  owrall  time  limit  on  the  amendmem  oTOess  and/or  a  reoLinment  mat  the  amendmeni  be  prepnnted  in  the  Congressional  Record, 

'A  modified  closed  ra'e  is  one  under  wtiicn  the  Rules  Committee  limits  the  amendments  that  may  be  ottered  only  to  those  amendments  desiinated  m  the  special  rale  or  the  Rules  Committee  repod  to  aaamsany  it  oc  articn  gndode 
amendments  to  a  oarticular  portion  of  a  bill,  even  though  the  rest  of  the  bill  may  be  completely  open  to  amendment, 

*A  closed  rale  is  one  under  wliich  no  amendments  may  be  offered  (other  than  amendments  recommended  by  the  committee  m  leoorting  ttte  bill). 
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H.  Res.  Ho  (Date  leot) Rule  type Bill  Ho. Subiect  Oopositan  of  rale 

H.  Res.  38  (l/!8«)  _ 0 H.R.  5  Unfunded  Mandate  Reform  A:  350-71  (1/1 9«) 

H.  Res.  «4  (l/24«5)  .._ _.  MC  H.  Con.  Res.  17 Social  S«unty fcSll72(WS«) 

.     ,  HJ.  Res.  1 Balanced  Budgtl  Amdt 

S  S"-  W  !!2H2f!  2 **^  ""  "J""  '™"'*'-  T«»  ^""o  I"**" A:  «o«e  w»e  (2r./9i). 

H  S?-  \l  H?^   S "•"■  ♦""  ^"i"  E«l'«»l«.  *««:  »>tl  Part  and  Present kmaiott  (2/1/95). 

u  D    ■  «  H?!5?'  2 "•"■  **" '^"''  Conneirance.  Butte  County.  Calif A:  wa  «ite  (2/1/95). 

H.  Res.  55  (2/1/95)  0 H.R.  2 Une  Item  Veto  A:  wee  note  (2/2/95) 

H.  Res.  60  (2/OT5)  0 HJi.  665 Victim  Restitutwi A:  !m  «le  W7/95 ) 

"  2?  II  '?515'  0 N"  ^ Eclusmir,  Rule  Reform A  m^  «S  (2^/95) 

u  ^  ^  i?22f! f "■"  "' "'*«'  C™™mI  Mcararation A  kw*  wie  (2«fl5). 

H.  Res.  69  (2««5) 0 H.R.  668  Cnmiul  Alien  Ocportatnn kumittt  t2/l()«5) 

H.  Res.  79  (2/10fl5) MO H.R.  728 U«  DrtontPtntBtak  Grants AwaStWVW' 

u  ^  i  ™!^i 15 S^-  L "*'■"'  ^~^  Rnrrtaloation  Ptt  22»-100;  It  W-W  (2/15«). 

H  Res.  88  (2/16fl5) MC HH.  831 Health  luaince  Oedoctibility Ptt  230-191  k  229-188  (2/21/95) 

H  Res.  91  (2/2W5) 0 HJI.  830  Papemort  m»im  Act  JjZZZZZZZZZZZZIZZZZZI  fc  weT-i  (W2«) 

H.  Res.  92  (2/21/95)  MC H.R.  889 Det«isrSii|ipleme.tal  -JZZIIZZIZZZZZZZZZZZZZ:  it  MB-IM  OmflS) 

H  Res.  93  (2/22fl5)  MO H.R.  450 Refulatny  Tnosition  M A:  252-175  (2ra«5) 

H.  Res.  96  (2/2W5)  MO HJt.  1022 R^AnSsvm ZZZZZZZZZZZZZ  It  2S3-16S  IwS  1 

u  S"-  12?  !?2I2f! L "■"  S! Rejmatoiy  Retgm  and  Relief  Act A:  ma  Me  17mm. 

H.  Res.  101  (2/28fl5)  MO HJI.  925 Pmnte  Property  Pmtectiofl  Ad A:  271-151  (i®95) 

H  Res.  103  (3/3«5) MO HJI.  1058  Secunt«  ui^ion  Retoim ZZZZZZZZZZZZZ 

H  5«  |«  (522t!  - !5 •"*•  ** **'™'  "n*"""'"*? « A:  Mce  Mte  aum. 

H.  Res.  105  (3«fl5) MO K  257-155  (3/7/95) 

H.  Res.  108  (3/7/95) DeMe HJ?.  956 Pradnct  Liability  Retorm A.  met  wte  (3*95) 

K  Res.  109  {Vtm) MC _ Pft  23*-i9i  fc  2«7.i8i  (j/OTS) 

u  5"  IJcS^iJ^f!  S2 "•"•Ji*'.,, Matof  Emernncy  Supp.  AppiBps fc  2*2-190  (V1V95). 

H.  Res.  116  (3/15/95) MC HJ.  Kes.  73  Term  Limits  Const  Amdt A:  «W(  eete  (3/28/95) 

H  Res.  117  (3/16rt5)  Ditate HJI.  4 Personal  Responsibility  Act  ol  1995 A:  woe  iMe  Mlfl5) 

H.  Res.  119  (3/21/95) MC __ _ fc  217-211  (3/22ffl5) 

H.  Res.  125  («/3«5)  0 HJt.  1271 Family  Privacy  Protection  M A:  423-1  l4/4fl5) 

H.  Res.  126  (4/3fl5) 0 HJI.  660 Oldef  Persons  Housinj  kX A:  tncc  «iitc  (*««5) 

H.  Res.  128  (4/4rt5)  MC H.R.  1215 . Contiact  With  Amenca  Tn  Reliel  tet  ol  1995 A.  228-204  (4«fl5). 

H.  Res.  130  (4/5ffl5) MC H.R.  483 Hedaie  Sekct  Eipansion  ....___ A  253-172  (4«95). 

H.  Res.  136  (VlflS)  0 H.R.  655 Hydrofeti  Fotiiie  tet  of  1995  A  wicc  ««e  (Sfl/95). 

H.  Res.  139  (W^S) 0 H  R.  1361 Coast  Guant  AdtJi.  FY  1996 A:  yen  eote  (5«fl5) 

H.  Res.  140  (5/9/95) 0 HJ!  961  Clean  Witv  Amendments A:  414-4  (V1(W5) 

H.  Res.  144  (5/11/95) 0 HJI.  535 Fish  Hatchery— Artunsas A:  «e<a  «le  (5/15«5) 

H.  Res.  145  (VllflS) 0 HJI.  584 Fish  Hatcheiy— Iowa /t  «wt  Me  (5nS«5) 

H  Res.  146  (5/11/95) 0 H.R.  614 Frsh  Hatchery— MinnesoU A  «oa  tote  (5/15ffl5l 

H.  Res.  149  (V16fl5) MC H.  Con.  Res.  67 Bud|et  Resolution  FY  1996 . Ptt  252-170  A  255-168  (V17/95). 

H.  Res.  155  (5/22/95) MO HR.  1561 Amencan  Owfstas  Interests  ttX A:  233-176  (5ra«5). 

H  Res.  164  (6/8/95) MC HJ!.  1530  Hat  Dettuse  Auth.  FY  1996 Pft  225-191  A  233-183  (6ai«) 

H.  Res.  167  (6/15/95) 0 HJ!.  1817 HilCan  Awnwiutnis  FY  1996 Pft  223-180  A  245-155  (6/16«5) 

H.  Res.  169  (6/19fl5) MC HJ!.  1854  Lej,  Brand)  AepiDps.  FY  1996 P(i  232-196  A:  236-191  iimni)- 

H.  Res.  170  (6/20/95) 0 HJ!.  1868  Fo<  Ops.  Appraps.  FY  1996 Pti  221-178  A  217-175  (6^/95) 

H  Res.  171  (6/22/95) 0 HJi.  1905 Eneriy  8  Niter  Approds.  FY  1996 A  wee  vote  (7/12«l 

H  Res.  173  (6/27/95) C HJ  Res.  79 Ra(  Coostitubonal  Amendment Pft  258-170  A  271-152  (6/28/95). 

H.  Res.  176  (&W95) MC _ H.R.  1944  __ Eraer  Supp,  Appiops  ..._ Ptt  236-194  A.  234-192  (6/2»95). 

H.  Res.  185  (7/11/95) 0 HJI  1977 kitenor  Appmiis.  FY  1996 Ptt  235-193  D:  192-238  a/12/95), 

H.  Res.  187  (7/12fl5) 0 HJ!.  1977  _  tatenor  Appraps.  FY  1996  #2 Ptt  230-194  k  229-195  (7/13«5), 

H.  Res.  188  (7/12/95) 0 HJ!.  1976  (^ncultuie  Approps.  FY  1996  ....__ Ptt  242-185  A:  an  Mit  (7/ia«). 

H.  Res.  190  (7/17/95) 0 HJ!.  2020 Treaswuftstal  Approps  FY  1996 Ptt  232-192  A;  mo  vote  (7/18«5). 

H.  Res.  193  (7/19fl5) C HJ.  Res.  96  Dtsapprsval  of  MFD  to  China A:  van  tote  (7/2(V95). 

H.  Res.  194  (7/19«5) 0 HJ!.  2002 TranspoftaHon  Approps.  FY  1996 Ptt  217-202  (7/21/J5). 

H.  Res.  197  (7/21/95) 0 HJ!.  70 Eipoits  ol  AUslun  Cnide  Oil  _ A.  «ea  vole  (7/24fl5). 

H.  Res.  198  (7/21/95) 0 HJ!.  2076 Commeree.  State  Appiops  FY  1996 A:  iKe  vote  (7/25fl5). 

H.  Res.  201  (7/25/95) 0 HJ!.  2099 VAWO  Approps  FY  1996 k  230-189  (7/2SflS). 

H.  Res.  204  (7/28/95) MC S.  21 Termmatini  U.S  Anns  Emhano  on  Bosnia *  von  vgH  (S/1/95). 

H.  Res.  205  OrOlii) 0 Hit.  2126 Defense  Appnps.  FY  1996 A  409-1  t7/3lfl5). 

H.  Res.  207  (8/lrt5) MC HJI.  1555 Communications  Art  of  1995 A:  255-156  (8W95). 

H.  Res.  208  (8/1/95) 0 HJ!.  2127 labor.  HHS  Appraps.  FY  1996 A  323-104  (8/2«5) 

H.  Res.  215  (9/7/95) 0 HJ!.  1594  Eaaomcally  TaifClcd  Investments A:  awe  vole  (9^2/95). 

H.  Res.  216  (9/7/95) MO HJ».  1655 biteliiience  Auttioraation  FY  1996 A  voa  ««le  (M2«5). 

H.  Res.  218  (¥12/95) 0 HJI.  1162 Defct  RediKtioii  Lodita A  voo  vote  (V13«5) 

H.  Res.  219  (9/12fl5)  _.- 0 HJ!.  1670  Fadtial  te«usitw  Riten  tet A  414-0  (V13«5). 

H.  Res.  222  (VISAS) 0 HJ!.  1617  .  CMtBIS  tet , A  38^-2  (9/lS«51 

H.  Res.  224  (9/19«5) 0 HJ!.  2274 Rat).  Hi|lMiiy  System Ptt  241-173  k  375-39-1  (9/20«S). 

H.  Res.  225  (9/19fl5) MC  HJ!.  927 Coban  Liberty  t  Dcm.  Solidanty A:  304-118  (SW95) 
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H.  Res.  226  (S/21/95)  - 
H  Res.  227  (9/21/95)  . 
H.  Res.  228  (9/2U«)  .. 
H.  Res.  230  (9/27/95)  .. 
H  Res  234  (9i/29fl5)  .. 
H.  Res.  237  (;0/17/95) 
H.  Res.  238  (10/18/95) 
H.  Res.  239  (10/19/95) 
H.  Res.  2«  (10/25/95) 

H.  Res.  251  (I0O1/95)  . 
H.  Res.  252  (10/31/95) 
H.  Res.  257(11/7/95)  ... 
H.  Res  258(1 1/8fl5)  -. 
H.  Res  259(1  l/9fl5)  ... 
H.  Res.  2S1  (lW/95)  ... 
H.  Res.  262(1 1/9«)  _. 
K  Res.  269(11/15/95)  . 
H.  Res.  270  (ll/15rt5)  . 
H.  Res.  273(11/16/95)  . 
H.  Res.  284(11/291/95)  . 
K  Res.  287(11/30^5)  . 
H.  Res.  293  (12/7/95)  ... 
H.  Res.  303  (12/13fl5)  . 
K  Res.  309  (12/18«)  . 
R  Res.  313  (12/ISrt5)  . 
H.  Res.  323  (12/21rt5)  . 
H.  Res.  366  (2/27/96)  _. 
H.  Res.  368  (2/28/96)  ... 
H.  Res.  371  (3«96)  ._, 
H.  Rk.  372  aiWk)  ...... 

H.  Res.  380  (3n2A6]  _. 
K  Res.  384  (3/14/96)  .... 

H.  Res.  386  (3/20/96)  .... 

K  Res.  388  (3/20A6)  .... 

K  Res.  391  (3fl7/96)  _. 
H.  fcs.  392  (3/27/96)  _.. 
H.  Res.  395  (3/29/96)  .... 

H.  Rk.  396  anSliS)  .... 

H.  Res.  409  {Vam)  .... 

H.  Res.  410  (4fl3fl6)  .... 

H.  Res.  411(4/23/96)  .... 

K  Res.  418  (4/30/96)  ... 
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H.R.  1350  . 

HJJ.  2621  . 
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Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  re- 
serve the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  jrield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  four  members  of  the 
Wisconsin  delegation  said  yesterday  in 
the  Committee  on  Rules,  these  waivers 
have  absolutely  no  business  in  the 
House  of  Representatives.  Although  I 
will  not  oppose  this  rule,  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  the  Obey  substitute, 
which  will  allow  the  people  of  Wiscon- 
sin 30  days  to  comment  on  the  waivers. 

The  substitute  of  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]  says  quite  simply 
that  if  the  Wisconsin  welfare  bill  does 
what  Governor  Thompson  says  it  will, 
then  grant  the  waivers  and  let  them 
get  on  with  the  business  of  helping  peo- 
ple get  off  welfare  and  into  jobs.  If  the 
bill  does  not  do  what  the  Governor  says 
it  will,  then  change  it  until  it  does. 

Mr.  Speaker,  unfortunately,  it  is 
really  not  that  simple.  Unfortunately 
for  the  entire  country,  this  issue,  the 
issue  of  how  the  State  of  Wisconsin  re- 
forms its  welfare  system,  has  reached 
the  level  of  Presidential  politics,  and 
heaven  help  Wisconsin.  Now  that  the 


Presidential  race  has  been  swept  up  in 
the  issue  of  Wisconsin  welfare,  we  will 
not  hear  the  end  of  it  for  a  while. 

It  is  not  enough,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
this  welfare  bill  overwhelmingly  passed 
the  Wisconsin  State  legislature.  It  is 
not  enough,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  Demo- 
crats and  Republicans  have  supported 
it.  It  is  not  enough,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
President  Clinton  supported  the  goals 
of  the  plan  in  his  radio  address,  despite 
its  being  offered  by  a  Republican  Gov- 
ernor. Now  my  Republican  colleagues 
are  smarting  politically  and  they  want 
revenge. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  entire  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, all  434  or  435  Members 
who  represent  50  States,  have  to  vote 
on  a  600-page  waiver  request  for  a  bill 
which  will  affect  only  one  State,  and 
not,  and  I  want  to  make  this  very 
clear,  and  not  until  October  1997.  As  far 
as  I  am  concerned,  Mr.  Speaker,  since 
60  percent  of  this  money  to  fund  this 
program  will  come  from  the  Federal 
taxpayers,  it  should  have  to  go  through 
the  same  approval  system  that  all 
other  waivers  do;  incidentally,  the 
same  approval  system  that  has  never 


denied  a  waiver  from  the  State  of  Wis- 
consin, the  same  approval  system  that 
has  already  approved  waivers  from  40 
States. 

As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, it  is  politics.  It  should  be  reviewed 
and  approved  by  the  staff  people  at  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Human 
Services,  whose  only  job  is  to  make 
sure  that  the  Federal  tax  dollars  are 
not  spent  in  violation  of  Federal  law. 
This  department  has  already  approved, 
as  I  said,  waivers  for  40  States.  I  expect 
there  will  be  no  problem  with  the  Wis- 
consin waivers,  especially  since  Presi- 
dent Clinton  says  he  supi>orts  the  goals 
of  the  plan. 

The  Wisconsin  plan,  and  I  would  like 
people  to  listen  to  this,  this  Wisconsin 
plan  that  we  have  before  us  today  was 
submitted  to  the  White  House  on  May 
29,  1996,  2  weeks  ago.  The  Governor  of 
Wisconsin  at  that  time  asked  that  the 
waivers  be  granted  by  August  1,  1996, 
which  gives  us  plenty  of  time.  We  do 
not  need  legislation.  The  waivers  will 
not  go  into  effect  again  until  October 
1997. 
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I  have  no  idea  what  this  plan  is  doing 
here.  Mr.  Speaker,  unless  it  is  pure  par- 
tisan politics.  It  should  not  be  before 
the  Congress  when  the  White  House  as 
yet  does  not  even  have  it  for  3  weeks. 
But  my  Republican  colleagues,  in  order 
to  help  the  Dole  Presidential  cam- 
paign, are  going  to  shove  these  waivers 
down  the  throat  of  Congress,  even 
when  the  Governor  of  Wisconsin  him- 
self has  said  he  does  not  need  them 
until  October  1, 1996. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  ui^e  my  colleagues,  I 
am  not  going  to  oppose  the  rule,  but  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the  Obey 
substitute.  Let  us  make  sure  that  this 
plan  does  what  it  is  supposed  to  do.  Let 
us  make  sure  that  the  American  people 
are  given  their  promised  30-day  com- 
ment period.  Let  us  not  blindly  waive 
88  Federal  laws  just  to  help  the  Dole 
Presidential  campaign. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  assure  the  mem- 
bers, we  are  not  doing  this  to  help  the 
Dole  campaign.  I  wish  it  were  New 
York  State  applying  for  these  waivers. 
We  need  it  desperately  in  our  State. 
Let  us  do  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
Florida,  Mr.  Porter  Goss,  a  very  valu- 
able member  of  the  Committee  on 
Rules.  I 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  conamend 
my  good  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Glens  Falls.  NY  [Mr.  Solomon],  the  dis- 
tingruished  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  for  his  very  diligent  work  in 
seeking  cooperation  and  receiving  it 
from  the  minority  in  crafting  this  rule. 
In  fsLCt.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  an  ex- 
tremely fair  rule,  providing  the  minor- 
ity with  a  substitute,  as  was  requested, 
along  with  a  traditional  motion  to  re- 
commit, in  effect  giving  those  opposed 
to  this  measure  two  opportunities  to 
propose  changes.  I  think  anybody 
would  agree  that  is  exceedingly  fair. 

Mr.  Speaker,  welfare  reform  is  one  of 
the  most  challenging  and  overdue  mat- 
ters pending  before  this  Congress  and 
this  country.  The  welfare  state,  for  all 
the  social  engineering  and  the  trillions, 
in  excess  of  S5  trillion  of  taxpayers' 
dollars  over  the  past  40  years,  has 
failed  to  bring  people  out  of  poverty  or 
to  break  the  cycle  of  dependency  that 
we  all  see  and  are  upset  about. 

On  the  contrary,  the  policies  of  Big 
Brother  government  have  indisputably 
contributed  to  the  very  problems  they 
were  originally  built  to  solve.  Even  our 
President  recognizes  the  need  to  fix 
this  failure  of  big  government.  He 
made  it  a  celebrated  campaign  issue  4 
years  ago. 
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But  unfortunately,  his  campaign 
rhetoric  has  yet  to  translate  into  con- 
crete action  at  the  White  House,  even 


though  Congress  has  twice  passed  real 
welfare  reform. 

I  say  again.  President  Clinton,  the 
man  who,  while  in  search  of  the  White 
House  4  years  ago,  promised  to  end  wel- 
fare as  we  know  it,  has  rebuffed  work- 
able welfare  reform  that  we  have 
passed.  Now  States  such  as  my  home 
State  of  Florida  are  anxiously  left 
hanging,  awaiting  reform  at  the  na- 
tional level.  The  wages  program  in 
Florida  that  passed  through  both  the 
Florida  House  and  Senate  without  a 
single  "no"  vote  is  predicated  on  ac- 
tion by  President  Clinton,  action  that 
was  promised  and  action  that  has  never 
happened. 

Florida's  approach  was  designed  to 
fit  the  unanimously  passed  National 
Governors'  Association  plan,  which 
closely  resembles  our  H.R.  4,  which  is 
the  true  reform  plan  that  President 
Clinton  vetoed. 

The  bill  before  us  today  focuses  on 
the  State  of  Wisconsin's  Wisconsin 
Works  Program,  which  has  taken  tre- 
mendous steps  toward  restoring  the 
T.-ork  ethic  and  emphasizing  the  Amer- 
ican values  of  responsibility  and  oppor- 
tunity. 

What  the  people  of  Wisconsin  have 
done  by  an  overwhelming  vote,  and  I 
congratulate  them,  is  create  a  system 
that  reinforces  the  importance  of  a  job. 
A  remarkable  thing  about  the  Wiscon- 
sin plan  is  that  it  will  eliminate  the 
cycle  of  dependency  that  our  current 
system  regrettably  fosters. 

By  requiring  recipients  to  work, 
whether  in  a  transitional  job,  a  com- 
munity service  job,  or  a  minimum-  or 
low-wage  job,  the  system  will  help  in- 
dividuals become  productive  members 
of  our  society.  This  is  a  bipartisan  pro- 
gram that  has  the  endorsement  of  the 
President  of  the  United  States  by  his 
own  publicly  spoken  words.  Yet,  de- 
spite this  extraordinary  accomplish- 
ment, Wisconsin  finds  itself  stymied  by 
the  old  entrenched  Federal  regulation 
and  redtape  that  have  bound  so  much 
in  Washington,  and  that  is  why  we  are 
here  today.  This  bill  will  cut  away  the 
Federal  shackles  and  let  Wisconsin 
Works  work. 

Wisconsin's  experience  and  Florida's 
experience  and  those  of  many  other 
States  raise  the  question  of  why  this 
process  is  necessary  in  the  first  place. 

My  Republican  colleagues  and  I  favor 
ending  the  centralized,  Washington- 
knows-best  system  that  requires  States 
to  get  Federal  blessing  when  they  at- 
tempt to  solve  the  real  problems  in 
thefr  State  or  to  end  the  status  quo 
that  is  killing  them.  That  is  what  our 
comprehensive  welfare  reform  propos- 
als are  all  about,  sending  decision- 
making power  back  home  to  the 
States,  closer  to  home,  closer  to  the 
people. 

In  the  next  few  weeks,  we  will  be 
sending  President  Clinton  another  wel- 
fare reform  bill.  This  time  America 
will  be  watching  ever  more  closely  to 


see  if  he  honors  his  campaign  promises 
and  actually  signs  the  bill.  In  the 
meantime.  I  urge  support  for  this  rule 
and  this  bill  because  at  least  it  allows 
one  of  our  great  50  States  to  get  on 
with  the  job  of  reform. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GOSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
gentleman  alluded  to  the  bureaucratic 
redtape.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  that 
this  proposal  has  only  been  before  the 
White  House  less  than  2  weeks? 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reclaiming 
my  time,  I  take  the  gentleman  at  his 
word.  We  are  trjring  to  expedite  a  good 
idea,  and  I  have  seen  2  weeks  stretch 
into  many  years  at  the  White  House. 
Let  us  hope  that  we  can  preclude  that. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  would  the 
gentleman  also  agree  that  every  waiver 
that  Wisconsin  asked  for  has  been 
granted  in  the  past? 

Mr.  GOSS.  I  have  no  idea  about  that. 
I  am  sure  we  will  hear  it  in  the  debate. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Bar- 
rett], who  testified  very  well  before 
the  Committee  on  Rules. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  welcome  to  Presidential  poli- 
tics. 1996,  Wisconsin  style.  We  are  for- 
tunate today  to  have  the  Presidential 
campaign  brought  to  my  home  State 
and  most  particularly  the  district  that 
I  represent,  because  I  represent  the 
most  people  in  this  country  that  are 
going  to  be  affected  by  this  legislation. 
But  I  think  it  will  be  interesting  just 
to  give  you  a  little  history  about  how 
this  came  about,  why  this  issue  is  here 
before  us. 

Wisconsin  has  been  working  on  wel- 
fare reform  for  some  time.  They  held 
nmny  hearings,  they  passed  a  bill,  and 
they  asked  the  presumptive  nominee. 
Senator  Dole,  if  he  would  attend  the 
signing  of  this  bill.  They  thought  it 
would  be  a  good  opportunity  to  get  his 
name  in  front  of  the  American  people 
on  welfare  reform. 

Well,  he  did  not  show  up.  and  they 
were  frustrated,  because  he  did  not 
come  to  our  State,  the  Governor  asked 
him  to  come,  and  he  was  not  there 
when  they  signed  this  bill  into  law. 

A  couple  of  weeks  later.  President 
Clinton  announced  that  he  was  going 
to  be  attending  a  summit  with  Chan- 
cellor Kohl  in  the  city  of  Milwaukee.  It 
was  going  to  happen  on  a  Thursday.  No 
doubt,  the  Dole  campaign  beard  about 
this  and  thought.  How  can  we  upstage 
the  President  in  Wisconsin?  They  said, 
I  know  what  we  will  do,  we  will  go  to 
Wisconsin  2  days  before  the  President 
is  going  to  be  there  and  we  will  blast 
him  on  welfare  reform. 

So  they  set  up  the  entourage,  and 
they  were  all  set  to  blast  the  President 
on  welfare  reform.  Well,  the  President, 
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of  course,  got  wind  of  this  and  thought. 
Why  should  I  let  him  get  in  front  of  me 
on  this  issue  when  I  support  the  wel- 
fare program  and  the  welfare  changes 
in  Wisconsin  as  well?  So  in  his  Satur- 
day evening  address,  he  told  the  Amer- 
ican people  that  he  supports  the  aims 
and  the  goals  of  the  Wisconsin  welfare 
program. 

Once  again,  the  Dole  campaign  was 
just  sputtering,  they  were  so  frustrated 
that  the  President  of  the  United  States 
supports  an  issue  that  they  support, 
that  he  is  actually  attempting  to  take 
an  issue  that  they  consider  to  be  a  Re- 
publican issue  and  take  it  as  his  issue. 
They  just,  their  frustration,  you  could 
almost  see  it  in  their  eyes,  because  now 
here  is  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  the  leader  of  the  entire  coun- 
try, saying  that  he  favors  welfare  re- 
form. 

Well,  now,  this  is  not  an  issue  that 
came  out  of  the  blue,  especially  as  it 
relates  to  President  Clinton,  and  espe- 
cially as  it  relates  to  the  State  of  Wis- 
consin, because  nine  times  the  State  of 
Wisconsin  has  come  to  President  Clin- 
ton and  asked  him  for  a  waiver.  Has  he 
turned  them  down?  Not  a  single  time. 
Every  single  time  the  State  of  Wiscon- 
sin has  come  to  President  Clinton  and 
asked  him  for  a  waiver,  he  has  granted 
it. 

Never  before  have  we  had  to  have 
this  expedited  process  on  the  floor  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  to  grant 
the  waiver  by  Congress.  Why  have  we 
not?  Because  we  were  not  in  the  middle 
of  a  Presidential  campaign  then.  Now, 
we  are  in  the  middle  of  a  Presidential 
campaign.  Now,  the  Republicans  have 
to  take  this  issue,  which  is  essentially 
a  bipartisan  issue,  and  they  go  back  to 
their  room  and  they  sit  down  and  they 
say,  all  right,  dam  it.  he  has  got  us  on 
this  one.  He  is  in  favor  of  this  plan  in 
Wisconsin.  How  can  we  take  this  bipar- 
tisan issue  and  make  it  a  partisan 
issue?  How  can  we  try  to  drive  a  wedge 
in  this  process?  So  the  solution  is,  let 
us  not  let  the  American  public  com- 
ment on  this  waiver  request  at  all.  Let 
us  shut  them  out  entirely. 

Now,  you  will  hear  from  my  col- 
leagues on  the  other  side  that  there 
were  18  months  of  hearings  that  the 
legislature  acted  on  this,  they  acted  on 
it  on  a  bipartisan  basis,  and  every  one 
of  those  statements  is  true,  that  is  ex- 
actly what  happened. 

But  what  happened  next?  Next,  Gov- 
ernor Thompson  took  out  his  partial- 
veto  pen.  He  has  the  largest  partial- 
veto  power  of  any  Governor  in  this  Na- 
tion, and  97  times  he  went  through  this 
document  and  used  his  partial-veto 
pen;  97  times  he  crossed  out  words  or 
phrases  or  sections  that  affected  27  dif- 
ferent topics.  Since  that  date,  since 
Governor  Thompson  exercised  his  item 
veto  power  97  times,  we  have  not  had  a 
single  opportunity  for  public  input  on 
this  measure. 

So  the  measure  that  is  before  us  is 
not  exactly  the  measure  that  was  be- 


fore the  Wisconsin  Legislature  where 
you  had  all  of  those  hearings,  no.  What 
we  have  before  us  is  a  product  that  was 
molded  by  one  person  in  this  country, 
one  person,  the  Governor  of  the  State 
of  Wisconsin. 

So  what  do  the  Republicans  decide  to 
do?  They  say  well,  let  us  go  and  let  us 
try  to  embarrass  the  President.  Let  us 
take  the  olive  branch  that  he  has  ex- 
tended to  us,  let  us  break  it  in  half  and 
shove  it  in  his  eye.  Let  us  try  to  make 
this  bipartisan  issue  a  partisan  issue. 

How  do  they  do  it?  For  the  first  time 
in  our  Nation's  history,  this  House  of 
Representatives  is  considering  a  stand- 
alone bill  that  will  grant  a  waiver. 

Now,  you  would  think  if  this  is  the 
first  time  in  our  Nation's  history  that 
we  are  going  to  do  this,  that  at  least 
you  would  have  some  public  hearings, 
at  least  it  would  be  referred  to  a  com- 
mittee, but  no,  not  on  your  life.  This  is 
the  plan  that  Governor  Thompson  says 
is  going  to  be  a  model  for  the  Nation. 
You  would  think  that  they  would  want 
to  have  a  lot  of  sunshine  placed  on  this 
plan,  that  a  lot  of  people  would  want  to 
see  what  is  in  this  great  waiver  re- 
quest. Exactly  the  opposite  of  what  is 
happening  here. 

Instead,  Governor  Thompson  delivers 
it  to  the  White  House  last  Thursday,  1 
week  ago  today.  My  office  received  its 
copy  from  the  State  of  Wisconsin  2 
days  ago,  48  hours  ago.  I  would  bet 
there  is  not  a  single  Member  of  this 
body  who  has  read  this  waiver  request, 
yet  the  House  of  Representatives  today 
is  going  to  be  asked  to  approve  this,  600 
pages  of  waivers,  without  a  single  bit 
of  public  input. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  not  the  way  we 
should  be  doing  business  in  this  Con- 
gress, that  is  not  the  way  we  should  do 
doing  business  for  the  American  peo- 
ple. The  American  people  have  a  right 
to  be  heard. 

At  his  press  conference,  Governor 
Thompson  said,  yes,  there  are  going  to 
be  speed  bumps  along  the  way  in  this 
program.  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  those 
speed  bumps  just  happen  to  be  real  peo- 
ple in  some  instances,  real  people. 
Women  with  infants  4  months  old.  I  do 
not  refer  to  women  with  infants  4 
months  old  as  speed  bumps,  and  I  think 
that  we  have  an  obligation  here  to  try 
to  listen  to  the  concerns  that  we  hear 
from  the  American  people  and  the  peo- 
ple of  the  State  of  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  wiU  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  it 
true  that  Governor  Thompson  just 
asked  that  this  be  acted  on  by  August 
1,  1996.  to  take  effect  in  October  1997? 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  is  correct.  In  his  waiver 
request.  Governor  Thompson  asks  that 
the  administration  act  on  this  by  Au- 
gust 1. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  All  right.  To  take  ef- 
fect in  October  of  1997. 


Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  To  take 
effect  in  October  of  1997,  that  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  So  there  is  no  reason 
for  exi)edited  procedures  at  this  time? 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Oh,  no. 
There  is  a  reason.  Presidential  politics, 
that  is  the  only  reason. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  That  is  what  it  is.  I 
am  sorry.  I  overlooked  that. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  4 
nunutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Neumann],  who  will  be  car- 
rying this  legislation. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  chairman,  and  I  certainly  would 
like  to  commend  the  chairman  on  de- 
veloping a  rule  here  that  recognizes  the 
right  of  minority  and  respects  the 
rights  of  the  minority  so  all  may  be 
heard  on  this  issue. 

I  am  a  new  Member  of  this  Congress, 
this  is  my  first  term,  and  one  thing  I 
have  learned  since  coming  to  Washing- 
ton is  that  once  I  get  out  in  the  city, 
things  that  seem  so  logical  back  home 
in  Wisconsin  get  tipped  right  upside 
down.  I  thought  partisan  politics  is 
when  one  side  of  the  aisle  develops 
something  and,  because  they  were  in 
the  majority,  forced  it  on  the  other 
side. 

Here  we  have  a  situation  where  a 
Democrat  President  came  into  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  and  said,  I  support 
this  plan,  let  us  get  it  done.  You  have 
a  freshman  Republican  here  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
presenting  a  bill  that  literally  gives 
the  President,  that  Democrat  Presi- 
dent, exactly  what  he  asked  for.  This  is 
not  partisan  politics;  this  is  bipartisan 
politics. 

In  Wisconsin,  when  the  Democrats 
and  the  Republicans  work  together  to 
craft  legislation  and  to  get  a  job  done, 
such  as  they  have  done  in  the  Wiscon- 
sin Works  Program  under  Gov.  Tommy 
Thompson,  when  the  Democrats  and 
the  Republicans  get  together  for  the 
same  purpose  to  get  a  job  done,  we  call 
that  bipartisan,  not  partissm,  and  that 
is  in  fact  what  is  going  on  here. 

But  this  bill  is  not  about  Presidential 
poUtics.  This  bill  is  about  griving  the 
people  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin  the 
right  to  implement  the  program  that 
they  have  debated  for  18  months. 
Somebody  out  here  just  said  that  there 
was  no  debate  on  this.  It  has  been  de- 
bated for  18  months,  by  public  input  by 
the  very  people  who  are  going  to  be  af- 
fected by  this  program;  18  months  of 
debate  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin. 

What  came  out  of  that  18  months  of 
debate  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin?  Well, 
they  passed  it.  They  did  not  pass  it 
with  Republicans  all  voting  one  way 
and  the  Democrats  all  voting  another 
way.  They  passed  it  with  a  two-thfrds 
vote  in  their  assembly  and  a  three- 
quarter  vote  in  thefr  Senate.  As  a  mat- 
ter of  fact,  even  the  majority  of  the 
Democrats  voted  for  this  bill  in  the 
State  of  Wisconsin. 
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I  do  not  see  what  we  are  all  out  here 
debating.  We  have  a  bill  that  has  been 
debated  for  18  months  in  the  State  of 
Wisconsin,  received  a  two-thirds  vote, 
more  than  a  two-thirds  vote  in  both 
Houses  of  the  State.  The  President  of 
the  United  States,  who  supports  the 
bill,  I  do  not  see  why  in  the  world  we 
would  not  just  say  to  Wisconsin,  go 
ahead  and  do  it.  That  is  what  this  is  all 
about,  it  is  about  common  sense. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  make 
a  fundamental  point  in  all  of  this,  and 
that  is  the  fact  that  even  though  Wash- 
ington occasionally  promises  us  that 
they  are  going  to  get  waivers,  they 
wait.  This  is  an  indication  that  right 
now  there  are  28  welfare  waivers  in- 
volving 19  States,  5  of  them  involving 
Democratic  Governors,  where  we  are 
waiting  for  Washington  to  act. 

That  is  why  it  is  necessary  to  come 
to  the  floor  today.  And  the  sense  that 
somehow  this  is  a  ginned-up  Repub- 
lican operation,  the  fact  is  that  the 
President  said  he  was  in  favor  of  the 
Wisconsin  plan,  and  we  are  trying  to 
expedite  the  process.  In  fact,  we  have 
some  applications  pending  back  to  Sep- 
tember 20,  1993,  and  that  is  the  Demo- 
cratic Governors  of  Maryland  and  Flor- 
ida and  Hawaii,  who  are  simply  waiting 
for  Washington  to  act. 

My  colleague  from  Wisconsin  is  abso- 
lutely right,  that  we  want  to  get  these 
waivers  done  and  we  want  to  get  them 
done  as  quickly  as  possible.  If  the 
promise  is  just  turn  them  over  to 
Labor-HHS  and  we  will  get  them  done, 
well,  fine,  we  will  be  back  here  in  1998 
asking  where  they  are. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Speaker,  re- 
claiming my  time,  I  would  just  like  to 
point  out  that  this  is  about  more  than 
that  too.  It  is  about  the  people  in  Wis- 
consin being  asked  to  pass  this  legisla- 
tion and  then  coming  hat  in  hand  and 
asking  the  bureaucrats  in  Washington, 
DC,  900  miles  from  the  State  of  Wiscon- 
sin. I  have  to  tell  my  colleagues.  I  have 
a  lot  of  faith  in  the  people  of  Wiscon- 
sin. 

My  colleague  who  just  spoke  in  oppo- 
sition to  this  from  Wisconsin,  I  have  to 
ask  the  gentleman,  do  you  not  have 
confidence  in  Representative  Tim  Car- 
penter, a  Democrat  from  your  district 
who  voted  for  this  bill,  and  Representa- 
tive Dave  CuUen,  Democrat  in  your 
district  who  voted  for  this  bill.  Rep- 
resentative Jeanette  Bell  in  your  dis- 
trict, another  Democrat? 
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The  point  here  is  that  both  the 
Democrats  and  the  Republicans  in  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  want  this  to  hap- 
pen. I  see  absolutely  nothing  that 
would  lead  me  to  believe  that  the  peo- 
ple here  in  Washington,  DC  can 
Washingtonize  this  Wisconsin  plan  and 


make  it  better  than  the  people  in  the 
State  of  Wisconsin.  I  believe  the  people 
in  the  State  of  Wisconsin  have  the 
knowledge,  the  wisdom,  and  the  com- 
passion to  pass  a  good  welfare  reform 
plan  for  the  State  of  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
30  seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Barrett]. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  response  to  the  gentleman 
who  asked  me  a  question  but  did  not 
give  me  time  to  respond,  I  have  tre- 
mendous confidence  in  them.  I  have 
tremendous  confidence  in  every  elected 
official  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin.  That 
does  not  mean  I  have  tremendous  con- 
fidence in  every  elected  official  in  the 
State. 

Here  we  see  this  horrible  chart  about 
28  waiver  requests  currently  pending 
back  to  September  1993.  There  is  not  a 
single  Wisconsin  waiver  request  that  is 
more  than  a  week  old.  So  if  this  is  your 
concern,  then  we  should  have  a  bill  be- 
fore us  dealing  with  all  those  waiver 
requests.  But,  no,  this  is  not  about 
waiver  requests.  This  is  100  percent 
about  Presidential  politics  and  stick- 
ing it  to  the  President. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  much  has  been  said 
about  the  President's  statement  here, 
how  he  is  in  favor  of  the  Wisconsin 
plan,  he  is  in  favor  of  the  makings  of 
this  plan,  but  let  me  read  what  he  ac- 
tually said.  He  says,  "All  in  all,  Wis- 
consin has  the  makings  of  a  solid,  bold 
welfare  reform  plan.  We  should  get  it 
done.  I  pledge  that  my  administration 
will  work  with  Wisconsin  to  make  an 
effective  transition  to  a  new  vision  of 
welfare  based  on  work  that  protects 
children  and  does  right  by  working 
people  and  thefr  families." 

So  he  did  not  say  he  is  going  to  rub- 
ber stamp  anything  that  Wisconsin 
comes  in  with.  That  is  why  it  is  so  im- 
portant that  HHS  have  this,  to  go  over 
it  and  make  sure  that  it  is  the  proper 
thing. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  srield  3  minutes  to  the 
gentlewoman     from     California     [Ms. 

WOOLSEY]. 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  goal 
of  welfare  reform  is  to  move  recipients 
into  permanent  jobs  and  make  thefr 
families  stronger.  Will  the  Wisconsin 
plan  do  that?  How  can  we  know? 

The  Republicans  are  rushing  through 
these  waiver  requests  without  giving 
the  administration  or  Members  of  Con- 
gress time  for  review.  Even  worse,  they 
are  not  giving  the  citizens  of  Wisconsin 
time  to  comment  on  the  plan. 

In  the  1  week  since  the  Governor  of 
Wisconsin  delivered  the  request  for 
these  waivers  to  the  White  House,  the 
administration  has  received  more  than 
300  letters  commenting  on  the  effects 
of  the  waivers,  letters  that  will  not  be 
considered.  I  received  a  letter  from  the 
Wisconsin  Conference  of  Churches. 
Thefr  letter  expressed  strong  opposi- 


tion to  any  bill  which  bjrpasses  the  nor- 
mal 30-day  comment  period. 

Could  it  be  that  the  Governor  of  Wis- 
consin and  some  of  my  colleagues  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  do  not  feel 
the  Wisconsin  plan  will  hold  up  under 
normal  scrutiny?  Do  they  share  the 
concern  of  the  Children's  Defense 
Fund,  the  Wisconsin  Conference  of 
Churches  and  others  that  a  timely  re- 
view of  the  Wisconsin  welfare  plan  will 
reveal  that  this  pljin  will  weaken  the 
safety  net  for  poor  children? 

I  do  not  know  the  answer  to  this 
question.  The  truth  is  that  no  one  does. 
There  has  not  been  enough  time  to  re- 
view the  waiver  requests,  to  fully  un- 
derstand thefr  effect  on  poor  children 
in  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  I  srield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  shortly 
the  gentlewoman  will  be  asked  and  434 
other  Members  of  Congress  wUl  be 
asked  to  vote  for  and  to  approve  88 
waivers  for  this  welfare  plan.  Has  she 
had  an  opportunity  or  has  her  office  re- 
ceived a  copy  of  these  waivers? 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  No:  we  have  not. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Does  the  gentle- 
woman mean  to  tell  me  that  she  is 
going  to  be  asked  to  vote  on  a  major, 
major  piece  of  legislation  today  and 
she  has  never  read  what  she  is  voting 
on? 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  That  is  the  case. 
That  is  not  fair  to  the  children  of  Wis- 
consin. Let  us  vote  against  this  bill. 
Let  us  take  time  to  shed  light  on  the 
Wisconsin  plan.  Let  us  be  sure  that  the 
children  of  Wisconsin  have  a  chance  to 
grow  into  healthy,  responsible  adults. 
Therefore,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port the  Obey  substitute. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  would 
you  inform  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Solomon]  and  myself  about 
the  remaining  time? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Inc- 
us of  South  Carolina).  The  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Moaelet]  has 
14  minutes  remaining  and  the  gen- 
tleman fi*om  New  York  [Mr.  Solomon] 
has  IZVi  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
11  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  KLECZKA]  who  presented  a 
great  case  at  the  Rules  Conunittee  yes- 
terday. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  I  thank  the  ranking 
member  of  the  Rules  Committee  for 
srielding  me  the  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  I  would  like  to  do 
is  first  of  all  talk  about  the  rule,  since 
we  are  on  the  rule,  for  a  brief  time,  and 
then  we  will  talk  about  some  other 
things. 

We  were  not  accused,  but  it  was 
noted  at  the  Rules  Committee  yester- 
day that  the  Democrats  who  were  there 
asking  for  a  substitute  amendment 
were  very  animated  and  there  was 
pounding  and  clapping,  and  one  of  the 
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Republican  senior  Members  made  note 
of  that.  My  response  was  that  for  the 
Democrats  to  get  an  opportunity  to 
offer  a  substitute  amendment  comes  so 
infrequently  and  is  so  rare  that  we 
thought  if  we  did  a  lot  of  animation, 
we  would  have  a  rule  that  would  pro- 
vide for  a  substitute  amendment.  I 
want  to  thank  the  gentleman  because 
it  worked. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KLECZKA..  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  The  gentleman 
knows  that  the  minority,  whether  it  be 
Republican  in  the  past.  Democrat  now, 
they  always  get  their  substitute.  We  do 
everything  we  can  to  bend  over  back- 
wards 90  percent  of  the  time,  and  the 
gentleman  knows  that. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Let  me  reclaim  my 
time  and  indicate  to  the  membership, 
who  know  better  than  I  do,  that  sub- 
stitute amendments  to  legislation 
coming  before  the  House  are  rare  this 
session  under  Republican  control.  The 
best  we  can  do  is  a  motion  to  recom- 
mit, and  there  are  not  3  people  sitting 
out  there  watching  C-Span  who  know 
what  the  heck  that  is,  but  it  is  good 
cover. 

But  as  far  as  the  rule  goes,  I  do  want 
to  thank  my  good  friend  from  New 
York,  Mr.  Solomon,  for  permitting  a 
substitute  amendment  which  we  will 
offer  in  a  short  time  before  this  body. 
But  let  us  review  and  try  to  set 
straight  what  is  at  issue  here.  What  are 
we  doing? 

Well,  the  Governor  of  the  State  of 
Wisconsin  has  asked  the  President  and 
the  administration  to  approve  88  sepa- 
rate and  distinct  waivers  so  Wisconsin 
can  implement  a  welfare  change,  a 
change  which  I  should  add  that  I  sup- 
port for  the  most  part.  But  the  issue 
today,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  not  welfare  re- 
form, and  it  is  not  welfare  reform  be- 
cause we  are  going  to  have  that  debate 
within  a  couple  of  weeks  on  this  floor. 

There  is  a  product  being  developed  as 
I  speak  in  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  where  I  serve,  that  will  provide 
for  a  radical  change  in  the  welfare  laws 
of  this  country.  It  is  a  redo  of  a  prod- 
uct that  has  been  vetoed,  and  as  far  as 
I  am  concerned,  and  as  my  Republican 
colleagues  know,  I  supported  the  last 
welfare  reform  bill  and  I  will  probably 
be  supporting  this  one. 

So  the  issue  before  us  is  not  whether 
or  not  we  should  reform  welfare.  That 
is  not  the  issue  today.  Let  us  not  make 
it  the  issue  today.  The  issue  today  is 
nothing  other  than  process. 

The  Governor  a  week  ago  has  asked 
the  administration  to  approve  88  dis- 
tinct waivers.  Normal  process  would  be 
that  there  is  a  30-day  comment  period. 
For  what  reason?  So  the  public,  who  is 
paying  the  tab,  can  come  forward  and 
have  their  opinions  noted. 

If  in  fact  we  pass  what  the  Repub- 
lican majority  has  put  before  us  today, 
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what  is  going  to  happen  is  Congress,  or 
the  House  of  Representatives,  will  rub- 
ber stamp  all  88  waivers.  As  I  asked  the 
gentlewoman  from  California  a  few 
minutes  ago,  has  she  read  the  waivers? 
She  said  no.  The  simple  fact,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  there  is  not  anyone  in  here 
except  maybe  four  or  five  from  Wiscon- 
sin who  have  read  the  waivers. 

Let  me  show  what  has  been  passed 
out  for  today's  debate.  Here  is  a  copy 
of  the  rule,  a  short  one-paragraph. 
That  provides  for  the  consideration  of 
the  rule.  Then  here  is  the  actual  reso- 
lution, which  is  2^  pages,  which  indi- 
cates that  Congress  knows  all,  we  are 
going  to  rubberstamp  this,  we  are 
going  to  deem  this  done,  the  rubber 
stamp  this,  we  are  going  to  deem  this 
done,  the  public  be  damned.  Then  here 
is  a  resolution  that  accompanies  the 
rule  report,  and  that  is  it. 

So  for  the  Members  from  California, 
the  one  Member  from  Alaska,  the  good 
Members  who  represent  the  State  of 
Florida,  they  do  not  know  what  we  are 
doing.  Oh,  a  copy  has  just  been  handed 
out  right  now  to  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin,  but  it  is  not  made  available 
to  the  Members  with  the  documenta- 
tion that  is  available  in  the  back  room 
for  all  of  us  to  decipher. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  M£issachusetts. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Does  the  gentleman 
know  of  any  waiver  from  Wisconsin 
that  was  sent  to  the  administration  on 
welfare  that  was  ever  denied? 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  No.  In  fact  there  have 
been,  I  believe,  nine  submitted  for  ap- 
proval and  all  nine  have  been  expe- 
dited. So  the  question  before  us  is  not 
whether  or  not  these  waivers  are  going 
to  be  granted  or  whether  or  not  they 
are  going  to  be  expedited.  The  main 
issue  before  us  today  is  to  cut  off  any 
public  comment  like  a  letter  I  received 
from  the  Catholic  bishops,  who  asked 
that  they  be  heard  on  this  issue.  They 
will  not  be  heard. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  I  srield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  For  the  gen- 
tleman's edification,  a  listing  of  the 
waivers  that  were  requested  by  Grov- 
emor  Thompson  appeared  in  the  Con- 
gressional Record  of  June  4,  1996,  at 
page  E992.  So  every  Member  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  and  for  that 
matter  the  public  at  large,  by  9  a.m. 
yesterday  morning  had  the  list  of  the 
waivers  that  were  requested.  I  am 
sorry  that  many  of  the  Members,  in- 
cluding the  gentlewoman  from  Califor- 
nia, decided  not  to  look  at  them  before 
making  her  speech. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
let  me  indicate  that  usually  the  cal- 
endars are  in  the  back  of  the  hall  here. 
I  did  not  see  any  there.  But  to  contend 
that  the  general  public  have  all  re- 


ceived a  copy  of  the  Congressional 
Record  of  yesterday  is  totally  ludi- 
crous. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  I  srield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  In  referring  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  who  just 
took  a  seat.  I  think  if  he  looks,  and  un- 
less I  am  mistaken,  the  matter  that  ap- 
peared in  the  Congressional  Record  of 
June  4,  was  just  listing  the  title  of  the 
waivers.  There  was  no  explanation  of 
what  they  were.  So  that  really  informs 
people  a  lot,  so  they  can  just  look  at 
the  title  of  88  waivers  but  does  not  say 
one  thing  about  what  those  waivers 
are. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  I  3neld  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
seem  to  be  radically  off  track  in  this 
debate.  Those  waivers  were  developed 
and  debated.  The  program  was  devel- 
oped in  Wisconsin  for  18  months  and 
was  debated  for  18  months  in  the  State 
of  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  I  am  just  talking 
about  statements  made  here  that  are 
not  completely  true.  To  say  that  the 
waivers  are  listed  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  and  all  you  find  when 
you  look  are  titles  of  waivers  and  no 
explanation,  I  just  think  that  is  not  de- 
bating this  matter  the  way  it  should  be 
debated. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I 
might  continue,  when  we  get  into  gen- 
eral debate  on  the  bill,  I  will  read 
through  a  whole  bunch  of  these  waivers 
and  then  I  will  see  if  any  Member  of 
the  House  can  explain  it  to  me.  or  since 
a  contention  has  been  made  that  the 
general  public  is  totally  knowledgeable 
on  this,  let  me  maybe  call  some  of  my 
constituents,  or  better  yet  maybe  I  will 
call  some  from  Racine  and  see  if  they 
can  inform  me  and  the  other  Members 
what  some  of  these  one-liners  mean. 
But  nevertheless,  the  whole  issue  today 
is  not  welfare  reform.  It  is  one  of  proc- 
ess, whether  or  not  we  are  going  to 
have  the  public  come  forward  and 
make  their  views  known  on  88  specific 
waivers.  The  contention  has  been 
made,  "Well,  the  legislature  passed  the 
bill."  They  sure  did.  But  also  there 
were  27  vetoes  that  were  made  to  the 
bill  by  the  Governor.  It  took  him  5  or 
6  weeks  after  the  legislature  passed  the 
legislation  to  sign  it,  if  we  are  talking 
about  rush,  but  as  far  as  the  legisla- 
ture, they  do  not  know  to  this  day 
what  any  of  the  88  waivers  are. 

I  served  in  the  legislature.  I  know  a 
little  bit  about  State  legislative  enact- 
ments. My  colleague,  Tom  Barrett, 
served  in  the  legrislature,  as  well  as  Jm 

SENSENBRENNER. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  legislation  which 
is  now  chapter,  law,  something  or 
other.  State  of  Wisconsin,  there  weis  no 
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listing  of  the  waiver.  The  legislators 
who  voted  for  this  do  not  know  what 
waivers  are  being  requested.  So  let  us 
clean  up  the  nonsense  that  we  are  try- 
ing to  redo  the  legislation.  That  is  to- 
tally not  the  case. 

Let  me  talk  about  a  couple  of  other 
things.  The  President  does  support  the 
initiative  by  the  State  of  the  Wiscon- 
sin. But  never  in  his  radio  comments 
did  he  say,  "And  I  will  sign  without 
reading  all  88  waivers."  It  was  not  said. 
I  think  he  should  have  an  opportunity 
to  digest  them,  also. 

Let  me  talk  about  the  rush  here.  The 
rush  is  that  this  program  does  not  go 
into  effect  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin 
until  October  1,  1997,  a  year  and  a  half 
from  now.  And  to  show  how  ludicrous 
the  rush  job  is  that  we  are  being  told  to 
engage  in,  that  was  one  of  the  vetoes. 
The  legislature  said  to  the  Governor, 
"We  want  this  on  line  and  running  Sep- 
tember 1,  1977."  The  Governor  vetoed 
that  September  1  date,  making  it  Sep- 
tember 30,  so  he  delayed  it  by  his  own 
pen  some  30  days. 

D  1115 

We  have  to  do  this  within  3  days, 
without  reading  it,  with  no  Member 
knowing  what  is  in  the  waivers. 

Why  is  this  before  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment? That  was  asked  and  we 
talked  about  that  at  the  Committee  on 
Rules.  Welfare  in  this  program,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  a  national  program.  If  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  was  putting  100  per- 
cent of  their  dollars,  raised  from  the 
taxpayers,  into  the  program,  they 
should  have  complete  say,  and  no  one 
would  disagree  with  that  on  this  floor. 
But  the  taxpayers  of  this  country  pay 
60  percent  of  this  program,  and  so  I 
think  that  the  taxpayers  from  Georgia 
and  Arizona  and  New  Mexico  have  a 
say  in  this,  and  that  is  why  we  have 
this  public  process,  so  if,  in  fact,  they 
are  so  moved  they  will  have  a  say  in  it. 

This  is  not  a  rewriting  of  the  State 
legislative  enactment.  That  is  the  law 
in  Wisconsin.  This  is  the  next  step,  be- 
cause 60  percent  of  it  is  paid  for  by  the 
national  taxpayers.  And  if  we  are  going 
to  advantage  the  State  of  Wisconsin  or 
give  them  more  money,  I  think  the 
other  States  should  have  a  say  in  it, 
and  that  is  why  these  waivers  do  come 
here  for  approval. 

Again,  is  someone  dragging  their 
feet?  Clearly  not.  The  Governor  indi- 
cates he  wants  this  approved  August  1 
of  this  year.  The  substitute  amend- 
ment which  I  will  be  producing  with 
my  colleagues,  the  gentlemen  from 
Wisconsin,  Mr.  Obey  and  Mr.  Barrett, 
will  do  exactly  that.  The  substitute 
amendment  is,  instead  of  rubber 
stamping  it  sight  unseen,  like  the  Re- 
publicans want  to  do,  the  substitute  is 
very  common-sensical.  What  it  says  is 
we  sill  print  the  waivers  in  the  Federal 
Register,  and  not  just  one  line,  the 
whole  thing;  and  then  we  will  give  the 
public,  the  people  of  the  country  who 
pay  the  tab,  30  days  to  be  heard. 


I  ask  my  Republican  colleagues,  why 
do  they  fear  the  public  coming  out  and 
saying  something  on  this?  They  are 
paying  for  it.  They  have  a  right.  And 
then  the  resolution  that  expedites  con- 
sideration and  provides  July  31,  it  will 
be  done. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume  so 
that,  for  the  record.  I  can  inform  my 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Kleczka],  that  we  have  had  120 
bills  brought  to  the  floor  under  rules  in 
this  Congress;  85  percent  of  them  were 
given  substitutes  for  the  minority.  And 
when  we  subtract  the  continued  resolu- 
tions that  do  not  have  substitutes,  it 
runs  over  90  percent.  That  is  very  fair, 
and  I  appreciate  the  gentleman  for 
commending  us  for  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  30  seconds  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Neu- 
mann]. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  this 
time.  I  want  to  bring  the  debate  back 
to  where  it  belongs.  This  debate  is 
about  whether  we  want  Washington  in- 
terference in  the  Wisconsin  plan.  The 
Wisconsin  plan  was  debated  for  18 
months,  it  was  passed  by  a  two-thirds 
majority,  and  the  question  is  do  we 
really  want  the  Washington  bureau- 
crats, 900  miles  from  the  State  of  Wis- 
consin, to  now  Washingtonize  the  Wis- 
consin plan?  That  is  what  this  debate 
is  about. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Menomonee  Falls,  WI  [Mr.  Sensen- 
brenner],  a  gentleman  that  came  here 
with  me  back  in  1978.  He  is  one  of  the 
most  respected  Members  of  this  body. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Glens 
Falls,  NY,  for  yielding  me  this  time, 
and  I  rise  in  support  of  the  rule  and 
also  the  legislation. 

The  previous  speaker,  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Kleczka],  I  think 
has  put  a  lot  of  red  herrings  into  this 
debate.  There  are  some  very  fundamen- 
tal and  core  issues  here.  First  is  where 
should  the  real  decisions  be  made  on 
what  type  of  welfare  reform  we  have  in 
the  State  of  Wisconsin.  Should  they  be 
made  by  Washington  bureaucrats  in 
dealing  with  these  waivers  or  should 
they  be  made  by  the  people  of  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  and  their  elected 
legislators  dealing  with  this  issue  in 
Wisconsin? 

This  issue  has  probably  gotten  more 
public  debate  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin 
than  any  other  issue  in  the  history  of 
the  State.  From  the  time  the  legisla- 
tion was  first  formulated,  the  State 
legislature  had  30  public  hearings  or 
town  hall  meetings  in  Wisconsin  on  the 
issue  of  W-2.  There  were  120  hours  of 
public  debate  in  sites  all  throughout 
the  State  on  the  legislation  and  over 
2,000  residents  of  Wisconsin  partici- 
pated in  these  hearings. 

Now,  what  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Klecza]  says  is  let  us  for- 


get all  about  that,  that  does  not  count 
at  all.  Let  us  end  up  having  some  pub- 
lic hearings  out  here  in  Washington 
and  then  let  us  have  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  or  the  bu- 
reaucrats under  her  control  rewrite 
these  waivers  and  pick  and  choose 
which  waivers  we  want  to  grant  and  in 
what  form.  And  the  fact  is  that  very 
few  of  the  waivers  that  have  been  sub- 
mitted by  Wisconsin  or  other  States 
have  been  approved  in  the  form  in 
which  the  Governors  have  submitted 
them. 

It  is  an  extensive  process  of  negotia- 
tion between  the  State  and  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Hvmian  Services, 
and  we  do  not  want  that  to  happen 
here. 

I  do  not  see  why  we  ought  to  ask  the 
2.000  people  who  participated  in  the 
public  debate  on  W-2  to  have  to  figure 
out  a  way  to  make  thefr  voice  heard  in 
Washington,  DC,  900  miles  away,  when 
they  were  able  to  give  their  input  in 
places  like  Madison  and  Milwaukee, 
Oshkosh,  Appleton.  Belolt.  Wausau, 
and  LaCrosse. 

The  second  red  herring  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Klecza] 
decided  to  throw  into  this  debate  is 
about  the  cost  of  the  program.  We  all 
know  that  the  Federal  Government 
spends  about  60  percent  of  AFDC  costs. 
Granting  these  waivers  is  not  going  to 
cost  the  Federal  taxpayers  one  addi- 
tional dime,  because  there  is  a  provi- 
sion in  this  bill,  for  anybody  that  de- 
cides to  read  it,  that  says  very  plainly 
that  the  total  grant  of  the  State  of 
Wisconsin  shall  not  exceed  the  amount 
of  the  grant  that  Wisconsin  would  have 
gotten  had  these  waivers  not  been  ap- 
proved at  all. 

Now,  the  President  has  come  on 
board  in  sasrlng  that  he  is  in  favor  of 
W-2.  In  his  radio  address,  which  was 
after  Governor  Thompson  issued  his 
line  vetoes  and  signed  the  bill,  he  said 
in  conclusion,  "In  all,  Wisconsin  has 
the  makings  of  a  solid,  bold  welfare  re- 
form bill.  We  should  get  it  done." 

Today,  we  are  getting  it  done  here, 
and  I  would  hope  that  this  issue  would 
not  be  obfuscated  and  not  be  clouded. 
Wisconsin  is  leading  the  way  in  welfare 
reform,  Washington  should  not  stand 
in  the  way.  and  that  is  why  this  bill 
should  be  enacted. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
3Mj  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin, Mr.  Toby  Roth.  I  mentioned 
that  the  other  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin [Mr.  SENSENBRENNER],  had  come  to 
this  Congress  with  me  back  in  1978. 
This  is  another  Member  from  Wiscon- 
sin who  came  here  at  the  same  time, 
and  he  has  been  really  one  of  the  most 
dynamic  Members  of  this  body.  He  is 
going  to  be  retiring  this  year  at  a  very 
young  age,  of  his  own  volition,  and  we 
just  commend  him  for  it.  He  is  a  great 
man. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  my 
friend  for  yielding  me  this  time,  and 
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may  I  say  this,  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  has  done  a  super  job  as 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Rules 
and  we  appreciate  his  dedication  and 
service.  In  fact,  he  was  working  on  this 
legislation  way  into  the  night  last 
night  and  we  want  him  to  know  we  ap- 
preciate it. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  focus  in  on 
the  issues  rather  than  to  draw  off  to 
one  tangent  or  another.  Basically,  the 
reason  we  are  here,  as  has  been  said  so 
many  times,  is  that  the  President  has 
said  in  his  radio  address  to  the  Amer- 
ican people  that  he  is  in  favor  of  the 
Wisconsin  plan.  And  I  think  when  the 
President  says  that  in  a  nationwide  ad- 
dress, I  think  we  should  be  able  to  take 
the  President  of  the  United  States  at 
his  word,  that  he  is  not  just  making 
these  Saturday  pronouncements  as  a 
political  campaign  speech,  that  he  is 
talking  to  the  American  jjeople  and  he 
is  talking  to  them  about  vital  issues 
that  face  our  country. 

Now,  when  we  called  the  White  House 
this  morning,  we  asked  what  was  their 
position.  They  have  no  position.  Now, 
we  have  to  have  some  intellectual  in- 
tegrity in  this  place.  And  if  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  is  not  going 
to  supply  the  intellectual  integrity, 
then  we,  as  the  board  of  directors  of 
this  country,  have  to  supply  that  in- 
tegrity. 

Our  answer  to  the  White  House  basi- 
cally is  this:  Lead,  follow,  or  get  out  of 
the  way.  We  have  a  job  to  do  and  we 
are  going  to  do  that  job. 

Everyone  here  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle  and  on  that  side  of  the  aisle  al- 
ways says  we  have  to  give  more  power 
back  to  the  States.  We  are  living  in  a 
transition.  We  are  living  in  change.  We 
have  to  have  the  States  have  more  re- 
sponsibility. My  fWends,  that  is  exactly 
what  we  are  doing  here,  is  we  are  giv- 
ing the  people  of  the  State  of  Wiscon- 
sin that  power,  and  rightly  so,  not  only 
because  of  the  issue  but  historically. 

Seventy-five  years  ago  the  great  de- 
bate on  the  floor  of  this  House  was 
what  is  Wisconsin  doing?  Because  Wis- 
consin was  and  is  one  of  the  great  lab- 
oratories for  historical  change  in  legis- 
lation in  this  body  and  in  this  country. 
We  moved  from  the  agricultural  soci- 
ety into  the  industrial  society.  Today, 
we  are  moving  from  the  industrial  soci- 
ety to  the  information  age.  And  what 
Bob  LaFollette  and  other  progressives 
had  said  at  that  time.  Tommy  Thomp- 
son and  the  Republicans  are  doing 
today.  So  we  are  again  in  our  historic 
mode  of  doing  what  is  necessary,  not 
only  for  the  State  of  Wisconsin  but  for 
this  country. 

What  we  are  doing  basically  is  saying 
that  the  welfare  ofQce  is  going  to  be- 
come an  employment  office.  By  the 
year  2000  we  will  not  have  welfare  of- 
fices in  the  State  of  Wisconsin.  We 
want  to  restore  some  dignity  back  to 
the  people  again.  And  all  of  our  futur- 
ists are  saying  this:  That  the  individ- 
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ual  is  more  empowered  today  than  he 
or  she  has  ever  been.  And  we  are  fun- 
neling  that  information,  that  power 
back  into  the  individual  again. 

The  people  of  this  country  have  a 
right  to  have  some  dignity.  Welfare  has 
destroyed  the  family,  has  destroyed  the 
dignity  of  the  individual,  and  what  we 
are  sasring  is  we  want  to  restore  that 
esteem  again. 

The  big  issue  here,  and  the  reason  it 
is  being  fought  so  much,  is  not  because 
of  Wisconsin  or  is  not  because  of  all  the 
reasons  that  have  been  mentioned;  the 
big  issue  here  is  are  we  seeing  the 
death  knell  of  the  liberal  welfare  state. 
Because  when  we  destroy  welfare  as  we 
know  it  in  America  today,  we  are 
changing  the  Govenmient  of  America. 

So  this  is  a  very  basic  issue.  It  goes 
beyond  what  is  said  of  the  rules  or 
process.  What  we  are  saying  here  today 
is  we  are  changing  the  way  we  are  gov- 
erning. We  are  changing  the  way  the 
people  of  America  are  living.  That  is 
why  this  is  such  a  deep  issue. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  very  fine  gentleman 
from  Williamsville,  NY  [Mr.  Paxon], 
one  of  my  colleagues. 

Mr.  PAXON.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  was  just 
3  weeks  ago  that  President  Clinton  said 
he  supported  giving  States  the  oppor- 
txmity  to  reform  their  poverty  pro- 
grams, and  he  said  that  if  the  States 
sent  in  waivers  that  he  would  sign 
them.  Unfortunately,  when  we  take  a 
look  at  the  record,  it  seems  that  poli- 
tics is  driving  the  administration  ra- 
tion than  the  needs  of  jwor  people  in 
our  States. 

Take  a  look  at  the  Medicaid  waiver 
requests  made  by  our  Nation's  Gov- 
ernors. This  chart  reveals  politics  and 
party  determine  whether  or  not  these 
reforms  will  be  approved.  Eight  of  the 
11  Medicaid  waivers  approved  by  the 
administration  went  to  States  with 
Democrat  Governors.  Seven  Republican 
Governors  are  still  waiting  for  their 
waivers  to  be  approved. 

In  fact,  two  of  the  Republican  Gov- 
ernors have  been  waiting  20  months, 
Mr.  Speaker.  My  own  State  of  New 
York  has  been  waiting  14  months  for 
the  administration  to  act.  No  Demo- 
crat Governor  ever  had  to  wait  longer 
than  11  months  to  get  their  waivers  ap- 
proved. 

Now,  the  President  says  he  is  for  re- 
form, but,  in  fact,  he  is  blocking  it  and 
making  it  harder  for  our  States  to 
serve  low-income  families.  I  urge  the 
President  to  stop  playing  politics  and 
approve  these  reforms. 

We  should  pass  this  rule  and  pass  this 
bill,  and  send  a  message,  a  loud,  and 
clear  message,  to  the  White  House. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
30  seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Barrett]. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  just  have  to  point  out  that 
it  is  amazing  to  me  that  we  have 
speaker  after  speaker  who  talk  about 


these  waiver  requests  that  have  been 
denied.  Why  are  we  not  dealing  with 
them  now?  Why  are  we  dealing  with 
the  waiver  requests  from  a  State  that 
has  had  every  single  waiver  granted?  It 
does  not  make  any  sense. 

The  reason  is  they  want  to  embarrass 
the  President.  They  want  to  make  a  bi- 
partisan issue  a  partisan  issue.  That  is 
the  only  explanation.  Otherwise,  they 
would  be  coming  in  with  a  waiver  re- 
quest from  the  State  of  Michigan  or 
from  the  State  of  New  York.  But  here 
we  have  a  Republican  Governor  in  the 
State  of  Wisconsin,  who  has  had  every 
waiver  that  he  has  asked  for  granted. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
l¥i  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Klug],  and  I  can  think  of 
no  one  better  to  rebut  that  last  state- 
ment than  this  gentleman. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker,  unfortu- 
nately in  this  case,  my  colleague  from 
Wisconsin,  Mr.  Barrett,  is  wrong.  Ac- 
tually, in  one  fairly  significant  fight 
with  the  Clinton  administration,  Wis- 
consin originally  asked,  under  the 
work  not  welfare  waiver  request,  that 
every  county  in  the  State  be  covered. 
By  the  time  Washington  got  done  with 
it,  only  two  counties  in  the  entire 
State  were  covered. 

a  1130 

That  is  typical,  because  every  time 
we  find  ourselves  in  a  waiver  applica- 
tion situation,  Washington  wants  to  re- 
write the  rules. 

My  sense  is,  what  this  debate  comes 
down  to  is,  whose  judgment  do  you 
trust,  the  people  of  Wisconsin,  two- 
thirds  of  the  State  assembly,  three- 
quarters  of  the  State  senate  voted  for 
this  measure.  As  you  heard  from  my 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin [Mr.  Sensenbrenner],  countless 
hours  of  hearings  all  across  the  State. 

Here  is  the  bottom  line,  again,  the 
track  record  of  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion on  waivers,  of  the  three  waivers, 
Illinois,  Massachusetts,  Wyoming  de- 
nied; three  States,  New  Mexico,  Ohio, 
South  Carolina,  all  pulled  back  their 
waiver  applications  because  the  Clin- 
ton administration  wanted  to  rewrite 
it. 

The  following  States  currently  have 
waivers  they  are  waiting  for:  Califor- 
nia, of  course,  the  interesting  question, 
when  the  gentlewoman  from  California 
[Ms.  WOOLSEY]  was  up  here  criticizing 
the  Wisconsin  plan,  has  she  done  any- 
thing to  help  California's  waiver  appli- 
cation which  is  now  pending;  Florida; 
Georgia,  Democratic  Governor;  Hawaii, 
Democratic  Governor;  Illinois;  Indiana, 
Democratic  Governor;  Iowa;  Kansas; 
Maine;  Maryland,  Democratic  gov- 
ernor; Michigan;  Minnesota;  New 
Hampshire,  waiting  since  1993;  Okla- 
homa; Pennsylvania;  South  Carolina; 
Tennessee;  and  Utah. 

The  f£W5t  of  the  matter  is,  the  admin- 
istration says,  we  will  grant  you  these 
waivers,  and  we  wait  6  months  and  1 
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year  and  l¥i  years  and  2  years  and  2% 
and  3  years. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Kleczka]. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  re- 
sponse to  the  gentleman  from  Madison, 
WI,  Scxyrr  Klug.  Scott,  you  seem  to 
indicate  that  in  a  work  not  welfare 
program  that  the  State  was  asking  to 
have  all  72  counties  in  the  State  cov- 
ered. My  recollection  is  the  legislature 
only  provided  for  2  counties,  2  small 
counties.  When  the  legislature  was  de- 


bating the  issue,  many  wanted  Milwau- 
kee County,  the  largest  county  in  the 
State,  included  in  this  trial  test.  The 
Republican  legislature  said  no.  So 
going  for  waivers  was  only  the  2  coim- 
ties  that  were  finally  tested.  There 
never  was  a  request  from  the  State  leg- 
islature for  the  whole  State. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  ING- 
LIS  of  South  Carolina).  The  Chair  ad- 


vises Members  to  address  their  re- 
marks to  the  Chair  and  not  to  Mem- 
bers, particularly  in  given  names. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  at  the  beginning  of  this 
Congress  the  Republican  majority 
claimed  that  the  House  was  going  to 
consider  bills  under  an  open  process.  I 
would  like  to  point  out  that  66  percent 
of  the  legrislation  this  session  has  been 
considered  under  a  restrictive  process. 
At  this  point  I  include  for  the  Record 
the  following  material: 


FLOOR  PROCEDURE  IN  THE  104TH  CONGRESS  1ST  SESSION;  COMPILED  BY  THE  RULES  COMMITTEE  DEMOCRATS 


Bill  No. 


Title 


Resolution  No 


Pnxtu  latt  lor  floor  couidcntan 


AfflenOmnts 
in  order 


H.R.  1-  _ 
H.  Res.  6 
HJl  5-  ... 


Comohance  

Opening  Diy  Rules  Packafe 
UntunM  Mandates  _. 


HJ.  Res.  2*  . 
H.  Res.  43  „ 
H.R.  101  

H.R.  400  

H.R.  440  

H.R.  2*  . 

H.R.  665*  ..... 
H.R.  666-  .... 
H.R.  667*  ..... 
H.R.  668'  .... 

H.R.  728*  

HJJ.  7* 

RR.  72r  ... 

1  2 

HJt.  831  ._.. 

H.R.  830*  „. 

H.R.  889  

H.R  450*  ..... 
H.R  1022-  -. 
H.R.  926-  _. 
HJ».  925'  _. 


Balanced  Budiet 

Committee  Heannjs  ScMuiini __ 

To  transfer  a  parcel  of  land  to  ttie  Taos  Pueblo  Indians  of  New  Mei- 

ico. 
To  provide  for  tlie  ecKange  of  lands  otttiin  Gates  of  tlie  Arctic  Na- 

tioital  Park  Preserve. 
To  provide  for  tlie  conwyanct  of  lands  to  certain  individuals  in 

Butte  County.  Calrfoniia. 

Une  Item  Veto  _ 

Victim  Restitutioii  Act  of  1995  

Eiclusionary  Rule  Reform  Act  of  1995  

Violent  Cnminal  Incarceration  Act  of  1995 

The  Criminal  Alien  Deportation  Inpnnement  Act 

Local  Gowrnment  Law  Entortenwnt  Block  Grants 

National  Security  Rewtalaation  Act 

Death  Penaltymabeas 

Senate  Compliance  . 


To  Permanently  Extend  trie  Healtli  tnsurancc  Oediictioo  for  tlie  Sdf- 
Employed- 

The  Paperwork  Reduction  Act  

Emergency  SupplementafResanding  Certain  Budget  Authority 

Regulatory  Moratonum  _ „„_._. 

Risk  Assessment 

Regulatory  Flexibility 


Private  Property  Protection  Act 


HJt.  losr 

HJt.  988*  .. 
HJt.956*  . 

HJt.  list  .. 


Securities  Ubgation  Reform  Act 


HJ.  Res.  73*  

HJt.  4*  

HJt.  1271*  

HJt.  660*  .„._  _ 

HJt.  1215*  

HJt.  483 ..... 

HJt.  655 

HJt.  1361  

HJt.  961   

HA  535  

Nil.  SS4 

HJt.  614 

H.  Con.  Res.  67 

The  Attorney  Accountability  Act  of  1995 
Product  Liability  and  legal  Reform  Act  _ 


Making  Emergency  Supplemental  Appnooiiatons  and  Rescissions 


Tenn  Units 


Welfare  Reform 


Family  Privacy  Act 

Housing  for  Older  Persons  Act 

The  Contract  Witfi  Amenca  Tax  Rditf  Act  of  1995 


Medicare  Select  Extension  . 


H  Res  6 
H.  Res  5 
H.  Res.  38 

H  Res.  44 
H  Res  43  m 
H  Res.  51 

H  Res.  52 

H.  Res.  53 

H.  Res  55 
H.  Res.  El 
H.  Res.  60 
H.  Res.  63 
H  Res  69 
H  Res.  79 
H.  Res.  83 
N/A 
Wk 
H  Res.  88 

H  Res.  91 
H.  Res.  92 
H.  Rts.  93 
H,  Res.  96 
H  Res.  100 
H.  Res.  101 


H.  Res.  105 

H.  Res.  104 

H.  Rts.  109 

H  Res.  115 


H.  Res.  116 
H.  Res.  119 


H  Res.  125 
H.  Res.  126 
H.  Res.  129 


H.  Res.  130 


H.  Res.  136 
H.  Res.  139 


H.  Res.  140 


Hydrogen  Future  Act 

Coast  Guard  Autlionzation 

Clean  Water  Act  


Corning  National  Fish  Hatchery  Comcyance  Act . 


_.  H.  Res.  lU 

Conveyince  of  the  Faiiport  National  Fish  Hatdieiy  to  the  State  of  H.  Res.  14S 

Iowa. 

Conveyance  of  the  New  London  National  Fisti  Hatchery  Production  Fa-  H  Res.  146 

ality 

Budget  Resolution H.  Res.  149 


HJt.  15E1 


American  Overseas  Interests  Act  of  1995  . 


H.  Res.  155 


Closed  _ _ _ _ 

Closed;  contained  a  closed  rule  on  H.R-  1  within  the  closed  nile 

Restnctive.  Motion  adopted  owr  DemooitK  objection  m  the  CommittBe  ol  tta  I 
limit  debate  on  section  4.  Pre-pnoting  gets  prcfemce. 

Restnctive,  m'l  certain  substitutes.  PQ _ 

Restnctive,  consiilered  in  House  no  amendments 

Open , . 


Open 
Open 


Open;  Pre-pnntmg  gets  preference 

Open;  Pre-pnnting  gets  preference _ 

Open;  Prt-pnnting  gets  preference 

Resfnctn*  10  hr.  Time  Cap  on  amendments 

Open;  Pre-pnntmg  gets  preference.  Contains  seil-eacuting  provision  

Restnctn*.  10  hr.  Time  Cap  on  amendments  Pre-pnriting  gels  pielcfvict 

Restnctive.  10  hr.  Time  Cap  on  amendments.  Pre-pnntmg  gets  prelereict;  PQ  . 
Restnctme.  braught  up  under  UC  wrth  a  6  hr  lime  cap  on  i 
Closed;  Put  on  Suspension  Calendar  over  Dtmocnti:  obiection 


Restnctwe.  makes  in  onjer  only  the  Gibbons  amendment;  Wanes  all  points  ol  ofder;  Ca». 
tains  se<f.0ecuting  prevision  PQ. 

Open  _ _ _ 

Restnctwe;  makes  m  order  only  the  Obey  substitute , 

Restndne.  10  hr.  Time  Cap  on  amendments;  Pn-pnntni  ptt 

Restnctne.  10  hr.  Time  Cap  on  amendments 

Open 


Restnctnie.  12  hr  time  cap  on  amentfmtnts.  Requires  Mambiii  Id  pn-pmt  tlKir  tauH- 
ments  m  the  Reconl  prw  tc  the  bill  s  consideration  for  amendmesL  wanes  germaneness 
and  budget  act  pants  of  orde.-  as  well  as  pnnts  of  onier  cooccmiog  appn«nating  on  a 
legislative  bill  against  the  committee  substitute  used  as  bate  tBt. 

Restnctne  8  hr  time  cap  on  amendments.  Pre-pnntmg  gets  pieknnce;  Makes  in  order  dK 
Wydcn  amendment  and  wanes  germaneness  against  it 

Restnctne  7  hr  time  cap  on  amendments,  Pre-pnntmg  gets  preference 


Restnctne  mates  in  order  only  IS  gennane  amendments  and  danas  64  | 
ments  from  being  considered;  PQ. 

Restnctne.  Combines  emergency  H.R,  1158  (  nonemergency  1159  and  strikes  the  abortion 
prevision,  makes  m  onler  only  pre-pnnted  amendments  that  include  offsets  within  the 
same  chapter  (deeser  cuts  in  pngrams  already  cut};  wanes  points  of  order  against  three 
amendments,  waives  cl  2  of  nile  XXI  apmst  the  bill,  ci  2.  XXI  and  d  7  of  nile  XVI 
against  the  substitute  wanes  cl  2(el  o!  rale  XXI  against  the  amendments  in  the  Reconi. 
10  hr  time  cap  on  amendments.  3C  minutes  debate  on  each  amendment. 

Restrictive,  Makes  m  order  only  4  amencrents  considered  undr  a  "Queen  of  the  Hill"  pro- 
cedure  and  denies  21  germane  amendments  Irom  being  considered, 

Restnctne,  Makes  in  order  only  31  perfecting  amendments  and  two  substitutes  Denes  130 
gemiane  amendments  from  being  considered.  The  substitutes  are  to  be  considered  under 
a  'Queen  of  the  Hill"  practdure;  All  pouits  of  order  are  wanol  agamst  the  amaidiictts. 

Open 

Open 

Restnctne  Self  Executes  language  that  makes  tax  cuts  contingent  on  the  adoption  of  a 
balanced  budget  plan  and  stnkes  section  300E  Makes  m  oroei  only  one  substitute 
Waives  all  points  of  ordr  agamst  the  bill,  substitute  made  m  order  as  onginai  text  and 
Gephardt  substitute 

Restnctive  wanes  cl  2I1)(6)  of  rule  XI  against  the  bill;  makes  HJt.  1391  m  onler  as  ongi. 
oal  iBt;  makes  m  order  only  the  Dingen  substitute.  aWws  Camnercc  Commiittt  to  Ml  a 
report  on  the  bill  at  any  time 

Open,  wanes  sections  302(f]  and  308(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  apmst  the  biirs 
consideration  and  the  committee  substitute  wanes  cl  Slal  ol  rule  XXI  apmst  the  com- 
mittee substitute 

Open;  pre-pnntmg  gets  preference,  wanes  sections  302tf)  and  602(bl  ol  the  Budgcl  Act 
against  the  bill's  consideration,  wines  d  7  of  nile  XVI.  cl  5(a)  ol  rale  XXI  and  sactan 
3C2(f)  of  the  Budget  Act  against  the  csmmittee  substitute.  Mahis  m  order  Sliustp  suA- 
stitute  as  first  omer  of  business 

Open _..__ 

Open 


Open 


Restnctne.  Makes  m  order  4  substitutes  ante  regular  order;  GcplUfdt.  Neuiumi/Solomn. 
Paynefivreri!,  President  s  Budget  if  pnnted  in  Reconl  on  5/17/95.  wanes  ail  poinls  of 
oner  against  substitutes  and  concunen:  resolubcn.  suspends  appiicatien  of  Rule  XUX 
with  respect  to  the  resolution:  sell-eocutes  Agncuiture  languap.  PQ 

Restnctne;  Rtsuires  aoeodmeots  to  be  pnnted  in  the  Record  pnor  to  their  considention; 
10  hr.  tune  cap;  wanes  cl  2(11(6)  of  nile  XI  against  the  bill's  taisideiation.  Ala  wanes 
scctms  302(1).  iOM*)  308(a)  and  402(a)  against  ttie  biirs  considentne  and  the  com- 
mittee amendment  m  order  as  ongmal  tert.  waives  cl  5(a)  of  rale  XXI  apmst  the 
amendment;  amendment  consideration  is  closed  at  2J0  p.m.  on  May  25.  1995,  Setf-oi- 
cutes  prowson  which  removes  section  2210  fna  the  bill.  This  was  done  at  the  request 
of  the  Budget  Committee 


W*. 

mm. 
«k 

Ml 

ML 

Ml 

Wk 
Ml 
Ml 
Ml 
ML 
Ml 
Ml 
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Bill  No. 


Title 


Resolution  No. 


HJJ.  1530  , 


National  Defense  Autlionzation  Act;  FY  1996  . 


H.R.  1117  

HJI.  1854 

H.R.  1868  

HJ(.  1905  

HJ.  Res.  79 

HJI.  19a  

H.R  1868  (2nd  rule)  ..._ 


Militaiy  Construction  Agpispnations:  FY  1996 

legijlatme  Branch  Appropnations __ 


Foreign  Operations  Appropnations  ._ 


Energy  t  Water  Appropnations 


H.  Res.  164 

....  H  Res.  167 

H.  Res.  169 

„.  a  Res.  170 


H.  Res.  171 


Constitutional  Amendment  to  Pemiit  Congress  and  States  to  Prohibit     H.  Res.  173 

the  Physical  Desecration  of  the  Amencan  Flag 
Recissions  Bill — H.  Res.  175 


Foreign  Operations  Appropnations  . 


H.R.  1977  'Rule  Defeated*      Inteiior  Appropriations  . 


HJI.  1977 


HJJ.  1976  , 


Intenor  Appropnations  . 


Agnculture  Appropnations  . 


H.R.  1977  (3rt  rvile) 
H.R.  2020  


Intenor  Appropnations  . 


H.  Res.  177 


H.  Res.  185 


H.  Res.  187 


H.  Res.  188 


H.  Res.  189 


HJ  Res.  96  .. 
HJ!.  2002 


H.R.  70  

M.  2076 
HJL2099 

S.  21 

H.R.  2126  . 

HJJ.  1555  . 
HJI,  2127  . 


Treasury  ftstal  Appropnations 
Disapproving  MFN  for  China  ... 
Transportatno  Appropnations  _ 


....  H.  Res.  190 
_  H.  Res.  193 
-    H.Rts.194 


Eiports  of  Alaskan  North  Slope  Oil . 
Commeice.  Justice  Appropnations  .. 
VA/HUO  Appropnations 


Tennination  of  U.S.  Arms  Embargo  on  Bosnia  . 
Defense  Appropnations  


Communications  Act  of  1995 


H.R.  1S9« 
H.R.  1655 


latoi/HHS  Appropriations  ht  . 


Economically  Targeted  tnvestments  . 
Intelligence  Authonzation  


HJt.  1162 
HJt.1670 

HJI.  1617 
HJt.  2274 

HJI.  927  ... 


Deficit  Reduction  Lock  Ba 


Federal  Acquisition  Refomi  Act  of  1995 


H.  Res.  197 
H.Res.  198 
H.  Res.  201 

H.  Res.  204 
H.  Res.  205 

H.  Res.  207 
H.  Res.  208 


H.  Res.  215 
H.  Res.  216 


H.  Res.  218 
H.  Res.  219 


To  Consolidate  and  Reform  Workforce  Development  and  Uteraq  Pro-    H.  Res  222 
grams  Act  (CAREERS). 


National  Highway  System  Designation  tet  of  1995  . 


Coban  Utaity  and  Democratic  Solidanty  kt  of  1995  . 


H.  Res.  224 


H.  Res.  225 


HJI.  743  ...... 

H.R,  1170  

HJJ.  1601  ._. 
HJ.  Res.  108 


The  Teamwoili  for  Employees  and  managers  tet  of  1995 H.  Res.  226 


3-Jiidge  CoBrt  lor  Certain  Injunctions 

International  Space  Station  Authoniatnn  Act  of  1995  . 
Making  Continuing  Appropnations  for  FY  1996 


...  H.  Res.  227 
...  H.  Res  228 
..    H.  Res.  230 


Process  used  for  floor  consideration 


Amendments 
in  Older 


Restnctwe.  Hakes  in  order  only  the  amendments  pnnted  in  the  report;  waives  all  points  of 
onier  against  the  bill,  substitute  and  amendments  pnnted  in  the  report.  Gives  the  (jhair- 
man  en  bkic  authonty.  Self-ej»cutes  a  provision  wfiich  stnkes  section  807  of  the  bill: 
provides  for  an  additional  30  min.  of  debate  on  Nunn-Ugar  section;  Allows  Mr.  Dinger 
to  offer  a  modification  of  his  amendment  with  the  concurrence  of  Ms.  Collins;  PQ. 
Open;  waives  cl.  2  and  cl.  6  of  rale  Ol  against  the  bill;  1  hr  general  debate.  Uses  House 
passed  budget  numbers  as  threshold  for  spending  amounts  pending  passage  of  Budget. 
PQ. 
Restnctive;  Makes  in  order  only  11  amendments;  waives  sections  302(f)  and  308(8)  ot  the 
Budget  Act  against  the  bill  and  cl.  2  and  cl.  6  of  rale  XXI  against  the  bill.  All  points  of 
order  are  waived  against  the  amendments;  PQ. 
Open;  waives  cl.  2.  cl.  5(b).  and  cl.  6  of  nile  XXI  against  the  bill,  makes  in  order  the  Gil- 
man  amendments  as  first  orter  ot  business;  waives  all  points  of  order  against  the 
amendments;  it  adopted  they  will  be  considered  as  onginal  text;  waraes  cl.  2  of  rale  XXI 
against  the  amendments  pnnted  in  the  report.  Pre-pnnting  gets  pnonty  (Hall)  (Menen- 
dez)  (Goss)  (Smith,  NJ);  PQ. 
Open;  waives  cl.  2  and  cl.  6  of  rule  XXI  agamst  the  bill;  makes  in  order  the  Shuster 
amendment  as  the  first  order  of  business;  waraes  all  points  of  onler  against  the  amend- 
ment; if  adopted  it  will  be  considered  as  onginal  test  Pre-pnnting  gets  pnonty. 
Closed;  provides  one  hour  of  general  debate  and  one  motion  to  recommit  with  or  without  m- 

stractions.  if  there  are  instructions,  the  MO  is  debatable  for  1  hr,  PQ, 
Restnctive,  Provides  for  consideration  of  the  bill  in  the  House;  Permits  the  Chairaian  of  the 
Appropnations  Committee  to  offer  one  amendment  which  is  unamendable,  waives  all 
points  of  order  against  the  amendment;  PQ. 
Restnctwe,  Provides  for  further  consideration  of  the  bill;  makes  in  order  only  the  four 
amendments  printed  in  the  rales  report  (20  mm.  each).  Waives  all  xints  of  order 
against  the  amendments;  Prohibits  intervening  motions  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole. 
Provides  for  an  automatic  nse  and  report  tolkiwing  the  disposition  ot  the  amendments; 
PQ 
Open;  wanres  sections  302(f)  and  308(a)  of  the  Budget  Act  and  cl  2  and  cl  6  of  rale  XXI; 
provides  that  the  bill  be  read  by  title;  waives  all  points  of  order  against  the  Tau2m 
amendment;  self-executes  Budget  Committee  amendment;  waives  cl  2(e)  of  rale  XXI 
against  amendments  to  the  bill;  Pre-pnnting  gets  pnonty  ("Q. 
Open;  wanes  sections  302(f).  306  and  308(a)  of  the  Budget  Act;  wanes  clauses  2  and  6  of 
rule  XXI  against  provisions  in  the  bill;  waives  all  points  of  order  against  the  Tauzm 
amendment,  provides  that  the  bill  be  read  by  title;  sell-eiecutes  Budget  Committee 
amendment  and  makes  NEA  funding  subject  to  House  passed  authonzation;  waives  cl 
2(e)  of  rule  XXI  against  the  amendments  to  the  bill;  Pre-pnnting  gets  pnonty.  PQ. 
Open;  waives  clauses  2  and  6  of  rale  XXI  against  provisions  in  the  bill;  provides  that  the 
bill  be  read  by  trtle.  Makes  Skeen  amendment  first  order  of  business,  if  adopted  the 
amendment  will  be  considered  as  base  ten  (10  mm,);  Pre-pnnting  gets  pnonty,  PQ. 
Restnctive.  provides  for  the  further  consideration  of  the  bill;  allows  only  amendments  pie- 

pnnted  before  July  14th  to  be  considered;  limits  motions  to  nse. 
Open;  wanes  cl.  2  and  cl.  6  of  rale  XXI  against  provisions  in  the  bill;  provides  the  bill  be 

read  by  title,  Pre-pnnting  gets  pnority;  TO. 
Restnctive.  provides  for  consideration  in  the  House  of  H.R.  2058  (90  mm.)  And  HJ.  Res.  96 

(I  hr).  Waives  certain  provisions  of  the  Trade  Act. 
Open;  wanres  cl.  3  Of  rale  XIII  and  section  401  (a)  of  the  CSA  against  consideration  of  the 
bill;  wanes  cl.  6  and  cl.  2  of  rale  XXJ  against  provisions  in  the  bill;  Makes  in  order  the 
Clinger/Solomon  amendment  wanws  all  points  ot  order  against  the  amendment  (Line 
Item  Vetoh  provides  the  bill  be  read  by  btle,  Pre-pnnting  gets  pnority:  PQ.  *RUt£ 
MKMXO* 
Open;  Makes  in  order  the  Resources  Commrtttc  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  as 

onginal  tekt:  Pie-pnnting  gets  pnonty,  Provides  a  Senate  hook-up  with  S,  395. 
Open;  wanes  d.  2  and  cl.  6  of  rale  XXI  against  prwisions  in  the  bill;  Pre-pnnting  gets  pn- 
onty; provides  the  bill  be  read  by  title. 
Open;  waives  cl.  2  and  cl.  6  of  rale  XXI  against  provisions  in  the  bill;  Provides  that  the 
amendment  in  part  1  of  the  rexrt  is  the  tint  business,  if  adopted  it  will  be  considered 
as  base  text  (30  mm.);  wanes  all  points  of  order  against  the  Klug  and  Dans  amend- 
ments: Pre-printing  gets  pnonty;  Provides  that  the  bill  be  read  by  title. 
Restnctrae,  3  hours  of  general  debate;  Makes  in  onler  an  amendment  to  be  offered  by  the 
Minonty  Leader  or  a  designee  (1  hr):  If  motion  to  recommit  has  mstracbons  it  can  on^ 
be  offered  by  the  Minority  Leader  or  a  designee. 
Open;  wanes  cl.  2(0(6)  of  rale  XI  and  section  306  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  against 
consideration  ot  the  bill;  waives  cl.  2  and  cl.  E  of  rale  XXI  against  provisions  in  the  bill; 
self-encutes  a  stnke  of  sections  8021  and  8024  of  the  bill  as  requested  by  the  Budget 
Committee;  Pre-pnnting  gets  pnonty  Provides  the  bill  be  road  by  title. 
Restnctive,  waives  sec.  302(f)  of  the  Budget  Act  against  consideration  of  the  bill;  Makes  in 
order  the  Commenie  Committee  amendment  as  onginal  text  and  wanes  sec.  302|f)  of 
the  Budget  Act  and  cl.  Hi]  of  rale  XXI  against  the  amendment;  Makes  m  onler  the  Bliley 
amendment  (30  min.)  as  the  first  onler  of  business,  if  adopted  it  will  be  onginal  text; 
makes  in  order  only  the  amendments  pnnted  in  the  report  and  wanes  all  points  ot  order 
against  the  amendments;  provides  a  Senate  hook-up  with  S.  652. 
Open;  Provides  that  the  first  order  ot  business  will  be  the  managers  amendments  (10  mm), 
if  adopted  they  will  be  considered  as  base  text;  wanes  cl.  2  and  cl.  6  of  rale  XXI 
against  provisions  m  the  bill:  wanes  all  points  of  order  against  certain  amendments 
pnnted  in  the  report;  P^^pnntlng  gets  pnonty.  Provides  the  bill  be  read  by  title;  PQ. 

Open;  2  hr  of  gen.  debate,  makes  m  onler  the  committee  substitute  as  onginal  text 

Restnctive  wanes  sections  302(f).  308(a)  and  401(b)  of  the  Budget  Act.  Makes  in  onler 
the  committee  substitute  as  modified  by  Govt.  Relomi  amend  (stnking  sec.  505)  and  an 
amendment  striking  title  Vll.  Cl  7  of  rale  XVI  and  cl  5(a)  of  rule  XXI  are  warved  against 
the  substitute.  Sections  302(f)  and  401(b)  of  the  C8A  aro  also  waned  against  the  sub- 
stitute. Amendments  must  also  be  pro-pnnted  in  the  Congressional  reconl. 
Open:  wanes  cl  7  of  rale  XVI  against  the  committee  substitute  made  m  order  as  onginal 

text:  Pre-pnnling  gets  pnonty. 
Open,  wanes  sections  302(f)  and  308(a)  of  the  Budget  Act  against  consideration  of  the 
bill:  bill  will  be  road  by  title;  wanes  cl  5(a)  of  rale  XXI  and  section  302(1)  of  the  Budget 
Act  against  the  committee  substitute.  Pre-pnnting  gets  pnority. 
Open;  wanes  sections  302(f)  and  401(b)  of  the  Budget  Act  against  the  substitute  made  in 
onler  as  onginal  text  (H.R.  2332).  cl.  5(a)  of  rale  XXI  is  also  waived  against  the  sub- 
stitute. Provides  for  con»deration  of  the  managers  amendment  (10  mm.)  It  adopted,  it  is 
considered  as  base  text. 
Open:  wanes  section  302(1)  of  the  Budget  Act  against  consideration  of  the  bill;  Makes  H.R. 
2349  in  order  as  onginal  text;  wanes  section  302(1)  of  the  Budget  Act  against  the  sub- 
stitute as  well  as  cl.  5(a)  of  rale  XXI  and  cl.  l(g)(10)  of  rale  X  against  the  substitute, 
provides  tor  the  consideration  of  a  managers  amendment  (10  mm).  If  adopted,  it  is  con- 
sidered as  base  text;  Pre-pnnting  gets  pnonty;  PQ. 
Restnctive;  wanes  cl  2(I)(2)(B)  of  rale  XI  against  consideration  of  the  bill;  makes  m  onler 
H  R.  2347  as  base  text;  wanes  cl  7  of  rale  XVI  against  the  substitute;  Makes  Hamilton 
amendment  the  tiist  amendment  to  be  considered  (1  hr).  Makes  in  order  only  amend- 
ments pnnted  in  the  report. 
Open;  waives  cl  2(l)(2)(b)  of  rale  XI  against  consideration  of  the  bill:  makes  in  order  the 

committee  amendment  as  onginal  text  Pre-pnnting  get  pnonty. 
Open,  makes  in  onler  a  committee  amendment  as  onginal  text;  Pre-pnnting  gets  pnonty  ... 
Open:  makes  in  order  a  committee  amendment  as  onginal  text,  pre-pnnting  gets  pnonty  ,„. 
Closed;  Provides  for  the  immediate  consideration  of  the  CR:  one  motion  to  recommit  which     .. 
may  have  instructions  only  il  offered  by  the  Minonty  Leader  or  a  designee. 


36R;  18D;  2 
Bipartisan. 


N/A. 

5R;  40:  2 
Bipartisan. 

tVK 

N/A. 

WK 
N/A, 

N/A, 

N/A. 
N/A, 

N/A. 

N/A, 
N/A, 
N/A, 
N/A. 

N/A, 
N/A, 
N/A. 

ID 
N/A. 


2R/30n  Bi- 
partisan, 


N/A, 


N/A. 
N/A. 


N/A. 
N/A. 

N/A, 
N/A, 

N/A, 

N/A. 
N/A. 
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Bill  No 


ritit 


Resolution  No 


Process  used  for  floor  consideration 


HJI.  2405 
HJI.  2259  , 

HJt,  2425  , 


HR  2492  

HR.  2491  

H.  Con.  Res.  109  . 


H.R.  1833 
HJi.  2546 


Omnibus  Civilian  Science  Authonjation  Act  of  1995 

To  Disapprove  Certain  Sentencing  Guideline  Amendments 

Medicare  Preservation  Act _ 


Legislatne  Branch  Appropnatipns  Bill  H.  Res.  239 

7  Year  Balanced  Budget  Reconciliation  Social  Secunty  Earnings  Test     H.  Res!  245 
Refonn. 


Partial  Birth  Abortion  Ban  Act  of  1995  . 
DC.  Appropnations  FY  1996 _ 


HJ.  Res.  US  . 
HR.  2586  


H.R.  2539  ...... 

HJ.  R(j.  115  , 


Further  Continuing  Appropriations  lor  FY  1996  , 
Temporaiy  Increase  in  the  Statutory  Debt  limit 

KC  lemiination  , 


HJt.  2586  .„ 
H,  Res.  250 

HJI.  2S64  ... 
HJI,  2606  ,„ 


Further  Continuing  Appropnations  tor  FY  1996 

Temporaiy  Increase  in  the  Statutory  limit  on  the  PuWic  >bt 
House  Gift  Rule  Refonn  „  . 


lobbying  Disclosure  Act  of  1995  , 


HJI.  1788 


HJI,  1350  .„ 

HJI,  2621 

H.R,  1745  _„ 


Prohibition  on  Funds  for  Bosnia  Depkiyment 


Amtrak  Refonn  and  Privatization  Act  of  1995  , 


Mantime  Secunty  Act  of  199S  , 


To  Protect  Federal  Trast  Funds  , 


Utah  Public  Lands  Management  Act  of  1995 


H.  Res,  304  , 

H,  Res,  309  , 

HJI,  558  

HJI.  2677  


HJI.  1643 


Providing  for  Debate  and  Consideration  of  Three  Measures  Relating  N/A 

to  U.S.  Troop  Deployments  in  Bosnia. 

Revised  Budget  Resolution  _ _ H.  Res.  309 

Texas  Low-Level  Radioactive  Waste  Disposal  Compact  Consent  /tt  ...  H.  Res.  313 

The  National  Parlis  and  National  Wildlife  Refuge  Sy^ms  Freedom  H  Res  323 

tetof  1995. 

PROCEDURE  IN  THE  104T)f  CONGRESS  20  SESSION 

To  authona  the  extension  of  oondiscnminatoiy  treatment  (MFNl  to  H,  Res,  334 

the  products  of  Bulgana. 


H.  Res.  234  Open,  seH-executes  a  provision  stnking  section  304(b)(3)  of  the  bill  (Commerce  Committee 

reouest),  Pre-pnntinj  gets  pnonty, 
H,  Res,  237  Restnctne:  wanes  cl  2(I)(2)(B)  of  rale  XI  against  the  bill's  consideration  maks  in  ord« 

the  text  of  the  Senate  bill  S  1254  as  onginal  text.  Makes  in  order  only  a  Colors  sub- 
stitute, pnjvides  a  senate  hook-up  after  adopten 
H,  Res,  238  Restnctive;  waives  all  xmts  of  order  agams!  the  bills  consideration  makes  in  ordet  the 

text  of  H.R  2483  as  onjina:  tec.  wanes  all  points  of  order  against  HR  2485  males  m 
order  only  an  amendment  offered  by  the  Minonty  leader  or  a  designee  waives  all  points 
of  order  against  the  amendment,  waiws  cl  5(cJ  of  rale  XXI  (H  requirement  on  votes 
raising  '.axes);  PQ 

Restnctne.  provides  for  consideration  of  the  bill  m  the  House 

Restnctne.  makes  m  oider  HR  2517  as  onginal  text,  wanes  all  pints  of  vie  apioit  die 
bill;  Makes  m  order  only  HR  2530  as  an  amendment  only  it  ottered  by  the  Minonty 
leader  or  a  designee:  waives  all  points  of  order  against  the  amendment  wanes  d  5(c) 
of  rale  XXI  (^  requirement  on  votes  raising  taes)  PQ 

H.  Res.  251  Dosed  _ 

H.  Res.  252  Restnctne-.  waives  all  points  of  otder  against  t»e  biil's  considenKiM;  itiiias  «i  erttr  tiie 

Walsh  amendment  as  the  lirst  order  of  business  (10  mm,),  if  adopted  it  is  consideied  as 
Base  tart:  wanes  cl  2  and  6  of  rule  XXI  against  the  bill,  makes  in  order  the  Bonilla 
Cunderson  and  Hostettle-  amendments  (30  mm),  wanes  all  points  of  onjr  apmst  the 
amendments,  debate  on  any  further  amendments  ;s  .tmited  to  30  mm  eacr 
H.  Res.  257  Dosed   Provides  for  tne  immediate  consideration  ot  the  C».  one  motion  to  recommit  wlKli 

may  have  instractions  only  if  offered  By  the  Minonty  Leader  a  a  designee. 
H.  Res.  258  Restnctne.  Provides  for  the  immediate  consideration  of  the  CR.  one  motion  to  recommit 

which  may  have  instractions  only  it  ottered  by  the  Minonty  leader  or  a  designee,  self- 
aecutes  4  amendments  m  the  rale;  Sotomon.  Medicare  Coverage  of  Certain  Acti-Caecer 
Drag  Treatments.  Habeas  Corpus  Retoim.  Chrysler  (MO:  makes  in  order  the  Walker  amend 
(40  mir.)  on  regulatory  reform 

H,  Res,  259  Open,  waives  sectioii  302(()  and  section  308(a) 

H.  Res.  261  Closed,  provides  for  the  immediate  conside-ation  of  a  motion  by  the  Ma^only  leaiter  or  his 

designees  to  dispose  of  the  Senate  amendments  (Ihr). 
H.  Res.  262  Closed,  pnwides  for  the  immediate  consideration  of  a  motion  by  the  Maionty  Leader  or  his 

designees  to  dispose  of  the  Senate  amendments  (Inr) 

H.  Res.  268  Closed,  provides  for  consideration  of  the  bill  in  the  Hcuse,  30  mm  of  debate:  makes  in 

onler  the  Burton  amendment  arc  the  Gingncli  en  Woe  amendment  !3C  mm  eacM 
wan«s  all  points  of  order  against  the  amendments,  Gmgnch  is  only  in  order  if  Burton 
fails  or  IS  not  offered 

H,  Res,  269  Open,  waives  cl.  2(l)(6)  ot  rale  XI  against  the  bills  conside»»tio«:  wanes  all  pants  of  order 

against  the  Istxk  and  Mcintosh  amendments. 

H.  Res.  273  Restnctne.  wanes  all  points  ot  order  against  the  bills  considention.  provides  one  motion 

to  amend  if  offered  by  the  Minonty  leader  or  desrgnee  (1  hr  noa-tmendaMe):  motion  to 
recommit  which  may  .'lave  instractions  only  if  offered  by  Minonty  leader  or  his  designee 
if  Minonty  Leader  motion  is  no;  offered  debate  tine  will  be  extended  by  1  hr 
H. Res.  289  Open;  waives  all  points  o"  order  against  the  bills  consideration,  makes  m  order  the  Trans- 
portation substitute  modified  by  flie  amend  .n  the  report:  Bill  read  by  title,  wanes  all 
points  of  order  against  the  substitute:  makes  m  order  a  managers  amend  as  the  fint 
order  of  business,  if  adopted  it  a  considered  base  text  (10  mm.);  wanes  all  points  of 
order  against  ttie  amendment  Pie-pnnting  gets  pnonty 

"•  *•»■  287  Open,  makes  m  ordr  the  committee  substitute  as  onginal  text:  mates  m  orter  a  managers 

amendment  which  if  adopted  is  considered  as  ongroal  text  (20  minj  unamendable,  pie- 
pnnting  gels  pnonty 

H,  Rev  293  Closed:  provides  tor  tne  adoption  of  the  Ways  I  Means  amendment  pnnted  in  Die  re»«l  1 

hr  of  general  debate,  PQ 

H,  Res.  303  Open,  wanes  cl  2(0(6)  of  rale  XI  and  sectwnj  302(f)  and  311(a)  of  t»e  8«*t«  tetafnnsf 

the  bill  s  consideration  Makes  in  order  the  Resources  substitute  as  base  tetf  and  wanes 
d  7  ot  rale  XVI  and  sections  302(f)  and  308(al  of  the  Budget  Jkl  mates  in  vder  a 
managers'  amend  as  the  first  onter  of  business,  if  adopted  it  is  considered  baie  ted  (10 
mm). 


Closed:  mates  m  oTOer  three  resolutans:  HJI.  2770  (Donian).  H.  Res.  302  (Buyer)  and  H, 

Res  306  (Gephardt),  1  hour  of  debate  on  each. 
Dosed:  provides  2  hoors  of  general  debate  m  tte  Houc:  PQ  _____________ 

Open;  pre-pnnting  gets  pnonty „ 

Ctosed.  consideration  in  the  House,  self-oeculcs  Young  amendment 


HJ,  Res,  134  ,.,. 
H  Con.  Res.  131 


HJJ.  1358 


HJJ.  2924 
HJI.  2854 


HJt.  994  . 


Making  continuing  appropnations/establishing  procedures  making     H.  Res.  336 
the  transmission  of  the  continumg  resolution  HJ.  Res.  134. 


Conveyance  of  National  Manne  Fishenes  Sennce  Laboratory  at    H,  Res.  338 
Gtoucester.  Massachusetts. 


Soaal  Secunty  Guarantee  Act 

The  Agncultural  Martlet  Transitnn  Program  . 


Regulatory  Sunset  t  Review  M  ol  1995 


H  Res.  355 
H.  Res.  366 


H.Res.  368 


HJJ.  3021 
HJI.  3019 

H.R.  2703 
H.R.  2202  . 


To  Guarantee  the  Contmumg  Full  Investment  ol  Social  secunty  and     H.  Res.  371 

Other  Federal  Funds  in  Obligatnns  of  the  United  States. 
A  Further  Oownpayment  Toward  a  Balanced  Budget H.  Res.  372 


The  Effectne  Death  Penatty  and  Public  Safety  Act  of  1996  H.  Res.  380 

The  Immigration  and  National  biterest  Act  of  1995 H.  Res.  384 


Ckised.  pnwides  to  take  the  bill  from  the  Speaker's  table  with  the  Senate  amendment  and 
consider  in  the  House  the  motm  pnnted  in  the  Roles  CommitM  report  1  h;  of  genval 
debate:  previous  Question  is  considered  as  oidered  ~NR;  PQ. 

Dosed,  provides  to  take  from  the  Speaker's  table  HJ.  Res.  134  with  the  Senate  amendment 
and  concur  with  the  Senate  amendment  with  an  amendment  (H.  Con.  Res.  131)  wtadi  is 
self-escuted  in  the  rale  The  rale  provides  further  that  the  bill  shaU  not  be  sent  bad  Id 
the  Senate  until  ttie  Senate  agrees  to  the  provisiotts  of  H.  Con.  Res  131  **  NR:  Pa 

Dosed:  provides  to  Uke  the  bill  from  the  Speaker  s  UMe  with  tte  Senate  amcndmenL  and 
consider  m  the  House  the  motnn  pnnted  in  the  Rues  CommittK  report.  1  hr.  of  general 
debate  pievnus  question  is  considered  as  onleied  "Ml.  PQ. 

Dosed,  "NR;  PQ _ __ 

Restnctne.  waives  all  points  of  order  against  the  bill;  2  hrs  of  general  dcMte.  mates  m 
onler  a  committee  substitute  as  onginal  ted  and  wanes  all  points  ol  order  agamxt  tte 
substitute,  makes  in  onler  only  the  16  amends  pnnted  in  the  report  and  wanes  all 
points  of  order  against  the  amendments,  circumvents  unfunded  mandates  law.  Cliainnan 
has  en  bloc  authonty  for  amends  m  report  (20  mm.)  on  each  en  bloc.  PQ. 

Open  rale,  makes  m  order  the  Hyde  substitute  pnnted  a  the  Record  as  ongmal  tot:  waives 
cl  7  of  rale  XVI  against  the  substitute.  Pre-pnnting  gets  pnonty.  vacates  tt»  House  ac- 
tion on  S-  2i9  and  provides  to  take  the  bill  from  the  Speater's  table  aad  consider  tte 
Senate  bill;  allows  Chnnn.  Dinger  a  motion  to  stnte  all  after  tte  enacting  daua  of  tte 
Senate  bill  and  uisert  the  test  of  H.R  994  as  passed  by  ttie  House  (1  hr)  debate:  aaiaes 
gennaneness  against  the  motion;  provides  if  tte  motion  a  adopted  Oiat  it  a  m  orte  tgr 
tte  House  to  insist  on  its  amendments  and  request  a  conference. 

Closed  rale;  gives  one  motion  to  recommit,  which  if  it  contains  mstiuctnns.  nay  only  K  of- 
fered by  tte  Minonty  Leader  or  his  designee  "HI, 

Restnctne.  self-executes  CBO  language  reganling  contingency  funds  ui  sedan  2  of  tte 
rale,  makes  «  order  only  tte  amendments  pnnted  oi  tte  report.  Lowey  (20  mm),  IslDali 
(20  mm).  Crapo  (20  mm).  Obey  0  hr).  wanes  all  pants  of  order  agamst  tte  amend- 
ments; gne  one  mrtnn  to  recommit  which  it  contains  instnctans.  may  only  il  oltaned 
by  the  Minonty  LeadB  or  his  designee  '~NR 

Restnctne.  makes  in  oider  only  tte  amendments  pnnted  n  tte  mpoit  wwes  all  pewits  of 
onler  against  tte  amendments,  gnns  Judoary  Diainnan  en  bloc  authonty  (20  minJ  on 
en  blocs:  provides  a  Scsate  bdolHap  wtb  S.  735  **M! 

Restnctne.  waives  all  pants  of  order  apinst  tte  bill  and  amendments  m  tte  report  ccept 
for  those  ansmg  under  sec  425(al  of  the  Budget  Act  (untundod  mandates);  2  his.  of 
general  debate  on  tte  bill,  mates  m  onler  tte  commdlee  saMitute  as  base  teit  main 
in  Older  only  tte  amends  in  tte  report,  gnes  tte  Judiciaiy  Cliaiman  en  bloc  authonty 
(20  mm.)  ot  debate  on  tte  en  blocs;  scH-aacutes  tte  Snrth  (TX)  ameirimenl  re-  cm- 
ployee  vtnfcation  pngraffl;  PQ. 


Amendments 

in  oroer 


Wk. 
ID 


WK 
10 


Wk 
WA 


N/A 
58 


WA. 

I^A. 
2R 

Wk 
Wk 

Wk 

Wk 

N/A. 
M. 

ID;  211 

ML 
ML 
Wk 

Wk 
N/A, 

Wk 


Wk 

5&.  9R  2 

Bipaitisan 


N/A. 


■Ml 
2iy2R 


60:711:4 
BipirtHan 

120:  19R.  1 
Bipattoaa. 
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Bill  No 


Title 


Resolution  No. 


Pncess  used  tor  floor  consideration 


HJ.  Res.  165 - Matani  Igrtlier  continuint  aopi^pnilnns  for  FY  1996 


H.  Res.  386 


HJ».  125  .. 
H.R.  3136  . 


H.R.  3103 


The  Gun  Crime  Enforcement  and  Second  Jbnendment  Restoratioii  kt    H.  Res.  388 

of  1996. 
Tlie  Contract  Witli  Amenca  Advancement  Act  of  1996  _ __ H.  Res.  391 


The  Health  Coveraie  Availability  and  Atfordability  Act  of  1996 H.  Res.  392 


HJ.  Res.  159 


H.R.  842  .. 
H.R.  2715 
H.R.  1675 


Tax  Limitation  Constitutional  Amndmnt . 


Truth  in  Budieting  Act  

Papermoifi  Elimination  Act  of  1996  _ _ 

National  Wildlife  Refuie  Improvement  tet  of  1995  . 


HJ.  Rts.  175 Further  Contmuint  Aopropnations  for  FY  1996 


H.R.  2S«1 
H.R.  2149 


United  SUtes  Marshals  Service  Improvement  Act  of  1996 
The  Ocean  Shippini  Reform  Act 


H.  Res.  395 


H.  Res.  396 
H.  Res.  409 
H.  Res.  410 

H.  Res.  411 

H.  Res.  418 
H.  Res  419 


H.R.  2974 

MR.  3120  

HJ(.  2406 

HJJ.  3322 

HJi.  3286  


To  amend  the  Violent  Crime  Control  and  law  Enforcement  tet  of     H.  Res.  421 
1994  to  provide  enhaxed  penalties  for  cnmes  against  elderly  and 
child  victims. 

To  amend  Title  18.  United  States  Code,  with  respect  to  oitness  re-     H.  Res.  422 
taliatiofl,  Kitness  tampering  and  jury  tamptnng. 


The  United  Slates  Housing  M  of  1996  . 


H.  Res.  426 


Omnibus  Cnnlian  Science  Authoruation  tet  of  1996 _..     H.  Res.  427 

The  Adoption  Promotion  and  Stability  Act  of  1996 H  Res.  428 


H.R.  3230 


H.R.  3415 
HJI.  3259 
HJ).  31U 


Defense  Authonzation  Bill  FY  1997  . 


HJ».  3UI/HJL  1227  


HJI  3517 
HJ).  3540 
HJ).  3562 


Rapeii  of  the  4J-Cent  Incruse  in  Tfanjporatmn  Fuel  Taxes 

biteiliieiKt  Authorization  tet  for  FY  1997 

The  Defend  America  Act _ _. 

The  Small  Business  Job  Protection  Act  of  1996.  and  The  Employee 
Commuting  Floibility  Act  of  1996. 

Itilitaiy  Construction  Appropnations  FY  1997 

Foreign  Operatioas  Appropnations  FY  1997  

The  Wisconsin  \»jifu  Waiver  Approval  Act  _ 


H.  Res.  430 


H.  Rev  436 
H.  Res.  437 
H.  Res.  438 
H.  Res.  440 

H.  Rts.442 
H.  Res.  445 
H.  Res.  446 


Closed,  provides  tor  the  consideration  of  the  CR  in  the  House  and  gives  one  motion  to  re- 
commit which  may  contain  instructions  only  if  offered  by  the  Minority  Leader,  the  rule 
also  waives  cl  4(bJ  of  rule  XJ  against  the  following:  an  omnibus  appropriations  bill,  an- 
other CR.  a  bill  extending  the  debt  limit.  "NR. 

Closed:  self-executes  an  amendment:  provides  one  motion  lo  recommit  which  may  contain 
instructions  only  if  offered  by  the  Minority  Leader  or  his  designee.  **NR. 

Closed:  provides  tor  the  consideration  of  the  bill  m  the  Housfr,  self-eiecutes  an  amendment 
in  the  Rules  report:  wanes  all  points  of  order,  except  sec.  425(a)  (unfunded  mandates) 
of  the  C8A.  against  the  bill's  consideration:  orders  the  PQ  except  1  hr.  of  general  debate 
between  the  Chairman  and  Ranking  Member  of  Ways  and  Means,  one  Archer  amendment 
(10  mm):  one  motion  to  recommit  which  may  contain  instructions  only  if  offered  by  the 
Minonty  Leader  or  his  designee:  Provides  a  Senate  hookup  if  the  Senate  passes  S  4  by 
March  30.  1996.  ••NR. 

Restnctive:  2  hrs.  of  general  debate  (45  mm.  split  by  Ways  and  Means)  (45  split  by  Com- 
merce) (30  split  by  Economic  and  Educational  Opportunities):  self-executes  H.R.  3160  as 
modified  by  the  amendment  m  the  Rules  itpoit  as  original  text:  waives  all  points  of 
order,  except  sec.  425(a)  (unfunded  mandates)  of  the  CBA;  makes  in  order  a  Democratic 
substitute  (I  hr.)  waives  all  points  of  order,  except  sec.  42S(al  (unfunded  mandates)  of 
the  C6A.  against  the  amendment:  one  niolion  to  lecommit  wfiich  may  contain  instruc- 
tions only  If  offered  by  the  Minonty  Leader  or  his  designee:  waives  cl  5(c)  of  Rule  XXI 
(leouinng  'A  Kite  on  any  tax  increase)  on  votes  on  the  bill,  amendments  or  conference 
reports. 

Restnctive:  provides  for  consideration  of  the  bill  in  the  House:  3  hrs  of  general  debate: 
Makes  in  order  HJ.  Res.  169  as  original  text:  allows  for  an  amendment  to  be  offered  by 
the  Minonty  Leader  or  his  designee  (1  hr)  **  NR:  PQ. 

Open:  2  hrs  of  general  debate:  Pre-pnnting  gets  pnonty _ 

Open:  Prepnnting  get  pnonty  _ 

Open:  Makes  the  Young  amendment  pnnted  in  the  4/16/96  Reconl  in  order  as  original  text: 
waives  cl  7  of  rale  XVI  against  the  amendment:  Prepnnting  gets  pnonty.  "NR. 

Closed:  provides  for  consideration  of  the  bill  in  the  House:  one  motion  to  recommit  which,  if 
containing  instractions,  may  be  offered  by  the  Minonty  Leader  or  his  designee.  "HR. 

Open:  Pre-pnnting  gets  pnonty:  Senate  h»k-up.  "PQ 

Open:  Makes  in  order  a  managers  amendment  as  the  first  onler  of  business  (10  mm.):  if 
adopted  It  IS  consideied  as  base  text:  wanes  cl  7  of  rale  XVI  against  the  managers 
amendment:  Pre-pnnting  gets  pnonty:  makes  in  order  an  Obestar  en  bloc  amendment. 

Open:  waives  cl  7  of  rale  XIII  against  consideration  of  the  bill:  makes  in  order  the  Judiciary 
substitute  pnnted  m  the  bill  as  onginal  text,  waives  cl  7  of  rale  XVI  against  the  sub- 
stitute: Pre-pnnting  gets  pnonty. 

Open:  waives  cl  7  of  rale  XIII  against  consideration  of  the  bill,  makes  in  onjer  the  Judiciary 
substitute  pnnted  in  the  bill  as  onginal  text,  waives  cl  7  of  rale  XVI  against  the  sub- 
stitute: Pi»-pnnting  gets  pnonty. 

Open:  makes  m  order  the  committee  substitute  pnnted  in  the  bill  as  onginal  text,  waives  d 
5(a)  of  rale  XXJ  against  the  substitute:  makes  m  order  a  managers  amendment  as  the 
first  order  of  business  (10  mm):  if  adopted  it  is  considered  as  base  text:  Pre-pnnting 
gets  pnonty:  provides  a  Senate  hook-up. 

Open:  waives  cl  2(l)(2)  of  rale  XI  against  the  bill's  consideration:  makes  in  onler  a  man- 
agers amendment  as  the  first  onJer  of  business  (10  min):  if  adopted  it  is  considered  as 
base  text:  wanes  cl  5(aj  of  rale  XXI  against  the  bill:  pie-pnnting  gets  pnonty. 

Restnctive  provides  consideration  of  the  bill  in  the  House,  makes  in  onJer  the  Ways  t 
Means  substitute  pnnted  in  the  bill  as  onginal  text:  makes  in  onler  a  Gibbons  amend- 
ment to  title  n  (30  mm)  and  a  Young  amendment  (30  mm):  provides  one  motion  to  re- 
commit which  may  contain  instractions  only  it  offered  by  the  Minonty  Leader  or  his  des- 
ignee. 

Restnctive 


Closed 

Restridnre  . 
Restnctwe . 
Restncthfe . 


Open  

Open  

Restnctnre. 


Amendments 
in  order 


N/A. 


N/A. 
N/A. 


WK 


N/A. 
NTA. 
N/A. 

N/A. 

N/A. 
N/A. 


N/A 
N/A. 
NTA. 

N/A. 
ID;  IR 


41  amends: 

20D:  17R:  4 

bipartisan 

N/A. 

N/A. 

ID 

2R 

N/A 


A.^S!^JS^^.  '**^"*  ^^  *•"  "*"  I'pslation  1st  Session,  53%  restnctnre,  47%  open.  ~*A1I  legislation  2d  Session.  66%  lesJnctrve.  34%  open.  •""All  legrslation  104th  Congress.  57%  restnctiw:  43%  open  "-"NR 
"^SJIIJId     ■*™'*""  '""''  onsiiered  by  the  House  for  amendment  has  circumvented  standard  procedure  and  was  never  reported  from  any  House  committee.  """PQ  Indicates  that  previous  question  was  ordered  on  the  lesolu- 
'■".  Restnctiw  rales  are  those  whch  limit  the  number  of  amendments  which  can  be  offered,  and  include  so-called  modified  open  and  modified  closed  rales  as  well  as  completely  closed  rales  and  rales  providing  for  consideration 

m  the  House  as  opposed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole.  This  definition  of  restnctive  rale  is  taken  from  the  Republican  chart  of  resolutions  reported  from  the  Rules  Commrttee  in  the  103d  Congress.  N/A  means  not  available 


Legislation  in  the  104th  Congress,  2d 
Session 

To  date  14  out  of  35,  of  the  bills  considered 
under  rules  In  the  2d  session  of  the  104th 
Congress  have  been  considered  under  an  Ir- 
regular procedure  which  circumvents  the 
standard  committee  jirocedure.  They  have 
been  brought  to  the  floor  without  any  com- 
mittee reporting  them.  They  are  as  follows: 

H.R.  1643,  to  authorize  the  extension  of 
nondiscriminatory  treatment  (MFN)  to  the 
products  of  Bulgaria. 

H.J.  Res.  134,  making  continuing  appro- 
priations for  fiscal  year  1996. 

H.R.  1358,  conveyance  of  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service  Laboratory  at  Gloucester, 
Massachusetts. 

H.R.  2924.  the  Social  Security  Guarantee 
Act. 

H.R.  3021,  to  guarantee  the  continuing  full 
investment  of  Social  Security  and  other  Fed- 
eral funds  in  obligations  of  the  United 
States. 

H.R.  3019,  a  further  downpayment  toward  a 
balanced  budget. 

H.R.  2703,  the  effective  Death  Penalty  and 
Public  Safety  Act  of  1996. 


H.J.  Res.  165,  making  further  continuing 
appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

H.R.  125,  the  Crime  Enforcement  and  Sec- 
ond Amendment  Restoration  Act  of  1996. 

H.R.  3136,  the  Contract  With  America  Ad- 
vancement Act  of  1996. 

H.J.  Res.  159,  tax  limitation  constitutional 
amendment. 

H.R.  1675,  National  Wildlife  Refuge  Im- 
provement Act  of  1995. 

H.J.  Res.  175,  making  further  continuing 
appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

H.R.  3562,  the  Wisconsin  Works  Waiver  Ap- 
proval Act. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
FYesident  said  "Wisconsin  has  the 
makings  of  a  solid,  bold  welfare  reform 
plan." 

He  did  not  say  he  would  sign  the 
waivers  sight  unseen,  without  a  public 
comment  period.  This  process  is  wrong, 
plain  and  simply.  Vote  for  the  Kleczka 
substitute. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 


Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  just  say,  it  seems 
with  this  President  there  is  always  a 
but.  In  other  words,  we  never  get  to  it. 
He  says,  let  us  get  this  done,  but.  And 
every  time  we  turn  around  we  hear  an- 
other but. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  this  debate  is  all 
about,  I  spent  many  years  in  the  coun- 
ty legislature  before  I  came  to  the 
State  legislature  and  onto  this  Con- 
gress 18  years  ago.  We  used  to  complain 
bitterly  about  the  strings  attached 
from  Washington.  He  wanted  to  solve 
our  own  welfare  problems. 

Later  on,  after  6  years  in  county  gov- 
ernment, I  went  to  the  State  govern- 
ment and  served  in  the  same  capacity 
on  the  social  services  committee.  We 
had  the  same  kind  of  problems.  We 
knew  how  to  solve  our  problems  but 
Washington  would  not   let  us  do  it. 
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That  is  really  what  this  debate  is  all 
about. 

We  have  seen  time  after  time  where 
this  Federal  Government  will  not  give 
the  waivers  to  the  State  governments. 
This  debate  is  about  giving  the  block 
grant  to  the  State  of  Wisconsin  and 
letting  them  decide  in  a  pilot  project 
how  to  solve  these  problems.  That  is 
what  this  debate  is  all  about,  it  is  a 
block  grant  going  to  them. 

We  do  not  need  to  have  the  ifs.  ands, 
and  buts.  Let  us  give  them  the  ability 
to  do  it,  without  any  strings  attached, 
and  then  we  can  decide  if  the  plan 
worked.  Plan  one  did  work  in  Wiscon- 
sin. It  reduced  the  case  load  by  40  per- 
cent. If  this  will  reduce  the  case  load 
by  another  20  percent  and  we  then  take 
that  pilot  project  and  enact  it  through- 
out the  country,  giving  each  of  our 
States  that  opportunity,  we  will  have 
solved  this  status  quo  mess  that  we 
have  today  in  the  form  of  a  welfare 
program. 

Let  us  get  on  with  it.  Let  us  pass  this 
rule  and  then  let  us  pass  this  bill  and 
give  Wisconsin  without  any  strings  at- 
tached the  ability  to  try  to  solve  this 
problem. 

Mr.  speaker,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time,  and  I  move  the  previous 
question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  resolution. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were— yeas  363,  nays  59, 
not  voting  12,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  219] 
YEAS-363 
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Ackennan 

Blate 

Cniambllss 

Archer 

Boehlert 

Chenoweth 

Armey 

Boehiier 

Chnstensen 

Bach  OS 

Bonilla 

Chrysler 

Baesler 

Bonlor 

Clement 

Baker  (CA) 

Bono 

ainger 

Baker  (LA) 

Borski 

Coble 

Baldaccl 

Boucher 

Cobum 

Ballescer 

Brewster 

Colemioi 

Barcla 

Browder 

Collins  (GA) 

Barr 

Brown  (CA) 

Combest 

Barrett  (NE) 

Brown  (FL) 

Condlt 

Barrett  (WI) 

Brown  (OH) 

Cooley 

Bartlett 

Brownba<:k 

Coetello 

Barton 

Bryant  (TN) 

Cox 

Bass 

Buns 

Cojme 

Batenum 

Btumlns 

Cramer 

Bellenson 

Burr 

Crane 

Bentsen 

Burton 

Crapo 

Bereuter 

Buyer 

Cremeans 

Berman 

Callahan 

Cubtn 

Bevlll 

Calvert 

Danner 

BUbray 

Camp 

Davis 

BlUrakls 

Campbell 

de  la  Garza 

Bishop 

Canady 

Deal 

BlUey 

Castle 

DeFazIo 

BlomeDaaer 

Chabot 

DeLauro 

DeLay 

Johnson  (SD) 

Deutsch 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Dlaz-Balart 

Johnson.  Sam 

Dickey 

Johnston 

Dicks 

Jones 

Dlnrell 

Kanjorskl 

Dlzon 

Kaptur 

Dogjetl 

Kaslch 

Dooley 

Kellj- 

DooUttle 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Doman 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Doyle 

Kennelly 

Dreler 

Klldee 

Duncan 

Kim 

Dunn 

King 

Durbln 

Kingston 

Edwards 

Kleczka 

Ehlers 

Kllnk 

Ehrllch 

King 

Emerson 

Knollenberg 

Enjel 

Kolbe 

English 

LaFalce 

Enslrn 

LaHood 

Eshoo 

Lantos 

Evans 

Largent 

Everett 

Ewln; 

LaTourette 

Farr 

Laughlln 

Fawell 

Lazlo 

Faao 

Leach 

Fields  (TX) 

Levin 

Flake 

Lewis  (CA) 

Flanagan 

Uwls  (KY) 

FogUetU 

Llghtfoot 

Foley 

Llnder 

Forbes 

Llplnskl 

Ford 

Livingston 

Fowler 

LoBlondo 

Fox 

Lofgren 

Franks  (CD 

Longley 

Franks  (NJ) 

Lowey 

Frellnghuysen 

Lucas 

Frlsa 

Luther 

Frost 

Maloney 

Funderburk 

Manton 

Gallegly 

Manzullo 

Ganske 

Martinez 

Gejdenson 

Martini 

Gekas 

Mascara 

Geren 

McCarthy 

GUchrest 

McCoUnm 

GUlmor 

McCrery 

GUman 

McDade 

Goodlatte 

McHugh 

(doodling 

Mclnnls 

Gordon 

Mcintosh 

Goss 

McKeon 

Graham 

McKlnoey 

Green  (TX) 

McNolty 

Greene  (UT) 

Meehas 

Greenwood 

Menendez 

Gunderson 

Metcalf 

Gutknecht 

Meyers 

Hall  (OH) 

Mica 

HaU(TX) 

Miller  (CA) 

HamlltOQ 

Miller  (FL) 

Hjuicock 

Mtnge 

Hansen 

Moakley 

Harman 

Mollnan 

Hastert 

Montgomery 

Hasungs  (FL) 

Moorhead 

Hastings  (WA) 

Moran    • 

Hayworth 

MoreUa 

Hefley 

Munha 

HeJUer 

Myers 

Heinemam 

Myrlck 

Herger 

Neal 

Hllleaiy 

Netbercntt 

Hincbey 

Neumann 

Hobson 

Ney 

Hoekstra 

Norwood 

Hoke 

Nttssle 

Holden 

Oberstar 

Hon 

Obey 

Hostettler 

Ortiz 

Houghton 

Orton 

Hunter 

Oxley 

Hutchinson 

Packard 

Hyde 

Pallone 

Inglls 

Parker 

Istook 

Pazon 

Jacobs 

Peterson  (FL) 

Jefferson 

Peterson  (MM) 

Johnson  (CT) 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Porter 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryoe 

QuUlen 

Qttlnn 

Radanovlch 

Rahall 

Ramstad 

Reed 

Regula 

Richardson 

Rlggs 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtlnes 

Rose 

Roth 

Roukema 

Royce 

Rush 

Salmon 

Sanders 

Sanford 

Sazton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

SIslsky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (Ml) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Steams 

Stenholm 

StockmaB 

Stadds 

Stomp 

Stopak 

Talent 

Tate 

Taozln 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO) 

Teleda 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Tlahrt 

Torklldsen 

TortceUl 

Traflcant 

Ci^on 

Vucanovlch 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Ward 

Watu  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Wilson 

wise 

Wolf 

Woolsey 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

Zellir 

Zlmmer 


Abercromble 

Andrews 

Becerra 

Brjant  (TX) 

Cardln 

(Hiapman 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clybum 

Collins  (IL) 

Collins  (Ml) 

Conyers 

Cummlngs 

Dellums 

Fields  (LA) 

Fllner 

Frank  (MA) 

Furse 

Gibbons 

Gonzalez 


Allard 

Cimnlngham 

Fattah 

Gephardt 

Hayes 


NAYS— ^ 

Gutierrez 

Hllllard 

Hoyer 

Jackion(IL) 

Lewis  (GA) 

Maunl 

McDennott 

McHale 

Meek 

MlUender- 

McDonald 
Mink 
-Nadler 
Olver 
Owens 
Pastor 
Payne  (NJ) 
Pelosl 
Rangel 
Roybal-Allard 

NOT  VOTING— 12 


Sabo 
Saw>-er 
Serrano 
Skaggs 

Slaughter 

Stark 

Stokes 

Tanner 

Thompson 

Tones 

Towns 

Velazquez 

Yen  to 

Vlsclosky 

Volkmer 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Wazman 

Wynn 

Yates 


Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Lmcoln 
Markey 
Mollohan 


Payne  (VA) 

Schlff 

WUlians 
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Ms.  ROYBAL-ALLARD.  Mr.  BRY- 
ANT Of  Texas,  and  Mr.  OLVER  changed 
their  vote  from  "yea"  to  "nay." 

Mr.  BONO  and  Mr.  WISE  changed 
their  vote  from  "nay"  to  "yea." 

So  the  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


REMOVAL  OF  NAME  OF  MEMBER 
AS  COSPONSOR  OF  H.R.  1462 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  remove  my 
name  as  a  cosponsor  of  H.R.  1462. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  ING- 
Lis  of  South  Carolina).  Is  there  objec- 
tion to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri? 

There  was  no  objection. 


LIMITING  AMENDMENTS  AND 
TIME  FOR  CONSIDERATION  ON 
CERTAIN  AMENDMENTS  DURING 
FLTITHER  CONSIDERATION  OF 
H.R.  3540.  FOREIGN  OPERATIONS. 
EXPORT  FINANCING,  AND  RE- 
LATED PROGRAMS  APPROPRIA- 
TIONS ACT,  1997 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  during  the  fur- 
ther consideration  of  H.R.  3540  in  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole,  pursuant  to 
the  House  Resolution  445,  that  no 
amendments  to  the  bill  shall  be  in 
order  except  the  following  amend- 
ments, if  offered  by  the  Member  speci- 
fied or  his  designee: 

Amendments  numbered  54,  58,  and  76 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin [Mr.  Obey];  amendment  No.  10  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts [Mr.  Frank];  amendment  No.  69 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Souder];  and  amendment  No.  75 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Zimmer]. 
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I  further  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
debate  on  each  amendment  and  all 
amendments  thereto  shall  be  limited 
to  20  minutes,  equally  divided  and  con- 
trolled by  the  proponent  and  an  oppo- 
nent, except  that  amendments  num- 
bered 54  and  10  shall  each  be  debatable 
for  not  to  exceed  45  minutes,  and  con- 
sideration of  these  amendments  pro- 
ceed without  intervening  motion,  ex- 
cept one  motion  to  rise,  if  offered  by 
myself. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama? 

Mr.  OBEY.  Reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject, Mr.  Speaker,  could  I  simply  ask 
the  gentleman,  on  amendment  No.  69,  I 
confess  I  am  not  fully  familiar  with  the 
contents.  Is  there  any  intention  that 
there  is  going  to  be  an  amendment  to 
amendment  No.  69? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OBEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  tell  the  gentleman,  not  to  my 
knowledge.  I  think  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Souder]  had  two  amend- 
ments. The  second  amendment  I  think 
is  amendment  No.  69,  which  he  intends 
to  offer,  an  amendment  on  Mexico  that 
has  to  do  with  encouraging  them  to 
crack  down  on  drug  trafficking.  There 
Is  no  second  degree  amendment. 

Mr.  OBEY.  There  is  no  amendment?  I 
thank  the  gentleman,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reserva- 
tion of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama? 
There  was  no  objection. 
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WISCONSIN  WORKS  WAIVER 
APPROVAL  ACT 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursuant 
to  House  Resolution  446,  I  call  up  the 
bill  (H.R.  3562)  to  authorize  the  State 
of  Wisconsin  to  implement  the  dem- 
onstration project  known  as  Wisconsin 
Works,  and  ask  for  its  immediate  con- 
sideration in  the  House. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  House  Resolution  446,  the 
amendment  printed  in  section  2  of  the 
resolution  is  adopted. 

The  text  of  H.R.  3562,  as  amended  by 
the  amendment  printed  in  section  2  of 
House  Resolution  446,  is  as  follows: 
H.R.  3562 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  AUTHORmr  TO  DfFLEMENT  WISCON- 
SIN WOBKS  OEMONSTBATION 
PBOJECT. 

(a)  In  GENERA!..— Upon  presentation  by  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  of  the  document  entitled 
"Wisconsin  Works"  (as  signed  into  State  law 
by  the  Governor  of  Wisconsin  on  April  26, 
1966)  to  the  appropriate  Federal  official  with 
respect  to  any  Federal  entitlement  program 
specified  in  such  document— 


(1)  such  official  Is  deemed  to  have  waived 
compliance  with  the  requirements  of  Federal 
law  with  respect  to  such  program  to  the  ex- 
tent and  for  the  period  necessary  to  enable 
the  State  of  Wisconsin  to  carry  out  the  dem- 
onstration project  described  in  the  docu- 
ment; and 

(2)  the  costs  of  carrying  out  the  dem- 
onstration project  which  would  not  other- 
wise be  included  as  expenditures  under  such 
program  shall  be  regarded  as  expenditures 
under  such  program. 

(b)  Limitation  of  Costs.— Subsection  (a){2) 
shall  not  apply  to  the  extent  that— 

(1)  the  sum  of  such  costs  and  the  expendi- 
tures of  the  State  of  Wisconsin  under  all  pro- 
grams to  which  subsection  (a)  applies  during 
any  testing  period  exceeds. 

(2)  the  total  amount  that  would  be  ex- 
pended under  such  programs  during  such 
testing  period  in  the  absence  of  the  dem- 
onstration project. 

(c)  Testing  Period.— For  purposes  of  sub- 
section (b).  the  testing  periods  are- 
CD  the  5-year  period  that  begins  with  the 

date    of   the    conmiencement   of   the   dem- 
onstration project,  and 
(2)  the  period  of  the  demonstration  project. 

(d)  Recaptl-re  of  Excess.— If  at  the  close 
of  any  testing  period,  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  determines  that 
the  amount  described  in  subsection  (b)(1)  ex- 
ceeds the  amount  described  in  subsection 
(b)(2)  for  such  period,  such  Secretary  shall 
withhold  an  amount  equal  to  such  excess 
from  amounts  otherwise  payable  to  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  under  section  403  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  (relating  to  the  program 
of  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children) 
for  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning  after  the 
close  of  such  period.  The  preceding  sentence 
shall  not  apply  to  the  extent  such  Secretary 
Is  otherwise  paid  such  excess  by  the  State  of 
Wisconsin. 

SEC.  2.  NO  EFFECT  ON  CERTAIN  OTHER  WAIVERS 
GRANTED  TO  THE  STATE  OF  WIS- 
CONSIN. 

This  Act  shall  not  be  construed  to  affect 
the  terms  or  conditions  of  any  waiver  grant- 
ed before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act  to  the  State  of  Wisconsin  under  section 
1115  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  including 
earned  waiver  savings  and  conditions.  The 
current  waivers  are  considered  a  pre- 
condition and  can  be  subsumed  as  part  of  the 
Wisconsin  Works  demonstration. 

SEC.  3.  AUTHORirr  TO  PARTICIPATE  UNDER  SUB- 
SEQUENT LEGISLATION. 

If.  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act,  any  Federal  law  is  enacted  which  modi- 
fies the  terms  of,  or  the  amounts  of  expendi- 
tures permitted  under,  any  program  to  which 
section  1  applies,  the  State  of  Wisconsin  may 
elect  to  participate  in  such  program  as  so 
modified. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Archkr]  and 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Kleczka]  will  each  be  recognized  for  30 
minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
fi"om  Texas  [Mr.  ARCHER]. 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks and  to  include  extraneous  mate- 
rial on  H.R.  3562,  the  bill  presently 
under  consideration. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas? 


There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.   Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  It  has  been  8  days  since 
the  President  formally  received  the  re- 
quest for  Wisconsin  waivers  firom  Gov- 
ernor Tonmiy  Thompson.  He  still  has 
not  approved  It.  As  Members  will  re- 
call, the  P*resident  endorsed  the  Gov- 
ernor's request  to  implement  his  inno- 
vative welfare  Initiative  by  waiving 
the  cumbersome  and  counterproductive 
Federal  rules  and  regulations  that  gov- 
ern welfare. 

The  American  people  noted  the  great 
speed  with  which  the  President  went 
on  national  radio  to  endorse  the  Wis- 
consin waivers,  once  he  had  learned 
that  Senator  Bob  Dole  would  visit 
Wisconsin  to  announce  his  own  welfare 
proposal.  But  as  of  today,  8  days  after 
the  President's  ringing  endorsement, 
the  Clinton  administration  has  yet  to 
sign  the  Wisconsin  waivers. 

Under  the  Social  Security  Act,  the 
Clinton  administration  has  the  imme- 
diate authority  to  sign  the  Wisconsin 
waivers.  Given  his  radio  address,  there 
should  be  no  reason  for  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration to  negotiate,  study,  or 
otherwise  delay  the  waivers  Wisconsin 
seeks. 

To  help  the  President  refocus  his  en- 
ergy on  the  Wisconsin  waivers,  today 
we  initiate  this  legislative  process  of 
sending  the  President  the  Wisconsin 
waivers  in  legislative  form.  The  Presi- 
dent endorsed  the  Wisconsin  proposal, 
and  now  we  are  giving  him  the  oppor- 
tunity to  personally  approve  it  by  sign- 
ing this  bill.  We  eagerly  await  his  sig- 
nature. 

Mr.  Speaker,  pursuant  to  the  rule,  I 
designate  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin [Mr.  Klug]  to  hereafter  control  the 
time  for  debate. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Obey],  the  dean  of  the  Wis- 
consin delegation. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  biggest 
social  failure  in  this  country  is  welfare. 
I  think  everybody  understands  that.  It 
is  a  mess.  It  destroys  work  incentives. 
It  is  hated  by  many  of  the  people  on  it 
and  it  is  hated  by  the  taxpayers.  I 
think  the  No.  1  priority  of  the  country 
is  to  see  welfare  reformed,  and  I  do  not 
believe  that  the  country  is  going  to 
have  much  confidence  in  its  Govern- 
ment until  the  Government  dem- 
onstrates that  it  can  distinguish  be- 
tween the  truly  needy  and  those  who 
take  no  personal  responsibility.  The 
American  people  deserve  to  have  the 
welfare  issue  dealt  with  in  a  way  that 
puts  their  needs  first. 

Instead,  in  my  view,  the  issue  is 
being  used  as  a  political  football  by 
politicians  to  meet  the  needs  of  politi- 
cians, in  order  to  help  them  gain  an 
edge  on  each  other.  This  bill  is  part  of 
that  circus.  It  is  not  real,  it  will  not 
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become  law,  it  is  simply  part  of  a  polit- 
ical game  to  tweak  the  President  of  the 
United  States.  The  problem  is  that 
long  after  President  Clinton  and  would- 
be  President  Dole  are  gone,  my  con- 
stituents will  have  to  live  with  the 
consequences. 

We  have  before  us  today  one-half  of 
Governor  Thompson's  welfare  reform 
package.  Under  the  Wisconsin  welfare 
reform  package,  low-Income  people  are 
going  to  be  taken  off  welfare  in  many 
instances,  but  the  second  half  of  the 
welfare  package  in  Wisconsin  is  to  put 
the  Milwaukee  Brewers  and  their 
owner  on  welfare,  making  them  biggest 
welfare  queen  in  Wisconsin.  I  find  that 
interesting. 

What  we  have  before  us  is  the  fact 
that  the  Wisconsin  legislature  passed  a 
reform  bill.  The  Governor  may  have 
had  27  separate  changes  in  it  through 
item  vetoes.  The  normal  next  step  is 
for  the  Department  of  Health  and  So- 
.  cial  Services  to  allow  a  30-day  com- 
ment period  from  the  public,  and  then 
make  a  decision  on  the  welfare  re- 
quests. This  bill  cuts  the  public  out.  It 
simply  says  that  435  people  in  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States,  at  least  in 
the  House,  who  have  never  read  the 
waiver  proposition,  who  know  virtually 
nothing  about  it,  are  going  to  be  voting 
on  it.  Instead  of  allowing  the  depart- 
ment to  proceed  to  do  what  it  has  done 
on  every  other  occasion,  which  is  to 
grant  waiver  requests  which  Wisconsin 
has  made. 

The  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Kleczka]  and  the  rest  of  the  Demo- 
crats in  the  Wisconsin  delegation  are 
offering  a  simple  substitute.  Since, 
after  all,  this  welfare  reform  proposal 
does  not  go  Into  effect  until  September 
1997,  It  simply  urges  the  department  to 
approve  Wisconsin's  request  after  two 
conditions  are  met:  Number  one,  after 
we  have  a  30-day  comment  period,  so 
that  the  public  can  be  cut  in  on  the 
deal,  and  they  can  finally  have  a  say-so 
so  our  constituents  can  participate, 
not  just  the  politicians  at  the  State 
and  the  Federal  level;  and  second,  after 
the  department  has  determined  that 
the  alternative  meets  each  of  the  seven 
tests  laid  down  for  it  by  the  Governor 
himself  In  his  document,  on  page  4. 

Unlike  the  bill,  we  do  not  cut  out  the 
public,  and  we  do  not  have  the  Con- 
gress interfering  in  something  it  knows 
nothing  about.  I  want  to  make  very 
clear,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  when  the 
President  spoke  2  weeks  ago  and  en- 
dorsed the  general  thrust  of  the  Wis- 
consin plan,  he  said  that  that  plan  had 
the  makings  of  a  good  proposal,  and 
that  he  wanted  to  work  with  the  State 
of  Wisconsin  to  see  it  accomplished. 

That  is  exactly  what  ought  to  hap- 
pen. We  ought  to  stop  inventing  dif- 
ferences where  there  are  none.  We 
ought  to  stop  the  politics.  We  ought  to 
get  on  with  the  process  and  get  those 
waivers  approved  so  Wisconsin  can  pro- 
ceed with  the  experiment  that  the  leg- 


islature passed,  which  the  Governor 
changed  with  his  vetoes  and  which 
they  are  now  asking  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment to  support.  That  is  the  non- 
political,  rational  way  to  go  about 
things,  and  I  urge  Members  to  support 
the  Kleczka  amendment. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Let  me  make  a  point,  in  response  to 
my  colleague  and  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey].  He 
said  that  by  passing  this  waiver,  we 
will  cut  the  public  out.  I  think  any- 
thing but  the  contrary.  The  public, 
which  should  be  involved  in  this  deci- 
sion, has  already  been  Involved  in  the 
decision.  It  is  the  residents  of  the  State 
of  Wisconsin  who  had  30  hearings  and 
town  meetings,  120  hours  of  debate  in 
the  Wisconsin  State  legislature,  and 
2,000  residents  participated  in  those 
venues. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KLUG.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  would  just  like  to  point  out  that 
in  the  hometown  of  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey],  hometown 
of  Wausau,  there  was  a  7-hour  public 
hearing  on  October  17, 1995,  where  82  in- 
dividuals either  appeared  or  registered 
before  the  committee  at  the  hearing. 

What  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Obey]  apparently  wants  to  do  is  to 
Ignore  the  input  that  those  82  individ- 
uals gave  In  his  hometown  to  elected 
legislators,  and  have  bureaucrats  in 
the  Department  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  end  up  deciding  what  waivers 
to  approve,  what  waivers  to  modify, 
and  what  waivers  to  reject,  and  thus 
write  the  final  welfare  reform  plan.  I 
have  much  greater  faith  in  the  folks 
who  appeared  at  the  hearing  in  Wausaw 
than  the  folks  across  the  street  in  the 
HHS  building. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Reclaming  my  time,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  we  will  have  plenty  of 
time  to  enter  in  a  dialogue,  but  I  want 
to  follow  up  on  another  point  to  say 
that  two-thfrds  of  the  Wisconsin  State 
Assembly  voted  for  and  three-quarters 
of  the  Wisconsin  State  Senate,  and  in 
fact,  the  Democratic  candidate  for 
Governor  who  ran  against  Tommy 
Thompson  last  time,  supported  the 
plan  and  voted  for  the  plan.  It  is  a  plan 
that  Republicans  and  Democrats  in 
Wisconsin  support. 

The  bottom  line  in  all  of  this,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  whose  values  do  we  trust: 
Do  we  trust  the  values  of  the  folks 
back  in  Wisconsin,  sitting  down  at  the 
lunch  counter  right  now,  or  do  we  trust 
the  folks  stuffing  the  file  cabinets 
right  here  somewhere  in  Washington? 
It  is  Main  Street  values  versus  Wash- 
ington values. 
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Do  you  trust  the  judgment  of  the 
Wisconsin  bipartisan  legislature  or  do 


you  trust  the  judgment  of  the  tech- 
nocrats and  the  bureaucrats  here  in  the 
Nation's  Capital? 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  4  minutes  and  30 
seconds  to  my  colleague,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Neumann], 
to  detail  the  waiver  application  itself. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
just  like  to  point  out  that  the  bill  is 
very,  very  straightforward.  It  very  sim- 
ply says  that  we  grant  Wisconsin  the 
ability  to  go  ahead  with  the  welfare  re- 
form plan  that  has  been  passed  through 
the  State  legislature. 

I  have  been  looking  for  a  way  to  best 
describe  the  Wisconsin  Works  Program. 
I  would  like  to  read  what  I  found  to  be 
one  of  the  better  descriptions  of  the 
program.  I  quote  this  now.  It  says: 
Under  the  Wisconsin  plan,  people  on 
welfare  who  can  work  must  work  im- 
mediately. The  State  will  see  to  it  that 
the  work  is  there,  in  the  private-sector 
jobs  that  can  be  subsidized  if  nec- 
essary, or  community-service  jobs  if 
there  are  no  private  jobs  available. 

The  State  says  it  will  also  see  to  it 
that  families  have  health  care  and 
child  care  so  that  parents  can  go  to 
work  without  worrying  about  what  will 
happen  to  thefr  children,  but  they 
must  go  to  work  or  they  will  not  get 
paid.  If  they  do  work,  of  course,  they 
will  have  the  dignity  of  earning  a  pay- 
check, not  a  welfare  check. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  plan  would  send  a 
clear  message  to  teen  parents  as  well. 
If  you  are  a  minor  with  a  baby,  you 
will  receive  benefits  only  If  you  stay  in 
school,  live  at  home  and  turn  your  life 
around.  Those  words  adequately  and  di- 
rectly describe  the  Wisconsin  plan. 

I  have  been  hearing  today  that  some- 
how President  Clinton  did  not  know 
what  was  in  this  plan.  Those  words  de- 
scribing the  Wisconsin  plan.  Governor 
Tommy  Thomiison's  plan,  those  words 
are  President  Clinton's  words  during 
his  radio  address.  I  would  point  out 
that  they  very  directly  describe  the 
Wisconsin  plan.  He  knew  exactly  what 
was  in  the  plan  when  he  said,  and  I 
quote  again,  we  should  get  it  done,  re- 
ferring to  granting  the  Wisconsin  waiv- 
ers. 

I  have  heard  this  is  about  partisan 
politics  today.  I  have  a  very  difficult 
time  understanding  how  we  can  call  It 
partisan  politics  when  a  Republican 
Congress  is  saying  to  a  Democrat 
President,  we  are  honoring  your  wish- 
es, here  it  is,  let  us  do  what  you  said, 
let  us  get  it  done.  That  is  what  this  is 
all  about. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  might  add  on  the  po- 
litical front,  I  find  myself  in  a  very 
unique  position  of  being  out  in  Wash- 
ington, DC,  doing  the  best  job  I  can  to 
see  to  it  that  legislation  voted  for  by  a 
potential  opponent  of  mine  in  the  next 
election.  Judy  Robeson  from  Beloit, 
she  voted  for  this  bill,  a  Democrat  on 
the  other  side  from  my  own  district 
and  potentially  a  candidate  against  me 
in  the  next  race.  I  am  here  working  to 
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see  to  It  that  her  good  work  in  fact 
gets  enacted  into  law. 

I  would  like  to  also  address  the  com- 
ment that  there  have  been  no  public 
hearings  on  this.  There  has  been  18 
months  of  hearings  in  the  State  of  Wis- 
consin on  this.  After  18  months  the 
people  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin  did 
what  the  American  people  want  all  of 
us  to  do.  They  cut  through  the  Repub- 
lican-Democrat gridlock  that  seems  to 
bring  this  place,  Washington  DC,  to  a 
grinding  halt.  They  cut  through  that. 
They  developed  a  welfare  reform  pack- 
age requiring  able-bodied  welfare  re- 
cipients to  go  back  into  the  work  force 
while  taking  care  of  health  care  and 
child  care,  but  they  did  this  with  both 
the  votes  of  the  Democrats  and  the  Re- 
publicans. 

The  majority  of  the  Democrats  in  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  voted  for  this  plan. 
All  of  the  Republicans  voted  for  it.  All 
in  all,  the  vote  was  100  to  31  in  favor  of 
it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  plan  is  budget  neu- 
tral. It  does  not  cost  the  taxpayers 
from  Washington,  DC,  at  least  an  addi- 
tional nickel.  I  would  also  like  to  add 
to  my  colleagues  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle  that,  when  they  voted  for  H.R.  4 
approxlnaately  a  year  ago,  if  that  bill 
had  been  signed  into  law  rather  than 
vetoed  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  we  would  not  be  standing  here 
having  this  debate  today.  Wisconsin 
works  for  Gov.  Tommy  Thompson  and 
the  Republicans  and  Democrats  in  the 
State  legislature  would  already  be  en- 
acted into  law  and  would  be  rapidly 
moving  forward. 

There  is  one  more  point  that  I  find 
extremely  ironic  in  this  debate.  The 
whole  context  of  this  debate  is  that  we 
somehow  need  30  days  out  here  for  the 
Washington  bureaucrats  to  rewrite  the 
Wisconsin  plan.  I  would  like  you  to 
think  about  what  exactly  that  means. 

In  Wisconsin,  we  have  a  Governor 
and  a  State  legislature  that  has  bal- 
anced the  budget  year  after  year  after 
year.  They  have  just  enacted  a  huge 
tax  cut.  That  is,  they  have  reduced  the 
tax  burden  on  the  people  in  the  State 
of  Wisconsin.  They  have  balanced  the 
budget.  They  have  cut  the  taxes.  Busi- 
ness is  booming  in  the  State  of  Wiscon- 
sin providing  job  opportunities  for  peo- 
ple to  leave  the  welfare  rolls  and  once 
again  have  a  shot  at  the  American 
dream.  Who  are  we  asking  for  a  30-day 
review  of  this  process?  The  Washington 
bureaucrats,  900  miles  from  the  State 
of  Wisconsin. 

Who  are  we  asking  to  do  this  review? 
Who  do  they  want,  these  Washington 
bureaucrats  to  review  and 
Washingtonlze  this  Wisconsin  plan? 
Well,  they  are  the  very  same  people 
that  have  plunged  our  Nation  S5  tril- 
lion in  debt.  They  have  not  balanced  a 
budget  in  a  generation,  for  goodness 
sakes.  In  1993  they  not  only  did  not  re- 
dace  taxes  on  the  American  people, 
they  passed  the  biggest  tax  increase  in 
the  history  of  this  Nation. 


How  is  it  that  we  would  think  that 
we  should  take  this  Wisconsin  plan  and 
bring  it  out  here  to  Washington,  DC, 
and  have  it  reviewed  by  these  people 
who  have  done  exactly  the  opposite  of 
what  we  should  be  doing  in  this  Nation, 
instead  of  plimging  us  into  debt  and 
not  balancing  the  budget,  increasing 
the  welfare  rolls.  That  is  not  what  we 
ought  to  be  doing.  And  I  will  conclude 
my  remarks.  Maybe  we  should  ask  the 
people  of  Wisconsin  to  review  Washing- 
ton work. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Let  me  try  to  bring 
the  debate  back  to  the  issue  here.  I 
yield  myself  30  seconds. 

The  issue  before  us  is  not  to  rehash 
or  redo  the  State  legislative  enact- 
ment; that  is  the  law  of  the  land  in  the 
State  of  Wisconsin.  What  we  are  trying 
to  do  here,  what  we  are  talking  about 
is  process.  There  is  a  process  for  when 
States  ask  for  waivers.  Like  it  or  not. 
that  is  the  process  that  has  been  used. 

So,  what  the  Republican  proposal 
today  does  is  cut  out  the  public's  input 
into  this  process.  Do  not  give  me  this 
baloney  about  the  bureaucrats  and  ev- 
erything else.  The  30  days  is  so  the 
public,  and  I  will  give  you  some  of  the 
names  who  have  asked  for  this  oppor- 
tunity from  Wisconsin  and  from  out  of 
Wisconsin,  but  they  just  want  an  op- 
portunity to  be  heard.  Why  are  we  cut- 
ting that  out?  What  do  we  have  to  fear? 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  30  seconds  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  sim- 
ply say  that  the  gentleman  referred  to 
the  hearing  that  was  held  in  my  home- 
town. I  would  simply  observe  that  that 
hearing  was  held  before  the  fact.  The 
citizens  of  Wisconsin  have  had  no  op- 
portixnity  to  comment  on  thefr  view  of 
the  Governor's  97  item  vetoes  and  the 
changes  that  that  made  in  the  process. 

My  understanding  is  he  made  97 
changes  on  27  separate  items.  I  would 
bet  that  no  member  of  the  Wisconsin 
delegation  can  define  those. 

So  all  we  are  sajrlng  is  we  ought  to 
leave  the  process  to  the  same  people 
who  provided  Wisconsin's  nine  previous 
waivers.  At  least  they  know  something 
about  what  is  in  the  package.  Certainly 
no  one  on  this  floor  does. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  of  California 
[Mr.  Stakk],  formerly  from  the  State 
of  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  the 
south  side  of  Milwaukee. 

I  grew  up  on  the  west  side  of  Milwau- 
kee. We  used  to  beat  Janesville  in  bas- 
ketball at  Wauwatosa  High  School. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  I  personally  take  of- 
fense at  that.  The  basketball  teams  in 
Janesville  are  dynamically  great. 

Mr.  STARK.  I  am  sure  big  guys  like 
you  would  have  whipped  short  guys 
like  me. 

Perhaps  the  gentleman  from  Janes- 
ville would  indulge  me  for  a  few  min- 
utes, because  I  understand  that  he  un- 


derstands what  they  have  done  in  Wis- 
consin; but  I  cannot  quite  understand 
what  it  is  here  that  he  is  asking  us  to 
do  today. 

For  instance,  in  his  waivers  he  is 
asking  to  waive  fair  hearing  rights. 
Can  he  explain  to  me  what  fair  hearing 
rights  he  wants  to  waive?  What  fair 
hearing  rights  does  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Neumann]  want  to 
waive  here? 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  What  we  are  doing  in 
this  bill  is  we  are  simply  expressing 
our  confidence  in  the  State  of  Wiscon- 
sin legislature. 

Mr.  STARK.  The  gentleman  lists 
waivers  that  he  is-  asking  for.  One  of 
the  waivers  is  fair  hearing  rights. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  No.  no.  no.  What  this 
bill  does,  very  simply,  is  this  bill  very 
simply  says  we  have  confidence  in  the 
people  of  the  State  of  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  STARK.  I  am  sorry,  I  trust  the 
gentleman,  but  I  would  like  to  know. 
This  is  an  area  in  which  I  have  legis- 
lated for  some  time.  What  fafr  hearing 
rights  is  he  waiving,  for  example?  He  is 
wauving,  in  item  17  in  his  bill,  in  the 
record,  the  gentleman  is  saying  he  is 
waiving  lump  sums.  I  think  he  meant 
some  lumps,  but. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  We  can  gladly  spend 
the  rest  of  the  debate  time  on  this.  If 
the  gentlemen  would  like  me  to  read  a 
description  of  that,  it  is  item  No.  5  in 
the  description.  It  says:  Applicants  for 
and  participants  in  W-2  employment 
positions— trial  job,  CSJ  or  W-2  T— 
may  appeal  a  W-2  agency's  decision  re- 
lated to  eligibility  or  benefits.  The  ap- 
peal process  provided  for  is  similar  to 
the  conciliation  process  under  the 
JOBS  Program. 

So  we  can  go  through  these. 

Mr.  STARK.  Why  is  that  not  in  the 
bill?  What  is  the  gentleman  reading 
from? 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  I  am  reading  from 
the  thing  that  has  been  referred  to  in 
the  Register.  But  the  point  here  is  this. 

Mr.  STARK.  Excuse  me.  That  is  not 
in  the  bill;  is  it? 

Mr.  NEUMAl^J.  The  thing  is  I  do  not 
happen  to  think  that  we  need  a  Wash- 
ington review  of  what  has  already  been 
done. 

Mr.  STARK.  We  do  not  need  a  review, 
but  we  need  a  bill  that  we  can  read.  We 
are  spending  taxpayers'  money  to  help 
Wisconsin. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  That  is  money  from 
the  taxpayers  in  the  State  of  Wiscon- 
sin, and  they  have  already  decided  how 
they  would  like  to  spend  that  tax 
money.  I  for  one  believe  that  the  peo- 
ple in  the  State  of  Wisconsin  ought  to 
have  the  right  to  decide  how  that  tax 
money  has  been  spent.  I  would  like  to 
point  out  about  the  cost. 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  could 
reclaim  my  time  for  a  moment,  the 
gentleman  is  asking  me  to  vote  for 
some  88  waivers  here  which  he  de- 
scribed to  me.  I  do  not  have  any  time 
to  review  this.  The  gentleman  has  had 
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the  experience  of  all  of  these  hearings 
or  had  the  exjjerlence  of  reviewing  this. 
If  I  could  just  finish. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume.  I 
would  like  to  ask  a  question  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Sensen- 

BRENNER]. 

Our  collea^Tie  from  Wisconsin,  Mr. 
Obey  made  the  point  sajring  that,  since 
the  Governor's  veto,  nobody  has  had 
the  opportunity  to  review  this.  But  I 
would  ask  the  gentleman,  is  it  his  ex- 
I)erience  when  he  served  in  the  Wiscon- 
sin State  Legislature  that  obviously 
the  Wisconsin  State  Legislature,  which 
passed  this  plan  two-thirds  in  the  as- 
sembly, three-quarters  in  the  State 
Senate,  could  have  overridden  the  Gov- 
ernor's vetoes  and  changed  it;  could 
they  not? 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, if  the  gentleman  will  srleld,  that  is 
correct,  and  there  is  a  veto  session  of 
the  Wisconsin  Legislature  scheduled 
for  July  9,  10,  and  11.  The  State  legisla- 
ture can  decide  to  override  any  one  of 
the  vetoes  that  the  Governor  has  cho- 
sen to  make. 

Mr.  KLUG.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
making  that  point. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  my 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin [Mr.  SENSENBRENNER]. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, the  other  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin has  claimed  that  nobody  has  had  a 
chance  to  review  the  bill  after  the  Gov- 
ernor has  made  his  line-item  veto.  The 
President  of  the  United  States  has  had 
a  chance  to  review  it.  because  the 
statements  that  he  made  in  support  of 
Wisconsin's  W-2  plan  were  after  the 
Governor  vetoed  parts  of  the  W-2  plan 
and  signed  it  into  law.  And  he  said,  all 
in  all,  Wisconsin  has  the  makings  of 
the  solid,  bold,  welfare  reform  plan.  We 
should  get  it  done. 

Now,  what  we  are  hearing  from  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  is  that  we  should 
cloud  the  issue  more.  We  should  con- 
fuse the  issue  more.  And  we  should  end 
up  giving  the  bureaucrats  in  the  Fed- 
eral Department  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  the  opportunity  to  modify  the 
waiver  request,  as  they  usually  do 
when  waivers  are  requested,  and  thus 
end  up  by  bureaucratic  fiat  changing 
the  welfare  reform  plan  that  the  elect- 
ed legislators  of  Wisconsin  and  the 
Governor  of  this  State  have  decided  is 
in  the  State's  interest. 

That  philosophy  is  wrong.  The  reason 
this  bill  is  before  us  today  is  so  that 
Congress  can  allow  Wisconsin  to  get  on 
with  the  job  of  reforming  its  welfare 
system. 

Now.  let  me  say  that  what  we  are 
doing  here  is  really  not  unprecedented. 
There  have  been  three  instances  in  the 
last  10  years  where  Congress  has  legis- 
latively approved  welfare  reform  waiv- 
ers requested  by  the  Governors  of  var- 
ious States.  In  the  Omnibus  budget 
Reconciliation  Act  of  1987,  two  of  them 


were  approved,  one  from  the  State  of 
Washington  on  a  demonstration  project 
permitting  the  operation  of  a  family 
independence  program  as  an  alter- 
native to  AFDC.  and  the  other  from 
the  State  of  New  York  as  another  dem- 
onstration project  as  an  alternative  to 
AFDC. 

In  the  Omnibus  Reconciliation  Act  of 
1989,  Minnesota  was  permitted  to  con- 
duct a  demonstration  project  of  its 
family  investment  plan.  Now,  to  my 
knowledge,  there  were  no  hearings  con- 
ducted by  the  folks  on  the  other  side 
when  those  three  requests  for  waivers 
came  before  Congress  for  approval.  We 
should  not  do  it  here. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin [Mr.  Obey]. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to 
make  one  thing  clear  again.  This  Wis- 
consin proposal  does  not  go  into  effect 
until  late  1997.  There  is  absolutely  no 
reason  for  435  people  who  do  not  know 
their  ear  from  second  base  about  what 
is  in  this  package  to  actually  vote  on  it 
rather  than  having  the  i)eople  who 
have  approved  the  previous  nine  re- 
quests Wisconsin  has  had  for  waivers 
making  their  decision  on  it. 

I  am  tired  of  hearing  what  the  Presi- 
dent said  misdescribed.  The  President 
had  not  seen  the  submission  document 
that  the  Governor  was  going  to  present 
to  him.  The  President  in  his  radio 
statement  simply  said,  "I  am  encour- 
aged by  what  I  have  seen  so  far".  He 
said,  Wisconsin  "has  the  makings"  of  a 
solid,  bold,  welfare  reform  plan. 

"I  pledge  my  administration  will 
work  with  Wisconsin  to  make  an  effec- 
tive transition  to  a  new  vision  of  wel- 
fare." 

D  1230 

Why  do  we  not  take  him  up  on  it?  In- 
stead of  having  a  cheap  political  grand- 
stand for  2  hours  on  this  floor,  we 
ought  to  be  taking  the  President  up  on 
that  on  a  bipartisan  basis.  Quit  invent- 
ing differences  where  there  are  none. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
2%  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Florida  [Mrs.  Thurman]. 

Mrs.  THURMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
glad  we  are  having  this  discussion 
today  because  I  think  that  we  have  all 
agreed  that  we  do  want  welfare  reform, 
and  there  is  a  bigger  picture  here  be- 
cause we  will  take  up  and  have  taken 
up  H.R.  4.  But  today  we  are  talking 
about  and  the  leadership  is  offering  the 
Wisconsin  welfare  plan  as  its  model  for 
welfare  reform. 

If  this  is  the  ideal,  then  why  do  we 
continue  in  this  body  to  offer  a  welfare 
plan  that  cuts  the  money  necessary  to 
achieve  the  very  goals  contained  in  the 
Wisconsin  plan?  Wisconsin  says  it  want 
to  require  work,  provide  job  training, 
child  care,  and  health  care.  This  assist- 
ance is  going  to  cost  money. 

In  fact,  Wisconsin  recognizes  that  in 
order  to  move  people  from  welfare  to 


work,  it  is  going  to  have  to  spend  more 
money  than  it  currently  does.  How  can 
they  possibly  achieve  their  goals  imder 
H.R.  4? 

The  Congressional  Budget  Office  re- 
port said  that  H.R.  4  did  not  include 
sufficient  funds  to  meet  the  work  re- 
quirements in  their  welfare  bill.  How 
can  Wisconsin  then  meet  the  more  am- 
bitious and  more  costly  work  require- 
ments that  are  included  in  thefr  plan? 
What  about  child  care?  There  certainly 
is  not  enough  money  in  H.R.  4  to  pro- 
vide for  the  level  of  care  Wisconsin  is 
proposing.  Wisconsin's  promises  then 
probably  simply  will  be  broken. 

So  as  we  have  this  debate  and  as  we 
play  the  politics  today  on  this  issue, 
let  us  remember  that  it  is  possible  to 
achieve  welfare  reform  that  cares 
about  children.  This  should  be  our 
goal.  Florida  has  a  waiver  request  to 
achieve  this  goal.  Wisconsin  believes 
that  it  has  a  plan  to  reach  it.  as  well. 
However,  let  us  not  kid  ourselves  into 
believing  that  these  State  initiatives 
are  consistent  with  the  welfare  plan 
that  has  passed  this  body. 

States  do  want  to  be  innovative  and 
successful  in  their  efforts  to  move  peo- 
ple from  welfare  to  work.  President 
Clinton  wants  to  help  them.  In  fact,  he 
has  approved  waivers  in  38  States.  Of 
course,  we  would  rather  have  national 
welfare  reform,  but  national  reform  is 
of  no  value  unless  it  meets  the  cost  of 
State  plans.  We  have  not  done  this  in 
the  bills  offered  on  this  floor. 

I  hope  that  my  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  will  consider  the 
questions  I  have  raised.  Then  maybe  we 
can  find  out  how  Wisconsin's  waiver  is 
consistent  with  the  Republican  welfare 
agenda,  and  I  would  not  be  surprised  if 
the  answer  is  simply  no,  not  the  wel- 
fare agenda,  only  the  political  agenda, 
and  I  think  that  is  sad. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  SpeaJter,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Let  me  make  the  point  that  not  only 
does  Wisconsin  wait  for  its  waiver  ap- 
proval from  the  White  House  but  also 
the  State  of  Florida  has  waiver  appli- 
cations pending,  as  does  the  State  of 
California,  the  State  represented  by 
Mr.  Stark  who  spoke  earlier.  Again 
the  question  is.  do  you  trust  the  States 
to  do  it  or  does  it  always  have  to  be 
stamped  right  here  in  Washington? 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Roth] 
to  explain  why  we  can  do  it  back  home, 
we  do  not  need  to  do  it  here. 

Mr.  ROTH.  I  thank  my  friend  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Klug]  for  yielding  me 
this  time.  I  want  to  congratulate  him 
and  the  other  Members  of  the  Wiscon- 
sin delegation  for  all  the  work  they 
have  done  on  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  say  this.  The 
Wisconsin  Legislature  has  the  most 
dedicated  and  the  most  intelligent  peo- 
ple of  any  legislature  in  America,  and 
they  have  made  thefr  judgment  on  this 
after  18  months  of  debate. 
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Today  on  the  floor  is  what  I  call  the 
yes  butters  day.  Yes;  I  am  for  welfare 
reform,  but  not  today.  I  am  for  welfare 
reform,  but  not  on  this  bill.  I  am  for 
welfare  reform  but  not  under  these 
conditions,  you  see.  The  yes  butters. 
They  know  back  home  the  people  are 
for  the  legislation  but  they  do  not  have 
the  courage  to  vote  that  way,  so  we 
have  got  to  have  the  yes  but. 

I  have  to  chuckle  when  people  come 
up  here  and  say  the  President,  this  is 
what  he  said,  look  at  what  he  said 
here.  Do  you  mean  to  tell  me  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  did  not  know 
what  he  was  talking  about  when  he 
talked  to  the  Nation? 

President  Clinton  certainly  has  some 
Intellectual  integrity.  He  is  not  a  man 
that  will  just  say  anything  for  votes. 
Certainly  the  President  of  the  United 
States  has  some  intellectual  integrity, 
that  when  he  makes  a  statement  to  the 
Nation,  he  knows  what  he  is  talking 
about.  Do  you  mean  to  tell  me  that  he 
just  gets  up  and  verbalizes  and  does  not 
think  about  what  he  is  saying?  The 
President  does  know. 

The  present  system  is  the  poverty 
preservation  program  and  we  are  talk- 
ing about  changing  it.  Yes;  change 
comes  hard,  because  we  are  all  tied  to 
our  past.  That  is  what  we  are  asking 
for,  for  change. 

This  weekend  we  ha4  a  big  dem- 
onstration here  in  Washington.  A  quar- 
ter of  a  million  people  turned  out,  they 
said  for  our  children.  We  in  Wisconsin 
are  coming  to  the  Nation  to  say  we 
want  you  to  pass  this  legislation  for 
our  children,  too.  We  in  Wisconsin  are 
willing  to  take  the  risk.  What  are  you 
afiraidof? 

We  In  Wisconsin  know  that  the 
present  system  does  not  work.  That  is 
No.  1.  No.  2,  anything  is  better  than 
what  we  have  today.  No.  3,  Wisconsin, 
yes;  is  willing  to  take  the  risk.  And, 
No.  4,  the  Wisconsin  assembly  and  leg- 
islature after  18  months  of  debate  have 
passed  this  legislation. 

We  are  coming  to  you  with  a  package 
for  change.  All  we  are  asking  you  to  do 
is  to  have  some  confidence  in  yourself. 
Change  is  dlfQcult,  yes;  but  change  is 
needed  and  that  is  what  this  legislation 
is  doing. 

We  are  moving  with  this  legislation 
from  the  liberal  welfare  state  to  the  in- 
formation society.  Seventy-five  years 
ago  we  were  debating  moving  from  the 
agricultural  society  to  the  industrial 
revolution,  and  the  Nation  listened  to 
Wisconsin  and  we  are  thankful  for  it. 

Today  we  are  again  moving,  now 
from  the  industrial  revolution  to  the 
Information  society,  and  we  are  sajring, 
"You  were  right  75  years  ago,  America, 
to  listen  to  Wisconsin."  We  are  asking 
you  to  be  right  again  and  to  be  with  us 
again  today. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  30  seconds. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  enjoyed  listening  to 
the  comments  of  my  colleague  from 


Wisconsin  [Mr.  Roth].  The  problem 
with  his  remarks  is  that  they  are  about 
2  weeks  early  because  they  should  be 
directed  at  the  welfare  reform  bill  that 
will  be  on  this  floor  in  about  a  2-week 
period,  once  the  committee  I  serve  on 
has  had  a  chance  to  have  some  public 
hearings  and  mark  it  up. 

I  should  say,  on  the  whole  issue  of 
welfare  reform,  the  gentleman  indi- 
cates, "Yes,  I'm  for  welfare  reform 
but."  ''I'm  for  welfare  reform  but." 

Well,  this  gentleman  is  for  welfare 
reform  and  he  put  his  voting  card 
where  his  mouth  is,  and  the  last  time 
we  had  a  vote  on  the  welfare  reform 
bill,  the  conference  committee,  I  did 
support  it.  So  the  issue  here  is  not 
whether  or  not  we  should  have  welfare 
reform  in  this  country.  That  is  a  done 
deal.  The  question  is  the  process  and 
public  hearings. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Tan- 
ner]. 

Mr.  TANNER.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Kleczka]  for 
yielding  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  several  days  ago  a 
group  of  Democrats  and  Republicans 
here  in  the  House  introduced  a  na- 
tional welfare  reform  bill  called  H.R. 
3266.  It  is  unfortunate,  I  think,  that  we 
are  wasting  the  time  of  the  U.S.  Con- 
gress debating  what  should  or  should 
not  happen  in  Wisconsin. 

We  have  a  process  in  place  that 
works.  Most  everybody  here  has  ac- 
knowledged that,  to  take  care  of  these 
States  that  are  doing  their  own  and  re- 
questing waivers  and  so  forth. 

We  are  a  national  body.  If  we  are 
going  to  spend  the  time  of  this  Con- 
gress on  the  floor  on  welfare,  it  seems 
to  me  we  ought  to  be  discussing  a  na- 
tional welfare  bill.  We  have  introduced, 
a  bipartisan  group,  H.R.  3266,  that  is 
consistent  in  many  ways  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Wisconsin  plan.  It  has  bi- 
partisan support.  The  President  has  in- 
dicated he  can  work  with  us  to  resolve 
a  few  outstanding  issues  on  that. 

It  seems  to  me  that  if  the  Republican 
leadership  wanted  to  help  Wisconsin 
and  all  the  other  49  States  in  this  coun- 
try, we  could  bring  a  national  welfare 
bill  to  the  floor  like  H.R.  3266  which 
gives  not  only  Wisconsin  but  all  the 
other  States  the  ability  to  make  the 
changes  they  need  to  make,  want  to 
make  and  vote  to  make,  without  all 
this  nonsense  and  windbagglng  on  the 
floor  today  about  who  said  what  or 
when. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  we  are  spend- 
ing all  this  time  to  talk  about  what 
should  happen  in  Wisconsin.  They  are 
entitled  to  vote  on  that.  Even  the 
Members  from  Wisconsin  cannot  agree. 
So  I  would  just  ask  the  leadership 
that  sets  the  agenda  around  here,  let  us 
be  a  U.S.  Congress  and  talk  about  a  na- 
tional welfare  reform  bill  that  will 
allow  all  the  States  to  do  whatever  it 
is  they  want  to  do.  We  have  that  bipar- 


tisan bill  in  place  and  I  wish  we  could 
get  it  to  the  floor. 

My  colleague,  Mike  Castle,  and  I  have  in- 
troduced H.R.  3266,  a  bipartisan  welfare  re- 
form bill  wtiich  would  allow  real  welfare  reform 
to  work.  I  would  rattier  be  here  debating  that 
bill  because  such  a  debate  would  be  much 
more  fruitful. 

This  situation  we  are  confronted  with  in  this 
bill  is  quite  unusual.  There  is  a  procedure  in 
place  for  approving  waivers  which  has  proven 
quite  effective  in  recent  months.  In  fact,  many 
waivers  with  provisions  similar  to  those  in  the 
Wisconsin  plan  have  been  approved  or  are 
pending  approval.  Yet,  the  leadership  has  only 
chosen  to  bring  this  request  for  waiver  to  the 
floor. 

Furthermore,  the  other  body  has  already  in- 
dicated that  it  has  no  plans  to  consider  this 
bill.  So,  this  is  it.  This  bill  is  dead  as  soon  as 
we  vote  on  it. 

Therefore,  it  is  abundantly  dear  that  this  is 
not  atxiut  welfare  reform  at  all  but  rather  Pres- 
idential politics.  The  President  has  indicated 
he  supports  the  plan  as  described  by  Gov- 
ernor Thompson  and  some  folks  are  hoping  to 
embarrass  or  put  the  President  in  a  tx)x — so 
this  is  all  much  ado  about  nothing. 

But,  since  it  is  on  the  floor  I  will  take  advan- 
tage of  this  opportunity  to  make  a  few  sub- 
stantive points. 

In  temns  of  the  merits  of  this  individual  pro- 
posal— I  agree  with  the  basic  blueprint  or  pro- 
gram outlined  in  the  Wisconsin  proposal  as  I 
understand  it.  The  proposal  includes  a  limit  on 
benefits,  requires  work,  as  well  as  a  guarantee 
of  health  care,  child  care,  and  whatever  assist- 
ance might  be  required  to  move  from  welfare 
to  work. 

In  fact,  the  blueprint  is  consistent  with  the 
bipartisan  reform  bill  Govemor  Casue  and  I 
have  introduced.  So,  on  it's  face  the  plan  is 
something  I  can  certainly  live  with. 

But  the  questnn  we  should  be  looking  at 
today  is  not  whether  the  freestanding  Wiscon- 
sin plan  passes  the  test.  The  question  we 
shoukj  be  asking  is  how  does  this  plan  stand 
up  when  it  is  considered  in  the  context  of  the 
national  refomi  bill  which  has  marked  up  in 
subcommittee.  Once  this  is  done,  we  see  that 
the  Wisconsin  waiver  no  longer  looks  as  good. 
In  fact,  we  find  that  the  plan  has  a  fundamen- 
tal flaw.  The  flaw  lies  in  the  phrase,  "tased  on 
reasonable  budget  estimates." 

Many  jobs  still  do  not  provide  comprehen- 
sive health  care.  Therefore,  any  reform  effort 
must  include  health  care  to  allow  recipients  to 
leave  welfare  for  woric.  In  addition,  reform 
must  indud^  child  care  so  that  redpients  are 
free  to  pursue  emptoyment.  Last,  reform  must 
provKie  access  to  the  resources  and  activities 
needed  to  move  from  welfare  to  work. 

On  first  reading  rt  appears  Govemor  Thomp- 
son's plan  guarantees  these  crucial  elements 
of  refomi.  However,  upon  doser  examination 
we  find  out  that  the  guarantee  is  not  really  a 
solid  guarantee,  but  a  conditional  guarantee. 
The  guarantee  is  conditk>ned  on  rea^^onable 
budget  estimates.  Or,  in  other  words  the  guar- 
antee is  only  good  as  long  as  the  money  is 
there.  This  means  that  the  proposal  assumes 
Wisconsin  will  not  have  a  recession  and  the 
Federal  Govemment  will  provide  all  the  money 
that  is  needed. 

This  causes  me  great  concern.  Throughout 
this  debate,  I  have  critidzed  the  Republkan 
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welfare  bills  because  they  did  not  provide  suf- 
fcient  funding.  Now,  I  understand  the  budget 
constraints  better  than  many  people  in  this 
House  and  I  have  continuously  worked  to  bal- 
ance this  budget.  But,  let's  be  honest — reform 
is  going  to  cost  more  money  in  the  short  term. 

The  facts  are  that  the  welfare  bill  which  is 
■  moving  toward  the  fkx>r  does  not  provide  suffi- 
dent  funding.  This  is  not  just  my  opinion  but 
is  backed  up  by  a  GBO  analysis. 

No  one  can  guarantee  that  there  will  never 
t>e  a  recession  in  Wisconsin  or  any  other 
State  for  that  matter.  The  Castle-Tanner  bill 
recognizes  this  reality  and  provkJes  contin- 
gency funds  to  give  States  access  to  extra, 
emergency  funds  in  the  event  of  a  recession. 
The  Reput>lican  bill  wouM  not  provide  enough 
protection  for  States  in  the  event  of  a  reces- 
sion and  put  programs  such  as  Wisconsin's  at 
risk. 

Under  the  Republican  bill  the  States  will  not 
be  able  to  meet  the  partidpation  requirements 
because  the  bill  does  not  indude  enough  worit 
funding. 

And,  although  the  Republcans  have  re- 
sponded to  our  concems  in  pait  and  increased 
funding  for  child  care,  the  increases  have 
come  at  the  expense  of  title  XX  programs  and 
are  still  insuffident  to  meet  the  needs. 

Last,  the  Republican  plan  terminates  Medic- 
akj  and  transitk>nal  Medicaid  along  with 
AFDC.  There  was  never  a  mandate  for  the 
end  of  Medicaid  and  it  is  impossible  to  have 
successful  welfare  reform  without  provkjing 
medk^  care. 

I  support  the  right  of  the  people  of  Wiscon- 
sin to  dedde  their  own  welfare  polkaes  and 
the  plan  itself  is  consistent  with  the  bipartisan 
bill  I  have  introduced.  And,  since  this  bill  is  not 
going  anywhere  I  will  support  this  silly  bill. 

However,  we  have  the  cart  before  the 
horse.  We  shouM  pass  the  national  reform  bill 
first  and  then  evaluate  this  proposal.  In  my 
opinion,  our  votes  woukj  be  a  little  different 
then.  Why?  Not  t)ecause  the  Wisconsin  plan  is 
not  worthy  of  approval  but  because  the  plan 
wont  wori<  under  the  bill  now  moving  to  the 
fkx>r. 

I  believe  that  with  our  bipartisan  bill  and  the 
Republican  bill  we  are  dose  to  an  agreement 
on  welfare  reform  and  I  hope  that  we  have  an 
opportunity  to  address  these  issues  I  have 
outlined  before  the  national  reform  bill  comes 
to  the  floor. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Would  the  Speaker 
kindly  Indicate  to  both  sides  how  much 
time  is  remaining? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
BoNimv).  The  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin [Mr.  Kleczka]  has  15Vi  minutes  re- 
maining and  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Klug]  has  16  minutes  re- 
maining. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

If  I  may  read  a  quote,  please,  and  this 
is  talking  about  the  Wisconsin  Legisla- 
ture: 

The  final  vote  on  W-2  presented  legislators 
a  choice.  We  could  continue  along  a  seem- 
ingly endless  path  that  bad  fostered  impov- 
erished dependency  on  govemment  aid.  Or 
we  could  try  a  new  direction  In  the  hope  of 
leading  all  Wisconsin  citizens  to  a  more  dig- 
nified, more  prosperous  life  of  self-reliance 
based  on  work.  The  current  welfare  system 


doesn't  serve  people  well.  It  doesn't  belp  peo- 
ple advance  from  welfare  to  work. 

That  quote  comes  from  State  Sen- 
ator Chuck  Chvala,  who  my  colleagues 
from  Wisconsin  well  know  was  the  can- 
didate who  ran  last  time  against 
Tommy  Thompson  for  Governor  in  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  who  voted,  as  did 
three-quarters  of  his  colleagues  in  the 
State  senate,  for  this  piece  of  legisla- 
tion. 

I  understand  the  frustration  of  my 
colleague  from  Tennessee,  Mr.  Tanner, 
because  Tennessee  is  one  of  those 
States  as  well  as  California  and  also  a 
number  of  other  speakers  we  have 
heard  from  today  from  other  States 
that  are  also  waiting  for  waiver  appli- 
cations. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KLUG.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  I  think  it  is 
very  important,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  know 
that  had  H.R.  4  become  law,  we  would 
not  be  standing  here  today,  because 
there  would  be  no  waivers  required  for 
Wisconsin  to  implement  the  W-2  wel- 
fare reform  bill  that  the  State  legisla- 
ture passed  and  Governor  Thompson 
signed. 

So  anybody  who  voted  for  H.R.  4  and 
its  conference  report  should  really  be 
supporting  this  piece  of  legislation  en- 
thusiastically because  we  already  dealt 
with  the  issues  then  that  we  are  deal- 
ing with  today.  Unfortunately,  the 
President  of  the  United  States  decided 
to  veto  H.R.  4  and  that  is  why  we  are 
having  this  debate  today.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KLUG.  I  srield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
further  the  point  that  was  made  by  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Sen- 
senbrenner].  If,  In  fact,  the  majority 
party  continues  along  the  line  like  it  is 
doing  with  the  welfare  reform  bill,  and, 
that  is,  moderating  it  to  some  degree— 
the  one  we  are  going  to  take  up  pro- 
vides for  more  child  care — ^we  will  get  a 
signature,  we  will  go  to  the  block 
grants,  you  and  I  will  support  it,  then 
naturally  this  will  not  be  necessary. 
But  as  long  as  you  Insist  on  always 
sticking  in  a  poison  pill  to  the  bill,  you 
are  going  to  keep  getting  a  veto.  The 
poison  pill  that  you  are  going  to  stick 
in  this  time  around  is  some  radical 
Medicaid  changes  which  you  know  the 
President  is  not  going  to  buy. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Reclaiming  my  time,  Mr. 
Speaker,  we  will  have  an  opportunity 
to  debate  a  comprehensive  welfare 
package  In  the  next  several  weeks.  The 
argument  today  and  the  discussion 
again  is  simply,  and  the  challenge  for 
my  colleagues  from  Wisconsin  opposed 
to  this  is,  are  you  going  to  trust  the 
State  to  make  decision  or  does  Wash- 
ington have  to  say  yes?  Do  we  have  to 


come  back  here  one  more  time  on 
bended  knee  as  Tennessee,  as  Califor- 
nia, as  Florida  had  to  say.  please  give 
us  a  chance  to  fix  it  or  you  alio*  us  to 
fix  it  ourselves. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  I*etri]. 

Mr.  PETRI.  I  thank  my  colleague  for 
yielding  me  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  this 
legislation  deeming  approval  of  the 
Wisconsin  Works  waiver  request.  My 
colleagues  have  described  some  of  the 
attributes  of  the  Wisconsin  welfare  re- 
form effort.  Let  me  auld  another  one. 

One  of  the  gravest  failings  of  our  cur- 
rent welfare  system  is  the  tremendous 
disincentives  to  work  and  get  ahead 
forced  onto  the  most  unfortunate  in 
our  society.  There's  little  incentive  to 
get  off  welfare  and  into  a  job  to  begin 
with.  And  even  when  a  low-skilled  par- 
ent is  working,  she  has  almost  no 
chance  to  improve  her  lot.  Many  of  the 
working  poor  face  marginal  tax  rates 
at  or  exceeding  100  percent^meanlng 
that  they  lose  more  in  benefits  and  pay 
more  in  taxes  than  they  gain  in  wages 
when  they  increase  their  hours  or  earn 
a  raise.  The  rest  of  the  working  fami- 
lies in  the  income  range  just  above  the 
poverty  level  tend  to  have  effective 
marginal  tax  rates  of  at  least  75  per- 
cent. 

Wisconsin's  W-2  program  begins  to 
address  this  problem  in  two  ways. 
First,  it  alms  to  get  everyone  into 
some  kind  of  work  by  providing  the 
jobs  where  necessary  and  removing  any 
nonwork  alternative.  Then  it  allows 
people  to  earn  more  as  they  rise  from 
totally  subsidized  work  in  exchange  for 
a  grant  where  they  can  develop  the 
basic  skills  necessary  to  function  in 
the  working  world,  to  community  serv- 
ice jobs,  to  partially  subsidized  jobs  In 
the  private  sector,  and  finally  into  un- 
subsidized  jobs.  Rather  than  treading 
water,  or  even  losing  ground,  when  low 
income  Wisconsinites  work  thefr  way 
up  the  ladder  and  eventually  off  of  gov- 
emment assistance,  they  should  see  an 
improvement  in  thefr  disposable  in- 
come at  each  step.  The  biggest  im- 
provement should  occur  as  they  move 
from  community  service  work  into  pri- 
vate sector  jobs,  because  the  ETTC  will 
be  added  at  that  step. 

They'll  still  be  affected  by  food 
stamp  and  child  care  phaseouts  and 
eventually  the  EUTC  pha^eout,  income 
taxes,  and  a  health  subsidy  phaseout 
but  at  least  the  State  of  Wisconsin  is 
aware  of  these  problems  and  moving  in 
the  right  dfrection. 

We  need  to  look  at  a  whole  array  of 
Federal  programs  which  all  phase  out 
over  a  similar  income  range,  just  above 
the  poverty  level,  and  have  the  cumu- 
lative effect  of  punishing  people  for 
working  harder.  These  programs  have 
been  created  one  at  a  time  in  a  policy 
vacuum  with  the  combined  effects 
rarely  being  considered.  The  fact  that 
jurisdiction  over  them  is  spread  among 


13250 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


June  6,  1996 


a  half  dozen  congressional  committees 
just  makes  it  that  much  harder  to  con- 
sider the  combined  effects. 

I  have  tried  to  bring  this  issue  to  the 
attention  of  my  colleagues  and  will 
continue  to  do  so.  However,  it  is  clear 
that  this  problem  is  not  going  to  be 
dealt  with  at  the  Federal  level  in  any 
meaningful  way  in  the  near  future. 
Therefore,  in  the  meantime  we  should 
take  the  shackles  off  the  States  and 
allow  them  to  try  to  deal  with  this 
problem  as  best  they  can.  That  is  one 
of  the  goals  of  this  Wisconsin  plan  and 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  low 
wage  working  Americans  and  grant 
Wisconsin  the  necessary  waivers  to 
carry  out  its  bold  and  innovative  plan. 

D  1245 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  gentlewoman  from  Califor- 
nia. Ms.  Maxine  Waters. 

Ms.  WATERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  If  I 
thought  this  was  a  serious  attempt  by 
Speaker  Newt  Gingrich  to  improve  the 
welfare  reform  debate,  I  would  seri- 
ously try  to  deal  with  the  waiver 
issues.  However,  consideration  of  a 
waiver  for  this  Wisconsin  welfare  plan 
today  is  but  a  cynical  political  ploy  to 
do  a  one-upsmanship  on  the  President. 

I  am  sick  and  tired  of  some  Demo- 
crats, and  some  Republicans  alike, 
using  welfare  children  and  families  as 
pawns  in  a  political  squabble  to  try  to 
make  voters  believe  they  are  reforming 
welfare.  This  plan  may  be  credible,  but 
who  knows.  We  have  had  no  hearings, 
and  the  floor  jockeys  on  the  bill  do  not 
have  the  faintest  notion  of  what  is  in 
this  plan. 

We  all  need  to  stop  the  posturing,  the 
game  playing  and  the  deceit.  This  bill 
does  not  deserve  the  vote  of  one  serious 
Member  of  this  body.  Welfare  certainly 
can  be  reformed,  but  this  is  not  the 
way  to  deal  with  this  issue. 

Neither  Speaker  Gingrich  or  Bill 
Clinton  should  drive  us  to  do  political 
gymnastics  on  this  issue.  I  am  told 
imder  the  Wisconsin  plan  that  families 
would  only  get  help  when  parents  are 
participating  in  work  activities.  But 
there  is  no  assurance  that  sufflcient 
placements  will  be  available  for  par- 
ents. This  plan  does  not  give  any  de- 
tails as  to  what  happens  when  that 
family  cannot  find  work  within  a  speci- 
fied period  of  time.  It  appears  the 
whole  family,  including  the  children, 
could  lose  all  cash  aid. 

Despite  their  best  efforts  to  find 
work,  children  of  poor  families  will  be 
even  jjoorer  under  this  bill.  All  guaran- 
tees of  health  coverage  for  children  and 
families  under  the  Wisconsin  plan 
would  be  repealed. 

The  Wisconsin  State  statute  states 
that  the  new  program  is  in  lieu  of  Med- 
icaid. Notwithstanding  fulfillment  of 
the  eligibility  requirements  for  any 
component  of  the  Wisconsin  Works,  in- 
cluding Medicaid,  an  individual  is  not 
entitled  to  services  or  benefits  under 
Wisconsin  Works. 


Let  us  all  try  to  get  real.  Poor  chil- 
dren and  families  deserve  a  lot  better. 
Allow  the  88  waivers  to  be  reviewed  and 
considered  ajid  not  put  on  a  political 
fast  track. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  the  Members  of 
this  body  to  be  more  serious,  to  give 
more  consideration,  to  treat  families 
better,  and  stop  playing  this  political 
game.  It  does  not  make  any  sense  that 
the  response  to  a  remark  by  the  Presi- 
dent about  this  plan  would  drive  us  to 
overthrow  the  entire  review  process 
and  come  to  this  floor,  without  any 
hearings,  without  any  knowledge  of 
what  is  in  the  bill,  trsring  to  make  peo- 
ple believe  we  are  doing  something  to 
reform  welfare  and  drive  it  through 
this  legislature  because  Members  think 
those  who  are  nmning  for  office  will  be 
too  afraid  not  to  vote  against  it. 

I  am  sick  and  tired  of  it,  the  Amer- 
ican public  is  tired  of  the  political 
games  being  played  on  serious  issues.  I 
ask  that  this  bill  be  voted  down. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  srield  my- 
self 1  minute. 

Mr.  Speaker,  of  course  politics  did 
not  have  anything  to  do  with  the  radio 
address,  did  it?  But  this  is  how  it  was 
played  back  home.  We  have  heard  a  lot 
of  quotes  about  exactly  what  it  was  the 
President  said,  but  look  what  it  said  in 
the  headlines  in  a  Wisconsin  paper. 
"Wisconsin  Welfare  Plan  Okayed  By 
Clinton." 

When  the  President  goes  on  the  radio 
and  says  he  is  for  something,  like  my 
colleague  from  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Roth,  I 
assume  that  means  he  is  for  something. 
And  the  dilemma  is  essentially  sasrlng 
we  are  going  to  give  30  days  so  that 
we  can  review  it  is  because,  as  we  have 
seen  in  the  past,  and  as  the  19  States 
now  know,  5  of  them  with  Democratic 
Governors,  Washington  will  take  for- 
ever to  modify  and  change  plans. 

My  colleague  firom  California  [Ms. 
Waters],  asked  me  if  I  had  read  the 
Wisconsin  waiver  and  the  Wisconsin 
welfare  bill,  and  the  answer  is  yes.  Un- 
fortunately, she  would  not  yield  to  me. 
The  question  is,  has  she  read  Califor- 
nia's welfare  bill  and  does  she  realize 
that  California  has  waivers  pending? 

In  fact,  this  is  the  headline  firom  the 
San  Francisco  Chronicle:  "Welfare 
Overhaul  Stjrtnled  in  D.C.,  Critics  Com- 
plain." 

Not  only  is  Wisconsin  waiting  for  the 
bureaucrats  to  wake  up,  California  is 
waiting  and  Florida  and  Texas  and  14 
other  States. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  1%  minutes  to 
my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  NEUMANN]. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
hearing  this  is  about  pontics.  We  just 
saw  the  headline  there  in  the  Wiscon- 
sin State  Journal  after  the  President's 
address:  "Wisconsin  Welfare  Plan 
Okayed  by  Clinton."  It  was  the  next 
day.  It  was  literally  the  Monday  after 
this  Sunday  headline  that  we  see  in  the 
Washington  Times,  "White  House  Dep- 


uty Chief  of  Staff,  Harold  Ickes,  Later 

Backpedaled,  Telling  the  Washington 

Post  the  Details  of  the  Wisconsin  Plan 

Will  Have  To  Be  Negotiated." 

It  was  clear  to  him  that  the  Presi- 
dent had  said  OK  to  the  Wisconsin  wel- 
fare reform  plan.  It  was  clear  to  the 
Washington  papers  that  he  was  now 
backpedaling  from  what  he  said. 

What  we  are  doing  here  today  is  not 
about  politics,  it  is  about  the  heart  and 
soul  of  what  I  am  doing  here  in  Wash- 
ington, DC.  It  is  about  wrestling  this 
power  away  from  the  bureaucracy  that 
exists  in  this  city  and  giving  it  back  to 
the  people  so  the  people  can  again  have 
a  chance  to  make  good  decisions  that 
influence  their  lives. 

We  talk  about  welfare.  Sometimes  we 
just  do  not  get  the  right  parts  of  this 
discussion  in  here.  When  I  was  sitting 
plashing  cribbage  on  Saturday  night,  a 
good  friend  of  mine  said  to  me,  she 
says,  if  the  people  really  need  help,  we 
will  help  them.  We  are  willing  to  help 
the  people  that  are  truly  in  need. 

But  the  conversation  continued.  It  is 
the  people  that  are  able  to  go  into  the 
work  force  and  have  a  chance  to  leave 
the  welfare  roll.  As  long  as  they  stay 
on  welfare  they  are  stuck  in  a  situa- 
tion where  they  are  at  the  mercy  of 
whatever  big  daddy  government  de- 
cides to  give  them.  When  they  leave 
the  welfare  rolls  and  go  into  a  job,  they 
have  a  chance  for  promotion.  And  when 
they  have  a  chance  for  promotion  and 
they  are  showing  up  at  work  every  day, 
they  can  again  start  to  dream  In  this 
great  Nation  of  ours.  They  can  dream 
about  a  better  life  for  themselves  and 
their  feunllies,  and  we  can  again  start 
to  seeing  people  living  the  American 
dream  in  this  country. 

That  is  what  the  welfare  plan  is 
about.  It  is  about  an  effort  to  help  peo- 
ple off  of  the  welfare  rolls  and  back 
into  the  work  force.  It  is  doing  exactly 
what  we  should  be  doing  in  this  coun- 
try. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  were  just  shown  a 
copy  of  a  San  Francisco  news  article  or 
some  newspaper  in  California.  Let  us 
review  where  we  are  in  the  California 
waivers.  Since  President  Clinton  took 
office,  HHS  has  received  nine  welfare 
waivers  from  the  State  of  California. 
Five  have  been  approved,  two  are  inac- 
tive, which  means  they  have  been  with- 
drawn, and  the  two  others  that  are 
pending,  both  have  been  received  as  of 
March  of  this  year. 

So  I  do  not  think  that  is  a  terribly 
bad  track  record. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  as  much  time  as 
he  may  consume  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Barrett]. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  thank  my  colleague  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Kleczka]  for  srlelding 
time  to  me  and  I  want  to  applaud  the 
fine  work  he  is  doing  on  this  issue. 

If  the  proponents  of  this  legislation 
were  serious,  they  would  take  a  look  at 
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what  happened  in  1992  when  President 
Bush  issued  a  waiver  and  it  was  struck 
down  by  the  court  because  there  wais 
not  a  public  comment  period.  But  they 
are  not  serious.  This  is  not  about  wel- 
fare reform.  This  is  not  about  helping 
poor  people  who  should  get  off  welfare, 
some  of  whom  are  there  because  they 
are  trapped,  some  are  there  because 
they  have  trapped  themselves,  some 
are  there  because  the  system  has 
trapped  them.  This  is  all  about  Presi- 
dential politics. 

Let  us  take  a  look  at  what  the  Presi- 
dent said.  The  President  said.  "I  ami 
encouraged  by  what  I  have  seen  so  far. 
All  in  all,  Wisconsin  has  the  makings 
of  a  solid,  bold  welfare  reform  plan.  We 
should  get  it  done.  I  pledge  that  my  ad- 
ministration will  work  with  Wisconsin 
to  make  an  effective  transition  to  a 
new  vision  of  welfare  based  on  work 
that  protects  children  and  does  right 
by  working  people  and  their  families." 

Now,  one  would  think  that  my 
friends  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
would  say,  great.  President  Clinton  has 
said  he  will  work  with  us.  And  they 
have  every  reason  to  say  great  because 
the  track  record  in  Wisconsin  is  one  of 
consistent  cooperation  between  a 
Democratic  President  of  the  United 
States,  a  Republican  Governor,  and  a 
Republican  legislature. 

Nine  times  the  State  of  Wisconsin 
has  come  to  President  Clinton  or  has 
come  to  Washington  asking  for  waiv- 
ers, and  nine  times  they  have  been 
granted.  My  colleague  from  Madison 
said  that  I  was  incorrect  by  sajring  that 
one  of  those  was  granted.  He  indicated 
that  the  State  wanted  to  have  the 
whole  State  covered  but  Washington 
would  not  do  it.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  to 
correct  him,  the  County  of  Milwaukee, 
which  I  represent,  begged  to  be  part  of 
that  legislation  but  the  Republicans 
would  not  let  them  be  part  of  that  leg- 
islation. 

Why  would  they  not  let  them  be  part 
of  that  legislation?  Because  in  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  there  are  problems 
with  welfare  in  most  parts  of  the  State, 
but  the  most  serious  part  and  the  most 
serious  problems  are  in  the  district 
that  I  represent  in  Milwaukee,  because 
we  have  the  highest  concentration  of 
poor  people  there. 

I  just  want  to  give  my  colleagues  an 
example  of  why  I  think  it  makes  sense 
for  us  to  look  at  this  legislation.  In  his 
address  last  week.  Governor  Thompson 
said  there  were  speed  bumps  in  the  way 
on  this  legislation.  He  said,  do  not 
worry,  we  will  take  care  of  those  speed 
bumps. 

Ladies  emd  gentlemen,  some  of  those 
speed  bumps  are  people  that  I  rep- 
resent. They  are  not  speed  bumps,  they 
are  mothers  with  4-month-old  infants. 
They  are  mothers  who  are  being  told 
they  have  to  go  to  work  and  they  have 
to  put  their  child  in  day  care. 

Now,  Governor  Thompson  recognizes 
there  is  not  enough  day  care  out  there 


right  now  to  serve  all  the  new  mothers 
that  are  going  to  have  to  go  back  to 
work.  So  what  do  they  do?  They  lower 
the  standard  of  care  for  day  care.  They 
say  we  are  going  to  lower  the  stand- 
ards. These  are  just  poor  people  we  are 
talking  about.  We  do  not  have  to  have 
the  same  standards  we  have  had  for  all 
these  working  class  people.  These  are 
poor  people.  We  do  not  have  to  have 
training,  we  do  not  have  to  have  cer- 
tification. These  are  poor  people. 

It  is  extremely  fashionable,  both  in 
Washington  and  in  other  parts  of  the 
country,  to  kick  around  poor  people. 
Sometimes  I  think  it  is  a  national 
sport.  These  are  people,  and  we  can 
never,  ever  forget  that.  But  this  is  poli- 
tics. This  is  not  about  people.  Because 
if  we  were  concerned  about  the  people 
we  would  say,  yes,  we  want  them  to 
have  an  opportunity  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  firom  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  just 
like  to  observe,  if  we  really  want  to 
measure  whether  anything  real  is  hap- 
pening here  or  not  we  would  recognize 
that  right  now  outside  of  the  Wisconsin 
delegation  on  the  House  floor  there  are 
exactly  two  people  from  other  States. 

Virtually  everybody  in  this  House,  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle,  knows  this  is 
just  one  of  those  demeaning  political 
exercises.  We  have  simply  got  a  couple 
of  hours  where  people  are  going  to  get 
up  and  bash  the  President  or  bash  Mr. 
Dole  or  bash  somebody  else.  It  does  no 
credit  to  anyone  in  this  institution. 

I  got  into  politics  for  the  same  rea- 
son I  am  sure  the  gentleman  did.  and 
our  other  colleague  firom  Wisconsin, 
Mr.  Kleczka.  did.  and  I  hope  everybody 
else  did.  because  we  thought  politicians 
were  supposed  to  solve  problems,  not 
use  them  in  order  to  gain  a  political 
edge  here  or  gain  a  political  edge  there 
and  bamboozle  somebody  again. 

There  is  literally  nobody  on  this 
floor.  How  on  Elarth  can  we  ask  people 
to  vote  on  this  legislation  when  they 
have  not  read  it.  they  have  not  heard 
the  debate,  they  could  care  less  about 
the  debate?  They  are  already  getting 
ready  to  go  to  the  airport,  and  we  are 
pretending  this  is  a  real  legislative 
day.  Grow  up.  fellas.  Grow  up. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  reclaiming  my  time.  I  want  to 
talk  about  how  this  measure  ended  up 
on  the  floor.  Again,  nine  times  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  has  come  to  Wash- 
ington and  gotten  waivers.  Nine  times 
there  have  been  no  problems.  In  fact,  if 
there  were  problems,  we  would  not 
have  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  Wis- 
consin traveling  around  the  country 
claiming  he  is  the  king  or  the  leader  in 
welfare  reform.  If  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration had  stymied  them  in  any  of 
those  waiver  requests,  they  would  be 
barking,  they  would  be  screaming 
about  it. 


But  the  Clinton  administration  has 
not  stymied  them  in  a  single  one.  and 
that  is  one  of  the  reasons  it  is  success- 
ful. But  the  mortal  sin,  the  mortal  sin 
that  the  Clinton  administration  made 
in  this  matter  was  that  they  said  "We 
will  work  together."  My  God,  how  can 
we  have  a  Democratic  President  offer- 
ing to  work  with  a  Republican  Gov- 
ernor? That  is  the  mortal  sin.  That  is 
where  the  President  went  over  the  line. 
He  said  I  am  going  to  work  with  them. 
We  will  work  hand-in-hand  to  try  to 
solve  this  American  problem. 

It  is  not  a  Republican  problem  and  it 
is  not  a  Democratic  problem,  it  is  an 
American  problem,  and  that  is  the  way 
we  should  be  addressing  it.  And.  frank- 
ly, why  I  am  embarrassed  as  a  Rep- 
resentative from  Wisconsin  is  that  is 
the  way  we  have  done  it  in  Wisconsin. 
We  have  worked  together. 

When  people  ask  me  from  the  State 
of  Wisconsin  what  is  the  biggest  dif- 
ference between  the  State  legislature, 
where  I  served  for  8  years  before  com- 
ing to  Congress.  I  tell  them  it  is  much 
more  partisan  and  it  is  much  meaner  in 
Washington.  It  is  just  a  mean  place 
where  people  are  out  day  after  day  try- 
ing to  outfox  each  other  politically. 

That  never  happened  on  the  welfare 
issue  with  the  State  of  Wisconsin  until 
2  weeks  ago.  And  what  happened? 
Speaker  Gingrich  and  the  Representa- 
tives from  Wisconsin,  the  Republican 
Representatives,  held  a  press  con- 
ference and  they  decided  they  were 
going  to  up  the  ante.  Speaker  Gingrich 
suggested,  well,  maybe  we  will  just  in- 
troduce a  piece  of  legislation.  Speaker 
Gingrich  said,  maybe  we  will  just  pass 
it  in  Congress. 

D  1300 

Just  as  the  swallows  return  to 
Caplstrano.  just  as  night  follows  day, 
the  next  thing  that  happens  is  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
in  defiance  of  the  Wisconsin  tradition 
of  working  together  on  a  bipartisan 
basis,  they  are  going  to  stick  it  to  the 
President.  They  are  going  to  stick  it  to 
him.  They  are  going  to  take  that  olive 
branch  that  he  has  handed  them  and 
asked  to  work  together,  my  God.  he 
asked  to  work  together,  they  are  going 
to  take  that  olive  branch,  break  it  in 
half  and  shove  it  in  his  eye  because 
this  is  not  about  helping  people.  This  is 
not  about  reforming  the  welfare  sys- 
tem. This  is  about  Presidential  poli- 
tics, pure  and  simple.  That  is  exactly 
what  we  are  talking  about  today. 

That  is  why  the  gentleman  firom  Wis- 
consin, Mr.  Obey,  is  correct,  that  is 
why  there  are  no  Members  in  this 
Chamber  from  anjrwhere  but  Wisconsin 
because  this  is  not  a  national  issue. 
This  is  not  an  issue  that  people  care 
about  in  other  parts  of  the  country  be- 
cause if  it  were,  this  legislation  would 
grant  those  waivers  to  all  those  other 
States.  Wisconsin's  waiver  has  been 
sitting  in  the  White  House  for  8  days,  8 
days. 
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There  are  other  States  that  have  a 
more  serious  problem,  if  you  believe 
my  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle.  Why  are  we  not  considering  those 
waivers?  Because  in  those  waivers  the 
President  did  not  say,  I  will  work,  to- 
gether with  you. 

This  is  an  attempt  to  embarrass  the 
President.  If  that  is  what  we  want  to 
do,  if  that  is  how  we  are  spending  our 
time  under  this  leadership,  so  be  it. 
But  it  does  not  help  the  process.  It 
abuses  the  process. 

There  has  not  been  a  single  hearing 
on  this  measure  since  Governor 
Thompson  exercised  his  partial  veto 
pen  97  times  on  27  different  items. 
There  has  not  been  a  person  in  this 
country  who  has  had  the  opportunity 
to  go  to  their  elected  officials  to  talk 
about  that  veto,  not  a  singrle  time. 
What  are  we  going  to  do?  No  hearings 
in  Congress.  We  have  had  one  Gov- 
ernor, one  person  out  of  260  million 
people  in  this  country  who  used  his 
line  item  veto  97  times,  and  now  Con- 
gress is  going  to  rubberstamp  this 
thing. 

If  you  are  interested  in  welfare  re- 
form, then  you  should  let  people  have 
an  opportimity  to  be  heard.  What  is  the 
sin  of  having  people  be  heard? 

Let  us  do  it  right.  Let  us  adopt  the 
amendment  that  Congressman  Ki£cz- 
EA  will  propose  and  we  will  get  this 
done.  But  let  us  end  the  political  she- 
nanigans. Let  us  get  Presidential  poli- 
tics out  of  the  State  of  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Let  me  make  the  point,  we  have  had 
hearings  on  this.  The  question  is. 
Where  do  the  hearings  have  to  happen? 
Do  they  have  to  happen  here  in  Wash- 
ington or  in  Wisconsin?  Thirty  hear- 
ings, town  hall  meetings,  as  my  col- 
league, Mr.  Sensenbrenner,  has  al- 
ready cataloged  for  us,  120  hours  of  de- 
bate. Two  thousand  residents  testified 
in  those  assorted  town  hall  meetings 
and  the  legislative  hearings  them- 
selves. 

Again,  if  the  Governor  vetoed  it,  as 
my  colleagues  know  who  served  in  the 
Wisconsin  State  Legislature,  the  Wis- 
consin State  Legislature  has  the  abil- 
ity to  override  them. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr.  KLUG.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  are  we 
waiving  the  plan  as  the  Governor 
I>assed  it  or  the  plan  as  the  legislature 
may  change  it,  if  they  reject  his  ve- 
toes? 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  act- 
ing on  the  waivers  as  submitted  by  the 
Governor. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  continue  to  yield,  what 
happens  if  the  legislature  turns  some  of 
those  down?  Does  the  State  then 
amend  it?  Do  we  then  pass  another 
bill?  Why  do  we  not  wait  until  the  leg- 
islature has  acted? 


Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KLUG.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  respond  to  that.  The  reason  for 
that  is  because  we  have  a  great  deal  of 
confidence  in  people  like  Roger  Breske, 
a  Democrat  from  the  gentleman's  part 
of  the  State,  and  Russell  Decker,  a 
Democrat  from  the  gentleman's  part  of 
the  State,  who  voted  for  this  plan.  We 
have  a  great  deal  of  confidence  that 
they  will  make  good  decisions  for  the 
people  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Quit  playing  politics  and 
answer  the  question. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  an- 
swer to  the  question  is,  we  have  a  great 
deal  of  confidence  in  the  people  of  Wis- 
consin. We  do  not  want  30  days  of  bu- 
reaucratic input  into  the  Wisconsin 
plan  from  Washington,  DC. 

Mr.  OBEY.  What  is  the  legislature 
going  to  do?  Are  they  going  to  accept 
those  line  item  vetoes  or  not? 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  HOEKSTRA]  who  does  have  in- 
terest in  the  debate  in  front  of  us. 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
from  the  State  of  Michigan.  I  have  a 
tremendous  interest  in  this  issue. 

Recently,  some  of  my  colleagues  and 
I,  one  of  them  from  Wisconsin,  com- 
pleted a  document  called  the  Msrth  of 
the  Magical  Bureaucracy,  the  belief 
that  Washington  can  solve  every  prob- 
lem. 

This  issue  that  we  are  discussing 
today  fits  right  into  that  document, 
because  this  document  talks  about  the 
Washington  myth  that  the  future  of 
America  rests  with  bureaucrats  in 
Washingrton,  that  the  future  of  the  peo- 
ple on  welfare  in  Wisconsin  is  depend- 
ent on  bureaucrats  in  Washington  and 
not  on  the  State  legislature  in  the 
State  of  Wisconsin. 

What  is  going  on  is  we  are  replacing 
Washington  ideals  with  traditional 
American  ideals.  We  are  replacing  a 
faith  in  God  with  a  faith  in  Washing- 
ton. We  are  replacing  the  American 
ideal  of  parents  and  family  with  bu- 
reaucrats. 

This  picture  of  Washington  shows 
that  what  we  have  called  Independence 
Avenue  really  needs  to  be  renamed  into 
Dependence  Avenue,  because  every 
time  we  build  a  new  bureaucracy,  we 
are  moving  decisionmaking  away  from 
the  people.  We  are  moving  it  away 
from  the  States,  and  we  are  putting  it 
into  bureaucrats  here  in  Washington. 
We  need  to  move  power  back  to  the 
States,  back  to  the  i>eople  closest  to 
the  problem. 

We  have  had  a  lot  of  talk  about  the 
welfare  process,  the  waiver  chase  in 
Washington.  Let  us  talk  about  what 
the  State  of  Wisconsin  has  to  do  to  ad- 
dress the  problems  in  their  State. 

Congress  passes  or  issues  nMmdates. 
We  develop  thousands  of  pages  of  laws 


of  public  health  and  welfare.  It  goes 
into  bureaucracy.  They  develop  rules 
and  regulations,  thousands  of  pages  of 
regulations.  It  goes  to  the  State  of  Wis- 
consin. We  have  a  bureaucrat  who  in- 
terprets these  thousands  of  pages  of 
regulations.  Finally  we  get  to  the  peo- 
ple of  Wisconsin. 

They  say,  that  is  interesting  what 
they  did  in  Washington  but  that  does 
not  work  for  our  State.  Those  people 
do  not  quite  understand  what  goes  on 
here.  So  they  pass  overwhelmingly  a 
program  that  will  work  for  their  State. 
You  think  they  would  be  able  to  move 
forward,  but,  no:  they  have  got  to  sub- 
mit 300  pages  of  waiver  requests.  It 
comes  to  Washington  here.  Somebody 
who  maybe  has  never  been  in  Wiscon- 
sin is  going  to  evaluate  whether  they 
can  get  these  waivers.  The  bureaucrat 
makes  a  reconmiendation  and  maybe 
the  President  will  sign  it. 

That  is  not  compassion  for  the  people 
in  Wisconsin  that  need  help.  The  re- 
sults are  that  we  have  waivers  that 
take  292  days  to  approve,  448,  153,  322. 
That  is  not  performance.  That  is  not 
compassion.  That  is  not  dealing  with 
the  problem. 

Let  us  recognize  that  the  future  of 
many  of  our  problems,  the  future  of 
America  is  in  the  hands  and  should  be 
in  the  hands  of  individuals,  parents, 
families,  and  States  and  not  Washing- 
ton bureaucrats. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Obey]. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  all  I  would 
say  is  that  the  substitute  we  are  going 
to  offer  simply  asks  two  things:  make 
sure  there  is  a  30-day  comment  period 
because  the  proposal  before  us  does  not 
go  Into  effect  for  a  year  and  a  half,  so 
there  is  hardly  a  rush.  And,  second,  we 
are  taking  the  seven  standards  defined 
by  the  Governor  and  simply  asking 
BHS  to  determine  whether  or  not  the 
bill  does  in  fact  meet  these  seven 
standards  defined  by  the  Governor  on 
page  4  of  his  presentation  document. 

If  these  seven  statements  are  true, 
they  waive  it.  If  they  are  not,  they 
work  with  the  State  to  make  certain 
that  they  are  true. 

This  is  not  a  legislative  opportunity 
before  us.  This  is  a  2-year  cooked-up 
special  order,  pretending  that  we  are 
doing  something  when,  in  fact,  nothing 
real  is  going  to  happen. 

In  my  view  this  is  simply  a  Gingrich 
political  special.  It  is  another  exercise 
in  dividing  people,  in  pretending  there 
are  divisions  when  there  are  none. 
Every  Member  of  the  Wisconsin  delega- 
tion wants  the  Wisconsin  welfare  pro- 
gram to  be  tried.  Most  of  my  political 
allies  in  the  State  legislature  voted  for 
it. 

All  we  want  to  do  is  to  exercise  our 
responsibility  as  Federal  Representa- 
tives of  Wisconsin  to  see  to  it  that  this 
package  is  what  we  are  told  it  is.  That 
is  all  the  resolution  asks  for.  There  is 
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absolutely  nothing  wrong  with  it.  If 
anybody  is  interested  in  working  with 
each  other  rather  than  simply  playing 
political  games,  they  will  vote  for  the 
Kleczka  amendment. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin [Mr.  Sensenbrenner]. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  think  it  is  imfortunate  that  when- 
ever you  are  on  the  short  end  of  the  ar- 
gument, you  end  up  demeaning  the 
other  side's  arguments,  getting  in- 
volved in  name  calling.  And  that  is  not 
what  the  legislative  process  should  be, 
but  unfortunately,  in  many  instances 
it  is. 

What  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  HOEKSTRA]  said  is  what  the  issue 
is  before  this  House.  The  issue  is 
whether  the  decision  on  what  waivers 
should  be  approved  or  not  rests  with 
bureaucrats  in  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services,  who  are 
not  elected,  who  are  not  responsible  to 
the  voters  and  who  are  not  even  re- 
sponsible to  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  or  whether  the  decision 
should  be  made  by  the  elected  rep- 
resentatives of  the  people  in  the  Wis- 
consin State  Legislature.  It  is  those 
State  senators  and  those  State  rep- 
resentatives that  have  determined  that 
this  is  a  good  idea  for  the  people  of 
Wisconsin. 

If  it  has  been  misrepresented,  they 
are  the  folks  that  ought  to  take  the  po- 
litical hit,  because  they  are  responsible 
for  their  voting  record,  just  as  we  are 
responsible  for  ours.  So  let  us  have 
some  faith  in  those  elected  senators 
and  representatives  by  approving  this 
bill  and  providing  the  waivers  that  are 
needed  to  make  this  work. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  note,  as  I 
said  before,  and  we  have  to  keep  re- 
peating it,  what  we  are  doing  here 
today  is  not  redoing  the  State  legisla- 
tive enactment.  A  lot  has  been  said 
about  the  public  hearings  that  have 
been  held  before  the  legrislature  met  on 
the  debate  on  the  W-2  program,  and 
that  is  true.  I  served  in  the  State  legis- 
lature for  years.  I  happened  to  have 
been  the  chairman  of  the  joint  commit- 
tee on  finance.  So  I  know  the  process 
as  well  as  Mr.  Sensenbrenner,  who  I 
served  with  in  both  the  house  and  sen- 
ate. 

What  happens  is,  you  have  a  public 
hearing  on  the  idea  and  possibly  on  the 
bill  draft.  And  then  after  the  hearings 
and  the  public  has  had  a  chance  to 
speak,  the  legislature  in  the  house  and 
the  senate  in  Wisconsin  go  back  to 
their  respective  chambers  and  they  de- 
bate the  legislation. 

Unlike  the  rules  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, they  are  free  to  represent 
their  constituents  by  offering  as  many 
amendments  as  they  want,  and  they 
are  also  free  to  use  as  much  time  as 
they  want,  another  luxtuy  that  we  do 


not  have  here.  And  so  once  the  public 
was  heard,  the  bill  came  before  the 
house.  Hours  were  spent  in  debate  and 
amending  the  bill.  So  it  has  been 
changed  substantially  from  what  was 
out  in  Wausau,  WI. 

So  after  that  process  was  done,  the 
bill  was  passed  by  the  legislature,  sent 
to  the  Governor.  He  waited  5  weeks  be- 
fore he  took  it  up.  And  then  when  he 
presented  it  back  to  the  legislatiu-e  as 
approved,  he  issued  some  27  vetoes. 
Again,  the  legislature  will  not  be  heard 
on  those  vetoes  until  sometime  in 
July.  So  the  bill  could  be  changed, 
maybe  not  substantially,  but  it  could 
be  changed  in  part  by  legislative  action 
that  is  coming  after  this  debacle  that 
we  are  going  through  today.  That  is 
the  legislative  process. 

Again,  let  me  remind  my  colleagues, 
we  are  not  redoing  the  bill.  We  are  fin- 
ishing the  process.  We  are  providing  a 
finale,  if  I  could  say,  to  this  process  by 
saying,  and  now  what  happens?  There 
are  88  Federal  waivers  requested.  Now 
the  public  can  be  heard  again.  Now  the 
public  from  Janesville  and  Madison 
and  the  constituent  who  wrote  me  and 
the  groups  who  wrote  me,  now  they  can 
be  heard  again. 

My  substitute,  which  we  will  talk 
about  in  a  few  minutes,  does  that.  Your 
bill,  sad  to  say,  rubberstamps  the  88. 
No  one  knows  what  is  in  it.  It  is  like 
potluck,  I  would  guess. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Gunderson]. 

Mr.  GUNDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
think  if  I  have  one  reputation  around 
here  it  is  a  reputation  of  being  a  fairly 
bipartisan  sort  of  guy.  But  I  wanted  to 
share  with  you  an  experience  I  had  in 
my  early  legislative  days  in  the  1970's. 
when  I  was  speaking  at  a  welfare  re- 
form meeting  with  all  the  local  welfare 
reform  directors. 

They  said,  I  am  convinced  you  State 
legislators  do  not  ever  want  to  get  wel- 
fare reform  enacted.  You  want  the 
issue;  you  do  not  want  a  solution. 

And  as  I  listen  to  this  discussion 
today,  I  think  that  is  exactly  what  is 
going  on  here.  Nobody  is  disparaging 
the  Wisconsin  plan.  It  is  a  comprehen- 
sive, djmamic,  real  substantive  reform 
plan.  It  WSU5  passed  with  a  strong  bipar- 
tisan majority  in  both  houses  of  the 
Wisconsin  State  legislature.  It  was 
signed  into  law  by  the  Republican  Gov- 
ernor. It  has  been  endorsed  by  the 
Democratic  President. 

Now  what  we  are  saying  is,  all  right, 
then  let  us  get  it  done.  What  do  we 
have  here  this  afternoon?  We  have  this 
intense  partisan  battle  over  whether  or 
not  we  are  going  to  let  them  get  it 
done.  We  say  the  State  legislature  has 
not  resolved  the  vetoes  that  the  gov- 
ernor has  had.  Do  my  colleagues  know 
what?  A  30-day  period,  they  are  not 
even  going  to  meet.  So  what  is  the  plan 
here?  Is  the  plan  to  simply  say,  we  will 
deal  with  the  question  of  Wisconsin 


waivers  sometime  later  on?  I  do  not 
think  so. 
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So  the  real  question  we  are  talking 
about  today  is  are  we  going  to  do  what 
we  say  we  are  going  to  do.  which  is 
enact  real  welfare  reform,  or  are  we 
going  to  talk  about  it  and  find  all 
kinds  of  ways  in  the  process  of  talking 
about  it  to  make  sure  it  never  gets 
done?  That  is  what  this  is  all  about. 

The  reason  we  are  here  is  account- 
ability. Everyone  from  the  President  to 
the  Governor,  on  a  bipartisan  basis, 
said  this  is  a  good  idea.  If  it  is  such  a 
good,  then  let  us  simply  get  it  done:  at 
least  let  us  get  it  implemented  so  if 
there  are  problems,  we  can  come  and 
fix  the  problems,  but  get  the  changes 
put  into  place. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  my- 
self the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
BONILLA).  The  Chair  recognizes  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  for  1 
minute. 

Mr.  KLUG.  One  more  time,  if  I  can, 
colleagues,  let  us  put  this  in  some  kind 
of  perspective.  There  is  a  simple  fun- 
damenuil  question  in  front  of  this  body 
today:  "Do  you  trust  a  State  legisla- 
ture and  a  Governor  to  nm  their  own 
afiairs?"  And  I  think  the  answer  fun- 
damentally has  to  be  "yes."  And  my 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin [Mr.  Gunderson],  hit  the  nail  on 
the  head.  I  mean,  sure,  these  waiver  ap- 
plications may  get  approved,  but  only 
if  it  gets  rewritten  and  gets  changed 
and  gets  modified  and  it  gets  capital- 
ized, and  at  the  end  of  the  day  we  do 
not  have  Wisconsin's  welfare  plan,  we 
have  Washington's  welfare  plan.  But 
my  colleagues  could  put  a  Wisconsin 
sweatshirt  on,  and  it  does  not  make 
them  a  badger  inside. 

The  question  is:  "If  you  rewrite  a 
third  of  these  regulations  or  a  quarter 
of  the  regulations  or  half  of  the  regula- 
tions, at  the  end  of  the  day  it's  not 
Wisconsin's  plan."  We  have  the  first 
comprehensive  plan  passed  in  the  coun- 
try, two-thirds  of  the  State  assembly, 
three-quarters  of  the  State  senate,  the 
Governor's  opponent  for  Governor  the 
last  time  around,  the  Senate  minority 
leader,  a  larger  majority  of  Democrats 
as  well  as  Republicans. 

The  fundamental  question  today  is: 
"Whose  values  are  you  going  to  trust: 
the  people  sitting  at  the  lunch  counter 
in  Wisconsin  or  the  bureaucrats  down 
the  road  on  'Dependence  Avenue,'"  as 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
HOEKSTRA]  appropriately  characterized 
it? 

That  is  why  Wisconsin  needs  the 
green  light  for  once;  it  does  not  need  a 
yield  sign  or  a  stop  sign  from  the 
Washington  bureaucrats. 

Mr.  PASTOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
take  a  few  moments  to  discuss  my  positkxi  on 
H.R.  3562,  the  bill  to  approve  the  waivers  for 
the  Wisconsin  Welfare  Plan. 
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I  would  like  nothing  more  than  to  support 
meaningful  welfare  reform  legislation.  How- 
ever, I  believe  the  bill  before  us  today  cir- 
cumvents the  entire  legislative  process  in  an 
attempt  to  politically  embarrass  the  President. 
Additionally,  I  cannot  vote  for  a  measure  that 
raises  more  questions  than  it  answers.  Mem- 
bers of  this  House  have  not  seen  the  details 
of  the  Wisconsin  welfare  plan  and  we  have  no 
idea  what  it  contains.  We  do  not  know  the  de- 
tails of  the  waivers  Wisconsin  has  asked  for, 
and  by  bringing  this  bill  to  the  fkx>r,  we  are 
being  asked  to  blindly  vote  and  make  deci- 
sk>ns  on  something  we  have  not  had  time  to 
study  and  evaluate.  Members  from  across  the 
country  are  being  asked  to  vote  on  a  plan  de- 
veksped  by  Wisconsin,  without  having  the  op- 
portunity to  review  the  plan.  This  would  set  a 
disastrous  precedent  as  the  American  public 
did  not  send  us  to  Congress  to  cast 
uneducated  votes. 

Furthermore,  by  passing  this  bill,  we  would 
effectively  shut  out  the  public  from  their  part  in 
this  process.  The  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  allows  a  public  comment  pe- 
riod of  30  days,  a  comment  period  that  albws 
for  concerned  citizens  to  have  input  on  the 
plan.  Why  are  we  in  such  a  hurry  that  we 
deny  the  pubik:  their  right  to  make  comments 
on  this  matter? 

In  the  past,  Wisconsin  has  come  to  the  ad- 
ministration seeking  various  waivers,  and  each 
time,  the  requested  waiver  was  granted.  The 
Wisconsin  plan  may  prove  deserving  of  the  re- 
quested waivers,  and  should  that  be  the  case, 
I  woukj  fully  support  the  plan.  I  believe  that  we 
should  alk>w  the  administration  and  Wisconsin 
to  work  together  to  resolve  this  issue,  not  use 
this  issue  to  score  political  points. 

Unfcjftunately,  the  Republicans  are  not  al- 
lowing us  that  opportunity.  It  is  unfortunate 
that  they  have  deckled  to  attempt  to  portray 
the  Presktent  and  Members  as  opponents  to 
welfare  reform  when  the  reality  is  that  Corv 
gress  is  being  asked  to  blindly  cast  votes  on 
a  plan  that  we  have  not  had  the  opportunity  to 
study. 

Mrs.  JACKSOh4-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  support  welfare  reform  and  I  woukf  tike  to 
see  this  body  enact  a  meaningful  and  effective 
welfare  refonn  bill  during  this  session  of  Con- 
gress. 

The  bill  we  consider  today,  however,  is  not 
a  meaningful  welfare  reform  plan  for  the  Na- 
tkxi  but  it  is  a  political  action  intended  to  put 
Members  and  the  President  on  the  spot,  and 
to  pairtt  them  as  opposing  welfare  reforni.  In 
fact,  if  this  was  not  an  election  year,  this  bill 
wouW  have  never  been  scheduled  for  consid- 
eration. 

H.R.  3562  was  never  considered  by  a  com- 
mittee. This  bill  was  rushed  to  the  floor  without 
hearings  in  whk:h  the  public  wouU  have  an 
opportunity  to  express  its  views  and  have 
them  considered.  This  bill  would  eliminate  the 
SOday  publk:  comment  period  routinely  used 
by  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ees  [HHS]  when  considering  viraivers. 

The  Wisconsin  plan  may  indeed  be  a  plan 
worthy  of  study.  I  am  pleased  that  the  W-2 
plan  would  provide  chiW  care  and  health  care 
for  partKipants,  whkrfi  is  essential  if  we  are  to 
move  people  off  of  welfare  and  into  wortt  I 
have  spoken  with  welfare  recipients  in  the 
18th  District  of  Texas  and  they  have  told  me 


that  they  want  to  wori<  and  that  they  view  wel- 
fare benefits  not  as  a  way  of  life  but  as  a 
bridge  to  better  times.  The  bill's  sponsors, 
however,  have  not  let  the  plan's  merits  speak 
for  itself.  Instead,  they  are  trying  to  bypass  the 
normal  rules  HHS  has  for  approving  a  waiver, 
without  altowing  the  agency  and  the  public  to 
fully  examine  the  plan's  components— riormal 
procedures  entail  a  120^ay  review  process. 

The  Kleczka  substitute,  on  the  other  hand, 
would  provide  for  an  expedited  review  process 
to  be  completed  by  July  31,  1996,  under  the 
normal  administrative  rule  procedures,  while 
allowing  for  public  input.  The  Kleczka  sub- 
stitute would  require  a  30-day  public  comment 
period  to  provide  the  citizens  of  Wisconsin  and 
other  interested  parties  with  a  voice  in  the 
process.  HHS  must  also  certify  that  the  plan 
contains  the  features  the  Govemor  claims  that 
it  does. 

The  substitute  would  ensure  that  this  is  truly 
the  best  plan  for  Wisconsin  and  that  certain  in- 
dividuals will  not  be  left  behind.  Specifically, 
HHS  should  certify  that  the  plan  will  help  find 
the  best  self-sufficiency  alternative,  and  there 
will  be  a  place  for  everyone  regardless  of  ca- 
pabilities and  that  child  care  and  health  care 
will  be  available  to  all  low-income  families  who 
need  it  to  wortc  I  also  believe  that  job  training 
is  an  essential  component  to  any  welfare  plan. 
We  need  comprehensive  welfare  reform  but 
there  are  a  myriad  of  interests  and  a  diverse 
population  that  must  be  conskjered  in  enacting 
such  reform.  I  appreciate  the  progress  that 
Wisconsin  has  made  on  this  issue  but  1  would 
caution  that  the  Wisconsin  plan  cannot  be 
made  a  prototype  for  the  Natk>n. 

We  should  applaud  the  States  for  acting  on 
their  own  to  reform  welfare.  Congress  shouW 
not  however,  waive  the  rules  and  regulations 
that  a  State  is  required  to  follow  in  implement- 
ing its  plan.  The  Federal  Government  has  a 
responsibility  to  ensure  that  a  plan  will  do 
what  it  says  it  will.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  the  Kleczka  substitute  and  allow  HHS 
to  consider  the  Wisconsin  plan  according  to 
the  normal  administrative  review  process. 

Ms.  MILLENDER-MCDONALD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  think  that  we  can  all  agree  that  the  welfare 
system  in  this  country  needs  to  be  reformed. 
I  think  we  can  further  agree  that  it  is  our  re- 
sponsibility to  make  an  attempt  to  reform  that 
system. 

But  as  we  begin  our  deliberations  on  re- 
forming welfare,  I  woukf  cautk>n  my  col- 
leagues to  be  thoughtful  and  deliberate.  For  it 
is  a  fool  who  rushes  a  raging  river  to  beard  an 
angry  tiger. 

Presidential  politks  shouW  not  be  the  driv- 
ing force  behind  any  reform  movement.  H.R. 
3562  is  being  fast  tracked  through  this  body 
by  the  majority  in  an  attempt  to  embarrass  the 
President. 

How  can  we  begin  to  consider  waivers  for 
the  Wisconsin  welfare  plan  when  we  have  less 
than  all  the  facts.  I  have  not  seen  a  copy  of 
the  Wisconsin  plan,  there  has  been  no  com- 
mittee review,  no  hearings,  no  markup,  and 
there  has  been  no  health  and  human  services 
public  comment  perkxl.  What  do  the  citizens 
of  Wisconsin  think  about  the  welfare  refomi 
plan  offered  by  their  Govemor?  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  Congressional  Research  Senrice  cant 
even  provide  Members  with  a  summary  of  the 
bill. 


I  caution  my  colleagues  that  if  we  approve 
these  waivers  in  this  irresponsible  manner,  we 
will  give  a  green  light  to  every  Governor  who 
seeks  waivers  for  similar  reasons.  Let's  not 
circumvent  the  process — oversight  and  inquiry 
are  our  responsibility  and  public  comment  is 
the  right  of  the  taxpayer— lefs  hold  hearings 
on  the  Wisconsin  plan — lefs  hear  from  the 
people  of  Wisconsin — vote  no  on  approving 
the  waivers. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  opposition 
to  this  Republkan  effort  to  bypass  the  normal 
30  day  comment  period  and  approval  process 
for  the  Wisconsin  welfare  reform  plan  and 
eliminate  the  ability  of  the  people  of  Wisconsin 
to  officially  and  publicly  express  their  views  on 
the  plan. 

I  am  a  strong  supporter  of  welfare  refonn 
and  woridare.  I  am  also  a  strong  supporter  of 
a  truly  bipartisan  effort  to  fix  the  problems  of 
the  current  welfare  system. 

However,  I  am  not  a  supporter  of  purely  po- 
litical exercises  on  the  House  floor  when  we 
shoukj  be  in  committee  wort<ing  on  a  biparti- 
san welfare  bill  for  the  Nation,  not  just  Wiscon- 
sin. 

The  Wisconsin  welfare  plan,  known  as  Wis- 
consin Wori<s  [W-2],  requires  waivers  of  88 
provisions  of  Federal  law  and  regulation  in 
order  to  be  implemented.  However,  the  legis- 
lation before  us  does  not  enumerate  or  pro- 
vide any  information  on  these  waivers.  Indeed, 
I  have  received  no  letter  from  Govemor 
Thompson  of  Wisconsin  requesting  that  I  or 
any  other  Member  of  Congress  should  ap- 
prove th^se  waivers— that  letter  went  to  the 
President  where  it  should  have  gone. 

In  fact,  this  is  only  a  political  exercise  which 
will  not  be  considered  in  the  Senate,  it  will, 
however,  have  real  ramificatkjns  for  the  wel- 
fare refomi  effort  in  my  State  of  Rhode  Island. 
Rhode  Island  is  currently  debating  two  com- 
peting plans,  one  offered  by  Governor  Almond 
and  the  other  by  a  coalition  of  business  peo- 
ple and  antipoverty  groups,  to  refonn  the 
State's  welfare  system.  These  plans  have 
many  provisions  in  common,  including  requir- 
ing wori<  in  order  to  receive  assistance  and 
providing  expanded  chiW  care  opportunities. 
Both  of  these  plans,  however,  are  miles  apart 
from  the  Wisconsin  plan. 

The  goal  of  welfare  reform  should  be  to  in- 
still individual  responsibility  and  move  people 
from  welfare  to  wori<.  However,  a  reformed 
system  should  continue  to  provkle  a  safety  net 
for  those  individuals  who  are  unable  to  wotk, 
and  most  important,  a  reformed  welfare  sys- 
tem should  protect  children,  who  have  little 
control  over  their  parents'  behavior. 

With  the  information  I  have  been  able  to  find 
on  this  proposal,  it  appear  that  the  Wisconsin 
plan  does  not  meet  these  goals.  Under  W-2, 
no  family  would  be  entitled  to  benefits,  child 
care,  or  other  services.  Families  would  receive 
help  when  parents  are  partkapating  in  wort< 
activities,  but  there  is  no  assurance  that  there 
will  be  sufficient  job  placements  available  for 
all  those  in  need  of  assistance.  W-2  also 
places  children  and  families  at  risk  by  ending 
the  guarantee  of  health  coverage  through  the 
Medkaid  Program. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  oppose  this  legislation 
because  I  am  concerned  it  moves  us  away 
from  real  bipartisan  welfare  reform  in  Rhode 
island  and  the  Nation.  However,  I  will  continue 
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my  efforts  in  support  of  flexibility,  work  require- 
ments, and  protecting  chikjren  when  the  ma- 
jority brings  a  real  welfare  reform  proposal  to 
the  fk>or. 

Mr.  ROBERTS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  sup- 
port of  H.R.  3562,  a  bill  to  authorize  the  State 
of  Wisconsin  to  Implement  the  demonstration 
project  known  as  Wisconsin  Works.  Gov. 
Tommy  Thompson  is  a  recognized  leader  in 
the  area  of  welfare  reform.  He,  and  other  Gov- 
ernors across  the  United  States,  have  wori<ed 
diligently  to  improve  the  manner  in  which  pub- 
tic  assistance  benefits  are  provided  to  our 
neediest  citizens.  However,  they  cannot  do 
this  without  reducing  the  mandates  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government.  Govemor  Thompson  and 
other  Governors  need  our  help  in  getting  relief 
from  the  heavy  hand  of  Washington  bureau- 
crats. 

The  Federal  waiver  process  is  time  consum- 
ing and  States  are  pressured  to  drop  certain 
waiver  requests,  thereby  changing  the  design 
of  State  reforms.  That  is  why  we  are  here 
today. 

The  bill  before  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives today  provkJes  that  relief  to  Wisconsin. 
The  Federal  waivers  that  are  necessary  to  im- 
plement the  Wisconsin  Worths  Program  are 
granted  through  this  bill.  The  bill  ensures  that 
no  additk>nat  cost  will  accrue  to  the  Federal 
Govemment. 

The  Wisconsin  Wortcs  Program  offers  its 
participants  the  opportunity  to  earn  wages  and 
to  team  how  to  increase  their  value  to  employ- 
ers. Wisconsin  has  been  testing  various  mettv 
ods  of  reforming  the  welfare  system  tor  sev- 
eral years.  Its  other  demonstration  projects  in- 
clude, Wori(  Not  Welfare,  Wort(  First,  Children 
First,  and  Pay  for  Performance.  The  consistent 
theme  throughout  all  of  these  projects,  and  in- 
corporated in  the  Wisconsin  Worths  Program, 
is  the  expectation  of  personal  responsibility 
and  the  goat  of  independence  and  a  promising 
future  for  welfare  participants. 

Govemor  Thompson's  proposal  for  Wiscorv 
sin  Works  includes  waivers  applk:able  to  the 
Food  Stamp  Program.  As  chainnan  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  which  has  resporv 
sibility  for  the  Food  Stamp  Program,  I  certainly 
appreciate  the  need  for  reform  of  this  pro- 
gram. 

The  first  hearing  held  when  I  became  chair- 
man of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  was  on 
the  Food  Stamp  Program.  Our  committee  has 
devetoped  a  comprehensive  reform  of  the  pro- 
gram and  it  is  incorporated  in  the  Personal 
Responsibility  and  Work  Opportunity  Act  of 
1996.  This  reform  emphasizes  work  for  able- 
bodied  persons,  promotes  real  jobs  with  incen- 
tives, alk>ws  States  to  harmonize  welfare  pro- 
grams with  the  Food  Stamp  Program,  and 
curt}s  trafficking  and  fraud  with  increased  pen- 
alties. 

The  waivers  to  the  Food  Stamp  Progrswn  in- 
corporated in  this  bill  provide  Wisconsin  the 
ability  to  match  its  program  with  the  Food 
Stamp  Program  in  the  areas  of  certificatk>n, 
employment,  and  training  programs  and  work 
requirements.  Additionally,  for  those  persons 
in  the  Wisconsin  Wort(s  Program  who  also  re- 
ceive food  stamps,  food  benefits  will  be  pro- 
vided in  cash.  The  Wisconsin  program  irv 
cludes  a  mandatory  nutrition  educatk>n  pro- 
gram. Wisconsin  tjeileves  that  for  its  partici- 
pants to  become  self-sufficient,  they  need  to 


know  how  to  budget  for  food  purchases,  with- 
out the  parameters  specified  by  the  use  of 
food  coupons.  Wisconsin  estimates  that  ap- 
proximately half  of  the  families  receiving  food 
stamps  will  be  provkled  cash  instead  of  food 
stamps. 

I  am  not  generally  in  favor  of  substituting 
cash  for  food  stamp  benefits.  One  of  the  im- 
portant tenets  of  our  welfare  reform  proposal 
was  that  food  stamps  would  remain  as  the 
safety  net  program  during  the  transition  of  re- 
forming welfare.  Food  is  a  bask:  need  and 
must  be  available  to  low-income  families. 

I  am  encouraged  the  Wisconsin  Worths  Pro- 
gram includes  a  mandatory  nutrition  educatksn 
component  so  that  families  will  receive  edu- 
cation on  how  to  budget  funds  to  ensure  good 
diets.  In  addition,  the  cash-out  of  food  stamps 
is  linked  to  a  program  with  sti'ong  work  re- 
quirements. 

USDA,  over  the  years,  has  approved  sev- 
eral demonstration  programs  that  issue  cash 
instead  of  food  stamps  and  almost  half  of  the 
States  operate  some  form  of  a  cash-out  pro- 
gram. As  with  those  other  programs,  I  intend 
to  watch  the  Wisconsin  program  so  that  we 
will  know  that  Federal  dollars  provided  for  food 
are  indeed  spent  on  food. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  Members  to  support 
H.R.  3562  and  the  Wisconsin  Worits  Program. 
The  PreskJent  has  expressed  support  for  the 
Wisconsin  Wortcs  Program  and  Congressman 
Kleczka's  substitute  amendment,  provkled  for 
in  the  rule,  urges  the  administration  to  approve 
waivers  necessary  to  aOow  Wisconsin  to  carry 
out  its  program. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  All  time 
for  debate  has  expired. 

Pursuant  to  the  rule,  it  is  now  in 
order  to  consider  an  amendment  by  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Klecz- 
ka]. 

amendment  dj  the  nature  of  a  substttute 
offered  by  mr.  kleczka 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  offer  an  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute. 

The  Clerk  will  designate  the  amend- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  substitute. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 

offered  by  Mr.  Kleczka:  Strike  all  after  the 

enacting  clause  and  insert: 

SECTION  1.  URGING  DO>LEMENTAT10N  OF  «nS- 

CONSIN    WORKS    DEMONSTRATION 

PROJECT. 

Upon  presentation  by  the  State  of  Wiscon- 
sin of  the  document  entitled  "Wisconsin 
Works"  as  signed  Into  state  law  by  the  Gov- 
emor of  Wisconsin  on  April  26,  1996.  to  the 
appropriate  Federal  offlclal  with  respect  to 
any  Federal  entitlement  program  specified 
In  such  document,  such  ofdclal  Is  urged  to 
waive  compliance  with  the  requirements  of 
Federal  law  with  respect  to  such  program  to 
the  extent  and  for  the  period  necessary  to 
enable  the  State  of  Wisconsin  to  carry  out 
the  demonstration  descrllied  In  the  docu- 
ment upon  meeting  these  requirements: 

(1)  Such  official  shall  publish  a  notice  In 
the  Federal  Register  describing  the  proposed 
changes  to  Federal  programs  contained  in 
the  document  scheduled  under  Wisconsin  law 
to  go  Into  effect  In  October.  1997,  and  provide 
for  a  30-day  conmient  period  to  receive  pub- 
lic comments  from  the  citizens  of  Wisconsin 
and  interested  parties. 


(2)  Such  offlclal  shall  provide  for  expedited 
consideration  of  the  demonstration  project 
described  in  the  document  under  the  proce- 
dures otherwise  required  by  law.  except  that 
such  offlclal  shall  complete  such  consider- 
ation not  later  than  July  31.  1996.  compatible 
with  the  State  schedule  established  In  such 
document. 

(3)  Such  offlclal  shall  certify  that  the  plan 
does  in  fact  contain  the  features  described  by 
the  Govemor  of  Wisconsin  on  page  four  of 
the  document  entitled  Wisconsin  Works. 
March  1996  (publication  number  PES893). 

SEC.  2.  PROVIDING  FUNDING  AUTHORITT  POR 
IMPLEMENTATION. 

(a)  The  costs  of  carrying  out  the  dem- 
onstration project  which  would  not  other- 
wise be  Included  as  expenditures  under  such 
program  shall  be  regarded  as  expenditures 
under  such  program. 

(b)  LiMiTATio.v  OF  Costs.— Suteectlon  (a) 
shall  not  apply  to  the  extent  that— 

(1)  the  sum  of  such  costs  and  the  expendi- 
tures of  the  State  of  Wisconsin  under  all  pro- 
grams to  which  Section  I  applies  during  any 
testing  period  exceeds 

(2)  the  total  amount  that  would  t>e  ex- 
pended under  such  programs  during  such 
testing  period  in  the  absence  of  the  dem- 
onstration project. 

(c)  Testing  Period.— For  purposes  of  sub- 
section (b),  the  testing  periods  are — 

(1)  the  5-year  period  that  begins  with  the 
date  of  the  commencement  of  the  dem- 
onstration project,  and 

(2)  the  period  of  the  demonstration  project. 

(d)  recapture  of  Excess.— If  at  the  close 
of  any  testing  period,  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  determines  that 
the  amount  described  in  subsection  (b)(1)  ex- 
ceeds the  amount  In  sutnectlon  (bK2)  for 
such  period,  such  Secretary  shall  withhold 
an  amount  equal  to  such  excess  from 
amounts  otherwise  payable  to  the  State  of 
Wisconsin  under  section  403  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  (relating  to  the  program  of  aid  to 
families  with  dependent  children)  for  the 
first  flscal  year  beginning  after  the  close  of 
such  period.  The  preceding  sentence  shall 
not  apply  to  the  extent  such  Secretary  Is 
otherwise  paid  such  excess  by  the  State  of 
Wisconsin. 

SEC.  3.  NO  EFFECT  ON  CERTAIN  OTHER  WAIVERS 
GRANTED  TO  THE  STATE  OF  WIS- 
CONSIN. 

This  Act  shall  not  be  construed  to  affect 
the  terms  or  conditions  of  any  waiver  grant- 
ed t>efore  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act  to  the  State  of  Wisconsin  under  section 
1U5  of  the  Social  Security  Act.  including 
earned  waiver  savings  and  conditions.  The 
current  waivers  are  considered  a  pre- 
condition and  can  be  subsumed  as  part  of  the 
Wisconsin  Works  demonstration. 
SEC.  4.  ADTBORnTTO  PARTICIPAn  UNIXR  SDB- 
SE<)UENT  LEGISLATION. 

If.  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 
any  Federal  law  Is  enacted  which  modifies 
the  terms  of.  or  the  amounts  of  expenditures 
permitted  under,  any  program  to  which  sec- 
tion 1  applies,  the  State  of  Wisconsin  may 
elect  to  participate  In  such  program  as  so 
modlfled. 
SEC.  S.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

Sections  2.  3  and  4  of  this  Act  shall  become 
effective  on  the  date  that  a  waiver  is  ap- 
proved pursuant  to  the  conditions  stated  in 
Section  1. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Kleczka]  and  a  Member 
opposed,  each  will  control  30  minutes 
of  debate  time. 
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Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  op- 
posed to  this  amendment. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Klug]  will 
be  recognized  for  30  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Kleczka]. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  might  consume. 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  think  it  is  time  to 
start  from  the  beginning  of  the  debate, 
because  I  think  we  have  gone  off 
course,  and  look  at  what  we  are  doing 
today. 

The  bill  before  us  will  pass  at  the  end 
of  the  day,  probably  around  3  o'clock. 
It  will  not  pass  the  Senate.  So  all  this 
rhetoric  will  be  for  naught. 

So  if  we  think  we  are  doing  some- 
thing to  help  the  American  people  or 
even  help  the  people  of  Wisconsin,  we 
are  fooling  ourselves  because  as  soon  as 
this  bill  leaves  this  House,  it  is  DO  A  in 
the  Senate. 

And  so  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Barrett],  says 
this  is  Presidential  politics,  let  us  not 
kid  a  kidder.  and  he  is  exactly  correct. 
I  cannot  change  the  fact  that  it  is  a 
Presidential  political  year,  but  I  think 
this  body  could  probably  rise  above 
that  and  act  responsibly. 

But  that  is  not  in  the  cards  today, 
my  friends.  What  we  are  being  asked  to 
do  by  the  Republicans,  what  we  are 
being  asked  to  do  by  the  majority 
party  product,  is  to  take  88  waivers 
that  the  Governor  gave  to  this  admin- 
istration and  President  a  week  ago, 
and  today.  Thursday,  at  about  2  'clock, 
rubber  stamp  them  all. 

Now.  do  my  colleagues  think  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  come  to  Washington, 
DC,  and  rubber  stamp  things  and  do 
not  read  what  they  are  doing?  Today  is 
a  good  case  in  point  because  today,  my 
friends,  we  are  going  to  see  it  happen. 
We  are  told  that  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record,  which  is  published 
every  day,  there  is  a  listing  of  88 
points,  88  waivers.  All  right;  let  me 
read  one  to  my  colleagues:  Elimination 
of  child  care  disregard.  We  are  going  to 
eliminate  the  child  care  disregard. 
What  does  that  mean? 

It  is  not  in  here;  that  is  all  there  is. 
One  phrase.  Do  my  colleagues  know 
where  it  is  contained?  In  here.  It  is 
contained  in  this  voluminous  docu- 
ment, which  5  Members  in  Congress  out 
of  435  have  and  possibly  read. 

So  we  are  going  to,  about  in  an  hour- 
and-a-half,  do  something  where  no 
Member,  or  430  Members  of  Congress, 
do  not  know  what  they  are  doing,  and 
they  are  asking  us  to  participate  in 
that,  and  I  for  one  say  "no."  If  my 
folks  back  home  taught  that  I  was 
casting  votes  in  important  legislation 
without  reading  it,  I  would  be  recalled. 
I  would  be  in  Milwaukee,  WI.  today  as 
I  speak  versus  being  in  this  historical 
Chamber.  And  that  is  what  it  is  all 
about. 

Let  the  Republicans  defend  how  they 
can  ask  all  their  colleagues  to  vote  for 
something  they  never  read.  Sad. 
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The  President  indicated  in  his  re- 
marks, and  we  have  the  copy  of  the 
radio  address,  that  he  favors  the  Wis- 
consin welfare  plan.  That  is  fine.  Did 
he  ever  say,  "And  I  will,  within  3  days, 
sign  88  waivers  I  never  read"?  No.  That 
is  not  part  of  it. 

But  if  we  go  through  the  history  of 
this  whole  process,  as  I  indicated  be- 
fore, the  legislature  in  Wisconsin 
passed  it,  5  weeks  later  the  Governor 
signed  it.  If  it  was  such  a  rush  job,  why 
did  the  Governor  not  sign  it  the  next 
day  after  the  Wisconsin  legislators 
passed  it?  Five  weeks  later  he  signed 
it.  Then  he  looked  at  it,  and  because 
we  have  line-item  veto,  which  I  sup- 
port, he  vetoed  27  items  from  the  bill. 
And  then  he  came  to  Washington  and 
said,  "And  I  need  88  waivers."  The  Gov- 
ernor also  indicated;  he  said,  "And  I 
like  to  get  this  process  started,  so  if 
you  guys  and  ladies  in  Washington 
wouldn't  mind,  if  you  could  get  this 
done  by  August  1  of  this  year,  that 
would  be  nice."  But  know  for  a  while 
this  program  does  not  get  up  and  run- 
ning in  the  State  of  Wisconsin  until 
October  1,  1997.  Why  not  September  1, 
1997,  like  the  legislature  told  the  Gov- 
ernor? Because  he  vetoed  that.  He  ve- 
toed that  in  the  bill  and  moved  it  back 
a  month.  So  now  we  have  the  program 
coming  on  line,  August  1,  1997,  or  Octo- 
ber 1,  1997,  clearly  a  year  and  5  months 
from  now. 

I  have  introduced  a  substitute 
amendment,  which  I  appreciate  is 
being  made  in  order  today,  and  what 
does  it  do?  Does  it  talk  about  bureau- 
crats regressing  the  legislature,  doing 
all  sorts  of  nasty  things?  No.  Does  not 
do  any  of  that.  What  it  does  is,  very 
simply,  even  the  430  Members  who  have 
never  read  the  waivers  will  understand 
this,  but  know  for  a  while,  and  I  am 
going  to  ask  the  folks  in  the  gallery  to 
stick  around  for  the  vote  because  at 
least  50  Members  are  not  going  to  be 
voting.  Do  my  colleagues  know  why? 
Because  this  is  not  a  big  deal  to  Cali- 
fornia, and  it  is  a  long  flight  home,  this 
is  the  last  day  of  session,  and  they  are 
gone.  They  are  at  Dulles  Airport  and 
National  Airport  right  now  catching 
their  flight  home.  And  so  what  we  have 
here  is  something  akin  to  a  special 
order,  something  we  do  at  the  end  of 
the  day  and  just  talk  to  the  cameras 
and  to  each  other. 

The  only  good  that  I  see  that  has 
come  out  of  this,  my  friend  from  Wis- 
consin, Mr.  Klug,  is  that  in  the  last  4 
years  this  is  the  most  time  the  nine  of 
us  have  talked  together  that  I  can  re- 
call, and  so  if  there  is  a  silver  lining 
behind  what  is  goin?  on  today,  it  has 
brought  the  nine  of  us  maybe  closer  to- 
gether, or  at  least  we  got  to  have  some 
conversation.  So  that  is  good. 

But  the  substitute  does  three  major 
things.  It  does.  No.  1,  provide  that  the 
review  and  approval  of  these  waivers 
shall  be  expedited.  That  is  No.  1.  No.  2, 
the  substitute  amendment  we  are  going 


to  be  voting  on  shortly  says  that  there 
shall  be  a  30-day  public  comment  pe- 
riod because  the  public,  many  in  Wis- 
consin and  many  from  other  States 
who  have  an  interest  in  the  legislative 
process,  have  not  seen  any  of  the  waiv- 
ers and  want  a  chance  to  react. 

Why  would  we  close  the  public  out? 
That  would  be  akin  to  we  are  taking  up 
the  appropriations  bills  one  day  on  the 
floor,  and  we  lock  all  the  Chamber 
doors  and  turn  off  the  C-SPAN  cameras 
because  we  do  not  want  the  public  to 
hear  and  see  what  we  are  doing.  Boy, 
would  there  be  a  riot  this  country,  and 
there  should  be. 

But  I  have  letters,  not  only  from  con- 
stituents, Nancy  Ann  from  Greendale, 
WI,  who  wants  to  be  heard  on  this  be- 
cause she  did  not  see  any  of  the  88 
waivers.  Marjorie  S.  from  Milwaukee, 
who  lives  on  Superior  Street,  she  wants 
to  be  here  on  this.  Here  is  a  group  who 
has  some  interest  in  the  entfre  issue  of 
waivers  and  what  is  happening:  The 
American  Association  of  Women  in 
Community  Colleges,  very  educated 
group,  knowledgeable  group,  they  want 
to  be  heard  on  this.  The  Wisconsin 
Catholic  Conference;  now,  they  partici- 
pated in  the  public  hearings,  but  not 
all  the  changes  and  not  the  waivers. 
They  want  to  be  heard  on  this.  But  if 
we  adopt  the  Republican  measure,  they 
are  cut  out  of  the  process,  the  doors 
are  locked,  the  lights  are  dimmed,  we 
do  not  see  what  is  happening.  I  think 
that  is  wrong. 

So  my  substitute  provides  for  expedi- 
tious consideration,  30-day  public  re- 
view period,  and  finally  it  says  by  July 
31  of  this  year,  by  July  31  of  this  year 
the  process  shall  be  complete. 

The  Governor  asked  this  Congress  to 
do  that  by  August  1;  the  substitute 
that  I  will  ask  my  colleagues  to  vote 
on  in  a  short  time  says  October  or— the 
substitute  that  I  have  introduced  pro- 
vides that  July  31  the  process  is  done. 
How  fair.  And  at  that  point,  even 
though  430  Members  have  not  read  this 
before  they  are  approved,  at  least 
someone  will,  or  at  least  the  public  will 
have  their  say  recorded  and  thefr  judg- 
ments listened  to. 

Mr.  HEFNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  HEFNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  my 
own  clarification,  under  ordinary  cfr- 
cumstances,  something  of  this  mag- 
nitude, what  would  the  process  be? 
What  committee  would  it  go  to  that  we 
would  have  hearings  where  everybody 
could  talk  about  it,  we  could  have  wit- 
nesses or  what  have  we,  and  the  public 
would  know  exactly  what  we  are  voting 
on?  Because  I  am  not  familiar  with  the 
welfare  situation  in  Wisconsin.  I  am 
aware  of  some  it  in  North  Carolina.  We 
have  had  some  waivers,  and  the  Gov- 
ernor has  put  in  some  changes  in  the 
welfare  program. 
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What  would  be  the  process  that  we 
would  go  through  under  ordinary  cir- 
cumstances if  this  was  not  a  dfre  emer- 
gency that  we  had  to  get  done  this 
week?  What  would  be  the  process? 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  The  gentleman  asks  a 
excellent  question.  A  lot  of  talk  has 
been  had  today  about  how  the  State 
legislature  of  Wisconsin  went  out,  had 
public  hearings,  and  they  debated  the 
bill.  This  is  a  bill  just  like  the  Wiscon- 
sin Legislature  debated,  and  the  nor- 
mal operating  procedures,  as  the  gen- 
tleman well  knows,  is  for  the  Commit- 
tee on  Ways  and  Means,  which  has  con- 
trol of  the  issue,  it  is  in  our  jurisdic- 
tion, it  is  the  committee  I  serve  on,  the 
bill  would  be  introduced,  we  would 
have  public  hearings,  members  of  the 
public  could  come  before  the  commit- 
tee and  say  we  like  this,  we  like  that, 
this  should  be  changed,  Jind  at  this 
point,  after  the  conrmiittee  heard  the 
public  testimony,  voted  on  whether  or 
not  we  should  recommend  it,  it  would 
then  be  sent  to  the  floor  for  debate  like 
we  are  having  today. 

That  process  was  totally  skirted.  The 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  and  the 
Members  who  serve  on  that  committee 
do  not  know  any  more  what  is  in  this 
bill  or  the  waivers  than  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  HEFNER.  Has  there  been  1  hour 
of  hearings  on  this  particular  legisla- 
tion? 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  There  has  not  been  1 
minute  of  hearings,  sir. 

Mr.  HEFNER.  There  have  been  no 
meetings  on  this  at  all? 
Mr.  KLECZKA.  No. 
Mr.  HEFNER.  So  today  the  people 
that  are  proposing  this  legislation,  I 
am  as  well  informed  as  they  are,  basi- 
cally? 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  The  gentleman  is 
probably  more  informed  because  he  is 
one  of  the  few  that  is  here. 

Mr.  HEFNER.  Well,  I  have  been  here 
for  quite  awhile.  I  have  never  seen 
something  of  this  magnitude,  and  we 
single  out  a  State  we  are  going  to 
grant  how  many  waivers? 
Mr.  KLECZKA.  Eighty-eight. 
Mr.  HEFNER.  Eighty-eight  waivers 
that  nobody  knows  what  they  are  or 
what  they  do  that  absolutely  affects 
the  lives  of  millions  of  people — I  do  not 
know  how  many  people  are  in  Wiscon- 
sin. 
Mr.  KLECZKA.  Four  point  eight. 
Mr.  HEFNER.  Four  point  eight  mil- 
lion people  in  Wisconsin,  and  it  is 
going  to  directly  or  indirectly  afl'ect 
the  lives  of  all  the  people  in  Wisconsin, 
and  we  are  going  to  do  it  here  when  a 
lot  of  people  are  going  to  be  gone,  no- 
body knows  anything  about  it.  To  me, 
this  is  absolutely  an  abdication  of  our 
responsibility,  and  it  laughs  in  the  face 
of  a  flree  society  and  government  by  the 
people  and  for  the  people. 

This  is  absolutely  totally  repugnant 
tome. 

Mr.   KLECZKA.   Mr.   Speaker,   I  re- 
serve the  balance  of  my  time. 
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Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self 1  minute. 

I  think  this  is  an  indication  in  the  di- 
alog we  just  saw,  a  very  clear  indica- 
tion in  the  fundamental  debate  here. 
There  were  30  hearings  and  townhall 
meetings  in  Wisconsin,  and  there  were 
120  hours  of  debate,  there  were  2,000 
residents  who  participated  in  those 
townhall  meetings  and  in  those  hear- 
ings as  well.  That  is  where  the  debate 
should  take  place,  and  that  is  where 
the  debate  has  taken  place  and  that  is 
where  the  vote  was.  The  issue  is  wheth- 
er my  colleagues  trust  the  Wisconsin 
State  Legislature  to  run  its  own  pro- 
gram or  whether  they  think  it  is  nec- 
essary for  the  Federal  Government  in 
Washington  to  rewrite  it. 

D  1330 

I  do  not  think  it  is.  Again,  as  for 
waivers  and  waiver  records,  the  Clinton 
administration  has  denied  waivers  in 
Illinois,  Massachusetts,  and  Wyoming. 
Waiver  requests  have  been  withdrawn 
because  of  the  administration's  strings 
in  New  Mexico,  Ohio,  and  South  Caro- 
lina. The  following  States  have  waivers 
pending:  California,  Florida,  Georgia, 
Hawaii,  Illinois,  Indiana,  Iowa,  Kansas, 
Maine,  Maryland,  Michigan,  Min- 
nesota, New  HampsMre,  Oklahoma, 
Tennessee,  and  Utah. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  each  one  of 
those  States  is  capable  of  making  its 
own  decision,  and  I  think  that  is  the 
fundamental  question  before  us  today: 
Do  we  trust  the  residents  of  Wisconsin 
or  do  we  trust  the  bureaucrats  in  Wash- 
ington, DC? 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  4  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Kasich],  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget,  whose  home  State,  Ohio,  had 
to  withdraw  its  welfare  plam  because  of 
Clinton  administration  objections. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  very 
much  appreciate  the  gentleman  yield- 
ing time  to  be  because,  frankly,  Mr. 
Speaker,  everybody  who  is  observing 
this  debate  ought  to  recognize  that 
this  is  the  opening  debate,  or  not  open- 
ing, the  budget  resolution  was  the 
opening  debate,  but  this  is  the  very 
first  few  chapters  in  the  debate  about 
the  next  century,  the  debate  about  the 
future  of  our  country. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  we  are  trying  to 
do  in  Washington  as  conservatives  is 
we  are  drawing  the  conclusion  that  if 
in  fact  we  can  take  people's  power, 
money,  and  influence  from  this  city 
and  put  it  back  into  their  hands  and 
their  pockets  where  they  live,  they  will 
be  empowered  to  develop  better  solu- 
tions, more  effective  solutions  than  we 
can  develop  in  Washington.  This  is  the 
perfect  debate,  to  hear  the  definition  of 
a  liberal  and  a  conservative  at  the  end 
of  the  20th  century,  into  the  21st  cen- 
tury, and  I  love  the  fact  that  we  are 
going  to  debate  this  and  the  American 
people  can  decide  for  themselves. 

The  questions  that  every  American 
citizen  has  to  ask  themselves  is:  Am  I 


capable  of  doing  a  better  job  of  solving 
a  problem  where  I  live  than  somebody 
in  Washington  who  has  never  met  mc? 
Frankly,  do  I  have  to  come  trudging  to 
Washington  to  ask  permission  and  to 
have  them  evaluate  my  solutions  in 
order  for  me  to  be  given  permission  to 
fix  problems  in  my  neighborhood? 

I  am  going  to  tell  the  Members.  Mr. 
Speaker,  conservatives  are  going  to 
win  that  fight  every  single  time,  be- 
cause in  Washington  we  have  not  been 
getting  it  right.  We  have  been  sacrific- 
ing the  future  of  our  children  by  wast- 
ing money,  we  have  been  not  solving 
problems. 

When  we  take  a  look  at  this  welfare 
situation,  I  could  take  10  people  out  of 
the  gallery  today  and  sit  them  in  an  of- 
fice, and  within  24  hours  they  would  de- 
sign a  more  effective  welfare  reform 
plan  than  is  being  designed  in  this  city 
today. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  real  question  is,  do 
we  have  faith  in  people,  do  we  have 
faith  in  the  American  citizen?  Because 
increasingly  Americans  are  frustrated 
that  Washington  just  does  not  get  it.  It 
takes  too  much  of  their  paychecks, 
does  not  treat  their  money  with  re- 
spect, and  they  design  programs  that 
do  not  work. 

Our  goal  as  we  enter  the  21st  century 
and  leave  the  20th  century  is  to  sys- 
tematically let  people  have  control  of 
thefr  lives,  because  we  trust  that  they 
will  do  better  than  a  Washington  bu- 
reaucrat who,  frankly,  I  would  say  to 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Klug],  does  not  even  know  what  time 
zone  it  is  in  Madison.  WI.  let  alone 
what  the  problems  are. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  just  the  begin- 
ning, because  what  is  exemplified  in 
this  debate  is  not  just  who  should  con- 
trol and  determine  the  quality  of  wel- 
fare, but  who  should  determine  and 
write  the  programs  of  quality  edu- 
cation for  our  children:  Should  it  be 
Washington  bureaucrats  or  mothers 
and  fathers? 

Also,  should  we  as  Americans  believe 
that  we  can  handle  our  disabled  and 
our  elderly  better  where  we  live  than 
relying  on  the  Federal  Government? 
This  is  what  we  are  going  to  see.  In 
fact,  should  the  Government  continue 
to  take  more  and  more  of  what  we  earn 
to  spend  on  what  they  t.>iiT'k  is  impor- 
tant in  this  city,  rather  than  what  we 
think  is  important  in  our  neighbor- 
hoods? 

Frankly,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  question  is 
real  simple:  Do  we  have  faith  that  peo- 
ple in  the  great  State  of  Wisconsin  are 
able  to  design  a  welfare  program  that 
they  are  happy  with,  that  they  believe 
will  solve  problems  more  effectively, 
that  they  believe  is  more  compas- 
sionate, and  at  the  end  of  the  day,  will 
get  people  from  welfare  to  work?  Or  do 
Members  think  we  ought  to  keep  the 
program  in  Washington  and  imjKjse  a 
system  on  Americans  where  we  come 
on  hands  and  knees  and  beg  unelected 
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Federal  bureaucrats  for  permission  to 
desigTi  local  solutions  to  local  prob- 
lems? 

This  is  a  perfect  debate,  and  I  would 
suggest  that  when  this  roUcall  vote  is 
put  up  here,  we  are  goln^:  to  be  amazed 
at  the  fact  that  the  people  of  this  coun- 
try will  win,  because  we  are  going  to 
pass  this  bill  because  it  reflects  and 
represents  a  confidence  in  the  Amer- 
ican people.  Power  to  the  people. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  3^eld  30 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Hefner]. 

Mr.  HEFNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  appre- 
ciate the  fact  that  this  is  an  ideal  de- 
bate, but  to  me  it  is  patently  unfair, 
Mr.  speaker,  for  people  to  ask  people 
from  every  State  in  this  Union  to  come 
in  and  cast  a  vote  on  something  that 
they  know  absolutely  nothing  about. 

The  committee  system  works  here, 
where  we  have  Democrats  and  Repub- 
licans go  to  committee,  they  talk,  and 
they  have  hearings.  They  come  and 
talk  to  our  colleagues  and  explain  what 
we  are  voting  on.  They  are  asking  peo- 
ple here  that  know  absolutely  nothing 
about  a  tremendous  document  that  is 
going  to  affect  4  million  lives  in  Wis- 
consin, and  the  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget  made  a  very  ex- 
cellent speech  here,  a  political  speech, 
but  he  did  not  have  the  courtesy  to 
enter  into  a  colloquy.  That  is  where  we 
are.  It  is  a  political  document.  It  is 
going  nowhere  and  it  is  disgraceful.  It 
does  not  speak  well  for  this  House. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  srield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Stenholm]. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
BONHXA).  Without  objection,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]  now 
controls  the  time  in  support  of  the 
amendment. 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  STENHOLM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
to  take  time  today  to  put  in  a  plug  for 
enactment  of  real  welfare  reform, 
something  that  the  House  and  Senate 
can  and  will  vote  for  and  something 
the  President  will  sign. 

Let  us  be  totally  honest  today,  Mr. 
Speaker.  This  debate  on  the  Wisconsin 
waiver  is  not  about  welfare  reform,  it 
is  about  scoring  partisan  points  in  an 
election  year.  We  all  know  this  is  a  ter- 
rible process,  to  be  considering  the 
Wisconsin  proposal.  It  is  not  unreason- 
able to  expect  the  Wisconsin  plan  to  be 
subject  to  public  conaments  and  under- 
go review  to  determine  whether  it 
meets  the  goals  it  sets  forth,  whether 
it  will  increase  Federal  spending, 
which  I  cazmot  believe  my  chairman 
was  speaking  a  moment  ago  without 
recognizing  the  potential  of  doing  dam- 
age to  the  budget. 

Regardless  of  whether  we  are  talking 
about  welfare  proposals  or  health  care 
grants  or  education  plans  or  any  other 
ftmctlon  of  the  Federal  Government,  I 
must  say  that  circumventing  the  proc- 
esses which  have  served  both  Democrat 


and  Republican  administrations,  allow- 
ing time  for  public  conmient  and  re- 
view, is  not  a  wise  precedent. 

The  State  of  Texas  had  to  undergo 
this  process  in  order  to  implement  a 
welfare  reform  proposal  very  similar  to 
the  Wisconsin  plan.  While  it  was  frus- 
trating at  times  for  those  of  us  who 
supported  the  Texas  waiver  to  go 
through  the  process,  we  did  not  ask  for 
special  treatment  such  as  we  are  being 
asked  to  give  Wisconsin  today.  The 
Texas  plan  was  approved  because  it  was 
able  to  stand  up  to  the  scrutiny  and 
questions  and  is  now  being  imple- 
mented. I  support  the  Kleczka-Obey 
amendment  because  it  requires  that 
the  Wisconsin  plan  undergo  the  same 
reasonable  scrutiny  and  the  same  valid 
questions  to  be  asked  that  Texas  did. 

Instead  of  wasting  our  time  with  po- 
litical games  on  waiver  for  one  State, 
we  should  be  working  on  enacting  a  bi- 
partisan welfare  reform  bill  for  the  en- 
tire Nation.  I  agree  that  we  should  not 
be  mlcromanaglng  the  welfare  pro- 
grams of  Wisconsin  or  any  other  State. 
There  is  an  agreement  on  a  bipartisan 
welfare  reform  proposal  that  can  be- 
come law,  that  would  allow  Texas,  Wis- 
consin, and  all  of  the  other  48  States  to 
pursue  innovative  welfare  reform  pro- 
posals to  move  welfare  recipients  to 
work.  It  is  called  the  Tanner-Castle  Bi- 
partisan Welfare  Reform  Act.  The  Tan- 
ner-Castle bill  is  an  effort  to  put  an 
end  to  the  partisanship  and  the  speech- 
making  and  all  the  rhetoric  on  this 
floor,  and  take  constructive  action  on 
welfare  reform. 

The  Tanner-Castle  bill  gives  States 
the  flexibility  to  implement  welfare  re- 
form, initiatives  like  the  Wisconsin 
plan.  There  is  so  much  about  the  Wis- 
consin plan  that  I  like.  It  is  just  like 
the  Texas  plan.  The  problem  is,  we  do 
not  know  what  is  the  rest  of  the  story. 
What  else  is  in  this  600  pages?  Why  not 
subject  it  to  a  reasonable  amount  of 
scrutiny? 

The  more  important  thing  for  today's 
debate  is  to  understand  this  is  pure  po- 
litical partisanship.  I  hope  that  within 
the  next  2  weeks  when  the  welfare  re- 
form bill  comes  to  the  floor  that  we 
will  sincerely  have  the  discussion  and 
the  debate  on  asking  and  answering  the 
questions,  so  Wisconsin  or  any  other 
State  does  not  have  to  come  to  the 
Federal  Government  for  a  request  for 
waivers.  We  are  that  close  to  doing  it, 
but  believe  me,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
today  moves  us  in  the  opposite  direc- 
tion. I  support  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentlemen  from  Wisconsin,  Mr. 
Kleczka  and  Mr.  Obey. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  say  that  I  under- 
stand the  frustration  of  my  colleague 
in  Texas  because  of  Texas'  frustration 
in  getting  its  own  plan,  which  was  de- 
layed for  a  while  with  the  Federal  bu- 
reaucracy. He  is  right,  we  do  need  a  na- 
tional plan,  but  the  question  again  is  if 


we  will  give  a  green  light  to  one  very 
specific  program  that  is  ready  to  go, 
that  the  President  said  he  liked,  that 
was,  again,  passed  by  two-thirds  in  the 
House,  three-qimrters  in  the  State  Sen- 
ate back  home. 

The  question  is  can  Wisconsin  go 
ahead,  in  case  we  get  held  up  in  the  na- 
tional arena  again?  Not  only  is  Texas 
inconvenienced  at  this  point,  and  there 
is  frustration  from  Georgia,  Florida, 
and  a  number  of  other  places,  but  Cali- 
fornia has  been  caught  in  this  fight  as 
well. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr.  KLUG.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Miimesota. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  just  cu- 
rious; do  we  have  a  CBO  estimate  of 
Federal  costs  of  the  Wisconsin  plan? 

Mr.  KLUG.  I  will  let  my  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Neumann],  a  member  of  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget,  respond. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  jrield? 

Mr.  KLUG.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
cost-neutral  on  a  5-year  period  of  time. 
It  is  on  the  second  page  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  SABO.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  what  does  that  sajr? 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  It  say  specifically 
that  the  cost  has  to  be  neutral  over  a 
5-year  period  of  time. 

Mr.  SABO.  If  the  gentleman  will 
jrield  further,  I  would  ask,  Mr.  Speaker, 
is  that  for  State  and  Federal  Govern- 
ment combined? 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  No,  that  is  for  the 
Federal  Government  and  the  impact  on 
the  Federal. 

Mr.  SABO.  Is  that  a  CBO  estimate 
that  that  is  achieved? 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  No,  it  says  very  spe- 
cifically in  there  that  it  must  be  budg- 
et-neutral over  a  5-year  period  of  time. 
Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  RiGGS]  to  express  his  frustra- 
tion with  California's  inability  to 
achieve  waivers  here  in  Washington. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  jrielding  time  to  me,  and 
for  his  leadership  on  this  very  impor- 
tant issue. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  point  out  to 
our  Democratic  colleagues  what  they 
have  described  here  on  this  floor  in  the 
last  few  minutes  as  pure  political  par- 
tisanship, opportunism  on  our  part,  is 
not  limited  to  Wisconsin.  It  also,  to  use 
their  definition,  would  apply  to  our 
firustration  in  California,  seeing  our 
welfare  waiver  requests  to  the  Federal 
Government  held  back  here  by  the  Fed- 
eral Government  bureaucracy  for 
months  and  months  and  months. 

This  article  from  the  May  28,  1996. 
San  Francisco  Chronicle  pretty  much 
says  it  all.  It  says  "Welfare  Overhaul 
Stjrmied  in  D.C.,  Critics  Complain. 
California  Officials  Lament,"  I  quote 
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from  the  article:  "President  Clinton." 
and  by  extension  congressional  Demo- 
crats, "argue  that  he."  his  administra- 
tion, the  Clinton  administration,  "has 
granted  States  wide  latitude  to  reform 
welfare,  but  California  State  officials 
maintain  that  the  White  House  has 
stjrmied  their  attempts  by  delajring,  re- 
fusing and  amending  requested  changes 
in  Federal  rules  governing  Aid  to  Fam- 
ilies with  Dependent  Children,  the 
main  welfare  program  financed  half  by 
the  Federal  Government  and  half  by 
the  States." 

Listen  to  what  Eloise  Anderson,  the 
director  of  the  California  Department 
of  Social  Services,  has  to  say:  "Clinton 
is  out  there  publicly  saying  one  thing, 
but  his  actions  are  quite  different." 
This  is  a  remarkable  lady.  She  is  an  Af- 
rican-American, she  is  a  former  welfare 
recipient,  she  is  very  familiar  with  the 
Wisconsin  plan,  because  she  worked  as 
a  top  welfare  aide  to  Governor  Thomp- 
son. She  has  patterned  the  California 
welfare  reform  proposals  after  the  Wis- 
consin model. 

She  says  that  President  Clinton  says 
one  thing  and  does  another.  That  is  a 
real  surprise,  by  now,  I  am  sure,  to  the 
American  people.  Governor  Wilson  says 
that  President  Clinton  had  "failed  to 
live  up  to  his  promise  of  four  years  ago 
to  'end  welfare  as  we  know  it.' "  So 
California  has  been  absolutely  stjnnied 
by  the  Clinton  administration.  What  is 
the  status  with  respect  to  their  welfare 
waiver  request?  What  is  the  status  of 
those  waiver  requests? 

Contrary  to  the  statements  of  the 
President,  President  Clinton  has 
thwarted  California's  efforts  to  reform 
welfare  through  the  waiver  process.  On 
average,  California  waiver  requests 
have  spent  over  300  dajrs  languishing  in 
Washington.  DC,  awaiting  approval;  300 
days:  Mr.  Speaker,  not  30  days. 

On  average,  the  Bush  administration 
approved  California's  waivers  within  60 
days,  and  three  major  California  waiv- 
ers are  still  pending.  The  maximum 
fomily  grant,  581  days  and  counting, 
581  days.  Did  Members  hear  that  fig- 
ure? Not  30.  This  proposal  was  enacted 
by  the  California  State  Legislature  in 
1994  with  bipartisan  support.  It  would 
end  the  practice  of  rewarding  irrespon- 
sible behavior  by  denjring  a  grant  in- 
crease for  children  bom  to  families  on 
welfare.  As  I  mentioned,  it  was  submit- 
ted in  November  1994  and  is  still  pend- 
ing. Grant  reductions,  91  days  and 
counting;  91  days  and  counting. 

Studies  have  found  that  Calffomia's 
high  AFDC  grant  levels  discourage 
work  because  receiving  AFDC  is  more 
lucrative  than  working  for  the  mini- 
mum wage.  That  is  one  reason  why  I 
sponsored  the  minimum  wage  increase 
amendment  on  this  floor.  But  Federal 
law  prevents  California,  which  provides 
the  fourth  highest  grants  in  the  coun- 
try, from  reducing  thefr  grant  levels. 

Lastly,  the  teen  pregnancy  disincen- 
tive, 91  days  and  counting.  This  reform. 


approved  by  the  State  legislature, 
again  with  bipartisan  support,  would 
require  teen  parents  to  live  at  home, 
with  certain  exceptions,  in  order  to  re- 
ceive aid.  So  it  is  crystal  clear  what  is 
going  on  here,  Mr.  Speaker,  particu- 
larly to  the  American  people,  and  any- 
body who  is  wondering  why  efforts  to 
overhaul  welfare  have  been  stagnated 
today  need  only  look  as  far  as  this 
Chamber  and  how  it  has  acted  or  how 
it  will  act  on  the  Wisconsin  welfare 
waiver  request,  and  how  this  adminis- 
tration has  handled  the  California  wel- 
fare waiver  request. 

D  1345 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  4 
minutes  to  my  colleague,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri  [Mr.  Talent], 
who  is  from  the  St.  Louis  area  and  who 
has  been  a  real  leader  on  welfare  re- 
form, generally,  in  this  House. 

Mr.  TALENT.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  us 
look  at  this  system  that  Governor 
Thompson  and  an  overwhelming  bipar- 
tisan majority  in  Wisconsin  is  trying 
to  change.  Let  us  look  at  what  this  sys- 
tem has  given  us. 

In  the  immediate  postwar  era,  Mr. 
Speaker,  welfare  in  this  country  was 
taken  care  of,  basically,  by  localities 
and  private  charities  backed  up  by 
State  resources.  Let  us  look  at  how 
that  worked. 

In  1948,  the  poverty  rate  was  about  30 
percent.  It  declined  steadily  in  the 
postwar  era  imtil  in  1965,  it  reached  15 
percent.  What  happened  in  1965?  The 
Federal  Government  declared  war  on 
poverty. 

Now,  the  national  impulse  to  help 
the  poor  was  a  good  thing,  but  here  is 
how  the  Federal  Government  did  it.  It 
conditioned  assistance  on  people  nei- 
ther working  nor  getting  married,  and 
the  two  best  antipoverty  programs,  the 
way  people  tjrpically  got  out  of  pov- 
erty, is  by  work  and  by  marriage.  In  ef- 
fect, what  the  Government  did  over  a 
period  of  about  30  years  was  take  away 
kids"  dads  and  give  them  Government 
instead. 

We  did  not  get  a  reduction  in  pov- 
erty. The  poverty  rate  was  15  percent 
in  1965,  trillions  of  dollars  later,  it  is 
still  15  percent.  What  we  got  was  an  ex- 
plosion in  the  out-of-wedlock  birth 
rate.  That  is  the  system  that  Governor 
Thompson  is  trying  to  change. 

What  is  he  trying  to  do  about  it?  He 
is  trying  to  replace  this  failed  system 
that  nobody  will  defend,  that  nobody 
wants  to  even  be  close  to  defending.  He 
is  trying  to  replace  that  system  with  a 
system  of  assistance  to  people  that  en- 
courages marriage  instead  of  penaliz- 
ing it,  that  encourages,  and  in  many 
cases  for  able-bodied  people  requires 
work  instead  of  penalizing  it. 

Everybody  believes  that  that  is  the 
direction  that  we  ought  to  go  in.  How 
much  longer  are  we  going  to  wait  imtil 
we  go  in  that  direction?  The  existing 
system    has    produced    hundreds    and 


hundreds  of  thousands  of  instances  of 
human  tragedy  and  usually  involving 
kids.  I  think  of  the  story  of  Eric  Morse 
who  was  raised  in  a  Pittsburgh  housing 
project,  a  5-year-old  boy.  His  mom 
taught  him  right  from  wrong,  taught 
him  not  to  steal,  and  there  were  some 
older  kids  in  the  project.  They  wanted 
him  to  steal.  When  he  would  not  do 
that  for  them,  they  dragged  him  up  to 
the  top  of  that  public  housing  project 
and  they  threw  him  out  a  window. 
There  were  no  dads  in  that  housing 
project,  nobody  to  come  out  of  a  door 
and  say  what  the  heck  is  going  on? 
Stop  this. 

That  is  the  result  of  this  welfare  sys- 
tem that  people  here  are  trying  to  de- 
fend without  appearing  to  defend  it. 
How  much  longer  do  we  need  to  wait? 
We  hear  all  kinds  of  excuses. 

Mr.  Speaker,  why  are  people  devoting 
such  energy  in  trying  to  defend  or  fight 
this  covered  retreat  in  order  to  prevent 
change  of  this  system.  We  do  not  know 
enough  about  what  Wisconsin  is  doing. 
We  know  our  system,  the  federally  im- 
posed system  is  no  good.  We  know  that 
this  State  has  been  at  the  forefront  of 
useful  welfare  reform.  We  know  that 
this  plan  was  approved  by  the  huge  bi- 
partisan majority  and  endorsed  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States. 

What  else  do  we  need  to  know?  We  do 
not  have  a  CBO  estimate.  We  do  not 
know  how  much  this  change  is  going  to 
cost  the  Government.  We  know  what 
this  sjrstem  is  costing  the  Government. 
We  know  what  the  existing  system  is 
costing,  not  just  in  money,  but  in 
terms  of  lives.  They  say  we  need  more 
time  to  consider  this.  We  have  had  30 
years  of  this  existing  sjrstem.  Let  us 
give  some  changes  an  opportimity.  We 
do  not  need  more  time  to  know  that 
this  system  is  broken. 

When  President  Clinton  said  at  the 
beginning  of  his  term,  we  need  to  end 
welfare  as  we  know  it,  nobody  stood  up 
and  said.  no.  let  us  keep  welfare  as  we 
know  it.  Why  are  we  preventing  this 
change  that  everybody  wants? 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  plan  that  has 
been  endorsed  by  a  huge  bipartisan  ma- 
jority in  the  Wisconsin  Legislature,  en- 
dorsed by  the  President  of  the  United 
States;  it  is  fully  consistent  with  the 
bill  that  passed  this  House  last  year.  It 
is  not  only  what  we  should  do,  it  is  the 
least  we  should  do.  It  is  less  than  the 
least  we  should  do. 

We  should  be  having  these  principles 
nationally.  Let  us  at  least  let  the  peo- 
ple of  Wisconsin  do  this  for  the  individ- 
uals in  their  State,  the  most  vulner- 
able among  the  lower  income  Wiscon- 
sinites,  and  the  children  there,  let  us 
at  least  let  them  do  this  for  their  own 
communities. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Ha- 
waii [Mrs.  Mink]. 

Mrs.  MINK  of  Hawaii.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  jrielding  me 
this  time. 
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I  think  it  is  important  for  us  to  come 
to  some  common  ground.  I  do  not 
think  that  those  who  oppose  this  legis- 
lation have  in  any  way  any  desire  to 
disturb,  denigrate,  deny,  the  people  of 
Wisconsin  to  offer  whatever  solutions 
they  see  best  for  their  State  and  for 
their  community. 

But  we  have  a  Federal  law,  and  what 
they  have  to  do  if  they  have  desires  of 
participating  within  the  Federal  law 
and  to  have  the  benefits  of  60-percent 
funding,  which  is  what  they  received 
today,  then  they  must  go  through  the 
process,  and  the  process  requires  that 
they  file  with  the  administration  waiv- 
ers that  must  be  approved  in  order  for 
their  new  plan  to  go  through. 

That  is  not  to  say  that  the  Wisconsin 
people  are  not  genuinely  interested  in 
change.  They  have  not  completed  their 
process  because  the  legislature  still 
can  act  upon  their  vetoes,  but  nonethe- 
less, we  want  to  certainly  accord  the 
people  of  Wisconsin,  California  and  my 
State  the  privilege  of  going  to  the  ad- 
ministration and  explaining  to  what 
extent  they  could  do  better  with  the 
funds  that  they  are  receiving  by  updat- 
ing waivers. 

Now,  the  waiver  process  may  be  dif- 
ficult, but  it  is  there  because  we  are 
under  a  Federal  law,  which  we  have  to 
reply  to  and  be  responsible  to,  to  the 
rest  of  the  taxpayers  of  this  country. 
That  is  what  it  is  all  about. 

It  seems  to  me  that  to  come  to  the 
Congress  and  to  ask  for  special  prerog- 
atives, to  establish  a  special  precedent 
when  anyone  can  come  here  and  get  a 
hearing  with  respect  to  their  individual 
State's  waiver  on  the  grounds  that  our 
State  desires  to  opt  out  of  some  Fed- 
eral regulation  is  a  very,  very  bad 
precedent  to  follow. 

The  second  bad  thing  about  this  bill 
is  that  it  denies  open  government,  the 
open  government  principle  which  says, 
we  must  at  least  in  the  waiver  process 
enable  people  to  file  comments;  at 
least  a  30-day  comment  period  must  be 
protected  if  we  believe  in  open  govern- 
ment. 

The  third  principle  which  we  are  de- 
stroying today  is  the  separation  of 
powers.  We  have  distinct  authorities, 
legislative,  executive,  and  judiciary. 
We  have  given  the  executive  the  pre- 
rogatives of  waivers.  It  is  not  for  this 
Congress  to  sit  here  and  decide  sight 
unseen  which  waivers  we  want  to  give 
to  a  law  that  we  have  enacted.  None  of 
us  have  seen  the  88  waivers. 

I  certainly  cannot  explain  any  of 
them,  because  I  have  not  read  the  doc- 
uments, which  have  not  been  made 
available  to  us.  It  is  really  a  denigra- 
tion of  our  responsibility  as  national 
legislators  to  be  called  upon  to  vote  on 
something  that  has  occurred  in  an- 
other State. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  wish  to  pre- 
sume upon  the  intelligence  and  the 
judgment  and  the  policies  of  Wiscon- 
sin, but  I  have  a  responsibility  to  re- 


flect the  integrity  of  this  Chamber  and 
the  desires  of  my  State.  So  regretfully, 
I  must  stand  on  principle  today,  the 
principles  of  open  government,  full  dis- 
cussion, and  a  separation  of  powers. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

First  of  all,  let  me  say  to  my  col- 
leaigue  from  Hawaii,  who  also  has  a 
waiver  application  pending  with  the 
Clinton  administration. 

Mrs.  MINK  of  Hawaii.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KLUG.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Hawaii. 

Mrs.  MINK  of  Hawaii.  Mr.  Speaker, 
in  that  sense,  I  hope  that  it  is  the  pol- 
icy of  the  majority  to  grant  us  this 
special  hearing  also  whenever  we  see 
fit,  because  we  too  have  waiver  appli- 
cations. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker,  reclaiming 
my  time,  again  I  would  encourage  the 
gentlewoman  as  a  member  of  the  Presi- 
dent's party  to  issue  waivers  more 
quickly.  However,  let  me  say  fun- 
damentally that  waivers  are  not  wel- 
fare reform,  waivers  are  a  lifeline  for 
bureaucracies  to  rewrite  and  to  change 
and  negotiate  and  manipulate  and 
modify  documents  that  are  written 
back  at  the  State  of  Wisconsin. 

Again,  in  terms  of  the  subject  of 
openness,  30  legislative  hearings  and 
town  meetings,  120  hours  of  debate, 
2,000  residents  who  participated.  There 
was  great  discussion  in  Wisconsin, 
there  was  a  recorded  vote  and  majori- 
ties in  both  the  assembly  and  the  Sen- 
ate, two-thirds  in  one,  three-quarters 
in  the  other,  voted  on  and  passed  this 
piece  of  legislation  and  the  Governor 
signed  it  into  law. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Neu- 
mann], the  author  of  this  important 
piece  of  legislation. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
to  make  it  perfectly  clear  my  opposi- 
tion to  the  amendment  in  the  form  of 
a  substitute,  and  I  would  like  to  make 
it  clear  exactly  what  is  going  on  in  this 
amendment  in  the  form  of  a  substitute. 
What  is  happening  here  is  they  are 
trying  to  say  that  we  need  30  days  here 
in  Washington  to  review  this.  Surely, 
we  are  not  talking  about  Wisconsin 
people  who  want  more  time  to  review 
this,  because  after  18  months,  my  col- 
league from  Wisconsin  has  gone 
through  the  list  of  how  many  different 
hearings  they  have  had  out  there,  but 
surely,  after  18  months  of  hearings  the 
people  in  Wisconsin  have  had  their 
chance  to  be  heard. 

This  legislation  is  not  legislation  de- 
signed to  reform  welfare  all  over  the 
United  States  of  America.  This  is  legis- 
lation designed  to  reform  welfare  in 
the  State  of  Wisconsin,  the  people  that 
are  going  to  be  affected  by  this  legisla- 
tion, have  had  18  months,  they  have 
had  18  months  of  chances  to  express 
themselves. 

What  came  out  of  this  18  months  of 
debate  in  Wisconsin?  Why  do  we  not 


need  another  30  days  of  debate  out  here 
in  Washington.  DC?  Well,  first  let  us 
make  it  clear  if  we  give  them  30  addi- 
tional days  to  debate  this  out  here  in 
Washington,  DC,  what  we  are  really 
doing  is  giving  the  Washington  bureau- 
crats the  power,  the  time  and  the  right 
to  rewrite  the  Wisconsin  plan  and  to 
Washingtonize  it. 

We  do  not  want  our  Wisconsin  plan 
Washingtonized.  I  do  not  know  if  the 
plan  is  right  for  every  other  State  in 
the  country,  I  cannot  tell  you  that.  But 
what  I  can  tell  you  is  that  after  18 
months  of  debate,  two-thirds  of  the 
people  in  the  assembly  and  three-quar- 
ters of  our  State  senators,  the  majority 
of  the  Democrats  and  all  of  the  Repub- 
licans in  the  State  legislature  voted  for 
it.  That  is  a  pretty  resounding  endorse- 
ment for  this. 

They  have  made  mention  of  the  fact 
that  maybe  everybody  does  not  under- 
stand all  of  the  things  in  this.  Well,  our 
State  legislature  sure  does.  The  Demo- 
crats in  the  State  of  Wisconsin  that 
voted  for  it  sure  do,  the  Republicans  in 
the  State  of  Wisconsin  sure  do. 

So  I  would  just  strongly  oppose  the 
amendment  in  the  form  of  a  substitute. 
We  do  not  need  30  days  for  the  Wash- 
ington bureaucrats  to  pick  apart  the 
Wisconsin  plan  and  rewrite  the  Wiscon- 
sin plan  to  their  liking.  The  people  in 
Wisconsin  are  perfectly  capable  of 
writing  a  plan  that  they  know  and  un- 
derstand and  that  serves  the  best  inter- 
ests of  the  State  of  Wisconsin. 

There  is  one  another  point  I  would 
like  to  make. 

After  18  months  of  debate,  after  a 
two-thirds  vote  In  the  assembly  and  a 
three-quarters  vote  in  the  Senate,  after 
the  Governor  signing  the  bill,  what 
happened?  You  would  think  the  bill 
would  be  enacted  into  law,  but  instead 
of  enacting  the  bill  into  law,  the  next 
step  was  to  prepare  this  document.  As 
has  been  pointed  out  on  the  other  side, 
700  pages  in  this  document,  700  pages. 

I  would  like  ask  people  in  here  just 
exactly  how  much  they  think  it  costs 
the  taxpayers  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin 
to  hire  their  own  Wisconsin  bureau- 
crats to  put  this  document  together,  to 
come  hat  In  hand  to  Washington  to  beg 
for  approval,  and  just  exactly  how 
much  do  we  think  it  Is  going  to  cost 
the  taxpayers  of  this  Nation  to  hire  the 
bureaucrats  to  sit  out  here  in  Washing- 
ton, DC,  and  now  review  this  document 
one  page  at  a  time? 

That  is  an  expense  of  the  taxpayers' 
money.  That  money  should  be  going  to 
help  the  truly  needy  people  in  this  Na- 
tion. It  should  not  be  spent  bogged 
down  in  a  bureaucratic  process  that 
just  plain  does  not  work,  and  if  there  is 
anybody  that  would  like  to  argue  that 
the  welfare  system  in  the  United 
States  of  America  today  works,  I  would 
sure  be  willing  to  listen. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  strongly  oppose  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  30  seconds. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  the  previous  speakers 
indicate  that  we  are  giving  30  days. 
They  know  full  well  the  law  provides 
that  30  days  shall  be  given  to  the  pub- 
lic for  comment,  and  the  Governor  by 
his  own  words  and  written  sentences 
states  to  us  that  if  you  do  this  by  Au- 
gust 1,  that  is  fine  with  me.  So  I  guess 
we  are  playing  Governor  here  by  know- 
ing better  than  what  Tommy  Thomp- 
son needs. 

The  substitute  provides  the  process 
will  be  completed  by  July  31.  The  Gov- 
ernor says  do  it  by  August  1.  Every- 
thing is  fine. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Sabo]. 

Mr.  SABO.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
yielding  me  this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  understanding, 
there  is  no  CBO  cost  estimate,  and  the 
reason  we  do  not  have  it  is  because  the 
legislative  process  is  again  being  di- 
verted. If  one  followed  the  normal 
process  and  had  a  bill  reported  from 
committee,  then  the  House  rules  re- 
quire a  CBO  cost  estimate.  If  he  brings 
to  the  floor  an  unreported  bill  such  as 
this,  then  the  rules  do  not  apply. 

So  we  do  not  have  a  CBO  cost  esti- 
mate, and  I  must  say  to  my  friend  from 
Wisconsin.  I  look  at  your  language,  and 
It  does  provide  some  cost  limitations. 
But  it  applies  to  the  totality  of  State 
and  Federal  costs.  It  does  not  apply  if 
the  State  is  doing  things  with  the  sys- 
tem, increase  Federal  costs  and  de- 
crease State  costs. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SABO.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin. 

D  1400 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
have  had  extensive  debate  on  this  issue 
over  the  course  of  the  last  week  and  a 
half.  The  language  that  is  found  in  the 
bill  on  page  2,  subsection  (b),  was  de- 
veloped in  close  consultation  with 
CBO. 

Mr.  SABO.  It  does  not  do  what  the 
gentleman  says. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  shield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Janes- 
vllle,  WI  [Mr.  Neumann]  to  engage  in  a 
colloquy  with  the  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota [Mr.  Sabo]. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is 
a  very  important  concept  here,  and  the 
gentleman  understands  just  how  con- 
cerned I  am  with  the  Federal  deficit.  I 
know,  from  serving  with  the  gentleman 
on  the  Budget  Committee,  he  under- 
stands just  how  strongly  I  feel  about 
things  that  come  to  this  floor  being 
deficit  neutral. 

We  spent  an  extensive  amount  of 
time  and  developed  this  language  in 
consultation  with  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  and  CBO  to  make  sure 
that  at  the  end  of  the  5-year  window, 
which  is  the  normal  window  used  out 
here,  that  we  would  in  fact  be  at  least 
neutral  in  terms  of  cost  to  the  Federal 


Government,  so  that  we  do  not  have  a 
bill  on  the  floor  that  would  make  the 
deficit  worse. 

I  think  it  is  very  important  to  under- 
stand that  as  people  make  the  move 
from  welfare  to  work,  there  are  some 
initial  up-front  costs  in  the  program 
but  that  we  benefit  down  the  road,  as 
those  people  accept  their  normal  role 
in  society  and  become  productive  parts 
of  the  society,  earning  a  living,  paying 
taxes,  doing  all  the  rest  of  the  things. 
So  it  is  clear  that  there  are  some  costs 
in  the  beginning  but  we  do  have  the 
language  in  the  bill  that  makes  it  neu- 
tral over  the  5-year  window. 

Mr.  SABO.  If  the  gentleman  will 
jrield,  I  wish  what  the  gentleman  said 
was  accurate. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Barrett]. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  been  listening  to  the 
debate  all  day  today,  and  one  of  the 
things  I  find  most  interesting  in  this 
debate  is  we  have  had  a  number  of 
speakers  from  States  other  than  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  who  have  come  up 
and  told  about  the  terrible  horror  sto- 
ries of  how  their  State  has  submitted  a 
waiver  request  and  the  request  has 
been  pending  for  any  number  of  months 
or  any  number  of  years.  As  I  listened 
to  those  horror  stories,  I  thought,  well, 
why  are  we  not  dealing  with  that 
State's  waiver  request?  Why  are  we  not 
dealing  with  California's  waiver  re- 
quest if  it  is  so  terrible?  Why  are  we 
not  dealing  with  Hawaii's  waiver  re- 
quest? 

Instead,  we  are  dealing  with  the 
waiver  request  from  the  State  of  Wis- 
consin, a  State  which  has  had  every 
single  waiver  request  it  has  submitted 
granted  and  a  State  where  the  most 
stale  waiver  request,  the  one  that  is 
gathering  aU  that  dust  here  in  this  ter- 
rible city  of  Washington,  District  of 
Columbia,  has  been  sitting  there  for  8 
days,  that  is  right,  8  days  it  has  been 
sitting  there,  and  this  terrible  adminis- 
tration has  failed  to  act  in  8  days  on 
this  waive  request. 

So  I  ask  myself,  what  is  going  on 
here?  Why,  rather  than  dealing  with 
Wisconsin's  request  that  is  8  days  old, 
from  the  State  that  has  had  the  most 
success  in  getting  waivers,  why  we  are 
not  dealing  with  California's  or  Ha- 
waii's waiver  request? 

I  keep  going  back  to  that  press  con- 
ference that  Speaker  Gingrich  orches- 
trated where  Speaker  Gingrich  said, 
"Well,  we're  just  going  to  come  and 
we're  going  to  pass  this  waiver  request 
for  the  State  of  Wisconsin."  Why  do  it 
in  the  State  that  has  the  least  amount 
of  problems  getting  waiver  requests? 
Because  it  is  a  State  that  is  up  for 
grabs  in  the  Presidential  campaign. 

It  is  a  State  that  President  Clinton 
wants  to  carry  and  it  is  a  State  that 
Senator  Dole  wants  to  carry.  So  rather 
than  going   into   one   of  these   other 


States,  let  us  inject  presidential  poli- 
tics into  the  State  of  Wisconsin's  wel- 
fare reform  practice. 

Does  that  make  sense?  It  does  not 
make  sense  to  me,  because  the  State  of 
Wisconsin  has  been  successful.  It  has 
been  successful  working  on  a  biparti- 
san basis.  It  has  been  successful  with  a 
Republican  Governor  and  a  Democratic 
President  working  together. 

I  know  that  that  is  anathema  to  my 
colleagues  on  the  other  side,  that  this 
is  an  issue  where  President  Clinton 
agrees  that  there  should  be  welfare  re- 
form. But  I  am  also  troubled  by  the 
fact  that  what  we  are  trying  to  do  here 
today  is  frankly  circumvent  the  will  of 
the  State  legislature  in  the  State  of 
Wisconsin  and  Governor  Thompson,  be- 
cause in  Governor  Thompson's  waiver 
request,  what  does  he  ask  us?  He  asks 
us  to  approve  these  waivers  by  Aug\ist 
1,  1996.  "That  is  what  Governor  Thomp- 
son asks  us  to  do  in  his  waiver  request. 
Well.  Speaker  Gingrich  and  his  fol- 
lowers have  decided  that  they  know 
more  than  Governor  Thompson  and  the 
legislature.  Even  though  Governor 
Thompson  and  the  legislature  have 
asked  us  to  approve  these  things  by 
August  4,  they  are  saying,  no,  we  know 
more  than  that  elected  body  in  the 
State  of  Wisconsin.  We  know  more 
than  that  elected  Governor  of  the 
State  of  Wisconsin.  What  we  are  going 
to  do  is  we  are  going  to  put  our  judg- 
ments-Speaker Gingrich  and  his  fol- 
lowers— are  going  to  put  our  judgment 
in  place  of  what  the  legislature  and 
Governor  Thompson  have  asked  us  to 
do. 

Talk  about  arrogance,  that  is  arro- 
gance to  me.  If  the  Governor  of  Wiscon- 
sin in  his  own  submittal  asks  us  to  ap- 
prove this  by  August  1,  well,  then,  let 
us  do  it.  And  that  brings  me  to  the  sub- 
stitute that  has  been  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Klecz- 
ka]  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Obey],  and  myself. 

What  does  that  substitute  have  us  to 
do?  That  substitute,  believe  it  or  not, 
asks  us  to  do  exactly  what  Governor 
Thompson  has  asked  us  to  do,  and,  that 
is,  it  urges  the  Secretary  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Human  Services  to 
approve  the  waiver  request  by  August 
1,  1996.  We  are  doing  exactly  what  the 
legislature  has  requested,  we  are  doing 
exactly  what  the  Governor  has  re- 
quested, and  we  are  working  with  them 
on  a  bipartisan  basis,  hand  in  hand. 
That  is  not  good  enough  for  the  Speak- 
er and  his  followers. 

So  where  does  that  leave  us  now? 
That  leaves  us  with  the  amendment 
that  has  been  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Kleczka].  It  asks 
us  to  do  several  things.  It  urges  the 
Secretary  to  approve  the  waivers,  it 
urges  the  Secretary  to  approve  those 
waivers  by  the  exact  date  that  is  con- 
templated in  the  W-2  plan.  And  it  also 
asks  the  Secretary  to  make  sure  that 
the  plan  complies  with  the  statements 


13262 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


June  6,  1996 


that  were  made  by  Governor  Thomp- 
son. Again,  wholly  consistent  with 
working  together,  not  making  it  a  par- 
tisan issue,  trying  to  get  welfare  re- 
form done  so  that  It  helps  people  and 
does  not  inject  Presidential  partisan 
politics  into  the  debate. 

I  think  that  the  substitute  that  is 
being  offered  is  a  substitute  that  al- 
lows the  Republicans  to  go  home  and 
claim  victory,  because  we  will  not  have 
these  delays  that  we  are  hearing  about, 
these  horrible  delays  that  are  going  to 
say  that  these  delays  are  going  to  go 
beyond  60  days.  It  does  exactly  what 
they  want  us  to  do,  and  that  is  get 
these  waivers  approved  quickly.  It  does 
so  consistent  with  what  Governor 
Thompson  said. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  3^eld  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Sensenbrenner],  a  member 
of  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  and 
ask  him  to  yield  for  a  fundamental 
question. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  KLUG.  In  the  substitute  that  has 
been  offered  by  our  colleague  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Kleczka],  the  language 
says  "urge." 

Is  it  the  gentleman's  reading  that  it 
does  not  compel  the  Secretary  to  act 
by  August? 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, that  is  absolutely  correct.  This  sub- 
stitute is  really  a  cop-out,  because 
what  it  does  is  it  punts  the  ball  right 
back  to  the  bureaucrats  in  the  office  of 
the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services.  It  does  not  compel  the  Sec- 
retary and  the  bureaucrats  to  approve 
the  submittal  that  has  been  made  by 
the  Governor  of  Wisconsin.  It  allows 
the  Secretary  to  cherry-pick  and  ap- 
prove some  and  modify  others  and  dis- 
approve others,  which  means  that  the 
whole  W-2  welfare  reform  plan  that 
was  passed  by  the  State  legislature 
does  not  get  approved,  and  it  does  not 
even  set  up  an  automatic  deadline  as  I 
read  this.  It  just  urges  the  Secretary  to 
do  it  by  the  end  of  July. 

There  is  precedent  for  legislatively 
approving  welfare  waivers  that  have 
been  requested  by  the  States  and  I  re- 
ferred to  3  instances  during  my  re- 
marks In  general  debate:  In  1987  Wash- 
ington State  welfare  waivers  were  leg- 
islatively approved  in  a  budget  rec- 
onciliation bill  as  were  New  York  waiv- 
ers. In  1989  Minnesota  had  some  waiv- 
ers legislatively  approved.  That  is  ex- 
8u:tly  the  same  procedure  that  we  are 
using  here  today  with  the  waivers  that 
have  been  requested  by  the  State  of 
Wisconsin.  So  we  are  not  doing  some- 
thing unprecedented,  despite  what  the 
previous  speaker  has  said.  We  are  fol- 
lowing the  precedents  that  occurred  in 
1987  and  in  1988  with  the  3  other  States 
and  simply  saying  that  this  Congress 
approves  the  waivers  so  that  the  deci- 
sions that  have  been  made  in  Madison, 
WI  by  the  elected  representatives  of 


the  people  will  proceed  rather  than  get- 
ting modified,  delayed  and  confused  by 
bureaucrats  in  the  office  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services 
across  the  street. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mrs.  Clayton]. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
to  support  strongly  the  Democratic 
substitute  offered  by  my  colleagues 
from  Wisconsin  and  to  say  that  that 
delegation  also  knows  what  is  best  for 
Wisconsin  as  well  as  my  colleagues 
from  Wisconsin  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle. 

I  also  want  to  comment  to  the  last 
speaker  who  said  there  is  great  prece- 
dent because  there  were  some  3  inci- 
dents. I  would  hope  that  those  prece- 
dents were  based  on  need.  There  is  no 
demonstrated  need,  any  congressional 
intervention  need.  Only  8  days  have 
passed.  So  why  is  there  this  rush  to 
judgment  that  we  need  to  engage  our- 
selves in?  Only  for  political  reasons. 

Why  should  we  support  the  sub- 
stitute? Because  it  allows  the  will  of 
the  Wisconsin  Governor  and  the  Gen- 
eral Assembly  to  go  forward  without 
any  delay.  More  importantly,  also,  it 
has  due  process.  Due  process  is  one  of 
the  constitutional  provisions  that  all 
citizens  should  have  and  certainly  the 
citizens  of  Wisconsin  should  have,  and 
at  least  those  30  days  to  comment. 
Nothing  is  delayed  in  allowing  the  al- 
ternate bill  from  the  Democrats  to  go 
forward.  You  are  getting  the  same 
thing.  But  you  also  will  gain  one  other 
important  provision,  the  constitutional 
provision  of  due  process  allowing  the 
citizens  to  comment. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  in- 
quire as  to  the  time  remaining  on  both 
sides? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
BONILLA).  The  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin [Mr.  Klug]  has  8  minutes  remain- 
ing, and  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Kleczka]  has  5  minutes  remain- 
ing. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1V4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Ganske]. 

Mr.  GANSKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to 
urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for  this 
waiver  today.  Just  recently  I  had  an 
opportunity  to  talk  in  some  detail  with 
Governor  Thompson  about  the  Wiscon- 
sin plan.  It  is  a  bold  plan.  It  is  entirely 
in  line  with  the  principles  that  the  ma- 
jority of  this  Congress  have  voted  on 
previously  this  year  that  would  allow 
States  to  do  innovations  in  the  deliv- 
ery of  welfare  so  that  we  can  finally 
find  out  a  method  for  solving  the  wel- 
fare problem.  The  current  system  is 
not  working  to  help  the  people  that  it 
is  supposed  to.  We  want  to  see  some  ex- 
periments around  the  country,  and 
hopefully  we  can  find  a  method  that 
will  work. 

This  plan  from  Wisconsin  may  not 
work.  But  I  would  like  to  give  it  the 


chance  to  do  that.  I  know  that  it  has 
been  well  thought  out.  I  know  that 
President  Clinton,  who  has  been  de- 
scribed by  many  as  something  of  a  pol- 
icy wonk,  who  looks  at  a  lot  of  the  de- 
tails of  plans,  recently  spoke  to  the 
benefits  of  this  plan  and  the  value  of 
this  plan  and  basically  endorsed  it. 

So  I  think  that  we  ought  to  go  ahead 
today  and  give  Wisconsin  its  waiver 
and  get  it  on  its  way  and  see  whether 
the  Wisconsin  plan  will  help  us  provide 
welfare  better  than  we  are  doing  now 
in  the  State  of  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Stearns]. 

Mr.  STEARNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  leg- 
islation we  are  debating  today  deals 
with  one  basic  and  fundamental  issue. 
Do  we  want  to  continue  with  the  cur- 
rent welfare  system,  or  do  we  want  to 
make  available  to  those  people  cur- 
rently receiving  these  benefits  a  more 
promising  and  rewarding  future? 

I,  for  one,  firmly  believe  that  the 
vast  majority  of  individuals  currently 
receiving  welfare  would  prefer  cashing 
a  pay  check  to  cashing  a  welfare  check. 
Not  only  is  it  counterproductive,  it  is 
also  wrong.  It  is  wrong  because  it  locks 
people  into  a  cycle  of  welfare  depend- 
ency and  does  nothing  to  improve  their 
quality  of  life. 

This  issue  strikes  at  the  very  core  of 
what  we  are  trying  to  accomplish  in 
this  Congress.  We  need  to  turn  back  to 
the  States  the  programs  they  must  ad- 
minister. 

Today,  we  are  simply  trying  to  com- 
ply with  the  President's  wishes.  He 
said  he  would  like  to  see  Wisconsin 
granted  a  waiver  and  that  we  should 
look  to  this  plan  as  a  model  for  future 
national  reform. 

My  own  State  of  Florida  was  granted 
a  waiver  to  conduct  two  welfare  dem- 
onstration projects.  While  the  Federal 
waiver  was  granted  in  a  more  timely 
fashion  than  other  States  requesting 
such  a  waiver;  the  time  span  was  still 
5  months  long. 

Wisconsin  passed  its  waiver  with  bi- 
partisan support  by  receiving  a  two- 
tMrds  majority  vote.  This  waiver  was 
agreed  to  by  the  State  legislature  after 
18  months  of  public  debate.  It  certainly 
has  had  a  significant  review. 

Welfare  robs  people  of  thefr  self  es- 
teem and  leaves  them  with  little  self 
respect.  Let  us  put  these  people  to 
work  and  give  them  the  dignity  they 
want  and  will  receive  when  they  are  no 
longer  on  the  dole. 

My  colleagues  on  the  other  side 
should  remember  that  it  is  the  Presi- 
dent who  endorsed  this  plan.  Now  we 
are  being  accused  to  playing  politics. 
Why  don't  we  pass  this  legislation  and 
allow  the  people  of  Wisconsin  to  make 
their  own  decisions  about  the  future  of 
its  State  in  terms  of  the  type  of  wel- 
fare program  it  would  like  to  have. 

D    1415 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  conclude 
by  reciting  a  passage  from  Genesis  in 
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the  Old  Testament  which  sums  up  what 
this  debate  is  really  all  about.  It  reads, 
"If  any  would  not  work,  neither  should 
he  eat."  Welfare  represents  the  antith- 
esis of  what  this  line  from  Scriptures 
states. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  thank  my  col- 
leagues who  have  been  listening  to  this 
debate  back  in  their  offices  as  well  as 
my  colleaigues  on  the  floor.  We  have  a 
very  important  fundamental  choice  be- 
fore us  today.  To  what  degree  do  we 
trust  the  citizens  of  Wisconsin  to  make 
their  own  decision  about  welfare  re- 
form and  to  what  degree  do  we  think 
that  Wisconsin's  plan  needs  to  be  modi- 
fied, changed,  stapled,  amended,  or  put 
through  a  blender  by  Washington  bu- 
reaucrats? 

Here  is  the  fundamental  point.  The 
plan  passed  in  the  Wisconsin  legisla- 
ture 73  to  25,  an  essentially  two-thirds 
majority  in  the  State  assembly.  Repub- 
licans and  Democrats.  All  Republicans 
and  a  majority  of  Democrats. 

The  Wisconsin  State  Senate?  Sev- 
enty-five percent  of  people  in  the  Wis- 
consin State  Senate  voted  for  the  plan; 
27  yes,  6  no.  Three-quarters  Repub- 
licans and  Democrats  were  for  what 
President  Clinton  called  Wisconsin's 
bold  welfare  experiment. 

Supporters?  The  current  senate  mi- 
nority leader,  after  a  special  election 
this  week,  perhaps  soon  to  be  the  cur- 
rent Democratic  majority  leader  in  the 
Wisconsin  State  Senate,  and  last  time 
opponent  to  Governor  Thompson  for 
Governor,  Chuck  Chvala,  said  in  sup- 
port of,  and  voted  for  W-2,  he  said, 
"The  final  vote  on  W-2  presents  legisla- 
tors a  choice.  We  can  continue  along  a 
seemingly  endless  path  that  has  fos- 
tered an  impoverished  dependency  on 
government  aid,  or  we  can  try  a  new 
dfrection  in  the  hope  of  leading  all  Wis- 
consin citizens  to  a  more  dignified, 
more  prosperous  life  of  self-reliance 
based  upon  work,  because  that  is  the 
fundamental  point  in  the  Wisconsin 
plan;  that  it  is  not  welfare  but  it  is 
work." 

Who  else  supports  the  plan;  this  kind 
of  crazy  idea  floated  up  by  a  Repub- 
lican Governor?  The  Democratic  mayor 
of  Milwaukee.  John  Norquist.  In  fact, 
he  says  he  is  worried,  and  has  told  the 
Clinton  administration  that  he  thinks 
W-2  does  not  go  far  enough.  "I  want 
the  W-2  waivers  to  be  signed  quickly, 
but  I  want  President  Clinton  to  make 
sure  that  W-2  does  not  become  welfare 
reform-like." 

The  Democratic  mayor  of  the  city  of 
Milwaukee  wants  President  Clinton  to 
grant  the  waivers  and  wants  Congress 
to  act  quickly  to  put  the  plan  in  the 
President's  hands. 

What  did  the  President  say  again? 
"Last  week  Wisconsin  submitted  to  me 
for  approval  the  outlines  of  a  sweeping 
welfare  reform  plan,  one  of  the  boldest 
yet  attempted  in  America,  and  I  am  en- 


couraged by  what  I  have  seen  so  far.  I 
pledge  that  my  administration  will 
work  with  Wisconsin  to  make  an  effec- 
tive transition  to  a  new  vision  of  wel- 
fare based  on  work." 

Now,  we  have  been  accused  on  this 
side  of  misreading  the  President's 
words.  All  I  can  tell  my  colleagues  is 
how  the  press  read  that.  The  press  said 
that  means  that  the  welfare  plan  had 
been  okayed  by  President  Clinton.  And 
we  did  not  write  this.  That  is  the  head- 
line of  the  Wisconsin  State  Journal 
from  Sunday,  May  19.  based  on  the 
President's  radio  address  on  Saturday 
that  the  Wisconsin  welfare  plan  is 
okayed  by  Clinton. 

Here  it  is  one  more  time.  "So  the 
States  can  keep  on  sending  me  strong 
welfare  reform  proposals  and  I  will 
keep  on  signing  them.  I  will  keep  doing 
everything  I  can  as  President  to  reform 
welfare  State  by  State  if  that  is  what 
it  takes." 

And  that  is  what  we  are  asking  for 
here  today  in  this  body  is  to  give  Wis- 
consin the  chance  to  reform  welfare,  to 
give  us  a  chance  to  create  a  new  vision 
of  what  welfare  should  be  in  this  coun- 
try; that  we  should  reward  work  and 
not  reward  dependency.  And  that  is 
what  the  President  said  on  that  Satur- 
day that  led  to  that  headline. 

Now,  why  are  we  trying  to  do  this 
today?  Because  the  fact  of  the  matter 
is,  despite  the  President's  best  inten- 
tions, despite  speeches  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle,  for  far  too  long  waiver  appli- 
cations come  up  here  and  they  die. 
Twenty-eight  welftire  waivers  cur- 
rently pending  involving  19  States,  dat- 
ing all  the  way  back  to  September  20, 
1993. 

And  under  the  Kleczka  substitute 
what  we  say  is,  review  it  by  the  begin- 
ning of  August.  And  then  if  we  do  not 
like  it,  we  can  review  it  longer  and 
take  our  time;  and  then  we  will  change 
waiver  No.  8  and  we  will  amend  waiver 
No.  13;  and  we  do  not  like  waiver  No. 
16,  so  that  is  out  altogether;  and  32, 
well,  we  can  talk  about  it  and  maybe  it 
will  take  us  to  1997  to  get  that  done. 

And  along  the  way  we  will  rewrite 
what  Wisconsin  wants  to  do.  And  pret- 
ty soon  it  is  not  Wisconsin's  plan,  it  is 
a  third  Washington  or  a  quarter  Wash- 
ington or  a  half  Washington,  and  it  is 
no  longer  what  a  bipartisan  group  in 
the  Wisconsin  State  Legislature  voted 
for  after  hundreds  of  hours  of  testi- 
mony and  hearings  and  votes  across 
the  State  of  Wisconsin. 

Wisconsin  has  a  proud  record,  I  would 
suggest  to  my  colleagues,  of  innova- 
tion. We  were  the  first  place  in  this 
country  to  use  primary  election  laws. 
The  Wisconsin  Workmen's  Compensa- 
tion Act  of  1911  was  a  model  for  the 
country,  the  first  Unemployment  Com- 
pensation Act  in  1932.  Give  us  a  chance 
to  again  lead  this  country  into  a  new 
form  of  govenmient.  I  ask  Members  to 
give  Wisconsin's  welfare  plan  their  ap- 
proval. 


Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  srield 
the  balance  of  my  time  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  shielding  me  the  time. 

When  the  legislature  passed  the  bill 
that  we  are  now  discussing,  which  is, 
after  all,  effective  come  late  1997.  when 
the  Governor  made  the  1997  changes  he 
made  in  that  legislative  product,  the 
law  was  clear:  The  Department  of 
Health  and  Social  Services  was  sup- 
posed to  review  that  plan  after  giving 
every  citizen  of  the  State  of  Wisconsin 
30  days  to  make  a  conunent  on  it. 

Now,  much  has  been  said  about  the 
President  and  the  fact  that  it  has  been 
8  whole  days  and  he  has  not  approved 
the  waiver.  The  President  did  not  say 
in  his  radio  address  I  shall  be  a  rubber 
stamp  for  Tommy  Thompson.  What  he 
said  is  I  am  encouraged  by  what  I  have 
seen  so  far,  and  then  he  went  on  to  say. 
Wisconsin  has  the  makings  of  a  solid, 
bold  welfare  plan  and  I  pledge  that  I 
will  work  with  Wisconsin  to  make  it 
work.  That  is  what  he  said. 

I  would  point  out  that  the  President, 
in  3  years,  has  granted  61  waivers  to  38 
States,  including  Wisconsin  on  a  num- 
ber of  occasions.  That,  by  the  way,  is 
double  the  number  of  welfare  waivers 
approved  in  the  entire  12  years  that 
Ronald  Reagan  and  President  Bush 
were  President;  1.400  Bush,  1,500 
Reagan. 

Now,  I  think  what  has  hapi^ned  is 
simply  this.  Speaker  Gingrich  evi- 
dently got  irritated  because  the  Presi- 
dent indicated,  a  few  days  before  Mr. 
Dole  went  to  Wisconsin,  that  he  liked 
what  he  had  seen  so  far  about  the  wel- 
fare plan  and  would  work  with  Wiscon- 
sin to  get  it  approved.  And  so,  because 
of  the  Speaker's  irritation,  and  perhaps 
we  could  solve  that,  maybe  the  way 
Wisconsin  can  stop  being  a  ping-pong 
ball  in  the  Presidential  campaign  is  to 
make  an  agreement  that  neither  par- 
ty's candidate  will  come  to  Wisconsin 
in  the  campaign.  Maybe  that  will  take 
the  politics  out  of  it  and  we  can  get  se- 
rious again. 

But,  anyway,  the  bill  before  us  today 
says  that  there  will  be  no  opportunity 
for  Wisconsin  citizens  to  comment; 
that  the  Congress  is  simply  going  to 
vote  for  it  sight  unseen,  with  virtually 
no  one  in  this  House  having  any  idea 
what  is  in  the  package  except  perhaps 
some  of  us  from  Wisconsin. 

I  would  ask  my  colleagues  one  ques- 
tion. How  much  do  we  think  people 
have  really  learned  from  this  debate 
today  about  what  is  in  the  Wisconsin 
plan  as  it  affects  human  beings?  I 
would  venture  to  say  virtually  nothing. 
All  the  substitute  does  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Kleczka] 
is  proposing  is  to  guarantee  that  no  ac- 
tion is  taken  before  every  Wisconsin 
citizen  has  a  chance  to  comment  for  30 
days.  And  the  amendment  says  that 
the  department  shall  evaluate  the  plan 
not  based  on  its  own  opinions  but  based 
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on  the  seven  key  features  which  the 
Wisconsin  Governor  himself  has  as- 
serted are  in  that  plan.  If  they  are,  this 
resolution  says  approve  it. 

That  is  all  we  ask.  What  is  wrong 
with  that?  What  are  we  trying  to  hide? 
I  would  also  point  out  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Sensen- 
BRENNER]  is  wrong  when  he  says  there 
is  not  a  hard  date.  The  language  of  the 
Kleczka  amendment  makes  quite  clear 
that  the  agency  "shall  complete  such 
consideration  not  later  than  July  31. 
1996."  That  is  pretty  clear  to  me.  And 
guess  what,  it  is  written  in  English.  We 
can  even  understand  it.  That  is  the 
deadline,  folks. 

So  all  I  would  ask  us  to  do  is  forget 
the  politics,  forget  the  maneuvering, 
please  do  not  continue  what  has  be- 
come, unfortunately,  a  day-to-day 
event  where  the  House  appears  to  be 
nothing  more  than  a  political  exten- 
sion of  the  Presidential  campaign.  This 
House  is  better  than  that,  at  least  it 
ought  to  be.  We  have  a  lot  of  serious 
work  to  do,  let  us  do  it  in  a  serious 
way.  Let  us  not  demean  our  processes 
by  every  day  in  every  way  being  noth- 
ing but  ventriloquist  dummies  for  our 
respective  Presidential  candidates. 

This  House  has  a  lot  of  work  to  do. 
Let  us  get  on  with  it  and  let  us  stop 
the  political  games.  This  is  a  political 
game.  Do  it  the  right  way,  support  the 
Kleczka  amendment. 

Mfs.  COLLINS  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  offered  by  Rep- 
resentatives Barrett,  Kleczka,  and  Obey,  all 
of  Wisconsin.  Since  the  Gingrich-Armey  Re- 
publicans have  forced  us  to  divert  from  devel- 
opment of  a  Federal  Budget  for  Fiscal  year 
1997  so  that  we  might  have  a  chance  to  avoid 
government  shutdowns  like  the  Republicans 
brought  about  last  year,  and  other  priority  leg- 
islation, this  amendment  seems  reasonable. 

This  Wisconsin  delegation  amendment  ad- 
dresses major  defidendes  in  H.R.  3562,  the 
Republican  effort  to  legislate  a  routine  admin- 
istrative procedure.  The  Barrett,  Kleczka, 
Obey  amendment  woukl  assure  that  a  30-day 
comment  period  be  observed  on  the  issues 
contained  in  the  waiver  request,  arnJ  that  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Human  Sendees 
conduct  expedited  consideration  of  the  waiver 
request  and  certify  that  the  Wisconsin  plan 
wouW,  in  fact,  accomplish  what  the  Wisconsin 
Governor  advertises  that  it  will  accomplish. 

The  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices has  a  responsibility  to  the  people  of  Wis- 
consin to  review  the  Govemor's  request  to 
waive  the  Federal  protections  and  services  in 
place  and  on  which  they  have  a  right  to  rely. 
In  fact,  when  the  Clinton  administration  took 
office,  one  of  the  first  things  they  dkl  was  insti- 
tute a  review  of  the  process  and  procedures  to 
provide  for  innovation  by  States  to  develop  re- 
form experiments — but  also  safeguarding  peo- 
ple's rights  and  benefidal  govemmental  serv- 
ices or  programs.  On  September  27,  1994,  the 
Qinton  administration  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  new  waiver  request  procedures. 

This  Wisconsin  delegation  amendment  pro- 
tects the  interests  of  the  Wisconsin  people 
while  guarding  the  public  interest  in  (1)  not 


providing  an  automatic  welfare  check,  (2)  re- 
quiring parents  who  are  able  and  qualified  to 
work  as  they  bring  their  families  to  self-suffi- 
dency.  (3)  providing  child  care  and  health 
care  to  qualified  families,  and  (4)  collecting 
child  support  payments  and  putting  them  to 
use  for  the  best  interest  of  the  children. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this  amend- 
ment to  provide  for  an  expedited  process  to 
be  completed  by  July  31,  1996,  using  normal 
administrative  review  procedures  which  allow 
for  public  comments  to  be  received  and  con- 
sidered. This  is  our  normal  and  expected  proc- 
ess. It's  part  of  what  Americans  expect  and 
deserve  in  getting  due  process  from  their  gov- 
ernment. I  support  this  substitute  amendment 
and  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for  this 
amendment. 

For  the  Record,  I  am  submitting  the  offidal 
waiver  process  for  the  Department  of  Health 
and  Human  Services. 

Department  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  (HHS) 
ofhce  of  the  secretary.  health  care  fi- 
nancing  administration.   administration 
for  children  and  families  [ord-069-n1 
Medicaid  Progrram;  Demonstration  Propos- 
als Pursuant  to  Section  1115(a)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act;  Policies  and  Procedures 

Agencies.  Office  of  the  Secretary,  Health 
Care  Financing  Administration  (HCFA),  and 
Administration  for  Children  and  Families 
(ACF),  HHS. 
Action.  Public  Notice. 
Summary.  This  public  informs  Interested 
parties  of  (1)  the  principles  the  Department 
of  Health  and  Human  Services  ordinarily 
will  consider  when  deciding  whether  to  exer- 
cise its  discretion  to  approve  or  disapprove 
demonstration  projects  under  the  authority 
in  Section  1115(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 
42  U.S.C.  Sec.  1315(a);  (2)  the  kinds  of  proce- 
dures the  Department  would  expect  States  to 
employ  In  involving  the  public  in  the  devel- 
opment of  proi)osed  demonstration  projects 
under  Section  1115;  and  (3)  the  procedures 
the  Department  ordinarily  will  follow  in  re- 
viewing demonstration  proposals.  The  prin- 
ciples and  procedures  described  in  this  public 
notice  are  being  provided  for  the  information 
of  Interested  parties,  and  are  not  legally 
binding  on  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services.  This  notice  does  not  create 
any  right  or  benefit,  substantive  or  proce- 
dural, enforceable  at  law  or  equity,  by  any 
person  or  entity,  against  the  United  States, 
its  agencies  or  instrumentalities,  the  States, 
or  any  other  person. 

For  further  information  contact.  Howard 
Rolston,  Administration  for  (^idren  and 
Families.  Department  of  Health  and  Human 
Services,  at  (202)  401-9220. 

Thomas  Klclcham.  Health  Care  Financing 
Administration,  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services,  at  (410)  96&-6503. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION 

/.  Introduction 
Demonstration  Proposals  Pursuant  to  Sec- 
tion 1115  of  the  Social  Security  Act— Gen- 
eral Policies  and  Procedures 
Under    Section    1115,    the   Department   of 
Health  and  Human  Services  is  given  latitude, 
subject  to  the  requirements  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act,  to  consider  and  approve  research 
and  demonstration  proposals  with  a  broad 
range  of  policy  objectives,  the  Department 
desires  to  facilitate  the  testing  of  new  policy 
approaches  to  social  problems.   Such  dem- 
onstrations can  provide  valuable  knowledge 
that    will    help    lead    to    improvements    In 


achieving  the  purposes  of  the  Act.  The  De- 
partment also  is  committed  to  both  a  thor- 
ough and  an  expeditious  review  of  State  re- 
quests to  conduct  such  demonstrations. 

In  exercising  her  discretionary  authority, 
the  Secretary  has  developed  a  number  of 
policies  and  procedures  for  reviewing  propos- 
als. In  order  to  ensure  a  sound,  expeditious 
and  open  decision-making  process,  the  De- 
partment will  be  guided  by  the  policies  and 
procedures  described  in  this  statement  In  ac- 
cepting and  reviewing  proposals  submitted 
pursuant  to  section  1115. 

//.  General  Considerations 
To  facilitate  the  testing  of  new  policy  ap- 
proaches to  social  problems  the  Department 
will- 
Work  with  States  to  develop  research  and 
demonstrations  in  areas  consistent  with  the 
Department's  policy  goals; 

Consider  proposals  that  test  alternatives 

that  diverge  from  that  policy  direction;  and 

Consider,   as  a  criterion   for  approval,   a 

State's  ability  to  implement  the  research  or 

demonstration  project. 

While  the  Department  expects  to  review 
and  accept  a  range  of  proposals,  it  may  dis- 
approve or  limit  proposals  on  policy  grounds 
or  because  the  proposal  creates  potential 
constitutional  problems  or  violations  of  civil 
rights  laws  or  equal  protection  require- 
ments. The  Department  seeks  proposals 
which  preserve  and  enhance  beneficiary  ac- 
cess to  quality  services.  Within  this  overall 
policy  framework,  the  Department  Is  pre- 
pared to — 

Grant  waivers  to  test  the  same  or  related 
policy  innovations  In  multiple  States,  (rep- 
lication Is  a  valid  mechanism  by  which  the 
effectiveness  of  policy  changes  can  be  as- 
sessed); 

Approve  demonstration  projects  ranging  In 
scale  firom  reasonably  small  to  state-wise  or 
multi-state,  and 

Consider  joint  Medicare-Medlcald  dem- 
onstrations, such  as  those  granted  In  the 
Program  for  All-Incentive  Care  for  the  elder- 
ly (PACE)  and  Social  health  maintenance 
Organization  (SHMO)  demonstrations,  and 
Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent  Children 
(AFC)  Medicaid  waivers. 

///.  Duration 
The  complex  range  of  policy  Issues,  design 
methodologies,  and  unanticipated  events  in- 
herent in  any  research  or  demonstration 
makes  It  very  difficult  to  establish  single 
Department  of  policy  on  the  duration  of  1115 
waivers.  However,  the  Department  is  com- 
mitted, through  negotiations  with  State  ap- 
plicants, to— 

Approve  waivers  of  at  least  sufficient  dura- 
tion to  give  new  policy  approaches  a  fair 
text.  The  duration  of  waiver  approval  should 
be  congruent  with  the  magnitude  and  com- 
plexity of  the  ijroject  (for  example,  large- 
scale  statewide  reform  program  will  typi- 
cally require  waivers  of  five  years); 

Provide  reasonable  time  for  the  prepara- 
tion of  meaningful  evaluation  results  prior 
to  the  conclusion  of  the  demonstration;  and 
Recognize  that  new  approaches  often  in- 
volve considerable  start-up  time  and  allow- 
ance for  implementation  delays. 

The  Department  is  also  conmiltted,  when 
successful  demonstrations  provide  an  appro- 
priate basis,  to  working  with  State  govern- 
ments to  seek  permanent  statutory  changes 
incorporating  those  results.  In  such  cases, 
consideration  will  be  given  to  a  reasonable 
extension  of  existing  waivers. 
IV.  Evaluation 
As  with  the  duration  of  waivers,  the  com- 
plex range  of  policy  Issues,  design  meth- 
odologies,   and    unanticipated    events    also 
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makes  it  very  difficult  to  establish  a  single 
Department  policy  on  evaluation.  This  De- 
partment is  committed  to  a  policy  of  mean- 
ingful evaluations  using  a  broad  range  of  ap- 
propriate evaluation  strategies  (including 
true  experimental,  quasi-experimental,  and 
qualitative  designs)  and  will  be  flexible  and 
project-specific  in  the  application  of  evalua- 
tion techniques.  This  policy  will  be  most  evi- 
dent with  health  care  waivers.  Withln-slte 
randomized  design  is  the  preferred  approach 
for  most  AFDC  waivers.  The  Department 
will  consider  alternative  evaluation  designs 
when  such  designs  are  methodologically 
comparable.  The  Department  if  also  eager  to 
ensure  that  the  evaluation  process  be  as 
unintrusive  as  possible  to  the  beneficiaries 
In  terms  of  Implementing  and  operating  the 
policy  approach  to  be  demonstrated,  while 
ensuring  that  critical  lessons  are  learned 
from  the  demonstration. 

V.  Cost  Neutrality 

The  Department's  fiduciary  obligations  in 
a  period  of  extreme  budgetary  stringency  re- 
quire maintenance  of  the  principle  of  cost 
neutrality,  but  the  Department  believes  It 
should  be  possible  to  apply  that  principle 
flexibly. 

The  Department  will  assess  cost  neutrality 
over  the  life  of  a  demonstration  project,  not 
on  year-by-year  basis,  since  many  dem- 
onstrations Involve  making  "up-front"  in- 
vestanents  in  order  to  achieve  one-year  sav- 
ings. 

The  Department  recognizes  the  difficulty 
of  making  appropriate  baseline  projections 
of  Medicaid  expenditures,  and  is  often  to  de- 
velopment of  a  new  methodology  in  that  re- 
gard. 

In  assessing  budget  neutrality,  the  Depart- 
ment will  not  rule  out  consideration  of  other 
cost  neutral  arrangements  proposed  by 
States. 

States  may  be  required  to  conform,  within 
a  reasonable  period  of  time,  relevant  aspects 
of  their  demonstrations  to  the  terms  of  na- 
tional health  care  reform  legislation,  includ- 
ing global  budgeting  requirements,  and  to 
the  terms  of  national  welfare  reform  legisla- 
tion. 

VI.  Timeliness  and  Administrative  Complexity 

The  Department  is  committed  to  minimiz- 
ing the  administrative  burden  on  the  States 
and  to  reducing  the  processing  time  for  waiv- 
er requests.  In  order  to  accomplish  this  the 
Department  has  adopted  a  number  of  proce- 
dures, including — 

Exjanding  pre-application  consultation 
with  States; 

Setting,  and  sharing  with  applicants,  a 
well-defined  schedule  for  each  application, 
with  established  target  dates  for  processing 
and  reaching  a  decision  on  the  application; 

Maintaining,  to  the  extent  feasible,  a  pol- 
icy of  one  consolidated  request  for  further 
information; 

Sharing  proposed  terms  and  conditions 
with  applicants  before  making  final  deci- 
sions; 

Establlslng  concurrent,  rather  than  se- 
quential, review  of  waivers  by  all  relevant 
units  of  the  Department  and  with  other  rel- 
evant Departments  and  the  Office  of  Manage- 
ment and  Budget; 

Exanding  technical  assistance  activities  to 
the  States;  and 

Developing  multi-state  waiver  solicita- 
tions in  areas  of  priority  concern.  Including 
Integrated  long-term  care  system  develop- 
ment, services  for  adolescents,  and  services 
in  rural  areas. 

The  Department  will  continue  to  follow 
and  development  procedures,  and  conmilt  in- 


ternal resources  to  reviewing  demonstration 
proposals,  necessary  for  a  sound  and  expendi- 
tures review  process. 

VII.  State  Notice  Procedures 
The  Department  recognizes  that  people 
who  may  be  affected  by  a  demonstration 
project  have  a  legitimate  Interest  in  learn- 
ing about  proposed  projects  and  having  input 
into  the  decision-making  process  prior  to  the 
time  a  proposal  is  submitted  to  the  Depart- 
ment. A  process  that  facilitates  public  in- 
volvement and  input  promotes  sound  deci- 
sion-making. 

There  are  many  ways  that  States  can  pro- 
vide for  such  input.  In  order  to  allow  for  pub- 
lic input  into  the  proposals,  the  Department 
expects  States  to  ordinarily  follow  one  (or 
more  if  the  State  desires)  of  the  processes  de- 
scribed in  this  section. 

1.  At  any  time  prior  to  submitting  a  sec- 
tion 1115  demonstration  proposal  to  the  De- 
partment of  Health  and  Human  Services,  a 
State  may  provide  to  the  Department  a  writ- 
ten description  of  the  process  the  State  will 
use  for  receipt  of  public  input  into  the  pro- 
posal prior  to  its  submission  to  the  Depart- 
ment. 

Within  15  days  of  receipt  of  such  descrip- 
tion, the  Department  will  notify  the  State 
whether  the  descril)ed  process  provides  ade- 
quate opportunity  for  public  input.  The  De- 
partment will  accept  any  process  that— 

Includes  the  holding  of  one  or  more  public 
hearings,  at  which  the  most  recent  working 
proposal  is  descrit)ed  and  made  available  to 
the  public,  and  time  is  provided  during  which 
comments  can  be  received;  or 

Uses  a  commission  or  other  similar  proc- 
ess, where  meetings  are  open  to  members  of 
the  public,  in  the  development  of  the  pro- 
posal; or 

Results  from  enactment  of  a  proposal  by 
the  State  legislature  prior  to  submission  of 
the  demonstration  proposal,  where  the  out- 
line of  such  proposal  is  contained  in  the  leg- 
islative enactment;  or 

Provides  for  formal  notice  and  comment  In 
accordance  with  the  State's  administrative 
procedure  act;  provided  that  such  notice 
must  be  given  at  least  30  days  prior  to  sub- 
mission; or 

Includes  notice  of  the  Intent  to  submit  a 
demonstration  proposal  in  newspapers  of 
general  circulation,  and  provides  a  mecha- 
nism for  receiving  a  copy  of  the  working  pro- 
posal and  an  opportunity,  which  shall  not  be 
less  than  30  days,  to  comment  on  the  pro- 
posal; or. 

Includes  any  other  similar  process  for  pub- 
lic input  that  would  afford  an  interested 
party  the  opportunity  to  learn  about  the 
contents  of  the  proposal,  and  to  comment  on 
its  contents. 

The  State  shall  Include  in  the  demonstra- 
tion proposal  it  submits  to  the  Department  a 
statement  (a  narrative  of  several  sentences) 
briefly  describing  the  process  that  it  fol- 
lowed in  implementing  the  process  pre- 
viously presented  to  the  Department.  The 
Department  may  find  a  proposal  Incomplete 
If  the  process  has  not  been  followed. 

2.  A  State  that  has  not  followed  the  proce- 
dures described  in  paragraph  1.  must  submit 
a  description  of  the  process  that  was  used  in 
the  State  to  obtain  public  input,  at  the  time 
it  submits  its  demonstration  proposal.  The 
Department  will  notify  the  State  if  the  proc- 
ess was  adequate  within  15  days  after  the  ap- 
plication is  submitted,  applying  the  same 
criteria  as  in  paragraph  1.  If  the  process  was 
not  adequate,  the  State  can  cure  the  inad- 
equacy by — 

Posting  a  notice  In  the  newspaper  of  widest 
circulation  in  each  city  with  a  population  of 


100.000  or  more,  or  In  the  newspaper  of  widest 
circulation  in  the  State  If  there  is  no  city 
with  a  population  of  100.000.  indicating  that 
a  demonstration  proposal  has  been  submit- 
ted. Such  notice  shall  describe  the  major  ele- 
ments of  the  proposed  demonstration  and 
any  changes  in  benefits,  payments,  eligi- 
bility, responsibilities,  or  provider  selection 
requested  in  the  proposal.  The  notice  shall 
Indicate  how  interested  persons  can  obtain 
copies  of  the  proposal  and  shall  specify  that 
written  comments  will  be  accepted  by  the 
State  for  a  period  of  thirty  days.  If  a  State 
follows  such  a  procedure,  the  State  should 
respond  to  requests  for  copies  of  the  proposal 
within  seven  days.  The  State  should  main- 
tain a  record  of  all  comments  received 
through  this  process. 

All  HHS  commitments  with  respect  to 
times  for  responding  to  demonstration  pro- 
posals shall  be  tolled  until  this  process  is 
completed. 

VIII.  Federal  Notice 

The  Department  of  Health  and  Hnrnan 
Services  intends  to  publish  a  monthly  notice 
in  the  Federal  Register  of  all  new  and  pend- 
ing proposals  submitted  pursuant  to  section 
1115.  The  notice  will  indicate  that  the  De- 
partment accepts  written  comments  regard- 
ing all  demonstration  project  proposals. 

The  Department  will  maintain  a  list  of  or- 
ganizations that  have  requested  notice  that 
a  demonstration  proposal  has  been  received 
and  will  notify  such  organizations  when  a 
proposal  is  received. 

IX.  Comments 
The  Department  will  not  approve  or  dis- 
approve a  proposal  for  at  least  30  days  after 
the  proposal  has  been  received.  In  order  to 
receive  and  consider  comments.  The  Depart- 
ment will  attempt.  If  feasible,  to  acknowl- 
edge receipt  of  all  comments,  but  the  De- 
partment will  not  provide  written  responses 
to  comments. 

X.  Findings 

The  Department  will  prepare  a  decision 
memorandum  at  the  time  a  demonstration 
proposal  is  granted  or  denied,  discussing  why 
the  Department  granted  or  denied  the  pro- 
posal and  how  an  approved  demonstration 
meets  the  criteria  established  by  statute. 
XI.  AdTTtinistrative  Record 

The  Department  will  maintain  an  adminis- 
trative record  which  will  generally  consist 
of:  the  formal  demonstration  application 
from  the  State;  issue  papers  sent  to  the 
State  and  State  responses;  public  and  Con- 
gressional comments  sent  to  the  Department 
and  any  Department  responses;  the  Depart- 
ment's decision  memorandum  regarding  the 
granting  or  denial  of  a  proposal;  and  the 
final  terms  and  conditions,  and  waivers,  sent 
to  the  State  and  the  State  acceptance  of 
them. 

XII.  Sub-State  Demonstrations 

When  a  demonstration  is  to  be  imple- 
mented in  only  part  of  a  State,  the  State 
will  be  required  to  provide  information  on 
the  likely  demographic  composition  of  popu- 
lations subject  to  and  not  subject  to  the 
demonstration  in  the  State.  When  relevant, 
the  Department  will  require  that  the  evalua- 
tion component  of  a  i>roject  address  the  im- 
pact of  the  project  on  particular  subgroups 
of  the  population. 

XIII.  Implementation  Reviews 

As  part  of  the  terms  and  conditions  of  any 
demonstration  proposal  that  is  granted,  the 
Department  may  require  periodic  evalua- 
tions of  how  the  project  is  being  imple- 
mented. The  Department  will  review,  and 
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when  appropriate  Investigate,  documented 
complaints  that  a  State  Is  falling  to  comply 
with  requirements  specified  In  the  terms  and 
conditions  and  implementing  waivers  of  any- 
approved  demonstration. 

XIV.  Ugal  Effect 

This  notice  is  intended  to  Inform  the  pub- 
lic and  the  States  regarding  procedures  the 
Department  ordinarily  will  follow  in  exercis- 
ing the  Secretary's  discretionary  authority 
with  respect  to  State  demonstration  propos- 
als under  section  1115.  This  notice  does  not 
create  any  right  or  benefit,  substantive  or 
procedural,  enforceable  at  law  or  equity,  by 
any  person  or  entity,  against  the  United 
States.  Its  agencies  or  Instrumentalities,  the 
States,  or  any  other  person. 

(Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance 
Program.  No.  93.779;  Health  Financing  Re- 
search. Demonstrations  and  Experiments.) 

Dated:  September  16.  1994.  Bruce  C. 
Vladeck.  Administrator,  Health  Care  Financ- 
ing Administration. 

Dated:  September  16,  1994.  Mary  Jo  Bane. 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Children  and  Fami- 
lies. 

Dated:  September  19,  1994.  Donna  E. 
Shalala,  Secretary. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support 
of  the  Kleczka-Obey-Barrett  substitute  calling 
for  a  30-clay  comment  period  and  administra- 
tion certification  for  the  Wisconsin  weKare 
plan. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  concerned  that  the  Wis- 
consin Works  Welfare  Program  may  result  in 
greater  poverty  for  children  and  families.  I  am 
concerned  that  Wisconsin  Works  eliminates 
the  safety  net  for  the  State's  working  poor 
families.  It  is  possible  that  it  would  eliminate 
chikl-care  guarantees  and  Medicaid  coverage. 
I  am  concerned  that  parents  who  cannot  find 
jobs  despite  sincere  efforts  will  be  left  des- 
titute. 

These  questions  remain  because  this  legis- 
latk>n  was  never  consklered  by  a  committee 
and  was  rushed  to  the  fk)or  with  little  notice. 

The  Kleczka-Ot>ey-Barrett  substitute  would 
provide  a  public  comment  penod  and  require 
the  Presklent  to  certify  that  this  system  can 
work  and  the  plan  meets  the  standards  de- 
rmed  by  the  Govemor.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  substitute. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
BONILLA).  Pursuant  to  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered  on  the 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Kleczka]  and  on  the 
bill,  as  amended. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Kleczka]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  noes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  194,   nays 
233,  not  voting  7,  as  follows: 
[Boll  No.  220] 
■5rEAS-194 


Bentsen 

Berman 

BevlU 

Blsbop 

Bliunenauer 

Bonlor 

Borskl 

Boucher 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Brj-ant  (TX) 

Cardln 

Cluipinan 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

Clybum 

Coleman 

Collins  (XL) 

Collins  (MI) 

Condlt 

Conyers 

CosteUo 

Coyne 

Cramer 

C^ummlngs 

Danner 

de  la  Garza 

DeFazlo 

DeLauro 

Dellums 

Deatsch 

Dicks 

Dlngell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Dooley 

Doyle 

Durbln 

Edwards 

Engel 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Fan- 

Fatlai 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

niner 

Flake 

FoglletU 

Ford 

Frank  (MA) 

Frost 

Furse 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Geren 

Gibbons 

Gonzalez 


Archer 

Armey 

Bachus 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Ballenger 

Barr 

Barrett  (NE) 

Bartlett 

Barton 


Abercromble 

Ackennan 

Andrews 


Baesler 

Baldacci 

Barcla 


Barrett  (WI) 

Becerra 

Bellenson 


Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bllbray 
BlUrakls 
BlUey 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
BonlUa 
Bono 

Brownback 
Bryant  (TN) 
Bann 
Bunnlng 
Bun- 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 


Gordon 

Green  (TX) 

Gutierrez 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall(TX) 

Hamilton 

Harman 

Hastings  (FL) 

Heftier 

Hllllard 

Hlnchey 

Holden 

Hoyer 

Jackson  (XL) 

Jacobs 

Jefferson 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson,  E.  B. 

Johnston 

Kanjorskl 

Kaptur 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kennelly 

Klldee 

Kleczka 

Kllnk 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Levin 

Lewis  (GA) 

Llplnskl 

Lofgren 

Lowey 

Luther 

Maloney 

Manton 

Markey 

Martinez 

Mascara 

Matsul 

McCarthy 

McDermott 

HcHale 

McKlnney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Mlllender- 

McDonald 
MlUer  (CA) 
Mlnge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Diver 
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Campbell 

Canady 

Castle 

Cniabot 

Chambllss 

Chenoweth 

Chrlstensen 

Chrysler 

Cllnger 

Coble 

Cobum 

Collins  (GA) 

Combest 

Cooley 

Cox 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

(^bln 

Cunningham 

Davis 

Deal 

DeLay 

Olaz-Balart 

Dickey 

DooUtUe 

Doman 

Dreler 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Ehlers 


Ortiz 

Gutknecht 

Lucas 

Sanford 

Orton 

Hancock 

ManzuUo 

Saxton 

Owens 

Hansen 

Martini 

Scarborough 

Pallone 

Hastert 

McCoUum 

Schaefer 

Pastor 

Hastings  (WA) 

McCrery 

Seastrand 

Payne  (NJ) 

Hayes 

McDade 

Sensenbrenner 

Payne  (VA) 

Hayworth 

McHugh 

Shadegg 

Pelosl 

Heney 

Mclnnls 

Shaw 

Peterson  (FL) 

Helneman 

Mcintosh 

Shays 

Peterson  (MN) 

Herger 

McKeon 

Shuster 

Pickett 

HUleary 

Menendez 

Skeen 

Pomeroy 

Hobson 

Metcair 

Smith  (MI) 

Poshard 

Hoekstra 

Meyers 

Smith  (NJ) 

Rahiill 

Hoke 

Mica 

Smith  (TX) 

Rangel 

Horn 

Miller  (FL) 

Smith  (WA) 

Reed 

Hostettler 

Mollnarl 

Solomon 

Richardson 

Houghton 

Moorhead 

Souder 

Rivers 

Hunter 

Morella 

Spence 

Roemer 

Hutchinson 

Myers 

Steams 

Rose 

Hyde 

Myrlck 

Stockman 

Roybal-AIlard 

Inglls 

Nethercutt 

Stump 

Rush 

Istook 

Neumann 

Talent 

Saho 

Johnson  (CTT) 

Ney 

Tate 

Sanders 

Johnson.  Sam 

Norwood 

Tauzln 

Sawyer 

Jones 

Nussle 

Taylor  (NC) 

Schroeder 

Kaslch 

Oxley 

Thomas 

Schumer 

Kelly 

Packard 

Thomberry 

Scott 

Ktm 

Parker 

Tlahrt 

Serrano 

King 

Paxon 

Torklldsen 

Slslsky 

Kingston 

Petri 

Tomcelll 

Skaggs 

Klug 

Pombo 

Upton 

Skelton 

KnoUenberg 

Porter 

Vucanovlch 

Slaughter 

Kolbe 

Porrman 

Walker 

Spratt 

LaHood 

Pryce 

Wateh 

Stark 

Largent 

Qulnn 

Wamp 

Stenholm 

Latham 

Radanovlch 

Watts  (OK) 

stokes 

LaTourette 

Ramstad 

Weldon  (FL) 

Studds 

Laughlln 

Regula 

Weldon  (PA) 

Stupak 

Lazlo 

Rlggs 

Weller 

Tanner 

Leach 

Roberts 

White 

Taylor  (MS) 

Lewis  (CA) 

Rogers 

Whltneld 

Tejeda 

Lewis  (KY) 

Rohrahacher 

Wicker 

Thompson 

Ughtfoot 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Wolf 

Thornton 

Under 

Roth 

Young  (AK) 

Thurman 

Livingston 

Roukema 

Young  (FL) 

Torres 

LoBlondo 

Royce 

Zlmmer 

Towns 

Longley 

Salmon 

Traflcant 

Velazquez 

NOT  VOTING— 7 

Vento 
Vlsclosky 
Volkmer 
Ward 

Allard 

Lincoln 

Schur 

Jackson-Lee 
(TX) 

MoUohan 
Qulllen 

ZellCr 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

D  1445 

Wazman 

WUUams 

The  Clerk 

announced 

the  foUowini 

Wilson 

wise 

pair: 

Woolsey 

On  this  vote: 

Wynn 
Yates 

Ms.  Jackson-Lee  of  Texas  for,  with  Mr 

Ehrllch 

Emerson 

English 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewlng 

Fawell 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  (CTT) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frellnghuysen 

Frlsa 

Fonderburk 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Gllchrest 

GUlmor 

Gllman 

Ckxjdlatte 

Goodllng 

Goss 

Graham 

Greene  (LTD 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 


Qulllen  against. 

Messrs.  BERMAN,  DOGGETT, 
TEJEDA,  and  MILLIARD  changed  their 
vote  from  "nay"  to  "yea." 

So  the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  annoimced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LaHood).  The  question  is  on  the  en- 
grossment and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  SENSENBRENNER.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, on  that  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice and  there  were — yeas  289,  nays  136, 
not  voting  9,  as  follows: 
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Ackeiman 

Andrews 

Archer 

Armey 

Bachus 

Baesler 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Ballenger 

Barcla 

Ban- 
Barrett  (NE) 

Bartlett 

Barton 

Bass 

Bateman 

Bentsen 

Bereuter 

BevlU 

Bllbray 

Blllrakls 

Bishop 

BUley 

Elate 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

BonlUa 

Bono 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bunn 

Bunnlng 

Bun- 
Burton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Calvert 

Camp 

Campbell 

Canady 

Cardln 

Castle 

Chabot 

ChambUss 

Chapman 

Chenoweth 

Chrlstensen 

Chrysler 

Clement 

Cllnger 

Coble 

Cobum 

CoUlns  (GA) 

Combest 

Condlt 

Cooley 

CosteUo 

Cox 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cubln 

Cunningham 

Da«la 

Daal 

DeLay 

Deutsch 

Dlaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Dooley 

DooUttie 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreler 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

Quitch 

Emerson 

English 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewlng 

Fawell 

Fado 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 


[Roll  No  221] 

■JfRAS— 289 

Forbes 
Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frellnghuysen 

Frlsa 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gekis 

Geren 

Gllchrest 

GlUmor 

Gllman 

Goodlatte 

Goodllng 

Gordon 

Goss 

Graham 

Greene  (UT) 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

HaU  (OH) 

Hall  (TX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Harman 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Heney 

Hefner 

Helneman 

Herger 

HlUearj- 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglls 

Istook 

Johnson  (CD 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kaslch 

Kelly 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klug 

KnoUenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlln 

Lazlo 

Leach 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Llghtfoot 

Llnder 

Llplnskl 

Livingston 

LoBlondo 

Longley 

Lowey 

Lucas 

Luther 

ManzuUo 

Martini 

Mascara 

McCoUum 

McCrery 

McDade 

McHale 

McHugh 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Metcalf 


Meyers 

Mica 

MUler  (FL) 

.Mlnge 

Mollnarl 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Moran 

Morella 

Myers 

Myrlck 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Orton 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Paxon 

Payne  (VA) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petrt 

Pickett 

Pomeroy 

Porter 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 

Qulnn 

Radanovlch 

Ramstad 

Regula 

Rlggs 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Roth 

Roukema 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schumer 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

Slslsky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 

Talent 

Tanner 

TtM 

Tauzln 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NC) 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Thurman 

Tlahrt 

Torklldsen 

TortcelU 

Traflcant 

Upton 

Vlsclosky 

Vucanovlch 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 


Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 


Abercromble 

Baldacci 

Barrett  (Wl) 

Becerra 

Bellenson 

Berman 

Blumenauer 

Bomor 

Borskl 

Boucher 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clybum 

Coleman 

Collins  (IL) 

CoUlns  (MI) 

Conyers 

Coyne 

Cummlngs 

Danner 

de  la  Garza 

DeFazlo 

DeLauro 

Dellums 

Dlngell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Durbln 

Engel 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Farr 

Fattah 

Fields  (LA) 

FUner 

Flake 

FogUetta 

Ford 

Frank  (MA) 

Frost 

Fnrse 

(^Jdenson 


AUard 
Jackson-Lee 
(TX) 

Lincoln 


Wilson 
Wolf 
Wynn 
Young  (AK) 

NAYS— 136 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gonzalez 

Green  (TX) 

Gutierrez 

Hastings  (FL) 

HlUlard 

Hlnchey 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jacobs 

Jefferson 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Johnston 

Kanjorskl 

Kaptur 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy  (RI) 

KenneUy 

KUdee 

Kleczka 

Kllnk 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Lenn 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lofgren 

Maloney 

Manton 

Markey 

Martinez 

Matsul 

McCarthj- 

McDermott 

McKlnney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

MUlender- 

McDonald 
MlUer  (CA) 
Mink 
Moakley 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 

NOT  VOTING— 9 

Mclnnls 
MoUohan 
Pombo 
QuUlen 


Young  (FL) 
Zlmmer 


Oberstar 

Obey 

Giver 

Ortiz 

Owens 

Pallone 

Pastor 

Payne (NJ) 

Pelosl 

Peterson  (FL) 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Reed 

Richardson 

Rivers 

Rose 

Roybal-AUard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Schroeder 

Scott 

Serrano 

Skaggs 

Slaughter 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stupak 

Tejeda 

Thompson 

Thornton 

Torres 

Towns 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NC) 

Waxman 

Williams 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Tatw 


SchlfT 
ZeUff 
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The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 
On  this  vote: 

Mr.    Qulllen   for,    with   Ms.    Jackson-Lee 

against. 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


MOURNING  THE  PASSING  OF  E. 
CHARLES  GUSTAFSON,  FORMER 
CHIEF  REPORTER  OF  DEBATES 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute,  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend my  remarks,  and  include  extra- 
neous material. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LaHood).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Speaker,  one 
of  the  great  friends  of  the  House  and  a 
loyal   servant   to   the   House,   Charles 


Gustafson,  the  former  chief  reporter  of 
debates  for  this  House,  passed  away 
June  1  in  Annandale.  VA.  Many  of  us 
remember  Gus  sitting  down  here  at  the 
well.  He  was  just  a  beautiful  guy.  At 
age  74  he  passed  away  of  emphysema. 

Gus  had  joined  the  debate  reporting 
staff  in  1973,  and  retired  in  June  1995. 
At  his  retirement.  Members  will  recall 
Gus  was  the  last  of  the  breed,  the  last 
of  the  pen  shorthand  writers  to  work  in 
our  well.  Gus  was  bom  in  West 
Parksville,  NY.  He  graduated  from 
high  school  at  the  age  of  15.  He  then 
studied  shorthand  court  reporting  at 
Gregg  College  in  Chicago,  and  worked 
as  a  court  reporter  in  Cleveland. 

During  World  War  n,  Gus  served  his 
country  and  the  Navy  aboard  the  bat- 
tleship New  Jersey,  where  he  per- 
formed reporter  services  for  court-mar- 
tial activities.  After  the  war  Gus  re- 
turned to  Cleveland  as  a  court  re- 
porter. Before  moving  to  Washington 
and  joining  the  staff  here,  he  was  a 
court  reporter  at  the  Mahoning  County 
Court  in  Youngstown,  OH,  my  home- 
town. Then  Gus  operated  a  freelance 
reporting  office  of  his  own  in  Youngs- 
town. OH. 

Survivors  include  his  beautiful  wife, 
Betsy,  of  Annandale,  whom  he  married 
in  1946,  and  his  two  sons,  Charles  B. 
Gustafson  of  Annandale  and  Richard  G. 
Gustafson  of  Seattle,  and  two  grand- 
children. For  those  Members  inter- 
ested, the  calling  hours  are  this 
evening  from  7  to  8:30  p.m.  at  the 
Demaine  Sprlngfield-Annandale  Chap- 
el, and  funeral  services  are  set  for  to- 
morrow. If  there  are  any  Members 
wishing  to  attend,  they  can  give  the  of- 
fice of  Official  Reporters  a  call  at  225- 
0331  for  such  arrangements.  "Gus"  Gus- 
tafson was  just  a  great  friend  of  all  of 
ours,  and  we  send  our  deepest  sjnm- 
pathies  to  his  family. 

Mr.     Speaker,     I    include    for    the 
Recx)RD   a   copy   of  the   obituary   for 
"Gus"  Gustafson  printed  in  the  Wash- 
ington Post  on  Wednesday,  June  5. 1996. 
The  material  referred  to  is  as  follows: 
[From  the  Washington  Post,  Jane  5, 1996] 
E.  CHARLES  "Gus"  Gustafson.  Reporter 
E.   Charles   "Gus"   Gustafson.   74,   former 
chief  reporter  of  debates  at  the  U.S.  House  of 
Representatives,  died  June  1  at  Sleepy  Hol- 
low Manor  Nursing  and  Convalescent  Home 
in  Annandale.  He  had  emphysema. 

Mr.  Gustafson  joined  the  debate  reporting 
staff  of  the  House  in  1973  and  retired  last 
June.  At  his  retirement,  he  was  the  last  of 
the  pen  shorthand  writers  to  work  in  the 
House. 

A  resident  of  Annandale.  he  was  bom  in 
West  Clarksville.  N.Y..  where  he  graduated 
from  high  school  at  age  IS.  He  studied  short- 
hand court  rejwrting  at  Gregg  College  In 
Chicago  and  worked  as  a  court  reporter  in 
Cleveland. 

During  World  War  n,  he  served  In  the  Navy 
aboard  the  battleship  New  Jersey,  where  he 
was  a  reporter  for  courts-martial. 

After  the  war.  he  returned  to  Cleveland  as 
a  court  reporter.  Before  moving  to  the  Wash- 
ington area  and  joining  the  House  reporting 
staff,  he  was  a  court  reporter  at  Mahoning 
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County  Court  In  Youngstown,  Ohio,  and  then 
operated  a  freelance  reporting-  office  In 
Youngstown. 

Survivors  Include  his  wife,  Betsy,  of  An- 
nandale.  whom  he  married  in  1946;  two  sons, 
Charles  B.  Gustafson  of  Annandale  and  Rich- 
ard G.  Gustafson  of  Seattle:  and  two  grand- 
children. 
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I  yield  to 
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WELCOMING  PASTOR  TRAVIS 
BARRICK.  AND  PAYING  TRIBUTE 
TO  THE  PAGE  CLASS  OF  1996 

(Mr.  HUNTER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
proud  to  cohost,  with  my  colleagues, 
Travis  Barrick  as  our  guest  chaplain 
who  this  morning  led  our  prayer  in  the 
House.  It  is  especially  appropriate  that 
Pastor  Barrick  could  give  the  prayer 
on  the  eve  of  the  page  graduation, 
since  his  son,  Jesse,  and  the  other 
pages  of  this  class  are  graduating  to- 
morrow. 

Pastor  Barrick  is  pastor  at  Calvary 
Chapel  in  El  Cajon,  CA,  and  now  pas- 
tors Koinonia  Christian  Fellowship  in 
San  Diego  County.  We  want  to  thank 
Pastor  Barrick  for  joining  us  in  wish- 
ing all  of  our  pages  Godspeed. 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HUNTER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  want 
to  reiterate  what  the  gentleman  from 
California  said.  These  pages  have  done 
a  great  job.  We  hear  oftentimes,  Mr. 
Speaker,  about  pages  running  amok, 
engaged  in  drugs  and  assault  and  bat- 
teries, et  cetera.  These  pages  have  done 
a  great  job  here.  If  I  think  they  are  a 
good  example  of  the  young  people 
across  oar  landscape,  we  have  little 
about  which  to  worry.  We  thank  you, 
pages,  for  what  you  have  done. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  PROVID- 
ING FOR  CONSIDERATION  OF 
H.R.  2745,  SHIPBUILDING  TRADE 
AGREEMENT  ACT 

Mr.  GOSS,  from  the  Committee  on 
Roles,  submitted  a  privileged  rejwrt 
(Rept.  No.  104-606)  on  the  resolution  (H. 
Res.  448)  providing  for  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.R.  2754)  to  approve  and  im- 
plement the  OECD  Shipbuilding  Trade 
Agreement,  which  was  referred  to  the 
House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 
(Mr.  FAZIO  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  rise  to  inquire  of  the  distinguished 
majority  leader  the  schedule  for  next 
week. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  FAZIO  of  California 
the  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
pleased  to  announce  that  the  House  has 
finished  its  legislative  business  for  the 
week.  Next  week,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  will 
meet  on  Monday,  June  10,  at  12:30  p.m. 
for  morning  hour  and  2  p.m.  for  legisla- 
tive business.  We  have  a  number  of  sus- 
pension bills  slated  for  consideration.  I 
will  not  read  through  the  list  now,  but 
a  complete  schedule  will  be  distributed 
to  all  Members'  offices.  Members 
should  note,  however,  that  recorded 
votes  will  be  held  at  5  p.m.  on  Monday. 

On  Tuesday,  June  11.  the  House  will 
meet  at  9  a.m.  for  morning  hour  and  10 
a.m.  for  legislative  business.  We  will 
consider  H.R.  2909,  a  bill  regarding  the 
Silvio  O.  Conte  National  Refuge  on  the 
Corrections  Day  calendar.  The  House 
will  then  resume  consideration  of  H.R. 
3540,  the  foreign  operations  appropria- 
tions bill.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  also  our 
hope  to  consider  the  conference  report 
for  the  budget  resolution  on  Tuesday. 

For  Wednesday,  June  12,  and  the  bal- 
ance of  the  week  the  House  will  con- 
sider the  Department  of  Defense  appro- 
priations bill  and  the  agriculture  rural 
development  and  FDA  appropriations 
act. 
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Both  bills  of  course  will  be  subject  to 
rules. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  also  like  to  add 
that  it  is  my  understanding  that  H.R. 
2754,  the  Shipbuilding  Trade  Agree- 
ment Act,  has  been  reported  by  the 
Committee  on  National  Security  and 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means.  It 
is  my  intention  to  bring  that  bill  to 
the  floor  as  soon  as  our  appropriations 
schedule  allows,  Tuesday  next  week,  if 
possible. 

Next  week,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  should 
conclude  legislative  business  and  have 
Members  on  their  way  home  by  2  p.m. 
on  Friday,  June  14. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  wonder  if  I  could  yield  further  to 
the  majority  leader  and  ask  if  he  could 
clarify  what  votes  are  going  to  occur 
on  Monday.  There  is  some  question  as 
to  whether  or  not  we  might  request 
that  those  votes,  however  few  there 
may  be,  be  rolled  to  Tuesday. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  s^elding.  We  expect  votes  to  be  or- 
dered on  the  suspension  bills  that  I  had 
mentioned  earlier  on  Monday.  Unfortu- 
nately, we  will  not  be  able  to  roll  them 
this  Monday  evening. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Do  we  have 
any  idea  as  to  how  many  suspensions 
we  may  actually  have  on  Monday? 
There  is  only  one  listed  so  far. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  If  the  gentleman  would 
srield,  we  are  in  the  process  of  collect- 
ing them.  There  are  some  others.  As  I 
advised  earlier,  we  will  have  the  list  in 
the  gentleman's  office  certainly  as 
soon  as  we  can. 


Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  I  wonder  if 
the  gentleman  could  tell  me,  and  I 
would  be  happy  to  yield  for  the  re- 
sponse, when  he  expects  the  Kennedy- 
Kassebaum  health  care  bill  to  go  to 
conference.  I  understand  that  there 
was  some  possibility  that  that  might 
have  occurred  this  week,  and  I  know 
Members  are  interested  to  know. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  If  the  gentleman  would 
yield,  we  wait  with  great  anticipation 
for  the  conference  report  on  the  health 
care  bill.  I  will  certainly  have  it  sched- 
uled for  the  floor  as  soon  as  I  can  upon 
reporting  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  What  about 
the  possibility  of  perhaps,  since  that 
bill  passed  the  Senate  100  to  nothing, 
just  offering  the  Senate  version.  Is 
there  any  possibility  that  that  might 
occur?  I  would  be  happy  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 
Mr.  ARMEY.  No. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Not  surpris- 
ingly. 

On  immigration,  we  have  not  gone  to 
conference  on  that  bill  yet.  Is  there 
any  possible  update  the  gentleman 
could  give  us  on  the  progress  or  lack 
thereof  on  that  bill?  I  would  be  happy 
to  yield  for  a  response. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  If  the  gentleman  will 
srield.  I  appreciate  the  concern  about 
that  bill.  We  are  hopeful  that  we  can 
get  that  conference  together.  Again.  I 
am  anxious  to  do  so  as  soon  as  possible, 
as  soon  as  we  resolve  a  few  minor  de- 
tails. We  hopefully  will  be  able  to  bring 
it  back  to  the  floor  soon.  I  will  an- 
nounce it  as  soon  as  I  can. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Is  there  any 
word  on  the  gas  tax  and  minimum 
wage  bill?  I  will  be  happy  to  srleld  to 
the  gentleman.  Are  those  coming  back 
from  the  other  body  at  some  point 
soon?  I  mean,  there  is  an  interest  obvi- 
ously as  the  gasoline  crisis  continues 
that  we  deal  with  that  problem. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  If  the  genUeman  will 
yield. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  I  will  be 
more  than  happy  to. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  I  can  only  say  that  my, 
what  is  the  word  I  am  looking  for,  my 
intelligence  reports  from  the  other 
body  tell  me  that  Democrat  Members 
of  the  other  body  are  for  some  reasons 
I  do  not  understand  holding  up  both  of 
those  bills.  We  would  try  to  see  what 
could  happen. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  I  thought 
there  was  an  agreement  on  the  other 
side  to  take  them  up  in  tandem. 

Could  I  just  simply  ask  in  closing,  is 
there  going  to  be  a  night  in  the  coming 
week  that  we  can  anticipate  being  here 
beyond,  say,  8  o'clock?  Does  the  gen- 
tleman have  any  late  night  in  mind  as 
we  go  into  the  week? 

Mr.  ARMEY.  If  the  gentleman  would 
yield. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  I  would  be 
happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  I  think  in  all  fairness 
we    should    advise    Members    that    we 
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would  expect  to  be  in  later  on  both 
Wednesday  and  Thursday  night,  given 
the  appropriations  bills  coming  to  the 
floor,  depending  upon  the  bill  man- 
agers' success  on  both  or  either  bill. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  It  is  the  in- 
tention to  bring  up  the  foreign  oper- 
ations bill,  complete  it,  before  we 
would  go  to  the  defense  bill  and  follow 
with  the  agriculture  bill?  Is  that  the 
order  in  which  they  come? 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Yes. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  I  appreciate 
the  gentleman  informing   the   House, 


the  House,  the  following  Members  will 
be  recognized  for  5  minutes  each. 


and  I 
time. 


yield  back  the  balance  of  my 


HOUR  OF  MEETING  ON  TOMORROW 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
House  adjourn  today  it  adjourn  to  meet 
at  10  a.m.  tomorrow.  June  7, 1996. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


ADJOURNMENT  FROM  FRIDAY, 
JUNE  7,  1996,  TO  MONDAY,  JUNE 
10.  1996 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  on  Friday,  June  7,  1996, 
it  adjourn  to  meet  at  12:30  p.m.  on 
Monday  next  for  morning  hour  debates. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


DISPENSING        WITH        CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY  BUSINESS         ON 

WEDNESDAY  NEXT 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  business 
in  order  under  the  Calendar  Wednesday 
rule  be  dispensed  with  on  Wednesday 
next. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


APPOINTMENT  AS  MEMBERS  TO 
WATER  RIGHTS  TASK  FORCE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 
objection,  and  pursuant  to  the  provi- 
sions of  section  389(d)(2)  of  Public  Law 
104-127,  the  Chafr  annoimces  the 
Speaker's  appointment  to  the  Water 
Rights  Task  Force  the  following  Mem- 
bers on  the  part  of  the  House:  Mr.  Rob- 
ert S.  Lynch.  Phoenix.  AZ;  and  Mr. 
Bennett  W.  Raley.  Denver,  CO. 


The 


SPECIAL  ORDERS 
SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 


the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995.  and  under  a  previous  order  of 


HOOSIER  HERO— SHELBY  COUNTY 
YOUTH  SHELTER 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  McIntosh]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Mcintosh.  Mr.  speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  give  my  Report  from  Indiana. 
Every  weekend,  my  wife  Ruthie  and  I 
travel  the  Second  District  of  Indiana. 
So  often  we  meet  good  people  doing 
good  things.  These  individuals  strive 
day  and  night  to  make  a  difference.  It's 
their  hard-work  and  dedication  that 
make  our  communities  a  better  place. 
In  my  book,  these  individuals  are  Hoo- 
sier  Heros.  Hoosier  Heros  because  it's 
their  mission  in  life  to  reach  out  and 
lend  a  helping  hand  to  their  friends  and 
neighbors. 

Today  Mr.  Speaker,  I'd  like  to  recog- 
nize Judy  Runnebohm.  Ola  Smith,  the 
19  member  staff  and  22  board  members 
of  the  Shelby  County  Youth  Shelter  as 
Hoosier  Heros. 

Now,  Judy  is  a  good  friend  of  mine 
and  she  has  shared  with  me  on  many, 
many  visits  to  Shelby  County  about 
her  efforts  to  help  troubled  teens. 

Under  Ola  Smith's  leadership  as  the 
director  and  Judy's  leadership  as  the 
safe  place  coordinator,  the  youth  cen- 
ter has  provided  help  to  hundreds  of 
children — runaways,  homeless,  and 
misguided  youths. 

For  nearly  two-thfrds  of  these  chil- 
dren, thefr  lives  have  been  turned 
around  and  they  have  been  given  hope 
for  better  lives.  One  young  girl, 
Danielle,  who  stayed  at  the  shelter 
shared  her  story:  "When  I  was  12-years- 
old,  I  was  a  holy-terror.  My  step  father 
mentally,  physically  and  sexually 
abused  me.  I  began  to  drink  and  get 
into  a  lot  of  trouble."  Danielle  wanted 
to  turn  her  father  in  but  he  threatened 
to  kill  her.  Finally  3  years  later  she 
turned  him  in.  And  she  was  placed  into 
the  shelter  because  he  still  roamed  the 
streets.  There.  Danielle  received  the 
love  she  needed.  Now  today,  at  age  18. 
she  is  working,  living  on  her  own.  and 
supporting  herself.  She  is  taking 
charge  of  her  own  future.  And  to  this 
day  she  is  telling  others,  like  her.  that 
if  she  didn't  get  placed  in  the  shelter 
she  would  have  turned  to  alcohol  and 
drugs. 

There  are  so  many  more  touching 
stories  from  the  young  people  who  stay 
at  the  shelter.  These  are  the  so-called 
'bad'  children  that  society  wants  to 
over-look.  Not  too  many  folks  will  say: 
"Hey.  I  want  to  help  the  kids  from  the 
Juvenile  Halls,"  but  if  we  don't  help 
these  children  now,  who  will? 

At  the  Shelby  County  Youth  Shelter, 
children  receive  a  safe  place  to  stay. 
And  caring  and  sturdy  hands  are  there 
to  guide  them  through  the  rocky  wa- 
ters of  thefr  adolescence  and  some- 
times, lonely  and  troubling  times. 


Mr.  Speaker,  Judy,  Ola.  the  19  work- 
ers and  22  board  members  at  the  Shelby 
County  Youth  Shelter  are  Hoosier 
Heros  for  this  week. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  may,  I'd  like  to  in- 
clude in  my  report  from  Indiana  an  in- 
spiring story  that  a  young  intern 
shared  with  me  about  a  young  lady  who 
has  beaten  the  odds,  because  of  her  per- 
sonal courage.  That  person  is  Jody 
Kammer. 

Jody,  an  18-year-old  from  my  home- 
town Muncie,  is  known  throughout 
Delaware  County  for  her  awesome  abil- 
ity to  play  volleyball.  She  spent  majiy 
school  days  and  weekends  practicing 
and  plajring  in  tournaments,  as  well  as 
playing  volleyball  for  her  school,  York- 
town. 

Jody  was  a  member  of  the  Munciana 
Volleyball  Club  which  is  an  inner  city 
team  that  travels  throughout  the  Mid- 
west. As  a  member  of  the  club,  she 
spent  her  summers  traveling  and  play- 
ing in  tournaments  because  of  her  love 
and  dedication  to  the  sport. 

Jody  has  become  an  inspiration  for 
her  teammates,  and  all  of  us  because  of 
her  struggle  with  a  personal  tragedy  in 
her  life.  Last  spring.  Jody  was  diag- 
nosed with  hodgkin's  disease.  This 
form  of  cancer  is  not  necessarily  fatal 
with  the  proper  treatments.  But  it  re- 
quires a  great  deal  of  courage  and 
strength  to  beat  the  disease.  Jody 
Kammer  had  this  strength  and  cour- 
age. 

Once  a  month.  Jody  had  to  go  for 
chemotherapy.  She  was  left  feeling 
weak,  sick  to  her  stomach,  and  some- 
times it  seemed  overwhelming.  She 
still  challenged  herself  to  keep  on  play- 
ing, no  matter  how  tired  or  weak  she 
became.  Even  when  she  was  too  sick, 
Jody  still  attended  practices  to  help 
encourage  the  rest  of  her  team. 

Jody  Kammer  never  gave  up  during 
her  lengthy  treatments.  She  had  the 
courage  to  never  give  in.  Jody  knows 
the  true  meaning  of  teamwork. 

Thanks  to  the  support  and  prayers  of 
her  friends  and  family,  miracles  of 
modem  medicine  to  fight  the  cancer, 
along  with  her  own  courage,  she  suc- 
cessfully fought  the  disease  and  it  is 
now  in  remission.  I  am  happy  to  report 
that  Jody  was  able  to  participate  in 
Yorktown  High  School's  graduation 
ceremony.  She  has  also  been  able  to  re- 
turn to  the  normal  club  schedule  for 
the  remainder  of  the  playing  season. 

In  the  fall,  Jody  will  continue  her 
education  as  a  freshman  at  Colorado 
College. 

Jody  Kammer  is  an  inspiring  young 
lady,  who  has  overcome  a  tremendous 
hurdle.  Jody's  bout  with  cancer  is  a 
story  for  all  of  us  to  remember.  Her 
hard  work  and  determination  displays 
how  one  young  lady's  courage  can  give 
hope  in  following  one's  dreams. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  my  report  trom 
Indiana.  One  of  courage  and  hope.  One 
of  helping  others  less  fortunate.  To 
have  hope  for  a  better  life. 
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Treasurer,  Judy  Michael,  Secretary,  James 
Beyer,  Rita  Mohr,  Marilyn  Bushfleld,  Floyd 
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Teddy  Holloway.  Susan  Hood,  Odas  Kaster, 
Cara  Lian,  Kathy  Marslschke,  Shirley  Mar- 
tin, Mellnda  Moore,  William  Newton,  Gloria 
Rlchey,  Judy  Runnebohm,  Maggie  Scott, 
Carol  Shaw,  Ola  Smith,  Auda  Tevls,  and 
Rhonda  Van  Gorden. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  THE  PAGES 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona  [Mr.  KOLBE]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Speaker,  just  a  few 
moments  eigo  on  the  floor  we  cast  what 
would  be  for  this  group  that  is  standing 
around  the  back  of  this  Chamber  here 
the  last  vote  for  their  page  careers, 
not,  I  trust,  the  last  vote  for  their  ca- 
reers. I  suspect  some  of  them  we  will 
see  back  here  again  in  some  capacity. 

Today  and  tomorrow,  today  firom  the 
business  of  the  House,  tomorrow  when 
they  hold  their  graduation  exercises 
from  the  page  school  class  marks  the 
end  of  yet  another  milestone,  another 
class  of  our  page  group. 

I  rise  today  to  make  this  special 
order  as  the  vice  chairman  of  the  page 
board,  a  former  page  myself.  I  do  so 
with  making  my  remarks  on  behalf  of 
myself  and  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
souri [Mr.  Emerson],  whose  therapy  for 
his  illness  has  made  it  difflcult  for  him 
to  be  in  the  Chamber  at  this  hour,  but 
asked  that  I  especially  say  to  the 
young  people  that  he  joins  me  in  my 
remarks  and  joins  in  wishing  them  all 
the  very  best.  I  suspect  that  each  of 
the  comments  that  will  be  made  by 
others  here,  that  he  also  would  join  in 
those. 

Let  me,  if  I  might,  begin  by  yielding 
to  a  classmate  in  another  class,  an- 
other page  member  from  a  later  class, 
I  should  say,  the  class  of  1967,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Wicker]. 

Mr.  WICKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Arizona  for  yield- 
ing me  the  time. 

I  am  addressing  the  House  today,  Mr. 
Speaker,  from  the  Democrat  side  of  the 
aisle,  which  is  unusual,  but  I  do  so  for 
a  purpose.  That  purpose  is  to  recall 
that,  when  I  was  appointed  a  page  in 
1967,  I  received  that  appointment  from 
a  Democrat,  the  Honorable  Jamie 
Whitten,  who  served  as  my  predecessor 
for  some  53  years  in  this  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. 

D  1530 
No  sooner  had  I  arrived  than  I  was 
assigned  to  the  Republican  page  desk. 
Who   knows,   Mr.    Speaker,    that  may 
have  made  all  the  difference. 


I  want  to  congratulate  these  pages, 
to  tell  them,  Mr.  Speaker,  how  much 
we  appreciate  them  and  how  much  we 
realize  that  they  contributed  with 
their  hard  work.  They  have  been  part 
of  a  very,  very  proud  tradition  in  this 
House  of  Representatives,  and  I  con- 
gratulate them  on  their  accomplish- 
ments and  wish  them  well.  They  will 
take  with  them  many  valuable  memo- 
ries. 

I  look  back  on  my  time  here  in  1967 
and  I  recall  some  of  the  people  who  I 
recrarded  as  giants  in  this  House,  lead- 
ers like  Jamie  Whitten;  Gerald  Ford, 
then  the  minority  leader;  John  Rhodes; 
Mel  Laird;  John  McCormick  who 
served  as  Speaker,  a  Democrat,  during 
my  time  here  as  a  page.  Who  knows 
what  names  this  group  will  take  with 
them.  Certainly  Gephardt  and  Ging- 
rich. But  it  might  be  that  they  look 
back  on  the  giants  of  Kolbe  and  Davis 
and  Rohrabacher.  Who  knows  who 
they  will  look  back  on  years  from  now? 

I  hope  they  will  take  other  memories 
with  them  as  well,  including  addresses 
by  Presidents  and  Prime  Ministers. 
They  were  here,  Mr.  Speaker,  on  the 
day  that  Bob  Dole  announced  his  res- 
ignation from  the  U.S.  Senate.  They 
were  here  during  poignant  times  to 
hear  the  announcements  of  the  death 
of  a  Cabinet  member,  the  death  of  a 
member  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff. 
They  will  recall  fiery  debates,  all-night 
sessions.  Government  shutdowns. 

I  also  hope,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  they 
will  take  with  them  the  memory  of 
times  of  comity  and  civility  and  bipar- 
tisanship and  good  will,  because  there 
were  also  those  times  during  their 
service  here  in  the  U.S.  Congress. 

I  hope  they  will  remember  that  they 
worked  with  able  men  and  women  of 
goodwill  from  all  across  the  country,  of 
both  political  parties,  doing  their  best 
to  represent  their  constituencies.  And 
that  we  are  doing  our  best  as  Members 
of  this  Congress  to  make  sure  that 
their  generation,  and  their  children, 
will  be  able  to  enjoy  a  brighter  future. 

I  salute  these  pages,  and  I  wish  them 
the  very,  very  best. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  for  his  very  warm  re- 
marks. I  think  it  especially  comes 
from  the  heart  when  you  have  been  a 
former  page  yourself  and  have  a  feel  for 
the  experience  that  all  of  us  that  were 
pages  have  had  here.  I  appreciate  very 
much  the  gentleman's  taking  the  time 
to  be  with  us.  I  know,  like  myself,  he 
needs  to  be  in  the  Committee  on  Ap- 
propriations and  I  will  be  headed  there 
soon  but  I  thank  the  gentleman  very 
much  for  joining  us  in  this  tribute  to 
our  pages. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  KiLDEE],  who  is  a 
member  of  the  Page  Board  with  me, 
and  with  whom  I  have  served  for  the 
last  2  years  in  this  capacity,  and  it  has 
been  a  great  honor  for  me  to  serve  with 
him. 


Mr.  KILDEE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding.  Tomorrow  night  we  will 
bid  our  formal  good-byes,  farewells,  but 
you  will  come  back  to  the  pages  who 
have  served  us  so  well  in  the  104th  Con- 
gress. I  see  them  standing  back  there 
with  the  former  Clerk  of  the  House, 
Donn  Anderson,  who  still  wears  his 
page  ring  with  great  pride. 

The  pages  here  operate  in  three  dif- 
ferent areas,  here  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  on  Capitol  Hill;  in  the  school  in 
the  Library  of  Congress;  and  in  the 
dorm.  The  pages  have  operated  very 
well  in  all  three  of  those  areas  this 
year,  and  I  am  very,  very  proud  of 
them.  The  pages  really  see  Government 
like  no  one  else  sees  government.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  they  see  through  eyes 
that  I  have  not  seen.  I  have  talked  to 
pages  before,  and  they  observe  things 
that  I  would  not  have  observed  had  I 
not  talked  to  some  of  the  pages.  They 
have  seen  Congress  at  its  best  and  its 
not  so  best  at  times.  They  have  seen 
Government  close  up,  more  close  up 
than  those  who  have  participated  in  a 
program  called  by  that. 

Albert  Einstein  once  said  that  100 
times  every  day  I  remind  myself  that 
my  inner  and  outer  life  depend  upon 
the  lives  of  others,  living  and  dead,  and 
that  I  must  exert  so  I  may  give  in  the 
same  proportion  as  I  have  received. 

You  really  have  received  a  great  deal 
and  you  have  given  a  great  deal  here  in 
the  floor  of  the  House.  But  I  also  ask 
you  when  you  go  back  home  to  give 
and  share  that  experience  which  you 
have  had  here  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. 

You  have  seen  heads  of  State,  you 
have  seen  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  you  have  seen  changes  in  Gov- 
ernment, changes  here  in  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States  that  are  histori- 
cal. 

I  commend  you  to  go  back  and  do 
that.  Because  at  the  beginning  of  the 
third  millennium,  which  will  start  just 
5  years  from  now,  in  the  year  2001,  at 
the  beginning  of  that  thfrd  miUen- 
niiun,  you,  the  pages  of  today,  will 
begin  to  take  control  of  the  institu- 
tions in  this  country  and  in  this  world. 
It  is  very,  very  important.  You  will  be 
beginning  to  reach  out  and  take  con- 
trol. Some  day  some  of  you  may  return 
here.  You  may  be  involved  in  science 
and  in  business,  but  whatever  capacity, 
looking  at  you,  I  know  that  you  are  the 
ones  who  can  take  control  and  shape 
the  future  of  this  country  and  of  this 
world. 

Franklin  D.  Roosevelt  about  60  years 
ago  uttered  these  words  and  I  think 
they  are  as  appropriate  today  as  they 
were  when  he  uttered  them  years  ago. 
He  said,  this  generation  of  Americans 
has  a  rendezvous  with  destiny.  I  have 
look  at  you,  talked  with  you,  and  I  am 
confident  that  you,  the  pages  of  the 
104th  Congress,  can  meet  the  chal- 
lenges of  that  rendezvous.  You  give  me 
great  hope  for  the  future.  Thank  you 
very  much  and  God  bless  you. 
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Mr.  KOLBE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  for  those  words  that  he 
said  on  behalf  of  our  pages.  I  must  say 
that  it  has  been  a  great  pleasure  for  me 
to  work  with  Dale  Kildee  as  a  member 
of  the  Page  Board  as  we  have  gone 
through  some  of  the  trials  and  tribu- 
lations this  year,  through  the  certifi- 
cation of  the  school,  its  accreditation. 
It  has  been  a  great  experience  to  work 
with  somebody  who  has  such  a  commit- 
ment to  this  program  and  to  the  young 
people  who  are  with  us  here  today,  and 
I  thank  the  gentleman  for  joining  us. 

I  would  like  now  to  jrield  to  another 
member  of  the  same  class  of  1967  that 
we  heard  from  earlier,  the  class  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Wick- 
er], another  page  from  that  class,  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Davis]. 

Mr.  DAVIS.  I  appreciate  my  friend 
yielding.  I,  too,  rise  to  pay  tribute  to 
the  retiring  pages.  They  are  part  of  a 
proud  tradition  that  has  brought  many 
Members  back  into  this  body  either  as 
Members  or  as  legislative  aids  or  to  the 
Clerk  of  the  House. 

When  I  was  a  page,  1963  to  1967  was 
the  4-year  period  that  I  served,  and  I 
ended  up  graduating  in  a  class  of  18.  I 
could  always  brag  I  was  in  the  top  10  in 
my  class.  I  was  able  to  say  that  for  my 
life.  I  do  not  know  if  I  would  have  been 
able  to  do  that  or  say  that  had  I  gone 
anywhere  else. 

We  do  not  always  appreciate  the 
work  ethic  and  the  discipline  it  takes 
to  be  a  page,  to  be  able  to  keep  up  the 
academic  side  of  being  a  page,  their 
studies,  thefr  regular  high  school 
courses,  and  at  the  same  time  come  to 
work  on  the  House  floor,  often  staying 
until  very  late  in  the  evening  and  not 
having  time  to  get  to  the  books  until 
much  later.  I  hope  this  has  been  good 
training  for  them.  I  think  this  should 
put  them  in  good  stead  throughout 
their  life,  if  they  can  learn  that  kind  of 
discipline  and  balancing. 

This  group  of  pages  has  really  per- 
formed in  an  outstanding  manner. 
They  have  witnessed  and  been  a  part  of 
a  number  of  the  historic  changes  that 
this  Congress  has  undergone.  They 
have  witnessed,  as  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Wicker]  noted,  the 
longest  Government  shutdowns  in  our 
history,  probably  not  one  of  the  proud- 
est eras  in  the  relationship  between  the 
Congress  and  the  President,  but  they 
were  a  part  of  that,  a  part  of  some  of 
the  toughest  budget  battles  in  our 
country's  history. 

I  am  very  proud  of  the  job  that  they 
have  done  and  been  very  proud  to  be 
associated  with  them.  I  think  they 
leave  a  good  legacy  for  the  next  group 
that  will  come  in.  I  hope  they  will 
come  back  and  visit  us  often.  I  hope 
some  of  them  are  inspfred  maybe  to  go 
into  elective  office  or  serve  as  public 
officials.  I  cannot  think  of  a  better  way 
to  help  one's  fellow  man.  For  this 
Member  and  for,  I  think,  many  others 
who  could  not  be  here  this  afternoon. 


they  not  only  have  our  good  wishes, 
but  we  wish  them  good  luck  and  God- 
speed. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  comments,  and  appreciate  very 
much  the  fact  that  we  have  two  of  our 
freshman  class,  outstanding  Members, 
who  have  been  former  pages.  That  can 
be  a  challenge  to  our  pages  that  are 
here  with  us  today. 

They  have  been  with  us  for  the  better 
part  of  this  last  year,  for  the  school 
year.  They  have  seen,  as  has  been  al- 
ready pointed  out,  a  lot  of  things  that 
have  gone  on  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  and  I  expect  those 
experiences  are  things  that  they  will 
remember,  if  they  are  like  the  rest  of 
us.  that  they  will  remember  for  a  life- 
time. 

I  would  be  happy  to  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  for  some  com- 
ments. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  I  thank  my 
friend.  First  of  all,  I  have  been  hon- 
ored, two  great  honors  in  this  House, 
and  both  of  those  are  being  selected  as 
a  guest  speaker  for  the  pages  going 
away  at  their  class  party.  I  call  them 
critters,  because  they  are  critter 
power,  and  we  could  not  do  this  job 
around  here  without  their  assistance. 

My  favorite  speaker  is  a  guy  named 
Will  Rogers.  He  tells  stories.  I  would 
like  to  give  you  a  story  I  think  is  im- 
portant. 

I  would  say  to  my  friend  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  Kildee],  with  whom  I  serve  on 
the  Education  Conmiittee,  I  am  the 
world's  worst  baseball  player.  I  grew  up 
in  a  little  town  of  2,133  folks  in 
Shelbina,  MO.  To  tell  you  how  bad  I 
was  in  baseball,  we  did  not  even  have  a 
baseball  diamond  at  the  school.  We  had 
to  go  to  the  fairground  to  play. 

At  that  fairground,  to  show  you  how 
bad  in  baseball  I  was,  I  was  sitting  on 
the  bench  during  practice,  and  we  did 
not  have  too  many  people  to  pick  from 
in  Shelbina,  MO  to  play,  but  we  had  to 
field  two  teams  for  practice.  I  remem- 
ber walking  up  to  the  coach,  taking  my 
baseball  glove.  I  looked  at  the  coach 
and  I  was  mad  because  I  was  not  out 
there  playing,  and  I  threw  my  glove 
and  I  hit  the  coach  right  in  the  chest 
and  I  said,  "I  quit." 

I  walked  aU  the  way  through  the 
length  of  Shelbina,  which  took  about  30 
seconds,  and  walked  into  my  house.  My 
dad  said,  "Randy,  what  are  you 
doing?"  I  said,  "Coach  won't  let  me 
play."  I  said,  "I  quit."  That  was  the 
wrong  thing  to  tell  my  dad. 

My  dad  literally  picked  me  up  by  the 
ears  and  walked  me  back  out  to  that 
baseball  diamond.  I  did  not  want  to  see 
that  coach  at  that  moment,  or  my 
peers.  But  I  remember  the  words  of  my 
dad,  whom  I  lost  a  year  and  a  half  ago, 
when  he  said,  "Coach,  my  son  may 
never  play  another  second  on  this  base- 
ball team,  but  quitting  becomes  a  way 
of  life,  and  I  don't  want  my  son  to  be  a 
quitter." 


The  coach  let  me  back  on  that  team. 
I  did  not  play  very  much,  but  I  at  least 
learned  a  lesson  from  my  dad.  and  I 
hope  you  take  a  lesson  from  this: 
Never,  ever,  ever  quit.  Take  back  a 
positive  response,  whether  you  are  a 
Democratic  side  critter  or  you  are  a 
Republican  side  critter.  God  bless  you. 
and  if  any  of  us  can  ever  be  the  wind  in 
your  sails,  please  give  us  a  call. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  California  for  his  remarks,  and  if 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  would  like 
to  add  something  to  this,  we  would  be 
happy  to  hear  his  comments. 

Mr.  MICA.  I  did  want  to  come  out 
and  make  a  couple  of  comments  about 
our  page  class.  We  have  been  really 
honored  to  have  these  young  men  and 
women  come  among  us.  They  have 
served  the  Congress  and  their  country 
so  well.  I  think  each  of  the  Members 
know  that.  They  have  also  had  to  en- 
dure some  long  speeches,  some  great 
speeches,  and  some  terrible  speeches, 
but  they  have  learned  a  part  of  the 
process.  Hopefully  I  have  given  some  of 
both. 

But  I  did  want  to  come  out  and  say 
how  much  we  appreciate  every  one  of 
them.  They  are  just  like  our  own  chil- 
dren, our  own  young  men  and  women  in 
our  own  homes.  They  come  here  to 
serve  the  Nation.  They  are  really  a  lit- 
tle bit  like  the  Congress,  because  we  all 
came  from  so  many  different  parts  of 
the  country,  and  you  have  your  view- 
point as  to  what  the  Congress  is  like, 
you  have  your  thoughts  about  what  it 
will  be  like  when  you  get  here,  and 
then  you  get  here  and  you  serve. 

The  pages  are  reflective  really  of  this 
Nation.  They  come  here  from  every 
walk  of  life,  and  they  have  had  so 
many  experiences,  like  we  do.  We  get 
to  learn  from  each  other  and  the  Con- 
gress. They  have  gotten  to  learn  from 
us  and  from  each  other  in  thefr  service. 
So  it  has  been  a  learning  experience 
for  them,  an  exciting  experience  for 
me.  I  have  had  two  pages  from  my  dis- 
trict here  at  exciting  times,  and  they 
have  shared  them  and  I  have  shared 
them,  and  we  will  miss  them  as  they 
leave  now. 

But  I  also  wanted  to  take  just  a 
minute,  there  are  people  behind  the 
scenes,  too,  that  they  have  grown  to  re- 
spect, and  love  and  admire  and  who 
each  of  us  love,  respect,  and  admire, 
who  oversee  this  flock.  These  young 
men  and  women  just  do  not  come  here 
and  are  left  on  thefr  own. 

Perry  Sampson  has  done  such  an  in- 
credible job;  Tim  Harroun;  Joelle  Hall 
is  just  a  treasure;  and  Jim  Oliver  in  the 
Republican  cloakroom  on  our  side  have 
done  so  much.  I  could  not  come  up  and 
recognize  the  pages  on  our  side  without 
recognizing  them. 

But  on  either  side  of  the  aisle,  we 
thank  you  for  your  service,  we  con- 
gratulate you  as  you  graduate  and  go 
on,  and  we  hope  that  as  you  graduate. 
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you  have  found  this  as  great  an  exi)eri- 
ence  as  I  have  in  serving  the  Congress 
and  the  country  in  this  fashion. 

O  1545 

Mr.  KOLBE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  kind  remarks  and  especially  the 
comments  he  made  about  the  staff  that 
supervises  the  pages  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  and  in  our  cloakrooms,  as 
well  as  the  teachers  in  the  school  and 
the  monitors  in  the  dorms  who  really 
make  this  program  a  success  for  these 
young  men  and  women. 

I  am  very  pleased  to  yield  a  couple  of 
moments  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
my  ftiend  from  Arizona.  You  have  as 
great  an  inspiration  as  anybody  will 
ever  have  at  your  age  in  Peggy  Samp- 
son from  the  cloakroom  on  our  side.  I 
know  there  are  great  folks  in  the  other 
cloakroom.  She  was  a  lady  cop,  a  police 
officer,  for  a  long  time. 

I  know  that  some  of  you  just  said 
some  nice  things  to  me  about  talking 
about  heroes  on  this  House  floor.  The 
amazing  thing  is  how  often  In  our  lives 
we  pass  heroes  all  the  time  and  never 
notice  that  they  are  any  different  than 
anybody  else.  It  is  just  that  they  vol- 
unteered. They  were  a  vanguard.  They 
extended  themselves. 

We  used  to  have  sitting  here  for  the 
first  10  or  15  years  I  was  in  this  House, 
for  the  first  10  or  12  years  in  the  time 
of  the  gentleman  firom  Arizona,  [Mr. 
KOLBE],  a  gentleman  named  Chris 
Highly.  He  was  small  in  stature,  had 
pure  white  snowy  hair  and  the  face  of 
an  angel  even  as  he  approached  retire- 
ment. One  day  he  passed  me  in  the  hall 
and  thanked  me  for  mentioning  D-day, 
and  today  is  the  52d  aimlversary  of  D- 
day.  I  said  is  that  day  special  for  you? 
He  said,  yeah,  I  was  there.  I  said  you 
were  not  in  the  first  or  second  wave, 
were  you?  No,  no  I  was  not.  Well,  did 
you  go  in  like  leader  Bob  Michel  a  few 
days  later,  that  afternoon?  He  said,  no, 
I  went  in  at  3:30  in  the  morning.  I  said, 
3:30  in  the  morning?  I  said,  the  first 
wave  hit  the  beach  after  6  o'clock.  He 
says,  well,  I  was  a  combat  engineer;  we 
had  to  go  on  the  beach  early  to  make 
it  safe  for  the  invasion  forces  in  the 
morning,  safer,  to  blow  up  the  tank 
traps. 

Donn  Anderson,  who  is  a  legend 
around  here,  was  the  cause  of  one  of 
the  greatest  ceremonies  ever  in  this 
beautiful  building.  Down  in  the  crypt 
area  one  floor  down  he  arranged  to  dis- 
play, I  hope  forever,  as  long  as  this  free 
country  survives,  the  first  Medal  of 
Honor  ever  given  to  a  young  enlisted 
man  who  had  been  captured.  Eight  of 
his  friends,  hung  by  their  neck  and 
killed  by  the  opposing  forces  in  the 
South,  had  stolen  a  train.  There  were 
prisoner  exchanges  in  that  early  part 
of  the  Civil  War.  so  they  exchanged  a 
few  of  them  and  a  group  got  the  Medal 
of  Honor.  The  first  went  to  a  man 


named  Parrot,  and  Donn  arranged  for 
Adm.  Bulkeley,  who  just  died  a  few 
weeks  ago,  some  of  you  remembered 
my  tribute  to  him,  Adm.  John  Duncan 
Bulkeley.  who  had  taken  MacArthur 
off  Corregldor,  he  arranged  for  Admiral 
Bulkeley  to  come  into  the  building, 
down  to  the  crypt  area,  and  say  a  few 
words  about  a  time  of  heroes,  which  52 
years  ago  certainly  was. 

I  have  signed  some  of  your  books. 
Godspeed  In  all  your  endeavors.  Try  to 
be  different.  Try  to  find  some  way  as  a 
man  or  a  woman  to  make  a  mark,  to 
respect  that  fireman.  I  know  some  of 
you  saw  Back  Draft,  and  what  is  the 
name  of  it.  the  movle^hat  was  on  this 
week?  That  was  based  on  fact.  More 
firefighters  die  in  this  country  than  po- 
lice officers  and  too  many  men  and 
women  are  dsring  wearing  blue  and 
khaki  defending  us  from  a  crime  wave 
that  involves  so  many  young  people. 

Billy  Graham  was  In  that  Rotunda 
May  2.  He  said  some  frightening  words 
to  all  the  leadership  of  the  House  and 
the  Senate.  He  said  we  are  a  Nation  on 
the  brink  of  self-destruction.  How  can 
that  be  in  a  Nation  of  such  wealth  and 
boimty  and  physical  beauty  and  so 
many  charging  young  people  like  your- 
selves? 

Do  not  let  it  happen.  Make  a  dif- 
ference. Stand  for  something  and  never 
forget  your  wonderful  days  here  at  the 
seat  of  our  Government.  The  Presi- 
dency is  important,  but  they  put  that 
White  House  down  in  the  swamp.  They 
put  us  on  the  high  ground  of  Jenkins 
Hill  that  we  now  call  Capitol  Hill.  This 
is  first  among  equals  of  our  tripartite 
Government,  and  this  is  the  people's 
House  where  all  the  money  bills  start, 
all  the  taxing  starts  and  where  most  of 
the  legislation  begins  that  has  to  do 
with  our  domestic  scene. 

Godspeed  again.  Go  out  there  and  let 
them  know  that  you  were  alive  for  a 
while  in  this  great  country.  God  bless 
you. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  California  for  his  stir- 
ring remarks  and  words  about  heroes 
In  our  lives. 

I  would  like  to  yield  to  one  of  our 
distinguished  new  freshmen  Members, 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Watts]. 

Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Arizona 
for  yielding  time  to  me. 

I  too  want  to  say  my  good-bye.  my 
official  good-bye,  to  the  pages  from 
both  sides.  I  have  served  in  this  body 
now  for  about  17,  a  Uttle  over  17 
months,  and  I  have  worked  with  many 
of  these  young  people  and  have  learned 
from  them,  and  I  hope  that  they  are 
taking  something  positive  and  that 
they  have  learned  something  from  this 
distinguished  body. 

Before  I  came  to  Congress  one  of  the 
things  I  did  was  I  was  a  youth  minister 
at  my  local  church,  and  I  must  say 
that   you   guys  have   represented   the 


youth  of  America  very,  very  well.  I 
know  there  were  times  when  I  have 
worked  with  the  youth  in  our  commu- 
nity around  the  State  of  Oklahoma  and 
around  the  country  when  I  have  gone 
Into  some  community  to  si>eak  and 
sometimes  I  have  worked  with  some 
young  people  that  I  have  kind  of  want- 
ed to  take  them  and  hang  them  out  the 
second  story  of  the  church  building  and 
kind  of  drop  them  on  their  head.  They 
would  do  things  and  say  things  that  I 
would  just  kind  of  think,  well,  are  they 
worth  working  with,  and  I  would  want 
to  give  up  on  them.  And  my  pastor  sev- 
eral times  would  remind  me  that  what 
we  build  and  nourish  and  encourage  the 
youth  of  America  to  be  today  is  what 
this  country  is  going  to  be  20  years 
from  now. 

As  I  have  worked  with  you  guys  over 
the  last  17  months,  I  am  encouraged 
that  America's  tomorrow  is  going  to  be 
very,  very  bright  because  of  what  you 
guys  have  represented.  You  have  rep- 
resented your  families  well,  you  have 
represented  yoxir  respective  cities  very 
well,  and  you  have  been  a  real  knight 
in  shining  armor,  a  real  star  in  the 
104th  Congress. 

Again.  I  hope  that  you  have  taken 
something  positive  from  this  body, 
from  this  experience.  You  have  been  a 
delight  to  work  with.  I  appreciate  your 
efforts  on  behalf  of  the  104th  Congress. 
And  on  behalf  of  myself,  again,  I  wish 
you  well.  I  wish  you  Godspeed.  Keep 
the  chin  up  and  keep  smiling.  Thank 
you. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  for  his  wonderful 
words.  And  let  me  just  conclude  with  a 
couple  of  thoughts  of  my  own. 

The  gentleman  from  California,  Mr. 
Cunningham,  spoke  about  the  lesson  he 
learned  about  not  being  a  quitter,  and 
Mr.  DORNAN  spoke  about  the  heroes  in 
our  lives.  I  can  say  from  having  worked 
with  this  class  during  the  course  of 
this  year,  they  are  not  quitters.  The 
class  knows,  as  well  as  I  do,  that  it  has 
been  a  tough  year. 

There  have  been  some  ups  and  downs 
within  the  page  school  group,  but  that 
will  not  be  the  defining  thing  they  will 
remember.  They  will  remember,  I 
think,  the  more  positive  experiences 
that  they  have  had  here,  and  none  of 
them  have  been  quitters.  They  have 
stuck  with  this. 

It  has  been  tough  at  times  and  not 
just  tough  physically  to  do  this  job, 
and  there  are  times  when  you  wonder 
about  whether  you  should  quit.  I  can 
remember  when  I  started  this  experi- 
ence I  dreamed  of  becoming  a  page,  and 
then  the  day  came  and  suddenly  I  was 
flying  off  to  Washington,  DC,  and  I  was 
a  scared  little  kid.  But  I  am  glad  I 
stuck  with  it  because  I  think  it  has 
been  one  of  the  defining  experiences  of 
my  life. 

I  hope  you  take  away  from  this  an 
understanding  of  the  complexity  of  our 
Government;  that  it  is  a  very  complex 
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place.  I  hope  you  take  away  from  it  the 
understanding,  as  was  said  earlier  by 
Bob  Dornan.  that  this  is  truly  the  peo- 
ple's body;  that  you  have  spent  the  bet- 
ter part  of  a  year  in  probably  the  most 
important  place  on  the  face  of  this 
Earth  for  democracy. 

This  has  been  the  model,  the  dream, 
the  hope  of  hundreds  of  millions  of  peo- 
ple all  over  the  world  that  they  could 
emulate  our  democracy,  and  it  is  the 
House  of  Representatives,  the  people's 
body  in  the  legislative  branch  of  our 
Government  that  is  the  symbol  of  this 
democracy  for  this  country,  and  really 
for  the  whole  world,  and  you  have  been 
privileged  to  spend  your  time  here  and 
work  here.  I  hope  you  will  take  that 
away  with  you  and  I  know  you  will. 

I  think  you  have  also  learned  a  great 
deal.  If  my  experience  is  any  measure, 
you  have  learned  a  great  deal  about 
yourself  as  well,  about  your  own  capa- 
bilities, your  own  limitations,  your 
own  hopes  and  dreams.  You  have  prob- 
ably gained  a  lot  in  your  own  self-es- 
teem. 

Most  of  you  will  not  go  into  politics, 
I  suspect,  but  there  will  be  some  of  you 
that  will.  Whether  or  not  you  go  into 
politics,  the  experience  that  you  have 
had  here  is  one.  I  think,  that  will  last 
for  an  entire  lifetime,  because  I  think 
these  experiences  go  with  you  regard- 
less of  the  career  or  the  profession  that 
you  have.  They  are  experiences  not 
about  Government,  not  about  our  Con- 
gress but  about  life  itself  and  about  the 
meaning  of  this  country  and  the  mean- 
ing of  our  democracy. 

I  think  it  is  for  that  reason  that  this 
program  is  so  important  and  that  we 
not  ever  say  that  we  are  going  to  end 
this  program.  Many  people  have  said  it 
would  be  so  much  easier  to  hire  people 
to  be  pages,  to  hire  graduates,  to  hire 
people  who  were  older;  that  you  do  not 
have  to  worry  about  a  school  and  a 
dorm  and  things  like  that.  But  we 
would  be  missing  something.  We  would 
be  missing  the  challenge  of  having 
young  people  In  our  midst,  and  we 
would  be  missing  giving  this  experi- 
ence to  so  many,  to  more  than  100  peo- 
ple in  the  course  of  a  year  and  a  sum- 
mer that  has  this  experience  and  that 
goes  out  and  carries  this  message  to 
the  rest  of  the  coimtry. 

So  that,  in  conclusion,  is  the  chal- 
lenge to  you,  to  take  the  message,  to 
go  out  and  to  talk  to  others  when  you 
go  back  to  your  school  next  year,  when 
you  go  off  to  college,  when  you  go  into 
life,  about  what  this  country  means, 
about  what  democracy  and  freedom 
and  liberty  and  the  legislative  process 
means  for  all  of  us. 

Mr.  Speaker,  at  this  point  I  want  to 
insert  in  the  Record  a  list  of  all  pages 
who  have  been  with  us  for  this  spring 
semester,  and  I  know  that  they  will  all 
want  to  get  a  copy  of  the  Congres- 
sional Record  tomorrow  so  that  they 
will  have  that  available  to  them. 

I  wish  them  well  in  their  future  en- 
deavors. I  congratulate  them  on  the 


completion  of  this  event.  Godspeed  and 
God  bless  each  of  you. 

The  infoi-matlon  referred  to  follows: 

HOUSE  Page  School  Sprdjg  semester  1996 

Tobln  Addingrton,  C.J.  Albertie,  Cheryl 
Arensdorf,  Jesse  Barrtclt.  Theda  Browdy, 
Beth  Burhenne,  Melissa  Chcsnov.  Camrln 
Chrlstensen.  Rachael  Clark.  Matt  Claypool. 
Chris  Creaghe,  Charlotte  Coffee.  Lisa  Dang. 
Karyn  Dest. 

Chris  Flnnegan,  Alice  Ganler.  Geffrey 
Glsmondl.  Jennifer  Hall,  Thea  Handleman, 
Kim  Harringrton,  Nancy  Hogan,  Dan  Hughes, 
Amy  Johannes,  Mark  Johnson.  William 
Johnston,  Richie  Jones,  Jessica  Kirk.  David 
Klzler.  Melinda  Knox. 

Bonnie  Kress,  Robert  Leandro.  Chris 
Legett.  Tim  Llpke,  Greg  Lundell,  Krlsten 
Marconi,  Megan  Marcus,  Kate  Martin.  Travis 
Martin.  Angle  McKlnney,  Sarah  Metthe. 
Stephanie  Moore,  Michael  Morrow.  Jennifer 
Mueller,  Jacquelyn  Nash. 

Greg  Newbum.  Matt  Pat  ton,  Tonya  Petty, 
Lyandra  Retacco,  Philip  Ross.  Trese  RufQno. 
Rebecca  Sage,  Rachel  Schatz.  Brian  Sells. 
Kris  Soma,  Bethany  Spencer,  Jessica  Stults. 
Matt  Tenney,  Kathryn  Watts.  Emily 
Wengrovlus,  Julia  Whitley,  Melissa  Young. 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  marks 
the  last  day  of  service  of  our  current  dass  of 
pages.  For  those  wtio  may  be  unfamiliar,  we 
have  a  system  here  by  which  most  pages 
serve  for  the  school  year,  commencing  their 
activities  in  September  and  ending  in  June, 
and  then  from  June  until  September  we  have 
what  we  call  summer  pages.  But  the  pages 
wtK>  are  here  with  us  for  the  school  year  are 
all  juniors  and  tomonrow  they  will  have  their 
going  away  ceremony. 

As  the  current  chairman  of  the  House  Page 
Board.  I  wish  to  pay  particular  tribute  to  this 
very  wonderful  group  of  young  people  who 
have  rendered  distinguished  service  to  the 
104th  Congress. 

Mr.  SpeaKer,  I  hope  that  this  experience  has 
been  for  them  everything  that  we  hoped  that 
it  would  be.  As  many  folks  here  know,  I  am  a 
former  page  and  personally  know  that  the 
House  Page  Program  is  a  great  leamir>g  expe- 
rience, one  which  I  hope  this  class  of  pages 
will  remember  and  benefit  from  all  of  their 
lives.  I  can  truly  say  that  for  me  in  the  83d  and 
84th  Congress  being  a  page  was  probably  the 
finest,  most  objective,  educational  experience 
of  my  life.  IVe  said  many,  many  times  that  you 
learn  as  a  page  by  do(r)g  artd  observing  and 
participating,  and  that  is  just  an  awfully  tot  dif- 
ferent than  reading  about  it  in  the  textbooks. 

So,  on  behalf  of  the  entire  House,  I  wish  all 
of  our  departing  pages  well  in  their  personal 
endeavors.  Some  of  you  will  go  off  to  college, 
others  to  the  military,  and  others  to  perhaps  a 
myriad  of  other  pursuits.  Hopefully,  thjs  experi- 
ence will  serve  as  a  constant  point  of  favor- 
able reflectkK)  throughout  their  lives  and  that  it 
begins  a  path  of  much  success  and  happiness 
and  good  health  in  all  understandings. 

Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  say  to  the 
pages  a  hearty  thank  you  for  all  that  they  have 
done  this  semester  and  this  past  year.  In 
going  forward,  I  want  to  extend  to  them  my 
own  best  wishes,  the  best  wishes  of  the  entire 
House,  and  wish  them  Godspeed  in  life's  fu- 
ture course. 


PRIVATE  MORTGAGE  INSURANCE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 


tleman from  Utah  [Mr.  Hansen]  is  rec- 
ognized for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  told 
you  that  you  owed  me  $50  a  month  for 
30  years  would  you  pay  it  if  you  did  not 
have  to?  If  you  answer  yes,  I  have  some 
private  mortgage  home  insurance 
[PMI]  for  you.  But  if  no  is  your  answer, 
then  why  are  thousands  of  people  doing 
it? 

Private  mortgage  insurance  [PMI]  is 
to  provide  lenders — or  the  ultimate 
purchaser  of  a  loan — protection  against 
a  home  owners  non-payment.  The  in- 
surance typically  insures  a  percentage 
of  any  iwtentlal  loss.  The  majority  of 
people  buying  homes  nowadays  put 
down  less  than  the  traditional  20  per- 
cent of  the  home  purchase  price.  As  a 
result,  many  of  these  homeowners  have 
accepted  the  fact  that  they  have  to 
commit  a  part  of  their  monthly  home 
mortgage  pajmient— ts^pically  $50  to  J90 
to  pay  for  mortgage  insurance. 

The  problem  arises  when  the  home- 
owner overpays  private  mortgage  In- 
surance: can't  cancel  the  PMI:  or  is  not 
told  that  they  have  the  right  to  cancel 
It.  It  Is  not  a  new  problem,  but  one 
that  has  made  many  servicers  and  in- 
surers rich.  It  has  been  going  on  for 
years.  What  makes  private  mortgage 
insurance  even  more  sinister  is  that 
those  who  are  mostly  taken  by  it  are 
the  ones  that  need  the  money  most, 
once  they  are  not  required  to  pay  it. 

Nineteen  years  ago.  a  secretary  In 
Dallas,  TX.  purchased  her  home  for 
$26,000.  She  financed  $22,950  and  was  re- 
quired to  purchase  private  mortga^ 
insurance  [PMI],  which  Is  required  as  a 
condition  of  making  a  loan  to  a  home- 
owner with  less  than  20  to  25  percent 
down  on  a  home.  At  no  time  was  she 
told  that  she  had  a  right  to  cancel  the 
mortgage  insurance.  Over  19  years 
later,  she  and  her  husband  are  still 
paying  PMI.  Why?  Her  current  loan  to 
value  ratio  is  almost  90  percent,  which 
means  that  her  debt  is  10  percent  of  the 
value  of  her  home. 

Her  home  mortgage  servicer  contin- 
ues to  charge  these  premiums  every 
month  even  though  it  knows  that  the 
PMI  is  imnecessary  when  it  passes  a 
certain  amount.  In  fact,  her  home 
mortgage  servicer  has  been  charging 
her  for  PMI,  even  though  the  owner  of 
her  home  mortgage  requires  zero  insur- 
ance. Moreover,  she  has  been  required 
to  overinsure  her  home  mortgage  for 
years.  As  the  investor's  insurance  re- 
quirement decreased,  her  servicer  con- 
tinued to  keep  the  original  coverage 
amount  in  place.  So.  she  has  been  a 
victim  of  paying  insurance  for  too 
long.  Her  servicer  has  been  overinsur- 
Ing  her  home  loan,  and  falling  to  can- 
cel the  Insurance  when  it  knew  she  had 
the  right  to,  and  faUed  to  even  tell  her 
that  she  could  insist  on  the  cancellA' 
tlon  of  the  insurance. 

She  is  not  alone.  The  above  example 
is  just  one  of  the  315,000  homeowners 
that  her  lender  services.  Her  lender. 


13274 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


even  at  the  more  conservative  fee  of  $50 
a  month  for  PMI,  could  theoretically 
collect  tens  of  millions  of  dollars  a 
year  in  PMI  charges  for  the  home 
mortgages  it  holds.  It  is  time  that  we 
stop  the  scam. 

It  is  time  to  stop  sticking  it  to  hard- 
working homeowners.  I  have  intro- 
duced H.R.  3556  that  will  correct  this 
problem  and  will;  First,  require  the 
lender  or  person  making  or  arranging 
the  loan  to  disclose  to  the  homeowner 
that  PMI  is  and  how  it  can  be  canceled 
and  second,  provide  the  homeowner 
with  the  right  to  cancel  PMI.  If  the 
borrower  has  met  the  mortgage  owners 
requirements  for  cancellation,  ie.,  a 
good  payment  history  and  if  once  the 
equity  in  the  property  has  reached  or 
exceeded  20  percent  of  the  original  ap- 
praised value  of  home. 

This  bill  will  continue  to  protect 
mortgage  lenders,  insurers  and  mort- 
gage servicers,  while  at  the  same  time 
protecting  thousands  of  people 
throughout  the  United  States  who  have 
PMI  long  after  all  requirements  for  re- 
lease are  met. 
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D  1600 
REBUILDING  IN  OKLAHOMA  CITY 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Stearns).  Under  a  previous  order  of 
the  House,  the  gentleman  from  Okla- 
homa [Mr.  Lucas]  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  LUCAS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, last  Thursday,  I  addressed  the 
House  about  a  situation  very  impor- 
tant to  the  rebuilding  efforts  in  Okla- 
homa City  following  last  year's  bomb- 
ing of  the  Alfred  P.  Murrah  Federal 
Building.  Eight  days  later,  the  clock 
continues  to  tick,  and  money  des- 
perately needed  by  the  people  of  Okla- 
homa City  continues  to  not  be  fully 
utilized  for  disaster  relief  purposes. 

I  am  here  today  to  remind  the  Presi- 
dent that  he,  and  he  alone,  has  the 
statutory  authority  to  follow  up  on  his 
declaration  of  the  bombing  as  a  na- 
tional emergency,  by  suspending  the 
Davis-Bacon  Act  for  these  funds.  I 
stress  the  word  "remind"  because  I 
have  already  sent  him  two  letters  on 
this  subject,  and  this  is  now  my  second 
speech  on  the  floor  of  the  House.  The 
President  witnessed  first  hand  the  dev- 
astating destruction  caused  by  the 
bombing  and  had  the  chance  this  past 
April  to  see  how  little  progress  has 
been  made  in  rebuilding  Oklahoma 
City  despite  enactment  of  the  $39  mil- 
lion In  CDBG  funds  last  July. 

If  the  President  agrees  with  me  that 
the  people  of  Oklahoma  City  should  be 
able  to  fully  utilize  the  funds  we  grant- 
ed them,  then  he  should  agree  to  sus- 
pend the  Davis-Bacon  Act  and  treat 
this  situation  as  nearly  all  other  disas- 
ters and  emergencies  have  historically 
been  treated.  The  Robert  T.  Stafford 
Disaster  Relief  and  Emergency  Assist- 


ance Act,  as  utilized  by  FEMA,  makes 
no  mention  of  Davis-Bacon,  meaning 
that  these  requirements  do  not  apply 
to  FEMA  funds.  Oklahoma  City  should 
not  be  treated  any  differently.  As  long 
as  small  contractors  are  forced  to 
spend  more  time  filling  out  paperwork 
and  computing  the  correct  wages  than 
actually  completing  their  job,  this  goal 
cannot  be  accomplished.  Every  dollar 
that  is  spent  in  excess  of  original  esti- 
mates due  to  Davis-Bacon,  is  a  dollar 
that  is  essentially  taken  away  from  the 
rebuilding  efforts. 

Mr.  President,  as  you  know,  this  can 
all  be  resolved  today.  By  stating  that 
you  intend  to  suspend  Davis-Bacon  for 
these  DCBG  funds,  you  will  be  siding 
with  the  people  of  Oklahoma  City  who 
are  working  hard  to  rebuild  their  city 
despite  all  obstacles.  We  should  all  be 
doing  everything  we  can  to  make  their 
job  easier.  In  fact,  I  believe  that  the 
Federal  role  in  disasters  such  as  this  is 
to  empower  the  communities  affected. 
The  national  response  to  Oklahoma 
City  after  the  bombing  was  truly  spe- 
cial, and  I  am  forever  indebted  to  all 
those  who  acted  quickly  to  assist  Okla- 
homa City.  Now,  I  believe  we  must  con- 
tinue this  cooperation  and  suspend 
Davis-Bacon  so  that  the  relief  efforts 
axe  not  hindered  and  so  that  Federal 
relief  funds  are  not  taken  away  from 
those  attempting  to  rebuild  this  great 
city. 

Despite  your  silence  on  this  matter. 
Mr.  President.  I  trust  that  you  too 
want  these  funds  to  be  properly  used, 
and  I  sincerely  hope  that  you  will  take 
the  necessary  action  to  ensure  this. 

At  this  time.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  enter  into  the  Record  a  letter 
from  Oklahoma  Governor  Frank 
Keating,  and  the  mayor  of  Oklahoma 
City.  Ronald  Norick.  supporting  my  ef- 
forts and  urging  the  President  to  use 
his  authority  to  suspend  Davis-Bacon. 
The  City  of  Oklahoma  City, 

June  5. 1996. 
Hon.  WiLUAM  J.  Clinton, 
President   of  the    United   States,    The    White 
House.  Washington,  DC. 
Dear  Mr.  President:  Congressman  Frank 
Lucas  recently  made  a  request  on  behalf  of 
The  City  of  Oklahoma  City  for  further  as- 
sistance In  rebuilding  our  community  after 
the  bombing  of  the  Alfred  P.  Murrah  Federal 
Building.  The  request  was  for  a  suspension  of 
the  Davis-Bacon  Act  requirements  as  It  re- 
lates to  the  CDBG  funding  for  bombing  re- 
lief. 

As  you  know,  the  damage  to  our  city  was 
extensive  and  recovery  efforts  are  In  the 
early  stages.  We  must  maximize  the  relief 
funds  provided  to  Oklahoma  City  In  order  to 
rebuild  the  north  area  of  downtown.  You 
could  save  our  community  some  $15  million 
by  suspending  the  Davis-Bacon  wage  rates 
for  the  federal  funds  we  received  for  this  dis- 
aster. This  $15  million  could  be  used  to  pro- 
vide additional  assistance  to  those  Impacted 
by  the  bombing  and  to  further  rebuild  the 
area  around  the  Murrah  site.  (Specific  exam- 
ples of  savings  were  Included  with  the  re- 
quest from  Congressman  Lucas.) 

We  realize  you  have  the  authority  to  sus- 
pend the  Davis-Bacon  Act's  requirements  In 


times  of  national  emergency,  and  on  April 
19,  1995,  you  declared  a  national  emergency 
for  Oklahoma  City.  This  tragedy  continues 
to  be  a  national  emergency  In  Oklahoma. 
City,  and  the  Impact  on  our  local  economy  is 
much  greater  than  we  originally  estimated. 

Your  support  of  Oklahoma  City  and  assist- 
ance with  the  revltallzatlon  of  the  bombing 
area  Is  greatly  appreciated.  We  hope  you  will 
seriously  consider  this  request  and  continue 
to  help  us  as  we  rebuild  our  community  fol- 
lowing last  year's  tragedy.  Thank  you  for 
your  attention  to  this  Issue. 
Sincerely, 

Ronald  J.  Norick. 

Mayor. 

State  of  Oklahoma, 
Office  of  the  Governor, 

May  28, 1996. 
Hon.  WiLUAM  J.  Clinton. 
President   of  the    United   States,    The    White 
House,  Washington,  DC. 

Dear  President  Clinton.  I  am  pleased  to 
write  In  full  support  of  the  request  Congress- 
man Frank  Lucas  has  made  regarding  execu- 
tive suspension  of  Davis-Bacon  Act  provi- 
sions In  connection  with  CDBG  funding  to 
restore  bomb  damage  to  our  community.  As 
Congressman  Lucas  notes,  there  Is  precedent 
for  such  action,  and  I  would  encourage  you 
to  move  swiftly  and  positively  In  response  to 
the  Initial  request  made  by  the  City  of  Okla- 
homa City. 

As  we  discussed  during  your  visit  to  the 
bomb  site  In  April,  much  remains  to  be  done 
to  .  ■'Store  property  In  the  downtown  Okla- 
homa City  area.  The  available  funds  will  do 
more  good  If  contractors  are  exempt  firom 
Davis-Bacon  provisions.  It  Is  vital  that  every 
possible  dime  of  these  funds  flow  directly  to 
property  repairs  and  restoration,  since  many 
of  the  business  properties  awaiting  repairs 
are  also  significant  employers  In  the  down- 
town area.  The  more  we  can  accomplish  with 
the  funds,  the  quicker  will  be  Oklahoma 
City's  return  to  economic  health. 

I  appreciate  your  attention  to  this  Impor- 
tant Issue. 

Sincerely, 

Frank  Keating, 

Governor. 


PATENT  LEGISLATION 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman   from    California    [Mr.    Rohr- 
ABACHER]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
the  next  2  weeks  a  vital  issue  will  be 
coming  to  the  floor  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  for  a  vote.  We  will  be 
deciding  whether  or  not  America  will 
continue  to  have  a  strong  patent  sys- 
tem or  whether  our  coimtry  will  oblit- 
erate what  has  been  the  strongest  pat- 
ent system  in  the  world. 

Because  the  patent  legislation  is  by 
its  very  nature  a  complicated  concept, 
powerful  forces  have  been  able  to  un- 
dermine America's  patent  system  with 
very  little  public  attention.  Who  is  op- 
posed to  a  strong  patent  system,  some- 
one might  ask.  Well,  how  about  foreign 
powers  that  do  not  like  the  United 
States  being  the  dominant  economic 
and  military  power  in  the  world?  Yes, 
foreign  powers  do  not  like  a  strong 
American  patent  system  because  they 
do  not  want  vis  to  have  what  is  Ameri- 
ca's greatest  economic  and  competitive 
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edge,  the  genius  of  our  own  people 
being  brought  to  play  in  the  market- 
place. Especially  countries  in  Asia 
which  tend  to,  instead  of  create  new 
Ideas,  copy;  they  instead  copy  Amer- 
ican ideas.  These  powers  in  Asia  would 
prefer  that  America's  patent  system  be 
weakened. 

Those  are  the  people  who  might  have 
an  interest  in  weakening  America's 
patent  system,  also  multinational  cor- 
porations who  have  little  or  no  loyalty 
to  the  American  people.  These  huge 
corporate  interests  who  also  would  like 
to  use  the  ideas  of  ordinary  Americans 
and  not  have  to  pay  royalties  to  the  in- 
ventors. These  people  have  an  interest 
In  weakening  America's  patent  protec- 
tion as  part  of  what  they  view  as  a 
global  evolution  in  terms  of  the  mar- 
ketplace. They  want  to  have  a  global 
marketplace,  and  they  see  the  weaken- 
ing of  America's  patent  system  as  part 
of  that. 

You  see.  consistent  with  this  idea, 
the  head  of  America's  patent  office  3 
years  ago,  his  name  is  Bruce  Lehman, 
went  to  Japan  and  agreed  to  harmonize 
America's  patent  law  with  Japanfese 
law.  What  they  did  is  agree  to  make 
America's  patent  law.  which  had  been 
the  strongest  in  the  world  in  the  pro- 
tection of  individual  rights,  they  had 
agreed  to  totally  change  our  system 
and  make  it  exactly  Uke  the  Japanese 
system.  It  was  a  sellout  of  the  interests 
of  the  American  people. 

The  first  step  in  Lehman's  harmoni- 
zation scheme  has  already  been  imple- 
mented through  this  body.  As  part  of 
the  GATT  implementation  legislation, 
a  provision  was  included  in  the  GATT 
implementation  legislation  that  was 
not  required  by  the  GATT  treaty  itself. 
They  knew  when  they  put  this  provi- 
sion in  changing  our  basic  patent  law 
that  then  those  of  us  opposed  to  weak- 
ening our  patent  system  would  have  to 
vote  against  the  entire  world  trading 
system  in  order  not  to  vote  to  change 
America's  patent  law.  They  had  their 
way  and  they  won. 

However,  during  my  battle  against 
that  provision,  the  House  leadership 
agreed  that  I  would  have  a  chance  on 
the  floor  of  the  House  to  change  this 
provision  back  because  it  was  not  re- 
quired by  GATT.  And  that  is  what  will 
be  happening  in  a  few  weeks  from  now. 
H.R.  359,  my  bill,  which  is  designed  to 
restore  the  patent,  the  length  of  the 
patent  term,  the  guaranteed  patent 
term  that  we  have  had,  to  Americans 
that  we  had  for  130  years  until  this 
agreement  with  Japan,  will  be  on  the 
floor  as  a  substitute  to  another  bill. 

That  bill,  H.R.  3460,  is  a  bill  which  is 
coming  to  the  floor  under  the  guise  of 
patent  reform.  That  bill,  my  col- 
leagues, is  what  I  call  the  steal  Amer- 
ican technologies  act.  It  must  be  de- 
feated if  America  is  to  remain  the  No. 
1  technological  power  in  the  world. 
This  bill,  I  will  give  you,  would  com- 
plete the  process  of  harmonizing  our 


patent  system  to  be  like  Japan's.  To 
show  how  transparent  it  is,  let  us  take 
a  look  at  just  two  provisions  of  H.R. 
3460,  the  steal  American  technologies 
act. 

First,  it  would  require  all  Americans 
who  apply  for  a  patent,  whether  or  not 
they  have  been  issued  the  patent,  after 
18  months  their  entire  application, 
every  last  detail  of  their  invention,  of 
their  idea  would  be  published  for  the 
entire  world  to  see  and  the  entire  world 
to  steal.  Who  could  defend  an  idea  like 
that?  But  that  is  being  presented  to  us 
as  patent  reform,  and  the  people  that 
are  behind  this  are  hoping  the  Members 
of  Congress  will  not  ask  about  the  de- 
tails. 

The  second  provision  in  H.R.  3460  is  a 
measure  to  basically  destroy  the  Pat- 
ent Office,  turning  it  into  a  private 
post  office-like  corporation,  stripping 
our  patent  examiners  of  all  of  their 
Civil  Service  protection  so  they  can  be 
influenced  by  the  other  side. 

It  is  imperative  we  defeat  H.R.  3460.  I 
would  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
voting  to  substitute  H.R.  359  for  H.R. 
3460.  Stop  the  steal  American  tech- 
nologies act. 


MEDICARE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995.  the  gentleman  from  New  Jer- 
sey [Mr.  Pallone]  is  recognized  for  60 
minutes  as  the  designee  of  the  minor- 
ity leader. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
afternoon  I  want  to  talk  again  about 
the  issue  of  Medicare  and  my  concern 
over  what  the  Republican  leadership  is 
trying  to  do  to  the  Medicare  Program 
and  in  the  context  of  the  budget  or  the 
budget  resolution  which  is  likely  to  be 
voted  on  between  the  two  Houses  some- 
time in  the  next  week  or  two. 

I  wanted  to  point  out  again  the  rea- 
son that  I  feel  so  strongly  about  Medi- 
care and  the  changes,  the  negative 
changes  that  I  see  the  Republican  lead- 
ership proposing,  is  because  I  believe 
that  Medicare  is  really  one  of  the  best 
programs  that  we  have  in  the  Federal 
Government.  When  it  was  established 
in  the  early  1960's  by  then  President 
Johnson  and  the  Democratic  Congress 
that  was  in  the  majority  at  the  time,  it 
was  established  because  of  the  realiza- 
tion that  so  many  senior  citizens  did 
not  have  health  insurance  and  that  it 
was  very  diCQcult  for  them  to  either 
obtain  health  insurance,  either  because 
they  could  not  afford  it  or  because  of 
their  condition. 

And  now,  today,  and  certainly  for  the 
last  30  years,  we  have  had  Medicare  on 
the  books  and  those  who  are  over  65  or 
even  others  in  some  cases  are  able  to 
know  that  they  will  be  guaranteed  a 
health  Insurance,  that  if  they  go  to  a 
hospital  or  if  they  go  to  a  doctor,  that 
most  of  the  services  that  they  need  for 
health  care  purposes  will  be  provided  in 
a  relatively  high  quality  way. 


That  is  a  significant  fact  and  when 
those  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle, 
when  Republican  leaders  get  on  the 
floor  and  propose  changes  that  I  con- 
sider very  radical  in  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram, the  reason  that  I  and  a  lot  of  the 
other  Democrats  are  opposed  to  those 
is  because  we  think  that  Medicare 
works,  and  we  do  not  want  to  see  it 
downgrated  to  a  second  class  program 
or  perhaps  not  even  exist  for  many  sen- 
ior citizens. 

I  point  that  out  today  by  way  of  in- 
troduction, because  I  think  it  is  impor- 
tant to  note  that  many  of  the  Repub- 
lican leaders  have  actually  expressed 
themselves  on  the  floor  of  this  House 
or  in  the  Senate  or  on  other  occasions 
over  the  years  as  actually  being  op- 
posed to  the  very  idea  of  Medicare. 

One  of  the  things  that  we  often  quote 
is  the  statement  by  the  Republican 
Presidential  candidate  on  Medicare, 
which  he  made  in  October  1995.  He  said. 
I  was  there  fighting  the  fight,  voting 
against  Medicare,  1  out  of  12.  because 
we  knew  it  would  not  work  in  1965.  So 
he  is  making  reference  to  the  time 
back  when  he  was  in  this  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, when  Medicare  first  came 
up  and  he  voted  against  it.  Again,  a 
very  strong  indication  of  the  fact  that 
in  this  case  the  Republican  Presi- 
dential candidate  and  many  of  the  Re- 
publican leaders  are  very  much  opposed 
to  the  very  idea  of  Medicare. 

We  also  had  another  quote,  which  we 
frequently  cite,  from  Speaker  Newt 
Gingrich  on  Medicare.  This  one  is  from 
October  24,  1995,  last  year,  where  he 
says,  and  I  quote. 

Now  we  don't  get  rid  of  It  In  round  one  be- 
cause we  don't  think  that  that  Is  politically 
smart  and  we  don't  think  that  Is  the  right 
way  to  go  through  a  transition  period.  But 
we  believe  It  is  going  to  wither  on  the  vine, 
because  we  think  i>eople  are  voluntarily 
going  to  leave  It. 

Once  again,  a  strong  indication.  In 
this  case  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  that  Medicare  as  a 
program  is  not  something  that  they 
support.  That  is  why  many  of  us  on  the 
Democratic  side  of  the  aisle  feel  very 
strongly  that  we  must  continue  to 
speak  out  on  the  issue  of  Medicare,  be- 
cause this  is  a  program  that  has 
worked,  that  protects  America's  sen- 
iors, so  that  they  know  that  they  have 
health  care  insurance,  they  have 
health  care  coverage.  If  we  let  the  Re- 
publican leadership  basically  do  what 
they  will  with  the  Medicare  Program, 
we  are  very  concerned,  a  lot  of  us,  that 
it  may  simply  wither  on  the  vine  or 
not  exist  for  many  senior  citizens. 

D  1615 
Now,  yesterday  the  Medicare  trustees 
came  out  with  their  annual  report 
where  they  talk  about  the  financial 
state  of  Medicare,  and  once  again  the 
Republican  leadership  and  niany  Re- 
publicans on  the  floor  have  taken  ad- 
vantage of  that  report  which  came  out 
and  indicated  that  Medicare  would  be 
insolvent  by  the  year  2001. 


13276 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


June  6,  1996 


Well,  I  said  before  that  many  times 
when  the  tnistee's  reports  come  out, 
they  talk,  in  the  past  they  have  talked, 
about  insolvency  for  even  a  shorter  pe- 
riod than  that,  in  some  cases  maybe  2 
or  3  years. 

So  this  is  not  a  new  phenomena,  and 
Democrats  in  the  Congress  have  tradi- 
tionally dealt  with  that  by  making 
some  changes  in  the  Medicare  Program 
so  that  it  remains  solvent  in  future 
years.  And,  in  fact,  we  have  already, 
both  last  year  as  well  as  this  year, 
voted  on  Democratic  proposals,  most 
recently  the  President's  proposed  budg- 
et, that  actually  would  continue  the 
solvency  of  the  Medicare  Program  well 
into  the  next  decade;  I  believe  at  least 
until  2005. 

So  we,  as  Democrats,  know  how  to 
deal  with  the  Medicare  trust  fund;  we 
have  had  to  tinker  with  it  in  the  past. 
But  the  Republicans,  instead  of  saying, 
OK,  we  will  support  President  Clinton's 
proposals  and  we  will  make  some 
changes  that  are  necessary  in  the 
Medicare  Program  to  keep  it  solvent, 
instead  they  have  been  proposing  very 
radical  changes  in  the  very  substance 
of  the  program  and  also  deep  cuts, 
deeper  cuts  than  are  necessary  for 
Medicare  to  remain  solvent. 

In  fiact,  the  level  of  cuts  right  now  in 
the  Republican  proposal  are  $168  billion 
in  cuts  in  Medicare,  whereas  President 
Clinton,  talks  in  the  proposal,  in  his 
budget,  about  $116  billion.  The  dif- 
ference basically  goes  to  pay  for  tax 
cuts  for  the  wealthy;  that  is  what  the 
Republicans  have  in  mind. 

But.  in  addition  to  that,  they  have 
been  talking  about  major  changes  in 
the  Medicare  Program  that  would  push 
seniors  into  managed  care,  that  would 
make  it  so  that  they  cannot  choose 
their  own  doctor  and  even,  in  some 
cases,  their  own  hospital,  and  also 
those  who  refuse  to  go  into  managed 
care,  those  who  stay  in  the  traditional 
fee-for-service  program,  the  current 
Medicare  program,  would  be  basically 
faced  with  tremendous  over  charges. 

Right  now  the  most  that  your  doctor 
can  charge  you  beyond  the  Medicare 
reimbursement  rate  is  15  percent  of  the 
bUl.  But  this  under  the  Republican  pro- 
posal would  be  unlimited,  and  basically 
the  doctor  could  charge  you  essentially 
whatever  he  or  she  wanted  beyond 
what  Medicare  pays.  Those  t3rpes  of 
overcharges  would  essentially  force 
people  into  HMO's  or  managed  care  be- 
cause they  would  say,  well,  how  can  I 
continue  to  stay  in  a  traditional  pro- 
gram where  I  can  choose  my  own  doc- 
tor if  I  face  those  kinds  of  unlimited 
charges? 

Another  thing  that  the  Republicans 
have  proposed  is  to  basically  break 
down  the  Medicare  Program  and  the  in- 
surance pool,  if  you  will,  so  that  the 
wealthy  and  the  healthier  senior  citi- 
zens could  opt  for  what  we  call  medical 
savings  accounts,  which  basically  al- 
lows   them    to    take    a    catastrophic 


health  care  coverage  and  then  to  pay 
out  of  pocket,  if  you  will,  for  health 
care  needs  that  are  not  of  a  cata- 
strophic nature.  Well,  the  problem  with 
that  is  that  people  who  do  not  have  a 
lot  of  money  and  cannot  pay  a  lot  of 
money  out  of  pocket  will  not  opt  for 
the  catastrophic  health  Insurance,  and 
as  a  result  the  insurance  pool  which  de- 
pends on  the  healthier  and  wealthier 
people  being  part  of  it  in  order  to  be 
solvent  essentially  would  be  broken  up 
and  the  people  that  would  be  left  in  the 
pool  who  did  not  get  the  catastrophic 
coveraige  would  tend  to  be  the  poorer 
people  and  the  less  healthy  people,  and 
the  result  would  be  that  Medicare 
would  end  up  costing  more  because  the 
insurance  pool  would  have  a  much 
poorer  and  sicker  group  of  people  in  it. 

Some  of  these  things  get  a  little  com- 
plicated, and  I  do  not  mean  to  com- 
plicate things,  but  the  point  I  am  try- 
ing to  make  is  the  Republican  propos- 
als not  only  cut  Medicare  a  lot  more 
than  is  necessary  under  the  President's 
proixjsal,  but  also  make  major  changes 
in  the  Medicare  Program  that  ulti- 
mately are  going  to  cost  seniors  a  lot 
more  money  out  of  pocket  and  are 
going  to  make  it  so  they  cannot  choose 
their  own  doctor  or  again,  in  many 
cases,  their  own  hospital. 

I  would  like  at  this  point,  if  I  could, 
to  yield  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Con- 
necticut [Ms.  DeLauro]  who  has  been 
on  the  floor  of  the  House  over  the  last 
18  months  repeatedly  pointing  out  how 
the  Republicans  are  trying  to  basically 
destroy  Medicare,  and  I  know  that  she 
has  been  a  leader  on  trsring  to  bring 
this  issue  to  the  attention  of  the  Amer- 
ican people. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  I  want  to  thank  my 
colleague  from  New  Jersey  for  all  of  his 
efforts  on  the  issue  of  Medicare-Medic- 
aid  and  more  generally  for  the  whole 
issue  of  working  families  in  this  coun- 
try and  what  they  are  going  to  be  faced 
with  if  some  of  the  cuts  are  made;  and 
particularly  in  the  Medicare  Program 
you  said  something  at  the  outset  of 
your  remarks,  I  think  I  just  want  to 
expand  on  it  a  second. 

Today,  99  percent  of  seniors  have 
health  care,  health  insurance.  That 
was  not  the  case  before  Medicare.  Now 
what  happened  before  Medicare  was 
that  families  had  to  take  care  of  their 
loved  ones,  as  families  will  do,  because 
there  was  no  opportunity  to  have 
health  care  coverage,  so  you  went  in 
with  your  children. 

What  is  one  of  the  big  issues  that  we 
are  very,  very  concerned  about  today  if 
we  are  going  to  see  these  incredible 
cuts  in  Medicare  and  in  Medicaid, 
which  as  my  colleague  knows,  that 
takes  care  of  about  two-thirds  of  the 
costs  of  Medicaid,  has  to  do  with  sen- 
iors who  are  in  nursing  homes. 

In  my  State  of  Connecticut  almost  70 
percent  of  the  seniors  who  are  in  nurs- 
ing homes,  getting  nursing  home  care, 
that  care  is  paid  for  in  part  or  in  whole 


by  the  Medicaid  system.  So  that  if 
today,  if  these  programs  are  unraveled, 
if  we  do  not— we  need  to  fix  them,  but 
if  we  destroy  them  the  way  it  is  being 
suggested  by  our  Republican  col- 
leagues, then  this  is  not  only  an  issue 
for  older  Americans,  it  is  an  issue  for 
their  families. 

I  have  a  mother  who  is  82  years  old, 
and,  you  know,  thank  God  and  knock 
on  wood,  she  is  in  good  health.  I  am  not 
going  to  let  my  mom  go  without  health 
care  if  somehow  Medicare  is  unraveled 
and  less  people  are  being  covered  or  it 
is  more  expensive  for  her  to  be  able  to 
get  health  care  coverage.  That  is  going 
to  be  my  responsibility.  I  am  an  only 
child.  I  am  going  to  make  sure  my 
mom  has  the  best  health  care  that  is 
possible. 

So  this  is  a  system  that  has  not  been 
created  for  seniors,  people  who  are  over 
65.  This  is  meant  to  be  first-rate  health 
care  so  in  fact  there  can  be  that  dig- 
nified, secure  and  decent  retirement 
for  seniors  without— and  that  mainte- 
nance of  their  independence — without 
having  to  have  them  be  dependent  on 
their  families.  And  I  think  younger 
people  are  very  concerned  about  what 
happens  here  as  well. 

Another  point  that  my  colleague 
made  that  I  just  want  to  talk  about  is 
no  one  has  ever  suggested,  and  the 
trustee's  report  did  come  out,  as  it  did 
last  year,  and  they  confirmed  what 
truly  has  been  known  for  more  than  6 
or  8  months,  that  the  fund  will  be  ex- 
hausted by  the  year  2001.  The  fact  of 
the  matter  is  that  no  one  has  ever  sug- 
gested that  we  do  not  fix  the  Medicare 
Program.  We  could  have  a  bipartisan 
commission,  the  same  way  that  we  did 
with  Social  Security,  to  allow  so  that 
we  insure  the  solvency  of  the  Social 
Security  system;  we  could  do  the  same 
kind  of  thing  today,  however,  yester- 
day the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Armey],  the  majority  leader  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  on  a  tele- 
vision show  said  "no  to  a  bipartisan 
commission  to  look  at  the  lon;g-term 
solvency  of  the  Medicare  S3rstem." 

It  was  just  last  year  in  February,  in 
1995,  that  the  ranking  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  intro- 
duced the  bill  that  would  have  appro- 
priated S90  billion,  which  was  the 
amount  of  money  that  the  trustees 
that  our  Republican  colleagues  are 
holding  up  their  report,  but  it  was  the 
tinistees  last  year  who  said  $90  billion 
could  deal  with  the  solvency  of  the 
Medicare  Program. 

Well,  there  was  a  bill  on  this  floor. 
We  got  a  chance  to  vote.  That  is  the 
beauty  of  this  place:  We  vote.  And  233 
Republicans  said  thumbs  down,  no,  to 
insuring  the  solvency  of  the  Medicare 
system  through  the  year  2006. 

So,  they  are  a  little  bit  disingenuous 
when  they  are  holding  up  the  report 
here,  because  we  have  known  what  the 
issue  is  going  to  be. 
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Now,  if  we  are  going  to  fix  the  pro- 
gram, if  we  are  going  to  fix  this  pro- 
gram, I  just  submit  to  my  colleague, 
and  you  brought  up  two  of  the  quotes 
that  were  not  made,  I  mean  that  axe 
just  unbelievable  in  terms  of  where 
people  want  to  see  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram going.  But  if  you  want  to  fix  the 
program,  and  we  agree  that  it  needs  to 
get  fixed,  into  whose  hands  do  you 
want  to  entrust  this  program  to  be 
fixed?  Do  you  want  to  go  to  Bob  Dole, 
the  current  Presidential  candidate  for 
the  Republican  Party,  who  is  proud  of 
his  vote  against  Medicare?  He  cheers 
and  lauds  the  fact  that  he  voted 
against  it,  it  is  a  program  that  does 
not  work.  Now  that,  I  mean  it  tells  you 
something  about  into  whose  hands  you 
want  to  trust  it.  Into  Mr.  Gingrich's 
hands,  who  says  that  he  wants  to  see  it 
wither  on  the  vine,  to  go  one  step  fur- 
ther? 

Now  we  are  talking  about  leadership 
here;  we  are  not  talking  about  any 
comment  made  on  the  floor  of  the 
House.  These  are  the  people  who  have 
taken  on  the  leadership  of  the  Repub- 
lican Party  and  who  want  the  oppor- 
tunity to  lead  the  country.  They  do  not 
believe  in  the  Medicare  program. 

Let  me  give  you  one  further;  again, 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
ARMEY].  This  was  July  11,  1995:  "Medi- 
care is  a  program  I  would  have  no  part 
of  in  a  free  world."  Again  in  July  1995: 
"Hundreds  of  thousands  of  seniors  rely 
on  Medicare;  I  am  sorry  they  do,  but 
they  do." 

Again  I  mention  Mr.  Armey,  who 
does  not  want  to  see  a  bipartisain  com- 
mission to  do  something  about  the 
long-term  solvency  of  the  system. 

Let  me  have  one  more  quote  from  the 
budget  director,  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Kasich],  who  said  again  in 
February  1995  that  their  budget,  the 
Republican  budget,  quote,  "would  re- 
quire Medicare  cuts  imlike  any  this 
town  has  ever  seen  before." 

Now,  the  numbers  are  not  so  much 
the  issue,  as  my  colleague  from  New 
Jersey  pointed  out.  The  issue  is  Medi- 
care or  no  Medicare  and  the  policies 
that  the  Republican  proposals,  if  they 
were  enacted,  what  they  do  to  the 
Medicare  system.  They  do  not  control 
costs.  They  shift  the  costs  to  seniors  by 
encouraging  doctors,  as  my  colleague 
pointed  out,  to  charge  seniors  extra 
billions  for  the  basic  Medicare  pack- 
age. They  herd  seniors  into  managed 
care  plans  without  adequate  consumer 
protections.  They  destroy  the  Nations 
safety  net  and  academic  research  hos- 
pitals. They  spend  an  extra  $4.6  billion 
on  the  medical  savings  account  that 
my  colleague  pointed  out  are  for  the 
wealthy  healthy,  and  they  weaken, 
something  that  is  not  talked  about  too 
much,  major  auitifraud  loss. 

The  dollar  difference  is  significant, 
but  more  significant  is  the  policy  dif- 
ference, and,  as  you  pointed  out,  the 
difference  in  the  dollars  is  not  to  make 


the  Medicare  Program  solvent,  but  in 
fact  to  deal  with  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthiest  Americans. 

Let  me  just  make  one  more  point  be- 
cause I  think  it  is  important.  This  is 
something  that  a  number  of  my  col- 
leagues on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
talk  about  all  the  time.  They  talk 
about  only  in  Washington  is  an  in- 
crease a  cut  and  that  there  is  not  a  cut 
in  the  Medicare  Program. 

D  1630 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  just  say  this.  I 
want  to  quote  the  Speaker  of  the 
House,  again,  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Gingrich].  This  has  to  do 
with  the  defense  budget.  This  was  in 
1987.  "The  4-year  budget  includes  a  10- 
percent  real  cut  in  defense  spending." 
This  is  Newt  Gingrich  describing  a  de- 
cline in  the  rate  of  growth  of  the  de- 
fense budget  in  1987. 

They  are  going  to  stand  here  and  tell 
us  that  this  is  slowing  the  rate  of 
growth.  It  is  just  a  boondoggle.  There 
is  no  accounting  for  the  increased  num- 
bers of  the  people  who  enter  the  Medi- 
care system,  there  is  no  accounting  for 
inflation,  and  there  is  no  accounting 
for  the  increased  costs  in  medical  care. 

So  they  tell  us  that  we  need  $150.  We 
have  $100  today,  we  need  $150  in  order 
to  take  care  of  the  increase  of  people, 
the  increase  in  inflation  axid  the  in- 
crease in  technology,  but  they  are 
going  to  give  us  $125  and  they  will  tell 
us  that  it  is  not,  in  fact,  when  we  need 
$150  to  make  it,  except  they  are  willing 
to  say  that  when  it  comes  to  the  de- 
fense budget,  which  they  have  talked 
about,  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Gingrich],  in  1987. 

The  chairman  of  the  defense  author- 
ization bill  says  that  "The  bill  provides 
$2.4  billion  more  than  the  current  fiscal 
year,  but  when  adjusted  for  inflation, 
it  reprsents  a  real  decline  of  1.5  percent 
in  spending,  and  not  an  increase."  You 
cannot  talk  out  of  both  sides  of  your 
mouth.  These  are  real  cuts  in  Medi- 
care, real  pain  in  the  Medicaid  system. 
What  we  cannot  allow  that  to  do  is  to 
happen.  We  have  to  make  the  same 
kind  of  fight,  the  same  kind  of  argu- 
ments that  we  did  in  the  last  year  of 
this  Congress,  so  that  in  fact  they  can- 
not destroy  a  ssrstem  which  they  truly 
do  not  believe  in.  I  think  my  colleague 
for  letting  me  join  with  him  this  after- 
noon in  this  special  order. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Absolutely,  Mr. 
Speaker.  There  is  absolutely  no  ques- 
tion that  what  the  gentlewoman  is  say- 
ing is  correct.  I  think  the  bottom  line 
is  that  the  policy  changes  that  the  Re- 
publican leadership  is  proposing  are  all 
money  driven  in  some  way. 

When  we  talk  about  this  whole  no- 
tion of  the  Speaker  sajring  that  this  is 
not  really  a  cut,  we  are  actually  in- 
creasing the  program,  but  it  is  not  a 
cut.  The  reason  for  that,  there  is  this 
new  book  out,  I  do  not  think  the 
gentlemwoman  made  mention  of  it.  It 


is  called,  "Tell  Newt  to  Shut  Up."  a 
new  book  by  award  winning  Washing- 
ton Post  Journalist  David  Marins  and 
Michael  Westkopf,  which  says  that 
avoiding  the  word  "cut"  became  part 
of  a  coordinated  Republican  strategy 
after  pollster  Linda  Duvall  said  that 
the  public  reacted  negatively  when  told 
that  the  Republicans  would  cut  Medi- 
care. 

Basically  what  these  two  people  are 
saying,  that  the  Republicans  vowed 
from  then  on  that  they  would  not  allow 
reductions  in  the  rate  of  growth  to  be 
called  cuts.  But  it  is  nothing  but  se- 
mantics. We  all  know  that  if  you  do 
not  allow  a  certain  amount  of  money 
to  be  available,  and  you  have  to  go  out 
and  buy  the  same  thing  because  of  in- 
flation or  because  more  people  are  in 
the  program,  that  not  allowing  a  sig- 
nificant level  of  growth  essentially  is  a 
cut.  That  is  what  the  Speaker,  what 
the  gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Ging- 
rich], actually  said  in  the  context  of 
the  defense  budget  when  he  wanted  to 
use  it  for  his  own  advantage. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  other  thing  that  I 
think  is  really  crucial  also  in  that  re- 
spect is  where  are  these  costs  being 
shifted  to?  That  is  why  I  think  the 
issue  of  the  overcharges  is  so  impor- 
tant, because  basically  last  year,  when 
they  wanted  to  shift  costs,  they  essen- 
tially raised  the  part  B  premium.  I 
think  we  had  some  figures  that  last 
year's  Republican  proposal  actually 
doubled  the  Medicare  part  B  premium 
from  $46  in  1995  to  about  S89  in  2002,  so 
it  would  have  increased  the  Medicare 
premivun  by  $440  per  couple  per  year. 

That  did  not  work,  because  seniors 
became  aware  of  the  fact  they  were 
going  to  have  to  pay  these  incredibly 
high  premiums,  so  they  dropped  that. 
Now,  this  year,  they  are  coming  back 
with  the  overcharges,  and  they  are  say- 
ing that  if  you  stay  with  the  tradi- 
tional Medicare  system  and  do  not 
move  into  managed  care  or  HMO's, 
then  the  doctors  can  charge  you  what- 
ever they  want. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  had  some  statistics 
from  the  Physician  Payinent  Review 
Commission,  which  is  a  nonpartisan 
panel  of  experts  that  advises  Congress 
on  Medicare  policy,  and  they  said  and  I 
quote,  that: 

This  could  lead  beneQciaries  to  be  exposed 
to  substantial  out-of-pocket  liability  Id  the 
ran^e  of  40  percent  of  the  blU. 

So  if  you  essentially  go  into  this  for 
a  certain  operation  or  procedure,  you 
could  end  up  passing  40  percent  right 
out  of  your  pocket. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  continue  to  yield,  on 
that  point  what  is  really  important  to 
know,  and  truly  people  know,  today 
doctors  do,  doctors  and  hospitals,  there 
are  restrictions  on  this  overcharging, 
what  is  very  central  and  very  simple 
here  is  those  restrictions  are  elimi- 
nated. They  are  eliminated,  so  there- 
fore they  cannot  do  the  overcharging. 
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Just  a  final  number  which  I  think  is 
important  on  this  inflation  issue,  when 
they  keep  talking  about  how  these  are 
not  cuts,  what  they  are  doing  with 
Medicare  is  they  are  holding  it  at 
about  16  percent  below  the  rate  of  in- 
flation. That  represents  a  real  decline. 
That  is  no  increase.  We  cannot  let 
them  get  away  with  talking  about 
these  as  not  being  cuts,  because  the 
numbers  are  real.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
to  the  gentlewoman  from  Hawaii. 

Mrs.  MINK  of  Hawaii.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  to 
me. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  appreciate  the  con- 
tributions that  both  the  gentlewoman 
from  Connecticut  [Ms.  DeLauro]  and 
yourself  have  made  in  this  constant 
battle  to  explain  what  it  is  that  the 
Republican  majc-ity  is  attempting  to 
do,  and  the  obfuscation  of  the  truth 
that  constantly  you  can  read  in  their 
press  conferences  and  in  the  state- 
ments that  they  make  across  the 
aisles.  So  I  appreciate  what  the  gen- 
tleman is  doing,  and  I  hope  that  the 
seniors  across  the  country  are  getting 
the  real  message. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  absolutely  no 
doubt  in  my  mind  that  what  the  Re- 
publicans are  trsring  to  do  is  to  com- 
pletely dismantle  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram. We  deal  with  this  issue  in  terms 
of  big  numbers,  like  a  S290  billion  cut 
versus  a  S168  billion  cut  now.  And  they 
have  moderated  their  position.  But  the 
reality  is  the  issue  is  not  a  monetary 
issue. 

We  cannot  get  into  a  box  of  deciding, 
well,  who  is  cutting  less  in  terms  of  the 
dollar  amount,  because  what  they  are 
rally  trjring  to  do,  in  my  estimation,  is 
to  completely  dismantle  the  Medicare 
Program  as  it  was  enacted  in  1965.  That 
is  the  message  I  think  we  have  to  tell 
the  seniors:  What  are  they  being  left 
with  if  we  restructure  Medicare?  They 
are  going  to  be  shoved  into  a  private 
insurance  kind  of  program  which  does 
not  have  the  protections  that  Medicare 
now  offers. 

One  of  the  things  that  the  gentleman 
just  discussed  is  about  this  balanced 
billing.  The  current  law  does  not  allow 
it,  so  therefore  there  is  this  protection 
for  the  seniors  who  are  in  the  program 
now  under  Medicare,  that  they  will  not 
have  to  suffer  these  overcharges.  If  the 
Republican  plan  were  enacted  as  it  has 
been  proposed,  we  are  going  to  have  to 
see  these  seniors  being  billed  way  be- 
yond what  it  is  that  Medicare  has  ap- 
proved In  terms  of  the  costs  of  these 
expensive  surgeries.  I  think  that  is 
what  the  seniors  have  to  be  told. 

The  restructuring  of  it  is  going  to  be 
severely  expensive  and  demoralizing. 
In  other  words,  we  are  going  to  go  back 
to  the  old  system  before  1965,  where  the 
children  of  the  families  are  going  to 
have  to  make  these  hard  decisions  as 
to  whether  their  parents  are  going  to 


have  the  important,  necessary  medical 
attention,  surgery,  or  whatever. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  had  an  orthopedic  sur- 
geon in  my  office,  that  is  why  I  could 
not  come  to  the  floor  promptly,  and 
they  are  apparently  having  a  con- 
ference here  in  Washington.  The  first 
thing  he  said  to  me  is,  "We  as  physi- 
cians are  concerned  about  free  access 
to  medical  care.  We  feel  that  the  pro- 
posals that  are  now  being  discussed  are 
going  to  severely  damage  access,  free- 
dom of  choice  of  the  seniors  as  to  what 
kind  of  services,  what  doctors  they  can 
obtain." 

One  of  the  things  that  he  pointed  out 
to  me  is  that  under  the  HMO  and  these 
new  ideas  that  are  coming  across  by 
the  Republican  majority,  there  might 
be  limitations  on  the  specialty  serv- 
ices, for  instance,  that  their  particular 
profession  of  orthopedics  could  offer. 
They  feel  that  that  is  extremely  dan- 
gerous. 

Second,  he  pointed  out  that  many  of 
the  insurance  companies  and  other 
kinds  of  group  practices  that  they  are 
in  are  already  gagging  them  and  sajring 
that  they  cannot  even  talk  about  op- 
tions, optional  kinds  of  care  that  they 
might  obtain.  So  these  people  in  the 
medical  profession  are  really  concerned 
about  freedom  of  choice,  access  to  the 
necessary  kinds  of  medical  services 
that  are  required,  and  this  terrible 
kind  of  pressure,  that  when  they  sign 
onto  these  group  practices,  that  they 
are  being  restricted  by  the  insurance 
companies  that  are  servicing  them 
from  even  discussing  with  thefr  pa- 
tients open  and  available  information 


floor  to  contribute  today,  and  to  hope 
that  that  point  can  be  explained  to  the 
seniors  as  we  debate  this  issue. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  think 
the  gentlewoman  makes  her  point  very 
well,  particularly  with  regard  to  what 
happens  if  seniors  become  shifted  to 
managed  care  HMO's.  If  I  could  just 
make  one  point,  and  then  I  will  yield 
fur  Cher,  following  up  on  what  the  gen- 
tlewoman said,  a  lot  of  times  the  Mem- 
bers of  the  other  side,  the  Republican 
Members,  get  up  and  say.  "Under  our 
plan,  there  is  still  going  to  be  choice. 
You  do  not  have  to  go  to  an  HMO.  you 
can  stay  in  the  traditional  system  of 
Medicare  where  you  can  stay  in  the 
traditional  system  of  Medicare  where 
you  choose  your  own  doctor,  choose 
your  own  hospital." 

But  the  key  there  are  the  over- 
charges, because  if  you  say  to  someone, 
"You  can  stay  in  your  traditional 
Medicare  system  but  now  the  doctor  or 
hospital  can  charge  you  whatever  they 
want  as  a  copajrment,"  then  most  peo- 
ple cannot  afford  to  do  that.  Then  they 
are  forced  essentially  to  move  to  the 
managed  care,  the  HMO,  whatever  the 
alternative  is. 

Then  the  other  thing  is  that  by  cut- 
ting and  constantly  reducing  the  reim- 
bursement rate  for  the  HMO  or  the 
managed  care  system,  the  Republicans 
essentially  forced  those  systems  to  do 
the  types  of  things  that  the  gentle- 
woman mentioned:  in  other  words, 
they  do  not  allow  people  to  get  spe- 
cialty doctors  or  specialty  care  unless 
they  go  through  some  bureaucratic 
rigamarole  because  they  do  not  want 


as  to  what  their  choices  ought  to  be  in  to  pay  the  cost  of  that  specialty  care, 

terms  of  their  medical  services.  At  both  ends  of  the  spectrum,  essen- 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  think  all  of  this  sug-  tlally,  people  are  being  squeezed.  They 

gests  that  if  we  go  the  private  insur-  either  stay  in  the  traditional  ssrstem 

ance  route,  which  obviously  is  part  of  and  then  they  have  these  tremendous 

this  dismantling,  and  force  everybody  out-of-pocket  expenses,  or  they  go  into 


into  the  private  market  to  let  the  mar- 
ket control  or  HMO's  or  whatever,  that 
the  seniors  are  going  to  be  very,  very 
severely  impacted. 

Compounding  on  that  is  this  medical 
savings  thing,  which  in  my  estimation 
favors  the  wealthy  amd  the  healthy, 
and  the  people  in  the  middle  are  then 
going  to  have  to  bear  the  burden  and 
costs  of  the  Medicare  system.  So.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  think  in  going  back  to  my 
seniors  in  my  district.  I  am  going  to 
have  to  try  to  move  away  from  this 
discussion  of  dollars,  their  focus  on 
this  idea  whether  the  program  is  going 
to  become  bankrupt,  or  we  are  going  to 
have  to  find  the  money,  and  they  are 
all  money-oriented  right  now.  But  I 
think  that  the  Congress  is  going  to 
have  the  responsibility  to  find  ways  to 
make  sure  that  the  system  is  fiscally 
sound. 

But  in  doing  so,  we  must  not  allow 
the  program  itself  to  be  restructured 


the  managed  care  HMO  where  the  dol- 
lars are  constantly  squeezed,  and 
therefore  the  level  of  care  and  the  type 
of  care  that  you  can  get  is  more  lim- 
ited. 

Mrs.  MINK  of  Hawaii.  If  the  gen- 
tleman will  continue  to  yield,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  think  the  thing  on  point  is 
what  is  happening  to  women  who  de- 
liver thefr  babies  in  a  hospital.  They 
are  just  being  pushed  out  the  door 
within  time  limits  of  24  hours  or  what- 
ever, so  now  we  have  to  engage  in  that 
debate  to  protect  women,  to  make  sure 
that  these  kinds  of  harsh  procedures  to 
save  a  few  dollars  are  not  going  to  prej- 
udice the  health  care  of  these  women. 
It  is  exactly  the  same  situation  with 
respect  to  our  seniors,  who  are  going  to 
have  to  face  those  kinds  of  brutal  deci- 
sions. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is 
a  perfect  example. 

Mrs.  MINK  of  Hawaii.   I  think  we 


and  broken  and  completely  torn  apart  have  to  constantly  remind  our  seniors 

so  that  the  idea  of  universal  protection  that  this  is  not  just  a  dollar,   they 

for    seniors    will    be    completely    dls-  should  not  mount  this  debate  on  whose 

rupted.  That  is  what  I  came  to  the  money  plan  sounds  better,  because  it  is 
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the  policies  behind  those  money  deci- 
sions that  are  going  to  end  up  bringing 
sorrow  to  them  and  grief,  grief  to  their 
children,  who  are  going  to  have  to  pay 
the  bills.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman  for  joining  us.  I  yield 
to    the    gentleman    from    Texas    [Mr. 

DOGGETT]. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  appre- 
ciate the  observations  of  our  colleague, 
the  gentlewoman  from  Hawaii,  and  the 
gentleman's  response,  because  I  think 
as  you  described  how  Medicare  would 
be  eventually  destroyed,  what  the  gen- 
tleman is  really  getting  to  is.  to  use 
the  Speaker's  own  words,  Speaker 
Gingrich,  sajring  that  he  was  going  to 
let  it  wither  on  the  vine.  That  is.  I  sup- 
pose, an  indication. 

We  have  the  Republican  majority 
leader  quoted  down  in  Houston  the 
other  day.  and  my  colleague,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Armey],  say- 
ing that  he  views  Medicare  as  an  impo- 
sition on  his  freedom.  But  they  recog- 
nize that  the  Medicare  Program,  which 
it  is  now  almost  31  years  of  existence 
since  President  Johnson  signed  it  into 
law.  we  now  have.  Instead  of  more  than 
half  of  America's  seniors  having  no 
health  insurance,  we  have  99  percent 
covered. 

So  they  realize  that  they  cannot 
have  a  direct  assault  to  just  abolish 
and  vote  against  the  program.  That  is 
what  they  want  to  do.  Simply,  as  the 
majority  leader  so  candidly  admitted, 
thefr  philosophy  is  "Medicare  is  an  im- 
position on  our  freedom."  Most  Ameri- 
cans, I  think,  believe  that  Medicare  is 
one  of  the  best  things  that  this  Con- 
gress has  ever  set  up,  just  like  Social 
Security,  which  our  Republican  col- 
leagues have  also  questioned,  but  in 
lieu  of  a  dfrect,  frontal  assault  to  just 
abolish  Medicare,  to  do  as  Bob  Dole  in 
fact  said  here  just  a  few  months  ago, 
that  he  was  so  proud  that  he  was  one  of 
those  who  stood  and  voted  against,  on 
the  floor  of  this  House  before  he  ever 
got  over  to  the  Senate,  who  voted 
against  creating  Medicare  in  the  first 
place,  they  would  let  it  wither  on  the 
vine. 

D  1645 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  got  a  lot  of  things 
down  in  Texas  that  are  withering  right 
now.  We  have  a  little  bit  of  a  drought 
down  there.  But  barring  those  imusual 
cfrcumstances.  I  think  most  of  the  peo- 
ple that  I  know  that  are  commonsense 
folks  around  central  Texas,  if  they 
have  something  that  is  withering  on 
the  vine  that  they  have  entrusted  to  a 
gardener,  they  know  the  best  thing  to 
do  is  to  get  another  gardener,  and  I 
think  that  is  what  we  are  going  to  have 
to  do  here  if  we  do  not  want  Medicare 
to  wither  on  the  vine. 

I  came  across  a  book  this  week  con- 
cerning this  so-called  Gingrich  revolu- 
tion and  I  wanted  to  know  if  my  col- 
league from  New  Jersey  has  seen  the 


part  of  this  book  that  is  written  by  two 
Washington  Post  reporters  who  have 
been  studying  this  revolution  and  ap- 
parently getting  behind  the  closed 
doors,  which  are  really  the  signature  of 
this  revolution,  all  the  secret  meetings 
that  go  on.  the  secret  task  forces.  This 
particular  one  is  on  page  72  of  this  new 
book,  and  I  just  want  to  quote  from  it. 

It  says,  at  a  leadership  meeting  over 
dinner  in  Gingrich's  office,  that  is  the 
Speaker  of  the  House.  Newt  Gingrich. 
the  fellow  who  wants  Medicare  to  with- 
er on  the  vine,  on  February  the  15.  that 
is  February  15,  1995,  Kasich,  that  is  the 
chairman  of  the  Republican  Committee 
on  the  Budget.  John  Kasich.  out  col- 
league from  Columbus.  OH,  and  his 
aids,  expressed  concern  that  a  7-year 
balanced  budget  would  requfre  Medi- 
care cuts  "unlike  any  this  town  has 
ever  seen  before."  Kasich  was  hoping 
to  have  more  flexibility.  "Who  said  we 
have  to  do  7  years."  he  asked?  Ging- 
rich remained  adamant. 

That  is  from  this  new  study  about 
Medicare  cuts,  the  fact  that  they 
would,  in  the  words  of  the  House  Re- 
publican Committee  on  the  Budget 
chafr.  have  to  be  ixnlike  any  this  town 
has  ever  seen  before. 

Are  you  familiar  with  this  new 
study? 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  fa- 
miliar with  it,  and  I  was  making  men- 
tion of  some  other  aspects  of  It  before. 
But  I  really  appreciate  the  gentleman 
bringing  that  jMirticular  section  up,  be- 
cause I  think  it  points  out  one  of  the 
things  that  I  and  I  know  you  have  been 
saying  from  the  beginning,  which  is 
this  whole  idea  of  dealing  with  Medi- 
care in  the  context  of  the  budget.  That 
in  itself  is  wrong.  In  other  words,  if  we 
are  going  to  restructure  or  make 
changes  in  the  Medicare  Program,  why 
is  it  that  we  are  dealing  with  it  in  the 
context  of  the  budget? 

In  my  opinion,  the  reason  for  that  is 
very  simple:  Because  they  want  to  use 
the  cuts  in  Medicare  for  tax  breaks  for 
wealthy  Americans.  They  want  to  be 
able  to  use  the  money  for  that  to 
achieve  whatever  their  other  goals  are. 
It  is  not  because  they  are  tnring  to 
save  Medicare  or  restructure  Medicare 
in  a  way  that  is  actually  going  to  help 
the  program.  They  are  funneling  that 
money  into  tax  breaks.  So  every  time 
we  deal  with  the  budget,  we  get  the 
Medicare  cuts  once  again. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Instead  of  a  trust 
fund,  a  slush  fund.  Instead  of  further- 
ing and  strengthening  the  trust  fund, 
they  would  raid  that  fund  in  order  to 
provide  these  special  tax  breaks. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  you  have  fo- 
cused already  on  this  trustees'  report, 
and  the  key  word  there  is  trust.  Who  do 
the  American  people  trust  to  ensure 
the  long-term  solvency  of  Medicare  so 
it  will  be  there  not  only  when  we  re- 
tire, but  when  our  children  and  our 
grandchildren  retire,  so  provide  them 
the  kind  of  health  care  security  they 
need. 


I  would  just  want  to  add  one  other 
thing.  I  see  our  colleague  and  one  of 
the  few  physicians  In  this  body,  the 
gentleman  from  Washington.  Dr. 
McDermott.  is  here  who  has  worked  so 
hard  on  this.  But  I  think  as  we  consider 
the  millions  of  people  that  are  going  to 
be  adversely  affected  if  the  Speaker  is 
successful  in  letting  Medicare  wither 
on  the  vine  and  shrivel  up  and  go  away 
for  middle-class  Americans.  I  just 
wanted  to  bring  a  picture  of  a  couple  of 
Texans,  hard-working  Texans  that  are 
going  to  be  impacted,  because  I  think 
we  have  to  bring  this  down  to  human 
scale. 

Lewis  Kerclusky  is  a  fellow  I  met  at 
a  senior  activity  center  in  Austin.  He 
is  94  years  old,  and  he  told  me  that  he 
was  there  because  he  worked  with  old 
people.  I  was  mighty  impressed  with 
the  tact  that  he  is  still  Involved  in 
working  with  old  people  in  trying  to 
help  them  get  services  and  have  the 
benefit  of  his  assistance.  Unfortu- 
nately, since  all  he  has  to  rely  on  is  his 
Social  Security  check  and  his  prescrip- 
tions total  almost  S200  a  month,  he  had 
to  move  in  with  his  son.  Ed.  Ed  is  still 
working,  but  he  is  only  about  3  years 
away  from  having  to  rely  on  Medicare 
himself. 

These  are  the  kind  of  hard-working 
people  that  built  this  Into  the  greatest 
Nation  in  the  world.  And  if  he  let  Medi- 
care and  Social  Security  simply  wither 
on  the  vine,  if  he  sajrs.  as  you  were  just 
discussing  with  our  colleague  from  Ha- 
waii, that  they  are  suddenly  now  going 
to  have  to  pay  all  that  a  health  care 
provider  would  want  to  charge  them 
above  the  Medicare  pajrment.  if  we  con- 
tinue a  system  where  he  cannot  even 
get  coverage  for  his  prescriptions, 
there  is  no  protection  under  existing 
Medicare  for  those,  and  instead  of 
strengthening  Medicare  and  fulfilling 
our  trust  to  America's  seniors,  we  are 
going  to  weaken  that  system  and  let  it 
be  used  as  a  slush  fund,  then  people 
like  Lewis  and  Ed  are  going  to  still  be 
impacted  in  a  very,  very  significant 
way. 

I  think  it  is  important,  even  for  peo- 
ple that  are  not  as  old  as  Ed  or  Lewis, 
or  as  old  as  you  or  I.  or  even  the  young 
man  from  Washington  State  who  is 
joining  us  here,  young  people  that  are 
out  there  trying  to  start  a  family,  try- 
ing to  get  kids  through  the  public 
school,  who  is  it  that  a  senior  who  can- 
not make  it.  who  cannot  even  pay  his 
prescription,  is  going  to  turn  to  if  they 
have  a  medical  emergency  and  Medi- 
care is  not  there  to  stand  by  them? 

It  is  going  to  be  those  middle-class 
families  that  are  having  a  hard  enough 
time  just  making  ends  meet  for  them- 
selves and  their  kids.  They  are  going  to 
be  called  on.  Instead  of  providing  a  col- 
lege education,  to  take  care  of  an  unex- 
pected surgery,  instead  of  being  able  to 
do  things  for  thefr  family  and  get 
ahead  and  provide  thefr  kids  the  same 
future  that  they  want  for  themselves. 
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they  are  going  to  be  called  on  to  pro- 
vide for  long-term  health  care. 

I  appreciate  your  focusing  attention 
on  what  is  really  happening  here,  this 
trust  issue,  the  trust  of  America's  sen- 
iors and  those  who  will  be  seniors  in 
our  Medicare  system  and  our  respon- 
sibility to  stand  there  and  see  that 
that  system  does  not  wither  on  the 
vine,  as  much  as  Speaker  Gingrich 
nfiight  be  determined  to  let  it  wither. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  I  appreciate  the  gen- 
tleman's coDMnents.  Mr.  Speaker,  be- 
fore we  move  to  the  gentleman  from 
Washington.  I  just  wanted  to  say  it  is 
particularly  important,  and  I  thought 
that  you  mentioned,  I  guess  it  was  Ed, 
one  of  your  constituents  who  you  said 
had  a  very  large  prescription  drug  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  naively  thought  when 
we  started  to  deal  with  Medicare  in 
this  Congress  and  the  possibilities  for 
some  changes  that  we  would  actually 
look  towards  positive  changes  such  as 
preventive  measures,  like  covering  pre- 
scription drugs,  because  I  have  always 
felt  that  if  we  add  certain  services  to 
Medicare,  like  prescription  drugs,  like 
home  health  care,  that  we  actually 
would  save  money  in  the  long  run,  be- 
cause they  are  preventive  measures 
that  prevent  people  from  having  to  go 
to  a  hospital  or  be  otherwise  institu- 
tionalized. 

But  we  do  not  get  any  of  this  from 
the  Republican  proposals.  Everything 
that  they  propose  basically  would  cut 
the  program,  reduce  services,  force  sen- 
iors to  pay  more  out  of  pocket. 

So  when  I  hear  statements  from 
them  about  how  they  want  to  save 
Medicare  or  change  Medicare,  it  is 
never  in  a  positive  way;  it  is  always  in 
a  way  that  is  actually  going  to  make  it 
more  difficult,  in  my  opinion,  to  get 
health  care  and  to  get  quality  health 
care. 

I  appreciate  the  gentleman's  com- 
ments. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Actually,  it  is  Lewis, 
who  has  almost  $200  a  month  in  pre- 
scriptions not  covered  now.  And  I  know 
the  gentleman  and  Dr.  McDermott  will 
remember  that  when  Republicans  put 
out  their  big  strategy,  their  PR  plan  on 
Medicare.  They  told  their  own  Mem- 
bers, do  not  use  the  word  "improve," 
because  that  is  going  to  raise  expecta- 
tions that  we  might  really  do  some- 
thing to  help  seniors.  They  were  sup- 
I>08ed  to  use  other  words  to  create  the 
impression  that  there  was  some  inmie- 
diate  crisis,  which  there  is  not,  that 
there  was  some  immediate  danger  of 
bankruptcy,  which  there  is  not. 

There  is  the  need  for  long-term,  bi- 
partisan planning.  But  the  only  bank- 
ruptcy we  face  today  is  the  kind  of  po- 
litical bankruptcy  they  have  when 
they  insist  on  letting  Medicare  wither 
on  the  vine.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman and  I  would  now  jrield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Washington,  Dr. 
McDermott. 


Mr.    MCDERMOTT.    Mr.    Speaker,    I 
want  to  thank  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  for  coming  out  here  day  after 
day  and  bringing  this  issue  to  the  at- 
tention  of  the   American   people,   be- 
cause I  think  there  is  lots  of  confusion. 
I  was  just  sitting  in  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  today,  and  we  had  be- 
fore us  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 
Mr.  Rubin,  and  the  Secretary  of  Health 
and  Human  Services.  Dr.  Shalala.  to 
talk  about  the  trustees'  report.  And  ev- 
erybody is  waving  the  trustees'  report 
around  now  and  talking  about  that  this 
is  the  end  of  health  care  for  senior  citi- 
zens and  everybody  should  be  worried. 
A  little  history  needs  to  be  brought 
out,  people  need  to  understand.  Since 
the  program  was  started  in  1965,  there 
have  been  27  trustees'  reports.  Every 
year,  a  trustees'  report,  that  is  the  job 
of  a  trustee,  is  to  say  how  much  money 
do  we  have  and  how  long  will  it  last? 
So  each  year,  they  look  at  the  money, 
they  look  at  what  they  are  spending, 
and  say  this  is  how  long  it  is  going  to 
last.  At  one  point  we  had  only  2  years 
to  go,  and  it  would  be  all  gone.  At  an- 
other time,  it  was  17  years.  So  there 
have  been  all  kinds  of  reports.  They 
never  were  a  crisis  until  last  year  when 
the  Republicans  took  over  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  said,  we  need  some 
money  for  a  tax  break.  So  they  grabbed 
this   trustees'   report   and   instead  of 
doing  what  we  had  done  since  1965, 
which  was  to  say  there  is  a  problem,  we 
sure  going  to  have  to  make  some  adjust- 
ments. And  we  made  them.  Every  year, 
no  fanfare,  nobody  ever  heard  about 
the  trustees'  report,  nobody  ever  heard 
that  the  sky  was  falling.  On  a  biparti- 
san  basis,   we   made   changes   in   the 
Medicare   structure   that   would   have 
carried  it  on  as  we  intended  to  do. 

In  fact,  the  Democratic  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
came  up  with  a  proposal  last  year  that 
for  $90  billion  in  adjustments  in  a  vari- 
ety of  different  places,  without  hurting 
the  basic  program,  we  could  protect 
Medicare  until  the  2005,  for  10  years  out 
into  the  future. 

Now,  the  Republicans  insisted  that  it 
be  only  their  way  of  adjusting  the  pro- 
gram or  there  is  going  to  be  nothing.  It 
is  sort  of  their  way  or  the  highway. 
And  in  insisting  on  that,  we  have  not 
done  anything.  So  now  we  come  to  the 
trustees'  report  that  was  released  yes- 
terday, discussed  in  the  Conmuttee  on 
Ways  and  Means  today;  everybody  is 
going  around  acting  as  though  the 
Earth  is  ending,  because  it  is  now  1 
year  less.  Instead  of  7  years  last  year, 
we  only  have  6  years  worth  of  money  in 
the  pot  to  pay  bills  to  2001. 

Now,  if  they  have  made  the  changes 
last  year  that  we  recommended  for  $90 
billion,  we  could  have  been  out  to  2010. 
But  their  delay  has  actually  made  it 
worse.  It  is  sort  of  like  if  you  have  a 
problem  in  your  car,  you  hear  a  clank- 
ing noise  and  say.  well,  it  is  still  run- 
ning, I  am  not  going  to  bother  check- 


ing the  oil  and  you  just  keep  going 
until  finally  the  motor  freezes  up,  and 
then  you  say,  oh,  my  goodness,  if  we 
had  put  the  oil  in  last  year,  we  would 
have  prevented  that.  They  have  not 
done  the  preventive  things  that  last 
year  they  could  have  done  for  $90  bil- 
lion. 

Now,  to  make  this  problem  worse,  or 
to  make  it  even  more  laughable  in 
some  ways,  last  year  they  wanted  $270 
billion  out  of  Medicare  so  that  they 
could  have  a  $245  billion  tax  break. 
They  needed  the  money.  Some  of  it  was 
for  Medicare,  but  most  of  it  was  to  be 
spent  on  a  big  tax  break.  This  year 
they  say,  you  should  be  grateful.  We 
are  only  going  to  take  $176  billion  out 
of  Medicare.  It  is  obviously  way  more 
than  is  necessary  to  do  the  job.  The 
President  has  made  a  proposal  of  $124 
billion  in  changes.  So  if  you  want  to 
t^k  money,  they  are  still  asking  for 
money  that  they  are  going  to  use  in 
the  tax  break. 

But  the  really  insidious  thing  is  the 
kind  of  changes  that  you  have  been 
talking  about  in  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram. K  you  take  a  senior  citizen,  the 
average  senior  citizen  on  Medicare  is 
living  on  $11,000  a  year.  Now,  there  is 
not  a  whole  lot  of  slush  in  $11,000  a 
year  in  this  society.  There  are  11  mil- 
lion widows  living  on  less  than  $8,000  a 
year.  Their  husbands  have  died,  they 
are  living  on  a  Social  Security  check. 
The  minimum  is  about  $8,000. 

D  1700 

What  the  Republicans  are  sajring  is 
we  are  going  to  give  you  $4,800  this 
year  to  go  out  and  buy  a  health  pro- 
gram. That  is  about  what  it  costs.  This 
year  they  could  buy  exactly  what  they 
have  had. 

Next  year  the  inflation  by  the  insur- 
ance industry,  they  expect  it  to  go  up 
by  7  percent.  But  the  Republican  pro- 
posal says.  "We're  only  going  to  give 
you  a  3-percent  increase."  That  4  per- 
cent that  they  do  not  give  them  has  to 
come  from  somewhere.  It  either  has  to 
come  out  of  that  widow's  $8,000,  or  she 
has  to  turn  to  her  children  and  say,  "I 
can't  afford  to  buy  the  same  health 
care  package." 

This  argument  about  whether  it  is  an 
increase  or  a  cut,  yes:  they  are  increas- 
ing it  3  percent.  But  they  are  not  giv- 
ing you  enough  to  buy  it.  It  would  be 
as  though  I  said  to  you,  "A  quart  of 
milk  is  99  cents,  here  is  99  cents,  go 
buy  a  quart  of  milk."  Next  year  a 
quart  of  nUlk  is  $1.10.  I  say,  "Well, 
Frank,  I'm  going  to  give  you  $1.05.  Go 
buy  a  quart  of  milk."  You  obviously 
cannot  buy  a  quart  of  milk  if  you  do 
not  have  the  amount  of  money  that  is 
necessary  to  pay  for  it. 

The  cut  is  that  they  are  not  giving 
them  enough  to  keep  up  with  inflation. 
By  the  end  of  5  years,  it  is  going  to  cost 
$1,000  more  out  of  pocket.  That  means 
grandma  has  to  open  her  purse  and  find 
another  $1,000  to  put  with  her  Medicare 
money  to  buy  the  same  program. 
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That  is  by  the  insurance  companies' 
estimates.  That  is  not  some  wild  group 
out  there  that  is  trying  to  prove  the 
Republicans  are  wrong.  The  insurance 
companies  are  very  tightfisted  actuar- 
ies who  look  at  that  and  they  say  that 
is  what  it  is,  and  they  are  not  provid- 
ing enough  money  to  buy  the  same 
package. 

So  now  that  you  have  that  picture  in 
mind,  the  Republicans  offer  them  an 
alternative.  They  say,  "Why  don't  you 
go  into  an  HMO.  An  HMO  will  take 
whatever  we  give  you  and  then  you 
won't  have  to  pay  any  more  money  out 
of  your  pocket." 

So  they  have  financially  jerked  those 
people  around.  They  have  either  got  to 
take  $1,000  out  of  their  pocket  or  join 
an  HMO  or  get  it  from  their  kids. 
Those  are  their  three  choices.  If  you  go 
into  an  HMO,  I  do  not  think  everybody 
has  agreed  that  you  are  going  to  be 
able  to  choose  your  own  doctor.  There 
is  every  indication  in  HMO's  that  if 
your  doctor  is  not  on  the  list,  you  are 
going  to  have  to  quit  seeing  that  doc- 
tor. 

For  somebody  who  is  25  years  old, 
that  does  not  seem  like  a  big  deal,  be- 
cause when  you  were  25,  who  had  a  doc- 
tor? I  did  not  have  one  when  I  was  25. 
At  45,  maybe  you  see  a  doctor  once  in 
a  while.  At  55,  you  see  him  a  little 
more  often.  I  see  him  a  little  more 
often.  When  you  are  80  or  90  like  my  fa- 
ther, and  he  has  had  a  doctor  following 
his  heart  medication  for  20  years,  to 
suddenly  say  to  him,  "Well,  Mr. 
McDermott,  you  cannot  have  your 
doctor,  you're  in  this  HMO  and  your 
doctor  isn't  a  participating  doctor,  so 
choose  a  new  doctor." 

If  you  are  90  years  old,  that  means 
you  have  got  to  sit  down  with  some- 
body and  tell  your  whole  history  and 
explain  it,  and  what  medications  have 
you  been  on  and  how  did  it  affect  you. 
All  of  your  past  in  a  doctor's  head  is 
lost.  That  is  why  being  able  to  choose 
yovir  own  doctor  is  important.  What 
you  want  is  somebody  who  knows  your 
history.  You  do  not  want  to  go  to 
somebody  who  never  saw  you  before 
when  you  are  90  years  old  and  have  to 
explain  your  whole  history  and  what 
has  happened  to  you. 

So  that  financial  incentive  that  says, 
"You  can  stay  in  the  regular  Medicare 
Program,  it's  going  to  cost  you  $1,000 
out  of  your  pocket,  or  go  to  this  HMO 
and  you  might  not  get  your  own  doc- 
tor," those  are  the  choices  that  the  Re- 
publicans are  offering  senior  citizens. 

My  view  is  that  is  not  necessary.  I 
looked  very  carefully  at  the  Medicare 
Program  when  I  put  a  bill  in  cutting 
$90  billion.  I  am  a  physician.  I  would 
not  put  together  a  program  that  I 
thought  would  hurt  the  quality  of 
health  care  that  people  get.  But  you  do 
not  need  more  than  $90  billion  in  cuts. 
All  the  rest  of  that  money  is  being  cut 
80  that  they  can  use  it  to  give  away  in 
a  tax  break. 


The  issue  that  you  were  talking 
about  as  I  came  in  here  is  one  that  I 
think  is  even  more  difficult  to  under- 
stand, and  that  is  this  whole  question 
of  pharmaceuticals.  When  you  get  to  be 
old,  you  go  to  old  people's  houses,  you 
will  find  on  the  dining  room  table  a 
plastic  box  that  has  a  bunch  of  little 
boxes  in  it.  One  is  for  in  the  morning, 
one  is  at  lunchtime,  one  is  in  the 
evening  and  one  is  at  bedtime,  and 
they  have  their  pills  in  them. 

If  they  are  like  my  father  and  moth- 
er, they  spend  $220  each  month  at  the 
pharmacy.  They  have  no  way  except  to 
pay  that  out  of  their  pocket.  They  are 
already  paying  enormous  amounts  out 
of  their  pocket.  That  is  why  this  $1,000 
coming  in  out  of  their  pocket  to  get 
this  same  benefit  package  to  pay  the 
doctor,  to  pay  the  hospital,  to  pay  the 
X  ray,  to  pay  the  blood  work  in  the  lab- 
oratory and  so  forth  is  such  an  impact. 
It  is  not  as  though  they  are  not  paying 
something  now. 

If  your  father  is  pajring  $200  a  month 
for  pharmaceuticals,  amd  then  to  pay 
$1,000  more  a  year,  now  $1,000  a  year, 
divide  that  by  12,  that  is  like  $80  a 
month  more  that  they  have  to  reach  In 
their  pocket.  What  does  $80  mean? 
Well,  if  you  make  $100,000.  $80  is  not  all 
that  much.  You  could  probably  absorb 
$80.  But  if  you  are  living  on  $8,000  a 
year,  like  11.000  widows  are  in  this 
country,  $80  is  about  3  bags  of  grocer- 
ies. It  is  a  question.  Do  you  want  to  go 
to  the  grocery  store  and  get  nutritious 
food,  or  are  you  going  to  have  to  send 
it  off  to  buy  your  health  care  plan? 

Those  are  the  kinds  of  choices.  And 
the  baby  boomers  in  this  society,  the 
people  in  the  generation  under  me.  I 
am  59.  So.  if  you  are  about  55  or  so. 
below,  you  are  going  to  have  your 
mother  coming  to  you  asking,  or 
maybe  not  telling  you  and  then  you 
will  find  it  out  some  other  way  that 
she  is  not  going  to  the  doctor,  not  buy- 
ing the  medication,  or  she  will  ask  you 
and  you  are  going  to  be  between  the 
vise  of  helping  your  mother  and  help- 
ing your  own  kid  in  the  community 
college. 

I  mean,  people  in  their  forties,  their 
thirties,  forties,  fifties  are  caught  be- 
tween their  parents  and  their  children. 
You  care  about  them  both.  Which  one 
are  you  going  to  help  if  you  can  only 
help  one?  "Well,  mother,  I'm  sorry, 
you're  old,  you  wlU  have  to  deal  with  it 
yourself  because  I  have  got  to  help  my 
kid."  No;  you  cannot  say  that.  Then 
you  say  to  your  kid,  "I  can't  help  you 
through  college,  you're  going  to  have 
to  make  it  on  your  own,  good  luck,  be- 
cause I  have  to  help  my  mother." 

That  is  the  vise  that  this  proposal 
puts  middle-class,  middle-aged,  people 
in.  People  in  my  generation  have  never 
spent  a  dime,  I  have  never  had  to  give 
my  parents  one  single  dime  for  their 
health  care.  Medicare  for  30  years  has 
taken  that  issue  right  off  the  table. 
Along  comes  this  proposal  and  says  we 


are  going  to  put  it  back  on  the  table 
and  each  fajnily  can  find  it  themselves. 

Now  some  can  find  it.  My  mother  and 
father  have  four  kids,  all  of  whom  went 
to  college,  all  of  whom  have  good  jobs. 
We  can  find  a  little  extra  to  help  our 
mother,  but  what  about  people  that  do 
not  have  that?  Think  about  that. 
Think  about  the  guy  who  is  just  laid 
off  at  50  and  his  mother  is  80.  He  can- 
not help  her. 

So  it  is  this  kind  of  thing,  and  I 
think  that  you  are  doing  a  real  public 
service  by  coming  out  here  and  raising 
these  issues,  because  the  trustees"  re- 
port is  simply  an  annual  report  and  we 
are  going  to  correct  it.  We  are  not 
going  to  walk  away  from  this.  The  Re- 
publicans would  not  dare  walk  away 
from  this  without  fixing  this  program. 
They  have  no  chance  with  the  Amer- 
ican public  if  they  do  not  step  up  and 
fix  it.  They  ought  to  drop  the  whole 
business  of  cutting  taxes  and  deal  with 
Medicare. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  I  appreciate  the  gen- 
tleman's comments  because  you  really 
managed  to  put  a  lot  of  this  in  common 
sense  terms  and  explain  it  for  the  aver- 
age person,  which  is  what  we  really 
need  to  do.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
joining  us  tonight. 

Again,  as  I  said  in  the  beginning,  the 
reason  why  we  are  here  is  because  we 
do  believe  that  the  Medicare  Program 
is  so  important  and  we  believe  that  the 
promise  of  Medicare,  which  is  to  pro- 
vide quality  health  care  coverage  for 
senior  citizens,  the  jnromise  that  a 
Democratic  Congress  and  President 
Johnson  made  over  30  years  ago  must 
be  continued,  and  that  it  really  is  not 
fair  for  today's  seniors  or  futvure  sen- 
iors to  suggest  to  them  that  they  can- 
not have  the  same  kind  of  quality 
health  care  that  we  have  now  for  senior 
citizens. 

That  is  what  we  are  afraid  as  Demo- 
crats will  happen  with  this  Republican 
leadership  plan  to  change  Medicare, 
that  it  will  be  so  drastically  changed 
that  eventually  it  will  simply  dis- 
appear as  a  valuable  program  to  pro- 
vide health  care  coverage  for  all  of 
America's  seniors. 


TRIBUTE  TO  A  GREAT  IRISH- 
AMERICAN,  AND  THE  TERRIBLE 
TRAGEDY  OF  AIDS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Stearns).  Under  the  Speaker's  an- 
nounced policy  of  May  12, 1995.  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Dornan]  is 
recognized  for  60  minutes  as  the  des- 
ignee of  the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  ac- 
tually going  to  discuss  two  things: 

one,  a  short  tribute  to  a  good  friend 
of.  mine,  a  political  acquaintance  who 
has  developied  into  a  good  fjrlend  be- 
cause of  his  good  heart  and  what  he 
and  his  whole  large  family  has  tried  to 
do  about  the  agony  in  Northern  Ire- 
land. His  name  is  Thomas  Tracy. 
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I  put  this  little  tribute  to  him  in  the 
Extensions  of  Remarks  a  month  £igo. 
but  for  some  reason  I  felt  that  it  was 
important  enough  for  me  to  rise  today 
ajid  say  it  to  the  whole  Nation  through 
the  wonders  of  C-SPAN,  that  million- 
plus  audience  of  ours,  and  through  you, 
Mr.  Speaker,  to  the  world. 

And  then  I  want  to  discuss  the  ter- 
rible tragedy  of  AIDS  and  how  it  is 
growing  exponentially  and  almost  un- 
noticed in  our  society.  First  to  Mr. 
Thomas  Tracy. 

TRIBUTE  TO  THOMAS  TRACY:  DISTINGUISHED 
IRISH-AMERICAN  LEADER 

I  just  want  to  recognize,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, Tom's  honorable  achievements  for 
the  Irish-American  community.  He 
gives  to  umpteen  charities  as  most 
good  businessmen  do.  But  Tom  re- 
cently was  recognized  for  his  service. 
He  received  the  1996  Distinguished 
Leadership  Award  by  the  American  Ire- 
land Fimd  in  the  beautiful  city  of  St. 
Francis  by  the  Bay  and  I  was  just 
heartbroken  that  our  unrelenting  pace 
around  here,  this  all-important  budget 
fight  that  we  are  engaged  in,  kept  me 
from  flying  up  with  my  Sally  and  some 
of  our  older  children  up  there  to  San 
Francisco  to  add  our  congratulations 
to  Tom's  tribute. 

Here  is  what  this  award  acknowl- 
edges, Mr.  Speaker.  That  an  American 
of  Irish  heritage,  to  quote  partly  from 
the  award,  whose  lifetime  accomplish- 
ments personiftr  the  spirit  of  the  Irish 
immigrants  who  contributed  to  making 
our  Nation  the  greatest  in  the  history 
of  mankind. 

If  you  take  the  troubled  North  and 
the  Republic  of  Ireland  and  combine 
them,  you  are  still  not  going  to  get  to 
5  million  people.  Far  short  of  it.  But  in 
the  United  States  of  America,  right 
through  a  primary  grandparent,  at 
least  25  percent  of  blood,  is  over  45  mil- 
lion Americans.  On  St.  Patrick's  Day, 
we  know  it  reaches  all  265  million.  But 
some  people  say  that  that  is  a  low  fig- 
ure, that  it  is  realistically  closer  to  60 
million  out  of  the  260-plus  million 
Americans. 

I  asa  especially  proud  of  Tom  because 
I  am  one  of  these  rare  Irishmen  whose 
all  4  grandparents,  came  directly  from 
Ireland,  it  is  just  becoming  more  rare, 
and  I  do  not  get  too  puffed  up  about  it 
because  I  remember  a  cute  story  that 
John  F.  Kennedy  looked  at  his  own 
beautiful  children,  young  John  and  his 
beautiful  older  sister  Caroline  and  he 
said,  "It's  too  bad  that  they're  not  100 
percent  Irish  like  me." 

And  Jackie  is  supposed  to  have  said 
to  him,  "Oh,  you  mean  they're  mixed 
breed"  or  something?  And  he  never 
ever  said  that  again. 

My  own  five  are  half  Danish  and 
since  my  wife  says  she  is  Heinz  57, 
there  is  an  extended  Doman  family 
with,  and  I  do  not  think  I  told  you  this, 
an  11th  grandchild  is  on  the  way— my 
colleague  from  Florida  did  not  know 
that — that  there  is  none  in  that  great 


gang  of  11.  and  they  all  know  about 
their  Irish  heritage,  that  is  Irish  on 
both  sides.  My  mother's  name  was 
Mickey  McFadden  and  her  mother  was 
Katie  McDonough  and  my  dad's  mom 
was  Mary  Highland.  It  goes  back  to 
O'Donnells  and  just  keeps  on  going. 

So  as  a  100-percent  Irishman,  and  I 
say  that  humbly,  I  am  especially  proud 
of  Tom.  I  value  my  ancestry,  because  it 
has  given  me  a  feeling  of  being  con- 
nected to  a  long  history  of  people  in 
love  with  life.  The  French  have  coined 
this  beautiful  phrase,  Mr.  Speaker,  joie 
de  vivre,  the  joy  of  life,  and  I  have  seen 
it  in  France  from  north  to  south,  east 
to  west  but  never  have  I  seen  it  in  any 
greater  depth  than  in  freland  itself. 

The  Irish  have  suffered  mightily 
through  history.  That  is  why  their 
hearts  have  gone  out  to  African  Ameri- 
cans. It  was  probably  one  of  the  main 
motivating  factors  in  my  registering 
voters  in  a  dangerous  period  of  our 
country  in  the  beautiful  State  of  Mis- 
sissippi and  marching  as  I  did  with 
Martin  Luther  King  on  August  28,  1963 
proudly  in  my  Air  Force  captain's  uni- 
form, was  all  I  had  to  offer. 

D  1715 

But  I  identified  as  an  Irishman  with 
am  800-year  turbulent  history  with  the 
multicentury  history  of  the  suffering 
of  those  of  African  heritage  in  this  Na- 
tion. 

The  e.5sence  of  life  is  to  persevere  and 
conquer  the  challenges  that  God  pre- 
sents to  us  in  life.  An  Irish  Americans, 
like  Thomas  Tracy  of  southern  Califor- 
nia, they  have  excelled  at  that  task. 
Tom  has  been  associated  with  about  28 
different  issue-related  organizations, 
including  many  devoted  to  achieving 
peace  in  Northern  Ireland.  Over  the 
last  5  years  Tom  has  spent  much  time 
and  just  so  much  generosity  with  his 
own  financial  resources  trying  to  work 
toward  that  peace.  Just  so  many  trips 
to  Northern  Ireland  and  to  Dublin  that 
I  lost  track  of  them.  Over  just  the  last 
5  years  he  has  just  donated  himself 
with  great  energry  toward  that  goal  of 
peace  in  that  troubled  beautiful  little 
Elmerald  Isle. 

I  share  one  of  Mr.  Tracy's  other  pas- 
sions, our  love  for  our  Christian  faith, 
our  Catholic  faith.  We  have  both  been 
dedicated  to  strengthening  and  pro- 
tecting the  church,  and  in  particular 
our  own  diocese.  Mr.  Tracy  has  been 
deeply  involved  in  the  diocese  of  Or- 
ange. CA,  where  he  served  at  key  com- 
mittees, numerous  Catholic  organiza- 
tions to  help  people  of  every  level  in 
society,  and  he  has  been  the  leader  in 
the  effort  to  gain  sainthood  for  Father 
Junipero  Serra,  who  has  already 
reached  the  first  plateau  of  being  re- 
ferred to  as  Blessed  Father  Serra.  His 
statue  is  one  of  the  two  statues  rep- 
resenting the  State  of  California  in 
this  beautiful  rotunda  area,  the  other 
being  the  great  freedom  fighting  Rev- 
erend King,  Protestant  Minister,  dur- 


ing the  period  in  California  leading  up 
to  the  Civil  War. 

I  thank  Tom  Tracy  for  his  many  con- 
tributions. He  honors  all  of  us  who  aire 
Irish  Americans  for  his  dedication,  his 
good  will,  and  his  brave  heart. 

Now,  if  I  was  going  to  put  a  title  on 
that,  I  would  ask  our  recorders  to 
make  it  "Tribute  to  a  Great  Irish 
American,  Thomas  Tracy." 

Then  I  would  draw  a  line  through  the 
Congressional  Record  and  start  on  a 
not  so  happy  note. 

Mr.  Speaker,  do  you  remember  the 
legionnaires  disease?  Remember  the 
American  Legion  was  having  a  conven- 
tion in  the  City  of  Brotherly  Love, 
Philadelphia,  and  some  got  sick  at  the 
convention,  and  a  few  who  were  older 
went  into  respiratory  failure,  could  not 
be  saved,  some  died  after  they  got 
home,  and  it  began  to  hit  the  evening 
news  coast  to  coast,  night  after  night 
after  night?  It  was  a  terrible  tragedy. 

You  say  legionnaires  disease  and  doc- 
tors still  come  to  attention  and  think 
about  that  frightening  period.  Part  of 
it  was  frightening  because  it  involved 
infectious  spores  getting  into  the  air- 
conditioning  system,  and  I  would  not 
even  mention  the  hotel  if  I  thought  of 
it,  because  they  probably  had  to  re- 
name it  and  refurbish  the  hotel.  But 
here  is  my  point.  The  death  toll,  the 
total  death  toll.  Mr.  Speaker,  was  34 
human  beings.  Thfrty-four  souls  on 
their  way  to  god  earlier  than  their 
families  had  planned.  Thirty-four. 

I  just  got  back  from  the  Center  for 
Disesise  Control,  doing  research  for  a 
point  of  personal  privilege  to  answer 
our  colleague,  Steve  Gunderson  of 
Wisconsin,  on  the  charges,  the  horrible 
charges  that  he  made  against  me  on 
the  House  floor  on  May  14,  and  I  will  do 
it  in  the  middle  of  the  day.  I  am  sorry 
to  interrupt  legislative  business,  but 
on  Wednesday  or  Thursday  of  next 
week  I  will  do  it.  If  Thursday  is  a  get- 
away Thursday,  I  will  ask,  demand,  as 
is  my  right,  I  will  ask  the  leadership, 
to  coordinate  with  the  leadership,  be- 
cause I  do  not  have  to  ask  their  per- 
mission to  do  it,  it  is  a  right,  a  wonder- 
ful treasured  right  in  this  House,  I  will 
ask  for  the  time  on  Tuesday  or  Wednes- 
day. 

But  I  have  been  doing  research  on 
AIDS,  along  with  researching  the  cir- 
cumstances surrounding  that  wild 
abuse  of  Federal  buildings,  so-called 
Jubilee  Party  that  took  place  on 
Thomas  Jefferson's  birthday  in  April, 
April  13,  and  here  is  what  my  current 
research  on  AIDS  is  causing  me  to  be- 
lieve: That  a  homosexual  lobby,  does 
not  want  us  to  discuss  the  enormity  of 
this  death  toll.  They  do  not  want  any- 
body, frankly,  to  discuss  this  greater 
health  problem  in  the  history  of  our 
Nation  unless  they  are  the  ones  doing 
the  discussing.  They  want  to  define  all 
the  parameters  of  the  discussion  so  as 
never  to  put  a  tough  edge  on  it,  that 
this  is  basically  a  medical  nightmare 
driven  by  behavior  and  conduct. 
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Keeping  in  mind  that  34  death  toll 
figure  of  legionnaires  disease,  and  I  do 
not  have  the  time  to  go  back  to  1981, 
which  by  the  way  was  Mr.  Gunderson's 
first  year,  Ronald  Reagan's  first  year, 
it  has  been  an  amazing  16  years,  but 
the  cumulative  figure  as  of  the  end  of 
this  month  for  deaths  in  this  country  is 
360.000. 

Now,  anybody  listening  on  C-SPAN. 
if  they  want  to  go  get  a  pencil.  I  would 
tell  them,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  go  do  it.  But 
if  they  are  too  lazy  to  get  up  out  of  the 
chair  and  get  a  pad  and  pencil,  this  one 
is  easy.  Just  think  of  a  circle;  360  de- 
grees. Three  hundred  sixty.  That  is  how 
many  have  died,  360,000. 

And  it  is  probably  a  little  low  be- 
cause in  1981  and  1982  and  1983  and  1984. 
the  then  Surgeon  General.  Dr.  Everett 
Koop,  told  me  that  they  were  not 
counting  many  AIDS  deaths  that  out  of 
understandable  and  totally  understand- 
able empathy  for  families,  rather  than 
say  that  their  young  man  or  any  fam- 
ily member  had  died  of  a  fatal  venereal 
disease.  AIDS,  they  would  say  only  on 
the  death  report  the  proximate  cause; 
lung  failure,  dementia,  Kaposi's  sar- 
coma. They  would  just  write  down  de- 
ceased of  cancer. 

And  then  all  doctors,  all  doctors  wor- 
thy of  the  name,  decided  that  it  did  no 
good  to  fight  this  major  public  health 
problem,  to  hide  the  true  cause,  the 
breakdown  of  the  immune  system  that 
brought  about  the  pulmonary  prob- 
lems, the  heart  problems,  the  stroke, 
the  cancer,  the  dementia,  and  we  start- 
ed keeping  accurate  figures  by  the  mid- 
dle of  the  1980's.  So  according  to  Dr. 
Koop.  about  20.000.  maybe  double  that, 
were  lost.  I  will  say  20.  Add  it  to  the 
320.000  dead  as  of  New  Year's  Eve  last 
year,  1995,  that  would  be  340.  And  then 
this  year,  I  am  low,  I  am  saying  20,000 
dead  by  the  end  of  this  month,  and  that 
brings  us  to  360.  when  the  truth  is  I  am 
probably  5  or  10.000  low,  but  360,000. 

A  third  of  a  million  is  a  good  figure 
to  try  to  memorize  so  you  can  discuss 
this  intelligently  with  people.  So,  34  le- 
gionnaires disease,  360,000  for  AIDS. 

Now,  here  are  the  figures  just  for  the 
last  3  years.  Dead  in  1993,  now  there  are 
lots,  thousands  of  drug  users  in  here, 
thousands  of  people  that  do  both  homo- 
sexual activity  and  drug  use,  and  he- 
mophiliacs are  in  here,  a  very  small 
figure,  an  infinitesimal  cause  of  infec- 
tion unknown,  the  overwhelming  fig- 
ure, somewhere  always  between  65  and 
75  percent  is  homosexual  activity,  basi- 
cally sodomy  of  some  kind. 

1993:  42,992.  Death  toll  per  week,  I 
just  divided  it  by  52  a  minute  ago,  827 
per  week.  What  a  horrible  death  toll. 
Not  34  in  the  entire  course  of  legion- 
naires disease,  but  827  a  week. 

1994:  46,050.  That  is  886  a  week.  And 
last  year,  the  year  when  I  enjoyed  my- 
self so  much  traveling  around  this 
country  debating  with  good  men  like 
Senator  Bob  Dole  reaching  for  that 
secular  holy  grail  of  the  Presidency, 


1995,  wonderful  year  for  me  and  my 
family,  a  tough  year,  but  while  that 
year,  those  12  months  were  slipping  by, 
48.979  people  died  of  AIDS. 

And  children  in  here.  It  is  horren- 
dous. We  have  lost  4.000  children  to 
AIDS  over  the  years.  Now,  the  homo- 
sexual lobby  hates  it  when  you  call  the 
children  innocent  victims  because  they 
all  want  to  say  they  are  innocent  vic- 
tims. But  the  children  not  one  of  them 
got  it  from  behavior  they  got  it  from 
childbirth  or  from  hemophilia  or  from 
the  bad  blood  transfusion  or  some 
blood  byproduct.  Some  4,000  innocent 
little  children  over  the  course  of  this 
nightmare. 

Now,  I  just  now  added  up  those  3 
years.  That  is  138,021  out  of  the  last  15 
years.  Out  of  the  360.000.  in  round  num- 
bers, almost  half  just  in  the  last  3 
years. 

What  is  the  half  year  figure  going  to 
be  at  the  end  of  this  month?  I  said  20. 
Well,  if  I  look  at  1995,  it  is  going  to  be 
closer  to  25,000.  Where  are  we  going? 

I  do  not  know  if  I  will  have  time  in 
my  point  of  personal  privilege  to  put 
these  figures  into  the  Record,  so  I  am 
going  to  do  it  now  for  the  wars  of  our 
Nation  to  give  a  balance  of  how  large 
that  figure  of  360,000  dead  people  are. 

Here  are  the  figures,  and  then  I  will 
be  able  to  refer  to  them  in  my  point  of 
personal  privilege.  I  would  hope  that 
every  youngster  who  has  ever  studied 
American  history  would  memorize  the 
Revolutionary  War  as  I  have  and  that 
will  teach  them  something  about  thefr 
Congress. 

Take  the  number  of  this  House,  435 
men  and  women,  and  add  4,000.  That  is 
how  many  died  under  George  Washing- 
ton, the  Father  of  our  Country,  in  the 
Revolutionary  War;  4,435.  Well,  at  the 
rate  people  are  dying  of  AIDS,  in  4.5 
weeks,  5  weeks,  we  averaged  a  whole  6.5 
years,  from  Concord  Bridge  April  19  of 
1975,  hardly  a  man  is  now  alive,  all  the 
way  up  to  Yorktown,  October  19.  a  pre- 
cise 6.5  years,  4,435.  But  not  in  6.5 
years,  in  less  than  5  or  6  weeks  we 
equaling  that  now  in  AIDS  deaths. 

I  will  go  more  quickly  here  but  I 
hope  somebody  is  writing  it  down.  It 
took  me  a  lot  of  time  to  research  the 
this.  The  war  of  1812:  22,060.  I  have  that 
memorized  since  I  was  a  little  kid.  I  do 
not  know  why.  And  the  Mexican  War. 
1.733—1,733  for  manifest  destiny,  reach- 
ing out  toward  the  heights  of  Chapul- 
tepec  in  Mexico. 

The  Civil  War,  the  War  Between  the 
States,  or  for  my  southern  friends  here 
the  war  of  northern  aggression.  I  do 
not  want  to  politicize  this.  They  are  all 
Americans,  we  know  that.  We  do  not 
know  how  many  young  southern  lads 
died  from  other  causes,  like  disease  or 
Northern  prison  camps.  We  have  a 
Northern  figure  on  that,  so  that  is  a 
mystery  forever,  but  in  the  North 
224,097  died  of  the  diseases  associated 
with  men  coming  together  who  had 
never  lived  in  an  urban  environment 


and  catching  diseases  that  they  had  no 
immune  system  operating  for.  the 
thousands  that  died  at  AndersonvlUe. 
10,000  there  alone,  it  is  224.097. 

But  set  aside  those  extra  deaths.  In 
the  Mexican  War  11.500  died  outside  of 
battle  combat.  I  want  to  talk  battle 
deaths.  Billy  Yank,  the  blue  of  the 
North.  Battle  deaths.  Gettysburg,  An- 
tietam.  Stone  Mountain.  Murfreesboro. 
TN.  all  of  it.  Shiloh.  140.414.  Johnny 
Reb  fought  Billy  Yank  with  a  great  fe- 
rocity, because  the  death  toll  in  battle 
is  much  lower.  Under  Robert  E.  Lee 
and  the  rest  of  the  southern  generals  it 
is  only  74.524. 

Now.  you  do  not  have  to  add  those  to- 
gether, people  that  are  taking  this 
down,  I  will  do  it  for  you:  214,938.  Fair 
to  round  that  off  at  215,000.  There  it  is, 
Mr.  Speaker,  215,000  combat  deaths. 
That  is  only  adding  62—215,000  combat 
deaths. 

Let  me  come  back  to  my  AIDS  fig- 
ure: 360,000.  It  is  145.000  more  than  we 
lost  in  the  Civil  War.  and  nobody  talks 
about  it  here,  because  the  homosexual 
lobby  does  not  want  us  to  talk  about 
these  horrible  figures. 

D  1730 

They  just  want  money.  I  will  give 
them  more  than  they  are  asking  for. 
Because  it  is  a  tragedy  beyond  cancer, 
heart  disease,  or  stroke  or  the  things 
that  begin  to  bedevil  us  in  our  60's  and 
70's  and  80's.  These  are  young  people, 
mostly  males,  taken  out  in  the  prime 
of  life  when  they  should  be  returning 
God's  creative  gift  of  Iffe  and  contrib- 
uting most  to  this  society,  to  this  soci- 
ety. 

The  Spanish-American  War.  this  is 
getting  down  toward  Legionnaire's  dis- 
ease size,  not  quite,  385,000— excuse  me, 
385-^385  people,  less  than  400  died  in 
combat  in  the  Spanish-American  War, 
including  a  few  people  under  Teddy 
Roosevelt,  running  up  San  Juan  Hill 
because  the  Rough  Riders  horses  had 
not  arrived  at  Cuba  in  time.  On  Kettle 
Hill,  now  called  the  charge  up  San 
Juan  Hill,  just  a  few  dozen  men,  taking 
Manila  Bay  in  the  Phillipine  Islands, 
not  a  single  man  lost.  Dewey  said, 
"Fire  when  ready,  Gridley,"  and  killed 
hundreds  of  Spanish  on  their  ships,  not 
a  single  American  sailor  lost.  Disease 
in  that  war,  even  that  is  not  too  hor- 
rible, given  the  change  of  climate  for  a 
lot  of  American  soldiers,  2,061.  But 
back  to  the  combat  deaths,  385. 

Now  we  get  into  some  serious  killing 
in  the  name  of  making  the  world  safe 
for  democracy,  my  father's  war.  where 
he  was  on  a  train  that  was  derailed  by 
German  fire  and  rolled  down  a  hill  with 
a  hot  stove  that  they  had  purloined 
from  a  little  French  railroad  station, 
rolling  around  with  all  the  hot  coals 
burning  men  and  the  stove  itself  kill- 
ing men.  My  dad  got  up,  stood  up, 
thought  every  bone  in  his  body  was 
broken,  covered  in  blood  and  realized  it 
was  the  blood  of  other  men.  My  dad 
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was  poison  gassed  twice,  shrapnel, 
small  wound  in  his  face.  And  in  that 
war,  53,513.  It  was  ferocious  combat, 
mostly  In  the  last  6  months,  after  we 
declared  war,  April  6,  1917.  There  was  a 
long,  slow  period  in  the  beginning 
there,  and  Black  Jack  Pershing  refused 
to  have  French  officers  over  our  men  so 
it  took  us  a  long  time,  till  basically 
the  spring.  And  then  serious  fighting  in 
the  summer  of  1918,  all  over  at  the  11th 
hour,  the  11th  day  of  the  11th  month  of 
1918.  Combat  deaths,  most  of  them 
loaded  toward  the  end,  53,513.  very 
close,  by  the  way,  to  Vietnam,  al- 
though not  over  10  years,  all  in  six 
months,  53,513,  AIDS  360,000  plus. 

Now  let  us  go  to  World  War  n.  I  am 
sure  that  anybody  who  even  has  a  clue 
of  how  many  people  were  killed  in  bat- 
tle ftom  the  Aleutian  Islands  to  the 
North  African  deserts,  under  the  sea. 
on  the  sea  and  every  battle  from  Santa 
Cruz  to  Guadalcanal,  all  the  way  up  to 
Okinawa  and  the  invasions  before  that 
from  Tarawa  to  Iwo  Jima  and  then  of 
the  fighting  cross  Europe.  General 
MacArthur's  island  hopping  campaign, 
death  from  Bataan  and  Corregidor 
right  down  to  the  prisoners  who  died 
after  the  cessation  of  hostilities  in 
mid-August  of  1945.  What  was  the  com- 
bat death  toll  of  World  War  n?  It  was 
292,131.  So  AIDS  has  already  killed  68, 
70,  75,000  more  than  all  the  battle 
deaths  on  every  continent  of  the  world, 
even  bombing  in  Australia  in  1942,  Jap- 
anese bombing.  It  has  now  eclipsed 
World  War  n. 

Korea,  3  years  of  fighting.  In  3  years 
and  one  month,  compared  to  Vietnam's 
almost  10  years,  33,651  in  Korea,  one- 
tenth  of  the  death  toll  of  AIDS. 

In  Vietnam,  a  figure  that  changes 
tragically  every  quarter,  every  half  a 
year  by  the  finding  of  some  remains  or 
the  solving  of  some  mystery,  Vietnam, 
hard  figure  to  memorize  because  I  had 
memorized  it  recently  as  47,366  because 
that  was  the  great  fighter  wing  at  Da 
Nang,  the  gunfighters.  I  see  3  more  is 
added,  47,369.  Compare  that  10-year 
struggle  that  tore  our  Nation  apart. 
There  is  another  almost  11,000  there  of 
people  who  died  in  plane  crashes,  all 
the  poor  flying  safety  situations  that 
are  alwasrs  involved  with  a  combat 
area,  but  Vietnam  has  torn  this  coun- 
try apart.  And  given  the  course  of  the 
Clinton  administration,  it  is  still  tear- 
ing our  country  apart.  We  are  still 
l3^1ng  through  the  bureaucracy  to  the 
American  MIA  wives  who  come  to  town 
with  the  aging-  mothers  and  fathers  and 
brothers  and  sisters  who  are  now  dou- 
ble the  age  of  their  siblings  that  are 
still  missing  in  action  with  the  built-in 
bias,  pro-Hanoi  bias  of  this  administra- 
tion because  of  its  leadership  at  the 
top.  We  are  still  suffering  Vietnam. 

But  the  death  toll,  including  the 
missing  in  action,  47,369.  All  the  names 
on  the  wall,  including  those  11,000 
automobile  and  plane  crash  accidents 
during  the  course  of  that  decade,  it  is 


58,000  names  on  the  wall,  58,000,  add 
302.000  and  you  have  got  the  AIDS 
deaths. 

What  are  we  doing  about  this  AIDS 
death  toll?  We  have  thrown  $35  billion 
into  research,  Mr.  Speaker.  It  has  al- 
ready cost  our  Nation  $107  billion.  Be- 
cause I  am  going  to  deliberately  re- 
strain my  innate  passion  during  my 
point  of  personal  privilege  in  the  mid- 
dle of  next  week  so  that  people  focus 
on  my  words  and  not  on  my  delivery 
style  or  anything,  I  will  not  constrain 
my  passion  tonight.  Let  me  tell  you 
what  is  causing  this  unbelievable 
health  nightmare,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Homosexual  activists  refuse  to  apolo- 
gize for  or  give  up  the  wild,  promis- 
cuous lifestyle  that  is  the  main  driv- 
ing, evil  engine  of  this  public  health 
catastrophe  of  360,000  dead  people.  Here 
is  what  I  learned  in  one  of  my  many 
trips  around  the  world  to  educate  my- 
self on  this  issue. 

I  have  studied  this  trip  in  Bangkok, 
this  nightmare  trip  of  AIDS  contami- 
nation worldwide.  AIDS  infection.  I 
have  asked  about  it  in  Arab  countries 
where  the  figure  is  very  low  and  they 
are  loath  to  speak  about  it.  I  have 
asked  about  it  in  Beijing,  where  they 
said  it.  contemptuously,  that  is  was  a 
Western  decadence  problem,  and  they 
never  would  have  a  problem  in  China, 
and,  oh,  do  they  have  a  problem  build- 
ing now.  Fascinating  front  page  section 
story  in  the  Washington  Post,  New 
York  Times,  I  think,  just  a  few  weeks 
ago  about  how  China  is  a  nightmare 
ready  to  explode,  way  beyond  our  third 
of  a  million  death  toll. 

Here  is  what  I  learned  last  week  up 
at  NIH.  I  have  been  up  there  several 
times.  I  have  been  to  the  Centers  for 
Disease  Control  in  Atlanta.  I  do  not 
know  that  Mr.  Gunderson  has  ever 
been  up  to  Bethesda.  I  know  he  has  not 
been  to  the  World  Health  Organization 
in  Greneva.  I  took  my  wife  there.  She 
was  stunned  when  they  told  her  55,  60, 
70  million  worldwide  would  die  before — 
no,  100  million  or  more  would  die  be- 
fore the  thing  even  peaked. 

My  wife  turned  to  me  and  said,  how 
many  died  in  World  War  n?  I  said  55 
million.  She  turns  back  to  Dr.  James 
Chin  and  Dr.  Jonathan  Mann  and  said, 
you  are  wiping  out  100  million  and  that 
is  almost  double  World  War  U?  I  have 
researched  this  all  over  the  world. 

My  last  trip  last  week  up  to  NIH  tells 
me  this?  I  said  to  a  man  I  greatly  aul- 
mire.  Dr.  Tony  Fauci.  I  cannot.  God 
could  not  design  a  better  research  doc- 
tor and  dedicated  person  to  fight  this 
problem.  He  was  at  the  table  in  the  caf- 
eteria at  NIH  in  Bethesda  when  he  and 
Dr.  Bob  Gallo  looked  at  one  another 
and  decided  they  had  a  fatal  virus 
among  homosexual  males  in  LA  and 
New  York.  They  called  it  GRID,  gay  re- 
lated immimodeficiency.  I  do  not  know 
why  they  would  use  that  adjective 
"gay."  There  is  nothing  happy  about 
360,000  people  dead.  There  is  no  gaiety 


here,  no  cheerfulness,  mirthfulness.  It 
is  the  saddest  thing  I  have  ever  encoun- 
tered healthwise  or  anybody  has  en- 
countered in  the  history  of  our  Nation. 

Tony  Fauci,  as  you  may  recall,  Mr. 
Speaker,  came  up  during  the  debates  of 
1988  between  George  Bush  and  Gov.  Mi- 
chael Dukakis,  Vice  President  Bush. 
And  Bush  was  lucky  enough  to  go  sec- 
ond. 

I  was  sitting  next  to  the  future  Sec- 
retary of  Commerce  Bob  Mosbacher 
and  his  wife  Georgette  and  the— who 
was  the  narrator  then?  Was  it  Bernie 
Shaw?  Was  it  a  panel?  Was  it  Tom 
Brokaw?  I  think  it  was  Tom  Brokaw. 
He  asked  Governor  Dukakis,  who  are 
your  heroes?  There  was  this  long,  pain- 
ful pause.  I  remember  I  turned  to  Bob 
Mosbacher  and  I  said,  "He  is  thinking 
right  now,  other  than  myself,  Michael 
Dukakis."  That  is  how  long  the  pause 
was. 

Finally  he  said,  "Dr.  Jonas  Salk." 
That  was  a  quarter  of  a  century  ago, 
over  polio.  I  thought,  come  on,  Mr. 
Vice  President,  respond  with  Tony 
Fauci.  It  was  like  mental  telepathy.  I 
hope  he  says  Tony  Fauci.  And  there 
was  no  one  else  for  a  follow-up  by 
Dukakis,  just  Jonas  Salk. 

So  it  comes  to  George  Bush  and  he 
had  the  advantage.  He  had  time  to 
think  about  it.  He  said,  there  is  a  doc- 
tor, and  he  could  not  think  of  his  first 
name,  and  he  said.  Dr.  Fauci  at  NIH. 
And  Mosbacher  says  to  me,  nice  job  of 
mental  telejathy.  I  said  more,  more. 
Then  he  hit  the  ball  out  of  the  park. 
Probably  won  the  election.  This  was 
his  defining  moment  in  1988.  He  says, 
"And  any  cop  on  the  beat  anywhere  in 
America."  That  did  it  for  George  Bush. 
But  that  is  how  far  back  Tony  Fauci 
goes  in  my  mind.  That  is  8  years  ago 
this  coming  October.  Fauci  is  grreat.  So 
at  the  end  of  this  tremendous  tour, 
where  he  introduced  me  to  some  won- 
derful   HIV-infected    people    that    are 
fighting  for  their  lives  in  a  program,  I 
hope  they  have  changed  their  conduct. 
I  hope  they  tell  other  people  not  to  en- 
gage in  the  high  risk  politics,  in  the 
high    risk    ix>litical    and    homosexual 
movements  and  the  high  risk  sexual 
activity  that  is  shortening  their  lives. 
After    it    was    all    over,    I    walked 
through  the  tremendous  labs  and  I  met 
people  from  Palermo,  Sicily,  a  young 
lady  doctor  working  with  Tony  Fauci. 
I  met  people  from  northern  Italy,  from 
Bologna,  from  France,  from  all  over 
the  world.  What  a  team  they  put  to- 
gether. And,  Mr.  Speaker,  none  of  them 
have  the  money  anywhere  in  Euroi)e, 
let  alone  the  rest  of  the  world.  It  is  not 
up  to  European  or  American  medical 
standards.  Nobody  has  the  money  that 
they  have  at  NIH  and  the  Centers  for 
Disease  Control  that  we  in  this  Con- 
gress   without    any    hesitation    have 
given  of  the  taxpayers'  money  that  we 
are  supi>osed  to  guard  to  try  and  find 
some  kind  of  a^there  never  will  be  a 
cure,  Dr.  Fauci  tells  me,  you  cannot 


June  6,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


13285 


get  an  infinitesimal  retrovirus  out  of 
the  T  cell  that  it  has  worked  its  way 
into.  That  is  impossible.  It  keeps  rep- 
licating as  they  attack  it  anyway. 

What  we  need  is  a  vaccine  to  hold  off 
the  onslaught,  to  build  up  the  immune 
system,  to  prevent  the  infection  or. 
once  they  have  it.  to  keep  the  T  cell 
count  up  and  extend  the  life  into  an- 
other decade  beyond  the  decade  or  so 
that  some  stronger  people  have  been 
able  to  fend  off  the  onslaught  of  full 
AIDS. 

We  are  out  in  the  hall  and  we  are 
about  to  leave.  I  said  to  Dr.  Fauci.  I 
said.  "Tony.  I  am  hearing  some  bad  ru- 
mors. I  am  hearing  that  in  the  homo- 
sexual communities  in  the  hot  spots  of 
America.  Key  West.  Miami,  New  York. 
LA.  San  Francisco,  that  young  homo- 
sexuals are  doing  two  things — get  this, 
Mr.  Speaker— "they  are  playing  Rus- 
sian roulette  with  deliberate  high  risk 
unsafe  sex  because  it  adds  to  the  erotic 
thrill  to  play  roulette  with  the  HTV 
virus."  And  he  nods  in  affirmation. 
"Yes,"  he  says,  "that  is  happening." 

And  I  said,  and  then  I  hear  that  there 
is  kind  of  a  communal  thing  that  when 
you  get  hit  a  with  a  positive  test  on 
the  HI  virus,  it  is  almost  like  you 
joined  a  greater  community.  You  get 
to  see  Whoopi  Goldberg  or  Barbara 
Streisand  wearing  a  red  ribbon  at  the 
Academy  Awards  or  you  see  these 
great  tributes  paid  to  theatrically  tal- 
ented people  who  died  at  the  Tony 
Awards,  the  award  system  for  Broad- 
way plays,  that  it  is  somehow  or  other 
a  shared  experience  to  get  the  virus 
and  be  on  a  greased  path  to  dying  of 
AIDS.  He  said,  yes,  that  is  true. 

Then  there  is  a  third  thing— imagine 
this,  Mr.  Speaker— he  says,  there  is  a 
third  thing  beyond  deliberately  playing 
high  risk  Russian  roulette  and  wanting 
to  join  a  bigger  community  of  suffer- 
ers. He  says,  a  lot  of  them,  paraphras- 
ing Dr.  Fauci  very  closely  here,  a  lot  of 
them  have  a  sort  of  exhaustion,  a  men- 
tal exhaustion,  a  frustration  over  try- 
ing to  beat  the  HIV  virus,  and  they  are 
just  sort  of  giving  up  and  saying  it  is 
going  to  get  me  eventually  anyway. 

You  put  those  three  things  together, 
high  risk  erotic  sex.  telling  yourself 
that  lie,  two,  the  shared  community, 
that  we  are  all  in  this  together  and, 
three,  I  cannot  stand  this  ugly  game  of 
trying  to  avoid  it  so  I  am  throwing 
caution  to  the  wind.  I  am  abandoning 
hope.  Abandon  hope,  all  ye  who  enter 
here. 

□  1745 

Wiliam  F.  Buckley  once  rec- 
ommended that  as  a  cruel  joke,  I  as- 
sume as  a  tattoo  on  high-risk  practi- 
tioners. 

So  there  it  is.  It  is  starting  to  go 
back  up.  I  honestly  thought  when  I  got 
the  figures  on  1995  from  the  Centers  for 
Disease  Control  about  an  hour  and  a 
half  ago,  I  was  sure  it  was  going  to  go 
43,000  in  1993.  46,000  in  1994,  and  drop 


back  to  42,000  or  lower  last  year,  but  it 
almost  breaks  50.000.  So  I  can— I  can 
feel  it  coming  for  the  end  of  this 
month.  Around  the  middle  of  July  I 
will  call  the  center  down  at  the  six 
Centers  for  Disease  Control  that  han- 
dles this,  or  I  will  call  Sharon  Katz. 
who  does  a  great  job  trying  to  keep  me 
informed  on  this  up  here  in  D.C.  She  is 
congressional  liaison  for— legislative 
liaison  for  CDC.  and  say,  OK.  because 
they  are  only  going  to  a  yearly  report. 
Can  you  believe  that,  Mr.  Speaker? 
When  this  thing  started,  I  could  get  a 
weekly  report,  a  published  monthly  re- 
port. Every  month  I  could  find  out— I 
will  show  you  what  it  looked  like.  I 
would  get  this:  Table  13.  monthly  cases 
diagnosed  during  the  interval  of  1 
month,  case  fatality  rate,  deaths  occur 
in  the  interval.  Then  they  went  to 
quarterly,  and  they  stayed  that  way 
until  about  2  years  ago.  and  they  went 
to  semiannually.  Now  they  tell  me  no 
more  semiannual  report  on  June  30, 
you  got  to  get  a  report  once  a  year. 
Why?  The  reports  are  higher  than  ever. 
More  people  are  dying  than  ever  before, 
and  now  they  are  only  going  to  teU  us 
once  a  year. 

So  they  told  me  informally  we  wiU 
give  you  round  figures  at  the  mid  point 
of  the  calendar  year  on  June  30,  and  if 
it  breaks  50,000,  then  this  has  not 
peaked  yet  in  spite  of  killing  off  360.000 
people,  of  which  certainly  300,000  were 
hard  partiers. 

Drugs,  which  is  one  of  the  unknown 
stories  of  how  this  is  transmitted  so 
frequently  in  the  homosexual — among 
the  homosexual  hard  parties:  the  drug 
use  among  circuit-riding  homosexual 
parties  is  almost  as  bad  as  it  is  at  the 
lowest  level  of  poverty  in  our  big  cities 
where  drugs  is  a  release  from  the  de- 
pression of  not  being  a  player  in  the 
American  dream.  These  are  people  that 
are  just  looking  for  hedonistic  pleasure 
and  an  end  in  and  of  itself. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  give  you  a  pre- 
view on  my  point  of  personal  privilege. 
Here  is  my  second  draft.  It  is  over  30 
pages  long.  I  can  get  through  it  in  an 
hour.  I  am  not  a  bad  extemporaneous 
speaker,  as  speakers  go  around  this 
place,  but  I  am  going  to  read  this  one 
on  Wednesday  or  Thursday  because  I 
will  not  be  accused  of  not  having  love 
for  my  fellow  man. 

I  watched  yet  another  stupid  Phil 
Donahue  show  this  morning  where  he 
had  two  young  reverends  on,  one  from 
somewhere  in  Colorado,  one  from  Nash- 
ville, TN,  and  I  guess  it  was  a  renm 
from  sometime  around  November 
where  they  had  a  play  on  Halloween 
that  they  called  Hell  House  where  they 
tried  to  show  young  people  that  the 
wages  of  sin  is  death,  and  why  they  got 
through  the  whole  hour,  because  he  put 
them  against  a  lesbian  Presbyterian 
minister  and  somebody  from  Planned 
Parenthood,  of  course,  picking  out 
somebody  as  beautiful  as  young  Liz 
Taylor  to,  you  know,  use  all  the  soft- 


ened euphemistic  words  for  killing  ba- 
bies   in    their    mothers'    wombs,    and 
Donahue  left  objectivity  when  the  first 
10  minutes  of  the  show  was  insulting 
these  two  handsome,  in  their  mid  to 
late  30's,  these  two  Protestant  min- 
isters, and  I  was  shocked,  and  so  was 
my  wife,   that  the  ministers  did  not 
bring  up  that  liberals  approve  of  this 
when  it  is  called  scaring  them  straight 
in  prison  where  you  take  young  people 
to  prisons  who  are  flirting  with  crime, 
they  are  in  their  first  arrest  period, 
grand    theft    auto    or    something,    or 
maybe   caught  carrying  a  gun.   they 
have  not  used  it  yet.  and  they  put  them 
in  a  prison,  and  these  big  grizzly  cons 
come  in,  rough  talk  to  them,  scaring 
them  straight,  or  taking  high  school 
kids  and  showing  them  pictures,  graph- 
ic,   bloody,    color   pictures,    of  auto- 
mobile accidents  from  prom  night  or 
any  drinking  night  at  a  party  and  try- 
ing to  get  young  people  who  think  they 
are  going  to  live  forever  to  conceptual- 
ize in  their  head  that  there  but  for  the 
grace   of  God   would   be   me   torn   to 
shreds  in  a  small  Japanese-made  car 
that  is  lying  on  the  highway  in  three  or 
four  pieces  with  five  or  six  dead  teen- 
agers or  one  who  survives  to  be  para- 
Ijrzed  all  of  his  or  her  life.  They  say, 
my  gosh.  I  am  drinking  at  parties  and 
driving.  Why  is  it  OK  to  show  teen- 
agers, and  I  am  all  for  this  graphic  pic- 
tures of  teens  dying  when  they  drink 
and   drive,   or  what   MADD,   Mothers 
Against  Drunk  Driving,  does,  to  say 
this  is  what  people  do  when  the  drunk 
crosses  the  line  and  because  he  is  sot- 
ted out  of  his  mind,  usually  is  so  Ump 
he  survives,  but  he  front-ends  a  van 
full  of  children  and  kills  27  people  on  a 
bus,  which  happened  in  Kentucky  or 
Tennessee    a    few    years    back.    That 
young  driver  is  still  in  prison,  I  as- 
sume, that  killed,  burned  to  death  all 
those  children.  Or  how  many  times  did 
we   read   about   the   Innocent   family 
driving  along  at  45  miles  per  hour  and 
some  drunk  comes  across  the  divider 
on  a  two-lane  road,  no  divider,  just 
across  a  line,  and  crashes  into  their  car 
killing  them.  Why  is  it  valid  to  show 
them  these  pictures,  but  it  was  not 
valid  for  these  reverends  to  show  an 
abortion   scene,   an   AIDS   death,   the 
young  teenager  in  the  casket  and  the 
family  all  crying.  It  was  a  fascinating 
show,  but  there  was  all  the  careful  lan- 
guage, and  here  is  what  the  lesbian 
minister  kept  saying: 

My  lesbianism,  my  homosexuality, 
my  gayness.  is  a  gift  from  God,  a  gift 
from  God.  How  many  times  do  I  hear 
this?  It  is  a  gift,  gift,  gift,  gift?  Well,  in 
the  case  of  HIV  and  AIDS,  it  is  the  gift 
that  does  not  stop  giving,  and  what  it 
gives  in  the  end  is  a  terrible,  terrible 
death. 

What  a  tragedy  to  think  of  360.000 
young  people.  The  Presbyterian  min- 
ister kept  saying  how  people  reject 
children.  How  rare  must  that  be  for  a 
family  to  reject  someone  who  is  dsrlng 
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of  AIDS  when  they  come  to  their  fam- 
ily. I  think  that  must  be  a  minority,  I 
know,  every  family  that  I  have  ever 
heard  of  that  lets  that  poor  young  per- 
son die  inside  the  womb,  the  nurturing 
unit  of  the  family.  That  has  been  my 
experience.  That  is  what  the  priests 
and  nuns  and  ministers  that  I  talked  to 
say.  We  maybe  went  through  a  rough 
period  when  people  did  not  understand 
it,  but  the  scene  I  have  in  my  mind  is 
a  young  person,  usually  a  male,  who 
contracted  it  in  his  early  20's,  he  is 
dying  in  his  late  20's:  that  is  the  bubble 
In  the  middle  of  where  most  of  these 
deaths  are  £rom  25  to  35,  that  is  the 
largest  category  out  of  the  360,000,  and 
he  Is  there  with  his  mother  putting  her 
cool  hand  on  his  fevered  forehead,  his 
father  holding  his  hand,  saying  I  still 
love  you,  son,  picturing  them  all  those 
times,  the  campouts,  or  the  Little 
League,  or  the  Pop  Warner  Football, 
and  the  reverend,  a  priest,  a  minister, 
a  rabbi:  they  are  giving  the  last  rights, 
telling  them  Jesus  loves  you,  God  loves 
you,  you  are  forgiven,  your  soul  is 
white,  you  are  going  directly  to  heaven 
because  you  suffered  so  much  on  this 
Earth. 

I  do  not  see  this  grinding  religious 
right,  vengeful  nastiness  that  people 
talk  about. 

A  reporter,  I  know  he  is  a  nice  fellow, 
he  wrote  a  stupid  article  on  the  front 
page  of  this  new  competing  paper  with 
Roll  Call  called  the  Hill,  and  he  said- 
he  even  singled  me  out  and  said  the  Re- 
publicans had  to  go  along  with  voting 
for  money  for  AIDS,  they  were  embar- 
rassed to  do  it.  Who  embarrassed  us 
into  it?  And  here  is  the  line  that  he 
sort  of  apologized  for.  Point  well 
taken.  Congressman,  he  said.  He  writes 
in  there,  even  Bob  Dornan  voted  for 
the  Ryan  White  money. 

The  vote  I  think  was  430  to  3  or  4; 
yeah,  430-something  to  3.  and  the  three 
people  who  voted  had  a  very  good  rea- 
son for  voting  no.  All  three  are  friends 
of  mine,  that  there  is  no  accounting  for 
this  money,  that  it  is  given  to  homo- 
sexual groups,  and  that  they  squander 
millions  of  dollars  of  it  in  propaganda 
efforts  that  are  causing  more  people  to 
become  enamored  with  sodomy,  and 
they  are  killing  themselves  with  more 
anal  sex.  and  our  tax  dollars  is  going 
toward  that  end. 

But  the  overall  cost  of  little  Ryan 
White,  a  hemophiliac  whose  blood  sup- 
ply that  he  was  using  to  keep  his  life 
extended  was  polluted  deliberately  by 
high-risk  people  in  San  Francisco  and 
other  places  who  knew  they  were  con- 
taminated with  the  AIDS  virus,  but 
they  wanted  to  go  in  aiid  get  paid  for  a 
blood  donation  so  they  could  go  out 
and  get  drugs. 

This  is  a  proper  name  for  the  bill; 
maybe  Ryan  White,  but  how  many 
times  have  I  heard  Phil  Donahue  twist 
this  whole  thing  and  was  one  of  young 
Ryan's  pallbearers,  how  often  has  the 
movement  used  the  Ryan  family  to. 


they  think,  get  money  out  of  us  that 
even  I  have  to  go  along  with  it. 

I  willingly  voted  for  that  money,  and 
I  say  it  again,  Mr.  Speaker,  more 
money  until  we  can  turn  this  thing 
around  and  get  a  vaccine  because  I  tell 
you  at  the  tail  end  of  this,  when  AIDS 
hits,  there  is  not  much  unsafe  sex 
going  on,  there  is  not  any  smoking 
marijuana,  there  is  not  much  drug 
abuse  except  the  drugs  like  morphine 
to  take  the  pain  away.  There  is  no 
partying  time. 

But  I  turned  on  PBS  the  night  before 
last.  Did  you  see,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  3- 
hour  special  on  Tiananmen  Square?  It 
was  gripping.  And  going  into  it  and 
coming  out  of  it  was  an  ad  for  some- 
thing on  Public  Broadcasting  next 
week  about  a  show  on  Broadway,  An- 
gels Over  Broadway;  I  do  not  know 
what  the  title  is.  It  is  written  by  a  ho- 
mosexual about— to  put  a  glorifying 
spin  with  a  tragic,  tragicomic  spin  on 
this  AIDS  crisis,  and  they  showed  a 
scene  from  like  a  park  bench  of  two 
young  male  homosexuals,  and  one  is 
speaking  to  another,  and  he  says,  yes, 
the  angel  of  death  has  come  with  his 
wine-colored  kiss,  and  he  holds  out  his 
arm,  and  there  are  Karposi's  lesions, 
and  he  looks  at  his  friend  and  says, 
yes.  I  am  a  legionnaire.  Maybe  you 
think  of  legionnaires'  disease,  only  35. 
I  am  a  legionnaire. 

It  made  me  think  of  Dr.  Tony  Fauci 
a  week  ago  saying.  Bob,  they  are  get- 
ting exhausted  with  fighting  off  the 
roulette  of  maybe  getting  it,  so  they 
give  up  and  just  end  up  contracting  it 
and  become  a  legionnaire. 

Well,  in  my  work  around  here  over 
the  last  16  years  as  this  has  built  with 
the  2-year  gap  from  gerryroandering 
where  I  was  not  here,  in  1983  and  1984, 
and  there  was  not  a  single  speech,  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  this  Chamber  or  the  U.S. 
Senate  during  those  2  years  I  was  out, 
1983  and  1984.  Nobody  really  knew 
about  it  in  1982.  It  had  only  been  dis- 
covered in  the  middle  of  1981. 

So  when  I  came  back.  I  called  the  Li- 
brary of  Congress.  How  many  speeches 
on  AIDS  in  this  Chamber?  Bill  Danne- 
meyer  was  working  on  it.  my  colleague 
from  California;  Henry  Waxman,  an- 
other colleague  from  California,  had 
jumped  over  5  to  10  years  of  seniority 
and  become  chairman  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Health,  and  I  said  how 
many  speeches  had  been  given? 

Mr.  Speaker,  not  a  single  Member 
ever  came  to  this  leadership  lectern  or 
those  two  lecterns  in  the  well  and  had 
spoken  about  AIDS  from  its  first  re- 
ported beginnings  all  the  way  through 
1985  until  I  took  the  well,  and  I  have 
spoken  on  it  over  and  over  and  over 
again,  and  I  speak  from  the  compassion 
of  the  heart  that  I  think  is  pure  and 
brave  to  stop  the  killing  of  one  another 
of  young  Americans,  and  I  am  not  get- 
ting much  help  from  organized  groups 
that  will  put  on  the  disgusting  display 
that  went  on  at  the  historic  Andrew  W. 
Mellon  auditorium. 


If  the  hour  had  not  caught  up  with 
me,  I  was  invited  to  come  by  and  take 
a  tour  of  that  facility.  I  have  been  in 
there,  several  tuxedo  dinners  when  I 
nrst  got  here  in  the  early— late  1970's 
early  1980's.  I  have  not  been  by  there 
awhile,  but  I  drove  by  last  night,  and 
guess  what,  Mr.  Speaker?  What  the  ho- 
mosexual jubilee  party  is  there  called 
Screw  Alley  along  the  side,  its  not  an 
alley  at  all.  If  there  is  any  alley,  it 
would  be  behind  the  building,  and  that 
is  blocked  off  with  cyclone  fences  be- 
cause the  Ronald  Reagan  building  is 
being  built  immediately  behind  it,  and 
if  there  ever  was  an  alley,  it  would  be 
turned  into  a  beautiful  atrium  walk 
area.  The  two  sides  of  the  building 
have  exquisite  carriage  side  entrances 
with  modem,  leveled-off  places  for  dis- 
abled Americans  in  wheelchairs  to  get 
in. 

D  1800 

The  beautiful  front,  with  six  massive 
Doric  colimins,  faces  precisely  on  the 
architectural  line  from  the  center  of 
the  building,  the  Mellon  Auditorium  is 
on  the  opposite  side  or  south  side  of 
the  street,  the  National  Museum  of 
American  History. 

As  I  stood  on  the  sidewalk  and 
looked  up  at  the  Mellon  and  thought 
about  this  party  on  Thomas  Jefferson's 
birthday,  and  thought  about  2.000 
writhing,  half-naked  bodies,  and  people 
going  out  into  the  darkness  to  have  il- 
licit sex  and  urinating  on  both  sides  of 
the  building,  and  by  the  way,  every- 
thing that  I  put  in  the  Congressional 
Record,  everything  that  I  sent  aroimd 
in  the  Dear  Colleague  letter  by  Marc 
Morano,  a  young  reporter  I  have  known 
for  years,  because  he  did  work  for  Rush 
Limbaugh,  Morano  was  not  alone.  He 
had  an  associate  with  him.  Some  ho- 
mosexual reporters  from  one  of  the 
city  newspapers  backed  it  up  on  the 
May  15  edition  of  the  Washington 
Times. 

These  carriage  entrances  on  the  side 
are  one  of  the  three  front  entrances  of 
this  building,  and  there  were  no  con- 
struction cones.  They  had  six  rent-a- 
cops.  Mr.  Speaker,  six  from  a  group 
called  APACS,  that  was  the  lowball 
bidder,  to  control  2.000  people  deter- 
mined that  night.  Inadvertently  or  by 
high-risk  Russian  roulette,  to  get 
themselves  infected  and  join  the  great- 
er conununity. 

As  I  stood  on  the  sidewalk  and 
looked  at  one  of  my  favorite  museums, 
right  up  there  with  the  National  Mu- 
seum of  Art,  the  Aerospace  Museum, 
and  the  Natural  History  Museum,  I 
look  across  the  street  and  something 
struck  me.  Inside  the  wall,  on  the  side 
facing  the  Mellon  Auditorium,  is  the 
Star-Spangled  Banner,  20  or  30  times 
bigger  than  Old  Glory  behind  you,  Mr. 
Speaker;  the  actual  flag  from  the  night 
of  September  13  and  14,  1814.  when 
Francis  Scott  Key,  prisoner  on  a  Brit- 
ish ship,  looked  at  this  massive  flag  by 
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the  dawn's  early  light,  and  composed 
on  the  deck  of  this  British  man-of-war 
our  Star-Spangled  Banner. 

I  may  open  my  special  order,  not  a 
special  order,  I  will  do  one  that  night, 
too,  for  cleanup  purposes,  but  by  point 
of  personal  privilege,  I  may  put  that  in 
the  beginning,  that  across  the  street 
from  the  Mellon,  on  the  very  wall,  I 
paced  it  off,  40  Dornan  steps,  pretty 
close  to  a  yard,  I  guess,  across  Con- 
stitution Avenue,  there  is  a  big  hemi- 
spheric pond  to  accommodate  the  cir- 
cular driveway  in  front  of  the  National 
Museum    of   American   history.    So    I 
went  up  to  the  edge  of  the  pond,  de- 
toured  left,  squared  it  off,  and  started 
counting  again,  and  from  the  front  of 
the  Mellon  to  the  wall,  upon  the  inside 
of  which  is  this  massive,  original  Star- 
Spangled  Banner,  it  is  106  paces,  106 
paces  from  the  front  of  the  Star-Span- 
gled Banner  itself,  blocked  only  by  the 
thickness  of  the  waU  that  it  is  on,  and 
people  are  urinating  on  Constitution 
Avenue   and   acting   like   it   is   some 
Roman  basshanal,  all  in  the  name  of, 
brace  yourself,   Mr.   Speaker,  raising, 
according  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  GUNDERSON],  in  this  well, 
$50,000  for  the  Whitman-Walker  Clinic. 
I  learned  up  at  NIH,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  one  of  the  selected  few  lucky  peo- 
ple in  the  Government  program  using 
Interleukln  IL-2,  which  seems  to  be 
successfully  rebuilding  thefr  immune 
system,  getting  their  count  from  below 
the  200  figure,  where  they  are  declared 
an  AIDS  victim,  back  up  to  1,000  al- 
most. And  I  asked  what  is  mine,  what 
is  a  normal  healthy  person's,  and  they 
said  600  to  800,  probably  more  like  600. 
This  seems  to  be  working  to  extend 
lives,  but  they  will  always  be  infec- 
tious  with   AIDS   until   the   day   God 
calls  them,  but  they  can  maybe  have  a 
dream  of  a  normal  life. 

Do  you  know  what  it  costs  for  one  of 
these  lucky  patients  in  the  Govern- 
ment program?  One  hundred  thousand 
dollars  a  year.  So  at  this  jubilee,  and 
by  the  way,  I  want  to  explain  to  you 
what  jubilee  is,  they  were  more  con- 
centrating on  the  cherry,  its  third  defi- 
nition of  virginity  in  that  dictionary, 
that  is  thefr  clever  title.  I  am  going  to 
show  the  ads  for  this  bacchanal  in 
some  of  the  homosexual  newspapers.  I 
will  tell  you  what  the  word  jubilee 
means;  right  now  do  you  know  what 
that  word  is?  It  is  a  Judaic,  a  Hebrew 
word.  Every  50  years  every  prisoner 
would  be  freed,  debtors  would  be  re- 
lieved of  thefr  debts  that  they  had  not 
yet  paid  off.  It  is  a  50-year  religious 
celebration  of  piety  and  reverence  to- 
ward God,  kind  of  like  a  super  Yom 
Kippur  of  50-year,  half  a  century  point. 
And  in  the  Catholic  Church,  I  had 
forgotten,  it  is  a  formal  title  for  a  25- 
year  religious  celebration,  the  holy 
year  of  jubilee  that  the  Pope  in  Rome 
will  declare  for  a  year  of  joy  and  prayer 
and  thanks  to  God  for  any  good  that  we 
have  managed  to  treasure  in  our  lives; 


jubilee,  a  religious  or  Christian  cere- 
mony. In  African-American  history  it 
is  a  series  of  religious  songs  and 
hymns.  African-Americans  in  the  slave 
days  would  have  their  jubilee  songs, 
singing  about  the  day  of  freedom. 

To  take  that  word  and  apply  it  to 
cherry,  with  a  sexual  overtone,  and 
then  to  have  these  pictures  that  I  am 
going  to  bring  to  the  floor,  carefully 
censored  for  the  tender  eyes  of  the  new 
crop  of  pages,  I  will  show  how  this  bac- 
chanal was  advertised. 

Mr.  Speaker,  one  final  thing  on  this 
tragedy  that  I  have  done  more  hard 
work  on  than  most  Members  that  I 
know  around  here,  and  I  am  sick  and 
tired  of  getting  my  motives  questioned 
and  my  integrity  challenged  with  vile 
words  like  "hater"  and  "bigot"  and 
"prejudice."  I  went  up  to  the  Armed 
Forces  Medical  Intelligence  Center. 

When  I  got  on  the  Permanent  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  8  years  ago, 
I  made  up  a  list  of  all  of  the  intel- 
ligence operations  around  this  Nation 
and  around  the  world  that  I  would 
visit.  Unfortunately,  I  put  way  at  the 
bottom  of  the  list,  medical  intel- 
ligence. I  thought  it  was  like  the  mu- 
seum that  I  dearly  enjoyed  at  Walter 
Reed,  going  back  to  the  conquering  of 
yellow  fever  and  the  building  of  the 
Panama  Canal,  which  a  yovmg  colonel 
named  Walter  Reed  eventually  lent  his 
name  to  this  largest  of  all  Army  hos- 
pitals in  the  world. 

I  have  looked  at  some  of  the  histori- 
cal things  at  Bethesda,  but  I  just  had 
not  gotten  up  to  Fort  Detrick,  MD.  Fi- 
nally I  went  up  there,  because  someone 
in  the  Permanent  Select  Conmiittee  on 
Intelligence  upstairs  said  they  give  a 
frightening  briefing  on  the  growth  of 
AIDS  around  the  world. 

I  think  I  told  our  Speaker  pro  tem,  a 
fellow  Air  Force  ofQcer,  I  think  I  told 
him  this  in  the  Cloakroom,  and  if  I  did, 
forgive  my  advancing  years  here  in  re- 
telling something,  but  the  nation  of 
Zimbabwe  is  no  longer  fit,  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Stearns] 
for  U.N.  peacekeeping  or  peacemaking 
duty.  They  infected  so  many  people  in 
the  torn  country  of  Somalia  that 
Boutros  Boutros-Ghali  has  said,  "You 
are  not  fit  for  U.N.  service  anywhere  in 
the  world  any  longer." 

Zimbabwe  is  about  to  be  quickly  fol- 
lowed by  Uganda,  by  Kenya,  the  jewel 
of  all  the  British-African  possessions, 
where  the  late  Bill  Holden  still  has  his 
beautiful  camera  safari  at  Treetops 
Lodge.  Kenya  is  about  to  be  black- 
balled for  any  future  service,  written 
off.  Guess  why?  Zimbabwe  two  com- 
manders ago,  their  General 
Shalikashvili  died  of  AIDS.  The  last 
commander  after  him  died  of  AIDS. 
The  current  commander  is  infected 
with  HTV,  as  is  75  percent  of  his  ofQcer 
corps.  75  percent  of  his  NCO  corps,  and 
75  percent  of  his  Afr  Force  and  line  sol- 
diers. That  is  three  out  of  four.  I  did 
not  say  7.5;  75  percent  are  infected  with 


AIDS  in  Zimbabwe.  Is  this  incredible? 
The  whole  army  is  going  to  die  off 
soon. 

I  have  a  point  here.  When  Uganda 
and  Chad  and  Kenya  and  Rwanda  and 
Burundi  and  Malawi  and  all  of  the  rest 
of  the  countries  in  that  terrible  belt 
south  of  the  Atlas  Mountains  and  north 
of  South  Africa,  but  now  it  is  starting 
to  rip  into  South  Africa,  the  evil  of 
apartheid  was  a  false  break  because  of 
cruelly  restricting  the  free  flow  of  peo- 
ples, and  it  kept  out  AIDS  for  a  while. 
Now  is  tearing  apart  South  Africa. 

Of  course,  Rhodesia  is  the  other 
white  enclave  that  held  out.  It  changed 
its  name  to  the  ancient  city  of 
Zimbabwe  when  it  achieved  its  inde- 
pendence. Get  this,  Mr.  Speaker.  If 
Zimbabwe  cannot  pull  a  duty  in  Bos- 
nia, guess  who  is  going  to  be  asked  to 
ante  up  more  than  our  fafr  share?  The 
United  States  of  America,  Great  Brit- 
ain. France;  countries  where,  when 
somebody  has  HTV,  they  are  no  longer 
worldwide  deployable,  they  are  no 
longer  combat  trainable,  they  will 
never  drive  a  tank,  a  truck,  fly  a  plane, 
a  helicopter,  or  sail  on  a  ship  or  under 
the  waters  in  a  sub. 

That  is  why  I  am  trying  to  make  our 
military  100-percent  HTV-free,  and  lav- 
ish love  and  medical  attention  on  the 
regiment  size  of  1,000  people  that  we 
have  left,  put  them  in  the  VA  and 
make  sure  they  get  equally,  if  not  bet- 
ter care,  than  they  get  right  now  on  ac- 
tive duty  when  they  admit,  when  they 
are  honest,  that  they  are  not  pulling 
their  load  or  their  fafr  share. 

How  can  we  go  from  1,400,000  Ameri- 
cans on  active  duty  all  the  way  down 
to  where  we  are  now,  and  keep  on  ac- 
tive duty  the  people  that  are  infected, 
while  we  are  putting  healthy  men  and 
women  out  of  active  duty?  This  night- 
mare of  world  AIDS'  exiwnential 
growth  is  not  being  discussed  in  this 
Chamber  or  in  the  U.S.  Senate,  one.  be- 
cause it  involves  that  potent  little 
word,  s-e-x.  but  mainly  because  the 
people  that  have  a  grip  on  what  should 
be  the  truth  about  this  epidemic,  and 
how  it  is  spread  by  heterosexual  behav- 
ior and  conduct,  promiscuous  conduct 
and  lack  of  sanitation  worldwide,  and 
in  this  country,  which  is  the  most  sani- 
tary Nation  in  the  world,  without  a 
question  of  Europe,  driven  mainly  by 
homosexual  conduct  and  behavior. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  appreciated  this  time 
set  the  scene  for  my  point  of  personal 
privilege,  question  of  personal  privilege 
on  the  floor,  where  I  will  defend  my 
honor,  defend  my  heart  which  I  believe 
to  be  pure,  and  explain  why  I  know 
more  about  AIDS  and  HTV  than  any 
Member  of  the  House  or  Senate,  includ- 
ing the  three  forced-out-of-privacy  ho- 
mosexuals that  still  serve  in  this 
Chamber.  I  know  more  than  they  do, 
and  I  know  what  the  truth  is  on  how  to 
save  hundreds  of  thousands  of  more 
young  Americans,  mostly  males,  firom 
dying  in  the  next  decade,  since  we  did 
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such  a  pathetically  poor  job  In  educat- 
ing young  people  on  how  not  to  kill 
themselves  in  this  last  decade. 


BENEFITS  OF  THE  DAVIS-BACON 
ACT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Stearns).  Under  a  previous  order  of 
the  House,  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Owens]  is  recognized  for  60 
minutes. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  May  22 
of  this  year,  the  Senate,  the  other 
body,  heeding  the  voices  of  more  than 
21,000  construction  contractors  and 
millions  of  American  workers  through- 
out the  Nation,  voted  to  reject  any 
plans  to  repeal  the  Davis-Bacon  Act. 
By  the  overwhelming  margin  of  99  to 
zero  the  Senate  endorsed  bipartisan  re- 
form to  preserve  Davis-Bacon. 

I  think  that  is  very  significant  that 
the  Senate,  the  other  body  in  this  Con- 
gress, has  taken  a  strong  stance  in 
favor  of  reform,  with  the  assumption 
that  any  law,  any  institution,  any 
structure  would  benefit  from  reform. 
But  the  Senate  is  not  following  the 
lead  of  the  House  find  demanding  that 
there  be  a  repeal  of  the  Davis-Bacon 
Act. 

I  think  this  is  a  vindication  of  the 
system  that  was  set  up  by  the  Found- 
ing Fathers  when  they  said  that  we 
needed  two  Houses,  one  which  could  ac- 
cept, and  the  analogy  was  made  of  the 
saucer  and  the  cup,  the  pouring  of  tea 
or  coffee  into  a  saucer  to  cool  it  off; 
and  the  other,  of  course,  would  gen- 
erate the  heat  that  is  in  the  cup. 

I  think  the  House  of  Representatives 
is  a  body  where  there  is  a  great  deal  of 
heat  and  energy.  We  have  435  Members, 
after  all.  When  you  multiply  even  the 
minimal  energy  of  one  person  by  435, 
you  get  a  great  deal  of  heat  and  en- 
ergy. 

The  heat  and  energy  in  this  body 
sometimes  spins  out  of  control.  We 
need  the  wisdom  and  the  patience  of 
the  Senate  to  sometimes  bring  us  back 
to  reality.  I  want  to  congratulate  the 
Members  of  the  Senate,  all  99  Members 
who  voted  that  Davis-Bacon  should  not 
be  repealed,  that  the  Davis-Bacon  Act 
should  be  reformed. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  stand  before  this  body, 
and  today  I  would  like  to  dispel  the 
myth  that  the  prevailing  wage  deter- 
mination in  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  is  in- 
flationary, and  that  it  adds  billions  of 
dollars  to  the  Federal  budget. 

I  have  talked  before  about  Davis- 
Bacon  and  racism.  Davis-Bacon  is  not 
the  source  of  racism.  If  there  is  racism 
in  the  construction  industry,  Davis- 
Bacon  is  certainly  not  generating  or 
not  nurturing  it.  Davis-Bacon  is  the 
antidote.  Davis-Bacon  has  done  more 
to  counteract  the  impact  and  the  ef- 
fects of  racism  than  any  other  Federal 
law  or  local  law  on  the  books. 

It  Is  through  Davis-Bacon  that  we 
have   maximum   cooperation   between 


unions  and  contractors,  and  through 
the  maximum  cooperation  of  unions 
and  contractors  that  we  have  gotten 
the  kind  of  training  programs  that 
have  begun  to  slowly  but  surely  and 
steadily  increase  the  number  of  minor- 
ity workers  who  are  qualified  in  the 
various  skill  areas  in  the  construction 
industry. 

Prevailing  wage  laws  were  enacted  to 
maintain  community  wage  standards. 
They  were  enacted  to  support  local 
economic  stability,  and  they  were  en- 
acted to  protect  taxpayers  from  sub- 
standard labor  on  State  and  Federal 
projects.  These  laws  set  clear  param- 
eters to  ensure  that  contractors  bid  on 
public  projects  on  the  basis  of  skill  and 
efficiency,  and  not  on  how  poorly  they 
pay  their  workers. 

As  I  have  stated  before,  Davis-Bacon 
was  created  by  two  Republicans.  Both 
Davis  and  Bacon  were  Republicans. 
Both  Davis  and  Bacon  were  concerned 
primarily  about  the  middle  class.  Both 
Davis  and  Bacon  were  concerned  about 
families  and  communities.  The  Davis- 
Bacon  Act,  when  it  was  created  in  the 
early  1930s,  was  there  to  help  stabilize 
communities.  It  wsis  there  to  guarantee 
that  families  are  not  destabilized,  and 
families  are  not  subjected  to  the  kind 
of  wild  things  that  happen  when  you 
can  transport  workers  from  one  area 
under  substandard  wages  and  pay  them 
substandard  wages  and  be  able  to  have 
unscrupulous  contractors  bid  on 
projects  at  very  low  levels,  and  take 
over  the  work  of  the  local  contractors, 
who  are  p&ying  good  wages  to  local 
workers  who  are  part  of  a  local  com- 
munity and  stabilize  that  conmiunity. 

That  was  what  we  were  trjring  to 
avoid  in  the  early  1930s.  Davis-Bacon 
continues  to  help  to  stabilize  commu- 
nities and  to  guarantee  that  the  pool  of 
construction  workers,  their  skills,  and 
their  incomes  will  be  there  to  help  sta- 
bilize their  families  and  their  conmiu- 
nltles. 

D  1815 

Unfortunately,  the  House  Repub- 
licans, the  Republican  majority  here  in 
this  House,  is  driven  by  antiunion 
hysteria,  which  I  do  not  understand. 
There  is  some  kind  of  contract  with  an 
unscrupulous  group  of  contractors,  I 
think,  in  the  case  of  Davis-Bacon,  be- 
cause they  will  not  let  up. 

Certain  House  Members  keep  going 
and  they  refuse  to  recognize  the  facts. 
They  come  from  areas  that  are  cer- 
tainly not  pasring  very  high  wages.  If 
you  look  at  the  Davis-Bacon  wages  of 
the  areas  that  many  of  the  Republican 
majority  Members  come  from,  you  will 
find  that  they  are  very  low  wages  and 
sometimes  close  to  minimum  wages. 
And  they  cannot  really  complain  about 
Davis-Bacon  driving  up  the  cost  of 
local  construction.  But  the  facts  do  not 
seem  to  matter.  There  is  a  kind  of 
hysteria  determined  to  reverse  the  fair 
and  equitable  standards  that  Davis- 
Bacon  has  established. 


They  have  worked  themselves  into  a 
feeding  frenzy,  and  they  made  absurd 
charges  about  Davis-Bacon.  Davis- 
Bacon  is  racist.  These  charges  are 
made  by  people  who  nommlly  are  not 
concerned  with  racism,  but  they  use 
this  as  a  charge  to  be  able  to  belittle 
and  denigrate  Davis-Bacon.  They  also 
charge  that  contractors  are  forced  by 
Davis-Bacon  to  pay  Inflated  wages,  and 
that  this  has  been  the  result  of  what 
Davis-Bacon  has  accomplished. 

The  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  GOODLING],  who  is  the  chairman  of 
our  Conmiittee  on  Economic  and  Edu- 
cational Opportunities,  appearing  be- 
fore the  appropriations  subcommittee 
on  the  Department  of  Labor,  Health 
and  Human  Services  earlier  this  year, 
stated  that  quote,  quoting  representa- 
tive Gooding,  the  chainnan  of  our  com- 
mittee: The  1931  Davis-Bacon  Act 
drives  up  construction  costs  for  any 
Federal  construction  projects  valued 
over  $2,000  by  requiring  contractors  to 
pay  a  government-determined  wage 
rate. 

Chairman  GooDLlNG's  remarks  before 
the  appropriations  subconmiittee  is 
proof  positive  that  Republicans  are  not 
ready  to  really  listen  to  the  facts  and 
take  responsibility  for  leading  this 
body  in  a  move  to  have  labor  and  con- 
tractors, labor  and  management  come 
together  for  the  benefit  of  stabilizing 
communities  and  for  the  benefit  of  sta- 
bilizing workers  whose  families  very 
much  need  this  kind  of  stability. 

The  actual  wages  of  construction 
workers  is  going  down.  They  are  as 
much  a  part  of  the  wage  gap  and  the 
wage  stagnation  in  America  as  any 
other  set  of  workers.  If  you  take  away 
Davis-Bacon,  many  of  them  will  be  sub- 
jected to  violent  swings  in  the  condi- 
tions that  set  their  Incomes  and  their 
salajiies. 

The  Republicans  have  put  on  a  sneak 
attack  and  fright  campaigns  In  the 
hope  that  the  American  people  will  buy 
into  a  conspiracy  theory,  a  theory  that 
Davis-Bacon  is  out  there  conspiring  to 
drive  up  the  costs  by  guaranteeing 
workers  something  that  is  unreal. 
Chairman  Goodling  suggested  that 
there  is  some  kind  of  institutionalized 
and  entrenched  collusion  at  the  De- 
partment of  Labor.  And  to  quote  him 
again,  "There  appears  to  be  a  delib- 
erate effort  to  manlmpulatee  data  for 
political  gain."  There  appears  to  be  a 
deliberate  effort  to  manipulate  date  for 
political  gain. 

If  you  look  at  the  Department  of 
Labor  and  the  history  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Labor,  if  you  examine  the  sur- 
veys that  they  do  in  determining  pre- 
vailing wage  rates,  you  will  find  that  it 
is  impossible  to  establish  that  there  is 
any  kind  of  collusion  or  any  kind  of 
conspiracy.  In  fact,  there  are  many 
cases  where  the  surveys  done  by  the 
Department  of  Labor  actually  lower 
the  wages  of  construction  workers  rel- 
ative to  the  highest-paid  workers  in 
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that  particular  area.  I  am  going  to  talk 
about  that  in  a  few  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  a  booklet  here 
which  shows  the  results  of  some  of  the 
surveys  that  are  done.  They  show  that 
often  the  construction  workers  are 
paid  below  the  wages  of  the  average 
salary  for  workers  in  similar  kind  of 
jobs  in  given  localities. 

Further  evidence  of  the  dream  world 
existence  among  the  Republicans  who 
are  fighting  Davis-Bacon  is  that  many 
of  them  have  bought  into  the  party 
rhetoric  that  Davis-Bacon  inflates 
wages.  Again,  this  Is  our  primary  topic 
today,  to  look  at  the  wages,  look  at 
what  is  really  happening  with  Davis- 
Bacon  wages.  It  comes  as  no  surprise 
that  many  of  the  most  vociferous  foes 
of  Davis-Bacon  comes  from  States  that 
have  extremely  low  wage  determina- 
tions which  Include  no  health  or  pen- 
sion benefits.  No  only  do  we  have  In 
States  like  North  Carolina  very  low 
wages  paid  to  Davis-Bacon  workers, 
workers  who  are  covered  by  Davis- 
Bacon  on  Federal  construction  jobs, 
but  those  workers,  the  same  workers  in 
those  axeas  have  no  pension  benefits, 
they  have  no  health  benefits. 

I  was  in  a  hearing  this  morning  cov- 
ered by  the  Employer-Employee  Rela- 
tions Subcommittee  of  the  Economic 
and  Educational  Opportunities  Com- 
mittee, and  the  hearing  was  focused  on 
pensions.  They  pointed  out  the  fact 
that  there  are  only  a  small  percentage 
of  Americans  who  are  covered  by  i)en- 
sions.  Two-thirds  of  the  people  do  not 
have  pensions  of  any  kind  beyond  So- 
cial Security.  For  more  and  more  peo- 
ple, the  coverage  for  people  is  going 
down.  There  are  more  and  more  people 
who  are  uncovered  as  the  years  go  by. 
We  had  more  people  covered  20  years 
ago  who  had  pensions  and  pension  ben- 
efits than  have  it  now. 

So  there  is  a  whole  category  of  con- 
struction workers  who  not  only  have 
no  health  benefits;  they  have  no  pen- 
sion benefits  as  well.  These  are  the 
same  people,  the  same  people  who  want 
to  criticize  the  Davis-Bacon  prevailing 
wages  also  are  the  people  who  fought 
against  the  minimum  wage.  Minimum 
wage  at  least  establishes  a  floor.  Unfor- 
tunately, in  many  areas  the  Davis- 
Bacon  prevailing  wage  rate  is  close  to 
the  miiUmum  wage  rate. 

Minimum  wage,  as  we  have  pointed 
out  before,  is  too  low.  It  is  presently 
S4.25  an  hour,  and  we  voted  a  few  weeks 
ago  on  the  floor  of  this  House  to  raise 
the  minimum  wage.  And  after  we  raise 
it,  if  we  get  the  other  House  to  pass  the 
bill,  after  we  raise  it.  It  will  go  from 
$4.25  an  hour  over  a  2-year  period  to 
$5.15  an  hour.  This  is  very  low.  but 
there  are  many  Davis-Bacon  workers, 
people  who  are  covered  by  Davis-Bacon 
who  are  very  close  to  this  minimum 
wage. 

Mr.  Speaker,  how  can  $4.25  an  hour 
with  no  benefits  be  called  Inflationary 
by  any  rational  and  thinking  person? 


How  much  longer  can  he  go?  At  those 
rates,  no  one  can  support  a  family. 
Surely  none  of  my  esteemed  colleagues 
would  want  to  maintain  that  you  can 
live  on  $4.25  an  hour,  working  40  hours 
a  week  every  week  of  the  year.  Con- 
struction workers,  as  we  know,  do  not 
work  on  a  regular  basis  like  other 
folks.  They  have  very  uneven  working 
periods  due  to  the  weather  and  a  num- 
ber of  other  factors. 

So  here  we  have  a  situation  where 
the  Republicans  in  the  House,  the  Re- 
publican majority  in  the  House  is  in- 
sisting that  we  must  go  ahead  and  do 
something  radical  again.  We  have  a  sit- 
uation where  extremism  is  the  only  an- 
swer to  the  problem.  The  Members  of 
the  Senate  have  looked  at  the  problem, 
and  they  have  said:  We  need  to  have 
some  reform,  and  we  are  willing  to  go 
forward  with  reform. 

But  they  did  not  say  we  need  to  be 
radical  and  extreme,  and  we  need  to  re- 
peal Davis-Bacon.  They  started  with 
that  discussion.  There  were  people  in 
the  Senate  who  were  maintaining  that 
we  should  repeal  Davis-Bacon. 

What  happened  on  May  22.  1996,  just  a 
few  weeks  ago?  They  started  with  a 
discussion  of  a  repeal  of  Davis-Bacon. 
And  then  it  was  proposed  by  Senator 
Santorum  that  they  once  and  for  all 
for  this  session  of  Congress  decide  that 
we  are  either  going  to  repeal  or  reform. 
He  was  in  favor  of  reform. 

Senator  Santorum.  and  I  quote  him. 
I  quote  him  from  an  ad  that  appeared 
in  Roll  Call,  and  it  is  available  for  all 
who  want  to  see  it.  Senator  Santorum 
said.  "We  have  just  voted,  we  just 
voted  on  whether  to  repeal  Davis- 
Bacon.  Many  of  us  are  not  for  repeal  of 
that.  We  believe  that  there  need  to  be 
reform  of  the  Davis-Bacon  law  and  that 
we.  in  fact,  should  assume  that  for  the 
purposes  of  the  budget  we  are  going  to 
be  reforming  Davis-Bacon.  I  think 
there  is  bipartisan  support  for  reform 
of  Davis-Bacon.  I  wanted  the  Senate  to 
go  on  record  for  that  reform  measure." 
That  is  what  Rick  Santorum.  a  Re- 
publican from  Pennsylvania,  said  on 
May  22.  1996.  as  a  result  of  the  leader- 
ship taken  by  Senator  Rick  SANTORina. 
formerly  a  Representative  from  this 
body,  a  Republican,  as  a  result  of  the 
leadership  that  he  took  the  Senate 
voted  99  to  0  for  Davis-Bacon  reform, 
not  repeal.  Davis-Bacon  reform. 

The  Senate  voted  for  Davis-Bacon  re- 
form because  they  understand  that 
Davis-Bacon  should  be  kept  alive  and 
remain  in  force  because  it  encourages 
the  private  sector  to  invest  more  than 
$400  million  in  vital  training  programs. 
$5.75  billion  for  privately  funded  health 
care,  and  $4.3  billion  for  privately  fund- 
ed pensions.  The  Senate  understood 
that  Davis-Bacon  is  not  racist. 

In  fact,  national  civil  rights  organi- 
zations and  the  Congressional  Black 
Caucus  strongly  support  Davis-Bacon 
because  it  provides  training  and  em- 
ployment opportunities  for  minorities 


through  apprenticeship  programs. 
Davis-Bacon  does  not  mean  union 
rates.  Unfortunately,  I  do  not  think 
that  is  so  great.  I  think  we  should  have 
union  rates  because  union  rates  are  far 
closer  to  what  reality  is  in  terms  of 
people  needing  a  decent  wage,  because 
Davis-Bacon  does  not  seek  to  solve 
that  problem. 

Davis-Bacon  was  not  designed  to 
solve  the  problem  of  collective  bargain- 
ing, just  as  Davis- Bacon  has  nothing  to 
do  with  racism  or  civil  rights.  It  was 
not  designed  for  that  purpose.  It  has.  as 
a  byproduct,  produced  a  situation 
where  you  have  contractors  and  unions 
willing  to  work  together.  Because 
Davis-Bacon  helps  to  stabilize  the  in- 
dustry, you  have  had  great  benefits 
flow  for  civil  rights  for  the  improve- 
ment of  the  opportunities  for  minori- 
ties to  work  in  the  construction  indus- 
try. But  that  is  not  what  it  is  about. 
Davis-Bacon  is  not  for  civil  rights,  not 
designed  to  correct  the  problem  of  rac- 
ism. 

We  need  lots  of  measures  to  go  to 
work  on  correcting  problems  of  racism 
throughout  our  whole  society,  and  cer- 
tainly some  problems  within  the  con- 
struction area,  but  this  is  not  what 
Davis-Bacon  is  designed  to  do. 

Mr.  Speaker.  Davis-Bacon  was  not 
designed  to  replace  collective  bargain- 
ing. Davis-Bacon  does  not  mean  union 
rates.  Seventy-one  percent  of  prevail- 
ing wage  rates  issued  by  the  U.S.  De- 
partment of  Labor  are  nonunion  rates. 
Eighty  percent  of  the  wage  decisions 
issued  by  the  Department  of  Labor  con- 
tain a  rate  of  $10  or  under.  Davis-Bacon 
does  not  set  the  wage  rate;  it  reflects 
existing  community  standards. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  submit  this  statement 
of  the  Senate's  vote.  99  to  0.  It  ap- 
peared in  advertisement  form  in  Roll 
Call. 

I  submit  the  material  for  the 
RECORD. 

Why  Did  the  Senate  Just  Vote  9&-0  for 
Davis-Bacon  Reform? 

On  May  22.  1996.  the  United  States  Senate, 
heeding  the  voices  of  more  than  21.000  con- 
struction contractors  and  mlUions  of  Amer- 
ican workers  throughout  the  nation,  voted 
to  reject  plans  to  repeal  the  Davis-Bacon 
Act.  By  the  overwhelming  margin  of  99-0, 
the  Senate  endorsed  bipartisan  reform  to 
preserve  Davis-Bacon. 

The  Senate  voted  for  Davis-Bacon  because: 

It  encourages  the  private  sector  to  Invest 
more  than  $400  million  in  vital  training  pro- 
grams, J5.75  billion  for  privately  funded 
health  care  and  S4.3  billion  for  privately 
funded  pensions; 

Davis-Bacon  is  not  racist.  In  fkct.  national 
civil  rights  organizations  and  the  Congres- 
sional Black  Caucus  strongly  support  it  be- 
cause it  provides  training  and  employment 
opportunities  for  minorities  through  appren- 
ticeship programs; 

Davis-Bacon  does  not  mean  union  rates: 
71%  of  prevailing  wage  rates  Issued  by  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Labor  are  non-union 
rates.  80%  of  the  wage  decisions  Issued  by 
the  Department  of  Labor  contain  a  rate  of 
$10  or  under.  Davis-Bacon  doesn't  set  the 
wage  rate,  it  reflects  existing  community 
standards. 
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Ultimately,  the  U.S.  Senate  rejected  the 
scare  tactics  and  misinformation  employed 
by  Davis-Bacon's  detractors: 

We  Just  voted  on  whether  to  repeal  Davis- 
Bacon.  Many  of  us  are  not  for  repeal  of  that. 
We  believe  that  there  needs  to  be  reform  of 
the  Davis-Bacon  law  and  that  we.  In  fact, 
should  assume  that  for  the  purposes  of  the 
budget.  I  think  there  Is  bipartisan  support 
for  reform  of  Davis-Bacon.  I  wanted  the  Sen- 
ate to  gro  on  record  for  that  reform  meas- 
ure—U.S.  Senator  Rick  Santorum  (R^PA), 
Congressional  Record,  May  22, 1996. 

Stop  the  lies.  Reform  Davis-Bacon  now. 
Pass  RJi.  2472/S.  1183. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are 
efforts  afoot,  and  part  of  this  comes 
from  the  same  committee,  the  commit- 
tee I  serve  on,  the  Economic  and  Edu- 
cational Opportunities  Committee.  It 
comes  from  a  subcommittee  I  serve  on, 
the  Subcommittee  on  Workforce  Pro- 
tections, an  effort  to  promote  a  con- 
cept called  the  TEAM  Act  where  they 
try  to  say  that  they  want  to  take  steps 
to  give  management  and  labor  a  chance 
to  work  more  closely  together,  and 
they  think  we  need  to  legislate  this. 
Those  of  us  who  oppose  the  TEAM  Act 
say  that  the  legislation  and  the  con- 
text of  union-busting  that  is  taking 
place  in  the  country  now  is  another 
form  of  intimidation,  another  form  of 
ambush  that  can  be  set  for  workers  and 
that  we  do  not  need  a  TEAM  Act;  what 
we  need  Is  more  freedom  to  organize. 

We  need  new  regulations,  and  per- 
haps a  change  in  the  law,  not  perhaps, 
but  certainly  a  change  in  the  law 
which  would  allow  workers  to  organize 
more  freely  and  without  having  to  go 
through  the  tremendously  long  waiting 
period  and  the  bureaucratic  struggle 
they  have  to  undertake  now  in  order  to 
organize,  get  a  vote,  and  be  recognized. 

The  advantage  at  this  point  is  on  the 
side  of  management,  and  management 
has  used  that  advantage  in  many  ways. 
So,  we  oppose  the  TEAM  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker,  here  is  another  way  to 
have  majiagement  and  labor  work  to- 
gether without  interfering  with  the 
collective  bargaining  process  and  with- 
out interfering  with  the  union  organiz- 
ing process.  The  contractors  in  Davis- 
Bacon,  those  who  are  part  of  the  proc- 
ess of  building  Federal  buildings  and 
have  for  years  found  the  stability  of 
the  Davis-Bacon  Act  and  the  kind  of 
environment  that  It  creates  to  be  good 
for  business,  not  for  higher  profits  nec- 
essarily, but  for  stability  which  gives 
them  a  workforce  that  has  skills,  a 
workforce  that  is  stable  and  will  be 
around,  that  allows  them  to  treat  their 
workers  in  some  kind  of  humane  way 
and  give  fringe  benefits  like  health 
care  and  pensions.  The  Davis-Bacon 
employers  are  very  different  from  the 
non-Davis-Bacon  employers. 

D  1830 
The  contractors  who  are  against 
Davis-Bacon  are  the  ones  who  are  the 
most  unscrupulous  contractors  seeking 
to  maximize  profits  by  exploiting 
workers.  They  want  to  take  one  group 


of  workers  in  one  part  of  the  country 
at  very  low  rates  and  move  them  to  an- 
other part  of  the  country,  and  capital- 
ize on  the  fact  that  they  are  exploiting 
those  workers. 

Usually  those  workers  are  not  as 
skilled  as  the  people  who  come  up  in  a 
situation  under  Davis-Bacon,  and  they 
usually  provide  a  whole  series  of  prob- 
lems. They  generate  a  whole  series  of 
problems  in  construction.  They  do  not 
do  as  good  a  job,  they  have  many  prob- 
lems. We  have  some  very  substandard 
buildings  that  have  been  constructed 
and  others  that  have  to  be  corrected. 
There  are  problems  when  you  have 
workers  who  are  working  at  the  very 
lowest  wages,  workers  who  do  not  have 
health  care  benefits  and  workers  who 
cannot  look  forward  to  a  stable  long- 
term  job  and  any  pension  benefits. 

So,  we  have  instead,  a  situation 
where  contractors,  employers,  manage- 
ment, have  taken  the  initiative  to  put 
forward  the  best  possible  condition  for 
workers.  Workers,  on  the  other  hand, 
have  responded  and  they  have  in  many 
cases  made  alliances  to  the  benefit  of 
the  total  community.  It  is  the  total 
community  that  Davis-Bacon  is  con- 
cerned with,  and  it  is  not  Inappropriate 
for  the  Federal  Government  to  be  con- 
cerned about  the  total  community. 

When  it  goes  to  build  a  building, 
building  a  building  or  constructing  any 
project  within  a  community  or  a  locale 
is  not  the  only  thing  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment should  be  concerned  about. 
The  Federal  Govenmient  has  to  be  con- 
cerned about  what  it  does  to  that  com- 
munity and  what  the  response  is  in 
terms  of  the  labor  market  and  the 
total  envfronment  of  that  community. 
This  is  not  anything  imusual.  We 
have  a  defense  budget  which  has  been 
slowed  down.  We  have  not  dealt  with 
closing  bases  in  a  helter-skelter  man- 
ner. Closing  bases  has  been  a  slow  proc- 
ess. We  appointed  a  commission.  We 
have  taken  every  precaution  to  make 
certain  that  the  closing  of  bases,  which 
are  military  bases,  be  done  in  ways 
which  do  not  injure  conmiunities,  be 
done  in  ways  which  minimize  the  dis- 
location of  workers. 

So  the  Federal  Government  is  In  the 
business  of  defending  the  country.  Mili- 
tary bases  are  constructed  as  part  of  a 
process  to  contribute  toward  the  de- 
fense of  the  country,  but  the  Federal 
Government  does  not  ignore  what  our 
military  posture  and  our  military 
changes  with  respect  to  bases  or  the 
movement  of  any  facility  does  to  com- 
munities. 

Why  should  it  be  any  different  in  the 
construction  of  large  Federal  projects, 
whether  you  are  constructing  high- 
ways, bridges,  or  you  are  constructing 
buildings?  Why  should  it  be  different? 
Why  should  the  Federal  Government 
not  try  to  maximize  the  impact  on  that 
community? 

I  congratulate  Senator  SANTORtna  be- 
cause   he   comes   from   Pennsylvania. 


Davis  came  from  New  York,  Bacon 
from  Pennsylvania,  vice  versa.  I  do  not 
remember,  but  one  of  them  is  from 
Pennsylvania,  one  is  from  New  York.  It 
is  altogether  fitting  and  proper  that  a 
Pennsylvania  Senator  should  take  the 
initiative  at  this  time  and  provide 
some  light  on  the  subject  for  his  fellow 
colleagues  in  the  Senate. 

Let  me  just  talk  a  bit  about  the  Con- 
tractors Coalition  for  Davis-Bacon  and 
some  of  the  statements  that  they  have 
made.  These  are  businesspeople.  I  do 
not  think  the  Republican  majority 
wants  to  be  in  a  position  of  turning  its 
back  on  small  businesses  or  large  busi- 
nesses. They  are  the  ones  who  say  that 
the  future  of  the  country  is  certainly 
tied  up  with  what  happens  in  the  pri- 
vate sector. 

I  do  not  exactly  agree  that  the  pri- 
vate sector  can  make  magic,  but  I 
think  a  partnership  between  the  pri- 
vate sector  and  the  public  sector  is 
very  much  in  order,  and  in  Davis-Bacon 
you  have  a  great  partnership  between 
the  Government  and  the  private  sector, 
between  management  and  labor,  and 
that  is  what  some  of  these  contractors 
are  talking  about.  I  want  to  just  quote 
from  a  few  of  them. 

Thomas  H.  Parkinson,  president  of 
the  Burris  Construction  Co.,  Mount 
Laurel,  NJ: 

The  Davis-Bacon  Act  Insures  that  we  are 
bidding  on  a  basis  that  will  allow  the  use  of 
skilled  labor.  To  think  that  merely  reducing 
the  cost  of  labor  will  provide  a  cheai)er  prod- 
uct is  ludicrous. 

Matthew  Card,  president  of  KEC  En- 
gineering, Corona,  CA: 

Davis-Bacon  provides  added  value  to  vir- 
tually every  facet  of  our  lives,  from  the  supe- 
rior quality  of  our  public  Improvements  to  a 
more  stable  productive  society  that  has  the 
ability  to  contribute  constructively  to  the 
fliture  of  our  great  country.  Fair  wages  are  a 
requirement  to  attract  high  quality  people 
to  provide  high  quality  construction  prod- 
ucts. One  only  has  to  look  outside  our  bor- 
ders to  see  the  destabilizing  and  potentially 
dangerous  effects  of  widespread  low  wages 
and  poverty. 

Ronald  J.  Becht,  executive  director 
of  the  Northern  California  Drywall  As- 
sociation based  in  Saratoga,  CA: 

As  you  know,  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  does 
not  specify  union  or  nonunion  nor  should  It; 
it  does,  however,  establish  a  minimum  wage 
to  be  paid  all  workers  which  enables  those 
contractors  who  have  made  the  commitment 
to  pay  for  worker  training  and  who  are  able 
to  retain  their  work  force  by  paying  a  higher 
wage,  to  at  least  compete  with  those  who  are 
not  willing  to  fund  the  future  of  their  indus- 
try. Elimination  of  the  Davis-Bacon  Act 
which  stabilizes  wages  would  only  serve  to 
exacerbate  the  current  problem  of  skill 
shortages  in  the  construction  industry. 
Since  the  public  entity  is  required  to  award 
to  the  low  bidder,  low  wages  would  be  fur- 
ther depressed  by  unscrupulous  contractors 
in  a  mad  scramble  to  underbid  each  other  in 
order  to  win  public  contracts— to  the  det- 
riment of  all. 

Troy  T.  Comer,  Jr.,  executive  vice 
president.  Associated  General  Contrac- 
tors of  Indiana: 
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This  is  going  to  be  a  tough  issue  for  the 
Congress  to  address,  because  there  is  a  lot  of 
misleading  and  incorrect  information  float- 
ing around  which  would  give  the  impression 
that  repeal  of  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  would 
save  the  taxpayers  heaps  of  dollars.  We  dis- 
agree. Quality  of  construction  and  the  tax- 
payers are  well  served  vrtth  the  Davis-Bacon 
Act. 

Judith  L.  Striebinger.  president  of 
Eastern  Steel  Constructors.  Inc., 
Fallston,  MD: 

To  think  that  not  maintaining  a  standard 
for  wages  and  benefits  will,  in  any  way.  be  an 
asset  can  only  be  mentally  developed  by  peo- 
ple who  are  outsiders  looking  In  and  not 
aware  of  the  complexities  of  the  Industry. 

Experience  Increasing  difficulty  In  execut- 
ing projects  leading  to  higher  cost  and  ex- 
tended construction  schedules  at  a  time 
when  our  industry  is  under  severe  cost  pres- 
sure. 

That  is  a  quote  from  W.  Douglas 
Ford,  executive  vice  president  of 
Amoco  Corp.,  in  the  BNA  Construction 
Labor  Report  on  November  22,  1995. 

I  quote  from  Robert  Gasperow,  execu- 
tive director.  Labor  Research  Council; 

Attracting  qualified  young  workers  has  to 
be  the  biggest  long-term  problem  the  Indus- 
try has.  It  Is  possible  that  the  Industry  has 
sufficient  numbers  of  workers  but  their  qual- 
ity is  not  good  enough. 

And  the  final  quote  from  Matthew 
Brown,  Associated  Press,  in  the  Salt 
Lake  Tribune: 

Beyond  the  upbeat  statistics  for  soaring 
construction  employment  and  a  doubling  in 
the  value  of  commercial  construction  over 
the  past  3  years  is  a  desperate  campaign  to 
find  workers  with  enough  skills  to  get  the 
Job  done. 

We  have  a  problem  in  the  quality  of 
work  that  is  being  produced  by  the  fact 
that  too  many  unscrupulous  contrac- 
tors are  afready  at  work  in  the  con- 
struction industry  and  seeking  to  now 
destroy  Davis-Bacon  protection. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  submit  in  its  entirety 
a  statement  called  Contractors'  Coali- 
tion for  Davis-Bacon— Reform  Yes,  Re- 
I)eal  No. 

Contractors'  CoALmo.N  for  Da\is-Bacon 
"REFOR.M— Yes,  Repeal— No" 

Here's  what  some  of  our  contractors  have 
to  say  about  the  Davis-Bacon  Act: 

Thomas  H.  Parkinson,  President,  Burris 
Construction,  Mount  Laurel.  NJ:  "The 
Davis-Bacon  Act  insures  that  we  are  bidding 
on  a  basis  that  will  allow  the  use  of  skilled 
labor.  To  think  that  merely  reducing  the 
cost  of  labor  will  provide  a  cheaper  product 
Is  ludicrous." 

Matthew  Card,  President,  KEC  Engineer- 
ing. Corona,  CA:  "Davis-Bacon  provides 
added  value  to  virtually  every  facet  of  our 
lives,  from  the  superior  quality  of  our  public 
Improvements  to  a  more  stable  productive 
society  that  has  the  ability  to  contribute 
constructively  to  the  future  of  our  great 
country.  Fair  wages  are  a  requirement  to  at- 
tract high  quality  people  to  provide  high 
quality  construction  products.  One  only  has 
to  look  outside  our  borders  to  see  the  desta- 
bilizing and  potentially  dangerous  effects  of 
widespread  low  wages  and  poverty." 

Ronald  J.  Becht.  Exec.  Director.  Northern 
CA  Drywall  Contractors  Association.  Sara- 
toga, CA:  "As  you  know,  the  Davis-Bacon 
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Act  does  not  specify  union  or  non-union  nor 
should  It;  it  does,  however,  establish  a  mini- 
mum wage  to  be  paid  all  workers  which  en- 
ables those  contractors  who  have  made  the 
commitment  to  pay  for  worker  training  and 
who  are  able  to  retain  their  workforce  by 
paying  a  higher  wage,  to  at  least  compete 
with  those  who  are  not  willing  to  fund  the 
future  of  their  Industry.  Elimination  of  the 
Davis-Bacon  Act  which  stabilizes  wages 
would  only  serve  to  exacerbate  the  current 
problem  of  skill  shortages  In  the  construc- 
tion industry.  Since  the  public  entity  Is  re- 
quired to  award  to  the  low  bidder,  low  wages 
would  be  further  depressed  by  unscrupulous 
contractors  In  a  mad  scramble  to  underbid 
each  other  In  order  to  win  public  contracts — 
to  the  detriment  of  all." 

Troy  T.  Comer,  Jr..  Exec.  Vice  President. 
Associated  General  Contractors  of  Indiana. 
Inc.:  "This  is  going  to  be  a  tough  issue  for 
the  Congress  to  address,  because  there  Is  a 
lot  of  misleading  and  Incorrect  information 
floating  around  which  would  give  the  impres- 
sion that  repeal  of  the  Davis-Bacon  Act 
would  save  the  taxpayers  heaps  of  dollars. 
We  disagree.  Quality  of  construction  and  the 
bottom  line  are  what  really  count,  and  we 
think  the  taxpayers  are  well  served  with  the 
Davis-Bacon  Act. 

Judity  L.  Striebinger.  President.  Eastern 
Steel  Constructors,  Inc.  Fallston,  MD:  "To 
think  that  not  maintaining  a  standard  for 
wages  and  benefits  will,  in  any  way.  be  an 
asset  can  only  be  mentally  developed  by  peo- 
ple who  are  outsiders  looking  in  and  not 
aware  of  the  complexities  of  the  industry." 

John  D.  Porada.  Exec.  Director.  Associated 
General  Contractors  of  OH,  Cleveland  Dlv., 
Cleveland,  OH:  "The  construction  industry  Is 
a  highly  competitive  and  high  risk  business 
that  must  attract  the  most  productive  work- 
force in  the  quest  to  be  the  lowest  respon- 
sible bidder.  Joint  labor/management  ap- 
prenticeship training  programs  provide  the 
resources  needed  to  train  workers  and  is  prl- 
niarily  self  sufficient  without  the  need  for 
major  financial  assistance  coming  from  the 
government.  Repeal  of  the  Davis-Bacon  Act 
could  have  a  very  negative  impact  on  the 
continuance  of  this  type  of  joint  apprentice- 
ship training  programs." 

Domlnick  J.  Graziano,  President,  Domin- 
ion Construction  Services,  Inc.,  New  Ken- 
sington, PA:  "We  have  had  no  problem  com- 
plying with  the  Intent  of  the  Davis-Bacon 
Act  and  wish  to  add  that  It  has  In  turn  guar- 
anteed those  municipal  or  governmental 
bodies  a  higher  degree  of  quality  and  con- 
formity with  the  design  Intent  by  eliminat- 
ing just  anybody  who  wished  to  call  himself 
a  contractor.  It  has  functioned  as  part  of  a 
base  to  provide  experienced  contracting  and 
Insure  that  all  contractors  bidding  on  pre- 
vailing wage  projects  bid  in  an  air  of  equal 
and  fair  process  with  respect  to  such  expend- 
itures of  public  revenue." 

Kimberly  Igo.  President,  Kim  Con  Inc. 
Sarver,  PA:  "Repealing  Davis-Bacon  would 
destroy  the  equal  bidding  process  and  would 
cause  the  loss  of  many  skilled  tradesmen 
which  I  have  access  to  with  a  mere  phone 
call.  This  would  also  hurt  the  families  of  the 
people  who  put  Congress  members  In  office. 
Like  you,  they  too  deserve  a  fair  wage." 

John  Busse,  Chairman.  Master  Builders' 
Association  of  Western  PA.  Pittsburgh.  PA: 
"The  absence  of  the  prevailing  wage  will 
force  employers  to  drive  down  wages  to  the 
lowest  possible  level  in  order  to  compete  for 
federal  construction  projects.  Further,  re- 
peal of  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  will  negatively 
Impact  training,  health  Insurance,  pensions, 
federal  and  state  taxes,  social  security  and 
local  economics." 


Ned  W.  Bechthold,  President,  Payne  &. 
Dolan.  Inc..  Waukesha,  WI:  "Welfare  reform 
must  be  accompanied  by  an  atmosphere  that 
will  allow  minorities  and  others  to  work  in 
our  central  cities  at  rates  of  pay  that  will 
permit  them  to  raise  families.  Davis-Bacon 
accomplishes  this." 

Francis  X.  McArdle.  The  General  Contrac- 
tors Association  of  New  York.  Inc.  "Our 
heavy  construction  contractors  survive  and 
thrive  on  the  effectiveness  of  their  work- 
force, not  on  the  shine  of  the  equipment.  The 
best  assets  leave  each  day  at  the  end  of  the 
shift.  Those  assets  are  most  productive  when 
they  are  paid  enough  to  work  without  family 
worries  and  are  able  to  contribute  to  their 
communities." 

"Experience  Increasing  difficulty  In  exe- 
cuting projects  leading  to  higher  cost  and  ex- 
tended construction  schedules  at  a  time 
when  our  industry  is  under  severe  cost  pres- 
sure."—W.  Douglas  Ford,  Executive  Vice 
President.  Amoco  Corp.,  BNA  Construction 
Labor,  Report,  November  22. 1995. 

"Attracting  qualified  young  workers  has 
to  be  the  biggest  long-term  problem  the  in- 
dustry has.  It  is  possible  that  the  Industry 
has  sufficient  numbers  of  workers  but  their 
quality  is  not  good  enough.  "—Robert 
Gasperow.  Executive  Director.  Labor  Re- 
search Council,  BNA  Construction  Labor  Re- 
port, October  18, 1995. 

"Beyond  the  upbeat  statistics  for  soaring 
construction  employment  and  a  doubling  in 
the  value  of  commercial  construction  over 
the  past  three  years  Is  a  desperate  campaign 
to  find  workers  with  enough  skills  to  get  the 
Job  done.' —Matthew  Brown,  Associated 
Press.  The  Salt  Lake  Tribune,  July  8.  1995. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  saying  that  we 
have  no  small  item  here  on  the  agenda. 
Certainly  the  Democrats  on  the  Com- 
mittee on  Work  Force  Protections  are 
battling  an  onslaught,  an  assault 
against  working  families  that  is  being 
waged  across  the  board.  As  I  have  said 
before,  they  have  attacked  the  Fafr 
Labor  Standards  Act,  they  have  at- 
tacked OSHA  which  provides  protec- 
tion for  workers  including  construction 
workers.  They  have  attacked  the  right 
to  organize  by  drastically  proposing  to 
cut  the  budget  of  the  National  Labor 
Relations  Board  and  there  is  legisla- 
tion to  curb  the  powers  of  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Board.  As  I  have  pre- 
viously stated,  we  were  caught  by  sur- 
prise by  this  onslaught  against  work- 
ing people.  The  Contract  With  America 
did  not  say  anything  about  trying  to 
make  the  workplace  of  Americans  less 
safe.  OSHA  was  not  mentioned  in  the 
Contract  With  America.  So  we  were 
caught  by  surprise.  It  was  a  sneak  at- 
tack on  working  people,  a  sneak  attack 
on  people  out  there  who  go  to  work 
every  day  and  deserve  to  have  safe 
places  to  work,  a  sneak  attack  on  peo- 
ple who  do  not  deserve  to  have  the  Fafr 
Labor  Standards  Act  tampered  with. 

They  are  proposing  now  to  get  over- 
time. They  want  the  overtime  of  work- 
ers to  be  captured  by  management,  by 
employers.  Instead  of  paying  overtime, 
they  are  proposing  to  extend  the  provi- 
sions in  law  which  provide  for  compen- 
satory time,  compensatory  time  which 
is  very  difficult  to  control  and  to  en- 
force without  it  being  to  the  advantage 
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of  the  employers  and  the  management 
at  the  expense  of  the  workers. 

What  does  all  this  have  to  do  with 
my  district,  the  11th  Congressional 
District  in  Brooklyn?  What  does  it 
have  to  do  with  the  large  percentage  of 
people  out  there  who  are  unemployed? 
We  have  had  unemployment  at  the 
level  of  20  percent  for  adults  and  close 
to  30  percent  for  young  adults  for  a 
long,  long  time.  One  of  the  areas  that 
I  get  the  most  complaints  about  is  men 
who  want  to  work,  so  they  would  like 
to  have  more  work  to  do  and  they 
would  also  like  to  work  on  contracts 
which  have  Federal  funds  involved.  We 
have  quite  a  number  in  New  York  City 
of  projects  that  involve  Federal  funds, 
the  projects  which  are  related  to  trans- 
portation, projects  which  are  related  to 
government  buildings.  There  are  a 
number  of  areas  where  young  men, 
healthy  men  want  to  get  jobs. 

What  we  find  often  in  the  streets  of 
New  York  and  on  various  federally  re- 
lated projects  in  New  York  is  you  find 
people  who  are  complete  strangers 
from  the  outside,  even  with  Davis- 
Bacon  in  force,  they  are  getting 
through  and  disrupting  the  labor  sup- 
ply at  the  local  level.  Our  men  in 
BronxvlUe  and  our  men  in  Bedford- 
Stuy-vesant  and  our  men  in  East  New 
York  and  our  men  in  East  Flatbush 
who  want  to  work  on  the  construction 
industry — I  should  stop  saying  men  be- 
cause there  are  women  now  who  also 
work  on  these  jobs— are  finding  that 
they  have  people  from  the  outside  who 
are  working  for  the  companies  who 
have  come  in  and  bid  it  on  a  low  basis, 
even  with  all  the  constraints  and  the 
oversight  of  the  controller's  omce.  In 
New  York  City,  it  is  the  office  of  the 
controller  that  oversees  prevailing 
wages.  I  am  told  that  they  do  a  pretty 
good  job  of  that,  but  even  then  there 
are  large  numbers  of  contractors  who 
are  not  local  contractors  who  come  in 
and  take  advantage  of  government 
work  because  of  the  fact  that  they  are 
able  to  maneuver  around  some  of  these 
prevailing  wage  laws. 

There  have  been  some  scandals  re- 
cently and  they  have  fined  many  con- 
tractors for  violating  Davis-Bacon.  The 
last  thing  we  want  to  do  is  have  a  situ- 
ation where  Davis-Bacon  is  not  there 
as  a  control  on  the  contractors  who 
bring  in  outside  workers.  This  thing 
can  go  to  worldwide  levels.  It  is  not  ex- 
aggerating to  say  that  if  you  do  not 
heed  the  lesson  of  Davis  and  Bacon, 
two  Republicans,  who  in  the  1930's  saw 
a  problem  with  Government  contracts 
being  let  to  people  who  could  come 
from  any  part  of  the  country  and  use 
cheap  labor  from  one  part  of  the  coun- 
try to  undercut  the  wages  in  another 
part  of  the  country,  if  you  do  not  heed 
that  wisdom,  you  may  have  the  situa- 
tion where  under  NAFTA  and  under 
GATT,  they  will  be  coming  from  out- 
side the  country. 

Eventually  NAFTA  and  GATT  will 
bring  down  all  the  walls  and  you  will 


have  contractors  who  can  come  from 
any  part  of  the  world  and  bid  on  con- 
tracts in  any  areas  of  the  United 
States.  You  have  an  advantage  going 
to  those  contractors.  You  can  have 
Japanese  contractors  who  operate  out 
of  Mexico.  They  have  the  skills  and 
whatever  it  takes  to  put  together  the 
proposals  and  to  come  in  at  low  cost 
but  they  will  use  workers  that  come 
across  the  border  from  Mexico.  Or  you 
would  have  workers  who  are  trans- 
ported in  from  Bangladesh.  There  is  a 
certain  percentage  of  people  in  every 
job  that  could  come  from  outside  ac- 
cording to  the  way  the  GATT  and  the 
NAFTA  laws  work.  So  it  could  go  to  ri- 
diculous proportions  if  you  just  take 
away  all  of  the  kind  of  protections  that 
are  provided  by  the  Davis-Bacon  Act. 
This  thing  could  keep  going. 

Prevailing  wage  is  a  sound  concept. 
Prevailing  wage  probably  is  more  so- 
phisticated than  the  minimum  wage. 
The  minimum  wage  applies  across  the 
country  assuming  that  economic  condi- 
tions are  the  same  in  all  parts  of  the 
country.  The  minimum  wage  does  not 
take  into  consideration  that  there  is  a 
higher  standard  of  living,  the  cost  of 
living  is  higher  in  one  part  of  the  coun- 
try than  it  is  in  another.  Davis-Bacon 
does  that.  Davis-Bacon  does  not  try  to 
disrupt  one  community  and  bring  it 
down  to  the  level  of  the  lowest  com- 
mon denominator  in  America.  If  you 
did  not  have  Davis-Bacon,  then  all  con- 
struction workers  would  be  making 
these  fantJistically  low  salaries  that 
are  paid  in  places  like  North  Carolina. 

let  us  just  take  North  Carolina  as  an 
example.  I  have  a  book  here  which  has 
prevailing  wages  all  across  the  country 
in  various  places,  from  Abilene,  TX,  all 
the  way  to  New  York  City. 

D  1845 

And  you  would  be  surprised  at  what 
it  shows  in  terms  of  the  comparison  be- 
tween the  wa«es  that  Davis-Bacon 
workers  make  and  the  average  pay  for 
all  workers.  In  many  instances  the  pay 
of  workers  under  Davis-Bacon  is  far 
lower  than  the  average. 

I  wonder  how  the  Labor  Department 
computes  these  prevailing  wages,  be- 
cause generally  they  come  imder  the 
average  worker's  wages  in  these  areas. 
Any  Member  of  Congress  who  would 
like  for  me  to  give  them  a  rundown  on 
their  area.  I  would  be  happy  to  do  it. 
We  can  tell  them  what  is  happening 
with  respect  to  Davis-Bacon  rates  and 
we  can  bring  some  light  onto  the  situa- 
tion. 

The  heat,  the  energy  of  the  House  is 
out  of  control,  and  the  Senate  has 
showed  it  wants  to  bring  light  into  the 
situation.  I  think  the  House  should 
make  an  effort  to  try  to  bring  some 
light  into  the  situation. 

Let  us  take  a  look  not  just  at  North 
Carolina  but  the  10th  Congressional 
District  in  North  Carolina.  Representa- 
tive  Cass   Bat.t.f.nger,   my   colleague 


who  heads  the  Subcommittee  on  Work 
Force  Protection.  Representative 
BallenGtER  probably  does  not  know 
that  boilermakers  in  this  area,  who 
work  for  no  fringe  benefits,  and  boiler- 
maker  is  one  of  the  highest  skills,  I 
started  at  the  top,  a  bollermaker's 
hourly  wage  is  $16.20.  They  are  highly 
skilled  people.  The  fringe  benefits  for 
them,  they  do  have  some  fringe  bene- 
fits, they  amount  to  about  $4.10  an 
hour.  Add  it  together  and  the  average 
annual  salary  for  a  boilermaker  in  the 
10th  Congressional  District  is  as  high 
as  $22,680.  That  is  as  high  as  you  get. 

Let  us  take  the  other  extreme  and 
take  a  look  at  the  laborers  in  the  10th 
Congressional  District  of  North  Caro- 
lina and  we  find  that  they  make  $4.41 
an  hour.  The  laborers.  And  they  have 
no  fringe  benefits.  No  health  care,  no 
pension.  And  their  annual  pay  comes 
out  to  $6,174. 

These  annual  pays  are  computed  on 
the  basis  of  1,400  hours  for  the  con- 
struction industry  employees,  and  we 
can  see  that  in  North  Carolina,  in  the 
10th  District,  all  the  categories  except 
one,  boilermaker  of  one  level  and  boil- 
ermaker of  another,  they  are  the  roy- 
alty, all  the  other  categories  are  lower. 
Boilermaker,  as  I  said  before,  makes 
$16.20.  Another  boilermaker  classifica- 
tion makes  $12.96  per  hour.  And  then 
you  get  to  electricians.  Very  skilled 
people,  $10.26  an  hour,  and  no  fringe 
benefits.  The  average  annual  salary  of 
an  electrician  in  the  10th  Congressional 
District  in  North  Carolina  is  $14,364. 

Now,  I  am  using  statistics  that  come 
from  the  survey  done  by  the  Labor  De- 
partment and  these  compilations  done 
by  the  National  Alliance  for  Fafr  Con- 
tracting. They  have  compiled  this,  but 
it  is  based  on  the  survey  done  by  the 
Department  of  Labor. 

A  plumber  makes  $7.42  an  hour,  no 
fringe  benefits.  Average  salary  of  a 
plumber  under  Davis-Bacon,  $10,388  in 
the  10th  Congressional  District  of 
North  Carolina.  Now,  plumbers  in  New 
York  would  go,  wow.  Plumbers  in  most 
of  our  large  cities  would  go  berserk  if 
you  tried  to  offer  them  $7.42  an  hour. 

Cement  mason  in  the  10th  Congres- 
sional District  of  North  Carolina,  $6.11. 
Carpenter.  $6.63.  Truck  driver,  $4.67. 
Millwright,  $5.27  an  hour.  I  told  you  the 
laborer  is  the  very  lowest,  $4.41  an 
hour.  As  anyone  can  see,  $4.41  is  slight- 
ly above  the  minimum  wage  of  $4.25  an 
hour.  Pavement  roller  operator.  $4.98 
an  hour.  And  we  think  those  guys  have 
good  jobs,  good  paying  jobs,  but  even 
under  Davis-Bacon,  when  Government 
funds  are  involved,  these  are  the  sala- 
ries, these  are  the  hourly  wages. 

Asphalt  raker,  I  just  said  S4.93  an 
hour.  All  these  people  have  no  fringe 
benefits,  the  last  ones  I  have  read.  Only 
two  categories  have  any  fringe  bene- 
fits. The  bulldozer  operators.  We  al- 
ways think  of  bulldozers,  they  are  sym- 
bolic of  what  construction  contractors 
outside  do  on  the  highways  in  prepar- 
ing for  new  buildings,  when  they  are 
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building  the  cellars.  A  bulldozer  opera- 
tor has  a  kind  of  prestige  in  the  minds 
of  kids  and  a  lot  of  other  people  as 
being  standard  for  working  class  Amer- 
ica's very  best. 

In  North  Carolina  bulldozer  operators 
make  $5.96  an  hour  and  no  fringe  bene- 
fits. That  comes  out  the  $8,344  per  year, 
less  than  the  minimum  wage  of  a  per- 
son who  works  on  a  steady  job  all  year 
long,  because  construction  work  is 
based  on  1,400  hours  for  construction 
industry  employees. 

So  here  we  have  a  situation  in  the 
district  of  the  chairman  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Work  Force  Protection, 
the  committee  in  the  House  that  is 
leading  the  fight  to  destroy  Davis- 
Bacon,  and  the  workers  there  are  only 
slightly  above  minimum  wage  in  most 
categories,  and  in  categories  which  re- 
quire considerable  skills  they  are 
working  at  jobs  that  do  not  have  any 
fringe  benefits  and  are  generally  very 
low  paying. 

We  can  take  examples  right  across 
the  country  and  find  the  same  kind  of 
problem.  Let  us  take  a  few  examples.  If 
we  go  to  Abilene.  TX,  what  is  surpris- 
ing is  that  in  Abilene,  TX,  a  place  like 
that,  we  have  the  average  pay  for  all 
workers,  people  who  work  for  a  living 
and  work  for  hourly  wages,  their  aver- 
ages pay  is  $20,000  a  year  for  all  work- 
ers. 

All  of  the  Davis-Bacon  construction 
worker  are  below  what  other  workers 
are  making.  This  is  annual  income.  An- 
nual income  is  $20,000  for  the  average 
worker,  the  average  worker's  pay.  an 
electrician  makes  $14,000.  Electrician. 
Backhoe  operator,  $13,000.  Iron  worker, 
$12,000.  Carpenter,  $11,000.  and  laborer, 
$8,552.  These  are  wages  that  are  under 
the  wages  that  other  workers  are  mak- 
ing in  the  same  area. 

Prevailing  wage  has  really  not  given 
them  any  kind  of  advantage.  Prevail- 
ing wage  is  not  designed  to  do  that,  un- 
fortunately. I  wish  it  were.  Prevailing 
wage  is  just  what  it  says;  it  is  based  on 
the  prevailing  wage.  I  wonder  and  I 
question  why  it  always  seems  to  be 
that  the  prevailing  wage  falls  in  so 
many  instances  under  the  average 
wages  being  paid  in  a  given  locale. 

Let  us  take  another  example.  Gaines- 
ville. FL.  In  Gainesville,  FL,  the  aver- 
age pay  for  all  working  people  who 
work  on  hourly  wage  jobs  is  $21,300  per 
year.  The  closest  you  get  to  that  is  the 
electrician  under  Davis-Bacon,  $10,800  a 
year.  Now,  we  do  not  have  to  be  mathe- 
matical geniuses  to  see  we  are  talking 
about  a  little  more  than  half,  a  little 
more  than  half  of  what  the  average 
worker  makes  in  Gainesville. 

We  are  not  comparing  Gainesville  to 
New  York  or  Chicago;  we  are  compar- 
ing the  Gainesville  workers  in  other 
categories,  the  average  worker  level. 
$21,300  under  Davis-Bacon,  an  elec- 
trician $10,800,  a  cement  mason,  $9,800, 
carpenter  $9,109,  iron  worker,  $8,355, 
backhoe  operator.  $6,000,  laborer,  $6,000. 


In  Gainesville.  FL.  Davis-Bacon  really 
does  not  help  workers  to  rise  above  or 
even  match  the  local  level. 

Let  us  go  back  to  North  Carolina. 
Greensboro.  Winston-Salem.  High 
Point,  NC,  in  the  same  area,  same  sur- 
vey applies  to  them  all.  If  you  average 
the  pay  of  the  workers  in  Greensboro, 
NC,  you  come  out  with  an  average  an- 
nual salary  of  $23,000.  The  average  an- 
nual salary  for  all  wage  earners,  all 
workers,  is  $23,000. 

The  best  you  can  do  in  terms  of  com- 
ing close  to  that  under  Davis-Bacon  is 
a  boilermaker  who  makes  $12,000.  an 
electrician.  $11,600,  an  fron  worker. 
$10,274,  a  bricklayer,  $10,118.  a  painter 
$9,421,  carpenter,  $9,000.  backhoe  opera- 
tor $8,682.  cement  mason.  $6,267. 

Is  Davis-Bacon  enriching  workers  at 
the  expense  of  the  American  tax- 
payers? What  we  hear  on  ABC's  "20/20" 
is  a  distortion.  ABC's  "20^"  had  a  doc- 
umentary piece  on  Davis-Bacon  which 
did  not  make  any  pretense  of  being  ob- 
jective. If  ever  there  wjis  a  contracted 
piece  seeking  to  discredit  a  program 
that  has  been  in  existence  since  1931.  it 
was  the  piece  that  ran  on  "20/20", 
which  described  Davis-Bacon  as  being  a 
swindle  of  the  taxpayer. 

They  gave  none  of  the  facts  about 
how  the  survey  was  done  to  determine 
what  the  prevailing  wage  is.  They  gave 
none  of  the  facts  about  how  the  sala- 
ries of  the  workers  that  they  depicted 
in  Chicago  compared  to  other  construc- 
tion workers.  They  distorted  the  situa- 
tion and  made  it  appear  that  Davis- 
Bacon  was  responsible  for  the  fax:t  that 
so  many  of  the  workers  were  white  ver- 
sus the  workers  who  were  unemployed 
in  the  same  area  who  were  black,  as  if 
Davis-Bacon  was  designed  to  solve  the 
race  problem.  It  is  not. 

They  did  not  talk  about  a  program 
which  relates  to  Davis-Bacon  called  the 
service  contract,  based  on  the  same 
principle.  Federal  workers  who  are 
service  workers,  also  governed  by  the 
prevailing  wage  law,  called  the  service 
contract  law,  and  that  does  have  lairge 
numbers  of  minorities,  blacks  and 
other  people,  who  are  covered  by  that 
provision. 

But  the  real  point  here  is  not  to  re- 
late to  who  is  covered,  minorities, 
mainstream,  et  cetera.  I  dealt  with 
that  before,  and  I  would  like  to  focus 
here  on  the  astounding  fact  that  Davis- 
Bacon  workers  do  not  get  close  to  the 
average  pay  of  other  workers  in  the 
same  area.  Infiation  is  not  caused  by 
Davis-Bacon  workers. 

Jacksonville,  FL:  Average  pay  for  all 
workers,  $24,000  dollars;  average  pay 
for  working  people,  wage  earners, 
$24,000.  The  closest  you  get  to  that  in 
Davis-Bacon  is  the  iron  workers  in 
Jacksonville,  FL.  They  make  $15,000 
average.  $15,200.  And  the  backhoe  oper- 
ators, way  down  to  $10,000,  carpenter. 
$9,951,  and  the  laborer  down  to  $7,000. 

I  can  find  it  for  any  Member  who 
would  like  to  know  the  facts.  As  I  said 


before,  the  Senate  has  spoken.  The 
other  body  has  made  It  clear  that  they 
do  not  feel  that  Davis-Bacon  should  be 
repealed.  The  wisdom  of  1931  of  Davis 
and  Bacon  still  prevails.  It  makes  sense 
to  use  Federal  money  for  construction 
projects.  Whether  you  are  constructing 
highways  or  bridges  or  building  Fed- 
eral buildings,  it  makes  sense  to  go 
into  a  community  and  try  to  maintain 
the  stability  of  that  community  by 
paying  the  workers  at  the  same  level 
that  other  workers  are  paid. 

Unfortunately,  Davis-Bacon  is  cer- 
tainly not  close  to,  in  most  cases,  what 
really  is  the  prevailing  wage.  For  some 
reason  it  always  comes  under.  Not  al- 
ways, there  are  a  few  exceptions,  but  it 
comes  way  under  in  most  cases  what  is 
really  the  prevailing  wage. 

Davis-Bacon  is  not  driving  up  the 
cost  of  building.  I  assure  you.  In 
Macon,  GA,  we  have  the  same  pattern. 
We  are  talking  about  the  average  pay 
for  all  workers  in  Macon.  GA.  $23,000, 
workers  who  are  hourly  workers. 

a  1900 

The  closest  you  get  to  that  with 
Davis-Bacon  workers  are  electricians 
who  make  $12,476;  fronworkers  $12,391; 
the  bricklayers  all  the  way  down  to 
$11,363;  a  carpenter,  9,000;  backhoe  op- 
erator, 7,546. 

On  and  on  it  goes.  Oklahoma  City,  a 
lot  of  furor  aroimd  Oklahoma  City,  and 
there  are  people  who  are  saying  you 
cannot  rebuild  the  Federal  facility  in 
Oklahoma  City  until  you  get  rid  of 
Davis-Bacon.  I  have  heard  that  said 
several  times. 

Davis-Bacon  is  not  a  problem  in 
Oklahoma  City,  I  assure  you.  The 
wages  are  higher  than  they  are  in 
Macon,  GA,  thank  God.  and  they  are 
higher  than  they  are  in  Gainesville, 
FL.  They  are  higher  than  they  are  in 
North  Carolina.  Thank  God  for  that. 
But  they  are  not  above  the  average 
worker's  income.  The  average  workers 
are  being  paid  some  $24,370.  Asbestos 
workers  in  Oklahoma  City  are  paid 
$23,200.  You  are  getting  close.  The  aver- 
age pay — I  am  sorry,  the  average  pay  of 
all  workers  is  $23,000.  Asbestos  workers 
on  Davis-Bacon  projects  actually  come 
in  above  the  average  workers.  For  the 
first  time  you  have  an  example  of  they 
come  in  above.  Everybody  else  comes 
in  below.  Backhoe  operator,  $19,800; 
electrician,  $18,871;  carpenter  $15,631; 
labor,  $10,672. 

You  can  see  from  all  of  these  salaries 
that  these  are  members  of  the  middle 
class  who  will  have  to  be  put  at  the 
lower  end  of  the  middle-class  scale. 
The  middle  class — it  may  be  you  have  a 
steady  job,  but  if  these  are  members  of 
the  middle  class,  as  they  were  when 
Davis  and  Bacon  first  made  the  law, 
the  wages  of  construction  workers  were 
kept  at  a  level  where  they  were  far 
higher  in  comparison  to  other  workers 
and  they  worked  in  the  middle  class. 

We  have  destroyed  the  middle  class, 
even  imder  Davis-Bacon.  The  salaries 
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have  gone  down.  What  the  people  are 
trying  to  do  who  want  to  repeal  Davis- 
Bacon  is  wipe  out  the  middle  class  that 
is  generated  through  the  construction 
industry,  working  people  who  work 
very  hard,  I  assure  you.  Construction 
work  is  some  of  the  dirtiest,  hardest, 
most  dangerous  work  in  America.  They 
deserve  to  be  paid  far  better  than  any 
of  the  wages  that  you  see  here.  Ra- 
leigh-Durham. Chapel  mil,  NC,  the  av- 
erage pay  for  all  workers  is  S23,000. 
North  Carolina.  They  are  pasring  other 
workers  far  higher  than  they  are  pay- 
ing Davis-Bacon  workers. 

Average  pay  for  adl  workers  in  the 
Raleigh-Durham,  Chapel  Hill  area  is 
S23,000.  Boilermakers  are  the  highest 
under  that,  and  they  are  almost— they 
are  a  little  more  than  half.  S12,000; 
electricians.  Sll.OOO;  ironworkers, 
$10,000;  bricklayers  $10,000.  So  in  the 
Raleigh-Durham  area,  to  work  under  a 
Davis-Bacon  contract  and  to  be  paid 
the  very  best,  the  boilermakers,  means 
that  you  make  half  as  much  as  the  av- 
erage worker  makes.  When  I  say  half,  I 
am  talking  about  $12,164. 

The  myth  is  a  big  lie.  It  is  not  really 
a  mjrth.  Myths  have  some  basis.  To 
have  such  a  discrepancy  between  the 
facts  and  the  reality  means  that  some- 
body is  perpetrating  a  big  lie.  Some- 
body is.  There  is  some  collusion  here,  a 
conspiracy  here.  The  conspiracy  is  not 
in  the  Department  of  Labor.  The  con- 
spiracy is  not  here  on  Capitol  Hill. 

The  conspiracy  is  out  there  with  all 
those  people  who  are  generating  these 
lies,  the  people  who  can  go  to  ABC 
news,  I  guess  producers  of  20/20,  and 
have  20i^  produce  such  a  lopsided,  dis- 
torted picture  of  Davis-Bacon.  That  did 
not  happen  by  accident.  That  has  to  be 
a  conspiracy  to  make  that  kind  of  lop- 
sided journalism,  to  put  it  on  the  air 
on  a  major  network.  I  suppose  we  will 
hear  more  of  that,  but  I  invite  all  of 
the  journalists,  especially  those  at  the 
ABC  network,  those  who  put  together 
the  20/20  piece,  to  come  and  take  a  look 
at  the  picture  across  the  coimtry. 
Tulsa,  Oklahoma,  average  household— I 
mean  the  average  pay  for  all  workers  is 
$21,589. 

There  is  one  category  that  gets  above 
that,  boilermakers,  but  the  iron- 
workers. $19,000;  electricians.  $15,000, 
and  it  goes  down.  Tulsa,  OK,  Oklahoma 
City,  they  seem  to  be  far  better  than 
North  Carolina.  But  no  matter  where 
you  go.  you  will  find  the  same  pattern. 
That  is,  that  Davis-Bacon  workers  are 
making  less,  in  some  cases  criminally 
less  than  the  average  working  person 
who  is  working  on  an  hourly  wage  job. 

The  facts  speak  for  themselves.  As  I 
said  before,  the  Senate  has  voted  99  to 
0,  the  other  body  has  voted  99  to  0  not 
to  repeal  the  Davis-Bacon  Act.  They 
are  willing  to  discuss  a  reform  of  the 
Davis-Bacon  Act.  Ansrthing  that  has 
existed  for  as  long  as  Davis-Bacon  can 
afford  to  be  reformed.  There  are 
changes   that   could   be   made    which 


would  benefit  the  people  who  the  act 
was  designed  to  help. 

Let  us  reform,  let  us  join  the  Senate, 
let  the  House  join  the  Senate  in  indi- 
cating that  the  business  of  reform  is  an 
appropriate  business.  It  is  an  honorable 
business.  That  is  all  we  are  going  to  en- 
gage in. 

To  wage  war  against  Davis-Bacon,  to 
try  to  carry  out  a  contract  to  destroy 
it  is  to  try  to  destroy  families  and 
conmiunities.  The  myths  that  keep- 
that  are  continually  perpetrated,  I  will 
run  through  a  few  of  them: 

The  Davis-Bacon  Act  requires  all 
contractors  to  pay  union  wages,  even 
when  the  average  wage  in  an  area  is 
well  below  the  union  rate.  That  is  a 
myth,  a  big  lie.  Of  the  12.500  prevailing 
wage  schedules  issued  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Labor  during  fiscal  year  1994. 
roughly  29  percent  reflect  all  union 
wage  rates,  while  48  percent  of  the 
wage  schedules  are  nonunion.  Mixed 
schedules,  those  that  contain  both 
imion  and  nonunion  wage  rates,  make 
up  the  remaining  23  percent  of  the  uni- 
verse of  wage  rates  out  there. 

The  perception  that  the  Davis-Bacon 
Act  rate  is  synonymous  with  the  union 
rate  is  a  holdover  from  the  days  when 
the  rate  paid  to  30  percent  of  the  work- 
ers in  a  classification  could  be  consid- 
ered the  prevailing  rate.  For  more  than 
a  decade,  union  wages  are  the  locally 
prevailing  rate  only  when  the  union 
rate  is  paid  to  at  least  50  percent  of  the 
workers  in  a  particular  classification, 
which  is  very  rare  that  union  workers, 
the  imion  rate  is  being  jjaid  to  50  per- 
cent of  the  workers  in  a  particular 
classification. 

The  Davis-Bacon  Act  is  inflationary 
and  adds  billions  of  dollars  to  the  Fed- 
eral budget.  That  is  the  other  mjrth. 
The  payment  of  prevailing  wages  does 
not  necessarily  inflate  costs,  but  does 
prevent  costs  from  being  cut  at  the  ex- 
pense of  employees'  wages. 

The  director  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office,  Robert  D.  Reischauer, 
testified  before  Congress  on  May  4, 
1993,  that  the  higher  wage  rates  do  not 
necessarily  increase  costs.  If  these  dif- 
ferences in  wages  were  offset  by  hiring 
more  skilled  and  productive  workers, 
no  additional  construction  costs  would 
result. 

A  1992  study  commissioned  by  the 
International  Union  of  Operating  Engi- 
neers compared  the  average  cost  per 
mile  for  highway  and  bridge  construc- 
tion in  five  high-wage  States  to  five 
low-wage  States  and  found  that  the 
construction  costs  per  mile  were  actu- 
ally lower  in  the  high-wage  States.  In 
the  States  where  the  Davis-Bacon  was, 
the  prevailing  wage  was  higher,  the  ac- 
tual construction  cost  was  lower  be- 
cause the  workers  were  more  produc- 
tive, more  skilled,  and  more  highly 
motivated. 

The  Davis-Bacon  Act  is  discrimina- 
tory in  origin  and  blocks  affirmative 
employment  of  women  and  minorities 


in  the  construction  industry.  I  have 
dealt  with  that  already.  That  is  a 
myth.  That  certainly  does  not  stand 
when  you  examine  it  closely. 

Davis-Bacon  was  not  designed  to  be  a 
civil  rights  act.  Davis-Bacon,  however, 
has  accrued  to  the  advantage  of  work- 
ers who  were  locked  out  by  providing 
training  programs  of  combined  efforts 
of  management  and  labor  which  have 
benefited  minority  workers  a  great 
deal. 

The  other  myth,  the  Davis-Bacon  Act 
is  poorly  administered  and  wage  deter- 
minations are  woefully  out  of  date. 

Wage  and  Hour  has  made  a  number  of 
improvements  in  the  administration  of 
the  Davis-Bacon  Act  over  the  last  few 
years,  including  making  wage  deter- 
minations available  on  line  through 
Fed-World,  computerization  of  the 
wage  determination  updating  system, 
and  improved  training  and  outreach  ef- 
forts. 

Wage  and  Hour  would  like  to  be  able 
to  conduct  more  surveys;  however,  re- 
sources are  limited. 

This  is  how  the  Davis-Bacon  prevail- 
ing wages  are  determined,  by  the  Wage 
and  Hour  section.  They  are  limited  re- 
sources. The  budget  has  been  cut  by 
the  Republican  majority,  and  they  are 
under  great  strain  to  try  to  enforce  the 
act  properly. 

What  happens  is  that  the  workers  are 
put  at  a  disadvantage.  If  these  Davis- 
Bacon  surveys  of  the  prevailing  wages 
were  updated  and  kept  up  to  date, 
wages  would  go  up.  not  down.  We  would 
have  a  situation  where  Davis-Bacon 
workers  would  be  making  more,  if  we 
had  the  personnel  and  the  resources 
that  have  been  denied  by  the  Repub- 
lican majority  out  there  to  administer 
the  law  properly. 

Another  myth  is  that  Davis-Bacon 
Act  is  no  longer  necessary  in  today's 
market  economy.  The  purpose  and  need 
for  the  Davis-Bacon  Act  is  as  great 
today  as  when  the  act  was  first  passed. 
Competition  for  work  in  the  construc- 
tion industry  remains  intense.  In  the 
aftermath  of  the  Los  Angeles  earth- 
quake, construction  workers  and  con- 
tractors from  outside  areas  sought  to 
bid  for  the  extensive  work  by  offering 
lower  rates. 

Unlike  private  industry,  the  Federal 
Government  and  most  federally  as- 
sisted entities  must  put  primary  em- 
phasis in  awarding  construction  con- 
tracts to  the  lowest  bidder,  and  it  is 
difficult,  if  not  impossible,  for  agencies 
to  award  to  the  contractor  with  a 
slightly  higher  bid  because  that  con- 
tractor does  better  work. 

The  Davis-Bacon  Act  encourages  con- 
tractors who  compete  based  on  effi- 
ciency and  quality  rather  than  who 
pays  the  lowest  wages. 

As  you  know,  the  Los  Angeles  earth- 
quake meant  that  large  amounts  of 
Federal  money,  billions  of  dollars  went 
into  Los  Angeles  and  to  the  California 
economy.  In  fact,  the  California  econ- 
omy rebounded  greatly  as  a  result  of 
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the  between  $6-  and  $8-billion  of  Fed- 
eral money  that  went  into  California. 
Most  of  that  was  for  construction,  re- 
building. The  fact  that  Davis-Bacon 
was  in  force  meant  that  the  commu- 
nity benefited  more,  not  less. 

I  submit  in  its  entirety  an  item  la- 
beled "Davis-Bacon  Act,  Myth  and  Re- 
ality." along  with  other  items  I  sub- 
mitted for  the  Record: 

Davis-Bacon  Act,  m^th  and  Reality- 

Myth:  The  Davis-Bacon  Act  requires  all 
contractors  to  pay  union  wages,  even  when 
the  average  wage  in  an  area  Is  well  below  the 
union  rate. 

Reality:  Of  the  12.500  prevailing  wage 
schedules  Issued  by  DOL  during  FY  1994, 
roughly  29%  reflect  all  union  wage  rates 
while  48%  of  the  wage  schedules  aure  non- 
union. Mixed  schedules,  those  that  contain 
both  union  and  non-union  wage  rates,  make 
up  the  remaining  23%  of  the  universe. 

The  perception  that  the  DBA  rate  Is  syn- 
onymous with  the  union  rate  is  a  hold  over 
from  the  days  when  the  rate  paid  to  30%  of 
the  workers  in  a  classification  could  be  con- 
sidered the  prevailing  rate.  For  more  than  a 
decade,  union  wages  are  the  locally  prevail- 
ing rate  only  when  the  union  rate  is  paid  to 
at  least  50%  of  the  workers  in  a  particular 
classiflcation. 

Mjrth:  The  Davis-Bacon  Act  is  inflationary 
and  adds  billions  of  dollars  to  the  Federal 
budget 

Reality:  The  payment  of  prevailing  wages 
docs  not  necessarily  Inflate  costs,  but  does 
prevent  costs  from  being  cut  at  the  ezi>ense 
of  employees'  wages. 

The  Director  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office.  Robert  D.  Reischauer.  testifled  before 
Congress  on  May  4.  1993,  that  "higher  wage 
rates  do  not  necessarily  Increase  costs  *  *  • 
If  these  differences  in  wages  were  offset  by 
hiring  more  skilled  and  productive  workers 
no  additional  construction  costs  would  re- 
sult." 

A  1992  study  commissioned  by  the  Inter- 
national Union  of  Operating  Engineers 
(lUOE)  compared  the  average  cost  per  mile 
for  highway  and  bridge  construction  in  five 
high-wage  states  to  Ave  low-wage  states  and 
found  that  the  construction  costs  per  mile 
were  actually  lower  In  the  high-wage  states. 

Myth:  The  Davis-Bacon  Act  is  discrimina- 
tory in  origin  and  blocks  affirmative  em- 
ployment of  women  and  minorities  In  the 
construction  industry. 

Reality:  In  1993.  the  NAACP  passed  a  reso- 
lution supporting  the  Davis-Bacon  Act.  The 
DBA  protects  all  construction  workers  from 
exploitation  and  wage  cutting.  Former  Sec- 
retary of  Labor  Ray  Marshall  has  written 
that  the  "workers  most  often  victimized  by 
unscrupulous  contractors  arc  the  minority 
workers." 

Available  data  refute  the  argument  that 
Davis-Bacon  operates  In  a  manner  that  dis- 
criminates against  minorities  and  women.  In 
fact,  there  is  no  difference  in  the  employ- 
ment of  minorities  and  women  by  Federal 
construction  contractors  and  contractors 
who  do  not  do  Federal  construction  work. 

Disadvantaged  workers  can  be  employed  on 
DBA  contracts  under  approved  training  pro- 
granis  that  offer  opportunities  for  real  ca- 
reers rather  than  the  dead-end  jobs  that 
could  result  without  the  Davis-Bacon  frame- 
work. The  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development's  STEP-UP  apprenticeship  pro- 
gram Is  an  example  of  how  DBA  can  work  in 
harmony  with  structured  training  programs 
that  provide  meaningful  employment  oppor- 


tunities for  unemployed  public  housing  ten- 
ants. 

Myth:  The  Davis-Bacon  Act  Is  poorly  ad- 
ministered and  wage  determinations  axe 
woefully  out-of-date. 

Reality:  Wage  and  Hour  has  made  a  num- 
ber of  improvements  in  the  administration  of 
the  DBA  over  the  last  few  years  Including 
making  wage  determinations  available  on- 
line through  Fed-World,  computerization  of 
the  wage  determination  updating  system, 
and  improved  training  and  outreach  efforts. 

Wage  and  Hour  would  like  to  be  able  to 
conduct  more  surveys;  however,  resources 
are  limited.  Thus  the  survey  program  is 
carefully  planned  to  target  those  areas 
where  the  the  most  Federal  construction  is 
planned  and  where  there  Is  evidence  that 
wage  patterns  have  changed.  To  the  extent 
that  wage  rates  are  out-of-date,  that  usually 
results  in  wage  rates  that  are  too  low  rather 
than  too  high. 

Wage  and  Hour  Is  exploring  new  ways  to 
reinvent  the  process  to  make  It  work  even 
better. 

Myth:  The  Davis-Bacon  Act  is  no  longer 
necessary  in  today's  market  economy. 

Reality:  The  purpose  and  need  for  the 
Davis-Bacon  Act  is  as  great  today  as  when 
the  Act  was  first  passed.  Competition  for 
work  In  the  construction  industry  remains 
Intense.  In  the  aftermath  of  the  LA  earth- 
quake, construction  workers  and  contractors 
from  outside  areas  sought  to  bid  for  the  ex- 
tensive work  by  offering  lower  rates. 

Unlike  private  Industry,  the  Federal  gov- 
ernment and  most  federally-assisted  entitles 
must  put  primary  emphasis  in  awarding  con- 
struction contracts  to  the  lowest  bidder,  and 
It  is  difficult  ff  not  impossible  for  agencies 
to  award  to  the  contractor  with  a  slightly 
higher  bid  because  that  contractor  does  bet- 
ter work. 

The  Davis-Bacon  Act  encourages  contrac- 
tors to  compete  based  on  efflclcncy  and  qual- 
ity rather  than  on  who  pays  the  lowest 
wages. 

Ernest  D.  Menold,  inc. 
Lester,  PA.  May  28. 1996. 
Re  Davis-Bacon  reform,  S.  1183. 
Senator  Rick  Santorum, 
U^.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  senator  Santorum:  I  am  writing  to 
thank  you  for  the  key  role  you  played  In  de- 
feating the  attempt  in  the  Senate  to  repeal 
Davis-Bacon  and  to  offer  instead  Davis- 
Bacon  Reform  legislation  in  the  form  of  S. 
1183. 

Next  year  Ernest  D.  Menold.  Inc.  will  cele- 
brate its  50th  year  in  business.  Over  the 
course  of  those  many  years  I.  and  my  father 
before  me,  have  taken  great  pride  in  watch- 
ing young  apprentices  enter  our  industry,  de- 
velop into  skilled  mechanics,  raise  families, 
send  their  children  to  college,  have  their 
medical  needs  taken  care  of.  and  for  many, 
retire  with  dignity  to  enjoy  the  fruits  of 
their  years  of  hard  labor.  We  take  as  much 
pride  in  those  accomplishments  as  we  do  in 
the  jobs  we  have  done  and  the  reputation  we 
have  built. 

We  are  proud  to  be  one  of  the  more  than 
22,000  socially  responsible  contractors  in  this 
country  who  share  in  these  same  accomplish- 
ments. We  hope  that  our  federal  government 
will  always  see  flt  to  play  a  leading  role  in 
setting  the  standards  that  wUl  allow  the 
American  construction  worker  to  look  for- 
ward to  a  stable,  productive  and  rewarding 
career  in  our  Industry. 

Again,  thank  you  for  your  support  on  this 
issue. 

Very  truly  yours. 

Ernest  R.  Menold,  P.E.. 

President. 


The  General  Contractors 
Assooation  of  New  York.  Inc. 
New  York.  AT,  November  7. 1995. 
Terry  g.  Bumpers. 

Director.  National  Alliance  for  Fair  Contract- 
ing. Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Bumpers:  I  enjoyed  your  letter 
to  Brian  Lockett.  If  the  occasion  arises,  you 
can  distribute  this  letter  to  anyone  who 
questions  the  commitment  of  heavy  con- 
struction contractors  to  union  contracting. 
The  General  Contractors  Association  of  New 
York.  Inc.  represents  the  heavy  construction 
industry  active  New  York  City.  We  have  over 
700  contractors  using  the  collective  bargain- 
ing agreements,  that  have  negotiated  with 
fourteen  different  locals  of  the  building  and 
construction  trades.  Our  members  are  flrmly 
conmiitted  to  union  contracting  because  It  is 
the  only  sure  way  to  obtain  a  steady  supply 
of  trained  and  capable  workers  in  New  York 
City  over  the  long  term.  The  support  of  pre- 
vailing wage  legislation  and  union  contract- 
ing is  our  protection  for  the  future  for  all  of 
our  members. 

The  prevailing  wages  In  the  heavy  con- 
struction Industry  of  New  York  City,  at  over 
S35.00  an  hour  in  wages  and  fringe  beneflts. 
would  seem  high  to  many.  But  the  annual 
take  home  pay  of  most  of  our  workforce  still 
leave  them  eligible  for  most  subsidized  hous- 
ing programs  in  New  York  City.  We  know 
that  we  pay  a  fair  wage  that  allows  our 
workers  to  support  their  families  and  to  con- 
tribute to  their  communities  in  their  non- 
working  hours.  But  we're  not  paying  them 
enough  to  live  on  Park  Avenue. 

We  also  know  what  happens  In  New  York 
City  when  there  is  no  prevailing  wage  legis- 
lation like  Davis-Bacon  protecting  the  wage 
levels  of  construction  workers.  We  have  seen 
in  the  unregulated  building  sector  in  New 
York  City  that  wages  can  be  driven  down  to 
under  JIO.OO  an  hour  by  preying  on  the  des- 
peration or  Illegal  status  of  workers.  At  that 
level  workers  cam  barely  enough  to  survive. 
We  know  that  the  unregulated  industry  has 
no  steady  workforce,  appalling  safety 
records,  and  little  stake  in  the  continuing 
health  of  the  communities  In  which  Its  work- 
force must  reside. 

Our  heavy  construction  contractors  sur- 
vive and  thrive  on  the  effectiveness  of  their 
workforce,  not  on  the  shine  on  the  equip- 
ment. The  best  assets  leave  each  day  at  the 
end  of  the  shift.  Those  assets  are  most  pro- 
ductive when  they  are  paid  enough  to  work 
without  family  worries  and  to  contribute  to 
their  communities.  We  know  that  decent 
wages  are  the  key  to  attracting  competent 
people  to  enter  and  stay  in  the  heavy  con- 
struction workforce. 


LEA"VE  OF  ABSENCE 
By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Ms.  Jackson-Lee  of  Texas  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  GEPHARDT),  for  today,  on 
account  of  a  death  in  the  family. 

Mrs.  Lincoln  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
GEPHARDT),  for  today,  on  account  of 
medical  reasons. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

(The  following  Member  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Pallone)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend his  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 
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Mr.  Clement,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  KOLBE)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend his  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr.  Lucas  of  Oklahoma,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 

Mr.  RiGGS,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Mica,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  for  5  minutes, 
today. 


Mr.  Bentsen. 

Mr.  Fazio  of  California. 

Mr.  Coble. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Pallone)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Ms.  Jackson-Lee  of  Texas. 

Mr.  Richardson. 

Mr.  Stark. 

Mr.  Pallone. 

Mr.  SisiSKY. 

Mr.  Edwards.  ^ 

Mr.  Coyne. 

Mr.  Nadler. 

Ms.  Rivers. 

Mrs.  Maloney. 

Mr.  FILNER. 

Mr.  CLEMENT. 

Mr.  HINCHEY. 

Mr.  BONIOR. 

Mr.  Payne  of  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Ward. 

Mr.  Barcia. 

Ms.  Slaughter. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Kolbe)  and  to  include  ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr.  Camp  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  Walker. 

Mr.  Martini  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Davis  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Chrysler. 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Lazio  of  New  York. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH. 
Mr.  TORKILDSEN. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Owens)  and  to  include  ex- 
traneous nmtter:) 
Ms.  Harman. 
Forbes. 

DOOLEY  of  California. 
Heineman. 
Meehan. 

WOOLSEY. 

Mr.  Menendez  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Gordon. 

Mr.  Kleczka  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  McHuGH. 

Mr.  Collins  of  Georgia. 

Mr.  Shaw. 

Mr.  Doyle. 

Mr.  Abercrombie. 

Mr.  Emerson. 

Mr.  Solomon  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Lantos. 

Mr.  Pomeroy. 

Mr.  GooDLiNG  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  Oilman. 

Mr.  Weldon  of  Florida. 

Ms.  LOFGREN. 


Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Ms. 


SENATE  BILLS  REFERRED 

A  bill  and  concurrent  resolution  of 
the  Senate  of  the  following  titles  were 
taken  from  the  Speaker's  table  and, 
under  the  rule,  referred  as  follows: 

S.  1406.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  convey  to  the  city  of  Eufaula, 
Oklahoma,  a  parcel  of  land  located  at  the 
Eufaula  Lake  project,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Transportation 
and  Infrastructure;  and 

S.  Con.  Res.  63.  Concurrent  resolution  to 
express  the  sense  of  Congress  that  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  should  dispose  of  all  re- 
maining commodities  in  a  disaster  reserve 
maintained  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1970  to  relieve  the  distress  of  livestock  pro- 
ducers whose  ability  to  maintain  livestock  Is 
adversely  affected  by  disaster  conditions  ex- 
isting In  certain  areas  of  the  United  States, 
such  as  prolonged  drought  or  flooding,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Ag- 
riculture. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  7  o'clock  and  12  minutes 
p.m.),  under  its  previous  order,  the 
House  adjourned  until  tomorrow,  Fri- 
day, June  7,  1996,  at  10  a.m. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS. 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

[Omitted  from  the  Record  of  June  5, 1996] 

3430.  A  letter  from  the  Board  of  Trustees  of 
the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund, 
transmitting  notification  that  on  April  6, 
1993,  the  Board  notified  each  House  of  Con- 
gress that  the  reserves  of  the  hospital  insur- 
ance [HI]  trust  fund  were  expected  to  be  ex- 
hausted In  1999,  on  April  11,  1994,  the  Board 
affirmed  the  1993  notification  with  a  change 
In  the  expected  date  of  exhaustion  to  2001, 
and  on  April  3,  1995.  the  Board  reported  that 
the  expected  exhaustion  date  was  2002;  as 
shown  In  the  1996  trustees  report,  the  HI 
trust  fund  Is  estimated  to  be  exhausted  In 
2001,  the  status  of  the  HI  trust  fund  still  does 
not  meet  the  Board's  test  of  short-range  fi- 
nancial adequacy,  pursuant  to  section  709  of 
the  Social  Security  Act;  to  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means. 

[Submitted  June  6. 1996] 

3431.  A  letter  from  the  Administrator,  Ag- 
ricultural Marketing  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule— Pork  Promotion, 
Research,  and  Consumer  Information  Order- 
Increase  In  Importer  Assessments  (Docket 
No.  LS-96-001  FR)  received  May  30,  1996,  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Agriculture. 

3432.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Offlce  of 
Regulations  Management,  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule— Montgomery  GI  Bill— Se- 
lected  Reserve:    Miscellaneous    (RIN:    2900- 


AI04)  received  June  5,  1996,  pursuant  to 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Na- 
tional Security. 

3433.  A  letter  from  the  Dfrector,  Office  of 
Regulations  Management,  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule — Educational  Assistance 
for  Members  of  the  Selected  Reserve  (RIN: 
290O-AE43)  received  June  5,  1996,  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
National  Security. 

3434.  A  letter  from  the  Managing  Director, 
Federal  Communications  Commission,  trans- 
mitting the  Commission's  final  rule- 
Amendment  of  Section  73.202(b),  Table  of  Al- 
lotments, FM  Broadcast  Stations  (Cassvllle 
and  Klmberllng  City,  MO)  (MM  Docket  No. 
95-179)  received  June  5,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

3435.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Federal 
Communications  Commission,  transmitting 
the  Commission's  flnal  rule — Amendment  of 
Section  73.202(b),  Table  of  Allotments,  FM 
Broadcast  Stations  (New  Port  Rlchey, 
Naples  Park.  Sarasota  and  Sebrlng,  FL)  (MM 
Docket  No.  93-65)  received  June  5,  1996,  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce. 

3436.  A  letter  from  the  Managing  Director, 
Federal  Communications  Commission,  trans- 
mitting the  Commission's  final  rule — 
Amendment  of  Section  73.202(b),  Table  of  Al- 
lotments, FM  Broadcast  Stations  (Campton 
and  Frenchburg.  KY)  (MM  Docket  No.  95-170) 
received  June  5,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3437.  A  letter  from  the  Managing  Director. 
Federal  Communications  Commission,  trans- 
mitting the  Commission's  flnal  rule — 
Amendment  of  Part  80  of  the  Rules  Concern- 
ing U.S.  Coast  Guard  Vessel  Trafflc  Services 
[VTS]  Systems  in  Sault  Ste.  Marie,  MI;  San 
Francisco,  CA;  and  Morgan  City,  LA  (WT 
Docket  No.  95-132)  received  May  31, 1996.  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce. 

3438.  A  letter  from  the  Chief  Executive  Of- 
ficer, Corporation  for  National  Service, 
transmitting  the  semiannual  report  on  ac- 
tivities of  the  Inspector  general  for  the  pe- 
riod October  1,  1995,  through  March  31,  1996, 
and  the  semiannual  management  report  on 
audit  followup  for  the  same  period,  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  app.  (Insp.  Gen.  Act)  section  5(b); 
to  the  Committee  on  Government  Reform 
and  Oversight. 

3439.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks,  Department 
of  the  Interior,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule— Public  Use  Regulations  for 
the  Alaska  Penlnsula/Becharof  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  Complex  (U.S.  Fish  and  Wild- 
life Service)  (RIN:  1018-AD34)  received  June 
6,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to 
the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3440.  A  letter  from  the  Chief  of  Staff,  So- 
cial Security  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule— Federal  Old- 
Age,  Survivors  and  Disability  Insurance;  De- 
termining Disability  and  Blindness;  Exten- 
sion of  Expiration  Date  for  Musculoskeletal 
System  Listings  (RIN:  096&-AE43)  received 
June  3,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A); 
to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  xm,  reports  of 
conmiittees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  sis  follows: 
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Mr.  DREIER:  Committee  on  Rules.  House 
Resolution  448.  Resolution  providing  for  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (H.R.  2754)  to  approve 
and  Implement  the  OECD  Shipbuilding  Trade 
Agreement  (Rept.  104-606).  Referred  to  the 
House  (Calendar. 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Committee  on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight.  H.R.  3184.  A  bill  to 
streamline  and  improve  the  effectiveness  of 
chapter  75  of  title  31.  United  States  Code 
(commonly  referred  to  as  the  '-Single  Audit 
Act");  with  an  amendment  (Rept.  104-607). 
Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure.  House  Concurrent 
Resolution  172.  Resolution  authorizing  the 
1996  Summer  Olympic  Torch  Relay  to  be  run 
through  the  Capitol  Grounds,  and  for  other 
purposes  (Rept.  104-608).  Referred  to  the 
House  Calendar. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Conmilttee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure.  H.R.  3186.  A  bill  to 
designate  the  Federal  building  located  at 
1655  Woodson  Road  In  Overland,  MO,  as  the 
"Sammy  L.  Davis  Federal  Building"  (Rept. 
104-«)9).  Referred  to  the  House  Calendar. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure.  H.R.  3400.  A  bill  to 
designate  the  U.S.  courthouse  to  be  con- 
structed at  a  site  on  18th  Street  between 
Dodge  and  Douglass  Streets  In  Omaha,  NE, 
as  the  "Roman  L.  Hruska  United  States 
Courthouse";  with  amendments  (Rept.  104- 
610).  Referred  to  the  House  Calendar. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Committee  on  Transpor- 
Utlon  and  Infrastructure.  H.R.  3364.  A  bill  to 
designate  a  U.S.  courthouse  In  Scranton,  PA, 
as  the  •'William  J.  Nealon  United  States 
Courthouse";  with  amendments  (Rept.  104- 
611).  Referred  to  the  House  Calendar. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 
Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXn,  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mr.  SHUSTER  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Oberstar,  Mr.  BOEHLERT,  and  Mr. 
BORSKI): 

H  Jl.  3592.  A  bill  to  provide  for  conservation 
and  development  of  water  and  related  re- 
sources, to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  to  construct  various  projects  for  Im- 
provements to  rivers  and  harbors  of  the 
United  States,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

By  Mr.  BUYER  (for  himself,  Mr.  FlL- 
NER,  and  Mr.  Solomon): 

H.R.  3593.  A  blU  to  require  that  reductions 
in  force  procedures  under  the  new  personnel 
management  system  of  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  be  subject  to  veterans  pref- 
erence; to  the  Conunlttee  on  Transportation 
and  Infrastructure,  and  In  addition  to  the 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight,  for  a  period  to  be  subsequently  de- 
termined by  the  Speaker,  In  each  case  for 
consideration  of  such  provisions  as  fall  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  con- 
cerned. 

H.R.  3594.  A  bill  to  amend  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  to  ensure  compliance  with  vet- 
erans preference  requfrements  at  the  Depart- 
ment of  Veterans  Affairs;  to  the  Committee 
on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  BARRETT  of  Nebraska  (for 
himself  and  Mr.  Bereuter): 

H.R.  3595.  A  bill  to  make  available  to  the 
Santee  Sioux  Tribe  of  Nebraska  Its  propor- 
tionate share  of  funds  awarded  In  Docket  74- 


A  to  the  Sioux  Indian  Nation,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 
By  Mr.  CLINGER  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
ENGLISH  of  Pennsylvania): 
H.R.  3596.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  estab- 
lishment of  the  Oil  Region  National  Heritage 
Area,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Resources. 

By  Mr.  DUNCAN: 
H.R.  3597.  A  bill  to  provide  for  a  study  of 
the  establishment  of  Midway  Islands  as  a  na- 
tional memorial  to  the  Battle  of  Midway;  to 
the  Committee  on  Resources. 
By  Mr.  KLECZKA: 
H.R.  3598.  A  bill  to  amend  part  A  of  title  XI 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  prohibit  cer- 
tain misuses  of  the  Social  Security  account 
number;    to   the   Committee   on   Ways   and 
Means. 

By    Mr.    MANTON    (for    himself.    Mr. 
King,  and  Mr.  Oilman): 
H.R.  3599.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  President 
to  enter  Into  a  trade  agreement  concerning 
Northern  Ireland  and  certain  border  counties 
of  the  Republic  of  Ireland,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 
By   Mr.   RAMSTAD   (for   himself.    Mr. 
WOLF,  Mr.  Emerson,  Mr.  kleczka. 
and  Mr.  McNULTS'): 
H.R.  3600.  A  bill  to  establish  a  conmiisslon 
to  be  known  as  the  Harold  Hughes  Commis- 
sion on  Alcoholism:  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

By  Mr.  TAUZIN  (for  himself.  Mr.  BAR- 
TON of  Texas,  Mr.  Hayes,  Mr.  Nor- 
wood, Mr.  Under.  Mr.  Oxley.  Mr. 
Stearns,  Mr.  Towns,  and  Mr.  Baker 
of  Louisiana): 
H.R.  3601.  A  bill  to  repeal  the  Public  Util- 
ity Holding  Company  Act  of  1935,  to  enact 
the  Public  Utility  Holding  Company  Act  of 
1996.  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  ComnUt- 
tee  on  Commerce. 

By  Mr.  ZKT.TFF  (for  himself.  Mr.  PETE 
Geren  of  Texas.  Mr.  Clinger.  Mr. 
Ehlers,    Mr.    Emerson,    and    Mr. 

COBLE): 

H.R.  3602.  A  bill  to  reduce  the  hazards  of 
dam  failures,  and  for  other  purjwses;  to  the 
Committee  ,  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

By  Mr.  TORRES  (for  himself,  Ms.  ROY- 
bal-Allard,  Ms.  ESHOo,  Mrs.  Mink  of 
Hawaii,  Mr.  Becerra,  Mrs.  Clayton, 
Mr.  PORTER,  Mrs.  Roukema,  and  Mr. 
HORN): 
H.  Con.  Res.  182.  Concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  the  Congress  regarding 
the  need  for  the  President  to  seek  the  Sen- 
ates  advice  and  consent  for  ratification  of 
the  1994  Inter-American  Convention  on  the 
Prevention,  Punishment,  and  Eradication  of 
Violence  Against  Women:  to  the  Committee 
on  International  Relations. 

By  Mrs.  VUCANO\aCH  (for  herself.  Mr. 
Calvert,  Mrs.  Clayton.  Mr.  Hobson. 
Mr.   Hutchinson,   Mrs.   Johnson   of 
Connecticut,      Mr.      Lcinski,      Mr. 
Myers  of  Indiana,  Mr.  Petri,  and  Mr. 
Wamp): 
H.  Res.  449.  Resolution  relating  to  breast 
Implants,  the  Food  and  Drug  Administra- 
tion, and  breast  care;  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows: 

H.R.  52:  Ms.  DeLauro. 

H.R.  359:  Mr.  Smtth  of  New  Jersey  and  Mr. 
Flake. 


H.R.  580:  Mr.  Zeliff. 

H.R.  887:  Ms.  Ros-Lehtinen. 

H.R.  972:  Mr.  TUHRT. 

H.R.  1023:  Mr.  Lewis  of  California. 

H.R.  1073:  Mr.  Bbcerra,  Mr.  Clyburn.  Mr. 
Moakley.  Mr.  Kennedy  of  Massachusetts. 
Ms.  Velazquez,  Mr.  Rose,  Mrs.  Maloney. 
Ms.  Harman.  Mr.  Roemer.  Mrs.  KE>fNELLY. 
Mr.  Nadler.  Mr.  Schumer.  Mr.  de  la  Garza. 
and  Mr.  Deal  of  Georgia. 

H.R.  1074:  Mr.  Deal  of  OorgU.  Mr.  BECER- 
RA. Mr.  Clybu-rn,  Mr.  Moakley.  Mr.  Ken- 
nedy of  Massachusetts.  Ms.  Velazquez,  Mr. 
Rose,  Mrs.  Malone^-,  Ms.  Harman.  Mr.  Roe- 
mer, Mrs.  Kennelly.  Mr.  Nadler,  Mr.  Schu- 
mer, and  Mr.  de  la  Garza. 

H.R.  1202:  Mr.  DuRBiN  and  Mr.  Calvert. 

H.R.  1462:  Mr.  Gonzalez,  Mr.  Poshard.  Mr. 
Chabot,  Mr.  Gallecly,  Mr.  Bilbray,  Mr. 
Cunningham,  Mr.  Hall  of  Ohio,  and  Ms.  Roy- 

BAL-ALLARD. 

H.R.  1552:  Mr.  SaXTON,  Mr.  DICKEY.  Mr. 
Hall  of  Ohio,  Mr.  Shaw.  Mr.  Smith  of  New 
Jersey,  Ms.  FuRSE,  Mr.  Hamilton,  Mr.  Shu- 
STER.  Mr.  MoRAN,  Mr.  Oberstar,  Mr. 
Spratt.  Mr.  Brewster.  Mr.  Gunderson.  Mr. 
Dooley,  and  Mr.  Johnson  of  South  Dakota 

H.R.  1656:  Mr.  Markey. 

H.R.  1711:  Mr.  LaHOOD  and  Mr.  RiGCS. 

H.R.  1842:  Mr.  LUTHER. 

H.R.  2122:  Mr.  Ensign. 

H.R.  2338:  Mr.  ENGEL. 

H.R.  2416:  Mr.  QUDW  and  Mr.  KLECZKA. 

H.R.  2578:  Mr.  Brewster,  Mr.  Bonilla,  Mr. 
ackerman,  Mr.  Dellums,  Mr.  Fattah,  and 
Ms.  Norton. 

H.R.  2652:  Mr.  McNULTT. 

H.R.  2727:  Mr.  ROTH  and  Mr.  TRAFICANT. 

H.R.  2757:  Mr.  INGUS  of  South  Carolina, 

H.R.  2925:  Ms.  HARMAN. 

H.R.  2930:  Mr.  FLANAGAN  and  Mr.  Blute. 

H.R.  2943:  Mr.  PICKETT. 

H.R.  3077:  Mr.  BEREUTER. 

H.R.  3079:  Mr.  Hall  of  Ohio. 

H.R.  3063:  Mr.  Hastings  of  Washington  and 
Mr.  Crapo. 

H.R.  3114:  Mr.  HOUGHTON. 

H.R.  3142:  Mr.  LIVINGSTON,  Mr.  ZEUFF,  Vn. 
Maloney,  Mr.  Jones,  Mr.  Coble,  Mr.  Moob- 
HEAS,  and  Mr.  Wise. 

H.R.  3182:  Mr.  BISHOP,  >lr.  COBUHN,  Mr. 
Paxon,  Mr.  Calvert,  and  Mr.  Evans. 

H.R.  3199:  Mr.  Smpth  of  Texas,  Mr.  LIVING- 
STON, Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska,  Mr.  Bevill.  Mr. 
Clyburn,  Mr.  Costello,  Mr.  Wamp.  Mr. 
Farr,  Mr.  Zeliff,  and  Ms.  Harman. 

H.R.  3201:  Mr.  Sensenbrenner,  Mr.  Fa- 
well,  Mr.  SHUSTER,  Mr.  Hayworth,  Mr.  Bry- 
ant of  Tennessee,  Mr.  Horn,  Mr.  Hutch- 
inson, Mr.  LDfDER,  Mr.  FROST,  and  Mr. 
Wamp. 

H.R.  3207:  Mr.  Camp.  Mr.  Lewis  of  CJeorgla, 
Mr.  Hu"tchd*son,  Mr.  Deal  of  (Jeorgla.  Mr. 
Stump,  and  Mr.  Ganske. 

H.R.  3217:  Ms.  Slaughter,  Mr.  Flanagan. 
and  Ms.  Woolsey. 

H.R.  3226:  Ms.  NORTON. 

H.R.  3266:  Mr.  TAYLOR  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Spratt,  and  Mr.  Poshard. 

H.R.  3307  Mr.  HANCOCK,  Mr.  Shaw.  Mr.  Ldj- 

DER,  and  Mr.  Goodlatte. 

H.R.  3310:  Mr.  Tate  and  Ms.  Kaptur. 

H.R.  3338:  Mr.  Cremeans,  Mr.  LaTOURETTE, 

Mrs.  Meyers  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Luther,  Mr. 

Bishop.  Mr.  Kolbe,  Mr.  Dooley,  Mr.  Chabot, 

Mr.        HOSTETTLER,        Mr.        EHRUCH,       Mr. 

Chambliss,  Mr.  Calvert,  Mr.  Hayworth.  Mr. 
Sunning  of  Kentucky,  Mr.  Ramstad.  Mr. 
Hastert,  Mr.  Talent,  Mr.  Oxley.  Mr. 
Herger,  Mr.  Weluer,  Mr.  Metcalf.  Mr. 
Cunningham.  Mr.  Goodlatte,  and  Mr. 
Buyer. 

H.R.  3362;  Mr.  CUMMINGS,  Mr.  ACKERMAN, 
Mr.  Clyburn,  and  Mr.  Moran. 
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H.R.  3391:  Mr.  BARTON  of  Teicas,  Mrs. 
MYRiCK.  and  Mr.  Cooley. 

H.R.  3423:  Mr.  CALVERT,  Mr.  WATTS  of 
Oklahoma,  Mr.  Berelter,  Mr.  Canady.  and 
Mr.  Incus  of  South  Carolina. 

H.R.  3424:  Mr.  EVANS.  Mr.  FROST,  and  Mr. 
HOLDEN. 

H.R.  3442:  Mr.  FOLEY. 

H.R.  3450:  Mr.  WELDON  of  Pennsylvania. 

H.R.  3463:  Mr.  TORRES,  Mr.  CONYERS,  Mr. 
Waxman,  and  Mr.  Brown  of  California. 

H.R.  3468:  Mr.  BAKER  of  Louisiana,  Mr. 
Sabo,  and  Mr.  Gallegly. 

H.R.  3520:  Mr.  MASCARA  and  Mr.  Ackerman. 

H.R.  3522:  Mr.  DURBIN. 

H.R.  3525:  Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Canady,  Mr.  CAL- 
VERT, Mr.  HORN,  Mr.  Berelter,  Mr.  FRANKS 
of  Connecticut,   Mr.    Stockman,   and   Mrs. 

MORELLA. 


H.R.  3551:  Mr.  ZiMMER,  Mr.  KING,  and  Mrs. 
Mink  of  Hawaii. 

H.R.  3556:  Mr.  JACOBS  and  Mr.  LUTHER. 

H.R.  3580:  Mr.  NORWOOD,  Mrs.  FOWLER,  Mr. 
Herger,  Mr.  Buley,  Mr.  Stump,  and  Mrs. 

VUCANOVICH. 

H.  Con.  Res.  124:  Mr.  TORKILDSEN. 

H.  Res.  398:  Mr.  TORRICELLI  and  Mr.  ZIM- 
MER. 


DELETIONS  OF  SPONSORS  FROM 
PUBLIC  BELLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXn.  sponsors 
were  deleted  from  public  bills  and  reso- 
lutions as  follows: 

H.R.  1462:  Mr.  VOLKMER. 


AMENDMENTS 


Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXm,  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H.R.  3540 

Offered  By:  Ms.  Jackson-Lee  of  Texas 

AMENDMENT  NO.  79:  Page  97,  after  line  5,  in- 
sert the  following  new  section: 

HUMAN  RIGHTS  PROGRESS  IN  ETHIOPIA 

Sec  573.  The  Department  of  State  should 
closely  monitor  and  take  into  account 
human  rights  progress  in  Ethiopia  as  it  obli- 
gates fiscal  year  1997  funds  for  Ethiopia  ap- 
propriated in  this  Act. 
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The  Senate  met  at  9  a.m.  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  Thurmond]. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogllvle,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Almighty  God,  ultimate  judge  of  our 
lives,  in  this  moment  of  quiet  reflec- 
tion, we  hold  up  our  motives  for  Your 
review.  We  want  to  be  totally  honest 
with  You  and  with  ourselves  about 
what  really  motivates  our  decisions, 
words,  and  actions.  Sometimes  we 
want  You  to  approve  of  motives  that 
we  have  not  reviewed  in  the  light  of 
Your  righteousness,  justice,  and  love. 
There  are  times  we  are  driven  by  self- 
serving  motives  that  contradict  our 
better  nature.  Most  serious  of  all,  we 
confess  that  sometimes  our  motives 
are  dominated  by  secondary  loyalties: 
Party  prejudice  blurs  our  vision,  com- 
bative competition  prompts  manipula- 
tive methods,  negative  attitudes  foster 
strained  relationships.  Together  we  ask 
You  to  purify  our  motives  and  refine 
them  until  they  are  in  congruity  with 
Your  will  and  Your  vision.  In  the  name 
of  Jesus  who  taught  us  the  liberating, 
healing  motivation  of  glorifying  You 
by  serving  others.  Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  ACTING 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
able  acting  majority  leader.  Senator 
LOTT,  of  Mississippi,  is  recognized. 


SCHEDULE 


Mr.  LOTT.  Thank  you,  Mr.  President. 
The  Senate  will  immediately  resume 
consideration  of  House  Joint  Resolu- 
tion 1,  the  balanced  budget  constitu- 
tional amendment.  Senators  are  re- 
minded, a  vote  will  occur  on  passage  of 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  at  12 
noon  today.  Following  that  vote,  the 
Senate  may  consider  other  Legislative 
or  Executive  Calendar  items  that  can 
be  cleared  for  action.  I  know  that  there 
are  some  bills  that  are  pending  that 
could  be  taken  up.  I  know  that  there 
has  been  work  underway  on  executive 
items.  So  I  am  sure  that  that  informa- 
tion will  be  provided  by  the  majority 
leader  immediately  following  the  vote 
at  12  noon.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  the 
floor. 


BALANCED  BUDGET  AMENDMENT 
TO  THE  CONSTITUTION 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate will  now  move  to  consideration  of 


House  Joint  Resolution  1,  which  the 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  joint  resolution  (House  Joint  Resolution 
1)  proposing  a  balanced  budget  amendment 
to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  joint  resolution. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum,  and  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  in 
the  quortim  call  be  equally  divided  on 
both  sides. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Brown).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
imanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  senior 
Senator  from  Alaska  is  recognized. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Is  there  controlled 
time,  Mr.  President? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There  is 
controlled  time,  equally  divided. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  3^eld  myself  5  min- 
utes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator yields  himself  5  minutes.  The  Sen- 
ator has  the  floor. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  the 
budget  deficit  for  1996  is  estimated  at 
$144  billion.  It  is  projected  to  nearly 
double  by  the  year  2002  imder  current 
budgetary  policies  and  will  continue  to 
grow  each  year  thereafter.  It  is  grow- 
ing at  an  astounding  rate,  over  $335,000 
a  minute.  I  am  sure  people  are  tired  of 
hearing  this,  but  in  my  opinion,  we 
have  to  keep  repeating  it. 

The  average  young  couple  starting 
life  today  will  pay  about  S113,200  in  in- 
terest on  this  debt. 

I  have  a  number  of  children,  six  of 
them.  I  have  eight  grandchildren.  I  am 
very  worried  about  the  future  as  far  as 
they  are  concerned  in  terms  of  what 
their  share  of  this  national  debt  will  be 
if  it  continues  to  grow  at  this  astound- 
ing rate. 

It  was  projected  that  my  youngest 
granddaughter's  share  of  this  debt  will 
increase  25  percent  in  just  the  next  5 
years,  and  that  she  will  pay  something 
like  S187,000  in  taxes  in  order  to  pay 
the  interest  on  the  national  debt  dur- 
ing her  life. 

I  have  been  impressed  by  what  the 
leader.  Senator  Dole  has  been  saying. 
Interest  rates  are  2  percent  or  more 
higher  than  they  would  be  if  the  debt 
and  the  deficit  were  under  control.  It  is 
not  a  matter  of  trying  to  pay  down  the 
debt  overnight;  we  cannot.  It  is  over  S5 


trillion.  It  is  not  a  matter  of  trying  to 
eliminate  the  deficit  overnight:  we 
cannot.  The  debt  is  mounting  too  fast. 

What  we  can  do  is  pass  House  Joint 
Resolution  1  which  would  be  a  symbol 
to  our  people  and  to  the  world  that  we 
are  prepared  to  set  a  new  standard  for 
the  Federal  Government.  The  Federal 
Government  of  this  country  will  do  ex- 
actly what  every  State  in  the  Union 
must  do,  balance  the  budget  annually, 
bring  interest  rates  under  control,  and 
try  to  find  a  way  to  start  paying  down 
the  debt. 

That  is  what  this  battle  Is  all  about. 
It  is  not  about  this  generation  and  the 
deficit  created  under  it.  It  is  about 
whether  this  generation  is  going  to 
solve  the  problem  created  during  their 
lifetime,  or  are  we  going  to  pass  it  on 
to  our  children  and  grandchildren? 

I  do  not  believe  you  can  have  any 
more  graphic  example  than  the  experi- 
ence that  Senator  Dole  shared  with 
some  of  us  the  other  day.  He  told  us 
about  how  he  visited  with  this  young 
couple,  and  because  of  the  1-percent  in- 
crease in  interest  rates,  they  were  not 
able  to  buy  the  house  they  wanted.  It 
meant  $65  more  per  month.  That  is  get- 
ting down  where  the  rubber  hits  the 
road. 

Many  of  us  remember  those  days 
when  we  had  to  figure  out,  to  the 
penny,  what  we  were  doing  as  young 
couples  in  order  to  have  a  home  and  to 
buy  a  car  and  to  be  able  to  plan  ahead 
for  our  family. 

These  higher  interest  rates  are  deny- 
ing young  couples  today  the  access  to 
the  type  of  housing  they  need  to  raise 
a  family. 

I  think  that  is  the  worst  part  of  this 
situation  we  are  dealing  with  right 
now,  the  disincentive  for  young  people 
to  start  .their  families,  to  plan  ahead 
and  provide  homes  for  them.  That  is 
not  only  the  American  dream,  it  is  the 
American  lifestyle.  We  ought  to  have  a 
way  to  get  back  to  that  lifestyle.  We 
ought  to  not  deny  it  for  future  genera- 
tions. 

I  do  believe  when  we  look  at  this 
problem  today,  whether  or  not  we  are 
going  to  send  this  constitutional 
amendment  to  our  States  for  ratifica- 
tion, we  ought  to  think  of  future  gen- 
erations, not  just  ourselves. 

We  need  to  think  of  our  children  and 
our  children's  children.  Given  our  enor- 
mous debt,  win  their  taxes  be  out  of 
sight?  They  will  be.  Will  they  be  pay- 
ing into  Social  Security  retirement 
funds  that  will  not  be  there  when  they 
retire?  They  will  be.  Will  the  interest 
on  the  debt  squeeze  out  the  type  of 
services  that  ought  to  be  provided  by 
the  Federal  Government?  The  answer 
is  yes. 


#  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
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Interest  in  the  national  debt  is  grow- 
ing now  to  the  point  where  it  will  be  20 
percent  or  more  of  Federal  spending  by 
the  year  2002. 

I  support  this  constitutional  amend- 
ment. In  the  past  I  have  questioned 
whether  there  was  a  basic  commitment 
to  the  discipline  that  is  necessary  in 
Congress  to  carry  it  out  without  cut- 
ting necessary  discretionary  spending. 
I  believe  there  is  a  commitment  in  this 
Congress  and  we  ought  to  send  this 
constitutional  amendment  to  the 
States. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  under  the  pre- 
vious order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
is  equally  divided  between  the  two 
sides. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  today  we  are  once 
again  engaging  in  an  ancient  debate 
about  whether  or  not  there  ought  to  be 
binding  constraints  on  the  ability  of 
the  Government  to  incur  debt.  I  say 
this  is  an  ancient  debate  because  it  ac- 
tually started  at  the  very  beginning  of 
the  constitutional  process. 

When  Thomas  Jefferson  first  saw  the 
Constitution,  he  was  serving  as  Min- 
ister to  France  and,  therefore,  was  not 
in  the  country  when  it  was  written. 
When  he  first  saw  the  Constitution,  he 
made,  in  a  letter,  the  following  state- 
ment: "I  wish  it  were  possible  to  obtain 
a  single  amendment  to  our  Constitu- 
tion. I  would  be  willing  to  depend  on 
that  alone  for  the  reduction  of  the  ad- 
ministration of  our  Government  to  the 
genuine  principles  of  its  Constitution.  I 
mean  an  additional  article  taking  from 
the  Government  the  power  of  borrow- 
ing." 

Now,  I  submit,  Mr.  President,  that 
today  we  are  engaged  in  the  same  de- 
bate that  was  initiated  the  very  first 
moment  Jefferson  saw  the  new  Con- 
stitution. It  was  recognized  at  that 
point,  by  no  less  a  keen  observer  than 
Thomas  Jefferson  himself,  that  there 
was  a  problem  in  the  Constitution. 
Fortunately,  at  that  time,  we  were  on 
a  gold  standard  and  the  amount  of 
money  In  the  economy  was  limited  by 
a  requirement  that  it  be  converted  into 
gold  at  the  rate  of  $20.67  an  ounce,  and 
except  during  wartime,  when  this  re- 
quirement was  suspended,  we  had  a  rel- 
atively stable  situation.  Every  time 
this  requirement  was  suspended,  how- 
ever, we  had  an  explosion  in  prices,  and 
when  we  went  off  the  gold  standard  in 
the  1930's,  this  constraint  on  the 
amount  of  money  in  the  economy  was 
totally  removed. 

We  now  find  ourselves  in  the  situa- 
tion where  we  have  not  balanced  the 
Federal  budget  since  1969.  Every  year 
since  1969,  we  have  run  a  deficit.  The 
cumulative  debt  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, which  converts  into  a  debt  for 
each  individual  citizen,  has  risen  from 
$1  trillion  to  S2  trillion  to  S3  trillion. 


I  know  throughout  this  debate  we 
have  had  charges  hurled  back  and  forth 
between  the  Democratic  side  of  the 
aisle  and  the  Republican  side  of  the 
aisle  as  to  who  is  responsible  for  this 
situation.  I,  for  one,  do  not  have  any 
trouble  sasring  that  the  blame  can  be 
found  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  both  in 
the  Congress  and  in  the  White  House. 
The  plain  truth  is.  our  Democratic  col- 
leagues who  want  more  Government 
have  consistently  underestimated  the 
cost  of  the  Government  that  they 
want,  and  in  doing  so  they  have  plant- 
ed the  seeds  for  more  and  more  Govern- 
ment spending  without  being  willing  to 
look  the  American  people  in  the  eye 
and  say,  "We  are  going  to  have  to  raise 
taxes  to  pay  for  this  additional  Govern- 
ment." 

Might  I  also  say  that,  on  our  side  of 
the  aisle,  we  are  very  generous  in 
promising  less  Government  and  more 
freedom — we  love  to  talk  about  cutting 
taxes.  But  when  it  gets  down  to  the 
bottom  line  of  cutting  Government 
spending,  we  have  never  ever  been  will- 
ing to  cast  the  votes  needed  to  place 
ourselves  in  a  position  where  we  are 
living  up  to  the  high  commitments  we 
have  made. 

Some  of  our  colleagues  have  said, 
"Well,  why  do  we  need  a  binding  con- 
stitiint  on  Government?"  They  are  for- 
getting, however,  what  is  *he  purpose 
of  the  Constitution.  If  the  Founders 
had  trusted  Congress  to  respect  free- 
dom of  religion,  freedom  of  assembly, 
and  freedom  of  the  press,  and  if  the 
Founding  Fathers  had  trusted  Congress 
to  protect  private  property,  there 
would  never  have  been  a  Constitution. 
The  whole  purpose  of  the  Constitution 
is  to  limit  the  power  of  Government.  In 
fact,  the  genius  of  the  Constitution  is 
that  it  actually  says  there  are  certain 
things  that  Government  just  cannot 
do. 

Does  anybody  believe  that  this  Con- 
gress, this  President — that  any  Con- 
gress, or  any  President — can  be  trusted 
to  balance  the  Federal  budget,  to  limit 
the  growth  of  Government  spending,  or 
at  least  have  the  courage  to  pay  for  it 
by  raising  taxes?  I  do  not  believe  this 
Congress  can  be  trusted,  and  I  can  not 
envision  any  Congress  which  could  be 
elected  that,  year  in  and  year  out, 
could  be  trusted  to  act  In  this  manner. 

Let  me  explain  why:  Every  time  we 
vote  on  a  spending  bill,  all  the  groups 
who  want  the  money  are  looking  over 
the  Congressman's  left  shoulder,  send- 
ing letters  back  home,  telling  people 
whether  their  Representative  cares 
about  the  old,  the  poor,  the  sick,  the 
tired,  the  bicycle  rider — the  list  goes 
on  and  on  and  on.  But  nobody  is  look- 
ing over  the  Congressman's"  right 
shoulder  to  see  if  he  cares  about  the  fu- 
ture of  the  country  or  the  future  of  our 
children. 

What  happens,  as  we  vote  on  these 
individual  bills,  is  that  the  average 
benenciary  may  get  $1,000,   or  $1,500 


while  the  average  taxpayer  may  spend 
only  50  or  75  cents.  You  do  not  have  to 
have  a  Ph.D.  in  economics  to  know 
that  one  person  will  do  much  more  to 
get  $1,000  or  $1,500  than  a  lot  of  people 
will  do  to  prevent  spending  50  cents.  So 
what  happens  on  vote  after  vote  after 
vote,  is  that  we  end  up  spending  more 
and  more  money. 

Well,  as  a  result,  what  has  happened 
to  taxes?  When  I  was  a  boy,  8  years  old 
in  1950,  the  average  family  in  America 
with  two  little  children  sent  $1  out  of 
$50  it  earned  to  Washington  in  taxes. 
Today,  the  average  family  with  two 
children  is  sending  $1  out  of  every  $4  it 
earns  to  Washington  in  taxes.  If  we  do 
not  create  a  single  new  Federal  pro- 
gram in  the  next  30  years,  if  we  simply 
pay  for  the  Government  we  have  al- 
ready committed  to,  in  20  years  the  av- 
erage family  will  be  sending  $1  out  of 
every  $3  to  Washington,  and  in  30  years 
the  average  family  will  be  sending  $1 
out  of  every  $2  to  Washington,  DC. 

This  Is  the  cold  reality  we  face.  In 
my  opinion,  there  is  only  one  thing  we 
can  do,  short  of  a  crisis,  to  change  this 
picture,  and  that  is  to  adopt  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  to  the  Constitu- 
tion. A  constitutional  prohibition 
against  deficit  spending,  which  allows 
for  a  period  of  time  to  come  Into  com- 
pliance, will  end  all  of  this  foolishness. 
The  President  will  be  forced  to  sit 
down  and  work  with  Congress  and  the 
Congress  will  be  forced  to  work  with 
the  President,  because  under  this  con- 
stitutional constraint  we  will  have  no 
other  choice.  If  we  want  the  games  to 
end,  if  we  want  the  Government  to  be 
forced  to  live  on  a  budget,  if  we  want 
to  stop  the  explosion  of  the  tax  burden, 
if  we  want  to  have  any  real  chance  of 
preserving  Medicare  and  Social  Secu- 
rity for  our  parents  and  for  ourselves, 
and  if  we  really  care  about  the  future 
of  our  country,  the  most  important 
single  change  we  could  make  in  Amer- 
ica Government  is  to  adopt  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  to  the  Constitu- 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  I  had  a  previous  agree- 
ment for  15  minutes.  I  srleld  myself  the 
final  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  recognized  for  an  additional  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Jefferson  and  Adams, 
after  having  both  served  as  President 
and  after  having  had  one  of  the  most 
bitter  political  debates  In  America  his- 
tory, started  a  correspondence,  much 
of  which  is  now  known  as  the  "Jeffer- 
son-Adams Debate."  Adams,  ever  the 
pessimist,  argued  that  Americans 
would  discover  that  they  could  use 
Government  to  redistribute  wealth, 
and  that  in  doing  so  they  would  tax 
productive  effort,  reward  Indolence, 
and  that  ultimately  democracy  would 
fail.  Jefferson,  ever  the  optimist, 
agreed  that  Americans  would  make  the 
discovery  that  they  could  use  Govern- 
ment    to    redistribute     wealth,     and 
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agreed  that  all  the  tendencies  that 
Adams  Identified  would  clearly  be 
present,  but  Jefferson  argued  that 
Americans  would  realize  that  what 
Government  could  take  away  from 
someone  else  to  give  them  today  it 
could  also  take  away  from  them  and 
give  to  someone  else  tomorrow.  Jeffer- 
son believed  that  opportunity  would  al- 
ways be  so  prevalent  in  America  that 
Americans  would  ultimately  reject 
Government's  redistribution  of  wealth. 

We  are,  today,  living  out  the  Jeffer- 
son-Adams debate,  and  the  future  of 
our  country  is  going  to  depend  on  the 
outcome  of  this  dispute. 

I  believe  that  Jefferson  was  right.  I 
believe  that  if  America  understood 
what  we  are  choosing  every  day  by 
choosing  more  and  more  government 
and  choosing  less  and  less  freedom,  I 
believe  that  if  we  could  just  let  Ameri- 
cans look  at  the  end  of  the  path  we  are 
following  and  then  decide  which  fork  in 
the  road  to  take,  there  would  not  be 
any  doubt  as  to  which  path  they  would 
choose — they  would  choose  Jefferson's. 

The  problem  is  that  the  whole  spend- 
ing process  distorts  the  view  and  pre- 
vents us  from  seeing  clearly  the  end  of 
the  path  we  are  now  following.  Even  in 
the  Republican  budget  which  we  tout 
this  year,  we  will  spend  $17  billion 
more  on  discretionary  spending  than 
we  promised  to  spend  last  year,  and  we 
are  the  party  of  fiscal  responsibility. 
The  Democrats  would  start  dozens  of 
new  programs,  that  would  bankrupt 
the  country,  without  ever  telling  any- 
body that  they  would  require  a  massive 
increase  in  taxes. 

There  is  only  one  way  we  can  bring 
this  to  an  end,  and  that  is  to  pass  a  bal- 
anced budget  constitutional  amend- 
ment, send  it  to  the  States,  let  the 
States  ratify  it,  and  then  have  it  im- 
posed on  Congress.  "Congress  shall 
make  no  law  which  raises  the  deficit." 
This  is  the  constraint  we  need. 

There  are  those  who  have  argued, 
"Well,  you  are  endangering  Social  Se- 
curity by  forcing  the  Government  to 
live  on  a  budget."  Does  anybody  really 
believe  that  we  protect  Social  Security 
by  going  deeper  and  deeper  in  debt 
every  single  day?  Does  anybody  believe 
that  the  explosion  of  Government  pro- 
grams can  ultimately  do  anything  ex- 
cept destroy  Social  Security?  Does 
anybody  believe  this  continued  spend- 
ing spree  under  Democratic  and  Repub- 
lican administrations,  under  Demo- 
cratic and  Republican  Congresses,  can 
do  anything  other  than  undermine  the 
creative  genius  of  our  country? 

We  can  cut  interest  rates,  we  can  ex- 
pand economic  growth,  we  can  create 
more  jobs,  create  more  growth,  and 
create  more  opportunity  for  our  people, 
but  we  can  only  do  it  if  we  stop  the  def- 
icit and  force  a  real  debate,  and  the 
real  debate  is  this: 

Do  the  Democrats  want  more  Gov- 
ernment enough  to  raise  taxes  to  pay 
for  It?  Do  Republicans  want  more  firee- 


dom  enough  to  cut  spending  to  make  it 
possible?  Both  parties  are  living  a  lie 
today.  We  could  end  that  by  passing  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  to  the 
Constitution. 

We  were  one  vote  short  the  last  time 
we  voted  on  this  because  six  Demo- 
crats, having  voted  for  it  in  the  past, 
changed  their  votes  when  it  really 
counted. 

I  hope  today  will  be  the  beginning  of 
a  change.  I  hope  people  see  this  as  a 
golden  opportunity  to  change  America. 
I  doubt  they  will,  though  I  am  con- 
fident that  some  day  we  are  going  to 
pass  this  amendment.  The  sooner  we 
can  pass  it,  the  better  off  the  country 
will  be  and  I  continue  to  hope  we  will 
do  it  today. 

1 5^eld  the  floor. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  why  are 
Federal  budget  deficits  bad?  One  reason 
is  that  for  every  year  that  we  run  a  def- 
icit we  have  to  borrow  to  pay  for  the 
shortfall.  In  the  beginning  of  our  coun- 
try until  today,  we  have  borrowed — 
this  Nation  of  ours  currently  is  in  debt 
nearly  $5  trillion— $5  trillion  with  the 
overwhelming  majority  of  that  having 
occurred  in  the  past  15  years.  The  cost 
of  servicing  that  debt— in  other  words, 
paying  the  interest  on  that  debt— is 
currently  $240  billion  a  year.  That  is 
not  paying  the  principal.  That  is  solely 
pasring  the  interest  on  the  debt. 

Interest  now  is  the  third  largest  pay- 
ment that  the  U.S.  Government  makes 
every  year.  We  pay  Social  Security.  We 
pay  defense.  And  then  the  next  largest 
item  is  Interest  on  the  debt— $240  bil- 
lion a  year. 

Suppose  we  did  not  have  to  pay  that 
interest  on  the  debt?  Suppose  that  $240 
billion  was  available  instead  to  im- 
prove our  education  system,  or  to  do 
something  about  better  maintenance 
for  our  highways,  or  to  clean  up  our  en- 
vironment in  a  better  fashion  than  we 
are  currently  doing,  or  to  bolster  our 
efforts  to  combat  crime.  A  whole  list  of 
very,  very  attractive  items  would  be 
available — potential  expenditures  to 
improve  our  Nation  if  we  were  not  pay- 
ing $240  billion  a  year  interest  on  the 
debt. 

The  deficit  places  a  tremendous 
strain  on  the  national  economy 
through  higher  interest  rates.  The  in- 
terest rates  would  be  far  lower.  And 
this  is  not  just  me  sasring  this.  This  is 
testimony  we  have  had  before  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  by  the  Chairman  of 
the  Federal  Reserve,  Mr.  Alan  Green- 
span. Investors  in  the  United  States 
and  borrowers  in  the  United  States  are 
required  to  pay  higher  interest  because 
of  the  tremendous  national  debt  that 
we  have  and  the  high  interest  rates 
that  are  having  to  be  paid  to  service 
that  debt. 


If  the  interest  rates  were  low,  what 
would  happen?  People  would  pay  less 
on  their  mortgages  every  year,  less  on 
their  borrowing  for  a  new  automobile, 
and  less  on  the  borrowings  they  have 
made  for  their  childrens  education. 

The  Federal  deficit  also  places  a  drag 
on  future  economic  growth.  Our  poten- 
tial to  expand  the  economy  is  directly 
linked  to  the  amount  we  invest  In 
physical  and  in  human  capital — newer 
and  better  machinery,  a  better  trained 
work  force  with  improved  skills,  and, 
thus,  higher  productivity  and  a  higher 
standard  of  living  if  we  had  a  pool  of 
national  savings  available  for  that  in- 
vestment. Regrettably  that  is  not  true. 
National  savings  in  our  country  has  de- 
clined dramatically  over  the  last  dec- 
ade— the  last  10  years — in  part  because 
the  Federal  Government  has  engaged 
in  a  policy  of  not  saving  through  its 
deficit  spending.  This  is,  in  part,  be- 
cause now  what  can  we  do  about  all 
this?  How  will  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment to  balance  the  budget  help  us? 
What  it  will  do  principally  is  to  impose 
fiscal  discipline  upon  this  Nation  of 
ours. 

The  Federal  Government  has  failed 
to  balance  its  budget  for  26  straight 
years.  With  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment in  effect,  this  Nation  of  ours — and 
us  as  elected  Senators,  and  likewise  in 
the  House  of  Representatives — will  be 
required  to  balance  the  budget,  would 
be  required  to  face  up  to  the  tough  de- 
cisions, and  if  we  want  to  spend  money, 
we  have  to  raise  the  money  to  pay  for 
it.  We  cannot  borrow. 

So  this  balanced  budget  amendment 
represents  a  first  and  most  important 
step  on  a  long  and  difficult  journey  to 
fiscal  responsibility  and  to  passing  this 
Nation  on  in  better  condition  to  our 
children  than  we  received  it. 

Mr.  President,  every  previous  effort 
to  balance  the  budget  without  an 
amendment  to  the  Constitution — I  pre- 
viously was  not  in  favor  of  an  amend- 
ment. Instead.  I  thought  we  could  do  it 
through  Gramm-Rudman-HoUings.  or 
through  firewalls,  or  through  caps  on 
discretionary  spending,  or  pay-as-you- 
go  rules.  All  of  these  we  have  tried. 
None  of  them  has  succeeded  to  date. 
When  the  targets  became  too  difficult 
to  meet,  we  simply  changed  the  law. 
That  is  the  way  we  did  it  in  the  past. 
But  we  will  not  be  able  to  do  it  once 
this  amendment  is  in  effect. 

So.  Mr.  President,  it  Is  my  earnest 
hope  that  this  amendment  will  be 
adopted  today. 

I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota  is  recognized. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  might  need. 

Mr.  President,  let  me,  first  of  all,  say 
that  I  think  this  proposal  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  suffers  from  the  same 
structural   problems   that   have    been 
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with  it  from  the  very  beginning.  It  is 
good  politics.  It  is  easy  for  everybody 
to  vote  for  it.  even  if  they  are  not  seri- 
ous about  balancing  the  budget.  It  is 
painless.  But  I  do  think  there  are  a 
couple  of  problems  that  are  very  im- 
portant problems  to  the  people  in  my 
State  of  Minnesota. 

First  of  all,  there  are  a  number  of  us 
who  would  be  Interested  in  this  formu- 
lation about  balancing  the  budget  if.  in 
fkct.  we  had  an  aunendment  that  said 
there  could  be  no  raid  on  the  Social  Se- 
curity trust  fund.  That  ought  not  to  be 
a  part  of  the  equation  of  balancing  the 
budget.  But  we  cannot  get  support  for 
that  amendment. 

So,  No.  1,  I  think  the  talk  about  a 
constitutional  amendment  to  balance 
the  budget  without  the  ironclad  guar- 
antee, not  just  to  senior  citizens,  but 
to  their  children  and  their  grand- 
children, that  we  will  not  raid  the  So- 
cial Security  trust  fund,  is  a  proposal 
that  is  deeply  flawed. 

Why  are  my  colleagues  so  reluctant 
to  support  an  amendment  on  the  propo- 
sition that  in  balancing  the  budget  be- 
tween now  and  2002,  we  will  not  raid 
the  Social  Security  trust  fund?  In  the 
absence  of  that  kind  of  guarantee.  I  am 
not  going  to  vote  for  any  amendment, 
constitutional  or  otherwise,  to  balance 
the  budget,  unless  there  is  the  absolute 
assurance  given  to  senior  citizens  and 
their  families. 

I  am  so  tired  of  this  politics  that 
tries  to  divide  the  old  from  the  young, 
senior  citizens  from  their  children  and 
grandchildren.  Unless  we  have  that 
guarantee,  this  proposal  is  deeply 
flawed.  There  are  a  number  of  us  who 
want  to  vote  for  that  alternative,  but 
we  do  not  get  the  support  for  it.  People 
in  Minnesota  and  around  the  country 
are  not  interested  in  an  effort  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  on  the  backs  of  senior 
citizens.  They  are  not  Interested  in  an 
amendment  that  says  we  will  balance 
the  budget,  with  no  guarantee  that  we 
are  not  going  to  raid  the  Social  Secu- 
rity trust  fund  to  do  it.  That  is  flaw 
No.  1. 

Flaw  No.  2.  People  in  cafes  in  Min- 
nesota—I think  the  cafes  are  the  best 
place  to  be;  I  think  this  is  the  best 
focus  group.  You  sit  down  and  you  talk 
with  people.  They  say,  look,  we  balance 
our  budget  at  home — and  we  do.  But 
when  we  balance  our  budget  at  home, 
here  is  how  we  do  it.  We  make  a  dis- 
tinction between  investment  for  the  fu- 
ture and  our  daily  or  monthly  or  year- 
ly operating  expenses.  We  do  not  cash 
flow  a  car  that  we  buy.  We  do  not  cash 
flow  the  home  that  we  buy.  It  is  on  the 
basis  of  a  fafrly  long-term  mortgage, 
and  we  do  not  cash  flow  our  children's 
education,  higher  education.  We  make 
an  Investment.  It  is  a  very  good  family 
practice  and  a  very  good  business  prac- 
tice, a  sound  business  practice,  to 
make  such  an  investment  if  you  know 
that  it  will  pay  for  Itself  over  and  over 
and  over  again. 


We  had  an  amendment  last  time  that 
said,  look,  let  us  talk  about  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  to  balance  the  budg- 
et, but  let  us  make  some  distinction 
between  the  investment  budget,  invest- 
ment we  make  now — education,  phys- 
ical infrastructure,  or  whatnot — which 
pays  for  itself  over  and  over  again  ver- 
sus our  daily  operating  budgets.  That 
amendment  was  voted  down.  Every 
f£imlly  in  Minnesota  and  in  America 
knows  the  distinction  between  spend- 
ing money  on  a  vacation  during  the 
summer,  when  maybe  you  should  not 
do  it,  versus  spending  money  on  your 
child's  higher  education.  We  had  an 
amendment  that  wanted  to  make  that 
distinction.  I  have  talked  to  one  of  the 
coauthors.  Senator  Simon,  about  such 
an  amendment.  But,  no,  that  amend- 
ment also  is  not  part  of  this. 

So  if  you  are  talking  about  a  con- 
stitutional amendment  to  balance  the 
budget  and  (a)  you  have  to  guarantee 
that  this  does  not  lead  to  a  raiding  of 
the  Social  Security  trust  fund,  and  (b) 
you  have  no  distinction  made  between 
an  investment  budget  and  an  operating 
budget,  you  have  a  deeply  flawed  pro- 
posal. 

The  third  point.  We  can  balance  the 
budget— and  should.  I  voted  for  the 
President's  proposal  to  balance  the 
budget  by  the  year  2002— CBO  scored.  I 
do  not  think  people  really  know  what 
all  this  CBO  scored  means,  but  I  will 
say  it.  Actually,  I  thought  that  pro- 
posal was  by  no  means  perfect  and  that 
we  could  do  much  better. 

Mr.  President,  you  have  a  proposal 
that  is  flawed  on  several  counts.  Then 
we  get  to  the  sort  of— as  my  children 
would  have  said  it  when  they  were 
younger— "get  real"  phase  of  this.  We 
do  not  need  this  to  balance  the  budget. 
We  can  do  it.  The  question  is,  how? 

I  will  tell  you  one  of  the  things  that 
I  find  just  more  than  a  little  bit  Ironic. 
At  the  very  time  that  some  of  my  col- 
leagues, whom  I  deeply  respect,  are 
talking  about  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment to  balance  the  budget,  they  trot 
out  a  son-of-s tar- wars  proposal.  The 
Pentagon  does  not  want  it,  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  do  not  want  it,  and  it  is 
$70  billion  more  on  top  of  what  we  are 
already  spending  on  star  wars.  We  do 
not  know  whether  it  will  work.  It  is 
not  proven.  Research  has  not  been 
done.  The  Pentagon  and  the  military 
tell  us  we  need  to,  first  of  all,  do  re- 
search to  see  whether  or  not  this  would 
work  and  to  defend  our  country  in 
what  ways.  But  the  very  people  who 
are  talking  about  a  constitutional 
amendment  to  balance  the  budget,  no 
guarantee  we  will  not  raid  the  Social 
Security  trust  fund,  who  will  not  pass 
our  amendment  that  makes  it  clear 
that  you  cannot  do  that,  are  the  very 
people  that  trot  out  the  son  of  star 
wars,  with  $70  billion  more  for  a  sys- 
tem the  Pentagon  itself  does  not  want 
in  this  form  right  now. 

Mr.  President,  the  very  people  who 
are  voting  for  a  constitutional  amend- 


ment to  balance  the  budget  have  now 
in  the  budget  proposal  voted  for  $11  bil- 
lion more  than  what  the  Pentagon 
wants.  The  first  time  in  my  adult  life — 
no,  it  is  the  second  time;  it  happened 
before.  This  is  the  second  time  around. 
This  is  the  second  time  in  my  adult  life 
where  the  Congress  is  appropriating 
more  money  than  the  Pentagon  says  it 
wants.  These  are  the  same  people  who 
want  to  cut  financial  aid  to  higher  edu- 
cation, cut  educational  opportunities 
for  children,  cut  into  Head  Start,  cut 
into  job  training,  and  they  want  to  go 
$70  billion  more  for  son  of  star  wars, 
and  they  want  to  spend  $11  billion  more 
above  and  beyond  that  $70  billion  than 
the  Pentagon  even  wants.  And  the  last 
time  around,  in  the  last  budget,  it  was 
$7  billion  more  we  were  going  to  spend. 
My  friends  who  say  they  want  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  want  to  spend  $7  bil- 
lion more  on  the  Pentagon  than  the 
Pentagon  wanted,  and  I  came  out  here 
with  a  modest  amendment  which  said, 
please,  could  you  not  take  half  of  that 
$7  billion,  $3.5  billion,  spend  $3.5  billion 
less  since  the  Pentagon  said  it  does  not 
need  it  and  put  it  into  deficit  reduc- 
tion, and  the  amendment  was  defeated. 
So  everybody  understand  the  politics 
of  today.  This  proposal  was  defeated 
before.  It  will  be  defeated  probably  by 
a  wider  margin  today.  The  Senator 
from  Nebraska  [Mr.  ExoN]  has  come 
out  in  the  Chamber  and  said  this  is  ab- 
solutely outrageous,  because  I  see  what 
my  colleagues  are  doing  here;  they 
want  to  spend  more  and  more  and  more 
and  then  they  want  to  do  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  to  balance  the  budg- 
et. 

Well,  to  use  what  I  think  is  an  old 
Yiddish  proverb,  you  cannot  dance  at 
two  weddings  at  the  same  time.  And 
people  in  the  country  are  just  getting  a 
little  tired  of  it.  That  is  what  this  pro- 
posal is  all  about.  You  have  people  in 
the  Senate  who  say  we  are  for  bal- 
ancing the  budget  by  the  year  2002,  and 
do  not  worry,  senior  citizens;  this  will 
not  be  done  on  your  backs  and  we  will 
not  raid  the  Social  Security  trust  fund, 
although  that  surplus  is  sitting  out 
there,  we  can  assure  you  of  that.  But 
then  when  it  comes  to  actually  voting 
for  that,  these  folks  will  not  do  that. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Will  the  Senator  s^eld 
on  that  point? 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  would  be  pleased 
to. 

Mr.  HATCH.  It  seems  to  me  that  is 
one  reason  why  we  need  a  balanced 
budget  amendment.  If  there  are  Sen- 
ators that  will  not  do  that  now,  then 
under  the  balanced  budget  amendment 
we  are  going  to  have  to.  We  are  going 
to  have  to  raise  taxes  and  reduce 
spending  or  have  a  supermajority  vote 
to  spend  more.  But  if  I  could  just  ask 
one  last  thing,  and  I  do  not  mean  to  in- 
terrupt my  colleague. 
Mr.  WELLSTONE.  That  is  fine. 
Mr.  HATCH.  One  last  thing.  And  that 
is  that  I  have  heard  these  arguments 
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before.  I  heard  President  Clinton  on 
the  news  the  other  day  say  as  he  was 
walking  outside  the  White  House. 
"Let's  just  balance  it."  I  have  heard 
that  for  the  whole  20  years  I  have  been 
here:  "Let's  just  balance  it."  Both 
sides  have  said  that  over  the  years. 

I  think  both  sides  have  flaws  here.  I 
think  both  sides  have  spent  too  much, 
both  sides  have  taxed  too  much,  both 
sides  have  not  done  what  should  be 
done.  That  is  why  we  need  a  balanced 
budget  amendment,  because  then  the 
game  is  over.  The  Federal  Government 
is  going  to  have  to  live  within  its 
means  or  vote  with  a  high  consensus  to 
not  live  within  them,  but  at  least  that 
vote  will  be  done  on  the  record,  in 
front  of  the  American  people,  rather 
than  the  phony  way  things  are  done 
today  when  people  just  stand  up  here 
and  say,  "Let's  just  balance  it."  I  have 
to  laugh.  That  is  the  biggest  joke  in 
our  history.  We  have  60  years  of  not 
balancing  it  very  often,  and  27  years  in 
a  row  of  not  balancing  it  at  all. 

That  is  what  bothers  me.  That  is  why 
Senator  Simon  and  I  and  others  have 
fought  so  hard  to  try  to  get  this 
amendment  passed,  so  that  the  game 
will  be  over  for  both  sides. 

I  would  also  use  a  Yiddish  expression, 
and  that  is  chutzpah.  It  takes  chutzpah 
to  continue  to  just  spend  and  tax  the 
American  people  and  to  sell  out  the  fu- 
ture of  our  children.  And  frankly,  that 
is  what  is  going  on  here.  I  am  willing 
to  blame  both  sides.  I  will  be  happy  to 
say  the  Republicans  are  to  blame  here, 
too.  I  will  be  as  bipartisan  as  I  can  be, 
just  like  Senator  Simon  has  been,  but 
both  of  us  know  that  if  we  do  not  do 
something  about  it,  it  is  only  a  matter 
of  time  until  we  are  going  to  have  to 
monetize  the  debt  and  we  will  pay  it  off 
with  devalued  dollars  that  roll  off  the 
printing  press  not  really  worth  any- 
thing—barrels of  dollars  that  will  not 
be  worth  anything  printed  up  so  the 
Crovemment  can  escape  its  debt  liabil- 
ity. But  at  that  point,  the  United 
States  will  no  longer  be  the  great 
power  it  has  always  been.  And  that  is 
what  it  is  coming  down  to,  because  we 
cannot  continue  to  go  the  way  we  are. 
What  really  bothers  me,  and  I  will 

end 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  That  is  fine. 
Mr.  HATCH.  What  really  bothers  me 
is  this  argvmaent  that  we  have  to  pre- 
serve and  protect  Social  Security  by 
defeating  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment, which  is  the  only  way  to  pre- 
serve and  protect  Social  Security,  or  at 
least  the  current  Social  Security  sys- 
tem. I  think  if  we  pass  this  amend- 
ment, we  will  not  only  have  to  preserve 
and  protect  it  as  it  is  now,  we  are  going 
to  have  to  find  a  way  of  reforming  it  so 
that  it  will  last  well  into  the  next  cen- 
tury and  take  care  of  our  children  and 
our  grandchildren  as  well,  not  just 
those  who  are  living  today.  The  only 
way  we  are  going  to  do  that  is  if  we 
really  get  serious  about  it  and  force 


the  Congress  to  do  it.  And  the  only  way 
you  are  going  to  do  that  is  by  passing 
a  constitutional  amendment.  I  do  not 
think  anybody  who  looks  at  it  sin- 
cerely can  doubt  the  wisdom  of  what  I 
just  said. 

The  fact  is  that  this  amendment  has 
been  around  for  a  lot  of  years.  It  is  a 
consensus  amendment.  It  is  the  one 
amendment  that  has  a  chance  of  pass- 
ing, the  first  amendment  that  has  ever 
passed  the  House  of  Representatives, 
the  first  one  and  maybe  the  only  one 
that  will  ever  pass  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, and  yet  we  in  the  Senate 
are  going  to  stand  and  block  it. 

What  really  hurts  me  to  a  great  de- 
gree is  that  at  least  six  Senators  who 
have  always  voted  for  it  are  voting 
against  it  under  the  guise  that  they  are 
protecting  Social  Security,  when  in 
fact  the  only  way  you  can  protect  So- 
cial Security  is  to  get  our  spending 
habits  under  control,  and  the  only  way 
to  do  it  is  to  give  us  the  fiscal  dis- 
cipline to  do  it  in  the  constitution. 

I  thank  my  colleague  for  allowing  me 
to  make  these  comments,  but  I  felt  I 
had  to  make  them  in  light  of  what  my 
friend  has  said. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  my 
colleague  may  want  to  make  more 
comments  because  I  just  respectfully- 
parliamentary  Inquiry.  I  have  the 
floor,  is  that  correct? 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes. 
Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  thank  the  Chair. 
First  of  all,  I  am  always  more  than 
pleased  to  hear  the  analysis  of  my 
friend  from  Utah— a  lot  of  times  we  say 
in  the  Chamber  "whom  I  deeply  re- 
spect," and  it  sounds  like  flattery,  but 
whom  I  really  do  deeply  respect.  There 
is  just  no  doubt  of  his  ability  as  a  legis- 
lator and  his  expertise  in  the  Senate, 
but  I  am  in  profound  disagreement 
with  that  analysis  on  two  points. 

First,  if  in  fact  we  want  to  make  it 
crystal  clear  that  we  are  going  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  by  the  year  2002  and  in 
no  way,  shape  or  form  is  the  Social  Se- 
curity trust  fund  money  going  to  be 
used  for  that,  then  let  us  have  the 
amendment  out  on  the  floor  and  let  us 
vote  for  it. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Will  the  Senator 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Let  me  just  finish 
if  I  can.  That  is  my  first  point.  That  is, 
I  think,  an  Important  reassurance 
which  we  must  give. 

My  second  point  is  that  I  am  abso- 
lutely in  agreement  with  my  colleague 
that  when  you  look  to  the  future,  espe- 
cially around  the  year  2030  and  you  get 
to  a  ratio  of  two  workers  and  only  two 
workers  or  working  people  to  every  one 
retired  person — in  that  sense  demog- 
raphy is  destiny — we  have  our  work  cut 
out  for  us.  But  I  think  it  is  a  flawed 
economic  analysis  to  argue,  well,  the 
way  we  do  that  is  in  fact  through  a 
constitutional  amendment  to  balance 
the  budget.  The  way  we  do  that  is  in  a 
lot  of  different  ways,  but  one  of  those 
ways  is  to  make  sure  that  we  have  an 


economy  that  is  producing  enough  liv- 
ing-wage jobs,  that  is  to  say,  jobs  that 
people  can  count  on  that  pay  a  decent 
wage  with  decent  fringe  benefits  so 
that  that  working  generation,  which  is 
the  way  the  Social  Security  system 
works,  is  able  to  contribute  to  those 
who  are  retfred,  and  then  when  we  are 
retired,  we  hope  that  also  there  will  be 
a  successful  enough  economy  so  that 
base  will  be  there.  That  is  a  whole  dif- 
ferent set  of  issues  that  have  to  do 
with  whether  or  not  we  are  going  to  in- 
vest in  job  training,  that  have  to  do 
with  whether  or  not  we  are  going  to  in- 
vest in  education,  that  have  to  do  with 
whether  or  not  we  Jire  going  to  have  an 
economy  that  produces  high  value 
products  with  a  skilled  labor  force— all 
of  which,  I  would  say  to  my  colleague, 
has  much  to  do  with  whether  or  not  we 
make  the  right  investment  decisions  in 
the  private  sector  and  in  the  public 
sector. 
Mr.  HATCH.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 
Mr.  WELLSTONE.  If  I  could  just  fin- 
ish— that  is  my  first  point. 

My  second  point  is,  I  must  say  that 
when  my  colleague  talks  about  the 
past  20  years,  I  do  not  have  that  per- 
spective. Maybe  that  is  the  difference. 
I  have  not  been  here  that  long.  I  know 
that  in  the  last  3  years  since  the  Presi- 
dent was  elected  we  have  halved  the 
deficit.  It  has  gone  down.  Those  facts 
are  irreducible  and  irrefutable. 

I  know,  if  we  want  to  talk  about  the 
past,  there  were  people  here  in  the 
early  1980's.  starting  around  1981— 
David  Stockman  has  written  about  this 
eloquently,  as  he  looks  back  on  those 
times — who  passed  what  was 
euphemistically  called  the  "Ekjonomic 
Recovery  Act."  George  Bush,  President 
Bush,  once  called  it  "voodoo  econom- 
ics." We  were  going  to  have  these  mas- 
sive tax  cuts.  That  was  great  politics. 
We  could  say  to  people  in  the  country, 
"We  ask  you  to  make  a  supreme  sac- 
rifice. Will  you  let  us  cut  your  taxes  so 
the  economy  will  grow  and  everybody 
will  be  better  off?"  And  people  said, 
"Absolutely."  So  we  did  that;  dis- 
proportionate money  going  to  those 
who  had  the  most  income.  And,  in  addi- 
tion, we  dramatically  increased  the 
Pentagon  budget,  not  to  mention  the 
explosion  of  tax  expenditures.  By  the 
way,  I  say  to  my  colleague  from  Utah, 
I  do  not  see  any  evidence  that  my  col- 
leagues here  are  willing  to  take  that 
on,  all  those  loopholes  in  deductions, 
all  those  subsidies  that  go  to  oil  com- 
panies, tobacco  companies,  pharma- 
ceutical companies,  you  name  it.  We  do 
not  take  any  of  that  on. 

So  what  did  we  have,  an  overall  debt 
that  was  about  $900-and-some  billion? 
Now  what  is  it,  $4.  $5  trillion,  or  there- 
abouts? 

I  must  say,  yes,  I  was  not  a  part  of 
that.  I  was  not  a  part  of  the  claim  for 
trickle  down  economics.  I  never  made 
those  claims  to  people.  And  I  know  if 
we  were  not  paying  the  interest  off  on 
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that  debt  built  up  during  the  1980's  we 
would  have  a  balanced  budget  right 
now. 

So  I  am  not  arguing— I  will  finish.  I 
have  the  floor.  But  I  am  not  arguing 
that  we  not  make  the  tough  decisions. 
I  am  not  arguing  that  we  should  not  be 
fiscally  responsible.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  I  come  to  the  floor  with  amend- 
ments for  lots  of  cuts.  What  I  argue 
with  is  some  of  what  I  think  are  dis- 
torted priorities.  People  want  to  do 
more  and  more  for  the  Pentagon.  They 
now  have  a  son  of  star  wars.  But  for 
some  reason,  my  colleagues  do  not 
seem  to  believe  that  a  good  education 
is  a  strong  national  defense  against  ig- 
norance, against  prejudice,  against 
hopelessness,  against  despair,  against 
children  not  doing  well,  against  not 
having  skilled  workers. 

So  this  is  a  debate  about  a  flawed 
proposal,  structurally,  and  about  prior- 
ities. That  is  what  this  debate  is  about. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Will  my  friend  be  kind 
enough  to  jrield  on  that  point? 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  will  be  pleased 
to  3rield  for  a  question,  but  I  would  like 
to  keep  the  floor. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Let  me  just  say,  I  be- 
lieve my  friend  nmkes  a  very  good  case 
for  the  balanced  budget  amendment. 
Because  even  though  he  criticizes  some 
things  that  others  have  done,  and  com- 
pliments some  things  that  he  has  done, 
the  fact  is  that  the  system  is  running 
the  same  as  usual.  One  thing  that  I 
would  just  like  to  point  out  and  I  ask 
the  question,  is  it  not  true  that  the  six 
Democrats  who  always  voted  for  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  before— 
and,  perhaps,  all  Democrats  on  that 
side — who  now  refuse  to  support  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  under  the 
guise  that  they  are  preserving  or  pro- 
tecting Social  Security  by  refusing  to 
support  a  balanced  budget  amendment 
that  does  not  exclude  Social  Security 
from  the  balanced  budget  calculation, 
that  all  six  of  those  Democrats,  and  I 
believe  every  Democrat  who  will  use 
the  Social  Security  argimient  as  an  ex- 
cuse for  voting  against  the  balanced 
budget  amendment,  I  would  ask  my 
friend,  did  not  every  one  of  them  vote 
for  President  Clinton's  fiscal  year  1997 
budget  which  did  not  exclude  Social 
Security  receipts  from  deficit  calcula- 
tions? And,  even  though  my  colleague 
claims  the  deficit  is  going  down,  the 
debt  since  we  first  debated  and  voted 
down  the  balanced  budget  amendment 
has  gone  up  S320  billion  in  15  months. 
While  we  fiddle  around  here  the  Nation 
is  burning.  We  fiddle  around  on 
trivialities  when,  in  fact,  passing  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  is  the 
only  way  we  are  going  to  get  things 
under  control. 

Will  my  colleague  agree  the  Demo- 
crats voted  for  the  Clinton  1997  budget, 
which  itself  did  not  exclude  Social  Se- 
curity, and  used  those  Social  Security 
surpluses  in  their  budgetary  deficit  cal- 
culations? 


Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  say  to  my  col- 
league there  is  one  fundamentally  im- 
portant distinction.  The  Democrats  did 
not  enshrine  in  the  Constitution  the 
potential  raiding  of  the  Social  Security 
trust  fund.  It  is  that  simple.  I  do  not 
think  senior  citizens  or  their  children 
or  their  grandchildren  want  us  to  do 
that,  nor  should  we  do  so. 

I  also  would  say  to  my  colleague,  my 
critique  was  not  restricted  to  just  that 
one  point  alone.  I  argued  that  this  pro- 
posal, I  think,  is  flawed  in  two  or  three 
fundamental  ways,  and  then  went  on  to 
discuss  priorities.  So  that  is  the  dis- 
tinction. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  just  finish  up, 
because  I  see  my  colleague  from  New 
Mexico  is  on  the  floor.  There  are  others 
who  want  to  speak. 

I  reiterate  what  I  said  earlier.  This 
proposal  is  deeply  flawed,  I  think  on 
policy  groimds,  structural  grounds. 
There  should  be  an  ironclad  guarantee 
that  we  do  not  enshrine  in  the  Con- 
stitution, raiding  the  Social  Security 
trust  fund.  We  should  make  a  distinc- 
tion— I  have  said  this  over  and  over 
again,  I  say  to  my  colleague  from 
Utah — between  investment  and  operat- 
ing budgets.  And  we  ought  to  be  very 
careful  in  not  tsring  our  hands  so  that 
we  do  not  have,  through  specifically 
fiscal  policy,  the  ability  in  times  of 
economic  downturn  to  do  what  we  need 
to  do  to  make  sure  that  recessions  do 
not  turn  into  depressions. 

Those  are  some  of  the  structural  ar- 
guments. My  other  arguments  have  to 
do  with  priorities.  One  more  time  I  will 
point  out  to  people  in  the  country  the 
politics  of  this  vote.  It  is  ti-anspaxent. 
We  had  the  vote  before.  It  is  not  going 
to  pass.  Senator  EIxoN  has  come  to  the 
floor,  who  has  voted  for  it  before,  and 
he  said  this  is  just  outrageous.  The 
very  people  who  are  proposing  this  now 
bring  out  son  of  star  wars  for  another 
$70  billion.  These  are  the  very  people 
who  want  to  spend  $7  billion  more  than 
the  Pentagon  even  wants.  Now  they  are 
talking  about  what  kind  of  tax  cuts 
they  can  give.  And  this  just  does  not 
add  up.  It  does  not  add  up  at  all. 

So  it  is  wrong  on  basic  policy 
grounds.  It  is  wrong  from  the  point  of 
view  of  playing  politics.  And,  finally,  I 
have  to  say,  as  somebody  who  has  had 
amendments  out  here — and  a  good 
number  of  these  amendments  have  not 
been  agreed  to,  but  I  actually  think 
these  amendments  are  quite  connected 
to  where  most  of  the  people  in  the 
country  are— for  the  life  of  me  I  do  not 
understand  why  this  interest  in  going 
forward  with  this  expensive  son  of  star 
wars  system,  this  star  wars  system, 
and  at  the  same  time  colleagues  are  so 
eager  to  cut  into  job  training  pro- 
grams, educational  opportunity  pro- 
grams. Head  Start  programs,  and  envi- 
ronmental protection  programs  and  all 
of  the  rest.  When  it  comes  to  going 
after  subsidies  for  oil  companies  or  to- 
bacco   companies    or    pharmaceutical 


companies  or  big  insurance  companies 
and  a  whole  lot  of  others  of  these  tax 
expenditures,  which  are  giveaways,  a 
big  part  of  the  budget,  the  silence  of 
my  colleagues  is  deafening.  They  do 
not  want  to  do  it.  These  are  the  big 
players,  the  heavy  hitters.  These  are 
the  folks  who  have  the  clout. 

When  it  comes  to  going  after  the 
Pentagon  contractors  some  of  my  col- 
leagues who  are  pushing  this  proposal 
the  hardest  want  to  spend  more  money 
than  the  Pentagon  even  wants  to 
spend.  And  they  continue  with  this 
idea  of  tax  cuts,  adding  up  to  a  signifi- 
cant amount  of  money,  disproportion- 
ately flowing  to  those  people  who  need 
it  the  least,  all  in  exchange  for  reduc- 
tions in  the  quality  of  health  care  for 
senior  citizens,  children,  you  name  it. 

These  are  distorted  priorities.  So  we 
have  two  sets  of  issues  going  on  here, 
and  on  all  counts  this  proposal  should 
be  defeated. 
I  snield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  to 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
INHOFE).  The  Senator  from  New  Mex- 
ico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
the  American  people  understand  all 
these  arguments  about  what  Repub- 
licans want  to  spend  money  on,  what 
Democrats  want  to  spend  money  on, 
who  wants  to  cut  taxes,  who  does  not 
want  to  cut  taxes,  have  nothing  what- 
soever to  do  with  a  balanced  budget.  It 
is  an  absolute,  utter  smokescreen.  The 
truth  of  the  matter  is,  you  either  want 
a  balanced  budget  built  into  the  Con- 
stitution or  you  do  not.  For  those 
Democrats  and  the  one  Republican  who 
voted  against  the  balanced  budget  and 
never  came  to  the  floor,  never  inserted 
in  the  Record  any  excuse,  but  rather 
said,  "I  am  against  it  as  a  matter  of 
policy,"  I  laud  them.  I  praise  them. 
They  just  happen  to  be  against  it.  They 
do  not  think  it  ought  to  be  done. 

But  for  those  Senators,  and  I  gather 
there  are  none  on  our  side,  who  take  to 
the  floor  and  make  excuses  about  why 
they  are  against  it  such  as,  "We  are 
raiding  the  trust  fund  for  Social  Secu- 
rity," it  is  a  charade,  it  is  an  absolute 
smokescreen. 

Senators  Daschle  and  Dorgan  and 
others  have  produced  a  constitutional 
amendment  which  would  require  a  bal- 
anced budget  in  the  year  2002  excluding 
the  Social  Security  trust  fund.  They 
argue  that  including  Social  Security  in 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  effec- 
tively authorizes  the  raiding  of  the  So- 
cial Security  trust  fund  and  its  sur- 
pluses for  purposes  of  balancing  the 
budget. 

Mr.  President  and  fellow  Senators 
and  those  who  are  listening,  I  believe 
this  argument  and  the  Daschle-Dorgan 
proposal,  I  repeat,  is  nothing  more 
than  a  smoke  screen.  It  is  intended  to 
divert  the  public's  attention  ftom  the 
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real  issue,  constitutionally  required 
fiscal  discipline.  You  either  want  it  or 
you  do  not  want  it.  We  happen  to  think 
it  is  long  overdue.  Second,  it  provides 
an  excuse  for  some  who  supported  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  in  the 
past  to  vote  against  it  now,  now  that 
their  votes  really  matter. 

But  I  believe  the  American  people 
will  see  through  this  smokescreen  be- 
cause it  is  obvious  that  this  is  a  cha- 
rade and  it  is  not  about  Social  Secu- 
rity. Rather,  it  is  plain  and  simple 
about  defeating  the  balanced  budget 
amendment.  That  is  what  it  is  all 
about,  defeating  the  balanced  budget 
constitutional  amendment. 

It  is  obvious — not  those  Democrats 
who  will  vote  against  it  on  principle  or 
our  one  Republican  who  votes  against 
it  on  principle — but  it  is  obvious  that 
others  are  not  serious  about  their  con- 
stitutional amendment  because  it 
would  have  one  clear  result  which  they 
adamantly  oppose,  deeper  spending 
cuts  in  domestic  programs,  or,  which 
they  adlege  to  be  opposed  to,  tax  in- 
creases. It  will  be  one  or  the  other 
under  their  proposals — huge,  deep 
spending  cuts  in  domestic  programs, 
which  they  avow  they  are  not  for,  or 
huge  increases  in  taxes,  which  they  nm 
around  sasring  they  are  not  for.  One  or 
the  other  must  occur  under  their  bal- 
anced budget  amendment,  which  they 
call  pure. 

Over  the  next  6  years,  from  1997  until 
2002,  the  cumulative  unified  budget  def- 
icit, that  is  the  total  receipts  less  total 
outlays — a  simple  proposition — will  be 
$1.1  trillion,  according  to  CBO.  Over 
that  same  period,  Social  Security  will 
run  a  surplus  of  $520  billion,  including 
$104  billion  in  the  year  2002. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  adopt  the 
Daschle-Dorgan  approach,  we  would  be 
forced  to  make  much  deeper  spending 
reductions  than  any  plan  on  the  table. 

Let  me  give  you  the  best  estimate  I 
can  of  what  it  will  require,  I  say  to 
Senator  Hatch. 

If  applied  proportionately  across  the 
budget,  that  plan  will  require  $92  bil- 
lion more  in  Medicare  cuts.  Of  course, 
they  will  disavow  that.  They  are  not 
for  that.  They  are  for  a  balanced  budg- 
et without  Social  Security,  without 
that  trust  fund  being  in  the  budget.  It 
will  require  $46  billion  more  in  Medic- 
aid cuts.  Of  course,  they  will  say  that 
is  not  the  case.  They  do  not  want  that. 
It  will  require  $36  billion  more  in  wel- 
fare cuts,  $62  billion  more  in  manda- 
tory spending,  and  $38  billion  more  in 
the  discretionary  accounts  of  the  Gov- 
ernment. Is  that  what  they  really 
want? 

Frankly,  some  will  get  up  and  say, 
"No.  We're  going  to  do  it  another 
way."  How?  There  is  only  one  other 
way,  and  that  is  to  dramatically  in- 
crease taxes.  I  do  not  mean  a  little 
bit — a  huge  amoimt.  Is  that  what  they 
want?  Maybe.  But  they  are  not  saying 
that. 


So  I  conclude  that  those  who  are  now 
hiding  behind  the  veil  of  Social  Secu- 
rity being  adversely  affected  by  a  uni- 
fied balanced  budget,  their  real  goal  is 
plain  and  simple  and  as  i>atent  as  can 
be.  It  is  to  kill  the  balanced  budget 
amendment,  nothing  more,  nothing 
less. 

The  sponsors  of  the  Daschle-Dorgan 
proposal  argue  that  our  balanced  budg- 
et amendment  would  raid  Social  Secu- 
rity. If  that  is  the  case,  then  the  Demo- 
crats who  proposed  it  and  the  Presi- 
dent who  talks  about  that  are  raiding 
Social  Security,  too.  In  fact,  every 
budget  plan  by  the  President  and  the 
Democrats  in  the  past  18  months, 
which  claims  to  reach  balance  in  the 
year  2002,  includes  Social  Security  in 
the  deficit  estimates.  They  claim  bal- 
ance; and  it  is  a  balance  which  includes 
Social  Security  in  every  single  budget 
produced. 

Most  recently— January  19.  1996;  the 
end  of  the  negotiations — Senators 
Daschle  and  Dorgan  held  a  press  con- 
ference with  others  to  promote  their 
approach  to  balancing  the  budget. 
Somehow  they  must  have  forgotten 
that  their  plan  reached  balance  in  2002, 
in  their  words,  "raiding  Social  Secu- 
rity." 

Moreover,  the  President's  1997  budg- 
et, although  filled  with  gimmicks,  like 
every  other  balanced  budget  presented 
this  year,  gets  nowhere  near  balance  in 
the  year  2002  if  the  Social  Security 
trust  fund  is  excluded.  Yet  Democrat 
after  Democrat — not  those  who  vote 
against  it  as  a  matter  of  principle;  but 
those  who  want  to  tell  the  American 
people  they  are  for  a  constitutional 
balanced  budget— but  Democrats  of 
that  yoke,  one  after  another,  claim 
that  the  President's  proposal  "balances 
the  budget  in  2002."  Yet  45  Democratic 
Senators  voted  for  the  President's  bal- 
anced budget  plan  during  the  last 
month  of  debate  on  the  budget  resolu- 
tion. I  will  wager  that  almost  every 
one,  knowing  that  the  public  wants  a 
balanced  budget,  took  full  credit  for  it 
and  said,  "We  just  voted  for  a  balanced 
budget."  It  was  a  balanced  budget  of 
the  exact  tsrpe  that  this  constitutional 
amendment  will  require. 

I  mention  this  only  again  to  high- 
light the  hyixjcrisy  of  such  proposals. 
They  say  they  cannot  support  a  bal- 
anced budget  that  includes  Social  Se- 
curity surpluses  and  yet  every  budget 
they  produce  and  call  balanced  sup- 
ports exactly  that. 

This  is  not  about  protecting  Social 
Security.  Those  who  claim  that  it  is 
and  put  a  cover  over  their  vote  by 
claiming  that  it  is  are  trying  to  sug- 
gest that  our  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment does  not  protect  Social  Security. 

Let  me  be  clear.  We  made  a  promise 
to  our  Nation's  seniors  that  we  would 
balance  the  budget  by  2002  without 
touching  Social  Security  benefits.  We 
kept  that  promise.  Of  course,  the  same 
cannot  be  said  of  some  of  the  other  pro- 
posals. 


The  President,  in  1993,  in  his  $260  bil- 
lion tax  increase,  the  largest  in  his- 
tory, raised  the  portion  of  Social  Secu- 
rity benefits  subject  to  taxes  from  50  to 
85  percent.  This  effectively  cut  benefits 
for  millions  of  middle-class  senior  citi- 
zens by  $25  billion  over  5  years. 

In  1995.  19  Democrat  Senators  voted 
for  a  substitute  balanced  budget  under 
reconciliation  that  cut  the  Consumer 
Price  Index  and  thus  Social  Security 
COLA'S.  I  will  admit  there  was  great 
bipartisan  support  for  it.  But  for  those 
who  now  say  they  do  not  want  to  touch 
Social  Security,  they  do  not  want  to 
harm  it  in  a  constitutional  balanced 
budget,  they  voted  already  to  harm  it 
to  cut  the  CPI. 

Indeed,  my  good  friend.  Senator  MOY- 
NIHAN,  known  as  a  defender  of  Social 
Security,  called  for  a  CPI  reduction  of 
1  percent  each  year  to  balance  the  uni- 
fied budget  by  the  year  2002. 

Of  course,  very  recently  46  Senators, 
24  Democrats  and  22  Republicans,  voted 
for  the  Chafee-Breaux  alternative 
which  included  a  COLA  reduction  of 
five-tenths  of  1  percent.  This  proposal 
would  cut  Social  Security  spending  by 
$40  billion. 

So,  not  only  did  that  proposal  count 
the  surpluses  toward  the  balanced 
budget,  it  increased  those  surpluses  by 
cutting  benefits.  I  hope  that  no  Sen- 
ator that  voted  for  Chafee-Breaux  will 
vote  against  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  using  the  protection  of  So- 
cial Security  as  an  excuse. 

Again,  I  want  to  repeat,  the  Repub- 
lican budget  does  not  touch  Social  Se- 
curity at  all.  I  have  said  all  along  that 
the  best  way  to  protect  Social  Security 
is  to  balance  the  budget  so  that  we 
have  a  strong,  growing  economy.  In 
legislation  implementing  the  balanced 
budget  amendment,  if  it  were  to  pass, 
we  could  provide  procedural  safeguards 
to  preclude  cutting  Social  Security 
benefits  or  raising  Social  Security 
taxes  to  balance  the  unified  budget. 
That  is  not  an  issue  of  the  amendment. 
It  is  an  issue  of  the  will  of  the  Congress 
as  a  matter  of  policy,  once  it  is  adopt- 
ed. 

When  we  amend  the  Constitution,  we 
must  be  taking  the  long  view.  Al- 
though some  claim  they  are  worried 
about  raiding  the  Social  Security  sur- 
pluses, I  am  concerned  about  the  loom- 
ing and  massive  Social  Security  defi- 
cits that  are  on  the  horizon.  These  So- 
cial Security  deficits  threaten  to  push 
the  unified  budget  to  levels  far  above 
those  we  are  experiencing  today. 

Over  the  period  from  2020  to  2030,  the 
Social  Security  trust  fund  will  run  a 
cumulative  deficit  of  $4  trillion.  In  2080 
alone,  the  annual  Social  Security  defi- 
cit will  be  $1  trillion,  or  $225  billion  in 
constant  dollars,  which  is  56  percent 
higher  than  the  projected  unified  budg- 
et deficit  for  all  of  government. 

If  we  adopt  the  Daschle-Dorgan  con- 
stitutional amendment  approach,  the 
Constitution  would  allow  these  mas- 
sive deficits  in  the  unified  budget  to 
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occur  even  as  we  would  be  telling  the 
American  people  that  our  budget  is 
balanced  in  accord  with  the  Constitu- 
tion. 

Let  me  repeat  that:  If  you  put  some- 
thing in  the  Constitution,  I  assume  you 
would  hope  it  would  exist  until  2020  or 
2030.  If  you  adopt  the  Daschle-Dorgan 
approach,  you  will  be  building  into  the 
budget  of  the  United  States  by  the  year 
2020  an  opportunity  for  us  to  tell  the 
American  people  we  are  in  balance, 
even  though  the  Social  Security  trust 
fund  can  be  out  of  balance  by  himdreds 
of  billions  of  dollars. 

The  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  not 
only  would  that  kind  of  budget  make  a 
mockery  of  the  constitutional  balanced 
budget  requirement,  it  would  also  be 
devastating  to  the  American  economy 
because — and  I  want  to  make  this 
ixjint— it  is  the  unified  budget  deficit, 
regardless  of  what  is  said  here  on  the 
floor,  it  is  the  unified  budget  and  its 
deficit,  not  the  deficit  excluding  Social 
Security,  which  tells  us  how  much 
Government  must  borrow  from  the 
public  each  year.  That  is  what  we  want 
to  know:  How  much  do  we  have  to  bor- 
row. The  unified  budget  tells  us  how 
much  Government  must  borrow.  It  is 
this  Government  borrowing  that  has 
real  economic  consequences  for  na- 
tional savings,  for  investment,  for  in- 
flation, for  interest  rates  and  for  eco- 
nomic growth. 

Now,  to  remove  any  remaining  doubt 
that  those  who  take  the  coverup  of  So- 
cial Security  as  their  defense  against 
the  balanced  budget  amendment,  so 
that  they  would  remove  any  doubt  that 
they  are  more  interested  in  killing  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  than  in 
protecting  Social  Security,  I  want  to 
make  it  known  that  we  were  willing  to 
compromise  with  them  to  get  an  agree- 
ment. We  suggested  the  idea  of  revising 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  to  re- 
quire both  a  balanced  unified  budget  in 
2002  and  a  balance  excluding  Social  Se- 
curity in  2006,  which  I  believe  anyone 
looking  at  the  flow  of  expenditures  and 
what  is  practical  would  say  that  is 
probably  where  we  ought  to  be. 

We  proposed  an  amendment  to  this 
proposal  that  would  make  it  such,  2002, 
balance  under  unified;  4  years  later, 
balance  excluding  Social  Security. 
There  is  nothing  inconsistent  with  re- 
quiring both.  In  fact,  you  get  to  bal- 
ance excluding  Social  Security,  you 
have  to  first  balance  the  unified  budg- 
et—no way  around  it. 

Moreover,  I  believe  we  need  a  perma- 
nent requirement  regarding  unified 
budget  balances  to  protect  against  a 
time  when  Social  Security  runs  large 
deficits.  Those  who  reject  this  offer  are 
really,  once  again,  showing  us  they  are 
not  interested  in  getting  an  agreement 
on  the  balanced  budget.  They  are,  in- 
stead, interested  in  defeating  it. 

Now.  Mr.  President,  and  fellow  Sen- 
ators, what  we  are  talking  about  is  the 
following.  It  is  the  difference  between 


economic  prosperity  and  long-term 
stagnation.  As  we  look  out  there 
among  our  people,  one  of  the  things 
they  are  most  worried  about  is  stagna- 
tion in  their  economic  condition,  that 
wages  are  not  going  up  as  fast  as  they 
should,  that  the  dream  for  their  chil- 
dren might  be  less  than  theirs,  which 
somehow  stirs  a  strong  cord  in  the 
hearts  and  minds  of  Americans.  If  we 
do  not  build  into  American  policy  con- 
stitutional fiscal  restraint  that  leads 
to  a  balanced  budget,  the  difference  is 
going  to  be  simple.  It  is  going  to  be 
whether  we  have  prosperity  or  whether 
we  have  stagnation.  No  doubt  about  it. 
Mr.  President,  to  prove  that  for  you, 
I  want  to  cite  a  Congressional  Budget 
Office  report.  According  to  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office,  their  so- 
called  base  scenario,  here  is  what  we 
can  expect  in  2030  if  we  do  nothing. 

Debt  held  by  the  public  will  reach  180 
percent  of  our  gross  domestic  product. 
At  the  end  of  1995,  our  debt  stood  at  50 
percent.  In  1945,  at  the  end  of  the  war, 
it  was  114  percent.  The  budget  deficit 
will  reach  15  percent  of  gross  domestic 
product.  In  1995,  it  was  2.3  percent.  Net 
interest  rate  on  the  cumulative  debt 
will  cost  8  percent  of  the  gross  domes- 
tic product.  Net  interest  rates  are  only 
3  percent  now.  Social  Security,  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid  will  cost  18  percent, 
all  alone,  of  the  gross  domestic  prod- 
uct. These  programs  cost  9  percent 
now. 

It  assumes  these  massive  deficits  will 
do  no  harm  to  our  economy.  That  is 
the  rosy  scenario.  CBO  states  in  its  re- 
port: "In  the  end,  these  deficits  will 
weaken  the  economy,  end  long-term 
upward  trends  in  real  GDP  per  capita 
that  we  have  enjoyed  throughout  our 
history.  With  Federal  debt  growing  so 
rapidly,  the  economy  will  enter  a  pe- 
riod of  accelerated  decline." 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  real  debate. 
This  is  about  one  of  the  most  impor- 
tant issues  for  our  future  that  will 
come  before  this  body. 

I  went  to  some  length  to  produce  my 
argument  today  because  I  believe  those 
who  claim  Social  Security  is  the  issue 
and  trust  funds  of  Social  Security  are 
the  issue  are  perpetrating  a  huge 
smokescreen,  at  best,  and,  at  worst,  a 
monstrous  charade.  There  is  no  doubt 
in  my  mind  the  best  way  to  help  Social 
Security  now  and  in  the  future  is  to 
balance  the  budget  as  prescribed  in  this 
constitutional  amendment.  Without  it, 
the  very  seniors  they  attempt  to  say 
they  are  for  are  put  in  very  serious 
jeopardy,  as  are  their  children  and 
grandchildren. 
I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HATCH.  How  much  time  do  we 
have  left? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  is  1  minute  remaining. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
use  the  remaining  time  to  say  I  have 
never  heard  a  more  phony  argument  in 
my  life  than  the  argument  that  they. 


the  Democrats,  are  trying  to  protect 
Social  Security,  and  yet  every  time 
President  Clinton's  budget  comes  up 
here  not  protecting  Social  Security  the 
way  they  say  they  want  to  protect  it. 
they  vote  for  it.  I  am  not  willing  to  say 
people  are  hjrpocritical  on  this  matter, 
but  I  am  willing  to  say  that  it  is  a 
lousy  argument.  It  is  clearly  an  argu- 
ment designed  to  give  those  who  use  it 
an  excuse  for  them  to  vote  against  the 
balanced  budget  amendment.  I  have 
never  heard  a  more  disappointing  dis- 
play than  yesterday,  as  Senator  after 
Senator  came  on  this  floor  and  jumped 
all  over  Bob  Dole,  who  has  done  his 
best  to  get  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment through. 

I  think  some  of  the  most  sordid  poli- 
tics I  have  seen  in  years  occurred  in 
some  of  the  argimients  yesterday.  And 
the  arguments  are  phony  arguments. 
This  is  a  very,  very  important  oppor- 
tunity for  us  to  try  and  get  the  Con- 
gress to  be  required  to  do  what  is  right. 
This  is  the  only  chance  to  get  them  to 
do  that.  I  hope  people  will  vote  for  this 
amendment — if  not  today,  count  on  it, 
it  will  be  back  next  year. 
I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  might  speak 
for  7  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  now 
maybe  we  can  get  to  where  the  rubber 
hits  the  road.  I  have  been  given  the 
grisly  task  of  chairing  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  Social  Security  and  Medicare 
and  Family  Policy.  I  have  heard  the  de- 
bate going  on  about  the  looting  of  the 
Social  Security  trust  fund.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent—and I  know  they  will  rush  onto 
the  floor.  The  doors  will  clatter  open  in 
a  moment. 

Let  me  tell  you  that  there  is  no  So- 
cial Security  trust  fund.  It  is  a  huge 
stack  of  lOU's.  The  trustees  know  that, 
all  thoughtful  Americans  know  that.  It 
is  listed  in  the  trustees'  report.  It  is  a 
huge  stack  of  lOU's.  There  is  no  place 
in  there  with  your  name  on  it  or  my 
name  on  it.  When  a  young  person  pays 
in  today,  it  goes  out  next  month  to  the 
beneficiary.  In  the  year  2011,  there  will 
not  be  enough  payroll  tax  to  cover  it. 
There  will  be  a  huge  accumulated  sur- 
plus then.  And  then  you  go  and  take 
the  lOU  and  say,  "I  am  cashing  this 
in."  That  is  the  double  hit  that  is  com- 
ing. 

I  related  this  last  week.  We  are  all 
aware  that  the  Social  Security  pro- 
gram and  its  relation  to  any  balanced 
budget  constitutional  amendment  will 
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always  be  an  issue  of  fervent  con- 
troversy. In  fact,  many  individuals, 
and  the  well-organized  interests  and, 
oh  my,  the  citizens  and,  oh,  my,  the 
AARP— do  not  miss  their  work  here — 
have  cited  the  need  to  "protect"  Social 
Security  as  a  moral  justification  for 
opposing  any  such  constitutional 
amendment.  We  have  heard  more  of 
that  on  the  Senate  floor  this  week,  and 
we  will  hear  it  forever. 

I  trust  that  my  colleagues  will  par- 
don me  to  say  that  I  find  this  com- 
pletely baffling— bizarre  and  baffling.  I 
see  no  possible  sensible  justification 
for  using  Social  Security  as  an  excuse 
for  opposition  to  the  balanced  budget 
amendment— none.  It  is  but  an  excuse 
which  excites  the  interest  groups, 
which  may  be  sold  as  a  way  to  cover  a 
vote  against  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment. "CYA"  here  does  not  mean  cor- 
porate youth  activity.  It  is  without 
substantive  merit,  in  my  view. 

Let  me  explain  fully  that  this  is  my 
duty  as  chairman  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Subcommittee  to  try  to  determine 
the  facts.  At  least  everybody  is  enti- 
tled to  their  own  opinion,  but  no  one  is 
entitled  to  their  own  facts.  How  is  the 
Social  Security  trust  fund  managed? 
This  is  how  it  is  required  under  the  law 
to  be  managed.  It  is  a  rather  unfortu- 
nate that  one  would  even  have  to  do 
this,  but  too  many  in  Congress,  and  out 
in  the  land,  do  not  seem  to  "get  it,"  I 
believe  is  the  phrase  they  use  on  us 
around  here. 

This  is  an  enlargement  of  an  excerpt 
fi-om  section  201(d)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act.  Allow  me  to  read  from  it  to 
you: 

It  shall  be  tbe  duty  of  the  managing  trust- 
ee to  Invest  such  portion  of  the  trust  funds 
as  Is  not.  In  his  judgment,  required  to  meet 
current  withdrawals.  Such  Investments  may 
be  made  only  In  interest-bearing  obligations 
of  the  United  States,  or  In  obligations  guar- 
anteed as  to  both  principal  and  interest  by 
the  United  States. 

This  section  continues  later: 
Each  obligation  Issued  for  purchase  by  the 
trust  funds  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
evidenced  by  a  paper  Instrument  In  the  form 
of  a  bond,  note,  or  certificate  of  Indebtedness 
issued  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

We  can  and  we  still  do  call  these 
things  T-bills,  savings  bonds,  whatever. 
But  it  refers  to  any  such  Treasury  bond 
or  certificate. 

Before  I  continue,  allow  me  to  trans- 
late this  bit  of  mumbo  jumbo.  What 
this  means  is  what  the  law  requires.  It 
is  what  the  law  demands — that  when 
the  Social  Security  pasrroll  taxes  come 
rolling  in,  most  of  them  are  imme- 
diately used  to  pay  the  benefits  to  to- 
day's recipients.  The  leftovers  are  not 
put  in  some  vault  or  box,  where  we 
keep  them,  save  them,  and  hold  them 
for  tomorrow's  retirees.  They  are  used 
to  buy  Government  notes  now.  That  is 
the  law,  that  has  always  been  the 
structure  of  Social  Security.  It  is  what 
is  required  of  us.  It  is  not  "raiding" 
anything.  It  is  not  "breaking  a  prom- 


ise" to  anyone.  That  is  how  Social  Se- 
curity currently  works,  and  it  is  how  it 
was  intended  to  work.  That  is  what  I 
mean  when  I  say  that  the  fund  holds 
"floating  lOU's."  It  is  holding  those 
notes  from  the  U.S.  Government,  and 
those  notes  are  promises  to  pay  up  at  a 
future  date. 

Let  me  take  you  to  section  (f)  the  So- 
cial Security  Act.  Do  not  miss  this  one. 
This  is  the  section  that  explains  how 
the  future  benefits  are  going  to  be  paid: 

The  Interest  on  and  the  proceeds  from  the 
sale  or  redemption  of  any  obligations  held  In 
the  Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  and  the  Federal  Disability  Insur- 
ance Trust  Fund  shall  be  credited  to  and 
form  a  part  of  the  Federal  Old-Age  and  Sur- 
vivors Insurance  Trust  Fund  and  the  Disabil- 
ity Insurance  Trust  Fund  respectively. 

Listen  closely  to  this  part: 

Payment  from  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury- 
Are  you  listening? 
to  either  of  the  trust  funds  of  any  such  inter- 
est or  proceeds  shall  be  In  the  form  of  paper 
checks  drawn  on  such  general  fund  to  the 
order  of  such  trust  fund. 

Here  we  see  the  obvious.  The  pay- 
ment back  to  Social  Security  at  a  fu- 
ture date  will  come  from  general  reve- 
nue—taxpayers' money.  Only  from  the 
general  fund  will  it  come. 

The  general  Government,  until  the 
appropriate  time,  thus  holds  this  big 
bag  of  lOU's  to  Social  Security,  and 
then  it  has  to  make  good  on  those  from 
the  general  revenues,  not  from  some 
separate  trust  fund.  It  comes  out  of 
general  revenue  when  the  lOU's  are 
due.  That  is  how  it  works,  and  that  is 
how  it  was  intended  to  work.  There  is 
no  way  around  it,  no  tricks,  no  gim- 
micks, no  big  lump  of  money  in  a 
tnmk  sitting  there  that  we  can  emo- 
tionally plead  to  save  from  raiding  if 
we  exclude  Social  Security  from  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment.  Those  bene- 
fits are  to  be  paid  with  moneys  raised 
from  the  genend  revenues— period. 

Another  way  of  putting  it,  if  I  may, 
is  today's  workers  will  support  today's 
retirees  and  tomorrow's  workers  will 
support  tomorrow's  retirees,  period. 
That  is  the  law.  This  is  how  Social  Se- 
curity works.  All  of  this  posturing  and 
fear  mongering  about  how  somehow  a 
contract  is  being  broken  and  that 
looting  and  pUlaging,  and  God  knows 
what  else,  and  other  sins  are  taking 
place,  is  so  much  guff  and  nonsense.  It 
is  so  much  like  the  old  professor  of 
mine.  He  said,  "Simpson,  this  is  opium 
smoke."  That  old  professor  was  right. 
The  benefits  of  future  beneficiaries 
were  never  available  to  be  looted.  They 
are  lOU's,  and  all  of  the  cash  will  be 
raised  from  general  revenue  when  those 
bonds  became  due. 

Let  me  just  show  you  one  final  chart. 
I  want  you  to  pay,  please,  strict  atten- 
tion to  this  one.  These  are  the  annual 
operating  balances  projected  for  Social 
Security  as  of  last  year.  You  can  see 
that,  indeed,  there  is  a  sizable  surplus 


today,  and  some  are  using  this  as  an 
excuse  to  oppose  the  balanced  budget 
amendment.  This  560  billion  figure  ap- 
pears small  because — I  ask  unanimous 
consent  for  an  additional  4  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  They  are  using  it  as 
an  excuse  to  oppose  the  balanceo  budg- 
et amendment.  This  $60  billion  figure 
appears  small  because  it  is  an  annual 
figure,  a  consolidated  figure  which  also 
includes  the  disability  payments  and 
does  not  represent  the  total  size  of  the 
accumulated  Social  Security  reserves 
which  are  supposed  to  add  up  to  an- 
other $2  trillion.  They  will  get  to  S2 
trillion — everybody  needs  to  know 
that:  we  all  know  that — before  the  big 
drawdown,  the  big  meltdown,  comes. 

But  you  know  what  we  always  hear 
about  this  surplus.  "We  don't  want  this 
surplus  to  be  counted  toward  balancing 
the  budget."  It  is  said  plainly,  passion- 
ately, and  persuasively. 

I  ask  you  to  look  at  the  much  larger 
picture.  By  the  year  2020  we  are  also 
facing  huge  annual  operating  deficits, 
meaning  that  we  would  have  to  dip 
into  the  principal  and  the  interest  in 
this  trtist  fund,  the  lOU  stack,  which  I 
have  already  shown  you  is  not  there 
and  eventually  will  only  come  from 
general  revenues  at  that  time. 

Look  at  the  size,  look  at  the  enor- 
mity of  these  promised  obligations,  all 
of  which  we  have  no  possible  way  of 
pasring  unless  we  raise  pasrroll  taxes, 
and  the  seniors  are  telling  you  to  do 
that  to  correct  the  program  because 
they  "ain't  passing"  them.  Payroll 
taxes— that  is  bow  you  get  here,  and 
other  taxes,  to  raise  them  dramatically 
when  the  time  comes.  There  is  $7  tril- 
lion in  unfunded  liability  in  the  Social 
Security  system  alone. 

Does  anyone  seriously  believe  that 
the  way  to  "protect"  Social  Security  is 
to  save  it  from  a  balanced  budget 
amendment?  Can  anyone  seriously 
maintain  that  the  fate  of  Social  Secu- 
rity hangs  on  the  budgetary  treatment 
of  funds  in  1996  when  these  are  the  bal- 
ances projected  in  the  outyears?  We  all 
know  this.  That  is  no  secret  to  anyone. 
To  use  Social  Security  as  a  pallid  ex- 
cuse to  defeat  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  is  absurd,  hypocritical 
budget  blather  of  the  most  odious  kind. 
We  all  know  what  the  real  threat  to 
Social  Security  is.  It  is  the  situation 
you  see  on  this  chart.  It  is  the  threat 
that  we  will  do  nothing.  That  is  the 
threat.  That  is  the  threat — the  threat 
that  we  will  let  it  go  bankrupt  on  its 
own.  But  that  is  a  debate  for  another 
day.  I  will  not  be  around  when  the  big 
bill  comes  due.  But  I  hope  in  the  year 
2030.  they  will  tap  on  my  box  and  tell 
me  how  it  aU  went  because  I  can  tell 
you  where  it  is  going  to  go. 

My  purpose  today  is  to,  hopefully, 
dispense  with  the  idea  that  there  is 
some  promise  that  has  been  made  to 
save   the   Social   Security  surplus  in 
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some  way  that  we  are  currently  violat- 
ing. No.  We  are  doing  with  Social  Secu- 
rity precisely  what  the  law  demands 
and  commands  us  to  do — to  buy  T  bills. 
If  we  can  be  charged  with  failing  to  do 
anything,  it  is  failing  to  balance  the 
budget.  That  is  what  will  make  it  hard- 
er to  make  good  on  those  lOU's  when 
they  come  due.  It  will  be  very  hard  to 
raise  the  general  revenue  to  do  that.  So 
as  long  as  we  keep  blithely  adding  tril- 
lions to  the  debt — I  ask  unanimous 
consent  for  2  more  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
close  by  sajrlng  I  agree  with  my  firtend 
and  colleague.  Senator  Paul  Simon  of 
Illinois,  that  the  assured  best  way  to 
protect  Social  Security  is  to  pass  the 
balanced  budget  amendment,  or  if  you 
do  not  like  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment, to  force  ourselves  to  balance  the 
budget.  That  is  the  one  thing  and  the 
only  thing  that  will  make  it  possible  to 
pay  off  those  sacred  promises  to  future 
retirees.  I  do  not  see  people  who  like  to 
cast  those  tough  votes.  They  do  not 
show  up. 

But  in  any  event,  let  me  say  again 
that  I  find  it  very  unseemly  that  any- 
one who  refuses  to  help  in  that  effort 
will  use  the  looting  of  Social  Security 
as  an  excuse  not  to  impose  a  balanced 
budget  requirement.  I  hope  that  all  of 
you  will  read  the  Social  Security  Act 
for  yourself  and  the  sections  of  it — sec- 
tion 201 — and  think  it  over  closely,  and 
then  read  the  trustees'  report.  If  we 
have  a  more  accurate  public  under- 
standing of  exactly  how  Social  Secu- 
rity does,  indeed,  work,  it  is  my  ear- 
nest, and  yet  possibly  most  naive,  be- 
lief that  the  argument  over  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  can  take 
place  on  a  more  honest  and  informed 
basis. 

I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  DeWINE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Ohio. 

Mr.  DeWINE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  speak  for  up  to  8 
minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DeWINE.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  in  strong  support  of  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  to  the  Constitu- 
tion. 

Here  we  are  again.  One  more  time,  we 
find  ourselves  about  to  cast  really  a 
historic  vote.  In  March  1995  the  Senate 
failed  by  one  vote  to  pass  this  measure, 
a  measure  that  has  been  demanded  by 
the  American  people,  this  measure  that 
is  absolutely  necessary  if  we  are  going 
to  rescue  America  from  bankruptcy  of 
our  children's  or  our  grandchildren's 
generation. 

It  has  been  pointed  out  on  this  floor 
that  the  Federal  debt  is  already  more 
than  S5  trillion,  the  figure  that  is  hard 
to  even  comprehend.  Next  year  Ameri- 
cans will  pay  about  J240  billion  just  to 


meet  the  interest  payment  on  that 
debt.  That  is  almost  S1,000  for  every 
man.  woman,  and  child  in  this  great 
country.  You  know,  it  is  really  money 
for  nothing.  That  money  is  not  just  to 
educate  our  children  or  fight  the  drug 
problem  or  find  a  cure  for  cancer.  It  is 
simply  a  transfer  pasmient  from  the  fu- 
ture to  the  past.  We  need  to  reduce 
those  interest  payments.  We  need  to 
start  investing  in  the  future  instead  of 
the  past.  But  until  the  annual  budget  is 
in  fact  balanced,  all  we  ase  doing  every 
day,  every  month,  and  every  year  is 
adding  to  the  problem.  Congresses  of 
both  parties.  Presidents  of  both  par- 
ties, all  have  compiled  a  spectacular 
record  of  failure  in  dealing  with  this 
fundamental  issue. 

That  is  why  I  believe  it  is  time  to 
make  a  fundamental  change  in  the  way 
we  deal  with  it.  I  am  not  one  who 
thinks  we  should  tamper  with  the  Con- 
stitution. I  do  not  like  to  amend  the 
Constitution.  But  I  believe  in  the  age- 
old  principle,  "If  it  ain't  broke,  don't 
fix  it."  I  think  it  is  broke  this  time.  I 
think  we  have  a  problem,  and  we  have 
to  have  a  fundamental  fix.  We  have  to 
change  the  way  we  do  things. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  5  trillion 
reasons  convincing  me  that  in  this  case 
our  system  is  broken  and  it  is  time  to 
fix  it.  The  people  of  this  country  de- 
mand change.  People  of  my  home  State 
of  Ohio  demand  change. 

As  I  was  thinking  about  this  issue,  I 
was  reminded  of  the  crusade  that  a 
former  Member  of  this  body  who  rep- 
resented the  State  of  Ohio  for  many, 
many  years  had  to  say  about  this. 
Frank  Lausche  was  and  remains  a  leg- 
end in  Ohio  politics  and  Ohio  govern- 
ment. He  served  many  terms  as  Gov- 
ernor of  the  State  of  Ohio  and  several 
terms  as  U.S.  Senator.  From  the  time 
he  was  Governor,  throughout  his  career 
here  in  the  Senate,  one  theme  kept  re- 
curring, and  that  theme  was  fiscal  re- 
sponsibility. I  remember.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, as  a  young  boy  hearing  grown-ups 
talk  about  what  Frank  Lausche  was 
doing  as  Governor.  There  was  a  little 
debate  going  on.  One  of  them  said,  "It 
is  terrible.  They  are  running  a  surplus. 
The  Governor  is  running  a  surplus  this 
year.  He  should  be  distributing  that 
money.  We  have  some  projects  and 
things  that  we  need  to  have  done." 
That  was  the  kind  of  person  Frank 
Lausche  was.  He  was  a  person  who  be- 
lieved in  fiscal  responsibility. 

Let  me  cite  what  Senator  Lausche 
said  in  1962  on  this  floor.  In  1962,  Frank 
Lausche  rose  in  this  Chamber,  and  this 
is  what  he  told  his  colleagues.  Remem- 
ber, this  is  1962. 

The  sheer  size  of  the  extxavagant  Federal 
budgfet  has  made  it  Impossible  In  the  Cham- 
ber of  the  Senate  to  guard  adequately 
against  extravagant  spending.  The  present 
debt  is  too  high  relative  to  our  general  as- 
sets. Instead  of  reducing  the  debt  since 
World  War  n.  we  have  raised  It  from  $255  bil- 
lion to  a  presently  proposed  $306  billion.  The 
unabated  Increase  in  the  national  debt  Is  a 


threat  and  danger  to  our  security  and  to  our 
freedom. 

That  was  Frank  Lausche,  U.S.  Sen- 
ator from  Ohio,  in  1962.  Mr.  President, 
the  $308  billion  that  Senator  Lausche 
was  talking  about  was  not  the  interest 
on  the  national  debt;  it  was  the  total 
national  debt  in  1962.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Ohio,  Senator  Frank 
Lausche,  was  right.  Unless  we  make 
fundamental  changes,  the  problem  is 
only  going  to  get  worse  and  worse  and 
worse.  It  is  time,  long  past  time  that 
we  do  something  about  it.  And  today  is 
our  opportunity  to  cast  a  vote  that  will 
change  the  direction  of  this  country 
and  to  cast  a  vote  that  really  will 
make  a  difference. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  BYRD  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator fi-om  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Well,  Mr.  President,  here 
we  are  engaging  in  the  same  old  politi- 
cal flimflam,  talking  about  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  to  balance  the  budg- 
et while  at  the  same  time  talking 
about  giving  away  a  big  tax  cut.  That 
is  flimflam,  pure  and  simple.  It  is  the 
very  same  constitutional  amendment 
that  we  defeated  last  year  in  the 
month  of  March.  It  was  a  bad  idea  then 
and.  unlike  a  fine  wine  or  an  old  violin, 
it  has  gotten  no  better  with  age. 

The  advocates  of  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  are  known  to  assert  that 
amending  the  Constitution — here  it  is. 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
right  here.  I  carry  it  in  my  shirt  pock- 
et. I  do  not  wear  my  shirt  when  I  am 
sleeping  so  I  do  not  have  the  Constitu- 
tion that  close  to  me  when  I  am  sleep- 
ing, but  I  carry  it  with  me  during  each 
day.  So  they  are  known  to  assert  that 
amending  the  Constitution  is  the  only 
way,  the  only  way,  that  we  can  eradi- 
cate the  recurring  budget  deficits  that 
have  plagued  our  great  Nation  for  a 
long  time.  We  in  the  Congress,  they 
say,  lack  the  fiscal  discipline  and  the 
moral  backbone  needed  to  make  the 
painful  and  difficult  policy  choices 
that  will  actually  bring  the  budget  into 
balance. 

What  the  proponents  of  this  fiscal 
monstrosity  fail  to  acknowledge  is  that 
the  amendment  itself  will  make  none 
of  these  difficult  choices.  The  difficult 
choices  will  remain  to  be  made  here. 
There  is  nothing  in  this  constitutional 
amendment  that  tells  us  how  we  are 
supposed  to  balance  the  budget.  There 
never  has  been.  On  the  contrary,  we  in 
the  Congress  will  still  have  to  make 
and  legislate  choices  regarding  what 
programs  will  be  cut  and  which  taxes 
will  be  raised  as  a  way  of  bringing 
about  a  balanced  budget. 

Amazingly,  many  proponents  of  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  continue 
to  asseverate  their  conmiitment  to 
eliminate  the  Federal  budget  deficit 
out  of  one  side  of  their  mouth  while 
supporting  substantial  tax  cuts  out  of 
the  other  side.  Certainly  that  remark- 
able oral  dexterity  calls  into  question 
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the  real  possibility  of  actually  achiev- 
ing budget  balance. 

Just  last  year,  as  I  hope  we  will  all 
remember,  the  majority  in  this  body 
voted  for  a  budget  resolution  that 
called  for  approximately  $250  billion  in 
tax  cuts  over  a  7-year  period.  That  is 
money  that  we  will  have  to  borrow.  We 
will  have  to  borrow  that  money  to  fi- 
nance that  tax  cut.  And  it  will  be 
money  borrowed  at  interest. 

We  continue  to  talk  about  children 
and  grandchildren  and  how  they  will 
bear  the  burden  of  our  continuing  fis- 
cal unwisdom  if  we  do  not  balance  this 
budget.  We  voted  for  a  huge  tax  cut. 
We  have  to  borrow  the  money  at  inter- 
est to  finance  that  tax  cut.  And  who 
will  pay  that  interest?  On  whom  will 
that  burden  be  laid?  On  our  children. 

In  hindsight,  that  figure  of  $250  bil- 
lion seemed  almost  reasonable  when 
compared  to  the  more  than  $350  billion 
in  tax  cuts  approved  by  the  other  body 
last  year  under  the  aegis  of  the  so- 
called  Contract  With  America— the  so- 
called  Contract  With  America. 

You  do  not  hear  much  about  that  so- 
called  Contract  With  America  these 
days.  The  glitter  has  worn  off,  and  I 
said  on  this  very  floor  that  the  worm 
will  turn.  The  worm  will  turn.  And  it 
did.  It  has  turned. 

You  do  not  hear  much  about  the  so- 
called  Contract  With  America.  Why? 
Because  that  so-called  Contract  With 
America  was  not  a  contract  with 
America.  This  is  the  real  contract  with 
America,  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States — over  200  years  old.  That 
is  the  contract  with  America.  That  is 
the  contract  to  which  I  have  sworn  an 
oath  to  support  and  defend.  Many 
times  I  have  sworn  that.  That  is  the 
real  contract.  And  here  today  we  are 
saying,  amend  it.  amend  this  contract. 

Simply  put.  combining  huge  tax  cuts 
in  a  deficit  reduction  package  while  at 
the  same  time  proclaiming  the  invin- 
cibility of  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment is  entirely  and  completely  incon- 
sistent. How  can  anyone  seriously  and 
with  a  straight  face  suggest  that  the 
best  way  to  dig  ourselves  out  of  a  mas- 
sive fiscal  hole  is  to  start  by  digging 
the  hole  a  little  deeper?  Where  is  the 
logic  in  that?  It  defies  simple  common 
sense.  And  yet  here  we  are.  after  a  year 
of  stalemate  between  the  Congress  and 
the  President,  and  once  again  the  ma- 
jority has  approved  another  budget  res- 
olution that  includes  large  tax  cuts  for 
the  wealthy.  On  the  surface,  the  $122 
billion  in  proposed  revenue  reductions 
may  appear  modest.  In  reality,  though, 
a  closer  reading  of  the  budget  resolu- 
tion reveals  that  the  actual  tax  cuts 
may  be  far  greater  than  $122  billion  and 
could  go  as  high  as  $180  billion  or  more. 
So,  Mr.  President,  we  will  soon  be  con- 
sidering, under  fast-track  reconcili- 
ation procedures.  Republican  tax  cuts 
in  the  range  of  $200  billion.  Can  you  be- 
lieve that?  These  same  Republicans 
who  are  constantly  touting  their  cour- 


age and  their  prowess  in  making  the 
hard  decisions  to  cut  the  deficit  and 
balance  the  budget  have  chosen  to  use 
the  reconciliation  process  to  enact 
freestanding  tax  cuts  totaling  $200  bil- 
lion. I  have  been  in  politics  50  years.  It 
is  easy  to  vote  for  a  tax  cut.  That  is  no 
sweat  for  anybody.  That  is  the  easiest 
thing,  coming  or  going.  Vote  for  a  tax 
cut.  So  they  are  at  it  again.  And  they 
are  doing  so  at  the  very  same  time 
they  are  trumpeting  the  merits  of  a 
balanced  budget  amendment.  One  has 
to  have  a  nimble  mind  indeed  to  per- 
form the  intellectual  gymnastics  it 
takes  to  reconcile  the  two  positions. 

And  now  we  have  presidential  poli- 
tics coming  to  the  fore  in  a  big  way. 
The  Washington  Post  reports  that 
sweeping  tax  cut  proposals  are  under 
consideration  by  the  Republicans,  and 
one  proposal  would  allow  workers  to 
deduct  their  payroll  taxes  from  their 
income  tax  returns.  The  cost  of  that 
proposal  to  the  Treasury  over  the  next 
7  years  would  be  a  whopping  $350  bil- 
lion. In  addition,  the  Post  reports  that 
a  15  percent  reduction  in  Federal  in- 
come tax  rates  is  also  being  considered. 
That  particular  proposal  would  result 
in  lost  revenues  to  the  Treasury  over 
the  next  7  years  of  $630  billion. 

Nor  is  President  Clinton  without 
fault  when  it  comes  to  proposing  tax 
cuts  at  the  same  time  we  are  attempt- 
ing to  balance  the  Federal  budget. 

I  voted  against  the  President's  budg- 
et. I  am  the  only  Democrat  who  did  so. 
And  I  did  so  because  he  was  cutting 
discretionary  spending,  the  discre- 
tionary funding  of  programs  that  are 
so  important  to  the  well-being  of  our 
fellow  Americans,  and  because  he  was 
advocating  a  tax  cut  also. 

In  addition  to  the  President's  pro- 
posed tax  cuts  in  his  7-year  balanced 
budget  plan,  as  late  as  Tuesday  of  this 
week,  in  what  was  billed  as  a  major 
speech  at  Princeton  University,  the 
President  unveiled  additional  tax  cuts, 
so  we  are  going  to  have  more  in  this 
bidding  battle  between  the  Republicans 
and  the  Democrats.  So  he  proposed  ad- 
ditional tax  cut  measures  that  would 
allow  tax  credits  of  $1,500  to  college 
freshmen  and  sophomores  at  a  cost  of 
many  billions  of  dollars. 

Not  every  high  school  graduate 
should  go  to  college.  I  have  seen  stu- 
dents in  college  who  had  no  business 
being  there. 

How  can  these  fi-antic  revenue  reduc- 
tion efforts  by  both  political  parties  be 
squared  with  the  florid  rhetorical  ful- 
minations  we  constantly  hear  about 
the  critical  necessity  for  balancing  the 
budget? 

As  I  have  said  many  times  on  this 
floor,  this  amendment  is  nothing  less 
than  sheer  folly,  folly,  just  as  the  prop- 
ositions for  tax  cuts  at  the  present 
time  are  sheer  folly.  It  is  like  getting 
on  two  horses  and  starting  off  in  two 
different  directions  at  once. 

This  amendment  is  a  sham.  It  is  a 
charade.  And  it  will  not  help  to  balance 


the  budget  one  whit.  As  these  tax  cut 
proposals  show,  this  amendment  is 
simply  being  used  as  convenient  cover 
for  politically  inspired  massive  tax 
giveaways,  which  will  be  paid  for  by 
our  children  and  our  grandchildren. 
The  interest  on  those  tax  giveaways 
will  be  paid  for  by  your  children  and 
mine,  and  your  grandchildren  and 
mine. 

To  make  matters  even  more  unbe- 
lievable, just  this  week,  even  under  the 
shadow  of  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment we  saw  an  attempt  to  spend  $60 
billion  on  a  missile  defense  system  that 
the  Pentagon  does  not  want  and  that 
this  Nation  does  not  need  if  we  are  se- 
rious about  balancing  the  budget.  I 
hope  all  Senators  will  think  very  hard 
about  the  message  we  are  sending  to 
the  American  people  with  these  impos- 
sibly contradictory  actions  on  the  Sen- 
ate floor.  They  do  not  make  sense  eco- 
nomically, and.  unfortunately,  when 
you  think  about  them  carefully,  they 
do  not  even  make  sense  politically. 
Tax  cuts,  while  always  popular,  become 
addictive  in  election  years.  But  I  nev- 
ertheless believe  the  American  people 
will  clearly  understand  that  these  tax 
cuts  represent  nothing  more  than  po- 
litical pandering — political  pandering 
to  win  votes  at  the  expense  of  serious 
deficit  reduction.  The  American  people 
can  see  through  political  pandering. 
They  do  not  like  pandering.  They  do 
not  like  to  be  pandered  to.  But  it  is 
easy  to  see  through  it,  is  it  not? 

To  have  the  same  proponents  of  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  preach 
the  gospel  of  tax  cuts  while  we  are  try- 
ing to  balance  the  budget  is  entirely 
inconsistent  with  conunon  sense.  It  re- 
minds me  of  an  Elmer  Gantry  revival 
meeting:  Come  on  in.  jwllticians.  Come 
on  in.  Walk  the  sawdust  trail.  Get  bap- 
tized with  the  holy  water  of  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment.  Hallelujah. 
Come  get  it  and  then  go  on  about  your 
business,  and  sin,  sin,  sin. 

We  do  not  need  a  constitutional 
amendment  to  balance  the  budget.  We 
do,  however,  need  discipline  and  self- 
restraint.  We  must  not  repeat  the  expe- 
rience of  the  1980's  where  massive  tax 
cuts  were  matched  by  the  doubling  of  a 
peacetime  defense  budget  fi-om  1981  to 
1991. 

I  have  come  to  the  mourners'  bench 
many  times.  I  have  confessed  my  mis- 
take in  voting  for  both.  So  I  did  not 
come  in  with  clean  hands.  I  voted  for 
that  tax  cut,  the  Reagan  tax  cut.  And 
I  voted  to  increase  those  deficit  budg- 
ets. But  at  least  I  came  to  the  mourn- 
ers' bench  and  have  confessed  my  way- 
wardness in  going  astray. 

That  is  not  what  the  American  peo- 
ple want.  No  one  is  clamoring  for  a  re- 
turn to  the  fiscal  calamities  of  the  last 
decade.  No  one.  it  seems,  but  those  who 
are  bent  on  irresponsibly  trying  to 
claim  that  a  balanced  budget,  reduc- 
tions in  revenue,  and  large  increases  in 
defense  spending  are  all  goals  which 
can  be  achieved. 
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On  the  contrary,  achieving-  budget 
balance  will  take  a  combination  of 
spending  cuts  in  all  areas  of  the  budget 
and  some  tax  increases,  instead  of  tax 
cuts. 

If  we  are  really  conscientious  and 
sincere,  if  we  really  mean  that  we  do 
not  want  to  foist  this  great  deficit  bur- 
den upon  our  children,  if  we  really 
mean  that,  if  we  really  love  our  chil- 
dren that  much,  then  we  have  to  put 
aside  this  folly,  utter  folly,  regarding  a 
tax  cut  at  this  time.  There  are  times 
when  tax  cuts  are  advisable,  but  not 
now. 

So  that  is  the  reality  of  it.  We  prefer 
to  pander,  pander  to  the  American  peo- 
ple. And  if  there  is  anything  that 
makes  me  sick  as  a  politician  it  is  a 
politician  who  panders.  To  propose  to 
amend  the  Constitution  when  we  are  so 
obviously  unwilling  to  make  those 
hard  choices  Is  to  promote  a  vain  hope 
and  to  perpetrate  a  falsehood  on  the 
American  people,  on  those  people  who 
are  looking  through  that  electronic 
eye.  This  balanced  budget  amendment 
should  be  again  defeated.  It  is  little 
more  than  a  political  mirage  in  a  vast, 
dry  desert  of  empty  election-year 
promises. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
DeWINE).  Without  objection.  It  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  the  time  that  is  available  under 
the  time  originally  allocated  to  Sen- 
ator Byrd.  I  understand  that  is  another 
5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct.  The  Senator  has  con- 
trol until  11:10. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  heard 
a  generous  discussion  this  morning  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  by  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico,  the  Senator  from 
Utah,  and  the  Senator  from  Wyoming. 
I  felt  it  necessary  for  a  few  minutes  to 
at  least  respond  to  some  of  those  com- 
ments. I  have  great  respect  for  all  of 
those  Senators.  But  I  respectfully  be- 
lieve that  they  are  wrong  on  the  issue 
of  Social  Security  and  its  relationship 
to  the  balanced  budget  amendment. 

I  observe  again  the  history  so  that 
people  understand  where  we  are.  These 
fEWts  I  expect  are  not  in  dispute.  In  1983 
it  was  determined  that  Social  Security 
was  going  to  be  in  some  longer-term 
dlfflculty  and  a  Social  Security  reform 
package  was  enacted  by  the  Congress.  I 
was  a  part  of  that  because  I  was  a  part 
of  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  in 
the  U.S.  House  that  actually  originated 
the  legislation. 

In  that  legislation  we  determined  to 
do  something  very  responsible.  We  de- 


termined to  trim  back  some  benefits  in 
Social  Security,  extend  the  age  for  So- 
cial Security  recipients  from  65  to  67 
over  a  long  period  of  time  and  raise 
some  payroll  taxes,  all  of  that  in  order 
to  create  a  yearly  surplus  in  the  Social 
Security  trust  funds  to  save  It  for  the 
long  term. 

This  year  $69  billion  more  is  being 
collected  in  the  Social  Security  trust 
fund  than  is  needed  this  year  for  Social 
Security.  Why  is  that  the  case?  Is  that 
an  accident?  No.  As  I  said  yesterday, 
we  recognized  that  the  war  babies  were 
going  to  retire  after  the  turn  of  the 
century.  America's  largest  baby  crop 
would  hit  the  retirement  rolls.  That  is 
going  to  cause  maximum  strain  on  the 
Social  Security  system. 

I  said  yesterday,  partially  tongue  in 
cheek,  that  the  war  babies  resulted 
from  an  outpouring  of  love  and  affec- 
tion in  this  country.  Immediately  fol- 
lowing the  Second  World  War.  and  peo- 
ple getting  back  together  and  re- 
acquainted,  and  the  largest  production 
of  babies  in  the  recorded  history  of  this 
country. 

After  the  turn  of  the  century— 2005, 
2010.  2015— those  babies  will  become  eli- 
gible to  hit  the  retirement  rolls.  At 
that  point  we  needed  to  have  some 
planning  in  the  Social  Security  system 
for  funds  to  be  available  to  meet  those 
needs. 

This  year  $69  billion  in  excess  money 
is  being  raised  in  the  Social  Security 
system.  It  is  not  an  accident.  It  is  a  de- 
liberate, forced  national  savings  to  be 
available  to  meet  the  needs  after  the 
turn  of  the  century. 

My  friends  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  say,  "Well,  that  is  not  special 
money.  That's  just  regular  money.  We 
put  it  right  into  the  old  operating 
budget  of  the  Federal  Government  and 
count  it  as  other  revenues."  In  fact, 
they  count  it  as  other  revenues  such  so 
in  the  year  2002,  when  they  say  their 
budget  is  in  balance,  if  you  took  the 
Social  Security  money  out  of  thefr 
budget,  it  would  be  $108  billion  in  defi- 
cit. But  they  say  it  does  not  matter.  It 
is  all  the  same  money. 

It  is  not  the  same  money.  Someone 
working  this  morning  has  a  tax  taken 
out  of  their  paycheck,  and  they  are 
told  by  this  Government  that  is  a  So- 
cial Security  FICA  tax  that  is  going  to 
be  put  into  a  trust  fund  and  can  only  be 
used  for  one  purpose — not  for  offsetting 
against  building  star  wars,  not  as  an 
offset  against  cutting  taxes  for  the 
wealthy — it  can  be  used  only  to  put  in 
a  trust  fund  to  be  used  for  the  Social 
Security  needs  of  the  future. 

But  that  is  not  what  the  majority 
party  wants  to  do.  They  want  to  take 
that  enormous  amount  of  money, 
raised  by  a  aggressive  payroll  tax,  and 
slide  it  over  here  Into  the  operating 
budget  of  the  Federal  Government  and 
say,  "By  the  way,  now  we've  got  more 
revenue  over  here  so  we  can  build  the 
star  wars  project  for  $60  billion.  We  can 


have  big  tax  cuts.  We  can  do  all  of 
these  things  that  we  want  to  do  even  as 
we  claim  to  want  to  balance  the  budg- 
et." 

I  do  not  allege  that  they  are  not  op- 
erating In  good  faith.  I  only  say  that 
they  are  wrong  on  the  issue  of  Social 
Security. 

One  person  who  spoke  this  morning 
said  there  is  no  trust  fund.  One  who 
spoke  this  morning  said  there  was  a 
trust  fund,  and  we  are  not  misusing  it. 
Another  said  there  is  a  trust  fimd,  and 
we  are  misusing  it,  and  we  promise  to 
stop  by  the  year  2008.  The  three  stages 
of  Social  Security  denial. 

If  we  are  willing  to  do  what  is  nec- 
essary, what  we  promised  workers  and 
retirees  we  would  do  in  1983,  we  will  set 
aside  the  Social  Security  revenues  in  a 
trust  fund,  not  count  them  as  part  of 
the  operating  revenue,  balance  the 
budget  honestly,  and  move  on. 

That  is  our  job.  That  is  our  task.  We 
will  offer  a  unanimous  consent  request 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  to  allow  a 
constitutional  amendment  to  be  of- 
fered which  I  voted  for  previously  that 
is  identical  in  every  respect  to  the  one 
offered  by  the  majority  party  with  one 
exception.  That  is,  section  7,  which  will 
describe  that  the  Social  Security  sur- 
plus funds  shall  not  be  counted  as  part 
of  operating  revenues. 

If  they  agree  to  that,  they  will  get  75 
votes  for  their  constitutional  amend- 
ment. 1 3aeld  the  floor. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
the  only  balanced  budget  amendment 
that  has  ever  passed  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. It  Is  the  only  one  that  has 
a  chance  of  passing  both  Houses.  All  of 
the  vmanlmous  consent  requests  in  the 
world  are  not  going  to  bring  up  an 
amendment  that  will  be  acceptable  to 
both  Houses,  except  this  amendment. 
Everybody  knows  that.  For  these  peo- 
ple to  bring  up  another  amendment  at 
this  late  date  is  just  a  subterfuge. 

There  have  been  six  Democrats  who 
before  have  always  voted  for  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  but  have 
been  using  the  Social  Security  pretext 
as  a  charade  to  cover  their  backs.  Last 
year,  every  one  voted  for  Clinton's  1997 
budget  that  does  not  protect  Social  Se- 
curity in  the  way  they  want  it  pro- 
tected. I  do  not  think  they  argued  with 
the  President  to  get  that  in  there.  The 
fact  is,  it  is  a  charade.  I  hope  every- 
body knows  It. 

Not  only  did  the  Clinton  budget  of 
1997  not  balance  in  the  year  2002,  imder 
CBO's  more  cautious  economic  and 
technical  assumptions.  Without  Social 
Security  receipts  and  assets  and  deficit 
calculations,  it  would  have  been  $184.5 
billion  out  of  balance  in  the  year  2002. 
It  Is  just  phony.  Without  Social  Secu- 
rity's receipts  and  assets  in  deficit  cal- 
culations, the  Clinton  budgets  would 
never  balance.  The  fact  is  the  Repub- 
lican budget  would  be  balanced  by  the 
year  2005  without  Social  Security. 

These  people  argue  that  they  want  to 
protect  Social  Security,  yet  they  make 


June  6,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


13311 


the  situation  worse  for  Social  Security 
by  not  voting  for  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  that  would  protect  it.  We 
keep  the  status  quo  of  setting  up  budg- 
ets that  do  not  protect  Social  Security 
like  they  want  to  protect.  How  phony 
can  you  get? 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  let  me  quote 
Washington  columnist  Charles 
Krauthammer,  who  has  exposed  twice 
the  Clinton  position,  the  administra- 
tion's unconscionable  human-shield 
strategy  that  they  are  protecting  So- 
cial Security.  In  a  colimin  entitled, 
"Social  Security  Trust  Fund  Whop- 
per," he  writes: 

In  my  17  years  in  Washington,  this  Is  the 
single  most  fraudulent  argument  I  have 
heard.  I  don't  mean  politically  fraudulent, 
which  Is  routine  In  Washington  and  a  judg- 
ment call  anjrway.  I  mean  logically,  demon- 
strably, mathematically  fraudulent,  a  condi- 
tion rare  even  In  Washington,  and  a  Judg- 
ment call  not  at  all. 

Now,  when  the  two  Senators  from 
North  Dakota  replied  in  print  to  his 
chart,  Krauthammer  went  further  and 
said  this: 

Their  response  Is  even  more  fraudulent 
than  their  original  argument.  Conrad-Dor- 
gan  profess  Indignation  with  this  "pundit" 
who  'condones  the  use  of  the  Social  Security 
surpluses'  for  "masking  the  size  of  the  budget 
deficit.'  Well,  well.  Where  is  their  Indigna- 
tion with  a  President  who  does  not  just  con- 
done this  practice  but  has  carried  It  out 
three  years  In  row?  By  their  own  logic,  the 
President,  who  Is  of  their  own  party,  has 
looted  the  Social  Security  trust  fund  by  J47 
billion  In  1993.  another  S56  billion  In  1994.  and 
plans  to  loot  another  S60  billion  In  1995. 
Makes  you  wonder  about  the  sincerity  of 
their  charge. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Will  the  Senator 
Shield? 

Mr.  HATCH.  If  I  had  time,  I  would 
yield.  Ordinarily,  I  would. 

Conrad-Dorgan's  Social  Security  argu- 
ment, writes  Time  magazine.  Is,  to  put  It  po- 
litely, "mendacious  nonsense." 

Now,  that  is  Charles  Krauthammer, 
who  generally  writes  it  the  way  he  sees 
it.  I  have  to  say  I  see  it  that  way,  too. 
I  really  believe  that  those  who  claim 
they  are  arguing  to  protect  Social  Se- 
curity are  not  protecting  it  at  all. 

This  is  the  only  balanced  budget 
amendment  that  could  pass.  Being  the 
only  one  that  can  pass,  the  fact  of  the 
matter  is  there  is  going  to  be  no  pro- 
tection when  it  is  voted  down  today, 
and  this  President  is  going  to  continue 
to  put  up  budgets  that  literally  do  not 
protect  it,  either.  To  use  the  term  of 
my  distinguished  friends  from  North 
Dakota,  "will  continue  to  loot  Social 
Security."  Yet,  they  voted  for  those 
budgets. 

To  me,  there  is  something  inconsist- 
ent here.  The  only  chance  in  the  world, 
the  only  chance  in  the  history  of  this 
country  to  have  an  amendment  that 
will  put  some  fiscal  discipline  into  the 
Constitution,  and  they  are  voting 
against  it  under  the  guise  they  are  pro- 
tecting Social  Security,  when,  in  fact, 
they  make  Social  Security  worse  be- 


cause they  put  off  further  doing  any- 
thing about  it.  To  me,  that  is  abso- 
lutely amazing. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  a  minute  and  a 
half  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Oklahoma. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  compliment  Senator  Hatch  from 
Utah  for  his  leadership,  as  well  as  Sen- 
ator Craig  from  Idaho  for  his  leader- 
ship, as  well  as  Senator  Simon,  and 
most  of  all,  Senator  Dole,  for  his  lead- 
ership, because  they  strongly  support 
pjissing  a  constitutional  amendment  to 
balance  the  budget,  as  the  American 
people  do. 

Mr.  President,  I  heard  my  distin- 
guished colleague  from  West  "Virginia 
pull  out  the  Constitution.  I  know  he 
has  great  respect  for  the  Constitution, 
as  I  do.  A  statement  Thomas  Jefferson 
made  in  1798  I  will  quote: 

I  wish  It  were  possible  to  obtain  a  single 
amendment  to  our  Constitution.  I  would  be 
willing  to  depend  on  that  alone  for  reduction 
of  the  administration  of  our  government  to 
the  genuine  principles  of  Its  Constitution.  I 
mean  an  additional  article  taking  from  the 
Federal  Government  the  power  of  borrowing. 

Thomas  Jefferson  was  right.  He  was 
right  in  1789.  It  Is  the  right  thing  to  do 
today. 

Also,  Mr.  President,  I  will  read  a  let- 
ter from  the  Governor  of  Oklahoma, 
addressed  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States. 

DEAR  Mr.  PREsmEaJT:  On  Friday,  May  31. 
at  4:59  p.m.,  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of 
Oklahoma  adjourned  its  1996  session.  Not 
once  during  that  four-month  session  was 
there  a  moment  of  discussion  about  deficit 
spending.  Not  one  penny  was  appropriated  to 
pay  interest  on  a  state  debt.  No  bill  was 
passed  that  spent  a  cent  In  excess  of  actual 
state  revenues — all  because  the  Constitution 
of  Oklahoma  contains  an  amendment  that 
requires  a  balanced  budget. 

The  Balanced  Budget  Amendment  to  the 
United  States  Constitution  will  be  consid- 
ered In  the  Senate  this  week.  I  urge  you  to 
follow  the  examples  of  49  of  our  50  states— In- 
cluding Oklahoma  and  Arkansas— and  sup- 
port this  effort  to  import  common  sense 
from  the  states  to  Washington. 
Sincerely. 

Frank  Keating. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  we 
need  to  pass  this  amendment  today. 
The  House  has  passed  it.  The  Senate 
came  within  one  vote  last  year.  We 
need  to  pass  it  this  year.  We  need  to 
pass  it  today  and  send  it  to  the  States 
for  ratification. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  remains? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Utah  has  1  minute  and  19 
seconds. 

Mr.  HATCH.  I  yield  to  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  North  Carolina 
and  then  the  balance  of  the  time  to  the 
Senator  from  Idaho. 

Mr.  FAIRCLOTH.  I  repeat  what  has 
been  heard  many  times  here  today.  I 
believe  this  is  the  most  important  vote 
we  are  going  to  cast  this  entire  year  in 
Congress.  I  strongly  support  the  con- 


stitutional amendment  to  a  balanced 
budget.  We  need  it  to  save  the  country. 

Mr.  President.  $5  trillion  of  debt  is 
too  much. 

Mr.  President,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment. Last  March,  as  we  debated  this 
amendment,  I  noted  the  great  impor- 
tance of  this  issue. 

I  believe  that  this  is  more  true  today 
than  it  was  last  year. 

Government  spending  has  put  the 
American  people  $5.1  trillion  into  debt. 
In  this  Chamber,  we  often  speak  about 
the  national  debt  as  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment debt,  but,  of  course,  this  debt 
Mrtll  be  paid  by  the  American  people. 

The  American  people — not  the  Fed- 
eral Government — will  work  to  pay  the 
taxes  that  go  toward  these  Treasury 
bonds.  The  American  people — not  the 
Federal  Government — will  manufac- 
ture products,  raise  crops,  program 
computers,  and  do  the  millions  of  jobs 
that  generate  growth  in  our  economy. 
So.  although  we  are  entrusted  to  spend 
the  money  that  the  American  people 
work  to  earn,  we  continue  to  struggle 
to  balance  the  Federal  budget. 

This  Congress  passed  a  balanced 
budget — the  first  legitimate  balanced 
budget  plan  in  a  generation— but  the 
President  vetoed  it. 

This  Congress  made  the  tough 
choices,  but  the  President  exploited 
our  good  work  for  political  advantage, 
and  he  demagoged  the  issues.  Unfortu- 
nately, without  the  Amendment  as  an 
enforcement  mechanism,  I  do  not  be- 
lieve that  a  balanced  budget  will  be 
passed  and  signed  Into  law.  It  stops  the 
posturing  and  the  revolving  votes  and 
the  other  games  that  will  bankrupt  the 
next  generations. 

I  am  not  eager  to  amend  the  Con- 
stitution. We  have  done  so  just  27 
times  in  over  two  centuries.  It  is  a  seri- 
ous matter.  Senators  are  right  to  take 
pause  before  casting  a  vote  to  amend 
our  Constitution.  Unfortunately,  how- 
ever, I  have  concluded  that  this  amend- 
ment is  necessary.  The  national  debt  is 
just  too  large. 

In  the  1820's,  President  Andrew  Jack- 
son, a  North  Carolinian  by  birth,  called 
the  national  debt  "a  curse  to  the  re- 
public" and  "incompatible  with  real 
Independence."  In  the  early  19th  cen- 
tury, however,  the  Federal  Government 
was  disciplined  and  successfully  paid 
off  the  national  debt. 

That  is  no  longer  true  today. 

The  specter  of  a  $5.1  trillion  national 
debt  is  apparently  insufficient  to  force 
this  Government  to  bring  the  budget 
into  balance.  Interest  on  the  national 
debt,  which  we  continue  to  wrack  up.  is 
the  third  largest  component  of  the  Fed- 
eral budget.  The  average  taxpayer  will 
send  $882  to  the  IRS  in  1996  just  to  pay 
the  interest  on  the  national  debt.  In- 
terest alone  will  consume  41  percent  of 
the  income  taxes  that  the  American 
people  send  to  the  Treasury. 

If  these  facts  do  not  shock  us  into 
support    for    a    balanced    budget— not 
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rhetoric,  Mr.  President,  but  votes  for  a 
balanced  budget — then  we  are  forced  to 
amend  the  Constitution.  We  owe  it  to 
the  next  generation. 

The  average  child  bom  today  faces  a 
lifetime  tax  burden  of  S187,000  just  to 
pay  the  interest  on  the  national  debt. 
In  effect,  we  hand  a  $187,000  bill  to 
every  newborn  American  along  with 
his  birth  certificate.  We  do  this  be- 
cause the  President  vetoed  the  first 
balanced  budget  in  a  some  20  years. 

In  this  Chamber,  we  often  speak 
about  obligations  to  future  genera- 
tions, but  we  are  imposing  trillions  of 
dollars  of  debt  upon  our  children  and 
grandchildren.  How  many  of  us  look 
forward  to  explaining  this  to  them? 

How  can  we  explain  this  to  them? 
What  will  we  say?  Can  we  really  tell 
them  that  it  is  fair  to  welcome  them  to 
the  world  with  a  $187,000  bill?  All  be- 
cause we  do  not  want  to  offend  the 
groups  that  line  up  for  a  piece  of  the 
Federal  pie. 

President  Clinton  talks  about  deep 
cuts  and  draconian  cuts.  What  cuts  will 
our  children  make  in  their  family 
budgets  to  pay  off  this  $187,000  bill?  All 
because  the  President  will  lose  a  cam- 
paign issue  if  we  slow  the  rate  of  in- 
crease in  Federal  spending.  Is  that 
really  too  much  to  ask? 

There  are  claims  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  of  support  for  a  balanced 
budget.  However,  the  first  balanced 
budget  in  a  generation  passed  in  this 
Chamber  on  November  18,  1995,  with  no 
Democrat  votes,  and  it  was  vetoed  by  a 
Democrat  President. 

The  Constitution,  as  we  all  know, 
was  amended  to  permit  the  Imposition 
of  an  income  tax.  I  hope  that  few  Sen- 
ators consider  the  16th  Amendment 
amongst  the  more  high-minded  provi- 
sions of  the  Constitution.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, if  we  can  amend  the  Constitution 
to  increase  taxes  on  the  American  peo- 
ple, I  hope  that  we  can  amend  it  to  en- 
sure that  their  government  spends 
their  hard-earned  money  responsibly. 

Thomas  Jefferson  first  read  the  Con- 
stitution upon  his  return  from  France 
and  recommended  that  the  Constitu- 
tion include  limitations  upon  the  pow- 
ers of  the  Federal  Government  to  bor- 
row. Mr.  President,  if  we  do  not  impose 
a  restraint  on  the  power  of  this  govern- 
ment to  borrow,  we  will  not  balance 
the  budget  and  ensure  that  it  remains 
balanced. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
thank  the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Ju- 
diciary Committee  and  senior  Senator 
from  Utah  for  the  tremendous  leader- 
ship he  has  played  in  this  critical  issue 
of  a  constitutional  amendment  requir- 
ing a  balanced  budget. 

The  record  must  show,  Mr.  President, 
and  it  must  show  it  clearly,  if  Social 
Security  is  to  remain  solvent  into  the 
next  decade  and  into  the  next  century, 
the  budget  of  the  Federal  Government 
must  be  balanced.  The  only  security 
for  Social  Security  is  a  Government 
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that  lives  within  its  financial  means.  If 
our  Federal  Government  goes  bankrupt 
or  if  we  demand  of  our  citizens  that 
they  pay  an  85  to  90  percent  tax  on 
their  income,  then  Social  Security  and 
every  other  security  program  for  peo- 
ple in  our  country  is  in  jeopardy. 

I  am  sorry  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
does  not  get  it,  and  they  do  not  get  it. 
We  have  heard  one  phony  argument 
after  another,  that  somehow  balancing 
a  Federal  budget  in  one  way  or  another 
damages  Social  Security.  Yet,  the  very 
Social  Security  actuarials,  the  people 
who  watch  the  programs,  say  if  you 
want  to  save  Social  Security  you  bal- 
ance the  Federal  budget. 

Today,  we  have  that  opportunity  as  a 
U.S.  Senate  to  secure  for  the  future  So- 
cial Security  by  allowing  the  American 
people— let  me  repeat,  by  allowing  the 
American  people — the  right  and  the  op- 
portunity to  vote  on  whether  they 
want  this  Government  to  balance  its 
budget  by  passing  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  our  Constitution. 

Mr.  President,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
motion  to  reconsider  House  Joint  Reso- 
lution 1,  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution. 

LESSONS  OF  HISTORY  VERSUS  BLAMESMANSHIP 

If  the  debate  this  week  has  shown 
anything,  it  is  this:  the  case  for  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  is  compel- 
ling; there  is  not  one  good  argument 
against  it. 

The  worst  thing  you  can  say  about 
the  amendment  is  that  maybe  Con- 
gresses and  Presidents  will  have  the 
courage  to  do  the  right  thing  without 
it. 

In  reality,  if  the  Constitution  doesn't 
require  balancing  the  budget,  it  just 
won't  happen. 

We've  heard  a  lot  of  blamesmanship 
on  this  floor,  disguised  as  history  les- 
sons. 

Democrats  blame  the  past  debt  on 
Reaganomics.  Republicans  blame  40 
years  of  free-spending  by  Democrat 
Congresses. 

But  this  debate  isn't  about  the  past. 
We  can't  change  the  past.  This  debate 
is  about  our  future. 

Our  economic  house  is  on  fire.  In- 
stead of  arguing  over  who  has  the 
matches  in  his  pocket,  let's  put  out  the 
fire. 

THE  OUTLOOK  IS  GRIM— BUT  THERE'S  TDiE  TO 
ACT 

The  greatest  threat  facing  our  coun- 
try is  the  mounting  national  debt  that 
drags  on  our  economy  and  threatens  to 
destroy  the  American  Dream  for  our 
children. 

A  new  study  by  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  says  that,  if  we  do  noth- 
ing: 

In  less  than  two  generations,  the  Federal 
debt  and  Interest  payments  on  that  debt  will 
consume,  not  the  entire  Federal  budget,  but 
the  entire  American  economy. 

Their  words,  not  mine:  The  numbers 
are  "not  computable,"  meaning  the 
"debt  would  exceed  levels  that  the 
economy  could  reasonably  support." 


This  is  not  a  temporary  problem,  it  is 
a  Constitution-class  crisis. 

This  is  what  the  Constitution  is  all 
about:  protecting  the  liberties  of  the 
people  by  putting  limits  on  a  power 
that  the  Government  is  too  tempted  to 
abuse. 

The  good  news  is  that  we  still  have 
time  to  act.  That  opportunity  will  not 
last  forever.  But  if  we  act  now,  we  can: 
create  6  million  more  jobs  by  the  year 
2002;  make  homes,  education,  and  fam- 
ily necessities  more  affordable;  provide 
greater  security  for  our  senior  citizens: 
and  raise  our  children's  standard  of  liv- 
ing by  a  third. 

The  debt  is  the  threat.  The  balanced 
budget  amendment  is  the  answer. 

SOCIAL  SECLTimr 

I  understand  Senator  Wtden  will  try 
to  offer  an  alternative  amendment 
later  today  which  would  exempt  Social 
Security. 

Several  Senators  are  simply  hiding 
behind  this  red  herring.  Former  Sen- 
ator Paul  Tsongas,  a  Democrat,  has 
said: 

It  Is  embarrassing  to  be  a  Democrat  and 
watch  a  Democratic  President  raise  the 
scare  tactics  of  Social  Security. 

Those  who  vote  to  exclude  Social  Security 
are  voting  to  kill  the  Balanced  Budget 
Amendment.  It  Is  that  simple.  It  Is  that 
clean,  and  should  be  stated. 

Under  every  alternative  proposed  by 
Senators  Wyden,  Rollings.  Feinstein, 
Reid,  Dorgan,  or  Daschle,  the  Federal 
Treasury  would  continue  to  borrow  the 
Social  Security  surplus.  Why  don't 
they  tell  us  this? 

Ask  them.  Ask  them.  Where  will  So- 
cial Security  surpluses  be  invested 
under  their  plan? 

Answer:  They  change  the  book- 
keeping, not  the  borrowing. 

The  difference  is,  their  alternative  is 
more  loophole  than  law;  their  alter- 
native would  allow  unlimited  deficit 
spending,  as  long  as  you  call  it  Social 
Security. 

That  would  mean  more  borrowing, 
more  debt,  and  a  bankrupt  Social  Secu- 
rity system. 

Senior  citizens  understand  the  debt 
is  the  threat  to  Social  Security.  A 
bankrupt  Federal  Government  will  not 
be  able  to  send  out  Social  Security 
checks. 

THE  PRESIDENT  AND  THE  FLIP-FLOPPERS 

Last  year.  President  Clinton  twisted 
arms;  he  made  phone  calls;  he  sent  cab- 
inet secretaries  to  Capitol  Hill;  and  he 
got  six  Senators  to  vote  against  their 
previous  positions,  their  consciences, 
and  their  constituents. 

Before  then,  this  issue  had  always 
been  bipartisan  and  should  have  stayed 
that  way. 

But  President  Clinton  and  the  power- 
ful, liberal,  special  interest  groups  re- 
alized that  the  104th  Congress  really 
was  ready  to  send  this  amendment  to 
the  States. 

So  I  say,  Mr.  President,  release  your 
hostages.  Let  our  colleagues  go.  Free 
the  "BBA  Six." 
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SEND  THE  BBA  TO  THE  STATES— LET  THE 
PEOPLE  DECIDE 

Balanced  budget  amendment  oppo- 
nents just  don't  trust  the  people. 

Let's  remember.  Congress  doesn't 
amend  the  Constitution. 

We  merely  propose  amendments  that 
the  States,  that  the  people,  decide 
whether  to  ratify. 

We  are  saying,  let  the  American  peo- 
ple exercise  their  constitutional  right 
to  start  the  debate  in  earnest — a  debate 
in  every  State  capitol  and  every  coffee 
shop  over  the  very  future  of  this  coun- 
try. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

As  we  move  toward  concluding  this 
debate,  I  would  like  to  thank  and  ac- 
knowledge the  years  of  hard  work  and 
leadership  by  several  of  oixr  colleagues 
in  this  effort  including: 

The  President  pro  tempore.  Senator 
Thurmond;  the  chairman  of  the  Judici- 
ary Committee,  Senator  Hatch;  Sen- 
ator Heflin  on  the  Judiciary  Commit- 
tee; and  the  distingruished  majority 
leader.  Senator  Dole;  and  in  the  House, 
Congressmen  Charlie  Stenholm  and 
Dan  Schaefer.  with  whom  I  have 
worked  for  years  on  this  amendment. 

I  want  to  pay  a  special  tribute  to 
Senator  Paul  Simon.  The  Senate  and 
the  nation  will  suffer  a  great  loss  when 
he  retires. 

It  has  been  said  of  Ronald  Reagan, 
and  I  say  it  of  Paul  Simon,  in  an  age 
when  many  are  csmical  about  our  polit- 
ical leaders,  he  is  proof  that  a  great 
man  can  also  be  a  good  man. 

When  we  do  eventually  pass  this 
amendment,  it  will  be  a  monument  to 
his  years  of  leadership  in  putting  prin- 
ciple above  partisanship. 

Let  the  debate  go  forward  to  the 
State  capitals  of  this  Nation.  That  is 
where  this  issue  will  go.  Vote  for  this 
amendment.  It  is  absolutely  critical  to 
our  Nation. 

Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAUN.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, today  the  Senate  is  considering 
one  of  the  most  important  measures 
that  will  come  before  it  this  Congress— 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  to  the 
Constitution.  As  I  have  stated  before, 
and  can't  emphasize  enough,  it  is  criti- 
cally important  that  we  address  bal- 
ancing the  budget  because  that  is  the 
only  way  that  we  will  be  able  to  do 
anything  about  American  priorities. 

As  reluctant  as  I  am  to  tinker  with 
the  Constitution,  I  believe  that  the  ar- 
guments for  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment are  compelling.  We  owe  it  to  our 
children— and  their  children— to  get 
our  fiscal  house  in  order.  If  we  fail  to 
do  so,  our  legacy  to  future  generations 
will  be  one  of  greater  problems  and  di- 
minished opportunities. 

Passing  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment will  not  prevent  the  Government 
from  acting  to  help  address  problems, 
and  working  to  help  create  expanded 
opportunity  for  Americans.  And  defeat- 
ing a  balanced  budget  amendment  will 
not    guarantee    the    Federal    Govern- 


ment's ability  to  act  on  behalf  of  the 
interests  of  the  American  people.  The 
truth  is  that,  whether  a  balanced  budg- 
et amendment  becomes  part  of  our 
Constitution  or  not,  the  only  way  to 
preserve  Government's  ability  to  act  is 
to  face  our  underlying  budget  prob- 
lems—honestly and  directly— and  to 
solve  them. 

K  we  do  nothing,  the  Government's 
ability  to  act  to  address  issues  imi)or- 
tant  to  the  American  people  will  con- 
tinue to  be  eroded.  Only  by  balancing 
the  budget  will  we  be  able  to  reclaim 
the  Government's  ability  to  make  im- 
portant investments  in  our  commu- 
nities, such  as  fixing  crumbling 
schools,  investing  in  mass  transit,  pro- 
viding pension  security,  and  ensuring 
that  our  airways  are  safe. 

Since  1980,  we  have  added  more  than 
$4  trillion  to  the  national  debt.  If  we  do 
not  eliminate  our  run-away  deficit 
spending,  we  will  not  be  able  to  ensure 
that  future  generations  have  the  same 
opportunities  we  enjoyed.  We  will  not 
be  able  to  ensure  that  our  children  and 
our  children's  children  will  be  able  to 
achieve  the  American  dream. 

As  I  learned  through  my  work  on  the 
Entitlement  Commission,  unless  we  get 
the  deficit  imder  control,  by  the  year 
2003,  mandatory  spending— entitle- 
ment, plus  Interest  on  the  national 
debt — will  account  for  fully  72  percent 
of  the  total  Federal  budget.  These  few 
program  areas  already  consume  almost 
two-thirds  of  Federal  resources.  If  we 
don't  act  now,  if  we  wait  until  the 
country  is  on  the  brink  of  financial 
ruin,  we  will  have  totally  failed  to 
meet  our  obligation  to  the  American 
people  and  to  our  country — and  our 
children  will  pay  the  price  for  our  fail- 
ure. 

For  example,  current  recipients  of 
Social  Security  and  those  of  us  in  the 
baby  boom  generation  who  will  be  col- 
lecting checks  in  the  not  so  distant  fu- 
ture, have  an  absolute  expectation  that 
Sociad  Security  will  ja-ovide  for  our  re- 
tirement. Social  Security,  thus  far,  has 
been  a  wonderful  success,  but  that  suc- 
cess is  in  danger.  In  a  report  released 
June  5,  1996,  the  Social  Security  and 
Medicare  boards  of  trustees  stated 
that,  by  the  year  2012,  the  Social  Secu- 
rity trust  fund  will  begin  spending 
more  than  it  takes  in.  And  by  the  year 
2029,  the  Trust  Fund  will  have  ex- 
hausted all  of  its  resources.  And  even 
the  current  Social  Security  surpluses 
will  not  stave  off  the  coming  fiscal  cri- 
sis for  many  more  years.  To  meet  So- 
cial Security's  obligations  after  2012, 
the  Federal  Govenunent  will  come  up 
with  more  cash  by  raising  taxes,  mak- 
ing cuts  in  other  parts  of  the  budget,  or 
issuing  more  debt.  Right  now,  we  are 
using  Social  Security  surpluses  to 
mask  the  deficits.  After  2012,  when 
there  are  no  more  surpluses.  Federal 
deficits  will  really  begin  to  explode,  an 
explosion  fueled  by  the  looming  retire- 
ment of  the  baby  boom  generation.  The 


balanced  budget  constitutional  amend- 
ment will  not  solve  these  problems,  but 
it  will  make  it  much  more  likely  that 
we  face  them  while  there  is  still  time. 
Making  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment part  of  our  Constitution  is  a  dem- 
onstration that  we  are  willing  to  face 
our  long-term  fiscal  problems,  and  that 
we  are  prepared  to  act.  The  amendment 
will  impose  on  Congress  the  fiscal  dis- 
cipline to  do  what  should  have  been 
done  years  ago.  If  we  don't  act  now  to 
stop  our  run-away  deficit  spending, 
there  will  be  nothing  left  for  education, 
for  infrastructure,  or  even  for  national 
defense. 

We  have  an  obligation  to  the  Amer- 
ican people  to  discharge  our  debts  and 
not  leave  them  with  daunting  burdens 
that  should  have  been  addressed  years 
ago.  We  need  to  make  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  part  of  the  U.S. 
Constitution. 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
had  this  debate  before.  But  more  th^n 
talking  about  someday  in  the  future 
balancing  the  budget  we  should  be  bal- 
ancing is  now. 

Since  the  last  debate,  we  have  had 
ample  opportunity  to  balance  the  budg- 
et— not  just  attach  our  names  to  a  con- 
stitutional amendment  which  does 
nothing  to  get  us  to  balance.  We  are 
here  arguing  about  the  requirement 
rather  than  doing  the  hard  work  nec- 
essary to  succeed  in  that  effort. 

Mr.  President,  every  Member  of  this 
body  has  voted  for  one  plan  or  another 
to  balance  the  Federal  budget  by  the 
year  2002.  We  have  all  done  that,  Mr. 
President. 

Last  year,  I  voted  for  the  Conrad 
budget  and  this  year,  I  voted  for  the 
President's  budget.  Both  plans  brought 
us  to  balance  by  the  year  2002. 

This  amendment  will  not  force  differ- 
ing parties  to  come  together— the  par- 
ties must  do  that  themselves  with  the 
same  energy  with  which  they  debate 
this  issue. 

Over  the  past  year,  I  have  weighed 
this  issue  carefully — I  have  reexamined 
my  opposition  to  this  constitutional 
amendment  as  drafted  and  reviewed  all 
the  arguments  in  this  debate.  I  have 
read  and  re-read  historic  documents, 
analyzed  committee  hearings  and  the 
report  language,  and  carefully  assessed 
the  impact  of  this  amendment  on  Mas- 
sachusetts and  the  country  as  a  whole. 
And,  Mr.  President,  after  this  review, 
I  arrive  at  the  same  conclusion — we  do 
not  need  this  amendment  as  drafted  to 
balance  the  budget.  Everything  in  this 
debate  must  be  viewed  with  that  truth 
in  mind.  We  do  not  need  this  amend- 
ment to  the  constitution.  It  is  super- 
fluous. And  passing  it  will  not  magi- 
cally balance  the  budget. 

The  proponents  of  this  amendment 
have  said  in  the  Chamber  time  and 
again  that  by  constitutionalizing  the 
fiscal  principle  of  a  balanced  budget,  a 
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new  moral  power  will  overcome  mem- 
bers of  Congress.  To  quote  the  commit- 
tee report  on  this  subject:  "The  Com- 
mittee expects  fidelity  to  the  constitu- 
tion, as  does  the  American  public." 

Needless  to  say,  there  is  an  extraor- 
dinary statement  of  pathetic  admission 
in  this  glorification  of  a  new  moral  au- 
thority. 

Here  are  elected  officials,  already 
sworn  to  defend  the  Constitution  which 
means  defending  the  general  welfare  of 
the  nation;  already  granted,  at  the 
highest  level  of  Government,  major  re- 
sponsibility to  carry  out  the  public 
trust.  We  are  individually  already  on 
record  in  town  meeting  after  town 
meeting— in  editorial  board  after  edi- 
torial board— in  campaign  promise 
after  campaign  promise— in  support  of 
a  balanced  budget. 

And  yet,  here  we  are,  being  told  that 
words  on  a  piece  of  paper  will  somehow 
provide  the  moral  force  to  accomplish 
what  nothing  but  the  lack  of  personal 
moral  commitment  prevents  them 
from  doing  today,  right  now. 

Tragically,  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  as  drafted  is  neither  fair 
nor  neutral.  It  has  been  drafted  in  a 
way  as  to  create  an  amendment  with 
an  agenda. 

This  amendment  goes  well  beyond 
fiscal  responsibility  and 

constitutionalizes  the  politics  of  the 
moment— the  immediate  political 
agenda  of  the  current  majority — in  a 
way  that  may  ultimately  do  violence 
to  the  genius  of  our  Constitution  and 
our  form  of  democracy. 

When  the  veneer  is  stripped  from  this 
amendment,  we  see  a  deeply  troubling 
political  motive  that  goes  well  beyond 
just  balancing  the  budget— which,  by 
definition,  cannot  be  the  only  reason 
for  this  amendment  since  the  pro- 
ponents already  have  the  authority  to 
balance  the  budget  today.  They  can  do 
it  today.  And  we  have  voted  on  plan 
after  plan  to  bring  the  budget  to  bal- 
ance. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment  goes 
further  than  balancing  the  budget— it 
goes  to  the  heart  of  our  democratic 
process. 

It  carries  with  it  a  fundamental  shift 
in  the  exercise  of  decisionmaking  in 
America. 

Those  who  are  using  this  amendment 
as  a  weapon  in  an  ideological  war  do 
not  want  the  votes  of  those  who  think 
differently  to  count  as  much  as  theirs. 
It's  that  simple. 

If  there  is  a  possibility  you  may  ever 
reach  a  different  conclusion  than  they 
have,  they  want  to  make  certain  that 
your  vote  will  not  count  equally  by  re- 
quiring that  you  must  find  a  super-ma- 
jority to  fight  back. 

This  is  wrong,  Mr.  President,  it  is  un- 
democratic, and  fundamentally  revolu- 
tionary in  the  worst  sense  of  the  word. 
But,  Mr.  President,  that  is  not  all 
that  is  wrong  with  this  amendment  as 
drafted— though  it  would  certainly 
seem  to  be  enough. 


This  amendment  as  drafted  will  en- 
courage budget  gimmickry.  It  invites 
the  worst  type  of  cynicism.  The  experi- 
ence of  States  with  balanced  budget  re- 
quirements only  bears  this  out.  The 
proponents  of  this  amendment  have  ar- 
gued that  the  experience  of  States  with 
balanced  budget  requirements  makes  a 
constitutional  amendment  obvious — 
but  realities  in  budgeting  demonstrate 
the  exact  opposite  to  be  true. 

I  take  to  heart  the  testimony  of  the 
former  comptroller  of  one  State:  Ed- 
ward Regan  of  New  York  told  the  Con- 
gress that  many  States  with  balanced 
budget  requirements  achieve  compli- 
ance only  with  "dubious  practices  and 
financial  gimmicks."  These  gimmicks 
include  shifting  expenditures  to  off- 
budget  accounts  or  the  financing  of 
certain  functions  to  so-called  independ- 
ent agencies.  These  States  have  been 
creative  with  tricks  and  ploys  to  mask 
their  deficits. 

My  distinguished  colleague  from  Ver- 
mont, Senator  Leahy,  has  illustrated 
some  of  the  shenanigans  in  his  lucid 
critique  of  this  amendment — he  talks 
of  States  using  "accelerated  revenue 
receipts  such  as  tax  payments,  post- 
poning payments  to  localities  and 
school  district  suppliers,  delaying  re- 
funds to  taxpayers  and  salary  and  ex- 
pense payments  to  employees  until  the 
next  fiscal  year,  deferring  contribu- 
tions to  pension  funds  or  forcing 
changes  in  actuarial  assumptions,  and 
selling  States'  assets."  And  this 
amendment  does  nothing  to  stop  the 
Federal  Government  from  employing 
the  same  tactics  and  dozens  of  others. 
Mr.  President,  consider  the  effects  of 
these  gimmicks  on  the  people  in  this 
country.  Postponing  pajrments?  With- 
holding funding  for  schools?  Delasring 
refunds  to  taxpayers?  Deferring  pen- 
sion contributions?  Selling  our  na- 
tional assets? 

That  will  be  the  result  of  this  amend- 
ment, Mr.  President. 

I  oppose  this  gimmick.  And  I  do  so 
principally  because  I  have  come  to  be- 
lieve this  is  an  ill-advised  attempt  to 
memorialize,  in  the  fundamental  gov- 
erning document  of  this  democracy, 
budget  grimmicks  and  one  political  par- 
ty's fiscal  agenda. 

This  amendment  as  drafted,  Mr. 
President,  is  political  dogma  disguised 
as  economic  policy.  It  is  the  continu- 
ation of  an  ongoing  effort  to  demonize 
national  interests  by  demonizing  those 
who  promote  any  kind  of  national  pro- 
grams to  protect  the  American  concept 
of  community. 

The  gimmicks  engendered  by  this 
amendment  will  assist  the  victory  of 
stagnant  partisan  politics  over  sound 
public  policy,  doing  what's  smart  po- 
litically rather  than  what's  good  for 
the  American  people. 

The  budget  process  of  the  U.S.  Con- 
gress already  gives  us  the  means  to 
balance  the  budget.  The  Constitution 
already    gives    us    the    authority.    We 


have  all  voted  on  plans  to  balance  the 
budget  by  the  year  2002.  Let  us  get  on 
with  negotiating  a  plan  that  works  for 
the  American  people— bring  this  budget 
into  balance  and  protect  services  the 
American  people  depend  upon. 

I  stand  in  strong  support  of  a  bal- 
anced budget,  Mr.  President  and  have 
voted  for  balanced  budget  plans,  but  I 
am  still  opposed  to  amending  our 
statement  of  rights,  our  Constitution, 
with  this  particular  resolution. 

If  the  majority  wants  a  balanced 
budget,  as  I  and  other  Democrats  do, 
we  should  spend  our  time  balancing  the 
budget.  It's  axiomatic.  It  is  simple.  It 
is  time. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  on 
February  8, 1995, 1  addressed  the  Senate 
regarding  my  views  on  a  constitutional 
amendment  that  would  require  a  bal- 
anced Federal  budget.  I  stated  at  that 
time  that  I  was  opposed  to  an  amend- 
ment to  do  something  that  can  be  done 
without  a  change  to  the  Constitution. 
My  position  on  this  matter,  some  13 
months  later,  has  not  changed. 

However,  I  would  like  to  take  a  few 
moments  to  point  out  some  thlngrs  that 
have  changed  over  the  past  13  months. 
The  first  is  that  the  104th  Congress, 
with  a  majority  of  Republicans  in  each 
Chamber,  voted  and  passed  legislation 
which  would  have  balanced  the  budget 
by  2002.  That  legislation  contained 
painful  decisions  for  all  Members- 
Democrats  and  Republicans.  But  in  the 
end.  Congress  was  able  to  do  something 
that  few  people  thought  was  politically 
possible,  it  passed  a  balanced  budget.  I 
think  it  is  important  to  note  that  the 
success  in  the  Senate  and  House  of  this 
effort  was  due  in  large  part  to  the  out- 
standing leadership  of  Majority  Leader 
Dole,  and  Speaker  Gingrich,  as  well  as 
Senator  Domenici  and  Congressman 
Kasich  as  the  chairmen  of  the  respec- 
tive Senate  and  House  Budget  Commit- 
tees. 

Despite  the  achievements  by  the  Con- 
gress to  pass  legislation  which  would 
have  lead  to  a  balanced  budget  by  2002, 
this  bill  was  vetoed  by  the  President. 
That  does  not  mean  that  the  Congress 
failed  to  make  headway  toward  the 
goal  of  balancing  the  budget  during  the 
104th  Congress.  I  would  like  to  note 
that  one  committee,  the  Appropria- 
tions Conunittee,  was  able  to  cut  $23 
billion  in  discretionary  spending  this 
year.  As  members  of  the  Appropria- 
tions Conmilttee  in  the  House  and  the 
Senate  know,  that  process  was  not  a 
pretty  picture.  I  liken  it  to  major  sur- 
gery without  the  benefit  of  anesthetics. 
I  am  happy  to  report  that  the  Appro- 
priations Committee  is  ready  to  do  its 
part  again  this  year. 

As  I  have  stated  here  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  many  times  before,  we 
should  not,  we  caimot,  and  we  will  not 
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balance  the  budget  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment solely  on  the  back  of  non- 
defense  discretionary  spending  ac- 
counts. I  do  not  wish  to  slip  into  Wash- 
ington language  so  I  will  explain  what 
nondefense  discretionary  accounts  ac- 
tually are.  Education  funds  are  discre- 
tionary, environmental  programs  fall 
vmder  discretionary  spending,  crime 
prevention  programs  come  from  discre- 
tionary accoimts,  and  medical  research 
falls  under  the  discretionary  umbrella. 
Do  not  forget  agriculture  programs, 
the  State  Department,  housing  pro- 
grams, NASA,  and  many  other  pro- 
grams which  touch  each  of  our  lives 
every  single  day.  By  excluding  military 
spending,  entitlements  and  mandatory 
spending  from  our  calculation  to  bal- 
ance the  budget — each  one  of  these  pro- 
grams must  bear  the  brunt  of  any  re- 
duction in  spending. 

Entitlement  programs  such  as  Social 
Security,  Medicare,  and  Medicaid  are 
important  and  vital  programs — but 
they  should  not  be  held  above  every- 
thing else  that  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment invests  in.  There  have  even  been 
calls  by  some  to  take  a  $348  billion  pro- 
gram off  the  negotiating  table  as  the 
key  to  passage  of  a  version  of  a  con- 
stitutional balanced  budget  amend- 
ment; $348  billion  represented  22  per- 
cent of  all  Federal  outlays  in  1996. 
Compare  that  22-percent  program  to 
the  17  percent  of  the  Federal  budget 
that  represents  all  nondefense  discre- 
tionary spending.  Is  it  realistic  to  take 
22  percent  of  the  budget  off  the  table  in 
trjring  to  balance  the  Federal  budget?  I 
do  not  believe  it  is  realistic.  All  Fed- 
eral spending  should  be  on  the  table, 
even  if  it  is  an  entitlement  program — 
and  even  if  that  program  is  Social  Se- 
curity. 

Mr.  President,  I  support  balancing 
the  Federal  budget,  and  I  will  do  all 
that  I  can  as  the  chairman  of  the  Ap- 
propriations Committee  during  my  last 
year  in  the  Senate  to  see  that  it  is 
done.  What  I  cannot  do  is  support  a 
constitutional  promise  to  the  people  of 
this  country  that  its  elected  represent- 
atives will  balance  the  Federal  budget. 
Congress  and  the  President  can  and 
should,  with  the  support  of  the  public, 
balance  our  budget. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  support 
balancing  the  budget.  That  is  why  I 
supported  the  President's  deficit  reduc- 
tion package  in  the  last  Congress, 
which  has  already  cut  the  deficit  in 
half— reducing  it  for  4  consecutive 
years  for  the  first  time  since  World 
War  n.  That's  why  I've  have  voted  for 
five  specific  balanced  budget  proposals 
in  this  Congress. 

But  while  I  will  continue  to  stand  up 
for  real  deficit  reduction,  I  am  not  pre- 
pared to  write  into  the  Constitution 
language  that  is  more  likely  to  lead  to 
disillusionment  and  constitutional  cri- 
sis than  to  a  balanced  budget. 

The  proposed  amendment,  despite  its 
title,  would  not  balance  the  budget— it 


would  just  say  that  a  future  Congress 
has  to  pass  a  law  to  enforce  a  balanced 
budget.  Why  wait? 

The  only  real  way  to  balance  the 
budget  is  to  make  the  tough  choices. 
Most  of  us  have  voted  for  budgets 
which  balance  in  the  next  6  years.  The 
argument  is  about  how  to  balance  the 
budget.  We  should  be  working  toward 
an  agreement  that  would  complete  the 
job  and  balance  the  budget.  Unless  and 
until  we  make  those  tough  choices  and 
bridge  the  remaining  gap,  settle  the 
disagreement  over  the  Nation's  prior- 
ities, we  will  not  have  a  balanced  budg- 
et, whether  or  not  we  pass  the  proposed 
constitutional  amendment. 

In  this  Congress,  both  Democrats  and 
Republicans  have  put  proposals  on  the 
table  which,  as  certified  by  the  non- 
partisan Congressional  Budget  Office 
[CBO],  would  result  in  a  balanced  budg- 
et by  the  year  2002.  A  bipartisan  coali- 
tion has  put  its  own  budget  plan  on  the 
table,  also  certified  by  CBO  to  achieve 
a  balance  within  7  years.  We  won't  get 
to  a  balanced  budget  now  by  walking 
away  from  the  table  and  voting  instead 
on  a  constitutional  amendment.  Thafs 
a  dodge  which  allows  some  to  say  we 
are  cured  before  we  have  taken  the  rest 
of  the  medicine. 

In  May  1992,  Robert  Reischauer,  then 
Director  of  the  CBO,  testified  before 
the  House  Budget  Committee  that  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  is  not  a 
solution,  it  is  "only  a  repetition  in  an 
even  louder  voice  of  an  intention  that 
has  been  stated  over  and  over  again 
during  the  course  of  the  last  50  years." 
Dr.  Reischauer  stated: 

It  would  be  a  cruel  hoax  to  suggest  to  the 
American  public  that  one  more  procedural 
promise  In  the  form  of  a  constitutional 
amendment  Is  going  to  get  the  job  done.  The 
deficit  cannot  be  brought  down  without 
making  painful  decisions.  .  .  A  balanced 
budget  amendment  In  and  of  Itself  will  nei- 
ther produce  a  plan  nor  allocate  responsibil- 
ity for  producing  one. 

Dr.  Reischauer  further  stated: 
without  credible  legislation  for  the  transi- 
tion that  embodies  an  effective  mechanism 
for  enforcement,  government  borrowing  Is 
not  going  to  be  cut.  But  the  transitional  leg- 
islation and  the  enforcement  mechanism  are 
95  percent  of  the  battle.  If  we  could  get 
agreement  on  those,  we  would  not  need  a 
constitutional  amendment. 

The  public  understands  this.  They 
know  the  difference  between  promises 
and  action.  And,  that  is  why  when  the 
Senate  considered  this  same  constitu- 
tional amendment  last  year,  I  offered 
an  amendment  to  requfre  enactment  of 
legislation  to  enforce  the  provisions  of 
the  Constitutional  amendment  before 
it  went  to  the  States  for  ratification. 
My  amendment  was  tabled  62  to  38. 

Let  me  tell  you  what  some  of  the 
commentators  have  said  about  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  back  in  my 
home  State.  Here  is  what  the  Detroit 
Free  Press  said  when  we  debated  the 
issue  last  January: 

You  wouldn't  take  seriously  any  politician 
who  promised  to  be  faithful  to  his  spouse,  be- 


ginning m  2002,  so  why  do  so  many  people 
take  seriously  the  proposed  balanced-budget 
amendment? 

Ifs  the  same  kind  of  empty  promise  to  be 
good— not  now,  but  later.  Putting  It  In  the 
Constitution  Isn't  likely  to  confer  on  Con- 
gress the  spine  or  the  wisdom  to  fulfill  it. 

.  .  .  [T]he  way  to  cut  the  budget  Is  to  cut 
the  budget,  not  to  promise  to  do  It  sometime 
m  the  future.  .  .  .  Gluing  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  onto  the  Constitution  only 
postpones  the  moment  of  truth. 

And  here  is  what  the  Battle  Creek 
Enquirer  said,  also  last  January: 

If  a  balanced  budget  is  such  a  good  idea,  we 
say  to  Congress:  Just  do  It!"  After  all.  wait- 
ing until  a  constitutional  amendment  man- 
dates It  will  just  delay  a  balanced  budget- 
perhaps  by  years. 

This  Congress  Isn't  likely  to  give  the  na- 
tion a  balanced  budget,  that's  for  certain. 
But.  by  touting  the  need  for  this  amend- 
ment, it  sure  can  talk  like  a  Congress  that 
already  has.  .  .  mt's  all  an  Illusion. 

"Just  do  it:"  That's  what  the  Amer- 
ican people  want.  They  know  the  dif- 
ference between  promises  and  action.  A 
constitutional  amendment  can  promise 
a  balanced  budget,  but  it  cannot  de- 
liver a  balanced  budget.  Only  concrete 
action  by  the  Congress  and  the  I»resi- 
dent  can  do  that. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  also  deeply  trou- 
bled by  the  fact  that  this  amendment, 
as  written,  would  put  the  Social  Secu- 
rity trust  fund  at  risk.  Time  after 
time,  my  colleagues  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle  have  rejected  amendments 
to  protect  the  Social  Security  trust 
fund.  Consequently,  if  we  enact  this 
amendment,  we  will  continue  nmning 
deficits  of  at  least  $120  billion  a  year 
for  more  than  a  decade,  and  will  con- 
ceal these  deficits  by  using  the  surplus 
in  the  Social  Security  trust  fund. 

The  money  in  that  trust  fund  should 
be  exactly  that — in  trust.  I  cannot  vote 
for  a  constitutional  amendment  which 
allows  the  use  of  trust  fund  money  to 
cover  up  huge  deficit  spending.  That's 
simply  wrong. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  the  pro- 
posed eunendment  provides  an  excuse 
for  Congress  not  to  act  now  to  reduce 
the  deficit  and  it  doesn't  force  congres- 
sional action  later  either.  It  lets  us  off 
the  hook  now,  and  there  is  no  hook 
later.  There  is  only  one  way  to  balance 
the  budget — ^now  or  in  2002— and  that  is 
with  the  willpower  to  make  the  hard 
choices.  Let's  get  back  to  work. 

Ms.  SNOWE.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
once  again  in  strong  support  of  the 
measure  that  will  soon  be  before  us:  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States.  No 
issue  is  more  critical  to  the  economic 
future  of  our  Nation — and  the  economic 
future  of  our  children  and  grand- 
children— than  that  of  balancing  the 
budget. 

John  F.  Kennedy  once  said,  "It  is  the 
task  of  every  generation  to  build  a 
road  for  the  next  generation."  Well, 
Mr.  President,  the  road  we  are  building 
for  the  next  generation  is  laden  with 
the  cavernous  potholes  of  deficits  and 
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debt  that  threaten  to  swallow  up  our 
children's  future  prosperity.  And  if  we 
fail  to  take  the  bold  steps  necessary  to 
halt  our  reckless  and  irresponsible  pat- 
tern of  deficit  spending-,  the  road  we 
pass  on  to  the  next  generation  will  be 
nothing  more  than  a  dead  end. 

But,  Mr.  President,  we  have  an  op- 
portunity today  to  alter  the  construc- 
tion of  that  "road  to  nowhere"  *  *  * 
and  to  begin  to  build  a  smooth,  safe 
road  for  our  children  and  grandchildren 
that  will  lead  them  into  a  bright  future 
of  economic  security  and  prosperity 
that  so  many  of  our  generation  have 
enjoyed. 

Today  marks  yet  another  historic  op- 
portunity for  the  U.S.  Senate  and  for 
the  American  people.  Some  of  us  have 
been  working  for  more  than  a  dozen 
years  for  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment— ^while  others  have  joined  the 
fight  more  recently.  As  a  Member  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  I  dedi- 
cated myself  to  passing  a  balanced 
budget  amendment.  Beginning  in  1981,  I 
was  one  of  four  originaul  cosponsors  of 
legislation  calling  for  a  balanced  budg- 
et amendment — and  I  have  cosponsored 
four  similar  measures  since  that  time- 
including  the  resolution  we  are  discuss- 
ing today. 

In  the  108d  Congress,  I  was  once  again 
one  of  four  bipartisan  sponsors  of  the 
amendment  in  the  House,  and  we 
worked  with  my  friend,  tne  distin- 
grulshed  Senator  firom  Illinois— Senator 
Smon— to  overcome  institutional  op- 
position to  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment. Notwithstanding  the  opposition 
of  the  House  leadership  in  the  103d  Con- 
gress, we  nearly  reached  the  requisite 
two- thirds  needed  for  passage,  only  to 
have  our  hopes  dashed  when  the  Speak- 
er of  the  House  and  Democratic  leaders 
whipped  their  members  into  line— and 
urged  even  some  Democrat  cosponsors 
to  change  their  votes  on  the  bill. 

Well,  early  in  this  Congress,  a  similar 
event  undercut  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  here  in  the  U.S.  Senate. 
Democratic  opponents— led  by  the 
Presidentr-argued  that  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  was  nothing  more 
than  a  gimmick.  They  said  balancing 
the  budget  requires  nothing  more  than 
accounting  sleights-of-hand.  But  as  I 
have  stated  in  the  past,  if  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  were  a  gimmick. 
Congress  would  have  passed  it  long 
ago— because  Congress  loves  gimmicks. 
Ultimately,  the  President  and  his  fel- 
low opponents  succeeded  in  rejecting 
the  will  of  80  percent  of  the  American 
people  who  support  this  amendment 
and  defeated  It  by  a  single  vote— a  sin- 
gle vote  that  could  have  been  provided 
by  any  one  of  the  six  Democratic  Mem- 
bers that  had  switched  their  vote  from 
the  previous  year. 

Fortunately,  our  distinguished  ma- 
jority leader,  Senator  Dole,  gave  us 
the  opportunity  to  revisit  that  short- 
sighted political  decision  by  changing 
his  vote  and  vowing  that   these  six 
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Members  and  other  opponents  would 
have  the  opportimity  to  reconsider 
their  vote  later  in  the  104th  Congress. 
That  opportunity  is  now  upon  us,  and  I 
would  hope  that  these  Members 
would— in  the  words  of  the  majority 
leader  prior  to  the  last  vote  on  this 
amendment — repent  and  vote  to  give 
the  decision  to  enact  this  amendment 
to  the  citizens  of  their  States. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  cannot 
allow  the  opportunity  to  complete  the 
first  leg  of  this  journey  to  pass  us  by. 
We  cannot  allow  arrogance  to  triumph 
over  the  will  of  the  American  people. 

This  is  a  rare  opportunity  to  do  what 
is  right:  To  set  a  path  for  a  balanced 
Federal  budget  amidst  a  rare  common 
purpose.  The  American  people  have 
asked  to  give  them  the  power  to  decide 
if  such  an  amendment  is  in  their  best 
interests — and  I  believe  the  Congress 
has  the  obligation  to  do  just  that. 

The  action  we  take  today  will  not 
alter  the  Constitution  this  week,  this 
month,  or  even  this  year.  Rather,  our 
adoption  of  this  resolution  will  simply 
allow  the  States  to  take  up  this  pro- 
posal in  the  years  ahead  and— if  those 
who  sent  us  to  this  body  also  deem  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  worthy — 
only  then  will  our  Constitution  be 
changed. 

To  be  sure,  we  have  tried  to  meet  the 
challenge  of  a  balanced  Federal  budget 
through  other  measures  short  of  an 
amendment.  Mr.  President,  they  have 
not  worked  .  .  .  they  will  not  work. 

Congress  has  repeatedly  tried  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  through  statutory 
remedies.  Each  of  these  efforts— the 
1978  Revenue  Act,  the  1978  Byrd  amend- 
ment, the  Humphrey-Hawkins  Act  of 
1978,  Gramm-Rudman-Hollings  I, 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings  n,  and  the 
1990  agreement  following  the  budget 
summit— ended  in  failure. 

And,  Mr.  President,  my  confidence  in 
the  wisdom  of  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  has  only  been  increased  in 
light  of  our  most  recent  effort  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  statutorily. 

As  you  will  recall,  the  Republicans 
moved  forward  in  presenting  a  bold 
plan  to  balance  the  budget  despite  the 
narrow  defeat  of  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  last  year.  Following  10 
months  of  wrenching  work  and  tough 
decisionmaking  by  the  Republican  ma- 
jority. President  Clinton— amidst  im- 
mense demagoguery  and  obfuscation  of 
the  facts — ultimately  vetoed  our  care- 
fully crafted  budget  plan  that  would 
have  set  our  fiscal  ship  aright.  This 
veto  came  from  the  same  President 
who  sat  out  the  fight  during  those  10 
months  and  did  nothing  to  move  the 
process  of  balancing  the  budget  for- 
ward. 

In  fact,  President  Clinton  chose  in- 
stead to  first  offer  a  budget  that  prom- 
ised deficits  in  excess  of  $200  billion  per 
year  as  far  as  the  eye  could  see.  Sev- 
eral months  later,  when  he  realized  the 
political  wind  was  shifting  and  the  tide 


was  turning  in  favor  of  a  balanced 
budget,  he  pointed  his  boat  in  the  di- 
rection of  the  wind,  put  up  the  spin- 
naker, and  claimed  that  he  too  could 
balance  the  budget — but  it  would  take 
10  years. 

Well,  not  only  did  that  plan  prove  to 
be  nothing  but  a  sham  that  produced 
annual  deficits  of  $200  billion,  but  it 
also  demonstrated  President  Clinton's 
willingness  to  renege  on  a  campaign 
promise  that  he  made  exactly  4  years 
ago:  His  commitment  to  offer  a  plan  to 
balance  the  budget  in  5  years.  Of 
course,  since  he  took  office,  the  Presi- 
dent has  had  considerable  difficulty  de- 
ciding how  long  it  would  take  to  bal- 
ance the  budget.  First  it  was  5  years, 
then  10  years,  then  7  years,  then  8 
years,  then  9  years.  And  today— as  a  re- 
sult of  the  vacuum  of  Presidential 
leadership  on  this  critical  issue — we 
still  have  no  balanced  budget  agree- 
ment. 

To  make  a  long  story  short,  the 
President's  charade  of  offering  bal- 
anced budget  plans  that  did  nothing 
but  exacerbate  our  problems  in  coming 
years  continued  through  all  of  1995, 
until  he  finally  crafted  a  plan  that 
reached  paper  balance  on  January  6  of 
this  year.  The  budget  negotiations  be- 
tween the  President  and  congressional 
leaders  that  had  been  undertaken  at 
that  time  ultimately  collapsed  in  late 
January,  and  we  are  once  again  faced 
with  the  davmting  task  of  crafting  a 
plan  to  balance  the  budget  on  our  own 
with  no  sign  of  compromise  from  the 
President. 

In  fact,  rather  than  come  forward 
with  a  plan  that  would  demonstrate  his 
willingness  to  reach  consensus  and  pro- 
vide a  real  path  to  balance,  the  Presi- 
dent's fiscal  year  1997  budget  continued 
to  rely  on  gimmicks  such  as  the 
backloading  of  fully  60  percent  of  his 
spending  cuts  in  the  final  2  years  of  his 
plan. 

And  then,  less  than  2  months  ago, 
CBO  told  us  that  the  President's  budg- 
et did  not  reach  balance  on  its  own, 
and  was  in  fact  $81  billion  out  of  bal- 
ance in  the  year  2002.  CBO  further  stat- 
ed that  the  President  would  not  only 
have  to  turn  off  his  tax  cuts  in  the  year 
2001  to  reach  balance,  but  discretionary 
spending— which  is  used  to  fund  pro- 
grams that  many  consider  to  be  vital 
to  our  shared  conmiitments  to  edu- 
cation and  the  environment — would 
also  need  to  be  cut  by  an  additional  $68 
billion  in  the  years  2001  and  2002  alone. 
Regrettably,  the  President  has  re- 
fused to  budge  from  his  insistence  on 
using  gimmicks  and  budgetary 
sleights-of-hand  to  reach  balance— and 
his  latest  budget  proposal  made  no 
meaningful  strides  toward  gaining  bi- 
partisan support.  In  light  of  these 
events,  I  believe  we  can  all  agree  that 
any  hope  for  a  balanced  budget  agree- 
ment prior  to  the  November  election 
now  seems  unthinkable. 

If  we  learned  nothing  else  fi-om  the 
acrimonious  debate  on  the  budget  of 
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the  past  year  and  a  half,  it  is  that  ab- 
sent a  force  greater  than  politics,  our 
ability  to  agree  on  a  plan  to  balance 
the  budget  will  always  be  held  hostage 
to  other  short-term  considerations. 
However,  the  enactment  of  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  will  force  the 
Federal  Government  to  live  within  its 
means  because  it  will  compel  us  to 
reach  agreement.  A  balanced  budget 
would  no  longer  be  an  option,  it  would 
be  an  imperative.  The  President  and 
the  Congress  would  be  forced  to  com- 
promise or  be  held  accountable  for  re- 
neging on  their  sworn  commitment  to 
uphold  the  Constitution. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  pass  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment,  our  govern- 
ment will  be  forced  to  break  its  addic- 
tion to  deficit  spending.  The  full 
weight  and  measure  of  the  Constitu- 
tion will  force  us  to  live  within  our 
means.  We  will  no  longer  be  able  to 
borrow  against  our  children's  future. 
And  we  will  be  required  to  set  prior- 
ities among  our  programs. 

For  8  years,  my  husband  served  as 
Governor  of  Maine.  During  that  time,  I 
used  to  tell  him  that  traveling  between 
Washington  and  Maine  was  like  going 
fi*om  fiscal  faxitasyland  to  fiscal  reality 
for  me.  Because,  like  the  Governors  of 
47  other  States,  he  was  required  to  bal- 
ance the  State's  budget  no  matter 
what  the  economic  conditions,  or  how 
much  money  they  were  short.  That 
meant  wrenching  decisions,  to  be  sure, 
but  with  discipline  those  decisions 
were  possible. 

U  accoimtability  and  discipline  work 
at  the  State  level,  we  can  and  should 
make  it  work  at  the  Federal  level  as 
well.  Congress  should  be  able  to  con- 
front the  economic  realities  and  chal- 
lenges that  48  States — and  every  Amer- 
ican family — are  forced  to  confront 
every  day. 

Mr.  President,  our  national  debt 
places  a  crippling  burden  on  hard- 
working families  in  Maine  and  across 
our  great  land.  The  Concord  Coalition 
compiled  an  analysis  that  suggests 
that  without  the  deficit,  our  productiv- 
ity would  be  much  higher,  and  that  the 
average  American  family  income  would 
be  $50,000,  Instead  of  the  current  $35,000 
a  year. 

How  many  children,  I  wonder,  go 
without  a  proper  education  because  of 
that  missing  $15,000?  How  many  couples 
or  single  parents  forgo  proper,  safe, 
child  care  because  of  these  numbers?  Is 
this  what  has  become  of  the  American 
dream  when,  by  ignoring  the  deficit,  we 
deny  American  ftmillies  the  oppor- 
tvinity  to  prosper  financially,  or  even 
to  survive  economically? 

Mr.  President,  our  constituents  de- 
serve— and  need — to  reap  the  windfall 
of  a  balanced  budget. 

Perhaps  the  most  devastating  and 
alarming  impact  the  deficit  has  had  on 
our  economy  is  its  eCTect  on  economic 
growth  and  job  creation.  The  New  York 
Federal  Reserve  Bank  says  that  from 


1979  to  1989,  we  lost  5  percent  growth  in 
GNP  and  in  national  income  because  of 
a  drop  in  savings  caused  by  the  deficit. 
According  to  the  CBO,  every  percent- 
age point  lost  in  GNP  means  650,000 
jobs  lost  in  this  country.  That  is  a  dev- 
astating concept:  On  that  basis,  the 
deficit  in  those  years  resulted  in  the 
loss  of  roughly  3.75  million  jobs. 

Ironically,  opposition  to  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  is  once  again  com- 
ing from  a  President  whose  failed  fiscal 
policies  resulted  in  a  growth  in  real 
GDP  of  only  1.4  percent  in  1995.  Con- 
trary to  what  the  administration 
would  have  us  believe,  this  is  the  weak- 
est economic  recovery  in  28  years.  In 
fact,  job  growth  following  the  most  re- 
cent recession  is  half  of  what  is  typical 
in  a  normal  recovery. 

The  present  recovery  has  srielded 
total  growth  of  only  12.2  percent,  while 
identicail  periods  of  recovery  following 
the  recessions  of  1982  and  1975  were  22.6 
percent,  and  32  percent  respectively. 

Balancing  the  budget— whUe  not  a 
silver  bullet — would  have  a  tremendous 
positive  ripple  effect  across  the  econ- 
omy: It  has  been  estimated  that  bal- 
ancing the  budget  would  not  only  lead 
to  growth  in  real  GDP  of  0.5  percent  or 
more,  but  would  also  yield  a  drop  in 
long-term  interest  rates  of  between  2.5 
and  4  percent  over  the  next  7  years. 

This  is  remarkable,  because  even  a  2- 
percent  decline  in  interest  rates  would 
create  an  additional  2.5  million  jobs, 
according  to  the  Joint  Economic  Com- 
mittee. In  human  terms,  that  means 
that  Americans  would  pay  less  on  their 
home  mortgages,  car  loans,  and  stu- 
dent loans  for  college.  When  you  stop 
to  think  about  it,  the  last  time  we  saw 
interest  rates  that  low.  General  Eisen- 
hower became  President  Eisenhower. 

And  while  balancing  the  budget 
would  result  in  immediate  economic 
benefits,  even  more  compelling  reasons 
can  be  found  in  what  will  happen  to  our 
economy  in  the  future  if  we  fail  to  bal- 
ance the  budget.  As  Herb  Stein  of  the 
AEI  notes,  "The  problem  isn't  the  defi- 
cit we  have  now,  it's  the  deficits  we 
will  have  in  the  next  century."  You 
know  the  numbers: 

Under  current  economic  policies,  our 
debt — ^which  has  grown  from  $1  trillion 
in  1980  to  more  than  $4.9  trillion 
today — will  reach  $6.4  trillion  by  the 
year  2002.  And  according  to  estimates 
from  the  President's  own  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget,  the  deficit 
will  double  in  15  years,  then  double 
again  every  5  years  thereafter.  And  by 
the  year  2025,  OMB  estimates  that  the 
deficit  in  that  year  alone  will  be  $2  tril- 
lion. OMB  also  forecasts  that  if  we  con- 
tinue our  current  spending  spree,  fu- 
ture generations  will  suffer  an  82-per- 
cent tax  rate  and  a  50-percent  reduc- 
tion in  benefits  in  order  to  pay  the  bills 
we  are  leaving  them  today. 

As  my  colleague,  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Domen- 
la]  has  emphasized  in  the  past,  our  na- 


tional debt  represents  the  most  unfair 
tax  ever  imposed. 

The  balanced  budget  amendment  de- 
mands that  we  evaluate  every  one  of 
our  programs.  It  compels  us  to  ask 
these  important  questions  about  every 
government  program: 

Does  it  fit  within  our  priorities?  Can 
we  afford  it?  Will  it  help  the  American 
people? 

And,  the  balanced  budget  amendment 
will  force  those  of  us  in  Congress  to 
ask  ourselves  the  fundamental  ques- 
tion: Can  we  do  our  job  better? 

Mr.  President,  the  answer  is  yes — we 
can  do  our  job  better.  And  we  must  do 
it  better.  We  have  skirted  the  issue  of 
the  balanced  budget  for  years  now.  We 
cannot  continue  to  pass  this  onerous 
debt  on  to  our  children  and  grand- 
children. We  can  no  longer  squander 
their  future. 

I  believe  that  we  must  also  lead  by 
living  by  the  standards  that  every 
American  must  uphold  in  their  daily 
lives.  The  American  people  have 
learned  to  live  within  their  means. 
They  balance  their  checkbooks  each 
month,  and  adjust  their  spending  as 
their  income  changes.  We  must  do  the 
same. 

Passage  of  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  will  restore  accountability 
to  the  Federal  budget  process,  and 
force  our  government  to  live  within  its 
means  as  well. 

How  much  proof  of  the  devastating 
impact  of  this  deficit  do  we  need?  How 
much  debt  is  finally  enough?  And  how 
much  longer  do  we  have  to  wait  for 
Congress  to  have  the  will  and  the  cour- 
age to  act? 

Now  is  the  time  to  pass  the  amend- 
ment, Mr.  President.  Recent  events 
have  proven  that  even  with  the  passage 
of  a  balanced  budget  plan  by  a  major- 
ity of  Congress,  months  of  negotiations 
between  the  President  and  Congress, 
and  countless  calls  for  compromise  by 
the  general  public,  the  adoption  of  a 
balanced  budget  can  still  be  thwarted 
by  a  force  the  average  American  has 
grown  tired  of:  the  force  of  politics. 
The  passage  of  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment will  change  all  that.  We  cannot 
afford  to  squander  this  opportunity  yet 
again. 

Thank  you  very  much.  Mr.  President. 
I  srield  the  floor. 

Mr.  LIEBERMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
intend  to  vote  against  House  Joint 
Resolution  1,  a  joint  resolution  propos- 
ing a  balanced  budget  amendment  to 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 
At  the  same  time,  I  want  to  make  it 
clear  that  not  only  do  I  support  bal- 
ancing the  budget.  I  have  devoted  a 
good  deal  of  my  time  in  the  Senate  to- 
ward achieving  that  goal. 

Most  recently,  I  worked  with  a  bipar- 
tisan group  of  Senators  to  develop  a  bi- 
partisan balanced  budget  package.  We 
spent  over  6  months  putting  together  a 
package  which  set  reasonable  discre- 
tionary   spending    limits,    began    the 
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process  of  entitlement  reform,  and  con- 
tained a  reasonable  set  of  tax  initia- 
tives. I  was,  and  continue  to  be,  proud 
of  these  efforts.  And  while  we  did  not 
win  the  vote  on  this  package,  I  am  de- 
lighted to  note  that  we  came  pretty- 
close  in  a  46  to  53  vote,  with  24  Demo- 
crats and  22  Republicans  voting  for 
what  has  come  to  be  known  as  the  Cen- 
trist Coalition  plan. 

I  found  this  vote  heartening  and  I 
think  it  speaks  well  for  the  future  of 
balancing  the  budget.  Because  if  there 
is  one  thing  we  are  all  coming  to  real- 
ize, it  is  that  one  political  party  is  not 
going  to  be  able  to  do  it  alone. 

Rather  than  heading  down  the  path 
of  amending  our  Constitution  to  say  we 
want  to  balance  the  budget  someday,  I 
hope  that  Members  of  this  body  will 
consider  redoubling  our  bipartisan  ef- 
forts to  actually  balance  the  budget.  It 
seems  to  me  that  we  are  very  close  to 
agreeing  on  a  7-year  balanced  budget 
plan,  this  year,  in  this  Congress.  We 
ought  not  to  distract  from  that  goal 
which  is  tantalizingly  within  our 
reach.  I  hope  my  colleagues  will  agree 
with  me  and  join  in  a  here  and  now  at- 
tempt to  balance  the  budget  by  sup- 
porting the  budget  which  has  been  put 
forward  by  the  Centrist  Coalition. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  more  than 
a  decade  ago,  when  budget  deficits  were 
first  becoming  a  way  of  life  around 
here,  I  proposed  a  constitutional 
amendment  to  require  a  balanced  budg- 
et. Since  then  I  have  voted  for  several 
other  versions  of  a  balanced  budget 
amendment,  including  the  one  before 
us  today. 

This  is  not  a  commitment  I  have  un- 
dertaken lightly.  This  is  the  ultimate 
step  we  can  take  to  safeguard  futxire 
generations  from  irresponsible  budget 
policies.  On  those  grounds,  I  believe 
that  making  deficit  finance  a  more  dif- 
ficult decision  is  an  appropriate  issue 
for  consideration  as  part  of  our  coun- 
try's fundamental  law. 

But  the  practical  reasons  for  this 
amendment  are  also  compelling.  The 
threat  to  the  future  of  our  country,  and 
the  damage  that  accumulating  deficits 
are  doing  right  now,  are  sufficiently  se- 
rious to  warrant  this  ultimate  step. 

The  effects  of  mounting  debt  and 
deficits  on  the  future  of  our  country 
will  be  profound.  Right  now,  the  Fed- 
eral debt  held  by  the  public— the  accu- 
mulation of  our  annual  deficits— totals 
more  than  $3.6  trillion.  This  year  the 
interest  we  will  pay  on  our  accumu- 
lated borrowing  will  be  S240  billion. 

By  the  year  2002,  the  target  year  for 
balancing  the  budget  under  the  amend- 
ment before  us,  interest  alone  will 
total  J311  billion,  and  will  cost  us  more 
than  we  will  spend  on  the  total  defense 
budget,  more  than  we  will  spend  on 
every  domestic  function  of  govern- 
ment, from  fighting  crime  to  building 
roads. 

Accumulating  debt  at  this  pace  is 
simply  unsustainable— it  will  radically 
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reduce  the  choices  that  future  Con- 
gresses, representing  future  genera- 
tions of  Americans,  can  make.  By  con- 
tinuing to  accumulate  debt,  we  are 
forging  chains  that  will  bind  those  who 
follow  us.  We  are  buying  a  little  extra 
time  to  avoid  those  hard  choices  by 
dumping  them  into  the  future. 

At  the  same  time,  because  concern 
for  the  deficit  is  driving  so  much  of  our 
thinking  right  now,  we  are  short- 
changing the  kinds  of  programs  that 
may  provide  long-term  payoffs,  that 
could  make  us  all  better  off  in  the  fu- 
ture, but  that  are  increasingly 
squeezed  out  of  the  budget. 

Just  look  what  is  happening  to  our 
investments  in  education,  in  research, 
in  cleaner  air  and  water,  in  safer  work- 
ing conditions.  These  represent  our  leg- 
acy to  the  future:  they  will  deter- 
mine— for  better  or  for  worse — the  kind 
of  country  we  pass  along  to  our  chil- 
dren and  grandchildren. 

But  in  the  current  budget  climate, 
we  are  slighting  these  priorities  in  the 
race  to  find  short-term  savings. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  watched  for 
years  as  acciamulating  deficits  have 
changed  the  face  of  our  budget  process. 
I  have  watched  the  policies  that  pro- 
vide essential  support  for  those  who 
need  it  the  most.  They  include  my  par- 
ents' generation,  who  won  a  war  for  us, 
and  built  the  greatest  economy  in  the 
world.  We  have  made  moral  commit- 
ments to  them,  commitments  I  camie 
to  Washington  to  keep. 

And  our  children — the  future  of  our 
country— will  be  shortchanged  by  budg- 
et policies  that  cut  investments  in  edu- 
cation, research,  health  care. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  much  merit  in 
the  argument  that  we  should  return 
more  authority  and  responsibility  to 
State  and  local  governments,  that  we 
should  return  the  power  to  make  deci- 
sions and  the  resources  to  carry  them 
out  to  the  neighborhoods  and  conmiu- 
nities  that  know  their  problems  best. 

But  we  cannot  lose  sight  of  the  rea- 
sons that  led  our  Founding  Fathers  to 
establish  a  national  government — the 
kinds  of  issues  that  cut  across  city  and 
county  lines,  that  cut  across  State  and 
regional  boundaries,  issues  that  affect 
us  all  as  Americans. 

Unfortunately,  it  is  also  those  prior- 
ities that  are  now  under  attack  in  our 
deficit-driven  budget  process. 

I  am  talking  about  the  air  and  water 
pollution  that  drifts  and  flows  over 
State  lines.  I  am  talking  about  the 
safety  of  food  and  drugs  sold  by  na- 
tional and  multinational  corporations. 
I  am  talking  about  the  safety  and  reli- 
ability of  our  rail  and  airline  systems. 
All  of  these  essential  functions  of  our 
national  Government  have  been  under 
severe  spending  restrictions— virtually 
a  spending  freeze— since  1990.  Under  the 
current  budgets  of  both  the  adminis- 
tration and  the  Republican  majority  in 
Congress,  these  priorities  will  continue 
under  tight  restraints. 


Now,  Mr.  President,  over  a  decade 
ago  I  proposed,  along  with  Senators 
Kassebaum  and  Grassley,  a  freeze  on 
all  spending  programs,  to  provide  some 
breathing  space  for  us  reconsider  the 
course  we  were  on. 

Well,  of  course  we  did  not  impose 
that  freeze,  and  for  almost  a  decade  we 
did  not  undertake  a  fundamental 
change  in  our  budgets— and  the  results 
are  all  too  clear. 

But  3  years  ago,  Mr.  President,  we 
took  the  first  steps  toward  restoring 
some  balance  to  our  national  finances. 
We  passed  a  $500  billion  deficit  reduc- 
tion package  that  has  produced  4 
straight  years  of  deficit  reduction  for 
the  first  time  since  the  end  of  World 
Warn. 

Unlike  so  many  of  the  promises  made 
here  in  Washington,  Mr.  President,  the 
benefits  of  that  plan  were  even  greater 
than  advertised.  Because  of  the  lower 
interest  rates  that  serious  deficit  re- 
duction permitted,  the  economy  has 
grown  fast  enough  to  reduce  the  deficit 
to  the  tune  of  $846  billion  less  than  it 
would  have  been. 

That's  right,  Mr.  President,  our  na- 
tional debt  would  be  $846  billion  higher 
if  we  had  listened  to  those  voices  who 
tried  to  scare  us  out  of  taking  the  first 
real  steps  to  bring  the  deficit  under 
control. 

That  experience  might  have  been  en- 
couraging—we could  accomplish  real, 
significant  deficit  reduction  and  be  re- 
warded with  lower  interest  rates  and 
stronger  economic  growth.  But  instead, 
the  political  response  to  that  success 
has  been  a  ceaseless  stream  of  recrimi- 
nations for  those  of  us  who  voted  for 
that  historic  budget  plan. 

So  in  many  ways  we  are  worse  off 
than  before,  Mr^^esident.  The  lesson 
many  will  take  away  from  recent  budg- 
et debates  is  that  the  tough  choices  to 
reduce  the  deficit  will  get  you  little 
credit  and  a  lot  of  blame. 

And  as  is  increasingly  the  case,  we 
see  that  the  goal  of  a  balanced  budg- 
et— years  out  there,  over  the  horizon — 
seems  dim  and  vague  compared  to 
promises  to  throw  tens  of  billions  of 
dollars  on  exotic  weapons  systems,  or 
on  continued  corporate  welfare,  or  tax 
breaks  for  a  wealthy  few. 

That  is  why  I  am  still  convinced  that 
we  must  take  the  final  step  to  close  the 
door  on  the  era  of  uncontrolled  deficit 
spending.  We  must  send  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  to  the  States— to 
the  people  of  the  United  States— for 
their  approval. 

Without  this  additional  constraint  on 
our  budget  process,  I  am  afi:tdd  that  we 
will  find  the  old  ways  of  doing  business 
too  easy,  too  attractive,  to  give  up. 

It  is  my  belief  that  only  when  we 
have  asserted  control  over  our  budget 
once  again  wiU  we  be  able  to  conduct  a 
meaningrful  debate  on  our  real  national 
priorities.  Until  then,  the  short-term, 
bottom  line  calculations  will  continue 
to  drive  the  budget  process. 
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Mr.  President,  that  if  we  had  taken 
control  over  the  budget  before,  if  we 
had  found  the  discipline  to  make  the 
tough  choices,  we  would  not  have  seen 
the  erosion  in  support  for  those  prior- 
ities that  led  me  into  public  life.  I  want 
to  restore  balance  to  our  Nation's  fi- 
nances. Mr.  President,  but  just  as  im- 
portantly, I  want  to  restore  some  bal- 
ance to  our  priorities. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  earlier 
today,  I  voted  against  House  Joint  Res- 
olution 1,  the  so-called  balanced  budget 
amendment.  Like  last  year,  this 
amendment  was  defeated.  And,  once 
again,  I  want  to  take  a  minute  to  tell 
my  colleagues  why  I  voted  the  way  I 
did. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment  is 
nothing  more  than  a  feel-good  political 
gimmick.  The  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment makes  for  a  good  political  sound 
bite.  But,  when  looked  at  closely,  one 
can  see  this  amendment  would  have  se- 
rious economic  ramifications,  tie  the 
hands  of  our  children  and  trivialize  our 
Nation's  constitution. 

I  am  disappointed — but  not  com- 
pletely surprised — the  Senate  decided 
to  vote  on  this  amendment  during  the 
height  of  the  Presidential  campaign 
season.  We  should  not  use  the  Nation's 
fiscal  policies  to  create  divides  between 
ovu-  two  parties.  Rather,  we  should  be 
working  together  to  come  to  agree- 
ment on  a  common-sense  balanced- 
budget  plan  that  reflects  American  val- 
ues— the  belief  we  should  care  for  our 
elderly,  educate  our  children  and  pre- 
serve our  quality  of  life. 

We  have  made  great  progress  this 
past  year.  The  difference  between  our 
two  parties  has  narrowed  greatly.  Ev- 
eryone agrees  we  need  to  balance  this 
Nation's  budget,  and  we  are  closer  than 
ever  to  reaching  a  budget  compromise. 

In  fact,  just  2  weeks  ago,  the  so- 
called  centrist  balanced  budget  plan 
came  within  five  votes  of  passing  on 
this  floor.  And  while  I  did  not  like 
every  part  of  it,  I  supported  it  because 
it  was  the  most  credible  attempt  yet  to 
actually  reach  a  final  compromise  and 
get  the  job  done. 

Mr.  President,  we  simply  need  to 
stay  focused.  We  must  remember  a  bal- 
anced budget  constitutional  amend- 
ment will  not  get  the  job  done  for  us— 
political  courage  and  tough  decisions 
are  the  only  things  that  will  balance 
the  budget. 

Let's  not  forget  the  progress  we  have 
made  these  past  3  years.  Since  1993,  we 
have  cut  the  deficit  in  half,  and  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office  estimates 
this  year's  deficit  will  be  as  low  as  $130 
billion.  That's  nothing  to  cheer  about, 
but  it's  progress.  And  it's  proof  the 
President's  1993  deficit  reduction  plan 
has  worked.  And  I  am  proud  to  say  I 
voted  for  that  plan. 

So,  Mr.  President,  we  know  we  can 
balance  the  budget  without  tying  our 
children's  hands  in  the  future.  This 
amendment  will  make  it  impossible  for 


future  generations  to  determine  our 
country's  spending  and  revenue  prior- 
ities. We  will  do  that  for  them.  They 
will  be  forced  to  live  within  tight 
spending  constraints  and  they  will  be 
paying  much  higher  taxes  than  we  pay 
today. 

And  proponents  of  this  amendment 
fail  to  explain  that  it  will  make  it 
much  more  difficult  for  our  country  to 
deal  with  recessions.  Like  any  good 
business,  the  government  must  invest 
today  in  order  to  succeed  tomorrow. 
Dvuing  recessions,  the  Government's 
revenue  stream  decreases  and  its  need 
to  provide  unemployment  insurance  in- 
creases. In  order  to  curtail  a  recession 
and  energize  the  economy,  the  Govern- 
ment must  invest  in  capital  and  its 
people.  Quite  simply,  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  will  stifle  the  Na- 
tion's ability  to  correct  economic 
downturns. 

And  let's  not  forget  the  Government 
oftentimes  is  needed  to  help  States  and 
local  commimities  deal  with  the  dam- 
age that  results  from  natural  disasters. 
Just  last  winter,  my  home  State  suf- 
fered severe  flooding.  The  floods  caused 
millions  of  dollars  worth  of  damage 
and  upset  the  local  economy.  The  Fed- 
eral Government  helped  Washington 
State  residents  cope  with  this  disaster 
by  pitching  in  $74.5  million.  This  is  an 
important  role  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment must  play.  But,  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  would  make  this 
type  of  assistance  impossible  in  the  fu- 
ture. 

Mr.  President,  balancing  the  budget 
requires  tough  choices.  We  have 
learned  it  takes  dramatic  spending 
cuts  or  tax  increases  or  a  combination 
of  both.  It  cannot  be  done  by  cutting 
taxes.  Last  year,  my  Republican  col- 
leagues proposed  $250  billion  worth  of 
tax  cuts.  I  ask  my  colleagues,  how 
would  that  huge  tax  cut  proposal  mesh 
with  the  constraints  of  the  balanced 
budget  constitutional  amendment? 
Where  would  the  offsets  come  from? 
Does  this  mean  we  would  balance  the 
budget  by  cutting  Important  programs 
to  pay  for  politically  popular  tax  cuts? 

Mr.  President,  these  questions  are 
important.  We  have  already  seen  how 
the  Republican  majority  would  balance 
the  budget.  They  would  cut  education 
and  job  training  programs,  strip  envi- 
ronmental protections,  and  reduce  pay- 
ments to  Medicare  beneficiaries.  We 
need  to  understand  the  consequences  of 
passing  this  amendment,  and  we  need 
to  ask  whether  or  not  this  Nation's 
most  needy  will  be  taken  care  of  appro- 
priately if  it  is  passed. 

Just  as  we  must  watch  out  for  our 
most  needy — those  who  cannot  afford 
to  buy  a  high-priced  lobbyist  to  speak 
on  their  behalf— we  need  to  consider 
how  this  amendment  will  impact  small 
States.  When  determining  how  to  make 
the  cuts  needed  to  balance  the  budget, 
the  States  with  the  most  representa- 
tives will  have  the  most  Influence  over 


the  decisions  being  made.  I  fear  small 
States,  like  Washington  State,  will 
take  a  disproportionate  hit  when  Con- 
gress determines  how  to  make  the  cuts 
needed  to  balance  the  budget. 

And,  Mr.  President,  our  wise  Found- 
ing Fathers  wanted  Congress  to  control 
the  Nation's  purse  strings  because  the 
legislative  branch  is  the  closest  branch 
to  the  people — we  understand  the  needs 
and  priorities  of  our  constituents.  The 
balanced  budget  amendment  could 
shift  fiscal  responsibility  to  the  courts. 
If  the  President  and  the  Congress  dis- 
agree on  spending  and  revenue  prior- 
ities, the  courts  could  be  required  to 
step  in  and  decide  the  appropriate  fis- 
cal plan. 

Mr.  President.  Supreme  Court  Jus- 
tices are  not  responsible  to  the  people 
of  my  home  State.  They  are  not  elect- 
ed, and  they  are  not  sent  to  the  Na- 
tion's Capital  to  tend  to  the  needs  of 
my  constituents. 

We  have  amended  the  Constitution 
only  17  times  since  we  adopted  the  Bill 
of  Rights.  We  have  never  changed  the 
Constitution  lightly.  Every  previous 
amendment  has  exjpanded  personal 
rights  and  outlined  responsibilities.  We 
have  never  amended  the  Constitution 
to  insert  an  economic  belief.  And,  for- 
tunately, we  did  not  do  so  today. 

Mr.  President,  I  voted  against  this 
amendment  because  I  value  the  Con- 
stitution. I  chose  not  to  trivialize  the 
importance  of  the  U.S.  Constitution  by 
making  it  a  forum  for  our  annual  fiscal 
decisions  and  the  politics  that  accom- 
pany those  decisions. 

I  have  no  doubt  the  Senate  will  de- 
bate this  amendment  again  next  year.  I 
look  forward  to  that  debate,  but  I  re- 
mind my  colleagues  that  between  now 
and  then  we  can  make  that  debate  ir- 
relevant. We  can  work  together  to  find 
compromise,  and  we  can  work  together 
to  put  together  a  sensible  balanced 
budget  agreement.  And,  I  say,  that 
would  be  the  best  thing  for  our  chil- 
dren—that would  be  the  real  accom- 
plishment that  will  truly  benefit  our 
children. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  in  strong  opposition  to  this  con- 
stitutional amendment  to  balance  the 
budget. 

Let  me  first  say,  I  am  well  aware 
that  the  notion  of  balancing  the  budget 
and  forcing  this  Government  to  live 
within  its  means  is  a  popular  idea  both 
in  Congress  and  across  the  Nation.  If 
working  families  have  to  do  it,  why 
can't  the  Government? 

I  agree.  That's  one  of  the  main  rea- 
sons that  I  was  1  of  11  Members  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  to  vote  against  the  Reagan 
tax  plan  of  1981.  In  case  we've  all  for- 
gotten, it  was  that  plan,  which  cut 
taxes  for  the  wealthy,  increased  spend- 
ing and  exploded  the  deficit  to  the 
heights  it  reaches  today. 

It  is  why  I  sponsored  the  first  pay-as- 
you-go  plan  in  1982.  According  to  the 
CBO,  the  enactment  of  that  proposal 


13320 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORI>— SENATE 


June  6,  1996 


would  have  brought  a  budget  surplus 
by  1985,  making  this  entire  debate 
today  irrelevant. 

Additionally,  it  is  why  I  was  the  sec- 
ond Member  from  this  side  of  the  aisle 
to  support  the  Gramm-Rudman-Hol- 
lings  Act. 

And  it  is  why  I  supported  President 
Clinton's  1993  deficit  reduction  plan. 
Because  of  that  plan  the  latest  deficit 
projections  are  down  to  $130  billion, 
from  more  than  J300  billion  when  the 
President  took  office. 

It  is  also  why  I  have  long  been  an  ad- 
vocate for  real  deficit  reduction  and 
not  the  various  accounting  gimmicks 
that  so  often  tarnish  our  budget  cut- 
ting efforts  here  in  Congress.  But,  at 
the  same  time,  I  have  also  fought  for 
deficit  reduction  that  protects  our  na- 
tional priorities  while  forcing  Congress 
to  accept  fiscal  responsibility. 

But,  the  measure  before  us  today 
would  meet  none  of  those  essential  cri- 
teria. Instead  it  would  only  increase 
the  use  of  budgetary  gimmickry  by  al- 
lowing the  Congress  to  avoid  making 
the  critical  decisions  necessary  for  bal- 
ancing the  budget. 

What's  more,  it  would  not  make  it 
any  easier  for  this  or  any  Congress  to 
accept  our  fiscal  responsibility.  Instead 
it  would  include  in  the  organic  law  of 
our  land  a  constitutional  amendment 
that  would  remove  from  the  legislature 
the  historic  and  mandated  role  of  mak- 
ing budgetary  decisions. 

Contrary  to  the  arguments  of  its  sup- 
porters, this  amendment  is  not  a  light- 
ning bolt  that  would  suddenly  give  the 
Congress  the  courage  it  has  so  often 
lacked  when  it  comes  to  cutting  the 
deficit. 

Instead  it  would  constitutionally 
mandate  possibly  massive  spending 
cuts  in  education,  the  environment. 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  and  other  prior- 
ities that  make  a  real  difference  in  the 
lives  of  the  American  people.  And  in 
the  end  we  would  have  a  foolproof  ex- 
cuse for  those  draconlan  cuts:  "The 
Constitution  made  me  do  it." 

And  if  Congress  could  not  effectively 
reach  compromise  a  constitutional 
amendment  could  place  the  budgetary 
decisionmaking  process  squarely  in  the 
lap  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

The  Supreme  Court  is  an  unelected 
body  whose  job  Is  to  interpret  our  Na- 
tion's laws,  not  enforce  them.  But,  if 
this  amendment  passes,  the  Supreme 
Court  could  be  deciding  whether  the  re- 
quirement of  a  balanced  budget  has 
been  achieved. 

If  the  conditions  of  this  amendment 
were  not  met  then  our  Federal  judici- 
ary could  be  making  the  decisions  on 
budgetary  allocations. 

For  the  Congress  to  go  along  with 
such  a  proposal  represents  an  absolute 
abdication  of  our  responsibilities  and 
obligations  as  legislators  and  elected 
representatives  of  the  American  peo- 
ple. 

That's  no  way  to  balance  the  budget 
and  it's  no  way  to  run  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. 


But,  while  there  are  many  reasons 
why  I  believe  this  amendment  is  tnily 
bad  public  policy  and  bad  for  the  Amer- 
ican people,  I  also  believe  that  it  is 
wholly  unnecessary. 

Because,  over  the  past  year  and  a 
half.  Democrats  and  Republicans 
reached  compromise  on  the  means  for 
balancing  the  Federal  budget. 

Let  me  repeat  that,  because  I  think 
sometimes  It  is  conveniently  ignored 
by  my  Republican  colleagues:  Both 
President  Clinton  and  the  leadership 
here  in  Congress  are  in  agreement  on 
badancing  the  Federal  budget  in  7 
years. 

Both  sides  have  proposed  the  nec- 
essary spending  cuts  to  put  our  fiscal 
house  in  order.  And  both  sides  agree 
that  this  budget  balancing  can  be  done 
by  the  year  2002. 

While  I  certainly  think  that  the 
President's  plan  does  a  better  job  of 
protecting  our  national  priorities,  the 
facts  remain  evident  for  all  those  in 
this  body  who  wish  to  open  their  eyes 
and  see:  We  can  work  together  to  bal- 
ance the  budget.  We  don't  need  a  con- 
stitutional amendment.  We  have  the 
outlines  for  an  agreement  right  here. 

If  my  Republican  colleagues  would 
simply  walk  down  Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue, meet  with  the  President  and  in 
good  faith  negotiate  a  compromise  so- 
lution there  would  be  absolutely  no 
need  for  a  constitutional  amendment 
to  balance  the  budget. 

But  my  colleagues  across  the  aisle 
seem  to  prefer  making  campaign 
speeches  on  the  Senate  floor  and  em- 
barking upon  the  momentous  act  of 
amending  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  rather  than  sitting  down 
with  the  President  and  working  out  a 
deal. 

They  seem  more  inclined  to  avoid 
compromise  and  instead  use  the  Presi- 
dent's principled  stand  against  this 
amendment  as  a  means  to  score  politi- 
cal points. 

But,  amending  the  Constitution 
should  not,  and  must  not,  be  a  political 
tool.  It  is  one  of  the  most  sacred  and 
essentisil  duties  of  our  elected  office. 

There  is  a  very  good  reason  why,  in 
the  more  than  200  years  since  this  Na- 
tion adopted  the  Constitution,  we  have 
seen  fit  to  amend  it  only  27  times. 
Twenty-seven  times  in  more  than  200 
years. 

In  fact,  in  those  200  or  so  years,  we've 
seen  approximately  11,000  proposed 
amendments  to  the  Constitution.  Only 
33  passed  the  Congress.  And  the  Bill  of 
Rights  notwithstanding,  only  17  are 
now  part  of  the  Constitution. 

What's  more,  amending  the  Constitu- 
tion remains  an  incredibly  difficult 
task.  Two-thirds  of  the  Congress,  and 
three-fourths  of  the  State  legislatures 
must  agree  before  we  change  the  law  of 
the  land.  Our  Founding  Fathers  made 
clear  that  amending  the  Constitution 
would  not  be  an  easy  or  brazen  deci- 
sion. 


Changing  the  Constitution  is  not  like 
adopting  a  simple  statute  that  can  be 
modified  or  repealed  somewhere  down 
the  road.  Indeed,  the  language  we  in- 
sert into  the  Constitution  will  very 
likely  stay  there  long  after  all  of  us 
have  left  this  Earth.  Generation  after 
generation  will  live  with  the  con- 
sequences of  our  constitutional  deci- 
sions. 

As  Henry  Clay  said  145  years  ago, 
"The  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
was  made  not  merely  for  the  genera- 
tion that  then  existed,  but  for  poster- 
ity—vmlimited,  undefined,  endless,  per- 
petual posterity." 

But  frankly,  over  the  last  year  and  a 
half,  the  sacrosanct  nature  of  our  Con- 
stitution and  the  amendment  process 
has  been  largely  ignored  by  the  major- 
ity. 

I  fear  that  the  sacred,  fundamental 
nature  of  our  Constitution  has  been 
lost  on  some  of  our  Republican  col- 
leagues. The  Congressional  leadership 
is  advocating  one  of  the  most  sweeping 
rewrites  of  the  U.S.  Constitution  since 
the  enactment  of  the  Bill  of  Rights. 

The  Constitution  is  not  simply  a  set 
of  fraternity  bylaws  to  be  amended 
with  each  new  pledge  class.  It  should 
reflect  not  the  popular  winds  of  the 
time,  but  the  sacred  principles  of  our 
republic. 

Nonetheless,  in  the  104th  Congress 
alone,  several  amendments  to  the  Con- 
stitution, all  of  which  would  have  an 
incalculable  impact  on  the  social,  po- 
litical and  economic  life  of  our  nation 
have  been  proposed. 

First,  we  have  the  balanced  budget 
amendment,  which  we  are  discussing 
today.  But,  there  are  also  proposed 
amendments  requiring  a  super  major- 
ity for  raising  taxes,  limiting  the 
terms  of  Congressman  and  Senators, 
providing  for  a  line-item  veto,  prevent- 
ing unfunded  mandates,  allowing 
school  prayer,  making  flag  burning  a 
crime,  and  the  list  goes  on  and  on. 

Other  than  the  Bill  of  Rights,  ratified 
in  1791,  these  constitutional  changes 
would  be  utterly  imprecedented  in  our 
Nation's  history. 

Unfortunately  those  changes  are  an 
integral  part  of  the  Republica  agenda. 

Now,  I  ve  heard  all  the  rhetoric  from 
across  the  aisle  about  how  essential 
this  amendment  is  for  protecting  our 
children  from  a  lifetime  of  crushing 
debt. 

I've  heard  the  rhetoric  about  provid- 
ing opportunity  for  working  families. 
I've  heard  the  rhetoric  about  cutting 
the  deficit  so  as  to  increase  economic 
growth. 

Well  to  all  my  colleagues  who  con- 
stantly invoke  children  when  calling 
for  the  ensMStment  of  this  amendment,  I 
ask  how  do  you  plan  pay  for  this  bal- 
anced budget  amendment? 

Will  Head  Start,  Medicare,  Medicaid 
and  our  environmental  safeguards  es- 
cape the  budgetary  ax?  Now  my  Repub- 
lican colleagues  want  to  spend  an  addi- 
tional $60  billion  to  build  another  star 
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wars  system.  How  are  they  going  to 
pay  for  that,  while  trying  to  balance 
the  budget? 

Are  they  going  to  raise  taxes?  Hard- 
ly. This  body  can't  even  swallow  a  4.3 
cents  gas  tax,  which  as  part  of  the 
President's  deficit  reduction  plan  in 
1993  cut  the  deficit  in  half.  A  plan,  by 
the  way,  that  failed  to  receive  even  a 
single  Republican  vote.  But  that's  an- 
other story. 

In  1995,  the  Federal  Government 
spent  more  than  $1,519  trillion,  while 
receiving  in  revenues  approximately 
$1,355  trillion.  That  represents  a  Fed- 
eral deficit  of  just  over  $150  billion. 

If  we  passed  this  amendment  tomor- 
row, this  body  would  have  to  cut  more 
than  $150  billion  in  7  years.  And  if  his- 
tory is  any  indication,  my  Republican 
colleagues  would  do  it  by  shredding  the 
social  safety  net.  They  would  enact 
draconlan  cuts  in  education.  Medicare, 
Medicaid,  and  the  environment  to 
name  a  few.  Is  that  how  my  Republican 
colleagues  propose  to  protect  children? 
By  cutting  money  for  education  and 
health  care  for  children. 

That  is  the  part  of  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  that  you  don't  hear 
about  too  often:  the  part  where  the 
Congress  would  be  constitutionally 
mandated  to  unravel  the  fabric  of 
America's  social  safety  net. 

I  didn't  run  for  this  office  to  be  a 
party  to  those  kind  of  spending  cuts. 

When  I  became  a  U.S.  Senator  I  took 
an  oath  of  office  to  uphold  and  protect 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 
And  that  is  why  I'll  be  voting  no  on 
this  balanced  budget  amendment  and  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  before  we 
vote  once  again  on  the  balanced  budget 
amendment,  let  me  i>ay  tribute  to  some 
of  my  colleagues  who  have  tirelessly 
and  courageously  fought  for  the  pas- 
sage of  this  crucial  measure.  First,  let 
me  mention  the  senator  from  Illinois, 
Paul  Simon,  the  primary  Democrat 
sponsor  of  this  bipartisan  amendment. 
His  leadership  on  this  issue  will  be 
missed  in  the  years  ahead.  Senator 
Thurmond  and  Senator  Hefldj  have 
been  long-time  leaders  on  this  issue. 
Senator  Craig  and  Senator  Coverdell 
have  also  fought  long  and  hard  for  this 
measure.  I  would  also  especially  like  to 
thank  the  11  freshman  Republican  Sen- 
ators who  joined  us  at  the  beginning  of 
the  Congress,  all  of  whom  leapt  imme- 
diately into  the  fray  in  support  of  the 
amendment  when  it  came  up  in  the 
very  first  month  of  this  104th  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  many,  many 
others  who  have  worked  to  send  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  to  the 
States.  But  one  Senator  stands  above 
them  all  in  his  tenacity,  dedication, 
and  commitment  to  providing  a  better 
future  for  our  children  and  grand- 
children—an America  like  the  one  he 
grew  up  in,  fought  for,  and  has  served 
all  of  his  life.  I  am  of  course  referring 
to  our  leader  in  this  effort.  Senator 


ROBERT  Dole.  His  effort  on  this  amend- 
ment is  consistent  with  his  decades  of 
service  on  behalf  of  Americans  of  this 
and  future  generations.  The  contrast  of 
his  record  with  President  Clinton's  is 
clear. 

President  Clinton  has  fought  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  every  step  of 
the  way.  Last  year.  President  Clinton 
won  and  the  American  people  lost.  The 
American  people  will  lose  again  if 
President  Clinton  has  his  way  this 
year,  and  it  looks  like  he  will. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  ask,  why  are 
President  Clinton  and  his  allies  op- 
posed to  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment? I  would  suggest  that  the  oppo- 
nents of  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment are  simply  not  ready  to  impose 
the  kind  of  fiscal  discipline  on  them- 
selves that  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment would  require.  It's  tough  to  stop 
spending  other  peoples'  money. 

And  they  do  spend.  When  we  last  de- 
bated the  balanced  budget  amendment, 
the  Federal  debt  was  $4.8  trillion.  As  of 
Monday  of  this  week,  it  stood  at  more 
than  $5.1  trillion.  Mr.  President,  that  is 
an  increase  of  $320  billion.  Translated 
into  more  understandable  terms,  that 
means  that  the  cost  of  the  delay  in 
passing  this  important  amendment  has 
been  more  than  $1,200  for  every  man. 
woman,  and  child  in  America.  Put  an- 
other way,  over  the  15  months  that 
have  elapsed  since  F*resident  Clinton 
helped  defeat  the  balanced  budget 
amendment,  the  debt  has  increased,  on 
average,  over  $650  million  a  day. 

The  enormous  size  of  the  national 
debt,  over  $5.1  trillion,  and  the  unac- 
ceptable rate  at  which  it  is  growing 
threatens  the  economic  stability  of 
this  great  Nation.  We  all  know  this, 
Mr.  President.  And  we  know  that  the 
American  people  overwhelmingly  want 
a  balanced  budget  amendment. 

Even  so,  there  are  those  who  oppose 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  and 
keep  spending,  and  so  they  need  to  find 
a  way  to  justify  voting  against  it. 
President  Clinton's  chief  advisor,  Leon 
Panetta.  said  as  much  in  1994  when  he 
explained  the  need  to  provide  cover  to 
opponents  of  this  amendment  so  that 
President  Clinton  could  defeat  it  with 
their  votes.  He  conceded  that  "If  you 
allow  people  to  say.  "Are  you  for  or 
against  a  balanced  budget,'  you'll  lose 
it." 

So,  we  have  a  pairade  of  excuses  of 
why  we  do  not  need  the  balanced  budg- 
et amendment  or  why  we  need  a  dif- 
ferent, meaning  more  lax,  balanced 
budget  amendment.  Capital  budgets, 
automatic  stabilizers — the  list  goes  on 
and  on.  The  most  popular  of  these  false 
protests  is  "protecting  social  security" 
from  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment— as  if  balancing  the  budget  would 
harm  a  system  that  depends  on  the 
government's  creditworthiness.  This 
argument  has  been  called  by  one  com- 
mentator in  the  Washington  Post  "the 
single  most  fraudulent  argument"  he 


has  heard  in  17  years  in  Washington, 
and  by  Time  magazine  as  "mendacious 
nonsense." 

Mr.  President,  in  less  than  an  hour, 
the  American  people  will  see  who  is  on 
their  side  and  who  is  on  President  Clin- 
ton's side.  I  would  say  to  my  col- 
leagues, if  you  really  support  a  bal- 
anced budget  and  not  just  talk,  then 
cast  your  vote  for  the  balanced  budget 
amendment. 

The  very  future  of  our  country  is  at 
stake.  I  say  to  my  colleagues,  if  not  for 
yourselves,  then  support  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  for  your  children 
and  your  grandchildren  who  are  almost 
$20,000  in  debt  the  very  moment  they 
are  bom.  Do  not  condemn  them  to  live 
in  a  nation  of  economic  stagnation, 
suffocating  taxes,  and  hopeless  debt. 
This  is  what  is  riding  on  this  vote.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  a  bal- 
anced budget  requirement  today,  so 
that  we  and  our  children  will  have  a 
prosperous  tomorrow. 

THE  RISE  DJ  THE  DEBT  THIS  YEAR 

Mr.  President,  the  eyes  of  the  Nation 
are  upon  us.  Today  the  U.S.  Senate  has 
the  opportimity  to  keep  us  on  a  path  to 
balancing  the  Federal  budget.  Last 
year  this  body  narrowly  missed  an- 
other historic  opportunity  by  failing  to 
pass  the  balanced  budget  amendment. 
During  that  debate  every  Member  of 
this  body,  whether  they  were  for  or 
against  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment, came  to  this  floor  to  swear  their 
support  for  balancing  the  budget.  Well, 
the  time  has  come  to  see  who  really 
meant  it  and  who  was  just  defending 
the  status  quo  of  runaway  Government. 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  hold  true  to 
their  promises,  to  vote  for  a  balanced 
budget,  and  to  not  waste  another  his- 
toric opportunity. 

When  we  last  debated  the  balanced 
budget  amendment,  I  gave  a  daily  up- 
date on  the  debt  increase  as  we  de- 
bated. By  the  end  of  the  debate,  my 
debt  tracker  was  becoming  unwieldy, 
so  I  have  brought  down  a  sort  of  sum- 
mary debt  tracker  to  bring  us  up  to 
date  on  the  debt  since  we  began  debate 
on  this  amendment  in  January  of  last 
year.  As  my  chart  here  shows,  when  we 
last  began  debate  on  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  the  Federal  debt 
was  $4.8  trillion.  As  of  Monday  of  this 
week,  it  stands  at  more  than  $5.1  tril- 
lion. Mr.  President,  that  is  an  increase 
of  $320  billion.  Translated  into  more 
understandable  terms,  that  means  that 
the  cost  of  the  delay  in  passing  this  im- 
portant amendment  has  been  more 
than  $1,200  for  every  man,  woman,  and 
child  in  America.  Put  another  way, 
over  the  15  months  that  have  elapsed 
since  President  Clinton  helped  defeat 
the  balanced  budget  amendment,  the 
debt  has  increased,  on  average,  over 
$650  million  a  day,  over  $27  million  an 
hour,  over  $450,000  a  minute,  and  over 
$7,500  every  second.  This  is  the  price  of 
the  delay  caused  by  President  Clinton 
and  his  allies. 
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I  urge  my  colleagues  to  put  an  end  to 
this  wasteful,  out  of  control  spending 
by  supporting  the  balanced  budget. 

THE  DEFICIT  AND  INCREASED  TAXES 

Mr.  President,  out-of-control  Federal 
spending  hurts  us  all  in  many  ways. 
Not  the  least  of  which  is  through  In- 
creased tax  burdens  on  all  Americans. 

Every  year  hard-working  Americans 
pay  the  price  for  our  profligacy.  The 
Tax  Foundation  has  calculated  that  in 
1994,  the  average  American  worked 
from  January  1  to  May  5  just  to  pay  his 
or  her  taxes.  They  did  not  get  to  keep 
one  cent  of  the  money  they  earned 
until  May  6.  Put  another  way,  in  an  8 
hour  work  day,  the  average  American 
works  the  first  2  hours  and  45  minutes 
just  to  pay  taxes.  This  is  simply  intol- 
erable, but  it  is  not  the  end  of  the 
story. 

The  National  Taxpayer's  Union, 
NTU,  has  also  determined  that  for 
every  year  we  endure  another  $200  bil- 
lion deficit  it  costs  the  average  child 
over  $5,000  in  extra  taxes  over  his  or 
her  lifetime.  How  many  more  years 
will  the  Government  levy  another 
$5,000  fine  on  our  young  people? 

The  bad  news  about  the  debt  does  not 
end  there,  either.  The  Competitiveness 
Policy  Council  has  shown  that  the  ris- 
ing budget  deficits  have  led  to  a  15-per- 
cent decline  in  real  wages  in  the  last  15 
years.  And  NTU  has  further  calculated 
that  in  the  45  years,  unless  we  get  our 
spending  under  control,  after-tax  in- 
comes will  rise  by  a  mere  $125  for  the 
entire  45-year  period.  Talk  about  a 
middle  class  squeeze.  How  can  people 
be  expected  to  bear  the  burden  of  stag- 
nating wages  and  higher  tax  rates?  We 
simply  cannot  continue  blindly  down 
this  road  to  economic  oblivion. 

Mr.  President,  we  now  have  the  op- 
portunity to  make  an  historic  change. 
We  can  pass  a  balanced  budget  and  pre- 
serve a  future  for  our  children,  our 
grandchildren,  and  this  country.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  a  balanced 
budget  requirement  today,  so  that  we 
will  have  a  prosperous  tomorrow. 

ECONOMIC  BENEFITS  OF  THE  BALANCED  BUDGET 
AMENDMENT 

Mr.  President,  apparently  some  of 
my  colleagues  have  forgotten  not  only 
how  dramatically  the  deficit  is  hurting 
our  economy,  but  also  how  much  a  bal- 
anced budget  will  help  our  economy.  I 
would  like  to  touch  upon  some  of  those 
economic  benefits  which  will  accrue  to 
working  Americans  across  the  country. 

Last  year,  DRI/McGraw-Hill  analyzed 
the  economic  impact  of  balancing  the 
budget  and  has  concluded  that  it  will 
result  in  a  significant  improvement  for 
the  nation's  citizens.  Here  are  the  re- 
sults of  their  study: 

As  government  spending  is  reduced, 
resources  will  be  freed  up  for  private 
investment  and  interest  rates  will 
drop.  Both  of  these  factors  will  make  it 
easier  for  businesses  to  expand,  result- 
ing in  the  creation  of  2.5  million  new 
jobs  by  2002. 


Further,  fueled  by  the  drop  in  inter- 
est rates,  private  investment  will  rise 
and  real  nonresidential  investment 
could  grow  by  4-5  percent  by  2002. 

Lastly,  by  the  end  of  the  10-year  fore- 
cast, real  GDP  was  projected  to  be  up 
$170  billion  from  what  it  would  be  with- 
out a  balanced  budget.  That  translates 
to  approximately  $1,000  per  household 
in  the  United  States. 

So  when  we  talk  about  who  is  really 
trjring  to  help  American  citizens  of  all 
walks  of  life,  lets  remember  just  how 
important  it  is  to  balance  the  budget. 

BENEFITS  OF  A  CONSTrrUTIONAL  AMENDMENT 

The  sad  history  of  legislative  at- 
tempts to  balance  the  budget  show  the 
need  for  a  constitutional  amendment 
requiring  a  balanced  budget. 

Despite  our  best  statutory  efforts 
and  the  most  recent  deficit  reduction 
plan,  a  constitutional  amendment  is 
required  for  the  following  reasons: 

Statutes  do  not  purport  to  correct 
the  structural  bias  in  favor  of  deficit 
spending  that  would  be  offset  by  a  con- 
stitutional amendment. 

Statutes  are  only  intended  to  deal 
with  a  temporary  crisis,  whereas  a  con- 
stitutional amendment  corrects  a  bias 
that  has  caused  deficits  in  55  of  the 
past  63  budget  cycles.  The  deficit 
spending  bias  is  not  a  problem  that  has 
lasted,  nor  will  last,  only  5  years.  It  de- 
mands a  permanent  constitutional  so- 
lution. 

Ultimately,  no  Congress  can  bind  a 
succeeding  Congress  by  simple  statute. 
Any  balanced  budget  statute  can  be  re- 
pealed, in  whole  or  in  part,  by  the  sim- 
ple expedient  of  adopting  a  new  stat- 
ute. Statutory  limitations  remain  ef- 
fective only  as  long  as  no  majority  coa- 
lition forms  to  overcome  such  statu- 
tory constraints.  The  virtue  of  a  con- 
stitutional amendment  is  that  it  can 
invoke  a  stronger  rule  to  overcome  the 
spending  bias. 

Our  recent  history  suggest  how  much 
we  need  the  strong  rule  of  a  constitu- 
tional amendment.  Gramm-Rudman 
was  to  balance  the  budget  by  1990.  It 
was  undone  by  a  series  of  statutory 
amendments.  Recently,  we  have  fought 
tooth  and  nail  to  get  on  track  towards 
a  balanced  budget.  Without  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  to  keep  the 
Government  in  line,  the  budget  we 
fought  so  hard  for  can  be  imdone  by  a 
simple  majority  vote.  Mr.  President, 
the  past  year's  budget  battle  is  not  ex- 
ample of  what  Congress  can  do,  it  is  an 
example  of  how  hard  it  is  for  Congress 
to  do  what  it  should  always  do. 

AUTOMATIC  STABILIZERS 

Some  have  argued  that  the  reason  we 
should  not  have  a  balanced  budget  rule 
is  to  keep  intact  the  so-called  auto- 
matic stabilizers.  Their  contention  is 
that  these  so-called  stabilizers  help 
minimize  the  effects  of  the  business 
cycle.  Thus,  those  who  support  this 
theory  want  to  cycle  deficits  and  sur- 
pluses to  counteract  the  business  cycle. 
This  claim  confuses  me  for  three  rea- 
sons. 
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First,  we  have  had  numerous  busi- 
ness cycles  since  1969  but  have  only 
balanced  the  budget  once.  If  this  the- 
ory is  right,  we  should  have  had  a  cycle 
of  deficits  and  surpluses. 

Second,  far  from  cycling,  the  debt  is 
on  a  steady  increase.  The  debt  is  grow- 
ing at  a  fantastic  rate,  and  is  now  over 
$5.1  billion  and  is  projected  to  exceed  $6 
trillion  in  only  4  years. 

Third,  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment in  no  way  prevents  us  from  run- 
ning a  small  surplus,  which  could  be 
used  to  offset  the  effects  of  an  eco- 
nomic downturn. 

I  just  do  not  believe  that  the  facts 
support  this  argument. 

PROTECTING  SOCIAL  SECURITY 

Mr.  President,  I  have  listened  to  the 
same  arguments  raised  time  and  again 
from  opponents  of  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  that  we  should  exempt  So- 
cial Security  from  the  balanced  budget 
amendment.  Some  opponents  have  been 
searching  for  reasons  to  vote  against 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  or 
reasons  to  justify  their  "no"  votes.  In 
their  efforts,  they  came  up  with  a  num- 
ber of  accounts  and  interests  they 
think  we  should  exempt.  Social  Secu- 
rity is  just  the  most  popular  of  these 
favored  exemptions  from  opponents  of 
the  balanced  budget  amendment.  This 
objection  is  not  merely  a  red-herring, 
but  a  dangerous  one  at  that.  The  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  helps  protect 
social  security  by  ensuring  that  when 
the  lOU's  in  the  social  security  trust 
fund  come  due,  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment will  be  able  to  make  the  pay- 
ments to  the  retirees  counting  on 
them.  The  exemptions  proposed  would 
endanger  Social  Security,  and  so  does 
failing  to  balance  the  budget. 

As  I  argued  in  the  first  round  of  de- 
bate on  this  matter,  if  we  exempted  So- 
cial Security  from  the  balanced  budget 
requirement.  Social  Security  would  be 
the  only  part  of  the  budget  which  could 
run  a  deficit.  This  would  create  the 
dangerous  incentive  to  run  deficits  in 
the  social  security  account  to  ease 
pressure  on  balancing  the  rest  of  the 
budget,  and  might  even  lead  to  the  chi- 
canery of  redesignating  various  pro- 
grams as  Social  Security  and  thereby 
allowing  deficit  financing  for  them. 
This  would  endanger  the  solvency  of 
the  Social  Security  trust  fund,  leaving 
it  with  neither  funds  nor  trust  for  re- 
tirees. 

Now  let  me  be  clear  about  what  is  at 
issue.  Those  who  were  critical  of  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  have  said 
that  Congress  will  raid  the  trust  fund 
to  balance  the  budget.  This  is  confus- 
ing, rather  than  enlightening.  In  es- 
sence these  critics  object  that  there 
are  not  separate  accounts  set  up  under 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  for  so- 
cial security  and  other  accounts.  What 
is  at  stake  is  merely  a  question  of  ac- 
counting. 
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Proponents  of  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  say  that  accounting  for- 
malities are  not  as  important  as  sub- 
stantive economic  reality.  When  the 
Government  takes  money  from  people 
or  gives  it  to  people,  it  has  the  same 
overall  economic  effect  no  matter 
which  pocket  it  puts  it  in  or  takes  it 
out  of.  The  real  numbers,  the  ones  to 
be  concerned  about  are  total  Federal 
receipts  and  outlays.  This  is  the  con- 
sensus of  almost  everyone  who  ana- 
lyzes budget  issues,  including  Presi- 
dent Clinton,  most  of  Congress,  and 
most  private  financial  analysts. 

Let  me  summarize  the  way  the  So- 
cial Security  system  works  now: 
Money  collected  for  Social  Security 
comes  into  the  Federal  treasury.  The 
treasury  issues  lOU's  for  that  amount 
in  the  form  of  Government  securities 
to  the  Social  Security  trust  fund  ac- 
count and  spends  the  money  on  other 
programs.  Then  as  the  lOU's  come  due, 
the  treasury  collects  the  lOU's  from 
the  trust  fund  and  pays  out  money 
taken  from  the  Federal  treasury.  This 
is  the  way  it  works  now.  And  nothing 
in  the  balanced  budget  amendment 
would  change  that.  And  let  me  just  say 
that  as  of  now  these  lOU's  are  the  most 
secure  in  the  world:  they  are  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment-backed bonds.  The  primary 
risk  to  the  Social  Security  trust  fund 
always  has  been  and  continues  to  be 
the  risk  that  the  Government  might 
get  so  far  into  debt  that  it  could  not 
pay  back  these  lOU's.  Since  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  would  return 
fiscal  responsibility  to  the  Federal 
Government,  it  would  help  protect  So- 
cial Security  by  helping  the  Govern- 
ment always  be  able  to  meet  its  obliga- 
tions to  retirees. 

Let  me  repeat:  The  real  threat  to  So- 
cial Security  is  a  Government  that 
cannot  pay  its  bUls  because  it  keeps 
piling  up  debt,  not  the  accounting 
method  used  to  count  how  high  the 
debt  is  growing.  The  trust  fund  is  not 
going  to  be  depleted  because  of  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment.  Indeed  only 
a  real  balanced  budget  amendment  will 
protect  the  financial  solvency  of  the 
general  treasury  and  of  Social  Secu- 
rity. 

There  is,  however,  one  other  threat 
to  Social  Security:  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  with  an  open-ended  exemp- 
tion for  Social  Security.  Under  alter- 
native sumendments  offered  by  the 
other  side  on  this  issue,  the  Govern- 
ment would  have  to  balance  all  its  ac- 
counts except  one — Social  Security.  So, 
all  the  pressure  of  balancing  would 
have  been  placed  on  that  account.  The 
budget  would  be  like  a  pressure  cooker. 
And  if  steam  can  only  escape  through 
one  valve,  all  the  steam  and  all  the 
pressure  will  go  through  that  one  out- 
let— and  in  balancing  the  budget  there 
will  be  a  lot  of  pressure.  Social  Secu- 
rity was  to  be  that  valve,  and  that 
would  have  been  dangerous  to  the  via- 
bility of  the  trust  fund.  This  would 


cause  the  risk  of  either  destroying  the 
trust  fund's  solvency  or  creating  a 
loophole  in  the  balanced  budget  rule 
which  could  allow  the  same  risk  to  the 
solvency  of  the  Federal  Treasury,  ei- 
ther of  which  would  betray  the  trust  of 
those  counting  on  the  trust  funds. 

Let  me  summarize:  Rather  than  pro- 
tecting Social  Security,  these  Social 
Security  exemption  alternatives  would 
have  endangered  it— to  effect  nothing 
more  than  an  accounting  preference. 

It  is  my  hope  that  the  balanced  budg- 
et aimendment  can  be  sent  on  to  the 
States  so  the  country  can  have  a  de- 
bate about  the  fiscal  future  of  our  Na- 
tion and  our  Government.  The  people 
can  then  decide  whether  they  want  to 
ensure  themselves  of  a  Government 
that  must  act  responsibly— with  a  con- 
stitutional safeguard  for  their  chil- 
dren's future. 

CONSTrrUTIONAL  ACCOUNTABILITY 

Mr.  President,  I  am  always  loathe  to 
attempt  to  amend  the  Constitution.  It 
is  an  undertaking  that  I  approach  with 
the  most  serious  reservations  and  con- 
cerns. But  it  has  become  clear  that  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  is  nec- 
essary to  save  this  country  from  eco- 
nomic catastrophe. 

The  Constitution  speaks  in  terms  of 
broad  principles  and  generaJ  instruc- 
tions of  how  democracy  should  operate 
in  America.  Some  amendments  to  the 
Constitution  provide  people  with  rights 
that  limit  Government's  authority 
while  others  provide  for  people  to  take 
part  in  our  great  democracy.  The  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  is  a  little  of 
both. 

While  it  is  true  that  much  of  the 
enormous  growth  in  Federal  Govern- 
ment spending  over  the  past  two  dec- 
ades may  be  a  response  to  evolving  no- 
tions of  the  role  of  the  public  sector  on 
the  part  of  the  American  citizenry — 
that  is,  a  genuine  shift  in  the  will  and 
desire  of  the  people — it  is  my  conten- 
tion that  a  substantial  part  of  this 
growth  stems  from  far  less  benign  fac- 
tors. 

In  short,  the  American  political  proc- 
ess is  skewed  toward  artificially  high 
levels  of  spending,  that  is,  levels  of 
spending  that  do  not  result  from  a  gen- 
uine will  and  desire  on  the  part  of  the 
people.  It  is  skewed  in  this  direction 
because  of  the  characteristics  of  the 
fiscal  order  that  have  developed  in  this 
country  in  recent  decades.  It  is  a  fiscal 
order  in  which  Members  of  Congress 
have  every  political  incentive  to  spend 
money  and  almost  no  incentive  to  fore- 
go such  spending.  It  is  a  fiscal  order  in 
which  spending  decisions  have  become 
increasingly  divorced  from  the  avail- 
ability of  revenues. 

The  reason  for  this  skew  is  simple — 
the  future  generations  who  will  have  to 
pay  the  bills  for  our  extravagance  have 
no  political  voice.  Those  who  will  join 
the  work  force  in  20,  30,  or  40  years  may 
not  even  be  bom  yet.  But  here  we  are, 
spending  the  money  that  they  will  need 
to  live  on. 


Mr.  FYesident,  one  of  the  oldest  and 
most  basic  appeals  to  fairness  in  the 
history  of  this  great  Nation  is  no  tax- 
ation without  representation.  We  teach 
it  to  all  our  children.  It  Is  this  basic 
fairness  that  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  is  designed  to  uphold. 
Forecasts  are  that  at  current  rates  of 
spending  our  children  may  be  crushed 
with  tax  rates  of  85  percent.  All  to  pay 
for  what  we  spend  now.  without  their 
consent  or  even  their  knowledge.  Sure- 
ly every  generation  of  Americans  has 
the  right  to  manage  the  covmtry  how  It 
sees  fit.  But  this  generation  is  stealing 
from  the  next. 

In  seeking  to  reduce  the  spending 
bias  in  our  present  system — fueled 
largely  by  the  unlimited  availability  of 
deficit  spending — the  major  purpose  of 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  is  to 
ensure  that,  under  normal  cir- 
cumstances, votes  by  Congress  for  in- 
creased spending  will  be  accompanied 
by  votes  either  to  reduce  other  spend- 
ing programs  or  to  increase  taxes  to 
pay  for  such  programs.  For  the  first 
time  since  the  abandonment  of  our  his- 
torical norm  of  balanced  budgets.  Con- 
gress will  be  required  to  cast  a  politi- 
cally difficult  vote  as  a  precondition  to 
a  politically  attractive  vote  to  increase 
spending. 

The  balanced  budget  amiendment 
seeks  to  restore  Government  account- 
ability for  spending  and  taxing  deci- 
sions by  forcing  Congress  to  prioritize 
spending  projects  within  the  available 
resources  and  by  requiring  tax  in- 
creases to  be  done  on  the  record.  In 
this  way.  Congress  will  be  accountable 
to  the  people  who  pay  for  the  programs 
and  the  American  people — including 
the  future  generations  who  must  pay 
for  our  debts — wiU  be  represented  in  a 
way  they  are  not  now.  Congress  will  be 
forced  to  justify  its  spending  and  tax- 
ing decisions  as  the  Framers  intended, 
but  as  Congress  no  longer  does. 

This  protection  of  the  rights  of  fu- 
ture generations  of  Americans  is  surely 
the  kind  of  great  principle  for  which 
our  Constitution  stands,  and  without 
it,  the  Constitution  is  incomplete. 

Mr.  KERREY.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  the  Constitution. 

The  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  represents  the  greatest  demo- 
cratic achievement  in  the  history  of 
human  civilization.  It — and  the  self- 
evident  truths  which  are  its  basis — ^has 
guided  the  decisions  and  heroic  sac- 
rifices of  Americans  for  two  centuries. 
Its  precepts  are  a  shining  beacon  of 
hope  for  millions  of  people  across  the 
globe  who  hunger  for  the  freedoms  that 
democracy  guarantees.  It  has  served  us 
and  the  world  extremely  well. 

Indeed,  Madam  President,  this  great 
document  should  not  be  amended  in  a 
rush  of  passion — or  in  the  name  of  po- 
litical expediency.  It  is  evident  from 
the  Constitution  itself  that  its  authors 
intended  the  process  of  amiendment  to 
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be  slow,  difficult  and  laboriou&— so  dif- 
ficult that  it  has  been  attempted  with 
success  only  17  times  since  the  Bill  of 
Rights.  This  document  is  not  meant  to 
be  tampered  with  in  a  trivial  fashion. 

This  proposed  28th  amendment  to  the 
Constitution  is  intended  to  affect  the 
behavior  of  America's  congressional 
representatives.  In  that  regard  it  is 
unique.  Except  for  the  25th  amend- 
ment, which  addresses  the  issue  of 
transfer  of  power,  other  amendments 
affect  the  behavior  of  all  Americans  by 
limiting  the  power  of  government,  pro- 
tecting public  freedoms,  prohibiting 
the  majority  from  infringing  on  the 
rights  of  the  minority,  or  regulating 
the  behavior  of  the  States. 

This  would  be  the  only  amendment 
aimed  at  regulating  the  behavior  of 
Congress— to  date  only  535  Americans— 
who,  the  amendment  assumes,  is  in- 
capable of  making  difficult  decisions 
without  the  guidance  of  the  Constitu- 
tion's hand.  That  theory  is  grounded  in 
the  assumption  that  Congress  and  the 
public  lack  the  political  will  be  to  bal- 
ance the  budget. 
I  reject  the  argimaent. 
Specifically,  this  amendment  would 
raise  the  number  of  votes  necessary  in 
Congress  for  deficit  spending  from  a 
simple  majority  to  three-fifths  and  sets 
a  goal  of  balancing  the  budget  by  the 
year  2002. 

The  amendment  empowers  Congress 
to  pass  legislation  detailing  how  to  en- 
force that  goal,  but  does  not  itself 
specify  enforcement  measures.  But  no- 
body knows  the  answer  to  the  question: 
what  will  happen  if  Congress  and  the 
President  fall  to  balance  the  budget? 
The  only  mechanism  our  country  has 
for  enforcing  the  Constitution  is  the 
courts.  So  the  amendment's  ambiguity 
presents  the  serious  possibility  of  pro- 
tracted court  battles  which  would 
given  an  unelected  judiciary  unwar- 
ranted control  over  budget  policy — a 
power  clearly  out  of  the  realm  of  their 
expertise. 

The  proponents  of  this  amendment 
sincerely  believe  our  Constitution 
needs  to  be  changed  in  order  to  force 
Members  of  Congress  to  change  thefr 
behavior,  which,  supporters  argue,  they 
will  not  do  because  they  are  afraid  of 
offending  the  citizens  who  have  sent 
them  here.  However,  on  that  basis, 
there  is  a  long  list  of  constitutional 
changes  they  should  propose,  including 
campaign  finance  reform. 

Mr.  President.  I  support  the  goal  of  a 
balanced  budget  and  have  fought,  am 
fighting  and  will  continue  to  flight  to 
achieve  it.  Recently  my  colleagues  and 
I— Senators  Simpson,  Brown,  Nunn, 
and  ROBB— proposed  a  provision  that 
would  have  reformed  long-term  entitle- 
ments. Mind  you,  we  did  not  dabble  on 
the  fringes,  but  instead  took  on  some 
serious  budgetary  dilemmas,  and  avoid- 
ed the  use  of  gimmickry  as  a  solution. 
For  our  efforts  we  received  36  biparti- 
san votes— unprecedented  support  for 


June  6,  1996 


this  type  of  long-term  entitlement  re- 
form. Our  proposed  changes  to  current 
laws  would  have  caused  taxpayers  very 
little  concern  in  the  short  term  as 
these  changes  would  be  phased  in  and 
have  no  effect  on  anyone  over  the  age 
of  50,  and  would  save  the  Nation  bil- 
lions of  dollars  in  the  long  term. 

As  well,  the  Senate  recently  voted  on 
the  Centrist  Budget  plan,  that  ad- 
dressed a  number  of  budgetary  prob- 
lems including  entitlement  reform,  and 
provided  a  balanced  budget  in  7  years. 
This  plan  garnered  46  bipartisan 
votes — 22  Democrats  and  24  Repub- 
licans— and  is  a  fundamental  indication 
that  Congress  is  waking  up  to  the  need 
to  reform  our  nation's  budgetary  ways 
and  the  need  to  get  our  economic  house 
in  order. 

Four  votes  away  from  a  bipartisan 
balanced  budget  in  7  years,  Mr  Presi- 
dent— a  budget  that  would  have  passed 
had  this  not  been  a  Presidential  elec- 
tion year.  So  why  do  we  need  to  amend 
the  Constitution? 

The  Constitution  and  its  27  amend- 
ments express  broadly  our  values  as  a 
nation.  The  Constitution  does  not  dic- 
tate specific  policy,  fiscal  or  otherwise. 
We  attempted  to  use  the  Constitution 
for  that  purpose  once,  banning  alcohol 
in  the  18th  amendment,  and  it  proved 
to  be  a  colossal  failure.  If  nothing  else, 
this  experience  should  have  taught  us 
that  the  mere  desirability  of  a  goal 
cannot  become  the  only  standard  to 
which  we  hold  constitutional  amend- 
ments. Constitutional  amendments 
must  meet  a  higher  standard. 

Fundamentally,  we  should  amend  the 
Constitution  to  make  broad  statements 
of  national  principle— and,  most  impor- 
tantly, Mr.  President,  we  should  amend 
the  Constitution  as  an  act  of  last  re- 
sort when  no  other  means  are  adequate 
to  reach  our  goals.  We  do  so  out  of  rev- 
erence for  a  document  that  we  have  be- 
lieved for  two  centuries  should  not  be 
changed  except  in  the  most  extraor- 
dinary cfrcumstances.  We  have  used 
constitutional  amendments  to  express 
our  preference  as  a  nation  for  the  prin- 
ciple of  free  speech,  the  right  to  vote 
and  the  right  of  each  individual  to  live 
free.  The  question  before  us  today  is 
whether  the  need  to  tie  Congress' 
hands  on  fiscal  issues  belongs  in  such 
distinguished  company. 

While  I  oppose  this  amendment,  I  un- 
derstand, I  understand  the  arguments 
for  it.  But  if  the  appeal  of  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  is  simply  the  legal 
or  i)olitical  cover  it  provides  for  those 
tough  choices,  a  statutory  change 
could  provide  the  same  cover.  If  the  as- 
sumption behind  the  amendment  is 
that  the  political  will  to  balance  the 
budget  does  not  exist,  then  make  no 
mistake,  those  who  lack  that  political 
will  find  a  way  to  circumvent  this 
amendment. 

And  beyond  all  the  legal  maneuvers, 
there  is  no  cover  for  tough  decisions 
but  the  courage  to  make  them.  A  vote 


for  this  amendment  is  not  a  sign  of 
courage — it  is  more  an  indication  of  ti- 
midity. 

The  balanced  budget  amendment  as- 
sumes there  is  a  structural  flaw  in  our 
Constitution  that  prevents  the  535 
Members  of  Congress  from  balancing 
the  budget.  But  if  a  flaw  does  exist,  it 
is  in  the  535  Members  of  Congress 
themselves  not  the  document  that  gov- 
erns us.  The  fact  is  that  we  coiild  bal- 
ance the  budget  this  year  if  we  wanted 
to.  And  we  can  by  statute  direct  the 
Congress  to  balance  the  budget  by  2002, 
2003,  or  any  other  date  we  choose. 

The  inherent  weakness  of  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  is  that  it 
tells  us  what  to  do  over  the  next  7 
years  but  ignores  the  following  20,  the 
years  which  ought  to  command  our  at- 
tention. A  balanced  budget  by  2002  still 
ignores  the  most  important  fiscal  chal- 
lenge we  face:  the  rapid  growth  in  enti- 
tlement spending  over  the  next  30 
years. 

The  year  on  which  we  ought  to  be  fo- 
cused is  not  2002,  but  2008,  when  the 
baby  boomer  generation  begins  to 
reach  eligibility  age  for  retirement. 
This  will  place  a  severe  strain  on  the 
Federal  budget.  Our  biggest  fiscal  chal- 
lenge is  demographic,  not  constitu- 
tional, and  the  amendment  before  us 
does  not  and  cannot  address  it. 

Unfortunately,  and  conveniently, 
this  demographic  challenge  is  kept 
from  our  view,  not  by  an  incomplete 
Constitution,  but  by  a  budgeting  proc- 
ess that  discourages  long-term  plan- 
ning. The  balanced  budget  amendment 
tells  us  what  happens  over  7  years.  A  7- 
year  span  is  completely  inadequate 
when  the  most  difficult  budget  deci- 
sions we  need  to  make  deal  with  prob- 
lems we  will  face  20,  25,  and  30  years 
down  the  road,  when  the  aging  of  our 
population  propels  entitlement  spend- 
ing out  of  control.  The  most  important 
recommendation  of  the  Bipartisan 
Commission  on  Entitlement  and  Tax 
Reform  was  that  we  begin  to  look  at 
the  Impact  of  budgets  over  30  years 
rather  than  just  5  or  7.  The  reason  is 
that  our  country  looks  very  different, 
and  our  current  budgets  look  very  dif- 
ferent, when  viewed  over  that  span. 

We  can  see  the  trend  even  in  the 
short  term.  Entitlement  programs — 
which  Includes  Social  Security,  Medi- 
care, Medicaid,  and  Federal  retfre- 
ment— consume  66  percent  of  the  budg- 
et this  year.  By  2002,  it  will  be  73  per- 
cent. By  2005,  the  number  is  78  percent. 
Those  numbers  are  straight  from  CBO, 
and  if  we  project  further,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, we  see  that  by  2012,  mandatory 
spending  and  interest  on  the  national 
debt  will  consume  every  dollar  we  col- 
lect in  taxes.  By  2013,  we  will  be  forced 
to  begin  dipping  into  the  surplus  in  the 
Social  Security  trust  fund  to  cover 
benefit  payments,  a  practice  that  will 
go  on  for  no  more  than  16  years  before 
the  trust  fund  goes  into  the  red. 

These  trends  have  nothing  to  do  with 
the  Constitution,  political  will  or  pork- 
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barrel  politics.  They  have  to  do  with 
the  simple  fact  that  our  elderly  popu- 
lation is  growing  and  living  longer 
while  our  work  force  gets  smaller.  My 
generation  did  not  have  as  many  chil- 
dren as  our  parents  expected,  and.  as  a 
consequence,  the  system  under  which 
each  generation  of  workers  supports 
the  preceding  generation  of  retirees 
simply  will  not  hold  up. 

Indeed,  long-term  entitlement  reform 
coupled  with  a  reasonable  reduction  in 
discretionary  spending— including  de- 
fense—would reduce  interest  rates  dra- 
matically and  achieve  the  goal  of  this 
amendment  without  tampering  with 
the  Constitution. 

The  result  is  sometimes  described  as 
a  question  of  fairness  between  genera- 
tions. Today  there  are  roughly  five 
workers  pajring  taxes  to  support  the 
benefits  of  each  retiree.  When  my  gen- 
eration retires  there  will  be  fewer  than 
three.  Unless  we  take  action  now,  the 
choice  we  force  upon  our  children  will 
be  excruciating:  Continue  to  fund  bene- 
fits at  current  levels  by  radically  rais- 
ing taxes  on  the  working  population  or 
slash  benefits  dramatically. 

Finally,  I  hope  we  keep  our  eyes  on  a 
larger  prize  than  blind  reverence  to  the 
idea  of  a  balanced  budget.  Ovu-  goal 
should,  in  my  view,  be  economic  pros- 
perity. I  support  deficit  reduction  as  a 
means  to  that  end.  Deficit  reduction  is 
important  not  as  an  abstract  ideal  but 
as  an  economic  imperative. 

I  believe  in  balancing  the  budget  be- 
cause it  is  the  most  powerful  way  to  in- 
crease national  savings.  And  increased 
national  savings  will  lead  to  increased 
national  productivity,  which  in  turn 
will  lead  to  higher  standards  of  living 
for  the  American  family.  There  is  no 
short-cut  to  savings  and  no  substitute 
that  will  get  results.  Increased  na- 
tional savings  mean  lower  long-term 
interest  rates  and  increased  job  growth 
in  the  private  sector. 

The  balanced  budget  amendment  as- 
sumes that  a  balanced  budget  is  always 
the  best  economic  policy.  A  balanced 
budget  is  usually  the  best  economic 
strategy,  Mr.  President,  but  it  is  by  no 
means  always  the  best  economic  strat- 
egy. Downward  turns  in  the  economy 
complicate  the  picture.  Downward 
turns  result  in  lower  revenues  and 
higher  spending,  so  there  will  be 
times— although  very  few  of  them — 
when  a  strict  requirement  for  a  bal- 
anced budget  harms  the  economy  by 
requiring  the  collection  of  more  taxes 
to  cover  more  spending  in  an  economic 
envfronment  which  makes  revenue  col- 
lection more  difficult  in  the  first  place. 
As  I  say,  I  believe  those  times  are  few 
and  far  between,  but  the  Constitution 
is  too  blunt  an  instrument  to  distin- 
guish between  good  times  and  bad.  The 
American  people  hired  us  to  do  that 
job,  not  to  cede  it  to  a  legal  document 
that  cannot  assess  the  evolving  needs 
of  our  economy. 

As  my  friend  and  colleague  the  rank- 
ing member  of  the  Finance  Committee 


Senator  Moynihan  has  often  said.  "We 
do  not  need  to  put  algebra  into  the 
Constitution."  Mr.  President.  I  could 
not  agree  more. 

The  bottom  line  for  me  is  whether 
this  amendment  moves  us  toward 
achieving  the  correct  goals  and  wheth- 
er, if  it  does,  we  need  to  amend  the 
Constitution  to  get  there. 

I  believe  a  balanced  budget  is  an  im- 
portant goal,  but  only  as  a  component 
of  an  overall  economic  goal  with  a 
strategy  that  recognizes  that  sky- 
rocketing entitlement  spending  is  the 
most  serious  fiscal  challenge  we  face. 
But  I  also  believe  that  once  we  set 
those  goals  we  can  achieve  them  by 
statute  or,  more  importantly,  by 
changing  our  own  behavior  rather  than 
changing  the  Constitution.  And  my  re- 
spect for  this  document  precludes  me 
from  voting  to  tamper  with  it  when  I 
am  not  convinced  that  we  must.  This 
proposal  for  a  28th  amendment  does 
not  conmiand  from  me  the  same  rev- 
erence in  which  I  hold  the  1st  amend- 
ment, or  the  13th  or  the  19th.  And 
therefore.  Mr.  President,  while  I  will 
continue  to  fight  for  its  admirable 
goal,  I  will  vote  "no"  on  the  balanced 
budget  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Democratic 
leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
President. 

Mr.  President.  I  have  a  chart  here 
that  shows,  as  graphically  as  anything 
can,  the  number  of  times  that  our  Re- 
publican colleagues  have  proposed  in 
this  Congress  to  change  the  U.S.  Con- 
stitution. Not  since  the  Bill  of  Rights 
have  so  numy  amendments  been  pro- 
posed all  at  once.  No  wonder  the  ru- 
mors of  rumblings  from  gravesites 
from  Monticello  to  Mount  Vernon  have 
been  heard  during  this  Congress.  There 
are  those  who  appear  to  believe  that 
they  know  better  than  our  Founding 
Fathers  how  our  Constitution  should 
be  structured.  They  now  advocate  al- 
tering the  U.S.  Constitution  not  once 
or  twice,  but,  as  this  chart  shows,  in  83 
different  ways.  There  were  83  amend- 
ments proposed  by  our  Republican  col- 
leagues in  this  Congress  to  the  U.S. 
Constitution.  One  has  to  wonder,  Mr. 
President,  whether  or  not  there  are 
those  in  this  body,  and  in  the  other 
body,  who  believe  they  know  better, 
and  that  somehow  they  are  in  a  better 
position  than  our  Fovmding  Fathers  to 
determine  the  advisability  of  changes 
in  the  Constitution  to  this  degree. 

I  am  not  averse  to  constitutional 
amendments.  I  have  supported  some  in 
the  past.  But  before  we  do  so.  the  first 
question  we  must  ask  is,  is  it  nec- 
essary? We  have  had  debates  on  the 
Senate  floor  in  this  Congress  on  wheth- 
er or  not  to  aunend  the  Constitution  to 
provide  for  protection  of  a  flag.  There 
are  those  who  propose  amendments 
that  would  somehow  require  the  ability 
for  public  prayer  in  schools.  In  those 


cases,  and  in  many  others.  I.  as  well  as 
many  of  my  colleagues,  have  concluded 
that  indeed  it  is  not  in  our  best  inter- 
est, that  the  Founding  Fathers  were 
correct  that  the  first  amendment 
rights  need  to  be  protected.  We  have 
shown  the  wisdom  on  those  occasions 
to  defeat  proposals  to  amend  the  Con- 
stitution, as  our  forefathers  would 
have. 

We  did  not  need  a  constitutional 
amendment  4  years  ago.  Mr.  President, 
when  this  administration  came  to 
Washington,  and  the  President  de- 
cided—rather than  talking  about  it. 
rather  than  constitutional  amend- 
ments, rather  than  more  proposals  to 
modify  the  budget  and  bring  this  Gov- 
ernment into  balance — "I  am  going  to 
do  something  about  it."  Indeed,  he  saw 
the  need  to  do  something  about  it. 

Everyone  recalls  that,  in  1992.  the 
deficit  was  $290  billion.  In  the  first  year 
in  office  in  1993.  this  administration, 
working  with  the  Democratic  Congress. 
Mr.  President,  reduced  that  deficit  to 
$255  billion.  In  1993,  how  well  I  remem- 
ber the  vote  taken  on  this  floor  with 
virtually  everybody  in  their  chair,  one- 
by-one,  standing  up,  in  one  of  the  most 
courageous  acts  of  deficit  reduction 
since  I  have  been  here,  and  voting  for  a 
plan  cut  the  deficit.  That  plan  covered 
not  just  1  year  or  2  years,  but  5  years 
of  massive  deficit  reduction.  And  it 
passed  by  one  vote. 

As  a  result,  the  deficit  in  1994  then 
fell  to  $203  billion.  Last  year,  in  1995. 
we  did  some  more,  and  the  deficits  fell, 
not  surprisingly,  as  a  result  of  that  ac- 
tion, to  $164  billion.  Now,  this  year,  we 
mark  4  years  in  a  row  of  meaningful 
deficit  reduction.  With  some  coura- 
geous votes  and  real  determination, 
the  deficit  is  expected  to  fall  to  $130 
billion.  That  is  the  record  over  the  last 
4  years— from  $292  billion  to  $130  bil- 
lion. 

For  the  first  time  since  Harry  Tru- 
man sat  in  the  White  House,  the  deficit 
has  declined  for  4  years  in  a  row.  The 
deficit  has  been  cut  in  less  than  half 
since  President  Clinton  took  office. 

That  is  the  difference,  Mr.  President, 
between  rhetoric  and  results.  The  only 
way  that  these  results  can  continue, 
the  only  real  way  in  the  short-term 
that  we  can  ouild  on  that  record  is 
with  an  negotiated  agreement  that  bal- 
anced the  budget  by  2002. 

A  constitutional  amendment,  under 
the  best  of  cfrcumstances.  is  going  to 
take  several  years  to  ratify.  Who  in 
this  body  would  argue  today  that  we 
ought  to  wait  that  long  before  we  con- 
tinue further  efforts  at  deficit  reduc- 
tion? We  all  know  we  cannot  afford  to 
wait.  The  President  realizes  that  and, 
for  that  reason,  has  held  out  an  open 
invitation  for  Republican  leadership  to 
join  with  Democratic  leadership  and 
this  White  House  to  build  on  the  record 
of  the  last  4  years,  to  take  that  $130  bil- 
lion down  to  zero,  and  to  do  it  now.  We 
can  do  it.  We  need  to  do  it.  But  if  that 
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is  going  to  happen,  we  must,  in  a  bipar- 
tisan way,  come  together,  resolve  our 
differences,  and  put  this  country  on  the 
track  to  ultimate  success.  Not  only  are 
we  not  negotiating,  Mr.  President,  not 
only  may  we  miss  that  opportunity  to 
balance  the  budget,  but  the  very  same 
threats  that  we  faced  in  the  early 
eighties  are  back  with  us  again.  I  can 
hear  them  now.  The  political  rhetoric 
is  there.  The  same  threats  to  the  budg- 
et are  as  evident  now  as  they  were 
back  then,  15  years  ago. 

In  the  1980's,  proposals  for  dramatic 
Increases  in  star  wars  spending  and 
dramatic  cuts  in  taxes  became  more 
than  just  political  rhetoric.  They  be- 
came reality.  We  were  told  we  could  do 
all  of  that  without  exploding  the  defi- 
cit. I  remember  how  clearly,  how  per- 
suasively the  President  at  the  time  in- 
dicated that  it  indeed  was  possible. 
Well,  now  the  reality  is  here.  We  are 
faced  with  the  consequences.  And  $5 
trillion  in  debt  later,  some  of  us  have 
learned,  as  we  should  have  known  back 
then,  that  if  we  follow  that  path,  it 
will  not  be  S5  trillion  in  debt.  Heavens 
knows,  it  could  go  SIO,  $15,  or  S20  tril- 
lion. 

How  ironic  that  similar  proposals  to 
those  that  created  massive  deficits  in 
the  1980's  are  now  again  dominating 
the  Republican  rhetoric— the  $60  billion 
Defend  America  Act,  and  tax  cuts  rang- 
ing from  $600  billion  to  $700  billion.  The 
supply-side  experiments  of  1981  that 
created  massive  deficits  are  once  again 
the  centerpiece  of  the  Republican  agen- 
da. To  contend  with  such  budget-bust- 
ing proposals  while  debating  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  makes  one 
wonder  if  we  are  facing  historical 
blindness  or  gross  hsrpocrlsy.  So  let  us 
recognize,  if  their  fiscally  irresponsible 
proposals  come  to  fruition,  we  will  be 
right  back  here  all  over  again  with  yet 
more  need  for  courageous  action,  to 
take  this  into  our  hands  and  to  resolve 
it  once  and  for  all.  We  cannot  afford 
that  kind  of  rhetoric.  We  cannot  afford 
those  starry-eyed  proposals  if  we  are 
serious  about  accomplishing  what  we 
are  debating  today,  balancing  the 
budget. 

Mr.  President,  having  the  realization 
that  Indeed  building  upon  our  4-year 
record  of  deficit  reduction  is  so  impor- 
tant, it  still  begs  the  question,  is  an 
amendment  necessary?  Do  we  see  it  in 
our  long-term  best  interests  to  amend 
the  Constitution,  to  recognize  that 
somewhere  on  this  list  may  be  an 
amendment  that  warrants  our  support? 
My  answer  to  that  question  is  yes.  Be- 
yond building  upon  the  record  that  we 
have  achieved,  beyond  the  courageous 
work  we  have  already  done,  my  view  is 
if  the  amendment  is  written  properly,  I 
support  a  constitutional  amendment  to 
balance  the  budget.  In  fact,  I  voted  for 
such  a  properly  crafted  amendment 
last  year  during  the  previous  debate  on 
the  balanced  budget  amendment,  and  I 
hope  to  vote  for  it  again  today. 


But  we  must  also  realize  that  once  it 
is  part  of  the  Constitution,  there  is  no 
going  back.  We  are  not  likely  to 
change  a  clause  or  a  phrase  next  year 
or  the  year  after.  That  is  not  going  to 
happen.  Many  Senate  Democrats  have 
offered  a  proposal  which,  in  our  view, 
does  it  right.  Our  alternative  recog- 
nizes very  important  principles  of  con- 
stitutional law,  but  also  recognizes  the 
commitments  on  Social  Security  that 
we  have  made  in  statute  and  to  the 
American  people  for  generations. 

Doing  it  right  in  this  case  recognizes 
the  importance  of  protecting  Social  Se- 
curity. Our  amendment,  which  has 
been  introduced  this  year  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  Oregon,  Senator  Wyden,  pro- 
poses a  firewall  between  Social  Secu- 
rity and  the  rest  of  the  budget.  It  is 
identical  to  an  amendment  crafted  last 
year  by  the  Senator  from  California, 
Senator  Feinstein,  and  the  Senator 
from  Nevada,  Senator  Reid.  Were  it  to 
be  considered  today,  more  than  enough 
Senators  would  support  it  in  order  for 
it  to  pass. 

In  1990,  Mr.  President,  we  made  our- 
selves very  clear  on  this  issue  by  a  vote 
of  98  to  2.  This  body  voted  for  an 
amendment  by  Senator  Hollings  to 
take  Social  Security  off  budget.  Why 
did  we  do  that?  We  did  it  because  we 
realized  that  Social  Security  has  be- 
come a  sacred  trust;  that  that  trust 
fund  is  going  to  be  drawn  down  in  the 
not  too  distant  future,  and  we  are 
going  to  need  every  dollar  of  it.  We  rec- 
ognize that.  So  we  said  we  are  going  to 
build  a  firewall.  We  are  going  to  make 
absolutely  certain  that  when  we  need 
that  money,  it  Is  going  to  there.  The 
program  is  financed  by  dedicated  pay- 
roll taxes  that  were  not  to  be  raided  to 
pay  for  general  Government  expendi- 
tures. 

Mr.  President,  the  pending  version  of 
the  constitutional  amendment  breaks 
that  promise.  It  breaks  it.  According  to 
CBO's  December  baseline,  the  pending 
amendment  anticipates  using  $603  bil- 
lion in  Social  Security  trust  fund  dol- 
lars over  the  next  7  years  to  reach  bal- 
ance. This  year  alone,  it  anticipates  $71 
billion  borrowed  from  the  trust  fund. 
In  the  year  2002,  as  we  proclaim  a  bal- 
anced budget,  the  fact  remains  that 
there  will  be  $103  billion  anticipated  in 
Social  Security  trust  fund  surpluses 
that  will  be  counted  toward  that  bal- 
ance, so  we  will  actually  be  $103  billion 
in  debt  to  future  retirees. 

So,  Mr.  President,  we  are  violating 
public  tnist,  and,  in  my  view,  we  are 
actually  overturning  the  law  laid  out 
on  a  98  to  2  vote  on  the  amendment 
passed  in  the  Senate  offered  by  Senator 
Hollings. 

This  means  continued  reliance  on 
payroll  taxes  to  fund  the  Government, 
as  well.  Social  Security,  as  everyone 
knows,  is  funded  by  a  12.4-percent  pay- 
roll tax.  It  only  applies  to  the  first 
$62,700  of  income.  As  a  result,  this  tax 
can  be  seen  as  regressive  since  it  falls 


heavily  on  lower-  and  middle-income 
taxpayers.  In  fact,  58  percent  of  our 
taxpayers  pay  more  in  payroll  tax  than 
they  do  in  income  tax.  We  cannot  allow 
funding  of  our  Government  by  these 
working  people,  and  we  cannot  allow 
the  continued  abuse  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity payroll  taxes.  We  should  not  fund 
the  Government  in  large  measure  by  a 
payroll  tax  which  is  regressive,  the  rev- 
enues from  which  are  intended  to  be 
set  aside  in  the  Social  Security  trust 
funds  for  the  needs  of  all  beneficiaries. 
Mr.  President,  we  have  a  choice  this 
morning.  We  have  a  real  choice.  We 
have  the  opportunity  to  build  on  the 
record  of  the  last  4  years,  to  resolve  to 
deal  directly  with  our  differences  on 
budget  priorities,  and  to  build  a  bal- 
anced budget  agreement  in  a  way  that 
will  achieve  a  balanced  budget  by  2002. 
We  can  do  that. 

We  also  have  an  opportunity  to  build 
the  next  step,  to  pass  an  amendment 
that  allows  us  to  do  it  right,  to  pass  an 
amendment  that  maintains  a  firewall 
between  Social  Security  and  the  rest  of 
the  budget.  The  Constitution  must  rec- 
ognize the  critical,  absolute  depend- 
ence that  we  will  have  on  Social  Secu- 
rity trust  funds  in  the  future,  and  must 
recognize  the  meaning  of  a  real  bal- 
anced budget  without  the  use  of  Social 
Security  trust  funds.  It  must  recog- 
nize, too,  our  appreciation  of  the  trust 
of  the  American  people.  That  is  our 
choice.  We  can  do  it  right  or,  once 
again,  we  can  violate  that  trust.  We 
can  do  it  in  a  way  that  I  believe  under- 
mines the  credibility  of  this  Constitu- 
tion and  what  it  was  meant  to  do  when 
our  Founding  Fathers  wrote  it  200 
years  ago. 

We  are  not  going  to  pass  83  constitu- 
tional amendments.  We  should  not  pass 
even  one  if  It  is  not  written  correctly. 
We  have  the  opportimlty  this  morning, 
Mr.  President,  to  approve  an  amend- 
ment that  is  properly  crafted.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oregon  will  seek  unanimous 
consent  that  the  Senate  today  vote 
upon  his  thoughtful  alternative  that 
accomplishes  all  of  the  goals  of  the 
amendment  before  us,  without  enshrin- 
ing abuse  of  the  Social  Security  trust 
funds  in  the  Constitution. 

I  now  yield  to  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Oregon,  Senator  Wyden. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator firom  Oregon. 

Mr.  WYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  minority  leader  for  jrlelding  me 
this  time. 

I  take  this  time  to  say  that  I  think 
this  is  an  historic  opportunity  for  the 
Senate  to  get  this  job  done  right,  to 
get  this  job  done  on  a  bipartisan  basis. 
I  do  not  think  anyone  doubts  how  this 
vote  on  the  majority  leader's  proposal 
is  going  to  turn  out,  today. 

I  believe  we  could  have  an  alter- 
native ending,  however,  that  would 
benefit  the  American  ];>eople,  that 
would  ensure  that  we  get  real  fiscal 
discipline,  and  at  the  same  time  pro- 
vide long-term  security  for  generations 
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of  Americans  to  come.  That  is  why  I 
am  hopeful  that  today  we  will  have  an 
opportunity  to  vote  on  a  measure  that 
is  identical  to  that  offered  by  the  ma- 
jority leader  save  for  one  difference. 
The  alternative  constitutional  amend- 
ment to  balance  the  budget  would  sim- 
ply bar  the  use  of  the  Social  Security 
surplus  or  Social  Security  taxes  for 
balancing  the  Federal  budget. 

Mr.  President,  and  colleagues,  it  is 
clear  that  both  political  parties — let 
me  emphasize — both  political  parties 
have  in  the  past  used  that  Social  Secu- 
rity surplus  to  mask  the  overall  Fed- 
eral deficit.  I  think  that  has  to  end.  I 
think  that  the  amendment,  the  alter- 
native described  today,  would  give  us 
an  opportunity  on  a  bipartisan  basis  to 
tackle  this  issue  responsibly  and  end  it 
once  and  for  all.  It  is  time  to  close  this 
road  show  and  give  the  people  what 
they  want.  Our  proposal  would  provide 
that  opportunity. 

Some  of  my  colleagues  apparently 
believe  that  you  cannot  balance  the 
Federal  budget  without  cooking  the 
books.  They  have  been  trying  to  high- 
light various  kinds  of  defects  that  they 
allege  exist  in  our  measure.  I  do  not 
think  the  American  people  benefit 
from  all  of  this.  I  do  not  think  that  the 
country  benefits  from  this.  The  coun- 
try benefits  from  an  approach  that 
forces  both  political  parties  to  keep 
straight  books,  to  get  rid  of  the  ac- 
counting fiction,  and  to  make  the 
tough  calls  with  respect  to  both  the 
Federal  budget  and  the  Social  Security 
program. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  rise  now 
to  ask  unanimous  consent  that  imme- 
diately following  the  vote  on  House 
Joint  Resolution  1,  the  Senate  proceed 
to  the  consideration  of  Senate  Joint 
Resolution  54,  a  balanced  budget  con- 
stitutional amendment  that  protects 
Social  Security,  and  that  the  joint  res- 
olution be  read  a  third  time,  and  at  the 
end  of  that  the  Senate  proceed  without 
any  intervening  action  or  debate  on 
passage  of  that  joint  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator fi-om  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  ob- 
ject—at least  I  reserve  the  right  to  ob- 
ject. I  will  make  a  comment  to  my 
friend  and  colleague  from  Oregon.  Let 
me  ask  a  question. 

The  essence  of  the  unanimous-con- 
sent request  is  that  he  wants  to  have 
placed  before  the  Senate  by  unanimous 
consent  a  constitutional  amendment  to 
balance  the  budget  with  an  exception 
saying  we  are  not  going  to  count  Social 
Security— Social  Security  taxes  do  not 
coimt.  Social  Security  spending  does 
not  count.  Social  Security  balances  do 
not  count — and  the  Senator  wants  to 
have  that  placed  before  the  Senate 
without  amendment,  without  discus- 
sion, and  for  a  vote.  Is  that  correct? 


Mr.  WYDEN.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield,  the  Senate  prior  to  my  coming 
here  has  debated  and  voted  on  this 
proposition,  last  year.  In  fact,  in  1995. 
there  were  more  than  80  votes  on  a  mo- 
tion asking  the  Budget  Committee  to 
refashion  the  leader's  amendment  to 
Include  Social  Security  protection. 
This  is  not  a  new  issue  to  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate. More  than  80  Members  of  the  Sen- 
ate, on  a  bipartisan  basis,  have  voted 
for  the  alternative  that  I  would  like  to 
offer  in  the  form  of  a  constitutional 
amendment,  today. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
not  sure  I  got  an  answer,  but  I  think  I 
was  correct  in  stating  that  the  Sen- 
ator's request— he  would  like  to  offer 
that. 

I  object.  I  object  on  the  grounds — be- 
cause Social  Security  taxes  are  taxes. 
Social  Security  outlays  are  spending. 
Constitutionality,  in  my  opinion, 
should  not  be  confused  by  what  I  would 
say  is  maybe  an  attempt  to  obstruct  or 
maybe  give  political  coverage  for  peo- 
ple who  are  not  supporting  a  real  con- 
stitutional amendment  which  says  all 
revenues  and  all  expenditures,  and  you 
cannot  spend  more  than  is  received. 

I  object.  I  respectfully  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oregon  has  1  minute  remain- 
ing. 

Mr.  WYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
only  say  that  the  Senate  on  a  biparti- 
san basis  is  formally  on  record  with 
more  than  80  Senators  in  support  of 
this  proposition.  We  have  a  choice,  as 
the  minority  leader  has  said.  We  can 
let  this  go  down  once  more  or  we  can 
have  a  vote  on  a  proposal  that  I  offer 
to  my  colleagues  that  will  impose  real 
fiscal  discipline  and  at  the  same  time 
assure  that  Social  Security  is  pro- 
tected for  both  workers  and  retirees  in 
the  days  ahead. 

Mr.  President,  I  jrteld  the  floor. 

Mr.  HATCH  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Utah. 

Mr.  HATCH.  I  ask  for  30  seconds  from 
the  leader's  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
never  had  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment up  where  80  percent  of  the  Sen- 
ators voted  for  this  tsnje  of  amend- 
ment. At  the  last  minute  to  have  an 
amendment  like  that  literally  creates 
a  complete  dislocation  in  the  whole 
budget  process.  It  would  be  highly  un- 
usual and  we  believe  improper. 

Mr.  WARNER  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Virginia. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  might  use 
not  to  exceed  2  minutes  of  the  time  al- 
located to  Senator  Dole  and  that  I 
might  include  in  the  Record  certain 
documentation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
participated  before  in  these  amend- 
ments, and  have  supported  them 
throughout  my  career  in  the  Senate.  A 
balanced  budget  is  essential  for  the 
United  States.  And  each  time  I  go  back 
and  bring  to  the  attention  of  the  Sen- 
ate a  resolution— this  one  is  Senate 
Resolution  38— by  my  distinguished 
former  colleague  and  senior  Senator 
from  Virginia.  Harry  F.  Byrd.  Each 
year  he  would  bring  before  this  body, 
and  we  would  pass,  a  resolution  which 
said,  in  effect.  Congress  shall  assure 
that  the  total  outlays  of  the  Govern- 
ment during  any  fiscal  year  do  not  ex- 
ceed total  receipts  for  the  Government 
during  such  fiscal  year. 

That  is  the  essence  of  a  balanced 
budget.  Each  year  we  passed  this  reso- 
lution. Each  year  it  became  law.  And 
my  distinguished  colleague  from  South 
Carolina  is  nodding  assent  to  that  fact. 

And  what  happened?  What  Congress 
does  one  day  it  can  imdo  the  next,  and 
this  resolution  became  worthless  each 
year. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  why  we  have  to 
go  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  to  bring  about  the  discipline  re- 
quired to  compel  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  to  have  a  balanced  budg- 
et. The  laws  that  we  pass — and  we  did 
I  think  eight  times  pass  Senator  Byrd's 
resolution — are  undone  the  next  day. 

So  we  have  no  other  recourse  than  to 
turn  to  the  constitutional  amendment 
and  send  it  to  the  several  States  and 
allow  the  people  all  across  this  Nation 
to  support  the  concept  of  amending  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  to 
bring  about  fiscal  discipline  which  this 
body  requires. 

Mr.  President  today  we  are  on  the 
floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate  with  an  oppor- 
tunity to  perform  an  historical  act  be- 
fore the  104th  Congress  concludes  later 
this  year.  Today,  we  are  on  the  verge  of 
ensuring  that  our  Nation  will  have  a 
balanced  budget,  free  of  any  sleight  of 
hand,  as  our  majority  leader  prepares 
to  depart.  The  Republicans  have  been 
working  toward  this  end  for  years,  and 
we  must  continue  to  stay  firm  on  our 
mission. 

As  we  have  seen  over  the  past  6 
months,  America's  financial  markets 
are  showing  their  support  for  the  Re- 
publican effort  toward  a  balanced  budg- 
et. If  we  are  successful  on  this  vote 
today,  there  will  be  another  strong  re- 
action on  Wall  Street.  Wall  Street  re- 
flects the  views  of  millions  of  investors 
in  America's  future. 

It  is  not  only  the  investors  in  Ameri- 
ca's future  that  are  behind  us.  but  also 
Americans— in  every  walk  of  life — 
throughout  this  Nation.  My  phone 
lines  have  been  busy,  and  in  my  State 
of  Virginia,  the  calls  have  been  over- 
whelmingly in  support  of  our  staying 
the  course  and  finally  balancing  our 
Federal  budget.  The  balanced  budget 
constitutional  amendment  is  supported 
by  83  percent  of  Americans,  according 
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to  a  poll  published  in  a  recent  edition 
of  USA  Today.  This  proposed  constitu- 
tional amendment,  which  passed  the 
House  by  a  300-132  vote  in  January  1995, 
will  enable  all  Americans,  througrh 
their  State  legislature,  to  participate 
in  the  most  important  long-term  deci- 
sion facing  us  today. 

Anything  less  than  67  votes  would  be 
failure,  and  an  abdication  of  our  re- 
sponsibilities to  those  voters  who  gave 
this  Congress  a  mandate  to  clean  up 
our  fiscal  house.  This  is  not  a  political 
issue,  although  there  are  those  who 
would  make  it  so.  This  is  for  our  chil- 
dren, grandchildren  and  their  heirs. 

When  the  Senate  voted  March,  1995, 
and  fell  only  one  vote  short,  the  major- 
ity leader  said,  at  that  time,  that  we 
would  have  another  chance  to  give  the 
American  people  what  they  want.  Now 
is  the  opportunity  for  which  we  have 
been  waiting.  This  Congress  has  a  re- 
markable opportunity.  We  can  take  ac- 
tion that  will  benefit  generations  to 
come  with  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment. It  is  our  mission  today,  and  it 
will  become  our  legacy  tomorrow. 

When  the  final  balanced  budget  con- 
stitutional amendment  is  passed,  both 
Republicans  and  Democrats  will  have 
participated  in  the  reaffirmation  of  the 
future  of  America.  I  am  confident  that 
today  will  prove  to  be  that  reaffirma- 
tion and  I  wholeheartedly  support  this 
resolution. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  Senate  Joint  Res- 
olution 38  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.J.  Res.  38 
(96th  Congress) 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled  (two-thirds  of  each  House 
concurring  therein).  That  the  following  article 
is  hereby  proposed  as  an  amendment  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  which 
shall  be  valid  for  all  Intents  and  purposes  as 
part  of  the  Constitution  when  ratified  by  the 
legislatures  of  three-fourths  of  the  several 
States  within  three  years  after  its  submis- 
sion to  the  States  for  ratification: 
"ARTICLE  — 

"SECTION  1.  In  exercising  its  powers  under 
article  1  of  the  Constitution,  and  in  particu- 
lar its  powers  to  lay  and  collect  taxes,  du- 
ties, imposts,  and  excises  and  to  enact  laws 
making  appropriations,  the  Congress  shall 
assure  that  the  total  outlays  of  the  Govern- 
ment during  any  fiscal  year  do  not  exceed 
the  total  receipts  of  the  Government  during 
such  fiscal  year. 

"Sec.  2.  During  the  fiscal  year  beginning 
after  the  ratification  of  this  article,  the 
total  outlays  of  the  Government,  not  includ- 
ing any  outlays  for  the  redemption  of  bonds, 
notes,  or  other  obligations  of  the  United 
States,  shall  not  exceed  total  receipts,  not 
including  receipts  derived  from  the  issuance 
of  bonds,  notes,  or  other  obligations  of  the 
United  States 

"Sec.  3.  In  the  case  of  a  national  emer- 
gency. Congress  may  determine  by  a  concur- 
rent resolution  agreed  to  by  a  rollcall  vote  of 
two-thirds  of  all  the  Members  of  each  House 


of  Congress,  that  total  outlays  may  exceed 
total  receipts. 

"Sec  4.  The  Congress  shall  have  power  to 
enforce  this  article  by  appropriate  legisla- 
tion." 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr.  HATCH.  I  withdraw  it. 

Mr.  DOLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DOLE.  March  2.  1995  was  the  last 
time  we  were  all  here  talking  about  the 
balanced  budget  amendment.  It  was  a 
very  historic  vote.  We  fell  one  vote 
short.  And  so  we  might  reconsider  that 
vote  I  changed  my  vote  to  "no"  and  en- 
tered a  motion  to  reconsider. 

That  is  what  we  are  now  doing.  And 
I  might  confess  that  I  thought— when  I 
first  thought  about  bringing  this  vote 
up,  I  thought  I  had  to  be  here  to  do 
that;  that  when  I  left,  it  could  not  be 
brought  up  again.  But  the  Parliamen- 
tarian properly  advised  me  that  once 
the  motion  is  entered  anybody  can  call 
it  up.  So  I  can  say  to  my  colleagues 
when  I  made  my  resignation  state- 
ment, I  was  under  some  little  mis- 
apprehension about  whether  or  not  we 
could  do  this. 

But  in  any  event,  the  point  is  I  think 
it  is  the  appropriate  thing  to  do.  There 
are  fundamental  differences.  I  know 
some  are  all  over  the  lot  on  why  they 
cannot  vote  for  this.  And  some  just  do 
not  believe  it  is  the  right  thing  to  do. 
I  understand  that,  and  I  do  not  ques- 
tion anybody's  motives. 

We  have  all  talked  about  a  balanced 
budget,  and  everybody  has  one  in  their 
hip  pocket.  But  we  have  not  i>assed 
any.  We  have  passed  ours  and  I  believe 
we  voted  on  the  Democrats.  The  Presi- 
dent vetoed  a  balanced  budget — an- 
other reason  we  need  an  amendment. 

We  are  working  on  a  balanced  budget 
through  the  legislative  process  now.  In 
fact,  I  hope  we  can  come  to  some  con- 
clusion on  that  and  get  it  done  before 
the  week  is  out. 

There  is  a  lot  of  talk  in  politics 
about  children.  There  should  be.  They 
are  the  future.  And  what  we  do  here 
will  have  a  direct  impact  on  children, 
on  their  hopes  and  their  aspirations.  I 
think  today's  vote  certainly,  talking 
about  children,  talking  about  their  fu- 
ture, talking  about  the  opportunities 
they  may  have,  ties  it  all  together. 
Just  mentioning  children  does  not  do 
much  for  children.  Passing  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  would.  We  would 
have  a  balanced  budget.  We  would  see 
interest  rates  drop.  We  would  see  Gov- 
ernment responding  not  to  every  spe- 
cial interest  group  but  to  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  where  we  would 
have  to  say,  no,  we  cannot  do  it.  And 
we  would  reorder  some  priorities 
around  here.  For  all  those  who  make 
speeches  about  the  children  and  their 
future  and  crime  and  drugs  and  all  the 


problems  and  all  the  temptations  they 
have,  here  is  an  opportunity  to  stand 
up  for  children. 

I  have  believed  in  this  for  a  long 
time.  Back  in  1971  I  started  to  talk 
about  a  balanced  budget  amendment. 
And  they  are  very  difficult  to  put  to- 
gether. You  can  always  find  some  rea- 
son to  oppose  it— do  not  include  this, 
do  not  include  that. 

So  we  will  have  this  vote.  We  will 
lose,  but  we  will  have  made  the  state- 
ment. That  is  the  important  thing.  You 
made  the  statement.  It  will  be  back 
next  year. 

Mr.  President,  perhaps  no  policy  is 
more  important  to  the  economic  future 
of  all  Americans  and  particularly  to 
the  future  of  our  children  than  a  bal- 
anced budget.  And  that's  why  I  believe 
there  may  be  no  more  important  issue 
for  the  U.S.  Senate  than  whether  we 
will  finally  i>ass  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  the  Constitution. 

We  take  a  lot  of  historical  votes  here 
in  the  Senate,  but  the  vote  on  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  is  one  of  the 
most  important  in  decades.  It  is  a  ques- 
tion of  trust.  Of  whether  we  trust  the 
people,  of  whether  we  trust  the  Con- 
stitution, of  whether  we  trust  the 
States.  And  most  importantly,  it  is  a 
question  of  whether  future  generations 
of  Americans  can  put  their  trust  in  us. 
Will  we  follow  the  experience  of  49 
States  that  are  required  by  law  to  bal- 
ance their  budgets?  Do  we  trust  the 
people  to  be  able  to  have  the  right  to 
ratify  this  amendment  through  their 
State  legislatures  in  the  process 
spelled  out  by  the  Constitution? 

We  had  67  votes  then  to  make  it  a 
part  of  the  Constitution,  as  everybody 
knows,  it  has  to  go  to  the  States  and  be 
ratified  by  three-fourths  of  the  States. 
A  lot  of  us  have  talked  about  returning 
more  power  to  the  States,  power  to  the 
people.  Dust  off  the  10th  amendment, 
which  is  28  words  in  length,  which  says 
in  effect,  the  powers  not  delegated  to 
the  Federal  Government  by  the  C-n- 
stitutlon  nor  denied  to  the  States  :;- 
long  to  the  States  and  to  the  people. 

So  I  have  confidence  in  the  people  of 
Ohio,  the  legislators  in  Kansas,  Mis- 
sissippi, Virginia,  Utah,  South  Caro- 
lina, Oregon,  North  Dakota,  wherever. 
I  have  confidence  in  their  judgment.  So 
why  not  give  them  an  opportunity, 
those  who  are  closer  to  the  people,  to 
make  the  judgment. 

Ultimately,  this  is  a  question  of  our 
values  as  a  nation.  Which  do  we  value 
more:  The  fieeting  interests  of  the  mo- 
ment, or  our  economic  futures  and  des- 
tiny. 

Last  year  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives passed  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  by  a  vote  of  300  to  132 — 
more  than  the  two-thirds  majority  re- 
quired by  the  Constitution.  We  then 
had  several  long  weeks  of  debate  here 
in  the  Senate  before  the  amendment 
narrowly  failed  on  a  vote  of  65  to  35  on 
March  2, 1995. 
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We  will  shortly  have  our  final  vote 
on  the  motion  to  reconsider  House 
Joint  Resolution  1.  The  vote  total  may 
not  change  much  today,  but  this  vote 
is  important  to  place  us  all  on  record 
with  the  American  people  on  an  issue 
of  supreme  importance  to  all  Ameri- 
cans. So  in  a  few  minutes  we  will  have 
one  last  vote — one  last  chance — to  do 
what's  right,  and  send  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  to  the  States  for 
ratification. 

When  we  debated  the  constitutional 
amendment  last  year,  I  quoted  Thomas 
Jefferson,  who  was  so  concerned  about 
the  ability  of  Democratic  Government 
to  control  spending,  that  in  1789  he 
wrote: 

The  Question  whether  one  generation  has 
the  right  to  bind  another  by  the  deficit  it 
imposes  is  a  question  of  such  consequence  as 
to  place  It  among  the  fundamental  principles 
of  government.  We  should  consider  ourselves 
unauthorized  to  saddle  posterity  with  our 
debts,  morally  bound  to  pay  them  ourselves. 

Jefferson's  fears  of  200  years  ago  are 
today's  tragic  reality.  In  1994,  the  Fed- 
eral Government  spent  $203  billion  in 
interest  on  the  national  debt— more 
than  it  spent  on  education,  job  train- 
ing, public  works,  and  child  nutrition 
combined.  In  1994,  Americans  paid  an 
average  of  $800  per  person  in  taxes  just 
to  service  interest  on  the  debt— not  to 
pay  off  the  debt  or  even  to  reduce  the 
debt  just  to  pay  the  interest  on  the 
debt. 

Some  say  deficits  don't  matter.  But 
the  fact  is  that  the  Federal  budget  defi- 
cit is  like  a  tax  hike  on  working  fami- 
lies, and  one  that  binds  future  genera- 
tions of  Americans  exactly  as  Jefferson 
had  warned. 

The  deficit  drives  up  interest  rates — 
and  not  by  a  little  but  by  a  lot.  It  is  a 
stealth  tax  that  every  family  with  a 
home,  every  father  and  mother  with  a 
child  in  college,  every  young  person 
who  buys  a  car  must  pay,  and  pay,  and 
pay. 

What  does  this  stealth  tax  cost  in 
dollars?  Over  $36,000  on  a  typical  home 
mortgage.  More  than  $1,400  on  an  ordi- 
nary student  loan.  Nearly  $700  on  a 
typical  car  loan. 

I  know  around  this  place  we  some- 
times fail  to  understand  there  are  real 
people  out  there  waiting  for  us  to  make 
responsible  decisions.  I  had  an  experi- 
ence the  other  morning  with  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Virginia,  in  Vir- 
ginia, near  Richmond.  Because  of  a 
lack  of  $65  per  month,  this  young  cou- 
ple and  their  young  daughter,  a  baby, 
could  not  buy  the  house  they  wanted. 
To  us,  $65  a  month  is  $65  a  month.  To 
them,  it  was  a  matter  of  a  home.  And 
since  the  President  vetoed  the  balanced 
budget,  interest  rates  have  risen  about 
one  and  a  quarter  percentage  points. 

So  that  couple  and  another  young 
man — ^we  visited  his  home — he  did  not 
get  the  home  he  wanted,  the  one  for 
$119,000.  He  took  the  one  for  $109,000  be- 
cause of  interest  rates.  So  we  can  make 


all  these  grreat  speeches  here  that  we 
want,  but  they  are  real  people  and  they 
live  in  the  District,  they  live  in  our 
States,  where  1  percent  of  interest  rate 
does  make  a  difference. 

We  simply  cannot  continue  to  mort- 
gage America's  future  K  we  continue 
current  tax  and  spending  policies,  fu- 
ture generations  will  be  saddled  with 
effective  tax  rates  of  more  than  80  per- 
cent. Failure  to  stem  the  flow  of  red 
ink  from  Washington  amounts  to  tax- 
ation without  representation  on  our 
children  and  grandchildren. 

That's  why  the  question  before  us 
today  is,  as  Jefferson  said,  "Of  such 
consequence  as  to  place  it  among  the 
fundamental  principles  of  govern- 
ment." 

I  don't  think  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  is  a  partisan  Issue.  Many 
Democrats  voted  for  the  amendment 
last  year  and  we'd  certainly  like  to 
have  a  couple  more  today. 

It  is  not  a  partisan  issue.  I  have  said 
this  publicly  for  a  long  time.  The  lead- 
er of  the  balanced  budget  effort  that  I 
have  known  for  a  long  time  is  the  Sen- 
ator from  Illinois,  Senator  Simon,  who 
is  leaving  the  Senate.  You  could  vote 
either  way  if  you  are  leaving  and  not 
worry  about  it,  but  he  is  sticking  with 
principle. 

We  are  not  going  to  change  any  votes 
because  this  is  an  election  year  and  I 
happen  to  be  the  Republican  candidate 
for  President.  I  respect  those  on  the 
other  side  who  feel  they  must  reflect 
the  views  of  the  occupant  of  the  White 
House,  the  President,  on  it. 

We  had  several  Senators  who  had 
voted  for  this  before,  six,  in  fact,  who 
switched  their  votes  on  March  2,  1995. 
In  fact,  we  were  counting  70-some  votes 
for  the  amendment. 

Several  Senators  who  changed  their 
votes  last  year  talked  about  a  Social 
Security  firewall.  We  tried  to  reach  out 
to  those  Senators  to  ensure  that  Social 
Security  surpluses  can  never  again  be 
used  to  mask  deficit  spending.  I  be- 
lieved that,  after  a  suitable  phase-in, 
the  Federal  budget  could  be  balanced 
without  counting  the  surpluses  in  the 
Social  Security  trust  funds. 

I  still  hope  that  one  or  two  of  those 
six  Senators  who  changed  their  votes 
last  year  can  come  home  again  and 
support  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment as  they  have  in  the  past. 

As  I  said,  the  question  of  whether  we 
saddle  posterity  with  our  debts  does 
not  divide  us  along  partisan  lines- 
some  Democrats  have  been  a  part  of 
this  effort  from  the  beginning.  But  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  is  a  criti- 
cal test  of  whether  we  are  willing  to  be 
responsible  for  our  debts,  and  to  be.  in 
Jefferson's  phrase,  "Morally  bound  to 
pay  them  ourselves." 

And  here  is  where  the  President  has 
lacked  leadership— where  it  matters 
most.  Unlike  his  predecessors,  he  has 
opposed  this  amendment.  The  White 
House  lobbied  furiously  against  it  and 


rounded  up  enough  support  to  defeat 
the  amendment  last  year  by  one  vote. 

But  we  always  can  hope.  And  I  am 
hopeful.  If  it  does  not  happen  today,  it 
will  happen  maybe  later  this  year. 
Maybe  next  year  the  White  House  will 
not  lobby  against  it.  Maybe  somebody 
will  be  there  to  lobby  for  it.  Maybe  we 
can  find  the  votes,  the  three  or  four 
votes  that  we  need. 

It  is  no  small  accomplishment  that 
almost  all  of  us  in  this  Chamber  now 
agree  that  the  budget  should  be  bal- 
anced by  the  year  2002.  That's  a  big 
change  since  last  March.  It's  not  just 
Republicans  saying  it  now.  but  all  of 
us— from  Republicans  to  blue  dog 
Democrats  to  the  President.  That  in 
itself  is  good  news  for  America.  Since 
we  all  agree  that  it  should  be  done  by 
the  year  2002.  lets  pass  the  amendment 
that  requires  that  we  do  it  by  the  year 
2002. 

But  talk  is  not  enough.  President 
Clinton  had  an  opportunity  to  dem- 
onstrate serious  commitment  for  a  bal- 
ainced  budget  by  urging  his  Democratic 
colleagues  to  support  this  amendment. 
Make  no  mistake:  President  Clintons 
opposition  continues  to  be  the  single 
largest  obstacle  standing  in  the  way  of 
a  balanced  budget  amendment  to  the 
Constitution  that  83  percent  of  the 
American  public  want. 

The  Federal  budget  has  not  been  bal- 
anced since  1969.  Since  that  time.  Con- 
gress has  passed  no  less  than  seven  dif- 
ferent laws  containing  balanced  budget 
requirements. 

But  despite  all  the  votes,  all  the 
speeches,  and  all  the  good  intentions 
over  the  past  quarter  of  a  century,  the 
Federal  debt  has  grown  each  and  every 
year. 

Last  year  we  passed  the  first  bal- 
anced Federal  budget  in  a  generation. 
But  President  Clinton  vetoed  it.  The 
record  of  the  past  25  years  is  frustrat- 
ingly  clear:  We  simply  cannot  rely  on 
statutory  changes  to  get  the  job  done. 
We  need  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution  to  g\iarantee 
that  the  job  gets  done. 

That's  why  I  first  introduced  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  back  in  1971. 
And  that's  why  I  know  ultimately 
someday  this  amendment  will  pass. 
Maybe  not  today.  Today  those  of  us 
who  for  years  have  been  battling  for  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  may  feel 
all  too  much  like  that  ancient  Greek 
philosopher  rolling  the  heavy  rock  up 
the  hill  just  to  have  it  roll  back  down 
again. 

It  is  like  the  line-item  veto.  It  was 
never  going  to  happen,  but  it  did, 
thanks  to  Senator  McCain  and  Coats 
and  others  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle. 

But  this  issue  is  the  right  one  for 
America.  And  one  day  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  to  the  Constitution 
will  be  passed  in  accordance  with  the 
wishes  of  the  overwhelming  majority  of 
Americans.  As  for  today,  at  least  every 
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American  will  know  exactly  where 
each  and  every  one  of  us  stands  on  the 
issue,  and  every  American  will  know 
exactly  where  President  Clinton  stands 
on  the  issue. 

In  a  few  moments,  Mr.  President,  we 
will  have  one  last  vote  on  whether  we 
can  finally  pass  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  and  send  it  to  the  States 
for  ratification.  Remember,  no  single 
action  here  in  the  U.S.  Senate  is  the 
end  of  the  line. 

The  final  decision  about  whether  or 
not  the  balanced  budget  amendment 
will  go  into  effect  rests  with  those  out- 
side Washington.  The  Founding  Fa- 
thers decided  to  give  the  ultimate  au- 
thority over  constitutional  amend- 
ments to  those  who  are  closest  to  the 
people — the  men  and  women  who  serve 
in  State  houses  around  the  country. 

Let's  trust  the  States  and  put  our 
faith  in  the  American  people.  Let's  go 
through  the  constitutional  process 
that  our  Founding  Fathers  so  wisely 
set  up.  There's  a  word  for  that  process. 
And  that  word  is  democracy. 

Passing  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment is  the  singlemost  important 
thing  we  can  do  to  ensure  that  Nation's 
economic  security  and  to  protect  the 
American  dream  for  our  children  and 
grandchildren. 

In  this  vote  we  address  the  fun- 
damental principles  of  government, 
and  we  should,  each  of  us,  consider  our- 
selves bound  by  Jefferson's  admonition 
to  be  mindful  of  posterity,  and  dis- 
charge our  moral  debt  to  future  gen- 
erations of  Americans. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  hour  of  12  noon 
having  arrived,  the  Senate  will  now 
proceed  to  vote  on  the  passage  of  House 
Joint  Resolution  1.  The  question  is, 
Shall  the  joint  resolution,  as  amended, 
pass?  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered. The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Peix]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

I  further  annoimce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 
land [Mr.  Pell]  would  vote  "no." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
ASHCROFT).  Are  there  any  other  Sen- 
ators in  the  chamber  desiring  to  vote? 

The  yeas  and  nays  resulted— yeas  64, 
nays  35,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  158  Leg.] 
YEAS— 64 


Abrataim 

Coverdell 

Hatch 

Ashcroft 

Craig 

HeOln 

Baocos 

D'Axoaxo 

Helms 

Beimeu 

DeWlne 

Hutchison 

Blden 

Dole 

Inhofe 

Bond 

Domenld 

JefTords 

Breaiu 

Falrcloth 

Kassebaum 

Brown 

Frut 

Kempthome 

Bryan 

Gorton 

Kohl 

Sana 

Graham 

Kyi 

CampbeU 

Gramm 

Lott 

Clufee 

Grams 

Lugar 

Coats 

Crassley 

Mack 

Cochran 

Grew 

McCain 

Cohen 

HarUn 

McConnell 

Moseley-Braun 

Santorum 

Stevens 

Murlcowskl 

Shelby 

Thomas 

Nlckles 

Simon 

Thompson 

Nunn 

Simpson 

Thurmond 

Pressler 

Smith 

Warner 

Robb 

Snowe 

Roth 

Specter 
NAYS— 35 

Akaka 

Felnsteln 

Levin 

Blngaman 

Ford 

Ueberman 

Boxer 

Glenn 

Mlkulskl 

Bradley 

Hatneld 

Moynlhan 

Bumpers 

HoUlngs 

Murray 

Byrd 

Inouye 

Pryor 

Conrad 

Johnston 

Reld 

Daschle 

Kennedy 

Rockefeller 

Dodd 

Kerrey 

Sarbanes 

Dorgan 

Kerry 

Wellstone 

Exon 

Lautenberg 

Wyden 

Felngold 

Leahy 

NOT  VOTING— 1 

Pell 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  this 
vote,  the  yeas  are  64,  the  nays  35. 

Two-thirds  of  the  Senators  voting,  a 
quorum  being  present,  not  having 
voted  in  the  affirmative,  the  joint  reso- 
lution fails  of  passage. 

Mr.  HATCH  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Utah. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  we  knew 
this  was  a  foregone  conclusion.  I  just 
have  to  say  that  today  the  liberal  poli- 
ticians have  won  again,  and  the  Amer- 
ican people  have  lost.  We  knew  that 
was  going  to  happen.  We  had  no  illu- 
sions about  it.  But  it  is  simply  simazlng 
to  me  that,  yesterday,  some  on  the 
other  side  spent  time  attacking  Sen- 
ator Dole,  who  sincerely  has  brought 
this  amendment  to  the  floor  on  a  num- 
ber of  occasions.  The  only  time  it  has 
ever  been  brought  to  the  floor  with  a 
real  chance  of  passing  is  when  Repub- 
licans were  in  the  majority  of  the  U.S. 
Senate. 

But  what  happened  here  is  that  some 
have  tried  to  use  this  critical,  histori- 
cal debate,  which  will  affect  the  future 
of  our  very  children  and  grandchildren, 
for  political  ends  and  personal  gain.  I 
feel  badly  about  that.  Some  have  used 
the  phony  excuse  of  protecting  Social 
Security.  Those  protectors  have  now 
left  Social  Security  and  all  of  our  secu- 
rity open  to  the  mercy  of  the  big 
spenders. 

Look  at  the  current  problems  we  face 
with  Medicare.  We  said,  a  few  years 
back,  that  we  had  to  do  something  to 
fix  it.  Really,  there  has  been  little  or 
no  effort  by  this  administration  to  do 
it.  We  told  them  Medicare  was  going 
broke.  They  laughed.  Now  their  people 
have  confirmed  that  we  were  right  and 
they  were  wrong. 

So  when  is  the  charade  going  to  stop? 
When  are  the  American  people  going  to 
realize  that  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  was  defeated  today  be- 
cause there  are  taxers  and  spenders 
here  who  do  not  want  to  be  fiscally  re- 
sponsible? They  won  the  day,  and  the 
American  people,  our  children,  and  our 
grandchildren  have  lost. 

Mr.  President,  I  feel  badly  that  we 
have  lost  this  today.  Knowing  that  we 


were  going  to,  it  has  been  somewhat 
philosophically  accepted.  But  the  fact 
is,  it  is  not  going  to  go  away.  We  are 
going  to  have  to  put  fiscal  discipline 
into  the  Constitution  if  we  ever  want 
to  get  the  spending  practices  under 
control.  All  Republicans  but  one  voted 
for  the  amendment,  and  we  had  12 
Democrats  vote  for  the  amendment.  I 
am  personally  grateful  for  those  12 
Democrats  who  stood  up  and  voted  for 
this  amendment.  It  means  a  lot  to  me 
personally,  but  I  think  it  means  more 
to  the  country.  I  hope  that  in  the  fu- 
ture we  will  get  more  on  that  side.  This 
is  the  last  chance  to  really  keep  Amer- 
ica on  sound  fiscal  footing. 


DIFFERENCES  IN  JUDICIAL 
PHILOSOPHY 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
talk  about  another  matter  very  near 
and  dear  to  my  heart.  For  some  time 
now,  I  have  been  discussing  the  dif- 
ferences in  judicial  philosophy  between 
the  judges  selected  by  Republican 
Presidents  and  the  Presidents  from  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle.  These  dif- 
ferences can  have  real  and  profound 
consequences  for  the  safety  of  Ameri- 
cans and  their  neighborhoods,  homes, 
and  workplaces.  These  differences,  I 
might  add.  have  serious  consequences. 

During  these  various  speeches  that  I 
have  given,  I  called  attention  to  cer- 
tain Clinton  judges  who  have  long 
track  records  of  being  soft-on-crime, 
liberal  activists.  One  of  these  judges  is 
Judge  H.  Lee  Sarokln.  a  Clinton  ap- 
pointee to  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Third  Circuit.  Judge  Sarokin  has 
displayed  an  undue  and  excessive  sym- 
pathy for  criminals  and  is  too  willing 
to  impose  his  own  moral  beliefs  onto 
the  law  and  onto  our  conmiimities. 

Judge  Sarokin  is  the  judge,  this  body 
may  recall,  who,  before  he  was  elevated 
by  President  Clinton  to  the  third  cir- 
cuit, ruled  that  a  homeless  man  could 
not  be  barred  from  a  public  library  be- 
cause of  his  body  odor  even  though  it 
was  offending  everybody  in  the  library. 

Judge  Sarokin  also  issued  several 
other  activist  decisions  as  a  district 
judge,  including  some  released  con- 
victed murderers  from  jail.  I  opposed 
his  elevation  to  the  third  circuit  be- 
cause I  believed  he  would  continue  his 
own  special  brand  of  judicial  activism. 
My  prediction  has  been  proven  true 
time  and  time  again  as  Judge  Sarokin 
voted  to  aggressively  expand  double 
jeopardy  and  to  overturn  several  mur- 
derers' convictions. 

This  week  Judge  Sarokin  informed 
President  Clinton  that  he  will  retire  at 
the  end  of  July  after  22  months  as  a 
cfrcuit  court  of  appeals  judge.  Judge 
Sarokin  claimed  that  he  was  retiring 
because  of  the  criticism  that  I  and  oth- 
ers have  made  against  his  activist  deci- 
sions. 

In  his  letter  he  wrote  that  he  and 
others   on    the   judiciary   were   being 
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"Willy  Hortonized."  He  went  on  to 
write,  "I  regret  that  there  are  those 
who  are  willing  to  sacrifice  my  life's 
work  and  reputation  for  their  own  po- 
litical gain."  Judge  Sarokin  also 
claimed  that  he  "had  intended  to  re- 
main on  the  court  so  long  as  I  was  fis- 
cally and  mentally  able.  But  the  con- 
stant politicization  of  my  tenure  has 
made  that  lifetime  dream  impossible 
forme." 

Give  me  a  break.  Mr.  President, 
Judge  Sarokin  has  illustrated  once 
again  his  failure  to  appreciate  the 
proper  role  of  a  judge.  As  a  sitting 
judge  he  has  issued  a  partisan  political 
screed.  But  the  partisanship  of  Judge 
Sarokin's  letter  is  also  illustrated  by 
what  the  judge  fails  to  mention.  As 
early  as  March  4,  1996,  this  year,  it  was 
reported  that  Judge  Sarokin  wished  to 
take  senior  status  and  that  he  wanted 
to  move  to  California  so  that  he  could 
be  near  his  family.  Yet  this  fact  is  not 
mentioned  by  the  judge  in  his  letter  to 
President  Clinton.  According  to  a 
March  4  article  in  the  New  Jersey  Law 
Journal  "Sarokin  confirmed  through  a 
secretary  that  he  will  take  senior  sta- 
tus effective  September  1st."  This  arti- 
cle appeared  long  before  my  March  29 
floor  speech  which  called  attention  to 
Judge  Sarokin's  activism  on  the  third 
circuit.  In  fact,  in  my  speech,  I  men- 
tioned the  judge's  plan  to  step  down  be- 
cause it  h£ul  already  been  announced 
and  articulated.  Essentially,  Judge 
Sarokin  had  hoped  that  he  could  take 
senior  status  which  would  have  reduced 
his  workload  to  25  percent  of  an  active 
judge's  caseload  and  move  his  cham- 
bers to  California— In  other  words, 
from  the  third  circuit  on  the  east  coast 
to  California  on  the  west  coast. 

In  other  words.  Judge  Sarokin  want- 
ed quasi-retirement  in  California,  the 
State  of  his  choice.  Unfortunately  for 
Judge  Sarokin,  his  colleagues  on  the 
third  circuit  were  not  thrilled  with  his 
early  retirement  plans,  and  on  the  22d 
unanimously  voted  to  deny  Sarokin's 
request  to  move  his  chambers  to  Cali- 
fornia. 

I  take  that  out  of  the  Recorder  of 
May  6, 1996. 

As  one  unnamed  colleague  on  the 
court  told  a  reporter,  "It  took  a  lot  of 
chutzpah  for  him  to  leave  after  only  22 
months  on  the  bench."  Boy,  do  I  agree 
with  that  statement.  Former  law 
clerks  and  colleagues  told  the  press 
that  prior  to  the  third  cfrcuit's  deci- 
sion Sarokin  had  already  sold  his  home 
in  New  Jersey— in  short,  prior  to  his 
stirring  announcement  Judge  Sarokin 
wanted  to  reduce  his  workload  and  was 
intent  on  moving  to  CaUfomia.  Yet, 
Judge  Sarokin  failed  to  make  any  ref- 
erence to  this  episode  or  these  matters 
in  his  letter  to  President  Clinton.  In 
fact.  Judge  Sarokin  had  the  nerve  to 
say  that  he  "had  intended  to  remain  on 
the  court  so  long  as  he  was  physically 
and  mentally  able."  Bear  in  mind  his 
request  to  take  senior  status  had  been 


denied  just  6  weeks  ago.  Perhaps  Judge 
Sarokin  thought  he  could  escape  scru- 
tiny for  this  obvious  lack  of  forthright- 
ness. 

Judge  Sarokin's  letter,  its  assertions 
as  well  as  its  omissions,  demonstrates 
how  some  view  Federal  judges  as  phi- 
losopher-kings whose  decisions  and 
prevarications  should  never  be  chal- 
lenged. I  personally  do  not  hold  this 
view,  and  I  do  not  think  anybody  in 
this  body  does. 

I  have  no  ill  feelings  for  Judge 
Sarokin  personally,  and  I  wish  him 
much  happiness  in  his  retirement.  But 
it  should  be  pointed  out  that  he  served 
darned  little  time  on  the  third  circuit 
Court  of  Appeals,  and  will  receive  high- 
er retirement  because  he  went  from  the 
district  court  to  the  Third  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals.  And  we  went  through 
an  awful  situation  as  he  was  elevated 
to  that  court.  Mr.  President,  but  I  do 
not  wish  him  any  harm,  and  I  wish  him 
happiness  in  his  retirement.  But  what 
is  far  more  important  at  this  point  is 
not  Judge  Sarokin's  retirement  but 
who  will  replace  him. 

The  American  people  will  decide  this 
fall  who  will  be  our  President,  and 
along  with  that  choice  comes  the 
choice  of  the  President's  judges.  The 
choice  this  fall  will  be  between  judges 
who  will  be  tough  on  crime  and  judges 
who  are  softer  on  crime,  judges  who 
will  apply  the  law  and  not  legislate 
from  the  bench,  or  judges  like  Lee 
Sarokin  who  have  been  activists  from 
the  day  they  got  on  the  bench. 

Mr.  President.  I  just  want  to  mention 
one  other  thing.  This  week  there  wais 
the  very  important  argimient  in  the 
Supreme  Court  by  the  President's  So- 
licitor  

I  ask  that  we  have  order.  This  is  very 
important. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate will  be  in  order. 
The  Senator  from  Utah. 
Mr.  HATCH.  This  argument  before 
the  Supreme  Court  was  made  by  the 
President's  Solicitor  General,  who  I 
know  was  pushed  into  this  position  by 
others  who  apparently  have  enough 
power  in  the  Solicitor  General's  Office 
beneath  him  to  force  him  into  this  un- 
tenable situation. 

No  sooner — in  a  little  over  a  month — 
after  enacting  the  antiterrorism  bill, 
with  clearly  the  most  part  of  that  bill 
being  habeas  corpus  reform,  the  Solici- 
tor General  walks  into  the  Supreme 
Court  and  undermines  that  very  re- 
form, with  an  argument  that  would 
create  a  tremendous  loophole,  by  hop- 
ing to  convince  the  Supreme  Court 
that  they  can  ignore  Marbury  versus 
Madison  and  grant  thenaselves  jurisdic- 
tion that  the  Constitution  does  not 
grant  and  neither  does  the  Congress. 
And,  frankly,  I  could  not  believe  it 
when  I  heard  the  Solicitor  General 
make  the  argument  that  he  did.  I  feel 
badly  that  I  did  not  argue  for  our  side 
in  Court  but  I  just  did  not  want  to  have 


or 


it  look  like  I  was  grandstanding 
something  like  that. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that,  if  the 
Solicitor  General's  position  is  accept- 
ed, there  will  be  a  direct  appeal  to  the 
Supreme  Court  mentioned  nowhere  in 
the  Constitution,  nowhere  in  statutory 
law  because  we  are  not  allowed  under 
Marbury  versus  Madison  to  expand  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court,  or 
to  detraict  from  it.  I  will  surprised  if 
the  Supreme  Court  grants  that.  But 
there  was  not  an  effective  argument  in 
my  opinion  against  that  position  in  the 
Supreme  Court  even  though  the  law  is 
pretty  clear.  The  Constitution  is  clear. 
That  Marbury  versus  Madison,  the  all- 
time  most  important,  or  at  least  one  of 
the  most  important.  Supreme  Court 
cases  is  pretty  clear.  The  result  and 
the  effect  of  that  argument  by  the  So- 
licitor General  was  that  the  Solicitor 
General  sided  with  the  convicted  mur- 
derer in  that  case,  who  is  now  13  years 
in  prison  after  he  was  condemned  to 
death  but  through  multiple  habeas  cor- 
pus appeals  to  the  Court,  and  there  is 
basically  no  reason  to  believe  that  he 
is  not  the  murderer,  has  avoided  his 
sentence.  Naturally,  every  one  of  these 
murderers  claim — not  every  one,  but  a 
great  many  of  them  claim— they  never 
did  it.  But  the  facts  bespeak  otherwise. 

It  was  really  something  to  watch  the 
Solicitor  General  in  there  arguing  on 
behalf  of  the  convicted  murderer  who 
has  13  years  on  death  row  and  multiple 
appeals.  This  is  precisely  what  the 
Piresident  told  me  he  wanted  to  end, 
and  I  did  end  it  while  still  protecting 
their  constitutional  rights  and  giving 
them  a  direct  appeal  all  the  way  up  to 
through  the  State  courts,  a  collateral 
habeas  corpus  appeal  all  the  way  up 
through  the  States  courts,  both  of 
them  all  the  way  to  the  Supreme 
Court,  and  then  a  full  right  to  take  a 
separate  Federal  habeas  corpus  appeal 
all  the  way  up  to  the  Supreme  Court, 
and  then  a  protective  right  by  a  three- 
judge  circuit  court  of  appeals  panel,  if 
they  have  newly  discovered  evidence 
that  could  not  otherwise  have  been  re- 
cently uncovered,  or  there  is  some  ret- 
roactive opinion  of  the  court  that  ap- 
plies. That  is  what  bothers  me. 

So  who  picks  these  judges  and  who 
picks  these  Solicitor  Generals?  Who 
picks  leadership  in  amticrime  in  this 
next  Presidential  race  is  extremely  im- 
portant. I  do  not  think  you  need  a  bet- 
ter example  than  Lee  Sarokin  in  this 
country  today  to  show  the  importance 
of  that  particular  choice  to  all  Ameri- 
cans, nor  do  I  think  you  need  a  better 
prime  example  than  the  Supreme  Court 
argument  of  this  administration  and 
this  Solicitor  General  before  the  Su- 
preme Court  this  last  week. 

Mr.  President,  I  jrield  the  floor. 

Mr.  LOTT  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator  from  Mississippi. 
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UNANIMOUS  CONSENT  REQUESTS— 
H.R.  3103  AND  S.  1028 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  seek  rec- 
ognition to  propound  a  unanimous-con- 
sent request  momentarily.  I  know  the 
distinguished  Democratic  leader  is 
here  to  respond.  But  I  would  like  to 
just  make  some  comments  about  why 
we  are  doing  this  now  and  what  we 
hope  for. 

First  of  all,  this  is  with  regard  to  the 
health  insurance  reform  legislation 
that  passed  the  Senate  by  a  vote  of  100 
to  0  on  May  23,  2  full  weeks  ago  today, 
and  yet  we  have  not  been  able  to  ap- 
point conferees.  Now,  we  all  know  that 
conference  activities  have  been  under- 
way. There  has  been  communication 
£rom  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  on  both 
sides  of  the  Capitol,  and  I  had  the  im- 
pression yesterday  morning  that  great 
progress  had  been  made,  that  maybe  we 
were  close  to  an  agreement  on  what 
would  be  in  the  conference  report  that 
would  come  out  with  regard  to  health 
insurance  reform. 

But  as  a  matter  of  fact,  apparently 
that  agreement  has  not  been  reached.  I 
understand  that  perhaps  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  has  had  a  press 
conference  within  the  last  couple  of 
hours  being  very  critical  of  what  has 
transpired  with  regard  to  this  issue, 
particularly  as  it  applies  to  the  medi- 
cal savings  accounts. 

Conferences  are  where  people  give 
and  take.  Quite  often  you  get  part  of 
what  you  wanted,  not  all  of  what  you 
wanted,  but  I  had  the  impression  that 
concessions  had  been  made  or  indicated 
firom  the  Senate  that  were  positive  and 
ttom  the  House  and  that  we  were  very 
close  to  an  agreement,  and  yet  it  does 
not  seem  to  have  occurred.  Yet  we  still 
have  not  been  able  to  get  an  agreement 
to  actually  have  conferees  appointed. 

I  do  not  understand  that.  I  thought 
that  once  you  pass  a  bill,  you  commu- 
nicate across  the  aisle  and  you  apimint 
conferees,  go  to  conference,  and  they 
do  the  job.  What  has  been  suggested  by 
the  distinguished  majority  leader  is  we 
have  conferees  appointed,  appropriate 
ones  after  consultation  with  the  Demo- 
cratic leadership,  from  the  Education 
and  Labor  Conunittee  and  from  the  Fi- 
nance Committee,  all  those  general 
matters  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Finance  Committee,  and  also  from  the 
Judiciary  Committee  since  in  the 
House  they  were  going  to  have  Judici- 
ary Committee  conferees  with  regard 
to  medical  malpractice. 

If  we  could  surely  agree  on  conferees 
and  get  the  real  conference  underway.  I 
think  everybody  would  like  to  see  this 
issue  agreed  upon  and  resolved  here  in 
the  next  few  days,  hopefully. 

So  I  ask  unanimous  consent,  Mr. 
President,  that  notwithstanding  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  message  from  the  House  re- 
garding the  appointment  of  conferees 
with  respect  to  H.R.  3103,  the  Senate 
insist  on  its  amendment  to  H.R.  3103. 
the  Senate  agree  to  a  conference  with 


the  House,  and  the  Chair  be  authorized 
to  appoint  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 
Mr.  DASCHLE  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  I  share  the  view  expressed  by 
the  distinguished  majority  whip.  There 
is  no  reason  why  we  cannot  resolve  this 
matter.  It  was  passed  100  to  0  on  a  bi- 
partisan basis.  Unanimously,  this  Sen- 
ate said  this  legislation  should  be 
passed. 

Mr.  President,  that  was  over  a  month 
ago  now.  There  is  no  reason  why  in  a 
month's  time  we  could  not  have  nego- 
tiated successfully  the  differences  with 
the  House.  That  is  all  this  has  been 
about,  finding  a  way  with  which  to  re- 
solve our  differences. 

Now,  I  might  tell  the  distinguished 
majority  whip  that  it  has  been  of  in- 
creasing concern  to  us  that  as  these  ne- 
gotiations are  going  on.  Democrats 
have  been  excluded  from  the  real  con- 
ferencing and  the  negotiations  as  they 
have  gone  on,  and  we  do  not  under- 
stand why  that  would  have  to  be,  why 
we  cannot  have  bipartisan  cooperation 
and  consideration  of  the  problems  that 
we  are  facing  in  both  versions  of  the 
bill. 

To  be  locked  out,  in  our  view,  is  un- 
acceptable. We  also  recognize — and  I 
know  that  the  distinguished  majority 
whip  recognizes  as  well — that  as  you 
negotiate  a  conference  with  represent- 
atives for  that  conference,  there  has  to 
be  some  accommodation  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  with  regard  to  the  numeri- 
cal representation  as  well  as  the  com- 
mittee representation.  He  knows  very 
well  that  in  this  case  that  has  not  been 
done.  So  we  have  not  been  able  to  come 
to  some  resolution  with  regard  to  this 
representation  in  the  conference  and  so 
have  been  relegated  to  these  negotia- 
tions that  have  been  ongoing. 

We  were  told  as  late  as  yesterday 
that  progress  was  being  made,  amd  it 
was  for  that  reason  I  withheld  offering 
a  unanimous-consent  agreement  that  I, 
frankly,  believe  we  ought  to  put  on 
record.  There  is  no  reason  why  we  can- 
not restate  the  unanimity  which  we 
feel  about  this  legislation. 

So  having  reserved  the  right  to  ob- 
ject, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Senate  proceed  to  the  immediate  con- 
sideration of  S.  1028,  the  Kassebaum- 
Kennedy  health  care  portability  bill, 
the  language  of  which  was  passed  by 
the  Senate  on  April  23  by  a  unanimous 
vote,  that  the  bill  be  read  a  third  time 
and  passed,  and  the  motion  to  recon- 
sider be  laid  on  the  table. 

Mr.  LOTT  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  object  to  that  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard. 

Mr.  LOTT.  If  I  could  respond  before 
Senator  Daschle  has  an  opportunity  to 


respond  to  my  unanimous  consent,  I 
have  two  points. 

First,  I  want  the  record  to  be  clear 
that  a  vote  actually  did  occur  on  April 
23,  not  May  23,  so  it  has  been  well  over 
a  month  since  that  action  occurred. 

As  to  having  Democrats  involved  in 
the  negotiations,  I  believe  that  they 
have  been  involved  in  talking  back  and 
forth,  but  the  reason  why  they  have 
not  been  formally  involved  is  because 
we  have  not  been  able  to  get  an  agree- 
ment to  appoint  conferees.  That  is  the 
way  it  works.  You  appoint  conferees 
and  the  conferees  meet.  Republicans, 
Democrats,  House,  Senate.  That  is  the 
way  to  get  an  active,  direct,  normal, 
formal  conference  underway.  Let  us  ap- 
point conferees.  Let  them  meet  this 
afternoon  and  pass  this  thing  out  and 
then  we  can  move  it  forward.  We  would 
love  to  have  Senator  Kennedy,  Senator 
Pell,  Senator  Moynihan,  Senator 
BiDEN,  or  a  different  mix  of  Democrats 
on  behalf  of  the  Senate  in  a  formal  con- 
ference meeting  with  the  House,  and 
that  is  why  we  are  trying  to  seek  this 
unanimous-consent  request  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President, 
again 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  understands  that  objection  was 
heard  to  the  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest of  the  minority  leader.  Unani- 
mous consent  was  not  agreed  to  on  the 
request  of  the  Senator  from  Mis- 
sissippi. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  again 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  I  yielded 
for  purposes  of  response  on  the  part  of 
the  distinguished  majority  whip.  But 
let  me  simply  say  that,  unfortunately, 
it  used  to  be  the  case  that  Republicans 
and  Democrats  got  together  formally 
and  resolved  their  differences  in  con- 
ference agreements.  I  would  only  cite 
as  the  most  recent  illustration  of  how 
that  is  no  longer  the  case  the  budget 
agreement.  To  my  knowledge,  not  one 
meeting  was  held  where  Democrats 
were  included  in  that  conference,  not 
one.  So  I  hope  we  can  get  back  to  the 
time  when  Democrats  and  Republicans 
can  formally  sit  down  and  work 
through  all  of  these  differences.  That, 
in  part,  is  what  this  is  all  about.  We 
want  to  get  an  agreement.  We  will  con- 
tinue to  offer  the  original  language  to 
whatever  legislation  may  be  offered  in 
our  determination  to  get  resolution  of 
this  issue.  But  we  certainly  cannot 
agree  under  these  circumstances  to  the 
request  propounded  by  the  majority  at 
this  time,  so  I  object. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  unclear.  Does  the  minority 
leader  object? 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  I  indicated  I  did  ob- 
ject. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  if  I  could 
respond  to  correct  one  thing  that  the 
Senator  said.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  no 
agreement  has  been  reached  on  the 
budget   resolution    conference    report, 
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and,  in  fact,  I  believe  there  was  a  meet- 
ing of  the  conferees  at  3  o'clock  on 
Tuesday  of  this  week.  I  assume  there 
will  be  other  meetings  of  the  conferees. 
I  am  not  a  conferee  on  that  budget  con- 
ference, but  I  do  know  that  they  met,  I 
believe,  for  about  an  hour  or  hour  and 
a  half  on  Tuesday  of  this  week.  We 
hope  they  will  meet  again  soon  and  get 
an  agreement  because  we  would  like 
very  much,  as  I  know  the  Senator,  the 
Democratic  leader,  would,  to  have  that 
budget  resolution  conference  report  so 
we  can  get  on  with  appropriations  bills. 
We  hope  to  have  it  at  the  earliest  op- 
portunity next  week,  if  not  get  an 
agreement  today. 

I  srield  the  floor.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  GRAMM  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Texas. 


DEMOCRATS  CONTINUE  TO  BLOCK 
HEALTH  CARE  REFORM 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  talk  about  this  issue  of  naming  con- 
ferees, and  about  the  health  care  bill 
itself.  I  know  many  people  think  that 
when  we  have  these  little  confronta- 
tions it  is  just  partisanship  and  that  it 
does  not  mean  anything,  but  I  wanted 
today  to  take  a  little  time  to  talk 
about  the  real  issue  here  and  explain 
what  it  really  means. 

Let  me  begin  by  noting  that  the  Sen- 
ate passed  a  bill  44  days  ago  which 
would  make  health  insurance  perma- 
nent and  portable,  and  which  set  out  a 
procedure  to  try  to  make  it  easier  for 
people  to  get  and  keep  good  private 
health  insurance.  It  was  this  little  bill 
right  here. 

Now,  44  days  ago,  the  distinguished 
majority  leader.  Senator  Dole,  tried  to 
appoint  conferees  to  work  out  the  dif- 
ferences between  our  health  care  re- 
form bill  and  the  health  care  reform 
bill  that  passed  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, so  that  both  Houses  of 
Congress  could  then  bring  up  and  pass 
a  final  bill. 

For  44  days.  Senator  Kennedy  has  ob- 
jected, and  for  44  days  he  has  denied 
working  Americans  the  following  pro- 
visions: No  1,  an  80-percent  deduction 
for  health  insurance  premiums  that  are 
paid  by  the  self-employed.  This  is  a 
provision  which  is  contained  in  the  bill 
that  we  passed  thanks  to  an  amend- 
ment that  was  written  and  offered  by 
Senator  Dole;  No  2,  the  deductibility 
of  long-term  health  insurance  pre- 
miums; No  3,  the  ability  of  people  with 
terminal  illnesses,  with  the  certifi- 
cation of  a  physician,  to  go  ahead  and 
collect  their  life  insurance — a  very  im- 
portant provision  for  people  who  have 
AIDS;  No  4,  State-sponsored  high  risk 
insurance  pools — that  will  help  low-in- 
come people  who  have  high  medical 
risks  get  health  insurance  in  the  State 
they  reside  in;  and,  finally.  No  5,  the 
ability  to,  on  a  penalty-free  basis,  draw 
money  out  of  your  IRA's,  your  individ- 


ual retirement  accounts,  if  you  have 
high  health  insurance  bills.  These  are 
things  that  have  been  agreed  to  and 
these  are  things  that,  with  certainty, 
would  happen  if  we  passed  this  bill. 
But,  for  44  days,  the  Democrats  have 
prevented  us  from  going  to  conference 
and  working  out  an  agreement  that 
would  let  us  pass  this  bill. 

What  does  80  percent  deductibility  of 
insurance  premiums  for  the  self-em- 
ployed really  mean?  In  the  last  year  for 
which  figures  are  available,  there  were 
roughly  3  million  Americans  who  had 
insurance  through  self-employment. 
They  were  allowed  a  25  percent  tax  de- 
duction on  the  cost  of  that  health  in- 
surance, even  though,  if  they  worked 
for  somebody  else,  it  would  be  100  per- 
cent deductible.  So  the  3  million  Amer- 
icans who  work  for  themselves  had  to 
pay  75  percent  of  their  insurance  pre- 
mium with  after-tax  dollars  because 
the  Tax  Code  discriminates  against  the 
self-employed.  Again,  in  the  last  year 
for  which  figures  are  available,  the  av- 
erage self-employed  American,  in  buy- 
ing health  insurance,  got  a  deduction 
of  $713.  K  we  had  passed  this  bill  44 
days  ago  when  we  had  a  chance  to  go  to 
conference  and  work  out  our  dif- 
ferences, the  average  American  who 
works  for  himself  would  ultimately  be 
able  to  deduct  S2,283  for  the  payment  of 
private  health  insurance  premiums.  In 
other  words,  for  over  a  month  now,  we 
have  delayed  over  Sl,500  of  savings  to 
every  self-employed  worker  in  Amer- 
ica. 

In  addition,  we  now  have  in  America 
over  $1  trillion  in  individual  retire- 
ment accounts  or  other  forms  of  tax 
shelter.  By  allowing  that  money  to  be 
used  to  pay  health  insurance  costs, 
when  those  costs  exceed  7.5  percent  of 
your  gross  adjusted  income,  we  would 
be  liberating  SI  trillion  of  assets  that 
could  be  used  to  help  working  Ameri- 
cans at  a  time  when  not  only  has  a 
rainy  day  arrived,  but  it  is  pouring 
cats  and  dogs  as  a  result  of  exploding 
health  insurance  costs.  Yet  we  have 
not  passed  any  of  these  provisions  be- 
cause the  Democrats  have  objected  to 
naming  conferees.  Well,  why  do  we 
have  a  filibuster  of  a  bill  that  the 
Democrats,  in  huge  numbers,  support? 
Why  is  this  happening?  That  is  the 
point  I  want  to  address  right  now. 

The  Democrats  say  they  are  filibus- 
tering this  bill  because  they  are  op- 
posed to  medical  savings  accounts. 
They  are  fearful  that  medical  savings 
accounts  will  be  in  the  final  bill  since 
the  House  of  Representatives  over- 
whelmingly adopted  a  provision  that 
would  permit  Americans,  who  freely 
choose  to  set  up  medical  savings  ac- 
counts, to  do  so  on  a  tax  exempt 
basis — and  they  object  to  this. 

It  is  very  interesting  to  note  that 
this  objection  is  a  rather  new  phenome- 
non. In  fact,  some  of  the  objectors 
have,  in  the  past,  been  some  of  the 
strongest  proponents  of  medical  sav- 


ings accounts.  Let  me  quote  Senator 
Daschle,  the  Democratic  leader,  who 
introduced  a  bill — which  contained 
medical  savings  accounts— with  Sen- 
ator NUNN,  Senator  Breaux,  Senator 
BOREN,  and  others.  In  a  statement  re- 
lated to  that  bill  here  is  what  he  said: 
"We  have  introduced  a  bill  *  *  *  which 
would  allow  employers  to  provide  their 
employees  with  an  annual  allowance  in 
a  'medical  care  savings  account"  to  pay 
for  routine  health  care  needs."  That 
was  his  position  2  years  ago. 

Let  me  quote  the  Democratic  leader 
in  the  House.  Dick  Gephardt,  who  also 
had  a  bill  which  contained  medical  sav- 
ings accounts.  He  said,  talking  about 
medical  savings  accounts.  "It's  very 
popular.  A  lot  of  people  like  that  op- 
tion and  I  think  it  will  be  in  the  final 
bill."  That  is  the  final  health  care  bill. 
"I  think  it  is  a  great  option."  This  was 
Dick  Gephardt's  position  on  medical 
savings  accounts  just  2  years  ago. 

Even  the  Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill  en- 
dorses the  idea  of  medical  savings  ac- 
counts. So  why  the  change  of  heart? 
What  has  happened?  The  Democrats 
say  they  discovered  that  medical  sav- 
ings accounts  only  help  rich  people. 

Well,  let  me  read  you  some  quotes 
from  some  of  these  supposedly  rich 
people  who  have  medical  savings  ac- 
counts. This  is  an  allegedly  rich  person 
who  is  the  political  director  of  the 
United  Mine  Workers  in  Dlinois.  In 
writing  to  Senator  Simon  he  said: 

An  amendment  to  Che  health  care  packagre 
has  been  offered  to  add  a  medical  savings  ac- 
count provision.  The  United  Mine  Workers 
has  a  similar  provision  In  oar  current  con- 
tract that  Is  anticipated  to  produce  signifi- 
cant savings  versus  our  previous  Insurance. 

Let  me  read  from  another  rich  person 
who  writes  on  behalf  of  medical  savings 
accounts.  This  is  a  part-time  bus  driver 
from  Danville.  OH  who  writes: 

Today  I  would  like  to  appeal  to  President 
Clinton  to  please  support  the  medical  sav- 
ings auxount  Issue.  Nearly  3  years  ago  we 
went  to  a  medical  savings  account  plan  and 
It  has  been  very  helpful. 

Why,  all  of  a  sudden,  having  intro- 
duced bills  that  provided  for  medical 
savings  accounts— why,  all  of  a  sudden, 
are  people  like  Senator  Daschle  and 
Minority  Leader  Gephardt  and  other 
Democrats  in  Congress  now  so  ada- 
mantly opposed  to  medical  savings  ac- 
counts? Let  me  tell  you  my  theory  as 
to  why,  all  of  a  sudden.  Democrats  who 
have  been  for  medical  savings  accounts 
in  the  past  are  now  so  adamantly  op- 
posed to  them.  I  think  that  the  discov- 
ery they  made  is  not  that  medical  sav- 
ings accounts  are  for  rich  people,  but 
rather  their  discovery  is  that  medical 
savings  accounts  give  people  fi«edom. 
They  let  people  choose.  They  empower 
people.  Republicans  are  not  trying  to 
force  Americans  to  take  medical  sav- 
ings accounts.  We  just  want  to  allow 
them  to  do  make  a  choice  without  dis- 
criminating against  them  in  the  Tax 
Code. 
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Our  Democratic  colleagues  oppose 
letting  Americans  have  that  choice  be- 
cause they  do  not  want  Americans  to 
choose  their  own  health  care.  They 
want  Government  to  choose.  They 
claim  they  are  for  this  little  bill,  but  it 
is  actually  this  big  stack  of  bills  that 
they  support. 

This  is  what  they  are  for.  This  is 
what  we  have  been  debating  over  the 
last  2  years— the  Clinton  health  care 
bill  and  all  of  its  derivatives.  Our 
Democratic  colleagues  know  that  to  let 
people  choose  their  own  health  care 
means  that  Government  cannot  choose 
it  for  them.  The  holding  up  of  this  bill 
and  their  new-found  opposition  to  med- 
ical savings  accounts  shows  one  thing 
very  clearly:  the  Democrats  do  not 
want  families  to  choose,  they  want  the 
Government  to  choose. 

This  little  bill  is  not  the  health  care 
bill  they  are  for— this  big  stack  of  bills 
is  the  health  care  bill  they  are  for. 
They  really  believe  that  they  will  get 
this  big  stack  of  health  care  bills  some- 
day, but  only  if  they  do  not  give  people 
the  fireedom  to  choose  their  own  health 
care. 

So  why  are  we  being  held  up?  Why  for 
44  days  have  we  not  named  conferees 
on  a  bill  with  provisions  that  virtually 
everyone  says  they  are  for?  Remember, 
all  100  Members  of  the  Senate  voted  for 
it.  The  reason  is  that  the  Democrats  do 
not  want  people  to  have  the  freedom  to 
choose  their  own  health  care  is  because 
their  real  plan  is  not  to  make  insur- 
ance portable  and  permanent  and  it  is 
not  one  that  would  empower  people  to 
be  efflcient  in  buying  health  care 
through  medical  savings  accounts. 
After  all,  that  is  what  this  bill  and  the 
House  bill  are  trying  to  do.  The  bill  the 
Democrats  long  to  get  back  to  is  a  bill 
which  is  represented  by  all  of  the  bills 
that  we  wisely  rejected  last  year.  They 
want  to  get  back  to  a  bill  where  the 
Government,  not  the  family,  chooses. 

The  truly  amazing  thing  is  that  Sen- 
ator Kennedy  today  had  a  press  con- 
ference attacking  Senator  Dole  for 
holding  up  a  bill  that  he.  Senator  Ken- 
nedy, has  been  filibustering  for  44  days. 
For  44  days.  Senator  ILennedy  has 
stood  up  and  objected  to  naming  con- 
ferees, and  then  today  he  attacks  Bob 
Dole  for  holding  up  an  agreement? 

But  why  has  Senator  Kennedy  ob- 
jected? He  has  objected  because  he  re- 
jects the  right  of  people  to  choose.  He 
rejects  the  right  of  individual  citizens 
to  decide  whether  they  want  low-de- 
ductible health  insurance  or  high-de- 
ductible health  insurance.  Further,  he 
rejects  the  right  of  those  who  choose 
high-deductible  health  insurance  to  put 
the  savings  into  a  medical  savings  ac- 
count which  they  can  use  to  pay  those 
deductibles  tax  free  or  which,  if  they 
do  not  use  it  for  that  purpose,  is  avail- 
able to  send  their  children  to  college, 
to  make  a  downpajrment  on  a  new 
home,  or  to  start  a  new  business.  Sen- 
ator Kennedy  and  the  Democrats  do 
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not  want  people  to  have  that  right  to 
choose,  because  deep  down  in  their 
hearts,  they  want  the  Government  to 
choose. 

This  is  the  health  care  plan  they  are 
for — it  is  not  the  health  care  plan  that 
we  debated  this  year.  The  Democrats 
know  if  we  get  medical  savings  ac- 
counts, if  families  have  an  incentive  to 
be  cost  conscious,  if  families  have  the 
right  to  choose  their  own  health  care, 
that  this  will  work,  and  it  would  mean 
that  they  never  get  the  opportunity  to 
have  these  health  care  purchasing  col- 
lectives where  Government  would 
make  the  decisions. 

So  I  simply  want  to  remind  my  col-- 
leagues,  when  the  minority  leader  or 
Senator  Kennedy  stands  up  and  objects 
to  naming  conferees,  what  they  are 
really  objecting  to  is  freedom.  They 
are  really  objecting  to  the  right  of  peo- 
ple to  choose — they  do  not  want  people 
to  have  a  right  to  choose,  because  they 
want  Government  to  choose. 

That  is  what  this  debate  is  about.  Do 
you  want  Government  to  run  the 
health  care  system,  or  do  you  want 
family  choice  to  dominate  the  health 
care  system? 

To  me,  that  is  a  very  easy  question 
to  answer.  And  let  me  note  the  dif- 
ference between  what  the  Democrats 
are  doing  this  year  and  what  I  did  last 
year— just  in  case  our  colleague  from 
Massachusetts  should  come  over  and 
say.  "Well,  here  is  Phil  Gramm,  he  held 
up  the  Clinton  health  care  bill  in  78 
days  of  debate."  Yes  I  did.  It  was  God's 
work  and  I  expect  to  be  remembered 
for  it  when  I  get  to  the  golden  gates, 
but  I  never  denied  it.  I  never  stood  up 
and  said,  "This  is  a  great  bill  the  Presi- 
dent has  proposed.  These  are  wonderful 
ideas.  I'm  for  it,  but  I'm  just  not  going 
to  let  you  pass  it." 

I  said  over  I  am  not  going  to  let  you 
pass  this,  except  over  my  cold,  dead  po- 
litical body.  This  is  not  what  Senator 
Kennedy  is  saying.  Senator  Kennedy 
says  he  is  for  this  bill,  yet  he  is  not  al- 
lowing us  to  name  conferees  because  he 
does  not  want  people  to  be  free  to 
choose.  He  wants  the  Government  to 
choose.  This  is  what  the  debate  is 
about — freedom — and  I  wanted  to  come 
over  today  to  be  sure  that  people  un- 
derstood with  certainty  what  we  Are 
talking  about.  I  want  them  to  under- 
stand that  the  Republicans  want  fami- 
lies to  choose,  the  Democrats  want  the 
Government  to  choose,  and  that  this  is 
about  as  big  a  difference  as  you  can 
have  in  the  world. 

I  yield  the  floor,  and  I  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Thomas).  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  speak  as  in 
morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

EXTRA.  EXTRA— "READ  ALL 
ABOUT  IT" 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  2 
days  ago,  I  spoke  proudly  of  my  State's 
150th  birthday  celebration  this  year 
and  also  the  Smithsonian  Institution's 
cooperation  with  that  effort.  By  the 
way,  the  Smithsonian  Institution  hap- 
pens to  be  150  years  old  as  well  this 
year,  and  they  are  celebrating  that  an- 
niversary throughout  the  year.  But  for 
2  weeks,  beginning  on  June  26.  there  is 
going  to  be  a  celebration  of  my  State 
on  The  Mall.  Specifically,  though,  on 
June  26  there  will  be  a  birthday  party 
for  Iowa  from  6:30  to  8:30  p.m.  in  the 
Centennial  Building  on  The  Mall  across 
from  the  Smithsonian  castle. 

I  hope  that  Americans  will  come  to 
see.  over  the  course  of  those  2  weeks, 
demonstrations  about  Iowa  industry, 
Iowa  agriculture,  Iowa  education,  Iowa 
history,  culture— everything— that  will 
be  on  display  there. 

I  announced  that  I  was  going  to 
speak  a  little  bit  and  shortly  every  day 
on  a  certain  aspect  of  Iowa. 

I  want  to  make  reference  to  spread- 
ing the  spirit  of  Iowa.  As  I  talk  about 
the  Iowa  spirit,  I  will  talk  about  the 
role  of  weekly  and  daily  newspapers 
throughout  the  history  of  Iowa,  my 
State. 

So  it  is  time  to  say,  "Extra,  extra- 
read  all  about  it." 

Mr.  President.  Iowa  celebrates  its 
150-year-old  heritage  this  year.  And  at 
the  end  of  this  month  and  during  the 
first  week  of  July,  Iowa  will  partici- 
pate at  the  Festival  of  American 
Folklife  on  our  National  Mall  to  show- 
case our  folks  and  way  of  life.  Billing 
the  celebration  as  "lowa^-Community 
Style,"  hundreds  of  lowans  and  Iowa 
natives  will  pitch  in  to  spread  the  ses- 
quicentennlal  spirit  to  more  than  a 
million  visitors. 

Of  course,  Iowa's  story  of  con^nunity 
wouldn't  be  complete  without  sharing 
a  vital  and  continuing  chapter  integral 
to  community  life  in  Iowa.  Iowa's  first 
newspaper  started  in  Dubuque  when 
the  Dubuque  Visitor  issued  its  pre- 
miere edition  on  May  11,  1836.  And 
Iowa's  longest  running  newspaper  con- 
tinues to  roll  off  the  presses  each  day 
in  southeast  Iowa.  The  Burlington 
Hawkeye's  first  edition  dates  back 
prestatehood,  to  July  10,  1837.  To  this 
day,  the  local  newspaper  office  remains 
an  important  hub  of  activity  on  Main 
Street  in  Iowa's  99  county  seats  and 
surrounding  communities.  More  than 
340  hometown  weekly  and  daily  news- 
papers currently  report  local  events  in 
Iowa. 

As  you  may  know,  Iowa  consistently 
ranks  at  the  top  in  literacy  and  other 
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tests  of  scholastic  achievement.  Per- 
haps it's  no  small  wonder  that  my 
State  also  holds  the  highest  per  capita 
number  of  newspapers  in  the  country. 
Just  take  one  county  in  Iowa,  as  an  ex- 
ample. Situated  on  the  banks  of  the 
Missouri  River  in  northwest  Iowa. 
Sioux  County  has  a  population  of  about 
30,000  people  and  boasts  no  less  than 
seven  published  newspapers  each  week. 
Known  to  be  well-read,  lowans  are  seri- 
ous about  keeping  abreast  of  current 
affairs  in  our  local,  national  and  inter- 
national communities. 

In  fact,  an  international  venture  be- 
tween Iowa  media  outlets  and  foreign 
journalists  started  3  years  ago.  The 
International  Center  for  Community 
Journalism,  based  in  Grinnell,  LA,  has 
helped  to  match  journalists  from  the 
Ukraine,  Russia,  Georgia,  Bulgaria, 
Mongolia,  and  Thailand  with  more 
than  30  newspapers  in  Iowa.  Iowa  fami- 
lies open  up  their  homes  for  2  or  3 
months  while  the  visiting  journalist 
works  at  their  local  newspapers. 

Many  times.  Iowa  journalists  and 
journalism  educators  will  reciprocate 
the  stay  in  the  foreign  country.  This 
exchange  of  information,  culture,  and 
talent  has  helped  to  spread  the  Iowa 
spirit  and  a  vital  understanding  of  the 
importance  of  a  free  press  in  a  demo- 
cratic society.  The  program  soon  will 
include  journalists  from  Hong  Kong, 
Thailand,  Indonesia,  the  Philippines, 
Singapore,  and  Vietnam. 

Without  a  doubt,  lowans  have  grown 
to  depend  on  their  hometown  papers 
for  school  news,  high  school  sports  cov- 
erage, business  items,  local  govern- 
ment and  politics,  community  an- 
nouncements, and  himaan  interest  sto- 
ries. Tsrpical  of  any  endeavor  in  my 
State,  be  it  enterprise,  education  or  en- 
tertainment, newspapers  in  Iowa  place 
great  emphasis  on  quality.  Combining 
news  reporting  and  advertising,  the 
local  newspaper  is  a  constant  and  reli- 
able source  for  the  community. 

The  Iowa  Newspaper  Association 
each  year  awards  top  honors  to  news- 
papers in  Iowa  for  general  excellence; 
for  delivering  the  best  editorial,  front, 
sports,  and  feature  pages:  for  best  cov- 
erage of  local  government,  agriculture, 
and  education;  and,  for  overall  commu- 
nity service. 

Merchants  and  shopkeepers  on  Main 
Street  rely  on  the  local  newspaper  to 
advertise  upcoming  sales  and  pro- 
motions. And  readers  pay  close  atten- 
tion to  the  ads. 

For  sure,  Iowa's  hometown  news- 
papers wouldn't  miss  this  once-in-one- 
hundred-and-flfty-years-opportunity  to 
help  spread  Iowa's  spirit.  Visitors  to 
the  cafe  on  The  National  Mall  will  find 
a  grand  newspaper  stand  displaying 
many  of  Iowa's  hometown  papers.  You 
can  discover  for  yourself  a  trove  of 
Iowa's  ink  in  the  Herald,  Journal,  Ga- 
zette, Review,  Leader,  Express.  Record, 
Bee,  Chronicle,  Regrister,  Times,  and 
Courier,  just  to  name  a  few.  I  would  en- 


couitige  those  who  plan  to  celebrate 
with  Iowa — community  style,  to  stop 
by  and  "read  all  about  it." 


THE  LEGEND  OF  KATE  SHELLEY 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  it 
may  have  started  out  like  a  normal 
day,  but  July  6,  1881,  did  not  end  in  a 
typical  manner.  In  the  late  afternoon, 
around  suppertime,  a  terrifying  storm 
struck  central  Iowa.  It  was  a  terror. 
Sensible  people  stayed  indoors  away 
from  its  wrath  and  fury.  Creeks  and 
streams  became  full  to  overflowing 
with  the  rainwater  as  the  storm  raged 
on. 

Then  there  was  a  crash.  It  was  heard 
by  a  family  living  close  to  one  of  the 
rain  soaked  creeks  and  the  railroad 
bridge  which  crossed  it.  With  that 
crash  a  young  15-year-old  Iowa  girl 
from  Moingona  stepped  from  obscurity 
into  legend. 

As  H.  Roger  Grant  wrote  in  "The  Pal- 
impsest." "the  courage  of  Kate  Shelley 
rightfully  deserves  to  be  remembered." 
For  on  that  night  she  bravely  faced  her 
destiny. 

Engine  No.  11  was  checking  the  Chi- 
cago &  North  Western  Rail  Road  line 
for  storm  damage  when  it  plunged  into 
Honey  Creek.  The  water  was  deep  and 
the  current  was  fast.  The  crewmen  on 
that  train  needed  help,  and  Kate  Shel- 
ley knew  she  had  to  give  that  help. 
Putting  all  thoughts  of  personal  safety 
aside,  she  went  out  into  the  storm.  As 
she  later  said,  "The  storm  sind  all  else 
was  forgotten  and  I  said  that  I  must  go 
to  help  the  men,  and  to  stop  the  pas- 
senger (train)  that  would  soon  be  due 
at  Moingona." 

Kate  put  together  a  lamp  with  a  wick 
made  from  an  old  felt  skirt.  Again  in 
her  own  words.  "(I)  started  out  into  the 
night  and  the  storm,  to  do  what  I 
could,  and  what  I  though  was  my  duty, 
knowing  that  Mother  and  the  children 
were  praying  to  God  to  keep  me  from 
every  harm."  Kate's  father,  who  had 
been  an  employee  of  the  Chicago  & 
North  Western,  had  died  some  3  years 
before. 

Upon  reaching  the  wreckage,  Kate 
found  that  of  the  four-man  crew,  only 
two  had  survived.  One  clung  to  a  tree 
and  the  other  to  tree  roots  as  the  dead- 
ly waters  of  Honey  Creek  swirled 
around  them.  Kate  saw  one  of  the  men 
in  the  flashes  of  lightning.  He  shouted 
at  her  and  she  at  him,  but  the  noise  of 
the  storm  was  go  great  to  be  hearing 
each  other  was  impossible. 

Let  me  again  turn  to  Mr.  Grant's 
"Palimpsest"  article, 

Shelley  (then)  began  the  most  perilous  por- 
tions of  her  trek.  Crossing  the  Des  Moines 
River  bridge,  even  In  Ideal  conditions,  was 
dangerous.  The  North  Western  had  studded 
the  ties  along  this  673-foot-long  span  with 
twisted,  rusty  spikes  to  discourage  trespass- 
ers. And  the  ties  themselves  were  spaced  a 
full  pace  apart.  'I  got  down  upon  my  hands 
and  knees.  .  .  .  and  guided  myself  by  the 
stretch  of  rail,  I  began  the  weary  passage  of 


the  bridge."  explained  Shelley.  'I  do  not  know 
how  long  I  was  in  crossing,  but  It  seemed  an 
age.  Halfway  over,  a  piercing  flash  of  light- 
ning showed  me  the  angry  flood  more  closely 
than  ever,  and  swept  along  upon  It  a  great 
tree,  the  earth  still  hanging  to  Its  roots,  was 
racing  for  the  bridge  and  It  seemed  for  the 
very  spot  I  stood  upon.'  Added  Shelley.  'Fear 
brought  me  up  right  on  my  knees,  and  I  clasp 
my  hands  In  terror,  and  In  prayer,  I  hope, 
lest  the  shock  should  carry  out  the  bridge. 
But  the  monster  darted  under  the  bridge 
with  a  sweeping  rush  and  his  branches  scat- 
tered foam  and  water  over  me  as  he  passed. 

Kate  Shelley  made  it  across  that 
bridge  and  to  the  station  at  Moingona. 
There  she  found  that  the  North  West- 
em  had  already  stopped  the  eastbound 
passenger  train.  But  that  was  not  the 
end  of  her  perilous  night  nor  of  her  her- 
oism. Those  two  men  were  still 
clinging  to  life  in  the  tumultuous  wa- 
ters of  Honey  Creek.  A  relief  loco- 
motive was  sent  with  Kate  as  the 
guide.  Engineer  Edward  Wood  and 
brakeman  Adam  Agar  were  saved. 

Kate  Shelley  is  an  American  hero  for 
the  ages.  She  is  as  much  of  a  role 
model  for  all  of  us  today  and  for  our 
children's  children's  children,  as  she 
was  to  her  contemporaries. 

Kate  Shelley  did  not  have  to  go  out 
into  that  ferocious  storm  in  the  middle 
of  the  night  in  1886.  But  she  did.  She 
knew  that  her  actions  would  make  a 
difference.  Her  actions  would  help  peo- 
ple she  did  not  know,  but  that  she 
never  the  less  cared  for.  Her  actions 
would  help  to  prevent  destruction,  in- 
jury, and  death.  Her  selfless  actions 
would  save  two  lives.  What  an  example 
for  all  Americans  to  follow. 

Mr.  Grant  quotes  several  contem- 
porary newspaper  accounts  of  the  night 
in  his  article.  One  states, 

Ed  Wood  says  he  was  well  nigh  overjoyed 
when  he  saw  the  light  approaching  the  clear- 
ing near  the  end  of  the  bridge,  and  that  be 
win  never  forget  the  sight  of  Kate  Shelley 
making  her  way  over  the  twisted  and  broken 
trestle  work  to  the  last  tie  yet  hanging  over 
the  wreck  In  the  boiling  flood  below. 

Another  newspaper  wrote  Shelley 
crossed  the  Des  Moines  River  bridge. 

.  .  .  with  nothing  but  the  ties  and  rails 
(with)  the  wind  blowing  a  gale,  and  the  foam- 
ing, seething  waters  beneath.  Not  one  man  in 
Ave  hundred  (would)  have  (gone)  over  at  any 
price,  or  under  any  circumstance.  But  this 
brave,  noble  girl,  with  the  nerve  of  a  giant, 
gathering  about  her.  her  flowing  skirts,  and 
on  hands  and  knees  she  crawled  over  the 
long  weary  bridge. 

Yesterday  I  said  that  the  Iowa  spirit 
was  almost  too  big  to  describe.  It  is. 
But  I  think  that  I  can  in  aU  honesty 
say  the  spirit  of  Kate  Shelley  is  the 
spirit  of  Iowa.  And  it  is  a  part  of  the 
American  spirit,  the  spirit  of  helping 
others  in  a  time  of  need  and  danger 
without  expecting  something  for  your- 
self. I  hope  that  all  of  us  can  learn 
from  this  brave  young  woman's  exam- 
ple. 
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UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  REQUEST- 
EXECUTIVE  CALENDAR 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  for  some 
time  now,  and  on  more  than  one  occa- 
sion, there  has  been  an  effort  to  clear  a 
number  of  judicial  nominees  that  have 
been  pending  on  the  calendar  awaiting 
action.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  there  are 
now  17  such  judicial  nominations  that 
are  on  the  Executive  Calendar.  Some  of 
them  date  back  as  far  as  December 
1995.  The  latest  group  that  was  re- 
ported firom  the  Judiciary  Conmiittee 
to  the  Senate  came  on  May  9. 

Now,  on  each  occasion  when  there 
has  been  sort  of  an  agreement  worked 
out  that  one,  two,  three,  or  four  judges 
could  be  cleared  and  moved,  there  have 
been  objections  to  those.  I  know  the 
majority  leader  would  very  much  like 
to  be  able  to  move  as  many  as  possible 
of  these  judicial  nominations.  He  said 
so  publicly.  He  has  been  working  on  it 
today.  I  know  he  will  continue  to  work 
to  find  what  problems  might  exist  aind 
see  if  more  could  be  approved.  He  will 
continue  to  do  that.  On  his  behalf,  as 
the  majority  whip,  I  will  do  all  I  can 
do. 

I  feel  like  while  it  might  be  ideal 
imder  some  conditions  to  some  people 
to  get  them  all  done  at  once,  under 
Senate  prerogatives  every  Senator  can 
raise  concerns  about  a  nominee  for  a 
variety  of  reasons— their  qualifications 
for  the  job  and  other  considerations. 
But  I  think  if  we  cannot  get  them  all 
done,  we  need  to  start  moving  down 
the  road.  You  get  as  many  as  you  can, 
and  you  come  back  and  work  some  oth- 
ers. 

I  know  there  are  a  number  of  judges 
that  Members  of  the  minority  party 
support  and  would  like  to  get  approved. 
Some  of  these  that  were  recommended 
by  Democrats  are  also  supported  by 
Republicans.  We  should  continue  our 
effort  to  show  that  we  can  move  these 
nominations.  We  are  getting  to  that 
point  in  the  year  where  it  will  get  more 
and  more  dldcult. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  Senate  immediately  pro- 
ceed to  executive  session  to  consider 
the  following  nominations  en  bloc  on 
today's  Executive  Calendar:  Calendar 
No.  511,  Joseph  Greenaway  of  New  Jer- 
sey; Calendar  No.  514,  Gary  Fenner  of 
Missouri;  Calendar  No.  591,  Walker  Mil- 
ler of  Colorado;  and  Calendar  No.  575, 
Charles  Clevert,  Jr.,  of  Wisconsin. 

I  further  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  nominations  be  confirmed  en  bloc; 
the  motions  to  reconsider  be  laid  upon 
the  table  en  bloc;  that  any  statements 
relating  to  the  nominations  appear  at 
the  appropriate  place  in  the  Record; 
that  the  President  be  immediately  no- 
tified of  the  Senator's  actions;  and  the 
Senate  then  return  to  legislative  ses- 
sion. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  I  ask  the  acting  leader  about 
another  nonoinee  that  was  considered 
before  the  Senate  Judiciary  Commit- 
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tee,  reported  out  favorably,  I  believe 
the  date  was  April  25,  and  has  been  on 
the  calendar  for  some  time  now,  and 
who  is  strongly  supported  by  the  peo- 
ple of  Montana  and  for  whom  I  have 
heard  no  objection,  no  substantive  ob- 
jection whatever.  His  name  is  Don 
Molloy.  Might  I  ask  if  Don  Molloy 
might  be  added  to  that  list  and  in- 
cluded in  the  acting  leader's  request? 

I  say  that  in  part,  Mr.  President,  be- 
cause there  have  been  no  judges  con- 
firmed in  this  session  of  Congress — 
none.  I  might  say  that  many  judges 
were  referred  by  a  Democratic-con- 
trolled Senate  in  years  when  there 
were  Republican  Presidents.  I  might 
say,  for  example,  in  1992,  this  Senate 
confirmed  66  district  and  circuit  court 
judges.  I  might  add,  none  has  been 
brought  up  or  passed  by  this  body  in 
this  session  of  this  Congress.  In  1988, 
the  Senate  confirmed  42  district  circuit 
judges  for  President  Reagan.  I  could  go 
on  down  the  list.  I  will  not  take  the 
Senate's  time. 

As  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  said, 
there  axe  now  17  judges  on  the  cal- 
endar, far  short  of  the  66  and  42  that 
were  passed  in  previous  years.  This  is 
already  June.  I  do  not  know  how  many 
more  days  this  Senate  will  be  in  ses- 
sion this  year.  I  ask,  basically,  why  not 
all  the  17  that  are  on  the  calendar? 
There  is  no  reason  why  they  should  not 
be  added. 

Specifically,  I  inquire  about  Don 
Molloy,  who  has  been  nominated  by  the 
President  and  has  been  reported  out  fa- 
vorably by  the  Judiciary  Committee, 
has  been  on  the  calendar,  for,  gosh, 
over  a  month,  why  his  name  cannot 
also  be  added  to  that  list. 

Mr.  LOTT.  If  the  Senator  would  yield 
under  his  reservation  for  me  to  respond 
to  his  questions,  we  have  tried  on  other 
occasions,  at  least  two  that  I  am  per- 
sonally familiar  with,  to  move  a  group- 
ing of  these  judicial  nominations.  I 
think  on  one  occasion  it  was  not  even 
this  same  four.  There  may  have  been  a 
different  one  that  was  considered  on 
this.  It  was  objected  to  by  Members  of 
the  minority  party.  So  we  have  been 
trying  to  move  some  of  these  judges 
that  we  could  get  approved  through  the 
process.  Some  of  them  were  objected  to 
on  the  Senator's  side,  as  you  have 
done — or  as  you  are  apparently  pre- 
pared to  do  today — and  others  have  ob- 
jected to  other  judges.  We  cannot  get 
them  all  cleared  right  now.  We  would 
like  to  get  the  ones  we  can  get  cleared 
done,  and  come  back  again  later,  as  we 
work  through  this  list. 

Now,  in  regard  to  your  specific  nomi- 
nation, we  were  not  able  to  get  that 
cleared  today.  There  have  been  some 
reservations  or  objections  raised.  We 
are  continuing  to  explore  that.  I  do  not 
personally  know  what  the  reasons  are, 
or  how  many  objections  there  are.  But 
I  plead  with  the  Senator  from  Mon- 
tana, once  again.  These  four  have  been 
cleared.    Hopefully,    we    can    get    an 


agreement  on  more — perhajis  even 
within  the  next  few  days.  But  if  we  do 
not  break  this  down  and  start  getting 
some  approved,  the  whole  thing  stays 
dammed  up. 

So  any  one  Senator  might  have  a 
judge  on  the  list  of  17,  and  his  one 
judge  may  not  be  qualified,  or  may 
have  some  sort  of  a  judicial  problem 
based  on  his  experience,  or  there  may 
be  some  personal  problem.  As  a  general 
rule,  if  any  Senator  says  a  judge  or  a 
judicial  nominee  is  personally  repug- 
nant to  that  Senator,  that  carries 
great  weight  around  here. 

So  is  the  Senator  saying  today  that 
until  we  can  get  all  17,  we  will  get  none 
of  them?  Any  one  Senator  can  walk  in 
here  and  say,  "I  object  to  that  group 
unless  my  judge  is  on  there."  I  am  try- 
ing, on  behalf  of  the  majority  leader,  to 
say,  let  us  get  started.  These  four  have 
been  cleared.  Let  us  do  these  four,  and 
maybe  there  will  be  another  four.  But 
you  cannot  say  to  the  Republicans. 
"Well,  there  have  not  been  any  done 
this  session,"  if  they  are  being  objected 
to  by  Democrats.  Let  us  get  started.  I 
have  told  the  Senator  that  I  am  willing 
to  work  and  see  what  the  problems  are, 
and  maybe  they  are  problems  that  can 
be  worked  out.  I  cannot  make  a  com- 
mitment on  how  that  would  be  done,  or 
when  it  will  be  done.  But  I  am  prepared 
to  get  into  it  as  much  as  I  can,  within 
my  role  as  it  is,  and  see  what  the  prob- 
lems are. 

Please  consider  moving  these.  These 
are  judges  that  have  been  approved, 
that  we  can  clear  and  move  today  ofi 
the  calendar — nominations  rec- 
ommended by  Senator  Bradley  of  New 
Jersey,  Senator  Kohl,  and  I  am  not 
even  quite  sure  who  made  the  rec- 
onmiendation  on  the  judge  from  Mis- 
souri or  the  one  from  Colorado.  I  pre- 
sume they  have  broad  bipartisan  sup- 
port in  those  respective  States,  even 
though  those  States  do  not  have  a 
Democratic  Senator.  Let  us  do  these 
and  see  what  else  we  can  do. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  with 
some  bemusement,  I  listen  to  my  good 
filend  from  Mississippi.  When  a  va- 
cancy occurred  in  Montana  for  a  Fed- 
eral district  court  judge,  I  saw  this  as 
an  opportimity  to  find  the  best  person 
in  the  State  of  Montana  for  this  posi- 
tion. This  is  one  power,  one  thing  that 
a  U.S.  Senator  can  do — that  is,  to  rec- 
ommend to  the  President  of  the  United 
States  who  the  President  might,  in 
turn,  nominate  to  a  Federal  district 
court  judgeship. 

I  took  this  very,  very  seriously.  I  sat 
down  and  surveyed  the  State  of  Mon- 
tana to  determine  who  I  regarded  as 
the  best,  the  brightest,  the  most 
thoughtful  persons— Republicans  and 
Democrats,  just  good  thoughtful  peo- 
ple—and put  together  a  nominee  com- 
mission. I  called  each  of  them  up  per- 
sonally—six, seven,  or  eight  of  the  best 
Montana  minds  and  the  most  thought- 
ful persons  in  the  State  of  Montana, 


June  6,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


13337 


Republicans  and  Democrats — and  asked 
if  they  would  serve.  They  all  said  they 
would  love  to.  I  said  to  each  of  them, 
"I  would  like  you  to  nominate  or  rec- 
ommend to  me  the  best  people  in  our 
State."  I  said  precisely.  "I  am  not  car- 
rying water  for  any  Republicans,  any 
Democrats,  liberals  or  conservatives;  it 
makes  no  difference.  I  want  the  best." 
My  commission,  my  group,  then  nomi- 
nated three  different  people  whom  they 
regarded  as  the  best  people  in  Montana 
to  serve  in  this  position  as  a  Federal 
district  court  judge.  I  then  sat  down 
with  each  of  the  three,  interviewed 
each  of  the  three  for  hours.  I  then 
called  my  group  again  and  asked  their 
opinions.  I  talked  to  all  the  Federal 
judges  in  Montana,  all  the  State  dis- 
trict court  judges  in  Montana,  and  I 
asked  their  views. 

I  can  tell  you  that  Don  Molloy  is  the 
top  choice  in  the  State  of  Montana  for 
this  position— by  Republicans  and  by 
Democrats.  There  is  just  no  denjring 
that. 

I  say,  in  addition,  to  my  good  friend 
from  Mississippi,  that  they  need  to 
have  this  position  filled.  That  is  be- 
cause there  is  going  to  be  a  backlog  in 
our  State  in  the  Federal  district 
courts.  Why?  Basically,  because  of  the 
unfortunate  problems  with  the  alleged 
Unabomber  in  Montana,  and  the 
Freemen  are  causing  all  kinds  of  prob- 
lems in  our  State,  which  is  putting  an 
additional  pressure  on  the  law  enforce- 
ment personnel  in  our  State.  Many  of 
those  actions  will  be  in  Federal  district 
court. 

So  I  ask  my  good  friend  from  Mis- 
sissippi why  Don  MoUoy's  name  cannot 
be  added  to  the  list  of  four.  I  am  per- 
sonally not  pleading  for  all  17  on  the 
calendar.  But  I  make  a  very  reasonable 
suggestion  to  add  one  more  to  the  list 
of  four — that  is,  Don  Molloy. 

I  have  heard  no  substantive  objec- 
tion. I  have  heard  no  objection  to  him. 
He  passed  the  committee.  I  believe 
that  these  nominees,  to  avoid  this 
deauUock,  probably  should  be  brought 
up  on  the  floor  one  by  one  and  let  Sen- 
ators speak  in  favor  or  against  the 
nominees.  Let  them  stand  up  and  say 
what  they  think.  Let  them  vote  the 
way  they  want  to  vote.  I  might  say  to 
my  very  good  fiiend  from  Mississippi 
that  my  colleague.  Senator  Burns,  a 
Republican  from  the  State  of  Montana, 
supports  this  nominee.  He  supports 
this  nominee.  If  you  have  bipartisan 
support  for  our  nominee,  Don  Molloy,  I 
see  no  reason  why  he  should  not  be 
added  to  that  list  of  four. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  there  has 
been  objection  to  this  point  to  this  par- 
ticular nominee.  I  do  not  know  him.  I 
do  not  know  his  record.  I  am  not  on  the 
Judiciary  Committee.  I  can  only  say 
that  we  have  not  been  able  to  get  any 
other  than  these  four  approved  to  this 
point.  Maybe  there  is  some  problem 
there.  I  do  not  know.  Maybe  there  is 
not. 


I  can  ssmipathize  with  the  Senator, 
because  I  remember  one  time  that  my 
State  of  Mississippi  agreed  to  go  along 
with  a  nominee  from  Louisiana,  who 
was  particularly  well  qualified  to  be  a 
member  of  the  Fifth  Circuit  Court  of 
Appeals— basically,  a  Mississippi  posi- 
tion. Because  there  was  such  a  unique- 
ly qualified  nominee,  a  former  Con- 
gressman and  Governor  that  we  with- 
held with  the  insistence  that  it  be  a 
nominee  from  our  State.  So  that  nomi- 
nation went  forward,  and  then  it  lan- 
guished, and  it  laid  there,  and  it 
seemed  to  be  objected  to.  Finally,  the 
term  ended,  or  that  session  of  the  Con- 
gress, whatever  that  was — maybe  the 
98th  session.  At  any  rate,  there  was 
never  an  explanation  of  what  the  prob- 
lem was.  There  was  an  objection  by  the 
Democrats  to  this  fine  man,  who  clear- 
ly had  judicial  temperament,  was  high- 
ly rejected,  ethical,  a  former  Congress- 
man and  Governor  and.  yet,  it  just 
stayed  there  and  never  was  considered. 

So  I  understand  how  the  Senator 
feels  about  this.  But  it  is  a  unique 
thing  to  the  Senate  to  make  the  rec- 
ommendations to  Presidents  for  the 
Federal  district  judges,  as  weU  as  ap- 
pellate courts,  even  though  appellate 
courts  are  treated  a  little  differently 
than  Federal  district  judges.  It  is  also 
a  unique  Senate  prerogative  to  have  an 
objection  to  a  judge.  Obviously,  it  can 
come  from  some  other  State,  some 
member  of  the  Judiciary  Committee— 
who  knows?  Sometimes  it  is  very  dif- 
ficult to  find  out  exactly  what  the 
problem  is.  But  they  have  a  way,  in 
many  instances,  of  working  themselves 
out. 

Again,  the  majority  leader  has  said 
to  the  minority  leader  that  he  would 
like  to  move  as  many  of  these  as  pos- 
sible. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  I  can  help  the  Senator 
move  one  more  right  now.  That  is  my 
suggestion.  That  is  helping  the  leader. 
He  can  move  one  more. 

Mr.  LOTT.  We  do  not  have  that  one 
cleared  and  the  other  12.  But  we  do 
have  four  cleared.  When  those  are  done, 
we  will  try  some  others.  I  make  one 
last  plea  to  the  Senator.  I  believe  that 
if  he  would  let  these  four  go,  it  would 
help  break  down  the  dike,  and  we 
would  see  others  move. 

Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  I  appre- 
ciate the  remarks  of  my  very  good 
friend.  We  simply  have  heard  no  good 
reason  why  Don  Molloy  should  not  be 
on  the  calendar. 

It  is  with  great  reluctance  that  I  ob- 
ject. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  thank  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Iowa  for  al- 
lowing us  to  have  this  exchange  in  an 
effort  to  try  to  clear  some  judicial 
nominations. 


riod  for  the  transaction  of  morning 
business  with  Senators  permitted  to 
speak  for  up  to  10  minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Iowa. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 
Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  there  now  be  a  pe- 


CHENA  MOST-FAVORED-NATION 
STATUS 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  ear- 
lier today  the  Senate  Finance  Commit- 
tee heard  testimony  on  the  issue  of 
most-favored-nation  trade  policy  for 
China.  As  you  know  Mr.  President,  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  Presi- 
dent Clinton,  on  May  20  announced 
that  China  would  be  granted  most-fa- 
vored-nation status  for  another  year. 
This  is  an  annual  determination  made 
in  the  case  of  China.  For  the  other  100 
and  some  nations  that  have  most-fa- 
vored-nation trade  status  with  us  it  is 
more  on  a  permanent  basis.  It  does  not 
have  to  be  annually  like  it  is  for  China. 
I  might  say,  too,  for  the  benefit  of 
my  colleagues  that  there  are  only 
about  five  or  six  countries  that  would 
be  called  major  trading  partners,  or  po- 
tential major  trawling  partners  that  do 
not  have  most-favored-nation  status. 
So  I  am  not  sure  that  the  terminology 
is  very  good  when  it  really  kind  of  re- 
fers to  normal  trading  status  between 
the  United  States  and  any  other  coun- 
try. But  it  has  been  titled  like  this  for 
decades.  So  it  sounds  like  maybe  really 
more  than  what  it  really  is.  But  the 
President  made  that  decision. 

I  wanted  to  announce  my  support  of 
the  President's  decision.  So  we  are 
going  to  enter  a  period  of  time  here 
where  Congress  debates  whether  or  not 
the  President  is  right  to  have  granted 
most-favored-nation  status  to  China, 
and  also  we  will  do  that  through  a  res- 
olution of  disapproval  of  the  Presi- 
dent's action.  So  if  the  resolution  of 
disapproval  does  not  pass  the  Congress 
then,  of  course,  the  President's  actions 
will  stand.  If  it  would  pass  Congress  by 
a  majority  vote  but  the  President 
would  veto,  which  you  would  assume 
that  he  would,  then  presumably  unless 
there  are  votes  to  override — which 
means  two- thirds  majority — that  the 
President's  action  would  still  stand. 

So  I  think  it  is  fair  to  assume  that 
regardless  of  the  annual  exercise  we  go 
through,  regardless  of  the  motion  of 
disapproval  being  approved,  in  the  final 
analysis  there  will  not  be  a  two-thirds 
vote  to  override  the  President's  ac- 
tions. So  China  will  have  most-favored- 
nation  status  for  another  year. 

I  personally  believe — and  I  support, 
of  course — that  the  President's  decision 
should  and  will  be  upheld.  But  there  is 
a  lot  of  sentiment  against  China  on 
Capitol  Hill,  and  recent  developments 
in  our  relationship  with  China  has  not 
helped  China's  chances  of  success  in 
fighting  the  motion  of  disapproval. 

Most  recently  on  trade  issues  in  re- 
gard to  China  our  United  States  Trade 
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Representative  announced  sanctions 
against  China  to  the  tune  of  $2  billion. 
These  sanctions  will  take  effect  on 
June  17  unless  China  comes  into  com- 
pliance with  the  bilateral  agreement 
on  intellectual  property  rights  that 
was  reached  in  1995.  In  response  to  our 
own  Government's  announcement  of 
sanctions  against  China,  they  in  turn 
said  that  they  would  levy  100  percent 
tariffs  on  many  U.S.  exports.  These  in- 
clude agricultural  products  such  as 
cotton,  beef,  chicken,  and  vegetable 
oils. 

So  it  appears  that  we  could  be  on  the 
verge  of  a  trade  war  with  one  of  our 
major  agricultural  export  markets.  I 
want  to  reflect  on  this  issue  by  briefly 
discussing  how  we  got  into  this  posi- 
tion, and  what  it  means  for  China's 
chances  on  MFN. 

Mr.  President,  as  you  know,  the  Clin- 
ton administration's  position  on  how 
to  deal  with  China  has  never  been  very 
clear.  In  fact,  I  suppose  you  could  put 
it  in  a  class  with  a  lot  of  other  issues 
that  the  President  has  taken  positions 
on  in  the  past.  He  has  changed  his  view 
on  this  one  as  well. 

In  addition,  since  he  has  been  Presi- 
dent, I  can  say  he  has  had  no  long-term 
view  on  what  a  relationship  with  China 
ought  to  be.  Some  have  said  that  the 
President  seems  to  make  policy  ac- 
cording to  the  last  person  he  has  spo- 
ken to  on  a  given  day.  That  has  been  a 
very  general  comment  about  the  Presi- 
dent. But  it  is  one,  if  you  look  at  spe- 
cific actions  on  China,  that  I  think  you 
can  apply  even  more  specifically  to  our 
China  policy. 

In  1992,  when  he  was  a  Presidential 
candidate.  Bill  Clinton  harshly  criti- 
cized the  Bush  administration  for  being 
soft  on  human  rights  in  China.  Can- 
didate Clinton  vowed  at  that  time  to 
condition  China's  most-favored-nation 
status  on^these  are  his  words — "re- 
spect for  human  rights,  political  liber- 
alization, and  responsible  international 
conduct." 

That  is  what  the  President  said  was 
wrong  with  President  Bush's  position 
on  China. 

Just  2  years  later.  President  Clinton 
favored  separating  human  rights  from 
most-favored-nation  status,  and  he  fa- 
vored that  year  granting  China  MFN 
status,  as  the  Bush  administration  had 
done,  and  as  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion had  done.  And  it  even  goes  back 
beyond  that. 

While  the  President  was  changing  his 
mind,  there  was  not  any  evidence 
whatsoever  that  China  had  altered  its 
behavior  to  satisfy  President  Clinton's 
very  own  standards  that  he  had  enun- 
ciated in  1992  on  the  issue  of  MFN.  Re- 
cently the  contradictions  and  rhetoric 
have  become  more  pronounced,  and  the 
consequences  even  more  important. 

Our  lack  of  a  tough  and  clearly  de- 
fined policy  toward  Beijing  has  created 
a  new  atmosphere  in  China.  It  is  an  at- 
mosphere in  which  China  decided  that 


it  can  ignore  its  responsibilities  to  the 
world  community. 

So  my  question  to  you  is  this:  Does 
this  administration  have  credibility  in 
dealing  with  China?  I  think  that  lack 
of  credibility  is  part  of  the  reason  that 
we  have  problems  not  only  with  our 
govenmient    toward    China    but    also 
within  the  United  States  of  whether  or 
not  our  policy  toward  China  is  right. 
This  constant  changing  of  policy  does 
not  send  a  very  clear  signal  to  the 
American    people    of   the    benefits    of 
MFN,  or  the  importance  of  continuing 
MFN  for  China.  You  see  some  of  this  in 
China's  action — its  attempt  to  intimi- 
date   Taiwan    prior    to    its    election 
through   so-called   military   exercises. 
China  has  allegedly  sold  nuclear  mate- 
rials to  Pakistan,  but  denies  knowledge 
of  doing  so.  Now  it  has  blatantly  vio- 
lated its  intellectual  property  rights 
agreement  with  the  United  States.  Do 
you  think  that  China  would  behave  in 
this  manner  if  they  really  took  the 
President's  rhetoric  seriously?  Our  own 
United    States    Trade    Representative 
has  announced  sanctions  due  to  China's 
breach    of    the    intellectual    property 
rights  agreement.  I  support  these  sanc- 
tions, and  I  have  not  found  any  opposi- 
tion to  these  sanctions.  The  credibility 
of  the  United  States  and  our  ability  to 
enforce   future   agreements   would   be 
very  much  on  the  line  and  questioned  if 
we   did   not   impose   these   sanctions. 
However,  if  we  had  had  a  more  consist- 
ent policy  toward  China  in  the  last  few 
years,  I  think  this  situation  on  the  in- 
tellectual proi)erty  rights  could  have 
been  avoided.  Unfortunately,  Congress 
will  have  to  debate  China's  most-fa- 
vored-nation  status  with  its  looming 
trade  dispute  as  a  backdrop.  For  many 
Members  it  will  be  difflcult  to  go  home 
and  justify  voting  for  MFN  while  China 
openly  violates  existing  trade  agree- 
ments. So  I  am  afraid  that  the  vote 
may  be  very  close. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  important  to  con- 
sider the  implications  of  not  extending 
most-favored-nation  status  at  this 
time. 

In  1995,  United  States  exports  to 
China  totaled  about  $12  billion.  Those 
exports  would  be  jeopardized.  Tariffs 
on  products  coming  into  the  United 
States  from  China  would  also  be  raised 
significantly.  This  amounts  to  a  tax,  of 
course,  on  our  American  consumers,  so 
American  businesses  and  consumers 
will  suffer. 

The  MFN  debate  is  no  ideological  ex- 
ercise. It  affects  business.  It  affects 
jobs  for  Americans.  It  affects  consumer 
costs.  So  we  are  talking  about  pocket- 
book  issues  in  dealing  with  MFN. 
There  is  at  least  one  area  that  will  suf- 
fer if  MFN  is  revoked.  It  is  of  interest 
to  my  State  of  Iowa.  That  is  agri- 
culture. Those  of  us  from  agriculture 
States  know  how  especially  important 
this  debate  is.  It  is  very  important. 

Is  the  Chair  speaking  of  the  10- 
minute  thing? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  I  thought  I  yielded 
to  the  speaker  without  losing  my  right 
to  the  floor:  I  was  protected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Unani- 
mous consent  was  granted. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  OK.  Then  I  should 
have  objected  to  the  unanimous  con- 
sent request.  But  the  unanimous  con- 
sent overrode  the  unanimous  consent  I 
had  to  have  my  right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
true. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  I  ask  for  5  more 
minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it . 
is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Those  of  us  from  ag- 
riculture States  especially  know  how 
important  the  debate  on  MFN  is.  China 
has  a  population  of  1.2  billion,  which  is 
one-fifth  of  the  world  population,  but  it 
has  only  7  percent  of  the  world's  arable 
land.  So  China  will  continue  to  import 
large  amounts  of  its  food  needs.  The 
good  news  for  the  American  farmer  is 
that  the  diet  of  the  Chinese  people  is 
changing  rapidly.  Meat  consumption  is 
growing  10  percent  per  year  there,  or  a 
staggering  4  million  tons  annually.  So 
value-added  exports  will  play  a  very 
Important  role  in  China's  future  and  in 
the  agricultural  exports  of  our  country 
to  China. 

The  potential  for  growth  over  the 
coming  decades  is  extremely  high.  We 
are  going  to  have  a  75-percent  increase 
of  exports  to  Asia,  and  50  percent  of 
that  increase  by  the  year  2000  is  going 
to  be  with  China.  So  by  the  year  2030 
this  is  going  to  be  a  very  important 
market  for  America  and  particularly 
for  American  agricultural. 

It  also  relates  very  well  with  our  new 
farm  program.  This  program  will  have 
a  declining  amount  of  appropriations 
for  agriculture  to  a  phaseout  by  the 
year  2002.  So  farmers  will  earn  more 
from  the  marketplace,  and  our  ability 
to  export  is  very  important  in  accom- 
plishing this.  China,  of  course,  will 
play  a  very  important  role  in  these  ex- 
ports. 

So  I  think  our  policy  toward  China 
must  be  one  of  aggressive  engagement. 
We  need  to  continue  to  negotiate 
agreements  with  the  Chinese  on  trade 
and  other  matters  as  well.  We  must 
work  to  bring  China  into  the  world 
community  of  nations,  and  I  believe 
that  these  actions  will  ultimately 
bring  about  real  reform  within  China. 
Granting  most-favored-nation  status 
should  be  a  part  of  that  policy. 

We  had  a  debate  in  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee a  few  weeks  ago  about  how  mis- 
leading the  term  MFN  is.  It  is  not 
something  special.  As  I  have  already 
said,  it  is  something  that  is  granted  to 
all  but  a  handful  of  nations.  But  with 
that  said,  we  must  still  vigorously  en- 
force all  of  our  agreements  with  China. 
Trade  agreements  are  not  worth  the 
paper  they  are  written  on  if  we  are 
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afraid  to  take  appropriate  measures  of 
enforcement. 

There  is  a  real  old  sasring  in  the 
Western  United  States  of  "keep  your 
door  unlocked,  but  if  you  do,  keep  a 
shotgun  behind  the  door."  I  think  that 
is  how  I  see  our  activities  with  China. 
You  have  to  be  open  with  them,  but  we 
have  to  be  prepared  to  make  sure  that 
they  stick  to  the  agreements  as  well. 
So  we  have  the  WTO  accession  negotia- 
tions with  China  coming  up.  That  gives 
us  an  opportunity  to  discuss  with  the 
Chinese  all  of  the  concerns  raised  in 
the  MFN  debate.  We  can  also  use  the 
imposition  of  301  sanctions  to  accom- 
plish our  goal. 

That  is  a  much  better  environment 
than  the  MFN  debate  for  bringing 
China  to  the  table  and  around  to  the 
international  norms  that  they  say  they 
agree  with,  the  international  norms  of 
trade  agreements  being  followed,  the 
international  norms  of  human  rights 
that  are  in  the  United  Nations  Charter, 
the  international  norms  of  rule  of  law, 
and  you  can  name  a  lot  of  others. 
China  says  that  they  accept  them.  A 
lot  of  people  who  do  not  want  MFN  sta- 
tus say  since  China  does  not  meet 
these  international  norms  all  the  time, 
we  should  not  grant  MFN.  But  these 
other  environments  are  the  place  for 
those  issues  to  be  discussed. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Parliamentary  in- 
quiry, Mr.  President.  Is  this  morning 
business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is,  in- 
deed, with  10  minutes  allotted  for  each 
speaker. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  msrself  the  10 
minutes. 


TRUSTEES  REPORT  ON  MEDICARE 
AND  SOCIAL  SECURITY 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President  and 
fellow  Senators,  the  trustees'  report  on 
Medicare  and  Social  Security  has  just 
been  delivered.  Everybody  should  know 
that  is  a  report  that  is  put  together  by 
a  six-member  commission,  four  of 
whom  are  either  Cabinet  Members  of 
the  President  or  hierarchy  of  the  So- 
cial Security  System  itself. 

On  i)age  10  of  the  sunmmry  of  that  re- 
port, the  following  statement  is  found: 

The  trustees  recommend  the  earliest  pos- 
sible enactment  of  the  legislation  to  further 
control  the  HI  program  costs  and  thereby  ex- 
tend the  life  of  the  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund.  This  Is,  however,  only  a  first  step  In 
what  must  be  a  long-term  process  to  achieve 
balance  between  HI  costs  and  funding. 

Now,  I  repeat,  these  trustees  I  do  not 
believe  are  Republicans.  They  are  not 
Members  of  the  Congress.  Three  of 
them  are  members  of  the  President's 
Cabinet.  One  of  them  is  the  adminis- 
trator or  the  head  person  at  Social  Se- 
curity. Then  there  are  two  outside  citi- 
zens. 


Now,  what  they  have  said  is  this  fund 
is  going  bankrupt  1  year  earlier  than 
we  thought.  I  know  no  one  wants  to 
hear  that.  No  one  wants  to  really  face 
up  to  the  reality,  but  they  have  said  we 
were  wrong  even  last  year:  it  is  going 
to  become  insolvent  even  sooner,  so 
they  now  say  it  will  be  insolvent  in  5 
years. 

That  means  it  is  already  annually 
spending  out  more  than  it  is  taking  in. 
and  but  for  a  surplus,  there  would  not 
be  enough  money  to  pay  the  bills.  Then 
they  say  that  5  years  out  there  will  not 
be  any  surplus  at  all  and  the  money 
coming  in  will  be  tremendously  defi- 
cient in  terms  of  paying  the  bills. 

Now,  I  do  not  believe  it  is  asking  too 
much  and  I  do  not  think  senior  citizens 
would  think  that  it  is  asking  too  much 
for  us  to  fix  that.  Should  we  wait  an- 
other year  and  then  we  only  have  4 
years  to  fix  it?  Should  we  wait  4  years 
and  wake  up  in  the  morning  and  say, 
seniors,  it  is  right  around  the  comer: 
there  is  not  going  to  be  enough  money 
to  pay  the  hospital  bills?  Or  should  we 
fix  it  now?  Actually,  these  trustees  rec- 
ommend that  we  do  this  at  the  earliest 
possible  time,  and  they  recommend 
that  we  do  this  by  further  controlling 
costs. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  update  the 
Senate  on  the  status  of  the  Medicare 
tnist  fimds.  Yesterday,  we  received  the 
annual  reports  from  the  Medicare 
trustees. 

The  new  report  tells  us  that  the  hos- 
pital insurance  (part  A)  trust  fund  will 
go  bankrupt  early  in  the  year  2001. 
Last  year's  report  predicted  bank- 
ruptcy in  2002,  so  we've  lost  1  year 
there.  In  addition,  the  President's  veto 
of  last  year's  Medicare  reform  plan 
means  we  have  lost  another  year.  We 
are  now  2  years  worse  off  than  we  were 
1  year  ago  today. 

The  report  tells  us  that  Medicare 
spending  is  2.7  percent  of  the  economy 
right  now.  If  we  don't  do  anything  to 
slow  the  growth  of  Medicare  spending, 
that  will  more  than  double,  to  2ilmost  6 
percent  of  the  economy  in  the  year 
2020. 

The  report  confirms  that  the  trust 
fund  ran  a  small  deficit  for  the  first 
time  last  year.  The  report  tells  us  that 
if  we  don't  do  anything,  in  the  year 
2005  the  cash  coming  into  the  hospital 
insurance  trust  fund  will  be  $130  billion 
less  than  the  cash  we  need  to  pay  hos- 
pital benefits. 

Let's  talk  about  the  plan  we're  pro- 
posing in  Congress.  Our  plan  would 
spend  $1.48  trillion  on  Medicare  over 
the  next  6  years.  Yes,  it  would  slow  the 
growth  of  Medicare  spending,  from 
about  10  percent  per  year,  to  6.2  per- 
cent per  year.  That's  still  more  than 
twice  the  rate  of  inflation,  a  goal  the 
President  endorsed  3  years  ago. 

The  President  says  that  our  short- 
term  goal  should  be  to  keep  the  part  A 
trust  fund  solvent  for  10  years.  Our 
plan  does  that;  his  does  not.  His  keeps 


the  trust  fund  solvent  for  only  1  year, 
and  plays  a  shell  game  with  $55  billion 
of  home  health  spending. 

I  can  summarize  the  budgetary  goals 
of  our  Medicare  reform  plan  in  two 
quick  points,  Mr.  President.  For  Medi- 
care part  A,  we  will  meet  the  goal  of 
keeping  the  part  A  trust  fund  solvent 
for  more  than  a  decade  without  any 
shell  games. 

And  for  Medicare  part  B,  we  will 
achieve  the  same  level  of  savings  as 
contained  in  the  President's  budget. 

Keeping  the  part  A  trust  fund  solvent 
requires  making  hard  choices.  Mr. 
President.  Our  plan  saves  money  first 
by  restracturing  the  system  to  provide 
seniors  with  more  choices.  Today  we 
have  a  Medicare  Program  which  is 
modeled  after  a  state-of-the-art  health 
insurance  plan  from  the  mid-1960"s. 

It  is  time  to  bring  Medicare  into  the 
1990's,  and  to  prepare  it  for  the  next 
century.  Over  the  past  10  years,  work- 
ers in  the  private  sector  have  seen 
their  health  insurance  coverage 
change.  More  of  them  are  choosing  to 
move  into  managed  care,  and  more  of 
that  care  is  being  delivered  through 
networks  of  providers  which  can  care 
for  the  entire  patient. 

Many  workers  in  the  private  sector 
and  Government  employees  have 
health  care  choices,  choices  which 
many  Medicare  beneficiaries  do  not 
have  today.  I  believe  that  by  offering 
seniors  a  wide  range  of  options,  and  by 
making  private  firms  compete  for  the 
business  of  seniors,  we  can  better  meet 
the  beneficiaries'  needs,  and  we  can 
save  money  as  well. 

The  trustees'  report  tells  us  that 
Medicare  spending  per  beneficiary  grew 
about  10  percent  over  the  last  year.  We 
simply  cannot  sustain  a  program  in 
which  each  year  we  spend  10  percent 
more  for  each  person.  We  need  to  re- 
structure the  Medicare  Program  so 
that  beneficiaries  can  make  intelligent 
decisions  about  how  they  can  best  re- 
ceive medical  care. 

Our  plan  would  also  naake  some  need- 
ed changes  in  the  way  we  pay  provid- 
ers. Most  hospitals  are  paid  by  the  pro- 
spective payment  system.  A  hospital  is 
ipaid  a  specific  amount  for  a  certain 
medical  condition.  This  fixed,  up-fi-ont 
pajmient  encourages  the  hospital  to  de- 
liver care  efficiently.  While  the  pro- 
spective pasrment  system  has  not  done 
enough  to  control  hospital  spending,  it 
was  definitely  a  step  in  the  right  direc- 
tion. 

Our  Medicare  reform  plan  would  re- 
form how  Medicare  pays  for  home 
health  services,  and  for  services  deliv- 
ered in  skilled  nursing  facilities.  These 
are  the  fastest  growing  components  of 
Medicare  spending  today,  and  we  need 
to  restructure  the  way  we  pay  these  fa- 
cilities to  help  control  costs. 

Our  Medicare  reform  plan  would  also 
reduce  the  rate  of  growth  In  payments 
to  providers.  This  is  nothing  new,  Mr. 
P»resident,  and  if  we  are   to  control 
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costs  in  the  short  run,  we  must  do  It. 
But  to  those  who  claim  that  we  are 
going  to  actually  cut  payments  to  pro- 
viders below  today's  level,  I  say  you 
are  absolutely  wrong.  Even  after  re- 
form, payments  to  hospitals  and  physi- 
cians will  go  up. 

The  providers,  Mr.  President,  should 
be  among  the  strongest  supporters  of 
our  reform  plan,  because  they  will  ulti- 
mately benefit  from  a  system  that  de- 
livers and  allocates  health  care  more 
efBciently.  As  more  Medicare  bene- 
ficiaries participate  in  privately  of- 
fered Medicare  plus  plans,  we  can  get 
the  Government  out  of  the  relationship 
between  a  patient  and  his  or  her  doc- 
tor. We  can  allow  doctors  to  practice 
the  best  kind  of  medicine  they  know, 
and  we  can  allow  a  patient  and  a  doc- 
tor to  cooperate  in  making  smart  and 
economical  decisions  about  the  amount 
and  t3T?e  of  care  that  a  beneficiary 
needs. 

Our  Medicare  reform  plan  would 
enact  real  reforms  to  control  Medicare 
program  costs  so  that  we  can  keep  the 
Medicare  trust  fund  solvent  for  10 
years.  Once  we  have  done  that,  we  can 
then  begin  to  address  the  longer-term 
financial  problems  that  will  result 
from  the  retirement  of  the  baby  boom 
generation. 

That  is  in  direct  contrast  to  how  the 
President's  budget  proposes  to  deal 
with  Medicare.  The  President's  budget 
contains  a  Medicare  shell  game  which 
just  moves  money  around  from  one  pot 
to  another.  The  President's  Medicare 
shell  game  would  mislead  Medicare 
beneficiaries,  hard-working  families 
paying  taxes,  and  the  Congress  about 
the  health  of  the  part  A  trust  fund. 

And  the  President's  Medicare  shell 
game  would  place  $55  billion  more  pres- 
sure on  Income  taxes.  It  makes  you 
wonder  If  this  is  really  just  a  back-door 
way  to  increase  taxes,  Mr.  President. 

The  President's  plan  would  take  $55 
billion  of  home  health  spending,  which 
is  currently  paid  out  of  Medicare  part 
A,  and  would  say  that  it  is  no  longer 
going  to  be  paid  from  the  Medicare 
part  A  trust  fund.  He  would  transfer  re- 
sponsibility for  that  spending  from 
Medicare  i»rt  A  to  Medicare  part  B. 

Why  would  you  do  that?  For  one  sim- 
ple reason:  it  makes  the  part  A  trust 
fund  look  better.  Since  you're  no 
longer  spending  that  $55  billion  firom 
the  part  A  trust  fund,  that  trust  fund 
goes  bankrupt  more  slowly,  and  it  ap- 
pears healthier.  But  you  haven't  really 
done  ansrthing  to  address  the  problem, 
because  the  spending  still  exists  in 
medicare  i>art  B. 

By  playing  this  shell  game  with 
home  health  spending,  the  President 
claims  to  keep  the  trust  fund  solvent, 
when  really  all  he  has  done  is  shift  the 
problem  from  one  part  of  Medicare  to 
the  other.  That  would  be  bad  enough,  if 
that's  all  there  were.  But  unfortu- 
nately there  is  more. 

Medicare  part  B  is  paid  for  from  two 
sources.     Premiums     paid    by    bene- 
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ficiaries  cover  25  percent  of  the  costs, 
and  Income  taxes  from  hard-working 
American  families  pay  the  other  75  per- 
cent. Every  $1  paid  by  a  medicare  bene- 
ficiary for  doctor's  services  through 
Medicare  part  B  is  subsidized  by  $3 
from  working  taxpayers. 

We  know  that  the  President's  Medi- 
care shell  game  transfers  $55  billion  of 
home  health  spending  from  Medicare 
part  A  to  Medicare  part  B.  So  it  would 
make  sense  that,  if  you  did  that,  bene- 
ficiary premiums  would  go  up  to  pay 
for  25  percent  of  those  costs. 

But  they  do  not.  The  President's 
shell  game  transfers  the  $55  billion  of 
spending  from  part  A  to  part  B  and 
makes  the  part  A  trust  fund  look 
healthier,  but  he  exempts  the  trans- 
ferred spending  from  the  calculation  of 
the  premium. 

So  who  do  you  think  pays  for  it? 
Where  does  the  $55  billion  come  from  to 
pay  for  the  transferred  home  health 
spending?  Under  current  law  and  vmder 
our  reform  plan,  it  comes  from  the  pay- 
roll taxes  that  pay  for  past  A  benefits, 
and  are  needed  to  keep  the  part  A  trust 
fund  solvent. 

But  if  the  $55  billion  is  now  paid  from 
part  B,  but  the  premiums  paid  by  bene- 
ficiaries are  not  going  to  pay  for  any  of 
it,  then  the  entire  $55  billion  cost  will 
be  borne  by  hard-working,  taxpaying 
American  families.  Rather  than  sub- 
sidize three-fourths  of  this  spending,  as 
they  do  for  all  other  part  B  services, 
the  President  would  make  working  tax- 
payers subsidize  the  whole  thing. 

Let  me  siunmarize  the  shell  game, 
Mr.  President: 

First,   transfer  $55  billion  of  home 

health  spending  from  part  A  to  part  B; 

Second,  this  makes  the  part  A  trust 

fund    look    healthier,    when    actually 

nothing  has  changed; 

Third,  exempt  the  $55  billion  from 

the  calculation  of  the  part  B  premium; 

Fourth,  and  therefore  make  working 

taxpayers  pick  up  the  entire  $55  billion 

cost. 

I  wonder  if  there  are  plans  to  extend 
this  shell  game  in  the  future,  Mr. 
President.  If  he  wanted  to,  each  year 
the  President  could  propose  to  transfer 
some  more  spending  from  Medicare 
part  A  to  Medicare  part  B.  He  could  ex- 
empt it  from  the  premiums,  and  each 
year  he  could  claim  to  save  Medicare. 
But  in  reality  all  he  would  be  doing  is 
misleading  the  American  people  and 
Medicare  beneficiaries,  allowing  Medi- 
care to  go  bankrupt,  and  raising  taxes 
on  hard  working  American  families.  I 
sincerely  hope  that  this  is  not  the 
President's  goal. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  I  am  going  to  in- 
sert a  statement  in  the  Record  because 
of  the  lack  of  time  that  explains  in  de- 
tail the  proposal  that  the  Republicans 
have  submitted  this  year.  This  pro- 
posal, which  is  working  its  way 
through  the  Congress,  would  save  the 
trust  fund  for  10  years. 

I  want  to  spend  a  little  bit  of  time 
talking  about  what  the  President  of 


the  United  States  does  not  do.  It  has 
been  very  difficult.  It  seems  like  no- 
body wiants  to  write  about  what  the 
President  is  proposing,  but  I  believe  we 
ought  to  tell  the  public  what  he  is  pro- 
posing and  let  them  pass  judgment 
upon  whether  he  has  a  bona  fide,  legiti- 
mate 10-year  fix  of  Medicare.  The  pro- 
posal that  our  conrunittees  will  work 
on,  everybody  agrees,  will  make  the 
trust  fund  solvent  for  10  years.  But  now 
let  me  suggest  how  the  President  goes 
about  solving  this  problem.  I  wish  I 
was  a  better  wordsmlth  because  what 
he  has  done  just  cries  out  for  some  sim- 
ple few  words  to  explain  it  that  every- 
body would  imderstand.  But  I  am  not 
very  good  at  that.  The  closest  I  can 
come  to  it  is  a  flimfiam,  a  hoax,  a  cha- 
rade. So  let  me  try  to  tell  you  what  I 
mean. 

The  trust  fimd  has  money  coming 
into  it  from  all  the  workers  of  Amer- 
ica. All  the  hard-working  people  get- 
ting paychecks,  they  will  see  a  little 
piece  of  it  taken  out,  and  it  goes  in  this 
trust  fund  to  pay  for  hospital  and  home 
health  care  for  senior  citizens.  It  Is  a 
lot  of  money.  The  problem  is  the  costs 
in  that  fxmd  have  grown  10  percent  a 
year  and  the  taxes  going  in  are  not 
growing  at  10  percent  a  year. 

Some  say  we  can  cover  seniors  and 
modernize  this  system,  and  instead  of 
growing  at  10  percent  a  year,  maybe  we 
can  cover  it  at  a  growth  of  7  percent  a 
year.  Some  say  the  providers  that  are 
charging  for  this  care  have  to  charge  in 
a  different  way  and  we  have  to  prevent 
fraud  and  we  have  to  make  sure  that 
we  are  not  being  overcharged  as  we  at- 
tempt to  take  care  of  seniors  for  thefr 
hospital  care. 

The  most  Interesting  thing  about 
this  is  that  out  of  that  fund  currently, 
we  also  pay  for  home  health  care  for 
seniors.  It  does  not  matter  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  how  one  ex- 
plains how  that  happened  to  come 
about.  The  truth  of  the  matter  is,  when 
these  trustees  were  referring  to  reduc- 
ing the  costs,  they  were  referring  to  re- 
ducing the  costs  of  what  we  are  paying 
for  out  of  that  trust  fund. 

One  of  the  big-ticket  items  that  we 
have  committed  to  pay  for  out  of  this 
trust  fund  for  our  seniors  is  home 
health  care.  It  just  happens  that  home 
health  care  is  growing  rapidly.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  if  you  looked  in  that 
trust  fund  and  zeroed  in  and  said, 
"What  are  we  paying  for,"  and  you 
asked,  "What  is  it  costing,"  the  fastest 
growing  one  is  home  health  care  for 
seniors.  It  is  growing  at  19  i)ercent  a 
year. 

The  trustees  recommended  that  we 
try  to  reduce  the  costs  of  this  program. 
Listen  carefully.  Here  is  how  the  Presi- 
dent did  it.  He  said,  let  us  not  pay  for 
home  health  care  firom  the  trust  fund. 
Let  us  take  the  spending  out  of  the 
trust  fund.  It  is  a  small  item,  $55  bil- 
lion over  the  next  6  years.  Let  us  just 
take  it  out  of  there  and  not  pay  for  it 
out  of  the  trust  fund  anymore. 
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That  is  marvelous.  If  you  can  do  that 
with  Immunity  and  if  you  can  do  that 
without  charging  somebody  for  the  $55 
billion,  you  have  a  marvelous  budget. 
We  just  got  rid  of  $55  billion  worth  of 
debt  that  that  trust  fund  is  obligated 
to  pay  for  our  seniors,  and  we  say  we 
are  not  going  to  pay  it  anymore. 

Obviously,  if  you  do  that  you  have  al- 
ready made  the  trust  fund  solvent  for  a 
little  bit  longer.  You  took  away  $55  bil- 
lion of  its  obligation.  And  what  does 
the  President  do  with  it?  He  says  we 
are  going  to  pay  for  that  from  general 
revenues,  paid  by  the  working  tax- 
payers of  America. 

How  do  you  like  that?  All  of  a  sud- 
den, whack,  just  like  that,  we  trans- 
ferred $55  billion  from  the  trust  fund  to 
all  the  hard-working  people  of  the 
covmtry.  Mr.  President,  $55  billion  of 
their  taxes  are  going  to  go  to  pay  that. 
And  all  of  a  sudden,  the  trust  fund  got 
a  little  more  solvent. 

The  trust  fund  may  be  getting  sol- 
vent, but  the  taxpayer  is  going  broke. 
The  youngsters  in  America,  with  chil- 
dren, trsring  to  raise  a  family,  they 
could  not  have  even  dreamt  of  such  a 
marvelous  gift  from  the  President. 
Suppose  they  woke  up  one  morning  and 
he  said.  "I  have  taken  $55  billion  out  of 
that  trust  fund,  and  you  pay  for  it.  But 
I  have  made  the  trust  fund  solvent  be- 
cause I  just  got  rid  of  $55  billion  worth 
of  things  it  has  been  paying  for." 

Frankly,  if  that  is  how  you  want  to 
fix  the  trust  fund,  why  do  we  not  go 
over  and  ask  those  who  are  taking  care 
of  the  trust  fund  and  pajring  the  bills, 
why  do  we  not  say,  "Why  do  you  not 
give  us  another  whole  bunch  of  bills  we 
are  paying  for  seniors  out  of  the  trust 
fund?  Why  do  you  not  find  another  $50 
billion  and  let  us  not  pay  them  any- 
more out  of  the  trust  fund.  Let  us  take 
those  responsibilities  out  and  say  we 
are  going  to  pay  for  them,  we  are  just 
not  going  to  pay  for  them  out  of  the 
trust  fund?" 

Then  who  is  going  to  pay  for  them? 
Certainly  we  are  not  sajring  nobody  is 
going  to  pay  for  them.  Certainly  we  are 
not  saying  we  are  going  to  take  them 
away  frtjm  the  seniors.  We  are  just  say- 
ing the  taxpayer  will  pay.  We  are  just 
saying  let  those  hard-working  people 
pay.  They  do  not  know  it,  but  we  just 
put  another  tax  on  them. 

Frankly,  if  I  sound  a  bit  let  down,  if 
I  sound  a  bit  frustrated,  I  am  both.  I 
am  really  let  down. 

I  ask  for  an  additional  5  minutes,  Mr. 
President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  If  I  appear  a  little  let 
down,  I  am.  If  I  appear  a  little  bit  kind 
of  chagrined,  I  am.  Because  we  set 
about  to  do  precisely  what  the  trustees 
said.  We  tried  to  reduce  the  costs  to 
the  trust  fund  of  providing  this  care. 
We  wanted  to  make  the  system  mod- 
em, give  seniors  options  instead  of  the 
30-year-old  program,  one  program  for 


all  seniors.  We  thought  we  could  save 
them  money  if  we  gave  them  options. 
We  thought  they  might  get  more  cov- 
erage if  we  gave  them  options.  We 
worked  very  hard  on  how  can  we 
change  the  way  we  keep  the  system 
from  getting  defrauded.  We  worked 
very  hard  at  how  we  pay  and  make  sure 
we  are  getting  our  money's  worth  for 
all  these  hospital  bills. 

Isn't  it  something,  after  you  have 
worked  like  that,  you  have  gone  across 
the  country  and  told  the  people  you  are 
doing  it.  along  comes  the  President 
and,  overnight,  in  the  budget,  says.  "I 
just  foimd  a  way  to  save  $55  billion. 
Just  take  it  out  of  there  and  let  some- 
body else  pay  for  it." 

I  do  not  understand  why  people  are 
not  asking  the  administration,  and 
those  who  represent  the  administra- 
tion: How  can  you  do  this?  Who  is 
going  to  pay  the  $55  billion  that  you 
just  relieved  the  trust  fund  of?  Who  is 
going  to  pay  it?  Is  it  manna  from  heav- 
en, going  to  fall  down  somewhere  and 
nobody  is  going  to  have  to  pay  it.  or 
are  we  going  to  find  a  way  not  to  pro- 
vide it  to  seniors? 

So  I  thought  it  was  very  important 
to  explain  this,  one  day  after  the 
issuance  of  the  latest  report — and.  sen- 
ior citizens,  with  each  year  the  report 
is  getting  worse.  It  is  not  going  to  get 
better.  We  have  to  try  to  fix  this  pro- 
gram. I  do  not  believe  anybody  really 
thinks  that  fixing  it  means  letting  us 
transfer  the  costs  of  it  to  working  men 
and  women  who  already  are  paying  too 
much  taxes.  We  do  not  exempt  them. 
We  did  not  find  a  way  to  exempt  the 
way  thefr  tax  is.  They  are  going  to  pay 
for  it. 

I  venture  to  say,  in  closing,  if  some- 
body were  to  offer  a  bill  to  the  U.S. 
Senate  that  said,  "Let  us  put  a  $55  bil- 
lion tax  on  Americans'  general  income 
tax  and  let  us  transfer  that  to  the  trust 
fund  to  pay  for  hospital  care  for  sen- 
iors," I  venture  a  guess  that  it  would 
not  get  15  votes.  For  everyone  knows 
you  cannot  take  every  trust  fund  that 
is  around,  and  when  it  is  not  quite  able 
to  do  its  job,  just  go  out  and  say  put  an 
income  tax  on  the  public  to  pay  for  it. 
This  was  a  trust  fund.  We  told  the 
working  people  you  will  pay  a  fixed 
amount,  put  it  in  there,  and  it  will 
take  care  of  this.  And  we  have  not  yet 
even  attempted  a  reasonable  effort  to 
reduce  the  costs  and  supply  seniors 
with  adequate  hospitalization. 

We  are  just  coming  to  grips  with  the 
problem,  and  along  comes  an  oppor- 
tunity to  do  it  together  and  do  it  right 
with  the  I*resident  and  the  Congress 
working  together,  and  the  President 
finds  a  way  to  get  rid  of  the  problem, 
about  half  the  problem,  by  deciding  to 
move  $55  billion  worth  of  costs  out  of 
the  trust  fund  and  ssLying,  "We'U  pay 
for  it  another  way." 

I  do  not  like  to  just  always  paint  the 
side  of  the  picture  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  sees.  There  will  be  some 


who  will  say  it  is  pretty  logical  that  we 
should  take  out  home  health  care. 
Maybe  it  should  not  be  in  there.  But 
the  truth  of  the  matter  is,  when  you  do 
it  this  way,  you  have  perpetrated  on 
the  public  a  vicious  misrepresentation, 
for  you  are  telling  them  you  made  it 
$55  billion  more  solvent,  and  you  are 
not  telling  them  how  it  is  going  to  be 
paid  for,  on  whose  shoulders  is  the  cost 
going  to  fall  as  this  $55  billion  has  to 
come  out  of  the  general  coffers  of 
America. 

I  am  quite  sure  that  the  President 
might  say.  "I  don't  Intend  it  that 
way."  but  I  ask,  how  do  we  Intend  to 
pay  for  it  otherwise?  It  could  be  that 
since  we  are  moving  that  down  into  an- 
other provision  of  health  care  for  sen- 
iors, maybe  the  President  is  going  to 
propose  that  we  raise  the  costs  of  that 
program  to  seniors.  They  pay  25  per- 
cent of  that.  The  taxpayers  pay  75  per- 
cent of  that.  That  is  for  the  insurance 
policies  for  everything  but  hospitaliza- 
tion. Perhaps  the  President  will  come 
along  here  and  say.  "We've  got  to 
make  sure  the  seniors  bear  a  portion  of 
that  cost." 

I  do  not  find  that  anywhere  in  the 
budget.  So  I  am  assuming  it  comes  out 
of  the  general  tax  coffers  of  the  coun- 
try to  pay  for  making  the  trust  fund 
solvent. 

Again,  in  summary,  if  it  is  the  inten- 
tion of  the  Congress  and  the  President 
to  make  the  trust  fund  solvent,  not  by 
reducing  costs  but  by  paying  for  a  big 
portion  of  it  out  of  general  taxes, 
maybe  we  ought  to  tell  everybody  that. 
Maybe  we  ought  to  say  that  is  how  we 
are  going  to  provide  for  this  hos- 
pitalization. I  do  not  believe  anybody 
thinks  that.  I  do  not  believe  anybody 
thinks  you  are  going  to  make  that  fund 
solvent  by  taking  4.  5.  6  percent  of  the 
general  taxes  that  Americans  are  i>ay- 
ing  and  put  it  in  there.  Pretty  soon 
there  will  be  no  tax  dollars  for  any- 
thing else. 

So  I  thought  it  was  very  important 
that  we  get  the  message  out.  I  had 
hoped  I  could  have  gotten  it  out  yester- 
day. It  would  have  been  more  in 
rhythm  and  in  sequence  with  the 
issuance  of  the  report,  but  we  had 
other  important  things  to  speak  of.  so 
I  came  today  to  do  It. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Will  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  yield? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  wUl  be  glad  to 
jrield. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  I  want  to  thank  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  for  his  state- 
ment, and  it  is  timely.  It  is  Important 
the  record  show  that. 

Yesterday,  we  heard  from  the  trust- 
ees, the  actuarial  study  of  the  state  of 
the  trust  fund  of  Medicare.  This  Sen- 
ator happens  to  be  holding  town  meet- 
ings across  Idaho  on  Medicare.  I  can 
tell  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico, 
there  is  one  question  alwasrs  asked.  In 
your  package,  and  I  am  using  the  com- 
parative between  what  you  did.  what 
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Senator  Roth  worked  in  producing, 
what  the  Senate  finally  voted  on  to  re- 
form Medicare  a  year  ago,  and  I  com- 
pare it  with  what  the  President  had  of- 
fered, and  they  say  to  me,  "Well,  now, 
home  health  care,  that's  a  very  imixar- 
tant  part  of  keeping  costs  down.  Why  is 
the  President  doing  what  he's  doing?" 

I  try  to  explain  it  to  them.  They  say. 
"Well,  then  doesn't  that  mean  it  just 
gets  funded  out  of  the  general  fund?" 

I  say,  "With  no  other  form  of  tax- 
ation or  revenue  source"— as  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  just  pointed 
out— "you  are  absolutely  right." 

They  say,  "Well,  that  takes  it  out  of 
the  character  of  the  kind  of  health  care 
this  country  needs." 

We  ought  to  be  moving  people  toward 
home  care.  It  is  the  least  expensive 
way,  or  it  is  a  less  expensive  way,  cer- 
tainly, and  it  clearly  offers  that  senior 
who  needs  this  kind  of  health  care  the 
sanctuary  of  the  home.  We  ought  to  be 
driving  toward  that. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  I 
think,  has  made  a  very  important 
statement  in  that  area.  Let  me  thank 
him  for  doing  so.  I  do  not  want  to  have 
to  deal  with  this  issue  again  this  year, 
but  if  we  do,  I  do  not  want  the  Presi- 
dent sitting  down  there  saying,  "We're 
slashing  it,"  when  there  is  less  than  a 
half  a  percentage  point  difference  in 
what  we  are  doing. 

I  think  the  thing  that  is  most  inter- 
esting for  those  attending  my  town 
meetings — we  use  the  charts  and  the 
graphs;  we  show  the  President's  plan 
and  our  plan— they  say,  "Where's  the 
difference?" 

I  say,  "We  offer  more  options,  and 
those  options  help  bring  costs  down." 

They  say,  "We  see  that.  Senator,  but 
we  thought  you  were  destroying  the 
program." 

I  say,  "Well,  when  the  facts  are  on 
the  table,  no  one— no  one — in  this  Sen- 
ate will  ever  do  that.  But  we  are  on  the 
board  of  directors.  If  you  will,  of  Medi- 
care and  we  have  to  make  the  nec- 
essary corrections  to  get  it  done." 

I  think  your  points  today  are  valu- 
able, very  Important  to  the  whole  of 
the  message,  and  I  thank  you  for  bring- 
ing it  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
Mr.  President,  I  yield  myself  1  addi- 
tional minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
CovERDELL).  The  Senator  from  New 
Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  there 
is  another  aspect  which  I  have  not  spo- 
ken about,  and  I  will  take  a  minute  to 
discuss  It.  It  is  entirely  possible  that 
when  you  take  expenditures  out  of  the 
trust  fUnd  that  were  obligated  to  be 
paid  by  that  trust  fund,  that  you  might 
be  diminishing  the  quality  of  what  you 
are  giving  seniors,  for  if  the  obligation 
is  in  the  trust  fund,  it  is  a  pure  trust 
responsibility  to  pay  for  those  kinds  of 
things  for  seniors.  If  you  take  it  out 
and  say  it  is  going  to  be  paid  for  out  of 
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the  general  fund,  it  may  be  that  down 
the  line,  we  will  turn  it  into  welfare  or 
we  will  i)ay  less  for  it  because  we  will 
be  saying,  "It's  not  in  the  trust  fund; 
it's  something  we  can  control  by  just 
turning  the  money  off  or  on." 

I  have  not  said  that  other  than 
today,  but  I  do  believe  it  is  subject  to 
a  serious  question:  Do  you  diminish  the 
expectation  rights  of  seniors  to  home 
health  care  if  you  take  it  out  of  the 
trust  fund  amd  put  it  in  another  place 
under  another  fund  which  may  not  be 
quite  as  secure  in  terms  of  the  commit- 
ment? 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
seeks  recognition? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
speak  just  briefly  on  two  subjects. 


TRIBUTE  TO  DANIEL  E.  MOSS 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  I  served 
for  10  years  over  in  the  House.  Han- 
dling the  garage  entrance  there  has 
been  a  police  officer,  D.E.  Moss.  I 
learned  today  he  is  retiring  today.  I  am 
probably  like  most  of  my  colleagues. 
We  just  do  not  thank  people  around 
here  enough.  Here  is  an  officer  who  is 
great  to  us  who  serve  in  Congress. 
More  importantly,  he  has  been  great  to 
the  public.  He  has  just  made  a  great 
impression  for  the  U.S.  Government 
and  has  served  our  people  well. 

I  think  of  him.  I  think  of  Ed  Litton 
who  is  down  in  the  Dirksen  Building, 
an  officer  who  works  there  at  the  sub- 
way. But  it  is  true  of  the  people  who 
record  what  we  have  to  say,  whether  it 
has  merit  or  not,  the  people  who  sit  at 
the  front  desks,  the  pages,  the  people 
who  work  the  doors.  aJl  the  people  who 
really  make  this  place  function  so  well. 

D.E.  Moss'  retirement  is  a  good  occa- 
sion to  remember  that  we  are  in  debt 
to  a  great  many  people. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Would  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  allow  me  just  a  few  comments 
in  that  regard? 

Mr.  SIMON.  I  would  be  pleased  to 
jrield  to  my  colleague. 


TRIBUTE  TO  SENATOR  PAUL 
SIMON 

Mr.  CRAIG.  While  I  do  not  want  to 
speak  of  Mr.  Moss — and  I  am  pleased 
you  recognized  him— I  want  to  speak 
about  you  for  just  a  moment,  and  to 
thank  you  for  the  relationship  you  and 
I  have  had  on  the  issue  of  the  balanced 
budget   amendment   to   the   Constitu- 


tion. We  were  not  successful  a  few  mo- 
ment.  ago  on  another  very  important 
vote. 

But  I  must  say,  in  all  fairness— and  I 
want  the  Record  to  show  this— that 
over  the  years  that  you  and  I  have 
worked  side  by  side  on  this  issue,  I 
think  most  of  the  public  watching 
would  have  said,  "Isn't  that  interest- 
ing. Here  is  a  liberal  and  a  conserv- 
ative." 

We  took  the  politics  out  of  this.  It 
was  a  bipartisan  effort,  a  strong  one, 
on  the  part  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
and  this  Senator.  Out  of  that  relation- 
ship and  our  commitment  for  fiscal  re- 
sponsibility, I  have  developed  a  very 
fond  respect  for  you  and  all  of  the  work 
you  do.  While  you  and  I  disagree  on  a 
lot  of  issues,  we  have  worked  together 
very,  very  well. 

Let  me  thank  you  publicly,  and  for 
the  Record,  for  the  tremendous  effort 
you  put  forth  and  the  contribution  you 
have  made  toward  bringing  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  to  the  Constitution 
to  the  American  i)eople.  A  very  special 
thanks  to  the  senior  Senator  from  Illi- 
nois. 

Mr.  SIMON.  I  thank  my  colleague 
from  Idaho,  and  my  thanks  to  Senator 
CovERDELL  from  Georgia.  I  knew  Sen- 
ator Craig  when  he  was  Congressn^m 
Craig.  We  said  hello,  but  that  was  just 
about  it.  But  I  had  a  chance  to  work 
with  Senator  Craig  here  and  came  to 
have  great  respect  for  him.  I  am  grate- 
ful to  all  those  who  were  helpful  to  us: 
Senator  Hatch,  Senator  Thurmond, 
Senator  Heflin,  Senator  Bryan,  others 
in  both  political  parties. 

A  balanced  budget  constitutional 
amendment,  one  of  these  days,  has  to 
pass.  The  question  Is,  how  much  we  are 
going  to  hurt  our  Nation  before  we  pass 
it.  There  is  just  no  question,  if  we  had 
passed  it  back  when  John  F.  Kennedy 
complained  about  spending  $9  billion 
on  interest — today  we  are  spending  $344 
billion  on  gross  interest — what  a  much 
better  country  we  would  have.  We  can- 
not wait  another  5  or  10  years.  We  are 
going  to  have  chaos. 


THE  GROWTH  OF  LEGALIZED 
GAMBLING 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
speak  just  briefly  on  another  subject. 
That  is.  Senator  Lugar  and  I  and  Sen- 
ator Warner  and  a  total  of  25  of  us  on 
both  sides  have  introduced  a  bill  to 
say,  let  us  have  a  study  of  the  growth 
of  legalized  gambling  in  our  country. 

This  is  not  the  most  Earth-shaking 
thing,  but  the  fastest  growing  industry 
in  our  country  Is  legalized  gambling. 
And  there  are  problems  with  that.  It  is 
the  only  form  of  addiction  that  Gov- 
ernment promotes.  We  would  be 
shocked  if  we  saw  a  sign  saying, 
"Smoke  Marlboro  cigarettes.  You 
know,  they're  fun  to  smoke"  or  "Drink 
more  whiskey.  You'll  really  have  a 
good  time."  because  both  of  those  pro- 
vide revenue  for  Government.  But  we 
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do  not  seem  to  be  shocked  when  there 
are  billboards,  like  on  the  south  side  of 
Chicago,  saying,  "The  Illinois  lottery— 
this  is  your  way  out."  This  is  the  im- 
poverished area  of  Chicago.  That  is  not 
the  way  out  for  people.  It  is  education. 
It  Is  hard  work.  It  is  the  kind  of  things 
that  we  know  have  to  be  done. 

So  Senator  Lugar,  Senator  Warner, 
and  I  introduced  this  legislation.  To 
the  credit  of  Senator  Stevens  and  his 
committee,  it  was  reported  out  by 
voice  vote.  Now  we  want  to  move  it 
through  the  Senate.  The  House  has  al- 
ready passed  a  bill.  We  have  to  work 
the  two  out. 

My  hope  is  that  we  could  get  this 
done  quickly.  I  spoke  last  week  to  Sen- 
ator Dole.  I  would  love  to  see.  before 
Bob  Dole  leaves,  the  Senate  have  us 
pass  this  legislation. 

The  New  York  Times  3  days  ago  had 
an  editorial  urging  the  Senate  to  pass 
this  legislation. 

The  Christian  Science  Monitor  has 
an  editorial.  The  last  paragraph  reads: 

It's  time  society  knew  the  real  costs  of 
gambling.  The  Semite  should  pass  the  meas- 
ure without  delay. 

I  hope  we  do  this.  I  have  no  illusions. 
We  are  not  going  to  stop  legalized  gam- 
bling in  this  country.  We  are  not  going 
to  close  Las  Vegas  or  Atlantic  city. 
But  I  think  we  should  be  looking  at  the 
possibility  of  steps  to  limit  the  growth. 
For  example,  you  can  now  or  shortly 
will  be  able  to,  on  the  Internet,  gamble 
by  computer  using  your  American  Ex- 
press or  Visa  or  some  card.  We  do  not 
know  where  that  is  going  to  lead.  I 
think  a  commission  ought  to  be  look- 
ing into  this. 

There  are  people  who  get  aiddicted.  I 
got  into  this  because  my  mother  is  a 
member  of  a  Lutheran  Church  in  Col- 
IlnsvlUe,  IL.  And  a  substitute  teacher 
at  a  Lutheran  school  of  that  church, 
unknown  to  her  family,  got  addicted  to 
gambling.  They  thought  the  money 
was  going  for  rent  and  paying  the  bills 
and  so  forth.  One  day  they  came  home 
and  there  was  a  note  s&ying  you  could 
find  her  in  the  shopping  mall  parking 
lot.  She  had  committed  suicide.  She 
went  to  a  riverboat  casino  and  got  ad- 
dicted. And  you  know,  these  stories 
multiply. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Re<X)RD 
these  two  editorials. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  edi- 
torials were  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  New  York  Times,  June  3, 1996] 
Gambling  in  the  Senate 

Despite  Intense  opposition  from  the  gram- 
bllng  Industry,  the  Senate  Governmental  Af- 
fairs Committee  has  approved  a  worthwhile 
measure  to  create  a  national  commission  to 
review  the  social  and  economic  impact  of  ca- 
sinos and  state-run  lotteries.  Chances  are 
good  that  It  would  win  easy  approval  by  the 
Senate,  much  as  a  similar  bill  unanimously 
passed  the  House  In  March.  But  there  re- 
mains a  danger  that  Senate  Republican  lead- 
ers may  try  to  kill  the  measure  quietly  by 


failing  to  allow  time  for  a  vote  on  the  Senate 
calendar. 

The  bill  approved  by  the  Senate  committee 
is  a  somewhat  watered  down  version  of  the 
House  plan,  which  was  proposed  by  Rep- 
resentative Frank  Wolf,  a  Virginia  Repub- 
lican. But  It  is  a  marked  Improvement  over 
the  revision  proposed  earlier  by  Ted  Stevens 
of  Alaska,  the  committee  chairman.  The 
compromise  fashioned  by  Mr.  Stevens  and 
the  bill's  sponsors— Richard  Lugar.  Repub- 
lican of  Indiana,  and  Paul  Simon.  Democrat 
of  Illinois — grants  the  commission  adequate 
subpoena  power  and  a  sufficiently  broad 
mandate  to  examine  gambling's  con- 
sequences In  communities  around  the  coun- 
try. 

As  various  forms  of  gambling  have  spread 
across  the  nation,  there  has  been  little  effort 
to  exajnlne  the  economic  and  social  Impact. 
State  and  local  political  leaders  faced  with 
deciding  whether  to  approve  gambling  in 
their  area,  or  expand  its  presence,  often  have 
little  hard  information  available  to  assess 
the  advantages  and  disadvantages  to  their 
communities. 

Bob  Dole,  now  in  his  final  days  as  Senate 
majority  leader,  has  indicated  support  for  a 
Federal  commission,  despite  heavy  financial 
support  for  his  Presidential  campaign  from 
the  gambling  industry.  But.  at  least  for  now, 
the  bill  Is  not  on  the  list  of  measures  he 
hopes  to  pass  before  he  departs  the  Senate 
around  June  11.  Mr.  Dole's  likely  sucesssor. 
Trent  Lott  of  Mississippi,  has  voiced  reserva- 
tions about  forming  a  national  commission. 

With  pro-gambling  lobbyists  working  over- 
time to  defeat  those  good  Idea,  the  best  step 
now  would  be  for  Mr.  Dole  to  bring  the  bill 
to  the  Senate  Qoor  before  he  departs.  In 
doing  so  he  can  serve  the  public  good  and 
demonstrate  his  independence  from  a 
wealthy  special-interest  group. 

[From  the  Christian  Science  Monitor,  May 

20.1996] 

Gambldjc:  a  Bad  Bet 

The  Senate  Governmental  Affairs  Commit- 
tee last  week  approved  a  bill  to  set  up  a  na- 
tional commission  to  study  gambling  in  the 
United  States. 

The  bill  calls  for  the  commission  to  exam- 
ine the  social  and  economic  Impact  of  gam- 
bling on  communities  and  Individuals  and 
Issue  a  report  within  two  years,  it  would 
look  at  all  forms  of  gambling.  Including  new 
forms  of  Interactive  computer  technology 
and  gambling  over  the  Internet.  Three  com- 
mission members  would  be  named  by  the 
president,  three  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  and  three  by  the  Senate 
majority  leader.  The  board  would  hold  public 
hearings  and  have  the  power  to  subjmena 
witnesses. 

Such  a  study,  which  joins  a  number  of 
state-sponsored  inquiries,  is  long  overdue. 
The  states"  headlong  rush  over  the  last  20 
years  into  lotteries,  bingo,  riverboat  casinos, 
and  other  gaming  was  accompanied  by  prom- 
ises of  economic  development,  more  state 
funding  for  schools  and  other  services,  and 
"harmless"  entertaiimient. 

Not  one  of  these  promises  has  come  to 
pass.  Instead  of  economic  development,  dis- 
cretionary spending  is  drained  away  from 
other,  more-productive  spending  on  goods, 
services,  or  entertainment.  Instead  of  spend- 
ing more  on  education  or  social  services,  leg- 
islators have  taken  away  general  funds  in 
equal  amounts  and  merely  replaced  the 
money  with  lottery  and  keno  revenues.  In- 
stead of  harmless  entertainment,  there  Is  or- 
ganized-crime involvement,  gambling  addic- 
tion, and  a  whole  host  of  personal  problems 


fed  by  the  lure  of  "easy  money."  The  states, 
themselves  addicted  to  gaming  revenues,  are 
forced  to  Invent  new  games  to  augment  lot- 
tery earnings  lost  to  competition. 

The  gambling  industry  opposes  creation  of 
this  commission,  worried  it  will  find  that 
gambling  causes  more  problems  than  bene- 
fits for  states  and  communities. 

It's  time  society  knew  the  real  costs  of 
gambling.  The  Senate  should  pass  the  meas- 
ure without  delay. 

Mr.  SIMON.  I  urge  Senator  Dole,  if 
possible,  prior  to  Tuesday,  to  bring  this 
up.  I  would  hope  we  could  pass  it 
quickly.  If  that  cannot  happen.  I  hope 
Senator  Lott  or  Senator  Cochran.  I 
am  not  voting  on  who  will  be  the  lead- 
er over  there  on  their  side,  but  I  hope 
that  we  could  move  on  this  quickly.  I 
think  it  is  clearly  in  the  national  in- 
terest. This,  again,  is  not  an  attempt 
to  stop  legalized  gambling  in  this  coun- 
try. It  is  an  attempt  to  say  "Let's  look 
at  where  we  are." 

I  see  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Finance  Committee.  He  is  nodding, 
either  because  I  was  speaking,  or  he 
wishes  to  speak.  I  jrleld  the  floor  to  the 
Senator  from  Delaware. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware. 


MEDICARE  TRUST  FUND 
SOLVENCY 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  with  grave  concerns  that  the 
Medicare  hospital  insurance  trust  fund 
is  no  longer  creeping  toward  insol- 
vency, but  galloping  toward  it. 

This  is  very  serious  news.  Based  on 
the  Medicare  trustees'  report  released 
yesterday,  Wednesday,  June  5,  the 
Medicare  HI  trust  fund  is  going  bank- 
rupt earlier  than  expected.  In  fact,  ac- 
cording to  the  trustees'  report,  of 
which  three  of  the  six  trustees  are 
members  of  President  Clinton's  Cabi- 
net, the  trust  fund  may  run  out  of 
money  as  early  as  calendar  year  2000. 

What  is  happening  to  the  Medicare 
trust  fund  is  pretty  basic.  The  program 
is  paying  out  more  than  it  is  taking  in. 
This  simple  dsmamic,  if  left  unchecked, 
will  lead  Medicare  to  bankruptcy  in 
less  than  5  years.  And,  simply  put, 
bankruptcy  of  the  trust  fund  means 
there  will  not  be  money  to  pay  the  hos- 
pital bills  of  our  senior  citizens  and 
disabled  individuals  reliant  on  Medi- 
care. 

Medicare  is  on  a  collision  course,  and 
we  cannot  afford  not  to  act.  Taking  no 
action  to  avert  Medicare's  collision 
course  toward  bankruptcy  means  leav- 
ing millions  of  seniors  and  disabled 
beneficiaries  with  an  empty  promise.  I 
believe  this  is  wrong. 

It  is  time  to  put  politics  aside. 
To  address  Medicare's  financial  cri- 
sis, it  has  been  suggested  appointing  a 
bipartisan  commission  to  develop  a  so- 
lution. I  support  the  establishment  of  a 
commission.  A  commission  could  fia- 
cilitate  addressing  the  Medicare  crisis. 
But.  I  cannot  support  the  idea  of  estab- 
lishing a  commission  if  this  is  a  delay 
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tactic  or  a  tactic  to  avoid  addressing 
the  issue. 

I  am  concerned  because,  frankly,  the 
adnUnistration's  track  record  in  pro- 
posing a  solution  is  not  good.  Last 
year,  the  administration  ignored  the 
Medicare  crisis.  President  Clinton's  fis- 
cal year  1996  budget  did  not  include 
any  proposals  to  shore  up  Medicare's 
fiscal  debt,  nor  did  his  budget  claim 
there  was  a  problem.  We  are  facing  a 
crisis.  A  crisis  requires  action. 

There  is  a  lot  of  talk  about  wanting 
to  get  down  to  business  to  solve  the 
Medicare  trast  fund  crisis.  Didn't  any- 
one notice  that  we  tried  that  last  year? 
That  in  the  Senate  we  put  forward  a 
proposal  that  would  have  truly  pre- 
served and  protected  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram, not  just  through  the  next  5 
years,  but  for  the  next  generation. 

Our  proposal  would  have  kept  our 
promise  to  leave  a  legacy  of  a  robust 
Medicare  program  for  our  children  and 
our  grandchildren.  And  yet,  the  Clin- 
ton administration  played  politics  with 
Medicare  and  waged  a  "Medi-Scare" 
campaign.  Yet,  again.  Democrats  now 
are  sajring  that  Republicans  axe  resort- 
ing to  scare  tactics. 

I  do  not  agree  that  scare  tactics  in- 
clude alerting  the  public  to  factual  in- 
formation reported  by  the  Medicare 
trustees. 

"Medi-Scare"  tactics  were  used  last 
fiall  as  Congress  worked  to  preserve  and 
strengthen  the  Medicare  program. 

Instead  of  debating  the  issues  and  fo- 
cusing on  the  need  to  preserve  Medi- 
care, others  resorted  to  political  rhet- 
oric that  played  on  the  public's  emo- 
tions and  distorted  the  truth.  Demo- 
crats kept  talking  about  Medicare 
"cuts",  when  not  one  of  the  Republicaji 
proposals  would  have  cut  benefits.  The 
program  was  not  "cut,"  in  fact,  spend- 
ing would  have  increased  every  year 
under  the  Republican  reforms.  And, 
then  there  was  the  final  emotional  play 
linking  changes  to  the  Medicare  pro- 
gram to  a  tax  cut.  According  to  the 
Washington  Post  last  September,  even 
this  tactic  was  refuted:  "The  Demo- 
crats have  fabricated  the  Medicare-tax 
cut  connection  because  it  is  useful  po- 
Utically." 

Now,  is  the  time  to  put  partisanship 
aside.  Time  is  running  short,  and  we 
need  to  work  together  to  avert  the  cri- 
sis. 

There  are  three  very  basic,  but  cru- 
cial facts  that  we  can  not  avoid — these 
three  facts  are: 

Fact:  if  changes  are  not  enacted  into 
law,  the  trust  fund  will  continue  on  its 
course  toward  bankruptcy  and  there  is 
no  provision  in  the  law  allowing  for  HI 
expenditures  to  be  made  on  behalf  of 
Medicare  beneficiaries. 

Fact:  according  to  the  Medicare 
trustees.  Medicare  will  be  bankrupt  in 
2001. 

Fact:  the  year  2000— the  last  year  the 
Trustees  believe  Medicare  will  be  sol- 
vent, is  less  than  five  years  away. 
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Given  the  very  short  time-time  Medi- 
care will  remain  solvent,  and  given  the 
demographic  progression  of  the  Medi- 
care program,  we  cannot  afford  more 
delay.  We  are  already  2  years  closer  to 
insolvency  because  we  lost  a  year  to 
address  the  problem,  and  the  program 
is  one  more  year  closer  to  bankruptcy 
than  we  expected,  yet  we  are  miles 
away  from  reaching  an  agreement  on  a 
solution. 

Demographic  trends  will  continue  to 
increase  financial  pressure  on  the  trust 
fund.  Today,  there  are  less  than  40  mil- 
lion Americans  who  qualify  to  receive 
Medicare.  By  the  year  2010,  the  number 
will  be  approaching  50  million,  and  by 
2020,  it  will  be  over  60  million.  While 
these  numbers  are  increasing,  the  num- 
ber of  workers  supporting  retirees  will 
decrease.  While  we  have  almost  four 
workers  per  retiree  today,  we  will  have 
about  two  per  retiree  by  the  year  2030. 
Yet,  my  friends  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  will  point  out  that  the  Presi- 
dent took  action  in  1993  to  extend  the 
life  of  the  HI  Trust  Fund— he  raised 
taxes.  President  Clinton's  1993  budget 
he  enacted  into  law  included  two  taxes 
to  bail  out  the  trust  fund.  First,  the 
1993  Clinton  budget  increased  taxes  on 
workers  by  taxing  all  wages  earned, 
and  second,  the  1993  budget  increased 
the  amount  Social  Security  benefits 
are  subject  to  taxation  from  50  percent 
to  85  percent. 

Increased  taxes  were  not  a  solution 
in  1993,  and  they  will  not  be  a  solution 
in  the  future. 

Last  year,  Republicans  proposed  to 
preserve,  protect  and  strengthen  the 
Medicare  program.  We  worked  hard  to 
put  together  a  balanced  proposal  that 
did  not  cut  Medicare  but  slowed  the 
rate  the  cost  of  the  program  was  ex- 
pected to  grow.  Under  our  plan  that 
was  approved  by  Congress,  annual  per 
beneficiary  Medicare  spending  would 
have  increased  from  average  spending 
of  $4,800  in  1995  to  more  than  $7,200  in 
2002. 

Under  the  original  Senate  Balanced 
Budget  Act  as  reported  out  of  Finance 
Committee,  the  Medicare  program 
would  have  remained  solvent  for  about 
18  years.  According  to  the  CBO  esti- 
mates, under  our  proposal,  the  Medi- 
care HI  Trust  Fund  balance  would  have 
toUled  $300  billion  in  2005.  The  CBO 
stated,  the  HI  Trust  Fund  would  meet 
the  Trustees'  test  of  short-range  finan- 
cial adequacy."  In  other  words,  for  the 
next  10  years,  the  HI  Trust  Fund  bal- 
ance, at  the  end  of  every  year,  would 
have  been  more  than  enough  to  pay 
Medicare  benefits  for  the  following 
year. 

More  importantly,  using  the  CBO's 
estimates  through  2005.  our  Finance 
Committee  staff,  in  consultation  with 
the  Office  of  the  Actuary  within  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Hiunan 
Services,  estimated  that  the  Medicare 
HI  Trust  Fund  would  have  been  solvent 
through    about    the    year   2020.    That 


would  have  meant  10  years  after  the 
baby-boom  generation  begins  to  retire 
a  quarter  of  a  century  from  today. 

We  need  to  preserve  and  protect  the 
Medicare  program.  We  need  to  make 
sure  we  leave  a  solid  legacy  for  the 
next  generations.  The  demographics 
and  the  predictions  of  cost  growth  con- 
firm that  the  program  is  not  sustain- 
able. It  is  no  longer  time  for  rhetoric, 
but  time  for  action.  Plasring  politics 
with  Medicare  is  simply  wrong.  Put- 
ting off  what  needs  to  be  done  is  the 
cruelest  tactic. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  I  be  allowed  to  pro- 
ceed as  in  morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  advises  the  Senator  that  we  are 
in  morning  business  for  statements  of 
up  to  10  minutes. 


MEDICARE 


Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  there  have 
been  a  number  of  speeches  made  today 
by  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  about  Medicare.  I  ask  the  Amer- 
ican public  to  understand  the  opposi- 
tion to  Medicare,  as  a  program.  For  ex- 
ample, I  wonder  if  those  same  Senators 
who  talk  about  how  they  were  rallying 
to  help  Medicare  would  recognize  that 
just  last  year,  late  in  the  year,  the  ma- 
jority leader  of  the  Senate,  Senator 
Dole  said,  "I  was  there  fighting  the 
fight  against  Medicare,  one  of  12.  be- 
cause we  knew  it  would  not  work  in 
1965."  On  that  same  day,  at  another 
place  in  Washington,  a  speech  was 
given  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House, 
where  he  said.  "Now,  let  me  talk  about 
Medicare.  We  don't  get  rid  of  it  in  the 
first  round  because  we  don't  think  it 
would  be  politically  smart.  We  believe 
it's  going  to  wither  on  the  vine."  We 
have  another  leader  in  the  House  of 
Representatives,  the  majority  leader. 
Dick  Armey,  a  Congressman  from 
Texas,  who  is  second  in  command  in 
the  House  of  Representatives.  He  said, 
"Medicare  has  no  place  in  the  firee 
world.  Social  Security  is  a  rotten 
trick.  I  think  we  are  going  to  have  to 
bite  the  bullet  on  Social  Security  and 
phase  it  out  over  time." 

This  is  where  they  are  coming  from. 
The  Republican  leadership  does  not 
like  Medicare.  Look  at  what  Haley 
Barbour  said:  "This  is  manna  from 
Heaven."  The  Republican  National 
Committee  chairman  was  responding 
to  the  Medicare  trustees'  report  that 
was  released  when  the  Republicans 
were  looking  for  a  way  to  justify  their 
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scheme  to  cut  Medicare.  "This  is 
manna  from  Heaven"— the  fact  that 
the  Medicare  trust  fund  is  in  trouble. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, we  have  had  Medicare  for  some  27 
years,  and  there  have  only  been  2  years 
where  in  the  annual  report  of  the  trust- 
ees it  has  indicated  that  Medicare  is  in 
trouble.  The  reason  for  that,  of  course, 
is  that  Medicare  is  a  pay-as-you-go  sys- 
tem. Every  year,  the  trustees  have 
said,  "You  have  to  do  something  to 
take  care  of  Medicare,"  and  we  do.  One 
of  the  things  we  recently  did,  in  1993— 
all  the  Democrats  did  it.  and  we  did 
not  get  a  single  Republican  vote — is  we 
extended  the  solvency  of  the  trust  fund 
for  3  additional  years. 

There  is  a  lot  of  work  that  we  need  to 
do  to  take  care  of  Medicare.  Medicare 
is  a  tremendous  program.  In  the  early 
1960's,  less  than  40  percent  of  the  Amer- 
ican senior  citizens  had  some  type  of 
health  insurance.  Today,  almost  100 
percent — over  99  percent — of  senior 
citizens  have  health  insurance.  The 
reason  they  have  health  insurance  is 
because  of  Medicare. 

Of  course,  there  are  things  we  need  to 
do  with  Medicare.  For  people  to  stand, 
though,  with  a  straight  face  and  say, 
"We  are  not  cutting  Medicare;  all  we 
are  doing  is  cutting  the  rate  of  in- 
crease," certainly  does  not  answer  the 
question.  We  have  thousands  of  people 
coming  on  the  rolls — thousands  and 
thousands  of  people — every  week  in  the 
United  States.  People  are  living  longer. 
During  that  period  of  life  extension, 
they  need  additional  health  and  medi- 
cal care.  Medicare  has  been  a  boon  to 
these  senior  citizens  in  their  older 
years  to  take  care  of  that. 

We  need  money  to  do  that.  If  you  use 
the  argument  that  has  been  used  by  my 
colleagues  on  the  other  side,  where,  in 
effect,  Mr.  President,  they  are  sasang, 
"This  is  not  a  cut;  we  are  only  cutting 
the  rate  of  increase,"  well,  if  that  is  a 
fact,  we  keep  hearing  on  the  Senate 
floor  all  the  time  about  defense  fund- 
ing, defense  forces.  They  talk  about 
this  increase  that  we  are  getting,  and 
that  a  5-percent  increase  is  really  a  de- 
crease in  defense  spending.  Well,  that 
same  argument  then  would  certainly 
apply  to  Medicare,  a  nominal  funding 
increase  of  $1,653  a  person.  But  the  fact 
of  the  matter  is  that  the  purchasing 
power  is  at  a  loss  of  about  $1,000. 

So  let  us  talk  realistically.  The  fact 
that  you  raise  the  dollars  does  not 
mean  in  fact  that  you  increase  the 
ability  of  people  to  purchase.  In  fact,  it 
is  quite  to  the  contrary. 

We  know  that  the  Speaker  wants 
Medicare  to  wither  on  the  vine.  The 
majority  leader  in  the  Senate  was  glad 
that  he  voted  against  it  in  1965  because 
he  said  he  knew  it  would  not  work — 
some  30  years  ago. 

Well,  we  are  willing  to  take  care  of 
the  problems  in  Medicare.  In  the  budg- 
et submitted  by  the  President  there  is 
an    extension    of   the    problems    with 


Medicare.  There  are  a  lot  of  things  that 
we  need  to  do,  and  we  can  do  those.  But 
the  one  thing  that  we  cannot  do  is  con- 
tinue this  Presidential  debate  and  in 
the  process  damage  the  image  of  Medi- 
care. Medicare  has  billions  and  billions 
of  dollars  in  the  trust  fund  today. 
Those  trust  fund  dollars  will  continue 
to  be  there  for  the  foreseeable  future. 
We  have  to.  as  we  have  in  years  gone 
by,  change  certain  things,  and  we  are 
going  to  do  that.  But  we  are  going  to 
have  to  wait,  it  appears,  until  the  Pres- 
idential election  season  is  over  before 
we  can  constructively  take  care  of  the 
problems  with  Medicare. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kempthorne).  The  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  GREGG.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GREGG.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  as  if  in 
morning  business  for  15  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  advises  the  Senator  that  we  are 
in  a  period  for  morning  business  with 
Senators  allowed  to  speak  for  up  to  10 
minutes. 

Mr.  GREGG.  I  thank  the  Chair. 


MEDICARE 


Mr.  GREGG.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
talk  a  little  bit  about  Medicare,  which 
I  know  has  been  discussed  by  other 
Members  on  the  floor,  and  specifically 
about  the  Medicare  trustees'  report 
which  I  know  has  also  received  a  fair 
amount  of  attention,  as  well  it  should. 
This  Medicare  trustees'  report,  remem- 
ber, is  the  second — there  have  been  a 
number  of  reports — second  in  a  series 
of  reports  that  have  raised  a  very  large 
red  flag,  which  red  flag  essentially  had 
printed  on  it  "The  Medicare  Trust 
Fund  is  Going  Bankrupt." 

The  Medicare  trustees  are  independ- 
ent in  the  sense  that  their  job  is  to  re- 
view what  is  happening  with  the  Medi- 
care system,  do  it  in  an  analytical  way, 
and  issue  a  report.  Even  though  three 
or  four  of  the  members  are  officially 
members  of  the  administration,  they 
have  great  credibility  as  to  the  integ- 
rity of  this  report. 

The  first  report  that  they  initiated  in 
this  area  that  threw  up  the  red  flag  in 
such  a  large  way  stated  unequivo- 
cally— this  was  almost  a  year  ago 
now — "We  strongly  recommend  that 
the  crisis  presented  by  the  financial  po- 
sition of  Medicare  trust  fund  be  ur- 
gently addressed  on  a  comprehensive 
basis,  including  a  review  of  the  pro- 
gram's financing  method,  benefit  pro- 
visions, and  delivery  mechanisms." 

Well,  the  U.S.  Congress— specifically 
the  Republican  leadership  in  the  U.S. 


Congress— did  address  the  Medicare 
trust  fund  and  that  specific  direction 
from  the  trustees.  We  put  forward  a 
proposal  which  was  included  in  the  bal- 
anced budget,  which  unfortunately  the 
President  vetoed,  that  addressed  the 
imderlylng  problem  of  the  Medicare 
trust  fimd.  It  did  it  by  giving  seniors 
an  opportunity  to  have  more  choices  as 
to  the  type  of  health  care  that  they  re- 
ceive. Unfortunately,  that  proposal  was 
vetoed. 

So  we  now  have  another  report  com- 
ing out  which  has  said  that  the  origi- 
nal report  of  a  year  ago  grossly  imder- 
estimated  the  problem.  This  chart  sort 
of  reflects  the  situation.  I  call  this  the 
plane  crash  chart,  the  nose  dive  chart, 
or  whatever  you  want  to  call  it.  This  is 
the  blue  line  that  shows  what  is  hap- 
pening in  the  Medicare  trust  fund  in 
the  original  report  that  we  most  refer 
to  around  here  of  a  year  ago.  This  red 
line  is  the  new  timeframe  for  insol- 
vency. It  has  been  moved  from  the  year 
2002  to  the  year  2001.  But  actually  that 
only  tells  a  little  bit  of  the  story  when 
you  use  those  2  years  because  of  the  in- 
solvency which  is  being  projected  by 
the  trustees.  In  the  year  2001  they  are 
talking  about  an  insolvency  or  a  deficit 
of  $33  billion  in  the  Medicare  trust 
fund,  part  A.  But  in  the  year  2002. 
under  this  new  report,  they  are  talking 
about  a  deficit  of  over  $100  billion — a 
massive  deficit  in  the  trust  fund  in  the 
year  2002. 

What  has  the  administration's  re- 
sponse to  this  been?  It  has  been  to  take 
their  head  and  stick  it  as  far  down  in 
the  sand  as  they  can  and  flap  their 
wings  in  some  demagogic  manner 
about  how  the  Republican  proposals 
are  going  to  slash  Medicare  when  noth- 
ing could  be  less  accurate  or  less  truth- 
ful. 

The  Republican  proposal  was  that  we 
should  slow  the  rate  of  growth  of  Medi- 
care from  10  percent  annually  down  to 
7  percent  annually  and  that  we  should 
do  that  by,  as  I  mentioned  earlier,  giv- 
ing Medicare  beneficiaries  essentially 
the  same  type  of  choices  that  Members 
of  Congress  and  the  Federal  employees 
have  today.  Today,  unfortunately,  a 
Medicare  beneficiary  has  only  one  real- 
ly viable  choice.  They  have  some  ex- 
perimental choice,  and  that  is  called 
"fee  for  service."  This  is  the  type  of 
health  care  delivery  service  we  had  in 
the  1950's  and  1960's  in  this  country:  the 
t3rpe  of  health  care  service  seniors  grew 
up  with  and,  therefore,  are  most  com- 
fortable with.  It  happens  to  be  the 
most  expensive  t3rpe  of  health  care  de- 
livery service.  People  who  work  in  the 
private  sector  today,  who  work  in  a 
business  place  today,  who  have  health 
insurance,  know  that  there  are  very 
few  fee-for-service  programs,  that  for 
the  most  part  we  have  what  is  known 
as  mixed  cost  programs  where  you  buy 
a  health  care  delivery  service  that 
takes  care  of  all  your  activities  when 
you  are  an  employee. 
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It  might  be  an  HMO;  it  might  be 
something  called  a  PPO;  it  might  be  a 
group  of  doctors  practicing  together. 
There  are  a  group  of  variables  about 
how  this  is  done.  But  today  we  have  ba- 
sically fixed-cost  delivery  systems. 

What  we  as  Republicans  said  to  the 
seniors  was,  all  right,  if  you  like  fee- 
for-servlce,  you  can  stay  with  it.  We 
are  not  going  to  tell  you  that  you  have 
to  change,  but  we  are  going  to  encour- 
age you  to  look  at  some  other  services. 
HMO's,  PPO's,  groups  of  doctors  prac- 
ticing together,  other  types  of  insur- 
ance programs,  and  to  the  extent  you 
choose  one  of  these  other  programs 
which  has  to  deliver  at  the  minimum 
the  same  benefits  you  are  now  getting 
under  your  health  care  system,  under 
health  care  services,  to  the  extent  you 
choose  one  of  those  that  costs  less,  be- 
cause many  of  them  can  cost  less,  then 
we  in  the  Federal  Government  are 
going  to  give  you  an  incentive  to 
choose  that  less  expensive  system. 

You  may  say,  well,  how  can  there  be 
a  less  exjpensive  system  that  is  going  to 
give  the  same  tsrpe  of  care  to  seniors? 
It  is  called  the  marketplace.  It  just 
happens  in  the  marketplace  there  are  a 
lot  of  health  care  providers  that  &re 
willing  to  give  the  same  or  even  better 
services  for  less  than  what  Medicare 
today  pays  to  the  average  senior  for 
fee-for-service. 

That  is  because  we  pay  so  much  for 
the  average  care  for  seniors.  We  pay 
about  S4,800  a  year.  That  is  a  lot  of 
money  for  seniors.  There  are  a  lot  of 
systems  out  there  that  could  probably 
supply  that  care,  and  maybe  more 
care— maybe  eyeglass  care,  maybe 
pharmaceutical  care— and  do  it  for  less 
than  S4,800  a  year.  To  the  extent  it  was 
less,  we  were  going  to  give  our  seniors 
the  option  to  choose  the  least  costly 
service  which  may  be  a  better  service. 
And  the  incentive  we  were  going  to 
give  them  to  do  it  was  to  keep  the  dif- 
ference. If  their  plan  they  choose  were 
to  cost  $4,500,  that  today  costs  us  $4,800 
to  pay  for  their  fee-for-service,  and  the 
plan  they  choose  was  a  fixed-cost  sys- 
tem that  cost  $4,500,  the  senior  would 
keep  the  $300  difference. 

That  would  create  three  events.  No. 
1,  it  would  mean  that  seniors  would 
have  an  incentive  to  go  out  and  look 
for  cost-effective  Health  care.  No.  2,  it 
would  mean  the  niarketplace  would  re- 
spond with  lots  of  different  opportuni- 
ties for  quality  health  care.  And  No.  3, 
it  would  mean  that  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment would  get  a  predictable  rate  of 
growth  in  health  care.  Instead  of  hav- 
ing a  10  percent  rate  of  growth,  we  can 
conservatively  estimate  that  the  rate 
of  growth  would  be  about  7  percent. 
Whsr?  Because  in  the  private  sector, 
which  has  done  exactly  this,  which  has 
gone  to  a  variety  of  different  health 
care  programs,  the  cost  of  the  pre- 
miums has  actually  dropped  by  about 
50  percent. 

What  we  are  talking  about  is  getting 
a  30-percent  drop  in  the  cost  of  pre- 


miums, so  we  know  if  we  use  this  op- 
portunity we  would  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  control  costs  especially  in 
the  outyears  and  therefore  give  us  a 
better  chance  at  maintaining  the  sol- 
vency of  the  Medicare  trust  fund. 

What  was  the  response  of  President 
Clinton  and  his  minions  when  we  put 
this  plan  forward?  The  response — and 
we  still  hear  It  from  Congressman  Gep- 
hardt and  his  group— was,  we  are 
slashing  Medicare.  We  are  slashing 
Medicare.  Well,  we  said,  Mr.  President, 
tell  us  what  you  are  going  to  do  then  to 
get  the  system  under  control.  He  did 
not  have  an  idea,  did  not  have  a  pro- 
posal. He  said,  you  are  just  slashing 
Medicare.  Let  me  go  scare  some  seniors 
and  tell  them  that  you  are  slashing 
Medicare. 

It  was  the  most  demagogic  position 
taken  by  a  President  in  a  long  time  be- 
cause it  was  dealing  with  such  an  im- 
portant issue  and  they  did  it  in  such  a 
purely  partisan  and  political  way,  so 
demagogic,  in  fact,  that  even  the  Wash- 
ington Post,  which  is  the  spokesman 
for  basically  the  liberal  agenda  in  this 
country,  if  you  are  going  to  be  honest 
about  it,  in  its  editorial  policy,  said 
that  what  the  President  was  discussing 
was  "medagoguery,"  coined  a  phrase 
"medagoguery,"  a  very  appropriate 
word  to  add  to  our  lexicon. 

And  so  now  with  the  trustees'  report 
coming  forward  and  telling  us  that  the 
situation  has  even  gotten  significantly 
worse,  that  the  system  now  instead  of 
going  broke  in  the  year  2002  is  going  to 
go  broke  in  the  year  2001,  now  we  hear 
rumblings  in  the  administration,  mur- 
muring from  the  administration,  well, 
we  have  a  program  to  save  this,  to  push 
it  out  a  few  years. 

Let  us  look  at  what  the  administra- 
tion is  proposing  because  what  they  are 
proposing  is  a  terribly  crass  act  of 
intergenerational  transfer  of  burden. 
What  they  are  proposing  essentially  is 
to  take  a  major  part  of  the  cost  of  the 
present  Medicare  system  which  is 
borne  by  the  hospital  trust  fund  and  to 
shift  that  cost  on  to  all  Americans  who 
pay  taxes. 

The  program  that  they  are  proposing 
is  to  take  the  home  health  care  portion 
of  the  hospital  trust  fund,  which  rep- 
resents about  $55  billion,  and  transfer 
that  out  of  the  hospital  trust  fund,  part 
A,  into  theoretically  part  B.  But  they 
do  not  put  it  in  part  B  really.  What 
they  are  doing  is  they  are  putting  it  on 
the  backs  of  all  the  taxpayers  in  Amer- 
ica. Today,  of  course,  this  item.  $55  bil- 
lion in  home  health  care,  is  paid  for 
out  of  the  hospital  trust  fund. 

What  does  that  mean?  It  means  it  is 
paid  for  by  the  taxes  which  go  into  the 
trust  fund  which  are  to  accumulate  for 
the  purposes  of  buying  insurance  for 
seniors  when  you  meet  the  age  eligi- 
bility requirements.  And  so  these  costs 
of  home  health  care  are  supported  by 
the  taxes  paid  to  the  trust  fund.  But 
what  they  are  proposing  is  to  take  It 


out  of  that  trust  fund,  and  they  put  it 
in  the  part  B  trust  fund  and  they  have 
it  paid  for  by  the  general  taxpayers. 

In  fact,  they  go  so  far  in  this  exercise 
of  political  gamesmanship  as  to  not 
only  take  it  out  of  the  hospital  part  A 
trust  fund,  but  when  they  put  it  into 
the  part  B  trust  fund  they  do  not  even 
require  that  seniors  pay  what  is  the 
traditional  percentage  of  the  part  B 
trust  fund,  which  is  25  percent. 

Let  me  explain  that  because  that  is 
fairly  complicated.  Basically,  the  part 
B  trust  fund,  as  many  people  know, 
pays  for  things  other  than  hospitaliza- 
tion, other  than  acute  care.  Under  our 
system  today,  a  senior  citizen  pays  25 
percent  of  the  costs  of  their  nonacute 
care,  nonhospitalization  costs,  and  the 
general  taxpayers,  John  and  Mary 
Smith  who  are  working  down  at  the 
local  restaurant  or  at  the  gas  station 
or  on  an  assembly  line,  they  pay  75  per- 
cent of  the  senior  citizens'  costs  for 
their  nonhospitalization.  That  is  the 
part  B  trust  fund. 

Well,  when  they  took  the  $55  billion 
out  of  the  part  A  trust  fund  and  put  it 
into  the  part  B,  the  administration  at 
the  same  time  said,  no,  seniors  are  not 
going  to  have  to  pay  even  the  25  per- 
cent. So  the  full  $55  billion  falls  on 
Mary  Smith  and  John  Smith  who  are 
working  at  the  local  restaurant,  the 
local  gas  station,  or  the  local  assembly 
line.  And  It  is  a  clear  transfer  irom  one 
generation  to  the  next  generation  of 
the  costs  of  $55  billion. 

Does  it  do  anything  at  all  to  address 
the  underl3rLng  problem  of  the  Medi- 
care system,  which  is  that  it  is  growing 
at  an  annual  rate  of  10  percent?  No, 
nothing.  Absolutely  nothing.  It  does 
not  address  the  primary  problem  of  the 
Medicare  trust  fund  one  iota.  All  it 
does  is  create  a  political  benefit  for 
this  administration  of  being  able  to  say 
to  seniors,  well,  by  taking  $55  billion 
out  of  your  obligation  and  putting  it 
on  your  children's  back,  we  have  been 
able  to  extend  the  life  of  the  trust  fund 
by  a  couple  of  years. 

That  is  truly  a  crass  and,  I  think, 
C3mical  approach  to  addressing  what  is 
a  very  core  and  significant  problem. 
Because  as  I  mentioned  when  I  began 
the  talk,  the  size  of  the  Medicare  prob- 
lem in  the  part  A  trust  fund  is  now  es- 
timated to  be  a  $100  billion  deficit  in 
the  year  2002.  So  through  this  little  bit 
of  gamesmanship,  they  may  buy  a  year 
or  two,  but  they  do  not  do  anything  at 
all  to  address  the  underlying  problem — 
nothing.  All  they  did  is  create  the  abil- 
ity to  go  into  this  election  and  say  to 
seniors,  listen,  we  corrected  this  prob- 
lem. 

Of  course,  there  is  not  going  to  be 
any  asterisks  by  that  which  says  to  the 
seniors'  kids,  to  the  children  and  their 
grandchildren,  oh,  I  am  sorry;  we  just 
raised  your  taxes  $55  billion— because 
that  is  all  this  is.  This  is  a  tax  increase 
on  the  children  of  our  seniors  and  their 
grandchildren  who  are  working  of  $55 
billion. 
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Now,  it  is  not  unusual  for  this  admin- 
istration to  resolve  problems  by  raising 
taxes.  They  gave  us  the  largest  tax  in- 
crease in  the  history  of  the  country 
which  was,  under  a  5-year  budget,  $265 
billion  or  $285  billion,  but  actually  now 
that  we  are  funding  under  a  7-year 
budget  it  turns  out  it  was  a  $550  billion 
tax.  Now.  on  top  of  that  tax  increase  of 
$550  billion,  they  want  to  hit  working 
Americans  with  another  $55  billion  tax 
increase,  while  at  the  same  time,  and 
most  amazingly  with  a  straight  face 
—and  this  is  what  I  find  rather  ironic, 
they  do  this  with  a  straight  face— at 
the  same  time  they  say  to  our  seniors, 
oh,  we  have  taken  care  of  the  Medicare 
problem. 

They  have  not  done  a  thing  about  the 
Medicare  problem.  There  is  no  effort  at 
all  in  the  administration  proposal  to 
address  the  factors  which  are  driving  a 
10-percent  annual  rate  of  growth  in  the 
trust  fund.  In  fact,  if  anything  they 
have  aggravated  it  because  they  have 
taken  the  $55  billion  and  put  it  on  the 
back  of  the  average  taxpayer  in  this 
country,  John  and  Mary  Jones,  work- 
ing someplace  on  Main  Street.  That 
means  that  we  created  a  whole  new 
burden  on  them,  which  is  an  entitle- 
ment, which  they  will  have  to  pay 
taxes  on  and  then  expand  the  program 
as  a  result  of  lack  of  accountability, 
which  is  the  way  programs  expand 
around  here.  They  get  created  as  enti- 
tlements and  put  in  the  general  fund 
and  then  there  is  no  way  to  control 
them  at  all.  That  is  essentially  what 
they  are  doing  here. 

If  you  are  going  to  address  the  Medi- 
care issue,  you  have  to  look  at  the  fun- 
damental question,  what  is  driving  the 
rate  of  growth  of  inflation  in  Medicare 
costs?  I  have  heard  some  pundits  say- 
ing, "It  is  demographics,  it  is  people.  It 
is  all  the  new  people  coming  in  the  sys- 
tem." 

That  is  not  true  at  all,  not  during  the 
timeframe  we  are  talking  about.  Yes,  it 
is  true  when  the  postwar  baby  boom 
people  hit  the  system.  When  Bill  Clin- 
ton's generation  and  mine  hit  the  sys- 
tem it  is.  But  between  now  and  2010  it 
is  not  a  demographic  issue,  it  is  a 
generational  issue.  It  is  not  a  demo- 
graphic issue.  It  is  a  function  of  the 
fact  that  the  rate  of  inflation  in  health 
care  costs  in  Medicare  are  dramati- 
cally exceeding  the  rate  of  inflation  of 
health  care  costs  in  the  private  sector 
and  in  the  costs  of  health  care  for  peo- 
ple who  are  under  the  age  of  60. 

Last  year,  the  rate  of  growth  in  the 
premium  costs  of  people  under  the  age 
of  60  was  flat,  essentially  no  inflation. 
The  rate  of  growth  of  Medicare  was  10 
percent.  You  can  see  that  is  what  is 
driving  the  problem  with  the  Medicare 
trust  fund.  So,  until  you  address  that 
rate  of  growth  of  costs  of  the  health 
care  in  Medicare  you  are  not  going  to 
be  able  to  make  the  system  solvent. 

So,  when  the  Republicans  came  for- 
ward last  year  and  put  down  a  proposal 


which  was  aimed  specifically  at  bring- 
ing market  forces  into  play  in  the 
Medicare  system,  taking  it  out  of  the 
system  which  is  a  1960's  system  de- 
signed for  the  health  care  delivery  sys- 
tem of  the  1950's,  and  moving  it  into 
the  1990's  by  bringing  market  forces 
into  it— when  we  did  that  we  put  for- 
ward a  proposal  which  was  fundamen- 
tally sound  and  which  was  directed  at 
the  core  problem,  which  was  the  fact 
that  the  rate  of  growth  of  health  care 
costs  was  too  great.  Through  the  use  of 
market  forces  we  tried  to  control  that. 
What  we  have  here  essentially,  in  the 
Medicare  system,  is  a  1959  Chevrolet 
driving  down  a  1990's  highway.  It  has 
not  been  repaired.  The  hubcaps  have 
fallen  off,  it  is  running  on  three  pis- 
tons, the  exhaust  system  is  spewing 
out  pollution,  and  it  cannot  keep  up  to 
speed.  What  we  suggested,  as  Repub- 
licans, is  that  we  should  put  a  new  car 
on  the  1990  highway,  something  that 
can  keep  up  with  the  times  and  some- 
thing that  would  actually  give  the  sen- 
iors a  better  choice  of  options  for 
health  caxe  delivery. 

What  the  White  House  suggested, 
what  the  administration  suggested, 
was  that  we  simply  get  more  oil  and 
more  gas  and  pour  it  into  the  car,  the 
1959  Chevrolet,  and  we  get  that  oil  and 
gas  from  John  and  Mary  Jones,  who  are 
working  on  Main  Street.  It  was  a  cjrni- 
cal  act,  to  say  the  least.  Exceeded,  of 
course,  by  their  statements  that  our 
proposals  were  slashing  and  cutting 
Medicare.  That  was  the  most  csmical 
act  by  this  White  House,  but  in  the  tra- 
dition of  that,  equally  or  competitively 
similar,  to  suggest  we  should  make 
this  tsnpe  of  a  transfer. 

If  we  are  going  to  resolve  the  Medi- 
care problem,  we  are  going  to  have  to 
have  a  White  House  which  thinks  about 
something  other  than  reelection;  that 
thinks  about  substantive  policy,  that 
thinks  about  how  you  govern,  not  how 
you  get  reelected  to  govern. 

I  have  not  seen  any  sense  that  that  is 
the  character  of  this  White  House,  but 
there  is  still  time.  Republicans  still 
have  on  the  table  a  proposal  which 
would  substantively  improve  the  Medi- 
care system,  and  do  it  in  a  way  that 
would  lead  to  a  real  direction  of  sol- 
vency for  the  trust  fund,  rather  than  to 
a  shell  game  of  transferring  burden 
from  one  generation  to  the  next.  I 
hope,  if  nothing  else,  the  American 
public  will  see  through  the  games  that 
the  White  House  has  been  playing  on 
this  and  would  put  some  pressure  on 
the  administration  to  begin  to  act  re- 
sponsibly in  this  area. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor  and 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DeWINE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
imanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DeWINE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  as  in 
morning  business  for  15  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  advises  the  Senator  we  are  In 
morning  business  and  is  recognized  for 
10  minutes. 

WORDS  AND  ACTIONS  ON  CRIME 
Mr.  DeWINE.  Mr.  President,  one  of 
the  key  measures  of  any  government  is 
how  well  it  protects  the  people  from 
the  threat  of  violent  crime.  In  the  pre- 
amble to  our  Constitution,  the  charter 
of  our  Government,  we  are  told  the 
purpose  of  Government  is  to  "establish 

Justice,    insure   domestic   Tranquility 

♦  *  *" 

Only  by  doing  those  things  and  doing 
them  well  do  we  hope  to  "secure  the 
Blessings  of  Liberty  to  ourselves  and 
our  Posterity  *  *  *" 

I  would  like  to  talk  today  about  the 
record  of  the  Clinton  administration  in 
regard  to  crime.  In  doing  so.  I  will  con- 
tend that  mere  words  are  not  enough  to 
fulfill  that  sacred  trust  between  Gov- 
ernment and  the  people.  To  fulfill  its 
obligation.  Its  obligation  to  protect 
people  from  crime.  Government  must 
act. 

One  of  the  President's  closest  advis- 
ers said  recently,  "Words  are  actions." 
Words  are  actions.  They  really  are,  Mr. 
President.  The  record  of  this  adminis- 
tration gives  grave  cause  for  doubt. 

For  2  years.  1993  and  1994,  President 
Clinton  and  his  party  controlled  the 
White  House  and  both  Houses  of  Con- 
gress. One-party  control  means  the 
party  In  charge  generally  gets  to  set 
the  agenda.  It  is  pretty  clear  that  the 
fight  against  crime  should  be  at  the 
top  of  any  sensible  national  agenda. 

Violent  crime  remains  at  historic 
highs.  Every  year  43  n:iillion  Americans 
become  victims  of  crime,  and  10  mil- 
lion become  victims  of  violent  crime. 
Juvenile  crime  Is  a  problem  now  of  his- 
toric proportions. 

Frankly,  Mr.  President,  there  is  no 
reason  to  believe  that  this  Is  going  to 
change  unless  we  take  some  very  dras- 
tic measures.  Here  is  why.  Violent 
crimes  by  young  people  age  18  to  24 
have  gone  up  50  percent  since  1986. 
These  young  predators  are  moving 
coldly,  dangerously  into  a  career  that 
will  wreak  havoc  on  thefr  communities 
for  years  to  come.  That  Is  bad  enough. 
But  It  will  get  even  worse,  even  scar- 
ier, because  while  crime  among  18-  to 
24-year-olds  has  gone  up  50  percent, 
crime  by  even  younger  offenders,  those 
aged  14  to  17,  has  gone  up  150  percent— 
150  percent— since  1986.  So  if  we  think 
violent  crime  is  bad  now,  wait  until 
these  14-  to  17-year-olds  get  into  thefr 
prime  age  for  crime,  the  late  teens  and 
early  twenties.  The  problem  we  will 
have  to  face  is  when  today's  violent 
teenagers  grow  up.  They  are  going  to 


13348 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  6,  1996 


be  a  major  social  force  in  this  country. 
To  me,  that  would  indicate  cause  for 
serious  concern  about  the  kind  of 
America  we  a^e  going  to  have  in  the 
next  couple  of  decades. 

Mr.  President,  the  picture  is  bad  in 
regard  to  violent  crime.  But,  unfortu- 
nately, it  does  not  get  any  better  when 
we  look  at  the  issue  of  drugs.  Since  the 
Reagan-Bush  years,  marijuana  use  has 
tripled — tripled— among  those  14  years 
of  age  and  15  years  of  age.  In  1992,  1.6 
million  young  people  were  reported  to 
have  used  marijuana — 1.6.  Today  that 
number  has  risen  to  2.9  million. 

Mr.  President,  one  good  way  to  find 
out  what  our  real  social  problems  are 
is  to  visit  a  hospital  emergency  room. 
Today  cocaine-related  episodes  have 
hit  their  highest  level  in  history.  Peo- 
ple talk  about  the  1980's  as  the  cocaine 
decade.  But  visit  any  emergency  room 
and  you  will  see  that  it  is  even  worse 
today. 

Heroin-related  episodes  are  rising, 
too.  They  jumped  66  percent  in  1993  and 
have  stayed  at  that  higher  level. 

In  summary,  Mr.  President,  I  think 
any  fair  observer  would  characterize 
this  as  a  very  bleak  picture.  A  fair  ob- 
server would  say  that  violent  crime,  es- 
pecially youth  violence,  is  a  major 
challenge  to  America  and  very  prob- 
ably the  single  greatest  challenge  we 
face  in  this  country. 

Let  us  talk  for  a  moment  about  how 
the  U.S.  Government  has  coped  with 
this  crisis.  Let  us  examine  what  the 
new  Clinton  administration  wanted  to 
do  after  they  took  office,  what  it  pro- 
posed to  do  in  its  first  2  years.  Then  let 
us  examine  what  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration actually  accomplished  in  its 
first  2  years.  Finally,  I  would  like  to 
examine  what  was  accomplished  after 
the  first  2  years. 

Let  us  start  first  with  the  new  ad- 
ministration's proposals.  So  I  begin 
with  the  first  phase:  The  new  Clinton 
administration  and  its  agenda  and 
what  they  wanted  to  do. 

For  2  years,  Mr.  President,  1993  and 
1994,  we  had  an  undivided  Government, 
a  Government  under  the  control  of  a 
single  party.  A  President  with  a  free 
hand  could  create  positive  change  and 
do  what  is  necessaury  to  protect  the 
American  people  from  the  plague  of 
violent  crime.  What  use  was  made  of 
this  opportunity?  What  did  the  new  ad- 
ministration propose  to  do  about  this 
major  national  crisis? 

Here  is  the  answer.  Here,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, if  you  can  believe  it,  is  what  the 
new  administration  proposed  to  do. 
This  is  what  the  President's  budget 
proposed  to  do.  The  President  wanted 
to  cut  790  agents  out  of  the  FBI.  The 
President  wanted  to  cut  311  aigents  out 
of  the  DEA.  The  President  wanted  to 
cut  123  prosecutors,  take  them  out  of 
the  Federal  courts.  The  President 
wanted  to  construct  zero— zero— new 
Federal  iirisons.  Finally,  the  President 
wanted  to  cut  prison  personnel  by  1,600. 


That  was  the  proposed  response  of  the 
Clinton  administration  to  this  major 
national  crisis. 

It  is  true,  Mr.  President,  that  much 
of  this  agenda  did  not  actually  become 
a  reality.  It  did  not  happen  because, 
fortimately,  congressional  approvaJ 
was  required.  Again,  fortunately,  con- 
cerned Senators  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  said  to  the  administration,  "No. 
No  way.  We're  not  going  to  do  it." 
Thanks  to  Senators  like  Orrin  Hatch, 
Joe  Biden.  Pete  Domenict,  Fritz  Rol- 
lings, much  of  that  misguided  agenda 
was  not  passed,  was  defeated. 

Let  me  turn,  Mr.  President,  to  the 
actual  Clinton  administration  record. 
There  is,  Mr.  President,  of  course,  a  lot 
that  the  President  of  the  United  States 
can  do  without  congressional  approval. 
The  President  has  a  great  deal  of  dis- 
cretion. Let  us  look  at  what  the  new 
administration  actually  did  without 
congressional  approval.  I  think  when 
we  look  at  this  we  will  find  that  on 
every  front  of  the  war  on  crime  there 
was  a  monumental  retreat. 

First,  no  new  FBI  agents  were 
trained.  No  class.  No  FBI  class. 

Second,  the  White  House  Office  of 
Drug  Policy  was  absolutely  gutted,  an 
83  percent  cut  in  staff. 

Next,  the  prosecution  of  gim  crimi- 
nals went  down  20  percent.  The  pros- 
ecution in  Federal  court  of  those  who 
use  a  gun  in  the  commission  of  a  felony 
went  down  20  percent. 

Prosecution  of  drug  criminals — drug 
criminals — went  down  12.5  percent. 

No  new  FBI  agents  trained,  the 
White  House  drug  office  was  gutted, 
gun  prosecutions  down  20  percent,  drug 
prosecutions  down  12.5  percent.  That  is 
what  the  President  did  by  himself. 

Here  is  what  else  actually  happened 
under  the  President's  leadership. 

Federal  spending  on  drug  interdic- 
tion went  down  14  percent.  The  Federal 
drug  budget  accounts  that  fund  anti- 
smuggling  efforts  dropped  by  55  per- 
cent. In  fact,  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion made  a  conscious  decision  to  ig- 
nore the  fact  that  drugs  were  coming 
into  this  country.  They  thought  it 
would  be  enough  to  focus  on  the  drugs 
once  they  were  already  in  the  country. 

But,  Mr.  President,  we  should  make 
no  mistake,  spending  less  on  interdic- 
tion does  have  consequences.  It  does 
make  a  difference.  According  to  recent 
Federal  law  enforcement  statistics,  the 
disruption  rate,  the  amount  of  dJrugs 
that  are  blocked  from  actually  enter- 
ing the  coimtry,  dropped  53  percent  be- 
tween 1993  and  early  1995.  The  projec- 
tion is  an  additional  84  metric  tons  of 
marijuana  and  cocaine  coming  into  the 
United  States  every  year. 

What  was  the  result  of  this  cut?  What 
was  the  result  of  this  change  in  policy 
by  the  administration,  change  in  em- 
phasis? 

Since  1991,  Coast  Guard  seizures  of 
cocaine  are  down  45  percent.  Coast 
Guard  seizures  of  marijuana  are  down 


90  percent.  The  Clinton  a^iminlstration, 
unfortvmately,  has  ignored  a  fun- 
damental fact:  Spending  money  on  the 
antidrug  effort  does  make  a  difference. 
When  we  make  the  antidrug  fight  a  na- 
tional priority,  drug  use  does  drop.  Be- 
tween 1981  and  1992  Federal  spending  on 
the  drug  war  effort  rose  700  percent. 
Over  roughly  the  same  period,  drug  use 
was  cut  in  half. 

But,  tragically,  the  opposite  has  hap- 
pened under  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion. Drugs  have  gotten  cheaper.  They 
are  more  easily  available  and  more  per- 
vasive in  the  lives  of  our  yoimg  people. 
Between  1993  and  1995,  the  retail  price 
of  a  gram  of  cocaine  fell  during  that  2- 
year  period  from  $172  to  $137.  Over 
roughly  the  same  period,  answering  a 
survey,  the  number  of  8th  graders  who 
think  it  is  bad  to  even  try  crack  once 
or  twice  dropped  from  61  percent  to  51 
percent.  And  overall  teenage  drug  use 
is  up  55  percent. 

On  measure  after  measure  in  the 
years  1993  and  1994,  America's 
anticrime  and  antidrug  effort  lost 
ground.  That  was  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration's record  of  accomplishment. 
They  faced  a  tough  problem  and  had  to 
make  tough  choices.  The  sad  litany  I 
have  recited  is  the  best  they  could  do. 

Now,  moving  to  the  third  item  I  want 
to  talk  about,  in  1995  there  was  a  major 
change  in  the  landscape  of  Federal 
crime-fighting  policy.  The  new  Senate 
came  under  new  leadership.  Over  the 
last  16  months  under  that  new  leader- 
ship, a  dramatically  different  effort  on 
the  issue  of  crime  has  emerged.  Since 
January  1995.  the  majority  leader.  Sen- 
ator Doi^,  took  over  the  helm  of 
America's  anticrime  strategy.  Here  is 
America's  new  strategy  for  fighting 
crime:  FBI  agents,  up  20  percent;  DEA 
agents,  up  15  percent;  $800  million  in 
new  funding  for  Federal  prosecutors;  $3 
billion  in  new  funding  for  prisons;  $1 
billion  in  grants  to  States  and  local 
communities  so  they  can  fight  crime  at 
the  grassroots  level  from  neighborhood 
to  neighborhood  to  neighborhood. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  a  truly  re- 
markable change.  I  do  not  believe  it  is 
just  a  coincidence.  A  pattern  of  dif- 
ferences as  striking  as  this  can  lead  to 
only  one  tenable  conclusion.  Only  one 
major  factor  Intervened  between  the 
dismal  record  of  1993  and  1994  and  the 
truly  remarkable  resurgence  in  the 
Federal  crime-fighting  effort  that  has 
occurred  over  the  last  16  months. 

That  one  factor.  Mr.  President,  is  the 
new  management  in  the  Senate  and  the 
House.  I  suggest  Senator  Bob  Dole  be 
griven  the  credit  he  deserves  for  chang- 
ing the  culture  of  Washington  in  this 
very  important  w 

Mr.  President.  litics  has  been  de- 
fined as  the  art  >.  i  the  possible.  The 
best  definition  of  leadership  I  ever 
heard  is  this:  "Leadership  is  the  art  of 
changing  the  limits  of  what's  pos- 
sible." 

Over  the  last  16  months,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, we  have  seen  this  happen  in  the 
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fight  against  crime.  I  think  it  is  time 
that  Senator  Dole  got  the  recognition 
he  deserves  for  a  very,  very  impressive 
accomplishment.  Further,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  believe  people  should  be  paying 
more  attention  to  actions  and  accom- 
plishments than  simply  to  election 
year  conversions  and  all  the  rhetoric 
that  they  spawn. 

The  former  chairman  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Narcotics,  a  Democrat, 
once  said  he  had  "Never  seen  a  Presi- 
dent care  less  about  drugs,"  referring 
to  the  President  of  the  United  States. 
The  lackluster  war  on  drugs  is  just  one 
symptom  of  an  overall  abdication  on 
the  issue  of  crime  itself. 

Mr.  President,  as  we  prepare  to  say 
goodbye  to  Majority  Leader  Dole,  let 
me  say  I  speak  for  many  when  I  ob- 
serve that  we  will  miss  his  excellent 
leadership  on  this  very  vital  and  im- 
portant issue.  We  owe  him  our  thanks 
not  for  his  words  but,  rather,  for  his  ac- 
tions. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kempthorne).  The  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Kentucky  is  recognized. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


BALANCED  BUDGET  AMENDMENT 
VOTES 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  we  prob- 
ably all  have  been  guilty  at  one  time  or 
another  of  getting  a  little  carried  away 
on  the  Senate  floor  when  we  are  trying 
to  present  our  position  on  an  issue.  I 
think  we  saw  a  little  bit  of  that  yester- 
day by  those  of  us  who  want  to  protect 
Social  Security,  and  I  would  like  to 
take  a  minute  to  respond  to  some  of 
those,  I  think,  inflammatory  remarks. 

I  think  the  junior  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa was  right  on  the  edge  when  he 
was  talking  about  the  33  Senators  that 
had  previously  voted  in  opposition  to  a 
balanced  budget  which  included  the  use 
of  Social  Security.  It  has  been  said 
that  to  treat  your  facts  with  imagina- 
tion is  one  thing,  but  to  imagine  your 
facts  is  another.  We  saw  just  how  big 
some  people's  imaguiations  were  yes- 
terday. 

I  was  1  of  those  33.  The  junior  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma  accused  me  of 
coming  to  Washington  and  voting  one 
way  and  going  back  to  my  State  and 
talking  another.  I  am  sure  he  does  not 
know  how  I  talk  in  Kentucky.  I  am 
sure  he  does  not  follow  me  around.  I 
am  sure  he  does  not  take  the  paper 
clips  from  my  newspapers  to  see  how  I 
am  quoted  in  my  local  paper. 

Mr.  President,  I  thought  we  were  be- 
yond the  pony  express  era.  I  thought 


that  we  were  on  C-SPAN  and  60  million 
people  could  immediately  see  how  you 
vote  and  what  you  say  and  they  would 
know  that  before  you  get  home.  I  have 
represented  my  State,  now,  for  almost 
22  years  here  in  the  Senate.  I  have  been 
fortunate  to  have  been  reelected  by  a 
large  percentage.  I  think  when  I  vote 
and  I  explain  my  vote  to  my  people 
some  may  not  like  it  but  they  under- 
stand the  reason  for  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  voted  for  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  until  this  time. 
Then  we  were  labeled,  yesterday,  as 
BBA  6.  So  I  am  one  of  the  BBA  6's  now. 
I  do  not  know  exactly  what  that 
means,  except  when  the  leaidership  on 
the  Republican  side  sat  down  in  the 
Democratic  Cloakroom,  and  with  a 
fountain  pen  wrote  how  much  money 
they  would  be  taking  from  Social  Secu- 
rity each  of  the  next  7  years,  how  much 
they  would  be  taking  from  Social  Secu- 
rity to  balance  the  budget,  that  is 
when  I  reneged.  That  is  when  I  said  if 
you  want  my  vote,  put  a  firewall  in  as 
it  relates  to  Social  Security.  Now  I 
have  that  piece  of  paper,  Mr.  President. 
It  is  in  my  file  and  I  will  keep  it.  It  is 
the  handwriting  of  some  of  the  leader- 
ship on  the  Republican  side,  how  many 
billions  of  dollars,  and  as  I  recall  the 
last  2  years,  roughly  $147  billion  they 
were  going  to  take  out  of  Social  Secu- 
rity tnast  fund. 

Now,  when  the  junior  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  says  those  of  us  who  voted 
"no"  last  time,  the  33.  did  not  want  a 
balanced  budget,  I  just  disagree  with 
that.  How  can  he  say  I  do  not  want  a 
balauiced  budget  amendment?  All  I  say 
is  build  a  firewall  for  Social  Security. 
You  could  have  70-odd  votes  if  you  do 
that.  It  would  be  easy  to  pass.  But,  no, 
the  Republicans  want  an  issue.  They 
want  an  issue.  They  do  not  want  it 
passed.  They  lost  a  vote  today  for  one 
reason  and  one  reason  only.  You  are 
talking  about  star  wars,  and  you  have 
one  of  the  greatest  minds  as  it  relates 
to  defense  in  this  country  in  the  Sen- 
ate in  Sam  Nunn,  the  Senator  from 
Georgia,  who  was  vehemently  opposed. 
He  said  you  are  mandating  that  we  put 
it  in  to  spend  $60  billion  and  you  do  not 
know  whether  it  will  work.  Let  us  re- 
search it  for  another  3  years.  You  are 
not  going  to  get  it  up  any  faster.  Then 
in  3  years  you  will  know  it  will  work, 
and  then  let  us  do  it.  No,  we  were 
forced  into  the  vote  on  the  basis  that 
we  shall  do  it  whether  we  know  if  it 
will  work  or  not,  and  at  a  cost  of  $60 
billion,  and  that  is  right  behind  that 
attempted  $700  billion  tax  break— in 
one  day.  And  the  next  day,  they  holler, 
"The  sky  is  falling."  So  you  have 
turned  at  least  one  Senator  off  as  it  re- 
lates to  the  political  tactics  being  used 
on  the  Senate  floor. 

Now,  we  have  10  fictitious  reasons  for 
voting  against  the  balanced  budget 
amendment.  There  is  only  one  reason, 
in  my  mind.  We  have  heard  a  lot  about 
a  contract.  We  have  heard  a  lot  about 


a  contract  now  for  almost  2  years. 
Well,  we  had  a  contract  with  the  farm- 
ers called  the  Freedom  to  Farm  Act. 
Sigrned  it,  passed  it.  A  contract.  Within 
7  weeks,  you  are  breaking  that  con- 
tract. The  House  Agriculture  Appro- 
priations Committee  was  eliminating 
almost  $100  million  out  of  the  pay- 
ments to  the  farmers  that  they 
thought  they  had  signed  up  for  next 
year.  You  are  reducing  WTC  by  having 
it  frozen.  You  are  reducing  nutrition 
programs  by  $300  million  on  the  House 
side.  Contracts  are  being  broken.  I 
thought  both  sides  had  agreed  to  a  con- 
tract. Both  sides  were  committed  to  it. 
Therefore,  we  find  that  we  are  already 
breaking  contracts. 

When  you  are  going  to  use  Social  Se- 
curity funding,  then  I  think  we  are 
breaking  a  contract  with  those  who  are 
expecting  that.  Sure,  we  are  having  a 
bump  in  the  road  on  Medicare.  We  all 
understand  that.  The  President  has 
submitted  two  budgets  reducing  part 
A.  Now,  everybody  talks  about  Medi- 
care and  paints  it  with  a  broad  brush. 
It  is  part  A  that  is  short,  not  part  B. 
Part  A  is  the  hospital  and  part  B  is  the 
doctor,  if  you  want  to  put  it  into  cat- 
egories. So  part  A  is  the  part  having 
problems.  Part  B  still  has  a  surplus. 
Part  B  will  have  a  surplus  from  now 
on.  the  way  things  are  going. 

So  we  have  one  part  of  Medicare  to 
be  fixed.  Even  now,  there  is  a  $100  bil- 
lion surplus  in  part  A,  as  I  understand 
it.  If  you  continue  to  use  it,  over  a  pe- 
riod of  time,  that  will  be  reduced  to 
zero.  You  need  to  keep  it  at  a  level 
where  it  will  not  be  reduced  and  where 
the  level  will  stay  the  same  over  the 
next  7  years. 

Mr.  President,  if  Social  Security 
were  protected,  we  could  pass  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  and  get  on 
with  actually  passing  our  spending 
bills.  We  hear  a  lot  about  how  bad 
things  have  been.  I  have  been  here  22 
years  now.  I  did  not  see  any  vetoes, 
under  the  Republican  administration, 
as  it  related  to  tax  increases  and 
spending  increases.  I  did  not  see  those 
vetoes.  We  did  not  have  enough  votes 
to  override  them,  if  the  Republicans 
would  have  stayed  together.  But,  no. 
we  went  from  a  $900  billion  deficit  to  $5 
trillion  in  12  years  under  Republican 
leadership.  During  that  time.  Repub- 
licans had  6  years  of  control  here  in  the 
Senate  Chamber.  Could  you  have  sup- 
ported a  veto?  Absolutely,  you  could 
have  sustained  a  veto. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  I  do  not  mind  de- 
bating the  issues,  but  I  certainly  hate 
to  be  singled  out  and  it  becomes  a  per- 
sonal issue.  As  I  say,  the  junior  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma  came  very  close 
to  the  edge  of  being  challenged  under 
the  rules  of  the  Senate  yesterday.  So  I 
just  hope  that,  as  we  debate  the  issues, 
we  eliminate  the  personalities  and  the 
personal  attacks.  It  is  nice  to  have  a 
picture  of  your  grandson  here  on  the 
Senate  floor.  I  have  five  grandchildren. 
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I  enjoy  grandchildren.  But  do  you 
know  something?  It  is  hard  for  me  to 
believe,  as  a  grandfather,  that  if  I 
watched  my  daughter  give  birth  to  a 
son,  my  grandson — as  I  read  che 
Record  and  listened  to  him  yesterday, 
in  his  first  breath,  it  was  handed  to 
him  and  the  first  thing  he  thought 
about  is  that  this  poor  child  owes 
SIS.OOO  in  back  taxes,  or  he  has  that 
debt  on  him.  I  would  have  thanked  the 
Lord  for  my  daughter  coming  through 
the  delivery  healthy.  I  would  thank  the 
Lord  for  being  given  a  healthy  baby  be- 
fore worrying  about  how  much  tax  load 
or  debt  load  that  newborn  baby  had. 
Nevertheless,  I  am  sure  the  taxpayers 
had  something  to  do  with  paying  for 
the  picture  of  that  grandson  that  was 
here  on  the  Senate  floor. 

So  here  we  are  getting  personal 
again,  and  I  do  not  like  It.  The  only 
way  I  know  how  to  say  to  my  col- 
leagues that  think  the  debate  is  about 
who  supports  a  balanced  budget— this 
is  a  debate  about  who  wants  to  save 
Medicare.  This  is  a  debate  about  who 
wants  to  raid  Medicare,  who  wants  to 
cut  the  deficit,  and  that  sort  of  thing. 
Those  issues  are  fine.  But  when  I  am 
accused  of  voting  one  way  here  and 
going  home  and  s&yLng  another  thing— 
the  day  of  the  Pony  Express  is  over.  It 
is  instantaneous  what  I  say  and  do 
here,  and  it  is  getting  to  my  constitu- 
ents. 

So  while  people  are  predicting  doom 
and  gloom  again  today,  the  BB-6  can 
point  to  a  record  of  deficit  reduction 
and  a  conmiitment  to  balance  the 
budget,  while  protecting  the  pact  we 
made  with  citizens  to  protect  Social 
Security.  So  we  passed  a  bill  in  1990, 
under  a  Republican  President,  signed 
by  him,  not  to  Include  the  Social  Secu- 
rity trust  fund. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  are  we 
proceeding  as  in  morning  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct,  for  a  i>eriod  of  up  to  10  min- 
utes. 


THE  HEALTH  INSURANCE  REFORM 
BILL 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  ear- 
lier this  afternoon,  there  were  some 
comments  made  about  where  we  are  on 
the  Kassebaum-Kennedy  health  reform 
bill.  I  wanted  to  just  take  a  few  mo- 
ments of  the  Senate's  time  to  review  a 
little  bit  of  the  bidding  on  where  we 
have  been,  where  we  are.  and  what  the 
hope  is  in  terms  of  the  future. 

Mr.  President,  as  we  know,  this  legis- 
lation was  developed  by  Senator 
KASSEBAxnu.  myself,  and  other  mem- 
bers of  our  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources Committee  in  the  wake  of  the 
1994  debate  on  comprehensive  health 
care.  It  was  really  reflective  of  the  ex- 
pressions that  were  made  by  Repub- 
licans and  Democrats  alike,  both  the 
now   majority  leader.   Senator  Dole, 


and  others  on  the  Democratic  side,  who 
said.  "Let  us  try  to  find  common 
ground  together,  areas  where  we  agree. 
Let  us  try,  if  we  cannot  do  a  com- 
prehensive program,  to  at  least  shape  a 
proposal  that  can  make  a  difference  to 
millions  of  Americans — particularly 
those  with  preexisting  conditions — rec- 
ognizing the  importance  of  portability, 
moving  from  one  job  to  another,  being 
able  to  carry  the  insurance  if.  for  some 
reason,  an  individual  loses  their  job,  or 
the  company  closes  down." 

Over  the  period  of  really  the  last 
months,  and  even  over  recent  years, 
that  proposal  has  been  working  its  way 
through  the  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources Committee.  It  had  virtually 
unanimous  support  of  Republicans  and 
Democrats  alike,  and  it  has  worked  its 
way  through  the  Senate  with  100  votes. 
Unanimity,  Mr.  President,  100  votes— a 
unanimous  vote  here  in  the  Senate  and 
in  our  committee.  I  find  that  to  be  an 
extraordinarily  rare  occasion,  when 
you  take  something  that  can  provide 
such  a  meaningful  difference  and  pro- 
vide relief  for  families  and  for  working 
families,  a  measure  that  can  make  a 
very  important  difference,  particularly 
to  those  with  preexisting  conditions. 

The  efforts  of  Senator  Kassebaum 
and  myself  have  been  to  try  to  keep 
the  legislation  clean — that  is,  to  try  to 
resist  various  amendments,  in  spite  of 
the  fact  that  we  might  have  agreed 
with  some  of  those  provisions  at  other 
times.  That  was  certainly  true  in  my 
case  with  regard  to  the  excellent  pro- 
posals that  were  added  to  the  measure 
by  Senator  Domenict  and  Senator 
Wellstone  on  mental  health.  I  feel 
very  strongly  that  it  is  about  time  that 
we  treat  mental  health  in  the  way  that 
we  consider  other  serious  Illnesses,  and 
not  make  the  consideration  of  mental 
health  a  stepchild  in  our  health  care 
policy  areas. 

Nonetheless,  we  had  worked  out  a 
process  where  we  were  going  to  try  to 
move  ahead  with  the  areas  that  we 
could  agree  on,  so  that  we  can  move 
through  this  legislative  process  with 
that  in  mind.  We  accepted  some  mat- 
ters that  were  overwhelmingly  sup- 
ported by  Members  of  the  Senate  where 
there  was  no  serious  objection. 

We  accepted  the  mental  health  provi- 
sions. But  it  has  always  been  the  posi- 
tion of  the  Senator  from  Kansas  and 
myself  that  we  were  going  to  be  com- 
mitted to  a  proposal  that  would  pro- 
vide just  the  measures  which  initially 
came  out  of  the  committee  unless  we 
were  going  to  be  able  to  convince  our 
Members  in  the  conference  that  we 
needed  to  make  at  least  some  progress 
in  the  areas  of  mental  health. 

Senator  Domenici,  Senator 

Wellstone,  I  must  say  Tipper  Gore, 
who  has  been  enormously  interested  in 
the  areas  of  mental  health,  have  all 
weighed  in  in  terms  of  making  the  case 
once  again  of  the  importance  of  ex- 
tending some  protections  to  the  area  of 


mental  health.  That  is  an  issue  which  I 
know  is  still  under  consideration  by  at 
least  those  that  are  meeting.  I  can 
point  out  for  the  Members  of  the  Sen- 
ate, that  those  meetings  have  not  in- 
cluded the  Members  of  this  side  of  the 
aisle,  but  we  have  tried  to  work  in  a 
constructive  way  in  at  least  getting 
some  of  these  ideas  forward  for  the 
consideration  of  those  who  are  in  the 
room. 

I  want  to  just  mention  jjarentheti- 
cally  that  there  were  some  comments 
made  earlier  today  on  the  issue  of  ap- 
pointing conferees.  It  has  always  been 
our  position  that  we  should  have  con- 
ferees that  reflect  at  least  the  will  of 
the  Senate,  but  the  various  proposals 
that  have  been  made  here  in  terms  of 
the  conferees  were  not  even  close  to 
the  ratio  of  Republican  to  Democrat. 
We  were  not  going  to  agree  to  a 
stacked  deck  and  a  position  that  would 
not  reflect  the  will  of  the  Senate. 

It  always  interests  me  how  worked 
up  some  of  our  Members  can  become 
when  they  are  talking  with  this  right- 
eous sense  of  indignation  about  the 
fact  that  there  is  some  objection  to  the 
appointment  of  the  conferees,  particu- 
larly in  the  way  and  the  numbers  in 
which  they  were  suggested.  There  has 
never  been  any  reluctance  to  naming 
conferees  that  were  going  to  be  reflec- 
tive and  represent  the  committees  that 
had  the  prime  jurisdiction.  That  is  the 
way  it  has  been  done  here.  The  particu- 
lar proportion  that  was  suggested  was 
completely  out  of  order,  which  is  why 
we  are  in  that  stalemate. 

Most  importantly,  we  are  prepared  to 
see  the  measure  that  passed  100  to 
nothing  here  on  the  floor  of  the  U.S. 
Senate,  or  the  measure  that  passed 
unanimously  out  of  our  committee,  to 
pass  out  of  the  conference,  to  pass  the 
House  of  Representatives,  to  pass  the 
Senate  and  be  signed  by  the  President 
of  the  United  States  in  the  matter  of 
the  next  day  or  two.  That  is  what  we 
are  able  to  do  as  legislators.  That 
would  make  a  difference  to  the  25  mil- 
lion Americans  each  year  who  would  be 
helped  by  this  bill— who  would  find 
that  they  are  able  to  be  assured  of  con- 
tinuing attention  to  their  particular 
health  needs  as  long  as  they  were  going 
to  pay  their  participation  in  premiums. 
We  have  the  opportunity  to  move  on 
that  legislation.  It  is  still  out  there. 
We  are  caught  in  a  situation  evidently 
that  unless  we  are  prepared  to  accept 
other  measures  which  have  been  con- 
troversial and  divisive  and  recognized 
as  such,  or  where  at  least  very  impor- 
tant questions  have  been  raised  about 
those  matters,  that  we  cannot  make 
progress  unless  we  are  prepared  to  bend 
on  those  matters.  It  is  still  my  hope 
that  even  at  this  very  sensitive  time  in 
the  discussions  where  leaders  in  the 
House  and  leaders  in  the  Senate  are  at- 
tempting to  try  to  make  at  least  one 
additional  effort  to  try  to  find  the  com- 
mon ground,  that  we  can  still  resolve 


June  6,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


13351 


this  and  be  able  to  respond  to  the  mil- 
lions of  our  fellow  citizens  that  have 
these  preexisting  conditions  and  want 
to  be  able  to  carry  their  health  care 
measures  with  them. 

But  I  want  to  take  just  a  few  mo- 
ments of  the  Senate's  time  this  after- 
noon—I see  other  colleagues.  Could  I 
ask  for  5  more  minutes? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I  ap- 
preciate it. 

Mr.  President,  I  still  hope  that  we 
will  be  able  to  achieve  this  measure. 

I  have  gone  into,  in  some  detail,  the 
principal  concerns  of  the  issues  on 
medical  savings  account.  But  there  are 
a  few  items  that  have  been  mentioned 
with  regard  to  medical  savings  ac- 
counts that  were  not  mentioned  here  in 
the  course  of  this  afternoon. 

Let  us  understand  that  if  insurance 
companies  want  to  sell  medical  savings 
accounts,  they  can  do  that  today.  They 
do  not  need  to  have  additional  legisla- 
tion. For  those  that  say  let  us  have  the 
free  choice,  individuals  can  be  out  and 
purchase  those  measures  at  the  present 
time.  A  number  of  States  have  begun 
to  set  up  their  own  medical  savings  ac- 
counts. So  the  idea  that  we  are  denying 
some  kind  of  free  choice  is  virtually  in- 
accurate and  a  distortion  and  a  gross 
misrepresentation  about  where  the 
medical  savings  account  issue  is. 

Individual  companies — and  there  are 
the  companies,  for  example,  like  the 
Golden  Rule  Insurance  Co..  that  are 
out  selling  medical  savings  accounts 
today.  Of  course,  it  is  true  that  Golden 
Rule  Insurance  Co.  has  been  drummed 
out  of  the  State  of  Vermont  because  of 
the  way  that  they  have  exploited  con- 
sumers. And  it  is  true  that  Golden  Rule 
Insurance  Co.,  the  principal  company 
that  would  benefit  from  medical  sav- 
ings insurance  companies,  refuses  to 
share  market  information  with  even 
the  American  Academy  of  Actuaries  so 
that  we  could  get  a  real  reflection  as  to 
what  has  been  the  experience  of  that 
company.  When  asked  by  the  American 
Academy  to  share  their  data.  Golden 
Rule  said,  absolutely  no,  we  will  not  do 
that,  even  though  they  have  experi- 
enced extraordinary  profits  in  this 
area. 

Nonetheless,  Mr.  President,  one  of 
the  factors  that  was  not  raised  this 
afternoon  was  the  fact  that  we  are 
talking  about  the  cost  to  the  American 
taxpayers  by  those  that  are  proposing 
medical  savings  accounts.  The  Joint 
Tax  Committee  has  estimated  that  if 
there  were  just  to  be  1  million  Ameri- 
cans out  of  the  pool  of  about  130  mil- 
lion Americans  who  purchase  health 
insurance,  if  we  have  to  have  1  million 
of  those,  the  cost  to  the  taxpayers  and 
to  the  deficit  would  be  S3  bfllion  for  1 
million  people.  That  is  not  what  I  am 
sasring.  That  is  what  the  Joint  Tax 
Conmiittee  is  saying. 


We  are  talking  about  when  you  are 
going  from  1  million  to  10  million  to  20 
million,  or  as  the  Rand  Corp.  consid- 
ered, 70  million,  you  do  not  need  much 
of  a  slide  rule  to  understand  what  this 
is  going  to  do  to  the  Federal  deficit,  let 
alone  health  care  policy. 

So  it  is  so  interesting  to  me  to  hear 
out  there  many  of  our  Members  saying. 
"All  we  want  is  freedom.  All  we  want  is 
freedom.'  Sure  it  is  all  they  want  is 
freedom  to  put  their  hands  into  the  till 
of  the  Federal  Government  and  take 
out  billions  of  dollars  to  subsidize  what 
will  be  primarily  a  benefit  for  the  rich- 
est individuals  in  this  country;  the 
richest  individuals  in  this  country.  And 
we  pointed  that  out  over  the  course  of 
the  debate  and  the  discussion.  I  heard 
one  of  my  colleagues  talk  about  the 
fact  that  there  were  some  Democrats 
that  wanted  this  at  another  time.  At 
another  time,  we  were  talking  in  the 
context  of  a  comprehensive  health  care 
reform  where  we  were  going  to  have  ef- 
fective cost  controls,  an  entirely  dif- 
ferent situation  than  we  have  today. 

So  those  who  are  out  on  the  floor 
with  their  big  charts  saying  what  is 
wrong  with  these  words  that  were  stat- 
ed a  few  years  ago,  I  daresay  that  is 
when  we  were  talking  about  a  com- 
prehensive program  with  effective 
kinds  of  cost  containment,  which  is  not 
what  we  are  dealing  with  today.  Any- 
one should  imderstand  it.  I  question 
whether  it  would  have  been  really  jus- 
tified even  at  that  time.  But,  nonethe- 
less, there  were  those  that  believed  it 
ought  to  be  given  a  try,  and  that  was 
an  issue  within  that  context  that  I 
think  was  legitimate.  But  that  is  not 
what  we  are  talking  about. 

Make  no  mistake  about  it.  We  are 
talking  about  underwriting  the  health 
care  insurance  for  the  wealthiest  indi- 
viduals at  the  expense  of  the  average 
taxpayer.  The  Joint  Tax  Committee 
has  pointed  out,  well,  if  you  spend  S3 
billion,  how  much  of  that  would  go  to 
average  working  families?  How  much 
would  they  benefit  from  that?  One  per- 
cent of  that  S3  billion  would  benefit  av- 
erage working  families.  Who  gets  the 
rest  of  the  99  percent?  The  ones  that 
get  the  rest  of  the  99  percent  are  going 
to  be  in  the  highest  income  brackets. 
That  is  just  one  issue  that  ought  to  be 
debated  and  discussed. 

There  is  a  body  of  opinion  in  the  Sen- 
ate and  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives that  support  this  concept.  Cer- 
tainly we  ought  to  have  an  opportunity 
to  review  it.  We  ought  to  examine  it. 
We  ought  to  have  at  least  an  oppor- 
tunity to  see  whether  the  greatest 
fears  about  what  it  would  mean  in 
terms  of  cost  and  what  it  would  mean 
in  terms  of  skewing  the  whole  insur- 
ance system  and  what  it  would  mean  in 
terms  of  preventive  care  are  true — we 
ought  to  at  least  have  an  opportimity 
to  test  that. 

The  President  of  the  United  States 
has  indicated  that  he  would  sign  a  bill. 


if  there  was  a  proposal  that  would  real- 
ly test  this  idea,  in  an  area  that  pro- 
vided a  real  test  about  medical  theory 
and  about  the  costs  of  this  program 
over  a  reasonable  period  of  time,  which 
seems  to  me  to  be  a  reasonable  posi- 
tion. Why  we  have  to  deal  with  this  at 
this  time  is  beyond  me.  But  nonethe- 
less, it  is  a  matter  which  is  at  least  be- 
fore the  House  of  Representatives. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  include  in  my 
full  comments  the  various  opinions 
that  have  been  made  about  the  Amer- 
ican actuaries,  what  they  believe  will 
be  the  impact  in  terms  of  the  cost  of 
health  insurance,  the  analysis  which 
has  been  made  about  who  would  use 
this,  who  would  benefit  and  who  would 
suffer  under  this  program,  what  the 
impact  would  be  on  children  who  are  so 
often  the  ones  who  are  left  out  and  left 
behind,  and  the  fact  that  medical  sav- 
ings accounts  will  effectively  discour- 
age all  preventive  care  in  terms  of 
needy  children  in  our  society  and  what 
the  Congressional  Research  Service 
said  was  going  to  be  the  health  impli- 
cations. These  are  important  matters.  I 
believe  that  the  Senate,  before  it  is 
going  to  jump  into  this  program,  ought 
to  have  very  complete  answers  to  it. 

So  I  hope  if  we  are  going  to  have  an 
opportunity — and  certainly  we  should 
at  some  time — to  get  to  the  issue  of 
medical  savings  account,  the  American 
people  ought  to  understand  that  we 
have  the  opportunity  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States  to  do  something  mean- 
ingful for  millions  and  millions  and 
millions  of  American  families  today. 
We  have  a  proposal  that  will  make  a 
difference  to  those  families — ^more  than 
25  million  of  those  families.  It  passed 
unanimously  in  the  House  and  the  Sen- 
ate of  the  United  States,  with  broad  bi- 
partisan support.  Our  urging  is  that  we 
take  that  very  important,  modest  but 
very,  very  important  proposal  and  that 
we  move  it  down  to  the  President's 
desk  and  we  get  on  with  it.  If  there  are 
other  measures  that  ought  to  be  de- 
bated, let  us  debate  them  but  not  on 
this  bill. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  follow  that  rec- 
ommendation of  the  Senator  from  Kan- 
sas [Mrs.  Kassebaum]  and  those  of  us 
who  are  members  of  the  committee,  we 
can  do  something  truly  worthy  to  be 
remembered  in  the  area  of  health  care 
reform. 

Mr.  President,  medical  savings  ac- 
counts do  not  belong  in  the  Kasse- 
baum-Kennedy health  insurance  reform 
bill.  They  have  already  been  rejected 
by  the  Senate.  A  bill  containing  them 
cannot  be  enacted  into  law  and  signed 
by  the  President.  They  are  an  untried 
idea  with  the  potential  to  destroy  the 
access  to  affordable,  comprehensive 
coverage  that  tens  of  millions  of  Amer- 
icans now  enjoy. 

Millions  of  Americans  need  insurance 
reform,  so  that  they  can  be  secure  in 
the  knowledge  that  their  health  care. 
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coverage  cannot  be  taken  away  because 
they  become  sick,  because  they  change 
jobs,  or  because  they  lose  their  job. 
Their  hopes  should  not  be  held  hostage 
to  this  extremist,  special  interest  pro- 
posal. But  because  the  Republican  lead- 
ership in  the  House  and  Senate  is  pur- 
suing a  rule  or  ruin  approach  to  this 
legislation,  their  hopes  may  be  dashed 
once  ajgain. 

Medical  savings  accounts  sound  good 
in  theory.  Why  not  encourage  busi- 
nesses and  individuals  to  buy  less  cost- 
ly high-deductible  health  insurance 
policies  and  put  the  premium  savings 
into  a  tax-free  account  that  can  be 
used  to  pay  some  routine  medical 
costs?  But  in  this  case,  what  sounds 
like  good  medicine  in  theory  is  quack 
medicine  in  practice. 

Medical  savings  accounts  are  an  idea 
whose  time  should  never  come.  Under 
conservative  estimates  by  the  Joint 
Tax  Committee  they  are  a  $3  billion 
tax  break  for  the  wealthy  and  healthy. 
As  the  Center  on  Budget  and  Policy 
Priorities  said,  "MS As  create  new  tax 
shelter  opportunities.  Use  of  an  MSA 
would  be  highly  advantageous  to  sub- 
stantial numbers  of  higher  income  tax- 
payers. Low  and  moderate-income  tax- 
payers would  receive  little  or  no  tax 
benefits  from  using  MSAs  because  they 
either  do  not  pay  income  taxes  or  pay 
taxes  at  much  lower  rates."  The  Amer- 
ican Academy  of  Actuaries  concluded 
that  medical  savings  accounts  are 
"Taxing  money  from  the  unhealthy 
and  giving  it  to  the  healthy."  The 
Joint  Tax  Committee  estimated  that 
only  1  percent  of  the  tax  benefits  would 
go  to  people  with  Incomes  of  less  than 
SSO.OOO. 

If  more  people  enroll  in  these  ac- 
counts than  Joint  Tax  has  estimated, 
as  many  analysts  believe  will  happen, 
the  cost  could  rise  to  the  tens  of  bil- 
lions. How  ironic  that  those  who  are 
loudest  in  their  clamor  to  reduce  the 
deficit  are  willing  to  waste  these  vast 
sums  on  this  destructive  special  inter- 
est boondoggle.  If  we  have  billions  to 
spare,  they  should  be  spent  on  reducing 
the  cost  of  coverage  for  hard-working 
American  Camilles  or  on  deficit  reduc- 
tion— not  on  a  perverse  income  transfer 
from  the  poor  and  sick  to  the  healthy 
and  rich. 

Medical  savings  accounts  raise  pre- 
miums for  the  vast  majority  of  Ameri- 
cans— especially  those  who  are  sick  and 
need  coverage  the  most— by  siphoning 
the  healthiest  people  out  of  the  insur- 
ance pool.  As  premiums  rise,  more  and 
more  working  families  will  be  forced  to 
drop  coverage.  In  the  words  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office,  medical  sav- 
ings accounts  "could  threaten  the  ex- 
istence of  standard  health  insurance." 
Mary  Nell  Lenhardt,  Senior  Vice-Presi- 
dent of  Blue  Cross  and  Blue  Shield  con- 
cluded, that  MSAs  destroy  "the  whole 
principle  of  insurance."  A  new  report 
by  the  Urban  Institute  concludes  that, 
even  under  conservative  assumption. 


premiums  for  comprehensive  coverage 
could  rise  by  40  percent.  If  a  higher 
proportion  of  people  shift  to  MSAs,  the 
cost  of  comprehensive  coverage  could 
rise  by  more  than  300  percent. 

Moderate  income  people  who  choose 
medical  savings  accounts  could  be  ex- 
posed to  financial  disaster  if  someone 
in  the  family  becomes  seriously  ill.  As 
the  American  Academy  of  Actuaries 
said,  "individuals  and  families  who  ex- 
perience significant  medical  expenses 
soon  after  the  establishment  of  MSA 
programs  will  face  high  out-of-pocket 
costs.  These  high  out-of-pocket  costs 
will  not  be  randomly  distributed.  They 
will  be  concentrated  among  older 
workers  and  their  families  and  among 
those  with  disabilities  and  chronic  ill- 
ness." The  last  thing  that  the  Amer- 
ican people  need — especially  those  who 
need  health  care  the  most — is  another 
massive  increase  in  the  cost  of  medical 
care. 

Because  they  encourage  high  deduct- 
ible plans,  medical  savings  accounts 
discourage  preventive  care.  According 
to  the  Congressional  Research  Service, 
high  deductible  plans  that  come  with 
MSAs  have  meant  that  poor  children 
are  40  percent  less  likely  to  get  the 
care  they  need  as  compared  to  fully-in- 
sured children.  This  is  the  wrong  direc- 
tion for  health  policy. 

Medical  savings  accounts  are  a  give- 
away to  the  insurance  companies  who 
have  the  worst  record  of  profiting  from 
the  abuses  of  the  current  system.  But 
the  American  people  should  not  have 
to  pay  such  a  high  price  to  reward 
them — even  in  return  for  $1.5  million  in 
campaign  contributions  over  the  last  5 
years.  It  is  no  accident  that  a  company 
like  Golden  Rule  Insurance  favors  med- 
ical savings  accounts.  This  is  a  com- 
pany that  is  ranked  near  the  bottom  by 
consumer  reports  because  of  its  inad- 
equate coverage,  frequent  rate  in- 
creases, and  readiness  to  cancel  poli- 
cies. When  Golden  Rule  withdrew  from 
Vermont  because  they  were  unwilling 
to  compete  on  the  level  playing  field 
created  by  insurance  reform.  Blue 
Cross  and  Blue  Shield  took  over  their 
policies.  They  found  that  one  in  four 
policies  included  an  exemption.  Whole 
body  parts,  like  arms,  backs,  breasts, 
and  even  skin  were  written  out  of  cov- 
erage. Newborns  were  excluded  unless 
they  were  bom  healthy. 

The  Republican  medical  savings  ac- 
count plan  includes  absolutely  no  guar- 
antees that  companies  profiting  from 
selling  these  policies  will  be  prevented 
from  abuses  like  this  in  the  individual 
market.  Moreover,  although  MSA's  are 
billed  as  providing  catastrophic  protec- 
tion, there  is  no  requirement  that  they 
have  reasonable  life-time  limits  or  not 
impose  excessive  co-payments  when 
the  deductible  level  is  reached. 

It  is  shocking  that  the  very  company 
that  has  provided  the  financial  engine 
behind  this  right-wing  proposal  has  re- 
fused to  share  any  data  about  its  plans 


with  the  American  Academy  of  Actuar- 
ies or  other  impartial  analysts.  Golden 
Rule  knows  that  medical  savings  ac- 
counts can't  stand  the  light  of  day — 
and  that's  why  they  are  tying  to  ram 
them  through  on  a  bill  that  the  Amer- 
ican people  want. 

Some  Republicans  are  anxious  to  in- 
clude MSA's  in  the  insurance  reform 
bill  because  MSA's  axe  part  of  their 
long-run  plan  to  dismantle  Medicare 
and  turn  it  over  to  private  insurance 
companies.  This  is  a  foot  in  the  door 
for  that  item  on  the  right-wing  agen- 
da— and  this,  too,  has  no  place  in  an  in- 
surance reform  program. 

No  respectable  health  policy  analyst 
supports  medical  savings  accounts. 
Newspapers  from  the  Washington  Post 
to  the  New  York  Times  to  the  Los  An- 
geles Times  to  the  Boston  Globe  have 
condemned  them.  The  President  has 
said  that  they  could  doom  the  bill's 
prospects  for  becoming  law.  They  don't 
belong  in  this  bill— and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  reject  them. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  I  would  like 
to  say  a  word  about  the  charge  that  I 
am  blocking  the  appointment  of  con- 
ferees. The  fact  is  that  the  list  of  pro- 
posed conferees  the  Republican  leader- 
ship has  offered  is  unprecedented  in  its 
unfairness.  In  the  last  three  Con- 
gresses, there  has  been  no  conference 
that  has  been  so  stacked.  The  only  rea- 
son for  this  unacceptable  proposal  is  to 
try  to  ram  medical  savings  accounts— 
a  proposal  the  Senate  has  already  re- 
jected and  which  will  kill  the  bill— into 
insurance  reform. 

Republicans  leaders  know  that  Amer- 
icans want  the  reforms  promised  in 
this  bill  and  have  little  interest  in 
medical  savings  accounts.  That  is  why 
Representative  Kasich  said,  on  March 
24,  "We  will  not  let  medical  savings  ac- 
counts destroy  the  ability  to  give  peo- 
ple portability  and  eliminate  pre-exist- 
ing conditions."  On  March  29,  Speaker 
Gingrich  said  he  would  not  let  medical 
savings  accounts  stand  in  the  way  of  a 
Presidential  signature.  But  the  Amer- 
ican people  should  know  that  there  is  a 
vast  gap  between  the  words  and  the  re- 
ality. In  spite  of  repeated  offers  from 
the  Democrats  to  sit  down  and  discuss 
the  issues  in  the  bill,  in  spite  of  three 
separate  Democratic  proposals  for  a 
sensible  compromise  on  medical  sav- 
ings accounts,  Rer^ublican  leaders  have 
been  unwilling  to  negotiate  and  unwill- 
ing to  back  off  their  insistence  on  this 
poison  pill. 

Whether  the  issue  is  tax  fairness, 
preservation  of  comprehensive  health 
insurance  for  the  vast  majority  of 
Americans,  or  the  special  interests  ver- 
sus the  general  interests,  medical  sav- 
ings accounts  are  bad  medicine  for  our 
health  care  system.  They  are  a  poison 
pill  that  would  kill  health  insurance 
reform.  The  Senate  has  afready  spoken. 
It  is  time  to  send  a  clean  bill  to  Presi- 
dent Clinton  without  further  delay. 
The  American  people  are  waiting. 
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PROBLEMS  WITH  MEDICAL  SAVINGS  ACCOUNTS 
1.  LAVISH  TAX  BREAKS  FOR  THE  RICH 

The  J1.7  billion  revenue  loss  will  go  almost 
exclusively  to  the  highest  income  and 
healthiest  Americans. 

Joint  Tax  Committee  Analysis  concludes 
that  less  than  1%  of  those  who  will  purchase 
MSAs  under  this  amendment  will  make  less 
than  $30,000  a  year.  Virtually  no  one  will  pur- 
chase these  plans  who  makes  less  than 
S20.000  a  year. 

The  well-to-do  will  be  able  to  use  MSA  as 
a  second  IRA.  except  that  this  IRA  will  have 
no  income  limits  and  will  accrue  dispropor- 
tionately to  the  extremely  wealthy.  People 
choosing  this  option  with  large  assets  can 
use  their  own  money  to  pay  their  medical 
bills  and  protect  their  tax  deferred  MSA  sav- 
ings. 

Health  care  analysts  are  virtually  unani- 
mous in  their  opposition  to  MSAs. 

The  American  Academy  of  Actuaries  says 
that  MSAs  are,  "Taking  money  from  the 
unhealthy  and  giving  it  to  the  healthy." 

The  Center  on  Budget  and  Policy  Priorities 
says,  "MSAs  create  new  tax  shelter  opportu- 
nities. Use  of  an  MSA  would  be  highly  advan- 
tageous to  substantial  members  of  high  in- 
come taxjayers." 

2.  HAND-OUT  TO  GOLDEN  RULE  INSURANCE 
COMPANY 

To  select  MSAs.  an  individual  is  required 
to  select  a  catastrophic  Insurance  plan,  and 
Golden  Rule  is  one  of  the  largest  marketers 
of  catastrophic  plans  in  the  country.  MSAs 
would  simply  allow  Golden  Rule  to  greatly 
enlarge  their  market. 

The  company  has  given  $1.6  million  in  po- 
litical contributions  to  Republicans  over  the 
last  5  years. 

They  are  near  the  bottom  of  Insurance 
company  rankings  done  by  consumer  groups, 
such  as  Consumers'  Union,  because  they  pro- 
vide Inadequate  coverage,  frequent  rating  in- 
creases, very  aggressive  underwriting,  and 
readiness  to  contest  claims  and  cancel  poli- 
cies. 

3.  UNRAVELS  HEALTH  INSURANCE  AND 
INCREASES  PREMIUMS  FOR  WORKING  AMERICANS 

Because  healthy  and  wealthy  individuals 
are  most  likely  to  purchase  MSAs.  those  who 
remain  behind  in  the  traditional  insurance 
plans  will  likely  face  higher  premiums  be- 
cause the  insurance  pool  has  been  weakened. 

The  premium  Increases  could  be  high 
enough  to  force  lower  income  working  people 
to  drop  their  coverage. 

Insurance  pool  for  ordinary  Americans 
without  MSAs  will  suffer  both  from  healthy 
people  pulling  out  to  obtain  MSAs  and  also 
from  Individuals  with  MSAs  who  become 
sick  going  back  into  the  traditional  insur- 
ance pools. 

4.  PART  OF  THE  REPUBLICAN  PLAN  TO  "WrTHER 
AWAY"  MEDICARE 

This  Golden  Rule  plan  Is  the  tool  that  Re- 
publicans want  to  use  to  have  Medicare 
"wither  on  the  vine."  It  Is  advocated  by 
Speaker  Gingrich— who  coined  this  phrase 
and  by  Leader  Dole,  who  proudly  talks 
about  his  vote  against  the  original  enact- 
ment of  the  Medicare  program. 

Clearly,  Medicare  MSAs  have  an  even 
greater  potential  to  undermine  the  financial 
stability  of  the  Medicare  program  to  both 
beneficiaries  and  the  taxpayers  who  support 
It  by  exposing  the  program  to  an  option  that 
rewards  cherry-picking  healthy  bene- 
ficiaries— not  competition  over  cost  and 
quality.  Medicare  MSAs  were  Included  In  the 
Republican  reconciliation  bill  vetoed  by 
President  Clinton  In  December,  1995. 


Today's  amendment  is  just  the  first  step 
back  toward  the  Republicans  and  Golden 
Rule's  ultimate  goal  of  putUng  in  MSAs  into 
the  Medicare  program.  They  were  rejected 
doing  Medicare  MSAs  when  the  President  ve- 
toed their  excessive  Medicare  cuts;  now- 
through  today's  amendment^they  are  set- 
ting the  stage  for  pushing  Medicare  MSAs  as 
the  next  logical  step. 

5.  DISCOURAGES  PREVENTIVE  CARE 

MSAs  may  discourage  cost-saving  preven- 
tive care,  such  as  annual  check-ups.  Immuni- 
zations and  Other  wellness  efforts.  The  high 
deductible  coverage  associated  with  MSAs 
may  lead  to  delayed  care  and  under-utlllza- 
tlon  of  routine  and  preventive  health  care 
services. 

MSAs  divert  participation  from  managed 
care.  Capitated  plans  and  other  managed 
care  arrangements  hold  the  promise  of  co- 
ordinated, quality-tested  care  and  cost  effi- 
ciency not  provided  through  MSAs. 

MSAs  will  not  promote  cost  containment 
In  the  long-run.  By  allowing  people  to  have 
MSAs  when  they  are  healthy  but  switch  to 
more  traditional  coverage  when  they  become 
111,  the  MSAs  simply  become  a  vehicle  for 
sheltering  income,  not  a  means  of  promoting 
more  cost-conscious  consumers. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Thompson).  The  Senator  from  Alaska. 
Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  thank  the  Chair. 
Mr.  President,  yesterday  the  trustees 
of  the  Medicare  and  Social  Security 
trust  funds  released  thefr  long-awaited 
annual  report,  and  that  report  con- 
firms our  worst  fears  that  the  Medicare 
Hospital  Insurance  trust  fund— which 
pays  for  the  hospital  bills  of  our  Na- 
tion's elderly— will  be  bankrupt  in 
nearly  4  years,  in  the  year  2001.  This  is 
a  year  earlier  than  the  trustees  pre- 
dicted in  thefr  last  report. 

The  report,  which  by  law,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, was  due  April  1  but  only  received 
yesterday,  10  weeks  late,  indicates  that 
the  Medicare  trust  fund  ran  a  deficit  of 
X2.6  billion  in  1995  and  that  the  deficit 
will  nearly  quadruple  to  $9.2  billion 
this  year.  By  the  year  2001,  the  fund 
will  have  a  deficit  of  $56  billion,  and, 
having  exhausted  all  accrued  interest, 
it  will  be  bankrupt. 

That  is  what  we  are  looking  at.  The 
Trustees  report  provides  a  striking  re- 
minder that  this  crisis  which  the  Medi- 
care system  faces  did  not  disappear 
with  the  President's  veto  of  the  Bal- 
anced Budget  Act  of  1995— the  one  hon- 
est attempt  to  make  structural  re- 
forms to  the  Medicare  Program.  To  the 
contrary,  this  report  shows  us  that 
Medicare  is  going  broke  at  even  a  fast- 
er rate  than  previously  predicted. 

What  are  we  doing  about  it?  Last 
year.  Congress  passed  a  7-year  balanced 
budget  plan — the  first  in  a  generation— 
that  included  Medicare  reforms  that 
would  have  extended  the  life  of  the  hos- 
pital insurance  trust  fund  for  a  decade 
and  also  addressed  long-term  struc- 
tural reforms  to  help  preserve  the  pro- 
gram for  the  critical  time  when  the 
baby  boomers  begin  to  retire.  This  pro- 
posal was  vetoed  by  the  President. 

The  plan  passed  by  Congress  allowed 
Medicare  to  grow  at  a  rate  of  over  6 


percent  a  year— not  cut,  Mr.  President, 
but  grow  at  a  rate  of  over  6  percent  a 
year— with  the  spending  per  bene- 
ficiary growing  from  $5,300  to  $7,000  by 
the  year  2002. 

It  has  been  characterized  by  some  on 
the  other  side  that  these  are  draconian 
cuts.  Is  a  6-percent  increase  a  draco- 
nian cut?  Is  an  increase  in  payments 
for  beneficiaries  from  $5,300  to  $7,000  by 
the  year  2002  a  cut?  It  certainly  is  not. 
Mr.  President. 

The  Medicare  reforms  passed  by  Con- 
gress last  year  made  changes  to  the 
system  that  reflect  the  way  health  is 
practiced  in  the  1990's,  offering  for  the 
first  time  real  health  care  choice  to 
seniors.  What  is  wrong  with  choice?  We 
proposed  insurance  options  that  would 
allow  doctors  and  hospitals  to  inte- 
grate and  provide  affordable  coordi- 
nated care  to  seniors.  We  proposed 
medical  savings  accounts  as  an  op- 
tion— an  option,  not  a  mandate — for 
Medicare  beneficiaries  giving  individ- 
uals the  ability  to  manage  their  own 
health  care  dollars,  choose  any  doctor 
they  want,  and  shop  around  for  the 
best  quality  care  at  the  best  price. 

Congress  acted.  The  President  chose 
to  abdicate.  We  responded  to  the  ur- 
gency to  save  the  program.  The  Presi- 
dent chose  to  veto  our  proposals,  thus 
ensuring  that  the  crisis  in  Medicare  is 
simply  going  to  continue.  Understand- 
ing the  political  risks  involved  in  en- 
gaging in  a  debate  over  Medicare,  I 
think  we  acted  responsibly.  I  think  we 
negotiated  in  good  faith.  I  would  hate 
to  think  that  this  was  all  just  an  exer- 
cise in  futility. 

Yet,  we  have  seen  more  of  the  same 
from  this  administration  this  year.  The 
President's  budget  includes  Medicare 
gimmicks,  not  Medicare  reforms.  As  we 
all  know,  the  Medicare  problem  is  not 
just  a  crisis  of  the  much  talked  about 
pending  insolvency  of  the  Medicare 
Hospital  Insurance — HI — trust  fund,  it 
is  a  fiscal  crisis  affecting  all  areas  of 
the  Medicare  program,  with  Federal 
spending  increasing  by  12  percent  in 
1995  and  projected  to  grow  8.6  and  10 
percent  from  now  until  the  year  2005. 

The  administration  attempts  to  be 
deceptive  by  proposing  to  move  spend- 
ing obligations  for  home  health  care 
from  part  A,  where  outlays  are  limited 
by  incoming  receipts  from  the  Medic- 
aid HI  tax,  to  part  B.  where  72  percent 
of  the  funds  come  from  general  reve- 
nues and  where,  theoretically,  there 
are  no  limits  on  growth  in  spending  or 
solvency  problems.  I  think  it  is  deceiv- 
ing to  make  this  accounting  move  and 
mask  it  as  reforms  that  "save"  the 
Medicare  Program. 

This  gimmick  does  add  life  to  the 
part  A  trust  fund  ensuring  solvency  to 
the  year  2005  as  opposed  to  2001,  but  it 
is  simply  that,  Mr.  President.  It  is  a 
gimmick.  It  does  nothing  to  address 
the  true  problem  of  the  Medicare  sys- 
tem which  is  basically  the  absence  of 
market  influences  and  a  lack  of  alter- 
natives to  the  current  one-size-fits-aU 
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program.  Seniors  need  and  deserve  the 
same  choices  in  health  care  plans 
available  to  the  rest  of  us.  Why  should 
they  not  have  it? 

Mr.  President,  we  are  going  to  at- 
tempt again  to  put  forth  real  Medicare 
reforms  this  year.  It  is  my  hope  the 
President  will  stop  proposing  gim- 
micks, stop  scaring  the  seniors,  and 
start  dealing  honestly  with  true  Medi- 
care reforms  that  everybody  can  under- 
stand. At  the  end  of  the  day,  we  are  not 
all  that  far  apart.  I  believe  we  share 
the  same  goals  of  saving  the  Medicare 
Program  for  future  generations.  So  let 
us  get  on  with  it  in  real,  honest  re- 
forms. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  MEDICARE  TRUSTEE'S  RE- 
PORT AND  THE  REPUBLICAN 
BUDGET 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  today 
is  D-day,  the  anniversary  of  the  Nor- 
mandy invasion,  a  climactic  moment 
in  the  long  struggle  to  liberate  Europe 
in  World  War  n.  How  ironic  it  is  that 
on  this  anniversary,  Republicans  are 
reviving  their  failed  campaign  to  deny 
Medicare  benefits  to  the  same  senior 
citizens  who  fought  so  bravely  for  our 
country  in  that  war. 

One  of  the  most  unsavory  tactics  in 
the  Republican  attack  on  Medicare  last 
year  was  their  disinformation  cam- 
paign to  use  the  1995  Medicare  tnistee's 
report  to  justify  their  cuts.  Their  scare 
tactics  were  unsuccessful.  Their  croco- 
dile tears  for  Medicare  were  unconvinc- 
ing. 

The  S89  billion— the  amount  which 
the  Trustees  said  was  needed  to  restore 
solvency— could  not  possibly  justify 
the  $270  billion  In  Medicare  cuts  or  the 
higher  premiums  and  higher 
deductibles  proposed  by  the  Repub- 
licans. Far  from  preserving  and  pro- 
tecting, and  strengthening  Medicare, 
the  Republican  plan  was  designed  to 
damage  and  destroy  it  by  forcing  sen- 
ior citizens  to  give  up  their  family  doc- 
tors and  join  HMO's  and  other  private 
insurance  plans.  President  Clinton 
saved  Medicare  by  vetoing  the  Repub- 
lican plan— and  he  was  right  to  do  so. 

This  year,  the  Republicans  are  re- 
turning to  the  scene  of  their  crime. 
They  are  trotting  out  the  same  old 
sales  campaign  that  didn't  sell  in  1996. 
They  are  trsrlng  to  use  this  year's 
trustee's  report  to  peddle  a  retread  of 
the  Irresponsible  proposals  the  Amer- 
ican people  resoundingly  rejected  last 
year. 


There  is  nothing  really  new  in  this 
year's  report.  There  has  been  a  modest 
change  in  projections  of  outlay  and  in- 
come— projections  that  always  fluc- 
tuate from  year  to  year.  Under  this 
year's  projections.  Medicare  solvency 
extends  to  2001  rather  than  2002.  That 
leaves  us  5  years  to  make  necessary 
corrections  instead  of  6  years — correc- 
tions that  the  President  has  already 
proposed  and  that  could  be  adopted  to- 
morrow if  the  Republicans  were  not  de- 
termined to  use  Medicare  as  a  piggy 
bank  for  new  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthy. 

They  are  not  prepared  to  say:  All 
right,  these  are  the  adjustments  in  the 
Medicare  system  that  are  necessary  to 
carry  the  Medicare  solvency  for  the 
next  10  years.  We  are  not  going  to  do 
that.  We  are  not  going  to  agree  to  it 
because  we  want  to  be  able  to  squeeze 
Medicare  even  more,  to  justify  our  tax 
breaks  which  have  been  estimated  by 
Mr.  Kasich  in  the  House  at  over  $178 
bUlion.  Let  us  just  understand  that,  I 
say  to  our  senior  citizens. 

Mr.  President,  the  $178  billion  they 
want  for  tax  breaks  for  wealthy  indi- 
viduals and  corporations,  where  are 
they  getting  it?  By  squeezing  the  Medi- 
care system.  It  is  wrong.  And  the  sen- 
iors understood  that  it  was  wrong  last 
year  and  it  is  wrong  this  year  as  well. 

Just  as  there  is  nothing  really  new  in 
this  year's  trustee's  report,  there  is 
nothing  really  new  in  this  year's  Re- 
publican retread.  As  they  did  last  year. 
Republicans  try  to  justify  their  deep 
Medicare  cuts  by  claiming  they  are 
needed  to  preserve  Medicare  against 
the  insolvency  of  the  hospital  insur- 
ance trust  fund. 

The  hjrpocrisy  of  this  claim  is  so 
transparent  that  no  senior  citizen 
should  take  it  seriously.  Last  year,  a 
few  weeks  before  they  proposed  their 
massive  Medicare  cuts.  House  Repub- 
licans passed  a  tax  bill  that  took  al- 
most $90  billion  in  revenues  out  of  the 
Medicare  hospital  insurance  trust  fund 
over  the  next  10  years — and  brought  it 
that  much  closer  to  insolvency. 

Understand,  Republicans  took  $90  bil- 
lion out  of  that  last  year  for  the  pur- 
poses of  their  tax  breaks.  We  did  not 
hear  a  word  then  about  the  impending 
bankruptcy  In  Medicare.  The  Presi- 
dent's economic  recovery  plan  in  1993 
extended  the  solvency  of  the  trust  fund 
for  3  years.  It  passed  without  a  single 
Republican  vote. 

When  we  had  the  opportunity  to  pro- 
vide for  additional  kinds  of  solvency, 
we  were  unable  to  get  a  single  Repub- 
lican vote.  We  did  not  hear  a  word  from 
the  Republicans  then  about  the  im- 
pending bankruptcy  of  Medicare. 

Like  last  year,  the  Republican  plan 
proposes  deep  cuts  in  Medicare  to  fund 
new,  undeserved  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthy.  Like  last  year,  the  Repub- 
lican plan  is  designed  to  cause  Medi- 
care to  "wither  on  the  vine"  in  the 
words  of  Speaker  Gingrich — by  forcing 


senior  citizens  to  give  up  their  family 
doctor  and  join  private  Insurance 
plans.  Majority  Leader  Dole  has  said 
that  enacting  Medicare  was  a  mistake 
from  the  beginning— and  he  is  trying  to 
use  this  budget  to  correct  that  mis- 
take. 

Last  year.  Republicans  tried  to  jus- 
tify their  excessive  Medicare  cuts  with 
a  large  array  of  misguided  arguments. 
This  year  they  are  repeating  the  same 
arguments,  as  if  repetition  can  some- 
how substitute  for  reality.  The  Amer- 
ican people  were  not  fooled  last  year— 
and  they  certainly  will  not  be  fooled 
this  year. 

When  Republicans  took  up  the  issue 
last  year,  they  proposed  to  cut  Medi- 
care by  $270  billion— three  times  more 
than  the  amount  the  Medicare  trustees 
said  was  needed  to  stabilize  the  trust 
fund.  This  year.  Republicans  are  pro- 
posing to  cut  $167  billion  from  Medi- 
care. By  contrast,  the  President's  plan 
cuts  Medicare  by  $116  billion — 44  per- 
cent less,  but  it  guarantees  Medicare 
solvency  for  10  years.  And  it  funds 
Medicare  at  the  level  necessary  to  as- 
sure that  quality  care  will  be  available 
for  senior  citizens  when  they  need  it. 

Even  worse.  Republicans  support  an 
inflexible  ceiling  on  Medicare  spending. 
Consequently,  if  inflation  is  higher  or 
medical  needs  are  greater  than  antici- 
pated. Medicare  spending  will  not  go 
up,  and  many  senior  citizens  will  be 
out  of  luck  and  out  of  care. 

An  estimated  20  percent  of  all  Medi- 
care hospitalization  can  be  avoided  by 
relying  on  better  preventive  services 
and  more  timely  primary  and  out- 
patient care. 

So,  if  we  have  interventions  earlier, 
if  we  have  better  home  care,  if  we  have 
the  investment  in  our  seniors  to  avoid 
the  more  costly  expenses  when  they 
must  come  into  the  hospital,  that  can 
save  billions  and  billions  of  dollars.  We 
ought  to  be  thinking  about  that,  with- 
out reducing  the  services  for  our  elder- 
ly and  actually  improve  the  quality  of 
health  care  for  our  seniors. 

As  much  as  10  percent  of  all  Medicare 
expenditures  may  be  due  to  fraud,  and 
can  be  reduced  or  eliminated  by  better 
oversight. 

The  work  Senator  Harkin  has  been 
involved  in,  in  reviewing  Medicaid  and 
Medicare  fraud,  is  absolutely  powerful 
and  absolutely  convincing  about  the 
tens  of  billions  of  dollars  that  can  be 
saved.  You  go  to  any  hall  in  this  coun- 
try and  ask  our  senior  citizens  where 
there  can  be  savings.  Any  senior  citi- 
zen can  give  you  chapter  and  verse 
about  how  there  can  be  savings  in  the 
Medicare  system.  Many  of  them  can 
tell  you  about  the  fraud  that  is  being 
perpetrated  upon  them  at  the  present 
time.  We  ought  to  address  that  kind  of 
issue  before  we  are  talking  about  re- 
ductions in  essential  services. 

Medicare  could  save  $20  billion  annu- 
ally if  senior  citizens  have  assistance 
in  monitoring  their  medications  more 
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carefully  in  order  to  avoid  adverse  drug 
reactions. 

We  spend  billions  and  billions  of  dol- 
lars a  year  from  adverse  drug  reactions 
where  the  senior  will  go  to  a  doctor 
and  receive  various  medications,  re- 
ceive other  medications  from  another 
doctor,  and  find  there  is  an  inconsist- 
ency in  terms  of  taking  both  medica- 
tions and  then  find  they  have  an  ill- 
ness. There  are  ways  to  remedy  that 
problem,  to  save  billions  and  billions  of 
dollars — aigain,  to  Improve  the  quality 
of  health.  We  do  not  hear  that  issue 
raised  or  discussed  or  debated. 

We  do  not  have  to  destroy  Medicare 
in  order  to  save  it.  Congress  will  never 
allow  the  Medicare  trust  fund  to  be- 
come bankrupt.  I  know  that,  and  the 
American  people  know  it.  It  is  time  for 
the  Republicans  to  stop  raiding  Medi- 
care, and  join  in  sensible  steps  to  im- 
prove and  strengthen  it  for  the  future. 
Another  false  Republican  argument 
in  defense  of  their  Medicare  cuts  is 
that  the  reductions  are  not  really  cuts, 
because  the  total  amount  of  Medicare 
spending  will  continue  to  grow.  But 
every  household  in  America  knows 
that  if  the  cost  of  your  rent,  the  cost  of 
your  utilities,  and  the  cost  of  your  food 
go  up — and  your  income  stays  the  same 
or  goes  up  more  slowly — you  have 
taken  a  real  cut  in  your  living  stand- 
ard. 

Republicans  speak  of  a  cut  in  de- 
fense, even  though  defense  spending 
has  remained  stable.  Apparently,  the 
same  Republican  logic  does  not  apply 
to  spending  on  Medicare  that  applies  to 
spending  on  guns  and  tanks.  A  cut  is  a 
cut  is  a  cut— whether  it  is  in  Medicare 
or  Social  Security  or  national  defense. 
Republicans  also  claim  that  deep 
cuts  In  Medicare  are  necessary  to  bal- 
ance the  budget.  But  that  argument 
only  proves  that  Republican  priorities 
are  wrong.  Democrats  favor  a  balanced 
budget,  and  President  Clinton  has  pro- 
posed a  balanced  budget— balanced 
fairly,  not  balanced  on  the  backs  of 
senior  citizens,  or  children,  or  workers. 
There  is  a  right  way  to  balaince  the 
budget,  and  a  right-wing  way.  And  un- 
fortunately, the  Republicans  continue 
to  pick  the  right-wing  way. 

Republicans  deny  that  thefr  Medicare 
cuts  will  fund  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy. 
This  time,  the  leopard  claims  that  it 
really  has  changed  its  spots.  But  their 
budget  clearly  envisions  $60  billion  in 
revenue  increases  from  tax  extenders 
and  closing  of  selected  corporate  loop- 
holes in  order  to  fund  $60  billion  in  new 
tax  breaks  for  the  undeserving  rich. 
Without  those  new  tax  breaks,  they 
wouldn't  need  to  cut  Medicare  by  $167 
billion. 

The  Democratic  amendment  elimi- 
nates these  new  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthy  and  uses  them  to  protect 
Medicare.  The  Medicare  trust  fund 
should  not  be  a  slush  fund  for  Repub- 
lican tax  breaks  for  the  rich. 


Republicans  can  run  as  hard  as  they 
want  in  this  election  year,  but  they 
can  not  hide  from  these  facts. 

Even  more  damaging  than  the  loss  of 
the  billions  of  dollars  that  Republicans 
would  slash  from  Medicare  is  their  at- 
tempt to  turn  Medicare  over  to  the  pri- 
vate insurance  industry.  The  Repub- 
lican budget  contains  a  number  of 
changes  to  force  senior  citizens  to  give 
up  their  own  doctors  and  join  private 
insurance  plans. 

Once  they  are  forced  into  these  plans, 
senior  citizens  will  be  stripped  of  many 
of  the  protections  they  enjoy  today — 
protection  against  overcharges  by  doc- 
tors and  other  health  care  providers, 
protection  against  premium-gouging 
and  profiteering  by  insurance  compa- 
nies, protection  of  their  right  to  keep 
their  own  family  doctor  and  go  to  the 
specialist  of  thefr  choice. 

Republicans  claim  they  only  want  to 
offer  senior  citizens  a  choice,  but  this 
is  a  choice  no  senior  citizen  should  be 
forced  to  make. 

The  harsh  cuts  in  Medicare  contained 
in  the  Republican  budget  are  also  a  re- 
pudiation of  our  historic  commitment 
to  Social  Security,  because  the  distinc- 
tion between  Medicare  and  Social  Se- 
curity is  a  false  one.  Medicare  is  part 
of  the  same  compact  between  the  Gov- 
ernment and  the  people  as  Social  Secu- 
rity. That  compact  says  contribute 
during  your  working  years,  and  we  will 
guarantee  basic  income  and  health  se- 
curity in  your  retirement  years. 

Any  senior  citizen  who  has  been  hos- 
pitalized or  who  suffers  from  a  serious 
chronic  illness  knows  that  there  is  no 
retirement  security  without  health  se- 
curity. The  cost  of  illness  is  too  high. 
A  few  days  in  an  intensive  care  unit 
can  cost  more  than  the  total  yearly  in- 
come of  many  senior  citizens. 

The  low  and  moderate-income  elderly 
will  suffer  most  from  these  Medicare 
cuts.  Elighty-three  percent  of  all  Medi- 
care spending  is  for  older  Americans 
with  annual  incomes  below  $25,000. 
Two-thfrds  is  for  those  with  incomes 
below  $15,000. 

No  budget  plan  that  purports  to  be 
part  of  a  Contract  With  America 
should  break  America's  contract  with 
the  elderly.  It  is  bad  enough  to  propose 
these  deep  cuts  in  Medicare  at  all.  It  is 
even  worse  to  make  these  cuts  in  order 
to  pay  for  an  undeserved  and  unneeded 
tax  break  for  the  wealthiest  Ameri- 
cans. 

Everyone  knows  that  the  real  vote  on 
Medicare  is  not  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen- 
ate or  the  floor  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. The  real  vote  will  be  cast 
in  November  by  the  American  people, 
and  they  know  that  the  future  of  Medi- 
care is  too  important  to  be  decided  by 
a  Republican  Congress  or  a  Republican 
President. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Will  the  Sen- 
ator jrield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  proceed  for  2  more  minutes  to 
respond  to  questions. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  I  simply  ask 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts,  when 
he  was  referring  to  the  1993  Budget 
Reconciliation  Act— where  I  think  we 
reduced  Medicare  expenditures  because 
that  had  to  be  done,  but  we  did  it  con- 
sistent with  beneficiary  purposes — the 
Senator  brought  up  the  point  that  we 
did  not  get  a  single  Republican  vote.  It 
was  a  stunning  moment.  I  will  never 
forget  it.  I  was  sitting  right  over  there. 
We  had  to  get  every  single  Democrat  to 
let  that  effort  to  improve  Medicare 
survive. 

I  do  not  understand  that.  I  do  not  un- 
derstauid  the  Inconsistency  of  that.  If 
they  are  for  trying  to  do  something 
about  Medicare  now,  why,  3  years  ago. 
was  there  a  total  lack  of  interest,  with 
no  mention  of  Medicare  trust  fund 
health  at  that  time? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  The  Senator  is  en- 
tirely correct,  and  there  is  no  Member 
of  the  Senate  who  knows  more  about 
those  negotiations  than  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia,  since  he  was  really 
the  leader  in  those  negotiations,  which 
were  enormously  complex  and  difficult. 
Even  with  the  reductions  that  were 
worked  out,  we  were  sensitive  to  any 
reduction  in  benefits  for  recipients  and 
looked  for  other  ways  to  find  the  sav- 
ings that  were  achieved  in  that  pro- 
gram but,  nonetheless,  extended  the 
solvency  for  a  period  of  3  years. 

As  the  Senator  knows,  even  after 
that  period  of  time,  we  found  out  at 
the  start  of  this  Congress  that  our  Re- 
publican friends  wanted  to  take  some 
$80  to  $90  billion  out  of  the  trust  fund 
to  designate  it  for  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthy.  Not  only  were  they  unrespon- 
sive to  the  calls  and  challenges  at  the 
time  the  Senator  has  mentioned,  but 
even  following  that,  they  were  willing 
to  raid  the  trust  fimds  for  tax  breaks 
for  the  wealthy. 

It  is  enormously  troublesome,  I 
think,  for  all  of  us  to  see,  again,  the  ef- 
fort to  raid  the  Medicare  trust  fimds  to 
use  for  additional  tax  breaks  today. 

I  am  wondering,  as  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia,  who  is  a  real  expert  on 
Medicare,  Medicaid  and  health  policy 
generally,  if  he  does  not  find  that  to  be 
one  of  the  mdst  repulsive  aspects  of  the 
proposal  that  has  been  advanced  by  our 
Republican  friends? 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  I  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts,  I  do,  and 
I  am  also  confounded,  frankly,  by  the 
sense  of  its  stupidity.  It  is  not  just  ob- 
scene, it  is  stupid.  The  American  peo- 
ple have  rejected  the  idea  of  tax  cuts 
for  the  wealthy.  That  was  rejected,  and 
then  they  come  right  back  again  for 
the  same  thing.  Maybe  there  has  been 
more  emphasis  in  the  House  than  here, 
but  nevertheless,  there  is  this  tremen- 
dous desire  for  tax  cuts  for  the 
wealthy.  They  have  to  have  those  tax 
cuts,  and  the  Medicare  beneficiaries 
just  take  second  place. 
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I  was  stunned  when  I  heard  the  Sen- 
ator say,  "this  is  the  anniversary  of 
the  invasion  of  Normandy  and  for  those 
people,  let  them  fall  where  they 
might." 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  They  are  the  ones 
who  fought  in  the  wars  and  pulled  the 
country  out  of  the  Depression  and  are 
the  ones  who  paid  into  this  fund  over  a 
period  of  time.  This  is  not  a  piggy 
bank.  The  Medicare  trust  fund  is  not  a 
piggy  bank  for  Republicans  to  dip  into 
to  grant  tax  breaks  for  wealthy  indi- 
viduals. That  is  really  the  fundamental 
issue.  It  will  continue  to  be  debated 
here  and  across  the  country  in  the 
course  of  the  campaign. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  West  Vir- 
ginia. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  I  thank  the 
Presiding  Officer.  I  want  to  continue 
some  of  the  thoughts  of  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Massachusetts, 
who  has  incredible  knowledge  of  this 
history,  over  30  years  in  the  develop- 
ment and  nondevelopment  of  health 
care  policy. 

Might  I  ask  the  Presiding  Officer  how 
much  time  I  have  in  order  to  speak? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Ten  min- 
utes. 
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IMPLICATIONS  OF  MEDICARE 
TRUSTEES'  REPORT 

•  Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President, 
nrst  of  all,  I  will  not  be  able  to  finish, 
but  I  will  do  the  best  I  caji.  I  want  to 
acknowledge  the  very  serious  implica- 
tions of  the  Medicare  trustees'  report 
released  yesterday.  The  Medicare  part 
A  trust  fund,  the  part  that  pays  the 
hospital  bills  of  beneficiaries,  is  likely 
to  be  insolvent  by  2001,  a  year  earlier 
than  predicted  last  year.  This  is  a  very 
serious  issue.  I  take  it  as  such,  and  it 
must  be  addressed. 

So  the  news  is  bad,  Mr.  President. 
Unfortunately,  contrary  to  assertions 
made  by  my  colleagues  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle,  this  is  not  a  new  prob- 
lem, and  unlike  the  Republicans,  this 
is  not  a  problem  Democrats  just  dis- 
covered. 

The  Republicans  chose  to  ignore  20 
previous  trustees'  reports  that  warned 
of  future  tnist  fund  problems.  But 
when  they  needed  to  come  up  with  the 
money  to  pay  for  tax  breaks,  they  de- 
cided to  manufacture  an  impending  cri- 
sis. 

Just  3  years  ago,  as  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  and  I  were  discussing, 
the  trustees  projected  the  hospital 
trust  fund  was  going  to  run  out  of 
money  in  1999,  which  is  3  years  hence. 
Democrats  took  immediate  measures, 
and  I  know  because  I  was  responsible 
for  putting  some  of  those  together,  to 
add  3  more  years  of  solvency  by  very 
carefully  reducing  Medicare  spending 


by  about  $59  billion.  And,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, Democrats  have  produced  our 
own  Medicare  proposals  that  would 
postpone  the  date  of  trust  insolvency 
for  at  least  another  decade.  That  is 
called  10  years.  That  is  quite  a  lot  of 
time. 

The  CBO  has  certified  that  the  Presi- 
dent's Medicare  plan  would  extend 
trust  fund  solvency  until  the  year  2005. 
Here  we  are  dealing  with  9  or  10  years. 
The  big  difference  between  Demo- 
crats and  Republicans  is  that  we  have 
only  proposed  those  reductions  in 
spending  that  are  necessary  to  achieve 
10  more  years  of  solvency.  That  is  our 
only  purjKjse.  That  is  our  only  policy 
purpose.  The  Republicans  continue  to 
propose  drastic  Medicare  cuts  so  that 
they  can  pay,  again,  for  what  has  be- 
come a  cliche — but  a  cliche  is  some- 
thing that  Is  said  so  often  it  Is  true — 
tax  breaks  for  the  wealthy. 

Mr.  President,  over  the  past  decade. 
Congress  has,  and  usually  In  a  very  bi- 
partisan manner,  taken  repeated  steps 
to  rein  in  the  costs  of  the  Medicare 
Program.  We  do  not  have  a  bad  record 
on  this.  We  reformed  the  hospital  pay- 
ment system  in  1983.  We  reformed  the 
physician  payment  system  in  1989.  Sen- 
ator Durenberger,  a  Republican  from 
Minnesota,  was  Instnmiental  in  that. 
We  did  this  together.  Democrats  and 
Republicans,  with  minor  controversy, 
to  shore  up  the  hospital  trust  fund. 
That  was  the  policy  purpose,  and  to 
make  the  Medicare  Program  a  prudent 
purchaser  of  health  care  services. 

Unfortunately,  the  bipartisanship  to 
address  the  problems  of  Medicare 
ended— and  ended  completely— in  1993 
when  the  Republicans  refused  to  par- 
ticipate in  what  was  an  entirely  seri- 
ous effort  to  reduce  the  Federal  deficit. 
Democrats  were  forced,  therefore,  to 
act  alone.  Because  of  the  Democratic 
efforts,  and  without,  as  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  said,  a  single  Re- 
publican vote.  This  is  really  extraor- 
dinary when  you  think  about  it;  there 
are  usually  a  few  people  who  will  help 
on  this — there  was  not  a  single  one,  not 
a  single  one. 

The  deficit  has  fallen  now  for  4 
straight  years  as  a  result  of  that  action 
in  1993.  That  had  not  happened  since  ei- 
ther Harry  Truman  was  President  or 
the  Civil  War.  I  am  not  sure  which,  and 
there  is  a  big  difference.  But,  any^iray, 
4  years  of  budget  deficit  reduction  has 
not  happened  in  a  long,  long  time. 

Bipartisanship  also  failed  to  mate- 
rialize last  year  when  the  Democrats 
refused  to  engage  in  an  exercise  to 
carry  out  Speaker  Gingrich's  Contract 
With  America,  that  handed  out  tax 
breaks  for  the  wealthy  at  the  expense 
of  the  Medicare  and  Medicaid  Pro- 
grams. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  billions  of 
dollars  in  common  Medicare  savings 
that  we  could  agree  on  tomorrow  to 
strengthen  the  trust  fund.  But  com- 
promise is  not  something  that  many  of 


my  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle,  and  particularly  on  the  other 
side  of  the  Capitol,  have  learned  to  do 
to  this  point. 

Last  year,  the  public  overwhelmingly 
rejected  the  massive  health  care  cuts 
proposed  by  the  Republicans.  Instead, 
though,  of  coming  up  with  a  new  plan, 
or  even  new  numbers,  the  Republicans 
have  not  changed  much  at  all. 

They  say  their  plan  is  more  mod- 
erate, but  it  is  not.  The  total  Medicare 
savings  in  their  new  plan  are  lower,  but 
they  are  lower  only  because  their  new 
budget  covers  6  years,  not  7. 

That  tends  to  make  a  difference.  If 
you  look  at  the  year-by-year  Medicare 
cuts  in  this  year's  Republican  budget, 
you  can  see  that  the  cuts  are  nearly 

identical  to — identical   to  or  larger 

than  the  cuts  in  the  vetoed  budget  rec- 
onciliation bill  from  last  year. 

Kevin  Phillips,  a  Republican  political 
analyst,  who  Republicans  do  not  like 
to  hear  quoted,  said  just  a  few  weeks 
ago  that  the  "new"  Republican  budget 
"is  no  more  than  a  routine  expres- 
sion"— this  is  interesting— "a  routine 
expression  of  core  GOP  fiscal  policy: 
never  to  ask  the  top  1  percent  of  Amer- 
icans to  sacrifice  if  Medicaid,  Medi- 
care, or  education  funds  for  ordinary 
people  can  be  targeted  Instead." 

The  Republican  budget  resolution 
goes  way  too  far  in  trying  to  reduce 
Medicare  spending.  The  cuts  are  much 
more  than  is  needed  to  extend  short- 
term  solvency  for  another  decade.  The 
Republicans  know  that. 

The  Republican  budget  would  hold 
Medicare  to  a  much  tougher  standard 
on  its  health  care  costs  than  current 
projections  for  even  private  health  in- 
surance. That  is  an  important  point. 
Private  health  insurance  is  expected  to 
grow  by  7.1  percent  on  a  per  person 
basis  over  the  next  7  years.  The  Repub- 
lican plan  caps  Medicare  per  person 
spending  at  4.8  percent  over  the  next  7 
years,  even  though  Medicare  generally 
serves  an  older  and  a  sicker  population. 
And  Medicare,  as  a  program,  is  even 
covering  more  people,  while  private 
health  insurance  is  covering  fewer  and 
fewer  Americans,  as  employers  pull 
back  from  what  I  would  consider  their 
responsibility. 

So  these  very  tight  budget  caps  that 
the  Republican  plan  would  Impose  on 
Medicare  spending  will  seriously  harm 
the  quality  of  care  that  seniors  cur- 
rently receive,  or  will  significantly  in- 
crease their  out-of-pocket  expenses,  or 
will  do  both. 

Last  year  Dr.  June  O'Neill,  the  Re- 
publican-appointed head  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office,  testified  be- 
fore the  Senate  Finance  Committee 
that  seniors  would  in  fact  have  to  pay 
more,  pay  more  to  keep  the  same  level 
of  quality  that  they  have  today  under 
the  Republican  plan.  She  is  their  ap- 
pointee. That  is  what  she  said. 

I  asked  her  how  much  more?  She  said 
she  did  not  know.  I  sent  her  a  letter 
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soon  after  the  specifics  of  the  Repub- 
lican plan  were  finally  unveiled  by  the 
Finance  Committee.  That  was  not  only 
signed  by  myself,  but  also  by  the  mi- 
nority leader,  asking  her  again,  how 
much  more  would  seniors  have  to  pay 
under  the  Republican  proposal? 

I  never  got  a  response.  I  am  a  U.S. 
Senator.  I  assume  that  after  a  while 
somebody  in  that  position  would  even- 
tually get  a  response.  I  did  not.  I  still 
do  not  know  exactly  how  much  more 
seniors  would  have  to  pay.  All  I  know 
is  that  they  will  have  to  pay  a  lot 
more. 

Mr.  President,  in  West  Virginia, 
which  I  represent,  the  average  senior's 
income  is  $10,700  a  year.  We  talk  of  sen- 
iors making  $25,000,  $17,000,  $18,000.  In 
West  Virginia  the  average  is  $10,700  a 
year.  They  are  already  spending  21  per- 
cent of  their  income  on  health  care. 
They  do  not  have  a  margin.  They  do 
not  have  room  for  more. 

People  always  assume  that  somehow 
the  Democrats  are  just  being  silly  and 
soft  because  they  assimie  that  seniors 
can  pay  more.  Some  seniors  should  pay 
more,  and  high-income  seniors  prob- 
ably should.  That  should  be  worked  out 
as  a  package,  dealing  with  the  whole 
Medicare  Program,  in  exactly  the  kind 
of  Medicare  commission  that  Senator 
Dole  proposes  and  which  I  support. 

Mr.  President,  for  my  constituents  in 
West  Virginia,  "more"  is  a  very  scary 
word.  Last  year  I  talked  about  Geno 
Maynard,  Sue  Lemaster,  and  John  and 
Betty  Shumate. 

Geno  Maynard  is  78  years  old  and 
lives  in  Kenova,  WV;  Sue  Lemaster,  is 
an  83-year-old  who  lives  in  Follansbee; 
and  John  and  Betty  Shumate  are  Medi- 
care beneficiaries  who  live  in  Beckley. 
They're  4  of  the  330,000  West  Virginians 
who  depend  on  the  Medicare  Program 
for  health  care,  and  they  all  told  me 
that  they  were  worried.  They  quite 
flatly  told  me,  they  do  not  have  any 
more  money  to  spend  on  health  care. 
It's  a  big  worry  for  millions  of  other 
seniors  all  over  America.  On  average, 
seniors  already  spend  21  percent  of 
their  incomes  on  health  care  expenses. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  a  year  later  and  I 
still  cannot  tell  my  constituents  how 
much  more  they  would  have  to  pay 
under  the  Republican  plan.  I  can  only 
say  that  according  to  reliable  health 
experts  and  the  Republican-appointed 
head  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Of- 
fice, they  are  going  to  have  to  pay 
more  for  their  health  care. 

Mr.  President,  in  addition  to  tight 
budget  caps,  the  Republican  plan  also 
assumes  enactment  of  some  very  dan- 
gerous programmatic  changes.  For  ex- 
ample, Mr.  President,  the  Republican 
plan  assumes  elimination  of  current 
law  balance  billing  protections  for  sen- 
ior citizens.  Medicare  currently  pro- 
hibits health  care  providers  from  price 
gouging.  Health  care  providers  are 
banned  from  charging  Medicare  pa- 
tients more  than  15  percent  above  what 


Medicare  pays  them.  This  is  an  incred- 
ibly important  financial  protection 
that  we  enacted  in  1989 — on  a  biparti- 
san basis— as  a  part  of  physician  pay- 
ment reform.  Prior  to  enactment  of 
balance  billing  protections,  seniors 
spent  over  $2  billion  a  year  on  out-of- 
pocket  balance  billing  charges. 

Last  year,  I  offered  an  amendment 
during  the  Finance  Committees  mark- 
up of  the  Republican  Medicare  bill  that 
would  make  sure  beneficiaries  would 
continue  to  have  the  same  financial 
protections  that  they  have  under  cur- 
rent Medicare  law.  My  amendment  was 
defeated  on  a  strict  party  line  vote. 
This  is  just  one  more  example  of  how 
the  Republican  plan  will  insidiously 
destroy  the  Medicare  Program. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  plenty  of 
other  examples.  To  name  just  one 
more:  A  Medicare  medical  savings  ac- 
count proposal  that  actually  costs  the 
Medicare  Program  $4  billion  a  year; 
and  will  further  weaken  the  Medicare 
trust  fund.  The  New  York  Times  re- 
ported that  according  to  "many  ex- 
perts" MSA's  would  lead  to  the  "bal- 
kanization of  healthy  and  sick." 

Let  us  not  forget  that  the  Medicare 
Program  is  an  incredible  success  when 
it  comes  to  access.  Seniors  are  the  only 
group  of  Americans  who  enjoy  univer- 
sal coverage.  If  Medicare  is  cut  by  un- 
precedented amounts  of  money  to  pay 
for  anything  but  Medicare,  the  con- 
sequences will  be  disastrous  for  health 
care  providers  and  beneficiaries. 

Mr.  President,  the  bigger  problem 
that  we  all  continue  to  skirt  around  is 
the  long-term  solvency  of  the  Medicare 
trust  fund.  When  the  baby  boomers 
begin  to  retire  in  2011,  the  Medicare 
Program  will  be  severely,  severely 
strained.  I  proposed  a  Greenspan-like 
commission  last  year  to  try  to  take 
this  debate  out  of  the  political  arena. 
The  American  Hospital  Association 
also  thinks  a  commission  is  necessary 
to  force  action  to  improve  the  short- 
term  and  long-term  solvency  of  the 
trust  fund. 

Hospitals  have  plenty  of  reason  to 
worry.  Not  only  are  their  bills  paid 
from  the  part  A  trust  fund,  but  the 
American  Hospital  Association  esti- 
mates that  the  new  Republican  budget 
cuts  hospital  payments  20  percent  more 
than  last  year's  Republican  budget.  As 
a  result  of  these  larger  hits  to  hos- 
pitals, "hospitals  are  likely  to  experi- 
ence actual  reductions  in  payment 
rates,"  not  just  reductions  in  the  rate 
of  Medicare  revenue  growth. 

The  Prospective  Payment  Review 
Commission  [ProPAC] — a  nonpartisan 
commission  that  advises  Congress  on 
hospital  payment  issues— has  issued  a 
stem  warning  about  the  severe  nega- 
tive effect  massive  Medicare  reductions 
will  have  on  hospitals.  In  my  own 
State,  over  50  percent  of  all  our  senior 
citizens  live  in  rural  areas.  How  far  are 
they  going  to  have  to  travel  to  get 
basic  hospital  care  if  their  local,  rural 
hospital  is  forced  to  shut  its  doors? 


Mr.  President,  the  solvency  of  the 
Medicare  trust  fund  is  too  important  of 
an  issue  to  be  left  to  politics-as-usual. 
Thirty-seven  million  Americans  rely 
on  the  Medicare  Program  to  pay  for 
their  health  care  services.  The  Repub- 
licans' suggestion  that  the  Democrats 
are  uninterested  in  doing  what  is  nec- 
essary to  put  Medicare  on  sound  finan- 
cial footing  is  preposterous.  It  was  Re- 
publicans in  Congress  who  voted 
against  Medicare's  creation  in  1965— 
and  it  is  now  Republicans  in  this  Con- 
gress who  pose  a  real  threat  to  Medi- 
care's future.  They  will  keep  on  saying 
they  are  saving  Medicare,  but  raiding 
Medicare  is  no  way  to  rescue  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's 10  minutes  has  expired. 

Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  I  thank  the 
Presiding  Officer. 

Mr.  SPECTER  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania. 


A  CONSTITUTIONAL  AMENDMENT 
TO  BALANCE  THE  BUDGET 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
sought  recognition  to  comment  briefly 
on  the  vote  earlier  today  rejecting  the 
constitutional  amendment  for  a  bal- 
anced budget.  I  supported  that  amend- 
ment, as  I  have  on  a  number  of  occa- 
sions during  my  tenure  in  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate. I  was  disappointed  to  find  the 
amendment  failed  today  in  light  of  the 
repetitive  speeches  on  the  floor  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  about  the  importance  of 
balancing  the  budget. 

It  is  true  that,  if  discipline  could  be 
imposed  in  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States,  a  balanced  budget  amendment 
would  not  be  necessary.  But  the  histor- 
ical fact  is  unmistakable  that  the  kind 
of  discipline  necessary  is  simply  not 
present,  given  the  natiire  of  our  system 
where  there  are  so  many  demands  for 
programs  to  spend  and  where  there  is 
such  an  aversion,  understandably,  to 
increases  in  taxation.  So  if  there  Is  to 
be  a  balanced  budget,  it  is  mandatory 
that  it  be  a  requirement  of  law  which 
would  rise  to  constitutional  propor- 
tion. 

Every  other  unit  of  government  has 
the  requirement  for  a  balanced  budget. 
My  State,  the  Commonwealth  of  Penn- 
sylvania, has  such  a  requirement.  Cit- 
ies have  such  a  requirement.  Town- 
ships have  such  a  requirement.  Coun- 
ties have  such  a  requirement.  On  an  In- 
dividual basis,  all  of  us  must  live  with- 
in our  means  or  we  wind  up  in  the 
bankruptcy  court. 

The  issue  of  a  balanced  budget  came 
into  sharper  focus  for  me  2  years  and  4 
months  ago  when  my  wife  Joan  and  I 
had  our  first  grandchild.  It  would  be 
absolutely  unthinkable,  as  individuals, 
for  us  to  purchase  on  a  credit  card  for 
young  Sylvie  Specter  or  her  sister 
Perry  Specter.  But  that  is  precisely 
what  we  are  doing  as  a  nation  in  build- 
ing up  deficits  in  the  range  of  S200  bil- 
lion a  year  and  a  national  debt  which 
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now  exceeds  $5  txillion.  There  has  been 
a  unique  opportunity  to  deal  with  this 
in  an  institutional  way  to  achieve  a 
balanced  budget.  That  is  through  a 
constitutional  amendment. 

There  are  many  subjects  which  are 
talked  about  on  the  Senate  floor,  re- 
petitively, where  it  is  very  hard  to  find 
out  which  philosophy  is  correct  and 
which  political  party  is  at  fault.  I  sug- 
gest, Mr.  President — and  I  do  not  do 
this  often— that  there  is  a  defining  dif- 
ference between  the  philosophy  of  the 
Republicans  and  the  philosophy  of  the 
Democrats  on  this  subject.  That  has 
been  continuously  demonstrated  by  the 
votes  on  this  subject. 

Today's  vote  was  64  to  35.  So  the  Sen- 
ate fell  three  votes  short  of  the  two- 
thirds  necessary  to  have  a  constitu- 
tional amendment.  Among  the  53  Re- 
publicans, 52  voted  in  favor  of  the  con- 
stitutional amendment  for  a  balanced 
budget.  Among  the  46  Democrats  who 
voted,  one  Democrat  being  absent,  12 
Democrats  voted  in  favor  of  the  con- 
stitutional amendment  for  a  balanced 
budget  and  34  voted  against. 

President  Clinton  has  stated  his  posi- 
tion in  being  in  opimsition  to  a  con- 
stitutional amendment  for  a  balanced 
budget.  Senator  Dole,  the  presumptive 
Republican  nominee,  has  led  the  fight 
for  a  constitutional  amendment  for  a 
balanced  budget. 

I  believe  that  this  is  very  similar  to 
the  Clinton  health  care  proposal  as  a 
defining  issue  as  to  where  the  parties 
stand.  The  Clinton  health  care  proposal 
was  a  very  drastic  change  to  put  the 
Government  into  the  health  care  busi- 
ness. 

When  I  read  the  Clinton  proposal  in 
September  1993, 1  started  to  make  a  list 
of  all  the  agencies,  boards,  and  com- 
missions which  were  created.  I  found  I 
could  not  tabulate  them  all  and  asked 
an  assistant  to  make  me  a  comprehen- 
sive list.  My  assistant,  instead,  made  a 
chart  instead  of  a  list.  I  am  sparing  C- 
SPAN  viewers  showing  again  the  chart. 
It  has  been  fairly  extensively  shown 
with  boxes  in  red  showing  more  than 
100  new  agencies,  boards,  and  commis- 
sions under  the  Clinton  health  care 
plan,  and  the  boxes  in  green,  50,  giving 
additional  tasks  to  50  existing  bureaus. 

Bob  Woodward  of  the  Washington 
Post  said  that  chart  was  the  critical 
fact  to  defeat  the  Clinton  health  care 
plan.  A  picture  is  worth  1,000  words.  A 
chart  In  some  situations  is  worth  1,000 
pictures  and  perhaps  worth  more  than 
SlOO  billion  in  this  case. 

I  believe  that  the  health  care  pro- 
gram that  President  Clinton  proposed 
was  a  defining  issue,  just  as  this  vote 
today  on  a  constitutional  amendment 
for  a  balanced  budget  is  a  defining 
issue. 

I  am  convinced  that  the  budget  can 
be  balanced  with  a  scalpel  and  not  a 
meat  ax.  I  serve  as  chairman  of  the  Ap- 
propriations Subconunittee  on  Labor, 
Health,    Human    Services    and    Edu- 


cation. The  allocation  to  that  sub- 
committee was  reduced  from  $70  billion 
last  year  to  S62  billion. 

Senator  Tom  Harkin,  my  distin- 
guished ranking  member  on  the  Demo- 
cratic side.  Senator  Harkin  and  I 
worked  collaboratively,  as  we  did  when 
he  was  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
and  I  the  ranking  minority  member, 
and  we  structured  a  budget  that  han- 
dled it  with  a  scalpel  and  not  a  meat 
ax. 

We  found  that  budget  would  not  meet 
the  President's  requirements,  and  we 
came  back  on  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate this  spring.  Senator  Harkin  and  I 
offered  an  amendment  which  added  $2.7 
billion.  It  was  like  threading  a  needle 
to  And  a  way  to  reach  an  amount 
which  was  satisfactory  to  the  Presi- 
dent, which  would  pass  muster  with 
the  House  committee  in  conference. 
After  20  hours  of  negotiations,  the 
House  Members  approved  the  com- 
promise by  a  vote  of  6  to  5  and  we  got 
it  done.  This  year.  Senator  Harkin  and 
I  looked  at  the  budget  resolution,  saw 
that  we  were  still  going  to  be  short  of 
a  mark  which  would  be  satisfactory, 
and  we  structured  another  amendment 
for  $2.7  billion.  This  time.  Senator 
DOMENICT,  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee,  came  in  and  added  another 
$2.3  billion  for  a  total  of  $5  billion  in 
excess  of  what  his  committee  had  re- 
ported to  the  floor,  so  that  we  would 
have  a  realistic  figure  to  do  the  job. 

I  cite  that  as  an  illustration.  If  you 
examine  the  fine  print  and  look  at  the 
semicolons,  there  would  be  agreement 
that  it  was  done  within  our  confines, 
moving  toward  the  balanced  budget, 
and  done  with  a  scalpel  and  not  a  meat 
ax.  I  believe  that  we  can  establish  pri- 
orities to  have  a  balanced  budget  and 
do  it  carefully,  preserving  the  impor- 
tant programs  and  eliminating  those 
that  are  unnecessary,  cutting  those 
where  cuts  can  be  made. 

I  am  personally  convinced  that  the 
American  i)eople  are  prepared  to  have 
shared  sacrifice  to  have  a  balanced 
budget  if  the  cuts  are  uniform.  As  I 
said  on  this  floor  last  year  before  we 
took  up  the  budget  resolution,  I 
thought  as  much  as  I  would  like  a  tax 
cut  I  was  opposed  to  it,  because  while 
you  can  justify  the  cuts  if  they  are 
fairly  made,  if  there  is  a  tax  cut  at  the 
same  time  it  simply  is  unacceptable- 
some  will  be  favored  for  a  tax  cut,  with 
some  of  the  proposals  favoring  those  in 
the  $100,000  category  while  others  at  a 
much  lesser  figure  had  to  have  the  re- 
ductions. If  the  reductions  are  fairly 
stated,  I  think  shared  sacrifice  is  some- 
thing that  the  American  people  are 
prepared  to  accept.  That  is  the  concept 
of  a  balanced  budget. 

It  is  my  hope  that  this  issue,  like  the 
issue  of  health  care,  will  be  dealt  with 
by  the  American  people  in  November.  I 
thought  it  a  mistake  when  the  Govern- 
ment was  closed  down  last  November, 
not  something  I  am  saying  for  the  first 


time  on  Jvme  6,  1996.  I  said  it  back  on 
November  14,  as  the  Congressional 
Record  will  show  during  the  first  shut- 
down. That  was  an  opportunity  to 
crj-3talize  the  issue  for  the  November 
election. 

I  think  this  is  a  watershed,  a  land- 
mark signal  issue  on  today's  vote. 
When  you  take  a  look  at  the  party 
alignment,  with  President  Clinton 
leading  the  Democrats  and  34  out  of  46 
voting  Democrats  in  the  Senate  today 
voting  "no"  on  the  balanced  budget 
amendment,  and  52  out  of  53  Repub- 
licans voting  "yes"  on  the  balanced 
budget  amendment,  that  is  an  issue 
which  ought  to  be  submitted  to  the  ref- 
erendum this  November.  I  srield  the 
floor. 


MEDICARE  INSOLVENCY 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  this 
afternoon,  we  had  an  interesting  hear- 
ing in  the  subcommittee  for  appropria- 
tions which  is  chaired  by  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Specter].  The  witness  was  the 
Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices, Secretary  Shalala.  We  were  exam- 
ining the  budget  request  being  submit- 
ted by  the  administration  for  appro- 
priations to  operate  that  Department 
of  the  Government  for  the  next  fiscal 
year  that  begins  October  1. 

Secretary  Shalala  happens  to  be  in 
another  capacity  a  trustee  of  this 
group  who  have  the  responsibility  of 
monitoring  the  trust  fund  that  sup- 
ports the  benefits  paid  out  under  the 
Medicare  Program.  Since  that  group  of 
trustees  had  just  made  their  report 
public  yesterday  at  the  news  con- 
ference which  we  all  read  and  heard 
about,  that  subject  came  up. 

It  occurred  to  me,  since  there  was  be- 
fore the  general  public  a  suggestion  by 
the  President  that  he  had  made  rec- 
ommendations that  were  almost  iden- 
tical with  the  Republican  suggestion 
about  how  to  protect  the  benefits  of 
this  Medicare  Program  and  how  to  deal 
with  this  impending  insolvency  of  that 
fund,  it  occurs  to  me  that  we  are  going 
to  see  more  of  the  same  kind  of  politi- 
cal shenanigans  from  now  until  the  end 
of  this  year,  with  nothing  being  done 
unless  somebody  is  ready  to  say,  "OK, 
we  will  go  along  with  your  proposal." 

The  President  can  say  that  to  the 
Congress,  or  we  can  say  that  to  the 
President.  I  am  prepared  at  this  point 
to  suggest,  in  a  serious  way,  and  said 
this  to  Secretary  Shalala  at  the  hear- 
ing, the  Congress  accept  the  Presi- 
dent's suggestions.  We  can  pass  the 
sugrgested  changes  for  short-term  relief 
of  pressure  on  that  fund,  but  at  the 
same  time  appoint  a  commission  which 
is  also  called  for  by  the  President  and 
the  trustees  in  their  report  to  propose 
long-term  changes,  changes  to  affect 
the  long-term  insolvency  problems  of 
the  trust  fund,  and  that  the  Congress, 
through  its  leaders  and  the  President 
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himself,  agree  to  implement  the  rec- 
ommendations of  that  commission  for 
long-term  changes. 

It  seems  to  me  that  is  one  way  to  re- 
solve this  as  a  part  of  this  argument 
over  whether  Republicans  are  trying  to 
cut  taxes,  to  impose  changes  on  Medi- 
care beneficiaries  as  a  part  of  a  budget 
balancing  act.  We  already,  in  the  Con- 
gress, submitted  to  the  President  pro- 
posals to  rescue  the  Medicare  Program. 
That  was  a  part  of  the  Balanced  Budget 
Act  which  the  President  vetoed.  He  has 
already  rejected  what  Congress  has 
suggested.  After  weeks  and  weeks  of 
negotiations  with  leaders  of  the  Con- 
gress and  the  President  at  the  White 
House,  all  we  got  out  of  it  were  some 
photo  ops,  some  political  posturing, 
partisan  sniping.  We  have  had  enough 
of  that.  The  American  people  are  fed  up 
with  that  kind  of  politics.  That  is  not 
the  way  to  run  the  Government.  I  am 
tired  of  it. 

I  have  recommended  and  seriously 
urge  this  Congress  to  accept  the  rec- 
ommendation of  the  President— not  the 
one,   of  course,   that  says  that  home 
health  care  ought  to  be  paid  for  out  of 
the   general   Treasury;    I   am    talking 
about   changes   that   will   reduce   the 
costs  of  the  program  in  a  way  that 
saves  the  program  from  insolvency— 
they  recommended  last  year  that  we 
had  to  act  before  the  year  2002,  that  we 
were  going  to  see  an  insolvency,  there 
would  be  a  bankrupted  fund,  in  effect. 
Now,  the  report  this  year  is  worse 
than  that.  The  year  before  it  was  going 
insolvent.  Under  the  last  report,  it  is 
going  to  lose  $33  billion,  and  the  follow- 
ing year  $100  billion.  Contrary  to  what 
the  junior  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
said,  that  this  is  a  Republican-manu- 
factured crisis,  that  is  an  outrageous 
comment.  That  is  totally  outrageous. 
These  trustees  are  Democrats  by  and 
large.   Secretary  Rubin  said  it.   Sec- 
retary Shalala  said  it  is  going  to  be  in- 
solvent. Secretary  Reich  said  it  would 
be  insolvent,  the  head  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity   Administration    was    standing 
there  and  agreed  with  them.  That  is 
not  a  group  of  Republicans.  The  Repub- 
licans are  not  manufacturing  a  crisis. 
The  crisis  is  real.  The  crisis  is  now. 

It  is  irresponsible  for  us  to  continue 
to  sit  here  and  listen  to  this  kind  of  ar- 
guing made  by  Senators  on  the  other 
side  that  this  is  some  kind  of  effort  by 
Republicans  to  frtghten  older  people.  I 
am  frightened.  I  am  not  an  eligible 
beneficiary  yet.  We  have  to  act. 

I  want  to  commend  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  for  his  leadership  in  an 
effort  to  get  the  Secretary  to  agree  to 
recommendations  to  the  administra- 
tion, that  they  take  a  stand,  put  their 
recommendations  in  the  form  of  legis- 
lation, send  it  to  the  Hill,  and  see  if  we 
can  pass  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Abraham).  The  Senator  from  Pennsyl- 
vania.   

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  my  distinguished  colleague  from 
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Mississippi  for  his  kind  comments  and 
would  amplify  what  he  said.  After  his 
leadership  in  bringing  this  issue  before 
the  subcommittee  and  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services,  it  was  the 
subject  of  extended  additional  discus- 
sion. Secretary  Shalala  did  say  that 
she  would  be  prepared  to  reconmiend  to 
the  President  that  he  sign  a  sepairate 
bill. 

There  are  really  few  black  and  white 
issues  on  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate 
or  in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States. 
I  believe  that  the  gridlock  is  visible 
right  down  the  middle  between  Repub- 
licans and  Democrats.  I  think  there 
are,  as  a  rarity,  some  clear-cut  issues, 
as  I  mentioned  a  few  moments  ago  on 
the  Clinton  health  care  plan  or  on  the 
balanced  budget  amendment,  where 
there  is  a  clear  philosophical  and  fac- 
tual difference.  The  posturing  which 
has  been  undertaken  on  Medicare  I 
think  has  been  a  plague  on  both  Houses 
and  is  so  recognized  by  the  American 
people. 

Senator  Cochran  and  I  put  it  on  the 
table  in  a  direct  conclusive  way  today 
and  Secretary  Shalala  agreed  with  the 
Cochran-Specter  proposal,  and  that  is 
not  giving  up  on  the  attempt  to  reach 
an  overall  reconciliation  bill,  to  have  a 
balanced  budget,  which  will  be  pre- 
sented by  the  Congress;  but,  at  the 
same  time,  that  there  be  a  second  bill, 
and  if  the  first  overall  bill  is  rejected— 
which  will  be  a  global  settlement  on 
the  deficit,  an  agreement  between  the 
President  and  Congress — Secretary 
Shalala  said  she  would  recommend 
that  a  separate  bill  be  approved.  That 
bill  would  be  to  accept  the  figure  of  the 
President.  where  he  has  rec- 
ommended—and on  this  floor  it  is  al- 
ways articulated  in  terms  of  "cuts," 
which  is  inaccurate.  It  is  $116  billion  of 
reduction  on  the  rate  of  increase. 

Nobody  is  suggesting  cuts.  Every 
time  somebody  talks  about  a  cut,  it  is 
factually  incorrect.  Last  year,  there 
was  not  a  proposal  for  cuts  in  Medi- 
care. There  was  a  proposal  to  have  the 
rate  of  increase  of  7.1  percent  instead 
of  a  higher  figure  on  increase.  This 
year,  the  proposal  is  6.1  percent  of  in- 
crease, which  is  a  decrease  in  the  rate 
of  increase.  That  is  to  say  that  the  in- 
crease is  not  as  much  as  it  would  have 
been. 

President  Clinton  has  proposed  a  re- 
duction of  $116  billion  in  the  rate  of  in- 
crease. And  the  proposal  which  Senator 
Cochran  suggested,  and  I  seconded,  and 
Secretary  Shalala  agreed  to,  would  be 
to  have  that  as  a  separate  bill,  which 
would  be  an  accommodation  to  the 
Medicare  trust  fund,  which  would  keep 
it  solvent  for  a  period  estimated  on  a 
variety  of  between  5  and  10  years. 

Right  after  Senator  Ccchran's  ques- 
tioning and  comments  to  Secretary 
Shalala.  I  said  that  it  was  the  most 
forceful  statement  I  have  heard  on  the 
Appropriations  Committee  in  the  16 
years  that  I  was  present.  I  was  about 


ready  to  say  the  most  forceful  state- 
ment by  Senator  Cochran,  but  I 
amended  that  to  be  the  most  forceful 
statement  from  anyone  that  I  have 
seen  in  my  16  years.  Then  I  walked 
over  to  him  and  said,  had  it  been  on  na- 
tional television,  he  would  have  been 
an  instantaneous  national,  if  not 
worldwide,  hero.  But  that  happens  to 
be  an  area  where,  perhaps  in  an  off  mo- 
ment, we  have  had  agreement  between 
a  Democrat  and  two  Republicans. 

I  said  to  Senator  Cochran  that  if  he 
would  introduce  the  legislation,  I 
would  cosponsor  it.  Now  I  say,  if  he 
will  not,  I  will,  and  I  hope  that  he  will 
cosponsor  it. 

Mr.  HELMS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Carolina  is  recognized. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Helms  and  Mr. 
Feingold  pertaining  to  the  introduc- 
tion of  S.J.  Res.  56  are  located  in  to- 
day's Record  under  "Statements  on  In- 
troduced Bills  and  Joint  Resolutions.") 

Mr.  COVTIRDELL  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia. 


UNCONSTITUTIONALITY  OF  S.  1740 
THE  SO-CALLED  DEFENSE  OF 
MARRIAGE  ACT 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  S. 
1740,  the  so-called  Defense  of  Marriage 
Act,  raises  serious  questions  about  the 
authority  of  Congress  to  limit  the  ef- 
fect of  a  State  court  judgment  in  other 
States. 

To  assist  the  Senate  in  its  consider- 
ation of  S.  1740,  I  asked  Harvard  Law 
School  Professor  Laurence  H.  Tribe, 
one  of  the  most  respected  constitu- 
tional scholars  in  the  Nation,  to  review 
the  bill  and  its  constitutionality.  Pro- 
fessor Tribe  has  done  so  and  has  con- 
cluded imequivocally  that  enactment 
of  S.  1740  would  be  an  unconstitutional 
attempt  by  Congress  to  limit  the  full 
faith  and  credit  clause  of  the  Constitu- 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  assaulting  the  Con- 
stitution is  hardly  defending  marriage. 
I  believe  that  all  Members  of  Congress 
will  be  interested  in  Professor  Tribe's 
analysis,  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  text  of  his  letter  be  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Mat  24, 1996. 
Hon.  Edward  M.  KiaJNEDY, 
U.S.  Senate,  Russell  Senate  Office  Building. 
Washington.  DC. 
Dear  Senator  Kennedy:  You  have  asked 
me  whether  the  Constitution  empowers  Con- 
gress to  enact  Section  2(a)  of  S.  1740.  which 
calls  Itself  the  Defense  of  Marriage  Act  and 
which  would  amend  28  U.S.C.  1738  by  amend- 
ing a  new  section  1738C  to  exempt  "same  sex 
*  •  •  marrla«-e[sr'  from  the  reach  of  the  Con- 
stitution's Full  Faith  and  Credit  Clause,  Art. 
IV,  sec.  1,  cl.  1,  by  aaUiorizing  any  State 
choosing  to  do  so  to  deny  all  "effect  to  any 
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public  act.  record,  or  Judicial  proceeding"  by 
which  another  State  either  recognizes  such 
marrlagres  as  valid  and  binding,  or  treats 
such  marriages  as  giving  rise  to  any  "right 
or  claim." 

My  exclusive  focus  In  this  analysis  Is  the 
question  of  affirmative  constitutional  au- 
thority In  light  of  the  Full  Faith  and  Credit 
Clause,  which  the  Supreme  Court  over  half  a 
century  ago  aptly  described  as  "a  nationally 
unifying  force."  "alter[ing]  the  status  of  the 
several  states  as  Independent  foreign 
sovereignties,  each  free  to  ignore  rights  and 
obligations  created  under  the  laws  or  estab- 
lished by  the  judicial  proceedings  of  the  oth- 
ers, by  making  each  an  Integral  part  of  a  sin- 
gle nation,  in  which  rights  *  *  *  established 
In  any  [state]  are  given  nationwide  applica- 
tion." Magnolia  Petroleum  Co.  v.  Hunt,  320 
U.S.  430,  439  (1943).  I  have  not  found  It  nec- 
essary to  pursue  the  further  Inquiry  that 
would  be  required  if  one  were  to  conclude 
that  Congress  does  have  afOrmatlve  author- 
ity to  create  the  proposed  exception  to  the 
Full  Faith  and  Credit  Clause  for  same-sex 
marriages — namely,  whether  such  an  excep- 
tion would  nonetheless  violate  a  negative 
prohibition  like  that  of  the  Due  Process 
Clause  of  the  Fifth  Amendment,  see  Adarand 
ConstructoTs.  Inc.  v.  Pena.  115  S.  Ct.  2097,  2111- 
16  (1995);  Boiling  v.  Sharpe,  347  U.S.  497,  500 
(1954),  on  the  ground  that  it  singles  out 
same-sex  relationships  for  unfavorable  legal 
treatment  for  no  dlscemable  reason  beyond 
public  animosity  to  homosexuals,  cf.  Romer 
V.  Evans.  1996  WL  262293,  *9  (U.S.  May  20. 
1996). 

Whether  this  fairly  characterizes  the  De- 
fense of  Marriage  Act  and  would  in  fact  be  a 
fatal  constitutional  flaw  in  the  Act,  or 
whether  part  or  all  of  the  Act  could  be  suc- 
cessfully defended  against  such  a  Due  Proc- 
ess Clause  attack,  are  questions  on  which  I 
express  no  view  here,  and  indeed  are  ques- 
tions that  it  would  be  unwise  to  address  in 
light  of  the  conclusion  I  think  one  must 
reach  on  the  anterior  question  of  affirmative 
congressional  power.  On  that  question — and 
for  reasons  having  absolutely  nothing  to  do 
with  anybody's  views  on  the  merits  of  same- 
sex  marriage  or  homosexual  relationships, 
and  nothing  to  do  with  anybody's  views 
about  Romer  v.  Emns  or  other  equal  protec- 
tion cases — ^my  conclusion  is  unequivocal: 
Congress  possesses  no  power  under  any  pro- 
vision of  the  Constitution  to  legislate  any 
such  categorical  exemption  from  the  Full 
Faith  and  Credit  Clause  of  Article  IV.  For 
Congress  to  enact  such  an  exemption — 
whether  for  same-sex  marriages  or  for  any 
other  substantively  defined  category  of  pub- 
lic acts,  records,  or  proceedings — would  en- 
tall  an  exercise  by  Congress  of  a  "power[] 
not  delegated  to  the  United  States  by  the 
Constitution"— a  power  therefore  "reserved 
to  the  States"  under  the  Tenth  Amendment. 
The  proposed  legislation  is  thus  plainly  un- 
constitutional, both  because  of  the  basic 
"llmited-govemment"  axiom  that  ours  is  a 
National  Government  whose  powers  are  con- 
fined to  those  that  are  delegated  to  the  fed- 
eral level  in  the  Constitution  Itself,  and  be- 
cause of  the  equally  fundamental  "states- 
rights"  postulate  that  all  powers  not  so  dele- 
gated are  reserved  to  the  States  and  their 
people. 

As  many  of  this  statute's  proponents  are 
fond  of  reminding  us.  the  Tenth  Amendment 
says  in  no  uncertain  terms  that  the  "powers 
not  delegated  to  the  United  States  by  the 
Constitution,  nor  prohibited  by  it  to  the 
States,  are  reserved  to  the  States  respec- 
tively, or  to  the  people."  But  it  Is  that  basic 
axiom,  as  I  will  explain  below,  that  most 


clearly  condemns  the  proposed  statute.  The 
Supreme  Court  explained  in  New  York  v. 
United  States.  505.  U.S.  144,  155-^  (1992),  that 
the  inquiry  "whether  an  Act  of  Congress  in- 
vades the  province  of  state  sovereignty  re- 
served by  the  Tenth  Amendment"  is  a  "mir- 
ror image[]"  of  the  inqjilry  "whether  an  Act 
of  Congress  is  authorized  by  one  of  the  pow- 
ers delegated  to  Congress  ...  In  the  Con- 
stitution." Thus,  in  United  States  v.  Lopez, 
115  S.  Ct.  1624  (1995),  the  Supreme  Court 
struck  down  the  Gun-Free  School  Zones  Act 
of  1990  ("GFSZA")  on  the  ground  that,  be- 
cause neither  the  Commerce  Clause  nor  any 
other  provision  of  the  Constitution  delegated 
to  the  Federal  Government  the  power  that  it 
sought  to  exercise  in  the  GFSZA,  Congress 
had  usurped  states'  rights  in  enacting  that 
seemingly  sensible  measure.  The  Court 
stressed,  as  a  matter  of  "first  principles," 
that  requiring  Congress  to  confine  Itself  to 
those  "few  and  defined"  powers  delegated  to 
the  National  Legislature,  id.  at  1626  (quoting 
James  Madison,  The  Federalist  No.  45),  was 
the  Constitution's  most  fundamental  device 
for  "ensurtng[]  in-otectlon  of  our  fundamen- 
tal liberties', "  and  "reduc[ing]  the  risk[s]  of 
tyranny  and  abuse."  Id.  at  1626  (quoting 
Gregory  v.  Ashcroft.  501  U.S.  452,  458  (1991)). 

As  a  constitutional  scholar  sometimes 
identified  as  "liberal,"  I  was  apparently  ex- 
pected by  many  to  side  with  the  Lopez  dis- 
senters— Justices  Stevens,  Souter,  Glnsburg, 
and  Breyer.  In  fact,  however,  I  had  publicly 
predicted,  and  publicly  applauded,  the 
Court's  Lopez  decision,  believing  strongly 
that  Congress,  however,  sound  its  policy  ob- 
jectives, has  a  solemn  duty  to  take  seriously 
the  constitutional  boundaries  of  its  affirma- 
tive authority— something  I  believe  it  failed 
to  do  when  enacting  the  GFSZA,  and  some- 
thing I  believe  it  would  even  more  clearly 
fall  to  do  were  it  to  enact  the  Defense  of 
Marriage  Act. 

Who  but  a  madman  could  favor  handgun 
possession  near  schools?  Who  but  a  scoundrel 
could  oppose  the  defense  of  marriage?  But  of 
course  that  isn't  the  issue.  We  must  look  be- 
neath these  plain  vanilla  wrappings  to  see 
the  power  grabs  they  conceal.  In  the  "de- 
fense of  marriage"  context,  that  power  grab 
is  remarkably  clear  once  one  strips  away  the 
emotion-laden  rhetoric  that  surrounds  the 
issue. 

The  defenders  of  the  proposed  new  28 
U.S.C.  §1738C,  conceding  that  the  Constitu- 
tion requires  them  to  identify  an  affirmative 
delegation  of  power  to  Congress  as  the 
source  of  the  lawmaking  authority  they 
would  have  Congress  exercise,  can  point  only 
to  the  Full  Faith  and  Credit  Clause  itself, 
and  to  this  statement  in  particular  "And 
the  Congress  may  by  general  Laws  prescribe 
the  Manner  in  which  such  Acts,  Records  and 
Proceedings  shall  be  proved,  and  the  Effect 
thereof."  The  proposed  law's  defenders,  with- 
out any  evident  embarrassment  or  sense  of 
irony,  claim  that  a  law  licensing  States  to 
give  no  effect  at  all  to  a  specific  category  of 
"Acts,  Records  and  Proceedings"  Is  a  general 
law  prescribing  "the  efl^ect"  of  such  acts, 
records  and  proceedings.  That  is  a  play  on 
words,  not  a  legal  argument.  There  may  be 
legritimate  debate  about  precisely  what  sorts 
of  national  legislation  this  clause  empowers 
Congress  to  enact  so  as  to  mandate  sister- 
state  enforcement  of  various  state  policies 
which,  absent  such  effectuating  legislation, 
the  States  might  otherwise  be  free  to  dis- 
regard notwithstanding  the  Full  Faith  and 
legislation,  the  States  might  otherwise  be 
free  to  disregard  notwithstanding  the  Full 
Faith  and  Credit  Clause.  But  it  is  as  plain  as 
words  can  make  It  the  congressional  power 


to  "prescribe  .  .  .  the  effect"  of  sister-state 
acts,  records,  and  proceedings,  within  the 
context  of  the  Full  Faith  and  Credit  Clause, 
Includes  no  congressional  power  to  prescribe 
that  some  acts,  records  and  proceedings  that 
would  otherwise  be  entitled  to  full  faith  and 
credit  under  the  Full  Faith  and  Credit 
Clause  as  Judicially  Interpreted  shall  instead 
to  be  entitled  to  no  faith  or  credit  at  all! 

The  reason  is  straightforward:  Power  to 
specify  how  a  sister-state's  official  acts  are 
to  be  "proved"  and  to  prescribe  "the  effect 
thereof  includes  no  power  to  decree  that,  if 
those  official  acts  offend  a  congressional  ma- 
jority, the  need  to  be  given  no  effect  whatso- 
ever by  any  State  that  happens  to  share 
Congress's  substantive  views.  To  read  the  en- 
abling sentence  of  the  Full  Faith  and  Credit 
Clause  to  confer  upon  Congress  a  power  to 
delegate  this  sort  of  nullification  author- 
ity— to  read  it,  in  other  words,  as  the  pro- 
ponents of  this  antl-same-sex-marriage-law 
must  read  it  if  they  are  to  treat  It  as  the 
source  of  power  for  the  legislation  they  advo- 
cate— ^would  entail  the  conclusion  that  con- 
gress may  constitutionally  decree  that  no 
Hawaii  marriage,  no  California  divorce,  no 
Kansas  default  Judgment,  no  punitive  dam- 
ages award  by  any  state  court  against  a  civil 
rights  lawyer— to  suggest  a  few  of  infinitely 
many  possible  examples— need  to  be  given 
any  legal  effect  at  all  by  any  State  that 
chooses  to  avail  Itself  of  a  congressional  li- 
cense to  Ignore  the  Full  Faith  and  Credit 
Clause.  The  enabling  sentence  simply  will 
not  bear  so  tortured  a  reading. 

The  claim  of  its  supporters  that  this  meas- 
ure would  somehow  defend  states'  rights  by 
enlarging  the  constitutional  authority  of 
States  opposing  same-sex  marriage  at  the 
expense  of  the  constitutional  authority  of 
States  accepting  same-sex  marriage  rests  on 
a  profound  misunderstanding  of  what  a  dedi- 
cation to  "states'  rights"  means.  If  this  is  a 
protection  of  states'  rights,  then  it  would 
equally  protect  states'  rights  for  Congress, 
without  any  affirmative  authorization  in  the 
Constitution,  to  license  any  State  wishing  to 
do  so  to  deny  basic  police  protection  to 
same-sex  couples  visiting  the  State  after 
getting  married  in  a  home  State  that  recog- 
nizes same-sex  marriage,  despite  the  Privi- 
leges and  Immunities  Clause,  Art.  IV,  §2,  cl. 
1.  Our  Constitution  protects  the  rights  of  the 
States  by  assuring  their  equal  status  in  the 
Union,  and  by  guaranteeing  that  Congress 
may  legislate  only  pursuant  to  a  delegation 
of  power  in  the  Constitution.  The  proposal 
federal  law  transgresses  both  of  these  prin- 
ciples. That  it  does  so  In  a  manner  that  in- 
volves licensing  some  States  to  take  actions 
that  the  Constitution  itself  would  otherwise 
forbid — and  In  this  sense  enlarges  the  powers 
of  States  availing  themselves  of  its  pur- 
ported authorization— should  not  be  per- 
mitted to  deceive  an3n7ne  Into  mistaking 
this  legislation  for  a  law  friendly  to  prin- 
ciples of  state  sovereignty. 

Indeed,  the  proposed  measure  would  create 
a  precedent  dangerous  to  the  very  idea  of  a 
United  States  of  America.  For  if  Congress 
may  exempt  same-sex  marriage  ffom  full 
faith  and  credit,  then  Congress  may  also  ex- 
empt from  the  mandate  of  the  Full  Faith  and 
Credit  Clause  whatever  category  of  judg- 
ments—including not  only  decrees  affecting 
family  structure  but  also  specified  types  of 
commercial  Judgments— a  majority  of  the 
House  and  Senate  might  wish  to  license 
States  to  nullify  at  their  option.  Such  pur- 
ported authority  to  dismantle  the  nationally 
unifsrlng  shield  of  Article  IV's  Full  Faith  and 
Credit  Clause,  far  from  protecting  states' 
rights,  would  destroy  one  of  the  Constitu- 
tion's   core    guarantees    that    the    United 
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States  of  America  will  remain  a  union  of 
equal  sovereigns;  that  no  law,  not  even  one 
favored  by  a  great  majority  of  the  States, 
can  ever  reduce  any  State's  official  acts,  on 
any  subject,  to  second-class  status;  and. 
most  basic  of  all,  that  there  will  be  no  ad  hoc 
exceptions  to  the  constitutional  axiom,  re- 
flected in  the  Tenth  Amendment's  unambig- 
uous language,  that  ours  is  a  National  (gov- 
ernment whose  powers  are  limited  to  those 
enumerated  in  the  Constitution  itself. 

The  basic  point  is  a  simple  one:  The  Full 
Faith  and  Credit  Clause  authorizes  Congress 
to  enforce  the  clause's  self-executing  re- 
quirements Insofar  as  Judicial  enforcement 
alone,  as  overseen  by  the  Supreme  Court, 
might  reasonably  be  deemed  insufficient. 
But  the  Full  Faith  and  Credit  Clause  confers 
upon  Congress  no  power  to  gut  its  self-exe- 
cuting requirements,  either  piecemeal  or  all 
at  once. 

If  Judicial  precedent  for  this  textually  and 
structurally  evident  conclusion  is  sought,  it 
must  be  sought  in  analogous  areas  rather 
than  In  the  context  of  the  Full  Faith  and 
Credit  Clause  Itself,  for  Congress  has  never 
attempted  to  exercise  its  Full  Faith  and 
Credit  enforcement  power  to  nullify  rather 
than  to  enforce  the  mandate  of  that  clause. 
In  perhaps  the  closest  analogy,  the  Supreme 
Court  has  interpreted  another  of  the  Con- 
stitution's few  clauses  expressly  authorizing 
Congress  to  enforce  a  constitutional  man- 
date addressed  to  the  States  to  mean  that 
Congress  nmy  effectuate  such  a  mandate  but 
may  not  "exercise  discretion  in  the  other  di- 
rection [by]  enact[ing]"  statutes  that  "di- 
lute" the  mandate's  self-executing  force  as 
authoritatively  construed  by  the  Supreme 
Court.  KaUenbach  v.  Morgan,  384  U.S.  641,  651 
n.  10  (1966)  (Section  5  of  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment).  A  similar  principle  must  guide 
interpretation  of  the  Full  Faith  and  Credit 
Clause,  whose  text  leaves  no  real  doubt  that 
Its  self-executing  reach,  as  authoritatively 
determined  by  the  Supreme  Court,  may  not 
be  negated  or  nullified,  in  whole  or  in  part, 
under  the  guise  of  legislatively  enforcing  or 
effectuating  that  clause.  This  is  especially  so 
in  light  of  "the  strong  unifying  principle  em- 
bodied in  the  Full  Faith  and  Credit  Clause 
looking  toward  maximum  enforcement  in 
each  state  of  the  obligation's  or  rights  cre- 
ated or  recognized  by  .  .  .  sister  states  ..." 
Hughes  v.  Fetter  341  U.S.  609,  612  (1951). 

It  would  do  violence  not  only  to  the  letter 
but  also  to  the  spirit  of  the  Full  Faith  and 
Credit  Clause  to  construe  it  as  a  fount  of  af- 
firmative authority  for  Congress— if  I  may  be 
excused  for  borrowing  a  marriage  meta- 
phor—to set  asunder  the  States  that  this 
clause  brought  together.  The  Constitution's 
plan  to  form  a  "more  perfect  Union,"  in  the 
Ijreamble's  words,  would  be  inexcusably  sub- 
verted by  treating  its  most  vital  unifying 
I>rovision  as  a  license  for  legislation  that 
does  not  unify  or  integrate  but  divides  and 
disintegrates. 

It  is  no  answer  at  all  to  say  that  some  pur- 
ported marriages— e.g.,  marriages  entered 
Into  in  one  State  by  residents  of  another  in 
order  to  evade  the  latter  State's  prohibition 
against  bigamy— might  in  any  event  be  enti- 
tled to  no  "faith  and  credit"  under  Art.  IV, 
SI.  cl.  1.  as  occasionally  construed  by  the 
courts.  To  the  degree  that  this  is  in  fact  true 
of  any  given  category  of  marriages,  divorces, 
or  other  official  state  acts— itself  a  complex 
and  controversial  question  (see  Robert  H. 
Jackson,  Full  Faith  and  Oedlt— the  Law- 
yer's Clause  of  the  Constitution.  45  Colum. 
L.  Rev.  1,  27  (1945);  Douglas  Laycock,  Equal 
Citizens  of  Equal  and  Territorial  States.  92 
Colum.  L.  Rev.  249,  313-^  (1992))— all  that 


follows  is  that,  with  respect  to  such  mar- 
riages, divorces,  or  other  official  acts,  the 
proposed  federal  legislation  would  be  en- 
tirely redundant  and  Indeed  altogether  de- 
void of  content. 

In  any  such  context,  "(e]ven  If  the  Federal 
(jrovemment  possessed  the  broad  authority 
to  facilitate  state  powers,  in  this  case  there 
would  be  nothing  that  suggests  that  States 
are  In  need  of  federal  assistance."  Rubin  v. 
Coors  Brewing  Co.,  115  S.  Ct.  1585.  1591  (1995) 
(rejecting  on  First  Amendment  grounds  a 
"let-Congress-assist-the-States"  argument 
in  support  of  a  federal  regulation  of  beer  ad- 
vertising). The  essential  point  is  that  States 
need  no  congressional  license  to  deny  en- 
forcement of  whatever  sister-state  decisions 
might  fall  within  any  Judicially  recognized 
full  faith  and  credit  exception.  The  only  au- 
thority the  proposed  statute  could  possibly 
add  to  whatever  discretion  States  already 
possess  would  be  authority  to  treat  a  sister 
State's  binding  acts  as  though  they  were  the 
acts  of  a  foreign  nation— authority  that  Con- 
gress has  no  constitutional  power  to  confer. 
Sincerely, 

Laurence  h.  Tribe, 

Ralph  S.  Tyler,  Jr.. 
Professor  of  Constitu- 
tional Law.  Harvard 
Law  School. 


RACE  FOR  THE  CURE 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  on  June 
15,  in  Washington,  there  will  be  a  race 
to  raise  money  to  find  a  cure  for  a  dis- 
ease that  will  take  the  lives  of  an  esti- 
mated 44,560  women  this  year.  Appro- 
priately titled  Race  for  the  Cure,  it 
stresses  the  importance  of  finding  a 
cure  for  breast  cancer,  a  disease  that 
will  claim  one  in  nine  women.  This 
race  is  one  of  people  who  care  coming 
together  for  a  cause  in  which  they  be- 
lieve. However,  this  race  is  much  more 
than  that.  It  is  symbolic  of  the  race 
women  are  running  against  time.  The 
Race  for  the  Cure  represents  our  efforts 
and  concern  in  finding  a  cure  for  breast 
cancer  and  helping  many  women 
achieve  a  greater  peace  of  mind. 

This  terrible  disease  affects  women 
everyTvhere.  Here  in  the  United  States, 
breast  cancer  is  second  to  lung  cancer 
in  cancer-related  deaths  among  women. 
However,  in  spite  of  its  prevalence,  we 
still  cling  to  the  belief  that  it  will  not 
happen  to  us  or  those  we  are  close  to. 
Chances  are  that  someone  you  know 
and  love  will  be  a  victim  of  this  tragic 
disease.  Chances  are  that  someone  will 
be  your  wife,  mother,  daughter,  or  sis- 
ter. 

As  with  most  tjrpes  of  cancer,  a  pri- 
mary cause  has  not  been  found.  Young 
women  are  increasingly  dealing  with 
the  fear  of  this  potentially  threatening 
disease.  Older  women,  who  are  at  a 
much  higher  risk,  are  often  not  aware 
of  their  vulnerability  to  breast  cancer. 
Only  34  percent  of  women  over  the  age 
of  50  receive  regular  mammograms. 

Until  a  cure  is  found,  we  all  must 
join  in  the  effort  to  raise  money  for  re- 
search and  continually  improve  edu- 
cation and  awareness  of  this  disease.  I 
am  proud  to  say  that  Alabama  has 


been  a  driving  force  in  our  Nation's  ef- 
forts toward  these  goals.  Advances  at 
the  University  of  Alabama  at  Bir- 
mingham, like  the  identification  of  the 
human  natural  killer  cell  thought  to 
play  a  key  role  in  the  body's  destruc- 
tion of  cancer  cells,  are  vital  to  the  dis- 
covery of  a  cure.  The  consistent  sup- 
port of  research  centers,  like  the  Mar- 
shall Space  Flight  Center,  which  assist 
with  and  supi>ort  cancer  research,  are 
crucial  to  our  progression  toward  a 
cure.  Not  unlike  UAB  and  Marshall 
Space  Flight  Center,  cancer  research 
and  education  facilities  across  the 
country  must  receive  funding.  This  sig- 
nifies the  importance  of  the  Race  for 
the  Cure  which  allows  individuals,  who 
are  essentially  helpless  against  cancer, 
to  work  in  unison  for  cancer  research 
and  awareness. 

Having  chaired  the  Alabama  Breast 
Cancer  Summit,  I  have  been  amazed  at 
the  aggressiveness  and  frequency  of 
this  disease.  An  article  which  appeared 
in  The  Journal  of  the  American  Medi- 
cal Association  on  February  9,  1994. 
told  of  how  the  baby  boom  generation 
have  about  twice  the  risk  of  developing 
cancer  as  their  grandparents.  The 
threat  becomes  even  more  imminent 
when  one  considers  how  quickly  the 
percentage  of  elderly  people  in  this 
country  is  growing.  Even  now,  the  risk 
for  women  is  greater  than  before. 
Women  bom  in  the  1950's  have  almost  a 
3  times  greater  risk  of  being  diagnosed 
with  breast  cancer  than  women  bom  50 
years  earlier.  Some  of  this  increase  can 
be  attributed  to  the  improved  methods 
of  diagnosing  breast  cancer.  However, 
because  the  trends  are  steady  and  are 
seen  in  women  over  50,  who  receive  less 
screening,  researchers  believe  better 
diagnoses  cannot  explain  the  whole  pic- 
ture. 

The  Race  for  the  Cure  is,  therefore, 
important  not  only  in  terms  of  raising 
money  for  breast  cancer  research  but 
also  in  providing  a  forum  for  awareness 
aind  education.  I  encourage  everyone 
who  can  to  participate  in  the  Race  on 
June  15.  Also,  I  would  like  to  encour- 
age everyone  in  the  Nation  to  get  in- 
volved in  efforts  to  fight  breast  cancer 
in  their  commimities.  We  all  have  to 
work  diligently  toward  a  cure  for  this 
tragic  disease. 


THE  VERY  BAD  DEBT  BOXSCORE 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  the  im- 
pression will  not  go  away:  The  S5  tril- 
lion Federal  debt  stands  today  as  an  in- 
creasingly grotesque  parallel  to  the  TV 
energizer  bunny  that  keeps  moving  and 
moving  and  moving^precisely  in  the 
same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent 
that  the  F^resident  is  sitting  on  his 
hands  while  the  Federal  debt  keeps 
going  up  and  up  and  up  into  the  strato- 
sphere. 

Same  old  story.  Some  politicians 
talk  a  good  game — "talk"  is  the  opera- 
tive word  here — about  cutting  Federal 
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spending  and  thereby  bringing  the  Fed- 
eral debt  under  control.  But  watch 
what  they  do  when  efforts  are  made  to 
balance  the  Federal  budget. 

Mr.  President,  as  of  the  close  of  busi- 
ness yesterday,  Wednesday,  June  5,  the 
Federal  debt  stood  at  exactly 
$5,141,669,992,686.17,  which  amounts  to 
$19,401.82  per  man,  woman,  child  on  a 
per  capita  basis. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  GEORGE  L.  WESSEL 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  pay  tribute  to  George  L. 
Wessel,  a  friend  and  associate,  who  is 
stepping  down  as  president  of  the  Buf- 
falo AFL-CIO  Council  after  27  years  as 
Erie  County's  foremost  labor  leader 
representing  more  than  100,000  workers 
in  more  than  200  labor  locals.  Though 
he  will  continue  to  stay  active  in  the 
community,  he  will  now  be  fortunate 
enough  to  spend  more  time  with  his 
wife  of  49  years,  Mary;  his  daughter. 
Mary  Catherine;  and  his  three  grand- 
children, Joseph,  Mary  Anna,  and 
Catherine  Victoria.  I  thank  him  for  his 
good  work  and  wish  him  the  best  of 
luck  in  the  future. 

George  Wessel's  career  involvement 
with  the  labor  movement  began  when 
he  returned  home  from  serving  his 
country  in  the  U.S.  Navy  during  World 
War  n.  He  worked  for  Remington 
Rand,  joined  the  Printing  Pressmen's 
Union,  and  eventually  became  a  jour- 
neymaji  printer.  From  that  position,  he 
advanced  to  become  a  chief  steward  in 
the  plant  and  a  member  of  the  Local  27 
executive  board.  His  fellow  workers  no- 
ticed his  dedication  to  the  cause  of  or- 
ganized labor,  and  in  Jamuary  1961, 
they  elected  George  as  secretary-treas- 
urer of  the  local  which  represented  all 
print  shops  in  western  New  York.  In 
this  post,  he  again  served  with  distinc- 
tion until  January  1,  1969,  when  he  was 
elected  to  succeed  Judge  James  L. 
Kane  as  president  of  the  Buffalo  AFL- 
CIO  Council. 

As  President,  George  Wessel  has  en- 
joyed great  popularity  as  a  leader  of 
labor  and  as  a  leader  in  civic  life. 
Ejected  to  nine  J-year  terms  as  presi- 
dent of  the  Buffalo  AFL-CIO  Council, 
George  has  been  a  tremendous  influ- 
ence on  the  labor  movement  in  the  past 
quarter  century.  In  the  early  1980's,  the 
Buffalo  AFL-CIO  Council  was  in  the 
forefipont  of  efforts  to  organize  Solidar- 
ity Day  in  Washington,  DC.  Since  then, 
thousands  of  union  activists  have  con- 
verged at  the  Nation's  Capital  each 
year  to  call  attention  to  issues  affect- 
ing working  men  and  women.  George 
has  also  overseen  coimcil  activities, 
negotiated  with  business  leaders,  mobi- 
lized affiliated  locals  for  public  dem- 
onstrations, and  been  the  official 
spokesman  for  organized  labor  in  Erie 
County.  He  also  started  the  grand  tra- 
dition of  the  Labor  Day  parade  through 
the  streets  of  Buffalo.  It  was  several 
times  my  honor  to  march  through  the 


streets  with  George  during  the  parade, 
and  I  was  always  the  better  for  having 
done  so. 

George  Wessel  has  also  been  a  ster- 
ling member  of  the  community  as  he 
has  constantly  worked  to  improve  the 
physical,  social,  and  cultural  environ- 
ment of  Buffalo.  Whether  as  a  member 
of  the  United  Way,  or  as  a  member  of 
the  labor  advisory  board  at  Cornell 
University,  George  Wessel  has  strived 
to  make  Buffalo  a  better  place  to  live 
and  work. 

Though  labor  has  faced  many  set- 
backs in  western  New  York  and 
throughout  much  of  the  country  in  re- 
cent years,  George  Wessel  has  fought 
to  stem  that  tide.  Due  to  his  great  ef- 
forts, organized  labor  still  remains  at 
the  forefront  of  commercial  activity 
and  is  a  much  respected  movement  in 
the  Buffalo  conmiunity. 

We  shall  all  be  sorry  to  see  George 
step  down  as  president  of  the  council, 
but  organized  labor  will  still  remain  a 
force  in  Erie  County.  Like  the  Workers 
Memorial  in  Chestnut  Ridge,  this  is  a 
testament  to  George  Wessel's  half  cen- 
tury of  involvement  with  the  union 
movement  in  Buffalo. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President, 
parliamentary  inquiry.  Are  we  operat- 
ing as  if  we  were  in  morning  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes,  with 
a  time  limit  of  10  minutes  per  speaker. 


BALANCED  BUDGET  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  current 
letters  from  the  Governors  of  Califor- 
nia, Illinois,  Kansas,  Louisiana,  Michi- 
gan, New  Hampshire,  New  Mexico,  New 
York,  North  Dakota,  Oklahoma,  South 
Carolina,  Virginia,  and  Wyoming  on 
the  need  for  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  be  — I 
would  use  the  word  memorialized — in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

State  Capitol, 
Sacramento,  CA.  June  4, 1996. 
The  PREsmENT. 
The  White  House,  Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  This  week,  the  104th 
Congress  will  make  a  final  attempt  to  iiass 
the  Balanced  Budget  Amendment.  The 
amendment  has  already  been  approved  over- 
whelmingly by  the  House  of  Representatives, 
and  it  is  within  two  votes  of  passage  In  the 
Senate.  I  urge  you  to  take  this  opportunity 
to  endorse  the  Balanced  Budget  Amendment 
and  help  secure  the  Democratic  votes  needed 
to  ensure  its  passage. 

To  Callfornlans  alone,  certainty  of  a  bal- 
anced federal  budget  is  literally  worth  bil- 
lions upon  billions  of  dollars.  The  lower  In- 
terest rates  that  would  accompany  reduced 
federal  borrowing  would  save  our  state  gov- 
ernment more  than  S3  billion  per  year, 
enough  to  provide  a  S262  tax  cut  for  every 
household  in  California.  More  importantly, 
balancing  the  budget  by  2002  would  prevent 
each  and  every  citizen  in  California  from  as- 
suming more  than  S4,000  worth  of  additional 
federal  debt. 


Comparison  of  federal  spending  and  Cali- 
fornia state  spending  over  the  past  five  years 
shows  that  if  Washington  had  practiced  a 
level  of  fiscal  discipline  similar  to  that  we 
have  exercised  in  Sacramento,  the  federal 
government  would  now  be  running  a  surplus 
rather  than  a  deficit.  There  is  no  question 
that  California's  constitutional  mandate  for 
a  balanced  budget  has  provided  an  essential 
incentive  for  achieving  this  performance. 

Now.  California  Is  reaping  the  benefits  of 
tightly  controlled  spending,  with  a  resurgent 
economy  driving  up  state  tax  revenues.  This 
has  set  the  stage  for  tax  cuts  that  will  let 
people  keep  more  of  their  own  money,  and 
Increased  funding  for  education  and  other  in- 
vestments In  California's  future. 

Mr.  President,  you,  more  than  anyone  else, 
should  be  supporting  the  Balanced  Budget 
Amendment  to  show  your  honest  commit- 
ment to  reforming  federal  spending  and  spar- 
ing future  generations  from  a  crushing  bur- 
den of  debt.  The  Balanced  Budget  Amend- 
ment is  a  promise  that  transcends  elections: 
a  promise  that  cannot  be  simply  revoked  on 
November  6. 

1  challenge  you  to  make  public  your  sup- 
port for  the  Balanced  Budget  Amendment 
and  help  secure  the  two  Democratic  votes 
needed  to  pass  it. 
Sincerely, 

Pete  Wilson. 

State  of  Illinois. 
Office  of  the  Governor, 
Springfield,  IL.  June  4, 1996. 
Hon.  William  J.  Clinton, 
President  of  the  United  States, 
The  White  House,  Washington,  DC. 

Dear  President  Clinton:  In  the  next 
week,  the  Senate  will  be  voting  on  the  Bal- 
anced Budget  Amendment.  I  urge  you  to  con- 
tact Senators  from  your  party  and  ask  them 
to  vote  for  this  critical  measure.  We  must 
change  the  direction  our  country  is  going  fi- 
nancially, and  this  is  the  Drst  step. 

This  is  a  very  bi-partisan  issue,  as  Senator 
Simon  from  the  State  of  Illinois  has  proven. 
Members  from  both  sides  of  the  aisle  have 
recognized  the  Importance  of  passing  a  bill 
mandating  to  Congress  that  this  country  op- 
erates under  a  balanced  budget.  The  longer 
we  wait  to  balance  the  budget,  the  more  we 
leave  a  legacy  of  debt  for  our  children  and 
grandchildren  and  take  away  from  our  abil- 
ity to  address  pressing  national  jsriorltles. 

In  the  United  States,  we  currently  spend  11 
times  more  money  on  Interest  on  the  na- 
tional debt  than  we  do  on  education,  and 
twice  as  much  on  Interest  than  on  all  of  our 
poverty  programs.  We  have  come  to  realize 
In  Illinois  the  Importance  of  a  balanced 
budget  and  the  sacrifices  that  are  needed  to 
achieve  that  goal.  A  balanced  budget  re- 
quirement as  been  part  of  our  state  constitu- 
tion since  1970,  and  members  of  both  parties 
have  worked  hard  at  maintaining  that  re- 
quirement. 

Mr.  President,  I  can  not  stress  enough  the 
Importance  of  passing  the  Balanced  Budget 
Amendment.  In  order  to  achieve  the  bal- 
anced budgets  that  you  and  the  Republican 
leadership  have  proposed,  we  need  the  dis- 
cipline of  a  constitutional  amendment. 
Again,  I  urge  you  to  contact  members  of 
your  party  In  the  Senate,  and  request  that 
they  vote  for  the  Balanced  Budget  Amend- 
ment. I  thank  you.  In  advance,  for  your  con- 
sideration on  this  matter. 
Sincerely. 

Jim  Edgar, 

Governor. 
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State  of  Kansas, 
ofnce  of  the  governor, 

Topeka,  KS,  June  5, 1996. 
Hon.  WILLIAM  J.  Clinton, 
President  of  the  United  States. 
The  WhiU  House,  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  President  Clinton:  The  next  few 
days  will  be  historic.  The  announcement  by 
United  States  Senator  Bob  Dole  to  resign 
from  his  position  as  Majority  Leader  and 
U.S.  Senator  Is  of  great  historical  signifi- 
cance. Before  the  distinguished  Senator  de- 
parts, you  and  the  members  of  Congress  will 
have  the  opportunity  to  perform  a  legislative 
act  equally  historic— approving  legislation 
to  balance  the  federal  budget.  As  Senator 
Dole  concludes  his  terms  in  the  United 
States  Senate,  this  week  has  been  pro- 
claimed Balanced  Budget  Week  in  recognition 
of  Senator  Dole's  efforts  to  set  America  back 
on  track  toward  economic  vitality.  I  encour- 
age you  to  do  evenrthlng  in  your  power  to 
promote  a  balanced  budget  amendment. 

Since  1932.  Kansas  has  been  a  cash  basis 
state,  which  means  that  pursuant  to  State 
law.  Kansas  cannot  debt  spend.  We  are  forced 
to  project  revenues  and  balance  our  budgets 
accordingly.  Sometimes  we  must  reevaluate 
our  priorities  and  tighten  our  belts.  Other 
times  we  must  reevaluate  the  relationship 
between  the  State  and  its  citizens  by  deter- 
mining in  what  programs  the  people  of  Kan- 
sas want  their  government  to  engage,  and 
which  programs  are  no  longer  worthy  of  the 
people's  financial  resources.  That  kind  of 
conrmion  sense  approach  to  budgeting  has 
served  Kansas  well,  and  it  can  go  a  long  way 
toward  resolving  the  deficit  at  the  federal 
level.  If  Kansas  can  balance  its  budget  each 
and  every  year,  as  do  the  people  of  America, 
so  too  can  the  federal  government. 

In  Kansas,  we  directed  an  Administration 
that  has  taken  the  Initiative  to  provide  Kan- 
sas children  with  the  same  opportunities  for 
a  sound  fiscal  future  with  which  we  were 
blessed.  The  budget  we  submitted  to  the 
state  I^egislature  this  year  is  the  first  in  a 
generation  that  spends  less  than  the  year  be- 
fore. We  have  been  able  to  pass  along  the 
savings  to  Kansas  taxpayers  in  the  form  of 
meaningful  tax  relief— In  excess  of  S1.4  bil- 
lion over  five  years.  We  accomplished  signifi- 
cant tax  relief- reducing  the  burden  on  Kan- 
sas taxpayers— without  neglecting  those  In 
need  of  our  help  and  support.  Although  this 
was  a  daunting  and  challenging  task,  the 
people  of  Kansas  expected  nothing  less  than 
courageous  leadership  from  their  elected  of- 
ficials. Similarly,  the  people  of  America  ex- 
pect nothing  less  from  their  President. 

The  future  of  America's  children  depends 
on  your  support  of  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment. Please  do  not  fall  to  make  the  most  of 
the  historic  possibilities  presented  in  the 
days  ahead. 


Sincerely, 

Bill  Graves. 

Governor. 
Sheila  Frahm, 
Lt.      Governor,      C7.S. 
Senator  Designate. 

State  of  Louisiana, 
Ofhce  of  the  Governor. 
Baton  Rouge.  June  4. 1996. 
Hon.  William  J.  Clinton, 
President  of  the  United  States, 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  As  I  mentioned  when 
you  were  here  last  week,  Louisiana  is  a  con- 
servative state.  That  Louisiana's  State  Con- 
stitution requires  the  Legislature  to  pass 
and  the  Governor  to  sign  a  balanced  budget 
is  a  strong  refiectlon  of  these  conservative 
values. 


1  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  re- 
quest that  you  Join  me.  a  majority  of  our  na- 
tion's governors,  and  eighty-three  percent  of 
all  Americans  in  supporting  a  balanced  budg- 
et amendment  to  the  United  States  Con- 
stitution. A  balanced  budget  requirement 
has  been  good  for  Louisiana,  it  has  been  good 
for  your  home  state  of  Arkansas,  and  it 
would  be  good  for  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica. 

It  is  time  for  our  elected  officials  in  Wash- 
ington to  exercise  the  same  degree  of  fiscal 
discipline  that  their  colleagues  in  state- 
houses  across  the  country  do.  I'm  afraid  that 
past  history  makes  it  all  too  clear  that  we 
will  not  get  a  balanced  federal  budget  unless 
we  require  one  constitutionally. 

For  the  sake  of  our  children  and  their  chil- 
dren, to  put  their  needs  above  those  of  the 
federal  government  in  Washington.  I  urge 
you  to  announce  your  support  for  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  today. 
Sincerely, 

M.J.  "MIKE"  Foster.  Jr., 

Governor. 

State  of  Michigan, 
Office  of  the  Governor. 

Lansing,  Ml,  June  5, 1996. 
Hon.  Willlam  J.  Clinton, 
President,  The  White  House, 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  This  week  Congress 
has  the  opportunity  to  pass  a  Balanced 
Budget  Amendment  that  will  truly  change 
the  way  Washington  does  business. 

Large  deficits  and  public  Indebtedness  un- 
dermine the  growth  of  the  economy  and  Im- 
pose unnecessary  and  unfair  burdens  on  our 
future  generations.  This  may  explain  why 
the  American  people  overwhelmingly  sup- 
port a  Balanced  Budget  Amendment.  Recent 
surveys  indicate  over  80%  of  those  individ- 
uals polled  support  a  Constitutional  amend- 
ment to  require  a  balanced  budget,  while 
only  16%  said  that  they  oppose  this  measure. 

The  Balanced  Budget  Amendment  will 
force  the  federal  government  to  take  appro- 
priate action  to  live  within  Its  means  Just  as 
49  of  the  50  states  must  do.  This  action  is 
necessary  to  prevent  further  burdens  on  our 
children  and  succeeding  generations.  A  bal- 
anced budget  plan  would  add  J32  billion  In 
disposable  Income  to  the  U.S.  economy.  S88 
billion  in  new  Investment  and  would  yield  up 
to  6.1  million  new  Job  opportunities  with  the 
confidence  and  assurance  that  real  work  and 
real  wages  bring. 

Mr.  President,  1  strongly  urge  you  to  join 
the  majority  of  the  nation's  Governors  and 
the  nation's  citizens  in  supporting  the  Bal- 
anced Budget  Amendment.  I  encourage  you 
to  request  Members  of  the  Senate  to  support 
this  measure  when  it  comes  up  for  a  vote 
this  week. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  on  this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

John  Engler, 

Governor. 

State  of  New  Hampshire. 
OFncE  OF  the  Governor, 
Concord,  \'H,  June  4, 1996. 
Hon.  William  Clinton, 
The  White  House. 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  As  Governor  of  New 
Hampshire,  I  write  to  you  today  in  support 
of  the  Balanced  Budget  Amendment  to  the 
United  States  Constitution. 

The  time  has  come  to  deal  with  the  great- 
est threat  to  the  well-being  of  Americans. 
the  ability  of  our  federal  government  to  bal- 


ance its  budget  without  raising  taxes  and 
without  sending  unfunded  mandates  to  be 
paid  for  by  the  citizens  of  our  Sute.  It  must 
be  done  and  1  believe  it  is  of  tremendous  im- 
portance that  we  do  It  now. 

As  a  former  Attorney  General,  one  who  has 
studied  our  nation's  Constitution  and  loves 
it.  I  recommend  amending  it  only  after  con- 
siderable reflection.  1  simply  know  of  no 
other  way  to  restore  belief  in  our  citizens 
that  government  can  be  responsive  to  the 
principles  and  values  that  made  this  country 
great.  It  is  unfortunate  that  such  an  amend- 
ment is  required,  but  it  is  clear  that  it  is  re- 
quired. 

New  Hampshire  does  not  have  a  balanced 
budget  amendment,  but  no  Governor  has 
ever  submitted  an  unbalanced  budget.  In 
New  Hampshire,  it  is  illegal  for  a  department 
head  to  deficit  spend. 

New  Hampshire  has  balanced  budgets  for 
200  years  without  an  income  or  sales  tax.  All 
governors  share  common  problems  and  seek 
common  solutions.  In  New  Hampshire,  how- 
ever, balanced  budgets  are  the  norm,  as  they 
should  be  in  Washington. 

The  Balanced  Budget  Amendment  is  a  bold 
step,  but  the  American  people  are  ready  for 
bold  change.  They  have  grown  frustrated 
with  excuses  as  to  why  the  federal  budget 
cannot  be  balanced.  They  have  rejected  the 
attitude  that  our  children  will  somehow  be 
able  to  pay  for  financial  mismanagement. 

This  moment  in  history  can  return  the 
United  States  to  a  policy  of  fiscal  sanity.  I 
respectfully  urge  you  to  move  forward  and 
support  the  Balanced  Budget  Amendment. 

The  American  i>eople  will  be  with  you. 
Very  truly  yours. 

Stephen  Merrill, 

Governor. 

Office  of  the  Governor, 

State  Capttol, 
Santa  Fe,  NM.  June  4. 1996. 
President  William  J.  Clinton. 
The  WhiU  House. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  President  Clinton:  I  am  writing  to 
request  your  support  of  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  in  1996.  This  would  initiate  an 
era  of  sound  fiscal  policy  for  the  fedend  gov- 
ernment and  serve  to  make  our  nation 
stronger  and  our  children's  future  more  se- 
cure. To  take  a  stand  on  this  issue  and  work 
with  Congress  is  to  offer  the  American  peo- 
ple a  reason  to  again  believe  in  the  decision 
making  ability  of  government. 

The  national  debt,  though  often  discussed 
in  the  abstract,  is  a  very  real  danger.  If  you 
do  not  take  measures  to  ensure  a  balanced 
budget  amendment,  this  insidious  threat  to 
our  nation's  future  will  continue  to  grow 
without  Impediment.  We  must  not  let  this 
opportunity  go  unanswered  and  I  Implore 
you  to  lead  this  country  into  a  future  se- 
cured by  solid  government  policy.  We  cannot 
go  forward  without  a  balanced  budget 
amendment. 
Sincerely, 

Gart  E.  Johnson, 

Governor. 

State  of  New  York, 
Executive  Chamber. 
Albany.  NY,  June  5. 1996. 
Hon.  William  Jefferson  Clinton. 
President  of  the  United  States. 
The  WhiU  House, 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  President  Clinton:  I  urge  you,  Mr. 
President,  to  support  and  actively  work  to 
pass  the  Balanced  Budget  Amendment  to  the 
Constitution  offered  by  Senator  Dole.  This 
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amendment  calls  for  a  balanced  federal  budgr- 
et  by  the  year  2002. 

Passing  a  Balanced  Budget  Amendment  Is 
critical  to  America's  strength  as  a  world 
leader.  Moreover,  as  elected  officials,  we 
have  a  special  obligation  to  free  our  children 
and  grandchildren  from  the  mountains  of 
government  debt  which  are  mortgaging  their 
future.  Approving  a  Balanced  Budget  Amend- 
ment would  not  only  Instill  long-needed  fis- 
cal discipline  In  Washington,  but  also  would 
lower  interest  rates,  increase  real  disposable 
Income  for  working  families,  and  help  create 
millions  of  new  Jobs. 

Last  year,  despite  virtual  unanimous  Re- 
publican support,  the  Balanced  Budget 
Amendment  failed  in  the  Senate  because  of 
overwhelming  Democrat  opposition.  In  addi- 
tion, you  vetoed  the  only  balanced  budget 
bill  passed  by  Congress  in  the  last  26  years. 
However,  It's  not  too  late  to  correct  the  mis- 
takes of  the  past  and  put  our  nation  on 
sounder  financial  footing. 

Again.  I  urge  you.  Mr.  President,  to  sup- 
port Senator  Dole's  Balanced  Budget  Amend- 
ment and  actively  lobby  your  party  members 
to  secure  its  passage. 
Very  truly  yours, 

George  E.  Pataki, 

Governor. 

State  of  North  Dakota, 
Ofhce  of  the  Governor, 
Bismarcic,  ND,  June  5, 19%. 
The  PREsroENT, 
The  White  House. 
Washington,  DC. 

Mr.  President,  1  am  writing  today  to  ex- 
press my  support  for  the  Balanced  Budget 
Amendment. 

All  but  one  state  in  our  United  States  has 
a  requirement  to  balance  its  budget.  In  my 
home  state  of  North  Dakota,  the  legislature 
has  made  tough,  hard,  and  sometimes  un- 
popular decisions  to  balance  its  budget  every 
blennlum  since  statehood.  It  Is  only  proper 
that  our  federal  government  In  Washington 
take  on  that  same  responsibility  to  protect 
the  future  generations  of  our  country. 

The  passage  of  the  Congressional  balanced 
budget  plan  would  add  S32  billion  in  real  dis- 
posable Income,  S66  billion  In  new  purchases, 
J88  billion  In  new  investments,  and  over 
100,000  new  housing  starts  to  the  United 
States  Economy  while  also  i)rovldlng  up  to 
6.1  million  new  job  opportunities. 

In  North  Dakota  the  passage  would  mean  a 
savings  of  S2.388  a  year  on  payments  for  a  30- 
year  mortgage  on  a  S75.000  house;  $1,026  in 
savings  over  the  life  of  a  4-year  loan  on  a 
S15,O0O  automobile;  $1,891  in  savings  over  the 
life  of  a  lO-year  student  loan  of  $11.000— all 
totaled  these  savings  would  amount  to 
$74,381  over  the  duration  of  the  loans. 

All  Americans  must  be  assured  that  their 
future  and  the  future  of  their  children  are  se- 
cure and  that  their  needs  are  foremost  in  the 
minds  of  our  leaders  in  Washington.  There  is 
no  better  way  to  guarantee  the  citizens  of 
North  Dakota  the  bright  future  they  deserve 
than  to  pass  the  Balanced  Budget  Amend- 
ment. 

Sincerely. 

Edward  T.  Schafer, 

Governor. 

State  of  Oklahoma, 
Office  of  the  Governor, 
Oklahoma  City.  OK.  June  4. 1996. 
Hon.  Bill  Clinton, 
The  White  House. 

Dear  Mr.  Presiden'T:  On  Friday,  May  31, 
at  4:58  pjn.,  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of 
Oklahoma  adjourned  Its  1996  session.  Not 
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once  during  that  four-month  session  was 
there  a  moment  of  discussion  about  deficit 
spending.  Not  one  penny  was  appropriated  to 
pay  interest  on  a  state  debt.  No  bill  was 
passed  that  spent  a  cent  in  excess  of  actual 
state  revenues— all  because  the  Constitution 
of  Oklahoma  contains  an  amendment  that 
requires  a  balanced  budget. 

The  Balanced  Budget  Amendment  to  the 
United  States  Constitution  will  be  consid- 
ered In  the  Senate  this  week.  I  urge  you  to 
follow  the  examples  of  49  of  our  50  states— in- 
cluding Oklahoma  and  Arkansas— and  sup- 
port this  effort  to  Import  common  sense 
from  the  states  to  Washington. 
Sincerely, 

Frank  Keating, 

Governor. 

State  of  South  Carolina, 
Office  of  the  Governor, 
Columbia.  SC.  June  5. 1996. 
The  President. 
The  White  House.  Washington,  DC. 

DEAR  Mr.  President:  As  the  Senate  pre- 
pares to  reconsider  the  Balanced  Budget 
Amendment,  I  write  to  express  my  strong 
support  of  this  Important  legislation.  The 
time  has  come  for  the  federal  government  to 
abide  by  the  same  rules  of  fiscal  responsibil- 
ity that  every  family,  business,  and  state 
government  must  follow. 

The  federal  deficit  imposes  debilitating 
costs  on  both  current  and  future  generations. 
We  must  start  setting  priorities  and  make 
difficult  decisions  now  for  the  sake  of  our 
children  and  our  children's  children.  The 
longer  that  we  avoid  our  responsibility  to 
the  American  people,  the  more  we  put  the 
prosperity  of  future  generations  at  risk. 

A  balanced  budget  will  result  In  lower  In- 
terest rates,  which  will  allow  working  fami- 
lies to  keep  more  of  their  hard-earned 
money.  With  lower  Interest  rates,  more  fami- 
lies will  have  the  opportunity  to  own  their 
own  home,  and  businesses  will  be  able  to  af- 
ford the  capital  Investment  to  grow  jobs. 

Unfortunately,  despite  promises  made  In 
Washington,  a  balanced  budget  has  not  be- 
come law  in  decades.  In  fact,  your  veto  of  the 
first  balanced  budget  in  26  years  makes  It 
Imperative  that  the  Congress  pass  a  con- 
stitutional amendment  to  balance  the  fed- 
eral budget.  Your  support  for  this  amend- 
ment would  give  the  citizens  of  South  Caro- 
lina and  across  the  nation  the  opportunity  to 
vote  on  the  nation's  fiscal  integrity  and  the 
future  of  our  country.  Only  a  constitutional 
amendment  will  provide  the  Ironclad  dis- 
cipline needed  to  restore  fiscal  responsibil- 
ity. 

You  have  historically  been  in  favor  of  a 
balanced  budget,  as  evidenced  by  your  recent 
budget  proposal,  and  as  a  former  governor, 
you  had  to  balance  your  own  state  books 
every  year.  By  expressing  your  public  sup- 
port for  the  Balanced  Budget  Amendment, 
you  would  prove  your  convictions  to  the 
American  public,  over  eighty  percent  of 
whom  strongly  support  such  an  amendment. 
I  respectfully  ask  you  to  urge  the  Senate 
to  pass  the  Balanced  Budget  Amendment  and 
put  America  on  the  path  of  prosperity  and 
growth  for  generations  to  come. 
Sincerely, 

David  m.  Beasley, 

Governor. 

Commonwealth  of  'Virginia, 

Office  of  the  Governor, 
Richmond.  VA,  June  4, 1996. 
Hon.  William  J.  Clinton. 
The  White  House.  Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  The  United  States 
Senate  Is  preparing  to  consider  again  the 


Balanced  Budget  Amendment  to  the  U.S. 
Constitution.  Often  in  the  past,  you  have 
voiced  your  commitment  to  balancing  the 
federal  budget,  and  I  sincerely  hope  that  you 
will  couple  your  words  with  actions  and  pub- 
licly and  energetically  encourage  the  Senate 
to  approve  the  Balanced  Budget  Amendment 
now. 

As  an  original  sponsor  of  the  Kyl-Allen 
Balanced  Budget  Amendment  in  the  United 
States  House  of  Representatives,  I  was  most 
disappointed  last  year  when  the  Senate 
failed  by  one  vote  to  send  this  constitutional 
amendment  to  the  States  for  ratification. 
The  Balanced  Budget  Amendment  is  not  a 
unique  or  unproven  concept.  As  a  former 
governor,  you  are  no  doubt  aware  that  vir- 
tually every  State  operates  under  the  dis- 
cipline of  a  balanced  budget  requirement. 
The  feet  is,  it  works.  With  our  requirement 
for  a  balanced  budget,  Virginia  is  one  of  only 
four  States  with  a  AAA  Bond  Rating  for  our 
careful  and  limited  use  of  debt. 

The  people  of  the  United  States  recognize 
that  passage  of  the  Balanced  Budget  Amend- 
ment Is  an  essential  discipline  for  getting 
the  federal  government  on  the  path  toward 
fiscal  responsibility.  It  is  also  Important  to 
improving  the  quality  of  life  for  working 
families  in  Virginia  and  across  America. 

A  family's  cost  of  living  is  greatly  affected 
by  Interest  rates.  The  lower  interest  rates 
would  accompany  a  balanced  budget.  Work- 
ing Americans  deserve  to  be  able  to  keep 
more  of  their  hard-earned  money  and  put  it 
to  work  for  their  families.  As  borrowing 
costs  drop,  housing  becomes  more  affordable 
as  well.  A  2%  drop  in  Interest  rates  would 
save  the  average  homeowner  between  $1,600 
and  $1,800  per  year  in  mortgage  payments. 
More  affordable  housing  means  more  home 
ownership  which  is  the  American  Dream. 
And  a  healthy  housing  industry  Increases  Job 
opportunities  for  electricians,  plumbers,  car- 
penters, excavators,  forestry  products,  appli- 
ance manufacturers.  Realtors,  and  nmny 
more  that  are  associated  with  the  housing 
industry. 

Our  government  should  be  helping,  not 
hindering,  more  individuals  and  families  to 
realize  the  American  dream  of  homeowner- 
ship.  We  can  begin  to  do  so  by  making  the 
balanced  budget  the  law  of  the  land  in  Wash- 
ington, as  it  is  in  our  States.  Please  put  the 
force  of  your  office  behind  a  balanced  budget 
for  America— let  us  In  Virginia  vote  on  this 
Important  Amendment. 
With  kind  personal  regards,  I  remain. 
Sincerely, 

George  Allen, 

Governor. 

State  of  Wyoming, 
Office  of  the  Governor, 
Cheyenne.  WY,  June  5. 1996. 
Hon.  William  j.  Clinton, 
President  of  the  United  States, 
Washington.  DC. 

DEAR  Mr.  President:  Next  week  the  104th 
Congress  will  have  it's  final  opportunity  this 
year  to  pass  a  Balanced  Budget  Amendment. 
Once  allowed  to  become  law,  this  Amend- 
ment will  truly  change  the  way  our  country 
does  business. 

It  Is  time  for  our  elected  officials  in  Wash- 
ington to  exercise  the  same  degree  of  fiscal 
responsibility  that  state  governments  have 
adopted.  I  am  concerned  that  if  Washington 
continues  with  the  current  financial  prac- 
tices, future  generations  will  have  a  finan- 
cial burden  beyond  repair.  History  has  made 
It  all  too  clear  that  we  will  not  balance  the 
federal  budget  unless  required  by  the  con- 
stitution. 
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The  United  States  spends  U  times  more 
money  to  pay  for  Interest  accrued  on  the  na- 
tional debt  than  we  do  on  education,  and 
twice  as  much  on  Interest  than  on  all  of  our 
entitlement  programs.  In  1993  the  state  of 
Wyoming  recognized  a  need  for  the  Governor 
to  submit  the  budget  under  estimated  reve- 
nues. It  Is  important  to  realize  the  need  for 
a  balanced  budget,  and  to  make  the  sac- 
rifices necessary  to  achieve  that  goal.  Now  is 
the  time  for  action! 

In  Wyoming,  our  constitution  requires  a 
balanced  budget  each  blennlum.  The  people 
of  Wyoming  cannot  understand  why  such  a 
requirement  at  the  federal  level  is  even  ques- 
tioned. Your  support  for  the  Balanced  Budg- 
et Amendment  would  do  much  to  bring  ac- 
countability back  to  the  federal  government. 
I  trust  we  in  Wyoming  can  count  on  your 
support. 

I  can  not  stress  enough  the  importance  of 
passing  the  Balanced  Budget  Amendment.  In 
order  to  achieve  the  balanced  budget  that 
you  have  proposed,  the  people  of  the  United 
States  deserve  the  discipline  of  a  constitu- 
tional amendment.  I  urge  you  to  contact 
members  of  your  party  In  the  Senate,  and  re- 
quest that  they  vote  for  the  Balanced  Budget 
Amendment! 
Sincerely, 

Joi  Geringer, 

Governor. 


MEDICARE 

Mr.  CO"\rERDELiL.  Mr.  President,  the 
whole  Nation  is  waking  to  yet  another 
trustees'  report  that  should  paint  a 
very  bright,  vivid  red  light  to  every 
American.  We  have  gone  past  the  yel- 
low light.  I  would  like  to  share  with 
the  Senate  just  a  few  facts  that  have 
recently  been  published  by  the  Coali- 
tion To  Save  Medicare. 

Fact:  Medicare's  hospital  fund  will  be 
broke  in  less  than  5  years. 

Fact:  Because  Medicare  reform  was 
not  enacted  last  year,  S133  billion  more 
in  savings  is  needed  to  meet  the  trust- 
ees' own  minimum  requirements. 

In  other  words,  when  the  President  of 
the  United  States  vetoed  the  attempt 
to  keep  Medicare  solvent,  to  make  it 
solvent  for  almost  20  years,  to  improve 
the  options  that  seniors  would  have,  to 
increase  the  investment  in  it  70  to  80 
percent,  the  net  effect  is  in  1  year  we 
have  made  the  job  of  solving  and  sav- 
ing Medicare  $133  bUlion  more  difficult. 

Fact:  Each  day.  Medicare  is  spending 
$25  million  more  than  it  takes  in. 

Fact:  Without  reform,  a  working 
American's  annual  payroll  taxes  will 
have  to  increase  between  Sl,880  and 
$3,185  immediately  to  assure  the  long- 
term  health  of  Medicare. 

Fact:  Maintaining  the  current  sys- 
tem as  it  is  for  the  long  term  without 
reform  or  tax  increases  will  require  im- 
mediately increasing  the  annual  hos- 
pital deductible  a  senior  pays  to  be- 
tween S5,380  and  S6,540. 

Fact:  Without  reform,  a  working 
American's  annual  payroll  taxes  must 
immediately  increase  to  between  SI, 229 
and  Sl,564  just  to  ensure  that  Medicare 
survives  25  years. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  have  told  Geor- 
gians and   Americans   all   across   the 


country,  the  era  of  passing  these  prob- 
lems on  to  another  generation  is  over. 
It  is  absolutely  over.  Within  a  decade. 
Social  Security,  Medicare,  Medicaid, 
Federal  retirement  and  the  interest 
only  on  our  debt  will  consume  100  per- 
cent of  the  U.S.  Treasury.  It  does  not 
take  a  rocket  scientist  or  a  brilliant 
economist  from  one  of  our  major  uni- 
versities to  understand  that  that  will 
wreak  havoc  on  every  family  and  every 
business.  It  will  destabilize  the  world's 
greatest  democracy. 

This  problem  is  going  to  get  worked 
out.  We  are  either  going  to  take  charge 
of  it  and  lead  our  way  out  of  it  or  we 
are  going  to  stumble  into  it,  and  world 
markets  and  the  economy  will  come 
crashing  down  on  our  heads. 

I  am  reading  from  the  Washington 
Times,  Wednesday,  June  5,  1996.  It 
opens  by  saying: 

The  Clinton  administration  today  is  ex- 
pected to  confirm  that  Medicare  will  go 
bankrupt  by  2001.  but  prosjjects  for  resolving 
the  problem  this  year  look  dim. 

So,  as  we  approach  this  train  wreck, 
we  continue  to  turn  away  from  it  and 
we  run  the  risk  of  destabilizing  the 
lives  of  millions  of  Americans.  But  the 
more  important  thing  that  I  read  in 
this  article  is  the  following.  It  reads, 
"Democrats  said  they  are  not  that  con- 
cerned that  Medicare  will  go  broke," 
that  is  interesting,  "because  Congress 
has  always  aicted  at  the  last  minute  to 
avert  a  disaster." 

The  last  minute  part  is  correct.  But 
the  averting  of  a  disaster  is  not.  We 
have  been  moving  with  each  succeeding 
year  towards  an  ultimate  disaster 
which  has  been  called  to  our  attention, 
once  again,  by  the  trustees.  It  says: 

"I  think  Congress  would  default  on  Treas- 
ury bonds  first,"  said  Rep.  Pete  Stark,  Cali- 
fornia Democrat. 

It  is  interesting.  Mr.  Stark  is  the 
ranking  member  on  the  subcommittee 
on  Ways  and  Means  that  deals  with  en- 
titlements. This  is  a  most  interesting 
statement  that  he  makes  on  this  di- 
lemma. He  says: 

Mr.  Stark  acknowledged  the  $90  billion 
Democratic  plan  does  not  go  far  enough  to 
reform  the  system,  even  in  the  near-term, 
and  does  not  even  begin  to  address  what  all 
sides  say  is  a  massive  Insolvency  problem  in 
2010,  when  the  Baby  Boom  generation  starts 
to  retire. 

He  goes  on  to  say,  and  this  is  the 
key: 

To  fix  the  longer-term  problem,  Mr.  Stark 
said.  Democrats  probably  would  resort  either 
to  a  government  takeover  of  the  hospital  and 
health-insurance  pasrment  system  or  raising 
payroll  taxes. 

I  hope  everybody  across  our  land  has 
a  chance  to  hear  that  solution.  This  is 
the  solution  he  is  offering  up  that  pro- 
duced the  104th  Congress.  This  was  the 
idea  that  the  administration  and  the 
President  and  the  First  Lady  took  all 
across  the  country  and  said,  look,  the 
way  to  solve  this  problem  is  to  have 
the  Grovemment  take  over  medicine. 


have  the  Government  take  over  an- 
other 17  percent  of  the  American  econ- 
omy. And  Americans  said,  "No  way." 
They  were  so  offended  by  this  idea  that 
they  turned  the  majority  of  the  Con- 
gress over. 

But  the  idea  has  not  left,  and  I  be- 
lieve that  this  statement  by  Represent- 
ative Stark  means  that  we  are  going  to 
enter  into,  through  the  issue  of  Medi- 
care, the  whole  question  of  our  plan  to 
modernize  it,  to  create  new  options,  to 
keep  it  in  the  private  sector,  to  make 
it  competitive,  versus  their  plan,  which 
is  the  old  standard  status  quo,  let  the 
Government  take  it  over  and  increase 
the  economic  burden  on  the  American 
family  and  the  American  worker. 

Mr.  President,  an  average  family  in 
the  State  of  Georgia  today  makes 
$45,000  a  year.  By  the  time  the  Federal 
Government  gets  through  going 
through  their  checking  axjcount,  and 
the  State  government,  and  FICA  for 
Social  Security  and  Medicare,  and 
their  cost  of  regulatory  reform,  and 
their  share  of  the  higher  interest  rates 
because  of  the  national  debt,  they  end 
up  with  49  percent  of  their  wages  to  run 
their  families'  business.  The  suggestion 
that  Mr.  Stark  is  coming  forward  with 
is:  That  is  not  enough.  Let  us  take  an- 
other 10  or  20  percent  out  of  their 
checking  accounts. 

What  America  needs  is  for  Washing- 
ton to  return  these  resources  to  the 
checking  accounts  of  the  average 
American  family  and  to  reject  the  ad- 
ministration and  Mr.  Stark's  everlast- 
ing plea  for  more  government  and  big- 
ger government  and  more  taxes  and 
higher  taxes. 

I  think  Mr.  Stark,  knowingly  or  un- 
knowingly, wittingly  or  unwittingly, 
has  drawn  an  enormous  benchmark  for 
us  to  debate  over  the  balance  of  this 
year  and  the  balance  of  this  Congress 
as  we  talk  about  Medicare  and  talk 
about  life  in  the  American  family  and 
community  in  this  great  United  States 
of  America. 

Mr.  President,  I  jrield  the  floor  and 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  l^slative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  iman- 
imous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER  (Mr.  Ben- 
nett). Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDEl^ 

Messages  from  the  President  of  the 

United  States  were  communicated  to 

the  Senate  by  Mr.  McCathran,  one  of 

his  secretaries. 

executive  messages  referred 

As  in  executive  session  the  Presiding 

Officer  laid  before  the  Senate  messages 

from    the    President    of    the    United 

States  submitting  sundry  nominations 
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which  were  referred  to  the  appropriate 
committees. 

(the  nominations  received  today  are 
printed  at  the  end  of  the  Senate  pro- 
ceedings.) 


MEASURES  REFERRED 
The  following  bill,  previously  re- 
ceived from  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives for  the  concurrence  of  the  Senate, 
was  read  the  first  and  second  times  by 
unanimous  consent  and  referred  as  in- 
dicated 

H.R.  3448.  An  act  to  provide  tax  relief  for 
small  businesses,  to  protect  Jobs,  to  create 
opportunities,  to  Increase  the  take  home  pay 
of  workers,  to  amend  the  Portal-to-Portal 
Act  of  1947  relating  to  the  payment  of  wages 
to  employees  who  use  employer  owned  vehi- 
cles, and  to  amend  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act  of  1938  to  increase  the  minimum  wage 
rate  and  to  prevent  job  loss  by  providing 
flexibility  to  employers  In  complying  with 
minimum  wage  and  overtime  requirements 
under  that  Act;  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance. 

The  following  bill  was  reported  by 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services, 
with  amendments,  and  referred  to  the 
Comn:iittee  on  Governmental  Affairs 
for  a  30-day  period  provided  in  section 
3(b)  of  Senate  Resolution  400,  94th  Con- 
gress, except  that  if  the  committee 
fails  to  report  the  bill  within  the  30- 
day  limit,  the  Committee  shall  be 
automatically  discharged  from  further 
consideration  of  the  bill  in  accordance 
with  that  section: 

S  1718.  A  bill  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  fiscal  year  1997  for  Intelligence  and  Intel- 
ligence-related activities  of  the  United 
States  Crovenanent,  the  Community  Man- 
agement Account,  and  for  the  Central  Intel- 
ligence Agency  Retirement  and  Disability 
System,  and  for  other  purposes. 


EXECUTIVE  AND  OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The  following  communications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  with 
accompanying  papers,  reports,  and  doc- 
uments, which  were  referred  as  indi- 
cated: 

EC-2886.  A  communication  from  the  Under 
Secretary  of  Defense,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law,  the  report  of  a  violation  of  the 
Antldeflclency  Act,  case  number  95-13;  to  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations. 

EC-2887.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Labor,  transmitting,  pursiiant  to 
law.  the  report  entitled  "Effects  of  the  Im- 
migration Reform  and  Control  Act:  Charac- 
teristics and  Labor  Market  Behavior  of  the 
Legalized  Population  Five  Years  Following 
Legalization";  to  the  Committee  on  the  Ju- 
diciary. 

EC-2888.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Attorney  General,  transmitting,  a  draft 
of  proposed  legislation  to  strengthen  federal 
child  protection  laws;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

EC-2889.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Attorney  General,  transmitting,  a  draft 
of  proposed  legislation  entitled  "The  Anti- 
Gang  and  Youth  Violence  Control  Act  of 
1996";  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-2890.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services,  trans- 


mitting, a  draft  of  proposed  legislation  enti- 
tled "The  Runaway  and  Homeless  Youth 
Amendments  of  1996";  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

EC-2891.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State  (Legislative  Af- 
fairs), transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the 
final  rule  on  longshore  activities  by  alien 
crewmembers,  received  on  May  28,  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-2892.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  State  (Legislative  Affairs), 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  determina- 
tion relative  to  financing  the  exports  of 
goods  or  services  to  the  People's  Republic  of 
China;  to  the  Committee  on  Banking.  Hous- 
ing, and  Urban  Affairs. 

EC-2893.  A  communication  from  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States,  transmitting,  pur- 
suant to  law,  a  notice  concerning  the  con- 
tinuation of  the  national  emergency  with  re- 
spect to  the  Federal  Republic  of  Yugoslavia 
(Serbia  and  Montenegro)  and  the  Bosnia 
Serbs;  to  the  Committee  on  Banking,  Hous- 
ing, and  Urban  Affairs. 

EC-2894.  A  communication  from  the  Under 
Secretary  for  Export  Administration,  De- 
partment of  Commerce,  transmitting,  pursu- 
ant to  law.  the  report  of  a  final  rule  relative 
to  exports  of  Alaskan  north  slope  crude  oil, 
(RIN0694-AB44)  received  on  May  29,  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Banking,  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs. 

EC-2895.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Securities  and  Exchange  Com- 
mission, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the 
report  of  a  flnal  rule  relative  to  obligations 
of  officers,  directors  and  principal  security 
holders.  (RIN3235-AF66)  received  on  May  31, 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Banking,  Housing, 
and  Urban  Affairs. 

EC-2896.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Securities  and  Exchanges  Com- 
mission, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the 
report  of  a  final  rule  relative  to  phase  one 
recommendation  of  task  for  on  disclosure 
slmpllflcatlon,  (RIN3235-AG75)  received  on 
May  31,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Banking, 
Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

EC-2ffi7.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  System,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  staff  report  for  calendar  year  1995; 
to  the  Committee  on  Banking,  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs. 

EC-2898.  A  communication  from  the  Execu- 
tive Dfrector  of  the  Thrift  Depositor  Protec- 
tion Oversight  Board,  transmitting,  pursu- 
ant to  law.  the  annual  report  of  the  Resolu- 
tion Funding  Corporation  for  calendar  year 
1995;  to  the  Committee  on  Banking.  Housing, 
and  Urban  Affairs. 

EC-2899.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
person of  the  Appraisal  Subcommittee  of  the 
Federal  Financial  Institutions  Examination 
Council,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the 
annual  report  for  calendar  year  1995;  to  the 
Committee  on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban 
Affairs. 

EC-2900.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor, Regulations  Policy,  Management  Staff, 
Office  of  Policy,  Food  and  Drug  Administra- 
tion. Department  of  Health  Human  Services, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  report  of 
four  rules  including  a  rule  entitled  "Food 
and  Drugs."  received  on  June  3,  1996;  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 
EC-2901.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Commissioner  of  the  National  Center  For 
Education  Statistics,  Office  of  Educational 
Research  and  Improvement,  Department  of 
Education,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  a 
report  entitled  "The  Condition  of  Education: 
1996";  to  the  Conmilttee  on  Labor  and 
Human  Resources. 


EC-2902.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  entitled 
"The  Model  Comprehensive  Program  for  the 
Treatment  of  Substance  Abuse  Metropolitan 
Area  Treatment  Enhancement  System";  to 
the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

EC-2903.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulations  Management, 
Office  of  the  General  Counsel,  Department  of 
Veterans'  Affairs,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  rule  entitled  "Delegations  of  Au- 
thority," (RIN2900-AI10)  received  on  June  3. 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 
EC-2904.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulations  Management. 
Office  of  the  General  Counsel,  Department  of 
Veterans'  Affairs,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  the  rule  entitled  "Veterans  Education," 
(RIN2900-AH78)  received  on  June  3,  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

EC-2905.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulations  Management, 
Office  of  the  General  Counsel,  Department  of 
Veterans'  Affairs,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  rule  entitled  "Loan  Guaranty," 
(RrN2900-AI01)  received  on  June  3,  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

EC-2906.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulations  Management, 
Office  of  the  General  Counsel.  Department  of 
Veterans'  Affairs,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  rule  entitled  "Post-Vietnam  Era 
Veterans'  Educational  Assistance," 

(RIN2900-AH64)  received  on  June  3.  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

EC-2907.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 
Executive  Office  of  the  President,  transmit- 
ting, pursuant  to  law,  a  report  on  direct 
spending  or  receipts  legislation  within  five 
days  of  enactment;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget. 

EC-2908.  A  communication  from  the  Com- 
missioner of  Social  Security,  transmitting, 
pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  the  Office  of 
Inspector  General  for  the  period  October  1. 
1995  through  March  31,  1996;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-2909.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Consumer  Product  Safety  Com- 
mission, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  the 
OfQce  of  Inspector  General  for  the  period  Oc- 
tober 1.  1995  through  March  31,  1996;  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-2910.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  System,  pursuant  to  law,  the  report 
of  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  for  the  pe- 
riod October  1,  1995  through  March  31,  1996; 
to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-2911.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Board  of  the  National  Credit 
Union  Administration,  pursuant  to  law,  the 
report  of  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  for 
the  period  October  1,  1995  through  March  31, 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs. 

EC-2912.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  U.S.  Securities  and  Elxchange 
Commission,  pursuant  to  law.  the  report  of 
the  Office  of  Inspector  General  for  the  period 
October  1,  1995  through  March  31, 1996;  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-2913.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  U.S.  International  Trade  Com- 
mission, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  the 
Office  of  Inspector  General  for  the  period  Oc- 
tober 1,  1995  through  March  31,  1996:  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs 

EC-2914.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  U.S.  Information  Agency,  pursuant 
to  law,  the  report  of  the  Office  of  Inspector 
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General  for  the  period  October  1.  1995 
through  March  31,  1996;  to  the  Conunlttce  on 
Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-2915.  A  communication  from  the  Chafr- 
man  of  the  U.S.  Equal  Employment  Oppor- 
tunity Commission,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 
port of  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  for 
the  period  October  1,  1995  through  March  31, 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs. 

EC-2916.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture,  pursuant  to  law.  the 
report  of  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  for 
the  period  October  1.  1995  through  March  31. 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs. 

EC-2917.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior,  pursuant  to  law,  the 
report  of  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  for 
the  period  October  1.  1995  through  March  31, 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs. 

EC-2918.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  U.S.  Federal  Trade  Commission, 
pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  the  Office  of 
Inspector  General  for  the  period  October  1, 
1995  through  March  31,  1996;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-2919.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  National  Science  Board,  pursuant 
to  law,  the  report  of  the  Office  of  Inspector 
General  for  the  period  October  1,  1995 
through  March  31,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-2920.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Board  of  the  Pension  Benefit 
Guaranty  Corporation,  pursuant  to  law.  the 
report  of  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  for 
the  period  October  1,  1995  through  March  31, 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs. 

EC-2921.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
Executive  Offlcer  of  the  Corporation  For  Na- 
tional Service,  pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of 
the  Office  of  Inspector  General  for  the  period 
October  1,  1995  through  March  31,  1996;  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-2922.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Administrator  of  the  General  Services  Ad- 
ministration, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of 
the  Office  of  Inspector  General  for  the  period 
October  1,  1995  through  March  31,  1996;  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-2923.  A  communication  from  the  Chafr- 
man  of  the  Council  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  copies  of 
D.C.  Act  11-269  adopted  by  the  Council  on 
May  7,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-2924.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Council  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  copies  of 
D.C.  Act  11-270  adopted  by  the  Council  on 
May  7,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-2925.  A  communication  from  the  Cbafr- 
man  of  the  Council  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  copies  of 
D.C.  Act  11-271  adopted  by  the  Council  on 
May  7,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-2926.  A  communication  firom  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Council  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  copies  of 
D.C.  Act  11-272  adopted  by  the  Council  on 
May  7,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental AHaiTS. 

E(3-2927.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Council  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  copies  of 
D.C.  Act  11-273  adopted  by  the  Council  on 
May  7,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-2928.  A  communication  from  the  Chalr- 
mian  of  the  Council  of  the  District  of  Colum- 


bia, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  copies  of 
D.C.  Act  11-274  adopted  by  the  Council  on 
May  7,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-2929.  A  communication  from  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Defense, 
transmitting,  a  draft  of  proposed  legislation 
to  assist  In  the  reform  of  travel  management 
In  the  Federal  Government;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-2930.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture,  transmitting,  a  draft 
of  proposed  legislation  to  authorize  subsist- 
ence payment  for  employees  performing  cer- 
tain dues;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-2931.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Government  Ethics, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  rule  enti- 
tled "The  Extension  and  Revocation  of  Post- 
Employment  Waiver."  received  on  May  31. 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs. 

EC-2932.  A  communication  from  the  Comp- 
troller General  of  the  United  States,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  a  list  of  General 
Accounting  Office  reports  from  April  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-2933.  A  communication  from  Chairman 
of  the  Farm  Credit  System  Insurance  Cor- 
poration, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the 
annual  report  for  calendar  year  1995;  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-2934.  A  communication  from  the  Office 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  Auditor,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law.  the  report  entitled 
"The  Performance  Review  of  the  Board  of 
Real  Property  Assessments  and  Appeals  for 
the  District  of  Columbia  for  Tax  Year  1996 
Appeals";  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-2935.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
of  the  Regulations  Unit,  Internal  Revenue 
Service,  Department  of  the  Treasury,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  a  rule 
regarding  announcement  96-53,  received  on 
June  3. 1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

EC-2936.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
of  the  Regulations  Unit,  Internal  Revenue 
Service.  Department  of  the  Treasury,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  a  rule 
regarding  Revenue  Procedure  96-35,  received 
on  May  31,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance. 

EC-2937.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
of  the  Regulations  Unit,  Internal  Revenue 
Service,  Department  of  the  Treasury,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law.  the  report  of  a  rule 
regarding  Revenue  Ruling  96-31.  received  on 
May  31,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

EC-2938.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
of  the  Regulations  Unit,  Internal  Revenue 
Service,  Dei)artment  of  the  Treasury,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  a  rule 
regarding  Revenue  Ruling  96-32.  received  on 
May  31.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

EC-2939.  A  communication  from  the  Com- 
missioner of  Social  Security,  transmitting,  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  regarding  the 
Social  Security  Act;  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 

EC-2940.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  concern- 
ing participation,  assignment,  and  extra  bill- 
ing in  the  Medicare  program;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance. 

EC-2941.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  entitled 
"Health  Care  Financing  Administration 
Staff  Summary";  to  the  Ccmnattee  on  Fi- 
nance. 

BC-2942.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
of  Staff.  Office  of  Social  Security,  transmit- 


ting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  a  final 
nile  regarding  Federal  Old-Age.  Survivors 
and  Disability  Insurance  (RIN0960-AE43).  re- 
ceived on  June  3,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 

EC-2943.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
of  the  Regulations  Branch.  U.S.  Customs 
Service,  Department  of  the  Treasury,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  a 
flnal  rule  entitled  "Removal  of  Toshiba 
Sanction  Regulations."  (RIN1515-AB96)  re- 
ceived on  May  31,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 

EC-2944.  A  communication  from  the  Attor- 
ney-Advisor Federal  Register  Certifying  Offi- 
cer. Financial  Management  Service.  Depart- 
ment of  the  Treasury,  transmitting,  pursu- 
ant to  law,  the  report  of  a  final  rule  entitled 
"Federal  Process  Agents  of  Surety  Compa- 
nies." (RIN1510-AA49)  received  on  May  31. 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

EC-2945.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Department  of  the  Treasury. 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of 
the  Treasury  Forfeiture  Fund  for  fiscal  year 
1995;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committees 
were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  THURMOND,  from  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services,  with  amendments: 

S.  1718.  An  original  bill  to  authorize  appro- 
priations for  fiscal  year  1997  for  intelligence 
and  Intelligence-related  activities  of  the 
United  States  Government,  the  Community 
Management  Account,  and  for  the  Central 
Intelligence  Agency  Retirement  and  Disabil- 
ity System,  and  for  other  purposes  (Rept.  No. 
104-277). 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF 
COMMITTEES 

The  following  executive  reports  of 
committees  were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  PRESSLER,  from  the  Committee 
on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation: 

James  E.  Hall,  of  Tennessee,  to  be  Chair- 
man of  the  National  Transportation  Safety 
Board  for  a  term  of  2  years.  (Reappointment) 

(The  above  nomination  was  reported 
with  the  recommendation  that  he  be 
confirmed,  subject  to  the  nominees 
commitment  to  respond  to  requests  to 
appear  and  testify  before  any  duly  con- 
stituted committee  of  the  Senate.) 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  for 
the  Committee  on  Commerce,  Science, 
and  Transportation,  I  also  report  favor- 
ably two  nomination  lists  in  the  Coast 
Guard,  which  were  printed  in  full  in 

the   CONGRESSIONAL   RECORDS   On   April 

19,  and  May  22,  1996,  and  ask  unani- 
mous consent,  to  save  the  expense  of 
reprinting  on  the  Elxecutive  Calendar, 
that  these  nominations  lie  at  the  Sec- 
retary's desk  for  the  information  of 
Senators. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  nominations  ordered  to  lie  on 
the  Secretary's  desk  were  printed  in 
the  Records  of  April  19,  and  May  22, 
1996,  at  the  end  of  the  Senate  proceed- 
ings.) 

The  following  officers  of  the  United  States 
Coast  Guard  to  be  members  of  the  Perma- 
nent Commissioned  Teaching  Staff  at  the 
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Coast  Guard  Academy  in  the  grade  of  lieu- 
tenant commander: 

Vincent  Wllczynslcl       John  B.  McDermott 

The  following  officer  of  the  United  States 
Coast  Guard  to  be  a  member  of  the  Perma- 
nent Commissioned  Teaching  Staff  at  the 
Coast  Guard  Academy  in  the  grade  of  lieu- 
tenant: 

James  R.  Dire 

The  following  Individual  for  appointment 
as  a  permanent  regular  commissioned  ofQcer 
In  the  United  States  Coast  Guard  In  the 
grade  of  lieutenant: 

Andrew  J.  Sorenson 

By  Mr.  THURMOND,  from  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services: 

Robert  E.  Anderson,  of  Minnesota,  to  be  a 
Member  of  the  Board  of  Regents  of  the  Uni- 
formed Services  University  of  the  Health 
Sciences  for  a  term  expiring  June  20.  2001. 

Lonnie  R.  Brlstow.  of  California,  to  be  a 
Member  of  the  Board  of  Regents  of  the  Uni- 
formed Services  University  of  the  Health 
Sciences  for  a  term  expiring  June  20.  2001. 

Shirley  Ledbetter  Jones,  of  Arkansas,  to 
be  a  Member  of  the  Board  of  Regents  of  the 
Uniformed  Services  University  of  the  Health 
Sciences  for  a  term  expiring  May  1.  2001. 

(The  above  nominations  were  re- 
ported with  the  recommendation  that 
they  be  confirmed,  subject  to  the  nomi- 
nees' commitment  to  respond  to  re- 
quests to  appear  and  testify  before  any 
duly  constituted  committee  of  the  Sen- 
ate.) 


June  6,  1996 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BELLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 
The  following:  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.  GREGG  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Helms,  and  Mr.  Shelby): 
S.  1845.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Elec- 
tion Campaign  Act  of  1971  to  require  written 
consent  before  using  union  dues  and  other 
mandatory  employee  fees  for  political  activi- 
ties; to  the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Admin- 
istration. 

By  Mr.  KTL: 
S.  1846.  A  bill  to  permit  duty  free  treat- 
ment for  certain  articles  provided  by  the 
Max  Planck  Institute  for  Radioastronomy 
and  the  Arcetri  Astrophyslcal  Observatory 
to  the  Steward  Observatory;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  AKAKA  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Smith): 
S.  1847.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Packers  and 
Stockyards  Act,  1921.  to  make  it  unlawful  for 
any  stockyard  owner,  market  agency,  or 
dealer  to  transfer  or  market  nonambulatory 
cattle,  sheep,  swine,  horses,  mules,  or  goats, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

By    Mrs.    BOXER    (for    herself,    Mr. 
INOUYE,  Mrs.  Fedjstein,  and  Mr.  Ken- 
nedy): 
S.  1848.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  to  encourage  the  production 
and  use  of  clean-fuel  vehicles,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

By  Mr.   ROTH   (for  himself  and   Mr. 

MOYNIHAN): 

S.  1849.  A  bill  to  make  technical  correc- 
tions in  trade  legislation;  to  the  Committee 
on  Finance. 

By   Mr.    STEVENS    (for    himself.    Mr. 
Warner.   Mr.   dodd.   Mr.   Bennett. 


Mrs.  Boxer.  Mr.  Breaux,  Mr.  Bryan, 
Mr.  Burns.  Mr.  Chafee,  Mr.  Coats, 
Mr.    Cochran.    Mr.    D'Amato,    Mr. 
Graham.        Mr.        Heflin,        Mrs. 
Hutchison.     Mr.     Jeffords,     Mr. 
Kerry,   Mr.   Lieberman.   Mr.   Lott, 
Ms.  Moseley-Braun.  Mr.  murkowski, 
Mr.  Pell.  Mr.  Pressler.  Mr.  Robb. 
Mr.  Simon,  and  Ms.  Snowe): 
S.  1850.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  recogni- 
tion and  designation  of  the  official  society  to 
administer  and  coordinate  the  United  States 
of  America  activities  to  commemorate  and 
celebrate  the   achievements  of  the   second 
millennium,     and     promote     even     greater 
achievements  In  the  millennium  to  come  by 
endowing    an    International    cross-cultural 
scholarship  fund  to  further  the  development 
and  education  of  the  world's  future  leaders; 
to  the  Conmilttee  on  Banking.  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  HELMS  (for  himself.  Mr.  Fein- 
GOLD.  Mr.  Mack,  and  Mr.  Smith): 
S.J.  Res.  56.  A  joint  resolution  disapprov- 
ing the  extension  of  nondiscriminatory 
treatment  (most-favored-natlon  treatment) 
to  the  products  of  the  People's  Republic  of 
China;  to  the  Conmilttee  on  Finance. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  GREGG  (for  himself,  Mr.  Shelby, 
and  Mr.  Helms): 

S.  1845.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 
Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971  to  re- 
quire written  consent  before  using 
union  dues  and  other  mandatory  em- 
ployee fees  for  political  activities;  to 
the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Adminis- 
tration. 

the  union  member  PROTECnON  ACT 

•  Mr.  GREGG.  Mr.  President,  I  intro- 
duce the  Union  Member  Protection 
Act.  As  you  may  know,  the  unions  are 
mounting  an  imprecedented  campaign 
this  year  to  defeat  Republican  Mem- 
bers of  Congress.  The  main  source  of 
the  money  for  this  campaign  comes 
from  compulsory  union  dues  levied 
upon  rank-and-file  union  members,  as 
well  as  nonunion  members  who  work  in 
union  shops.  This  past  March  the  AFL- 
CIO,  at  a  unique  convention  in  Wash- 
ington, DC,  voted  to  levy  a  special  as- 
sessment on  every  dues  payer  of  15 
cents  monthly  per  i)erson  to  raise  $25 
million  of  the  $35  million  goal. 

In  a  recent  survey  of  1,(X)0  rank-and- 
file  union  members,  commissioned  by 
Americans  for  a  balanced  budget  and 
conducted  by  the  Luntz  Research  Cos. 
58  percent  of  the  union  members  were 
not  aware  that  the  national  labor 
unions  were  using  mandatory  monthly 
dues  on  a  $35  million  campaign  to  de- 
feat Republican  Members  of  Congress. 
When  told  of  this,  62  percent  opposed 
the  use  of  their  union  dues  for  this  po- 
litical effort.  This  is  not  surprising 
considering  that  nearly  40  percent  of 
imion  members  voted  Republican  in 
the  1994  elections. 

When  discussing  the  pledge  of  $35 
million  from  the  unions  for  the  purpose 
of  unseating  Republicans,  Vice  Presi- 
dent Gore  stated,  "One  group  with  a 
conscience  connected  to  working  fami- 


lies  can  overpower  hundreds  of  thou- 
sands of  interests  working  against  the 
interest    of  working    families."    Con- 
science? Washington  union  bosses  are 
living  extravagant  lifestyles,  financed 
from  workers'  paychecks  and,  yet,  they 
would  have  people  believe  that  Repub- 
licans are  the  ones  out  of  touch  with 
rank  and  file  working  families.  Union 
bosses  have  spent  $2.3  million  on  the 
AFL-CIO's  private  airplane,  $1.9  mil- 
lion to  decorate  the  personal  home  and 
conference    center    of   a    union    boss, 
S250,0(X)   for   a   Washington,    DC,    con- 
dominium, and  more  than  $100,000  for  a 
imion  boss'  funeral.  These  very  same 
union  bosses  are  responsible  for  Presi- 
dent   Clinton    exempting    the    labor 
unions'  health  care  plans  from  his  pro- 
posed Government  takeover  of  the  Na- 
tion's  health   care    system,    revoking 
President  Bush's  executive  order  re- 
quiring unions  to  notify  their  rank- 
and-file  members  of  their  right  not  to 
fund    union    political    activities,    and 
vetoing  numerous  bills  opposed  by  the 
Washington  union  bosses,  including  a 
balanced  budget,  family  tax  cuts,  and 
welfare  reform.  It's  no  wonder  that  66 
percent  of  union  members  prefer  the 
leadership  of  their  local  chapters. 

My  bill,  the  Union  Member  Protec- 
tion Act,  will  allow  no  dues,  fees,  or 
other  money  required  as  a  condition  of 
employment  to  be  collected  from  an  in- 
dividual for  use  in  noncollective-bar- 
gaining  activities  unless  the  individual 
has  given  prior  written  consent.  Non- 
collective-bargaining  activities  would 
include:  First,  nonpartisan  registration 
and  get-out-the-vote  campaigns  and 
second;  the  establishment,  administra- 
tion, and  solicitation  of  contributions 
to  a  separate  fund  to  be  used  for  politi- 
cal purposes.  The  written  consent 
could  be  revoked  in  writing  at  any 
time. 

Mr.  President,  when  a  meeting  of 
union  leaders  in  Washington,  DC,  can 
result  in  the  bosses'  effectively  impos- 
ing a  tax  increase  on  the  union  workers 
across  the  country  so  that  the  union 
bosses  can  have  millions  of  dollars  at 
their  disposal  to  pursue  their  personal 
political  agendas,  the  collective-bar- 
gaining power  that  Congress  granted 
the  unions  is  being  abased.  When  we 
know  that  nearly  two-thirds  of  the 
union  workers  are  not  even  aware  they 
are  being  so  taxed  and  disagree  with 
the  D.C.  bosses'  politicizing  of  their 
own  dues  in  this  manner,  the  abuse  be- 
comes so  acute  that  it  calls  out  for  re- 
form. My  bill  is  a  simple  reform:  It 
gives  individual  workers  the  direct 
right  to  say  "yes"  or  "no"  whenever 
union  bosses  ask  them  to  finance  ac- 
tivities that  fall  outside  the  scope  of 
collective  bargaining.  If  the  union 
bosses  here  in  Washington  are  so  con- 
fident their  workers  agree  with  their 
poUtics,  they  should  have  no  problem 
with  this  bill.  We'll  soon  see  how  con- 
fident they  are. 
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Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Rkcord. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1845 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Union  Mem- 
ber Protection  Act". 

SEC.  2.  WKI'l'l'KN  CONSENT  REQUIRED  TO  USE 
UNION  DUES  AND  OTHER  MANDA- 
TORY EMPLOYEE  FEES  FOR  POUTl- 
CALACTTVmES. 

(a)  In  GENERAL.— Section  316(b)  of  the  Fed- 
eral Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C. 
441b(b))  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

"(8)(A)  No  dues,  fees,  or  other  moneys  re- 
quired as  a  condition  of  membership  in  a 
labor  organization  or  as  a  condition  of  em- 
ployment shall  be  collected  from  an  individ- 
ual for  use  in  activities  described  in  subpara- 
graph (A),  (B).  or  (C)  of  paragraph  (2)  unless 
the  individual  has  given  prior  written  con- 
sent for  such  use. 

"(B)  Any  consent  granted  by  an  individual 
under  subparagraph  (A)  shall  remain  in  ef- 
fect until  revoked  and  may  be  revoked  In 
writing  at  any  time. 

"(C)  This  paragraph  shall  apply  to  activi- 
ties described  in  paragraph  (2)(A)  only  If  the 
communications  involved  expressly  advocate 
the  election  or  defeat  of  any  clearly  identi- 
fied candidate  for  elective  public  office." 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  amounts 
collected  more  than  30  days  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act.* 


By  Mr.  KYL: 

S.  1846.  A  bill  to  permit  duty  free 
treatment  for  certain  articles  provided 
by  the  Max  Planck  Institute  for 
Radioastronomy  and  the  Arcetri  Astro- 
physical  Observatory;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance. 

tariff  exemption  legislation 
•  Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  introduce 
legislation  today  to  permit  duty-free 
treatment  for  certain  structures,  parts, 
and  components  provided  by  the  Max 
Planck  Institute  to  University  of  Ari- 
zona's submillimeter  telescope  and  pro- 
vided by  the  Arcetri  Astrophyslcal  Ob- 
servatory for  the  University  of  Arizo- 
na's large  binocular  telescope  [LBT]. 
This  legislation  will  help  ensure  the 
continued  progress  of  astronomy  in  the 
United  States  and  in  Arizona. 

To  advance  the  potential  of  submilli- 
meter astronomy,  the  Steward  Observ- 
atory of  the  University  of  Arizona  and 
the  Max  Planck  Institute  in  Germany 
are  collaborating  on  the  construction 
and  operation  of  a  dedicated  submilli- 
meter telescope  in  Arizona.  The  Uni- 
versity of  Arizona  has  unique  capabili- 
ties in  large  glass  optics,  instrumenta- 
tion, and  mountaintop  sites;  the  Max 
Planck  Institute  in  development  of 
large,  precise  radio  astronomy  tele- 
scopes. 

The  SMT  is  the  highest  accuracy 
radio  telescope  ever  built.  And  the 
SMT  project  has  fostered  an  effective 


collaboration  between  an  American 
University,  a  German  national  re- 
search laboratory  and  high-technology 
industries  in  both  Germany  and  Amer- 
ica. 

The  Tariff  and  Trade  Act  of  1984  pro- 
vided a  waiver  of  tariffs  for  equipment 
and  materials  provided  by  the  Max 
Planck  Institute.  An  extension  of  the 
waiver  is  necessary  to  further  develop 
custom  instrumentation  not  available 
from  any  U.S.  producer.  An  extension 
of  the  waiver  is  also  necessary  to  allow 
the  calibration  and  repair  of  the  equip- 
ment required  by  the  project. 

In  addition,  the  University  of  Ari- 
zona has  collaborated  with  Arcetri  As- 
trophyslcal Observatory  in  Florence. 
Italy,  to  build  the  large  binocular  tele- 
scope. The  scientific  goals  of  the  LBT 
include  studies  of  the  early  imiverse 
and  the  formation  of  galaxies  more 
than  10  billion  years  ago.  The  very  high 
sensitivity  and  spatial  resolution  for 
the  LBT  will  make  it  the  most  power- 
ful instrument  in  the  world  for  this 
kind  of  astronomical  research. 

This  legislation  will  also  provide 
duty-free  treatment  for  components 
that  cannot  be  obtained  In  the  United 
States  for  construction  of  the  Univer- 
sity of  Arizona's  large  binocular  tele- 
scope. 

At  a  time  when  Federal  budget  con- 
straints have  made  belt-tightening 
necessary,  these  tariff  exemptions  are 
important  to  the  continued  success  of 
scientific  research.* 


By  Mrs.  BOXER  (for  herself,  Mr, 
iNOUYE,    Mrs.    Feinstein,    and 
Mr.  Kennedy): 
S.  1848.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  encourage  the 
production  and  use  of  clean-fuel  vehi- 
cles and   for  other  purposes;   to   the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

THE  CLEAN  FUEL  VEHICLE  ACT  OF  1996 

•  Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
want  to  talk  about  choices  in  transpor- 
tation. Most  Americans  who  travel  to 
work  get  there  by  car,  some  perhaps  by 
bus  or  commuter  rail.  Some  even  fly  by 
jet  airplane.  These  are  all  choices  in 
transportation  modes,  but  they  all 
have  one  thing  in  common:  oil. 

As  we  enter  the  21st  century,  we 
must  expand  oar  choices  in  how  we 
power  transportation  in  this  country. 
The  percentage  of  total  energy  use  de- 
voted to  transportation  is  now  at  Its 
highest  level  ever.  Transportation  ac- 
counts for  two-thirds  of  the  country's 
total  petroleum  use,  and  transpor- 
tation is  97  percent  dependent  on  petro- 
leum. 

Americans  are  traveling  by  car  more 
and  more.  The  total  number  of  vehicle 
miles  traveled  in  California  has  in- 
creased by  10  percent  since  1991.  Mean- 
while, fuel  economy  has  decreased  for 
the  second  year  in  a  row. 

This  dependence  on  petroleum  puts 
our  economy  foolishly  at  risk.  The  ar- 
teries of  our  economy  run  on  oil;  and 


as  we  have  seen  with  the  latest  gaso- 
line price  hikes,  clogged  arteries  can 
cause  heart  problems  in  this  economy. 
The  cost  of  our  oil  addiction  is  paid 
not  just  at  the  pump  but  at  our  hos- 
pitals and  doctors"  offices. 

According  to  the  Coalition  for  Clean 
Air,  diesel  exhaust  alone  has  been  asso- 
ciated with  up  to  30,000  lung  cancer 
deaths  in  California.  Think  about  this: 
thirty  thousand  painful,  premature 
deaths  from  one  source  in  one  State. 

In  order  to  develop  transportation 
choices  that  improve  our  health  and 
wean  us  from  the  oil  pump,  we  must 
develop  real  incentives  for  buyers  to 
consider  alternatively  fueled  vehicles. 

We  began  to  do  that  in  a  real  mean- 
ingful way  in  Congress  in  1992  with  the 
Energy  Policy  Act.  The  modest  incen- 
tives in  that  law  helped  to  almost  dou- 
ble the  number  of  alternatively  fueled 
vehicles  on  the  road.  To  continue  this 
trend,  we  need  to  build  on  our  current 
incentives  and  really  spur  the  market 
for  clean-fuel  vehicles. 

That  is  why  I  am  introducing,  with 
Senators  Inouye,  Feinstein,  and  Ken- 
nedy, the  Clean  Fuel  Vehicle  Act  of 
1996.  This  bill  provides  a  set  of  tem- 
porary, targeted  tax  incentives  de- 
signed to  spur  the  market  for  clean- 
fuel  vehicles  by  making  them  cost 
competitive  with  fossil-fueled  vehicles. 
Increased  use  of  zero-emission  or  low- 
emission  vehicles  will  reduce  the  Na- 
tion's dependence  on  foreign  oil,  reduce 
harmful  transportation  emissions,  and 
stimulate  market  demand  for  high- 
technology  vehicles  and  components. 

First,  my  bill  exempts  electric  vehi- 
cles [EV's]  and  other  clean-fuel  vehi- 
cles from  the  luxury  tax  and  from  the 
depreciation  on  luxury  automobiles. 
This  corrects  a  ludicrous  inconsistency 
in  current  tax  law.  The  law  now  pro- 
vides a  10  percent  tax  credit  of  up  to 
$4,000  on  the  purchase  of  an  EV.  At  the 
same  time,  however,  a  luxury  tax  is 
imposed  if  the  total  price  of  the  car  ex- 
ceeds $32,000.  In  effect,  our  current 
stimulus  program  puts  a  tax  break  into 
one  pocket  and  takes  it  out  of  the 
other. 

Second,  my  bill  will  allow  the  entire 
cost  of  an  EV  to  be  depreciated  over  a 
5-year  span.  Under  current  law.  only 
the  first  $3,000  or  so  of  the  purchase 
price  may  be  depreciated  over  5  years; 
the  remaining  cost  must  be  recovered 
over  a  much  longer  period. 

Third,  the  Boxer  bill  lifts  the  Govern- 
ment use  restriction  on  tax  incentives, 
giving  a  private  business  that  leases 
EV's  to  a  Government  agency  the  same 
tax  incentives  it  gets  for  leasing  to  a 
private  interest.  Because  of  their  great 
size  and  visibility,  CJovemment  fleets 
are  the  initial  target  market  for  clean- 
fuel  vehicles. 

Fourth,  my  bill  eliminates  an  over- 
sight in  the  1992  Energy  Act  that  al- 
lows an  electric-powered  bus  to  take 
advantage  of  only  the  existing  $4,000 
tax  credit.  The  bUl  would  make  elec- 
tric buses  also  eligible  for  the  $50,000 
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tax  deduction  available  to  other  clean- 
fuel  buses.  This  tax  deduction  would  be 
greater  than  the  S4,000  tax  credit,  espe- 
cially for  urban  transit  buses. 

Finally,  my  bill  overturns  a  1995  IRS 
decision  to  tax  liquified  natural  gras 
[LNG]  as  a  liquid  fuel  similar  to  diesel. 

LNG  holds  the  most  promise  as  an  al- 
ternative fuel  for  heavy-duty  transpor- 
tation such  as  trucks  and  locomotives. 
It  is  abundant  and  cheaper  than  oil, 
and  it  contains  more  energy  per  pound 
than  gasoline  or  diesel  fuel.  LNG  is 
cooled  to  sm  extreme  temperature 
whereas  its  chemical  cousin,  com- 
pressed natural  gas  [CNG]  is  pressur- 
ized for  storage.  Both  perform  the  same 
in  a  vehicle's  engine.  The  advantage  for 
LNG  is  less  volume  needed  for  on-board 
storage,  which  is  important  for  heavy- 
duty  vehicles  such  as  trucks  and  buses. 
Lowering  the  tax  on  LNG  is  an  impor- 
tant step  for  putting  clean-fuel  trucks 
and  buses  on  California  highways. 

The  IRS  ruling  put  LNG  at  a  tremen- 
dous cost  disadvantage,  which  might 
well  doom  the  emerging  market  for 
this  clean-burning  fuel.  The  IRS  ruled 
that  since  LNG  was  not  specifically 
mentioned  in  the  1993  legislation  which 
set  the  tax  rate  for  CNG,  it  must  be  an 
other  liquid  fUel  used  in  motor  vehicle 
transportation  under  IRC  section 
4041(a).  even  though  LNG  is  exactly  the 
same  as  CNG  when  it  enters  an  engine. 
The  tax  on  gas  is  levied  on  1  million 
cubic  feet  rate.  If  you  do  the  math  that 
provides  the  per  gallon  equivalence,  it 
reveals  that  the  IRS  ruling  places  an 
effective  tax  rate  of  31.5  cents  per  gal- 
lon, diesel,  equivalent  on  LNG,  a  dis- 
parity of  25.6  cents  when  compared  to 
the  tax  on  CNG.  In  fact,  this  tax  rate 
places  LNG  7.1  cents  above  the  tax  on 
diesel,  the  very  fuel  for  which  LNG  is 
the  clean-burning  alternative. 

As  you  can  see,  the  provisions  in  the 
Boxer  Clean  Fuel  Vehicle  Act  are  based 
on  common  sense: 

Don't  give  clean-ftoel  vehicles  a  small 
tax  break  and  then  turn  around  and  tax 
them  as  luxury  vehicles; 

Give  electric  buses  the  same  tax  de- 
duction provided  other  clean-fuel 
buses;  and 

Make  the  taxes  on  natural  gas  fair 
and  consistent  and  let  LNG  be  a  real 
competitor  to  diesel. 

Finally,  this  bill  says:  Let's  get  seri- 
ous and  provide  a  significant  tax  credit 
for  those  who  buy  electric  vehicles. 
And  let's  encourage  leasing  arrange- 
ments with  local  governments  by  al- 
lowing private  companies  to  obtain  the 
tax  breaks  and  pass  them  to  the  gov- 
ernments through  lower  costs. 

As  anyone  who  has  been  gouged  at 
the  gas  pump  recently  can  tell  you,  it 
is  high  time  to  break  oil's  stranglehold 
on  American  consumers.  To  do  that,  we 
must  help  provide  them  with  choices. 

The  Boxer  bill  provides  a  jump-start 
for  clean-fuel  vehicles,  not  a  perma- 
nent subsidy.  All  of  the  tax  incentives 
in  my  bill  will  expire  at  the  end  of  the 


year  2004.  By  then,  the  clean-fuel  vehi- 
cle market  will  be  on  its  own,  and  we 
can  enjoy  a  cleaner,  healthier  21st  cen- 
tiary. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  imanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  RECORD,  as 
follows: 

S.  1848 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE;  AMENDBfENT  OF  1986 
CODE. 

(a)  Short  Tttle.— This  Act  may  be  cited  as 
the  "Clean-Fuel  Vehicle  Act  of  1996  ". 

(b)  Amendment  of  1986  Code.— Except  as 
otherwise  expressly  provided,  whenever  in 
this  Act  an  amendment  or  repeal  is  ex- 
pressed in  terms  of  an  amendment  to,  or  re- 
peal of,  a  section  or  other  provision,  the  ref- 
erence shall  be  considered  to  be  made  to  a 
section  or  other  provision  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986. 

SEC.  2.  EXEMPTION  OF  ELECTRIC  AND  OTHER 
CLEAN-FUEL  MOTOR  VEHICLES 
FROM  LUXURY  AUTOMOBILE  CLAS- 
SIFICATION. 

(a)  In  General.— Subsection  (a)  of  section 
4001  (relating  to  imposition  of  tax)  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows: 

"(a)  Imposition  of  Tax.— 

"(1)  In  GENERAL.— There  is  hereby  imposed 
on  the  1st  retail  sale  of  any  passeng'er  vehi- 
cle a  tax  equal  to  10  percent  of  the  price  for 
which  so  sold  to  the  extent  such  price  ex- 
ceeds the  applicable  amount. 

"(2)  APPUCABLE  amount.— 

"(A)  In  GENERAL. — Except  as  provided  In 
subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C).  the  applicable 
amount  is  130,000. 

"(B)  QUALIFIED  CLEAN-FUEL  VEHICLE  PROP- 
ERTY.— In  the  case  of  a  passengrer  vehicle 
which  is  propelled  by  a  fuel  which  is  not  a 
clean-burning  fuel  to  which  is  installed 
Qualified  clean-fuel  vehicle  property  (as  de- 
fined in  section  179A(c)(l)(A))  for  purposes  of 
permitting  such  vehicle  to  be  propelled  by  a 
clean-burning  fuel,  the  applicable  amount  is 
equal  to  the  sum  of— 

"(i)  $30,000,  plus 

"(11)  the  increase  in  the  price  for  which  the 
passenger  vehicle  was  sold  (within  the  mean- 
ing of  section  4002)  due  to  the  Installation  of 
such  property. 

"(C)  PURPOSE  BUILT  PASSENGER  VEHICLE.— 

"(i)  In  GENERAL.— In  the  case  of  a  purpose 
built  passenger  vehicle,  the  applicable 
amount  Is  equal  to  150  percent  of  S30,000. 

"(11)  PURPOSE  BUILT  PASSENGER  VEHICLE.— 

For  purposes  of  clause  (1),  the  term  'purpose 
built  passenger  vehicle'  means  a  passenger 
vehicle  produced  by  an  original  equipment 
manufacturer  and  designed  so  that  the  vehi- 
cle may  be  propelled  primarily  by  elec- 
tricity." 

(b)  CONFORMING  Amendments.— 

(1)  Subsection  (e)  of  section  4001  (relating 
to  Inflation  adjustment)  Is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

"(e)  Inflation  adjustment.— 

"(1)  In  general.— The  S30,000  amount  in 
subparagraphs  (A),  (B)(1),  and  (C)(1)  of  sub- 
section (a)(2)  shall  be  Increased  by  an 
amount  equal  to — 

"(A)  $30,000.  multiplied  by 

"(B)  the  cost-of-living  adjustment  under 
section  1(f)(3)  for  the  calendar  year  in  which 
the  vehicle  is  sold,  determined  by  substitut- 
ing 'calendar  year  1990"  for  'calendar  year 
1992'  in  subparagraph  (B)  thereof. 


"(2)  Rounding.— If  any  amount  as  adjusted 
under  paragraph  (1)  is  not  a  multiple  of 
$2,000,  such  amount  shall  be  rounded  to  the 
next  lowest  multiple  of  $2,000." 

(2)  Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  4003(a)(2)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(B)  the  appropriate  applicable  amount  as 
determined  under  section  4001(a)(2)." 

(c)  Effectfve  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  sales  and 
installations  occurring  and  property  placed 
in  service  on  or  after  July  1, 1996. 
SEC.  3.  GOVERrnaENTAL  USE  RESTRICTION 
MODIFIED  FOR  ELECTRIC  VEHI- 
CLES. 

(a)  IN  General.— Paragraph  (3)  of  section 
30(d)  (relating  to  special  rules)  is  amended  by 
inserting  "(without  regard  to  paragraph 
(4)(A)(i)  thereof)"  after  "section  50(b)". 

(b)  Conforming  amendment.— Paragraph 
(5)  of  section  179A(e)  (relating  to  other  defi- 
nitions and  special  rules)  is  amended  by  in- 
serting "(without  regard  to  paragraph 
(4)(A)(1)  thereof  in  the  case  of  a  qualified 
electric  vehicle  described  In  subclause  (I)  or 
(H)  of  subsection  (b)(l)(A)(iIl)  of  this  sec- 
tion)" after  "section  50(b)". 

(c)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  property 
placed  in  service  on  or  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

SBC.  4.  LARGE  ELECTRIC  TRUCKS.  VANS,  AND 
BUSES  EUGIBLE  FOR  DEDUCTION 
FOR  CLEAN-FUEL  VEHICLES. 

(a)  In  General.— Paragraph  (3)  of  section 
179A(c)  (defining  qualified  clean-fuel  vehicle 
property)  is  amended  by  inserting  ",  other 
than  any  vehicle  described  In  subclause  (I)  or 
(n)  of  subsection  (b)(l)(A)(lii)"  after  "section 
30(c))". 

(b)  Denial  of  CREDrr.- Subsection  (c)  of 
section  30  (relating  to  credit  for  qualified 
electric  vehicles)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(3)  Denial  of  CREorr  for  vehicles  for 
WHICH  DEDUCTION  ALLOWABLE.— The  term 
'qualified  electric  vehicle'  shall  not  include 
any  vehicle  described  in  subclause  (I)  or  (II) 
of  secUon  179A(b)(lKA)(ili)." 

(c)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  property 
placed  in  service  on  or  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  5.  ELECTRIC  VEHICLE  CREDIT  AMOUNT  AND 
APPUCATION  AGAINST  ALTER- 
NATIVE MINIMUM  TAX. 

(a)  In  General.— Subsection  (a)  of  section 
30  (relating  to  credit  for  qualified  electric  ve- 
hicles) is  amended  by  striking  "10  percent 
of. 

(b)  APPUCATION      AGAINST      ALTERNATIVE 

MINIMUM  Tax.— Section  30(b)  (relaUng  to 
limitations)  is  amended  by  striking  para- 
graph (3). 

(c)  Effective    Date.— The    amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  taxable 
years  beginning  after  December  31, 1996. 
SEC.  6w  RATE  OF  TAX  ON  UQUEFIED  NATURAL 

GAS  TO  BE  EQUIVALENT  TO  RATE  OF 

TAX     ON     COMPRESSED     NATURAL 

GAS. 

(a)  In  General.— Paragraph  (3)  of  section 

4041(a)  (relating  to  diesel  fuel  and  special 

motor  fuels)  Is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  subparagraph  (A)  and  in- 
serting the  following  new  subparagraph: 

"(A)  iMPOSmON  OF  TAX.— 

"(I)  IN  GENERAL.— There  is  hereby  imposed 
a  tax  on  compressed  or  liquefied  natural 
gas— 

"(I)  sold  by  any  person  to  an  owner,  lessee, 
or  other  operator  of  a  motor  vehicle  or  mo- 
torboat  for  use  as  a  fuel  In  such  motor  vehi- 
cle or  motorboat,  or 

"(II)  used  by  any  person  as  a  fuel  in  a 
motor  vehicle  or  motorboat  unless  there  was 
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a  taxable  sale  of  such  gas  under  subclause 
(I). 

"(U)  Rate  of  tax.— The  rate  of  tax  Im- 
posed by  this  paragraph  shall  be— 

"(I)  in  the  case  of  compressed  natural  gas, 
48.54  cents  per  MCF  (determined  at  standard 
temperature  and  pressure),  and 

"(II)  in  the  case  of  liquefied  natural  gas,  4.3 
cents  per  gallon.",  and 

(2)  by  inserting  "OR  liquefied"  after  "Com- 
pressed" in  the  heading. 

(b)  Conforming  amendments.— 

(1)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  4041(a)(2)  is 
amended  by  striking  "other  than  a  Ker- 
osene" and  inserting  "other  than  liquefied 
natural  gas,  kerosene". 

(2)  The  heading  for  section  9503(f)(2)(D)  Is 
amended  by  inserting  "or  uquefied"  after 
"compressed". 

(c)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  take  effect  on  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.* 


13371 


By   Mr.    STEVENS   (for  himself, 

Mr.    Warner,    Mr.    Dodd,    Mr. 

BENhfETT,  Mrs.  Boxer,  Mr. 

Breaux,  Mr.  Bryan,  Mr.  Burns, 

Mr.  Chafee,  Mr.  Coats,  Mr. 

Cochran,  Mr.  D'Amato,  Mr. 

Graham,     Mr.     Hefldj,     Mrs. 

Hutchison,  Mr.  Jeffords,  Mr. 

Kerry,    Mr.    Ltkbermajj,    Mr. 

LOTT,  Ms.  Moseley-Braun,  Mr. 

Murkowski,     Mr.     Pell,     Mr. 

Pressler,      Mr.      RoBB,      Mr. 

Simon,  and  Ms.  Snowe): 
S.  1850.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  rec- 
ognition and  designation  of  the  official 
society  to  administer  and  coordinate 
the  United  States  of  America  activities 
to  commemorate  and  celebrate  the 
achievements  of  the  second  millen- 
nium, and  promote  even  greater 
achievements  in  the  millennium  to 
come  by  endowing  an  international 
cross-cultural  scholarship  fund  to  fur- 
ther the  development  and  education  of 
the  world's  future  leaders;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking,  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs. 

the  BdlLLENNIUM  ACT  OF  1996 

•  Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  today 
I  am  introducing  the  Millennium  Act 
of  1996  along  with  my  colleagues.  Sen- 
ators Warner,  Dodd,  Bennett,  Boxer, 
Breaux,  Burns,  Chafee,  Coats. 
D'Amato,  Graham,  Heflin,  Hutchison, 
Jeffords,  Kerry,  Lieberman,  Lott, 
Moseley-Braun,  Murkowski,  Pell, 
Pressler,  Robb,  Simon,  Snowe,  Bryan, 
and  Cochran. 

This  bill  is  a  bipartisan  effort  to 
focus  the  Nation's  attention  on  what 
may  become  one  of  the  most  antici- 
pated events  in  history— the  beginning 
of  the  new  millennium.  As  the  new  mil- 
lennium nears,  this  bill  hopes  to  focus 
our  attention  on  the  achievements  of 
the  past  1,000  years  and  helps  to  foster 
educational  opportunities  for  those 
who  may  take  on  leadership  respon- 
sibilities in  the  next  1.000  years. 

Since  its  founding  in  1979  by  a  group 
of  college  students  from  around  the 
world.  The  Millennium  Society  has 
worked  to  organize  a  global  celebration 
and  commemoration  of  humankind's 
achievements  during  this  millennium 


and  to  endow  a  cross-cultural  scholar- 
ship program  to  help  educate  future 
leaders.  I  believe  it  is  the  oldest  orga- 
nization in  the  country  formed  for  the 
specific  purjwse  of  celebrating  and 
conunemorating  the  historical  signifi- 
cance of  the  Millennium.  The  Society 
was  incorporated  as  a  501(c)(3)  non- 
profit, charitable  organization  in  1984 
for  the  purpose  of  establishing  and  ad- 
ministering the  Millennium  Society 
Scholarship  Program. 

The  Millennium  Society  plans  to  or- 
ganize and  telecast  "Countdown  2000" 
celebrations  here  and  around  the  world 
to  enable  the  international  community 
to  both  view  and  participate  In  this 
historic  moment.  The  Society  hopes 
that  the  "Countdown  2000"  events  will 
raise  at  least  $100  million  to  perma- 
nently endow  its  Millennium  Scholars 
Prograjn. 

Unlike  the  Bicentennial  Commission 
which  required  Federal   funding,   this 
bill  asks  for  no  Federal  funds.  Title  I  of 
this  bill  provides  the  Society  with  the 
official  authorization  and  designation 
to    administer    Millennium    activities 
both  here  and  abroad  and  ensures  that 
charitable  proceeds  go  to  the  Millen- 
nium Scholars  Program.  The  organiz- 
ers hope  that  this  designation  can  op- 
erate  much  like  the  U.S.  Olympic  Com- 
mittee  trademark.   Mr.   President,   to 
the  best  of  my  knowledge,  there  are  no 
other  organizations  that  are  competing 
for  this  designation  nor  have  any  indi- 
cated any  specific  interest  in  doing  so. 
The  second  title  authorizes  the  mint- 
ing of  commemorative  coins.  This  bill 
incorporates  some  of  the  language  from 
the  House  Commemorative  Coin  reform 
legislative  package.  H.R.  2614.  Specifi- 
cally, the  Millennium  Society  agrees 
not  to  derive  any  proceeds  until  all  the 
numismatic    operation    and    program 
costs  allowable  to  the  program  have 
been  recovered  by  the  U.S.  Mint.  More- 
over, it  embodies  some  of  the  key  cri- 
teria and  recommendations  of  the  Citi- 
zens   Commemorative    Coin    Advisory 
Commission.  The  minting  of  the  Mil- 
lennium coins  would  not  begin  until 
July  of  1999.  Further,  through  its  own 
fund  raising  efforts,   the   Millennium 
Society  will  match  the  funds  received 
through  commemorative  coin  sales  for 
its  scholarship  program. 

The  third  title  of  the  bill  expresses 
the  sense  of  Congress  that  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service  should  consider  the 
issuance  of  stamps  to  commemorate 
the  close  of  the  second  millennium  and 
the  advent  of  the  third  millennium. 

The  Millennium  Society  was  estab- 
lished as  an  international  charitable 
organization  dedicated  to  giving  stu- 
dents from  around  the  world  a  chance 
to  go  on  to  college  and  to  promote 
international  fellowship  and  under- 
standing among  the  world's  peoples  on 
an  unofficial  and  nongovernmental 
basis. 

I  hope  other  Senators  will  join  us  in 
supporting    this    legislation    to    both 


commemorate  the  coming  millennium 
and  help  provide  scholastic  funding  for 
its  future  leaders.* 


By  Mr.  HELMS  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Feingold.  Mr.  Mack,  and  Mr. 
Smith): 
S.J.  Res.  56.  A  joint  resolution  dis- 
approving the  extension  of  nondiscrim- 
inatory     treatment^-most-favored-na- 
tion  treatment— to  the  products  of  the 
People's  Republic  of  China;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

THE  CHINA  MOST-FAVORED-NATION  TREATMENT 
DISAPPROVAL  JOINT  RESOLUTION 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  inasmuch 
as  I  believe  Senators  ought  to  take  a 
position  on  the  very  significant  ques- 
tion of  a  most-favored-nation  designa- 
tion of  China  by  the  United  States,  I. 
today,  along  with  Senator  Feingold, 
Senator  Mack,  and  others,  offer  a  reso- 
lution of  disapproval  of  President  Clin- 
ton's renewal  of  most-favored-nation 
treatment  for  China. 

As  I  indicated  earlier.  Senator  Fein- 
gold, Senator  Mack.  Senator  Smith  of 
New  Hampshire  are  principal  cospon- 
sors  of  this  resolution  of  disapi>roval. 

Now  then,  if  there  is  somehow  a  valid 
reason  for  the  United  States— the 
world's  leader  in  freedom— to  offer  the 
same  trading  terms  to  China  that  the 
United  States  offers  to  other  nations 
that  do  honor  their  citizens'  human 
rights  and  that  do  respect  the  rule  of 
law.  I  cannot  think  of  such  a  reason. 
None  come  to  mind. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  President  Clin- 
ton's fourth  renewal  of  MFN  status  for 
China.  The  President  has  covered  the 
waterfront  on  this  issue.  He  has  been 
all  over  the  lot.  He  has  had  his  cus- 
tomary array  of  positions  on  MFN.  as 
with  countless  other  issues,  and  it  is 
almost  impossible  to  follow  the  Presi- 
dent's ever-changing  position  without, 
as  the  saying  goes,  a  printed  program. 
As  a  candidate  running  for  the  Presi- 
dency in  1992.  Mr.  Clinton  condemned 
the  Bush  administration  for  what  can- 
didate Clinton  alleged  was  "coddling 
dictators."  But  when  Mr.  Clinton  took 
office  in  1993.  he  decided,  no.  it  was  all 
right  with  him  to  support  MFN  to 
China— provided  that  China  "made 
progress"  in  respecting  human  rights. 
The  following  year.  1994.  when  the 
President  was  forced  to  acknowledge 
that  there  had  been  no  progress  by 
China  in  human  rights.  President  Clin- 
ton decided  that  human  rights  should 
not  even  be  a  factor  in  the  annual  MFN 
renewal. 

Instead,  the  President  said  that  he 
would  advsmce  human  rights  through  a 
set  of  principles  for  United  States  busi- 
nesses, enhanced  international  broad- 
casting to  China,  and  what  the  Presi- 
dent described  as  "increased  support 
for  nongovernmental  organizations 
working  on  human  rights  in  China." 

That  was  2  years  ago,  and  we  are  still 
waiting  for  any  evidence  whatsoever 
that  any  of  the  Clinton  initiatives  have 
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gone  anjrwhere  or  accomplished  any- 
thlagr.  The  business  principles  an- 
nounced by  the  White  House  did  not 
even  mention  China  or  its  flagrant 
labor  abuses. 

We  are  still  waiting  for  Radio  Free 
Asia,  which  the  administration  has  ap- 
parently renamed  and  is  now  calling  it 
the  Asia  Pacific  Network,  or  some  such 
thing,  because  apparently  somebody  in 
the  Clinton  administration  perhaps  de- 
cided that  the  name  Radio  Free  Asia 
may  be  a  little  bit  confrontational  in- 
sofar as  the  Communist  Chinese  are 
concerned.  Well,  as  for  the  aid  to  non- 
governmental groups  supporting 
human  rights  in  China,  perhaps  the  ad- 
ministration would  be  willing  at  least 
to  give  us  a  hint  as  to  what,  if  any- 
thing, has  been  done.  They  certainly 
have  made  no  report  on  the  matter  one 
way  or  the  other.  I  do  not  believe  one 
thing  has  been  accomplished. 

This  year,  when  the  President  an- 
nounced his  intention  to  renew  MFN, 
he  said  the  MFN  decision  "isn't  a  ref- 
erendum on  all  China's  policies."  I  say, 
the  heck  it  is  not.  Whether  Mr.  Clinton 
likes  it  or  not,  when  the  United  States 
extends  MFN  to  China,  we  are  treating 
China  like  virtually  all  of  our  other 
trading  partners.  There  are,  of  course, 
many  other  countries  that  deserve  a 
stem  line  from  the  United  States,  but 
China  is  in  a  class  by  itself  when  it 
comes  to  the  violations  of  human 
rights. 

The  fact  is,  Mr.  President,  that  Chi- 
na's record  on  human  rights,  since  the 
most  recent  MFN  renewal,  has  contin- 
ued to  be  disgraceful.  Even  the  State 
Department's  latest  annual  report  on 
human  rights  stated  that  the  Chinese 
regime  "continued  to  commit  wide- 
spread and  well-documented  human 
rights  abuses,"  abuse,  I  might  add, 
which  affect  every  kind  of  fundamental 
human  rights  imaginable. 

According  to  many  observers,  reli- 
gious persecution  in  particular  intensi- 
fied with  the  Government  moving 
against  independent  Christian  churches 
and  Muslim  groups.  Challenges  to  the 
regime  were  not  tolerated.  Quoting  the 
State  Department,  "By  year's  end,  al- 
most all  public  dissent  against  the  cen- 
tral authorities  was  silenced  by  intimi- 
dation, exile  or  imposition  of  prison 
terms  or  administrative  detention." 

The  annual  MFN  debate  has  become 
more  than  a  mere  referendum  on  Chi- 
na's policies;  it  is  now  a  referendum  on 
the  Clinton  administration's  policies, 
and  President  Clinton  made  it  so.  In 
the  future,  in  addition  to  requiring  re- 
port on  China's  human  rights  record, 
perhaps  we  should  consider  an  annual 
report  on  the  Clinton  administration's 
China  policy. 

During  the  jjast  year  alone,  the  Clin- 
ton administration  decided  to  look  the 
other  way  while  China  sent  nuclear 
material  to  Pakistan  because,  the  ad- 
ministration says,  the  Chinese  leader- 
ship didn't  know  anything  about  it. 


Now  come  reports  that  China  is  seek- 
ing to  acquire  components  of  SS-18 
missiles  from  Russia  and  the  Ukraine. 
And  I  discussed  that  subject  on  this 
floor  this  past  Tuesday. 

China  has  fired  missiles  over  the  Tai- 
wan Strait  in  a  reckless  and  bellicose 
attempt  to  intimidate  Taiwan's  people 
as  they  established  the  first  Chinese 
democracy.  Despite  explicit  conmiit- 
ments  to  preserve  Hong  Kong's  institu- 
tions and  autonomy  after  1997,  the  Chi- 
nese Government  has  annoimced  it  will 
abolish  the  elected  legislature  and 
made  threats  against  the  independent 
judiciary  and  civil  servant  of  Hong 
Kong. 

On  Trade,  it  is  the  same  story.  Last 
year,  the  swiministration  agreed  to  let 
China  have  a  year  to  crack  down  on 
dozens  of  pirate  compact  disk  fac- 
tories. In  April,  the  administration  let 
it  be  known  in  news  reports  that  Presi- 
dent would  be  hard  pressed  to  renew 
MFN  if  Beijing  didn't  follow  through 
on  its  promise  to  end  the  pirating  of 
copyrighted  material.  The  regime  has 
not  followed  through  and  the  President 
renewed  MFN  anyiieay.  Now  we  are 
waiting  to  see  if  the  administration 
imposes  $2  billion  in  sanctions  against 
Chinese  products,  imported  with 
United  States. 

Despite  all  of  these  egregious  exam- 
ples of  Chinese  misbehavior,  we  still 
pay  China's  bills.  Our  trade  with  China 
is  one-way.  The  United  States  buys  40 
of  China's  exports,  but  China  severely 
limits  United  States  access  of  United 
States  exports  to  their  markets.  Last 
year,  our  exports  to  Taiwan,  Hong 
Kong,  and  even  Belgium  were  greater 
tham  our  exports  to  China,  even  though 
those  countries  have  a  tiny  firaction  of 
China's  population. 

Still  some  businessmen  contend  that 
we  need  to  trade  with  China.  It  will 
open  up  their  society,  they  say.  But 
what  is  going  on  in  China  is  not  free 
trade.  The  regime  is  turning  over  en- 
terprises to  the  military  so  it  can 
make  money  for  itself  and  acquire 
technology  from  foreign  businesses. 
There  is  no  rule  of  law  to  protect  Chi- 
nese or  foreign  investors.  Official  cor- 
ruption is  widespread.  A  disagreement 
with  a  business  partner  who  has  offi- 
cial connections  can  land  you  in  jail. 

Renewing  MFN  again  this  year  will 
be  a  sign  to  Beijing  that  the  United 
States  will  do  business  as  usual  with 
China  no  matter  what  the  con- 
sequences. I  trust  that  Senators  will 
bear  this  in  mind  as  the  days  go  by. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  chairman  of  the  Foreign  Re- 
lations Committee,  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina,  for  his  leadership  on 
the  MFN  issue  and  for  the  bipartisan 
effort  which  is  needed  because  we  have 
a  bipartisan  problem  on  the  other  side 
of  this  issue. 

Mr.  President,  on  May  31,  President 
Clinton  announced  his  intention  to  ex- 
tend for  another  year  most-favored-na- 


tion trading  status  to  China,  a  decision 
I  regret  as  objectionable  and  truly  per- 
plexing; Our  previous  President,  former 
President  Bush,  took  that  position,  and 
regrettably  the  majority  leader  who 
obviously  seeks  to  be  President,  also 
takes  the  same  position.  So  we  have  a 
very  serious  problem  with  a  past  ad- 
ministration, a  current  administration, 
and  potentially  another  administration 
all  turning  away  from  this  issue  of 
whether  or  not  China  deserves  most-fa- 
vored-nation status.  I  think  that  is  ob- 
jectionable because  it  reaffirms  an  er- 
roneous and  even  illogical  choice  made 
by   the   administration   in   1994:    that 
trade  rights  and  human  rights  are  not 
interrelated    and,    yet,    that    through 
"constructive  engagement,"  including 
easy  trade  terms,  himian  rights  will 
improve.  The  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee and  I  argued  then  that  this  ap- 
proach was  naive  and  predicted  that 
the  dismal  human  rights  situation  in 
China  would  remain  unchanged.  Unfor- 
tunately and  sadly,  I  and  others  con- 
cerned with  the  Beijing  regime's  cal- 
lous disregard  for  the  basic  rights  of 
any  individual,  have  been  proven  right. 
De-linking   MFN    to   improvement   in 
human  rights  has  resulted  only  in  de- 
spair, prison,  and  abuse  for  those  strug- 
gling in  China  to  guarantee  basic  free- 
doms. The  President'  decision  is  per- 
plexing because  it  seems  so  very  clear 
to  me  amd  other,  more  expert,  observ- 
ers that  the  Chinese  covet  and  need 
trade  with  the  United  States  and  that 
the  only  pressure  they  apparently  re- 
spect is  the  prospect  of  economic  sanc- 
tions. Words  and  exhortations  to  im- 
prove, to  act  decently  and  in  conform- 
ity with  international  norms,  are  ixjck- 
eted  and  ignored.  It  is  not  working.  In 
fact,  things  have  gotten  worse. 

So  I  rise  today,  Mr.  President,  to  join 
in  offering  a  resolution  of  disapproval 
of  the  President's  action,  an  option 
available  to  the  Congress  under  the 
1974  Jackson-Vanlk  amendment.  I  rec- 
ognize that  this  resolution  will  draw 
strong  opposition.  I  know  that  the 
leadership  in  both  Houses  has  already 
indicated  its  support  for  the  Presi- 
dent's announcement  and  we  will  soon 
be  witness  to  a  heavy  lobbying  effort 
by  the  administration  and  its  allies  in 
business  and  in  the  Congress  to  prevent 
our  resolution  from  prevailing.  So  the 
odds  are  difficult.  Of  course,  the  odds 
are  even  more  difficult  for  overriding  a 
Presidential  veto  should  we  succeed. 
Nevertheless,  I  believe  densring  MFN- 
status  to  China  is  the  right  thing  to  do 
and  should  be  pursued,  not  just  for 
those  suffering  at  the  hands  of  the  Chi- 
nese regime,  but  because  it  is  in  our 
national  interest  on  many  fronts:  polit- 
ical, economic,  and  moral. 

Let  me  turn  first,  Mr.  President,  to 
the  state  of  human  rights  in  China 
which  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
has  discussed  in  some  detail.  Two  years 
after  the  administration's  de-linking 
decision,  the  State  Department's  an- 
nual report  on  human  rights  described 
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an  abysmal  situation,  marked  by  in- 
creased repression.  I  quote  here  ver- 
batim: 

Abuses  Included  arbltary  and  lengthy  in- 
coRununlcado  detention,  forced  confession, 
torture  and  mistreatment  of  prisoners.  Pris- 
on conditions  remained  harsh.  The  govern- 
ment continues  severe  restrictions  on  free- 
dom of  speech,  the  press,  assembly,  associa- 
tion, religion,  privacy,  movement  and  work- 
ers rights.  The  report  continued  that  by  the 
end  of  1995  almost  all  public  dissent  had  been 
silenced  by  Intimidation,  exile  or  Imposition 
of  prison  terms  or  administrative  detention. 

In  December  1995  we  were  witness  to 
a  concrete  example  of  how  little  con- 
structive engagement  has  accom- 
plished. Wei  Jingsheng,  a  prominent 
dissident  who  has  dedicated  his  life  to 
speaking  out  against  the  Chinese  Gov- 
ernment's repression  of  its  own  people, 
was  hauled  before  a  show  court  on 
charges  of  subversion.  Wei  Jingsheng 
had  already  spent  16  years  looking  at 
the  inside  of  Chinese  prison  walls,  but 
when  he  was  finally  released  in  1993  he 
immediately  and  courageously  took  up 
again  the  cause  of  freedom.  For  his 
bravery  and  unstinting  devotion  to 
human  rights  Wei  Jingsheng— after  a  6- 
hour  court  proceeding — was  sentenced 
to  another  14  years.  The  administra- 
tion issued  a  condemnation,  of  course, 
and  an  appeal  for  clemency.  It  is  any 
surprise,  Mr.  President,  that  the  Chi- 
nese took  this  statement  for  what  it 
was— mere  words— and  that  Wei 
Jingsheng  languishes  today  in  an  abu- 
sive prison  system? 

The  impunity  with  which  the  Chinese 
Government  acts — and  knows  it  can 
act— has  a  debilitating  effect  on  dis- 
sent. We  know  from  our  own  contacts 
that  prominent  intellectuals  and  com- 
mon citizens  temper  their  statements, 
carefully  refraining  from  pronouncing 
on  political  topics. 

I  anticipate  that  administration 
apologists  will  point  to  recent  reforms 
in  the  Chinese  legal  system  as  evidence 
that  engagement  is  reaping  benefits. 
But  in  a  way  that  is  like  a  Trojan 
Horse.  Many  of  the  reforms  are  meant 
to  facilitate  foreign  investment  by 
making  clear  the  rules  of  the  game  and 
providing  legal  recourse  for  settling 
disputes.  I  imagine,  however,  that  Wei 
Jingsheng  and  others  take  cold  com- 
fort in  China's  version  of  the  Uniform 
Commercial  Code.  To  be  sure,  reform  of 
prison  procedures  and  criminal  laws 
are  welcome  developments.  Perhaps 
they  do  point  to  an  evolution  in  the 
rule  of  law  in  China.  But  unless  they 
are  put  into  practice — amd  they  clearly 
are  not  if,  as  is  the  case  in  China,  offi- 
cials can  detain  individuals  without 
charge  or  even  acknowledgment  of  de- 
tention—the reforms  are  merely  paper 
promises. 

The  list  of  human  rights  horrors  goes 
on.  In  the  past  year,  we  have  been  wit- 
ness to  a  well-documented  report  by 
Human  Rights  Watch/Asia  detailing 
fatal  neglect  and  abuse  in  Chinese  or- 
phanages. Tibetan  religious  sensitivi- 


ties were  trampled  on  when  Chinese  au- 
thorities usurped  and  gave  to  them- 
selves the  right  to  choose  the  Panchen 
Lama,  second  only  to  the  Dalai  Lama 
in  Tibetan  Buddhism,  continuing  a 
nearly  50-year  pattern  of  persecution 
and  repression  of  the  Tibetan  people.  In 
fact,  the  Chinese  admitted  only  on 
June  1 — and  here  we  have  truly  the 
phenomena  of  a  wolf  in  sheep's  cloth- 
ing—that they  were  holding  under 
house  arrest  "for  his  own  protection" 
the  7-year-old  boy  designated  by  Ti- 
betan Buddhists  as  the  true  Panchen 
Lama. 

Chinese  contempt  for  construction 
engagement  is  evident  in  other  fora: 
thee  bald-faced  attempted  intimidation 
of  Taiwan  in  March,  sales  of  nuclear 
equipment  to  Pakistan,  the  utter  dis- 
regard for  agreements  to  end  violation 
of  U.S.  intellectual  property  rights. 

Is  it  possible  to  come  to  anything  but 
this  self-evident  conclusion:  "construc- 
tive engagement"  has  failed  so  far  to 
improve  Chinese  human  rights  behav- 
ior. I  would  say  the  evidence  justifies 
the  exact  opposite  conclusion:  human 
rights  have  deteriorated  and  the  re- 
gime emboldened  to  act  recklessly  in 
other  areas  vital  to  U.S.  national  inter- 
est. 

In  announcing  his  intent  to  extend 
MFN,  President  Clinton  said  that  the 
decision,  as  the  chairman  has  pointed 
out,  "was  not  a  referendum  on  China's 
policies."  That  is  what  the  President 
indicated.  And,  of  course,  I  believe 
firmly  that  the  President  abhors  the 
daily  repression  and  abuse  in  China. 
That  is  not  the  issue.  What  is  the  issue 
is  how  a  tortured  United  States  policy 
is  perceived  in  Beijing.  Recently,  the 
administration  announced  it  was  tak- 
ing the  Chinese  regime  at  its  word  that 
it  had  no  idea  that  a  Chinese  firm — op- 
erated by  the  military— was  selling 
ring  magnets  to  Pakistan  for  use  in 
that  country's  nuclear  weapons  pro- 
gram. This  announcement — coming  on 
the  heels  of  tough  talk  of  sanctions  for 
what  seems  to  me  to  be  a  clear  viola- 
tion of  China's  1992  pledge  to  abide  by 
the  obligations  of  the  Non-Prolifera- 
tion  Treaty — must  have  evoked  self- 
satisfied  smiles  in  Beijing. 

Why?  Because  the  threat  of  sanctions 
for  ignoring  our  policies  on  non- 
proliferation — at  least  in  this  in- 
stance—went by  the  boards,  just  as  our 
insistence  that  China  respect  human 
rights  in  return  for  nonnal  trade  rela- 
tions were  jettisoned  in  1994.  Looming 
on  the  horizon  is  the  ballyhooed  trade 
war  over  our  threat  to  impose  higher 
tariffs  on  some  Chinese  goods,  in  retal- 
iation for  China's  blatant  continuing 
violation  of  United  States  intellectual 
property  rights,  IPR.  We  have  been 
down  this  road  before.  It  was  only  in 
February  1995,  when  threatened  with 
higher  tariffs  on  SI  billion  of  its  goods, 
that  China  signed  an  agreement  to 
curb  IPR  piracy.  In  the  15  months 
since,  by  the  estimate  of  the  Motion 


Picture  Industry  Association,  the  harm 
to  U.S.  copyrighters  has  actually  in- 
creased. 

Let  us  see  if  we  can  briefly  discern  a 
pattern  here.  In  1992,  the  administra- 
tion promises  to  link  trade  preferences 
to  improvement  in  human  rights.  Two 
years  later,  that  policy  is  abandoned. 
In  1995,  our  intelligence  agencies  dis- 
cover Chinese  violations  of  non- 
proliferation  obligations.  Sanctions  are 
threatened  and  then  abandoned  in  the 
face  of  promises  to  do  better.  Also,  in 
1995,  the  Chinese  promise  to  do  better 
on  IPR  and  the  problem  worsens.  Our 
response:  more  tough  talk,  and  this 
time  "we  mean  it."  If  I  were  sitting  in 
Beijing,  I  would  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  threats  are  empty,  the  rhet- 
oric hollow. 

Constructive  engagement  has  £ailed 
to  alter  Chinese  behavior  to  the  good. 
So  let  us  drop  the  pretense  and  cut  to 
the  quick.  We  trade  with  China  and  ex- 
tend to  it  normal  trading  privileges  be- 
cause our  Government  believes  it  bene- 
fits American  business,  the  United 
States  economy,  and,  therefore,  the  na- 
tional interest.  We  look  the  other  way, 
in  practice  if  not  in  word,  on  Chinese 
violations  of  human  rights,  non- 
proliferation — perhaps  in  the  end  even 
on  IPR^because  it  is  good  for  business. 
As  I  said  at  the  outset,  I  find  this  ra- 
tionale perplexing. 

Our  trading  relationship  with  China 
is  really  quite  one-sided.  Writing  in  the 
New  York  Times,  May  16,  Alan 
Tonelson,  a  research  fellow  at  the  U.S. 
Business  and  Industrial  Association, 
argued  that  our  $34  billion  trade  deficit 
with  China  depresses  job  creation, 
wages  and  growth  of  the  United  States 
economy.  This  tremendous  deficit— 
which  has  helped  China  amass  more 
than  $70  billion  in  foreign  reserves,  a 
war  chest  useful  to  riding  out  any 
trade  war— is  not  the  result  of  fair- 
trading  practices.  China  is  a  protec- 
tionist nation,  Mr.  Tonelson  notes, 
with  some  of  the  highest  tariffs  in  the 
world.  It  dumps  artificially  low-priced 
goods — products  manufactured  by  chil- 
dren and  convicts— on  American  mar- 
kets, hurting  U.S.  competitors.  Accord- 
ing to  Mr.  Tonelson,  China  extorts 
know  how  and  high-skill  jobs  from 
American  companies,  such  as  Boeing, 
seeking  to  set  up  shop  in  China.  Cer- 
tainly China  is  a  vast  market,  with  tre- 
mendous potential.  But  our  1995  ex- 
ports to  China  of  $11.7  billion— only  0.12 
percent  of  our  GNP — were  less  than 
what  we  send  to  Belgium  or  Hong 
Kong. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  buy  up  to  40 
percent  of  China's  exports  and  that  al- 
lows China  to  finance  its  industrial  and 
military  modernization  program.  We 
have  the  leverage  to  make  them  play 
by  the  rules  of  the  game.  Does  it  not 
make  sense  to  use  that  leverage  now. 
from  a  relative  position  of  strength, 
than  try  to  nutke  the  Chinese  play  fair 
10,  20,  or  30  years  from  now  when  by 
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many  projections  it  will  be  a  legiti- 
mate superpower?  As  Mr.  Tonelson 
notes,  even  the  higher  tariffs  imposed 
on  China  under  a  non-MFN  scheme 
would  still  be  lower  than  China's  tar- 
iffs on  our  products. 

Mr.  President,  if  mortal  outrage  at 
blatant  abuse  of  human  rights  is  not 
reason  enough  for  taking  a  tough 
stance  with  China— and  I  believe  it  is 
and  that  the  American  people  do  as 
well — then  let  us  do  so  on  grounds  of 
self-interest. 

United  States  credibility  is  at  stake; 
a  firm  stance  which  refuses  China  the 
privilege— not  the  right— of  MFN  will 
enhance  United  States  stature  and,  in 
the  long  run.  benefit  United  States 
business,  the  American  consumer,  and, 
we  can  hope,  ultimately  leads  to  an  im- 
provement tn  China's  economic  and  po- 
litical behavior. 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  45S 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bond,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Kohl]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
459,  a  bill  to  provide  surveillance,  re- 
search, and  services  aimed  at  preven- 
tion of  birth  defects,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

s.  eo7 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Warner,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Grams]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  607,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Com- 
prehensive Environmental  Response, 
Compensation,  and  Liability  Act  of 
1980  to  clarify  the  liabUity  of  certain 
recycling  transactions,  and  for  other 
purjwses. 

s.  CM 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatfield,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Johnston]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  684,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act  to  provide  for  pro- 
grams of  research  regarding  Parkin- 
son's disease,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1389 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Feinstein,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
[Ms.  MiKULSKi]  and  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mrs.  Boxer]  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  S.  1389,  a  bill  to  reform 
the  financing  of  Federal  elections,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

S.  1703 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Murkowski,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Campbell]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1703,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Act 
establishing  the  National  Park  Foun- 
dation. 

S.  1714 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Burns,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Heflin]  and  the  Senator  from  Mis- 
souri [Mr.  Ashcroft]  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  S.  1714,  a  bill  to  amend  title 
49,  United  States  Code,  to  ensure  the 
abUity  of  utility  providers  to  establish. 


Improve,  operate,  and  maintain  utility 
structures,  facilities,  and  equipment 
for  the  benefit,  safety,  and  well-being 
of  consumers,  by  removing  limitations 
on  maximum  driving  and  on-duty  time 
pertaining  to  utility  vehicle  operators 
and  drivers,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1735 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Pressler,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Abraham]  and  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mrs.  Feinstein]  were  added 
as  cosponsors  of  S.  1735,  a  bill  to  estab- 
lish the  United  States  Tourism  Orgrani- 
zation  as  a  nongovernmental  entity  for 
the  purpose  of  promoting  tourism  in 
the  United  States. 

S.  1743 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bingaman,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Johnston]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1743,  a  bill  to  provide  tem- 
porary emergency  livestock  feed  assist- 
ance for  certain  producers,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.  1756 

At  the  request  of  Ms.  Moseley- 
Braxjn,  the  names  of  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  [Mrs.  Kassebaum]  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Bradley] 
were  added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  1756,  a 
bill  to  provide  additional  pension  secu- 
rity for  spouses  and  former  spouses, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1757 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Frist,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Jeffords]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1757,  a  bill  to  amend  the  De- 
velopmental Disabilities  Assistance 
and  Bill  of  Rights  Act  to  extend  the 
Act,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1771 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Murkowski,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Graham]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1771,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Consolidated 
Omnibus  Reconciliation  Act  of  1985  to 
clarify  that  the  fee  for  providing  cus- 
toms services  in  connection  with  pas- 
sengers arriving  on  commercial  vessels 
making  a  single  voyage  may  be  col- 
lected only  one  time  from  each  pas- 
senger, and  for  other  puriwses. 

S.  1840 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Pressler,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
[Mr.  ExoN]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  1840,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission  Act  to  authorize  ap- 
propriations for  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission. 


NOTICES  OF  HEARINGS 

COMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  announce  for  the  public 
that  a  hearing  has  been  scheduled  be- 
fore the  full  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources  to  receive  testi- 
mony regarding  S.  1844,  a  bill  to  amend 
the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund 


Act  to  direct  a  study  of  the  opportiuoi- 
ties  for  enhanced  water  based  recre- 
ation and  for  other  purposes. 

The  hearing  will  be  held  on  Thurs- 
day, June  13,  1996,  it  will  begin  at  9:30 
a.m.,  and  will  take  place  in  room  SD- 
366  of  the  Dirksen  Senate  Office  Build- 
ing in  Washington,  DC. 

For  further  information,  please  call 
James  P.  Beirne,  senior  counsel  or 
Betty  Nevltt,  staff  assistant. 

COMMTTTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  announce  for  the  public 
that  the  hearing  scheduled  before  the 
full  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources  to  receive  testimony  regard- 
ing S.  1804,  a  bill  to  make  technical  and 
other  changes  to  the  laws  dealing  with 
the  territories  and  freely  associated 
States  of  the  United  States,  amend- 
ment No.  4039  and  oversight  into  the 
law  enforcement  initiative  in  the  Com- 
monwealth of  the  Northern  Mariana  Is- 
lands, have  been  postponed  from  Tues- 
day, June  25,  1996,  to  Wednesday,  June 
26,  at  9:30  a.m.  and  will  take  place  in 
room  SD-336  of  the  Dirksen  Senate  Of- 
fice Building  in  Washington,  DC. 

For  further  information,  please  call 
James  P.  Beirne,  senior  counsel  or 
Betty  Nevitt. 


AtTTHORTTY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 
MEET 

COMMPTTEE  on  ARMED  SERVICES 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Armed  Services  be  authorized  to 
meet  at  3  p.m.  on  Thursday,  June  6,  in 
executive  session,  to  mark  up  a  pro- 
posed SASC  amendment  to  S.  1718,  the 
intelligence  authorization  bill  for  fis- 
cal year  1997,  and  to  vote  to  report  S. 
1718  to  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMTTTEE  ON  BANKING,  HOUSING,  AND  URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban 
AfEairs  be  authorized  to  meet  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  on  Thursday, 
June  6,  1996,  to  conduct  a  hearing  on  S. 
1317,  the  "Public  Utility  Holding  Com- 
pany Act  of  1995." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  COMMERCE,  SCIENCE,  AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Trans- 
portation be  allowed  to  meet  during 
the  Thursday,  June  6,  1996,  session  of 
the  Senate  for  the  purpose  of  conduct- 
ing an  executive  session  and  markup. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  Is  so  ordered. 

COMMTTTEE  ON  FINANCE 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  requests  unanimous 
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consent  to  conduct  a  heauring  on  Thurs- 
day, June  6,  1996,  beginning  at  9:00  a.m. 
in  room  SD-215.  Most-favored-nation 
renewal  for  China. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMTTTEE  ON  FOREIGN  RELATIONS 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Foreign  Relations  be  authorized 
to  meet  during  the  session  of  the  Sen- 
ate on  Thursday,  Jime  6,  1996,  2  p.m.  to 
hold  a  hearing. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection.  It  is  so  ordered. 

COMMTTTEE  ON  GOVERNMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  on  behalf  of  the 
Governmental  Affairs  Committee  to 
meet  on  Thursday,  June  6,  at  10  a.m., 
for  a  hearing  on  "Oversight  on  IRS  Fi- 
nancial Management." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON  INTELLIGENCE 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  be  author- 
ized to  meet  during  the  session  of  the 
Senate  on  Thursday,  June  6,  1996,  at  5 
p.m.  to  hold  a  closed  markup  on  the 
DOD  authorization  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  NEAR  EASTERN  AND  SOUTH 
ASIAN  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Near  Eastern  and  South 
Asian  Affairs  of  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Relations  be  authorized  to  meet 
during  the  session  of  the  Senate  on 
Thursday,  June  6,  1996,  at  10  a.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMTTTEE  ON  PARKS,  HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION,  AND  RECREATION 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Parks,  Historic  Preser- 
vation, and  Recreation  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
be  granted  permission  to  meet  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  on  Thursday, 
June  6,  1996,  for  purposes  of  conducting 
a  subcommittee  hearing  which  is 
scheduled  to  begin  at  2  p.m.  The  pur- 
pose of  this  hearing  Is  to  consider  S. 
1703,  a  bill  to  amend  the  act  establish- 
ing the  National  Park  Foundation. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  Is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  FAMILY 
PROTECTION  ACT 

•  Ms.  SNOWE.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  join  my  colleague  and  friend 
the  Senator  from  Maryland.  Senator 
Mdculski,  In  Introducing  legislation  to 
correct  an  Inequity  that  exists  in  our 
Social  Security  system. 


The  Social  Security  Family  Protec- 
tion Act  that  we  are  introducing  today 
exijands  upon  legislation  I  have  intro- 
duced since  1992  which  calls  for  the  pro- 
rating of  Social  Security  benefits  in 
the  month  in  which  the  recipient  dies. 
Currently  when  a  Social  Security  bene- 
ficiary dies — regardless  of  whether  it  is 
the  first  day  of  the  month  or  the  29th 
day  of  the  month,  his  or  her  last 
monthly  benefit  check  must  be  re- 
turned to  the  Social  Security  Adminis- 
tration. The  current  system  ignores 
the  fact  that  the  beneficiary  runs  up 
expenses  during  that  last  month  and 
that  the  survivors  are  left  to  pay  for 
those  expenses,  without  the  assistance 
of  the  Social  Security  check.  In  many 
cases,  the  loss  of  this  benefit  causes  se- 
rious financial  problems  for  the  surviv- 
ing family  members  because  they  are 
unable  to  financially  subsidize  the  ex- 
penses accrued  by  the  late  beneficiary 
in  their  last  month  of  life. 

My  original  legislation  prorates  the 
Social  Security  benefit  based  on  the 
date  of  death  and  allows  the  check  to 
go  to  the  surviving  spouse.  Under  the 
Social  Security  Family  Protection 
Act,  the  beneficiary's  check  will  be 
prorated  and  it  will  go  to  the  surviving 
family  members.  Under  the  prorated 
system  in  the  bill,  if  the  beneficiary 
dies  before  the  15th,  the  family  will  re- 
ceive 50  percent  of  the  benefit,  if  the 
beneficiary  dies  after  the  15th,  the  fam- 
ily will  receive  the  entire  check.  The 
expansion  of  this  bill  is  based  on  Sen- 
ator MncuLSKi's  own  family  experience 
with  Social  Security  after  her  widowed 
mother  died,  at  the  end  of  the  month. 

The  Social  Security  Family  Protec- 
tion Act  will  correct  the  Inappropriate 
assumption  in  current  law  that  a  bene- 
ficiary has  not  incurred  expenses  dur- 
ing his  or  her  last  month  of  life.  I  know 
that  my  colleagues  have  heard,  as  have 
Senator  Mikulski  and  I,  from  constitu- 
ents who  have  lost  a  husband  or  wife, 
father  or  mother  toward  the  end  of  the 
month,  received  the  Social  Security 
check  and  spent  ail  or  part  of  it  to  pay 
the  bills  only  to  receive  a  notice  from 
Social  Security  that  the  check  must  be 
returned.  Under  our  bill,  the  surviving 
family  members — whether  it  is  a 
spouse,  a  son,  or  a  niece — would  be  able 
to  use  the  check  to  help  pay  the  final 
bills  incurred  by  their  loved  one. 

I  would  like  to  read  a  part  of  a  letter 
I  received  from  a  constituent  about  the 
experience  of  his  family  when  his 
brother-in-law  died.  This  letter,  along 
with  Senator  Mikulski's  own  experi- 
ence, serves  to  highlight  why  this  bill 
is  necessary. 

Oq  February  29,  1996  at  9:20  p.m.  He  passed 
away.  The  way  I  figure  It,  the  month  of  Feb. 
has  696  hours  in  it.  He  was  alive  for  698  hrs 
and  20  mln.  of  the  month,  missing  a  full 
month  by  2  hours  and  40  mln.  Or  to  put  it  an- 
other way,  he  was  alive  for  99.99617  percent  of 
the  month  missing  a  fall  month  by  0.0038314 
percent.  With  this  evidence  in  hand,  the  SSA 
then  decided  that  his  check  for  the  month  of 
Feb.  had  to  be  returned  to  them.  Unfortu- 


nately, his  debts  for  the  month  didn't  dis- 
appear Just  because  he  failed  to  live  the 
extra  0.0038314  percent  of  the  month. 

And  since  they  waited  till  April  to  let  any- 
one know  of  this  policy,  we  paid  his  out- 
standing bills  with  this  money.  Now  they 
want  their  money  back.  .  ..  I  really  don't  ex- 
pect to  see  this  resolved  to  my  benefit,  but  It 
would  be  nice  to  see  some  kind  of  pro-rating 
system  put  into  place  for  the  rest  of  the  peo- 
ple who  are  going  to  encounter  this  ghoulish 
practice.  These  people  have,  at  this  time,  no 
recourse  what-so-ever  In  this  matter. 

I  know  that  my  colleagues  have  all 
received  letters  like  this.  For  many  of 
these  people  that  Social  Security 
check  is  the  only  financial  resource 
available  to  deal  with  the  costs  in- 
curred during  their  loved  one's  last 
days  of  life.  Without  it.  they  are  left 
struggling  to  find  the  money  to  pay 
back  the  Social  Security  Administra- 
tion. 

I  believe  that  pro-rating  Social  Secu- 
rity checks  for  the  month  of  death  pro- 
vides a  solution  to  what  is  an  unfair 
situation  and  I  hope  my  colleagues  will 
join  us  in  supporting  this  bill.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  HERMAN  STAROBIN 
•  Mr.  HOT.TiTNGS.  Mr.  President,  it  is  a 
fortunate  man  who  can  know  at  the 
end  of  his  life  that  he  not  only  earned 
the  respect  of  others,  but  that  he  dedi- 
cated himself  to  a  cause  in  which  he 
believed.  Herman  Starobin  was  cer- 
tainly one  of  those  men.  He  died  re- 
cently at  the  age  of  75,  having  led  a  full 
and  inspirational  life.  Herman  was  a 
longtime  friend  of  mine,  whose  com- 
passion for  and  dedication  to  the  Amer- 
ican worker  set  an  example  for  us  all. 
A  true  renaissance  man,  he  distin- 
guished himself  in  many  fields  over  the 
course  of  his  lifetime. 

During  the  Second  World  War,  Her- 
man covered  the  European  theater  as  a 
freelance  journalist.  After  the  war,  he 
took  over  the  family  business  from  his 
father,  and  manufactured  steel  doors. 
While  running  the  business  Herman 
studied  economics  at  New  York  Univer- 
sity, where  he  went  on  to  earn  a  doc- 
torate. In  1969,  he  joined  Harman  In- 
dustries as  corporate  economist,  and 
eventually  rose  to  the  presidency. 
Along  the  way,  he  garnered  the  well- 
deserved  reputation  as  an  expert  on 
international  trade. 

Herman's  experience  at  Harman  In- 
dustries left  an  indelible  impression  on 
him.  It  led  him  in  1984  to  pursue  his 
next  career  with  the  International  La- 
dies Garment  Workers  Union,  where  he 
fought  valiantly  for  the  future  of 
American  working  men  and  women.  At 
the  time  Herman  had  joined  Harman 
Industries,  the  United  States  was  the 
preeminent  manufacturer  of  consumer 
electronics,  but  when  he  left  15  years 
later,  the  United  States  had  lost  its 
lead  in  manufacturing.  Herman  had 
witnessed  the  devastation  of  commu- 
nities and  tearing  asunder  of  families 
that  resulted  from  the  deluge  of  im- 
ports, and  that  lit  the  fire  under  him. 
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His  firsthand  experience  and  knowledge 
led  him  to  devote  the  rest  of  his  life  to 
figrhtlng  to  save  our  manufacturing 
base. 

In  his  position  as  Director  of  Re- 
search for  the  I.L.G.W.U.,  Herman  was 
at  the  forefront  of  every  major  trade 
debate  of  the  last  decade.  When  Her- 
man spoke,  he  spoke  with  authority. 
He  did  not  live  In  the  esoteric  world  of 
economic  modeling;  he  possessed  the 
conviction  of  one  who  understands  how 
the  real  world  operates  in  this  era  of 
global  competition. 

We  will  miss  his  vigor,  his  humor,  his 
encyclopedic  knowledge  and  his  en- 
dearing charm.  On  behalf  of  Peatsy  and 
my  sta^,  I  would  like  to  express  our 
deepest  S3rmpathles  to  his  wife  Carol 
and  his  daughter  Christina.  Herman 
was  a  true  champion  of  the  people,  and 
it  was  an  honor  to  have  known  him.* 


NATIONAL  ABORETUM  OF  THE  AG- 
RICULTURAL RESEARCH  SERV- 
ICE 

•  Mr.  BOND.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
pleased  this  morning  to  honor  the  work 
of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service 
and  the  U.S.  National  Arboretum  by 
planting  a  newly  developed  disease-re- 
sistant American  elm  on  the  grounds  of 
the  U.S.  Capitol.  Joining  me  was  Dr. 
Floyd  Horn,  Administrator  of  the  Agri- 
cultural Research  Service;  Larry 
Coughlin.  President  of  the  Friends  of 
the  National  Arboretum  and  former 
Congressman  from  Pennsylvania;  my 
good  friend,  fellow  tree  junkie,  and  lib- 
erally utilized  advisor.  Dr.  Tom  Ellas, 
Director  of  the  National  Arboretum; 
and  Dr.  Denny  Townsend,  the  scientist 
who  has  spent  a  lifetime  studying  and 
developing  new  trees  for  cities  and 
towns  and  the  person  responsible  for 
developing  this  new  American  elm. 

I  also  want  to  thank  the  Architect  of 
the  Capitol,  Mr.  William  Ensign  and 
the  Landscape  Architect  in  his  office, 
Mr.  Matthew  Evans  for  their  profes- 
sional assistance  in  facilitating  this 
event. 

The  Dutch  elm  disease  has  ravaged 
our  native  American  elms  for  over  65 
years  and  has  largely  eliminated  these 
magnificent  trees  from  cities  and 
towns  throughout  the  eastern  and  Mid- 
western United  States.  But  now,  with 
the  help  of  Dr.  Townsend,  and  the  Na- 
tional Arboretum,  we  stand  a  great 
chance  of  seeing  a  return  of  the  stately 
and  valuable  American  elm. 

I  am  delighted  to  be  the  congres- 
sional sponsor  of  the  tree  planting 
ceremony  to  honor  the  many  accom- 
plishments of  the  National  Arboretum 
and  the  ARS  in  their  contributions  to 
the  city  and  town  landscapes  in  the 
United  States. 

The  purpose  of  the  ceremony  was  to 
recognize  the  National  Arboretum  of 
the  Agricultural  Research  Service. 
Over  645  new  and  improved  varieties  of 
ornamental  and  floral  plants  have  been 


developed  and  released.  Truly  a  re- 
markable record.  The  Arboretum  has 
given  us  hundreds  of  Glen  Dale  hybrid 
azaleas,  several  flowering  pear  trees, 
the  very  popular  and  widely  grown  hy- 
brids and  selections  of  crape  msnrtles 
and  viburnums,  a  disease  resistant  syc- 
amore suitable  for  city  streets,  new  red 
maples,  numerous  hollies  and  magno- 
lias, and  now  a  series  of  new  elms  in- 
cluding Valley  Forge  and  New  Har- 
mony. 

There  is  no  question  that  the  Arbore- 
tum has  contributed  greatly  to  the 
growth  of  the  nursery  and  floral  indus- 
tries in  the  U.S.  Their  introductions, 
releases,  and  discoveries  have  helped  to 
make  the  green  industries  the  number 
one  growth  industry  within  Agri- 
culture in  America. 

I  am  especially  proud  of  the  new  co- 
operative agreement  recently  entered 
into  between  the  Arboretum  and  the 
University  of  Missouri.  On  February  7, 
1996,  a  memorandum  of  understanding 
was  signed  to  establish  a  U.S.  National 
Arboretiam  Midwest  Plant  Research 
and  Education  Site  at  the  Horticulture 
and  Agroforestry  Research  Center  in 
New  Franklin,  MO. 

The  new  program  will  provide  signifi- 
cant research  and  educational  opportu- 
nities for  all  of  us  in  our  mission  to 
discover,  develop,  and  disseminate 
knowledge  for  the  stewardship  and  sus- 
tainable use  of  human  and  natural  re- 
sources. With  this  in  mind,  our  plant- 
ing at  MU  will  be  arranged  to  enable 
visitors,  such  as  homeowners,  and 
nurserymen  to  make  easy  comparisons 
between  selections  for  their  use.  This 
relationship  with  the  Arboretum  will 
provide  practical  benefits  to  many  or- 
dinary Americans,  while  providing  the 
research  community  at  Missouri  access 
to  numerous  vegetative  types  that  can 
be  used  for  scientific  study  and  edu- 
cational purposes.  In  Missouri,  we  are 
very  excited  about  this  new  relation- 
ship with  the  Arboretum. 

I  offer  a  hearty  congratulations  to 
Dr.  Horn,  Dr.  Ellas,  and  Dr.  Townsend. 
Our  country  is  grateful  for  people  like 
you  and  your  work  in  developing  new 
and  better  trees,  shrubs  and  other  flow- 
er plants  for  the  benefit  of  our  national 
landscape  and  our  environment.* 


BORDER  DRUG  PROSECUTIONS 

•  Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  2  weeks 
ago  the  Senate  agreed  to  an  amend- 
ment to  the  budget  resolution  urging 
the  Attorney  General  to  ensure  that 
drug  prosecutions  along  the  United 
States-Mexico  border  are  vigorously 
prosecuted. 

In  the  Interest  of  time  and  coopera- 
tion in  moving  the  budget  forward,  I 
did  not  oppose  the  amendment.  How- 
ever, I  strongly  disagreed  with  several 
findings  which  imply  that  the  current 
U.S.  attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  California  routinely  failed  to  pros- 
ecute major  drug  cases.  The  source  of 


information  for  those  findings  was  an 
article  in  the  Los  Angeles  Times  that 
made  several  dubious  claims  about 
drug  prosecutions  in  the  Southern  Dis- 
trict. 

After  the  Senate  passed  the  amend- 
ment, the  Los  Angeles  Times  published 
a  lengthy  correction  that  retracted 
many  of  the  charges  made  in  the  origi- 
nal article.  Specifically,  the  correction 
notes  that  the  newspaper  "misstated 
federal  guidelines  for  prosecuting 
[drug]  seizures."  The  article  claimed— 
and  those  claims  were  repeated  in  the 
Senate  amendment — that  no  prosecu- 
tions were  made  for  the  possession  of 
less  than  125  pounds  of  marijuana.  The 
Times  now  acknowledges  that  several 
prosecutions  have  occurred  in  cases  in- 
volving smaller  quantities. 

The  correction  states  that  examples 
used  in  the  original  article  "contained 
incomplete  or  Inaccurate  informa- 
tion." Because  this  information  was 
the  basis  of  Senate  amendment,  it  too 
should  be  considered  incomplete  and 
inaccurate. 

I  thank  the  Chair  for  the  opportunity 
to  correct  the  Record. 

I  ask  that  the  correction  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 
The  material  follows: 
Times  Akticle  Misstated  Guidelines  on 

border  drug  cases 
A  Times  article  disclosing  the  release  of 
hundreds  of  Mexicans  detained  at  the  border 
on  suspicion  of  drug  smuggling  misstated 
federal  guidelines  for  prosecuting  seizures. 

The  May  12  article— which  touched  off  par- 
tisan political  fighting  over  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration's drug  policy— inaccurately  de- 
scribed a  program  under  which  federal  au- 
thorities since  1994  have  sent  more  than  1,000 
drug  suspects  back  to  Mexico. 

The  guidelines  state  that  prosecutors  may 
decide  not  to  press  charges  if  five  criteria 
are  met.  The  suspect  must  be  a  flrst-tlme  of- 
fender and  a  Mexican  national  and  be  caught 
with  less  than  125  pounds  of  marijuana. 
There  also  must  be  insufficient  evidence  of 
criminal  intent,  and  the  suspect  must  have 
little  or  no  information  about  organized 
smuggling.  Those  suspects  who  meet  all  five 
criteria  could  be  sent  back  to  Mexico,  and 
their  green  cards  or  border  crossing  cards 
confiscated. 

The  article,  which  was  based  on  interviews 
with  federal  officials,  did  not  list  all  Ave  cri- 
teria and  incorrectly  implied  that  marijuana 
cases  involving  less  than  125  pounds  were  not 
prosecuted.  When  The  Times  later  obtained  a 
copy  of  the  internal  guidelines,  they  were  re- 
ported, as  were  statistics  showing  that  the 
U.S.  attorney's  office  in  San  Diego  and  the 
local  district  attorney  have  prosecuted  hun- 
dreds of  cases  involving  less  than  125  pounds 
of  marijuana. 

In  discussing  the  weight  giUdellnes,  the  ar- 
ticle erroneously  indicated  that  it  applies  to 
U.S.  citizens,  as  well  as  Mexican  nationals, 
and  a  number  of  cases  involving  U.S.  citizens 
were  cited  to  make  various  points. 

The  examples  illustrating  lack  of  prosecu- 
tion contained  Incomplete  or  inaccurate  in- 
formation, because  some  records  pertaining 
to  those  cases  could  not  be  found  or  were  not 
publicly  available.  The  U.S.  attorney's  of- 
fice, citing  privacy  concerns,  had  declined  to 
reveal  specific  reasons  for  rejecting  prosecu- 
tion. 
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In  one  mlsreported  case,  a  U.S.  citizen 
with  arrests  In  January  and  February  was 
charged  in  both  instances,  and  prosecutors 
say  he  will  be  charged  in  a  third  case  pend- 
ing a  competency  hearing.  A  U.S.  citizen 
with  a  prior  smuggling  conviction  was 
charged  following  an  arrest  in  March  with  68 
pounds  of  marijuana.  In  another  case,  in 
which  charges  were  dismissed  against  a 
woman  defendant  in  a  158-pound  cocaine  sei- 
zure, the  article  should  have  added  that  her 
codefendant  said  the  woman  had  no  knowl- 
edge of  the  drugs.  He  was  subsequently  sen- 
tenced to  prison. 

In  all,  federal  officials  say,  four  of  the 
eight  cases  in  the  article  resulted  in  felony 
charges.  Of  the  other  four,  the  district  attor- 
ney in  San  Diego  rejected  one  case  for  Insuf- 
ficient evidence,  the  U.S.  attorney  rejected 
two  on  the  same  grounds  and  the  investiga- 
tion continues  in  the  other. 

"We  prosecute  all  border  drug  cases  in 
which  we  believe  charges  are  warranted  and 
can  be  proved  beyond  all  reasonable  doubt." 
said  U.S.  Atty.  Alan  D.  Bersin.* 
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his  well  earned  retirement  and  wish 
him  future  "Fair  Winds  and  Following 
Seas."* 


TRIBUTE  TO  WAYNE  R.  GRUPE 
*  Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  pay  tribute  to  Mr.  Wayne  R. 
Grupe,  who  is  retiring  from  the  Naval 
Facilities  Engineering  Command  in  Al- 
exandria, VA,  after  36  years  of  selfless 
public  service  to  the  Department  of  the 
Navy  and  the  Nation. 

Mr.  Grupe  began  his  Federal  civil 
service  as  a  civU  engineer  in  I960  with 
the  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks. 
Throughout  his  career,  Mr.  Grupe  has 
steadfastly  and  diligently  applied  his 
talents  and  efforts  toward  progres- 
sively more  demanding  challenges  and 
service  to  the  U.S.  Navy.  Rising 
through  a  multitude  of  critical  man- 
agement positions  in  the  course  of  his 
distinguished  career,  he  has  advanced 
to  become  the  program  officer  at  the 
Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Conmiand 
with  responsibility  for  policy  and  over- 
sight of  Navy  and  DOD  programs  in  ex- 
cess of  $7  billion  annually. 

Among  his  contemporaries,  Mr. 
Grupe  is  considered  to  be  the  pre- 
eminent resource  manager  not  only  in 
terms  of  seniority  but  also  professional 
reputation  and  exhibited  accomplish- 
ments. He  has  served  in  his  current 
critical  management  position  since 
1971,  a  period  characterized  by  burgeon- 
ing world-wide  facilities  construction 
and  fleet  base  operating  support  re- 
quirements. His  numerous  professional 
accomplishments  and  achievements 
and  his  exceptional  contributions  to 
the  effectiveness  of  his  Command  will 
be  enduring  for  many  years  to  come. 

Mr.  Grupe  is  a  dedicated  mentor  and 
role  model  who  has  inspired  and  en- 
abled many  others  to  achieve  similar 
accomplishments  in  thefr  Federal  civil 
service  career.  It  is  with  a  certain 
amount  of  regret  that  I  wish  a  fond 
farewell  to  such  an  able  and  respected 
civil  servant.  His  selfless  service  and 
interest  in  the  people  he  so  ably  served 
will  long  be  remembered. 

I  join  his  family,  many  friends  and 
colleagues  in  congratulating  him  on 


STAND  FOR  CHILDREN 
*  Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  wanted 
to  take  a  few  moments  today  to  speak 
about  a  wonderful  and  inspiring  event, 
which  took  place  on  The  Mall  in  Wash- 
ington this  past  Saturday. 

Mr.  President  on  Jime  1.  200.000 
Americans  from  across  the  country; 
blacks  and  whites,  Jews  and  Gentiles, 
rich  and  poor,  male  and  female,  lib- 
erals and  conservatives  came  together 
to  stand  up  for  the  rights  of  our  na- 
tion's most  vxUnerable  citizens — Amer- 
ica's children. 

I  applaud  the  efforts  of  all  those  who 
came  to  Washington  to  make  a  prin- 
cipled stand  for  the  rights  of  children. 
But  as  the  Hartford  Courant  noted, 
"the  world's  most  prosi)erous  democ- 
racy shouldn't  require  a  rally  to  focus 
on  deprivation  of  its  young." 

Children  don't  vote.  They  don't  have 
a  political  action  conmiittee.  Instead, 
they  must  rely  on  the  benevolence  of 
adults  to  assure  that  they  have  the 
tools  and  opportunities  to  succeed. 

Unfortunately,  it  seems  we  as  adults 
are  failing  to  hold  up  our  part  of  the 
bargain. 

Consider  the  enormous  adversities 
facing  our  youngest  Americans.  One  in 
five  children  in  this  country  is  mired  in 
poverty.  Every  day,  2,600  American 
children  are  bom  into  a  life  of  poverty. 
And  children  remain  this  Nation's 
poorest  group  of  Americans. 

Every  day,  15  kids  are  homicide  vic- 
tims. Every  90  minutes,  a  gunshot  ends 
the  life  of  one  of  America's  children. 
When  our  nightly  newscasts  and  news- 
papers focus  on  the  most  heinous  vio- 
lent crimes  committed  in  our  Nation  it 
is  children  who  seem  to  often  be  the 
perpetrators. 

Additionally,  more  than  8,400  of 
America's  young  people  are  victims  of 
abuse  or  neglect.  Another  12  million 
lack  health  insurance,  and  child  care 
workers  toil  at  the  bottom  of  U.S. 
wage  scales. 

The  evidence  is  clear  that  children  in 
our  Nation  face  innumerable  difficul- 
ties. But,  events  of  the  past  weekend 
demonstrate  that  there  exists  in  our 
Nation  a  groundswell  of  support  for  a 
political  agenda  that  protects  children. 
Two  hundred  thousand  Americans 
came  to  The  Mall  in  Washington  be- 
cause they  believe  that  everything  we 
do  in  Congress  should  help,  not  hinder, 
the  growth  and  development  of  chil- 
dren. 

They  came  to  Washington  because 
they  believe  that  America  should  never 
shirk  its  commitment  to  providing 
health  care  for  children. 

They  came  to  Washington  because 
they  believe  that  children  have  a  right 
to  play  in  streets  and  on  playgrounds 
free  from  the  scourge  of  guns  and 
drugs. 


They  came  to  Washington  because  in 
a  time  when  education  is  essential  to 
succeeding  in  the  global  economy  of 
the  21st  century,  they  believe  that 
every  child  must  have  the  opportunity 
of  a  good  education. 

These  are  not,  and  should  not,  be  par- 
tisan issues.  And.  it's  with  great  dis- 
may that  I  see  some  on  the  right  at- 
tacking the  intentions  and  goals  of  the 
organizers  of  Stand  for  Children. 

They  claim  that  the  event  was  sim- 
ply an  excuse  to  increase  the  size  of 
Government.  I  couldn't  disagree  more. 
As  Marian  Wright  Edelman,  head  of  the 
Children's  Defense  Fimd  and  organizer 
of  the  march  said,  "We  do  not  stand 
here  advocating  big  government.  We 
stand  here  advocating  just  govern- 
ment." 

I  certainly  agree  that  government  is 
not  the  answer  to  all  of  the  problems  of 
Americas  children. 

It  can't  steady  the  hand  of  aji  abusive 
parent.  But,  it  can  help  to  protect  the 
child. 

Government  can't  teach  a  child  a 
skill.  But,  it  can  provide  educational 
opportunity  through  Head  Start,  good 
public  schools,  or  student  loans. 

It  can't  save  a  child's  life.  But  it  can 
take  murderous  assaiilt  weapons  off 
the  street  and  throw  criminals  in  pris- 
on. 

Government  can't  put  food  on  the 
table.  But  government  can  help  provide 
child  care,  raise  the  minimum  wage  or 
provide  economic  opportunities  so  that 
parents,  on  thefr  own,  can  focus  their 
energies  on  making  a  better  future  for 
thefr  children. 

Only  in  our  Nation's  communities, 
neighborhoods  and  homes  can  we  truly 
create  an  envfronment  conducive  to 
the  good  of  our  children. 

But  these  cost-effective,  common 
sense  measures  invest  in  our  children's 
future  and  they  should  enjoy  biparti- 
san support. 

I've  long  supported  child  care  initia- 
tives in  Congress,  such  as  the  1990 
Child  Care  and  Development  Block 
Grant  and  the  Family  and  Medical 
Leave  Act.  And  each  time.  Members 
from  both  sides  of  the  aisle  have  joined 
in  co-sponsoring  and  supporting  these 
measures. 

Because,  children's  issues  are  not 
partisan  issues.  They  are  American 
issues  and  they  affect  each  and  every 
one  of  us. 

Stand  for  Children  is  a  clear  dem- 
onstration that  we  need  to  go  beyond 
the  rhetoric  of  protecting  our  chil- 
dren's future  to  concrete  and  unequivo- 
cal action. 

I  urge  my  coUeagiies  to  heed  the  call 
of  the  200,000  Americans  who  came  to 
Washington  this  past  Saturday  and 
make  a  similar  stand  for  children  here 
in  Congress.* 


CONGRATULATING  JAMES  B. 
GOLDEN 

*  Mr.  SANTORUM.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  today  so  that  I  might  call  special 
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attention  to  Mr.  James  B.  Golden,  Jr. 
of  Philadelphia,  PA,  most  recently 
sworn  in  as  the  new  chief  of  police  for 
Saginaw,  MI.  Prior  to  assuming  this 
new  position  in  Michigan.  Mr.  Golden 
served  as  the  executive  officer  of  the 
Philadelphia  Police  Department. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  take 
the  time  to  salute  Mr.  Golden  for  his 
quarter  century  of  service  to  both  the 
Philadelphia  Police  Department  and  to 
the  residents  of  our  city. 

I  would  like  to  call  attention  to  this 
distlngruished  record  of  service  by  ask- 
ing that  a  proclamation  honoring  Mr. 
Golden  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  proclamation  follows: 
Proclamation 

To  honor  James  B.  Golden.  Jr.  on  his  dis- 
tinguished record  of  service  to  the  City  of 
Philadelphia  and  on  his  appointment  as 
Chief  of  Police  of  Saginaw.  Michigan. 

Whereas  James  B.  Golden,  Jr.  served  as  Ex- 
ecutive Officer  of  the  Philadelphia  Police  De- 
partment, overseeing  the  Human  Resources. 
Strategic  Planning.  Supplemental  Police 
Services,  and  Management  Review  Bureaus 
for  the  Department; 

Whereas  James  B.  Golden,  Jr.,  as  Execu- 
tive Officer  of  the  Philadelphia  Police  De- 
partment, had  management  oversight  re- 
sponsibilities over  8,000  sworn  and  civilian 
personnel  as  well  as  command  over  an  an- 
nual budget  of  $325  million; 

Whereas  prior  to  his  appointment  as  Exec- 
utive Ofacer,  James  B.  Golden,  Jr.  held  the 
position  of  captain  and  served  as  Adminis- 
trative OfQcer  to  Former  Police  Commis- 
sioner Willie  L.  Williams; 

Whereas  James  B.  Golden,  Jr.  was  ap- 
pointed to  the  Office  of  the  First  Deputy  Po- 
lice Commissioner,  responsible  for  imple- 
menting the  recommendations  of  the  Phila- 
delphia Police  Study  Task  Force,  thereby 
bringing  about  a  complete  change  In  the 
focus  and  strategy  of  the  Philadelphia  PoUce 
Department; 

Whereas  James  B.  Golden,  Jr.  earned  a 
Bachelor  of  Science  Degree  in  Mana^rement 
from  the  Philadelphia  College  of  Textiles 
and  Science,  Is  a  graduate  of  the  179th  Ses- 
sion of  the  FBI  National  Academy,  and  has 
completed  executive  development  programs 
at  Temple  and  Harvard  Universities; 

Whereas  James  B.  Golden,  Jr.  has  risen 
from  the  rank  of  police  officer  In  the  23rd  Po- 
lice District  of  Philadelphia  to  the  rank  of 
Police  Chief  with  the  Saginaw,  Michigan  Po- 
lice Department;  Now  therefore.  The  Senate 
congratulates  James  B.  Golden,  Jr.  on  his 
distinguished  service  to  the  City  of  Philadel- 
phia, on  his  many  achievements  and  honors 
In  the  field  of  law  enforcement,  and  wishes 
him  a  successful  tenure  as  the  Chief  of  Police 
for  Saginaw,  Michigan. 

Again  Mr.  President,  this  appoint- 
ment is  an  honor  to  both  Mr.  Golden 
and  to  the  people  of  Saginaw,  MI.  At 
this  time  I  would  like  to  extend  my 
best  wishes  to  Mr.  Golden  as  he  em- 
barks upon  his  new  role  as  Chief  of  Po- 
lice for  Saginaw,  MI.« 
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NORMAL  TRADE  STATUS 
•  Mr.  BAUCUS.  Mr.  President,  Sen- 
ators Roth,  Moynihan,  and  Chafee  and 
I  will  soon  introduce  a  bill  to  solve  a 
small  but  serious  problem  that  has 
plagued  our  trade  policy  for  years— the 


fact  that  most  favored  nation  or  MFN 
status  does  not  mean  what  it  says. 

Let  me  offer  an  analogy  that  may  il- 
luminate the  difficulties  this  creates. 
In  Greek  myth,  the  gods  punish  King 
Sisyphus  of  Corinth,  for  various  sins 
and  repeated  attempts  to  cheat  death, 
by  making  him  push  a  heavy  stone  up 
a  hill  for  eternity.  Each  time  he  gets  to 
the  top,  it  rolls  back  down  and  he  has 
to  start  again. 

Our  experience  with  MFN  tariff  sta- 
tus is  somewhat  similar.  Each  year,  we 
have  to  convince  the  public  that  MFN 
status  does  not  really  mean  "most  fa- 
vored nation"  status,  but  simply  the 
same  tariff  rate  that  applies  to  most 
countries. 

This  year  is  a  good  example.  We  will 
soon  debate  the  President's  decision  to 
renew  MFN  status  for  China.  We  will 
soon,  I  hope,  pass  bills  to  grant  Bul- 
gairia  and  Cambodia  permanent  MFN 
status.  And  we  may  also  take  up  a  bill 
to  grajit  permanent  MFN  status  to  Ro- 
mania. 

Obviously,  logic  tells  us  that  these 
countries  cannot  all  be  America's  fa- 
vorite coimtry  at  one  time.  And  sound 
diplomatic  practice  would  avoid  rank- 
ing any  single  country  as  our  favorite. 
Yet  we  can  excuse  the  millions  of 
Americans  who  do  not  follow  the 
arcana  of  trade  laws  and  agreements  if 
they  conclude  that,  somehow.  Congress 
is  attempting  to  anoint  Bulgaria,  Cam- 
bodia. China,  and  Romania  as  our  fa- 
vorite country  all  in  the  very  same 
year. 

The  truth  is,  of  course,  that  we  are 
attempting  no  such  thing.  MFN  is  the 
normal  tariff  status  we  in  the  United 
States  apply  to  most  of  our  trading 
partners.  Under  the  Uruguay  Round,  it 
is  a  tariff  level  averaging  around  4.5 
percent.  Often,  in  fact,  tariffs  fall  well 
below  this  MFN  rate  because  of  free 
trade  agreements  and  special  arrange- 
ments with  developing  countries.  So 
MFN  is  not  even  the  best  available  tar- 
iff rate.  It  has  nothing  to  do  with  fa- 
voritism. 

Yet  to  this  day,  many  people  oppose 
MFN  status  for  China  because  they  be- 
lieve it  is  a  kind  of  special  favor.  The 
term  is  simply  misleading  and  wrong. 
And  it  is  extremely  frustrating  to  ex- 
plain it  each  year,  only  to  have  to  start 
explaining  it  again  a  few  months  later. 
It  is  a  longstanding,  needless  complica- 
tion in  our  trade  policy. 

This  year,  we  could  push  the  meta- 
phorical MFN  stone  up  the  hill  once 
again  and  hope  that,  this  time,  it  stays 
at  the  top.  But  unlike  Sisjrphus,  we 
have  another  choice.  We  can  just  push 
the  stone  into  a  lake  and  get  rid  of  the 
problem  for  good. 

That  is  what  our  bill  will  do.  It  will 
delete  the  term  "most  favored  nation 
status"  from  our  trade  laws,  and  re- 
place it  with  "normal  trade  relations." 
That  will  not  change  our  tariff  and 
trade  policies  in  any  way.  But  it  will 
bring  our  terminology  in  line  with  re- 


Thus,  it  will  make  our  policies 
more  comphensive  to  the  public  and 
avoid  needless  arguments.  It  is  good 
common  sense,  and  I  hope  it  will  get 
the  Senate's  support.* 


CONGRATULATIONS  TO  WEST 
WARWICK  HIGH  SCHOOL 

•  Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  pay  tribute  to  a  group  of  stu- 
dents from  West  Warwick  High  School, 
West  Warwick,  RI.  These  18  young  men 
and  women  deserve  a  note  of  recogni- 
tion for  their  outstanding  performance 
in  the  1996  "We  the  People.  The  Citizen 
and  the  Constitution"  national  finals. 

From  April  27-29,  here  in  Washing- 
ton, DC,  the  team  from  West  Warwick 
competed  against  49  other  classes  from 
throughout  the  Nation.  They  dem- 
onstrated a  remarkable  understanding 
of  the  fundamental  ideals  and  values  of 
American  constitutional  democracy. 
The  "We  the  People"  competition  is 
the  most  extensive  of  its  kind.  Devel- 
oped to  help  students  understand  the 
history  and  the  principles  of  the  Con- 
stitution and  the  Bill  of  Rights,  the 
program  has  reached  more  than  22  mil- 
lion students  at  the  elementary,  mid- 
dle, and  high  school  levels  in  its  9  year 
history. 

I  appreciate  the  generations  of  dedi- 
cated citizens  who  have  devoted  them- 
selves to  studying  and  interpreting,  to 
drawing  upon  the  principles  set  down 
in  the  Constitution  and  the  Bill  of 
Rights  in  order  to  make  this  Govern- 
ment the  most  effective  and  demo- 
cratic in  the  world.  For  this  reason  it 
gives  me  great  pleasure  to  pay  tribute 
to  these  young  people  who  are  continu- 
ing in  the  fine  tradition  of  constitu- 
tional scholarship.  The  group  from 
West  Warwick  High  School,  as  well  as 
their  competitors  from  across  the  Na- 
tion, not  only  demonstrated  a  remark- 
able understanding  of  the  fundamental 
principles  of  the  U.S.  Government,  but 
also  worked  together  to  learn  to  par- 
ticipate responsibly  in  our  political 
system.  For  me,  and  I  am  sure  for 
every  one  of  my  colleagues  here,  there 
can  be  no  greater  joy  than  to  witness 
the  emergence  of  a  new  generation  of 
Americauis  dedicated  to  upholding 
those  common  ideals  under  which  this 
Nation's  leaders  have  convened  for  220 
years. 

I  commend  the  achievements  of  these 
students,  and  congratulate  tieir  teach- 
er and  all  the  faculty  at  West  Warwick 
High  School  for  a  job  well  done. 

I  conmiend  the  achievements  of  these 
students,  and  congratulate  their  teach- 
er and  all  the  faculty  at  West  Warwick 
High  School  for  a  job  well  done. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  the  names 
of  these  exceptional  West  Warwick 
high  school  students  and  their  teacher, 
Michael  Trofl,  be  entered  into  the  Con- 
gressional Record  as  follows: 

Susan,  Bickerstaff,  Joshua  Brassard, 
Carlos  Cruz,  Jason  Deletesky,  Nicholas 
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Dube,  Brandon  Hall,  Paul  Heatherson, 
Cynthia  Jutras,  Jennifer  Lavoie,  Jes- 
sica Lavoie,  Jessia  Lefrancois,  Steven 
Marandola,  Richard  Marrese,  Jesse 
Nason,  Matthew  Raiche,  Walter  Rich- 
ardson rv,  Michael  Streeter,  and  Tara 
Watson.* 


OLYMPIC  FLAME  COMES  TO 
MICHIGAN 

•  Mr.  LEVTN.  Mr.  President,  this  week- 
end the  Olympic  flame  travels  to 
Michigan.  "This  journey  began  on 
March  30  amid  the  ruins  of  the  sanc- 
tuary at  Ancient  Olympia  in  Greece, 
the  site  of  the  first  recorded  Olympics 
in  776  B.C.  The  84-day  American  leg  of 
the  Olympic  Torch  Relay  began  on 
April  27  and  will  ultimately  involve 
over  10,000  torchbearers.  By  the  time 
the  flame  reaches  its  final  destination, 
it  will  have  traveled  over  15,000  miles 
and  visited  42  States.  This  year's  relay 
is  the  longest  and  most  inclusive  torch 
relay  in  Olympic  history  and  will  cul- 
minate on  July  19  in  Atlanta  at  the 
opening  ceremony  of  the  1996  Centen- 
nial Olympic  Games.  The  torch  relay 
route  weaves  together  the  American 
people  in  support  of  the  Olympic 
games. 

Michigan  is  holding  a  weekend  of  fes- 
tivities in  celebration  of  the  flame's  ar- 
rival. The  2-day,  26-mile  relay  will  take 
the  Oljrmpic  flame  through  southeast- 
em  Michigan  and  will  involve  80 
Michiganians  as  torchbearers.  The 
relay  route  begins  Saturday  in  Dear- 
bom  Heights,  moves  on  to  Dearborn  for 
major  festivities  and  ends  Simday  on 
Hart  Plaza  in  downtown  Detroit  where 
a  large  celebration  is  planned.  After  its 
stay  in  Detroit,  the  flame  will  board  an 
ore  boat  which  will  carry  it  down  the 
Detroit  River  and  across  Lake  Erie  to 
its  next  stop  in  Cleveland,  OH. 

I  am  proud  that  this  great  symbol  is 
being  carried  through  Michigan.  The 
Ol3nmpics  Games  are  indeed  a  spectacu- 
lar sporting  event,  but  they  represent 
something  much  greater.  They  are  a 
celebration  of  the  goodwill  among  na- 
tions. During  the  Olympic  Games,  peo- 
ple from  around  the  world  compete 
against  each  other  under  the  banner  of 
peace,  friendship,  and  the  pursuit  of  ex- 
cellence. The  flame  symbolizes  this 
Olympic  spirit  and  it  is  an  honor  to 
have  it  travel  to  Michigan.* 


VmGINIA'S  BUSINESS  PERSONS  OF 
THE  YEAR 

•  Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
the  great  pleasure  today  to  honor  John 
Broughton  and  Monty  Blizard,  whom 
have  been  selected  as  Virginia's  1996 
Business  Persons  of  the  Year.  These 
awards  were  made  as  part  of  Small 
Business  Week,  and  I  believe  this  cele- 
bration of  small  business  recognizes  its 
crucial  impact  on  our  economy  and  so- 
ciety. John  Broughton  and  Monty 
Blizard  have  worked  together  to  make 


Broughton  Systems,  Inc.,  based  in 
Richmond,  VA,  a  superior  Arm  that 
specializes  in  technology  consulting 
and  system  development.  Since  its  con- 
ception in  1981.  Broughton  Systems, 
has  grown  rapidly  due  to  its  intense 
focus  on  client  relationships.  As  a  re- 
sult of  such  intense  loyalty  to  their  cli- 
ents, nearly  80  percent  of  Broughton 
Systems'  work  is  with  existing  or  long- 
time clients.  With  its  fundamental 
guide  "treating  customers  as  we  would 
want  to  be  treated,"  Broughton  Sys- 
tems was  recognized  by  Inc.  magazine 
as  one  of  the  fastest  growing  private 
companies  in  the  Nation,  and  has  con- 
tinued to  buUd  on  that  growth. 

Broughton  Systems'  loyalty  does  not 
stop  with  their  clients,  but  carries  over 
to  its  employees  as  well.  Broughton 
has  created  a  strong  sense  of  commu- 
nity within  its  organization  by  treat- 
ing its  employees  as  members  of  a  fam- 
ily. As  part  of  this  family,  Brougton 
seeks  ways  in  which  it  can  enhance  em- 
ployee satisfaction  and  productivity 
through  numerous  programs  and  open 
lines  of  communication.  For  instance, 
work  related  issues,  such  as  benefits 
and  client  management,  are  discussed 
openly  in  company  town  meetings  held 
twice  a  year.  Mr.  Broughton  and  Mr. 
Blizard  have  also  established  opportu- 
nities for  job  sharing  and  have  creative 
compensation  programs  to  reward  per- 
formance. The  company  seeks  can- 
didates who  are  reentering  the  work 
force  and  is  proud  of  the  fact  that  it 
has  never  had  to  lay  off  an  employee. 
All  of  this  establishes  Broughton  Sys- 
tems as  a  secure  place  of  emplosnment, 
which  in  turn  attracts  creative  and 
qualified  individuals  to  compete  in  this 
expanding  and  competitive  market. 

It  is  Broughton  Systems'  sense  of 
family  that  has  also  spurred  their  em- 
ployees to  be  leaders  and  philan- 
thropists in  the  local  conmiunity.  They 
have  given  generously  in  the  form  of 
time,  money,  and  pro  bono  work  for 
nonprofit  organizations  such  as  the 
Children's  Hospital.  Special  Olympics, 
and  the  Multiple  Sclerosis  Society. 

I  am  very  pleased  to  have  these  two 
fine  men  being  honored  this  week.  It  is 
my  hope  that  they  will  serve  as  models 
not  only  for  other  business  men  and 
women  in  Virginia,  but  also  entre- 
preneurs nationwide.* 


CONDITIONS  IN  NIGERIA 

*  Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  comment  on  the  further  disintegra- 
tion of  the  human  rights  situation  in 
Nigeria. 

A  few  days  ago,  {mother  assassina- 
tion occurred  which  appears  to  be  po- 
litically motivated. 

Kudirat  Abiola,  the  wife  of  Moshood 
Abiola,  the  winner  of  the  1993  presi- 
dential election,  was  brutally  murdered 
by  a  group  of  armed  men  near  a  mili- 
tary checkpoint  in  Lagos,  the  capital. 
According  to  reports,  they  jumped  out 


of  a  car,  pulled  Mrs.  Abiola  out  of  her 
own  car,  and  shot  her  in  the  forehead- 
execution  style.  Both  Mrs.  Abiola  and 
her  driver  died  a  few  hours  later  in  a 
Lagos  hospital. 

Obviously,  at  this  point  in  time,  the 
facts  have  not  been  established  and  it 
is  important  not  to  jump  to  conclu- 
sions before  full  information  is  avail- 
able, but  according  to  most  accounts, 
this  was  a  political  assassination. 

Mr.  President,  just  4  months  ago, 
Alex  Ibru,  the  publisher  of  the  Nation, 
one  of  Nigeria's  leading  newspapers 
was  shot  at  on  a  Lagos  street.  Fortu- 
nately, he  was  only  wounded. 

The  shooting  this  week  is  yet  an- 
other indication  of  the  deteriorating 
human  rights  situation  in  Nigeria.  The 
assassination  of  the  spouse  of  a  politi- 
cal leader  is  an  act  which  is  deeply 
shocking.  Political  assassination  itself 
is  a  horrifying  assault  upon  a  demo- 
cratic process,  but  when  the  family 
members  of  political  figures  become 
the  targets  for  this  kind  of  heinous  act, 
the  injury  goes  even  deeper. 

Mrs.  Abiola's  husband.  Moshood 
Abiola.  has  been  imprisoned  for  nearly 
2  years.  Kudirat  Abiola  herself  was  de- 
tained by  the  current  regime  just  last 
month  apparently  because  she  had  on 
her  person  documents  which  suggested 
that  her  husband  should  be  the  rightful 
leader  of  the  country.  She  was  re- 
leased, but  it  is  difficult  not  to  see  a 
connection  between  the  tragic  ending 
to  her  life  and  the  earlier  detention. 
Mrs.  Abiola  had  been  an  outspoken 
critic  of  Gen.  Sani  Abacha's  regime. 
For  nearly  2  years,  she  had  been  work- 
ing tfrelessly— both  in  private  and  in 
public  for  the  release  of  her  husband. 
She  had  become  a  prominent  individual 
in  her  own  right,  working  to  bring  de- 
mocracy to  her  country.  Just  last 
week,  she  met  with  John  Shattuck,  our 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for 
Huntian  Rights. 

The  assassination  of  this  leading  fig- 
ure, following  the  executions  last  year 
of  a  group  of  human  rights  activists, 
including  the  renowned  playwright. 
Ken  Sara-Wiwa,  has  drawn  inter- 
national condenmation  and  rightly  so. 
According  to  press  reports,  thousands 
of  university  students  marched  yester- 
day in  Ibadan,  joined  by  many  others. 
Over  3,000  people  attended  Ms.  Abiola's 
funeral  yesterday,  including  represent- 
atives from  a  number  of  nations. 

Mr.  President,  Nigeria  is  an  impor- 
tant country  in  regional  and  inter- 
national politics.  It  is  the  most  i>opu- 
lous  country  in  Africa  and  an  active 
member  of  many  international  bodies. 
Nigeria's  fate  is  thus  of  great  signifi- 
cance. It  has  the  potential  to  become  a 
major  world  trading  partner  and  an  in- 
fluential member  of  the  international 
community.  Yet  its  leadership  contin- 
ues to  squander  this  potential  through 
this  horrific  behavior.  The  military  re- 
gime of  Gen.  Sani  Abacha  continues  to 
be  associated  with  rampant  corruption. 
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brutal  policies  of  repression  and  execu- 
tion and  severe  economic  mismanage- 
ment. 

I  spoke  yesterday  with  the  Nigerian 
Ambassador  to  the  United  States  and 
communicated  my  own  concern  that 
the  most  recent  assassination  is  a  mat- 
ter of  grave  concern  and  urged  that  his 
government  conduct  a  full  and  trans- 
parent investigation  of  the  cir- 
cumstances leading  to  Mrs.  Abiola's  as- 
sassination and  take  steps  to  bring  her 
murderers  to  justice. 

The  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Sub- 
committee on  Afirtca,  on  which  I  serve 
as  the  ranking  minority  member,  re- 
cently held  a  hearing  on  United  States 
policy  on  Nigeria.  As  I  said  then,  and 
as  I  have  said  many  times  on  this  floor, 
the  track  of  decline  and  violence  In  Ni- 
geria causes  great  pain  and  instability 
in  all  of  Africa.  The  brutal  assassina- 
tions and  executions  tmderscore  this 
problem. 

The  situation  in  Nigeria  today  stands 
in  stark  contrast  to  the  trend  in  many 
African  countries  toward  pluralism, 
transparency,  and  constitutional  guar- 
antees of  fundamental  human  rights. 
Nigeria  continues  to  move  In  the  oppo- 
site direction.  The  international  com- 
munity needs  to  send  very  strong  mes- 
sages that  this  course  of  action  will 
make  Nigeria  an  international  pariah, 
shunned  by  all  nations  and  all  people 
committed  to  human  rights  and  democ- 
racy.* 
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next  January,  I  will  have  the  privilege 
of  having  Senators  who  are  as  good  of 
friends  to  a  Dole  administration  as  he 
has  been  to  the  Clinton  administration. 


TRIBUTE  TO  SENATOR  PRYOR 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  the  first  8 
years  of  my  time  as  Republican  leader 
coincided  with  the  administrations  of 
Republican  Presidents.  And  one  of  my 
jobs  as  leader  was  do  everything  I 
could  to  support  the  agenda  of  those 
Presidents. 

Though  Senator  Pryor  is  not  the 
Democrat  leader,  he  has  made  It  his  job 
the  past  3  years  to  do  everything  he 
could  to  support  President  Clinton,  his 
long-time  friend  and  fellow  Arkansan. 

And  no  doubt  about  it.  President 
Clinton  could  not  have  asked  for  a  bet- 
ter friend  than  Senator  Pryor.  While 
we  have  disagreed  on  many  issues — es- 
pecially over  the  last  3  years— I  have 
admired  his  loyalty  to  the  President. 

I  have  also  admired  the  special  inter- 
est that  Senator  Pryor  has  taken  on 
issues  of  importance  to  senior  citizens. 
When  he  was  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, he  was  the  driving  force 
behind  the  establishment  of  the  Aging 
Committee,  and  has  chaired  that  com- 
mittee here  in  the  Senate. 

Senator  Pryor  will  also  be  remem- 
bered for  his  longstanding  crusade 
against  overly  harsh  enforcement 
methods  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Serv- 
ice, and  he  is  due  a  great  deal  of  credit 
for  the  passage  in  1988  of  the  taxpayers 
bill  of  rights. 

I  would  close  by  sa.ying  to  Senator 
Pryor  that  it  is  my  hope  that  come 


TRIBUTE  TO  BILL  BRADLEY 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  as  I  look 
back  at  my  years  in  the  Senate,  one  ac- 
complishment of  which  I  am  very 
proud  was  the  passage  of  tax  reform 
legislation  in  1986,  when  I  was  serving 
as  Senate  majority  leader. 

This  bill  was  a  very  important  first 
step  in  making  our  tax  system  fairer, 
flatter,  and  simpler.  And  one  of  the 
guiding  forces  behind  its  passage  was 
Senator  Bill  Bradley  of  New  Jersey. 

Senator  Bradley  is  retiring  from  the 
Senate  at  the  end  of  this  year,  and  he 
leaves  behind  a  record  of  accomplish- 
ment and  innovation. 

From  the  future  of  Russia  to  inter- 
national trade  to  the  state  of  our  cit- 
ies. Senator  Bradley  has  been  in  the 
forefront  of  debates,  providing  both 
leadership  and  original  proposals. 

Senator  Bradley  and  I  have  not 
agreed  on  every  issue  over  the  years, 
but  one  matter  on  which  we  see  eye-to- 
eye  is  the  need  to  restore  civility  and  a 
sense  of  decency  to  American  society. 

I  have  no  doubt  that  Senator  Brad- 
ley will  continue  to  contribute  a  great 
deal  to  the  debates  of  our  time  for 
many  years  to  come. 

Elizabeth  joins  with  me  in  wishing 
all  the  best  to  Senator  Bradley,  and  to 
his  wife,  Ernestine. 

Senator  Bradley  has  been  a  good 
friend.  We  have  been  on  the  Finance 
Committee  together.  We  have  agreed 
on  a  lot  of  issues  and,  as  I  said  earlier, 
disagreed  on  some.  I  think  he  has 
added  a  great  deal  of  civility  to  this 
body,  and  I  know  he  has  a  bright  future 
as  he  leaves  the  Senate  in  whatever  he 
may  do  in  the  private  sector. 


SENATOR  BENNETT  JOHNSTON 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  like  many 
Members  of  this  body,  I  learned  a  great 
deal  about  how  to  succeed  in  the  Sen- 
ate from  our  former  colleague,  Russell 
Long  of  Louisiana. 

Senator  Long  knew  this  Institution. 
He  knew  how  to  get  things  done.  And 
he  knew  how  to  fight  for  the  interests 
of  his  State.  And  during  the  14  years 
they  represented  Louisiana  together. 
Senator  Long  had  a  willing  student  and 
an  effective  partner  in  Senator  J.  Ben- 
nett Johnston. 

And  when  Senator  Johnston  leaves 
this  Chamber  at  the  end  of  the  year,  he 
will  leave  with  a  reputation  as  some- 
one who  knows  the  Senate,  who  knows 
how  to  get  things  done,  and  who  knows 
how  to  fight  for  people  of  his  State. 

Energy,  water  development,  agri- 
culture, and  national  defense  are  all 
issues  that  matter  to  Louisiana,  and 
they  are  matters  that  have  been  on  the 
top  of  Senator  Johnston's  agenda. 


As  Republican  leader,  I  have  appre- 
ciated Senator  Johnston's  willingness 
to  set  partisanship  aside,  and  to  do 
what  is  best  for  America.  His  support 
of  President  Bush  during  the  Persian 
Gulf  War,  his  opposition  to  the  Clinton 
tax  Increase,  and  his  leadership  in  the 
effort  to  achieve  true  regulatory  re- 
form are  three  examples  that  come  to 
mind. 

I  note  that  Senator  Johnston  will 
celebrate  his  birthday  next  week,  and  I 
would  say  to  him  that  he  is  still  a  very 
young  man,  and  that  he  still  has  much 
to  contribute  to  Louisiana  and  to 
America. 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Senate  Inmie- 
diately  proceed  to  executive  session. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me  in- 
dicate before  I  make  any  request  here 
that  I  have  had  a  phone  discussion 
today  with  Senator  Daschle,  the 
Democratic  leader.  I  hope  there  is  still 
some  way  before  I  leave  here  on  Tues- 
day that  we  can  dispose  of,  if  not  all 
the  nominees  on  the  calendar,  most  of 
the  nominees.  It  has  never  been  my 
practice  to  hold  up  nominees  because 
they  have  families;  they  have  plans  to 
make;  they  have  moves  to  make. 

I  know  that  we  are  sort  of  caught  in 
a  crunch  here  because  we  have  objec- 
tions from  both  sides.  And  I  did  say  on 
May  24,  1996,  that  I  would  be  happy  to 
call  up  these  nominations  one  at  a 
time.  If  we  cannot  agree  on  a  package, 
if  we  cannot  agree  to  do  all  or  part, 
then  It  seems  to  me  that  we  ought  to — 
we  are  talking  more  about  judicial 
nominees  than  anything  else  at  this 
point— go  one  at  a  time. 

Now,  whether  or  not  that  will  be  sat- 
isfactory— ^I  do  not  want  to  make  the 
request  if  it  is  not  satisfactory,  be- 
cause I  know  the  Democratic  leader 
has  obligations  too,  to  his  Members. 

I  am  not  going  to  ask  you  to  object  if 
you  prefer  to  work  this  out  some  other 
way,  but  I  am  prepared  and  I  think  the 
Democratic  leader  is,  if  we  can  find 
some  way,  to  sort  of  break  this  logjam. 
We  are  in  a  position  to  clear  at  least  5 
nominees,  not  judges  but  other  nomi- 
nations. So  we  are  making  an  effort,  a 
serious  effort.  I  am  aware  the  leader  is 
making  an  effort  to  try  to  accommo- 
date the  concerns  of  the  President  ex- 
pressed to  me  this  morning  by  the 
Democratic  leader.  So  rather  than 
make  the  request,  I  ask  the  Demo- 
cratic leader  if  he  knows  of  any  other 
way  we  can  deal  with  this  that  might 
resolve  the  problems  we  both  have? 

Mr.  DASCHLE  addressed  the  Chafr. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Democratic  leader. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
say  first  I  very  much  appreciate  the 
manner  in  which  the  majority  leader 
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has  attempted  to  resolve  this  Issue.  No 
one  has  been  more  fair  than  has  he, 
with  regard  to  finding  a  way  to  resolve 
the  matter  and,  as  he  indicated  some 
time  ago,  he  indicated  his  desire  to 
take  these  matters  up  one  by  one. 
Under  the  cfrcumstances,  I  think,  were 
we  to  not  have  any  understanding  as  to 
how  to  resolve  it,  we  would  not  be  in  a 
position  to  agree  tonight  to  any  one 
particular  element  of  the  Executive 
Calendar  relating  to  judges.  But  I  share 
the  majority  leader's  view  that  our 
best  opportunity  would  be.  perhaps,  to 
take  these  matters  up  one  by  one.  I 
would  want  to  work  with  him  to  see  if 
we  can  resolve  it  in  the  next  few  days. 

Mr.  DOLE.  As  the  Democratic  leader 
knows,  the  Senators  are  coming  to  me 
and  they  are  coming  to  you.  They  say. 
"Just  work  out  my  problem,"  which  I 
would  be  happy  to  do.  But  there  are 
others  who  say,  "Not  until  you  work 
out  my  problem."  And  therein  lies  the 
problem. 

So  I  hope  we  could  accommodate. 
The  judges  I  had  in  mind  were  Joseph 
Greenaway  of  New  Jersey  Jind  Walker 
Miller  of  Colorado.  We  could  go  down 
the  whole  list  one  time.  Maybe  every- 
body would  cease  to  object,  because 
then  we  would  have  a  vote  up  or  down 
or  somebody  would  have  to  stand  up 
here  and  say  I  want  to  speak  however 
long  it  takes  to  sidetrack  this  nomi- 
nee. 

Perhaps  we  can,  between  now  and 
Monday,  and  we  are  here  at  least  for  2 
or  3  hours  tomorrow  morning.  I  will  be 
happy  to  visit  with  the  Democratic 
leader. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Very  good. 


EXECUTIVE  CALENDAR 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  now  ask  we  proceed  en 
bloc  to  the  following  nominations  on 
today's  Executive  Calendar,  481,  484 
through  489,  493  and  494,  and  all  nomi- 
nations placed  on  the  Secretary's  desk 
in  the  Foreign  Service  and  Public 
Health  Service. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  further  ask  consent  the 
nominations  be  confirmed  en  bloc,  the 
motions  to  reconsider  be  laid  upon  the 
table,  that  any  statements  relating  to 
nominations  be  placed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record,  the  President  be  imme- 
diately notified  of  the  Senate's  action 
and,  further,  that  the  Senate  then  re- 
turn to  legislative  session. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  nominations  considered  auid  con- 
firmed en  bloc  are  as  follows: 

national  FOtWDATION  ON  THE  ARTS  AND  THE 
HUMANITIES 

David  Finn,  of  New  York,  to  be  a  Member 
of  the  National  Council  on  the  Humanities 
for  a  tenn  expiring  January  26,  2000. 

Speight  Jenkins,  of  Wasblngton.  to  be  a 
Member  of  the  National  Council  on  the  Arts 
for  a  term  expiring  September  3,  2000. 


Townsend  D.  Wolfe,  m,  of  Arkansas,  to  be 
a  Member  of  the  National  Council  on  the 
Arts  for  a  terra  expiring  September  3.  2000. 

Patrick  Davidson,  of  California,  to  be  a 
Member  of  the  National  Council  on  the  Arts 
for  a  term  expiring  September  3.  2000. 

William  P.  Foster,  of  Florida,  to  be  a  Mem- 
ber of  the  National  Council  on  the  Arts  for  a 
term  expiring  September  3.  2000. 

Wallace  D.  McRae.  of  Montana,  to  be  a 
Member  of  the  National  Council  on  the  Arts 
for  a  term  expiring  September  3.  1998. 

NATIONAL  COUNCIL  ON  DISABILTTy 

Marca  Bristo,  of  nUnols,  to  be  a  Member  of 
the  National  Council  on  Disability  for  a  term 
expiring  September  17, 1998. 

Kate  Pew  Wolters,  of  Michigan,  to  be  a 
Member  of  the  National  Council  on  Disabil- 
ity for  a  term  expiring  September  17, 1998. 

IN  THE  FOREIGN  SERVICE,  PUBUC  HEALTH 
SERVICE 

Foreign  Service  nominations  begrlnnlng 
Suzanne  K.  Hale,  and  ending  Robert  J. 
Wicks,  which  nominations  were  received  by 
the  Senate  and  appeared  In  the  Congres- 
sional Record  of  March  6,  1996. 

Foreign  Service  nominations  beginning  Al- 
fred Thomas  Clark,  and  ending  David  Jona- 
than Wolff,  which  nominations  were  received 
by  the  Senate  and  appeared  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  of  March  18, 1996. 

Public  Health  Service  nominations  begin- 
ning Richard  J.  Hodes,  and  ending  Cheryl  A. 
Wiseman,  which  nominations  were  received 
by  the  Senate  and  appeared  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  of  November  9,  1995. 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  re- 
sume legislative  session. 


EXTENDING  THE  SERVICE  OF  CER- 
TAIN MEMBERS  OF  THE  FRANK- 
LIN DELANO  ROOSEVELT  MEMO- 
RIAL COMMISSION 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Rules  Commit- 
tee be  discharged  from  ftirther  consid- 
eration of  S.  1634,  relating  to  the 
Franklin  Delano  Roosevelt  Memorial 
Commission  and  that  the  Senate  then 
proceed  to  its  immediate  consider- 
ation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  bill  (S.1634)  to  amend  the  resolution  es- 
tablishing the  Franklin  Delano  Roosevelt 
Memorial  Commission  to  extend  the  service 
of  certain  members. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  the  bill  be  considered 
read  three  times,  passed,  and  the  mo- 
tion to  reconsider  be  laid  upon  the 
table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  bill  was  considered  read  three 
times  and  passed  as  follows: 
S.1634 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled.  That  the  first  section  of 
the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  establish  a  com- 


mission to  formulate  plans  for  a  memorial  to 
Franklin  Delano  Roosevelt",  approved  Au- 
gust U,  1955  (69  Stat.  694)  is  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  "A 
Commissioner  who  ceases  to  be  a  Member  of 
the  Senate  or  the  House  of  Representatives 
may.  with  the  approval  of  the  appointing  au- 
thority, continue  to  serve  as  a  commissioner 
for  a  period  of  up  to  one  year  after  he  or  she 
ceases  to  be  a  Member  of  the  Senate  or  the 
House  of  Representatives.". 


ORDERS  FOR  FRIDAY,  JUNE  7,  1996 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  when  the  Senate 
completes  its  business  today  it  stand  in 
adjournment  until  the  hour  of  9:30  a.m. 
on  Friday,  June  7;  further,  that  imme- 
diately following  the  prayer,  the  Jour- 
nal of  proceedings  be  deemed  approved 
to  date,  no  resolutions  come  over  under 
the  rule,  the  call  of  the  calendar  be  dis- 
pensed with,  the  morning  hour  be 
deemed  to  have  expired,  the  time  for 
the  two  leaders  be  reserved  for  thefr 
use  later  in  the  day,  and  there  then  be 
a  period  for  the  transaction  of  morning 
business  for  a  period  of  2  hours,  with 
the  first  hour  under  the  control  of  Sen- 
ator Coverdell,  the  second  hour  under 
the  control  of  Senator  Daschle  or  his 
designee,  with  15  minutes  of  the  minor- 
ity time  under  the  control  of  Senator 
Leahy. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr.  DOLE.  For  the  information  of  all 
Senators,  tomorrow  the  Senate  will 
conduct  morning  business.  I  do  not  be- 
lieve there  will  be  rollcall  votes.  I  can- 
not say  that  for  certain.  If  we  work  out 
something  on  judges  we  may  have  a 
vote  or  two.  but  they  will  be  minimal, 
if  any.  And  we  may  be  asked  to  turn  to 
any  executive  or  legislative  items 
cleared  for  action. 

Let  me  just  Indicate,  I  have  been 
working,  as  I  know  the  Democratic 
leader  has.  trying  to  figure  out  some- 
thing on  the  budget,  perhaps  get  a  time 
agreement. 

We  have  also  been  working  on  the  so- 
called  Kassebaum-Kennedy  health  care 
reform.  My  view  was  we  were  getting 
very,  very  close.  I  may  be  mistaken, 
but  there  have  been  constant  contacts 
with  the  White  House  at  the  staff  level. 
And  there  have  been  changes  made  in 
the  MSA  provision,  which  is  the  one 
provision  that  seems  to  be  the  sticking 
point,  and  many  of  the  other  issues 
with  reference  to  mental  health,  the 
so-called  MEWA's.  and  other  provi- 
sions, have  been  resolved.  So  it  is  still 
hopeful  that  that  can  be  accomplished 
between  now  and  early  next  week.  But, 
in  any  event,  I  think  there  are  still 
conversations  going  on  at  this  mo- 
ment. 
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ADJOtJRNMENT  UNTIL  9:30  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  DOLE.  If  there  be  no  further 
business  to  come  before  the  Senate,  I 
now  ask  that  the  Senate  stand  in  ad- 
journment under  the  previous  order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  6:47  p.m.  adjourned  until  Friday, 
June  7, 1996,  at  9:30  a.m. 
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NOMINATIONS 
Executive  nominations  received  by 
the  Senate  June  6, 1996: 

THE  JUDICIARY 

BOBERT  L.  HDOOX.  OF  FLORIDA.  TO  BE  CNTTED 
STATES  DISTRICT  JUDGE  FOR  THE  NORTHERN  DISTRICT 
OF  FU3RIDA  VICE  WILLIAM  H.  STAFFORD.  JR..  RETIRED. 

MARY  ANN  GOODEN  TERRELL.  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  CO- 
LUMBIA. TO  BE  AN  ASSOCIATE  JUDGE  OF  THE  SUPERIOR 
OOnBT  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  FOR  THE  TERM 
OF  FIFTEEN  YEARS.  VICE  RICHARD  STEPHEN  SALZMAN. 
TE3Uf  EDCPnuS. 


CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive  Nominations  Confirmed  by 
the  Senate  June  6,  1996: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 

PATRICIA  WENTWORTH  MCNEIL.  OF  MASSACHUSETTS. 
TO  BE  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR  VOCATIONAL  AND 
ADULT  EDUCATION.  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION. 

NATIONAL  FOUNDATION  ON  THE  ARTS  AND  THE 
HUMANITIES 

DAVID  FINN.  OF  NEW  YORK,  TO  BE  A  MEMBER  OF  THE 
NATIONAL  COUNCIL  ON  THE  HUMANITIES  FOR  A  TERM 
EXPIRING  JANUARY  36.  2000 

SPEIGHT  JENKINS.  OF  WASHINGTON.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER 
OF  THE  NATIONAL  COUNCIL  ON  THE  ARTS  FOR  A  TERM 
EXPIRING  SEPTEMBER  3.  2000. 

TOWNSEND  D.  WOLFE,  m.  OF  ARKANSAS.  TO  BE  A  MEM- 
BER OF  THE  NATIONAL  COUNCIL  ON  THE  ARTS  FOR  A 
TERM  EXPIRING  SEPTEMBER  3.  2000. 

PATRICK  DAVIDSON.  OF  CALIF0R.V1A.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER 
OF  THE  NATIONAL  COUNCIL  ON  THE  ARTS  FOR  A  TERM 
EXPIRING  SEPTEMBER  3.  2000. 

WILLIAM  P  FOSTER.  OF  FLORIDA.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER  OF 
THE  N.4TI0NAL  COL-NCIL  ON  THE  ARTS  FOR  A  TERM  EX- 
PIRING SEPTEMBER  3.  2000. 

WALLACE  D  MCRAE.  OF  MONTANA.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER 
OF  THE  NATIONAL  COUNCIL  ON  THE  ARTS  FOR  A  TERM 
EXPIRING  SEPTEMBER  3.  1S98. 


NATIONAL  COUNCIL  ON  DISABILITY 


MARCA  BRISTO.  OF  ILLINOIS.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER  OF  THE 
NATIONAL  COUNCIL  ON  DISABILITY  FOR  A  TERM  EXPIR- 
ING SEPTEMBER  17.  1998. 

KATE  PEW  WOLTERS.  OF  MICHIGAN.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER 
OF  THE  NATIONAL  COUNCIL  ON  DISABILITY  FOR  A  TERM 
EXFUUNC  SEPTEMBER  17.  1996. 

THE  ABOVE  NOMINATIONS  WERE  APPROVED  SUBJECT 
TO  THE  NOMINEES'  COMMITMENT  TO  RESPOND  TO  RE- 
QUESTS TO  APPEAR  AND  TESTIFY  BEFORE  ANY  DULY 
CONSTITUTED  COM-MITTEE  OF  THE  SENATE. 

FOREIGN  SERVICE 

FOREIGN  SERVICE  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  SUZANNE 
K.  HALE.  AND  ENDING  ROBERT  J.  WICKS.  WHICH  NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED 
IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  ON  MARCH  6.  1S96. 

FOREIGN  SERVICE  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  ALFRED 
THOMAS  CLARK.  .\ND  ENDING  DAVID  JONATHAN  WOLFF. 
WHICH  NOMINATIONS  WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE 
AND  APPEARED  IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  ON 
MARCH  IB.  1996. 

PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE 

PL'BLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING 
RICHARD  J  HODES.  AND  ENDING  CHERYL  A  WISEMAN. 
WHICH  NOMINATIONS  WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE 
AND  APPEARED  IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  ON  NO- 
VEMBER 9.  1995. 
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SUPPORTS  NAMING  NEW  NURSING 
FACILITY  m  HONOR  OF  THE 
LATE  SENATOR  JOHN  HEINZ 


HON.  WmiAM  J.  COYNE 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 
Mr.  COYNE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  the  late  Pennsylvania  Senator 
John  Heinz  and  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
H.R.  3376,  which  will  name  the  new  nursing 
care  facility  at  the  Aspinwall  VA  Hospital  in  his 
honor.  An  advocate  for  the  elderiy  and  a  de- 
fender of  Pennsylvania's  interests,  John  Heinz 
was  an  asset  for  the  city  of  Pittsburgh  and  the 
State  of  Pennsylvania.  He  built  a  well-de- 
served reputation  as  one  of  the  State's  most 
popular  public  officials. 

Henry  John  Heinz  III  was  bom  in  Pittsburgh, 
the  only  son  of  H.  J.  Heinz  II  and  the 
greatgrandson  of  industrialist  Henry  J.  Heinz, 
who  founded  H.  J.  Heinz  Co.  in  1869.  The 
Heinz  family  is  often  credited  with  helping 
transform  Pittsburgh. 

John  Heinz  was  educated  at  Phillips  Exeter 
Academy,  graduated  from  Yale  University  in 
1960,  and  received  an  M.B.A.  from  the  Har- 
vard Business  School  in  1963.  A  scholar  with 
natural  business  acumen,  John  Heinz  grad- 
uated in  the  top  10  percent  of  his  Harvard 
dass.  After  business  school,  he  enlisted  in  the 
U.S.  Air  Force  and  spent  1  year  on  active  duty 
and  5  years  in  the  Air  Force  Reserves. 

After  working  for  a  number  of  years  in  the 
family  business,  John  Heinz  ran  for  the  U.S. 
House  of  Representatives  in  1971.  Heinz 
served  for  nearly  20  years  in  the  U.S.  Con- 
gress, 5  in  the  House  and  15  in  the  Senate, 
with  interests  and  influence  ranging  over  a 
wide  fieW  of  complex  subjects  including  trade, 
tax,  health  care,  and  pensk>n  policy. 

Despite  his  privileged  upbringing,  John 
Heinz  spent  much  of  his  time  in  Congress 
working  on  behalf  of  steelworkers,  the  eWerty, 
and  the  disabled.  His  mostly  blue-collar  con- 
stituents approved  of  his  canM,  grassroots 
style  despite  his  enormous  wealth. 

John  Heinz  worked  in  Congress  to  improve 
the  lives  of  Americans.  His  interest  in  health 
care  for  the  elderly  found  an  outlet  on  the 
Aging  Committee,  which  he  helped  establish 
in  the  1970's.  As  ranking  minority  memtser  of 
the  Aging  Committee,  he  focused  national  at- 
tention on  abuses  in  nursing  homes  and  fraud 
in  the  Medkare  Program.  He  also  spear- 
headed a  successful  effort  to  strengthen  Fed- 
eral regulation  of  health  insurance  for  the  el- 
deriy. Constantly  working  on  behalf  of  his  con- 
stituents, one  important  legislative  accomplish- 
ment was  crafting  trade  legislation  to  adopt  a 
more  assertive  policy  on  imported  steel  and 
other  items  tfiat  had  an  unfair  advantage  when 
competing  with  the  products  of  Pennsylvania. 
Always  concerned  about  the  strength  of  Amer- 
ican families,  one  of  John  Heinz'  last  major  ini- 


tiatives in  the  Senate  was  an  unsuccessful  ef- 
fort to  require  the  Pentagon  to  ensure  that  no 
single  parents  or  couples  with  children  be  de- 
ployed to  the  Persian  Gulf. 

The  late  Senator  John  Heinz  III  was  a 
scholar,  a  patriot,  and  a  dedicated  public  serv- 
ant. He  was  a  strong  advocate  for  the  citizens 
of  Pittsburgh  and  the  State  of  Pennsylvania.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  join  with  me  in  support- 
ing H.R.  3376  so  that  we  may  pay  a  fitting 
tribute  to  John  Heinz  by  naming  the  new  nurs- 
ing care  facility  at  the  Aspinwall  VA  Hospital  in 
his  honor. 


CELEBRATING  50  YEARS  OF 
SCHOOL  LUNCH 


HON.  WILLIAM  F.  GOODLING 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday  the 
National  School  Lunch  Program  celebrated  its 
50th  anniversary.  This  is  50  years  of  providing 
children  with  the  nutrition  they  need  to  do  well 
in  school. 

As  a  former  educator,  I  could  tell  the  dif- 
ference between  those  chiklren  who  ate  lunch 
and  those  who  did  not.  Those  who  did  not 
were  not  as  engaged  in  the  educational  proc- 
ess. They  were  hungry,  they  were  tired  and 
they  just  dkjnt  focus. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  program  which  many 
said  we  wanted  to  eliminate.  But  that  was 
never  our  intention.  If  it  was,  I  wouU  not  be  up 
here  today,  commenK>rating  its  50th  anniver- 
sary. 

This  program  has  proven  its  value  over  and 
over  again.  The  goal  of  House  Republicans 
was  to  provkje  States  and  local  school  food 
servk»  provkiers  with  the  flexibility  they  need- 
ed to  provkle  nutritkjus,  healthy  meals  whrch 
students  woukj  eat.  We  weren't  trying  to  elimi- 
nate it,  we  were  trying  to  make  it  better  so  ad- 
ditional chikfren  woukl  participate.  Cun-ently 
only  50  percent  of  tow-income  chiklren  partka- 
pate  in  the  program  and  46  percent  of  middle- 
and  upper-income  diikJren  participate.  There 
was  certainly  room  for  improvement. 

Last  week  the  President  signed  into  law  a 
bill  which  I  authored  and  whrch  I  hope  will  pro- 
vkje  school  food  servue  workers  with  some  of 
the  addrttonal  flexibility  they  need  to  erxxjur- 
age  more  children  to  partkapate  in  this  pro- 
gram. "^00  can't  teach  a  hungry  chiW,"  and, 
considering  only  50  percent  of  low-income 
chiklren  partkapate  in  the  program,  we  have  a 
long  way  to  go  before  we  insure  these  chil- 
dren are  well-fed  and  able  to  receive  the  edu- 
cation they  need  to  succeed  in  life. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  compliment  school  food  serv- 
ice woricers  throughout  the  United  States  on 
their  commitment  to  feeding  our  Natkxi's  chil- 
dren. Their  dedrcatton  is  outstanding. 

I  take  this  opportunity  to  wish  the  Nattonal 
School  Lunch  Program  a  happy  50th  birthday 


and  wish  it  many,  many  more  years  of  suc- 
cess in  provkling  nutritton  to  schootehikJren 
throughout  the  United  States. 


TRIBUTE  TO  ROBERT  BULOW 


HON.  DAVE  CAMP 

OF  MlCmCAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  CAMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  great 
pleasure  that  I  rise  today  to  honor  an  out- 
standing individual  on  his  retiremerrt  from  27 
years  of  outstanding  service  to  the  community 
of  Moriey.  Ml.  Mr.  Robert  Butow  has  served 
the  students  of  Moriey  Stanwood  High  School 
for  over  25  years  as  a  teacher,  athletk;  instruc- 
tor, administrator,  confklant,  and  friend  to  the 
many  people  whose  lives  he  touched.  In  addi- 
tion to  his  sennce  to  the  people  of  Michigan, 
Bob  served  his  country  in  the  U.S.  Marine 
Corps  for  4  years,  including  a  year  of  service 
in  Vietnam. 

Dunng  his  career,  he  taught  shop  and  draft- 
ing classes  for  17'/^  years  and  spent  the  last 

10  years  teaching  American  Government  and 
history.  He  was  a  dass  sponsor  for  3  years. 
Bob  served  as  presklent  of  the  Moriey 
Stanwood  Educatton  Assodatkxi  for  16  years 
and  helped  negotiate  teacf>er  contracts  for  22 
years. 

Bob's  accomplishmerrts  in  high  school 
coaching  are  quite  extensive.  He  coached  the 
golf  team  for  12  years  and  the  tennis  team  lor 

1 1  years.  He  coached  junior  varsity  girts  bas- 
kett>all  for  12  years  and  his  1987-88  team  had 
a  perfect  record  of  20  wins  and  no  tosses.  He 
coached  the  boys  ninth  grade  basketball  team 
for  7  years,  and  the  t>oys  eighth  grade  and 
boys  varsity  basketball  teams  1  year  each. 
Bob  also  coached  juntor  varsity  Softball  for  six 
seasons  and  varsity  softt>aII  for  eight  seasons. 
His  softtiall  team  won  their  district  tournament 
in  1993.  Combined,  that  means  Bob  was  at 
the  helm  of  a  school  sports  team  tor  50  sea- 
sons. Bob  is  a  member  of  the  Mtohigan  Sports 
Sages,  an  elite  dub  of  people  who  have  been 
active  in  school  sports  their  entire  careers. 

It  is  wortc  such  as  Bob's  that  inspires  us  all 
to  achieve  the  besi  we  can,  and  to  promote 
these  qualities  in  others.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  know 
you  will  join  my  colleagues  and  I  in  honoring 
the  work  of  Mr.  Robert  Butow  and  the  legacy 
of  servtoe  and  commitment  he  has  left  for  us 
aU. 


RETIREMENT  OF  DR.  JOHN  N. 
ARRINGTON 


HON.  BOB  FILNER 

OFCALIFORKIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  6. 1996 
Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
honor  a  great  friend  and  community  leader 


•  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  qx>ken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  ^>pended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 
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from  California's  50th  Congressional  District. 
Or.  John  Arrington  has  dedicated  his  life  to  inv 
provirig  the  educational  and  social  well-being 
of  children  throughout  the  San  Diego  Unified 
School  District  With  his  retirement  on  June 
10,  we  will  lose  his  presence  on  school  cam- 
puses throughout  San  Diego,  but  not  his  con- 
tinuing leadership  in  the  community. 

Those  of  us  in  the  educational  community 
are  well  aware  of  the  commitment  to  edu- 
cational excellence  that  John  has  shown 
throughout  his  distinguished  career.  He  has 
also  been  an  active  participant  in  helping  to 
improve  living  corKlitions  in  his  community,  no- 
tably as  a  leader  and  officer  of  the  Southeast 
Kiwanis  Club. 

John  began  his  educational  training  by  earn- 
ing his  bachelor  of  science  degree  from 
Tuskegee  University  in  1963.  He  received  his 
master's  degree  in  school  administration  from 
San  Diego  State  University  in  1974,  and  his 
Ph.D.  in  school  administration  from  U.S.  Inter- 
national University  in  1977.  He  also  received 
training  from  the  Howard  University  School  of 
Law  in  1967,  and  he  earned  a  counseling  cre- 
dential from  San  Diego  State  University  in 
1972. 

John  has  distinguished  himself  as  a  teacher, 
counselor,  and  administrator  for  neariy  30 
years,  serving  as  district  administrator,  vice- 
prindpal,  and  principal  in  the  San  Diego  Uni- 
fied School  District. 

Nationally  recognized  for  his  work,  John  has 
been  honored  by  the  Administrators  Associa- 
tkxi.  Omega  Psi  Phi  Fratemity,  Kiwanis  Inter- 
national, the  Assodatkm  of  California  School 
Administrators,  and  the  Parent  Advisory  Task 
Force. 

As  he  retires  from  a  sterling  career  in  edu- 
cation that  was  marked  by  viskm,  creativity, 
and  strong  leadership,  I  joined  his  family  and 
friends  in  congratulating  him  on  nearly  30 
years  as  an  inspiration  to  us  ail. 


MEMORIES  OF  A  CONGRESSIONAL 
PAGE 


HON.  GERALD  D.  KLECZKA 

OF  WISCONSIN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  Mr.  Albert 
Anness  of  Waukesha.  Wl,  served  as  a  con- 
gressksnal  page  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives during  the  first  session  of  the  81st  Con- 
gress. His  experience  as  a  page  was  the  be- 
ginning of  a  lifetime  of  political  involvement 
and  activism. 

Recently,  Mr.  Anness  wrote  a  particularly 
touching  vignette  about  a  unique  and  special 
momerrt  during  his  service  as  a  page.  Below 
is  his  story,  which  I  think  we  will  all  find  very 
interesting. 

Chance  Meetinc 

(By  Albert  R.  Anness,  House  Democratic 
Page.  Spring  1949) 

In  the  story  I  am  about  to  tell.  I  was  alone. 
The  only  footsteps  were  mine;  no  human 
voice  was  within  earshot.  Solitude  was  my 
only  companion. 

It  was  past  mld-aftemoon  as  I  passed 
through  the  Rotunda  of  the  Capitol  and 
neared  the  House  of  Representatives.  The 
statue  of  Win  Rogers  stood  gazing  down 
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upon  the  House  Chambers.  The  large  doors 
by  which  President  Truman  had  recently  en- 
tered to  deliver  his  State  of  the  Union  mes- 
sage were  now  closed.  The  House  Chambers 
were  quiet  and  dark. 

I  don't  remember  why  I  was  in  the  Capitol 
Building  that  afternoon.  The  House  stood  in 
adjournment  and  besides  being  assigned  to 
the  VJa.ys  and  Means  Committee.  I  had  no 
floor  duties.  I  was  probably  running  some 
long  forgotten  errand. 

Turning  left,  I  began  walking  down  the 
corridor  toward  the  Democratic  cloakroom 
door.  I  was  heading  for  the  underground  pas- 
sage returning  to  the  New  House  Office 
Building. 

Walking  down  the  corridor  I  recall  the  sun- 
light streaming  thru,  the  large  window  was 
beginning  to  lose  Its  brilliance  as  evening 
begran  its  resolute  march  to  darkness. 

As  I  neared  the  cloakroom  entrance,  my 
solitude  was  broken  by  the  arrival  upon  the 
scene  of  the  only  other  participant  in  my 
story.  Congressman  Joseph  W.  Martin  of 
Massachusetts.  The  Democratic  cloakroom 
door  opened  and  out  he  stepped.  This  was  a 
little  surprising,  because,  at  the  time,  he  was 
the  Republican  Minority  Leader. 

In  a  corridor  usually  bustling  with  activ- 
ity. Congressman  Martin  and  I  were  totally 
alone.  He  was  a  friendly  man  of  medium 
height  with  jet  black  hair  that  belled  his  age 
In  the  mid-sixties.  Congressman  Martin  was 
also  the  last  Republican  Speaker  of  the 
United  States  House  of  Representatives  until 
Newt  Gingrich,  forty-six  years  later  in  1995. 
We  barely  had  said  hello,  when  he  stum- 
bled and  began  falling  down  the  cloakroom 
stairs.  If  I  had  not  been  passing  at  that  pre- 
cise moment,  he  would  have  had  a  very  nasty 
fall  on  the  marble  floor.  As  it  happened,  he 
fell  harmlessly  Into  my  arms  escaping  in- 
jury. Congressman  Martin  thanked  me  and 
went  on  his  way.  This  happened  more  than 
forty-six  years  ago,  but  it  will  forever  re- 
main indelibly  In  my  memory. 


RECOGNITION  OF  SEYI  FAYANJU'S 
VICTORY  IN  THE  NA-HONAL  GE- 
OGRAPHY BEE 


HON.  WmiAM  J.  MARTINI 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  MARTINI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
commend  a  very  workJIy  young  man.  One  of 
my  constituents,  Seyi  Fayanju  of  Verona,  re- 
cently won  the  National  Geography  Bee. 

Since  the  age  of  4,  Seyi  has  been  attracted 
to  geography.  His  knowledge  of  our  worid 
spans  the  gtobe,  from  the  new  republics  in  the 
East  to  the  obscure  islands  of  the  Pacific  and 
the  Atlantic.  This  remart<able  youth  has  not 
only  accumulated  a  broad  wealth  of  geo- 
graphk^al  facts,  but  he  continues  to  expand  his 
awareness  with  a  zeal  that  is  truly  admirable. 

Seyi  has  been  recognized  by  his  teachers  at 
the  Henry  B.  Whitehome  Middle  School  as 
one  of  the  most  gifted  and  well-rounded  pupils 
they  have  ever  taught.  His  talent  for  geog- 
raphy comes  naturally.  He  continually  im- 
presses his  teachers  and  peers  with  his  ability 
to  rattle  off  the  capitals  of  far  off  places  and 
identify  the  most  remote  mountain  ranges  and 
bodies  of  water. 

This  intense  level  of  geographical  under- 
standing enabled  Seyi  to  succeed  at  the  State 
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level  and  then  go  on  to  represent  New  Jersey 
in  the  national  competition.  The  questions  for 
the  geography  bee  were  prepared  by  the  Na- 
tional Geographic  Society.  Seyi  received  a 
rare  and  perfect  score  in  the  finals  to  become 
the  winner  of  the  national  contest. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  National  Geographic  Soci- 
ety began  this  competition  back  in  1989  in  re- 
sponse to  the  publk^'s  frustration  with  the  lack 
of  geographical  knowledge  of  our  youth.  Seyi 
Fayanju  has  answered  the  challenge  of  the 
public  and  we  are  proud  of  his  achievements. 
I  commend  this  exceptional  student  on  his 
academic  feat  and  hope  that  his  accomplish- 
ment will  spart<  the  desire  of  other  students, 
nation-wide,  to  take  interest  in  the  unique  and 
wondrous  places  our  great  worid  has  to  offer. 


CONGRATULATIONS  MR.  AND  MRS. 
JOHN  MALONE 


HON.  DONALD  M.  PAYNE 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 19% 

Mr.  PAYNE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today  I  would  like  to  honor  a  very  special  cou- 
ple, Mr.  and  Mrs.  John  Malone,  formerly  of 
Elizabeth,  NJ.  On  Sunday,  June  23,  1996, 
John  and  Elizabeth  Malone  will  celebrate  their 
frftieth  wedding  anniversary  by  renewing  their 
wedding  vows  at  St.  Walburga  Monastery  in 
Elizabeth,  NJ. 

John  Malone  served  the  city  of  Elizabeth  for 
36  years  as  a  firefighter  before  retiring  from 
the  force  in  1985.  Elizabeth  Malone  worthed 
with  the  telephone  company  before  retiring  in 
1986.  This  couple  managed  to  raise  four  chil- 
dren in  the  process,  who  have  since  given 
them  six  grandchildren. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  feeling  that  we  can  all 
look  to  this  couple  for  inspiration.  In  a  time 
when  divorce  rates  are  astoundingly  high  and 
society  is  suffering  as  a  result  of  this,  the 
Mak>nes  have  shown  us  that  it  is  possible  for 
manied  partners  to  sustain  their  respective  ca- 
reers, raise  a  family  and  remain  happily  com- 
mitted to  each  other.  I  wish  them  many  more 
years  of  happiness. 


AMERICAN  GI  FORUM  RECOGNIZES 
NAT  BENITEZ 


HON.  JAMES  A.  BARCIA 

OF  ItlCHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  BARCIA.  Mr.  Speaker,  throughout  our 
Nation's  history  the  men  and  women  who 
have  served  in  our  Armed  Forces  have  been 
responsible  for  providing  and  securing  the 
blessings  of  liberty  for  all  Americans.  Admira- 
bly serving  our  Nation  have  been  many  His- 
panic Americans  who  have  come  together  as 
members  of  the  American  GI  Forum  to  effec- 
tively represent  the  concerns  and  interests  of 
Latino  veterans  and  their  families  in  many 
issues. 

This  weekend  the  American  GI  Forum  of 
Mk:higan  is  holding  its  35th  Annual  State  Con- 
ventk>n,  which  is  being  proudly  hosted  by  the 
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Flint  Frank  O.  Barrera  Chapter.  At  the  conven- 
tk>n  the  members  will  be  learning  more  atwut 
the  experiences  of  one  veteran  wtiom  I  am 
proud  to  have  as  a  constituent,  Mr.  Natividad 
"Nat"  Benitez  of  Gagetown.  Nat  Benitez  was 
awarded  the  Bronze  Star  for  bravery  under  fire 
for  holding  his  position  against  superior  enemy 
forces  on  April  15,  1945. 

His  bravery  was  reported  by  the  Cass  City 
Chronicle  on  March  20,  1991,  which  recounted 
the  event.  With  two  flanking  positions  having 
been  knocked  out,  leaving  him  alone  to  de- 
fend the  line,  Nat  Benitez  exhausted  his  sup- 
ply of  ammunition  and  hand  grenades, 
crawled  out  of  his  foxhole  under  intense  mor- 
tar, grenade  and  rifle  fire,  crawled  through  an 
exposed  position  to  get  more  ammunition,  and 
then  returned  to  his  original  positk>n  to  con- 
tinue to  hoki  the  line.  Even  though  he  was  the 
only  sokJier  holding  this  position,  the  next  day 
it  was  discovered  that  there  were  23  dead 
members  of  the  enemy  force  around  his  posi- 
tk)n. 

Today,  more  than  50  years  after  his 
han-owing  and  heroic  exploits,  Mr.  Benitez 
continues  his  profound  respect  for  members  of 
our  military,  understanding  all  too  well  the 
risks  that  they  each  take,  especially  when  in 
actual  combat.  He  knows  how  hard  it  is  to 
lose  a  friend,  who  can  be  taken  in  a  split  sec- 
ond by  enemy  fire.  He  knows  that  training  is 
not  enjoyable,  but  it  is  essential  to  sunnval.  He 
knows  what  it  is  to  risk  all  for  one's  country, 
and  how  important  it  is  that  our  veterans  be 
treated  fairiy  for  all  that  they  have  done. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  you  and  all  of  our  col- 
leagues to  join  me  in  congratulating  Mr.  Nat 
Benitez  In  his  recognitkm  by  the  American  GI 
Forum  of  Michigan,  and  in  wishing  all  of  the 
members  of  the  Forum  a  most  successful  con- 
ventk>n. 


HUDSON  ELKS  LODGE  WORKS  FOR 
FLAG  AND  COUNTRY 


HON.  GERALD  BJl.  SOLOMON 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPEIESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  back  on  June 
14,  1777,  the  Continental  Congress  of  the 
United  States  adopted  a  resolutk>n  that  gave 
us  the  stars  and  stripes  that  are  our  American 
flag.  This  June  14,  1996,  the  Hudson  Elks 
Lodge  will  celebrate  the  219th  annual  Flag 
Day  to  the  day. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  tell  you  why  it  is  so  inv 
portant  that  organizations  like  the  Elks  Lodge 
No.  787,  serving  Hudson,  NY,  take  the  time  to 
recognize  Rag  Day  and  the  American  flag.  If  s 
because  our  flag  is  unique  and  so  is  Flag  Day. 
To  my  knowledge,  no  other  nation  has  a  holi- 
day like  K.  No  other  nation  has  a  special  day 
when  its  people  gather,  as  those  will  gather 
with  the  members  of  the  Hudson  Elks  Lodge, 
to  honor  the  flag  as  a  special  symbol. 

And  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  what  makes  our 
flag  and  Flag  Day  unique,  it  represents  a 
unique  Nation— the  strongest,  freest,  greatest 
Nation  on  Earth.  No  other  flag  is  anchored  so 
securely  in  the  hearts  of  a  people  like  Old 
Gk)ry  is  in  ours. 

Lefs  stop  for  a  moment  and  conskler  why 
that  is.  It's  because  of  civic  organizations  and 
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people  like  those  in  the  Hudson  Bks  Lodge 
who  continually  remind  us  of  the  importance  of 
our  flag.  It's  because  of  their  efforts  to  raise 
public  awareness  of  the  flag  and  all  that  it 
stands  for  that  OW  Glory  commands  the  devo- 
tk>n.  respect  and  reverence  that  it  does. 

Thafs  why.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  so  proud  to 
address  the  memt>ers  of  the  Hudson  Lodge  as 
Brother  Elk.  The  Elks  are  devoted  to  promot- 
ing pride,  patriotism  and  vdunteerism  and  do 
more  than  anyone  when  it  comes  to  those 
goals.  The  Benevolent  and  Protective  Order  of 
Elks  have  helped  to  relight  the  fire  of  patriot- 
ism in  every  American  citizen  and  through 
their  voluntary  acts  on  behalf  of  the  commu- 
nity, they  have  helped  to  reach  our  young 
people  in  whose  hands  the  future  of  America 
depends. 

But  Mr.  Speaker,  I  owe  my  Brother  Elks  in 
the  Hudson  community  and  around  the  coun- 
try another  expresson  of  my  personal  grati- 
tude. That's  because  they  stood  beside  me, 
and  the  ovenwhelming  majority  of  Americans, 
who  wanted  to  see  Old  Glory,  our  most  visible 
and  beloved  symtwl,  protected  by  the  Con- 
stitution, our  most  sacred  and  betoved  docu- 
ment. I'm  referring  of  course  to  the  constitu- 
tk)nal  amendment  to  prevent  the  physkai  de- 
structkm  of  our  flag  that  passed  ovenwhelm- 
ingly  right  here  in  the  House  Chamber,  only  to 
be  defeated  by  just  two  votes  in  the  Senate. 
As  k>ng  as  lodges  like  those  serving  the  city 
of  Hudson  continue  to  impress  upon  our  feltow 
Americans  the  significance  of  our  flag  and 
what  it  means  to  America,  I'm  confident  we 
can  ultimately  afford  it  this  ultimate  protection 
it  so  richly  deserves. 

Mr.  Speaker,  at  this  time,  I  ask  that  you  and 
all  Memt>ers  of  the  House  join  me  in  tribute  to 
the  Hudson  Eks  Lodge  for  all  they  have  done 
to  spread  apprectatkxi  tor  the  American  flag 
and  our  country  throughout  their  community. 
For  those  efforts,  they  are  all  truly  great  Amer- 
icans. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  PAUL  HEIDEMANN 


HON.  DAVE  CAMP 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  CAMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  great 
pleasure  that  I  rise  today  to  honor  an  out- 
standing individual  on  his  retirement  from  30 
years  of  outstanding  servk:e  to  the  community 
of  Mortey,  Ml.  Mr.  Paul  Heidemann  has  served 
the  students  of  Mortey  Stanwood  High  School 
as  a  teacher,  music  instructor,  administrator, 
confidant,  and  friend  to  the  many  people 
whose  lives  he  touched. 

During  his  career,  he  has  taught  elementary 
and  secorxlary  instrumental  music  and  di- 
rected the  junkx  high  and  high  school  bands. 
He  has  organized  the  Flag  Corps  and  helped 
with  public  address  equipment  for  shows  and 
presentations.  He  has  organized  the  t>and 
boosters.  Each  year  he  oversees  graduatkxi 
ceremonies.  Paul  has  also  been  an  unofficial 
computer  consultant  for  the  school,  lending  his 
expertise  since  the  first  Commodore  64  made 
its  appearance  in  the  classroom  back  in  the 
mideighties. 

Paul's  volunteer  help  in  ushering  Morfey 
Stanwood  community  schools  into  the  com- 
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puter  age  has  been  tremendous.  He  has  done 
so  much  behind  the  scenes,  always  willing  to 
help  each  staff  member  with  computer  prob- 
lems, even  visiting  their  homes  to  help  with 
home  personal  computing. 

His  musicianship  is  outstanding.  Paul  was 
named  t>est  musician  in  the  first  Big  Ra(>ids 
Pioneer  People's  Choice  Awards.  He  plays  in 
the  West  Central  concert  band  and  Ferris 
chamber  orchestra  and  is  organist  at  the 
United  Church  in  Big  Rapids.  He  has  served 
as  secretary  of  the  Michigan  School  Band  and 
Orchestra  Association  for  the  past  4  years. 

It  is  work  such  as  Paul's  that  inspires  us  all 
to  achieve  the  best  we  can,  and  to  promote 
these  qualities  in  others.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  know 
you  will  join  my  colleagues  and  I  in  honoring 
the  wortc  of  Mr.  Paul  HekJemann  and  the  leg- 
acy of  service  and  commitment  he  has  left  for 
us  all. 


TRIBUTE  TO  NANCY  INTERDONATO 
FOR  SERVICE  TO  CITIZENS  WITH 
DISABILITIES 


HON.  WILLIAM  F.  GOODLING 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  rise 
to  hor>or  Nancy  Interdonato,  executive  direc- 
tor, of  the  ARC  of  Yoric  County,  and  wish  her 
well  as  she  pursues  new  career  opportunities. 

During  the  6  years  Nancy  served  at  the 
ARC,  she  was  an  outspoken  advocate  for  all 
individuals  with  disat}«lities.  She  fought  tire- 
lessly to  ensure  those  with  disabilities  were  in- 
tegrated into  the  community,  truly  making  the 
organizatkxi  an  "arc"  between  indivkJuals  with 
disabilities  and  ttie  community.  She  served  as 
a  valuable  resource  in  devetoping  public  policy 
and  spearheaded  numerous  Federal,  State, 
and  kxal  efforts  aimed  as  ertsuring  quality  of 
life  and  quality  senrioes.  I  was  pleased  to  have 
the  opportunity  to  work  dosely  with  her  on 
several  occasions. 

Ms.  Interdonato  worked  to  address  the  mul- 
tiple needs  of  indivkjuals  with  mental  disabil- 
ities arxj  their  families.  Her  numerous  acoonv 
plishments  include  the  planning  and  structur- 
ing of  a  group  home  arxj  devekspment  of  after- 
school  recreation  and  summer  camp  pro- 
grams. She  was  also  instrun>ental  in  forming  a 
coaliton  to  meet  the  transportation  needs  of 
ARC  clients. 

Nancy's  efforts  went  beyond  serving  those 
in  the  disabled  community.  She  vras  also 
largely  responsit>le  for  updating  and  improving 
the  fadlfties  and  wortdng  corxjitions  for  em- 
pk>yees  of  the  ARC  of  York  County. 

Whetfier  in  her  role  as  advocate  or  admirv 
ister,  I  believe  Nancy  will  be  remembered 
most  in  York  County  for  her  ability  to  raise 
publk:  awareness  and  pronxite  positive  public 
relations  by  reaching  out  to  the  entire  commu- 
nity. She  constantly  attempted  to  educate  the 
public  and  gain  the  support  of  those  outskje 
the  disabilities  community. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  Representative  of  the 
19th  Congressional  District.  I  wish  to  thank 
Ms.  Interdonato  for  her  years  of  service  and 
dedicaton  to  improving  the  lives  of  families  in 
Yorle  She  will  be  truly  missed. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  THE  LAKE  HURON 
METHODIST  CAMP  AND  RETREAT 
CENTER 


HON.  DAVID  L  BONIOR 

OF  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday,  June  6, 19% 
Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  coming  Sun- 
day. June  9,  1996,  the  Lake  Huron  Methodist 
Camp  arxl  Retreat  Center,  in  my  home  State 
of  Michigan,  is  celebrating  its  50  plus  yeas  an- 
niversary and  rededication  ceremony.  I  have 
been  fortunate  to  have  been  associated  with 
tliis  outstanding  factlrty  located  in  a  gorgeous 
setting  on  ttie  western  shore  of  Lake  Huron. 

July  8,  1945.  was  opening  day  at  the  Lake 
Huron  Methodist  Camp.  From  the  very  begin- 
ning, the  founders  of  the  camp  were  dedkated 
to  providing  the  youth  of  our  society  with  a 
camping  experience  on  the  banks  of  Lake 
Huron.  Often  it  was  the  very  first  time  they 
had  ever  seen  a  lake.  To  see  these  young- 
sters dash  off  the  bus  and  rush  towards  the 
lake,  still  is  a  rewarding  experience  for  anyone 
who  contributes  to  the  work  of  the  camp. 

Originally,  the  land  on  which  the  camp  is  lo- 
cated was  a  part  of  the  Levi  Hilkxk  fann.  The 
Young  Women's  Hebrew  Association  pur- 
chased 15  acres  in  1925  and  developed  an  all 
gitis'  camp.  For  a  number  of  years  the  Port 
Huron  district  camp  met  at  Simpson  Part< 
Campgrounds,  but  in  1942  some  of  the  camp 
leaders  indicated  a  desire  to  have  a  perma- 
nent camp  of  their  own.  Today,  the  United 
methodist  Church  is  the  sole  proprietor  of  the 
camp  and  retreat  cerrter.  Among  those  who 
have  used  the  camp  are  the  Baptist  Women  of 
the  thumb  area,  and  a  group  associated  with 
4-H  leadership  training.  The  camp  has  a 
hosted  a  program  I  have  sponsored  for  over 
10  years,  the  Congressional  Student  leader- 
ship Summit,  where  High  School  students 
leam  about  the  legislative  process. 

As  the  community  prepares  to  celebrate  the 
armiversary.  I  applaud  the  capable  managers 
of  the  camp,  Dick  Cay  and  his  wife,  Kathryn. 
The  Huron  Camp  is  a  valuable  project  that 
has  demonstrated  a  strong  commitment  to 
young  people  and  community  groups.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  join  with  me  in  congratulat- 
ing the  Lake  Huron  United  Methodist  Camp 
and  Retreat  Center.  May  the  next  50  years 
bring  continued  fmitful  servne  to  the  youth  of 
Michigan. 


TRIBUTE  TO  FROEBEL  ASTOR 
"FRO"  BRIGHAM 


HON.  BOB  nUVER 

OFCAUFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  6, 1996 
Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
honor  a  ctose  friend  and  longtime  fixture  of  the 
San  Diego  musk:  community  who  died  May 
31 — Froebel  Astor  Brigham,  known  simply  as 
Fro. 

Fron,  whose  musical  career  spanned  more 
than  half  a  century,  will  be  greatly  missed  by 
more  than  three  gerierations  of  music  lovers  in 
my  hometown  of  San  Diego.  A  patriarch  of  the 
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area  jazz  scene  since  the  1940's,  Fro  dazzled 
everyone  who  listened  with  his  smooth  sound- 
ing trumpet,  which  featured  a  mouthpiece 
given  to  him  by  jazz  legend  Louis  Armstrong. 

Following  his  arrival  in  San  Diego  in  1945. 
Fro  became  a  must-see  on  the  local  jazz  cir- 
cuit. He  and  his  Preservatk>n  Jazz  Band  were 
soon  playing  before  some  of  the  highest  politi- 
cal and  civk:  offtdals  in  San  Diego.  In  the  last 
two  decades  of  his  illustrious  career.  Fro's 
performance  schedule  was  as  consistent  as 
the  high  quality  of  his  playing — Fridays  and 
Saturdays  at  Pal  Joey's  in  Allied  Gardens, 
Wednesdays  and  Thursdays  at  Patrick's  II 
downtown. 

His  talent,  of  course,  earned  him  numerous 
honors.  He  won  two  San  Diego  Music  Awards. 
He  was  honored  in  1993  at  the  Catfish  Club 
as  the  Grandaddy  of  San  Diego  jazz.  He  was 
recently  honored  at  a  special  tribute  at  Pal 
Joey's.  So  moving  was  his  tnjmpet  playing 
that  Lady  Bird  Johnson  once  flew  him  to  her 
ranch  in  Texas  to  perform 

Not  surprisingly.  Fro  became  as  well  known 
for  his  contributions  to  the  community  as  for 
his  music.  He  led  a  volunteer  drive  to  collect 
donated  bread  and  sweet  rolls  from  super- 
markets for  distribution  to  the  needy.  He  deliv- 
ered food  to  the  hungry  one  or  more  times 
every  week.  And  he  was  a  board  member  of 
the  Corrective  Behaviors  Institute,  a  cerrter  for 
at-risk  chiklren. 

Fro  served  in  the  U.S.  Na  y  from  1943  to 
1945.  He  was  a  groundskeeper  for  the  San 
Diego  Paries  and  Recreation  Department  for 
30  years  until  his  retirement  in  1979. 

One  thing  he  never  retired  from  was  his 
music,  which  was  his  most  effective  means  of 
communication.  Indeed,  as  an  African-Amer- 
ican, Fro  was  recognized  as  having  broken 
ethnk:  musk:  barriers  that  k>ng  existed  in  San 
Diego.  His  conbibutions  to  the  art  of  musk: 
and  to  the  San  Diego  community  wiH  not  be 
forgotten. 


STOP  THE  FRIVOLOUS  USAGE  OF 
THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  NUMBER 


HON.  GERALD  D.  KLECZKA 

OF  WISCONSIN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased 
to  introduce  today  legislation  to  limit  the  frivo- 
tous  usage  of  the  Sodal  Security  number. 

in  March.  I  was  contacted  by  a  constituent 
of  mine  who  went  to  apply  for  a  credit  card  at 
a  tocai  wholesale  dub.  The  application  re- 
quired him  to  list  his  Social  Security  number. 
When  he  refused,  the  store  threatened  to 
deny  his  applkation. 

In  my  judgment,  this  situation  is  unaccept- 
able. The  Social  Security  number  was  de- 
signed by  our  Government  for  one  simple  use: 
To  follow  workers  throughout  their  emptoy- 
ment  history  in  order  to  ensure  that  they  re- 
ceived the  Social  Security  benefits  due  to 
them  upon  their  retirement.  Over  the  years, 
the  Federal  Qovemmenf  s  usage  of  the  Social 
Security  number  has  expanded  to  other  legiti- 
mate uses  like  taxpayer  identification  and  wel- 
fare tjenefits  distribution.  Congress  lias  pro- 
vkjed  for  each  of  these  expansions  with  spe- 
cific language  in  statute. 
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Meanwhile,  the  use  of  the  Social  Security 
number  in  the  private  sector  has  run  rampant. 
Citizens  are  now  asked  or  required  to  give  the 
number  to  get  grocery  store  check  cashing 
cards,  to  apply  for  wedit  cards,  or  even  to 
make  golf  tee  time  reservations.  It  is  time  to 
limit  these  frivotous  uses  of  what  should  be 
strictly  a  Govemment  identifier— not  a  national 
ID  number. 

My  legislation  will  restiict  use  of  the  Social 
Security  number  to  bona  fkJe  Govemment, 
tax,  and  related  purposes.  It  bans  companies 
from  buying  or  selling  mariceting  lists  that  con- 
tain Social  Security  numbers  and  prohibits  the 
private  sector  from  requiring  customers  to  di- 
vulge the  number  as  a  condition  of  doing  busi- 
ness. 

Exceptions  are  made  for  current  Federal 
uses  of  the  Social  Security  number,  as  well  as 
State  usage  for  drivers  licenses,  motor  vehicle 
registration,  welfare  benefits,  and  tax  pur- 
poses. In  addition,  my  bill  preserves  the  ability 
of  companies  to  use  the  number  for  taxpayer 
iderrtification.  This  is  important  for  banks  that 
must  report  interest  income  to  the  IRS,  payroll 
companies  withholding  taxes,  and  a  limited 
number  of  other  groups. 

The  provisrons  of  my  bill  will  be  enforced  by 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  which 
currerrtly  polces  Privacy  Act  violatrons.  in  con- 
sultation with  the  Commissioner  of  Social  Se- 
curity. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe  my  legislation  ad- 
dresses a  problem  that  has  been  ignored  for 
too  k)ng.  I  look  fonward  to  woridng  with  Social 
Security  Subcommittee  Chairman  Bunning 
and  the  rest  of  my  colleagues  to  enact  this  bill. 


THE  MONTCLAIR  KIMBERLEY 
ACADEMY  BLUE  RIBBON  AWARD 


HON.  WnUAM  J.  MARHNI 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  MARTINI.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  great 
pleasure  I  rise  today  to  recognize  the 
Montdair  Kimt>ertey  Academy's  recent 
achievement  in  receiving  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Education's  Blue  Ribbon  Award. 

The  Blue  Ribbon  Award  gains  Its  prestige 
from  the  intense  competition  it  generates. 
Neariy  500  publk:  and  private  schools  through- 
out the  United  States,  Virgin  Islsmds.  and 
Puerto  Rk»  were  nominated  for  this  honor. 
Montdair  Kimberty  Academy  is  1  of  161  sec- 
ondary schools  and  only  9  independent 
schools  to  receive  this  award. 

The  schools  were  judged  by  a  panel  of  100 
recognized  school  educators  and  local  lead- 
ers. These  indivkjuals  evaluated  the  schools 
on  the  basis  of  several  criterium  dealing  with 
the  academk:  accomplishments  and  dedkation 
of  tx>th  the  students  and  teachers. 

The  Montdair  Kimbertey  Academy  has  been 
provkling  sound  education  to  its  students  for 
over  100  years.  Since  its  meager  beginning  as 
a  one-room  schoolhouse  of  only  35  students, 
the  academy  has  been  dedk:ated  to  a  curricu- 
lum focusing  on  individual  attention  and  tiie 
freedom  to  develop  personal  initiatives.  Over 
the  years,  tills  center  of  leaming  and  culture 
within  my  district  has  seen  many  conskierable 


June  6,  1996 

changes.  A  sh-ong  school  spirit  and  a  k>yal 
alumni  had  a  great  deal  to  do  with  building 
this  school  into  such  a  proud  institutran. 
Today,  the  Montdair  Kimbertey  Academy 
spans  ttnree  campuses  and  educates  over 
1,000  students  from  kindergarten  through 
grade  twelve. 

The  true  strengths  of  the  Montdair  Kinv 
t>eriey  Academy  are  the  special  relationships 
between  the  faculty  and  students  and  the  wel- 
coming and  productive  leaming  environment  it 
provides.  Working  together,  the  students  and 
teachers  of  the  academy  affirm  their  commit- 
ment to  the  words  on  the  school  seal:  knowl- 
edge, visk>n,  and  integrity.  This  Blue  Ribbon 
Award  is  a  tiibute  to  the  teachers  for  their 
hard  woric  and  dedication  to  personalized  at- 
tention and  to  the  students,  whose  curkjsity 
and  motivation  is  matched  only  by  their 
achievements.  It  is  my  hope  that  the  Montdair 
Kimt>eriey  Academy's  kwig  tiaditions  of  excel- 
lence in  education  will  provkJe  a  shining  exam- 
ple to  other  schools,  both  public  and  private, 
so  that  they  too.  might  rise  to  new  levels  of 
academic  excellerKe. 


TRIBUTE  TO  EDWIN  MICHAEL 
TRAYNER.  M.D. 


HON.  MARGE  ROUKEMA 

or  NEW  JEBSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  con- 
gratulate Dr.  Edwin  Michael  Trayner.  on  his 
completk>n  of  service  as  president  of  the  Ber- 
gen County  NJ  Medical  Society.  Dr.  Trayner  is 
a  dedkated  and  talented  physk:ian  whose  skill 
is  wen  respeded  by  colleagues  and  patients 
alike.  He  has  served  the  medical  sodety  with 
distinction  and  I  am  pleased  to  extend  our 
congratulations  to  him  on  this  occask>n. 

Indeed,  the  medical  community  has  been 
fortunate  to  have  a  person  of  his  outstanding 
accomplishments  to  serve  the  public. 

Dr.  Trayner,  wf>o  hokls  undergraduate  and 
medKal  degrees  from  Columbia  University, 
began  his  career  as  an  intern  at  Roosevelt 
Hospital  in  New  York  in  1956.  He  dkj  post- 
graduate work  at  Harvard  Medkal  College  in 
1957  and  1958.  then  returned  to  New  York  for 
reskjendes  at  the  Bronx  Veterans  Hospital 
and  the  Manhattan  Eye  and  Ear  Hospital.  He 
held  a  teaching  appointment  at  Manhattan  Eye 
and  Ear  until  1993  and  performed  a  felk)wship 
in  ultrasound  of  the  eye  there  from  1968  to 
1975. 

Dr.  Trayner.  who  is  board  certified  in  oph- 
thalmotogy,  has  his  home  and  private  practice 
in  ophthalmology  in  Tenafly.  He  is  affiliated 
with  Englewood  Hospital,  where  he  is  a  former 
chief  of  ophthalmotogy,  Holy  Name  Hospital  in 
Teaneck,  and  Manhattan  Eye  and  Ear  Hos- 
pital. 

Dr.  Trayner  is  a  member  of  the  American 
Board  of  Ophthalmok)gy.  the  American  Col- 
lege of  Surgeons,  the  American  Medkal  Asso- 
datkxi,  the  New  Yort(  arxJ  New  Jersey  Acad- 
emies of  Medkane,  the  Medkal  Society  of 
New  Jersey,  the  Medk:al  Sodety  of  Bergen 
County  and  the  New  Jersey  Academy  of  Oph- 
thalmology and  Otolaryngology,  of  which  he  is 
a  former  presklent. 
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Dr.  Trayner's  sen/k:e  to  the  Bergen  County 
Medical  Sodety  dates  to  1963,  the  year  he 
became  a  member.  He  served  as  a  member 
of  the  executive  board  from  1990-94,  as 
preskjent-eled  in  1995,  and  president  in  1996. 
He  has  provkJed  exemplary  leadership  that 
has  helped  establish  the  Bergen  County  Medi- 
cal Sodety  as  one  of  the  most  respected 
groups  of  medical  professions  in  the  region. 

During  these  recent  years,  when  health  care 
issues  have  risen  on  the  congressional  agen- 
da. Dr.  Trayner  has  been  a  reliable  and  val- 
ued resource  to  me  and  the  New  Jersey  dele- 
gatk>n.  We  greatty  value  the  contributions  to 
the  debate  of  Dr.  Trayner  and  the  Bergen 
County  Medical  Society. 

Our  Nation  enjoys  the  worid's  highest  stand- 
ards for  modem  health  care,  which  Is  vttalty 
importarrt  to  every  dtizen.  Dr.  Trayner  has  ex- 
emplified the  highest  professional  standards. 
We  express  our  deepest  gratitude  to  Dr. 
Trayner  and  physkaans  like  him  who  see  that 
tiie  highest  quality  of  care  is  maintained.  Best 
wishes  to  Dr.  Trayner  as  he  continues  his  ex- 
emplary service  to  his  patients  and  the  Bergen 
County  community,  and  to  his  wife,  Rita,  and 
their  three  children.  Dr.  Edwin  M.  Trayner  Jr., 
Elizabeth  L  Monz,  and  Andrew  J.  Trayner. 


CORPORATE  RESPONSIBILITY  AT 
HOME  AND  ABROAD 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6. 1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  one  of 
my  constituents  from  Northern  Telecom 
[Nortel]  participated  in  a  congressional  panel 
discussk>n  on  corporate  responsibility  at  home 
and  abroad  convened  by  my  colleague  fixxn  Il- 
linois. Representative  Lane  Evans.  Megan 
Barry,  wtio  is  Nortel's  seruor  ethks  advisor 
and  is  t>ased  in  the  company's  Nashville  fadl- 
ity,  partidpated  on  this  panel.  I  would  like  to 
commend  Megan  and  Nortel  for  the  fne 
standard  they  have  set  in  pushing  for  ethks  in 
business  practices  and  I  commend  to  you  and 
all  of  my  colleagues,  her  remarics: 

Corporate  RESPONSiBiLm'  at  Home  and 
Abroad 

(By  Megan  Barry) 

Good  morning.  My  name  Is  Megan  Barry 
and  I'm  here  today  representing  Northern 
Telecom,  Nortel.  Nortel  Is  an  $11  billion 
global  corporation  with  63.000  employees 
around  the  world.  We  build,  design,  and  Inte- 
grate digital  networks  for  Information,  en- 
tertainment, education  and  business.  In  the 
U.S.  we  have  over  22.000  employees  at  major 
facilities  such  as  Raleigh.  NC.  Dallas.  TX. 
Atlanta,  GA.  Santa  Clara,  CA,  Nashville,  TN. 
Sunrise,  FX,  McLean,  VA.  Nortel  is  very 
honored  to  be  included  in  these  discussions 
today. 

All  of  the  companies  that  are  represented 
here  today  are  being  recognized  for  some- 
thing "exceptional"— for  example.  Pfizer  is 
here  l)ecause  they  provide  low  income  indi- 
viduals access  to  prescriptions. 

So  why  is  Nortel  here?  I'm  actually  here 
today  to  talk  about  what  some  might  con- 
sider to  be  the  "unexceptional."  I'm  here  to 
talk  about  the  day-to-day  ins  and  outs  of 
just  btiag  an  ethical  company. 
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Unlike  a  lot  of  multinationals,  we.  at 
Nortel,  have  an  established  Business  Ethics 
function.  Our  function  is  set  up  to  deal  with 
everyday  ethical  issues  that  confront  our 
employees,  our  suppliers  and  our  customers. 

We  do  this  in  several  ways,  but  the  key 
piece  that  has  made  our  function  so  success- 
ful has  been  the  adoption  and  distribution  of 
our  International  Code  of  Business  Conduct. 
We  call  our  Code,  "Acting  with  Integrity." 

Before  1995.  Nortel  had  a  Code  of  Conduct- 
but  guess  who  wrote  it?  Lawyers.  The  old 
Code  tended  to  be  more  rule-based  and  bad  a 
lot  of  "thou  Shalt  not"  phrases.  We  felt  that 
It  was  very  important  to  move  towards  a 
more  value-based  approach.  We  wanted  to 
provide  a  "working  document" — one  that 
gave  our  employees  help  and  guidance.  So  we 
did  something  pretty  radical — we  asked  our 
employees  what  they  wanted  to  see  in  a  new 
Code.  With  the  help  of  the  International 
Business  Ethics  Institute,  we  conducted  over 
35  focus  groups  in  the  U.S.,  Canada.  Carib- 
bean and  Latin  America.  Europe  and  Asia 
Pacific.  We  also  invited  all  63.000  of  our  em- 
ployees to  read  the  draft  versions  of  our  Code 
and  give  us  input  and  ideas.  The  overall  re- 
sponse was  amazing.  This  gave  our  employ- 
ees a  voice  in  the  process  and  a  true  sense  of 
ownership  of  the  completed  Code. 

This  approach  also  helped  us  write  a  docu- 
ment using  international  language  that 
crosses  all  of  our  locations.  For  example,  we 
use  Questions  and  Answers  throughout  the 
Code  to  make  it  more  readable.  One  of  our 
focus  groups  from  Europe  pointed  out  a  true 
"North  Americanism"  for  us. 

In  one  question,  we  ask.  "Do  people  really 
get  dismissed  for  violating  Nortel's  ethical 
standards?"  In  one  of  our  original  drafts,  we 
had  asked.  "Do  people  really  get  terminated 
for  violating  Nortel's  ethical  standards?" 
The  Europeans  were  horrified.  As  one  focus 
group  member  said,  "When  you  say  we  tei^ 
mlnate  them — do  you  mean  we  kill  them?" 

Of  course  the  answer  is  no,  you  don't  get 
killed  for  violating  Nortel's  Code,  Ijut  yes, 
you  can  be  dismissed  for  violating  our  Code. 

It  took  us  a  year  and  nuoiy  drafts  l>efore 
we  had  the  Code  as  you  see  it  today.  It  is 
something  all  of  us  at  Nortel  are  proud  of.  It 
addresses  a  wide  range  of  Important  ethical 
issues.  For  instance,  the  Code  makes  it  clear 
that  Nortel  does  not  smd  will  not  condone 
the  use  of  enforced  labor  or  child  latwr.  It 
strictly  forbids  the  reproduction,  distribu- 
tion or  alteration  of  copyrighted  materials 
without  the  permission  of  the  copyright 
owner  or  authorized  agent. 

But  does  having  a  final  Code  mean  its 
over?  Of  course  not.  As  I  said  earlier,  we 
want  our  Code  to  l)e  a  "working  document." 
Nothing  in  our  business  stands  still  for  long 
and  our  Code  can't  either.  From  the  calls  our 
office  receives  daily,  there  are  already  new 
and  emerging  Issues  that  we  need  to  address. 
For  example,  the  Internet  raises  a  whole 
host  of  ethical  questions  for  all  of  us.  And  al- 
though we  are  leaming  along  with  everyone 
else,  we  were  one  of  the  first  companies  to 
actually  put  our  Code  on  the  Internet  (http'V 
/www.nortel.com/engllsh/ethlcs/).  We  want 
everyone— our  shareholders,  our  customers, 
our  employees,  our  suppliers  and  the  commu- 
nities where  we  are  located— to  know  what 
we  stand  for. 

At  Nortel,  we  believe  that  as  a  multi- 
national, we  have  a  responsibility  to  act 
honestly  and  responsibly  wherever  we  oper- 
ate in  the  world.  Putting  together  a  Code 
that  speaks  to  all  our  employees  globally  is 
helping  us  to  create  a  Nortel  culture  where 
we  are  upholding  high  ethical  standards  and 
acting  with  integrity  in  all  our  operations. 
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THE  50TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  THE 
ASCENSION  OF  HIS  MAJESTY 
KING  BHUMIBOL  ADULYADEJ  TO 
THE  THRONE  OF  THAILAND 


HON.  BOB  CLEMENT 

OF  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  CLEMENT.  Mr.  Speaker,  June  9  marks 
the  50th  anniversary  of  the  ascensk>n  of  His 
Majesty  King  Bhumitx)!  Adulyadej  to  the 
throne  of  Thailand.  He  is  the  tongest  reigning 
Monarch  in  his  country's  history.  The  King's 
work  in  social  and  agricultural  development 
throughout  ThailarKJ  is  well  known.  The  many 
innovative,  pkmeering  projects  he  has  created 
are  evjder)ce  of  His  Majesty's  unselfish  willing- 
ness to  see  that  all  Thai  people  come  into  the 
age  of  nriodem  technology  . 

The  King  has  made  major  contributions  to 
the  stability,  security,  religion,  culture,  perform- 
ing arts,  and  social  welfare  of  his  people.  In 
Thailand  he  is  known  as  King  Rama  the  9th 
of  the  Chakri  Dynasty.  In  the  United  States  he 
is  known  as  the  Thai  Monarch  who  was  bom 
in  Massachusetts,  and  is  a  loyal  friend  and 
ally  to  the  United  States. 

Today  I  wish  to  send  my  sincere  warm  re- 
gards to  his  Majesty  on  his  50th  anniversary. 
I  wish  him  health,  happiness,  and  peace. 


FELIZ  CINCUENTA  ANIVERSARIO  A 
LA  LEGION  POSTAL  AMERICANA 
500 


HON.  JAMES  A.  BARCIA 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  BARCIA.  Mr.  Speaker,  many  Americans 
fought  to  preserve  democracy  in  Worid  War  II, 
indudir)g  the  many  MexkauvAmericans  who 
bravely  fought  for  their  country.  On  June  29, 
the  Hispank;  Americans  of  American  Legion 
Post  500  in  Saginaw,  Ml,  will  be  celebrating 
the  post* s  50th  anniversary,  having  been  char- 
tered on  April  20,  1946. 

Many  of  the  veterans  of  Worid  War  II 
formed  a  Latin  American  club  for  Veterans  in 
November  1945,  to  provkJe  an  opportunity  for 
these  brave  indivkluais  to  recount  their  experi- 
efKes,  to  renew  old  ties,  and  to  develop  new 
alliances  for  the  future.  With  many  of  these  in- 
divkjuals  having  come  to  Michigan  from  other 
areas  to  take  advantage  of  work  opportunities, 
the  dub  was  an  excellent  way  of  maintaining 
their  contacts  with  the  Hispank:  culture.  In 
1946,  a  temporary  charter  was  granted  to 
Latin  American  Legwn  Post  500,  with  Valintino 
Gailagos  as  the  first  post  commander. 

The  memt)ers  of  the  post  honored  their  fall- 
en colleagues  by  renaming  the  post  after  the 
first  four  Mexcan  Americans  from  Saginaw 
killed  in  the  war  Pvt  Louis  Martinez,  killed  in 
actk)n  in  France,  June  12,  1944;  Pfc.  Julian 
Garcia,  killed  in  action  in  Guam,  1944;  Pfc. 
Sifred  Nerio,  wounded  in  France,  July  1944, 
and  sut)sequentty  dying  in  a  British  hospital  on 
August  1,  1944;  and  Pvt.  John  Reyes,  a  para- 
trooper killed  in  action  in  Italy,  October  18, 
1944.  the  approximately  1,000  veterans  from 


Worid  War  II,  Korea.  Vietnam,  and  Desert 
Storm  who  have  been  members  of  the  post 
since  its  inception  have  a  proud  heritage  that 
is  worthy  of  recognition. 

There  has  been  a  greater  awareness  in  re- 
cent years  of  many  Americans  who  fought  for 
their  country  in  Worid  War  II  and  in  other  bat- 
tles, and  failed  to  receive  adequate  recognition 
for  their  service  and  sacrifice.  Posts  like  Amer- 
ican Legk>n  Post  500— the  only  Hispanic 
American  Legion  Post  in  Michigan — were  vital 
in  promoting  the  special  needs  of  Hispanic 
veterans,  particularty  at  times  when  there  may 
not  have  been  as  much  recognition  of  their 
contributions  and  sensitivity  to  their  needs  as 
their  should  have  t)een. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  Mexican-Americans  de- 
serve our  thanks  for  all  that  they  have  done 
over  the  years.  I  ask  that  you  and  our  col- 
leagues join  me  in  offering  them  our  thanks, 
and  in  wishing  them  the  very  best  for  the  50th 
anniversary  of  Martinez,  Garcia,  Nerio,  Reyes 
American  Legion  Post  500.  Les  deseamos 
ontros  50  ahos  con  mucho  exito  y  mucha 
salud. 


THE  SHAMELESSNESS 
SURROUNDING  MEDICARE 


HON.  GERALD  BJ{.  SOLOMON 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 19% 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  does 
come  a  time  when  partisanship  must  be  put 
away  and  the  well-t>eing  of  those  we  are  sent 
to  represent  must  prevail.  Such  an  instarKe  is 
the  ongoing  Medicare  debate.  Partisanship 
has  no  place  in  this  debate,  because  the 
health  care  of  our  seniors  cind  of  future  gen- 
erations is  at  stake. 

On  that  note.  I  wanted  to  draw  your  atten- 
tk>n  to  an  editorial  printed  in  one  of  my  dis- 
trict's newspapers.  In  the  editorial,  some  very 
disturt>ing  figures  and  statistics  are  pointed 
out.  These  figures  and  what  they  mean  are 
dear  to  everyone.  When  Medicare  outlays  are 
more  than  its  revenue,  the  system  needs  to  be 
changed. 

The  editorial  points  to  a  veto  by  President 
Clinton  of  last  year's  balanced  budget.  This 
budget  woukj  have  saved  S226.7  billk>n  in  the 
Medicare  Program  through  2002,  which  would 
have  preserved  the  entire  Medicare  Program 
until  at  least  2010.  Clinton  was  faulted  in  the 
editorial  as  "shamelessly  play[ing]  on  the  fears 
of  senior  citizens  *  *  *  to  score  politrcal  points 
agsunst  Republicans,"  and  "Clinton  needs  to 
stop  feeding  the  fears  of  seniors  for  political 
gain  and  make  sutistantive  changes  to  this  en- 
titlement program."  In  a  matter  that  is  so  criti- 
cal to  our  seniors,  we  should  expect  more  of 
the  President.  This  partisan  bickering  must 
stop  now  and  sound  solutions  to  the  Medicare 
Program  must  be  developed.  I  would  urge  the 
President  to  join  with  the  Congress  to  begin  to 
solve  the  problems  of  Medicare. 

Stop  Playing  Politics  and  Fdc  Medicare 
Now 

Those  in  chaxge  of  the  federal  Medicare 
program  say  the  hospital  fund  will  be  nearly 
S29  billion  in  the  red  by  2001  if  the  system 
isn't  changed. 


Medicare  trustees  also  reported  yesterday 
that  Social  Security  will  go  broke  by  2029  if 
that  program  is  not  adjusted. 

President  Clinton  insists  that  Republicans 
and  Democrats  are  not  that  far  apart  on 
numbers  that  would  extend  the  life  of  the 
Medicare  system. 

He  says  bankruptcy  could  be  avoided. 

We  have  heard  that  line  l)efore.  The  fact  is. 
deep-seated  political  differences  virtually  as- 
sure that  a  solution  to  this  pressing  problem 
is  not  going  to  be  reached  before  November's 
presidential  election. 

The  statistics  are  sobering.  If  not  down- 
right frightening. 

By  2002,  the  hospital  fund  will  owe  S86  bil- 
lion more  than  it  has,  and  by  2006,  the  red 
ink  could  grow  to  more  than  S400  billion,  ac- 
cording to  Congressional  Budget  Office  esti- 
mates. 

Clinton  last  year  vetoed  the  balanced 
budget  bill  passed  by  Republicans,  which  was 
projected  to  save  about  $226.7  billion  in  the 
Medicare  program  through  2002. 

Under  the  B«publican  plan,  the  program 
would  move  more  senior  citizens  away  from 
expensive  fee-for-service  plans  Into  less  ex- 
pensive managed-care  programs. 

The  plan  would  also  set  up  medical  savings 
accounts  that  would  include  a  high-deduct- 
ible catastrophic  insurance  system. 

Congressional  Democrats  immediately  ac- 
cused Republicans  of  trying  to  unfairly  gut 
the  coverage  that  senior  citizens  now  have 
under  Medicare. 

Clinton  shamelessly  played  on  the  fears  of 
senior  citizens  in  this  regard  to  score  politi- 
cal points  against  Republicans  in  the  bitter 
federal  budget  l>attle  this  year. 

Medicare's  hospital  fund  actually  started 
spending  more  last  year  than  it  took  in 
through  the  payroll  tax,  but  It  had  a  S134.3 
billion  surplus  to  dip  into. 

Social  Security's  financial  problems  are 
not  as  acute  yet  because  the  system  still 
takes  in  more  than  it  pays  out. 

While  Social  Security  has  l>een  getting  the 
most  attention,  it  is  the  30-year-old  Medi- 
care program  that  is  clearly  in  the  most 
trouble. 

Medical  costs  for  an  ever-Increasing  aging 
population  have  escalated  at  an  alarming 
rate.  They  will  continue  to  do  so. 

The  problem  will  be  even  greater  in  2010 
when  the  first  of  76  million  baby  boomers 
turn  65. 

Spending  will  continue  to  exceed  revenues, 
eating  up  the  surplus  and  running  growing 
deficits  by  2001  unless  the  system  is  changed. 

This  is  a  crisis  that  can  no  longer  be  mired 
In  partisan  bickering. 

Clinton  needs  to  stop  feeding  the  fears  of 
seniors  for  political  gain  and  make  sub- 
stantive changes  to  this  entitlement  pro- 
gram. 

Seniors  are  simply  going  to  have  to  learn 
to  put  up  with  less  doctor  choice  if  the  sys- 
tem is  to  stirvlve. 

Republicans,  meanwhile,  need  to  make 
sure  that  those  who  can  pay  for  part  of  their 
benefits  do  so,  instead  of  letting  the  rich  off 
the  hook. 

The  political  risks  in  making  any  radical 
change  are  daunting.  But  the  numt>ers  say 
they  must  be  taken. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  FRED  JAEGER 


HON.  DAVE  CAMP 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  CAMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  great 
pleasure  that  I  rise  today  to  honor  an  out- 
standing individual  on  his  retirement  from  28 
years  of  outstanding  service  to  the  community 
of  Moriey,  Ml.  Mr.  Fred  Jaeger  has  served  the 
students  for  over  25  years  as  a  teacher,  ath- 
letic instrudor,  diredor,  confidant,  and  friend 
to  the  many  people  whose  lives  he  touched. 

During  his  career,  he  taught  both  math  and 
science  in  both  the  high  school  and  junior  high 
school.  He  was  a  dass  sponsor  for  9  years. 
He  direded  dass  plays  for  3  years,  timed  foot- 
ball games  for  18  years,  announced  at  basket- 
ball games  for  8  years,  emd  performed  in  13 
country  musk:  shows. 

Fred  has  enjoyed  quite  a  coaching  career. 
He  coached  grade  school  boys  basketball  for 
6  years,  junior  high  school  boys  baskett>all  3 
years.  junk>r  high  school  giris  basketball  8 
years,  and  assisted  boys  track  5  years. 

Then  Fred  found  his  niche  with  the  girts 
track  team.  In  18  years  of  coaching  giris  track. 
Fred's  teams  won  seven  league  champion- 
ships and  four  regkxial  champkmships.  Twrce 
his  giris  finished  third  in  the  State  in  dass  C. 
In  dual  meet  competition  his  teams  won  118 
meets,  while  tosing  only  31.  He  was  twk% 
named  Coach  of  the  Year  by  the  Mkiiigan 
Interscholastic  Track  Coaches  Assodatkin.  In 
1990.  he  began  the  Cross  Country  Program  at 
Moriey  Stanwood  and  in  6  years,  his  giris 
have  won  two  league  championships.  He  was 
named  regional  Cross  Country  Coach  of  the 
Year  in  1994. 

It  is  wori<  such  as  Fred  Jaeger's  that  in- 
spires us  all  to  achieve  the  best  we  can.  and 
to  promote  these  qualities  in  others.  Mr. 
Sp^er,  I  know  you  will  join  my  colleagues 
and  I  in  honoring  the  work  of  Mr.  Jaeger  and 
the  legacy  of  service  and  commitment  he  has 
left  for  us  all. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  P.  KIRK 
PANDELIDIS,  M.D. 


HON.  WILLIAM  F.  GOODLBVG 

OF  PENNS^XVANIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  recently  at- 
tended a  celebration  marking  the  retirement  of 
Dr.  P.  Kiric  PandelkJis.  His  life  is  one  of  those 
immigrant  success  stories  that  make  America 
great.  I  woukj  like  to  share  his  achievements 
with  my  colleagues. 

P.  Kirtc  Pandelkjis,  M.D.  has  been  a  dedi- 
cated member  of  the  medkal  community  of 
York  County,  PA  for  over  30  years.  But  his 
story  begins  in  Athens,  Greece  where  he  was 
bom  and  lived  for  28  years.  Dr.  Pandelkfe  re- 
ceived his  secondary  and  undergraduate  edu- 
catkMi  in  Athens.  In  addition,  in  1952,  he  re- 
ceived his  dodorate  in  medidne  at  the  Univer- 
sity of  Athens.  He  faithfully  served  in  the  Army 
of  his  native  country  from  1952  to  1955  in  the 
capacity  of  lieutenant  of  the  Medical  Corps. 
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In  1955,  after  his  military  servk»,  Dr. 
Pandelkjis  moved  to  the  United  States  as  an 
intern  of  the  Touro  Infirmary  in  New  Orleans, 
LA.  After  two  residendes  in  Massachusetts 
and  Connedicut.  he  came  to  Philadelphia 
where  he  served  as  a  resident  at  the  Jefferson 
Medial  College  and  Hosprtal.  Here  he  became 
a  licensed  dodor  in  the  Commonwealth  of 
Pennsylvania.  In  1962  Dr.  Pandelidis  moved 
to  York  County  where  he  served  as  a  psychia- 
trist with  honor  and  distinction  for  over  30 
years. 

Dr.  Pandelidis  is  a  highly  respeded  leader 
in  his  field.  In  his  impressive  career,  he  served 
as  medical  diredor  of  the  York  County  Mental 
Health  Center  and  chairman  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Psychiatry  at  York  Hospital.  He  also 
published  numerous  studies  and  served  as 
presklent  of  the  York  County  Medial  Sodety 
and  the  Central  Pennsylvania  Psychiatric  Sod- 
ety. 

In  addition  to  being  a  devoted  husband  and 
father.  Dr.  Pandelidis  is  highly  regarded  for  his 
leadership  and  servk»  to  the  community.  He 
was  president  of  the  boanj  of  his  Greek  Ortho- 
dox church  and  was  involved  in  the  Chamber 
of  Commerce,  the  Rotary  Club,  and  the  Histor- 
ical Sodety  of  Yorit 

I  am  proud  to  have  the  opportunity  to  honor 
Dr.  Pandelidis'  distinguished  service  in  medi- 
dne and  the  community  of  York.  For  all  he 
has  done.  I  ask  that  you  join  me,  Mr.  Speaker, 
in  recognizing  my  constituent  Dr.  P.  Kiri< 
Pandelkjis. 
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FATHER  HEINDL  CELEBRATES  60 
YEARS  OF  MINISTRY 


HONORING  PRESIDENT  HUNTER 
RAWLINGS  OF  CORNELL  UNIVER- 
SITY 


HON.  MAURICE  D.  HINCHEY 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  HINCHEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  wouW  like  to 
take  a  minute  to  recognize  the  visit  to  Wash- 
ington of  the  new  preskjent  of  Cornell  Univer- 
sity, Hunter  Rawlirigs,  and  his  wife.  Elizabeth. 
PreskJent  Rawlings  succeeded  Frank  H.T. 
Rhodes  in  1995  to  become  the  10th  president 
of  Cornell  University.  k)cated  in  Ittiaca.  NY. 

Presklent  Rawlings  was  formeriy  the  presi- 
dent of  the  University  of  Iowa  and  heW  many 
positions  at  the  University  of  Cokxado  at  Boul- 
der in  additkm  to  serving  on  many  profes- 
sional boards  and  assodatkjns.  He  is  already 
a  well-known  figure  to  Cornell  students,  espe- 
dally  since  he  stands  67"  tall,  and  brings  an 
extraordinary  record  of  accomplishments  to 
Cornell. 

On  June  15.  the  president  will  attend  a  pic- 
nic in  his  honor  hosted  by  the  Cornell  Qub  of 
Washington  at  the  home  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Aus- 
tin Kiplinger.  I  am  glad  to  see  that  PreskJent 
Rawlings  is  interested  in  meeting  Washing- 
tonians  and  k>ok  forward  to  continuing  dose 
links  t>etween  the  university,  its  president,  our 
own  Washington  institutions,  and  the  high- 
level  research  fundons  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. I  wish  him  well  in  his  tenure  as 
Cornell's  president. 


HON.  LOUISE  McWTOSH  SUUGHTIR 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6,1996 
Ms.  SLAUGHTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  honor  Father  Elmer  William  Joseph  Heindl 
as  he  celet)rates  60  years  of  ministry.  Father 
Heindl  is  a  remarttable  man  of  faith  who  has 
devoted  his  entire  life  to  the  service  of  God 
and  his  parishioners. 

Father  Heindl  began  his  career  as  a  priest 
in  1936.  Shortly  after  he  responded  to  the  call- 
ing from  God.  he  dutifully  responded  to  the 
calling  of  our  country  by  serving  as  an  army 
chaplain  in  Worid  War  II  to  comfort  and  care 
for  our  troops.  He  came  home  after  7  years  of 
servrce  as  the  most  decorated  chaplain  to 
serve  in  Worid  War  II.  His  bedkation  to  veter- 
ans is  exemplified  by  his  continued  service  as 
chaplain  to  several  veterans  groups  both  in 
the  Rochester  area  and  across  the  country. 

Upon  his  return  from  Worid  War  II.  Father 
Heindl  served  in  a  number  of  parishes  in  up- 
state New  York  until  his  retirement  in  1980. 
Well  into  his  retirement.  Father  Heindl  remains 
adive  in  the  parish  of  Saint  Charies  Bonx>meo 
in  Rochester,  NY.  He  spends  a  great  deal  of 
time  visiting  with  the  children  in  Saint  Charles 
Borromeo  School.  In  1994  Heindl  House  was 
dedicated  on  the  Saint  Charies  property  as  the 
home  for  the  Saint  Charies  preschool  program 
and  the  site  of  the  Saint  Charies  before  schod 
after  school  day  care  program. 

Father  Heindl  is  to  be  commended  for  his 
selfless  dedkaton  to  all  of  his  parishfoners 
throughout  his  60  years  of  ministry.  The  Roch- 
ester community  is  proud  of  him  and  honored 
that  he  chooses  to  spend  his  time  woridng  in 
the  Saint  Charies  Borromeo  Church.  I  believe 
Father  Hemdl  and  his  lifetkT>e  commitment  to 
the  spiritual  fulfillment  of  others  warrants  the 
recognition  of  all  of  my  colleagues  as  well. 


ISSUES  FACING  THE  POSTAL 
SERVICE 


HON.  JOHN  M.  McHUGH 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6. 1996 

Mr.  MCHUGH.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Monday, 
May  20.  1996.  a  column  in  the  Washington 
Post  discussed  many  of  the  issues  fadng  the 
Postal  Service  today. 

This  guest  odumn  was  written  by  Davkl 
Ginsburg.  a  member  of  the  former  Kappel 
Commission  on  postal  organization;  Murray 
Comarow,  its  executive  director  and  later  ttte 
senkx  assistant  postmaster  general;  Robert  L 
Hardesty.  a  fomier  chairman  of  the  Postal 
Service  Board  of  Governors;  and  Oavkj  F. 
Harris,  former  secretary  of  ttie  Postal  Service 
Board  of  Governors  as  well  as  the  Postal  Rate 
Commisskxi. 

While,  as  Chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
the  Postal  Service,  I  do  not  embrace  their  oon- 
dus»ns  that  yet  arrather  commisskxi  is  the 
appropriate  vehk:ie  at  this  time  to  address 
poistai  reform.  I  believe  their  column  is  an  ex- 
cellent summary  of  the  issues  surrounding  the 
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need  for  postal  reform  today.  It  will  be  helpful 
for  anyone  wishing  to  educate  themselves  on 
the  challer)ges  facing  the  Postal  Service. 
Delivery  for  the  postal  Service 

The  U.S.  Postal  Service  is  In  deep  trouble. 
It  Is  losing  market  sliare  to  competitors  In 
Qve  out  of  Its  six  product  lines:  packages. 
International  mail,  correspondence/trans- 
actions, expedited  mall  and  publications. 
The  only  market  share  growth  has  been  in 
advertising  mail.  By  the  end  of  this  century, 
the  Postal  Service  estimates  that  a  third  of 
its  customers  will  have  stopped  using  the 
mail  to  pay  their  bills. 

And  the  Intensity  of  the  technological  as- 
sault Increases  dally.  Faxes,  e-mail  and  ex- 
panding use  of  800  numbers  are  cutting  Into 
postal  markets  at  a  rising  rate.  Already, 
more  Americans  order  merchandise  through 
800  numbers  than  through  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice. 

In  1994  electronic  messages  grew  122  per- 
cent. Add  to  that  the  growth  of  alternative 
delivery  networks  and  the  loss  of  catalogue 
business  to  competitors  such  as  UPS  and 
FedEx.  These  challenges  will  not  go  away; 
they  will  increase. 

To  make  matters  worse,  the  money  the 
Postal  Service  has  Invested  in  modernization 
has  had  little  Impact  on  productivity.  Twen- 
ty-eight years  ago,  83  percent  of  the  Postal 
Service's  total  budget  went  to  wages  and 
benefits.  Today,  after  the  expenditure  of  bil- 
lions of  dollars  for  automation,  there  has 
been  a  substantial  increase  in  the  number  of 
employees.  Labor  costs  are  still  82  percent  of 
the  budget.  It  costs  more  to  process  a  piece 
of  mall  today  than  in  1991. 

To  stay  alive  the  Postal  Service  may  have 
so  choice  but  to  cut  back  on  service  and 
close  thousands  of  facilities.  This  in  turn 
could  lead  to  further  losses,  as  dissatisfac- 
tion mounts.  The  American  people  may  well 
be  left  with  a  postal  service  that  has  nearly 
a  million  employees  and  yet  whose  only  sig- 
nificant function  is  to  deliver  advertising 
mail  and  greeting  cars. 

What's  to  be  done? 

Bear  In  mind  that  the  U.S.  Postal  Service 
is  an  arm  of  the  government.  It  has  been 
called  "quasl-govemment"  and  sometimes 
"Quasl-private,"  but  it  is  not  "quasi"  any- 
thing. It  is  a  100  percent  federal  government 
entity  to  which  Congress  has  granted  limited 
independence  and  certain  powers,  such  as 
collective  bargaining  and  the  right  to  use 
the  money  it  collects.  And  even  while  Con- 
gress gave  the  Postal  Service  its  "independ- 
ence" a  quarter  of  a  century  ago  and  trans- 
formed it  Into  a  "businesslike,"  self-sustain- 
ing government  corporation,  it  Interposed  a 
numl>er  of  obstacles  that  would  make  it  im- 
possible even  for  a  team  of  the  best  business 
executives  in  the  country  to  run  the  Postal 
Service  efDciently.  Among  these  constraints: 

THE  POSTAL  RATE  COMMISSION  (PRC) 

Headed  by  five  commissioners  appointed 
by  the  president,  it  is  the  only  government 
agency  whose  primary  Job  it  Is  to  set  rates 
on  prices  for  another  government  entity. 
Thus  pricing  authority  Is  divorced  from 
management  responsibility  and  also,  sut>- 
stantlally.  li-om  market  considerations.  Not 
only  is  the  Postal  Service  not  free  to  set 
prices  for  its  services— without  PRC  approval 
it  cannot  even  determine  what  services  it 
will  offer. 

When  a  business  determines  that  It  needs 
to  raise  its  prices,  it  is  free  to  do  so  Imme- 
diately—before it  starts  losing  money.  With 
the  Postal  Service,  it  takes  about  five  to  six 
months  to  prepare  its  rate  case;  the  PRC 
then  has  10  months  in  which  to  issue  a  rec- 
ommended decision. 
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BINDING  ARBITRATION  AND  LABOR  RELATIONS 

The  U.S.  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO) 
calculates  that  the  Postal  Service  has  860,625 
employees.  Of  these,  the  Postal  Service  bar- 
gains over  the  wages  and  benefits  of  760,899, 
represented  by  four  unions.  If  there's  an  im- 
passe, the  law  mandates  binding  arbitration. 
The  consequence?  Of  the  32  cents  you  pay  for 
a  first-class  stamp,  26  cents  Is  paid  to  postal 
employees.  The  rest  goes  for  post  offices,  ve- 
hicles, automated  equipment,  etc. 

In  arbitration,  one  person  with  no  respon- 
sibility for  the  consequences  decides  how 
much  should  be  paid  to  clerks,  carriers  and 
others,  as  well  as  their  health  benefits  and 
their  grievance  rights.  In  effect,  the  arbitra- 
tor determines  how  much  you  pay  for 
stamps. 

Another  latx>r  Issue  turns  on  that  phrase  in 
the  statute  that  speaks  of  compensation  for 
postal  employees  "comparable  to  .  .  .  com- 
pensation paid  in  the  private  sector."  This 
was  clearly  Intended  to  refer  to  compensa- 
tion for  similar  work.  Yet  the  postmaster 
general  in  1971,  pressed  by  mailers  who 
feared  an  unlawful  strike,  agreed  to  inter- 
pret the  phrase  to  mean  comparable  to  wages 
in  other  highly  unionized  Industries  unre- 
lated to  the  sorting  and  delivery  of  mall. 
That  interpretation,  plus  concessions  on 
COLAs,  layoffs  and  part-timers,  laid  a  foun- 
dation for  subsequent  arbitrators'  awards  re- 
sulting in  today's  average  pay  for  clerks  and 
carriers  of  more  than  $45,000  a  year  including 
fringe  benefits.  Most  private-sector  employ- 
ees doing  similar  work  make  far  less. 

Grievance  procedures  are  further  barriers 
to  efficiency.  Any  union  employee  dissatis- 
fied with  his  wages,  hours  or  other  aspects  of 
his  job.  may  Initiate  a  complex  14-step  proce- 
dure. The  GAO  reported  that  in  1993,  51,827 
such  grievances  were  appealed  beyond  local 
management-union  levels.  By  1995  that  num- 
ber was  up  to  73,300. 

LEGISLATIVE  CONTROLS 

The  law  requires  a  complex  and  lengthy 
procedure  before  the  Postal  Service  can  close 
a  small,  inefficient  post  office.  William  J. 
Henderson,  the  Postal  Service's  chief  operat- 
ing officer,  estimates  that  26,000  small  post 
offices  cost  more  than  S4  for  every  dollar 
they  take  In,  and  asserts  that  other  wajrs  are 
available  to  provide  better  service.  We  cer- 
tainly do  not  suggest  that  all  these  26.000 
post  offices  should  be  closed,  but  in  clear 
cases,  postal  managers  should  be  able  to 
move  decisively. 

There  is  also  congressional  resistance 
when  postal  management  undertakes  money- 
making  activities.  This  Is  especially  true 
with  respect  to  competitive  activities  and 
experimental  rates.  Postal  Rate  Commission 
approval,  even  for  experimental  rates,  can 
take  months.  Most  business  mailers  support 
the  concept  of  a  postal  service  with  more 
freedom  to  set  rates  and  Introduce  new  prod- 
ucts and  services.  Some  believe  it  should  be 
allowed  to  make  a  profit,  to  negotiate  prices, 
to  Innovate  and  to  reward  customers  who 
prepare  the  mail  efficiently. 

Congress  has  also  disregarded  Its  own  man- 
date for  an  efficient,  self-supporting  postal 
service  by  using  It  as  a  "cash  cow,"  milking 
It  over  the  years  for  $8.3  billion  for  deficit  re- 
duction a  disguised  tax  on  postal  customers. 

Why  can't  these  olwtacles  be  removed  by 
legislative  action?  Some  could  if  there  were 
a  consensus  among  the  mailers'  groups  and 
labor— and  In  Congress.  But  experience  has 
shown,  as  Sen.  Ted  Stevens,  chairman  of  the 
Postal  Affairs  Committee  acknowledged, 
that  these  groups  are  too  diverse  to  develop 
such  a  consensus. 

And  even  If  a  partial  legislative  solution 
were  possible.  It  would  be  only  patchwork.  It 
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wouldn't  speak  to  the  future  of  the  Postal 
Service  and  Its  ability  to  master  change. 
Only  a  nonpartisan,  blue-ribbon  commission, 
free  of  administrative  and  other  constraints. 
Is  capable  of  doing  all  that  now  needs  to  be 
done. 

There  Is  precedent  for  just  such  a  commis- 
sion. In  1967,  In  the  wake  of  a  massive  mall 
stoppage  In  Chicago,  President  Lyndon  B. 
Johnson  appointed  a  Commission  on  Postal 
Organization  (headed  by  Frederick  R. 
Kappel,  then  board  chairman  of  AT&T)  to 
look  at  the  post  office.  In  June  of  1968,  the 
commission  announced  its  finding  that  "the 
procedures  for  administering  the  ordinary 
executive  departments  of  Government  are 
Inappropriate  for  the  Post  Office." 

The  Kappel  Commission  recommended  that 
the  Postal  Service  be  turned  into  a  self-sup- 
porting government  corporation;  that  pa- 
tronage control  of  all  top  jobs,  all  post- 
master appointments  and  thousands  of  other 
positions,  be  eliminated:  that  postal  rates  be 
set  Independently  of  Congress;  and  that  the 
postmaster  general  be  named  by  a  presl- 
dentially  appointed  board  of  governors, 
which  would  also  become  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice's policy-making  arm. 

The  commission's  proposal  formed  the 
basis  of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  of 
1970.  Despite  flaws,  that  act  saved  the  Postal 
Service  from  disaster— at  least  for  a  while. 

Now  the  time  has  come  for  another  com- 
mission. To  be  credible,  it  should  be  made  up 
primarily  of  leaders  of  business,  finance  and 
labor  with  no  special  connection  to  postal 
matters.  Among  the  basic  questions  it  needs 
to  consider: 

Should  universal  service,  whether  or  not  at 
uniform  prices,  be  required  by  law? 

Should  any  part  or  all  of  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice be  spun  off  to  the  private  sector? 

Should  the  postal  monoiwly  on  letters  (and 
some  advertising  mail)  be  rescinded  or  modi- 
Qed? 

What  Is  to  be  done  about  binding  arbitra- 
tion, postal  unions'  right  to  strike,  the  com- 
parable pay  provision,  work  rules  and  griev- 
ance procedures? 

How  do  we  speed  up  and  simplify  the  rate- 
making  process? 

Should  private  deliverers  have  access  to 
residential  mailljoxes?  (At  present  they  do 
not.) 

Should  nonprofit  organizations,  ranging 
from  local  charities  to  the  AARP,  continue 
to  pay  less  than  other  postal  customers? 

Should  the  Postal  Service  be  permitted  to 
bid  against  private  companies  for  major  con- 
tracts? (It  was  precluded  from  bidding  for 
the  govemmentwide  contract  for  expedited 
delivery  that  was  awarded  to  FedEx.) 

Is  a  part-time  board  of  governors  still  an 
appropriate  body  to  direct  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice? 

These  and  other  matters  the  commission 
will  deal  with  are  controversial  and  do  not 
lend  themselves  to  quick  legislative  solu- 
tions or  patchwork  solutions.  The  sooner  a 
first-rate  nonpartisan  commission  gets  to 
work  on  them  the  better.  Time  Is  running 
out  on  the  U.S.  Postal  Service. 


MISS  WENDY  GUEY 


HON.  L  CLAY  SHAW,  JR. 

OF  FLORIDA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  SHAW.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  rec- 
ognize an  extraordinary  seventh  grader  who 
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has  achieved  an  amazing  goal.  Miss  Wendy 
Guey,  of  Palm  Beach  Gardens,  has  captured 
the  eye  of  America  and  the  championship  title 
of  the  69th  Annual  National  Spelling  Bee. 

It  is  wonderful  to  see  how  pure  determina- 
tion is  still  alive  in  our  society.  Wendy  has 
been  striving  toward  winning  the  national 
spelling  bee  for  many  years;  however,  the 
time  was  not  right.  Instead  of  being  discour- 
aged, Wendy  persevered  to  finally  reach  the 
championship  level.  The  only  obstacle  be- 
tween Wendy  and  her  lifelong  goal  was  the 
word  "vivisepulture."  No  matter  how  difficult 
the  words  were,  Wendy  held  tough  and  her 
hard  work  finally  paid  off  on  Thursday,  May 
30,  1996. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  say  how  proud  I  am 
of  Wendy  for  this  special  accomplishment  in 
her  young  life.  Wendy  is  a  gifted  role  model 
for  youngsters  as  one  who  never  gives  up, 
and,  in  the  end,  is  successful. 

Wendy  has  been  aided  by  many  individuals 
along  the  way.  I  would  like  to  thank  Wendy's 
parents,  Ching  and  Susan  Guey  for  their  con- 
stant love  and  support  Also,  I  commend  the 
educators  and  staff  at  the  School  of  the  Arts 
for  the  encouragement  they  gave  Wendy 
throughout  this  journey.  Wendy  Guey  is  an  ex- 
traordinary gifted  young  lady,  and  her  success 
is  exemplified  through  her  work  ethic.  Without 
her  focus  and  determination,  the  title  of  1996 
Spelling  Bee  Champion  might  still  be  a  dream 
for  Wendy  Guey. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  WALDWICK.  NJ, 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


HON.  MARGE  ROUKEMA 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  con- 
gratulate the  Waklwick,  NJ,  Public  Library  on 
its  40th  anniversary. 

The  library  has  been  a  centerpiece  of  the 
Wakhmck  community  for  four  decades,  serving 
not  only  as  a  repository  of  books  but  as  a 
meeting  center  and  sponsor  of  a  variety  of 
civic  and  cultural  activities.  The  anniversary  is 
being  martced  with  a  week-long  celebration  in- 
cluding a  pk;nk:,  baking  contest,  children's  ac- 
tivities and  a  muskal  pertormar>ce. 

The  celebratk>n  of  the  library's  anniversary 
arKJ,  indeed,  the  history  of  how  the  library 
came  to  be  are  evidence  of  why  WaMwick  is 
one  of  Bergen  County's  premier  communities. 
Waktwick  is  a  community  wtiere  residents  take 
pride,  neighbors  help  one  another  and  citizens 
work  together  for  the  betterment  of  the  bor- 
ough. There  are  few  better  places  to  live  and 
raise  a  family. 

Folknving  in  the  tradition  of  this  kxig-hekf 
community  spirit,  the  Men's  Club  of  WakJwick 
oper>ed  the  borough's  first  public  library  in  a 
basement  room  of  the  Waldwick  Grammar 
School  in  1941.  Showing  ingenuity  and  re- 
sourcefulness, members  of  the  dub  built 
shelves  from  lumber  salvaged  form  the  okj 
Franklin  Turnpike  school  and  filled  them  with 
donated  books. 

A  decade  later,  the  men's  dub  and  the 
Waklwkdc  Women's  Club  joined  with  the  par- 
ent teachers  assodation,  veterans'  groups  and 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

other  residents  in  a  community-wide  effort  to 
raise  funds  to  build  the  cunrent  library.  Fund- 
raising  activities  induded  200  volunteers  can- 
vassing the  town  to  sell  bricks,  and  three  town 
residents  who  won  S875  by  appearing  on  a 
television  quiz  show.  The  819,000  building, 
construded  in  part  from  sandstone  blocks 
salvaged  from  the  old  Bamper  Hotel  (pertiaps 
"waste  not,  want  not"  should  be  the  library 
motto),  was  dedicated  June  24,  1956.  Henry 
Spies  was  the  first  present  of  the  ttoard  and 
Grace  Suthertand  the  first  librarian. 

The  first  addition  to  the  library,  made  pos- 
sible by  funds  raised  by  the  Women's  Club 
and  Lion's  Club,  was  dedicated  In  1965  and 
put  into  service  as  the  children's  room.  Further 
additions  were  made  in  1972  and  1980,  pro- 
viding space  for  the  library's  growing  colledk>n 
and  a  multi-purpose  room  used  for  storage, 
meetings  and  library  programs.  The  Friends  of 
the  Library  was  organized  In  1971  to  finish  the 
new  wing. 

Today  the  library  is  completely  computer- 
ized and  houses  a  colledion  of  more  than 
40,000  books,  vkfeotapes  and  audk)  record- 
ings, with  an  annual  drculation  of  more  than 
85,000.  The  Friends  sponsor  a  model  railroad 
exhibit  each  year  at  Thanksgiving  and  other 
cultural  adivities. 

Whether  it  be  a  tiny  small-town  library,  or 
the  all-encompassing  Library  of  Congress,  li- 
braries are  among  the  most  important  public 
fadlities  our  communities  offer.  They  are  a 
center  for  continual  learning  for  everyone  from 
children  just  learning  their  verbs  and  nouns  to 
retirees  wf>o  finally  have  the  time  to  read  the 
volumes  they  didn't  get  to  in  eariier  years.  As 
Thomas  Cartyle  said,  "The  true  university 
*  *  *  is  a  collectnn  of  books."  The  citizens  of 
WaMwick  owe  much  to  the  founders  and  sup- 
porters of  the  Waktwick  Public  Library. 
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SUNSmNE  FOUNDATION  CELE- 
BRATES 20  YEARS  OF  SERVICE 
AND  21,000  DREAMS 


H.R.     3540,     THE     FOREIGN     OPER- 
A-nONS  APPROPRIATIONS  BILL 


HON.  NEIL  ABERCROMBIE 

OFHAWAH 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE  Mr.  Speaker,  last 
night,  I  voted  against  Mr.  Burton's  amend- 
ment that  reduced  the  development  assistance 
available  to  the  Govemment  of  India.  Pre- 
viously, I  have  supported  amendments  linking 
foreign  akJ  to  India's  human  rights  record.  In 
fad,  I  have  consistently  supported  human 
rights  in  the  Punjab  and  Kashimir  states.  How- 
ever, this  amendment  provkjes  no  such  con- 
nedion.  I  am  oofKenried  about  the  human 
rights  volations  occurring  in  India.  And,  yes 
violatk>ns  are  still  occurring,  but  the  amend- 
ment  is  not  the  best  way  to  address  the  cur- 
rent situation  in  India.  This  amendment  would 
damage  the  progress  in  addressing  human 
rights  vk>lat)ons  in  India,  its  growing  economy, 
and  United  States  relatk>ns  with  India.  I  ad- 
mire Mr.  Burton's  intent,  but  I  could  not  sup>- 
port  the  amendment. 


HON.  DAVE  WELDON 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIV'ES 

Thursday.  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Flonda.  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
1976,  Bill  Sample  had  a  dream.  Today,  that 
dream  is  martung  its  20th  anniversary  and 
21,000  special  children  have  had  their  own 
dreams  come  true  because  of  him. 

Twenty  years  ago  this  November,  Sample, 
then  a  Philadelphia  police  officer,  was  as- 
signed to  protective  duty  at  a  children's  hos- 
pital. Among  the  patients  were  a  large  number 
of  chronically  and  terminally  III  children  suffer- 
ing from  such  afflidkxis  as  carKer.  cystx:  fi- 
brosis and  kidney  disease. 

Sample  came  to  know  many  of  the  chiklren 
as  well  as  their  families  who  had  been  drained 
finandally  and  emotionally.  Sample  reasoned 
that  the  couldnl  do  anything  to  make  the  chil- 
dren physically  better,  but,  just  mayt>e,  he 
could  make  some  of  their  dreams  come  true. 

From  this  Idea  was  bom  the  Sunshine 
Foundation,  the  first  such  "dream  makers"  or- 
ganization. Today,  the  expanding  organizatkxi, 
made  up  almost  entirely  of  volunteers,  has  Its 
home  base  at  the  Sunshine  Foundation's 
Dream  Village  in  Loughman,  FkMida,  minutes 
from  Oriando.  Sunshine  FoundatkMi  has  29 
chapters  from  ooast  to  coast. 

In  1990  the  first  Dream  Village  opened  on  a 
21-acre  site  just  minutes  from  Disney  World. 
The  Dream  Village  is  a  unique  fadlity,  spe- 
cially designed  for  Sunshine's  ctilMren.  It  In- 
dudes  a  spadous  community  room  (complete 
with  game  room,  fireplace  ar>d  other  amerv 
ities),  a  fully  handicapped-accessit>le  play- 
ground and  swimming  pool,  an  orange  grove 
and  seven  indivkJually  designed  family  cot- 
tages. 

In  all  of  the  seven  cottage,  each  of  tt>e  chil- 
dren's bedrooms  has  been  decorated  with  an 
animated  "fantasy  theme"  which  adds  to  the 
magic  of  the  experience. 

The  Sunshine  Foundatk)n  has  brought  a  ray 
of  sunshine  to  chiklren  affUded  with  a  variety 
of  conditions  induding  cancer,  cystic  fibrosis, 
leukemia,  AIDS,  muscular  dystrophy,  cerebral 
palsy  and  heart  defects.  The  foundaton  re- 
cently dedded  to  indude  chikfren  who  have 
t>een  physk^aily  and/or  sexually  abused. 

When  the  Sunshine  Foundatkxi  provides 
chilA'en  with  tt>eir  dream  to  visit  central  Florida 
attradkHis,  they  are  accompanied  by  their  im- 
mediate family.  The  chik^en  and  their  families 
are  housed  at  the  Dream  Village  with  all  ex- 
penses pakf  for  by  the  foundatk>n. 

Dreams  are  limited  only  by  the  chiWren's 
imaginations.  These  have  induded  meeting 
celebrities,  special  vacations,  gifts  of  comput- 
ers, as  well  as  attending  such  events  as  the 
Super  Bowl  and  World  Series. 

In  order  to  accommodate  larger  numbers  of 
less  seriously  ill  ctiikjren,  the  Sunshine  Fourv 
dation  established  "Dreamltfts."  To  date,  47 
Dreamlifts  on  59  chartered  planes  have  taken 
more  ttian  8,000  chikJren  from  special  schools, 
hospitals  and  institutx>ns  all  over  the  country 
to  Disney  Worid  or  Disneyland.  Sunshine  pro- 
vides transportation,  admisskxi,  meais  and 
souvenirs. 
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In  1981,  the  Sunshine  Foundation  added 
one  more  Ingredient  to  its  "dream"  program. 
Children  with  Hutchinson-Gilford  Syndrome, 
better  known  as  Progeria,  and  their  families 
were  flown  to  the  United  States  from  all  over 
the  world  for  a  reunion.  Progeria  is  an  ex- 
tremely rare  affliction  characterized  by  pre- 
mature aging. 

This  assembly  enables  the  children  to  inter- 
act with  their  peers  and  reduces  their  sense  of 
isolation  while  allowing  parents  and  siblings  an 
opportunity  to  share  experiences  and  mutual 
concerns.  To  date,  Sunshine  has  sponsored 
14  annual  reunions  and  has  another  one 
scheduled  for  this  month. 

On  its  20th  anniversary,  the  Sunshine  Foun- 
dation has  a  record  to  be  proud  of:  answering 
the  dreams  and  wishes  of  more  than  21,000 
chronically  and  terminally  ill  children  from  all 
50  States  and  many  foreign  countries. 

Mr.  Sample's  dream  of  helping  terminally 
and  chronically  ill  children  to  realize  their 
dreams  has  become  a  reality  through  the 
good  worit  of  the  Sunshine  Foundation.  I  com- 
mend the  Sunshine  Foundation  of  20  years  of 
unselfish  giving. 
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INTRODUCTION  OF  CAMPAIGN 
SPENDING  LIMIT  LEGISLATION 


June  6,  1996 

COMMENCEMENT  ADDRESS  BY 
SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE  PERRY 


TRIBUTE  TO  MARY  ANN  ROBERTS 


HON.  MAC  COLLINS 

OF  GEORGU 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6. 1996 

Mr.  COLLINS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  today  to  salute  my  constituent,  Mary  Ann 
FJoberts  of  Jonesboro.  Mary  Ann,  who  is  the 
owner  and  operator  of  Roberts  Little  Ones 
Day  Care  Center  in  Jonesboro,  has  been  se- 
lected the  1996  Small  Business  Person  of  the 
Year  for  the  State  of  Georgia  by  the  U.S. 
Small  Business  Administration. 

Her  selection  as  the  Georgia  Small  Busi- 
ness Person  of  the  Year  is  well  desen/ed.  She 
is  a  testament  to  the  carv-do,  entrepreneurial 
spirit  of  America  where  everyone  has  the  op- 
portunity to  turn  their  dreams  into  reality. 

In  1974,  Mary  Ann  and  her  husband,  Jack, 
borrowed  $25,000  on  their  home  to  make  a 
downpayment  on  a  small  day  care  center  In 
Forest  Park,  GA.  At  that  time,  there  were  57 
chikJren  and  5  teachers.  Over  the  years,  Mary 
Ann  and  Jack  expanded  their  business  ven- 
ture to  where  today  the  Roberts  have  5  day 
care  facilities  with  over  175  emptoyees. 

And  her  experience  and  expertise  in  owning 
aixl  operating  day  care  faciiities  have  opened 
new  business  ventures  for  her.  As  a  consult- 
ant, Mary  Ann  has  helped  14  dients  obtain 
over  S10  million  in  SBA-backed  loans  to  es- 
tablish day  care  centers  that  employ  over  525 
full-time  workers. 

The  success  of  Mary  Ann  Roberts  Little 
Ones  Day  Care  Centers  stand  as  an  outstand- 
ing example  of  what  can  be  achieved  through 
hard  work,  determination,  dedication,  and 
commitment. 

I  join  with  the  people  of  the  Third  Congres- 
skxial  District  and  the  Stale  of  Georgia  in  con- 
gratulating Mary  Ann  as  she  is  honored  as  the 
1996  Georgia  Small  Business  Person  of  the 
Year  in  natranal  ceremonies  this  week  in 
Washington.  I  wish  her  every  success  in  the 
years  to  come. 


HON.  EARL  POMEROY 

OF  NORTH  DAKOTA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  POMEROY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
introduce  legislatran  whrch  would  bring  a  much 
needed  reform  to  our  current  campaign  fi- 
nance system.  Spending  on  campaigns  has 
spiraled  out  of  control  in  recent  years.  It  has 
become  common  for  candidates  running  for 
Congress  to  spend  millions  of  dollars  to  win 
an  election.  In  the  1976  election  cyde.  S1 15.6 
million  was  spent.  In  the  1990  election  cyde, 
S445  million  was  spent— that's  an  increase  of 
360  percent.  In  1994,  the  average  House  race 
cost  more  than  5516,000.  You  will  find  few 
who  dont  believe  that  something  must  be 
done  about  this. 

My  bill  offers  a  solution.  It  would  limit  spend- 
ing to  3600,000  per  House  race.  This  legisla- 
tion will  become  effective  once  spending  limits 
are  deemed  constitutional.  This  could  happen 
once  a  constitutional  amendment  is  passed  or 
the  Supreme  Court  reinterprets  Buckley  ver- 
sus Valeo.  In  conjunction  with  this  bill.  I  will 
cosponsor  a  House  joint  resolution  to  amend 
the  Constitution  to  alk>w  spending  limits. 

In  some  districts  this  new  limit  may  not 
make  much  difference,  but  in  others  it  will 
drastically  limit  the  ability  of  wealthy  individ- 
uals to  "buy"  their  seat  while  putting  an  end 
to  the  money  chase.  This  is  a  desperately 
needed  step  in  overhauling  our  currem  cam- 
paign finance  system  and  helping  restore  the 
faith  of  the  American  people  in  their  elected 
offkaals. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  several  occasions  I  have 
joined  my  colleagues  in  their  calls  for  com- 
p>rehensive  legislation  to  rework  our  present 
campaign  financir)g  system.  I  will  continue  to 
work  hard  to  see  that  we  adopt  meaningful  re- 
form measures  during  this  session.  My  bill  is 
a  step  in  that  direction.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  my  bill  and  by  doing  so  send  a 
strong  message  showing  they  support  reform 
of  the  flawed  system  under  which  we  currently 
operate. 

H.R.  — 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  LIMITATION  OS  EZPENDrTUKES  IN 
HOUSE  OF  BEPRESENTATIVES  ELEC- 
TIONS. 

Section  315  of  the  Federal  Election  Cam- 
paign Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C.  441a)  Is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  followlngr  new  sub- 
section: 

"(I)  A  candidate  for  the  office  of  Rep- 
resentative in,  or  Delegate  or  Resident  Com- 
missioner to.  the  Congress  nuy  not  make  ex- 
penditures with  respect  to  an  election  for 
such  office,  which,  in  the  aggregate,  exceed 
$300,000.". 

SEC.  2.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

The  amendment  made  by  section  1  shall 
apply  with  respect  to  elections  occurring 
after  1996. 


HON.  BENJAMIN  A.  GILMAN 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  weekend  I 
had  the  privilege  of  again  attending  the  com- 
mencement exerdses  at  the  U.S.  Military 
Academy  at  West  Point,  just  outside  of  my 
own  congressional  district. 

The  commencement  address  this  year,  de- 
livered by  our  Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Hon- 
orable William  Peny,  was  an  espedally  elo- 
quent review  of  the  grand  tradittons  which 
have  made  our  Military  Academy  the  envy  of 
the  worid. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  share  the  Sec- 
retary's cognizant  and  extremely  relevant  re- 
marks with  our  colleagues  by  inserting  them 
into  the  Cokkjressjonal  Record  at  this  point: 

Commencement  Remarks  by  Secretary  of 

Defense  William  Perry,  U.S.  MmrARY 

Academy,  West  Point 

In  1915,  a  young  cadet  known  for  his  pranks 
and  football  prowess  was  graduated  from 
West  Point.  He  was  ranked  61st  in  his  class 
and  was  hoping  for  a  respectable  career  as  an 
Army  ofQcer,  perhaps  even  reaching  the 
lofty  rank  of  colonel.  This  cadet  never  imag- 
ined that  he  would  rise  to  the  rank  of  Gen- 
eral of  the  Army,  lead  the  largest  combined 
military  force  in  history,  become  Supreme 
Allied  Commander  in  Europe,  and  eventually 
become  the  President  of  the  United  States. 

That  West  Point  graduate  was,  of  course, 
Dwight  Elsenhower.  He  was  one  of  America's 
greatest  soldiers,  but  he  was  equally  famous 
as  a  statesman  and  a  leader.  You  cadets  may 
have  some  difficulty  relating  to  Eisenhower 
as  a  role  model.  It  is  not  likely  that  any  of 
you  will  become  President,  and  I  hope  that 
none  of  you  will  have  to  lead  our  military  In 
a  world  war.  But  as  you  enter  the  Army 
today,  you  can  expect  a  military  career  more 
diverse  and  more  challenging  than  Cadet  Ei- 
senhower could  ever  have  imagined  in  1915. 

I  will  Illustrate  my  point  by  describing  the 
careers  of  a  handful  of  cadets  who  were  grad- 
uated from  West  Point  during  the  Vietnam 
War,  and  who  are  now  leaders  in  the  US 
Army.  They  were  graduated  one  generation 
ahead  of  you.  They  believe  in  and  lived  out 
the  West  Point  motto:  DUTY  (all  of  them 
saw  combat  in  Vietnam)— HONOR  (all  of 
them  proved  their  bravery  in  Vietnam)— 
COUNTRY  (aU  of  them  worked  to  rebuUd  the 
morale  and  capability  of  the  Army  after 
Vietnam).  Their  hard  work  and  dedication 
was  vindicated  In  the  Army's  stunning  vic- 
tory In  Desert  Storm,  and  today  they  are 
creating  a  new  security  structure  for  our  Na- 
tion in  the  wake  of  the  Cold  War. 

Like  Eisenhower,  they  are  building  coali- 
tions with  nations  all  over  the  globe.  Like 
Eisenhower,  they  serve  as  role  models  for 
other  military  leaders.  And  like  Elsenhower, 
they  are  first  of  all,  warriors  and  leaders. 
But  they  have  been  required  to  be  more— 
they  are  also  warrior-statesmen,  warrior- 
technologists  and  warrior-managers.  And  so 
will  you  be. 

Before  you  toss  your  hats  In  the  air  and  de- 
part, let  me  tell  you  about  some  of  those  ca- 
dets who  tossed  their  hats  in  the  air  30  years 
ago.  You  will  be  required  to  deal  with  many 
of  the  same  challenges  they  dealt  with,  and 
you  could  And  no  better  role  models. 

Whatever  else  is  required  of  you  in  your 
Army  career,  you  will  first  of  all  need  to  be 
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a  warrior.  And  you  could  find  no  better  role 
model  than  Barry  McCaffrey.  Barry  became 
one  of  America's  greatest  warriors.  He  led 
forces  into  combat  in  Vietnam,  where  he  was 
grievously  wounded.  In  Desert  Storm,  (Sen- 
eral  McCaffrey's  24th  Infantry  Division  led 
the  famous  left  hook  that  caught  the  Iraqi 
army  by  surprise,  and  led  America  to  one  of 
its  most  convincing  battlefield  victories 
ever.  He  then  went  to  SOUTHCOM  at  a  cru- 
cial time  and  seized  the  opportunities  pre- 
sented by  the  ascendancy  of  democracy  in 
our  hemisphere.  General  McCaffery's  at- 
tributes as  a  warrior— guts,  brains,  and  te- 
nacity—are key  to  success  on  today's  battle- 
field. Now  he  is  putting  those  same  skills  to 
work  as  a  civilian,  leading  America's  war 
against  drugs. 

Besides  l)eing  warriors,  many  of  you  will  be 
called  on  to  be  statesmen  in  the  same  mold 
as  Eisenhower,  Marshall  and  MacArthur. 
You  could  find  no  better  role  model  of  a  war- 
rior-statesman than  Wes  Clark.  Wes  left 
West  Point  in  1966  a  Rhodes  Scholar.  He  be- 
came a  great  warrior — but  he  has  also  be- 
come a  great  statesman.  General  Clark  was 
commanding  an  Army  division  when  we 
brought  him  to  the  Pentagon  to  help  bring 
an  end  to  the  tragedy  in  Bosnia.  He  was  part 
of  the  diplomatic  team  that  was  driving  into 
Sarajevo  last  August  on  the  Mt.  Igman  road 
when  an  airmored  vehicle  carrying  five  of  his 
colleagues  slid  off  the  treacherous  road  and 
fell  into  a  deep  ravine.  Wes  left  his  vehicle, 
ran  down  the  ravine  and  pulled  two  survivors 
from  the  APC  liefore  it  exploded.  He  then 
pulled  himself  together  and  went  on  to  Sara- 
jevo to  conduct  what  proved  to  be  a  critical 
negotiation  with  President  Izetbegovic.  It 
was  the  warrior  skills  that  Wes  brought  to 
the  diplomatic  field  that  contributed  to  the 
cease  fire  between  the  warring  parties,  and 
finally  to  a  peace  agreement  which  was  n:iill- 
tarily  enforceable.  Because  of  the  skills  of 
this  warrior-statesman,  the  killing  in  Bosnia 
has  stopped  and  the  threat  of  a  wider  war  in 
Europe  has  been  dramatically  reduced.  This 
pa^t  week,  Wes  Clark  was  nominated  by 
President  Clinton  to  take  over  the  conmiand 
of  SOUTHCOM  just  relinquished  by  Barry 
McCafirey. 

During  the  Cold  War,  the  U.S.  had  techno- 
logical superiority,  which  allowed  us  to 
maintain  deterrence  with  smaller  forces 
than  the  Soviet  Union.  But  during  Desert 
Storm,  we  had  technological  dominance, 
which  allowed  us  to  achieve  a  stunning  vic- 
tory, quickly  and  with  minimal  casualties. 
Now  that  we  have  experienced  dominance  we 
like  it.  And  we  plan  to  keep  it.  Some  of  you 
will  l>e  warrior-technologists  responsible  for 
sustaining  that  dominance.  You  may  even 
end  up  reporting  to  Paul  Kern,  West  Point 
'67.  who  is  currently  my  senior  military  as- 
sistant. Paul  Is  what  I  mean  when  I  talk 
about  a  warrior-technologist.  He  was  an  en- 
gineering Instructor  at  West  Point.  And  he 
was  decorated  for  coml>at  both  in  Vietnam 
and  Desert  Storm.  US  News  and  World  Re- 
port called  him  the  only  "ace"  of  Desert 
Storm.  His  tanks  destroyed  more  than  a 
dozen  Iraqi  aircraft  that  were  trying  to  take 
off  from  Jalibah  Airfield  to  escape  the  light- 
ning thrust  of  the  24th  Division's  advance. 
This  month.  General  Kern  will  assume  the 
role  of  warrior-technologist  when  he  takes 
command  of  the  4th  Infantry  Division  at 
Fort  Hood.  Under  his  leadership,  the  4th  ID 
will  become  the  test-bed  for  the  Army's 
Force  XXI— the  battlefield  of  the  future.  The 
technologies  he  will  test  promise  to  revolu- 
tionize how  we  fight  on  the  ground  and  en- 
sure that  we  remain  the  world's  dominant 
land  force  well  into  the  next  century. 
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Today's  Army,  while  snmaller  than  in  the 
recent  past,  is  still  a  corporate  giant,  so 
some  of  you  will  have  to  be  warrior-man- 
agers during  your  career.  The  regular  Army, 
National  Guard  and  Army  Reserves  rep- 
resent a  giant  i)ersonnel  and  resource  man- 
agement challenge  far  greater  than  that 
faced  by  any  of  our  major  industrial  corpora- 
tions. Investing  wisely  in  people,  equipment 
and  training,  and  balancing  scarce  resources 
requires  decisions  that  will  affect  the  capa- 
bilities of  the  Army  for  decades  to  come. 
When  you  leave  here  today,  you  will  be  offi- 
cers in  an  Army  guided  by  a  warrior.  Denny 
Relmer.  West  Point  class  of  1962,  who  is  also 
a  superb  manager.  In  1990  Denny  was  the 
Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  busily  planning  the 
post-Cold  War  drawdown  of  the  Army,  when 
suddenly  Saddam  Hussein  invaded  Kuwait. 
In  the  face  of  this  drawdown.  Denny  man- 
aged to  provide  the  necessary  forces  for  Op- 
eration Desert  Storm,  while  still  maintain- 
ing the  quality  and  readiness  of  the  U.S. 
Army. 

Because  of  the  success  of  these  efforts,  the 
U.S.  Army  is  rightly  recognized  as  the 
world's  best  Army.  In  fact,  armies  all  over 
the  globe  use  the  U.S.  army  as  a  model.  So 
today,  when  you  l)ecome  an  officer  In  the 
U.S.  Army,  whether  you  want  to  be  or  not. 
you  will  become  a  role  model.  A  classic  ex- 
ample of  this  is  Dan  Christman,  Class  of  '65. 
another  warrior,  who  returns  to  West  Point 
this  summer  as  the  new  Sui>erlntendent. 
Just  as  General  Graves  has  been  a  role  model 
for  every  cadet  that  passed  through  these 
gates  the  past  five  years,  so  too  will  (3^neral 
Christman.  Dan  Christman  is  used  to  being  a 
role  model  because  for  four  years  he  has 
served  as  a  role  model  for  soldiers  of  the  new 
democracies  of  the  old  Soviet  bloc.  As  Mili- 
tary Representative  to  NATO  and  on  the 
Joint  Staff.  General  Christman  has  been  a 
key  architect  of  our  efforts  to  help  show  the 
militaries  of  these  nations  how  to  operate  m 
a  democracy.  He  helped  to  create  NATO's 
Partnership  for  Peace  program,  in  which  old 
enemies  that  used  to  train  to  fight  against 
each  other  in  war.  now  train  together  in 
peace.  On  Monday,  I  will  be  at  the  L'viv 
training  range  In  Ukraine,  along  with  the 
Russian.  Ukrainian  and  Polish  defense  min- 
isters, participating  in  a  Partnership  peace- 
keeping exercise.  A  primary  benefit  of  these 
exercises  is  that  officers  trained  under  the 
old  Soviet  system  are  exposed  to  American 
oCQcers  and  NCOs,  and  see  first  hand  how  a 
first  class  military  operates  in  a  democracy. 

These  multinational  training  exercises  are 
excellent  training,  because  anjrtlme  you  go 
into  combat,  you  are  likely  to  be  pait  of  a 
coalition  operation,  and  you  will  have  to 
build  strong  bonds  with  your  foreign  coun- 
terparts. George  Joulwan,  Class  of  '61,  has 
become  an  expert  at  building  strong  bonds. 
It  was  General  Joulwan  as  SACEUR.  the  Su- 
preme Allied  Commander  of  Europe,  who  put 
together  IFOR^the  multinational  coalition 
that  is  helping  bring  peace  in  Bosnia.  He  had 
to  forge  an  alliance  of  16  NATO  nations  plus 
18  others,  including  nations  from  the  former 
Warsaw  Pact,  and  even  Russia.  I  can  only 
imagine  what  General  B^enhower.  the  first 
SACEUR,  would  think  if  he  saw  a  Russian 
general  sitting  with  General  Joulwan  at 
NATO  headquarters  reviewing  their  oper- 
ational plan  for  deployment  in  Bosnia.  I 
traveled  all  over  the  world— Moscow.  Gene- 
va, Brussels,  even  Kansas— to  negotiate  the 
Russian  participation  In  IFOR  with  my  Rus- 
sian counterpart,  Pavel  Grachev.  But  it 
would  never  have  happened  if  George 
Joulwan  and  General  Shevtsov  had  not  been 
able  to  sit  down  and  hammer  out  a  practical 
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military  agreement,  warrior  to  warrior.  Gen- 
eral Joulwan's  ability  to  put  together  this 
historic  coalition  will  not  only  give  peaxx  a 
chance  to  endure  in  Bosnia,  it  will  cast  a 
long  shadow  over  the  security  in  Europe  for 
years  to  come. 

I  have  talked  today  about  the  diverse  tasks 
being  performed  every  day  by  officers  in  the 
U.S.  Army.  But  whatever  you  are  called  on 
to  do.  you  will  be  expected  to  be  a  leader- 
a  leader  of  the  world's  best  soldiers.  Leading 
the  American  force  in  Bosnia  is  (Seneral  Bill 
Nash.  West  Point  Class  of  1968.  As  com- 
mander of  the  1st  Armored  Division.  Cjeneral 
Nash  will  tell  you  that  peacekeeping  is  a 
mission  that  every  Army  officer  must  be  pre- 
pared for.  For  decades,  the  1st  Armored  Divi- 
sion was  trained  and  ready  to  fend  ofi  a  So- 
viet assault  through  the  Fulda  Gap.  But  in 
the  summer  of  '95.  when  a  peacekeeping  mis- 
sion In  Bosnia  seemed  imminent.  General 
Nash  started  up  the  first  large-scale  peace- 
keeping training  program  In  our  Army's  his- 
tory. He  set  up  a  training  range  in  Germany 
which  simulated  all  of  the  hazards  our  troops 
would  face  in  Bosnia:  contending  armies, 
paramilitary  forces,  bad  roads,  mines,  black 
marketers,  and  even  CNN  reporters.  Every 
unit  slated  to  go  to  Bosnia  was  sent  to  train 
at  that  range.  The  results  were  stunning. 
When  D-Day  arrived.  20,000  troops,  their 
weapons  and  supplies  were  moved  into  Bos- 
nia. They  were  confronted  with  terrible  win- 
ter weather,  they  faced  the  possibility  of 
armed  resistance  and  the  reality  of  three 
million  uncharted  land  mines.  They  made 
this  move  in  record  time  and  with  no  casual- 
ties, and  they  inspired  respect  everywhere 
they  went. 

Ten  days  after  General  Nash  started  mov- 
ing into  Bosnia,  I  went  to  Bosnia  to  visit  our 
troops.  General  Shalikashvili.  General 
Joulwan,  General  Nash  and  I  all  went  from 
Croatia  into  Bosnia  by  walking  across  the 
pontoon  bridge  the  Army's  combat  engineers 
had  just  built  over  the  Sava  River.  Respon- 
sible for  its  construction  was  General  Pat 
O'Neal,  who's  here  today  to  see  his  son. 
Scott,  graduate.  Building  that  bridge  tamed 
out  to  l>e  a  problem  of  epic  proportions.  Gen- 
eral O'Neal's  team  ended  up  having  to  build 
the  longest  pontoon  bridge  in  history,  be- 
cause Bosnia  was  experiencing  the  worst 
winter  and  the  worst  flooding  of  the  century. 
As  we  neared  the  middle  of  the  t>ridge,  we 
met  some  of  the  comtwt  engineers  who  had 
built  it.  They  were  dirty,  cold,  and  ex- 
hausted—but very  proud.  One  of  them,  a  ser- 
geant first  class,  came  forward  and  told  us 
that  his  enlistment  was  up,  and  that  he 
wanted  to  reenllst.  So.  we  swore  him  in  for 
another  4  years  in  the  U.S.  Army,  right  there 
in  the  middle  of  the  Sava  River  bridge.  After 
all  he  had  been  through — bitter  cold,  soaking 
rains,  snow,  flooding  of  biblical  proportions, 
the  danger  of  land  mines— this  NCO  still 
wanted  to  reenllst.  That  is  an  example  of 
-true  grit.  "  That  is  the  sort  of  soldier  you 
will  soon  lead. 

Well.  I  have  told  you  today  about  some  of 
the  Araoy's  leaders  who  were  cadets  here  just 
one  generation  ago.  They  are  leaving  you 
one  hell  of  a  legacy.  I  have  also  told  you 
something  al>ont  the  talent  and  dedication  of 
our  NCO  corps.  You  can  be  proud  to  lead 
them,  and  you  should  follow  General 
Relmer's  guidance  about  these  great  NCO's— 
that  is.  you  should  "give  a  damn."  I  think 
you  can  sense  how  proud  I  am  of  the  leaders 
and  the  NCO's  in  our  Army  today.  I  hope  you 
share  my  pride  because  you  are  about  to  be- 
come officers  in  the  best  damned  Army  in 
the  world.  And  your  country  Is  counting  on 
you  to  sustain  its  quality  and  morale. 
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All  of  you  have  challenging  careers  to  look 
forward  to.  But,  as  you  face  the  cliallenges  of 
being  a  warrior,  a  statesman,  a  technological 
Innovator,  a  manager,  a  coalition  builder 
and  a  leader,  you  must  never  forget  that  you 
are  more  than  an  Army  officer,  more  than 
the  sum  of  your  service.  You  are  also  private 
citizens,  members  of  a  conmiunlty,  a  family, 
an  extension  of  your  friends  and  loved  ones. 
Maintain  perspective,  strike  a  balance  in 
your  life,  be  considerate  of  others,  reserve  a 
share  of  your  heart  for  those  you  care  about 
and  who  care  about  you.  They  say  a  soldier 
fights  on  his  stomach— but  a  soldier  also 
Oghts  with  his  heart.  The  hopes  and  prayers 
of  your  families,  of  all  Americans,  and  of 
Creedom-lovlng  people  everjrwhere  march 
with  you. 

In  the  stairway  outside  my  office  at  the 
Pentagon  hangs  a  favorite  painting  of  mine. 
In  the  painting  a  young  serviceman  is  pray- 
ing with  his  family  just  prior  to  his  depar- 
ture on  a  foreign  deployment.  Under  the 
painting  is  the  passage  from  Isaiah  In  which 
the  Lord  asks,  "Whom  shall  I  send?  And  who 
will  go  for  us?"  And  Isaiah  responds,  "Here 
am  L  Send  me." 

At  this  critical  point  in  our  history,  your 
Nation  has  asked,  "Whom  shall  I  send?  Who 
will  go  for  us?"  And  today  you  have  an- 
swered, "Here  am  I.  Send  me." 

Your  Nation  is  grateful.  Your  families  are 
thankftil.  And  I  could  not  be  prouder. 


EXTTNSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

democratic  tradition,  and  has  continued  the 
difficult  challenge  of  implementing  broad  eco- 
nomic reforms. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  that  the  House 
has  acted  so  decisively  in  expressing  support 
for  the  continued  evolution  of  Indian  society. 


THE  BtJRTON  AMENDMENT  TO  H.R. 
3540 


HON.  MICHAEL  F.  DOYLE 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  night  here  on 
the  House  fkxir  we  witnessed  an  extraordinary 
sight.  The  pending  business  was  the  amend- 
ment of  the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Bur- 
ton], which  would  have  singled  out  India  for 
specaal  critkasm. 

What  was  extraordinary  was  that  there  was 
literally  a  line  of  Members— on  both  skies  of 
the  aisle— waiting  to  speak  against  the 
amendment.  Hot  only  was  the  overwhelming 
majority  opposed  to  the  Burton  amendment, 
but  the  depth  of  their  feeling  was  so  strong 
that  they  fett  the  need  to  speak  out  publicly. 

I  was  one  of  those  who  came  to  the  ftoor 
last  night  expecting  to  speak.  However,  in  the 
interests  of  maintaining  the  schedule,  I  de- 
ferred until  now. 

Lefs  kx)k  at  what  is  happening  in  India.  We 
recently  had  free  and  fair  elections,  which  has 
led  to  the  peaceful  transfer  of  power.  We  have 
seen  steady  progress  by  India  in  improving  its 
human  rigfits  reconj.  We  have  seen  steady 
progress  in  the  opening  up  of  Indian  markets 
to  Amerkan  products.  Now  that  there  is  a  new 
government  in  India,  we  shoukj  ask  ourselves 
what  sort  of  message  shouW  we  send  to  them 
about  recent  events  there. 

How  cftd  the  Burton  amendment  propose  to 
respond  to  this  progress?  By  singling  out  aid 
to  India  for  special  treatment  and  doing  so  in 
a  way  that  wouW  reverse  the  trend  that  has 
got  us  to  where  we  are  today.  This  is  a  nation 
with  a  populatKtn  of  over  a  billion  people— a 
nat»n  forced  to  deal  with  a  multitude  of  ethnic 
groups  and  miles  of  disputed  borders.  Despite 
all  these  hurdles,  India  has  maintained  its 


A  SERIOUS  CASE  OF  DISCRIMINA- 
TION AGAINST  ETHNIC  ALBA- 
NIANS 


HON.  TOM  LANTOS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 19% 

Mr.  LANTOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
call  the  attention  of  my  colleagues  to  the  seri- 
ous case  of  ethnic  discrimination  and  violation 
of  human  rights  involving  the  effort  to  establish 
the  University  of  Tetova  in  the  Former  Yugo- 
slav Republic  of  Macedonia. 

Almost  2  years  ago  Professor  Dr.  Fadil 
Sulejmani  filed  fonnal  documents  with  govern- 
ment officials  in  order  to  establish  the  Univer- 
sity of  Tetova  in  the  city  of  Tetova  in  western 
Macedonia.  Alt>anian  intellectuals  sought  per- 
mission to  establish  the  University  because 
ethnic  Altwnians  in  the  Former  Yugoslav  Re- 
public of  Macedonia  face  severe  limitations  in 
their  efforts  to  receive  a  higher  education.  Eth- 
nic Albanians  comprise  as  much  as  40  per- 
cent of  the  population  of  the  country.  The 
1991  Yugoslav  census  reported  that  ethnic  Al- 
banians made  up  20  percent  of  the  population 
of  the  Republk:  of  Macedonia,  but  Albanians 
and  other  specialists,  including  the  United 
States  Helsinki  Commission,  suggest  that  the 
proportion  is  considerably  higher. 

Only  two  universities  exist  currently  in  the 
Fornier  Yugoslav  Republic  of  Macedonia— the 
Universities  of  Skopje  and  Bitola— and  only  2 
percent  of  Albanian  young  people  are  admit- 
ted to  study  at  these  two  institutrons.  Further- 
more, Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  past  Albanian  young 
people  had  the  opportunity  to  study  at  univer- 
sities elsewhere  in  the  former  Yugoslavia — 
Prishtina,  Zagreb,  Ljutjijana,  and  other  univer- 
sities. With  the  collapse  of  the  former  Yugo- 
slavia, these  opportunities  are  no  k>nger  avail- 
able to  ethnic  Albanians  from  Macedonia. 
Clearly,  finding  additional  opportunities  for 
higher  education  for  ethnic  Albanian  students 
is  vitally  important,  and  the  establishment  of 
the  University  of  Tetova  was  intended  to  fill 
this  Important  gap. 

What  was  the  response  when  Professor 
Sulejmani  attempted  to  establish  a  university 
for  ethnic  Ait>anians?  The  government  of  the 
former  Yugoslav  Republic  of  Macedonia  failed 
to  respond  to  the  filing  of  formal  documents 
for  the  establishment  of  the  university.  Gov- 
ernment offkaals  refused  to  discuss  the  issue 
with  Professor  Sulejmani— despite  repeated 
requests  for  dialogue.  Because  the  govern- 
ment refused  to  consider  the  establishment  of 
a  university  or  even  to  discuss  the  matter  with 
Albanian  academk:  leaders,  the  university 
opened  on  December  14,  1994.  The  govern- 
ment responded  by  sending  several  hundred 
police  offk:ers,  bulldozing  one  university  build- 
ing, jailing  the  faculty  for  24  hours,  and  con- 
ducting a  campaign  of  harassment  and  intimi- 
dation against  the  students. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  just  a  few  months  later  in  Feb- 
ruary 1995,  a  delegation  of  Americans,  includ- 
ing former  Congressman  Joseph  DioGuardi  of 
New  York  and  Ms.  Shirley  Cloyes,  visited  the 
University  of  Tetova.  They  were  joined  by 
Mihajlo  Mihajlov,  a  prominent  anti-Communist 
dissident  in  the  former  Yugoslavia  and  now  liv- 
ing in  the  United  States.  Just  hours  after  the 
American  delegation  departed  from  Tetova,  Al- 
banian police  authorities  anived  at  the  build- 
ings where  the  university  was  seeking  to  func- 
tkjn.  In  the  violence  which  they  provoked,  one 
individual  was  killed  and  twenty-eight  others 
were  wounded.  Some  twenty-five  leading  pro- 
fessors and  students  were  an-ested  and  im- 
prisoned. Those  who  were  imprisoned  in  this 
unnecessary  show  of  force  were  subsequently 
released,  but  their  travel  documents  were 
seized  by  police,  and  authorities  refused  per- 
mission to  the  Albanian  academic  leaders  to 
travel  and  the  professors  and  students  remain 
subject  to  intimklation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  action  of  the  government 
in  these  cases  is  a  cause  of  serious  concern 
to  me.  The  ethnic  Albanian  population  of  the 
Former  Yugoslav  Republic  of  Macedonia 
needs  to  have  access  to  higher  education, 
and  Albanian  academicians  have  sought  to 
follow  proper  procedures  in  creating  edu- 
cational opportunities  through  establishing  the 
University  of  Tetova.  The  government  is  using 
force  and  intimidation  in  an  effort  to  repress 
the  ethnic  Alt>anian  population  of  that  country. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  can  speak  with  some  author- 
ity about  the  intransigence  of  the  government 
officials  on  this  issue.  Three  months  ago,  I  in- 
vited Dr.  Sulejmani,  the  Rector,  and  Professor 
Melaim  Fejziu,  the  Vice  Rector,  of  the  Univer- 
sity of  Tetova  to  meet  the  Members  of  Con- 
gress to  discuss  this  issue  in  Washington. 
Since  the  passports  of  both  of  these  indivkl- 
uals  were  confiscated  by  govemment  authori- 
ties, I  also  wrote  to  Macedonian  PreskJent  Kiro 
Gligorov  requesting  that  the  travel  documents 
of  these  two  Albanian  academrcians  be  re- 
turned to  them  so  they  could  travel  to  the 
United  States  for  meetings  with  me  and  other 
Members  of  Congress. 

Mr.  Speaker,  3  weeks  after  my  invitation 
was  received,  I  had  a  response  from  Dr. 
Sulejmani  and  Professor  Fejziu  expressing 
their  interest  in  meeting  with  me  and  my  col- 
leagues in  the  Congress  here  in  Washington. 
They  expressed  regret,  however,  that  their 
passports  had  not  been  returned  and  said  ttiat 
they  have  been  given  no  information  about 
when  they  might  be  returned. 

I  have  not  even  had  the  courtesy  of  a  re- 
sponse from  the  President  of  the  Former 
Yugoslav  Republic  of  Macedonia.  I  know  he 
has  been  recovering  from  an  accident,  but  his 
staff  presumably  still  functions,  the  Foreign 
Ministry  presumably  is  still  in  operatk>n.  I  am 
appalled  and  outraged  that  the  govemment 
has  failed  to  respond  to  my  request  and  has 
even  failed  to  give  me  the  courtesy  of  a  reply. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  United  States  is  firnily  and 
unequivocally  committed  to  human  rights,  to 
the  full  exercise  of  civil  rights  by  all  peoples, 
and  we  are  equally  committed  to  opposing  dis- 
crimination on  the  basis  of  ethnk:,  religious,  ra- 
cial or  other  grounds.  I  sincerely  urge  the  gov- 
emment of  the  Former  Yugoslav  Republic  of 
Macedonia  to  moderate  its  polk:ies  and  permit 
the  University  of  Tetova  to  go  forward.  I  com- 
mend the  outstanding  effort  by  Dr.  Sulejmani 
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and  his  colleagues,  and  I  invite  my  colleagues 
to  join  in  applauding  this  endeavor. 


CONGRATULATIONS  TO  LT.  GEN. 
ARTHUR  E.  WILLIAMS 


HON.  VIC  FAZIO 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
today  to  pay  tribute  to  LL  Gen.  Arthur  E.  Wil- 
liams. 

Since  August  1992,  Lieutenant  General  Wil- 
liams has  served  his  country  as  chief  of  er>gi- 
neers  and  commander  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers.  His  distinguished  career  in  the 
U.S.  Army  spans  a  period  of  34  years,  includ- 
ing service  as  corps  commander  at  the  Sac- 
ramento District.  I  regret  to  see  Lieutenant 
General  Williams  leaving  his  role  at  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers,  however,  I  congratulate 
him  on  a  well-earned  retirement. 

I  am  fortunate  to  know  Lieutenant  General 
Williams  both  as  a  leader  of  the  corps  and  as 
a  friend.  Among  his  many  accomplishments 
with  the  corps,  Lieutenant  General  Williams 
has  made  noteworthy  contributions  to  the  criti- 
cal misswn  of  flood  control.  His  tireless  efforts 
have  served  to  protect  thousands  of  Ameri- 
cans from  life  threatening  natural  disasters. 

Lieutenant  General  Williams  will  long  be  re- 
membered for  his  leadership,  dedk:atk>n,  co- 
operatkNi,  and  knowledge.  He  has  tmly  been 
a  superb  commander.  I  wish  him  well  in  all  fu- 
ture endeavors.  I  also  wish  his  successor  the 
best  of  luck — they  will  have  a  tough  act  to  fol- 
low. 


REMEMBERING  OUR  VETERANS 


HON.  BILL  EMERSON 

OF  MISSOURI 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  delighted 
today  to  take  the  floor  of  this  great  body  in 
commemoration  of  the  50th  anniversary  of 
VFW  Post  5896  in  Farmington,  MO.  Few 
things  give  me  greater  pleasure  than  to  offer 
my  thanks  and  apprectatk>n  to  those  who  have 
placed  their  lives  on  the  line  for  this  Natkxi, 
and  I  am  very  proud  of  my  constituents  who 
have  served  so  bravely. 

Every  veteran  Is  a  source  of  strength  and 
pride  for  our  country.  The  courageous  men 
and  women  who  fought  our  Nation's  battles 
secured  the  principles  upon  which  this  great 
Nation  was  built.  Millions  of  people  around  the 
workj  enjoy  the  blessings  of  freedom,  peace, 
and  representative  govemment  because  of  our 
veterans  who  were  willing  to  risk  their  lives  for 
them. 

Mr.  Speaker,  VFW  Post  5896  has,  for  the 
last  50  years,  been  an  organizatk>n  that  in- 
spires and  strengthens  the  people  of  south- 
eastern Missouri.  The  members  of  that  organi- 
zatk>n  have  not  only  been  great  warriors,  they 
have  been  great  citizens.  They  have  shown  us 
that  not  only  are  the  principles  of  democracy 
and  freedom  worth  fighting  for,  they  are  worth 
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living  out.  Each  and  every  day — in  our  kxal 
communities,  churches,  families — these  veter- 
ans are  the  pillars  and  foundaton  of  our  soci- 
ety. America  is  deeply  indebted  to  them— not 
only  for  the  wars  that  they  have  fought,  but  for 
the  lives  that  they  have  lived.  They  continue  to 
teach  us,  each  and  every  day,  what  it  means 
to  be  an  American. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  much  pride  and  a 
grateful  heart  that  I  say  "Happy  50th  Birthday" 
to  VFW  Post  5896.  They  are  surely  Missou- 
ri's— and  America's — finest. 


13395 

munity  and   the  Commonwealth   of  Virginia 
over  the  past  30  years. 


HONORING  CARRINGTON  WILLIAMS 


HON.  niOMAS  M.  DAVIS 

OF  vmciNu 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  DAVIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  gives  me  great 
pleasure  to  rise  today  and  pay  tribute  to  Mr. 
Carrington  Williams,  wtio  is  and  continues  to 
be  an  outstanding  memfc>er  of  the  northern  Vir- 
ginia community.  A  founding  member  of  the 
Washington  Airports  Task  Force,  Mr.  Williams 
is  retiring  from  this  group  after  serving  for 
many  successful  years  as  chairman  of  the 
board,  a  position  he  has  held  since  1982.  He 
is  also  a  fonner  member  of  the  Metropolitan 
Washington  Airports  Authority's  board  of  direc- 
tors and  sewed  as  chairman  of  its  Planning 
Committee  from  1987  to  1994.  Mr.  Williams' 
strong  leadership  has  helped  shape  the  Na- 
tonal  Capital  regon's  development,  especially 
through  improved  air  transportaton  and  in- 
creased access  to  worid  markets. 

Mr.  Williams  received  his  undergraduate  de- 
gree from  Johns  Hopkins  University  and 
earned  his  law  degree  at  the  University  of  Vir- 
ginia. He  is  a  former  partner  and  cun^ent  Of 
Counsel  at  the  law  finn  of  McGuire,  Woods, 
Battle  &  Boothe,  wt>ere  he  specializes  as  a  tax 
attorney.  During  his  career,  Mr.  Williams  has 
hekj  numerous  pubik:  offices,  particularty  in 
the  fiekJ  of  transportatnn.  He  is  curtently  a 
member  of  the  Environmental  arxj  Transpor- 
tation Committee  of  the  Greater  Washington 
Board  of  Trade  and  is  general  counsel  for  the 
International  Trade  Associatk>n  of  Northern 
Virginia.  Mr.  Williams  has  also  served  Fairfax 
County  as  a  five-term  member  of  the  Virginia 
House  of  Delegates  and  as  a  trustee  of  the 
George  Mason  University  Foundatkxi.  pres- 
ently, he  is  a  feltow  of  ttie  American  College 
of  Tax  Counsel  and  a  tnjstee  of  the  Virginia 
Conference  on  Federal  Taxatkxi. 

I  have  had  the  pleasure  of  knowing  Mr.  Wil- 
liams for  over  two  decades,  and  am  proud  of 
the  integrity  and  expertise  he  has  displayed  in 
his  professk>nal  career  arxl  his  public  service. 
Throughout  his  life,  he  has  received  many 
well-deserved  awards  and  honors  for  his  serv- 
ice and  contributx>ns  to  northem  Virginia.  In 
1991,  he  was  the  recipient  of  the  George 
Mason  medal,  which  was  awarded  by  the 
board  of  visitors  at  George  Mason  University. 
Mr.  Williams  was  also  the  Fairfax  County 
Chamber  of  Commerce's  1994  turkey  roast 
honoree  for  his  servKe  and  commitment  to 
northem  Virginia. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  my  colleagues  will  join 
me  in  applauding  Mr.  Williams'  significant  and 
enduring  role  in  shaping  both  our  kxat  com- 


CAPT.  JOHN  MICHAEL  CRYE  TO 
RETIRE  FROM  COAST  GUARD 


HON.  HOWARD  COBLE 

OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 
Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wouM  like  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  recognize  an  outstand- 
ing individual,  Capt.  John  Michael  Crye,  who 
Is  due  to  retire  later  this  year.  Captain  Crye 
has  served  our  country  for  more  than  20 
years,  most  recently  as  Deputy  Chief,  Coast 
Guard  Congressional  and  Governmental  Af- 
fairs. He  also  senred  as  Coast  Guard  Legisla- 
tive Counsel  in  the  Coast  Guard  Congres- 
sional and  Governmental  Affairs  Offne.  It  is  a 
privilege  lor  me  to  recognize  his  many  out- 
standing achievements  and  commend  him  for 
his  superb  service  to  this  legislative  body  and 
our  great  Nabon  as  a  whole. 

A  native  of  Knoxville,  TN,  Captain  Crye  re- 
ceived his  commisskjn  from  the  U.S.  Coast 
Guard  Academy  in  New  London,  CT.  He  was 
commisskxied  as  an  ensign  in  May  1972,  first 
assigned  as  a  deck  watch  offk»r  aboard  the 
Cutter  Morgenthau. 

Following  this  tour.  Captain  Crye  was  as- 
signed to  the  Greater  Antilles  Sectkxi  in  San 
Juan,  PR,  as  an  operatk>ns  center  and  search 
and  rescue  coordinator.  He  partkapated  in 
several  heroic  search  and  rescue  cases  and 
law  enforcement  seizures. 

Completing  a  successful  tour  at  Greater  An- 
tilles Sectkxi,  PR,  Captain  Crye  returned  to  his 
alma  mater,  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  Academy, 
as  the  noThapproprtated  funds  activities  offioer. 
His  outstanding  performance  at  ttie  Coast 
Guard  Academy  led  to  his  selectkKi  to  the 
University  of  Miami  School  of  Law. 

Upon  completing  law  school.  Captain  Crye 
was  assigned  to  numerous  legal  staff  positions 
throughout  the  Coast  Guard.  His  most  notable 
legal  staff  assignment  was  to  the  Coast  Guard 
Maintenance  and  Logistk:s  Command  Atlantk;, 
where  he  defended  and  prosecuted  some  of 
the  most  detailed  and  controversial  Coast 
Guard  Courts-Martial  Cases  in  Coast  Guard 
history. 

Due  to  his  continued  outstandirig  perform- 
ance. Captain  Crye  was  harKlpKked  tor  an  as- 
signment to  the  Coast  Guard  Congresskxial 
and  Governmental  Affairs  Office.  EXjring  his 
tour  as  legislative  counsel.  Captain  Crye 
worked  very  ctosely  with  congresstonal  staffs 
in  drafting  important  maritime  and  safety  legis- 
latnn  such  as  the  Oil  Polkjtton  Act  of  1990 
and  the  passenger  vessel  SaMy  Act.  As  a  re- 
sult of  his  efforts,  he  was  nominated  for  the 
"Justk^  Tom  C.  Clark  Outstanding  Lawyer 
Award." 

Captain  Crye  was  later  promoted  to  his  cur- 
rent positk>n  as  Deputy  Chief  of  ttie  Coast 
Guard  Congressk>nal  and  Governmental  Af- 
fairs Office.  In  this  positton.  Captain  Crye  has 
provkled  the  members  of  the  House  Transpor- 
tatk>n  and  Infrastructure  Committee,  our  per- 
sonal staffs  as  well  as  many  of  you  standffig 
here  today,  with  superior  support  regarding 
Coast  Guard  plans  and  programs.  His  vah>- 
able  contributk>ns  have  enabled  Congress  and 
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the  Department  of  Transportation  to  work 
dosely  together  to  ensure  the  Coast  Guard  re- 
mains "Semper  paratus" — always  ready. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Captain  Crye,  his  wife,  Sheila, 
and  their  two  children,  Marilena  and  John, 
have  made  many  sacrifices  throughout  his  ca- 
reer. Captain  Crye  will  be  retired  on  August  1 , 
1996,  and  i  call  upon  my  colleagues  from  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  to  join  me  in  wishing  him 
much  success,  as  well  as  fair  winds  and  fol- 
lowing seas. 


LEAH  MCCANDLESS  MEMORIAL 


HON.  BILL  RICHARDSON 

OF  NEW  MEXICO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  RICHARDSON,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with 
deep  sadness  that  I  share  with  my  colleagues 
the  news  of  the  recent  passing  of  a  highly  re- 
spected and  admired  woman  In  the  South- 
west. Mrs.  Leah  McCandless  of  Hobart,  OK, 
died  on  May  22,  1996,  less  than  1  month  shy 
of  her  96th  birthday. 

For  a  better  part  of  this  century,  poirtical 
candidates  who  wanted  to  represent  Hobart, 
OK,  in  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  legislative 
bodies  stopped  by  the  McCandless  home  in 
hopes  of  seeking  her  blessing.  Over  pie  arKJ 
coffee,  candkjate  after  candidate  would  give 
their  best  arguments  as  to  why  they  woukJ  be 
best  for  Hobart  and  Oklahoma. 

Mrs.  McCandless  won  may  battles  in  her 
kxig  life.  She  was  probably  most  proud  of  the 
frve  sons  she  raised  who  all  became  success- 
ful in  their  chosen  careers.  She  was  married 
for  nK>re  than  60  years  to  Cecil  McCandless 
who  operated  a  successful  clothing  store  in 
Hobart  In  additron  to  her  political  activity,  she 
was  a  member  of  her  Presbyterian  Church  for 
70  years  and  became  the  first  woman  elder  of 
her  church. 

At  a  memorial  service  for  her  at  her  church, 
Mrs.  McCandless  left  the  folknving  words  for 
those  in  attendarwe — words  that  are  worth  re- 
peating here: 

I'd  Uke  the  memory  of  me  to  t)e  a  happy  one, 
I'd  like  to  leave  an  after  glow  of  smiles  when 

life  Is  done, 
I'd  like  to  leave  an  echo  whispering  softly 

down  the  ways. 
Of  happy   times   and   laughing   times   and 

bright  and  sunny  days. 
I'd  like  the  tears  of  those  who  grieve,  to  dry 

l>efore  the  sun  of 
Happy  memories  that  I  leave  When  my  life  is 

done. 

The  tocal  newspaper  in  Mrs.  McCandless' 
hometown  sakl  it  best  when  the  Hobart  Demo- 
crat-Chiefs Joe  Hancock  editorialized,  "Leah 
McCandless  Was  A  Legend  in  Our  Time!"  I 
want  to  share  Mr.  Hancock's  comments  as 
well  as  an  obituary  printed  in  the  tocal  paper. 
After  reflecting  on  Mrs.  McCandless  wonderful 
We  which  spanned  nearly  the  entire  20th  cen- 
tury, I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  paying 
special  tribute  to  this  woman  and  join  me  as 
we  express  our  condolences  to  her  caring 
famHy  and  many  friends. 
[From  the  Hobart  Democrat-Chief,  May  30. 
1996] 

Leah  McCandless  Was  a  Legend  in  Dim 
Time! 

Leah  McCandless  was  a  true  lady.  She  was 
an  Inspiration  and  she  was  an  Institution. 
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She  left  memories  with  those  of  us  who  knew 
her  we'll  not  forget. 

She  was  an  amazing  person.  She  studied 
events  and  was  prepared  to  discuss  them. 
Among  her  friends  were  many  of  our  state's 
and  nation's  leaders.  Many  of  them  anx- 
iously awaited  her  advice  and  opinions. 

She  loved  the  OU  Sooners  and  the  Dallas 
Cowboys.  She  was  a  rabid  fan! 

But  none  of  that  approached  what  I  con- 
sider her  greatest  accomplishment.  She 
melded  a  great  family  of  five  sons  and  a  hus- 
band during  rough  depression  times. 

All  five  Ixjys  received  higher  educations 
after  graduating  from  Hol)art  High  School. 
All  of  them  stayed  close  to  their  mother. 

Her  family  was  supported  by  a  small  fam- 
ily clothing  business.  As  far  as  I  know  she 
never  actually  worked  in  the  store  but  did 
make  lunch  to  bring  to  town  to  her  husljand. 
Cecil.  He  ran  the  Man's  Store  alone  during 
the  early  years. 

The  Presbyterian  church  was  an  Integral 
part  of  the  McCandless  family  life. 

The  great  lady  died  last  week  but  she  lives 
on  in  the  lives  of  her  surviving  family  mem- 
bers and  those  of  us  who  knew  her. 

Leah  McCandless 

Mrs.  Leah  McCandless,  95,  a  resident  of  Ho- 
bart for  70  years,  died  on  Wednesday,  May  22, 
1996  in  Elkview  General  Hospital  after  a  seri- 
ous illness  for  several  months.  She  was  born 
in  Wichita,  Kansas,  at  the  turn  of  the  cen- 
tury, June  17,  1900.  She  witnessed  the  many 
technological  and  scientific  inventions  (the 
automobile,  airplane,  television,  radio,  etc.) 
that  we  take  for  granted  today. 

Her  father,  W.S.  Yeager,  organized  several 
banks  in  Oklahoma,  including  Verden  and 
Cement  where  she  lived  as  a  child.  The  fam- 
ily settled  in  Mangum  in  1910  where  she  met 
and  married  her  husband,  Cecil  R.  McCand- 
less. In  1918. 

They  moved  to  Hobart  in  1925  where  Mr. 
McCandless  opened  the  Army  store  which 
later  became  the  Man's  Shop.  He  was  very 
active  in  the  Hobart  business  and  civic  com- 
munity until  his  death  in  1982. 

The  McCandlesses  had  five  sons,  the  oldest 
of  whom.  Bill,  died  in  1982.  His  widow,  Betty 
of  Oklahoma  City,  is  a  frequent  Hobart  visi- 
tor. The  other  four  are  Jack,  a  retired  Gates 
Corporation  executive,  Denver,  Colorado, 
and  wife,  Kay;  Earl,  musician  and  retired 
Army  officer,  Solana  Beach,  California; 
John,  attorney,  OklaJioma  City,  and  wife, 
Anne;  Bob,  Lawyer-lobbyist,  Washington, 
D.C. 

Each  of  the  sons  was  educated  in  the  Ho- 
bart public  school  system  and  each  grad- 
uated from  Hobart  High  School. 

In  addition  Mrs.  McCandless  had  nine 
grandchildren,  eight  great-grandchildren  and 
one  great-great-granddaughter. 

Mrs.  McCandless  had  always  been  very  ac- 
tive in  the  civic,  social  and  spiritual  life  of 
the  Hobart  community.  She  was  a  founding 
meml)er  of  the  Mothers'  Club,  a  long  time 
memlaer  of  the  Yamparika  Club  and  the 
McDowell  Club  of  Allied  Arts. 

She  was  member  of  the  Presbyterian 
Church  for  70  years,  active  in  Circle  #3,  the 
Wednesday  morning  prayer  group  and  was 
the  flrst  woman  Elder  of  that  church. 

She  supported  and  received  much  pleasure 
from  the  Shortgrass  Playhouse  and  the 
Kiowa  County  Museum.  Mrs.  McCandless 
maintained  an  avid  interest  in  political  af- 
fairs (national,  state  and  local)  all  her  life 
and  thoroughly  enjoyed  reading  and  discuss- 
ing public  policy  issues. 

Leah  McCandless  leaves  a  host  of  friends  In 
Kiowa  county,  throughout  the  state  of  Okla- 
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homa  and  the  United  States.  On  her  80th 
birthday.  Governor  George  Nigh,  proclaimed 
that  day  "Leah  McCandless  Day"  in  Okla- 
homa. On  her  95th  birthday  this  past  June, 
she  received  congratulatory  letters  from 
President  Bill  Clinton,  Vice-President  Al 
Gore,  O.U.  President  David  Boren.  former 
Speaker  of  the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Jim  Wright,  presidential  candidate  U.S.  Sen- 
ator Bob  Dole,  former  U.S.  Senator  Fred 
Harris  and  nationally  syndicated  columnist 
Robert  Novak,  among  many  others.  A  trib- 
ute was  read  to  her  on  the  floor  of  the  U.S. 
House  of  Representatives  and  entered  into 
the  United  States  Congressional  Record. 

In  lieu  of  flowers,  contributions  in  her 
memory  may  be  made  to  the  Leah  McCand- 
less Memorial  Fund  at  the  Hobart  Pres- 
byterian Church. 

Services  were  at  2:30  pan.  Tuesday,  May  28, 
1996  at  the  First  Presbyterian  Church,  Ho- 
bart, Oklahoma.  Officiating  were  Rev.  Jerry 
Hilton,  pastor  First  Presbyterian  Church, 
Midland,  Texas  and  Rev.  Ginger  Allen,  pas- 
tor First  Presbyterian  Church,  Hobart,  Okla- 
homa. 

Burial  was  in  Hobart  Rose  Cemetery  under 
direction  of  Hackney  Funeral  Home, 
Hoabart. 

Active  casketbearers  were  Delmar  Richard, 
Jack  Calmes,  Milton  Krieger,  Bruce  Myers, 
Paul  Hindes,  John  Montgomery,  Marshall 
Harris  and  Dr.  Ralph  Phelan. 

Honorary  casketl)earers  were  Norrls  Dame, 
James  Brown,  Everett  Brazil,  Walter 
Pfenning,  Joe  Hancock,  Dr.  Michael  Krieger 
and  Ralph  Patchin. 


HIGHLANDS,  TX,  OPENS  ITS  FIRST 
SHERIFF'S  STATION 


HON.  KEN  BENTSEN 

OF  TEXAS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  BEhfTSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  con- 
gratulate the  community  of  Highlands,  TX,  in 
my  district,  which  on  June  15  will  celebrate  the 
opening  of  its  first  sheriffs  statk>n.  I  am  con- 
fident that  this  statkm,  the  result  of  a  Federal- 
kx:al  partnership  will  help  prevent  crime  and 
ensure  that  more  criminals  are  apprehended 
and  brought  to  justKe.  This  is  an  example  of 
community  policing  at  its  best. 

This  Highlands  Sheriffs  Station  would  not 
have  been  possible  without  the  hard  wori<  and 
commitment  of  the  Harris  County  Sheriffs  De- 
partment, the  sheriffs  citizens  advisory  com- 
mittee, the  Highlands  Rotary  Club,  and  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Justice  through  the  com- 
munity oriented  polictng  services  [COPS]  pro- 
gram. The  CX)PS  program  is  providing  the 
funding  for  the  deputy  who  will  be  stationed  in 
Highlands. 

I  want  to  personally  recognize  and  thank 
Sheriff  Tommy  Thomas  for  all  he  has  done  to 
make  this  Highlands  station  a  reality.  He  has 
demonstrated  strong  leadership  in  protecting 
not  only  the  more  populated  areas  of  Hanis 
County,  but  smaller,  more  remote  communities 
such  as  Highlands  as  well.  And  I  appreciate 
the  ctose  wortdng  relationship  our  offices  have 
had  in  securing  the  Federal  grant  for  addi- 
tional sheriffs  deputies. 

I  also  want  to  recognize  the  efforts  of  the 
sheriffs  citizens  advisory  committee  and  the 
Highlands   Rotary  Club.   Concerned   citizens 
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groups  are  vital  partners  with  law  enforcement 
officers  in  fighting  crime,  and  this  station 
would  not  have  been  possible  without  their  ef- 
forts. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  applaud  the  people  of  High- 
lands and  the  Harris  County  Sheriffs  Depart- 
ment for  their  dedication  and  congratulate 
them  for  joining  in  this  partnership  that  v^ll 
benefit  us  all.  This  storefront  station  rep- 
resents the  tieginning,  not  the  end,  of  a  part- 
nership between  the  sheriffs  department,  the 
people  of  Highlands,  and  the  Federal  Govem- 
ment  to  ensure  that  residents  and  businesses 
enjoy  the  service  and  protection  they  deserve. 


MAINTAIN  STRONG  PROTECTION 
MEASURES  FOR  PATIENTS 


HON.  PEUR  G.  TORiOLDSEN 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  TORKILDSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  our 
country's  health  care  system  continues  to 
evolve,  it  is  essential  to  maintain  strong  pro- 
tection measures  for  patients.  As  a  cosponsor 
of  the  Newtx>ms'  and  Mothers'  Health  Protec- 
tion Act,  the  Patient  Right  to  Know  Act,  and 
the  Senk>r  Citizens'  Access  to  Health  C^re 
Act,  I  recognize  the  need  to  protect  new  moth- 
ers, senior  citizens,  and  all  patients  from  re- 
strictions that  undermine  a  physician's  ability 
to  provide  quality  care  to  their  patients. 

To  emphasize  this  point,  I  ask  that  this  letter 
to  the  Honorable  Michael  Biurakis,  chaimrian 
of  the  Health  and  Environmental  Subcommit- 
tee, from  Massachusetts  State  Representative 
Brian  Cresta  be  submitted  for  the  Record. 
The  Commonwealth  of 

Massachusetts, 
House  of  Representatives, 

Boston,  MA,  May  28. 1996. 
Hon.  Michael  Bilirakis. 
Chair,  Health  and  Environment  Subcommittee, 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Chairman  Bilirakis:  It  has  come  to 
my  attention  that  the  Coalition  for  Health 
Care  Choice  and  Accountability  has  decided 
to  act  upon  the  proposal  for  national  stand- 
ards for  accountable  managed  care.  This  is 
certainly  an  important  step  toward  ensuring 
that  all  U.S.  citizens  are  allowed  the  freedom 
to  choose  a  health  care  provider  when  en- 
rolled in  a  managed  care  plan. 

As  a  member  of  the  Massachusetts  House 
of  Representatives  and  an  active  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Human  Services  and  El- 
derly Affairs,  I  have  received  much  input 
from  my  constituency  regarding  issues  such 
as  this.  Therefore,  1  am  no  stranger  to  the 
problems  that  many  people  are  facing  while 
accessing  the  best  care  within  the  restric- 
tions of  their  health  plan. 

To  ensure  that  residents  of  the  Common- 
wealth are  able  to  receive  fklr  and  adequate 
health  services,  the  Massachusetts  Legisla- 
ture has  passed  landmark  legislation  to 
allow  for  the  coverage  of  emergency  room 
services,  protect  hospital  stays  for  mothers 
who  have  given  birth,  and  allow  consumers 
the  right  to  full  information  alx>ut  the 
health  plan,  to  name  a  few. 

Although  I  am  certain  that  we  will  con- 
tinue to  work  to  provide  residents  of  Massa- 
chusetts with  cost-effective  care,  I  am  also 
aware  of  the  importance  of  the  presence  of 
federal  laws  to  umbrella  any  laws  passed  at 
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the  state  level.  It  is  Important  not  only  for 
Massachusetts  alone  but  the  entire  country 
to  ensure  that  U.S.  citizens  who  are  managed 
care  enroUees  are  provided  the  opportunity 
to  receive  the  highest  quality  of  care. 

This  measure  is  a  win-win  situation  for  the 
industry,  which  will  have  a  consistent  plat- 
form across  the  country  rather  than  dif- 
ferent regulations  from  state  to  state  and  for 
the  consumer,  by  ensuring  that  high  quality 
care  is  provided  to  all  managed  care  enroU- 
ees. For  this  reason.  I  support  this  effort  and 
appreciate  your  continuous  work  for  better 
national  consumer  protection  legislation. 

Please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  my  office 
if  you  have  any  questions  regarding  the 
present  situation  in  Massachusetts  or  if  I 
may  be  of  further  assistance  to  ensure  that 
this  measure  is  passed. 
Sincerely. 

Brian  M.  Cresta. 
State  Representative.  22nd  Middlesex  District. 


TRIBUTE  TO  TOP  POLICE  CHIEF 


HON.  LYNN  C  WOOLSEY 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  Police  Chief  Salvatore  Rosano 
of  Santa  Rosa,  CA,  who  retires  this  month 
after  22  years  of  impeccable  publk;  service, 
and  as  a  hero  to  our  community.  I  wouk)  like 
to  share  with  my  colleagues  Chief  Rosano's 
enumerat>le  accomplishments  over  his  38 
years  of  publk:  service  which  have  made  him 
one  of  California's  most  highly  praised  guard- 
ians of  safety. 

Chief  Rosano  started  his  career  in  public 
safety  at  the  age  of  19.  He  was  appointed  po- 
ik:e  chief  to  the  city  of  South  San  Francisco  in 
1970 — the  youngest  police  chief  in  the  State 
of  Califomia,  and  served  as  president  of  the 
San  Mateo  (bounty  Law  Enforcement  Chiefs' 
Assoctatkm.  In  1974  he  was  selected  as  chief 
for  the  city  of  Santa  Rosa  where  he  proudly 
served  22  years.  Throughout  his  career.  Chief 
Rosano's  natural  leadership  skills  made  him  a 
major  player  in  Califomia  law  enforcement, 
and  he  served  on  many  State  law  enforce- 
ment boards,  commissions,  and  publk;  safety 
organizatkins. 

Chief  Rosano's  statewkJe  and  countywide 
service  is  renowned  and  endless.  Chief 
among  his  kx:al  accomplishments  are  his  im- 
plementatkxi  of  a  neightx>ftiood  oriented  polic- 
ir>g  program  to  better  address  our  community 
policing  needs.  His  leadership  also  helped  set 
in  motkxi  a  gar>g  enforcement  program,  devel- 
oped a  unique  environmental  crimes  unit,  and 
organized  one  of  the  few  bomb  and  explosive 
devise  units  in  northern  California. 

With  any  good  leader  comes  a  road  of  hard 
knocks  from  those  opposed  to  change.  It's  no 
surprise  that  Chief  Rosano  is  no  stranger  to 
criticism  for  his  outspoken  support  of  gun  oorv 
trots  and  (or  initiating  the  city  of  Santa  Rosa's 
gun  exchange  program.  With  almost  700 
weapons  exchanged,  this  event  was  the  nrK>st 
successful  gun  exchange  program  in  Califor- 
nia. Recently,  the  Sonoma  County  Peace  and 
Justk:e  Center  announced  their  plans  to  host 
the  city's  second  gun  exchange  program  in 
honor  of  the  retiring  chief.  This  program  is  a 
model  for  public-private  partnerships  between 
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local  businesses,  the  community,  and  law  erv 
forcement. 

Oiief  Rosano's  longstanding  career  of 
achievement  eamed  him  the  Califomia  Peace 
Officers  Association's  Law  Enforcement  Pro- 
fessional of  the  Year,  the  most  prestigious 
award  in  the  law  enforcement  professk>n. 
Chief  Rosano  is  also  the  longest-serving  chief 
in  the  State  of  Califomia,  and  the  city  of  Santa 
Rosa  is  extremely  grateful  for  the  top  servkx 
and  protection  he  has  provided  the  commu- 
nity. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  congratu- 
lating Chief  Rosano  for  his  exemplary  servk^e 
over  the  past  38  years.  As  a  nation,  we  are  in 
debt  to  the  efforts  and  dedication  of  individ- 
uals, who,  like  Chief  Rosano,  place  the  safety 
as^  w«H-being  of  others  above  their  own  safe- 
ty. I  salute  Chief  Rosano.  and  wish  he  and  his 
family  much  success  with  their  future  plans. 


17TH  ANNUAL  PORTUGAL  DAY 
FESTIVAL 


HON.  ROBERT  MENENDEZ 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  MENENDEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  pay  tribute  to  New  Jersey's  Luso-Ameri- 
cans,  who  are  in  the  mkjst  of  celebrating  2 
weeks  of  festivities  horxxing  their  heritage  and 
history.  The  2-week  celebratk>n  in  Newark's 
"Ironbound"  is  one  of  the  largest  Portuguese 
celebrations  in  the  workj.  This  extraordinary 
event  will  culminate  with  the  Grande  Parade  to 
be  heM  on  June  9,  1996. 

Over  1.5  mHlkxi  Luso-Amernans  have  set- 
tled throughout  the  United  States,  with  an  esti- 
mated 200,000  Luso-Americans  in  the  Garden 
State  atone,  in  New  Jersey,  the  largest  con- 
centration of  Luso-Americans  live  in  the  "Irorv 
bound"  section  of  Newark.  Through  the  years, 
they  have  turned  an  okj  neighborhood  into  a 
thriving  and  prosperous  commercial  and  resi- 
dential center.  Their  hard  work  arKl  persever- 
ance can  be  seen  on  the  streets  of  Newark, 
especially  Ferry  Street,  the  heart  of  "Irorv 
bound."  Ferry  Street  is  lined  with  many  res- 
taurants offering  the  delicate  cuisine  of  Por- 
tugal. Luso-Americans  have  tumed  Ferry 
Street  into  a  Portuguese  dty  in  miniature. 

The  annual  Portugal  Day  festival  is  a  time 
for  Americans  of  different  nationalities  to  savor 
and  enjoy  the  rich  traditkxis  of  Portugal.  Visi- 
tors from  all  over  the  country  come  to  take 
part  in  the  festivities,  sonrie  of  whk:h  are 
broadcast  throughout  the  gtobe  via  satellite 
through  Portugal's  national  TV,  RTPI. 

Seventeen  years  ago,  Bernardino  Coutinho 
founded  the  festival  and  has  strived  every 
year  to  make  it  a  wonderful  event.  The 
Bernardino  Coutinho  Foundatnn  was  estat>- 
lished  on  May  22,  1992,  to  assume  resporv 
sibility  (or  organizing  this  2-week  festival.  The 
festival  is  a  part  of  tf>e  foundatton's  commit- 
ment to  enhancing  the  cultural  and  social  de- 
velopment of  the  community. 

I  ask  that  my  colleagues  join  me  in  honoring 
Luso-Americans  throughout  New  Jersey  as 
they  celebrate  their  rich  heritage.  It  is  an 
honor  to  be  representing  such  a  remarkable 
group  of  people. 
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KEN  HEREDIA  HONORED  FOR  OUT- 
STANDING SERVICE  TO  SAN 
JOSE  FIREFIGHTERS  LOCAL  230 
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INTRODUCTION  OF  BREAST 
IMPLANT  RESOLUTION 


June  6,  1996 


A  GOOD  NEIGHBOR  ON  CAPITOL 
HILL  FOR  175  YEARS;  ST.  PE- 
TER'S PARISH 


HON.  ZOE  LOFGREN 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6,1996 
Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
recognize  the  noteworthy  acJiievements  of 
Ken  Heredia  of  the  San  Jose  Fire  Department. 
Mr.  Heredia  has  been  the  president  of  the  San 
Jose  Fire  Fighters  Union,  Local  230.  for  the 
past  8  years.  In  addition,  he  has  served  15 
years  on  the  fire  department's  union  executive 
board. 

Ourirtg  the  years  Mr.  Heredia  has  sensed 
the  San  Jose  firefighters,  he  has  dem- 
onstrated an  unselfish  and  much  valued  com- 
mitment to  organized  labor  and  the  fire  serv- 
ice. On  June  8.  1996.  a  special  barbecue  will 
be  held  by  the  San  Jose  Firefighters  Local 
230  in  honor  of  Mr.  Heredia  and  his  years  of 
dedicated  service  to  our  community. 

Mr.  Heredia,  a  native  of  his  community,  was 
recently  promoted  to  battalion  chief  of  the  San 
Jose  Rre  Department  Although  he  will  be 
sorely  missed  as  a  leader  of  local  230,  I  would 
like  to  extend  my  congratulations  and  best 
wishes  to  Mr.  Heredia  as  he  takes  on  his  new 
role  in  the  department  I  invite  my  colleagues 
to  join  me  in  recognizing  this  dedicated  public 
servant. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  AMERICAN  LEGION 
AUXILIARY  UNIT  284 


HON.  NORMAN  SISISKY 

OF  VIRGINIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6. 1996 
Mr.  SISISKY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  an  American  Legion  auxiliary 
unit  kxated  in  Cotonial  Heights.  VA.  Unit  284 
administrates  many  volunteer  programs  in  my 
district,  with  special  emphasis  on  veterans. 
chiWren,  and  the  community.  Members  also 
volunteer  time  to  junior  activities,  Amernan- 
ism,  and  educational  programs. 

By  setflessty  giving  their  time  smd  energy  to 
such  worthy  causes,  the  members  of  unit  284 
have  set  an  example  from  which  we  can  ail 
learn.  Recently,  in  order  to  help  prevent  crime 
in  their  area,  unit  284  joined  with  local  civic  or- 
ganizatx>ns,  and  fire  and  police  departments, 
to  celebrate  Natksnal  Night  Out.  With  the  rise 
of  crime  in  many  areas,  it  is  important  for  ev- 
eryone to  join  together  in  order  to  ensure  the 
safety  of  their  communities.  Unit  284  recog- 
nizes the  significance  of  this  effort,  and 
through  their  work  with  National  Night  Out, 
they  helped  educate  bottv  children  and  adults 
on  crime. 

It  is  an  honor  to  have  such  a  giving  organi- 
zation as  the  American  Legion  Auxiliary  Unit 
284  in  my  district.  Their  worit,  as  well  as  other 
American  Legion  auxiliary  units  throughout  the 
country,  have  touched  many  lives.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, on  the  occaskjn  of  the  natronal  organiza- 
tk)n's  75th  anniversary,  it  is  with  great  pride 
that  I  recognize  American  Legk)n  Auxiliary 
Unit  284  for  their  outstanding  service  to  the 
constituents  in  my  district. 


HON.  BARBARA  F.  VUCANOVICH 

OF  NEVADA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  what  are 
the  facts  on  silicone  breast  implants?  Are  they 
safe?  Do  they  lead  to  immune  disorders  in 
women?  There  are  no  dear  answers  to  these 
questions,  but  conflicting  information  has  been 
provided  to  American  women— making  it  dif- 
ficult for  women  to  make  important  health  de- 
cisions. 

In  1992,  the  FDA  Commissioner  imposed 
signifrcant  restrictions  on  access  to  silicone 
breast  implants,  based  on  concems  that  there 
may  be  a  connection  between  immune  dis- 
orders and  women  who  have  silicone  breast 
implants.  Recent  scientific  studies  conducted 
by  the  Mayo  Clinic  and  Han/ard  Medical 
School  suggest  that  there  is  no  evidence  of  a 
connection  between  silicone  implants  and 
autoimmune  disease  or  classic  autoimmune 
symptoms.  Many  women,  however,  have 
questioned  the  validity  of  these  studies.  The 
FDA  has  not  Issued  a  definitive  statement  on 
the  relatk>nship  tjetween  silicone  gel  breast 
implants. 

This  indecisive  action  has  caused  many 
problems  for  women  in  the  United  States. 
Some  women  neglect  to  obtain  proper  breast 
care  due  to  the  fear  and  uncertainty  surround- 
ing the  issue.  For  women  with  breast  implants, 
adequate  infomiatk>n  on  breast  care  is  not 
readily  available  since  the  National  Cancer  In- 
stitute and  other  health  agencies  are  waiting 
to  devetop  information,  pending  FDA's  actnn. 
This  also  means  that  very  few 
postmastectomy  breast  cancer  patients  have 
access  to  silicone  breast  implants,  since  they 
must  partk:ipate  in  clinical  trials  to  obtain  these 
devices.  As  a  breast  cancer  survivor,  I  recog- 
nize the  importance  of  breast  health  and  the 
fear  and  confusion  in  determining  the  best 
treatment  for  the  patient.  Information  about 
breast  implants  could  help  alleviate  that  fear. 

Unfortunately,  this  also  has  a  broader  im- 
pact on  the  public  by  adversely  affecting  the 
supply  of  raw  materials  used  in  other  lifesav- 
ing  products  such  as  pacemakers,  heart 
valves,  hip  and  knee  joints,  and  artificial  bkxxl 
vessels. 

Today,  I  am  introducing  a  resolution  whk*) 
expresses  the  sense  of  the  hkxjse  that  the 
FDA  should  take  immediate  steps  to  resolve 
the  fears  and  concems  of  women  with  breast 
cancer  by  issuing  a  definitive  relationship,  or 
lack  thereof,  between  silicone  gel  breast  im- 
plants and  connective  tissue  disease,  classic 
autoimmune  symptoms  and  other  serious  dis- 
eases. This  resolution  also  calls  on  the  FDA 
and  the  National  Cancer  Institute  to  develop 
recommendatk)ns  for  breast  care  practices  for 
women  with  breast  implants.  This  resolution 
has  the  support  of  the  National  Breast  Cancer 
Coalition.  It  is  time  for  the  FDA  to  give  women 
the  information  they  need  to  make  wise  deci- 
sions about  their  health  and  their  lives.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  this  effort. 


HON.  PORTMY  PETE  STARK 

OFCAUFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
honor  St.  Peter's  Parish,  founded  on  Capitol 
Hill  in  1821. 

On  June  29,  1996,  St.  Peter's  will  officially 
celebrate  its  175th  anniversary  with  a  home- 
coming celebration,  giving  testament  to  the 
spirit  and  faith  of  the  Hill  community. 

As  the  local  parish.  St.  Peter's  has  weath- 
ered the  changes  in  Congress  and  seen  this 
neighborhood  grow  from  a  cozy  residential 
area  to  the  bustling  cluster  of  Federal  build- 
ings we  have  today.  Its  existence  is  one  of  the 
few  marks  of  continuity  left  to  our  past. 

As  a  longtime  resident  of  the  Capitol  Hill 
area.  I  salute  St.  Peter's  as  a  historical  symbol 
and  an  excellent  neighbor,  i  hope  that  the  next 
175  years  will  be  equally  good  to  the  parish. 


TRIBUTE  TO  BRIGHTON,  MI, 
ROTARY  CLUB 


HON.  DICK  CHRYSLER 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  CHRYSLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  gives  me 
great  pleasure  to  rise  today  and  pay  tribute  to 
an  outstanding  organizatkjn  in  the  city  of 
Brighton,  Ml.  On  June  18,  1996,  the  Brighton 
Rotary  Club  will  celebrate  its  60th  anniversary 
of  becoming  a  chartered  member  of  Rotary 
Intemational,  the  largest  service  group  in  the 
worid.  The  club  currently  counts  numerous 
business  and  professk>nal  leaders  of  Living- 
ston County  among  its  numbers.  I  am  truly 
proud  to  be  counted  among  these  dedk:ated 
servicemen  and  women. 

The  Brighton  Rotary  Club  has  been  living 
out  its  motto  of  "Sen^k»  Above  SelT  since  its 
creation  in  1936.  Brighton  Rotarians  partici- 
pate in  numerous  hands-on  activities — includ- 
ing Christmas  in  April,  Shots  for  Tots.  Ringing 
the  Bell  for  the  Salvation  Army,  and  additional 
one<in-one  activities.  The  dub  also  supports 
numerous  groups  and  agendes  with  finandal 
support.  These  groups  indude  Lacasa,  Wom- 
en's Resource  Center.  Brighton  Boy  Scout 
Troop  350.  Catholic  Social  Sennces,  the 
Brighton  Senror  Center,  the  Hartland  Senior 
Center,  and  several  students  attending  Michi- 
gan colleges  and  universities.  Major  fund- 
raisers indude  the  Brighton  Rotauy  Auctk>n, 
The  Great  Duck  Race,  and  the  HoWay  Con- 
cert. 

The  dub  is  particularty  supportive  of  pro- 
grams for  youth  which  stress  development  of 
leadership  skills  and  community  service.  The 
dub  has  initiated  the  Interact  Club  in  Brighton 
High  School,  cun-ently  75  members,  sends 
students  to  Girts  State  and  Boys  State,  and  is 
sending  10  students  to  the  Rotary  Youth 
Leadership  Awards  [RYLA]  conference  in  On- 
tario, Canada.  Intemational  efforts  indude  eye 
glasses  projects  in  Mexico  and  the  Caribt>ean. 
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a  sanitary  fadlities  project  in  India,  and  ongo- 
ing support  of  the  Polio  Plus  project  to  inter- 
natk>nally  eradicate  polio  and  other  childhood 
diseases  by  the  year  2000. 

The  Brighton  Rotary  Club  has  repeatedly 
gone  at>ove  and  beyond  the  call  of  duty  in 
helping  people  and  organizations  within  Living- 
ston County.  I  ask  the  other  members  of  the 
U.S.  Congress  to  join  me  in  recognizing  its  60 
years  of  outstanding  sen/ice  and  wishing  it 
many  more  years  of  continued  success. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

RETIREMENT  OF  COL.  JOHN  C. 
MEYER,  JR. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  STUDENTS  OF 
HALF  HOLLOW  HILLS  HIGH 
SCHOOL  EAST 


HON.  Ria  LAZIO 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  6, 1996 

Mr.  LAZIO  of  New  Yortc  Mr.  Speaker,  today, 
I  wish  to  recognize  the  award-winning  stu- 
dents of  Ms.  Gloria  Sesso's  dass  at  Half  Hol- 
low Hills  High  School  East  in  Dix  Hills,  NY. 
From  April  27  to  April  29.  1996,  these  out- 
standing Long  Island  students  competed 
against  teams  from  every  State  in  the  Nation 
in  the  "We  the  People  '  *  *  The  Citizen  and 
the  Constitution"  Program.  The  team  earned 
the  distinction  of  representing  New  Yori<  at  the 
national  finals  in  our  Nation's  Capital  after  win- 
ning competitions  at  local  and  State  levels. 

The  dedicated  team  of  students  was  award- 
ed an  honorable  mention  as  one  of  the  com- 
petition's top  10  finalists.  The  memt>ers  of  the 
Half  Hollow  Hills  team  are:  Taryn  Brill,  Sidney 
Change,  Pei-Sze  Cheng,  Lauren  Chemick, 
Jodi  Citrin,  Adiya  Dixon,  Judy  Fong,  Micole 
Hamburger,  Hamilton  Hayashi,  Lora  Hock, 
Jenny  Jaung,  Michael  Kesden,  Brian  Kinney, 
Jaime  Kleinman,  Duane  Koh,  Juna  Kollmeier, 
Jessica  Lepler,  Ayodeji  Marquis,  Douglas 
McVey,  Howard  Newman,  Benjamin  Oren, 
Mari<  Palmeri,  Craig  Rosenbaum,  Amy  Rosen- 
berg, Shenv  Sandler,  Melissa  Scharoun, 
David  Scheine,  Kristine  Schmidt,  Brett  Sher- 
man, Marcie  Silver,  Matthew  Teicher,  Lauren 
Wagner,  Jaret  Weber,  Matthew  Wurst,  Carin 
Zelkowitz.  The  students  were  coached  and 
greatly  assisted  by  their  teacher,  Ms.  Sesso, 
as  well  as  Stephen  Schechter,  the  State  coor- 
dinator, and  Steve  WakJman,  the  distrid  coor- 
dinator. The  great  success  of  this  team  is  a 
tribute  to  all  of  the  time  and  effort  they  put  into 
learning  about  the  Constitution. 

The  "We  the  People  *  *  *  The  Citizen  and 
the  Constitution"  Program  is  designed  to  pro- 
vide students  with  a  greater  understanding  of 
the  Constitution  and  the  rights  and  responsibil- 
ities of  American  citizens.  For  the  past  9 
years,  the  program  has  helped  educate  22 
million  students  at  all  levels. 

During  this  year's  competition,  students  par- 
tk;ipated  in  simulated  congressional  hearings 
where  they  were  asked  questions  to  dem- 
onstrate their  knowledge  of  the  history,  values, 
and  application  of  the  Constitutk>n.  Their  oral 
presentations  were  evaluated  by  a  panel  of 
judges  that  induded  Government  leaders,  law- 
yers, and  constitutional  experts. 

I  am  very  proud  of  the  success  this  Dix  Hills 
team  has  achieved,  and  wish  them  great  suc- 
cess and  personal  satisfadion  in  the  future. 


HON.  CHET  EDWARDS 

OF  TEXAS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6. 1996 

Mr.  EDWARDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  today  to 
congratulate  Col.  John  C.  Meyer,  Jr.,  on  his 
retirement  from  the  U.S.  Air  Force  after  24 
years  of  sen/ice  to  our  country. 

Colonel  Meyer  is  currently  the  chief  of  the 
Weapons  and  Nudear  Deterrence  Require- 
ments Diviskjn,  Diredorate  of  Operational  Re- 
quirements, Headquarters  U.S.  Air  Force, 
Washington,  DC.  As  chief,  he  has  overseen 
the  requirements  development  for  all  of  the  Air 
Force's  air-delivered  munitions  and  for  the 
maintenance  and  modernization  of  the  Na- 
tion's ICBM  force. 

Colonel  Meyer  has  served  our  country  with 
distindlon.  His  decorations  indude  the  Legion 
of  Merit,  Meritorious  Service  Medal  with  five 
devices,  the  Air  Medal,  the  Aerial  Achievement 
Medal  with  one  device,  the  Air  Force  Com- 
mendation Medal  with  one  device,  and  the 
Combat  Readiness  Medal  with  four  devices. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  June  7,  1996,  Colonel 
Meyer  will  retire  from  the  U.S.  Air  Force.  On 
behalf  of  this  body  of  legislators,  I  would  like 
to  congratulate  Col.  John  C.  Meyer,  Jr.,  on  his 
retirement  and  thank  him  for  his  selfless  serv- 
ice to  his  country. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  DR.  ARTHUR 
MAYER  ON  HIS  RETIREMENT 


HON.  CALVIN  M.  DOOLEY 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 19% 

Mr.  DOOLEY  of  Califomia.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  before  my  colleagues  today  to  recognize 
a  dedicated  educator  form  my  distrid.  Dr.  Ar- 
thur Mayer,  on  the  occasion  of  his  retirement. 

During  my  lifelong  residence  in  Hanford,  I 
have  known  few  people  more  dedicated  to  the 
improvement  of  our  schools  than  Dr.  Mayer. 
Arriving  in  Hanford  in  1979,  he  served  as  su- 
perintendent of  Hanford  Elementary  School 
Distrid  until  1986.  These  were  years  of 
growth,  and  Dr.  Mayer's  leadership  played  an 
important  role  in  improving  the  quality  of  Han- 
ford Elementary  schools. 

But  it  was  at  Hanford  Joint  Unron  High 
School  Distrid  that  Dr.  Mayer  has  made  per- 
haps his  greatest  impad.  Starting  as  super- 
intendent in  1986,  he  embariced  on  initiatives 
to  improve  school  fadlities,  establish  new 
management  systems,  restrudure  the  curricu- 
lum, and  set  up  an  academy  system  that  im- 
proved the  interadion  among  the  staff  and  the 
students. 

Because  of  these  efforts,  Hanford  High 
School  has  been  at  the  forefront  of  the  re- 
struduring  efforts  at  the  State  and  natk>nal 
levels,  and  has  received  several  State  and  na- 
tional recognitons. 

These  efforts  have  paid  off  at  the  level  that 
counts  the  most:  student  achievement.  When 
Dr.  Mayer  started  at  the  high  school  distrid, 
student  test  scores  were  in  the  lowest  25th 


13399 

percentile  among  State  schools.  Now,  after  10 
years  of  Dr.  Mayer's  leadership,  the  student 
scores  are  in  the  top  30th  percentile.  Knowing 
Dr.  Mayer,  I  am  sure  this  accomplishment  is 
the  one  that  he  is  the  most  proud  of. 

I  understand  that  although  Dr.  Mayer  is  retir- 
ing, he  intends  to  remain  involved  in  education 
continuing  to  teach  college  education  courses. 
I.  for  one.  certainly  hope  he  does  so— tomor- 
row's educators  have  a  lot  to  learn  from  this 
distinguished  superintendent. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  horraring 
a  dedicated  educator,  who  has  always  put  the 
concems  of  the  chiWren  first,  by  congratulating 
Dr.  Arthur  Mayer  on  his  retirement. 


POSTURING  ON  ABOR'nON 


HON.  MARTIN  T.  MEEHAN 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6. 1996 

Mr.  MEEHAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  ask  for 
unanimous  consent  to  insert  Father  Robert  F. 
Drinan's  opinion  edrtorial  "Postunng  on  Atxw- 
tion, '  the  New  Yort<  Times,  June  4,  1996  into 
the  Record.  Father  Drinan,  a  Jesuit  priest,  is 
also  a  professor  at  the  Georgetown  University 
Law  Center  and  a  former  Representative  from 
Massachusetts. 

I  applaud  Father  Drinan  for  standing  up  in 
support  of  a  goal  that  both  Democrats  and  Re- 
putMicans  should  agree  to — limiting  the  nunv 
ber  of  abortions  in  the  United  States.  Father 
Drinan  rigtrtly  argues  that  Congress  and  ttie 
President  shouM  move  away  from  partisan 
grandstanding  on  abortion  issues  and  work  to- 
gether to  proted  women's  reproductive  health. 

As  a  Catholic.  I  would  like  to  thank  Father 
Drinan  for  publidy  opposing  the  so-called  par- 
tial birth  abortion  ban.  It  was  incredibly  ditficutt 
for  me  to  vote  against  this  bill.  Yet  as  Father 
Drinan  noted.  Congress  shouM  be  focusing  on 
reducing  the  number  of  atxytkxis,  not  postur- 
ing on  issues  that  do  not  alk>w  doctors  to 
safeguard  women's  health  or  proted  those  un- 
fortunate  vidims  of  incest  and  rape. 

Posturing  on  Abortion 
(By  Robert  F.  Drinan) 

Washington.— The  Indlpnant  voices  of  the 
pro-life  movement  and  the  R«publlcatlon 
Party  will  likely  reach  new  decil>els  In  the 
campaign  to  urge  Congress  to  override  Presi- 
dent Clinton's  veto  of  the  bill  liannlng  so- 
called  partial-birth  abortions.  But  Congress 
should  sustain  the  veto.  The  bill  does  not 
provide  an  exception  for  women  whose 
health  is  at  risk,  and  it  would  be  virtually 
unenforceable. 

I  write  this  as  a  Jesuit  priest  who  agrees 
with  Vatican  U,  which  said  abortion  is  vir- 
tually infanticide,  and  as  a  lawyer  who 
wants  the  Clinton  Administration  to  do 
more  to  carry  out  its  pledge  to  make  atior- 
tions  rare  in  this  country. 

The  bill  the  President  vetoed  would  not  re- 
duce the  numt>er  of  abortions,  but  would 
allow  Federal  power  to  intrude  into  the  prac- 
tice of  medicine  in  an  unprecedented  way.  It 
would  also  detract  from  the  urgent  need  to 
decrease  at>ortlons,  esiwcially  among  unwed 
teen-agers. 
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The  Partial-Birth  Abortion  Ban  Act  passed 
the  House  by  286  to  129,  and  290  votes  are  re- 
quired to  override  the  veto.  It  cleared  the 
Senate  by  54  to  44;  though  It  seems  unlikely 
that  13  of  the  44  votes  would  change,  all  bets 
are  off  in  an  election  year. 

More  than  95  percent  of  all  abortions  take 
place  before  15  weeks.  Only  about  one-half  of 
1  percent  take  place  at  or  after  20  weeks.  If 
a  woman  has  carried  a  child  for  five  months. 
It  is  extremely  unlikely  that  she  will  want 
an  abortion. 

The  three  procedures  available  for  later 
abortions  are  complicated  and  can  be  dan- 
gerous. The  vetoed  bill  would  have 
criminalized  only  one — a  technique  called  di- 
lation and  extraction — that  medical  experts 
say  is  the  safest  of  the  three.  The  bill  calls 
this  procedure  a  "partial  birth,"  a  term  that 
experts  reject  as  a  misnomer.  Indeed,  the 
American  College  of  Obstetricians  and  Gyne- 
cologists supported  the  veto. 

President  Clinton  said  he  would  sign  a  bill 
regulating  late-term  abortions  If  it  provided 
an  exception  for  women  whose  health  might 
be  at  risk  if  they  did  not  have  the  procedure. 
As  the  bill  stands,  the  abortion  would  be  al- 
lowed only  if  a  woman  might  die  without  It. 
Mr.  Clinton  is  serious,  as  Governor  of  Arkan- 
sas, he  signed  a  bill  prohibiting  late  abor- 
tions except  for  minors  impregnated  by  rape 
or  Incest  or  when  the  woman's  life  or  health 
is  endangered. 

In  any  case,  a  conviction  would  be  difficult 
to  obtain  if  the  bill  became  law.  Legal  ex- 
perts say  that  doctors  could  argue  that  the 
language  was  too  vague  for  a  measure  that 
Imposed  criminal  sanctions.  And  juries 
might  be  reluctant  to  convict  a  doctor  who 
aborted  a  fetvis  that  was  likely  to  be  still- 
bom  or  in  cases  where  the  woman's  health  or 
ability  to  have  children  was  in  jeopardy. 

The  bill  would  also  sanction  intrusive  en- 
forcement by  requiring  Federal  officials  to 
keep  informed  about  doctors  who  performed 
late-term  abortions.  The  F.B.L  would  be  au- 
thorized to  tell  nurses  and  health  aides  that 
they  had  a  duty  to  tell  officials  about  Illegal 
late  abortions. 

If  Congress  were  serious  about  getting  a 
law  on  the  books  limiting  late  abortions,  it 
would  include  the  woman's  health  as  jus- 
tification for  the  late-term  procedure.  But  it 
seems  more  intent  on  using  Mr.  Clinton's 
veto  as  a  political  weapon.  This  will  poison 
the  campaign  and  inhibit  a  larger  discussion 
about  real  strategies  to  reduce  abortions. 


U.S.  ARMY  CECOM  RECEIVES  1996 
QUALITY  IMPROVEMENT  PROTO- 
TYPE AWARD 


HON.  FRANK  PALLONE,  JR. 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  6. 19% 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  con- 
gratulate the  U.S.  Army  Communications-Elec- 
tronics Command  [CECOM],  Logistics  and 
Readiness  Center  in  receiving  the  1996  Qual- 
ity Improvement  Prototype  [QIP]  Award  for  the 
Presidenfs  Quality  Award  [PQA]  Program. 
This  is  truly  a  great  accomplishment  and  re- 
flection of  the  dedicated  and  professional  staff 
employed  at  the  CECOM  Logistics  and  Readi- 
ness Center,  at  Fort  Monmouth,  NJ.  It  is, 
moreover,  a  deserved  recognition  of  the  cen- 
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ter*s  quality  accomplishments  and  team-work 
in  the  fields  of  communications  and  elec- 
tronics. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  work  done  by  the  people 
at  CECOM's  Logistics  and  Readiness  Center 
is  not  an  easy  undertaking,  and  the  signifi- 
cance of  winning  the  QIP  cannot  be  under- 
scored enough.  Despite  the  demands  placed 
on  the  shoulders  of  those  tasked  with  main- 
taining the  U.S.  Army's  communications  and 
electronics  equipment,  the  Logistics  and 
Readiness  Center,  year-in-and-year-out,  runs 
a  well-planned  system  that  spans  all  levels  of 
the  organization — the  tme  hallmark  of  a  first- 
class,  quality-managed  operation.  The  panel 
of  judges  responsible  for  designating  the  re- 
cipient, which  is  comprised  of  representatives 
from  both  the  Federal  government  and  the  pri- 
vate sector,  conducted  a  rigorous  selection 
process.  And  as  the  quality  and  number  of  the 
other  organizations  vying  for  this  prestigious 
award  indicates,  the  competition  was  keen.  In 
short — as  is  evidenced  by  the  list  of  previous 
recipients  of  the  QIP — ^to  win  this  award  is  to 
be  designated  as  among  the  best  America  has 
to  offer. 

In  closing,  I  once  again  commend  the  peo- 
ple of  the  CECOM  Logistics  and  Readiness 
Center  for  their  efforts.  By  winning  the  1996 
Quality  Improvement  Prototype  Award,  the 
center  has  undeniably  established  itself  as  a 
model  of  excellence  for  all  to  follow.  I  con- 
gratulate the  hardworidng  people  of  the 
CECOM  Logistics  and  Readiness  Center  for  a 
job  well  done. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  THE  BROOKHAVEN 
FIREFIGHTER'S  MUSEUM 


HON.  MICHAEL  P.  FORBES 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  6. 1996 

Mr.  FORBES.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  the  Brookhaven  Volunteer  Fire- 
fighters Museum  and  to  the  founders  of  this 
wondrous  historical  preserve,  dedicated  to  the 
heroic  tradition  of  volunteer  firefighting  in  the 
Town  of  Brookhaven,  Long  Island.  These  de- 
voted men  and  women  tumed  their  collective 
dream  into  a  poignant  legacy  of  the  history  of 
volunteerism  in  Brookhaven's  38  fire  depart- 
ments. 

Officially  dedicated  on  Saturday,  May  25, 
1996,  the  Brookhaven  Volunteer  Firefighters 
Museum  is  a  wonderfully  fitting  tribute  to  the 
generations  of  heroic  volunteers  wh  time 
and  again,  answered  the  call  for  help  and  self- 
lessly  put  themselves  in  harms  way  to  protect 
their  neighbors  and  communities.  Within  the 
walls  of  this  100-year-old  former  fire  house  is 
an  impressive  storehouse  of  memorabilia  and 
apparatus,  historical  photos  and  old  news- 
papers clippings  from  the  earliest  days  of  or- 
ganized firefighting.  Included  in  the  museum's 
collection  are  eight  antique  firetrucks,  an  origi- 
nal 1890  Hook  and  Ladder  cart  from  the 
Bellport  Fire  Department  and  a  century-old 
portable  fire  extinguisher  donated  by  the 
Brookhaven  Town  Highway  Department. 
There  is  also  an  amazing  anay  of  original  fire 
shields,  nozzles,  hoses,  and  alarm  bells. 


June  6,  1996 

But  more  than  just  a  dusty  collection  of  anti- 
quated equipment,  this  museum  shelters  with- 
in its  walls  the  memories  of  heroic  deeds,  of 
lives  saved  and  property  safeguarded  by  ordi- 
nary men  and  women  who  fulfilled  an 
unspoken  obligation  to  their  community  and 
country. 

The  firefighters'  commitment  was  never 
more  evident  than  it  was  in  August  1995, 
when  thousands  of  volunteers  fought  the  two 
most  destructive  wildfires  to  strike  Suffolk 
County  this  century.  These  heroic  volunteers 
put  their  lives  on  the  line  while  battling  brush 
fires  that  consumed  nearly  4,000  acres  of  Pine 
Barrens  in  Rocky  Point  and  Westhampton.  Mi- 
raculously, not  a  single  human  life  was  lost  in 
the  fire  and  the  total  property  damage  was 
kept  to  a  minimum. 

Though  the  heritage  it  preserves  is  grand, 
the  genesis  for  the  Brookhaven  Firefighters 
Museum  is  more  modest.  The  idea  was  born 
more  than  5  years  ago  when  a  group  of  long- 
time friends  and  volunteer  firemen  decided 
they  needed  to  preserve  the  history  of  local 
firefighting  for  their  own  children  and  grand- 
children. 

The  museum's  board  of  trustees  and  found- 
er raised  all  of  the  funds,  solicited  the  artifacts, 
secured  the  building  and  located  the  property 
where  the  museum  stands.  The  Brookhaven 
Firefighters  Museum's  trustees  are:  president, 
Joseph  Sommers;  vice  president,  Lee  Bunten; 
treasurer,  David  Waldron,  Jeff  Davis,  Susan 
Savochka,  Gene  Genard,  Robert  Collins,  Rob- 
ert Poucel.  Ed  Corrigan,  Robert  Wilson,  Richie 
Adams,  Ronnie  Magagna,  Artie  Read,  John 
Austen,  John  Blaum,  Sr.,  auxJ  Robert 
McConville. 

Appropriately,  the  museum  building  was 
originally  built  in  1889  to  serve  as  the  Center 
Moriches  Fire  House.  The  former  fire  house 
was  being  used  as  a  warehouse  by  the  Center 
Moriches  Paper  Co.  when  the  company  do- 
nated the  building  for  the  museum.  With  the 
help  of  a  State  grant,  the  museum's  board  of 
trustees  had  the  former  fire  house  moved  the 
15  miles  from  Center  Moriches,  on  Long  Is- 
land's South  Shore,  to  its  curtent  location  at 
Fireman's  Park  in  Ridge. 

As  you  enter  Fireman's  Park  to  visit  the  mu- 
seum, you  will  notice  a  line  of  38  monuments 
ak)ng  the  roadside,  one  each  fi-om  every  fire 
department  in  the  town  of  Brookhaven.  That 
section  of  road  is  krrown  as  Fireman's  Way, 
the  path  each  visitor  will  pass  through  on  their 
way  to  any  of  the  fire  drill  competitions  held  at 
Fireman's  Park.  Those  monuments  are  re- 
minders of  the  sacrifice  and  commitment  that 
volunteer  firefighters  have  made  for  their  com- 
munities in  Brookhaven  Town. 

For  the  thousands  of  volunteer  firefighters 
who  have  saved  lives  and  property  throughout 
the  history  of  Brookhaven  Town,  and  Long  Is- 
land, the  Volunteer  Firefighters  Museum  pre- 
serves their  magnificent  legacy  of  sacrifice  for 
their  chiWren  and  grandchildren.  May  this 
wonderful  museum  serve  as  a  reminder  of 
their  heroic  efforts  for  many  years  to  come. 
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ORDER  OF  CONSIDERAnON  OF 
AMENDMENTS  AND  POSTPONING 
VOTES  ON  AMENDMENTS  DUR- 
ING CONSIDERATION  OF  H.R.  3322, 
OMNIBUS  CIVILIAN  SCIENCE  AU- 
THORIZA-nON  ACT  OF  1996 


HON.  ROBERT  S.  WAUXR 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 
Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  during  floor  de- 
bate on  May  29,  1996,  on  H.R.  3322,  the  Om- 
nibus Civilian  Science  Authorizatbn  Act  of 
1996,  it  was  mentioned  by  one  of  my  col- 
leagues that  the  Science  Committee  has  only 
produced  one  committee  report  for  all  of  1995. 
I  would  like  to  correct  the  record  with  the  fol- 
lowing list  of  14  committee  reports  filed  so  far 
during  the  104th  Congress;  12  of  which  were 
filed  in  1995. 


Ditt 

TitH 

Publication  No. 

Ftb.  IS,  mi 

Job  Cnitnn  md  Wa(e  En- 
hinamtiit  «d  of  1995 
(H.R,  9) 

H.  RepL  104-33.  PL  t 

Mar  30.  1995 

Hydroien  futuit  «ct  of  1995 
m.  655). 

H.  Rent  104-95. 

July  U.  1995  . 

.     Katnnil  S<1  Grant  Colle(e 

H.  Rest  104-123.  PI 

Prepam  (HJ!.  1175). 

2. 

July  21. 1995  . 

EnyirenmNtal  Researcli.  Onel- 
opmcfit  and  OefflonstratKXi 
Autlionzatioii  «ct  ot  1995 
tH.R.  1814) 

H  Kept.  104-199. 

Ut  28. 199S  . 

.     Intenittional  S«*ct  Station  Au- 
thoruatioii  Act  of  1995  (HJl. 
1601). 

H.  Rept  104-210. 

ikit.  4. 1995  .. 

.     National  Scieiict  Foundation 
Aiitlionzation  «ct  ot  1995 
(H.R.  1852) 

H  Rent  104-231. 

kit.  4. 1995  - 

.     American  lecniwlooi  Advance- 
ment Act  of  1995  (HJJ. 
1870). 

H.  RepL  104-232. 

Auf.  4. 1995  . 

.    National  Acfooautia  and 
Scac*  Administration  Av- 
tlionzation  Act.  Fiical  Year 
1996  out.  2043). 

a  RapL  104-233. 

hit  4.  1995  .. 

Tin  Administration  Auttwna- 
tnn  Ad  o1  1995  (H.R.  1851). 

K  RepL  104-235. 

«ii|.  4.  1995  .. 

Act  of  1995  (HJ(.  1816). 

H.  RepL  104-236,  PL 

1. 

tut.  4. 1995  . 

.    Natmul  Oceanc  and  Atmos- 
ptienc  Mmmutration  Aii- 
ttionatiofl  Act  of  1995  (HJ). 
1815) 

H.  RipL  104-237.  PL 
1. 

Dk.  7. 1995  . 

.     National  Tedinotoo  Transfer 
and  Advanoment  Act  of 
1995  (HJ!.  2196). 

H.  RepL  104-390. 

H«  1. 1996  .. 

Omnibus  Civilian  Science  Au- 
ttonzatnn  Act  of  1996  (H.R. 
3322). 

H.  RepL  104-550.  PL 

1. 

Hay  23. 1996 

Antarctic  Envinnmcntal  Protec- 
tion U  of  1996  (H.R.  30601 

H.  RepL  104-593.  PL 

1. 

A  'i'RiBU'l'K  'I'O  SOPHiK  GERSON 

HON.  JERROU)  NADIER 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6. 1996 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
recognize  the  lifek>ng  accomplishments  of 
Sophie  Gerson,  who  has  served  the  schools 
and  the  children  of  New  York  City  for  many 
years.  Her  dedication  to  the  educatnn  of  the 
young  people  of  Community  School  District  2, 
which  she  has  served  for  over  30  years,  is 
evidenced  by  her  history  as  a  parent,  a  teach- 
er arxJ  a  school  board  member  and  president. 
She  was  a  iunk>r  high  school  health  and  phys- 
ical education  teacher  for  36  years,  the  last  25 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

at  JHS  17  in  the  Clinton  community.  Her  chil- 
dren both  attended  school  in  District  2,  and  as 
board  memt>er  there,  she  was  introduced  or 
supported  programs  that  have  proved  ex- 
tremely benefkaal  to  the  chiWren  for  whom  she 
has  been  responsible.  Ms.  Gerson  has  been 
an  active  and  outspoken  advocate  for  the  chil- 
dren in  her  community,  and  for  that  she 
should  be  commended.  Ms.  Gerson's  accom- 
plishments that  are  numerous  and  impressive, 
and  her  hard  work  has  provkjed  the  students 
of  New  York's  School  District  2  with  a  nurtur- 
ing environment  in  which  they  have  flourished. 
Sophie  Gerson's  years  of  leadership  and  car- 
ing in  her  community  deserve  our  utrrwst  re- 
spect and  appreciation. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  REVEREND  HENRY 
CADE 


HON.  DONALD  M.  PAYNE 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  6. 1996 

Mr.  PAYNE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wouM  like  to 
bring  to  the  attentkjn  of  my  colleagues  a  spe- 
cial anniversary.  Tomonrow,  the  dentnal  Pres- 
byterian Church  of  Newark,  UJ  will  be  cele- 
brating the  30th  anniversary  of  its  pastor,  the 
Reverend  Henry  Cade.  Although  Rev.  Cade 
first  came  to  Central  Presbyterian  Church  in 
1965,  this  recognition  had  to  t>e  postponed  be- 
cause of  a  devastating  fire  that  heavily  dam- 
aged the  church  in  1995.  But  like  anything 
worth  doing,  the  time  is  not  important  as  long 
as  the  thought  is  true. 

Over  the  years  Newark's  Central  Pres- 
byterian Church  has  recognized  the  need  for 
the  church  to  become  more  than  a  site  for 
worship.  The  Central  Presbyterian  Church  has 
opened  its  doors  to  programs  and  services 
that  truly  help  the  community  and  its  resktents. 
The  church  sponsors  programs  like  SHARE,  a 
food  program;  preschool-head  start  programs, 
senior  citizen  programs;  young  adult  min- 
istries, homeless  ministries,  as  well  as  others. 

It  takes  a  certain  kind  of  leadership  to  make 
things  happen.  For  the  Central  Presbyterian 
Church  that  leadership  has  come  from  Rev- 
erend Henry  Cade  for  30  years.  Rev.  Cade  is 
a  native  of  Selma,  AL  He  accepted  the  call  as 
minister  of  the  Central  Presbyterian  Church  in 
1965,  havirig  served  as  pastor  of  the  First 
United  Presbyterian  Church  of  Athens,  TN  for 
5  years.  Rev.  Cade  has  been  educated  at  the 
Knoxville  College,  the  Pittsburgh  Theok>gicai 
Seminary,  graduate  study  in  urt>an  issues  at 
Rutgers  University  and  the  Jewish  Theokjgical 
Seminary  in  New  York.  His  tormal  educational 
experier)ces  have  been  enriched  with  travel 
experiences  he  gained  while  traveling  to  Jor- 
dan, Israel,  Egypt,  and  Greece. 

Rev.  Cade  understands  the  importance  and 
benefits  of  serving  the  larger  community.  He 
has  served  the  Polk»  Accountability  PrfDgram 
under  the  auspices  of  the  Metropolitan  Ecu- 
menkal  Ministry,  the  NAACP,  the  United  Com- 
munity Corporation,  Essex  County  PUSH, 
Essex  County  Jan  as  chaplain,  the  New  Well 
Drug  Rehabilitation  Co^iter,  the  Martin  Luther 
King,  Jr.  Community  Center,  the  Synod  of  the 
Northeast,  the  South  Part<  Calvary  Administra- 
tive CommissKKi,  and  the  Newark  Presbytery 
in  many  capacities. 

Presently  he  is  the  moderator  of  the  Ses- 
sion of  Roseville  Presbyterian  Church,  a  menv 
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ber  of  the  Personal  Committee  and  the  Per- 
manent Judcial  CommissKxi  of  Newark  Pres- 
bytery, a  member  of  the  Newark  and  Essex 
Committee  of  Black  Churchmen,  and  the 
chairman  of  the  Newark  and  Vkanity  Chapter 
of  Black  Presbyterians  United. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sure  my  colleagues  will 
want  to  join  me  as  I  extend  my  congratulations 
and  best  wishes  to  Rev.  Henry  Cade,  his  fam- 
ily, and  his  congregatk>n. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  BROOKLYN 
HOSPITAL  CENTER 


HON.  CAROLYN  B.  MALONEY 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  6, 1996 

Mrs.  MALONEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  pay 
tribute  to  the  Brooklyn  Hospital  Center's  1996 
Founders  Ball  and  the  awardees  being  hon- 
ored. The  Brooklyn  Hosprtal  Center  has  pro- 
vided a  tremen(k>us  service  to  the  residents  of 
Brooklyn  and  the  awardees  are  deserving  of 
special  recognitwn  for  their  commitment  and 
dedkation  to  the  resklents  of  Brooklyn. 

The  Brooklyn  Hospital  Center  has  provided 
outstanding  care  for  the  reskients  of  Brooklyn 
for  150  years.  It  is  committed  to  maintaining 
its  posKon  as  a  leader  in  health  care  delivery 
and  medrcal  educatkxi.  One  of  its  more  recem 
contributions  has  been  to  take  a  lead  In  the 
devekjpment  of  the  Brooklyn  Health  Network, 
a  borough-wkle  coalition  of  kx:al  health  care 
and  related  servk%  provkjers.  The  Hospital 
Center  has  also  distinguished  among  this  coa- 
lition as  having  the  largest  compienoent  of  pri- 
mary care  physicians  of  any  hospital  in  Brook- 
lyn. This  enables  them  to  work  with  medical 
staff  and  physkaan  groups  to  devetop  struc- 
tures whk:h  both  alk>w  Incentives  and  create 
p>hyskaan  support.  In  this  way,  the  Brooktyn 
Hc^pital  Center  can  continue  to  provkle  excel- 
lent care  to  the  residents  of  Brooklyn. 

The  Walter  E.  Reed  Medal  wi«  be  awarded 
to  two  physicians  at  tt>e  1996  Founders  Ball 
by  the  Brooklyn  Hospital  Center  in  recognitkxi 
of  clinical  excellence  ar>d  commitment  to  the 
community  and  the  Hospital  Center.  I  am 
proud  to  announce  that  one  medal  will  t>e 
awarded  to  Paul  Finkelstein,  M.D.,  Chairman 
Emeritus  of  the  Department  of  UrotoQy  and 
Hospital  Center  trustee.  Dr.  Rnkelstein  is  a 
native  of  Brooklyn  and  has  been  a  physician 
for  45  years.  He  was  a  practicing  physician 
with  the  Brooklyn  Hospital  Center  from  1956 
until  3  years  ago,  but  I  am  pleased  to  report 
that  he  remains  actively  involved  in  the  Hos- 
pital Center  as  a  member  of  the  Board  ot 
Tmstees. 

I  am  also  proud  to  announce  ttiat  Eugenie 
Fribourg,  M.D.,  is  the  second  recipient  of  the 
Waiter  E.  Reed  Medal.  Dr.  Fribourg,  also  a 
native  of  Brooklyn  was  a  family  pracbtener  on 
the  Hospital  Center  staff  for  45  years.  While 
she  no  longer  practices  medkane,  I  am  happy 
to  say  she  continues  to  be  actively  involved  in 
several  national  medical  associatnns. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  proud  to  rise  today  to  pay 
tribute  to  both  Or.  Rnkelstein  and  Dr.  Fribourg 
for  their  dedication  and  commitment  in  provk^ 
ing  medical  care  to  the  residents  of  Brooktyn. 
They  exemplify  the  goals  of  the  Hospital  Cerv 
ter  itself.  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  this 
tribute  to  the  awardees  and  the  Brooklyn  Hos- 
pital Center  for  many,  many  years  of  outstand- 
ing servKe.  Thank  you. 
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CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 

SENATE— Friday,  June  7, 1996 


June  7,  1996 


The  Senate  met  at  9:30  a.m.,  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  Thurmond]. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain.  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogllvie,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Almighty  God,  Sovereign  of  this  Na- 
tion and  gracious  Father  of  our  lives, 
thank  You  for  enabling  unity  in  diver- 
sity and  oneness  in  spite  of  our  dif- 
ferences. You  hold  us  together  when 
otherwise  ideas  and  policies  and  resolu- 
tions would  divide  us.  Make  us  sen- 
sitive to  one  another,  especially  when  a 
vote  makes  conspicuous  our  dif- 
ferences. Help  us  to  reach  out  to  each 
other  to  affirm  that  we  are  one  in  our 
calling  to  lead  our  Nation.  May  we  nei- 
ther savor  our  victories  nor  nurse  our 
disappointments,  but  press  on. 

So  we  fall  on  the  knees  of  our  hearts 
seeking  Your  blessingrs  for  our  work 
this  day.  To  know  You  is  our  greatest 
privilege  and  to  grow  in  our  knowledge 
of  Your  will  is  our  most  urgent  need. 
Lord,  our  strength  is  insufficient;  bless 
us  with  Your  wisdom.  Our  vision  is  in- 
complete; bless  us  with  Your  hope.  In 
Your  holy  name.  Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
able  majority  leader.  Senator  Dole 
from  Kansas,  is  recognized. 


SCHEDULE 


Mr.  DOLE.  I  thank  the  President  pro 
tempore. 

Mr.  President,  today,  there  will  be  a 
period  for  morning  business  for  2  hours, 
and  roUcall  votes  could  occur  today  on 
executive  or  legislative  items  cleared 
for  action.  We  would  like  to  work  out 
some  of  the  nominees,  at  least  clear 
some  of  the  nominees  on  the  Executive 
Calendar,  including  some  of  the  judi- 
cial nominees.  It  has  been  suggested  if 
that  is  not  possible,  we  just  start  down 
the  list  one  at  a  time.  I  am  not  certain 
that  will  happen  today,  but  we  will 
continue  to  work  on  it. 

On  Monday,  it  is  hoped  the  Senate 
can  begin  debate  on  the  budget  resolu- 
tion conference  report.  There  is  a  stat- 
utory 10-hour  time  limit.  Hopefully,  we 
can  resolve  that  today  and  work  out 
some  agreement.  I  am  not  certain  how 
much  time  it  will  take.  It  should  not 
tsJte  10  hours  on  a  conference  report. 

In  any  event,  we  will  be  in  touch 
with  our  colleagues  later  sometime 
this  morning.  We  are  still  working  on 
health  care.  My  view  is  we  are  very 
close.  I  am  not  certain  what  the  White 


House  view  is,  but  I  believe  we  have 
made  a  lot  of  progress.  There  has  been 
a  lot  of  give  and  take.  Whether  or  not 
that  will  be  complete  by  next  Tuesday 
is  problematical,  but  we  are  making 
progress  and,  hopefully,  there  can  be 
some  resolution.  At  least  when  it  is 
taken  up,  it  may  have  broad  support. 
That  may  or  may  not  be  possible,  but 
the  Republicans  will  meet  at  9:45  in  my 
office,  Republican  conferees  from  the 
House  and  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Craig).  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
imanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


BALANCING  THE  BUDGET 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  express  regret  over  what  hap- 
pened yesterday.  Yesterday  was  a  very 
significant  day  in  America.  We  had  an 
opportunity  yesterday  to  pass  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution. Of  course,  it  did  not  work 
out.  We  fell  short  by  a  couple  votes. 

It  reminds  me  a  little  bit  of  last  year 
when  we  fell  short  by  one  vote — one 
vote — one  vote  away  from  forcing  fiscal 
discipline  Into  two  bodies  that  have  ex- 
pressed and  shown  and  demonstrated 
no  fiscal  discipline  over  the  i)ast  40 
years. 

This  is  not  anything  that  is  new.  I 
can  remember,  Mr.  President,  back  in 
the  middle  1970's  when  there  was  an  ad 
by.  I  think,  the  National  Taxpayers 
Union.  They  had  a  nationwide  ad.  They 
were  trjring  to  express  to  the  people  of 
America  how  serious  the  debt  was,  and 
tried  to  give  us  an  understanding  as  to 
what  these  dollars  really  mean.  Be- 
cause once  you  start  getting  past  $1 
million  or  $1  billion  or  $1  trillion,  no- 
body really  has  any  concept  of  what  it 
is.  Our  debt  right  now,  when  you  say  $5 
trillion,  does  not  mean  an  awful  lot. 

So  back  in  the  middle  1970's  I  can  re- 
member this  very  effective  ad  that 
they  had.  What  they  did  at  that  time— 
the  Empire  State  Building  was  a  tall 
building— they  took  $100  bills,  and  they 
stacked  them  up  until  they  finally 
reached  the  height  of  the  Elmpire  State 
Building.  They  said,  "That  is  $400  bil- 
lion. That  is  our  national  debt."  At 
that  time  we  looked  at  it  and  said, 
"You  know,  we  can't  go  much  beyond 
this.  You  start  talking  about  the  inter- 
est that  is  going  to  be  necessary  to  pay 


on  the  national  debt.  Can  we  really  af- 
ford it?"  Because  when  you  make  in- 
terest payments,  you  have  to  use  reve- 
nue dollars  that  would  otherwise  go  to 
defending  our  Nation  or  to  paying  for 
education  and  the  environment  and  the 
other  needs,  structural  needs  that  this 
Nation  has  in  such  abundance. 

So  at  that  time,  back  in  the  1970's,  I 
remember  so  well  someone  who  was  in 
this  body  for  quite  a  lengthy  period  of 
time.  His  name  was  Carl  Curtis.  He  was 
a  U.S.  Senator  from  Nebraska.  He  was 
just  a  delightful  gentleman. 

He  came  up  with  an  idea.  He  came 
out  to  Oklahoma.  I  was  in  the  Okla- 
homa State  Senate  at  the  time.  He 
said,  "You  know,  we  can't  seem  to  get 
across  to  the  people  in  the  U.S.  Senate 
how  much  the  people  at  home  want  us 
to  exercise  fiscal  discipline,  how  much 
they  want  us  to  balance  the  budget  and 
quit  borrowing  more  and  more  from  fu- 
ture generations." 

So  to  demonstrate  this — this  was  his 
idea,  not  mine;  Carl  Curtis — he  said, 
"We're  going  to  go  out  and  get  three- 
fourths  of  the  States  to  pass  resolu- 
tions that  would  preratify  an  amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution."  As  we  all 
know,  we  have  to  get  two-thirds  of  the 
vote  of  the  House  and  the  Senate;  then 
it  has  to  be  ratified  by  three-fourths  of 
the  States.  "So  if  we  can  show  that 
there  are  three-fourths  of  the  States 
who  want  to  have  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  the  Constitution,  then 
that  will  give  us  the  influence  that  we 
need  to  get  it  passed  in  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate." It  sounded  like  a  good  idea. 

So  he  came  out  to  Oklahoma.  I  re- 
member so  well  we  went  aroimd  to — I 
remember  one  time  at  the  Kay  County 
Fair  we  made  a  presentation  of  this. 
These  are  just  good,  earthly  people  who 
are  paying  taxes  and  working  for  a  liv- 
ing. And  they  all  thought  it  was  a 
great  idea. 

So  I  introduced  in  the  State  Senate 
of  Oklahonna  back  in  1974  a  resolution 
to  preratify  the  constitutional  amend- 
ment. I  remember  that  Anthony 
Kerrigan  at  that  time — I  think  he  is  re- 
tired now,  still  resides  in  Washington- 
he  wrote  in  a  ssmdicated  column  that 
was  all  over  the  Nation,  and  the  name 
of  it  was,  "A  Voice  in  the  Wilderness." 
He  said,  "Way  out  in  Oklahoma  is  a 
State  senator  who  has  successfully 
passed  the  first  resolution  to  preratify 
an  amendment  to  the  Constitution  to 
balance  the  budget."  That  was  over  20 
years  ago.  This  is  not  anything  that  is 
new. 

In  fiact,  it  goes  back  even  further 
than  that.  Thomas  Jefferson  was  the 
one  who  came  back  from  France  and 
said  if  he  had  been  here  during  that 
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constructive  process  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, he  would  have  had  something 
that  would  prohibit  us  from  borrowing 
money,  except  in  times  of  war.  This  is 
something  that  is  not  anything  new. 

We  heard  in  the  discussion,  in  the  de- 
bate in  the  last  few  days,  over  and  over 
again  by  those  who  are  fighting  a  bal- 
anced budget— not  balanced  budget 
amendment,  but  balanced  budget.  It  is 
interesting  that  you  never  hear  anyone 
on  the  stump  campaigning  for  office, 
"We  want  to  spend  more  money.  We  do 
not  want  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution.  We  want  to 
fiscally  discipline  ourselves.  And  it  is 
our  job  to  do  it."  Yet,  when  they  come 
here  there  is  so  much  Influence  here 
not  to  balance  the  budget,  not  to  have 
fiscal  discipline,  they  do  not  do  it. 

We  have  heard  these  people  over  and 
over  again  on  the  floor  saying,  "We  do 
not  need  a  constitutional  amendment 
because  we  were  elected  to  do  that."  I 
say  we  have  demonstrated  clearly  in 
both  bodies  of  this  Congress  that  we 
are  incapable  of  doing  it  without  some- 
thing to  force  us  to  do  what  we  ought 
to  do  voluntarily.  We  have  dem- 
onstrated that  so  clearly  that  this  is 
the  only  vehicle  out  there  that  I  can 
think  of  that  would  do  it. 

The  argument  has  been  made  on  this 
floor  that  the  Governors  and  the  States 
are  lowering  taxes  and  are  boasting 
about  the  fact  they  au^  lowering  taxes, 
and  if  we  pass  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  the  Constitution,  we 
will  have  to  have  dramatic,  draconlan 
increases  in  State  taxes  to  pay  for  the 
services  that  otherwise  they  would  get 
from  the  Federal  Government.  That 
just  is  not  true. 

There  is  a  mentality,  I  know,  in  the 
White  House  that  the  only  way  to  raise 
revenue  is  to  raise  taxes.  I  can  remem- 
ber a  very  articulate  President  of  the 
United  States  who  was  a  Democrat, 
John  Kennedy,  who  said  back  in  his  ad- 
ministration, "We  have  to  raise  more 
revenue;  to  do  this,  we  are  going  to 
lower  taxes  to  stimulate  the  econ- 
omy." A  lot  of  people  do  not  realize, 
for  each  1  percent  of  economic  growth, 
that  produces  new  revenues  of  $26  bil- 
lion. If  he  can  do  this,  this  will  allow 
him  to  raise  more  revenues.  That  is  ex- 
actly what  happened  in  the  Kennedy 
administration.  They  reduced  taxes 
and  that  increased  revenue. 

Along  in  1980  when  President  Reagan 
was  elected.  President  Reagan  said, 
"We  have  to  have  more  revenues  and 
we  have  to  use  those  revenues  to  re- 
duce the  deficit  and  reduce  the  debt 
and  ultimately  do  something  about 
debt,  so  we  are  going  to  cut  taxes,  mar- 
ginal rates,"  and  we  went  through,  in 
the  1980's,  the  largest  tax  cuts  in  any 
10-year-period  in  the  history  of  Amer- 
ica. 

The  results  are  there.  The  total  reve- 
nues that  were  generated  to  operate 
Government  in  1980  were  $517  billion. 
Then  in  1990,  the  total  revenues  were 


$1.30  trillion— they  doubled,  exactly— 
between  1980  and  1990.  That  was  a  pe- 
riod of  time  when  we  had  the  most  dra- 
matic cuts  in  our  marginal  rates.  As 
far  as  the  income  tax  is  concerned,  the 
total  receipts  in  1980  were  $244  billion, 
and  in  1990  $466  billion,  almost  dou- 
bling, at  a  time  we  reduced  our  rates. 

You  might  say,  "Well,  wait  a  minute. 
We  hear  on  the  floor  that  during  the 
Reagan  years  we  had  such  dramatic  in- 
creases in  our  deficit."  Yes,  we  did,  but 
that  was  not  as  a  result  of  the  fact  that 
we  were  reducing  taxes;  that  was  the 
Increase  in  revenues,  the  problem  that 
we  were  spending  more  money  here  in 
the  Senate  and  in  the  House.  So  while 
revenues  went  up,  our  spending  went 
up  exceeding  that  increase,  and  the 
deficits  continue. 

Now,  in  hindsight,  I  say  maybe  the 
President  at  that  time.  President 
Reagan,  should  have  vetoed  a  lot  of 
those  bills  he  did  not  veto.  That  is 
what  the  current  President  is  getting 
by  with  now  in  vetoing  all  the  things 
he  ran  on  when  he  ran  for  President  of 
the  United  States  and  what  most  of  the 
Republicans  who  took  over  control  of 
the  U.S.  Senate  ran  on  in  1994. 

Speaking  of  President  Reagan,  I  re- 
member one  of  the  greatest  speeches  of 
all  time  was  called  "A  Rendezvous 
With  Destiny,"  way  back  in  the  middle 
1960's.  The  speech  that  Ronald  Reagan 
made,  I  remember  a  sentence  he  said. 
"There  is  nothing  closer  to  immortal- 
ity on  the  face  of  this  Earth  than  a 
Government  agency  once  formed." 
That  certainly  has  proven  to  be  true. 
Once  you  form  an  agency  to  respond  to 
a  problem  that  is  there,  and  the  prob- 
lem goes  away,  then  the  agency  contin- 
ues, and  thefr  political  muscle  exi>ands. 
So  there  are  problems  that  are  out 
there  that  can  be  dealt  with,  but  they 
cannot  be  dealt  with  unless  we  force 
ourselves  to  do  something  to  discipline 
ourselves  in  this  manner. 

There  is  one  other  problem  that  I 
think  adds  to  this.  A  study  was  made — 
and  I  cannot  document  it,  but  I  do  have 
the  document  back  in  my  ofiice— over 
98  percent  of  the  people  who  come  to 
visit  their  Senator  or  their  House  of 
Representatives  Member  are  coming 
because  they  want  to  increase  funding 
for  some  program.  It  might  be  for  a 
problem.  They  might  be  a  contractor; 
it  might  be  a  program  that  they  feel  in 
their  hearts  needs  to  be  expanded. 

What  do  we  hear,  if  we  are  here  in 
Washington?  We  hear  from  the  people 
who  come  in  and  say,  "We  want  to 
spend  more  money."  That  is  one  of  the 
reasons  I  have  been  an  advocate  for 
term  limitation  for  so  many  years. 

I  made  it  a  practice  to  commute.  I 
still  live  back  in  my  State  of  Okla- 
homa and  I  come  up  here  during  the 
time  we  work  and  we  vote  and  we  have 
conmiittee  meetings,  and  I  go  back  so 
I  am  there  virtually  every  weekend. 
When  you  do  this,  you  talk  to  the  peo- 
ple who  are  back  home,  that  I  some- 


times get  chastised  for  referring  to  as 
"real  people,"  implying  there  are  not 
real  people  here.  Really,  those  who 
come  in  and  want  something  out  of 
Government  generally  are  people  who 
are  here  for  some  particular  cause — 
their  cause  or  for  a  personal  gain. 

The  fact  remains  that  over  98  percent 
of  the  people  that  come  in  are  here  for 
increased  funding.  That  is  something  I 
meant  to  mention  when  they  use  the 
arguments  that  we  will  have  to  have 
draconlan  cuts  in  Government  if  we 
have  a  balanced  budget  amendment  to 
the  Constitution.  That  is  not  true. 

A  study  made  by  the  Heritage  Foun- 
dation— and  I  got  it  renewed  only  this 
week  to  see,  is  it  true  today— if  we 
were  to  take  all  Government  programs 
and  not  cut  one  Government  program, 
entitlement  programs  and  all  the  rest 
of  them,  and  increase  these  programs 
with  growth  caps  of  Ih^  percent  a  year, 
we  could  balance  the  budget  in  7  yeairs 
and  have  the  tax  cuts  that  the  Repub- 
licans want,  the  $500  tax  credit  per 
child,  the  tax  decreases  in  capital  gains 
in  order  to  stimulate  the  economy.  We 
could  make  the  trust  funds  well  again; 
we  could  secure  Social  Security,  Medi- 
care— all  of  that,  without  cutting  one 
program. 

Realistically,  that  will  not  happen. 
We  understand  that,  Mr.  President,  be- 
cause when  it  gets  down  to  it,  there  are 
programs  that  need  to  be  cut  and  some 
that  need  to  be  increased  by  more  than 
IVi  percent.  If  we  had  a  resolution,  if  it 
could  be  structured,  I  have  thought  we 
might  be  smarter  just  to  let  every  pro- 
gram grow  by  that  percentage. 

When  I  have  townhall  meetings — and 
I  have  more  than  most  because  I  am 
back  in  my  State  more  than  most 
Members  are— ^and  you  have  people 
coming  in  who  are  senior  citizens,  and 
you  tell  them,  "What  if  we  were  to  put 
a  cap  on  your  Social  Security  of  1% 
percent,  if  you  knew  that  all  other 
Government  had  to  do  the  same 
thing?"  They  all  nod  with  approval  and 
say  "yes."  Their  concern  is  they  would 
have  to  take  the  hit  and  the  veterans 
would  not.  or  somebody  else  would  not. 
I  think  all  the  American  people  want  is 
to  be  treated  equally.  I  guess  the  point 
I  am  trying  to  make  here  is,  you  do  not 
have  to  have  draconlan  cuts  to  have  a 
balanced  budget. 

Now,  I  do  not  want  to  use  up  too 
much  time  because  there  are  others 
who  want  to  speak  during  this  period 
of  time  reserved  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Georgia.  Senator  Cover- 
dell,  but  I  do  want  to  address  some- 
thing. I  was  quite  disturbed  yesterday 
when  the  very  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Kentucky  came  to  the 
floor.  I  was  chastised  for  some  of  the 
comments  that  I  made.  One  of  the 
statements  I  made  that  offended  him 
was  that  he  implied  I  was  saying  that 
people  say  one  thing  at  home  and  say 
something  else  in  Washington. 

Let  me  read  exactly  what  I  said  so 
that  there  can  be  no  misunderstanding. 
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I  said  this  after  I  had  read  some  quotes 
of  various  Senators  who  were  strong 
supporters  of  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment in  1994  and  turned  around  and 
spoke  against  it  and  voted  against  it 
this  time. 

What  I  said  was:  "So  I  think  it  is 
something  that  we  need  to  look  at,  and 
I'm  hoping  that  those  individuals,  as 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Iowa, 
Mr.  Grassley  said,  a  lot  of  the  Sen- 
ators who  are  voting  for  this  because 
they  want  to  go  the  party  line  instead 
of  voting  with  the  people  at  home,  bet- 
ter really  stop  and  think  about  it  be- 
fore noon  tomorrow,"  the  day  before 
yesterday,  "because  the  people  at  home 
are  not  going  to  forget,"  and  I  know 
that  is  true.  People  at  home  are  not 
going  to  forget  because  the  vast  major- 
ity of  the  Democrats  and  the  Repub- 
licans in  America— approximately  80 
percent— want  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  the  Constitution. 

So  I  did  go  back  and  read  some 
quotes  from  individuals.  One  was  from 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota,  Sen- 
ator DORGAN,  who  said,  "This  constitu- 
tional amendment,  no  matter  what  one 
thinks  of  it,  will  add  the  pressure  that 
we  reconcile  what  we  spend  with  what 
we  raise."  This  was  March  1,  1994.  This 
time  he  was  one  of  the  most  articulate 
Senators  that  was  opposing  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment. 

Then  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
South  Carolina.  Senator  Holungs, 
said,  "So  let  us  debate,  pass,  and  ratify 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  by 
writing  a  balanced  budget  amendment 
into  the  basic  law  of  the  land.  We  will 
compel  Washington  to  do  its  job."  I 
agree.  That  is  what  he  said  on  March  1, 
1994.  This  time  he  was  one  of  the  lead- 
ers in  opposition  to  the  balanced  budg- 
et amendment. 

Then,  of  course,  the  one  I  have  a 
great  deal  of  respect  for,  the  distin- 
guished minority  leader,  Senator 
Daschle  from  South  Dakota,  back  in 
February  1994.  said,  "Too  much  is  at 
stake  for  us  to  settle  for  this  tax.  A 
balanced  budget  amendment  will  pro- 
vide the  fiscal  discipline  our  Nation 
must  have  in  order  to  meet  the  needs 
of  the  present  generation  without 
bankrupting  those  of  the  future."  That 
was  Senator  Daschle  in  1994.  Of 
course,  he  led  the  opposition  this  time. 
So  I  hope  that  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Kentucky  will  understand 
the  context  in  which  I  was  saying  this. 
I  do  not  understand  how  somebody 
could  be  such  a  strong  supporter  in  1994 
and  then  oppose  the  same  thing  in  1996. 
I  have  the  two  resolutions  here.  They 
are  worded  exactly  the  same— not  ap- 
proximately the  same,  but  exactly  the 
same.  Back  in  1994  this  was  Senate 
Joint  Resolution  41.  All  of  these  Sen- 
ators were  talking  about  how  great 
this  was  and  how  we  had  to  do  it — I  was 
applauding  them  for  thefr  courage — 
only  to  turn  around  and  oppose  this  in 
1996.  What  happened  between  1994  and 


1996?    Nothing,    except    the    debt    has 
grown  to  over  $5  trillion. 

So  when  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
cajne  in— I  had  not  quoted  him,  but  I 
will  now.  He  said  this  back  on  March  1, 
1994.  He  said,  "I  support  the  efforts  of 
my  friend  and  colleague  from  nii- 
nois"— talking  about  Senator  Simon, 
who  is  a  very  courageous  guy,  and  one 
I  complimented  probably  more  than  I 
have  ever  complimented  anyone  else  on 
the  floor  yesterday.  Senator  Ford  said, 
"I  support  the  efforts  of  my  friend  and 
colleague  from  Illinois  to  take  on  this 
persistent  fiscal  dishonesty.  I  hear  so 
much  about  if  40-some-odd  Governors 
can  operate  a  balanced  budget,  why 
can't  the  Federal  Government?  I  oper- 
ated under  it"— this  is  Senator  Ford. 
who  was  a  Governor  of  Kentucky— "and 
it  worked.  I  think  implementation  of 
this  amendment  will  work.  I  think  we 
can  make  it  work.  I  do  not  understand 
why  it  takes  a  brain  surgeon  to  under- 
stand how  you  operate  a  budget  the 
way  the  States  do.  This  is  an  oppor- 
tunity to  pass  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  that  will  work  and  will 
give  us  a  financially  sound  future,  not 
only  for  ourselves  but  for  our  children 
and  our  grandchildren." 

I  was  criticized  yesterday  because  I 
said  those  individuals  who  opposed  the 
balanced  budget  amendment — I  am 
talking  about  those  who  voted  against 
the  balanced  budget  amendment — are 
people  who  are  liberal  in  their  philoso- 
phy, and  there  is  nothing  wrong  with 
that.  That  is  the  "L"  word,  and  there 
is  nothing  wrong  with  it.  Either  you 
are  liberal  or  conservative.  It  just 
means  how  much  involvement  we  want 
the  Federal  Government  to  have  in  our 
lives.  If  we  want  more  Government  in- 
volvement, we  have  to  raise  taxes  and 
pay  more. 

Fortunately,  for  the  people  of  Amer- 
ica, they  can  get  out  of  this  envfron- 
ment  that  we  are  in  right  now  and  not 
just  listen  to  what  we  say,  but  they  can 
look  and  see  how  we  perform.  We  are 
rated  in  every  area  by  different  rating 
organizations.  If  people  are  concerned 
about  how  we  are  on  social  issues,  fam- 
ily issues,  they  can  look  at  the  Chris- 
tian Coalition  rating  and  see  how  we 
have  voted.  If  they  want  to  know  how 
we  are  on  regulations  and  business 
issues,  they  can  look  at  the  National 
Federation  of  Independent  Business. 
They  have  a  rating  system,  and  they 
will  tell  you.  You  do  not  have  to  listen 
to  us.  They  will  tell  you  who  is  for  less 
Government  involvement  in  our  lives. 

We  are  the  most  overregrulated  na- 
tion in  the  world.  That  is  why  we  are 
not  globally  competitive.  Look  and  see 
how  we  are  rated.  If  you  want  to  know 
who  the  conservatives  are,  do  not  lis- 
ten to  us.  I  have  yet  to  hear  anybody 
go  out  on  a  stump  and  say,  "Vote  for 
me,  I  want  to  spend  more  money." 
They  do  not  say  that.  So  do  not  listen 
to  us.  Look  and  see  how  we  are  rated. 
The  National  Taxpayers  Union  uses 
ratings  of  A,  B,  C.  D,  or  F.  Those  are 


the  five  ratings.  Of  those  individuals— 

the  33  Democrats  who  voted  last  year 

against  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment— I  am  sure  the  same  thing  is  true 

this  year,  but  we  have  not  had  enough 

time  to  get  the  ratings— they  were 
rated  either  a  "D"  or  an  "F"  by  the 
National  Taxpayers  Union.  So  they  are 
liberals.  I  do  not  know  why  they  are 
ashamed  of  being  a  liberal.  I  have  yet 
to  hear  a  conservative  being  embar- 
rassed about  being  a  conservative.  But 
many  liberals  try  to  say.  "I  am  mod- 
erate," or  "conservative." 

Here  is  the  last  thing  I  was  person- 
ally chastised  for.  Here  is  a  photo  of 
two  little  children,  which  I  did  not  use 
last  night.  I  used  a  photo  of  my  newest 
grandson.  These  are  my  two  other 
grandchildren.  They  are  the  same  age 
and  are  children  of  two  different  sons. 
This  is  Maggie  Inhofe,  and  this  is  Glade 
Inhofe.  What  I  was  getting  across  yes- 
terday was  that  the  balanced  budget 
issue,  and  the  deficits  in  this  country, 
is  not  a  fiscal  issue;  it  is  a  moral  issue. 
These  are  the  faces  of  innocence,  who 
did  not  do  anything  wrong.  This  is  lit- 
tle Jase,  who  was  bom  January  9.  The 
day  he  was  bom,  at  the  moment  he 
took  his  first  breath,  he  inherited  a 
S19,000  personal  debt  as  his  share  of  the 
national  debt.  He  did  not  do  anything 
wrong.  These  kids  were  bom  3  years 
ago. 

So  I  think  we  need  to  look  at  the 
whole  subject  of  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  as  the  only  way  we  can  dis- 
cipline ourselves.  We  demonstrated 
that  very  clearly.  Let  us  not  think 
about  what  it  is  going  to  do  to  the  peo- 
ple up  here  today.  It  is  not  going  to  af- 
fect us.  It  is  the  next  generation  that  is 
going  to  have  to  pay  for  it. 

I  suggest  to  you,  Mr.  President,  that 
we  did  a  great  disservice  yesterday  to 
all  of  Americans,  to  future  generations, 
when  we  passed  up  an  opportunity  to 
pass  a  balanced  budget  amendment  to 
the  Constitution.  We  are  going  to  do  it; 
it  is  just  a  matter  of  time.  We  may 
have  to  do  it  in  the  next  legislature,  or 
when  there  is  another  President  in  the 
White  House.  But  we  are  going  to  do  it, 
so  that  these  guys  right  here  are  not 
going  to  have  to  pay  for  our  extrava- 
gances. It  is  a  moral  issue. 

I  srield  the  floor. 

Mr.  COVERDELL  addressed  the 
Chafr. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia  is  recognized. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
understand  you  will  be  relieved  as  the 
Presiding  Officer  in  a  moment.  At  that 
time,  I  will  jrield  you  up  to  10  minutes 
to  speak  on  this  question. 

Parliamentary  inquiry:  It  is  my  un- 
derstanding that,  under  a  unanimous 
consent,  I  will  be  controlling  an  hour 
from  approximately  10  until  11  o'clock, 
is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator was  to  control  the  first  hour  of 
morning  business. 
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Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  be  al- 
lowed to  control  the  time  from  now 
until  11  o'clock. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Inhofe).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 
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BALANCED  BUDGET 
CONSTITUTIONAL  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  in 
the  last  several  days,  as  we  have  de- 
bated this  very  historic  constitutional 
amendment,  Thomas  Jefferson  has 
been  quoted  over  and  over  because  of 
his  early  recognition  that  there  needed 
to  be  a  constitutional  provision  for  bal- 
ancing the  budget. 

I  want  to  read  one  other  quote  that 
wais  sent  to  me  by  a  Georgian,  and  then 
I  will  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Idaho. 
This  is  what  Thomas  Jefferson  said: 

Men,  by  their  constitutions,  are  naturally 
divided  Into  two  parties:  One,  those  who  fear 
and  distrust  the  people,  and  wish  to  draw  all 
powers  from  them  Into  the  hands  of  the  high- 
er classes;  two.  those  who  Identify  them- 
selves with  the  people,  have  confidence  In 
them,  cherish  and  consider  them  as  the  most 
honest  and  stable. 

This  debate  was  on  this  point  because 
we  were,  through  our  efforts  to  pass 
the  balanced  budget  amendment,  en- 
deavoring to  put  to  the  people  the 
question  in  the  several  States  which 
would  have  had  to  ratify.  Those  op- 
posed it,  in  my  judgment,  were  fearful 
of  turning  the  question  over  to  the  peo- 
ple of  the  country. 

How  unfortunate,  as  you  have  just  al- 
luded, Mr.  President,  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma. 

Mr.  President,  I  jrleld  to  the  Senator 
from  Idaho  up  to  10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Idaho. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
thank  my  colleague  from  Georgia  for 
taking  out  this  period  of  morning  busi- 
ness to  discuss  and  to  continue  the  im- 
portant debate  that  occurred  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  yesterday  in  rela- 
tion to  a  balanced  budget  amendment 
to  our  Constitution. 

The  Senator  from  Oklahoma,  who  is 
now  presiding,  related  his  experience  in 
the  beginning  of  this  movement  that 
started  in  the  mid  1970's  when  Senators 
and  Members  of  the  Congress  recog- 
nized that  there  was  growing  in  this 
city  an  insidious  appetite  that  was 
spawned  by  interest  groups  and  citi- 
zens— that  somehow  the  way  you 
solved  nearly  all  social  problems  in 
this  country  was  to  put  government 
money  at  it,  and  that  it  was  justifiable 
in  doing  so  to  deficit  spending.  We 
began  to  hear  the  clock  of  debt  tick  at 
that  time — himdreds  of  thousands  of 
dollars,  and  finally  billions  of  dollars, 
as  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  spoke 
of. 

When  I  arrived  here  in  the  early 
1980's  we  were  still  in  the  hundreds  of 


billions  of  dollars,  just  breaking  into 
the  first  trillion.  It  was  in  that  period 
of  time,  in  1982.  that  the  former  Con- 
gressman from  New  York.  Barber  Con- 
able,  who  had  picked  up  the  idea  that 
had  been  started  here  by  Senator  Cur- 
tis, was  retiring.  He  had  heard  me 
speak  on  the  floor  of  the  House.  He 
knew  I  had  done  much  of  what  the  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma  had  done— had 
passed  a  resolution  in  my  State  of 
Idaho  asking  for  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  and  that  the  Senate  and 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
should  issue  that  report  so  that  the 
States,  under  article  V  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, could  go  through  the  ratifying 
process. 

Barber  Conable  came  to  me.  and  he 
said.  "Congressman  Craig,  I  am  leav- 
ing. Why  don't  you  take  this  Issue  and 
work  with  it?  Make  it  a  national  issue. 
Work  with  our  other  colleagues  be- 
cause some  day  the  American  people 
will  recognize  what  is  going  on  in 
Washington,  and  they  will  insist  that 
it  be  stopped." 

That  was  1982.  Myself  and  Charlie 
Stenholm.  the  Democrat  Congressman 
from  Texas,  began  to  do  exactly  what 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  started  in 
the  mid  1970's  in  his  State  legislature. 
We  began  a  national  movement  travel- 
ing to  all  of  the  States  of  the  Nation, 
to  those  State  legislatures,  iisking 
them  to  petition  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States,  because  without  that, 
without  that  extraordinary  pressure 
from  across  the  country,  we  did  not  be- 
lieve the  Congress  would  bow  to  the 
wishes  of  the  people  because  the  pres- 
sure from  the  interest  groups,  the  pres- 
sure from  a  growing  Government, 
would  simply  cause  them  to  continue 
to  deficit  spend. 

That  was  a  $1  trillion  debt.  That  was 
1982.  and  this  is  1996.  We  now  have  a  $5 
trillion  debt.  Senator  Curtis  was  right. 
Congressman  Barber  Conable  was 
right.  The  National  Taxpayers  Union 
was  right.  Now  the  American  people 
understand  better  than  they  have  ever 
understood  before  that  somehow  this 
has  to  be  stopped. 

Throughout  the  1970's  and  into  the 
1980's  you  could  always  poll  the  Amer- 
ican people  and  say.  "Should  Govern- 
ment balance  its  budget?"  And  the  an- 
swer by  65  to  75  to  80  percent  was. 
"Yes.  they  should.  We  have  to.  We  have 
to  do  it  with  our  personal  businesses 
and  our  personal  home  accounts,  and 
the  Government  ought  to  do  the 
same."  But  you  could  never  get  that 
high  when  you  asked  the  question: 
"Should  there  be  a  constitutional 
amendment  requiring  it?"  Because  a 
lot  of  people  did  not  think  we  ought  to 
go  the  extraordinary  route  of  using  the 
organic  act  of  our  country  to  force  our 
Government  into  compliance  with  the 
wishes  of  the  people;  that  that  was  held 
for  unique  and  special  exceptions,  and 
that  our  organic  document  of  the  Con- 
stitution should  be  rarely  changed.  We 


know  that  in  the  history  of  our  coun- 
try—the 208  years  of  history— that  we 
have  only  changed  that  document  27 
times. 

But  finally,  in  a  poll  just  a  few  weeks 
ago.    when    the    question    was    asked, 
"Should    there    be    a    constitutional 
amendment  requiring  a  balanced  budg- 
et?"  all   of  a  sudden   that  had  sky- 
rocketed to  83  percent  of  the  American 
people.  That  is  an  all-time  high.  Not 
that  the  budget  should  be  balanced — I 
think  that  is  almost  unanimous — but 
now  that  we  should  use  the  organic 
document  of  our  country  to  force  this 
issue.  Because  what  the  American  pub- 
lic   instinctively    knows    is    that    the 
growth,  the  phenomenal  movement  of  a 
budget  into  deficit  and  into  debt  that 
now  scores  $5  trillion,  and  that  this 
year  we  are  going  to  deal  with  the  1997 
budget  with  over  $300  billion  of  inter- 
est; and  that  that  interest  will  be  more 
than  we  will  spend  on  defense,  or  will 
be  more  than  we  will  spend,  within  a 
few  dollars,  of  Social   Security;  that 
somehow  the  American  people  are  be- 
ginning to  say.  "Isn't  it  true  that,  if 
you  continue  to  accumulate  that  debt, 
somehow  one  day  almost  all  of  the 
budget  would  be  interest?"  Well.  no.  I 
do  not  think  that  would  occur.  But  sig- 
nificantly the  largest  segment  of  the 
budget  would  be  interest. 

That  is  the  impact  on  Government, 
and  that  is  the  impact  on  taxpayers. 

What  is  the  impact  on  personal  lives, 
and  on  the  young  people  who  are  here 
helping  us  as  pages  in  the  U.S.  Senate, 
when  they  get  to  be  35  and  45  years  of 
age?  Even  this  President,  who  does  not 
agree  with  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment, and  until  1994  when  he  began  to 
be  a  bom-again  moderate  after  having 
been  a  1992-94  very  liberal  President 
with  large  tax  increases  and  large 
spending  programs,  even  his  govern- 
ment, his  appointees,  said  these  young 
people  will  be  paying  75  to  80-plus  per- 
cent of  their  gross  income  just  to  pay 
for  government. 

So  you  have  to  ask  them:  "Well,  then 
what  would  you  be  able  to  do  to  own  a 
home,  to  fund  a  college  education  of 
your  child,  to  have  the  American 
dream  that  all  of  us  expect  for  our- 
selves and  our  children?  Is  it  possible 
that  debt  could  eat  it  all  awajr?"  Yes, 
it  is. 

That  is  why  the  debate  yesterday  was 
so  significant,  and  that  is  why  the  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma  is  absolutely 
right.  The  vote  yesterday  was,  without 
question,  one  of  the  most  significant 
votes  that  this  Senate  has  taken.  I 
honor  Senator  Bob  Doi£  for  bringing  it 
up  again,  forcing  the  political  issue  and 
causing  the  American  people  to  see 
who  is  for  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment to  our  Constitution  and  who  is 
against  it. 

It  is  very  important  that  they  under- 
stand the  forces  that  work  in  Washing- 
ton and  the  forces  that  resist  the  idea 
of  fiscal  responsibility  with  no  real  an- 
swer to  how  you  deal  with  a  S5  trillion 
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debt  and  300  billion  dollars'  worth  of 
interest  on  debt  and  an  ongoing  deficit. 
We  have  offered  that  solution.  We  have 
offered  it  in  the  form  of  an  amendment 
to  cause  it  to  happen  on  an  annualized 
basis. 

Last  year,  we  put  forth  a  budget  that 
would  bring  us  to  balance.  The  fiscal 
responsibility  that  the  American  peo- 
ple have  asked  for  is  here.  It  is  here  in 
the  majority  party  of  the  U.S.  Senate 
which  has  brought  about  those  kind  of 
efforts  and  will  continue  to  until  it  is 
the  fact  of  the  organic  law  of  the  land 
that  we  operate  continually  under  a 
budget  that  is  balanced  or  near  bal- 
ance. That  has  to  be  the  goal  of  this 
Congress  and  for  future  Congresses  and 
the  responsibility  of  those  who  serve  in 
the  U.S.  Senate.  It  is  for  our  future;  for 
our  children  and  your  grandchildren's 
future,  Mr.  President,  that  you  showed 
us  those  marvelous  pictures  of  this 
morning.  If  we  fall  to  do  that,  we  will 
no  longer  be  a  great  people.  We  will  no 
longer  be  a  great  people.  We  will  no 
longer  have  a  system  of  Government 
that  is  the  envy  of  the  world  because  it 
will  be  weak  and  anemic,  and  unable  to 
provide  or  unable  to  cause  the  environ- 
ment that  creates  the  kind  of  human 
productivity  that  has  historically  been 
the  mission  and  the  great  gift  of  this 
country.  We  will  steal  from  all  by  de- 
stroying it  with  debt.  We  now  have  an 
opportunity  to  change  that,  and  I  hope 
that  in  the  next  Congress  we  bring  that 
about  and  that  we  have  a  President 
who  presides  in  the  White  House  who 
will  not  openly  fight  us  and  resist  us. 
but  who  will  encourage  and  embrace 
the  idea  of  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment to  our  Constitution. 

I  thank  nay  colleague  from  Georgia 
for  acquiring  this  time  to  debate  and  to 
continue  to  discuss  this  critical  issue. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Greorgla. 

Mr.  CO'VERDELL.  Mr.  President, 
while  I  have  you  both  here,  I  want  to 
thank  the  Senator  from  Idaho  and  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma,  who  have  been 
here  a  bit  longer  than  I  in  Congress,  for 
the  extensive  and  committed  and  dedi- 
cated work  each  of  them  have  commit- 
ted, not  only  to  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  the  Constitution,  but  to 
disciplined  financial  n:ianagement  of 
the  affairs  of  our  Nation  for  all  the 
years  in  which  you  have  been  here. 
Your  States  and  America  owe  you  a 
great  debt. 

Mr.  President,  these  numbers  get  to 
be  beyond  what,  I  think,  a  lot  of  people 
can  comprehend  in  their  own  home  or 
business,  but  the  fEict  that  we  have  not 
had  a  balanced  budget  has  had  a  mas- 
sive Impact  on  every  family  in  Amer- 
ica. I  am  going  to  talk  about  a  Georgia 
family,  a  typical  Georgia  family,  but  it 
would  not  be  any  different  in  Okla- 
homa or  Arizona  or  California.  These 
are  all  going  to  be  very  similar  pic- 
tures, no  matter  which  State  you  look 
at. 


This  family  earns,  in  (Jeorgia,  about 
S45.000  a  year.  They  are  a  family  of 
four,  tjrpically.  For  the  most  part, 
today,  both  pairents  work,  which  I  will 
come  to  in  a  minute.  We  have  been 
talking  about  5  trillion  dollars'  worth 
of  debt  and  an  expanding,  exploding 
Federal  Government.  Margaret  Thatch- 
er was  in  Atlanta  not  long  ago  and  she 
said  something  to  the  effect:  Just  re- 
member, when  anybody  says  to  you  I 
am  going  to  do  something  for  you,  re- 
member that  they  have  to  first  take 
something  from  you  to  do  it. 

Her  statement  could  not  be  more 
true  for  this  Georgia  family.  They 
make  S45,000  a  year,  and  the  total  Fed- 
eral taxes  on  their  income  is  about 
S9,511.  The  total  State  and  local  taxes 
are  S5,234.  The  estimated  cost  of  Fed- 
eral regulations  to  the  family,  in  other 
words,  the  price  they  have  to  pay  when 
they  buy  a  loaf  of  bread,  to  pay  their 
share  of  all  the  regxilatory  apparatus 
that  we  have  set  up  over  the  last  30 
years,  is  S6,650.  That  is  more  than  their 
annual  car  payment.  That  could  be 
worth  about  two  annual  car  pajrments. 
And  then  they  have  to  pay,  because  of 
that  $5  trillion  debt  we  are  carrying, 
that  pushes  interest  rates  up,  so  they 
have  to  pay  $2,011  for  their  share  of  the 
higher  interest  rates. 

When  it  is  all  said  and  done,  half 
their  income  has  been  consumed  by 
Government  apparatus  and  Govern- 
ment programs.  If  Thomas  Jefferson 
were  here — he  could  never  have  per- 
ceived that  our  Government,  the  Gov- 
ernment that  those  valiant  Americans 
fought  for  and  put  in  place,  that  Gov- 
enmient  would  consume  half  the  wages 
of  bread  winners.  He  is  turning  in  his 
grave.  And  he  warned  us  of  this  over 
and  over  and  cautioned  us,  which  is 
why  he  recognized  that  there  should 
have  been  a  statement  in  the  Constitu- 
tion that  would  have  called  for  a  bal- 
anced budget. 

The  fact  that  we  have  not  had  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  in  place,  we 
have  not  forced  Congress  to  have  bal- 
anced budgets  in  place,  means  that 
every  family  in  America  has  to  pay  for 
these  unchecked  and  burgeoning  gov- 
ernments. In  fact,  they  work  half  the 
year  for  these  govenmients  now. 

Imagine,  the  Fourth  of  July  is  not 
only  Independence  Day,  it  is  the  first 
day  you  get  to  keep  your  own  check. 
Who  would  have  ever  thought  that, 
that  an  American  would  work  ffx>m 
January  1  to  Independence  Day?  Inde- 
pendence Day  is  going  to  take  on  a  new 
meaning.  We  need  to  have  signs  all 
across  the  country,  "Today  you  get  to 
keep  your  first  dime." 

We  have  depended  throughout  our 
history  on  that  American  family  to  get 
America  up  in  the  morning,  get  it  to 
school,  keep  a  roof  over  its  head,  edu- 
cate it,  keep  its  health  and,  yes,  instill 
it  with  the  spiritual  belief  in  this  coun- 
try so  that  there  would  be  a  continuimi 
of  leadership. 


This  practice,  the  failure  to  have  a 
balanced  budget — we  have  had  one  bal- 
anced budget  in  the  last  36  years.  No 
wonder  America  is  so  anxious.  She 
ought  to  be.  This  is  dangerous.  This 
has  made  it  very  difficult  for  that 
which  we  depend  upon,  the  American 
family,  to  do  what  it  is  supposed  to  do. 
They  cannot  get  it  done  right. 

Yesterday  I  referred  to  an  editorial- 
ist in  the  Maryland  Constitution, 
Marilyn  Geewax.  She  thinks  what  is 
wrong  in  the  American  family  is  that 
they  are  greedy,  they  have  too  many 
electric  toasters.  I  can  tell  her,  that  is 
not  what  is  wrong  in  America.  What  is 
wrong  in  America  is  there  is  not 
enough  left  in  their  checking  account 
to  save  or  to  do  the  things  that  we  ask 
them  to  do. 

Mr.  President,  I  see  we  have  been 
joined  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Texas.  In  a  moment  or  two,  I  am 
going  to  yield  to  her.  But  before  I  do, 

1  wonder  if  I  can  put  these  two  quotes 
up  here. 

There  was  a  quote  by  Representative 
Stark,  on  the  House  side,  that  he  made 
Wednesday,  that  makes  it  imminently 
clear  why  the  other  side,  and  the  Presi- 
dent—we have  not  talked  enough  about 
it.  If  it  were  not  for  the  President,  we 
would  have  passed  the  balanced  budget 
amendment.  It  rests  right  at  his  feet. 
He  did  not  want  that  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  pass.  He  said  so.  And 
that  is  why  these  six  Senators  changed 
their  votes;  they  did  it  in  deference  to 
their  President.  But  read  this  quote: 
To  fix  the  longer-term  problem- 
He  is  talking  about  the  fact  that  also 
last  week,  in  addition  to  talking  about 
a  balanced  budget  amendment,  we  were 
told  Medicare  is  going  broke  faster 
than  we  thought.  But  he  said: 

To  fix  the  longer-term  problem,  Mr.  Stark 
[of  the  House  Ways  and  Means  Subcommit- 
tee on  Health.  He  Is  the  ranking  member] 
said,  "Democrats  probably  would  resort  to 
either  a  Government  takeover  of  the  hos- 
pital and  health-insurance  payment  system, 
or  raising  payroll  taxes." 

If  we  had  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment, you  could  a  make  a  big  "X" 
through  that  statement.  They  cannot 
afford  to  have  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  when  they  talk  about  the 
Government  takeover  of  medicine  and 
creating  yet  a  new  entitlement  that 
would  be  larger  than  Social  Security  in 

2  years. 

Do  you  want  to  know  why  they  do 
not  want  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment? That  is  why.  They  cannot  afford 
to  have  the  discipline  that  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  would  have  brought 
about.  The  family  that  is  going  to  suf- 
fer is  this  average  family,  because  they 
are  the  ones  who  are  going  to  pay  for 
that.  They  are  already  passing  half 
their  income.  What  do  you  think  would 
happen  if  that  situation  came  up? 

Mr.  President,  I  shield  up  to  15  min- 
utes at  this  time  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Texas. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator fi-om  Texas. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Georgia  for 
taking  this  time  to  really  talk  in  a  lit- 
tle more  detail  about  why  we  need  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  to  the 
Constitution.  What  happened  yester- 
day, and  its  policy  ramifications,  real- 
ly needs  to  be  discussed  so  that  the 
American  people  see  that  just  because 
we  are  trying  in  this  Congress  to  go  to- 
ward a  balanced  budget  does  not  mean 
we  do  not  need  a  balanced  budget 
amendment. 

In  fact,  I  think  when  the  American 
people  have  seen  how  very  hard  it  is  to 
balance  the  budget  or  to  even  have  a  1- 
year  budget  that  moves  toward  a  bal- 
anced budget,  and  when  they  see  how 
slow  the  progress  has  been  and  they 
see,  even  though  we  have  tried  to  make 
the  tough  decisions — Medicare  reform, 
Medicaid  reform,  welfare  reform — these 
have  been  vetoed  by  the  President  and, 
therefore,  we  are  still  at  ground  zero. 
The  American  people  see  this. 

So,  for  Heaven's  sake,  does  that  not 
make  the  argument  that  we  need  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment,  because  if 
we  can  ever  get  the  deficit  off  the 
plate,  if  we  can  look  at  the  year  2002 
toward  that  point  where  we  will  have  a 
balanced  budget,  don't  we  need  to  say 
no  future  Congress  will  ever  be  able  to 
get  out  of  control  again?  Don't  we  need 
to  put  in  what  Thomas  Jefferson  wor- 
ried about,  that  we  should  have  put  in 
the  Constitution  in  the  first  place,  and 
that  is  that  no  future  Congress  can  put 
debt  on  generations  in  the  future,  that 
no  Congress  will  be  able  to  say  we  want 
to  spend  this  money  now,  but  we  want 
our  children  to  pay  for  it. 

Thomas  Jefferson  worried  about 
that.  It  was  one  of  the  two  things  he 
was  concerned  with  that  had  not  been 
addressed  in  the  Constitution. 

The  other  one  is  term  limits,  and  I 
think  that  probably  bears  on  the  prob- 
lem we  are  having  right  now.  We  have 
too  many  people  who  have  been  in  Con- 
gress too  long  who  have  not  been  in  the 
real  world  who  have  continued  to  put 
off  the  tough  decisions.  These  are  peo- 
ple who  talk  well.  They  are  people  who 
say,  "Oh,  we  want  a  balanced  budget; 
of  course,  we  want  a  balanced  budget. 
We'U  make  the  tough  decisions  later," 
or  "We  will  let  somebody  else  make 
the  tough  decisions."  That  is  what 
Congresses  have  been  doing  for  40 
years,  and  it  is  what  Presidents  have 
been  doing.  That  is  why  we  are  in  this 
mess. 

So,  of  course,  we  need  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  to  the  Constitu- 
tion. It  would  not  take  2  years  for  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  to  be  rati- 
fied by  the  States;  that  is,  if  the  people 
are  consulted,  because  the  people 
know.  The  people  of  America  are  not 
stupid.  They  know  the  difference  be- 
tween a  balanced  budget  aujd  stability 
and  the  future  of  their  children  and 


out-of-control  spending,  spend-now- 
pay-later  policies  that  they  have  seen 
for  so  long  out  of  Washington.  DC. 

The  opponents  of  the  amendment,  as 
was  pointed  out  by  my  colleague  from 
Georgia,  really  use  scare  tactics.  Let 
me  go  through  a  few  of  those.  This  is 
just  a  gimmick.  Don't  you  think  if  this 
were  a  gimmick  that  Congress  would 
have  tried  it  before?  I  mean,  40  years  of 
gimmicks,  I  think  I  have  seen  just 
about  everything.  I  think  they  would 
have  thought  of  this  if  It  were  a  gim- 
mick. They  say  this  will  tie  the  Gov- 
ernment's hands.  "What  are  you  going 
to  do  if  you  have  a  war,  if  you  need  an 
emergency  expenditure?" 

There  is  a  safety  valve.  You  can  pass 
an  unbalanced  budget  with  a  three- 
fifths  vote,  and  I  think  if  we  were  in  a 
crisis  in  this  coimtry,  if  we  were  need- 
ing to  go  to  war  and  support  our 
troops,  I  believe  three-fifths  of  the  duly 
elected  representatives  of  the  people  of 
this  country  would  be  able  to  come  to 
that  conclusion.  But  I  do  not  think 
three-fifths  of  the  duly  elected  rep- 
resentatives of  our  country  would  go 
into  a  deficit  situation  for  just  another 
social  program. 

They  say  this  will  bring  on  another 
depression.  You  have  heard  that  one. 
Bring  on  another  depression?  The 
money  is  going  to  be  spent.  People  earn 
money,  they  send  part  of  it  to  the  Fed- 
eral Government  or  they  keep  it. 

Now,  where  is  the  recession  here? 
The  recession  is  not  going  to  be  caused 
because  there  is  going  to  be  less  Gov- 
ernment spending.  If  we  have  less  Gov- 
ernment spending,  that  means  there  is 
more  money  in  people's  pockets.  It  is 
their  money,  it  is  not  ours.  I  just  love 
these  people.  I  think  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma,  who  is  sitting  in  the  chair, 
has  heard  the  people  on  the  floor  say: 
"Oh,  we  can't  have  that  tax  cut,  it 
would  cost  the  Government  J300  bil- 
lion." 

The  Government?  Whose  money  is  it? 
It  is  not  the  Government's  money. 
Money  belongs  to  the  people  in  this 
country  who  go  out  and  work  every 
day.  It  is  their  money.  The  Govern- 
ment will  not  lose  $300  billion  if  we 
have  a  tax  cut. 

I  would  ask  the  question  a  little  dif- 
ferent way:  How  much  will  it  cost  the 
hard-working  American  taxpayer  if  we 
do  not  cut  their  taxes  by  $300  billion? 

We  are  not  talking  about  lower 
spending  here;  we  are  talking  about 
who  makes  the  decisions.  We  are  talk- 
ing about  whether  you  decide  how  you 
spend  your  money  for  your  family  or 
whether  you  send  your  money  to  the 
Government  for  them  to  decide  what 
your  priorities  should  be. 

It  is  a  matter  of  priorities  and  who 
makes  the  decisions.  That  is  one  of  the 
reasons  why  the  Republicans  said  very 
clearly,  when  we  put  our  balanced 
budget  forward  over  7  years,  that  we 
had  a  $245  billion  tax  cut  package,  be- 
cause we  knew  that  if  we  were  going  to 


slow  the  spending  in  the  public  sector 
market,  that  we  wanted  to  increase  the 
spending  in  the  consumer  market. 

The  difference  is  who  makes  the  deci- 
sion. That  is  why  we  put  tax  cuts  in 
our  balanced  budget.  It  is  why  we  have 
a  $500  per  child  tax  credit.  It  is  why  we 
have  IRA's  for  the  homemakers  of  this 
country  so  that  the  homemakers  of 
America  will  have  the  same  retirement 
security  options  that  anyone  who 
works  outside  the  home  has.  It  is  why 
we  have  capital  gains  tax  reform,  so 
that  our  small  businesses  will  be  able 
to  make  those  investments  that  will 
create  the  new  jobs  and  help  the  econ- 
omy grow.  It  is  why  we  have  inherit- 
ance tax  reform.  It  is  why  we  do  away 
with  the  marriage  penalty,  or  signifi- 
cantly reform  it,  because  we  know  that 
the  American  family  deserves  to  have 
more  of  the  money  they  earn  to  spend 
for  their  families. 

So  causing  another  depression  is  out 
of  the  question.  In  fact,  our  economy 
will  boom  if  we  will  pass  a  balanced 
budget  amendment.  The  markets  went 
up  just  because  it  looked  like  we  had 
the  chance  to  do  it  a  year  ago.  Last 
year,  the  market  went  up  because  they 
had  the  impression  that  Congress  was 
finally  going  to  "gut  up"  and  do  the 
right  thing.  We  lost  it  by  one  vote. 

It  was  a  great  disappointment,  but 
the  market  knew.  The  market  knew 
that  by  lowering  interest  rates  two 
points,  which  is  what  the  balanced 
budget  would  do,  that  we  would  save 
money  for  every  person  in  America 
who  is  paying  a  home  mortgage,  that 
we  would  save  money  for  every  person 
in  America  who  is  borrowing  to  buy  a 
car,  that  we  would  save  money  for 
every  person  In  America  who  is  borrow- 
ing to  go  to  college.  The  markets  knew 
the  stability  that  would  be  created  by 
a  balanced  budget  amendment  to  the 
Constitution. 

Last,  but  not  least,  they  have  reaUy 
talked  a  lot  on  this  floor  about  raiding 
Social  Security— raiding  Social  Secu- 
rity—if we  balance  the  budget.  I  ask 
the  question  to  anyone  in  America: 
Would  you  trust  a  Congress  that  can- 
not balance  its  budget  to  keep  Social 
Security  intact?  If  someone  does  not 
have  the  guts  to  have  a  balanced  budg- 
et for  our  Government,  can  they  be 
trusted  to  keep  the  integrity  of  the  So- 
cial Security  system? 

Frankly,  I  think  that  is  why  our 
younger  generation  does  not  think 
they  will  ever  see  Social  Security,  be- 
cause they  see  a  Congress  that  cannot 
even  balance  the  budget  or  even  pass  a 
constitutional  amendment  to  balance 
the  budget  for  the  future,  and  they 
think,  "Now,  if  they  don't  have  the 
ability  to  do  that,  I  really  don't  think 
I'm  ever  goin^^  to  see  Social  Security." 
So,  Mr.  President,  I  think  passing  the 
balanced  budget  amendment  is  the 
most  important  policy  decision  that  we 
would  make  in  our  lifetimes  of  public 
service.  I  think  ff  we  do  not  take  that 
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step,  we  can  wait  for  our  grandcMldren 
to  ask  the  question.  "You  were  there 
back  then.  Why  didn't  you  do  some- 
thing?" 

I  saw  the  picture  that  my  colleague 
from  Oklahoma  showed  of  his 
grandbaby  on  the  floor.  I  am  horrified 
to  think  that  that  baby  is  someday 
going  to  meet  me  or  talk  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma  and  say,  "You 
know,  why  didn't  you  do  something 
back  then  when  you  could,  so  that  I 
could  afford  to  send  my  children  to  col- 
lege, so  that  I  would  have  a  good  job  in 
a  great  economy  in  the  land  of  oppor- 
tunity?" 

Mr.  President,  if  we  do  not  pass  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  that  is  re- 
sponsible for  the  American  people,  we 
are  not  going  to  be  able  to  face  our 
grandchildren,  we  are  not  going  to  be 
able  to  answer  the  question.  So  if  our 
colleagues  will  think  about  the  long- 
term  future  of  this  country,  or  if  the 
people  who  are  looking  at  voting  for  a 
U.S.  Senator  on  the  ballot  next  year 
will  ask  that  person  the  question. 
"How  do  you  feel  about  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  to  the  Constitu- 
tion?" I  mean,  you  only  can  say  one  of 
two  things:  "I'm  for  it,"  or,  "I'm 
against  it." 

If  the  people  of  this  country  will  rise 
up  and  say,  this  is  the  most  important 
issue,  then  our  grandchildren  will  not 
have  the  question,  because  it  probably 
would  not  ever  occur  to  our  grand- 
children that  we  would  not  balance  the 
budget  of  this  country  when  it  is  on 
our  watch. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  think  the  time 
has  come  for  the  people  of  America  to 
weigh  in  on  this  issue.  They  saw  the 
vote  yesterday.  They  saw  that  we  are 
within  five,  six,  seven  votes  in  this 
Congress  of  passing  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  the  Constitution,  which 
will  need  to  be  ratified,  so  the  State 
legislatures  wlU  have  a  chance  to 
weigh  in  on  this  as  well.  I  do  not  worry 
about  the  legislatures  ratifjring  it,  if 
we  will  have  the  guts  to  do  what  is 
right  in  this  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  all  a  part  of  what 
we  were  elected  to  do.  We  did  not  nm 
for  the  U.S.  Senate  thinking  it  was 
going  to  be  an  easy  job.  We  knew,  espe- 
cially those  of  us  who  have  run  in  the 
last  2  years,  we  knew  that  we  were 
going  to  have  to  make  tough  decisions 
to  turn  around  40  years  of  bad  deci- 
sions. 

I  have  been  a  small  buslnessperson.  I 
bought  a  little  company  that  was  on 
the  ropes.  I  had  to  make  tough  deci- 
sions to  turn  that  company  around.  I 
did  it.  But  it  was  not  easy.  That  is  the 
exact  issue  we  are  facing  here  on  a 
much  bigger  scale,  because  the  people 
of  America  are  depending  on  us  to 
make  this  tough  decision  for  our  coun- 
try. They  know  that  we  are  not  going 
to  agree  on  every  budget  cut  that  it 
will  take.  They  do  not  expect  that.  But 
they  do  exi>ect  a  responsible  decision. 


Mr.  President,  I  will  just  close  by 
saying,  there  is  only  one  way  to  pre- 
vent the  most  dreaded  question  that  I 
can  ever  imagine.  It  is  not  from  one  of 
my  constituents  calling  in  or  someone 
that  I  will  see  in  Texas;  it  is  not  from 
a  news  reporter.  It  is  from  my  5-year- 
old  grandchild,  in  20  years,  who  would 
say,  "Cake,  you  were  there  back  then. 
Now  I  am  going  to  have  a  child,  and  I 
can't  afford  to  send  my  child  to  col- 
lege. Why  didn't  you  do  something?" 
That  is  the  question  I  do  not  ever  want 
to  hear. 

The  way  we  can  assure  that  we  will 
never  have  that  question  in  our  fami- 
lies is  to  pass  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  be- 
cause we  know  how  hard  it  is  to  do 
what  is  right.  We  know  the  resistance 
that  we  have  faced.  We  know  that  if  we 
can  ever  get  it  to  balance,  that  we 
should  never  again  allow  a  future  Con- 
gress to  mortgage  the  future  of  our 
children. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  President.  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  COVERDELL  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator from  Texas  and  hope  that  her  wish 
of  not  ever  having  to  answer  that  ques- 
tion can  be  fulfilled  while  she  is  here 
representing  the  State  of  Texas  in  the 
U.S.  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  up  to  5  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Michigan. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Michigan. 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
President. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Georgia  for 
once  again  bringing  together  a  group  of 
Members  to  discuss  an  issue  of  signifi- 
cance. He  has  been  doing  an  outstand- 
ing job,  I  think,  of  trying  to  make  sure 
the  public  understands  exactly  what  it 
is  that  is  happening  here  in  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States  with  the  crisis  and 
what  the  prospects  are  for  our  future. 

Today,  I  will  continue  this  discussion 
about  the  balanced  budget.  There 
seems  to  me  to  be  two  fafrly  clear 
questions  that  Americans  need  to  ask 
themselves.  First,  why  do  we  need  a 
balanced  Federal  budget?  Second,  why 
do  we  need  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment in  order  to  have  a  balanced  budg- 
et? 

The  first  question  was  really  one 
that  I  think  was  addressed  pretty  effec- 
tively last  year.  That  was  the  need  for 
bringing  the  Federal  budget  into  bal- 
ance. 

The  fact  is  that,  as  numerous  Mem- 
bers have  indicated  over  the  last  couple 
of  days,  a  balanced  budget  means  for 
most  families  in  this  country  the 
chance  to  keep  more  of  what  they  earn 
and  to  si)end  more  on  their  own  prior- 
ities rather  than  spending  more  money 
on  interest  payments,  on  things  like 
new   car   loans,   mortgages   for   their 
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homes,  the  repayment  of  student  loans, 
and  so  on,  as  has  been  very  effectively 
documented,  Mr.  President. 

When  our  Federal  Government  is 
forced  to  go  into  the  borrowing  mar- 
kets at  large  levels  and  compete  with 
private  investment,  the  price  of  private 
investment  goes  up,  interest  rates  go 
up.  When  people  want  to  buy  a  new 
home,  and  in  nM.ny  cases  their  first 
home,  they  find  that  it  is  unaffordable 
today  because  of  interest  rates.  When 
people  need  to  obtain  a  new  car,  they 
find  that  it  may  be  not  the  car  they 
need  for  their  faunilies  because  of  inter- 
est rates.  When  students  start  to  try  to 
pay  back  their  student  loans,  they  find 
it  extremely  difficult  because  of  inter- 
est rates. 

The  reason  interest  rates  are  high, 
Mr.  President,  is  because  the  Federal 
Government  is  borrowing  so  much 
money.  The  way  to  end  the  Federal 
Government's  borrowing  is  to  bring  the 
Federal  budget  into  balance.  That  is 
what  we  have  been  trying  to  do  here. 
But  the  goal  is  not  just  simply  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  one  time  in  the  year 
2002,  as  we  have  been  focused  on;  it  is 
to  keep  the  Federal  budget  under  con- 
trol and  the  growth  of  Federal  spend- 
ing under  control  well  beyond  that 
date. 

There  is  a  very  simple  reason  why 
2002  has  to  mark  the  beginning,  not  the 
end,  of  the  efforts  to  balance  the  budg- 
et. As  we  have  learned  and  as  I  think 
economists  on  all  sides  now  would 
agree,  projecting  the  growth  of  Federal 
spending  out  beyond  the  year  2002,  pro- 
jecting the  growth  of  entitlement  pro- 
grams as  they  at  least  currently  are 
expanding,  will  find  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment by  the  year  2010,  2012,  2013,  de- 
pending on  your  analjrsis,  but  some 
point  about  15  years  from  now  at  the 
point  where  literally  all  Federal  reve- 
nue, all  tax  collections  in  total,  will 
only  pay  for  the  interest  pasmients 
that  have  to  be  made  on  this  huge  Fed- 
eral debt  and  for  the  entitlement  pay- 
ments that  will  be  required  at  the  cur- 
rent rate  of  growth  of  Federal  spend- 
ing. 

That  means  not  $1  for  national  secu- 
rity, not  $1  for  education  and  training, 
not  SI  for  law  enforcement  to  protect 
the  safety  of  our  citizens,  not  SI  for 
transportation  and  infrastructure,  not 
$1  for  any  other  priority  unless  the 
Federal  Government  borrows  that  $1  or 
prints  that  SI. 

We  know  we  are  not  going  to  go  back 
to  the  days  of  the  printing  press,  Mr. 
President.  So  that  leaves  only  one  op- 
tion: The  further  borrowing  of  money 
at  levels  far  greater  than  we  ever  have 
before.  If  we  do  not  bring  the  growth  of 
Federal  spending  under  control  and 
balance  the  budget  today,  that  is  the 
prospect,  that  is  the  future  we  look  for- 
ward to.  In  fact,  it  would  require  so 
much  Federal  borrowing  that  I  think 
private    investment    in    this    country 


June  7,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


13409 


would  effectively  be  crowded  out  en- 
tirely, bringing  us  the  kind  of  eco- 
nomic crisis  that  we  have  never  con- 
fronted before  as  a  nation.  That  is  the 
future. 

The  question  is.  Why  do  we  need  an 
amendment  so  we  do  not  bring  about 
that  future?  I  think  what  has  happened 
over  the  last  few  months  is  a  pretty 
clear  indication  exactly  why  we  need  a 
Federal  balanced  budget  amendment  in 
our  Constitution. 

The  fact  is,  Mr.  President,  we  now 
have  virtually  everybody  singing,  it 
would  appear,  from  the  same  song 
sheet.  We  should  have  to  balance  the 
Federal  budget.  The  President  says  it, 
although  a  year  ago  he  did  not.  The 
Members  of  the  Republican  party  in 
the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives have,  not  once  but  twice,  passed 
a  balanced  budget.  This  year  Demo- 
cratic Members  and  Republican  Mem- 
bers on  the  Senate  side  got  together 
and  offered  a  thfrd  version.  The  fact  is. 
everybody  now  says  they  are  for  it;  and 
everybody  in  Congress  has  now  found  a 
balanced  budget  they  could  live  with 
and  vote  for.  But  we  still  do  not  have 
It.  The  reason  we  do  not  have  it.  Mr. 
President,  is  very  simple:  There  is  no 
discipline  in  the  process  that  requires 
us  to  come  to  final  agreement. 

So  the  President,  as  we  saw  last  win- 
ter, could  call  down  leaders  of  Congress 
and  spend  hours  talking  in  generic 
terms  about  the  Federal  Government 
and  how  he  wanted  to  balance  the 
budget,  but  no  one  was  under  the  pres- 
sure that  a  constitutional  amendment 
would  bring  in  order  to  balance  that 
budget. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  I  yield  5  additional 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Georgia. 

For  that  reason,  we  have  deadlock. 
For  that  reason,  we  did  not  reach  clo- 
ture. For  that  reason,  there  was  no  fi- 
nality. On  we  went,  on  we  go — ^people 
all  claiming  to  be  for  a  balanced  budg- 
et, but  not  willing  to  make  the  ulti- 
mate tough  decision  to  get  there. 

As  we  saw  last  year,  the  President 
would  say  7  years,  9  years,  10  years, 
whatever  amount  of  years  seem  to  sat- 
isfy the  audience,  voters,  or  polls.  We 
did  not  get  the  balanced  budget.  Mr. 
President,  it  is  imperative  that  we  do 
so.  We  have  to  consider  exactly  where 
the  country  will  be  if  we  continue  to 
flounder  along. 

As  we  learned  yesterday,  just  to  take 
one  specific  program  area.  Medicare, 
we  know  where  we  are  going  to  be  if  we 
do  not  bring  about  the  kind  of  dis- 
cipline in  the  fiscal  process  that  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  has  been  talking 
about  the  last  2  days.  Where  we  will  be 
in  the  year  2001;  the  Medicare  trust 
fund  will  go  bankrupt.  We  are  no 
longer  talking,  as  has  been  the  case  in 
the  past,  in  general  terms  about  a 
bankruptcy  somewhere  in  the  distant 
future.  We  are  not  talking,  as  even  we 


were  last  year,  about  having  7  years  to 
solve  the  problem.  We  are  talking 
about  bankruptcy  of  the  Medicare 
trust  fund  on  our  doorstep  in  5  years. 
We  are  talking  for  the  first  time,  Mr. 
President,  not  about  the  Medicare 
trust  fund  running  a  surplus,  but  it  is 
now  running  a  deficit. 

If  that  is  not  enough  of  a  wakeup 
call,  I  ask  my  colleagues,  what  would 
it  take?  Obviously,  there  are  some  who 
believe  you  can  continue  to  put  this 
off.  Indeed,  the  Senator  from  Georgria 
today  brought  us  this  card  which 
quotes  from  Wednesday's  Washington 
Times:  "The  Democrats  said  they  are 
not  concerned  that  Medicare  will  go 
broke  because  Congress  has  always 
acted  at  the  last  minute  to  avert  disas- 
ter." That  may  have  been  the  way  the 
Democratic  Congress  acted  in  the  past. 
This  Republican  Congress  does  not  be- 
lieve in  putting  off  and  putting  off  and 
putting  off  the  solutions  to  the  prob- 
lems that  Americans,  particularly  that 
our  seniors  confront,  Mr.  President. 

Not  only  that,  but  we  understand  if 
we  do  not  solve  the  problem  today  with 
a  well-thought-through  plan,  the  only 
alternative  way  to  fix  the  problem  at 
the  last  minute  will  be  the  kind  of  plan 
that  I  do  not  think  most  Americans  are 
going  to  want  or  going  to  tolerate.  In 
fact,  we  have  a  sense  of  what  that  plan 
will  be.  Congressman  Stark  from  Cali- 
fornia, who  is  the  ranking  Democrat  on 
the  subcommittee  of  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  that  oversees  the 
funding  of  the  entitlement  programs, 
the  person  who  would  be  chairman  of 
that  subcommittee  if  his  party  were  in 
charge  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
said  the  Democrats  probably  would  re- 
sort to  either  a  Government  takeover 
of  the  hospital  and  health-insurance 
payment  system,  or  raise  payroll  taxes. 

For  Americans  who  are  trying  to  un- 
derstand the  difference  between  what 
we  are  suggesting  on  our  side,  Mr. 
President,  and  what  the  opposition  is 
suggesting,  I  think  this  quote  i>robably 
encapsulates  things  about  as  vividly  as 
it  possibly  could.  The  Republicans  had 
offered  a  plan  here  over  a  lengthy  pe- 
riod of  time  to  reduce  the  growth  of 
spending  in  entitlement  areas — not 
cutting,  but  just  reducing  the  growth 
of  that  spending— through  more  pru- 
dent and  efficient  operation  of  these 
programs,  by  giving  seniors,  to  take 
the  Medicare  case  as  an  example,  giv- 
ing seniors  the  kind  of  choice  the  rest 
of  us  have  as  to  how  we  will  deal  with 
our  health  care,  but  basically  preserv- 
ing intact  a  ssrstem  that  gives  individ- 
uals control  over  how  they  take  care  of 
themselves  in  the  health  care  they  re- 
ceive. 

Now,  if  we  do  not  address  this  prob- 
lem in  the  fashion  Republicans  are  of- 
fering, to  avert  disaster  and  bank- 
ruptcy in  Medicare,  the  alternative 
will  be  this:  A  system  the  Democrats 
will  design  that  will  include  either  the 
hiking  of  pasrroll  taxes  or  a  total  Gov- 


ernment takeover  of  the  health-care 
system.  I  actually  predict,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  if  we  wait  any  longer,  under 
the  Democratic  scheme  you  will  get 
both  of  these— not  one.  both. 

So  that,  Mr.  President,  puts  it  in 
pretty  clear  contrast,  what  the  options 
are  for  Americans  today.  If  we  balance 
the  budget,  if  we  put  a  constitutional 
amendment  in  place  that  requires  dis- 
cipline not  just  for  1  year  but  for  the 
future  of  this  country,  then  we  can 
guarantee  our  children  the  kind  of  se- 
curity that  we  have  had.  the  kind  of 
knowledge  that  if  they  work  hard,  play 
by  the  rules  and  do  thefr  jobs,  they  will 
have  choice  over  their  destiny.  If  we  do 
not.  their  destiny  is  going  to  consist  of 
higher  taxes.  Government-run  health 
care,  and  more  Government  intrusion 
into  their  lives. 

As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, when  I  talk  to  the  people  of  my 
State,  the  answer  to  this  question  is 
pretty  simple.  People  in  Michigan  want 
to  control  thefr  own  destinies,  give 
their  children  more  opportunity,  and 
see  the  Government  run  the  way  their 
families  are  run.  Keeping  their  own 
budget  balanced  is  a  challenge  most 
American  families  and  almost  every 
Michigan  family  confronts  every  day.  I 
think  we  should  expect  no  less  here  in 
Washington. 

For  that  reason,  I  am  very  dis- 
appointed the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment failed.  I  continue  to  join  and  will 
join  with  the  Senator  from  Georgia  and 
others  to  do  our  best  to  make  sure 
sooner  or  later  the  balanced  budged 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  passes. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator from  Michigan  for  the  very  elo- 
quent statement  on  the  purpose  of 
passing  a  balanced  budget  amendment 
and  the  consequences,  as  well,  of  not 
having  one. 

There  have  been  many  accolades  in 
the  last  couple  of  days  for  the  Senator 
from  Illinois.  The  leader  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  endeavored  to  try  to 
convince  the  President  and  his  side  of 
the  merits  of  a  balanced  budget.  In  his 
remarks  which  he  made  the  other 
morning  on  the  floor,  I  want  to  quote 
them,  I  was  here,  he  made  a  very  elo- 
quent statement  about  why  this  coun- 
try needs  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment. He  said.  "I  was  reading  the  other 
day  and  came  across  where  John  Ken- 
nedy in  1963  complained  about  the  huge 
amount  of  money  that  was  paid  for  in- 
terest for  which  we  get  nothing."  That 
is  something  to  be  remembered.  It  does 
not  buy  any  service.  It  does  not  buy  a 
tank  or  defend  anybody.  "He  com- 
plained about  the  huge  amount  of 
money  being  paid  for  interest  for  which 
we  get  nothing.  Do  you  know  what  the 
gross  interest  expenditure  was  in  1963? 
Nine  billion.  That  is  a  terrible  waste  of 
money." 

But  do  you  know  what  the  latest 
Congressional  Budget  Office  figures  are 
for  this  fiscal  year,  gross  Interest  ex- 
penditure? Mr.  President,  $344  billion. 
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From  1963  to  1996.  from  $9  billion  inter- 
est payments  to  S344  billion,  and  going 
up. 

The  point  that  Senator  Simon  of  Illi- 
nois was  making  was  that  if  we  had  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  to  the 
Constitution,  we  would  not  be  paying 
$344  billion  in  interest  pasrments.  Those 
resources  would  be  available  to  return 
to  the  American  taxpayer,  to  this 
Georgia  family  that  is  losing  half  of  its 
income  to  government,  so  that  they 
could  do  the  job  we  are  asking  of  them. 
Mr.  President,  it  was  a  very  dis- 
appointing vote  yesterday.  It  was  ex- 
ceedingly costly  to  every  American 
family.  A  balanced  budget  would  save 
the  average  American  family  S2,388  a 
year  in  mortgage  payments,  $1,026  in  a 
4-year  car  loan,  $1,891  over  a  10-year 
student  loan. 

The  net  effect  of  having  passed  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment,  the  net  ef- 
fect of  having  balanced  budgets  would 
immediately  leave  $3,000  to  $4,000  in 
the  checking  account  of  this  average 
Georgia  family— $3,000  to  $4,000.  That  is 
the  equivalent  of  a  10-  to  20-percent 
pay  raise.  That  is  what  we  are  talking 
about. 

You  get  passed  it  all,  talking  about 
the  checking  account  of  a  typical  fam- 
ily at  work,  doing  what  they  have  to  do 
to  get  the  country  up  in  the  morning, 
to  get  it  to  school  and  get  it  ready.  We 
have  impaired,  drastically,  their  abil- 
ity to  do  it.  Passage  of  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  to  the  Constitu- 
tion, as  Jefferson  called  for,  as  Senator 
SOKON  called  for,  as  Senator  Dole 
called  for,  is  the  best  single  thing  we 
can  do  to  protect  the  integrity  of  these 
working  Americans  all  across  the  land, 
tomorrow  and  for  the  year  to  come. 

I  see  the  time  I  was  allotted  has  ex- 
pired. I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Abbaham).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  speak 
as  in  morning  business  for  up  to  10 
minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MEDICARE  TRUST  FTISD 
Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  nrst,  I 
want  to  commend  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Cover- 
dell]  and  those  who  spoke  this  morn- 
ing on  the  subject  of  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  and  the  unfortunate  con- 
sequences of  our  failure  to  deal  with 
the  problem  of  the  ever-increasing  defi- 
cits. 


We  also  had  a  few  of  those  Senators 
mention,  as  an  aside,  the  problem  with 
the  Medicare  trust  fund.  I  wanted  to 
remind  Senators  that  we  had  a  hearing 
yesterday  in  the  Appropriations  Sub- 
committee that  funds  the  Department 
of  Health  and  Human  Services,  and 
Secretary  Donna  Shalala  came  before 
the  committee  to  present  the  Presi- 
dent's proposed  budget  for  that  Depart- 
ment for  the  next  fiscal  year.  She 
serves,  along  with  others  in  the  admin- 
istration, on  this  panel  of  trustees, 
whose  responsibility  it  is  to  monitor 
and  help  keep  Congress  and  the  adnun- 
istration  informed  about  the  integrity 
of  the  trust  fund,  and  supports  the 
Medicare  Program. 

The  trustees,  earlier  this  week, 
talked  about  the  fact  that  the  worst 
case  scenario  for  future  deficits  in  that 
program  had  been  exceeded,  and  that 
rather  than  having  the  program  go 
bankrupt,  be  hopelessly  insolvent  by 
the  year  2002.  it  was  going  to  be  bank- 
rupt earlier.  By  the  year  2000.  it  would 
be  out  of  balance  by  over  $30  billion, 
and  the  following  year,  it  would  be  out 
of  balance  and  in  deficit  at  the  figure 
of  $100  billion. 

The  consequences  of  this  report  have 
to  wake  up  everybody  to  the  realiza- 
tion that  unless  Congress  and  the  ad- 
ministration quit  playing  politics  with 
this  issue,  it  is  going  to  be  insolvent. 
This  program  is  going  to  be  in  jeop- 
ardy, and  benefits  are  going  to  be  in 
jeopardy  as  well. 

I  think  the  time  has  come  for  us  to 
say,  OK,  the  Republican  Congress 
passed  a  balanced  budget  act  last  year. 
It  included  in  that  suggested  reforms 
in  the  Medicare  Program  that  would 
have  put  it  in  balance,  would  have  kept 
it  solvent,  would  have  made  some  need- 
ed changes  in  the  program  to  give  older 
citizens  more  choices,  more  protection, 
so  that  their  medical  expenses  and  ben- 
efits could  continue  to  be  paid  through 
this  program. 

The  President  vetoed  the  bill.  He  re- 
jected the  balanced  budget  act.  So  we 
started  over  again.  This  year,  the 
Budget  Committee  is  wrestling  with 
the  problem  of  reconciling  budget  reso- 
lutions, which  contain  projected  ex- 
penditures under  this  program,  as  well 
as  all  other  Federal  programs,  with  an 
effort  to  continue  to  build  toward  a 
balanced  budget  plan  as  soon  as  pos- 
sible. Their  projection  is  the  year  2002. 
What  I  am  going  to  suggest  is  that, 
in  this  iwUtically  charged  environment 
of  Presidential  politics  and  campaigns 
for  House  and  Senate  seats  underway— 
and  we  have  to  admit  it— it  is  unlikely 
that  this  administration  is  going  to 
change  its  mind  and  embrace  the  Re- 
publican proposals.  And  so  we  have  to 
acknowledge  that. 

The  President,  at  the  same  time,  has 
made  a  counteroffer,  as  I  understand  it, 
and  has  proposed  some  changes  in  the 
Medicare  Program.  which  would 
achieve  savings  of  $116  billion  over  the 


same  period  of  time.  The  Republican 
proposals  would  have  achieved  savings 
of  almost  $170  billion. 

Let  us  say,  OK.  Mr.  President,  have  it 
your  way  for  the  short  term.  Let  us  in- 
troduce the  President's  proposed 
changes  in  the  Medicare  Program.  Let 
us  accept  his  proposals  for  changes  and 
cuts  in  the  Medicare  Program  and 
enact  them  next  week,  or  the  week  fol- 
lowing. If  the  reconciliation  bill  from 
the  Budget  Committee's  resolution  is 
vetoed  by  the  President  or  not  sup- 
ported by  the  Democrats  in  that  area 
of  the  budget,  let  us  isolate  the  Medi- 
care Program  changes  and  enact  some 
changes. 

I  suggest,  let  us  enact  the  President's 
proposed  changes  and  cuts  in  the  pro- 
gram and,  at  the  same  time,  establish 
a  commission— which  the  President  has 
recommended,  the  trustees  have  rec- 
ommended in  their  report,  including 
Secretary  Shalala,  Secretary  Reich, 
Secretary  Rubin,  and  others,  who  serve 
on  that  trustee  panel — to  recommend 
long-term  changes  in  the  Medicare 
Program  that  would  ensure  its  sol- 
vency and  protect  the  benefits  for  the 
older  citizens  in  our  society  over  the 
long  term. 

I  do  not  see  anything  wrong  with 
that.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  have  been 
suggesting  that  that  be  considered  as 
an  alternative.  K  Congress  and  the 
President  cannot  agree  on  what 
changes  ought  to  be  made,  get  a  com- 
nussion  together,  much  like  the  Base 
Closure  Commission,  or  the  Social  Se- 
curity Commission,  which  was  formed 
in  1983  and  chaired  by  Alan  Greenspan. 
It  made  recommendations  to  save  the 
Social  Security  trust  fund  from  bank- 
ruptcy, and  Congress  and  the  President 
agreed  at  that  time  to  accept  the  rec- 
ommendation of  that  commission  and 
implement  it. 

That  ought  to  be  a  part  of  this  legis- 
lation—that we  establish  that  conunis- 
sion,  agree  to  implement  its  rec- 
ommendations, and  have  a  vote  on  it. 
If  you  do  not  want  to  implement  them, 
vote  no;  be  against  everything.  But  we 
have  to  come  to  terms  with  the  reality 
of  the  situation.  The  longer  we  wait, 
the  harder  the  solution  is  going  to  be 
and  the  more  sacrifices  that  are  going 
to  have  to  be  made  by  everybody — the 
taxpayers.  If  we  do  not  make  these 
changes,  do  you  know  what  is  going  to 
happen?  Pretty  soon,  you  are  going  to 
see  the  taxes  on  the  employers  and  em- 
ployees to  fund  this  program  being  in- 
creased— and  by  substantial  sums. 

Now,  the  older  population  is  getting 
older  and,  thank  goodness,  medical 
science  is  wonderful  and  it  is  giving  us 
all  opportunities  for  longer  lives.  But 
coming  with  that,  too,  are  added  ex- 
penses, as  you  get  older,  for  medical 
care.  Our  senior  citizens  confront  the 
reality  every  day  of  this  terrible  fear, 
and  that  is  that  they  will  not  have  the 
funds,  they  will  not  have  access  to  the 
care  they  need  to  enjoy  the  longevity 
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that  they  now  have,  compliments  of 
medical  science,  good  nutrition,  and 
the  advances  that  we  have  made  for 
good  health  in  our  society. 

So  I  say  that  it  is  time  to  stop  the 
partisan  politics.  Let  us  quit  throwing 
rocks  at  each  other  across  the  aisle, 
blaming  each  other  for  not  getting 
anything  done.  I  am  prepared  to  say,  as 
a  Member  of  the  Republican  leadership 
in  the  Senate,  OK,  Mr.  President,  let  us 
enact  your  proposal. 

I  am  going  to  introduce  a  bill  next 
week,  and  I  hope  there  will  be  Senators 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  who  will  say, 
OK,  let  us  go  along  with  this  sugges- 
tion as  an  alternative  to  what  we  have 
been  getting.  And  what  we  have  been 
getting  is  nothing — gridlock,  con- 
frontation, yelling  at  each  other,  peo- 
ple getting  red  in  the  face,  and  nothing 
getting  done. 

I  think  the  American  people  are  fed 
up  with  that  kind  of  politics,  fed  up 
with  that  kind  of  Grovemment.  I  am  fed 
up  with  it.  It  is  time  to  change.  We 
ought  to  do  it  now — before  it  is  too 
late. 

I  jrield  the  floor. 

Mr.  THOMAS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wyoming  is  recognized. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President,  are  we 
in  morning  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Let  the 
Chair  advise  the  Senator  that  he  may 
proceed  as  in  morning  business. 


BALANCED  BUDGET  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  THOMAS.  I  thank  the  Chair.  I 
will  only  take  5  minutes.  I  wanted  to 
do  a  couple  of  things.  I  want  to  thank 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  for  bringing 
some  discussion  today  as  a  follow-up  to 
this  vote  on  the  balanced  budget 
amendment.  I  am  very  disappointed 
that  that  balanced  budget  amendment 
to  the  Constitution  did  not  pass.  I 
think  there  are  obviously  reasons  that 
it  should  have  passed.  Obviously,  it  was 
very  close  to  passage.  The  reasons,  of 
course,  have  to  do  with  responsibility, 
with  morality  of  Government,  with  fis- 
cal responsibility. 

Everyone  accepts  the  idea  that  we 
shovild  not  be  continuously  spending 
more  than  we  take  in.  It  has  to  do  with 
the  historic  performance  of  the  Federal 
Government  for  25  years,  or  more, 
since  we  have  balanced  the  budget  last. 
Everybody  gets  up,  and  the  first  thing 
they  say  is,  "Yes,  I  am  for  balancing 
the  budget" — the  same  people  who  have 
been  here  for  25  years  and  have  never 
balanced  the  budget.  They  say,  "We  do 
not  need  an  amendment;  we  will  just 
do  it."  Well,  we  have  not  just  done  it. 

So  I  am  very  disappointed  in  that.  I 
suspect  that  we  will  have  some  more 
opportimities  to  do  that. 

I  come  from  a  State  where  the  con- 
stitution provides  for  a  bsdanced  budg- 
et. Frankly,  it  works  very  well.  It  is  a 
discipline,  and  the  government  works 


within  that  discipline.  It  is  one  of  the 
elements  of  good  government — one  of 
the  elements  that  says,  "All  right.  We 
want  a  program.  Here  is  what  it  will 
cost.  Are  you  willing  to  pay  for  it?"  If 
you  are  not,  if  we  are  not,  if  I  am  not. 
then  we  should  not  do  it.  That  is  what 
this  fiscal  responsibility  is  all  about. 

I  think  the  best  instance  of  that,  of 
course,  is  a  property  tax  where  we  live. 
The  school  district  says,  "We  need  a 
new  science  building.  Here  is  what  it 
will  cost."  Is  it  worth  it?  You  vote.  Are 
you  willing  to  pay  for  it,  or  are  not 
you? 

I  want  to  talk  about  a  change  that 
needs  to  take  place  in  the  budget  proc- 
ess. Last  year  we  took  the  whole  year 
and  deferred  getting  the  budget  fin- 
ished. Now  we  are  in  a  year  of  budget- 
ing, and  we  are  spending  such  a  large 
amount  of  our  time  on  the  budget.  Con- 
gress has  more  responsibilities  than 
simply  the  budget.  Indeed,  the  budget 
is  very  important.  The  budget  is  sort  of 
an  outline  of  what  we  are  going  to  do. 
But  the  Congress  also  has,  and  the  Sen- 
ate also  has,  many  other  responsibil- 
ities, such  as  oversight,  such  as  seeing 
if  bills  that  have  been  passed  and  are 
up  for  renewal  have,  indeed,  been  effec- 
tive, whether  they  need  to  be  changed, 
whether  they  need  to  be  renewed.  This 
is  a  big  job,  and  we  are  supposed  to  be 
doing  that.  But  instead,  we  are  going 
back  and  forth  spending  the  whole  year 
practically  every  year  on  the  budget. 

I  have  a  bill  that  has  bipartisan  sup- 
port that  asks  for  reform  in  budgeting 
and  doing  a  biennial  budget.  I  think 
there  is  a  great  deal  of  merit  in  a  bien- 
nial budget.  No.  1,  it  is  better  for  the 
Government.  It  is  better  for  the  agen- 
cies. They  at  least  have  2  years  of  plan- 
ning for  what  they  can  do  in  their  ex- 
penditures; 2  years  in  which  they  can 
plan  how  to  manage  their  dollars.  It  is 
much  better  for  the  Congress.  It  is 
done  in  most  legislative  bodies— bien- 
nial budgeting.  It  has  been  supported 
by  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

The  resolution  that  we  introduced 
this  year  is  supported  by  Senator 
DOMENici,  who  is  head  of  the  Budget 
Committee,  and  we  think  we  can  make 
this  reform  next  year.  I  think,  as  we 
spend  all  of  this  time  on  budgeting,  we 
spend  the  whole  year  practically  on 
budgeting  rather  than  some  of  the 
other  things  that  we  ought  to  be  doing 
in  addition  to  budgeting,  it  makes  it 
more  clear  that  there  needs  to  be  some 
reform.  We  need  to  have  a  biennial 
budget. 

So.  Mr.  President,  obviously,  we  are 
not  going  to  get  to  that  this  year. 
There  are  relatively  few  working  days 
left.  That  will  not  be  one  of  the  issues. 
I  am  not  naive  to  think  that.  But  I  do 
say  to  you  that  I  do  not  think  there  is 
anything  more  important  in  terms  of 
restructuring  our  process  than  to  take 
a  look  at  biennial  budgeting.  I  intend 
to  bring  it  up  again  next  year.  I  have 
been  promised  support  by  those  who 


are  much  more  knowledgeable  than  I 
about  budgeting. 

I  recognize  that  there  is  always  re- 
sistance from  the  appropriators.  I  was 
on  the  Appropriations  Committee  when 
I  was  in  the  legislature.  Appropriators 
have  a  great  deal  of  influence  over  all 
kinds  of  things  because  they  control 
spending,  and  everybody  is  interested 
in  how  spending  is  done  and  how  it  af- 
fects their  State.  So  appropriators  are 
reluctant,  of  course,  to  lose  the  author- 
ity that  they  have  every  year  by  going 
through  this  process.  I  am  sorry  for 
that,  but  I  think  they  to  do  a  better  job 
if  they  do  it  on  a  biennial  basis. 

Mr.  President,  I  appreciate  the  time. 
I  hope  we  will  continue  to  talk  a  little 
bit  about  how  we  might  change  some  of 
the  processes  in  this  Congress;  that  we 
talk  about  results  rather  than  proce- 
dure; that,  instead  of  saying  we  have 
been  doing  it  for  200  years,  maybe  so. 
but  we  ought  to  see  what  the  results 
have  been  for  having  done  that  for  200 
years.  There  are  some  things  that 
should  not  be  changed.  There  are  some 
fundamentals  that  should  not  be 
changed.  But  there  are  some  processes 
that  are  not  producing  the  results  that 
we  want,  and  one  of  them  is  budgeting. 
The  result  is  a  $5  trillion  debt,  the  in- 
terest on  which  is  the  largest  single 
line  item  in  the  budget. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
imanlmous  consent  I  be  allowed  to  pro- 
ceed under  the  1  hour  that  has  been  re- 
served by  the  minority  leader. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


REPUBLICAN  GRANDCHILDREN 
Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
listened  this  morning  to  some  of  the 
discussion  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  I 
felt  I  needed  to  come  over  and  speak, 
at  least  for  historical  records,  speak  to 
the  Republican  grandchildren  a  bit.  be- 
cause the  Republican  grandchildren 
have  been  spoken  to  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  about  a  range  of  issues.  They 
have  been  described  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  as  victims  of  legislative  prob- 
lems created  this  week  by  a  vote  on  the 
constitutional  amendment  to  balance 
the  budget. 

All  grandchildren  are  affected  by 
what  happens  in  these  Chambers,  in 
the  Chambers  of  the  U.S.  House  and 
the  U.S.  Senate.  Grandchildren  will 
ask  the  tough  questions  in  the  years 
ahead  about  the  country  in  which  they 
live,   the  country  in  which  they  are 
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growing  up.  They  might  ask  some  ques- 
tions about  what  has  made  this  a  won- 
derful place.  There  are  some  who  sim- 
ply cannot  concede  this  is  a  worthy 
place  to  live.  They  talk  about  how 
awful  America  is.  America  has  gone  to 
hell  in  a  handbasket,  they  say.  Amer- 
ica has  gone  to  the  dogs. 

It  is  interesting,  we  have  people  talk- 
ing about  building  fences  to  keep  peo- 
ple out  of  America  because  w6  have  so 
many  people  who  want  to  come  here. 
This  country  is  a  remarkable  place, 
with  enormous  challenges,  to  be  sure. 
We  have  faced  challenges  before.  We 
faced  a  Civil  War  and  survived  it  and 
came  back  together.  We  faced  the 
threat  of  Adolph  Hitler.  We  faced  the 
threat  of  a  depression.  We  have  sur- 
vived all  of  those  threats  and  all  of 
those  challenges.  Do  we  have  chal- 
lenges now?  Of  course;  enormous  chal- 
lenges, substantial  challenges.  But  is 
this  a  remarkable,  wonderful  coxmtry 
that  the  rest  of  the  world  looks  up  to, 
the  rest  of  the  world  wants  to  come  to? 
Of  course  it  is. 

At  the  turn  of  the  century,  if  you 
were  living  in  America,  you  expected 
to  live  48  years.  That  was  the  lifespan. 
Now,  at  the  end  of  the  century,  you  are 
expected,  as  an  American,  to  live  ap- 
prozinmtely  78  years.  What  accounts 
for  that?  A  number  of  things.  I  have 
spoken  previously  about  some  of  them, 
but  let  me  just  describe  a  few  again,  at 
the  risk  of  being  repetitious.  Our 
grandchildren  and  the  Republican 
grandchildren  will  read  the  history  of 
these,  of  course. 

The  history  is  well  documented  of 
one  thing  that  makes  this  a  better 
country  In  which  to  live,  one  of  the 
reasons  we  are  living  longer.  Upton 
Sinclair  did  the  research  at  the  turn  of 
the  century  and  wrote  a  book  about  it. 
He  did  the  research  in  the  meatpacking 
plants  in  our  country,  in  Chicago,  and 
discovered  in  the  meatpacking  plants 
they  had  problems  with  rats.  How  did 
they  deal  with  the  problems  of  rats  in 
meatpacking  plants?  Well  they  took 
loaves  of  bread  and  would  lace  the 
slices  of  bread  with  arsenic  and  poison, 
and  lay  them  around  the  meatpacking 
plants  and  the  rats  would  eat  the  breeul 
and  the  rats  would  die  and  the  dead 
rats  and  meat  would  all  go  down  the 
same  chute  and  come  out  the  other  end 
as  something  called  mystery  sausage 
and  be  sold  In  the  supermarkets.  Upton 
Sinclair  wrote  his  book  about  what  he 
found  in  the  meatpacking  plants  and, 
guess  what,  the  American  people  said, 
we  want  to  be  assured  we  are  eating 
safe  products.  And  guess  what,  the 
American  Congress  said  we  are  going 
to  make  sure  when  meat  is  processed  in 
this  country  it  will  be  Inspected.  We 
are  going  to  make  sure  we  are  not 
pushing  meat  and  dead  rats  down  the 
same  chute  and  pushing  it  out  of  the 
plant  and  selling  it  to  the  American 
people. 

A  step  forward?  Sure.  Government 
intervention?  You  bet.  at  the  turn  of 


the  century,  saying  this  country  de- 
serves to  have  a  safe  supply  of  food. 

That  is  one  thing  that  has  made  this 
a  little  better  place.  There  are  thou- 
sands of  others.  We  constructed,  some 
long  while  ago  in  this  country,  some- 
thing called  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  and  also  created  something 
called  Medicare.  The  combination  of 
funding  in  Medicare  and  the  funding  of 
research  in  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  and  the  genius  of  some  health 
care  professionals  around  this  country 
have  created  breathtaking  technology 
that  saves  people's  lives. 

It  allows  people  to  live  longer.  People 
who  get  old  and  have  trouble  with  their 
knees  now  get  new  knees.  When  they 
have  trouble  with  their  hips,  they  get 
new  hips.  When  they  have  trouble  see- 
ing, cataract  surgery.  When  their  heart 
blood  vessels  get  plugged  up,  they  get 
open  heart  surgery.  So  we  live  longer 
and  it  costs  more.  But  it  comes  about 
because  of  these  breathtaking  changes 
in  health  care,  most  of  which  came  as 
a  result  of  investment  by,  yes,  this 
Senate,  this  Congress,  the  American 
people,  saying  we  want  to  make  life 
better  for  people  in  this  country. 

I  could  go  through  a  litany  of  things 
that  have  changed  to  make  things  bet- 
ter, but  I  will  not  go  through  the  whole 
list.  I  want  to  say,  as  you  fast-forward 
to  a  point  in  time  at  which  we  face 
these  enormous  challenges,  but  at  a 
time  in  which  Americans  are  living  to 
an  average  age  of  about  78  years,  a 
time  in  which,  after  20  years,  when  we 
have  doubled  our  use  of  energy  in  the 
last  20  years  we  have  cleaner  air  and 
cleaner  water — why?  Why  would  we 
have  cleaner  air  and  cleaner  water 
when  we  have  doubled  our  use  of  en- 
ergy In  the  last  20  years?  Because  the 
Congress  said  to  polluters:  "You  are 
not  going  to  be  able  to  pollute  any- 
more. You're  going  to  pay  a  penalty  if 
you  pollute.  We  demand  on  behalf  of 
our  kids  and  grandkids  that  we  have 
clean  air  and  clean  water  in  our  coun- 
try." 

Is  it  perfect?  No,  but  would  anyone  21 
years  ago  have  predicted  if  we  doubled 
our  use  of  energy  we  would  have  clean- 
er air  and  cleaner  water?  No  one  would 
have  predicted  that.  It  has  happened. 
Why?  Because  the  Congress  said  to 
those  who  were  polluting  America's  air 
and  water,  "You  can't  do  it  ansrmore." 

Interference?  Regulation?  Yes.  Are 
some  people  angry  about  it?  Yes.  Some 
of  the  largest  polluters  in  our  country 
are  angry  about  it.  In  fact,  they  have 
office  space  over  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. 

The  majority  party  in  the  House  said 
to  those  folks,  "You  all  come  in  here 
and  help  us  write  new  regulations  that 
allow  you  to  pollute.  Let's  retract 
what  we  have  done  on  clean  air  and 
water  regulations.  We  want  to  give  you 
more  freedom  to  pollute." 

It  is  called  Project  Relief  by  the  ma- 
jority party.  Thank  God  for  the  U.S. 


Senate  that  it  has  not  gotten  its  way 
through  this  Congress,  because  some  of 
us  here  value  clean  air  and  clean  water. 

I  said  I  wanted  to,  for  historical  pur- 
poses, speak  as  well  to  Republican 
grandchildren,  because  we  heard  this 
morning  about  the  burdens  of  Repub- 
lican grandchildren. 

Some  grandchild  is  going  to  be  ask- 
ing grandpa  some  day  on  that  side  of 
the  aisle:  "Grandpa,  I  read  in  the  books 
that  the  Social  Security  system  was 
actually  collecting  enough  money  for 
Social  Security;  in  fact,  collecting 
more  money  than  was  needed  in  the 
late  1990's  and  the  early  2000's,  and  yet, 
why  isn't  there  money  available  for  So- 
cial Security  now  when  I  reach  retire- 
ment age?" 

And  that  Republican  grandpa  or 
grandma.  If  he  or  she  served  in  the  Sen- 
ate, would  probably  have  to  say:  "Well, 
Grandson,  that's  because  we  decided 
that  we  would  take  that  money  that  we 
promised  we  would  save  for  Social  Se- 
curity and  we  would  use  it  over  here 
for  something  else.  We  wanted  to  say 
we  balanced  the  budget,  and  we  also 
wanted  to  build  a  star  wars  project  and 
we  wanted  to  provide  tax  breaks  and 
we  wanted  to  give  fairly  significant  tax 
cuts,  half  of  which  would  go  to  people 
whose  incomes  are  over  $100,000  a  year, 
and  we  couldn't  do  all  that  unless  we 
took  the  Social  Security  money  and 
used  it  over  here  as  operating  budget 
revenues  so  we  could  claim  we  bal- 
anced the  budget.  So,  Grandson,  in 
short,  those  were  our  priorities." 

Maybe  they  would  say,  "Grandad, 
what  happened  to  the  jobs?  I  went  to 
school,  I  got  my  college  degree  and. 
Grandad,  I  don't  understand,  there's 
not  a  good  job  here." 

Maybe  the  grandad  would  say:  "Well, 
you  know  what  happened  to  us  is  we 
felt  we  needed  to  help  big  business 
when  we  were  in  Congress.  So  what  we 
decided  to  do  Is  provide  a  big,  juicy  tax 
break  to  businesses  who  would  move 
their  jobs  from  the  United  States  over- 
seas." 

And  they  are  going  to  say:  "Grandad, 
that  doesn't  make  any  sense,  why 
would  you  do  that?  Why  would  you  en- 
courage people  to  move  jobs  out  of  the 
country?  You  knew  I  was  in  your  fam- 
ily, you  knew  I  was  going  to  go 
through  the  school  system,  you  knew  I 
was  going  to  need  a  job  some  day.  Why 
would  you  encourage  corporations  to 
move  American  jobs  overseas?" 

"Well,  that's  just  our  philosophy," 
they  would  say,  "because  we  think  the 
big,  big  corporations  are  what  make 
the  world  tick.  It  is  our  trickle-down/ 
supply-side  notion:  If  you  make  the  big 
bigger  and  the  rich  richer,  somehow  ev- 
erybody else  would  be  better  off.  So  we 
gave  tax  breaks  to  companies  who 
would  move  jobs  overseas." 

I  have  a  hunch  some  of  these 
grandkids  who  were  discussed  earlier 
this  morning  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  are  going  to  be  enormously  puz- 
zled. 


June  7,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


13413 


They  might  look  at  the  Record 
here — because  we  were  told  that  the 
majority  party  had  offered  a  balanced 
budget  and  were  upset  the  President 
vetoed  it— they  might  look  at  the 
Record  and  they  would  say:  "But,  dad, 
I  don't  understand.  I  looked  at  the 
Record,  and  you  know  what  you  all 
did?  What  you  all  did  was  you  took  a 
little  program  called  the  Star  Schools 
Program,  which  was  designed  to  target 
investments  in  math  and  sciences  and 
certain  star  schools  to  enhance  Ameri- 
ca's education  system,  and  you  slashed 
that  at  the  same  time  that  you  said 
you  needed  to  increase,  by  over  100  per- 
cent, a  star  wars  program.  Why  was 
star  wars  more  important  than  star 
schools?" 

So  the  father  is  going  to  explain  to 
the  son  or  daughter  that  choice. 

"But,  grandpa,  what  about  the  Head 
Start  Program?  Didn't  all  the  evidence 
suggest  the  Head  Start  Program  really 
did  work  where  you  make  available  to 
a  3-  or  4-year-old  child  who  comes  from 
a  low-income,  disadvantaged  family 
the  opportunity  to  go  into  a  Head  Start 
Program?  Didn't  all  the  evidence  show 
that  that  investment  in  that  3-  and  4- 
year-old  produced  enormous  rewards, 
enormous  returns?" 
"Yes;  yes,  they  did." 
"Well,  then,  why  did  you  tell  60,000 
children  that  they  were  no  longer 
going  to  be  eligible  for  Head  Start?  If 
that  was  a  good  program,  why  did  you 
tell  60,000  kids  that  they  don't  matter, 
that  star  wars  was  more  important,  or 
a  tax  break  to  a  company  that  was 
going  to  move  their  jobs  overseas  was 
more  important?" 

Or  maybe  they  will  read  the  Record 
and  they  will  say,  "Well,  grandma,  I 
was  reading  about  that  budget  debate 
you  all  had,  and  the  one  thing  I  don't 
understand  is  with  all  the  problems 
you  had  with  kids  and  youth  crime, 
you  cut  600,000  summer  jobs  for  dis- 
advantaged youth.  Why  would  you  do 
that?  Why  would  you  believe  that  sum- 
mer work  for  disadvantaged  youth 
somehow  was  not  in  this  country's  in- 
terest?" 

And  they  are  going  to  have  to  explain 
that,  I  guess. 

But  mostly  they  are  going  to  have  to 
explain,  it  seems  to  me,  the  contradic- 
tion between  their  assertion  that  their 
demand  that  they  change  the  Constitu- 
tion now  in  a  way  that  misuses  Social 
Security  funds  followed  by  an  agenda 
that  immediately  brings  to  the  floor  a 
program  that  will  cost  up  to  $60  billion 
more  to  create  a  star  wars  program, 
immediately  bring  to  the  floor  a  pro- 
posal that  will  cut  gas  taxes  some  $30- 
some  billion  in  7  years,  a  proposal  that 
will  substantially  cut  taxes  somewhere 
In  the  $180  to  $200  billion  range,  much 
of  which  will  go  to  upper  income  peo- 
ple, they  are  going  to  have  to  answer 
as  to  how  that  adds  up.  How  does  all 
that  add  up  so  that  those  children  can 
understand  that  this  was  a  menu  that 


made  sense,  and,  of  course,  it  is  going 
to  be  hau-d  for  any  child  to  understand 
that  because  this  does  not  make  sense. 

I  want  to  reinforce  this,  not  with  my 
words,  but  I  would  like  to  reinforce  it 
by  quoting  some  others. 

David  Gergen,  who  worked  for  Ron- 
ald Reagan,  George  Bush,  and  BUI  Clin- 
ton, writes  the  following,  speaking  of 
the  Republican  majority: 

In  their  eagerness  to  satisfy  one  principle, 
fiscal  responsibility,  the  Republicans  would 
ask  the  country  to  abandon  another,  equally 
vital  principle— fair  play.  This  is  a  false, 
cruel  choice  we  should  not  make. 

When  Bill  Clinton  achieved  large  deficit  re- 
ductions— 

And  they  have  been  reduced  substan- 
tially— 

we  pursued  the  Idea  of  shared  sacrifice.  Not 
this  time.  Instead.  Congress  now  seems  In- 
tent on  imposing  new  burdens  on  the  poor, 
the  elderly  and  vulnerable  children,  while. 
incredibly,  delivering  a  windfall  for  the 
wealthy. 

Proposals  passed  by  the  House  and  Senate 
would  rip  gaping  holes  In  the  Nations  safety 
net,  already  low  by  the  standards  of  ad- 
vanced nations  and  once  considered  sac- 
rosanct. 

This  from  a  fellow  who  has  worked 
for  both  Republican  and  Democratic 
Presidents. 

Another  quote  from  David  Gergen: 

U.S.  News  reported  last  week  the  lowest  20 
percent  of  the  population  would  lose  more 
Income  under  these  spending  cuts  than  the 
rest  of  the  population  combined.  At  the 
other  end.  the  highest  20  percent  would  gain 
more  from  the  tax  cuts  than  everyone  else 
combined. 

No  one  disputes  the  basic  contention  that 
the  burdens  of  benefits  are  lopsided.  In  a  na- 
tion divided  dangerously  into  haves  and 
have-nots,  this  Is  neither  wise  nor  justified. 

Let  me  describe  what  he  is  saying, 
because  I  think  it  is  important.  Con- 
sider this  room  is  the  United  States 
and  then  say,  "All  right,  the  20  percent 
of  you  with  the  lowest  Incomes,  you 
move  your  chairs  over  here,"  so  we 
have  the  20  percent  with  the  lowest  in- 
comes sitting  on  this  side  of  the  room. 

"Now  we  have  a  deal  for  you.  You're 
going  to  have  80  percent  of  the  burden 
of  all  the  spending  cuts.  You  20  percent 
with  the  highest  Incomes,  you  all  move 
your  chairs  to  this  side  of  the  room, 
and  we  have  something  that  is  going  to 
make  you  smile,  because  you  are  going 
to  get  80  percent  of  our  tax  cuts." 

That  is  the  problem  with  this  agenda. 

Let  me  quote  extensively  from  some- 
one who  has  not  worked  with  both 
Democrats  and  Republicans.  This  is  a 
Republican,  Kevin  Phillips,  a  Repub- 
lican political  analyst,  who  has  written 
extensively  on  economic  issues,  writ- 
ten a  couple  wonderful  books. 

He  speaks  of  this  agenda: 

Remember,  at  the  same  time  as  the  Repub- 
licans proposed  to  reduce  Medicare  spending 
by  S270  billion  over  7  years,  they  want  to  cut 
taxes  for  corporations.  Investors,  and  afflu- 
ent families  by  S345  billion  over  the  same  pe- 
riod. This  Is  no  coincidence. 

Kevin  Phlllii)s.  a  Republican  political 
analyst. 


Kevin  Phillips: 

Today's  Republicans  see  federal  Medicare 
outlays  to  old  people  as  a  treasure  chest  of 
gold  for  partial  redirection  In  their  favorite 
directions;  towards  tax  cuts  for  deserving 
corporations,  families,  and  individuals. 

Again,  Kevin  Phillips,  a  Republican 
analyst: 

Further.  [Kevin  Phillips  says]  the  revolu- 
tionary ideology  driving  the  new  Republican 
Medicare  proposal  is  also  simple.  Cut  middle- 
class  programs  as  much  as  possible  and  give 
the  money  back  to  private-sector  businesses, 
finance  and  high-Income  taxpayers. 

Not  a  Democrat  speaking;  Kevin 
Phillips,  a  Republican  analyst. 

Again.  Kevin  Phillips: 

If  the  budget  deficit  were  really  a  national 
crisis  instead  of  a  pretext  for  fiscal  favor- 
itism and  flnagling,  we'd  be  talking  about 
shared  sacrifice  with  business.  Wall  Street 
and  the  rich,  the  people  who  have  the  biggest 
money  making  the  biggest  sacrifice.  Instead, 
it's  the  senior  citizens,  the  poor,  the  stu- 
dents and  ordinary  Americans  who'll  see  pro- 
grams they  depend  on  gutted,  while  business, 
finance  and  the  richest  one  or  two  percent, 
far  from  making  sacrifices,  actually  get  new 
benefits  and  tax  reductions. 

Again  Republican  political  analyst 
Kevin  Phillips: 

If  the  U.S.  budget  deficit  problem  does  rep- 
resent the  fiscal  equivalent  of  war— maybe  it 
does— then  what  we  are  really  looking  at  Is 
one  of  the  most  Qagrant  examples  of  war 
profiteering  this  century  has  seen. 

I  know  these  are  controversial  and 
very  strong,  assertive  statements— not 
from  a  Democrat — from  a  Republican 
political  analyst  about  the  Republican 
agenda. 

Kevin  Phillips  again: 

Spending  on  Government  j>rognLms.  Crom 
Medicare  and  education  to  home  heating  oil 
assistance,  is  to  be  reduced  in  ways  that 
principally  burden  the  poor  and  middle  class, 
while  simultaneously  taxes  are  to  be  cut  in 
ways  that  predominantly  benefit  the  top  one 
or  two  percent  of  the  Americans. 

Finally— Kevin  Phillips— this  is  the 
last  quote  I  will  use  firom  him.  But  as 
you  can  see,  this  Republican  analyst 
has  had  a  very  harsh  view  of  the  Re- 
publican agenda. 

In  short  [he  says]  aid  to  dependent  grand- 
mothers, children,  college  students  and  city 
dwellers  Is  to  be  slashed,  while  aid  to  depend- 
ent corporations,  stock  brokers  and  general 
and  assorted  James  Bond  Imitators  survives 
or  even  grows. 

Then  William  Kristol,  who  is  the  con- 
temporary philosopher  behind  the  Re- 
publican agenda  these  days,  at  least 
the  principal  spokesperson  on  tele- 
vision. 

Someone  needs  to  stand  up  [he  says]  and 
defend  the  establishment:  In  the  last  couple 
weeks,  there's  been  too  much  pseudopop- 
ullsm,  almost  too  much  concern  and  atten- 
tion for  the,  quote,  the  people — that  Is,  the 
people's  will,  their  prejudices,  their  foolish 
opinions.  In  a  certain  sense,  we're  all  paying 
the  price  for  that  now.  .  .  After  all.  we  con- 
servatives are  on  the  side  of  the  lords  and 
barons. 

William  Kristol. 

I  would  not  even  bother  to  come  to 
the    floor    today    except    I    sat    and 
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watched  almost  2  hours  of  the  other 
side  saying,  "Gee,  our  agenda's  right 
for  America.  We  have  the  right  menu. 
We're  doing  the  right  thing.  It's  a 
bunch  of  other  slothful  people  around 
here  who  can't  get  their  acts  straight. 
It's  people  who  have  changed  their 
mind,  people  who  won't  stand  and  sup- 
port a  balanced  budget." 

I  have  heard  almost  more  of  that 
than  we  care  to  hear  from  people  who 
say  they  want  to  change  the  Constitu- 
tion but  whose  every  action  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  is  that  they  want  to 
spend  more  money. 

I  say  this  to  them,  those  who  spoke 
this  morning  and  others,  when  you 
come  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate  next 
week,  if  it  is  a  defense  authorization 
bill  you  bring  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
next  week— I  think  it  probably  will  be; 
we  have  not  yet  been  informed— if  it  is, 
and  if  you  are  intending  to  spend,  I  be- 
lieve, between  $11  and  $13  billion— I 
think  $11  bUlion  more  than  the  Penta- 
gon asked  you  the  spend— would  you 
also  come  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
and  tell  the  American  people  who  you 
want  to  tax  for  the  extra  $11  billion? 
Who  is  going  to  pay  the  extra  $11  bil- 
lion? Why,  do  you  think  generals  do 
not  know  enough  about  how  many 
trucks  they  want  to  buy? 

You  say,  we  want  to  buy  more  trucks 
than  the  generals  ask  for,  buy  more 
ships  than  the  generals  ask  for,  more 
airplanes  than  the  generals  need.  Last 
year  you  did  the  same  thing.  You  said 
the  Defense  Department  did  not  know 
enough.  We  insist  on  bujring  more  sub- 
marines, trucks,  ships,  and  planes  than 
the  Pentagon  wants,  needs  or  asks  for. 
I  just  encourage  this:  If  you  say  you 
are  for  balancing  the  budget,  the  place 
to  balance  the  budget  is  in  individual 
spending  decisions  here  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate,  not  in  the  Constitution.  If 
in  the  next  piece  of  legislation  that 
comes  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  you 
have  decided  that  the  Pentagon  needs 
to  spend  more  money  than  they  have 
asked  to  spend,  tell  us  who  is  going  to 
pay  for  that.  How  much  are  you  going 
to  increase  the  debt  to  accommodate 
that? 

Then  when  the  next  bill  comes  fol- 
lowing that,  which  you  say  is  not  star 
wars,  but  which  in  fact  is  a  new  $60  bil- 
lion program — the  Congressional  Budg- 
et Office  says  $30  to  $60  billion—  you 
show  me  a  program  that  comes  in  at 
the  low  end,  I  will  show  you  every  pro- 
gram that  comes  out  in  the  high  end. 
When  you  bring  the  next  one  on  the 
floor  to  spend  $60  billion  on  a  new  star 
wars  program,  you  tell  us,  again,  how 
much  you  favor  a  balanced  budget  and 
you  tell  us  who  you  intend  to  have  pay 
for  that.  Or  do  you  intend  to  charge 
that? 

I  do  not  have  today  the  charts  that 
show  the  budgets  that  were  submitted 
by  President  Reagan  and  President 
Bush  in  12  years.  But  I  will  bring  that 
to  the  floor  at  some  point  because  the 


implication  of  the  debate  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  is  that  somehow  it  is  the 
Democrats  that  want  to  spend  money. 
No  one  has  asked  for  more  deficits,  no 
one  has  requested  higher  deficits  in  the 
history  of  this  country  than  the  com- 
bination of  Ronald  Reagan  and  George 
Bush  in  the  budgets  they  have  asked 
for  Congress  to  pass.  No  one. 

I  am  not  talking  about  accidents.  I 
am  talking  about  deliberate  requests, 
asking  Congress  for  budgets  that  cre- 
ate deficits  that  have  been  the  highest 
in  the  history  of  this  country.  I  will 
bring  those  to  the  floor  and  dem- 
onstrate that.  So  it  is  not  a  case  where 
one  party  is  all  right  and  one  party  is 
all  wrong.  The  only  reason  I  stand  to 
respond  to  2  hours  of  constant  finger 
pointing  is  that  people  need  to  under- 
stand that  what  the  Republicans  have 
complained  about  this  morning  is  they 
have  not  been  able  to  get  their  agenda 
through  the  Congress  because  this 
President  has  vetoed  an  agenda  that 
their  own  Republican  colleagues  and 
their  own  Republican  authorities  have 
said  is  a  terrible  agenda.  It  is,  take 
from  the  have-nots  and  give  to  the 
haves.  Some  of  us  are  unwilling  to  go 
along  with  that.  I  know  that  that 
forces  some  of  you  to  complain. 

So  I  come  to  the  floor  to  say  it  is  not 
the  way  you  suggested.  It  is  not  a  case 
where  you  can  point  fingers  across  the 
aisle  and  say,  "They're  at  fault. 
They're  responsible."  We  have  plenty 
of  blame  on  our  side  of  the  aisle.  Demo- 
crats have  plenty  of  blame  to  spread 
aroimd  on  our  side  of  the  aisle. 

Let  me  take  some  credit  for  being 
part  of  a  party  that  says,  we  want  to 
build  a  Medicare  program  in  this  coun- 
try, and  we  did  it.  No  thanks  to  some 
people  who  are  still  bragging  they 
voted  against  it.  Medicare  has  made 
this  a  better  country  and  a  better  life 
for  a  lot  of  people  in  this  country.  I  am 
proud  to  be  a  part  of  a  party  with  a  leg- 
acy that  is  a  wonderful  legacy  that  has 
made  life  better  in  this  country. 

But  we  also  have  some  responsibUity. 
We  have  created  too  many  programs.  I 
do  not  disagree  with  that.  We  have 
been  concerned  about  solving  problems. 
Sometimes  we  create  a  program  that 
we  think  will  solve  a  problem,  and  it 
does  not  work.  We  have  not,  in  my 
judgment,  been  aggressive  enough  in 
getting  rid  of  those  programs. 

But  I  do  not  believe  the  record  will 
show  that  those  this  morning,  who 
spend  2  hours  pointing  fingers,  are 
going  to  come  to  the  floor  of  the  Sen- 
ate in  the  next  couple  weeks  with  a 
menu  of  proposals  that  really  balances 
the  budget,  especially  without  misus- 
ing the  Social  Security  trust  funds. 
They  are  going  to  come  instead  to  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  with  proiwsals  to 
increase  Federal  spending,  increase 
Federal  spending  on  a  star  wars  pro- 
gram and  increase  Federal  spending  on 
defense  programs.  They  will  make  a 
case  where  it  is  necessary.  I  will  not 
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discredit  them  for  doing  it.  They  have 
every  right  to  do  that.  I  will  not  ques- 
tion their  motives.  I  will  not  discredit 
them.  We  disagree  on  the  agenda.  I  will 
not  discredit  them. 

If  you  are  going  to  propose  new 
spending  programs,  you  have  a  respon- 
sibility to  tell  us  who  will  pay  for  it. 
The  majority  leader  was  asked  at  a 
press  conference  in  the  last  week,  when 
they  propose  this  so-called  star  wars 
program,  how  much  will  it  cost  and 
who  will  pay  for  it?  The  answer  was, 
"We  will  leave  that  to  the  experts.'' 
That  is  the  kind  of  answer  that  has 
given  us  the  debt  that  we  have  and  the 
deficit  that  we  have  in  this  country. 

I  want  to  make  one  additional  point, 
and  then  I  know  my  colleague  from 
Kentucky  wishes  to  say  a  few  words. 

We  have  $21  trillion  in  debt  in  this 
country.  I  heard  one  person  today  say, 
"I  started  a  business  and  I  had  to  bal- 
ance my  budget."  I  bet— and  I  do  not 
know  anything  about  that  person's 
business— I  bet  $1,000  that  person  start- 
ed that  business  with  debt,  had  debt  fi- 
nancing. How  many  people  in  here  paid 
cash  for  their  house?  How  many  people 
bought  a  car  with  cash? 

Mr.  President,  $21  trillion  in  debt  in 
this  country,  almost  $5  trillion  in  cor- 
porate business  debt,  $4.3  trillion  in 
household  debt,  including  home  mort- 
gages, a  little  over  $5  trillion  in  Fed- 
eral debt.  Is  the  Federal  debt  too  high? 
You  are  dam  right— far  too  high.  Do  we 
need  to  do  something?  You  bet.  This  is 
a  very  serious  problem.  But  what  you 
do  to  solve  the  deficit  problem  is  what 
we  started  doing  in  1993  and  we  did  not 
get  one  vote  for  it  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle.  We  cut  spending  in  a  real 
way,  and  we  increased  taxes. 

I  imderstand,  some  people  would  not 
increase  a  tax  under  any  condition, 
even  if  their  kid  did  not  get  education. 
They  say,  "I  am  against  taxes."  I  am 
perfectly  willing  and  was  willing  in 
1993  to  vote  for  a  piece  of  legislation 
that  substantially  cut  the  Federal  defi- 
cit. Yes,  it  increased  the  4.3-cent  gas 
tax.  I  did  not  like  that.  I  would  have 
preferred  we  not  do  that.  I  am  glad  I 
voted  for  it  because  it  reduced  the  defi- 
cit substantially. 

That  deficit  has  been  coming  down, 
way  down,  and  I  am  glad  we  did  what 
we  did.  We  did  not  even  get  one  vote  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  by  those  who 
try  to  reach  10  feet  in  height  and  crow 
about  how  much  they  want  to  reduce 
the  deficit.  They  care  so  much  they 
want  to  enshrine  in  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  a  practice  taking 
trust  funds  fi:om  the  Social  Security 
trust  fund  and  use  them  over  here  to 
balance  the  budget. 

Let  me  finish  with  this  point.  I  heard 
this  morning,  again,  that  they  have 
passed  a  balanced  budget  and  sent  it  to 
the  President.  I  would  like  one  Member 
of  the  majority  party  to  explain  this 
chart  to  me — ^just  one,  just  once.  One 
Member  explain  it  just  once. 
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This  is  the  chart  that  you  say  is  a 
balanced  budget.  Mr.  President,  $108 
billion  in  deficits  in  the  year  2002.  Ei- 
ther you  balanced  the  budget  or  you 
did  not.  If  you  did  not,  why  do  you  call 
it  a  balanced  budget?  If  you  did,  why  is 
$108  billion  here? 

Now,  I  see  our  friend  from  Wyoming 
has  entered  the  Chamber,  and  we  will 
probably  have  a  discussion  about  So- 
cial Security,  which  I  am  delighted  to 
have  because  we  have  not  had  an  op- 
portunity previously  to  have  any  sub- 
stantial tune  on  the  floor  to  address 
the  issue.  I  hope  maybe  we  will  today 
because  I  have  a  fair  amount  of  time 
and  a  fair  amount  of  interest.  I  say  at 
the  start  that  I  do  not  discredit  his  mo- 
tives at  all,  but  we  have  a  deep  dis- 
agreement about  a  vote  I  cast,  to  say 
to  people  you  pay  higher  payroll  taxes, 
you  pay  higher  pajrroll  taxes,  and  those 
payroll  taxes  will  be  dedicated  to  pay- 
ing for  Social  Security.  The  fact  is,  you 
will  enshrine  in  the  Constitution  a  re- 
quirement they  be  used  in  the  operat- 
ing budget. 

I  know  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
wants  to  say  a  few  words  first,  and  I 
would  like  to  let  him  speak.  I  do  not 
have  any  place  to  go.  I  am  happy  to 
have  a  discussion  with  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Briefly,  but  I  would 
like  to  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Ken- 
tucky. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  One  quick  question. 
Earlier  today  I  quoted  you.  Did  I  inac- 
curately quote  you  in  any  way? 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  would  not  have  any 
idea  what  you  said.  I  did  not  hear  you. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  It  was  a  statement 
made.  Put  it  this  way:  Is  it  not  true  in 
1994  you  voted  for  and  supported  and 
totally  supported  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  that  was  then  before  this 
body?  Is  that  not  the  same  exact  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  you  voted 
against  yesterday? 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  am  pleased  the  Sen- 
ator has  sisked  the  question.  The  cir- 
cumstances are  quite  interesting  about 
this.  I  think  the  Senator  from  Ken- 
tucky will  probably  respond  to  it. 

In  1993,  we  had  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 
I  raised  the  same  question  there  that  I 
raised  10  years  previously,  in  1983,  in 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee,  about 
using  the  Social  Security  trust  fund.  If 
you  will  go  back  and  read  the  dialog, 
you  will  read  that  the  Senator  from  Il- 
linois and  others  with  whom  we  had  a 
substantial  discussion  about  this,  said, 
"No,  no,  we  do  not  intend  after  we  pass 
this  amendment  to  use  Social  Security 
trust  funds  to  show  a  balanced  budget. 
In  fact,  we  intend  to  do  something 
statutorily  to  prevent  that." 

Two  years  later,  instead  of  a  promise 
by  the  promoters  of  the  constitutional 
amendment  that  they  would  not  use 
the  Social  Security  trust  fund,  there 
was  a  guarantee  by  a  vote  of  the  Sen- 


ate that  they  would  use  the  Social  Se- 
curity trust  fund. 

So  you  ask,  is  it  the  same  vote?  No. 
One  was  a  promise  they  would  not  use 
them,  and  the  second  was  a  guarantee 
by  a  vote  of  the  Senate  that  they 
would. 

No,  it  is  not  the  same  vote,  not  the 
same  circumstances.  The  difference 
might  seem  small  to  some,  but  when 
you  come  from  a  town  of  300  people, 
$700  billion  is  a  mountain  of  money. 

I  am  happy  to  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  FORD.  How  much  time  do  I 
have? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Kentucky  has  27  minutes. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  my- 
self 7  minutes. 


BALANCED  BUDGET  AMENDMENT 
VOTE 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President.  I  am  glad 
the  junior  Senator  from  Oklahoma  is 
on  the  floor.  I  regret,  once  again,  the 
junior  Senator  from  Oklahoma  has  re- 
sorted to  a  personal  attack  and  distor- 
tion of  my  record  on  the  balanced 
budget  amendment. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FORD.  Senator.  I  did  not  come 
over  here  and  bother  you.  I  will  be 
glad 

Mr.  INHOFE.  You  suggested  I  im- 
pugned your  integrity. 

Mr.  FORD.  You  certainly  have,  and  I 
will  explain  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  yield  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Kentucky  does  not  yield. 

Mr.  FORD.  Just  a  little  while  ago, 
the  junior  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
quoted  from  a  floor  statement  I  made 
on  March  1,  1994.  He  represented,  by 
holding  up  two  copies  of  the  legisla- 
tion— you  do  not  understand  that  or 
see  that  in  black  and  white,  but  you 
watch  it  on  television — that  I  was 
speaking  in  favor  of  an  identical  ver- 
sion of  the  balanced  budget  amendment 
which  was  defeated  yesterday. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  give  you  and 
the  Chamber  a  i)age  number.  I  see  the 
staff.  They  can  go  back  and  go  through 
it.  It  was  page  S2058  of  the  March  1. 
1994,  Congressional  Rexxjrd.  I  wish  the 
Senator  firom  Oklahoma  would  have  ac- 
tually read  my  full  statement.  He 
would  have  found  out  that  I  was  not 
speaking  about  the  underlying  con- 
stitutional amendment  from  which  he 
quoted  me,  but  rather  about  something 
called  the  Reid-Ford-Feinstein  amend- 
ment. 

Guess  what  that  amendment  did?  It 
created  a  firewall  so  that  the  Social 
Security  trust  fund  could  not  be  count- 
ed to  balance  the  budget.  That  was  my 
position.  It  was  the  Reid-Ford-Fein- 
stein amendment. 

The  junior  Senator  has  misrepre- 
sented my  record  by  quoting  from  that 


statement  in  support  of  an  amendment 
in  the  form  of  a  substitute  and  acting 
as  if  I  was  speaking  about  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  which  does  not  pro- 
tect Social  Security. 

On  March  7.  1994 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  yield? 
Mr.  FORD.  I  guess  it  is  all  right. 
Mr.  INHOFE.  I  ask  the  distinguished 
and  honorable  Senator  from  Kentucky 
if  he  did.  in  fact,  vote  for  Senate  Joint 
Resolution  41  in  1994? 

Mr.  FORD.  You  have  my  record 
there.  Tell  the  public. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Yes,  you  did.  It  is  iden- 
tically the  same.  You  voted 

Mr.  FORD.  And  it  is  the  same  ques- 
tion you  asked  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota.  The  reason  we  did.  they  were 
excluding  Social  Security.  We  had  a 
firm  commitment  they  were  excluding 
Social  Security. 

Now  we  have  a  guarantee  that  you 
are  going  to  use  Social  Security. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  It  is  an  identical  reso- 
lution. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  if  he  is 
going  to  talk,  I  want  it  on  his  time,  not 
on  mine. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
respond.  The  Senator  is  under  a 
misimpression.  I  am  sure.  He  does  not 
understand  this.  You  are  asking  if  this 
is  identical,  and  the  answer  is,  no,  it  is 
not  identical.  I  believe  it  is  not  iden- 
tical. Let  me  ask  you  this.  As  an  exam- 
ple, does  the  latest  resolution  referred 
to  include  the  Nunn  amendment,  and  if 

it  does 

Mr.  INHOFE.  I  have  the  two  resolu- 
tions right  here.  They  are  exactly  the 
same.  I  ask  the  Senator  to  show  me  or 
read  to  me  where  they  are  different. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  believe  the  Senator 
is  absolutely  wrong,  demonstrably 
wrong.  As  an  example,  does  the  Sen- 
ator recall  that  Senator  Nunn  required 
an  addition  to  the  amendment  to  be 
made,  during  the  latest  go-around,  be- 
fore he  would  vote  for  it  and  that  there 
was  an  addition  made  by  Senator 
Nunn?  Do  you  recall  that? 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  two  reso- 
lutions that  we  voted  on — Senate  Joint 
Resolution  41,  in  1994,  and  House  Joint 
Resolution  1,  in  1996 — be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.J.  Res.  41 
(103d  Congress) 
Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled,  (two-thirds  of  each  House 
concurring  therein).  That  the  following  article 
is  proposed  as  an  amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution, which  shall  be  valid  to  all  Intents 
and  purposes  as  part  of  the  Constitution 
when  ratified  by  the  legislatures  of  three- 
fourths  of  the  several  States  within  seven 
years  after  the  date  of  its  submission  to  the 
States  for  ratification: 
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"ARTICLE  — 

"Section  l.  Total  outlays  for  any  fiscal 
year  shall  not  exceed  total  receipts  for  that 
fiscal  year,  unless  three-Qfths  of  the  whole 
number  of  each  House  of  Congress  shall  pro- 
vide by  law  for  a  specific  excess  of  outlays 
over  receipts  by  a  rollcall  vote. 

"Section  2.  The  limit  on  the  debt  of  the 
United  States  held  by  the  public  shall  not  be 
Increased,  unless  three-fifths  of  the  whole 
number  of  each  House  shall  provide  by  law 
for  such  an  Increase  by  a  rollcall  vote. 

"Section  3.  Prior  to  each  fiscal  year,  the 
President  shall  transmit  to  the  Congress  a 
proposed  budget  for  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment for  that  fiscal  year.  In  which  total 
outlays  do  not  exceed  total  receipts. 

"Section  4.  No  bill  to  Increase  revenue 
shall  become  law  unless  approved  by  a  ma- 
jority of  the  whole  number  of  each  House  by 
a  rollcall  vote. 

"Section  5.  The  Congress  may  waive  the 
provisions  of  this  article  for  any  fiscal  year 
In  which  a  declaration  of  war  is  In  effect. 
The  provisions  of  this  article  may  be  waived 
for  any  fiscal  year  in  which  the  United 
States  is  engaged  In  military  conflict  which 
causes  an  Imminent  and  serious  military 
threat  to  national  security  and  is  so  declared 
by  a  joint  resolution,  adopted  by  a  majority 
of  the  whole  number  of  each  House,  which 
becomes  law. 

"Section  6.  The  Congress  shall  enforce  and 
implement  this  article  by  appropriate  legis- 
lation, which  may  rely  on  estimates  of  out- 
lays and  receipts. 

"Section  7.  Total  receipts  shall  include  all 
receipts  of  the  United  States  Government  ex- 
cept those  derived  firom  borrowing.  Total 
outlays  shall  Include  all  outlays  of  the 
United  States  Government  except  for  those 
for  repayment  of  debt  principal. 

"Section  8.  This  article  shall  take  effect 
beginning  with  fiscal  year  1999  or  with  the 
second  fiscal  year  beginning  after  its  ratifi- 
cation, whichever  is  later.". 

H.J.  Res.  1 
(104th  Congress) 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled  (two-thirds  of  each  House 
concurring  therein).  That  the  following  article 
is  proposed  as  an  amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States,  which  shall  be 
valid  to  all  Intents  and  purposes  as  part  of 
the  Constitution  when  ratified  by  the  legis- 
latures of  three-fourths  of  the  several  States 
within  seven  years  after  the  date  of  its  sub- 
mission to  the  States  for  ratification: 
"Article — 

"Section  l.  Total  outlays  for  any  fiscal 
year  shall  not  exceed  total  receipts  for  that 
fiscal  year,  unless  three-fifths  of  the  whole 
number  of  each  House  of  Congress  shall  pro- 
vide by  law  for  a  specific  excess  of  outlays 
over  receipts  by  a  rollcall  vote. 

"Section  2.  The  limit  on  the  debt  of  the 
United  States  held  by  the  public  shall  not  be 
Increased,  unless  three-fifths  of  the  whole 
number  of  each  House  shall  provide  by  law 
for  such  an  increase  by  a  rollcall  vote. 

"Section  3.  Prior  to  each  fiscal  year,  the 
President  shall  transmit  to  the  Congress  a 
proposed  budget  for  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment for  that  fiscal  year  in  which  total 
outlays  do  not  exceed  total  receipts. 

"Section  4.  No  bill  to  increase  revenue 
shall  become  law  unless  approved  by  a  ma- 
jority of  the  whole  number  of  each  House  by 
a  rollcall  vote. 

"Section  5.  The  Congress  may  waive  the 
provisions  of  this  article  for  any  fiscal  year 


In  which  a  declaration  of  war  Is  In  effect. 
The  provisions  of  this  article  may  be  waived 
for  any  fiscal  year  In  which  the  United 
States  Is  engaged  In  military  conflict  which 
causes  an  imminent  and  serious  military 
threat  to  national  security  and  is  so  declared 
by  a  joint  resolution,  adopted  by  a  majority 
of  the  whole  number  of  each  House,  which 
becomes  law. 

"Section  6.  The  Congress  shall  enforce  and 
Implement  this  article  by  appropriate  legis- 
lation, which  may  rely  on  estimates  of  out- 
lays and  receipts. 

"Section  7.  Total  receipts  shall  include  all 
receipts  of  the  United  States  Government  ex- 
cept those  derived  from  borrowing.  Total 
outlays  shall  Include  all  outlays  of  the 
United  States  Government  except  for  those 
for  repayment  of  debt  principal. 

"Section  8.  This  article  shall  take  effect 
beginning  with  fiscal  year  2002  or  with  the 
second  fiscal  year  beginning  after  its  ratifi- 
cation, whichever  is  later.". 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Kentucky  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  we  never 
got  an  answer  from  the  junior  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  as  to  whether  Senator 
NuNN's  amendment  was  in  the  last  one. 
He  says  they  are  identical,  and  they 
cannot  be  identical  if  Senator  Nunn's 
amendment  was  Included.  It  would  not 
have  gotten  Senator  Niwn's  vote  had 
that  not  been  included. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield 

Mr.  FORD.  I  am  not  going  to  yield 
for  anything,  Mr.  President.  I  am  not 
going  to  yield. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  jrleld  so  I  can 
make  my  point? 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  I  will  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
briefly. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  The  Senator  may  not 
be  putting  in  the  documents  that  re- 
late to  his  question.  The  Senator's 
question  was.  were  these  not  identical 
amendments,  the  1994  and  1995.  I  think 
the  Senator  put  something  in  the 
Record  that  does  not  relate  to  the  in- 
fomiatlon  that  shows  you  were  wrong. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  we 
have  printed  in  the  Record  the  fii^t 
vote  on  the  constitutional  amendment, 
and  that,  I  believe,  was  in  1994,  and  the 
actual  amendment  voted  on  and  the 
subsequent  amendments,  and  the 
Record  will  show  that  the  Senator  is 
incorrect  in  saying  that  they  ai^  iden- 
tical. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object  to  the  unanimous  consent  re- 
quest. The  two  resolutions  that  I  asked 
to  be  inserted  into  the  Record  are  Sen- 
ate Joint  Resolution  41.  which  was  in 
the  103d  Congress,  fii^t  session,  and 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  1,  which  is 
what  we  voted  on  yesterday,  which  are 
identically  the  same.  I  do  not  want  the 
ones  from  1993,  1989,  or  any  other  time. 
I  want  these  two. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  If  the  Senator  wishes, 
we  can  ask  unanimous  consent  to  put 
anything  we  want  to  the  Record.  Does 
the  Senator  object  to  allowing  us  to 
put  something  in  the  Record,  or  not? 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  I  want  the  Record  to  be  clear 

that  these  are  the 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  has  the  floor.  I 
withdraw  the  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re- 
quest is  withdrawn. 
The  Senator  from  Kentucky. 
Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
what  has  been  going  on  in  this  Senate 
Chamber  for  some  time  now.  You  at- 
tempt to  put  in  certain  things  to  sub- 
stantiate your  position,  but  you  do  not 
tell  it  all.  You  put  in  a  piece  of  legisla- 
tion that  was  printed,  but  you  never 
put  in  the  piece  of  legislation  as  it  was 
amended. 

When  I  was  brought  up.  Dad  told  me 
that  "the  devil  was  in  the  fine  print." 
So  let  us  get  to  the  fine  print.  You  just 
cannot  continue  to  condemn  people 
around  here  because  they  do  not  agree 
with  you.  I  wish  you  would  read  War- 
ren Rudman's  book  on  why  he  left  the 
U.S.  Senate.  He  said  he  could  sit  down 
with  Ted  Kennedy,  Joe  Biden— and  he 
named  a  list  of  Senators.  He  would  say, 
"Let  us  compromise  and  work  this 
thing  out."  He  said,  "I  never  did  ques- 
tion their  morality  or  their  patriotism. 
But  we  could  sit  down  and  work  things 
out."  We  no  longer  do  that  in  the  Sen- 
ate, so  Warren  Rudman  is  no  longer  a 
major  voice  in  the  consideration  of  leg- 
islation in  the  Senate.  So  you  have 
driven  from  this  body  one  of  the  sharp- 
est, one  of  the  most  dedicated  individ- 
uals, I  think,  that  has  seirved  here. 

Now,  I  will  go  back  to  wher«  I  was  in- 
terrupted. On  March  7,  1994,  the  distin- 
guished majority  whip  made  a  similar 
mistake,  quoting  me  out  of  context.  I 
will  say  one  thing  for  him.  He  later 
came  to  the  floor  and  apologized.  But 
here  we  go  again,  misquoting  my 
record. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  made  some 
tough  votes  around  here,  which  actu- 
ally were  about  deficit  reduction,  not 
just  talk,  not  just  an  issue.  We  had  a 
deficit  reduction  package  in  1990.  We 
had  one  in  1993.  Yes.  Senator.  I  voted 
for  both  of  them,  and  you  voted  against 
both  of  them.  They  were  not  perfect 
packages,  that  is  true.  If  they  were  per- 
fect, we  would  not  be  here.  Those  of  us 
who  voted  for  them  took  a  lot  of  politi- 
cal heat— a  lot  of  political  heat.  But, 
guess  what?  The  deficit  is  coming  down 
for  the  fourth  consecutive  year.  The 
deficit  is  being  reduced.  One  pledge 
that  was  made  in  1992  was  that  the  def- 
icit would  be  reduced  by  half.  It  is  bet- 
ter than  half.  There  was  not  a  vote 
from  the  Republican  side  for  that  pack- 
age. I  note  that  the  junior  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  is  as  tough  as  his  rhet- 
oric is  about  balancing  the  budget.  He 
voted  against  both  deficit  reduction 
packages. 

Let  me  talk  about  one  other  item  in- 
cluded  in   the   1990   deficit   reduction 
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package.  It  is  section  13301.  I  am  sure 
the  Senator  is  familiar  with  that,  be- 
cause Senator  Hollings.  if  you  have 
been  listening  to  the  debate  on  the 
floor,  described  it  in  such  detail  during 
our  debate  on  the  balanced  budget 
amendment.  It  says,  you  cannot  count 
Social  Security  trust  funds  when  bal- 
ancing the  budget.  You  cannot  do  that. 
That  is  the  reason  you  are  $108  billion 
short.  You  have  not  presented  a  bal- 
anced budget.  If  you  balance  the  budg- 
et, why  is  it  $108  billion  short?  It  is  in 
the  Record.  CBO  is  what  Speaker 
GINGRICH  said  we  had  to  go  by,  and  the 
President  agreed.  CBO  says  you  are 
$108  billion  short.  There  is  no  balancing 
the  budget.  You  can  beat  your  chest  all 
you  want  to,  but  there  is  no  balancing 
the  budget. 

It  Is  more  than  $100  billion  short  in 
the  year  2002.  All  you  have  to  do  is  read 
the  bill,  because  you  cannot  count  So- 
cial Security  under  current  law.  But 
the  balanced  budget  amendment— the 
senior  Senator  from  Oklahoma,  yester- 
day, objected  to  the  Senator  from  Or- 
egon asking  unanimous  consent  to 
offer  that  amendment  for  the  firewall 
on  Social  Security.  The  senior  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  said  it  is  taxes  and  ex- 
penditures, and  it  ought  to  be  in  the 
budget.  Now.  look  that  one  up. 

So  here  we  are  offering  to  protect  So- 
cial Security  with  a  firewall,  which  is 
now  law.  and  we  get  an  objection  from 
the  senior  Senator  from  Oklahoma, 
who  said,  "It  is  a  tax  and  expenditure, 
and  it  ought  to  be  in  the  budget,  so, 
therefore,  I  object."  They  would  not  let 
us  bring  that  amendment  up  to  even 
vote  on  it.  They  would  not  even  let  us 
bring  it  up  to  even  vote  on  it.  If  you 
want  to  pass  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment, put  a  firewall  in,  protect  Sociail 
Security,  and  get  70-some  votes  in  this 
Chamber.  But,  no.  you  want  to  use  it. 
We  have  it  in  handwriting.  The  leader- 
ship on  the  Republican  side  said  how 
many  hundreds  of  billions  of  dollars 
they  will  take  from  Social  Security. 
Now  they  are  talking  about  a  little 
gimmick  that  after  2002  we  will  take  4 
years  and  pay  it  back.  If  you  want  to 
balance  the  budget,  let  us  balance  the 
budget. 

So  the  Senator  from  Oregon  was  re- 
fused. 

You  know,  in  this  statement  I  made 
from  which  I  was  quoted  yesterday,  it 
starts  out:  "Mr.  President,  I  have  but  a 
few  minutes  to  speak  this  morning  on 
behalf  of  the  Reid-Ford-Feinstein  bal- 
anced budget  amendment.  So  I  will 
concentrate  my  remarks  on  the  Social 
Security  trust." 

That  is  where  you  quoted  me.  That  is 
where,  excuse  me,  where  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma— I  want  to  be  careful  of 
my  language  here;  we  are  not  supposed 
to  use  "you,"  but  "the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma" — that  is  where  you  quoted 
me  from.  It  was  a  debate  on  the  Ford- 
Reid-Feinstein  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment to  put  firewall  in  for  Social  Secu- 
rity. 


So  it  is  just  be  beyond  me.  I  want  to 
say  that  I  hear  so  much  about.  "If  40- 
some-odd  Governors  can  operate  a  bal- 
anced budget,  why  can't  the  Federal 
Government?"  We  do  not  have  a  cap- 
ital account.  Most  Governors  have  cap- 
ital accounts,  if  you  understand  how 
Governors  operate.  The  Governors  have 
an  operating  account.  So  it  is  all  dif- 
ferent. Governors  do  not  print  money 
like  the  Federal  Government.  So  they 
have  to  balance  the  budget.  But  they 
find  ways  around  it. 

"I  think  the  implementation  of  this 
amendment  will  work."  That  is  a  quote 
from  me  in  that  statement.  "I  think  we 
can  make  it  work."  That  is  a  quote 
from  me  in  that  statement.  It  is  on 
page  2058  of  March  1, 1994. 

"If  we  want  an  issue,  fine."  That  is  in 
that  statement.  "Stay  with  Senator 
Simon  and  Senator  Hatch.  Stay  with 
them,  and  then  we  will  have  an  issue 
when  we  go  home  with  no  balanced 
budget  amendment." 

I  said  that  in  that  part  of  the  state- 
ment from  which  I  was  quoted  yester- 
day. Also.  I  might  say  in  there  I  said. 
"I  am  just  as  worried  about  my  grand- 
children as  anyone,  and  I  think  I  have 
a  pretty  good  idea  about  grand- 
children." 

That  is  in  that  statement.  You  did 
not  read  that.  People  did  not  read  that 
out  of  my  statement.  You  know,  you 
could  just  lift  these  things  out,  hold  up 
your  hand,  beat  your  chest,  and  wave 
the  flag.  But  when  you  get  down  to  it, 
what  do  you  have?  An  issue  and  no 
amendment.  Take  the  money  out  of  So- 
cial Security. 

We  have  heard  a  lot  about  a  contract 
around  here  in  the  last  18  months. 
There  is  a  contract  for  the  seniors  of 
this  covmtry,  and  that  is  Social  Secu- 
rity. And  they  paint  a  broad  brush  with 
Medicare.  Medicare  has  two  parts:  part 
A  and  part  B.  Part  B  has  a  surplus.  We 
have  been  trying  to  correct  part  A  now 
for  2  years.  But  they  will  not  listen; 
$124  billion  was  the  first  cut  from  the 
budget  that  was  given  to  us. 

So  now  we  hear  the  objection  of  the 
senior  Senator  from  Oklahoma  yester- 
day to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Wyden]  to  offer  a  sub- 
stitute amendment  that  would  put  a 
firewall  in  to  protect  Social  Security. 

There  are  other  different  ideas  about 
Social  Security  and  about  Medicare. 
But  no  country  in  the  world,  in  my 
judgment,  takes  care  of  its  citizens 
better.  We  are  a  capitalist  country. 
What  happens  when  the  capitalists  no 
longer  need  us?  They  fire  us.  And  when 
they  fire  us,  somebody  has  to  try  to 
pick  up  the  pieces.  Because  we  have 
been  a  strong  democracy,  government 
has  picked  up  the  pieces.  We  have  re- 
trained persoimel.  We  have  helped 
them  with  health  care.  We  have  tried 
to  feed  them  and  clothe  them  until 
they  could  get  back  on  their  feet.  But 
that  is  the  story  of  democracy  and  gov- 
enmient,  and  government  has  a  part. 


So.  Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  in  the 
times  ahead  when  we  start  quoting 
Senators  that  we  quote  them  in  con- 
text instead  of  out  of  context,  and  that 
we  remember  that  there  is  a  section 
13301.  the  off-budget  status  of  Social 
Security,  the  exclusion  of  Social  Secu- 
rity from  all  budgets:  Notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  law.  the  receipts 
and  disbursements  of  the  Federal  old 
age  and  survivors  insurance  fund,  and 
the  federal  disability  insurance  trust 
fund,  shall  not  be  counted— shall  not  be 
counted — as  new  budget  authority  out- 
lays, receipts,  or  deficits  or  surplus  for 
the  purpose  of  the  budget  of  the  U.S. 
Government  as  submitted  by  the  Presi- 
dent, the  congressional  budget,  or  the 
Balanced  Budget  Emergency  Deficit 
Control  Act  of  1985. 

That  is  the  law.  If  you  put  the 
amendment  on  and  pass  it,  then  the 
law  falls,  and  the  amendment  to  the 
Constitution  includes  Social  Security. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  is  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Shelby).  Eight  and  one-half  minutes. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
just  conclude,  and  I  understand  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  is  here  and  I 
will  attempt  to  stay  and  listen  to  some 
of  his  discussion  as  well. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  also  complete 
one  portion  of  this  discussion.  I  only 
responded  to  the  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa with  respect  to  identical  bills  be- 
cause I  believe  they  are  not  identical.  I 
do  not  want  the  Senator  to  sometime 
come  to  the  floor  and  say,  "Well,  he  op- 
posed the  Nunn  amendment."  But  I  ac- 
tually supported  the  Nurm  amendment. 
I  have  no  problem  with  the  Nunn 
amendment.  I  believe  the  Nurm  amend- 
ment means  those  were  not  identical 
proposals.  I  do  not  want  you  to  mis- 
understand that. 

On  that,  the  Senator  is  wrong.  I  be- 
lieve these  are  not  identical  proi>osals. 
I  did  not  oppose,  nor  did  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  oppose,  the  Nuru 
amendment,  for  that  matter. 


SOCIAL  SECURITY 
Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President.  I  want 
to  make  an  observation  about  Social 
Security.  So  the  Senator  from  Wyo- 
ming might  think  about  this  as  he  be- 
gins his  presentation.  I  have  heard  him 
a  number  of  times.  Sometimes  he  and  I 
are  in  agreement  and  sometimes  not. 
He  is  always  thoughtful,  interesting, 
and  bright,  and  I  enjoy  his  speeches.  I 
have  written  him  privately.  I  think  his 
leaving  the  Senate  is  a  loss  for  the  Sen- 
ate. I  still  believe  that,  even  though  we 
have  substantial  disagreements.  And  I 
have  respect  for  his  opinions. 

But  I  want  him  to  understand  that  in 
1983  when  I  served  on  the  House  Ways 
and  Means  Committee  and  became  a 
part  of  a  group  of  people  who  wrote  the 
Social  Security  Reform  Act.  in  the  ar- 
chives of  the  warehouse  that  holds  the 
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markup  documents  for  that  markup, 
the  Senator  will  find  that  I  offered  an 
amendment  that  very  day  13  years  ago, 
an  amendment  designed  to  head  off 
what  I  feared  would  happen  and  what 
has  happened  under  both  Democrats 
and  Republicans  since,  and  that  is  we 
would  increase  a  regressive  pasrroU  tax 
and  use  the  regressive  money  from  the 
payroll  tax  to  do  things  other  than 
save  for  Social  Security. 

I  would  like  to  just  make  this  obser- 
vation. I  do  not  think  there  is  one 
Member  of  the  U.S.  Senate — not  one — 
who  would  vote  affirmatively  for  the 
proposition  as  follows:  Let  us  increase 
the  pasrroll  tax  substantially  for  work- 
ers and  for  businesses  and  tell  them 
that  it  will  come  out  of  their  paycheck 
in  the  form  of  a  dedicated  tax  to  be  put 
into  a  trust  fund,  but  that  we  will,  in 
fact,  treat  it  as  all  other  revenue  with 
no  distinction  and  that  it  will  become, 
in  fact,  part  of  the  ordinary  revenue 
stream  of  Government  with  which  we 
will  balance  the  rest  of  the  Federal 
budget.  I  do  not  think  there  is  one  man 
or  woman  in  the  Senate  who  would  af- 
firmatively vote  for  that  kind  of  propo- 
sition. Yet,  that  is  exactly  what  we 
have  gotten  from  the  1983  Social  Secu- 
rity Reform  Act. 

I  would  not  have  voted  for  it  in  a  mil- 
lion years  had  I  thought  that  was  going 
to  happen.  When  it  began  to  happen, 
the  first  day  of  the  markup  I  offered  an 
amendment — and  I  have  offered  a  dozen 
proposals  since,  in  meetings  with  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  when  I  was  in  the 
House,  and  here  in  the  Senate.  We  have 
technically  changed  the  law  thanks  to 
section  13301  of  the  Budget  Elnforce- 
ment  Act,  authored  by  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina.  But  we  have 
never  altered  the  momentum  of  using 
the  taxes  that  are  taken  from  the  pay- 
checks to  become  part  of  the  general 
stream  of  money  to  fund  general  fund 
obligations  of  the  Federal  Government. 

I  have  had  a  generous  amount  of  time 
to  speak.  The  majority  party  has  spo- 
ken generously  this  morning  as  well. 
Let  me,  as  I  sit  down,  say  once  again 
that  although  we  have  deep  disagree- 
ments, I  have  great  respect  for  Mem- 
bers of  the  other  side  of  the  aisle.  But 
I  believe  in  my  heart  that  what  we  are 
doing— to  the  tune  of  hundreds  and 
hundreds  of  billions  of  dollars  of  Social 
Security  revenues— is  fundamentally 
wrong.  No  business  in  America  could 
do  what  the  Government  is  doing.  No 
business  in  America  could  say:  By  the 
way,  I  had  a  good  year  last  year.  Oh,  I 
was  short  of  money,  but  I  took  the 
money  from  my  employees'  pension 
plan  and  showed  that  as  part  of  my  in- 
come, and  it  turned  out  all  right. 

No  business  in  America  could  do  that 
because  it  is  against  the  law.  Yet  that 
is  exactly  what  happens  In  this  budget 
scheme,  proposed  not  only  by  the  ma- 
jority party  but  proposed  in  the  past  as 
well. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  stay  here  and  be 
anxious  to  listen.  I  srleld  the  floor. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  I  under- 
stand all  time  has  expired  on  both  sides 
at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota  has  a  little 
over  3  minutes  of  time  left. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  I  think  he  shielded  the 
floor.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  I  be  al- 
lowed to  speak  as  in  morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


GOVERNMENT  REGULATION 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
make  this  very  brief,  because  several 
questions  have  come  up  concerning  So- 
cial Security.  I  think  it  is  a  very  criti- 
cal thing.  I  happen  to  have  been  privi- 
leged to  be  presiding  yesterday  when 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Wyo- 
ming, the  senior  Senator,  Senator 
Simpson,  who  is  the  chairman  of  the 
Social  Security  Subcommittee  and,  I 
think  we  all  agree,  is  the  authority  in 
this  body  on  Social  Security — he  is 
here  and  will  be  responding  to  these 
questions  in  a  much  more  informed  and 
eloquent  way  than  I  would  be  able  to 
respond  to  them.  But  I  do  have  to  re- 
spond to  a  few  things  that  have  been 
said  by  both  my  good  friend,  the  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota,  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  Kentucky. 

First  of  all,  it  was  implied— I  am  sure 
it  was  not  Intentional — that  I  was  only 
concerned  about  Republican  grand- 
children. Obviously,  we  are  all  con- 
cerned about  our  own.  I  opened  my  re- 
marks yesterday  on  the  floor  making  a 
reference  to  Senator  Simon,  who  had 
talked  about  Nicholas  Simon,  his 
grandchild.  I  said  I  know  he  is  just  as 
emotionally  involved  with  his  children 
and  grandchildren  as  I  am,  and  Demo- 
crats are  as  much  as  Republicans.  I 
hope  that  is  understood. 

But,  when  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  used  the  example  of 
government  control,  with  the  rats  eat- 
ing the  bread  laced  with  arsenic,  cer- 
tainly if  I  had  been  there  at  the  time  I 
would  have  strongly  supported  an  ef- 
fort to  stop  these  types  of  abuses  and 
these  types  of  unsanitary  practices 
from  taking  place. 

But  there  is  a  fine  line  here.  You 
come  to  a  point  where,  if  you  see  that 
point,  you  have  too  much  government 
control.  I  think  that  is  one  of  the  basic 
philosophical  differences,  and  it  is  an 
honest  difference,  between  Democrats 
and  Republicans.  I  suggest  to  you,  if 
you  talk  to  Tim  Carter  of  Skiatook, 
OK,  who  was  called  a  couple  of  days  be- 
fore Christmas  a  few  years  ago  and  put 
out  of  business  by  the  EPA,  what  he 
had  done  wrong  was  he  moved  his  busi- 
ness from  one  area  of  Skiatook,  OK,  a 
very  small  city,  to  another  area,  and 
did  not  inform  the  EPA  of  this  move. 

I  said,  "They  do  not  know  that  you 
moved?"    He   said,    "Well,    yes,   I   in- 


formed the  district  office,  but  they  ap- 
parently did  not  inform  the  national 
office."  For  that  reason  they  put  him 
out  of  business  and  they  took  his  num- 
ber away  from  him. 

Then,  when  I  finally  got  that  cor- 
rected, he  called  me  again  and  he  said, 
"Now  I  have  another  problem.  I  have 
an  Inventory  of  50,000  bottles."  He  had 
some  kind  of  operation,  horse  spray  or 
something,  that  they  manufactured. 
Apparently  there  is  a  market  for  it.  He 
said,  "The  EPA  says  I  cannot  use  those 
bottles  now,  because  during  that  brief 
time  I  was  out  of  business  they  gave 
my  number  to  somebody  else."  This  is 
the  type  of  thing. 

Or  Jim  Dunn,  who  owned  a  third  gen- 
eration family  lumber  company  in 
Tulsa,  OK,  who  called  me  up  and  said, 
"The  EPA  put  me  out  of  business." 
This  was  a  couple  years  ago.  I  was  in 
the  other  body  at  the  time.  I  said, 
"What  did  you  do  wrong?"  He  said  he 
did  not  do  anything  wrong.  He  said,  "I 
have  been  selling  used  crankcase  oil  to 
the  same  contractor  for  a  couple  years 
and  they  traced  some  of  that  to  the 
Double  Eagle  Superfund  Site  and  they 
say  I  am  in  violation.  They  are  going 
to  impose  S25,000  a  day  fines  on  me." 
This  is  a  company  that  had  its  net  in- 
crease the  year  before  of  something 
like  S50,000.  He  was  out  of  business.  The 
heavy  hand  of  overregulation. 

We  corrected  that  situation.  But  if  he 
had  not  called  me,  he  probably  would 
be  out  of  business  today.  That  contrac- 
tor he  sold  his  oil  to  10  years  ago  was 
licensed  by  the  Federal  Government, 
by  the  State  of  Oklahoma,  by  Tulsa 
County.  He  did  nothing  Illegal.  Yet 
Government  was  regulating  him  out  of 
business.  This  is  what  I  am  talking 
about.  Have  we  gone  beyond  that  point, 
to  where  we  are  the  most  overregulated 
society  or  country,  to  the  point  where 
we  are  not  globally  competitive?  I  say, 
yes,  we  are  overregulated. 


MISSILE  DEFENSE 
Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  North  Dakota 
talked  about  star  wars.  He  and  I  have 
had  this  discussion.  There  is,  I  guess, 
nothing  to  be  gained  other  than  to  up- 
date it  and  put  it  in  the  context  of  to- 
day's debate,  but  it  always  offends  me 
when  we  talk  about  star  wars.  Star 
wars  is  a  phrase  that  was  coined  to 
make  It  look  like  this  is  something  fic- 
titious, something  imaginary,  when  in 
fact  there  is  a  very  real  threat  that  is 
facing  the  United  States  of  America, 
that  of  missile  attack. 

We  know  the  Russians  have  thefr  SS- 
25.  They  have  the  SS-18,  which  Is  a 
MIRV'd  missile  with  a  number  of  war- 
heads capability,  some  10  warheads.  We 
know  the  Chinese  have  a  missile  that 
can  reach  us.  We  know  the  North  Kore- 
ans are  in  the  final  stages  of  developing 
the  Taepo  Dong  missile  that  originally 
was  going  to  reach  the  United  States 
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by  2002.  Now  we  feel,  our  intelligence 
community  feels,  it  will  be  the  year 
1999. 

We  were  on  schedule  from  1983  to  pro- 
tect ourselves  against  a  missile  attack, 
so  that  we  would  have  protection,  or  a 
defense  system  in  place,  by  the  year 
1999.  We  are  not  talking  about  star 
wars.  We  are  not  talking  about  even 
space-based  launchers.  We  are  talking 
about  technology  that  is  alive  today. 
We  have  bought  and  paid  for  and  have 
almost  $50  billion  invested  in  22  Aegis 
ships  that  are  floating  now,  paid  for. 
They  have  launching  capability.  They 
can  knock  down  missiles  coming  in. 
But  they  cannot  knock  down  missiles 
coming  in,  ICBM's,  that  would  come  in 
from  above  the  atmosphere.  So  we  are 
trying  merely  to  take  that  $50  billion 
that  has  already  been  spent,  spend  $4 
billion  more  so  they  can  reach  above 
the  atmosphere  and  knock  down  a  mis- 
sile that  might  be  coming  from  North 
Korea. 

We  would  have  some  30  minutes'  time 
between  the  time  a  missile  is  laxmched 
and  our  technology  tells  us  when  that 
was  launched.  I  am  an  aviator.  I  flew 
an  airplane  around  the  world  a  couple 
of  years  ago.  I  used  the  global  position- 
ing system,  that  is  satellites,  for  navi- 
gation all  the  way  around.  We  can 
know  what  is  happening  aroimd  the 
world  today.  The  technology  is  there. 

So,  if  a  missile  is  launched  In  North 
Korea,  we  know  it  is  coming,  we  have 
30  minutes  to  do  something  about  it, 
but  you  cannot  hit  it  because  it  is 
above  the  upper  tier.  All  we  need  to  do 
is  spend  about  10  percent  more  of  the 
money  that  we  have  spent  to  be  able  to 
give  the  capabflity  to  knock  it  down. 
That  is  not  star  wars.  I  do  not  know 
where  they  come  up  with  this  $70  bil- 
lion or  $60  billion.  The  CBO  came  out 
and  said  it  would  cost  about  $31  billion 
to  $60  billion  more,  over  the  next  14 
years,  if  we  installed  and  made  a  re- 
ality all  of  the  proposed  missile  defense 
systems.  We  are  not  suggesting  that. 
No  one  is. 

The  other  day  on  this  floor  I  said  it 
is  like  going  into  a  used  car  lot  and 
saying  I  want  to  buy  all  the  cars.  You 
do  not  need  to  do  that.  You  get  the  one 
that  works,  the  one  that  fits  your 
needs,  and  that  takes  care  of  it.  That  is 
the  way  we  are  in  our  missile  defense 
system.  I  hate  to  use  that  as  an  exam- 
ple. I  hate  to  be  redundant  by  coming 
back  over  and  over  again,  talking 
about  it,  but  it  has  to  be  talked  about. 
When  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  said  we  are  talking 
about  a  budget  next  week  about  spend- 
ing $11  billion  more  than  the  Pentagon 
wants — yes,  I  will  be  supporting  that. 
Those  of  us  who  are  conservatives  over 
here,  we  want  cuts  in  programs.  We 
have  to  defend  America.  I  was  so  proud 
of  the  chiefs  of  the  four  services  testi- 
fying before  the  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committee,  who  came  in  and — this  is 
the  first  time,  I  think,  in  the  history  of 


this  country  this  has  happened— they 
defied  their  own  President  and  said  we 
have  to  have  $20  billion  more  in  order 
to  defend  America.  This  is  what  they 
said. 

They  are  not  the  top.  There  is  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  appointed  by  the 
President:  not  the  Chairman  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  John 
Shalikashvlli,  who  is  also  appointed. 
These  are  the  ones  in  charge  of  the  four 
services,  and  it  took  a  lot  of  courage. 
We  do  need  it  and  it  took  courage. 

"Where  is  the  money  going  to  come 
from  for  all  these,"  the  Senator  said.  K 
he  had  been  listening,  I  outlined  a  pro- 
gram we  have  been  talking  about  for 
several  years  now.  The  Heritage  Foun- 
dation and  others  came  up  with  it.  If 
we  take  all  our  Government  programs 
and  not  eliminate  one  program,  but 
only  expand  each  one  by  1.5  percent,  we 
would  be  able  to  balance  the  budget 
and  have  the  tax  cuts  that  we  have 
talked  about  that  Americans  des- 
perately need. 

That  is  not  realistically  what  is 
going  to  happen,  but  we  could  do  it, 
and  I  would  live  with  that  in  a  heart- 
beat, a  1.5  percent  increase  in  the  de- 
fense budget.  We  have  cut  our  defense 
budget  11  consecutive  years.  We  are 
down  now  below  the  level  where  we 
were  in  1980  when  we  could  not  afford 
spare  parts.  So  that  is  sigrnificant. 


THE  DEFICIT 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
going  to  wind  up  here.  I  will  only  men- 
tion the  last  thing  that  was  stated  by 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  in  re- 
sponse to  something  the  'distinguish 
Senator  from  Texas.  Senator 
Hutchison,  said  this  morning. 

When  she  started  in  business,  she 
made  it  grow,  and  it  was  difficult.  He 
said,  "I  bet  you  started  with  debt." 

"Yes." 

The  difference  is  this:  The  business 
Senator  Hutchison  is  talking  about 
and  the  businesses  that  are  started 
with  debt  have  to  pay  that  debt  back. 
We  do  not,  and  that  is  the  difference. 
Our  debt  just  accumulates,  and  that  is 
why  we  are  looking  at  $5  trillion.  The 
difference  is,  they  pay  it  back,  and  we 
do  not. 

Getting  to  the  comments  made  by 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Kentucky— and  I  think  so  much  of  him; 
I  have  held  him  In  very  high  regard— 
we  just  disagree  philosophically. 

When  he  talked  about  the  deficit  re- 
duction programs  of  1990  and  1993,  yes, 
one  of  those  was  a  Republican  Presi- 
dent. In  1990,  it  was  George  Bush.  I  dis- 
agreed with  him  at  that  time,  and  I 
even  went  on  "Nlghtllne"  and  talked 
about  how  we  should  not  have  caved  in 
to  the  Democrat-controlled  Congress. 
As  a  result  of  that  one  cave-in  by 
President  Bush,  he  lost  the  election. 

The  next  one  is  1993.  In  1993— he  can 
call  it  a  deficit  reduction  plan — it  was 


the  largest  single  tax  Increase  in  the 
history  of  public  finance  in  America  or 
anyplace  in  the  world,  and  that  is  not 
a  quote  from  conservative  Republican 
Jim  Inhofe,  that  is  a  quote  from  Sen- 
ator Dan  Moynihan,  who  was  then 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Finance  Com- 
mittee. 

So  you  look  at  these  things  in  a  dif- 
ferent light.  I  would  just  say  to  those 
who  are  holding  on  to  the  jMst  and 
those  who  do  want  to  have  business  as 
usual  and  want  to  go  back  to  and  con- 
tinue the  social  revolution  of  the  mid- 
dle 1960's,  those  days  are  behind  us. 

The  last  thing  I  will  say,  I  hope  that 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  did  not 
mean  it  when  he  implied  that  I  im- 
pugned his  integrity.  All  I  was  doing 
was  quoting  him,  and  regardless  of  how 
we  interpret  the  quotes,  I  do  not  think 
he  wanted  me  to  quote  his  entire  state- 
ment that  was  page  after  psige. 

But  I  will  say  this:  These  are  the  two 
resolutions  we  talked  about.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota  said  that  does 
not  include  the  amendment  by  Senator 
NuNN.  I  think  you  are  talking  about 
the  judicial  review  amendment.  I  sug- 
gest to  you  that,  verbatim,  that  same 
amendment  was  offered  and  passed  by 
Senator  Danforth  in  1994.  So  we  have 
identical  resolutions,  and  regardless  of 
whether  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Kentucky  was  quoted  or  mis- 
quoted, he  still  supported  this  back 
then,  as  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 
kota did,  and  opposed  it  yesterday. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  SIMPSON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  as  in 
morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER, 
objection?  Without  objection, 
ordered. 


Is  there 
it  is  so 


SOCIAL  SECURITY 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  I  very 
much  appreciate  the  presence  of  Sen- 
ator DORGAN  of  North  Dakota.  He  and  I 
have  had  spirited  discussions  about  So- 
cial Security,  but  we  respect  each 
other.  I  certainly  do.  I  told  him  that.  I 
told  him  whenever  I  had  a  pain  in  my 
bosom  with  regard  to  his  activities,  I 
shared  it  exactly  and  expressly  with 
him,  which  I  have  always  done.  It  is 
good  that  maybe  the  two  of  us  have  a 
moment  to  at  least  speak  on  an  issue 
which  surely  cannot  continue  to  go  In 
this  fashion,  where  two  thoughtful  peo- 
ple, as  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
and  I  hope  your  loyal  communicator 
here,  are  continually  just  totally  in  op- 
position while  many  who  deal  with  the 
Social  Security  Program  are  telling  us 
what  is  happening  to  the  program  and 
where  the  money  goes. 

So.  if  I  may,  in  a  series  of  questions, 
and  then  let  us  have  the  debate  which 
we  never  had,  because  I  will  come  to 
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the  floor  and  do  my  thing  and  leave 
and  get  on  to  the  seven  committees  I 
go  to,  and  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 
kota comes  to  the  floor  and  gives  ^is 
good  and  able  presentation  and  then 
leaves  the  floor. 

Let  us  just,  may  I,  go  back  to  where 
you  have  been.  You  were  on  the  House 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  in  1983.  In 
1983,  Senator  Dajniel  Patrick  Moy- 
NiHAN  and  company,  a  bipartisan  group 
—I  believe  Senator  Dole  was  part  of 
that  group;  I  do  not  recall  all  of  the 
participants— they  came  together 
knowing  that  Social  Security  was 
going  to  go  broke,  totally  broke,  and 
that  it  would  go  broke  within  a  very 
short  time.  So  they  met  in  good  faith, 
in  a  bipartisan  way,  and  they  put  to- 
gether a  package,  as  you  described— 
and  I  address  the  Chair,  as  my  friend 
addressed  yesterday— they  put  together 
a  package  which  provided  for  increased 
payroll  taxes,  it  provided  for  some  ben- 
efit restructure,  it  did  something  with 
the  "notch  babies." 

Remember,  we  had  to  deal  with  that 
one  for  about  12  years,  and  it  was  an 
absolute  phony  argument.  Talk  about 
the  froth  that  goes  with  Social  Secu- 
rity. We  Anally,  when  that  vampire 
came  out  of  the  silk  casket  one  more 
time,  drove  the  stake  through  it  and 
through  the  lining,  hopefully,  and  that 
is  the  end  of  it.  We  do  not  hear  any 
more  about  it  from  the  National  Com- 
mittee for  the  Preservation  of  Social 
Security  and  Medicare  or  the  AARP  or 
any  other  group,  because  it  is  a  dead 
issue,  staked  through  the  heart. 

Yet,  it  created  tremendous  concern 
around  America  in  what  was  happen- 
ing. Because  of  the  adjustment  made  in 
1983.  we  found  that  the  people  who  were 
bom  before  that  certain  cutoff  date 
had  received  much,  much  more  than 
they  ever  should  have  received,  far 
above  the  replacement  rate  of  Social 
Security.  We  corrected  that,  and  then 
had  10  years  of  background  clutter  and 
flak  and  shelling  from  these  various 
groups.  That  is  over. 

But  what  we  did  do— and  we  must  all 
use  the  same  facts.  We  do  not  have  to 
share  the  same  opinion,  but  we  must 
use  the  same  facts.  If  anyone  will  re- 
member, you  need  only  go  to  the  report 
where  we  were  told  that  when  we  did 
what  we  had  to  do  in  1982  and  1983  with 
Social  Security,  it  would  "save  the  sys- 
tem and  make  it  solvent  until  the  year 
2063." 

If  there  is  anyone  within  the  range  of 
my  voice  who  says  that  that  was  not 
the  final  package— what  we  did,  our 
stuff,  tough  political  stuff,  that  when 
we  did  that,  we  would  "save  the  Social 
Security  System  till  the  year  2063." 
That  Is  book,  page  and  hymn  number. 
Done.  OK. 

What  ha£  happened  in  the  next  13 
years?  It  is  now  1996,  and  each  and 
every  year  that  the  trustees  issue  their 
annual  report,  we  are  told  that  Social 
Security  is  going  broke  faster  than  we 


ever  would  have  dreamed.  And  yester- 
day—just yesterday— we  have  the  1996 
annual  report.  This  is  a  svmimary.  The 
actual  report  is  here.  It  is  quite  exten- 
sive. My  stall  has  been  through  it.  I 
hope  that  all  of  us  will  enjoy  this 
weekend  reading.  It  is  just  a  joy. 

But  I  tell  you  what  it  does.  It  tells 
the  truth,  and  I  will  tell  you  who  is 
telling  us  the  truth.  The  truth-tellers 
are  Donna  Shalala,  a  woman  I  have  the 
greatest  respect  for  and  admiration; 
the  truth-givers  are  Robert  Rubin.  He 
and  I  have  not  agreed  on  many  things, 
but  I  admire  him.  Robert  Reich,  my 
fellow  thespian — our  line  of  work  takes 
us  away  from  this.  We  intend  to  "trod 
the  boards"  starting  in  Peoria.  Robert 
Reich,  a  very  splendid  man.  And  then  a 
citizen  member  of  the  trustees, 
Marilyn  Moon;  a  citizen  trustee,  Ste- 
phen Kellison;  and  Shirley  Chater, 
Commissioner  of  Social  Security. 

What  are  they  telling  us?  They  are 
telling  us  that  Social  Security  will  go 
broke,  flat  broke,  in  the  year  2029, 1  say 
to  my  colleagues.  So  in  13  years,  we 
have  moved  the  doomsday  date  of  So- 
cial Security  forward  from  2063  to  2029. 
Thirty-four  years  of  this  cushion  has 
been  eaten  up  in  13  years,  and  every- 
body knows  that.  There  is  not  a  soul  in 
this  Chamber  who  does  not  know  that. 
There  is  not  a  soul  downtown  who  does 
not  know  that. 

Are  we  saying  then,  all  is  well?  Of 
course,  it  is  not  well.  Next  year  the 
trustees  may  come  in  and  tell  us  that 
it  will  go  broke  in  the  year  2025.  It  has 
been  happening  in  increments  of  3,  4,  5 
years  a  crack.  That  is  reality. 

Yesterday,  in  a  spirited  little  bit  of 
dialogue,  I  presented  a  chart,  a  most 
unique  chart.  Let  me  do  it  one  more 
time.  This  is  the  Social  Security  Act.  I 
did  not  write  this.  This  is  section  201(d) 
of  the  act. 

If  we  are  going  to  say  that  somehow 
we  are  looting,  raiding,  and  pillaging, 
then  please  tell  me.  please,  where  is 
this  taking  place?  If  we  mean  looting 
or  raiding  to  put  the  Social  Security 
surplus  into  T-bills,  which  are  then 
sold  by  the  Federal  Government,  and 
the  general  revenue  goes  into  the  Gen- 
eral Treasury,  and  when  the  interest  on 
the  T-bills  comes  out  and  is  paid  on  the 
T-bills  to  those  who  own  them,  if  that 
is  looting  or  raiding,  we  need  a  new 
definition. 

U  we  defeat  the  balanced  budget 
amendment — which  is  what  has  oc- 
curred—is it  not  true  that  the  Social 
Security  surplus  will  still  be  put  into 
T-bills?  The  answer  is,  it  does  not  mat- 
ter one  whit  whether  we  pass  or  defeat 
a  Social  Security  amendment  to  ex- 
clude it.  This  will  go  on  like  Old  Man 
River,  and  no  one  can  stop  it  unless 
they  wish  to  change  this  section. 

So  what  does  the  section  say?  "It 
shall"— shall— "be  the  duty  of  the  man- 
aging trustee  to  invest  such  portion  of 
the  trust  funds  as  is  not,  in  his  judg- 
ment, required  to  meet  current  with- 
drawals." 
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Stop  there. 

There  is  a  surplus  in  Social  Security. 
Some  say  it  is  S29  billion,  some  say  it 
is  $69  billion.  Forget  what  they  say.  It 
easily  could  get  to  $2  trillion  by  the 
year  2010.  Then,  in  the  year  2012,  it 
starts  its  tremendous  swan  song.  We 
all  know  that.  The  trustees  are  telling 
us  that. 

So  it  matters  not  whether  the  re- 
serves get  to  $1  or  $2  trillion.  There  is 
nothing  that  is  going  to  change  wheth- 
er you  pass  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment or  not  with  regard  to  those  funds. 

I  will  go  on  quoting.  "Such  invest- 
ments may  be  made  only"  —there  is  no 
option,  no  election  process — "in  inter- 
est-bearing obligations  of  the  United 
States  or  in  obligations  guaranteed  to 
as  to  both  principal  and  interest  by  the 
United  SUtes  *  *  *  Each  obligation 
issued  for  purchase  by  the  trust  funds 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  evi- 
denced by  a  paper  instrument  in  the 
form  of  a  bond,  note,  or  certificate  of 
indebtedness  issued  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  *  *  *" 

I  do  not  think  that  is  too  much 
mumbo-jumbo  for  all  of  us  to  deal  with 
the  issue  of  Social  Security.  That  is 
what  it  says.  That  is  what  we  do  with 
it.  That  is  what  FDR  and  the  Congress 
had  in  mind  for  us  to  do  with  it. 

But  now  one  more  subsection.  The 
Social  Security  Act,  section  201(f).  We 
must  hear  this.  We  must  all  follow  the 
law.  That  Is  our  duty.  That  is  really 
maybe  the  only  duty  we  have  here,  to 
follow  the  law  and  try  to  craft  laws 
that  are  understandable  to  the  Amer- 
ican people. 

"The  interest  on,  and  the  proceeds 
from  the  sale  or  redemption  of,  any  ob- 
ligations held  in  the  Federal  Old-Age 
and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund 
and  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  shall"— shall— "be  credited 
to  and  form  a  part  of  the  Federal  Old- 
Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  and  the  Disability  Insurance 
Trust  Fund,  respectively." 

And  then  this,  if  we  can  all  hear  this. 
We  do  not  have  to  agree.  We  do  not 
have  to  fire  up  each  other. 

Payment  from  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury  to  either  of  the  trust  funds  of  any 
such  Interest  or  proceeds  shall  be  In  the  form 
of  paper  checks  drawn  on  such  greneral  fund 
to  the  order  of  such  trust  fund. 

That  is  what  it  says.  And  this  section 
has  been  addressed  in  the  report  which 
came  to  us  yesterday. 

Let  me  read  from  the  summary.  This 
is  the  summary  of  the  Social  Security 
trustees.  Here  Is  a  very  precise,  small 
paragraph  that  says  this,  if  I  can  share 
this  with  my  friend  from  North  Da- 
kota. 

In  all  trust  funds  assets  that  are  not  need- 
ed to  pay  current  benefits  or  administrative 
expenses  (the  only  purposes  for  which  trust 
funds  may  be  used)  are  Invested  in  special 
Issue  U.S.  Government  securities  guaranteed 
as  to  both  principal  and  Interest  and  backed 
by  the  full  faith  and  credit  of  the  United 
States  of  America. 
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That  section  is  not  changed  one  whit 
whether  we  include  or  whether  we  ex- 
clude Social  Security  from  a  balanced 
budget  amendment. 

Every  penny,  every  single  penny  of 
the  trust  fund  is  left  in  exactly  the 
same  condition,  whether  you  pass  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  or  not. 

It  is  most  extraordinarily  remark- 
able to  suggest  that  we  can  "save"  or 
"protect"  Social  Security  from  this  by 
simply  separating  it  from  a  balanced 
budget  amendment. 

Here  is  the  language— I  hope  this  is 
not  a  surprise.  I  want  to  be  sure  my 
colleague  hears  this  language.  If  I 
could  get  the  attention  of  my  friend 
from  North  Dakota.  I  think  it  is  very 
important  that  I  share  this  language.  I 
do  not  want  It  to  be  a  surprise. 

This  is  langruage  from  yesterday's  re- 
port. I  do  not  know  if  the  Senator's 
staff  ha5  read  this.  My  staff  went 
through  it  during  the  night.  I  have  to 
do  this  kind  of  work  because  they  have 
made  me  the  chairman  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Social  Security  and 
Family  Policy.  I  did  not  really  seek 
that  task,  but  like  all  of  us  who  do 
good  work— and  the  Senator  does  with 
his  subcommittees  and  my  good  friend 
from  Kentucky  does  with  his — we  try 
then  to  keep  absolutely  current.  Here 
is  the  language  from  the  report  of  yes- 
terday. 

It  is  very  important.  This,  yesterday, 
became  open  to  the  American  public. 
Here  is  what  It  says:  "As  noted  In  sec- 
tion 2(b),  the  portion  of  the  OASI  trust 
fund  that  Is  not  needed  to  meet  day-to- 
day expenditures  is  used  to  purchase 
investments,  generally  in  special  pub- 
lic debt  obligations  of  the  United 
States  Government.  The  cash"— this  Is 
a  quote  from  yesterday's  1996  annual 
report,  page  78  and  79— "The  cash  used 
to  make  these  purchases  becomes  part 
of  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury 
.  .  .,"  ladles  and  gentlemen. 

We  all  know  that.  We  have  known  it 
since  Franklin  Delano  Roosevelt  wrote 
it  and  put  it  in  section  201. 

"The  cash" — that  is  cash  that  is  not 
needed.  That  means  the  surplus.  That 
means  the  excess.  That  means  what- 
ever you  want  to  call  It.  "The  cash 
used  to  make" — I  am  quoting —  "The 
cash  used  to  make  these  purchases  be- 
comes part  of  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury  and  Is  used  to  meet  various 
Federal  outlays." 

Does  that  mean  that  we  have  looted 
it  or  raided  it  or  pillaged  it?  I  think 
not,  not  when  we  are  looking  at  the 
specific  language  of  the  act  and  the 
trustees'  report. 

I  am  continuing  to  quote. 

Interest  is  paid  to  the  trust  fund  on  these 
securities.  And  when  the  securities  mature 
or  are  redeemed  prior  to  maturity,  general 
fund .  .  . 

If  I  may  get  the  attention  of  my 
friend  from  North  Dakota.  We  never 
get  to  get  this  done.  I  am  going  to 
stay,  too,  because  I  think  It  Is  very  im- 


portant that  he  and  I  do  not  leave  the 
Chamber  until  the  American  people 
know  a  little  more  than  they  do  now 
about  how  we  are  looting  or  pillaging 
or  raiding  the  Social  Security  system, 
which  is  not  taking  place  under  any 
scenario  known  to  man  or  woman. 

Quoting  again. 

Interest  Is  paid  to  the  trust  fund  on  these 
securities.  And  when  the  securities  mature 
or  are  redeemed  prior  to  maturity,  general 
fund  revenues  are  used  to  repay  the  principal 
to  the  trust  fund.  Thus,  the  Investment  oper- 
ations of  the  trust  fund  result  In  various 
cash  flows  between  the  trust  fund  and  the 
general  fund  of  the  Treasury.  And  currently 
the  excess  of  tax  Income  to  the  OASI  trust 
fund  over  the  fund's  expenditures  results  In  a 
substantial  net  cash  flow  from  the  trust  fund 
to  the  general  fund. 

Finally  the  quote: 

Sometime  after  the  turn  of  the  century,  as 
shown  in  the  following  subsection,  this  cash 
flow  will  reverse. 

It  is  detailed  In  horrendous,  horrendous 
factual  figures.  "This  cash  flow  will  re- 
verse as  trust  fund  security"— let  me 
show  you  how  It  will  reverse. 

This  Is  the  annual  operating  baJance 
of  the  Social  Security  trust  fund  in  bil- 
lions of  dollars.  If  that  Is  not  a  reversal 
from  today's  $60  billion  surplus.  I  think 
it  is  more  today — my  colleague  may 
disagree — and  then  it  drops  like  a  rock- 
et through  the  basement.  This  Is  the 
annual  operating  balance  of  the  Social 
Security  In  billions  of  dollars.  In  the 
year  2000  It  Is  $1  trillion  operating  bal- 
ance. This  Is  the  figure.  This  is  from 
the  Social  Security  Administration, 
1995. 

Mr.  FORD.  Will  the  Senator  jrleld? 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  Senator. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  we  will  say 
that  everything  my  friend  has  said  is 
accurate.  I  do  not  question  his  sincer- 
ity or  his  statements.  We  will  take  It 
from  that  point  on. 

Under  statutory  provisions,  we  can- 
not use  Social  Security  funds  as  it  re- 
lates to  deficits,  budgets — it  is  off 
budget.  That  is  13301. 1  am  sure  you  are 
fauniliar  with  that.  Now,  in  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment,  we  are  al- 
lowing, based  on  the  statement  of  the 
senior  Senator  from  Oklahoma  yester- 
day, that  this  is  a  tax  and  an  expendi- 
ture an4,  therefore,  it  ought  to  be  part 
of  the  balanced  budget  ajnendment  to 
the  Constitution. 

What  is  the  underlying  fear,  as  I  lis- 
ten to  the  Senator  from  Wyoming,  and 
the  underlsrlng  fear,  I  say  to  my  friend, 
of  this  Senator  Is  that  if  we  allow  the 
money  to  be  used  to  reduce  the  deficit, 
and  when  we  have  the  leaidership  on 
your  side — not  necessarily  the  majority 
leader  but  other  leaders  In  the  budg- 
etary category — tell  us  how  much  of 
the  Social  Security  trust  funds  will  be 
used  if  the  amendment  to  the  Constitu- 
tion is  passed  to  balance  the  budget, 
then  we  accelerate  your  fear  here  of 
the  reduction  of  the  surplus  In  the  So- 
cial Security. 


If  the  Social  Security  continues  on 
Its  merry  way.  as  you  have  so  aptly  de- 
scribed, going  downhill,  will  we  not  ac- 
celerate that  If  we  use,  as  we  were  told 
In  handwriting  that  we  are  going  to 
use,  $147  billion  from  the  trust  fund,  at 
least  the  last  2  years,  would  that  not 
make  it  depleted  at  a  much  earlier 
date? 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  I  always  enjoy  a  spir- 
ited discussion. 

Mr.  FORD.  This  is  not  spirited. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  It  will  be  before  we 
finish. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  doubt  it. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  I  enjoy  that  because 
he  and  I,  even  as  deputy  assistant  lead- 
ers for  10  years  or  near  that  amount- 
there  was  not  anybody  that  I  treated 
with  more  deference,  or  who  dealt  with 
me  more  fairly,  honestly,  and  directly. 

Where  I  am,  Mr.  President,  is  this: 
We  are  being  told  in  this  debate  that 
these  funds  are  being  looted  or  raided. 
This  may  not  be  your  debate,  but  this 
has  been  part  of  a  continual  debate 
about  the  looting  or  raiding  or  using 
this.  I  am  saying,  based  upon  the  law  of 
the  United  States,  that  any  surplus  in 
these  funds  Is  "used"  and  goes  directly 
to  the  general  fund,  that  there  is  no 
trust  fund  in  that  to  be  looted,  to  be 
raided.  It  Is  a  series  of  great  stack  of 
lOU's.  That  Is  what  we  have  here. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  by  "lOU's  " 
you  are  talking  about  T-blUs  that  are 
paid  to  constituents  like  you  and  me. 
We  might  be  down  to  the  E  bonds  or 
the  smaller  ones  but  the  T-bUls  are  the 
lOU's  in  there,  and  we  have  by  law  sold 
them  or  loaned  that  money  to  the  Fed- 
eral Government  In  return  for  T-bllls 
plus  Interest  to  be  paid  at  a  definite  pe- 
riod of  time  and  the  trustees  are  re- 
quired to  have  that  flow  of  money. 

Am  I  correct  In  that? 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FORD.  So  you  refer  to — you  say 
we  are  looting. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  I  did  not  say  that. 

Mr.  FORD.  No,  you  quoted  others 
saying  "looting,"  and  now  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  Is  using  the  words 
"lOU's"  for  T-bllls.  It  Is  just  a  matter 
of  how  you  express  yourself. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  I  believe  I  have  the 
floor,  if  you  are  asking  an  Inquiry. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  am  tryiag  to  give  you 
my  reasoning  for  the  question. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  If  you  could,  I  would 
like  that. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  understand,  and  you  are 
doing  well  in  the  balcony  right  now. 
There  are  more  giggles  up  there  than 
on  the  floor. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  I  am  trying  to  do 
something  for  my  grandchildren. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  have  tried  the  grand- 
children. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  If  the  Senator  would 
pose  the  question,  I  would  appreciate 
it. 

Mr.  FORD.  Where  was  I?  What  I  am 
trjring  to  say  is  that  If  the  constitu- 
tional amendment  is  passed  and  then 
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ratified  by  the  States,  and  then  we 
amend  the  Constitution  on  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment,  and  that 
would  do  away  with  statutory  provi- 
sions as  it  relates  to  the  trust  fund, 
and  therefore  as  those  who  have  the  re- 
sponsibility of  budgeting-  here  in  the 
Senate,  to  reconunend  to  us  as  Sen- 
ators, say  they  will  use  x  billions  of 
dollars  of  the  Social  Security  trust 
fund  to  balance  the  budget.  Do  we  do 
away  with  statutory  law  when  we 
amend  the  Constitution? 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  I  can- 
not see  any  format  where  a  constitu- 
tional amendment,  which  would  take 
years  to  ratify— all  we  are  doing  is 
sending  this  to  the  States,  if  we  did  do 
it.  and  let  them  decide.  I  know  of  noth- 
ing in  my  background  that  would  lead 
me  to  believe  that  we  would  have  done 
anything  with  section  201  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  either  F  or  D  or  any  pro- 
vision therein. 

Mr.  FORD.  But  you  would  be  able  to 
use  the  funds  held  in  trust,  for  exam- 
ple. T-bills,  to  balance  the  budget  ac- 
cording to  the  budgetary  professionals 
on  your  side. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
continue  to  direct  my  remarks  to  the 
Chair.  The  issue  is  that  you  cannot 
hide  something  that  is  $360  billion  a 
year  and  pretend  that  you  are  doing 
something  to  "balance  the  books." 
That  does  not  mean  that  we  are  then 
going  to  "raid"  or  "loot"  the  Social 
Security  System. 

The  constitutional  amendment  does 
not  in  any  way  injure  Social  Security, 
because  the  trust  fund  goes  into  T-bills 
or  notes  or  obligations  regardless.  Re- 
gardless, the  Social  Security  money 
still  has  to  be  raised  in  the  future  out 
of  general  revenue.  That  is  what  the 
trustees  are  telling  us. 

Somebody  said,  what  about  the  inter- 
est? I  heard  that  one.  Mr.  President,  87 
percent  of  the  money  that  comes  in 
comes  from  payroll  taxes.  About  9  per- 
cent comes  from  interest.  That  is  all 
there  is.  In  the  year  2012,  you  will  have 
to  take  the  notes  and  go  back  to  the 
Government  and  say,  "There  is  not 
enough  payroll  money  coming  in  this 
monUi.  So  we  are  here  to  cash  these 
In."  That  is  when  the  double  hit  comes 
that  we  described. 

If  you  are  trying  to  build  a  firewall 
to  protect  Social  Security,  this  does 
not  affect  a  Social  Security  firewall, 
which  seems  to  be  a  very  important 
thing  to  many,  does  not  affect  the 
long-term  unfunded  liability  of  the  So- 
cial Security  system.  It  does  not  alter 
the  situation  which  requires  a  Social 
Security  surplus  to  be  put  in  Treasury 
bills. 

May  I  just  finish  the  trustees'  quote? 
It  is  two  more  sentences.  Then  we  can 
get  on  with  the  action  here  and  see  if 
we  can  stick  with  the  trustees'  report. 
Do  not  bother  with  what  I  am  sajrlng  or 
Senator  Dorgan  or  any  of  us.  I  am 
reading  from  the  annual  report  of  the 


trustees.  Let  me  just  finish  it.  "The 
cash  flow  will  reverse  as  the  trust  fund 
securities  are  redeemed.  To  meet  bene- 
fit payments  and  other  expenditures, 
revenue  from  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury  will  be  drawn  upon  to  provide 
the  necessary  cash." 

That  is  pages  78  and  79.  The  balanced 
budget  amendment  in  no  way  changes 
this.  In  no  way  at  all  does  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  firewall  for  Social 
Security  change  that. 

This  is  the  way  it  is.  And  that  is 
what  we  ought  to  be  debating.  I  would 
be  glad  to  stand  here  and  do  that. 

(Mr.  GRAMS  assumed  the  chair.) 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  little  colloquy? 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Yes,  sure. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  believe  the  Senator 
would  agree  that  once  a  constitutional 
amendment  is  passed — ajid  it  will  not 
take  years  to  pass  the  balanced  budget 
amendment — once  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  is  passed  and  it  amends  the 
Constitution,  then  it  is  this  body's  re- 
sponsibility to  draft  the  legislation  im- 
plementing that  amendment,  is  that 
not  correct? 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  I  am  sorry.  Repeat 
the  laist  part,  please,  if  you  would. 

Mr.  FORD.  Well,  once  an  amendment 
to  the  Constitution  has  been  ratified 
by  the  States,  is  it  not  the  responsibil- 
ity, then,  of  this  body  and  the  House  to 
implement,  by  law,  that  amendment? 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FORD.  Is  there  anything  to  pre- 
vent a  majority  from  voting  to  Include 
Social  Security  trust  funds  in  the  oper- 
ation of  the  budget  of  the  United 
States? 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  there 
is  no  way  to  avoid  doing  anything  to 
try  to  hide  Social  Security  from  the 
budget  problems  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  I  asked  a 
question,  and  I  was  chastised  for  not 
asking  the  question.  What  I  want  to 
know  is,  is  there  any  way  to  prevent  a 
majority  vote  from  using  the  Social 
Security  trust  funds  as  a  part  of  reduc- 
ing the  deficit  for  balancing  the  budg- 
et? 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  I  have  no  idea,  Mr. 
President.  For  17  years,  this  Senator 
has  talked  about  the  absolute  cer- 
tainty of  pretending  that  something  is 
off  budget  when  it  is  $360  billion  a  year. 
You  would  have  to  ask  a  majority  at 
that  time.  For  me,  it  is  absolutely  ab- 
surd to  believe  that  you  do  not  talk 
about  Social  Security  when  you  are 
trying  to  balance  the  budget  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  which  today 
is  $1,506  trillion,  and  $360  billion  of  that 
in  there  is  called  Social  Security.  If 
you  want  to  leave  it  out,  fine,  but  it 
will  not  be  this  Senator.  I  will  not  be 
here,  but  somebody  can  tap  on  my  box 
and  tell  me  how  it  went. 

Mr.  FORD.  Knowing  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming,  he  will  not  have  to 
take  his  money  with  him.  He  can  write 
a  check  where  he  is  going. 


I  am  very  concerned  that  we  talk 
about  lOU's  and  they  are  really  the 
bills.  We  talk  about  raiding  and,  no,  we 
are  not  raiding.  You  cannot  do  that. 
But  the  Members  of  this  body  will  im- 
plement an  amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution. As  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  said  yesterday,  he  objected 
to  voting  on  the  amendment  to  put  up 
the  firewall  for  Social  Security  because 
it  was  taxes  collected  and  taxes  ex- 
pended. He  wanted  it  in  the  balanced 
budget  amendment. 

I  thank  the  Chair  and  my  friend  from 
Wyoming.  I  am  going  to  leave  the  Sen- 
ator. I  am  hungry. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  believe  that  my  good  friend  would 
check  through  the  Senate  ethics  and  fi- 
nancial records  and  find  that  I  was  list- 
ed among  the  millionaires  of  the  Sen- 
ate. So  I  think  that  that  was  a  rather 
gratuitous  shot. 

Mr.  FORD.  How  did  the  Senator  take 
that? 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Now,  Mr.  President,  if 
we  can  get  back  to  the  issue,  which  is 
the  law,  and  stick  with  this  and  try  to 
stick  in  this  debate  without  going  into 
emotion  and  who  has  the  bucks  and 
who  does  not  have  the  bucks,  and  the 
rich  versus  the  poor,  and  all  the  rest  of 
it,  and  know  that  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  right  here — (f)  and  (d).  The  trust- 
ees report  is  right  here,  and  I  am  ready 
to  move  forward  and  discuss  those  and 
let  us  do  that. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  a  question? 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Indeed,  certainly. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Let  me  clear  up  two 
things,  and  one  is  minor.  The  Senator 
is  not  accurate  with  respect  to  the 
issue  of  the  notch.  This  is  probably  not 
relevant.  That  was  not  adjusted  in  the 
1983  legislation.  That  was  in  the  1977 
legislation,  which  was  implemented  in 
1979.  The  1983  legislation  had  nothing 
to  do  with  the  notch.  The  notch  was 
created,  as  the  Senator  might  remem- 
ber, because  of  a  cost-of-living  adjust- 
ment in  Social  Security  that  was  op- 
posed in  the  early  1970's. 

Subsequently,  it  was  discovered  that 
that  cost-of-living  adjuster,  or  for- 
mula, was  inappropriate  in  1977.  Con- 
gress made  an  adjustment,  effective  2 
years  ago.  It  was  not  in  1983.  That  was 
not  such  a  big  deal,  but  I  wanted  to 
make  that  point  for  those  who  are  in- 
terested in  the  history  of  it. 

Second,  the  Senator  used  a  chart 
that  is  demonstrably  false.  K  the  Sen- 
ator would  put  the  chart  back  up,  I  am 
sure  he  did  not  do  this  deliberately. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  No;  the  dates  are  not 
correct.  The  dates  here  should  be  2020 
here,  2025  here,  2030,  2035.  and  2040. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  When  I  saw  the  chart. 
I  knew  one  would  not  want  to  use  a 
chart  like  that.  The  Impression  would 
be  that  there  is  a  one  green  line  and  a 
lot  of  red  lines.  When  I  saw  your  dates, 
I  realized  they  were  not  accurate. 

Let  me  give  the  accurate  numbers. 
Here  will  be  the  annual  surpluses,  not 
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deficits.  In  the  1996,  your  chart  had  a 
red  line,  and  that  was  in  error.  There 
will  be  a  $71  billion  surplus,  then  a  $74 
billion  surplus,  then  $80  billion,  $87  bil- 
lion, $91  billion,  and,  next  year,  $97  bil- 
lion. 

In  the  year  2002,  there  will  be  a  $103 
billion  surplus— that  is.  receipts  into 
Social  Security  over  expenditures.  This 
surplus  will  continue  out  on  into  the 
two-thousand-teens,  after  which  there 
will  be  red  lines. 

It  would  be  appropriate  to  have  a 
chart  that  shows  the  red  lines,  but  you 
would  not  want  to  show  that  unless 
you  showed  very  substantial  surpluses. 
I  wanted  to  make  the  point  that  if 
somebody  saw  that  chart  and  started 
going.  "We  have  big  troubles."  that  is 
not  accurate. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  I  said 
that.  I  said  that  the  reserves  could  eas- 
ily be  $2  trillion  by  2010.  I  want  the 
record  to  be  absolutely  correct.  Nobody 
needed  to  palpitate  on  that. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  There  are  so  many 
charts  showing  the  deep  red  canyons, 
and  that  chart  should  have  showed  sur- 
pluses. 

Let  us  talk,  for  a  moment,  about 
these  surpluses,  and  let  us  talk  about 
this  one.  The  year  2002  is  the  7th  year 
of  a  budget  plan.  In  the  year  2002.  the 
Social  Security  system  will  have  re- 
ceipts of  $103  billion  that  are  greater 
than  the  need  for  expenditure  in  that 
year. 

I  will  ask  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
a  couple  of  questions  about  that.  The 
first  question  is.  Is  this  an  accident,  or 
is  this  part  of  a  deliberate  strategy  to 
have  receipts  that  far  exceed  needs  or 
expenditures  in  that  year?  Is  that  a  de- 
liberate strategy  or  an  accident? 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Well,  Mr.  President, 
that  is  a  deliberate  strategy.  The  pur- 
pose was  to  build  the  reserves,  and  it 
was  going  to  work  beautifully,  until 
this  year,  in  the  year  1996.  Every  7% 
seconds  somebody  turns  50,  and  15 
years  from  now.  in  the  year  2012,  there 
will  be  a  dramatic  drawdown.  We  ought 
to  link  the  two  cases  together,  because 
they  are  so  dramatic  that  it  is  hard  to 
describe. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  accept  that.  In  many 
respects.  I  sat  here  and  listened  to  a 
debate  that,  if  you  won.  it  was  a  debate 
we  were  not  having.  I  accept  much  of 
what  you  say.  But  that  is  not  the 
framework  of  the  debate  that  we  have 
ventured  on  the  floor  with. 

Let  me  try  to  understand  and  de- 
scribe the  debate  as  between  what  you 
were  describing  earlier  and  what  I  am 
saying.  If  you  are  right— and  I  think 
you  are,  because  I  was  part  of  the 
team,  as  you  were,  that  said  let  us  de- 
liberately begin  saving  money,  so  that 
when  the  baby  boomers  retfre,  or  the 
war  babies,  more  appropriately,  retire 
after  the  turn  of  the  century,  we  will 
have  built  up  some  reserves.  That  was 
a  deliberate,  sober  reflective  action  on 
the  part  of  the  Congress.  I  think  it  was 
an  appropriate  and  courageous  won. 


Now,  if  in  the  year  2002,  we  have  said 
we  want  $103  billion  more  to  come  in  in 
Social  Security  than  we  are  going  to 
spend,  and  if  in  the  year  2002  the  ma- 
jority's budget  provides  a  balanced 
budget  in  2002,  but,  they  say,  we  are 
$108  billion  short  in  their  paper,  but 
say  to  the  American  people  we  will  bal- 
ance the  budget,  is  it  not  the  case  that 
they  claim  that  they  have  balanced  the 
budget  because  we  have  not  had  en- 
forced savings  of  the  $103  billion  that 
year,  which  should  have  been  above 
what  is  necessary  to  balance  the  budg- 
et if  you  are  going  to  have  an  enforced 
national  savings  pool,  but,  in  fact,  they 
have  taken  that  $103  billion  and  said, 
by  the  way,  we  are  using  it  over  here  so 
we  can  say  we  balanced  the  budget. 

Is  that  not  a  misuse  of  the  term 
"double  entry  booking,"  to  say  we 
have  a  deliberate  reserve  and,  at  the 
same  time,  that  we  are  using  it  here 
saying  we  have  a  balanced  budget? 

That  is  the  major  point  of  contention 
between  us  because  we  will,  I  fear,  get 
to  the  end  of  this  process  and  we  will 
never  have  an  enforced  national  pool  of 
savings  above  an  otherwise  balanced 
budget  that  is  used,  or  usable  rather, 
when  we  need  it  when  the  war  babies 
retire. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  that 
would  be  a  good  argument  if  we  were 
saying  that  we  were  going  to  "use  it  to 
reduce  the  deficit."  But  it  will  have  al- 
ready been  used  because  the  minute 
there  are  surpluses  in  the  Social  Secu- 
rity trust  funds,  they  are  invested  in  T 
bills  or  notes  or  whatever,  and  all  the 
money  goes  to  the  general  fund.  If  we 
can  get  to  the  point  where  you  and  I 
are,  will  you  please  describe  to  all  of  us 
what  you  mean  when  you  are  describ- 
ing "looting  and  raiding"  of  the  trust 
fund? 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Exactly.  The  year  2002 
would  be  a  year  in  which  the  Federal 
Government  would  have  balanced  its 
budget  plus  had  a  $103  billion  addi- 
tional revenue  above  the  balanced 
budget  as  an  enforced  pool  of  national 
savings  to  be  saved  for  the  time  we  are 
going  to  need  it.  That  would  comport 
with  what  the  idea  was  in  the  early 
1980's  about  creating  a  national  pool  of 
enforced  savings.  The  scheme  that  we 
now  have,  I  respectfully  say  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Wyoming,  means  that  we 
will  never  have  a  pool  of  enforced  na- 
tional savings  to  meet  the  Social  Secu- 
rity needs.  Instead,  we  will  simply  have 
a  regressive  pasrroll  tax  added  to  the 
general  revenue  stream  to  be  used  for 
whatever  other  purpose  it  is  used  for. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
ask  a  question  of  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota?  How  does  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  propose  to  avoid 
looting,  or  raiding?  Does  that  mean  it 
will  not  be  in  T  bills? 
Mr.  DORGAN.  No. 
Mr.  SIMPSON.  What  does  it  mean? 
Mr.  DORGAN.  You  are  not  winning  a 
debate  that  we  are  not  having.  I  am 


not  debating  whether  or  not  it  is  in- 
vested in  T  bills.  Of  course  it  is.  Your 
basic  contention  has  been  because  it  is 
invested  in  T  bills  it  does  not  exist.  I 
have  asked  the  question.  "Gee.  If  you 
purchase  a  savings  bond  for  your 
grandchild  for  Christmas,  are  you 
going  to  tell  him  when  he  opens  it 
that,  'By  the  way,  what  you  see  does 
not  exist?"'  No.  It  is  an  asset.  That 
asset  exists  in  the  trust  fimd. 

My  point  is  you  will  not  have  saved 
$103  billion  in  the  year  2002  that  you 
promised  to  save  if  on  the  budget  side 
of  things  you  take  the  $103  billion  over 
and  say,  "Well,  we  are  $103  billion 
short  of  balancing  the  budget  generally 
speaking  but  we  will  count  this  reve- 
nue against  it  in  order  to  say  to  people 
that  we  balanced  the  budget";  ergo, 
you  have  not,  in  my  judgment,  created 
any  kind  of  national  pool  of  enforced 
savings  to  meet  the  future  needs  of  So- 
cial Security. 
That  is  the  point. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  how  do 
we  achieve  this  result — by  suggesting 
then  that  we  defeat  the  balanced  budg- 
et amendment? 
Mr.  FORD.  We  do  not. 
Mr.  SIMPSON.  That  is  what  you  have 
been  sajring;  that  we  can  avoid  this  re- 
sult by  defeating  a  balanced  budget 
amendment. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Excellent  question. 
Let  me  tell  you  exactly  how  you 
achieve  the  result.  The  result  is 
achieved  specifically  by  voting  for  the 
alternative  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment that  we  attempted  to  offer  yes- 
terday that  we  offered  previously,  that 
was  voted  against  by  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming,  that  is  this:  It  is  identical  in 
every  respect  to  the  constitutional 
amendment  to  balance  the  budget 
brought  to  the  floor  with  one  excep- 
tion; that  is.  section  7.  Section  7  says 
you  will  not  count  as  revenues  or  ex- 
penditures the  Social  Security  trust 
fund  and  Social  Security  account, 
which  means  that  you  would  balance 
the  budget  and  say,  "All  right.  Now  the 
budget  is  in  balance  plus  what  we  have 
is  in  2002,  or  2005,  whatever  the  year  is. 
plus  we  have  $103  billion  extra  money 
that  came  in  above  the  balanced  budg- 
et. That  is  the  only  way  you  develop  a 
forced  pool  of  national  savings.  In  the 
absence  of  that,  what  you  ought  to  do 
is  get  rid  of  this  payroll  tax.  If  you  are 
not  going  to  do  what  you  said  you  are 
going  to  do.  why  should  workers  and 
business  not  be  paying  it? 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Let  me  ask.  Mr. 
President.  And  I  appreciate  your  cor- 
recting us  and  getting  the  correct 
dates. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  That  was  a  pretty  big 
correction,  actually. 
Mr.  SIMPSON.  It  is  not  a  correction. 
Mr.  DORGAN.  We  are  not  saying  that 
the  sky  is  falling. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Not  to  give  too  much 
credit,  but  simply  these  dates  are  in- 
correct. 2020.  2025,  2030— you  know 
those  facts.  I  know  those  facts. 
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Mr.  DORGAN.  That  chaxt  is  a  fun- 
damentally improper  disclosure  of 
what  is  happening.  You  would  have  to 
show  substantial  green  surpluses  on 
that  same  chart. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  This  is  from  the  So- 
cial Security  Administration,  and  it  is 
listed  in  their  way  as  to  what  is  going 
to  happen  to  this.  This  is  2020.  There  is 
2025.  This  is  2030.  There  is  2035,  and 
2040. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  There  are  four  cat- 
egories of  green,  and  you  just  skipped 
20-some  years  of  good  news  to  get  to 
the  bad  news.  There  is  bad  news.  We 
are  not  disagreeing  about  that. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Let  me  ask  a  ques- 
tion. You  have  used  a  figure  of  $60  bil- 
lion in  your  debate  about  surplus? 
Mr.  DORGAN.  It  is  $69  billion. 
Mr.  SIMPSON.  The  accumulated  sur- 
plus to  date  is  $496  billion  to  date.  So 
that  is  rather  an  incorrect  figure.  You 
have  used  the  figure. 
Mr.  DORGAN.  What  is  incorrect? 
Mr.  SIMPSON.  The  accumulated  sur- 
plus to  date  in  Social  Security  is  $496 
billion,  and  it  is  going  to  go  way  be- 
yond those  figures  in  the  outyears.  It  is 
going  to  go  to  $1.1  trillion— not  $1.2  bil- 
lion. It  is  going  to  go  to  $2  trillion. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  We  are  not  having  a 
debate;  it  is  a  misunderstanding.  These 
are  not  cumulated  numbers.  These  are 
yearly  numbers.  I  said  for  this  year,  $69 
billion.  When  you  are  saying  that  is 
wrong,  I  do  not  understand. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  The  cumulated  sur- 
plus in  Social  Security  is  $496  billion. 
We  need  to  know  that.  You  have  listed 
an  annual  figure  of  $60  billion  or  $69 
billion.  The  present  surplus,  cumulated 
surplus,  in  Social  Security  today  is 
$496  billion  headed  for  maybe  S2  trillion 
in  the  year  2010.  Then  a  precipitous  de- 
cline in  accordance  with  the  charts  of 
the  Social  Security  Administration. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  There  is  no  disagree- 
ment about  that.  I  do  not  understand 
the  point.  The  point  I  was  making  is 
that  this  year  we  are  collecting  regres- 
sive payroll  taxes  from  workers  and 
businesses,  because  you  voted  for  it 
and  I  did,  believing  that  it  was  done  to 
collect  more  than  we  needed  this  year 
in  order  to  save  it  for  the  future.  My 
only  point  is,  if  it  is  used  to  offeet  for 
other  revenues  that  we  should  have 
made,  or  other  expense  cuts  we  should 
have  made,  then  it  is  not  saved.  If  it  is 
not  saved,  why  are  we  collecting  It? 
Why  not  say  to  the  people,  "We  will 
not  collect  it  to  misuse  it;  keep  in 
yourself? 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  I  just 
hope  that  perhaps  somewhere  into  the 
national  debate  will  come  pages  78  and 
79  of  this  year's  1996  annual  report, 
which  is  so  clear  that  there  is  no  Social 
Security  trust  fund.  There  is  nothing 
in  the  way  of  a  pool  other  than  the 
lOU's.  These  are  lOU's,  and  the  entire 
cash,  when  we  sell  them,  goes  to  the 
general  fund. 

Is  that  what  the  Senator  means  when 
he    describes    "looting    or    raiding?" 


Please  tell  me,  because  these  are  two 
terms  that  have  been  used  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota  day  after  day 
after  day,  that  we  are  "looting  and 
raiding."  I  want  to  know  what  the  Sen- 
ator means  when  he  says  "looting  or 
raiding."  Does  "looting  or  raiding" 
mean  that  we  should  not  be  putting  it 
into  T  bills?  Does  "looting  or  raiding" 
mean  that  we  should  not  see  the  money 
go  into  the  general  fund,  as  is  the  law 
of  the  United  States?  What  is,  for  this 
Senator  "looting  or  raiding"? 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Let  me  try  it  again.  I 
just  refuse  to  let  you  win  a  debate  we 
are  not  having.  We  are  not  having  a  de- 
bate. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  I  am  trying  to  inform 
the  national  citizens  as  to  what  is  hap- 
pening here. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  understand.  Let  me 
try  to  explain  it.  I  will  do  it  again.  I 
have  done  it  before. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Could  you  use  the 
term  "looting  or  raiding"  and  define 
what  that  is? 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Let  me  explain  it  to 
you.  In  the  year  2002— the  Senator  from 
Wyoming,  I,  and  others  voted  to  decide 
that  we  wanted  to  collect  more  money 
than  is  necessary  in  the  year  2002  for 
the  funding  of  the  Social  Security  pro- 
gram— not  a  little  more;  a  lot  more; 
$103  billion  more  than  is  necessary  to 
fund  that  program.  We  said  we  want  to 
do  that  because  we  want  to  be  respon- 
sible in  order  to  save  it  for  the  future. 
It  is  invested  in  Treasury  bonds.  The 
Senator  is  correct.  If  he  wants  to  have 
a  debate  about  that,  he  cannot  debate 
that  with  me  because  I  do  not  contest 
that.  It  is  invested  in  Treasury  bonds. 
But  the  $103  billion  ought  to  represent 
in  2002  $103  billion  of  revenue  above  a 
balanced  budget.  And  it  does  not,  be- 
cause the  Senator  from  Wyoming  and 
his  friends  support  a  budget  scheme 
that  says  we  will  show  up  about  $108 
billion  short  in  the  year  2002,  and  we 
will  use  the  Social  Security  trust  funds 
to  make  up  the  difference. 

If  that  were  in  the  private  sector, 
they  would  call  it  looting.  But  you 
could  call  it  whatever  you  want  to  call 
it.  Abraham  Lincoln  said,  "Calling  a 
horse's  tail  a  leg  doesn't  make  it  a 
leg,"  but  you  can  describe  this  however 
one  wants  to  describe  it.  I  simply 
maintain  that  if  you  decided  and  I  de- 
cided we  should  have  a  pool  of  enforced 
national  savings  to  meet  the  needs  of 
the  future,  that  in  2002  you  cannot  ac- 
complish that  if  you  have  used  the 
same  money  in  order  to  balance  the 
general  operating  budget  of  the  United 
States.  That  is  the  point,  a  very  simple 
point. 

I  would  say  to  the  Senator  from  Wyo- 
ming I  understand— I  have  listened  pa- 
tiently— I  understand  the  presentation 
he  made.  He  and  I  do  not  disagree  on  a 
lot  of  this.  The  Social  Security  system 
is  now  healthy.  I  disagree,  sometimes, 
when  I  hear  the  Senator  and  others 
talk  about  the  "Social  Security  system 


is  going  broke."  In  a  lot  of  ways  I  la- 
ment that  that  langruage  is  used  be- 
cause it  is  true  that  a  third  of  a  cen- 
tury from  now  it  is  going  to  be  out  of 
money,  but  that  is  a  third  of  a  century 
from  now. 

It  is  also  true  we  are  going  to  make 
some  changes.  The  fact  of  the  matter 
is,  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  is  a 
leader:  he  is  a  leader  on  this  issue.  He 
has  proposed  substantial  changes  to  se- 
cure the  financial  well-being  of  the  So- 
cial Security  trust  fund.  The  Congress 
must  make  changes.  But  here  is  the 
situation.  He  and  I  do  not  disagree 
about  the  circumstances.  We  have  sur- 
pluses; they  will  continue  to  build  into 
the  two-thousand-teens,  after  which 
they  will  diminish.  In  the  year  2029,  we 
will  be  out  of  money.  Adjustments  will 
have  to  be  made  long  before  then  to 
solve  this  in  the  long  term.  The  Sen- 
ator is  absolutely  correct  about  that. 

The  disagreement  we  have  is  in  a 
budgeting  scheme  that  says  let  us  treat 
the  Social  Security  funds  as  if  they  are 
no  different  than  any  other  funds.  I 
would  say,  my  colleague  has  made  the 
point,  I  think,  that  the  Democrats 
have  done  that  and  the  Republicans 
have  done  it.  The  answer  is,  yes,  they 
have.  And  I  have  disagreed  no  matter 
who  does  it.  Now  they  want  to  enshrine 
it  in  the  Constitution.  That  is  the  dif- 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  be  sure  that  the  American  people 
know  that  this  is  not  a  partisan  issue. 
So,  when  we  say,  "My  friends  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle,"  the  friends  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle  joined  with  a  remark- 
able niunber  of  friends  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle,  a  total  of  64  of  us  who 
really  think  we  ought  to  do  something 
with  the  balanced  budget  amendment 
and  do  not  feel  we  are  going  to  do  any- 
thing to  the  Social  Security  trust  fund, 
because  we  know  we  cannot  do  any- 
thing to  the  Social  Security  trust  fund 
because  it  is  all  invested  and  the 
money  comes  out  of  the  general  reve- 
nue. I  guess  the  debate  has  to  end 
there.  Unless — and  I  am  going  to  come 
back  to  this  question.  I  would  like, 
honestly,  an  answer. 

I  want  to  know  what — ^if  we  are  going 
to  use  the  term  "looting  and  raiding," 
the  American  people,  I  think,  are  being 
overly  excited  by  that  term.  There  is 
no  need  to  use  a  term  like  "looting  and 
raiding,"  because  we  do  not  loot  or 
raid.  We  are  putting  it  where  the  law 
requires  it  to  go,  and  nothing  more.  So 
to  say  that  it  is  looted  or  cut,  there 
was  never  any  suggestion  that  these 
dollars  would  not  have  to  be  raised  by 
general  revenue  in  the  year  2012,  or 
2005.  They  come  from  payroll  taxes  and 
revenue.  So  we  are  only  arguing  about 
how  the  deficit  is  measured,  not  about 
the  disposition  of  Social  Security  trust 
funds. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  a  question  on  that? 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  I  think  there  is  no 
reason  to  portray  the  balanced  budget 
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amendment  as  a  place  to  talk  about 
Social  Security  trust  funds.  They  do 
not  fit. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  one  brief  question? 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Is  it  not  the  case, 
then,  that  in  the  year  2002  the  majority 
party's  budget  plan  is  either  $108  bil- 
lion in  deficit  or  it  is  balanced  by  using 
the  $103  billion  in  Social  Security 
funds?  Is  that  not  the  case? 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  there 
was  another  one,  so  we  get  away  from 
the  partisan  aspect  if  we  can. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  That  is  not  a  partisan 
question.  I  am  just  asking  you. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  I  heard  it  that  way. 
You  know  that.  But  let  us  look  at  the 
Chafee-Breaux  proposal. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Same  thing.  Same 
thing. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  46  of 
us,  24  Democrats  and  22  Republicans, 
voted  for  that.  I  thought  that  was  a 
very  responsible  thing.  And  whatever 
you  are  talking  about  in  the  national 
budget,  all  has  to  do  with  balancing  or 
not  balancing  the  national  budget — ev- 
erything in  the  stack. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  But  that  is  not  respon- 
sive to  my  question.  The  Chafee- 
Breaux  budget  falls  short  of  balancing 
the  budget,  if  you  are  going  to  aw:tually 
save  the  Social  Security  trust  funds. 
And  so  does  President  Clinton's  budget. 
They  are  not  in  balance,  just  as  the 
majority  party  budget  is  not  in  bal- 
ance. 

So  my  question  is,  is  there  a  balance? 
We  are  using  the  Social  Security  trust 
funds  improperly,  or  they  are  not  in 
balance,  they  fall  $108  billion  short  of 
being  in  balance. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Whether  we  call  it 
balanced  or  unbalanced  in  the  year 
2002,  whether  under  the  Republican 
plan  or  President  Clinton's  plan  or 
Chafee-Breaux,  Social  Security  moneys 
will  be  in  exactly  the  same  place.  That 
is  what  I  am  saying.  It  will  be  in  the 
form  of  Treasury  bills  or  notes  backed 
by  the  full  faith  and  credit  of  the 
United  States.  So  if  you  want  me  to 
say  it  will  be  balanced,  fine.  If  you 
want  me  to  say  it  will  be  unbalanced, 
fine.  But  the  issue  is,  this  will  go  on 
like  "Old  Man  River,"  and  all  America 
ought  to  know  that. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
to  one  more  point?  I  think  we  get  to 
the  point  where  we  disagree.  My  point 
is  the  budget  that  you  support,  the 
budget  the  President  has  offered,  and 
others,  fall  short  of  balancing  the 
budget  by  the  equivalent  amount  of  the 
Social  Security  surpluses  that  we  de- 
liberately decided  we  wanted  to  receive 
and  save.  That  is  the  point  I  made. 

Look,  let  us  finish  because  I  know 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  is 
waiting,  but 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  If  we  want  to  use  the 
phrase  of  "deliberately  saved"  and  so 
on,    I    have    no    problem    with    those 


terms.  What  I  have  a  lot  of  problem 
with  is  the  continual  reference  to 
"looting  and  raiding,"  because  that  is 
not  true. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  addressed  the  Chafr. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts. 


HEALTH  CARE  REFORM 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  today 
is  another  unfortunate  setback  for  the 
cause  of  health  reform.  It  appears  that 
the  opportunity  for  meaningrful  reform 
has  been  lost  again.  Barring  a  last- 
minute  change  of  heart  and  mind  and 
strategy,  Senator  Dole  will  be  leaving 
the  Senate  next  Tuesday  without  exer- 
cising the  leadership  needed  to  make 
even  the  modest  consensus  reform  in 
the  Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill  a  reality. 

I  regret  very  much  that  "Dr.  Dole"  is 
prescribing  a  poison  pill  for  this  con- 
sensus legislation.  Medical  savings  ac- 
counts do  not  belong  in  this  legisla- 
tion. Several  reasonable  compromises 
on  that  highly  controversial  issue  have 
been  offered  and  categorically  rejected. 
The  full-blown  MSA  proposal  de- 
manded by  Republicans  is  a  death  sen- 
tence for  this  legislation.  I  intend  to 
oppose  it  as  vigorously  as  possible,  and 
if  it  should  even  reach  President  Clin- 
ton's desk,  I  am  confident  he  will  give 
it  the  veto  it  deserves. 

It  is  clear  House  Republicans  are  pur- 
suing a  their  way  or  no  way  strategy, 
and  Senator  Dole  has  chosen  to  be  a 
part  of  it.  With  his  departure  from  the 
Senate  next  week,  the  chance  for  any 
health  Insurance  reform  this  year  is 
slim. 

Millions  of  Americans  will  suffer  un- 
necessarily because  Senator  Dole  has 
put  gridlock  ahead  of  the  needs  of  the 
25  million  working  families  who  would 
benefit  from  the  consensus  reform  in 
the  original  bill,  before  it  was  poisoned 
by  the  MSA  biU. 

Senator  Dole  left  the  impression 
yesterday  that  meaningful  negotia- 
tions for  an  acceptable  compromise 
were  taking  place  and  that  this  issue 
was  close  to  being  resolved  because  Re- 
publicans were  open  to  changes  in  the 
MSA  provisions  to  accommodate 
Democratic  concerns.  It  now  appears, 
however,  that  the  intransigence  of  the 
House  Republicans  has  prevailed. 

The  Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill  was 
passed  60  to  0  by  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources  and  100  to 
0  by  the  full  Senate.  The  bill  was  en- 
tirely noncontroversial,  and  it  makes 
no  sense  to  saddle  it  with  this  last- 
nainute  killer  controversy.  If  the 
Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill  were  passed 
by  Congress  today,  it  would  be  signed 
by  the  President  tomorrow. 

This  bill  has  had  two  unanimous  bi- 
partisan votes  in  the  Senate,  first  in 
committee  and  again  on  the  Senate 
floor.  Yet  it  is  going  to  die  because  of 
the  Republicans'  decision  to  force  it  to 
swallow  this  bitter  i>oison  pill. 


Under  the  Republican  plan,  medical 
savings  accounts  could  be  sold  to  every 
employee  of  every  business  in  America 
with  more  than  50  workers,  approxi- 
mately two-thirds  of  all  workers,  more 
than  80  million  employees,  and  within 
a  few  years,  they  will  be  extended  to 
everyone  else.  Some  compromise. 

A  massive  untested  right  wing  health 
idea  is  being  forced  on  the  country. 
Any  such  massive  plan  is  irresponsible 
and  unacceptable. 

Reasonable  compromises  are  pos- 
sible, but  what  House  Republicans 
want  is  capitulation,  not  compromise. 

Not  everyone  agrees  that  medical 
savings  accounts  are  a  bad  idea,  but 
surely  we  should  agree  that  they  ought 
to  be  tested  first  before  being  imposed 
full-blown  on  the  American  people. 

We  all  know  what  is  going  on.  MSA's 
reward  a  handful  of  insurance  compa- 
nies that  have  contributed  lavishly  to 
Republicans  in  Congress,  and  they  prof- 
it handsomely  from  the  worst  abuses  of 
the  current  system. 

The  Golden  Rule  Insurance  Co.,  with 
$1.5  million  in  campaign  contributions, 
is  the  political  engine  driving  this  pro- 
posal. The  company  does  business  sell- 
ing MSA's,  and  it  will  profit  immensely 
from  the  Republican  plan.  Yet.  the 
company  refuses  to  share  the  data  on 
its  plans  with  impartial  analysts  at  the 
American  Academy  of  Actuaries  and 
other  bodies.  The  company,  and  its  Re- 
publican allies,  are  thumbing  their 
nose  at  the  public  interest  and  asking 
the  American  people  to  buy  a  pig  in  a 
poke. 

Why  should  the  taxpayers  be  asked 
to  subsidize  such  a  scheme  with  bil- 
lions of  dollars  in  lavish  tax  breaks 
that  will  go  primarily  to  the  wealthy? 
Medical  savings  accounts  tax  the  sick 
for  the  benefit  of  the  healthy  and 
wealthy.  They  discourage  preventive 
care  by  enticing  the  healthiest  Ameri- 
cans to  leave  thefr  current  broad  insur- 
ance pool.  MSA's  violate  a  bedrock 
principle  of  health  insurance:  Broad- 
based  coverage  to  spread  the  risk  of  ill- 
ness among  large  numbers  of  citizens 
in  order  to  make  insurance  premiums 
affordable  for  those  who  need  health 
care. 

Adoption  of  MSA's  will  raise  pre- 
miums for  everyone  else  and  threaten 
the  very  existence  of  conventional 
health  insurance.  It  will  cost  the 
Treasury  billions  of  dollars  that  should 
be  used  to  expand  health  insurance 
coverage  or  go  for  deficit  reduction. 

They  represent  a  risky  and  unneces- 
sary experiment  that  threatens  the 
health  insurance  coverage  of  every 
American  family.  It  would  be  reckless 
to  include  any  such  full-blown  version 
of  medical  savings  accounts  in  this 
bill.  The  Senate  has  already  rejected 
this  approach,  and  President  Clinton 
will  veto  any  bill  that  tries  to  impose 
this  untried  and  dangerous  idea  on  the 
country. 

The  Republicans  have  also  refused  to 
appoint  conferees  to  a  fairly  balanced 
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conference.  Despite  repeated  requests, 
they  refuse  to  meet  with  Democrats  for 
serious  negotiation.  They  have  ignored 
four  separate  compromises  that  we 
have  offered  to  allow  a  fair  test  of  med- 
ical savings  accounts  without  endan- 
gering the  tens  of  millions  of  Ameri- 
cans who  depend  on  their  current  in- 
surance. 

The  Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill  con- 
tains a  number  of  key  consensus  re- 
forms that  virtually  everyone  agrees 
on.  It  guarantees  that  no  American 
will  be  denied  health  Insurance  or  be 
saddled  with  exclusions  for  preexisting 
conditions  because  they  change  their 
job  or  lose  their  job  or  because  their 
employer  changes  insurance  compa- 
nies. It  provides  help  to  small  busi- 
nesses that  want  to  join  together  to  ne- 
gotiate lower  insurance  premiums  of 
the  kind  that  only  large  corporations 
can  obtain  today.  Those  reforms  de- 
serve to  pass,  and  they  will  pass  if  Sen- 
ator Dole  relents. 

When  Senator  Dole  leaves  the  Sen- 
ate next  week,  he  can  take  his  health 
insurance  with  him.  Every  American 
should  have  the  same  right.  Many 
times  In  recent  weeks.  Senator  Dole 
has  said  he  wants  this  bill  to  pass.  For 
months.  Senator  Dole  has  criticized 
President  Clinton  for  saying  one  thing 
and  doing  another.  Senator  Dole 
should  look  in  the  mirror  this  weekend 
and  see  what  he  has  done. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HEFLIN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alabama. 


June  7,  1996 


TRIBUTE  TO  SENATOR  BOB  DOLE 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  the  po- 
litical world  was  stunned  a  few  weeks 
ago  when  our  colleague.  Majority  Lead- 
er Bob  Dole,  announced  his  resigna- 
tion from  the  U.S.  Senate  after  36 
years  of  representing  his  native  State 
of  Kansas.  In  his  emotional  and  moving 
farewell  speech,  he  said  he  wanted  to 
campaign  for  the  Presidency  "with 
nothing  to  fall  back  on  but  the  judg- 
ment of  the  people  and  nowhere  to  go 
but  the  White  House  or  home." 

Senator  Dole  was  elected  to  the  U.S. 
House  of  RepresenUtives  in  1960.  He 
came  to  the  Senate  in  1968,  where  he 
served  as  the  Republican  leader  for  a 
record  11  years.  He  ran  for  Vice  Presi- 
dent with  President  Gerald  Ford  in  1976 
and  ran  for  the  Republican  Presidential 
nomination  In  1980  and  1988.  He  has 
been  a  fixture  of  our  National  Govern- 
ment for  36  years.  Regardless  of  what 
we  might  think  of  his  decision  to  give 
up  his  life's  work  for  an  attempt  at  the 
White  House,  we  all  agree  that  Bob 
Dole  has  been  an  outstanding  Senator 
and  leader.  He  is  a  master  legislator. 

Norman  Omstein  of  the  American 
Enterprise  Institute  has  called  Senator 
DouE  one  of  the  five  most  significant 
Senators  of  the  last  half  of  the  20th 
century.    That    sentiment    has    been 


echoed  by  the  Brookings  Institute's 
Stephen  Hess,  who  labeled  him  "some- 
body who  could  get  things  done."  And 
in  Washington,  especially  in  the  un- 
wieldy Senate,  this  is  no  small  com- 
pliment. 

I  have  had  the  pleasure  of  serving 
with  Bob  Dole  for  nearly  18  years  and 
know  him  to  be  an  excellent  legislator 
with  an  amazing  ability  to  reach  solu- 
tions to  difficult  and  controversial 
issues.  He  is  an  honest  and  forthright 
man  of  integrity.  Had  he  and  the  Presi- 
dent been  able  to  negotiate  in  good 
faith  last  fall  amd  winter  during  the 
heated  budget  debate,  I  have  no  doubt 
they  could  have  reached  a  solution 
which  would  have  been  good  for  our 
country  and  our  future.  Unfortunately, 
the  House  leadership  would  not  agree 
to  such  an  effort. 

Despite  his  legislative  prowess,  his 
major  strengrths  lie  in  the  force  of  his 
personality  and  his  style.  His  power 
comes  from  his  knowledge,  from  hard 
work,  from  his  humor  and  from  his 
strong  friendships  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle,  and  from  his  rare  moral  author- 
ity. He  does  his  own  work  and  does  not 
delegate  much. 

He  comes  from  a  humble  background, 
the  son  of  a  cream  and  eg^  station  op- 
erator in  Russell,  KS.  After  serving  in 
the  Army  during  World  War  n,  where 
he  suffered  grave  and  lasting  wounds, 
he  spent  8  years  as  a  county  attorney 
dealing  with  people  from  all  stations  in 
life.  He  dealt  with  bankers  and  country 
club  members,  but  also  with  garage 
mechanics  and  feed  store  clerks.  He  has 
exhibited  a  comprehensive  understand- 
ing of  America  as  a  leader  for  the  in- 
terests of  the  average  amd  disadvan- 
taged Americans. 

As  Senator  Bob  Dole — a  true  giant  in 
the  history  of  the  Senate— leaves  this 
body,  he  holds  so  dear,  to  pursue  the 
Nation's  highest  office,  I  join  my  col- 
leagues in  saluting  him. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  wUl  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


OFFICE  OF  PIPELINE  SAFETY 
REAUTHORIZATION 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  today 
to  conmient  on  a  recent  action  by  the 
Senate's  Committee  on  Commerce, 
Science,  and  Technology.  In  a  com- 
pletely bipartisan  manner,  the  reau- 
thorization for  the  Office  of  Pipeline 
Safety  (S.  1505)  was  approved  with  a 
substitute  amendment  offered  by  Sen- 
ator Pressler.  The  compronaise 
amendment  language  was  crafted 
through    the    leadership    of    Senators 


Pbessler  and  E:xon.  It  was  also  co- 
sponsored  by  Senators  Stevens, 
Hutchison,  Inouye,  Ford,  Burns,  and 
Breaux.  It  is  now  ready  for  consider- 
ation by  the  full  Senate. 

The  negotiations  involved  many,  and 
included  various  offices  within  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation.  The  major 
trade  organizations  ranging  from  the 
American  Gas  Association,  the  Inter- 
state Natural  Gas  Association  of  Amer- 
ica, the  American  Petroleum  Institute, 
the  American  Public  Gas  Association, 
to  the  Association  of  Oil  Pipe  Lines 
participated  as  well.  Valuable  Assist- 
ance was  also  received  ftom  the  dedi- 
cated staff  of  the  Congressional  Re- 
search Service.  Input  was  also  received 
fipom  state  and  environmental  groups 
like  the  National  Association  of  Pipe- 
line Safety  Representatives,  the  Natu- 
ral Resource  Defense  Council,  and  the 
Environmental  Defense  Fxmd.  The  ne- 
gotiations were  both  challenging  and 
productive.  I  want  to  compliment  the 
staff  irom  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation for  their  constructive  and  col- 
laborative participation. 

The  major  stakeholders  are  all  in 
agreement — the  substitute  amendment 
is  sound  public  policy.  And  this  week 
the  Commerce  Committee  also  spoke 
when  it  unanimously  approved  the  sub- 
stitute. Senator  Pressler  has  pro- 
duced a  real  consensus  which  respects 
the  Interests  and  concerns  of  all  the 
stakeholders  and  furthers  the  safety  of 
America's  interstate  natural  gas  lines. 
The  natural  gas  industry  Is  impor- 
tant to  America  and  I  want  to  share 
with  my  colleagues  just  a  few  statistics 
to  explain  why  the  full  Senate  needs  to 
act  on  this  legislation;  First,  160  mil- 
lion Americans  live  in  gas  heated 
buildings;  second,  $10  billion  is  spent 
aimually  by  America's  gas  Industry  for 
construction  that  uses  enough  pipe  to 
almost  circle  the  globe;  third,  Ameri- 
ca's natural  gas  system  consists  of  over 
1.2  million  miles  of  pipe  or  enough  to 
circle  the  earth  48  times;  and  fourth, 
there  are  over  600,000  Americans  work- 
ing in  all  aspects  of  this  industry.  The 
numbers  speak  for  themselves— the 
natural  gas  industry  is  big  business.  It 
impacts  many,  and  it  has  a  huge  pres- 
ence in  America. 

I  want  to  be  clear;  this  legislation 
will  codify  a  limited  and  targeted  risk 
assessment,  cost-benefit  regulatory  ap- 
proach. It  is  consistent  with  both  the 
Administration's  principles  and  the 
goals  of  Congress.  The  bill's  approach 
is  a  practical  and  responsible  arrange- 
ment and  is  fully  supported  by  the  Of- 
fice of  Pipeline  Safety.  This  legislation 
will  also  permit  demonstration 
projects  where  flexibility  from  the  one- 
size-fits-all  mentality  is  permitted  in  a 
way  which  mandates  that  safety  and 
environmental  concerns  must  equal  or 
exceed  existing  standards.  It  opens  ave- 
nues for  creativity,  but  demands  strict 
accountability.  This  legislation  will 
fund  the  Office  of  Pipeline  Safety  into 
the  next  century. 
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In  response  to  past  criticism,  I  also 
want  to  be  clear;  this  bill  does  not 
alter  the  basic  statutory  structure  for 
the  Federal  Government's  oversight  of 
the  interstate  industry.  The  new  steps 
in  the  regulatory  process  will  cause 
neither  undue  delay  nor  excessive 
costs.  In  fact,  they  are  designed  to  pro- 
vide better  tools  and  management  indi- 
cators for  informed  rulemaking  in  the 
future.  This  front  end  analysis  will 
make  government  oversight  more  ef- 
fective and  efficient.  Also  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation  has  specific 
authority  to  ensure  that  the  dem- 
onstration projects  maintain  existing 
safety  standards.  And  finally,  the  new 
funding  levels  reflect  the  amounts  stat- 
ed by  administration  officials  during 
the  Commerce  Committee's  hearing. 

This  bill  recognizes  that  new  ap- 
proaches to  pipeline  safety  are  possible 
without  jeopaxdizing  either  the  public's 
safety  or  the  environment.  It  allows 
sound  and  the  most  up-to-date  science, 
as  well  as  common  sense  and  flexibility 
when  standards  are  established.  More 
importantly,  the  process  codified  in 
this  bill  will  be  accomplished  by  build- 
ing cooperative  consensus  through  real 
consultation  with  all  affected  parties 
to  avoid  lengthy  wasteful  litigation. 

The  bottom  line  displayed  by  the 
modified  bill,  through  the  good  work  of 
Senators  Pressler,  Exon,  Hutchison. 
and  Breaux,  is  that  government  and 
industry  can  produce  a  genuine  natural 
gas  partnership  that  is  good  for  all 
Americans.  I  eagerly  look  forward  to 
seeing  this  bipartisan  consensus  bill 
considered  by  the  full  Senate  as  soon 
as  possible. 

Let  me  conclude  by  saying  safety  on 
America's  interstate  natural  gas  pipe- 
lines will  be  enhanced  by  this  legisla- 
tion. I  also  want  to  vmderscore  that  en- 
vironmental protection  along  Ameri- 
ca's pipeline  right-of-ways  will  also  be 
enhanced. 


THE  VERY  BAD  DEBT  BOXSCORE 
Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  at  the 
close   of  business   Thursday,   June   6, 
1996,     the     Federal     debt     stood     at 
$5,139,284,273,926.72. 

On  a  per  capita  basis,  every  man, 
woman,  and  child  in  America  owes 
$19,392.31  as  his  or  her  share  of  that 
debt. 


Speaker  appoints  the  following  as 
members  from  private  life  on  the  part 
of  the  House  to  the  Water  Rights  Task 
Force:  Mr.  Robert  S.  Lynch  of  Phoenix, 
AZ,  and  Mr.  Bennett  W.  Raley  of  Den- 
ver, CO. 


Con- 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 
At  10:55  a.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Ms.  Goetz,  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  House  has  passed  the 
following  bill,  in  which  it  requests  the 
concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.R.  3562.  An  act  to  authorize  the  State  of 
Wisconsin  to  Implement  the  demonstration 
project  known  as  "Wisconsin  Works." 

The  message  aimounced  that  pursu- 
ant to  the  provisions  of  section 
389(d)(2)    of   Public    Law    104-127,    the 


MEASURE  REFERRED 

The  following  bill,  previously  re- 
ceived from  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives for  the  concurrence  of  the  Senate, 
was  read  the  first  and  second  times  by 
unanimous  consent  and  referred  as  in- 
dicated: 

H.R.  2160.  An  act  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions to  carry  out  the  Interjurisdictional 
Fisheries  Act  of  1986  and  the  Anadromous 
Fish  Conservation  Act;  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation. 


MEASURES  PLACED  ON  THE 
CALENDAR 

The  following  measure,  previously  re- 
ceived from  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives for  the  concurrence  of  the  Senate, 
was  read  the  first  and  second  times  by 
imanimous  consent  and  placed  on  the 
calendar: 

H.R.  3235.  An  act  to  amend  the  Ethics  In 
Government  Act  of  1978.  to  extend  the  au- 
thorization of  appropriations  for  the  Office 
of  Government  Ethics  for  three  years,  and 
for  other  purposes. 


MEASURE  READ  THE  FIRST  TIME 

The  following  bill  was  read  the  first 
time: 

H.R.  3120.  An  act  to  amend  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  with  respect  to  witness  retalia- 
tion, witness  tamperingr.  and  jury  tampering. 


PETITIONS  AND  MEMORIALS 

The  following  petitions  and  memori- 
als were  laid  before  the  Senate  and 
were  referred  or  ordered  to  lie  on  the 
table  as  indicated: 

POM-574.  A  Joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Leg:lslature  of  the  Fourth  Olblll  Era  Kelulau; 
ordered  to  He  on  the  table. 

"H.J.  Res.  No.  4-112-14 

"Whereas,  the  late  U.S.  Commerce  Sec- 
retary Ronald  H.  Brown  was  bom  in  Wash- 
ington, D.C.  on  August  1, 1941:  and 

"Whereas,  the  late  Commerce  Secretary 
Brown  was  married  to  Alma  Arrlngton  and 
had  two  children,  Tracey  and  Michael;  and 

"Whereas.  In  1962.  the  late  Commerce  Sec- 
retary Brown  received  a  Bachelor  of  Arts  de- 
gree from  Mlddlebury  College  In  Vermont; 
and 

"Whereas,  ffom  1963  to  1967.  the  late  Com- 
merce Secretary  Brown  served  In  the  U.S. 
Army  as  a  Captain;  and 

"Whereas,  In  1970,  the  late  Conmierce  Sec- 
retary Brown  received  a  Juris  Doctor  degree 
fi-om  St.  John's  University  School  of  Law  In 
New  York;  and 

"Whereas,  In  1972.  the  late  Conimerce  Sec- 
retary Brown  taught  Community  and  Pov- 
erty law  as  a  visiting  professor  at  the  State 
University  of  New  York;  and 

"Whereas.  Crom  1976  to  1979,  the  late  Com- 
merce Secretary  Brown  worked  as  the  legis- 


lative   chairman    of   the    Leadership 
ference  on  Civil  Rights;  and 

"Whereas,  In  1960.  the  late  Commerce  Sec- 
retary Brown  became  the  chief  counsel  to 
the  U.S.  Senate  Committee  on  the  Judiciary; 
and 

■Whereas.  In  1981.  the  late  Commerce  Sec- 
retary Brown  became  a  partner  In  the  Wash- 
ington. D.C.  law  firm  of  Patton.  Boggs  and 
Blow;  and 

"Whereas.  In  1988,  the  late  Commerce  Sec- 
retary Brown  acted  as  the  senior  political 
advisor  to  the  Dukakis— Bentsen  Campaign 
for  President:  and 

"Whereas.  In  1969.  the  late  Commerce  Sec- 
retary Brown  became  Chairman  of  the  Exec- 
utive Committee  of  the  Democratic  National 
Party;  and 

Whereas.  In  1993.  after  these  years  of  dis- 
tinguished service  to  the  United  States  of 
America,  to  the  Democratic  National  Party. 
and  to  his  community.  Ronald  H.  Brown  was 
appointed  by  United  States  President  BUI 
Clinton  to  be  Secretary  of  Commerce:  and 

Whereas,  the  late  Commerce  Secretary 
Brown  achieved  the  utmost  respect  as  a 
member  of  President  Clinton's  cabinet;  and 

Whereas,  the  people  of  Palau  are  deeply 
saddened  by  the  unfortunate  and  untimely 
death  of  the  late  Commerce  Secretary 
Brown:  now  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  the  House  of  Delegates  of 
the  Fourth  Olblll  Era  Kelulau.  Fourteenth 
Regular  Session.  April  1996.  the  Senate  con- 
curring, hereby  expresses  condolences  to  the 
family,  relatives  and  colleagues  of  the  late 
United  States  Secertary  of  Commerce  Ron- 
ald H.  Brown  for  his  tragic  and  untimely 
death:  and  be  It 

FuTtfier  resolved.  That  certified  copies  of 
this  Joint  resolution  be  transmitted  to 
Charge  d'Aflalrs  Richard  Watklns.  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  Republic  of  Palau.  and  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Delegates  and  the 
President  of  the  Senate  of  the  Fourth  Olblll 
Era  Kelulau. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 
By  Mr.  MURKOWSKI: 

S.  1851.  A  bill  to  convey  certain  Public 
lands  In  the  State  of  Alaska  to  the  Univer- 
sity of  Alaska,  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

By  Mr.  JOHNSTON: 

S.  1852.  A  bill  to  bar  class  action  lawsuits 
against  Department  of  Energy  contractors 
for  aoBphyalcal  Injuries,  to  bar  the  award  of 
punitive  damages  against  Department  of  En- 
ergy contractors  for  incidents  occurring  be- 
fore August  20,  1988.  and  for  other  purposes: 
to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  MURKOWSKI: 
S.  1851.  A  bill  to  convey  certain  Pub- 
lic Lands  in  the  State  of  Alaska  to  the 
University  of  Alaska,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources. 

THE  UNIVERSrry  OF  ALASKA  LAND  GRANT  ACT 

•  Mr.    MURKOWSKI.    Mr.    President, 
today  I  introduce  legislation  in  support 
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of  higher  education  in  the   State   of 
Alaska. 

Mr.  President,  the  University  of 
Alaska  is  a  land-grant  college  without 
the  land.  In  1915,  Congress  reserved  for 
Alaska's  land-grant  institution  poten- 
tially more  than  250,000  acres  in  the 
Tanana  Valley,  proceeds  from  the  sale 
and  development  of  which— like  other 
land  grant  institutions— would  help  fi- 
nance the  operation  of  the  school. 
Under  the  terms  of  the  measure,  writ- 
ten by  Delegate  James  Wickersham. 
the  college  was  to  receive  surveyed  and 
unclaimed  Section  33  in  an  area  of 
about  14,000  square  miles  between  Fair- 
banks, AK  in  the  north  and  the  foot- 
hills of  the  Alaska  Range  in  the  south, 
this  was  in  addition  to  the  main  cam- 
pus of  about  2,250  acres  4  miles  from 
Fairbanks. 

However,  this  large  Tanana  Valley 
land  grant  never  materialized.  For  dec- 
ades, almost  all  of  the  land  in  the 
Tanana  Valley  (like  the  rest  of  Alaska) 
remained  unsurveyed  and  therefore  un- 
available. As  late  as  the  1950s,  only  0.6 
percent  of  Alaska  had  been  properly 
surveyed  under  the  standard  rectangu- 
lar system,  and  a  territorial  report 
concluded  that  at  the  speed  Alaska  was 
being  surveyed,  it  could  take  as  long  as 
43,510  years  to  complete  the  job.  Due 
primarily  to  this  incredibly  slow  pace 
of  Federal  land  sxirveys,  Alaska's  land 
grant  institution  received  only  a  frac- 
tion of  the  land  Congress  reserved  for 
it  in  1915;  in  addition  to  its  2.250  acre 
campus,  the  University  of  Alaska  re- 
ceived less  than  9,000  acres  out  of  a  res- 
ervation created  for  it  totaling  ap- 
proximately 268,000  acres. 

To  partially  remedy  the  situation. 
Congress  granted  an  additional  100,000 
acres  to  Alaska's  land  grant  college  in 
1929,  but  even  with  this  additional 
grant,  the  total  was  less  than  half  of 
the  original  acreage  authorized  in  1915. 

Further  efforts  to  increase  the  size  of 
Alaska's  higher  education  Federal  land 
grant  were  made  from  the  1930s 
through  the  1950s.  Several  bills  were 
submitted  to  Congress  that  would  have 
reserved  up  to  10  million  acres  for  Alas- 
ka's land  grant  college,  but  strong  op- 
position, primarily  from  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior,  doomed  the  ef- 
fort. 

Traditionally,  the  size  of  land  grants 
were  most  often  determined  by  a 
State's  population,  not  by  its  area. 
Nevertheless,  some  of  the  last  western 
States  were  given  generous  grants  de- 
spite their  sparse  populations.  For  in- 
stance, Oklahoma  and  New  Mexico 
each  received  about  1  million  acres  to 
support  higher  education.  Alaska  re- 
ceived less  land  specifically  dedicated 
for  the  support  of  higher  education 
than  all  but  one  of  the  contiguous 
States.  Among  the  48  States  which  had 
received  Federal  land  or  land  scrip  to 
establish  land  grant  colleges,  mining 
schools,  teachers'  colleges,  and  state 
universities,    only    Delaware    received 


fewer  acres  than  Alaska.  Thus,  after 
statehood,  Alaska  in  1959  was  in  an 
anomalous  position.  While  the  State 
had  received  more  land  and  a  greater 
percentage  of  land  from  the  Federal 
Government  than  any  other  western 
State,  it  ranked  next  to  the  bottom  of 
the  list  in  the  amount  of  Federal  land 
it  had  received  for  higher  education. 

Over  the  next  15  years,  controversies 
regarding  Alaska  land  matters  contin- 
ued to  boil,  as  the  public  domain  in 
Alaska  was  carved  up  for  the  first 
time.  In  1971,  Congress  passed  the  Alas- 
ka Native  Claims  Settlement  Act,  re- 
serving 44  million  acres  for  Alaska  Na- 
tives and  opening  the  way  for  the  con- 
struction of  the  Trans-Alaska  Pii)eline. 
The  pipeline  marked  the  start  of  a  na- 
tional conservation  battle  in  the  1970s 
over  the  future  of  Alaska's  lands, 
which  culminated  in  1980  with  the  pas- 
sage of  the  Alaska  National  Interest 
Lands  Conservation  Act,  a  measure 
which  added  104  million  acres  to  the 
State's  conservation  systems. 

Now,  with  many  of  the  major  Alaska 
land  issues  of  the  1970s  and  1980s  set- 
tled, supporters  of  the  University  of 
Alaska  have  encouraged  State  and  Fed- 
eral officials  to  reexamine  the  question 
of  the  university's  land  grant  and  con- 
sider granting  the  school  additional 
lands  in  order  for  it  to  "achieve  par- 
ity" with  higher  educational  systems 
in  other  States. 

The  legislation  I  am  introducing 
today  would  achieve  this.  It  would 
grant  the  University  up  to  350,000  acres 
of  Federal  land.  It  would  do  this  on  a 
matching  basis  with  the  State  of  Alas- 
ka for  up  to  a  total  of  700,000  acres  split 
equally  between  the  state  and  Federal 
Government.  In  other  words  if  Alaska 
were  to  grant  the  University  200,000 
acres  of  State  land,  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment would  grant  them  to  200,000 
acres. 

I  believe  this  is  a  fair  settlement  to 
this  issue.  It  addresses  some  of  the 
needs  of  higher  education  in  my  State 
of  Alaska  and  allows  the  State  and  the 
Federal  government  to  participate  in 
the  fix  equally.* 


By  Mr.  JOHNSTON: 
S.  1852.  A  bill  to  bar  claiss  action  law- 
suits against  Department  of  Energy 
contractors  for  nonphysical  injuries,  to 
bar  the  award  of  punitive  damages 
against  Department  of  Energy  contrac- 
tors for  incidents  occurring  before  Au- 
gust 20,  1988,  and  for  other  purposes:  to 
the  Conmiittee  on  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources. 

THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY  CLASS  ACTION 
LAWSUrr  ACT 

•  Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  over 
the  past  6  months,  the  Subcommittee 
on  Oversight  and  Investigations  of  the 
Conmiittee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources h£is,  under  the  able  direction  of 
Senator  Thomas,  conducted  an  inves- 
tigation into  the  management  and  cost 
of  class  action   lawsuits  against   the 


contractors  that  operated  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy's  nuclear  weapon 
plants. 

Senator  Thomas'  investigation  un- 
covered a  serious  abuse  of  the  legal 
system  that  is  costing  the  taxpayers 
tens  of  millions  of  dollars  in  lawyer's 
fees  each  year  and  could  result  in  hun- 
dreds of  millions  of  dollars  in  judg- 
ments or  settlements  even  though 
there  is  no  evidence  and,  in  most  cases, 
no  claim  that  anyone  was  physically 
harmed  by  the  operation  of  these 
plants. 

The  problem  results  from  the  pecu- 
liar legal  circumstances  under  which 
these  cases  are  brought.  Normally,  peo- 
ple suing  the  govenmient  for  injury 
must  bring  thefr  suits  tmder  the  Fed- 
eral Tort  Claims  Act,  which  affords  the 
taxpayers  certain  protections.  Courts 
cannot  award  punitive  damages  against 
the  Government.  Suits  must  be  ground- 
ed on  specific  claims  of  wrongdoing, 
not  generalized  grievances.  The  Gov- 
ernment cannot  be  subjected  to  a  jury 
trial  or  held  liable  for  actions  stem- 
ming from  discretionary  ix)licy  deci- 
sions made  by  Congress  or  Executive 
Branch  officials. 

None  of  the  protections  of  the  Fed- 
eral Tort  Claims  Act  applies  in  these 
cases  because  the  suits  are  not  brought 
against  the  Government  itself,  but 
against  its  contractors.  Yet,  under  the 
Price-Anderson  Act,  the  Government 
indenmifles  the  contractors  against 
any  liability  or  legal  costs  arising  out 
of  the  operation  of  the  Department  of 
Energy's  nuclear  weapons  complex. 
The  contractors  defend  the  suits,  with- 
out the  benefit  of  the  Government's 
normal  protections,  but  the  Govern- 
ment pays  all  the  bills. 

In  sum,  we  have  divorced  the  power 
to  defend  these  suits,  which  rests  with 
the  contractors,  from  the  obligation  to 
pay,  which  remains  with  the  Govern- 
ment. The  Government  is  the  real 
party  in  interest  in  these  cases,  but  it 
has  been  stripped  of  all  of  the  legal  pro- 
tections it  has  in  other  cases. 

Today,  I  am  introducing  legislation 
to  correct  this  problem.  My  bill  is 
quite  simple.  It  does  three  things. 

First,  it  prevents  lawyers  maintain- 
ing class  action  lawsuits  against  the 
nuclear  weapons  contractors  for  non- 
physical  injuries.  Individual  claims  for 
nonphysical  injuring  could  still  be  pur- 
sued. Class  action  suits  could  still  be 
maintained  for  physical  injuries.  But 
class  actions  could  not  be  maintained 
for  nonphysical  injuries. 

Second,  the  bill  makes  the  medical 
monitoring  regrime  established  under 
Superfund  the  exclusive  source  of  med- 
ical monitoring  for  these  cases.  The 
pending  cases  ask  the  courts  to  set  up 
medical  monitoring  programs  costing 
tens  of  millions  of  dollars  for  tc-us  of 
thousands  of  people  near  these  plants. 
The  bill  would  require  the  courts  to 
make  use  of  the  existing  institution  in- 
stead of  creating  multiple  and  redun- 
ilant  new  ones. 
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Third,  it  bars  punitive  damages 
where  the  government  would  have  to 
pay  them.  The  Federal  Tort  Claims  Act 
does  this  already  for  suits  against  the 
government  itself.  We  thought  we  were 
doing  this  under  the  Price-Anderson 
Act  when  we  amended  it  in  1988,  but 
the  1988  amendments  only  applied  to 
incidents  occurring  on  or  after  August 
20,  1988,  and  the  pending  cases  are 
based  on  occurrences  prior  to  that 
date.  This  amendment  extends  the  1988 
prohibition  to  apply  to  incidents  occur- 
ring before  1988. 

These  three  reforms  are  the  mini- 
mum that  is  needed  to  address  the  cur- 
rent problem.  Indeed,  some  might  say 
they  do  not  go  far  enough.  These  re- 
forms strike  a  fair  balance  that  will  en- 
sure that  anyone  who  is  in  fact  injured 
by  the  operation  of  the  nation's  nu- 
clear weapons  complex  will  be  com- 
pensated. At  the  same  time,  they  close 
the  loophole  in  the  current  law  that 
has  allowed  a  few  lawyers  to  raid  the 
U.S.  Treasury  on  the  flimsiest  of 
claims. 

I  urge  all  Senators  to  join  me  in  sup- 
porting this  measure  and  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1852 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TTFLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Department 
of  Energy  Class  Action  Lawsuit  Act". 
SEC.  t.  CLASS  ACTIONS. 

Section  170n.  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of 
1954  (42  U.S.C.  2210(n))  is  amended  by  adding 
after  paragraph  (3)  the  following: 

"(4)(A)  An  action  may  not  be  maintained 
as  a  class  action  under  Rule  23  of  the  Federal 
Rules  of  Civil  Procedure  against  any  person 
Indemnified  by  the  United  States  under  sec- 
tion 170d.  with  respect  to  any  claim  for  a 
nonphysical  injury  that  arises  from  a  nu- 
clear incident  or  precautionary  evacuation 
regardless  of  when  it  occurred. 

"(B)  For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  "non- 
physical  injury"  Includes— 

"(1)  emotional  distress  and  any  mental  or 
emotional  harm  (such  as  fright  or  anxiety) 
that  is  not  directly  brought  about  by  a  phys- 
ical injury  even  though  it  may  manifest 
itself  in  physical  symptoms;  and 

"(C)  For  purposes  of  this  paragraph  and 
paragraph  (5),  the  term  "person  indenmlfied 
by  the  United  States  under  section  170d." 
means  any  person  Indenmlfied  by  the  United 
States— 

"(1)  under  section  170d.;  or 

"(II)  under  any  other  authority  that  obli- 
gates the  United  States  to  make  payments 
relating  to  a  nuclear  Incident  or  precaution- 
ary evacuation  that  arises  from  activities 
conducted  under  contract  with  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  or  any  of  its  predecessor 
agencies." 

SEC.  3.  MEDICAL  MONITORING. 

Section  170n.  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of 
1954  (42  U.S.C.  2210(n))  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(5)(A)  Except  In  the  case  of  an  extraor- 
dinary nuclear  occurrence,  medical  monitor- 


ing provided  by  the  Agency  for  Toxic  sub- 
stances and  Disease  Registry  under  section 
104(1)  of  the  Comprehensive  Environmental 
Response.  Compensation,  and  Liability  Act 
(42  U.S.C.  9604(1))  shall  be  the  exclusive  rem- 
edy for  any  claim  for  medical  monitoring  In 
a  public  liability  action  against  a  person  In- 
demnified by  the  United  States  under  section 
170d.  No  court  may  grant  a  remedy  for  a 
claim  for  medical  monitoring  in  a  public  li- 
ability action  except  in  the  case  of  an  ex- 
traordinary nuclear  occurrence  or  as  pro- 
vided In  section  310(a)(2)  of  the  Comprehen- 
sive Environmental  Response.  Compensa- 
tion, and  Liability  Act  (42  U.S.C.  9659(a)(2)). 
"(B)  For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  "med- 
ical monitoring"  includes  any  medical 
screening,  testing,  or  surveillance  program 
intended  to  detect,  study,  prevent,  or  treat 
bodily  Injury,  sickness,  disease,  or  death 
that  may  arise  from  a  nuclear  Incident  or 
precautionary  evacuation.". 

SEC.  4.  PUNITIVE  DAMAGES. 

Section  170s.  Of  the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of 
1954  (42  U.S.C.  2210(s))  Is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(S.)   LIMTTATION  ON   PUNTTIVE   DAMAGES.— 

No  court  may  award  punitive  damages  In 
any  action  with  respect  to  a  nuclear  Incident 
or  precautionary  evacuation  against  a  per- 
son on  behalf  of  whom  the  United  States  Is 
obligated  to  make  payments  under  any 
agreement  of  Indemnification  covering  the 
incident  or  evacuation,  regardless  of— 

"(A)  when  the  incident  or  evacuation  oc- 
curred; or 

"(B)  whether  the  agreement  of  indem- 
nification was  entered  into  under  this  Act  or 
under  any  other  authority.". 

SEC.  5.  ACTIONS  COVERED. 

The  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  apply  to 
any  public  liability  action  (as  defined  In  sec- 
tion llhh.  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954 
(42  U.S.C.  2014(hh))  that  is  pending  on  the 
date  of  the  enactment  bf  this  Act  or  com- 
menced on  or  after  such  date.* 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 
s.  e84 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatfield,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp- 
sMre  [Mr.  Smith]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  684.  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act  to  provide 
for  programs  of  research  regarding  Par- 
kinson's disease,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  949 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Graham,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
LUGAR]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
949,  a  bill  to  require  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  to  mint  coins  in  com- 
memoration of  the  200th  anniversary  of 
the  death  of  George  Washington. 

S.  1437 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Thurmond,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts [Mr.  Kerry]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1437,  A  bill  to  provide  for 
an  increase  in  funding  for  the  conduct 
and  support  of  diabetes-related  re- 
search by  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health. 

S.  14S2 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Grams,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
KVL]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 


1452,  a  bill  to  establish  procedures  to 
provide  for  a  taxpayer  protection  lock- 
box and  related  downward  adjustment 
of  discretionary  spending  limits  and  to 
provide  for  additional  deficit  reduction 
with  funds  resulting  from  the  stimula- 
tive effect  of  revenue  reductions. 

S.  1477 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Kassebaum. 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa [Mr.  INHOFE]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1477.  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Federal  Food.  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act 
and  the  Public  Health  Service  Act  to 
improve  the  regulation  of  food,  drugs, 
devices,  and  biological  products,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

S.  1632 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Lautenberg, 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  SoiON]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1632,  a  bill  to  prohibit  persons 
convicted  of  a  crime  involving  domes- 
tic violence  from  owning  or  possessing 
firearms,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1641 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Grams,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Levin]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  1641,  a  bill  to  repeal  the  consent  of 
Congress  to  the  Northeast  Interstate 
Dairy  Compact,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  17S5 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Domenicl  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Bond]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  1755.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Ag- 
riculture Improvement  and  Reform  Act 
of  1996  to  provide  that  assistance  shall 
be  available  under  the  noninsured  crop 
assistance  program  for  native  pasture 
for  livestock,  and  for  other  purposes. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


RECOGNITION  OF  NORTHERN 
TELECOM  FOR  RECEIVING  THE 
CORPORATE  CITIZENSHIP  AWARD 
•  Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  today  to  recognize  and  congratu- 
late a  distinguished  corporate  citizen 
of  my  home  State  of  Texas.  As  you 
may  know,  Northern  Telecom  [Nortel], 
a  telecommunications  equipment  man- 
ufacturer based  in  Richardson.  TX.  re- 
cently received  the  first  annual  Cor- 
porate Citizenship  Award  from  the 
Committee  on  Economic  Development 
[CED]. 

The  CED  is  an  independent,  non- 
partisan educational  research  organiza- 
tion of  250  top  business,  leaders,  econo- 
mists, and  university  presidents.  CED 
represents  no  single  industry  or  special 
intei-est  group,  nor  does  it  lobby.  For 
more  than  50  years,  CEn)'s  rec- 
ommendations have  played  a  major, 
often  decisive,  role  in  critical  policy 
areas  such  as  American  competitive- 
ness, government  and  business  manage- 
ment, energy  security,  education,  and 
job  creation.  The  CED's  Corporate  Citi- 
zenship Award  was  created  to  salute 
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those  companies  that  have  dem- 
onstrated both  an  active  involvement 
In  the  policy  dialog  and  a  carefully 
considered  commitment  to  the  commu- 
nities in  which  they  operate  and  soci- 
ety at  large. 

Nortel  received  the  award  in  recogni- 
tion of  the  principles  of  corporate  and 
civic  responsibility  that  have  guided 
the  company  throughout  its  100-year 
history.  The  award  cited  Nortel's  in- 
vestment in  research  and  development, 
the  training  and  education  of  its  work- 
ers, the  quality  of  its  management,  as 
well  as  the  company's  strong  and  ongo- 
ing commitment  to  education,  the 
preservation  of  the  arts  and  culture, 
and  community  service. 

With  over  5,000  employees,  Nortel  is  a 
global  telecommunications  leader.  It  is 
with  much  pride,  Mr.  President,  that  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  today  in 
congratulating  the  Nortel  family  on 
this  much-deserved  distinction.* 


1997  BUDGET  RESOLUTION  VOTES 

•  Mr.  KaiRREY.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  thank 
my  colleagues  for  their  support  of  the 
Kerry-Simpson-Nunn-Brown-Robb 
long-term  entitlements  amendment. 
My  colleagues  and  I  were  a  mere  14 
votes  away  from  passing  legislation  to 
begin  the  process  of  changing  our  enti- 
tlement laws.  The  support  for  this  type 
of  long-term  reform  is  imprecedented, 
due  in  no  small  measure  to  our  persist- 
ence on  this  matter. 

I  am  particularly  gratified  because 
the  reforms  we  advocated  did  not  sim- 
ply tinker  around  the  edges  of  our 
budgetary  dilemmas.  Our  adjustment 
to  the  Consumer  Price  Index  would 
have  saved  the  country  $126  billion 
over  7  years;  the  phasing  in  of  the 
Medicare  eligibility  age  to  70  would 
eventually,  by  2030,  in  1  year  alone  save 
$41.1  billion  in  1996  dollars;  and  our  pro- 
vision would  have  given  more  than  120 
million  working  Americans  the  chance 
to  start  accumulating  their  own  wealth 
through  personal  investment  plans. 

Mr.  President,  the  fiscal  imbalance  of 
entitlements  versus  discretionary 
spending  threatens  our  implicit 
intergenerational  compact  to  leave  a 
prosperous  and  growing  economy  to 
the  next  generation  of  Americans.  The 
great  demographic  shift  that  will  occur 
over  the  next  20  or  30  years— when  the 
baby  boom  generation  reaches  retire- 
ment age — will  largely  shape  our  Na- 
tion's future.  Accordingly,  these 
changes  must  be  met  with  new  assump- 
tions, different  rules,  and  a  fresh  per- 
spective. 

That  is  what  my  colleagues  and  I  of- 
fered. With  growing  support  from  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  and  increased  public 
awareness,  perhaps  soon  we  will  get  the 
votes  we  need  to  pass  long-term  enti- 
tlement reform.  So,  I  am  encouraged. 

Accordingly,  I  would  also  like  to 
briefly  conmient  on  other  amendments 


offered  to  the  budget  resolution  which 
I  chose  to  vote  against. 

Several  amendments  were  offered  to 
the  Republican  budget  resolution  to  re- 
store funding  to  education,  Medicaid, 
and  the  environment.  While  I  agreed 
that  the  spending  cuts  to  these  pro- 
grams in  the  budget  resolution,  par- 
ticularly education,  were  severe  and 
counterproductive — I  could  not  vote  for 
the  add  ba^k  amendments  as  they  were 
written.  In  order  to  balance  the  budget 
and  according  to  budget  rules,  amend- 
ments which  add  money  back  to  pro- 
grams in  the  budget  resolution  must  be 
offset  by  cuts  in  other  areas  of  Govern- 
ment spending.  Each  of  the  add  back 
amendments  I  voted  against  used  un- 
specified cuts  to  corporate  welfare  to 
pay  for  them.  I  realize  that  this  might 
look  like  a  good  idea  to  the  average 
citizen — cuts  to  corporations  to  fund 
education— but  it's  not  always  that 
simple. 

"Corporate  welfare"  can  be  a  very 
loosely  defined  and  overused  term.  The 
reality  is  that  most  of  us  support — and 
more  importantly  benefit  from— some- 
thing that  someone  could  call  cor- 
porate welfare.  The  home  mortgage  de- 
duction is  a  prime  example.  Some  peo- 
ple would  say  it  qualifies  as  corporate 
welfare  for  the  real  estate  industry. 
However,  if  Congress  ended  the  pro- 
gram today,  we  would  hear  the  furious 
cry  of  the  people  claiming  that  we  had 
increased  their  taxes.  The  self-em- 
ployed health  insurance  deduction  is 
another  example.  So  is  the  research 
and  development  tax  credit — and  the 
list  goes  on.  These  obviously  were  not 
the  programs  my  colleagues  had  in 
mind.  But  I  felt  I  needed  a  better  sense 
of  what  they  did  have  in  mind  before  I 
joined  them  in  support  of  these  amend- 
ments. 

Please  do  not  misunderstand,  I  be- 
lieve there  are  many  places  where  Gov- 
ernment can  cut  back  on  spending — in- 
cluding unfair  tax  breaks  for  corpora- 
tions. But  we  cannot  use  cuts  to  cor- 
porate welfare  as  a  panacea  to  cure  all 
our  budget  ills.  I  believe  we  must  ex- 
amine each  program  for  its  merits  be- 
fore deciding  to  eliminate  it.  Had  the 
add-back  amendments  in  the  budget 
resolution  been  more  specific  on  which 
items  were  to  be  used  as  o^ets,  my 
votes  may  have  been  cast  quite  dif- 
ferently. 

Moreover,  as  I  mentioned  earlier,  the 
most  responsible  way  to  solve  our 
budget  problems  is  not  to  tinker  on  the 
edges,  cutting  slices  from  corporate 
welfare  or  discretionary  spending.  We 
must  address  the  unsustainable  growth 
of  entitlement  spending  if  we  want  to 
bring  our  budget  into  long-term  bal- 
ance. The  support  for  our  long-term  en- 
titlement amendment  was  an  impor- 
tant first  step  to  getting  us  there.* 


which  we  honor  and  express  our  appre- 
ciation for  the  men  and  women  who,  by 
dint  of  hard  work  and  risktaking,  help 
keep  the  American  economy  going 
strong  and  create  jobs  for  millions  of 
their  fellow  citizens. 

The  life  of  a  small  business  owner  is 
not  easy:  Long  hours,  uncertain  fi- 
nances, competition,  the  very  real 
chance  of  failure.  Add  to  these  burdens 
Federal  taxes  and  regulations,  and  you 
have  a  rough  road  indeed.  Many  small 
business  people  will  tell  you  that  the 
Federal  tax  and  regulatory  burden  is 
an  obstacle  to  growth,  and  that  the 
Federal  Government's  excessive  inter- 
ference poses  a  threat  not  only  to  their 
growth,  but  in  some  cases  to  their  very 
survival.  It's  time  the  Government  got 
off  the  backs  of  small  businesses,  and 
stopped  throwing  obstacles  in  the  way 
of  their  success. 

Because  small  businesses  are  so  vital 
to  our  economy,  and  because  so  many 
American  workers  benefit  from  em- 
ployment in  small  businesses.  Congress 
is  working  to  relieve  some  of  the  tax 
and  regulatory  burdens  on  small  busi- 
ness owners  so  that  they  may  be  free  to 
grow,  create  jobs,  and  contribute  even 
more  to  the  economy. 

We've  done  quite  a  bit,  passing— and 
making  law— 15  bills  that  included 
measures  endorsed  by  last  year's  White 
House  Conference  on  Small  Business. 
Unfortunately,  eight  bills  that  con- 
tained important  small  business  relief 
have  been  vetoed  by  President  Clinton. 
Yes,  that's  right— eight  bills  that  in- 
cluded recommendations  from  the 
White  House  Conference  on  Small  Busi- 
ness were  vetoed  by  the  current  occu- 
pant of  the  White  House,  President 
Clinton.  Those  eight  measures,  which 
would  have  been  of  tremendous  help  to 
small  business  men  and  women  were: 
An  estate  tax  reduction,  health  care  re- 
form, pension  reform,  legal  reform,  a 
health  deduction  for  the  self-employed, 
an  expensing  provision,  broad-based 
capital  gains  reform,  and  small  busi- 
ness investment  via  capital  gains  re- 
form. Last  year,  at  the  conference,  the 
President  expressed  strong  support  for 
these  measures  and  led  us  to  believe 
that  he  wanted  to  relieve  some  of  the 
burdens  on  our  Nation's  entrepreneurs. 
Well,  as  we  know  from  past  experi- 
ence, you  can't  always  rely  on  what  the 
President  says  he's  going  to  do.  I  cer- 
tainly hope  this  Small  Business  Week 
will  jog  his  memory  as  to  the  promises 
he  made  last  year,  and  that  he  will 
work  with  Congress  as  we  continue  in 
our  efforts  to  ease  the  burdens  on  small 
businesses.* 


•  Mr. 
week 


SMALL  BUSINESS  WEEK 
GORTON.    Mr.    President,    this 
is  Small  Business  Week,  during 


CONGRATULATING  WEST  PHILA- 
DELPHIA CATHOLIC  HIGH 
SCHOOL 

*  Mr.     SANTORUM.     Mr.     President. 
today  I  call  attention  to  a  very  special 
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honor  bestowed  upon  the  West  Phila- 
delphia Catholic  High  School  of  Phila- 
delphia, PA.  West  Philadelphia  Catho- 
lic High  School  is  among  266  secondary 
schools  to  be  selected  as  a  Blue  Ribbon 
School  of  Excellence.  The  U.S.  Depart- 
ment of  Education's  Blue  Ribbon 
School  of  Excellence  Program  nation- 
ally recognizes  public  and  private 
schools  that  are  effective  in  meeting 
local.  State,  and  national  goals  and  in 
educating  their  students. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  con- 
gratulate West  Philadelphia  Catholic 
High  School  on  this  distinguished 
achievement.  I  am  also  proud  to  say 
that  the  West  Philadelphia  Catholic 
High  School  is  a  two-time  winner  of 
this  prestigious  honor  and  is  the  only 
Archdiocesan  school  to  have  received 
this  award.  As  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Education  notes,  these  Blue  Ribbon 
Schools  are  not  only  centers  of  edu- 
cational excellence  in  their  commu- 
nities, but  are  often  visited  by  edu- 
cators from  across  the  country  who 
study  their  success. 

The  West  Philadelphia  Catholic  High 
School  is  a  Blue  Ribbon  Award  wiimer 
because  of  the  hard  work  of  its  stu- 
dents, the  continued  support  of  parents 
and  graduates,  and  the  dedication  of  its 
faculty  and  administration.  This  hard 
work  and  dedication  to  excellence  can 
also  be  seen  in  the  high  number  of 
graduating  students  who  pursue  higher 
education. 

Again  Mr.  President,  the  Blue  Ribbon 
Award  is  an  honor  to  the  students,  fac- 
ulty, and  adnfiinistration  of  the  West 
Philadelphia  Catholic  High  School  as 
well  as  the  city  of  Philadelphia.  At  this 
time  I  would  like  to  extend  my  best 
wishes  to  West  Philadelphia  Catholic 
High  School  and  congratulate  this  aca- 
demic conmiunity  on  a  job  well  done.* 


BICENTENNIAL  CELEBRATION  OF 
MONTAUK  POINT  LIGHTHOUSE 

•  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  on 
the  seventh  day  of  June,  1796,  the 
founding  block  of  sandstone  was  placed 
at  the  base  of  the  Montauk  Point 
Lighthouse  on  the  eastern  tip  of  Long 
Island.  Two  hundred  years  of  Atlantic 
breakers  have  worn  away  more  than 
half  of  the  land  that  once  separated  the 
great  black  and  white  striped  tower 
from  the  ocean;  however,  this  steady 
beacon  continues  to  welcome  seafarers 
from  near  and  far  and  guides  them 
around  the  point,  safely  to  shore. 

On  April  12,  1792.  President  George 
Washington  signed  into  law  the  con- 
gressional authorization  for  the  con- 
struction of  the  Montauk  Point  Light- 
house. On  March  2,  1793,  a  sum  of 
$20,000  was  appropriated  for  the 
project.  Unbiased  in  its  service  to  the 
vessels  of  the  sea,  the  lighthouse  was 
the  first  to  be  constructed  in  New  York 
State  at  full  Federal  expense,  and  it  re- 
mains a  shining  beacon  of  the  best  of 
what  we  can  do  as  a  nation. 


From  the  top  of  the  lighthouse 
tower,  one  can  see  Long  Island,  Con- 
necticut, Rhode  Island  and  Block  Is- 
land. This  range  of  sight  proved  bene- 
ficial during  World  Wax  n,  when  spot- 
ters from  the  tower  would  coordinate 
the  16'  cannons  located  in  the  battery 
at  Fort  Hero — 500  meters  to  the  west. 
Throughout  the  war,  the  lighthouse 
was  operated  by  the  Army  Signal  Corps 
and  established  itself  as  a  crucial  part 
of  the  eastern  coastal  defensive  shield. 

Though  its  construction  was  signifi- 
cantly altered  only  once,  the  light- 
house has  changed  with  the  times. 
Originally  it  burned  whale  oil,  housed  a 
lightkeeper,  and  could  be  seen  from  but 
a  few  miles  from  its  source.  Today  the 
lighthouse  runs  on  an  automated  sys- 
tem, and  can  be  seen  at  a  distance  of  19 
nautical  miles.  In  addition,  it  forms 
part  of  a  satelite-based  global  position- 
ing system. 

This  year  the  Montauk  Point  Light- 
house Museum  will  welcome  its  1  mil- 
lionth visitor  by  land.  On  behalf  of 
those  who  pass  both  by  land  and  by  sea, 
I  would  like  to  thank  the  Montauk  His- 
torical Society  and  the  Coast  Guard  for 
their  dutiful  service  to  the  light,  and  I 
am  delighted  to  celebrate  the  Bicen- 
tennial of  the  Montauk  Lighthouse.* 


MEASURE  READ  THE  FIRST 
TIME-H.R.  3120 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  inquire  of 
the  Chair  if  H.R.  3120  has  arrived  from 
the  House  of  Representatives? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes,  it 
has. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
its  first  reading. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  aissistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  bill  (H.JR.  3120)  tx>  amend  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  with  respect  to  witness  retalia- 
tion, witness  tampering  and  jury  tampering. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  now  ask 
for  its  second  reading,  and  I  object  on 
behalf  of  the  Democratic  leadership.  I 
imderstand  they  have  some  concerns 
with  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ob- 
jection is  heard. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Will  the  bill  remain  at  the 
desk  to  be  read  a  second  time  following 
the  next  adjournment  of  the  Senate? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct. 


HEALTH  INSURANCE  REFORM 
Mr.  LOTT.  Before  I  go  to  the  closing 
script,  I  want  to  comment  briefly  on 
what  I  understand  is  happening  with 
the  health  insurance  reform  package.  I 
understand  that  discussions  are  con- 
tinuing. I  have  the  impression  that 
very  good  progress  is  being  made.  I  ajn 
hopeful,  as  I  know  the  distinguished 
majority  leader  is,  that  agreement  can 
be  reached  and  that  this  legislation  can 
be  taken  up  early  next  week. 


Yet  I  was  amused  to  hear  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts,  Senator  Kennedy, 
a  few  moments  ago.  complaining  loud- 
ly, vociferously  about  how  not  enough 
was  being  done.  Actually,  what  he  is 
complaining  about  is  the  way  it  is 
being  done  to  come  to  an  agreement.  It 
was  amusing  to  me  because  he  was 
complaining  about  how  there  were 
meetings  going  on  and  they  were  not 
being  informed  or  kept  advised,  yet  he 
immediately  started  talking  about  ex- 
actly what  is  being  discussed.  He 
knows  every  detail.  I  know  he  is  in- 
volved and  staff  is  involved. 

Senator  Kassebaum,  the  Senator 
from  Kansas,  who  coauthored  this  leg- 
islation with  the  Senator  from  Massa- 
chusetts, is  keeping  him  informed. 
Really,  he  protests  too  much.  He  says 
they  are  not  involved,  yet  he  knows 
every  detail  immediately.  When  we  get 
close  to  an  agreement  he  does  not  like, 
he  nms  to  the  floor  and  says.  "My 
goodness."  Then  he  continues  to  com- 
plain that  members  of  the  minority  are 
not  involved  in  discussions.  Yet  every 
time  we  have  tried  to  get  conferees  ap- 
pointed, the  Democrats  have  objected. 
I  tried  it  yesterday.  That  way  Senator 
Kennedy,  Senator  Pell,  Senator  Moy- 
NIHAN,  Senator  Biden  or  others  would 
be  involved,  sitting  down  in  a  room  dis- 
cussing the  solution.  The  reason  they 
are  not  dfrectly,  formally  involved  is 
because  Senator  Kennedy  and  other 
Democrats  have  objected  to  the  ap- 
pointment of  conferees. 

We  are  never  going  to  bring  this  to  a 
conclusion  if  we  cannot  get  over  the 
hurdle  of  at  least  appointing  conferees. 
What  they  really  want  is  an  agreement 
first.  Once  we  get  it  all  worked  out. 
they  will  have  conferees.  I  think  that 
is  a  little  bit  of  a  perversion  of  how  the 
system  usually  has  worked  and  how  it 
should  work. 

What  Senator  Kennedy  is  complain- 
ing about  with  regard  to  the  distin- 
guished majority  leader  is  that  the  ma- 
jority leader  may  have  a  little  dif- 
ferent view  of  some  of  the  comments. 
So  the  inference  is  if  Senator  Dole 
does  not  agree  to  what  Senator  Ken- 
nedy wants,  then  it  is  hopeless.  That  is 
not  the  way  it  works.  A  lot  of  progress 
has  been  made.  A  lot  of  concessions 
have  been  made  by  the  House  to  the 
Senate  and  some  from  the  Senate  to 
the  House.  The  big  objection  is  medical 
savings  accounts.  There  are  solutions 
there.  There  are  compromises  that  are 
within  reach. 

It  is  a  question  of  choice.  Will  our 
people,  some  day — some  day — have  a 
chance  to  decide  if  maybe  they  want  to 
put  their  money  in  medical  IRA's?  Sen- 
ator Kennedy  wants  to  block  that. 
Even  the  President  has  indicated  along 
the  way  over  the  last  year  that  he 
would  be  willing  to  go  with  some  form 
of  agreement  on  medical  savings  ac- 
counts. Maybe  not  what  they  are  talk- 
ing about  now,  but  on  a  pilot  basis, 
some  form.  This  is  an  idea  we  ought  to 
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try.  I  hope  the  conferees  or  the  people 
who  axe  talking  about  it,  since  they 
will  not  let  us  appoint  conferees,  are 
getting  close  to  an  agreement.  I  believe 
they  are.  It  is  encouraging.  I  look  for- 
ward to  our  having  a  chance  to  take 
that  up  next  week. 


ORDERS  FOR  MONDAY.  JUNE  10, 
1996 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  when  the  Senate 
completes  its  business  today,  it  stand 
in  aidjoumment  until  the  hour  of  12 
noon  on  Monday  June  10;  further,  that 
immediately  following  the  prayer,  the 
Journal  of  proceedings  be  deemed  ap- 
proved to  date,  no  resolutions  come 
over  under  the  rule,  the  call  of  the  cal- 
endar be  dispensed  with,  the  morning 
hour  be  deemed  to  have  expired,  and 
the  time  for  the  two  leaders  be  re- 
served for  their  use  later  in  the  day. 

I  further  ask  that  there  then  be  a  pe- 
riod for  the  transaction  of  morning 
business  with  Senators  to  speak  for  up 
to  5  minutes,  with  Senators  to  be  rec- 


ognized as  follows:  Senator  Hollings 
for  up  to  30  minutes.  Senator  DOMENICI 
to  be  in  control  of  time  from  1  o'clock 
to  3:30,  Senator  Daschle  or  his  des- 
ignee in  control  of  time  from  3:30  until 
4:30,  Senator  Coverdell  or  his  des- 
ignee in  control  of  time  from  4:30  to 
5:30. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PROGRAM 
Mr.  LOTT.  For  the  information  of  all 
Senators,  on  Monday  it  is  expected 
that  during  morning  business  the  Sen- 
ate will  debate  the  budget  resolution 
conference  report.  It  is  hoped  that  any 
Senator  who  desires  to  speak  in  regard 
to  the  budget  conference  report  will  do 
so  during  Monday's  session  of  the  Sen- 
ate. This  would  enable  the  Senate  to 
yield  back  some  of  the  statutory  time 
limitation  on  Tuesday  and  allow  for  a 
vote  on  the  conference  report  during 
Tuesday's  session  of  the  Senate.  This  is 
a  measured  step  in  the  right  direction. 
I  am  glad  that  conference  report  has 


been  agreed  to  and  we  can  take  it  up 
early  next  week.  Rollcall  votes  are  pos- 
sible during  Monday's  session  of  the 
Senate,  and  the  Senate  may  be  asked 
to  turn  to  any  legislative  items  that 
can  be  cleared. 

I  am  sure  in  the  opening  session  and 
opening  script  on  Monday  we  will  have 
additional  information  about  the 
schedule  during  the  day  of  Tuesday  and 
Wednesday.  I  think  we  are  pretty  close 
to  getting  an  understanding  of  what 
that  might  be.  I  know  the  majority 
leader  will  make  that  available  to  the 
Members  early  next  week. 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  12  NOON 
MONDAY,  JUNE  10,  1996 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  if  there  is 
no  further  business  to  come  before  the 
Senate,  I  now  ask  that  the  Senate 
stand  in  adjournment  imder  the  pre- 
vious order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  1:57  p.m.,  adjourned  until  Monday, 
June  10, 1996,  at  12  noon. 
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HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— FrWay,  June  7,  1996 


The  House  met  at  10  a.m.  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro  tem- 
pore [Ms.  Greene  of  Utah]. 


DESIGNATION  OF  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication from  the  Speaker: 

Washington.  DC. 

June  7. 1996. 
I   hereby   designate   the   Honorable   Enid 
Greene  to  act  as  Speaker  pro  tempore  on 
this  day. 

Newt  Gingrich, 
Speaker  of  the  Hotise  of  Representatives. 


PRAYER 


The  Chaplain,  Rev.  James  David 
Ford,  D.D.,  offered  the  following  pray- 
er: 

Remind  each  person,  O  gracious  God, 
of  the  blessedness  of  giving  rather  than 
receiving,  of  the  exhilaration  of  service 
to  others  and  the  fulfillment  that 
comes  with  contributions  to  noble 
causes,  of  the  joy  that  comes  when 
there  is  hope  for  the  day  and  peace  at 
the  end.  As  there  is  no  other  gift  that 
so  truly  makes  us  human,  we  acknowl- 
edge you,  O  God,  with  the  gifts  of 
thankfulness  and  gratitude.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  has  examined  the  Journal  of  the 
last  day's  proceedings  and  announces 
to  the  House  her  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I,  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Will  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Herger]  come  forward  and  lead  the 
House  in  the  Pledge  of  Allegiance. 

Mr.  HERGER  led  the  Pledge  of  Alle- 
giance as  follows: 

I  pledge  allegiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  to  the  Repub- 
lic for  which  It  stands,  one  nation  under  God, 
indivisible,  with  liberty  and  justice  for  all. 


CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  HOUSE 
CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  178, 
CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET,  FISCAL  YEAR  1997 

Mr.  HERGER  submitted  the  follow- 
ing conference  report  and  statement  on 
the  concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con.  Res. 
178)     establishing     the     congressional 


budget  for  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment for  fiscal  year  1997  and  setting 
forth  appropriate  budgetary  levels  for 
fiscal  years  1998.  1999,  2000,  2001.  and 
2002: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Con.  Res.  178) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis- 
agreeing votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  concurrent 
resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  178)  establishing  the 
congressional  budget  for  the  United  States 
Government  for  fiscal  year  1997  and  setting 
forth  appropriate  budgetary  levels  for  fiscal 
years  1998,  1999.  2000.  2001,  and  2002,  having 
met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have 
agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to 
their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  fol- 
lows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  in- 
serted by  the  Senate  amendment,  insert  the 
following: 

SECTION  1.  CONCVBRENT  RESOLUTIOS  ON  THE 
BUDGET  FOR  nSCAL  YEAR  1997. 

The  Congress  determines  and  declares  that  the 
concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  for  fiscal 
year  1997  is  hereby  established  and  that  the  ap- 
propriate budgetary  levels  for  fiscal  years  1998 
through  2002  are  hereby  set  forth. 
SEC.  2.  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 

The  table  of  contents  for  this  concurrent  reso- 
lution is  as  follows: 

Sec.  1.  Concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  for 
fiscal  year  1997. 

Sec.  2.  Table  of  contents. 

TITLE  I— LEVELS  AND  AMOUNTS 

Sec.  101.  Recommended  levels  and  amounts. 

Sec.  102.  Debt  increase. 
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Sec.  439.  Sense  of  the  Senate   regarding   the 

funding  of  Amtrak. 

TITLE  I— LEVELS  AND  AMOUNTS 

SEC  101.  BBCOtatENDED  LEVELS  AND  AMOUNTS. 

The  following  budgetary  levels  are  appro- 
priate for  the  fiscal  years  1997,  199S,  1999,  2000, 
2001 .  and  2002: 

(1)  Federal  REVE\UES.—For  purposes  of  the 
enforcement  of  this  resolution: 

(A)  The  recommended  levels  of  Federal  reve- 
nues are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1997:  SI. 063.728.000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  SI. 130,269.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  SI. 177, 467, 000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  SI .231. 178.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  SI. 290. 66 1.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  SI. 359.046.000.000. 

(B)  The  amounts  by  which  the  aggregate  lev- 
els of  Federal  revenues  should  be  changed  are 
as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1997:  -S16.627.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  -SI 8 ,280. 000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  -S20,390.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  -S20.620,000.000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  -S20,436.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  -S14.849,000.000. 

(C)  The  amounts  for  Federal  Insurance  Con- 
trUnitions  Act  revenues  for  hospital  insurance 
within  the  recommended  levels  of  Federal  reve- 
nues are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1997:  S108,053.000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  SI  13. 226, 000, 000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  S119.361, 000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  S125.737. 000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  S131.641.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  SI 38, 131. 000. 000. 

(2)  New  budget  authority.— For  purposes  of 
the  enforcement  of  this  resolution,  the  appro- 
priate levels  of  total  new  budget  authority  are 
as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1997:  SI. 314.760.000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  Sl.362,075,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  SI. 392.403.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  Sl.433,371.000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  SI. 453.873.000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  SI, 496, 063. 000. 000. 

(3)  Budget  outlays.— For  purposes  of  the  en- 
forcement of  this  resolution,  the  appropriate  lev- 
els of  total  budget  outlays  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1997:  SI. 311. Oil, 000.000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  SI. 354. 668. 000, 000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  SI. 383.872.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  SI. 4 16, 493, 000, 000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  SI, 432,423.000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  SI, 462.900.000,000. 

(4)  Deficits. — For  purposes  of  the  enforce- 
ment of  this  resolution,  the  amounts  of  the  deft- 
cits  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1997:  S227,283,000.000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  S224,399.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  S206.405.000.000. 
FUcal  year  2000:  SI 85. 31 5, 000, 000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  S141. 762.000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  S103.854,000,000. 

(5)  PUBUC  DEBT.— The  appropriate  levels  of 
the  public  debt  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1997:  S5, 435, 700, 000, 000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  S5.702J00.0OO.0O0. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  S5. 945, 300, 000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  S6, 165. 000. 000, 000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  S6, 338, 400. 000, 000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  S6. 468. 400, 000, 000. 

(6)  Direct  loas  oauGATioss.-The  appro- 
priate levels  of  total  new  direct  loan  obligations 
are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1997:  Ul. 353.000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  S36. 358. 000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  S36, 455, 000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  S36. 535. 000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  S36. 600,000.000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  S36. 624. 000. 000. 

(7)  Primary  loas  guarantee  Commit- 
MENTS.—The  appropriate  levels  of  new  primary 
loan  guarantee  commitments  are  as  follows: 


Fiscal  year  1997:  S267.284.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  S269, 467. 000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  S268. 60 1,000, 000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  S268.489,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  S270.244.000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $270,948,000,000. 
SBC.  102.  DBBTINCREASE. 

The  amounts  of  the  increase  in  the  public  debt 
subject  to  limitation  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $279,500,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998:  $266,500,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999:  $243,100,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000:  $219,700,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001:  $173,400,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002:  $130,000,000,000. 
SBC.  103.  SOCIAL  SBCURnY. 

(a)  Social  Security  Revenues.— For  pur- 
poses of  Senate  enforcement  under  sections  302, 
602,  and  311  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974,  the  amounts  of  revenues  of  the  Federal 
Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund 
and  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  are  as  follows: 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $385,010,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  U02. 282. 000, 000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $423,420,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  $445,102,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  $465,155,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  $487,344,000,000. 

(b)  SOCIAL  Security  Outlays.— For  purposes 
of  Senate  enforcement  under  sections  302,  602. 
and  311  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974, 
the  amounts  of  outlays  of  the  Federal  Old-Age 
and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund  and  the 
Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund  are  as 
follows: 

Fiscal  year  1997:  $357,596,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1998:  $374,931,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  1999:  $393,137,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000:  U12, 438, 000, 000. 
Fiscal  year  2001:  U33, 31 1.000, 000. 
Fiscal  year  2002:  U55, 165, 000, 000. 
SEC  104.  MAJOR  FVSCTIONAL  CATBGORIBS. 

The  Congress  determines  and  declares  that  the 
appropriate  levels  of  new  budget  authority, 
budget  outlays,  new  direct  loan  obligations,  and 
new  primary  loan  guarantee  commitments  for 
fiscal  years  1997  through  2002  for  each  major 
functional  category  are: 

(1)  National  Defense  (050): 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $265,583,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $264,146,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $800,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $268,198,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $263,018,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $200,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $270,797,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $266,289,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $192,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $273,337,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $269,961,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $187,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $275,961,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays.  $269,025,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $185,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $278,821,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays.  $268,962,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 


(D)   New   primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, $183,000,000. 

(2)  International  Affairs  (150): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $14,308,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $15,201,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $4,333,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,110,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $12,120,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,519,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $4,342,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments. $18,262,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,095,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $12,520,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $4,358,000,000. 

(D)  New   primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, $18,311,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $11,556,000,000. 

(B)  Outiays.  $11,235,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $4,346,000,000. 

(D)  New   primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, $18,311,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $11,664,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays,  $11,022,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $4,395,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, $18,409,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $11,864,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $10,896,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $4,387,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, $18,409,000,000. 

(3)  General  Science,  Space,  and  Technology 
(250): 

Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $16,788,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays,  $16,865,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $16,249,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays,  $16,421,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $16,012,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays,  $16,053,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $15,775,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $15,805,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $15,700,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $15,717,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $15,573,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $15,611,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee   commit- 
ments, $0. 

(4)  Energy  (270): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $3,728,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $3,080,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $1,033,000,000. 

(D)  New   primary   loan  gvMrantee  contmit- 
ments,  SO. 
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Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $2,830,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays,  $2,328,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $1,039,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $2,512,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $1,758,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $1,045,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $2,272,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $1,351,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $1 ,036,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $2,385,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $1,329,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $1,000,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $2,069,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $874,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $1,031,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, $0. 

(5)  Natural  Resources  and  Environment  (300): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $20,879,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $21,707,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $37,000,000. 

(D)  New   primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $18,862,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $19,698,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $41,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $19,787,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays.  $20,515,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $38,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $18,604,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $19,125,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $38,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $19,170,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $19,418,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $38,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $19,098,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $19,169,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $38,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

(6)  Agriculture  (350): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $12,811,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays.  $10,985,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $7,794,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. $5,870,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $12,122,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $10,220,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $9,346,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, $6,637,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $11,799,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $9,898,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan        obligations. 
$10,743,000,000. 
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(D)   New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, $6,586,000,000. 
Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $11,146,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays.  $9,268,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct        loan       obligations. 
$10,736,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, $6,652,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $10,015,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $8029,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$10,595,000,000. 

(D)  New   primary   loan    guarantee   commit- 
menu,  $6,641,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $9,627,000,000. 

(B)  OutiaySrS7.822,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct        loan        obligations. 
$10,570,000,000. 

(D)  New   primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, $6,709,000,000. 

(7)  Commerce  and  Housing  Credit  (370): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $8,186,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays.  -$2,307,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $1,856,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, $197,340,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $9,561,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays,  $5,746,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $1,787,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, $196,570,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $10,575,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays.  $6,109,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $1,763,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, $196053,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $12,543,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays,  $7,414,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $1,759,000,000 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $195,883,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $11,363,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays,  $7,377,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $1,745,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, $195,375,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $11,695,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays,  $7,312,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $1,740,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments. $194,875,000,000. 

(8)  Transportation  (400): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  U2. 635. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $39,311,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $15,000,000. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $43,427,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays,  $37,306,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $15,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  U3, 904, 000, 000. 

(B)  OuUays.  $35,886,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $15,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $43,798,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays.  $34,678,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $15,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 


Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $44,104,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $34,121,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $15,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $44,518,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $33,624,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $15,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

(9)   Community   and   Regional   Development 
(450): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $8018,000.000. 

(B)  OuUays,  $10,321,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $1031,000,000. 

(D)  New   priruxry    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. $2,133,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,651,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays.  $8,982,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $1057,000,000. 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments, $2,133,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,611,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays.  $8,111,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $1,287,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, $1,171,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,656,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays.  $7067.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SI. 365, 000, 000. 

(D)  New  primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. $1,171,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,466,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays,  $6,819,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $1,404,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. $2002.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $6,367,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $6,334,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $1,430,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, $2002.000,000. 

(10)  Education.  Training,  Employment,  and 
Social  Services  (500): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $48,983,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays,  U9. 964, 000, 000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$16019,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary    loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments. $17,469,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $47,428,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  U7, 758, 000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$16019,000.000. 

(D)  New   primary   loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments, $19,760,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $48,197,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $47,761,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct        loan       obligations, 
$16019.000.000. 

(D)  New   prvmary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. $20,854,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $48,931,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays,  $48,319,000,000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations, 
$16019.000.000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $21,589,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $49,696,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays.  U8. 953. 000. 000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
$16019,000.000. 


13436 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


June  7,  1996 


(D)    New   primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. S23.3J9.000.000. 
Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S50. 409. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outiays.  U9, 629. 000. 000. 

(C)  New       direct       loan       obligations. 
tI6.219.000.000. 

(D)  New   primary    loan    guarantee   commit- 
ments. S25. 065. 000, 000. 

(11)  Health.  (550): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  SI 33. 228. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  SI 33. 172. 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New   primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SlS7.0OO.000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authonty.  SI 40. 343. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S14O.72a.00O.0O0. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New   priTTiary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. S94.000.000. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authonty.  S146.103.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S146.24S.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guxirantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  SI 52. 405. 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S152.317.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  SI 58. 848. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  SI 58. 509. 000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S164,380,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S163.912.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

(12)  Medicare  (570): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S192.835.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S191.151.0OO.0OO. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authonty.  S207.412.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S205,687.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S218.091.0OO.0O0. 

(B)  Outlays.  S215.8I9.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S230.596.000.000. 

(B)  Outiays.  S22a.847.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S243, 192, 000,000. 

(B)  OuUays.  S241.458.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S253.649.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S251 .248.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

(13)  Income  Security  (600): 


Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S230,233,000.000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S239.737.000.000. 

(d)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 
(D)    New   primary    loan    guarantee    commit- 
ments. SO. 
Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S24 1.767. 000, 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S244.694.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New   primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S246.842.000.0OO. 

(B)  Outlays.  S253.422.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S265.1 19.000.000. 

(B)  Outlays,  S265.209.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S264.868.000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S268. 404. 000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $283,450,000,000. 

(B)  OuUays.  S280.388.000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

(14)  Social  Security  (650): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S7.813.000.000. 

(B)  Outiays.  SI  1.001. 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S8. 476. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  SI  1 .213.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S9M9,000.000. 

(B)  Outiays.  SI  1.922.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S9, 979, 000, 000. 

(B)  Outiays,  S12, 662. 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  SIO.775.000,000. 

(B)  Outiays.  SI 3. 458. 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  Sll. 607.000.000. 

(B)  Outiays.  S14. 290,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New   primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

(15)  Veterans  Benefits  and  Services  (700): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  S3a, 463, 000, 000. 

(B)  Outiays.  S39. 561. 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  S935.000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, S26. 362. 000. 000. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S38. 552. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S39, 31 3. 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  S962.000.000. 


(D)   New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments. S25. 925. 000. 000. 
Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S38. 179. 000. 000. 

(B)  Outlays,  S38. 644. 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  S987.0O0.0OO. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments. S25. 426. 000, 000. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  S38. 186.000. 000. 

(B)  Outiays.  $39,886,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $1,021,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary    loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments. S24, 883, 000, 000. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $38,382,000,000. 

(B)  Outiays.  $37,265,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SI. 189. 000. 000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments. $24,298,000,000. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $39,318,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $39,602,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $1,194,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. $23,668,000,000. 

(16)  Administration  of  Justice  (750): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $20,924,000,000. 

(B)  Outiays.  $19,540,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $22,320,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  S21. 397. 000. 000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $23,264,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $22,331,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary    loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $23,278,000,000. 

(B)  Outiays.  $22,966,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $20,330,000,000. 

(B)  Outiays,  $20,281,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $20,315,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $20,267,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

(17)  General  Government  (800): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $12,353,000,000. 

(B)  Outiays,  $12,186,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $14,097,000,000. 

(B)  Outiays,  $14,275,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments, SO. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,288,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,461,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,609,000,000. 
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(B)  Outlays.  $13,675,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New   primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,262,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $13,185,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New   primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $13,209,000,000. 

(B)  Outiays.  $12,831,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

(18)  Net  Interest  (900): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $282,591,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $282,591,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New   primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority,  $289,121,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  $289,121,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $292,939,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $292,939,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $294,426,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $294,426,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   cornmit- 
ments.  SO. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $298,531,000,000. 

(B)  Outiays.  $298,531,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  $302,932,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  $302,932,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

(19)  Allowances  (920): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$465,000,000. 

(B)  Outiays.  -$1,867,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New   primary    loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$1,921,000,000. 

(B)  Outiays.  -$U17. 000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  SO. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$2,084,000,000. 

(B)  Outiays.  -$1,085,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations,  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$2,340,000,000. 

(B)  Outiays.  -$1,413,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$2,552,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays. -$2,401,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments, $0. 


Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$2,898,000,000. 

(B)  Outiays.  -$2,863,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary   loan   guarantee   commit- 
ments. $0. 

(20)  Undistributed  Offsetting  Receipts  (950): 
Fiscal  year  1997: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$45,334,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays,  -$45,334,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $7,900,000,000. 

(D)  New   primary   loan   guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  1998: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$35,539,000,000. 

(B)  Outiays.  -$35,539,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $1,350,000,000. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  1999: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$34,727,000,000. 

(B)  Outiays.  -$34,727,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2000: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$36,505,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$36,505,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

Fiscal  year  2001: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$38,277,000,000. 

(B)  Outiays.  -$38277.000.000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  SO. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. SO. 

Fiscal  year  2002: 

(A)  New  budget  authority.  -$39,940,000,000. 

(B)  Outlays.  -$39,940,000,000. 

(C)  New  direct  loan  obligations.  $0. 

(D)  New  primary  loan  guarantee  commit- 
ments. $0. 

TITLE  n—itECONCnJATION  DIRECTIONS 

SBC.  tn.  SBcoNcaiAnoN  or  the  bovsb  of 

KSPSESENTAITVES. 

(a)  Submissions.— 

(1)  Welfare  and  medicaid  refokv  and  tax 
REUEF.—Not  later  than  June  13. 1996,  the  House 
committees  named  in  subsection  (b)  shall  submit 
their  recommendations  to  provide  direct  spend- 
ing and  revenues  to  the  Committee  on  the  Budg- 
et of  the  House  of  Representatives.  After  receiv- 
ing those  recommendations,  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  shall  report  to  the  House  a  reconcili- 
ation bill  carrying  out  all  such  recommendations 
vnthout  any  substantive  revision. 

(2)  Medicare  preservation.— Not  later  than 
July  18.  1996.  the  House  committees  named  in 
subsection  (c)  shall  submit  their  recommenda- 
tions to  provide  direct  spending  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Budget  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. After  receiving  those  recommendations, 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget  shall  report  to  the 
House  a  reconciliation  bill  carrying  out  all  such 
recommendations  urithout  any  substantive  revi- 
sion. 

(3)  Tax  and  miscellaneous  direct  spending 
REFORMS.— Not  later  than  September  6.  1996.  the 
House  committees  named  in  subsection  (d)  shall 
submit  their  recommendations  to  provide  direct 
spending,  deficit  reduction,  and  revenues  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. After  receiving  those  recommenda- 
tions, the  Committee  on  the  Budget  shall  report 
to  the  House  a  reconciliation  bill  carrying  out 
all  such  recommendations  without  any  sub- 
stantive revision. 

(b)  Instructions  for  Welfare  and  medicaid 
Reform  and  Tax  Reuef.— 

(1)  Committee  on  agriculture.— The  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture  shall  report  changes 
in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  di- 
rect spending  such  that  the  total  level  of  direct 


spending  for  that  committee  does  not  exceed: 
$35,609,000,000  in  outiays  for  fiscal  year  1997. 
$36,625,000,000  in  outiays  for  fiscal  year  2002. 
and  $216,316,000,000  in  outiays  in  fiscal  years 
1997  through  2002. 

(2)  Committee  on  commerce.— The  House 
Committee  on  Commerce  shall  report  changes  in 
laws  iinthin  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct 
spending  such  that  the  total  level  of  direct 
spending  for  that  committee  does  not  exceed: 
$326,354,000,000  in  outiays  for  fiscal  year  1997. 
$473,718,000,000  in  outiays  for  fiscal  year  2002. 
and  $2,395,231,000,000  in  outiays  in  fiscal  years 
1997  through  2002. 

(3)  Committee  on  economic  and  edu- 
cational opportunities.— The  House  Commit- 
tee on  Economic  and  Educational  Opportunities 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  tcithin  its  jurisdic- 
tion that  provide  direct  spending  such  that  the 
total  level  of  direct  spending  for  that  committee 
does  not  exceed:  $15,308,000,000  in  outlays  for 
fiscal  year  1997.  $19,670,000,000  in  outiays  for 
fiscal  year  2002.  and  $105,331,000,000  in  outiays 
in  fiscal  years  1997  through  2002. 

(4)  Committee  on  ways  and  means.— (A)  The 
House  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  shall  re- 
port changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that 
provide  direct  spending  such  that  the  total  level 
of  direct  spending  for  that  committee  does  not 
exceed:  $381,199,000,000  in  outlays  for  fiscal  year 
1997.  $563,607,000,000  in  outiays  for  fiscal  year 
2002,  and  $2,810,569,000,000  in  outiays  in  fiscal 
years  1997  through  2002. 

(B)  The  House  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  unthin  its  jurisdic- 
tion sufficient  to  reduce  revenues  by  not  more 
than  $122,400,000,000  for  fiscal  years  1997 
through  2002. 

(c)  Instructions  for  Medicare  Preserva- 
tion.— 

(1)  Committee  on  commerce— The  House 
Committee  on  Commerce  shall  report  changes  in 
laws  tvithin  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct 
spending  such  that  the  total  level  of  direct 
spending  for  that  committee  does  not  exceed: 
$319,554,000,000  in  outiays  for  fiscal  year  1997. 
U20 ,915, 000. 000  in  outiays  for  fiscal  year  2002. 
and  $2237231.000.000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  years 
1997  through  2002. 

(2)  Committee  on  ways  and  means.— The 
House  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  shall  re- 
port changes  in  laws  vrithin  its  jurisdiction  that 
provide  direct  spending  such  that  the  total  level 
of  direct  spending  for  that  committee  does  not 
exceed:  $374,399,000,000  in  outiays  for  fiscal  year 
1997.  $510,804,000,000  in  outlays  for  fiscal  year 
2002.  and  $2,652,569,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal 
years  1997  through  2002. 

(d)  Instructions  for  Tax  and  Miscellane- 
ous Direct  Spending  reforms.— 

(1)  committee  on  agriculture.— The  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture  shall  report  changes 
in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  di- 
rect spending  such  that  the  total  level  of  direct 
spending  for  that  committee  does  not  exceed: 
$35.599  000.000  in  outiays  for  fiscal  year  1997. 
$36,614,000,000  in  outlays  for  fiscal  year  2002. 
and  $216251.000.000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  years 
1997  through  2002. 

(2)  Committee  on  banking  and  financial 
SERVICES.— (A)  The  House  Committee  on  Bank- 
ing and  Financial  Services  shall  report  changes 
in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  di- 
rect spending  such  that  the  total  level  of  direct 
spending  fo-  that  committee  does  not  exceed: 
-$12,645,000,000  in  outiays  for  fiscal  year  1997, 
-$5,775,000,000  in  outiays  for  fiscal  year  2002, 
and  -$41,639,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  years 
1997  through  2002. 

(B)  The  House  Committee  on  Banking  and  Fi- 
nancial Services  shall  report  changes  in  totes 
within  its  jurisdiction  that  would  reduce  the 
deficit  by:  SO  in  fiscal  year  1997.  $115,000,000  for 
fiscal  year  2002.  and  $305,000,000  in  fiscal  years 
1997  through  2002. 
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(3)  Committee  os  commerce.— The  House 
Committee  on  Commerce  shall  report  clianges  in 
laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct 
spending  sitch  that  the  total  level  of  direct 
spending  for  that  committee  does  not  exceed: 
t318.0S4.0OO.0OO  in  outiays  for  fiscal  year  1997. 
U15 .290. 000. 000  in  outlays  for  fiscal  year  2002. 
and  12.216.885,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  years 
1997  through  2002. 

(4)  Committee  ok  economic  and  edu- 
cational OPPORTUNITIES.— Tfie  House  Commit- 
tee on  Economic  and  Educational  Opportunities 
shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdic- 
tion tliat  provide  direct  spending  such  that  the 
total  level  of  direct  spending  for  that  committee 
does  not  exceed:  SIS, 025. 000, 000  in  outlays  for 
fiscal  year  1997,  $18,963,000,000  in  outlays  for 
fiscal  year  2002,  and  SlOl, 660,000,000  in  outlays 
in  fiscal  years  1997  through  2002. 

(5)  COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERNMENT  REFORM  AND 

OVERSIGHT.— (A)  The  House  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Reform  and  Oversight  shall  report 
changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  pro- 
vide direct  spending  such  that  the  total  level  of 
direct  spending  for  that  committee  does  not  ex- 
ceed: S6S, 164, 000,000  in  outlays  for  fiscal  year 
1997,  $62^94,000,000  in  outlays  for  fiscal  year 
2002,  and  $U2 230, 000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal 
years  1997  through  2002. 

(B)  The  House  Committee  on  Government  Re- 
form and  Oversight  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
icithin  its  jurisdiction  that  would  reduce  the 
deficit  by:  $201,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
$590,000,000  for  fiscal  years  2002,  and 
$2,837,000,000  in  fiscal  years  1997  through  2002. 

(6)  COMMTTTEE  ON  INTERNATIONAL  RELA- 
TIONS.—The  House  Committee  on  International 
Relations  shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its 
jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spending  such 
that  the  total  level  of  direct  spending  for  that 
committee  does  not  exceed:  $13,025,000,000  in 
outlays  for  fiscal  year  1997,  $10,311,000,000  in 
outlays  for  fiscal  year  2002,  and  $67,953,000,000 
in  outlays  in  fiscal  years  1997  through  2002. 

(7)  COMMITTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIARY.— The  House 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary  shall  report  clianges 
in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  di- 
rect spending  such  that  the  total  level  of  direct 
spending  for  that  committee  does  not  exceed: 
$2,784,000,000  in  outlays  for  fiscal  year  1997, 
U,586,000,000  in  outlays  for  fiscal  year  2002,  and 
$26,482,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  years  1997 
through  2002. 

(8)  Committee  on  national  security.— The 
House  Committee  on  National  Security  shall  re- 
port changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that 
provide  direct  spending  such  that  the  total  level 
of  direct  spending  for  that  committee  does  not 
exceed:  $39,787,000,000  in  outlays  for  fiscal  year 
1997.  $49,774,000,000  in  outlays  for  fiscal  year 
2002.  and  $271,815,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal 
years  1997  through  2002. 

(9)  COMMITTEE    ON    RESOURCES.— The    HoUSe 

Committee  on  Resources  shall  report  changes  in 
laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct 
spending  such  that  the  total  level  of  direct 
spending  for  that  committee  does  not  exceed: 
$2,115,000,000  in  outlays  for  fiscal  year  1997. 
$2,048,000,000  in  ouUays  for  fiscal  year  2002.  and 
$11,652,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal  years  1997 
through  2002. 

(10)  Committee  on  science.— The  House  Com- 
mittee on  Science  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spend- 
ing such  that  the  total  level  of  direct  spending 
for  that  committee  does  not  exceed:  $40,000,000 
in  outlays  for  fiscal  year  1997.  $46,000,000  in  out- 
lays for  fiscal  year  2002.  and  $242,000,000  in  out- 
lays in  fiscal  years  1997  through  2002. 

(11)  Committee  on  transportation  and  in- 
frastructure.—Tlie  House  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure  shall  report 
changes  in  laws  uHthin  its  jurisdiction  that  pro- 
vide  direct  spending  such  that  the  total  level  of 
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direct  spending  for  that  committee  does  not  ex- 
ceed: $18,315,000,000  in  outlays  for  fiscal  year 
1997.  $18,001,000,000  in  outlays  for  fiscal  year 
2002.  and  $107,328,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal 
years  1997  through  2002. 

(12)  Committee  on  veterans'  affairs.— The 
House  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs  shall  re- 
port changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that 
provide  direct  spending  such  that  the  total  level 
of  direct  spending  for  that  committee  does  not 
exceed:  $21,375,000,000  in  outlays  for  fiscal  year 
1997,  $22217,000.000  in  outlays  for  fiscal  year 
2002,  and  $130,468,000,000  in  outlays  in  fiscal 
years  1997  through  2002. 

(13)  Committee  on  ways  and  means.— (A) 
The  House  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  shall 
report  changes  in  laws  ivithin  its  jurisdiction 
that  provide  direct  spending  such  that  the  total 
level  of  direct  spending  for  that  committee  does 
not  exceed-  $372,342,000,000  in  outlays  for  fiscal 
year  1997.  $508,107,000,000  in  outlays  for  fiscal 
year  2002.  and  $2,638,057,000,000  in  outlays  in 
fiscal  years  1997  through  2002. 

(B)(i)  The  House  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its 
jurisdiction  sufficient  to  reduce  revenues  by  not 
more  than  $113,838,000,000  in  fiscal  years  1997 
through  2002. 

(ii)  If  a  reconciliation  bill  referred  to  in  sub- 
section (a)(1)  is  enacted  into  law,  then  the  reve- 
nue amount  set  forth  in  clause  (i)  shall  be  ad- 
justed to  reflect  the  revenue  provisions  of  that 
Act. 

(e)  Definition.— For  purposes  of  this  section, 
the  term  "direct  spending"  has  the  meaning 
given  to  such  term  in  section  250(c)(8)  of  the 
Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Con- 
trol Act  of  1985. 

SBC.  20X.  SBCONCnJATIOS  IN  THE  SENATE. 

(a)  First  Recosciliation  Instructions.— Not 
later  than  June  21,  1996,  the  committees  named 
in  this  subsection  shall  submit  their  rec- 
ommendations to  the  Committee  on  the  Budget 
of  the  Senate.  After  receiving  those  rec- 
ommendations, the  Committee  on  the  Budget 
shall  report  to  the  Senate  a  reconciliation  bill 
carrying  out  all  such  recommendations  leithout 
any  substantive  revision. 

(1)  Committee  on  agriculture,  nutrition, 
AND  FORESTRY.— The  Senate  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture, Nutrition,  and  Forestry  shall  report 
changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  pro- 
vide direct  spending  (as  defined  in  section 
250(c)(8)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency 
Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985)  to  reduce  outlays 
$1,974,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1997,  $26,169,000,000 
for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1997  through  2002, 
and  $5,967,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(2)  Committee  on  finance.— (A)  The  Senate 
Committee  on  Finance  shall  report  changes  in 
laws  urithin  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct 
spending  (as  defined  in  section  250(c)(8)  of  the 
Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Con- 
trol Act  of  1985)  to  reduce  outlays  $260,000,000  in 
fiscal  year  1997,  $98,321,000,000  for  the  period  of 
fiscca  years  1997  through  2002,  and 
$36,578,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(B)  The  Committee  on  Finance  shall  report 
changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  necessary 
to  reduce  revenues  by  not  more  than 
$122,400,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1997  through  2002. 

(b)  Second  Reconciliation  Instructions.— 
No  later  than  July  24,  1996,  the  Committee  on 
Finance  shall  report  to  the  Senate  a  reconcili- 
ation bill  proposing  changes  in  laws  within  its 
jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spending  (as  de- 
fined in  section  250(c)(8)  of  the  Balanced  Budget 
and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985)  to 
reduce  outlays  $6,800,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1997, 
$158,000,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1997  through  2002,  and  $52,803,000,000  in  fiscal 
year  2002. 

(c)  Third  Reconciliation  Instructions.— No 
later  than  September  18,  1996,  the  committees 
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named  in  this  subsection  shall  submit  their  rec- 
ommendations to  the  Committee  on  the  Budget 
of  the  Senate.  After  receiving  those  rec- 
ommendations, the  Committee  on  the  Budget 
shall  report  to  the  Senate  a  reconciliation  bill 
carrying  out  all  such  recommendations  without 
any  substantive  revision. 

(1)  Committee  on  agriculture,  nutrition, 
and  forestry.— The  Senate  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture, Nutrition,  and  Forestry  shall  report 
changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  pro- 
vide direct  spending  (as  defined  in  section 
250(c)(8)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency 
Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985)  to  reduce  outlays 
$10,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1997,  $65,000,000  for  the 
period  of  fiscal  years  1997  through  2002,  and 
$11,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(2)  Committee  on  armed  services.— The  Sen- 
ate Committee  on  Armed  Services  shall  report 
changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  pro- 
vide direct  speruiing  (as  defined  in  section 
250(c)(8)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency 
Deficit  Control  Act  of  1965)  to  reduce  outlays 
$79,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1997,  $649,000,000  for 
the  period  of  fiscal  years  1997  through  2002,  and 
$166,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(3)  Committee  on  banking,  houslng,  and 
urban  affairs.— The  Senate  Committee  on 
Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs  shall  re- 
port changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that 
reduce  the  deficit  by  $3,628,000,000  in  fiscal  year 
1997.  $3,605,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1997  through  2002.  and  $462,000,000  in  fiscal  year 
2002. 

(4)  Committee  on  commerce,  science,  and 
transportation.— The  Senate  Committee  on 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation  shall  re- 
port changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that 
provide  direct  spending  (as  defined  in  section 
250(c)(6)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency 
Deficit  Control  Act  of  1965)  to  reduce  outlays 
$19,396,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1997 
through  2002,  and  $5,649,000,000  in  fiscal  year 
2002. 

(5)  Committee  on  energy  and  natural  re- 
sources.—The  Senate  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
vnthin  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spend- 
ing (as  defined  in  section  250(c)(8)  of  the  Bal- 
anced Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control 
Act  of  1985)  to  reduce  outlays  $90,000,000  in  fis- 
cal year  1997,  $1,512,000,000  for  the  period  of  fis- 
cal years  1997  through  2002.  and  $72,000,000  in 
fiscal  year  2002. 

(6)  Committee  on  environment  and  pubuc 
WORKS.— The  Senate  Committee  on  Environment 
and  Public  Works  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
within  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spend- 
ing (as  defined  in  section  250(c)(8)  of  the  Bal- 
anced Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control 
Act  of  1965)  to  reduce  outlays  $87,000,000  in  fis- 
cal year  1997.  $2,184,000,000  for  the  period  of  fis- 
cal years  1997  through  2002,  and  $392,000,000  in 
fiscal  year  2002. 

(7)  Committee  on  finance.— (A)  The  Senate 
Committee  on  Finance  shall  report  changes  in 
laws  within  its  jurisdiction  that  reduce  the  defi- 
cit by  $3,639,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1997, 
$23,184,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1997 
through  2002,  and  $4,121,000,000  in  fiscal  year 
2002. 

(B)  The  Committee  on  Finance  shall  report 
changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdiction  to  reduce 
revenues  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1997 
through  2002  by  not  more  than  the  amount  spec- 
ified in  stUisection  (a)(2)(B)  reduced  by  the 
amount  that  legislation  enacted  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a)  reduced  revenues  for  that  period 
of  fiscal  years. 

(8)  COMMTTTEE  ON  GOVERNMENTAL  AFFAIRS.— 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs 
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shall  report  changes  in  laws  within  its  jurisdic- 
tion that  reduce  the  deficit  $1,101,000,000  in  fis- 
cal year  1997,  $8,801,000,000  for  the  period  of  fis- 
cal years  1997  through  2002,  and  $1,492,000,000 
in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(9)  Committee  on  the  judiciary.— The  Sen- 
ate Committee  on  the  Judiciary  shall  report 
changes  in  laws  teithin  its  jurisdiction  that  pro- 
vide direct  spending  (as  defined  in  section 
250(c)(8)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency 
Deficit  Control  Act  of  1965)  to  reduce  outlays 
$476,000,000  for  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1997 
through  2002  and  $119,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(10)  COMMITTEE  ON  LABOR  AND  HUMAN  RE- 
SOURCES.—The  Senate  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Human  Resources  shall  report  changes  in  laws 
teithin  its  jurisdiction  that  provide  direct  spend- 
ing (as  defined  in  section  250(c)(8)  of  the  Bal- 
anced Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control 
Act  of  1965)  to  reduce  outlays  $763,000,000  in  fis- 
cal year  1997,  $3,671,000,000  for  the  period  of  fis- 
cal years  1997  through  2002,  and  V07.000,000  in 
fiscal  year  2002. 

(11)  Committee  on  veterans'  affairs.— The 
Senate  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs  shall  re- 
port changes  in  laws  vnthin  its  jurisdiction  that 
provide  direct  spending  (as  defined  in  section 
250(c)(8)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency 
Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985)  to  reduce  outlays 
$126,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1997,  $5271,000,000  for 
the  period  of  fiscal  years  1997  through  2002,  and 
$1,418,000,000  in  fiscal  year  2002. 

(d)  Treatment  of  Reconciuation  Bills  for 
prior  Surplus.— For  purposes  of  section  202  of 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  67  (104th  Con- 
gress), legislation  which  reduces  revenues  pur- 
suant to  a  reconciliation  instruction  contained 
in  subsection  (c)  shall  be  taken  together  with  all 
other  legislation  enacted  pursuant  to  the  rec- 
onciliation instructions  contained  in  this  resolu- 
tion when  determining  the  deficit  effect  of  such 
legislation. 

TITLE  m-^UDGET  ENFORCEMENT 
SSC,  SOI.  DISCBEnONAKY  SPENDING  LIMITS, 

(a)  Definition. — As  used  in  this  section  and 
for  the  purposes  of  allocations  made  pursuant  to 
section  302(a)  or  602(a)  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974.  for  the  discretionary  cat- 
egory, the  term  "discretionary  spending  limit" 
means— 

(1)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1997— 

(A)  for  the  defense  category  $266,362,000,000  in 
new  budget  authority  and  $264,968,000,000  in 
outlays;  and 

(B)  for  the  nondefense  category 
$230,988,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$273,644,000,000  in  ouUays; 

(2)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1998— 

(A)  for  the  defense  category  $266,971,000,000  in 
new  budget  authority  and  $263,862,000,000  in 
outlays:  and 

(B)  for  the  nondefense  category 
$224,746,000,000  in  new  budget  authority  and 
$263,093,000,000  in  outlays: 

(3)  unth  respect  to  fiscal  year  1999,  for  the  dis- 
cretionary category  $491268,000.000  in  new 
budget  authority  and  $525,465,000,000  in  out- 
lays: 

(4)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  2000,  for  the  dis- 
cretionary category  $498,569,000,000  in  new 
budget  authority  and  $525251.000,000  in  out- 
lays: 

(5)  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  2001,  for  the  dis- 
cretionary category  $491,117,000,000  in  new 
budget  authority  and  $516,223,000,000  in  out- 
lays; and 

(6)  vrith  respect  to  fiscal  year  2002,  for  the  dis- 
cretionary category  $500,592,000,000  in  new 
budget  authority  and  $514,219,000,000  in  out- 
lays; 

as  adjusted  for  changes  in  concepts  and  defini- 
tions and  emergency  appropriations, 
(b)  Ponrr  of  Order  in  the  Senate.— 


(1)  In  general.— Except  as  provided  in  para- 
graph (2).  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the  Senate 
to  consider— 

(A)  a  revision  of  this  resolution  or  any  con- 
current resolution  on  the  budget  for  fiscal  year 
1996  (or  amendment,  motion,  or  conference  re- 
port on  such  a  resolution)  that  provides  discre- 
tionary spending  in  excess  of  the  sum  of  the  de- 
fense and  nondefense  discretionary  spending 
limits  for  such  fiscal  year; 

(B)  any  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget 
for  fiscal  year  1999,  2000,  2001,  or  2002  (or 
amendment,  motion,  or  conference  repon  on 
such  a  resolution)  that  provides  discretionary 
spending  in  excess  of  the  discretionary  spending 
limit  for  such  fiscal  year;  or 

(C)  any  appropriation  bill  or  resolution  (or 
amendment,  motion,  or  conference  repori  on 
such  appropriation  bill  or  resolution)  for  fiscal 
year  1997,  1998,  1999,  2000,  2001.  or  2002  that 
would  exceed  any  of  the  discretionary  spending 
limits  in  this  section  or  suballocations  of  those 
limits  made  pursuant  to  section  602(b)  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974. 

(2)  EXCEPTION.— 

(A)  In  general.— This  section  shall  not  apply 
if  a  declaration  of  vnr  by  the  Congress  is  in  ef- 
fect or  if  a  joint  resolution  pursuant  to  section 
258  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Def- 
icit Control  Act  of  1985  has  been  enacted. 

(B)  Enforcement  of  discretionary  umits 
IN  FY  1997.— Until  the  enactment  of  reconcili- 
ation legislation  pursuant  to  subsections  (a), 
(b).  and  (c)  of  section  202  of  this  resolution  and 
for  purposes  of  the  application  of  paragraph  (1). 
only  subparagraph  (C)  of  paragraph  (1)  shall 
apply,  and  it  sliaH  apply  only  for  fiscal  year 
1997. 

(c)  Waiver.— This  section  may  be  waived  or 
suspended  in  the  Senau  only  by  the  affirmative 
vote  of  thr^-fifths  of  the  Members,  duly  chosen 
and  sworn. 

(d)  APPEALS.— Appeals  in  the  Senate  from  the 
decisions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  any  provision 
of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  1  hour,  to  be 
equally  divided  between,  and  controlled  by,  the 
appellant  and  the  manager  of  the  concurrent 
resolution,  bill,  or  joint  resolution,  as  the  case 
may  be.  An  affirmative  vote  of  three-fifths  of  the 
Members  of  the  Senate,  duly  chosen  and  sworn, 
shall  be  required  in  the  Senate  to  sustain  an  ap- 
peal of  the  ruling  of  the  Chair  on  a  point  of 
order  raised  under  this  section. 

(e)  Determination  of  Budget  Levels.— For 
purposes  of  subsection  (b).  the  levels  of  new 
budget  authority  and  outlays  for  a  fiscal  year 
shall  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  estimates 
made  by  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of  the 
Senate. 

SEC  SOi.  BVDGBTASY  TKKATttENT  OF  THE  SALE 
OF  GOVERNMENT  ASSETS. 

(a)  Sense  of  Congress.— It  is  the  sense  of 
Congress  that— 

(1)  the  prohibition  on  scoring  asset  sales  has 
discouraged  the  sale  of  assets  that  can  be  better 
managed  by  the  private  sector  and  generate  re- 
ceipts to  reduce  the  Federal  budget  deficit; 

(2)  the  President's  fiscal  year  1997  budget  in- 
cluded $3,900,000,000  in  receipts  from  asset  sales 
and  proposed  a  change  in  the  asset  sale  scoring 
rule  to  allow  the  proceeds  from  these  sales  to  be 
scored; 

(3)  assets  should  not  be  sold  if  such  sale  would 
increase  the  budget  deficit  over  the  long  run; 
and 

(4)  the  asset  sale  scoring  prohibition  should  be 
repealed  and  consideration  should  be  0ven  to 
replacing  it  unth  a  methodology  that  takes  into 
account  the  long-term  budgetary  impact  of  asset 
sales. 

(b)  Budgetary  Treatment.— (1)  For  the  pur- 
poses of  any  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budg- 
et and  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974. 
amounts  realized  from  sales  of  assets  shall  be 


scored  with  respect  to  the  level  of  budget  au- 
thority, outlays,  or  revenues. 

(2)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "sale 
of  an  asset"  shall  have  the  same  meaning  as 
under  section  250(c)(21)  of  the  Balanced  Budget 
and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985. 

(3)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  sale  of 
loan  assets  or  the  prepayment  of  a  loan  shall  be 
governed  by  the  terms  of  the  Federal  Credit  Re- 
form Act  of  1990. 

SEC.  303.  BinXXTABY  TREATMENT  OF  I»RECT 
STUDENT  LOANS. 
For  the  purposes  of  any  concurrent  resolution 
on  the  budget  and  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 
of  1974.  the  cost  of  a  direct  loan  under  the  Fed- 
eral direct  student  loan  program  shall  be  the  net 
present  value,  at  the  time  when  the  direct  loan 
is  disbursed,  of  the  following  cash  flows  for  the 
estimated  life  of  the  loan— 

(1)  loan  disbursements; 

(2)  repayments  of  principal; 

(3)  payments  of  interest  and  other  payments 
by  or  to  the  Government  over  the  life  of  the  loan 
after  adjusting  for  estimated  defaults,  prepay- 
ments, fees,  penalties,  and  other  recoveries:  and 

(4)  direct  expenses,  including— 

(A)  activities  related  to  credit  extension,  loan 
origination,  loan  servicing,  management  of  con- 
tractors, and  payments  to  contractors,  other 
government  entities,  and  program  participants; 

(B)  collection  of  delinquent  loans;  and 

(C)  writeoff  and  closeout  of  loans. 

SEC.  MM.  SUPeHFUND  RESERVE  PVND. 

(a)  Deficit  Neutral  adjustments  in  the 
House.— 

(1)  Committee  allocations.— In  the  House  of 
Representatives — 

(A)  after  the  enactment  of  a  superfund  bill 
that  reforms  the  Superfund  program  to  facilitate 
the  clean  up  of  hazardous  waste  sites  and  ex- 
tends Superfund  taxes;  and 

(B)  upon  the  reporting  of  an  appropriation 
measure  (or  submission  of  a  conference  report 
thereon)  that  appropriates  funds  for  the  Super- 
fund  program  in  excess  of  $1,302,000,000; 

the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of 
that  House  may  submit  revised  allocations, 
functional  levels,  budget  aggregates,  and  discre- 
tionary spending  limits  to  carry  out  this  section 
by  an  amount  that  is  equal  to  such  excess. 
These  revisions  shall  be  considered  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  as 
the  allocations,  levels,  aggregates,  and  limits 
contained  in  this  resolution. 

(2)  Committee  suballocations.— The  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives may  report  appropriately  revised 
suballocations  pursuant  to  sections  302(b)(1) 
and  602(b)(1)  of  the  Congressioiuil  Budget  Act  of 
1974  following  the  revision  of  allocations  to  that 
committee  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1). 

(3)  Limitations.— The  adjustments  under  this 
subsection  shcUl  not  exceed— 

(A)  the  net  revenue  increase  for  a  fiscal  year 
resulting  from  the  enactment  of  legislation  that 
extends  Superfund  taxes;  and 

(B)  $698,000,000  in  budget  authority  for  a  fis- 
cal year  and  the  outlays  flowing  from  such 
budget  authority  in  all  fiscal  years. 

(3)  READJUSTMENTS.— In  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, any  adjustments  made  under  this 
subsection  for  any  appropriations  measure  or 
any  conference  report  thereon  may  be  read- 
justed if  that  measure  is  not  enacted  into  law. 

(b)  DEFicrr  Neutral  adjustments  in  the 
Senate.— 

(1)  In  general.— In  the  Senau.  after  the  en- 
actment of  legislation  that  reforms  the  Super- 
fund  program  and  extends  Superfund  taxes,  in 
the  Senate,  budget  authority  and  outlays  allo- 
cated to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  under 
sections  302(a)  and  602(a)  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974.  the  appropriate  functional 
levels,  the  appropriate  budget  aggregates,  and 
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the  discretUmaTy  st>ending  limits  in  section  201 
of  this  resolution  may  be  revised  to  provide  ad- 
ditional budget  authority  and  the  outlays  flow- 
ing from  that  budget  authority  for  the  Super- 
fund  program,  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

(2)  Deficit  seutral  adjustments.— 

(a)  allocations.— 

(i)  Committee  allocations.— In  the  Senate, 
upon  reporting  of  an  appropriations  measure,  or 
when  a  conference  committee  submits  a  con- 
ference report  thereon,  that  appropriates  funds 
for  the  Superfund  program  in  excess  of 
tl. 302, 000. 000.  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  of  the  Senate  may  submit  revised  al- 
locations, functional  levels,  budget  aggregates, 
and  discretionary  spending  limits  to  carry  out 
this  section  that  adds  to  such  allocations,  levels, 
aggregates,  and  limits  an  amount  that  is  e(jual 
to  such  excess.  These  revised  allocations,  levels, 
aggregates,  and  limits  shall  be  considered  for 
the  purposes  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974  as  the  allocations,  levels,  aggregates,  and 
limits  contained  in  this  resolution. 

(ii)  COMMrTTEE  SUBALLOCATIONS.—The  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate  may  re- 
port appropriately  revised  suballocations  pursu- 
ant to  sections  302(b)(1)  and  602(b)(1)  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  foUotving  the 
revision  of  tfie  allocations  pursuant  to  clause 

(i). 

(B)  Limitations.— The  adjustments  under  this 
subsection  shall  not  exceed — 

(i)  the  net  revenue  increase  for  a  fiscal  year 
resulting  from  the  enactment  of  legislation  that 
extends  Superfund  taxes:  and 

(ii)  tS98.0O0.0O0  in  budget  authority  for  a  fis- 
cal year  and  the  outlays  flowing  from  such 
budget  authority  in  all  fiscal  years. 

SSa  SOS.  TAX  RBSBRVB  FVND  Of  THE  SESATS. 

(a)  In  General. — In  the  Senate,  revenue  and 
spending  aggregates  may  be  reduced  and  cUloca- 
tions  may  be  revised  for  legislation  that  reduces 
revenues  by  providing  family  tax  relief,  fuel  tax 
relief,  and  incentives  to  stimulate  savings,  in- 
vestment, fob  creation,  and  economic  growth  if 
such  legislation  will  not  increase  the  deficit 
for- 

(1)  fiscal  year  1997; 

(2)  the  period  of  fiscal  years  1997  through 
2001;  or 

(3)  the  period  of  fiscal  years  2002  through 
2006. 

(b)  Revised  allocations.— Upon  the  consid- 
eration of  legislation  pursuant  to  subsection  (a). 
the  Chairman  of  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of 
the  Senate  may  file  with  the  Senate  appro- 
priately revised  allocations  under  sections  302(a) 
and  602(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974  and  revised  functional  levels  and  aggre- 
gates to  carry  out  this  section.  These  revised  al- 
locations, functional  levels,  and  aggregates 
shall  be  considered  for  the  purposes  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974  as  allocations, 
functional  levels,  and  aggregates  contained  in 
this  resolution. 

(c)  Reporting  Revised  allocations.— The 
appropriate  committee  may  report  appropriately 
revised  allocations  pursuant  to  sections  302(b) 
and  602(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974  to  carry  out  this  section. 

SEC.  908.  KXKHnSK  OF  RVLBMAONG  POWERS. 

Congress  adopts  the  provisions  of  this  title— 

(1)  as  an  exercise  of  the  rulemaking  power  of 
the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives,  re- 
spectively, and  as  such  they  shall  be  considered 
as  part  of  the  rules  of  each  House,  or  of  that 
House  to  which  they  specifically  apply,  and 
such  rules  shall  supersede  other  rules  only  to 
the  extent  that  they  are  inconsistent  therewith; 
and 

(2)  witli  full  recognition  of  the  constitutional 
right  of  either  House  to  change  tliose  rules  (so 
far  as  they  relate  to  that  House)  at  any  time,  in 
the  same  manner,  and  to  the  same  extent  as  in 
the  case  of  any  other  rule  of  that  House. 


SBC.  307.  GOVERNMENT  SHUTDOWN  PRBVENTiON 
ALLOWANCE. 

(a)  In  General.— In  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives for  consideration  of  a  conference  report,  or 
in  the  Senate,  the  fiscal  year  1997  outlay  alloca- 
tion rnade  pursuant  to  sections  302(a)  and  602(a) 
of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  to  the 
Committees  on  Appropriations,  the  fisccU  year 
1997  outlay  aggregate,  the  fiscal  year  1997  dis- 
cretionary limit  on  nondefense  outlays  and 
other  appropriate  aggregates  may  be  increased 
for  a  resolution  making  continuing  appropria- 
tions for  fiscal  year  1997.  These  revised  alloca- 
tions, aggregates,  and  limits  shall  be  considered 
for  all  purposes  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 
of  1974  as  allocations,  aggregates,  and  limits 
contained  in  this  resolution  and  shall  remain  in 
effect  for  the  consideration  of  any  fiscal  year 
1997  appropriations  measure. 

(b)  Revised  allocations.— In  the  Senate, 
upon  the  consideration  of  a  motion  to  proceed  or 
an  agreement  to  proceed  to  a  resolution  making 
continuing  appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1997, 
or  in  the  House  of  Representatives,  upon  the  fil- 
ing of  a  conference  report  thereon,  that  complies 
with  the  fiscal  year  1997  discretionary  limit  on 
nondefense  budget  authority,  the  Chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of  the  appropriate 
House  may  submit  a  revised  outlay  allocation 
for  such  committee  and  appropriately  revised 
aggregates  and  limits  to  carry  out  this  section. 

(c)  COMMITTEE  SVBAI  LOCATIONS.— The  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  of  the  appropriate 
House  may  report  appropriately  revised  sub- 
allocations  pursuant  to  sections  302(b)(1)  and 
602(b)(1)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974 
following  the  revision  of  allocations  purstuint  to 
this  section. 

(d)  LIMITATIONS.— The  adjustments  made 
under  this  section  shall  not  exceed  SI, 337, 000, 000 
in  outlays  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

TITLE  IVSENSE  OF  COSGRESS,  HOUSE, 
AND  SENATE  PROVISIONS 
SSa  401.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  ON  BASBUNBS. 

(a)  FINDINGS.— Congress  finds  that: 

(1)  Baselines  are  projections  of  future  spend- 
ing if  existing  policies  remain  unchanged. 

(2)  Under  baseline  assumptions,  spending 
automatically  rises  with  inflation  even  if  such 
increases  are  not  mandated  under  existing  law. 

(3)  Baseline  budgeting  is  inherently  biased 
against  policies  that  would  reduce  the  projected 
growth  in  spending  because  such  policies  are  de- 
picted as  spending  reductions  from  an  increas- 
ing baseline. 

(4)  The  baseline  concept  has  encouraged  Con- 
gress to  abdicate  its  constitutional  obligation  to 
control  the  public  purse  for  those  programs 
which  are  automatically  funded. 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress.— It  is  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  baseline  budgeting  should  be  re- 
placed with  a  budgetary  model  that  requires  jus- 
tification of  aggregate  funding  levels  and  maxi- 
mizes congressional  accountability  for  Federal 
spending. 

ssa  ^e.  SB3VSE  of  congress  onloan  sales. 
(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  that: 

(1)  The  House  and  Senate  Appropriations 
Subcommittees  on  Treasury,  Postal  Service,  and 
General  Government  have  stated  that  "more 
consideration  should  be  given  to  the  sale  of  non- 
performing  loans  held  not  only  by  HUD,  but  by 
all  Federal  agencies  that  provide  credit  pro- 
grams" and  directed  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget  to  direct  Federal  agencies  to  evalu- 
ate the  value  of  their  credit  programs  and  de- 
velop a  plan  for  the  privatization  of  such  credit 
programs. 

(2)  The  Senate  Appropriations  Subcommittee 
on  Commerce,  Justice,  State,  the  Judiciary,  and 
Related  Agencies  has  directed  that  the  Small 
Business  Administration  should  study  and  re- 
port to  Congress  on  the  feasibility  of  private 
servicing  of  SB  A  loan  activities. 


(3)  The  House  Appropriations  Subcommittee 
on  Agriculture,  Rural  Development,  Food  and 
Drug  Administration,  and  Related  Agencies  pre- 
viously directed  the  Farmers  Home  Administra- 
tion to  "explore  the  potential  savings  that  might 
occur  from  contract  centralized  servicing." 

(4)  The  Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House 
has  consistently  urged  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture to  explore  contracting  out  loan  servicing 
operations. 

(5)  The  General  Accounting  Office  has  found 
that  "Allowing  the  public  and  private  sectors  to 
compete  for  the  centralized  servicing  (of  loans) 
could  mean  reaping  the  benefits  of  the  competi- 
tive marketplace — greater  efficiency,  increased 
focus  on  customer  needs,  increased  innovation, 
and  improved  morale." 

(6)  The  House  Committee  on  Small  Business 
has  recommended  "that  40  percent  of  the  loan 
servicing  portfolio  (for  Disaster  Loans)  be 
privatized." 

(7)  The  President's  Budget  for  Fiscal  Year 
1997  proposes  to  review  options  for  improving 
the  Quality  of  loan  portfolio  management  in- 
cluding contracting  to  the  private  sector. 

(b)  Sense  of  congress.— it  is  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  the  appropriate  committees  of  the 
House  and  the  Senate  should  report  legislation 
authorizing  the  sale  of  such  loan  assets  as  they 
deem  appropriate  in  order  to  contribute  to  Gov- 
ernment downsizing,  administrative  cost  sav- 
ings, and  improved  services  to  borrowers. 
SEC  408.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  ON  CBANGES  MN 
MEDICAID. 

It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  any  legislation 
changing  the  medicaid  program  pursuant  to  this 
resolution  should— 

(1)  guarantee  coverage  for  loio-income  chil- 
dren, pregnant  women,  the  elderly,  and  the  dis- 
abled as  described  in  the  National  Governors' 
Association  February  6,  1996,  policy  on  reform- 
ing medicaid,  which  uxis  endorsed  unanvTumsly 
by  OUT  Nation's  Governors; 

(2)  maintain  the  medicaid  program  as  a 
matching  program  while  providing  a  fairer  and 
more  etjuitable  formula  for  calculating  the 
matching  rate; 

(3)  reject  any  illusory  financing  schemes; 

(4)  continue  existing  law  for  Federal  minimum 
quality  standards  for  nursing  homes  and  the  en- 
forcement of  those  standards; 

(5)  continue  Federal  rules  that  prevent  wives 
or  husbands  from  being  required  to  impoverish 
themselves  in  order  to  obtain  and  keep  medicaid 
benefits  for  their  spouse  requiring  nursing  home 
care  and  continue  existing  prohibitions  against 
the  States  requiring  the  adult  children  of  insti- 
tutionalized patients  from  having  to  contribute 
to  the  cost  of  nursing  facility  services:  and 

(6)  provide  coverage  of  medicare  premiums 
and  cost-sharing  payments  for  low-income  sen- 
iors consistent  vsith  the  unanimous  National 
Governors'  Association  medicaid  policy. 

SEC.  404.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  ON  IMPACT  OF 
LEGISLATION  ON  CHILDREN. 

(a)  Sense  of  Congress.— It  is  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  Congress  should  not  adopt  or 
enact  any  l^islation  that  will  increase  the  num- 
ber of  children  who  are  hungry,  homeless,  poor, 
or  medically  uninsured. 

(b)  Legislative  accovntability  for  Impact 
ON  Children.— In  the  event  legislation  enacted 
to  comply  uiith  this  resolution  results  in  an  in- 
crease  in  the  number  of  hungry,  homeless,  poor, 
or  medically  uninsured  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year 
1997,  Congress  shall  revisit  the  provisions  of 
such  legislation  which  caused  such  increase  and 
shall,  as  soon  as  practicable  thereafter,  adopt 
legislation  which  would  halt  any  continuation 
of  such  increase. 

SEC.  40S.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  ON  DEBT  RSPAT- 
MBNT. 

It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that— 

(1)  Congress  has  a  basic  moral  and  ethical  re- 
sponsibility to  future  generations  to  repay  the 
Federal  debt: 
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(2)  Congress  should  enact  a  plan  that  bal- 
ances the  budget  and  also  develop  a  regimen  for 
paying  off  the  Federal  debt; 

(3)  after  the  budget  is  balanced,  a  surplus 
should  be  created  which  can  be  used  to  begin 
paying  off  the  debt;  and 

(4)  such  a  plan  should  be  formulated  and  im- 
plemented so  that  this  generation  can  save  fu- 
ture generations  from  the  crushing  burdens  of 
the  Federal  debt. 

SEC.  406.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  ON  COMMITMENT 
TO  A  BALANCED  BUDGET  BY  FISCAL 
YEARS002. 

It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  the  President 
and  Congress  should  continue  to  adhere  to  the 
statutory  commitment  made  by  both  parties  on 
November  20,  1995.  to  enact  legislation  to 
achieve  a  balanced  budget  not  later  than  fiscal 
year  2O02  as  estimated  by  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office. 

SEC.  407.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  THAT  TAX  REDUC- 
TIONS SHOULD  BENEFIT  WORXING 
FAMILIES. 

It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  this  concurrent 
resolution  on  the  budget  assumes  any  reductions 
in  taxes  should  be  structured  to  benefit  working 
families  by  providing  family  tax  relief  and  in- 
centives to  stimulate  savings,  investment,  job 
creation,  and  economic  growth. 

SEC.  408.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  ON  A  BIPARTISAN 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  SOLVENCY  OF 
MEDICARE. 

(a)  Findings. — Congress  finds  tfiat— 

(1)  the  Trustees  of  medicare  have  concluded 
that  "the  medicare  program  is  clearly 
unsustainable  in  its  present  form"; 

(2)  the  Trustees  of  medicare  concluded  in  1995 
that  "the  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund, 
which  pays  inpatient  hospital  expenses,  leill  be 
able  to  pay  benefits  for  only  about  7  years  and 
is  severely  out  of  financial  balance  in  the  long 
range": 

(3)  preliminary  data  made  available  to  Con- 
gress indicate  that  the  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  tvill  go  bankrupt  in  the  year  2001,  rather 
than  the  year  2002,  as  predicted  last  year; 

(4)  the  Public  Trustees  of  medicare  have  con- 
cluded that  "the  Supplementary  Medical  Insur- 
ance Trust  Fund  shows  a  rate  of  growth  of  costs 
which  is  clearly  unsustainable": 

(5)  the  Bipartisan  Commission  on  Entitlement 
and  Tax  Reform  concluded  that,  absent  long- 
term  changes  in  medicare,  projected  medicare 
outlays  iDill  increase  from  about  4  percent  of  the 
payroll  tax  base  today  to  over  15  percent  of  the 
payroll  tax  base  by  the  year  2030; 

(6)  the  Bipartisan  Commission  on  Entitlement 
and  Tax  Reform  recommended,  by  a  vote  of  30  to 
1,  that  sj)ending  and  revenues  available  for 
medicare  must  be  brought  into  long-term  bal- 
ance: and 

(7)  in  the  most  recent  Trustees'  report,  the 
Public  Trustees  of  medicare  "strongly  rec- 
ommend that  the  crisis  presented  by  the  finan- 
cial condition  of  the  medicare  trust  funds  be  ur- 
gently addressed  on  a  comprehensive  basis,  in- 
cluding a  review  of  the  program's  financing 
methods,  benefit  provisions,  and  delivery  mecha- 
nisms." 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress.— It  is  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  in  order  to  meet  the  aggregates 
and  levels  in  this  budget  resolution — 

(1)  a  special  bipartisan  commission  should  be 
established  immediately  to  make  recommenda- 
tions concerning  the  most  appropriate  response 
to  the  short-term  solvency  and  long-term  sus- 
tainability  issues  facing  the  medicare  program 
which  do  not  include  tax  increases  in  any  form, 
including  transfers  of  spending  from  the  medi- 
care Part  A  program  to  the  Part  B  program;  and 

(2)  the  commission  should  report  to  Congress 
its  recommendations  prior  to  the  adoption  of  a 
concurrent  budget  resolution  for  fiscal  year  1998 
in  order  that  the  committees  of  jurisdiction  may 


consider  these  recommendations  in  fashioning 
an  appropriate  congressional  response. 

SEC.  409.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  ON  MEDICARE 
TRANSFERS. 

(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  home  health  care  provides  a  broad  spec- 
trum of  health  and  social  services  to  approxi- 
mately 3,500,000  medicare  beneficiaries  in  the 
comfort  of  their  homes: 

(2)  the  President  lias  proposed  reimbursing  the 
first  100  home  health  care  visits  after  a  hospital 
stay  through  medicare  part  A  and  reimbursing 
all  other  visits  through  medicare  part  B.  shifting 
responsibility  for  $55,000,000,000  of  spending 
from  the  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  to  the 
general  revenues  that  pay  for  medicare  part  B; 

(3)  such  a  transfer  does  nothing  to  control 
medicare  spending,  and  is  merely  a  bookkeeping 
change  which  artificially  extends  the  solvency 
of  the  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund; 

(4)  this  transfer  of  funds  camouflages  the  need 
to  make  changes  in  the  medicare  program  to  en- 
sure the  long-term  solvency  of  the  Hospital  In- 
surance Trust  Fund,  which  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  now  states  will  become  bankrupt 
in  the  year  2001 ,  a  year  earlier  than  projected  in 
the  1995  report  by  the  Trustees  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity and  Medicare  Trust  Funds; 

(5)  Congress  will  be  breaking  a  commitment  to 
the  American  people  if  it  does  not  act  to  ensure 
the  solvency  of  the  entire  medicare  program  in 
both  the  short-  and  long-term: 

(6)  the  President's  proposal  would  force  those 
in  need  of  chronic  care  services  to  rely  upon  the 
availability  of  general  revenues  to  provide  fi- 
nancing for  these  services,  making  them  more 
vulnerable  to  benefits  changes  than  under  cur- 
rent law:  and 

(7)  according  to  the  National  Association  of 
Home  Care,  shifting  medicare  home  care  pay- 
ments from  part  A  to  part  B  would  deemphasize 
the  importance  of  home  care  by  eliminating  its 
status  as  part  of  the  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund,  thereby  undermining  access  to  the  less 
costly  form  of  care. 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress.— it  is  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  in  meeting  the  spending  targets 
specified  in  the  budget  resolution.  Congress 
should  not  accept  the  President's  proposal  to 
transfer  spending  from  one  part  of  medicare  to 
another  in  its  efforts  to  preserve,  protect,  and 
improve  the  rnedicare  program. 

SEC  410.  SENSE  OF  CON<aiESS  REGARDING 
CHANtaSS  IN  THE  MEDICARE  PRO- 
GRAM. 

(a)  Findings. — Congress  finds  that,  in  achiev- 
ing the  spending  levels  specified  in  this  resolu- 
tion— 

(1)  the  public  trustees  of  medicare  have  con- 
cluded that  "the  medicare  program  is  clearly 
unsustainable  in  its  present  form": 

(2)  the  President  has  said  his  goal  is  to  keep 
the  medicare  hospital  insurance  trust  fund  sol- 
vent for  more  than  a  decade,  but  his  budget 
transfers  S55. 000. 000. 000  of  home  health  spend- 
ing from  medicare  part  A  to  medicare  part  B; 

(3)  the  transfer  of  home  health  spending 
threatens  the  delivery  of  home  health  services  to 
3.5  million  medicare  beneficiaries; 

(4)  such  a  transfer  increases  the  burden  on 
general  revenues,  including  income  taxes  paid 
by  working  Americans,  by  S55. 000. 000. 000: 

(5)  such  a  transfer  artificially  inflates  the  sol- 
vency of  the  medicare  hospital  insurance  trust 
fund,  misleading  Congress,  medicare  bene- 
ficiaries, and  working  taxpayers: 

(6)  the  Director  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  has  certified  that,  without  such  a  trans- 
fer, the  President's  budget  extends  the  solvency 
of  the  hospital  insurance  trust  fund  for  only  one 
additional  year:  and 

(7)  without  misleading  transfers,  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  therefore  fails  to  achieve  his  oien 
stated  goal  for  the  medicare  hospital  insurance 
trust  fund. 


(b)  SENSE  OF  Congress.— It  «  the  sense  of 
Congress  that,  in  achieving  the  spending  levels 
specified  in  this  resolution.  Congress  assumes 
that  Congress  would— 

(1)  keep  the  medicare  hospital  insurance  trust 
fund  solvent  for  more  than  a  decade,  as  rec- 
ommended by  the  President;  and 

(2)  accept  the  President's  proposed  level  of 
medicare  part  B  savings  over  the  period  1997 
through  2002:  but  would 

(3)  reject  the  President's  proposal  to  transfer 
home  health  spending  from  one  part  of  medicare 
to  another,  which  threatens  the  delivery  of 
home  health  care  services  to  3.5  million  medicare 
beneficiaries,  artificially  inflates  the  solveru:y  of 
the  medicare  hospital  insurance  trust  fund,  and 
increases  the  burden  on  general  revenues,  in- 
cluding income  taxes  paid  by  working  Ameri- 
cans, by  S55. 000. 000. 000. 

SEC.  411.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  REGARDING  REV- 
ENUE ASSUMPTIONS. 

(a)  Findings. — Congress  finds  the  following: 

(1)  Corporations  and  individuals  have  clear 
responsibility  to  adhere  to  environmental  laws. 
When  they  do  not.  and  environmental  damage 
results,  the  Federal  and  State  governments  may 
impose  fines  and  penalties,  and  assess  polluters 
for  the  cost  of  remediation. 

(2)  Assessment  of  these  costs  is  important  in 
the  enforcement  process.  They  appropriately  pe- 
nalize wrongdoing.  They  discourage  future  en- 
vironmental damage.  They  ensure  that  tax- 
payers do  not  bear  the  firuincial  brunt  of  clean- 
ing up  after  damages  done  by  polluters. 

(3)  In  the  case  of  the  Exxon  Valdez  oil  spill 
disaster  in  Prince  William  Sound,  Alaska,  for 
example,  the  corporate  settlement  with  the  Fed- 
eral Government  totaled  S900.000.000. 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress.— it  is  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  assumptions  in  this  resolution  as- 
sume an  appropriate  amount  of  revenues  per 
year  through  legislation  that  will  not  allow  de- 
ductions for  fines  and  penalties  arising  from  a 
failure  to  comply  vnth  Federal  or  State  environ- 
mental or  health  protection  laws. 

SBC.  412.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  REGARDING  DO- 
MESTIC VIOLENCE. 

The  assumptions  underlying  functional  totals 
in  this  budget  resolution  include: 

(1)  Findings.— The  SenaU  finds  that 

(A)  Violence  against  women  is  the  leading 
cause  of  physical  injury  to  women.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  estimates  that  over  1  million  vio- 
lent crimes  against  women  are  committed  by  do- 
mestic partners  annually. 

(B)  Domestic  violence  dramatically  affects  the 
victim's  ability  to  participate  in  tfie  workforce. 
A  University  of  Minnesota  survey  reported  that 
one-quarter  of  battered  women  surveyed  had 
lost  a  job  partly  because  of  being  abused  and 
that  over  half  of  these  women  had  been  har- 
assed  by  their  abuser  at  work. 

(C)  Domestic  violence  is  often  intensified  as 
women  seek  to  gain  economic  independence 
through  attending  school  or  job  training  pro- 
grams. Batterers  have  been  reported  to  prevent 
women  from  attending  such  programs  or  sabo- 
tage their  efforts  at  self-improvement. 

(D)  Nationwide  surveys  of  service  providers 
prepared  by  the  Taylor  Institute  of  Chicago, 
document,  for  the  first  time,  the  interrelation- 
ship between  domestic  violence  and  welfare  by 
showing  that  between  SO  percent  and  90  percent 
of  women  in  welfare  to  work  programs  are  cur- 
rent or  past  victims  of  domestic  violence. 

(E)  The  American  Psychological  Association 
has  reported  that  violence  against  women  is 
usually  tntnessed  by  their  children,  who  as  a 
result  can  suffer  severe  psychological,  cognitive 
and  physical  damage  and  some  studies  have 
found  that  children  who  witness  violence  in 
their  homes  have  a  greater  propensity  to  commit 
violent  acts  in  their  homes  and  communities 
when  they  become  adults. 
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(F)  Over  half  of  the  women  surveyed  by  the 
Taylor  Institute  stayed  toith  their  batterers  be- 
cause they  lacked  the  resources  to  support  them- 
selves and  their  children.  The  surveys  also 
found  that  the  availability  of  economic  support 
is  a  critical  factor  in  women's  ability  to  leave 
abusive  situations  that  threaten  themselves  and 
their  children. 

(G)  Proposals  to  restructure  the  welfare  pro- 
grams may  impact  the  availability  of  the  eco- 
nomic support  and  the  safety  net  necessary  to 
enable  poor  women  to  flee  abuse  without  risking 
homelessness  and  starvation  for  their  families. 

(2)  Sense  of  congress.— it  is  the  sense  of 
Congress  that: 

(A)  No  welfare  reform  provision  should  be  en- 
acted by  Congress  unless  and  until  Congress 
considers  whether  such  welfare  reform  provi- 
sions would  exacerbate  violence  against  women 
and  their  children,  further  endanger  women's 
lives,  make  it  more  difficult  for  women  to  escape 
domestic  violence,  or  further  punish  women  vic- 
timused  by  violence. 

(B)  Any  welfare  reform  measure  enacted  by 
Congress  should  require  that  any  welfare  to 
work,  education,  or  job  placement  programs  im- 
plemented by  the  States  address  the  impact  of 
domestic  violence  on  vxlfare  recipients. 

SEC  41X  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  REGARDING  STV- 
DENTLOANS. 

(a)  FiNDrsGS.— Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  over  the  last  60  years,  education  and  ad- 
vancements in  knowledge  have  accounted  for  37 
percent  of  our  nation 's  economic  growth: 

(2)  a  college  degree  significantly  increases  job 
stability,  resulting  in  an  unemployment  rate 
among  college  graduates  less  than  half  that  of 
those  with  high  school  diplomas: 

(3)  a  person  with  a  bachelor's  degree  xvill  av- 
erage 50-55  percent  more  in  lifetime  earnings 
than  a  person  with  a  high  school  diploma; 

(4)  aiucation  is  a  key  to  providing  alter- 
natives to  crime  and  violence,  and  is  a  cost-ef- 
fective strategy  for  breaking  cycles  of  poverty 
and  moving  welfare  recipients  to  work; 

(5)  a  highly  educated  populace  is  necessary  to 
the  effective  functioning  of  democracy  and  to  a 
growing  economy,  and  the  opportunity  to  gain  a 
college  education  helps  advance  the  American 
ideals  of  progress  and  social  e<Tuality: 

(6)  a  highly  educated  and  flexible  work  force 
is  an  essential  component  of  economic  growth 
and  competitiveness: 

(7)  for  many  families.  Federal  Student  Aid 
Programs  make  the  differerux  in  the  ability  of 
students  to  attend  college: 

(8)  in  1994.  nearly  6  million  postsecondary  stu- 
dents received  some  kind  of  financial  assistance 
to  help  them  pay  for  the  costs  of  schooling: 

(9)  since  1988,  college  costs  have  risen  by  54 
percent,  ond  student  borrounng  has  increased 
by  219  percent: 

(10)  in  fiscal  year  19%,  the  Balanced  Budget 
Act  achieved  savings  without  reduxnng  student 
loan  limits  or  increasing  fees  to  students  or  par- 
ents: and 

(11)  under  this  budget  resolution  student 
loans  will  increase  from  S26.6  billion  today  to 
S37.4  billion  in  2002:  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  projects  that  tliese  are  the  exact  same  lev- 
els that  would  occur  under  President  Clintons 
student  loan  policies. 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress.— It  is  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  the  aggregates  and  functional  lev- 
els included  in  this  budget  resolution  assume 
that  savings  in  student  loans  can  be  achieved 
without  any  program  change  that  would  in- 
crease costs  to  students  and  parents  or  decrease 
accessibility  to  student  loans. 

5EC  414.  SENSE  or  CONGRESS  REGARDING  ADDI- 
TIONAL CHARGES  UNDER  IBS  MEZ>/- 
CAiaMtOGRAM. 

(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  that— 
(1)  senior  citizens  must  spend  more  than  1  dol- 
lar in  5  of  their  limited  incomes  to  purchase  the 
health  care  they  need: 


(2)  %  of  spending  under  the  medicare  program 
under  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Securi^  Act  is 
for  senior  citizens  uxith  annual  incomes  of  less 
than  $15,000: 

(3)  fee  for  service  cost  increases  have  forced 
higher  out-of-pocket  costs  for  seniors:  and 

(4)  the  current  medicare  managed  care  experi- 
ence has  demonstrated  that  medicare  HMO  en- 
rollees  face  lower  out-of-pocket  costs  when  they 
join  HMO's  in  competitive  markets:  also,  over 
one  half  of  these  enroUees  pay  no  medicare  pre- 
miums and  receive  extra  benefits  free  of  charge, 
such  as  prescription  drugs  and  eye  glasses,  due 
to  competitive  market  forces. 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress.— it  is  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  any  reconciliation  bill  consider&l 
during  the  second  session  of  the  104th  Congress 
should  maintain  Medicare  beneficiaries  right  to 
remain  in  the  current  Medicare  fee-for-service 
program  and  also  should  maintain  the  existing 
prohibitions  against  additional  charges  by  pro- 
viders under  the  Medicare  fee-for-service  pro- 
gram under  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  ("balance  billing"),  and  that  Medicare 
beneficiaries  should  be  offered  the  greatest  op- 
portunity possible  to  choose  private  plans  that 
will  offer  lower  out-of-pocket  costs  than  what 
they  currently  pay  in  the  Medicare  fee-for-serv- 
ice program,  and  to  choose  a  health  care  deliv- 
ery option  that  best  meets  their  needs. 

SEC.  415.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  REGARDING  RE- 
QVntEMENTS  TBAT  WELFARE  RE- 
CIPIENTS BE  DRUG-FREE 

rn  recognition  of  the  fact  that  American  work- 
ers are  required  to  be  drug-free  in  the  voork- 
place,  it  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  this  con- 
current resolution  on  the  budget  assumes  that 
the  States  may  require  welfare  recipients  to  be 
drug-free  as  a  condition  for  receiving  such  bene- 
fits and  that  random  drug  testing  may  be  used 
to  enforce  such  requirements. 

SEC.  41&  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  ON  AN  ACCURATE 
INDEX  FOR  INFLA'nON. 

(a)  FlND/NGS.— Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  a  significant  portion  of  Federal  expendi- 
tures and  revenues  are  indexed  to  measurements 
of  infiation:  and 

(2)  a  variety  of  infiation  indices  exist  which 
vary  according  to  the  accuracy  unth  which  such 
indices  measure  increases  in  the  cost  of  living: 
and 

(3)  Federal  Government  usage  of  infiation  in- 
dices which  overstate  true  inflation  has  the 
demonstrated  effect  of  accelerating  Federal 
spending,  increasing  the  Federal  budget  deficit, 
increasing  Federal  borrounng.  and  thereby  en- 
larging the  projected  burden  on  future  American 
taxpayers. 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress.— It  is  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  the  assumptions  underlying  this 
budget  resolution  include  that  all  Federal 
spending  arui  revenues  which  are  indexed  for 
infiation  should  be  calibrated  by  the  most  accu- 
rate infiation  indices  which  are  available  to  the 
Federal  Government. 

SBC.  417.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  THAT  THE  1993  IN- 
COME  TAX  INCREASE  ON  SOCIAL  SE- 
CURTTT  BENEFTTS  SHOULD  BE  SB- 
PEALED. 

(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget  proposal  of 
President  Clinton  to  raise  Federal  income  taxes 
on  the  Social  Security  benefits  of  senior  citizens 
with  income  as  low  as  125,000.  and  those  provi- 
sions of  the  fiscal  year  1994  recommendations  of 
the  Budget  Resolution  and  the  1993  Omnibus 
Budget  Reconciliation  Act  in  which  the  One 
Hundred  Third  Congress  voted  to  raise  Federal 
income  taxes  on  the  Social  Security  benefits  of 
senior  citizeru  with  income  as  low  as  $34,000 
should  be  repealed; 

(2)  President  ainton  has  stated  that  he  be- 
lieves he  raised  Federal  taxes  too  much  in  1993; 
and 


(3)  the  budget  resolution  should  react  to  Presi- 
dent Clinton's  fiscal  year  1997  budget  which 
documents  the  fact  that  in  the  history  of  the 
United  States,  the  total  tax  burden  has  never 
been  greater  than  it  is  today. 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress.— It  is  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  the  assumptions  underlying  this 
resolution  include— 

(1)  that  raising  Federal  income  taxes  in  1993 
on  the  Social  Security  benefits  of  middle-class 
individuals  with  income  as  low  as  $34,000  was  a 
mistake; 

(2)  that  the  Federal  income  tax  hike  on  Social 
Security  benefits  imposed  in  1993  by  the  One 
Hundred  Third  Congress  and  signed  into  law  by 
President  Clinton  should  be  repealed;  arui 

(3)  President  (Linton  should  work  with  Con- 
gress to  repeal  the  1993  Federal  income  tax  hike 
on  Social  Security  benefits  in  a  manner  that 
would  not  adversely  affect  the  Social  Security 
Trust  Fund  or  the  Medicare  Part  A  Trust  Fund, 
and  should  ensure  that  such  repeal  is  coupled 
with  offsetting  reductions  in  Federal  spending. 
SEC.  418.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  REGARDING  THE 

ADUINISIRATIONV    PRACTICE    RE- 
GARDING    THE    PROS&nrnON    OF 
DRUG  SMUGGLERS. 
(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  drug  use  is  devastating  to  the  Nation,  par- 
ticularly among  juveniles,  and  has  led  juveniles 
to  become  involved  in  interstate  gangs  arui  to 
participate  in  violent  crime; 

(2)  drug  use  has  experienced  a  dramatic  resur- 
gence among  our  youth; 

(3)  the  number  of  youths  aged  12-17  using 
marijuana  has  increased  from  1.6  million  in  1992 
to  2.9  million  in  1994,  and  the  category  of  "re- 
cent marijujina  use"  increased  a  staggering  200 
percent  among  14-  to  15-year-olds  over  the  same 
period: 

(4)  since  1992,  there  has  been  a  52  percent 
jump  in  the  nwttiier  of  high  school  seniors  using 
drugs  on  a  monthly  basis,  even  as  worrisome  de- 
clines are  noted  in  peer  disapproval  of  drug  use: 

(5)  1  in  3  high  school  stiuients  uses  marijuana; 

(6)  12-  to  17-year-olds  who  use  marijuana  are 
85  percent  more  likely  to  graduate  to  cocaine 
than  those  who  abstain  from  marijuana; 

(7)  juveniles  who  reach  21  without  ever  having 
used  drugs  almost  never  try  them  later  in  life; 

(8)  the  latest  results  from  the  Drug  Abuse 
Warning  Network  show  that  marijuana-related 
episodes  jumped  39  percent  and  are  running  at 
155  percent  above  the  1990  level,  and  that  meth- 
amphetamine  cases  have  risen  256  percent  over 
the  1991  level; 

(9)  between  February  1993  arui  February  1995 
the  retail  price  of  a  gram  of  cocaine  fell  from 
$172  to  $137,  and  that  of  a  gram  of  heroin  also 
fell  from  $2,032  to  $1,278; 

(10)  it  has  been  reported  that  the  Department 
of  Justice,  through  the  United  Stales  Attorney 
for  the  Southern  District  of  California,  has 
adopted  a  policy  of  allowing  certain  foreign 
drug  smugglers  to  avoid  prosecution  altogether 
by  being  released  to  Mexico; 

(11)  it  has  been  reported  that  in  the  past  year 
approximately  2,300  suspected  narcotics  traffick- 
ers were  taken  into  custody  for  bringing  illegal 
drugs  across  the  border,  but  approximately  one 
in  four  were  returned  to  their  country  of  origin 
without  being  prosecuted; 

(12)  it  has  been  reported  that  the  United 
States  Customs  Service  is  operating  under  guide- 
lines limiting  any  prosecution  in  marijuana 
cases  to  cases  involving  125  pouruis  of  mari- 
juana or  more; 

(13)  it  has  been  reported  that  suspects  possess- 
ing as  much  as  32  pouruis  of  methamphetamine 
and  37,000  Quaalude  tablets  were  not  prosecuted 
but  were,  instead,  allowed  to  return  to  their 
countries  of  origin  after  their  drugs  and  vehicles 
were  confiscated; 

(14)  it  has  been  reported  that  after  a  seizure  of 
158  pouruis  of  cocaine,  one  defendant  was  cited 
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and  released  because  there  was  no  room  at  the 
Federal  jail  and  charges  against  her  were 
dropped; 

(15)  it  has  been  reported  that  some  smugglers 
have  been  caught  two  or  more  times— even  in 
the  same  week— yet  still  were  not  prosecuted; 

(16)  the  number  of  defendants  prosecuted  for 
violations  of  the  Federal  drug  laws  has  dropped 
from  25,033  in  1992  to  22,926  in  1995; 

(17)  this  Congress  has  increased  the  funding 
of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Prisons  by  11.7  percent 
over  the  1995  appropriations  level;  and 

(18)  this  Congress  has  increased  the  funding 
of  the  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service 
by  23.5  percent  over  the  1995  apjiropriations 
level. 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress.— it  is  the  sense  of 
Congress  that— 

(1)  the  function  totals  and  aggregates  under- 
lying this  resolution  assume  that  the  Attorney 
General  should  promptly  investigate  this  matter 
and  report,  within  30  days,  to  the  Chair  of  the 
Senate  and  House  Committees  on  the  Judiciary; 
and 

(2)  the  Attorney  General  should  ensure  that 
cases  involving  the  smuggling  of  drugs  into  the 
United  States  are  vigorously  prosecuted. 

SBC  419.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  ON  CORPORATE 
SUBSIDIES. 

It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  the  functional 
levels  and  aggregates  in  this  budget  resolution 
assume  that — 

(1)  the  Federal  budget  contains  tens  of  billions 
of  dollars  in  payments,  benefits  and  programs 
that  primarily  assist  profit-making  enterprises 
and  industries  rather  than  provide  a  clear  and 
compelling  public  interest; 

(2)  corporate  subsidies  can  provide  unfair 
competitive  advantages  to  certain  industries  arui 
industry  segments: 

(3)  at  a  time  when  millions  of  Americans  are 
being  asked  to  sacrifice  in  order  to  balance  the 
budget,  the  corporate  sector  should  bear  its 
share  of  the  burden:  and 

(4)  Federal  payments,  benefits,  and  programs 
which  predominantly  benefit  a  particular  indus- 
try or  segment  of  an  industry,  rattier  than  pro- 
vide a  clear  arui  compelling  public  benefit, 
should  be  reformed  or  terminated  in  order  to 
provide  additional  tax  relief,  deficit  reduction, 
or  to  achieve  the  savings  necessary  to  meet  this 
resolution 's  instructions  and  levels. 

SEC.  4ao.  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  REGMUUNG  WEL- 
FARE REFORM. 

(a)  Congress  finds  that — 

(1)  this  resolution  assumes  substantial  savings 
from  welfare  reform;  and 

(2)  children  bom  out  of  wedlock  are  five  times 
more  likely  to  be  poor  and  about  ten  times  more 
likely  to  be  extremely  poor  and  therefore  are 
more  likely  to  receive  welfare  benefits  than  chil- 
dren from  two  parent  families;  and 

(3)  high  rates  of  out-of-wedlock  births  are  as- 
sociated uiith  a  host  of  other  social  pathologies; 
for  example,  children  of  single  mothers  are  tunce 
as  likely  to  drop  out  of  high  school;  boys  whose 
fathers  are  absent  are  more  likely  to  engage  in 
criminal  activities;  and  girls  in  single-parent 
families  are  three  times  more  likely  to  have  chil- 
dren out  of  wedlock  themselves. 

(b)  It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  any  com- 
prehensive legislation  sent  to  the  President  that 
balaruxs  the  budget  by  a  certain  date  and  that 
includes  welfare  reform  provisions  and  that  is 
agreed  to  by  Congress  and  the  President  shall 
also  contain  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  a 
strategy  for  reducing  the  rate  of  out-of-wedlock 
births  and  eru:ouraging  family  formation. 

SEC.  421.  SENSE  OF  CONtStESS  ON  FCC  SPEC- 
TRUM AUCTIONS. 

It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that— 

(1)  the  Congressioruil  Budget  Office  has  scored 
revenue  expected  to  be  raisai  from  the  auction 
of  Federal  Communications  Commission  licenses 
for  various  services; 


(2)  for  budget  scoring  purposes.  Congress  has 
assumed  that  such  auctions  would  occur  in  a 
prompt  and  expeditious  manner  and  that  reve- 
nue raised  by  such  auctions  would  fiow  to  the 
Federal  treasury; 

(3)  this  resolution  assumes  that  the  revenue  to 
be  raised  from  auctions  totals  billions  of  dollars: 

(4)  this  resolution  makes  assumptions  that 
services  would  be  auctioned  where  the  Federal 
Conununications  Commission  has  not  yet  con- 
ducted auctions  for  such  services,  such  as  Local 
Multipoint  Distribution  Service  (LMDS),  li- 
censes for  paging  services,  final  broadband  PCS 
licenses,  narrow  band  PCS  licenses,  licenses  for 
unserved  cellular,  and  Digital  Audio  Radio 
(DARS),  and  other  subscription  services,  reve- 
nue from  which  has  been  assumed  in  Congres- 
sional budgetary  calculations  and  in  determin- 
ing the  level  of  the  deficit;  and 

(5)  the  Commission's  service  rules  can  dra- 
matically affect  license  valjies  and  auction  reve- 
nues and  therefore  the  Commission  should  act 
expeditiously  arui  unthout  further  delay  to  con- 
duct auctions  of  licenses  in  a  manner  that  maxi- 
mizes revenue,  irurreases  efficiency,  arui  en- 
hances competition. 

SEC.    422.    SENSE    OF    THE    BOUSE    ON   EMER- 
GENCIES. 

(a)  Findings.— The  House  of  Representatives 
firuts  that: 

(1)  The  Budget  Enforcement  Act  of  1990  ex- 
empted from  the  discretionary  spending  limits 
and  the  Pay-As-You-Go  requirements  for  enti- 
tlement and  tax  legislation  funding  require- 
ments that  are  designated  by  Congress  arui  the 
President  as  an  emergency. 

(2)  Congress  arui  the  President  have  increas- 
ingly misused  the  emergency  designation  by — 

(A)  designating  as  emergencies  funding  re- 
quirements that  are  predictable  and  do  not  pose 
a  threat  to  life,  property,  or  national  security. 

(B)  desigruiting  emergencies  with  the  sole  pur- 
pose of  circumventing  statutory  and  congres- 
sioruil spending  limitations,  arui 

(C)  adding  to  emergency  legislation  controver- 
sial items  that  would  not  otherwise  withstand 
public  scrutiny. 

(b)  SENSE  of  the  HousB.—It  U  the  sense  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  that  in  order  to 
balance  the  Federal  budget  Congress  should 
consider  alternative  approaches  to  budgeting  for 
emergencies,  including  codifying  the  definition 
of  an  emergency,  establishing  contingency  funds 
to  pay  for  emergencies,  and  fully  offsetting  the 
costs  of  emergencies  with  rescissions  of  speruiing 
authority  that  would  have  been  obligated  but 
for  the  rescission. 

SEa  423.  SENSE  (^  THE  SENATE  ON  FUNDING  TO 
ASSIST  YOUTH  AT  RISE. 
(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1)  there  is  an  increasing  prevalence  of  vio- 
lence and  drug  use  among  this  country's  youth; 

(2)  in  recognizing  the  magnitude  of  this  prob- 
lem, the  Federal  Government  must  continue  to 
maximize  efforts  in  addressing  the  increasing 
prevalence  of  violence  and  drug  use  among  this 
country's  youth,  teith  necessary  adherence  to 
budget  guidelines  and  proven  program  effective- 
ness; 

(3)  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  re- 
ports that  between  1985  and  1994,  juvenile  ar- 
rests for  violent  crime  increased  by  75  percent 
iMtionunde; 

(4)  the  United  States  Attorney  General  reports 
that  20  years  ago,  fewer  than  half  our  cities  re- 
ported gang  activity  and  now,  a  generation 
later,  reasoruible  estimates  indicate  that  there 
are  more  than  500,000  gang  members  in  more 
than  16,000  gangs  on  the  streets  of  our  cities  re- 
sulting in  more  than  580,000  gang-related  crimes 
in  1993; 

(5)  the  Justice  Department's  Office  of  Juvenile 
Justice  and  Delinquency  Prevention  reports  that 
in  1994,  law  enforcement  agencies  made  over 


2,700.000  arrests  of  persons  under  age  18.  with 
juveniles  accounting  for  19  percent  of  all  violent 
crime  arrests  across  the  country; 

(6)  the  Congressional  Task  Force  on  National 
Drug  Policy  recently  set  forth  a  series  of  rec- 
ommendatioris  for  strengthening  the  crimirutl 
justice  and  law  enforcement  effort,  including 
domestic  prevention  efforts  reinforcing  the  idea 
that  prevention  begins  at  home; 

(7)  the  Office  of  NatioruH  Drug  Control  Policy 
reports  that  between  1991  arui  1995.  marijuarui 
use  among  8th.  lOth,  arui  12th  graders  has  in- 
ceased  arui  is  continuing  to  spiral  upward; 
and 

(8)  the  Center  for  Substance  Abuse  Prevention 
reports  that  in  1993,  substance  abuse  played  a 
role  in  over  70  percent  of  rapes,  over  60  percent 
of  incidents  of  child  abuse,  arui  almost  60  per- 
cent of  murders  ruitionwide. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  the  function  totals  and  aggre- 
gates underlying  this  concurrent  resolution  on 
the  budget  assume  that — 

(1)  sufficient  furuiing  should  be  provided  to 
programs  of  proven  program  effectiveness  which 
assist  youth  at  risk  to  reduce  illegal  drug  use 
and  the  incidence  of  youth  crime  and  violence; 

(2)  priority  should  be  given  to  determine 
"what  works"  through  scientifically  recognized, 
iruiependent  evaluations  of  existing  programs  to 
maximize  the  Federal  investment  arui  efforts 
should  be  made  to  reform  those  programs  of  no 
proven  benefit; 

(3)  efforts  should  be  rnade  to  ensure  coordina- 
tion and  eliminate  duplication  among  federally 
supported  at-risk  youth  programs;  arui 

(4)  special  efforts  should  be  made  to  increase 
successful  interdiction  of  the  fiow  of  illegal 
drugs  into  the  United  States  and  into  commu- 
nities nationwide. 

SEC.  424.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  LONG-TERM 
TRENDS  IN  BtWGETESTIMAlSS. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that— 

(1)  the  report  accompanying  a  concurrent  res- 
olution on  the  budget  should  include  an  arwdy- 
sis,  prepared  after  consultation  with  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Congressional  Budget  Office,  of  the 
concurrent  resolution's  impact  on  likely  budg- 
etary trends  during  the  next  30  fiscal  years;  arui 

(2)  the  President  should  include  in  his  budget 
each  year,  an  arutlysis  of  the  budget's  impact  on 
revenues  and  outlays  for  entitlements  for  the  pe- 
riod of  30  fiscal  years,  arui  that  the  President 
should  also  include  likely  budgetary  trends  dur- 
ing the  next  30  fiscal  years,  and  that  the  Presi- 
dent should  also  include  generational  account- 
ing information  each  year  in  the  President's 
budget. 

SEC.  42S.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  REPEAL  OF 
THEGASTAJC. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Seruite  finds  that— 

(1)  the  President  originally  proposed  a 
$72,000,000,000  energy  excise  tax  (the  so-called 
BTU  tax)  as  part  of  the  Omnibus  Budget  Rec- 
onciliation Act  of  1993  (OBRA  93)  which  in- 
cluded a  new  tax  on  transportation  fuels; 

(2)  in  response  to  opposition  in  the  Senate  to 
the  BTU  tax,  the  President  arui  Congress  adopt- 
ed instead  a  new  4.3  cents  per  gallon  transpor- 
tation fuels  tax  as  part  of  OBRA  93,  which  rep- 
resented a  30  percent  increase  in  the  existing 
motor  fuels  tax; 

(3)  the  OBRA  93  transportation  fuels  tax  has 
cost  American  motorists  an  estimated 
$14,000,000,000  to  $15,000,000,000  Since  U  went 
into  effect  on  October  1. 1993; 

(4)  the  OBRA  93  transportation  fuels  tax  is  re- 
gressive, creating  a  larger  financial  impact  on 
lower  and  middle  income  motorists  than  on 
upper  income  motorists; 

(5)  the  OBRA  93  transportation  fuels  tax  im- 
poses a  disproportionate  burden  on  rural  citi- 
zens who  do  not  have  access  to  public  transpor- 
tation services,  and  who  must  rely  on  their 
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autcnnobiles  and  drive  long  distances,  to  work, 
to  shop,  and  to  receive  medical  care: 

(6)  the  average  American  faces  a  substantial 
tax  burden,  and  the  increase  of  this  tax  burden 
through  the  OBRA  93  transportation  fuels  tax 
represented  and  continues  to  represent  an  inap- 
propriate and  unwarranted  means  of  reducing 
the  Nation's  budget  deficit: 

(7)  retail  gasoline  prices  in  the  United  States 
have  increased  an  average  of  19  cents  per  gallon 
since  the  beginning  of  the  year  to  the  highest 
level  since  the  Persian  Gulf  War.  and  the  OBRA 
93  transportation  fuels  tax  exacerbates  the  im- 
pact of  this  price  increase  on  consumers: 

(8)  continuation  of  the  OBRA  93  transpor- 
tation fuels  tax  will  exacerbate  the  impact  on 
consumers  of  any  future  gasoline  price  spikes 
that  result  from  market  conditions:  and 

(9)  the  fiscal  year  1997  budget  resolution  will 
assume  a  net  tax  cut  totaling  S122.000.000.000 
over  six  years,  which  exceeds  the  revenue  impact 
of  a  repeal  of  the  OBRA  93  transportation  fuels 
tax,  and  will  establish  a  reserve  fund  which  may 
be  used  to  provide  other  forms  of  tax  relief,  in- 
cluding relief  from  the  OBRA  93  transportation 
fuels  tax,  on  a  deficit  neutral  basis. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— it  u  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  t?ie  revenue  levels  and  proce- 
dures in  this  resolution  provide  that — 

(1)  Congress  and  the  President  should  imme- 
diately approve  legislation  to  repeal  the  4.3 
cents  per  gallon  transportation  fuels  tax  con- 
tained in  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation 
Act  of  1993  through  the  end  of  1996: 

(2)  Congress  and  the  President  should  ap- 
prove, through  the  fiscal  year  1997  budget  proc- 
ess, legislation  to  permanently  repeal  the  4.3 
cents  per  gallon  transportation  fuels  tax  con- 
tained in  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation 
Act  of  1993:  and 

(3)  the  savings  generated  by  the  repeal  of  the 
4.3  cents  per  gallon  transportation  fuels  tax  con- 
tained in  OBRA  93  should  be  fully  passed  on  to 
consumers. 

SEC  4It.  SESSS  or  TBE  SBSAIK  USGASDOfG  THE 
VSE  OP  BVDGETARf  SAVINGS. 

(a)  Findings.— T?ie  Senate  finds  that— 

(1)  in  August  of  1994.  the  Bipartisan  Commis- 
sion on  Entitlement  arui  Tax  Reform  issued  an 
Interim  Report  to  the  President,  which  found 
that,  "To  ensure  that  today's  debt  and  spending 
commitments  do  not  unfairly  burden  America's 
children,  the  Government  must  act  now.  A  bi- 
partisan coalition  of  Congress,  led  by  the  Presi- 
dent, must  resolve  the  long-term  imbalance  be- 
tween  the  Government's  entitlement  promises 
and  the  funds  it  will  have  available  to  pay  for 
them": 

(2)  unless  Congress  and  the  President  act  to- 
gether in  a  bipartisan  way,  overall  Federal 
spending  is  projected  by  the  Commission  to  rise 
from  the  current  level  of  slightly  over  22  percent 
of  the  Gross  Domestic  Product  of  the  United 
States  (hereafter  in  this  section  referred  as 
"GDP")  to  over  37  percent  of  GDP  by  the  year 
2030: 

(3)  the  source  of  that  growth  is  not  domestic 
discretiOTUiry  spending,  which  is  approximately 
the  same  portion  of  GDP  now  as  it  was  in  1969. 
the  last  time  at  which  the  Federal  budget  was  in 
balance: 

(4)  mandatory  spending  was  only  29.6  percent 
of  the  Federal  budget  in  1963,  but  is  estimated  to 
account  for  72  percent  of  the  Federal  budget  in 
the  year  2003: 

(5)  social  security,  medicare  and  medicaid,  to- 
gether xoith  interest  on  the  national  debt,  are 
the  largest  sources  of  the  growth  of  mandatory 
spending; 

(6)  ensuring  the  long-term  future  of  the  social 
security  system  is  essential  to  protecting  the  re- 
tirement security  of  the  American  people: 

(7)  the  Social  Security  Trust  Fund  is  projected 
to  begin  spending  more  t/ian  it  takes  in  by  ap- 
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proximately  the  year  2013,  with  Federal  budget 
deficits  rising  rapidly  thereafter  unless  appro- 
priate policy  changes  are  made: 

(8)  ensuring  the  future  of  medicare  and  medic- 
aid is  essential  to  protecting  access  to  high-qual- 
ity health  care  for  senior  citizens  and  poor 
women  and  children: 

(9)  Federal  health  care  expenses  have  been 
rising  at  double  digit  rates,  and  are  projected  to 
triple  to  11  percent  of  GDP  by  the  year  2030  un- 
less appropriate  policy  changes  are  made:  and 

(10)  due  to  demographic  factors,  Federal 
health  care  expenses  are  projected  to  double  by 
the  year  2030.  even  if  health  care  cost  inflation 
is  restrained  after  1999.  so  that  costs  for  each 
person  of  a  given  age  grow  no  faster  than  the 
economy. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  budget  savings  in  the  manda- 
tory spending  area  should  be  used— 

(1)  to  protect  and  enhance  the  retirement  se- 
curity of  the  American  people  by  ensuring  the 
long-term  future  of  the  social  security  system: 

(2)  to  protect  and  enhance  the  health  care  se- 
curity of  senior  citizens  and  poor  Americans  by 
ensuring  the  long-term  future  of  Medicare  and 
Medicaid:  and 

(3)  to  restore  and  maintain  Federal  budget 
discipline,  to  ensure  that  the  level  of  private  in- 
vestment necessary  for  long-term  economic 
growth  and  prosperity  is  available. 

SBC.  4i7.  SEffSE  OF  TBS  SENATE  REGABDING  TBB 
TRANSFER  OF  EXCESS  GOVERNMENT 
COMPUTERS  TO  PVBUC  SCHOOLS. 

(a)  assumptions.— The  figures  contained  in 
this  resolution  are  based  on  the  following  as- 
sumptions: 

(1)  America's  children  must  obtain  the  nec- 
essary skills  and  tools  needed  to  succeed  in  the 
technologically  advanced  21st  century: 

(2)  Executive  Order  12999  outlines  the  need  to 
make  modem  computer  technology  an  integral 
part  of  every  classroom,  provide  teachers  with 
the  professional  development  they  need  to  use 
new  technologies  effectively,  connect  classrooms 
to  the  National  Information  Infrastructure,  and 
encourage  the  creation  of  excellent  education 
software: 

(3)  rnany  private  corporations  have  donated 
educational  software  to  schools,  which  are  lack- 
ing the  necessary  computer  hardware  to  utilize 
this  eQuipment: 

(4)  current  inventories  of  excess  Federal  Gov- 
ernment computers  are  being  conducted  in  each 
Federal  agency:  and 

(5)  there  is  no  current  communication  being 
made  between  Federal  agencies  with  this  excess 
equipment  and  the  schools  in  need  of  these  com- 
puters. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  the  functional  totals  and  aggre- 
gates in  this  budget  resolution  assume  that  the 
(General  Services  Administration  shotdd  place  a 
high  priority  on  facilitating  direct  transfer  of 
excess  Federal  Government  computers  to  public 
schools  and  community-based  educatioruil  orga- 
nizations. 

SBC.  428.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  FEDERAL  RE- 
IKSATS. 

It  is  the  sense  of  ttie  Senate  that  the  assump- 
tions underlying  the  function  totals  and  aggre- 
gates in  this  resolution  assume  that  all  Federal 
agencies  will  refrain  from  using  Federal  funds 
for  expenses  incurred  during  training  sessions  or 
retreats  off  Federal  property,  unless  Federal 
property  is  not  available. 

SEC  429.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  THE 
ESSENTIAL  AIR  SERVICE  PROGRAM 
OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANS- 
PORTATION. 

(a)  FiNDmas.—The  Senate  finds  that— 
(1)  the  essential  air  service  program  of  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation  under  subchapter  II 
of  chapter  417  of  tiUe  49,  United  States  Code— 


(A)  provides  essential  airline  access  to  isolated 
rural  communities  across  the  United  States: 

(B)  is  necessary  for  the  economic  growth  and 
development  of  rural  communities: 

(C)  connects  small  rural  communities  to  the 
national  air  transportation  system  of  the  United 
States: 

(D)  is  a  critical  component  of  the  national 
transportation  system  of  the  United  States:  and 

(E)  provides  air  service  to  108  communities  in 
30  States:  and 

(2)  the  National  Commission  to  Ensure  a 
Strong  Competitive  Airline  Industry  established 
under  section  204  of  the  Airport  and  Airway 
Safety,  Capacity,  Noise  Improvement,  and  Inter- 
modal  Transportation  Act  of  1992  recommended 
maintaining  the  essential  air  service  program 
with  a  sufficient  level  of  funding  to  continue  to 
provide  air  service  to  small  communities. 

(b)  Sekse  of  the  SE\ATE.—It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  the  essential  air  service  program 
of  the  Department  of  Transportation  under  sub- 
chapter II  of  chapter  417  of  title  49.  United 
States  Code,  should  receive  a  sufficient  level  of 
funding  to  continue  to  provide  air  service  to 
small  rural  communities  that  qualify  for  assist- 
ance under  the  program. 
SEC  4aa  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING 

EQUAL  RETIREMENT  SAVINGS  FOR 

HOMBMAXERS. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that  the  as- 
sumptions of  this  budget  resolution  take  into  ac- 
count that— 

(1)  by  teaching  and  feeding  our  children  and 
caring  for  our  elderly,  American  homemakers 
are  an  important,  vital  part  of  our  society: 

(2)  homemakers  retirement  needs  are  the  same 
as  all  Americans,  and  thus  they  need  every  op- 
portunity to  save  and  invest  for  retirement: 

(3)  because  they  are  living  on  a  single  income, 
homemakers  and  their  spouses  often  have  less 
income  for  savings: 

(4)  iridividual  retirement  accounts  are  pro- 
vided by  Congress  in  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
to  assist  Americans  for  retirement  savings: 

(5)  currently,  individual  retirement  accounts 
permit  workers  other  than  homemakers  to  make 
deductible  contributions  of  t2,000  a  year,  but 
limit  homemakers  to  deductible  contributions  of 
S250  a  year: 

(6)  limiting  homemakers  individual  retirement 
account  contributions  to  an  amount  less  than 
the  contributions  of  other  workers  discriminates 
against  homemakers. 

(b)  SENSE  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  tliat  the  revenue  level  assumed  in 
this  budget  resolution  provides  for  legislation  to 
make  individual  retirement  account  deductible 
contribution  limits  for  homemakers  equal  to  the 
individual  retirement  account  deductible  con- 
tribution limits  for  all  other  American  workers, 
and  that  Congress  and  the  President  should  im- 
mediately approve  such  legislation  in  the  appro- 
priate reconciliation  vehicle. 

SBC  4>i.  SENSE  OF  THE  8BNATB  ON  THE  NA- 
TIONAL   INSTITVTBS    W    HEALTH 
FUNDING      FOU      ANTI-ADDICTION 
DRUGS. 
It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  amounts  ap- 
propriated for  ttie  National  Institutes  of  Health 
should  provide  funding  for  additional  research 
on  an  anti-addiction  drug  to  block  the  craving 
for  illicit  addictive  substances. 
SEC  432.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  THE 
EXTENSION  OF  THE  EMPLOTER  EDU- 
CATION    ASSISTANCE     EXCLUSION 
UNDER  SECTION  127  OF  THE  INTER- 
NAL REVENUE  CODE  OF  1986. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that— 
(1)  since  1978,  over  7,000,000  American  workers 
have  benefited  from  the  employer  education  as- 
sistance exclusion  under  section  127  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1986  by  being  able  to  im- 
prove their  education  and  acquire  new  skills 
without  having  to  pay  taxes  on  the  benefit: 
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(2)  American  companies  have  benefited  by  im- 
proving the  education  and  skills  of  their  em- 
ployees who  in  turn  can  contribute  more  to  their 
company: 

(3)  the  American  economy  becomes  more  glob- 
ally competitive  because  an  educated  workforce 
is  able  to  produce  more  and  to  adapt  more  rap- 
idly to  changing  technologies: 

(4)  American  companies  are  experiencing  un- 
precedented global  competition  and  the  value 
and  necessity  of  life-long  education  for  their  em- 
ployees has  increased: 

(5)  the  employer  education  assistance  exclu- 
sion was  first  enacted  in  1978: 

(6)  the  exclusion  has  been  extended  7  previous 
times: 

(7)  the  last  extension  expired  December  31. 
1994:  and 

(8)  the  exclusion  has  received  broad  bipartisan 
support. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— it  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  the  revenue  level  assumed  in  the 
Budget  Resolution  accommodate  an  extension  of 
the  employer  education  assistance  exclusion 
under  section  127  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1986  from  January  1.  1995.  through  December 
31, 1996. 

SBC.  433.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  THE 
ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  ADMINIS- 
TRATION PLACING  HIGH  PRIORITY 
ON  MAINTAINING  FIELD-BASED  ECO- 
NOMIC DEVELOPMENT  RBPRBSENTA- 
TTVES. 

(a)  FlNDlNGS.-The  Senate  makes  the  follow- 
ing findings: 

(1)  The  Economic  Development  Administration 
plays  a  crucial  role  in  helping  economically  dis- 
advantaged regions  of  the  United  States  develop 
infrastructure  that  supports  and  promotes 
greater  economic  activity  and  growth,  particu- 
larly in  nonurban  regions. 

(2)  The  Economic  Development  Administration 
helps  to  promote  industrial  park  development, 
business  incubators,  uiater  and  sewer  system  im- 
provements, vocational  and  technical  training 
facilities,  tourism  development  strategies,  tech- 
nical assistance  and  capacity  building  for  local 
governments,  economic  adjustment  strategies, 
revolving  loan  funds,  and  other  projects  which 
the  private  sector  has  not  generated  or  will  not 
generate  without  some  assistance  from  the  Gov- 
ernment through  the  Economic  Development  Ad- 
ministration. 

(3)  The  Economic  Development  Administration 
maintains  6  regional  offices  which  oversee  staff 
that  are  designated  field-based  representatives 
of  the  Economic  Development  Acbmnistration, 
and  these  field-based  representatives  provide 
valuable  expertise  and  counseling  on  economic 
planning  and  development  to  nonurban  commu- 
nities. 

(4)  The  Economic  Development  Administration 
Regional  Centers  are  located  in  the  urban  areas 
of  Austin,  Seattle,  Denver,  Atlanta,  Philadel- 
phia, and  Chicago. 

(5)  Because  of  a  37-percent  reduction  in  ap- 
proved funding  for  salaries  and  expenses  from 
fisccd  year  1995.  tfie  Economic  Development  Ad- 
ministration has  initiated  staff  reductions  re- 
quiring the  elimination  of  8  field-based  posi- 
tions. The  field-based  economic  development 
representative  positions  that  are  either  being 
eliminated  or  iwt  replaced  after  voluntary  re- 
tirement and  which  currently  interact  with  non- 
urban  communities  on  economic  development  ef- 
forts cover  the  States  of  New  Mexico.  Arizona. 
Nevada,  North  Dakota.  Oklahoma.  Illinois,  In- 
diana, Maine.  Connecticut.  Rhode  Island,  and 
North  Carolina. 

(6)  These  staff  cutbacks  will  adversely  affect 
States  with  very  low  per-capita  personal  income, 
including  New  Mexico  which  ranks  47th  in  the 
Nation  in  per-capita  personal  income.  Okla- 
homa ranking  46th.  North  Dakota  ranking  42nd. 
Arizona  ranking  3Sth.  Maine  ranking  34th,  and 
North  Carolirui  ranking  33rd. 


(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that  the  functional  totals  and  aggre- 
gates underlying  this  budget  resolution  assume 
that— 

(1)  it  is  regrettable  that  the  Economic  Develop- 
ment Administration  has  elected  to  reduce  field- 
based  economic  development  represen'jatives 
who  are  fulfilling  the  Economic  Development 
Administration 's  mission  of  interacting  tnth  and 
counseling  nonurban  communities  in  economi- 
cally disadvantaged  regions  of  the  United 
States: 

(2)  the  Economic  Development  Administration 
should  take  all  necessary  and  appropriate  ac- 
tions to  ensure  that  field-based  economic  devel- 
opment representation  receives  high  priority: 
and 

(3)  the  Economic  Development  Administration 
should  reconsider  the  planned  termiruition  of 
field-based  economic  development  representa- 
tives responsible  for  States  that  are  economically 
disadvantaged,  and  that  this  reconsideration 
take  place  without  delay. 

SEC.  434.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ONUHEAP. 

(a)  FINDINGS— The  Senate  finds  that: 

(1)  Home  energy  assistance  for  working  and 
low-income  families  vrith  children,  the  elderly 
on  fixed  incomes,  the  disabled,  and  others  who 
need  such  aid  is  a  critical  part  of  the  social  safe- 
ty net  in  cold-weather  areas  during  the  winter, 
and  a  source  of  necessary  cooling  aid  during  the 
summer: 

(2)  LIHEAP  is  a  highly  targeted,  cost-effective 
way  to  help  millions  of  lovyincome  Americans 
pay  their  home  energy  bills.  More  than  two- 
thirds  of  LIHEAP-eligible  households  have  an- 
nual incomes  of  less  than  S8.000.  more  than  one- 
half  have  annual  incomes  below  $6,000:  and 

(3)  LIHEAP  funding  has  been  substantially 
reduced  in  recent  years,  and  cannot  sustain  fur- 
ther spending  cuts  if  the  program  is  to  remain  a 
viable  means  of  meeting  the  home  heating  and 
other  energy-related  needs  of  low-income  fami- 
lies, especially  those  in  cold-weather  States. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— The  assumptions 
underlying  this  budget  resolution  assume  that  it 
is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  funds  made 
available  for  LIHEAP  for  fiscal  year  1997  will  be 
not  less  than  the  actual  expenditures  made  for 
LIHEAP  in  fiscal  year  1996. 

SEC    435.    SENSE   OF   THE   SENATE   ON  DAVIS- 
BACON. 

Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  this  resolu- 
tion, it  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  provi- 
sions in  this  resolution  do  not  assume  the  repeal 
but  rather  reform  of  the  Davis-Bacon  Act. 
SEC  43S.  SENSE  OF  TBB  SENATE  ON  REIMBURSE- 
MBNT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  FOR 
OnXATIONS      SOUTHERN     WATCH 
AND  MU/VWB  COMFORT. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that— 

(1)  as  of  May  1996.  the  United  States  has 
spent  S2, 937, 000. 000  of  United  States  taxpayer 
funds  since  the  conclusion  of  the  Gulf  War  in 
1991  for  the  singular  purpose  of  protecting  the 
Kurdish  and  Shiite  population  from  Iraqi  ag- 
gression: 

(2)  the  President's  defense  budget  request  for 
1997  includes  an  additional  X590.100.000  for  Op- 
erations Southern  Watch  and  Provide  Comfort, 
both  of  which  are  designed  to  restrict  Iraqi  mili- 
tary aggression  against  the  Kurdish  and  Shiite 
people  of  Iraq: 

(3)  costs  for  these  military  operations  con- 
stitute part  of  the  continued  bildget  deficit  of 
the  United  States:  and 

(4)  United  Nations  Security  Council  Resolu- 
tion 986  (1995)  (referred  to  as  "SCR  986")  would 
allow  Iraq  to  sell  up  to  SI, 000. 000. 000  in  petro- 
leum and  petroleum  products  every  90  days,  for 
an  initial  period  of  180  days. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Seruite  that  the  assumptions  underlying  the 
function  totals  and  aggregates  in  this  resolution 
assume  that— 


(1)  the  President  should  instruct  the  United 
States  Permanent  Representative  to  the  United 
Nations  to  ensure  any  subsequent  extension  of 
authority  beyond  the  180  days  originally  pro- 
vided by  SCR  986  specifically  rnandates  arui  au- 
thorizes the  reimbursement  of  the  United  States 
for  costs  associated  with  Operations  Southern 
Watch  and  Provide  Comfort  out  of  revenues 
generated  by  any  sale  of  petroleum  or  petro- 
leum-related products  originating  from  Iraq: 

(2)  in  the  event  that  the  United  States  Perma- 
nent Representative  to  the  United  Nations  fails 
to  modify  the  terms  of  any  subsequent  resolution 
extending  the  authority  granted  by  SCR  986  as 
called  for  in  paragraph  (1).  the  President  should 
reject  any  United  Nations'  action  or  resolution 
seeking  to  extend  the  terms  of  the  oil  sale  be- 
yond the  180  days  authorized  by  SCR  986: 

(3)  the  President  should  take  the  necessary 
steps  to  ensure  that— 

(A)  any  effort  by  the  United  Nations  to  tempo- 
rarily lift  the  trade  embargo  for  humanitarian 
purposes,  specifically  the  sale  of  petroleum  or 
petroleum  products,  restricts  all  revenues  from 
such  sale  from  being  diverted  to  benefit  the  Iraqi 
military:  and 

(B)  the  temporary  lifting  of  the  trade  embargo 
does  not  encourage  other  countries  to  take  steps 
to  begin  promoting  commercial  relations  unth 
the  Iraqi  military  in  expectation  that  sanctions 
will  be  permanently  lifted:  and 

(4)  revenues  reimbursed  to  the  United  States 
from  the  oil  sale  authorized  by  SCR  986.  or  any 
subsequent  action  or  resolution,  should  be  used 
to  reduce  the  Federal  budget  deficit. 

SEC  437.  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  SOLVENCY 
OF  THE  MSmCAME  TRUST  FUND. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  finds  that  repeal  of 
certain  provisions  from  the  Omnibus  Budget 
Reconciliation  Act  of  1993  would  move  the  insol- 
vency date  of  the  HI  (Medicare)  Trust  Fund  for- 
ward by  a  full  year. 

(b)  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE.— It  is  the  Sense  of 
the  Senate  that  no  provisions  in  this  budget  res- 
olution should  worsen  the  solvency  of  the  Medi- 
care Trust  Fund. 

SEC  438.  SENSE  <»  THE  SENATE  ON  THE  PRESI- 
DENTIAL ELECTION  CAMPAIGN 
FUND. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Seruite  that  the  assump- 
tions underlying  the  functional  totals  in  this 
resolution  assume  that  when  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee meets  its  outlay  and  revenue  obligations 
under  this  resolution  the  committee  should  not 
make  any  changes  in  the  Presidential  Election 
Campaign  Fund  or  its  funding  mechanism  and 
should  meet  its  revenue  and  outlay  targets 
through  other  programs  within  its  jurisdiction. 

SBC  439.  SENSE  (V  TBB  SENATE  REG/^UMNG  TBB 
FUNDING  OF  AMHUkK. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Seruite  finds  that— 

(1)  a  capital  funding  stream  u  essential  to  the 
ability  of  the  National  Rail  Passenger  Corpora- 
tion ("Amtrak")  to  reduce  its  dependence  on 
Federal  operating  support:  and 

(2)  Amtrak  needs  a  secure  source  of  financing, 
no  less  favorable  than  provided  to  other  modes 
of  transportation,  for  capital  improvements. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense  of 
the  Senate  that— 

(1)  revenues  attributable  to  one-half  cent  per 
gallon  of  the  excise  taxes  imposed  on  gasoline, 
special  motor  fuel,  and  diesel  fuel  from  the  Mass 
"Transit  Account  should  be  dedicated  to  a  new 
Intercity  Passenger  Rail  Trust  Fund  during  the 
period  January  I.  1997,  through  September  30. 
2001: 

(2)  revenues  would  not  be  deposited  in  the 
Intercity  Passenger  Rail  Trust  Fund  during  any 
fiscal  year  to  the  extent  that  the  deposit  is  esti- 
mated to  result  in  available  revenues  in  the 
Mass  Transit  Account  being  insufficient  to  sat- 
isfy that  year's  estimated  appropriation  levels: 

(3)  monies  in  the  Intercity  Passenger  Rail 
TYust  Fund  should  be  generally  available  to 
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fund,  on  a  reimbuTsement  basis,  capital  expendi- 
tures incurred  by  Amtrak; 

(4)  amounts  to  fund  capital  expenditures  re- 
lated to  rail  operations  should  be  set  aside  for 
each  State  that  has  not  had  Amtrak  service  in 
such  State  for  the  preceding  year;  and 

(5)  funding  provided  by  the  Intercity  Pas- 
senger Rail  Trust  Fund  shall  be  made  available 
subject  to  appropriations  and  shall  not  increase 
mandatory  spending. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
From  the  Committee  on  the  Budget,  for  con- 
sideration of  the  House  concurrent  resolu- 
tion and  the  Senate  amendment,  and  modl- 
flcatlons  committed  to  conference: 
JOHK  Kasich. 
Dave  Hobson, 
Bob  Walker, 
Jim  Kolbe, 
Christopher  Shays, 
Wally  Herger. 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Pete  V.  Domenici. 
Chuck  Grassley, 
Don  Nickles, 
Phil  Gramm, 
Christopher  S.  Bond, 
Slade  Gorton, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
JOINT  EXPLANATORY  STATEMENT  OF 

THE  COMMTITEE  OF  CONFERENCE 
The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
and  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the  dis- 
agreeing votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  concurrent 
resolution  (House  Concurrent  Resolution 
178),  setting  forth  the  congressional  budget 
for  the  United  States  for  fiscal  years  1997, 


1998,  1999,  2000.  2001,  and  2002,  submit  the  fol- 
lowing joint  statement  to  the  House  and  the 
Senate  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  ac- 
tion agreed  upon  by  the  managers  and  rec- 
ommend in  the  accompanying  conference  re- 
port: 

The  Senate  amendment  struclc  out  all  of 
the  House  resolution  after  the  resolving 
clause  and  inserted  a  substitute  text. 

The  House  recedes  from  its  disagreement 
to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  with  an 
amendment  which  is  a  substitute  for  the 
House  resolution  and  the  Senate  amend- 
ment. 

EXPLANATION  OF  THE  CONFERENCE 

AGREEMENT 

Principal  Components  of  the  Conference 

Agreement 

The  conference  agreement  on  the  budget 
resolution  for  fiscal  year  1997  achieves  a  bal- 
anced Federal  budget  by  2002.  It  calls  for  tax 
relief  of  $122.4  billion  over  6  years,  prin- 
cipally through  a  $500-per-chlld  middle-class 
tax  credit.  It  reconmiends  comprehensive  re- 
form of  the  Nation's  failed  welfare  system, 
slowing  the  growth  of  Federal  welfare  spend- 
ing by  $53  billion  over  6  years,  and  restrain- 
ing the  increase  in  Federal  Medicaid  spend- 
ing by  $72  billion  over  6  years. 

The  agreement  also  endorses  comprehen- 
sive reform  of  the  Medicare  program  for  the 
Nation's  seniors  and  disabled  beneficiaries. 
Under  the  plan  assumed  in  the  conference 
agreement,  the  solvency  of  the  Medicare 
Part  A  [hospital  insurance]  trust  fund  would 
be  extended  10  years.  Total  Medicare  spend- 
ing would  Increase  an  average  of  6.2  percent 
a  year,  with  a  6-year  spending  total  of  $1,479 
trillion.  Spending  per  beneficiary  would  In- 


crease, on  average,  from  $5,200  in  1996  to 
$7,000  In  2002.  These  spending  levels  assume 
no  increases  in  beneficiary  copayments  or 
deductibles. 

The  conference  agreement  also  reflects 
House  and  Senate  emphasis  on  funding  na- 
tional priorities  such  as  strengthening  na- 
tional security,  enhancing  benefits  for  the 
Nation's  veterans,  boosting  law  enforcement 
and  crime  prevention,  improving  education, 
protecting  the  environment  and  the  Nation's 
parks,  advancing  basic  research  to  create 
new  knowledge,  and  transitioning  agri- 
culture to  a  more  market-oriented  system. 

Displays  and  Amounts 

The  contents  of  concurrent  budget  resolu- 
tions are  set  forth  in  section  301(a)  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974. 

House  Resolution.  The  House  budget  resolu- 
tion includes  all  of  the  Items  required  as 
part  of  a  concurrent  budget  resolution  under 
section  301(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  other  than  the  spending  and  revenue  lev- 
els for  Social  Security  (which  is  used  to  en- 
force a  point  of  order  applicable  only  in  the 
Senate). 

Senate  Amendment.  The  Senate  amendment 
includes  all  of  the  items  required  under  sec- 
tion 301(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act. 
As  permitted  under  section  301(b)  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act,  section  102  of  the 
Senate  amendment  includes  amounts  of  the 
increase  in  the  public  debt  subject  to  limita- 
tion. Section  101(l)(c)  of  the  Senate  amend- 
ment also  Includes  the  total  amount  of  reve- 
nues from  pajrroll  taxes  for  Medicare  Part  A. 

Conference  Agreement.  The  House  recedes  to 
the  Senate  amendment. 


AGGREGATES  AND  FUNCTION  LEVELS 


HOUSE  RESOLUTION 

[bi  millnas  of  MUrsl 


Focil  yejr- 


1997 


1998 


1999 


2000 


2001 


2002 


1997-2002 


Total  Soendmi: 
On-budtel . 

W-budiet 


Total 


BA. 
0_ 
BA  . 
0  „ 


On-6iidfel . 

Tow  __ 

Dtficit/Siirplus: 
On-Miet  . 
0ff-bii4tet  . 


Total 

05O:  Rataoal  Detcna 

150:  Nitonatiaiial  Aflairs 

250:  Gcmral  Scmct.  Space,  and  Tedinotoo 

270:EnaD 

300:  natural  Rcjounxs  and  Ermroflment 

350:  Ainculturt 


370:  Conmwice  and  Housing  Cndit 
On-MNfM .......... 


OK-badfM 
Total  ..._ 


BA  ... 
0_. 

BA..- 
0  — 

BA_ 
0_ 

BA- 
0-_ 

BA„ 
0  — 

BA_ 

0_ 

BA... 
0-... 
BA.... 
0  .„-. 

BA_ 
0™ 


liUiU  US7.208  1J8«J38  1.428J97  1.450.450  1.497.756  8.431433 

1J0S.921  1J50.905  U79.428  1.413.490  1.428J09  1.463.504  8J43057 

318.579  335.264  347.616  358J61  376.514  388.716  2.124.950 

311.138  324.587  334i39  348.791  365.011  378374  2.062.640 


BA_.. 
0_.. 

1.629  J63 
1.618.059 

1.692.472 
1.675.492 

1.733.954 
1.713.667 

1.786.658 
1.762.281 

1.826.964 
1.793«0 

1J86,472 
1J42378 

10.556383 
10.405.697 

1.085.197 
385.176 

1.130.260 
402.448 

1.176.070 
423.586 

Ii29.5fl0 
445i68 

li88,832 
465321 

1J58.053 
487.510 

7i67.912 
2.609309 

1.470.373 

1.532.708 

1.599.656 

1,674.768 

1.754.153 

1M5.563 

9577.221 

221.724 
-74.038 

220.645 
-77J61 

203J58 
-89J47 

183.990 
-96.477 

139.977 
-  lOOJlO 

105.451 
-108.636 

1.075.145 
-546.669 

147.686 

142.784 

114.011 

87.513 

39.667 

-3.185 

528.476 

267.183 
264^6 

13.732 
14.963 

16.537 
16.697 

2380 
2.729 

20.529 
21322 

11.840 
10i38 

7.838 

-2319 

1.119 

720 


268.958 
263.618 

11.551 
13.484 

16.428 
16.494 

2.441 
2.078 

18.902 
19.654 

11.750 
9J55 

9.464 
5.752 
4.724 
1.581 


271.677 
267.049 

10.576 
12.467 

16313 
16724 

2.034 
1327 

19.713 
20.409 

11367 
9.483 

10.476 

6.043 

3.627 

-1.666 


274.377 

270.841 

11089 
11.025 

16.159 
16.111 

1.697 
815 

18399 
18.950 

10.714 
8.843 

12.448 

7320 

402 

-479 


277.121 
270.025 

10J90 
10.584 

15.934 
15.943 

1.782 
740 

18.994 
19.205 

9.497 
7.730 

11768 
7.283 
3394 
1.112 


280.101 
270.122 

11.009 
10781 

15.602 
15.673 

1.430 
231 

18.860 
18.910 

8.964 
7.181 

11.598 

7718 

0 

0 


1.639.417 
1.606.501 

68J47 
72.804 

96.973 
97.142 

11.764 
7.920 

115397 
118.450 

64.132 
53.330 

63.092 

31797 

13.266 

1768 


8.957 
-1.599 


14.188 
7333 


14.103 
4377 


12i50 
6.841 


14.662 
8395 


11.598 
7718 


76358 
32.565 
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fiscal  lai— 


1997 


1998 


1999 


2000 


2001 


2002 


1997-2002 


400:  Transportation 

450:  Community  and  Ret'onal  Development 

500:  Education.  Training.  Employment  and  Social  Services 

550:  Health 

570:  Medicare 

600:  Income  Secunty 


650:  Social  Seconty 
On-budget  


OH-tHidget  . 


Total 


700:  Veterans  Benefits  and  Services 
750:  Administration  of  Justice 
800:  General  Government 


900:  Net  Interest 

Oti-Budget 


Off-budget 


Total 


920:  Alloarancts 


950:  Offsetting  Receipts 
On-6udgef  


Olf-budget  . 
Total  


BA. 
0_. 

BA. 
0... 

BA. 
0.. 

BA. 
0_ 

BA. 
0... 

BA. 

C 

BA. 
BA. 
BA. 
0  ._. 

BA. 

0  ... 

BA.. 
0._ 

BA. 

0_. 

BA.. 
0... 

BA.. 
0... 
BA.. 
0_ 

BA.. 
0_ 

BA. 

0._ 

BA. 
0... 
BA  . 
0_ 
BA. 
0_ 


41.737 
39.007 

6.672 
10.149 

46.965 

49i04 

129.918 
130776 

193.165 
191.481 

2S.6I2 
240.107 

7.812 

10343 

364i38 

357.596 


43.541 
37.635 

6.605 
8.640 

47.416 
48.112 

137.726 
138.064 

207.183 
205.458 

241754 
244.185 

8.476 

11713 
382.465 

374.93! 


43.961 
36.111 

6.559 
7i20 

48.046 
47317 

144.995 
145.168 

217750 
214.978 

lUStr 
251.716 

9719 

11.922 

401721 

393.137 


44.103 
35736 

6.595 
7.040 

a.696 
48709 

152.961 
152J90 

229309 
227^60 

262.510 
263.060 

9.979 

12.662 

421.027 

412.438 


44.531 
34.526 

6743 
6.655 

49.410 
48.704 

161.114 
160.789 

241.641 
239307 

262760 
265771 

10.775 

13.458 

442332 

433311 


45.045 
34.042 

6.153 
6.161 

50.092 
49335 

167.926 
167  476 

255.121 
252.720 

281.100 
2n713 

11.607 

14790 

465.007 

455.165 


262.918 
216,557 

38327 
46.465 

290.625 
291.681 

894.640 
894363 

1343.669 
1332.104 

1324.578 
1.541352 

57368 

74.088 

2.476390 

2.426378 


372.450 
368.139 

39.117 
39.654 

22.125 
19330 

11372 

11.747 

282.653 
282.653 
-40355 
-40355 


390.94! 
386.144 

38.458 

39321 

22302 

21.162 

13314 
13.640 

288.947 
288.947 
-44.900 
-44.900 


410,440 
405.059 

37.712 
38363 

23.186 
22741 

12.592 
12,928 

292,607 
292.607 
-49,690 
-49,690 


431.006 
425.100 

37.713 
39.427 

23735 
22.944 

12.987 
13364 

294,004 
294,004 
-54379 
-54.979 


453307 
446.769 

38302 
36382 

20.746 
20.704 

12349 
12.454 

298.041 
298.041 
-60.722 
-60,722 


476314 
469.455 

39.713 
39312 

20.740 
20.700 

13320 
12321 

302.443 
302.443 
-66364 
-64364 


2334.758 
2300366 

230.715 
233759 

132334 
127.681 

75334 
76.454 

1.758.695 
1J58395 
-317.710 
-317.710 


242,098 
242.098 

2.671 
-1.032 

-45374 
-45374 
-6.623 
-6.623 
-52.197 
-52.197 


244,047 
2U.a47 

-1334 
-833 

-35374 
-35374 
-7.025 
-7.025 
-42399 
-42399 


242.917 
242317 

-2.025 

-183 

-34.762 
-34.762 
-7.542 
-7.542 
-42304 
-42304 


239,025 
239.025 

-2.038 
-271 

-36.540 
-36340 
-8.189 
-8,189 
-a,729 
-44,729 


237319 
237319 

-2.026 
-1.770 

-38322 
-38322 

-8.690 
-8.690 
-47312 
-47312 


235.579 
235.579 

-2.182 
-2.139 

-40316 
-40386 
-9.427 
-9.427 
-50313 
-50313 


1.440385 

1.440.985 

-7334 
-6728 

-231358 
-231358 
-47.496 
-47.496 
-278354 
-2783S4 


SENATE  AMENDMENT 

[In  billons  of  dollars] 


Fiscal  yur- 


1997 


1998 


1999 


2000 


2001 


2002 


1997-2002 


Total  Spending: 
On-budget  . 

Ofl-budget 
loUl  „._ 


BA, 
0_ 
BA. 
0  .- 


13213 

1317.1 

3183 

311.1 


13603 

1352.7 

3353 

324.5 


13913 

13813 

347.6 

3347 


1.434.7 

1.4163 

3587 

348.7 


1.455.7 

1.434.7 

3763 

3653 


1.499.1  8463.6 

1.467.4  8370.1 

3(8.7  2.1243 

3783  2362.4 


Revenues: 

On-budget  . 
Off-budget 

ToUl  ..._ 

Oefcit/Sorplus: 
Or^budget  . 
Otf-b«idget  . 


Total  . 


BA... 
0  ._ 

1.640.1 
1.628.2 

1.6967 
13777 

1.7397 
1,7153 

1.7923 

1,7653 

13327 

1.799  7 

1J873 
13463 

103(8.4 
104323 

1.086.2 
3853 

1.1293 
4023 

1.176! 
423.4 

17293 
«5,1 

17893 
4657 

13H.1 
4873 

77703 
23083 

1.4717 

13327 

:.5995 

1375-0 

1.7543 

1346.4 

9379.1 

230.9 
-733 

2223 
-773 

2053 
-897 

186,7 
-96.4 

145.1 
-1007 

10(3 
-108.4 

13993 
-5453 

1573 

145.0 

1163 

903 

443 

-0.1 

5534 

O50:  National  Defense 

150:  kitenutunal  Affairs 

250:  General  Science.  Space,  and  leclinology 

270:  Energy 

300:  Natural  Resources  and  Environment 

350:  Agriculture 


370:  Commerce  and  Housing  Credit 
On-budget _ 


BA_. 

o._. 

2653 
263.7 

267.1 
262.1 

2693 
265.1 

2713 
268.6 

2747 
2673 

2763 
2677 

1325.1 
13947 

8A_. 
0_ 

147 
14.9 

12.7 
133 

113 
123 

123 
11.4 

12.4 
lli 

12.7 
113 

7U 

BA„ 
0  — 

16.7 
163 

16.1 
163 

157 
153 

15.4 
153 

153 
153 

153 
153 

943 
«3 

BA_ 

0_. 

37 

3.1 

23 
27 

23 
13 

23 
13 

27 
13 

U 

12 

lU 
113 

BA_ 
0_ 

203 
213 

20.0 
203 

193 
20.6 

193 
20.1 

19.4 
193 

193 

19.4 

1114 
122.1 

BA- 
0_ 

123 

113 

123 
103 

127 
103 

113 
9.7 

103 
87 

103 
14 

(93 

S(.7 

BA. 


9.6 


103 


12.6 


11.4 


117 


UJS 
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[In  billiotis  of  dollars] 

f 

Fiscal  year — 

1997-2002 

1997 

1998 

1999            2000 

2001 

2002 

Wt-tudjet 

Total  .- 

400:  Transportation 

450:  Conimiinit)  and  Refional  Development 

500:  Edwition.  Trainmi.  Employnient  and  Social  Services 

550:  Health 

570:  Medicaic 

600:  Income  Secunty 


650:  Social  Seconty 
On-budget  


0  ... 
BA. 
0... 

BA. 
0.. 

BA. 
0-. 

BA. 
0.- 

BA. 
0.. 

BA. 
0... 

BA. 
0.. 

BA. 
0... 


-2.4 
1.1 
0.7 


5.7 
4.7 

1.5 


6.1 

3.6 

-1.7 


7.5 

0.4 
-0.5 


7.4 
3.4 
1.1 


7.4 

0 
0 


on-biidfet 


Total 


700:  Veterans  Benefits  and  Sennets 
750:  Mministration  of  Justice 
800:  General  Govtmmait 


900:  Net  Merest 
On-Pud|et- 


BA. 
0  .. 
BA. 
0  ... 

BA. 
0... 

BA. 
0.. 

BA. 

0„. 

BA. 
0... 


9.2 
-1.7 

42.6 
39.3 

9.9 
10.8 

51.4 
51.5 

132.4 
132.4 

191.8 

190.1 

232.4 
240.3 

7.8 

10.5 

364.6 

357.6 


14J 
11 

43.3 

37.0 

6.7 

9.5 

49.0 
48.9 

137.4 
137.8 

205.3 
203.5 

241.9 
245i 

8.5 

11.2 

382.5 

374.9 


14.2 
4.4 

43.8 
35.6 

6.7 
8.6 

50.2 
49.4 

IM.O 

144.1 

216.0 
213.7 

246.5 
253.0 

9.2 

11.9 

401.2 

393.1 


13.0 
7.0 

43.5 
34.1 

6.7 
7.7 

51.0 
50i 

152.8 

152.7 

228.5 
226.7 

264.6 
264.5 

10.0 

12.7 

421.0 

412.4 


14.8 
8.5 

43.7 
33.7 

6.7 
7.2 

51.8 
50.9 

160.3 
159.9 

241.1 
239J 

264.1 
268.5 

10.8 

13.5 

442.5 

433.3 


11.7 
7.4 

44.0 
33.2 

6.6 
6.7 

52.6 
51.7 

167.2 
166.7 

253.5 
251.1 

282.8 
281.1 

11.6 

14.3 

465.0 

455.2 


372.4 
368.1 

39.0 
39.5 

21.7 
20.6 

13.8 
13.7 


Off-biid|et  . 


Total 


920:  Alknnncts 


950:  Offsetbni  Receipts 
On-bad|et  


Off-bud|et 


BA  .._  282.7 

0  _...  282.7 

BA ....  -40.6 

0 -40.6 

BA ....  242.1 

0  _..  242.1 

BA  ...  - 1.6 

0  ......  0.8 

BA  -..  -43.7 

0  ......  -43.7 

BA  ....  -6.6 

0  -....  -6.6 


391.0 
386.1 

38.6 
39.3 

22J 
21.6 

13.6 
13.6 

289.3 
289J 
-44.9 
-44.9 


410.4 
405.0 

38.7 
39J 

23.3 
22.4 

13J 
13J 

293.1 
293.1 
-49.7 
-49.7 


431.0 
425.1 

38.7 
40.4 

23.3 
23.0 

137 

13.1 

294.6 
294.6 

-55.0 
-55.0 


453.3 
446.8 

38.8 
37.7 

19.9 
19.8 

133 
13.2 

298.8 
298.8 
-607 
-60.7 


47S.6 
469.5 

39.0 
39.3 

19.9 
19.8 

13.5 
13J 

303.4 
303.4 
-66.9 
-66.9 


244.4 
244.4 

-07 
0.1 

-35.7 

-35.7 

-7.0 

-7  0 


243.4 
2434 

-0.4 
-OJ 

-349 

-34.9 
-7.5 
-7  5 


239.6 
239.6 

-0.8 
-0.8 

-36.7 

-36.7 

-87 

-87 


238.1 
238.1 

-17 
-1.1 

-38.5 

-38.5 

-8.7 

-8.7 


236.5 
236.5 

-3.7 
-3.7 

-40.1 

-40.1 

-9.4 

-9.4 


31.7 
137 

1.1 


777 
32.8 

260.9 
212.9 

43.3 

50.5 

306.0 
302.6 

894.1 
893.6 

13367 
1.324.4 

1.532.3 
1.5526 

57.9 

74.1 

2.476.8 

2.426.5 


2.5347 
2.500.6 

232.8 
235.5 

130.4 
1277 

80.7 
807 

1.761.9 
1.761.9 
-317.8 
-317.8 


1.444.1 
1.444.1 

-7.9 
-5.0 

-229.6 
-229.6 
-47.4 
-47.4 


Total   

_ BA.... 

0 

-503 
-503 

-42.7 
-42.7 

-42.4           -44.9 
-42.4           -44.9 

-477 
-477 

-49.5 
-49.5 

-277.0 
-277.0 

CONFERENCE  AGREEMENT— TOTALS 

[In  millions  of  dollaisl 

- 

Fiscal  yur— 

6-^ar 

1997 

1998 

1999            2000 

2001 

2002 

total 

Total  Soeoding: 
On-bud|et .. 

Off-budpt 
loUl  __ 


BA. 
0  .. 
BA. 
0  ... 

BA. 
0  ... 


1314.760 

1311.011 

318.579 

311.138 


1362.075 

1354.668 

335.264 

324.587 


1392.403  1.433371 

1383J72  1.416.493 

347.616  358.261 

334739  348.791 


1.453.873 

1.432.423 

376.514 

365.011 


1.496.063 

1.462.900 

388.716 

378.874 


Revcws: 

On-bud|et  . 
Off-bvdiet 


ToUl 


>ficit/Surplus: 
On-budiet .. 
Otf-bud(et 

Total  _.... 


050:  Natmul  Defense 

150:  International  Affairs 

250:  Science.  Space,  and  Technoloo 

270:  Enerty 


8.452.545 
8.361367 
2.124.950 
2.062.640 


1.633339 
1.622.149 

1.697.339 
1.679.255 

1.740,019 
1.718.111 

1.791.632 
1.765.284 

1.830387 
1.797.434 

1.884.779 
1*41.774 

10.577.495 
10.424.007 

1.083.728 

385.010 

1.130.269 
402.282 

1.177.467 
423.420 

1.231.178 
445.102 

1.290.661 
465.155 

1359.046 
487.344 

7772.349 
2.608313 

1.468.738 

1.532i51 

1.600«7 

1.676.280 

1.755J16 

1W.390 

9.880.662 

227.283 
-73.872 

224.399 
-77.695 

206.405 
-89.181 

185315 
-96311 

141.762 
-100.144 

103.854 
- 108.470 

153.411 

146.704 

117724 

89.004 

41.618 

-4.616 

BA... 

o.._. 

265.583 
264,146 

268.198 
263,016 

270,797 
266789 

273.337 
269.961 

275.961 
269.025 

278.821 
268.962 

1.632,697 
1.601.401 

BA... 
0  ._... 

14.308 
15.201 

12.120 
13,519 

11,095 
12,520 

11.556 
11735 

11.664 
11,022 

11.864 
10,896 

72.607 
74393 

BA.... 
0  ..... 

16.788 
16.865 

16,249 
16,421 

16,012 
16,053 

15.775 
15i05 

15,700 
15.717 

15,573 
15,611 

96.097 
96.472 

BA_ 

0_. 

3.728 
3,080 

2,830 
2328 

2,512 
1,758 

2772 
1351 

2385 
1329 

2,069 
874 

15.796 
10.720 
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ri>t«i  r 

6-)iear 

1957 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

2002 

total 

BA... 
0 

20.879 
21.707 

18.862 
19.698 

19.787 
20.515 

18.604 
19.125 

19.170 
19.418 

19.038 
19.169 

116.400 
119.632 

BA... 
0-.. 

12J11 
10.985 

12.122 
10720 

11.799 
9J98 

11.146 
9768 

10.015 
8729 

9.627 
7322 

67320 
56.422 

BA... 

0  

BA.... 
0™. 

8.186 

-2307 

1.119 

720 

9.561 
5.746 
4.724 
1.581 

10375 
6.109 
3.627 

-1.666 

12.543 

7.414 

402 

-479 

11363 
7377 
3394 

1.112 

11.695 

7312 

0 

0 

63323 

31,651 

13.266 

1768 

BA... 
0._. 

9.305 
-1.587 

14785 
7327 

14702 
4.443 

12.945 
6.935 

14.757 
8.489 

11.695 
7312 

77,189 
32,919 

BA... 
0  ..... 

42.635 
39311 

43.427 
J7306 

43.904 
35JRe 

43.798 
34.678 

44.104 
34.121 

a.518 
33.624 

262386 
214326 

BA... 
0 

8718 
10321 

6.651 
8382 

6.611 
8.111 

6.656 
7767 

6.466 
6319 

6367 

6334 

40.969 
47334 

BA... 
0  ..... 

48.983 

49.964 

47.428 
47.758 

48.197 
47.761 

48.93! 
48319 

49.686 
48.953 

50.409 
49.629 

293.634 
292384 

BA... 
0  ..... 

133728 
133.172 

140.343 
140.728 

146.103 
146746 

152.405 
152317 

158348 
158309 

164.380 
163.912 

895307 
894384 

BA... 
0 

192J35 
191.151 

207.412 
205.687 

218.091 
215319 

23C.596 
228,847 

243,192 
241.458 

253.649 
251748 

1345.775 
1334710 

BA.. 
0 

230733 
239.737 

241.766 
244.694 

246.842 
253.422 

265.119 
265.209 

264368 
268.404 

283.450 
280388 

1332778 
1.551354 

BA-. 
0  ..... 
BA... 
0 

7.813 

11.001 
364.638 
357.596 

8.476 

11713 

382.465 

374.931 

9719 

n.922 

401721 

393.137 

9.979 

12.662 

421.027 

412.438 

10.775 

13.458 

442.532 

433311 

11.607 

14790 

465.007 

455.165 

57369 

74346 

2.476390 

2.426378 

BA... 
0 

372.451 
368.597 

390.941 
386.144 

410.U0 
405.059 

431.0O6 
425.100 

453307 
446.769 

476.614 
469.455 

2334.759 
2301.124 

BA  . 
0 

38.463 
39.561 

38.552 
39313 

38,179 
38,644 

38.186 
39.886 

383)17 
377S5 

39318 
39302 

231380 
234771 

8A_. 
0™. 

20.924 
19.540 

22320 
21397 

23764 
22331 

23778 
22.966 

20330 
20781 

20315 
20767 

130.431 
126.782 

BA_ 
0  __ 

12353 
12.186 

14.097 
14775 

13788 

13.461 

13.609 
13.675 

13762 

13.185 

13709 
12331 

793U 
79.613 

BA... 
0  ... 
BA... 
0  ._.. 

282.591 
282.591 
-40.555 
-40.555 

289.121 
289.121 
-U.900 
-44.900 

292.939 
292.939 

-49.690 
-49.690 

294.426 
294.426 
-54.979 
-54.979 

298.531 
2«511 
-60.722 
-60.722 

302.332 
302332 
-66364 
-66364 

1.760,540 
1.760340 
-317.710 

-317.710 

BA.. 
0  — 

242.036 
242.036 

2a.22i 

2U.221 

243.249 
243749 

239.447 
239.447 

237309 
237309 

236.068 
236.068 

1.442330 
1.442330 

BA_. 
0_. 

-465 
-1367 

- 1.921 
-1717 

-2.084 
-1.085 

-2340 
-1.413 

-2452 
-2.401 

-2398 
-2363 

-12760 
-10346 

BA... 
0  .... 
BA... 
0  ..... 

-45334 
-45334 
-6,623 
-6.623 

-35.539 

-35339 

-  7.025 

-7.025 

-34.727 
-34.727 
-7.542 
-7.542 

-36.505 
-36.505 
-8.189 
-8.189 

-387n 

-38777 

-8.690 

-8.690 

-39.940 
-39,940 
-9,427 
-9.427 

-230322 
-730377 
-47.436 
-47.496 

BA... 
0  

-51.957 
-51.957 

-42564 
-42364 

-42769 
-42769 

-44.694 
-44.694 

-46.967 
-46.967 

-49367 
-49367 

-277318 
-277318 

300:  Natural  Resources  and  Environment 
350:  Afnciilture 


370:  Commence  and  Housing  Credit 
On-budget  


Off-budget 


Total - 

400:  Transportation 

450:  Community  and  Regional  Development 

SOO:  Education.  Training.  Employment  and  Social  Services 

550:  Health 

570:  Medicare 

600:  Income  Security 


650:  Social  Security 
On-budget  


Off-budget 

ToUl  

700:  Veterans 

750:  Admmistration  of  Justice 

SOO:  General  Government 


900:  Net  Interest 
On-budget  .. 


Off-budget 


Total 


320:  Alloirancts 


350:  Undistributed  Offsetting  Receipts 
On-budget  


Off-budget  . 
TottI  .... 


CONFERENCE  AGREEMENT  COMPARED  TO  CURRENT  LAW  LEVELS 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 

Fiscal  year— 

6^e» 

1997             1998 

1999            2000 

2001 

2002 

toUl 

Total  Spending: 
On-budget  . 

Off-budget 
low  .... 


BA  . 

0  .. 
BA. 
0  „. 

BA  . 

0  .. 


■11.974 

■19.111 

32 

32 


-25.016 

-31.617 

31 

31 


-47377  -59717 

-50,479  -67783 

7  0 

7  0 


-88,134 
-89339 

0 
0 


-109.775  -341.333 

-124749  -382378 

0  70 

0  70 


Revenues: 

On-budget  . 
Off-budget 

Total  

Deficit/Surplus: 
On-budget  . 
Off-budget 

ToUl  ... 


-11.942 
- 19.079 

-24.985 
-31.586 

-47.870 
-50.472 

-59717 
-67783 

-88.134 
-89339 

- 109.775 
- 124749 

-341.923 
-312308 

- 16,627 
0 

-18780 
0 

-20390 
0 

-20.620 
0 

-20.436 
0 

-14349 

0 

-111.702 
0 

- 16.627 

-18780 

-20.890 

-20.620 

-20.436 

- 14.849 

-111.702 

-2.484 
32 

-13337 
31 

-29.589 

7 

-46.663 
0 

-69.403 

0 

-109.400 
0 

-270376 
70 

-2.452 

-13306 

-29.582 

-46.663 

-  69.403 

-109.400 

-270306 

050:  National  Defense 


150:  Intemabonal  Affairs 


BA... 

13U 

3353 

6.182 

8.705 

11767 

14.042 

U.8S3 

0  ..... 

-967 

-530 

2722 

4.128 

8.430 

6.446 

19,789 

BA. 


-131 


-2391 


-3741        -3359 


-3.966 


-4,046         -17.172 
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Fiscal  year — 


250:  Science.  Space,  and  Tectinology 
270:  Energy 

300:  Natural  Resources  and  Environment 
350:  Afnculture 


370:  Cotnmefce  and  Hoinini  Citdit 
On-Budgel _. 


Ott-bud(et 


Total 


400:  Transportation 

450:  Coflimunity  and  Refional  Development 

500:  Education.  Trainmg.  Employmeftt  and  Social  Services 

550:  Health 

570:  Medicare 

600:  Income  Secunty: 


650:  Social  Secunty 
On- budget 


Ott-budget 

Total  

700:  Veterans 

750:  Administration  of  Justice 

800:  General  Govcfmncnt 


900:  Net  Interest 
On-budget  ... 


Off-budget 

Total  

920:  Allo«nnces 


950:  Undistributed  Offsetting  ReceipB 
Oo-budget  


Off-budget 
Total  


1997 

0  293 

BA....  Ill 

0 44 

BA  ....  17 

0  .....  3 

BA  ....  827 

0 114 

BA  ....  0 

0  ......  0 

BA  .„.  -  164 

0  ._...  -3.533 

BA  ....  32 

0  ....- 32 

._ _...    BA  ....  -  132 

0  ......  -3.501 

BA  ....  - 1.097 

0 -70 

BA  ....  -39 

0 -83 

BA  ...  - 1.084 

0  ..._.  - 1.066 

BA  ....  653 

0 553 

BA._.  -6.749 

0  .._.  -6.756 

BA  .._  -3.911 

0 -4.445 

BA  ....  1 

0  .„.  458 

BA  ....  0 

0  0 

BA  ...  1 

0  ....  458 

BA...  -132 

0  .-„  - 130 

BA  ...  1.076 

0  ._.  297 

BA.„  -49 

0 14 

—     BA  ...  -68 

0  ....  -68 

BA  ...  0 

0 0 

—     BA  ...  -68 

0  ....  -68 

BA ...  -465 

0 - 1.698 

BA  __  -2.076 

0....  -2.076 

BA  _  0 

0  .....  0 

BA  ....  -2.076 

0 -2.076 

Discretionary  and  Mandatory  Spending  Levels 
CONFERENCE  AGREEMENT— DISCRETIONARY  SPENDING 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 


1998 


1999 


2000 


2001 


2002 


-921 

-429 
-290 

-807 
-352 

- 1.036 
- 1.449 

-696 
-612 

-661 
46 
31 
31 


-2.050 

-668 
-564 

-U07 
- 1.021 

-110 
-270 

-831 
-771 

-376 
76 
7 
7 


-2.933 

-906 
-855 

-1,494 
-1.284 

-1.168 
-UOS 

-936 
-899 

883 

lill 

0 

0 


-3.334 

-982 
-965 

-1.551 
-1.450 

-524 

-517 

- 1.023 
-993 

- 1.000 

100 

0 

0 


-3.642 

-1.110 
-1.072 

- 1.595 
-1.542 

-545 

-549 

-1.168 
-1.135 

-1.000 

-893 

0 

0 


-630 
77 

-1.292 
- 1.613 

-1.601 
-638 

- 1.559 
- 1.591 

-2,751 
-2,497 

-11.108 
-11.108 

-1.948 
-8.362 

0 
0 
0 
0 


-369 
83 

-1.417 
-2.620 

- 1.629 
-1.167 

-1.915 
-1.867 

-8.202 
-8.125 

-20.597 
-20.597 

-6.880 
-6.850 

0 
0 
D 
0 


883 
UU 

-2il9 
-3305 

-1.649 
-1.595 

-1.956 
-2.012 

-14.178 
-14.117 

-28.536 
-28.536 

-1.686 
-6337 

0 
0 
0 
0 


-  1.000 

too 

-2.627 
-3.700 

- 1.828 
- 1.740 

-2.063 
-2.163 

-21.467 
-21.411 

-38.508 
-38.508 

-  6.687 

-  6.746 

0 
0 
0 
0 


- 1.000 
-893 

-2.941 
-4.154 

-1.815 
-1.800 

-2.098 
-2.230 

-31.267 
-31.207 

-  52.89! 

-  52.891 

-2.115 
-8.142 

0 
0 
0 
0 


0 

0 

-327 
108 

2.290 

1.784 

-193 
164 

-478 

-478 

0 

0 


0 
0 

-1.914 
-1.631 

3.231 

1.737 

-959 
-736 

-1.518 

- 1.518 

0 

0 


0 
0 

-2.145 
-2.132 

3i65 
3.008 

-682 
-788 

-3i85 

-3i85 

0 

0 


0 
0 

-2.173 
-2.142 

341 
348 

- 1.072 
-988 

-6.001 

-6.001 

0 

0 


-1.545 
- 1.623 


350 
358 


-811 


- 10.217 

-10.217 

0 

0 


-478 
-478 

•  1.921 
1.217 

'2.061 

2.061 

0 

0 


- 1.518 
- 1.518 

-2.084 
-1.085 

-3.642 

-3.642 

0 

0 


-3.285 
-3i85 

-2.340 
- 1.413 

-4.931 

-4.931 
0 
0 


-6.001 
-6.001 

-2.552 
-2.401 

-5.718 
-5.718 

0 
0 


-10il7 
-10.217 

-2.898 
-2J63 

-6.105 

-6.105 

0 

0 


2.061 
2.061 


-3.642 
-3.642 


-4.931 
-4.931 


-5.718 
-5.718 


-6.105 
-6.105 


Total  Spending: 

050:  National  Defense 

150:  International  Affairs 

250:  Scienct.  Space,  and  Technology 

270:EncrD 

300:  Natural  Resources  and  Environment 


6-year 

total 


BA  .„  266.362 

0 264.968 

BA  ...  18.236 

0  .....  19.549 

BA ...  16.748 

0  .....  16326 

BA ...  5.126 

0  ....  5.402 

BA ...  20.139 


268.971 
263.862 

16.060 
17.878 

16^08 
16.382 

3.946 

4.505 

19,477 


271.500 
267.048 

14.977 
16.593 

15.969 
16.013 

4.074 
4.440 

19.150 


274.024 
270.657 

14.281 
15.474 

15.731 
15.763 

3.904 
4.136 

18.849 


276.672 
269.744 

14.264 
14.853 

15.655 
15.673 

3.864 
4.000 

18.791 


279.459 
269.608 

14.175 
14.469 

15.527 
15.566 

3.838 
3.897 

18.725 


- 12.587 

-3.984 
-3.702 

-6.737 
-5.641 

-2.556 
-3.879 

-4.654 
-4.410 

-2.318 

-2.993 

70 

70 


-2.248 
-2.923 

-11.593 
- 15.462 

-8.561 
-7,023 

- 10.675 
- 10.929 

-77,212 
-76,804 

- 158.389 
- 158,396 

-23.227 
-40.882 

1 
458 

0 
0 


1 
458 

-8,236 
-7,550 

10.553 
7.532 

-3.766 
-3J22 

-21,567 

-21,567 

0 

0 


-21,567 
-21,567 

-  12i60 
- 10,677 

-24,533 

-24.533 

0 

0 


-24.533 
-24.533 


Fiscal 

yea 

r— 

6-year 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2O00 

2O01 

2002 

total 

BA  .... 
0  

497.350 
538.612 

493,717 
526.955 

491.268 
525.485 

498.589 
525.251 

491.117 
516.223 

500.592 
514J19 

2.972.633 
3.146.745 

1.636.988 
1.605J87 

91.993 
98J16 

95.838 
96.223 

24.752 
26380 

115,131 
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350:  Agnculture 

370:  Commerce  and  Housing  Credit 

400:  Transportation 

450:  Community  and  Regional  Development 

500:  Education.  Training.  Employment  and  Social  Services 

S50:  Health 

570:  Medicare 

600:  Income  Secunty 

650:  Social  Secunty 

700:  Veterans 

750:  Administration  of  Justice 

800:  General  Government 

900:  Net  Interest 

920:  Alkwances 

950:  Undistnbuted  Offsetting  Receipts 


Fiscal  yeai 

'- 

6-year 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

2002 

total 

0  - 

21,088 

2C.337 

19.940 

19.508 

19.131 

18.916 

118320 

BA... 
0  .... 

3.949 
3.958 

3i53 
3329 

3.118 
3.169 

3.013 
3.042 

2.926 
2.948 

2.781 
2306 

19.040 
I9i52 

BA... 
0  ..... 

3.099 
2.996 

2.606 
2.577 

3.006 
2.756 

4.283 
3.791 

2.402 
2.579 

2.400 
2.186 

17.796 
16385 

BA  .... 
0  ..... 

13.840 
36.744 

12.536 
35.161 

12.460 
34.047 

11.658 
33.017 

lliSO 
32.532 

10.936 
32.058 

72.680 
203559 

BA... 
0 

7.926 

10345 

6364 

9.158 

6.336 
8.299 

6316 
7316 

6.137 
6365 

6.150 
6.479 

39.229 
48.462 

BA... 
0  .... 

37.477 
38J06 

35351 
35.664 

35i79 
35il7 

35ill 
35.094 

35.176 
35.011 

35.145 
34.969 

213.639 
214.461 

BA  .. 

0 

23.169 
23.236 

21.875 
22.144 

21.774 
21i75 

21.718 
21300 

21.659 
21.737 

21.559 

21.641 

131.754 
132.433 

BA  .. 
0 

3.031 
3.031 

2.892 
2.892 

2.892 
2.892 

2J92 
2J92 

2392 
2.892 

2392 
2.892 

17.491 
17.491 

BA... 
0 

27il6 
40398 

35.119 
40.667 

31.690 
40.830 

38.104 
40.714 

33.946 
40.011 

40.824 
40i99 

207.499 
242319 

BA.. 
0 

6 
3.194 

5 
2.742 

5 
2.7C8 

5 
2.688 

5 
2.688 

5 
2.688 

31 
16.708 

BA  .. 

0  ..... 

18.425 
19311 

18.223 
18.829 

:7.62! 
17.958 

17.527 
17.567 

17.534 
17.544 

18309 
18i23 

107.639 
109.432 

BA... 

o.._ 

20.661 
19338 

21i75 
21.015 

22.816 
21.948 

22350 
22.600 

19326 

19.940 

19.935 
19.950 

128.063 
124.791 

BA._ 
0  .... 

11.561 
U372 

10.84! 
10.993 

10.652 
10.798 

10.530 
10.569 

10.537 
10,442 

10.798 
10.402 

64319 
64.576 

B*_ 
0_ 

0 
t 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 

0 

BA._ 
0.._ 

-214 
-1.644 

-1J85 

-1.180 

-2.051 
-1.046 

-2307 
-1377 

-2.519 
-2367 

-2366 

-2330 

-11342 

-10.444 

BA_ 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

CONFERENCE  AGREEMENT— MANDATORY  SPENDING 

[In  millions  of  dotlars] 

Fiscal  year— 

6^wr 

1997 

1998 

1999            2000 

2001 

2002 

total 

Total  Spending: 
On-bud|et  - 

Off-budget  . 
Total  .... 


050:  National  Defense 

150:  International  Affairs 

250:  Science,  Space,  and  Technology 

270:  Energy 

3O0:  Natural  Reswrces  and  EnvirDnment 

350:  Agnculture 


370:  Commerce  and  Housing  Credit 
On-budgel  


Off-budget 

ToUl  

400:  Transportation 

450:  Community  and  Regional  Development 

500:  Education.  Traimng  Employment,  and  Social  Sennces 

550:  Health 

570:  Medicare 


BA 

0  _ 
BA. 
0  .. 

BA. 
0  ... 


BA  . 
0  _ 

BA. 
0_ 

BA. 
0_ 

BA. 
0  .- 

BA. 
0  _ 

BA. 
0  _ 

BA. 
0  _ 
BA. 

0_ 

BA. 

0.- 

BA. 
0  _ 

BA. 

0.. 

BA. 
0_ 

BA. 
0_ 

BA. 


817.410 
772399 
318.579 
311.138 


868358 

827.713 
335,264 
324.587 


901.135  934.782 

858387  891.242 

347.616  358i61 

334i39  348,791 


962,756 
916i00 
376il4 
365311 


995,471 
948.681 
388.716 
378374 


1.135.989 
1.083.537 


1.203.622 
1.152.300 


li48.75I       1.293.043 
1,192.626      1.240.033 


1339^70 
li81.211 


1384.187 
1327.555 


-779 
-822 

-3328 
-4348 

40 
39 

-1398 
-2322 

740 
619 

8362 
7.027 

5.094 

-5J97 

1.119 

720 


-773 
-844 

-3.940 
-4.359 

41 
39 

-1.116 
-2.177 

-615 
-639 

8369 
6391 

6.955 
3.169 
4.724 
1.581 


-703 
-759 

-3.882 
-4.073 

43 

40 

-1.562 
-2.682 

637 
575 

8.681 

6.729 

7.569 

33S3 

3.627 

-1.666 


-687 
-696 

-2.725 
-4i39 

44 

42 

-1.632 
-2.785 

-245 

-383 

8.133 
6i26 

8.260 

3.623 

402 

-479 


-711 
-719 

-2.600 
-3331 

45 
U 

-1.479 
-2371 

379 
287 

7.089 
5.28! 

8.961 
4.798 
3394 
1.112 


-638 

-646 

-2311 
-3373 

46 
45 

-1.769 
-3323 

373 
253 

6346 

5.016 

9i95 

5.126 

0 

0 


6il3 
-4377 

28.795 
2.567 

292 
-24 

11306 
11.458 

110.059 
109.936 

189304 


11.679 
4.750 

30391 
2.145 

287 
-176 

12.077 
12.094 

118.4S8 
118.584 


11.196 
1.687 

31.444 
1339 

275 
-188 

12318 
12344 

124329 
124371 


8.662 
3.144 

32.140 
1.661 

340 
-49 

13.720 
13i25 

130.687 
130317 


12355 
5310 

32354 

1.589 

329 
-46 

14310 
13342 

137.189 
136.772 


9J95 

5.126 

33.582 

1366 

217 
-145 

15J64 
14.660 

142.821 
142i71 


5.479.912 
5^14322 
2.124350 
2.062.640 


7.604362 
7.277762 


-4^91 
-4.4*6 

-193» 
-24.423 

259 
2*9 

-8356 

-153C0 

li69 
712 

48.480 

37.170 

46.134 
14.772 
l3Mt 
1.268 


59.400 
16340 

189.706 

11367 

1.740 
-62B 

79.995 
77.923 

763.553 
762.451 


204320        215.199        227.704        240300        250.757        1328^4 
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Fiscal  it»<— 


1997 


1998 


1999 


2000 


2001 


2002 


SOO:  Incsmt  Security 


650:  Socul  Security 
On-bud|et  


Off-budtet 

ToUl  

700:  Veterans 


750:  Mministntioii  ot  Justice 
800:  General  GoMmment 


900:  Net  Inteitst 
On-bud|et  ... 

Off-bgdiet  . 


Total  . 


920:  MkMancts 

950:  Undistributed  Oftsettini  Receipts 
Oo-budjet  

Ott-budget 

Total _ 


0  188.120 

BA  ._.  202.417 

0 199.339 

BA  __  7.807 

0 7.807 

B*  ....  3M.638 

0 357,596 

BA  ....  372.M5 

0 365,403 

BA  ....  20.038 

0  .....  20.250 

BA.„  263 

0 ......  202 

BA ....  792 

0  ......  814 

BA ....  282.591 

0  ...-.  282.591 

BA  ,„.  -40,555 

0 -40,555 

BA  ....  242.036 

0  ......  242.036 

BA  ....  -251 

0  „...  -223 

BA  ....  -45.334 

0  _-.  -45J34 

BA  ,...  -6.623 

0  _...  -6.623 

BA     .  -51.947 

0  -51.947 


206.647 
204.027 

8,471 

8.471 

382.465 

374.931 


215.152 
212.592 

9,214 

9.214 

401.221 

393,137 


227.015 
224.495 

9.974 

9.974 

421,027 

412.438 


230.922 
228J93 

10,770 

10,770 

442,532 

433.311 


242.626 
240,089 

11,602 

11.602 

465.007 

455,165 


390,936 
383,402 

20,329 
20,484 

445 
382 

3,256 
3.282 

289.121 
289.121 
-44,900 
-44.900 


410,435 
402,351 

20,558 
20,686 

448 
383 

2.636 
2,663 

292.939 
292,939 
-49,690 
-49,690 


431.001 
422.412 

20.659 
22J19 

428 
366 

3.079 
3.106 

294,426 
294,426 
-54.979 
-54.979 


453  J02 
444,081 

20.848 

19,721 

404 
341 

2.725 
2.743 

298.531 
298.531 
-  60,722 
-60.722 


476,609 
466.767 

21,009 
2U79 

380 
317 

2,411 
2,429 

302,932 
302,932 
-66.864 
-66J64 


244.221 
244,221 

-36 
-37 

-35.539 
-35.539 
-7.025 
-7.025 


243,249 
243.249 

-33 
-39 

-34,727 
-34,727 
-7.542 
-7,542 


239,447 
239,447 

-33 
-36 

-36.505 
-36,505 
-8,189 
-8.189 


237,809 
237309 

-33 
-34 

-38.277 
-38.277 

-8.690 
-8.690 


236.068 
236.068 

-32 
-33 

-39,940 
-39.940 
-9,427 
-9,427 


-42.564 
-42.564 


-42.269 
-42.269 


-44,694 
-44,694 


-46,967 
-46.967 


-49.367 
-49.367 


Credit  Levels 
CREDIT  LEVELS  IN  CONFERENCE  AGREEMENT  BY  FUNCTION 

[In  billwns  of  dollars] 


Fiscal  yeaf- 


1997 


1938 


1999 


2000 


2001 


2002 


Oiiect  Loans  

Loan  Gurantces 


41iS3 
267.284 


36J58 
269.a7 


36.455 
268.601 


36.535 
268.489 


050:  Natnul  Defease 
Lean  Guarantits  „.. 

150:  Munational  Affairs 
Direct  Uans 


0.8O0        0.200        0.192        0.187        0.185 


Loan  Guarantees 

270:  Ewo 

Diffct  Uans 

300:  Natural  Reswica*  and  Emiramwnt 

Direct  Imus 

3S0:  AgncitltaK 

oiiect  Loans 


Loan  Guarantees 


370:  Commerce  and  Housing  Credit 

Direct  Loans  

Loan  Guarantees  

400:  Transeoftatnn 
Direct  Loans 


4J33 
18.110 


1.033 
0.037 


7.794 
5J70 


1.856 
197  J40 


4342 
18.262 


1.039 
0.041 


9J46 
6.637 


1.787 
196.750 


4358 
18.311 


1.045 
0.038 


10.743 
6.586 


1,763 
196,253 


4.346 
18311 


1.036 
0.038 


10.736 
6.652 


1.759 
195.883 


4395 
18.409 

1.000 

0.038 

10.595 
6.641 

1.745 
195375 


450:  Community  and  Regional  Developnieel 

Direct  Loans  

Loan  Guarantees 


0.015        0.015        0.015        0.015        0.015 


500:  Education.  Training.  Employmeot.  and  Social  Services 

Direct  Uans 

Loan  Guarantees 

550:  Health 

Loan  Guarantees .'. 

700:  Veterans 

Direct  Loans  

Loan  Guarantees  

950:  Undistnbuted  Offsetting  Receipts 

Direct  Loans  


1.231 
2.133 

16.219 
17.469 


1^57 
2.133 

16.219 
19.760 


1.287 
1.171 

16.219 
20.854 


1365 
1.171 


16.219 
21.589 


0.187        0.0$«        0.0OO        0.000 


0.935 
26362 


7.900 


0.962 
25.925 


0.987 
25.426 


1.021 
24.883 


1350        0.000        0.000 


1.404 
2i02 

16.219 
23319 

0.000 

1.189 
24i98 

0.000 


0.183 


4387 
18.409 


1.031 
0.038 


10.570 
6.709 


1.740 
194.875 


0.015 


1430 
2.202 


16J19 
25.085 


0.000 


1.194 
23.668 


0.000 


6-year 
total 


202.795        212,927        225.955        238,566        248.356        1316.719 


1324.n9 
1308.935 

57.838 

57J38 

2.476.890 

2.426.578 


2.534.728 
2.484,416 

123,441 
124,839 

2,368 
1,991 

14,899 

15,037 

1,760,540 
1,760.540 
-317,710 
-317.710 


1,442,830 
1,U2,83D 

-418 
-402 

-230322 
-230322 
-47,496 
-47,496 


-277J18 
-277.818 


6-year 
total 


36.600      36.624        223.925 
miU     270.948      1.615.033 


1.747 

26.161 
109J12 

6.184 

0i30 

59.784 
39.905 

10.650 
1,176.476 

0.090 

7.974 
11.012 

97314 
128.076 

Oiai 

6i88 

150i62 

9iS0 


Economic  assumptions 

Section  301(g)(2)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  requires  that  the  Joint  explanatory  statement  accompanying  a  conference  report  on 
a  budget  resolution  set  forth  the  common  economic  assumptions  upon  which  the  joint  statement  and  conference  report  are  based.  The  con- 
ference agreement  Is  based  entirely  on  the  economic  forecast  and  projections  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Office,  published  In  CBO's  report 
to  the  budget  committees.  "The  Economic  and  Budget  Outlook:  Fiscal  Years  1997-2006"  (May  1996).  These  economic  assumptions  assume 
a  balanced  budget  by  2002  and  are  adjusted  for  anticipated  revisions  to  the  Consumer  Price  Index  [CPI].  The  assumptions  are  reflected  In 
the  table  below. 

House  Resolution.  The  Bureau  of  Labor  StaUstic  [BLS]  has  announced  Its  plans  to  make  two  technical  revisions  to  the  CPI.  First,  the 
BLS  rebenchmarking  of  the  CPI  Is  estimated  by  CBO  to  reduce  the  growth  In  the  CPI  by  0.2  percentage  points  a  year.  This  comprehensive 
revision  is  to  be  completed  by  1998.  Second,  the  BLS  also  will  Incorporate  Improvements  in  the  CPI  to  remove  the  "formula  bias"  by  June, 
1896.  CBO  estimates  that  this  revision  will  reduce  the  growth  in  the  CPI  by  0.16  percentage  point  a  year.  These  revisions  are  Incorporated 
In  the  economic  assumptions  of  the  House  resolution. 

Senate  Amendment.  The  assumptions  of  the  Senate  amendment  are  Identical  to  those  of  the  House  resolution. 

Conference  Agreement.  The  conference  agreement  follows  the  House  resolution  and  the  Senate  amendment. 
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Nominal  GDP  (billions  of  dollars) 
Percent  change,  year  over  year: 

Hominal  GOP  ..._ 

Real  GDP 


Chained  GOP  pnce  indei  _. 

Inflation.  CPMJ  

Peicent.  annual: 

Unemploymer!  rate _ 

3-month  Treasuiy  Bill  rate  . 
10-year  Treasury  Note  rate  . 


4.6 

2.0 
2.5 
28 

5.6 
5.5 

6.6 


4.6 
20 

2.6 
2J 

ii 
4.9 

57 


48 
2.0 
28 
3.1 

6.0 
4.8 
5.5 


49 

2.1 
27 
3.0 

6.0 
43 
53 


49 

12 
2.7 
2.9 

6.0 
39 
53 


4.9 

12 
2.7 
IS 

6.0 
3.7 
53 


4.9 
12 
2.7 
2.9 

6.0 
3.7 
53 


10.108 


4J 

U 

2.1 
3J 

68 
3.7 
53 


Source:  Congressional  Budget  Office. 

Functions  and  Revenues 
function  050:  national  defense 

House  Resolution.  The  House  resolution  provides  J267.2  billion  In  budget  authority  and  $264.8  billion  In  outlays  in  1997  for  national  de- 
fense. Over  6  years,  the  resolution  provides  $1,639.4  billion  In  budget  authority  and  $1,606.5  billion  In  outlays.  The  resolution  assumes  policies 
consistent  with  those  anticipated  for  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  of  1996.  It  also  assumes  sales  from  the  National  Defense  Stock- 
pile of  $79  million  In  1997  and  total  sales  of  $649  mdlllon  over  6  years. 

Senate  Amendment.  The  Senate  amendment  provides  1997  budget  authority  of  $265.6  billion  and  outlays  of  $263.7  billion.  For  the  6-year 
period,  the  amendment  calls  for  $1,625.0  billion  in  budget  authority  and  $1,594.4  billion  In  outlays.  Like  the  House  resolution,  the  Senate 
amendment  assumes  policies  consistent  with  those  anticipated  for  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  of  1996  and  sales  fi-om  the  Na- 
tional Defense  Stockpile  of  $79  million  In  1997  and  total  sales  of  $649  million  over  6  years. 


Conference  Agreement. — ^The  conference 
agreement  provides  $265.6  billion  In  budget 
authority  and  $264.1  billion  In  outlays  In 
1997.  Over  6  years,  the  resolution  provides 
$1,632.7  billion  In  budget  authority  and 
$1,601.4  billion  In  outlays.  The  resolution  as- 
sumes policies  consistent  with  those  antici- 
pated for  the  National  Defense  Authorization 
Act  of  1996.  It  also  assumes  sales  from  the 
National  Defense  Stockpile  of  $79  million  In 
1997  and  total  sales  of  $649  million  over  6 
years. 

FUNCTION  ISO:  INTERNATIONAL  AFFAIRS 

House  Resolution.— For  international  af- 
fairs, the  House  resolution  calls  for  $13.7  bil- 
lion in  budget  authority  and  $15.0  billion  In 
outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997.  Over  6  years,  it 
recommends  $68.8  billion  in  budget  authority 
and  $72.8  billion  in  outlays.  The  resolution 
assumes  the  President's  requested  cuts  for 
the  Department  of  State,  peacekeeping  oper- 
ations, and  Foreign  Military  Financing 
[FMF]  loans.  It  anticipates  that  much  of  the 
United  States  Information  Agency  will  be 
gradually  privatized  or  eliminated.  It  also 
assumes  that  funding  in  the  Agency  for 
International  Development  will  continue  to 
be  reduced,  and  that  the  replenishments  for 
several  multilateral  development  banks  will 
soon  be  completed.  The  resolution  calls  for 
maintaining  funding  In  1997  for  export  fi- 
nance and  trade  promotion  programs.  It  rec- 
ommends maintaining  funding  for  Bosnia's 
reconstruction  through  1998,  but  assumes 
that  other  Eastern  European  countries  and 
the  former  Soviet  Union  will  graduate  from 
United  States  aid  programs. 

Senate  Amendment.— The  Senate  amend- 
ment calls  for  1997  budget  authority  of  $14.2 
billion  and  outlays  of  $14.9  billion.  It  rec- 
ommends $75.7  billion  In  budget  authority 
and  $75.4  billion  In  outlays  over  6  years.  The 
amendment  assumes  the  President's  re- 
quested cuts  for  the  Department  of  State. 
the  United  States  Information  Agency,  the 
Agency  for  International  Development,  and 
various  multilateral  development  banks.  The 
Senate  amendment,  like  the  House  resolu- 
tion, recommends  maintaining  funding  In 
1987  for  export  finance  and  trade  promotion 
programs.  It  also  shares  the  House  resolu- 
tion's call  for  maintaining  funding  for  Bos- 
nia's reconstruction  through  1998  while  as- 
suming that  other  Eastern  European  coun- 
tries will  graduate  from  United  States  aid 
programs. 


Conference  Agreement. — ^The  conference 
agreement  calls  for  $14.3  billion  In  budget  au- 
thority and  $15.2  billion  In  outlays  In  1997. 
Over  6  years.  It  recommends  $72.6  billion  In 
budget  authority  and  $74.4  bUlion  In  outlays. 
The  agreement  endorses  the  notion  that  the 
entire  foreign  affairs  apparatus  of  the  United 
States  needs  to  be  completely  reassessed. 
The  conference  agreement  assumes  the 
President's  reductions  for  the  Department  of 
State.  It  also  recognizes  that  changes  are  re- 
quired at  the  United  States  Information 
Agency,  the  Agency  for  International  Devel- 
opment, and  various  multilateral  develop- 
ment banks.  It  nmintains  funding  In  1997  for 
export  finance  and  trade  promotion  pro- 
grams. It  maintains  funding  for  Bosnia's  re- 
construction through  1996,  but  assumes  that 
other  countries  will  graduate  from  United 
States  aid  programs. 

FUNCTION  2S0:  GENERAL  SCIENCE,  SPACE.  AND 
TECHNOLOGY 

House  Resolution.  The  House  resolution  pro- 
poses 1997  budget  authority  of  $16.5  billion 
and  outlays  of  $16.7  billion.  It  calls  for  $97.0 
billion  in  budget  authority  and  $97.1  billion 
In  outlays  over  6  years.  The  resolution  as- 
sumes a  3-percent  annual  Increase  for  re- 
search and  related  activities  In  the  National 
Science  Foundation.  It  emphasizes  NASA's 
core  missions,  but  assumes  savings  from  pri- 
vate operation  of  the  space  shuttle.  It  pro- 
vides resources  to  complete  the  Inter- 
national space  station.  It  also  calls  for  a  $6 
billion  Mission  to  Planet  Earth  [MTPE]  pro- 
gram, and  for  prioritizing  the  Department  of 
Energy's  general  science  program. 

Senate  Amendment.  The  Senate  amendment 
calls  for  $16.7  billion  In  budget  authority  and 
$16.8  billion  In  outlays  for  fiscal  year  1997. 
Over  6  years.  It  recommends  $94.9  billion  In 
budget  authority  and  $95.6  billion  In  outlays. 
The  amendment  assumes  the  same  3-percent 
annual  Increase  as  the  House  resolution  for 
research  and  related  activities  In  the  Na- 
tional Science  Foundation.  It  also  assumes 
the  President's  reductions  to  other  NSF  ac- 
counts. It  reconunends  maintaining  the  1996 
budget  resolution's  assumptions  for  NASA. 

Conference  Agreement.  The  conference 
agreement  calls  for  $16.8  billion  In  budget  au- 
thority and  $16.9  billion  In  outlays  In  1997. 
Over  6  years.  It  recommends  $96.1  billion  In 
budget  authority  and  $96.5  billion  In  outlays. 
The  agreement  retains  the  priority  status  of 


basic  research,  assuming  a  ^-percent  increase 
for  research  and  related  activities  within  the 
National  Science  Foundation.  Relative  to 
the  Senate  amendment,  the  conference 
agreement  provides  $0.9  billion  In  additional 
funds  over  6  years. 

FUNCTION  770:  ENERGY 

House  Resolution.  For  Function  270.  the 
House  resolution  recommends  1997  budget 
authority  of  $2.4  billion  tmd  outlays  of  $2.7 
billion.  Budget  authority  over  6  years  would 
be  $11.8  billion,  with  outUys  of  $7.9  billion. 
The  resolution  calls  for  terminating  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  [DOE].  It  supports  basic 
research,  such  as  DOE'S  efforts  to  nup  the 
human  genome  and  an  expanded  hydrogen 
energy  research  program.  It  calls  for  elimi- 
nating further  funding  for  various  DOE-sub- 
sldlzed  energy  research  programs.  It  rec- 
onunends  eliminating  unnecessary  bureauc- 
racy In  the  Department  of  Energy,  and  as- 
sumes the  President's  proposal  to  reduce 
strategic  jwtroleum  reserve  [SPRO]  oper- 
ations and  maintenance  funding.  It  also  as- 
sumes the  President's  recommendation  for 
the  Rural  Electrification  Administration 
[REA].  The  resolution  calls  for  authorizing 
DOE  to  lease  excess  SPRO  storage  capacity 
and  extending  through  2002  the  requirement 
that  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission 
[NRC]  collect  100  percent  of  its  budget  from 
fees  assessed  on  the  nuclear  powerplants 
that  It  regulates. 

Senate  Amendment.  The  Senate  amendment 
calls  for  $3.7  billion  In  fiscal  year  1987  budget 
authority,  and  $3.1  billion  in  outlays.  For  the 
6-year  period.  It  recommends  $16.8  billion  In 
budget  authority  and  $11.5  billion  In  outlasrs. 

The  amendment  does  not  assume  termi- 
nation of  the  Department  of  Elnergy.  But  It 
joins  In  the  House  resolution's  support  for 
science  and  basic  research,  such  as  DOE's  ef- 
forts to  map  the  human  genome.  The  amend- 
ment builds  on  the  President's  proposals  to 
reduce  funding  for  the  development  of  en- 
ergy technologies.  It  rejects  the  President's 
$33  million  Increase  for  the  DOE  head- 
qtiarters  budget,  and  assumes  reductions  in 
other  DOE  headquarters  functions.  The 
amendment  also  assumes  the  President's 
proposal  to  reduce  strategic  petroleum  re- 
serve [SPRO]  operations  and  maintenance 
funding,  and  the  President's  recommenda- 
tion for  the  BEA.  It  calls  for  authorizing 
DOE  to  lease  excess  SPRO  storage  capacity 
and,  as  with  the  House  resolution,  extending 
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through  2002  the  requirement  that  the  NRC 
collect  100  percent  of  Its  budget  from  fees  as- 
sessed on  the  nuclear  powerplants  that  It 
regulates. 

Conference  Agreement.  The  conference  com- 
mittee agrees  to  J3.7  billion  In  budget  au- 
thority and  $3.1  billion  m  outlays  In  1997. 
Over  6  years.  It  recommends  $15.8  billion  In 
budget  authority  and  $10.7  billion  In  outlays. 
The  conferees  agree  to  disagree  on  the  future 
status  of  the  Department  of  Energy;  they 
recognize  that  ultimately  the  committees  of 
jurisdiction  will  determine  whether  the  De- 
partment is  or  Is  not  terminated.  The  con- 
ference agreement  supports  basic  science  and 
research.  It  calls  for  reducing  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy's  [DOE]  efforts  to  commer- 
cialize energy  technologies.  It  rejects  the 
President's  $33  million  increase  for  the  DOE 
headquarters'  functions,  and  recommends  re- 
ductions in  DOE  overhead.  It  adopts  the 
President's  proposal  to  reduce  the  strategic 
petroleum  reserve  [SPRO]  operations  and 
maintenance  funding.  It  assumes  the  Presi- 
dent's recommendation  for  the  REA.  The 
agreement  resolves  the  differences  for  DOE's 
appropriated  programs  by  providing  $24.8  bil- 
lion in  budget  authority  and  $26.4  billion  In 
outlays  over  6  years.  Finally,  the  resolution 
recommends  that  DOE  be  allowed  to  lease 
excess  SPRO  storage  capacity,  and  extends 
the  requirement  through  2002  for  the  NRC  to 
collect  100  percent  of  its  budget  from  fees  as- 
sessed on  the  nuclear  powerplants  that  It 
regulates. 

FtracnON  300:  NATURAL  RESOURCES  AND 
ENVIRONMENT 

House  Resolution.  For  fiscal  year  1997,  the 
House  resolution  provides  $20.5  billion  In 
budget  authority  and  $21.3  billion  in  outlays. 
Over  6  years,  the  resolution  recommends 
$115.4  billion  In  budget  authority  and  $118.5 
billion  In  outlays.  The  resolution  calls  for 
IJriority  funding  to  address  environmental 
concerns  and  to  Improve  the  quality  of  the 
Nation's  parks.  It  recommends  an  increase 
for  the  Superfund  and  safe  drlnlring  water 
and  wastewater  programs  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency,  as  well  as  in- 
creases each  year  to  operate  the  National 
Park  Service  [NPS].  In  addition,  the  resolu- 
tion would  permit  resource  managers  to  in- 
crease fees  and  retain  a  large  portion  of 
those  fees  for  improvements  in  the  parks. 
The  resolution  assumes  the  elimination  of 
the  Agricultural  Conservation  Program  and 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control 
Program,  which  were  subsumed  in  the  new 
Environmental  Quality  Incentives  Program 
of  the  Federal  Agriculture  Improvement  and 
Reform  [FAIR]  Act  of  1996.  It  assumes  the 
President's  recommendation  to  terminate 
the  international  forestry  program.  It  re- 
focuses  the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration  [NOAA]  on  Its  core 
missions.  It  recommends  reforms  at  the  Bu- 
reau of  Reclamation  and  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers, and  reductions  in  overhead  In  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior.  It  calls  for  ending 
the  government's  Involvement  In  the  helium 
program  and  reforming  other  minerals-relat- 
ed activities,  and  it  recommends  refinancing 
of  the  debt  of  the  Central  Utah  Water  Con- 
servancy District. 

Senate  Amendment.  The  Senate  amendment 
assumes  1997  budget  authority  of  $20.3  bil- 
lion, and  outlays  of  $21.5  billion.  It  calls  for 
$118.3  billion  In  budget  authority  over  6 
years  and  $122.2  billion  In  outlays.  The 
amendment  shares  the  House  resolution's 
emphasis  on  the  environment  and  the  na- 
tional parks,  calling  for  an  increase  for  the 
Superfiind  and  safe  drinking  water  programs 
of  the  Environmental   Protection  Agency. 


and  assuming  full  funding  for  the  National 
Park  Service  [NPS].  It  further  parallels  the 
House  resolution  in  calling  for  the  elimi- 
nation of  duplicative  programs,  such  as  the 
Agricultural  Conservation  Program  and  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Pro- 
gram, which  were  subsumed  within  the  new 
Environmental  Quality  Incentives  Program 
of  the  Federal  Agriculture  Improvement  and 
Reform  [FAIR]  Act  of  1996.  It  also  assumes 
the  President's  recommendation  to  termi- 
nate the  international  forestry  program. 
Also  like  the  House  resolution,  the  amend- 
ment calls  for  ending  the  government's  in- 
volvement in  the  helium  program  and  refi- 
nancing the  debt  of  the  Central  Utoh  Water 
Conservancy  District.  Finally,  the  Senate 
amendment  recommends  reducing  royalties 
in  new  oil  and  gas  leases  in  water  depths  of 
more  than  200  meters  in  the  Gulf  Coast. 

Conference  Agreement.  The  conference 
agreement  calls  for  $20.9  billion  In  budget  au- 
thority and  $21.7  billion  in  outlays  in  1997. 
Over  6  years.  It  recommends  $116.4  billion  in 
budget  authority  and  $119.6  billion  in  out- 
lays. Consistent  with  the  thrusts  of  both  the 
House  resolution  and  the  Senate  amend- 
ment, the  Conference  agreement  provides  in- 
creased funding  for  the  Superfund  and  safe 
drinking  water  programs  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency,  and  assumes  an 
Increase  In  funding  each  year  to  fund  the  op- 
erations of  the  National  Park  Service  [NPS]. 
It  also  calls  for  eliminating  several  duplicate 
programs  that  were  subsumed  within  the 
new  Environmental  Quality  Incentives  Pro- 
gram of  the  FAIR  Act.  It  assumes  the  Presi- 
dent's recommendation  to  terminate  the 
international  forestry  program,  and  ends  the 
government's  Involvement  In  the  helium 
program.  Finally,  it  recommends  refinancing 
of  the  debt  of  the  Central  Utah  Water  Con- 
servancy District. 

FUNCTION  350:  AGRIOn^TURE 

House  Resolution.  The  House  resolution 
calls  for  1997  budget  authority  of  $11.8  bil- 
lion, and  outlays  of  $10.2  billion,  in  Function 
350.  Over  6  years,  the  resolution  recommends 
$64.1  billion  In  budget  authority  and  $53.3  bil- 
lion In  outlays.  The  resolution  Incorporates 
the  1996  farm  bill— the  Federal  Agriculture 
Improvement  and  Reform  [FAIR]  Act— which 
transitions  agriculture  to  a  more  market- 
oriented  system.  The  resolution  also  as- 
sumes the  administrative  reductions  In- 
cluded in  the  President's  budget  for  the 
Farm  Service  Agency;  reforms  of  the  Foreign 
Agricultural  Service;  reductions  In  unneces- 
sary bureaucracy  In  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture; and  reforms  of  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration.  It  also  calls  for  permitting 
the  private  sector  to  finance  additional  re- 
search, and  reducing  overhead  In  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture. 

Senate  Amendment.  For  fiscal  year  1997,  the 
Senate  amendment  recommends  $12.8  billion 
in  budget  authority  and  $11.0  billion  in  out- 
lays. It  calls  for  $69.7  billion  In  budget  au- 
thority and  $58.6  billion  In  outlays  over  6 
years.  As  reflected  in  the  House  resolution, 
the  Senate  amendment  also  incorjwrates  the 
1996  FAIR  Act.  and  assumes  the  administra- 
tive reductions  Included  in  the  President's 
budget  for  the  Farm  Service  Agency.  It  also 
assumes  the  President's  user  fee  proposals 
for  the  Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection 
Service;  Grain  Inspection.  Packers  and 
Stockyards  Administration;  and  the  Agricul- 
tural Marketing  Service. 

Conference  Agreement.  The  conferees  agree 
to  $12.8  billion  in  budget  authority  and  $11 
billion  In  outlays  In  1997  for  Function  350. 
Over  6  years,  it  recommends  $67.5  billion  In 


budget  authority  and  $56.4  billion  in  outlays. 
The  conference  agreement  Incorporates  the 
reforms  included  in  the  Federal  Agricultural 
Improvement  and  Reform  [FAIR]  Act.  which 
transitions  agriculture  to  a  more  market- 
oriented  system.  It  also  assumes  the  admin- 
istrative reductions  Included  In  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  for  the  Farm  Service  Agency. 

FUNCTION  370:  COMMERCE  AND  HOUSING  CREDIT 

House  Resolution.  The  House  resolution  rec- 
ommends 1997  budget  authority  of  $9.0  billion 
and  outlays  of  -$1.6  billion.  Over  the  6-year 
budget  period  through  2002.  It  calls  for  $76.4 
billion  In  budget  authority  and  $32.6  billion 
In  outlays.  The  resolution  assumes  elimi- 
nation of  the  Department  of  Commerce,  in- 
cluding elimination  of  the  Advanced  Tech- 
nology Program  [ATP],  and  reforms  of  re- 
maining Department  of  Commerce  functions. 
It  calls  for  the  restructuring  of  Federal 
Housing  Administration  [FHA]  insured  mort- 
gages and  accommodates  a  cost  of  $383  mil- 
lion in  1997  associated  with  this  policy  rec- 
ommendation. The  resolution  also  assumes 
the  reform  of  the  FHA  assignment  program 
Included  in  the  Balanced  Budget  Act  of  1995 
(H.R.  2491)  and  the  recapitalization  of  the 
Savings  Association  Insurance  Fund  and  the 
extension  of  Financing  Corporation  [FICO] 
bond  obligations  to  all  institutions  insured 
by  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corpora- 
tion. Finally.  It  provides  for  an  additional 
$3.1  billion  over  the  next  6  years  to  prepare 
for.  conduct,  and  complete  the  decennial 
census  scheduled  to  occur  in  2000. 

Senate  Amendment.  The  Senate  amendment 
provides  budget  authority  of  $9.2  billion  In 
1997  and  outlays  of  -$1.7  billion.  It  calls  for 
$77.3  billion  in  budget  authority  and  $32.9  bil- 
lion in  outlays  over  6  years.  The  amendment 
does  not  assume  the  elimination  of  the  De- 
partment of  Commerce.  It  assumes  reducing 
funds  for  certain  administrative  accounts, 
and  eliminating  appropriations  for  certain 
expired  activities.  It  recommends  the  reform 
of  the  FHA  assignment  program  Included  in 
the  Balanced  Budget  Act  of  1995  (H.R.  2491). 
It  also  assumes  the  recapitalization  of  the 
Savings  Association  Insurance  Fund  and  the 
extension  of  Financing  Corporation  [FICO] 
bond  obligations  to  all  institutions  Insured 
by  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corpora- 
tion. Finally,  like  the  House  resolution,  the 
amendment  provides  for  an  additional  $3.1 
billion  over  the  next  6  years  to  prepare  for, 
conduct,  and  complete  the  decennial  census 
scheduled  to  occur  in  2000. 

Conference  Agreement.  For  fiscal  year  1997. 
the  conferees  assume  $9.3  billion  in  budget 
authority  and  -$1.6  billion  in  outlays.  Over 
6  years,  the  conference  agreement  assumes 
$77.2  billion  in  total  budget  authority  and 
$32.9  billion  in  total  outlays.  The  conferees 
agree  to  disagree  on  the  future  status  of  the 
Department  of  Commerce;  they  recognize 
that  ultimately  the  committees  of  Jurisdic- 
tion will  determine  whether  the  Department 
Is  or  Is  not  terminated.  They  assume  $3.1  bil- 
lion over  the  next  6  years  to  fund  the  decen- 
nial census,  and  the  extension  of  patent  and 
trademark  fees.  Further,  the  conferees  call 
for  the  reform  of  the  Federal  Housing  Ad- 
ministration's assignment  program.  The  con- 
ference agreement  further  assumes  the  re- 
capitalization of  the  Savings  Association  In- 
surance Fund  and  the  extension  of  FICO 
bond  obligations  to  all  Institutions  Insured 
by  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corpora- 
tion. These  provisions  were  originally  in- 
cluded in  the  Balanced  Budget  Act  of  1995. 

FiracnON  400:  TRANSPORTA-nON 

House  Resolution.  For  1997.  the  resolution 
calls  for  $41.7  billion  In  budget  authority  and 
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$39.0  billion  in  outlays.  It  recommends  $262.9 
billion  in  budget  authority  and  $216.6  billion 
In  outlays  over  6  years.  The  resolution  as- 
sumes phasing  out  Amtrak  and  mass  transit 
subsidies,  and  eliminating  several  outdated 
or  unnecessary  programs.  Including  the  Fed- 
eral Maritime  Commission,  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration's  civil  aeromedical 
and  management  training  programs.  Intel- 
ligent Transportation  Systems,  and  the  air- 
line subsidy  program.  The  resolution  also 
recommends  the  extension  of  vessel  tonnage 
fees;  maintaining  the  current  payment  date 
for  cost-of-llving-adjustments  [COLA's]  for 
Coast  Guard  retirees;  and  the  elimination  of 
the  fiscal  year  1997  installment  of  Inter- 
modal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act 
[ISTEA]  demonstration  projects. 

Senate  Amendment.  The  Senate  amendment 
recommends  1997  budget  authority  of  $42.6 
billion  and  outlays  of  $39.3  billion.  It  pro- 
vides $260.9  billion  in  budget  authority  over 
6  years  and  $212.9  billion  In  outlays.  The 
amendment  assumes  phasing  out  mass  tran- 
sit and  Amtrak  operating  assistance  and 
adopting  other  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation streamlining  initiatives.  It  also  en- 
dorses the  administration's  recommenda- 
tions for  reducing  Federal  Aviation  Adminis- 
tration facilities  and  equipment  and  Federal 
Transit  Administration  discretionary  grant 
spending.  It  assumes  the  extension  of  vessel 
tonnage  and  emergency  preparedness  fees 
and  the  elimination  of  the  fiscal  year  1997  in- 
stallment of  ISTEA  demonstration  projects. 
The  Senate  amendment  also  contains  report 
language  commending  the  Coast  Guard  for 
Its  streamlining  efforts. 

Conference  Agreement.  For  fiscal  year  1997. 
the  conferees  assume  $42.6  billion  in  budget 
authority  and  $39.3  billion  in  outlays.  Over  6 
years,  the  conferees  assume  $262.4  billion  in 
total  budget  authority  and  $214.9  billion  in 
total  outlays.  The  conferees  assume  these 
levels  will  be  achieved  through  various 
streamlining  measures  in  the  Department  of 
Transportation,  and  the  extension  of  vessel 
tonnage  fees. 

FUNCTION  4S0:  COMMIWTTY  AND  REGIONAL 

DEVELOPMENT 

House  Resolution.  The  House  resolution  rec- 
ommends 1997  budget  authority  of  $6.7  billion 
and  outlajrs  of  $10.1  billion.  Over  6  years.  It 
assumes  $38.8  billion  in  budget  authority  and 
$46.5  billion  in  outlays.  The  resolution  calls 
for  creating  a  new  Native  American  block 
grant  and  a  rural  development  block  grant. 
It  assumes  streamlining  efforts  in  the  Appa- 
lachian Regional  Conmiission  and  the  Ek:o- 
nomlc  Development  Administration.  It  also 
calls  for  focusing  community  development 
programs  on  areas  with  the  greatest  need. 

Senate  Amendment.  For  1997,  the  Senate 
amendment  recommends  $9.9  billion  in  budg- 
et authority  and  $10.8  billion  in  outlays.  It 
calls  for  $43.3  billion  In  budget  authority 
over  6  years  and  $50.5  billion  In  outlays.  The 
amendment  assumes  an  Increase  In  the  oper- 
ation of  Indian  programs  for  law  enforce- 
ment, child  protection,  housing,  and  welfare 
assistance.  It  recommends  reforms  of  com- 
munity development  programs,  and  adopts 
the  President's  proposal  to  reauthorize  Fed- 
eral Emergency  Management  Agency 
[FEMA]  assessments  on  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission  licensees. 

Conference  Agreement.  For  fiscal  year  1997, 
the  conferees  assume  $8.2  billion  In  budget 
authority  and  $10.3  billion  In  outlays.  They 
assume  $41.0  billion  In  total  budget  author- 
ity over  6  years,  and  $47.8  billion  in  total 
outlays.  The  conferees  assume  extension  of 
FEMA  emergency  preparedness  fees. 


fx;nction  500:  educa'hon.  training. 

employment.  and  social  services 
House  Resolution.  For  flscal  year  1997.  the 
House  resolution  provides  budget  authority 
of  $47.0  billion  and  ouUays  of  $49.5  bUUon. 
Over  6  years,  budget  authority  would  total 
$290.6  billion  and  outlays  $291.7  billion.  The 
resolution  recommends  that  Education  for 
the  Disadvantaged  (Title  I)  be  funded  at  $7.2 
billion  and  the  Drug  Free  Schools  Program 
at  $440  million— the  same  levels  provided  in 
the  Balanced  Budget  Downpayment  Act.  n 
(H.R.  3019).  It  calls  for  the  elimination  of 
Goals  2000.  It  also  assumes  passage  of  a  job 
training  consolidation  bill  giving  State  and 
local  authorities  control  of  job  training 
funding.  Finally,  the  resolution  assumes  sav- 
ings of  $4.6  billion  in  budget  authority  from 
eliminating  direct  lending  and  reducing  sub- 
sidies to  banks  and  guaranty  agencies. 

Senate  Amendment.  The  Senate  amendment 
calls  for  1997  budget  authority  of  $51.4  billion 
and  outlays  of  $51.5  billion.  It  recommends  6- 
year  budget  authority  of  $306.0  billion  and 
outlays  of  $302.7  billion.  The  amendment  as- 
sumes savings  of  $3.4  billion  In  budget  au- 
thority from  capping  direct  lending  volume 
at  20  percent  and  reducing  subsidies  to  banks 
and  guaranty  agencies.  It  also  assumes  $38 
billion  in  discretionary  spending  for  fiscal 
year  1997,  $1.7  billion  above  the  1996  funding 
level. 

Conference  Agreement.  The  conference 
agreement  recommends  $49.0  billion  for 
budget  authority  and  $50.0  billion  for  outlays 
in  1997.  and  6-year  totals  of  $293.6  billion  In 
budget  authority  and  $292.4  billion  in  out- 
lays. The  agreement  assumes  priority  fund- 
ing for  Title  1,  Special  Education,  Impact 
Aid.  and  Pell  Grants.  The  agreement  also  as- 
sumes the  passage  of  a  job  training  consoli- 
dation bUl. 

The  conference  agreement  assumes  student 
loan  outlay  savings  of  $3,670  billion  over  6 
years.  Conferees  assume  these  savings  will  be 
achieved  without  raising  costs  or  limiting 
access  to  student  loans.  Conferees  assume 
that  savings  in  the  guaranteed  loan  program 
will  be  achieved  In  conjunction  with  a  cap  on 
direct  lending  volume. 

FUNCTION  SSO:  HEALTH 

House  Resolution.  The  House  resolution  rec- 
ommends $129.9  billion  in  budget  authority 
and  $130.3  billion  in  outlays  in  fiscal  year 
1997.  Over  the  6-year  period  through  2002.  the 
resolution  calls  for  $894.6  billion  in  budget 
authority  and  $894.7  billion  in  outlays.  The 
resolution  assumes  comprehensive  reform  of 
Medicaid  consistent  with  the  framework  of 
the  National  Governors'  Association  reform 
plan,  slowing  the  growth  of  Federal  Medicaid 
spending  by  $72  billion  over  6  years.  Total 
Federal  Medicaid  spending  would  grow  from 
$96  billion  m  1996  to  $140  billion  in  2002.  The 
resolution  also  incorporates  the  House- 
passed  Health  Coverage  Availability  and  Af- 
fordabillty  Act  of  1996.  It  recommends  struc- 
tural reform  of  the  Food  and  Drug  Adminis- 
tration, and  maintenance  of  the  1996  In- 
creases in  funding  for  the  National  Institutes 
of  Health.  It  also  accepts  the  administra- 
tion's funding  for  Health  Care  Resources  and 
Administration,  and  accommodates  the 
health  provisions  of  the  new  Native  Amer- 
ican block  grant  described  In  Function  450. 
The  resolution  rejects  the  administration's 
25-percent  cut  in  Centers  for  Disease  Control 
and  Prevention.  It  calls  for  terminating  the 
National  Institute  for  Occupational  Safety 
and  Health;  consolidating  health  data  collec- 
tion and  analysis  In  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services;  eliminating  un- 
necessary funding  in  departmental  manage- 


ment; consolidating  bureaucracy  in  the  Mine 
Safety  and  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
Administrations;  and  reducing  departmental 
overhead. 

Senate  Amendment.  For  Hscal  year  1997.  the 
Senate  amendment  recommends  $132.4  bil- 
lion in  budget  authority  and  $132.4  billion  in 
outlays.  It  calls  for  $894.0  billion  in  budget 
authority  over  6  years,  and  $893.7  billion  in 
outlays.  Corresponding  with  the  House  reso- 
lution, the  Senate  amendment  recommends 
comprehensive  reform  of  Medicaid  consistent 
with  the  framework  of  the  National  Gov- 
ernors' Association  reform  plan,  slowing  the 
growth  of  Federal  Medicaid  spending  by  $72 
billion  over  6  years.  Total  Federal  Medicaid 
spending  would  grow  from  $96  billion  In  1996 
to  $140  billion  in  2002.  The  Senate  amend- 
ment also  assumes  National  Institutes  of 
Health  funding  of  $11.95  billion  in  budget  au- 
thority through  2002.  Finally,  it  recommends 
priority  funding  for  Indian  Health  Services 
and  local  health  center  service  sites. 

Conference  Agreement.— The  conference 
agreement  provides  $133.2  billion  in  budget 
authority  and  $133.2  billion  In  outlays  in 
1997.  and  6-year  totals  of  $895.3  billion  in 
budget  authority  and  $894.9  billion  in  out- 
lays. The  conferees  firmly  endorse  the 
recomendatlon  of  both  the  House  resolution 
and  the  Senate  amendment  in  calling  for 
comprehensive  reform  of  Medicaid,  consist- 
ent with  the  framework  of  the  National  Gov- 
ernors' Association  reform  plan,  slowing  the 
growth  of  Federal  Medicaid  spending  by  $72 
billion  over  6  years.  Total  Federal  Medicaid 
spending  would  grow  from  $96  billion  in  1996 
to  $137  billion  in  2002.  The  conference  agree- 
ment also  assumes  priority  funding  for  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health  at  $11.95  bUUon 
in  budget  authority,  and  structural  reform  of 
the  Food  and  Drug  Administration. 

FUNCTION  S'TO:  MEDICARE 

House  Resolution.— The  comprehensive 
Medicare  reform  envisioned  in  the  House  res- 
olution assumes  net  1997  Medicare  spending 
of  $193.2  billion  in  budget  authority  and 
$191.5  billion  In  outlays.  Net  budget  author- 
ity over  6  years  would  total  $1,343.7  billion, 
and  outlays  would  be  $1,332.1  billion.  The  as- 
sumed Medicare  reform  would  slow  the 
growth  of  net  Medicare  spending  by  $158  bil- 
lion over  6  years.  Gross  6-year  spending 
would  be  $1,479  trillion,  rising  from  $196  bil- 
Uon  in  1996  to  $284  bilUon  in  2002.  The  aver- 
age growth  rate  in  total  program  spending 
would  be  6.4  percent  per  year,  and  average 
spending  per  beneficiary  would  rise  from 
$5,200  m  1996  to  $7,000  in  2002.  The  resolution 
calls  for  no  Increases  in  Medicare  beneficiary 
copayments  or  deductibles,  and  assumes 
maintaining  the  Part  B  premium  at  25  per- 
cent of  program  costs  while  reducing  the 
taxpayer  subsidy  for  high-income  bene- 
Qciaries. 

Senate  Amendment.— The  Senate  amend- 
ment also  calls  for  comprehensive  Medicare 
reform,  assuming  a  plan  that  yields  net  1997 
Medicare  budget  authority  of  $193.2  billion, 
and  outlays  of  $191.5  billion.  Over  6  years,  the 
assumed  Senate  reform  results  in  net  budget 
authority  of  $1,335.9  billion,  and  outlays  of 
$1,324.3  billion.  The  assumed  Medicare  sav- 
ings match  those  of  the  House  resolution, 
slowing  the  growth  of  net  Medicare  spending 
by  $158  billion  over  6  years.  Gross  6-year 
spending  would  be  $1,459  trillion,  growing 
from  $196  billion  in  1996  to  S279  bUlion  in 
2002.  The  amendment  jirovldes  for  an  average 
growth  rate  in  total  program  spending  of  6.1 
percent  per  year,  and  the  same  i>er-bene- 
flclary  spending  Increase  as  the  House.  The 
amendment  makes  no  explicit  assumption 
about  Part  B  premiums,  but  calls  for  Part  B 
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savXngs  consistent  with  the  President's  budg- 
et, which  assume  retaining  the  premium  at 
2S  percent  of  program  costs. 

Conference  Agreement.— Adopzing  the  call 
for  comprehensive  Medicare  reform  from  the 
House  resolution  and  the  Senate  amend- 
ment, the  conferees  propose  $192.8  billion  In 
net  Medicare  budget  authority  in  1997.  and 
$191.2  billion  in  net  outlays.  Over  6  years,  the 
conference  totals  would  be  $1,345.8  billion  in 
net  budget  authority  and  $1,334.2  billion  in 
net  outlays.  The  reform  assumed  in  the  con- 
ference agreement  yields  gross  Medicare 
spending  of  $209.1  billion  in  1997  (an  increase 
from  $196.1  billion  in  1996)  and  $282.1  billion 
in  2002.  It  assumes  an  average  annual  spend- 
ing increase  of  6.2  percent,  with  a  6-year 
gross  spending  total  of  $1,479  trillion.  The 
conference  agreement  also  assumes  that 
spending  per  beneficiary  will  increase  from 
$5,200  in  1996  to  $7,000  in  20O2.  These  spending 
levels  assume  no  increases  in  beneflciaxy  co- 
payments  or  deductibles.  They  also  assume 
maintaining  the  Part  B  premium  at  25  per- 
cent of  program  costs,  but  reducing  the  tax- 
payer subsidy  for  high-income  beneficiaries. 
Savings  from  the  Part  A  program  assumed  in 
the  conference  agreement  will  extend  the 
solvency  of  the  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  for  10  years;  savings  from  the  Part  B 
program  will  be  consistent  with  Part  B  pro- 
gram savings  assumed  in  the  President's 
budget. 

FUNCTION  SOO:  INCOME  SECXjTUTY 

House  Resolution.— The  House  resolution 
calls  for  1997  budget  authority  of  $232.6  bil- 
lion and  outlays  of  $240.1  billion.  Over  6 
years.  It  recommends  $1,524.6  billion  in  budg- 
et authority  and  $1,541.6  billion  in  outlays. 
The  principal  policy  recommendation  Is  for 
comprehensive  welfare  reform,  consistent 
with  the  framework  of  the  Conference  Re- 
port on  the  Personal  Responsibility  and 
Work  Opportunity  Act  of  1995.  slowing  the 
growth  of  Federal  welfare  spending  by  $53 
billion  over  6  years.  Total  Federal  welfare 
spending  would  grow  from  $85  billion  in  1996 
to  $106  billion  in  2002.  The  resolution  also  as- 
sumes the  "Stevens"  package  of  retirement 
reforms  from  the  Balanced  Budget  Act  of 
1995  (H.R.  2491):  maintaining  the  current 
cost-of-living  adjustment  [COLA]  payment 
date  for  civilian  retirees;  increasing  the 
agency  contribution  to  retirement  for  Civil 
Service  Retirement  System  [CSRS]  employ- 
ees by  1.5  percentage  points;  and  Increasing 
employees'  contributions  to  retirement  for 
the  Federal  Employees'  Retirement  System 
[FERS],  CSRS,  and  Postal  Service  employees 
by  0.5  percentage  points  (effective  October  1, 
1996).  Congressional  pension  reform  also  Is 
assumed.  In  addition,  the  resolution  calls  for 
an  open  season  for  allowing  CSRS  employees 
to  convert  to  FERS.  It  assumes  making  per- 
manent the  current  ongoing  roll  manage- 
ment within  the  FECA  Federal  empl05.es' 
workers  compensation  program  and  schedul- 
ing the  pasrment  of  military  retirees'  cost-of- 
living  adjustments  [COLA'S]  at  the  same 
time  as  those  of  civilian  Federal  retirees. 
The  resolution  calls  for  equity  in  unemploy- 
ment Insurance  for  persons  affected  by  inter- 
national trade  or  who  voluntarily  leave  the 
military.  It  assumes  reform  of  the  Earned  In- 
come Credit.  It  also  assumes  renewing  sec- 
tion 8  housing  contracts,  but  at  market  rents 
rather  than  current,  oversubsidized  rents; 
other  reforms  In  assisted  and  public  housing; 
and  provisions  limiting  the  Increase  of  an- 
nual adjustment  factor  reimbursements  to 
private  project  owners 

Senate  Amendment.  The  Senate  amendment 
calls  for  1997  budget  authority  of  $232.4  bil- 
lion and  outlays  of  $240.3  billion.  It  rec- 


ommends 6-year  budget  authority  of  $1,532.3 
billion  and  outlays  of  $1,552.6  billion.  The 
amendment  shares  in  the  House  resolution's 
call  for  comprehensive  reform  of  welfare, 
consistent  with  the  Nationad  Governors'  As- 
sociation proposals,  slowing  the  growth  of 
Federal  welfare  spending  by  $53  billion  over 
6  years.  As  with  the  House  resolution,  total 
Federal  welfare  spending  under  the  Senate 
amendment's  assumptions  would  grow  from 
$85  billion  In  1996  to  $106  billion  in  2002.  The 
amendment  also  assumes  the  "Stevens" 
package  of  retirement  reforms  Included  in 
the  Balanced  Budget  Act  of  1995  (H.R.  2491), 
with  agency  contributions  increased  by  1.51 
percentage  points.  Agency  and  employee 
contribution  rate  increases  are  tied  to  Janu- 
ary 1  effective  dates.  No  assumptions  are 
made  regarding  changes  in  military  retire- 
ment. Like  the  House  resolution,  the  amend- 
ment calls  for  equity  In  unemployment  in- 
surance for  persons  affected  by  international 
trade  or  who  voluntarily  leave  the  military. 
It  assumes  reform  of  the  Earned  Income 
Credit.  It  also  assumes  the  renewal  of  sec- 
tion 8  housing  contracts — but  at  market 
rents,  rather  than  current,  oversubsidized 
rents,  and  provisions  limiting  the  Increase  of 
annual  adjustment  factor  reimbursements  to 
private  project  owners. 

Conference  Agreement.  The  conference 
agreement  assumes  $230.2  billion  in  budget 
authority  and  $239.7  billion  in  outlays  in 
1997,  and  $1,532.3  billion  in  budget  authority 
and  $1,551.9  billion  in  outlays  over  6  years. 

The  conference  agreement  assumes  com- 
prehensive welfare  reform,  slowing  the 
growth  of  Federal  welfire  spending  by  $53 
billion  over  6  years.  For  mandatory  welfare 
programs  within  Function  600,  spending  lev- 
els are  assumed  to  be  $81.7  billion  In  fiscal 
year  1997,  $97.5  billion  In  fiscal  year  2002,  and 
a  total  of  $529.5  billion  over  the  6-year  pe- 
riod. A  portion  of  the  programs  affected 
under  the  welfare  reform  proposal  assumed 
in  the  resolution  appear  in  Function  500. 
When  those  are  taken  into  account,  total 
spending  on  all  programs  affected  by  the  wel- 
fare reform  proposals  in  Functions  500  and 
600  is  assumed  to  be  $576.2  billion  during  the 
period  1997  through  2002. 

The  conference  agreement  rejects  the  ad- 
ministration's proposed  outyear  cuts  for  the 
Low  Income  Home  Energy  Assistance  Pro- 
gram [T.TKKAP].  which  reach  a  maximum  re- 
duction of  nearly  $200  million  in  fiscal  year 
2000.  The  resolution  instead  assumes 
UHEAP  funding  will  remain  at  the  fiscal 
year  1996  level  through  2002. 

The  conference  agreement  assumes  re- 
forms of  the  Earned  Income  Credit  [EIC]  to 
eliminate  fraud  and  abuse  within  the  pro- 
gram, to  better  target  benefits  to  low-in- 
come working  families  with  children,  and  to 
coordinate  the  credit  with  the  $500  per  child 
tax  credit  that  also  is  assumed  In  this  budg- 
et. The  outlay  portion  of  the  EIC,  which  ap- 
pears in  Function  600,  assumes  spending  of 
$19.2  billion  in  fiscal  year  1997,  rising  to  $23.6 
billion  in  fiscal  year  2002.  Total  spending  on 
the  EIC  assumed  In  both  Function  600  and 
revenues  during  the  period  1997-2002  Is  as- 
sumed to  be  $156.3  billion. 

The  conferees  also  assume  major  projwsals 
to  strengthen  the  integrity  of  Federal  retire- 
ment programs.  These  proposals  Include  con- 
forming pension  benefits  for  Members  of 
Congress  and  congressional  staff  to  the  pen- 
sion benefits  available  to  Federal  employees 
within  the  executive  branch,  and  maintain- 
ing the  current  COLA  payment  date  for  re- 
tired Federal  workers  as  reconmiendcd  by 
the  President  through  2002.  Additionally, 
Federal  agency  contributions  to  the  Civil 


Service  Retirement  and  Disability  Trust 
Fund  [CSRDF]  will  be  Increased  by  1.51  per- 
centage points  for  CSRS  covered  workers  be- 
ginning October  1,  1996.  CSRS,  FERS,  and 
Postal  Service  employee  contributions  will 
be  increased  by  0.25  percentage  points  on 
January  1.  1997,  by  0.15  percentage  points  on 
January  1,  1998,  and  by  0.1  percentage  points 
on  January  1, 1999.  Portions  of  those  propos- 
als also  appear  in  Function  950  and  Reve- 
nues. 

The  conferees  assume  the  renewal  of  sec- 
tion 8  housing  assistance  contracts,  but  at 
market  rents  rather  than  the  current  above- 
market  rents.  The  conferees  further  assume 
provisions  limiting  the  increase  of  annual 
adjustment  factor  reimbursements  to  pri- 
vate project  owners. 

FUNCTION  650:  SOCIAL  SECURITT 

House  Resolution.  The  House  resolution 
calls  for  $372.5  billion  in  1997  budget  author- 
ity and  $368.1  billion  in  outlays.  Over  6  years. 
it  assumes  $2,534.8  billion  in  budget  author- 
ity and  $2,500.7  billion  in  outlays.  The  resolu- 
tion assumes  no  changes  from  current  law. 
Current  law  Includes  recently  enacted  legis- 
lation that  gradually  raises  the  Social  Secu- 
rity earnings  limit  as  called  for  In  the  Con- 
tract With  America  Advancement  Act  of  1996 
(H.R.  3136). 

Senate  Amendment.  The  Senate  amendment 
matches  the  House  resolution  with  regard  to 
Social  Security.  It  calls  for  $372.5  billion  in 
1997  budget  authority  and  $368.1  billion  In 
outlays.  Over  6  years,  it  assumes  $2,534.8  bil- 
lion In  budget  authority  and  $2,500.7  billion 
in  outlays.  The  amendment  assumes  no 
changes  from  current  law.  Current  law  in- 
cludes recently  enacted  legislation  that 
gradually  raises  the  Social  Security  earnings 
limit  as  called  for  In  the  Contract  With 
America  Advancement  Act  of  1996  (H.R. 
3136). 

Conference  Agreement.  The  conference 
agreement  follows  the  House  resolution  and 
the  Senate  amendment. 

FxmcnoN  700:  veterans'  benefits  and 

SERVICES 

House  Resolution.  The  House  resolution  as- 
sumes $39.1  billion  in  budget  authority  and 
$39.7  billion  In  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
Over  6  years,  the  resolution  calls  for  $230.7 
billion  in  budget  authority  and  $233.3  billion 
in  outlays.  The  resolution  provides  for  $10.2 
billion  more  in  budget  authority  over  6  years 
than  the  President's  budget  in  areas  such  as 
medical  care,  medical  research,  and  the  VA 
cemetery  system.  For  fiscal  year  1997,  It  rec- 
ommends approximately  $100  million  more 
for  VA  medical  care  than  the  President.  It 
also  calls  for  several  new  initiatives:  Raising 
disabled  veterans'  auto  allowance;  improving 
compensation  for  surviving  spouses;  extend- 
ing back  benefit  payment  limits;  providing  a 
scholarship  for  college  seniors;  converting 
certain  education  benefits  to  the  Montgom- 
ery GI  Bill;  making  permanent  the  Alter- 
native Teacher  Certification  Program;  and 
funding  the  Pro  Bono  Program  at  the  Court 
of  Veterans  Appeals. 

Senate  Amendment.  The  Senate  amendment 
recommends  1997  budget  authority  of  $39.0 
billion,  and  outlays  of  $39.5  billion.  It  calls 
for  $232.7  billion  In  budget  authority  over  6 
years,  and  $235.5  billion  in  outlays.  The 
amendment  calls  for  $13  billion  more  in 
budget  authority  than  the  President's  budg- 
et over  the  next  6  years  for  veterans'  medical 
care,  and  assumes  continued  reform  of  medi- 
cal care  delivery.  It  recommends  $5.1  billion 
in  savings  from  extending  sunset  dates  in  the 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  [OBRA] 
of  1993,  repealing  the  Gardner  aod  Davenport 
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decisions,  rounding  down  compensation 
COLA'S  to  the  nearest  whole  dollar,  and 
making  other  small  programmatic  reforms. 

Conference  Agreement.  The  conference 
agreement  assumes  $38.5  billion  in  budget 
authority  and  $39.6  billion  in  outlays  in  1997. 
and  $231.1  billion  In  budget  authority  and 
$234.3  billion  In  outlays  over  6  years.  The 
agreement  rejects  the  administration's  pro- 
posed cuts  for  the  veterans'  medical  care, 
prosthetic  research,  the  National  Cemetery 
System,  and  numerous  other  programs  for 
veterans.  Thus,  the  agreement  calls  for  $10.6 
billion  more  in  budget  authority  over  6  years 
than  the  President's  budget  In  these  and  re- 
lated areas.  The  agreement  assumes  adop- 
tion of  those  savings  in  mandatory  programs 
agreed  to  with  the  President  during  budget 
negotiations  earlier  this  year.  The  agree- 
ment also  assumes  enactment  of  several  new 
initiatives:  Raising  disabled  veterans'  auto 
allowance;  improving  compensation  for  sur- 
viving spouses;  extending  back  benefit  pay- 
ment limits;  providing  a  scholarship  for  col- 
lege seniors;  converting  certain  education 
benefits  to  the  Montgomery  GI  Bill;  making 
permanent  the  Alternative  Teacher  Certifi- 
cation Program;  and  funding  the  Pro  Bono 
Program  at  the  Court  of  Veterans  Appeals. 

function  750:  ADMINISTRATION  OF  JUSTICE 

House  Resolution.  The  House  resolution 
calls  for  $22.1  billion  in  budget  authority  and 
$19.9  billion  in  outlays  in  1997.  It  rec- 
ommends $132.3  billion  in  budget  authority 
over  6  years,  and  $127.7  billion  in  outlays. 
The  resolution  assumes  $4.7  billion  in  1997 
budget  authority  for  the  Violent  Crime  Re- 
duction Trust  Fund.  It  provides  for  full  fund- 
ing of  $699  million  for  reforms  contained  in 
the  House's  recently  passed  Immigration  In 
the  National  Interest  Act.  and  full  funding  of 
$229  million  for  the  Antiterrorism  and  Elec- 
tive Death  Penalty  Act  of  1996.  The  resolu- 
tion also  recommends  eliminating  the  politi- 
cal appointment  process  for  U.S.  Marshals. 

Senate  Amendment.  For  1997,  the  Senate 
amendment  recommends  $21.7  billion  in 
budget  authority  and  $20.6  billion  in  outlays. 
It  calls  for  $130.3  billion  in  budget  authority 
and  $127.2  billion  in  outlays  through  2002. 
The  amendment  assumes  full  funding  of  $5 
billion  in  1997  budget  authority  for  the  Vio- 
lent Crime  Reduction  Trust  Fund,  and  calls 
for  eliminating  the  political  appointment 
process  for  U.S.  Marshals. 

Conference  Agreement.  The  conference 
agreement  assumes  $20.9  billion  in  budget 
authority  and  $19.5  billion  in  outlays  in  1997. 
and  $130.4  billion  in  budget  authority  and 
$126.8  billion  in  outlays  over  6  years.  The 
conferees  recommend  $4.7  billion  In  1997 
budget  authority  for  the  Violent  Crime  Re- 
duction Trust  Fund  to  demonstrate  the  con- 
tinued Federal  commitment  to  support  Fed- 
eral, State,  and  local  law  enforcement  and 
crime  prevention  efforts.  The  conferees  as- 
sume full  funding  for  the  Antiterrorism  and 
Effective  Death  Penalty  Act  of  1996.  In  addi- 
tion, the  conference  agreement  supports  the 
Imnilgration  in  the  National  Interest  Act 
and  calls  for  sufficient  funding  to  implement 
the  reform  priorities  set  forth  in  the  act. 

FUNCTION  8OO:  GENERAL  GOVERNMENT 

House  Resolution.— For  Function  800,  the 
House  resolution  provides  for  1997  budget  au- 
thority of  $11.4  billion  and  outlays  of  $11.7 
billion.  Over  6  years,  the  resolution  rec- 
ommends $75.8  billion  in  budget  authority 
and  $76.5  billion  in  outlays.  The  resolution 
calls  for  ending  the  government's  monopoly 
on  printing  and  Implementing  overall  reform 
of  the  General  Services  Administration.  It 
also   assumes   savings   from   amending   the 


McKlnney  Homeless  Assistance  Act  to  re- 
duce unnecessary  litigation  during  the  dis- 
posal of  surplus  Federal  property. 

Senate  Amendment.— The  Senate  amend- 
ment recommends  1997  levels  of  $13.8  billion 
in  budget  authority  and  $13.7  billion  in  out- 
lays. It  calls  for  6-year  budget  authority  of 
$80.7  billion  and  outlays  of  $80.2  billion.  The 
amendment  assumes  savings  of  $1.5  billion 
over  6  years  on  Federal  courthouse  construc- 
tion. 

Conference  Agreement. — The  conferees  rec- 
ommend $12.4  billion  in  budget  authority  and 
$12.2  billion  in  outlays  in  1997.  and  $79.8  bil- 
lion in  budget  authority  and  $79.6  billion  In 
outlays  over  6  years.  It  also  assumes  savings 
from  amending  the  McKlnney  Homeless  As- 
sistance Act  to  reduce  unnecessary  litigation 
during  the  disposal  of  surplus  Federal  prop- 
erty. 

FUNCTION  900:  NET  INTEREST 

House  Resolution. — The  House  resolution 
assumes  net  interest  levels  In  1997  of  $242.1 
billion  In  budget  authority  and  outlays.  Over 
6  years,  net  interest  would  be  $1,441.0  billion 
in  budget  authority  and  outlays.  The  bal- 
anced budget  plan  called  for  in  the  resolu- 
tion is  projected  to  reduce  net  interest  pay- 
ments from  $239.7  billion  In  1996  to  $235.6  bil- 
lion in  2002. 

Senate  Amendment.— The  Senate  amend- 
ment assumes  $242.2  billion  in  1997  budget 
authority  and  outlays  for  net  Interest.  Over 
6  years,  a  total  of  $1,444.6  billion  In  budget 
authority  and  outlays  is  assumed.  The  bal- 
anced budget  plan  called  for  in  the  amend- 
ment is  projected  to  reduce  net  interest  pay- 
ments from  $239.7  billion  in  1996  to  $236.6  bil- 
lion in  2002. 

Conference  Agreement. — ^The  conference 
agreement  assumes  $242.0  billion  in  1997 
budget  authority  and  outlays  for  net  inter- 
est, and  $1,442.8  billion  in  budget  authority 
and  outlays  over  6  years. 

FUNCTION  sac:  ALLOWANCES 

House  Resolution.— For  1997,  the  House  reso- 
lution assumes  $2.7  billion  in  budget  author- 
ity and  -$1.0  billion  in  outlays.  It  calls  for 
-$7.5  billion  in  budget  authority  over  6 
years,  and  -$6.2  billion  In  outlays.  The  reso- 
lution assimies  repeal  of  the  Davis-Bacon 
Act  and  the  Service  Contract  Act  and  a  re- 
duction in  the  number  of  political  appointees 
in  the  executive  branch.  It  calls  for  contract- 
ing out  printing  orders  of  less  than  $1,000.  It 
also  recommends  funding  for  emergencies, 
contingent  emergencies,  and  an  anticipated 
1997  supplemental  appropriation  for  the  Fed- 
eral Emergency  Management  Agency 
[FEMA].  In  addition,  this  function  reflects  a 
portion  of  the  savings  from  allowing  an  open 
season  for  Federal  CSRS  employees  to  con- 
vert to  FERS.  [A  debt  collection  provision 
identical  to  that  in  the  Senate  amendment 
in  this  function  is  reflected  In  Function  950 
of  the  House  resolution.] 

Senate  Amendment.— The  Senate  amend- 
ment calls  for  1997  budget  authority  of  -$1.6 
billion  and  outlays  of  $0.8  billion.  Over  6 
years,  the  amendment  assumes  -$8.0  billion 
In  budget  authority  and  -  $5.0  billion  in  out- 
lays. The  amendment  assumes  additional 
savings  by  expanding  debt  collection  provi- 
sions In  the  Omnibus  Consolidated  Rescis- 
sions and  Appropriations  Act  (Public  Law 
104-134).  It  also  assumes  reform  of  the  Davis- 
Bacon  Act  and  repeal  of  the  Service  Contract 
Act. 

Conference  Agreement. — The  conference 
agreement  assumes  -$465  million  in  budget 
authority  and  -$1.9  billion  in  outlays  In 
1997,  and  -$12.3  bllUon  in  budget  authority 
and   -$10.8  billion  in  outlays  over  6  years. 


The  conference  agreement  assumes  the  addi- 
tional $235  million  In  savings  from  expanding 
debt  collection  provisions  contained  in  the 
Omnibus  Consolidated  Rescissions  and  Ap- 
propriations Act  (Public  Law  104-134). 

FLTJCTION  850:  UNDISTRIBUTED  OFFSETTING 
RECEIPTS 

House  Resolution.— For  1997.  the  House  reso- 
lution assumes  -$52.2  billion  In  budget  au- 
thority and  outlays.  It  assimies  -$278.9  bil- 
lion In  budget  authority  and  outlays  over  6 
years.  The  resolution  assumes  an  additional 
$235  million  above  the  Balanced  Budget 
Downpayment  Act.  n  level  from  amending 
debt  collection  provisions.  It  also  reflects  in 
this  function  the  receipts  portions  of  the 
Federal  retirement  provisions.  Including  the 
increased  agency  contributions  and  a  portion 
of  the  open  season  for  CSRS  employees  to 
convert  to  F£IRS.  It  assumes  savings  from 
enactment  of  the  expanded  spectrum  auction 
provisions  included  in  the  Balanced  Budget 
Actof  1995  (H.R.  2491). 

Senate  Amendment.— The  Senate  amend- 
ment assumes  budget  authority  and  outlays 
of  -$50.3  billion  in  1997  and  -$277.0  biUlon 
over  6  years.  It  assumes  the  Increased  em- 
ployers' share  payments  in  Federal  retire- 
ment and  enactment  of  the  expanded  spec- 
trum auction  provisions  included  in  the  Bal- 
anced Budget  Act  of  1995  (H.R.  2491).  [Debt 
collection  provision  Identical  to  those  re- 
flected in  the  House  resolution  In  this  func- 
tion appear  in  Function  920  of  the  Senate 
amendment.] 

Conference  Agreement. — The  conferees  as- 
sume $52.0  billion  in  budget  authority  and 
$52.0  billion  in  outlays  in  1997.  Over  6  years, 
they  assume  $277.8  billion  in  budget  author- 
ity and  $277.8  billion  In  outlays.  The  agree- 
ment assumes  the  spectrum  auction  provi- 
sion in  the  House  resolution  and  the  Senate 
amendment.  In  addition,  a  portion  of  the 
Federal  retirement  reforms  discussed  In 
Function  600  appear  in  Function  950.  Agency 
contributions  to  the  Civil  Service  Retire- 
ment and  Disability  Trust  Fund  [CSRDF]  are 
assumed  to  Increase  by  1.51  percentage 
points  for  all  CSRS  employees  beginning  Oc- 
tober 1,  1996. 

REVENUES 

House  Resolution.— The  House  resolution 
assumes  $1,470.4  billion  in  revenues  in  1997 
and  $9,877.2  billion  over  6  years.  It  calls  for 
tax  relief  of  $123.7  billion  over  6  years  with 
adoption  of  a  permanent  $S00-per-child  mid- 
dle-class family  tax  credit.  The  resolution 
also  assumes  a  $5,000  tax  credit  for  adoption 
expenses  as  contained  in  the  Adoption  Pro- 
motion and  Stability  Act  of  1996  (HJl.  3286). 
and  a  repeal  of  the  President's  4.3-cent  in- 
crease m  the  gasoline  tax.  It  allows  for  po- 
tential additional  tax  relief  on  a  deficit-neu- 
tral basis  by  reducing  business  tax  subsidies 
amd  extending  expired  tax  provisions.  In  ad- 
dition, the  resolution  calls  for  $9  billion  in 
savings  from  the  Earned  Income  Oedit  [see 
Function  600],  and  assumes  revenues  por- 
tions of  the  Federal  retirement  reforms,  in- 
cluding the  increased  employee  contribution 
to  the  retirement  trust  fund  [see  Function 
600].  Finally,  it  calls  for  $1,315  bUUon  from 
enactment  of  debt  collection  measures. 

Senate  Amendment.— The  Senate  amend- 
ment assumes  aggregate  revenue  levels  of 
$1,471.2  billion  in  1997  and  $9,879.2  bllUon  over 
6  years.  It  calls  for  tax  relief  of  $122  billion 
over  6  years  with  adoption  of  a  pennanent 
$500-per-chlld  middle-class  family  tax  credit. 
It  establishes  a  reserve  fund  to  provide  for 
the  following:  additional  tax  relief  to  mid- 
dle-class families  and  small  businesses;  relief 
from  gasoline  taxes;  and  Incentives  for  sav- 
ing   and    investment    on    a    deficit-neutral 
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basis.  The  amendment  also  assumes  S5.5  bil- 
lion In  savings  from  the  Earned  Income  Cred- 
it [see  Function  600]  and  includes  In  the  reve- 
nues function  the  Increased  employee  con- 
tribution portion  of  the  "Stevens"  package 
of  Federal  retirement  reforms  discussed  in 
Function  600. 

Conference  Agreement.— The  conference 
agreement  assumes  $1,468.7  billion  in  reve- 
nues in  1997  and  $9,880.7  billion  over  6  years. 
It  assumes  $122.4  billion  in  tax  relief  with 
adoption  of  a  $500-per-chlld  middle-class  fam- 
ily tax  credit.  The  agreement  assumes  $1,315 
billion  in  additional  revenues  resulting  from 
enactment  of  debt  collection  measures.  The 
revenue  aggregates  also  reflect  the  revenue 
portion  of  reforming  the  Earned  Income 
Credit  and  the  contribution  portion  of  the 
"Stevens"  package  of  Federal  retirement  re- 
forms. 

Reconciliation  t 

Under  sections  301(b)  and  310(a)  of  the 
Budget  Act,  the  budget  resolution  may  In- 
clude reconciliation  instructions  directing 
the  authorizing  committees  to  make  changes 
in  mandatory  spending  and  revenues.  The 
purpose  of  reconciliation  instructions,  as  set 
forth  in  section  310(a)  of  the  Budget  Act,  is 
to  effectuate  the  provisions  and  require- 
ments of  a  concurrent  resolution  on  the 
budget. 

INTERVALS 

Hottse  Resolution.  The  House  resolution  pro- 
vides reconciliation  instructions  for  the  ap- 
propriate authorization  committees  to 
achieve  specified  aggregate  targets  for  fiscal 
year  1997.  fiscal  year  2002.  and  the  &-year 
total  for  flscal  years  1997  through  2002.  In  ad- 
dition the  Committees  on  Banking  and  Fi- 
nancial Services  and  Government  Reform 
and  Oversight  have  deficit  reduction  targets 
for  the  same  intervals. 

Senate  Amendment.  The  Senate  amendment 
provides  reconciliation  instructions  for  its 
conmilttees  to  achieve  savings  from  a  base- 
line for  fiscal  year  1997  and  the  6-year  total 
for  fiscal  years  1997  through  2002  (except  for 
the  tax  relief  bill,  which  is  reconciled  for  fis- 
cal year  2002,  and  the  6-year  total  of  1997 
through  2002). 

Conference  Agreement.  The  conference 
agreement  provides  reconciliation  instruc- 
tions that  will  produce  changes  in  manda- 
tory spending  for  fiscal  year  1997,  fiscal  year 
2002,  and  the  6-year  total  for  fiscal  years  1997 
through  2002.  The  agreement  provides  in- 
structions that  will  produce  changes  in  reve- 
nues for  the  6-year  total  for  Qscal  years  1997 
through  2002. 

DEADLINES,  SUBJECT  MATTER,  AND  COMMITTEES 
RECONCILED 

House  Resolution.  The  House  budget  resolu- 
UoD  establishes  a  process  for  considering 
three  septuate  reconciliation  bills.  On  three 
specified  dates,  the  appropriate  House  au- 
thorizing committees  are  Instructed  to  sub- 
mit their  reconciliation  recommendations  to 
the  House  Committee  on  the  Budget.  The 
House  Committee  on  the  Budget  will  report, 
without  substantive  change,  three  separate 
reconciliation  bills.  Each  of  these  bills  will 
be  fully  privileged  in  the  House  as  a  rec- 
onciliation bill  as  defined  in  section  310  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act. 

The  deadlines,  subject  matter,  and  list  of 
instructed  committees  are  summarized 
below: 

—  May  24— Welfare  and  Medicaid  Reform. 
Committees  reconciled:  Agriculture, 
Commerce,  Economic  and  Educational 
Opportunities,  and  Ways  and  Means. 


—  June  14— Medicare  Preservation.  Commit- 
tees reconciled:  Commerce  and  Ways  and 
Means. 

—  July  12— Tax  Relief  and  Miscellaneous  and 
Financial  Services  Direct  Spending  Reforms. 
Conmilttees  reconciled:  Banking  and  Fi- 
nancial Services.  Commerce,  Economic 
and  Educational  Opportunities,  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight,  Inter- 
national Relations,  Judiciary,  National 
Security,  Resources,  Science,  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure,  Veterans'  Af- 
fairs, and  Ways  and  Means. 

Although  the  House  resolution  does  not  in- 
clude contingency  provisions  comparable  to 
the  Senate  amendment,  the  House  retains  Its 
prerogative  to  allow  floor  consideration  of 
subsequent  reconciliation  bills  if  one  or 
more  of  the  reconciliation  bills  are  vetoed. 

Senate  Amendment.  Section  105  of  the  Sen- 
ate amendment  establishes  a  three-step 
interdependent  reconciliation  process.  The 
first  step  of  this  process  involves  reform  of 
the  welfare  and  Medicaid  programs,  and  the 
Agriculture  and  Finance  Committees  are  in- 
structed to  report  their  recommended 
changes  in  law  to  the  Senate  Committee  on 
the  Budget  by  June  14,  1996.  If  this  first  rec- 
onciliation bill  is  enacted  into  law,  then  the 
following  committees  are  Instructed  to  re- 
port their  recommended  changes  in  law  to 
the  Senate  Committee  on  the  Budget  by  July 
12,  1996:  Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  For- 
estry; Armed  Services;  Banking,  Housing, 
and  Urban  Affairs;  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation;  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources: Environment  and  Public  Works;  Fi- 
nance; Governmental  Affairs;  Judiciary; 
Labor  and  Human  Resources;  and  Veterans' 
Affairs.  Finally,  if  both  the  first  and  second 
bills  are  enacted  into  law,  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee is  instructed  to  report  to  the  Senate 
by  September  18,  1996,  changes  in  law  regard- 
ing reductions  in  revenue. 

Conference  Agreement.  The  conference  In- 
cludes instructions  for  considering  three  sep- 
arate reconciliation  bills.  The  submission 
deadlines,  subject  matter,  and  reconciled 
conunittees  for  the  House  are  as  follows: 

—  June  13.  1996— Welfare  and  Medicaid  Re- 
form and  Tax  Relief  House  committees 
reconciled:  Agriculture,  Commerce,  Eco- 
nomic and  Educational  Opportunities, 
and  Ways  and  Means. 

—  July  18,  1996— Medicare  Preservation. 
House  coDMnittees  reconciled:  Conmierce 
and  Ways  and  Means. 

—  September  6,  1996— Tax  and  Miscellaneous 
Direct  Spending  Reforms.  House  conunit- 
tees reconciled:  Agriculture,  Banking 
and  Financial  Services,  Commerce,  Eco- 
nomic and  Educational  Opportunities, 
Government  Reform  and  Oversight, 
International  Relations,  Judiciary,  Na- 
tional Security,  Resources,  Science, 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure,  Vet- 
erans' Affairs,  and  Ways  and  Means.  The 
amount  reconciled  in  this  third  rec- 
onciliation bill  will  reflect  the  full 
amount  of  any  tax  changes  reconciled 
pursuant  to  this  budget  resolution  con- 
ference report.  The  amount  reconciled  in 
the  third  reconciliation  bill  shall  be  ad- 
justed to  reflect  any  amount  of  revenue 
reduction  enacted  pursuant  to  this  budg- 
et resolution  conference  report. 

The  House  conferees  note  that  the  multi- 
reconciliation  process  provides  maximum 
flexibility  to  achieve  the  changes  in  spend- 
ing and  the  tax  relief  assumed  in  this  con- 
ference report.  For  example,  any  of  the 
spending  or  revenue  changes  assumed  in  the 
first  bill  could— If  not  enacted— be  achieved 


In  the  third  bill.  Moreover,  the  reconciled 
committees  are  permitted  to  exceed  the  sav- 
ings assumed  in  each  of  the  reconciliation 
bills.  Nevertheless,  the  process  still  requires 
reconciled  committees  ultimately  to  meet 
their  targets  whether  incrementally  through 
the  separate  reconciliation  bills  or  solely 
through  the  third  bill. 

The  submission  deadlines,  assumed  subject 
matter,  and  reconciled  committees  for  the 
Senate  are  as  follows: 

—  June  21, 1996— First  Reconciliation  Instruc- 
tion: Assumed  Welfare  and  Medicaid  Reform 
and  Miscellaneous  Tax  Relief.  Senate  com- 
mittees reconciled:  Agriculture  and  Fi- 
nance. 

—  July  24.  1996— Second  ReconcUiaHon  In- 
struction: Assumed  Medicare  Reform.  Sen- 
ate committee  reconciled:  Finance. 

—  September  18.  1996— Third  Reconciliation 
Instruction:  Assumed  Tax  Relief  and  Mis- 
cellaneous Direct  Spending  Reforms.  Senate 
committees  reconciled:  Agriculture,  Nu- 
trition, and  Forestry;  Armed  Services; 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs; 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation; 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources;  Environ- 
ment and  Public  Works;  Finance;  Gov- 
ernmental Affairs;  Judiciary^  Labor  and 
Human  Resources;  and  Veterans'  Affairs. 

The  Senate  conferees  note  that  the  Budget 
Act  and  the  precedents  of  the  Senate  permit 
a  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  that 
includes  reconciliation  instructions  which 
result  in  more  than  one  reconciliation  bill, 
and  which  includes  a  reconciliation  instruc- 
tion that  standing  alone  could  Increase  the 
deflcit. 

Section  310  of  the  Budget  Act  provides  that 
reconciliation  instructions  may  appro- 
priately be  included  In  a  budget  resolution. 
The  Budget  Act  is  silent  as  to  the  number  of 
reconciliation  bills  which  may  result  from 
any  such  instructions.  Moreover,  there  is 
clear  precedent  for  providing  for  more  than 
one  reconciliation  bill.  This  is  not  the  first 
time  a  budget  resolution  has  done  so. 

The  budget  resolution  for  flscal  year  1994 
(House  Concurrent  Resolution  64)  which  im- 
plemented President  Clinton's  first  budget, 
provided  for  two  reconciliation  bills:  an  om- 
nibus reconciliation  bill  and  a  debt  limit 
bill.  The  omnibus  bill  considered  as  a  result 
of  that  budget  resolution  contained  many 
provisions  which  arguably  did  not  contribute 
in  any  way  to  "deflcit  reduction"— notably 
the  substantial  Increase  In  spending  in  the 
Food  Stamp  Program  and  the  Federal  pur- 
chase of  all  childhood  vaccines. 

The  budget  resolution  for  flscal  year  1983 
(Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  92)  provided 
for  an  omnibus  reconciliation  bill  and  a  tax 
reconciliation  bill.  The  omnibus  bill  (Public 
Law  97-253)  resulted  from  instructions  that 
required  Senate  committees  to  report  their 
reconmiended  changes  by  July  20, 1982.  A  sec- 
ond set  of  instructions  directed  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance  to  report  additional  changes 
by  July  12.  1982.  These  additional  changes  be- 
came the  Senate's  amendment  to  a  nonrec- 
onclllation  tax  bill  which  originated  in  the 
House  (the  Tax  Equity  and  Fiscal  Respon- 
sibility Act  [TEFRA],  Public  Law  97-248). 
Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  TEFRA  was 
not  considered  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  as 
a  reconciliation  bill,  this  was  clearly  an  ex- 
ample of  a  reconciliation  Instruction  di- 
rected at  producing  a  separate  reconciliation 
bill. 

Section  310(a)(2)  provides  that  a  budget 
resolution  may  specify  the  total  amount  by 
which  revenues  are  to  be  changed.  It  is  im- 
portant to  note  that  section  310  dictates  nei- 
ther the  nuignltude  nor  direction  of  such 
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changes.  Thus  nothing  in  the  Budget  Act 
prohibits  reconciliation  instructions  from 
reducing  revenues.  The  precedents  confirm 
this  authority.  This  is  not  the  first  time  a 
budget  resolution  has  contained  among  its 
reconciliation  instructions  an  instruction  for 
an  Increase  In  the  deflcit.  Again  in  House 
Concurrent  Resolution  64,  the  budget  resolu- 
tion for  flscal  year  1994,  the  House  Agri- 
culture Committee  was  reconciled  for  outlay 
Increases  for  flscal  years  1994  through  1998. 
This  Instruction  permitted  the  House  Agri- 
culture Committee  to  successfully  bring 
through  the  conference  on  the  reconciliation 
bill  language  which  substantially  expanded 
spending  in  the  Food  Stamp  Program.  More 
recently.  In  last  year's  budget  resolution 
(House  Concurrent  Resolution  67).  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  was  reconciled  for  revenue 
reduction. 

The  first  use  of  reconciliation  was  for  leg- 
islation that  reduced  revenues.  In  1975  the 
applicable  budget  resolution  (House  Concur- 
rent Resolution  466)  provided  an  Instruction 
to  both  Ways  and  Means  and  Finance  to  re- 
port legislation  decreasing  revenues. 

Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  authors 
of  the  1974  Budget  Act  were  neutral  as  to  the 
policy  objectives  of  reconciliation,  since  1975 
reconciliation  and  reconciliation  legislation 
has  been  used  to  reduce  the  deflcit.  The  Sen- 
ate conferees  note  that  while  this  resolution 
Includes  a  reconciliation  instruction  to  re- 
duce revenues,  the  sum  of  the  instructions 
would  not  only  reduce  the  deflcit  but  would 
result  In  a  balanced  budget  by  2002. 

The  Senate  conferees  also  note  that  the 
three-bill  approach  to  reconciliation  con- 
tained in  this  resolution  provides  for  a  more 
thorough  and  orderly  consideration  of  the 
issues  involved.  It  provides  for  extensive 
conslderaUon  on  the  Senate  floor  of  the  pro- 
posal for  balancing  the  budget  by  the  year 
2002  as  embodied  by  this  budget  resolution. 
Rather  than  having  just  20  hours  of  debate 
on  a  single  bill  and  10  hours  of  debate  on  a 
conference  report,  this  three-step  process 
would  permit  60  hours  of  debate  on  the  bills 
and  30  hours  of  debate  on  the  conference  re- 
ports. In  addition,  in  separating  the  proposal 
to  balance  the  budget  into  manageable 
issues.  Senators  are  permitted  to  address 
their  speciflc  concerns  to  the  issues  con- 
tained in  each  bill,  rather  than  forcing  Sen- 
ators to  vote  on  an  "all-or-nothing  propo- 
sition." Furthermore,  the  Senate  conferees 
note  that  section  313  of  the  Budget  Act, 
known  as  the  "Bsrrd  Rule,"  provides  great 
protection  to  the  minority  against  extra- 
neous matter  being  placed  in  any  reconcili- 
ation bill  and  is  reinforced  by  a  60-vote  mar- 
gin required  to  waive  Its  restrictions. 

Separate  tables  for  the  House  and  Senate 
summarize  the  levels  or  amounts  reconciled 
to  each  of  the  appropriate  committees  are 
provided  below: 

RECONCILIATION  BY  HOUSE  COMMITTEE 

NElF/VtE  ma  MENCAD  REFORM  WD  TAX  REUEF 

Renmimnditians  Due  lunc  13. 1996 

(In  millnns  ot  dollan] 


Committn 

1997 

2002 

1997-2002 

Agimltun  Cammittct:  Ot- 

ttct  spending 

35.609 

36.625 

216J16 

Cammefct  CommitlK:  Ot- 

[Kt  spending 

326JS4 

473.718 

2J95J31 

Economic  and  Educatioflil 

Opportunities  Committee: 

Direct  spending 

1S.«08 

19.670 

105J3I 

W»rs  end  Means  Commit- 
tee: 
Direct  spending 

381.199 

563.607 

2^10.569 

Revenue  cftjnge _ 

NA 

NA 

- 122.400 

MEDICARE  PRESERVATION 

Recsmmenditions  Due  Juhr  18.  1996 

(In  millnns  of  dollars] 


ELECTIVE  OMNIBUS  BILL 


Canmittee 

1997 

2002 

1997-2002 

Commerce  Committee:  Di- 

rect spending  

319.554 

420,915 

2^37.231 

Ways  and  Mans  Commit- 

tee: Direct  spending 

374J99 

510.804 

2.652.569 

TAX  AND  MSCEUANEDUS  ORECT  SPENDING  REFORMS 

Recommendations  Due  Septembei 

■  6.  1996 

(In 

millions  ot  dotlarsl 

Committee 

1997 

2O02 

1997-2002 

Agnculture:  Direct  spending 

35.599 

36.614 

216i51 

Banking  and  Financial 

Seivicei: 

Direct  spending . 

- 12.645 

-5.775 

-41.639 

Deficit  reduction  ■  ..._ 

0 

115 

305 

Commerce  Direct  spending 

318.054 

415^90 

2il6.885 

Eninomic  and  Educational 

Opportunities:  Direct 

spending  

15.025 

18.963 

101i60 

Gowmment  Retorm  and 

0»efsigt«. 

Direct  spending  

65,164 

82.594 

442i30 

Oelicit  reduction :     , . 

201 

590 

2.837 

International  Relaiions  Di- 

rect spending  ....     — 

13.025 

loji: 

67.953 

Judiciary:  Direct  spending  .. 

2.784 

4i86 

26.482 

National  Security:  Direct 

spending  _._ 

39.787 

49.774 

271J15 

Resources:  Direct  spending 

2.115 

2.048 

11.652 

Science:  Direct  spending  .._ 

40 

46 

242 

Transportation  and  Inlra- 

stnicture:  Direct  spend- 

ing   __ 

18315 

18.001 

107J28 

Veterans'  AHarrs:  Direct 

spending  

2U75 

22J17 

130.468 

Ways  and  Means: 

Direct  spending  _ _ 

372  J42 

508.107 

2.638.057 

Rewnue  change  .._ 

NA 

NA 

'-\UX3t 

■Deficit  reduction  targets  are  in  addrtnn  to  and  not  reflected  m  Die 
Committee's  total  direct  spending  level. 

'The  amount  reconciled  in  the  ttiird  reconciliation  pill  shall  Pe  adiustK 
to  reflect  any  amount  of  renenue  reductxm  enacted  pursuant  to  this  budget 
resolution  conference  report 

RECONCIUATION  BY  SENATE  COMMITTEE 

FKST  RECOmUATUN 

Recommendations  Due  June  21.  1996 

(h  billons  of  dollars] 


Committee 

1997 

2002 

1997-2002 

Agnculture.  Nutrition  and 

Forestiy:  Direct  spending 
Finance: 

Direct  spending 

Rewnues    

- 1.974 

-0.260 
NA 

-5.967 

-36.578 
M 

-26.169 

-98-321 
-122.400 

SECOND  RECONCUAim 

Recommendations  Due  July  24.  1996 

(In  bdhons  of  dollars] 


Committee 


1997 


2002 


1997-2002 


Finance:  Direct  spending 


-6JO0 


-52*03 


-158000 


TMRO  RECONCUATION 

Recommendatmis  Due  September  18.  1996 

[In  billons  of  dollars] 


Committee 

1997 

2O02 

1997-2002 

Forestry:  Direct  spending 

-0.010 

-0.011 

-0.065 

Armed  Services:  Direct 

spending 

-nan 

-0.1SS 

-0i49 

Banking.  Housing  and 

Urban  Affairs:  Deficit  re- 

duction  

3.628 

0.4C2 

3.605 

Commem.  Science  and 

Tnnspoitatnn:  Dnect 

spending  — 

NA 

-S.649 

-19396 

EnerD  and  Natural  Re- 

sources: Direct  spending 

-0.090 

-tm 

-lil2 

Environment  and  PuWic 

Worts:  Direct  spending  .. 

-0J»7 

-0392 

-2.184 

Finance:  Deficit  reduction  _ 

3.639 

4.121 

23.184 

Gonenimental  Aflaiiv  Oefi- 

rrt  rutiirtior 

UOI 

1.492 

liOl 

Judioary:  Direct  spending  - 

NA 

-0.119 

-0.476 

labor  and  Human  Re- 

sources: Direct  spending 

-0.783 

-0.707 

-3.671 

Veterans'  Affaiii  Direct 

spending  .. 

-0.126 

-1.418 

-5J71 

House  Resolution.  Section  4<a)(l)(4)  of  the 
House  resolution  provides  the  chairman  with 
the  discretion  to  designate  an  additional 
submission  deadline  for  an  omnibus  rec- 
onciliation bill.  The  authority  to  include 
such  a  procedure  is  set  forth  in  section 
301(b)(4)  of  the  Budget  Act,  which  provides 
that  the  budget  resolution  may  "set  forth 
such  other  matters,  and  require  such  other 
procedures,  relating  to  the  budget,  as  may  be 
appropriate  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
Act."  This  omnibus  bUl  would  be  fully  privi- 
leged as  a  reconciliation  bill  as  defined  In 
section  310  of  the  Budget  Act. 

Although  the  House  resolution  provides  for 
the  ix>sslbillty  of  &n  omnibus  reconciliation 
bill,  each  authorizing  committee  Is  still  re- 
quired to  meet  Its  reconciliation  targets  as  if 
each  of  the  reconciliation  bills  had  been 
moved  separately.  Committees  may  submit 
recommendations  previously  vetoed  and  re- 
vise their  submissions  so  long  as  they  meet 
each  of  their  separate  targets. 

Senate  Amendment.  The  Senate  amendment 
does  not  contain  a  comparable  provision. 

Conference  Agreement.  The  House  recedes  to 
the  Senate  amendment. 

BinJGET  ENFORCEMENT 

Under  the  Budget  Act.  the  aggregate 
spending  and  revenue  levels  set  forth  in  the 
concurrent  budget  resolution  and  the  alloca- 
tions In  the  accompanying  report  are  en- 
forced through  points  of  order  that  may  be 
raised  on  the  House  and  Senate  floor  during 
the  consideration  of  such  legislation.  Since 
the  Constitution  reserves  to  the  Congress 
the  power  to  revise  its  own  rules,  and  the 
Budget  Act  speclfles  that  the  concurrent 
budget  resolution  may  Include  "such  other 
matters,  and  require  such  other  procedures, 
relating  to  the  budget,  as  may  be  appro- 
I>rlate  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act," 
the  House  and  Senate  budget  resolutions  In- 
clude changes  in  congressional  budgetary 
IHXXsedures. 

ASSET  SALES 

House  Resolution.  Under  section  5  of  the 
House  budget  resolution,  both  the  proceeds 
and  costs  from  asset  sales  are  included  in 
committee  allocations,  counted  in  determin- 
ing of  compliance  with  reconciliation  in- 
structions pursuant  to  section  310  of  the 
Budget  Act,  and  In  meeting  other  Budget 
Act  requirements  that  are  enforceable  In  the 
House  by  points  of  order. 

Senate  Amendment.  The  Senate  amendment 
includes  language  providing  that  only  those 
asset  sales  that  contribute  to  long-term  defl- 
cit reduction  shall  be  counted  for  various 
Budget  Act  purposes.  For  the  purposes  of 
this  section,  the  long-term  budgetary  effects 
are  to  be  calculated  by  estimating  the  im- 
pact of  an  asset  sale  on  a  net  present  value 
basis.  If  the  asset  sale  would  result  in  an  in- 
crease in  the  deflcit  based  on  this  net 
present  value  analysis,  then  the  proceeds 
from  the  asset  sale  will  not  be  scored  for  the 
purjmses  of  budget  resolutions  and  the  Budg- 
et Act. 

Conference  Agreement.  Section  302  of  the 
conference  report  extends  to  the  Senate  the 
budgetary  treatment  of  assets  set  forth  in 
the  House  resolution.  In  addition,  the  con- 
ference report  includes  related  sense  of  Con- 
gress language  on  the  sale  of  government  as- 
sets. The  Senate  amendment  provides  a  le- 
gitimate rule  for  the  scoring  of  asset  sales 
based  on  a  net  present  value  analysis.  The 
Senate  amendment,  however,  raises  a  num- 
ber of  Issues  with  respect  to  the  construction 
and  administration  of  such  an  analysis  and 
rule.  These  Issues  include  the  appropriate 
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discount  rate,  the  duration,  and  the  Incorpo- 
ration of  tax  proceeds  that  would  result  from 
private  ownership  of  an  asset  In  such  an 
analysis.  The  conferees  note  that  the  Con- 
gressional Budgret  Office  Is  conducting  a 
study  of  asset  sales  and  believe  it  is  appro- 
priate to  forgo  establishing:  such  a  rule  until 
this  study  and  further  consultations  with  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office  and  others  have 
been  completed. 

The  conferees  are  concerned  about  the 
long-term  budgetary  impact  of  asset  sales 
and  do  not  support  asset  sales  that  would 
cost  the  Federal  Government  money  in  the 
long  run.  The  conferees  believe  that  the  Con- 
gress should  consider  adoption  of  a  new  scor- 
ing rule  that  would  take  into  account  the 
long-term  budgetary  impact  of  asset  sales. 

RESERVE  FUND  FOR  TAX  RELIEF 

House  Resolution.  The  House  budget  resolu- 
tion does  not  include  a  reserve  fund  for  tax 
relief  legislation  because  reserve  funds  are 
unnecessary  in  the  House.  Section  602(e)  of 
the  Budget  Act  specifically  exempts  tax  and 
other  legislation  not  assumed  in  the  baseline 
but  offset  in  the  same  or  other  House-passed 
legislation  (assuming  such  offsets  are  in  ad- 
dition to  amounts  required  by  the  appro- 
priate budget  resolution)  from  sections  302(f) 
and  303(a)  of  the  Budget  Act. 

Seiiate  Amendment.  Section  202  of  the  Sen- 
ate amendment  provides  for  a  reserve  fund 
for  the  consideration  of  deficit-neutral  legis- 
lation that  reduces  revenues.  The  reserve 
fund  provides  the  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  the  Budget  with  the  authority 
to  modlfjr  the  binding  ceiling  on  budget  au- 
thority and  outlays  as  well  as  the  floor  on 
revenue  for  such  legislation. 

Under  subsection  (b).  the  budget  aggre- 
gates, function  totals,  and  allocations  under 
section  602  of  the  Budget  Act  may  be  ad- 
justed by  the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget  to  accommodate  defi- 
cit-neutral tax  legislation.  The  chairman  has 
the  authority  to  trigger  the  reserve  fund  if 
the  revenue  legislation  does  not  increase  the 
deficit  for  fiscal  year  1997,  the  period  of  fis- 
cal years  1997-2001  and  the  period  of  fiscal 
years  2003^006. 

Conference  Agreement.  The  House  recedes  to 
the  Senate  amendment. 

RESERVE  FtJND  FOR  SUPERFUND 

House  Resolution.  The  House  budget  resolu- 
tion does  not  include  reserve  fund  language 
for  the  Superfund  Program.  The  House  reso- 
lution assumes  S2  billion  annually  in  discre- 
tionary budget  authority  for  the  Superfund 
Program. 

Senate  Amendment.  Section  203  of  the  Sen- 
ate amendment  establishes  a  reserve  fund  for 
leerislation  extending  Superfund  taxes  and 
making  various  reforms  in  the  Superfund 
Program.  Under  the  Senate  amendment,  the 


chairman  Is  authorized  to  revise  the  appro- 
priate functional  levels,  the  appropriate 
budget  aggregates,  and  discretionary  spend- 
ing limits  to  provide  additional  resources  for 
an  appropriation  measure  that  funds  the 
Superfund  Program.  The  adjustments  are 
limited  to  the  net  revenue  Increase  resulting 
from  enactment  of  legislation  that  extends 
Superfund  taxes  and  $898  million  in  budget 
authority  (along  with  the  corresponding  out- 
lays). 

Conference  Agreement.  Section  304  of  the 
conference  report  modifies  the  Senate 
amendment  to  apply  the  Superfund  reserve 
fund  in  the  House  and  the  Senate  and  to 
clarify  that  any  reform  of  the  Superfund 
Program  must  provide  for  the  actual  cleanup 
of  hazardous  waste  sites. 

If  Superfund  reserve  adjustments  are 
made,  the  conference  agreement  Includes 
language  that,  in  the  House,  authorizes  the 
Budget  Committee  chairman  to  reverse  the 
adjustments  made  pursusit  to  this  reserve 
fund.  In  the  Senate,  this  language  Is  unnec- 
essary. In  the  past,  when  a  budget  resolution 
has  contained  a  reserve  fund,  the  practice  in 
the  Senate  has  been  to  adjust  budget  resolu- 
Uon  levels  only  for  the  legislation  that 
qualifies  for  the  reserve  fund.  This  ensures 
that  the  budget  resolution's  modified  levels 
are  not  available  for  other  legislation  that 
does  not  meet  the  requirements  of  the  par- 
ticular reserve  fund. 

STUDENT  LOANS 

House  Resolution.  Section  6  of  the  House 
resolution  is  identical  to  section  207  of  House 
Concurrent  K«solution  67,  the  fiscal  year  1996 
budget  resolution,  and  provides  that  the  ad- 
ministrative costs  for  new  direct  student 
loans  are  to  be  scored  on  a  net  present  value 
basis  for  all  purposes  under  the  Budget  Act, 
just  as  they  currently  are  for  guaranteed 
student  loans.  The  purpose  of  this  provision 
is  to  conform  the  budgetary  treatment  of  di- 
rect student  loans  to  that  of  guaranteed  stu- 
dent loans. 

This  change  corrects  a  disparity  that  has 
arisen  under  the  Federal  Credit  Reform  Act 
of  1990  for  the  scoring  of  student  loans. 
Under  Oedlt  Reform,  the  administrative 
costs  for  direct  student  loans  are  measured 
on  a  cash  basis,  with  the  budget  reflecting 
only  that  year's  cost  of  administering  the 
loan.  For  guaranteed  student  loans,  most  ad- 
ministrative costs  are  measured  on  a  net 
present  value  basis  for  the  entire  length  of 
the  loan. 

As  a  consequence  of  this  disparity  In  the 
budgetary  treatment  of  these  two  tyipes  of 
loans,  direct  student  lending  appears  less  ex- 
pensive than  guaranteed  student  lending. 
Both  the  Congressional  Research  Service  and 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  acknowl- 
edge the  bias  that  this  treatment  of  adminis- 
trative expenses  has  created. 


Senate  Amendment.  Although  the  Senate 
amendment  has  no  comparable  provision, 
identical  language  that  was  included  In  sec- 
tion 207  of  the  conference  report  accompany- 
ing House  Concurrent  Resolution  67  Is  still 
applicable  in  the  Senate. 

Conference  Agreement.  Section  303  of  the 
conference  report  reflects  the  House  provi- 
sion. 

The  conferees  acknowledge  that  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  [CBO]  has  correctly 
Interpreted  section  207  of  the  fiscal  year  1996 
budget  resolution  (House  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 67)  with  the  understanding  that  Con- 
gress did  not  intend  to  change  the  manner  in 
which  guaranteed  student  loans  are  scored, 
but  only  to  conform  the  budgetary  treat- 
ment of  direct  student  loans  to  that  of  guar- 
anteed student  loans.  Therefore,  the  con- 
ferees conclude  that  CBO  has  correctly  de- 
termined that  any  administrative  expenses 
for  guaranteed  student  loans  which  were  in- 
cluded In  the  subsidy  estimate  shall  continue 
to  be  accorded  the  same  budgetary  treat- 
ment by  CBO.  Any  equivalent  administrative 
expenses  for  direct  loans  shall  be  considered 
In  the  same  manner.  In  addition,  the  con- 
ferees intend  that  any  expenses  for  guaran- 
teed student  loans  which  were  scored  on  a 
cash  basis  using  the  method  of  calculation 
from  fiscal  year  1994  shall  continue  to  be  ac- 
corded the  same  budgetary  treatment  by 
CBO.  Equivalent  administrative  expenses  for 
direct  loans  shall  be  considered  in  the  same 
manner. 

DEFENSE/NONDEFENSE  LMITS 

Hoxise  Resolution.  The  House  resolution 
does  not  establish  separate  limits  for  defense 
and  nondefense  discretionary  spending. 

Senate  Amendment.  Section  201(a)  of  the 
Senate  amendment  sets  forth  separate  limits 
on  defense  and  nondefense  discretionary 
spending  for  fiscal  years  1997  and  1996.  Sub- 
section (bKl)(A)  creates  a  point  of  order  In 
the  Senate  against  consideration  of  any 
budget  resolution  that  exceeds  the  aggregate 
cap  on  the  sum  of  defense  and  nondefense 
discretionary  spending  for  fiscal  years  1997 
and  1998.  Subsection  (b)(lKB)  creates  a  point 
of  order  in  the  Senate  against  consideration 
of  any  budget  resolution  that  exceeds  the  ag- 
gregate cap  on  discretionary  spending  for  fis- 
cal years  1999  through  2002.  Subsection 
(b)(lKC)  provides  a  point  of  order  against  an 
approitriatlons  bill  that  would  exceed  any  of 
the  discretionary  spending  limits  for  a  fiscal 
year  or  would  exceed  the  suballocations  set 
forth  in  section  602(b)  of  the  Budget  Act.  The 
point  of  order  may  be  waived  or  suspended 
by  three-fifths  vote  of  the  Senate. 

Conference  Agreement.  In  section  301  of  the 
conference  report,  the  House  recedes  to  the 
Senate  amendment  with  the  discretionary 
spending  limits  at  the  following  levels: 
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2«X2 
268.971 
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274.024 
276.672 
279.459 


264.968 
263,862 
267.048 
270.657 
269.7U 
269.608 


226305 
219346 
213.718 
218,515 
214.445 
221.133 


270.571 
258.429 
252.981 
248J47 
246.479 
244.611 


492.667 
488.E17 
485.218 
492.539 
491.117 
500i92 


535.539 
522i91 
520.029 
519304 
516.223 
514.219 


EMERGENCIES 

House  Resolution.  The  House  resolution 
does  not  include  language  on  the  budgetary 
treatment  of  emergencies,  although  a  relat- 
ed sense-of-Congress  provision  included  in 
section  8  includes  the  elimination  of  the 
emergency  designation  as  one  of  the  alter- 


natives to  the  existing  budgetary  treatment 
of  emergencies. 

Senate  Amendment.  Section  204  of  the  Sen- 
ate amendment  provides  the  budgetary  costs 
of  all  emergencies  will  be  counted  for  pur- 
poses of  complying  with  committee  alloca- 
tions and  the  aggregate  spending  levels  set 
forth  In  the  budget  resolution. 


Under  section  251  of  the  Balanced  Budget 
and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act,  Con- 
gress and  the  President  may  exempt  trom 
statutory  spending  limits  amounts  provided 
in  emergency  legislation.  Section  606  of  the 
Budget  Act  provides  that  legislation  so  des- 
ignated is  also  exempt  from  points  of  order 
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under  sections  302(f)  and  311(a)  of  the  Budget 
Act. 

Section  204  supersedes  section  606  of  the 
Budget  Act.  Accordingly,  budget  authority 
and  outlays  designated  as  emergency  legisla- 
tion would  be  subject  to  jxslnts  of  order 
raised  under  sections  302(f)  and  311(a)  of  the 
Budget  Act. 

Conference  Agreement.  The  conference 
agreement  does  not  contain  the  Senate  pro- 
vision. 

RULEMAKING  AUTHORITY 

House  Resolution.  The  House  resolution 
does  not  Include  language  regarding  the  ex- 
ercise of  rulemaking  authority. 

Senate  Amendment.  Section  205  of  the  Sen- 
ate amendment  states  that  the  provisions  of 
this  title  are  adopted  pursuant  to  the  rule- 
making power  of  the  House  and  the  Senate, 
and  are  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the  rules 
of  each  House.  The  Senate  amendment  also 
states  that  either  House  has  the  right  to 
change  these  rules  at  any  time  in  the  same 
manner  as  any  other  rule  of  that  House. 

Conference  Agreement.  In  section  306  of  the 
conference  report,  the  House  recedes  to  the 
Senate  amendment,  with  an  amendment  that 
states  that  the  provisions  regarding  the  ex- 
ercise of  rulemaking  power  also  apply  to  the 
House. 

GOVERNMENT  SHUTDOWN  PREVENTION 
ALLOWANCE 

The  conference  agreement  permits  an  ad- 
justment in  the  nondefense  discretionary 
outlay  level,  and  other  appropriate  levels, 
for  fiscal  year  1997  to  avoid  a  government 
shutdown. 

MISCELLANEOUS  BUDGET  ENFORCEMENT 

The  Senate  conferees  note  that  in  last 
year's  budget  resolution  (House  Concurrent 
Resolution  67)  the  pay-as-you-go  [PAYGO] 
I>oint  of  order  for  the  Senate  was  extended 
through  the  end  of  fiscal  year  2002.  Con- 
sequently it  was  determined  that  it  is  not 
necessary  to  include  the  language  in  the  text 
of  this  year's  resolution.  In  order  to  empha- 
size the  overall  goal  of  balancing  the  budget 
set  out  in  this  resolution  and  that  the  pay- 
as-you-go  discipline  is  still  In  effect,  the  text 
of  section  202  from  House  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 67  is  provided  herein: 

"SEC.  S02.  EXTENSION  OF  PAY-AS-YOU-GO  POINT 
OF  ORDER. 

"(a)  PURPOSE.— The  Senate  declares  that  it 
Is  essential  to— 

"(1)  ensure  continued  compliance  with  the 
balanced  budget  plan  set  forth  In  this  resolu- 
tion; and 

"(2)  continue  the  pay-as-you-go  enforce- 
ment system. 

"(b)  Point  of  Order.— 

"(1)  In  general.— It  shall  not  be  in  order  In 
the  Senate  to  consider  any  direct  spending 
or  revenue  legislation  that  would  increase 
the  deficit  for  any  one  of  the  three  applica- 
ble time  periods  as  measured  in  paragraphs 
(5)  and  (6). 

"(2)  APPUCABLE  time  PERIODS.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  subsection  the  term  "applicable 
time  period"  means  any  one  of  the  three  fol- 
lowing periods: 

"(A)  The  first  year  covered  by  the  most  re- 
cently adopted  concurrent  resolution  on  the 
budget. 

"(B)  The  period  of  the  first  five  fiscal  years 
covered  by  the  most  recently  adopted  con- 
current resolution  on  the  budget. 

"(C)  The  period  of  the  five  fiscal  years  fol- 
lowing the  first  five  fiscal  years  covered  in 
the  most  recently  adopted  concurrent  resolu- 
tion on  the  budget. 

"(3)      DIRECT-SPENDINC      LEGISLATION.— For 

purposes  of  this  subsection  and  except  as 


provided  In  paragraph  (4),  the  term  "direct- 
spending  legislation"  means  any  bill,  joint 
resolution,  amendment,  motion,  or  con- 
ference report  that  affects  direct  spending  as 
that  term  is  defined  by  and  interpreted  for 
purposes  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emer- 
gency Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985. 

"(4)  Exclusion.— For  purposes  of  this  sub- 
section, the  terms  "direct-spending  legisla- 
tion" and  "revenue  legislation"  do  not  In- 
clude— 

"(A)  any  concurrent  resolution  on  the 
budget;  or 

"(B)  any  provision  of  legislation  that  af- 
fects the  full  funding  of,  and  continuation  of, 
the  deposit  insurance  guarantee  commit- 
ment in  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
the  Budget  Enforcement  Act  of  1990. 

"(5)  Baseline:— Estimates  prepared  pursu- 
ant to  this  section  shall— 

"(A)  use  the  baseline  used  for  the  most  re- 
cently adopted  concurrent  resolution  on  the 
budget;  and 

"(B)  be  calculated  under  the  requirements 
of  subsections  (b)  through  (d)  of  section  257 
of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Defi- 
cit Control  Act  of  1965  for  fiscal  years  beyond 
those  covered  by  that  concurrent  resolution 
on  the  budget. 

"(6)  Prior  surplus.— if  direct  spending  or 
revenue  legislation  Increases  the  deficit 
when  taken  Individually,  then  it  must  also 
increase  the  deficit  when  taken  together 
with  all  direct  spending  and  revenue  legisla- 
tion enacted  since  the  beginning  of  the  cal- 
endar year  not  accounted  for  In  the  baseline 
under  paragraph  (SKA),  except  that  the  di- 
rect spending  or  revenue  effects  resulting 
from  legislation  enacted  pursuant  to  the  rec- 
onciliation instructions  included  in  that  con- 
current resolution  on  the  budget  shall  not  be 
available. 

"(c)  Waiver.— This  section  may  be  waived 
or  suspended  in  the  Senate  only  by  the  af- 
firmative vote  of  three-fifths  of  the  Mem- 
bers, duly  chosen  and  sworn. 

"(d)  APPEALS.— Appeals  in  the  Senate  from 
the  decisions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  any 
provision  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  1 
hour,  to  be  equally  divided  between,  and  con- 
trolled by,  the  appellant  and  the  manager  of 
the  bill  or  joint  resolution,  as  the  case  may 
be.  An  affirmative  vote  of  three-fifths  of  the 
Members  of  the  Senate,  duly  chosen  and 
sworn,  shall  be  required  in  the  Senate  to  sus- 
tain an  appeal  of  the  ruling  of  the  dhair  on 
a  point  of  order  raised  under  this  section. 

"(e)  Determination  of  Budget  Levels.— 
For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  levels  of 
new  budget  authority,  outlays,  and  revenues 
for  a  fiscal  year  shall  be  determined  on  the 
basis  of  estimates  made  by  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget  of  the  Senate. 

"(f)  Conforming  amendment.— Section  23 
of  HoBse  Concurrent  Resolution  218  (108d 
Congress)  is  repealed. 

"(g)  Sunset.— Subsections  (a)  through  (e) 
of  this  section  shall  expire  September  30, 
2002." 

Language  Related  to  the  Federal 
Reserve  Surplus 

Because  the  goal  of  this  resolution  is  to 
achieve  a  balanced  budget  in  2002  in  a  man- 
ner that  generates  economic  dividends,  the 
Budget  Committees  discourage  other  rec- 
onciled committees  from  attempting  to  meet 
their  reconciliation  instructions  with 
changes  that  only  appear  to  reduce  the  defi- 
cit (through  timing  changes  or  other  arti- 
fices) rather  than  changes  with  real  eco- 
nomic effects.  For  example,  the  1993  budget 
reconciliation  bill  Included  a  provision  di- 
recting the  Federal  Reserve  to  transfer  S213 
million  from  its  surplus  capital  account  to 


the  Treasury  over  1997  and  1998.  Because  the 
Federal  Reserve  is  not  included  in  the  uni- 
fied budget,  the  slated  transfer  was  counted 
as  savings  for  reconciliation  purposes  even 
though  there  was  then  and  is  now  general 
agreement  that  the  transfer  is  a  timing  gim- 
mick, acts  like  an  intragovemmental  trans- 
fer, and  leaves  the  private  sector  and  the 
rest  of  the  economy  unaffected.  The  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  concurs  with  the  Budget 
Committees  that  such  a  trsunsfer  has  no  real 
economic  impact  on  the  deficit. 

These  same  reasons  inform  more  recent 
proposals  to  attach  the  Federal  Reserve's 
surplus  capital  account  for  other  than  at- 
tempted deficit  reduction.  In  late  March,  a 
congressionally  released  draft  report  by  the 
General  Accounting  Office  [GAO]  suggested 
that  the  Federal  Reserve  might  not  need  to 
retain  this  surplus  and  should  Instead  trans- 
fer it  to  the  Treasury  because,  based  on  his- 
tory, the  Federal  Reserve  Is  not  likely  to  ex- 
perience any  losses.  Shortly  thereafter,  var- 
ious congressional  proposals  emerged  to  di- 
rect the  Federal  Reserve  to  make  its  surplus 
capital  available  to  increase  discretionary 
appropriations  or  to  make  payments  to  hold- 
ers of  "private"  [FICO]  bonds  issued  in  the 
late  1980's  to  cover  Federal  deposit  insurance 
costs  of  failed  savings  and  loans.  The  spon- 
sors of  these  proposals  advance  them  pre- 
sumably because  these  uses  of  the  Federal 
Reserves  surplus  arpear  to  be  free  and  would 
not  have  to  count  on  the  budget. 

But  just  as  transferring  the  surplus  ac- 
count to  the  Treasury  would  not  decrease 
the  deficit,  using  the  account  to  pay  for  any- 
thing would  not  really  be  free.  One  simply 
would  be  taking  money  that  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Invests  in  Treasury  securities  (which 
thereby  reduces  the  amount  of  Federal  bor- 
rowing needed  from  the  general  private  sec- 
tor), and  instead  transferring  the  money  to  a 
certain  part  of  the  private  sector.  That 
transaction  would  increase  the  amount  of 
borrowing  that  the  Federal  Government 
would  have  to  undertake  from  the  general 
private  sector  just  like  a  transaction  in 
which  money  was  paid  directly  out  of  the 
Treasury  for  Federal  purposes.  Another  pos- 
sible result  is  that  if  the  Federal  Reserve 
were  going  to  deliver  on  GAO's  recommenda- 
tion and  transfer  some  (if  not  all)  of  the  sur- 
plus account  to  the  Treasury,  designating 
that  money  for  some  Federal  purpose  before 
that  transfer  could  occur  would  be  equiva- 
lent to  paying  money  directly  out  of  the 
Treasury  for  that  purpose.  Therefore,  the 
conferees  (txsing  the  authority  provided  to 
the  Budget  Committees  for  estimating  out- 
lays and  revenues  by  section  31(Kd)(4)  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act)  direct  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  on  the  following 
points:  do  not  score  savings  for  any  new  leg- 
islation that  might  affect  the  Federal  Re- 
serves  transfer  of  the  surplus  capital  ac- 
count to  the  Treasury,  but  do  score  as  a  cost 
any  legislation  that  directs  spending  out  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  capital  account. 
Sense  of  CX)ncress 

The  budget  resolution  routinely  Includes 
sense  of  House,  Senate,  and  Congress  provi- 
sions. 

House  Resolution.— The  House  resolution  In- 
cludes the  following  sense-of-House  provi- 
sion: 

—Sense  of  the  House  of  Representatives  on 
debt  repayment 

The  House  resolution  includes  the  follow- 
ing sense-of-Congress  provisions: 

— Sense  of  Congress  on  baselines 

— Sense  of  Congress  on  emergencies 

—Sense  of  Congress  on  loan  sales 
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— Sense  of  Congress  on  changes  in  Medicaid 

— Sense  of  Congress  on  domestic  violence 
and  Federal  assistance 

—Sense  of  Congress  on  impact  of  legisla- 
tion on  children 

— Sense  of  Congress  on  commitment  to  a 
balanced  budget  by  fiscal  year  2002 

Senate  Amendment.— The  Senate  amend- 
ment Includes  the  following  sense-of-Con- 
gress  provisions: 

— Sense  of  Congress  on  the  sale  of  govern- 
ment assets 

— Sense  of  Congress  that  tax  reductions 
should  benefit  working  families 

—Sense  of  Congress  on  a  bipartisan  com- 
mission on  the  solvency  of  Medicare 

— Sense  of  Congress  on  Medicare  transfers 

—Sense  of  Congress  regarding  changes  In 
the  Medicare  Program 

—Sense  of  Congress  regarding  additional 
changes  under  the  Medicare  Program 

—Sense  of  Congress  regarding  nursing 
home  standards 

—Sense  of  Congress  concerning  nursing 
home  care 

—Sense  of  Congress  regarding  require- 
ments that  welfare  recipients  be  drug- 
free 

— Sense  of  Congress  on  reimbursement  of 
the  United  States  for  operations  South- 
em  Watch  and  Provide  Comfort 

— Sense  of  Congress  that  the  1993  Income 
tax  increase  on  Social  Security  Benefits 
should  be  repealed 

The  Senate  amendment  Includes  the  fol- 
lowing sense-of-the-Senate  provisions: 

— Sense  of  the  Senate  on  considering  a 
change  In  the  minimum  wage  In  the  Sen- 
ate 

— Sense  of  the  Senate  on  long-term  projec- 
tions in  budget  estimates 

— Sense  of  the  Senate  on  repeal  of  the  gas 
tax 

— Sense  of  the  Senate  on  Medicare  trustees 
report 

— Sense  of  the  Senate  on  funding  to  assist 
youth  at  risk 

— Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the  use  of 
budgetary  savings 

— Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the  trans- 
fer of  excess  government  computers  to 
public  schools 

— Sense  of  the  Senate  on  Federal  retreats 

— Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the  essen- 
tial air  service  program  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation 

— Sense  of  the  Senate  regrardlng  equal  re- 
tirement savings  for  homemakers 

— Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the  Na- 
tional Institute  of  Drug  Abuse 

—Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the  exten- 
sion of  the  employer  education  assist- 
ance exclusion  under  section  127  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986 

—Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the  Eco- 
nomic Development  Administration  plac- 
ing high  priority  on  maintaining  field- 
based  economic  development  representa- 
tives 

— Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  revenue 
assumptions 

—Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  domestic 
violence 

—Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  student 
loans 

-Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  reduction 
of  the  national  debt 

— Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  hungry  or 
homeless  children 

—Sense  of  the  Senate  on  LIHEAP 

—Sense  of  the  Senate  on  Davis-Bacon  I 

—Sense  of  the  Senate  on  Davis-Bacon  n 


— Sense  of  the  Senate  on  an  accurate  index 
for  Inflation 

—Sense  of  the  Senate  on  solvency  of  the 
Medicare  Trust  Fund 

—Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the  Ad- 
ministration's practice  regarding  the 
prosecution  of  drug  smugglers 

— Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  corporate 
subsidies  and  sale  of  government  assets 

— Sense  of  the  Senate  on  the  Presidential 
Election  Campaign  Fund 

—Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  welfare  re- 
form 

—A  resolution  regarding  the  Senate's  sup- 
port for  Federal.  State,  and  local  law  en- 
forcement 

—Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the  fund- 
ing of  Amtrak 

— Sense  of  the  Senate— truth  in  budgeting 

Conference  Agreement. — The  conferees 
agreed  to  the  following  sense-of-Congress 
provisions: 

—Sense  of  Congress  on  baselines 

—Sense  of  Congress  on  loan  sales 

— Sense  of  Congress  on  changes  in  Medicaid 

—Sense  of  Congress  on  Impact  of  legisla- 
tion on  children 

— Sense  of  Congress  on  debt  repayment 

—Sense  of  Congress  on  commitment  to  a 
balanced  budget  by  fiscal  year  2002 

—Sense  of  Congress  that  tax  reductions 
should  benefit  working  families 

—Sense  of  Congress  on  a  bipartisan  com- 
mission on  the  solvency  of  Medicare 

—Sense  of  Congress  on  Medicare  transfers 

— Sense  of  Congress  regarding  changes  In 
the  Medicare  Program 

— Sense  of  Congress  regarding  revenue  as- 
sumptions 

—Sense  of  Congress  regarding  domestic  vi- 
olence 

—Sense  of  Congress  regarding  student 
loans 

— Sense  of  Congress  regarding  additional 
changes  under  the  Medicare  Program 

—Sense  of  Congress  regarding  require- 
ments that  welfare  recipients  be  drug- 
free 

— Sense  of  Congress  on  an  accurate  Index 
for  Inflation 

—Sense  of  Congress  that  the  1993  Income 
tax  Increase  on  Social  Security  benefits 
should  be  repealed 

—Sense  of  Congress  regarding  the  adminis- 
tration's practice  regarding  the  prosecu- 
tion of  drug  smugglers 

—Sense  of  Congress  on  corporate  subsidies 

—Sense  of  Congress  regarding  welfare  re- 
form 

—Sense  of  Congress  on  FCC  spectrum  auc- 
tions 

The  conferees  agreed  to  the  following 
sense-of-the-House  provision: 

— Sense  of  the  House  on  emergencies 
The    conferees    agreed    to    the    following 
sense-of-the-Senate  provisions: 

—Sense  of  the  Senate  on  funding  to  assist 
youth  at  risk 

-Sense  of  the  Senate  on  long-term  trends 
in  budget  estimates 

—Sense  of  the  Senate  on  repeal  of  the  gas 
tax 

—Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the  use  of 
budgetary  savings 

— Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the  trans- 
fer of  excess  government  computers  to 
public  schools 

— Sense  of  the  Senate  on  Federal  retreats 

— Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the  essen- 
tial air  service  program  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation 

—Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  equal  re- 
tirement savings  for  homemakers 


—Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the  Na- 
tional Institute  of  Drug  Abuse 
—Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the  exten- 
sion of  the  employer  education  assist- 
ance exclusion  under  section  127  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986 
—Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the  Eco- 
nomic Development  Administration  plac- 
ing high  priority  on  maintaining  field- 
based  economic  development  representa- 
tives 
— Sense  of  the  Senate  on  LIHEAP 
—Sense  of  the  Senate  on  Davis-Bacon 
—Sense  of  the  Senate  on  reimbursement  of 
the  United  States  for  operations  South- 
ern Watch  and  Provide  Comfort 
— Sense  of  the  Senate  on  solvency  of  the 

Medicare  Trust  Fund 
—Sense  of  the  Senate  on  the  Presidential 

Election  Campaign  Fund 
—Sense  of  the  Senate  regarding  the  fund- 
ing of  Amtrak 

Allocations 
As  required  In  sections  302  and  602  of  the 
Budget  Act.  the  joint  statement  of  the  man- 
agers Includes  an  allocation,  based  upon  the 
conference  report,  of  the  levels  of  total  budg- 
et authority,  total  budget  outlays,  and— in 
the  House  only— total  entitlement  authority, 
among  each  of  the  appropriate  House  and 
Senate  committees. 

As  required  under  sections  302  and  602.  the 
allocations  are  divided  between  mandatory 
or  otherwise  uncontrollable  amounts  and 
discretionary  or  otherwise  controllable 
amounts. 

The  allocations  for  each  House  consist  of  a 
set  of  two  tables  for  the  House  and  Senate. 
The  first  set  of  tables  shows  the  allocation 
for  the  budget  year,  fiscal  year  1997.  For  the 
House,  the  amount  allocated  to  each  com- 
mittee Is  broken  down  by  budget  function. 
The  second  set  of  tables  shows  the  amounts 
allocated  for  the  totals  of  the  budget  year 
and  the  four  succeeding  planning  years. 

These  allocations  serve  as  the  basis  for 
congressional  enforcement  of  the  budget  res- 
olution through  points  of  order  under  the 
Budget  Act. 
The  allocations  are  as  follows: 

ALLOCATION  OF  SPENDING  RESPONSIBILITY  TO  HOUSE 
COMMITTEES  PURSUANT  TO  SEC.  602(a)  OF  THE  CON- 
GRESSIONAL BUDGET  ACT— FISCAL  YEAR:  1997 

lln  millions  of  dollars] 


Budtet 

Outlays 

Entitlemnt 

autlionty 

autlionty 

APfllOPRUTXMS  COMMina 

Cuntnt  l«cl  (enacted  law): 

050 

Ibtionai  defense  ... 

196 

196 

0 

ISO 

Intemational  attain 

170 

170 

0 

300 

Natural  rcsouicii 

and  enviranment 

1.997 

2.008 

0 

350 

Ajnculture  

3,124 

1.732 

0 

370 

ConiiTierce  and 

housinj  credit  

32 

-318 

0 

400 

Transportation  

SOS 

602 

0 

500 

Education,  trainine. 

employment,  and  SKiil 

semcts . 

10.741 

10.7% 

0 

550 

Health  _.    „    ._ 

109.0S8 

109.029 

0 

570 

Medicare 

S8J09 

58J09 

0 

600 

Income  security  

85J91 

85.305 

0 

650 

Social  Security 

21 

21 

0 

700 

Veterans  benefits 

sno  sconces ___. 

19.508 

19.552 

0 

750 

Administration  of 

Justice 

414 
8.666 

411 
8.666 

0 

800 

General  jovemment 

0 

900 

Net  interest 

btotal  

iiy  appropriations  ac- 

10 

10 

0 

Su 

298.282 

296.489 

0 

Discretiona 

tnn  (assumed  legislation): 

050 

National  defense  ... 

266.362 

264.968 

0 

150 

(nternatKXial  affairs 

\i23i 

19.549 

0 

250 

General,  science. 

space,  and  teclinoloDr 

16.748 

16J26 

0 

270 

Enero  _    

5.126 

5.402 

0 
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ALLOCATION  OF  SPENDING  RESPONSIBILITY  TO  HOUSE 
COMMITIEES  PURSUANT  TO  SEC.  502(a)  OF  THE  CON- 
GRESSIONAL BUDGET  ACT— FISCAL  YEAR:  1997— Con- 
tinued 

[In  millions  of  dollars) 


ALLOCATION  OF  SPENDING  RESPONSIBILITY  TO  HOUSE 
COMMITTEES  PURSUANT  TO  SEC.  602(a)  OF  THE  CON- 
GRESSIONAL BUDGET  ACT— fISCAL  YEAR:  1997— Con- 
tinued 

lln  miUnns  of  dollars] 


ALLOCATION  Of  SPENDING  RESPONSIBILITf  TO  HOUSE 
COMMITTEES  PURSUANT  TO  SEC.  602(a)  OF  THE  CON- 
GRESSIONAL BUDGET  ACT— FISCAL  YEAR:  1997— Con- 
tinued 

[In  millions  of  dollarsi 


Budget 
authonty 


Outlays 


Entitlement 
authority 


300    Natural  resources 

and  envinwment  

20.139 

21.088 

350    Ajncuiturt  

3.949 

3.958 

370     Commerce  and 

housing  credit  

3.092 

2.990 

400    Transportation  

13.840 

36.744 

450    (^immunity  and  re- 

gional dewlopment  

7.926 

10.345 

500    Education,  training. 

employment,  and  social 

services 

37,477 

38.506 

550    Health  

23.169 

23^36 

570    Medicare  

3.031 

3.031 

600    Income  secunty  

27.816 

40.398 

650    Social  Secunty 

6 

3.194 

700    Veterans  benefits 

and  services  

18.425 

19311 

750    Administration  of 

justice  

20.681 

19J38 

800    General  government 

11.561 

11372 

920    Allowances  

-214 

-1.644 

Subtotal  _... 

497.350 

538.612 

NATIONAL  SE(3JRnY 

cmrnma 

Current  level  (enacted  law): 
050    National  defense  ... 
300    Natural  resources 

and  envimnment  

400    Transportation  

500    Education,  training. 

employment,  and  social 

services 

600    Income  secunty  

700    Veterans  benefits 

and  services  


11.513 


4 

29.940 


180 


11.470 


3 
■19 


3 
29.855 


180 


308 

309 

0 

-  1,892 

- 1.792 

0 

793.740 

833.309 

0 

Discretionary  action  by  other 
committees  (assumed  enti- 
tlement legislation): 
370    (^mmerce  and 

housing  credit  _  -32  -32  0 

500    Education,  training, 
employinent.  and  social 

scfwcts  ..- - - -105  -33  0 

550    Health 370  370  0 

600    Income  secunty  ....  -2.433  -2.406  0 

700    Veterans  benefits 
and  services  

Subtotal 

Committee  total 

AGRCUITURE  COMMITTEE 
Current  level  (enacted  law): 

150    International  affairs  -476 

270    Energy 0 

300    Natural  resources 

and  environment 683 

350    Agriculture 7383 

400    Transportation  .. 30 

450    Community  and  re- 
gional development  253 

600    Income  secunty  67 

800    General  government  270 

900    Net  interest 0 

Subtotal  8il0  5.161  8.360 

Committee  toUl 8il0  5.161  8360 


-476 

-972 

0 

0 

648 

5.440 
30 

0 

7.177 

0 

204 

17 

270 

0 

0 

1,173 

0 

10 

180 
ISO 


Subtotal 41,640  41,492 

Discretonaty  action  (assumed 
legislation): 
050    National  defense  ...  -79  -79  0 

950     Undistributed  o«- 
settmg  receipts  - 1.500  - 1.500  0 

Subtotal -1.579  -1.579  0 

Committee  total 40.061  39.913  180 

BANKING  AM)  FWAIKIAI. 
SERVICES  COMMITTEE 

Current  level  (enacted  law) 

ISO    International  affairs  -588  -2.438  0 

370    Commerce  and 
housing  credit  _ 405  -6.084  0 

4S0    Community  and  re- 
gional dewlopment  6 

600    Income  secunty  50 

900    Net  interest 3^56 

Subtotal  3.129  -5.339 


-58 

0 

-15 

0 

3.256 

0 

Budget 
authonty 


Outlays 


Entittement 
authonty 


Discretionary  action  (assumed 
legislation): 
370    Commerce  and 

housing  credit 

450    Community  and  re- 

gionil  dewlopment  

600    Income  secunty  .... 

Subtotal  — ... 

Committee  total 

ECONOMIC  MO  EOUCATUM. 
OPPORTUNITIES  COMMITTEE 

Current  level  (enacted  law). 

500  Education,  training, 
employment,  and  SKial 
sendees  

600    Income  security  

SubtoUl  

Discretionary  action  (assumed 
legislation): 
500    Education,  training, 
empioyment.  and  SKial . 

scnnces _ 

600    bicome  secunty  

920    Allowances 


SoMoUl  

Committee  total  . 


COMMERCE  COMMTTTEE 

Cunent  lewl  (enacted  law): 

370    Commerce  and 
Housing  Creoit 

500  Education,  trainmg. 
employment,  and  social 
sennces  ._ 

500    Health  _ 

800    Gcaeral  gonemment 

Subtotal 

Discretionary  action  (assumed 
legislation): 
550    Health  

SvbMal 

Committee  total 

MTERNAT10NAL  REUTOIS 
COMMITTEE 

Current  level  (enacted  law): 
150    Imemational  affairs 

400    Transportation  

600    Income  secunty  

800    General  gmemment 


SubtoUl  

Committee  total 


GOVERNMENT  REFORM  AND 
OVERSIGHT  COMMITTEE 

Cunent  level  (enacted  law): 

550    Hulth  

600    Income  secunty  .... 
750    Administration  of 

justice      

800    General  govemment 

900    Net  interest _. 

950    Undistnbuted  off- 
setting receipts  

Subtotal 

Discretionary  action  (assumed 

legislation] 

600    Income  secunty  

8O0    General  govemment 
950    Undistnbuted  oft- 
setting  receipts  

Subtotal  - 

Committee  total 

OVERSIGHT  COMMITTEE 
Current  level  (enacted  law) 
SOO    Education,  trainmg, 
employmen:.  and  SKial 

sennces  „ 

880    General  government 


-128 


3.104 
174 


3J78 


-867 
-4 

-41 


-912 


2366 


4.700 


1 

675 

9 


10.900 

7 

523 

6 


11.436 


11.436 


0 
41.907 

40 

13.042 

28 

-20 


54.997 


-289 
-3 


28 

67 


-3J28 


0 
0 

-72 

-100 

0 
0 

-128 

-3.700 

0 

3.001 

-9.039 

0 

2.487 
162 


2.649 


-783 
-4 

-13 


-800 


1J49 


4.700 


1 

675 

9 


12330 

7 

523 

6 


I2J66 


12.866 


-54 

40M7 

43 

13.040 

28 

-20 


53.921 


-285 
-3 


22 

3 


4.050 
9.930 


13.980 


0 
■152 

0 


-152 


13328 


4.700 


0 

105397 

0 


5385 

5385 

110.097 

0 

0 

370 

0 

0 

370 

5.385 

5385 

110.467 

0 

0 

511 

0 


511 


5U 


3.914 
40J87 

40 
0 

0 

0 


44.841 


-289 
0 


-210 
-576 

-210 
-576 

0 
0 

-1.078 

-1.078 

-289 

53.919 

52343 

44.552 

0 
95 


Budget 
authonty 


Outlays 


Entitlement 
authonty 


Subtotal 

Comnitlee  total 

RESOURCES  COMMITTEE 

Current  level  (enacted  law): 

270    Energy 

300    Natural  resooices 

and  environment  

370    Commerce  and 

housing  credit  

iht    CaBViae4y  and  re- 
gional dewlopment  . 

550    Health  

800    General  govenimem 
950    Undistnbuted  off- 
setting receipts  

SubtoUl  - 

Discretionaiy  action  (assumed 
legislation) 
300    Natural  resounds 

and  environment  ._ 

800    General  govemment 

SubtoUl 

Committee  toUl 

Current  level  (enacted  law): 
370    Commeice  uC 

housing  credit  

600    Income  sacunty  

750    Administration  of 

lustee  

800    General  (OMfnnent 

SubtoUl 

Comnittee  toUl 

TRANSPORTATION  AND 
WFRASTRUCTURE  COMMITTEE 
Current  level  (enacted  law): 

270     Energy  .._ 

300    Natural  resowits 


400    TranspOfUtion  

450    Community  and  re- 
gional devdopmtnt  .. 
600    Income  secunty     . 
800    GeoenI  (OMmment 

SubtoUl  


Docretionaiy  action  (assumed 
legislaten): 
400    Transportatan  — 
450    Community  and  re- 

gnnal  development  

600    Income  secunty 

SubtoUl 


Committee  toUl 

SOENCE  COMMITTEE 

Cunent  level  (enacted  law) 

25C    Gaofral  scitace 

space,  ane  technolofy 
500    EducatiOTi.  training. 

employment  and  social 


SubtoUl 

Committee  total 

SMAli  BUSMESS  COMMITTEE 
Current  Itiel  Icnactcd  law): 
370    Commeirc  and 

housing  credit  

450    Community  and  re- 
gional dewlopment  — 


Subtotal  ...___ 

Comnittee  total 

VETERANS' A^fAKS  COMHmEE 
Current  level  (enactid  law) 
700    Veterans  benefits 

and  services  — — 

SiMlUI 


908 

75 

388 

4 

742 

-1.355 


770 


195 
59 


280 

245 

27.102 

5 

15.043 
-1 


42.674 


2i80 


40 


1.437 


114 

807 

51 

358 

4 

766 

-1355 


745 


195 
21 


222 

248 
2.142 

75 
15.020 

-1 


17.706 


-150 


-12S 
-171 


-296 

-296 


1.604 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

179 


179 


-94 

3 

-93 

3 

-12 

0 

-91 

-90 

-12 

679 

655 

167 

1356 
619 

\S3t 
619 

23t 

0 

2.429 

2373 

247 

2.429 

2373 

247 

0 
602 

0 
0 
0 


602 


-a 

12 

12 

e 

f 

2i80 

-150 

0 

43.845 

17.631 

602 

1 

I 

0 

41 

40 

0 

41 

40 

0 

20469 


1.437 


li04 


2QJ69 


13464 
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ALLOCATION   OF  SPENDING   RESPONSIBILITY  TO   HOUSE     ALLOCATION   OF   SPENDING   RESPONSIBILITY  TO   HOUSE     ALLOCATION   OF  SPENDING   RESPONSIBILITY  TO  HOUSE 


COMMITTEES  PURSUANT  TO  SEC,  602(a)  OF  THE  CON- 
GRESSIONAL BUDGET  ACT-FISCAL  YEAR;  1997— Con 
tinued 

[In  millions  of  dolUrs] 


COMMITTEES  PURSUANT  TO  SEC.  602(a)  OF  THE  CON- 
GRESSIONAL BUDGET  ACT— FISCAL  YEAR:  1997— Con- 
tinued 

(in  millions  o1  dollarsj 


COMMITTEES  PURSUANT  TO  SEC.  602(a)  OF  THE  CON- 
GRESSIONAL BUDGET  ACT— FISCAL  YEAR:  1997— Con- 
tinued 

(In  millions  of  dollars] 


Budiet 

auttionty 


Outliys 


Entitlement 
autlionty 


Budtet 
autlionty 


Outlays 


Entitlement 
autlionty 


Budget 
authonty 


Outlays 


EntitlemenI 
autAonty 


DiscittHmaiy  action  (assumed 
legislation): 
70O    Veterans  benefits 
and  stnices 


SuWotal 

(^mittee  toul  . 


-90 

-90 

224 

-90 

-90 

224 

1.347 

1.514 

21.093 

570    Medicare  

600    Income  secunty  

800    General  goveniment 


Subtotals  , 

(^mmittK  totals 


-6.800 
-773 
-65 


-6.800 

- 1.362 

0 


0 

-2.024 

0 


S.973 


-9.132 


-  2.057 


615.531 


612.610 


611.046 


WAYS  MO  MEANS  (XMMmn 

Current  lenel  (enacted  law): 

500  Education,  trainini. 
employmeiit.  and  social 
scfwces 

570    Medicare 

600    Incone  secunty  

650    Social  Secunty  .._.. 

750    Administration  of 
Justice 

800    Gantnl  (ontroment 

900    Net  interest 

Subtotal  _... 


0 

217.200 

46.173 

7.786 

420 

473 

352.452 


0 

215.516 

45.136 

7.786 

380 

472 

352.452 


8.044 
215.516 
37,091 

0 

0 

0 

352.452 


624.504 


621.742 


613.103 


Oisaetionary  action  (assumed 
IctislatBn): 
500    Edwatnn.  trainio(. 
emptoyment.  and  social 
services 


-1.335 


-970 


-33 


UNASSXWED 

Current  level  (enacted  law): 

050    National  defense  ... 

0 

0 

150    Inteniational  affairs 

0 

0 

250    General  science. 

soace.  and  technology 

0 

0 

270    Energy  

- 12.409 

- 12.409 

300    Natural  resourees 

and  environment  

- 13.934 

- 13.934 

350    Agncjiture  ._ 

-1.686 

-1.686 

370    (Amerce  and 

housing  credit   

-3  002 

-3  002 

400    Iransflortation  

-1.645 

-145 

450    Community  and  re- 

gional development  

-156 

-156 

500    Education,  training. 

employment,  and  social 

services _ 

-1.229 

-195 

550    Health 

-348 

-348 

570    Medicare  

-6« 

-66 

600    Income  security  

-88 

-n 

650    Social  Secunty 

700  Veterans  benefits 
and  services  

750  Administration  of 
lustice 

800    General  government 

900    Net  interest 

920    Allowances 

950  Undistnbuted  off- 
setting receipts  

Subtotal 


-  78.905 

- 13.423 

-1.305 
-2.167 
-23.036 

-  73.155 


-78.905 

- 13.423 

- 1.305 

-2.167 

-23.036 

-73.155 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-60.765 


Discretionary  action  (assumed 
legislation): 
920    Allowances  _ 


Subtotal 

Committee  total 

Total — current  level  . 

Total — discretionary 
xtion  


-41,883 

-41.883 

0 

-288,438 

-265.903 

-60,765 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-267J28 

-265.828 

-60,765 

830,982 

790.735 

752,299 

483,778 

520.276 

-1,916 

Grand  total . 


1,314,760        UI1,011 


750,383 


ALLOCATION  OF  SPENDING  RESPONSIBILITY  TO  HOUSE  COMMITTEES  PURSUANT  TO  SECTIONS  302(a)/602(a)  OF  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  ACT 

[By  fiscal  year,  in  millions  of  dollars] 


1997 


1998 


1999 


2000 


2001 


1997-2001 


Appiopnation  Committee: 
Curmit  level: 

Budget  authonty  .. 

Outlays 

Discretnnry  action,  general  pgipost: 

Detense: 

Budiet  authonty  .._ 

Outljys 


HoiMetense: 

Budget  autlionty  . 

Outlays  

SvHgUI: 


Budget  authonty 

Outlays  

VnM  Cnaie  Rcdactioii  Trust  Fund: 

Budget  authonty 

Outljys 


Total  discntionaiy  actnn: 

Budget  authonty 

Outlays  

OiscretioHfy  action  by  other  committMS: 

Bud|H  authonty 

OMliys 


Committee  total: 

Budget  authonty 

Outlays  

AgKultun  Committee: 

Cunmt  Ittd  (enacted  law): 

Budget  auttnrity 

Outlays  

lb«  entitlemcot  authonty  ... 
Ratnoal  SRWity  Committee: 

Curaent  Itnl  (enacted  law): 

Budirt  authonty 

OirUays  

Oiscntnoaiy  action: 


Budfri  authority  . 

Oufljyi  

Committic  total: 

Budiit  authonty  . 
Oirtlays 


New  eMiUement  authonty 

Banking  and  Fmancial  Senas  Committoe: 
Cunest  level  (eoactad  law): 

Budget  authonty 

Outlays 


Disciitioufy  action: 
Budget  authonty 
Outlays  ._ _ 

Committee  total: 

Budget  authonty  . 
Outlays 


Economic  Opportunity  Committee: 
Curreot  level  (enacted  law): 

Budget  authonty 

Outlays  ._ 

Discnlioiiaiy  actnn: 

Budget  autlnnty 

Outlays 


Committee  total: 

Budget  authonty 

Outlays 

Mm  cutiUenMiit  authonty 


298J82 
296.489 

297,973 
291^04 

320,594 
312.952 

348.874 
342.279 

370.294 
361.183 

1.636.017 
1.604.107 

266 J62 
264.968 

268,971 
263J62 

271.S0O 
267.048 

274.024 
270.657 

276.672 
269.744 

1.357.529 
1J36.279 

226J05 
270.571 

219,646 
2S8.429 

213.718 
252.981 

218.515 
248.847 

214.445 
246.479 

1.092.629 
1.277.307 

492.667 
535,539 

488,617 
522,291 

485,218 
520,029 

492.539 
519.504 

491.117 
516.223 

2.450.158 
2.613.586 

4,683 
3.073 

5.100 
4.664 

6,050 
5,456 

6.050 
5.747 

0 
0 

21.883 
18.940 

497J50 
538.612 

493.717 
526.955 

491^68 
525.485 

298.589 
525.251 

491.117 
516i23 

2.472.041 
2.632.526 

-1J92 
-1.792 

26,681 
25,403 

22,665 
22i76 

17.861 
17.713 

11.766 
11.705 

77.081 
75.305 

793.740 
833J09 

818,371 
843,562 

834,527 
860,713 

865.324 
885.243 

873.177 
889.111 

4.185.139 
4J11.938 

8il0 

5,161 

0 

8,359 
5J95 
1.192 

8.104 
5.109 
1.236 

7.460 
4.556 
1.267 

6.402 
3.519 
UOl 

38.535 
23.740 
4.996 

41,640 
41,492 

43.186 

43.001 

44.769 

44.595 

46.343 
46.221 

48.017 
47.899 

223.955 
223,208 

-  1.579 
-1.579 

271 
271 

257 
257 

243 
243 

144 
lU 

-664 
-864 

40.061 

39.913 

0 

43,457 

43i72 

0 

45.026 

44.852 

0 

46.586 

46.464 

0 

48.161 

48.043 

0 

223,291 

222.544 

0 

3,129 
-5J39 

4,401 
-1.679 

4.147 
-2.425 

4.682 
-2J04 

4.488 

-2.179 

20.845 
- 14.426 

-128 
-3.700 

-127 
38 

-138 
-H8 

-157 
-130 

-161 
-64 

-71! 
-4.004 

3.W1 
-9.039 

4.274 
-1.641 

4.009 
-2.573 

4.525 
-2.934 

4.325 
-2.243 

20.134 
-18.430 

3.278 
2.649 

2.968 

f&3t 

3.889 
3.351 

4.221 
3.648 

17.987 
15,305 

-912 

-800 

-425 
-366 

-716 
-594 

-689 

-682 

-723 
-711 

-3.465 
-3.153 

2J66 

\»n 

-IK 

2J43 
2,283 

2.915 
2.414 

3.2O0 
2.669 
2.236 

3.498 
2.937 

un 

14,522 
12.152 
7.669 
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ALLOCATION  OF  SPENDING  RESPONSIBILITY  TO  HOUSE  COMMITTEES  PURSUANT  TO  SECTIONS  302(a)/602(a)  OF  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  ACT-Continued 

(By  fiscal  year,  in  millions  of  dollars] 


1997 


1998 


1999 


2000 


2001 


1997-2001 


Commerce  Committee: 

Current  level  (enacted  law): 

Budget  authonty 

Outlays  _ 

Discretionary  action: 

Budget  authonty  

Outlays  

Committee  total: 

Budget  authonty 

Outlays  

New  entitlement  authonty  

International  Relations  (^mmittee: 

Cunint  level  (enacted  law): 

Budget  authonty  

Outlays  _. 

Government  Reform  and  Oversight  Committee: 

Current  level  (enacted  law): 

Budget  authonty  . 

Outlays  

Discretionary  actnn: 

Budget  authonty 

Outlays  

Committee  total: 

Budget  authonty _.... 

Outlays  

New  entitlement  authonty  _ 

Oversight  Committee: 

Current  level  (enacted  law): 

Budget  authonty  

Outlays  _ 

Public  Lands  and  Resources  Committee: 

Current  level  (enacted  law): 

Budget  authonty  

Outlays  

Discretionaiy  actnn: 

Budget  authonty _. 

Outlays  

Committee  total: 

Budget  authonty  _ 

Outlays _ 

New  entitlement  authonty  

Judiciaiy  Committee: 

Cunent  level  (enacted  law): 

Budget  authonty 

Outlays  

Discretionaiy  action: 

Budget  authonty 

Outlays  

Committee  total- 
Budget  authonty  

Outlays  

Transportation  and  Infrastructure  Committee: 

Cunent  level  (enacted  law): 

Budget  authonty 

Outlays  

Discretionary  actnn: 

Budget  authonty 

Outlays 

Committee  total: 

Budget  authonty 

Outlays 

New  entitlement  authonty  

Science  Committee: 

Current  lewl  (enacted  law): 

Budget  authonty  ._ 

Outlays  

Discretionary  actnn: 

Budget  authonty 

Outlays  

Committee  total:. 

Budget  authonty 

Outlays _ 

Small  Business  Committee: 

Cunent  level  [enacted  law): 

Budget  authonty _. 

Outlays _ 

Veterans'  Affairs  Committee: 

Cunent  lewl  [enacted  law): 

Budget  authonty 

Outlays 

Discretionaiy  actnn: 

Budget  authonty 

Outlays  

Committee  total: 

Budget  authonty 

Outlays  

New  entitlement  authonty 

Ways  and  Means  Committee: 

Cunent  level  [enacted  law): 

Budget  authonty 

Outlays  

Discretionary  actnn: 

Budget  authonty _ 

Outlays  „ 

Committee  total: 

Budget  authonty 

Outlays  

New  entitlement  authonty  

Unassigned  to  Committee: 

Cunent  level  [enacted  law): 

Budget  authonty  

Outlays  

Discrebonaiy  actnn: 

Budget  authonty  

Outlays  

Committee  total: 

Budget  authonty 


5385 
5385 

5.893 
5.895 

6,684 
6.701 

7.380 
7398 

8.080 
8.098 

33.422 
33.477 

0 
0 

-1.401 
-1.401 

-2.909 
-2.909 

-4.713 
-4.713 

-5317 
-5317 

-14.540 
-14340 

5J85 
5385 

370 

4.492 
4.494 

-1.740 

3,775 

3.792 

-7.090 

2.667 
2.685 

-  13.010 

2.563 

2381 

-20340 

18J82 

18.937 

-41.710 

11.436 
12J66 

10321 
11,880 

9393 
11.033 

9.953 
10.638 

9377 
10390 

50.980 
56307 

54.997 
53J21 

57320 
563(3 

59.793 
58.742 

62342 
61.132 

65.094 
63370 

299346 

233348 

- 1.078 
-1.078 

-889 
-889 

-882 
-882 

-876 
-876 

-880 
-880 

-4.605 
-4.605 

53.919 
52.843 
-289 

56.431 
55.494 
-335 

58.911 
57360 
-339 

61.466 
60i56 
-344 

64314 
62.790 
-361 

294341 
289343 

-1368 

95 
25 

97 
25 

98 

54 

99 

264 

97 
34 

486 

402 

770 
745 

2.021 
1.931 

2.066 
2.014 

2.169 
2.113 

2393 
2322 

9419 
9.125 

-91 
-90 

-785 
-798 

-37 
-47 

-395 
-440 

-93 
-85 

-1.401 
-1.460 

679 
655 
-12 

1.236 

1.133 

-9 

2.029 
1.967 
-13 

1.774 
1.673 

-11 

23O0 
2337 
-14 

1018 
7.665 
-59 

2.429 
2373 

4i97 
4736 

4389 

4326 

4.441 

43n 

4306 

4.ai 

20.062 
19.753 

0 
0 

0 
0 

-119 
-119 

-119 
-119 

-119 
-119 

-357 
-357 

2.429 
2373 

4J97 
4336 

4i70 
4J07 

4322 

tat 

4387 
4322 

19.705 
19396 

42.674 
17.706 

15J95 
17.464 

15,935 
i6,922 

16.106 
16370 

16340 
16375 

106350 
85.437 

2.280 

0 

30.138 

19 

30.188 
-287 

31352 
354 

32.031 
435 

125.989 
521 

44J54 

17.706 
0 

46.033 

17.483 

1 

46.123 
16.635 

47.458 

17.024 
0 

48371 

17.110 

0 

232339 
8S3S8 

2 

41 
48 

42 

40 

44 

41 

45 
43 

46 

45 

218 
209 

0 

0 

-13 
-13 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-13 
-U 

41 
40 

29 
27 

44 

41 

45 

43 

46 
45 

2tS 
196 

3 
-296 

2 
-402 

2 
-232 

2 
-181 

0 
-153 

9 

-1364 

1.437 
1.604 

1365 
1373 

1280 
1.466 

li05 

1.458 

1.141 
1.462 

6.428 
7363 

-90 
-90 

0 
0 

-265 
-265 

-276 
-276 

-288 
-288 

-919 
-919 

1347 

1.514 

224 

1365 

li73 

615 

1.015 

1.201 

542 

929 

1.182 

827 

853 

1.174 
1^67 

5309 
63W 
147S 

624.504 
621.742 

653.468 
650.77! 

680.614 
677.460 

705.720 
703302 

735376 
733.17! 

3399382 
3386346 

-8373 
-9.132 

-16.992 
-16.935 

-27.095 
-27.083 

-35348 

-35.793 

-45.603 
-45.675 

-134311 
- 134318 

615.531 
612.610 
-1057 

636.476 
633,836 
-2i50 

653il9 
650377 
-2.024 

670.172 
667.409 
-2373 

689373 
687.496 
-2.139 

3365.671 
3351.728 
-10.743 

268.437 
265.903 

-275,709 
-267383 

-281358 
-273379 

-292311 
-284.756 

-304370 
-296.969 

-1.422.485 
- 1389.190 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
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ALLOCATION  OF  SPENDING  RESPONSIBILITY  TO  HOUSE  COMMinEES  PURSUANT  TO  SECTIONS  302(a)/602(a)  OF  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  ACT— Continued 

[By  tiscil  year,  in  millions  of  dollars] 


1997 


1998 


1999 


2000 


2001 


1997-2001 


Ontlajs  

Total  cumnt  level: 

Budiet  authonty  ._ 

Outlays  

Total  discntionary  actnn: 

Budiet  authonty 

Ootlayj  

Grand  totals: 

Budiet  authority 

Outlays 

Total  new  entiHeflient  authority 


830.982 
790.735 

831.899 
822.657 

880.185 
868.408 

928.099 
916.106 

972.200 
957J55 

4.443.365 
4.355.261 

483.778 
520.276 

530.176 
532.010 

512.218 
515.463 

505.272 
500.387 

481.674 

475.069 

2.513.118 
2.543.205 

U14.760 

1.311.011 

-1.916 

1J62.075 

U54.667 

-1.252 

1.392.403 

1.383.871 

-5.657 

1.433.371 
1.416.493 
-11308 

1.453.874 
1.432.424 
- 17.907 

6.956.483 
6.898,466 
-38.040 

SENATE  COMMITTEE  BUDGET  AUTHORITY  AND  OUTLAY  ALLOCATIONS  PURSUANT  TO  SECTION  302  OF  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  ACT  BUDGET  YEAR  TOTAL:  1997 

[In  millions  ot  dollars) 


Direct  spendini  lunsdidion 


Entitlements  funded  in 


ConiRiittee 


Outlays 

Budget  auttionty 

Budiet  au- 
thority 

Outlays 

795.878 

835346 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6.017 

2.990 

10.068 

8.492 

40.058 

39.929 

0 

0 

5.881 

-9.017 

0 

D 

7.429 

4.799 

605 

602 

143 

222 

52 

54 

23.969 

3.201 

0 

0 

627.429 

624.564 

130,818 

130.886 

11.429 

12,859 

0 

0 

54.093 

53.017 

0 

0 

2,429 

2373 

239 

238 

5.534 

5.009 

1.412 

1.412 

95 

25 

0 

0 

1.309 

1.456 

19.688 

19.731 

392 

362 

0 

0 

3 

-296 

0 

0 

-267.328 

-265,828 

0 

0 

AgproenabORS  „ _ „ 

Acoropnations  (Violent  Crime  Trust  Fund)  . 

A|ncultuie.  Nutntion.  and  Forestry  _. 

Armed  Services 

Banloni,  Housini.  and  Urtian  Affairs  

Cofflmem.  Science,  and  Transportation  _.. 

Eneriy  and  Natural  Resources  

Environment  and  Public  Nbrfs 

Finance 

Forein  Relations  

Goncmmental  Affairs l. 

JudKiary 


labor  and  Human  Resources  . 

Rules  and  Administration 

Veterans'  Affairs  _. 

Select  Indian  Affairs  _. 

Small  Business  _ 

Not  allaated  to  committees  . 


Total  . 


1314.7600 


1311.011 


162.882 


161.415 


SENATE  COMMITTEE  BUDGET  AUTHORITY  AND  OUTLAY  AaOCATIONS  PURSUANT  TO  SECTION  302  OF  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  ACT  5-YEAR  TOTAL  1997-2001 

[In  millions  of  dollais] 


Direct  spendini  junsdctnn 


Entitlements  funded  in 


Committee 


Outlays 

Budiet  authority 

Budget  au- 
thonty 

Outlays 

4^52.729 

4379329 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17361 

2.652 

81.443 

48.025 

223.276 

222,626 

0 

0 

35375 

- 18.628 

0 

0 

31.876 

18.051 

3352 

3334 

5.219 

5.067 

252 

276 

128.545 

10.883 

0 

0 

3.282.774 

3i88,828 

776.267 

776.549 

50.945 

56,772 

0 

0 

294.435 

288,737 

0 

0 

19,705 

19396 

1.257 

1.254 

30,605 

28i51 

7.499 

7.499 

436 

402 

0 

0 

2.552 

3,908 

103.415 

103.285 

1.965 

1,832 

0 

0 

9 

-1.264 

0 

0 

- 1,421.376 

- 1.388376 

0 

0 

Ainoilture.  Nutntm.  and  Forestry 
AniMd  Services  , 


Baotoni.  Housini.  and  Urban  Affairs  .... 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportatoi 

Enerc  and  Natural  Resources 

Envtroninciit  and  PuUic  Notts 

Finance  ___..__ 


Fomin  Relations  

GovefniMntal  Attain 
Judiaaiy 


Labor  and  Human  Resources  . 

Rules  and  Administration 

Veterans'  AJtairs 

Select  Indian  Atfairs 

Small  Business  


6.956.483 


6.898.466 


973.485 


940.222 
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From  the  Committee  on  the  Budget,  for  con- 
sideration of  the  House  concurrent  resolu- 
tion and  the  Senate  amendment,  and  modi- 
fications committed  to  conference: 

John  Kasich, 

Dave  Hobson. 

Bob  Walker, 

Jim  kolbe, 

Christopher  Shays, 

Wally  herger. 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Pete  v.  domenici. 

Chuck  Grassley, 

Don  Nickles, 

PhilGramm, 

Christopher  S.  Bond. 

Slade  Gorton, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


REPORT  ON  H.R.  3603,  AGRI- 
CULTURE, RURAL  DEVELOP- 
MENT. FOOD  AND  DRUG  ADMIN- 
ISTRATION, AND  RELATED 
AGENCIES  APPROPRIATIONS. 

FISCAL  YEAR  1997 

Mr.  SKEEN,  from  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  submitted  a  privliegred 
report  (Rept.  No.  104-613)  on  the  bill 
(H.R.  3603)  making  appropriations  for 
Agriculture,  Rural  Development,  Food 
and  Drug  Administration,  and  Related 
Agencies  programs  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  September  30,  1997,  and  for 
other  purposes,  which  was  referred  to 
the  Union  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  All 
points  of  order  are  reserved  on  the  bill. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 
By  unanimous  consent,  i)ermission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Member  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Montgomery)  and  to  in- 
clude extraneous  matter:) 
Mr.  Pallone. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  10  o'clock  and  5  minutes 
a.m.),  under  its  previous  order,  the 
House  adjourned  until  Monday.  June 
10. 1996.  at  12:30  p.m. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS. 

ETC. 
Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 


the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

3441.  A  communication  from  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  transmitting  his  re- 
quest to  make  available  appropriations  to- 
taling $111,016,158  in  budget  authority  to  the 
Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency, 
and  to  designate  the  amounts  made  available 
as  an  emergency  requirement  pursuant  to 
section  251(b)(2)(D)(i)  of  the  Balanced  Budget 
and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985, 
as  amended— received  in  the  U.S.  House  of 
Representatives  June  6,  1996,  pursuant  to  31 
U.S.C.  1107  (H.DOC.  No.  104-229);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  and  ordered  to  be 
printed. 

3442.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Ofnce  of 
Regulations  Management.  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule — Veterans  Education:  In- 
creased Allowances  for  the  Educational  As- 
sistance Test  Program  (RIN:  2900-AH78)  re- 
ceived June  6,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  National 
Security. 

3443.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Chairperson, 
Appraisal  Subcommittee,  transmitting  the 
1995  annual  report  of  the  Appraisal  Sub- 
committee of  the  Federal  Financial  Institu- 
tions Examination  Council,  pursuant  to  Pub- 
lic Law  101-73,  section  n03<a)(4)  (103  Stat. 
512);  to  the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Fi- 
nancial Services. 

3444.  A  letter  from  the  Program  Manage- 
ment Officer,  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service,  transmitting  the  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Servlces's  final  rule— Whaling  Pro- 
visions; Consolidation  and  Revision  of  Regu- 
lations CoUection-of-Information  Approval 
[Docket  No.  960312069-6153-02;  I.D.  022796F] 
received  June  5,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3445.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulations'  Management,  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule — Soldiers'  and  Sailors', 
Civil  Relief  (RIN:  290O-AH53)  received  June  5, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

3446.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulations  Management,  Department  of 
Veterans  Aflilrs,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule— United  States  Government 
Life  Insurance  (RIN:  2900-AH52)  received 
June  5, 1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A); 
to  the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

3447.  A  letter  from  the  Commissioner.  So- 
cial Security  Administration,  transmitting  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  to  amend  the 
Social  Security  Act  and  related  laws  to  ex- 
tend and  amend  demonstration  project  au- 
thority, make  perfecting  amendments  relat- 
ed to  tax  withholding  from  Social  Security 
benefits,  make  a  technical  r-iBflflr'atlon  In 
the  effective  date  of  the  denial  of  disability 
benefits  to  drug  addicts  and  alcoholics,  make 
administrative  improvements  respecting  re- 
ports by  prisons  and  certain  other  institu- 
tions, and  address  the  treatment  under  the 


supplemental  security  income  program  of 
the  disposal  of  resources  for  less  rMan  fcjr 
market  value — received  June  5,  1996;  jointly, 
to  the  Committees  on  Ways  and  Means  &nd 
Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  Xm.  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  KASIC:H:  Committee  of  conference. 
Conference  report  on  House  Concurrent  Res- 
olution 178.  Resolution  establishing  the  con- 
gressional budget  for  the  U.S.  Government 
for  fiscal  year  1997  and  setting  forth  appro- 
priate budgetary  levels  for  fiscal  years  1996, 
1999.  2000,  2001,  and  2002  (Rept.  104-612).  Or- 
dered to  be  printed. 

Mr.  SKEEN:  Committee  on  Appropriations. 
H.R.  3603.  A  bill  making  appropriations  for 
Agriculture,  Rural  Development,  Food  and 
Drug  AdmlnlstraUon,  and  Related  Agencies 
programs  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Septem- 
ber 30.  1997,  and  for  other  purposes  (Rept. 
104-613).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 


TIME  LIMITATION  OF  REFERRED 
BILL 

Pursuant  to  clause  5  of  rule  X  the  fol- 
lowing action  was  taken  by  the  Speak- 
er: 

H.R.  3107.  Referral  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  extended  for  a  period  ending 
not  later  than  June  11, 1996. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 
Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXn,  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 
By  Mr.  SKEEN: 
H.R.  3603.  A  bill  making  appropriations  for 
Agriculture,  Rural  Development,  Food  and 
Drug  Administration,  and  Related  Agencies 
programs  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Septem- 
ber 30,  1997,  and  for  other  purposes. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows: 

H.R.  3449:  Mr.  LUCAS  and  Mr.  STiafllOLM. 
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NONPHYSICIAN  PROVIDERS  PRO- 
VIDE INVALUABLE  HEALTH 
CARE  SERVICES 


HON.  FRANK  PAIIONE,  JR. 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday.  June  7, 1996 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  week,  the 
Sutxx>mmittee  on  Health  and  Environment 
held  a  hearing  on  issues  surrounding  man- 
aged care  that  I  hope  will  lead  to  passage  of 
much-needed  legislation. 

The  focus  of  the  hearing  came  down  to 
choice.  Patients  want  to  be  able  to  choose 
their  own  doctor.  They  want  to  be  able  to 
know  of  all  of  the  treatments  that  are  available 
to  them.  They  want  to  be  able  to  rely  on  the 
expertise  of  a  medk:al  specialist  for  a  very 
specific  medk^al  problem.  And  as  we  continue 
to  consider  proposals  to  restructure  Medicare, 
I  woukj  like  to  add  that  many  seniors  do  not 
want  to  give  up  their  choice  of  provkJers. 

Real  problems  do  exist  and  I  believe  that 
there  are  many  legislative  vehk^les  before 
Congress  ttiat  will  work  to  ensure  quality  care, 
while  preserving  choice.  I  am  a  cosponsor  of 
the  Family  Health  Care  Act,  H.R.  2400,  which 
woukJ  set  a  ground  floor,  a  minimum  set  of 
standards  that  all  health  plans  would  have  to 
follow,  including  important  point-of-service  op- 
tkxis  and  quality  assurance  mechanisms.  This 
legislation  will  enable  patients  to  see  the  pro- 
viders of  their  choce,  including  nonphysidan 
provklers,  such  as  optk:ians  who  provide  qual- 
ity care  services  to  their  patients. 

I  woukl  like  to  indude  in  the  Recxdro  the 
statement  of  Paul  Houghland,  Jr.,  CAE,  exec- 
utive director,  Optxaans  Association  of  Amer- 
ka  that  was  presented  before  the  subcommit- 
tee on  May  30,  to  further  shed  light  on  issues 
surrounding  chok:e  in  a  managed  care  setting. 
Statement  bt  Paul  Houghland,  Jr.,  CAE, 

Executive  Director,  Opticians  assocu- 

TioN  OF  America 

On  t>ehalf  of  the  Opticians  Association  of 
America  (OAA),  which  represents  the  inter- 
ests of  more  than  35,000  dispensing  opticians 
thronghout  the  United  States,  I  am  pleased 
that  the  Subconmilttee  on  Health  and  Envi- 
ronment has  convened  hearings  on  managed 
care  issues.  As  the  panel  with  Jurisdiction 
over  health  insurance  it  is  important  that 
you  hear  the  view  of  all  participants  In  the 
health  care  delivery  system  including  non- 
physician  providers. 

OAA  wishes  that  these  hearings  had  pro- 
vided more  of  an  opportiuilty  for  nonphysi- 
dan providers  to  participate.  This  group  of 
health  care  providers  is  responsible  for  many 
of  the  most  cost-effective  approaches  to 
health  care  delivery.  Yet  nonphysidan  pro- 
viders have  had  many  difflculties  being  in- 
cluded in  many  managed  care  organizations 
(MCOs).  For  this  reason  OAA  and  many  other 
nonphysidan  providers  have  joined  the  Coa- 


lition for  Health  Care  Choice  and  Account- 
ability (CHCCA),  a  group  dedicated  to  mak- 
ing MCOs  more  accountable  for  their  actions 
and  more  patient  and  provider  friendly. 

OAA  wishes  to  associate  Itself  with  the 
written  statement  provided  to  this  sub- 
committee by  criCCA  and  also  to  associate 
itself  with  the  testimony  presented  by  the 
American  Dental  Association,  a  CHCCA 
member.  The  concerns  raised  by  these  orga- 
nizations reflect  legitimate  issues  that 
should  be  addressed  legislatively  by  this  sub- 
committee at  its  earliest  convenience. 

OAA  believes  that  many  of  the  managed 
care  problems  that  nonphysidan  providers  in 
general  and  opticians  in  particular  face  are 
corrected  by  HR  2400,  the  "Family  Health 
Care  Fairness  Act'"  introduced  by  Represent- 
ative Charlie  Norwood  of  Georgia,  a  member 
of  this  subcommittee.  OAA  commends  Rep- 
resentative Norwood  for  his  leadership  in 
calling  attention  to  aspects  of  the  managed 
care  industry  which  need  modification.  We 
thank  Representative  Bill  Brewster  of  Okla- 
homa for  being  the  prime  cosponsor  of  this 
measure.  As  a  pharmacist.  Representative 
Brewster  understands  well  the  struggles 
which  far  too  many  nonphysidan  providers 
have  had  with  MCOs.  OAA  also  appreciates 
the  bipartisan  support  expressed  for  HR  2400 
by  its  Republican  and  Democratic  cospon- 
sors. 

The  health  subcommittee  could  prove  its 
commitment  to  innovative  solutions  to 
health  care  problems  by  favorably  reporting 
the  Norwood  bill  to  the  full  committee  with- 
in the  next  60  days.  While  aware  of  the  short- 
ness of  the  1996  legislative  calendar  and  the 
numerous  demands  upon  your  time,  managed 
care  Issues  are  too  important  for  Congress  to 
abandon  this  year  without  significant  ac- 
tion. Market-based  solutions  are  not  ade- 
quate to  correct  abuses  within  the  managed 
care  industry.  HR  2400  provides  fair  and  equi- 
table solutions  to  real  problems. 

Many  of  managed  care's  shortcomings  are 
discussed  in  the  ADA  and  CHCCA  testimony. 
After  reading  the  stories  collected  by  the 
CHCCA  I  am  certain  this  panel  will  agree 
that  action  on  HR  2400  will  benefit  the  public 
Interest.  What  more  positive  message  could 
you  take  back  to  your  constituents  this  fall 
than  news  that  you  approved  a  bill  to  make 
managed  care  more  accessible,  more  ac- 
countable, more  patient  friendly? 

OAA's  national  legislative  agenda  can  be 
summarized  very  concisely:  maximize  com- 
petition within  the  health  care  market  place 
and  maximize  freedom  of  choice  for  consum- 
ers. We  support  HR  2400  because  it  promotes 
equity  for  both  consumers  and  providers.  It 
contains  nondiscrimination  langoiage  which 
would  assure  that  both  those  using  the 
health  care  system  and  those  providing  the 
services  are  treated  fairly. 

A  second  major  component  of  HR  2400 
would  require  all  MCOs  to  offer  a  point-of- 
service  (POS)  option  to  all  subscribers.  The 
health  care  marketplace  has  confirmed  that 
a  POS  option  is  very  popular  and  cost  effec- 
tive. Approximately  three-quarters  of  the 
managed  care  plans  offer  this  option.  OAA 
and  the  CHCCA  believe  that  all  plans  should 


include  this  option  with  a  reasonable  cost- 
sharing  formula  so  that  It  is  a  viable  alter- 
native. 

The  POS  Issue  was  debated  last  fall  in  the 
Commerce  Committee  during  the  Medicare 
reform  debate.  Two  members  of  the  Health 
and  Environment  Subcommittee  offered  POS 
amendments  supported  by  OAA  and  the 
CHCCA  members.  OAA  appreciates  the  ef- 
forts of  Representatives  Greg  Ganske  of  Iowa 
and  Tom  Cobum  of  Oklahoma.  Unfortu- 
nately, both  the  Ganske  and  Cobum  amend- 
ments were  defeated  because  most  members 
of  the  majority  party  refuse  to  support  maxi- 
mizing freedom  of  choice  for  consumers. 

In  a  discussion  of  managed  care  issues  last 
week  on  WPFW-FM  in  Washington,  DC, 
Cindy  Elkin,  a  Northern  Virginia  optician, 
described  her  experiences  with  managed  care 
programs.  She  pointed  out  that  many  man- 
aged care  vision  programs  referred  eyewear 
customers  for  dispensing  purposes  to  person- 
nel who  are  often  unlicensed,  or  uncertified, 
in  short  to  persons  who  are  not  well  trained 
or  in  a  position  to  provide  quality  service. 
And  this  lesson  is  not  lost  on  customers.  Fre- 
quently, persons  with  managed  vision  care 
programs  have  found  the  quality  to  be  so  low 
compared  to  their  previous  service  that  cus- 
tomers fi^quently  vote  with  their  feet.  How- 
ever, by  choosing  to  forego  a  benefit  pro- 
vided by  their  employer  these  persons  wind 
up  with  a  self-chosen  POS  option  with  a  100 
percent  copayment. 

OAA  and  its  members  strongly  support 
competition  and  free  market  solutions  with- 
in the  health  care  sector.  Because  OAA  be- 
lieves so  strongly  in  the  principle  of  com- 
petition within  the  marketplace  it  will 
unveil  a  managed  vision  care  program  for  its 
members  next  month  at  its  national  conven- 
tion In  St.  Louis.  The  OAA  managed  vision 
care  program,  unlike  so  many  vision  care 
programs  currently  available,  will  be  open  to 
all  vision  care  providers  willing  to  meet  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  the  program.  We 
welcome  participation  by  our  friends  in  the 
ophthalmologlcal  and  optometrlc  commu- 
nity. We  not  only  support  the  concept  of  pro- 
vider equity,  but  we  practice  it  in  our  own 
managed  care  initiatives. 

While  opticians  are  willing  to  compete 
within  the  free  market  for  managed  vision 
care  business,  we  are  well  aware  that  a  start 
up  vision  care  plan  offered  by  opticians  will 
not  level  the  playing  field  overnight.  Our 
members  still  face  numerous  instances  of 
dlscimlnatory  practices  by  managed  vision 
care  plans  which  simply  exclude  independent 
opticians.  This  deprives  the  consumer  of 
freedom  of  choice  and  the  opportunity  to 
shop  for  eyewear  at  the  provider  of  choice.  It 
also  frequently  denies  the  consumer  a  least- 
cost  alternative. 

Congress  can  level  the  playing  field  for  op- 
ticians and  all  nonphysidan  providers  who 
wish  to  compete  within  the  managed  care 
system  by  passing  HR  2400.  OAA  calls  upon 
this  panel  to  begin  the  legislative  process  by 
sending  this  bill  to  the  full  committee  for 
consideration  with  a  strong  endorsement. 


9  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 


VOL 
1421 


PT 


MY 
21 


JE 


1996 


VOL 
1421 


PT 
10 


UMI 


JE 


THE  PAPER  AND  INK  USED  IN  THE  ORIGINAL 
PUBLICATION  MAY  AFFECT  THE  QUALITY  OF 
THE  MICROFORM  EDITION. 


10 


21 


1996 


UNITED   STATES 


OF    AMERICA 


ConarESSional  UECOrt 


PROCEEDINGS  AND  DEBATES  OF  THE  1 04^^  CONGRESS 

SECOND  SESSION 


VOLUME   142— PART  10 


JUNE  10,  1996  TO  JUNE  21,  1996 
(PAGES  13469  TO   14954) 


UNITED  STATES  GOVERNMENT  PRINTING  OFFICE,  WASHINGTON,  1996 


VOL 


JE 


1996 


For  sale  by  the  U.S.  Government  Printing  OfDce,  Superintendent  of  Documents.  Mail  Stop:  SSOP.  Washington,  DC  20402-9328 


United  States 
of  America 


Congrtssional  Utcord 


th 


PROCEEDINGS  AND  DEBATES  OF  THE  \  04       CONGRESS,  SECOND  SESSION 


SENATE— Monday,  June  10,  1996 


The  Senate  met  at  12  noon  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Honorable  Jon 
Kyl,  a  Senator  from  the  State  of  Ari- 
zona. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogilvie,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Gracious  God,  thank  You  for  Your 
faithfulness.  You  bless  us  beyond  our 
expectations  and  grive  us  what  we  need 
on  time,  and  in  time.  Today,  our  pray- 
er is  for  a  much  better  memory  of  how 
You  have  heard  and  answered  our  peti- 
tions in  the  past. 

We  commit  this  day  to  count  our 
blessingrs.  We  thank  You  for  the  gift  of 
life,  for  our  relationship  with  You,  for 
Your  grace  and  forgiveness,  for  our 
families  and  friends,  for  the  privilege 
of  work  to  do  well,  for  problems  and 
perplexities  that  force  us  to  trust  You 
more,  and  for  the  assurance  that  You 
can  use  even  the  dark  threads  of  dif- 
ficulties in  weaving  the  tapestry  of  our 
lives.  Knowing  how  you  delight  to  bless 
a  thankful  person,  we  thank  You  in  ad- 
vance for  Your  strength  and  care 
today.  Thank  You  not  just  for  what 
You  do,  but  for  who  You  are,  our 
blessed  God  and  loving  Father.  In  Your 
holy  name.  Amen. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  ACTING 
PRESIDENT  PRO  TEMPORE 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     The 
clerk  will  please  read  a  communication 
to  the  Senate  from  the  President  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  Thxjrmond]. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
U.S.  Senate, 
President  pro  tempore, 
Washington,  DC.  June  10, 1996. 
To  the  Senate: 

Under  the  provisions  of  rule  I,  section  3,  of 
the  Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  I  hereby 
appoint  the  Honorable  Jon  Kyl,  a  Senator 
from  the  State  of  Arizona,  to  perform  the  du- 
ties of  the  Chair. 

Strom  Thurmond, 
President  pro  tempore. 

Mr.  KYL  thereupon  assumed  the 
chair  as  Acting  President  pro  tempore. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  distinguished  majority  leader 
is  recognized. 


SCHEDULE 


Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  today, 
there  is  a  period  for  morning  business, 
with  the  following  Senators  in  control 
of  the  designated  times:  Senator  HOL- 
LINGS.  30  minutes;  Senator  Domenici 
will  be  controlling  the  time  from  1  to 
3:30;  Senator  DASCHLE,  or  his  designee, 
from  3:30  to  4:30;  Senator  Coverdell. 
or  his  designee,  from  4:30  to  5:30. 

It  is  hoped  that  any  Senator  wishing 
to  speak  on  the  budget  resolution  con- 
ference report  will  do  so  today  in  order 
to  complete  action  on  the  budget  dur- 
ing tomorrow's  session — hopefully  be- 
fore noon — on  that  matter.  RoUcall 
votes  are  possible  today. 

I  indicated,  I  think,  on  Thursday  that 
we  are  still  trying  to  clear  a  number  of 
the  nominees.  We  have  cleared  some. 
We  have  not  had  much  success  in  the 
judicial  nomination  area.  I  would  like, 
where  we  can,  to  dispose  of  those  be- 
fore I  leave  the  Senate  tomorrow.  If 
you  want  to  have  a  vote,  let  us  have  a 
vote.  I  hope  we  can  move  the  nomina- 
tions that  may  be  on  the  calendar- 
maybe  with  one  or  two  exceptions — so 
that  those  people  who  have  been  nomi- 
nated and  have  had  their  hearings  will 
be  able  to  pursue  their  careers. 

I  have  suggested  that,  if  we  cannot 
agree  on  the  package,  we  can  start 
down  the  list  and  go  one  at  a  time.  If 
people  want  to  vote,  we  will  vote  on 
judge  A,  judge  B,  judge  C.  That  way,  at 
least  we  can  dispose  of  some  of  those 
matters. 

It  is  also  my  hope  today  that  we  can 
clear  for  immediate  consideration  Cal- 
endar No.  253,  S.  1438.  This  deals  with 
the  World  Trade  Organization.  In  fact, 
it  is  an  agreement  I  made  with  Presi- 
dent Clinton.  We  are  talking  about  pas- 
sage of  the  GATT  agreement.  I  was 
concerned  about  the  World  Trade  Orga- 
nization and  concerned  about  there  not 
being  enough  input  from  Congress.  So 
there  was  an  agreement  between  my- 


self and  Mickey  Kantor,  the  Trade  Rep- 
resentative, and  the  President,  that  we 
would  pursue  legislation  to  give  Con- 
gress additional  input  and  permit  Con- 
gress, in  certain  cases,  to  withdraw — or 
at  least  initiate  proceedings  to  with- 
draw— from  the  World  Trade  Organiza- 
tion. It  was  carefully  worked  out  at 
one  time.  At  one  time,  it  had  cleared 
on  both  sides.  Senator  Byrd  had  a 
problem,  and  I  think  that  problem  has 
now  been  resolved. 

I  have  not  asked  for  much  around 
here,  as  far  as  clearing  things  for  my- 
self, although  I  have  done  it  for  other 
people.  I  hope  we  might  be  able  to  clear 
this  without  amendment  today  and 
send  it  to  the  House,  so  the  President 
will  have  it  on  his  desk  for  signature — 
which  he  is  perfectly  willing  to  do. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  a  new 
offer  will  be  made  with  reference  to 
health  reform,  the  bill  that  passed  this 
body  by  a  large  margin.  It  is  still  my 
hope — maybe  only  a  hope — that  we  can 
complete  action  on  that  matter,  if  not 
today,  sometime  tomorrow.  In  any 
event,  it  is  my  hope  that  we  can  get 
the  agreement.  If  I  am  not  here  to  vote 
on  it,  I  hope  we  can  have  the  agree- 
ment. It  is  going  to  take  some  give  on 
all  sides.  We  cannot  have  people  dic- 
tate to  us  and  attack  us  up  in  the  Press 
Gallery  and  expect  to  make  any 
progress.  I  will  not  engage  in  that  my- 
self. I  do  not  think  that  advances  the 
cause  of  what  we  are  attempting  to  do. 

Hopefully,  we  can  reach  some  agree- 
ment on  that  today.  I  will  do  all  I  can 
to  make  it  happen.  I  think  there  has  to 
be  give  and  take  on  each  side.  I  think, 
in  this  case,  the  House  has  been  very 
forthcoming  on  a  number  of  issues  that 
we  did  not  want  in  our  bill.  It  is  not  in 
the  Senate  bill.  It  is  down  to  the  issue 
of  medical  savings  accounts.  The  House 
feels  very  strongly  about  it,  and  I 
think  about  half  of  the  Members  here 
feel  very  strongly  about  it. 

So  it  seems  to  me  that  we  ought  to 
reach  some  accommodation  on  medical 
savings  accounts  and  send  this  bill  to 
the  President  for  his  signature.  I  as- 
sume he  will  sign  it.  There  have  been  a 
lot  of  different  proposals  made — some 
rather  useless,  and  others  that  I  think 
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have  some  merit.  Hopefully,  we  can  re- 
solve that. 

I  understand  Senator  Kassebaum  will 
be  sending  us — and  maybe  it  is  in  my 
office  now — a  counterproposal,  on 
which  I  will  meet  and  discuss  with  my 
House  colleagues,  in  the  hopes  that  we 
can  resolve  that,  too,  before  the  day  is 
out. 

Mr.  KEJINEDY.  Will  the  Senator  be 
willing  to  jrield  briefly  on  that  subject 
matter? 

Mr.  DOLE.  Sure. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
I>ore.  If  the  Senator  will  suspend  for  a 
moment,  I  will  take  care  of  another 
matter. 


MEASURE  PLACED  ON  THE 
CALENDAR— H.R.  3120 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. I  ask  the  clerk  to  read  a  bill  for 
the  second  time. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
A  bUl  (H.R.  3120)  to  amend  Title  18.  United 
States  Code,  with  respect  to  witness  retalia- 
tion, witness  tampering-,  and  jury  tampering. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  object  to 
further  consideration  of  this  bill  at 
this  time. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  bill  will  be  placed  on  the  cal- 
endar. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Senator  from  Massachusetts. 


HEALTH  CARE  REFORM 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I  ap- 
preciate the  majority  leader  yielding.  I 
join  with  him  in  the  eternal  hope  that, 
perhaps  while  he  is  still  here,  there 
may  be  a  successful  conclusion  of  this 
legislation;  or,  if  not,  at  least  an  agree- 
ment can  be  made  that  can  be  followed 
up  in  his  absence.  I  have  stated  on 
other  occasions  that  the  majority  lead- 
er has  been  very  much  involved  in  this 
legislation. 

Senator  Kassebaum  has  been  a  real 
leader  on  this  issue.  It  has  been  a  bi- 
partisan process  in  the  Senate.  Many  of 
the  ideas  that  have  been  incorporated 
in  the  legislation  dealing  with  pre- 
existing conditions,  and  portability 
have  been  incorporated  from  the  legis- 
lation that  the  majority  leader  has  of- 
fered in  the  past.  Although  we  have 
had  differences  on  the  MSA  issue,  he, 
nonetheless,  has  indicated,  since  the 
time  that  he  announced  he  was  going 
to  leave  the  Senate,  that  he  was  very 
hopeful  that  this  legislation  could  be 
achieved  while  he  was  still  here. 

As  recently  as  June  6  he  indicated 
that  its  chances  of  success— and  I 
think,  he  accurately  portrayed  it— are 
much  greater  with  his  presence  here 
than  without  it.  So  I  urge  that  the  ma- 
jority leader,  because  of  the  impor- 
tance of  this  legislation,  as  well  as  the 
importance  that  he  has  placed  on  this 
legislation,  and  his  involvement  in  it. 


that  we  would  get  the  agreement,  hope- 
fully pass  it  while  he  was  here;  and  I 
was  even  bold  enough  to  suggest  that 
he  might  want  to  remain  here  for  the 
next  few  days  until  we  were  able  to  get 
this  accomplished.  More  than  25  mil- 
lion Americans  will  be  helped  each 
year  by  this  legislation,  so  it  should  be 
a  top  priority. 

I  want  to  ask  the  leader  about  his 
willingness  to  accept  a  reasonable  com- 
promise. I  know  that  I  speak  in  this  in- 
stance for  the  President,  who  is  most 
interested  in  getting  a  test  of  the  idea 
of  the  MSA's,  which  is  the  principal 
issue  at  this  point.  The  proposal  from 
the  House  would  provide  the  MSA's  for 
approximately  80  percent  of  all  the 
workers  in  the  country.  This  obviously 
is  unacceptable.  I  am  hopeful  that, 
with  the  majority  leader's  assistance, 
we  could  have  a  test  of  the  idea  so  that 
we  could  explore  whether  it  is  helpful. 
I  think  reasonable  people  could  find 
ways  of  finding  a  test  without  adopting 
a  proposal  which  in  effect  moves  to- 
ward coverage  of  80  percent  of  the  peo- 
ple and  then  eventually  moves  toward 
complete  coverage  without  additional 
Senate  intervention.  This  program  is 
potentially  too  destructive  to  go  that 
route.  I  hope  he  will  use  his  own  good 
offices  to  try  to  work  with  all  parties 
to  see  if  a  legitimate  proposal  that 
could  accurately  be  portrayed  as  a  real 
test  of  the  idea  could  be  put  into  place. 

There  have  been  four  seijarate  pro- 
posals that  have  been  advanced  by  the 
President  and  by  others.  There  have 
been  some  which  have  been  advanced 
by  our  Republican  friends. 

But  this  would  be  a  great  victory  for 
the  American  people  which  I  think  the 
majority  leader  ought  to  share  in  if  we 
are  able  to  over  the  period  of  these 
next  several  hours  agree  on  a  real  test 
of  the  idea,  and  I  mean  a  reasonable 
kind  of  test  and  examination  and  eval- 
uation prior  to  expanding  the  proposal. 

Am  I  correct  that  at  least  the  leader 
is  going  to  try  to  see  if  that  concept 
could  be  at  least  included  in  these  ne- 
gotiations? 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts.  I  under- 
stand we  have  now  received  a  proposal 
from  my  colleague.  Senator  Kasse- 
baum. We  are  in  the  process  of  review- 
ing that  proposal.  I  am  not  certain 
that  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
has  a  copy  of  it.  But  it  indicates  that 
we  might  be  able  to  reach  some  com- 
promise. I  would  like  nothing  better  if 
we  could  conclude  that  today,  have 
conferees  appointed,  and  come  to  a  sat- 
isfactory conclusion  because,  as  the 
Senator  outlined,  it  affects  millions  of 
Americans.  It  should  be  done.  And 
maybe — speaking  for  myself,  I  would 
like  to  have  it  done  before  I  leave.  But 
at  least  if  that  cannot  happen,  I  would 
like  to  have  the  agreement  before  to- 
morrow at  2  o'clock,  and  maybe  under 
the  Senate  rules  we  could  deem  it 
passed  sometime  after  the  House  takes 


it  up.  I  will  have  to  check  with  the 
Parliamentarian  on  that.  But  if  we 
have  something  to  agree  to,  everybody 
in  the  Senate,  as  the  Senator  knows, 
the  original  bill  passed  unanimously — 
hopefully  we  could  reach  some  agree- 
ment today,  and  at  least  have  the 
agreement  entered.  Then  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts,  the  Senator  from 
Kansas,  and  others  could  dispose  of  it 
later  this  week. 

I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  have  not  seen  the 
proposal,  and  I  would  welcome  a 
chance  to  review  it — and  others  who 
have  been  involved  in  that  endeavor  as 
well;  not  just  myself  but  others.  Sen- 
ator Kassebaum — we  take  obviously 
her  leadership  role  very  seriously.  I 
hope  that  this  time  that  we  could  work 
out  a  real  evaluation  of  the  concept 
without  exposing  tens  of  millions  of 
our  fellow  citizens  to  serious  disrup- 
tion in  their  health  insurance  if  this 
does  not  work  as  well  as  its  advocated 
claim.  That  is  basically  the  issue.  I 
know  Senator  Kassebaum  was  strongly 
committed  toward  an  evaluation,  a 
reasonable  experimentation,  a  reason- 
able assessment,  and  reporting  back.  I 
say  that  would  certainly  offer  an  op- 
portunity to  move  this  forward.  I  hope 
that  would  be  the  proposal  that  would 
be  out  there  rather  than  just  the  impo- 
sition of  the  program  on  a  vast  number 
of  our  citizens.  But  we  will  certainly 
look  forward  to  it. 

I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  if  I  could 
use  my  leader  time.  Is  leader  time  re- 
served? 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Leader  time  is  reserved. 

The  majority  leader. 


TRIBUTE  TO  SAM  NUNN 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  on  August 
4,  1789,  in  the  first  year  of  existence, 
the  U.S.  Senate  approved  legislation  to 
establish  the  Department  of  War.  In 
the  nearly  207  years  since  that  date, 
the  Senate  has  always  devoted  a  great 
deal  of  attention  to  matters  of  national 
security. 

Few  Senators  in  that  time,  however, 
have  devoted  as  much  attention  as 
Senator  Sam  Nunn  of  Georgia,  who  will 
leave  this  Senate  next  January  after  24 
years  of  service.  While  Senator  Nunn 
and  I  have  not  agreed  on  every  issue,  I 
am  just  one  of  many  Republicans  who 
has  always  respected  his  expertise  and 
admired  his  patriotism. 

I  especially  recall  the  affection  and 
admiration  which  our  former  colleague 
Barry  Goldwater  had  for  Senator  Nunn. 
During  the  first  6  years  of  the  Reagan 
administration.  Senator  Goldwater  and 
Senator  Nunn  worked  on  a  bipartisan 
basis  to  rebuild  America's  military. 

Senator  Nunn  has  also  worked  with 
another  military  expert.  Senator  Rich- 
ard LUGAR,  in  working  with  the  former 
Soviet  Republic  to  relinquish  their  nu- 
clear weapons. 
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On  nondefense  matters,  I  have  appre- 
ciated Senator  Nunn's  strong  support 
for  a  balanced  budget  amendment, 
product  liability  reform,  and  anticrime 
and  antidrug  efforts. 

The  high  respect  in  which  Senator 
Nunn  is  held  in  Washington,  DC,  is 
echoed  in  his  home  State  of  Georgia.  In 
1978,  Senator  Nunn  won  reelection  with 
83  percent  of  the  vote.  In  1984,  he  re- 
ceived 80  percent,  he  ran  completely 
unopposed. 

It  goes  without  saying,  then,  that 
Senator  Nunn  could  have  won  reelec- 
tion this  year.  He  has  chosen  to  leave 
on  his  own  terms,  and  I  have  no  doubt 
that  his  voice  will  continue  to  be  an 
important  one  for  many  years  to  come. 


where  the  smile  dwells  a  little  longer, 
that  is  where  the  West  begins." 

If  that  is  the  case,  then  the  fact  of 
the  matter  is  that  the  West  begins 
wherever  Al  Simpson  is,  because  wher- 
ever he  goes,  he  brings  handclasps  and 
smiles  with  him. 


TRIBUTE  TO  AL  SIMPSON 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  as  I  look 
back  on  my  years  in  the  Senate,  there 
are  many  Members  to  whom  I  am  in- 
debted for  the  friendship  and  support 
they  have  given  me.  I  can  think  of  no 
better  friend,  however,  and  no  more  re- 
liable ally  than  AL  Simpson. 

As  all  Members  know,  Al  served  for 
10  years  as  Republican  whip.  And  no 
doubt  about  it,  he  nuule  being  Repub- 
lican leader  a  much  easier  job.  Every 
time  I  needed  help,  every  time  there 
was  work  to  be  done,  every  time  some- 
thing was  needed  as  soon  as  possible, 
AL  Simpson  was  there,  getting  the  job 
done,  and  doing  it  with  the  one  of  a 
kind  sense  of  humor  that  is  his  trade- 
mark. 

AL  Simpson  is  not  only  one  of  the 
wittiest  men  in  Washington,  he  is  also 
one  of  the  most  courageous. 

From  immigration  to  entitlement  re- 
form, he  has  made  a  habit  of  tackling 
the  toughest  and  most  controversial  of 
issues,  calling  them  as  he  sees  them, 
and  letting  the  cards  fall  where  they 
may. 

A  few  weeks  back,  much  of  Washing- 
ton gathered  to  salute  AL  Simpson. 
Well,  actually,  much  of  Washington 
gathered  to  salute  AL's  wife,  Ann.  I  re- 
gret that  a  delayed  flight  kept  me  from 
attending  what  by  all  reports  was  a 
wonderful  evening.  Speaker  after 
speaker — Republicans  and  Democrats 
alike — rose  to  salute  AL  and  Ann  for  all 
they  have  done  for  this  institution  and 
this  city. 

The  highlight  of  the  event  was  when 
former  President  George  Bush  offered 
an  emotional  tribute  to  the  man  who 
he  called  his  best  friend  in  the  Senate. 
While  AL's  retirement  means  that 
President  Bush  is  gaining  a  fishing 
buddy,  it  means  that  the  Senate  is  los- 
ing one  of  its  finest. 

I  have  said  before  that  AL  Simpson 
embodies  the  American  spirit  many  as- 
sociate with  the  American  cowboy.  He 
is  honest,  independent,  and  he  always 
judges  people  not  by  money  or  posi- 
tion— but  by  character. 

It  was  once  written  that  "out  where 
the  handclasp's  a  little  stronger,  out 


Although  as  of  tomorrow.  I  will  no 
longer  be  Nancy's  colleague.  I  will  still 
be  her  constituent.  And  along  with  all 
other  Kansans,  I  will  take  great  pride 
in  being  able  to  say  for  6  more 
months — as  I  have  for  18  yeairs — that 
Nancy  Kassebaum  is  my  Senator. 


TRIBUTE  TO  NANCY  KASSEBAUM 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  guess  it 
is  hard  to  pay  tribute  to  my  colleague. 
Senator  Kassebaum,  because  she  has 
done  such  an  outstanding  job.  And 
there  is  no  question  about  it.  She  is  the 
most  popular  politician  we  have  had  in 
our  State — the  most  popular  "politi- 
cian in  politics,"  let  us  put  it  that  way; 
some  do  not  like  the  word  "politi- 
cian"— for  years. 

Over  the  past  several  days,  I  have 
paid  tribute  to  those  coUeagTies  who 
are  retiring  from  the  Senate  at  the 
conclusion  of  the  104th  Congress;  this 
is  my  final  tribute. 

During  my  years  representing  Kansas 
in  the  U.S.  Senate,  it  has  been  my 
privilege  to  serve  alongside  two  re- 
markable colleagues  from  Kansas. 

The  first  was  Jim  Pearson,  who  was  a 
Senator  of  great  common  sense  and 
great  integrity — a  Senator  who  was 
widely  respected  by  Members  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle. 

For  the  past  18  years,  I  have  had  the 
privilege  of  serving  alongside  another 
person  resjjected  by  all  Senators  for 
her  common  sense  and  integrity— Sen- 
ator Nancy  Landon  Kassebaum. 

Senator  Kassebaum  is  retiring  at  the 
end  of  this  session,  so  she  can  spend 
more  time  with  her  children  and  grand- 
children. The  voters  of  Kansas,  who 
have  cast  their  ballots  for  her  in  over- 
whelming numbers,  understajid  her  de- 
sire to  come  home,  but  they  also  un- 
derstand that  this  Chamber  will  be  los- 
ing one  of  its  most  thoughtful  and  ef- 
fective Members. 

Nancy  Kassebaum  does  not  speak  in 
a  loud  voice.  She  does  not  clamor  for 
media  attention.  But  as  all  Senators 
know,  while  her  voice  may  be  quiet, 
her  will  is  strong.  For  18  years  she  has 
simply  represented  the  people  of  Kan- 
sas to  the  best  of  her  abilities,  and  she 
had  made  a  positive  difference  for  Kan- 
sas and  America  in  the  process. 

As  a  member  of  the  Foreign  Rela- 
tions Committee.  Senator  Kassebaum 
has  made  a  habit  of  staking  out  poli- 
cies that  provide  to  be  prophetic.  She 
was  instrumental  in  the  policies  that 
helped  to  move  South  Africa  away 
from  apartheid,  and  she  saw  Saddam 
Hussein  as  a  danger  long  before  many 
others. 

As  ranking  member  and  then  Chair  of 
the  Labor  and  Human  Resources  Com- 
mittee, she  had  fought  to  return  dol- 
lars and  decisions  to  the  local  levels, 
remembering  the  words  of  her  father, 
Alf  Landon,  who  once  said.  "There  are 
some  smart  people  in  Washington,  DC. 
There  are  more  of  them  in  Topeka." 


TRIBUTE  TO  SENATOR  JIM  EXON 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
often  said  that  the  people  of  Kansas 
and  Nebraska  share  a  great  deal  in 
common  besides  a  border.  We  share 
commonsense  values.  We  share  a^cul- 
tural  interests.  We  share  a  preference 
for  public  officials  who  say  what  they 
will  do,  and  who  do  what  they  say. 

For  the  past  26  years — 8  in  the  Gov- 
ernor's office,  and  18  here  in  the  Sen- 
ate— one  of  Nebraska's  preeminent  pub- 
lic officials  has  been  JiM  ExoN. 

A  small  businessman  before  he  en- 
tered public  service.  Senator  ExoN  has 
devoted  a  great  deal  of  time  to  restor- 
ing fiscal  responsibility  to  Govern- 
ment. Senator  EXON  practices  what  he 
preaches,  regularly  returning  a  sub- 
stantial portion  of  his  office  allowance 
to  the  treasury. 

Senator  Exon  has  also  proposed  a 
budget  fi-eeze.  and  did  vote  for  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  last  year. 
And  Senator  Exon  knows  how  much  I 
regret  his  decision  to  now  oppose  that 
amendment. 

Senator  Exon  and  I  have  disagreed  on 
a  variety  of  issues  over  the  years,  but 
with  me — as  with  every  other  Sen- 
ator— Jim  Exon  was  always  upfiront  and 
to  the  point. 

I  join  with  all  my  colleagues  in  wish- 
ing Jim  and  Pat  Exon  the  best  as  they 
return  to  the  State  they  love  so  much 
and  have  served  so  well. 


TRIBUTE  TO  ROBERT  BYRD 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  during  1987 
and  1988.  I  delivered  a  series  of  nearly 
300  brief  speeches  on  the  Senate  floor 
to  commemorate  the  long  history  of 
this  great  institution. 

Each  of  these  so-called  Senate  bicen- 
tennial minutes  focused  on  a  signifi- 
cant person,  custom,  or  event  associ- 
ated with  the  Senate's  development 
during  its  first  two  centuries. 

The  inspiration  for  this  project  came 
from  my  fellow  floor  leader  during  that 
100th  Congress,  Senator  ROBERT  C. 
BYRD.  Beginning  in  1980,  Senator  Byrd 
launched  an  unprecedented  series  of 
hour-long  addresses  to  the  Senate  de- 
tailing this  body's  rich  history.  The 
100-part  series  was  completed  in  No- 
vember 1989. 

In  recognition  of  this  extraordinary 
achievement.  Congress  agreed  to  pub- 
lish these  addresses  in  four  richly  illus- 
trated volumes  that  today  are  univer- 
sally known  as  "Bjnrd's  Senate  His- 
tory." 

Senator  BYRD  has  not  only  written 
about  the  Senate's  history,  he  has  also 
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made  it.  He  has  set  so  many  major 
records  that  he  can  justly  be  consid- 
ered the  Cal  Ripken  and  the  Michael 
Jordan  of  the  Senate. 

He  has  held  more  Senate  party  lead- 
ership offices  than  any  other  Member 
of  either  party.  He  has  cast  more  roll- 
call  votes  than  any  Member  in  his- 
tory—A record  that  he  continues  to 
break  every  day  the  Senate  is  in  ses- 
sion. He  has  not  missed  a  vote  in  12 
years,  giving  him  a  Senate  career  vot- 
ing average  of  99  percent. 

Finally,  Robert  Byrd  is  1  of  only  3 
Senators  in  history— that  is  3  of  1,827— 
to  have  been  elected  to  7  full  6-year 
terms. 

Not  only  has  he  broken  all  the 
records,  he  has  also  established  an  ex- 
ample for  the  rest  of  us  and  for  the  Na- 
tion of  the  best  in  Senatorial  conduct. 

Robert  Byrd's  service  to  the  Senate 
has  been  characterized  by  hard  work, 
attention  to  detail,  boundless  energy, 
and  intense  loyalty. 

Mr.  President,  on  October  21,  1988.  I 
dedicated  my  final  bicentennial  minute 
to  Senator  BYRD  and  his  remarkable 
contributions  as  a  Senate  leader. 

And  now,  on  June  10,  1996,  my  next  to 
last  day  here  in  the  Senate,  I  want  to 
repeat  the  words  I  said  8  years  ago: 

The  fln»l  chapter  in  Robert  Byrd's  history 
is  not  likely  to  be  written  for  some  time,  yet 
it  is  safe  to  say  that  be  has  set  a  standard  as 
a  Senator,  as  a  legislative  leader,  and  as  a 
statesman  that  will  stand  among  the  best  as 
long  as  there  is  a  Senate. 


TRIBUTE  TO  TOM  DASCHLE 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  during  my 
more  than  11  years  as  Republican  lead- 
er, it  has  been  my  privilege  to  serve 
across  the  aisle  from  three  Democrat 
leaders. 

Senator  Byrd  sat  in  the  leader's 
chair  for  4  of  those  years.  Senator 
George  Mitchell  for  6,  and  Senator  Tom 
Daschle  for  the  past  year  and  a  half. 

When  Senator  Daschle  became  lead- 
er in  January  1995.  I  said  then  that  I 
had  learned  that  the  only  way  the  Sen- 
ate can  run  effectively  is  for  the  two 
leaders  to  have  a  relationship  based  on 
absolute  trust. 

While  Senator  Daschle  and  I  have 
disagreed  on  the  vast  majority  of 
issues  before  the  Senate,  and  whUe  he 
used  the  Senate  rules  to  the  minority's 
full  advantage — just  as  I  did  when  I  was 
in  his  position,  our  relationship  has 
been  one  of  trust  and  mutual  respect. 

In  fact,  Senator  Daschle  has  seemed 
to  enjoy  the  job  of  minority  leader  so 
much,  that  I  have  told  him  one  of  my 
wishes  on  departing  the  Senate  is  that 
he  will  continue  to  serve  as  minority 
leader  for  many  years  to  come. 

I  have  also  told  Senator  Daschle 
that  serving  as  a  Senate  leader  when 
your  party  holds  the  While  House  is  of- 
tentimes more  frustrating  than  serving 
as  leader  when  the  opposition  party 
holds  the  White  House.  And  it  is  my 


hope  that  he  will  experience  those 
lower  frustrations  next  January. 

But  I  want  to  thank  Senator 
Daschle.  We  both  come  from  the  same 
part  of  the  country.  South  Dakota  and 
Kansas,  where  the  weather  can  do  us 
in,  or  do  the  farmers  in,  which  does  ev- 
erybody else  in.  We  both  understand 
the  importance  of  agriculture,  but  we 
also  understand  the  importance  of 
other  issues  that  affect  our  colleagues, 
whether  it  is  health  care  or  whether  it 
is  the  WIC  Program  or  food  stamps  or 
other  things  that  I  worked  on  a  long 
time  ago  with  another  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  named  George  McGov- 
em. 

So  I  just  congratulate  Senator 
Daschle  for  his  great  success  as  the 
Democrat  leader.  I  thank  him  for  the 
courtesies  he  and  Linda  have  extended 
to  me  and  Elizabeth  over  the  past  year 
and  a  half.  And  I  wish  him  the  best  of 
luck — not  everything  he  would  wish, 
but  the  best  of  luck,  particularly  when 
it  comes  to  his  own  personal  work  in 
the  Senate  and  his  own  personal  life. 

He  does  a  good  job.  He  works  hard. 
We  do  not  surprise  each  other.  We  trust 
each  other;  no  games.  And  that  is  what 
makes  the  Senate  work. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Under  the  previous  order,  there 
will  now  be  a  period  for  the  transaction 
of  morning  business  with  statements 
permitted  not  to  exceed  5  minutes  in 
length,  with  Senator  Rollings  to  con- 
trol 30  minutes  and  Senator  DOMENia 
or  his  designee  to  control  from  1  to  3:30 
p.m.,  the  Democratic  leader  is  des- 
ignated to  control  from  3:30  to  4:30,  and 
Senator  Coverdell  or  his  designee  to 
control  from  4:30  to  5:30. 

Mr.  ROLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  we  slightly 
amend  the  unanimous  consent  agree- 
ment. The  distinguished  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  wants  6  minutes.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  yield  him  the  6 
minutes  now  and  that  I  be  granted  my 
full  half-hour,  until  just  past  1  o'clock. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  for  his  courtesy. 


MEDICAL  SAVINGS  ACCOUNTS  AND 
THE  HEALTH  INSURANCE  RE- 
FORM BILL 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  the 
insistence  of  the  House  Republican 
leadership  on  forcing  medical  savings 
accounts  into  the  Kassebaum-Kennedy 
bill  has  become  the  Trojan  Horse  that 
could  destroy  health  insurance  reform. 

This  untried  and  dangerous  proposal 
does  not  belong  in  the  consensus  insur- 
ance reform  bill.  It  has  already  been  re- 
jected by  the  Senate.  A  bill  containing 


it   cannot   be   enacted   Into   law   and 
signed  by  the  President. 

The  Democrats  and  the  White  House 
have  offered  a  fair  compromise,  which 
would  provide  for  a  controlled  dem- 
onstration of  the  MSA  concept  to  see  if 
it  should  be  expanded.  But  the  House 
Republican  leadership  has  said  that  it 
will  be  their  way  or  no  way.  As  Major- 
ity Leader  ARMEY  said  yesterday,  "I 
will  not  give  up  medical  savings  ac- 
counts," and  he  dared  the  President  to 
veto  the  bill. 

Senator  DOLE  is  the  only  one  who  can 
break  this  impasse  and  persuade  House 
Republicans  to  abandon  their  intran- 
sigence and  pass  a  bipartisan  bill  that 
the  President  can  sign.  Senator  Dole 
clearly  understands  how  important 
this  program  Is  to  the  American  peo- 
ple. When  the  bill  was  passed.  Senator 
Dole  said: 

Common  sense  has  finally  prevailed.  Pas- 
sage of  this  bill  will  not  only  improve  our 
health  care  system,  it  could  very  well  re- 
store the  faith  of  the  American  public  that 
the  work  of  Congress  is  not  just  a  series  of 
political  stalemates.  Even  in  an  election 
year,  we  can  work  on  a  bipartisan  basis  to 
pass  legislation  that  will  improve  the  lives 
of  so  many  Americans. 

Senator  Dole  deserves  considerable 
credit  for  this  bill.  All  of  its  reforms 
were  also  Included,  in  one  form  or  an- 
other. In  the  health  insurance  bill  he 
Introduced  in  the  last  Congress.  It  also 
Includes  constructive  proposals  that  he 
offered  for  aid  to  small  business,  and  to 
help  families  meet  the  high  cost  of 
long-term  care,  and  to  crack  down  on 
firaud  and  abuse  in  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid. 

Last  week.  Senator  DOLE  said,  "I'm 
afraid  if  I  leave  and  it's  not  done,  it 
might  not  happen."  He  is  right.  No  one 
else  has  the  ability  to  persuade  House 
Republicans  to  back  off  their  extreme 
position.  If  Senator  DOLE  means  what 
he  says,  he  should  postpone  his  depar- 
ture from  the  Senate  for  a  few  days  and 
pass  this  bin.  He  can  do  a  great  deal  of 
good  for  the  American  people  by  stay- 
ing for  a  few  days  and  finishing  this 
legislation. 

Medical  savings  accoimts  are  a  high- 
ly controversial  issue  that  does  not  be- 
long on  this  bill  except  on  the  basis  of 
a  carefully  controlled  test.  MSA's  have 
the  potential  to  severely  undermine 
the  current  health  insurance  S3rstem 
that  millions  of  Americans  rely  on — 
particularly  those  with  serious  ill- 
nesses or  disabilities. 

MSA's  are  likely  to  raise  health  In- 
surance premiums  through  the  roof  and 
make  insurance  unaffordable  for  large 
numbers  of  citizens.  They  will  discour- 
age preventive  care  and  raise  health 
care  costs.  They  are  a  multlbilllon-dol- 
lar  tax  giveaway  to  the  wealthy  and 
healthy  at  the  expense  of  working  fam- 
ilies and  the  sick.  Their  cost  could  bal- 
loon the  deficit. 

The  Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill  con- 
tains consensus  reforms  that  virtually 
everyone  agrees  on.  It  guarantees  that 
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no  American  will  be  denied  health  in- 
surance or  be  saddled  with  exclusions 
for  preexisting  conditions  because  they 
change  their  job  or  lose  their  job,  or 
because  their  employer  changes  insur- 
ance companies.  It  provides  help  to 
small  businesses  that  want  to  join  to- 
gether to  negotiate  lower  insurance 
premiums  of  the  kind  that  only  large 
corporations  can  obtain  today. 

The  bill  is  truly  bipartisan.  It  passed 
the  Labor  and  Human  Resources  Com- 
mittee 16  to  0.  without  medical  savings 
accounts.  It  passed  the  Senate  100  to  0, 
without  medical  savings  accounts.  It 
will  pass  the  House  of  Representatives 
by  a  wide  margin,  if  the  House  Repub- 
lican leadership  will  permit  it  to  be  of- 
fered. But,  so  far,  they  continue  to  in- 
sist that  if  medical  savings  accounts 
for  the  special  Interests  are  not  added 
to  the  legislation,  there  will  be  no  in- 
surance reform  for  the  American  peo- 
ple. 

Medical  savings  accovmts  sound  good 
in  theory.  Why  not  encourage  busi- 
nesses and  individuals  to  buy  less  cost- 
ly high  deductible  health  Insurance 
policies  and  put  the  premium  savings 
into  a  tax-free  account  that  can  be 
used  to  pay  routine  medical  costs?  But 
in  this  case,  what  sounds  like  good 
medicine  in  theory  is  quack  medicine 
in  practice. 

Medical  savings  accounts  are  an  idea 
whose  time  should  never  come.  Under 
estimates  by  the  Joint  Tax  Conmilttee, 
they  are  a  S3  billion  tax  break  for  the 
wealthy  and  healthy. 

As  the  Center  on  Budget  and  Policy 
Priorities  said,  "MSA's  create  new  tax 
shelter  opportunities.  Use  of  an  MSA 
would  be  highly  advantageous  to  sub- 
stantial numbers  of  higher  income  tax- 
payers. Low-  and  moderate-income  tax- 
payers would  receive  little  or  no  tax 
benefits  from  using  MSAs,  because 
they  either  do  not  pay  income  taxes  or 
pay  taxes  at  much  lower  rates."  The 
American  Academy  of  Actuaries  con- 
cluded that  medical  savings  accounts 
are  "Taking  money  from  the  unhealthy 
and  giving  it  to  the  healthy."  The 
Joint  Tax  Committee  estimated  that 
only  1  percent  of  the  tax  benefits  would 
go  to  people  with  incomes  of  less  than 
S30,000. 

If  more  people  enroll  in  these  ac- 
counts than  the  estimates  predict,  the 
cost  could  rise  to  tens  of  billions  of  dol- 
lars. The  Joint  Tax  Comntiittee  esti- 
mated that  only  about  1  million  poli- 
cies would  be  sold.  But  other  analysts 
have  estimated  that  enrollment  could 
be  many  times  higher.  Those  who  are 
loudest  In  their  clamor  to  reduce  the 
deficit  are  willing  to  waste  vast  sums 
on  this  destructive,  special  Interest 
boondoggle.  K  we  have  billions  of  dol- 
lars to  spend  on  health  care,  we  should 
spend  them  on  reducing  the  cost  of  cov- 
erage for  hard-working  American  fami- 
lies or  on  deficit  reduction— not  on  a 
perverse  scheme  to  transfer  benefits 
from  the  poor  and  the  sick  to  the 
healthy  and  the  rich. 


The  most  troubling  aspect  of  medical 
savings  accounts  is  the  risk  that  they 
will  destroy  the  health  insurance  pool, 
and  price  conventional  insurance  out  of 
the  reach  of  most  American  families. 
Medical  savings  accounts  raise  pre- 
miums for  the  vast  majority  of  Ameri- 
cans— especially  those  who  are  sick  and 
need  coverage  the  most— by  siphoning 
the  healthiest  people  out  of  the  insur- 
ance pool.  As  premiums  rise  for  every- 
one else,  more  and  more  working  fami- 
lies will  be  forced  to  drop  coverage.  In 
the  words  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office,  medical  savings  accounts 
"could  threaten  the  existence  of  stand- 
ard health  insurance."  Mary  Nell 
Lenhardt,  senior  vice  president  of  Blue 
Cross  and  Blue  Shield  concluded  that 
MSA's  destroy  "the  whole  principle  of 
insurance." 

The  Urban  Institute  found  that,  even 
under  conservative  assumptions  about 
how  many  people  would  use  medical 
savings  accounts,  the  premiums  for 
comprehensive  policies  could  Increase 
by  62  percent.  If  employers  chose  to 
contribute  only  the  cost  of  the  MSA, 
the  worker's  share  of  the  premium  for 
a  comprehensive  i>ollcy  would  rise  by 
300  percent. 

American  families  who  choose  medi- 
cal savings  accounts  coiUd  be  exposed 
to  financial  crisis  if  someone  in  the 
family  becomes  seriously  ill.  As  the 
American  Academy  of  Actuaries  said, 
"individuals  and  families  who  experi- 
ence significant  medical  expenses  soon 
after  the  establishment  of  MSA  pro- 
grams will  face  high  out-of-pocket 
costs.  These  high  out-of-pocket  costs 
will  not  be  randomly  distributed.  They 
will  be  concentrated  among  older 
workers  and  their  families  and  among 
those  with  disabilities  and  chronic  ill- 
ness." The  last  thing  that  the  Amer- 
ican people  need — especially  those  who 
need  health  care  the  most — is  another 
massive  increase  in  the  cost  of  medical 
care. 

Because  they  encourage  high  deduct- 
ible plans,  medical  savings  accounts 
discourage  preventive  care.  According 
to  the  Congressional  Research  Service, 
the  high  deductible  plans  that  come 
with  MSA's  mean  that  poor  children 
are  40  percent  less  likely  to  get  the 
care  they  need,  compared  to  fully  in- 
sured children.  Abandoning  preventa- 
tive care  is  the  wrong  direction  for 
health  policy. 

Medical  savings  accounts  are  also  a 
giveaway  to  the  Insurance  companies 
who  have  the  worst  record  of  profiting 
from  the  abuses  of  the  current  system. 
It  is  no  accident  that  a  company  like 
the  Golden  Rule  Insurance  Co.  favors 
medical  savings  accounts.  This  com- 
pany is  ranked  near  the  bottom  by 
Consumer  Reports  because  of  its  inad- 
equate coverage,  frequent  rate  in- 
creases, and  readiness  to  cancel  poli- 
cies. 

When  the  Golden  Rule  Insurance  Co. 
withdrew  from  Vermont  because  it  was 


unwUllng  to  compete  on  the  level  play- 
ing field  created  by  the  State's  insur- 
ance reform.  Blue  Cross  and  Blue 
Shield  took  over  the  policies.  They 
found  that  one  in  four  policies  included 
controversial  extensions.  Sometimes, 
arms,  backs,  breasts,  and  even  skin 
were  written  out  of  coverage.  Newborns 
were  excluded  unless  they  were  bom 
healthy. 

The  Republican  medical  savings  ac- 
count plan  includes  no  provisions  to 
prevent  abuses  like  these.  Although 
MSA's  are  billed  as  providing  cata- 
strophic protection,  there  are  no  prohi- 
bitions on  unreasonable  life-time  lim- 
its, or  excessive  copayments  when  the 
deductible  level  is  reached.  The  $3,000 
per  family  deductible  level  in  the  bill  Is 
a  minimum — not  a  maximum.  Compa- 
nies can  establish  a  much  higher 
level— a  $5,000  or  SIO.OOO  deductible  for 
example. 

The  '^Iden  Rule  Insurance  Co.  has 
refused  to  share  any  data  about  its 
plans  with  the  American  Academy  of 
Actuaries  or  other  impartial  analysts. 
Golden  Rule  knows  that  medical  sav- 
ings accounts  can't  stand  the  light  of 
day. 

Further,  Republicans  are  also  anx- 
ious to  include  MSA's  in  the  insurance 
reform  bill,  because  MSA's  are  part  of 
their  longrun  plan  to  dismantle  Medi- 
care and  turn  it  over  to  private  insur- 
ance companies.  Tactics  like  that  have 
no  place  in  a  consensus  insurance  re- 
form bill. 

Proponents  of  MSA's  make  a  number 
of  claims  about  the  merits  of  medical 
savings  accounts— but  these  claims 
can't  stand  the  truth-ln-advertising 
test.  One  major  false  claim  is  the  alle- 
gation that  the  savings  on  the  pre- 
miimi  of  a  high  deductible  policy  will 
pay  for  a  medical  savings  account  cov- 
ering the  entire  deductible. 

The  Urban  Institute  concluded  that 
for  an  individual  policy  with  a  deduct-' 
ible  of  $2,000,  the  savings  to  the  em- 
ployer that  would  be  a  meager  S251 — 
leaving  you  exposed  to  $1,749  in  medi- 
cal costs  if  you  became  seriously  ill. 

The  American  Academy  of  Actuaries 
compared  a  family  comprehensive  plan 
to  an  MSA  with  a  deductible  of  $3,000 
and  found  that  the  family  would  be  ex- 
posed to  $1,800  in  costs  before  reaching 
the  deductible  limit. 

Nothing  in  the  Republican  plan  re- 
quires the  employer  to  give  all  of  the 
savings  to  the  employee.  Nothing  re- 
quires the  deductible  to  cap  your  li- 
ability. The  insurance  company  could 
continue  to  charge  a  20-percent  or  even 
a  50-percent  copajTnent.  In  fact,  they 
would  not  be  required  to  have  any 
limit  at  all  on  your  out-of-pocket  pay- 
ment. 

Another  claim  of  the  proponents  of 
medical  savings  accounts  is  that  they 
would  reduce  costs  because  people 
would  shop  around  for  the  best  care, 
and  wouldn't  go  to  the  doctor  for  triv- 
ial illnesses.  Every  family  knows  that 
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when  someone  is  sick,  the  last  thing  on 
their  minds  is  going  from  doctor  to 
doctor  to  see  who  will  charge  the  least. 
No  family  wants  to  be  in  the  position 
of  trying  to  decide  whether  chest  pains 
or  any  other  symptoms  are  something 
that  will  pass,  or  something  that  needs 
medical  care  immediately. 

Proponents  of  MSA's  try  to  justify 
this  claim  by  reljring  on  the  Rand 
health  insurance  experiment  of  the 
1970's.  Joe  White  of  the  Brookings  In- 
stitution i>oints  out  that,  in  fact,  high 
deductibles  had  the  effect  of  reducing 
necessary  care  just  as  much  as  unnec- 
essary care.  People  who  are  sick  are 
not  responsible  for  the  high  cost  of 
care— health  care.  Providers  are. 

Those  who  support  medical  savings 
accounts  also  say  they  increase  port- 
ability by  giving  you  money  to  spend 
on  health  care  while  you  axe  between 
jobs.  That  assimies  there  will  be  some- 
thing in  your  savings  account  when 
you  leave  your  job— and  that  won't  be 
true  for  anyone  with  signiHcant  health 
problems.  With  hospital  costs  running 
Sl.OOO  a  day  or  more,  no  one  can  afford 
the  cost  of  care  without  insurance.  The 
Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill  is  desigrned  to 
guarantee  access  to  coverage  to  people 
who  leave  their  jobs— but  it  won't  be- 
come law  if  medical  savings  accounts 
are  attached  to  it. 

Advocates  also  say  that  MSA's  in- 
crease choice,  but  the  American  people 
know  better.  The  choice  to  pay  thou- 
sands of  dollars  for  health  care  you 
need  but  cannot  afford  because  of  a 
high  deductible  is  no  choice  at  all. 

In  addition.  Republican  proponents  of 
medical  savings  accounts  note  that 
some  Democrats  have  changed  their 
position  since  the  last  Congress.  The 
fact  is  that  MSA's  have  received  much 
more  analysis  in  recent  years,  and  the 
pitfalls  are  better  understood.  I  voted 
against  them  both  times  they  were  of- 
fered in  the  Labor  °  and  Himian  Re- 
sources Committee.  In  the  past.  Presi- 
dent Clinton  said  that  they  are  some- 
thing we  might  explore  and  experiment 
with  but  he  has  never  supported  their 
widespread  adoption.  Democrats  who 
supported  them  in  the  context  of  com- 
prehensive health  reform  understood 
that  they  would  be  an  add-on  to  com- 
prehensive coverage  with  effective 
cost-control,  not  a  substitute.  In  fact, 
the  sense  of  the  Senate  resolution  ap- 
proved by  the  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources Committee  on  the  Health  Secu- 
rity Act  in  1994  specifically  said  that 
they  were  to  be  used  "in  conjunction 
with  the  comprehensive  benefit  pack- 
age" established  by  the  bill. 

Few  respectable  health  policy  ana- 
lysts support  medical  savings  accounts 
under  today's  conditions.  Editorials  in 
the  Washingrton  Post,  the  New  York 
Times,  the  Los  Angeles  Times,  and  the 
Boston  Globe  have  condemned  them. 

Most  important,  the  people  who  need 
good  coverage  are  strongly  opposed  to 
this  program.  The  major  organizations 


representing  consumers,  the  elderly, 
the  disabled,  and  working  families 
have  vehemently  condemned  them. 
Who  is  best  capable  of  speaking  for  the 
interests  of  American  families  and  who 
need  health  care — these  organizations, 
or  the  Golden  Rule  Insurance  Com- 
pany? 

Most  Republican  leaders  know  that 
Americans  want  the  consensus  reforms 
in  this  bill  and  have  little  interest  in 
medical  savings  accounts.  That  is  why 
Representative  Kasich  said,  on  March 
24,  "We  will  not  let  medical  savings  ac- 
counts destroy  the  ability  to  give  peo- 
ple portability  and  eliminate  pre-exist- 
ing conditions."  He  made  a  sinular 
statement  yesterday. 

On  March  29,  Speaker  Gingrich  said 
he  would  not  let  medical  savings  ac- 
counts stand  in  the  way  of  a  Presi- 
dential signature. 

But  actions  speak  louder  than  their 
words.  The  House  Republican  leader- 
ship has  been  unwilling  to  accept  the 
fair  compromise  that  the  President  and 
Democrats  have  offered  on  medical 
savings  accounts.  And  now  Republican 
House  Majority  Leader  Akmey  has 
made  it  clear  that  the  Republican 
strategy  is  to  force  the  President  to 
veto  the  legislation,  and  then  try  to 
blame  him  for  the  failure  to  enact  the 
consensus  reforms  the  American  people 
need  and  deserve. 

Whether  the  issue  is  tax  fairness, 
preservation  of  comprehensive  health 
insurance  for  the  vast  majority  of 
Americans,  or  the  special  interests  ver- 
sus the  public  interest,  medical  savings 
accounts  are  bad  medicine  for  our 
health  care  system.  They  are  a  poison 
pill  that  will  kill  health  insurance  re- 
form. The  President  has  offered  a  rea- 
sonable compromise — but  he  cannot 
fulfill  his  obligation  to  protect  the 
health  and  welfare  of  the  American 
people  by  swallowing  this  Republican 
poison  pill. 

Senator  Dole  understands  the  impor- 
tance of  insurance  reform.  Two  years 
ago,  on  August  17,  1994,  he  stated  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate,  "We  will  be 
back.  .  .  .  And  you  can  bet  that  health 
care  will  be  near  the  top  of  our  agen- 
da. ..  We  ought  to  take  all  the  com- 
mon parts  of  these  plans,  put  them  to- 
gether and  pass  that  bill."  A  week 
later,  he  identified  the  components  of 
reform  that  he  thought  were  most  im- 
portant. He  said,  "My  second  sugges- 
tion is  one  that  I  have  made  for  almost 
a  year  and  a  half.  That  we  pass  into 
law  provisions  to  help  those  Americans 
who  cannot  afford  insurance,  who  can- 
not get  insurance  because  of  pre-exist- 
ing conditions,  or  who  cannot  keep  in- 
surance due  to  a  job  change." 

Medical  savings  accounts  were  not  on 
Senator  Dole's  list  then,  and  they 
should  not  be  on  his  list  now. 

Senator  DOLE  is  planning  to  leave 
the  Senate  tomorrow.  But  he  can  do 
the  American  people  an  immense  serv- 
ice if  he  will  put  off  his  departure  for  a 


few  days  and  help  pass  this  bill.  He 
knows  how  important  this  bill  is.  He 
knows  that  his  participation  is  essen- 
tial if  House  Republicans  are  to  be  per- 
suaded to  accept  a  reasonable  com- 
promise. I  hope  he  will  act  now  to  end 
this  shameful  gridlock  axid  give  the 
American  people  the  health  reforms 
they  deserve. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Senator  from  South  Caro- 
lina. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished Chair. 


BALANCED  BUDGET 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  revise  my  original  topic.  Because 
the  distinguished  majority  leader  is 
leaving,  I  want  to  talk  in  that  context. 

When  Senator  DOLE  first  came  to  the 
U.S.  Senate,  I  had  recommended  Clem- 
ent Haynesworth  for  the  U.S.  Supreme 
Court.  My  distinguished  senior  col- 
league had  recommended  another  indi- 
vidual for  that  post,  and  I  was  looking 
to  the  Republican  side  for  leadership  in 
support  of  the  Haynesworth  nomina- 
tion. The  then  distinguished  junior 
Senator  from  Kansas,  who  had  recently 
arrived  in  the  Senate,  was  very,  very 
helpful  to  this  Senator  from  South 
Carolina. 

Let  me  get  right  to  the  point,  Mr. 
President.  I  have  the  greatest  respect 
for  Senator  Dole.  The  fact  is  that 
when  we  had  the  recent  Republican  pri- 
mary in  my  State  of  South  Carolina,  I 
was  asked  to  give  my  thoughts  regard- 
ing who  I  thought  was  the  best  can- 
didate in  the  Republican  field.  I  cat- 
egorically replied  that  of  those  vying 
for  the  Republican  nomination,  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Kansas,  Sen- 
ator Dole,  could  handle  the  job,  and 
there  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind  that  he 
could. 

I  think  his  difficulties  arise  from  the 
crowd  he  has  to  carry  with  him,  which 
gets  right  to  the  point  of  this  so-called 
balanced  budget  amendment  to  the 
Constitution. 

On  last  week,  the  distinguished  ma- 
jority leader  said: 

We  txled  to  reach  out  to  those  Senators  to 
ensure  Social  Security  surpluses  can  never 
again  be  used  to  mask  deflcit  spending.  I  be- 
lieve that  after  a  suitable  phase-in,  the  Fed- 
eral budget  could  be  balanced  without  count- 
ing the  surpluses  in  the  Social  Security  trust 
funds. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  a  remarkable 
statement,  in  light  of  the  history  of 
Social  Security  and  the  Social  Secu- 
rity trust  fund. 

Specifically,  in  1983,  the  distin- 
guished majority  leader  served  on  the 
Greenspan  Commission  which  was 
charged  with  rescuing  Social  Security. 
The  Greenspan  Commission  rec- 
ommended that  after  a  certain  period 
of  time— which  later  that  year  was 
agreed  to  be  1992— Social  Security 
should  be  off  budget.  We  now  talk  in 
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the  context  of  Presidential  campaigns 
and  children  and  grandchildren.  But 
the  same  was  true  some  13  years  ago, 
when  the  majority  leader,  himself  a 
member  of  the  Greenspan  Commission, 
issued  its  report  and  said,  "Let's  put 
Social  Security  off  budget. '" 

Thereafter  in  1990,  I  offered  a  resolu- 
tion before  the  Senate  Budget  Commit- 
tee that  removed  Social  Security  out- 
lays and  receipts  from  deficit  calcula- 
tions. By  a  vote  of  20  to  1,  the  Budget 
Committee  adopted  my  amendment. 

When  it  reached  the  floor.  I  teamed 
up  with  the  former  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania,  Senator  John 
Heinz,  and  on  October  18.  1990,  saw  the 
full  Senate  adopt  our  amendment  by  a 
vote  of  98  to  2.  We  said.  Social  Security 
should  not  be  used  to  obscure  the  size 
of  the  deficit,  that  it  should  be  off 
budget  and  that  it  should  never  be  in- 
cluded in  any  reporting  of  the  deficit 
whether  by  the  President  or  by  Con- 
gress. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Kan- 
sas voted  for  that  amendment.  And  on 
November  5,  1990,  President  George 
Herbert  Walker  Bush  signed  it  into 
law.  Today  it  stands  as  section  13301  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act.  So  much 
of  the  confusion  over  the  budget  is 
brought  about  by  the  failure  of  politi- 
cians to  respect  this  law.  This  is  true 
even  though  the  continuing  validity  of 
the  law  has  since  been  reconfirmed  sev- 
eral times,  by  Senator  Dole  and  Sen- 
ator HOLLINGS  and  others. 

So  I  say  when  the  distinguished  ma- 
jority leader  says,  "We  tried  to  reach 
out  to  those  Senators  to  ensure  that 
the  Social  Security  surplus  can  never 
again  be  used  to  mask  deficit  spend- 
ing"— that  is  already  the  law.  It  is  re- 
quired. They  act  like  the  constitu- 
tional amendment  would  give  us  some- 
thing new.  The  truth  is,  Mr.  President, 
that  the  constitutional  amendment 
trumps  and  repeals  the  existing  law. 
That  is  why  we  did  not  get  the  votes 
for  the  balanced  budget  amendment. 

Here  is  House  Joint  Resolution  1.  The 
language  in  section  7  clearly  includes 
Social  Security  trust  funds  in  deficit 
calculations.  It  states.  "Total  receipts 
shall  include  all  receipts  of  the  United 
States  Government  except  those  de- 
rived from  borrowing.'" 

But  the  Govenmient  not  only  bor- 
rows from  the  public  markets  but  also 
from  the  Social  Security  trust  fund.  As 
a  result,  at  least  five  Senators  have 
said,  "You  have  got  our  votes  if  you 
spell  out  the  exclusion  of  Social  Secu- 
rity trust  funds  from  deficit  calcula- 
tions." K  we  had  included  such  lan- 
guage, we  could  have  easily  passed  the 
amendment. 

But  the  majority  leader  paints  a  dif- 
ferent picture.  That  somehow  or  other 
we  need  a  constitutional  amendment 
that  repeals  the  protection  that  we  al- 
ready have  in  the  law.  That  is  where  I 
differ  with  the  distinguished  leader.  He 
knows  and  I  know  that  there  are  three 


stages  of  denial  with  respect  to  the  So- 
cial Security  trust  fund,  as  my  distin- 
guished friend.  Senator  Dorgan,  has 
pointed  out.  First,  the  statement  is 
made  that  there  is  no  Social  Security 
trust  fimd;  second,  that  there  is  one. 
but  we  are  not  spending  it;  and,  third, 
there  is  one,  we  are  spending  it.  but  we 
will  stop  in  the  future. 

Therein  is  the  source  of  the  inten- 
tional confusion  that  is  being  per- 
petrated on  the  American  public.  They 
know  it,  and  I  know  it.  That  is  why  I 
wanted  to  come  and  correct  the  record, 
particularly  with  respect  to  the  state- 
ments made  by  the  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee,  Senator  Domenici, 
and  recent  statements  made  tn  the 
press. 

Let  me  just  allude  to  "Clintons 
Budget  Game,"  by  David  S.  Broder  in 
the  Washington  Post,  dated  Sunday, 
June  9, 1996. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  this  particular  editorial  be 
printed  in  the  Record  in  full. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  edi- 
torial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Washington  Post.  June  9, 1996] 

Clinton's  BinxiET  Game 

(By  David  S.  Broder) 

A  recent  exchange  between  Sen.  Chris- 
topher (Kit)  Bond  (R-Mo.)  and  Secretary  of 
Veterans  Affairs  Jesse  Brown  casts  a  clear 
light  on  the  reality  behind  the  partisan  rhet- 
oric of  the  past  week's  budget  debate. 

Bond  is  chairman  of  the  appropriations 
subcommittee  that  handles  the  VA  budget. 
He  was  grilling  Brown  on  President  Clinton's 
budget  proposal  for  veterans'  health  care  and 
hospitalization.  For  next  year,  Bond  noted, 
Clinton  Is  urging  a  level  of  spending  for  this 
politically  important  constituency  more 
than  Si  billion  higher  than  It  was  in  1995.  But 
in  the  following  two  years — after  the  elec- 
tion—Clinton's budget  would  cut  that  spend- 
ing from  S17  billion  down  to  S14  billion,  and 
then  slice  it  further. 

How  can  you  meet  your  obligations  to  vet- 
erans under  that  budget?  Bond  asked.  "Sen. 
bond,  we  cannot."  Brown  replied.  If  funding 
were  to  remain  flat  (as  Republicans  have 
proposed),  "It  would  force  us  to  deny  care  to 
about  a  million  veterans  and  It  would  force 
us  to  close  the  equivalent  of  41  hospitals.  So 
obviously  ...  we  will  not  be  able  to  live 
with  the  red  line"  showing  the  postelection 
cuts  suggested  by  Clinton. 

And  then  Brown  made  this  eyebrow-raising 
statement:  "The  president  understands  that. 
I  talked  with  him  personally  about  it  and 
...  he  gave  me  his  personal  commitment 
that  he  was  going  to  make  sure  that  the  na- 
tion honors  its  commitments  to  veterans  and 
that  he  will  negotiate  the  budget  each  and 
every  year  .  .  .  with  the  veterans  of  the  na- 
tion." 

Bond:  "So  you  are  saying  that  these  out- 
years  mean  nothing.  It  is  all  going  to  be  ne- 
gotiated in  the  future,  so  we  should  not 
worry  about  the  president's  budget  plan.  .  .  . 
You  are  not  planning  to  live  with  that  budg- 
et?" 

Brown:  "I  am  net  planning  to  live  with  it. 
I  am  not  planning  to  live  with  your  budget 
.  .  .  nor  am  I  planning  to  live  with  the  presi- 
dent's line." 

Bond:  "You  do  not  work  for  us.  You  work 
for  the  president.  You  are  saying  that  you  do 


not  like  our  budget,  but  you  know  that  his 
budget  does  not  mean  anything." 

After  this  remarkable  exchange.  Bond 
made  similar  Inquiries  of  the  director  of  an- 
other huge  agency.  Dan  Goldin  of  NASA.  He 
too  said  that  White  House  budget  officials 
had  told  him  to  make  no  plans  based  on  the 
sharp  cuts  indicated  for  future  years  In  Clin- 
ton's budget.  As  Goldin  put  it,  "the  White 
House  has  instructed  us  to  take  no  precipi- 
tous action  on  out-year  budgets,  and  we  are 
taking  them  at  their  word." 

To  Bond  and  other  Republicans,  this  looks 
suspiciously  like  a  shell  game.  The  president 
has  told  Congress  and  the  country  that  he 
can  achieve  a  balanced  budget  by  2002.  with- 
out the  serious  savings  in  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid that  Republicans  have  proposed.  At  the 
same  time,  be  has  said  that  he  can  keep 
spending  in.  five  or  six  priority  areas  at  least 
even  with  inflation. 

He  can  do  all  that,  he  has  said,  by  cutting 
"less  important'"  spending.  Veterans  and 
space  budgets  are  not  on  his  priority  list. 
But  the  men  running  these  programs  say 
they  have  assurances  that  the  numbers  the 
White  House  has  given  Congress  are  just 
paper  figures — not  mandates  to  prepare  for 
belt- tightening. 

White  House  Budget  Director  Alice  Rlvlln 
has  assured  Bond  and  his  colleagues— and 
then  tried  to  convince  me — that  there  is  no 
contradiction.  "Simply  put."  Rlvlln  wrote 
Bond,  "the  jjresident  is  committed  to  the 
discretionary  savings  needed  to  help  reach 
balance  in  2002  .  .  .  but  will  continue  to  re- 
visit decisions  about  specific  programs  one 
year  at  a  time.'" 

"Nobody  is  cheating."  Rlvlln  insisted  in  an 
interview  with  me. 

"I  don't  think  it  washes."  Bond  said.  "It's 
not  an  honest  budget." 

Two  things  are  going  on  here.  Clinton,  in 
his  desire  to  dodge  serious  cuts  in  politically 
popular  programs  such  as  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid, while  promising  more  spending  for 
education,  the  environment  and  law  enforce- 
ment, is  projecting  cuts  in  other  programs 
that  are  so  severe  they  will  be  very  hard  to 
achieve.  That  is  why  people  like  Brown  and 
Goldin  say  the  cuts  are  unimaginable. 

And  second,  in  order  to  postpone  the  pain. 
Clinton  is  telling  not  just  the  constituents  of 
the  endangered  programs  but  their  managers 
that  they  will  have  plenty  of  opportunities 
in  future  years  to  stave  off  the  cuts. 

That  may  not  be  "cheating.""  as  Rlvlln 
says,  but  it  is  playing  a  game  that  is  too 
clever  by  half.  Balancing  the  budget  means 
making  tough  choices.  Clinton  is  postponing 
those  choices  and— by  giving  people  the 
sense  that  the  goal  can  be  reached  without 
giving  up  anything  that  is  important— mak- 
ing it  that  much  harder  when  the  crunch 
comes. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  The  most  objective, 
most  analytical  journalist  and  edito- 
rialist that  we  have  writing  talks 
about  a  budget  game.  He  argues  that 
the  "Presidents  budget  is  suspiciously 
like  a  shell  game."  quoting  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Missouri,  Sen- 
ator Bond  as  saying,  "It  is  not  an  hon- 
est budget." 

Then  let  me  quote  Mr.  Broder's  words 
further  down. 

That  may  not  be  cheating,  as  Rlvlln  says, 
but  it's  playing  ?  game  that  is  too  clever  by 
half.  Balancing  the  budget  means  making 
tough  choices.  Clinton  is  postponing  those 
choices,  and  by  giving  the  people  the  sense 
that  the  goal  can  be  reached  without  giving 
up  anything  that's  important. 
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Heavens  above.  Have  we  just  discov- 
ered these  budget  games?  Is  tbe  Clin- 
ton budget  the  only  one  deserving  of 
blame?  Just  look  at  the  Republican 
budget.  Look  at  the  Bush  budgets. 
Look  at  the  Reagan  budgets.  Look  at 
the  Carter,  Ford,  and  Nixon  budgets. 
We  have  not  had  anything  but  a  shell 
game  since  Senator  Lyndon  Baines 
Johnson  balanced  the  budget  back  in 
1968-1969. 

The  press— Mr.  Broder  and  others— 
continually  refer  to  the  Republican 
budget  as  balanced,  but  the  facts  say 
otherwise.  I  have  in  my  hand  the  docu- 
ment itself,  the  fiscal  year  1996  budget 
resolution  conference  report.  That  is 
what  Mr.  Dole  says  is  balanced.  "Last 
year  we  passed  the  first  balanced  Fed- 
eral budget  in  a  generation."  Abso- 
lutely false.  And  they  know  it. 

On  page  3  of  their  own  conference  re- 
port, it  shows  in  black  and  white  that 
the  expected  deficit  in  the  year  2002  is 
$108,400,000,000.  And  over  on  page  4,  the 
debt  increases  in  the  year  2002 — the 
year  of  supposed  balance — by 
$185,100,000,000. 

How  can  they  talk  about  a  balanced 
budget  when  on  the  face  of  the  docu- 
ment itself  it  shows  a  $108  billion  defi- 
cit? The  distinguished  majority  leader 
has  to  know  better  when  he  say^,  "Last 
year  we  passed  the  first  balanced  Fed- 
eral budget  in  a  generation."  It  is  abso- 
lutely false. 

Let  me  take  one  other  particular 
statement,  because  the  distinguished 
leader  is.  of  course,  the  Republican 
candidate  for  President.  We  are  so 
quick  to  accuse  the  other  of  not  lead- 
ing. In  fact.  Senator  Dole  says  that 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  dem- 
onstrates that  the  President  lacks 
leadership.  I  quote  again: 

President  Clinton's  opposition  continues  to 
be  the  single  largrest  obstacle  standing  in  the 
way  of  a  balanced  budget  amendment  to  the 
Constitution. 

I  have  not  heard  anything  from 
President  Clinton  or  the  White  House 
concerning  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment. But  then  again  I  happen  to  know 
that  the  single  greatest  obstacle  to  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  is  the  in- 
transigence of  the  Republican  leader- 
ship with  respect  to  not  protecting  the 
Social  Security  trxust  fund. 

Because  my  time  is  limdted,  let  me 
say  a  word  about  deficits  and  refer  im- 
mediately to  another  article. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record  the 
article  in  full,  the  "Ace  in  the  Hole"  by 
John  Cassidy  in  the  recent  New  Yorker 
magazine  dated  June  10, 1996. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  New  Yorker,  June  10. 1996) 
ACE  IN  THE  Hole 
(By  John  Cassidy) 

It  was  James  Carville,  Bill  Clinton's  fast- 
talking  political  consultant,  who  in  1992  put 
up  a  now  famous  handwritten  sign  at  the 


Little  Rock  campaign  headquarters  saying, 
"The  Economy.  Stupid."  Actually,  as 
Carville  reminded  me  recently,  the  sign  also 
contained  two  other  statements — "Change 
vs.  more  of  the  same"  and  "Don't  forget 
health  care"— but  it  was  the  first  one  that 
captured  the  moment.  Indeed,  were  it  not  for 
the  economic  malaise  that  gripped  the  coun- 
try in  late  1991  and  early  1992  we  might  now 
be  discussing  a  Quayle-Gore  Presidential 
race. 

This  time  around,  the  economy  looks  dif- 
ferent, which  is  excellent  news  for  the  White 
House,  although  it  tends  to  be  overshadowed 
by  more  dramatic  stories,  such  as  the  recent 
Whitewater  convictions.  A  glance  at  history 
confirms  the  point.  Of  the  sixteen  occasions 
over  the  past  century  in  which  sitting  Presi- 
dents have  run  for  another  term,  just  five  in- 
cumbents lost:  Taft.  Hoover,  Ford,  Carter, 
and  Bush.  The  elections  of  1912  and  1976  must 
be  seen  as  anomalies — thanks  to  Teddy  Roo- 
sevelt's Bull  Moose  campaign  and  Richard 
Nixon's  Watergate  coverup,  the  incumbent 
Republican  Party  self-destructed  in  those 
years— which  leaves  1932.  1980.  and  1992,  all 
years  of  financial  gloom.  In  1932  and  1960.  the 
economy  was  actually  in  a  slump,  and  in  1992 
it  was  just  emerging  from  a  recession  the 
previous  year. 

Despite  some  suggestions  to  the  contrary — 
notably  by  the  Heritage  Foundation,  a  con- 
servative think  tank — this  year  cannot  be 
compared  with  1992.  let  alone  1980  or  1932.  In 
the  first  quarter  of  1996,  inflation-adjusted 
growth  in  national  output,  which  is  the 
broadest  index  of  economic  performance,  was 

2.3  per  cent  on  an  annualized  basis:  over  the 
full  course  of  the  Clinton  Administration, 
such  growth  has  averaged  around  2.5  percent 
a  year.  This  record  is  about  average  for  the 
post-1973  era  but  well  above  the  growth  rate 
of  1.6  per  cent  eked  out  during  the  Bush 
Presidency.  A  number  of  other  measures  also 
suggest  that  the  economy  is  doing  signifi- 
cantly better  than  it  was  four  years  ago:  two 
of  the  most  widely  followed  are  the  "misery 
index."  which  is  the  rate  of  inflation  added 
to  the  rate  of  unemployment,  and  the  size  of 
the  federal  budget  deficit. 

At  the  moment,  the  unemployment  rate  is 

5.4  per  cent,  and  the  inflation  rate  is  2.9  per 
cent.  Added  together,  these  numbers  produce 
a  misery  index  of  8.3.  which  is  an  extremely 
low  number.  The  last  year  it  was  lower  was 
1968.  when  the  unemplojrment  rate  was  3.6 
per  cent  and  the  inflation  rate  averaged  4.2 
per  cent.  For  much  of  the  nineteen-seventies 
and  eighties,  the  misery  index  was  well  into 
double  digits.  As  recently  as  1392.  it  stood  at 
10.4. 

Perhaps  the  most  important,  and  least  her- 
alded, achievement  of  the  Clinton  Adminis- 
tration is  the  improvement  it  has  wrought  in 
the  national  flnances.  According  to  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Offlce.  the  federal  budget 
deficit  for  the  1996  fiscal  year,  which  began 
last  October,  will  be  about  S145  billion.  This 
is  a  large  number,  but  it  is  only  half  the  size 
of  the  deficit  that  the  federal  government  re- 
corded in  1992.  which  was  S290  billion.  And 
these  raw  numbers  don't  tell  the  full  story. 
In  ranking  budget  deficits,  economists  usu- 
ally look  at  them  in  relation  to  the  size  of 
the  economy.  Measured  in  this  way.  the  fed- 
eral deficit  this  year  will  be  about  1.9  per 
cent  of  the  gross  domestic  product,  accord- 
ing to  the  C.E.C  This  figure  is  down  from  4.9 
per  cent  in  19S2;  indeed,  it  is  the  lowest  such 
figxire  recorded  since  1979,  the  year  before 
Ronald  Reagan  was  elected,  when  the  budget 
deficit  was  just  1.7  per  cent  of  G.D.P. 

Statistics  like  these  are  what  prompted 
President  Clinton  to  make  the  recent  claim. 


which  had  all  the  earmarks  of  election-year 
hyperbole,  that  the  United  States  economy 
is  "the  healthiest  it's  been  in  three  decades." 
Surprisingly,  the  President  is  not  the  only 
one  making  such  apparently  outlandish 
statements.  In  March.  DRI/McGraw-Hill.  a 
leading  firm  of  economic  consultants,  issued 
a  report  saying  that  "normal  economic  indi- 
cators" suggest  that  the  economy  "is  in  its 
best  shape  in  decades."  When  I  asked  David 
Wyss,  the  Harvard-trained  economist  who  is 
the  research  director  of  DRI/McGraw-Hill, 
how  he  came  to  make  that  statement,  he  ex- 
plained, "If  you  look  at  the  economy  during 
the  Clinton  Administration,  you  have  to  say 
that  it's  been  a  success.  We  have  low  infla- 
tion, full  emplojrment.  and  steady  growth. 
This  is  really  just  about  the  best  of  all  mac- 
roeconomic  worlds." 

To  understand  how-  the  present  economic 
situation  came  about,  we  must  go  back  to  a 
winter  morning  in  Little  Rock  thirteen  days 
before  the  Inauguration.  On  that  day,  Janu- 
ary 7.  1993.  the  President-elect's  entire  eco- 
nomic and  political  team  gathered  in  the  Ar- 
kansas Governor's  Mansion.  Leon  Panetta, 
the  prospective  White  House  budget  director, 
presented  the  Bush  Administration's  final 
forecast,  which  had  just  been  released  in 
Washington.  It  predicted  a  budget  deficit  of 
S305  billion  for  1997.  an  increase  of  $70  billion 
over  previous  estimates.  Panetta  believed 
the  actual  figure  could  be  as  high  as  $360  bil- 
lion. 

By  the  end  of  that  January  day,  after  six 
hours  of  discussions,  the  nascent  Adminis- 
tration had  agreed  on  a  course  of  action  that 
would  define  the  forty-second  Presidency. 
Clinton  had  been  elected  on  a  potentially 
contradictory  platform  of  tax  cuts  for  the 
middle  class,  faster  economic  growth,  and 
budget-deficit  reduction;  in  Littie  Rock  he 
decided  to  sacrifice  tbe  first  promise  and 
prejudice  the  second  in  order  to  achieve  the 
third. 

The  result  of  this  decision,  following  eight 
months  of  intense  political  struggle,  was  the 
Onmibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1993, 
which  pledged  to  reduce  the  budget  deficit  by 
a  total  of  about  $500  billion  over  four  years. 
This  would  be  achieved  through  a  program  of 
about  $250  billion  in  spending  cuts  and  about 
$250  billion  in  tax  increases. 

Given  the  centrality  of  the  1993  budget  act 
to  the  Clinton  Administration's  record,  it  is 
surprising  how  little  attention  has  been  paid 
to  its  results.  Even  some  people  in  the  White 
House  are  reluctant  to  discuss  the  subject, 
for  fear  of  reminding  voters  of  the  1993  tax 
increases.  This  is  odd,  because  the  story  that 
has  not  been  told  is  that  the  deficit-reduc- 
tion policy  turned  out  to  be  far  more  suc- 
cessful than  even  its  authors  had  dared 
hope — a  point  made  to  me  by  Alan  Blinder,  a 
Princeton  economics  professor  and  a  former 
vice-chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board, 
who  was  a  White  House  economic  adviser 
during  1993  and  1994.  "The  real  story  is  that 
a  calculated  risk  was  taken,  and  in  this  case 
it  turned  out  far  better  than  anybody  had 
any  reason  to  expect,"  Blinder  said.  "There 
are  plenty  of  gambles  in  life  that  don't  turn 
out  well.  This  is  one  that  turned  out  ex- 
tremely well." 

It  is  easy  to  forget  how  controversial  the 
deficit-reduction  policy  was  in  1993,  even 
within  the  White  House.  Two  books  about 
the  first  year  of  the  Clinton  Administra- 
tion—Bob Woodward's  "The  Agenda"  and 
Elizabeth  Drew's  "On  the  Edge"— portrayed 
a  government  driven  by  internal  dissension. 
At  various  points  during  that  year,  Hillary 
Clinton,.  George  Stephanopoulos,  Paul 
Begala,      Stan     Greenberg,      and     Mandy 
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Grunwald  all  expressed  serious  doubts  about 
the  deficit-reduction  strategy.  Begala,  in 
particular,  complained  repeatedly  that  the 
White  House  was  "obsessed"  with  the  budg- 
et. Even  the  President  himself  had  mixed 
feelings.  According  to  Drew,  he  considered 
deficit  reduction  a  "rich  man's  issue."  and 
Woodward  says  he  several  times  referred  to 
his  own  budget  plan  as  "a  turkey." 

The  Woodward  and  Drew  books  were  solid 
works  of  reporting,  but  both  essentially 
stopped  at  the  end  of  1993,  when  the  budget 
act  had  become  law.  In  terms  of  how  the  def- 
icit-reduction policy  actually  affected  the 
economy,  the  story  only  begins  then. 

The  biggest  danger  back  in  early  1993  had 
been  that  the  budget  package  would  tip  the 
economy  into  another  recession.  As  anyone 
who  suffered  through  Econ  101  will  recall, 
raising  taxes  and  reducing  government 
spending  both  tend  to  reduce  the  over-all 
level  of  demand  for  goods  and  services  in  the 
economy.  President  Clinton  is  a  lawyer,  not 
an  economist,  but  he  knew  enough  about  the 
dismal  science  to  see  a  potential  fiasco  in 
the  making.  "You  have  to  remember  that 
the  economy  was  perceived  to  be  very  fragile 
back  then,"  Gene  Sperling,  a  senior  White 
House  economic  adviser,  recalls.  "There  was 
lots  of  talk  about  the  possibility  of  a  double- 
dip  recession.  The  President's  initial  reac- 
tion was:  If  I  call  for  a  major  fiscal  contrac- 
tion, won't  there  be  a  recession?" 

At  the  same  time.  Republican  leaders  in 
Congress  were  warning  of  imminent  disaster. 
"I  believe  this  will  lead  to  a  recession  next 
year,"  Newt  Gingrich  declared  following  the 
House  vote  on  the  budget  package,  which 
ended  in  a  nerve-racking  218-216  victory  for 
the  President.  'This  is  the  Democrat  ma- 
chine's recession,  and  each  one  of  them  will 
be  held  personally  accountable." 

Even  some  of  the  President's  economic  ad- 
visers were  worried  about  the  possible  im- 
pact of  the  planned  spending  cuts  and  tax  in- 
creases. The  economic  models  they  relied  on 
suggested  that  another  slump  was  unlikely, 
but  tbe  models  could  not  rule  out  a  "growth 
recession"  of  tbe  sort  that  so  damaged  tbe 
Bush  Administration.  Despite  their  private 
fears  that  history  might  repeat  itself,  the 
economic  advisers  argued  that  deficit  reduc- 
tion was  the  right  thing  to  do — on  both  theo- 
retical and  practical  grounds. 

The  theoretical  argument  was  one  that 
mainstream  economists  had  been  making 
ever  since  1961.  when  Ronald  Reagan's  tax 
cuts  put  the  economy  on  the  path  to  fiscal 
chaos:  budget  deficits  lead  to  higher  interest 
rates  and  lower  business  investment,  and 
lower  investment,  in  turn,  restricts  produc- 
tivity growth  and  technical  progress,  which 
are  the  keys  to  future  prosperity.  Laura 
D' Andrea  Tyson,  the  Berkeley  professor  who 
headed  the  White  House  Council  of  Economic 
Advisers,  repeated  this  argument  to  Clinton 
but  coupled  it  with  a  more  immediate  argu- 
ment: budget  deficits  not  only  do  long-term 
damage  but  can  lead  to  disastrous  financial 
panics  in  the  short  or  medium  term,  and 
these  panics,  which  have  stricken  many  de- 
veloping countries,  occur  when  investors  lose 
faith  in  the  political  system. 

From  tbe  perspective  of  mid-1996,  it  may 
sound  unrealistic  to  suggest  that  the  United 
States  Treasury  could  ever  experience  such  a 
crisis  of  confidence,  but  back  in  1992  percep- 
tions were  different.  In  the  twelve  years 
since  Reagan's  election,  the  amount  of  out- 
standing federal  debt  had  risen,  from  $909  bil- 
lion to  more  than  S4  trillion.  Even  allowing 
for  growth  in  the  economy,  that  rise  was  dra- 
matic. The  total  federal  debt  as  a  percentage 
of  G.D.P.   had  risen  between  1980  and  1992 


from  34.4  per  cent  to  67.6  per  cent,  and  it 
seemed  to  be  on  an  inexorable  upward  trend. 
"We  all  attached  some  not  insignificant 
probability  to  a  scenario  of  financial-market 
instability  if  we  didn't  take  a  credible  posi- 
tion on  the  deficit,"  Tyson  told  me.  "Given 
the  growth  of  total  debt  relative  to  output, 
there  really  was  a  danger  that  at  some 
point— nobody  could  know  when— the  United 
States  could  hit  a  confidence  problem." 

Bill  Clinton  didn't  need  much  convincing 
that  budget  deficits  were  bad,  but  he  did 
need  a  good  deal  of  reassurance  that  doing 
something  about  them  wouldn't  wreck  his 
chances  of  reelection.  In  making  a  practical 
case  for  deficit  reduction,  his  advisers  relied 
primarily  on  one  of  tbe  institutions  that  the 
Democratic  candidate  had  railed  against  in 
his  populist  attack  on  the  Reagan-Bush 
years:  the  Wall  Street  bond  market. 

Their  argument  was  that  deficit  reduction 
needn't  necessarily  be  a  drag  on  the  econ- 
omy, as  Econ  101  models  suggest,  because 
these  simple  models  ignore  the  effect  a  credi- 
ble fiscal  plan  can  have  on  the  bond  market. 
K  bond  traders  could  be  persuaded  that  the 
planned  budget  cuts  were  real,  they  would 
bid  down  long-term  interest  rates,  and  the 
decline  in  rates  would  provide  a  boost  to  the 
economy  which  would  at  least  partiy  offset 
the  proposed  higher  taxes  and  lower  govern- 
ment spending.  The  key  thing  to  understand, 
as  the  experts  explained  to  the  President- 
elect, was  that  the  long-term  interest  rate  is 
determined  not  by  the  government  but  by 
the  bond  market;  in  fact,  it  is  basically  equal 
to  the  nominal  coupon  on  a  thirty-year  bond 
divided  by  the  bond's  market  price,  so  any- 
thing that  raises  bond  i)rices  also  reduces 
long-term  interest  rates.  There  was  a  sequel 
to  the  story.  If.  in  addition  to  the  favorable 
bond-market  reaction,  the  Federal  Reserve's 
response  to  the  budget  package  was  to  cut 
short-term  interest  rates,  which  are  under 
its  control,  then  deficit  reduction  might  not 
slow  the  economy  at  all. 

When  this  scenario  was  laid  out  for  the 
President-elect  in  Littie  Rock,  it  did  not  go 
down  well,  as  Woodward  recorded:  "At  the 
President-elect's  end  of  the  table.  Clinton's 
face  turned  red  with  anger  and  disbelief 
'You  mean  to  tell  me  that  the  success  of  the 
program  and  my  reelection  hinges  on  the 

.Federal  Reserve  and  a  bunch  of bond 

traders?'  he  responded  in  a  half  whisper. 
Nods  from  his  end  of  tbe  table.  Not  a  dis- 
sent." 

Clinton's  advisers  were  well  aware  that  re- 
lying on  the  bond  market  was  a  high-risk 
strategy:  traders  might  ignore  the  budget 
package,  or  dismiss  it  as  another  Washing- 
ton ginamick.  "We  all  believed  in  the  direc- 
tion of  the  argument,  but  even  the  models 
themselves  were  uncertain  about  the  size  of 
the  effects  and  how  fast  they  would  occur," 
Tyson  recalls.  'There  was  a  range  of  esti- 
mates." 

In  order  to  provide  an  alternative  short- 
term  stimulus  to  the  economy,  the  White 
House  proposed  an  immediate  S16  billion  pro- 
gram of  public  investments.  "People  called 
it  old-fashioned  Democratic  spending,  but  it 
was  really  done  as'  an  insurance  policy." 
Sperling  explains.  Congress  killed  the  stimu- 
lus package,  however,  leaving  the  advisers  in 
the  White  House  even  more  beholden  to  Wall 
Street,  a  place  few  of  them  knew  well. 

The  one  senior  official  who  knew  a  lot 
about  bond  markets  was  Robert  Rubin,  the 
head  of  the  newly  created  National  Eco- 
nomic Council,  for  he  had  only  recently  left 
Goldman.  Sachs,  the  highly  profitable  in- 
vestment-banking and  securities  firm,  alter 
twenty-six  years.  Rubin,  who  later  succeeded 


Lloyd  Bentsen  as  Treasury  Secretary,  was  a 
passionate  believer  in  deficit  reduction:  In- 
deed, he  saw  it  as  a  "threshold  issue,"  which 
had  to  be  dealt  with  before  anything  else 
positive  could  happen  to  the  Administration. 
But  even  he  was  far  from  certain  how  his 
former  colleagues  would  react  to  the  budget 
package.  "We'd  seen  a  long  period  during 
which  the  political  process  had  not  dealt 
with  the  deficit."  Rubin  explained  to  me  re- 
cently. "Given  the  very  high  level  of  skep- 
ticism in  the  markets  about  tbe  willingness 
of  the  system  to  make  tough  decisions,  it 
was  unclear  how  long  it  would  take  before 
the  market  gave  us  credit  for  deficit  redac- 
tion. There  was  at  least  the  possibility  that 
the  skepticism  would  last  much  longer  than 
we  projected,  in  which  case  it  could  have  up- 
ended our  program." 

In  tAie  event,  the  bond  nnarket's  reaction  to 
the  Clinton  fiscal  plan  was  remarkably  posi- 
tive. In  the  twelve  months  following  Clin- 
ton's election,  long-term  interest  rates  tum- 
bled from  7.75  per  cent  to  a  low  of  5.78  per 
cent— the  lowest  level  since  the  Treasury 
started  selling  thirty-year  constant-matu- 
rity bonds,  in  1977.  After  spiking  up  sharply 
in  1994.  as  the  Fed  raised  short-term  rates, 
long-term  rates  fell  back  down,  and  they 
have  stayed  low  ever  since.  At  the  moment. 
they  are  still  under  seven  per  cent,  which  is 
remarkable  for  an  economy  that  is  in  its 
fifth  year  of  recovery,  with  unemployment 
at  5.4  per  cent. 

It  is  one  of  the  richest  ironies  of  recent 
years  that  the  much  maligned  bond  traders, 
acting  entirely  in  their  own  interest,  balled 
out  a  Democratic  Adniinistration  that  was 
fighting  to  raise  their  marginal  tax  rates 
sharply.  In  the  White  House,  officials 
watched  the  action  on  Wall  Street  with  sur- 
prise and  delight.  "The  n^rkets  gave  credi- 
bility to  this  program  more  rapidly  than 
folks  had  expected— and.  frankly,  more  rap- 
idly than  I  had  expected."  Rubin  says.  Even 
Blinder,  who  had  presented  the  bond  market 
argument  to  the  President-elect  in  Littie 
Rock,  was  stunned.  "I  never  thought  we'd 
get  the  bond  rate  down  to  5.8  per  cent,"  he 
now  admits.  "I  don't  think  any  of  us  thought 
it  would  get  that  low.  If  you'd  polled  econo- 
mists back  then  and  said  we're  going  to  drive 
the  long-term  interest  rate  below  six  per 
cent.  I  don't  think  one  in  a  thousand  would 
have  believed  you." 

With  interest  rates  so  low.  the  economy 
grew  at  a  rate  that  made  a  mockery  of  the 
Republicans'  dire  predictions.  In  1994.  the 
first  year  the  deficit  package  started  to  bite, 
the  economy  expanded  by  a  healthy  3.5  per 
cent.  In  1995.  growth  fell  back  to  two  per 
cent,  but  current  indications  are  that  it  will 
be  back  around  2.5  per  cent  this  year. 

The  easiest  way  to  trace  the  impact  of  the 
falling  interest  rates  is  to  look  at  tbe  path  of 
Investment,  the  type  of  spending  most  re- 
sponsive to  the  cost  of  credit.  Business  in- 
vestment has  grown  by  eleven  per  cent  a 
year  since  1993.  which,  as  Tyson  points  out. 
is  the  highest  rate  of  growth  since  the  Ken- 
nedy Administration.  As  a  percentage  of 
G.D.P..  investment  rose  from  12.7  per  cent  in 
1992  to  14.8  per  cent  in  1994.  Much  of  this 
extra  capital  spending  has  gone  into  high 
technology,  and  especially  into  computers 
and  telecommunications  equipments-areas 
in  which  American  companies  now  lead  the 
world.  Whether  this  upturn  in  investment 
will  lead  to  a  higher  rate  of  productivity 
growth  throughout  tbe  economy  is  unclear— 
the  results  so  far  ase  somewhat  disappoint- 
ing— but  it  is  precisely  what  economists  of 
all  political  hues  have  been  recommending 
for  more  than  a  decade.  "I  remember  saying 
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very  clearly  in  the  first  year  that  what  this 
is  all  about  is  shifting  resources  toward  in- 
terest sensitive  private  spending,"  Tyson 
says.  "That  is  exactly  what  has  happened." 

Bob  Dole's  difficulties  in  constructing  an 
effective  critique  of  Clinton's  economic  poli- 
cies are  obvious.  (After  building  a  consider- 
able reputation  for  fiscal  rectitude  in  the 
Senate,  he  is  now  said  to  be  mulling  throw- 
ing it  away  by  proposing  an  across-the-board 
reduction  in  income-tax-rates.)  As  a  matter 
of  logic,  the  Republicans  have  only  two  al- 
ternatives: to  say  that  things  are  not  as  good 
as  they  seem  or  to  say  that  things  are  as 
good  as  they  seem  but  Clinton  has  nothing 
do  with  it.  Earlier  this  year.  Dole  seemed  to 
be  veering  toward  the  first  approach.  Speak- 
ing in  New  Hampshire  on  February  13th,  he 
said,  "Corporate  profits  are  setting  records, 
but  so  are  corporate  layoffs.  And  middle- 
class  families  feel  less  and  less  secure  about 
the  future.  There  is  a  wide  and  growing  gap 
between  what  the  govenmient's  statistics 
say  about  our  economy  and  how  American 
families  feel  about  it." 

It  struck  me  that  these  words  could  have 
been  spoken  by  Carvllle,  by  his  colleague 
Begala,  or  by  Labor  Secretary  Robert  Reich. 
All  of  them  have  put  a  similar  argrunent  to 
me  in  recent  months,  and  there  is  clearly 
some  truth  in  it.  Wage  for  middle-income 
households  have  been  stagnant  since  the 
mid-nineteen-seventies,  and  the  over-all  in- 
equality of  income  and  wealth  has  risen 
sharply.  These  long-term  iiroblems  have  not 
been  solved  by  the  Clinton  Administration, 
and  they  will  continue  to  plague  the  country 
long  after  November's  election.  The  sad  fact 
is  that  they  are  so  deeply  rooted  in  the  way 
capitalism  is  evolving  that  no  Presidential 
candidate— and  certainly  not  a  Republican 
believer  in  laissez-faire — is  in  any  position  to 
offer  a  credible  remedy  in  just  four  years. 

Thus,  it  waa  always  going  to  be  problem- 
atical for  Dole  to  pursue  a  Reichian  line  for 
long.  Predictably,  once  a  Pat  Buchanan  was 
safely  in  his  rearview  mirror  he  eased  up  on 
the  jwpulist  pedal.  There  may  be  sound  polit- 
ical as  well  as  personal  reasons  for  his  switch 
of  tactics.  Although  the  country  does  face 
serious  problems,  there  is  evidence  that  most 
Americans  are  more  upbeat  about  the  econ- 
omy than  Buchanan  believes  they  are.  This 
spring.  Frank  Newport  and  Lydia  Saad,  two 
top  editors  of  the  Gallup  poll,  published  a  lit- 
tle-noticed article  in  The  Public  Perspective 
addressing  the  widespread  belief  that  the 
electorate  is  still  in  a  funk  about  the  econ- 
omy. Their  conclusion:  "When  compared  to 
four  years  ago,  Americans'  current  take  on 
the  economy  and  their  personal  finances  is 
noticeably  bright  and  certainly  suggests 
that . .  .  incumbent  Bill  Clinton  is  in  a  much 
better  position  vis-a-vis  reelection  than  was 
G«orge  Bush  four  years  ago." 

At  least  three  of  Gallup's  findings  are 
worth  mentioning.  In  January  of  this  year, 
just  fourteen  per  cent  of  those  polled — down 
from  forty-two  per  cent  in  1992— identified 
the  economy  as  the  most  pressing  problem 
facing  the  country.  In  March,  when  Gallup 
asked  people  to  describe  business  conditions 
in  their  own  community,  seventy-one  i)er 
cent  said  local  conditions  were  "good"  or 
"very  good" — a  number  as  high  as  any  re- 
corded since  1961.  In  the  same  poll,  fifty  per 
cent  said  they  were  financially  better  off 
than  a  year  previously- up  from  twenty-nine 
per  cent  in  June  of  1993.  In  interpreting  this 
finding,  Newport  and  Saad  wrote,  "Ameri- 
caiu  are  as  likely  to  claim  that  they  are 
'better  off  financially'  than  they  have  been 
at  any  point  at  which  the  comparable  ques- 
tions have  been  asked  since  1976." 


If  doom  and  gloom  won't  work  against 
Clinton,  what  will?  One  person  who  might 
have  the  answer  is  Martin  Feldstein,  a  Har- 
vard professor  of  economics  who  was  the 
chairman  of  the  Council  of  Economic  Advis- 
ers under  Ronald  Reagan.  Feldstein,  who  is 
acting  as  an  informal  adviser  to  Dole,  rec- 
ommends the  second  option  open  to  the  Re- 
publican candidate:  admit  that  the  economy 
is  doing  well  but  tell  the  voters  that  Bill 
Clinton  has  nothing  to  do  with  it.  Shortened 
to  two  words.  Feldstein's  argument  could  be 
expressed  like  this:  Alan  Greenspan. 

"I  think  that  the  good  performance  of  the 
economy  can  be  attributed  primarily  to  the 
Federal  Reserve,"  Feldstein  told  me  recently 
from  his  home,  in  Belmont,  Massachusetts. 
"Having  set  the  goal  of  low  infiation  back  in 
the  early  nineteen-eighties.  they  have  really 
stuck  to  it.  That  is  the  principal  reason  in- 
terest rates  have  come  down,  and  why  we 
have  had  this  long  recovery.  If  you  put  Sad- 
dam Hussein  aside,  we've  been  in  recovery 
since  1982.  That's  where  I  put  the  credit, 
rather  than  in  the  tax  bill  of  1993." 

According  to  Feldstein,  whose  ideas  are 
likely  to  figure  prominently  in  Dole's  cam- 
paign, the  lower  interest  rates  induced  by 
Greenspan's  policies  can  also  explain  most  of 
the  budget-deficit  reduction  that  has  taken 
place  in  the  past  three  years.  "If  you  take 
the  reduction  from  S290  billion  to  $145  billion 
this  year.  Bill  Clinton  can  indeed  say  be  cut 
the  deficit  in  half  as  promised,"  Feldstein 
said.  "But  you  can  actually  explain  most  of 
that  by  the  recent  decline  in  unemployment 
and  the  rise  in  economic  activity.  Only 
about  forty  billion  of  the  deficit  reduction 
has  been  structural." 

To  support  his  case,  Feldstein  and  a  col- 
league recently  published  a  research  paper 
arguing  that  the  1993  tax  increase  on  high-in- 
come earners  raised  less  than  half  as  much 
revenue  as  the  Treasury  Department  had 
predicted.  The  paper  covered  only  the  1993 
fiscal  year,  and  the  Treasury  responded  by 
arguing  that  the  tax  shortfall  was  only  tem- 
porary, but  Feldstein  says  he  is  confident 
that  when  the  data  become  available  the 
same  result  will  hold  up  for  later  years.  "In 
my  experience  with  tax  changes,  people  who 
don't  want  to  believe  the  results  always  say 
they  are  temporary,"  he  said. 

Feldstein's  arguments  are  open  to  ques- 
tion, i>articularly  his  explanation  for  the 
sharp  fall  in  interest  rates.  It  is  true  that  the 
Fed  has  been  pursuing  a  counter-inflation 
policy  since  the  early  years  of  Paul 
Volcker's  reign  as  chairman  (1979-87),  but 
long-term  interest  rates  did  not  dip  below 
seven  per  cent  until  early  1993,  when  the 
Clinton  deficit-reduction  package  appeared 
likely  to  become  a  reality.  At  that  point, 
Greenspan  had  not  altered  short-term  inter- 
est rates  in  almost  two  years. 

Alan  Blinder,  the  former  Clinton  adviser, 
points  out  that  when  the  President's  deficit- 
reduction  program  was  being  discussed,  long- 
term  interest  rates  fell  by  two  percentage 
points  even  as  the  Fed  was  holding  steady. 
"Furthermore."  he  adds,  "you  could  see  that 
the  cadence  of  the  fall  had  to  do  with  the 
budget  package.  In  the  late  spring  and  early 
summer,  when  the  budget  looked  shaky,  in- 
terest rates  stopped  falling.  Then  the  budget 
passed  in  August  and  interest  rates  plum- 
meted." 

Officials  in  the  White  House  were  well 
aware  of  how  closely  their  actions  were 
being  monitored  in  the  bond  market.  On  one 
occasion,  Lloyd  Bentsen  suggested  on  "Meet 
the  Press"  that  the  deficit-reduction  pack- 
age might  include  an  energy  tax,  as  it  even- 
tually did.  The  very  uext  day,  bond  prices 


soared,  and  interest  rates  dropped  to  a  six- 
year  low.  Bensten  was  so  impressed  by  the 
market  reaction  that  he  clipped  a  report 
from  the  Wall  Street  Journal  and  read  it 
aloud  at  a  meeting  of  the  National  Economic 
Council,  in  the  Roosevelt  Room. 

Feldstein's  dismissal  of  the  budget  deficit 
as  not  being  "structural"  is  also  question- 
able. When  professional  economists  speak  of 
"structural  budget  deficits,"  they  are  not  re- 
ferring to  the  deficit  number  that  dominates 
public  discussion.  The  publicly  discussed  def- 
icit number  goes  up  during  economic 
downturns,  when  tax  pajrments  fall,  and 
down  in  boom  times,  when  tax  pa3mients 
rise.  Structural  deficits,  by  contrast,  are  cal- 
culated by  stripping  out  these  cyclical  ef- 
fects, so  that  the  underljring  relationship  be- 
tween taxes  and  spending  can  be  seen  regard- 
less of  where  the  econonry  is  positioned  in 
the  economic  cycle.  According  to  Feldstein. 
the  structural  deficit  has  dropped  by  at  most 
$40  billion  since  1992,  and  most  of  the  $145 
billion  fall  in  the  over-all  deficit  is  due  to 
the  economic  upturn. 

An  independent  arbiter,  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office,  which  regularly  estimates  the 
structural  deficit,  found  otherwise.  Accord- 
ing to  the  C.B.O.'s  latest  calculations,  pub- 
lished last  month,  the  structural  deficit  fell 
ftxim  $224  billion  in  1992  to  $154  billion  in 
1996.  These  numbers  imply  that  $70  billion— 
or  slightly  less  than  half— of  the  total  fall  in 
the  budget  deficit  since  1992  was  caused  by 
the  1993  deficit-reduction  package,  and 
slightly  more  than  half  was  due  to  the  eco- 
nomic recovery. 

While  the  $70  billion  estimate  is  much 
larger  than  Feldstein's  $40  billion  figure,  it 
may  actually  understate  the  real  impact  of 
the  Clinton  package — a  point  I  was  reminded 
of  the  independent  economic  forecaster 
David  Wyss.  According  to  his  calculations,  if 
the  1993  deficit-reduction  bill  had  not  been 
passed  the  structural  deficit  would  have 
grown  and  would  now  be  about  SlOO  billion 
higher  than  it  actually  is. 

Wyss  also  made  another  point  that  is  often 
overlooked  in  the  current  debate  about  the 
budgret  deficit.  "We  complain  about  it,  and 
we  should  complain  about  it,  but  the  fact  is 
we  now  have  the  lowest  budget  deficit  rel- 
ative to  G.D.P.  of  any  of  the  major  industrial 
nations,"  he  said.  When  I  looked  up  the  offi- 
cial figures  in  the  semiannual  O.E.C.D.  Eco- 
nomic Outlook,  published  by  the  Paris-based 
Organization  for  Economic  Cooperation  and 
Development,  I  found  that  Wyss  was  correct. 
According  to  the  O.E.C.D.  projections,  the 
United  States  structural  deficit  in  1996  will 
be  about  1.7  per  cent  of  G.D.P.  The  estimated 
deficits  for  Japan,  Germany,  and  the  United 
Kingdom  are  2.7  per  cent,  2.4  per  cent,  and  2.5 
per  cent,  respectively.  The  biggest  developed 
economy  I  could  find  with  a  lower  structural 
deficit  than  that  of  the  United  States  was 
that  of  Australia. 

There  is  yet  another  important  statistic 
that  is  rarely  mentioned  in  the  public  de- 
bate. For  the  past  two  years,  the  United 
States  Treasury  has  been  collecting  more 
money  in  revenue  than  Congress  has  been 
spending,  not  counting  interest  payments  on 
the  national  debt.  Economists  refer  to  this 
situation  as  the  government  running  a  "pri- 
mary surplus."  What  it  means  is  that  if  we 
didn't  have  to  service  the  vas^-  detts  run  up 
during  the  past  fifteen  years  the  budget 
would  now  be  balanced. 

Both  Alan  Greenspan  and  his  predecessor, 
Paul  Volcker,  have  gone  ou  the  record  to 
praise  the  1993  package.  "I  don't  think  there 
is  any  doubt  that  the  package  was  part  of  an 
honest  effort  to  reverse  the  trend  of  the 
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budget  deficit,"  Volcker  told  me.  "I  wouldn't 
call  it  particularly  structural,  in  the  sense 
that  it  didn't  involve  any  constructive 
changes  in  the  tax  system,  and  it  certainly 
didn't  resolve  the  entitlements  problem,  but 
it  was  an  honest- to-goodn ess  attempt  to 
come  to  grips  with  the  budget  deficit." 

One  of  the  minor  mysteries  of  the  current 
political  constellation  is  why,  when  deficit 
reduction  is  the  unquestioned  mantra  of  the 
moment.  President  Clinton  doesn't  get  more 
public  credit  for  reducing  the  deficit. 
Unsurprisingly.  this  infuriates  James 
Carville.  "The  people  who  are  never  called  to 
the  bar  of  justice  are  all  those  who  said  when 
the  President's  economic  program  was 
passed  that  it  was  going  to  be  a  disaster!"  be 
shouted  on  the  phone  to  me.  "If  people  were 
put  on  trial  for  economic  stupidity,  these 
people  who  said  the  plan  would  cause  bard- 
ship  would  all  be  felons!" 

Of  course,  as  I  mentioned  earlier,  one  of 
those  criticizing  the  budget  package  was 
Begala,  a  former  colleague  of  Carville's. 
Begala  no  longer  works  for  the  White  House, 
but  when  I  tracked  him  down,  in  Texas,  he 
was  unapologetic  about  his  stand  back  in 
1993.  "If  reduced  to  their  core,  the  arguments 
were  these,"  he  said.  "The  economic  advisers 
saying.  'Do  this,  because  it  will  be  good  for 
the  economy.'  The  political  advisers  saying. 
'If  you  do  this  it  will  hurt  us  politically.'  I 
think  history  has  proved  us  both  right." 
Given  the  disastrous  results  for  the  Demo- 
crats of  the  1994  midterm  elections,  even 
some  of  President  Clinton's  economic  advis- 
ers concede  the  point.  Gene  Sperling  said. 
"The  Republicans,  by  being  so  repetitious 
with  their  'largest  tax  increase  in  history' 
line,  were  able  to  reinforce  a  definition 
which  people  already  had  of  Democrats.  So 
it's  hard  to  look  back  and  say  the  political 
advice  had  no  merit." 

On  the  other  hand,  as  Sperling  and  others 
point  out.  the  1993  deficit-reduction  package 
produced  a  variety  of  long-term  benefits  that 
are  only  now  paying  off.  "We  SlTB  going  into 
1996  with  a  level  of  achievements  that  we 
could  never  have  had  if  we  had  not  done 
this."  Sperling  said.  "Also,  the  fact  that  we 
have  brought  down  the  budget  deficit  puts  us 
in  a  far  better  position  to  protect  ourselves 
against  the  more  severe  kind  of  stuff  that 
the  Republicans  can  throw  at  us." 

One  of  these  will  be  the  charge  that  the 
President,  through  his  political  maneuvering 
during  the  past  twelve  months,  scuttled  the 
chances  of  a  bipartisan  agreement  to  balance 
the  budget  by  the  year  2002.  Another  will  be 
that  he  had  done  little  to  head  off  the  moth- 
er of  all  fiscal  crises,  which  is  due  to  arrive 
in  about  fifteen  years,  when  the  baby 
boomers  start  to  turn  sixty-five.  Both  points 
have  merit,  and  Paul  Volcker,  for  one,  be- 
lieves the  President's  heart  is  no  longer  in 
deficit  reduction.  "They're  now  playing  it 
politically,"  he  said.  "You  get  into  this  silly 
business  abut  whether  you  balance  the  budg- 
et in  ten  years  or  eleven  years  or  seven 
years.  It's  all  never-never  land." 

These  criticisms,  while  important,  do  not 
detract  fi:om  the  policy  decisions  taken  by 
the  President  during  his  first  year  in  office; 
without  the  1993  deficit-reduction  package, 
balaoicing  the  budget  would  not  be  even  a  re- 
mote possibility.  In  fact,  as  Robert  Rubin 
pointed  out,  without  the  1993  package  the 
whole  political  and  economic  landscape 
would  look  quit*  different.  "We  would  have 
continued  to  have  abnormally  high  interest 
rates,  and  that  would  have  choked  off  the  re- 
covery," he  told  me. 

When  I  asked  Rubin  why.  with  all  his  Wall 
Street  experience,  he  thought  the  markets 


had  reacted  so  positively,  his  reply  was  a 
modest  one.  "I  don't  know  the  answer,  other 
than  that  I  know  that  the  President  was  to- 
tally committed  to  doing  this,  and  he  man- 
aged to  convey  that  commitment  to  the 
American  people — and,  more  important  in 
this  case,  to  the  markets— in  ways  that  they 
believed,"  he  said.  Volcker  made  a  similar 
point.  "I  think  the  market  had  some  con- 
fidence and  satisfaction  that  this  guy  came 
in  and  took  on  the  budget  deficit  as  a  major 
priority,"  he  said.  "The  feeling  goes  beyond 
the  particular  budget  numbers." 

Rubin's  image  of  Bill  Clinton  as  a  com- 
manding leader  who  makes  tough  decisions 
and  sticks  with  them  through  good  times 
and  bad  is  not  one  that  gels  in  the  popular 
imagination,  but  it  was  also  evoked  by  Alan 
Blinder  and  Gene  Snwrling.  "I  was  amazed  at 
how  committed  he  was  to  going  for  a  sub- 
stantial deficit  reduction,  even  when  he  saw 
some  of  the  ugly  things  that  you  had  to  do 
to  the  budget  to  get  there."  Blinder  said. 
"Basically,  he  didn't  flinch." 

Sperling  praised  the  President  even  more 
highly.  "For  us  on  the  economic  team,  we 
will  always  think  of  him  as  a  good  decision- 
maker." he  told  me.  "When  he  had  hard 
choices  to  make,  on  both  the  deficit  and 
NAFTA,  he  listened  to  everybody  for  a  few 
days,  then  he  made  the  call  and  never  looked 
back." 

I  reminded  Sperling  of  the  passages  in 
Woodward's  book  where  the  President  be- 
rated his  own  advisers  and  complained  about 
turning  the  government  over  to  Wall  Street 
interests.  Surely  these  stories  were  true,  I 
suggested. 

"Yes."  Sperling  conceded.  "Just  like  any 
of  us,  he  felt  pain  at  times  when  things 
weren't  going  his  way.  But  Woodward  missed 
the  bigger  picture,  which  was  that  Clinton 
did  what  virtually  no  President  bad  done  be- 
fore. The  real  issue  is  that  it  was  a  very 
good,  effective  deficit-reduction  plan." 

After  talking  to  Sperling,  I  reread  Wood- 
ward's description  of  a  meeting  between 
CUnton  and  his  economic  advisers  on  April  7. 
1993.  It  goes  as  follows:  "'Where  are  all  the 
Democrats'  Clinton  bellowed.  'I  hope  you're 
all  aware  we're  all  Esienhower  Republicans 
here,  and  we  are  fighting  the  Reagan  Repub- 
licans. We  stand  for  lower  deficits  and  free 
trade  and  the  bond  market.  Isn't  that 
great' " 

No.  not  great,  but  perhaps  it's  what  the 
country  needed  after  a  decade  of  Reagan- 
omics. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Remember,  the  en- 
tire sing-song  and  chant,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  has 
been  "When  is  the  President  going  to 
do  something?" 

So  I  quote  from  this  particular  arti- 
cle. 

There  is  yet  another  important  statistic 
that  is  rarely  mentioned  in  the  public  de- 
bate. For  the  past  2  years  the  United  States 
Treasury  has  been  collecting  more  money  in 
revenue  than  Congress  has  been  si>ending. 
not  counting  interest  payments  on  the  na- 
tional debt.  Economists  refer  to  this  situa- 
tion as  the  Government  running  a  primary 
surplus.  What  it  means  is  that  if  we  didn't 
have  to  service  the  vast  debt  run  up  during 
the  past  15  years,  the  budget  would  now  be 
balanced. 

Imagine  that.  The  very  crowd  that  is 
accusing  the  President  of  not  wanting 
a  balanced  budget  and  not  doing  any- 
thing about  the  deficit,  is  the  very 
crowd  that  has  caused  the  deficit. 


Bill  Clinton  did  not  cause  it.  He  was 
down  in  Arkansas  during  that  10-year 
period  actually  balancing  budgets.  He 
comes  here  with  these  inherited  inter- 
est costs,  and  what  does  he  do?  He  re- 
duced deficits  by  $500  billion,  cuts  over 
200,000  Federal  employees,  taxes  gaso- 
line, cuts  Medicare  $57  billion. 

Here  is  a  man  that  has  done  some- 
thing being  accused  of  not  wanting  to 
do  anjrthing.  Instead  of  commenting  on 
the  facts,  we're  treated  to  tax  and 
spend  and  liberal  Democrats.  It  is  all 
sloganism.  It  is  all  symbols.  It  is  all 
pollster  politicking.  It  is  not  the  facts. 
They  ought  to  have  ashes  in  their 
mouths.  We  who  have  been  here  the 
past  15  years  can  be  accused  of  causing 
this  fiscal  cancer,  but  you  cannot  ac- 
cuse William  Jefferson  Clinton  of  caus- 
ing any  deficit. 

I  read  further  from  Mr.  Cassidy's  ar- 
ticle, Mr.  President. 

Both  Alan  Greenspan  and  his  predecessor. 
Paul  Volcker.  have  gone  on  the  record  to 
praise  the  1993  package.  "I  don't  think 
there's  any  doubt  that  the  package  was  part 
of  an  honest  effort  to  reverse  the  train  of  the 
budget  deficit."  Volcker  told  me.  "I  wouldn't 
call  it  particulSLrly  structural  in  the  sense 
that  it  did  not  involve  any  constructive 
changes  in  the  tax  system,  and  it  certainly 
didn't  solve  the  entitlements  problem,  but  it 
was  an  honest-to-goodness  attempt  to  come 
to  grips  with  the  budget  deficit." 

That  was  none  other  than  Paul 
Volcker.  Yet.  the  constant  refi'ain  is 
that  the  President  is  dishonest,  that  he 
lied,  that  he  is  not  following  his  pledge 
to  the  people,  that  he  does  not  care 
about  deficits.  Yet  he  is  the  only  per- 
son that  has  done  anything  about 
them. 

Now,  quickly,  with  respect  the  recent 
statements  of  Senator  Domenici,  I  had 
to  go  back.  Mr.  President,  to  his  talk 
on  June  6,  included  in  the  Congres- 
sional RECORD.  I  refer  to  page  S5879. 
Here,  Mr.  President,  I  finally  got  hira 
to  admit  that  you  cannot  truly  balance 
the  budget  without  increasing  taxes. 
He  explains  that  if  Social  Security  sur- 
pluses are  protected,  there  are  few  re- 
maining options: 

Frankly,  some  would  get  up  and  say.  "No. 
We're  going  to  do  it  another  way."  How? 
There  is  only  one  other  way,  and  that  is  to 
dramatically  increase  taxes.  I  do  not  mean  a 
little  bit— a  huge  amount. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  I  challenged  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee,  last  year.  I  said.  "If  you 
can  present  to  me  a  balanced  budget 
over  the  7-year  period  that  excludes 
Social  Security  surpluses  and  does  not 
increase  taxes.  I  would  jump  off  the 
Capitol  dome."  Now  we  have  confirma- 
tion that  it  cannot  be  done.  It  took  us 
almost  a  year  to  get  it,  but  better  late 
than  never. 

Someone  should  tell  Mr.  Broder  that 
the  President's  budget  and  the  Repub- 
lican budgets  have  all  been  backloaded. 
This  particular  balanced  budget  that 
Senator  Dole  is  likewise  backloaded. 
Look  at  it.  Most  of  the  cuts  happen 
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after  the  Presidential  election  in  the 
year  2000. 

I  read  here,  quoting  Senator  Domen- 
ICl,  "Over  the  next  6  years,  from  1997 
until  2002,  the  cumulative  uniHed  budg- 
et deficit,  that  is  the  total  receipts  less 
total  outlays,  a  simple  proposition, 
will  be  $1.1  trillion,  according  to  CBO. 
Over  that  same  period.  Social  Security 
will  run  a  surplus  of  S525  billion,  in- 
cluding S104  billion  in  the  year  2002." 

Now,  here  is  the  confusion,  the  mis- 
understanding, or  the  categorical  fal- 
sity. In  reality,  whether  we  owe  it  to 
the  private  markets  or  to  future  Social 
Security  retirees,  it  is  still  an  obliga- 
tion. When  the  bill  comes  due,  our  chil- 
dren and  grandchildren  will  end  up 
having  to  make  good  on  S1.563  trillion 
of  Social  Security  lOU's  by  the  year 
2006.  Our  failure  to  pay  back  the  $522 
billion  that  we  already  owe  Social  Se- 
curity is  the  height  of  irresponsibility. 

On  paper,  we  should  be  accumulating 
a  surplus.  In  reality,  we  are  spending 
these  funds  to  finance  current  con- 
simiption.  By  the  year  2006  we  will  owe 
Social  Security  S1.563  trillion.  I  repeat, 
by  the  year  2006.  under  the  best  case 
scenario  of  the  Republican  plan,  $1,563 
billion  would  be  owed  Social  Security. 

It  should  be  of  little  surprise  as  to 
why  I,  or  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 
kota, or  the  Senator  frora  California, 
or  others  voted  against  such  a  resolu- 
tion. 

They  are  all  crying  "Jefferson,  Jef- 
ferson," and  "children  and  grand- 
children." But  there  is  a  conspiracy  of 
silence  when  it  comes  to  the  $1,563  tril- 
lion bill  that  the  Republican  plan 
leaves  in  the  Social  Security  trust 
fund.  The  best  way  to  protect  Social 
Security  is  to  quit  decimating  it.  The 
distinguished  Senator  and  the  chair- 
man of  our  Budget  Committee  contin- 
ued in  his  speech  last  week,  "I  am  con- 
cerned about  the  looming  and  massive 
Social  Security  deficits  that  are  on  the 
horizon." 

But,  Mr.  President,  looming  and  mas- 
sive deficits  are  not  on  the  horizon; 
they  are  here.  It  is  not  children  and 
grandchildren,  it  is  us.  We  wrap  our- 
selves in  glowing  rhetoric  about  our 
children  and  grandchildren  and  then  do 
nothing.  The  truth  of  the  matter  is, 
since  posterity  can  do  nothing  to  us. 
we  see  no  reason  to  do  anything  for 
posterity.  We  look  to  the  next  election 
and  not  the  next  generation. 

Entitlements  are  continually  blamed 
for  our  current  deficit  woes.  Yet,  So- 
cial Security,  is  in  surplus  to  the  tune 
of  $522  billion.  Medicare  has  S130  billion 
surplus  in  it  this  minute.  They  are  not 
causing  our  current  deficits.  Thus,  the 
shell  game  continues.  It  is  one  of  the 
longest  running  games  in  town  and  we 
all  take  part  in  it. 

The  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Conrniittee,  who  has  the  next 
hour  and  a  half,  refers  to  the  exclusion 
of  Social  Security  surpluses  in  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  as  a  smoke- 


screen. I  can  tell  you  here  and  now 
that  we  are  in  trouble  when  the  fire 
chief  in  the  firehouse  cannot  only 
smell  the  smoke  and  see  the  fire,  but 
starts  the  fire  with  these  misleading 
statements. 

We  are  in  desperate  circumstances. 
We  have  deficits  and  debt  going 
through  the  ceiling.  We  are  spending  $1 
billion  a  day  just  on  the  interest  costs 
to  the  national  debt,  but  we  continue 
to  fail  to  face  up  to  this  particular 
problem. 

Republicans  charge  that  President 
Clinton  does  not  care  about  the  deficit, 
has  not  done  anything  about  it.  But 
Paul  Volcker,  the  former  Chairman, 
says  he  is  the  only  one  who  has  made 
an  honest  try.  Find  that  statement  by 
Paul  Volcker  about  anybody  else's 
budget.  President  Clinton  made  an 
honest-to-goodness  effort  in  1993.  And 
the  facts  show  that  it  is  working.  I 
voted  for  it.  But  not  a  single  Repub- 
lican did.  They  caused  the  deficits.  And 
if  they  had  not  caused  this  horrendous 
cost  of  $1  billion  a  day,  we  would  not  be 
talking  about  deficits  but  would  be  in 
surplus  under  President  Clinton's  budg- 
et. 

Mr.  President,  since  nobody  is  here, 
let  me  complete  the  thought.  I  use  as 
my  text  none  other  than  the  daddy  rab- 
bit of  the  budget  in  Reaganomics  in 
back  in  the  1980's.  I  quote  Mr.  David 
Stockman,  the  former  Director  of  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget, 
dated  March  1993. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  this  ar- 
ticle be  printed  in  the  RECORD. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  n^ite- 
rial  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Recxdrd,  as  follows: 

[From  New  Perspectives  Quarterly,  March 

1993] 

AMERICA  IS  Not  Overspending 

(By  David  A.  Stockman) 

President  Clinton's  economic  plan  deserves 
heavy-duty  critcisni— particularly  the  $190 
billion  worth  of  new  boondoggles  through 
FY199e  that  are  euphermistically  labelled 
"stimulus"  and  "investment"  programs.  But 
on  one  thing  he  has  told  the  unvarnished 
truth.  There  is  no  way  out  of  the  elephantine 
budget  deficits  which  have  plagued  the  na- 
tion since  1981  without  tax  increases. 

In  this  regard,  the  full-throated  anti-tax 
war  cries  emanating  from  the  GOP  since 
February  17  amount  to  no  more  than  decep- 
tive gribberish.  Indeed,  if  Congressman  Newt 
Gingrich  and  his  playmates  had  the  parental 
supervision  they  deserve,  they  would  be  sent 
to  the  nearest  comer  wherein  to  lodge  their 
Pinocchio-sized  noses  until  this  adult  task  of 
raising  taxes  is  finished. 

The  fact  is.  we  have  no  other  viable  choice. 
According  to  the  Congressional  Budget  Of- 
fice (CBO)  forecast,  by  Fyi998  we  will  have 
practical  full  employment  and.  also,  nearly  a 
S400  billion  budget  deficit  if  nothing  is  done. 
The  projected  red  ink  would  amount  to  five 
percent  of  GNP,  and  would  mean  continuing 
Treasury  absorption  of  most  of  our  meager 
net  national  savings  through  the  end  of  the 
century.  This  is  hardly  a  formula  for  sus- 
taining a  competitive  and  growing  economy. 

The  root  problem  goes  back  to  the  July 
1981  frenzy  of  excessive  and  imprudent  tax- 


cutting  that  shattered  the  nation's  fiscal 
stability.  A  noisy  faction  of  Republicans 
have  willfully  denied  this  giant  mistake  of 
fiscal  governance,  and  their  own  culpability 
in  it.  ever  since.  Instead,  they  have  inces- 
santly poisoned  the  political  debate  with  a 
mindless  stream  of  anti-tax  venom,  while 
pretending  that  economic  growth  and  spend- 
ing cuts  alone  could  cure  the  deficit. 

It  ought  to  be  obvious  by  now  that  we 
can't  grow  our  way  out.  If  we  should  happen 
to  realize  CBO's  economic  forecast  by  1998, 
wouldn't  a  nearly  S400  billion  deficit  in  a  full 
employment  economy  17  years  after  the 
event  finally  constitute  the  smoking  gun? 

To  be  sure,  aversion  to  higher  taxes  is  usu- 
ally a  necessary,  healthy  impulse  in  a  politi- 
cal democracy.  But  when  the  alternative  be- 
comes as  self-evidently  threadbare  and 
groundless  as  has  the  "growth"  argument, 
we  are  no  longer  dealing  with  legitimate 
skepticism  but  with  what  amounts  to  a  dem- 
agogic fetish. 

Unfortunately,  as  a  matter  of  hard-core  ix>- 
litical  realism,  the  ritualized  spending  cut 
mantra  of  the  GOP  antl-taxers  is  equally 
vapid.  Again,  the  historical  facts  are  over- 
whelming. 

Ronald  Reagan's  original  across-the-board 
income  tax  cut  would  have  permanently  re- 
duced the  federal  revenue  base  by  three  per- 
cent of  GNP.  At  a  time  when  defense  spend- 
ing was  being  rapidly  pumped  up,  and  in  a 
context  in  which  the  then  "conservative" 
congressional  majority  had  already  decided 
to  leave  90  percent  of  domestic  spending  un- 
touched, the  Reagan  tax  rate  cut  alone 
would  have  strained  the  nation's  fiscal  equa- 
tion beyond  the  breaking  point.  But  no  one 
blew  the  whistle.  Instead,  both  parties  suc- 
cumbed to  a  shameless  tax-bidding  war  that 
ended  up  doubling  the  tax  cut  to  six  percent 
of  GNP— or  slashing  by  nearly  one-third  the 
permanent  revenue  base  of  the  United  States 
government. 

While  delayed  effective  dates  and  phase-ins 
postponed  the  fiill  day  of  reckoning  until  the 
late  1980s,  there  is  no  gainsaying  the  fiscal 
carnage.  As  of  August,  1961,  Uncle  Sam  had 
been  left  to  finance  a  1980s-3ized  domestic 
welfare  state  and  defense  build-up  from  a 
general  revenue  base  that  was  now  smaller 
relative  to  GNP  than  at  any  time  since  1940! 

In  subsequent  years,  several  "mini"  tax  in- 
crease bills  did  slowly  restore  the  Federal 
revenue  base  to  nearly  its  post-war  average 
share  of  GNP.  The  S2.5  trillion  In  cumulative 
deficits  since  1981.  however,  is  not  a  product 
of  "over-spending"  in  any  meaningful  sense 
of  the  term.  In  fact,  we  have  had  a  rolling 
legislative  referendum  for  12  years  on  "ap- 
propriate" Federal  spending  in  today's  soci- 
ety—and by  now  the  overwhelming  bi-par- 
tisan consensus  is  crystal  clear. 

Cash  benefits  for  Social  Security  recipi- 
ents, government  retirees  and  veterans  will 
cost  about  SSOO  billion  in  1998— or  six  percent 
of  prospective  GNP.  The  fact  is  they  also 
cost  six  percent  of  GNP  when  Jimmy  Carter 
came  to  town  in  1977.  as  they  did  when  Ron- 
ald Reagan  arrived  in  1981.  Bush  in  1969  and 
Clinton  in  1993. 

The  explanation  for  this  remarkable  25 
years  of  actual  and  prospective  fiscal  cost 
stability  is  simple.  Since  the  mid-1970s  there 
has  been  no  legislative  action  to  increase 
benefits,  while  a  deep  political  consensus  has 
steadily  congealed  on  not  cutting  them,  ei- 
ther. Ronald  Reagan  pledged  not  to  touch 
Social  Security  in  his  1984  debate  with  Mon- 
dalc:  on  this  issue  Bush  never  did  move  his 
lips;  and  Rep.  Gingrich  can  readily  wax  as 
eloquently  on  the  "sanctity"  of  the  nation's 
social  contract  with  the  old  folks  as  the  late 
Senator  Claude  Pepper  ever  did. 
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The  political  and  policy  fundamentals  of 
the  $375  billion  prospective  1998  cost  of  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid  are  exactly  the  same.  If 
every  amendment  relating  to  these  medical 
entitlements  which  increased  or  decreased 
eligibility  and  benefit  coverage  since  Jimmy 
Carter's  inaugruration  were  laid  end-to-end, 
the  net  impact  by  1998  would  hardly  amount 
to  one  to  two  percent  of  currently  projected 
costs. 

Thus,  in  the  case  of  the  big  medical  enti- 
tlements, there  has  been  no  legislatively 
driven  "overspending"  surge  in  the  last  two 
decades.  And  since  1981.  no  elected  Repub- 
lican has  even  dared  think  out  loud  about 
the  kind  of  big  changes  in  beneficiary  pre- 
mium costs  and  co-payments  that  could  ac- 
tually save  meaningful  budget  dollars. 

To  be  sure,  budget  costs  of  the  medical  en- 
titlements have  skyrocketed— but  that  is  be- 
cause our  underlying  health  delivery  system 
is  ridden  with  infiationary  growth.  Perhaps 
Hillary  will  fix  this  huge,  systemic  economic 
I>roblem.  But  until  that  silver  bullet  is  dis- 
covered, there  is  no  way  to  save  meaningful 
budget  dollars  in  these  programs  except  to 
impose  higher  participation  costs  on  middle 
and  upper  income  beneficiaries— a  move  for 
which  the  GOP  has  absolutely  no  stomach. 

Likewise,  the  "safety  net"  for  the  poor  and 
price  and  credit  supports  for  rural  America 
cost  the  same  in  real  terms— about  $100  bil- 
lion—as they  did  in  January,  1981.  That  is  be- 
cause Republicans  and  Democrats  have  gone 
to  the  well  year  after  year  only  to  add  nick- 
els, subtract  pennies,  and.  in  effect,  validate 
over  and  over  the  same  "appropriate"  level 
of  spending. 

On  the  vast  exiunse  of  the  domestic  budg- 
et, then,  "overspending"  is  an  absolute 
myth.  Our  post-19ei  mega-deficits  are  not  at- 
tributable to  it;  and  the  GOP  has  neither  a 
coherent  program  nor  the  ix>litical  courage 
to  attack  anything  but  the  most  microscopic 
spending  marginalia. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  having  summoned 
the  courage  to  face  the  tax  issue  squarely. 
President  Clinton  has  clouded  the  debate 
with  an  excess  of  bashing  the  wealthy  and  an 
utterly  unnecessary  grab-bag  of  new  tax  and 
spending  giveaways.  But  that  can  be  cor- 
rected in  the  legislative  process— and  it  in  no 
way  lets  the  Republicans  off  the  hook.  They 
led  the  Congress  into  a  giant  fiscal  mistake 
12  years  ago,  and  they  now  have  the  respon- 
sibility to  work  with  a  President  who  is  at 
least  brave  enough  to  attempt  to  correct  it. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I 
auote: 

The  root  problem  goes  back  to  the  July 
1981  frenzy  of  excessive  and  imprudent  tax 
cutting  that  shattered  the  Nation's  fiscal  re- 
sponsibility. A  noisy  faction  of  Republicans 
have  willfully  denied  this  giant  mistake  of 
fiscal  governance  and  their  own  culpability 
in  it  ever  since.  Instead,  they  have  inces- 
santly poisoned  the  political  debate  with  a 
mindless  stream  of  anti-tax  venom,  while 
pretending  that  economic  growth  and  spend- 
ing cuts  alone  could  cure  the  deficit.  It 
ought  to  be  obvious  by  now  that  we  cannot 
grow  our  way  out. 

Mr.  President,  there  it  is.  Someday, 
somehow,  David  Broder  and  these  other 
columnists  will  pick  up  the  truth  and 
quit  ipso  facto  reporting  balanced 
budgets.  We  have  do  not  have  a  bal- 
anced budget  plan;  all  plans  use  the 
trust  funds.  We  owe  the  Social  Secu- 
rity trust  fund;  we  owe  the  Medicare 
trust  fund;  we  owe  the  highway,  air- 
port, and  Civil  Service  trust  funds.  We 


have  been  borrowed  well  over  a  trillion 
dollars  from  these  trust  fimds. 

In  addition,  other  sleights  of  hand  in- 
clude factoring  in  speculative  interest 
dividends  for  budgetary  savings.  Mr. 
President,  we  started  that  back  in  1990. 
You  know  what  the  projection  was?  In 
the  1990  budget,  we  said  we  would  not 
only  have  a  balanced  budget  by  1995. 
but  a  S20  billion  surplus.  Can  you  imag- 
ine that?  Instead,  there  is  a  S277  billion 
deficit.  That  is  how  far  off  these  are. 
Yet,  Mr.  Broder  comes  up  alleges  that. 
"This  is  too  clever  by  half."  Tell  him 
to  wake  up.  He  should  know  better 
than  that. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  watching  history 
repeat  itself.  I  joined  in  the  opposition 
to  Reaganomics  and  what  Stockman 
says  was  the  worst  mistake  we  ever 
made.  I  joined  in  the  tax  increases  to 
try  and  reverse  it.  I  joined  in  Gramm- 
Rudman-HoUings.  When  they  write 
now,  as  Senator  Rudman  has,  that  Sen- 
ator Hollings  wanted  a  divorce,  they 
should  be  clear  about  the  facts.  Instead 
of  using  the  automatic  cuts  as  a  spear 
to  urge  and  require  fiscal  discipline, 
they  started  to  use  it  as  a  shield  for  fis- 
cal irresponsibility,  and  I  wanted  no 
part  in  that.  I  voted  for  the  tax  in- 
creases here  in  1993.  At  the  time,  my 
colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
said,  "WeU,  you  cannot  trust  that 
Washington  crowd.  If  they  increase  the 
taxes,  that  means  all  they  will  do  is  in- 
crease the  spending."  False. 

In  1993,  we  increased  taxes  and  cut 
spending  to  the  tune  of  $500  billion.  In 
direct  result,  we  have  an  economy  with 
low  unemployment,  low  interest  rates, 
steady  growth,  and  low  infiation.  And 
they  say  that  the  President  is  "too 
clever  by  half,"  and  is  "postponing 
choices." 

Once  again,  Mr.  President,  when  they 
say  the  President  did  not  make  any 
honest  try,  perhaps  we  should  remem- 
ber Mr.  Volcker's  words  on  the  1993 
package: 

I  don't  think  there  is  any  doubt  that  the 
package  was  part  of  an  honest  effort  to  re- 
verse the  trend  of  the  budget  deficit. 

I  yield  the  floor  and  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Parliamentary  in- 
quiry; what  is  the  order  of  business  be- 
fore the  Senate? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Grassley).  We  are  in  morning  busi- 
ness. The  Senator  ftom  New  Mexico 
has  control  of  the  time  from  1  o'clock 
until  3:30. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
jrield  myself  5  minutes. 


THE  BUDGET  RESOLUTION 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
disappointed  that  we  could  not  work 
out  an  agreement  with  the  minority 
that  would  allow  us  to  complete  action 
on  the  conference  agreement  on  the 
budget  today.  I  had  hoped  we  could  do 
that  so  our  distinguished  majority 
leader  would  have  an  opportunity  be- 
fore he  left  the  Senate  to  cast  his  vote 
in  favor  of  this  budget  resolution  and  a 
balanced  budget  by  the  year  2002.  The 
conference  agreement  on  the  1997  budg- 
et resolution  was  completed  last 
Thursday  evening  and  filed  Friday 
morning.  Copies  of  the  conference  re- 
port have  been  available  since  early 
this  morning.  The  House  of  Represent- 
atives Rules  Committee  will  act  this 
evening  to  report  a  rule  that  will  allow 
the  House  to  act  on  the  conference  re- 
port tomorrow  morning  and  complete 
action  by  noon. 

Normally,  we  would  simply  call  up 
the  conference  report,  discuss  the  con- 
ference report,  since  it  would  not  be 
subject  to  amendment,  yield  back  the 
statutory  10  hours  of  time  and  vote  on 
final  passage.  Without  consent  to  the 
contrary,  however,  here  in  the  Senate. 
if  we  were  to  act  on  a  conference  report 
before  the  House  has  acted,  the  con- 
ference report  would  be  subjected  to 
unlimited  recommittal  motions,  and 
the  minority  is  aware  of  this  oppor- 
tunity to  subject  the  Senate,  and  I  say 
Leader  Dole,  to  an  unlinaited  number 
of  such  motions.  Therefore,  they  have 
not  been  willing  to  grant  us  consent 
that  would  allow  us  to  do  what  we  are 
going  to  do  tomorrow.  Once  the  House 
sends  us  this,  we  will  take  it  up.  and 
obviously  there  will  be  no  recommittal 
motions  in  order,  as  I  understand  it.  at 
that  point. 

We  were  trying  to  get  the  minority 
to  let  us  start  that  process  today  and 
perhaps  complete  this  before  the  leader 
leaves  sometime  tomorrow,  around  12 
or  1  o'clock.  It  means  he  will  not  have 
a  chance  to  vote  on  it.  It  does  not 
mean  that  there  will  be  anything  hap- 
pen to  the  budget  resolution.  I  assume 
we  will  have  his  successor  Senator  vot- 
ing with  us.  as  we  have  had  him. 

I  will  have  more  opportunity  tomor- 
row to  discuss  the  significance  of  this 
budget  resolution  and  what  it  does.  I 
might  just  start  with  one  concept  for 
everybody  to  understand.  On  the  dis- 
cretionary appropriations,  which  has 
been  the  subject  of  an  awful  lot  of  de- 
bate last  year  which  caused  many  ap- 
propriations bills  to  be  vetoed  by  the 
President  and  caused  the  closure  of 
Government  from  time  to  time  during 
that  long  process  of  trying  to  get  ap- 
propriations completed,  we  have  re- 
solved our  differences  between  the 
House  and  Senate. 

We  have  produced  a  budget  resolu- 
tion that,  essentially,  has  all  of  the  do- 
mestic discretionary  programs  com- 
bined at  a  fireeze — same  level  as  last 
year,  according  to  the  Congressional 
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Budget  Office.  That  is  the  number  that 
we  agreed  upon.  That  means  if  we  take 
all  the  riders  off  those  appropriations 
bills,  and  I  understand  that  there  is 
some  movement  in  that  direction,  we 
can  clearly  be  sending  to  the  President 
approjHlations  bills  that  he  ought  to 
sign.  Clearly,  the  American  people  will 
understand  it  very  easily.  The  Repub- 
licans do  not  want  to  reduce  spending. 
They  want  to  freeze  it.  They  are  not 
out  there  to  close  down  Grovemment. 
They  just  want  to  say,  in  a  very  dif- 
ficult year,  we  should  freeze  the  ex- 
penditures of  the  appropriated  ac- 
counts at  last  year's  level.  That  is 
what  we  will  be  doing.  That  is  what  the 
appropriations  bills  are  going  to  reflect 
in  the  next  5,  6,  7  weeks. 

Hopefully,  if  we  get  those  done,  we 
can  finish  our  work  early  or  even  ahead 
of  time  with  reference  to  the  appro- 
priations bills  which  caused  so  much 
commotion  last  year  and  so  much  ill- 
will  and  ill-feeling  between  many  peo- 
ple in  the  country  and  this  various  se- 
ries of  vetoes  and  closures.  That  will  be 
the  essence  of  the  Republican  ap- 
proach. Obviously,  big  savings  come  in 
the  entitlement  reform  programs.  We 
will  move  those  through  in  due  course. 
Once  again,  we  believe  we  are  on  the 
right  path.  We  will  discuss  what  we 
think  the  President's  approach  to 
Medicare  has  been.  Clearly,  he  is  play- 
ing a  major  shell  game  with  this  big 
program  that  the  senior  citizens  need 
so  desperately  to  have  attended  by  way 
of  reform. 

We  will  get  into  those  details  tomor- 
row. I  have  not  sought  approval  from 
any  of  the  leadership  here  to  make  this 
statement,  but,  frankly,  I  am  very 
hopeful  when  we  finally  get  on  this 
budget  resolution  tomorrow,  that  even 
though  there  are  10  hours  of  debate 
equally  divided,  we  will  finish  tomor- 
row. No  motions  are  in  order,  no 
amendments  are  in  order.  I  see  no  rea- 
son why  we  cannot  finish  it  tomorrow, 
even  if  we  take  it  up  sometime  in  the 
middle  of  the  afternoon  tomorrow. 
That  ought  to  be  plenty  of  time  to  de- 
bate it  and  finish  tomorrow  to  get  on 
with  other  Senate  work. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa. 


THE  BUDGET  RESOLUTION 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  Sen- 
ator DoMENici  opened  debate  on  the 
1997  budget  conference  committee  re- 
port, the  agreement  that  has  been 
ironed  out  on  the  differences  between 
the  House  and  the  Senate,  for  presen- 
tation to  the  Senate  for  final  passage, 
so  that  the  1997  budget  will  be  oehind 
us  and  we  can  start  making  changes  in 
the  programs  that  will  fit  these  pro- 
grams into  the  budget  that  balances  by 
the  year  2002, 6  years  from  now. 

CBO  has  scored  it  that  way.  CBO  is  a 
nonpartisan    agency     that     rules     on 


whether  or  not  budgets  are  balanced 
and  what  programs  cost  and  how  much 
income  is  coming  in.  They  said  that 
this  will  balance  by  that  time. 

The  year  2002  is  the  year  that  we  se- 
lected last  year  to  balance  the  budget 
by.  Our  bill  was  presented  to  the  Presi- 
dent last  year,  and  he  vetoed  it.  We  are 
not  going  to  take  an  extra  year  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  when  we  do  it  this 
year.  We  are  going  to  do  it  in  6  years 
now  because  that  is  all  we  have  left  be- 
tween now  and  the  year  2002.  I  hope 
that  my  colleagues  will  vote  for  that. 

In  a  sense,  as  the  famous  baseball 
player  said,  "It's  deja  vu  all  over 
again."  It  is  kind  of  that  way  with  the 
Balanced  Budget  Act  that  we  are  deal- 
ing with  today,  tomorrow  and  the  next 
day  until  it  is  passed.  Because  last  year 
we  worked  for  8  months  in  13  commit- 
tees to  pass  this  1,800-page  Balanced 
Budget  Act  of  1995.  This  was  a  bill  that 
13  committees  worked  on  to  produce 
changes  in  the  programs  so  that  the 
budget  would  balance  in  7  years.  We 
presented  this  to  the  President  prior  to 
Thanksgiving  last  year.  The  President 
vetoed  it,  I  believe,  on  December  5. 

I  remind  people  of  that  document  ex- 
isting, that  we  had  the  votes  to  pass  it, 
because  often  I  get  the  question,  which 
is  a  question  coming  from  a  cjmical  at- 
titude that  people  have  because  we 
promise  more  than  we  can  deliver, 
where  people  ask,  "Do  you  think  you 
can  ever  balance  the  budget?"  Well,  I 
like  to  carry  this  around  with  me  and 
remind  people,  yes,  we  can  balance  the 
budget.  Here  is  the  act  that  for  the 
first  time  in  a  generation  Congress  not 
only  had  the  document,  but  the  votes 
to  pass  it  and  to  present  it  to  the 
President. 

Of  course,  that  is  history  now.  Ulti- 
mately, people  are  going  to  decide  who 
won  or  lost  with  the  veto  that  the 
President  had  of  that  bill  last  year.  It 
also  reminds  you  that  one  person  can 
make  a  difference  of  having  a  balanced 
budget  or  not.  We  had  a  majority  in 
the  Senate,  we  had  a  majority  in  the 
House  to  pass  the  Balanced  Budget  Act 
of  1995.  But  one  person,  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  stands  between 
the  people  and  a  balanced  budget.  So 
historians  will  have  a  chance  to  look  at 
who  the  big  economic  losers  are  in  that 
veto  of  the  Balanced  Budget  Act. 

But  the  1997  budget  resolution  gives 
us  another  chance  without  necessarily 
losing  time  because  we  still  meet  the 
deadline  by  the  year  2002.  But  while  we 
talk  about  balancing  the  budget,  and 
we  delivered  a  bill  to  the  President  last 
year  to  balance  the  budget  and  he  ve- 
toed it,  the  time  clock  is  running,  the 
national  debt  is  growing,  and  interest 
is  accruing  on  that  national  debt. 

Of  course,  since  we  did  not  balance  it 
last  year,  and  if  the  President  vetoes  it 
this  year,  we  are  not  going  to  suffer;  it 
is  our  children  and  grandchildren  that 
will  suffer  because  we  live  high  on  the 
hog  today,  spending  beyond  our  means. 


satisfsring  our  own  materialistic  de- 
niands,  and  engaging  in  the  immoral 
act  of  worrying  about  today  and  forget- 
ting about  tomorrow  because  our  chil- 
dren and  grandchildren  are  picking  up 
the  bill. 

Every  one  of  us  in  this  body,  whether 
we  vote  for  it  or  against  it,  bears  some 
of  the  blame  for  the  situation  that  this 
country  is  in  after  a  generation  of  defi- 
cit spending.  Those  of  us  who  voted  for 
it  last  year  showed  we  were  a  year 
ahead  of  everybody  else  in  balancing 
the  budget. 

Still,  that  does  not  overcome  the  sin 
of  the  deficit  spending  of  a  generation 
and  the  tremendous  load  of  S18,000  per 
newborn  baby  that  they  carry  of  that 
additional  debt.  Or  the  80  percent  tax 
rate  that  the  President's  own  budget 
document  says  our  children  will  have 
to  assume  for  the  Interest  and  the  prin- 
cipal of  that  great  debt. 

None  of  this  is  done  in  a  very  perfect 
fashion.  The  legislation  that  we  pass  is 
not  perfect.  How  we  go  about  it  may 
not  be  the  perfect  way  of  balancing  the 
budget,  but  it  must  be  done.  It  will  be 
done.  Everybody  is  going  to  pay  a  little 
bit  towards  this  effort  to  get  to  a  bal- 
anced budget.  Maybe  as  a  practical  po- 
litical exercise,  that  is  the  only  way  it 
can  be  done.  Some  people  would  say, 
"Cut  out  completely  this  program," 
and  others  will  say,  "We  have  to  save 
this  program,"  or  "increase  that  pro- 
gram." It  can  be  done  that  way.  Basi- 
cally, the  way  we  have  done  it  is  to 
make  sure  every  program  pays  a  little 
bit  in  the  efi^ort  to  get  to  a  balanced 
budget. 

Ultimately,  as  a  political  system,  it 
seems  we  have  figured  out  we  can  in- 
deed vote  ourselves  more  money.  That 
is  why  we  have  the  problems  we  have. 
All  the  people  have  to  do  is  vote  for  the 
gruy  who  promised  to  protect  expensive 
programs  and  who  promised  to  let  enti- 
tlements run  wild.  That  is  what  has 
been  going  on.  That  is  why  we  have  a  $5 
trillion  national  debt. 

Last  year,  as  a  result  of  a  mandate 
from  the  election  of  1994,  the  new  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  felt  It  is  time  to  call 
a  halt  to  deliver  on  the  promises  that 
have  been  made  to  balance  the  budget, 
and  to  do  it  in  7  years.  I  am  enthused 
about  the  1997  budget  resolution  before 
the  Senate.  I  think  it  is  a  belt  tight- 
ener, a  conservative  one.  Every  item  in 
it  might  not  be  exactly  as  it  would  be 
if  I  had  written  it,  but  broad  represen- 
tation is  the  nature  of  our  Govern- 
ment. Compromise  is  the  only  way  to 
accomplish  some  of  our  goals — every- 
body to  give  a  little  bit  in  the  process. 
This  gets  us,  as  the  nonpartisan  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  has  said,  to 
balance  in  6  years.  The  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  shows  that 
we  should  even  have  a  S5  billion  surplus 
by  the  year  2002.  To  me,  that  is  a  pret- 
ty good  report  card.  I  note,  for  signifi- 
cance, that  the  1997  budget  resolution 
is  the  only  plan  that  gets  us  to  zero 
deficit  in  6  years. 
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Now.  somebody  would  say,  "Well,  the 
President  says  he  has  offered  a  budg- 
et," but  it  does  not  balance  as  he  says 
it  would.  The  President's  aide.  Dr. 
Tyson,  has  been  on  the  morning  talk 
shows  saying  that  the  President's 
budget  balances.  What  she  has  not 
made  clear  is  that  the  President  relies 
on  certain  contingency  proposals  or 
emergency  triggers  in  the  year  2001 
that  either  increase  taxes  or  cut  un- 
specified discretionary  spending  in 
order  to  reach  balance  by  that  year.  It 
could  be  both  a  tax  increase  and  un- 
specified discretionary  spending  cuts. 

If  the  President  is  on  a  path  of  spend- 
ing throughout  the  6-year-period  of 
time  that  he  sets  us  on  in  the  year  1997, 
there  is  no  way  you  get  to  a  balanced 
budget  by  the  year  2002.  You  have  an 
$81  billion  deficit.  Of  course,  in  the 
meantime,  even  if  this  President  is  re- 
elected, he  is  back  in  Arkansas  at  the 
time  there  are  future  tax  increases  and/ 
or  unspecified  spending  cuts  have  to  be 
put  in  place,  so  it  is  not  really  his 
worry. 

Now,  for  the  President's  advisers  to 
say  on  television  that  this  budget  bal- 
ances, when  that  is  the  situation,  is  a 
failure  to  mention  the  balloon  pay- 
ments that  the  President  has  built  into 
his  budget  plan.  These  balloon  pay- 
ments are  similar  to  those  magic  aster- 
isks that  David  Stockman  put  in  Presi- 
dent Reagan's  budget  when  President 
Reagan  promised  he  would  balance  the 
budget  in  1984,  at  the  end  of  his  first 
term.  When  the  President's  budget  did 
not  balance — and  some  of  the  new  Sen- 
ators voted  against  it  at  that  particu- 
lar time — the  President  obviously  was 
a  little  bit  embarrassed,  because  he 
made  a  promise  to  balance  the  budget, 
and  his  first  budget  submitted  in  his 
administration  did  not  do  it  by  the 
time  he  said  it  would  be  doing  it.  So  we 
were  all  sold  on  the  proposition  it 
could  be  done  in  the  years  1983  and  1984, 
so  David  Stockman  put  that  magic  as- 
terisk into  the  President's  first  budget. 

Did  that  ever  materialize?  Of  course 
it  did  not.  Do  you  think  the  President's 
balloon  payments  of  2001  and  2002  will 
materialize,  whether  the  balloon  pay- 
ments result  in  tax  Increases  or  in 
spending  cuts,  or  both?  I  think  it  is 
less  than  candid  for  either  the  Presi- 
dent or  his  Economic  Advisers  to  go  on 
television  sasring  somehow  that  is 
going  to  happen  in  the  year  2001  and 
2002,  when  the  President  is  back  in  Ar- 
kansas, and  is  going  to  result  in  a  bal- 
anced budget. 

Now,  when  it  comes  to  the  budget 
that  we  present  to  this  body  for  ap- 
proval this  week,  the  1997  budget  reso- 
lution conference  report,  it  has  no  hid- 
den gimmicks  or  balloon  pajrments  in 
it.  Instead,  there  are  only  clear,  spe- 
cifically illuminated  promises.  In  other 
words,  we  get  to  true  balance  in  6 
years,  because  we  set  this  budget  on  a 
course  to  balance  much  sooner  than 
the    I»resident    of   the    United    States 


does.  In  addition,  we  get  a  6-year  S122 
billion  tax  cut  primarily  made  up  of  a 
S500  per  child  tax  credit.  Some  people 
will  criticize  that.  Some  will  say  it  is 
for  the  rich  when  they  know  in  their 
heart  that  is  not  true.  They  forget  that 
a  $1,000  tax  cut  for  a  family  of  four  can 
make  a  big,  big  difference,  that  every- 
body in  this  country  is  not  rich,  and 
that  the  middle-class  families  of  Amer- 
ica are  going  to  benefit  from  that  tax 
cut. 

Why  a  tax  cut  for  families  with  chil- 
dren? It  is  because  the  tax  on  children 
is  presently  unfair.  It  used  to  be  that 
the  dependency  exemptions  for  chil- 
dren almost  nullified  the  tax  liability 
for  families.  Those  families,  obviously, 
use  the  tax  savings  to  raise  their  chil- 
dren. For  the  personal  exemption  today 
that  is  in  the  Tax  Code,  to  have  the 
same  value  relative  to  family  income 
that  it  had  in  1948,  it  would  have  to  be 
SS.OOO  per  child  exemption  in  1996.  in- 
stead of  the  S2.600  per  child  it  is  now. 
Truthfully,  to  be  fair,  we  need  a  credit 
in  excess,  then,  of  that  S500  per  child, 
to  put  families  back  with  the  same  pur- 
chasing power  that  they  deserve. 

Even  with  the  new  tax  credit,  fami- 
lies will  have  to  continue  to  tighten 
their  belts.  But  remember  this  credit  is 
a  credit  and  not  an  exemption  or  de- 
duction. Thus,  each  child  in  any  family 
is  going  to  be  worth  $500  more,  regard- 
less of  the  income  of  the  family.  And 
the  phaseout  ranges  of  the  credit  begin 
at  a  lower  level  of  income  than  do  the 
phaseout  ranges  of  the  current  depend- 
ency credit. 

So  if  any  Senators  claim  that  they 
want  to  defend  families  in  this  budget, 
the  best  place  to  start  is  by  taking 
money  away  fi^m  Washington  and  re- 
turning it  to  the  families.  FamiUes  can 
spend  that  money  more  wisely  than 
Washington  can  spend  that  money. 

Besides  that  $500  tax  credit  per  child 
to  help  empower  families,  this  budget 
resolution  of  1997  reforms  entitlements. 
It  would  be  wonderful  if  we  can  con- 
tinue to  allow  entitlements  to  grow  un- 
checked, but  that  is  not  possible.  With- 
out legislative  maintenance,  entitle- 
ments are  going  to  swallow  themselves. 
We  know  now  that  if  we  do  not  do 
something  about  entitlements,  by  2012, 
the  entire  budget  will  be  made  up  of 
entitlements  and  interest  on  the  na- 
tional debt,  with  nothing  even  for  na- 
tional defense. 

Also,  our  budget  resolution  will  save 
$53  billion  in  welfare  programs  as  we 
reform  welfare  and  turn  it  back  to  the 
States.  Medicare  spending  is  going  to 
go  up  at  a  rate  that  will  allow  us  to 
consume  $72  billion  less  than  under 
present  payout.  Of  course,  we  just 
heard  last  week  that  Medicare  is  racing 
toward  bankruptcy  in  5  years.  We  will 
not  allow  that  to  happen.  We  allow 
Medicare  spending  to  go  up  from  $4,700 
per  person  per  year  to  $6,800  per  person 
per  year,  and  its  solvency  is  extended 
10  years  in  this  budget  resolution.  We 


do  this  without  increasing  the  regres- 
sive payroll  tax,  and  we  do  it  with 
keeping  the  part  B  premium  at  its 
present  level  of  25  percent  of  total  pro- 
gram cost.  We  freeze  discretionary 
budget  authority  in  this  legislation  in 
1997  at  the  1996  level.  One  place  where 
I  disagree  with  Republicans  is  that  de- 
fense spending  in  our  bill  is  too  high.  I 
made  an  effort  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen- 
ate to  cut  that  back  by  $11  billion,  but 
that  lost.  This  budget  compromise  be- 
tween the  House  and  Senate  reflects 
that  higher  level  of  Defense  expendi- 
tures. I  think  that  if  families  are  tight- 
ening their  belts,  and  other  programs 
in  Washington  are  tightening  their 
belts,  and  if  entitlements  have  to  have 
their  belts  tightened,  defense  contrac- 
tors ought  to  have  their  belts  tight- 
ened as  well. 

Finally,  the  budget  process  is  some- 
what changed  from  last  time.  This 
budget  resolution  offers  three  separate 
and  independent  reconciliation  bills. 
Each  bill  can  live  without  any  of  the 
previous  bills.  The  structure  of  the  two 
succeeding  bills  depends  upon  the  suc- 
cess of  the  preceding  one.  This  is  a 
sound  and  flexible  plan  that  will  allow 
us  to  present  to  the  President  some- 
thing that  he  will  not  have  any  excuse 
for  vetoing,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
considering  the  fact  that  he  vetoed  la«t 
year's  budget  that  we  gave  to  him. 

The  days  of  our  living  beyond  our 
means,  hopefully,  come  to  an  end  with 
the  adoption  of  the  budget  resolution 
for  1997.  Hopefully,  it  puts  us  on  a  path, 
for  the  first  time  In  a  generation,  to 
get  to  a  balanced  budget.  Hopefully,  it 
means  that  each  generation  is  going  to 
assume  its  fair  share  of  pain  for  our 
programs  and  for  ending  the  principle 
of  passing  on  to  future  generations  the 
cost  of  our  programs  for  today. 

I  3aeld  the  floor.  I  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  pro- 
ceedings under  the  quorum  call  be  dis- 
pensed with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
LUGAR).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  be  able 
to  use  such  of  the  time  reserved  for  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  as  I  may  use. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  BUDGET  RESOLUTION 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  some- 
time late  tomorrow  or  early  on 
Wednesday  the  Senate  will  begin  for- 
mal consideration  of  the  budget  resolu- 
tion adopted  late  last  week  by  a  con- 
ference committee.  That  budget  resolu- 
tion, in  conmion  with  its  predecessor  a 
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year  ago,  will  clearly  put  the  United 
States  on  the  road  to  a  balanced  budg- 
et, a  goal  shared  by  more  than  80  per- 
cent of  all  of  our  fellow  citizens. 

To  a  certain  extent,  Mr.  President,  a 
balanced  budget  is  a  goal  in  the  ab- 
stract. It  is  a  phrase  that  sounds  good, 
sounds  responsible,  but  nonetheless  is 
divorced  ftom  our  day-to-day  concerns. 
It  is,  however,  vitally  important  to  our 
future,  but  most  particularly  to  the  fu- 
ture of  our  children  and  our  grand- 
children, to  those  who  come  after  us. 

Almost  200  years  aigo  Thomas  Jeffer- 
son spoke  of  it  as  a  moral  imperative, 
that  it  was  simply  a  moral  wrong  for 
the  politicians  of  his  day  or  of  ours  to 
spend  money  on  programs,  however 
worthy,  that  they  supported,  but  to 
refuse  to  pay  the  bill,  to  send  that  bill 
to  someone  else. 

Thomas  Jefferson's  words  are  as  im- 
portant and  as  valid  today  as  they  were 
at  the  beglimlng  of  the  19th  century.  It 
is  our  obligation  to  seek  this  goal,  and 
not  just  to  seek  it,  but  to  put  the  Na- 
tion on  a  path  pursuant  to  which  it  will 
be  attained. 

It  does,  of  course,  go  beyond  a  pure 
moral  imperative.  It  is  a  financial  im- 
perative as  well. 

We  know  by  the  almost  unanimous 
opinion  of  economists  who  dig  deeply 
into  this  issue  that  the  mere  promise 
of  a  balanced  budget,  accompanied  by  a 
set  of  policies  that  will  lead  us  shortly 
after  the  turn  of  the  century  to  reach 
one,  will  have  a  positive  impact.  Such 
a  i>roniise  will  lower  the  interest  rates 
that  men  and  women  pay  on  the  homes 
they  purchase  or  wish  to  purchase,  on 
their  automobiles  and  other  large  con- 
sumer purchases,  on  their  businesses, 
small  and  large,  designed  for  their  own 
future,  and  for  the  creation  of  oppor- 
tunity in  our  society  and  our  economy. 

The  actual  accomplishment  shortly 
after  the  turn  of  the  century  of  a  bal- 
anced budget  will  mean  somewhere  be- 
tween S1,000  and  S2,000  per  average 
American  family  additional  in  their 
pockets,  partly  because  of  the  lower  in- 
terest rates  that  I  have  already  de- 
scribed and  partly  because,  all  other 
things  being  equal,  the  economy  will  be 
that  much  stronger.  There  will  be  that 
many  more  and  better  jobs  for  Ameri- 
cans in  just  a  very  few  years  from  now. 
This  is  a  case  in  which  the  moral  im- 
perative and  the  Hnancial  desirability 
as  a  course  of  action  lead  us  in  pre- 
cisely the  same  direction. 

Mr.  President,  under  those  cir- 
cumstances, why  is  this  not  only  a 
unanimous  goal,  but  why  are  not  the 
policies  that  lead  to  that  equally  unan- 
imous? I  do  not  remember  during  the 
course  of  the  last  year  any  Member  of 
this  body  standing  before  the  body  and 
sasrlng,  "It  is  a  poor  idea.  It  is  not 
something  that  we  should  bother  with 
at  all."  No,  Mr.  President,  everyone 
gives  at  least  lip  service  to  the  idea, 
but  that  lip  service  goes  little  further 
when  it  comes  to  the  practical  methods 


of  attaining  the  goal.  With  those  who 
voted  no  as  recently  as  last  week  on  a 
constitutional  amendment  that  would 
mandate  attaining  a  goal,  to  those  who 
will  vote  no  tomorrow  or  the  next  day, 
the  answer  will  constantly  be,  "We 
have  to  do  it  differently.  I  do  not  like 
this  balanced  budget."  It  is  some  other 
balanced  budget,  my  own  or  someone 
else's,  that  is  the  only  way  to  go.  In 
other  words,  the  details,  the  tendency 
for  perfection  in  the  mind  of  each  indi- 
vidual Member,  interferes  with  attain- 
ing a  goal  so  important  both  morally 
and  economically. 

Mr.  President,  perhaps  all  of  us  could 
have  been  accused  of  that  course  of  ac- 
tion as  recently  as  a  handful  of  years 
ago.  Almost  never,  in  my  memory,  did 
anyone  seriously  propose  a  budget  that 
led  to  that  balance  until  the  dramatic 
vote  of  something  more  than  a  year 
ago  in  which  the  balanced  budget  con- 
stitutional amendment,  having  been 
approved  by  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, was  defeated  here  by  a  single 
vote.  Following  that  dramatic  loss, 
many  Members  took  much  more  seri- 
ously the  lip  service  they  previously 
had  griven  to  a  balanced  budget.  In  fact, 
a  majority  of  this  body  came  up  with  a 
budget  resolution  and  then  enforcing 
statutes  that  would  reach  that  goal  by 
the  year  2002. 

Regrettably — I  think  profoundly  re- 
grettably—the President  of  the  United 
States  vetoed  that  proposal  with  the 
statement  that  we  ought  to  do  it  in  a 
different  way.  Now,  that  statement 
came  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  had  never 
previously  proposed  any  way  of  reach- 
ing that  goal.  Since  that  veto,  Mr. 
President,  not  surprisingly,  given  the 
predictions  of  what  success  would 
bring,  failure  has  brought  an  increase 
in  interest  rates.  Almost  half  of  last 
year's  gain  has  now  been  lost.  The 
prospects  of  the  good  economics  that 
result  from  a  balanced  budget  are  lim- 
ited. 

The  President  criticized  the  budget 
by  reason  of  what  it  did  to  strengthen 
and  preserve  Medicare.  Yet,  just  last 
week,  his  own  Medicare  trustees  have 
said  the  very  challenges  in  the  Medi- 
care system  that  last  year's  balanced 
budget  was  designed  to  cure  have  be- 
come not  better,  but  worse.  Even  so, 
Mr.  President,  we  now  have  a  proposal 
firom  the  administration  called  a  "bal- 
anced budget"  that  has  been  severely, 
and  I  think  appropriately,  criticized  by 
Members  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  on 
the  ground  that  it  was  not  real. 

Just  yesterday  in  the  Washington 
Post  we  saw  an  analysis  of  some  ele- 
ments of  that  proposal  by  a  normally 
relatively  liberal  columnist  who  point- 
ed out  what  we  already  knew,  the 
President's  budget  for  this  year  in- 
creases spending  on  a  number  of  politi- 
cally popiolar  programs  and  proposes 
dramatic  cuts  in  those  programs  next 
year  and  the  year  after.  However,  Mr. 


President,  when  his  Cabinet  Members 
in  charge  of  administering  those  pro- 
grams were  asked  how  they  would  deal 
with  those  reductions  in  future  years, 
they  assured  Members  of  Congress 
that,  in  fact,  the  President  had  pri- 
vately assured  that  they  would  never, 
in  fact,  take  place;  that  they  were,  in 
effect,  phony  figures  designed  to  create 
a  paper  balance  that  never,  in  fact, 
would  take  place. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  we  are  faced 
with  a  dramatic  choice:  Do  we  vote  in 
favor  of  the  one  proposed  budget  reso- 
lution now  available  to  us  that  In- 
cludes difficult  but  necessary  policy 
decisions  to  reach  this  goal  desired  by 
so  many  Americans  for  so  many  good 
reasons,  or  do  we  continue  to  say,  "Not 
this  one,  not  now,  wait  until  next  year, 
do  it  differently"? 

Mr.  President,  I  was  one  of  the  dozen 
Republican  Members  who  joined  with  a 
dozen  Democratic  Members  to  come  up 
with  a  different  proposal,  a  biiwxtisan 
proposal,  to  reach  the  same  goal  in  ap- 
proximately the  same  period  of  time,  a 
proposal  that  I  thought  at  least  in 
some  respects  to  be  superior  to  the  one 
that  is  about  to  come  to  the  floor  of 
this  U.S.  Senate.  Mr.  President,  that 
proposal  received  46  affirmative  votes 
out  of  100  Members  of  the  Senate.  That 
is  not  quite  enough.  The  reason  that  it 
did  not  quite  go  over  the  top  was  that 
the  President  of  the  United  States  re- 
jected that  proposal  to  exactly  the 
same  extent  that  he  rejected  the  Re- 
publican proposal.  He  would  not  en- 
dorse it.  He  would  not  even  say  he 
would  sign  it  if  its  enforcing  legislation 
was  to  be  passed. 

So  the  first  bipartisan  attempt  in  a 
decade  at  solving  this  contracted  budg- 
et problem  has  been  rejected.  Now  we 
are  faced  with  another  proposal,  al- 
most as  good,  certainly  plenty  good 
enough  to  reach  the  goal,  which  is 
very,  very  likely  to  be  passed  by  a 
strictly  partisan  vote,  and  then  to  have 
its  enforcing  legislation  vetoed  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States.  I  regret 
that,  Mr.  President. 

I  hope  during  the  course  of  the  de- 
bate in  the  next  2  or  3  days  some  Mem- 
bers of  the  other  party  who  worked  so 
hard  and  so  sincerely  and  so  diligently 
on  the  bipartisan  proposal  will  see  the 
many  similarities  between  their  prod- 
uct, our  product,  and  the  one  that  is 
now  before  us,  and  will  generously  and 
with  a  good  heart  determine  that  if 
they  cannot  have  perfection,  they  can 
certainly  get — even  from  their  own  per- 
spective, with  our  budget — a  vastly  su- 
perior program  to  that  proposed  by  the 
President's  administration.  I  hope  that 
some  of  them  at  least  will  have  cour- 
age enough  to  join  with  us  to  move  the 
whole  project  forward,  to  help  us  see  to 
it  that  we  do  something  that  we  are  en- 
joying to  do,  like  no  less  a  historic  per- 
sonage than  Thomas  Jefferson,  as  a 
matter  of  moral  imperative,  and  some- 
thing that  will  have  such  a  tremen- 
dously positive  impact  on  our  children 
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and  grandchildren  in  general  and  gen- 
erations yet  to  come,  who  do  not  have 
the  right  to  vote  in  this  fall's  election, 
but  who  are  our  responsibility  never- 
theless. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  fine  resolu- 
tion. It  is  a  courageous  resolution.  It  is 
a  moral  resolution.  It  is  an  effective 
resolution.  It  should  be  passed,  and  it 
should  be  enforced. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  LUGAR  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Indiana  is  recognized. 

Mr.  LUGAR.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  time  allocated 
to  Senator  DOMENICI  in  this  period  of 
time  be  allocated  to  me  and  that  I  may 
use  as  much  time  as  I  may  require. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Grams).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 


GETTING  BACK  TO  BASICS:  NATO'S 
DOUBLE  ENLARGEMENT 

Mr.  LUGAR.  Mr.  President,  the  visit 
to  Washington  of  Lech  Walesa,  the 
former  President  of  Poland,  and  the  in- 
troduction of  the  NATO  Participation 
Act  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  suggests 
that  it  is  time  for  the  Senate  to  begin 
to  seriously  consider  the  future  of  the 
Atlantic  Alliance. 

It  is  a  particularly  important  time  to 
take  stock  of  where  we  stand  in  the  Al- 
liance. Over  the  past  2  years,  the  Alli- 
ance has  discussed  and  studied  many 
issues  ranging  from  enlargement  to 
command  reform  to  the  broader  struc- 
tural reform  of  the  Alliance  in  order  to 
enable  it  to  carry  out  new  missions. 

The  time  for  discussing  and  studying 
is  now  coming  to  an  end.  Over  the  next 
12  months,,  NATO  must  make  decisions 
in  three  key  areas  which  will  cast  the 
die  for  European  security  and  the 
transatlantic  relationship  for  the  next 
decade. 

Starting  with  last  week's  Ministerial 
meeting  in  Berlin,  Alliance  leaders 
must  decide: 

First,  will  NATO  enlarge  its  member- 
ship, and  what  policies,  recognition, 
and  certainty  should  it  give  to  coun- 
tries which  will  not  be  Included  in  the 
first  selection? 

Second,  how  will  NATO  reform  itself 
internally  to  be  able  to  carry  out  new 
missions?  This  includes  article  5  de- 
fense commitments  as  well  as  other 
non-article  5  missions  such  as  crisis 
management  beyond  Alliance  borders. 

Third,  what  should  be  the  NATO  rela- 
tionship with  Russia  during  the  en- 
largement process?  Should  NATO  build 
a  parallel  cooperative  partnership  with 
Moscow? 

The  ramifications  of  how  well  or 
poorly  NATO  does  its  job  on  these 
issues  are  far  reaching.  We  are  talking 
about  the  lasring  of  the  cornerstones  of 
a  new  European  peace  order  and  build- 
ing a  new  NATO  which  deserves  that 
name  not  only  in  theory  but  in  reality. 


If  we  succeed,  we  will  have  set  the 
foundation  for  decades  of  European 
peace  and  prosperity.  If  we  fail,  histo- 
rians may  look  back  at  the  early  post- 
cold-war  period  as  a  tragic  loss  of  op- 
portunities. 

It  is  in  this  context  that  we  must 
weigh  the  utility  of  legislative  efforts 
such  as  the  NATO  Participation  Act. 

Above  all,  we  must  realize  that  we 
are  headed  into  a  historical  debate  over 
NATO's  future,  one  that  will  reverber- 
ate for  many  years  to  come.  It  is  a  de- 
bate that  will  be  public  and  which  will 
undoubtedly  be  controversial — as  befits 
an  alliance  of  democracies  wrestling 
with  such  important  issues.  Much  of 
the  discussion  about  the  pros  and  cons 
of  enlargement  and  other  issues  have 
been  limited  to  elites  and  experts — 
along  with  the  occasional  Senator  or 
Minister.  That,  too,  is  going  to  change. 

I  look  forward  to  this  public  debate. 
I  believe  that  we  have  an  historical 
window  of  opportunity  to  take  steps 
that  will  secure  European  peace  and 
stability  and  which  will  lock  in  the 
freedom  and  independence  won  in  the 
revolutions  of  1989  and  the  collapse  of 
communism.  I  believe  that  we  will  win 
this  debate,  both  in  the  U.S.  Senate 
and  elsewhere  in  the  Alliance,  provided 
that  we  follow  some  simple,  common- 
sense  guidelines. 

Before  charting  those  guidelines,  I 
want  to  review  the  basic  questions  we 
will  undoubtedly  face  in  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate, as  well  as  in  the  parliaments  of 
both  NATO  allies  as  well  as  candidate 
countries. 

THE  VISION  THING 

In  the  United  States,  our  political 
leaders  are  often  asked  about  what  we 
call  the  vision  thing.  What  is  it  you 
want  to  achieve  and  why?  What  is  your 
vision  and  how  will  individual  policies 
fit  together  with  an  overall  set  of  ob- 
jectives? As  a  U.S.  Senator,  I  am  often 
asked,  by  some  of  my  colleagues  and 
constituents,  why  I  am  still  so  con- 
cerned about  NATO  and  issues  such  as 
NATO  enlargement  now  that  the  cold 
war  is  over. 

The  more  distant  we  get  from  the 
heady  days  of  the  fall  of  the  Berlin 
Wall  and  the  collapse  of  communism,  it 
is  more  clear  that  we  entered  a  new 
era.  Dangers  still  abound  in  post-cold- 
war  Europe.  The  revolutions  of  1989  not 
only  led  to  the  collapse  of  communism 
but  also  to  the  end  of  the  peace  orders 
established  after  two  world  wars.  What 
is  at  stake  here  is  order  and  stability 
in  Europe  as  a  whole.  And  that  is  why 
American  Interests  are  Involved. 

NATO  cannot  by  itself  solve  all  of 
Europe's  problems.  But  without  a  sta- 
ble security  framework,  we  run  the 
risk  that  the  reform  and  democracy  in 
the  East  of  Europe  will  not  persist  but 
will  instead  be  undercut  by  destructive 
forces  of  nationalism  and  insecurity. 
The  failure  of  democracy  in  the  East 
could  not  help  but  have  profound  con- 
sequences for  democracy  in  the  con- 


tinent's western  half  as  well.  If  history 
teaches  us  anything,  it  is  that  the 
United  States  is  always  drawn  into 
such  European  conflicts  because  our 
vital  interests  are  ultimately,  albeit 
somewhat  belatedly,  engaged. 

That,  in  a  nutshell,  is  one  reason  why 
I  have  always  been  in  favor  of  NATO 
enlargement.  But  this  is  only  one  rea- 
son and  one  part  of  my  vision,  which 
consists  of  what  I  want  to  prevent,  and 
also  what  I  want  to  build.  I  want  to 
build  a  new  transatlantic  bargain  of  a 
unified  ajid  integrated  Europe — whole 
and  free— in  permanent  alliance  with 
the  United  States.  It  is  a  vision  of  the 
United  States  and  Europe  in  a  partner- 
ship of  equals  devoted  to  managing  the 
security  of  Europe  as  well  as  to  the 
pursuit  of  conunon  interests  beyond 
Europe.  The  old  transatlantic  bargain 
which  offered  the  Europeans  a  form  of 
American  protection  in  return  for 
American  influence  must  be  replaced 
by  a  new  transatlantic  accord. 

This  is  a  vision  for  the  Alliance  that 
is  no  longer  necessarily  focused  on  or 
limited  to  Europe.  This  is  also  a  vision 
for  the  Alliance  that  transcends  the  old 
cold- war  rationale,  namely — to  deter 
and,  if  needed,  defend  Western  Europe 
against  a  Soviet  attack.  It  is  a  vision 
for  a  new  covenant  between  the  United 
States  and  Europe  as  a  force  for  pro- 
moting Western  values  and  interests  in 
Europe  and  beyond.  We  need  a  new  and 
much  broader  transatlantic  agenda  and 
dialog,  one  that  focuses  on  where  and 
how  the  United  States  and  Europe  can 
and  should  act  together. 

I  was  one  of  the  earliest  proponents 
in  the  Congress  of  NATO  enlargement. 
But  I  always  spoke  of  enlargement  not 
in  isolation  but  rather  as  part  of  a  new 
security  partnership  between  the 
United  States  and  a  unified  Europe. 
The  United  States  is  a  global  power,  a 
country  with  interests  in  Europe  and 
beyond.  It  is  also  a  country  that  in- 
creasingly requires  like-minded  allies 
and  partners  to  manage  that  inter- 
national security  agenda.  And  as 
Americans  look  arotmd,  they  see  no 
better  candidates  than  our  European 
allies  in  NATO  as  that  partner. 

If  this  is  the  vision,  then  how  do  we 
get  there?  I  like  the  phrase  "double  en- 
largement" to  capture  the  twin  proc- 
esses of  reform  that  I  believe  must 
take  place.  NATO  must  enlarge  east- 
ward to  integrate  the  new  democracies 
and  it  must  expand  its  functional  mis- 
sions beyond  border  defense  to  include 
crisis  management  and  perhaps  peace- 
keeping beyond  Alliance  borders.  In 
both  cases,  the  Alliance  must  decide 
how  far  it  wants  to  go,  both  in  terms  of 
new  members  and  in  terms  of  new  mis- 
sions. There  is  no  escaping  the  fact 
that  NATO  must  simultaneously  re- 
form in  both  areas  if  it  is  to  success- 
fully meet  the  challenges  we  are  likely 
to  face  in  the  years  ahead.  It  is  a  basic 
American  interest  that  the  Alliance 
not  only  enlarge  to  help  stabilize  East- 
em  Europe,  but  that  enlargement  be 
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part  and  parcel  of  a  broader  trans- 
formation that  turns  Europe  into  an 
increasingly  effective  strategrlc  partner 
of  the  United  States  in  and  beyond  the 
continent. 

CONDmONS  FOR  SENATE  RATinCATION 

One  of  the  key  questions  for  the 
NATO  Alliance  is  whether  NATO  en- 
largement can  be  ratified  in  the  U.S. 
Senate.  Nearly  every  visitor  I  have  in 
my  omce  from  Europe  asks  me  this 
question.  And  it  is  a  question  about 
which  I  have  thought  a  great  deal  in 
recent  years.  The  easy  answer  is  that, 
of  course,  enlargement  is  ratifiable— 
provided  a  number  of  preconditions  are 
met.  I  am  going  to  list  my  six  com- 
mandments on  what  must  be  done  to 
ensure  successful  ratification  in  the 
U.S.  Senate. 

But  first  I  want  to  lay  out  several 
broader  factors  which  I  believe  will 
help  shape  the  debate  in  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate. First,  the  debate  about  NATO  en- 
largement in  the  U.S.  Senate  will  not 
only  be  about  enlargement.  It  will  be 
about  the  U.S.  role  in  post-cold-war 
Europe.  It  will  be  about  NATO— why  we 
still  need  it,  who  should  be  in  it.  what 
it  should  do,  and  how  it  should  be  re- 
formed. 

This  will  be  the  first  time  that  this 
set  of  issues  will  be  debated  at  the  na- 
tional level  since  the  end  of  the  cold 
war.  Although  many  voices  in  the 
United  States,  mjrself  included,  have 
been  calling  for  such  a  national  debate 
for  some  time,  it  simply  has  not  hap- 
pened. But  the  NATO  enlargement 
issue  is  likely  to  be  the  cataljret  for 
precisely  such  a  debate.  This  makes 
some  of  my  colleagues  in  Congress 
nervous.  They  fear  that  the  isolation- 
ists of  the  left  and  the  right  will  band 
together  in  some  kind  of  unholy  alli- 
ance to  defeat  the  internationalist  cen- 
ter in  U.S.  politics.  In  short,  they  fear 
that  the  NATO  enlargement  debate 
will  kill  NATO. 

But  I  think  they  are  wrong.  Such  a 
debate  can  have  a  very  healthy  and 
positive  impact  in  terms  of  reaffirming 
the  U.S.  role  in,  and  consolidating  the 
American  conunitment  to,  the  new 
post-cold-war  Europe.  And,  equally  im- 
portant, it  is  an  opportunity  to  initiate 
the  broader  transformation  and  revi- 
talization  of  the  alliance  which  is  now 
clearly  overdue. 

Second,  this  debate  will  also  be  about 
Eastern  and  Central  Europe  and  our 
moral,  political,  economic,  and  strate- 
gic stake  in  this  part  of  the  world.  Sev- 
eral years  ago  there  was  a  cartoon  in 
an  American  magazine  which  showed  a 
young  boy  pointing  to  a  map  and  say- 
ing to  his  father:  "Eastern  Europe, 
isn't  that  where  the  wars  start?"  East- 
em  Europe  is  where  two  world  wars,  as 
well  as  the  cold  war,  originated  in  this 
century.  It  is  a  part  of  Europe  that  has 
seen  great  injustices  and  enormous 
cruelty.  It  is  a  part  of  Europe  that  has 
had  a  disproportionate  impact  on  the 
course  of  European  and  world  history. 


For  some  Americans,  these  are  rea- 
sons to  keep  the  United  States  out  of 
future  instability  and  possible  con- 
flicts—as if  a  policy  of  isolation  would 
insulate  and  protect  us  from  such  in- 
stability. The  lesson  I  draw  is  exactly 
the  opposite.  The  best  way  to  ensure 
that  the  United  States  must  never 
fight  a  war  again  over  Eastern  Europe 
is  to  anchor  and  integrate  Eastern  Eu- 
rope into  the  West  once  and  for  all.  We 
must  do  for  Eastern  Europe  what  we 
did  together  for  Western  Europe  in  the 
early  post-war  period— make  it  secure 
and  integrate  it  into  a  broader  trans- 
Atlantic  community. 

How  important  is  Eastern  Europe  to 
the  United  States?  A  growing  number 
of  Europeans  are  trying  to  analyse  the 
size  of  the  Polish  ethnic  vote,  or  the 
political  clout  of  the  Baltic-American 
community  and  what  role  they  will 
play  in  the  United  States  Senate  de- 
bate. Will  the  NATO  enlargement 
issue,  it  is  sometimes  asked,  be  the 
swing  issue  in  key  battleground  States 
in  the  U.S.  Presidential  race?  While  in- 
teresting, I  think  all  these  questions 
miss  the  real  point.  Eastern  Europe  is 
important  to  the  United  States  because 
it  is  here  that  the  future  destiny  of  the 
European  Continent  will  be  decided. 
Eastern  Europe,  in  many  ways,  holds 
the  key  to  the  future  stability  of  the 
continent.  That  is  why  it  is  a  vital  U.S. 
interest. 

The  third  reason  I  believe  that  Sen- 
ate ratification  will  happen  is  that  the 
arguments  of  the  opponents  of  enlarge- 
ment can  be  met  and  subdued.  But  let's 
take  a  closer  look  at  them,  for  they 
will  be  part  of  the  debate.  Critics  in- 
sist, first  and  foremost,  that  the  U.S. 
Senate  will  not  be  willing  to  extend  a 
security  guarantee  to  Eastern  Europe. 
They  cite  the  divisive  debates  we  have 
seen  on  Somalia,  Haiti,  and  Bosnia  as 
proof  that  Americans  are  tired  of  for- 
eign conrniitments. 

What  these  critics  overlook  is  the 
basic  difference  between  Bosnia  and 
Poland  as  well  as  the  lesson  we  should 
learn  from  the  Bosnia  experience.  Po- 
land's future  stability  is  seen  as  cen- 
tral to  that  of  Europe  as  a  whole. 
Rightly  or  wrongly,  Bosnia's  was  not.  I 
wish  it  had  been  otherwise.  But  one 
simply  cannot  compare  the  issue  of  ex- 
tending a  security  guarantee  to  a  pro- 
Western  democracy  like  Poland  with 
the  confusing  debate  we  had  about 
what  to  do  as  Yugoslavia  broke  up. 
This  was  a  conflict  whose  causes  were 
poorly  understood,  where  the  stakes 
for  the  United  States  were  not  always 
comprehended,  where  the  United  Na- 
tions was  involved  with  a  confusing 
mandate  and  a  morally  ambiguous  set 
of  policies  and  where  the  military,  po- 
litical, and  humanitarian  options  of 
the  West  were  extremely  difficult.  The 
lesson  from  Bosnia  is  not  that  we 
should  reject  NATO  enlargement.  It  is 
that  the  West  needs  to  take  steps  to 
prevent  the  rise  of  such  destructive  na- 


tionalism and  ethnic  hatred  and  we 
must  enlarge  NATO  to  stabilize  East- 
em  Europe  before  other  disasters  are 
imminent. 

Moreover,  in  many  ways  the  West  al- 
ready has  an  implicit  security  guaran- 
tee to  a  country  like  Poland.  Can  we 
really  imagrine  the  West  today  not 
coming  to  Poland's  defense  if  it  were 
ever  to  be  threatened  again?  I,  for  one, 
cannot.  And  because  I  cannot,  I  think 
that  we  must  codify  that  conmiitment 
through  NATO  in  order  to  make  sure 
that  it  is  credible  and  that  deterrence 
works.  If  ever  confronted  with  the 
question  of  whether  the  West  will 
stand  by  Poland  or  once  again  betray  it 
to  those  who  seek  to  do  it  harm,  I  be- 
lieve that  the  United  States,  including 
my  colleagrues  in  the  Senate,  will  do 
the  right  thing. 

The  second  major  reason  critics  cite 
against  enlargement  is  cost.  Of  course 
NATO  enlargement  will  cost  money 
and  resources.  But  the  costs  of  enlarge- 
ment may  not  pose  as  large  an  obstacle 
as  some  assume.  Let  us  not  forget  that 
there  are  also  costs  in  not  enlarging. 
And  alliances  save  money.  By  pooling 
our  resources  together,  we  are  able  to 
collectively  defend  our  common  inter- 
ests less  exi>ensively. 

How  much  NATO  enlargement  will 
cost  will  depend  in  large  part  upon  how 
the  alliance  decides  to  defend  and  reas- 
sure new  members.  Because  there  is  no 
immediate  threat  to  these  countries, 
the  alliance  can  afford  to  adopt  a  light 
defense  posture  backed  up  by  the  abil- 
ity to  reinforce  in  the  region  during  a 
crisis.  Moreover,  the  costs  of  building 
such  a  posture  can  be  spread  over  an 
extended  period.  A  recent  study  con- 
ducted by  the  Rand  Corp.  clearly  shows 
that  the  costs  of  enlargement  can  be 
kept  manageable  and  spread  across  the 
alliance. 

The  package  proposed  in  the  Rand 
study,  for  example,  could  cost  sLn  esti- 
mated S30  to  S40  billion  for  the  alliance 
as  a  whole — both  new  and  old  members 
spread  over  a  10-  to  15-year  period. 
While  these  numbers  may  seem  large, 
bear  in  mind,  for  example,  that  the 
cost  of  building  and  operating  one  U.S. 
Army  division  for  a  10-year  period  is 
estimated  at  $60  billion.  In  any  event, 
the  alliance  will  be  spending  a  consid- 
erable amount  of  money  for  defense 
over  the  next  10  to  15  years,  and  the 
costs  of  enlargement  are  unlikely  to 
amoimt  to  more  than  1  to  2  percent  of 
planned  defense  spending.  The  point 
here  is  that  enlargement  is  affordable 
if  handled  properly,  done  in  a  step-by- 
step  fashion  and  if  the  costs  are  spread 
fairly  among  both  old  and  new  mem- 
bers. 

The  third  reason  critics  cite  against 
enlargement  is  the  claim  that  enlarge- 
ment will  only  draw  new  lines  in  Eu- 
rope and  alienate  Moscow.  But  let  us 
not  pretend  that  lines  don't  already 
exist  in  Europe.  What  I  have  never  un- 
derstood about  this  argument  is  why 
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these  critics  are  so  attached  to  and 
nostalgic  about  the  old  artificial  cold 
war  lines,  lines  drawn  by  the  acts  of 
Hitler  and  Stalin  over  50  years  ago.  Ex- 
pandii3g  and  consolidating  democracy 
in  the  East  is  not  drawing  new  lines.  If 
allowing  new  democracies  in  the  East 
to  seek  entry  into  the  alliance  of  their 
choice  is  an  exercise  in  line  drawing,  it 
is  also  an  exercise  in  erasing  the  old  ar- 
tificial lines  of  Yalta  and  the  cold  war. 
And  I  look  forward  to  erasing  more 
lines.  There  is  something  odd  about 
people  in  the  West  who  already  enjoy  a 
NATO  security  guarantee  telling  those 
who  do  not  have  one  that  extending  the 
guarantee  would  somehow  create  a  new 
security  problem. 

In  short,  I  am  not  especially  im- 
pressed by  the  argimients  of  the  oppo- 
nents of  enlargement.  Their  prescrip- 
tions are  really  a  recipe  for  doing  noth- 
ing, for  postponing  all  key  decisions. 
We  must  demand  of  them  what  their 
fiiture  vision  of  the  alliance  and  the 
trans-Atlantic  relationship  is. 

But  this  does  underscore  that  we  are 
going  to  have  a  debate  in  the  Senate. 

How  can  we  win  this  debate  and  en- 
sure successful  ratification  in  the  U.S. 
Senate?  I'd  like  to  share  with  you  six 
commandments  on  NATO  enlargement 
which,  if  followed,  should  help  to  en- 
sure ratification. 

First,  show  leadership.  Leadership  is 
key,  above  all.  Presidential  leadership. 
There  is  no  substitute.  This  will  be  a 
national  debate  and  the  President  must 
lead.  He  must  also  work  closely  with 
the  leadership  of  the  U.S.  Senate.  The 
sooner  he  starts  this  process,  the  bet- 
ter. 

Leadership  must  not  only  come  frora 
the  United  States.  It  must  come  fi"om 
Europe  too  and  Germany  in  particular. 
And  such  leadership  must  be  visible 
both  within  NATO  and  beyond.  Let  me 
give  you  one  example.  If  the  European 
Union  falters  in  terms  of  its  own  plans 
for  enlargement,  it  will  make  NATO 
enlargement  more  difficult  to  sell  in 
the  United  States  because  it  will  be 
seen  by  Americans  as  a  European  fail- 
ure to  pull  its  fair  share  of  the  bargain. 

Second,  have  a  clear  moral  and  polit- 
ical vision  and  rationale.  E^argement 
must  be  seen  as  the  right  thing  to  do. 
While  NATO  bureaucrats  and  dip- 
lomats may  be  consumed  by  the  details 
of  tactics  and  compromise  commu- 
nique language,  what  will  be  crucial  in 
the  public  debate  will  be  occupying  the 
moral  and  political  high  ground.  We 
will  ask  the  opponents  of  enlargement 
to  lay  out  their  alternative  vision — and 
we  will  see  whose  vision  is  more  con- 
vincing. 

Third,  start  with  the  strongest  can- 
didates and  keep  the  door  open.  The  en- 
largement of  NATO  will  start  with  the 
strongest  candidates  for  membership. 
But  this  does  not  mean  that  the  alli- 
ance is  drawing  new  lines  or  forgetting 
about  those  who.  for  whatever  reasons, 
cannot  be  included  in  the  first  tranche. 


Those  who  are  first  have  an  obligation 
to  ensure  that  stability  be  extended  be- 
yond their  borders  as  well. 

Fourth,  know  the  costs  and  commit- 
ments—and who  will  bear  them— in  ad- 
vance. This  must  be  clear  and  known  in 
advance.  We  need  to  understand  the 
burdensharing  arrangements  before  we 
assume  the  new  commitments.  The 
U.S.  Senate  will  not  ratify  enlarge- 
ment until  it  knows  the  costs  and  con- 
sequences for  both  the  U.S.  Armed 
Forces  and  the  American  taxpayer. 

Talking  about  important  details  of 
defense  planning  issues  should  not  be 
seen  as  militarizing  the  debate.  In- 
stead, it  is  simply  prudent  and  respon- 
sible to  sort  out  among  ourselves  just 
what  these  new  commitments  mean  in 
practice  and  to  develop  plans  and  pro- 
grams to  ensure  that  NATO  has  the  ca- 
pabilities to  carry  them  out.  This  is 
what  alliances  are  all  about. 

Fifth,  have  a  strategy  for  dealing 
with  the  have  nots.  The  initial  selec- 
tion of  members  may  be  small.  When 
another  round  of  enlargement  will  take 
place  may  be  uncertain.  Thus,  the  need 
to  have  a  clear  strategy  to  underscore 
that  enlargement  will  not  produce  a 
new  Yalta.  In  some  cases,  the  United 
States  has  a  special  relationship  with 
countries  that,  at  that  moment,  seem 
unlikely  to  be  included  in  the  first 
tranche. 

The  United  States  and  Germany  have 
a  special  responsibility  toward  the  Bal- 
tic States.  No  U.S.  President  can  en- 
large NATO  without  having  an  ade- 
quate set  of  policies  to  sustain  Baltic 
independence.  The  Baltic  States  may 
not  be  included  in  the  first  round  of 
NATO  enlargement.  This  underscores 
the  need  for  an  active  i>olicy  of  engage- 
ment with  them.  It  is  important  that 
we  make  it  clear  that  they  will  be  full 
members  if  they  meet  the  qualifica- 
tions; that  the  door  for  eventual  NATO 
membership  '  for  these  countries  re- 
mains open  and  that  we  will  exi>and 
our  cooperation  with  them  in  the  in- 
terim period.  Non-NATO  countries 
such  as  Finland  and  Sweden  should 
also  be  encouraged  to  expand  their  in- 
volvement in  the  region.  Countries 
such  as  Germany  should  take  the  lead 
in  trying  to  bring  the  Baltic  countries 
into  the  European  Union  as  soon  as 
possible  and,  if  they  qualify,  in  the 
first  tranche. 

Sixth,  realize  the  U.S.  need  for  part- 
ners beyond  Europe.  While  many  Euro- 
peans do  not  want  to  acknowledge  it, 
the  reality  is  that  there  is  a  linkage 
between  burdensharing  arrangements 
within  Europe  and  outside  of  it.  As  a 
U.S.  Senator,  it  is  easier  for  me  to 
argue  the  case  for  NATO's  double  en- 
largement to  the  American  people  than 
it  is  for  NATO's  eastward  enlargement 
alone.  Americans  understand  that  we 
have  vital  interests  in  Europe  and  they 
are  willing  to  do  their  share  to  ensure 
that  the  new  Europe  which  is  emerging 
remains    stable.    They    understand    a 


strategy  that  posits  that  we  and  the 
Europeans  are  in  this  together  and 
that  we  will  work  together  to  defend 
shared  interests — both  in  Europe  and 
beyond.  What  they  will  not  understand 
is  an  arrangement  where  the  United 
States  is  asked  to  do  more  in  terms  of 
extending  new  security  guarantees,  and 
more  in  terms  of  budgetary  commit- 
ments, in  order  to  extend  stability  to 
Europe's  eastern  half— and  at  the  same 
time  be  expected  to  carry,  more  or  less 
on  its  own,  the  responsibility  for  de- 
fending common  Western  interests  out- 
side of  Europe. 

RUSSIA 

This  brings  us  to  a  discussion  of  Rus- 
sia. We  all  know  how  important  Rus- 
sia's future  is  for  the  future  of  Euro- 
pean and  international  security.  But 
where  does  Russia  fit  into  the  vision  of 
the  trans-Atlantic  relationship  I  have 
laid  out?  My  vision  of  the  alliance  does 
not  depend  on  the  existence  or  possible 
emergence  of  a  new  Russian  threat  in 
the  East.  We  do  not  want  an  alliance 
whose  vitality  and  success  depends  on 
failure  in  Russia.  Instead,  we  want  a 
Russia  that  will  successfully  reform — 
and  whose  success  at  reform  make  it  a 
more  interesting  and  useful  strategic 
partner  for  the  alliance. 

The  United  States  and  Europe  have 
an  enormous  stake  in  the  success  of 
the  reform  process  in  Russia.  A  stable 
and  reformed  Russia  can  be  an  active 
partner  in  maintaining  security  in  Eu- 
rope, in  resolving  regional  conflicts, 
and  in  fighting  the  spread  of  weapons 
of  mass  destruction.  We  wish  to  estab- 
lish a  strategic  partnership  with  Rus- 
sia that  takes  accoimt  of  Russia's  posi- 
tion in  Europe,  a  partnership  that 
could  and  should,  lead  to  formalized  re- 
lationship with  the  alliance. 

Russia's  place,  in  my  vision,  is  clear. 
I  do  not  see  Russia  as  a  candidate 
member  of  the  alliance.  Russia  is  sim- 
ply too  big.  too  different.  No  member 
of  the  alliance  today  or  in  the  foresee- 
able future  would  be  willing  to  extend 
an  article  5  guarantee  to  the  Russo- 
Chinese  border.  And  the  Russians — un- 
like the  East  Euroi>eans— are  not  really 
interested  in  assuming  the  obligations 
and  responsibilities  that  NATO  mem- 
bership entails.  At  the  same  time.  Rus- 
sia will  inevitably  be  more  than  a  mere 
neighbor  of  this  new  and  enlarged  alli- 
ance. We  hope  it  will  become  a  partner, 
indeed  a  country  with  which  we  have  a 
privileged  partnership. 

The  NATO  I  envision  is  one  which 
guarantees  stability  in  Central  Europe, 
a  stability  which  is  just  as  much  in 
Russia's  interest  as  our  own.  The  Rus- 
sians should  realize  that  enlargement 
is  not  directed  against  anyone,  cer- 
tainly not  against  them.  Stabilizing 
democracy  in  Elastem  Europe  does  not 
threaten  democracy  in  Russia.  Russia 
will  be  better  off  with  Poland  in  NATO 
than  outside  of  NATO.  A  Poland  that  is 
secure  within  NATO  will  be  less  anti- 
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Russian  and  more  interested  in  co- 
operation and  bridge  building.  We  can- 
not save  reform  in  Russia  by  postpon- 
ing or  retarding  reform  in  Eastern  Eu- 
rope. 

The  Alliance  can  and  should  have 
close  strategic  relations  with  Russia. 
NATO  and  Russia  are  allies  in  IFOR  in 
Bosnia.  We  hope  that  this  is  not  a  one 
time  affair  but  the  start  of  a  longer 
and  more  stable  relationship.  I  hope  to 
see  the  day  when  the  border  between 
an  enlarged  NATO  and  its  Eastern 
neighbors,  including  Russia,  are  just  as 
stable  and  secure  as  any  others  in  Eu- 
rope. 

But  it  takes  two  to  tango.  Moscow 
has  increasingly  spoken  out  against  en- 
largement, with  some  Russian  com- 
mentators already  bringing  out  their 
list  of  real  or  imagined  counter- 
measures  that  they  claim  Moscow  will 
have  to  take.  Such  talk  is  counter- 
productive. 

I  belong  to  those  who  not  only  sup- 
ported NATO  enlargement  from  the 
outset,  but  who  believed  that  the  Alli- 
ance should  have  moved  sooner  and 
more  resolutely  in  enlarging.  The  Clin- 
ton administration,  as  well  as  the  Alli- 
ance as  a  whole,  opted  for  a  slower  ap- 
proach than  I  would  have  preferred. 
And  they  did  so  in  the  hope  that  deal- 
ing with  Moscow  on  the  NATO  enlarge- 
ment issue  would  get  easier  over  time 
as  Russia  came  to  understand  the  Alli- 
ance's true  motivations. 

But  by  now  I  think  it  is  crystal  clear 
that  a  policy  of  postponing  key  deci- 
sions has  not  naade  our  lives  easier. 
Some  in  Russia  have  misinterpreted 
Western  patience  as  a  sign  of  Alliance 
weakness  and  lack  of  resolve.  Some 
Russians  still  believe  that  they  can 
stop  enlargement— and  some  of  them 
are  still  tempted  to  try.  As  it  has  be- 
come increasingly  clear  that  Russians 
do  not  support  NATO  enlargement,  our 
policy  increasingly  looks  to  them  like 
a  kind  of  Chinese  water  torture.  For 
several  years,  NATO  has  issued  every 
couple  of  months  a  statement  saying 
that  it  will  enlarge,  to  which  Moscow 
feels  obliged  to  say  that  it  opposes  en- 
largement. When  nothing  happens, 
some  observers  in  Moscow  think  that 
they  have  slowed  or  even  stopped  the 
NATO  train. 

It  is  too  late  now  to  go  back  and 
undo  the  policy  decisions  on  timing. 
What  is  important  now  is  that  NATO 
not  waver,  that  it  stick  to  the  aigreed- 
upon  timetable  and  move  ahead  with 
the  initial  decision  on  enlargement— ir- 
respective of  the  outcome  of  the  Rus- 
sian elections. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Let  me  sum  up. 

There  are  many  other  factors  that 
could  yet  shape  the  U.S.  politics  of 
NATO  enlargement.  If  democratic  re- 
forms in  the  candidate  states  were  to 
stall,  the  entire  enlargement  plan 
might  be  put  on  hold.  It  also  makes 
some  difference  whom  the  next  Presi- 


dent appoints  to  key  posts  such  as  Sec- 
retary of  State  and  Secretary  of  De- 
fense. Overall,  however,  while  ratifica- 
tion of  new  NATO  members  faces  many 
obstacles  and  pitfalls,  there  is  little 
evidence  for  the  claim  that  it  is  politi- 
cally infeasible. 

The  real  tragedy  would  be  if  the  Sen- 
ate, in  successfully  encouraging  the  ad- 
ministration through  legislation  to 
proceed  with  the  inclusion  of  new 
members  in  the  Alliance,  jeopardized 
or  neglected  the  development  of  a  bi- 
partisan consensus  and  public  support 
necessary  to  secure  the  67  votes  it  will 
take  in  the  Senate  to  ratify  NATO  en- 
largement. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor  and 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  LUGAR.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  LUGAR.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  the  leader,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  previous  consent  agreement 
regarding  controlled  time  be  amended 
as  follows:  Senator  COVERDELL,  or  his 
designee,  be  in  control  from  4  p.m.  to  5 
p.m.;  Senator  Daschle,  or  his  designee, 
be  in  control  of  60  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LUGAR.  I  thank  the  Chair.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legrislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quonim  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President, 
parliamentary  inquiry,  if  I  might.  It  is 
my  understanding  that  the  hour  from  4 
to  5  has  been  designated  to  myself  or 
my  designee,  is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct.  The  time  between  4  and 
5  is  to  be  under  the  control  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia. 


KEEPING  CAMPAIGN  PROMISES 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  just  going  to  make  a  very  brief 
statement  to  begin  this  hour.  I  under- 
stand the  Presiding  Officer  would  like 
to  comment.  So  if  he  will  allow  me,  I 
will  make  an  opening  statement,  and 
then  I  will  relieve  him  in  the  Chair  so 
that  he  might  make  the  remarks  he 
chooses. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  always  felt  that 
there  should  be  a  relevance,  a  connec- 


tion, a  linkage  between  what  a  public 
policymaker  contends  or  discusses  in 
the  pursuit  of  office  and  what  he  or  she 
does,  if  fortunate  enough  to  achieve  it. 
I  think  that  much  of  the  cynicism  and 
anxiety  that  we  have  seen  growing  in 
our  country  can  be  tracked  back  to  the 
failure  of  too  many  of  us  who  seek  pub- 
lic office  relating  what  we  said  if  we 
sought  it  to  what  we  do  if  we  achieve 
it. 

I  believe  this  administration  is  par- 
ticularly vulnerable  on  at  least  three 
major  subjects.  The  first  one  is  taxes. 
This  administration  came  to  America 
and  said,  "We  are  going  to  lower  taxes 
on  the  middle  class."  That  is  what  was 
said.  But  what  was  done  was  that  they 
were  increased  to  unprecedented  pro- 
iwrtions. 

We  talked  about  and  have  heard  the 
administration  talk  about  its  grave 
concern  over  drugs  and  crime,  and  drug 
abuse  or  drug  usage,  under  this  admin- 
istration's watch,  have  skyrocketed  to 
epidemic  proportions.  Just  last  week, 
there  was  a  perfect  example,  where  the 
President  has  said,  "I  am  for  a  bal- 
anced budget,"  reipeatedly,  but  stood 
foursquare  in  front  of  passage  of  the 
balanced  budget  amendment. 

So,  as  I  said,  Mr.  President — and  I 
want  to  reiterate  it  here  this  after- 
noon— it  is  important  that  there  be  a 
linkage,  a  connection  of  relevance  be- 
tween what  we  say  as  we  pursue  public 
ofHce  and  what  we  do  if  we  are  success- 
ful enough  to  achieve  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  going  to  relieve 
the  Chair.  I  do  not  think  I  need  to  call 
for  a  quorum  call.  I  will  relieve  the 
Chair  so  that  he  may  make  his  com- 
ments. 

(Mr.  COVERDELL  assumed  the 
Chair.) 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President.  I  want  to 
follow  up  on  some  of  the  comments 
that  you  were  making. 


A  DIFFERENCE  IN  PRIORITrES 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President,  it  is  easy 
to  campaign  as  a  champion  of  the  mid- 
dle class.  As  you  know.  President  Clin- 
ton did  it  in  1992,  when  he  made  the 
middle-class  tax  cut  the  centerpiece  of 
his  campaign.  His  very  first  television 
commercial  that  year  featured  the  can- 
didate looking  directly  into  the  camera 
and  telling  the  voters  that  they  de- 
serve a  change.  "That  is  why  I  have  of- 
fered a  plan  to  get  the  economy  moving 
again,  starting  with  a  middle-class  tax 
cut,"  he  said. 

Of  course,  we  all  know  what  hap- 
pened to  that  tax  cut  a  year  later.  The 
candidate  who  pinned  his  campaign  to 
the  hopes  and  dreams  of  the  middle 
class  became  the  President  who  let  the 
middle  class  down  once  he  moved  into 
the  OvaJ  Office.  His  campaign  promise 
of  a  tax  cut  was  transformed  into  a  $270 
billion  tax  increase — the  largest  tax  in- 
crease in  American  history.  It  was 
change,  all  right — but  certainly  not  the 
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kind  of  change  the  people  had  asked  for 
or  were  promised. 

Everyone  who  drives  a  motor  vehicle 
knows  what  the  President's  4.3-cent- 
per-gallon  tax  increase  has  done  to 
their  annual  gasoline  bills — especially 
recently,  with  gas  prices  around  the 
Nation  at  such  high  levels.  By  boosting 
the  cost  of  gasoline  by  nearly  S5  billion 
every  year,  the  gas  tax  has  been  par- 
ticularly damaging  for  truckers,  farm- 
ers, and  anyone  who  lives  in  rural 
areas  of  the  country. 

Senior  citizens,  even  those  making  as 
little  as  S24,000  a  year,  saw  their  taxes 
rise  as  well  once  the  President's  1993 
tax  bill  increased  the  taxable  portion 
of  their  Social  Security  benefits  by  70 
I)ercent. 

For  the  more  than  80  percent  of  small 
business  owners  who  file  their  income 
taxes  as  individuals.  President  Clin- 
ton's 1993  tax  increase  forced  them  to 
pay  taxes  at  a  rate  as  high  as  44.5  per- 
cent. That  is  significantly  above  the 
corporate  rate  of  35  percent,  and  means 
the  folks  who  run  the  local  plumbing 
business  or  TV  repair  shops  are  paying 
taxes  at  a  higher  rate  than  Microsoft 
or  General  Motors. 

Families,  job  providers,  retirees,  mo- 
torists— all  of  us  felt  the  pinch  when 
the  President  signed  his  1993  tax  bill 
into  law. 

Since  President  Clinton's  election, 
the  Government  is  taking  more  from 
the  paychecks  of  middle-class  Ameri- 
cans than  it  ever  has  before.  The  ad- 
ministration and  the  Democrats  in 
Congress  who  voted  for  it  and  passed  it 
say,  but  it  was  only  targeted  at  the 
rich.  But,  today,  the  typical  American 
family  faces  a  total  tax  burden  of  38 
percent.  In  human  costs,  this  means  we 
taxpayers  are  turning  more  money 
over  to  the  Government  than  we  are 
spending  for  our  family's  food,  cloth- 
ing, shelter,  and  transportation  com- 
bined. Tax  freedom  day — the  day  the 
American  taxpayers  are  no  longer 
working  just  to  satisfy  Uncle  Sam  and 
can  begin  keeping  our  dollars  for  our- 
selves and  our  families— has  jumped 
ahead  an  entire  week  since  President 
Clinton  took  office. 

The  various  budget  plans  the  Presi- 
dent has  submitted  to  Congress  over 
the  last  year  and  a  half  paint  a  very 
different  picture  of  priorities.  The  pri- 
orities for  which  BOB  DOLE  and  our 
Congressional  majority  have  repeat- 
edly fought  have  been  to  protect  fami- 
lies from  the  unreasonable  demands  of 
an  unregulated  Federal  Government. 
The  priorities  of  the  President  and  the 
Democratic  leadership  have  always 
been  to  protect  the  status-quo  govern- 
ment, and  too  often,  at  the  family's  ex- 
pense. 

In  his  State  of  the  Union  Address  in 
January,  President  Clinton  boldly  de- 
clared that  "the  era  of  big  Government 
is  over."  "Big  Government"  presum- 
ably meant  the  high  taxes  that  have 
squeezed  the  middle  class— the  gigantic 


bureaucracy  that  has  made  redtape 
synonymous  with  Washington  ineffi- 
ciency, and  the  wasteful  spending  that 
has  drained  the  taxpayers  of  their  pre- 
cious dollars. 

But  big  Government  remained  alive 
axid  well  in  the  budget  the  President 
submitted  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

That  budget  was  nothing  more  than 
the  status  quo  the  current  administra- 
tion continues  to  defend.  It  did  not  rein 
in  the  big  spending  that  has  generated 
our  massive  deficit  and  put  our  chil- 
dren and  grandchildren  on  the  line  for 
decades  of  our  financial  mismanage- 
ment. It  called  for  S60  billion  in  tax  in- 
creases over  the  next  7  years. 

And  where  are  the  tax  cuts  the  Presi- 
dent has  repeatedly  promised  American 
families?  He  offered  nothing  but  token 
tax  relief.  His  child  tax  credit  began  at 
just  $300  per  child,  was  slowly 
ratcheted  up  to  $500,  and  then  elimi- 
nated just  2  years  later.  By  the  way, 
teenagers  were  too  old  to  qualify  for 
that  tax  break. 

Under  the  guidance  of  President  Clin- 
ton and  the  Senate  Democratic  leader- 
ship, my  colleagues  across  the  aisle  at- 
tempted to  break  the  1993  tax  increase 
record  when  the  President's  budget 
came  before  this  body  in  May.  Had 
they  prevailed,  the  amendments  they 
offered  during  debate  over  the  budget 
resolution,  combined  with  the  Presi- 
dent's own  tax  mandates,  would  have 
amounted  to  another  tax  increase  of 
$295  billion,  dwarfing  the  $270  billion 
increase  of  1993.  Fortunately,  the  gen- 
tlenfian  from  Kansas  has  heard  the  de- 
mands of  the  American  people  in  call- 
ing for  fiscal  restraint  and  relief  from  a 
crushing  Federal  tax  burden,  and  under 
his  leadership,  we  stood  with  the  tax- 
payers in  rejecting  those  attempts  to 
further  increase  taxes  on  working-class 
families. 

If  the  majority  leader's  balanced 
budget  plan,  with  its  $245  billion  in  tax  ' 
relief,  had  been  signed  into  law  instead 
of  stopped  with  a  Presidential  veto  last 
December,  April  15  would  have  been 
very  different  for  the  millions  of  Amer- 
icans who  dread  the  annual  arrival  of 
tax  day. 

Let  me  describe  the  tax  day  that 
could  have  been  under  the  Republican 
balanced  budget  plan. 

A  family  sits  down  at  the  kitchen 
table  to  tackle  their  Federal  tax  re- 
turn, but  it  is  noi  with  the  sense  of 
foreboding  they  usually  feel  this  time 
of  year.  They  have  heard  that  when 
Congress  and  the  President  enacted  a 
balanced  budget,  they  created  changes 
in  the  tax  laws  that  are  making  a  dra- 
matic difference  for  middle-class  fami- 
lies like  theirs. 

Because  both  parents  have  jobs— let 
us  say  one  owns  their  own  small  busi- 
ness and  the  other  works  part  time  at 
a  local  hospital— the  first  decision  they 
have  always  had  to  make  in  the  past 
was  whether  to  file  jointly  or  as  indi- 
viduals. Back  then,  filing  as  a  family 


alwasrs  came  at  a  cost  because  of  a 
glitch  in  the  tax  code  called  the  mar- 
riage penalty.  Because  the  marriage 
penalty  required  joint  filers  to  pay 
higher  taxes  than  if  they  had  filed  sep- 
arate returns,  it  seemed  as  though  the 
Government  was  discouraging  family 
life,  instead  of  tTjiag  to  nurture  it. 

But  no  longer,  because  they  notice 
immediately  under  the  balanced  budg- 
et bill  that  Republicans  passed,  sent  to 
the  President  and  which  he  vetoed, 
they  notice  that  under  that  plan  the 
marriage  penalty  had  been  eliminated, 
meaning  families  are  no  longer  un- 
fairly penalized  through  higher  taxes. 

That  is  the  tax  day  I  fought  for.  That 
is  the  tax  day  every  Republican  sup- 
ported. 

That  is  hypothetically  again  under  a 
tax  date  that  could  have  been. 

As  this  family  works  through  the 
form,  they  discover  several  other  ways 
in  which  the  Federal  Government  has 
rewritten  the  tax  code  to  help  bring 
families  together  and  keep  them 
strong. 

They  are  the  proud  parents  of  three 
children,  the  youngest  of  whom  they 
adopted  just  last  spring.  To  help  defi^y 
the  enormous  costs  a  family  can  incur 
during  the  adoption  process,  the  new 
laws  allow  them  take  a  tax  deduction 
of  up  to  $5,000  for  adoption  expenses. 
By  reaching  out  to  families  willing  to 
make  room  for  a  child  without  a  home, 
this  new  tax  policy  makes  sense,  they 
decide. 

To  keep  their  family  together,  the 
young  couple  decided  several  years  ago 
to  move  an  elderly  parent  into  their 
home  and  care  for  them  there.  They 
count  themselves  fortunate  that  they 
have  been  able  to  keep  three  genera- 
tions together  under  the  same  roof,  but 
it  has  stretched  the  family  budget  at 
times.  They  are  pleased  to  learn  that 
Congress  has  recognized  this  by  allow- 
ing them  to  subtract  $1,000  from  their 
total  tax  liability  to  help  offset  the 
cost  of  caring  for  an  older  relative. 

For  families,  the  cost  of  health  insur- 
ance and  medical  care  can  be  over- 
whelming, and  the  challenges  are  even 
greater  when  they  own  a  farm  or  a 
business. 

While  most  working  people  receive 
their  insurance  through  their  jobs, 
small  business  owners  and  farmers  usu- 
ally purchase  their  own.  Our  mythical 
taxpayer  has  been  able  to  deduct  30 
percent  of  the  cost  of  the  health  insur- 
ance premiums  in  past  years,  but  they 
discover  today  that  under  the  tax  bill, 
the  Balanced  Budget  Act  that  the  Re- 
publicans passed,  sent  to  the  President, 
but  again  he  vetoed,  under  that  bill, 
the  new  tax  rules  would  have  allowed 
them  a  50-percent  deduction  for  self- 
employed  individuals.  It  is  still  not  the 
full  100-percent  deductibility  that  large 
employers  enjoy,  but  think  it  is  a  good 
start. 

One  unanticipated  expense  that  re- 
cently came  their  way  was  the  pur- 
chase of  a  new  home.  That  required 
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dipping  into  an  ERA  to  help  finance  the 
downpayment,  which  ased  to  mean  a 
hefty  tax  penalty.  No  longer— families 
are  now  allowed  to  withdraw  up  to 
$10,000.  penalty  free,  for  first-time 
home  purchases  and  certain  other  ex- 
penses. 

And  by  the  way.  the  student  loan 
that  helped  finance  a  college  education 
is  no  longer  the  financial  drain  it  used 
to  be.  now  that  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment is  allowing  taxpayers  to  deduct 
up  to  20  percent  of  the  interest — as 
much  as  $500— every  year  for  5  years. 

As  they  reach  the  end  of  the  tax 
form,  they  discover  the  best  news  has 
been  saved  for  last.  After  they  have 
calculated  their  total  tax  liability, 
they  then  subtract  a  S500  tax  credit  for 
each  of  their  three  children.  That  is 
S1.500  of  their  own  money  that  Wash- 
ington is  not  going  to  take,  which  they 
can  put  toward  meeting  the  needs  of 
their  family,  not  merely  feeding  the 
Federal  bureaucracy.  And  best  of  all, 
this  S500  per-child  tax  credit  comes  in 
addition  to  the  S2,500  tax  exemption  for 
dependents. 

They  sign  their  1040  and  seal  it  away 
in  its  envelope,  pleased  that  Washing- 
ton is  finally  enacting  tax  policies  that 
are  putting  families  first. 

That  is  the  tax  day  Bob  Dole  deliv- 
ered to  the  American  people  by  passing 
the  Balanced  Budget  Act.  Unfortu- 
nately, because  President  Clinton  has 
an  entirely  different  view  of  tax  day — 
and  proved  it  with  his  veto  pen — the 
April  15  I  have  described  is  nothing 
more  than  the  tax  day  that  could  have 
been. 

While  this  administration  went  on 
the  offensive  against  families  by 
vetoing  the  S500  per-child  tax  credit, 
elimination  of  the  marriage  penalty, 
adoption  and  eldercare  tax  credits,  and 
tax  incentives  designed  to  create  jobs 
and  boost  salaries.  Republicans,  Bob 
Dole,  and  Newt  Gingrich  put  this  Con- 
gress on  record  as  standing  squarely 
alongside  the  working  families  of 
America. 

As  long  as  taxes  keep  rising,  the  dol- 
lars Americans  have  left  over  to  pro- 
vide for  their  families  will  keep  falling. 
And  so  it  has  been  the  Republicans' 
goal— the  Dole-Gingrich  goal — to  help 
Americans  earn  more  money  and  keep 
more  of  the  money  they  earn,  so  they 
can  do  more  for  themselves,  their  kids, 
their  communities,  their  churches. 

I  look  forward  to  having  a  President 
who  will  sign  legislation  which  helps 
the  hard-working  middle-class  tax- 
paying  families  of  America. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  President. 
I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  FAIRCLOTH.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Faikcloth  per- 
taining to  the  introduction  of  S.  1853 
are  located  in  today's  Record  under 
"Statements  on  Introduced  Bills  and 
Joint  Resolutions.") 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  BEN- 
NETT). Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  COVERDF.T.Ti.  Mr.  President,  in 
just  a  moment  I  am  going  to  yield  up 
to  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Wyo- 
ming. 

Mr.  President,  over  the  last  couple  of 
years— since  August  1993  when  we  got 
the  largest  tax  increase  in  American 
history — instead  of  the  tax  reduction 
that  had  been  promised — the  figure  of 
about  S250  billion  has  been  used  over 
and  over,  and  we  need  to  put  that  fig- 
ure in  context— the  actual  tax  increase 
from  1994  to  the  year  2002,  or  the  7 
years  that  we  all  talk  about,  is  S500  bil- 
lion— $500  billion  in  new  taxes  from 
this  administration,  half  a  trillion  dol- 
lars; that  instead  of  the  tax  relief  that 
was  promised.  And  that  is  why  I  say 
there  should  be  a  relevance  between 
what  one  says  as  he  seeks  ofHce  and 
what  he  does  if  he  is  fortunate  enough 
to  achieve  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  up  to  5  minutes 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Wyo- 
ming. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
there  is  nothing  more  important  as  we 
look  toward  an  election,  as  we  look  to- 
ward closing  this  session  of  the  Con- 
gress, as  voters  and  citizens,  than  ex- 
amining some  of  the  things  that  are 
really  important  in  making  these  deci- 
sions. 

I  think  I  must  tell  you  I  have  been 
distressed,  somewhat,  over  the  last 
couple  of  years  about  this  tremendous 
communication  system  we  have  where, 
for  the  first  time  ever,  whatever  hap- 
pens in  the  world,  you  just  instantly 
know  about  it.  I  compare  that  to  what 
it  must  have  been  like  100  years  ago.  In 
my  State  of  Wyoming,  people  did  not 
know  what  in  the  world  happened  in 
Washington.  They  probably  did  not 
care  very  much,  but  they  did  not  know 
for  a  very  long  time.  Now  we  know  and 
we  have  the  greatest  communications 
system,  but  I  have  to  say  I  think  we 
have  developed  this  sort  of  spin  process 
to  where  it  is  very  difficult  for  us  to 
know  what  the  facts  are  so  we  can 
make  decisions.  That  is  really  what 
this  whole  thing  is  about.  That  is  what 
this  Congress  is  about,  what  this  Sen- 
ate is  about,  is  making  choices,  hard 
choices. 

I  guess,  again,  I  r^ect  on  elections 
where — obviously,  you  are  not  able  to 
talk  with  candidates  about  800  dif- 
ferent issues  which  will  be  talked 
about  during  the  course  of  a  year  here. 
So,  instead,  you  have  to  sort  of  talk 
about  philosophy  and  talk  about  where 
you  stand  and  talk  about  the  values 
that  you  have  that  you  measure  the 
issues  against  so  the  people  that  you 
talk  to  can  say,  "Yes,  I  understand.  I 
understand  that  set  of  issues.  So  when 
I  measure  against  that,  I  have  a  pretty 
good  hunch  as  to  how  those  decisions 
will  be  made." 
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Never  have  we  had,  I  do  not  think,  as 
clear  a  set  of  choices  as  we  have  had 
this  year  and  will  have  in  the  coming 
year.  I  certainly  respect  that  there  are 
different  philosophies  and  different 
points  of  view.  We  get  up  here  aund 
argue,  often,  the  merits  of  the  issues, 
which  is  valid,  but  when  you  really  get 
down  to  it,  what  we  are  really  talking 
about  is  the  difference  in  philosophies. 

A  balanced  budget  is  probably  the 
most  significant  item  we  have  talked 
about  this  year,  the  most  significant 
item  that  has  been  brought  before  all 
of  us  as  citizens:  Whether  we  are  going 
to  be  responsible  for  the  spending, 
whether  we  are  going  to  be  morally  re- 
sponsible to  pay  for  it  as  we  use  it, 
whether  we  are  going  to  be  fiscally  re- 
sponsible, to  not  spend  more  than  we 
take  in.  Everyone  says  that  is  a  great 
idea,  but  not  everyone  agrees  with 
doing  something  about  it.  That  is  the 
choice  you  have.  We  have  everyone 
sasring,  yes;  we  want  to  balance  the 
budget.  But  then  we  have  a  vote  and  we 
do  not  have  enough  to  get  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  to  do  it. 

So  I  think  we  have  some  real  choices. 
We  have  to  decide  for  ourselves  what  it 
is  that  we  think  is  important. 

Regulatory  relief— I  do  not  think 
anyone  would  reject  the  notion  or  re- 
sist the  idea  that  we  are  overregulated. 
Overregulation  is  difficult  for  the  econ- 
omy, it  causes  fewer  jobs,  it  causes  less 
prosperity.  We  can  change  it.  Everyone 
is  for  it,  except  when  you  get  to  it,  and 
then  they  do  not  do  it. 

Welfare  reform — we  all  talk  about 
welfare  reform.  Is  there  anybody  who 
sayB,  "Oh,  no,  we  do  not  need  to  change 
welfare,  it  is  perfect"?  Of  course  not. 
Do  we  get  it  done?  No;  we  sent  it  to  the 
President,  and  he  vetoed  it.  This  is  the 
same  President  who  campaigned  on 
welfare  reform. 

So,  these  are  the  kinds  of  choices  we 
have  to  make  all  the  time.  It  seems  to 
me  it  has  become  increasingly  impor- 
tant that  there  is  some  credibility  to 
where  you  stand,  philosophically,  on 
issues.  Should  we  have  less  Federal 
Government  or  more?  That  is  pretty 
basic,  pretty  basic  stuff.  When  you  talk 
about  many  of  these  issues,  that  is 
really  the  core  issue.  Should  we  do  it 
here?  Does  it  need  to  be  done?  Could  it 
be  done  better?  Could  we,  in  fact,  shift 
it  to  the  States,  closer  to  people,  where 
it  can  better  be  done?  That  is  a  good 
issue.  Less  government  or  more?  More 
regulation  or  less? 

There  are  even  some  more  basic 
issues,  I  think.  They  have  to  do  with 
personal  responsibility.  They  have  to 
do  with  whether  or  not  you  really  be- 
lieve— and  I  really  believe,  I  do  believe 
— that  we  are  responsible  for  our  own 
actions.  My  wife  happens  to  be  a  high 
school  teacher.  She  probably  says  more 
often  than  anything  else,  "You  are  re- 
sponsible for  your  own  behavior.  You 
are  responsible  for  your  own  actions." 
If  that  is  good  enough  for  kids,  it  is 


June  10,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


13491 


good  enough  for  us,  too.  That  is  how 
you  build  a  strong  freedom,  a  democ- 
racy, is  people  being  responsible  for 
their  own  actions. 

But  when  you  take  a  look  at  some  of 
the  issues  we  find  ourselves  saying,  dis- 
cretely, "Well,  no,  the  Government 
really  ought  to  be  responsible  for  that. 
After  all,  there  are  a  lot  of  things  I  am 
really  not  responsible  for,  so  somebody 
else  must  be."  That  is  pretty  basic 
stuff. 

Bob  Dole  will  be  here  for  the  last 
time  tomorrow.  I  cannot  help  but 
think  here  is  a  man  who  has  served  his 
country  for  so  long  and  has  consist- 
ently been  for  the  things  that  he  said 
he  was  for,  voted  for  them  and  sup- 
ported them.  He  is  not  someone  who 
has  said,  "Yes,  I  think  I  am  for  that," 
and  then  shortly  after,  "Well,  I  am  not 
sure.  I  am  really  for  something  else. 
Yes,  I  am  for  it,  but  I  am  not  going  to 
vote  for  it,  not  that."  Bob  Dole  has 
been  consistent  in  what  he  is  for. 

Responsible  spending— throughout 
his  career  he  has  been  for  less  govern- 
ment rather  than  more.  He  has  been  on 
the  side  of  moving  more  and  more  gov- 
ernment back  to  the  States  and  local 
government,  closer  to  people,  so  people 
can  participate.  He  has  been  for  self-re- 
sponsibility, for  sacrificing  for  his 
country.  These  are  the  things  that— as 
I  said,  I  think  we  had  800  votes  or 
something  last  year  on  all  these  issues. 
But  when  you  peel  it  all  away,  there  is 
some  pretty  basic,  fundamental  stuff 
people  either  believe  in  or  they  do  not. 

There  is  another  legitimate  point  of 
view — more  government.  A  lot  of  peo- 
ple think  the  Government  does  a  better 
job  of  spending  money,  that  the  way  to 
balance  the  budget  is  to  raise  taxes, 
not  to  decrease  spending.  That  is  a  le- 
gitimate point  of  view.  I  do  not  happen 
to  share  it,  but  it  is  a  legitimate  point 
of  view. 

I  guess  what  I  am  really  saying  is,  we 
are  going  to  have  another  opportunity, 
our  biennial  opportunity,  as  citizens, 
to  evaluate  where  we  think  we  should 
go,  in  your  Government — in  our  Gov- 
ernment; what  you  think  are  the  fun- 
damental pillars  of  defending  democ- 
racy and  freedom. 

I  have  had  a  couple  of  chances  the 
last  couple  of  years  to  go  some  other 
places.  Frankly,  I  come  back  feeling 
more  strongly  about  the  elements  of 
democracy  and  freedom  and  self-gov- 
ernment than  I  ever  did  before.  So  we 
have  that  opportunity  now.  We  will  be 
measuring  all  of  our  candidates  and  all 
of  our  issues  based  on  what  we  think  is 
right  and  who  we  think  will  follow 
what  they  said  they  were  going  to  do, 
where  the  credibility  lies;  people  upon 
whom  you  can  depend  to  stay  with 
what  they  say.  Mr.  President,  it  seems 
to  me  that  is  kind  of  the  real,  old-fash- 
ioned, fundamental  issue  of  this  coun- 
try. I  am  excited  we  are  getting  onto 
it. 

I  appreciate  my  friend  from  (Georgia 
having  this  conversation  about  where 


we  are  going,  his  conversation  of  credi- 
bility, of  being  able  to  rely  on  what  we 
say  we  are  going  to  do,  and  do  it.  We 
have  set  about  to  do  that  this  year.  I 
am  pretty  proud  about  what  we  tried  to 
do.  I  am  sorry  we  have  not  come  to  clo- 
sure on  more  things,  but  we  have 
changed  the  total  debate  here. 

Two  years  ago,  no  one  was  talking 
about  balancing  the  budget.  Now  it  is 
not  a  question  of  whether  we  are  going 
to  do  it.  it  is  a  question  of  how  we  are 
going  to  do  it.  And  that  has  been  be- 
cause I  think  we  brought,  from  the  last 
election,  many  of  us.  a  message  that 
said:  "Look,  we  expect  you  to  make 
some  changes.  You  say  you  are  going 
to  have  less  Government,  it  is  going  to 
cost  less  and  have  less  regulation.  Do 
it."  That  is  what  we  are  seeking  to  do. 

Mr.  President,  I  srield  the  floor. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
know  the  Presiding  Officer  would  like 
to  make  some  comments.  In  a  moment, 
I  will  replace  you  so  you  can  do  that. 

I  want  to  thank  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming,  once  again,  for  the  excellent 
presentation  he  makes  over  and  over 
on  the  Senate  floor. 

Just  a  moment  ago,  I  mentioned  this 
$500  billion  tax  increase  that  occurred 
in  AugvLSt  1993.  The  point  I  am  making, 
Mr.  President,  is  in  1992,  the  President 
said  this: 

I've  offered  a  plan  t»  get  the  economy  mov- 
ing again,  starting  with  a  middle-class  tax 
cut. 

"Starting  with  a  middle-class  tax 
cut."  Within  8  months,  it  became  the 
largest  tax  increase  in  American  his- 
tory on  the  middle  class.  An  average 
family  in  my  State  is  paying  $2,600 
more  in  taxes  and  economic  burden  as 
a  result  of  the  actions  and  policies  of 
an  administration  that  promised  just 
the  reverse.  With  that,  I  will  be  glad  to 
relieve  the  Chair. 

Mr.  BENNETT  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
COVERDELL).  The  Chair  recognizes  the 
Senator  from  Utah. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  for  his  courtesy  and  his 
support  and  his  leadership  in  putting 
together  this  afternoon's  objectives. 

As  I  understand  it,  we  axe  talking 
this  afternoon  about  the  crossroads 
that  America  finds  itself  at  in  this 
quadrennial  year,  1996.  It  is  leap  year; 
it  is  the  year  for  the  Olympics;  and  it 
is  the  year  Americans  decide  who  gets 
to  stay  in  the  White  House  until  the 
next  leap  year  and  the  next  Olympics. 

As  I  look  back  on  1992,  the  last  time 
we  had  one  of  these  elections— I  have  a 
very  clear  memory,  because  1992  was 
the  year  that  I  ran  for  the  Senate.  It 
was  a  very  interesting  year.  President 
Clinton  was  then  Governor  Clinton, 
and  he  was  attacking  an  incumbent 
President.  Ultimately,  the  Clinton 
message  in  1992  came  down  to  a  single 
word.  The  word  was  "change."  Presi- 
dent Clinton  was  campaigning  in  favor 
of  change  and  was  calling  upon  Ameri- 


cans to  vote  resoundingly  for  change.  I 
had  a  very  strong  reaction  to  that,  be- 
cause ultimately  my  campaign  for  the 
Senate  came  down  to  a  single  word, 
and  that  word  was  "change."  I  cam- 
paigned for  change. 

I  got  here  and  met  the  other  fresh- 
man Senators  in  that  group  and  found 
that  virtually  every  one  of  them,  re- 
gardless of  party,  had  campaigned  for 
change.  I  remember  one  of  my  col- 
leagues on  the  Democratic  side  saying 
that  she  received  a  phone  call  some  3 
weeks  after  the  election  and  the  voter 
said:  "I  voted  for  change.  Where  is  it?" 

She  said:  "I  haven't  even  taken  office 
yet." 

The  caller  said:  "Well,  you  promised 
me  change,  and  you  haven't  produced, 
aind  I'm  impatient." 

What  kind  of  a  change  did  President 
Clinton  give  us  once  he  did  take  office 
and  take  the  oath  of  office?  It  was  very 
interesting  here  as  a  Member  of  this 
body  to  see  what  happened.  He  became, 
if  you  will,  co-opted  by  the  Democratic 
leadership  in  this  House  and  in  the 
other  one. 

Senator  Mitchell  said.  "You  don't 
need  to  talk  about  reducing  the  size  of 
the  congressional  staff,  we  already  did 
that." 

"Oh."  said  President  Clinton.  "I 
didn't  know  that,  so  we'll  allow  spend- 
ing as  usual  to  go  on  in  the  Congress." 

"Well,  what  about  changing  the  Tax 
Code?" 

"Oh,  you  don't  need  to  do  that."  said 
Senator  Mitchell  and  Speaker  Foley, 
"we've  already  taken  care  of  the  Tax 
Code.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  what 
changes  you  do  need  in  the  Tax  Code 
should  be  on  the  upside  rather  than  the 
downside." 

"Oh."  said  President  CUnton.  "WeU. 
as  long  as  you  tell  me  that's  what  it 
ought  to  be,  I  will  do  it." 

I  remember  the  first  major  battle  we 
had  in  this  Chamber  on  the  issue  of 
change.  The  President  proposed  an 
emergency  appropriations  bill.  Now. 
Mr.  President,  what  does  it  mean  when 
you  say  "an  emergency  appropriations 
bill"?  I  had  to  ask  that  question.  I  was 
new;  I  didn't  understand.  They  ex- 
plained it  to  me.  If  you  have  an  emer- 
gency appropriations  bill,  that  means 
it  does  not  have  to  fall  under  the  re- 
strictions of  the  reconciliation  bill  or 
the  budget  bill.  That  means  it  goes  di- 
rectly into  the  deficit  without  stopping 
any  way  through.  We  had  a  $19  billion 
emergency  appropriations  bill  on  this 
floor  that  we  had  to  have  to  meet  all 
the  emergencies. 

What  were  the  emergencies?  Well, 
there  was  a  warming  hut  that  needed 
to  be  built  by  a  skating  rink  some- 
where in  New  England.  Great  emer- 
gency. Somehow  they  had  gotten  by 
skating  on  that  pond  or  that  local  rink 
for  a  long  time,  but  now  there  was  an 
emergency;  we  had  to  have  that  warm- 
ing hut.  We  had  to  have  a  whole  series 
of  things  that  were  in  that  genre,  and 
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Bob  Dole  from  this  desk  stood  up  and 
said.  "No." 

I  realized,  from  that  desk  way  over 
there,  as  a  very  new  freshman,  that 
what  we  were  seeing  was  not  change;  it 
was  business  as  usual.  Promise  one 
thing,  then  when  you  get  to  the  Con- 
gress, when  you  get  in  office,  cloak  ev- 
er3rthing  you  do  in  confusing  terms, 
call  this  an  emergency;  but  basically 
pork-barrel  spending  for  the  Presi- 
dent's political  base  in  the  same  pat- 
tern as  it  had  always  been. 

What  we  were  seeing  was  an  attempt 
at  business  as  usual  and  from  Senator 
Dole  an  attempt  to  stop  business  as 
usual  and  produce  change  in  the  way 
things  were  done.  From  this  very  desk 
where  I  stand  today.  Bob  Dole  orga- 
nized the  Republicans  in  this  Chamber 
who  stood  together  in  defiance  of  busi- 
ness as  usual  and  brought  about  the 
first  demonstration  of  real  change  in 
the  way  business  is  done  when,  by  use 
of  the  filibuster,  they  stopped  the 
President's  stimulus  package  and  in- 
sisted that  those  spending  items  had  to 
be  put  in  the  budget. 

I  remember,  Mr.  President,  we  wore 
buttons  that  said,  "Just  pay  for  it."  Do 
not  let  it  go  directly  to  the  deficit  and 
borrow  money.  Find  a  place  where  you 
would  pay  for  it  with  some  kind  of 
spending  cuts  someplace  else  for  these 
emergencies. 

When  it  finally  happened,  the  Presid- 
ing Officer  remembers,  we  ended  up 
passing  that  portion  of  that  appropria- 
tions bill  that  was  really  needed,  but 
somehow  the  rest  of  it  disappeared  and 
the  Republic  survived.  The  emergency 
passed  and  no  dire  consequences  oc- 
curred. 

I  must  confess,  I  do  not  know  if  the 
warming  hut  on  the  skating  rink  ever 
got  built.  I  rather  suspect  that  it  did,  if 
the  local  community  that  wanted  it 
wanted  it  badly  enough.  But  somehow 
we  siaw  the  beginning  of  real  change  by 
virtue  of  Bob  Dole's  leadership  stand- 
ing up  to  political  business  as  usual  in 
that  circumstance,  and  that  went  on 
all  through  the  lOQd  Congress,  until  in 
the  election  of  1994,  the  American  peo- 
ple said,  "We  want  change,"  even  more 
loudly  than  they  said  it  in  1992.  Only 
this  time  the  President  got  the  mes- 
sage in  a  different  fashion.  Not  one  sin- 
gle incumbent  of  the  party  opposing 
the  President  was  defeated  in  that  elec- 
tion. Not  one.  That  is  an  extraordinary 
historical  fact.  This  has  never  hap- 
pened before,  that  I  know  of,  in  Amer- 
ican history. 

The  Republicans  took  control  of  both 
Houses  of  Congress  ajid  the  President 
suddenly  got  very,  very  nervous  on  the 
issue  of  change,  because  the  Repub- 
licans were  determined  to  produce 
change,  the  change  that  President 
Clinton  promised  before  he  slipped  into 
the  control,  if  you  will,  of  the  Demo- 
cratic leadership  of  the  Congress,  and 
blame  the  advocate  of  business  as 
usual. 


As  I  say,  we  are  coming  up  to  another 
election.  I  was  at  a  dinner  party  a 
month  or  so  ago  where  a  number  of 
people  were  talking  politics.  It  is  hard 
to  go  to  a  dinner  party  in  this  town 
where  people  do  not  talk  politics.  The 
host  said,  "I  want  to  pose  a  couple 
questions."  He  said,  "If  Bill  Clinton  is 
reelected,  what  will  he  do  in  his  second 
term?"  or,  conversely,  "If  Bob  Dole  is 
elected,  what  will  he  do  in  his  first 
term?' 

Interesting.  No  one  at  the  party  had 
the  slightest  idea  what  the  answer  to 
the  first  question  was.  Nobody  knew 
what  Bill  Clinton  will  do  in  his  second 
term.  Will  he  revive  health  care  as  a 
major  issue?  No  one  knew.  Will  he  try 
to  restructure  the  Tax  Code,  either 
raising  or  lowering?  Nobody  knew. 
What  will  he  do  about  balancing  the 
budget?  Nobody  had  the  slightest  idea. 

Then  someone  said,  "Well,  what 
would  Bob  Dole  do  if  he  got  elected?" 
"Oh,  he'll  work  on  restructuring  the 
Tax  Code.  He'll  work  toward  a  balanced 
budget."  He  will  do  a  whole  list  of 
things.  I  said,  "Wait  a  minute.  Bob 
Dole  is  supposed  to  be  the  candidate 
with  no  vision.  Bill  Clinton  is  supposed 
to  be  the  candidate  that  has  a  clear 
idea  where  he  wants  to  take  the  coun- 
try. Why  can't  any  of  you  tell  me  what 
Bill  Clinton  will  do  in  his  second  term, 
but  you  all  can  give  me  answers  to 
what  Bob  Dole  would  do  in  his  first 
term?' 

We  all  looked  at  each  other  as  if  we 
made  a  great  discovery,  that  Bill  Clin- 
ton talks  about  this  and  he  talks  about 
that,  and  he  gives  speeches  saying  we 
have  to  reform  welfare,  and  he  says  the 
Republicans  are  right  on  a  whole  bunch 
of  issues,  and  he  seems  to  be  co-opting 
all  of  the  Republicans'  positions,  but 
he  never  really  makes  it  clear  what  he 
intends  to  do  if  he  gets  elected. 

In  the  language  of  the  business 
world,  he  is  keeping  his  options  open. 
In  other  words,  he  is  keeping  himself  in 
a  circumstance  where  he  can  go  wher- 
ever he  wants  if  he  gets  elected  with- 
out ever  tipping  his  hand  as  to  what  his 
intentions  really  are. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  tell  you  what  I 
think  his  intentions  really  are.  I  have 
tried  to  examine  the  entrails  of  this 
particular  owl  and  see  if  I  can  read 
them  and  come  up  with  a  prediction  of 
the  future.  So  let  me  take  a  stab  at  it. 

I  believe  Bill  Clinton  does  have  a 
clear  idea  of  where  he  wants  to  take 
America.  I  go  back  to  the  1992  cam- 
paign when  he  was  asked  for  his  vision 
and  he  said,  "I  am  concerned  about  the 
security  of  every  American,  the  secu- 
rity of  their  job,  the  security  of  their 
income.  I  want  an  America  that  will 
make  everyone  secure." 

Have  we  heard  this  before?  Yes,  Mr. 
President.  This  sounds  like  the  rhet- 
oric of  most  European  politicians.  I  be- 
lieve Bill  Clinton  wants  to  make  the 
United  States  a  modem  European  in- 
dustrial state.  Let  us  pick  one  as  an  ex- 


ample. I  do  not  know  whether  he  has 
this  one  in  mind. 

Germany  is  a  modem  industrial  Eu- 
ropean state.  I  think  it  is  no  accident 
that  the  first  priority  that  President 
Clinton  had  was  to  give  America  a 
health  care  system  modeled  on  the 
German  model.  What  happens  in  a 
modem  European  industrialized  state? 
Well,  there  is  a  lot  of  security.  If  you 
lose  your  job  in  Germany,  the  Govern- 
ment steps  in  and  you  can  live  for  a 
long  time  on  the  kinds  of  payments  the 
Government  will  give  you. 

Indeed,  unemplosmnent  in  Europe  is 
twice  as  high  as  it  is  in  the  United 
States  and  four  and  five  times  as  long. 
If  you  lose  your  job  in  the  United 
States,  statistically  you  are  likely  to 
find  a  new  one  in  6  months.  The  major- 
ity of  people  who  are  imemployed  find 
a  job  within  6  months  or  less  in  the 
United  States.  Something  like  60,  70 
percent  of  the  people  who  are  unem- 
ployed in  Europe  stay  unemployed  for  4 
and  5  years. 

This  is  the  kind  of  country  we  would 
have  if  we  were  a  modem  European  in- 
dustrialized state:  Unemployment 
twice  what  it  is  in  the  United  States 
today,  a  tax  burden  of  higher  income 
taxes,  higher  pajrroll  taxes,  and  con- 
sumption taxes,  to  boot,  that  would  be 
close  to  something  like  a  14  percent  na- 
tional sales  tax — that  is  the  value- 
added  tax  level  in  Europe,  different 
maybe  in  different  countries,  but  basi- 
cally aroimd  14  i)ercent— a  much  higher 
deficit,  and  a  much  higher  national 
debt  in  proportion  to  the  size  of  our 
economy. 

As  concerned  as  we  are  about  our  na- 
tional debt,  our  national  debt  is  the 
lowest  of  all  of  the  industrialized  coun- 
tries in  the  world.  President  Clinton 
would  like  to  take  us  in  that  direction. 
I  sit  on  the  Joint  Economic  Commit- 
tee. President  Clinton's  principal  eco- 
nomic adviser.  Dr.  Laura  Tyson,  testi- 
fied before  the  committee  after  the 
Clinton  administration  took  power. 

She  said  to  us  on  that  committee — ^I 
still  remember  it  very  clearly — she 
said,  "Compared  to  the  other  industri- 
alized nations  of  this  world,  the  United 
States  is  seriously  undertaxed,"  and 
then  implied  this  administration  is 
going  to  fix  that. 

No.  I  think  we  know  the  direction  in 
which  President  Clinton  would  go  in  a 
second  term.  It  is  the  direction  toward 
turning  the  United  States  into  a  North 
American  version  of  Germany  or 
France  or  Sweden,  just  as  those  coun- 
tries are  desperately  trying  to  get  out 
from  under  the  kind  of  governmental 
control  that  has  grown  up  there  since 
the  Second  World  War  and  are  grasping 
to  become  more  like  the  United  States. 

There  is  an  alternative,  of  course,  in 
November.  That  is  the  candidate  for 
whom,  in  my  belief,  the  principal  inter- 
est is  not  security,  but  opportunity,  an 
opportunity  for  a  good  job,  an  oppor- 
tunity for  a  good  education,  an  oppor- 
tunity to  contribute,  to  build,  to  save. 
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to  create  circumstances  for  one's  fam- 
ily that  can  make  those  circumstances 
better. 

Opportunity  is  a  little  scarier  than 
security.  But  throughout  history,  op- 
portimity  pays  better.  Countries  that 
are  built  on  opportunity  do  a  whole  lot 
better  than  countries  that  focus  en- 
tirely on  security. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia  for  giving  us  this  op- 
portunity to  talk  about  the  differences 
that  are  going  to  be  starkly  portrayed 
between  now  and  November. 

As  I  get  ready  for  the  November  elec- 
tion, I  am  going  to  go  back  to  1992  in 
my  old  play  book  and  pull  out  the  word 
"change"  that  worked  so  well  in  1992 
for  all  of  us,  and  recognize  that  in  1996 
Bob  Dole  will  be  the  candidate  of 
change  and  Bill  Clinton  will  be  the  can- 
didate of  the  status  quo.  BOB  DOLE  will 
be  the  one  who  wants  to  take  the  Tax 
Code  and  turn  it  into  an  engine  of  op- 
portxmity.  Bill  Clinton  will  be  defend- 
ing the  Tax  Code  and  saying,  it  is  just 
fine  except  it  needs  to  be  a  little  higher 
here  or  there. 

Bob  Dole  will  be  the  one  who  is  say- 
ing we  must  change  welfare  so  these 
people  have  an  opportunity  to  get  off  of 
it.  Bill  Clinton  is  the  one  who  will  be 
saying,  no,  let  us  hang  on  to  the  basic 
principles  of  the  status  quo  and  across 
the  board. 

In  1992,  the  American  people  said, 
"We  want  change."  They  got  business 
as  usual.  In  1994.  the  American  people 
even  said  more  loudly,  "We  want 
change."  Unfortimately,  they  have  got- 
ten gridlock  because  the  White  House 
has  not  gone  along  with  the  change 
that  came  by  virtue  of  the  Congress. 

In   1996,    the   American   people   will 
have  one  more  opportunity  to  say,  "We 
want  change,"  and  this  time  achieve  it 
if  they  give  Bob  Dole  the  opportunity 
to  carry  out  that  which  he  has  told  us 
he  will  do  instead  of  voting  to  keep  the 
status  quo. 
Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  fioor. 
(Mr.  BENNETT  assumed  the  chair.) 
Mr.     COVERDELL     addressed     the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
appreciate  the  remarks  of  the  Senator 
from  Utah.  The  Senator  brings  a  very 
interesting  perspective  when  he  points 
to  trying  to  determine  what  the  admin- 
istration's plan  would  be  in  that  second 
term.  When  you  alluded  to  the  indus- 
trialized societies  of  Europe,  I  was  par- 
ticularly taken  with  the  comment 
about  unemployment,  I  think  running 
around  12  percent,  in  Germany  today. 
What  was  once  an  enormous  competi- 
tive force,  and  we  have  all  thought  of 
as  a  competitive  force,  is  now  strug- 
gling with  the  burdens  of  a  government 
that  ensnares  every  facet  of  life  for  the 
people  of  Germany. 

I  jneld  up  to  10  minutes  to  the  good 
Senator  from  Iowa. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa. 

THE  VOID  IN  MORAL  LEADERSHIP— PART  XI 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  we 
now  have  the  classic  example  of  duplic- 
ity in  budgeting.  It's  the  first  clear  ex- 
ample of  budgetary  duplicity  since  the 
infamous  magic  asterisk  made  famous 
by  David  Stockman.  This  time,  it  is  by 
the  President  himself. 

The  example  is  revealed  courtesy  of 
my  colleague  from  Missouri.  Senator 
Bond.  He  has  laid  out  a  compelling 
case  that  shows  when  the  White  House 
speaks  about  its  budget,  it  speaks  with 
two  voices.  One  voice  emanates  from 
the  left  side,  the  other  from  the  right 
side.  Not  surprisingly,  this  is  so  the 
President  can  have  it  both  ways.  They 
can  have  thefr  cake  and  eat  it  too. 

The  consequence  of  this  duplicity  is 
continued  public  csmicism.  These  days, 
that's  a  cardinal  sin  of  any  political 
leader,  it  undermines  the  confidence  of 
our  citizenry  in  its  political  leaders 
and  in  our  system  of  government. 

Those  watching  from  their  homes, 
Mr.  President,  often  get  confused  by 
our  arcane  budget  process  and  termi- 
nology. So  I  want  to  explain  this  du- 
plicity in  normal,  everyday  language. 

As  a  big  taixer  and  big  spender,  the 
President's  political  strategy  is  to 
spend  money  to  make  all  his  special  in- 
terests happy.  He  already  passed  the 
largest  tax  increase  in  the  history  of 
the  country  back  in  1993.  Now.  he 
wants  to  use  those  revenues  to  spend 
more  just  before  he's  reelected. 

The  problem  is,  his  budget  would  def- 
icit-spend forever.  It  would  never  be  in 

More  than  80  percent  of  the  American 
people  want  a  balanced  budget.  Repub- 
licans criticized  the  President  for  not 
having  a  balanced  budget.  The  criti- 
cism worked.  It  was  scoring  points 
with  the  public.  That's  because  they 
support  a  balanced  budget  overwhelm- 
ingly. 

The  President  was  on  the  political 
run.  So  he  had  a  decision  to  make.  He 
still  wanted  to  spend  all  the  money 
necessary  to  make  his  special  interests 
happy.  But  he  also  wanted  the  public 
to  think  he  had  a  balanced  budget. 
That  way,  he  could  put  a  stop  to  all  the 
criticism  about  not  having  a  balanced 
budget.  And.  he  would  also  not  offend 
his  political  supporters.  In  other  words, 
he  could  have  his  cake  and  eat  it  too. 

There's  only  one  problem  with  this. 
To  pull  that  off,  the  President  would 
either  have  to  make  tough  choices,  or 
he'd  have  to  use  some  sleight-of-hand. 
Sleight-of-hand  won  out. 

And  so,  the  President  presented  his 
budget  to  Congress  and  the  public.  In 
doing  so,  he  presented  two  budgets. 
One  was  $67  billion  more  expensive 
than  the  other. 

Depending  on  who  he  was  talking  to, 
he  would  reference  one  budget  or  the 
other.  For  instance:  If  he  was  talking 
to  critics  who  said  his  budget  didn't 


balance,  he'd  point  to  the  one  that's  $67 
billion  cheaper.  If  he  was  talking  to  his 
special  interest  friends  whom  he  didn't 
want  to  offend,  he'd  point  to  the  one 
that  had  $67  billion  more  in  it. 

That  way,  the  President  hoped  to 
satisfy  everyone,  and  offend  no  one. 
There's  evidence  of  this. 
Senator  Bond  received  testimony 
from  their  different  heads  of  agencies 
that  confirm  the  budgetary  shell  game. 
EPA  Director  Carol  Browner,  HHS  Sec- 
retary Donna  Shalala,  and  NASA  Ad- 
ministrator Dan  Goldin  each  suggested 
that  the  White  House  told  them  not  to 
worry  about  future  budget  cuts  in  thefr 
agencies  that  would  occur  under  the 
balanced  budget  version. 

In  other  words,  the  White  House  fully 
intends  to  honor  the  more  expensive 
budget,  rather  than  the  balanced  budg- 
et. But  the  President  doesn't  want  to 
say  that  before  the  election  so  he  can't 
be  criticized  for  having  a  bloated  budg- 
et. 

What  this  shell  game  shows  is  a 
White  House  that  plays  fast  and  loose 
with  honesty.  It  is  duplicitous.  It's  say- 
ing one  thing  out  of  one  side  of  the 
mouth,  and  another  out  the  other  side. 
In  the  final  analysis,  the  President  in- 
tends to  abandon  a  balanced  budget, 
should  he  survive  his  effort  for  a  sec- 
ond term. 

There's  an  even  more  serious  and  de- 
stmctive  game  the  White  House  is 
plajring  in  its  budget.  The  issue  is  the 
veterans'  budget.  The  Secretary  of  Vet- 
erans Affairs  is  the  Honorable  Jesse 
Brown.  Mr.  Brown  confirmed  this  be- 
fore Senator  Bond's  subcommittee. 

He  confirmed  that,  even  though  the 
President's  budget  would  decimate  vet- 
erans, the  President  has  assured  him 
he  will  renegotiate  the  veterans'  budg- 
et every  year.  In  other  words,  veterans 
funding,  too — just  like  all  the  others- 
will  also  go  up,  allegedly.  That  would 
put  even  more  pressure  against  a  bal- 
anced budget. 

The  problem  with  this  example,  Mr. 
President,  it's  more  than  simply  a  shell 
game.  It's  a  total  disavowal  of  the 
President's  veterans  budget,  by  the 
President's  own  people.  Worse,  by  the 
President  himself.  It's  an  official  budg- 
et that's  not  official.  And  that,  Mr. 
President,  is  a  matter  of  budget  integ- 
rity. And  this  budget  lacks  integrity. 

The  budget  of  the  United  States  rep- 
resents the  official  statement  of  policy 
of  a  President.  K  that  is  true  this 
President's  statement  of  policy  is  one 
of  duplicity.  And  it  lacks  credibility 
and  integrity. 

And  that.  Mr.  President,  is  the  mark 
of  a  failed  leader.  A  leader  who  under- 
cuts his  own  moral  authority  to  lead 
the  Nation.  You  cannot  be  a  leader  if 
your  policies  reflect  duplicity,  a  lack 
of  credibility,  and  a  lack  of  integrity. 

This  is  the  11th  in  a  series  of  talks, 
Mr.  President,  that  I  have  shared  with 
my  colleagues  on  my  observations 
about  the  President's  failure  to  lead  by 
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example.  His  failure  of  moral  leader- 
ship. 

If  our  leaders  continue  to  lead  tills 
way,  public  cynicism — already  at  dan- 
gerous levels — will  reach  critical  mass. 
We  cannot  continue  to  serve  the  people 
of  our  country  in  this  way. 

Republicans  have  tried  to  lead  by  ex- 
ample. We  put  our  money  where  our 
mouths  were.  We  passed  congressional 
accountability,  putting  Members  of 
Congress  under  the  same  laws  as  we 
passed  for  the  rest  of  the  country.  We 
passed  a  balanced  budget  last  year. 
And,  we'll  pass  another  one  later  this 
week. 

But  the  President  will  veto  a  bal- 
anced budget  again,  without  an  honest 
alternative  of  his  own.  This  is  failed 
leadership  of  the  worst  kind,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  I  commend 
Senator  Bond  for  his  outstanding  de- 
tective work  in  surfacing  this  budget 
duplicity  on  behalf  of  the  American 
people. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
believe  we  have  gone  past  the  allotted 
time  by  several  minutes. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  we  be 
allowed  up  to  15  more  minutes  to  con- 
clude our  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
INHOFE).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
commend  all  the  Senators  who  have 
come  to  the  floor  and  discussed  the 
general  premise  that  there  should  be  a 
relationship  between  what  office- 
holders say  during  the  course  of  seek- 
ing the  office  and  what  they  do  once 
they  achieve  it. 

We  talked  about  the  fact  that  the  ad- 
ministration talked  about  a  tax  reduc- 
tion to  the  middle  class  and  then  raised 
taxes  on  them  up  to  J500  billion.  We 
have  talked  about  this  budget  duplic- 
ity, which  we  just  heard  about  here 
today.  We  talked  about  the  issue  of 
being  for  a  balanced  budget,  but  then 
coming  foursquare  against  the  bal- 
anced budget,  an  amendment  to  the 
Constitution  that  would  do  nothing 
more  than  allow  the  issue  to  go  to  the 
several  States.  Yet,  there  was  fear  even 
of  letting  that  go  to  the  people. 

I  am  going  to  mention  one  other,  as 
we  close  out,  because  the  administra- 
tion has  talked  frequently  about  its 
concern  over  crime  in  our  country.  By 
anyone's  observation  today,  you  can- 
not separate  crime  from  drugs.  And  if 
there  is  one  thing  laying  at  the  foot  of 
this  administration,  it  is  the  fact  that 
they  altered  dramatically  the  drug 
policies  that  governed  from  1980  to 
1993— that  12-year  period  that  saw  mas- 
sive reduction  in  the  use  of  drugs  at  all 
levels. 

Between  1979 — to  give  some  examples, 
Mr.  President— and  1992,  drug  use  was 
cut  in  half  in  America.  There  is  no  way 
we  will  ever  know  the  millions  of  fami- 
lies—sisters,   brothers,    friends,    next- 


door  neighbors — that  were  saved  flrom 
tragic  consequences  because  of  policies 
that  discouraged  the  use  of  drugs. 

Under  this  administration,  mari- 
juana use  among  young  people  has  in- 
creased an  average  of  50  percent  across 
all  age  groups.  Teenage  drug  use  has 
risen  every  year  under  this  administra- 
tion. In  1992,  at  the  beginning  of  the 
administration,  2.4  million  of  our 
youth  used  drugs.  Today,  the  figure  is 
3.8  million— up  58  percent.  This,  Mr. 
President,  is  an  epidemic. 

Use  of  marijuana,  ages  14  to  15,  is  up 
200  percent  since  1992.  Marijuana  use 
among  eighth  graders  was  3.7  percent 
in  1992.  Today.  It  is  7.8  percent— a  110- 
percent  Increase. 

Hallucinogens,  LSD  and  PCP,  were  at 
5.8  percent  up  to  1992,  and  now  it  is  9.3 
percent — up  60  percent. 

There  were  146  people  in  the  ofnce  of 
the  drug  czar  when  the  President  took 
office.  He  took  it  down  to  25  people  and 
has  only  recently  discussed  Increasing 
it — I  am  sure  as  a  result  of  these  epi- 
demic numbers  that  I  am  describing  to 
you  here  today. 

The  list  goes  on  and  on.  But  what  has 
resulted,  Mr.  President,  Is  that  the 
combination  of  changing  the  policies, 
moving  away  from  interdiction — those 
budgets  went  down — and  moving  away 
from  law  enforcement,  emphasizing  re- 
habilitation, I  would  have  never  be- 
lieved, Mr.  President,  that  those 
changes  in  policy  could  have  such  a 
massive  and  rapid  response.  Remember, 
we  had  a  Surgeon  General  that  was 
suggesting,  early  in  this  administra- 
tion, that  it  was  OK  to  legalize  drugs. 

The  fact  that  these  drug  policies 
changed  was  de-emphasized,  and  the 
White  House  never  talked  any  more 
about  drugs.  Some  made  fun  of  Nancy 
Reagan's  "Just  Say  No,"  but  we  can 
use  a  little  bit  more  of  that  now.  What 
happened  was  our  youth,  very  quickly, 
began  to  believe  that  drugs  were  no 
longer  a  problem. 

The  result  has  been  that,  thinking  it 
is  no  longer  a  problem,  they  are  more 
willing  to  experiment  with  drug  use. 
The  result  of  that  is  that  we  have  re- 
created a  drug  epidemic  in  our  country 
of  Immense  proportions,  and  there  are 
millions  of  families  that  are  going  to 
suffer  the  consequences  because  we 
have  not  put  up  the  fight.  Whether  it  is 
a  sister,  a  brother,  a  neighbor,  someone 
in  our  town,  someone  across  the  hall  in 
the  workplace,  we  have  created  mil- 
lions of  casualties  in  America. 

The  administration  is  talking  more 
about  driigs,  but  it  is  still  not  getting 
the  job  done.  President  Clinton  re- 
quests 19.4  percent  less  funding  for  pre- 
vention in  1997  than  he  requested  in 
1996.  So  we  still  have  a  pattern  that  is 
ignoring  this  crisis. 

Now,  this  crisis  reverberates  through 
our  hemisphere.  Our  fellow  countries  in 
the  hemisphere  are  now  coming  under 
a  deluge  from  the  drug  cartel.  Presi- 
dent Zedillo  of  Mexico  said  that  there 


is  no  greater  threat  to  his  Republic 
than  the  drug  cartel. 

This  is  a  massive  crisis  that  must  be 
confi-onted  very  quickly  in  the  balance 
of  this  decade  as  we  move  to  the  new 
century,  if  we  are  going  to  save  mil- 
lions of  American  casualties,  from 
crack  babies  to  drug  use.  This  is  the 
first  time  in  my  life  that  we  have  actu- 
ally witnessed  a  war  that  is  directed  at 
kids— people  8  to  12  years  old. 

The  last  drug  crisis  focused  prin- 
cipally on  people  who  were  16, 17,  18,  19, 
and  20  and  now  it  has  moved  down  to  8, 
9,  10,  11,  and  12,  and  this  ought  to  com- 
mand the  attention  of  every  policy- 
maker— a  mayor,  a  Governor,  a  county 
commissioner,  and,  yes.  the  President 
of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  about  to  yield 
the  floor.  I  want  to  reiterate  what  I 
said  when  we  began — that  there  should 
be  a  relationship  between  what  policy- 
makers say  to  our  citizens  and  what 
they  do.  You  ought  not  to  promise  tax 
relief  and  then  raise  taxes.  You  ought 
not  say  you  are  for  a  balanced  budget 
and  then  fight  it  at  every  turn.  You 
ought  not  to  say  that  you  are  fighting 
to  win  this  drug  war  and  then  turn  a 
lot  of  it  off,  because  that  creates  cjmi- 
cism  in  our  country.  It  really  does.  It 
makes  people  sit  back  and  wonder 
about  their  Government.  In  every  way 
that  we  can  we  ought  to  stress  that  re- 
lationship between  what  we  run  for  and 
what  we  stand  for  and  what  we  do. 
There  should  not  be  a  great  distance  in 
the  rhetoric  and  the  deed.  As  near  as 
possible  they  should  match.  We  have 
emphasized  here  this  afternoon  that  in 
all  too  many  cases  in  the  last  36 
months  they  have  not. 


SENATOR  BOB  DOLE 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  In  closing,  Mr. 
President,  one  of  the  speakers  a  little 
earlier,  I  think  Senator  Bennett  of 
Utah,  talked  aboat  Senator  Dole  and 
this  desk.  Tomorrow  Senator  Dole  will 
leave  his  beloved  Senate.  And  I  said 
after  his  announcement  that  I  would 
never  look  at  this  desk  and  not  see  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Kansas. 

So,  in  closing,  I  just  want  to,  as  a 
precursor  for  tomorrow,  wish  him  well, 
wish  him  Godspeed,  wish  him  a  safe 
journey,  and  to  be  among  the  millions 
of  Americans  to  thank  him  for  all  that 
he  did  for  his  State,  for  this  Senate, 
and  for  the  United  States  of  America. 

With  that,  Mr.  President,  I  yield  the 
floor.  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  speak  as  if  in 
morning  business. 
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The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


HERBERT  CLARK  AND  LOU 
HOOVER 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  a  dis- 
tinguished lowan  once  wrote:  "I  prefer 
to  think  of  Iowa  as  I  saw  it  through  the 
eyes  of  a  10-year-old  boy.  Those  were 
eyes  filled  with  the  wonders  of  Iowa's 
streams  and  woods,  of  the  mystery  of 
growing  crops.  They  saw  days  filled 
with  adventure  and  great  undertak- 
ings, with  participation  in  good  and 
comforting  things.  They  saw  days  of 
stem  but  kindly  discipline."  That  10- 
year-old  Iowa  boy  later  became  the  31st 
President  of  the  United  States.  Herbert 
Clark  Hoover  was  the  first  U.S.  Presi- 
dent to  be  bom  west  of  the  Mississippi 
River. 

President  Hoover's  home  until  he  was 
11  years  old  was  in  West  Branch,  lA. 
And  the  Hoover  Presidential  Library  in 
West  Branch  is  the  place  where  he  re- 
turned upon  his  death  in  1964.  Bom 
into  a  Quaker  family  in  1874,  he  was 
raised  in  the  Quaker  tradition  by  his 
parents  until  their  untimely  deaths. 
Then,  he  was  raised  by  other  family 
members.  During  his  formative  years, 
he  was  taught  the  principles  of  hon- 
esty, hard  work,  simplicity,  and  gener- 
osity. 

Herbert  Hoover's  life  was  one  of  great 
undertakings.  An  accomplished  and 
successful  engineer,  he  put  his  organi- 
zational skills  to  work  during  the  First 
World  War.  In  England  at  the  outbreak 
of  the  war  he  helped,  often  with  his 
own  money,  to  get  his  fellow  Ameri- 
cans back  home.  When  Belgrium  was  in- 
vaded and  the  Belgian  people  were  in 
need  of  food,  Herbert  Hoover  re- 
sponded. He  instituted  food  relief  ef- 
forts as  the  head  of  the  Belgian  Relief 
Campaign.  He  organized  the  acquisi- 
tion, delivery,  and  distribution  of  tens 
of  thousands  of  tons  of  food.  Thousands 
were  saved  from  a  horrible  death  by 
starvation.  Herbert  Clark  Hoover 
proved  himself  to  be  one  of  the  great 
humanitarians  of  the  world. 

President  Woodrow  Wilson  subse- 
quently appointed  Herbert  Hoover  as 
Food  Administrator  of  the  United 
States.  From  this  position  he  oversaw 
the  Government's  food  conservation 
program  for  the  duration  of  the  war. 

During  the  terms  of  Presidents  Har- 
ding and  Coolldge,  Hoover  served  as  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce.  Then  in  the 
election  of  1928.  the  people  of  this  grreat 
country  honored  him  by  electing  him 
their  31st  President.  It  is  important  to 
note  that  during  his  public  service, 
Herbert  Clark  Hoover  did  not  accept  a 
salary  from  the  people.  His  reward  was 
in  his  service  to  his  fellow  Americans. 
I  wonder  how  many  of  us  today  are  pre- 
pared to  do  the  same. 

Honesty,  hard  work,  simplicity,  and 
generosity — the  principles  that  Herbert 
Hoover  learned  as  a  boy  and  practiced 


all  of  his  adult  life.  These  are  prin- 
ciples which  all  of  us  try  to  teach  our 
children.  Once  learned  and  once  prac- 
ticed, they  can  change  the  world. 

Lou  Henry  Hoover,  a  Waterloo,  lA 
native,  was  active  alongside  her  hus- 
band. She  was  the  first  lowan  to  be 
First  Lady.  Such  a  splendid  couple 
they  made  together. 

Lou  Hoover  received  eight  honorary 
degrees  in  recognition  of  her  public 
service.  Twice  she  was  president  of  the 
Girl  Scouts  of  America.  While  in  that 
position,  she  began  the  Girl  Scouts 
cookie  sales  program,  which  has  be- 
come an  American  tradition. 

Lou  also  promoted  women's  athlet- 
ics, helping  to  found  the  National  Ama- 
teur Athletic  Federation.  She  served  as 
president  of  the  Women's  Division  from 
1922  to  1940. 

Significantly,  in  1929.  First  Lady  Lou 
Henry  Hoover  broke  the  White  House 
racial  barrier  by  entertaining  the  wife 
of  Oscar  DePriest,  a  black  Congress- 
man from  Chicago. 

Many  Americans  are  cynical  of  those 
of  us  in  public  life  today.  They  think  of 
us  as  being  self-serving.  This  is  unfor- 
tunate. This  is  not  healthy  for  our 
country.  Perhaps  if  we  look  closely  at 
the  lives  of  men  and  women  like  Her- 
bert and  Lou  Hoover  and  try  to  follow 
more  closely  in  their  footsteps  of  hu- 
manitarianism,  dedication  to  public 
service,  and  the  spirit  of  giving  freely 
of  themselves,  we  could  begin  to  regain 
more  of  the  public's  trust. 

lowans  proudly  gave  up  the  Hoovers 
to  the  world.  And  when  the  Hoovers 
grave  up  this  world,  lowans  were  deeply 
honored  that  they  chose  to  return 
home  to  Iowa.  Herbert  and  Lou  Hoo- 
ver— great  humanitarians  of  the 
world — exemplify  the  Iowa  spirit. 


THE  VERY  BAD  DEBT  BOXSCORE 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  at  the 
close  of  business  Friday,  June  7,  1996, 
the  Federal  debt  stood  at 
$5,133,885,689,631.55. 

On  a  per  capita  basis,  every  man, 
woman,  and  child  in  America  owes 
$19,703.31  as  bis  or  her  share  of  that 
debt. 


PIKE-HUSKA  AMERICAN  LEGION 
AUXILIARY  UNIT  NO.  230 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  take  a  moment  to  pay  tribute 
to  the  American  Legion  Auxiliary  Unit 
No.  230  in  Aurora,  SD,  for  their  actions 
to  encourage  democracy.  The  Pike- 
Huska  Unit  provided  a  forum  for  voters 
to  meet  the  candidates  for  city  council 
and  learn  more  about  each  candidate's 
individual  platform.  As  this  election 
year  evolves,  we  are  reminded  by  the 
Plke-Huska  American  Legion  Auxil- 
iary of  the  importance  of  voter  edu- 
cation and  participation.  I  believe  citi- 
zens should  closely  follow  the  voting 
records  of  their  elected  officials  and 


keep  up  on  current  events.  An  informed 
electorate  is  central  to  maintaining  a 
truly  representative  democracy.  It  is 
no  wonder  South  Dakotans  historically 
have  one  of  the  highest  voter  participa- 
tion rates  in  the  Nation— South  Dako- 
tans are  active  believers  in  democracy. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  in- 
formation sent  to  me  by  the  organiza- 
tion's secretary,  Margaret  Allstot,  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

AUBORA,  SD. 

March  27. 199S. 
Hon.  Larry  Pressler, 
U.S.  SenaU,  Russell  Office  Building, 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Pressler:  Last  evening  oor 
Americ&Q  Lerion  Aaxili«ry.  Unit  230,  Pike- 
Huska  Post.  Aurora..  South  Dakota,  spon- 
sored an  election  foruin  for  candidates  who 
are  funning  for  our  town  council.  We  had 
printed  Oyers  notifying-  both  the  candidates 
and  the  residents  of  the  community  of  this 
event.  We  asked  the  local  Boy  Scout  Troop 
to  hand  distribute  the  flyers  which  they  did. 
We  asked  local  residents  to  be  moderator  and 
time-keeper  for  our  forum.  We  also  con- 
tacted the  local  radio  station  and  newspaper 
to  publicise  this  event.  We  served  coffee  and 
cookies  at  the  end  of  the  fonun. 

The  forum  was  well  attended  and  issues 
brought  forth  and  discussed  along  with  meet- 
ing the  candidates,  some  of  whom  were  not 
well  known.  We  felt  we  had  offered  a  worth- 
while project  for  oar  Auxiliary  Unit,  for  both 
Americanism  and  for  Community  Service. 

1  am  proud  to  be  a  iiart  of  an  organization 
who  recognizes  as  its  responsibility  of  help- 
ing citizens  to  be  better  informed  to  use 
their  privilege  of  freedom  of  voting.  Hence.  I 
re<iuest  that  this  project  be  placed  In  the 
Congressional  record. 

Thank  you. 
Sincerely, 

Margaret  ALLSTOT. 

Secretary. 

"Know  Yoxjr  CANomATES"  Forum,  Tuesday. 
March  26. 1996 

CANDIDATES  FOR  CriT  COUNCIL 

Mayor 

2  year:  John  Barthel.  Stu  Salzman. 
Alderman: 

Ward  1.  1  year:  Dale  Nisklmins,  Charles 
Tiltrum. 

Ward  1,  2  year  Jon  Geise. 

Ward  2.  2  year  Bob  Anderson,  Doris  Scan- 
lon. 

Come  meet  your  candidates  and  learn  their 
platforms  on  many  key  issues  concerning 
our  city  government  and  their  duties  and 
goals. 

1.  Maintenance 

2.  Law  Enforcement  Contract 

3.  Garbage  Disposal/Recycling 

4.  Long-term  Goals 

5.  Special  Interestslmprovementslndustry 
Sponsored  by  the  American  Legion  Auxil- 
iary Unit  #230.  Aurora 


NOTICE  OF  PROPOSED 
RULEMAKING 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  pur- 
suant to  section  304(b)  of  the  Congres- 
sional Accountability  Act  of  1995  (2 
U.S.C.  sec.  1384(b)),  a  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking — extension  for  period  for 
comment  has  been  submitted  by  the 
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Office  of  Compliance,  U.S.  Congress. 
The  notice  extends  the  period  for  pub- 
lic comment  on  a  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  relating  to  Section  220(e) 
of  the  Congressional  Accountability 
Act,  published  in  the  Congressional 
Recx>rd  dated  May  23, 1996. 

Section  304(b)  requires  this  notice  to 
be  printed  in  the  Congressional 
Record,  therefore  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  notice  be  printed  in 
the  REC»RD. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  notice 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Recx)RD;  as  follows: 

June  7, 1996. 
Ofhce  of  compliance 
notice  of  peoposed  rulemaking — extension 
of  period  for  comment 

A  Notice  Of  Proposed  Rulemaking  [NPR] 
for  the  iroposed  regrulations  implementing 
Section  2a0(e)  of  the  Congressional  Account- 
ability Act  of  1995,  was  published  in  the  Con- 
gressional Record  dated  May  23.  1996.  This 
notice  is  to  Inform  interested  parties  that 
the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Office  of  Com- 
pliance has  extended  the  period  for  public 
comment  on  the  NPR  until  July  1.  1996.  Any 
questions  about  this  notice  may  be  directed 
to  the  Office  of  Compliance,  LA  200  John 
Adams  Building,  Washington.  DC  20540-1999; 
phone:  (202)724-9250;  fax:(202)426-1913. 

Mr.  ASHCROFT  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator flrom  Missouri. 

Mr.  ASHCROFT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  I  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  speak  for  up  to  15  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ASHCROFT.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  ASHCROFT  per- 
taining to  the  introduction  of  S.  1854 
are  located  in  today's  Record  imder 
"Statements  on  Introduced  Bills  and 
Joint  Resolutions.") 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


D-DAY 


Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  just  make  reference  to  a  state- 
ment about  D-day.  which  I  should  have 
made  a  few  days  ago.  I  wamt  to  at  least 
have  it  in  the  RECORD  before  I  leave. 

Mr.  President,  52  years  ago  on  June  6, 
Cxen.  Dwight  Eisenhower  made  this  dra- 
matic announcement  from  London: 

People  of  Western  Europe:  A  landing  was 
made  this  morning  on  the  coast  of  France  by 
troops  of  the  allied  expeditionary 
force  .  .  .  the  hour  of  your  liberation  is 
approaching. 

As  Eisenhower  made  that  announce- 
ment, 130,000  American  aJid  Allied 
troops  under  his  command,   stormed 


onto  the  beaches  along  the  coast  of 
Normandy,  France. 

On  that  same  day — June  6,  1944 — an- 
other 23,000  British  and  American  air- 
borne forces  were  parachuted  or  taken 
by  glider  to  secure  critical  inland 
areas. 

The  courage  and  dedication  exhibited 
by  these  soldiers  on  that  day  and  in  the 
weeks  that  followed  led  to  the  libera- 
tion of  Europe  and  the  defeat  of  fas- 
cism. 

As  we  mark  the  52d  anniversary  of  D- 
day,  we  must  also  look  to  the  future, 
and  remember  the  lessons  that  World 
War  n  taught  us— and  holds  for  us  still. 

We  learned  that  we  cannot  turn  our 
backs  on  what  happens  in  the  rest  of 
the  world. 

We  learned  that  we  can  never  again 
allow  our  military  to  reach  low  levels 
of  readiness  and  supplies. 

We  learned  that  we  cannot  appease 
tyrants  and  despots. 

We  learned  the  critical  importance  of 
American  leadership. 

And,  perhaps  above  all.  we  learned 
that  while  leadership  may  carry  a 
heavy  price — it  is  a  price  well  worth 
paying. 

Mr.  President,  on  this,  my  final  D- 
day  as  a  U.S.  Senator,  I  would  like  to 
pay  tribute  to  my  colleagues  who  along 
with  this  Senator,  served  their  country 
in  World  War  H. 

That  roUcall  includes  the  names  of: 
Senator  Daniel  Akaka,  U.S.  Army; 
Senator  Dale  Bumpers,  U.S.  Marine 
Corps;  Senator  JOHN  Chafee,  U.S.  Ma- 
rine Corps;  Senator  James  Exon,  U.S. 
Army;  Senator  John  Glenn,  U.S.  Ma- 
rine Corps;  Senator  Mark  Hatfield, 
U.S.  Navy;  Senator  Howell  Heflin, 
U.S.  Marine  Cori>s;  Senator  Jesse 
Helms,  U.S.  Marine  Corps;  Senator  Er- 
nest Hollings,  U.S.  Army;  Senator 
Daniel  Inouye,  U.S.  Army;  Senator 
Frank  Lautenberg,  U.S.  Army;  Sen- 
ator Daniel  Patrick  Moynihan,  U.S. 
Navy  Reserve;  Senator  CLAIBORNE 
Pell,  U.S.  Coast  Guard;  Senator  Bill 
Roth,  U.S.  Army;  Senator  Ted  Ste- 
vens, U.S.  Army  Air  Corps;  Senator 
John  Warner,  U.S.  Navy;  and,  of 
course,  our  colleague  who  landed  a 
glider  behind  enemy  lines  on  D-day, 
Senator  Strom  Thurmond,  U.S.  Army. 

Mr.  President,  on  June  6,  and  all  the 
days  to  follow,  we  can  best  honor  those 
who  risked  aind  gave  their  lives  for 
freedom  by  rededicating  ourselves  to 
the  promise  that  President  Reagan 
made  on  behalf  of  America  on  the 
beaches  of  Normandy  12  years  ago: 

We  will  always  remember.  We  will  always 
be  proud.  We  will  always  be  prepared,  so  we 
may  always  be  free. 


SMALL  BUSINESS  AGENDA 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
Small  Business  Week,  a  time  when  we 
honor  the  entrepreneurs  and  risktakers 
who  make  this  country  great.  It  is  also 
a  good  time  for  taking  stock  of  what 


we  are  doing  to  enable  this  Nation's 
small  businesses  to  grow  and  prosper- 
especially  without  the  Federal  Grovem- 
ment  standing  in  the  way.  The  admin- 
istration has  portrayed  itself  as  a 
friend  of  small  business,  claiming  nu- 
merous accomplishments.  Not  surpris- 
ingly, those  claims  aire  hollow.  The 
Senate  and  House  Small  Business  Com- 
mittees each  had  oversight  hearings 
during  the  last  few  days.  These  hear- 
ings were  intended  to  examine  imple- 
mentation of  the  small  business  agen- 
da, all  of  which  were  i>art  of  the  final 
recommendations  of  the  1995  White 
House  Conference  on  Small  Business. 
In  almost  every  case,  on  issues  of  para- 
movmt  importance  to  small  business, 
the  administration  has  opposed  its 
agenda  by  either  threatening  to  veto 
legislation,  by  actually  vetoing  legisla- 
tion that  gets  to  the  President's  desk, 
and  by  failing  to  implement  the  legis- 
lation he  has  signed  into  law.  One  ex- 
ample of  the  administration's  tendency 
to  talk  but  not  to  follow  through  is  im- 
plementation of  the  Paperwork  Reduc- 
tion Act.  GAO  reported  yesterday  that 
the  administration  had  set  a  Govern- 
ment-wide goal  of  10  percent  reduction. 
EPA  set  a  25-percent  reduction  goal. 
The  reality  has  been  less  than  1  per- 
cent reduction.  The  overall  paperwork 
burden  remains  about  the  same:  around 
7  billion  hours  per  year,  a  huge  prob- 
lem for  small  businesses  which  have 
real  work  to  do. 

The  Small  Business  Committee  cited 
a  number  of  legislative  initiatives 
which  we  have  tried  to  advance.  In 
every  case,  the  administration  has 
stood  in  the  way.  The  Small  Business 
Committee's  report  card  on  these 
issues  gives  the  administration  a  fail- 
ing grade. 

In  some  cases,  P*resident  Clinton  ac- 
tually vetoed  legislation  of  great  im- 
portance to  small  business.  Like  the 
Balanced  Budget  Act,  or  product  liabil- 
ity, which  limited  the  amount  of  puni- 
tive damages  that  may  be  assessed 
against  small  businesses,  but  where  the 
administration  sided  with  the  trial 
lawyers.  President  Clinton  vetoed  leg- 
islation which  would  have  increased 
the  deduction  for  health  insurance 
costs  of  the  self-employed.  He  vetoed 
estate  tax  reform,  which  would  have 
reduced  the  estate  tax  when  a  family- 
owned  business  passes  from  one  genera- 
tion to  the  next.  Almost  as  bad,  the  ad- 
ministration has  threatened  to  veto  al- 
most every  bill  small  business  needed. 
Regulatory  reform,  which  required 
that  every  rule  ensure  that  benefits 
justify  costs,  was  veto-bait  to  the 
President.  Ironically,  these  are  require- 
ments contained  in  President  Clinton's 
own  Executive  order.  But  an  Executive 
order  lacks  the  enforceability  of  a  stat- 
ute, and  apparently  here,  too,  the  ad- 
ministration did  not  have  the  courage 
of  its  convictions.  Likewise,  he  has 
threatened    to    veto    legislation    that 
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would  ensure  that  farmers,  small  land- 
owners, or  any  citizen  would  be  enti- 
tled to  the  constitutional  right  of  com- 
pensation if  the  Government  takes  his 
property.  The  property  rights  bill 
would  also  help  small  business  get 
through  the  judicial  quagn:iire  they 
face  now. 

President  CLINTON  said  he  would  veto 
OSHA  reform  legislation.  He  has 
threatened  to  veto  the  Team  Act, 
which  would  allow  managers  and  em- 
ployees to  work  together  to  resolve 
workplace  issues.  Likewise,  he  has 
threatened  to  veto  repeal  of  the  1931 
Davis-Bacon  Act,  which  makes  it  hard 
for  many  small  businesses  to  partici- 
pate in  Federal  contracts. 

All  in  aU,  the  issues  of  great  impor- 
tance to  small  business  have  been 
blocked  by  this  administration.  But  we 
will  keep  trying  to  clear  the  way  for 
the  real  entrepreneurs  who  are  the 
backbone  of  this  Nation.  We  owe  them 
all  our  thanks.  But  more  importantly, 
we  owe  them  real  action,  not  just  rhet- 
oric. 


APPOINTMENT  BY  THE  MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  majority  leader, 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  104-127,  ap- 
points the  following  individuals  to  the 
Water  Rights  Task  Force:  Sherl  L. 
Chapman,  of  Idaho,  and  Richard  K. 
Golb,  of  California. 


APPOINTMENT  BY  THE 
DEMOCRATIC  LEADER 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  Democratic 
leader,  pursuant  to  Public  Law  104-127, 
appoints  Elizabeth  Ann  Rieke,  of  Colo- 
rado, to  the  Water  Rights  Task  Force. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Thomas,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 

executive  messages  referred 

As  in  executive  session  the  Presiding 
Officer  laid  before  the  Senate  messages 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States  submitting  one  withdrawal  and 
sundry  nominations  which  were  re- 
ferred to  the  appropriate  committees. 

(The  nominations  and  withdrawal  re- 
ceived today  are  printed  at  the  end  of 
the  Senate  proceedings.) 


MEASURES  PLACED  ON  THE 
CALENDAR 

The  following  measure  was  read  the 
second  time  and  placed  on  the  cal- 
endar: 

H.R.  3120.  An  act  to  amend  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  with  respect  to  witness  retalia- 
tion, witness  tampering  and  jury  tampering. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATION 
REFERRED 

The  following  executive  communica- 
tion, previously  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation,  was  referred  as  indi- 
cated: 

EC-2782.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor for  Executive  Budgeting  and  Assistance 
Management.  Department  of  Commerce, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  concerning 
grant  and  cooperative  agreement  cost  prin- 
ciples, (RIN0605-AA10)  received  on  May  22. 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs. 


EXECUTIVE  AND  OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The  following  communications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  wito 
accomjjanying  papers,  reports,  and  doc- 
uments, which  were  referred  as  indi- 
cated: 

EC-2946.  A  communication  Crom  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulatory  Management 
and  Information,  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the 
report  of  two  rules  includes  the  rule  entitled 
"The  Acid  Rain  Program,"  (FRL5513-4)  re- 
ceived on  May  31.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Environment  and  Public  Works. 

EC-2947.  A  conmiunication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulatory  Management 
and  Information.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the 
rule  entitled  "Hazardous  Waste  Treatment, 
Storage,  and  Disposal  Facilities  Waste  Gen- 
erators (FRL5509-4)  received  on  June  3.  1996; 
to  the  Conimlttee  on  Environment  and  Pub- 
lic Works. 

EC-2948.  A  communication  tram  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  re- 
port relative  to  the  review  of  potential 
health  effects  from  the  use  of  magnetic  levi- 
tation  for  railroad  transportation;  to  the 
Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works. 

EC-2949.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Federal  Emergency  Management 
Agency,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  re- 
port relative  to  an  extreme  fire  hazard  in  the 
State  of  Texas;  to  the  Conmiittee  on  Envi- 
ronment and  Public  Works. 

EC-29S0.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Administrator  of  the  (Jeneral  Services  Ad- 
ministration, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law, 
the  report  of  informational  copies  of  three 
lease  jH-ospectuses;  to  the  Committee  on  En- 
vironment and  Public  Works. 

EC-2951.  A  communication  from  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States,  transmitting,  pur- 
suant to  law,  the  report  concerning  the  ex- 
tension of  waiver  authority  for  the  People's 
Republic  of  China;  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance. 

EC-2952.  A  communication  from  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States,  transmitting,  pur- 
suant to  law,  a  report  concerning  Serbia  and 
Montenegro;  to  the  Committee  on  Banking. 
Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

EC-2953.  A  communication  ftom  the  Cor- 
poration For  Public  Broadcasting,  pursuant 
to  law.  the  report  of  the  Office  of  Inspector 
General  for  the  period  October  1.  1995 
through  March  31,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-2954.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State  (Legislative  Af- 
fairs), transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  a  re- 


port relative  to  the  International  Labor  Or- 
ganization: to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Re- 
lations. 

EC-2955.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State  (Legislative  Af- 
fairs), transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  a  re- 
port relative  to  the  United  Nations  and  the 
Specialized  Agencies;  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations. 

EC-29S6.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Administrator  of  the  U.S.  Agency  For  Inter- 
national Development,  transmitting,  pursu- 
ant to  law,  the  report  of  economic  support 
fund  program  allocations  for  fiscal  year  1996; 
to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

EC-2957.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State  (Legislative  Af- 
fairs), transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  re- 
port relative  to  the  Organization  for  Secu- 
rity and  Ooperation  in  Europe:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Foreign  Relations. 

EC-2958.  A  communication  from  the  Under 
Secretary  of  State  and  the  Under  Secretsary 
of  Commerce,  transmitting  jointly,  porsoant 
to  law.  a  report  relative  to  export  controls; 
to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

EC-2959.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State  (Legislative  Af- 
fairs), transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  a  re- 
port relative  to  the  International  Customs 
Observer  Mission  in  Bosnia;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Foreign  Relations. 

EC-2960.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Energy,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  report  on  the  status  of  Exxon  and 
Stripper  Well  oil  overcharge  funds  as  of  Sep- 
tember 30,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources. 

EC-2961.  A  communication  trom  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior,  transmitting,  porsn- 
ant  to  law,  the  annual  report  on  the  Colo- 
rado River  Basin  Project  during  water  year 
1995;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natu- 
ral Resources. 

EC-2962.  A  communication  firom  the  Sec- 
retary of  Energy,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  report  on  the  San  Sevaine  Creek 
Water  Project:  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources. 

EC-2963.  A  communication  Crom  the  Sec- 
retary of  Energy,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  the  report  on  the  San  Sevaine  Creek 
Water  Project;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources. 

EC-2964.  A  communication  trom  the  Com- 
missioner of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  De- 
partment of  the  Interior,  transmitting,  pur- 
suant to  law.  the  report  of  the  financial 
statements  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
Project  for  fiscal  year  1994;  to  the  Committee 
on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

EC-2965.  A  communication  from  the  Com- 
missioner of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  De- 
partment of  the  Interior,  transmitting,  pur- 
suant to  law.  the  report  of  the  financial 
statements  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
Project  for  fiscal  year  1995:  to  the  Committee 
on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

EC-2966.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Mississippi  River  Corridor  Study 
Commission,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law. 
a  report  relative  to  a  Mississippi  River  Na- 
tional Heritage  Corridor;  to  the  Committee 
on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

EC-2967.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Surface  Transportation  Board, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  rule  enti- 
tled "Exemption  from  Regulation-Boxcar 
Traffic,"  received  on  June  o,  1996:  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce.  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

EC-2968.  A  communication  fTom  the  Man- 
aging Director  of  the  Federal  Communica- 
tions Commission,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
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law,  a  rule  concerning:  U.S.  Coast  Guard  Ves- 
sel Trafllc  Services  Systems,  received  on 
May  31,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce, Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC-2969.  A  communication  from  the  Man- 
aging Director  of  the  Federal  Communica- 
tions Commission,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  a  rule  concerning  digital  devices  re- 
ceived on  May  30,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC-2970.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation,  transmitting,  pur- 
suant to  law.  a  report  concerning  the  secu- 
rity measures  at  the  Hellenikon  Inter- 
national Airport;  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce, Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC-2971.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation,  transmitting,  pur- 
suant to  law,  the  report  on  products  used  for 
airport  pavement  maintenance  and  rehabili- 
tation; to  the  Committee  on  Commerce, 
Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC-2972.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Fisheries  Conserva- 
tion and  Management,  National  Marine  Fish- 
eries Service,  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration,  transmitting,  pursu- 
ant to  law,  the  report  of  three  rules  Includ- 
ing a  rule  entitled  "Groundfish  of  the  Gulf  of 
Alaska,"  received  on  May  29,  1996;  to  the 
Conunittee  on  Conunerce.  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

EC-2973.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Fisheries  Conserva- 
tion and  Management.  National  Marine  Fish- 
eries Service,  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration,  transmitting,  pursu- 
ant to  law,  the  report  of  a  rule  entitled 
"Gronndfista  of  the  Bering  Sea  and  Aleutian 
Islands  Area."  received  on  May  30,  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

EC-2974.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Fisheries  Conserva- 
tion and  Management,  National  Marine  Fish- 
eries Service,  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration,  transmitting,  pursu- 
ant to  law.  the  report  of  a  rule  entitled 
"Groundfish  Fishery  of  the  Bering  Sea  and 
Aleutian  Islands  Area,"  received  on  May  29, 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce, 
Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC-2975.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Fisheries  Conserva- 
tion and  Management,  National  Marine  Fish- 
eries Service,  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration,  transmitting,  pursu- 
ant to  law,  the  report  of  a  rule  entitled  "Pa- 
cific Halibut  Fisheries,"  received  on  May  29, 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 
Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC-2976.  A  communication  from  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 
port of  six  rules  including  a  rule  entitled 
"Vehicle  Identification  Number  Require- 
ments." (RIN2127-AFe9,  2127-AF46,  2137- 
AC66.  21IS-AE46)  received  on  June  3,  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

EC-2977.  A  communication  ftom  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 
port of  twenty-three  rules  including  a  rule 
entitled  "Child  Restraint  Systems," 
(RIN2120-AF52,  212&-AF57,  2120-AA63,  2120- 
AA66,  2120-AA64)  received  on  June  3,  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

EC-2978.  A  communication  from  the  Pro- 
gram Management  Officer.  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service.  National  Oceanic  and  At- 
mospheric Administration,  Department  of 
Commerce,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law. 


the  report  of  a  rule  entitled  "Groundfish  of 
the  Gulf  of  Alaska,"  (RIN0648-AI56)  received 
on  May  29,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce, Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC-2979.  A  communication  from  the  Pro- 
gram Management  Officer,  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service,  National  Oceanic  and  At- 
mospheric Administration,  Department  of 
Commerce,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law. 
the  report  of  a  rule  entitled  "Foreign  and 
Domestic  Fishing,"  (RIN0648-AC61)  received 
on  May  20,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce. Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC-2980.  A  communication  from  the  Pro- 
gram Management  Officer,  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service,  National  Oceanic  and  At- 
mospheric Administration.  Department  of 
Commerce,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law, 
the  report  of  three  rules  including  a  rule  en- 
titled "General  Provisions  for  Domestic 
Fisheries,"  received  on  June  3.  1996;  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

EC-2981.  A  communication  from  the  Pro- 
gram Management  Officer,  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service,  National  Oceanic  and  At- 
mospheric Administration,  Department  of 
Commerce,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law, 
the  report  of  a  rule  entitled  "Northeast 
Multispecies  Fishery."  (RrN064a-A194)  re- 
ceived on  June  3,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  Indicated: 
By  Mr.  FAIRCLOTH: 
S.  1853.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  to  clarify  the  Federal  jurisdic- 
tion over  offenses  relating  to  damage  to  reli- 
gious property;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Ju- 
diciary. 

By  Mr.  ASHCROFT  (for  Mr.  DOLE  (for 
himself,  Mr.  Hatch,  Mr.  Lott,  Mr. 
ASHCROFT.  Mr.   Grasslet.  and  Mr. 

INHOFE)): 

S.  1854.  A  bill  to  amend  Federal  criminal 
law  with  respect  to  the  prosecution  of  vio- 
lent and  repeat  juvenile  offenders  and  con-- 
trolled  substances,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  GRAMM  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
D'Amato): 

S.  1855.  A  bill  to  reduce  registration  fees 
required  to  be  paid  by  issuers  of  securities, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  FAIRCLOTH: 
S.  1853.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18, 
United  States  Code,  to  clarify  the  Fed- 
eral jurisdiction  over  offenses  relating 
to  damage  to  religious  property;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

the  church  arson  prevention  act  of  1996 

Mr.  FAIRCLOTH.  Mr.  President,  over 
the  weekend  in  my  home  State  of 
North  Carolina,  a  small  black  church — 
the  Matthew  Murkland  Presbyterian 
Church  was  destroyed  by  fire. 

This  is  truly  a  terrible  act.  I  cannot 
think  of  a  more  despicable  act  than  to 
bum  any  church.  Nevertheless,  this  is 


the  30th  such  Hre  for  a  black  church  in 
the  last  18  months.  In  fact,  there  are 
reports  of  another  occurring  last  night. 

At  this  time,  we  do  not  know  if  this 
is  a  nationwide  effort  by  some  hate 
group,  or  the  acts  of  crazed  individuals. 
I  would  suspect  that  some  of  this  has 
been  organized,  ajid  that  some  of  these 
are  copycat  crimes. 

Whatever  the  motivation,  the  legisla- 
tion I  am  introducing  would  clarify 
that  to  bum  any  church  is  a  Federal 
crime.  Further,  this  lowers  the  thresh- 
old of  damage  necessary  to  make  it  a 
Federal  crime  from  S10,(XX)  in  damages 
to  $5,(X)0  in  dajTiages. 

This  makes  certain  that  those  that 
are  doingr  this  on  an  organized  basis 
across  the  Nation  will  surely  be 
brought  to  justice  for  the  crimes  they 
are  committing. 

This  is  the  same  bill  that  Congress- 
men Hyde  and  Conyers  have  intro- 
duced in  the  House  of  Representatives. 

The  President  has  announced  his  sui>- 
port  for  this  legislation.  It  is  my  hope 
that  the  Congress  can  act  on  this  bill 
soon  and  send  it  to  the  President. 


By  Mr.  ASHCROFT  (for  Mr.  DOLE 
(for  himself,  Mr.  Hatch,  Mr. 
LOTT,       Mr.       ASHCROFT,       Mr. 

Grassley,  and  Mr.  Inhofe)): 
S.  1854.  A  bill  to  amend  Federal 
criminal  law  with  respect  to  the  pros- 
ecution of  violent  and  repeat  juvenile 
offenders  and  controlled  substances, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary. 

THE  violent  and  REPEAT  JUVENILE  OFFENDER 
REFORM  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  ASHCROFT.  Mr.  President,  it 
seems  like  the  latest  incomprehensible 
tragedy  is  only  the  next  newspaper 
away.  Today  we  have  an  epidemic  of  ju- 
venile crime.  It  means  that  frequently 
students  are  unable  to  focus  on  their 
lessons  as  they  seek  to  enhance  their 
capacity  to  be  of  service  to  themselves, 
their  family,  and  fellow  man  as  they 
are  in  school.  They  are  diverted  and 
distracted  because  they  have  concerns 
about  their  own  safety.  They  fear  they 
might  be  robbed  or  raped.  It  is  not  a 
question  of  someone  throwing  spit 
balls.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  an  8-year-old 
girl  from  St.  Louis  wrote  me  that 
crime  is  real.  It  has  to  do  with  weap- 
ons. It  has  to  do  with  people  losing 
their  lives.  Young  children  are  afraid. 
Citizens  are  afraid  to  leave  their  homes 
because  they  fear  the  senseless,  mind- 
less attack  of  predatory  youngsters 
who  have  become  a  major  thi'eat  to  the 
personal  security  and  integrity  of  indi- 
viduals in  our  culture. 

We  rejoice  in  the  fact  there  has  been 
some  drop  in  overall  crime  rates. 
Frankly,  crime  rates  had  nowhere  else 
to  go,  in  general,  but  down.  But  they 
are  coming  down,  and  I  am  pleased  by 
it.  But  I  think  it  is  important  we  not 
be  deluded,  we  not  be  fooled.  The  fact 
that,  overall,  crime  rates  are  coming 
down    should    not    mask    something 
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which  should  alert  us  and  should  lit- 
erally prompt  us  into  significant  re- 
sponse, and  that  is  that,  while,  overall, 
crime  rates  are  going  down,  juvenile 
crime  rates  have  been  skyrocketing.  So 
those  components  of  the  crime  rate 
which  would  signal  what  we  can  expect 
in  the  future  are  telling  us  to  beware, 
to  be  alert,  to  brace  ourselves,  because 
between  1988  and  1992,  juvenile  arrests 
for  violent  crime  increased  by  47  per- 
cent while  adiilt  violent  crime  arrests 
increased  only  by  19  percent.  So  we  had 
a  2.5-to-l  higher  increase,  higher  explo- 
sion in  growth  in  juvenile  crime. 

Juvenile  murders  increased  by  26  per- 
cent, forcible  rapes  by  41  percent,  juve- 
nile robberies  by  39  percent,  aggravated 
assaults  by  27  percent^-an  exploding, 
growing,  expanding  threat  to  the  safe- 
ty and  security  and  integrity  of  the 
population.  Frequently,  because  we  are 
talking  about  juveniles,  we  are  finding 
these  individuals  are  being  sent  back 
into  classrooms.  Teachers  do  not  know 
what  these  individuals  have  done  be- 
cause juvenile  records  are  most  fre- 
quently sealed.  Other  students  are  not 
aware  of  the  specific  conduct,  though 
they  frequently  know  someone  has 
been  in  trouble.  So  you  get  a  tremen- 
dous wave  of  insecurity  in  the  class- 
room. 

I  think  most  of  us  understand,  when 
we  work  on  legislation  here,  we  need  a 
secure  environment.  We  invest  sub- 
stantially in  a  secure  environment 
here.  Yet,  when  we  are  preparing  the 
next  generation  to  literally  lead  Amer- 
ica, we  have  students  in  our  public 
schools,  and  teachers,  who  are  having 
constantly  to  look  over  their  shoul- 
ders, unaware,  not  knowing,  not  con- 
fident, distressed,  discomfited  by  the 
fact  that  we  have  frequently  sent  these 
folks  right  back  into  our  schools.  And 
our  schools  are  unaware. 

I  talked  to  a  teacher  who  indicated 
she  knew  there  were  several  people  in 
her  classroom  who  were  being  housed 
in  a  residential  juvenile  detention  fa- 
cility, sent  into  the  school,  some  of 
them  even  having  these  electronic 
shackles,  the  bracelets  they  have  to 
wear  around  their  ankle  that  allows 
the  law  enforcement  community  to 
monitor  their  whereabouts.  But  these 
students  would  refuse  to  tell  the  teach- 
er the  kinds  of  crimes  or  offenses  which 
they  have  been  convicted  of,  so  a 
teacher  in  the  classroom  looks  at  the 
student  and  the  student  says:  You 
know  I  have  been  convicted  of  a  crime 
but  I  am  not  going  to  tell  you  whether 
I  raped  someone  or  murdered  someone 
or  assaulted  someone.  You  just  cannot 
know  that. 

I  submit  to  you  that  is  not  a  healthy 
environment.  But  it  is  not  just  the 
school  environment  for  which  we  must 
be  concerned.  It  is  the  environment  in 
which  we  maintain  our  homes.  It  is  the 
streets  of  America,  which  we  must  lit- 
erally reclaim. 

I  believe  the  Dole-Hatch  bill,  which  I 
have  just  sent  to  tlie  desk,  is  a  much 


needed  effort  to  curtail  these  astro- 
nomical growth  numbers  and  to  fulfill 
the  first  duty  of  government.  We  have 
gotten  awfully  expansive  of  govern- 
ment. We  teach  people  how  to  raise 
flowers.  We  address  a  wide  variety  of 
issues — research.  But  the  first,  the  fun- 
damental duty  of  government,  the  rea- 
son for  which  government  was  initially 
convened,  is  to  provide  for  the  safety 
and  security  and  the  integrity,  the  dig- 
nity of  individual  human  beings,  so  we 
can  be  free  from  assault,  so  we  can 
have  the  potential  of  reaching  the  level 
of  achievement  for  which  (Jod  created 
us  and  for  which  God  placed  in  us  this 
potential. 

I  believe  we  have  to  return  to  that 
fimdamental.  The  Dole-Hatch  bill  is  a 
bill  which  is  designed  to  address  vio- 
lent juvenile  criminal  activity.  It  is  de- 
signed to  sweep  away  the  sort  of  idea 
that  it  is  something  we  can  ignore  or 
simply  patch  over.  We  have  to  address 
it  constructively.  It  will  remedy  mis- 
guided Federal  efforts  to  excuse  juve- 
nile behavior  because  people  are  just 
juveniles.  It  will  begin  to  provide  a 
basis  for  accountability. 

I  have  to  say  I  understand  there  are 
a  number  of  juveniles  who  will  not  be- 
come career  criminals.  We  do  not  want 
them  to.  We  would  not  make  that  any 
more  likely  with  this  bill.  But  I  think, 
for  very  serious  juvenile  offenders,  we 
have  to  send  a  serious  signal  to  them 
about  the  nature  of  their  activity. 

President  Clinton  yesterday  warned 
of  a  potential  wave  of  juvenile  crime  in 
the  next  5  years.  The  truth  of  the  mat- 
ter is,  it  is  not  a  wave,  it  is  an  explo- 
sion. The  President  recommended  a  so- 
called  gentle  combination  of  laws  and 
prevention  programs  to  deflect  this  on- 
slaught of  violent  teens. 

I  have  to  say  I  believe  a  gentle  com- 
bination will  not  get  the  job  done.  I 
think  we  have  to  begin  to  treat  crimi- 
nals as  criminals.  For  those  individuals 
who  commit  rape,  armed  robbery,  mur- 
der, armed  assault,  major  drug  of- 
fenses, we  cannot  have  any  more  gentle 
approaches.  We  have  to  say  you  are 
going  to  have  to  stand  for  trial  as  an 
adult. 

The  Federal  Government's  response, 
and  President  Clinton's  response,  his 
solution,  is  always  to  offer  more  money 
for  social  programs  such  as  delin- 
quency prevention,  treatment,  recre- 
ation. I  have  held  hearings  around  my 
State.  I  know  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
has  held  hearingrs  around  his  State.  We 
have  talked  to  juvenile  officials,  those 
who  deal  with  the  juveniles.  We  have 
talked  to  sheriffs.  We  have  talked  to 
prosecutors.  We  have  heard  them  tell 
us  how  juvenile  individuals  who  are  in- 
volved in  criminal  acts  are  simply 
playing  the  sjrstem.  They  sometimes 
look  forward  to  a  juvenile  detention  fa- 
cility. They  know  they  can  hide  behind 
their  status  as  juveniles,  that  they  do 
not  have  to  be  really  answerable  for 
their  activities. 


The  administration  has  not  been  ac- 
tive in  prosecuting  those  who  have  of- 
fended the  Federal  laws.  There  have 
only  been  233  convictions  in  the  Clin- 
ton administitition  of  juveniles  as 
adults.  I  think  for  the  major  categories 
of  criminal  activity  when  juveniles  are 
committing  crimes  which,  if  commit- 
ted by  adults,  would  be  felonies,  we 
need  a  serious  approach. 

One  of  the  things  that  stunned  me 
about  the  testimony  of  Prof.  John 
Dilulio  from  Princeton,  one  of  the 
leading  criminologists  in  America,  is 
his  report  that  when  he  interviews  in- 
mates of  major  prisons,  their  main 
worry  is  about  the  young  prisoners  who 
are  going  to  be  sent  in.  They  are  so 
hardened  as  criminals  and  have  been 
allowed  to  be  so  indiscriminate  in  their 
violence  before  they  finally  get  thrown 
into  jail  that  the  old-time  criminals 
are  scared  stiff.  They  are  afraid  of  what 
is  happening. 

Those  on  the  inside,  the  old-time, 
long-time  criminal  element  in  our  Na- 
tion's prison  systems,  are  fearful  be- 
cause they  see  what  we  have  done  by 
turning  our  heads  to  activity,  so  long 
as  it  is  conducted  by  a  juvenile,  and  al- 
lowing individuals  to  harden  their  ap- 
proach to  the  safety  and  security  and 
integrity  of  other  individuals,  and  they 
are  afraid.  America  needs  to  respond, 
and  it  needs  to  respond  dramatically. 

The  Dole-Hatch  bill,  also  cosponsored 
by  Senator  LOTT  and  myself  and.  I  am 
pleased  to  say.  Senator  Grassley  is  to 
be  added  as  an  original  cosponsor  of 
the  bill,  is  a  measure  which  would 
begin  to  focus  the  energy  and  resources 
of  the  Federal  Government  on  this  part 
of  crime,  which  is  exploding,  this  part 
of  crime  which  is  growing  at  an  incred- 
ible rate:  juvenile  crime;  violent  repeat 
juvenile  criminal  behavior. 

The  estimated  total  amount  of  Fed- 
eral appropriations  used  for  at-risk  and 
delinquent  youth  was  more  than  S4  bil- 
lion last  year.  Of  these  billions  sent  to 
the  States,  a  very  few  million  were  to 
be  used  for  investigation,  prosecution, 
and  detention.  It  is  time  we  looked 
carefully  at  how  we  can  assist  States 
and  how  we  can  carry  our  share  of  the 
load  in  the  Federal  Government  as  it 
relates  to  actually  prosecuting  those 
individuals  who  are  guilty  of  commit- 
ting acts  which,  if  committed  as 
adults,  would  be  clearly  and  simply 
felonies. 

They  threaten  the  lives  of  people, 
they  undermine  the  security  of  their 
property,  they  destabilize  and  disrupt 
our  educational  process.  It  is  some- 
thing which  we  cannot  tolerate,  it  is 
something  with  which  we  cannot  be 
coddling,  it  is  something  with  which 
we  must  be  forthwith.  We  can  do  much 
more,  and  the  Dole-Hatch  bill  is  an 
enormous  step  in  the  right  direction. 

Let  me  briefly  give  you  some  of  the 
things  that  are  important  about  the 
Dole-Hatch  bill  which  I  believe  nnake  it 
a  very  promising  way  to  address  this 
most  serious  problem. 
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One  of  the  difiiculties  in  the  area  of 
juvenile  laws  is  the  fact  that  juvenile 
records  frequently  have  been  sealed. 
Proceedings  of  juveniles  are  closed  pro- 
ceedinsrs.  Records  are  not  available. 
Teachers  who  have  to  deal  with  these 
individuals  in  schools  do  not  know 
what  they  have  on  their  hands. 

I  talked  to  the  sheriff— and  I  am  sure 
my  colleague  from  Iowa,  Senator 
Grasslet,  has  talked  to  local  offi- 
cials— but  I  talked  to  the  sheriff  in 
Moniteau  County,  MO.  The  biggest 
town  in  Moniteau  County  is  California, 
MO.  People  say  they  are  going  to  Cali- 
fornia in  central  Missouri.  People  do 
not  think  you  are  going  to  the  west 
coast,  they  think  you  are  going  to  Cali- 
fornia, MO.  It  is  not  a  big  town. 

I  asked  what  his  No.  1  crime  problem 
was,  and  he  said  it  was  juveniles  com- 
ing in  from  out  of  State  trying  to  set 
up  a  drug  operation  in  Moniteau  Coun- 
ty and  he  could  not  call  the  States 
from  which  these  juveniles  came  and 
get  their  records,  because  there  was  a 
big  blanket  of  security,  security  for  the 
criminal  but  not  for  the  society,  a 
blanket  of  nondisclosure  over  juvenile 
records.  I  think  it  is  high  time  that 
when  people  commit  felonious  acts, 
when  they  are  criminals,  that  we  have 
an  understanding  of  what  they  have 
done  and  then  when  they  move  on  to 
another  jurisdiction,  we  have  to  be  able 
to  find  out  what  their  history  is. 

I  talked  to  a  judge  not  too  long  ago. 
He  said  he  was  sentencing  an  18-year- 
old  for  murder.  He  thought  it  was  the 
individual's  first  offense.  Inadvertently 
did  he  discover  the  individual  was 
originally  f^om  the  west  coast  and  had 
a  juvenile  record  that  included  other 
murders.  I  do  not  think  it  is  fair  to  ex- 
pect a  judicial  system  to  operate  in  re- 
lation to  repeat  oCfenders,  repeat  vio- 
lent predators  and  to  allow  those  re- 
peat violent  predators  to  have  the  pre- 
sumption that  they  are  Hrst  offenders 
when  they  have  a  rap  sheet  as  long  as 
firom  here  to  Chicago. 

The  truth  is,  if  those  people  do  crimi- 
nal acts,  those  acts  ought  to  be  made 
available  to  law  enforcement  officials, 
judges,  schoolteachers  and  school  offi- 
cials, not  only  because  we  will  know 
how  to  take  steps  to  protect  the  other 
students  and  the  school  environment— 
that  would  be  enough  of  a  reason — but 
we  can  do  our  best  to  change  the  way 
people  operate,  we  can  do  our  best  to 
help  them  redirect  their  lives  if  they 
are  not  allowed  to  hide  under  a  shield 
of  juvenile  laws  that  keep  their  records 
firom  being  known. 

A  significant  part  of  the  Dole-Hatch 
proposal  is  that  such  records  can  be 
maintained  and  developed  at  Federal 
expense  if  such  records  are  made  avail- 
able to  law  enforcement  and  school  au- 
thorities, including  those  outside  the 
State.  The  juvenile  community  in 
America  is  very  mobile.  The  Bloods 
and  the  Crips  are  no  longer  focused  on 
the  seaboards  of  this  country.  I  am 


sure  they  are  in  Oklahoma  City,  like 
they  are  in  Kansas  City  and  some,  from 
time  to  time,  are  found  in  smaller  cit- 
ies of  Missouri  and  across  the  United 
States  of  America. 

It  is  fundamentally  important  that 
we  not  provide  this  blanket  of  security 
for  criminal  activity;  that  we  expose  to 
the  light  of  day  the  acts  of  individuals 
whose  conduct  threatens  the  very  secu- 
rity and  integrity  and  dignity  of  the 
American  public  and  also  threatens 
substantially  our  ability  to  operate  our 
public  schools.  I,  for  one,  am  loath  to 
see  us  fail  to  protect  our  public  edu- 
cation system. 

Second,  this  measure  provides  States 
will  get  50  percent  more  in  funding  if 
they  prosecute  as  adults  juveniles  14  or 
older  who  commit  murder,  rape,  armed 
robbery,  aggravated  assault,  and  dis- 
tribution of  controlled  substances.  The 
funding  will  be  substantially  greater  to 
States  who  decide  to  get  serious. 

I  do  not  think  it  is  unfair  at  all  for 
the  Federal  Government  to  say  we  are 
not  interested  in  providing  resources 
just  for  social  programs.  If  we  are  real- 
ly worried  about  the  threat  to  the  in- 
tegrity, to  the  security,  to  the  safety 
of  our  citizenry,  then  for  States  who 
are  really  serious  about  protecting 
them,  we  will  provide  more  funding. 
States  who  are  serious  enough  to  pro- 
vide real  prosecutions  will  get  addi- 
tional funding. 

The  bill  establishes  an  Office  of  Juve- 
nile Accountability  to  assist  the  States 
in  the  prosecution  of  offenders  and  in 
combating  youth  violence.  To  get  fund- 
ing. States  would  have  to  make  reason- 
able efforts  to  ensure  by  2002  that  juve- 
nile proceedings  will  be  open  to  the 
public,  that  juvenile  records  will  be 
made  available  to  schools  and  law  en- 
forcement agencies,  and  that  finger- 
print records  will  be  kept  for  all  juve- 
nile offenders. 

The  idea  that  we  have  repeat,  serious 
predatory  criminals  who  are  not 
fingerprinted  because  they  are  juve- 
niles and  we  do  not  have  the  cai>acity 
to  follow  their  activities  and  to  mon- 
itor what  they  are  doing  is  an  idea 
whose  time  has  passed.  It  is  time  for  us 
to  understand  that  it  is  not  spitballs  in 
the  hall  and  it  is  not  just  truancy.  We 
have  major  criminal  activity,  and  we 
should  respond  to  it  as  such. 

Reform  of  the  Federal  juvenile  jus- 
tice system  would  be  included  here.  It 
would  hold  juveniles  13  or  older  ac- 
countable as  adults  for  the  commission 
of  violent  crimes,  such  as  murder  and 
robbery,  drug  trafficking,  or  if  they 
have  been  adjudicated  delinquent  on 
three  previous  offenses  which,  if  the  ac- 
tivity had  been  committed  by  an  adult, 
would  have  been  felonies. 

What  we  are  really  talking  about 
here  is  focusing  our  attention  on  those 
juveniles  who  have  been  extremely  dis- 
ruptive and  violent  and  who  have  de- 
cided that  they  can  game  or  take  ad- 
vantage of  the  system,  and,  when  they 


take  advantage  of  the  system,  to  hide 
imder  it  as  juveniles.  We  have  to  say 
there  is  no  hiding  place  down  here.  We 
simply  have  to  say  very  clearly,  "If 
you're  going  to  make  a  conscious  deci- 
sion to  be  involved  in  criminal  activ- 
ity, then  you'll  be  treated  as  a  crimi- 
nal, not  as  a  juvenile." 

Note  what  we  do  not  do  here.  We  do 
not  say  that  everyone's  first  encounter 
with  the  law,  if  it  is  for  some  kind  of 
activity  which  is  not  serious,  auto- 
matically puts  them  into  the  adult 
criminal  system.  Ninety  percent  of  all 
the  juveniles  that  encounter  our  sys- 
tem encounter  it  once.  They  have 
learned  their  lesson. 

This  system  does  not  do  anything  to 
deal  with  those  individuals  unless  they 
have  committed  murder,  rape,  armed 
robbery,  armed  assault,  or  major  drug 
trafficking  crimes.  And  you  are  pretty 
sure  that  is  not  a  first  encounter  of 
someone  with  the  system.  So  for  the 
individuals  in  our  juvenile  justice  sys- 
tem for  whom  the  system  has  worked, 
this  system  does  not  affect  them.  But 
it  begins  to  say,  for  those  in  the  10  per- 
cent that  are  involved  in  the  serious, 
repeat,  predatory,  violent  crimes  of 
rape,  armed  robbery,  armed  assault, 
murder,  major  drug  trafficking,  those 
individuals  are  to  be  treated  as  crimi- 
nals because  they  are  involved  in 
criminal  activity. 

It  is  my  judgment  that  it  is  beyond 
time  for  us  to  recognize  that  the  times 
have  changed,  that  criminal  activity 
and  juvenile  delinquency  is  not  what  it 
once  was.  It  is  a  new  category  of  of- 
fense. It  demands  a  new  category  of  re- 
sponse. 

The  same  responses  that  have  worked 
in  the  past  will  not  work  in  the  future, 
not  unless  we  are  willing  to  accept  the 
tidal  wave,  this  explosion  of 
countercultural  crime.  It  is  against  the 
culture  which  says  crime  is  going  down 
overall.  It  is  countercultural  because  it 
is  going  up  dramatically. 

We  owe  it  to  every  man,  woman,  and 
child  in  America  to  do  what  we  can  to 
protect  their  integrity  for  their  per- 
sonal safety,  the  safety  and  security  of 
their  property  as  well  as  their  persons. 
We  owe  it  to  every  schoolteacher.  We 
owe  it  to  every  schoolchild.  We  owe  it 
to  individuals  who  are  trying  to  pre- 
pare themselves  for  a  future  in  these 
United  States  of  America  so  they  can 
build  these  United  States  of  America 
rather  than  tear  down  these  United 
States  of  America.  We  owe  them 
schools  that  are  safe  enough  in  which 
to  learn. 

The  Dole-Hatch  bill,  which  addresses 
the  core  problem  of  violent,  hard-core, 
repeat  juvenile  offenders,  will  do  ex- 
actly that.  It  focuses  the  resources  on 
investigation  and  prosecution.  It  does 
not  focus  the  resources  where  we  have 
had  S4  billion  spent  previously,  coincid- 
ing with  the  explosion  of  juvenile 
crime  in  the  culture.  It  does  not  deny 
that  effort  that  is  being  made  to  try  to 
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provide  the  right  reinforcements  and 
support  for  individuals  who  want  to 
stay  straight,  but  it  say«  that  effort 
can  no  longer  characterize  solely  what 
we  are  doing. 

We  must  be  willing  to  get  involved  in 
investigation,  prosecution,  detention, 
and  punishment  for  individuals  in- 
volved in  predatory  crimes  which  de- 
prive us  of  our  security,  of  our  integ- 
rity and  our  safety.  And  we  must  treat 
those  who  choose  to  be  criminals  as 
criminals  in  order  to  address  this  seri- 
ous problem. 

So  I  am  pleased  to  have  this  oppor- 
timity  to  submit  the  Dole-Hatch  meas- 
ure addressing  this  serious  problem  of 
violent,  repeat,  hard-core  juvenile  of- 
fenders and  to  commend  the  majority 
leader  and  the  chairman  of  the  Judici- 
ary Committee  for  this  farsighted 
measure,  which  will  take  serious  steps 
to  curtail  this  threat  to  the  liberty 
which  all  Americans  have  a  right  to 
enjoy. 


By  Mr.  GRAMM  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  D'Amato): 
S.  1855.  A  bill  to  reduce  registration 
■fees  required  to  be  paid  by  issuers  of  se- 
curities, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Banking,  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs. 

TH£  SECURTnES  AND  EXCHANGE  COMMISSION 
FEE  REDUCTION  ACT  OF  1986 

•  Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  today,  I 
am  joined  by  Banking  Committee 
Chairman  D'Amato  in  introducing  the 
Securities  and  Exchange  Commission 
Fee  Reduction  Act  of  1996.  This  legisla- 
tion is  similar  to  a  bill  that  was  ap- 
proved overwhelmingly  by  the  House  of 
Representatives  earlier  this  year,  and 
it  should  enjoy  similar  support  in  the 
Senate. 

Today,  so-called  user  fees  collected 
by  the  Securities  and  Exchange  Com- 
mission [SEC]  will  pay  for  the  entire 
SEC  budget  nearly  three  times  over. 
These  fees  have  become  transformed 
into  a  tax  on  investment  and  capital 
formation.  The  legislation  that  we  are 
introducing  today  will  reduce  these  ex- 
cess fees  in  stages  over  a  period  of  5 
years  until  the  amaounts  collected  are 
approximately  in  line  with  the  budget 
of  the  SEC. 

Mr.  President,  permit  me  to  review 
the  history  of  these  fees,  so  that  this 
bill,  and  its  importance,  can  be  placed 
in  context.  For  many  years  a  variety  of 
user  fees  have  been  assessed  to  support 
the  budget  of  the  SEC.  The  most  sig- 
nificant of  these  fees  is  assessed  on  new 
securities  issues  as  they  are  registered 
with  the  Commission.  A  lesser  fee  is 
imposed  on  New  York  and  American 
Stock  Exchange  trades. 

From  their  inception,  fees  were  kept 
minimal,  closely  related  to  the  cost  of 
actually  running  the  SEC,  and  there- 
fore could  be  called  user  fees,  paid  so 
that  the  SEC  could  guard  the  integrity 
of  our  securities  markets,  a  clear  bene- 
fit to  everybody.  That  began  to  change 


with  the  1990  budget.  The  slump  in 
market  activity  following  Black  Mon- 
day in  1987  caused  worry  in  some  quar- 
ters that  the  money  generated  by  ex- 
isting fees  might  not  keep  pace  with 
the  growing  budget  of  the  SEC.  So  the 
registration  fees  were  raised,  tempo- 
rarily. That  not  only  made  up  for  lost 
revenue,  it  inadvertently  produced  an- 
nual surpluses  of  up  to  $70  million  over 
and  above  the  SEC's  budget. 

Creating  a  surplus  by  raising  a  fee  is 
a  dangerous  precedent.  Before  1992.  the 
SEC  user  fees  had  become  a  cash  cow. 
Even  so.  the  registration  fee  ratio  was 
altered  again.  The  surplus  then  jumped 
to  S180  million  and  had  continued  to 
climb  each  year  since.  It  will  approach 
$400  million  this  year. 

It  it  improbable  that  a  more  destruc- 
tive way  to  raise  revenues  could  be 
found.  Not  unlike  an  increase  in  inter- 
est rates,  the  registration  fees  increase 
the  cost  of  raising  equity  capital,  with 
the  imavoidable  result  that  equity  in- 
vestment is  lower  than  it  would  other- 
wise be.  These  fees  have  raised  the  cost 
of  entry  into  the  equity  markets. 

The  cost  to  the  economy  is  immense. 
These  fees  tax  our  economy's  seed  cap- 
ital— the  money  needed  to  create  a  har- 
vest of  new  jobs,  goods,  services,  eco- 
nomic growth,  and  opportunity.  Clear- 
ly, the  cost  of  these  taxes  imposed  on 
new  stock  issues  and  stock  trades 
measured  in  loss  of  economic  activity 
must  be  counted  in  billions  of  dollars. 

Since  a  tax  on  new  issues  and  equity 
transactions  must  be  among  the  most 
inefficient  ways  to  raise  revenues,  such 
a  tax  should  never  be  used  to  fund  gen- 
eral government.  That  is  why  I  oppose 
setting  fees  at  a  level  higher  than  nec- 
essary to  fund  the  SEC.  The  adoption 
of  this  bill  will  return  us  to  this  prin- 
ciple, which  governed  SEC  fees  prior  to 
the  change  in  1990. 

These  excess  fees  have  been  recog- 
nized as  a  tax  by  the  House  Ways  and 
Means  Committee.  This  fact  resulted 
in  a  near  shutdown  of  the  SEC  2  years 
ago  in  a  dispute  between  the  Appro- 
priations and  Ways  and  Means  Com- 
mittees over  jurisdiction  for  tax  legis- 
lation. To  prevent  a  recurrence  of  that 
problem,  a  compromise  was  reached 
whereby  the  Wajrs  and  Means  Commit- 
tee will  withhold  its  objections  to  such 
fees  being  raised  in  appropriations 
bills,  but  only  while  the  excess  fees  are 
on  track  to  their  elimination.  This  bUl 
implements  that  compromise,  which 
also  has  the  full  support  of  the  author- 
izing committee  in  the  House  and  the 
SEC. 

This  legislation  is  revenue  neutral, 
since  the  excess  SEC  fees  have  not  been 
used  for  deficit  reduction  but  rather  as 
offsetting  collections  in  appropriations 
bills.  The  fees  collected  for  deficit  re- 
duction purposes  remain  unchanged. 

Mr.  President,  this  position  finds  a 
strong  consensus  in  this  Congress.  The 
legislation  adopted  by  the  House  of 
Representatives  had  the  support  of  Re- 


publicans and  Democrats  and  was  care- 
fully crafted  in  consultation  with  the 
Ways  and  Means,  Commerce,  and  Ap- 
propriations Committees  of  the  other 
body.  I  believe  that  the  companion  bill 
we  are  introducing  today  will  find 
similar  support  here. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  RECORD,  as 
follows: 

S.  1855 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 
SECTION  k  SHORT  TTTLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  tbe  "Securities 
and   E^chasgre  Conunission   Pee  Redactioo 
Act  of  1996". 
SEC  2.  REDUCINC  REGISTBATION  FEE& 

Section  6(b)  of  the  Securities  Act  of  1933  (15 
U.S.C.  T7f(b))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"(b)  Registration  Fee.— 

"(1)  FEE  PAYMENT  REQUmED.— 

"(A)  In  general.— At  the  time  of  niin?  a 
registration  statement,  the  applicant  shall 
pay  to  the  Commission  a  fee  that  shall  be 
equal  to  the  sum  of  the  amounts  (if  any)  de- 
termined under  the  rates  established  by 
paragraph  (3). 

"(B)  PUBUCATION  OF  FEES.— Thc  Commis- 
sion shall  publish  in  the  Federal  Register  no- 
tices of  the  fee  rates  applicable  under  this 
subsection  for  each  fiscal  year. 

"(C)  AMOUNTS  OF  FEES.— In  no  case  shall. a 
minimum  fee  req»iired  by  this  subsection  be 
greater  than  SIOO. 

"(2)  General  revenue  fees.— 

"(A)  Rate.— The  rate  determined  under 
this  paragraph  is  a  rate  equal  to — 

"(i)  during  each  fiscal  year  before  fiscal 
year  2002.  saoo  for  each  $1,000,000  of  the  maxi- 
mum aggregate  price  at  which  the  subject 
securities  are  proposed  to  be  offered;  and 

"(ii)  during  fiscal  year  2002  and  each  suc- 
ceeding fiscal  year.  S182  for  each  SI  ,000.000  of 
the  maximum  aggregate  price  at  which  the 
subject  securities  are  proposed  to  be  offered. 

"(B)  Revenues  of  treasury.- Fees  col- 
lected during  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to 
this  paragraph  shall  be  deposited  and  cred- 
ited as  general  revenues  of  the  Treasury. 

"(3)  Offsetting  collection  fees.— 

"(A)  In  general.— Except  as  provided  in 
subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C),  for  each  Sl.000.000 
of  the  maximum  aggregrate  price  at  which 
the  subject  securities  are  proposed  to  be  of- 
fered, the  rate  determined  under  this  para- 
graph is  a  rate  equal  to — 

"(i)  $103  during  fiscal  year  1997; 

"(ii)  $70  during  fiscal  year  1998; 

"(iii)  $38  daring  fiscal  year  1999: 

"(Iv)  $17  during  fiscal  year  2000;  and 

"(V)  $0  during  fiscal  year  2001  or  any  suc- 
ceeding fiscal  year. 

"(B)  Limitation;  deposit.— Except  as  pro- 
vided in  subparagraph  (C).  no  amounts  shall 
be  collected  pursuant  to  this  paragraph  for 
any  fiscal  year  except  to  the  extent  provided 
in  advance  in  appropriations  Acts.  Fees  col- 
lected during  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to 
this  paragraph  shall  be  deposited  and  cred- 
ited as  offsetting  collections  in  accordance 
with  appropriations  Acts. 

"(C)  Lapse  of  approprutions.— If.  on  the 
first  day  of  a  fiscal  year,  a  regular  appropria- 
tion to  the  Commission  has  not  been  en- 
acted, the  Commission  shall  continue  to  col- 
lect fees  (as  offsetting  collections)  under  this 
paragraph  at  the  rate  in  effect  during  the 
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preceding  flscal  year,  until  such  a  regular 
approi>riation  is  enacted.". 

SEC  3.  TRANSACnON  FEE& 

(a)  AMENDMiaJT.— Section  31  of  the  Securi- 
ties Exchange  Act  of  1934  (15  U.S.C.  78ee)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"SEa  31.  TRANSACTION  FEES. 

"(a)  Exchange-Traded  Securities.— 

"(1)  Rate. — E^ch  national  securities  ex- 
change shall  pay  to  the  Commission  a  fee  at 
a  rate  equal  to— 

"(A)  S33  for  each  Sl.000,000  of  the  aggregate 
dollar  amount  of  sales  of  securities  (other 
than  bonds,  debentures,  and  other  evidences 
of  indebtedness)  transacted  on  such  national 
securities  exchange  during  the  period  to 
which  the  fee  relates  under  subsection  (d); 
and 

"(B)  for  fiscal  year  2002  and  each  succeed- 
ing fiscal  year.  S25  for  each  Sl.000,000  of  such 
aggregate  dollar  amount  of  sales  during  the 
period  to  which  the  fee  relates  under  sub- 
section (d). 

"(2)  Revenues  of  treasury.— Pees  col- 
lected pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be 
deposited  and  collected  as  general  revenue  of 
the  Treasury. 

"(b)  Off-Exchange-Trades  of  Exchange- 
registered  Securities.- 

"(1)  Rates.— Each  national  securities  asso- 
ciation shall  pay  to  the  Commission  a  fee  at 
a  rate  equal  to— 

"(A)  $33  for  each  Sl.000,000  of  the  aggregate 
dollar  amount  of  sales  transacted  during  the 
period  to  which  the  fee  relates  under  sub- 
section (d)  by  or  through  any  member  of 
such  association  otherwise  than  on  a  na- 
tional securities  exchange  of  securities  reg- 
istered on  such  an  exchange  (other  than 
bonds,  debentures,  and  other  evidences  of  in- 
debtedness): and 

"(B)  for  Hscal  year  2002  and  each  succeed- 
ing fiscal  year.  S2S  for  each  Sl.000,000  of  the 
aggregate  dollar  amount  of  sales  referral  to 
in  subparagraph  (A)  during  the  period  to 
which  the  fee  relates  under  subsection  (d). 

"(2)  Revenues  of  treasury.— Fees  col- 
lected pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be 
deposited  and  collected  as  general  revenue  of 
the  Treasury. 

"(c)  Off-Exchange-Trades  of  Last-Saij:- 
refobted  Securities. — 

"(1)  Covered  transactions.— Each  na- 
tional securities  association  shall  pay  to  the 
Commission  a  fee  at  a  rate  equal  to  the  dol- 
lar amoont  determined  under  paragraph  (2) 
for  each  Sl.OOO.OOO  of  the  aggregate  dollar 
amount  of  sales  transacted  during  the  period 
to  which  the  fee  relates  under  subsection  (d) 
by  or  through  any  member  of  such  associa- 
tion otherwise  than  on  a  national  securities 
exchange  of  securities  (other  than  bonds,  de- 
bentures, and  other  evidences  of  indebted- 
ness) subject  to  prompt  last  sale  reporting 
pursuant  to  the  rules  of  the  Commission  or  a 
registered  national  securities  association, 
excluding  any  sales  for  which  a  fee  is  paid 
under  subsection  (b). 

"(2)  Fee  rates.— Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (4),  the  dollar  amount  determined 
under  this  paragraph  is — 

"(A)  S12  for  fiscal  year  1997; 

"(B)  $14  for  fiscal  year  1998; 

"(C)  J17  for  fiscal  year  1999; 

"(D)  S18  for  fiscal  year  2000; 

"(E)  S20  for  flscal  year  2001:  and 

"(F)  S25  for  fiscal  year  2002  or  for  any  suc- 
ceeding fiscal  year. 

"(3)  Ldotation;  DEPOsrr  of  fees.— Except 
as  provided  in  paragraph  (4),  no  amounts 
shall  be  collected  pursuant  to  this  subsection 
for  any  fiscal  year  beginning  before  October 
1.  2001,  except  to  the  extent  provided  in  ad- 
vance in  appropriations  Acts.  Fees  collected 


during  any  such  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  this 
subsection  shall  be  deposited  and  credited  as 
offsetting  collections  to  the  account  provid- 
ing appropriations  to  the  Commission,  ex- 
cept that  any  amounts  in  excess  of  the  fol- 
lowing amounts  (and  any  amount  collected 
for  fiscal  years  beginning  on  or  after  October 
1,  2001)  shall  be  deposited  and  credited  as 
general  revenues  of  the  Treasury: 

"(A)  $20,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

"(B)  $26,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1998. 

"(C)  $32,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1999. 

"(D)  $32,000,000  for  fiscal  year  2000. 

"(E)  $32,000,000  for  fiscal  year  2001. 

"(F)  $0  for  fiscal  year  2002  and  any  succeed- 
ing fiscal  year. 

"(4)  Lapse  of  appropriations.— If,  on  the 
firet  day  of  a  fiscal  year,  a  regular  appropria- 
tion to  the  Commission  has  not  been  en- 
acted, the  Commission  shall  continue  to  col- 
lect fees  (as  offsetting  collections)  under  this 
subsection  at  the  rate  in  effect  during  the 
preceding  fiscal  year,  until  such  a  regular 
appropriation  is  enacted. 

"(d)  Dates  for  Payment  of  Pees.— The 
fees  required  by  subsections  (a),  (b).  and  (c) 
shall  be  paid— 

"(1)  on  or  before  March  15,  with  respect  to 
transactions  and  sales  occurring  during  the 
period  beginning  on  the  preceding  September 
1  and  ending  at  the  close  of  the  preceding  De- 
cember 31;  and 

"(2)  on  or  before  September  30.  with  re- 
spect to  transactions  and  sales  occurring 
during  the  period  beginning  on  the  preceding 
January  1  and  ending  at  the  close  of  the  pre- 
ceding August  31. 

"(e)  Exemptions.— 

"(1)  Commission  authority.— The  Commis- 
sion may,  by  rule,  exempt  any  sale  of  securi- 
ties or  any  class  of  sales  of  securities  ftom 
any  fee  imposed  by  this  section,  if  the  Com- 
mission finds  that  such  exemption  is  consist- 
ent with  the  public  interest,  the  equal  regu- 
lation of  markets  and  brokers  and  dealere. 
and  the  development  of  a  national  market 
system. 

"(2)  Low-volume  transactions.— No  fee 
shall  be  assessed  under  this  section  for  trans- 
actions involving  portfolios  of  equity  securi- 
ties taking  place  at  times  of  day  character- 
ized by  low  volume  and  during  nontradi- 
tional  trading  hours,  as  determined  by  the 
Convnisslon. 

"(f)  Publication.— The  Commission  shall 
publish  in  the  Federal  Register  notices  of  the 
fee  rates  applicable  under  this  section  for 
each  fiscal  year.". 

(b)  Effective  Date;  Transition.— 

(1)  Effective  date. — Elxcept  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2).  the  amendment  made  by  sub- 
section (a)  shall  apply  with  respect  to  trans- 
actions in  securities  that  occur  on  or  after 
October  1. 1996. 

(2)  Off-exchange  trades  of  last  sale  re- 
ported transactions.— The  amendment 
made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  with  re- 
spect to  transactions  described  in  section 
31(d)(1)  of  the  Securities  Exchange  Act  of 
1934  (as  amended  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section)  that  occur  on  or  after  October  1. 
1996. 

(3)  Rule  of  construction.— Nothing  in  this 
subsection  shall  be  construed  to  affect  the 
obligation  of  national  securities  exchanges 
and  registered  brokers  and  dealers  under  sec- 
tion 31  of  the  Securities  Exchange  Act  of 
1934.  as  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  effec- 
tive date  of  the  amendment  made  by  sub- 
section (a),  to  make  the  payments  required 
by  such  section  on  March  15. 1997. 

SEC  4.  TIME  FOR  PAYMENT. 

Section  4(e)  of  the  Securities  Exchange  Act 
of  1934  (15  U.S.C.  78d(e))  is  amended  by  in- 


serting before  the  period  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: ".  and  the  Commission  may  also 
specify  the  time  that  such  fee  shall  be  deter- 
mined and  paid  relative  to  the  filing  of  any 
statement  or  document  with  the  Commis- 
sion". 

SEC.  5.  ELIMINATION  OF  UNNECESSARY  FEES. 

The  fees  authorized  by  the  amendments 
made  by  this  Act  are  in  lieu  of.  and  not  in 
addition  to.  any  fees  that  the  Securities  and 
Exchange  Commission  is  authorized  to  im- 
pose or  collect  pursuant  to  section  9701  of 
title  31,  United  States  Code.* 

•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  join  my  distinguished  col- 
league and  Securities  Subcommittee 
Chairman.  Senator  Gramm,  in  sponsor- 
ing legislation  to  fully  and  fairly  fund 
the  Securities  and  Exchange  Commis- 
sion. The  Securities  and  Exchange 
Conunission  Fee  Reduction  Act  of  1996 
provides  a  long-term  solution  to  the 
SEC's  current  funding  problems. 

The  Securities  and  Exchange  Com- 
mission is  funded  through  offsetting 
collections  to  increases  in  its  section 
6(b)  fees.  Section  6(b)  fees  are  jiaid  by 
issuers  who  register  their  securities 
with  the  Securities  and  Exchange  Com- 
mission. In  the  last  several  years,  the 
section  6(b)  fees  assessed  on  issuers  has 
resulted  in  fees  collected  by  the  agency 
that  far  exceeds  the  cost  of  regulation. 
Any  fees  raised  over  and  above  the  Se- 
curities and  Exchange  Commission's 
budget  are  deposited  into  the  General 
Treasury  for  deficit  reduction.  Last 
year,  the  SEC  raised  approximately 
$750  million  in  fees  to  pay  for  a  budget 
of  less  than  S300  million. 

The  section  6(b)  fees  have  become  a 
tax  on  capital  formation.  These  user 
fees  now  raise  enough  money  to  fimd 
the  SEC  three  times.  The  proposed  1997 
budget  continues  this  trend  by  raising 
the  statutory  fee  level  and  expanding 
the  fee  base.  The  1997  budget  proposal 
raises  S776  million  in  fees  to  fvmd  the 
SEC's  $307  million  budget. 

The  Securities  and  Exchange  Com- 
mission Fee  Reduction  Act  will  sta- 
bilize the  SEC's  fee  structure  by  reduc- 
ing fees  and  increasing  appropriations 
over  a  5-year  period.  It  will  return  the 
section  6(b)  registration  fees  closer  to 
the  statutory  level  of  one-fiftieth  of  1 
percent  and  it  will  create  a  more  equi- 
table fee  structure  by  expanding  cur- 
rent section  31  trading  fees  now  paid 
only  for  transactions  executed  on  secu- 
rities exchanges  to  include  trans- 
actions on  the  over-the-counter  mar- 
ket. As  fees  are  reduced  over  the  5-year 
period,  direct  appropriations  will  be 
used  to  fund  the  SEC. 

Mr.  President,  the  bill  Senator 
Gramm  and  I  introduce  today  will  cre- 
ate a  permanent  funding  structure  for 
the  SEC  that  enables  the  agency  to  pay 
for  itself.  At  one  point  several  years 
ago,  Congress  considered  making  the 
SEC  a  self-funded  agency.  The  fee 
structure  in  H.R.  2972  allows  the  SEC 
to  be  virtually  self-funded,  yet  gives 
Congress  greater  control  over  the  agen- 
cy. 
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It  is  critical  for  Congress  to  ensure 
that  a  stable  and  fair  funding  structure 
exists  for  the  agency  responsible  for 
safeguarding  our  preeminent  capital 
markets.  Further,  fees  paid  by  partici- 
pants in  the  securities  markets— par- 
ticularly for  capital  formation— should 
bear  a  rational  relationship  to  the  cost 
of  regulation. 

In  the  words  of  Securities  and  Ex- 
change Commission  Levitt  when  testi- 
fying before  the  Commerce,  State,  Ju- 
diciary Appropriations  Subcommittee: 
"In  order  to  continue  the  Commission's 
excellent  record  of  effective  law  en- 
forcement, market  oversight,  and  in- 
vestor protection  the  SEC  will  need  a 
long-term  funding  mechanism." 

Mr.  President,  the  bill  we  introduce 
today  resolves  the  long-debated  prob- 
lem of  how  to  provide  the  Securities 
and  Exchange  Commission  with  a  per- 
manent funding  structure  that  allows 
the  SEC  to  pay  for  itself.  I  commend 
my  colleague  from  Texas  for  his  leader- 
ship on  this  legislation  and  look  for- 
ward to  working  with  him  to  enact  the 
Securities  and  Exchange  Commission 
Fee  Reduction  Act  of  1996.* 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  794 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Lugar.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  California 
[Mrs.  Boxer]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  794,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 
Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide 
Act  to  facilitate  the  minor  use  of  a  pes- 
ticide, and  for  other  puiposes. 

S.  800 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Cochran,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Pryor]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  800,  a  bill  to  provide  for  hearing 
care  services  by  audiologlsts  to  Federal 
civilian  employees. 

.    S.  1166 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Lugar,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  ABRAHAM]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1166,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Fed- 
eral Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and 
Rodenticide  Act,  to  improve  the  reg- 
istration of  pesticides,  to  provide 
minor  use  crop  protection,  to  improve 
pesticide  tolerances  to  safeguard  in- 
fants and  children,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  1189 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  DeWdje.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Ms. 
Snowe]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1189,  a  bill  to  provide  procedures  for 
claims  for  compassionate  payments 
with  regard  to  individuals  with  blood- 
clotting  disorders,  such  as  hemophilia, 
who  contracted  human  immuno- 
deficiency virus  due  to  contaniinated 
blood  products. 

S.  1160 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  BoXER,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Campbelx]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 


sor of  S.  1460,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Ma- 
rine Mammal  Protection  Act  of  1972  to 
support  the  International  Dolphin  Con- 
servation Program  in  the  eastern  tropi- 
cal Pacific  Ocean,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

s.  isos 
At  the  request  of  Mr.  Pressler,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Stevens]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  1505,  a  bill  to  reduce  risk  to  public 
safety  and  the  environment  associated 
with  pipeline  transportation  of  natural 
gas  and  hazardous  liquids,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.  1613 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Helms,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Warner]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1612,  a  bill  to  provide  for  increased 
mandatory  minimum  sentences  for 
criminals  possessing  firearms,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.  173S 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  I*ressler,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Santordm],  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  McConnell],  and 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Fein- 
gold]  were  added  as  cosponsors  of  S. 
1735,  a  bill  to  establish  the  United 
States  Tourism  Organization  as  a  non- 
governmental entity  for  the  purpose  of 
promoting  tourism  in  the  United 
States. 

S.  1831 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  PRESSLER.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Stevens]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  1831,  a  bill  to  amend  title  49,  United 
States  Code,  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  fiscal  years  1997,  1998,  and  1999 
for  the  National  Transportation  Safety 
Board,  and  for  other  purposes. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


COMMEMORATING  THE  BIRTH  OF 
IMRE  NAGY 

•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr  President.  I  rise 
today  to  call  my  colleagues'  attention 
to  the  100th  anniversary  of  the  birth  of 
Imre  Nagy,  the  Prime  Minister  of  Hun- 
gary during  the  Hungarian  revolt 
against  Soviet  Communist  domination. 
Bom  on  June  7,  1896,  Nagy  was  exe- 
cuted after  a  secret  trial  for  his  role  in 
leading  the  revolt. 

His  contribution  to  the  Hungarian 
people  and  to  the  cause  of  freedom  did 
not  end  with  his  execution  on  June  16, 
1958.  Thirty-one  years  later,  after  his 
secretly  interred  remains  were  ex- 
humed, on  June  16,  1989,  over  100,000 
people  took  part  in  public  funeral  serv- 
ices. This  was  a  significant  step  in  the 
fall  of  the  Soviet  Etopire,  lending  im- 
petus to  Hungary's  internal  liberaliza- 
tion. 

Over  the  summer  of  1989,  Hungary 
began  to  dismantle  its  part  of  the  Iron 
Curtain  on  its  western  border.  In  Sep- 


tember 1989,  Hungary  opened  the  bor- 
der for  East  German  refugees  to  travel 
to  the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany. 

This  action  sparked  the  exodus  of 
E^t  Germans  to  the  West,  and  igmted 
a  revolution  in  East  Germany  that 
later  spread  to  Chechoslovakia.  It  led 
directly  to  the  fall  of  the  Wall,  an 
event  most  Americans  never  expected 
to  see  in  their  lifetimes,  and  the  even- 
tual collapse  of  the  Soviet  Union,  an 
even  more  improbable  event. 

Imre  Nagy  was  a  dedicated  Com- 
munist, but  he  was  also  a  patriotic 
Hungarian,  and  original  thinker,  a 
leader,  and  a  very  brave  man.  He 
fought  for  the  Bolshevik  forces  during 
the  Russian  Revolution  of  1917,  and 
participated  in  the  Bela  Kun  Com- 
munist regime  in  Hungary  in  March 
1919. 

After  the  fall  of  that  regime,  he  spent 
the  inter-war  years  in  the  Soviet 
Union,  studying  and  making  propa- 
ganda broadcasts  back  to  Hungary. 

After  the  Red  Army  drove  Nazi  forces 
out  of  Hungary  at  the  end  of  World  War 
n.  Nagy  returned  and  participated  in 
the  newly  established  CJovemment, 
eventually  becoming  Prime  Minister 
on  July  4. 1953. 

His  rise  to  power  in  Hungary  coin- 
cided with  the  death  of  Josef  Stalin.  He 
attempted  to  liberalize  the  Stalinist 
system  that  bad  been  imposed  on  Hun- 
gary. His  program  of  National  Com- 
munism, however,  posed  a  grave  threat 
to  Soviet  domination.  He  was  removed 
from  government  and  expelled  firom  the 
Hungarian  Communist  Party  in  1955. 

However,  as  the  only  communist  who 
had  the  trust  of  the  Hungarian  people, 
he  was  recalled  to  be  Prime  Minister 
on  October  24,  1956,  after  the  Hungarian 
revolt  had  begun.  He  held  that  position 
until  November  4,  1956,  when  the  Soviet 
Red  Army  crushed  the  revolt  in  bloody 
combat. 

Nagy  sought  asylum  in  the  Yugoslav 
Embassy  in  Budapest,  where  he  re- 
mained until  November  22.  1956.  Then, 
apparently  believing  the  promises  of 
safe  conduct  issued  by  the  Janos  Kadar 
government,  he  left  the  safety  of  the 
Embassy  only  to  be  arrested  by  Soviet 
forces. 

He  was  turned  over  to  Hungarian  au- 
thorities, who  tried  him  in  secret  and 
sentenced  him  to  death.  He  refused  an 
offer  of  clemency  and  was  executed  on 
June  16. 1958. 

He  had  made  the  error  of  taking  the 
promises  of  communism  at  face  value, 
when  they  were  false  and  fundamen- 
tally corrupt.  He  paid  with  his  life  for 
that  mistake. 

The  selflessness,  fearless  valor,  dedi- 
cation to  the  cause  of  freedom,  and 
love  for  his  country  Imre  Nagy  dis- 
played throughout  the  Hungarian  re- 
volt of  1956  helped  highlight  the  hjrpoc- 
risy  and  reveal  the  basic  evil  nature  of 
Soviet-style  communism.  It  started  a 
Hre  in  the  hearts  of  Hungarians  that 
Soviet  tanks  and  secret  police  were 
never  able  to  extinguish. 
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Imre  Nagy  gave  Ms  life  for  eternal 
ideals:  freedom,  liberty,  human  dig- 
nity, and  selfless  love  of  his  people.  He 
saw  that  evil,  in  the  form  of  Soviet- 
style  communism,  triumphed  because 
too  many  good  people,  including  politi- 
cal leaders,  did  nothing.  Imre  Nagy 
dreamed  of  change  for  the  better  for  all 
Hungarians.  He  acted  upon  his  dreams, 
showing  true  leadership,  courage,  and 
determination. 

He  paid  the  ultimate  price  for  his 
convictions,  but  his  sacrifice  was  not 
in  vain.  Hungary,  along  with  other 
Eastern  European  nations,  regained  its 
independence  in  1990,  and  the  Soviet 
Union  itself  collapsed  in  1991.  His  exe- 
cutioners MUed  Imre  Nagy's  physical 
body,  but  they  could  not  kill  his  spirit. 
In  the  end,  freedom  triumphed,  and  I 
am  confident  that  future  generations 
will  draw  inspiration  and  courage  from 
his  example. 

For  his  contributions  to  his  country 
and  the  cause  of  freedom,  Imre  Nagy 
deserves  to  be  remembered,  not  just  by 
all  those  of  Hungarian  descent,  but  by 
all  who  love  freedom..* 


ORDERS  FOR  TUESDAY,  JUNE  11, 
1996 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  when  the  Senate 
completes  its  business  today  it  stand  in 
adjournment  until  the  hour  of  9  a.m., 
Tuesday,  June  11;  further,  that  imme- 
diately following  the  prayer,  the  Jour- 
nal of  proceedings  be  deemed  approved 
to  date,  no  resolutions  come  over  under 
the  rule,  the  call  of  the  calendar  be  dis- 
pensed with,  the  morning  hour  be 
deemed  to  have  expired,  the  time  for 
the  two  leaders  be  reserved  for  their 
use  later  in  the  day,  there  then  be  a  pe- 
riod for  the  transaction  of  morning 
business  with  Senators  permitted  to 
speak  for  up  to  5  minutes  each;  I  fur- 
ther ask  unanimous  consent  that  Sen- 
ator NiCKLES  be  in  control  of  the  time 
between  10  and  12  noon,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  15  minutes  between  11:30  and 
11:45  be  reserved  for  Senator  Byrd,  and 
10  minutes  be  reserved  between  11:45 
and  11:55  for  Senator  Daschle,  and, 
further,  that  the  majority  leader  be 
recognized  at  the  hour  of  12  noon — ap- 
proximately 12  noon— and  the  Senate 
then  stand  in  recess  until  the  hour  of 
2:15  immediately  following  those  re- 
marks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PROGRAM 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  for  the  in- 
formation of  all  Senators,  on  Tuesday 
morning  there  will  be  a  period  of  morn- 
ing business  during  which  the  Senate 
will  consider  any  legislative  or  execu- 
tive items  that  can  be  cleared.  Follow- 
ing the  2  hours  under  the  control  of 
Senator  Nickles,  the  majority  leader 
will  be  recognized.  Following  those  re- 


marks, the  Senate  will  recess  until  the 
hour  of  2:15  for  the  weekly  policy  con- 
ferences to  meet.  At  2:15,  following  the 
swearing  in  of  Lieutenant  Governor 
Frahm  of  Kansas  as  a  U.S.  Senator,  the 
Senate  will  begin  consideration  of  the 
budget  conference  report  under  the  10- 
hour  time  limitation.  It  is  still  hoped 
that  much  of  the  debate  time  will  be 
jrielded  back  so  that  the  Senate  may 
complete  action  during  Tuesday's  ses- 
sion of  the  Senate. 


HEALTH  CARE  REFORM 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me  also 
indicate  to  my  colleagues  that  we  have 
just  completed  a  very  successful  meet- 
ing with  Republican  House  Members 
and  Republican  Senators  on  health 
care  reform.  We  have  now  reached 
agreement  on  the  Republican  side.  Sen- 
ator Kassebaum,  Senator  Roth,  Con- 
gressman Archer,  Congressman 
Hastert,  Congressman  Armey,  the 
Speaker,  myself.  Congressman  Kasich, 
and  many  others  have  been  involved  in 
this  process. 

We  believe  that  we  have  put  together 
a  good,  solid,  health  reform  bill  that 
will  help  millions  and  millions  of 
Americans.  My  only  regret  is  that  we 
cannot  vote  on  it  before  I  leave  at  2 
o'clock  tomorrow.  But  we  have  the 
agreement.  That  is  the  important 
thing.  I  hope  now  that  the  Democrats, 
including  the  Senator  from  Mzissachu- 
setts.  Senator  Kennedy,  will  take  a 
hard  look  at  what  we  have  been  able  to 
put  together.  In  our  view  it  goes  a  long 
way  in  ensuring  portability.  It  does  a 
great  deal  for  the  self-employed.  It 
does  a  great  deal  in  making  health  care 
affordable.  It  also  will  start  the  MSA 
process,  medical  savings  accounts, 
which  have  broad  appeal  in  this  coun- 
try. 

We  believe  we  are  on  the  right  traujk. 
So  now  it  is  up  to  the  White  House.  It 
is  up  to  the  President.  I  hope  the  Presi- 
dent will  say  this  is  good,  this  is  close 
enough,  maybe  not  everything  he 
wanted.  It  is  not  ever3rthing  we  wanted, 
but  that  is  the  way  it  works  when  you 
go  to  conference. 

So  the  Republicans  have  agreed.  Now 
we  need  to  appoint  conferees.  Hopefully 
our  Democratic  colleagues  will  let  us 
do  that  tomorrow.  They  refused  to  let 
us  appoint  conferees.  But  now  since  the 
Republicans  have  agreed — we  are  the 
majority  party— I  hope  there  will  be  an 
effort  to  com.i  together.  I  want  to 
thank  particularly  my  colleague.  Sen- 
ator Kassebaum,  and  also  Congressman 
Archer.  They  both  had  to  give  up— you 
cannot  have  everything.  They  both 
gave  considerable  amounts  in  the  nego- 
tiations. But  I  think  we  reached  a  very 
good  agreement,  I  mean  good  in  the 
sense  for  the  American  people. 
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open  the  Senate  tomorrow  morning.  I 
will  make  a  statement  sometime 
around  noon  tomorrow.  But  I  want  to 
thank  all  the  staff  and  all  my  col- 
leagues. And  we  will  all  be  looking 
back  at  what  happens  in  this  Congress, 
what  action  was  taken,  what  did  we  do 
for  the  American  people,  what  did  we 
do  to  the  American  people. 

I  believe  when  the  record  is  added  up, 
the  asset  side,  the  debit  side,  the  assets 
will  far  outweigh  the  debit  side.  We  are 
on  the  right  track.  We  are  trying  to  re- 
duce the  role  of  Government.  We  are 
trying  to  balance  the  budget,  which  83 
percent  of  the  American  people  think 
we  should  do.  We  failed  to  pass  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  by  two 
votes — two  votes  last  week,  and  last 
March  by  one  vote.  That  is  not  the  end. 
And  I  hope  that  that  will  happen  some- 
time, if  not  this  year,  next  year. 

But  whether  it  is  welfare  reform  or 
Medicaid  reform  or  trying  to  save 
Medicare,  trying  to  change  the  tax  sys- 
tem, to  downsize  the  IRS,  and  a  lot  of 
things  we  think  should  be  done,  my 
view  is  the  American  people  will  be- 
lieve we  are  on  the  right  track,  as  long 
as  they  are  told  the  truth,  and  as  long 
as  we  keep  our  word.  If  we  do  not  tell 
the  truth,  then  you  cannot  fault  the 
American  people  for  being  cynical 
about  Congress  and  about  those  of  us 
who  have  been  honored  and  privileged 
to  serve  in  the  Congress. 

So  I  will  keep  an  eye  on  all  you  peo- 
ple now  that  I  am  leaving.  We  will  look 
back  from  time  to  time  and  see  how 
Congrress  is  responding.  And  I  will  be 
back  from  time  to  tinae  as  my  party's 
nominee  to  visit  with  the  leadership  in 
the  House  and  the  Senate  and  many  of 
my  other  friends  in  the  Senate. 

So  it  has  been  a  good  ride.  I  have  cer- 
tainly enjoyed  my  time  as  leader  of  the 
Republican  side,  as  the  majority  leader 
and  the  minority  leader.  But  I  must 
say,  I  enjoyed  more  being  the  majority 
leader.  There  is  a  thing  about  being  in 
the  majority  that  is  a  bit  better  than 
being  in  the  minority,  particularly 
when  as  Republicans  we  waited  so  long 
for  it  to  happen,  40  years.  I  think  the 
Democrats  agree,  40  years  is  a  long 
wait.  But  it  happened.  We  are  proud  of 
it.  And  we  are  proud  of  America. 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  9  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  if  there  is 
no  further  business  to  come  before  the 
Senate,  I  now  ask  that  the  Senate 
stand  in  adjournment  under  the  pre- 
vious order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  6:45  p.m.  adjourned  until  Tuesday, 
June  11,  1996,  at  9  a.m. 


WE  ARE  ON  THE  RIGHT  TRACK 
Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  this  is  the 
last  time  I  will  close  the  Senate.  I  will 


NOMINATIONS 
Executive  nominations  received  by 
the  Senate,  June  10, 1996: 
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UNIFORMED  SERVICES  UNIVERSm"  OF  THE 
HEALTH  SCIEN'CES 

EVERETT  ALVEREZ.  JR..  OF  MARyiAND.  TO  BE  A  MEM- 
BER OF  THE  BOARD  OF  REGENTS  OF  THE  UNIFORMED 
SERVICES  tfMVERSm"  OF  THE  HEALTH  SCIENCES  FOR  A 
TERM  EXPIRING  MAY  1.  iSBB.  (REAPPOINTMENT) 

DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 

VICKY  A.  BAILEY.  OF  INDIANA.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER  OF 
THE  FEDERAL  ENERGY  REOtOJlTORY  COMMISSION  FOR 
THE  TERM  EXPnUNO  JUNE  30.  JOOl.  (REAPPOINTMENT) 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

WYCHE  FOWLER.  JR.,  OF  GEORGIA.  TO  BE  AMBASSADOR 
EXTRAORDINARY  AND  PLENTPOTENTIARY  OF  THE 
UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA  TO  THE  KINGDOM  OF  SAUDI 
ARABIA. 

EQUAL  EMPLOYMENT  OPPORTUNrTY  COMMISSION 

REGINALD  EARL  JONES.  OF  MARYLAND.  TO  BE  A  MEM- 
BER OF  THE  EQUAL  EMPLOYMENT  OPPORTUNITY  COM- 
MISSION FOR  A  TERM  EXPnUNG  JULY  1.  »».  VICE  ROSA- 
LIE GAULL  SILBERMAN.  TERM  EXPIRED. 

CORPORATION  FOR  PUBLIC  BROADCASTING 

HEIDI  H.  SCHULMAN.  OF  CALIFORNIA.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER 
OF  THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  OF  THE  (XMIPORATION 
FOR  PUBLIC  BROADCASTING  FOR  A  TERM  EXPIRING  JAN- 
UARY 31.  2002.  VICE  MARTHA  BUCHANAN.  RESICNIS. 

PUBUC  HEALTH  SERVICE 

THE  FOLLOWING  CANDIDATES  FOR  PERSONNEL  AC- 
TION IN  THE  REGULAR  (X)RPS  OF  THE  PUBUC  HEALTH 
SERVKSE  SUBJECrr  TO  QUALIFICATIONS  THEREFOR  AS 
PROVIDED  BY  LAW  ANT)  REGULATIONS: 

1.  FOR  APPOINTMENT: 

To  be  assistant  surgeon: 


JOHN  M.  BAHNTONA 
AL-EARIM  A.  DHANJI 
HEIDI  C  ERICKSON 
TRACEY  A.  FORD 
80CHELLE  NOLTE 


DAVID  C.  HOUGHTON 
JOHN  MOHS 
MARK  A.  SHEFFLER 
KIMBERLY  S.  STOLZ 


IN  THE  AIR  FORCE 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  GENERAL  IN  THE  n.S.   AIR  FORCE 


WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OP  IMPORTANCE  ANT) 
RESPONSIBILITY  UND^  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE. 
SECTION  Ml: 

To  be  general 

LT.  GEN.  HOWELL  M.  ESTES  HL  S7»-5fr-S497 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  PROMOTION  IN 
THE  REGULAR  AIR  FORCE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  TO 
THE  GRADE  INDICATH)  UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNTTED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTION  (24: 

To  be  brigadier  general 

C»L  GILBERT  J.  REGAN.  04S-3t-i301.  CS.  AIR  FORCE 

THE  FOLLOWINC-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
IN  THE  RESER\-E  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE.  TO  THE  GRADE  IN- 
DICATED UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNTTED  STATES  CODE.  SEC- 
TIONS «74.  12201.  AND  12212: 

To  be  brigadier  general 

COL  CHRISTOPHER  J.  LUNA.  <«2-7»-7«31.  AIR  NATIONAL 
GUARD  OF  THE  UNTTED  STATES. 

IN  THE  ARMY 

THE  FOLLOWING  U.S.  ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OFFICER 
FOR  PROMOTION  IN  THE  RESERVE  OF  THE  ARMY  TO  THE 

GRADE  INDICATED  UNDER  TITLE  l6.  UNTTED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTIONS  33«5.  3392  AND  12303(A): 

To  to  brigadier  general 

COL  LLOYD  E.  KRASE.  SU-4a-«36 

IN  THE  MARINE  CORPS 

THE  FOLU>WING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  IN  THE  US 
MARINE  CORPS  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IM- 
PORTANCE AND  RESPONSIBILITY  UNDER  THE  PROVI- 
SIONS OF  SECTION  001(A).  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES 
CODE: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ.  GI9<-.  PETER  PACE.  ltf-3(-74a6 

IN  THE  NAVY 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMEVT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  VICE  ADMIRAL  IN  THE  n.S.  NAVY 
WTCLE  ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  ANT) 
RESPONSIBIUTY  UNT)ER  TITLE  10  UNITED  STATES  CODE. 
SECTION  601: 


To  be  vice  admiral 

REAR  ADM  (SELECTION)  CHARLES  S  ABBOTT.  21i-ll-l31D 
THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICXR  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  ADMIRAL  IN  THE  US  NAVY  WHILE  AS- 
SIGNED TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND  RESPON- 
SIBIUTY' UNDER  TTTLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODZ.  SEC- 
TION 601: 

To  be  admiral 

VICE  ADM.  THOMAS  J.  LOPEZ.  ]33-at-er2 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFnCER  FOR  REAPPODTT- 
MD.T  TO  THE  GRADE  OF  VICE  ADMIRAL  IN  THE  US. 
NAVY  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITIOK  OF  IMPORTANCE 
AND  RESPONSIBIUTY  UNDER  TITLE  10  U.S.C .  SECTION 
001: 

To  be  vice  admiral 

VICE  ADM.  DONALD  U  PILLING.  aBi-3t-S233 

THE  FOLLOWINONAMED  OFFICER  F(3R  REAPPOIKT- 
MBiT  TO  THE  GRADE  OF  VICE  ADMIRAL  IN  THE  U.S. 
NAV-Y  ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND 
RESPONSIBIUTY  UNDER  TITLE  10  U-S-C.  SECTION  OK: 


Ta  be  lice  admiral 

VICE  ADM.  JOHN  S.  REDD.  47S-&4-«017 


WITHDRAWAL 

Executive  message  transmitted  by 
the  President  to  the  Senate  on  June  10. 
1996,  withdrawing  from  further  Senate 
consideration  the  following  nomina- 
tion: 

CORPORATION  FOR  PUBUC  BROADCASTING 

HEIDI  H.  SCHULMAN.  OF  CALIFORMA.  TO  BE  A  MEMBiat 
OF  THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  OF  THE  CORPC41ATION 
FOR  PUBUC  BROADCASTING  FOR  A  TERM  EXPIRING  JAN- 
UARY 31.  3002.  \nCE  l.F.'^i.EF  B  ALEXANDER.  TERM  DC- 
PIRED.  WHICH  WAS  SENT  TO  THE  SENATE  ON  MAY  23.  lat. 
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HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— Monday',  June  10,  1996 


The  House  met  at  12:30  p.m.  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro  tem- 
pore [Mr.  Hutchinson]. 


DESIGNATION  OF  SPEAKER  PRO 
TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication from  the  Speaker: 

Washington,  DC. 

June  10. 19%. 
I  hereby  designate  the  Honorable  Y.  Tim 
Hutchinson  to  act  as  Speaker  pro  tempore 
on  this  day. 

Newt  Gingrich, 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


MORNING  HOUR  DEBATES 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  order  of  the  House  of  May  12, 
1995,  the  Chair  will  now  recognize 
Members  from  lists  submitted  by  the 
majority  aund  minority  leaders  for 
mortiing  hour  debates.  The  Chair  will 
alternate  recognition  between  the  par- 
ties, with  each  party  limited  to  not  to 
exceed  30  minutes,  and  each  Member 
except  the  majority  and  minority  lead- 
er limited  to  not  to  exceed  5  minutes. 


RECESS 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  clause  12,  rule  I,  the  House  will 
stand  in  recess  until  2  p.m. 

Accordingly  (at  12  o'clock  and  33 
minutes  p.m.),  the  House  stood  in  re- 
cess until  2  p.m. 


D  1400 
AFTER  RECESS 


The  recess  having  expired,  the  House 
was  called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  COBLE]  at  2  p.m. 


PRAYER 


The  Chaplain,  Rev.  James  David 
Ford.  D.D.,  offered  the  following  pray- 
er: 

With  all  the  discordant  voices  that 
are  heard  in  our  world  and  with  all  the 
usual  pressures  from  every  side,  we 
long  for  meaning  and  purjpose  in  our 
lives  and  in  the  lives  of  those  we  love. 
We  question  at  times  our  own  ability 
to  see  any  design  or  scheme  that  would 
give  cohesion  to  what  we  do.  Yet,  in 
everj-  moment.  O  God,  we  can  see  Your 
path  of  faith  and  hope  and  love  and  we 
can  acknowledge  those  gifts  of  thanks- 
grivlng  and  gratitude  that  give  meaning 


in  our  very  hearts  and  souls.  With 
every  word  of  praise,  we  celebrate  Your 
grifts  to  us,  0  gracious  God,  and  renew 
Your  presence  in  word  and  deed.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  has  examined  the  Journal  of  the 
last  day's  proceedings  and  announces 
to  the  House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I,  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Will  the 
gentleman  from  American  Samoa  [Mr. 
Faleomavaega]  come  forward  and  lead 
the  House  in  the  Pledge  of  Allegiance. 

Mr.  FALEOMAVAEGA  led  the  Pledge 
of  Allegiance  as  follows: 

I  pledge  allegiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  Annerica.  and  to  the  Repub- 
lic for  which  it  stands,  one  nation  under  God, 
indivisible,  with  liberty  and  justice  for  all. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Lundregan,  one  of  its  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  Senate  had  passed  a 
bill  of  the  following  title,  in  which  the 
concurrence  of  the  House  is  requested: 

S.  1634.  An  act  to  amend  the  resolution  es- 
tablishing the  Franklin  Delano  Roosevelt 
Memorial  Commission  to  extend  the  service 
of  certain  members. 


COMMUNICATION  FROM  CHIEF  AD- 
MINISTRATIVE OFFICER  OF  THE 
HOUSE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication from  the  Chief  Administrative 
Officer  of  the  House  of  Representatives: 
U.S.  House  of  Represent.\tives. 
Office  of  the  chief  administra- 
tive Officer, 

Washington.  DC,  May  24. 1996. 
Re  Burton  v.  Allard. 

Hon.  Newt  Gingrich. 

Speaker.  U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Wash- 
ington. DC. 
Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  This  is  to  formally  no- 
tify you  pursuant  to  Rule  L  (50)  of  the  Rules 
of  the  House  that  the  Office  of  Finance  has 
been  served  with  a  subpoena  issued  by  the 
Superior  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

After  consultation  with  the  General  Coun- 
sel, I  have  determined  that  compliance  with 
the  subpoena  is  consistent  with  the  privi- 
leges and  precedents  of  the  House. 
Sincerely. 

Scot  M.  Faulkner. 


KING  KAMEHAMEHA  DAY  IN 
HAWAII 

(Mr.  FALEOMAVAEGA  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FALEOMAVAEGA.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  have  just  returned  from  my  district, 
and  in  doing  so  I  always  have  to  go 
through  the  State  of  Hawaii.  Today, 
the  State  of  Hawaii  is  celebrating  Ka- 
mehameha  Day,  they  call  it  every  year, 
in  honor  of  the  great  King  of  Hawaii. 
Kamehameha. 

I  want  to  share  with  my  colleagues 
some  very  interesting  tributes  to  this 
great  Polynesian  Hawaiian  king,  whose 
statue  is  right  here  in  Statuary  Hall  as 
it  was  a  grift  from  the  State  of  Hawaii 
commemorating  this  great  island  ruler. 

Kamehameha  had  to  prove  not  only 
his  kingship  by  birth,  but  he  also  had 
to  prove  his  kingship  by  merit.  His  ri- 
vals were  just  as  big  as  he.  I  do  not 
know  if  my  colleagues  realize,  Mr. 
Speaker,  but  the  statue  that  we  see 
here  of  King  Kamehameha  is  supposed 
to  be  life  size.  This  great  King  of  Ha- 
waii was  almost  7  feet  in  stature, 
weighed  almost  300  pounds,  and  can  my 
colleagues  just  imagine  that  his  rivals 
were  just  as  big  as  he,  and  having  a 
fleet  of  some  16,000  canoes,  and  the  pop- 
ulation of  the  Hawaiian  community  at 
that  time  was  some  300,000  native  Ha- 
waiians  that  lived  during  his  time. 

Prophesies  were  made  before  Kame- 
hameha was  even  bom  that  he  would 
be  truly  a  king  of  chiefs,  and  that  is 
why  his  name  is  aptly  called.  The 
Lonely  One,  and  I  ask  my  colleagrues  to 
go  see  the  statue  of  King  Kamehameha 
in  Statuary  Hall. 


ANOTHER  BURNING  REEFER 

(Mr.  FUNDERBURK  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  T*PTn  fl.T*lrR  ) 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  a 
Republican  President  had  been  respon- 
sible for  this  latest  abuse  of  power  and 
invasion  of  privacy,  we  would  never 
hear  the  end  of  it,  but  I  predict  the 
left-wing  media  will  try  to  sweep  this 
incident  under  the  rug.  It  seems  the 
Clinton  administration  requested  and 
received  highly  confidential  FBI 
records  of  338  former  Reagan  and  Bush 
appointees.  The  White  House  calls  it  a 
bureaucratic  mistake.  Mr.  Speaker, 
this  creation  of  an  enemies  list  de- 
mands a  full  investigation.  I  know 
White  House  officials  say  that  in  spite 
of   ordering    these    files    and   keeping 


DThis  symbol  represents  the  time  of  day  during  the  House  proceedings,  e.g.,  D  1407  is  2:07  p.m. 
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them  at  the  White  House  rather  than 
returning  them  to  the  FBI— they  did 
not  even  look  at  them.  That's  like  say- 
ing they  smoked  marijuana,  but  didn't 
inhale.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  American  pub- 
lic deserves  better,  no  more  excuses 
and  coverup. 


PROTECT  AND  PRESERVE 
MEDICARE 

(Mr.  CHRISTENSEN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  CHRISTENSEN.  Mr.  speaker. 
Medicare  is  going  broke.  The  latest 
trustee's  report  confirms  what  many  of 
us  have  been  saying  for  some  time  now: 
that  Medicare  is  going  broke  even  fast- 
er than  predicted. 

The  Medicare  trust  fund  lost  money 
last  year  for  the  first  time  since  1972 
causing  the  trustees  to  declare  that  the 
Medicare  trust  fund  would  be  com- 
pletely bankrupt  by  the  year  2001.  That 
is  just  5  years  away.  As  this  chart 
shows  based  on  Congressional  Budget 
Office  numbers,  it  was  predicted  to  go 
bankrupt  in  the  year  2001. 

I  refuse  to  allow  Medicare  to  go 
bankrupt  because  of  some  political  ad- 
vantage. We  believe  that  we  have  got 
to  work  together  in  a  bipartisan  fash- 
ion, without  gimmicks,  without  tax  in- 
creases. We  need  to  solve  this  problem 
for  the  American  people. 

I  invite  my  Democrat  colleagues  to 
work  together  for  the  American  people 
in  saving  Medicare.  It  is  the  right 
thing  to  do:  it  is  the  right  thing  to  do 
for  all  Americans. 


IT  IS  TIME  FOR  THE  WHITE  HOUSE 
TO  COME  CLEAN 

(Mr.  POMBO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  POMBO.  Mr.  Speaker,  apparently 
the  White  House  is  at  it  again.  This 
time  they  raided  the  confidential  FBI 
files  of  Republican  officials,  including 
former  Secretary  of  State  James 
Baker. 

Let  me  just  read  from  the  AP  story 
about  this  incident: 

But  among  the  unanswered  questions  were, 
who  at  the  White  House  knew  the  files  has 
been  gathered  and  why  they  were  kept  at  the 
White  House  rather  than  returned  to  the 
FBI?  The  files.  341  of  them,  almost  all  of 
them  former  employees  of  Republican  ad- 
ministrations, were  stored  in  the  White 
House  security  office's  vault. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  guess  we  can  all 
breathe  a  little  easier  knowing  that 
not  every  Republican  was  investigated. 
It  was  only  341  of  them. 

The  White  House  assures  us  that  this 
was  only  a  small,  innocent  bureau- 
cratic mistake.  I  believe  that.  I  also 
believe  in  the  Easter  Bunny,  and  that 
the  world  is  flat.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
time  for  the  White  House  to  come 
clean. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  provisions  of  clause  5  of  rule 
I,  the  Chair  announces  that  he  will 
postpone  further  proceedings  today  on 
each  motion  to  suspend  the  rules  on 
which  a  recorded  vote  or  the  yeas  and 
nays  are  ordered,  or  on  which  the  vote 
is  objected  to  under  clause  4  of  rule 
XV. 

Such  rollcall  votes,  if  postponed,  will 
be  taken  today  after  debate  has  con- 
cluded on  all  motions  to  suspend  the 
rules,  but  not  before  5  p.m.  today. 


REGARDING  THE  CHICKAMAUGA 
AND  CHATTANOOGA  NATIONAL 
MILITARY  PARK 

Mr.  POMBO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 
(H.R.  848)  to  increase  the  amount  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  for  assist- 
ance for  highway  relocation  regarding 
the  Chickamauga  and  Chattanooga  Na- 
tional Military  Park  in  Georgia,  as 
amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R.  848 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  INCREASE  IN  AUTHORIZATION  OF  AP- 
PROPRIATIONS. 

Section  1(c)  of  the  Act  entitled  '"An  Act  to 
authorize  and  direct  the  National  Park  Serv- 
ice to  assist  the  State  of  Georgia  in  relocat- 
ing a  highway  affecting  the  Chickamauga 
and  Chattanooga  National  Military  Park  in 
Georgia",  approved  December  24,  1987  {101 
Stat.  1442).  is  amended  by  striking 
"J30,000,000"  and  inserting  'Kl.OOO.OOO". 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  PoMBO]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  American  Samoa  [Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA]  Will  each  be  recognized 
for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Pombo]. 

Mr.  POMBO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  H.R. 
848,  legislation  to  increase  the  author- 
ization ceiling  for  construction  of  a  by- 
pass road  Jiround  Chickamauga-Chat- 
tanooga  National  Militarj'  Park. 

In  1890.  Congress  designated  the 
Chickamauga-Chattanooga  National 
Military  Park  as  the  first  national 
military  park,  in  recognition  of  several 
important  Civil  War  engagements 
which  occurred  thece.  Like  many  of  the 
Civil  War  engagements,  the  site  of  this 
battle  occurred  along  an  important 
transportation  corridor,  in  this  case 
the  route  leading  into  Chattanooga. 
TN. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  still  a  high  de- 
gree of  conflict  along  that  transpor- 
tation corridor,  U.S.  Highway  27.  but 
today  the  conflict  is  between  com- 
muter traffic  using  this  road,  and  those 
persons  who  have  come  to  the  park  to 


understand  and  appreciate  the  impor- 
tant events  which  took  place  there  133 
years  ago.  In  fact,  90  percent  of  the 
17.200  vehicles  using  this  road  daily,  in- 
cluding about  800  18-wheelers,  are 
nonpark  visitors.  The  heavy  use  of  this 
road  intrudes  significantly  on  the  his- 
toric scene,  and  makes  it  almost  im- 
possible for  visitors  of  the  park  to  use 
the  road  as  part  of  the  autotour  route. 

Several  years  ago,  there  was  a  pro- 
posal to  expand  the  highway  through 
the  park  to  four  lanes.  Such  a  proposal 
would  only  have  resulted  in  a  greater 
number  of  vehicles  going  through  the 
park.  In  1987,  Congress  passed  a  law  au- 
thorizing a  bypass  around  the  park  in 
order  to  protect  the  park,  and  improve 
safety  for  nonpark  traffic. 

Unfortunately,  due  to  the  amount  of 
rock  encountered  and  fill  required,  the 
cost  for  this  project  has  risen  since  the 
original  1987  estimate.  Even  with  the 
Federal/State  matching  requirements, 
the  estimated  cost  of  the  Federal  (Gov- 
ernment for  this  road  has  risen  to 
about  S52  million.  However  there  is  no 
question  this  funding  authorization  is 
needed  to  ensure  the  protection  of  this 
important  park. 

I  am  pleased  that  Mr.  Deal  has  spon- 
sored this  legislation  and  I  am  glad  to 
be  able  to  support  him  today.  Quite  a 
few  Members  of  this  body,  and  the 
other  body,  believe  that  the  best  thing 
they  can  do  for  the  National  Park 
Service,  or  for  their  district,  is  to  cre- 
ate a  new  national  park  area.  I  am 
pleased  that  Mr.  Deal  has  focused  on 
taking  care  of  an  important  historic 
park  which  Congress  has  already  set 
aside:  and  as  this  one  issue  amply  illus- 
trates, there  is  much  work  to  do  in  our 
existing  park  system.  This  Congress  is 
focusing  its  attention  on  those  areas 
rather  than  adding  to  the  backlog  of 
projects  faicing  the  Park  Service,  and 
the  national  deficit  at  the  same  time.  I 
commend  Mr.  Deal  for  his  work,  and 
encourage  all  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  FALEOMAVAEGA.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  848  would  increase 
the  amount  authorized  for  the  Federal 
share  of  the  costs  of  relocating  High- 
way 27  around  the  Chickamauga-Chat- 
tanooga National  Park  from  $35  mil- 
lion to  $51.9  million.  A  similar  version 
of  this  bill  was  passed  by  the  House 
during  the  103d  Congress.  We  have  no 
objection  to  enactment  of  this  legisla- 
tion. 

The  Chickamauga  and  Chattanooga 
National  Military  Park  was  established 
in  1890  as  the  first  national  military 
park.  It  was  created  to  commemorate 
and  interpret  the  battle  of  Chicka- 
mauga in  northern  Georgia,  which  took 
place  from  September  19  through  22. 
1863.  "Chick-Chat"  was  one  of  the 
bloodiest  battles  of  the  Civil  War.  The 
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park  is  maintained  as  closely  as  pos- 
sible to  its  historic  condition  with  the 
terrain,  vegetation  and  historic  road 
system  that  existed  in  1863  largely  in- 
tact. 

However,  one  of  the  crucial  arteries 
over  which  the  battle  was  waged,  La- 
fayette Road,  locally  known  as  High- 
way 27,  is  now  a  major  commuter  and 
commercial  route. 

The  3.7  miles  of  the  highway  located 
within  the  park  present  a  sigrnificant 
impediment  to  visitor  safety  and  en- 
joyment of  the  park,  and  its  increasing 
use  threatens  the  park's  resources. 

Public  Law  100-211  authorized  S30 
million  in  Federal  funds  to  assist  the 
State  of  Georgia  in  relocating  this  sec- 
tion of  the  highway  around  the  park. 
The  Federal  contribution  was  limited 
to  75  percent  of  the  total  cost  of  reloca- 
tion, with  the  funding  contingent  upon 
approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior of  the  design  and  location  of  the 
by-pass. 

Total  appropriated  funds  stood  at 
S25.446  through  fiscal  year  1995.  Of  that, 
$1.9  was  rescinded  from  the  fiscal  year 
95  appropriation.  According  to  the  Fed- 
eral Highway  Administration,  the  total 
estimated  costs  now  stand  at  S69.2  mil- 
lion. The  revised  Federal  share  would, 
therefore,  be  S51.9  million. 

H.R.  848,  as  reported  by  the  Re- 
sources Committee,  increases  the  au- 
thorized appropriation  to  $51.9  million. 
We  note  that  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion also  supports  enactment  of  the 
bill. 

n  1415 

The  Speaker.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  H.R.  848,  the  bill  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  California,  and  I  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  POMBO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Deal], 
the  author  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  DEAL  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
both  gentlemen  have  adequately  ad- 
dressed this  issue  as  to  its  purposes.  I 
would  simply  like  to  elaborate  that 
this  is  one  of  the  oldest  military  parks 
in  our  country.  It  is  on  a  major  route 
that  has  been  there  for  years.  Unfortu- 
nately, U.S.  Highway  27  goes  through 
the  middle  of  Chickamauga-Chat- 
tanooga  National  Battlefield,  and  when 
the  State  was  in  the  process  of  widen- 
ing this  very  important  transportation 
corridor,  which  it  has  designs  to  do  all 
way  from  the  Tennessee  border  on  the 
top  of  the  State  of  CJeorgia  all  the  way 
to  the  Florida  border  on  the  south,  it 
required  that,  in  order  to  expand  this 
route,  to  either  do  so  in  the  middle  of 
the  national  military  park  or  to  at- 
tempt to  bypass  it.  The  decision  was 
made  in  1987  to  build  a  bypass  around 
the  outskirts  of  the  national  military 
park,  and  it  is  for  that  purpose  that 
this  authorization  is  here  today. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  cost  of  the  project 
has  increased  from  its  original   esti- 


mate, and  this  bill  is  for  the  purpose  of 
reaching  the  authorization  level  that  is 
currently  projected  as  the  cost  of  the 
project.  The  State  of  Georgia  has  been 
more  than  willing  to  pay  its  portion, 
and  had  done  so  and  will  continue  to  do 
so. 

I  thank  both  gentlemen  for  their  sup- 
port of  this  legislation,  and  I  would 
urge  this  Congress  to  pass  this  bill  so 
this  important  project,  around  one  of 
the  most  important  national  military 
battlefields,  can  be  completed  expedi- 
tiously. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  begin  by  thank- 
ing the  Resources  Committee  for  bringing  this 
bill  up  for  consideration. 

H.R.  848  is  a  bill  to  increase  the  authoriza- 
tion of  appropriations  for  the  National  Park 
Servk:e  to  assist  the  State  of  Georgia  in  relo- 
cating a  highway  affecting  the  Chickamauga 
and  Chattanooga  National  Military  Park.  I  in- 
troduced this  same  bill  during  the  103d  Con- 
gress as  H.R.  3516.  It  passed  the  House  by 
unanimous  consent;  however,  the  other  body 
did  not  bring  up  the  bill  for  a  vote. 

The  Chickamauga  and  Chattanooga  Na- 
tional Military  Park  was  established  in  1 890  to 
commemorate  the  Civil  War  military  engage- 
ments which  took  place  there  and  to  allow  op- 
portunities for  future  study  of  these  historic 
t>attles.  The  park  was  administered  by  the  War 
Department  until  1933  when  jurisdiction  was 
transferred  to  the  National  Park  Service.  In  ad- 
dition to  its  inspirational  and  commemorative 
values,  the  park  is  also  used  for  military  in- 
struction, although  this  military  activity  was 
substantially  curtailed  following  its  transfer  to 
the  National  Park  Service.  Today,  the  Army 
Command  General  Staff  continues  to  bring 
field  classes  here  to  study  the  military  strate- 
gies used  during  the  battles. 

Specifically,  this  project  reroutes  a  3.7-mile 
section  of  U.S.  Highway  27,  which  passes 
through  the  park  by  way  of  a  7-mile-long  by- 
pass around  the  western  boundary.  This  re- 
routing is  necessary  to  protect  the  natural  and 
historic  resources  within  the  park  from  dam- 
ages caused  by  heavy  traffic. 

Highway  27  is  a  major  north-south  highway 
through  the  center  of  the  Chickamauga  Na- 
tionaJ  Military  Park  connecting  Chattanooga, 
TN  to  Ftarida.  It  is  a  well  traveled  commuter 
route  between  northwest  Georgia  and  Chat- 
tanooga. On  average,  15,200  vehicles  pass 
through  the  park  each  day  by  w/ay  of  Highway 
27. 

U.S.  Highway  27  serves  as  a  vital  north- 
south  link  amoung  the  three  States  and  its  re- 
newal is  a  top  priority  of  the  Georgia  DOT. 
Highway  27  presently  is  undergoing  construc- 
tion from  end  to  end  in  order  to  upgrade  the 
highway  for  substantial  commercial  usage. 
When  complete.  Highway  27  will  be  a  four- 
lane  highway  through  rural  areas  of  Georgia 
and  will  include  five-lane  bypass  sections 
around  urban  areas  with  limited  access. 

This  is  an  ongoing  construction  project 
Land  acquisition  is  mostly  completed  and  corv 
struction  contracts  have  already  been  award- 
ed. This  includes  current  construction  on  two 
bridge  structures.  A  halt  in  funding  would  irv 
crease  future  planning  and  construction  costs 
and  affect  the  overall  completion  date  of  this 
project 


The  original  authorization  was  for  S30  mil- 
lion. This  bill  increases  the  authorization  by 
S21.9  million.  The  1987  cost  estimate  provided 
by  the  Georgia  Department  of  Transportation 
was  t}ased  on  aerial  mapping  and  broad  plan- 
ning values.  The  1993  cost  estimate  provided 
by  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  is 
based  on  detailed  surveys,  computer  designs, 
and  geotechnical  data  from  on-site  investiga- 
tion. More  cut  and  fill  work  is  required  than 
was  initially  expected  and  a  large  quantity  of 
rock  will  need  to  be  hauled  from  the  site. 
Bridge  stmcture  designs  had  to  be  changed 
based  on  geotechnical  data  and  problems  with 
sut>surface  base  materials. 

Let  me  now  explain  to  you  how  this  is  an- 
other example  of  the  Federal  bureaucracy  get- 
ting in  the  States  way  and  costing  more 
money.  The  Georgia  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation originally  wanted  to  widen  the  portion  of 
U.S.  27  which  went  through  the  park.  The 
Georgia  DOT  maintained  that  this  plan  was 
the  rrast  viable  and  environmentally  attainable 
choice  and  also  provided  the  best  transpor- 
tation service.  This  plan  was  estimated  to  cost 
approximately  S3.9  million.  In  addition,  the 
Georgia  DOT  was  willing  to  pay  for  this  project 
with  State  funds. 

However,  the  National  Park  Service  would 
not  agree  to  the  State's  plan.  Instead,  the 
Park  Service  advocated  an  alternative  which 
would  require  that  a  bypass  be  built  around 
the  park.  In  1987,  Public  Law  100-211  author- 
ized this  alternative  at  a  cost  of  S30  million. 
This  law  authorized  the  National  Park  Service 
to  assist  the  Georgia  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation in  building  the  bypass  around  the  park. 
The  agreement  between  the  Park  Service  and 
the  Georgia  DOT  set  up  matching  funds  of  75 
percent  Federal  to  25  percent  State. 

To  date,  a  total  of  S28.046  million  in  Federal 
funds  has  been  appropriated  through  fiscal 
year  1996.  The  State  of  Georgia  has  contrib- 
uted around  S7  million  to  meet  their  end  of  the 
agreement.  Let  me  remind  you  that  the  origi- 
nal cost  estimate  for  this  project  was  S3  mil- 
lion. 

I  have  news  articles  with  me  which  show 
pictures  of  unfinished  bridges.  Ottier  articles 
have  t>een  entitled  "Road  To  Nowhere."  This 
is  not  the  kind  of  thing  which  restores  the 
public's  faith  and  trust  in  their  Government.  In 
fact  it  creates  the  very  opposite  opinion. 

The  State  of  Georgia  was  more  than  willing 
to  take  on  this  project  itself;  however,  the  Fed- 
eral Government  would  not  allow  this  to  occur. 
Therefore,  the  Federal  Government  has  an 
obligation  to  Georgia  to  fulfill  its  part  of  the 
agreement 

Mr.  FALEOMAVAEGA.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  note  also  for  the 
Record  the  gentleman  from  New  Mex- 
ico fully  supports  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  POMBO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
COBLE).  The  question  is  on  the  motion 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  POMBO]  that  the  House  sus- 
pend the  rules  and  pass  the  bill,  H.R. 
848,  as  amended. 
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The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill. 
as  amended,  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  POMBO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks and  include  extraneous  material 
on  the  bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  California? 

There  was  no  objection. 


AUTHORIZING     RUNNING     OF     1996 
SUMMER  TORCH  RELAY 

THROUGH  CAPITOL  GROUNDS 

Mr.    GILCHREST.    Mr.    Speaker,    I 
move  to  suspend  the  rules  and  agree  to 
the  concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con.  Res. 
172)    authorizing     the     1996     Summer 
Olympic  Torch  Relay  to  be  run  through 
the  Capitol  Grounds,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.  Con.  Res.  172 
Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  (the 
Senate  concurring). 

SECTION  1.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  RUNNING  OF 
1996  SUMMER  OLYMPIC  TORCH 
RELAY  THROUGH  CAPITOL 

GROUNDS. 
On  June  20,  1996,  or  on  such  other  date  as 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  the  President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate 
may  jointly  designate,  the  1996  Summer 
Olympic  Torch  Relay  may  be  run  through 
the  Capitol  Grounds,  and  the  Olympic  Torch 
may  be  displayed  on  the  Capitol  Grounds 
overnight,  as  part  of  the  ceremony  of  the 
Centennial  Olympic  Games  to  be  held  in  At- 
lanta, Georgia. 
SEC.  2.  CONDmONS. 

(a)  In  General.— The  event  authorized  by 
section  1  shall  be  free  of  admission  charge  to 
the  public  and  arranged  not  to  interfere  with 
the  needs  of  Congress,  under  conditions  to  be 
prescrilsed  by  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol 
and  the  Capitol  Police  Board.  The  sponsor  of 
the  event  shall  assume  full  responsibility  for 
all  expenses  and  liabilities  incident  to  all- ac- 
tivities associated  with  the  event. 

(b)  PEOHismoN  ON  Display  of  advertise- 
ments.— The  Architect  of  the  Capitol  and  the 
Capitol  Police  Board  shall  take  such  actions 
as  may  be  necessary  to  prohibit  the  display 
of  advertisements  for  commercial  products 
or  services  during  the  event.  Such  actions 
shall  include  measures  to  ensure  that  adver- 
tisements are  not  displayed  on  any  vehicle 
accompanying  runners  in  the  Torch  Relay. 

SEC.  3.  STRUCTURES  AND  EQUIPMENT. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  resolution,  the 
sponsor  of  the  event  authorized  by  section  1 
may  erect  upon  the  Capitol  Grounds,  subject 
to  the  approval  of  the  Architect  of  the  Cap- 
itol, such  structures  and  equipment  as  are 
necessary  for  the  event. 

SEC  4.  ADDITIONAL  ARRANGEMENTS. 

The  Architect  of  the  Capitol  and  the  Cap- 
itol Police  Board  are  authorized  to  make  any 
additional    antmgement   that   may    be   re- 


quired to  carry  out  the  event  authorized  by 
section  1. 

Si,a  5.  LDVOTATIONS  on  REPRESENTATIONS. 

A  commercial  sponsor  of  the  1996  Summer 
Olympic  Torch  Relay  may  not  represent,  ei- 
ther directly  or  indirectly,  that  this  resolu- 
tion or  any  activity  carried  out  under  this 
resolution  in  any  way  constitutes  approval 
or  endorsement  by  the  Federal  Government 
of  the  commercial  sponsor  or  any  product  or 
service  offered  by  the  commercial  sponsor. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  GiLCHREST]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Mas- 
cara] will  each  be  recognized  for  20 
minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Gilchrest]. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Concurrent  Reso- 
lution 172  authorizes  the  use  of  the 
Capitol  Grounds  for  the  running  of  the 
Olympic  torch  in  conjunction  with  the 
1996  Summer  Olympics  in  Atlanta,  GA. 
This  torch  relay  is  expected  to  take 
place  on  June  20.  and  while  the  resolu- 
tion allows  the  torch  to  be  kept  on  the 
Grounds  overnight,  the  torch  will  not 
be  kept  there.  The  torch  will  continue 
its  journey  onward  to  Atlanta.  There 
are  safeguards  contained  in  the  resolu- 
tion to  prohibit  any  advertising  in  con- 
nection with  the  torch  relay,  and  the 
event  will  be  open  to  the  public  and  be 
free  of  charge.  The  sponsors  of  the 
event  will  be  responsible  for  any  costs 
and  liabilities  for  this  event.  I  thank 
the  Speaker  of  the  House,  the  Honor- 
able Newt  Gingrxch,  for  sponsoring 
this  resolution,  and  I  am  sure  I  speak 
for  all  of  my  colleagues  in  wishing  the 
city  of  Atlanta  a  most  successful  Olym- 
pic event. 

I  support  this  resolution  and  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  the  measure. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  MASCARA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  June  20,  1996  the 
torch  which  will  be  used  to  officially 
open  the  1996  summer  Olympics  will 
pass  through  the  Nation's  Capital  on 
its  way  to  Atlanta  for  the  opening 
ceremonies.  A  resolution  is  needed  to 
authorize  use  of  the  Capitol  Grounds 
due  to  a  prohibition  against  open 
flames  on  the  grounds.  It  is  with  spe- 
cial pride  and  an  honor  that  the  Trans- 
portation and  Infrastructure  Conmiit- 
tee  can  join  the  rest  of  the  country  in 
welcoming  all  visitors  to  the  OljTnpics 
and  show  our  support  for  all  the  ath- 
letes who  will  compete. 

The  Olympic  torch  will  be  carried  by 
runners  who  have  been  nominated  and 
chosen  from  their  communities  for 
their  outstanding  volunteer  activities 
and  community  service.  Approximately 
every  %  kilometer  the  torch  wlU  be 
passed  to  a  new  runner. 

The  torch  itself  features  22  reeds 
gathered  in  the  center.  The  reeds  rep- 


resent the  22  times  that  modem  Olym- 
pics have  been  held.  The  names  of  the 
host  cities,  including  Atlanta,  are 
etched  on  a  goldplated  band  near  the 
base:  another  band  near  the  crown  fea- 
tures the  logo  for  the  1996  Olympic 
games.  A  center  handle  of  Georgia 
hardwood  makes  the  torch  easy  to 
carry. 

The  Olympic  flame  first  became  a 
tradition  for  the  modern  Olympics 
when  an  Olympic  flame  was  lit  and  re- 
mained burning  at  the  entrance  to  the 
Olympic  stadium  throughout  the  1928 
Amsterdam  games.  The  lighting  of  the 
flame  captured  the  public's  ima^rt^na- 
tion  and  has  remained  a  traditional 
ceremony  for  the  opening  ceremony  for 
the  games. 

The  public  is  invited  and  encouraged 
to  attend  this  event,  which  is  historic 
for  the  Capitol  Grounds  and  for  the 
District. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  support  for  House 
Concurrent  Resolution  172,  and  I  re- 
serve the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Mascara]  for  supporting  this  legisla- 
tion. I  think  it  is  a  worthy  undertak- 
ing, and  I  look  forward  to  the  event  in 
the  next  couple  of  weeks. 

I  also  want  to  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Oberstar],  for  his 
effort  in  this  endeavor. 

Mr.  MASCARA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Ober- 
star], the  ranking  member  of  the  full 
committee. 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  time 
to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  during  the  afternoon  of 
June  20,  the  Olympic  torch,  which  will 
signal  the  start  of  the  Summer 
Olypmic  Games,  will  pass  through  the 
Capitol  Grounds.  It  will  have  been  in 
relay  across  the  United  States  for  84 
days,  starting  April  27  of  this  year  in 
Los  Angeles.  Including  the  games,  the 
flame  will  have  been  in  play  through- 
out the  United  States  for  over  100  days. 
It  will  travel  through  42  States.  It  will 
visit  29  State  capitols.  It  will  come 
within  a  2-hour  distance  of  90  percent 
of  the  population  of  the  United  States. 

The  flame  will  visit  11  pairs  of  cities: 
Rochester.  MN.  and  Rochester.  NY;  Al- 
bany, GA,  and  Albany,  NY.  for  exam- 
ple. It  travels  150  miles  a  day,  10  miles 
an  hour,  15  hours  a  day.  There  are  nu- 
merous community  celebrations  and 
festivities  all  across  the  route,  as  is  be- 
fitting an  event  of  this  magnitude  and 
significance. 

The  United  Way  is  the  provider  of 
community  support  and  volunteer  serv- 
ices for  the  1996  Olsrmpic  torch  relay.  It 
is  really  impressive  that  there  will  be 
over  10,000  runners  carrying  the  torch. 
It  will  move  by  numerous  conveyances: 
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bicycle,  19-car  train,  horseback,  canoe, 
steamboat,  on  the  Great  Lakes  by  one 
of  our  lakers,  aircraft,  sailboat.  All 
will  be  used  to  carry  the  flame  at  one 
time  or  another  into  Atlanta. 

Given  that  impressive  array  of  trans- 
portation modes,  it  is  only  fitting  that 
the  Committee  on  Transportation  and 
Infrastructure  should  be  the  one  to 
manage  this  legislation.  This  is  an  ex- 
traordinarily historic  event,  one  of 
great  significance  that  captures  the 
imagination  of  young  people,  now  and 
for  generations  to  come.  It  is  a  great 
honor  for  this  committee  to  be  a  part 
of  making  this  event  happen  and  come 
here,  not  only  to  Washington,  but  to 
the  Capitol  Grounds. 

I  understand  that  the  flajne  will  pass 
across  the  Capitol  Grounds  between 
3:30  and  4:15  pjn.  on  June  20.  I  hope  all 
of  our  colleagues  can  be  there  to  see  it. 
I  hope  the  public  will  come  and  join  us, 
and  I  invite  everyone  to  participate  in 
this  truly  wonderful  celebration. 

I  want  to  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  for  the  role  he  has  played  in 
bringing  this  about.  He  has  dedicated 
himself  to  all  of  the  legislation  that 
comes  before  the  Subconrunittee  on 
Public  Buildings  and  Economic  Devel- 
opment of  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Inflrastructure  with  great 
scholarly  approach,  and  it  is  very  wel- 
come. I  appreciate  the  leadership  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Mascara]  and  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Traficant]  on  this  subject. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  June  20, 
1996,  the  torch  which  will  be  used  to  officially 
open  the  1996  Summer  Olympics  will  pass 
through  the  Nation's  Capital  on  its  way  to  At- 
lanta for  the  opening  ceremonies.  A  resolution 
is  needed  to  authorize  use  of  the  Caprtol 
Grounds  due  to  a  prohibition  against  open 
flames  on  the  Grounds.  It  is  with  special  pride 
arxl  an  honor  that  the  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure Committee  can  join  the  rest  of  the 
country  in  welcoming  all  visitors  to  the  Olym- 
pics and  show  our  support  for  all  the  athletes 
who  will  compete. 

The  Olympic  torch  will  be  carried  t>y  runners 
who  have  been  nominated  and  chosen  from 
their  communities  for  their  outstanding  volun- 
teer activities  and  community  service.  Approxi- 
mately every  one-half  kilometer  the  torch  will 
be  passed  to  a  new  runner.  In  my  own  district 
13  runners  participated  on  Monday.  June  10, 
1996.  by  carrying  the  torch  along  the  shores 
of  Lake  Erie.  They  included  Theresa  Bishop, 
Madonna  Chism,  Colleen  Dippolito,  Thomas 
Grantonic.  Yong  Lee,  Steven  Meads,  Kyle 
Obradovich,  Anthony  Parish.  Rev.  Charles 
Ready.  Gilbert  Rieger,  Melissa  Snyder.  Greg 
Yurco,  and  John  Zimomra.  We  are  exceed- 
ingly proud  of  these  young  people. 

I  urge  support  lor  this  resolution  and  thank 
Mr.  GiLCHREST  for  his  prompt  attention  to  this 
request. 

Mr.  MASCARA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time,  and  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time,  and  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
GiLCHREST]  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  agree  to  the  concurrent  reso- 
lution. House  Concurrent  Resolution 
172. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  con- 
current resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


AUTHORIZING  USE  OF  THE  CAP- 
ITOL GROUNDS  FOR  GREATER 
WASHINGTON  SOAP  BOX  DERBY 

Mr.    GILCHREST.    Mr.    Speaker.    I 
move  to  suspend  the  rules  and  agree  to 
the  concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con.  Res. 
153)  authorizing  the  use  of  the  Capitol 
Grounds  for  the  Greater  Washington 
Soap  Box  Derby. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.  Con.  Res.  153 
Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  (the 
Senate  concurring). 

SECTION  I.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  SOAP  BOX 
DERBY  RACES  ON  CAPITOL 
GROUNDS 

The  Greater  Washington  Soap  Box  Derby 
Association  (hereinafter  in  this  resolution 
referred  to  as  the  "Association")  shall  be 
permitted  to  sponsor  a  public  event,  soap  box 
derby  races,  on  the  Capitol  grounds  on  July 
13,  1996,  or  on  such  other  date  as  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate  may 
jointly  desigTiate. 

SEC.  2.  CONDmONS 

The  event  to  be  carried  out  under  tJiis  res- 
olution shall  be  free  of  admission  charge  to 
the  public  and  arranged  not  to  interfere  with 
the  needs  of  Congress,  under  conditions  to  be 
prescribed  by  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol 
and  the  Capitol  Police  Board;  except  that  the 
Association  shall  assume  full  responsibility 
for  all  expenses  and  liabilities  incident  to  all 
activities  associated  with  the  event. 

SEC.  3.  STRUCTURES  AND  EQUIPMENT. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  resolution,  the  As- 
sociation is  authorized  to  erect  upon  the 
Capitol  grounds,  subject  to  the  approval  of 
the  Architect  of  the  Capitol,  such  stage, 
sound  amplification  devices,  and  other  relat- 
ed structures  and  equipment  as  may  be  re- 
quired for  the  event  to  be  carried  out  under 
this  resolution. 

SEC.  4.  ADDITIONAL  ARRANGEMENTS. 

The  Architect  of  the  Capitol  and  the  Cap- 
itol Police  Board  are  authorized  to  make  any 
such  additional  arrangements  that  may  be 
required  to  carry  out  the  event  under  this 
resolution. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  GiLCHREST]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Mas- 
cara] will  each  be  recognized  for  20 
minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  GiLCHREST]. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Concurrent  Reso- 
lution 153  would  authorize  the  use  of 


the  Capitol  Grounds  for  the  annual 
running  of  the  Greater  Washington 
Soap  Box  Derby.  This  event  is  sched- 
uled for  July  13,  and  again  will  be  held 
on  Constitution  Avenue.  This  resolu- 
tion provides  for  the  Architect  of  the 
Capitol,  the  Capitol  Police  Board,  and 
the  Greater  Washington  Soap  Box 
Derby  Association  to  negotiate  the 
necessary  arrangements  in  compliance 
with  rules  and  regulations  governing 
the  use  of  the  Capitol  Grounds.  The 
event  will  be  open  to  the  public  and  be 
free  of  charge. 

This  year  marks  the  55th  year  of  the 
running  of  the  Greater  Washington 
Soap  Box  Derby.  Participants  range  in 
age  from  9  to  16.  Winners  from  this 
event  will  compete  in  the  national 
event  to  be  held  in  Akron,  OH,  later 
this  summer. 

Participants  must  design  and  build 
their  race  cars,  providing  young  people 
with  an  opportunity  to  gain  valuable 
skills  in  aerodynamics  and  engineer- 
ing. The  event  promotes  teamwork,  a 
sense  of  accomplishment,  sportsman- 
ship, and  provides  an  opportunity  for 
parents  and  children  to  work  together 
for  a  special  challenge. 

I  am  pleased  that  our  colleagues  from 
Virginia  Mr.  Wolf,  Mr.  Davis,  and  Mr. 
Moran,  cosponsored  this  resolution, 
along  with  Members  from  Maryland. 
Mr.  HOYER,  Mr.  WYNN,  and  Mrs. 
MORELUv.  and  the  gentlelady  from  the 
District.  Ms.  Norton.  I  note  that  my 
colleague.  Mr.  Hoyer.  has  been  a  long 
time  supporter  of  this  annual  event. 

I  support  this  resolution  and  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  the  measure. 

D  1430 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  MASCARA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  July  13.  1996  the  55th 
running  of  the  Greater  Washington 
Soap  Box  Derby  is  scheduled  to  take 
place  in  Washington.  DC.  along  Con- 
stitution Avenue.  This  year's  event  is 
expected  to  draw  over  50  participants 
from  the  surrounding  conmiunities  of 
northern  Virginia,  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, and  Maryland,  making  the 
Washington  race  one  of  the  largest  in 
the  country.  Mr.  Hoyer  deserves  credit 
and  our  support  for  his  continued  ef- 
forts in  behalf  of  this  all  volunteer 
event. 

The  race  is  funded  through  private' 
donations,  is  staffed  completely  with 
community  volunteers  and  is  open  to 
the  public  and  all  families  to  enjoy. 
Use  of  our  beautiful  Capitol  Grounds 
has  made  this  event  a  very  popular 
local  event  and,  in  fact,  in  1992  Wash- 
ington. DC,  was  named  one  of  the  out- 
standing race  cities. 

Youngsters  ages  9  through  16  build 
and  race  their  own  cars.  They  learn  the 
principles  of  aerodynamics  through 
construction,  practice,  and  competi- 
tion. In  previous  years,  resolutions  re- 
garding this  event  have  always  enjoyed 
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broad  bipartisan  support.  I  thank  Mr. 
Hoyer  again  for  his  continued  interest 
and  efforts  in  this  event,  and  urge  sup- 
port for  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
153. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Hoyer]. 

Mr.  HOYER.  I  thank  my  friend  from 
Pennsylvania  for  yielding  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  first  say  to 
my  very  close  friend  and  colleague 
from  Mairyland,  Mr.  Gilchrest,  who 
chairs  the  subcommittee  that  is  report- 
ing these  bills  to  the  floor,  I  want  to 
thank  him  for  his  efforts  not  only  this 
year  but  in  the  past  to  shepherd  this 
bill  to  the  floor  so  that  it  could  be 
passed  in  a  timely  way,  so  that  the  ne- 
gotiations necessary  to  effect  a  suc- 
cessful running  of  the  Soap  Box  Derby 
could  be  accomplished.  I  also  want  to 
thank  my  friend  from  Minnesota  to 
whom  I  refer  as  the  chairman  in  exile, 
the  ranking  member  of  the  full  com- 
mittee, Mr.  Oberstar. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  comments  would 
have  echoed  that  which  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Gilchrest]  and 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Mascara]  have  already  said.  This  is  to 
be  the  55th  running  of  the  Soap  Box 
Derby. 

For  those  of  us  who  have  lived  in  the 
Washington  metropolitan  area  for  a 
long  period  of  time,  we  know  that  for  a 
period  of  time  this  was  run  on  the  hill 
on  Pennsylvania  Avenue  just  after  you 
get  to  Branch  Avenue  if  you  are  going 
out  of  town,  before  it  if  you  are  coming 
into  town.  It  came  a  time  when  that 
was  no  longer  feasible  and  appropriate, 
and  in  fact  where  they  were  not  getting 
the  attendance  that  was  necessary  to 
make  this  a  successful  event. 

It  is.  I  think,  very  appropriate  that 
we  authorize  the  use  of  Constitution 
Avenue  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
U.S.  Capitol  for  this  purpose.  Is  there 
anything  more  American  than  the 
Soap  Box  Derby?  Young  people  being 
asked  to  use  their  own  talents,  their 
own  initiative,  their  own  inventiveness 
in  coming  to  grips  with  a  problem. 
That  is,  how  to  get  a  vehicle  that  is  not 
powered  by  a  motor  down  a  hill  faster 
than  another  vehicle. 

As  has  been  stated,  these  young  peo- 
ple learn  a  lot  about  aerodynamics, 
about  engineering,  and  about  things 
that  will  prove  very  valuable  to  them 
in  the  future.  But  more  importantly, 
they  learn  the  traits  of  self-reliance 
and  competition  as  well  as  teamwork, 
as  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Mascara]  and  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Gilchrest]  I  think  both 
referred  to.  because  they  work  with 
others  in  constructing  these  cars  and 
in  racing  these  cars. 

It  is  also  a  celebration.  I  suggest  to 
my  colleagues,  in  most  instances  of 
family,  because  although  these  cars  are 
built  by  the  youngsters  themselves,  I 
would  be  surprised  if  they  did  not  ask 


dad  or  even  mom  for  some  advice  and 

counsel  in  the  construction  of  these 

cars. 

The  bottom  line  is,  I  think  it  is  very 
appropriate  that  we  have  this  race  on 
Capitol  Hill,  this  race  that,  as  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Mas- 
cara] has  pointed  out,  is  now  one  of 
the  most  successful  in  the  United 
States.  We  will  have  some  55  cars  in 
this  region  participating,  which  is  a  lot 
more  people,  of  course,  than  that  par- 
ticipating. And  so  I  am  very  pleased  to 
rise  in  support  of  this  resolution. 

I  want  to  also  thank  in  particular, 
and  there  are  a  number  of  them  and  I 
hesitate  to  cite  one.  but  I  will  do  so  be- 
cause it  was  Barry  Scher.  Barry  Scher 
does  governmental  relations  for  Giant 
Food.  Giant  Food  is  one  of  the  great 
corporations  in  America  and  one  of  the 
great  corporations  in  the  Washington 
metropolitan  area.  Giant  Food  unfortu- 
nately and  tragically  just  lost  its  lead- 
er. Izzy  Cohen.  Izzy  Cohen  was  a  close 
and  dear  friend  of  mine,  a  man  of  un- 
usual sensitivity  to  the  community. 
Giant  was  not  only  a  successful  busi- 
ness enterprise,  it  was  and  is  a  success- 
ful community  citizen,  a  full  partici- 
pant in  the  welfare  and  life  of  the 
Washington  metropolitan  community. 

And  it  was  Barry  Scher,  Wayne,  who 
many  years  ago  said.  "You  know,  we're 
sponsoring  this  and  we've  all  talked 
and  we  think  the  best  place  in  Wash- 
ington to  nin  this  race  would  be  on 
Capitol  Hill.  Do  you  think  we  can  get 
approval  to  do  that?"  I  said.  •'!  can't 
see  why  we  would  not." 

I  then  went  to  the  Speaker,  who  at 
that  point  in  time  was  Tom  Foley,  and 
said,  "Mr.  Speaker,  what  do  you  think 
about  this?"  And  he  said,  "I  think  this 
is  an  excellent  idea."  I  think  it  may 
have  been  Jim  Howard,  but  am  I  cor- 
rect. Jim?  In  1989?  I  am  not?  Glenn  An- 
derson. I  went  to  Glenn  Anderson  from 
California  and  talked  to  him  about  it. 
He  said,  "Sure,  this  sounds  like  a  good 
idea."  Of  course  it  is  sort  of  like  saying 
do  you  like  apple  pie.  Who  is  going  to 
say  no? 

But  the  fact  of  the  matter  is,  ever 
since  we  have  been  passing  this  resolu- 
tion, which  I  think  first  started  in  1990 
or  1991,  in  effecting  this  race  here,  it  is 
one  of  the  most  successful  l)ecause  this 
is  a  terrific  setting.  It  excites  the  par- 
ticipants, and  it  is  what  America  ought 
to  be  all  about. 

The  tragedy  is.  very  frankly,  that  on 
the  evening  news  the  day  after  the  race 
there  will  not  be.  perhaps  on  ABC. 
CBS.  NBC.  CNN.  C-SPAN,  whatever, 
the  victors  of  that  race.  It  will  be  some 
other  young  people  who  have  not  per- 
formed and  not  done  the  things  that  we 
would  want,  some  perhaps  more  dys- 
functional behavior. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  we  focus,  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  the  dysfunctional,  our  tel- 
evision does  that  to  a  fault,  rather 
than  the  positive  contributions  that 
millions  of  young  people  are  making  in 


America.  Many  of  us  have  been  to  col- 
lege or  high  school  graduations.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  my  colleague  Al  Wynn 
spoke  at  an  elementary  school  gradua- 
tion this  morning. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is,  this  Soap 
Box  Derby  is  participated  in  by  young 
people  who  are  a  credit  to  themselves, 
to  their  families,  their  conmiunities, 
and  to  our  country. 

Again,  I  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Gilchrest],  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Mas- 
cara], and  the  members  of  the  commit- 
tee for  bringing  this  resolution  to  the 
floor  and  seeking  its  earliest  possible 
passage. 

I  want  to  thank  Chairman  Gilchrest.  the 
ranking  member  Mr.  Traficant.  the  Transpor- 
tation Committee,  and  Mr.  Mascara  for  their 
continued  support  of  this  bill  which  authorizes 
the  use  of  the  Capitol  Grounds  for  the  Greater 
Washington  Soap  Box  Derby. 

For  the  last  5  years,  I  have  spxjnsored  this 
resolution  along  with  regional  Members  and 
sports  fans. 

The  resolution  authorizes  the  Architect  of 
the  Capitol,  the  Caprtol  Police  Board,  and  the 
Greater  Washington  Soap  Box  Derby  Associa- 
tion to  negotiate  the  necessary  arrangements 
for  carrying  out  the  running  of  ttie  Greater 
Washington  Soap  Box  Derby  in  complete 
compliance  with  rules  and  regulations  govern- 
ing the  use  of  Capitol  Grounds. 

This  year  marks  the  55th  running  of  the 
Greater  Washington  Soap  Box  Derby,  and  the 
race  is  slated  for  July  13.  1996.  Participants 
ranging  from  ages  9  to  16  are  expected  to 
compete  in  the  early  summer  race.  They  come 
from  communities  in  Maryiarvj.  the  District  of 
Columbia,  and  Virginia. 

The  winners  of  this  local  event  will  represent 
ttie  Washington  metropolitan  area  in  the  na- 
tional race  whch  will  be  held  in  Akron.  OH. 
later  this  year. 

The  soap  tXDx  dert>y  provides  our  young 
people  with  an  opportunity  to  gain  valuable 
skills  such  as  engineering  and  aerodynamics. 
Furthermore,  the  derby  promotes  team  work,  a 
strong  sense  of  accomplishment  sportsmarv 
ship.  leadership,  and  responsibility.  These  are 
positive  attributes  whk:h  partcipants  carry  into 
adulthood. 

The  young  people  involved  spend  many 
months  preparing  for  this  race.  The  day  they 
actually  compete  provides  them  with  a  sense 
of  achievement  and  comradery.  not  only  for 
themselves  but  also  for  their  families  and 
friends.  In  addition,  this  worthwhile  event  pro- 
vides the  participants,  tourists,  and  local  resi- 
dents with  a  safe  and  enjoyable  day  of  activi- 
ties. 

I  again  want  to  thank  the  committee  for 
bringing  the  bill  to  the  floor  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  it. 

Mr.  MASCARA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Ober- 
star], the  ranking  member  of  the  full 
committee. 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I.  too. 
want  to  again  compliment  the  chair- 
man of  the  subcommittee,  Mr. 
Gilchrest,  for  his  leadership  in  bring- 
ing forth  this  legislation  and  for  his 
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sensitivity  to  its  significance  for  young 
people  of  the  greater  Washington  area 
and  for  young  people  everywhere.  I 
think  this  clearly  is  a  worthwhile  fam- 
ily event  and  someday  we  will  probably 
call  this  the  Steny  Hoyer  Soap  Box 
Derby  Race  for  Mr.  HoYER's  leadership 
aund  advocacy  of  this  legislation  time 
and  again. 

I  noted  with  great  interest  the  gen- 
tleman's reference  to  the  soap  box 
derby  being  a  family  event.  As  a  parent 
one  time  of  a  young  aspiring  scout 
when  they  made  these  matchbox  cars 
and  raced  them.  I  sure  hope  that  the 
children  are  doing  more  of  the  work  in 
the  soap  box  than  the  parents  are. 

Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  I  jrield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland. 

Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
three  daughters,  they  are  now  all 
adults,  but  the  gentleman  brings  to 
mind  all  of  the  science  projects  that 
they  did  that  unfortunately  their 
mother  and  I  spent  so  much  time  at  as- 
sisting them  with.  But  we  had  a  lot  of 
fun  and  we  learned  a  lot. 

Mr.  OBEHISTAR.  Think  of  all  the  en- 
ergy wasted  on  the  learning  curve  by 
the  parents.  But  the  children  certainly 
learned  a  great  deal. 

At  a  time  when  our  full  committee  is 
at  a  point  of  bringing  to  the  House 
floor  a  bill  in  a  week  or  so  that  will  re- 
strict the  ability  of  young  people  to  fly 
an  airplane  to  avoid  another  tragedy  as 
occurred  in  the  case  of  the  young  girl 
whose  airplane  crashed,  and  she  was 
not  at  the  controls,  the  instructor  was 
the  pilot  in  control  and  in  command  of 
the  aircraft,  but  we  are  going  to  be 
dealing  with  legislation  to  prevent  that 
kind  of  tragedy,  I  note  that  this  legis- 
lation makes  it  possible  for  young  peo- 
ple of  that  age  group  to  pilot  some- 
thing that  they  could  appropriately 
handle  and  that  they  should  handle  and 
to  open  wider  the  doors  of  opportunity 
for  youngsters  9  through  14  to  race 
their  homemade  soap  box  cars. 

I  may  be  the  only  one  in  this  room 
that  can  still  remember  what  a  soap 
box  really  is.  Where  I  grew  up  in  north- 
em  Minnesota,  boxes  of  wood  were 
shipped  around  the  country  that  con- 
tained soap  and  we  did  in  fact  make 
cars  out  of  these  old  soap  boxes.  They 
were  quite  sturdy  pieces  of  wood  to  put 
a  set  of  wheels  on  them  and  set  one  of 
the  younger  kids  on  it  and  push  them 
along  the  street.  Nothing  quite  so 
fancy.  I  am  sure,  as  is  going  to  be  en- 
tered in  the  races  here  but  it  does  bring 
back  for  me  some  nostalgia. 

Mr.  HOYER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  we  are,  however,  going  to 
strain  the  credibility  of  the  public  if 
they  are  to  believe  that  we  think  soap 
boxes  are  for  racing  as  opposed  to  giv- 
ing speeches. 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  On  that  point.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania for  yielding  me  the  time,  I  com- 


pliment the  gentleman  from  Maryland, 
and  our  dear  colleague.  Mr.  Hoyer,  and 
urge  the  enactment  of  House  Concur- 
rent Resolution  153. 

Mr.  MASCARA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time,  and  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
srield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  think  the  statements 
by  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
OBERSTAR].  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Mascara],  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland  [Mr.  HOYER] 
certainly  have  hit  the  mark  about  this 
particular  tradition.  We  want  it  to  con- 
tinue. I  want  to  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Hoyer]  for  his 
sense  of  urgency  to  make  sure  that  this 
resolution  passed  the  House  today. 
This  is  really  a  family-community  af- 
fair where  people  can  work  together, 
and  I  think  it  will  set  a  pretty  good  ex- 
ample as  we  do  this  every  year  to  not 
only  help  build  soap-box-derby-type  ve- 
hicles with  your  children  but  also  help 
to  hang  out  the  clothes  and  do  the 
dishes  and  paint  the  bam  or  sweep  the 
sidewalk,  all  those  things  that  people 
can  do  collectively  together,  to  make 
families  stronger. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  that  we  pass  this 
resolution. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Coble).  The  question  is  on  the  motion 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Mary- 
land [Mr.  GILCHREST]  that  the  House 
suspend  the  rules  and  agree  to  the  con- 
current resolution.  House  Concurrent 
Resolution  153. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  con- 
current resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


E.  BARRETT  PRETTYMAN  U.S. 
COURTHOUSE 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the 
bill  (H.R.  3029)  to  designate  the  U.S. 
courthouse  in  Washington.  DC.  as  the 
"E.  Barrett  Prettyman  United  States 
Courthouse". 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R.  3029 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  DESIGNATION  OF  COURTHOUSE. 

The  United  States  courthouse  located  at 
3rd  Street  and  Constitution  Avenue.  North- 
west, in  Washingrton.  District  of  Columbia, 
shall  be  designated  and  known  as  the  "E. 
Barrett  Prettyman  United  States  Court- 
house". 

SEC.  2.  REFERENCE& 

Any  reference  in  a  law.  map.  regulation, 
document,  paper,  or  other  record  of  the 
United  States  to  the  United  States  court- 
house referred  to  in  section  1  shall  be  deemed 


to    be    a    reference    to    the    "E.    Barrett 
Prettyman  United  States  Courthouse". 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Gilchrest]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Mas- 
cara] each  will  control  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  GILCHREST]. 

D  1445 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  3029  is  a  bill  to  des- 
ignate the  U.S.  courthouse  located  at 
the  intersection  of  3rd  and  Constitu- 
tion Ave.,  NW.,  Washington,  DC,  as  the 
"E.  Barrett  Prettyman  United  States 
Courthouse."  Judge  Prettyman  was  a 
native  of  Virginia,  born  in  Lexington 
in  1896.  He  was  the  son  of  the  Chaplain 
of  the  U.S.  Senate  during  the  Wilson 
administration.  He  attended  Randolph 
Macon  University,  and  C^orgetown 
University  Law  School.  After  gradua- 
tion, he  worked  on  newspapers,  and 
practiced  law  with  a  District  firm.  He 
served  on  the  Federal  bench  for  26 
years,  from  his  appointment  in  1945 
until  his  death  in  1971.  During  that 
time  Judge  Prettyman  was  regarded  as 
one  of  America's  leading  legal  scholars 
and  was  a  pioneer  in  the  areas  of  judi- 
cial reform.  He  demonstrated  an  abil- 
ity to  be  fair,  firm,  and  thorough. 

As  a  jurist.  Judge  Prettyman  was 
known  for  his  centrist  positions.  His 
most  notable  opinion  concluded  that 
the  State  Department  had  the  author- 
ity to  ban  U.S.  citizens  from  entering 
certain  areas  of  the  world.  His  position 
was  upheld  by  the  Supreme  Court. 

Judge  Prettyman  participated  widely 
in  local  civic  matters,  and  served  on  a 
Presidential  commission  inquiry  about 
the  U-2  incident. 

I  am  pleased  to  note  the  sponsor  of 
the  bill,  our  colleague,  TOM  Davis,  tes- 
tified before  the  Subcommittee  on  Pub- 
lic Buildings  and  Economic  Develop- 
ment, as  well  as  a  member  of  the  sub- 
committee, Ms.  Norton,  a  cosponsor  of 
the  bill. 

I  support  the  bill  and  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  pass  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  MASCARA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Ms.  Norton  and  Mr. 
Davis  have  introduced  legislation  to 
honor  the  distinguished  career  of  Fed- 
eral judge  E.  Barrett  Prettyman.  He 
served  the  public  on  the  Federal  bench 
for  26  years,  and  as  chief  judge  here  in 
the  District  from  1953  to  1960.  Not  only 
was  he  regarded  as  an  outstanding 
legal  scholar  but  also  he  was  a  leader 
in  judicial  reform.  Judge  Prettyman 
was  a  strong  advocate  for  increasing 
attention  to  the  juvenile  justice  sys- 
tem here  in  the  District. 

In  addition  to  focusing  on  the  needs 
of  juvenile  offenders.  Judge  Prettyman 
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championed  the  cause  of  the  indigent 
and  founded  a  program  at  Georgetown 
Law  School  to  better  train  lawyers  for 
the  indigent. 

This  bill  honors  the  life  and  contribu- 
tions of  an  outstanding  jurist  and  pub- 
lic servant  and  deserves  our  support. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such  time  as  she 
may  consume  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
the  District  of  Columbia  [Ms.  Norton], 
a  cosponsor  of  the  bill. 

Ms.  NORTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  this 
time. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  was  pleased  to  intro- 
duce the  bill  to  name  the  U.S.  District 
Court  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals 
building  for  the  late  Chief  Judge  E. 
Barrett  Prettyman.  The  same  bill  had 
earlier  been  introduced  by  Senator 
John  Warner  in  the  Senate.  I  am  very 
pleased  that  the  chair  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  the  District  of  Columbia 
was  also  a  cosponsor  in  introducing  the 
bill  with  me. 

Judge  Prettyman.  a  native  of  Vir- 
ginia, graduated  from  Georgetown  Uni- 
versity Law  School,  where  I  still  teach 
a  course.  He  remained  associated  with 
Georgetown  all  of  his  professional  life. 
I  assure  my  colleagues  that  the  univer- 
sity takes  great  pride  that  he  is  being 
put  forward  today  to  be  honored  in  this 
manner. 

Judge  Prettyman  served  on  the  Fed- 
eral bench  for  26  years.  He  was  Chief 
Judge  of  the  United  States  Circuit 
Court  from  1953  to  1960.  Judge 
Prettyman  was  widely  regarded  as  one 
of  this  country's  leading  legal  scholars 
and  a  pioneer  for  judicial  reform.  He  is 
I)articularly  remembered  for  the  way 
he  worked  to  improve  the  efficiency  of 
the  Judiciary. 

Judge  Prettyman  also  championed 
the  cause  of  the  indigent  and 
Prettyman  fellows  work  to  this  day  on 
that  issue  out  of  Georgetown  Univer- 
sity, where  he  established  a  program  to 
better  assist  indigent  defendants. 

Naming  the  courts  after  Judge 
Prettyman  is  considered  in  this  city, 
and  I  believe  by  those  who  know  the 
judge's  work,  a  fitting  tribute  to  one  of 
the  most  outstanding  jurists  and  legal 
scholars  to  hold  the  bench  in  this  city. 
I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port this  measure. 

Mr.  MASCARA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  OBER- 
STAR], the  ranking  member  of  the  full 
committee. 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  me 
this  time.  Again  I  want  to  compliment 
our  subcommittee  chairman,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland.  Mr.  GILCHREST. 
for  taking  the  leadership  and  moving 
this  legislation  and  especially  the  Dis- 
trict delegate,  the  gentlewoman  from 
the  District  of  Columbia,  Euianor 
Holmes  Norton,   for  sponsoring  this 


legislation  in  honor  of  Judge  E.  Barrett 
Prettyman. 

His  career  and  times  of  service  have 
already  been  well  stated  by  previous 
speakers.  I  just  want  to  say  that  for  me 
this  is  a  very  touching  moment.  Judge 
Prettyman  has  been  an  inspiration  to 
generations  of  young  attorneys,  aspir- 
ing young  men  and  women  who  sought 
a  career  in  the  service  of  the  law  and  in 
service  of  the  public,  and  because  he 
was  such  aji  inspiration  himself,  it  is 
very  appropriate  that  we  dedicate  a 
place  to  carry  his  name  so  that  as 
many  young  people  in  the  future  walk 
into  that  building  and  see  that  name, 
they  will  be  inspired  as  we  are  by  the 
words  of  Marshall  and  Webster  that  sit 
above  this  Chamber. 

There  should  always  be  a  person  who 
serves  as  a  role  model  for  career  of  pub- 
lic service,  for  giving  of  oneself  to  the 
needs  and  the  purjxjses  of  the  broad 
public  good  as  Judge  E.  Barrett 
Prettyman  did  during  his  career  of 
service  to  the  District  of  Columbia,  but 
in  a  larger  sense  to  the  service  of  the 
law  and  of  all  Americans. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  the  passage  of 
this  legislation. 

Mr.  MASCARA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time,  and  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume to  thank  the  gentlewoman  from 
the  District  of  Columbia  [Ms.  Norton] 
for  her  effort  in  this  legislation  and  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Mascara],  and  again  the  gentlemam 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Oberstar]  for  his 
valued  words  for  an  esteemed  jurist, 
and  I  urge  ray  colleagues  to  vote  for 
the  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  no  further  speak- 
ers at  this  time,  and  I  yield  back  the 
balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
COBLE).  The  question  is  on  the  motion 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Mary- 
land [Mr.  GILCHREST]  that  the  House 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill, 
H.R.  3029. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill 
was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


SAMMY  L.  DAVIS  FEDERAL 
BUILDING 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
move  to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the 
bill  (H.R.  3186)  to  designate  the  Federal 
building  located  at  1655  Woodson  Road 
in  Overland,  MO,  as  the  "Sammy  L. 
Davis  Federal  Building." 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R.  3186 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  1.  DESIGNATION. 

The  Federal  building  located  at  1655  Wood- 
son  Road  In   Overland.   Missouri,   shall   be 


known  and  designated  as  the  "Sammy  I*. 
Davis  Federal  Building". 
SEC.  2.  REFERENCES. 

Any  reference  in  a  law.  map.  regulation, 
document,  paiser.  or  other  record  of  the 
United  States  to  the  Federal  building  re- 
ferred to  in  section  1  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
a  reference  to  the  "Sammy  L.  Davis  Federal 
Building". 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  GILCHREST]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Mas- 
cara] each  will  control  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Gilchrest]. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  H.R.  3186  is  a  bill  to  des- 
ignate the  Federal  building  in  Over- 
land. MO.  as  the  "Sammy  L.  Davis 
Federal  Building."  Sanuny  Davis  is  a 
citizen  who  distinguished  himself  in 
the  face  of  mortal  danger.  In  November 
1967.  while  stationed  in  Cai  Lay.  Viet- 
nam, as  a  cannoneer  with  the  9th  In- 
fantry Division,  then  Private  First 
Class  Davis  participated  in  a  fierce 
ground  attack.  He  personally  directed 
fire  at  enemy  positions  with  a  ma- 
chinegun,  to  allow  cover  for  his 
guncrew  to  position  artillery  for  direct 
fire.  When  his  comrades  were  killed 
manning  this  artillery  piece.  Private 
First  Class  Davis  took  up  a  position  on 
the  howitzer  and  fired  at  point  blank 
range  into  enemy  positions.  After 
being  injured  by  a  mortar  attack,  he 
then  rescued  his  wounded  comrades 
who  were  trapped  across  a  river,  by 
floating  an  air  mattress  to  the  banks  of 
the  far  side  and  pulled  three  men  to 
safety.  He  continued  his  efforts  despite 
wounds  suffered  during  this  attack, 
and  joined  another  howitzer  crew  and 
fired  upon  enemy  positions  until  that 
force  broke  contact  and  fled.  His  ef- 
forts and  valor  resulted  in  his  receiving 
the  Congressional  Medal  of  Honor.  Mr. 
Davis  is  currently  retired,  due  to  dis- 
ability. 

The  building  being  named  in  honor  of 
Mr.  Davis  is  the  U.S.  Army  Publica- 
tions Distribution  Center,  which  serves 
as  the  center  for  distribution  of  tech- 
nical and  supply  publications,  recruit- 
ing materials,  forms  and  testing  mate- 
rial, and  classified  and  accountable 
publications. 

Mr.  Speaker,  young  Mr.  Davis,  with 
his  faith,  had  the  courage  to  do  what 
he  did.  and  because  of  his  courage  he 
gives  us  renewed  hoi)e  on  a  fairly  regu- 
lar basis  that  the  dedication  to  this 
country  is  always  worth  it. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  support  this  bill  and 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  MASCARA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  1  support  H.R.  3186  in- 
troduced by  Mr.  Clay  of  Missouri  to 
recognize  the  volunteer  work,  the  com- 
munity service,  and  the  heroic  acts  of 
Mr.  Sammy  L.  Davis. 


13514 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


June  10,  1996 


As  a  youngr  man  in  Vietnam,  Mr. 
Davis  risked  his  life  under  fire,  to  aid 
his  fallen  comrades.  For  his  efforts  he 
was  awarded  the  Congressional  Medal 
of  Honor.  In  his  later  life  and  career, 
Mr.  Davis  remained  devoted  to  examin- 
ing and  lecturing  on  issues  concerning 
POW's  and  other  matters  of  impor- 
tance to  veterans. 

It  is  fitting  and  proper  to  join  Mr. 
Clay  in  honoring  Mr.  Davis  by  des- 
ignating the  Federal  building  in  Over- 
land. MO  As  the  -'Sammy  L.  Davis  Fed- 
eral Building". 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  MASCARA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Miimesota  [Mr.  OBER- 
STAK],  the  ranking  member  of  the  full 
committee. 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  me 
this  time.  It  is  not  often  that  we  have 
the  privilege  in  this  Chamber  to  recog- 
nize in  a  very  appropriate  way  a  Con- 
gressional Medal  of  Honor  winner,  a 
true  hero.  These  are  people  whose  rec- 
ognition is  usually  given  posthimiously 
because  they  have  made  the  ultimate 
sacrifice. 

But  in  the  case  of  Sammy  L.  Davis, 
he  is  among  us.  not  only  among  us  but 
he  is  using  his,  in  a  sense,  platform,  his 
great  distinction  that  he  won  at  ex- 
traordinary risk  to  himself,  to  serve 
the  needs  of  the  community  in  the 
broadest  possible  sense.  A  motivational 
speaker,  he  talks  about  the  plight  of 
prisoners  of  war;  talks  about  other 
issues  of  interest  to  veterans.  He  has 
given  himself  a  purpose  and  a  career  in 
life  greater  than  any  that  could  have 
been  imagined  for  him. 

a  1500 

And  having  the  distinction  of  being 
one  of  these  truly  special  people  whom 
our  country  has  recognized  with  its 
highest  distinction,  he  merits  very  spe- 
cial recognition. 

I  salute  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Clay],  our  colleague,  for  having 
introduced  this  legislation,  for  urging 
the  designation  of  the  Federal  building 
in  Overland,  MO,  in  honor  of  Sammy  L. 
Davis.  It  is  indeed  appropriate,  and  it 
is  a  modest  step  that  we  can  take  to 
honor  this  hero. 

There  is  nothing,  however,  that  we 
can  do.  not  naming  and  no  words,  that 
can  ever  hope  to  reach  the  height  that 
he  has  achieved  in  his  own  service  in 
Vietnam  in  the  defense  of  the  life  of 
others. 

I  urge  the  enactment  of  this  legrisla- 
tion. 

Mr.  MASCARA.  Mr.  Speaker,  having 
no  further  requests  for  time,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker,  once 
again.  I  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Mascara]  for  his  ef- 
fort amd  the  gentlenoan  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  OBERSTAR]  for  his  eloquent  words. 


Some  25  years  ago,  the  Vietnam  war  di- 
vided this  country,  but  it  is  people  like 
Mr.  Davis  who  have  strengthened  the 
Union  in  their  efforts  since  then. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
vote  for  this  legislation,  and  I  thank 
Mr.  Davis  for  his  contribution  to  this 
country. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Coble).  The  question  is  on  the  motion 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Mary- 
land [Mr.  GILCHREST]  that  the  House 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill, 
H.R.  3186. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill 
was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


WILLIAM  J.  NEALON  UNITED 
STATES  COURTHOUSE 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the 
bill  (H.R.  3364),  to  designate  a  United 
States  courthouse  in  Scranton,  PA,  as 
the  "William  J.  Nealon  United  States 
Courthouse",  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R.  3364 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 
SECTION  1.  DESIGNATION. 

The  Federal  building:  and  United  States 
courthouse  located  at  235  North  Washington 
Avenue  in  Scranton,  Pennsylvania,  shall  be 
known  and  designated  as  the  "William  J. 
Nealon  Federal  Building  and  United  States 
Courthouse". 
SEC.  2.  REFERENCES. 

Any  reference  in  a  law.  map,  regulation, 
document,  paper,  or  other  record  of  the 
United  States  to  the  Federal  building  and 
United  States  courthouse  referred  to  in  sec- 
tion 1  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  reference  to 
the  "William  J.  Nealon  Federal  Building  and 
United  States  Courthouse". 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  "A  bill  to 
designate  the  Federal  building  and  United 
States  courthouse  located  at  235  North 
Washington  Avenue  in  Scranton.  Pennsyl- 
vania, as  the  'William  J.  Nealon  Federal 
Building  and  United  States  Courthouse'." 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  GILCHREST]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Mas- 
cara] each  will  control  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  GILCHREST]. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
jrield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  H.R.  3364.  as  amended, 
is  a  bill  to  designate  the  Federal  build- 
ing and  United  States  Courthouse  in 
Scranton,  PA  as  the  "Williajn  J. 
Nealon  Federal  Building  and  United 
States  Courthouse."  Judge  Nealon  is  a 
noted  jurist,  who  is  a  native  of  Scran- 
ton, PA.  He  was  bom  in  Scranton,  at- 
tended  local   schools,    and   was   grad- 


uated from  Villanova  and  received  his 
law  degree  from  Catholic  University. 
President  Kennedy  appointed  Judge 
Nealon  to  the  Federal  bench  in  1962 
after  2  years  service  on  the  Lacka- 
wanna County  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 
He  became  the  youngest  Federal  judge 
in  the  country  at  that  time.  Judge 
Nealon  has  served  as  chief  judge  for  the 
Middle  District  of  Pennsylvania  from 
1976  to  1989.  In  1983,  Judge  Nealon  was 
honored  as  the  outstanding  Federal 
trial  judge  in  the  United  States  by  the 
Association  of  Trial  Lawyers  of  Amer- 
ica. 

Judge  Nealon  currently  serves  as  a 
senior  judge  and  remains  active  in 
civic  affairs  in  Scranton.  He  and  his 
wife  are  the  proud  parents  of  10  chil- 
dren and  26  grandchildren. 

This  bill  has  the  support  of  the  com- 
munity of  Scranton,  and  its  able  Con- 
gressman, Congressman  Joe  McDade, 
who  took  the  time  to  appear  before  the 
Subcommittee  on  Public  Buildings  and 
Economic  Development  in  support  of 
this  legislation.  I  support  the  bill  and 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  its  pas- 
sage. 

Mr.  Sjpeaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  MASCARA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Judge  William  J. 
Nealon  is  not  only  an  outstanding  ju- 
rist, a  committed  community  leader,  a 
marine,  and  devoted  father  of  10  chil- 
dren but  also  he  has  made  significant 
social  contributions  to  local  colleges, 
hospitals,  and  youth  organizations. 
This  bill  has  overwhelming  support  by 
various  judicial  organizations,  the 
local  newspaper.  Senator  Specter  and 
Senator  Santorum,  and  the  mayor  of 
Scranton. 

It  is  most  fitting  and  proper  to  honor 
the  distinguished  career  of  Judge  Wil- 
liam J.  Nealon  by  designating  the  Fed- 
eral Building  and  United  States  Court- 
house in  Scranton,  PA,  in  his  honor. 

I  urge  support  for  H.R.  3364. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Oberstar],  the  ranking 
member  of  the  full  committee. 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  again, 
I  greatly  appreciate  the  Chair  of  our 
subcommittee  moving  this  legislation 
to  honor  Judge  William  J.  Nealon  and 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
McDade]  for  sponsoring  the  legisla- 
tion. It  hats  received  the  strong  support 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  in  our  com- 
mittee because  of  the  person  who  we 
are  recognizing  in  this  very  unique 
way. 

Appointed  to  the  Federal  bench  by 
President  Kennedy,  he  was  the  young- 
est Federal  judge  in  the  country  at  the 
time,  but  he  comes  from  an  absolutely 
impeccable  background  which  was  very 
well  expressed  by  Chairman  GILCHREST. 

The  bill  has  overwhelming  bipartisan 
support  and  has  widespread  endorse- 
ment of  the  Pennsylvania  Bar  Associa- 
tion. Northeastern  Pennsylvania  Trial 
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Lawyers  Association,  numerous  civic 
and  charitable  organizations.  It  is  won- 
derful that  a  person  could  spend  so 
much  time  on  the  Federal  bench  and  be 
so  widely  and  warmly  acclaimed. 

It  is  a  very  special  way  in  which  we 
can  pay  tribute  to  years  of  dedication 
to  the  law  and  to  service  of  the  public 
by  dedicating  a  building  to  the  honor 
of  Judge  William  J.  Nealon. 

For  me.  coming  from  northern  Min- 
nesota, where  for  years  we  shipped  iron 
ore  and  taconite  to  the  steel  mills  of 
Pennsylvania,  Scranton  was  a  name 
much  revered  and  respected  and  be- 
loved. So,  I  take  a  very  special  pleasure 
in  participating  in  moving  this  legisla- 
tion through  subcommittee,  full  com- 
mittee and  now  through  the  floor  link- 
ing our  two  regions  of  the  country 
through  this  very  unique  and  distin- 
guished judge.  I  urge  the  passage  of  the 
legislation. 

Mr.  MASCARA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time,  and  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
again  thank  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Mascara]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Oberstar] 
for  their  support  in  this  legrislation, 
and  I  also  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  McDade],  and  I  hope 
this  honors  the  people  of  Scranton.  PA. 
in  the  most  positive  way. 

Mr.  McDADE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  H.R.  3364,  a  bill  to  name 
the  U.S.  Courthouse  and  Federal  building  in 
Scranton,  PA,  after  Senior  Judge  William  J. 
Nealon. 

I  want  to  express  my  gratitude  to  Public 
Buildings  and  Economic  Development  Sub- 
committee Chairman  Wayne  Gilchrest  and 
ranking  Democrat  Jim  Traficant  for  their  lead- 
ership in  moving  this  bill  through  the  commit- 
tee and  on  to  the  House  floor. 

To  my  colleagues  who  may  not  be  familiar 
with  Judge  Nealon,  I  want  to  say  that  I  intro- 
duced this  legislation  because  Judge  Nealon 
is  an  extraordinary  public  servant  who  richly 
deserves  this  fitting  tribute. 

Judge  Nealon  has  served  the  middle  district 
of  Pennsylvania  for  the  past  34  years,  longer 
than  any  judge  in  the  history  of  the  district 
since  its  inception  in  1901.  He  currently  serves 
as  a  senior  judge,  after  serving  as  chief  judge 
of  the  court  from  1976  to  1989.  President  Ken- 
nedy appointed  Judge  Nealon  as  the  U.S.  Dis- 
trict Judge  for  the  middle  district  of  Pennsyl- 
vania on  December  15,  1962,  making  him  at 
that  time  the  youngest  Federal  judge  in  the 
country. 

Judge  Nealon  was  honored  in  1983  by  the 
Association  of  Trial  Lawyers  of  America  as  the 
Outstanding  Federal  Trial  Judge  in  the  United 
States.  In  1979,  he  received  the  Distinguished 
Judicial  Service  Award  from  the  Pennsylvania 
Trial  Lawyers  Association  and  has  been  hon- 
ored as  an  outstanding  trial  judge  by  the 
Pennsylvania  Defense  Institute. 

The  people  of  norttieastem  Pennsylvania 
have  been  enriched  by  Judge  Nealon's  long 
record  of  community  service.  He  has  served 
as  a  volunteer  for  numerous  educational,  med- 
ical, youth,  arxj  human  services  organizations. 


He  and  his  wife,  Jean,  are  the  parents  of  10 
children  and  26  grandchiklren. 

Designation  of  the  courthouse  and  Federal 
building,  which  is  currently  undergoing  a  major 
expansion  arxJ  renovation,  is  an  appropriate 
honor  for  Judge  Nealon,  a  man  who  has  dis- 
tinguished himself  in  the  Federal  judiciary  and 
in  his  community.  He  is  a  man  who  truly  per- 
sonifies integrity,  fairness,  good  citizenship, 
and  possesses  an  unyielding  commitment  to 
his  profession,  community,  and  family. 

I  urge  passage  of  H.R.  3364. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time,  and  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
GILCHREST]  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  pass  the  bill,  H.R.  3364.  as 
amended. 

The  question  was  taken. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
that  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  clause  5  of  rule  I  and  the  Chair's 
prior  announcement,  further  proceed- 
ings on  this  motion  will  be  postponed. 


ROMAN  L.  HRUSKA  UTMITED 
STATES  COURTHOUSE 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
move  to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the 
bill  (H.R.  3400)  to  designate  the  U.S. 
courthouse  to  be  constructed  at  a  site 
on  18th  Street  between  Dodge  and 
Douglas  Streets  in  Omaha.  NE.  as  the 
Roman  L.  Hruska  United  States  Court- 
house, as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R.  3400 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  I.  DESIGNATION. 

The  Federal  building  and  United  States 
courthouse  to  be  constructed  at  a  site  on 
18th  Street  between  Dodge  and  Douglas 
Streets  in  Omaha.  Nebraska,  shall  be  known 
and  designated  as  the  "Roman  L.  Hruska 
Federal  Building  and  United  States  Court- 
house". 
SEC.  2.  REFERENCES. 

Any  reference  in  a  law.  map.  regulation, 
document,  paper,  or  other  record  of  the 
United  States  to  the  Federal  building  and 
United  States  courthouse  referred  to  in  sec- 
tion 1  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  reference  to 
the  "Roman  L.  Hruska  Federal  Building  and 
United  States  Courthouse". 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  GILCHREST]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  M.'vs- 
CARA]  each  will  control  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Gilchrest]. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  Roman  Hruska  was 
bom  in  David  City,  NE  in  1903.  He  at- 
tended local  schools,  and  was  grad- 
uated from  the  University  of  Nebraska 


Omaha  campus,  and  Creighton  Law 
School.  He  commenced  the  practice  of 
law  in  Omaha,  and  for  8  years  served  on 
the  Douglas  County  Board  of  Commis- 
sioners. In  1952  he  was  elected  to  the 
83d  Congress,  and  in  1954  was  elected  to 
the  U.S.  Senate  to  serve  the  unexpired 
term  of  Senator  Hugh  Butler.  Senator 
Hruska  served  with  distinction  in  the 
Senate  until  his  retirement  in  1976. 
During  his  service  in  the  Senate,  he 
rose  to  be  ranking  member  of  the  Judi- 
ciairy  Committee,  where  he  reviewed 
more  than  300  nominees  for  the  Federal 
bench,  including  nominees  to  the  Su- 
preme Court. 

Following  his  retirement  from  the 
Senate,  Senator  Hruska  continued  his 
public  service  on  educational,  and  civic 
boards,  including  service  as  regent  at 
the  University  of  Omaha.  He  honors  his 
Czech  heritage  as  vice  president  and 
general  counsel  of  the  Western  Bohe- 
mian Fraternal  Association,  and  con- 
tinues to  serve  as  counsel  to  the  law 
firm  of  Kutak.  Rock,  in  Omaha. 

This  bill  has  the  support  of  the  city 
of  Omaha,  and  the  congressional  dele- 
gation. Congressman  Barrett,  a  co- 
sponsor  of  the  bill,  appeared  before  the 
subcommittee  on  Public  Buildings  and 
Economic  Development  in  support  of 
the  bill,  and  brought  statements  from 
other  members,  and  former  members 
Charles  Thone  and  Hal  Daub,  the  cur- 
rent Mayor  of  Omaha. 

I  support  this  bill  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  pass  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  MASCARA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  fitting  and  proper 
to  honor  the  career  and  public  service 
of  Senator  Roman  L.  JEIniska  by  des- 
ignating the  Federal  building  and 
courthouse  under  construction  in 
Omaha,  NE  as  the  Roman  L.  Hruska 
Federal  Building  and  United  States 
Courthouse. 

Senator  Hruska's  distinguished  ca- 
reer spanned  24  years,  including  2  years 
of  service,  from  1952-54,  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  where  he  was  known 
for  his  steady,  unpretentious  style  and 
diligent  hard  work. 

While  on  the  Senate  Judiciary  Com- 
mittee Senator  Hruska  became  an 
early  advocate  of  examining  the  causes 
and  prevention  of  violence  in  American 
society.  Determination  and  attention 
to  detail  became  the  hallmarks  of  his 
legislative  work. 

H.R.  3400  deserves  our  support  and  I 
urge  passage  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  OBERSTAR],  the  ranking 
member  of  the  full  committee. 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  com- 
pliment Chairman  Gilchrest  and  our 
ranking  member  of  the  subcommittee. 
Mr.  Traficant,  on  bringing  this  legis- 
lation forward  to  bring  tribute  to  a 
former  colleague  of  ours  in  the  House 
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and  a  former  U.S.  Senator,  Roman 
Hniska,  who  had  a  truly  distingxiished 
career  both  here  and  in  the  other  body. 
He  was  a  person  most  respected  for  his 
public  integrity  and  for  the  great  dig- 
nity that  he  brought  to  the  office  of 
U.S.  Senator. 

It  has  already  been  mentioned  in  the 
course  of  previous  debate,  his  unpre- 
tentious style,  his  diligent  hard  work, 
his  focus  on  causes  and  prevention  of 
violence  in  American  society,  but  he 
did  it  all  with  great  dignity  and  great 
seriousness  of  purpose.  Not  a  show 
horse  as  we  say,  but  a  workhorse,  and 
a  very  serious  workhorse  who  can  be  a 
model  for  others  coming  after  him  and 
those  now  serving  in  both  the  House 
and  the  Senate. 

It  is  entirely  fitting  and  appropriate 
to  designate  this  Federal  building  and 
courthouse  now  under  construction  in 
Omaha,  NE,  in  honor  of  Senator 
Roman  L.  Hruska. 

Mr.  MASCARA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  acknowledge  the  diligence  and 
hard  work  of  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Gilchrest]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Traficant],  our 
ranking  member,  both  of  whom  who 
have  been  in  assistance  to  me  in  my 
new  assignment  to  the  Subcommittee 
on  Public  Buildingrs  and  Economic  De- 
velop. 

Mr.  Speaker,  having  no  further  re- 
quests for  time,  I  jaeld  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
the  gentleman  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Barrett]. 

D  1515 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to  be  here  today 
to  support  H.R.  3400,  a  bill  a  name  the 
new  U.S.  courthouse  in  Omaha,  NE, 
after  Roman  Hruska — a  great  Nebras- 
kan.  public  servant,  and  personal 
friend. 

Roman  Hruska  got  his  start  in  public 
service  in  his  local  county's  board  of 
commissioners.  He  then  served  in  the 
House  of  Representatives,  representing 
Nebraska's  second  district.  And  after 
serving  only  1  year  in  the  House,  he 
was  elected  to  fill  a  vacancy  in  the 
Senate.  Senator  Hruska  served  in  the 
Senate  from  1954  to  1975,  22  years. 

It  was  during  Senator  Hruska's  ten- 
ure in  the  Senate  that  he  influenced 
the  Nation's  judiciary  system.  As  the 
ranking  member  on  the  Senate  Judici- 
ary Committee,  Senator  Hruska  had 
the  opportunity  to  serve  on  special 
commissions  to  revise  the  Federal  ai>- 
pellate  court  system,  reform  the  Fed- 
eral criminal  code,  amd  to  study  the 
causes  and  prevention  of  violence. 

On  a  personal  level,  it  was  Roman 
Hruska  who  encouraged  me  to  enter 
public  service.  He  was  influential  in  my 
decision  to  seek  the  chairmanship  of 
the  Nebraska  Republican  Party,  and 
later  to  represent  a  district  in  the  Ne- 


braska legislature.  And  after  12  years 
in  the  State  legislature,  I  was  ready  to 
go  home.  However,  Roman  was  there, 
once  again,  to  urge  me  to  run  for  my 
current  seat  in  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives. He  has  been  a  mentor  to  me, 
not  only  by  his  words,  but  also  by  his 
actions.  His  reputation  for  hard  work 
and  integrity  was  earned,  and  is  widely 
recognized  by  many  Nebraskans. 

Senator  Hruska,  through  his  work 
and  dedication  to  an  effective  judiciary 
has  influenced  many  Nebraskans  in  all 
walks  of  life.  And  in  the  words  of  Oma- 
ha's current  mayor,  "There  is  an  abun- 
dance of  Nebraiskan  legal  professionals 
whose  lives  have  been  profoundly  af- 
fected by  Senator  Hruska,  and  whose 
career  choices  have  been  inspired  by 
him." 

Realizing  Congress  does  not  lightly 
select  names  to  designate  Federal 
buildings,  I  think  H.R.  3400  would 
honor  an  influential  Nebraskan  and  in- 
spire us  all  to  seek  the  same  goals  of 
integrity  and  honesty  in  our  lives.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this  bill. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
want  to  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Oberstar],  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Traficant],  and 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Mascara]  for  their  able  assistance  in 
naming  this  Federal  building  and 
courthouse  after  such  a  distinguished 
jurist  and  fine  American.  I  want  to 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Nebraska 
[Mr.  Barrett]  for  his  contribution  to 
this  legislation. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  Member 
is  pleased  to  be  an  original  cosponsor  of  H.R. 
3400,  legislation  to  designate  the  new  court- 
house in  Omaha  as  the  Roman  L.  Hruska 
U.S.  Courthouse  and  urges  his  colleagues  to 
support  this  bill. 

It  is  most  appropriate  that  the  new  Omaha 
courthouse  be  named  after  Senator  Hruska 
since  he  is  highly  respected  for  his  expertise 
in  judicial  policy  matters.  During  his  long  and 
distinguished  career  he  served  his  State  and 
his  country  in  several  capacities.  While  he  is 
a  native  of  David  City  in  the  First  Congres- 
sional District,  he  began  his  public  service  ca- 
reer in  Omaha  on  the  Douglas  County  Board 
of  Commissioners — serving  as  its  chairman. 
Later  he  was  elected  to  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives in  1952,  and  then  to  the  Senate 
where  he  served  from  1954  to  1976.  He  was 
the  ranking  Republican  on  the  Senate  Judici- 
ary Committee.  He  also  was  the  chairman  of 
a  Presidential  commission  to  revise  the  Fed- 
eral appellate  court  system.  Additionally,  he 
served  on  commissions  to  reform  the  Federal 
criminal  code  and  to  study  the  causes  and 
prevention  of  violence. 

Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  foregoing  reasons  and 
many  ottiers,  naming  the  new  courthouse  after 
Senator  Roman  Hruska  would  serve  as  a  con- 
tinuing tribute  to  his  lifetime  of  service  to  Ne- 
braska and  his  devotion  to  improving  the  judi- 
cial system.  This  Member  strongly  urges  the 
passage  of  H.R.  3400. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  vote  for  the  bill,  and 
I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 


June  10,  1996 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Coble).  The  question  is  on  the  motion 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Mary- 
land [Mr.  GILCHREST]  that  the  House 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill, 
H.R.  3400,  as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
that  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  clause  5  of  rule  I  and  the  Chair's 
prior  announcement,  further  proceed- 
ings on  this  motion  will  be  postponed. 


GENERAL  LEA-VE 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Members  have 
5  legislative  days  in  which  to  revise 
and  extend  their  remarks  on  the  bills 
and  resolutions  just  debated:  House 
Concurrent  Resolution  153,  House  Con- 
current Resolution  172,  H.R.  3029,  H.R. 
3186,  H.R.  3364,  as  amended,  and  H.R. 
3400,  as  amended. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland? 

There  was  no  objection. 


IDEA  IMPROVEMENT  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 
(H.R.  3268)  to  amend  the  Individuals 
with  Disabilities  Education  Act,  to  re- 
authorize and  make  improvements  to 
that  Act,  and  for  other  purposes,  as 
amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R.  3268 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TTFLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "IDEA  Im- 
provement Act  of  1996". 

TnX£  I— AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  INDIVID- 
UALS WITH  DISABILITIES  EDUCATION 
ACT 

SEC.  101.  AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  INDIVIDUALS 
WITH  DISABIUTIES  EDUCATION 
ACT. 

Parts  A  through  D  of  the  Individuals  with 
Disabilities  Education  Act  (20  U.S.C.  1400  et 
seq.)  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"PART  A— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

-SEC.  601.  SHORT  TITLE;  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS; 
FINDINGS;  PURPOSES. 

"(a)  Short  TnxE.— This  title  may  be  cited 
as  the  -Individuals  with  Disabilities  Edu- 
cation Act'. 

"(b)  Table  of  Contents.— The  table  of 
contents  for  this  title  is  as  follows: 

"Part  a— General  Provisions 
"Sec.  601.  Short  title:  table  of  contents; 

finding's:  purposes. 
"Sec.  602.  Definitions. 
•Sec.  603.  Office    of    Special    Education 

Programs. 
"Sec.  604.  Abrogation  of  State  sovereign 

immunity. 
"Sec.  605.  Requirements  for  prescribing 

regulations. 
"Sec.  606.  Employment     of    individuals 
'    with  disabilities. 
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"Part  B— assistance  for  Education  of  all 
Children  Wrra  Disabilities 

"Sec.  611.  Authorization:  allotment:  use 
of  funds:  authorization  of  ap- 
propriations. 

"Sec.  612.  State  requirements. 

"Sec.  613.  Local  educational  agency  re- 
quirements. 

"Sec.  614.  Evaluations.  reevaluations. 
individualized  education  pro- 
grams, and  educational  place- 
ments. 

"Sec.  615.  Procedural  safeguards. 

"Sec.  616.  Withholding  and  judicial  re- 
view. 

"Sec.  617.  Administration. 

"Sec.  618.  Program  information. 

"Sec.  619.  Preschool  grants. 

"Part  c— Infants  and  Toddlers  Wmi 

DISABIUTIES 

"Sec.  631.  Findings  and  policy. 

"Sec.  632.  Definitions. 

"Sec.  633.  General  authority. 

"Sec.  634.  Eligibility. 

"Sec.  635.  Requirements  for  Statewide 
system. 

"Sec.  636.  Individualized  family  service 
plan. 

"Sec.  637.  State  application  and  assur- 
ances. 

"Sec.  638.  Uses  of  funds. 

"Sec.  639.  Procedural  safeguards. 

"Sec.  640.  Payor  of  last  resort. 

"Sec.  641.  State  interagency  coordinat- 
ing council. 

"Sec.  642.  Federal  administration. 

"Sec.  643.  Allocation  of  funds. 

"Sec.  644.  Authorization    of    appropria- 
tions. 
"Part  D— National  Achvities  to  Improve 
Education  of  Children  Wnu  DiSABiLrnEs 

"Sec.  651.  Purpose  of  part. 

"Sec.  652.  Eligibility  for  financial  assist- 
ance. 

"Sec.  653.  Comprehensive  plan. 

"Sec.  654.  Peer  review. 

"Sec.  655.  Eligible  applicants. 

"Sec.  656.  Applicant  and  recipient  re- 
sponsibilities. 

"Sec.  657.  Indirect  costs. 

"Sec.  658.  Program  evaluation. 

"StrePART  1— national  RESEARCH  AND 
LMPROVEMENT  ACTIVTHES 

"Sec.  661.  General  authority  to  make 
awards. 

"Sec.  662.  Priorities. 

"Sec.  663.  National  assessment. 

"Sec.  664.  Authorization  of  appropria- 
tions. 

"SUBPART  2— professional  DEVELOPMENT 

"Sec.  671.  Purpose. 

"Sec.  672.  Finding. 

"Sec.  673.  National  activities. 

"Sec.  674.  Professional   development  for 

personnel  serving  low-incidence 

populations. 
"Sec.  675.  Leadership  personnel. 
"Sec.  676.  Service  obligation. 
"Sec.  677.  Outreach. 

"SUBPART  3— state  PROGRAM  IMPROVEMENT 
GRANTS  FOR  CHILDREN  WITH  DISABILmES 

"Sec.  681.  Purpose. 

"Sec.  682.  Eligibility  and  collaborative 
process. 

"Sec.  683.  State  improvement  plans. 

"Sec.  684.  Use  of  funds. 

"Sec.  685.  Minimum  State  allotments. 

"Sec.  686.  Authorization  of  appropria- 
tions. 

"SUBPART  4— PARENT  TRAINING 

"Sec.  691.  Grants  for  parent  training  and 
information  centers. 


"Sec.  692.  Technical  assistance  for  par- 
ent  training   and   information 
centers. 
"Sec.  693.  Authorization     of    appropria- 
tions. 

"(c)  FINDINGS.— The  Congress  finds  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(1)  Disability  is  a  natural  part  of  the 
human  experience  and  in  no  way  diminishes 
the  right  of  individuals  to  participate  in  or 
contribute  to  society.  Improving  educational 
results  for  children  with  disabilities  is  an  es- 
sential element  of  our  national  policy  of  en- 
suring equality  of  opportunity,  full  partici- 
pation, independent  living,  and  economic 
self-sufficiency  for  individuals  with  disabil- 
ities. 

"(2)  Before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Education  for  All  Handicapped  Children 
Act  of  1975  (Public  Law  94-142)— 

"(A)  the  special  educational  needs  of  chil- 
dren with  disabilities  were  not  being  fully 
met: 

"(B)  more  than  one-half  of  the  children 
with  disabilities  in  the  United  States  did  not 
receive  appropriate  educational  services  that 
would  enable  such  children  to  have  full 
equality  of  opportunity; 

"(C)  1.000.000  of  the  children  with  disabil- 
ities in  the  United  States  were  excluded  en- 
tirely from  the  public  school  system  and  did 
not  go  through  the  educational  process  with 
their  peers: 

"(D)  there  were  many  children  with  dis- 
abilities throughout  the  United  States  par- 
ticipating in  regular  school  programs  whose 
disabilities  prevented  such  children  from 
having  a  successful  educational  experience 
because  their  disabilities  were  undetected: 
and 

"(E)  because  of  the  lack  of  adequate  serv- 
ices within  the  public  school  system,  fami- 
lies were  often  forced  to  find  services  outside 
the  public  school  system,  often  at  great  dis- 
tance from  their  residence  and  at  their  own 
expense. 

"(3)  Since  the  enactment  and  implementa- 
tion of  the  Education  for  All  Handicapped 
Children  Act  of  1975,  this  Act  has  been  suc- 
cessful in  ensuring  children  with  disabilities 
and  the  families  of  such  children  access  to  a 
free  appropriate  public  education  and  in  im- 
proving educational  results  for  children  with 
disabilities. 

"(4)  However,  the  implementation  of  this 
Act  has  been  impeded  by  low  expectations, 
and  an  insufficient  focus  on  applying 
replicable  research  on  proven  methods  of 
teaching  and  learning  for  children  with  dis- 
abilities. 

"(5)  20  years  of  research  and  experience  has 
demonstrated  that  the  education  of  children 
with  disabilities  can  be  made  more  effective 
by- 

"(A)  having  high  expectations  for  such 
children  and  ensuring  their  access  in  the 
general  curriculum  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible: 

"(B)  ensuring  that  families  of  such  chil- 
dren have  meaningful  opportunities  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  education  of  their  children  at 
school  and  at  home: 

"(C)  coordinating  this  Act  with  other 
local,  educational  service  agency.  State,  and 
Federal  school  improvement  efforts  in  order 
to  ensure  that  such  children  benefit  from 
such  efforts  and  that  special  education  can 
become  a  service  for  such  children  rather 
than  a  place  where  they  are  sent: 

"(D)  providing  appropriate  special  edu- 
cation and  related  services  and  aids  and  supv- 
ports  in  the  regular  classroom  to  such  chil- 
dren, whenever  appropriate: 

"(E)  supporting  high-quality,  intensive 
professional  development  for  all  personnel 


who  work  with  such  children  in  order  to  en- 
sure that  they  have  the  skills  and  knowledge 
necessary  to  enable  them— 

"(i)  to  meet  developmental  goals  and.  to 
the  maximum  extent  possible,  those  chal- 
lenging expectations  that  have  been  estab- 
lished for  all  children:  and 

"(ii)  to  be  prepared  to  lead  productive, 
independent,  adult  lives,  to  the  maximum 
extent  possible: 

"(F)  providing  incentives  for  whole-school 
approaches  and  early  intervention  to  reduce 
the  need  to  label  children  as  disabled  in 
order  to  address  their  learning  needs:  and 

"(G)  focusing  resources  on  teaching  and 
learning  while  reducing  paperwork  and  re- 
quirements that  do  not  assist  in  improving 
educational  results. 

"(6)  While  States,  local  educational  agen- 
cies, and  educational  service  agencies  are  re- 
sponsible for  providing  an  education  for  all 
children  vrith  disabilities,  it  is  in  the  na- 
tional interest  that  the  Federal  Government 
have  a  role  in  assisting  State  and  local  ef- 
forts to  educate  children  with  disabilities  in 
order  to  improve  results  for  such  children 
and  to  ensure  equal  protection  of  the  law. 

"(7)(A)  The  Federal  Government  must  be 
responsive  to  the  growing  needs  of  an  in- 
creasingly more  diverse  society.  A  more  eq- 
uitable allocation  of  resources  is  essential 
for  the  Federal  Government  to  meet  its  re- 
sponsibility to  provide  an  equal  educational 
opportunity  for  all  individuals. 

"(B)  America's  racial  profile  is  rapidly 
changing.  Between  1980  and  1990.  the  rate  of 
increase  in  the  population  for  white  Ameri- 
cans was  6  percent,  while  the  rate  of  increase 
for  racial  and  ethnic  minorities  was  much 
higher:  53  percent  for  Hispanics,  13.2  percent 
for  African-Americans,  and  107.8  percent  for 
Asians. 

"(C)  By  the  year  2000.  this  Nation  will  have 
275.000.000  people,  nearly  one  of  every  three 
of  whom  will  be  either  African-American, 
Hispanic,  Asian-American,  or  American  In- 
dian. 

"(D)  Taken  together  as  a  group,  minority 
children  are  comprising  an  ever  larger  per- 
centage of  public  school  students.  Large  city 
school  populations  are  overwhelmingly  mi- 
nority, e.g.,  for  fall  1993,  the  figure  for  Miami 
was  84  percent:  Chicago,  89  percent:  Philadel- 
phia. 78  percent:  Baltimore.  84  percent:  Hous- 
ton. 88  percent:  and  Los  Angeles,  88  percent. 

"(E)  Recruitment  efforts  within  special 
education  at  the  level  of  preservice,  continu- 
ing education,  and  practice  must  focus  on 
bringing  larger  numbers  of  minorities  into 
the  profession  in  order  to  provide  appro- 
priate practitioner  knowledge,  role  models, 
and  sufficient  manpower  to  address  the 
clearly  changing  demography  of  special  edu- 
cation. 

"(F)  The  limited  English  proficient  popu- 
lation is  the  fastest  growing  in  our  Nation. 
and  the  growth  is  occurring  in  many  parts  of 
our  Nation.  In  the  Nation's  2  largest  school 
districts,  limited  English  students  make  up 
almost  half  of  all  students  initially  entering 
school  at  the  kindergarten  level.  Studies 
have  documented  apparent  discrepancies  in 
the  levels  of  referral  and  placement  of  lim- 
ited English  proficient  children  in  special 
education.  The  Department  of  Education  has 
found  that  services  provided  to  limited 
English  proficient  students  often  do  not  re- 
spond primarily  to  the  pupil's  academic 
needs.  These  trends  pose  special  challenges 
for  special  education  in  the  referral,  assess- 
ment, and  services  for  our  Nation's  students 
from  non-English  language  backgrounds. 

"(8)(A)  Greater  efforts  are  needed  to  pre- 
vent the  intensification  of  problems  con- 
nected with  mislabeling  and  high  dropout 
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rates  among  minority  children  with  disabil- 
ities. 

•'(B)  More  minority  children  continue  to  be 
served  in  special  education  than  would  be  ex- 
pected from  the  percentage  of  minority  stu- 
dents in  the  general  school  population. 

••(C)  Poor  African-American  children  are 
3.5  times  more  likely  to  be  identified  by 
their  teacher  as  mentally  retarded  than 
their  white  counterpart. 

'•(D)  Although  African-Americans  rep- 
resent 12  percent  of  elementary  and  second- 
ary enrollments,  they  constitute  28  percent 
of  total  enrollments  in  special  education. 

"(E)  The  drop  out  rate  is  68  percent  higher 
for  minorities  than  for  whites. 

"(F)  More  than  50  percent  of  minority  stu- 
dents in  large  cities  drop  out  of  school. 

"(9)(A)  The  opportunity  for  full  participa- 
tion in  awards  for  grants  and  contracts: 
boards  of  organizations  receiving  funds 
under  this  Act;  and  peer  review  panels;  and 
training  of  professionals  in  the  area  of  spe- 
cial education  by  minority  individuals,  orga- 
nizations, and  historically  Black  colleges 
and  universities  is  essential  if  we  are  to  ob- 
tain greater  success  in  the  education  of  mi- 
nority children  with  disabilities. 

••(B)  In  1989,  of  the  661.0(X)  college  and  uni- 
versity professors.  4.6  percent  were  African- 
American  and  3.1  percent  were  Hispanic.  Of 
the  3.600.0OO  teachers,  pre  kindergarten 
through  high  school.  9.4  percent  were  Afri- 
can-American and  3.9  percent  were  Hispanic. 

'•(C)  Students  from  minority  groups  com- 
prise more  than  50  percent  of  K-12  public 
school  enrollment  in  seven  States  yet  minor- 
ity enrollment  in  teacher  training  programs 
is  less  than  15  percent  in  all  but  six  States. 

"(D)  As  the  number  of  African-American 
and  Hispanic  students  in  special  education 
increases,  the  number  of  minority  teachers 
and  related  service  personnel  produced  in  our 
colleges  and  universities  continues  to  de- 
crease. 

"(E)  Ten  years  ago.  12.5  percent  of  the 
United  States  teaching  force  in  public  ele- 
mentary and  secondary  schools  were  mem- 
bers of  a  minority  group.  Minorities  com- 
prised 21.3  percent  of  the  national  population 
at  that  time  and  were  clearly  underrep- 
resented  then  among  employed  teachers. 
Today,  the  elementary  and  secondary  teach- 
ing force  is  3  to  5  percent  minority,  while 
one-third  of  the  students  in  public  schools 
are  minority  children. 

"(F)  As  recently  as  1991,  Historically  Black 
Colleges  and  Universities  enrolled  44  percent 
of  the  African-American  teacher  trainees  in 
the  Nation.  However,  in  1993.  Historically 
Black  Colleges  and  Universities  received 
only  4  i>ercent  of  the  discretionary  funds  for 
special  education  and  related  services  per- 
sonnel training  under  this  Act. 

"(G)  While  African-American  students  con- 
stitute 28  percent  of  total  enrollment  in  spe- 
cial education,  only  11.2  percent  of  individ- 
uals enrolled  in  preservice  training  programs 
for  special  education  are  African-American. 

"(H)  In  1986-87.  of  the  degrees  conferred  in 
education  at  the  B.A..  M.A..  and  Ph.D  levels, 
only  6.  8.  and  8  percent,  respectively,  were 
awarded  to  African-American  or  Hispanic 
students. 

"(10)  Minorities  and  underserved  persons 
are  socially  disadvantaged  because  of  the 
lack  of  opportunities  in  training  and  edu- 
cational programs,  undergirded  by  the  prac- 
tices in  the  private  sector  that  impede  their 
full  participation  in  the  mainstream  of  soci- 
ety. 

"(d)  Purposes.— The  purposes  of  this  title 


"(1)  to  ensure  that  all  children  with  dis- 
abilities have  available  to  them  a  free  appro- 


priate public  education  that  emphasizes  spe- 
cial education  and  related  services  designied 
to  meet  their  unique  needs  and  prepare  them 
for  employment  and  independent  living; 

"(2)  to  ensure  that  the  rights  of  children 
with  disabilities  and  parents  of  such  children 
are  protected; 

"(3)  to  assist  States,  localities,  education 
service  agencies,  and  Federal  agencies  to 
provide  for  the  education  of  all  children  with 
disabilities;  and 

"(4)  to  assess,  and  ensure  the  effectiveness 
of.  efforts  to  educate  children  with  disabil- 
ities. 

-SEC.  602.  DEFINITIONS. 

"As  used  in  this  title; 

"(1)    ASSISTIVE    TECHNOLOGY    DEVICE.— The 

term  'assistive  technology  device'  means  any 
item,  piece  of  equipment,  or  product  system, 
whether  acquired  commercially  off  the  shelf, 
modified,  or  customized,  that  is  used  to  in- 
crease, maintain,  or  improve  functional  ca- 
pabilities of  a  child  with  a  disability. 

•'(2)    ASSISTIVE   TECHNOLOGY    SERVICE.— The 

term  'assistive  technology  service'  means 
any  service  that  directly  assists  a  child  with 
a  disability  in  the  selection,  acquisition,  or 
use  of  an  assistive  technology  device.  Such 
term  includes— 

"(A)  the  evaluation  of  the  needs  of  such 
child,  including  a  functional  evaluation  of 
the  child  in  the  child's  customary  environ- 
ment; 

"(B)  purchasing,  leasing,  or  otherwise  pro- 
viding for  the  acquisition  of  assistive  tech- 
nology devices  by  such  child; 

"(C)  selecting,  designing,  fitting,  customiz- 
ing, adapting,  applying,  maintaining,  repair- 
ing, or  replacing  of  assistive  technology  de- 
vices; 

"(D)  coordinating  and  using  other  thera- 
pies, interventions,  or  services  with  assistive 
technology  devices,  such  as  those  associated 
with  existing  education  and  rehabilitation 
plans  and  programs; 

"(E)  training  or  technical  assistance  for 
such  child,  or.  where  appropriate,  the  family 
of  such  child;  and 

"(F)  training  or  technical  assistance  for 
professionals  (including  individuals  provid- 
ing education  and  rehabilitation  services), 
employers,  or  other  individuals  who  provide 
services  to.  employ,  or  are  otherwise  sub- 
stantially involved  in  the  major  life  func- 
tions of  such  child. 

"(3)  Child  with  a  DisABiLiry.— 

"(A)  In  GENERAL.— The  term  'child  with  a 
disability'  means  a  child— 

"(i)  with  mental  retardation,  hearing  im- 
pairments (including  deafness),  speech  or 
language  impairments,  visual  impairments 
(including  blindness),  serious  emotional  dis- 
turbance, orthopedic  impairments,  autism, 
traumatic  brain  injury,  other  health  impair- 
ments, or  specific  learning  disabilities;  and 

"(ii)  who.  by  reason  thereof,  needs  special 
education  and  related  services. 

"(B)  Child  aged  3  to  9.— The  term  'child 
with  a  disability'  for  a  child  aged  3  to  9.  in- 
clusive, may.  at  the  discretion  of  the  State 
and  the  local  educational  agency,  include  a 
child— 

"(i)  experiencing  developmental  delays,  as 
defined  by  the  State  and  as  measured  by  ap- 
propriate diagmostic  instruments  and  proce- 
dures, in  one  or  more  of  the  following  areas; 
physical  development,  cognitive  develop- 
ment, communication  development,  social  or 
emotional  development,  or  adaptive  develop- 
ment; and 

"(ii)  who.  by  reason  thereof,  needs  special 
education  and  related  services. 

"(4)     EDUCA-nONAL     SERVICE    AGENCY.— The 

term  'educational  service  agency' — 


"(A)  means  a  regional  public  multiservice 
agency — 

"(i)  authorized  by  State  law  to  develop, 
manage,  and  provide  services  or  programs  to 
local  educational  agencies;  and 

"(ii)  recognized  as  an  administrative  agen- 
cy for  purposes  of  the  provision  of  special 
education  and  related  services  provided 
within  public  elementary  and  secondary 
schools  of  the  State;  and 

"(B)  includes  any  other  public  institution 
or  agency  having  administrative  control  and 
direction  over  a  public  elementary  or  sec- 
ondary school. 

"(5)  Elementary  school.— The  term  'ele- 
mentary school'  means  a  day  or  residential 
school  which  provides  elementary  education, 
as  determined  under  State  law,  policy,  or 
procedure. 

"(6)  Eqltpment.- The  term  'equipment'  in- 
cludes— 

"(A)  machinery,  utilities,  and  built-in 
equipment  and  any  necessary  enclosures  or 
structures  to  house  such  machinery,  utili- 
ties, or  equipment;  and 

"(B)  all  other  items  necessary  for  the  func- 
tioning of  a  particular  facility  as  a  facility 
for  the  provision  of  educational  services,  in- 
cluding items  such  as  instructional  equip- 
ment and  necessary  furniture,  printed,  pub- 
lished, and  audio-visual  instructional  mate- 
rials, telecommunications,  sensory,  and 
other  technological  aids  and  devices,  and 
books,  periodicals,  documents,  and  other  re- 
lated materials. 

"(7)  Excess  costs.— The  term  'excess  costs' 
means  those  costs  which  are  in  excess  of  the 
average  annual  per  student  expenditure  in  a 
local  educational  agency  during  the  preced- 
ing school  year  for  an  elementary  or  second- 
ary school  student,  as  may  be  appropriate, 
and  which  shall  be  computed  after  deduct- 
ing— 

"(A)  amounts  received— 

"(i)  under  part  B  of  this  title; 

"(ii)  under  part  A  of  title  I  of  the  Elemen- 
tary and  Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965;  or 

"(iii)  under  part  A  of  title  VH  of  such  Act; 
and 

"(B)  any  State  or  local  fUnds  expended  for 
programs  that  would  qualify  for  assistance 
under  any  such  part. 

"(8)  Free  appropriate  public  edu- 
cation.—The  term  'free  appropriate  public 
education'  means  special  education  and  re- 
lated services  that— 

"(A)  have  been  provided  at  public  expense, 
under  public  supervision  and  direction,  and 
without  charge; 

"(B)  meet  the  standards  of  the  State  edu- 
cational agency; 

"(C)  include  an  appropriate  preschool,  ele- 
mentary, or  secondary  school  education  in 
the  State  involved;  and 

"(D)  are  provided  in  conformity  with  the 
individualized  education  program  required 
under  section  614(d). 

"(9)  Indian.— The  term  'Indian'  means  an 
individual  who  is  a  member  of  an  Indian 
tribe. 

"(10)  Indian  tribe.— The  term  'Indian 
tribe"  means  any  Federal  or  State  Indian 
tribe,  band,  rancheria.  pueblo,  colony,  or 
community,  including  any  Alaskan  native 
village  or  regional  village  corporation  (as  de- 
fined in  or  established  under  the  Alaska  Na- 
tive Claims  Settlement  Act). 

•'(11)  Ln'DFVidualized  education  program.— 
The  term  'individualized  education  program' 
or  'lEP'  means  a  written  statement  for  each 
child  with  a  disability  that  is  developed,  re- 
viewed, and  revised  in  accordance  with  sec- 
tion 614(d)  and  that  includes — 

"(A)  a  statement  or  the  child's  present  lev- 
els of  educational  performance,  including — 
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"(1)  how  the  child's  disability  affects  the 
child's  involvement  and  progress  in  the  gen- 
eral curriculum;- or 

"(ii)  for  preschool  children,  as  appropriate, 
how  the  disability  affects  the  child's  partici- 
pation in  appropriate  activities; 

"(B)  a  statement  of  measurable  annual 
goals,  including  benchmarks  or  short-term 
objectives,  related  to — 

"(i)  meeting  the  child's  needs  that  result 
from  the  child's  disability  to  enable  the 
child  to  be  involved  in  and  progress  in  the 
general  curriculum;  and 

"(ii)  meeting  each  of  the  child's  other  edu- 
cational needs  that  result  from  the  child's 
disability; 

"(C)  a  statement  of  how  the  classroom  was 
adapted  before  the  student  was  referred  for 
identification  as  a  child  with  a  disability; 

"(D)  a  justification  of  the  extent,  if  any.  to 
which  the  child  will  not  be  educated  with 
nondisabled  children; 

"(E)  a  statement  of  the  special  education 
and  related  services  and  supplementary  aids 
and  services  to  be  provided  to  the  child,  or 
on  behalf  of  the  child,  and  any  program 
modifications  or  support  for  school  personnel 
necessary  for  the  child— 

"(i)  to  progress  toward  the  attainment  of 
the  annual  goals  described  in  subparagraph 
(B);  and 

"(ii)  to  be  involved  and  progress  in  the  gen- 
eral curriculum  in  accordance  with  subpara- 
graph (A)  and  to  participate  in  extra- 
curricular and  other  nonacademic  activities; 

"(F)(i)  a  statement  of  any  individual  modi- 
fications in  the  administration  of  State  or 
distrlctwide  assessments  of  student  achieve- 
ment that  are  needed  in  order  for  the  child 
to  participate  in  such  assessment;  and 

"(ii)  if  the  individualized  education  pro- 
gram team  determines  that  the  child  will 
not  participate  in  a  particular  State  or  dis- 
trlctwide assessment  of  student  achievement 
(or  part  of  such  an  assessment),  a  statement 
of— 

"(I)  why  that  assessment  is  not  appro- 
priate for  the  child;  and 

"(II)  how  the  child  will  be  assessed; 

••(G)  the  projected  date  for  the  begrinning  of 
the  services  and  modifications  described  in 
subparagraph  (E).  and  the  anticipated  fre- 
quency, location,  and  duration  of  those  serv- 
ices and  modifications; 

•'(H)(i)  beginning  at  age  14.  and  updated  an- 
nually, a  statement  of  the  transition  service 
needs  of  the  child  under  the  applicable  com- 
ponents of  the  child's  lEP  that  focuses  on 
the  child's  courses  of  study  (such  as  partici- 
pation in  advanced-placement  courses  or  a 
vocational  education  or  school-to-work  pro- 
gram); 

"(ii)  beginning  at  age  16  (or  younger,  if  de- 
termined appropriate  by  the  lEP  Team),  a 
statement  of  needed  transition  services  for 
the  child,  including,  when  appropriate,  a 
statement  of  the  interagency  responsibilities 
or  any  needed  linkages;  and 

"(iii)  beginning  at  least  one  year  before  the 
child  reaches  the  age  of  majority  under 
State  law.  a  statement  that  the  child  has 
been  informed  of  his  or  her  rights  under  this 
title,  if  any.  that  will  transfer  to  the  child 
on  reaching  the  age  of  majority  under  sec- 
tion 615(m);  and 

'•(I)  a  statement  of— 

••(i)  how  the  child's  progress  toward  the  an- 
nual goals  described  in  subparagraph  (B)  will 
be  measured;  and 

"(ii)  how  the  child's  parents  will  be  regu- 
larly informed  (by  such  means  as  periodic  re- 
port cards),  at  least  as  often  as  p)arents  are 
informed  of  their  nondisabled  children's 
progress,  of— 


'•(I)  their  child's  progress  toward  the  an- 
nual goals  described  in  subparagraph  (B);  and 

"(II)  the  extent  to  which  that  progress  is 
sufficient  to  enable  the  child  to  achieve  the 
objectives  by  the  end  of  the  year. 

"(12)    iNDmDUALIZED    EDUCATION    PROGRAM 

TEAM.— The  term  'individualized  education 
program  team'  or  'lEP  Team'  means  a  group 
of  individuals  composed  of— 

"(A)  the  parents  of  a  child  with  a  disabil- 
ity; 

"(B)  at  least  one  regular  education  teacher 
of  such  child  (if  the  child  is.  or  may  be.  par- 
ticipating in  the  regular  education  environ- 
ment); 

"(C)  at  least  one  special  education  teacher. 
or  where  appropriate,  at  least  one  special 
education  provider  of  such  child; 

"(D)  a  representative  of  the  local  edu- 
cational agency  who — 

"(i)  is  qualified  to  provide,  or  supervise  the 
provision  of.  specially  designed  instruction 
to  meet  the  unique  needs  of  children  with 
disabilities; 

"(ii)  is  knowledgeable  about  the  general 
curriculum;  and 

"(iii)  is  knowledgeable  about  the  availabil- 
ity of  resources  of  the  local  educational 
agency; 

"(E)  whenever  appropriate,  the  child  with 
a  disability;  and 

"(F)  at  the  discretion  of  the  parent  or  the 
agency,  other  individuals  who  have  special 
expertise  or  knowledge  regarding  the  abili- 
ties and  disability  or  disabilities  of  the  child, 
including,  as  appropriate,  related  services 
personnel  who  are  or  who  will  be  working 
with  the  child. 

"(13)   INSTITUTION    OF   HIGHER   EDUCA'HON.- 

The  term  'institution  of  higher  education '- 

"(A)  has  the  meaning  griven  that  term  in 
section  1201(a)  of  the  Higher  Education  Act 
of  1965;  and 

"(B)  also  includes  any  community  college 
receiving  funding  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  under  the  Tribally  Controlled  Com- 
munity College  Assistance  Act  of  1978. 

"(14)  Local  educa-honal  agency.— The 
term  'local  educational  agency'  means — 

"(A)  a  public  board  of  education  or  other 
public  authority  legally  constituted  within  a 
State  for  either  administrative  control  or  di- 
rection of,  or  to  perform  a  service  function 
for.  public  elementary  or  secondary  schools 
in  a  city,  county,  township,  school  district, 
or  other  political  subdivision  of  a  State,  or 
for  a  combination  of  school  districts  or  coun- 
ties as  are  recognized  in  a  State  as  an  admin- 
istrative agency  for  its  public  elementary  or 
secondary  schools; 

"(B)  any  other  public  institution  or  agency 
having  administrative  control  and  direction 
of  a  public  elementary  or  secondary  school; 
or 

"(C)  an  educational  service  agency. 

"(15)  Native  language.— The  term  'native 
language",  when  used  with  reference  to  an  in- 
dividual of  limited  English  proficiency, 
means  the  language  normally  used  by  the  in- 
dividual, or  in  the  case  of  a  child,  the  lan- 
guage normally  used  by  the  parents  of  the 
child,  and  includes  American  Sign  Language. 

"(16)  Nonproftt.- The  term  'nonprofit"  as 
applied  to  a  school,  agency,  organization,  or 
institution  means  a  school,  agency,  organi- 
zation, or  institution  owned  and  operated  by 
one  or  more  nonprofit  corporations  or  asso- 
ciations no  part  of  the  net  eamingrs  of  which 
inures,  or  may  lawfully  inure,  to  the  benefit 
of  any  private  shareholder  or  individual. 

"(17)  Parent.— The  term  'parent"  includes 
a  legal  gruardian  or  surrogate  parent. 

"(18)  Parent  ORCANiZA-noN.— The  term 
'parent  organization'  means  a  private  non- 


profit organization  (but  not  including  an  in- 
stitution of  higher  education)  that— 

"(A)  has  a  board  of  directors — 

"(i)  the  majority  of  whom  are  parents  of 
children  with  disabilities; 

"(ii)  that  includes— 

"(I)  individuals  working  in  the  fields  of 
special  education,  related  services,  and  early 
intervention;  and 

"(II)  individuals  with  disabilities;  and 

"(iii)  the  parent  and  professional  members 
of  which  are  broadly  representative  of  the 
population  to  be  served;  or 

"(B)(i)  represents  the  interests  of  individ- 
uals with  disabilities  and  has  established  a 
special  governing  committee  which  meets 
the  requirements  of  subparagraph  (A);  and 

"(ii)  has  a  memorandum  of  understanding 
between  the  special  governing  committee 
and  the  board  of  directors  of  the  organiza- 
tion which  clearly  outlines  the  relationship 
between  the  board  and  the  committee  and 
the  decisionmaking  responsibilities  and  au- 
thority of  each. 

"(19)  Parent  traininc  and  ofFORMA'noN 
CEN"TER.— The  term  'parent  training  and  in- 
formation center"  means  a  center  that — 

"(A)  provides  training  and  information 
that  meets  the  training  and  information 
needs  of  parents  of  children  with  disabilities 
living  in  the  area  served  by  the  center;  and 

"(B)  assists  parents — 

"(i)  to  better  understand  the  nature  of 
their  children's  disabilities  and  their  edu- 
cational and  developmental  needs; 

"(ii)  to  communicate  effectively  with  per- 
sonnel responsible  for  providing  special  edu- 
cation, early  intervention,  and  related  serv- 
ices; 

"(iii)  to  participate  in  decisionmaking 
processes  and  the  development  of  the  lEP; 

"(iv)  to  obtain  appropriate  information 
about  the  range  of  options,  programs,  serv- 
ices, and  resources  available  to  assist  chil- 
dren with  disabilities  and  their  families; 

"(v)  to  understand  the  programs  under  this 
title  for  the  education  of.  and  the  provision 
of  early  intervention  services  to.  children 
with  disabilities;  and 

"(vi)  to  participate  in  school  reform  activi- 
ties. 

"(20)  Related  services.- The  term  'relat- 
ed services'  means  transportation,  and  such 
developmental,  corrective,  and  other  sup- 
portive services  (including  speech-language 
pathology  and  audiology  services,  psycho- 
logrical  services,  physical  and  occupational 
therapy,  recreation,  including  therapeutic 
recreation,  social  work  services,  counseling 
services,  including  rehabilitation  counseling, 
orientation  and  mobility  services,  and  medi- 
cal services,  except  that  such  medical  serv- 
ices shall  be  for  diagnostic  and  evaluation 
purposes  only)  as  may  be  required  to  assist  a 
child  with  a  disability  to  benefit  from  spe- 
cial education,  and  includes  the  early  identi- 
fication and  assessment  of  disabling  condi- 
tions in  children. 

"(21)  Secondary  school.— The  term  'sec- 
ondary school'  means  a  day  or  residential 
school  which  provides  secondary  education, 
as  determined  under  State  law.  policy,  or 
procedure,  except  that  it  does  not  include 
any  education  provided  beyond  grade  12. 

"(22)  Secretary— The  term  'Secretary" 
means  the  Secretary  of  Education. 

"(23)  Special  EDuCA-nox.- The  term  'spe- 
cial education'  means  specially  designed  in- 
struction, at  no  cost  to  parents,  to  meet  the 
unique  needs  of  a  child  with  a  disability,  in- 
cluding— 

"(A)  instruction  conducted  in  the  class- 
room, in  the  home,  in  hospitals  and  institu- 
tions, and  is  other  settings;  and 


13520 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


June  10,  1996 


"(B)  instruction  in  physical  education. 

"(24)  Specific  learning  disability.— 

"(A)  In  general.— The  term  'specific  learn- 
ing disability'  means  a  disorder  in  one  or 
more  of  the  basic  psychological  processes  in- 
volved in  understanding  or  in  using  lan- 
gruage,  spoken  or  written,  which  disorder 
may  manifest  itself  in  imperfect  ability  to 
listen,  think,  speak,  read,  write,  spell,  or  do 
mathematical  calculations. 

"(B)  Disorders  included.— Such  term  in- 
cludes such  conditions  as  perceptual  disabil- 
ities, brain  injury,  minimal  brain  dysfunc- 
tion, dyslexia,  and  developmental  aphasia. 

"(C)  Disorders  not  included.— Such  term 
does  not  include  a  learning  problem  that  is 
primarily  the  result  of  visual,  hearing,  or 
motor  disabilities,  of  mental  retardation,  of 
emotional  disturbance,  or  of  environmental, 
cultural,  or  economic  disadvantage. 

"(25)  State.— The  term  'State'  means  each 
of  the  50  States,  the  District  of  Columbia, 
the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  and  each 
of  the  territories. 

"(26)  State  educational  agency.— The 
term  'State  educational  agency'  means  the 
State  board  of  education  or  other  agency  or 
officer  primarily  responsible  for  the  State 
supervision  of  public  elementary  and  second- 
ary schools,  or,  if  there  is  no  such  officer  or 
agency,  an  officer  or  agency  designated  by 
the  Governor  or  by  State  law. 

"(27)  Supplementary  aids  and  services.— 
The  term  'supplementary  aids  and  services" 
means,  aids,  services,  and  other  supports 
that  are  provided  in  regular  education  class- 
es or  other  education-related  settings  to  en- 
able children  with  disabilities  to  be  educated 
with  nondisabled  children  to  the  maximum 
extent  appropriate  in  accordance  with  sec- 
tion 612(a)(4). 

"(28)  TERRiroRY.- The  term  'territory' 
means  American  Samoa,  the  Commonwealth 
of  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands,  Guam,  and 
the  Virgin  Islands. 

"(29)  TRANsmoN  services.— The  term 
■transition  services'  means  a  coordinated  set 
of  activities  for  a  child  with  a  disability 
that— 

"(A)  are  designed  within  an  outcome-ori- 
ented process,  which  promotes  movement 
from  school  to  post-school  activities,  includ- 
ing post-secondary  education,  vocational 
training,  integrated  employment  (including 
supported  employment),  continuing  and 
adult  education,  adult  services,  independent 
living,  or  community  participation; 

"(B)  are  based  upon  the  individual  child's 
needs,  taking  into  account  the  child's  pref- 
erences and  interests:  and 

"(C)  include  instruction,  related  services, 
community  experiences,  the  development  of 
employment  and  other  post-school  adult  liv- 
ing objectives,  and.  when  appropriate,  acqui- 
sition of  daily  living  skills  and  functional 
vocational  evaluation. 

"SEC.  603.  OFTICE  OF  SPECIAL  EDUCATION  PRO- 
GRAMS. 

"(a)  Establishment.— There  shall  be.  with- 
in the  Office  of  Special  Education  and  Reha- 
bilitative Services  in  the  Department  of 
Education,  an  Office  of  Special  Education 
Programs  which  shall  be  the  principal  agen- 
cy in  such  Department  for  administering  and 
carrying  out  this  title  and  other  programs 
and  activities  concerning  the  education  and 
training  of  children  with  disabilities. 

"(b)  Director.— The  Office  established 
under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  headed  by  a  Di- 
rector who  shall  be  selected  by  the  Secretary 
and  shall  report  directly  to  the  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Special  Education  and  Reha- 
bilitative Services. 

"(c)  Voluntary  and  Uncompensated 
Services.— Notwithstanding  section  1342  of 


title  31,  United  States  Code,  the  Secretary  is 
authorized  to  accept  voluntary  and  uncom- 
pensated services  in  furtherance  of  the  pur- 
poses of  this  title. 

■^EC.  eo4.  abrogation  of  state  sovereign 
immunity. 

"(a)  L\  GENERAL.— A  State  shall  not  be  im- 
mune under  the  eleventh  amendment  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  from  suit 
in  Federal  court  for  a  violation  of  this  title. 

"(b)  Remedies.— In  a  suit  against  a  State 
for  a  violation  of  this  title,  remedies  (includ- 
ing remedies  both  at  law  and  in  equity)  are 
available  for  such  a  violation  to  the  same  ex- 
tent as  such  remedies  are  available  for  such 
a  violation  in  the  suit  against  any  public  en- 
tity other  than  a  State. 

"(c)  Effective  Date.— The  provisions  of 
subsections  (a)  and  (b)  apply  with  respect  to 
violations  that  occur  in  whole  or  part  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Education 
of  the  Handicapped  Act  Amendments  of  1990. 

"SEC.    605.    requirements    FOR   PRESCRIBING 

regulations 

"(a)  Public-Comment  Period.— The  Sec- 
retary shall  provide  a  public-comment  period 
of  at  least  90  days  on  any  regrulation  pro- 
posed under  part  B  or  part  C  of  this  title  on 
which  an  opportunity  for  public  comment  is 
otherwise  required  by  law. 

"(b)  Protections  Provided  to  Children.— 
The  Secretary  may  not  implement,  or  pub- 
lish in  final  form,  any  regulation  prescribed 
pursuant  to  this  title  which  would  proce- 
durally or  substantively  lessen  the  protec- 
tions provided  to  children  with  disabilities 
under  this  title,  as  embodied  in  regulations 
in  effect  on  July  20.  1983  (particularly  as 
such  protections  relate  to  parental  consent 
to  initial  evaluation  or  initial  placement  in 
special  education,  least  restrictive  environ- 
ment, related  services,  timeliness,  attend- 
ance of  evaluation  personnel  at  individual- 
ized education  program  meetings,  or  quali- 
fications of  personnel),  except  to  the  extent 
that  such  regulation  reflects  the  clear  and 
unequivocal  intent  of  the  Congress  in  legis- 
lation. 

"(c)  Correspondence  From  Departme.vt 
of  Education  Describing  Interpretations 
of  This  Part.— 

"(1)  In  general.— The  Secretary  shall,  on  a 
quarterly  basis,  publish  in  the  Federal  Reg- 
ister, and  widely  disseminate  to  interested 
entities  through  various  additional  forms  of 
communication,  a  list  of  correspondence 
from  the  Department  of  Education  received 
by  individuals  during  the  previous  quarter 
that  describes  the  interpretations  of  the  De- 
partment of  Education  of  this  Act  or  the  reg- 
ulations implemented  pursuant  to  this  Act. 

"(2)  ADDITIONAL  information.— For  each 
item  of  correspondence  published  in  a  list 
under  paragraph  (1).  the  Secretary  shall 
identify  the  topic  addressed  by  the  cor- 
respondence and  shall  include  such  other 
summary  information  as  the  Secretary  de- 
termines to  be  appropriate. 

"(3)  Restrictions  on  use  of  correspond- 
ence.— 

"(A)  Ln  gener.\l.— Except  as  provided  in 
subparagraph  (B).  an  item  of  correspondence 
published  and  disseminated  under  paragraph 
(1)  may  not  be  used  in  the  following: 

"(i)  An  administrative  or  due  process  ac- 
tion commenced  under  section  615. 

"(ii)  A  compliance  review  or  other  action 
relating  to  a  State  educational  agency  con- 
ducted by  the  Department  of  Education. 

"(iii)  A  compliance  review  or  other  action 
relating  to  a  local  educational  agency  or 
other  agency  conducted  by  a  State  edu- 
cational agency. 

"(B)  Exceptions.— A  restriction  on  the  use 
of  an  item  of  correspondence  under  subpara- 


graph (A)  shall  not  apply  if  the  item  of  cor- 
respondence— 

"(i)  is  directly  related  to  the  particular 
fact  situation,  practice,  or  policy  at  issue 
under  clause  (i)  or  (iii)  of  subparagraph  (A); 

"(ii)(I)  was  originally  directed  to  one  of 
the  parties  to  the  action  under  subparagraph 
(A)(i):  or 

"(II)  was  originally  directed  to  the  particu- 
lar local  educational  agency  or  other  agency 
under  subparagraph  (A)(iii);  or 

"(iii)  was  originally  directed  to  the  par- 
ticular State  educational  agency  under  sub- 
paragraph (A)(ii). 

"SEC  606.  employment  OF  INDIVIDUALS  WITH 
DISABIU-nES. 

"The  Secretary  shall  assure  that  each  re- 
cipient of  assistance  under  this  Act  shall 
make  positive  efforts  to  employ  and  advance 
in   employment   qualified   individuals   with 
disabilities  in  programs  assisted  under  this 
Act. 
"PART  B— ASSISTANCE  FOR  EDUCATION 
OF  ALL  CHILDREN  WITH  DISABILITIES 
"SEC.  611.  AUTHORIZATION;  ALLOTMENT;  USE  OF 
FUN'DS;  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPRO- 
PRIATIONS. 

"(a)    AUTHORIZATION.— The    Secretary    of 
Education  shall  provide  grants  to  States  and 
provide  amounts  to  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior for  the  purpose  of  providing  special 
education  and  related  services  to  children 
with    disabilities    in   accordance    with    this 
part. 
"(b)  Allotment  a.mong  States.— 
"(1)  Reservation  for  the  terrttories.— 
"(A)  In  general. — Of  the  amount  appro- 
priated pursuant  to  subsection  (e)  to  carry 
out  this  part  for  a  fiscal  year,  the  Secretary 
shall  allot  not  more  than  one  percent  among 
the  territories  in  accordance  with  this  para- 
graph. 

"(B)  Basis  for  allotment.— The  Secretary 
shall  allot  to  each  territory  an  amount  that 
bears  the  same  proportion  to  the  amount  ap- 
propriated pursuant  to  subsection  (e)  for  a 
fiscal  year  as  the  number  of  individuals  aged 
3  to  21,  inclusive,  residing  in  such  territory 
bears  to  the  aggregate  number  of  such  indi- 
viduals residing  in  all  such  territories. 

"(C)     PROHIBmON     ON     consolidation     OF 

grants.— Section  501  of  Public  Law  95-134  (48 
U.S.C.  1469a;  relating  to  the  consolidation  of 
one  or  more  grants  provided  to  certain  terri- 
tories) shall  not  apply  with  respect  to 
amounts  provided  to  a  territory  under  a 
grant  under  this  part. 

"(2)  Secretary  of  the  interior.— Of  the 
amount  appropriated  pursuant  to  subsection 
(e)  to  carry  out  this  part  for  a  fiscal  year, 
the  Secretary  shall  provide  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  an  amount  equal  to  1.226  per- 
cent to  carry  out  subsection  (d)  (relating  to 
special  education  and  related  services  for  In- 
dian children  with  disabilities). 

"(3)  States.— 

"(A)  In  general.— After  determining  the 
amount  to  be  allotted  to  the  territories 
under  paragraph  (1)  and  the  amount  to  be 
provided  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
under  paragraph  (2)  for  a  fiscal  year,  the  Sec- 
retary shall  allot  the  remaining  amount  to 
the  remaining  States  in  accordance  with  this 
paragraph. 

"(B)  Basis  for  allotment.— Except  as  pro- 
vided in  subparagraph  (D),  the  Secretary 
shall  allot  to  each  State  an  amount  equal  to 
the  sum  of  the  following  amounts: 

"(i)  The  amount  equal  to — 

"(I)  85  percent  of  the  remaining  amount  de- 
scribed in  subparagraph  (A);  multiplied  by 

"(II)  the  child  population  percentage  of  the 
State  (as  determined  under  subparagraph 
(C)(i)). 
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"(ii)  The  amount  equal  to— 

"(I)  15  percent  of  the  remaining  amount  de- 
scribed in  subparagraph  (A):  multiplied  by 

"(II)  the  child  poverty  percentage  of  the 
State  (as  determined  under  subparagraph 
(C)(ii)). 

"(C)  Determination  of  child  popuLA-noN 

percentage    and    child    POVER-n-    PERCENT- 
AGE.— 

"(i)  Child  population  percentage.— The 
child  population  percentage  shall  be  deter- 
mined by  comparing — 

"(I)  the  number  of  children  a^ed  3  to  21.  in- 
clusive, in  the  State  who  are  of  the  same  age 
as  children  with  disabilities  for  whom  the 
State  ensures  the  availability  of  a  free  ap- 
propriate public  education;  to 

"(II)  the  number  of  such  children  in  the  re- 
maining States. 

"(ii)  Child  poverty  perce.ntage.— The 
child  poverty  percentage  shall  be  determined 
by  comparing— 

"(I)  the  number  of  children  aged  3  to  21.  in- 
clusive, in  the  State  living  in  poverty  who 
are  of  the  same  age  as  children  with  disabil- 
ities for  whom  the  State  ensures  the  avail- 
ability of  a  free  appropriate  public  edu- 
cation; to 

"(II)  the  number  of  such  children  in  the  re- 
maining States. 

"(D)  TR-ANsmoN  FORMULA.— For  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1997  through  2005,  the  Secretary 
shall  allot  the  remaining  amount  to  the  re- 
maining States  in  accordance  with  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(i)  Fiscal  year  1997.— For  fiscal  year  1997. 
the  Secretary  shall  allot  to  each  remaining 
State  the  sum  of— 

"(I)  10  percent  multiplied  by  the  amount 
determined  for  such  State  under  subpara- 
graph (B);  and 

"(II)  90  percent  multiplied  by  the  amount 
determined  for  such  State  under  subpara- 
graph (E). 

"(ii)  Fiscal  year  1998.— For  fiscal  year  1998. 
the  Secretary  shall  allot  to  each  remaining 
State  the  sum  of— 

"(I)  20  percent  multiplied  by  the  amount 
determined  for  such  State  under  subpara- 
graph (B):  and 

"(II)  80  percent  multiplied  by  the  amount 
determined  for  such  State  under  subpara- 
graph (E). 

"(iii)   Fiscal  year  1999.— For  fiscal  year 

1999.  the  Secretary  shall  allot  to  each  re- 
maining State  the  sum  of— 

"(I)  30  percent  multiplied  by  the  amount 
determined  for  such  State  under  subpara- 
graph (B);  and 

"(II)  70  percent  multiplied  by  the  amount 
determined  for  such  State  under  subpara- 
graph (E). 

"(iv)   Fiscal  year  2000.— For  fiscal   year 

2000.  the  Secretary  shall  allot  to  each  re- 
maining State  the  sum  of— 

"(I)  40  percent  multiplied  by  the  amount 
determined  for  such  State  under  subpara- 
graph (B);  and 

"(II)  60  percent  multiplied  by  the  amount 
determined  for  such  State  under  subpara- 
graph (E). 

"(V)  Fiscal  "i-EAR  2001.— For  fiscal  year  2001. 
the  Secretary  shall  allot  to  each  remaining 
State  the  sum  of— 

"(I)  50  percent  multiplied  by  the  amount 
detemined  for  such  State  under  subpara- 
graph (B;;  and 

"(II)  50  percent  multiplied  by  the  amount 
determined  for  such  State  under  subpara- 
graph (E). 

"(vi)  Fiscal  year  2002.— For  fiscal  year 
2002.  the  Secretary  shall  allot  to  each  re- 
maining State  the  sum  of— 


"(I)  60  percent  multiplied  by  the  amount 
determined  for  such  State  under  subpara- 
graph (B);  and 

"(II)  40  percent  multiplied  by  the  amount 
determined  for  such  State  under  subpara- 
graph (E). 

"(vii)  Fiscal  year  2003.— For  fiscal  year 

2003.  the  Secretary  shall  allot  to  each  re- 
maining State  the  sum  of— 

"(I)  70  percent  multiplied  by  the  amount 
determined  for  such  State  under  subpara- 
graph (B):  and 

"(II)  30  percent  multiplied  by  the  amount 
determined  for  such  State  under  subpara- 
graph (E). 

"(viii)  Fiscal  year  2004.— For  fiscal  year 

2004.  the  Secretary  shall  allot  to  each  re- 
maining State  the  sum  of— 

"(I)  80  percent  multiplied  by  the  amount 
determined  for  such  State  under  subpara- 
graph (B);  and 

"(II)  20  percent  multiplied  by  the  amount 
determined  for  such  State  under  subpara- 
graph (E). 

"(ix)   Fiscal  year  aoos.- For  fiscal   year 

2005.  the  Secretary  shall  allot  to  each  re- 
maining State  the  sum  of^ 

"(I)  90  percent  multiplied  by  the  amount 
determined  for  such  State  under  subpara- 
graph (B);  and 

"(II)  10  percent  multiplied  by  the  amount 
determined  for  such  State  under  subpara- 
graph (E). 

"(E)  Base  amount  for  i996.— 

"(i)  In  general.— Subject  to  clause  (ii).  the 
amount  determined  under  this  subparagraph 
for  a  State  is  the  amount  that  bears  the 
same  proportion  to  the  remaining  amount 
(described  in  subparagraph  (A))  for  the  fiscal 
year  under  subparagraph  (D)  as  the  amount 
received  by  the  State  under  this  section  for 
fiscal  year  1996  bears  to  the  aggregate  of  the 
amounts  received  by  the  remaining  States 
(described  in  subparagraph  (A))  under  this 
section  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

"(ii)  Reduction  in  amount.— If  the  State 
received  an  amount  under  this  section  for 
fiscal  year  1996  on  the  basis  of  children  aged 
3  to  5,  inclusive,  in  such  State,  but  the  State 
does  not  make  a  free  appropriate  public  edu- 
cation available  to  all  children  with  disabil- 
ities aiged  3  to  5,  inclusive,  in  the  State  at 
the  time  a  determination  is  made  under  sub- 
paragraph (C).  the  Secretary  shall  reduce,  on 
a  proportional  basis,  the  amount  under 
clause  (i)  for  purposes  of  allotting  amounts 
under  such  subparagraph. 

"(F)  Increase  in  allotment  amount  dur- 
ing TRANSmON  years.— 

"(i)  In  general.—  For  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1997  through  2005,  if  the  amount  deter- 
mined for  a  State  under  subparagraph  (D)  is 
an  amount  that  is  less  than  the  amount  re- 
ceived by  the  State  under  this  section  for  fis- 
cal year  1996  and — 

"(I)  the  amount  of  the  difference  between 
such  two  amounts  is  less  than  an  amount 
equal  to  10  percent  of  the  amount  received 
by  the  State  for  fiscal  year  1996.  then  the 
amount  allotted  to  the  State  for  the  fiscal 
year  shall  be  equal  to  the  amount  received 
by  the  State  for  fiscal  year  1996:  or 

"(II)  the  amount  of  the  difference  between 
such  two  amounts  is  equal  to  or  greater  than 
an  amount  equal  to  10  percent  of  the  amount 
received  by  the  State  for  fiscal  year  1996. 
then  the  amount  allotted  to  the  State  for 
the  fiscal  year  shall  be  equal  to  the  sum  of 
(aa)  the  amount  determined  for  the  State 
under  subptaragraph  (D).  and  (bb)  the  amount 
equal  to  10  percent  of  the  amount  received 
by  the  State  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

"(ii)  ADJUSTMENT.- If  amounts  are  allotted 
to  one  or  more  States  under  clause  (i)  for  a 


fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  shall  reduce,  on  a 
proportional  basis,  the  amounts  allotted  to 
the  remaining  States  for  which  the  amount 
determined  under  subparagraph  (D)  is  an 
amount  that  is  greater  than  the  amount  re- 
ceived by  such  States  under  this  section  for 
fiscal  year  1996. 

"(G)  Minimum  allotment.— For  each  fiscal 
year  for  which  one  of  the  conditions  of  sub- 
paragraph (F)  is  met  (or  such  subparagraph 
does  not  apply)  and  subject  to  the  availabil- 
ity of  appropriations,  for  fiscal  year  1997  and 
each  subsequent  fiscal  year,  the  amount  al- 
lotted to  each  remaining  State  (described  in 
subparagraph  (A))  shall  not  be  less  than  an 
amount  equal  to  one-third  of  one  percent  of 
the  remaining  amount  (described  in  subpara- 
graph (A))  for  the  fiscal  year. 

"(H)  Maximum  allotment.— 

"(i)  In  general.- For  fiscal  year  1997  and 
each  subsequent  fiscal  year,  the  amount  aJ- 
lotted  to  each  remaining  State  (described  in 
subptaragraph  (A))  under  this  paragraph  shall 
not  be  more  than  an  amount  equal  to 

"(I)  the  sum  of— 

"(aa)  the  number  of  children  with  disabil- 
ities in  the  State,  aged  6  through  21,  who  are 
receiving  special  education  and  related  serv- 
ices, as  determined  under  clause  (ii);  and 

"(bb)  if  the  State  is  eligible  for  a  grant 
under  section  619.  the  number  of  such  chil- 
dren in  the  State,  aged  3  through  5;  multi- 
plied by 

"(II)  40  percent  of  the  average  per-pupil  ex- 
penditure in  public  elementary  and  second- 
ary schools  in  the  United  States. 

"(ii)  Determination  of  number  of  chil- 
dren.—The  number  of  children  with  disabil- 
ities receiving  special  education  and  related 
services  in  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  equal  to 
the  number  of  such  children  receiving  spe- 
cial education  and  related  services  on  De- 
cember 1  of  the  fiscal  year  preceding  the  fis- 
cal year  for  which  the  determination  is 
made. 

"(iii)  average  per  pupil  EXPENOrrURE.- 
For  purposes  of  clause  (i)(II).  the  term  "aver- 
age per  pupil  expenditure',  in  the  United 
States,  means  the  aggregate  current  expend- 
itures, during  the  second  fiscal  year  i)reced- 
ing  the  fiscal  year  for  which  the  computa- 
tion is  made  (or.  if  satisfactory  data  for  such 
year  are  not  available  at  the  time  of  com- 
putation, then  during  the  most  recent  pre- 
ceding fiscal  year  for  which  satisfactory  data 
are  available)  of  all  local  educational  agen- 
cies in  the  United  States  (which,  for  pur- 
poses of  this  subp>aragraph,  means  the  fifty 
States  and  the  District  of  Ck>lumbia).  as  the 
case  may  be.  plus  any  direct  expenditures  by 
the  State  for  operation  of  such  agencies 
(without  regard  to  the  source  of  funds  from 
which  either  of  such  expenditures  are  made), 
divided  by  the  aggregate  number  of  children 
in  average  daily  attendance  to  whom  such 
agencies  provided  free  public  education  dur- 
ing such  preceding  year. 

"(4)  Special  rule  wrra  respect  to  Puerto 

RICO.— 

"(A)  In  general.— Except  as  provided  sub- 
paragraph (B)  and  notwithstanding  para- 
graph (3).  the  amount  allotted  to  Puerto 
Rico  for  a  fiscal  year  shall  bear  the  same  or 
lower  proportion  to  the  remaining  amount 
(described  in  paragraph  (3)(A))  as  the  amount 
received  by  Puerto  Rico  under  this  section 
for  fiscal  year  1996  bears  to  the  aggregate  of 
the  amounts  received  by  the  remaining 
States  (as  described  in  paragraph  (3)(A)) 
under  this  section  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

"(B)  Increase  in  allotment  amount  dur- 
ing CERTAIN  FISCAL  TEARS.— FOT  each  flSCal 

year  for  which  the  minimum  allotment  re- 
quirement under  paragraph  (3)(G)  is  met,  the 
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amount  allotted  to  Puerto  Rico  for  that  fis- 
cal year  shall  be  equal  to— 

"(i)  subject  to  clause  (ii),  the  sum  of— 

"(I)  the  amount  determined  for  Puerto 
Rico  under  subparagraph  (A);  and 

"(II)  the  amount  equal  to  10  percent  of 
such  amount  determined  for  Puerto  Rico 
under  subparagraph  (A):  or 

"(ii)  if  the  amount  determined  for  Puerto 
Rico  under  clause  (i)  is  greater  than  the 
amount  determined  for  Puerto  Rico  under 
paragraph  (3).  the  amount  determined  for 
Puerto  Rico  under  paragraph  (3). 

"(C)  ADJUSTMENT  IN  AMOUNTS  TO  REMAINING 

STATES.— If  the  amount  allotted  to  Puerto 
Rico  for  a  fiscal  year  is  determined  under 
subparagraph  (A)  or  (B)(i).  the  Secretary 
shall  reallot  to  the  remaining  States  (as  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (3)(A)),  on  a  propor- 
tional basis,  any  amount  not  otherwise  allot- 
ted to  Puerto  Rico. 

••(5)  Use  of  most  recent  population 
DATA.— For  the  purpose  of  providing  grants 
under  this  part,  the  Secretary  shall  use  the 
most  recent  population  data  and  data  on 
children  aged  3  to  21.  inclusive,  living  in  pov- 
erty that  are  available  and  satisfactory  to 
the  Secretary. 

■•(c)  Use  of  Funds  by  State.— 

"(1)  Reservation  for  st.\te  activthes.- 

"(A)  In  general. — Subject  to  subparagraph 
(D).  a  State  may  reserve  not  more  than  25 
percent  of  the  amount  allotted  to  the  State 
under  paragraph  (1)  or  (3)  of  subsection  (b) 
for  a  fiscal  year  for  administration  and  other 
State-level  activities  in  accordance  with 
subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C). 

"(B)  State  administration.— 

"(i)  In  general.— For  the  purpose  of  ad- 
ministering programs  under  this  part,  in- 
cluding the  coordination  of  activities  under 
this  part  with,  and  providing  technical  as- 
sistance to.  other  programs  that  provide 
services  to  children  with  disabilities — 

"(I)  each  territory  may  use  up  to  3  percent 
of  the  amount  allotted  to  the  territory  for  a 
fiscal  year,  or  S35.(XX).  whichever  is  greater; 
and 

"(II)  each  remaining  State  may  use  up  to  3 
percent  of  the  amount  allotted  to  the  State 
for  a  fiscal  year,  or  S4S0.CXX).  whichever  is 
greater. 

"(ii)  Use  of  amounts  for  administration 
OF  part  c. — If  the  State  educational  agency 
is  the  lead  agency  for  the  State  under  part  C. 
amounts  described  in  clause  (i)  may  also  be 
used  for  the  administration  of  part  C. 

"(C)  Other  state-level  AcnvmES.— A 
State  shall  use  any  amounts  reserved  under 
subparagraph  (A)  for  a  fiscal  year  that  are 
not  used  for  administration  under  subpara- 
graph (B)  for  such  fiscal  year— 

"(i)  for  support  and  direct  services,  includ- 
ing technical  assistance  and  personnel  devel- 
opment and  training: 

"(ii)  for  administrative  costs  of  monitoring 
and  complaint  investigation,  but  only  to  the 
extent  that  such  costs  exceed  the  costs  in- 
curred for  those  activities  during  fiscal  year 
1985: 

"(iii)  to  establish  and  implement  the  medi- 
ation process  required  by  section  615(d).  in- 
cluding providing  for  the  costs  of  mediators 
and  supc)ort  personnel: 

"(iv)  to  assist  local  educational  agencies  in 
meeting  personnel  shortages: 

"(V)  to  develop  a  State  improvement  plan 
under  part  D: 

"(vi)  for  activities  at  the  State  and  local 
levels  to  meet  the  performance  goals  estab- 
lished by  the  State  under  section  612(a)(14) 
and  to  support  implementation  of  the  State 
improvement  plan  under  part  D  if  the  State 
receives  funds  under  that  part:  or 


"(vii)  to  supplement  other  amounts  used  to 
develop  and  implement  a  Statewide  coordi- 
nated services  system  designed  to  improve 
results  for  children  and  families,  including 
children  with  disabilities  and  their  families, 
but  not  to  exceed  one  percent  of  the  amount 
received  by  the  State  under  this  section 
(such  system  shall  be  coordinated  with  and. 
to  the  extent  appropriate,  build  on  the  sys- 
tem of  coordinated  services  developed  by  the 
State  under  part  C). 

"(D)  Report  on  use  of  AMOLTiTS.- The 
State  shall,  as  part  of  the  information  re- 
quired to  be  submitted  under  section  612. 
submit  a  description  of— 

"(i)  how  amounts  reserved  under  subpara- 
graph (A)  will  be  used  to  meet  the  require- 
ments of  this  part: 

"(ii)  how  such  amounts  will  be  allocated 
among  the  activities  described  in  subpara- 
graphs (B)  and  (C)  to  meet  State  priorities 
based  on  input  from  local  educational  agen- 
cies: and 

"(iii)  what  percentage  of  such  amounts,  if 
any.  will  be  distributed  to  local  educational 
agencies  by  formula. 

"(2)  SUBGRANTS  TO  LOCAL  EDUCATIONAL 
AGENCIES  AND  CERTAIN  ST.^TE  AGENCIES.— 

"(A)  L\'  GENERAL.— The  State  shall  provide 
at  least  75  percent  of  the  amount  received 
under  a  grant  for  a  fiscal  year  to  local  edu- 
cational agencies  in  the  State  that  have  es- 
tablished their  eligibility  under  section  613. 
and  to  State  agencies  that  received  funds 
under  section  614A(a)  (as  such  section  was  in 
effect  on  the  day  before  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  the  IDEA  Improvement  Act  of 
1996)  for  fiscal  year  1996  and  have  established 
their  eligibility  under  section  613.  for  use  in 
accordance  with  this  part. 

"(B)  Methods  of  DiSTRiBL-noN.— a  State 
may  provide  amounts  under  subparagraph 
(A)  to  local  educational  agencies  and  State 
agencies  described  under  such  subparagraph 
on  the  basis  of— 

"(i)  school-age  population: 

"(ii)  school  enrollment: 

"(iii)  numbers  of  children  with  disabilities 
receiving  a  free  appropriate  public  edu- 
cation: 

"(iv)  allocations  for  previous  fiscal  years: 

"(V)  any  two  or  more  of  the  factors  de- 
scribed in  clauses  (i)  through  (iv):  or 

"(vi)  poverty,  in  combination  with  one  or 
more  of  the  factors  described  in  clauses  (i) 
through  (iv). 

"(C)  Former  chapter  i  state  agencies.— 

"(i)  In  general. — To  the  extent  necessary 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1997,  1998.  and 
1999.  the  State  shall  use  amounts  that  are 
available  under  paragraph  (1)(A)  to  ensure 
that  each  State  agency  that  received 
amounts  in  fiscal  year  1994  under  subpart  2 
of  part  D  of  chapter  1  of  title  I  of  the  Ele- 
mentary and  Secondary  Education  Act  of 
1965  (as  such  subpart  was  in  effect  on  the  day 
before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Im- 
proving America's  Schools  Act  of  1994)  re- 
ceives, from  the  combination  of  funds  under 
paragraph  (1)(A)  and  funds  provided  under 
subparagraph  (A),  an  amount  equal  to — 

"(I)  the  number  of  children  with  disabil- 
ities, aged  6  to  21.  inclusive,  to  whom  the 
agency  was  providing  special  education  and 
related  services  on  December  1  of  the  fiscal 
year  for  which  the  funds  were  appropriated, 
subject  to  the  methods  of  distribution  under 
subparagraph  (B);  multiplied  by 

"(II)  the  per-child  amount  provided  under 
such  subpart  for  fiscal  year  1994. 

"(ii)     ADDITIONAL     USE     OF     AMOUNTS.— The 

State  may  use  amounts  described  in  clause 
(i)  to  ensure  that  each  local  educational 
agency  that  received  fiscal  year  1994  funds 


under  that  subpart  for  children  who  had 
transferred  from  a  State-operated  or  State- 
supported  school  or  program  assisted  under 
that  subpart  receives,  from  the  combination 
of  funds  available  under  paragraph  (1)(A)  and 
funds  provided  under  subparagraph  (A),  an 
amount  for  each  such  child,  aged  3  to  21.  in- 
clusive, to  whom  the  agency  was  providing 
special  education  and  related  services  on  De- 
cember 1  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  the 
funds  were  appropriated,  equal  to  the  per- 
child  amount  the  agency  received  under  that 
subpart  for  fiscal  year  1994. 

"(iii)  Determination  of  number  of  chil- 
dren.—The  number  of  children  counted 
under  clause  (i)(I)  shall  not  exceed  the  num- 
ber of  children  aged  3  to  21,  inclusive,  for 
whom  the  agency  received  amounts  in  fiscal 
year  1994  under  subpart  2  of  part  D  of  chapter 
1  of  title  I  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  Act  of  1965  (as  such  subpart  was  in 
effect  on  the  day  before  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  the  Improving  America's  Schools 
Act  of  1994). 

"(D).  Reallocation  of  amounts.— If  a 
State  educational  agency  determines  that  a 
local  educational  agency  is  adequately  pro- 
viding a  free  appropriate  public  education  to 
all  children  with  disabilities  residing  in  the 
area  served  by  that  agency  with  State  and 
local  funds,  the  State  educational  agency 
may  reallocate  any  portion  of  amounts  re- 
ceived under  a  grant  under  this  part  that  are 
not  needed  by  that  local  agency  to  other 
local  educational  agencies  in  the  State  that 
are  hot  adequately  providing  special  edu- 
cation and  related  services  to  all  children 
with  disabilities  residing  in  the  areas  they 
serve. 

"(d)  Use  of  amounts  by  Secretary  of  the 
Interior.— 

"(1)  Provision  of  amounts  for  assist- 
ance.— 

"(A)  Ln  general.— The  Secretary  of  Edu- 
cation shall  provide  amounts  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  to  meet  the  need  for 
assistance  for  the  education  of  children  with 
disabilities  on  reservations  aged  5  to  21,  in- 
clusive, enrolled  in  elementary  and  second- 
ary schools  for  Indian  children  operated  or 
funded  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  The 
amount  of  such  payment  for  any  fiscal  year 
shall  be  equal  to  80  percent  of  the  amount  al- 
lotted under  subsection  (b)(2)  for  that  fiscal 
year. 

"(B)  Calculation  of  number  of  chil- 
dren.—In  the  case  of  Indian  students  ages  3 
to  5,  inclusive,  who  are  enrolled  in  programs 
affiliated  with  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
(hereafter  in  this  subsection  referred  to  as 
"BL^")  schools  and  that  are  required  by  the 
States  in  which  such  schools  are  located  to 
attain  or  maintain  State  accreditation,  and 
which  schools  have  such  accreditation  prior 
to  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Individuals 
with  Disabilities  Education  Act  Amend- 
ment.' of  1991,  the  school  shall  be  allowed  to 
count  those  children  for  the  purpose  of  dis- 
tribution of  the  funds  provided  under  this 
paragraph  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 
The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  be  re- 
sponsible for  meeting  all  of  the  requirements 
of  this  part  for  these  children,  in  accordance 
with  paragraph  (2). 

"(C)  Additional  requirement.— With  re- 
spect to  all  other  children  aged  3  to  21,  inclu- 
sive, on  reservations,  the  State  educational 
agency  shall  be  responsible  for  ensuring  that 
all  of  the  requirements  of  this  part  are  im- 
plemented. 
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"(2)  Submission  of  information.— The  Sec- 
retary of  Education  may  provide  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  amounts  under  para- 
graph (1)  for  a  fiscal  year  only  if  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  submits  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  Education  information  that — 

"(A)  demonstrates  that  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  meets  the  appropriate  require- 
ments, as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Education,  of  sections  612  (including  mon- 
itoring and  evaluation  activities)  and  613: 

"(B)  includes  a  description  of  how  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  will  coordinate  the 
provision  of  services  under  this  part  with 
local  educational  agencies,  tribes  and  tribal 
organizations,  and  other  private  and  Federal 
service  providers: 

"(C)  includes  an  assurance  that  there  are 
public  hearings,  adequate  notice  of  such 
hearings,  and  an  opportunity  for  comment 
afforded  to  members  of  tribes,  tribal  govern- 
ing bodies,  and  affected  local  school  boards 
before  the  adoption  of  the  policies,  pro- 
grams, and  procedures  described  in  subpara- 
graph (A): 

"(D)  includes  an  assurance  that  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  will  provide  such  infor- 
mation as  the  Secretary  of  Education  may 
require  to  comply  with  section  618: 

"(E)  includes  an  assurance  that  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  have  entered 
into  a  memorandum  of  agreement,  to  be  pro- 
vided to  the  Secretary  of  Education,  for  the 
coordination  of  services,  resources,  and  per- 
sonnel between  their  respective  Federal, 
State,  and  local  offices  and  with  State  and 
local  educational  agencies  and  other  entities 
to  facilitate  the  provision  of  services  to  In- 
dian children  with  disabilities  residing  on  or 
near  reservations  (such  agreement  shall  pro- 
vide for  the  apportionment  of  responsibil- 
ities and  costs  including,  but  not  limited  to, 
child  find,  evaluation,  diagnosis,  remedi- 
ation or  therapeutic  measures,  and  (where 
appropriate)  equipment  and  medical  or  per- 
sonal supplies  as  needed  for  a  child  to  remain 
in  school  or  a  program):  and 

"(F)  includes  an  assurance  that  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior  will  cooperate  with 
the  Department  of  Education  in  its  exercise 
of  monitoring  and  oversight  of  this  applica- 
tion, and  any  agreements  entered  into  be- 
tween the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and 
other  entities  under  this  part,  and  will  fulfill 
its  duties  under  this  part. 
Section  616(a)  shall  apply  to  the  information 
described  in  this  paragraph. 

"(3)  Payments  for  education  and  serv- 
ices FOR  INDIAN  children  WTTH  DISABILmES 
aged  3  TO  5.— 

"(A)  In  GENERAL.— With  funds  appropriated 
under  subsection  (e),  the  Secretary  of  Edu- 
cation shall  make  payments  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  be  distributed  to  tribes  or 
tribal  organizations  (as  defined  under  section 
4  of  the  Indian  Self- Determination  and  Edu- 
cation Assistance  Act)  or  consortia  of  the 
above  to  provide  for  the  coordination  of  as- 
sistance for  special  education  and  related 
services  for  children  with  disabilities  aged  3 
to  5,  inclusive,  on  reservations  served  by  ele- 
mentary and  secondary  schools  for  Indian 
children  operated  or  funded  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior.  The  amount  of  such 
payments  under  subparagraph  (B)  for  any  fis- 
cal year  shall  be  equal  to  20  percent  of  the 
amount  allotted  under  subsection  (b)(2). 

"(B)  Distribution  of  funds.— The  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  shall  distribute  the 
total  amount  of  the  pajrment  under  subpara- 
graph (A)  by  allocating  to  each  tribe  or  trib- 
al organization  an  amount  based  on  the 
number  of  children  with  disabilities,  ages  3 


to  5,  inclusive,  residing  on  reservations  as  re- 
ported annually  divided  by  the  total  of  such 
children  served  by  all  tribes  or  tribal  organi- 
zations. 

"(C)  Submission  of  information.— To  re- 
ceive a  payment  under  this  paragraph,  the 
tribe  or  tribal  organization  shall  submit 
such  figures  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
as  required  to  determine  the  amounts  to  be 
allocated  under  subparagraph  (B).  This  infor- 
mation shall  be  compiled  and  submitted  to 
the  Secretary  of  Education. 

"(D)  Use  of  funds.— The  funds  received  by 
a  tribe  or  tribal  organization  shall  be  used  to 
aissist  in  child  find,  screening,  and  other  pro- 
cedures for  the  early  identification  of  chil- 
dren aged  3  to  5.  inclusive,  parent  training, 
and  the  provision  of  direct  services.  These 
activities  may  be  carried  out  directly  or 
through  contracts  or  cooperative  agreements 
with  the  BIA.  local  educational  agencies,  and 
other  public  or  private  nonprofit  organiza- 
tions. The  tribe  or  tribal  organization  is  en- 
couraged to  involve  Indian  parents  in  the  de- 
velopment and  implementation  of  these  ac- 
tivities. The  above  entities  shall,  as  appro- 
priate, make  referrals  to  local.  State,  or 
Federal  entities  for  the  provision  of  services 
or  further  diagnosis. 

"(E)  Biennial  report.— To  be  eligible  to 
receive  a  grant  pursuant  to  subparagraph 
(A),  the  tribe  or  tribal  organization  shall 
provide  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  a  bi- 
ennial report  of  activities  undertaken  under 
this  paragraph,  including  the  number  of  con- 
tracts and  cooperative  agreements  entered 
into,  the  number  of  children  contacted  and 
receiving  services  for  each  year  and  the  esti- 
mated number  of  children  needing  services 
during  the  2  years  following  the  one  in  which 
the  report  is  made.  The  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior shall  include  a  summary  of  this  infor- 
mation on  a  biennial  ba^is  in  the  report  to 
the  Secretary  of  Education  required  under 
this  subsection.  The  Secretary  of  Education 
may  require  any  additional  information 
from  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

"(F)  Prohibitions.— None  of  the  funds  allo- 
cated under  this  paragraph  may  be  used  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  administra- 
tive purposes,  including  child  count  and  the 
provision  of  technical  assistance. 

"(4)  Plan  for  coordination  of  services.— 
The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  develop 
and  implement  a  plan  for  the  coordination  of 
services  for  all  Indian  children  with  disabil- 
ities residing  on  reservations  covered  under 
this  Act.  Such  plan  shall  provide  for  the  co- 
ordination of  services  benefiting  these  chil- 
dren from  whatever  source,  including  tribes, 
the  Indian  Health  Service,  other  BIA  divi- 
sions, and  other  Federal  agencies.  In  devel- 
oping such  a  plan,  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior shall  consult  with  all  interested  and  in- 
volved parties.  It  shall  be  based  upon  the 
needs  of  the  children  and  the  system  best 
suited  for  meeting  those  needs,  and  may  in- 
volve the  establishment  of  cooperative 
agrreements  between  the  BIA.  other  Federal 
agencies,  and  other  entities.  Such  plan  shall 
also  be  distributed  upon  request  to  States. 
State  and  local  educational  agencies,  and 
other  agencies  providing  services  to  infants, 
toddlers,  children,  and  youth  with  disabil- 
ities, to  tribes,  and  to  other  interested  par- 
ties. 

"(5)  Establishment  of  advisory  board.— 
To  meet  the  requirements  of  section 
612(a)(18).  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall 
establish,  not  later  than  6  months  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  the  IDEA  Improve- 
ment Act  of  1996.  under  the  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs  (BIA).  an  advisory  board  composed  of 
individuals  involved  in  or  concerned  with  the 


education  and  provision  of  services  to  Indian 
infants,  toddlers,  children,  and  youth  with 
disabilities,  including  Indians  with  disabil- 
ities, Indian  parents  or  guardians  of  such 
children,  teachers,  service  providers.  State 
and  local  educational  omcials.  representa- 
tives of  tribes  or  tribal  organizations,  rep- 
resentatives from  State  Interagency  Coordi- 
nating Councils  in  States  having  reserva- 
tions, and  other  members  representing  the 
various  divisions  and  entities  of  the  BIA. 
The  chairperson  shall  be  selected  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior.  The  aidvisory  board 
shall— 

"(A)  assist  in  the  coordination  of  services 
within  BIA  and  with  other  local.  State,  and 
Federal  agencies  in  the  provision  of  edu- 
cation for  infants,  toddlers,  children,  and 
youth  with  disabilities: 

"(B)  advise  and  assist  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  in  the  performance  of  the  Sec- 
retary's responsibilities  described  in  this 
subsection: 

"(C)  develop  and  recommend  policies  con- 
cerning effective  inter-  and  intra-agency  col- 
laboration, including  modifications  to  regu- 
lations, and  the  elimination  of  barriers  to 
inter-  and  intra-agency  programs  and  activi- 
ties: 

"(D)  provide  assistance  and  disseminate  in- 
formation on  best  practices,  effective  pro- 
gram coordination  strategies,  and  rec- 
ommendations for  improved  educational  pro- 
gramming for  Indian  infants,  toddlers,  chil- 
dren, and  youth  with  disabilities:  and 

"(E)  provide  assistance  in  the  preparation 
of  information  required  under  paragraph 
(2)(D). 

"(6)  ANNUAL  REPORTS.— 

"(A)  In  general.— The  advisory  board  es- 
tablished under  paragraph  (5)  shall  prepare 
and  submit  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
and  to  the  Congress  an  annual  report  con- 
taining a  description  of  the  activities  of  the 
advisory  board  for  the  preceding  year. 

"(B)  AVAiLABiLrrY.— The  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  shall  make  available  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  Education  the  report  described  in 
subparagraph  (A). 

"(e)  Authorization  of  appropriations.— 
For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  part  (ex- 
cept for  section  619:  relating  to  preschool 
grants),  there  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  Secretary  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary. 

"SEC.  612.  STATE  REQUIKEMENTS. 

"(a)  In  General.— a  State  shall  be  eligible 
to  receive  a  grant  under  this  part  for  a  fiscal 
year  if.  except  as  provided  in  subsection  (c). 
the  State  submits  to  the  Secretary  informa- 
tion that  demonstrates  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  Secretary  that  the  State  has  in  effect 
policies  and  procedures  to  ensure  that  it 
meets  each  of  the  following  requirements; 

"(1)  Free  appropriate  pubuc  edu- 
cation.— 

"(A)  Ln  general.— a  free  appropriate  pub- 
lic education  is  available  to  all  children  with 
disabilities  residing  in  the  State  between  the 
ages  of  3  and  21.  inclusive. 

"(B)  LiMrTATiON. —Subparagraph  (A)  shall 
not  apply  with  respect  to  children  with  dis- 
abilities aged  3  to  5  and  children  with  dis- 
abilities aged  18  to  21  to  the  extent  that  such 
application  to  those  children  would  be  incon- 
sistent with  State  law  or  practice,  or  the 
order  of  any  court,  relating  to  the  provision 
of  public  education  to  children  in  such  age 
ranges. 

"(2)  Chuj)  find.— All  children  with  disabil- 
ities residing  in  the  State,  including  children 
with  disabilities  attending  private  schools, 
regardless  of  the  severity  of  such  disabilities, 
and  who  are  in  need  of  special  education  and 


13524 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


June  10,  1996 


related  services,  are  identified,  located,  and 
evaluated  and  that  a  practical  method  is  de- 
veloped and  implemented  to  determine 
which  children  with  disabilities  are  cur- 
rently receiving-  needed  special  education 
and  related  services. 

"(3)  INDIVIDUAUZED  EDUCATION  PROGRAM.— 

An  individualized  education  program,  or  an 
individualized  family  service  plan  that  meets 
the  requirements  of  section  636(d).  is  devel- 
oped, reviewed,  and  revised  for  each  child 
with  a  disability  in  accordance  with  section 
614(d). 

"(4)  Least  restrictive  environment.— 

"(A)  In  general.— To  the  maximum  extent 
appropriate — 

"(i)  children  with  disabilities,  including 
children  in  public  or  private  institutions  or 
other  care  facilities,  are  educated  with  chil- 
dren who  are  not  disabled;  and 

"(ii)  special  classes,  separate  schooling,  or 
other  removal  of  children  with  disabilities 
trom  the  regular  educational  environment 
occurs  only  when  the  nature  or  severity  of 
the  disability  of  a  child  means  that  edu- 
cation in  regular  classes  with  the  use  of  sup- 
plementary aids  and  services  cannot  be 
achieved  satisfactorily. 

'•(B)  additional  requirement.— 

"(i)  In  general.— The  State's  method  of 
distributing  funds  shall  not  result  in  place- 
ments that  violate  the  requirements  of  sub- 
paragraph (A). 

■•(ii)  Exception.— If  the  State  does  not 
have  policies  and  procedures  to  ensure  com- 
pliance with  clause  (i).  the  State  shall  pro- 
vide the  Secretary  an  assurance  that  it  will 
revise  the  funding  mechanism  as  soon  as  fea- 
sible to  ensure  that  such  mechanism  does 
not  result  in  such  placements. 

"(5)  Procedural  safeguards.- 

"(A)  In  general.— Children  with  disabil- 
ities and  their  parents  are  afforded  the  pro- 
cedural safeguards  required  by  section  615. 

"(B)  ADomoNAL  procedural  safe- 
guards.—Procedures  to  assure  that  testing 
and  evaluation  materials  and  procedures  uti- 
lized for  the  purposes  of  evaluation  and 
placement  of  children  with  disabilities  will 
be  selected  and  administered  so  as  not  to  be 
racially  or  culturally  discriminatory.  Such 
materials  or  procedures  shall  be  provided 
and  administered  in  the  child's  native  lan- 
guage or  mode  of  communication,  unless  it 
clearly  is  not  feasible  to  do  so,  and  no  single 
procedure  shall  be  the  sole  criterion  for  de- 
termining an  appropriate  educational  pro- 
gram for  a  child. 

"(6)  Evaluation.— Children  with  disabil- 
ities are  evaluated  in  accordance  with  sub- 
sections (a)  through  (c)  of  section  614. 

'•(7)  Confidentiality.— Agencies  in  the 
State  comply  with  section  617(c)  (relating  to 
the  confidentiality  of  records  and  informa- 
tion). 

"(8)  Transition  from  part  c  to  preschool 
programs. — Children  participating  in  early- 
intervention  programs  assisted  under  part  C. 
and  who  will  participate  in  preschool  pro- 
grams assisted  under  this  part,  experience  a 
smooth  transition  to  those  preschool  pro- 
errams  in  a  manner  consistent  with  section 
637(a)(7).  By  the  third  birthday  of  such  a 
child,  an  individualized  education  program 
or.  if  consistent  with  sections  614(d)(1)(B) 
and  636(d).  an  individualized  family  service 
plan,  has  been  developed  and  is  being  imple- 
mented for  the  child.  The  local  educational 
agency  will  participate  in  transition  plan- 
ning conferences  by  the  designated  lead 
agency  under  section  637(a)(7). 

"(9)  Children  in  private  schools.— 

"(A)  In  general.— To  the  extent  consistent 
with  the  number  and  location  of  children 


with  disabilities  in  the  State  who  are  en- 
rolled in  private  elementary  and  secondary 
schools,  provision  is  made  for  the  participa- 
tion of  such  children  in  the  program  assisted 
or  carried  out  under  this  part  by  providing 
for  such  children  special  education  and  relat- 
ed services,  except  if  the  Secretary  has  ar- 
ranged for  services  to  such  children  under 
subsection  (f). 

"(B)  Children  placed  in.  or  referred  to. 
private  schools  by  public  agencies.— 

"(i)  In  general.— Children  with  disabilities 
in  private  schools  and  facilities  are  provided 
special  education  and  related  services,  in  ac- 
cordance with  an  individualized  education 
program,  at  no  cost  to  their  parents,  if  they 
are  placed  in,  or  referred  to.  such  schools  or 
facilities  by  the  State  or  a  local  educational 
agency  in  order  to  comply  with  this  part  or 
with  any  other  provision  of  law  requiring  the 
provision  of  special  education  and  related 
services  to  all  children  with  disabilities  in 
the  State. 

"(ii)  ADDITIONAL  requirements.— In  all 
cases  described  in  clause  (i) — 

"(I)  children  with  disabilities  are  placed  in. 
or  referred  to.  only  those  private  schools  and 
facilities  that  the  State  educational  agency 
determines  meet  standards  that  apply  to 
State  and  local  educational  agencies;  and 

"(II)  children  served  in  such  private 
schools  or  facilities  retain  access  to  a  free 
appropriate  public  education  in  accordance 
with  this  part. 

"(C)  Payment  for  educa-hon  of  children 

PLACED  IN  PRrV.\TE  SCHOOLS  WITHOUT  CONSENT 
OF  OR  REFERRAL  BY  THE  PUBUC  AGENCY.— 

"(i)  In  general.— If  the  parents  of  a  child 
with  a  disability  that  had  previously  re- 
ceived special  education  and  related  services 
under  the  authority  of  a  public  agency  have 
enrolled  their  child  in  a  private  elementary 
or  secondary  school  without  the  consent  of 
or  referral  by  the  public  agency,  as  a  result 
of  mediation  described  in  section  615(d),  or  as 
a  result  of  a  decision  rendered  under  the  pro- 
cedural safeguards  of  section  615.  the  public 
agency  may  be  required  to  reimburse  the 
parents  for  the  cost  of  the  enrollment,  ex- 
cept that  the  cost  of  the  reimbursement  may 
be  reduced  or  denied— 

"(I)  if.  at  least  10  school  days  prior  to  the 
removal  of  the  child  from  the  public  school, 
the  parents  did  not  give  a  written  statement 
of  their  concerns  to  the  public  agency  and 
notice  that  they  intend  to  place  their  child 
in  a  private  school  at  public  expense; 

"(II)  if.  prior  to  the  removal  of  the  child 
from  the  public  school,  the  parents  did  not 
make  the  child  available  for  an  initial  as- 
sessment and  evaluation  by  the  local  edu- 
cational agency  prior  to  enrollment  in  the 
private  school;  or 

"(IH)  at  the  discretion  of  the  judge. 

••(ii)  Exception.— Notwithstanding  the  no- 
tice requirement  in  clause  (i)(I).  the  cost  of 
the  reimbursement  may  not  be  reduced  or 
denied  for  failure  to  provide  such  notice  if— 

••(I)  the  parent  is  illiterate  or  cannot  write 
in  English; 

•'(II)  compliance  with  clause  (i)(I)  would 
likely  result  in  physical  or  serious  emotional 
harm  to  the  child; 

"(III)  the  school  prevented  the  parent  from 
providing  such  notice;  or 

•'(IV)  the  parent  had  not  received  notice, 
pursuant  to  section  615(d).  of  the  notice  re- 
quirement in  clause  (i)(I). 

"(10)  ST.^VTE  EDUCA'nONAL  AGENCY  RESPON- 
SIBLE FOR  GENERAL  SUPERVISION.— 

••(A)  In  general.— The  State  educational 
agency  is  responsible  for  ensuring  that — 

"(i)  the  requirements  of  this  part  are  met; 
and 


"(ii)  all  educational  programs  for  children 
with  disabilities  in  the  State,  including  all 
such  programs  administered  by  any  other 
State  or  local  agency— 

"(I)  are  under  the  general  supervision  of 
individuals  in  the  State  who  are  responsible 
for  educational  programs  for  children  with 
disabilities;  and 

"(II)  meet  the  educational  standards  of  the 
State  educational  agency. 

'•(B)  Limitation.— Subparagraph  (A)  shall 
not  limit  the  responsibility  of  agencies  in 
the  State  other  than  the  State  educational 
agency  to  provide,  or  pay  for  some  or  all  of 
the  costs  of,  a  free  appropriate  public  edu- 
cation for  any  child  with  a  disability  in  the 
State. 

"(11)  OBLIGA'nONS  RELATED  TO  AND  METH- 
ODS OF  ENSURING  SERVICES.— 

"(A)  Establishing  RESPONsisiLm-  for 
SERVICES.— The  Chief  Executive  Officer  or 
designee  of  the  officer  shall  ensure  that  an 
interagency  agreement  or  other  mechanism 
for  interagency  coordination  is  in  effect  be- 
tween each  public  agency  described  in  sub- 
paragraph (B)  and  the  appropriate  edu- 
cational agency  within  the  State,  in  order  to 
ensure  that  all  services  described  in  subpara- 
graph (B)(i)  that  are  needed  to  ensure  a  free 
appropriate  public  education  are  provided, 
including  the  provision  of  such  services  dur- 
ing the  pendency  of  any  dispute  under  clause 
(iii).  Such  agreement  or  mechanism  shall  in- 
clude the  following: 

"(i)  AGENCY  FINANCIAL  RESPONSIBILm-.— An 

identification  of.  or  a  method  for  defining, 
the  financial  responsibility  of  each  agency 
for  providing  services  described  in  subpara- 
grraph  (B)(i)  to  ensure  a  free  appropriate  pub- 
lic education  to  children  with  disabilities 
provided  that  the  financial  responsibility  of 
each  public  agency  described  in  subpara- 
graph (B).  including  the  State  Medicaid 
agency  and  other  public  insurers  of  children 
with  disabilities,  shall  precede  the  financial 
responsibility  of  the  local  education  agency 
(or  the  State  agency  responsible  for  develop- 
ing the  child's  lEP). 

"(ii)  CONOmONS  AND  TERMS  OF  REIMBURSE- 
MENT.—The  conditions,  terms,  and  proce- 
dures under  which  a  local  educational  agen- 
cy shall  be  reimbursed  by  other  agencies. 

"(iii)  Interagency  disputes.— Procedures 
for  resolving  interagency  disputes  (including 
procedures  under  which  local  education 
agencies  may  initiate  proceedings)  under  the 
agreement  or  other  mechanism  to  secure  re- 
imbursement from  other  agencies  or  other- 
wise implement  the  provisions  of  the  agree- 
ment or  mechanism. 

"(iv)  CooRDiNA'noN  OF  SERVICES  PROCE- 
DURES.—Policies  and  procedures  for  agencies 
to  determine  and  identify  the  interagency 
coordination  responsibilities  of  each  agency 
to  promote  the  coordination  and  timely  and 
appropriate  delivery  of  services  described  in 
subparagraph  (B)(i). 

"(B)  Obligation  of  public  agency.— 

"(i)  In  general.— If  any  public  agency 
other  than  an  educational  agency  is  other- 
wise obligated  under  Federal  or  State  law.  or 
assigned  responsibility  under  State  policy  or 
pursuant  to  subparagraph  (A),  to  provide  or 
pay  for  any  services  that  are  also  considered 
special  education  or  related  services  (such 
as.  but  not  limited  to.  services  described  in 
sections  602(1)  relating  to  assistive  tech- 
nologry  devices.  602(2)  relating  to  assistive 
technology  services.  602(20)  relating  to  relat- 
ed services.  602(27)  related  to  supplementary 
aids  and  services,  and  602(29)  relating  to 
transition  services)  that  are  necessary  for 
ensuring  a  free  appropriate  public  education 
to    children    with    disabilities    within    the 
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State,  such  public  agency  shall  fulfill  that 
obligation  or  responsibility,  either  directly 
or  through  contract  or  other  arrangement. 

"(ii)  Reimbursement  for  services  by  pub- 
lic AGENCY.— If  a  public  agency  other  than 
an  educational  agency  fails  to  provide  or  pay 
for  the  special  education  and  related  services 
described  in  clause  (i).  the  local  educational 
agency  (or  State  agency  responsibility  for 
developing  the  child's  EEP)  shall  provide  or 
pay  for  such  services  to  the  child.  Such  local 
education  agency  or  State  agency  may  then 
claim  reimbursement  for  the  services  from 
the  public  agency  that  failed  to  provide  or 
pay  for  such  services  and  such  public  agency 
shall  reimburse  the  local  education  agency 
or  State  agency  pursuant  to  the  terms  of  the 
interagency  agreement  described  in  subpara- 
graph (A)(i)  according  to  the  procedures  es- 
tablished in  such  agreement  pursuant  to  sub- 
paragraph (A)(ii). 

"(C)  Special  rule.— The  requirements  of 
subparagraph  (A)  may  be  met  through— 

"(i)  State  statute  or  regulation; 

"(ii)  signed  agreements  between  respective 
agency  officials  that  clearly  identify  the  re- 
sponsibilities of  each  agency  relating  to  the 
provision  of  services;  or 

"(iii)  other  appropriate  methods  as  deter- 
mined by  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  or  des- 
ignee of  the  officer. 

"(12)  Procedural  reqcire.ments  relatlvg 
TO  local  educational  agency  eligibility.— 
The  State  educational  agency  will  not  make 
a  final  determination  that  a  local  edu- 
cational agency  is  not  eligible  for  assistance 
under  this  part  without  first  affording  that 
agency  reasonable  notice  and  an  opportunity 
for  a  hearing. 

"(13)  Comprehensive  system  of  personnel 
development.— The  State  has  established 
and  implemented,  consistent  with  the  pur- 
poses of  this  title  and  section  635(a)(7),  a 
comprehensive  system  of  personnel  develop- 
ment that  is  designaed  to  ensure  an  adequate 
supply  of  qualified  special  education  and  re- 
lated services  personnel  necessary  to  carry 
out  this  part,  including— 

"(A)  a  statewide,  coordinated  personnel-de- 
velopment plan  that  meets  the  personnel  de- 
velopment requirements  of  a  State  improve- 
ment plan  under  section  683;  or 

"(B)  a  personnel-development  plan,  devel- 
oped in  consultation  with  parents  of  children 
with  disabilities.  State  and  local  educational 
agencies,  institutions  of  higher  education, 
and  professional  associations  that — 

"(i)  addresses  current  and  projected  needs 
for  special  education  and  related  services 
personnel  throughout  the  State; 

"(ii)  addresses  the  need  for  the  pre-service 
and  .  in-service  preparation  of  personnel 
throughout  the  State,  including  regular  edu- 
cation personnel,  to  provide  educational 
services  to  children  with  disabilities; 

"(iii)  includes  a  system  or  procedures  for 
recruiting,  preparing,  and  retaining  qualified 
personnel,  including  personnel  with  disabil- 
ities and  personnel  from  groups  that  are 
underrepresented  in  the  field  of  special  edu- 
cation and  related  services:  and 

•'(iv)  is  integrated,  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible,  with  other  professional  develop- 
ment plans  and  activities. 

"(14)  Personnel  standards.— 

"(A)  Ln  GE.VERAL.— The  State  educational 
agency  has  established  and  maintains  stand- 
ards to  ensure  that  personnel  necessary  to 
carry  out  this  part  are  appropriately  and 
adequately  prepared  and  trained. 

•'(B)  Standards  described.— Such  stand- 
ards shall— 

"(i)  be  consistent  with  any  State-approved 
or  State-recognized  certification,  licensing. 


registration,  or  other  comparable  require- 
ments that  apply  to  the  professional  dis- 
cipline in  which  those  personnel  are  provid- 
ing special  education  or  related  services; 

"(ii)  to  the  extent  the  standards  described 
in  subparagraph  (A)  are  not  based  on  the 
highest  requirements  in  the  State  applicable 
to  a  specific  profession  or  discipline,  the 
State  is  taking  steps  to  require  retraining  or 
hiring  of  personnel  that  meet  appropriate 
professional  requirements  in  the  State;  and 

"(iii)  allow  paraprofessionals  and  assist- 
ants who  are  appropriately  trained  and  su- 
pervised, in  accordance  with  State  law,  regu- 
lations, or  written  policy,  in  meeting  the  re- 
quirements of  this  part  to  be  used  to  assist 
in  the  provision  of  special  education  and  re- 
lated services  to  children  with  disabilities 
under  this  part. 

"(C)  Exception.— If  the  State  determines 
that,  within  a  geographic  area  of  the  State 
there  is  a  shortage  of  an  appropriate  number 
and  type  of  personnel  to  provide  the  special 
education  and  related  services  to  children 
with  disabilities  within  such  area,  and  the 
appropriate  public  agency  has  taken  steps  to 
recruit  and  hire  such  personnel,  the  State 
may.  subject  to  public  comment  and  review, 
temporarily  suspend  the  standards  of  sub- 
paragraph (B)(ii) — 

•■(i)  consistent  with  State  law.  for  the  pur- 
pose of  recruiting  and  hiring  for  such  short- 
age areas  the  most  qualified  available  indi- 
viduals who  are  making  progress  in  applica- 
ble coursework;  and 

"(ii)  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  3  years. 

"(15)  Performance  goals  and  indica- 
tors.—The  State— 

"(A)  has  established  goals  for  the  perform- 
ance of  children  with  disabilities  in  the 
State  that— 

"(i)  will  promote  the  purposes  of  this  title. 
as  stated  in  section  601(d);  and 

"(ii)  are  consistent,  to  the  maximum  ex- 
tent appropriate,  with  other  goals  and  stand- 
ards established  by  the  State; 

"(B)  has  established  performance  indica- 
tors the  State  will  use  to  assess  progress  to- 
ward achieving  those  goals  that,  at  a  mini- 
mum, address  the  performance  of  children 
with  disabilities  on  assessments,  drop-out 
rates,  and  graduation  rates; 

"(C)  will,  every  two  years,  report  to  the 
Secretary  and  the  public  on  the  progress  of 
the  State,  and  of  children  with  disabilities  in 
the  State,  toward  meeting  the  goals  estab- 
lished under  subparagraph  (A);  and 

•'(D)  based  on  its  assessment  of  that 
progress,  will  revise  its  State  improvement 
plan  under  part  D  as  may  be  needed  to  im- 
prove its  performance,  if  the  State  receives 
assistance  under  such  part. 

"(16)  PARTICIPA-nON  IN  ASSESSMENTS.— 

"(A)  In  GENERAL.— Children  with  disabil- 
ities are  included  in  general  State  and  dis- 
trict-wide assessment  programs,  with  appro- 
priate accommodations,  where  necessary.  As 
appropriate,  the  State  or  local  educational 
agency— 

"(i)  develops  guidelines  for  the  participa- 
tion of  children  with  disabilities  in  alternate 
assessments  for  those  children  who  cannot 
participate  in  State  and  district-wide  assess- 
ment programs;  and 

"(ii)  develops  and.  beginning  not  later  than 
July  1.  1999.  conducts  those  alternate  assess- 
ments. 

"(B)  Reports.— The  State  educational 
agency  makes  available  to  the  public,  and 
reports  to  the  public  with  the  same  fre- 
quency and  in  the  same  detail  as  it  reports 
on  the  assessment  of  nondlsabled  children, 
the  following: 

"(i)  The  number  of  children  with  disabil- 
ities participating  in  regular  assessments. 


"(ii)  The  number  of  those  children  partici- 
pating in  alternate  assessments. 

"(iii)  The  performance  of  those  children  on 
regular  assessments  (beginning  not  later 
than  July  1.  1997)  and  on  alternate  assess- 
ments (not  later  than  July  1.  1999).  if  doing 
so  would  be  statistically  sound  and  would 
not  result  in  the  disclosure  of  perfonrumce 
results  identifiable  to  individual  children. 

••(17)  SLTPLEMENTA-nON  OF  ST.-^TE,  LOCAL. 
AND  OTHER  FEDERAL  FUNDS.— 

"(A)  In  general.— The  State  ensures  that 
amounts  provided  under  a  grant  to  the  State 
under  this  part,  except  as  provided  in  sub- 
paragraph (B).  will  be  used  to  supplement 
State,  local,  and  other  Federal  funds  (includ- 
ing funds  not  under  the  direct  control  of 
State  or  local  educational  agencies)  ex- 
pended for  special  education  and  related 
serrieee.  and  not  to  supplant  those  funds. 

"(B)  Waiver.— The  Secretary  may  waive. 
in  whole  or  in  part,  the  requirements  of  sub- 
paragraph (A)  if  the  Secretary  determines 
that  the  State  has  provided  clear  evidence 
that  all  children  with  disabilities  in  the 
State  have  available  a  free  appropriate  pub- 
lic education  or  that,  such  a  waiver  would 
allow  the  State  to  improve  the  delivery  of 
special  education  and  related  services  to 
children  with  disabilities  in  the  State. 

"(18)  Pubuc  PAR-nciPA-noN.- Prior  to  the 
adoption  of  any  policies  and  procedures 
needed  to  comply  with  this  section  (includ- 
ing any  amendments  to  such  policies  and 
procedures),  the  State  ensures  that  there  arc 
public  hearings,  adequate  notice  of  the  hear- 
ings, and  an  opportunity  for  comment  avail- 
able to  the  general  public,  including  individ- 
uals with  disabilities  and  parents  of  children 
with  disabilities. 

"(19)  State  advisory  panel.— 

"(A)  In  general.— The  State  has  estab- 
lished and  maintains  an  advisory  panel  for 
the  purpose  of  providing  policy  gruidance 
with  respect  to  special  education  and  related 
services  for  children  with  disabilities  in  the 
State. 

••(B)  MEMBERSHIP.— Such  advisory  panel 
shall  consist  of  members  appointed  by  the 
Governor,  or  any  other  official  authorized 
under  State  law  to  make  such  appointments, 
that  is  representative  of  the  State  popu- 
lation and  that  is  composed  of  individuals  in- 
volved in.  or  concerned  with,  the  education 
of  children  with  disabilities,  including — 

••(i)  parents  of  children  with  disabilities; 

••(ii)  individuals  with  disabilities; 

"(iii)  teachers; 

"(iv)  representatives  of  institutions  of 
higher  education  that  prepare  special  edu- 
cation and  related  services  personnel; 

•'(V)  State  and  local  education  officials; 

"(vi)  administrators  of  programs  for  chil- 
dren with  disabilities; 

"(vii)  representatives  of  other  State  agen- 
cies involved  in  the  financing  or  delivery  of 
related  services  to  children  with  disabilities; 

■•(viii)  at  least  one  representative  of  a  vo- 
cational, community,  or  business  organiza- 
tion concerned  with  the  provision  of  transi- 
tion services  to  children  with  disabilities; 
and 

"(ix)  representatives  from  the  State  juve- 
nile and  adult  corrections  agencies. 

"(C)  Special  rule.— a  majority  of  the 
members  of  the  panel  shall  be  individuals 
with  disabilities  or  parents  of  children  with 
disabilities. 

"(D)  Duties.— The  advisory  panel  shall— 

"(i)  advise  the  State  educational  agency  of 
unmet  needs  within  the  State  in  the  edu- 
cation of  children  with  disabilities; 

"(ii)  comment  publicly  on  any  rules  or  reg- 
ulations proposed  by  the  State  regarding— 
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•'(I)  the  education  of  children  with  disabil- 
ities: and 

"(11)  the  procedures '  for  distribution  of 
amounts  received  by  the  State  under  a  grant 
under  this  part: 

"(iii)  advise  the  State  educational  agency 
in  developing:  evaluations  and  reporting  on 
data  to  the  Secretary  under  section  618: 

"(iv)  advise  the  State  educational  agency 
in  developing  corrective  action  plans  to  ad- 
dress findings  identified  in  Federal  monitor- 
ing reports  under  this  part:  and 

"(V)  advise  the  State  educational  agency  in 
developing  and  implementing  policies  relat- 
ing to  the  coordination  of  services  for  chil- 
dren with  disabilities. 

•'(b)  State  Educational  agenct  as  Pro- 
vider OF  Free  approprl\te  Pubuc  Edu- 
cation OR  Direct  Services.— If  the  sute 
educational  agency  provides  free  appropriate 
public  education  to  children  with  disabil- 
ities, or  provides  direct  services  to  such  chil- 
dren, such  agency — 

"(1)  shall  comply  with  any  additional  re- 
quirements of  section  613(a),  as  if  such  agen- 
cy were  a  local  educational  agency:  and 

'•(2)  may  use  amounts  that  are  otherwise 
available  to  such  agency  under  this  part  to 
serve  those  children  without  regard  to  sec- 
tion 613(a>(2)(A){i)  (relating  to  excess  costs). 

"(c)  Exception  for  Prior  St.-ite  Plans.— 

"(1)  Lv  general.— If  a  State  has  on  file 
with  the  Secretary  policies  and  procedures 
that  demonstrate  that  such  State  meets  any 
requirement  of  subsection  (a),  including  any 
policies  and  procedures  filed  under  this  part 
as  in  effect  before  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  the  IDEA  Improvement  Act  of  1996,  the 
Secretary  shall  consider  such  State  to  have 
met  such  requirement  for  purposes  of  receiv- 
ing a  grant  under  this  part. 

"(2)  Modifications  made  by  state.— Sub- 
ject to  paragraph  (3),  an  application  submit- 
ted by  a  State  in  accordance  with  this  sec- 
tion shall  remain  in  effect  until  the  State 
submits  to  the  Secretary  such  modifications 
as  the  State  deems  necessary.  This  section 
shall  apply  to  a  modification  to  an  applica- 
tion to  the  same  extent  and  in  the  same 
manner  as  this  section  applies  to  the  origi- 
nal plan. 

"(3)  Modifications  required  by  the  sec- 
retary.—The  Secretary  may  require  a  State 
to  amend  its  application  at  any  time  as  a  re- 
sult of  the  Secretary's  compliance  reviews 
under  parts  B  and  C.  The  Secretary  shall  re- 
duce or  shall  not  provide  any  further  pay- 
ments to  the  State  educational  agency  until 
the  Secretary  is  satisfied  that  the  State  edu- 
cational agency  is  complying  with  that  re- 
quirement. 

"(d)  approval  by  the  Secretary.— 

"(1)  In  general.- If  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines that  a  State  is  eligible  to  receive  a 
grant  under  this  part,  the  Secretary  shall 
notify  the  State  of  that  determination. 

"(2)  Notice  and  hearing.— The  Secreury 
shall  not  make  a  final  determination  that  a 
State  is  not  eligible  to  receive  a  grant  under 
this  part  until  after  providing  the  State— 

"(A)  with  reasonable  notice:  and 

"(B)  with  an  opportunity  for  a  hearing. 

"(e)  Assistance  Under  Other  Federal 
Programs.— Nothing  in  this  title  permits  a 
State  to  reduce  medical  and  other  assistance 
available,  or  to  alter  eligibility,  under  titles 
V  and  XrX  of  the  Social  Security  Act  with 
respect  to  the  provision  of  a  free  appropriate 
public  education  for  children  with  disabil- 
ities within  the  State. 

"(0  By-Pass  for  Children  in  Private 
Schools.— 

"(1)  In  general.— If.  on  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  the  Education  of  the  Handicapped 


Act  Amendments  of  1983,  a  State  educational 
agency  is  prohibited  by  law  from  providing 
for  the  participation  in  special  programs  of 
children  with  disabilities  enrolled  in  private 
elementary  and  secondary  schools  as  re- 
quired by  subsection  (a)(9),  the  Secretary 
shall,  notwithstanding  such  provision  of  law. 
arrange  for  the  provision  of  services  to  such 
children  through  arrangements  which  shall 
be  subject  to  the  requirements  of  such  sub- 
section. 

"(2)  Paythents.- 

"(A)  Determination  of  amounts.— If  the 
Secretary  arranges  for  services  pursuant  to 
this  subsection,  the  Secretary,  after  con- 
sultation with  the  appropriate  public  and 
private  school  officials,  shall  pay  to  the  pro- 
vider of  such  services  for  a  fiscal  year  an 
amount  per  child  that  does  not  exceed  the 
amount  determined  by  dividing— 

"(i)  the  total  amount  received  by  the  State 
under  this  part  for  such  fiscal  year:  by 

"(ii)  the  number  of  children  with  disabil- 
ities served  in  the  prior  year,  as  reported  to 
the  Secretary  by  the  State  under  section  618. 

"(B)  Withholding  of  certain  amounts.— 
Pending  final  resolution  of  any  investigation 
or  complaint  that  could  result  in  a  deter- 
mination under  this  subsection,  the  Sec- 
retary may  withhold  from  the  allocation  of 
the  affected  State  educational  aigency  the 
amount  the  Secretary  estimates  would  be 
necessary  to  pay  the  cost  of  services  de- 
scribed in  subparagraph  (A). 

"(C)  Period  of  pay^ments.- The  period 
under  which  payments  are  made  under  sub- 
paragraph (A)  shall  continue  until  the  Sec- 
retary determines  that  there  will  no  longer 
be  any  failure  or  inability  on  the  part  of  the 
State  educational  agency  to  meet  the  re- 
quirements of  subsection  (a)(9). 

"(3)  Notice  and  hearing.— 

"(A)  In  general.— The  Secreury  shall  not 
take  any  final  action  under  this  subsection 
until  the  State  educational  agency  affected 
by  such  action  has  had  an  opportunity,  for  at 
least  45  days  after  receiving  written  notice 
thereof,  to  submit  written  objections  and  to 
appear  before  the  Secretary  or  the  Sec- 
retary's designee  to  show  cause  why  such  ac- 
tion should  not  be  taken. 

"(B)  Review  of  action.— If  a  State  edu- 
cational agency  is  dissatisfied  with  the  Sec- 
retary's final  action  after  a  proceeding  under 
subparagraph  (A),  such  agency  may,  not 
later  than  60  days  after  notice  of  such  ac- 
tion, file  with  the  United  States  court  of  ap- 
peals for  the  circuit  in  which  such  State  is 
located  a  petition  for  review  of  that  action. 
A  copy  of  the  petition  shall  be  forthwith 
transmitted  by  the  clerk  of  the  court  to  the 
Secretary.  The  Secretary  thereupon  shall 
file  in  the  court  the  record  of  the  proceed- 
ings on  which  the  Secretary  based  the  Sec- 
retary's action,  as  provided  in  section  2112  of 
title  28,  United  States  Code. 

••(C)  Review  of  findings  of  fact.— The 
findings  of  fact  by  the  Secretary,  if  sup- 
ported by  substantial  evidence,  shall  be  con- 
clusive, but  the  court,  for  good  cause  shown, 
may  remand  the  case  to  the  Secretary  to 
take  further  evidence,  and  the  Secretary 
may  thereupon  make  new  or  modified  find- 
ings of  fact  and  may  modify  the  Secretary's 
previous  action,  and  shall  file  in  the  court 
the  record  of  the  further  proceedings.  Such 
new  or  modified  findings  of  fact  shall  like- 
wise be  conclusive  if  supported  by  substan- 
tial evidence. 

"(D)  Jurisdiction  of  court  of  appeals: 
review  by  united  states  supreme  court.— 
Upon  the  filing  of  a  petition  under  subpara- 
graph (B).  the  United  States  court  of  appeals 
shall  have  jurisdiction  to  affirm  the  action 


of  the  Secretary  or  to  set  it  aside,  in  whole 
or  in  part.  The  judgment  of  the  court  shall 
be  subject  to  review  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  upon  certiorari  or  certifi- 
cation as  provided  in  section  1254  of  title  28, 
United  States  Code. 

-SEC.    613.    LOCAL    EDUCA"nONAL   AGENCY    RE- 
QUIRE.MENTS. 

•'(a)  In  General.— a  local  educational 
agency  shall  be  eligrible  for  assistance  under 
this  part  for  any  fiscal  year  if,  except  as  pro- 
vided in  subsection  (b),  such  agency  submits 
to  the  State  educational  agency  information 
that  demonstrates  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
State  educational  agency  the  following: 

'•(1)  Consistency  with  state  poucies.— 
The  local  educational  agency,  in  providing 
for  the  education  of  children  with  disabil- 
ities within  its  jurisdiction,  has  in  effect 
policies,  procedures,  and  programs  that  are 
consistent  with  the  State  policies  and  proce- 
dures established  under  section  612. 

"(2)  Use  of  amol-nts.— 

"(A)  In  general. — Amounts  provided  to 
the  local  educational  agency  under  this 
part — 

"(i)  shall  be  used  only  to  pay  the  excess 
costs  of  providing  special  education  and  re- 
lated services  to  children  with  disabilities: 

"(ii)  shall  be  used  to  supplement  State, 
local,  and  other  Federal  funds  and  not  to 
supplant  such  funds: 

•■(iii)  except  as  provided  in  subparagraph 
(B).  may  not  be  used  to  reduce  the  level  of 
expenditures  for  the  education  of  children 
with  disabilities  made  by  the  local  edu- 
cational agency  from  State  or  local  funds 
below  the  level  of  those  expenditures  for  the 
preceding  fiscal  year: 

••(iv)  may  be  used,  notwithstanding  clause 
(i)  or  any  other  provision  of  this  part,  for  the 
costs  of  special  education  and  related  serv- 
ices provided  in  a  regular  class  or  other  edu- 
cation related  setting  to  a  child  with  a  dis- 
ability in  accordance  with  the  child's  indi- 
vidualized education  program,  even  if  one  or 
more  nondisabled  children  benefit  from 
those  services:  and 

"(V)  may  be  used,  in  accordance  with  sub- 
section (f)  and  notwithstanding  clause  (1)  or 
any  other  provision  of  this  part,  to  develop 
and  implement  a  coordinated  services  sys- 
tem. 

"(B)  Exception.— Notwithsunding  the  re- 
striction in  subparagraph  (A)(iii),  a  local 
education  agency  may  reduce  the  level  of  ex- 
penditures where  such  reduction  is  attrib- 
utable to — 

"(i)  the  departure,  by  retirement  or  other- 
wise, of  special  education  personnel: 

•'(ii)  a  decrease  in  the  enrollment  of  chil- 
dren with  disabilities: 

"(iii)  the  termination  of  the  obligation  of 
the  agency,  consistent  with  this  part,  to  pro- 
vide a  program  of  special  education  to  a  par- 
ticular child  with  a  disability  that  is  an  ex- 
ceptionally costly  program,  as  determined 
by  the  State  educational  agency,  because  the 
child— 

"(I)  has  left  the  jurisdiction  of  the  agency; 

••(II)  has  reached  the  age  at  which  the  obli- 
gation of  the  agency  to  provide  a  free  appro- 
priate public  education  to  the  child  has  ter- 
minated: or 

••(III)  no  longer  needs  such  program  of  spe- 
cial education:  or 

"(iv)  the  termination  of  costly  expendi- 
tures for  long-term  purchases,  such  as  the 
acquisition  of  equipment  or  the  construction 
of  school  facilities. 

••(3)   iNFORMA'nON    FOR  STATE   EDUCA'HONAL 

agency.— The  local  educational  agency  shall 
provide  the  State  educational  agency  with 
information  necessary  to  enable  the  State 
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educational  agency  to  carry  out  its  duties 
under  this  part,  including,  with  respect  to 
paragraphs  (14)  and  (15)  of  section  612(a),  in- 
formation relating  to  the  performance  of 
children  with  disabilities  participating  in 
programs  carried  out  under  this  part. 

"(4)  Pubuc  information.— The  local  edu- 
cational agency  shall  make  available  to  par- 
ents of  children  with  disabilities  and  to  the 
general  public  all  documents  relating  to  the 
eligibility  of  such  agency  under  this  part. 
"(b)  Exception  for  Prior  Local  Plans.— 
"(1)  In  cener.\l.— If  a  local  educational 
agency  or  State  agency  has  on  file  with  the 
State  educational  agency  policies  and  proce- 
dures that  demonstrate  that  such  local  edu- 
cational agency,  or  such  State  agency,  as  the 
case  may  be.  meets  any  requirement  of  sub- 
section (a),  including  any  policies  and  proce- 
dures filed  under  this  part  as  in  effect  before 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  IDEA  Improve- 
ment Act  of  1996,  the  State  educational  agen- 
cy shall  consider  such  local  educational 
agency  or  State  agency,  as  the  case  may  be. 
to  have  met  such  requirement  for  purposes  of 
receiving  assistance  under  this  part. 

"(2)  MODIFICA-nON  MADE  BY  LOCAL  EDU- 
CATIONAL AGENCY.— Subject  to  paragraph  (3). 
an  application  submitted  by  a  local  edu- 
cational agency  in  accordance  with  this  sec- 
tion shall  remain  in  effect  until  the  such 
agency  submits  to  the  State  educational 
agency  such  modifications  as  the  local  edu- 
cational agency  deems  necessary. 

"(3)     MODinCATIONS     REQUIRED     BY     STATE 

EDUCATIONAL  AGENCY.— The  State  edu- 
cational agency  may  require  a  local  edu- 
cational agency  to  amend  its  application  at 
anytime  as  a  result  of  the  compliance  re- 
views of  the  State  educational  agency  under 
parts  B  and  C.  This  paragraph  shall  apply  to 
a  modification  to  an  application  to  the  same 
extent  and  in  the  same  manner  as  this  sec- 
tion applies  to  the  original  plan. 

"(C)    NOTIFICATION    OF    LOCAL    EDUCATIONAL 

AGENCY  OR  State  agency  in  Case  of  Ineli- 
gibility.— If  the  State  educational  agency 
determines  that  a  local  educational  agency 
or  State  agency  is  not  eligible  under  this 
section,  the  State  educational  agency  shall 
notify  such  local  educational  agency  or 
State  agency,  as  the  case  may  be,  of  that  de- 
termination and  shall  provide  such  local  edu- 
cational agency  or  State  agency  with  reason- 
able notice  and  an  opportunity  for  a  hearing. 
"(d)  Local  Educational  agency  Compu- 

ANCE.— 

"(1)  L\  GENERAL.— If  the  State  educational 
agency,  after  reasonable  notice  and  an  op- 
portunity for  a  hearing,  finds  that  a  local 
educational  agency  or  State  agency  that  has 
been  determined  to  be  eligible  under  this 
section  is  failing  to  comply  with  any  require- 
ment described  in  subsection  (a),  the  State 
educational  agency  shall  reduce  or  shall  not 
provide  any  further  payments  to  the  local 
educational  agency  or  State  agency  until  the 
State  educational  agency  is  satisfied  that 
the  local  educational  agency  or  State  agen- 
cy, as  the  case  may  be.  is  complying  with 
that  requirement. 

"(2)  ADOmONAL  REQUIREMENT.— Any  State 

agency  or  local  educational  agency  in  re- 
ceipt of  a  notice  described  in  paragraph  (1) 
shall,  by  means  of  public  notice,  take  such 
measures  as  may  be  necessary  to  bring  the 
pendency  of  an  action  pursuant  to  this  sub- 
section to  the  attention  of  the  public  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  such  agency. 

"(3)  Consideration.— In  carrying  out  its 
responsibilities  under  paragraph  (1),  the 
State  educational  agency  shall  consider  any 
decision  made  in  a  hearing  held  under  sec- 
tion 615  that  is  adverse  to  the  local  edu- 


cational agency  or  State  agency  involved  in 
that  decision. 

"(e)  JOINT  Establishment  of  Eligi- 
BiLnr.— 

"(1)  In  general.— a  Sute  educational 
agency  may  require  a  local  educational 
agency  to  establish  its  eligibility  jointly 
with  another  local  educational  agency  if  the 
Sute  educational  agency  determines  that 
the  local  educational  agency  would  be  ineli- 
gible under  this  section  because  the  local 
educational  agency  would  not  be  able  to  es- 
ublish  and  mainuin  programs  of  sufficient 
size  and  scope  to  effectively  meet  the  needs 
of  children  with  disabilities. 

"(2)  AMOUN-r  OF  payments.- If  a  Sute  edu- 
cational agency  requires  the  joint  esublish- 
ment  of  eligibility  under  paragraph  (1),  the 
toul  amount  of  funds  made  available  to  the 
affected  local  educational  agencies  shall  be 
equal  to  the  sum  of  the  payments  that  each 
such  local  educational  agency  would  have  re- 
ceived under  section  611(c)  if  such  agencies 
were  eligible  for  such  pajrments. 

"(3)  Requirements.— Local  educational 
agencies  that  esublish  joint  eligibility 
under  this  subsection  shall — 

"(A)  adopt  policies  and  procedures  that  are 
consistent  with  the  Sute's  policies  and  pro- 
cedures under  section  612(a):  and 

••(B)  be  jointly  responsible  for  implement- 
ing programs  that  receive  assisunce  under 
this  part. 

■'(4)  REQUIRE.MENTS  FOR  EDUCATIONAL  SERV- 
ICE AGENCIES.— 

••(A)  In  general.— If  an  educational  service 
agency  is  required  by  Sute  law  to  carrj-  out 
programs  under  this  part,  the  joint  respon- 
sibilities given  to  local  educational  agencies 
under  this  subsection  shall— 

"(i)  not  apply  to  the  administration  and 
disbursement  of  any  payments  received  by 
that  educational  service  agency:  and 

••(ii)  be  carried  out  only  by  that  edu- 
cational service  agency. 

••(B)  ADDITIONAL  requireme.\t.— Notwith- 
sunding any  other  provision  of  this  sub- 
section, an  educational  service  agency  shall 
provide  for  the  education  of  children  with 
disabilities  in  the  least  restrictive  environ- 
ment, as  required  by  section  612(a)(4). 

•'(0  Coordinated  Services  System.— 

"•(1)  In  general.— a  local  educational 
agency  may  not  use  more  than  5  percent  of 
the  amount  such  agency  receives  under  this 
part  for  any  fiscal  year,  in  combination  with 
other  amounts  (which  shall  include  amounts 
other  than  education  funds),  to  develop  and 
implement  a  coordinated  services  system  de- 
signed to  improve  resulte  for  children  and 
families,  including  children  with  disabilities 
and  their  families. 

"(2)  AcnvmES. — In  implementing  a  co- 
ordinated services  system  under  this  sub- 
section, a  local  educational  agency  may 
carry  out  activities  which  include — 

•■(A)  improving  the  effectiveness  and  effi- 
ciency of  service  delivery,  including  develop- 
ing strategies  that  promote  accounubility 
for  results; 

"(B)  service  coordination  and  case  manage- 
ment that  faciliutes  the  linkage  of  individ- 
ualized education  programs  under  this  part 
and  individualized  family  service  plans  under 
part  C  with  individualized  service  plans 
under  multiple  Federal  and  Sute  programs, 
such  as  title  I  of  the  R-^habiliUtion  Act  of 
1973  (vocational  rehabiliution),  title  XIX  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  (Medicaid),  and  title 
XVI  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (supple- 
menul  security  income); 

"(C)  developing  and  implementing  inter- 
agency financing  strategies  for  the  provision 
of  education,  health,  mental  health,  and  so- 


cial services,  including  transition  service* 
and  related  services  under  this  title;  and 

"(D)  interagency  personnel  development 
for  individuals  working  on  coordinated  serv- 
ices. 

"(3)  COORDINA'nON  with  CERT.UN  PROJECTS 
UNDER  ELEMENTARY  AND  SECONDARY  EDU- 
CATION ACT  OF  1965.— If  a  local  educational 
agency  is  carrying  out  a  coordinated  services 
project  under  title  XI  of  the  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965  and  a  co- 
ordinated services  project  under  this  part  in 
the  same  schools,  such  agency  shall  use 
amounts  under  this  subsection  in  accordance 
with  the  requiremenu  of  that  title. 

"(g)  Direct  Services  by  the  State  Edu- 
cational AGENCY'.- 

"(1)  Ln  general.— a  Sute  educationaJ 
agency  shall  use  the  pajTnents  that  would 
otherwise  have  been  available  to  a  local  edu- 
cational agency  or  to  a  Sute  agency  to  pro- 
vide special  education  and  related  services 
directly  to  children  with  disabilities  residing 
in  the  area  served  by  that  local  agency,  or 
for  whom  that  Sute  agency  is  responsible,  if 
the  Sute  educational  agency  determines 
that  the  local  education  agency  or  Sute 
agency,  as  the  case  may  be — 

"(A)  has  not  provided  the  information 
needed  to  esublish  the  eligibility  of  such 
agency  under  this  section: 

"(B)  is  unable  to  esublish  and  maintain 
programs  of  free  appropriate  public  edu- 
cation that  meet  the  requiremenu  of  sub- 
section (a); 

••(C)  is  unable  or  unwilling  to  be  consoli- 
dated with  one  or  more  local  educational 
agencies  in  order  to  esublish  and  mainuin 
such  programs:  or 

"(D)  has  one  or  more  children  with  disabil- 
ities who  can  best  be  served  by  a  regional  or 
Sute  program  or  service  delivery  system  de- 
signed to  meet  the  needs  of  such  children. 

"(2)  Manner  and  loca-hon  of  educa-hon 
AND  services.— The  Sute  educational  agen- 
cy may  provide  special  education  and  related 
services  under  paragraph  (1)  in  such  manner 
and  at  such  locations  (including  regional  or 
Sute  centers)  as  the  SUU  agency  considers 
appropriate.  Such  education  and  services 
shall  be  provided  in  accordance  with  this 
part. 

"(h)  State  agency  ELiomiLm-.- Any 
Sute  agency  that  desires  to  receive  a 
subgrant  for  any  fiscal  year  under  section 
611(c)  shall  demonstrate  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  Sute  educational  agency  that— 

"(1)  all  children  with  disabilities  who  are 
participating  in  programs  and  projects  fund- 
ed under  this  part  receive  a  free  appropriate 
public  education,  and  that  those  children 
and  their  parents  are  provided  all  the  righu 
and  procedural  safeguards  described  in  this 
part;  and 

•■(2)  the  agency  meeu  such  other  condi- 
tions of  this  section  as  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines to  be  appropriate. 

sex:.  614.  EVALUA'nONS.  REEVALUA"nOVS.  INDI- 
VIDUALIZED EDUCA-nON  PRO- 
CRAMS,  AND  EDUCAT10.NAL  PLACE- 
MENTS. 

"(a)  EV.\LUATI0NS  AND  REEVALUA-nONS.— 

•■(1)  ISUIAL  EVALUA'nONS.— 

"(A)  Ln  general— a  sute  educational 
agency,  other  Sute  agency,  or  local  edu- 
cational agency  shall  conduct  an  initial 
evaluation,  in  accordance  with  this  para- 
graph and  subsection  (b),  before  the  initial 
provision  of  special  education  and  related 
services  to  a  child  with  a  disability  under 
this  part. 

"(B)  Procedure:s. — Such  initial  evaluation 
shall  consist  of  procedures— 
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"(i)  to  determine  whether  a  child  is  a  child 
with  a  disability  (as  defined  in  section 
602(3)):  and 

"(ii)  to  determine  the  educational  needs  of 
such  child. 

•'(C)  Parental  consent.— 

"(i)  In  general. — The  agency  proposing  to 
conduct  an  initial  evaluation  to  determine  if 
the  child  qualifies  as  a  child  with  a  disability 
as  defined  in  section  602(3)(A)  or  602(3)(B) 
shall  obtain  an  informed  consent  from  the 
parent  of  such  child  before  the  evaluation  is 
conducted.  Parental  consent  for  evaluation 
shall  not  be  construed  as  consent  for  place- 
ment for  receipt  of  special  education  and  re- 
lated services. 

"(ii)  Refusal.— If  the  parents  of  such  child 
refuse  consent  for  the  evaluation,  the  agency 
may  continue  to  pursue  an  evaluation  by 
utilizing  the  mediation  and  due  process  pro- 
cedures under  section  615(e). 

"(2)  Reevaluations.— A  local  educational 
agency  shall  ensure  that  a  reevaluation  of 
each  child  with  a  disability  is  conducted — 

"(A)  if  conditions  warrant  a  reevaluation 
or  if  the  child's  parent  or  teacher  requests  a 
reevaluation,  but  at  least  once  every  3  years; 
and 

"(B)  in  accordance  with  subsections  (b)  and 
(c). 

"(b)  Evaluation  Procedures.— 

"(1)  Notice.— The  local  educational  agency 
shall  provide  notice  to  the  parents  of  a  child 
with  a  disability,  in  accordance  with  sub- 
sections (b)(3).  (b)(4).  and  (c)  of  section  615. 
that  describes  any  evaluation  procedures 
such  agency  proposes  to  conduct. 

"(2)  Conduct  of  evaluation.— In  conduct- 
ing the  evaluation,  the  local  educational 
agency  shall— 

"(A)  use  a  variety  of  assessment  tools  and 
strategries  to  gather  relevant  functional  and 
developmental  information,  including  infor- 
mation provided  by  the  parent,  that  may  as- 
sist in  determining  whether  the  child  is  a 
child  with  a  disability  and  the  content  of  the 
child's  individualized  education  program,  in- 
cluding information  related  to  enabling  the 
child  to  be  involved  in  and  progress  in  the 
general  curriculum  or,  for  preschool  chil- 
dren, to  participate  in  appropriate  activities: 

"(B)  not  use  any  single  procedure  as  the 
sole  criterion  for  determining  whether  a 
child  is  a  child  with  a  disability  or  determin- 
ing an  appropriate  educational  program  for 
the  child:  and 

"(C)  use  technically  sound  instruments 
that  may  assess  the  relative  contribution  of 
cognitive  and  behavioral  factors,  in  addition 
to  physical  or  developmental  factors. 

"(3)        ADDITIONAL        REQUIREMENTS.- Each 

local  educational  agency  shall  ensure  that— 

"(A)  tests  and  other  evaluation  materials 
used  to  assess  a  child  under  this  section— 

"(i)  are  selected  and  administered  so  as  not 
to  be  discriminatory  on  a  racial  or  cultural 
basis:  and 

"(ii)  are  provided  and  administered  in  the 
child's  native  language  or  other  mode  of 
communication,  unless  it  is  clearly  not  fea- 
sible to  do  so:  and 

"(B)  any  standardized  tests  that  are  given 
to  the  child— 

"(i)  have  been  validated  for  the  specific 
purpose  for  which  they  are  used: 

"(ii)  are  administered  by  qualified  person- 
nel: and 

"(iii)  are  administered  in  accordance  with 
any  instructions  provided  by  the  producer  of 
such  tests:  and 

"(C)  the  child  is  assessed  in  all  areas  of 
suspected  disability. 

"(4)   DETERMINA"nON   OF   EUGIBILm'.— Upon 

completion  of  administration  of  tests  and 
other  evaluation  materials — 


"(A)  the  determination  of  whether  the 
child  is  a  child  with  a  disability  as  defined  in 
section  602(3)  or  section  602(3)(B)  will  be 
made  by  a  team  of  qualified  professionals 
and  the  parent  of  the  child  in  accordance 
with  paragraph  (5):  and 

"(B)  a  copy  of  the  evaluation  report  and 
the  documentation  of  determination  of  eligi- 
bility will  be  given  to  the  parent. 

"(5)  Special  rule  for  ELioiBiLm-  deter- 
mination.—In  making  a  determination  of  eli- 
gibility under  paragraph  (4)(A).  a  child  shall 
not  be  determined  to  be  a  child  with  a  dis- 
ability based  on  any  of  the  following: 

"(A)  Lack  of  instruction,  including  in- 
struction in  reading  or  math. 

"(B)  Limited  English  proficiency. 

"(C)  Cultural  or  environmental  factors. 

"(D)  Economic  disadvantage. 

"(C)  REEVALUA'nON  PROCEDURES.— 

"(1)  In  general.— As  part  of  any  reevalua- 
tion to  assess  a  child  under  this  section,  the 
individualized  education  program  team  and 
other  qualified  professionals,  as  appropriate, 
shall— 

"(A)  review  existing  evaluation  data  on  the 
child,  including  current  classroom-based  as- 
sessments and  teacher  and  related  services 
providers  observation:  and 

"(B)  on  the  basis  of  that  review  and  input 
from  the  child's  parents,  identify  what  addi- 
tional data,  if  any,  are  needed  to  determine — 

"(i)  whether  the  child  continues  to  have  a 
disability,  as  described  in  section  602(3)(A)(i) 
or  section  602(3)(B): 

"(ii)  the  child's  present  levels  of  perform- 
ance and  educational  needs:  and 

"(iii)(I)  whether  the  child  continues  to 
need  special  education  and  related  services: 
and 

"(II)  if  so,  any  additions  or  modifications 
to  the  special  education  and  related  services 
to  enable  the  child  to  meet  the  objectives  set 
out  in  the  individualized  education  program 
of  the  child  and  to  participate,  as  appro- 
priate, in  the  general  curriculum. 

"(2)  Tests  and  other  evalua-hon  mate- 
RL^LS.- The  local  educational  agency  shall 
administer  such  tests  and  other  evaluation 
materials  as  may  be  needed  to  produce  the 
data  identified  by  the  lEP  Team  under  para- 
graph (1)(B). 

"(3)  Requirements  if  ADomoNAL  data  not 
needed.— If  the  lEP  Team  and  other  quali- 
fied professionals,  as  appropriate,  determines 
that  no  additional  data  are  needed  to  deter- 
mine whether  the  child  continues  to  be  a 
child  with  a  disability,  the  local  educational 
agency— 

"(A)  shall  notify  the  child's  parents  of— 

"(i)  that  determination  and  the  reasons  for 
it:  and 

"(ii)  the  right  of  such  parents  to  request  an 
assessment  to  determine  whether  the  child 
continues  to  be  a  child  with  a  disability:  and 
•(B)  shall  not  be  required  to  conduct  such 
an  assessment  unless  requested  to  by  the 
child's  parents. 

"(d)  INDIVIDUALIZED  EDUCA-HON  PRO- 
GRAMS.— 

"(1)  REQUIREMENT  THAT  PROGRAM  BE  IN  EF- 
FECT.— 

"(A)  In  general.— At  the  beginning  of  each 
school  year,  each  local  educational  agency, 
or  State  educational  agency,  as  the  case  may 
be,  shall  have  in  effect,  for  each  child  with  a 
disability  in  its  jurisdiction,  an  individual- 
ized education  program,  as  defined  in  section 
602(11). 

"(B)  Program  for  child  aged  3  to  5.— In 
the  case  of  a  child  with  a  disability  aged  3  to 
5,  inclusive,  an  individualized  family  service 
plan  that  contains  the  material  described  in 
section  636,  and  that  is  developed  in  accord- 


ance with  this  section,  may  serve  as  the  lEP 
of  the  child  if  using  that  plan  as  the  lEP  is— 

"(i)  consistent  with  State  policy:  and 

"(ii)  agreed  to  by  the  agency  and  the 
child's  parents. 

"(2)  Development  of  iep.— 

"('A)  In  general.— An  individualized  edu- 
cation program  team  shall  develop  the  IEP 
described  in  paragraph  (1).  In  developing 
such  IEP,  the  IEP  Team,  subject  to  subpara- 
graph (B),  shall — 

"(i)  consider  the  child's  strengths  and  the 
parents'  concerns  for  enhancing  their  child's 
education: 

"(ii)  consider  the  results  of  the  initial 
evaluation  or  most  recent  reevaluation: 

"(iii)  in  the  case  of  a  child  whose  behavior 
impedes  his  or  her  learning  or  that  of  others, 
consider,  when  appropriate,  strategies,  in- 
cluding positive  behavior  management  inter- 
ventions and  strategies  to  help  the  child  be- 
have in  an  appropriate  and  responsible  man- 
ner conducive  to  learning; 

"(iv)  in  the  case  of  a  child  with  limited 
English  proficiency,  consider  the  language 
needs  of  the  child  as  such  needs  relate  to  the 
child's  IEP; 

"(v)  in  the  case  of  a  child  who  is  blind  or 
visually  impaired,  provide  for  instruction  in 
braille  and  the  use  of  braille  unless  all  mem- 
bers of  the  IEP  Team  concur  that,  after  an 
evaluation  of  the  child's  reading  and  writing 
skills,  needs,  and  appropriate  reading  and 
writing  media  (including  an  evaluation  of 
the  child's  future  needs  for  instruction  in 
braille  or  the  use  of  braille),  instruction  in 
braille  or  the  use  of  braille  is  not  appropriate 
for  the  child; 

"(vi)  consider  the  communication  needs  of 
the  child,  and  in  the  case  of  a  child  who  is 
deaf,  hard-of-hearing,  blind,  or  communica- 
tively disabled,  consider  the  language  and 
communication  needs  of  the  child:  and 

"(vii)  consider  whether  the  child  requires 
assistive  technology  services  or  devices. 

"(B)  Requirement  wtth  respect  to  regu- 
lar EDUCA'noN  teacher.— The  regular  edu- 
cation teacher  of  the  child,  as  a  member  of 
the  IEP  Team,  shall,  to  the  extent  appro- 
priate, participate  in  the  development  of  the 
IEP  of  the  child,  including  the  determination 
of  appropriate  positive  behavior-manage- 
ment interventions  and  strategies  consistent 
with  subparagraph  (A)(iii)  of  this  paragraph, 
and  the  determination  of  supplementary  aids 
and  services,  program  modifications,  and 
supiwrt  for  school  personnel  consistent  with 
section  602(U)(E). 

"(3)  Review  and  revision  of  iep.— 

"(A)  In  general.— The  local  educational 
agency  shall  ensure  that,  subject  to  subpara- 
graph (C),  the  IEP  Team— 

"(i)  reviews  each  IEP  at  least  once  a  year 
to  determine  whether  the  annual  goals  for 
the  child  are  being  achieved;  and 

"(ii)  revises  the  IEP  to  address— 

"(I)  any  lack  of  expected  progress  toward 
the  annual  goals  and  in  the  general  curricu- 
lum, where  appropriate: 

"(EI)  the  results  of  any  reevaluation  con- 
ducted under  this  section; 

"(ni)  information  about  the  child  provided 
to.  or  by.  the  parents,  as  described  in  section 
602(U)(F)(ii):  or 

"(IV)  the  child's  anticipated  needs  as  oth- 
erwise appropriate. 

"(B)  Certain  children  with  disabilities.- 

"(i)  In  general.— In  the  case  of  a  child 
with  a  disability  who  has  demonstrated  a 
pattern  of  behavior  that  significantly  im- 
pairs the  education  of  the  child,  or  the  edu- 
cation of  the  classmates  of  the  child,  and  the 
ability  of  the  teacher  of  the  child  to  teach,  if 
such  teacher  initiates  or  requests  an  IEP 
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meeting,  then  the  appropriate  authority 
shall  convene  an  IEP  meeting  to  review  the 
child's  educational  program,  related  serv- 
ices, supplementary  aids  and  services,  and 
placement. 

"(ii)  Review  of  iep. — In  carrying  out  a  re- 
view of  the  IEP  of  the  child,  the  IEP  Team 
shall  determine — 

"(I)  the  appropriateness  of  the  current  IEP 
of  the  child: 

"(II)  whether  or  not  special  education  and 
related  services  have  been  appropriately  pro- 
vided to  the  child: 

'•(ni)  whether  or  not  other  supplementary 
aids  or  services,  including  teacher  training, 
are  needed  to  address  the  behavior  of  the 
child:  and 

"(IV)  subject  to  clauses  (iii)  and  (iv). 
whether  or  not  the  placement  of  the  child 
should  be  changed. 

"(iii)  DETERMIN.A'nON  OF  CHANGE  IN  PLACE- 
MENT.—Prior  to  proposing  a  change  in  the 
placement  of  the  child,  the  EEP  Team  shall 
first  consider  and  then  document  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(I)  The  cumulative  record  over  a  reason- 
able period  of  time  describing  the  frequent 
behaviors  exhibited  by  the  child  that  signifi- 
cantly impairs  the  education  of  the  child. 
the  education  of  the  classmates  of  the  child, 
and  the  ability  of  the  teacher  of  the  child  to 
teach. 

"(II)  Documentation  of  the  efforts  made  to 
address  the  behavior  of  the  child,  the  use  of 
supplementary  services  or  strategies  (includ- 
ing the  use  of  behavior  management  plans) 
that  have  been  implemented  over  a  reason- 
able period  of  time  and  have  failed  to  address 
the  behavior  of  the  child  in  a  manner  that 
would  enable  the  child  to  remain  in  the  cur- 
rent educational  placement  of  the  child 
without  significantly  impairing  the  edu- 
cation of  the  child,  the  education  of  the 
classmates  of  the  child,  and  the  ability  of 
the  teacher  of  the  child  to  teach. 

"(ni)  The  training  made  available  to  the 
teacher  or  teachers  of  the  child. 

"(iv)  EXPEDITED  DUE  PROCESS  HEARING.— If 

the  IEP  Team  detennines  that  a  change  in 
placement  of  the  child  is  appropriate,  and 
the  parents  of  the  child  disagree  with  such 
determination,  then  either  party  may  re- 
quest an  expedited  due  process  hearing  in  ac- 
cordance with  section  615(f)(2). 

"(C)  REQUIREMENT  WITH  RESPECT  TO  REGU- 
LAR EDUCATION  TEACHER.— The  regular  edu- 
cation teacher  of  the  child,  as  a  member  of 
the  IEP  Team,  shall,  to  the  extent  appro- 
priate, participate  in  the  review  and  revision 
of  the  IEP  of  the  child. 

"(4)  Failure  to  meet  transition  objec- 
tives.— If  a  participating  agency,  other  than 
the  local  educational  agency,  fails  to  provide 
the  transition  services  described  in  the  IEP 
in  accordance  with  section  602(ll)(F)(ii).  the 
local  educational  agency  shall  reconvene  the 
IEP  Team  to  identify  alternative  strategies 
to  meet  the  transition  objectives  for  the 
child  set  out  in  that  program. 

"(5)  Rule  of  construction.— Nothing  in 
this  subsection  shall  be  construed— 

"(A)  to  decrease  the  amount  of  informa- 
tion that  a  parent  receives  concerning  the 
progress  of  the  child  of  such  parent:  or 

"(B)  to  increase  the  amount  of  paperwork 
for  the  teachers,  related  services  personnel, 
and  administrators  of  such  child. 

"(e)  EDUC.A'noNAL  PLACE.MENTS.— Each 
local  educational  agency  or  State  edu- 
cational agency  shall  ensure  that  the  par- 
ents of  each  child  with  a  disability  are  mem- 
bers of  any  group  that  makes  decisions  on 
the  educational  placement  of  their  child. 


-SEC.  615.  PROCEDURAL  SAFEGUARDS. 

"(a)  Estabushment  of  Procedures.— Any 
State  educational  agency  or  local  edu- 
cational agency  that  receives  assistance 
under  this  part  shall  establish  and  maintain 
procedures  in  accordance  with  this  section  to 
assure  that  children  with  disabilities  and 
their  parents  are  guaranteed  procedural  safe- 
guards with  respect  to  the  provision  of  free 
appropriate  public  education  by  such  agen- 
cies. 

"(b)  Ti"PES  OF  Procedu-res.— The  proce- 
dures required  by  this  section  shall  include— 

"(1)  an  opportunity  for  the  parents  of  a 
child  with  a  disability  to  examine  all  records 
relating  to  such  child  and  to  participate  in 
meetings  with  respect  to  the  identification, 
evaluation,  and  educational  placement  of  the 
child,  and  the  provision  of  a  free  appropriate 
public  education  to  such  child,  and  to  obtain 
an  independent  educational  evaluation  of  the 
child: 

"(2)  procedures  to  protect  the  rights  of  the 
child  whenever  the  parents  of  the  child  are 
not  known,  the  agency  cannot,  after  reason- 
able efforts,  locate  the  parents,  or  the  child 
is  a  ward  of  the  State,  including  the  assign- 
ment of  an  individual  (who  shall  not  be  an 
employee  of  the  State  educational  agency, 
the  local  educational  agency,  or  any  other 
agency  that  is  involved  in  the  education  or 
care  of  the  child)  to  act  as  a  surrogate  for 
the  parents: 

"(3)  written  prior  notice  to  the  parents  of 
the  child  whenever  such  agency— 

"(A)  proposes  to  initiate  or  change;  or 

"(B)  refuses  to  initiate  or  change; 

the  identification,  evaluation,  or  educational 
placement  of  the  child,  in  accordance  with 
subsection  (c),  or  the  provision  of  a  free  ap- 
propriate public  education  to  the  child; 

"(4)  procedures  designed  to  assure  that  the 
notice  required  by  paragraph  (3)  is  in  the  na- 
tive language  of  the  parents,  unless  it  clear- 
ly is  not  feasible  to  do  so: 

"(5)  an  opportunity  for  mediation  in  ac- 
cordance with  subsection  (e); 

"(6)  an  opportunity  to  present  complaints 
with  respect  to  any  matter  relating  to  the 
identification,  evaluation,  or  educational 
placement  of  the  child,  or  the  provision  of  a 
free  appropriate  public  education  to  such 
child; 

"(7)  procedures  that  require  the  parent  of  a 
child  with  a  disability,  or  the  attorney  rep- 
resenting the  child,  to  provide  notice  (which 
shall  remain  confidential)— 

"(A)  to  the  State  educational  agency  or 
local  educational  agency,  as  the  case  may  be, 
in  the  complaint  filed  under  paragraph  (6); 
and 

"(B)  that  shall  include— 

"(i)  the  name  of  the  child,  the  address  of 
the  residence  of  the  child,  and  the  name  of 
the  school  at  which  the  child  is  attending:: 

"(ii)  a  description  of  the  nature  of  the 
problem  of  the  child  relating  to  such  pro- 
posed initiation  or  change,  including  facts 
relating  to  such  problem:  and 

"(iii)  the  proposed  resolution  of  the  prob- 
lem: and 

••(8)  procedures  that  require  the  State  edu- 
cational agency  to  develop  a  model  form  to 
assist  parents  in  filing  a  complaint  in  ac- 
cordance with  paragraph  (7). 

••(C)  CON'TENT  OF  PRIOR  WRHTEN  NOTICE.— 

The  notice  required  by  subsection  (b)(3)  shall 
include — 

"(Da  description  of  the  action  proposed  or 
refused  by  the  agency: 

••(2)  an  explanation  of  why  the  agency  pro- 
poses or  refuses  to  take  the  action: 

•■(3)  a  description  of  any  other  options  that 
the  agency  considered  and  the  reasons  why 
those  options  were  rejected: 


"(4)  a  description  of  each  evaluation  proce- 
dure, test,  record,  or  report  the  agency  used 
as  a  basis  for  the  proposed  or  refused  action; 

"(5)  a  description  of  any  other  factors  that 
are  relevant  to  the  agency's  proposal  or  re- 
fusal: and 

"(6)  a  statement  that  the  parents  of  a  child 
with  a  disability  have  protection  under  the 
procedural  safeguards  of  this  title  and,  if 
this  notice  is  not  an  initial  referral  for  eval- 
uation, the  means  by  which  a  copy  of  a  de- 
scription of  the  procedural  safeguards  can  be 
obtained. 

"(d)  Procedl'r.u-  S.^feguards  Notice.— 

"(1)  In  general. — A  copy  of  the  jjrocedural 
safeguards  available  to  the  parents  of  a  child 
with  a  disability  shall  be  given  to  the  par- 
ents, at  a  minimum — 

"(A)  upon  initial  referral  for  evaluation: 

"(B)  upon  each  notification  of  an  individ- 
ualized education  program  meeting  and  upon 
reevaluation  of  the  child;  and 

"(C)  upon  registration  of  a  complaint 
under  subsection  (b)(6). 

"(2)  CoNTEN'TS.- The  procedural  safeguard* 
notice  shall  include  a  full  explanation  of  the 
procedural  safeguards  written  in  the  native 
language  of  the  parents,  unless  not  feasible 
to  do  so.  and  written  in  an  easily  under- 
standable manner,  available  under  this  sec- 
tion and  under  regulations  promulgated  by 
the  Secretary  relating  to — 

"(A)  independent  educational  evaluation; 

"(B)  prior  written  notice; 

"(C)  parental  consent; 

"(D)  access  to  educational  records; 

"(E)  opportunity  to  present  complaints; 

"(F)  the  child's  placement  during  pendency 
of  due  process  proceedings; 

••(G)  procedures  for  students  who  are  sub- 
ject to  placement  in  an  interim  alternative 
educational  setting; 

••(H)  requirements  for  unilateral  placement 
by  parents  of  children  in  private  schools  at 
public  expense; 

"(1)  mediation: 

••(J)  due  process  hearings,  including  re- 
quirements for  disclosure  of  evaluation  re- 
sults and  recommendations; 

'•(K)  State-level  appeals  (if  applicable  in 
that  State); 

••(L)  civil  actions;  and 

"(M)  attorney's  fees. 

"(e)  Medution.— 

••(1)  In  general.— Any  State  educational 
agency  or  local  educational  agency  that  re- 
ceives assistance  under  this  part  shall  ensure 
that  procedures  are  established  and  imple- 
mented to  allow  parties  to  disputes  involving 
the  provision  of  free  appropriate  public  edu- 
cation to  children  with  disabilities  by  any 
such  State  educational  agency  or  local  edu- 
cational agency  to  resolve  such  disputes 
through  a  mediation  process. 

••(2)  Requirements.— Such  procedures  shall 
meet  the  following  requirements: 

••(A)  The  procedures  shall  ensure  that  the 
mediation  process— 

••(i)  is  voluntary  on  the  part  of  the  parents 
and  may  be  terminated  by  either  party  after 
a  good  faith  effort  has  been  made  by  the 
party  terminating  the  mediation  process: 
and 

••(ii)  is  conducted  by  a  qualified  and  impar- 
tial mediator  who  is  trained  in  effective  me- 
diation techniques. 

"(B)  The  State  shall  maintain  a  list  of  in- 
dividuals who  are  qualified  mediators  and 
knowledgeable  in  laws  and  regulations  relat- 
ing to  the  provision  of  special  education  and 
related  services. 

••(C)  The  State  shall  bear  the  cost  of  the 
mediation  process. 

"(D)  Each  session  in  the  mediation  process 
shall  be  scheduled  in  a  timely  manner  and 
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shall  be  held  in  a  location  that  is  convenient 
to  the  parties  to  the  dispute. 

"(E)  An  agreement  reached  by  the  parties 
to  the  dispute  in  the  mediation  process  shall 
be  set  forth  in  a  written  mediation  agree- 
ment. 

"(F)  Discussions  that  occur  during  the  me- 
diation process  shall  be  confidential  and  may 
not  be  used  as  evidence  in  any  subsequent 
due  process  hearings  or  civil  proceedings, 
and  the  parties  to  the  mediation  process  may 
be  required  to  sign  a  confidentiality  pledge 
prior  to  the  commencement  of  such  process. 

"(G)  The  State  shall  determine  whether  or 
not  attorneys  may  attend  or  otherwise  par- 
ticipate in  the  mediation  process  after  offer- 
ing the  opportunity  for  parents  and  rep- 
resentatives of  school  districts  to  participate 
in  the  mediation  process  prior  to  any  due 
process  filing  without  attorneys  present. 

"(f)  IMPARTUL  Due  Process  Hearing.— 

"(1)  In  general.— Whenever  a  complaint 
has  been  received  under  section  614(d)(3)(B), 
or  subsection  (b)(6)  or  (k)  of  this  section,  the 
parents  involved  in  such  complaint  shall 
have  an  opportunity  for  an  impartial  due 
process  hearing  which  shall  be  conducted  by 
the  State  educational  agency  or  by  the  local 
educational  agency,  as  determined  by  State 
law  or  by  the  State  educational  agency. 

"(2)  DISCLOSURE  OF  EVALUATIONS  AND  REC- 
OMMENDATIONS.— 

"(A)  Lv  GENERAL.— At  least  10  school  days 
prior  to  a  hearing  conducted  pursuant  to 
paragraph  (1).  each  party  shall  disclose  to  all 
other  parties  all  evaluations  and  rec- 
ommendations based  on  the  offering  party's 
evaluations  which  the  party  intends  to  use 
at  the  hearing. 

"(B)  PROHiBrnoN.— Any  party  which  fails 
to  meet  the  requirement  of  subparagraph  (A) 
shall  be  barred  from  introducing  such  eval- 
uations and  recommendations  at  such  hear- 
ing. 

"(3)  LiMrrATION  ON  CONDUCT  OF  HEARING.— A 

hearing  conducted  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1) 
may  not  be  conducted  by  an  employee  of  the 
State  educational  agency  or  the  local  edu- 
cational agency  involved  in  the  education  or 
care  of  the  child. 

"(4)  ADCmONAL  REQUIREMENTS  WITH  RE- 
SPECT   TO    HEARINGS    FOR    CERT.\IN    CHILDREN 

WITH  DISABILITIES.- A  hearing  conducted  pur- 
suant to  paragraph  (1)  that  is  based  upon  a 
complaint  received  under  section  614(d)(3)(B) 
shall.  In  addition  to  the  requirements  con- 
tained in  this  subsection,  comply  with  the 
following  additional  requirements: 

"(A)  In  determining  whether  or  not  the  de- 
cision by  the  lEP  Team  to  change  the  place- 
ment of  the  child  is  justified  and  appro- 
priate, the  hearing  officer  shall,  at  a  mini- 
mum, review  the  information  under  clause 
(iii)  of  such  section. 

"(B)  The  child  shall  remain  in  the  current 
educational  placement  of  the  child  until  the 
hearing  officer  reaches  a  final  decision  under 
this  subsection. 

"(C)  The  hearing  officer  shall  make  a  de- 
termination of  findings  and  reach  a  final  de- 
cision not  later  than  20  days  after  the  first 
day  of  the  hearing,  or.  at  the  discretion  of 
the  hearing  officer,  not  later  than  30  days 
after  such  first  day  of  the  hearing. 

"(D)  The  placement  of  the  child,  including 
the  placement  of  the  child  during  any  due 
process  or  judicial  proceeding,  shall  be  deter- 
mined in  accordance  with  the  final  decision 
of  the  hearing  officer  under  this  subsection, 
unless  the  parents  and  the  State  or  local 
educational  agency  agree  otherwise. 

"(g)  APPEAL.— If  the  hearing  required  by 
subsection  (f)  is  conducted  by  a  local  edu- 
cational agency,  any  party  aggrieved  by  the 


findingrs  and  decision  rendered  in  such  a 
hearing  may  appeal  such  findings  and  deci- 
sion to  the  State  educational  agency.  Such 
agency  shall  conduct  an  impartial  review  of 
such  decision.  The  officer  conducting  such 
review  shall  make  an  independent  decision 
upon  completion  of  such  review. 

"(h)  SAFEGUARDS.— Any  party  to  a  hearing 
conducted  pursuant  to  subsection  (n,  or  an 
appeal  conducted  pursuant  to  subsection  (g), 
shall  be  accorded— 

"(1)  the  right  to  be  accompanied  and  ad- 
vised by  counsel  and  by  individuals  with  spe- 
cial knowledge  or  training  with  respect  to 
the  problems  of  children  with  disabilities: 

"(2)  the  right  to  present  evidence  and  con- 
front, cross-examine,  and  compel  the  attend- 
ance of  witnesses; 

"(3)  the  right  to  a  written,  or,  at  the  op- 
tion of  the  parents,  electronic  verbatim 
record  of  such  hearing:  and 

"(4)  the  right  to  written,  or,  at  the  option 
of  the  parents,  electronic  findings  of  fact  and 
decisions  (which  findings  and  decisions  shall 
be  made  available  to  the  public  consistent 
with  the  requirements  of  section  617(c)  (re- 
lating to  the  confidentiality  of  data,  infor- 
mation, and  records)  and  shall  also  be  trans- 
mitted to  the  advisory  panel  established  pur- 
suant to  section  612(a)(18)). 

"(i)  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROCEDURES.— 

"(1)  In  GENERAL.— a  decision  made  in  a 
hearing  conducted  pursuant  to  subsection  (0 
shall  be  final,  except  that  any  party  involved 
in  such  hearing  may  appeal  such  decision 
under  the  provisions  of  subsection  (g)  and 
paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection. 

"(2)  RIGHT  TO  BRING  CIVIL  ACTION.— 

"(A)  In  general. — Any  party  aggrieved  by 
the  findings  and  decision  made  under  sub- 
section (f)  who  does  not  have  the  right  to  an 
appeal  under  subsection  (g).  and  any  party 
aggrieved  by  the  findings  and  decision  under 
this  subsection,  shall  have  the  right  to  bring 
a  civil  action  with  respect  to  the  complaint 
presented  pursuant  to  this  section,  which  ac- 
tion may  be  brought  in  any  State  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction  or  in  a  district  court 
of  the  United  States  without  regard  to  the 
amount  in  controversy. 

"(B)    ADDITIONAL     REQUIREMENTS.— In     any 

action  brought  under  this  paragraph  the 
court— 

"(i)  shall  receive  the  records  of  the  admin- 
istrative proceedings; 

"(ii)  shall  hear  additional  evidence  at  the 
request  of  a  party:  and 

"(iii)  basing  its  decision  on  the  preponder- 
ance of  the  evidence,  shall  grant  such  relief 
as  the  court  determines  is  appropriate. 

"(3)  JURISDICTION  OF  DISTRICT  COURTS:  AT- 
TORNEYS' FEES.— 

"(A)  In  general.— The  district  courts  of 
the  United  States  shall  have  jurisdiction  of 
actions  brought  under  this  section  without 
regard  to  the  amount  in  controversy. 

"(B)   AWARD  OF  ATTORNEYS'    FEES.— In   any 

action  or  proceeding  brought  under  this  sec- 
tion, the  court,  in  its  discretion,  may  award 
reasonable  attorneys'  fees  as  part  of  the 
costs  to  the  parents  of  a  child  or  youth  with 
a  disability  who  is  the  prevailing  party. 

"(C)  DETERMINATION  OF  AMOUNT  OF  ATTOR- 
NEYS' FEES.— Fees  awarded  under  this  para- 
graph shall  be  based  on  rates  prevailing  in 
the  community  in  which  the  action  or  pro- 
ceeding arose  for  the  kind  and  quality  of 
services  furnished.  No  bonus  or  multiplier 
may  be  used  in  calculating  the  fees  awarded 
under  this  subsection. 

"(D)  PROHISmON  OF  ATTORNEYS'  FEES  AND 
RELATED    COSTS    FOR    CERTAIN    SERVICES. — (i) 

Attorneys'  fees  may  not  be  awarded  and  re- 
lated costs  may  not  be  reimbursed  in  any  ac- 


tion or  proceeding  under  this  subsection  for 
services  performed  subsequent  to  the  time  of 
a  written  offer  of  settlement  to  a  parent  if— 

"(I)  the  offer  is  made  within  the  time  pre- 
scribed by  Rule  68  of  the  Federal  Rules  of 
Civil  Procedure  or,  in  the  case  of  an  adminis- 
trative proceeding,  at  any  time  more  than 
ten  days  before  the  proceeding  begins: 

"(II)  the  offer  is  not  accepted  within  10 
days;  and 

"(HI)  the  court  or  administrative  hearing 
officer  finds  that  the  relief  finally  obtained 
by  the  parents  is  not  more  favorable  to  the 
parents  than  the  offer  of  settlement. 

"(ii)  Attorneys'  fees  may  not  be  awarded 
relating  to  any  meeting  of  the  lEP  Team  un- 
less such  meeting  is  convened  as  a  result  of 
a  judicial  action  or  proceeding. 

"(E)  EXCEPTION  TO  PROHIBrnON  ON  ATTOR- 
NEYS' FEES  AND  RELATED  COSTS.— Notwith- 
standing subparagraph  (D),  an  award  of  at- 
torneys' fees  and  related  costs  may  be  made 
to  a  parent  who  is  the  prevailing  party  and 
who  was  substantially  justified  in  rejecting 
the  settlement  offer. 

"(F)  Reduction  in  amount  of  attorneys' 
FEES. — Except  as  provided  in  subparagraph 
(G),  whenever  the  court  finds  that — 

"(i)  the  parent,  during  the  course  of  the  ac- 
tion or  proceeding,  unreasonably  protracted 
the  final  resolution  of  the  controversy: 

"(ii)  the  amount  of  the  attorneys'  fees  oth- 
erwise authorized  to  be  awarded  unreason- 
ably exceeds  the  hourly  rate  prevailing  in 
the  community  for  similar  services  by  attor- 
neys of  reasonably  comparable  skill  and  ex- 
perience; 

"(iii)  the  time  spent  and  legal  services  fur- 
nished were  excessive  considering  the  nature 
of  the  action  or  proceeding: 

"(iv)  the  attorney  representing  the  parent 
did  not  provide  to  the  school  district  the  ap- 
propriate information  in  the  due  process 
complaint  in  accordance  with  subsection 
(b)(7);  or 

"(v)  the  amount  of  attorneys'  fees  re- 
quested is  not  consistent  with  the  extent  of 
the  success  of  the  parents; 
the  court  shall  reduce,  accordingly,  the 
amount  of  the  attorneys'  fees  awarded  under 
this  subsection. 

"(G)  Exception  to  reduction  in  amount  of 
.ATTORNEYS'  FEES.— The  provisions  of  sub- 
paragraph (F)  shall  not  apply  in  any  action 
or  proceeding  if  the  court  finds  that  the 
State  or  local  educational  agency  unreason- 
ably protracted  the  final  resolution  of  the 
action  or  proceeding  or  there  was  a  violation 
of  this  section. 

"(j)  Maintenance  of  Current  Edu- 
cational Placement.- Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (k).  during  the  pendency  of  any 
proceedings  conducted  pursuant  to  this  sec- 
tion, unless  the  State  or  local  educational 
agency  and  the  parents  otherwise  agree,  the 
child  shall  remain  in  the  then  current  edu- 
cational placement  of  such  child,  or.  if  ap- 
plying for  initial  admission  to  a  public 
school,  shall,  with  the  consent  of  the  par- 
ents, be  placed  in  the  public  school  program 
until  all  such  proceedings  have  been  com- 
pleted. 

"(k)  Placement  in  alternative  Edu- 
cational Setting.— 

"(1)  AUTHORrn-  OF  school  personnel.— 
School  personnel  under  this  section  may.  to 
the  same  extent  as  a  court,  order  a  change  in 
the  placement  of  a  child  with  a  disability — 

■•(A)  to  an  appropriate  interim  alternative 
educational  setting,  another  setting,  or  sus- 
pension, for  not  more  than  10  school  days  (to 
the  extent  such  alternatives  would  be  ap- 
plied to  children  without  disabilities);  and 

"(B)  to  an  appropriate  interim  alternative 
educational  setting  for  the  same  amount  of 
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time  that  a  child  without  a  disability  would 
be  subject  to  discipline,  but  for  not  more 
than  an  additional  46  school  days  if— 

"(i)  the  child  carries  a  weapon  to  school  or 
to  a  school  function  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
a  State  or  a  local  educational  agency; 

"(ii)  the  child  possesses  or  uses  illegal 
drugs  or  sells  or  solicits  the  sale  of  medica- 
tions or  illegal  drugs  while  at  school  or  a 
school  function  under  the  jurisdiction  of  a 
State  or  local  educational  agency;  or 

"(iii)  the  child  causes  serious  injury  while 
at  school  or  at  a  school  function  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  a  State  or  a  local  educational 
agency. 

"(2)    ALTHORnr    OF    hearing    OFFICER.— A 

hearing  officer  under  this  section  may,  to 
the  same  extent  as  a  court,  order  a  change  in 
the  placement  of  a  child  with  a  disability  to 
an  appropriate  interim  alternative  edu- 
cational setting  for  not  more  than  45  school 
days  if— 

"(A)  the  maintenance  of  the  current  place- 
ment of  such  child  is  substantially  likely  to 
result  in  injury  to  the  child  or  to  others;  and 

"(B)  the  hearing  officer— 

"(i)  determines  that  the  public  agency  has 
demonstrated  by  substantial  evidence  that 
the  requirement  of  subparagraph  (A)  has 
been  met: 

"(ii)  considers  the  appropriateness  of  the 
child's  current  placement;  and 

"(iii)  considers  whether  the  public  agency 
hais  made  reasonable  efforts  to  minimize  the 
risk  of  harm  including  the  use  of  supple- 
mentary aids  and  services. 

"(3)  Determination  of  setting.— The  al- 
ternative educational  setting  described  in 
paragraph  (1)  or  paragraph  (2)  shall  be  deter- 
mined by  the  individualized  education  pro- 
gram team. 

"(4)    Manifestation    DETERMiNA'noN    re- 

■VIEW.— 

"(A)  In  general.— If  a  change  in  placement 
or  disciplinary  proceeding,  including  expul- 
sion, is  contemplated  as  a  result  of  an  action 
described  in  paragraph  (1)  or  paragraph  (2)— 

"(i)  not  later  than  3  school  days  after  the 
date  on  which  such  action  has  been  taken 
the  parents  shall  be  notified  of  such  action: 
and 

"(ii)  not  later  than  13  school  days  after  the 
date  on  which  such  action  has  been  taken  a 
review  shall  be  conducted  of  the  relationship 
between  the  child's  disability  and  the  behav- 
ior described  in  paragraph  (1). 

"(B)  Individuals  to  carry  olt  review.— a 
review  described  in  subparagraph  (A)  shall  be 
conducted  by  the  lEP  Team  and  other  quali- 
fied personnel. 

"(C)  Conduct  of  review.— 

"(i)  In  general.— In  carrying  out  a  review 
described  in  subparagraph  (A),  the  individ- 
uals described  in  subparagraph  (B)  shall  con- 
sider appropriate  factors,  including— 

"(I)  the  appropriateness  of  the  child's 
placement; 

"(II)  the  consistency  of  the  implementa- 
"tion  of  the  child's  entire  lEP.  including  the 
technical  soundness  of  the  behavior  strate- 
gies used; 

"(HI)  evaluation  and  diagnostic  results, 
which  may  include  any  such  results  supplied 
by  the  parents  or  guardian  of  the  child:  and 

"(IV)  observations  of  the  child. 

"(ii)  ADDmoNAL  requirements.- The  lEP 
Team  may  determine  that  the  behavior  of 
the  child  was  not  a  manifestation  of  such 
child's  disability  only  if  the  lEP  Team  first 
determines  that  the  disability— 

"(I)  did  not  impair  the  ability  of  the  child 
to  understand  the  impact  and  consequences 
of  the  behavior:  and 

"(II)  did  not  impair  the  ability  of  the  child 
to  control  the  behavior. 


"(5)  Determination  that  behavior  was 
MANIFESTATION  OF  DiSABiun'.— If  the  result 
of  the  review  described  in  paragraph  (4)  is  a 
determination  that  the  behavior  of  the  child 
with  a  disability  was  a  manifestation  of  such 
child's  disability  and  the  parents  of  such 
child  agree  with  such  determination,  the 
educational  placement  of  such  child  may  be 
changed.  If  the  parents  do  not  agree  with 
such  determination  or  with  such  changed 
educational  placement,  an  immediate  appeal 
may  be  made  to  a  hearing  officer  to  deter- 
mine whether  the  child's  placement  should 
be  changed.  Any  party  aggrieved  by  the  de- 
termination of  the  hearing  officer  may  initi- 
ate a  due  process  hearing  as  described  in  sub- 
section (f). 

"(6)  DETERMiNA'noN  THAT  BEHAVIOR  WAS 
NOT  MANIFESTATION  OF  DISABILTn'.- 

"(A)  In  GENERAL.— If  the  rcsult  of  the  re- 
view described  in  paragraph  (4)  is  a  deter- 
m-ination  that  the  behavior  of  the  child  with 
a  disability  was  not  a  manifestation  of  such 
child's  disability,  the  relevant  disciplinary 
procedures  applicable  to  children  without 
disabilities  may  be  applied  in  the  same  man- 
ner in  which  they  would  be  applied  to  chil- 
dren without  disabilities.  If  the  parents  do 
not  agree  with  such  application,  a  due  proc- 
ess hearing,  as  described  in  subsection  (f), 
may  be  initiated.  Any  determination  under 
paragrraph  (4)  that  a  child's  behavior  was  not 
a  manifestation  of  a  disability  shall  be  re- 
viewed by  a  hearing  officer  under  subsection 
(0.  whether  or  not  the  child's  parents  re- 
quest a  hearing,  before  educational  services 
to  the  child  may  be  terminated  under  this 
paragraph.  During  the  pendency  of  such  due 
process  procedures,  the  child  shall  continue 
to  receive  educational  services  in  the  alter- 
native educational  setting. 

"(B)  Special  rule.— Where  application  of 
the  relevant  disciplinary  procedures  in  sub- 
paragraph (A)  would  result  in  the  expulsion 
of  the  child  without  the  receipt  of  edu- 
cational services,  the  child  may  be  expelled 
only  if— 

"(i)  the  child  carries  a  weapon  to  school  or 
to  a  school  function  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
a  State  or  local  educational  agency;  or 

"(ii)  the  child  possesses  or  uses  illegal 
drugs  or  sells  or  solicits  the  sale  of  medica- 
tions or  illegal  drugs  while  at  school  or  a 
school  function  under  the  jurisdiction  of  a 
State  or  local  educational  agency. 

"(7)  EXPEDfTED  HEARING.— The  State  or 
local  educational  agency  shall  arrange  for  an 
expedited  hearing  in  any  case  described  in 
this  subsection  when  requested  by  the  par- 
ent. 

"(8)  ADOrriONAL  REQUIREMENTS.— 

"(A)  Maintenance  of  alternative  edu- 
CA^noNAL  setting.—  If  the  parent  of  a  child 
described  in  this  section  requests  a  hearing 
pursuant  to  subsection  (f),  the  child  shall  re- 
main in  the  alternative  educational  setting 
in  which  such  child  was  placed  during  the 
pendency  of  any  proceedings  under  this  sub- 
section, unless  the  parents  and  the  State  or 
local  educational  agency  agree  otherwise. 

■•(B)  Protections  for  children  not  yet 

ELIGIBLE  for  SPECIAL  EDUCA'nON  AND  RELAT- 
ED services.— 

"(i)  In  gen'ERal.— a  child  who  has  not  been 
determmed  to  be  eligible  for  special  edu- 
cation and  related  services  under  this  part 
and  who  has  engaged  in  behavior  that  vio- 
lated any  rule  or  code  of  conduct  of  the  local 
educational  agency,  including  any  behavior 
described  in  paragraph  (I),  may  assert  any  of 
the  protections  provided  for  in  this  part  if 
the  local  educational  agency  had  knowledge 
(as  determined  in  accordance  with  this  sub- 
paragraph) that  the  child  was  a  child  with  a 


disability  before  the  behavior  that  precip- 
itated the  disciplinary  action  occurred. 

"(ii)  Basis  of  knowledge.— A  local  edu- 
cational agency  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
knowledge  that  a  child  is  a  child  with  a  dis- 
ability if— 

"(I)  the  parent  of  the  child  has  expressed 
concern  in  writing  (unless  the  parent  is  illit- 
erate or  has  a  disability  that  prevents  com- 
pliance with  the  requirements  contained  in 
this  subclause)  to  personnel  of  the  appro- 
priate educational  agency  that  the  child  is  in 
need  of  special  education  and  related  serv- 
ices; 

"(II)  the  behavior  of  the  child  dem- 
onstrates the  need  for  such  services: 

"(ni)  the  parent  of  the  child  has  requested 
an  evaluation  of  the  child  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 614:  or 

"(IV)  the  teacher  of  the  child,  or  other  per- 
sonnel of  the  local  educational  agency,  has 
expressed  concern  about  the  behavior  of  the 
child  to  the  director  of  special  education  of 
such  agency  or  to  other  personnel  of  the 
agency. 

"(iii)  CoN-omoNS  that  apply  if  no  basis  of 
knowledge.— 

"(I)  In  GEN'ERAL.— If  a  local  educational 
agency  does  not  have  knowledge  that  a  child 
is  a  child  with  a  disability  (in  accordance 
with  clause  (ii))  prior  to  taking  disciplinary 
measures  against  the  child,  the  child  may  be 
subjected  to  the  same  disciplinary  measures 
as  measures  applied  to  children  without  dis- 
abilities, who  engaged  in  comparable  behav- 
iors consistent  with  paragraph  (2). 

"(II)  Limitations. — If  a  request  is  made  for 
an  evaluation  of  a  child  during  the  time  pe- 
riod in  which  the  child  is  subjected  to  dis- 
ciplinary measures  under  paragraph  (1),  the 
evaluation  shall  be  conducted  in  an  expe- 
dited manner.  If  the  child  is  determined  to 
be  a  child  with  a  disability,  taking  into  con- 
sideration information  f^m  the  evaluation 
conducted  by  the  agency  and  information 
provided  by  the  parents,  the  agency  shall 
provide  special  education  and  related  serv- 
ices in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this 
part,  except  that,  pending  the  results  of  the 
evaluation,  the  child  shall  remain  in  the  edu- 
cational placement  determined  by  school  au- 
thorities. 

"(C)  Referral  to  and  action  by  law  en- 
forcement AND  judicial  AUTHORmES.— 
Nothing  in  this  part  shall  be  construed  to 
prohibit  an  agency  from  reporting  a  crime 
committed  by  a  child  with  a  disability  to  ap- 
propriate authorities  or  to  prevent  State  law 
enforcement  and  judicial  authorities  from 
exercising  their  responsibilities  with  regard 
to  the  application  of  Federal  and  State  law 
to  crimes  committed  by  a  child  with  a  dis- 
ability. 

"(9)  Defintfions.- For  purposes  of  this  sub- 
section, the  following  definitions  apply: 

"(A)  Illegal  drug.— The  term  -illegal 
drug'— 

"(i)  means  a  controlled  substance  vrithin 
the  meaning  of  any  of  paragraphs  (1)  through 
(5)  of  section  202  of  the  Controlled  Sub- 
stances Act  (21  U.S.C  812);  but 

"(ii)  does  not  include  a  controlled  sub- 
stance within  the  meaning  of  paragraphs  (1) 
through  (5)  of  section  202  of  such  Act  if— 

"(I)  such  controlled  substance  is  legally 
possessed  or  used  under  the  supervision  of  a 
licensed  health  care  professional:  or 

"(II)  such  controlled  substance  is  legally 
possessed  or  used  under  any  other  authority 
under  such  Act  or  under  any  other  provision 
of  Federal  law. 

"(B)  SERIOUS  INJURY.— The  term  'serious 
injury'  means  an  injury  that  involves  sub- 
stantial risk  of  death,  extreme  physical  pain. 
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obvious  or  protracted  disfigurement,  loss  of 
the  use  of  bodily  members  or  organs,  broken 
bones,  or  significant  endangerment  to  an  in- 
dividual's emotional  health  or  safety  that  is 
the  result  of  a  physical  or  verbal  assault. 

"(C)  Weapon.— The  term  'weapon'  has  the 
meaning  given  the  term  "dangerous  weapon' 
under  paragraph  (2)  of  the  first  subsection  (g) 
of  section  930  of  title  18.  United  States  Code. 

"(1)  Rule  of  Construction.— Nothing  in 
this  part  shall  be  construed  to  restrict  or 
limit  the  rights,  procedures,  and  remedies 
available  under  the  Constitution,  the  Ameri- 
cans with  Disabilities  Act.  title  V  of  the  Re- 
habilitation Act  of  1973,  or  other  Federal 
laws  protecting  the  rights  of  children  with 
disabilities,  except  that  before  the  filing  of  a 
civil  action  under  such  laws  seeking  relief 
that  is  also  available  under  this  part,  the 
procedures  under  subsections  (f)  and  (g)  shall 
be  exhausted  to  the  same  extent  as  would  be 
required  had  the  action  been  brought  under 
this  part. 

"(m)  Transfer  of  Parental  Rights  at 
AGE  of  Majority.— 

"(1)  In  GENERAL.— a  State  that  receives 
amounts  from  a  grant  under  this  part  may 
provide  that,  when  a  child  with  a  disability 
reaches  the  age  of  majority  under  State  law 
(except  for  a  child  with  a  disability  who  has 
been  determined  to  be  incompetent  under 
State  law)— 

"(A)  the  public  agency  shall  provide  any 
notice  required  by  this  section  to  both  the 
individual  and  the  parents: 

"(B)  all  other  rights  accorded  to  parents 
under  this  part  transfer  to  the  child; 

"(C)SJ»-agency  shall  notify  the  individual 
and  tlie  parents  of  the  transfer  of  rights:  and 

"(DO  all  rights  accorded  to  parents  under 
this  part  transfer  to  children  who  are  incar- 
cerated in  an  adult  or  juvenile  Federal. 
State.  W  local  correctional  institution. 

"(2)  Special  rule.— If.  under  State  law,  a 
child  with  a  disability  who  has  reached  the 
age  of  majority  under  State  law  is  deter- 
mined not  to  have  the  ability  to  provide  in- 
formed consent  with  respect  to  the  edu- 
cational program  of  the  child,  the  State 
shall  establish  procedures  for  appointing  the 
parent  of  the  child,  or  another  appropriate 
individual,  to  represent  the  educational  in- 
terests of  the  child  throughout  the  period  of 
eligibility  of  the  child  under  this  part. 
"SEC.  61&  WITHBOLOINC  AND  JUDICIAL  REVIEW. 

"(a)  Withholding  of  Pati-ments.- 

"(1)  Ln  GENERAL.— Whenever  the  Secretary, 
after  reasonable  notice  and  opportunity  for 
hearing  to  the  State  educational  agency  in- 
volved (and  to  any  local  educational  agency 
or  State  agency  affected  by  any  failure  de- 
scribed in  subparagraph  (B)).  finds — 

"(A)  that  there  has  been  a  failure  by  the 
State  to  comply  substantially  with  any  pro- 
vision of  this  part:  or 

"(B)  that  there  is  a  failure  to  comply  with 
any  condition  of  a  local  educational  agency's 
or  State  agency's  eligibility  under  this  part: 

the  Secretary  shall,  after  notifying  the  State 
educational  agency,  withhold  any  further 
pajrments  to  the  State  under  this  part. 

"(2)  Nature  of  wtthholding.- If  the  Sec- 
retary withholds  further  payments  under 
paragraph  (1).  the  Secretary  may  determine 
that  such  withholding  will  be  limited  to  pro- 
grams or  projects,  or  portions  thereof,  af- 
fected by  the  failure,  or  that  the  State  edu- 
cational agency  shall  not  make  further  pay- 
ments under  this  part  to  specified  local  edu- 
cational agencies  or  State  agencies  affected 
by  the  failure.  Until  the  Secretary  is  satis- 
fied that  there  is  no  longer  any  failure  to 
comply  with  the  provisions  of  this  part,  as 
specified  in  subparagraph  (A)  or  (B)  of  para- 


graph (1).  no  further  payments  shall  be  made 
to  the  State  under  this  part,  or  payments  by 
the  State  educational  agency  under  this  part 
shall  be  limited  to  local  educational  agencies 
and  State  agencies  whose  actions  did  not 
cause  or  were  not  involved  in  the  failure,  as 
the  case  may  be.  Any  State  educational 
agency.  State  agency,  or  local  educational 
agency  that  has  received  notice  under  para- 
graph (1)  shall,  by  means  of  a  public  notice, 
take  such  measures  as  may  be  necessary  to 
bring  the  pendency  of  an  action  pursuant  to 
this  subsection  to  the  attention  of  the  public 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  such  agency. 

"(b)  Judicial  Review.— 

••(1)  In  general.— If  any  State  is  dissatis- 
fied with  the  Secretary's  final  action  with 
respect  to  the  eligibility  of  the  State  under 
section  612.  such  State  may.  not  later  than  60 
days  after  notice  of  such  action,  file  with  the 
United  States  court  of  appeals  for  the  circuit 
in  which  such  State  is  located  a  petition  for 
review  of  that  action.  A  copy  of  the  petition 
shall  be  forthwith  transmitted  by  the  clerk 
of  the  court  to  the  Secretai^r.  The  Secretary 
thereupon  shall  file  in  the  court  the  record 
of  the  proceedings  upon  which  the  Sec- 
retary's action  was  based,  as  provided  in  sec- 
tion 2112  of  title  28.  United  States  Code. 

"(2)  Jurisdiction:  re\iew  by  united 
STATES  SUPRE.ME  COURT.— Upon  the  filing  of 
such  petition,  the  court  shall  have  jurisdic- 
tion to  affirm  the  action  of  the  Secretary  or 
to  set  it  aside,  in  whole  or  in  part.  The  judg- 
ment of  the  court  shall  be  subject  to  review 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
upon  certiorari  or  certification  as  provided 
in  section  1254  of  title  28,  United  States 
Code. 

"(3)  Stand.^rd  of  review.— The  findings  of 
fact  by  the  Secretary,  if  supported  by  sub- 
stantial evidence,  shall  be  conclusive,  but 
the  court,  for  good  cause  shown,  may  remand 
the  case  to  the  Secretary  to  take  further  evi- 
dence, and  the  Secretary  may  thereupon 
make  new  or  modified  findings  of  fact  and 
may  modify  the  Secretary's  previous  action, 
and  shall  file  in  the  court  the  record  of  the 
further  proceedings.  Such  new  or  modified 
findings  of  fact  shall  likewise  be  conclusive 
if  supported  by  substantial  evidence. 
"SEC.  617.  ADMINISTRATION. 

"(a)  Responsibilities  of  Secretary.— In 
carrying  out  this  part,  the  Secretary  shall— 

"(1)  cooperate  with,  and  (directly  or  by 
grant  or  contract)  furnish  technical  assist- 
ance necessary  to.  the  State  in  matters  re- 
lating to— 

"(A)  the  education  of  children  with  disabil- 
ities: and 

"(B)  carrying  out  this  part:  and 

"(2)  provide  short-term  training  programs 
and  institutes. 

"(b)  Rules  and  Regulations.— In  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  this  part,  the  Secretary 
shall  issue  regulations  under  this  Act  only  to 
the  extent  that  such  regulations  are  nec- 
essary to  ensure  that  there  is  compliance 
with  the  specific  requirements  of  this  Act. 

"(c)  Confidentiality.— The  Secretary  shall 
take  appropriate  action,  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  section  444  of  the  General 
Education  Provisions  Act  (20  U.S.C.  1232g). 
to  assure  the  protection  of  the  confidential- 
ity of  any  personally  identifiable  data,  infor- 
mation, and  records  collected  or  maintained 
by  the  Secretary  and  by  State  and  local  edu- 
cational agencies  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  this  part. 

"(d)  Personnel.— The  Secretary  is  author- 
ized to  hire  qualified  personnel  necessary  to 
conduct  data  collection  and  evaluation  ac- 
tivities authorized  by  subsection  (a)  and  sec- 
tion 618  without  regard  to  the  provisions  of 


title  5,  United  States  Code,  relating  to  ap- 
pointments in  the  competitive  service  and 
without  regard  to  chapter  51  and  subchapter 
ni  of  chapter  53  of  such  title  relating  to  clas- 
sification and  general  schedule  pay  rates,  ex- 
cept that  no  more  than  twenty  such  person- 
nel shall  be  employed  at  any  time. 

"SEC.  618.  PROGRAM  INFORMATION. 

"(a)  In  General.— Each  State  that  receives 
assistance  under  this  part,  and  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  shall  provide  data,  which 
may  be  based  on  a  sampling  of  data,  each 
year  to  the  Secretary  on — 

"(1)  the  number  of  children,  categorized  by 
race,  ethnicity,  gender,  and  disability,  who 
are  receiving — 

"(A)  a  free  appropriate  public  education:  or 

"(B)  early  intet-vention  services  because — 

"(i)  such  children  have  developmental 
delays;  or 

"(ii)  such  children  have  a  diagnosed  phys- 
ical or  mental  condition  that  has  a  high 
probability  of  resulting  in  developmental 
delay: 

"(2)  the  progress  of  the  State,  and  of  the 
children  with  disabilities  in  the  State,  to- 
ward meeting  the  goals  established  under 
section  612(14); 

"(3)  the  types  of  early  intervention  serv- 
ices provided  to  such  children: 

"(4)  the  number  of  children  with  disabil- 
ities, categorized  by  race,  ethnicity,  gender. 
and  disability— 

"(A)  participating  in  regular  education 
programs: 

"(B)  in  separate  classes,  separate  schools 
or  facilities,  or  public  or  private  residential 
facilities: 

"(C)  who  have  been  otherwise  removed 
from  the  regular  education  environment:  and 

"(D)  in  various  early  intervention  settings: 

"(5)  for  each  year  of  age  from  age  14  to  21, 
the  number  of  children  with  disabilities,  cat- 
egorized by  race,  ethnicity,  gender,  and  dis- 
ability, who,  because  of  program  completion 
or  for  other  reasons,  stopped  receiving  spe- 
cial education,  and  the  reasons  why  such 
children  stopped  receiving  such  special  edu- 
cation; 

"(6)(A)  the  number  of  children  with  disabil- 
ities, categorized  by  race,  ethnicity,  gender, 
and  disability,  who,  under  section  615(k).  are 
removed  to  an  interim  alternative  edu- 
cational setting; 

"(B)  the  acts  or  items  precipitating  such 
removals:  and 

"(C)  the  number  of  children  with  disabil- 
ities who  are  expelled  from  school  without 
receiving  services:  and 

"(7)  any  other  information  required  by  the 
Secretary. 

"(b)  DiSPROPORTIONALrrY.— 

"(1)  In  general.— Each  State  that  receives 
assistance  under  this  part,  and  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  shall  provide  for  the  collec- 
tion and  examination  of  data  to  determine  if 
significant  djsproportionality  based  on  race 
is  occurring  in  the  State  with  respect  to — 

"(A)  the  identification  of  children  as  chil- 
dren with  disabilities,  including  the  identi- 
fication of  children  as  children  with  disabil- 
ities in  accordance  with  a  particular  impair- 
ment described  in  section  602(3):  and 

"(B)  the  placement  in  particular  edu- 
cational settings  of  such  children. 

"(2)  Review  and  revision  of  policies, 
PR.*cncES.  AND  PROCEDURES.— In  the  case  of  a 
determination  of  significant 

disproportionality  with  respect  to  the  identi- 
fication of  children  as  children  with  disabil- 
ities, or  the  placement  in  particular  edu- 
cational settings  of  such  children,  in  accord- 
ance with  paragraph  (1).  the  State  or  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  as  the  case  may  be. 
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shall  provide  for  the  review  and.  if  appro- 
priate, revision  of  the  policies,  procedures, 
and  practices  used  in  such  identification  or 
placement  to  ensure  that  such  policies,  pro- 
cedures, and  practices  comply  with  the  re- 
quirements of  this  Act. 

"SEC.  619.  PRESCHOOL  GRANTS. 

"(a)  In  Gen'ERal.- The  Secretary  shall  pro- 
vide grants  under  this  section  to  assist 
States  to  provide  special  education  and  re- 
lated services,  in  accordance  with  this  part— 

"(1)  to  children  with  disabilities  aged  3  to 
5,  inclusive;  and 

"(2)  at  the  State's  discretion,  to  2-year-old 
children  with  disabilities  who  will  turn  3 
during  the  school  year. 

"(b)  EUGiBiun'.— A  State  shall  be  eligible 
for  a  grant  under  this  section  if  such  State— 

"(1)  is  eligible  under  section  612  to  receive 
a  grant  under  this  part;  and 

"(2)  makes  a  free  appropriate  public  edu- 
cation available  to  all  children  with  disabil- 
ities, aged  3  to  5.  inclusive,  residing  in  the 
State. 

"(C)  AMOUNT.— 

"(1)  In  general.— From  the  amount  appro- 
priated for  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  the 
authorization  of  appropriations  under  sub- 
section (m).  the  Secretary  shall  allot  to  each 
eligible  State  the  amount  it  received  for  fis- 
cal year  1996  under  this  section  (as  this  sec- 
tion was  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  the  IDEA  Improvement 
Act  of  1996). 

"(2)  INSUFFICIENT  FUNDS.— 

"(A)  In  general.— If  the  amount  appro- 
priated under  subsection  (m)  for  a  fiscal  year 
is  insufficient  to  make  the  full  allotments 
described  in  paragraph  (1).  the  Secretar>- 
shall— 

"(i)  first,  reduce  the  allocation  to  any 
State  whose  number  of  children  aged  3  to  5. 
inclusive,  is  less  than  the  number  of  such 
children  in  such  State  in  fiscal  year  1995  by 
the  same  percentage  by  which  such  number 
of  children  declined  from  the  number  of  chil- 
dren in  fiscal  year  1995:  and 

"(ii)  second,  if  necessary,  i«,tably  reduce 
the  allocations  of  all  States,  including  those 
allocations  reduced  under  clause  (1). 

"(B)  AVAILABILm'  OF  ADDITIONAL  FUNDS.— 

If  additional  funds  become  available  to  make 
allocations  under  this  section,  the  alloca- 
tions that  were  reduced  under  subparagraph 
(A)  shall  be  increased  on  the  same  basis  as 
such  allocations  were  reduced. 

"(d)    ALLOTMENT    OF    REMAINING    FUNDS.— 

After  making  allotments  under  subsection 
(c).  the  Secretary  shall  allot  any  remaining 
funds  to  eligible  States  on  the  basis  of  their 
relative  population  of  children  aged  3  to  5. 
inclusive. 

"(e)  Special  Rule  With  Respect  to  Puer- 
to Rico.— Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  subsection,  the  amount  allotted 
to  Puerto  Rico  for  a  fiscal  year  shall  bear 
the  same  or  lower  proportion  to  the  amount 
appropriated  pursuant  to  subsection  (m)  as 
the  amount  received  by  Puerto  Rico  under 
this  section  for  fiscal  year  1996  bears  to  the 
aggregate  of  the  amounts  received  by  all 
States  under  this  section  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

"(f)  DETERMINATION  OF  POPULATION  FIG- 
URES.—For  the  purpose  of  providing  grants 
under  this  section,  the  Secretary  shall  use 
the  most  recent  population  data  that  are 
available  and  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary. 

"(g)  RESERVATION  FOR  ST.\TE  ACTIVITIES.— 

A  State  may  reserve  not  more  than  25  per- 
cent of  the  amount  allotted  to  the  State 
under  this  section  for  a  fiscal  year  for  ad- 
ministration and  other  State-level  activities 
in  accordance  with  subsections  (h)  and  (i). 
"(h)  State  admimstration.— 


"(1)  In  general.— A  State  may  use  up  to  3 
percent  of  the  amount  allotted  to  the  State 
under  this  section  for  a  fiscal  year  for  the 
purpose  of  administering  this  section,  in- 
cluding the  coordination  of  activities  under 
this  part  with,  and  providing  technical  as- 
sistance to.  other  programs  that  provide 
services  to  children  with  disabilities. 

"(2)  Use  of  amounts   for  ADMIXISTHA'nON 

OF  PART  c— If  the  State  educational  agency 
is  the  lead  agency  for  the  State  under  part  C. 
amounts  described  in  paragraph  (1)  may  also 
be  used  for  the  administration  of  such  part 
C. 

"(i)  Other  State-Level  AcrrvTriEs.- Each 
State  shall  use  any  funds  it  retains  under 
subsection  (g)  and  does  not  use  for  adminis- 
tration under  subsection  (h)— 

"(1)  for  support  services  (including  estab- 
lishing and  implementing  the  mediation 
process  required  by  section  615(d)).  which 
may  benefit  children  with  disabilities  young- 
er than  3  or  older  than  5  as  long  ais  those 
services  also  benefit  children  with  disabil- 
ities aged  3  to  5.  inclusive; 

"(2)  for  direct  services  for  children  eligible 
for  services  under  this  section; 

"(3)  to  develop  a  State  improvement  plan 
under  part  D: 

"(4)  for  activities  at  the  State  and  local 
levels  to  meet  the  performance  goals  estab- 
lished by  the  State  under  section  612(a)(14) 
and  to  support  implementation  of  the  State 
improvement  plan  under  part  D  if  the  State 
receives  funds  under  that  part;  or 

"(5)  to  supplement  other  funds  used  to  de- 
velop and  implement  a  Statewide  coordi- 
nated services  system  designed  to  improve 
results  for  children  and  families,  including 
children  with  disabilities  and  their  families, 
but  not  to  exceed  one  percent  of  the  amount 
received  by  the  State  under  this  section  for 
a  fiscal  year. 

"(j)  SUBGRANTS  TO  LOCAL  EDUCATIONAL 
AGENCIES.— 

"(1)    REQUIREMENT   TO    MAKE    SUBGRANTS.- 

Each  State  that  receives  a  grant  under  this 
section  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  distribute  at 
least  75  percent  of  the  grant  funds  to  local 
educational  agencies  in  the  State,  and  to 
State  agencies  that  received  funds  under  sec- 
tion 614A(a)  (as  such  section  was  in  effect  on 
the  day  before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  IDEA  Improvement  Act  of  1996)  for  fiscal 
year  1996,  that  have  established  their  eligi- 
bility under  section  613. 

"(2)  Methods  of  distribution.— A  State 
may  distribute  funds  under  paragraph  (1)  on 
the  basis  of— 

"(A)  total  school  age  population; 

"(B)  school  enrollment; 

"(C)  numbers  of  children  with  disabilities 
aged  3  to  5,  inclusive,  receiving  a  free  appro- 
priate public  education; 

"(D)  allocations  for  previous  fiscal  years; 

"(E)  any  two  or  more  of  the  factors  de- 
scribed in  subparagraphs  (A)  through  (D);  or 

•"(F)  poverty,  in  combination  with  one  or 
more  of  the  factors  described  in  subpara- 
graphs (A)  through  (D). 

"(k)  Part  C  In.O'Plicable  — Part  C  of  this 
Act  does  not  apply  to  any  child  with  a  dis- 
ability receiving  a  free  appropriate  public 
education,  in  accordance  with  this  part,  with 
funds  received  under  this  section. 

"(1)  Projobition  on  Consolidation  of 
Grants  for  Territories— The  provisions  of 
section  501  of  Public  Law  95-134  (48  U.S.C. 
1469a;  relating  to  the  consolidation  of  one  or 
more  grants  provided  to  certain  territories) 
shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  amounts  pro- 
vided to  a  territory  under  a  grant  under  this 
section. 

"(m)  authorization  of  appropriations.- 
For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  section. 


there  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the   Secretary  such  sums  as  may  be  nec- 
essary. 
"PART  C— INFANTS  AND  TODDLERS  WITH 

DISABILITIES 
-SEC.  631.  FINDINGS  AND  POUCY. 

••(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  finds  that 
there  is  an  urgent  and  substantial  need— 

"(1)  to  enhance  the  development  of  infants 
and  toddlers  with  disabilities  and  to  mini- 
mize their  potential  for  developmental 
delay; 

"(2)  to  reduce  the  educational  costs  to  our 
society,  including  our  Nation's  schools,  by 
minimizing  the  need  for  special  education 
and  related  services  after  infants  and  tod- 
dlers with  disabilities  reach  school  age; 

"(3)  to  minimize  the  likelihood  of  institu- 
tionalization of  individuals  with  disabilities 
and  maximize  the  potential  for  their  inde- 
pendently living  in  society: 

"(4)  to  enhance  the  capacity  of  families  to 
meet  the  special  needs  of  their  infants  and 
toddle:^  with  disabilities;  and 

"(5)  to  enhance  the  capacity  of  State  and 
local  agencies  and  service  providers  to  iden- 
tify, evaluate,  and  meet  the  needs  of  histori- 
cally underrepresented  populations,  particu- 
larly minority,  low-income,  inner-city,  and 
rural  populations. 

■•(b)  Policy.— It  is  therefore  the  policy  of 
the  United  States  to  provide  financial  assist- 
ance to  States — 

"(1)  to  develop  and  implement  a  statewide, 
comprehensive.  coordinated,  multidisci- 
plinary.  interagency  system  of  early  inter- 
vention services  for  infants  and  toddlers 
with  disabilities  and  their  families: 

"(2)  to  facilitate  the  coordination  of  pay- 
ment for  early  intervention  services  from 
Federal.  State,  local,  and  private  sources  (in- 
cluding public  and  private  insurance  cov- 
erage); and 

•'(3)  to  enhance  their  capacity  to  provide 
quality  early  intervention  services  and  ex- 
pand and  improve  existing  early  intervention 
services  being  provided  to  infants  and  tod- 
dlers with  disabilities  and  their  families. 

-SEC.  632.  DEFINmONS. 

•'As  used  in  this  part: 

"(1)     AT-RISK     LNFANT     OR     TODDLER.— The 

term  'at-risk  infant  or  toddler'  means  an  in- 
dividual under  3  years  of  age  who  would  be  at 
risk  of  experiencing  a  substantial  develop- 
mental delay  if  early  intervention  services 
were  not  provided  to  the  individual. 

"(2)  Council.— The  term  'council'  means  a 
State  interagency  coordinating  council  es- 
tablished under  section  641. 

"(3)  DEVELOPMENTAL  DELAY.— The  term  'de- 
velopmental delay',  when  used  with  respect 
to  an  individual  residing  in  a  State,  has  the 
meaning  given  such  term  by  the  State  under 
section  635(a)(1). 

"(4)  Early  intervention  services.— The 
term  'early  intervention  services'  means  de- 
velopmental services  which— 

■•(A)  are  provided  under  public  supervision: 

"(B)  are  provided  at  no  cost  except  where 
Federal  or  State  law  provides  for  a  system  of 
payments  by  families,  including  a  schedule 
of  sliding  fees: 

"(C)  are  designed  to  meet  the  develop- 
mental needs  of  an  infant  or  toddler  with  a 
disability  in  any  one  or  more  of  the  follow- 
ing areas— 

'•(i)  physical  development: 

"(ii)  cognitive  development; 

••(iii)  communication  development: 

••(iv)  social  or  emotional  development;  or 

"(V)  adaptive  development: 

"(D)  meet  the  standards  of  the  State  in 
which  they  are  provided,  including  the  re- 
quirements of  this  part: 
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"(E)  include— 

"(1)  family  training,  counseling,  and  home 
visits: 

"(ii)  special  instruction: 

"(iii)  speech-language  pathology  and  audi- 
ology  services: 

"(iv)  occupational  therapy: 

"(V)  physical  therapy: 

"(vi)  psychological  services: 

"(vii)  service  coordination  services: 

"(viii)  medical  services  only  for  diagnostic 
or  evaluation  purposes: 

"(ix)  early  identification,  screening,  and 
assessment  services: 

"(x)  health  services  necessary  to  enable 
the  infant  or  toddler  to  benefit  from  the 
other  early  Intervention  services; 

"(xi)  social  work  services: 

"(xii)  vision  services; 

"(xiii)  assistive  technology  devices  and  as- 
sistive technology  services:  and 

•'(xiv)  transportation  and  related  costs 
that  are  necessary  to  enable  an  infant  or 
toddler  and  the  infant's  or  toddler's  family 
to  receive  another  service  described  in  this 
paragraph: 

"(F)  are  provided  by  qualified  personnel, 
including— 

"(i)  special  educators: 

"(il)  speech-language  pathologists  and  au- 
diologrists: 

"(iii)  occupational  therapists: 

"(iv)  physical  therapists: 

"(V)  psychologists: 

"(vi)  social  workers; 

"(vii)  nurses; 

"(viii)  nutritionists: 

"(ix)  family  therapists: 

"(X)  orientation  and  mobility  specialists: 
and 

"(xi)  pediatricians  and  other  physicians: 

"(G)  to  the  maximum  extent  appropriate, 
are  provided  in  natural  environments,  in- 
cluding the  home,  and  community  settings 
in  which  children  without  disabilities  par- 
ticipate: and 

"(H)  are  provided  in  conformity  with  an  in- 
dividualized family  service  plan  adopted  in 
accordance  with  section  636. 

"(5)    LVFANT    OR   TODDLER    WTTH    A    DISABIL- 

nr.— The  term  -infant  or  toddler  with  a  dis- 
ability'— 

"(A)  means  an  individual  under  3  years  of 
age  who  needs  early  intervention  services  be- 
cause the  individual— 

"(i)  is  experiencing  developmental  delays. 
as  measured  by  appropriate  diagnostic  in- 
struments and  procedures  in  one  or  more  of 
the  areas  of  cognitive  development,  physical 
development,  communication  development, 
social  or  emotional  development,  and  adapt- 
ive development:  or 

"(ii)  has  a  diagnosed  physical  or  mental 
condition  which  has  a  high  probability  of  re- 
sulting in  developmental  delay:  and 

"(B)  may  also  include,  at  a  State's  discre- 
tion, at-risk  infants  and  toddlers. 
*SEC.  633.  GENERAL  AUTHORITY. 

"The  Secretary  shall,  in  accordance  with 
this  part,  make  grants  to  States  (from  their 
allocations  under  section  643)  to  assist  each 
State  to  maintain  and  implement  a  state- 
wide, comprehensive,  coordinated,  multi- 
disciplinary,  interagency  system  to  provide 
early  intervention  services  for  infants  and 
toddlers  with  disabilities  and  their  families. 

"SEC.  634.  EUCmaJTY. 

"In  order  to  be  eligible  for  a  grant  under 
section  633.  a  State  shall  demonstrate  to  the 
Secretary  that  the  State— 

"(1)  has  adopted  a  policy  that  appropriate 
early  intervention  services  are  available  to 
all  infants  and  toddlers  with  disabilities  in 
the  State  and  their  families,  including  In- 


dian infants  and  toddlers  with  disabilities 
and  their  families  residing  on  a  reservation 
geographically  located  in  the  State;  and 

"(2)  has  in  effect  a  statewide  system  that 
meets  the  requirements  of  section  635. 

"SEC.  633.  REQUIREMENTS  FOR  STATEWIDE  SYS- 
TE.M. 

"(a)  In  General.— a  statewide  system  de- 
scribed in  section  633  shall  include,  at  a  min- 
imum, the  following  components: 

"(1)  A  definition  of  the  term  "develop- 
mental delay'  that  will  be  used  by  the  State 
in  carrying  out  programs  under  this  part. 

"(2)  A  timely,  comprehensive,  multidisci- 
plinary  evaluation  of  the  functioning  of  each 
infant  or  toddler  with  a  disability  in  the 
State,  and  a  family-directed  identification  of 
the  needs  of  each  family  of  such  an  infant  or 
toddler,  to  appropriately  assist  in  the  devel- 
opment of  the  infant  or  toddler. 

"(3)  For  each  infant  or  toddler  with  a  dis- 
ability in  the  State,  an  individualized  family 
service  plan  in  accordance  with  section  636, 
including  service  coordination  services  in  ac- 
cordance with  such  service  plan. 

"(4)  A  comprehensive  child  find  system, 
consistent  with  part  B,  including  a  system 
for  making  referrals  to  service  providers 
that  includes  timelines  and  provides  for  par- 
ticipation by  primary  referral  sources. 

"(5)  A  public  awareness  program  focusing 
on  early  identification  of  infants  and  tod- 
dlers with  disabilities,  including  the  prepara- 
tion and  dissemination  by  the  lead  agency 
designated  or  established  under  paragraph  (8) 
to  all  primary  referral  sources,  especially 
hospitals  and  physicians,  of  information  for 
parents  on  the  availability  of  early  interven- 
tion services,  and  procedures  for  determining 
the  extent  to  which  such  sources  disseminate 
such  information  to  parents  of  infants  and 
toddlers. 

"(6)  A  central  directory  which  includes  in- 
formation on  early  intervention  services,  re- 
sources, and  experts  available  in  the  State 
and  research  and  demonstration  projects 
being  conducted  in  the  State. 

"(7)  A  comprehensive  system  of  personnel 
development,  including  the  training  of  para- 
professionals  and  the  training  of  primary  re- 
ferral sources  respecting  the  basic  compo- 
nents of  early  intervention  services  available 
in  the  State,  that  is  consistent  with  the 
comprehensive  system  of  personnel  develop- 
ment described  in  section  612(a)(13)  (or  with 
the  personnel  development  requirements  for 
State  improvement  plans  under  section  683) 
and  may  include — 

"(A)  implementing  innovative  strategies 
and  activities  for  the  recruitment  and  reten- 
tion of  early  education  service  providers; 

"(B)  promoting  the  preparation  of  early 
intervention  providers  who  are  fully  and  ap- 
propriately qualified  to  provide  early  inter- 
vention services  under  this  part; 

"(C)  training  personnel  to  work  in  rural 
and  inner  city  areas:  and 

"(D)  training  personnel  to  coordinate  tran- 
sition services  for  infants  and  toddlers 
served  under  this  part  from  an  early  inter- 
vention program  under  this  part  to  preschool 
or  other  appropriate  services. 

"(8)  Policiec  and  procedures  relating  to  the 
establishment  and  maintenance  of  standards 
to  ensure  that  personnel  necessary  to  carry 
out  this  part  are  appropriately  and  ade- 
quately prepared  and  trained,  including— 

"(A)  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of 
standards  which  are  consistent  with  any 
State  approved  or  recognized  certification, 
licensing,  registration,  or  other  comparable 
requirements  which  apply  to  the  area  in 
which  such  personnel  are  providing  early 
intervention  services:  and 


"(B)  subject  to  subsection  (b).  to  the  ex- 
tent such  standards  are  not  based  on  the 
highest  requirements  in  the  State  applicable 
to  a  specific  profession  or  discipline,  the 
steps  the  State  is  taking  to  require  the  re- 
training or  hiring  of  personnel  that  meet  ap- 
propriate professional  requirements  in  the 
State: 

except  that  nothing  in  this  part,  including 
this  paragraph,  prohibits  the  use  of  para- 
professionals  and  assistants  who  are  appro- 
priately trained  and  supervised,  in  accord- 
ance with  State  law,  regulations,  or  written 
policy,  to  assist  in  the  provision  of  early 
intervention  services  to  infants  and  toddlers 
with  disabilities  under  this  part. 

"(9)  A  single  line  of  responsibility  in  a  lead 
agency  designated  or  established  by  the  Gov- 
ernor for  carrying  out— 

"(A)  the  general  administration  and  super- 
vision of  programs  and  activities  receiving 
assistance  under  section  633.  and  the  mon- 
itoring of  programs  and  activities  used  by 
the  State  to  carry  out  this  part,  whether  or 
not  such  programs  or  activities  are  receiving 
assistance  made  available  under  section  633, 
to  ensure  that  the  State  complies  with  this 
part: 

"(B)  the  identification  and  coordination  of 
all  available  resources  within  the  State  from 
Federal,  State,  local  and  private  sources: 

"(C)  the  assignment  of  financial  respon- 
sibility in  accordance  with  section  637(a)(1) 
to  the  appropriate  agencies: 

"(D)  the  development  of  procedures  to  en- 
sure that  services  are  provided  to  infants  and 
toddlers  and  their  families  under  this  part  in 
a  timely  manner  pending  the  resolution  of 
any  disputes  among  public  agencies  or  serv- 
ice providers: 

"(E)  the  resolution  of  intra-  and  inter- 
agency disputes:  and 

"(F)  the  entry  into  formal  interagency 
agreements  that  define  the  financial  respon- 
sibility of  each  agency  for  paying  for  early 
intervention  services  (consistent  with  State 
law)  and  procedures  for  resolving  disputes 
and  that  include  all  additional  components 
necessary  to  ensure  meaningful  cooperation 
and  coordination. 

"(10)  A  policy  pertaining  to  the  contract- 
ing or  making  of  other  arrangements  with 
service  providers  to  provide  early  interven- 
tion services  in  the  State,  consistent  with 
the  provisions  of  this  part,  including  the 
contents  of  the  application  used  and  the  con- 
ditions of  the  contract  or  other  arrange- 
ments. 

"(11)  A  procedure  for  securing  timely  reim- 
bursement of  funds  used  under  this  part  in 
accordance  with  section  G40(a). 

"(12)  Procedural  safeguards  with  respect  to 
programs  under  this  part,  as  required  by  sec- 
tion 639. 

"(13)  A  system  for  compiling  data  re- 
quested by  the  Secretary  under  section  618 
that  relates  to  this  part. 

"(14)  A  State  interagency  coordinating 
council  that  meets  the  requirements  of  sec- 
tion 641. 

"(15)  Policies-  and  procedures  to  ensure 
that,  consistent  with  section  636(d)(5)— 

"(A)  to  the  maximum  extent  appropriate, 
early  intervention  services  are  provided  in 
natural  environments:  and 

"(B)  the  provision  of  early  intervention 
services  for  any  infant  or  toddler  occurs  in  a 
setting  other  than  a  natural  environment 
only  when  early  intervention  cannot  be 
achieved  satisfactorily  for  such  infant  or 
toddler  in  a  natural  environment. 
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"(b)  MODinCATION  OF  PERSONNEL  REQUIRE- 
MENT.— If  a  State  determines  that  the  re- 
quirement of  subsection  (a)(8)(B)  would  sig- 
nificantly inhibit  the  ability  of  the  State  to 
contract  with,  or  employ,  an  appropriate 
number  and  types  of  personnel  to  provide 
early  intervention  services  to  infants  and 
toddlers  with  disabilities  in  a  geographic  re- 
gion, the  State  may.  subject  to  public  notice 
and  comment,  temporarily  suspend  the  re- 
quirement for  the  region,  in  a  manner  con- 
sistent with  State  law  and  for  a  i)eriod  not 
exceeding  3  years,  with  respect  to  the  most 
qualified  available  individuals  in  shortage 
areas  who  are  making  annual  progress  in  &p- 
plicable  coursework. 

-SEC.    636.    INDIVIDUALIZED    FAMILY    SERVICE 
PLAN. 

"(a)  ASSESSMENT  AND  PROGRAM  DEVELOP- 
MENT.—A  Statewide  system  described  in  sec- 
tion 633  shall  provide,  at  a  minimum,  for 
each  infant  or  toddler  with  a  disability,  and 
the  infant's  or  toddler's  family,  to  receive — 

"(1)  a  multidisciplinary  assessment  of  the 
unique  strengths  and  needs  of  the  infant  or 
toddler  and  the  identification  of  services  ap- 
propriate to  meet  such  needs: 

"(2)  a  family-directed  assessment  of  the  re- 
sources, priorities,  and  concerns  of  the  fam- 
ily and  the  identification  of  the  supports  and 
services  necessary  to  enhance  the  family's 
capacity  to  meet  the  developmental  needs  of 
the  infant  or  toddler:  and 

"(3)  a  written  individualized  family  service 
plan  developed  by  a  multidisciplinary  team, 
including  the  parents,  as  required  by  sub- 
section (e). 

"(b)  Periodic  Review.— The  individualized 
family  service  plan  shall  be  evaluated  once  a 
year  and  the  family  shall  be  provided  a  re- 
view of  the  plan  at  6-month  intervals  (or 
more  often  where  appropriate  based  on  in- 
fant or  toddler  and  family  needs). 

"(c)  Promptness  after  Assessment.— The 
individualized  family  service  plan  shall  be 
developed  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the 
assessment  required  by  subsection  (a)(1)  is 
completed.  With  the  parents'  consent,  early 
intervention  services  may  commence  prior 
to  the  completion  of  such  assessment. 

"(d)  Content  of  Plan.— The  individualized 
family  service  plan  shall  be  in  writing  and 
contain— 

"(1)  a  statement  of  the  infant's  or  toddler's 
present  levels  of  physical  development,  cog- 
nitive development,  communication  develop- 
ment, social  or  emotional  development,  and 
adaptive  development,  based  on  objective 
criteria: 

"(2)  a  statement  of  the  family's  resources, 
priorities,  and  concerns  relating  to  enhanc- 
ing the  development  of  the  family's  infant  or 
toddler  with  a  disability: 

"(3)  a  statement  of  the  major  outcomes  ex- 
pected to  be  achieved  for  the  infant  or  tod- 
dler and  the  family,  and  the  criteria,  proce- 
dures, and  timelines  used  to  determine  the 
degree  to  which  progress  toward  achieving 
the  outcomes  is  being  made  and  whether 
modifications  or  revisions  of  the  outcomes 
or  services  are  necessary: 

"(4)  a  statement  of  specific  early  interven- 
tion services  necessary  to  meet  the  unique 
needs  of  the  infant  or  toddler  and  the  family, 
including  the  frequency,  intensity,  and 
method  of  delivering  services: 

"(5)  a  statement  of  the  natural  environ- 
ments in  which  early  intervention  services 
shall  appropriately  be  provided,  including  a 
justification  of  the  extent,  if  any.  to  which 
such  services  will  not  be  provided  in  a  natu- 
ral environment: 

"(6)  the  projected  dates  for  initiation  of 
services  and  the  anticipated  duration  of  such 
services; 


"(7)  the  identification  of  the  service  coor- 
dinator from  the  profession  most  imme- 
diately relevant  to  the  infant's  or  toddler's 
or  family's  needs  (or  who  is  otherwise  quali- 
fied to  carry  out  all  applicable  responsibil- 
ities under  this  part)  who  will  be  responsible 
for  the  implementation  of  the  plan  and  co- 
ordination with  other  agencies  and  persons: 
and 

"(8)  the  steps  to  be  taken  to  support  the 
transition  of  the  toddler  with  a  disability  to 
preschool  or  other  appropriate  services. 

"(e)  Parent.^  Consent.— The  contents  of 
the  individualized  family  service  plan  shall 
be  fully  explained  to  the  parents  and  in- 
formed written  consent  from  such  parents 
shall  be  obtained  prior  to  the  provision  of 
early  intervention  services  described  in  such 
plan.  If  such  parents  do  not  provide  such 
consent  with  respect  to  a  particular  early 
intervention  service,  then  the  early  inter- 
vention services  to  which  such  consent  is  ob- 
tained shall  be  provided. 

"SEC.    637.    state    APPUCATION    AND    ASSUR- 
ANCES. 

"(a)  Application.— A  State  desiring  to  re- 
ceive a  grant  under  section  633  shall  submit 
an  application  to  the  Secretary  at  such  time 
and  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary  may 
reasonably  require.  Such  application  shall 
contain — 

"(1)  a  designation  of  the  lead  agency  in  the 
State  that  will  be  responsible  for  the  admin- 
istration of  funds  provided  under  section  633: 

"(2)  a  designation  of  a  person  responsible 
for  assigning  financial  responsibility  among 
appropriate  agencies: 

"(3)  information  demonstrating  eligibility 
of  the  State  under  section  634.  including— 

"(A)  information  demonstrating  to  the 
Secretary's  satisfaction  that  the  State  has 
in  effect  the  statewide  system  required  by 
section  633:  and 

"(B)  a  description  of  services  to  be  pro- 
vided to  Infants  and  toddlers  with  disabil- 
ities and  their  families  through  the  system: 

"(4)  a  description  of  the  uses  for  which 
funds  will  be  expended  in  accordance  with 
this  part: 

"(5)  a  description  of  the  procedure  used  to 
ensure  that  resources  are  made  available 
under  this  part  for  all  geographic  areas  with- 
in the  State: 

"(6)  a  description  of  State  policies  and  pro- 
cedures that  ensure  that,  prior  to  the  adop- 
tion by  the  State  of  any  other  policy  or  pro- 
cedure necessary  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  this  part,  there  are  public  hearings,  ade- 
quate notice  of  the  hearings,  and  an  oppor- 
tunity for  comment  available  to  the  general 
public,  including  individuals  with  disabil- 
ities and  parents  of  infants  and  toddlers  with 
disabilities: 

"(7)  a  description  of  the  policies  and  proce- 
dures to  be  used — 

"(A)  to  ensure  a  smooth  transition  for  tod- 
dlers receiving  early  intervention  services 
under  this  part  to  preschool  or  other  appro- 
priate services,  including  a  description  of 
how— 

"(i)  the  families  of  such  toddlers  will  be  in- 
cluded in  the  transition  plans  required  by 
subparagraph  (C):  and 

"(ii)  the  lead  agency  designated  or  estab- 
lished under  section  635(a)  will— 

"(I)  notify  the  local  educational  agency  for 
the  area  in  which  such  a  child  resides  that 
the  child  will  shortly  reach  the  age  of  eligi- 
bility for  preschool  services  under  part  B.  as 
determined  in  accordance  with  State  law: 

"(II)  in  the  case  of  such  a  child  who  may  be 
eligible  for  such  preschool  services,  with  the 
approval  of  the  family  of  the  child,  convene 
a   conference  among  the  lead  agency,   the 


family,  and  the  local  educational  agency  at 
least  90  days  (and  at  the  discretion  of  all 
such  parties,  up  to  6  months)  before  the  child 
is  eligible  for  the  preschool  services,  to  dis- 
cuss any  such  services  that  the  child  may  re- 
ceive: and 

"(ni)  in  the  case  of  such  a  child  who  may 
not  be  eligible  for  such  preschool  services. 
with  the  approval  of  the  family,  make  rea- 
sonable efforts  to  convene  a  conference 
among  the  lead  agency,  the  family,  and  pro- 
viders of  other  appropriate  services  for  chil- 
dren who  are  not  eligible  for  preschool  serv- 
ices under  part  B.  to  discuss  the  appropriate 
services  that  the  child  may  receive: 

"(B)  to  review  the  child's  program  options 
for  the  period  from  the  child's  third  birthday 
through  the  remainder  of  the  school  year, 
and 

"(C)  to  establish  a  transition  plan;  and 

"(8)  such  other  information  and  assurances 
as  the  Secretary  may  reasonably  require. 

"(b)  ASSURANCES.— The  application  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (a)  shall  contain  the 
following; 

"(1)  A  satisfactory  assurance  that  the 
State  will— 

■•(A)  make  such  reports  in  such  form  and 
containing  such  information  as  the  Sec- 
retary may  require  to  carry  out  the  Sec- 
retary's functions  under  this  part:  and 

"(B)  keep  such  records  and  afford  such  ac- 
cess thereto  as  the  Secretary  may  find  nec- 
essary to  assure  the  correctness  and  verifica- 
tion of  such  reports  and  proper  disbursement 
of  Federal  funds  under  this  part. 

"(2)  A  satisfactory  assurance  that  Federal 
funds  made  available  under  section  633  will 
be  used  to  supplement  and  increase  the  level 
of  State  and  local  funds  expended  for  infants 
and  toddlers  with  disabilities  aind  their  fami- 
lies under  this  part  and  in  no  case  to  sup- 
plant such  State  and  local  funds. 

"(3)  Such  other  information  and  assur- 
ances as  the  Secretary  may  reasonably  re- 
quire by  regulation. 

"(c)  Standard  for  Disapproval  of  appli- 
cation.—The  Secretary  may  not  disapprove 
such  an  application  unless  the  Secretary  de- 
termines, after  notice  and  opportunity  for  a 
hearing,  that  the  application  fails  to  comply 
with  the  requirements  of  this  section. 

"(d)  Subseqlt:nt  State  application.— If  a 
State  has  on  file  with  the  Secretary  a  policy, 
procedure,  or  assurance  that  demonstrates 
that  the  State  meets  a  requirement  of  this 
section,  including  any  policy  or  procedure 
filed  under  part  H  (as  in  effect  before  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  the  IDEA  Imi)rove- 
ment  Act  of  1996),  the  Secretary  shall  con- 
sider the  State  to  have  met  the  requirement 
for  purposes  of  receiving  a  grant  under  this 
part. 

"(e)  Modification  of  APPUCA-noN.- An  ap- 
plication submitted  by  a  State  in  accordance 
with  this  section  shall  remain  in  effect  until 
the  State  submits  to  the  Secretary  such 
modifications  as  the  State  determines  nec- 
essary. This  section  shall  apply  to  a  modi- 
fication of  an  application  to  the  same  extent 
and  in  the  same  manner  as  this  section  apK 
plies  to  the  original  application. 
-SEC.  638.  USES  OF  FUNDS. 

'In  addition  to  using  funds  provided  under 
section  633  to  maintain  and  implement  the 
statewide  system  required  by  such  section,  a 
State  may  use  such  funds— 

"(1)  for  direct  early  intervention  services 
for  infants  and  toddlers  with  disabilities,  and 
their  families,  under  this  part  that  are  not 
otherwise  funded  through  other  public  or  pri- 
vate sources; 

••(2)  to  expand  and  improve  on  services  for 
infants  and  toddlers  and  their  families  under 
this  part  that  are  otherwise  available:  and 
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"(3)  to  provide  a  free  appropriate  public 
education,  in  accordance  with  part  B,  to 
children  with  disabilities  from  their  third 
birthday  to  the  beginning  of  the  following* 
school  year. 

■SEC.  639.  PROCEDURAL  SAFEGUARDS. 

•'(a)  Mi>nMUM  Procedures.— The  proce- 
dural safeguards  required  to  be  included  in  a 
statewide  system  under  section  635(a)(10) 
shall  provide,  at  a  minimum,  the  following: 

"(1)  The  timely  administrative  resolution 
of  complaints  by  parents.  Any  party  ag- 
grieved by  the  findings  and  decision  regard- 
ing an  administrative  complaint  shall  have 
the  right  to  bring  a  civil  action  with  respect 
to  the  complaint  in  any  State  court  of  com- 
petent jurisdiction  or  in  a  district  court  of 
the  United  States  without  regard  to  the 
amount  in  controversy.  In  any  action 
brought  under  this  paragraph,  the  court 
shall  receive  the  records  of  the  administra- 
tive proceedings,  shall  hear  additional  evi- 
dence at  the  request  of  a  party,  and.  basing 
its  decision  on  the  preponderance  of  the  evi- 
dence, shall  grant  such  relief  as  the  court  de- 
termines is  appropriate. 

"(2)  The  right  to  confldentiality  of  person- 
ally identifiable  information,  including  the 
right  of  parents  to  written  notice  of  and 
written  consent  to  the  exchange  of  such  in- 
formation among  agencies  consistent  with 
Federal  and  State  law. 

"(3)  The  right  of  the  parents  to  determine 
whether  they,  their  infant  or  toddler,  or 
other  family  members  will  accept  or  decline 
any  early  intervention  service  under  this 
part  in  accordance  with  State  law  without 
jeopardizing  other  early  intervention  serv- 
ices under  this  part. 

"(4)  The  opportunity  for  parents  to  exam- 
ine records  relating  to  assessment,  screen- 
ing, eligibility  determinations,  and  the  de- 
velopment and  implementation  of  the  indi- 
vidualized family  service  plan. 

"(5)  Procedures  to  protect  the  rights  of  the 
infant  or  toddler  whenever  the  parents  of  the 
child  are  not  Itnown  or  cannot  be  found  or 
the  child  is  a  ward  of  the  State,  including 
the  assignment  of  an  individual  (who  shall 
not  be  an  employee  of  the  State  or  any  per- 
son, or  any  employee  of  a  person,  providing 
early  Intervention  services  to  the  infant  or 
toddler  or  any  family  member  of  the  infant 
or  toddler)  to  act  as  a  surrogate  for  the  par- 
ents. • 

"(6)  Written  prior  notice  to  the  parents  of 
the  infant  or  toddler  with  a  disability  when- 
ever the  State  agency  or  service  provider 
proposes  to  initiate  or  chajnge  or  refuses  to 
initiate  or  change  the  identification,  evalua- 
tion, placement,  or  the  provision  of  appro- 
priate early  intervention  services  to  the  in- 
fant or  toddler  with  a  disability. 

•'(7)  Procedures  designed  to  assure  that  the 
notice  required  by  paragraph  (6)  fully  in- 
forms the  parents,  in  the  parents'  native  lan- 
guage, unless  it  clearly  is  not  feasible  to  do 
so.  of  all  procedures  available  pursuant  to 
this  section. 

"(8)  The  right  of  parents  to  use  mediation 
in  accordance  with  section  615(e).  except 
that— 

"(A)  any  reference  in  such  section  to  a 
State  educational  agency  shall  be  considered 
to  be  a  reference  to  a  State  s  lead  agency  es- 
tablished or  designated  under  section 
635(a)(8); 

"(B)  any  reference  in  such  section  to  a 
local  educational  agency  shall  be  considered 
to  be  a  reference  to  a  local  service  provider 
or  the  State's  lead  agency  under  this  part,  as 
the  case  may  be:  and 

"(C)  any  reference  in  such  section  to  the 
provision   of  free    appropriate   public   edu- 


cation to  children  with  disabilities  shall  be 
considered  to  be  a  reference  to  the  provision 
of  appropriate  early  intervention  services  to 
infants  and  toddlers  with  disabilities. 

"(b)  Services  During  PENDENCi"  of  Pro- 
ceedings.—During  the  pendency  of  any  pro- 
ceeding or  action  involving  a  complaint  by 
the  parents  of  an  infant  or  toddler  with  a 
disability,  unless  the  State  agency  and  the 
parents  otherwise  agree,  the  infant  or  tod- 
dler shall  continue  to  receive  the  appro- 
priate early  intervention  services  currently 
being  provided  or.  if  applying  for  initial  serv- 
ices, shall  receive  the  services  not  in  dispute. 

"SEC.  640.  PAYOR  OF  LAST  RESORT. 

"(a)  NoNSUBSirrunON.— Funds  provided 
under  section  643  may  not  be  used  to  satisfy 
a  financial  commitment  for  services  which 
would  have  been  paid  for  from  another  public 
or  private  source  but  for  the  enactment  of 
this  part,  except  that  whenever  considered 
necessarj-  to  prevent  a  delay  in  the  receipt  of 
appropriate  early  intervention  services  by  an 
infant,  toddler,  or  family  in  a  timely  fashion, 
funds  provided  under  section  643  may  be  used 
to  pay  the  provider  of  services  pending  reim- 
bursement from  the  agency  which  has  ulti- 
mate responsibility  for  the  payment. 

"(b)  Reduction  of  Other  Benefits.— Noth- 
ing in  this  part  shall  be  construed  to  permit 
the  State  to  reduce  medical  or  other  assist- 
ance available  or  to  alter  eligibility  under 
title  V  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (relating 
to  maternal  and  child  health)  or  title  XDC  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  (relating  to  medic- 
aid for  infants  or  toddlers  with  disabilities) 
within  the  State. 

"SEC.  641.  STATE  INTERAGENCY  COORDINATING 
COUNCIL 

"(a)  Establishment.— 

"(1)  In  GENERAL.— a  State  that  desires  to 
receive  financial  assistance  under  this  part 
shall  establish  a  State  interagency  coordi- 
nating council. 

"(2)  appointment.— The  council  shall  be 
appointed  by  the  Governor.  In  making  ap- 
pointments to  the  council,  the  Governor 
shall  ensure  that  the  membership  of  the 
council  reasonably  represents  the  population 
of  the  State. 

"(3)  Chairperson.— The  Governor  shall 
designate  a  member  of  the  council  to  serve 
as  the  chairperson  of  the  Council,  or  shall  re- 
quire the  council  to  so  designate  such  a 
member.  Any  member  of  the  council  who  is 
a  representative  of  the  lead  agency  des- 
ignated under  section  635(b)(8)  may  not  serve 
as  the  chairperson  of  the  council. 

"(b)  (^MPOsmoN.— 

"(1)  Ln  GENERAL.— The  council  shall  be 
composed  as  follows: 

"(A)  Parents.— At  least  20  percent  of  the 
members  shall  be  parents  of  infants  or  tod- 
dlers with  disabilities  or  children  with  dis- 
abilities aged  12  or  younger,  with  knowledge 
of,  or  experience  with,  programs  for  infants 
and  toddlers  with  disabilities.  At  least  one 
such  member  shall  be  a  parent  of  an  infant 
or  toddler  with  a  disability  or  a  child  with  a 
disability  aged  6  or  younger. 

"(B)  Service  providers.— At  least  20  per- 
cent of  the  members  shall  be  public  or  pri- 
vate providers  of  early  intervention  services. 

"(C)  State  legisl.^ture.- At  least  one 
member  shall  be  from  the  State  legislature. 

"(D)  Personnel  preparation.— At  least 
one  member  shall  be  involved  in  personnel 
preparation. 

"(E)  Agency  for  early  intervention 
services.— At  least  one  member  shall  be 
from  each  of  the  State  agencies  involved  in 
the  provision  of,  or  payment  for.  early  inter- 
vention services  to  infants  and  toddlers  with 
disabilities  and  their  families  and  shall  have 


sufficient  authority  to  engage  in  policy  plan- 
ning and  implementation  on  behalf  of  such 
agencies. 

"(F)  AGENCY  FOR  PRESCHOOL  SERVICES.— At 

least  one  member  shall  be  from  the  State 
educational  agency  responsible  for  preschool 
services  to  children  with  disabilities  and 
shall  have  sufficient  authority  to  engage  in 
policy  planning  and  implementation  on  be- 
half of  such  agency. 

"(G)  AGENCY  FOR  INSURANCE.— At  least  One 
member  shall  be  from  the  agency  responsible 
for  the  State  governance  of  insurance,  espe- 
cially in  the  area  of  health  insurance. 

"(H)  Head  start  agency.— a  representa- 
tive from  a  Head  Start  agency  or  program  in 
the  State. 

"(I)  A  representative  from  a  State  agency 
responsible  for  child  care. 

"(2)  Other  members.— The  council  may  in- 
clude other  members  selected  by  the  Gov- 
ernor, including  a  representative  from  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  or  where  there  is 
no  BIA  operated  or  funded  school,  from  the 
Indian  Health  Service  or  the  tribe/tribal 
council. 

"(c)  Meetings.— The  council  shall  meet  at 
least  quarterly  and  in  such  places  as  it 
deems  necessary.  The  meetings  shall  be  pub- 
licly announced,  and,  to  the  extent  appro- 
priate, open  and  accessible  to  the  general 
public. 

"(d)  Management  AUTHORm-.- Subject  to 
the  approval  of  the  CJovemor,  the  council 
may  prepare  and  approve  a  budget  using 
funds  under  this  part  to  conduct  hearings 
and  forums,  to  reimburse  members  of  the 
council  for  reasonable  and  necessary  ex- 
penses for  attending  council  meetings  and 
performing  council  duties  (including  child 
care  for  parent  representatives),  to  pay  com- 
pensation to  a  member  of  the  council  if  such 
member  is  not  employed  or  must  forfeit 
wages  from  other  employment  when  per- 
forming official  council  business,  to  hire 
staff,  and  to  obtain  the  services  of  such  pro- 
fessional, technical,  and  clerical  personnel  as 
may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  its  functions 
under  this  part. 

"(e)  Functions  of  CotraciL.— 

"(1)  Duties.— The  council  shall— 

"(A)  advise  and  assist  the  lead  agency  des- 
ignated or  established  under  section  635(b)(8) 
in  the  performance  of  the  responsibilities  set 
out  in  such  section,  particularly  the  identi- 
fication of  the  sources  of  fiscal  and  other 
support  for  services  for  early  intervention 
programs,  assignment  of  financial  respon- 
sibility to  the  appropriate  agency,  and  the 
promotion  of  the  interagency  agreements: 

"(B)  advise  and  assist  the  lead  agency  in 
the  preparation  of  applications  and  amend- 
ments thereto; 

"(C)  advise  and  assist  the  State  edu- 
cational agency  regarding  the  transition  of 
toddlers  with  disabilities  to  preschool  and 
other  appropriate  services:  and 

"(D)  prepare  and  submit  an  annual  report 
to  the  Governor  and  to  the  Secretary  on  the 
status  of  early  intervention  programs  for  in- 
fants and  toddlers  with  disabilities  and  their 
families  operated  within  the  State. 

"(2)  AUTHORIZED  Acnvm-.- The  council 
may  advise  and  assist  the  lead  agency  and 
the  State  educational  agency  regarding  the 
provision  of  appropriate  services  for  children 
aged  birth  to  5,  inclusive. 

"(0  CoNFUCT  OF  Interest.— No  member  of 
the  council  shall  cast  a  vote  on  any  matter 
which  would  provide  direct  financial  benefit 
to  that  member  or  otherwise  give  the  ap- 
pearance of  a  conflict  of  interest  under  State 
law. 
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-SEC.  642.  FEDERAL  ADMINISTRATION. 

"Sections  616.  617,  618.  and  620  shall,  to  the 
extent  not  inconsistent  with  this  part,  apply 
to  the  program  authorized  by  this  part,  ex- 
cept that — 

"(1)  any  reference  in  such  sections  to  a 
State  educational  agency  shall  be  considered 
to  be  a  reference  to  a  State's  lead  agency  es- 
tablished or  designated  under  section 
635(a)(8); 

"(2)  any  reference  in  such  sections  to  a 
local  educational  agency,  educational  serv- 
ice agency,  or  a  State  agency  shall  be  consid- 
ered to  be  a  reference  to  an  early  interven- 
tion service  provider  under  this  part;  and 

"(3)  any  reference  to  the  education  of  chil- 
dren with  disabilities  or  the  education  of  all 
children  with  disabilities  shall  be  considered 
to  be  a  reference  to  the  provision  of  appro- 
priate early  intervention  services  to  infants 
and  toddlers  with  disabilities. 

"SEC.  643.  ALLOCATION  OF  FUNDS. 

"(a)  Reservation  of  Funds  for  Terri- 
tories.— 

"(1)  In  general. — From  the  sums  appro- 
priated to  carry  out  this  part  for  any  fiscal 
year,  the  Secretary  may  reserve  up  to  one 
percent  for  pajrments  to  Guam.  American 
Samoa,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  the  Common- 
wealth of  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands  in 
accordance  with  their  respective  needs. 

"(2)  CONSOUDA'noN  OF  FUNDS.— The  provi- 
sions of  Public  Law  95-134.  permitting  the 
consolidation  of  grants  to  the  territories, 
shall  not  apply  to  funds  those  areas  receive 
under  this  part. 

"(b)  PAYMEN-TS  TO  INDLUCS.— 

"(1)  In  general.— The  Secretary  shall,  sub- 
ject to  this  subsection,  make  payments  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  be  distrib- 
uted to  tribes,  tribal  organizations  (as  de- 
fined under  section  4  of  the  Indian  Self-De- 
termination  and  Education  Assistance  Act). 
or  consortia  of  the  above  entities  for  the  co- 
ordination of  assistance  in  the  provision  of 
early  intervention  services  by  the  States  to 
infants  and  toddlers  with  disabilities  and 
their  families  on  reservations  served  by  ele- 
mentary and  secondary  schools  for  Indian 
children  operated  or  funded  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior.  The  aimount  of  such 
payment  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  1.25  per- 
cent of  the  aggregate  of  the  amount  avail- 
able to  all  States  under  this  part  for  such  fis- 
cal year. 

"(2)  ALLOCATION.— For  each  fiscal  year,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  distribute  the 
entire  payment  received  under  paragraph  (1) 
by  providing  to  each  tribe,  tribal  organiza- 
tion, or  consortium  an  amount  based  on  the 
number  of  infants  and  toddlers  residing  on 
the  reservation  as  determined  annually  di- 
vided by  the  total  of  such  children  served  by 
all  tribes,  tribal  organizations,  or  consortia. 

"(3)  Information. — To  receive  a  payment 
under  this  paragraph,  the  tribe,  tribal  orga- 
nization, or  consortia  shall  submit  such  in- 
formation to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  as 
is  needed  to  determine  the  amounts  to  be  al- 
located under  paragraph  (2). 

"(4)  Use  of  fu-nds.— The  funds  received  by 
a  tribe,  tribal  organization,  or  consortia 
shall  be  used  to  assist  States  in  child  find, 
screening,  and  other  procedures  for  the  early 
identification  of  Indian  children  under  3 
years  of  age  and  for  parent  training.  Such 
funds  may  also  be  used  to  provide  early 
intervention  services  in  accordance  with  this 
part.  Such  activities  may  be  carried  out  di- 
rectly or  through  contracts  or  cooperative 
agreements  with  the  BIA.  local  educational 
agencies,  and  other  public  or  private  non- 
profit organizations.  The  tribe,  tribal  organi- 
zation, or  consortia  is  encouraged  to  involve 


Indian  parents  in  the  development  and  Im- 
plementation of  these  activities.  The  above 
entities  shall,  as  appropriate,  make  referrals 
to  local.  State,  or  Federal  entities  for  the 
provision  of  services  or  further  diagnosis. 

"(5)  Reports.— To  be  eligible  to  receive  a 
grant  under  paragraph  (2),  a  tribe,  tribal  or- 
ganization, or  consortia  shall  make  a  bien- 
nial report  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of 
activities  undertaken  under  this  subsection, 
including  the  number  of  contracts  and  coop- 
erative agreements  entered  into,  the  number 
of  children  contacted  and  receiving  services 
for  each  year,  and  the  estimated  number  of 
children  needing  services  during  the  2  years 
following  the  year  in  which  the  report  is 
made.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  in- 
clude a  summary  of  this  information  on  a  bi- 
ennial basis  to  the  Secretary  of  Education 
along  with  such  other  information  as  re- 
quired under  section  611(f)(3)(D).  The  Sec- 
retary of  Education  may  require  any  addi- 
tional information  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior. 

"(6)  PRoraBiTED  uses  OF  FUNDS.— None  of 
the  funds  under  this  subsection  may  be  used 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  adminis- 
trative purposes,  including  child  count,  and 
the  provision  of  technical  assistance. 

"(c)  State  allotments.— 

"(1)  In  GENERAL. — Except  as  provided  in 
paragraphs  (2).  (3),  and  (4).  from  the  funds  re- 
maining for  each  fiscal  year  after  the  res- 
ervation and  payments  under  subsections  (a) 
and  (b),  the  Secretary  shall  first  allot  to 
each  State  an  amount  that  bears  the  same 
ratio  to  the  amount  of  such  remainder  as  the 
number  of  infants  and  toddlers  in  the  State 
bears  to  the  number  of  infants  and  toddlers 
in  all  States. 

"(2)  Minimum  allotments.— Except  as  pro- 
vided in  paragraphs  (3)  and  (4).  no  State  shall 
receive  an  amount  under  this  section  for  any 
fiscal  year  that  is  less  than  the  greatest  of— 

"(A)  one-half  of  one  percent  of  the  remain- 
ing amount  described  in  paragraph  (1);  or 

"(B)  S500.000. 

"(3)  SPECLAL  rule  for  1»7  through  1999.— 

"(A)  In  general. — Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (4).  no  State  may  receive  an 
amount  under  this  section  for  any  of  the  fis- 
cal years  1997  through  1999  that  is  less  than 
the  sum  of  the  amount  such  State  received 
for  fiscal  year  1994  under— 

"(i)  part  H  (as  in  effect  on  the  day  before 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  IDEA  Im- 
provement Act  of  1996);  and 

"(ii)  subpart  2  of  part  D  of  chapter  1  of 
title  I  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Edu- 
cation Act  of  1965  (as  in  effect  on  the  day  be- 
fore the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Im- 
proving America's  Schools  Act  of  1994)  for 
children  with  disabilities  under  3  years  of 
age. 

"(B)  Exception.— If.  for  fiscal  year  1998  or 
1999.  the  number  of  infants  and  toddlers  in  a 
State,  as  determined  under  paragraph  (1).  is 
less  than  the  number  of  infants  and  toddlers 
so  determined  for  fiscal  year  1994.  the 
amount  determined  under  subparagraph  (A) 
for  the  State  shall  be  reduced  by  the  same 
percentage  by  which  the  number  of  such  in- 
fants and  toddlers  so  declined. 

"(4)  Ratable  reduction.— 

"(A)  In  general. — If  the  sums  made  avail- 
able under  this  part  for  any  fiscal  year  are 
insufficient  to  pay  the  full  amounts  that  all 
States  are  eligible  to  receive  under  this  sub- 
section for  such  year,  the  Secretary  shall 
ratably  reduce  the  allocations  to  such  States 
for  such  year. 

"(B)  Additional  funds.— If  additional 
funds  become  available  for  making  payments 
under  this  subsection  for  a  fiscal  year,  allo- 


cations that  were  reduced  under  subpara- 
graph (A)  shall  be  increased  on  the  same 
basis  as  such  allocations  were  reduced. 

"(5)  DEFiNmoNS.— For  the  purpose  of  this 
subsection — 

"(A)  the  terms  "infants'  and  "toddlers' 
mean  children  under  3  years  of  age;  and 

'•(B)  the  term  'State'  means  each  of  the  50 
States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  the 
Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico. 

"(d)  Reallotment  of  Funds.— If  a  State 
elects  not  to  receive  its  allotment  under  sub- 
section (c).  the  Secretary  shall  reallot, 
among  the  remaining  States,  amounts  from 
such  State  in  accordance  with  such  sub- 
section. 

-SEC.  644.  ALTHORIZA-nON  OF  APPROPIUA'nONS. 

"For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  part, 
there  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  each  of  the  fis- 
cal years  1997  through  2001. 
"PART  D— NA-nONAL  ACTIVmES  TO  IM- 
PROVE EDUCA'nON  OF  CHILDREN  WITH 
DISABnJTIES 
-SEC.  651.  PURPOSE  OF  PART. 

"The  purpose  of  this  part  is  to  support  na- 
tional. State,  and  local  activities  aimed  at 
improving  educational,  early  intervention, 
and  transitional  services  and  opportunities 
for  children  with  disabilities. 

-SEC.  652.  EUCIBIUTY  FOR  FINANCIAL  ASSIST- 
ANCE. 

"No  State.  State  educational  agency,  local 
educational  agency,  educational  service 
agency,  or  other  public  institution  or  agency 
may  receive  a  grant,  contract,  or  cooperative 
agreement  under  this  part  which  relates  ex- 
clusively to  programs,  projects,  and  activi- 
ties for  children  aged  3  to  5,  inclusive,  unless 
the  State,  or.  in  the  case  of  an  agency  or  in- 
stitution, the  State  in  which  the  agency  or 
institution  is  located,  is  eligible  to  receive  a 
grant  under  section  619. 

-SEC.  653.  COMPREHENSIVE  PLAN. 

"(a)  In  General.— The  Secretary  shall  de- 
velop and  implement  a  comprehensive  plan 
for  ongoing  activities  conducted  by  the  Sec- 
retary under  this  part. 

"(b)  Use  of  Knowledge  in  Developing 
Plan. — To  the  maximum  extent  appropriate. 
the  Secretary  shall  ensure  that  the  plan  is 
based  upon  the  knowledge  gained  from  re- 
search on  practices  that  have  been  proven  ef- 
fective in  improving  the  achievement  of  chil- 
dren with  disabilities. 

"(c)  Consultation.- In  developing  the 
plan,  the  Secretary  shall  consult  the  follow- 
ing persons: 

"(1)  Individuals  with  disabilities. 

""(2)  Parents  of  children  with  disabilities. 

"(3)  Representatives  of  State  and  local 
educational  agencies  and  educational  service 
agencies. 

"'(4)  Private  schools. 

'"(5)  Institutions  of  higher  education. 

"(6)  Other  Federal  agencies. 

"(7)  The  National  Council  on  Disability. 

"(8)  National  organizations  with  an  inter- 
est in,  and  expertise  in.  providing  services  to 
children  with  disabilities  and  their  families. 

"(9)  Any  other  professionals  determined 
appropriate  by  the  Secretary. 

""(d)  Deadline.— The  plan  shall  be  devel- 
oped  not  later   than   the   date   that   is  12 
months  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  IDEA  Improvement  Act  of  1996. 
-SEC.  654.  PEER  REVIEW. 

"(a)  In  General.— The  Secretary  shall  use 
a  panel  of  experts  who  are  competent,  by  vir- 
tue of  their  training,  expertise,  or  experi- 
ence, to  evaluate  an  application  under  this 
part  that  requests  more  than  S75.000  in  Fed- 
eral financial  assistance. 
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"(b)  COMPOSITION  OF  Panel.— A  majority  of 
a  panel  described  in  subsection  (a)  shall  be 
composed  of  individuals  who  are  not  employ- 
ees of  the  Federal  Government. 

"(c)  Payment  of  Fees  and  Expenses  of 
Certain  Members.— The  Secretary  may  use 
available  funds  appropriated  to  carry  out 
this  part  to  pay  the  expenses  and  fees  of 
panel  members  who  are  not  employees  of  the 
Federal  Government. 

"SEC.  655.  EUCIBLE  APPUCANTS. 

"Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  part, 
the  persons  who,  and  the  agencies  that,  may 
apply  for  receipt  of  grants,  contracts,  or  co- 
operative a^eements  under  this  part  are  the 
following: 

"(1)  Institutions  of  higher  education. 

"(2)  State  educational  agencies. 

"(3)  Local  educational  agencies. 

"(4)  Educational  service  agencies. 

"(5)  Other  public  agencies. 

"(6)  Private  nonprofit  organizations. 

"(7)  Indian  tribes  and  tribal  organizations 
(as  defined  under  section  4  of  the  Indian  Self- 
Determination  and  Education  Assistance 
Act). 

"(8)  For-profit  organizations. 

•SEC.  656l  APPUCANT  AND  RECIPIENT  RESPON- 
SIBIUTIES. 

"(a)  GENERAL  Requirements  on  Appli- 
cants AND  Recipients.— The  Secretary  may 
not  make  a  grant  to,  or  enter  into  a  contract 
or  cooperative  agreement  with,  a  person  or 
agency  under  this  part  unless— 

•'(1)  the  person  or  agency  involves  individ- 
uals with  disabilities,  and  parents  of  children 
with  disabilities,  in  planning,  implementing, 
and  evaluating  activities  conducted  under 
the  grant,  contract,  or  agreement; 

"(2)  the  person  or  agency,  where  appro- 
priate, evaluates  the  potential  for  replica- 
tion and  widespread  adoption  of  such  activi- 
ties; and 

"(3)  the  person  or  agency  prepares  their 
findings  and  work  product  in  a  format  useful 
for  a  specific  audience  specified  by  the  Sec- 
retary, such  as  parents,  administrators, 
teachers,  early  intervention  personnel,  relat- 
ed services  personnel,  or  individuals  with 
disabilities. 

"(b)  ADDmONAL  REQUmE.MENTS  IMPOSED  AT 

Discretion  of  Secretary.— The  Secretary 
may  require  that  a  person  who,  or  agency 
that,  is  awarded  a  grant,  contract,  or  cooper- 
ative agreement  under  this  part— 

"(1)  assume  a  portion  of  the  cost  of  carry- 
ing out  the  grant,  contract,  or  agreement; 

"(2)  disseminate  the  findings  and  work 
product  of  the  person  or  agency:  and 

"(3)  collaborate  with  other  such  persons 
and  agencies. 

•SEC.  S57.  indirect  COSTS. 

"The  Secretary— 

"(1)  may  not  permit  any  recipient  of  Fed- 
eral funds  under  this  part  to  use  more  than 
25  percent  of  such  funds  for  indirect  costs; 
and 

"(2)  may  further  limit  the  extent  to  which 
any  such  recipient  may  use  such  funds  for 
such  costs. 

•SEC.  638.  PROGRAM  EVALUATION. 

"The    Secretary    may    use    funds    appro- 
priated to  carry  out  this  part  to  evaluate 
any  activity  carried  out  under  this  part. 
"Subpart  1 — ^National  Research  and 
Improvement  Activities 

-SEC.    661.     GENERAL    AUTHORITY    TO     MAKE 
AWARO& 

"The  Secretary  may  make  grants  to.  and 
enter  into  contracts  and  cooperative  agree- 
ments with,  ellgrible  entities  to  carry  out  re- 
search and  improvement  ..ccivities  that  fur- 
ther t^e  purpose  of  this  part  and  are  consist- 


ent with  the  priorities  established  under  sec- 
tion 662. 

•SEC.  662.  PRIORITIES. 

"(a)  IN  GENER.\L. — In  making  awards  under 
this  subpart,  the  Secretary  may,  without  re- 
gard to  the  rule  making  procedures  under 
section  553  of  title  5.  United  States  Code, 
limit  such  awards  to.  or  otherwise  give  prior- 
ity to— 

"(1)  projects  that  address  the  improvement 
of  the  academic  performance  of  children 
with  disabilities; 

"(2)  projects  that  address  one  or  more — 

••(A)  age  ranges; 

••(B)  disabilities; 

••(C)  grades  in  school; 

"■(D)  types  of  educational  placements  or 
early  intervention  environments; 

"(E)  types  of  services;  or 

"(F)  content  areas  such  as  reading; 

"(3)  projects  that  address  the  needs  of  chil- 
dren based  on  the  severity  of  their  disability; 

"(4)  projects  that  address  the  needs  of— 

"(A)  low-achieving  students; 

"(B)  underserved  populations; 

"(C)  children  from  low-income  families; 

••(D)  children  with  limited  English  pro- 
ficiency; 

•'(E)  unserved  and  underserved  areas; 

••(F)  particular  types  of  geographic  areas, 
such  as  inner-city  or  rural  areas;  or 

■•(G)  Institutionalized  children  in  juvenile 
and  adult  correctional  institutions; 

••(5)  any  activity  that  is  expressly  author- 
ized in  this  title; 

"(6)  a  large-scale  longitudinal  study  de- 
signed to  provide  information  on  the  long- 
term  impact  of  education  agency  discipli- 
nary procedures  on  children  with  disabil- 
ities; 

"(7)  research  and  development  projects  in- 
cluding— 

"(A)  projects  that  advance  knowledge 
about — 

••(i)  teaching  and  learning  practices,  and 
assessment  techniques,  instruments,  and 
strategies,  including  behavioral  strategies, 
that  lead  to  improved  results  for  children 
with  disabilities; 

••(ii)  the  developmental  and  learning  char- 
acteristics of  children  with  disabilities  in  a 
manner  that  will  improve  the  desigrn  and  ef- 
fectiveness of  interventions  and  instruction; 
or 

"(iii)  the  coordination  of  education  with 
health  and  social  services; 

"(B)  large-scale  longitudinal  studies  de- 
signed to  produce  information  on  the  long- 
term  impact  of  early  intervention  and  edu- 
cation on  results  for  Individuals  with  disabil- 
ities; 

•'(C)  model  demonstration  projects  to 
apply  and  test  research  findings  in  typical 
service  settings  to  determine  the  usability, 
effectiveness,  and  general  applicability  of 
such  research  findings  in  such  areas  as  im- 
proving instructional  methods,  curricula, 
and  tools  such  as  textbooks,  media,  and 
other  materials;  and 

"(D)  projects  which  apply  research  and 
other  knowledge  to  improve  educational  re- 
sults for  children  with  disabilities  by — 

•■(i)  synthesizing  useful  research  and  edu- 
cational products; 

••(ii)  ensuring  that  such  research  and  prod- 
ucts are  in  appropriate  formats  for  distribu- 
tion to  administrators,  teachers,  parents, 
and  individuals  with  disabilities;  or 

•■(iii)  making  such  research  and  products 
available  through  libraries,  electronic  net- 
works, parent  training  projects,  and  other 
information  sources,  including  the  National 
Information  Dissemination  System  under 
I>art  D  of  title  IX  of  Public  Law  103-227; 


••(8)  projects  which  provide  technical  as- 
sistance to— 

"(A)  States— 

"(i)  to  link  States  to  other  technical  as- 
sistance resources,  including  special  and 
general  education  resources;  or 

"(ii)  in  gaining  access  to  information,  in- 
cluding information  on  research  and  best 
practices;  or 

"(B)  State  educational  agencies.  State  lead 
agencies  serving  infants  and  toddlers  with 
disabilities  under  part  C,  and  other  organiza- 
tions and  agencies  that  play  a  critical  role  in 
providing  for  the  participation  of  children 
with  disabilities  in  State  and  local  assess- 
ments; 

"(9)  activities  to  produce,  and  promote  the 
use  of,  knowledge  to  address  the  special 
needs  of  children  who  have  a  high  likelihood 
of  needing  special  education  and  related 
services  in  order  to  reduce,  through  early 
intervention,  the  need  for  special  education 
services  later  in  life; 

"(10)  educational  media  activities  includ- 
ing— 

"(A)  through  September  30.  1998,  video  de- 
scription, open  captioning,  or  closed  caption- 
ing; 

"(B)  video  description,  open  captioning,  or 
closed  captioning  of  educational,  news,  and 
informational  materials; 

"(C)  through  September  30,  1998.  distribu- 
tion of  captioned  and  described  materials 
and  videos; 

•'(D)  distribution  of  captioned  and  de- 
scribed educational,  news,  and  informational 
materials  and  videos;  and 

"(E)  recording  free  educational  materials, 
including  textbooks,  for  visually  impaired 
and  print-disabled  students  in  elementary, 
secondary,  post-secondary,  and  graduate 
schools;  and 

"(11)  projects  to  assist  institutions  of  high- 
er education  in  appropriately  serving  stu- 
dents with  disabilities,  including  deaf  stu- 
dents. 

"(b)  Definition.— As  used  in  this  section, 
the  term  'low-incidence  disability'  means — 

"(1)  a  visual  impairment,  a  hearing  impair- 
ment, or  simultaneous  visual  and  hearing 
impairments; 

"(2)  a  significant  cognitive  impairment;  or 

"(3)  any  impairment  for  which  a  small 
number  of  personnel,  with  highly  specialized 
skills  and  knowledge,  are  needed  nationwide 
in  order  for  all  children  with  disabilities  who 
have  the  impairment  to  receive  early  inter- 
vention services  or  a  free  appropriate  public 
education. 

"(c)  Report.— If  the  Secretary  awards  a 
grant,  contract,  or  cooperative  agreement 
under  this  subpart  prior  to  February  1.  1998 
with  respect  to  an  educational  media  activ- 
ity described  in  subparagraph  (A)  or  (C)  of 
subsection  (a)(10).  the  Secretary,  after  con- 
sulting with  the  chairman  of  the  Federal 
Communications  Commission,  shall  submit 
to  the  Committee  on  Economic  and  Edu- 
cational Opportunities  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Human  Resources  of  the  Senate,  not 
later  than  April  15.  1998.  a  report  on  the 
progress  that  the  Federal  Communications 
Commission  is  making  towards  meeting  the 
requirements  imposed  on  the  Commission 
under  section  713  of  the  Communications  Act 
of  1934  (47  U.S.C.  613). 
•SEC.  663.  NATIONAL  ASSESSMENT. 

"(a)  Purpose  of  assessment.— The  Sec- 
retary shall  carry  out  a  national  assessment 
of  activities  carried  out  with  Federal  funds 
under  this  title  in  order- 

"(1)  to  detei-mine  the  effectiveness  of  the 
title  in  achieving  the  purposes  of  the  title; 
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"(2)  to  provide  information  to  the  Presi- 
dent, the  Congress,  the  States,  local  edu- 
cational agencies,  and  the  public  on  how  to 
implement  the  title  more  effectively;  and 

"(3)  to  provide  the  President  and  the  Con- 
gress with  information  that  will  be  useful  in 
developing  legislation  to  achieve  the  pur- 
poses of  this  title  more  effectively. 

"(b)  Consultation.— The  Secretary  shall 
plan,  review,  and  conduct  the  national  as- 
sessment under  this  section  in  consultation 
with  researchers.  State  practitioners,  local 
practitioners,  parents  of  children  with  dis- 
abilities, individuals  with  disabilities,  and 
other  appropriate  individuals. 

••(c)  Scope  of  assessment.— The  national 
assessment  shall  examine  bow  well  schools, 
local  educational  agencies.  States,  other  re- 
cipients of  assistance  under  this  title,  and 
the  Secretary  are  achieving  the  purposes  of 
this  title,  including — 

•'(1)  the  performance  of  children  with  dis- 
abilities in  general  scholastic  activities  and 
assessments  as  compared  to  nondisabled 
children; 

"(2)  providing  for  the  participation  of  chil- 
dren with  disabilities  in  the  general  edu- 
cation curriculum; 

"(3)  helping  children  with  disabilities 
make  successful  transitions  from — 

"(A)  early  intervention  services  to  pre- 
school education; 

"(B)  preschool  education  to  elementary 
school;  and 

"(C)  secondary  school  to  adult  life; 

••(4)  placing  and  serving  children  with  dis- 
abilities, including  children  from  under- 
served  populations,  in  the  least  restrictive 
en'vironment  appropriate; 

"(5)  preventing  children  with  disabilities, 
especially  children  with  emotional  disturb- 
ances and  specific  learning  disabilities,  from 
dropping  out  of  school; 

••(6)  assessing  the  use  of  disciplinary  meas- 
ures, and  the  effect  of  such  use.  with  chil- 
dren with  disabilities  as  compared  to  non- 
disabled  children; 

"(7)  coordinating  services  provided  under 
this  title  with  each  other,  with  other  edu- 
cational and  pupil  services  (including  pre- 
school services),  and  with  health  and  social 
services  funded  from  other  sources; 

"(8)  addressing  the  participation  of  parents 
of  children  with  disabilities  in  the  education 
of  their  children;  and 

"(9)  resolving  disagreements  between  edu- 
cation personnel  and  parents  through  activi- 
ties such  as  mediation. 

"(d)  Interim  and  Final  Reports.— The 
Secretary  shall  submit  to  the  President  and 
the  Congress— 

"(1)  an  interim  report  that  summarizes  the 
preliminary  findings  of  the  assessment  not 
later  than  October  1. 1998;  and 

••(2)  a  final  report  of  the  findings  of  the  as- 
sessment not  later  than  October  1.  2000. 
•SEC.  664.  AUTHORIZA'nON  OF  APPROPRIA-nONS. 

"(a)  In  General.— There  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  carry  out  this  subpart 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  each  of 
the  fiscal  years  1997  through  2001. 

"(b)  Minimum  Amounts.— Subject  to  sub- 
section (c).  the  Secretary  shall  ensure  that, 
for  each  fiscal  year,  at  least  the  following 
amounts  are  provided  under  this  subpart  to 
address  the  following  needs: 

••(1)  S12.832.000  to  address  the  educational, 
related  services,  transitional,  and  early 
intervention  needs  of  children  with  deaf- 
blindness. 

••(2)  $4,000,000  to  address  the  postsecondary, 
vocational,  technical,  continuing,  and  adult 
education  needs  of  individuals  with  deafness. 

"(c)  Ratable  Reduction.— If  the  total 
amount  appropriated  to  carry  out  this  sub- 


part for  any  fiscal  year  is  less  than 
$135,600,000.  the  amounts  listed  in  subsection 
(b)  shall  be  ratably  reduced. 

"Sabpart  2 — Professional  Development 

"SEC.  671.  PURPOSE. 

"The  purpose  of  this  subpart  is  to  help  en- 
sure that— 

"(1)  personnel  responsible  for  serving  chil- 
dren with  disabilities,  including  general  and 
special  education  personnel,  related  services 
personnel,  and  early  intervention  personnel, 
have  the  knowledge  and  skills  necessary  to 
help  such  children— 

"(A)  meet  developmental  goals  and.  to  the 
maximum  extent  possible,  those  challenging 
expectations  that  have  been  established  for 
all  children;  and 

"(B)  be  prepared  to  lead  productive,  inde- 
pendent adult  lives  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible; 

"(2)  there  are  adequate  numbers  of  such 
personnel  to  meet  the  needs  of  children  with 
disabilities:  and 

"(3)  the  skills  and  knowledge  of  personnel 
responsible  for  serving  children  with  disabil- 
ities reflect  the  best  practices,  as  determined 
through  research  and  experience,  particu- 
larly with  respect  to  the  inclusion  of  chil- 
dren with  disabilities  in  the  regular  edu- 
cation environment. 

-SEC.  672.  FINDING. 

"The  Congress  finds  that  the  conditions 
noted  in  paragraphs  (7)  through  (10)  of  sec- 
tion 601(c)  can  be  greatly  improved  by  pro- 
viding opportunities  for  the  full  participa- 
tion of  minorities  through  the  implementa- 
tion of  the  following  recommendations: 

••(1)  Implementation  of  a  policy  to  mobilize 
the  Nation's  resources  to  prepare  minorities 
for  careers  in  special  education  and  related 
services. 

"(2)  Focusing  such  policy  on— 

"(A)  the  recruitment  of  minorities  into 
teaching;  and 

"(B)  financially  assisting  Historically 
Black  Colleges  and  Universities  and  other  in- 
stitutions of  higher  education  (whose  minor- 
ity student  enrollment  is  at  least  25  percent) 
to  prepare  students  for  special  education  and 
related  service  careers. 

•SEC.  673.  NATIONAL  ACTTVmES. 

'•(a)  Program  authorized.— The  Secretary 
may  make  grants  to.  and  enter  into  con- 
tracts and  cooperative  agreements  with,  eli- 
gible entities  to  support  activities  of  na- 
tional significance  that — 

'•(1)  have  broad  applicability;  and 

••(2)  will  help  ensure  that  the  purpose  of 
this  subpart  is  met. 

••(b)  authorized  Activthes.— In  carrying 
out  this  section,  the  Secretary  may  support 
any  activity  that  is  consistent  with  sub- 
section (a),  including — 

••(1)  the  development,  evaluation,  dem- 
onstration, or  dissemination  of  effective  per- 
sonnel preparation  practices  for  personnel  to 
work  with  children  with  disabilities; 

••(2)  promoting  the  transferability  of  licen- 
sure and  certification  of  teachers  and  admin- 
istrators among  State  and  local  jurisdic- 
tions: 

"(3)  developing  and  disseminating  models 
that  prepare  teachers  with  strategies,  in- 
cluding behavioral  management  techniques, 
for  addressing  the  conduct  of  children  with 
disabilities  that  impedes  their  learning  and 
that  of  others  in  the  classroom:  and 

"(4)  supporting  Historically  Black  Colleges 
and  Universities  and  institutions  of  higher 
education  with  minority  enrollments  of  at 
least  25  percent  for  the  purpose  of  preparing 
personnel. 


-SEC.  674.  PROFESSIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  FOB 
PERSONNEL  SERVING  LOW-INCI- 
DENCE POPULATIONS. 

••(a)  Program  althorized.— The  Secretary 
may  make  grants  to.  and  enter  into  con- 
tracts and  cooperative  agreements  with,  eli- 
gible entities  to  meet  the  purpose  of  this 
subpart  by  supporting  preparation  for  per- 
sonnel who  will  provide  educational  and  re- 
lated services  to  children  with  low-incidence 
disabilities  and  personnel  who  will  provide 
early  intervention  services  to  infants  and 
toddlers  with  disabilities. 

••(b)  al-thorized  actuthes.— 

••(1)  In  general.— Individuals  who  may  be 
prepared  pursuant  to  this  section  include 
personnel  who— 

••(A)  are  currently  prepared  in  the  fields  of 
educational,  related,  or  early  intervention 
services:  and 

"(B")  are  studying— 

••(i)  to  obtain  degrees,  certification,  licen- 
sure, or  endorsements  in  one  or  more  of  such 
fields:  or 

"(ii)  to  meet  competency  requirements  in 
one  or  more  of  such  fields. 

"(2)  ScH0LARSHn>s.— The  Secretary  nmy  in- 
clude funds  for  scholarships,  with  necessary 
stipends  and  allowances,  in  awards  under 
this  section. 

••(c)  APPLICATIONS. — Any  application  for 
assistance  under  this  section  shall  propose  to 
provide  preparation  that  addresses  a  signifi- 
cant need,  as  shown  by  letters  from  one  or 
more  States  stating  that  the  State — 

"(1)  intends  to  accept  successful  comple- 
tion of  the  proposed  personnel  preparation  as 
meeting  State  personnel  standards  for  serv- 
ing children  with  low-incidence  disabilities, 
or  for  serving  infants  and  toddlers  with  dis- 
abilities; and 

"(2)  needs  personnel  in  the  area  or  areas  in 
which  the  applicant  proposes  to  provide 
preparation,  as  identified  in  the  State's  com- 
prehensive system  of  personnel  development 
under  part  B  or  C.  or  in  the  State's  State  im- 
provement plan  under  subpart  3. 

"(d)  Definttion. — For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  term  "low-incidence  disability'  has 
the   meaning  given   such   term   in   section 
662(b). 
•SEC.  675.  LEADERSHIP  PERSONNEL. 

••(a)  Program  authorized.— The  Secretary 
may  make  grants  to.  and  enter  into  con- 
tracts and  cooperative  agreements  with,  eli- 
gible entities  to  meet  the  purpose  of  this 
subpart  by  preparing  educational,  related 
service,  and  early  intervention  leadership 
personnel  (including  teacher-preparation  fac- 
ulty, administrators,  researchers,  super- 
visors, and  principals)  so  that  they  are  pre- 
pared to  help  children  with  disabilities— 

•■(1)  meet  developmental  goals  and.  to  the 
maximum  extent  possible,  those  challenging 
expectations  that  have  been  established  for 
all  children:  and 

"(2)  be  prepared  to  lead  productive,  inde- 
pendent adult  lives  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible. 

"(b)  Althorized  ACTrvmES.— 

"(1)  In  general. — In  carrying  out  this  sec- 
tion, the  Secretary  may  support  any  activity 
that  is  consistent  with  subsection  (a),  in- 
cluding— 

"(A)  preparation  of  personnel  at  the  ad- 
vanced graduate,  doctoral,  or  post-doctoral 
levels;  and 

"(B)  professional  development  of  leader- 
ship personnel. 

"(2)  SCHOLARSHIPS.— The  Secretary  may  in- 
clude funds  for  scholarships,  with  necessary 
stipends  and  allowances,  in  awards  under 
this  section. 

"(c)  PREFERENCES.— In  making  awards 
under  this  section,  the  Secretary  shall  give 
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preference  to  projects  at  institutions  of  higrh- 
er  education  that  have  successfully  inte- 
grated the  professional  development  of  gen- 
eral and  special  education  personnel. 

"SEC.  676.  SERVICE  OBUGATION. 

"Each  application  for  funds  under  section 
674  or  675  shall  include  an  assurance  that  the 
applicant  will  ensure  that  individuals  who 
are  prepared  under  the  proposed  project  will 
subsequently  perform  work  related  to  their 
preparation  or  repay  all  or  part  of  the  cost  of 
such  preparation. 

-SEC.  677.  OUTREACH. 

••(a)  Plan  for  Oltre-ach  Services.— The 
Secretary  shall  develop  a  plan  for  providing 
outreach  services  to  the  entities  and  popu- 
lations described  in  subsection  (b)  in  order  to 
increase  the  participation  of  such  entities 
and  populations  in  competitions  for  grants, 
contracts,  and  cooperative  agreements  under 
this  subpart. 

"(b)  ENTIU'IES  AND  POPULATIONS  DE- 
SCRIBED.—The  entities  and  populations  re- 
ferred to  in  subsection  (a)  are — 

"(1)  Historically  Black  Colleges  and  Uni- 
versities and  other  institutions  of  higher 
education  whose  minority  student  enroll- 
ment is  at  least  25  percent: 

"(2)  eligible  institutions,  as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 312  of  the  Higher  Education  Act  of  1965: 

•'(3)  nonprofit  and  for-profit  agencies  at 
least  51  percent  owned  or  controlled  by  one 
or  more  minority  individuals:  and 

"(4)  underrepresented  populations. 

"(c)  Fl-nding.- For  the  purpose  of  imple- 
menting the  plan  required  under  subsection 
(a),  the  Secretary  shall,  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1997  through  2002.  expend  1  percent  of 
the  funds  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  in- 
volved for  carrying  out  this  subpart. 

"(d)  Diligence.— The  Secretary  shall  exer- 
cise the  utmost  authority,  resourcefulness, 
and  diligence  of  the  Secretary  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  this  section. 

"(e)  Report.— Not  later  than  January  31  of 
each  year,  beginning  with  fiscal  year  1997 
and  ending  with  fiscal  year  2002,  the  Sec- 
retary shall  submit  to  the  Congress  a  final 
report  on  the  progress  toward  meeting  the 
goals  of  this  section  during  the  preceding  fis- 
cal year.  The  report  shall  include— 

"(1)  a  full  explanation  of  any  progress  to- 
ward meeting  the  goals  of  this  section:  and 

"(2)  a  plan  to  meet  the  goals,  if  necessary. 

"(0  Underrepresented  Populations  De- 
fined.—For  purposes  of  this  section,  the 
term  'underrepresented  populations'  means 
populations  such  as  minorities,  the  poor,  in- 
dividuals with  limited  English  proficiency, 
and  individuals  with  disabilities. 

"Subpart  3 — State  Program  Improvement 
Grants  for  Children  with  Disabilities 
-SEC.  681.  PURPOSE. 

"The  purpose  of  this  subpart  is  to  assist 
States  in  reforming  and  improving  their  sys- 
tems for  providing  educational  and  early 
intervention  services,  particularly  their  sys- 
tems for  professional  development,  to  im- 
prove the  achievement  of  children  with  dis- 
abilities. 

-SEC.    682.    ELIGIBILITY    AND    COLLABORATIVE 
PROCESS. 

••(a)  Eligible  applicants.— a  State  may 
apply  for  a  grant  under  this  subpart  for  a 
grant  period  that  is  not  less  than  one  year, 
but  is  not  greater  than  4  years. 

"(b)  Certification  That  Collaborative 
Process  H\s  Been  Used.— a  State  that  de- 
sires to  receive  a  grant  under  this  subpart 
shall  certify  to  the  Secretary  that  a  collabo- 
rative process  with  persons  described  in  sub- 
section (c)  has  been  used  in  developing  the 
State  improvement  plan  described  in  section 
683. 


"(c)  Collaborative  Process  Partici- 
pants.— 

"(1)  Required  participants.- The  collabo- 
rative process  referred  to  in  subsection  (b)  is 
a  State  process  for  making  decisions  which 
includes  as  participants,  at  a  minimum,  the 
Governor  of  the  State  and  representatives, 
appointed  by  such  Governor,  of— 

"(A)  parents  of  children  with  disabilities: 

"(B)  parents  of  nondisabled  children: 

"(C)  individuals  with  disabilities: 

"(D)  organizations  representing  individuals 
with  disabilities  and  their  parents: 

"(E)  community-based  and  other  nonprofit 
organizations  related  to  the  education  and 
employment  of  individuals  with  disabilities; 

"(F)  the  lead  State  agency  official  or  offi- 
cials for  part  C; 

"(G)  local  educational  agencies: 

"(H)  general  and  special  education  teach- 
ers: 

"(I)  the  State  educational  agency: 

"(J)  the  State  advisory  panel  established 
under  part  B:  and 

"(K)  the  State  interagency  coordinating 
council  established  under  part  C. 

"(2)  Optional  participants.— The  collabo- 
rative process  may  include,  at  the  Gov- 
ernor's discretion,  representatives,  appointed 
by  the  Governor,  of— 

"(A)  individuals  knowledgeable  about  vo- 
cational education: 

"(B)  the  State  agency  for  higher  education: 

"(C)  institutions  of  higher  education: 

"(D)  schools  of  education: 

"(E)  the  State  vocational  rehabilitation 
agency: 

"(F)  public  agencies  with  jurisdiction  in 
the  areas  of  health,  mental  health,  social 
services,  and  juvenile  justice:  and 

"(G)  any  other  individuals  designated  by 
the  Governor. 
-SEC.  683.  state  IMPROVEMENT  PLANS. 

"(a)  In  General.— A  State  that  desires  to 
receive  a  grant  under  this  subpart  shall  sub- 
mit to  the  Secretary  a  State  improvement 
plan  that  is  integrated,  to  the  maximum  ex- 
tent possible,  with  State  plans  under  the  El- 
ementary and  Secondary  Education  Act  of 
1965  and  the  Rehabilitation  Act  of  1973,  as  ap- 
propriate. 

"(b)  deter.mining  child  and  program 
Needs.— 

"(1)  In  general.— Each  State  improvement 
plan  shall  identify  those  critical  aspects  of 
early  intervention,  general  education,  and 
special  education  programs  (including  pro- 
fessional development,  based  on  an  assess- 
ment of  State  and  local  needs)  that  must  be 
improved  to  enable  children  with  disabilities 
to  meet  the  goals  established  by  the  State 
under  section  612(a)(14). 

"(2)  Required  analyses.— To  meet  the  re- 
quirement of  paragraph  (1).  the  State  im- 
provement plan  shall  include  at  least>- 

"(A)  an  analysis  of  all  information,  reason- 
ably available  to  the  State,  on  the  perform- 
ance of  children  with  disabilities  in  the 
State,  including — 

"(i)  their  performance  on  State  assess- 
ments and  other  performance  indicators  es- 
tablished for  all  children,  including  drop-out 
rates  and  graduation  rates: 

"(ii)  their  participation  in  postsecondary 
education  and  employment:  and 

"(iii)  how  their  performance  on  the  assess- 
ments and  indicators  described  in  clause  (i) 
compares  to  that  of  non-disabled  children: 

"(B)  an  analysis  of  State  and  local  needs 
for  professional  development  for  personnel  to 
serve  children  with  disabilities  that  in- 
cludes, at  a  minimum,  relevant  information 
on  current  and  anticipated  personnel  short- 
ages, and  on  the  extent  of  certification  or  re- 


training necessary  to  eliminate  such  short- 
ages, that  is  based,  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible,  on  existing  assessments  of  person- 
nel needs:  and 

"(C)  a  summary  of  the  information  and 
analysis  provided  by  the  State  to  the  Sec- 
retary under  parts  B  and  C  on  the  effective- 
ness of  the  State's  systems  of  early  interven- 
tion, special  education,  and  general  edu- 
cation in  meeting  the  needs  of  children  with 
disabilities. 

"(c)  Improvement  Strategies.— Each 
State  improvement  plan  shall— 

"(1)  describe  the  strategies  the  State  will 
use  to  address  the  needs  identified  under  sub- 
section (b)(1),  including— 

"(A)  how  it  will  hold  school  districts  and 
schools  accountable  for  educational  progress 
of  children  with  disabilities: 

"(B)  how  it  will  provide  technical  assist- 
ance to  school  districts  and  schools  to  im- 
prove results  for  children  with  disabilities: 

"(C)  how  it  will  address  the  identified 
needs  for  in-service  and  pre-service  prepara- 
tion to  ensure  that  all  personnel  who  work 
with  children  with  disabilities  (including 
both  professional  and  paraprofessional  per- 
sonnel who  provide  early  intervention  serv- 
ices, special  education,  general  education,  or 
related  services)  have  the  skills  and  knowl- 
edge necessary  to  meet  the  needs  of  children 
with  disabilities,  including  a  description  of 
how — 

"(i)  the  State  will  prepare  general  edu- 
cation and  special  education  personnel  with 
the  content  knowledge  and  collaborative 
skills  needed  to  meet  the  needs  of  children 
with  disabilities,  including  how  the  State 
will  work  with  other  States  on  common  cer- 
tification criteria: 

"(ii)  the  State  will  prepare  professionals 
and  paraprofessionals  in  the  area  of  early 
intervention  with  the  content  knowledge  and 
collaborative  skills  needed  to  meet  the  needs 
of  infants  and  toddlers  with  disabilities: 

"(iii)  the  State  will  work  with  institutions 
of  higher  education  and  other  entities  that 
prepare  (on  both  a  pre-service  and  an  in-serv- 
ice basis)  personnel  who  work  with  children 
with  disabilities  to  ensure  that  such  institu- 
tions and  entities  develop  the  capacity  to 
support  professional  development  programs 
which  reflect  actual  education  practices  and 
techniques: 

"(iv)  the  State's  requirements  for  licensure 
of  teachers  and  administrators,  including 
certification  and  recertification,  will  be 
modified  to  support  an  adequate  supply  of 
personnel  with  the  necessary  skills  and 
knowledge  (including,  where  appropriate, 
strategies  for  developing  reciprocal  certifi- 
cation agreements  and  common  certification 
requirements  with  other  States):  and 

"(V)  the  State  will  work  to  develop  col- 
laborative agreements  with  other  States  for 
the  joint  support  and  development  of  pro- 
grams to  prepare  personnel  for  which  there 
is  not  sufficient  demand  within  a  single 
State  to  justify  support  or  development  of 
such  a  program  of  preparation: 

"(D)  how  it  will  work  in  collaboration  with 
other  States,  particularly  neighboring 
States,  to  address  the  lack  of  uniformity  and 
reciprocity  in  the  credentialing  of  teachers 
and  other  personnel: 

"(E)  strategies  that  will  address  systemic 
problems  identified  in  Federal  compliance 
reviews,  including  shortages  of  qualified  per- 
sonnel: and 

"(F)  how  the  State  will  assess,  on  a  regular 
basis,  the  extent  to  which  the  strategies  im- 
plemented under  this  subpart  have  been  ef- 
fective: and 
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"(2)  describe  how  the  improvement  strate- 
gies under  paragraph  (1)  will  be  coordinated 
with  public  and  private  sector  resources. 

"(d)  Reporting  Procedures.— Each  State 
that  receives  a  grant  under  this  subpart 
shall  submit  performance  reports  to  the  Sec- 
retary pursuant  to  a  schedule  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary,  but  not  more  fre- 
quently that  annually. 

"(e)  Plan  Approval.— The  Secretary  shall 
approve  a  State  improvement  plan  under 
this  section  if  it — 

"(1)  meets  the  requirements  of  this  part: 

"(2)  has  been  developed  in  accordance  with 
the  requirements  of  section  682:  and 

"(3)  in  the  opinion  of  the  Secretary,  has  a 
reasonable  chance  of  achieving  the  purposes 
of  the  grant. 

"(f)  Plan  Amendments.— 

"(1)  Modifications  made  by  state.— Sub- 
ject to  paragraph  (2),  a  plan  submitted  by  a 
State  in  accordance  with  this  section  shall 
remain  in  effect  until  the  State  submits  to 
the  Secretary  such  modifications  as  the 
State  determines  necessary.  This  section 
shall  apply  to  a  modification  to  a  plan  to  the 
same  extent  and  in  the  same  manner  as  this 
section  applies  to  the  original  plan. 

"(2)  MODinCATIONS  REQUIRED  BY  SEC- 
RETARY.— The  Secretary  may  require  a  State 
to  amend  its  State  improvement  plan  at  any 
time  as  a  result  of  the  Secretary's  compli- 
ance reviews  under  parts  B  and  C.  The  Sec- 
retary may  not  provide  further  funding 
under  this  subpart  to  the  State  until  such 
amendments  are  made. 

"SEC.  684.  USE  OF  FUNDS. 

"(a)  In  General.— a  State  that  receives  a 
grrant  under  this  subpart  may  use  the  grant 
to  carry  out  any  activities  that  are  described 
in  the  State  improvement  plan  and  that  are 
consistent  with  the  purpose  of  this  subpart. 
Such  activities  may  include  the  awarding  of 
subgrants.  but  only  if  the  subgrants  are 
made  to  local  educational  agencies.  Any 
such  local  educational  agency  may  award 
subgrants  to  any  person.  Such  activities  may 
also  include  the  awarding  of  contracts  to  ap- 
propriate entities. 

"(b)  Use  of  Funds  for  Professional  De- 
velopment.— A  State  that  receives  a  grant 
under  this  subpart  shall  use  aot  less  than  75 
percent  of  the  funds  it  receives  under  the 
grant  for  any  fiscal  year  to  ensure  that  there 
is  a  sufncient  supply  of  personnel  who  have 
the  skills  and  knowledge  necessary  to  enable 
children  with  disabilities  to  meet  develop- 
mental goals  and  to  meet  the  needs  of  such 
children,  including  working  with  other 
States  on  common  certification  criteria. 

"(c)  Grants  to  Territories.— The  provi- 
sions of  Public  Law  95-134.  permitting  the 
consolidation  of  grants  to  the  territories, 
shall  not  apply  to  funds  received  under  this 
subpart. 
"SEC.  685.  MINIMUM  STATE  ALLOTMENTS. 

"A  State  that  receives  a  grant  under  this 
subpart  shall  receive  an  amount  that  is— 

"(1)  not  less  than  5200.000.  in  the  case  of 
the  50  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  and 
the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico:  and 

"(2)  not  less  than  $40,000.  in  the  case  of  a 
territory. 

"SEC.  686.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

"There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
to  carry  out  this  subpart  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1997 
through  2001. 

"Subpart  4 — Parent  Training 

"SEC.  6S1.  GRANTS  FOR  PARENT  TRAINING  AND 
INFORMATION  CENTERS. 

"(a)  Program  authorized.- The  Secretary 
may  make  grants  to.  and  enter  into  con- 


tracts and  cooperative  agreements  with,  par- 
ent organizations  to  support  parent  training 
and  information  centers  to  carry  out  activi- 
ties under  this  subpart. 

"(b)  Required  Activities.— a  parent  train- 
ing and  information  center  that  receives  as- 
sistance under  this  section  shall— 

"(1)  assist  parents  to  understand  the  avail- 
ability of,  and  how  effectively  to  use,  proce- 
dural safeguards  under  this  title,  including 
the  use  of  alternative  methods  of  dispute  res- 
olution, such  as  mediation: 

"(2)  serve  the  parents  of  children  with  the 
full  range  of  disabilities:  and 

"(3)  annually  report  to  the  Secretary  on— 

"(A)  the  number  of  parents  to  whom  it  pro- 
vided information  and  training  in  the  most 
recently  concluded  fiscal  year:  and 

"(B)  the  effectiveness  of  strategies  used  to 
reach  and  serve  parents  of  children  with  dis- 
abilities, including  underserved  parents  of 
children  with  disabilities. 

"(c)  Optional  Acttvities. — A  parent  train- 
ing and  information  center  that  receives  as- 
sistance under  this  section  may— 

"(1)  provide  information  to  teachers  and 
other  professionals  who  provide  special  edu- 
cation and  related  services  to  children  with 
disabilities: 

"(2)  assist  students  with  disabilities  to  un- 
derstand their  rights  and  responsibilities 
under  section  615(j)  on  reaching  the  age  of 
majority:  and 

"(3)  establish  cooperative  partnerships 
with  parent  organizations,  and  other  organi- 
zations assisting  families  of  children  with 
disabilities,  in  the  community. 

"(d)  APPLICATION  Requirements.— Each  ap- 
plication for  assistance  under  this  section 
shall  identify  with  specificity  the  special  ef- 
forts that  the  applicant  will  undertake  to — 

"(1)  ensure  that  the  needs  for  training  and 
information  of  parents  of  underserved  chil- 
dren with  disabilities  in  the  area  to  be  served 
are  effectively  met:  and 

"(2)  work  with  community-based  organiza- 
tions. 

•(e)  Distribution  of  Funds.— 

"(1)  INTHAL  awards.— 

"(A)  In  general.— The  Secretary  shall 
make  at  least  one  award  to  a  parent  organi- 
zation in  each  State,  unless  the  Secretary 
does  not  receive  an  application  from  such  an 
organization  in  each  State  of  sufficient  qual- 
ity to  warrant  approval. 

"(B)  Selection  requirement.— The  Sec- 
retary shall  select  among  applications  sub- 
mitted by  parent  organizations  in  a  State  in 
a  manner  that  ensures  the  most  effective  as- 
sistance to  parents,  including  parents  in 
urban  and  rural  areas,  in  the  State. 

"(2)  ADDITIONAL  awards.— 

"(A)  In  general.- The  Secretary  may 
make  additional  awards  to  community-based 
parent  organizations  in  each  State. 

■•(B)  SELECTION  requirement.— The  Sec- 
retary may  make  additional  awards  in  a 
manner  that  ensures  that  parents  of  children 
with  disabilities  in  low-income,  high-den- 
sity, and  rural  areas  have  access  to  parent 
training  and  information  centers  that  pro- 
vide appropriate  training  and  information. 

-SEC.  692.  TECHNICAL  ASSISTANCE  FOR  PARENT 
TRAINING  AND  INFORMATION  CEN- 
TERS. 

••(a)  PROCRA.M  AUTHORIZED.— The  Secretary 
may  provide  technical  assistance  for  devel- 
oping, assisting,  and  coordinating  parent 
training  and  information  programs  carried 
out  by  parent  training  and  information  cen- 
ters receiving  assistance  under  section  691. 

••(b)  AUTHORIZED  ACTIVITIES.- The  Sec- 
retary may  provide  technical  assistance  to  a 
parent  training  and  information  center 
under  this  section  in  areas  such  as— 


"(1)  effective  coordination  of  parent  train- 
ing efforts: 

"(2)  dissemination  of  information: 

"(3)  evaluation  by  the  center  of  itself; 

"(4)  promotion  of  the  use  of  technology,  in- 
cluding assistive  technology  devices  and  as- 
sistive technology  services: 

■'(5)  reaching  underserved  populations: 

"(6)  including  children  with  disabilities  in 
general  education  programs; 

••(7)  facilitation  of  transitions  from— 

••(A)  early  intervention  services  to  pre- 
school: 

■'(B)  preschool  to  school:  and 

"(C)  secondary  school  to  postsecondary  en- 
vironments: and 

"(8)  promotion  of  alternative  methods  of 
dispute  resolution. 

-SEC.  683.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

"There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
to  carry  out  this  subpart  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1997 
through  2001.". 

TITLE  n— MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 
SEC  201.  AMENDMENT  TO  ESEA  TO  COORDINATE 
IDEA  AND  SCHOOLWIDE  PROGRAMS. 

Section  1114(a)(4)  of  the  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965  (20  U.S.C. 
6314(a)(4))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subparagraph  (A),  by  striking  "Sec- 
retary (other  than  formula  or  discretionary 
grant  progi'ams  under  the  Individuals  with 
Disabilities  Education  Act)."  and  inserting 
"Secretary.";  and 

(2)  in  subparagraph  (B).  by  inserting  "spe- 
cial education  and  related  services  under  an 
individualized  education  program,  proce- 
dural safeguards."  after  "civil  rights.". 

SEC.  202.  EFFECTIVE  DATES. 

(a)  Parts  a.  B,  and  C— Except  as  provided 
in  subsection  (b).  parts  A.  B.  and  C  of  the  In- 
dividuals with  Disabilities  Education  Act,  as 
amended  by  title  I.  shall  take  effect  on  July 
1.1997. 

(b)  SECTION  605.— Section  605  of  such  Act. 
as  amended  by  title  I.  shall  take  effect  upon 
the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(c)  Part  D.— Part  D  of  such  Act.  as  amend- 
ed by  title  I.  shall  take  effect  on  October  1, 
1997. 

SEC.  203.  REPEALERS. 

(a)  Part  L— Part  I  of  the  Individuals  with 
Disabilities  Education  Act  is  hereby  re- 
pealed. 

(b)  Part  H.— Effective  July  1.  1997.  part  H 
of  such  Act  is  hereby  repealed. 

(c)  Parts  E,  F,  and  G.— Effective  October 
1,  1997,  parts  E.  F.  and  G  of  such  Act  are 
hereby  repealed. 

The  SPE.AXER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Goodling]  and  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Kildee] 
each  will  control  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  GOODLiNG]. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  H.R. 
3268,  the  IDEA  Improvement  Act, 
which  amends  the  Individuals  with  Dis- 
abilities Education  Act. 

This  bill  will  cake  major  steps  to- 
ward better  education  for  children  with 
disabilities  and,  as  a  result,  will  in- 
crease the  ability  of  these  children  to 
become  productive,  fully  participating 
citizens  in  their  conununities.  This  leg- 
islation will  improve  special  education 
by  doing  the  following: 
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Placing  an  emphasis  on  what  is  best 
educationally  for  children  with  disabil- 
ities instead  of  burdensome  paperwork 
requirements;  giving  teachers  more 
flexibility  and  schools  lower  costs:  en- 
hancing parental  input;  and  making 
schools  safer  for  students  and  teachers. 

There  are  many  important  changes 
to  IDEA  in  this  legislation.  I  might  add 
that  after  IV2  years  of  work  by  the 
committee,  the  disabilities  community 
and  the  education  community  asked  if 
they  could  recommend  some  changes  to 
the  legislation. 

We  told  them  they  could  have  a  week 
to  suggest  changes  to  the  legislation  if 
they  brought  together  all  of  the  leaders 
of  the  disability  and  education  commu- 
nities. I  did  not  know  what  they  would 
recommend,  but  they  managed  to  put 
together  a  strong  package  of  sugges- 
tions under  the  leadership  of  Madeline 
Will  and  Patti  Smith.  This  legislation 
includes  the  vast  majority  of  the 
changes  recommended  by  that  large 
grroup  of  education,  disability,  and  par- 
ent organizations,  who  worked  to- 
gether closely  in  the  past  weeks  to  rec- 
onmiend  improvements  to  our  legisla- 
tion prior  to  our  committee  markup. 

I  have  strong  letters  of  support  for 
the  bill  from  groups  like  the  National 
School  Boards  Association  and  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Elementary 
School  Principals.  They  term  this  leg- 
islation an  "excellent  step"  and  a  bill 
which  "contains  many  improvements 
and  reforms  that  will  improve  services 
for  students  with  disabilities." 

I  include  those  for  the  Record: 
National  association  of 
Elementary  School  Principals, 

Alexandria.  VA.  June  5, 1996. 
Hon.  Randy  Cl'nningham. 
House  of  Representatives, 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Represent.\tive  Cunninoham:  On  be- 
half of  the  National  Association  of  Elemen- 
tary School  Principals,  I  am  writing  to  urge 
you  to  work  to  bring  H.R.  3268,  the  Idea  Im- 
provement Act  of  1996,  to  the  House  floor  as 
soon  as  possible.  We  believe  it  would  be  bene- 
ficial to  bring'  the  bill  up  for  floor  consider- 
ation under  suspension  of  the  rules. 

NAESP  supports  the  bill  that  emerged 
from  the  Economic  and  Educational  Oppor- 
tunities Committee  because  we  consider  it  to 
be  an  improvement  over  current  law.  We  be- 
lieve that  IDEIA  is  a  well-intended  law  that 
needs  to  be  updated  to  address  the  realities 
of  today's  schools.  H.R.  3268  is  an  excellent 
step  in  that  direction,  particularly  with  re- 
spect to  its  school  safety  provisions. 

We  hope  you  will  do  what  you  can  to  foster 
the  timely  consideration  of  IDEA  by  the  full 
House   of  Representatives.   Thank   you   for 
your  attention  to  this  matter. 
Sincerely, 

Sally  N.  McConnell, 
Director  of  Government  Relations. 

NASBA. 
June  7.  1996. 
Hon.  William  F.  Goodlinc. 
House  of  Representatives.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Representative  Goodling:  The  Na- 
tional School  Boards  Association  (NSBA).  on 
behalf  of  the  more  than  95.000  local  school 
board  members,  believes  the  Individuals  with 


Disabilities  Education  Act  (IDEA)  is  a  valu- 
able law  that  has  provided  millions  of  stu- 
dents with  disabilities  the  opportunities 
they  need  to  achieve  their  potential.  H.R. 
3268  reauthorizing  IDEA  contains  many  im- 
provements and  reforms  that  will  improve 
services  for  students  with  disabilities  and 
make  special  education  programs  work  more 
effectively  across  the  country.  It  is  also 
carefully  crafted  compromise  legislation 
that  incorporates  many  recommendations  of 
both  parents  groups  and  educators.  For  these 
reasons,  NSBA  urges  members  of  Congress  to 
vote  for  the  legislation. 

H.R.  3268  addresses  many  of  the  key  school 
safety  provisions  raised  by  NSBA,  and  local 
educators  across  the  country.  H.R.  3268  will 
make  it  significantly  easier  for  school  offi- 
cials to  protect  the  safety  of  all  students  and 
school  personnel.  Specifically,  H.R.  3268  will 
make  additional  behavioral  interventions 
available  to  students:  and  in  the  modest 
number  of  cases  where  such  interventions 
are  not  successful,  dangerous  students  could 
be  educated  in  more  appropriate  placements. 

The  legislation  also  contains  several  provi- 
sions desigrned  to  provide  schools  with  great- 
er flexibility  in  administering  the  law.  and 
to  provide  additional  funding  sources  for  fi- 
nancing special  education  services.  For  ex- 
ample, H.R.  3268  will  make  more  resources 
available  for  educating  students  by  reform- 
ing the  overly  adversarial  dispute  resolution 
process.  As  this  legislation  proceeds  toward 
enactment.  NSBA  also  will  work  to  secure 
additional  changes  that  are  needed  to  con- 
trol the  costs  of  IDEA. 

H.R.  3268  will  help  improve  school  safety 
for  all  students,  result  in  improved  services 
for  students,  and  take  important  steps  to  re- 
duce the  litigiousness  of  IDEA.  We  urge  your 
support  for  this  legislation.  For  further  in- 
formation, please  contact  William  Bruno,  Di- 
rector of  Federal  Programs. 
Sincerely, 

Sammy  J.  QinNTANA, 

President. 
Thomas  a.  Shannon, 
Executive  Director. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  changes  in  the 
IDEA  Improvement  Act  will  have  a 
positive,  measurable  impact  on  the 
lives  of  millions  of  students  with  dis- 
abilities. When  enacted,  the  bill  will 
help  children  with  disabilities  learn 
more  and  learn  better,  which  should  be 
the  ultimate  test  of  any  education  law. 
Students  with  disabilities  will  now  be 
expected,  to  the  maximum  extent  pos- 
sible, to  meet  the  same  high  edu- 
cational expectations  that  have  been 
set  for  all  students  by  States  and  local 
schools. 

There  will  be  an  emphasis  on  what 
works  instead  of  filling  out  pajjerwork. 
No  longer  will  teachers  be  forced  to 
complete  massive  piles  of  unnecessary, 
federally  required  forms  and  data  col- 
lection sheets.  These  changes  will 
mean  more  time  for  teachers  to  dedi- 
cate to  their  students,  and  fewer  re- 
sources wasted  on  process  for  its  own 
sake. 

The  IDEA  Improvement  Act  will  help 
cut  costly  referrals  to  special  edu- 
cation by  emphasizing  basic  academics 
in  the  general  education  classroom.  In 
the  1993-94  school  year,  2.44  million  of 
our  Nation's  4.79  million  special  edu- 
cation   children    were    there    because 


they  have  learning  disabilities.  Many 
of  these  problems  could  be  addressed 
with  better  academics  in  the  early 
grades. 

Under  our  bill,  following  every  eval- 
uation of  a  child  for  special  education 
services,  school  personnel  will  need  to 
consider  whether  the  child's  problems 
are  the  result  of  lack  of  previous  in- 
struction. Too  often,  children  whose 
problems  come  from  a  lack  of  reading 
skills  enter  special  education  because 
they  were  not  properly  taught  how  to 
read  in  their  primary  years. 

The  IDEA  Improvement  Act  will 
eliminate  many  of  the  financial  incen- 
tives for  overidentifying  children  as 
disabled.  The  change  in  the  Federal 
formula,  which  I  will  talk  about  short- 
ly, will  reduce  the  Federal  bonus  for 
identifying  additional  children  as  dis- 
abled. The  legislation  will  also  ensure 
that  States  do  not  use  placement-driv- 
en funding  formulas  that  tie  funds  to 
the  physical  location  of  the  child. 
These  formulas  currently  drive  over- 
identification  and  costs. 

The  legislation  will  also  help  ensure 
that  assignment  to  special  education  is 
not  permanent.  Children  are  often  re- 
ferred to  special  education  in  early 
grades  and  then  never  leave.  Once  iden- 
tified and  placed  in  special  education 
these  children  remain  there  through- 
out their  primary  and  secondary  edu- 
cation. Part  of  the  problem  lies  with 
the  child  not  keeping  pace  academi- 
cally with  his  peers.  Special  education 
plans  often  have  no  link  to  the  general 
education  curriculum.  Therefore,  chil- 
dren remain  in  special  education  be- 
cause they  lose  contact  with  what 
other  children  their  age  are  learning 
and  can  no  longer  keep  up.  This  legisla- 
tion will  ensure  that  the  general  cur- 
riculum is  part  of  every  child's  edu- 
cation plan  or  justifies  why  it  is  not. 

The  bill  will  assure  parents'  ability 
to  participate  in  key  decision-making 
meetings  about  their  children's  edu- 
cation and  ensure  that  they  will  have 
better  access  to  their  child's  school 
records.  They  will  also  be  updated  no 
less  regularly  than  the  parents  of  non- 
disabled  students  through  parent- 
teacher  conferences  and  report  cards. 

The  bill  ensures  that  States  will  offer 
mediation  services  to  resolve  disputes. 
This  change  will  encourage  parents  and 
schools  to  work  out  differences  in  a 
less  adversarial  manner.  Currently,  if 
the  parents  and  the  school  cannot  re- 
solve their  differences  in  the  lEP  meet- 
ing they  have  no  choice  but  to  file  for 
a  due  process  hearing  and  attorneys  be- 
come involved.  Providing  mediation 
early  in  the  process  will  cut  the  costs 
related  to  litigation. 

Local  principals  and  school  adminis- 
trators will  be  griven  more  flexibility. 
There  will  be  simplified  accounting  and 
flexibility  in  local  planning.  No  longer 
will  accounting  rules  prevent  even  in- 
cidental benefits  to  other,  nondlsabled 
children  for  fear  of  lost  Federal  fund- 
ing. 
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The  bill  will  make  schools  safer  for 
all  students,  disabled  and  nondlsabled, 
and  for  their  teachers.  We  will  enable 
schools  to  quickly  remove  violent  stu- 
dents and  those  who  bring  weapons  or 
drugs  to  school,  regardless  of  their  dis- 
ability status. 

The  bill  will  ensure  that  such  chil- 
dren can  quickly  be  moved  to  alter- 
native placements  for  45  days,  during 
which  time  the  child's  teachers,  prin- 
cipal, and  parents  can  decide  what 
changes,  if  any.  should  be  made  to  the 
child's  lEP  and  placement. 

The  legislation  will  also  ensure  that 
disability  status  will  not  affect  the 
school's  general  disciplinary  proce- 
dures. In  discipline  cases,  the  child's 
individualized  education  program  team 
will  determine  whether  the  child's  ac- 
tions were  a  result  of  their  disability. 
If  it  was  not,  schools  will  need  to  take 
the  same  action  with  disabled  children 
as  they  would  with  any  other  child. 

Part  C,  the  infants  and  toddlers  pro- 
gram, has  been  changed  to  strengthen 
the  intent  of  past  Congress  to  promote 
early  intervention  services  to  infants 
and  toddlers  in  natural  environment 
settings.  Under  this  bill.  State  policies 
and  procedures  implementing  this  pro- 
gram will  direct  the  provision  of  serv- 
ices in  natural  settings.  This  require- 
ment will  not  mean  that  all  services, 
such  as  physical  therapy,  must  be  pro- 
vided in  the  child's  home.  Rather,  if 
the  infant's  or  toddler's  IFSP  team 
chooses  to  provide  services  in  a  re- 
stricted setting  the  child's  individual- 
ized family  services  plan  will  need  to 
justify  why  this  location  is  most  appro- 
priate. 

Early  intervention  services  were  not 
intended  to  be  provided  using  a  medi- 
cal model.  Early  intervention  services 
should  enhance  the  learning  and  devel- 
opment of  the  infant  or  toddler  with  a 
disability,  and  the  ability  of  the  family 
to  meet  the  special  needs  of  their  child. 
To  accomplish  this  the  family  must  be 
trained  to  provide  as  many  of  the 
child's  services  as  possible. 

Center  or  clinic  based  programs  are 
very  expensive.  This  emphasis  on  natu- 
ral settings,  besides  being  the  most  ap- 
propriate location  for  providing  serv- 
ices to  infants  and  toddlers,  will  lower 
the  costs  for  the  States  as  they  imple- 
ment these  changes.  This  issue  of 
v/here  services  will  be  provided  and  the 
costs  relating  to  the  different  choices 
is  one  which  will  continue  to  be  worked 
out  as  we  proceed  to  conference. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  talk  about 
the  formula  which  will  determine  the 
Federal  appropriation  each  State  will 
receive.  Let  me  say  first  of  all— no 
State  will  lose  funds  for  3  years.  Forty- 
six  States  lose  no  funds  through  the 
first  6  years  of  the  transition  to  the 
new  formula.  This  bill  phases  in  the 
process  from  allocating  funds  to  the 
States  based  on  a  child  count  of  chil- 
dren with  disabilities  to  a  population- 
based  formula  for  a  factor  for  poverty. 


The  new  formula  is  based  85  percent  on 
the  number  of  children  in  the  State 
and  15  percent  on  State  poverty  statis- 
tics. 

This  is  a  major  step  in  the  move  to 
reduce  the  overidentification  of  chil- 
dren as  disabled,  particularly  African- 
American  males  who  have  been  pushed 
into  the  special  education  system  in 
disproportionate  numbers.  The  Clinton 
adininistration  recognized  the  problem 
with  the  current  system  in  its  bill,  sug- 
gesting a  population-based  formula 
with  new  funding.  Many  of  my  Demo- 
crat colleagues  also  recognized  the  im- 
portance of  this  change  when  they  in- 
troduced that  bill  last  year  as  H.R. 
1986. 

In  1994,  the  Department  of  Edu- 
cation's inspector  general  rec- 
ommended changing  the  formula  in  a 
manner  similar  to  the  way  we  have 
changed  it  in  this  bill.  They  called  the 
current  formula  a  bounty  system  that 
encourages  putting  children  in  special 
education  when  they  should  not  be. 

Before  I  conclude.  I  want  to  note  that 
this  legislation  represents  over  a  year 
of  hard  work  by  the  members  of  this 
committee. 

a  1530 

But  I  would  like  to  thank  one  col- 
league in  particular  for  his  dedication 
to  the  bill.  The  subcommittee  chair- 
man, the  gentleman  from  California. 
Mr.  Duke  Cunningham,  has  led  this  bill 
through  its  yearlong  journey  to  a  vote 
today.  He  has  dedicated  many  hours  to 
crafting  an  outstanding  piece  of  intri- 
cate and  comprehensive  legislation. 
Mr.  Cunningham  has  my  sincere 
thanks. 

I  would  also  like  to  thank  Mr. 
Greenwood.  Mr.  Gunderson,  Mr.  Tal- 
ent, Mr.  Souder,  Mr.  RiGGS,  Mr.  Clay, 
Mr.  KILDEE,  and  Mr.  MILLER,  and  all 
others  who  have  worked  in  a  bipartisan 
manner  to  improve  the  IDEA,  and  par- 
ticularly the  staffs  headed  by  Todd 
Jones  on  our  side  and  Sarah  Davis  on 
the  other  side. 

The  IDEA  Improvement  Act  is  the 
most  important  change  to  America's 
special  education  system  since  the  pas- 
sage of  Public  Law  94-142  in  1975.  Over- 
all, America's  special  education  system 
as  has  been  structured  has  not  accom- 
plished what  has  been  necessary  to 
educate  our  children  with  disabilities. 
There  is  broad  agreement  on  the  need 
to  change.  Results  are  important.  Ac- 
countability is  importajit.  I  believe 
this  bill  will  help  give  America's  chil- 
dren with  disabilities  what  they  were 
promised  21  years  ago:  the  real  oppor- 
tunity to  receive  a  quality  education.  I 
ask  that  my  statement  be  included  in 
the  RECORD. 

Mr.  Speaker,  thank  you  for  permitting  me  to 
present  for  consideration  H.R.  3268.  ttie  IDEA 
Improvement  Act,  which  amends  the  Individ- 
uals With  Disabilities  Education  Act.  This  bill 
will  take  major  steps  toward  better  education 
(or  chiklren  with  disabilities,  and  as  a  result 


will  increase  the  atjility  of  these  children  to  be- 
come productive,  fully  participating  citizens  in 
their  communities. 

This  legislation  will  improve  special  edu- 
cation by:  placing  an  emphasis  on  wtiat  is 
best  educationally  for  children  with  disabilities 
instead  of  burdensome  papenwork  require- 
ments; giving  teachers  more  flexibility  and 
schools  lower  costs;  enhancing  parental  input; 
and  making  schools  safer  for  students  and 
teachers. 

There  are  many  Important  changes  to  IDEA 
in  this  legislation.  It  includes  the  vast  majority 
of  the  changes  recommended  by  a  large 
group  of  education,  disability,  and  parent  orga- 
nizations, who  worked  together  closely  in  the 
past  weeks  to  recorrunend  inprovements  to 
our  legislation  prior  to  our  committee  markup. 
That  cooperation  itself  is  historic.  Never  tjefore 
have  so  many  groups  with  such  divergent 
viewpoints  come  together  on  behalf  of  chikjren 
with  disabilities.  I  hope  the  result  is  an  or>go- 
ing  dialog  and  continuing  effort  to  meet  the 
needs  of  our  children. 

I  have  strong  letters  of  support  for  the  bill 
from  the  National  School  Boards  Association 
and  the  National  Association  of  Elementary 
School  Principals.  They  term  this  legislation  an 
"excellent  step"  and  a  bill  which  "contains 
many  improvements  and  reforms  that  will  im- 
prove servrces  for  students  with  disat)ilities."  I 
would  ask  that  they  be  entered  in  the  Record. 

The  changes  in  the  IDEA  Improvement  Act 
will  fiave  a  real  and  positive  impact  on  the 
lives  of  millions  of  students  with  disat)«lities. 
When  enacted,  the  t>ill  will  help  chikjren  with 
disabilities  learn  more  and  learn  better,  wfuch 
should  be  the  ultimate  test  of  any  education 
law.  Students  with  disat)ilities  will  now  be  ex- 
pected, to  the  maximum  extent  possit)le,  to 
meet  the  same  high  educational  expectations 
which  have  been  set  for  all  students  by  States 
and  local  schools.  There  will  be  an  emphasis 
on  wtnat  works  instead  of  filling  out  papenwork. 
No  k>nger  will  teachers  be  forced  to  complete 
massive  piles  of  unnecessary,  federally  re- 
quired forms  and  data  collection  sheets. 
These  changes  will  mean  more  time  for  teach- 
ers to  dedicate  to  their  students,  arvj  fewer  re- 
sources wasted  on  process  for  its  own  sake. 

The  IDEA  Inxxovenient  Act  will  help  cut 
costly  referrals  to  special  education  by  empha- 
sizing t>asic  academes  in  the  ger>eral  edu- 
catkjn  classroom.  In  the  1 993-94  school  year, 
2.44  million  of  our  Nation's  4.79  million  spiiecial 
education  children  were  there  because  they 
have  learning  disabilities.  Many  of  these  prob- 
lems could  be  addressed  with  t)etter  academ- 
ics in  the  earty  grades. 

The  IDEA  Improvement  Act  has  addressed 
this  issue  in  several  ways.  First,  following 
every  evaluation  of  a  child  for  special  edu- 
cation servk;es,  school  personnel  will  r>eed  to 
consider  whether  ttie  child's  problems  are  tfie 
result  of  lack  of  previous  instnjction.  Too 
often,  children  whose  primary  problems  result 
from  a  lack  of  reading  skills  enter  special  edu- 
cation because  their  problem  was  not  properly 
addressed  with  basic  academks.  This  change 
will  result  in  fewer  children  l)eing  improperty 
identified  as  disabled  because  their  actual 
need,  lack  of  skills,  will  be  noted  and  ad- 
dressed in  a  general  education  setting. 
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Second,  the  bill's  discretionary  training  pro- 
gram will  provide  necessary  training  for  gen- 
eral education  teachers  that  is  not  being  pro- 
vided today.  Current  federal  training  grant  pro- 
grams ultimately  focus  their  resources  on  pre- 
sen/ice  for  special  education  teachers,  be- 
cause universities  that  receive  the  grants  are 
deciding  what  the  priorities  for  training  are. 
While  such  training  is  important,  where  local 
teachers  and  schools  are  given  the  oppor- 
tunity to  decide  what  priorities  are  most  impor- 
tant, they  consistently  cite  in-service  training, 
particularly  for  general  education  teachers, 
and  pre-service  training  for  early  grade  gen- 
eral education  and  reading  teachers.  This  bill 
will  refocus  Federal  efforts  by  putting  the  deci- 
sion making  power  with  States  and  local 
schools,  who  are  in  a  better  position  to  recog- 
nize and  serve  their  local  needs.  This  will 
mean  teachers  with  better  skills  in  the  critical 
early  grades,  which  will  lead  to  better  taught 
children  and  ultimately,  fewer  special  edu- 
cation referrals. 

Third,  the  IDEA  lmp>rovement  Act  will  elimi- 
nate many  of  the  financial  incentives  for  over- 
identifying  children  as  disabled.  The  change  in 
the  Federal  formula,  which  I  will  talk  about 
shortly,  will  reduce  the  Federal  bonus  for  iden- 
tifying additional  children  as  disabled.  Hope- 
fully, States  will  follow  suit,  moving  toward 
similar  formulas.  The  legislation  will  also  en- 
sure that  States  do  not  use  placement-drive 
funding  formulas  that  tie  funds  to  physical  lo- 
cation of  the  child.  Such  incentives  encourage 
children  to  be  placed  in  more  restrictive  set- 
tings, from  which  they  are  less  likely  to  ever 
leave.  They  also  encourage  placement  in  spe- 
cial education  in  the  first  place,  particularly 
children  with  mild  disabilities  that  might  best 
be  served  in  general  education  classrooms 
with  more  assistance,  instead  of  separate 
classrooms. 

The  legislation  will  also  help  ensure  that  as- 
signment to  special  education  is  not  perma- 
nent. Children  are  often  referred  to  special 
education  in  eariy  grades  and  then  never 
leave.  Part  of  the  problem  lies  with  the  child 
not  keeping  pace  academically  with  their 
peers.  Special  education  plans  often  have  no 
link  to  the  general  curriculum.  Therefore,  chil- 
dren remain  in  special  education  because  they 
lose  contact  with  what  other  children  their  age 
are  learning  and  can  no  longer  keep  up.  This 
legislation  will  ensure  that  the  general  curricu- 
lum is  part  of  every  child's  individualized  edu- 
cation program  [lEP]  or  justified  why  it  is  not. 

The  bill  will  assure  parents'  ability  to  partici- 
pate in  key  decision-making  meetings  about 
their  children's  education  and  they  will  have 
better  access  to  school  records.  They  wrill  also 
be  updated  no  less  regularly  tfian  the  parents 
of  nondisabted  students  through  parent-teach- 
er conferences  and  report  cards.  Parents  will 
be  in  a  better  position  to  know  about  their 
child's  education,  and  will  be  able  to  ensure 
that  their  views  are  part  of  the  lEP  team's  de- 
cision making  process. 

The  bill  ensures  that  States  will  offer  mecfi- 
ation  services  to  resolve  disputes.  Mediation 
has  proved  successful  in  the  neariy  three- 
quarters  of  the  States  that  have  adopted  it. 
This  change  will  encourage  parents  and 
schools  to  woric  out  differences  in  a  less  ad- 
versarial manner.  The  bill  will  also  eliminate 
attorney's  fees  for  participating  in  lEP  meet- 


ings, unless  they  have  been  ordered  to  by  a 
court  or  hearing  officer.  The  purpose  of  this 
change  is  to  retum  lEP  meetings  to  their  origi- 
nal purpose,  discussing  the  child's  needs. 

Our  legislation  will  reduce  litigation  under 
IDEA  by  ensuring  that  schools  have  proper 
notice  of  a  parent's  concerns  prior  to  a  due 
process  action  commencing.  In  cases  where 
parents  and  schools  disagree  with  the  child's 
lEP,  the  school  will  have  real  notice  of  the 
parent's  concerns  prior  to  due  process.  We 
hope  that  this  will  lead  to  eariier  resolution  of 
such  disputes  without  actual  due  process  or 
litigation. 

Local  principals  and  school  administrators 
will  be  given  more  fiexibility.  There  will  be  sim- 
plified accounting  and  flexibility  in  local  plan- 
ning. No  longer  will  accounting  rules  prevent 
even  incidental  benefits  to  other,  nondisabled 
children  for  fear  of  lost  Federal  funding. 

The  bill  will  make  schools  safer  for  all  stu- 
dents, disabled  and  nondisat)led,  and  for  their 
teachers.  Expanding  upon  current  procedures 
for  students  with  firearms,  we  will  enable 
schools  to  quickly  remove  violent  students  and 
those  who  bring  weapons  or  drugs  to  school, 
regardless  of  their  disability  status.  The  bill  will 
ensure  that  such  children  can  quickly  be 
moved  to  alternative  placements  for  45  days, 
during  which  time  the  child's  teachers,  prin- 
cipal, and  parents  can  decide  what  changes, 
if  any,  should  be  made  to  the  child's  lEP  and 
placement 

The  legislation  will  also  ensure  that  disability 
status  will  not  affect  the  school's  general  dis- 
ciplinary procedures  where  appropriate.  In  dis- 
cipline cases,  the  child's  individualized  edu- 
cation program  team  will  determine  whether 
the  child's  acfions  were  a  manifestation  of  his 
or  her  disability.  If  they  were  not,  schools  will 
need  to  take  the  same  action  with  disabled 
children  as  they  would  with  any  other  child. 
This  would  include  expulsion  in  weapons  and 
drug  cases  where  that  is  permitted  by  local  or 
State  law. 

Part  C,  the  infants  and  toddlers  program, 
has  been  changed  to  strengthen  the  intent  of 
past  Congresses  to  promote  eariy  intervention 
services  to  infants  and  toddlers  in  natural  envi- 
ronments. Under  this  bill.  State  policies  and 
procedures  implementing  this  program  will  di- 
rect the  provision  of  services  in  natural  set- 
tings. This  requirement  will  not  mean  that  all 
services,  such  as  physical  tf>erapy,  must  be 
provided  in  the  child's  home.  Rather,  if  the  irv 
fant's  or  toddler's  IFSP  team  chooses  to  pro- 
vide services  in  a  more  restrictive  setting,  the 
child's  individualized  family  services  plan  will 
need  to  justify  why  this  location  is  most  appro- 
priate. 

Eariy  intervention  services  were  not  in- 
tended to  be  provided  using  a  medical  model. 
Eariy  intervention  services  should  enhance  the 
learning  and  development  of  the  infant  or  tod- 
dler with  a  disability,  and  the  ability  of  the  fam- 
ily to  meet  the  special  needs  of  their  child. 
Center  or  clinic  tased  programs  are  very  ex- 
pensive. This  emphasis  on  natural  settings, 
besides  toeing  the  most  appropriate  location 
for  providing  services  to  infants  and  toddlers, 
will  lower  the  costs  for  the  States  as  they  inv 
plement  these  changes.  The  issue  of  where 
services  will  be  provided  and  the  costs  relating 
to  the  different  choices  is  one  which  will  corv 
tinue  to  be  worked  out  as  we  proceed  to  con- 
ference. 


Finally,  I  would  like  to  talk  about  the  formula 
which  will  determine  how  much  of  the  Federal 
appropriation  each  State  will  receive.  Let  me 
say  first  of  all  no  State  will  lose  funds  for  2 
years;  49  States  lose  no  funds  through  the 
first  5  years  of  the  transition  to  the  new  for- 
mula. This  bill  moves  from  allocating  funds  to 
the  States  based  on  a  child  count  of  children 
with  disabilities  to  a  population-based  formula 
with  a  factor  for  poverty.  The  new  formula  is 
based  85  percent  on  the  number  in  the  State 
and  15  percent  on  State  poverty  statistics. 
This  is  a  major  step  in  the  move  to  reduce  the 
overidentification  of  children  as  disabled,  par- 
ticulariy  African-American  males  who  have 
t)een  pushed  into  the  special  education  sys- 
tem in  disproportionate  numbers. 

The  Clinton  administration  recognized  the 
problem  with  the  current  system  in  its  bill,  sug- 
gesting a  population-based  formula  with  future 
funding.  Many  of  my  Democrat  colleagues 
also  recognized  the  importance  of  this  change 
when  they  introduced  that  bill  last  year  as 
H.R.  1986.  In  1994,  the  Department  of  Edu- 
cation's Inspector  General  recommended 
changing  the  formula  exactly  as  we  have 
changed  it  in  this  bill.  They  called  the  current 
formula  a  fciounty  system  that  encourages  puf- 
fing children  in  special  education  when  they 
should  not  be. 

Obviously,  when  a  change  this  large  is  un- 
dertaken, some  States  will  gain  in  the  count 
and  others  will  be  reduced.  In  an  effort  to  hold 
the  negative  impact  on  States  to  a  minimum, 
the  first  1 0-percent  of  the  funds  which  a  State 
would  lose  will  be  held  harmless.  In  effect  this 
means  that  during  the  transition  to  the  new 
formula,  any  State  which  loses  10  percent  or 
less  will  see  no  reduction  in  funding.  Those 
States  that  would  lose  more  than  10  percent 
are  held  harmless  for  that  1 0  percent  For  ex- 
ample, if  a  Slate's  1996  allocation  were  to  be 
3120  million,  and  the  transition  formula  would 
allocate  SI 04  million  to  the  State  in  2002,  that 
State  would  still  receive  3116  million;  that  Is. 
the  3104  million  allocation  plus  10  percent  of 
the  1 996  allocation,  which  amounts  to  31 2  mil- 
lion. 

Aside  from  Uie  part  C  and  funding  formula 
changes,  there  are  several  other  small  and 
technical  changes  in  today's  bill  from  the  bill 
reported  out  of  committee  last  month.  These 
include:  noting  the  role  of  education  service 
agencies  in  the  findings  and  purposes,  and 
updating  some  of  the  statistics  used  in  the 
findings;  ensuring  that  knowledge  about  the 
child  or  special  expertise  is  required  to  be  on 
the  lEP  team,  not  special  knowledge  or  spe- 
cial expertise;  property  placing  one  of  Mr.  Mil- 
ler's markup  amendments  within  the  proce- 
dural safeguards  section;  making  the  language 
in  Mrs.  Mink's  amendment  consistent  with  the 
terms  used  in  the  bill;  ensuring  that  the  profes- 
sional standards  suspension  provision  only  ap- 
plies to  the  highest  standard  provision,  not  to 
all  professional  standards;  ensuring  that  the 
Seaetary  has  the  authority  to  actually  make 
awards  and  grants  under  part  D,  subpart  1; 
and  making  technical  and  cross-reference 
changes  to  implement  the  intent  of  the  bill. 

Before  I  conclude,  I  want  to  note  that  this 
legislation  represents  over  a  year  of  hard  wort< 
by  the  members  of  this  committee.  But  I  would 
like  to  thank  one  colleague  in  particular  for  his 
dedication  to  this  bill.  Subcommittee  Chairman 
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Duke  Cunningham  has  led  this  bill  through  its 
year  long  joumey  to  our  vote  today.  He  has 
dedicated  many  hours  to  crafting  an  outstand- 
ing piece  of  intricate  and  comprehensive  legis- 
lation. Mr.  Cunningham  has  my  sincere 
ttnanks. 

I  also  want  to  thank  Mr.  Greenwood,  Mr. 
GuNDERSON,  Mr.  Talent,  Mr.  Souder,  Mr. 
RiGGS,  Mr.  CLftY,  Mr.  Kildee,  Mr.  Miller,  and 
all  the  others  who  have  wort<ed  in  a  bipartisan 
manner  to  improve  the  IDEA. 

The  IDEA  Improvement  Act  is  the  most  im- 
portant change  to  the  America's  special  edu- 
cation system  since  the  passage  of  Public 
Law  94-142  in  1975.  Overall,  America's  spe- 
cial education  system  as  it  has  been  stnjc- 
tured  has  not  acconplished  what  is  necessary 
to  educate  our  children  with  disabilities.  There 
is  broad  agreement  on  the  need  to  change. 
Results  are  important.  Accountability  is  impor- 
tant. I  tielieve  this  bill  will  help  give  America's 
chikjren  with  disabilities  what  they  were  prorrv 
ised  21  years  ago:  the  real  opportunity  to  re- 
ceive a  quality  public  education. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  KILDEE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in  support 
of  H.R.  3268,  the  IDEA  Improvement 
Act  of  1996,  and  virge  my  colleagrues  in 
the  House  to  do  the  same. 

This  is  a  relatively  young  law.  In 
fact,  we  have  recently  celebrated  the 
20th  anniversary  of  the  historic  enact- 
ment of  this  bill.  It  seems  almost  im- 
possible to  imagine,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
just  two  short  decades  ago  children 
were  routinely  excluded  from  one  of 
our  most  important  institutions  in  this 
country,  public  schools.  IDEA  and  the 
improvements  we  are  proposing  to 
make  in  this  reauthorization  are 
among  the  proudest  legacies  of  this 
Congress  and  our  committee.  And  let 
me  say  to  my  good  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Good- 
ling],  that  although  this  hats  been 
sometimes  a  very  difficult  process,  it 
has  been  a  very  productive  process,  and 
I  want  to  thank  the  gentleman  for  his 
patience  and  his  determination,  that 
we  designed  a  reauthorization  bill  that 
could  gain  bipartisan  support. 

I  would  also  like  to  thank  my  sub- 
conrmiittee  chairman,  the  gentleman 
from         California,  Mr.  DuKE 

CinwiNGHAM,  who  is  tireless  in  his  de- 
sire to  find  common  ground  between  a 
myriad  of  conflicting  viewpoints  and 
approaches. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  express  my 
gratitude  to  the  participants  of  the 
IDEA  consensus  group  for  their  re- 
markable devotion  to  the  children  and 
families  served  by  this  law.  This  law  is 
as  virtuous  as  it  is  because  of  them, 
and  I  thank  them  for  the  hundreds  of 
hours  they  committed  to  helping  us 
fashion  a  proposal  which  we  have  be- 
fore us  today. 

I  would  like  to  say  a  word  about  one 
of  the  improvements  in  this  bill.  When 
this  bill  is  signed  into  law  it  will  re- 
quire new  interagency  agreements  that 


will  provide  a  means  of  improving  re- 
lated services  to  disabled  students  by 
sharing  costs  across  the  widest  possible 
fiscal  base.  There  are  many  Federal. 
State,  county,  and  municipal  agencies 
that  could  provide  related  services  for 
disabled  students,  but  currently  do  not. 
The  principal  reason  why  all  appro- 
priate agencies  do  not  provide  such 
services  is  that  those  served  by  special 
education  are  considered  the  sole  re- 
sponsibility of  the  public  school  sys- 
tem. I  think  that  it  makes  both  fiscal 
and  programmatic  sense  to  involve  all 
services  providers  while  maintaining 
the  current  seamless  delivery  systems 
in  schools. 

Public  school  systems  now  shoulder 
the  fiscal  responsibility  for  special  edu- 
cation. As  the  cost  of  health  care  has 
continued  to  rise,  the  absence  of  an  ef- 
fective cost-sharing  mechanism  has  un- 
fairly focused  attention  on  the  costs  of 
special  education.  Relsang  on  local 
school  budgets  for  the  cost  of  health, 
mental  health,  and  social  services 
causes  needless  conflict  with  parents 
over  the  scope  of  services  and  the  cuts 
in  programs  for  both  disabled  and  non- 
disabled  students. 

According  to  a  recent  editorial  in 
Education  Week,  special  education 
costs  now  are  about  $35  billion  nation- 
ally. By  some  estimates  a  full  6  billion 
of  those  costs  could  be  shared.  That  is 
only  a  fraction  of  total  local.  State, 
and  Federal  spending  on  health  care 
and  social  and  mental  health  services, 
but  it  is  a  huge  amount  for  local 
schools. 

And  before  I  yield,  I  want  to  thank 
the  adn:iinistration  for  providing  the 
blueprint  for  this  proposal.  Impor- 
tantly, the  bill  will  refocus  the  provi- 
sion of  services  under  IDEA  towards 
improving  educational  results  by  pro- 
moting greater  participation  in  the 
general  curriculum  an  the  assessments 
that  measure  student  progress  and  by 
affirming  that  school  reform  efforts 
must  include  children  with  disabilities. 

The  bill  also  promotes  improvements 
in  teaching  and  learning  in  two  ways: 
through  a  strong  commitment  to  pro- 
viding teachers  and  families  with  the 
tools  and  training  they  will  need  to  im- 
prove achievement;  and,  second,  by  re- 
ducing administrative  burdens  at  all 
levels  and  increasing  administrative 
flexibility.  We  are  sending  a  signal  to 
schools  that  we  want  better  results  for 
children,  not  unread  paperwork. 

I  want  to  thank  the  chairman  for  his 
great  work  on  this  bill,  and  I  want  to 
thank  also  the  subcommittee  chair- 
man, the  gentleman  from  Cadifomia. 
Mr.  DUKE  Cunningham,  and  I  want  to 
thank  their  staff  also,  especially,  Sally 
Lovejoy.  Todd  Jones,  and  Doris  Husted, 
along  with  Sarah  Davis  and  Melissia 
Benton  on  our  staff.  Their  prodigious 
effort  really  has  been  instrumental  and 
essential  in  writing  this  bill.  We  at 
times  bad  points  in  this  bill  where  we 
thought  we  could  go  no  further,  but  be- 


cause of  their  patience  and  their  tenac- 
ity and  that  of  DuKE  Cunningham  and 
the  good  work  between  our  staffs,  we 
were  able  to  write  a  bill  that  we  can  be 
proud  of.  and  I  want  to  thank  all  those 
involved  in  that. 

Madam  Speaker.  I  yield  such  time  as 
he  may  consume  to  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Clay). 

Mr.  CLAY.  Madam  Speaker,  today,  we  de- 
bate the  Individuals  With  DisatJilities  Education 
Act  which  mandates  a  free  appropriate  put>lic 
education  for  children  with  disabilities  and  pro- 
vides Federal  funding  to  State  and  local  edu- 
cation agencies  in  helping  to  meet  this  goal. 
IDEA  is  the  main  Federal  law  intended  to  sup- 
port and  improve  early  intervention  and  spe- 
cial education  for  infants,  toddlers,  children, 
and  youth  with  disabilities.  The  centerpiece  of 
IDEA  is  the  Grants  to  States  Program  that  as- 
sists States  to  serve  school  age  chikjren  with 
disabilities. 

The  legislation  we  debate  today  is  corrv 
prehensive.  However,  the  two  issues  which  1 
will  address  in  my  time  allotted  are  first,  ces- 
sation of  services  for  disabled  students,  and 
second,  the  streamlining  of  special  purpose 
programs  under  IDEA. 

The  first  issue  is  the  cessation  of  services 
for  disat>led  students.  In  other  words,  the 
issue  is  whether  a  disabled  school-age  stu- 
dent can  be  expelled  ft'om  school  indefinitely 
without  educational  services  for  certain  unac- 
ceptable  behavior.  The  cessation  of  edu- 
cational services  to  children  with  disabilities  ts 
one  of  the  most  controversial  ctianges  to 
IDEA.  Current  law  allows  scfxx>ls  to  use  dis- 
ciplinary procedures  on  children  with  disat)il- 
ities.  including  expulsion,  but  these  procedures 
cannot  result  in  a  cessation  of  services.  This 
is  an  issue  which  received  considerable  an6 
contentious  det>ate  and  discussion  dunng  de- 
liberatior^s  on  this  legislation. 

To  set  this  issue  in  perspective,  current  law 
permits  the  school  to  suspend  a  chiW  for  up 
to  10  school  days  whenever  a  student  poses 
an  immediate  threat  to  the  safety  of  others. 
Further,  if  a  child  with  a  disatjility  is  deter- 
mined to  have  brought  a  firearm  to  scfx>ol,  tlie 
child  may  be  placed  in  an  interim  alternative 
education  setting  in  accordance  with  State 
law,  for  rx)t  more  tfian  45  days. 

The  Senate  reported  bill  contains  language 
which  permits  the  child  to  be  placed  in  an  irv 
terim  alternative  educational  setting  tor  35 
days  if  a  chiki  with  a  disat)ility  has  a  dan- 
gerous weapon  in  his/her  possession,  erv 
gages  in  the  Illegal  use.  possession,  or  dis- 
tiitxition  of  drugs,  or  engages  in  behavior  that 
results  In  or  is  sutistantially  likely  to  result  in 
serious  tXDdily  injury.  The  Senate  provision 
could  result  In  the  student  being  expelled  with- 
out follow-up  services  if  the  befiavior  relates  to 
weapons  or  drugs  or  was  found  to  be  unre- 
lated to  the  child's  disability. 

The  result  of  the  House  provisions  as  it  re- 
lates to  disciplinary  measures  is  that  stijdents 
whose  actions  are  fourKl  to  be  unrelated  to 
their  disat>ility  may  be  expelled  without  serv- 
ces  for  weapons  and  illegal  drug  cases  if  so 
provided  by  State  law. 

Federal  law  is  supporting  the  expulsion  of 
school-age  students  from  school  indefinitety 
without   providing   sonf)e   type   of   alternative 
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services.  Without  special  services,  the  out- 
comes for  children  with  disabilities  in  this  situ- 
ation are  much  worse  than  for  children  without 
disabilities.  When  we  sanction  this  in  Federal 
law,  we  are  supporting  the  cessation  of  edu- 
cation services  to  students  with  disabilities 
who  are  the  most  vulnerable. 

The  question  is  are  we  mandating  a  disserv- 
ice to  students  and/or  to  society  when  we  per- 
mit school-age  students  to  be  thrown  into  the 
streets  without  any  alternative  placement?  Are 
we  simply  creating  a  worse  criminal  law  prob- 
lem later? 

Although  there  has  been  a  frequent  ref- 
erence to  the  minuscule  number  of  student  af- 
fected by  this  change,  our  concem  is  that  any 
number  is  too  many. 

I  intend  to  carefully  follow  the  implementa- 
tion of  this  legislation  and  carefully  follow  the 
result  of  this  provision. 

An  additional  issue  that  I  will  address  is  the 
streamlining  of  the  special  purpose  programs 
urxjer  IDEA.  Currently,  under  IDEA,  there  are 
14  special  purpose  programs  ttiat  authorize 
discretionary  grants  to  support  early  interven- 
tion and  special  education  research,  dem- 
onstration projects,  teacher  training,  and  infor- 
mation dissemination.  The  House  bill  would 
consolidate  these  14  programs  Into  4. 

The  concem  is  that  support  for  certain  vital 
functions  might  be  lost  in  the  transition  to  the 
four  new  progams.  The  Federal  role  in  the 
area  of  eariy  intervention  and  special  edu- 
cation research  and  development,  without 
question,  has  led  to  improved  outcomes  for 
children  with  disabilities.  Although  specific  pro- 
gram headings  will  disappear  in  the  new  legis- 
lation, that  should  not  suggest  that  our  work  is 
done  in  these  areas.  The  education  of  stu- 
dents with  disabilities  will  not  improve  without 
a  strong  Federal  role  that  advances  the  knowl- 
edge base  and  tools  of  educators. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  very  carefully  con- 
sider this  legislation. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Madajn  Speaker,  I 
yield  6  minutes  to  the  "Duke"  from 
California,  Mr.  CtmNiNOHAM,  the  sub- 
committee chairman  who  piloted  this 
through  his  subcommittee. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  That  is  the  Cali- 
fornia DtncE.  not  the  Louisiana  Duke, 
Madam  Speaker. 

Madam  Speaker,  can  our  colleagues 
imagine  having  a  child  with  disabil- 
ities and  no  place  to  go.  that  the  school 
refuses  to  teach  that  child,  and  they 
have  no  hope  that  that  child  will  have 
a  bite  at  the  American  dream?  Well 
over  21  years  ago.  Madam  Speaker, 
there  was  a  program  established  to  ad- 
dress this  problem.  IDEA.  And  it  is 
said,  well,  why  fix  a  program  that  is 
working  good?  First  of  all,  IDEA  was 
up  for  reauthorization.  And  today  we 
live  in  a  computer  age.  We  do  not  use 
typewriters.  It  is  time  for  a  new  ap- 
proach, and  like  each  bill  that  comes 
before  us,  the  direction  that  we  set 
forth  was  to  try  and  do  this  in  a  bipar- 
tisan manner. 

I  want  to  thank  my  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  KiL- 
DEE].  When  he  was  the  chairman  of  my 
subcommittee,  he  was  very  fair  and 
worked  very  closely  with  me,  as  he 
does  now  as  ranking  member. 


Second,  I  would  like  to  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
GOODLING].  As  chairman,  he  led  well. 
He  did  not  micromanage.  He  gave  me 
the  reins  that  I  needed  to  be  able  to  go 
forth. 

I  would  like  to  thank  especially  the 
California  legislature  and  all  the  prin- 
cipals and  superintendents  that  I  had 
meetings  and  hearings  with  on  this 
bill.  On  IDEA.  I  had  more  meetings 
than  I  have  had  on  national  security. 
My  coUeagrues  cannot  realize  the  dif- 
ferent interest  groups  that  come  into 
play.  And  to  get  a  consensus  of  teach- 
ers, of  schools,  and  parents  on  a  bill 
like  this  has  been  very,  very  difficult 
and  very  trying. 

But  we  have  done  it.  And  I  think  that 
the  reauthorization  and  the  improve- 
ment of  this  act  is  going  to  help  chil- 
dren. 

First  priority  was  to  help  schools 
achieve  more  of  their  budgetary  ac- 
counts toward  special-education  chil- 
dren. Many  of  the  procedures  that 
schools  were  forced  to  go  through, 
along  with  lawsuits  and  the  dollars 
going  to  lawyers  and  paperwork,  were 
taking  away  from  the  actual  dollars 
that  we  wanted  to  focus  to  kids.  So  we 
set  forth  and  tried  to  resolve  that  prob- 
lem. 

We  wanted  to  allow  schools  to  func- 
tion well,  and  serve  not  only  special 
education  children,  but  all  children 
better,  so  that  those  dollars  were  not 
taken  away.  In  many  cases  today,  we 
would  have  lengthy  litigation.  In  Cali- 
fornia there  is  one  case  where  over  SI 
million  dollars  was  taken  away  from 
the  school  system  through  imwise  liti- 
gation. We  resolved  that  problem,  and 
we  got  the  consensus  of  both  the  parent 
groups  and  the  schools.  That  was  dif- 
ficult. 

Madam  Speaker,  I  do  not  know  if  our 
colleagues  have  ever  taken  a  dirt  clod 
and  thrown  it  at  a  wasps'  nest.  But  all 
the  little  wasps,  when  you  do  that, 
start  dancing  around,  and  they  are 
going  to  sting.  When  we  take  a  look  at 
the  challenges  present  in  IDEA  and  the 
problems  that  we  have  gone  through  in 
bringing  this  bill  to  the  floor,  I  think 
we  have  done  a  pretty  good  job. 

We  found  that  school  boards  did  not 
know  what  their  responsibilities  were, 
teachers  did  not  know  what  their  re- 
sponsibilities were,  and  parents  did  not 
always  know  what  the  law  entailed  and 
were  trying  to  overprescribe  special- 
education  requirements  to  the  schools. 
In  the  end,  it  resulted  in  a  lot  of  law- 
suits to  the  schools. 

So  what  did  we  do?  We  said  in  the 
first  due  process  meeting  between  a 
parent  and  a  school  that  a  lawyer  can- 
not be  present.  Because  if  there  is  a 
lawyer  there,  the  school  has  got  to 
have  one,  and  that  takes  dollars  away 
from  the  system.  So  at  this  first  due 
process  meeting,  we  try  and  encourage 
mediation  where  two  people  or  two 
groups  can  sit  down  and  save  the  focus 


and  save  the  dollars  to  go  back  into  the 
education  of  children. 

Madam  Speaker,  I  know^  there  are  a 
couple  of  other  speakers  that  wanted 
to  speak.  And  I  know  the  gentlewoman 
from  Maryland  [Mrs.  Morella]  did.  I 
will  submit  the  rest  of  this  for  the 
Record.  In  this  bill,  we  replace  confu- 
sion with  clarity  and  simplicity.  I 
think  it  is  a  great  improvement.  I 
could  not  have  done  that  without  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  KiL- 
DEE],  through  his  guidance.  And  I  could 
not  have  done  it  without  the  leadership 
of  my  chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  GOODLING).  We  have 
prepared  here  to  thank  the  staffs  and 
the  different  people;  the  other  Mem- 
bers have  already  done  that  so  I  will 
not  say  that  again.  But  I  will  submit  it 
for  the  Record. 

I  urge  all  Members  to  support  the 
IDEA  Improvement  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker  and  Chairman  Goodling, 
thank  you  for  recognizing  me  in  support  of  my 
bill,  the  IDEA  Improvement  Act. 

This  legislation  is  based  upon  one  principle: 
That  children  with  disabilities  deserve  a  fight- 
ing chance  to  grow  up  and  achieve  the  Amer- 
ican dream.  And  to  have  that  fighting  chance, 
children  need  an  excellent  education. 

So  a  year  and  a  half  ago,  we  set  out  to 
make  the  Nation's  special  education  law  bet- 
ter. America  has  had  a  national  special  edu- 
cation law  for  21  years.  By  many  measures,  it 
has  succeeded.  Children  who  were  regarded 
as  helpless  now  receive  an  education.  Fami- 
lies who  were  poweriess  to  get  schooling  for 
their  children  now  get  it.  And  schools  who 
lacked  direction  in  how  to  provide  special  edu- 
cation now  have  it. 

But  we  can  do  tsetter.  It's  taken  many  meet- 
ings, and  a  lot  of  time.  But  with  the  agreement 
of  Republicans  and  Democrats,  families  and 
educators,  we  have  done  better  for  our 
schools  and  for  our  Nation's  children.  To- 
gether, we  have  developed  the  first  com- 
prehensive reform  of  our  Nation's  special  edu- 
cation law.  We  have  made  it  better  for  our 
children  with  disabilities.  And  we  have  inv 
proved  schools'  ability  to  run  the  program. 

Chairman  Goodling  has  outlined  this  legis- 
lation in  detail.  Let  me  highlight  four  areas 
which  I  find  particularly  important 

First,  we  t)elieve  it  is  important  for  schools 
and  families  to  focus  on  quality  education,  in- 
stead of  bureaucratic  paperworit.  So  we  have 
made  several  improvements  in  the  lEP,  the  In- 
dividualized Education  Program  that  is  re- 
quired for  every  child  with  a  disat)ility.  For  the 
first  time,  the  lEP  must  focus  on  the  edu- 
cational progress  of  the  child,  not  merely  list 
pre-programmed  services. 

Second,  we  believe  it  is  important  to  make 
every  special  education  dollar  count.  Every 
dollar  that  pays  for  attorneys  or  unnecessary 
paperwork  is  a  dollar  that  cannot  buy  a  book, 
pay  a  teacher,  or  educate  a  child.  So  where 
there  is  disagreement  between  families  and 
schools  over  how  to  best  educate  a  child  with 
a  disability,  we  strongly  encourage  them  to 
work  it  out  through  mediation. 

Third,  we  believe  we  must  restore  faimess 
to  the  distribution  of  Federal  money  under 
IDEA.  While  the  cun-ent  formula  was  written 
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for  a  good  reason,  problems  have  arisen.  The 
Department  of  Education  inspector  general 
found  that  some  States  over  identify  children 
into  special  education,  and  get  more  than  their 
fair  share  of  Federal  money.  That's  not  right. 
So  we  gradually  transition  away  from  ttiat  un- 
fair formula,  toward  one  based  upon  popu- 
lation, a  small  poverty  factor,  and  a  hold  harm- 
less for  several  affected  States.  I  agree  that 
Congress  should  provide  more  funding  for 
local  schools  to  meet  this  mandate.  And  I 
have  joined  several  other  Members  in  request- 
ing it. 

And  fourth,  is  the  issue  of  discipline.  Under 
the  law  today,  there  is  disagreement  and  corv 
fusion  among  schools  and  families,  over  how 
and  whien  to  discipline  children  with  disabil- 
ities. This  is  particularty  tough  in  the  nrrast  dif- 
ficult and  violent  cases.  But  we  replace  confu- 
sion with  clarity  and  simplicity.  We  ensure  safe 
classrooms  and  safe  schools.  And  we  mairv 
tain  agreed-upon  procedural  safeguards  for 
children  with  disabilities. 

We  have  made  many  other  improvements  in 
the  IDEA  Improvement  Act,  such  as  consoli- 
dating and  focusing  programs,  and  reforming 
professional  development  for  teachers.  We 
have  simplified  our  schools's  administration  of 
special  education. 

But  everything  we  have  done  retums  to  this 
one  principle:  That  children  with  disabilities  de- 
serve an  excellent  education,  so  they  have  a 
fighting  chance  at  the  American  dream. 

Because  in  America,  children  with  learning 
disabilities  should  discover  the  world  of  read- 
ing. Children  with  emotional  disturbances 
should  acquire  the  confidence  they  need 
through  leaming  arxJ  achievement  Children 
who  were  orx:e  thought  to  be  helpless  should 
grow  to  become  active,  working,  and  produc- 
tive citizens  of  our  communities.  In  America, 
the  t)est  Nation  on  Earth,  we  can  and  do  vwjri< 
together  to  make  things  better. 

I  would  like  to  thank  my  chaimnan,  Bill 
Goodling,  for  his  leadership,  and  for  working 
closely  together  with  me  on  this  bill.  My  Youth 
Subcommittee's  ranking  member.  Dale  Kil- 
DEE,  proved  his  friendship  again,  as  a  frierxl  of 
mine  and  a  friend  of  our  Nation's  children. 

I  also  would  like  to  recognize:  Todd  Jones, 
Doris  Husted,  and  Sally  Lovejoy  from  the  conn- 
mittee  majority  staff,  Frank  PurceM  of  my  per- 
sonal staff,  Sara  Piatt  Davis  of  the  committee 
minority  staff,  Steve  Aleman  from  CRS,  legis- 
lative counsels  Susan  Fleishmann  and  Mark 
Synnes  and  all  the  representatives  of  schools, 
teachers,  and  families  of  children  with  disabil- 
ities, virtTose  time  and  contributions  to  this  ef- 
fort made  \he  IDEA  Improvement  Act  possitrfe. 
Thank  you. 

I  urge  all  Members  to  support  the  IDEA  lnr>- 
provement  Act. 

Mr.  KILDEE.  Madam  Speaker,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mon- 
tana [Mr.  WILLIAMS]. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Madam  Speaker.  I 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  speak  in 
support  of  this  important  legislation.  I 
appreciate  all  of  the  hard  work  that 
has  been  done  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
to  make  this  reauthorization  a  biparti- 
san effort.  I  think  it  is  very  important 
that  we  make  changes  to  this  law,  and 
I  know  there  are  some  positive  changes 
in  this  bill.  I  would  just  like  to  take  a 


second  and  rentiind  folks  of  the  progress 
that  the  Individuals  With  Disabilities 
Education  Act  has  made  during  the 
past  20  years. 

In  1974.  before  the  passage  of  IDEA, 
there  were  70.655  children  living  in 
State  institutions  compared  to  4.000 
children  in  1994.  In  1994,  the  average 
State  institution  expenditure  was 
S82.256  per  child.  So  it  is  clear  that  this 
law  is  saving  the  Government  and  tax- 
payers an  awful  lot  of  money. 

The  number  of  students  with  disabil- 
ities completing  high  school  with  a  di- 
ploma or  certificate  increased  from  55 
percent  in  1984  10  years  ago  to  64  per- 
cent in  1992. 

According  to  a  Harris  poll,  44  percent 
of  all  people  with  disabilities  have 
some  college  education  today,  com- 
pared to  only  29  percent  in  1986.  Forty- 
seven  percent  of  people  without  dis- 
abilities have  some  college  education. 

Fifty-seven  percent  of  youth  with 
disabilities  are  competitively  employed 
within  5  years  of  leaving  school  today, 
compared  to  an  emplosonent  rate  of 
only  33  percent  for  older  people  with 
disabilities  who  have  not  benefited 
from  IDEA. 

So  it  is  clear  this  law  is  having  a  tre- 
mendous positive  effect  on  the  lives  of 
individuals  with  disabilities,  and  I  am 
supportive  of  continuing  to  make 
changes  that  strengthen  the  lEP  proc- 
ess and  involve  regular  education 
teachers  and  parents:  coordinating  edu- 
cation with  health  and  social  services: 
ensuring  mediation  is  available  to  par- 
ents: and  reducing  some  of  the  Federal 
burden  on  local  school  districts. 

By  and  large.  I  feel  that  we  have 
made  a  great  deal  of  progress  on  this 
legislation  and  I  appreciate  the  biparti- 
san work  that  has  been  done  to  this 
end  to  strengthen  the  personnel  stand- 
ards provisions,  eliminate  the  part  H 
demonstration  proposal,  and  strength- 
en the  manifestation  determination 
process.  I  do,  still  have  a  couple  of  con- 
cerns that  I  hope  can  be  resolved  dur- 
ing conference. 

Specifically  I  am  still  uncomfortable 
with  the  formula  change  and  I  would 
like  to  go  on  record  in  support  of  cur- 
rent law. 

Twenty  years  ago.  when  this  law  was 
adopted.  Congress  found  that  1  million 
children  with  disabilities  were  partici- 
pating in  regular  school  programs,  but 
because  their  disabilities  were  unde- 
tected, they  were  prevented  from  hav- 
ing a  successful  school  experience. 

This  was  the  critical  reason  that 
Congress  decided  to  Ijase  the  IDEA  for- 
mula on  the  numljers  of  students  iden- 
tified with  disabilities,  a  law  guaran- 
teeing the  free  ajad  appropriate  edu- 
cation for  these  children,  must  have 
some  mechanism  for  ensuring  that 
children  with  disabilities  are  identified 
and  served. 

In  my  State.  7  percent  of  the  popu- 
lation is  Native  American.  With  50,000 
native  people  and  nearly  8,000  native 
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children  spread  throughout  7  reserva- 
tions in  very  remote  locations,  it  is  ex- 
tremely difficult  to  find  children  with 
disabilities  in  these  areas.  It  is  critical 
for  Montana  to  have  its  State  alloca- 
tion based  on  the  number  of  students 
T^th  disabilities  so  that  there  is  some 
incentive  to  reach  out  to  this  popu- 
lation and  find  those  kids  in  desperate 
need  of  services. 

I  have  heard  the  argument  that  this 
formula  may  create  some  situations  of 
overidentification  in  some  areas  or 
populations.  But.  it  just  does  not  make 
sense  to  me.  If  a  State  identifies  a 
child  with  disabilities,  they  must  then 
serve  that  child,  and  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment is  not  giving  them  nearly 
enough  money  to  provide  those  serv- 
ices. 

I  also  have  concerns  that  time  is  run- 
ning short  on  getting  this  legislation 
through  conference  committee.  The 
Senate  is  adamantly  opposed  to  this 
change  and  we  do  not  have  the  time  to 
engage  in  a  formula  fight. 

I  am  also  still  very  concerned  to  see 
this  Congress  moving  in  the  direction 
of  ceasing  educational  services  for  dis- 
abled children  under  certain  cir- 
cumstances. Cessation  of  services  for 
any  student  with  disabilities  is  simply 
not  necessary  to  ensure  the  goal  of 
school  safety.  The  bill  l)efore  us  today 
already  allows  for  the  following  actions 
to  be  taken  for  students  who  have  en- 
gaged in  serious  misconduct  involving 
weapons,  drugs,  or  misl)ehavior  causing 
serious  injury:  Students  can  be  imme- 
diately suspended  from  school  for  up  to 
10  school  days— 2  weeks:  school  person- 
nel can  order  a  change  in  placement  of 
the  child  to  an  interim  alternative 
placement  for  an  additional  45  school 
days — 9  weeks.  During  this  time,  the 
school  can  review  the  child's  place- 
ment, services,  recommend  changes  in 
placement  after  the  45-day  period  con- 
cludes, or  subject  the  child  to  other 
disciplinary  procedures. 

I  support  these  provisions,  but  fail  to 
see  how  the  cessation  of  educational 
services  will  result  in  anything  other 
than  harming  our  students  with  dis- 
abilities. 

It  is  important  to  consider  the  real 
life  impact  that  cessation  will  have  on 
these  children  as  we  consider  changing 
a  long-standing  Federal  commitment 
to  educating  children  with  disabilities. 

Students  with  disabilities  who  are 
expelled  or  suspended  under  current 
law  are  tjrpically  kids  with  leaming 
disabilities  or  emotional  problems.  Re- 
search tells  us  that  these  are  kids 
whose  long-term  prospects  are  very 
grim  if  they  are  separated  from  all  edu- 
cational services. 

The  majority  of  kids  with  these  dis- 
abilities who  drop  out  of  school  are  ar- 
rested. Their  prospects  for  employment 
are  poor.  And.  the  odds  are  stacked 
against  them  for  ever  succeeding  in  the 
long-run. 

If  we  really  care  about  our  commu- 
nities, and  safe  schools,  we  should  be 
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investing  in  continuing  the  services 
these  individuals  need  to  become  good 
citizens,  not  cutting  off  any  chance  of 
beating  the  odds. 

D  1545 

Mr.  GOODLJNG.  Madam  Speaker^  I 
encourage  my  colleague,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Montana  [Mr.  Williams], 
to  look  at  the  new  formula,  and  hope- 
fully, since  that  is  the  direction  the  ad- 
ministration wanted  to  go.  we  can  do 
something  different  than  the  Senate 
has  done. 

Madam  Speaker,  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  gentlewoman  from  Maryland  [Mrs. 

MORELLA]. 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Madam  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  me 
the  time. 

Madam  Speaker,  I  rise  in  praise  of 
Congressmen  BILL  GooDLiNG,  Randy 
Cunningham,  and  Dale  Kildee.  and  all 
of  the  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Economic  and  Educational  Opportuni- 
ties for  moving  IDEA  to  the  House 
floor.  This  is  a  very  important  piece  of 
legislation  that  must  be  reauthorized 
this  year.  IDEA  has  made  it  possible 
for  millions  of  children  and  youth  with 
disabilities  to  gain  an  education.  IDEA 
has  enabled  millions  of  children  to 
grow  up  to  become  productive  and  con- 
tributing members  of  society. 

Let  me  share  with  you  the  story  of 
Cecilia  Pauley.  Cecilia  was  born  with 
Down's  syndrome.  She  has  loving  par- 
ents and  brothers  and  sisters  who  give 
her  their  time  and  attention,  and  have 
helped  her  with  her  school  work. 

Cecilia  attends  a  regular  high  school 
in  Montgomery  County,  MD.  She  has 
been  an  inspiration  to  other  students 
at  the  school.  She  works  in  the  school 
nurse's  office,  and  next  year  she  will 
start  college.  Cecilia  gives  many 
speeches  to  large  groups,  and  she  in- 
spires others  to  work  up  to  their  poten- 
tial. Without  IDEA,  Cecilia  could  not 
have  succeeded. 

Last  week,  I  spoke  at  the  graduation 
of  two  students  at  Stephen  Knolls 
School  in  Montgomery  County,  MD — a 
school  for  multiply  disabled.  Anthony 
Barbaro  and  Laurie  Springer  and  their 
families  were  uplifted  by  such  caring 
education.  They  learned  life  skills. 
Principal  Jane  Jackson  and  staff  are 
committed  to  the  program. 

As  a  former  teacher,  I  remember  the 
days  when,  only  two  decades  ago.  dis- 
abled children  were  unserved  and  un- 
derserved.  At  a  time  when  we,  as  a  Na- 
tion, are  upgrading  our  system  of  edu- 
cation to  make  our  students  more  com- 
petitive globally,  we  cannot  afford  to 
lower  our  standards  for  any  segment  of 
our  student  population. 

Again,  I  commend  Mr.  Cunningham 
and  Mr.  GooDLlNG  for  their  excellent 
work  in  bringing  this  bill  to  the  House 
floor. 

Mr.  KILDEE.  Madam  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  ais  I  may  consume. 

Madam  Speaker,  I  wouli^  like  to  also 
thank  people  from  the  department  who 


played  a  very  important  role  in  this: 
Judy  Heimian,  Tom  Hehir,  Carol 
Cichowski,  Paul  Riddle,  Patricia 
Leahy,  Theta  Zwesa.  Susan  Craig,  Judy 
Wurtzel,  Connie  Gamer,  and  Susan 
Leonard. 

Madam  Speaker.  I  yield  3  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  ROE- 

MER]. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Madam  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  time 
to  me. 

Madam  Speaker,  I  too  would  like  to 
join  in  some  of  the  accolades  and  in 
commending  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  GOODLING]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr. 
Cunningham]  on  the  Republican  side, 
and  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Kildee]  and  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  Clay]  on  the  Democratic 
side;  for  this,  truly,  is  legrislation  that 
has  taken  educational  opportunities  to 
equality  for  maybe  young  people  that 
were  not  being  served  and  were  vir- 
tually being  ignored.  This  is  important 
legislation  because  this  legrislation  will 
bring  the  sense  of  not  just  empathy  to 
so  many  disabled  young  people,  but  ef- 
ficiency to  so  many  of  these  young  peo- 
ple seeking  an  education,  seeking  to 
better  themselves. 

Madam  Speaker,  we  would  think  that 
with  all  these  accolades,  that  this 
would  be  perfect  legislation.  I  do  not 
think  that  this  body  has  ever  dealt 
with  perfect  legislation.  I  would  just 
point  out  one  particular  area  of  deep 
concern  to  me  and  why  I  think  we  need 
to  continue  to  move  this  legislation  in 
conference  into  a  more  fair  manner  in 
terms  of  the  funding  formula. 

Historically  we  have  based  our  fund- 
ing formula  under  IDEA  on  the  basis  of 
targeting  it  to  those  individuals  who 
are  disabled.  When  we  marked  this  bill 
up  in  committee,  a  State  like  Indiana 
lost  about  22  percent  of  its  funds  not 
because  we  had  a  number  of  disabled 
people  move  out  of  our  State  and  go  to 
more  populous  States.  We  still  have 
the  same  number  of  disabled;  but  many 
of  these  moneys  now  are  being  moved 
to  more  populous  States  because  the 
formula  has  shifted  from  targeted  to 
people  with  disabilities  to  targeted  to 
States  with  bigger  populations. 

Madam  Speaker,  while  I  recognize 
the  chairman,  in  improving  this  bill 
and  going  from  about  a  22  percent  loss 
in  the  State  of  Indiana,  he  now  has  in- 
corporated the  hold-harmless  provi- 
sion, we  now  go  to  about  11  percent 
loss.  I  would  encourage  him,  and  I  hope 
to  work  with  him  in  conference  so  that 
I  might  represent  my  State  in  commit- 
tee, in  conference,  and  work  to  improve 
the  formula  so  that  it  is  judicious,  it  is 
fair  to  disabled  children  whether  they 
live  in  South  Bend,  EN,  or  Sacramento, 
CA.  We  have  to  make  sure  they  get 
these  services. 

Madam  Speaker,  just  as  a  final  exam- 
ple, if  we  were  doing  wetlamds  legisla- 
tion on  the  House  floor,  we  would  not 
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target  the  wetlands  legislation  to  the 
most  populous  States  or  base  it  upon 
population.  We  would  say  where  are 
the  wetlands?  Are  they  in  Indiana,  or 
are  more  of  them  in  the  South  or  the 
North?  This  formula  should  not  be 
based  upon  population,  because  each 
and  every  one  of  these  disabled  chil- 
dren deserves  the  equal  opportunity  to 
education  that  this  reauthorization  bill 
will  bring  to  them.  I  encourage  more 
movement  toward  a  newer  formula 
that  is  fair  to  all  children. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Madam  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  30  seconds. 

I  would  indicate.  Madam  Speaker, 
that  the  gentleman's  State  of  Indiana 
will  not  lose  any  money  for  5  years 
under  this  bill,  and  probably  will  ulti- 
mately not  lose  any  money  because  of 
increasing  appropriations.  What  we  are 
trying  to  do  in  this  bill  is  stop  over- 
identificatidn  of  children  with  disabil- 
ities and  just  serve  those  who  really 
have  disabilities.  With  this  bill,  we  will 
eliminate  the  financial  incentives  for 
placing  children  into  special  education 
when  they  do  not  actually  have  disabil- 
ities. It  is  unfair  to  those  children  who, 
as  I  indicated  earlier,  are  often  black 
male  children. 

But  to  ensure  that  education  is  not 
disrupted,  this  bill  provides  that  49 
States  lose  nothing  for  5  years  and 
probably  nothing  ever  as  we  increase 
the  amount  of  money  appropriated 
under  this  bill. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Califomia.  Madam  Speaker, 
I  would  like  to  express  my  qualified  support  for 
H.R.  3268,  the  IDEA  Improvement  Act  of 
1996.  While  tfiis  bill  makes  some  important 
changes  in  the  20-year-old  law  providing  spe- 
cial education  and  related  services  to  5.8  mil- 
lion disabled  children  and  youth,  I  have  some 
serious  reservations  about  several  aspects  of 
the  bill.  Nonetheless,  I  believe  it  is  very  impor- 
tant to  move  this  legislation  fonA^ard  with  the 
hopes  that  some  of  my  remaining  concerns 
will  be  satisfactorily  resolved  in  conference 
with  the  Senate. 

I  would  like  to  especially  thank  Chairman 
GOODLING  for  the  spirit  of  bipartisanship  that 
marked  the  latter  days  of  our  negotiations  over 
this  bill.  The  majority  came  a  very  long  way  in 
accommodating  concerns  that  I  shared  with 
other  members  of  the  minority  on  the  Opportu- 
nities Committee  as  well  as  with  the  parent, 
disability,  and  education  groups  that  have 
such  a  vital  stake  in  the  future  of  IDEA. 

This  legislation  contair^  a  number  of  provi- 
sions, many  of  which  were  taken  from  the  ad- 
ministration bill,  that  will  improve  IDEA  and 
bring  the  education  of  disabled  children  into 
the  21st  century.  These  include  requirements 
that  schools  hold  disabled  students  to  the 
highest  possible  standards  and  that  they  be 
accountable  for  educational  results.  The  edu- 
cation of  disabled  children  must  k>e  part  and 
parcel  of  school  reform.  The  bill  also  strength- 
ens and  improves  provisions  relating  to  the 
evaluation  of  disabled  children  and  develop- 
ment of  their  individualized  education  pro- 
grams, [lEP]  to  promote  the  participation  of 
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the  child  in  the  general  curriculum  while  ensur- 
ing that  the  range  of  necessary  services  to  ad- 
dress that  child's  needs  remain  available.  I  be- 
lieve  that  provisions  making  the  classroom 
teacher  a  fuller  participant  in  the  design  as 
well  as  the  implementation  of  the  child's  pro- 
gram are  particulariy  valuable. 

In  this  regard,  amendments  added  in  com- 
mittee by  Mrs.  Mink  and  Mr.  Greenwood  are 
well-crafted  responses  to  concerns  about  dis- 
ruptive disabled  students  that  should  ensure 
that  the  classroom  teacher's  concerns  are 
taken  into  consideration.  These  amendments 
rightfully  place  the  responsibility  for  addressing 
the  disruptive  disabled  student  in  the  lEP 
process.  The  purpose  is  to  ensure  that  chil- 
dren with  behavioral  problems  receive  the 
proper  support  and  services.  It  is  imperative, 
however,  that  children  with  disabilities  not  be 
considered  disnjptive  t>ased  on  a  lack  of  un- 
derstanding of  the  nature  of  the  disat)ility  or  its 
effect  on  behavior,  disruption  caused  by  de- 
vices, accessibility,  auxiliary  aides,  or  services 
used  by  the  child,  a  failure  to  provide  services, 
including  behavioral  management,  or  behavior 
inherent  to  the  disability  itself,  such  as  sei- 
zures. 

I  have  been  particulariy  concerned  about 
changes  affecting  due  process  rights  of  chil- 
dren under  IDEA,  those  core  protections  that 
make  this  law  work  ar>d  provide  the  key  bal- 
ance of  interests  between  parents  and  school 
districts.  While  I  am  pleased  that  a  number  of 
charges  were  accepted  by  the  majority  that 
increase  my  comfort  level,  including  my 
amendments  increasing  due  process  protec- 
tions for  children  who  face  cessation  of  serv- 
ices as  a  result  of  disciplinary  actions,  I  re- 
rr^in  troubled  at>out  several  rennaining  issues. 

First  and  foremost  is  that  the  bill  authorizes 
States  to  cease  sen/ices  for  disabled  children 
as  a  disciplinary  measure,  albeit  on  a  highly 
restricted  basis.  This  is  wrong  and  the  vast 
majority  of  education  and  disability  groups 
agree.  In  Califomia,  the  legislature  recently 
passed  a  law  that  requires  the  provision  of 
educational  services  to  all  expelled  students.  If 
the  California  Legislature  can  conclude  that 
this  sound  educational  and  social  policy  does 
rrot  compromise  school  safety  then  Congress 
should.  Unfortunately,  the  Senate  bill  gives  us 
rx)  teeway  to  change  this  provision. 

Second.  I  tselieve  that  when  an  offense  that 
will  result  in  serious  disciplinary  action  is  the 
least  bit  sut)jective,  only  an  objective  party — a 
hearing  officer — should  have  the  authority  to 
order  a  change  in  placement.  The  bill  allows 
a  principal  to  change  a  disabled  child's  place- 
ment for  up  to  55  schooldays  under  the  loose- 
ly defined  category  serious  injury,  which 
means,  amor>g  other  things  a  verbal  assault. 
Not  only  does  this  definition  need  to  be  tight- 
ened up,  but  the  decision  to  change  place- 
ment should  certainly  be  ttiat  of  a  hearing  offi- 
cer rather  than  a  school  offidal. 

There  are  other  areas  I  would  like  to  see 
addressed  in  conference.  For  example,  I  am 
not  convirx^d  that  a  change  in  the  interstate 
formula  is  merited  or  will  resolve  problems 
with  overkjentification.  I  do  think  that  schools 
need  to  have  a  certain  stake  in  child-find  and 
that  the  current  child-based  formula  provides 
this.  I  am  also  concerned  about  provisions  al- 
lowing personnel  standards  to  be  waived,  and 
would  prefer  to  see  the  issue  of  personnel 


shortages  to  be  handled  with  measures  to  in- 
crease the  capacity  of  States  to  meet  person- 
nel needs.  I  am  also  very  concerned  that  criti- 
cal technological  research  and  development 
for  disabled  chikJren  will  come  to  a  halt  with 
the  bill's  ending  discretionary  authorities  for 
such  activities. 

We  will  have  the  opportunity  to  address 
most  of  these  issues  in  conference,  and  it  is 
with  this  confidence  ttiat  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  this  bill. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Madam  Speaker.  I  rise  today 
in  support  of  the  Individuals  with  Disabilities 
Education  Improvement  Act  [IDEA]  and  conv 
mend  its  sponsor,  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Early  Childhood, 
Youth  and  Faimilies,  Mr.  Cunningham,  and  the 
distinguished  chaimnan  of  ttie  Committee  on 
Economic  and  Educational  Opportunities,  Mr. 
Goodung,  for  all  of  their  diligent  work  in  bring- 
ing this  important  bipartisan  legislation  to  the 
floor. 

This  measure  effectively  incorporates  nu- 
merous initiatives  that  have  been  proposed  by 
educators  and  school  board  members  in  my 
district  This  bill  seeks  to  give  the  classroom 
teacher  the  atwiity  to  maintain  adequate  dis- 
cipline with  regard  to  special  education  stu- 
dents. While  previous  law  prohibited  a  school 
from  suspending  or  expellir)g  a  disabled  stu- 
dent for  more  than  1 0  days,  except  in  the  situ- 
ation where  the  student  has  brought  a  gun  to 
school,  this  bill  provides  for  removal  to  an  al- 
ternative placement  for  students  who  bnng 
weapons  to  school,  bring  illegal  drugs  to 
school  or  illegally  distribute  legal  drugs  in 
schools,  students  who  engage  in  assault  or 
battery,  and  students,  who  by  proof  of  sub- 
stantial evidence  present  a  danger  to  himself 
or  others.  I  t>elieve  that  this  biW  effectively  ad- 
dresses that  issue  of  classroom  safety,  while 
still  maintaining  protection  for  the  students 
against  arbitrary  placement  changes. 

Furthermore  this  measure  requires  States  to 
make  mediation  available  to  school  authorities 
and  parents  wfio  disagree  over  a  disabled  stu- 
dent's educational  plan,  instead  of  forcing  the 
parties  to  move  their  dispute  into  the  court.  It 
is  our  hope  that  an  increase  in  the  use  of  me- 
diation will  reduce  the  acrinrrany  involved  in 
these  disputes  and  will  save  money  that  has 
in  the  past  been  spent  on  attorney  fees.  Fur- 
thermore it  is  my  hope  that  the  new  formula 
changes  phased  in  over  10  years  will  reduce 
over-identification  and  pronnote  the  effective 
use  of  government  resources. 

Accordingly.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  this  worthy  measure  to  re- 
form our  Nation's  special  education  programs. 

Mr.  FAWELL  Madam  Speaker,  I  rise  in  sup- 
port of  H.R.  3268,  the  Individuals  with  Disabil- 
ities Education  Act  Improvement  Act  of  1996. 

In  1975,  the  original  version  of  the  Individ- 
uals with  Disabilities  Education  Act  [IDEA]  was 
signed  into  law.  This  comprehensive  statute, 
ensunng  the  right  of  chiklren  with  disabilities 
to  a  free,  appropriate  public  education,  has 
guaranteed  that  over  5  million  children  with 
disabilities  are  provided  the  services  they 
need  to  reach  their  educational  goals. 

H.R.  3268  makes  changes  to  provisions  in 
IDEA  which  will  improve  the  academic 
achievenient  of  students  by  helping  teachers 
kJentify  classroom  placements  which  rx)st  fit 
children's   needs.  The   legislatk>n  will   make 


necessary  cfianges  in  provisions  govemir>g 
mediation  and  attorney's  fees,  ensuring  that 
dollars  for  IDEA  go  to  the  education  of  chil- 
dren, not  to  court  fees. 

The  IDEA  Improvement  Act  has  t)ipartisan 
support  and  incorporates  a  majority  of  rec- 
omnriendations  formulated  by  a  txoad  group  of 
disability  organizations,  education  groups,  par- 
ent representatives,  and  others.  I  am  pleased 
at  the  support  for  this  historic  civil  rights  law 
and  the  House's  commitment  to  provkjing 
teachers  and  families  with  the  tools  and  train- 
ing they  need  to  help  disabled  students  suc- 
ceed in  school. 

I  commend  Chairman  Bill  Goodung.  and 
Sutxx>mmittee  Chairman  Duke  Cunningham 
for  their  hard  work  on  this  t)tll,  and  urge  the 
House's  support 

Mrs.  MINK  of  Hawaii.  Madam  Speaker,  I 
rise  today  to  express  my  support  for  H.R. 
3268,  whkjh  reauthorizes  the  Individuals  With 
Disabilities  Education  Act  This  is  not  a  perfect 
bill.  There  are  some  proviskins  that  I  have 
concerns  atx>ut,  however,  the  bill  does  go  a 
long  way  to  improve  the  current  act  and  I  be- 
lieve will  in  the  end  improve  educational  serv- 
ices for  children  with  disabilities. 

Since  the  enactment  of  the  Education  for  All 
Handicapped  Children  Act  in  1975,  IDEA'S 
predecessor,  we  have  made  tremendous 
strides  in  improving  education  for  children  with 
disabilities.  This  act.  among  other  things,  has 
stressed  the  importance  of  inclusion  or 
mainstreaming  chikJren  with  disatMlities  into 
the  regular  classroom. 

As  more  children  with  disabilities  have  been 
included  in  regular  classroom  instruction,  how- 
ever, regular  education  teachers  have  not  al- 
ways been  given  the  appropriate  training,  sup- 
plementary aids  arxj  servk:es,  and  support  to 
t)est  meet  ttie  educational  needs  of  disabled 
children  in  their  classrooms.  In  addition,  regu- 
lar education  teachers  have  had  very  little 
input  into  the  educational  plan  for  disabled 
ChikJren,  known  as  an  Individualized  Education 
Plan  [lEP]  required  for  each  child  covered 
under  IDEA. 

Ways  to  manage  a  child's  behavior  or  even 
punish  a  child  appropxiately — if  necessary — 
have  r>ot  t>een  clearly  spelled  out  for  regular 
education  teachers.  Can  they  use  tectvvques 
used  with  other  chikJren?  Are  there  special 
techniques  to  use  for  a  particular  disabled 
child?  Many  of  these  questions  go  unan- 
swered and  the  regular  education  teacher 
often  feels  helpless  to  keep  control  over  his/ 
her  classroom  and  appropriately  deal  with  the 
child  with  a  disat>ility  should  the  chikj  act  out. 
as  all  childcen  tend  to  do  from  time  to  time. 

This  bill  recognizes  these  problems  that 
have  developed  as  the  educational  setting  for 
disabled  children  has  changed,  arxJ  makes 
several  key  changes  to  IDEA  whk^  will  assure 
that  the  regular  education  teacher  is  a  much 
greater  participant  in  the  development  of  a 
child's  education  plan,  so  teachers  do  not  feel 
ttiat  their  hands  are  tied  when  it  comes  to  chil- 
dren with  disabilities. 

First,  the  bill  includes  the  regular  education 
classroom  teacher  as  a  member  of  the  lEP 
team,  and  requires  that  this  teacher  partcipate 
in  the  development  of  the  child's  lEP.  Second, 
the  t>ill  includes  an  anr)endment  I  authored 
which  further  clarifies  that  regular  education 
teachers  must  t>e  included  in  ttie  development 
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of  specific  part  of  the  lEP,  Including  a  behav- 
ioral management  plan  of  a  child,  supple- 
mentary aids  and  services  needed  for  that 
child  to  participate  in  a  regular  classroom,  and 
other  support  for  school  personnel  to  assure 
appropriate  services  to  a  disabled  child  in  a 
regular  classroom. 

Finally,  another  amendment  added  in  con:v 
mittee  requires  that  if  a  child  with  a  disat)illty 
has  a  pattem  of  severe  disruptions  within  the 
classroom,  the  regular  education  teacher  can 
convene  an  lEP  team  meeting  and  discuss 
what  can  be  done,  whether  it  is  additional  sup- 
port and  services  in  the  classroom,  or  a 
change  in  placement  for  the  child. 

These  are  important  changes  that  will  go  a 
long  way  in  assuring  that  all  those  involved  in 
the  education  of  disatiled  children,  special 
education  teachers,  parents,  administrators, 
and  regular  education  teachers  will  t>e  in- 
cluded in  the  effort  to  provide  the  best  edu- 
cation possible  for  children  with  disabilities. 

Mrs.  JOHNSON  of  Connecticut  Madam 
Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong  support  of  H.R.  3268, 
the  Individuals  With  Disabilities  Education  Inrv 
provement  Act  [IDEA]  and  commend  Chair- 
man GOOOLING  and  Subcommittee  Chairman 
Cunningham  for  their  thoughtful,  fair,  and  im- 
portant work  on  this  issue.  I  am  pleased  that 
this  bill  received  strong  bipartisan  support  from 
the  committee  and  that  a  broad  coalition  of  in- 
terested groups  was  able  to  work  together  in 
the  development  of  this  legislation. 

I  believe  in  the  right  of  a  child  with  a  disabil- 
ity to  a  free,  appropriate  public  education  and 
I  believe  IDEA  needed  revision  to  assure  the 
goals  of  our  laws  are  achieved  in  a  way  that 
preserves  opportunity  for  all  and  better  reflects 
the  advances  that  have  been  made  in  the 
area  of  special  education.  Also,  we  needed 
change  so  States  can  better  manage  the  regu- 
latory and  financial  t>urden  of  the  current  law 
so  our  resources  can  be  more  effectively  fo- 
cused on  educational  needs. 

Unfortunately,  schools  have  had  to  spend 
valuable  time  and  resources  dealing  with  dis- 
cipline and  litigation  prot)lems  that  are  wasting 
valuable  education  dollars  and  preventing  a 
fair  arxj  consistent  approach  to  schools'  efforts 
to  develop  personal  discipline  in  students. 
H.R.  3268  will  help  address  these  Issues  in  a 
positive  way  to  benefit  all  students  in  the  Na- 
tion's schools. 

Mr.  CASTLE.  Madam  Speaker,  the  Individ- 
uals With  Disabilities  Act  has  been  in  exist- 
ence since  1975  to  ensure  that  all  children 
have  access  to  a  free  and  appropriate  public 
education.  Prior  to  the  enactment  of  IDEA,  dis- 
abled children  were  often  denied  adequate 
public  education. 

Some  studies  have  found  that  more  than 
one-half  of  tlie  children  with  disabilities  in  the 
United  States  did  rK>t  receive  appropriate  edu- 
cational services  prior  to  enactment  of  IDEA, 
and  1  million  children  with  disabilities  were  ex- 
cluded entirely  from  public  schools.  IDEA  has 
successfully  helped  States  provide  quality 
education  to  millions  of  disabled  students 
across  America.  This  legislation  is  critically  im- 
portant to  millions  of  disabled  children  in 
America,  not  to  mention  their  families,  their 
frierxls,  and  their  teachers. 

The  bill  updates  IDEA  for  nxxlern  times, 
preserving  its  strengths  and  strengthening  its 
weaknesses.   For   example,   the   bill   makes 


IDEA  more  efficient  by  reducing  redtape,  while 
maintaining  protections  for  disabled  children.  It 
makes  schools  safer  by  allowing  schools  to 
treat  disabled  children  the  same  as  non- 
disabled  students  where  their  behavior  is  not 
related  to  the  child's  disability.  It  increases  pa- 
rental involvement  in  key  decisionmaking 
meetings  about  their  child's  education  and 
placement.  It  provides  teachers  with  the 
knowledge  and  training  to  effectively  support 
students'  learning.  It  gives  States  more  flexibil- 
ity in  using  resources.  And  it  reduces  the  num- 
ber of  formal  disputes  by  estatjlishing 
premeditation  systems  where  parties  try  to  re- 
solve their  disagreements  without  lawyers. 

The  bill  also  tries  to  address  the  problem  of 
children  being  improperty  and  overly  identified 
as  disabled  by  niodifying  the  funding  formula 
for  part  B,  which  is  the  centerpiece  of  IDEA. 
The  current  formula  gives  functe  to  States  on 
the  basis  of  the  number  of  students  who  have 
been  identified  as  disabled.  The  proposed  for- 
mula gives  funds  to  States  based  on  the  nunr>- 
ber  of  school-aged  children  in  the  State  and 
State  poverty  statistics.  The  new  formula  is 
phased  in  over  10  years.  This  formula  change 
is  intended  to  discourage  the  overidentification 
of  children  with  disabilities.  I  understand  and 
support  this  policy  objective.  The  proposed 
formula  is  more  rational  and  meritorious  than 
allowing  local  schools  to  identify  disabled  stu- 
dents. 

I  was  concerned,  however,  that  this  formula 
would  hurt  States  that  legitimately  had  higher 
rates  of  disability.  Fortunately,  the  Committee 
on  Economic  and  Educational  Opportunities 
recognized  the  importance  of  protecting 
States,  including  small  States  like  Delaware. 
The  formula  has  been  modified  to  prevent 
States  from  facing  significant  funding  reduc- 
tions which  could  have  hampered  their  at>ility 
to  provide  a  free  and  appropriate  public  edu- 
cation to  disabled  children. 

The  committee  had  an  important  opportunity 
to  improve  IDEA  and  build  on  its  previous  suc- 
cesses, and  it  worked  in  a  bipartisan  manrter 
to  achieve  this  goal.  I  want  to  commend  the 
committee  leadership  and  staff  for  its  excellent 
work  in  drafting  this  bill,  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  give  this  bill  their  support. 

Mr.  SAWYER.  Madam  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  t>egin  by  thanking  Chairman  GOODUNG  and 
Chairman  Cunningham  for  their  thoughtful 
work  on  this  bill.  IDEA  is  one  law  where  com- 
mon ground  has  always  been  possible,  t)ut 
never  easy.  Today,  we  are  closer  to  that  com- 
mon ground  than  many  thought  probatile  a 
month  ago.  All  of  those  who  have  fiad  a  hand 
in  bringing  us  to  this  point  deserve  to  be  conv 
mended. 

When  tfie  markup  of  this  tiill  was  originally 
scheduled  in  our  committee,  I  was  concemed 
that  we  would  have  come  away  v«th  a  bill  that 
no  one  was  happy  with,  and  I  hoped  that  a 
postponement  would  give  us  time  to  reach  bi- 
partisan consensus.  I  sent  a  letter  to  Chair- 
man GcxDOLiNG  explaining  my  concern.  Cfiair- 
man  Goodung  did  postpone  the  mart<up  from 
its  originally  scheduled  time  and  today,  after 
many  hours  of  productive  negotiations  among 
the  various  groups  with  an  interest  in  this  bill 
as  well  as  among  those  of  us  on  the  commit- 
tee, we  have  a  bill  which  is  in  many  ways  bet- 
ter than  some  thought  possible. 

1  am  particularly  pleased  that  the  chairman 
decided  to  continue  the  authorization  for  a  dis- 


cretionary grant  program  for  professional  de- 
velopment as  well  as  the  requirement  that 
States  establish  a  comprehensive  system  of 
professional  development.  Although  there  are 
a  few  specific  points  that  I  hope  we  can  clarify 
in  conference  negotiations  with  the  Senate,  it 
is  important  that  we  have  included  these  two 
provisions. 

I  have  always  believed  that  a  strong  system 
of  professional  development  will  fortify  this  bill. 
With  changing  technologies,  methods  of 
teaching,  and  the  emerging  and  changing 
needs  of  today's  children,  a  strong  system  of 
professional  development  is  essential.  We 
need  to  focus  on  developing  and  maintaining 
a  force  of  qualified  personnel  to  teach  children 
with  a  wide  range  of  special  needs.  Especially 
recognizing  the  considerable  shortages  of 
qualified  special  education  teachers  in  some 
areas  of  this  country,  it  is  crucial  that  we  take 
the  lead  at  the  national  level  by  placing  a  high 
priority  on  providing  for  quality  systems  of  pro- 
fessional teacher  development. 

But  professional  development  is  not  only  im- 
portant to  maintaining  a  quality  sp>ecial  edu- 
cation teaching  force.  Training  and  retraining 
is  also  necessary  for  teachers  whose  class- 
room management  problems  are  complicated. 
Teachers  in  today's  classrooms  are  address- 
ing situations  that  they  were  never  educated 
to  deal  with.  I  have  every  confidence  that  to- 
day's teachers  can  deal  with  these  situations, 
but  we  need  to  recognize  that  they  need  and 
want  ttie  proper  training  to  do  so. 

I  am  confident  that  classrooms  can  be  bet- 
ter life-learning  environments  when  they  con- 
tain many  different  children  with  many  unique 
qualities  and  talents.  However,  a  solid  system 
of  professional  skills  development  is  the  key  to 
making  these  classrooms  good  learning  and 
teaching  environments  for  everyone  involved. 

This  kind  of  comprehensive  professional  de- 
velopment is  important  on  many  levels.  Our 
committee  has  had  to  balance  questions  of 
fK>w  to  discipline  children  with  disabilities  in 
this  bill,  but  I  believe  that  this  would  not  be 
such  a  prevalent  issue  if  we  had  the  resources 
to  train  teachers  appropriately.  Children  whose 
needs  are  understood  and  accounted  for,  and 
teachers  wtio  are  trained  to  manage  special 
difficulties  that  arise,  will  need  for  the  dis- 
cipline provisions  of  this  bill.  I  think  we  would 
all  like  to  see  that  happen. 

Along  with  professional  development,  an- 
other key  to  making  this  bill  work  well  is  the 
ability  to  assess  children's  needs  property.  I 
offered  an  amendment  at  the  full  committee 
level  that  was  designed  to  add  to  the  definition 
of  evaluation  in  this  t)ill  to  ensure  that  chil- 
dren's needs  are  property  assessed  with  tech- 
nically sound  instruments  in  all  areas  of  their 
suspected  disability  t)efore  any  decisions  are 
made  atxnA  how  and  where  they  can  learn 
best.  I  am  grateful  that  with  a  small  amount  of 
rewording,  the  chairman  and  I  were  able  to 
come  to  an  agreement  on  this  amendment.  It 
is  now  a  part  of  the  bill  Ijefore  us  today.  This 
was  a  fine  example  of  bipartisanship  and  a 
willingness  to  find  common  ground. 

I  know  that  this  bill  is  not  perfect  in  every- 
one's eyes,  and  I  know  that  many  of  us  have 
deep  reservations  about  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment sanctioning  cessation  of  educational 
services  for  any  child.  However,  I  think  most 
of  us  now  agree  that  it  is  a  strong  piece  of 
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legislation  that  will  go  far  to  improve  and  en- 
hance education  for  disabled  children  and 
teaming  environments  for  all  children. 

Thank  you  again  to  everyone  who  worthed  to 
make  certain  that  the  good  that  this  law  has 
done  for  disabled  children  over  the  past  20 
years  will  continue. 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  regret  to 
say  that  I  am  opposed  to  this  bill  in  its  current 
form. 

As  a  member  of  the  Economic  and  Edu- 
cational Opportunities  Committee  for  the  past 
15  years  who  has  been  involved  in  similar 
special  education  reauthorization  discussions, 
let  me  begin  by  commending  full  committee 
Chaimnan  Gcxxjling  and  subcommittee  Chair- 
man Cunningham  for  their  efforts  to  develop  a 
compromise  IDEA  reautfiorization  bill  that  can 
be  supported  by  a  coalition  of  parent  groups, 
disability  groups,  and  school  groups.  In  doing 
so,  they  fiave  continued  ttie  bipartisan  spirit 
that  IDEA  has  always  enjoyed. 

With  that  said,  I  must  express  my  strong 
disappointment  with  and  opposition  to  the  tjill's 
funding  formula.  Although  the  formula  has 
been  modified  to  decrease  disproportionate 
funding  losses  absort>ed  by  States  such  as 
New  Jersey,  I  do  not  believe  that  it  goes  far 
enough.  While  the  changes  to  the  funding  for- 
mula represent  progress,  the  formula  itself  vinll 
continue  a  funding  war  between  the  States. 
And,  the  victims  will  be  the  children. 

The  issues  affecting  tfie  special  education 
Federal  funding  formula  are  extremely  com- 
plicated and  State-specific.  For  example,  there 
is  disagreement  arTK)ng  special  education  ex- 
perts as  to  whether  or  not  there  is  a  correla- 
tion tietween  poverty  and  disat)ility  incidence 
rate,  which  is  why  the  administration's  funding 
formula  for  new  money  does  not  include  a 
poverty  factor.  A  perfect  example  of  this  is 
suburban  Detroit  which,  although  it  is  the 
wealthiest  district  in  Michigan,  it  has  that 
State's  highest  identification  level. 

These  are  exactly  the  types  of  reasons  that 
the  Senate  Latwr  Committee  passed  its  IDEA 
reauthorization  bill  without  changing  the  cur- 
rent formula,  and  why  the  WashingtorvtMsed 
coalition  of  parent,  disability  and  school 
groups  decided  to  take  no  position  on  the  cur- 
rent formula  despite  having  taken  a  position 
on  all  other  areas  of  this  bill. 

Everyone  recognizes  that  there  are  prob- 
tems  with  the  current  special  education  sys- 
tem, particulariy  those  related  to  the  over- 
identification  of  disabled  students.  That  is  why 
changes  in  current  law  included  in  this  bill, 
such  as  placement-neutral  furxjing.  are  so  im- 
portant. States  and  local  education  agencies 
that  have  experienced  overidentification  will  be 
forced  to  re-evaluate  their  systems  for  identi- 
fication and  placement.  However,  these 
changes  cannot  take  place  overnight. 

Because  IDEA  is  a  tremendous  under- 
funded mandate,  we  have  no  justification  for 
taking  even  more  of  this  small  pot  of  nxjney 
away  from  States  like  New  Jersey  who  have 
done  nothing  but  comply  with  the  statutory 
and  regulatory  requirements  of  IDEA. 

Many  advocates  for  IDEA  reform  truly  be- 
lieve that  once  chikJren  are  classified  as  dis- 
abled they  are  committed  to  special  education 
for  life.  Well,  if  this  is  the  case,  it  does  not 
matter  how  much  more  or  less  money  flows  to 
New    Jersey,    tiecause    we    will    still    fiave 


200,000  ChikJren  in  special  education.  And, 
because  the  law  entitles  each  of  these  chil- 
dren to  a  free  appropriate  public  education, 
the  State  and  localities  will  have  no  choice  but 
to  find  this  additional  shortfall  of  Federal 
money  arxJ  provide  the  services  required 
under  ttie  law. 

In  order  to  make  sure  that  participating  chil- 
dren receive  adequate  special  education  serv- 
ices, we  must  make  every  effort  to  employ 
professionals  qualified  to  meet  tfieir  needs.  To 
that  end,  I  have  voiced  my  concerns  atxiut  the 
bill's  provisions  on  professional  standards,  and 
will  continue  to  do  so.  The  bottom  line  is  that, 
without  property  trained  special  education  pro- 
viders, disabled  children  dependent  on  such 
services  will  never  obtain  the  education  tfiey 
need.  When  that  happens,  our  special  edu- 
catkjn  system  will  have  failed.  However,  I  am 
confident  that  this  will  not  happen,  but  that  we 
will  buikj  on  ttie  many  reforms  of  this  bill  by 
strengthening  tx)th  the  professional  standards 
language  and  the  funding  formula  in  con- 
ference. 

However,  until  these  additional  changes  are 
made,  I  must  oppose  H.R.  3268. 

Mrs.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  3268,  the  IDEA  Im- 
provement Act  of  1 996.  I  have  kept  very  dose 
watch  on  this  very  important  legislation  be- 
cause my  personal  concerns  and  the  concerns 
of  the  countless  idahoans  who  have  contacted 
me  with  their  deep  interest  in  the  need  for 
IDEA.  I  am  very  pleased  to  see  that  the  bill 
before  us  reflects  a  balanced  approach  tfiat  I 
am  proud  to  support  The  legislation  gives 
proper  consideration  to  both  the  needs  of  the 
individual  children  and  the  needs  of  public 
schools  tfiat  educate  our  children. 

This  bill  takes  major  steps  to  improve  IDEA. 
It  provkjes  new  ftexibility  to  parents.  Parents 
will  now  have  a  well  defined  roll  in  the  place- 
ment team  as  well  as  the  learning  plan  team. 
This  enhancement  of  tfie  parents'  roll  gives 
them  better  access  to  school  records  and  of- 
fers mediation  services  to  resolve  disputes  be- 
fore court  costs  begin  running  up. 

Another  important  step  this  bill  takes  is  the 
assistance  it  provkJes  to  school  principals  with 
additional  flexibility  to  the  schools.  This  legisla- 
tion provkles  for  increased  local  funding,  sim- 
plified accounting,  and  fewer  paperwortc  and 
procedural  requirements.  Most  importantly  this 
legislation  creates  safer  schools  for  all  stu- 
dents, disabled  and  non-disabled,  and  for 
teachers.  This  is  accomplished  by  expanding 
opportunities  for  teacher  training,  ensuring  the 
inclusion  of  appropriate  supportive  aids  and 
services  in  ttie  chiWs  educational  program; 
and  enat>ling  principals  to  quickly  remove  vio- 
lent students  and  tfiose  who  bring  weapons  or 
drugs  to  school  from  their  current  classrooms. 

Don't  take  my  word  for  it,  listen  to  the  conv 
ments  I  have  received  from  the  following 
groups. 

The  American  Federation  of  Teachers  wrote 
me: 

The  teachers  are  put  in  the  best  possible 
position  to  meet  the  needs  of  their  students. 

Idaho  School  Boards  Association  President- 
Elect,  Vem  Newby,  wrote: 

The  re-authorization,  as  proposed,  is  a  step 
in  the  rigrht  direction.  The  primary  consider- 
ation is  that  local  School  Boards  do  what  is 
best  for  all  the  kids. 


Idaho  Parents  Unlimited  Executive  Director, 
Debra  Johnson  wrote: 

We  support  H.R.  3268  and  we  appreciate 
your  support  of  it  as  well.  From  the  very  be- 
ginning we  have  both  agreed  that  maintain- 
ing a  strong  federal  law  that  guarantees  sup- 
ports for  students  with  disabilities  is  not 
only  in  Idaho's  interest,  it  is  in  the  nations 
best  interest. 

This  legislation  truly  addresses  the  concems 
that  I  have  communicated  to  ttie  Economic 
and  Educational  Opportunities  Committee,  and 
for  that  all  of  the  commrttee  members  have  my 
heartfelt  thanks.  I  would  especially  like  to 
thank  Chairnnan  Goodling  and  Chaimian 
Cunningham  for  their  very  good,  hard  work 
tfiat  made  for  a  strong  bill  tfiat  I  am  proud  to 
support. 

I  urge  all  of  my  colleagues  from  both  skies 
of  the  aisle  to  join  me  in  support  for  this  great- 
ly needed  reform  and  re-autfiorizatk)n  of  IDEA. 
By  voting  "yes"  we  ensure  that  all  cfiiWren  will 
have  proper  opportunities  to  excel  in  a  stable 
learning  environment 

Mr.  KILDEE.  Madajn  Speaker,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time,  and  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Madam  Speaker,  I 
have  no  further  requests  for  time,  and 
I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Ms. 
Greene  of  Utah).  'The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Goodling]  that 
the  House  suspend  the  rules  and  pass 
the  bill.  H.R.  3268.  as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill, 
as  amended  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Madam  Speaker.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  Mem- 
bers may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  H.R.  3268.  IDEA  Improvement 
Act  of  1996. 

The  SPEIAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman firom  Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 


ANTARCTIC  ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  WALKER.  Madam  Speaker.  I 
move  to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the 
bill  (H.R.  3060)  to  implement  the  Proto- 
col on  Environmental  Protection  to 
the  Antarctic  Treaty. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R.  3060 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  m 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Antarctic 
Environmental  Protection  Act  of  1996". 
■nXLE  I— AMENDMENTS  TO  THE 
ANTARCTIC  CONSERVA'nON  ACT  OF  1978 
SEC  101.  FINDINCS  AND  PURPOSE. 

Section  2  of  the  Antarctic  Conservation 
Act  of  1978  (16  U.S.C.  2401)  is  amended  to  read 
ao  follows: 
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"SEC.  2.  FINDINGS  AND  PURPOSE. 

"(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  finds  that 
the  Antarctic  Treaty  and  the  Protocol  on 
Environmental  Protection  to  the  Antarctic 
Treaty  establish  a  firm  foundation  for  the 
comprehensive  protection  of  the  Antarctic 
environment,  the  continuation  of  inter- 
national cooperation,  and  the  freedom  of  sci- 
entific investi^tion  in  Antarctica. 

"(b)  Purpose.— The  purpose  of  this  Act  is 
to  provide  legislative  authority  to  imple- 
ment, with  respect  to  the  United  States,  the 
Protocol  on  Environmental  Protection  to 
the  Antarctic  Treaty.". 

SEa  102.  DEFINITIONS. 

Section  3  of  the  Antarctic  Conservation 
Act  of  1978  (16  U.S.C.  2402;  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 
-SEC.  3.  DEFINITIONS. 

"For  purposes  of  this  Act— 

"(1)  the  term  'Administrator'  means  the 
Administrator  of  the  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Agrency: 

"(2)  the  term  'Antarctica'  means  the  area 
south  of  60  degrees  south  latitude; 

"(3)  the  term  'Antarctic  Specially  Pro- 
tected Area'  means  an  area  identified  as  such 
pursuant  to  Annex  V  to  the  Protocol: 

"(4)  the  term  'Director'  means  the  Director 
of  the  National  Science  Foundation: 

"(5)  the  term  'harmful  interference" 
means — 

"(A)  flying  or  landing  helicopters  or  other 
aircraft  in  a  manner  that  disturbs  concentra- 
tions of  birds  or  seals: 

"(B)  using  vehicles  or  vessels,  including 
hovercraft  and  small  boats,  in  a  manner  that 
disturbs  concentrations  of  birds  or  seaJs: 

"(C)  using  explosives  or  firearms  in  a  man- 
ner that  disturbs  concentrations  of  birds  or 
seals: 

"(D)  willfully  disturbing  breeding  or  molt- 
ing birds  or  concentrations  of  birds  or  seals 
by  persons  on  foot: 

"(E)  significantly  damaging  concentra- 
tions of  native  terrestrial  plants  by  landing 
aircraft,  driving  vehicles,  or  walking  on 
them,  or  by  other  means:  and 

"(F)  any  activity  that  results  in  the  sig- 
nificant adverse  modification  of  habitats  of 
any  species  or  population  of  native  mammal, 
native  bird,  native  plant,  or  native  inverte- 
brate: 

"(6)  the  term  "historic  site  or  monument' 
means  any  site  or  monument  listed  as  a  his- 
toric site  or  monument  pursuant  to  Annex  V 
to  the  Protocol: 

"(7)  the  term  'impact'  means  impact  on  the 
Antarctic  environment  and  dependent  and 
associated  ecosystems: 

"(8)  the  term  'import'  means  to  land  on, 
bring  into,  or  introduce  into,  or  attempt  to 
land  on,  bring  into  or  introduce  into,  any 
place  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States,  including  the  12-mile  terri- 
torial sea  of  the  United  States,  whether  or 
not  such  act  constitutes  an  importation 
within  the  meaning  of  the  customs  laws  of 
the  United  States: 

"(9)  the  term  'native  bird'  means  any  mem- 
ber, at  any  stage  of  its  life  cycle  (including 
eggs),  of  any  species  of  the  class  Aves  which 
is  indigenous  to  Antarctica  or  occurs  there 
seasonally  through  natural  migrations,  and 
includes  any  part  of  such  member 

"(10)  the  term  'native  invertebrate'  means 
any  terrestrial  or  freshwater  invertebrate,  at 
any  stage  of  its  life  cycle,  which  is  indige- 
nous to  Antarctica,  and  includes  any  part  of 
such  invertebrate: 

"(11)  the  term  "native  mammal'  means  any 
member,  at  any  stage  of  its  life  cycle,  of  any 
species  of  the  class  Mammalia,  which  is  in- 
digenous to  Antarctica  or  occurs  there  sea- 


sonally through  natural  migrations,  and  in- 
cludes any  part  of  such  member; 

"(12)  the  term  'native  plant'  means  any 
terrestrial  or  freshwater  vegetation,  includ- 
ing bryophytes,  lichens,  fungi,  and  algae,  at 
any  stage  of  its  life  cycle  (including  seeds 
and  other  propagrules),  which  is  indigenous  to 
Antarctica,  and  includes  any  part  of  such 
vegetation: 

"(13)  the  term  'non-native  species'  means 
any  species  of  animal  or  plant  which  is  not 
indigenous  to  Antarctica  and  does  not  occur 
there  seasonally  through  natural  migrations: 

"(14)  the  term  'person'  has  the  meaning 
given  that  term  in  section  1  of  title  1,  United 
States  Code,  and  includes  any  person  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  and 
any  department,  agency,  or  other  instrumen- 
tality of  the  Federal  Government  or  of  any 
State  or  local  government; 

"(15)  the  term  'prohibited  product"  means 
any  substance  banned  from  introduction 
onto  land  or  ice  shelves  or  into  water  in  Ant- 
arctica pursuant  to  Annex  HI  to  the  Proto- 
col: 

"(16)  the  term  'prohibited  waste"  means 
any  substance  which  must  be  removed  from 
Antarctica  pursuant  to  Annex  HI  to  the  Pro- 
tocol, but  does  not  include  materials  used  for 
balloon  envelopes  required  for  scientific  re- 
search and  weather  forecasting: 

"(17)  the  term  'Protocol'  means  the  Proto- 
col on  Environmental  Protection  to  the  Ant- 
arctic Treaty,  signed  October  4,  1991,  in  Ma- 
drid, and  all  annexes  thereto,  including  any 
future  amendments  thereto  to  which  the 
United  States  is  a  party; 

"(18)  the  term  'Secretary'  means  the  Sec- 
retary of  Commerce; 

"(19)  the  term  'Specially  Protected  Spe- 
cies' means  any  native  species  designated  as 
a  Specially  Protected  Species  pursuant  to 
Annex  n  to  the  Protocol: 

"(20)  the  term  'take'  means  to  kill,  injure, 
capture,  handle,  or  molest  a  native  mammal 
or  bird,  or  to  remove  or  damage  such  quan- 
tities of  native  plants  that  their  local  dis- 
tribution or  abundance  would  be  signifi- 
cantly affected: 

"(21)  the  term  'Treaty'  means  the  Ant- 
arctic Treaty  signed  in  Washington,  DC,  on 
December  1, 1959; 

"(22)  the  term  'United  States'  means  the 
several  States  of  the  Union,  the  District  of 
Columbia,  the  Conmionwealth  of  Puerto 
Rico,  American  Samoa,  the  Virgin  Islands, 
Guam,  the  Commonwealth  of  the  Northern 
Mariana  Islands,  and  any  other  common- 
wealth, territory,  or  possession  of  the  United 
States;  and 

"(23)  the  term  'vessel  subject  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  United  States'  includes  any 
■vessel  of  the  United  States'  and  any  'vessel 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States'  as  those  terms  are  defined  in  section 
303  of  the  Antarctic  Marine  Living  Resources 
Convention  Act  of  1984  (16  U.S.C.  2432).". 
SEC.  103.  PROHIBITED  ACTS. 

Section  4  of  the  Antarctic  Conservation 
Act  of  1978  (16  U.S.C.  2403)  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 
-SEC.  4.  PROHIBITED  ACTS. 

"(a)  Ln  General.— It  is  unlawful  for  any 
person— 

"(1)  to  introdace  any  prohibited  product 
onto  land  or  ice  saelves  or  into  water  in  Ant- 
arctica; 

"(2)  to  dispose  of  any  waste  onto  ice-free 
land  areas  or  into  fresh  water  systems  in 
Antarctica: 

"(3)  to  dispose  of  any  prohibited  waste  in 
Antarctica: 

"(4)  to  engage  in  open  burning  of  waste: 


"(5)  to  transport  passengers  to,  from,  or 
within  Antarctica  by  any  seagoing  vessel  not 
required  to  comply  with  the  Act  to  Prevent 
Pollution  from  Ships  (33  U.S.C.  1901  et  seq.), 
unless  the  person  has  an  agreement  with  the 
vessel  owner  or  operator  under  which  the 
owner  or  operator  is  required  to  comply  with 
Annex  IV  to  the  Protocol; 

"(6)  who  organizes,  sponsors,  operates,  or 
promotes  a  nongovernmental  expedition  to 
Antarctica,  and  who  does  business  in  the 
United  States,  to  fail  to  notify  all  members 
of  the  expedition  of  the  environmental  pro- 
tection obligations  of  this  Act,  and  of  ac- 
tions which  members  must  take,  or  not  take, 
in  order  to  comply  with  those  obligations: 

"(7)  to  damage,  remove,  or  destroy  a  his- 
toric site  or  monument; 

"(8)  to  refuse  permission  to  any  authorized 
officer  or  employee  of  the  United  States  to 
board  a  vessel,  vehicle,  or  aircraft  of  the 
United  States,  or  subject  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  United  States,  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
ducting any  search  or  inspection  in  connec- 
tion with  the  enforcement  of  this  Act  or  any 
regulation  promulgated  or  permit  issued 
under  this  Act: 

"(9)  to  forcibly  assault,  resist,  oppose,  im- 
pede, intimidate,  or  interfere  with  any  au- 
thorized officer  or  employee  of  the  United 
States  in  the  conduct  of  any  search  or  in- 
spection described  in  paragraph  (8): 

"(10)  to  resist  a  lawful  arrest  or  detention 
for  any  act  prohibited  by  this  section; 

"(11)  to  interfere  with,  delay,  or  prevent, 
by  any  means,  the  apprehension,  arrest,  or 
detention  of  another  person,  knowing  that 
such  other  person  has  committed  any  act 
prohibited  by  this  section: 

"(12)  to  violate  any  regrulation  issued  under 
this  Act,  or  any  term  or  condition  of  any 
permit  issued  to  that  person  under  this  Act; 
or 

"(13)  to  attempt  to  commit  or  cause  to  be 
committed  any  act  prohibited  by  this  sec- 
tion. 

"(b)  ACTS  PaoHiBrrED  Unless  Authorized 
BY  Permit.— It  is  unlawful  for  any  person, 
unless  authorized  by  a  permit  issued  under 
this  Act— 

"(1)  to  dispose  of  any  waste  in  Antarctica 
(except  as  otherwise  authorized  by  the  Act 
to  Prevent  Pollution  from  Ships)  including— 

"(A)  disposing  of  any  waste  from  land  into 
the  sea  in  Antarctica;  and 

"(B)  incinerating  any  waste  on  land  or  ice 
shelves  in  Antarctica,  or  on  board  vessels  at 
points  of  embarcation  or  debarcation,  other 
than  through  the  use  at  remote  field  sites  of 
incinerator  toilets  for  human  waste; 

"(2)  to  introduce  into  Antarctica  any  mem- 
ber of  a  nonnative  species: 

"(3)  to  enter  or  engage  in  activities  within 
any  Antarctic  Specially  Protected  Area: 

"(4)  to  engage  in  any  taking  or  harmful  in- 
terference in  Antarctica:  or 

"(5)  to  receive,  acquire,  transport,  offer  for 
sale.  sell,  purchase,  import,  export,  or  have 
custody,  control,  or  possession  of,  any  native 
bird,  native  mammal,  or  native  plant  which 
the  person  knows,  or  in  the  exercise  of  due 
care  should  have  known,  was  taken  in  viola- 
tion of  this  Act. 

"(c)  Exception  for  Emergencies.— No  act 
described  in  subsection  (a)  (1),  (2).  (3),  (4),  (5). 
(7),  (12),  or  (13)  or  in  subsection  (b)  shall  be 
unlawful  if  the  person  committing  the  act 
reasonably  believed  that  the  act  was  com- 
mitted under  emergency  circumstances  in- 
volving the  safety  of  human  life  or  of  ships, 
aircraft,  or  equipment  or  facilities  of  high 
value,  or  the  protection  of  the  environ- 
ment.". 
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SEC.     104.    ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACT    ASSESS- 
MENT, 

The  Antarctic  Conservation  Act  of  1978  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  section  4  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

"SEC.    4A.    ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACT    ASSESS- 
MENT. 

"(a)  federal  AcnvmES.— (1)(A)  The  obli- 
gations of  the  United  States  under  Article  8 
of  and  Annex  I  to  the  Protocol  shall  be  im- 
plemented by  applying  the  National  Environ- 
mental Policy  Act  of  1969  (42  U.S.C.  4321  et 
seq.)  to  proposals  for  Federal  agency  activi- 
ties in  Antarctica,  as  specified  in  this  sec- 
tion. 

"(B)  The  obligations  contained  in  section 
102(2)(C)  of  the  National  Environmental  Pol- 
icy Act  of  1969  (42  U.S.C.  4332(2)(C))  shall 
apply  to  all  proposals  for  Federal  agency  ac- 
tivities occurring  in  Antarctica  and  affect- 
ing the  quality  of  the  human  environment  in 
Antarctica  or  dependent  or  associated  eco- 
systems, only  as  specified  in  this  section. 
For  purposes  of  the  application  of  such  sec- 
tion 102(2)(C)  under  this  subsection,  the  term 
'significantly  affecting  the  quality  of  the 
human  environment'  shall  have  the  same 
meaning  as  the  term  'more  than  a  minor  or 
transitory  impact'. 

"(2)(A)  Unless  an  agency  which  proposes  to 
conduct  a  Federal  activity  in  Antarctica  de- 
termines that  the  activity  will  have  less 
than  a  minor  or  transitory  impact,  or  unless 
a  comprehensive  environmental  evaluation 
is  being  prepared  in  accordance  with  sub- 
paragraph (C),  the  agency  shall  prepare  an 
initial  environmental  evaluation  in  accord- 
ance with  Article  2  of  Annex  I  to  the  Proto- 
col. 

"(B)  If  the  agency  determines,  through  the 
preparation  of  the  initial  environmental 
evaluation,  that  the  proposed  Federal  activ- 
ity is  likely  to  have  no  more  than  a  minor  or 
transitory  impact,  the  activity  may  proceed 
if  appropriate  procedures  are  put  in  place  to 
assess  and  verify  the  impact  of  the  activity. 

"(C)  If  the  agency  determines,  through  the 
preparation  of  the  initial  environmental 
evaluation  or  otherwise,  that  a  proposed 
Federal  activity  is  likely  to  have  more  than 
a  minor  or  transitory  impact,  the  agency 
shall  prepare  and  circulate  a  comprehensive 
environmental  evaluation  in  accordance 
with  Article  3  of  Annex  I  to  the  Protocol, 
and  shall  make  such  comprehensive  environ- 
mental evaluation  publicly  available  for 
conrmfient. 

"(3)  Any  agency  decision  under  this  section 
on  whether  a  proposed  Federal  activity,  to 
which  paragraph  (2)(C)  applies,  should  pro- 
ceed, and,  if  so,  whether  in  its  original  or  in 
a  modified  form,  shall  be  based  on  the  com- 
prehensive environmental  evaluation  as  well 
as  other  considerations  which  the  agency,  in 
the  exercise  of  its  discretion,  considers  rel- 
evant. 

"(4)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  the 
term  'Federal  activity"  includes  all  activities 
conducted  under  a  Federal  agency  research 
program  in  .Antarctica,  whether  or  not  con- 
ducted by  a  Federal  agency. 

"(b)  Federal  activities  Carried  Out 
Jointly  Wrra  Foreign  governments.— (D 
For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  term 
'Antarctic  joint  activity"  means  any  Federal 
activity  in  Antarctica  which  is  proposed  to 
be  conducted,  or  which  is  conducted,  jointly 
or  in  cooperation  with  one  or  more  foreign 
governments.  Such  term  shall  be  defined  in 
regulations  promulgated  by  such  agencies  as 
the  President  may  designate. 

"(2)  Where  the  Secretary  of  State,  in  co- 
operation with  the  lead  United  States  agen- 
cy planning  an  Antarctic  joint  activity,  de- 
termines that— 


"(A)  the  major  part  of  the  joint  activity  is 
being  contributed  by  a  government  or  gov- 
ernments other  than  the  United  States; 

"(B)  one  such  government  is  coordinating 
the  implementation  of  environmental  im- 
pact assessment  procedures  for  that  activity; 
and 

"(C)  such  government  has  signed,  ratified, 
or  acceded  to  the  Protocol, 
the  requirements  of  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  that 
activity. 

"(3)  In  all  cases  of  Antarctic  joint  activity 
other  than  those  described  in  paragraph  (2), 
the  requirements  of  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  shall  apply  with  respect  to  that  ac- 
tivity, except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (4). 

"(4)  Determinations  described  in  paragraph 
(2),  and  agency  actions  and  decisions  in  con- 
nection with  assessments  of  impacts  of  Ant- 
arctic joint  activities,  shall  not  be  subject  to 
judicial  review. 

"(c)  Nongovernmental  AcnvrriEs.— (l) 
The  Administrator  shall,  within  2  years  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Antarctic 
Environmental  Protection  Act  of  1996.  pro- 
mulgate regulations  to  provide  for— 

"(A)  the  environmental  impact  assessment 
of  nongovernmental  activities,  including 
tourism,  for  which  the  United  States  is  re- 
quired to  give  advance  notice  under  para- 
graph 5  of  Article  Vn  of  the  Treaty;  and 

"(B)  coordination  of  the  review  of  informa- 
tion regarding  environmental  impact  assess- 
ment received  from  other  Parties  under  the 
Protocol. 

"(2)  Such  regulations  shall  be  consistent 
with  Annex  I  to  the  Protocol. 

"(d)  Decision  To  Proceed. — (l)  No  decision 
shall  be  taken  to  proceed  with  an  activity 
for  which  a  comprehensive  environmental 
evaluation  is  prepared  under  this  section  un- 
less there  has  been  an  opportunity  for  con- 
sideration of  the  draft  comprehensive  envi- 
ronmental evaluation  at  an  Antarctic  Treaty 
Consultative  Meeting,  except  that  no  deci- 
sion to  proceed  with  a  proposed  activity 
shall  be  delayed  through  the  operation  of 
this  paragraph  for  more  than  15  months  from 
the  date  of  circulation  of  the  draft  com- 
prehensive environmental  evaluation  pursu- 
ant to  Article  3(3)  of  Annex  I  to  the  Protocol. 
"(2)  The  Secretary  of  State  shall  circulate 
the  final  comprehensive  environmental  eval- 
uation, in  accordance  with  Article  3<6)  of 
Annex  I  to  the  Protocol,  at  least  60  days  be- 
fore the  commencement  of  the  activity  in 
Antarctica. 

"(e)  Cases  of  Emergency.— The  require- 
ments of  this  section,  and  of  regulations  pro- 
mulgated under  this  section,  shall  not  apply 
in  cases  of  emergency  relating  to  the  safety 
of  human  life  or  of  ships,  aircraft,  or  equip- 
ment and  facilities  of  high  value,  or  the  pro- 
tection of  the  environment,  which  require  an 
activity  to  be  undertaken  without  fulfilling 
those  requirements. 

"(f)  Exclusive  Mechanism.— Notwithstand- 
ing any  other  provision  of  law,  the  require- 
ments of  this  section  shall  constitute  the 
sole  and  exclusive  statutory  obligations  of 
the  Federal  agencies  with  regard  to  assessing 
the  environmental  impacts  of  proposed  Fed- 
eral activities  occurring  in  Antarctica. 

"(g)  Decisions  on  Permit  applic^'hons.- 
The  provisions  of  this  section  requiring  envi- 
ronmental impact  assessments  (including 
initial  environmental  evaluations  and  com- 
prehensive environmental  evaluations)  shall 
not  apply  to  Federal  actions  with  respect  to 
issuing  permits  under  section  5. 

"(h)  PuBUCA'noN  OF  NOTICES.— Whenever 
the  Secretary  of  SUte  makes  a  determina- 
tion under  paragraph  (2)  of  subsection  (b)  of 
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this  section,  or  receives  a  draft  comprehen- 
sive environmental  evaluation  in  accordance 
with  Annex  I,  Article  3(3)  to  the  Protocol, 
the  Secretary  of  State  shall  cause  timely  no- 
tice thereof  to  be  published  in  the  Federal 
Register."". 

SEC.  105.  PERMITS. 

Section  5  of  the  Antarctic  Conservation 
Act  of  1978  (16  U.S.C.  2404)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)  by  striking  "section 
4(a)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "section 
4(b)"; 

(2)  in  subsection  (c)(1)(B)  by  striking  "Spe- 
cial" and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Species": 
and 

(3)  in  subsection  (e) — 

(A)  by  striking  "or  native  plants  to  which 
the  permit  applies.  "  in  paragraph  (lXA)(i) 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "native  plants, 
or  native  invertebrates  to  which  the  permit 
applies,  and": 

(B)  by  striking  paragraph  (IKA)  (ii)  and 
(iii)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  follow- 
ing new  clause: 

"(ii)  the  manner  in  which  the  Uking  or 
harmful  interference  shall  be  conducted 
(which  manner  shall  be  determined  by  the 
Director  to  be  humane)  and  the  area  in 
which  it  will  be  conducted;": 

(C)  by  striking  "within  Antarctica  (other 
than  within  any  specially  protected  area)"  in 
paragraph  (2)(A)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"or  harmful  interference  within  Antarctica": 

(D)  by  striking  "specially  protected  spe- 
cies" in  paragraph  (2)  (A)  and  (B)  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "'Specially  Protected  Spe- 
cies"': 

(E)  by  striking  ":  and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (2)(A)(i)(II)  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of ",  or"; 

(F)  by  adding  after  paragraph  (2KAKi)(n) 
the  following  new  subclause: 

••(III)  for  unavoidable  consequences  of  sci- 
entific activities  or  the  construction  and  op- 
eration of  scientific  support  facilities:  and"; 

(G)  by  striking  •'with  Antarctica  and"  in 
paragraph  (2)(A)(iixn)  and  inserting  in  lien 
thereof  "within  Antarctica  are";  and 

(H)  by  striking  subparagraphs  (C)  and  (D) 
of  paragraph  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following  new  subparagraph: 

"(C)  A  permit  authorizing  the  entry  into 
an  Antarctic  Specially  Protected  Area  shall 
be  issued  only— 

"(i)  if  the  entry  is  consistent  with  an  ap- 
proved management  plan,  or 

"(ii)  if  a  management  plan  relating  to  the 
area  has  not  been  approved  but — 

"(I)  there  is  a  compelling  purpose  for  such 
entry  which  cannot  be  served  elsewhere,  and 

"(II)  the  actions  allowed  under  the  permit 
will  not  jeopardize  the  natural  ecological 
system  existing  in  such  area.". 

SEC.  106.  REGULATIONS. 

Section  6  of  the  Antarctic  Conservation 
Act  of  1978  (16  U.S.C.  2405)  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 
-SEC.  6.  RECLXA-nONS. 

"(a)  Regulations  To  Be  Issued  by  the  Di- 
rector.—(l)  The  Director  shall  issue  such 
regulations  as  are  necessary  and  appropriate 
to  implement  Annex  II  and  Annex  V  to  the 
Protocol  and  the  provisions  of  this  Act 
which  implement  those  annexes,  including 
section  4(b)  (2;.  (3),  (4).  and  (5)  of  this  Act. 
The  Director  shall  designate  as  native  spe- 
cies— 

"(A)  each  species  of  the  class  Aves; 

■•(B)  each  species  of  the  class  Mammalia; 
and 

"(C)  each  species  of  plant, 
which  is  indigenous  to  Antarctica  or  which 
occurs  there  seasonally  through  natural  mi- 
grations. 
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"(2)  The  Director,  with  the  concurrence  of 
the  Administrator,  shall  issue  such  regula- 
tions as  are  necessary  and  appropriate  to  im- 
plement Annex  HI  to  the  Protocol  and  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  which  implement  that 
Annex,  including  section  4(a)  (1).  (2),  (3),  and 
(4),  and  section  4(b)(1)  of  this  Act. 

"(3)  The  Director  shall  issue  such  regula- 
tions as  are  necessary  and  appropriate  to  im- 
plement Article  15  of  the  Protocol  with  re- 
spect to  land  areas  and  ice  shelves  in  Antarc- 
tica. 

"(4)  The  Director  shall  issue  such  addi- 
tional regrulations  as  are  necessary  and  ap- 
propriate to  implement  the  Protocol  and  this 
Act,  except  as  provided  in  subsection  (b). 

"(b)  Regulations  To  Be  Issued  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Department  in  Which  the 
Coast  Guard  Is  Operating.— The  Secretary 
of  the  Department  in  which  the  Coast  Guard 
is  operating  shall  issue  such  regulations  as 
are  necessary  and  appropriate,  in  addition  to 
regulations  issued  under  the  Act  to  Prevent 
Pollution  from  Ships  (33  U.S.C.  1901  et  seq.). 
to  implement  Annex  IV  to  the  Protocol  and 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  which  implement 
that  Annex,  and,  with  the  concurrence  of  the 
Director,  such  regulations  as  are  necessary 
and  appropriate  to  implement  Article  15  of 
the  Protocol  with  respect  to  vessels. 

"(c)  TIME  Period  for  Regulations.— The 
regulations  to  be  issued  under  subsection  (a) 
(1)  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  be  issued 
within  2  years  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  the  Antarctic  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Act  of  1996.  The  regulations  to  be 
issued  under  subsection  (a)(3)  of  this  section 
shall  be  issued  within  3  years  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  the  Antarctic  Environ- 
mental Protection  Act  of  1996.". 
SEC.  107.  SAVING  PROVISIONS. 

Section  14  of  the  Antarctic  Conservation 
Act  of  1978  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"SEC.  14.  SAVING  PROVISIONS. 

"(a)  Regulations.— All  regulations  pro- 
mulgated under  this  Act  prior  to  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  the  Antarctic  Environ- 
mental Protection  Act  of  1996  shall  remain 
in  effect  until  superseding  regulations  are 
promulgated  under  section  6. 

"(b)  Permits. — All  permits  issued  under 
this  Act  shall  remain  in  effect  until  they  ex- 
pire in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  those 
permits.". 

TITLE  n— AMENDMENTS  TO  ANTARCTIC 
PROTECTION  ACT  OF  1990 

SEC.  201.  FINDING  AND  PURPOSE. 

Section  2  of  the  Antarctic  Protection  Act 
of  1990  (16  U.S.C.  2461)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

-SEC.  2.  FINDING  AND  PURPOSE. 

"(a)  Finding.— The  Congress  finds  that  the 
Protocol  on  Environmental  Protection  to 
the  Antarctic  Treaty  prohibits  Indefinitely 
Antarctic  mineral  resource  activities. 

"(b)  Purpose.— The  purpose  of  this  Act  is 
to  provide  legislative  authority  to  imple- 
ment, with  respect  to  the  United  States.  Ar- 
ticle 7  of  the  Protocol  on  Environmental 
Protection  to  the  Antarctic  Treaty.". 

SEC.  202.  PKOHIBrnON  OF  ANTARCTIC  MINERAL 
RESOURCE  ACTIVITIES. 

Section  4  of  the  Antarctic  Protection  Act 
of  1990  (16  U.S.C.  2463)  is  amended  by  striking 
"Pending  a  new  agreement  among  the  Ant- 
rjctic  Treaty  Consultative  Parties  in  force 
for  the  United  States,  to  which  the  Senate 
has  given  advice  and  consent  or  which  is  au- 
thorized by  further  legislation  by  the  Con- 
gress, which  provides  an  indefinite  ban  on 
Antarctic  mineral  resource  activities,  it" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "It". 


SEC  203.  ADDITIONAL  AMENDMENTS. 

(a)  Repeals. — Sections  5  and  7  of  the  Ant- 
arctic Protection  Act  of  1990  (16  U.S.C.  2464 
and  2466)  are  repealed. 

(b)  Redesignation.— Section  6  of  the  Ant- 
arctic Protection  Act  of  1990  (16  U.S.C.  2465) 
is  redesignated  as  section  5. 

TITLE  HI— AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  ACT  TO 

PREVENT  POLLUTION  FROM  SHIPS 
SEC.  301.  AMENDMENTS. 

(a)  DEFiNrriONS.— Section  2  of  the  Act  to 
I»revent  Pollution  from  Ships  (33  U.S.C.  1901) 
is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (1)  through 
(10)  of  subsection  (a)  as  paragraphs  (3) 
through  (12),  respectively; 

(2)  by  inserting  before  paragraph  (3).  as  so 
redesignated  by  paragraph  (1)  of  this  sub- 
section, the  following  new  paragrraphs: 

"(1)  'Antarctica'  means  the  area  south  of 
60  degrees  south  latitude; 

"(2)  'Antarctic  Protocol'  means  the  Proto- 
col on  Environmental  Protection  to  the  Ant- 
arctic Treaty,  signed  October  4,  1991,  in  Ma- 
drid, and  all  annexes  thereto,  and  includes 
any  future  amendments  thereto  which  have 
entered  into  force;";  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(c)  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act.  the  re- 
quirements of  Annex  IV  to  the  Antarctic 
Protocol  shall  apply  in  Antarctica  to  all  ves- 
sels over  which  the  United  States  has  juris- 
diction.". 

(b)  APPUCATioN  OF  Act.— Section  3(b)(1)(B) 
of  the  Act  to  Prevent  Pollution  from  Ships 
(33  U.S.C.  1902(b)(1)(B))  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing "or  the  Antarctic  Protocol"  after 
"MARPOL  Protocol". 

(c)  ADMINISTRATION.— Section  4  of  the  Act 
to  Prevent  Pollution  from  Ships  (33  U.S.C. 
1903)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  ".  Annex  IV  to  the  Ant- 
arctic Protocol."  after  "the  MARPOL  Proto- 
col" in  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a); 

(2)  in  subsection  (b)(1)  by  inserting  ". 
Annex  IV  to  the  Antarctic  Protocol,"  after 
"the  MARPOL  Protocol"; 

(3)  in  subsection  (b)(2)(A)  by  striking 
"within  1  year  after  the  effective  date  of  this 
paragraph,";  and 

(4)  in  subsection  (b)(2)(A)(i)  by  inserting 
"and  of  Annex  IV  to  the  Antarctic  Protocol" 
after  "the  Convention". 

(d)  Pollution  Reception  FACiLrriES.- Sec- 
tion 6  of  the  Act  to  Prevent  Pollution  from 
Ships  (33  U.S.C.  1905)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (b)  by  inserting  "or  the 
Antarctic  Protocol"  after  "the  MARPOL 
Protocol"; 

(2)  in  subsection  (e)(1)  by  inserting  "or  the 
Antarctic  Protocol"  after  "the  Convention"; 

(3)  in  subsection  (e)(1)(A)  by  inserting  "or 
Article  9  of  Annex  IV  to  the  Antarctic  Proto- 
col" after  "the  Convention";  and 

(4)  in  subsection  (f)  by  inserting  "or  the 
Antarctic  Protocol"  after  "the  MARPOL 
Protocol". 

(e)  Violations.— Section  8  of  the  Act  to 
Prevent  Pollution  from  Ships  (33  U.S.C.  1907) 
is  amended — 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  by 
inserting  "Annex  IV  to  the  Antarctic  Proto- 
col," after  "MARPOL  Protocol,"; 

(2)  in  the  second  sentence  of  subsection 
(a>— 

(A)  by  inserting  "or  to  the  Antarctic  Pro- 
tocol" after  "to  the  MARPOL  Protocol";  and 

(B)  by  inserting  "and  Annex  IV  to  the  Ant- 
arctic Protocol"  after  "of  the  MARPOL  Pro- 
tocol"; 

(3)  in  subsection  (b)  by  inserting  "or  the 
Antarctic  Protocol"  after  "MARPOL  Proto- 
col" both  places  it  appears; 


(4)  in  subsection  (c)(1)  by  inserting  ",  of 
Article  3  or  Article  4  of  Annex  IV  to  the  Ant- 
arctic Protocol,"  after  "to  the  Convention"; 

(5)  in  subsection  (c)(2)  by  inserting  "or  the 
Antarctic  Protocol"  after  "which  the 
MARPOL  Protocol"; 

(6)  in  subsection  (c)(2)(A)  by  inserting  ", 
Annex  IV  to  the  Antarctic  Protocol,"  after 
"MARPOL  Protocol"; 

(7)  in  subsection  (c)(2)(B)— 

(A)  by  inserting  "or  the  Antarctic  Proto- 
col" after  "to  the  MARPOL  Protocol";  and 

(B)  by  inserting  "or  Annex  IV  to  the  Ant- 
arctic Protocol"  after  "of  the  MARPOL  Pro- 
tocol"; 

(8)  in  subsection  (d)(1)  by  inserting  ",  Arti- 
cle 5  of  Annex  IV  to  the  Antarctic  Protocol," 
after  "Convention"; 

(9)  in  subsection  (e)(1)— 

(A)  by  inserting  "or  the  Antarctic  Proto- 
col" after  "MARPOL  Protocol";  and 

(B)  by  striking  "that  Protocol"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "those  Protocols";  and 

(10)  in  subsection  (e)(2)  by  inserting  ",  of 
Annex  IV  to  the  Antarctic  Protocol."  after 
"MARPOL  Protocol". 

(f)  Penalties.— Section  9  of  the  Act  to  Pre- 
vent Pollution  from  Ships  (33  U.S.C.  1908)  is 
amended — 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)  by  inserting  "Annex 
rv  to  the  Antarctic  Protocol."  after 
"MARPOL  Protocol."; 

(2)  in  subsection  (b)(1)  by  inserting  "Annex 
IV  to  the  Antarctic  Protocol,"  after 
"MARPOL  Protocol,"; 

(3)  in  subsection  (b)(2)  by  inserting  "Annex 
rv  to  the  Antarctic  Protocol,"  after 
"MARPOL  Protocol,"; 

(4)  in  subsection  (d)  by  inserting  "Annex 
rv  to  the  Antarctic  Protocol."  after 
"MARPOL  Protocol,"; 

(5)  in  subsection  (e)  by  inserting  ",  Annex 
rv  to  the  Antarctic  Protocol,"  after 
"MARPOL  Protocol";  and 

(6)  in  subsection  (0  by  inserting  "or  the 
Antarctic  Protocol"  after  "MARPOL  Proto- 
col" both  places  it  appears. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walker]  and  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Brown] 
each  will  be  recognized  for  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentlemaji 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walker]. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Madam  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Madam  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  bring 
before  the  House  of  Representatives 
H.R.  3060.  the  Antarctic  Environmental 
Protection  Act  of  1996.  I,  along  with 
Congresswoman  CONNIE  Morella,  Con- 
gressman Tom  Davis.  Congressman 
George  Brown,  and  16  other  members 
from  the  Science  Committee,  intro- 
duced H.R.  3060  on  March  12,  1996,  to 
enable  the  United  States  to  implement 
the  1991  Protocol  on  Environmental 
Protection  to  the  Antarctic  Treaty. 

Madam  Speaker,  Antarctica  is  a  true 
environmental  and  scientific  treasure. 
It  is  a  wilderness  of  vast  proportions, 
accounting  for  10  percent  of  the  total 
land  mass  of  the  world,  more  than  the 
United  States  and  Mexico  combined. 
From  penguins  to  killer  whales,  Ant- 
arctica is  also  home  to  an  abundance  of 
fish  and  wildlife.  Equally  important, 
Antarctica's  mile-deep  sheet  of  ice  and 
snow  stores  an  estimated  90  i)ercent  of 
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the  Earth's  fresh  water.  This  vast  fro- 
zen glacier  influences  sea  level,  global 
tides,  and  atmospheric  processes. 

Antarctica  is  not  just  a  natural  won- 
der but  an  almost  boundless  scientific 
laboratory  which  has  already  yielded 
great  insights  on  the  nature  of  the 
world  we  inhabit.  Antarctica  is  the 
ideal  platform  for  scientific  research 
on  complex  questions  of  atmospheric 
chemistry  and  thermodynamics  which 
will  increase  our  understanding  of 
global  environmental  phenomena  such 
as  climate  change,  ocean  circulation, 
and  stratospheric  ozone  depletion.  Ant- 
arctica also  can  increase  our  under- 
standing of  the  forces  of  evolution  and 
produce  commercialization  opportuni- 
ties in  the  field  of  biochemistry 
through  biological  breakthroughs  such 
as  the  discovery  of  fish  containing 
antifreeze  proteins  hundreds  of  times 
more  effective  than  their  synthetic 
chemical  counterparts. 

There  is  little  question  that  the  sci- 
entific value  of  Antarctica  is  directly 
tied  to  the  pristine  nature  of  its  envi- 
ronment. Conversely,  much  of  the  re- 
search done  in  the  Antarctic  is  vital  to 
the  understanding  of  our  global  envi- 
ronment. If  we  impose  too  onerous  re- 
strictions on  American  researchers, 
our  ability  to  understand  the  world's 
environment  will  suffer.  H.R.  3060 
charts  a  middle  course,  one  that  I  am 
confident  will  preserve  Antarctica  as 
the  Earth's  best  environmental  labora- 
tory. 

Madam  Speaker,  H.R.  3060  provides 
the  legislative  authority  necessary  for 
the  United  States  to  implement  the 
1991  Protocol  on  Environmental  Pro- 
tection to  the  Antarctic  Treaty.  The 
protocol  represents  an  important  addi- 
tion to  the  uniquely  successful  system 
of  peaceful  cooperation  and  scientific 
research  that  has  evolved  under  the 
Antarctic  Treaty  of  1959.  Originally,  12 
nations  including  the  United  States 
and  the  Soviet  Union  signed  the  land- 
mark treaty,  which  entered  into  force 
June  23.  1961,  preserving  Antarctica  as 
a  peaceful  haven  for  scientific  research 
at  the  height  of  the  cold  war.  Since 
that  time.  14  additional  nations  have 
acceded  to  the  treaty,  making  up  the 
current  list  of  26  consultative  parties. 

In  1991  the  consultative  parties 
agreed  to  strengthen  the  Antarctic's 
environmental  protections  through  a 
Protocol  on  En'nronmental  Protection. 
The  protocol  builds  upon  the  Antarctic 
Treaty  in  an  effort  to  improve  the  trea- 
ty's protections  for  the  Antarctic  envi- 
ronment. The  protocol  reaffirms  the 
treaty's  use  of  Antarctica  exclusively 
for  peaceful  purposes  and  accords  prior- 
ity to  scientific  research  among  the 
permitted  activities. 

The  protocol  prohibits  mineral  re- 
source activities,  other  than  for  sci- 
entific research,  in  Antarctica.  Its  an- 
nexes, which  form  an  integral  part  of 
the  protocol,  set  out  specific  rules  on 
environmental  impact  assessment,  con- 


servation of  Antarctic  fauna  and  flora, 
waste  disposal  and  management,  the 
prevention  of  marine  pollution,  and 
area  protection  and  management. 

The  protocol,  however,  is  not  self- 
executing.  It  requires  each  of  the  con- 
sultative parties  to  enact  instruments 
of  ratification  to  codify  the  terms  of 
the  protocol  before  it  can  enter  into 
force. 

To  date.  20  of  the  26  consultative  par- 
ties have  ratified  the  protocol.  The  six 
nations  which  have  yet  to  take  action 
are:  Belgium.  Finland,  India,  Japan, 
Russia,  and  of  course  the  United 
States.  The  United  States  took  its  first 
step  to  ratifying  the  protocol  in  1992 
when  the  U.S.  Senate  gave  its  advice 
and  consent  to  ratification  of  the  pro- 
tocol. Now,  the  United  States  must 
enact  the  Antarctic  Environmental 
Protection  Act  of  1996  to  become  a 
party  to  the  protocol.  Passage  of  H.R. 
3060  will  be  a  powerful  incentive  to  Bel- 
gium, Finland,  India,  Japan,  and  Rus- 
sia to  expeditiously  ratify  the  protocol. 

Madam  Speaker,  the  two  previous 
Congresses  failed  to  ratify  the  1991  En- 
vironmental Protocol  to  the  Antarctic 
Treaty.  Time  is  running  out.  The  104th 
Congress  has  a  historic  opportunity  to 
protect  the  Earth's  largest  remaining 
wrildemess.  The  rest  of  the  world  is 
waiting  to  see  if  the  United  States  is 
serious  about  protecting  Antarctica. 

H.R.  3060  now  has  over  28  cosponsors. 
I  want  to  thank,  in  particular,  Con- 
gresswoman Morella  and  Congress- 
man Brown  for  their  tireless  support  of 
this  bill.  This  legislation  has  been  a 
truly  bipartisan  effort  and  is  a  testa- 
ment to  what  can  be  accomplished 
when  rhetoric  is  replaced  by  reason. 

Madam  Speaker,  I  am  proud  to  say 
that  H.R.  3060  enjoys  universal  support. 
Today,  all  Members  should  have  re- 
ceived in  their  offices  a  letter  from  the 
League  of  Conservation  "Votes,  the  Ant- 
arctic Project,  World  Wildlife  Fund, 
Greenpeace,  Sierra  Club,  and  the  Ant- 
arctic and  the  Southern  Ocean  Coali- 
tion, urging  them  to  support  the  bill. 
The  National  Science  Foundation  and 
the  Department  of  State  have  also  tes- 
tified in  support  of  enactment  of  H.R. 
3060. 

Madam  Speaker,  if  you  care  about 
environmental  research,  environ- 
mental conservation  or  simply  support 
living  up  to  U.S.  international  commit- 
ments, you  should  support  H.R.  3060.  I 
urge  all  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
voting  for  H.R.  3060. 

D  1600 

Madam  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Madam 
Speaker,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I 
may  consume. 

Madam  Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  H.R.  3060,  which  will  allow  the 
United  States  to  implement  the  Proto- 
col on  Environmental  Protection  to 
the  Antarctic  Treaty. 


I  am  pleased  that  the  Science  Com- 
mittee has  acted  on  a  bipartisan  basis 
to  help  preserve  one  of  the  last  pristine 
regions  of  the  globe  and  to  ensure  that 
Antarctica's  enormous  value  as  a  sci- 
entific laboratory  is  not  degraded.  I 
congratulate  Chairman  Walker  for 
moving  the  bill  expeditiously  in  com- 
mittee and  for  his  efforts  in  working 
with  the  other  committees  of  jurisdic- 
tion in  order  to  bring  the  bill  before 
the  House  with  dispatch. 

The  Antarctic  Treaty  has  been  a 
noteworthy  success  for  more  than  35 
years  in  providing  a  framework  for 
international  collaboration  in  sci- 
entific research.  The  Environmental 
Protocol  builds  on  the  Antarctic  Trea- 
ty to  extend  and  improve  the  treaty's 
effectiveness  for  ensuring  the  protec- 
tion of  the  Antarctic  environment.  It 
designates  Antarctica  as  a  natural  re- 
serve, devoted  to  peace  and  science, 
and  sets  forth  environmental  protec- 
tion principles  and  specific  rules  appli- 
cable to  all  human  activities  on  the 
continent. 

The  need  to  protect  the  Antarctic  en- 
■vironment  is  fully  understood  by  the 
scientists  from  many  nations  who  con- 
duct research  there  in  a  broad  range  of 
areas  in  the  physical  and  biological 
sciences.  Antarctica  is  especially  im- 
portant as  a  research  platform  for 
studies  of  world  climate  and  global  en- 
vironmental change.  But  it  is  also  a 
unique  laboratory  for  research  in  spe- 
cialized areas  of  astronomy  and  astro- 
physics and  in  biology  for  studying 
such  effects  as  adaptation  of  organisms 
under  environmental  extremes.  Failure 
to  ratify  the  protocol  could  impair 
much  of  this  research. 

The  Antarctic  lYeaty  parties  have 
devised  the  Environmental  Protocol  to 
provide  a  set  of  principles  and  proce- 
dures that  will  ensure  that  all  nations 
institute  effective  environmental  safe- 
guards. The  protocol  has  received 
broad  support  because  it  was  developed 
through  consultation  with  the  research 
community  and  with  the  nongovern- 
mental organizations  that  are  advo- 
cates for  the  environment. 

The  protocol  was  signed  in  1991  and 
was  approved  by  the  Senate  well  over  3 
years  ago.  It  is  time — it  is  past  time  for 
the  United  States  to  move  forward  to 
final  ratification. 

The  remaining  hurdle  to  ratification 
is  the  requirement  to  provide  new  leg- 
islative authority  to  enable  enforce- 
ment by  Federal  agencies  of  all  provi- 
sions of  the  protocol.  There  has  been 
disagreement  in  the  past  about  how 
best  to  ensure  that  the  provisions  of 
the  Environmental  Protocol  are  en- 
forced, while  avoiding  excessive  disrup- 
tion to  the  Antarctic  research  pro- 
gram. But  as  was  confirmed  by  a  hear- 
ing before  the  Science  Committee  this 
past  April,  we  now  have  in  H.R.  3060  a 
bill  which  finds  an  acceptable  com- 
promise for  balancing  environmental 
protection  concerns  against  the  value 
of  the  scientific  research  program. 
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H.R.  3060  has  been  endorsed  by  sci- 
entists, by  environmentalists,  and  by 
the  Federal  agencies  responsible  for  ad- 
ministering the  U.S.  national  program 
in  Antarctica.  All  recognize  the  impor- 
tance of  protecting  this  unique  world 
resource,  while  allowing  the  valuable 
research  carried  out  there  to  go  for- 
ward. Passage  of  H.R.  3060  today  by  the 
House  will  move  the  United  States 
closer  to  final  ratification  of  the  proto- 
col and  will  help  spur  action  by  the  re- 
maining nations  which  have  not  com- 
pleted ratification. 

Madam  Speaker,  H.R.  3060  is  a  bipar- 
tisan bill  that  will  ensure  that  a  sen- 
sible and  comprehensive  environmental 
protection  regime  is  instituted  to  gov- 
ern all  international  activities  con- 
ducted in  Antarctica.  The  bill  has  been 
enthusiastically  endorsed  by  those 
most  affected  by  its  provisions  and 
closest  to  the  issues  involved.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  passage  of 
this  measure. 

Madam  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Madam  Speaker,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Maryland  [Mrs.  Morella]. 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding  me  the  time. 

Madam  Speaker,  as  an  ardent  long- 
time supporter  for  the  protection  of 
the  Antarctic  Continent  amd  its  sur- 
rounding seas,  I  am  proud  to  be  a  very 
strong  original  cosponsor  of  H.R.  3060, 
the  Antarctic  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Act. 

It  is  now  4V^  years  since  the  United 
States  signed  the  Antarctic  Treaty  and 
the  Antarctic  Treaty  consultative  par- 
ties opened  for  signature  and  protocol 
on  environmental  protection.  This  pro- 
tocol, which  was  initiated  by  the 
United  States,  has  been  under  consider- 
ation by  Congress  during  both  the  Bush 
administration  and  the  early  years  of 
the  Clinton  administration,  but  has 
not  been  ratified  by  Congress.  This  bill 
would  do  that. 

I  am  extremely  grateful  for  the  en- 
couragement, prompt  response  and  the 
leadership  shown  by  Chairman,  Bob 
Waucer.  I  also  want  to  thank  the 
ranking  member,  George  Brown,  and 
the  other  cosponsors  of  this  bill. 

The  bill  reflect  diligent  work  with 
the  National  Science  Foundation,  the 
State  Department  and  a  group  of  four 
environmental  organizations  which 
monitor  Antarctic  activities  to 
produce  a  bill  which  succinctly  lays 
out  the  specifics  for  guaranteeing  envi- 
ronmental protection  of  the  Antarctic 
and  its  reservation  for  purely  scientific 
research.  It  has  truly  been  a  coopera- 
tive effort  among  all  interested  par- 
ties. 

I  think  that  the  most  spectacular 
benefit  has  been  that  the  bill  that  we 
see  before  us  represents  a  no-reserva- 
tions consensus.  I  want  to  personally 
thank  Chairman  Waucer,  who  has  been 
so  positive  in  leading  this  process  for- 


ward, it  does  show  we  can  work  to- 
gether on  a  bipartisan  basis. 

Madam  Speaker,  many  of  us  feel  that 
Antarctica  is  very,  very  far  away.  I  vis- 
ited there  2  years  ago.  After  the  long 
flight  to  New  Zealand,  a  brief  stop  to 
suit  up  at  Christchurch,  and  then  a 
2,400  mile  flight  to  McMurdo  Station,  I 
too,  felt  it  was  a  long  way  from  Wash- 
ington. However,  the  Antarctic  sym- 
bolize the  essence  of  basic  science  re- 
search in  which  the  United  States  as 
clearly  established  a  leadership  role. 

Presently,  20  countries  out  of  the  26 
of  the  Antarctic  Treaty  consultative 
parties  have  sigrned  the  protocol.  Most 
of  these  coimtries  signed  the  treaty  at 
Madrid  on  October  4,  1991.  With  passage 
of  H.R.  3060  today  and,  hopefully,  swift 
agreement  with  the  Senate  bill  that 
passed  the  Commerce  Committee  last 
week,  America  will  act  as  a  beacon  to 
guide  the  remaining  countries,  Russia, 
Japan,  India,  Belgium  and  Finland,  to 
complete  the  action. 

This  protocol  reaffirms  the  treaty's 
reservation  of  the  Antarctic  as  an  area 
set  aside  for  peaceful  purposes  and  spe- 
cifically for  scientific  research.  It  will 
protect  fauna  and  flora  from  the  effects 
of  human  activities,  impose  strict  lim- 
its on  the  discharge  of  pollutants,  and 
require  environmental  impact  assess- 
ments of  all  planned  governmental  and 
nongovernmental  activities.  It  also 
protects  the  Antarctic  from  all  activi- 
ties except  scientific  research  relating 
to  mineral  resources  for  at  least  50 
years,  unless  the  there  is  unanimous 
agreement  of  the  treaty  parties. 

Let  me  just  briefly  highlight  a  few  of 
the  136  exciting  and  unique  scientific 
experiments  currently  going  on  in  Ant- 
arctica or  dependent  on  it.  These  are 
activity  supported  by  the  National 
Science  Foundation.  For  example, 
there  is  research  by  an  Augustana  Col- 
lege geologist  involving  a  hunt  for  di- 
nosaurs and  other  animal  remains  from 
as  early  as  the  Triassic  period. 

Equally  intriguing  is  research  led  by 
the  University  of  Wisconsin  and  the 
University  of  California  at  Berkeley 
and  Irvine,  with  others,  using  the  larg- 
est neutrino  detector  on  earth  to  look 
for  those  high  energy  subatomic  par- 
ticles that  are  spawned  by  supernovas 
or  other  sources  beyond  our  galaxy. 

The  West  Antarctic  ice  cover  is  being 
studied  by  the  University  of  Texas  at 
Austin,  again  with  others,  for  its  rapid 
and  dramatic  changes  that  can  lend  in- 
sight into  our  effort  to  learn  about  the 
potential  rise  in  sea  level  across  the 
globe. 

Then,  too,  studies  led  by  Johns  Hop- 
kins University  involve  the  launch  of 
one  of  the  world's  largest  solar  tele- 
scopes beneath  a  huge  balloon  to  help 
understand  magnetic  fields  at  the  sun's 
surface. 

On  a  more  commercial  note,  a  Coast 
Guard  ship  is  now  being  built  in  a  part- 
nership with  the  National  Science 
Foundation.  This  is  an  unusual  cooper- 


ative adventure,  and  construction  is 
now  underway. 

I  urge  the  House  to  pass  H.R.  3060  as 
a  major  step  toward  carrying  out  our 
treaty  obligations  agreed  to  in  1991. 
With  support  from  the  House  Conmiit- 
tee  on  Science,  the  Department  of 
State,  the  National  Science  Founda- 
tion, and  representatives  from  the  Ant- 
arctica Project,  Greenpeace  U.S., 
Greenpeace  International,  and  the 
World  Wildlife  Fund,  this  legislation 
will  establish  and  codify  the  work  of 
many  nations  in  the  Antarctic. 

Madam  Speaker,  I  urge  support  of 
this  House  for  the  legislation. 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Madam 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
all  Members  have  5  legrislative  days  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  in  con- 
nection with  the  bill  before  us. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Ms. 
GREENE  of  Utah).  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SCHIFF.  Madam  Speaker,  the  bill  be- 
fore us  today  is  H.R.  3060,  the  Antarctic  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Act  of  1996.  As  chairman 
of  the  Basic  Research  Subcommittee,  our 
committee  has  jurisdiction  over  the  National 
Science  Foundation,  the  agency  who  will  be 
most  impacted  by  this  bill.  They  strongly  sup- 
port this  bill  and  my  compliments  to  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  for  all  their  hard  work  on  crafting 
this  legislation. 

H.R.  3060  provides  the  legislative  authority 
necessary  for  the  United  States  to  implement 
the  1991  Protocol  on  Environmental  Protection 
to  the  Antarctic  Treaty.  The  protocol,  which  re- 
sulted from  a  United  States  initiative,  rep- 
resents an  important  addition  to  the  uniquely 
successful  system  of  peaceful  cooperation  and 
scientific  research  that  has  evolved  under  the 
Antarctic  Treaty. 

The  U.S.  Senate  gave  its  advice  and  con- 
sent to  ratification  of  the  protocol  in  1992.  All 
that  remains  for  the  United  States  to  become 
a  party  to  the  protocol  is  to  enact  the  nec- 
essary implementing  legislation. 

Implementation  of  the  protocol  has  tieen  a 
priority  of  both  Republicans  and  Democrats 
since  the  protocol  was  negotiated  in  1991. 
The  protocol  builds  upon  the  Antarctic  Treaty 
to  improve  the  treaty's  effectiveness  for  ensur- 
ing the  protection  of  the  Antarctic  environment. 

I  feel  this  bill  reflects  America's  continued 
commitment  to  the  protection  of  the  Antarctic 
environment.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
the  bill. 

Mr.  PORTER.  Madam  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  H.R.  3060.  This  bill  will  im- 
plement the  Protocol  on  Environmental  Protec- 
tion to  the  Antarctic  Treaty  that  the  United 
States  and  25  other  countries  agreed  to  in 
1991.  The  protocol  builds  upon  the  Antarctic 
Treaty  to  extend  and  improve  the  treaty's  ef- 
fectiveness as  a  means  for  protecting  the  Ant- 
arctic environment. 

The  Antarctic  Continent  is  larger  than  the 
United  States  and  Mexico  combined  and  rep- 
resents 10  percent  of  the  Earth's  land  mass. 
Arrtarctica  has  a  central  role  in  regulating  the 
Earth's  environmental  processes  and  pos- 
sesses an  abundance  of  fish  arKJ  wildlife.  The 
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unique  nature  of  the  region  also  provides  a  re- 
search environment  that  is  crucial  to  under- 
standing and  monitoring  global  warming, 
ozone  depletion  and  atmospheric  pollution. 

The  protocol  reaffinns  the  status  of  the  Ant- 
arctica as  an  area  resen/ed  exclusively  for 
peaceful  purposes,  including  in  particular  sci- 
entific research,  and  sets  forth  a  comprehen- 
sive, legally  binding  system  of  environmental 
protection  applicable  to  all  human  activities  in 
Antarctica.  In  addition,  by  ratifying  this  proto- 
col, the  United  States  is  providing  international 
leadership.  Of  the  26  nations  that  signed  the 
protocol,  only  22  have  ratified  it.  With  the  U.S. 
commitment,  it  is  tjelieved  that  the  remaining 
three  countries  will  soon  become  parties  to  the 
protocol. 

I  urge  all  Members  to  support  this  impor- 
tance legislation. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Madam 
Speaker,  I  have  no  further  requests  for 
time,  and  I  yield  back  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Madam  Speaker,  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
Walker)  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  pass  the  bill,  H.R.  3060. 

The  question  was  taken. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Madam  Speaker,  on 
that  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  clause  5  of  rule  I  and  the  Chair's 
prior  announcement,  further  proceed- 
ings on  this  motion  will  be  postponed. 


RECESS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  clause  12  of  rule  I,  the  Chair  de- 
clares the  House  in  recess  until  ap- 
proximately 5  p.m. 

Accordingly  (at  4  o'clock  and  14  min- 
utes p.m.),  the  House  stood  in  recess 
until  approximately  5  p.m. 


D  1700 
AFTER  RECESS 


The  recess  having  expired,  the  House 
was  called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro 
tempore  (Mr.  LaHood)  at  5  p.m. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  provisions  of  clause  5  of  rule 
I,  the  chair  will  not  put  the  question 
on  each  motion  to  suspend  the  rules  on 
which  further  proceedings  were  post- 
poned earlier  today  in  the  order  in 
which  that  motion  was  entertained. 

Votes  will  be  taken  in  the  following 
order:  H.R.  3364,  by  the  yeas  smd  nays: 
H.R.  3400,  by  the  yeas  and  nays:  and 
H.R.  3060.  by  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  Chair  will  reduce  to  5  minutes 
the  time  for  any  electronic  vote  after 
the  first  such  vote  in  this  series. 


WILLIAM  J.  NEALON  UNITED 
STATES  COURTHOUSE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
pending  business  is  the  question  of  sus- 
pending the  rules  and  passing  the  bill, 
H.R.  3364.  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
GiLCHREST]  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  pass  the  bill,  H.R.  3364,  as 
amended,  on  which  the  yeas  and  nays 
are  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  340,  nays  0, 
answered  "present"  1,  not  voting  93,  as 
follows: 

[Roll  No.  222) 
YEAS— 340 


Abercrombie 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
B&chus 
Baesler 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barrett  (NE) 
Barrett  (WI) 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
BeDtsen 
Bereuter 
Bermao 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehuer 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brown  (CA) 
Bryant  (TN) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Bun- 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Cardln 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chrj-sler 
CUy 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinser 
Coble 
Cobum 
Coleman 
Collins  (GA) 
Collins  (IL) 
Collins  (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooley 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cremeans 
Cabin 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Dans 


de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeLauro 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Dofjett 

Dooley 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Durbin 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

Emerson 

English 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Everett 

Ewing 

Farr 

FaweU 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frelinghuysen 

Fanderburk 

Gallegb- 

Gaoske 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Geren 

Gilchrest 

Gilljnor 

Gilman 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Goodlisg 

Goss 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

Greene  (LT) 

Greenwood 

Gundeison 

Gutierrez 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall  (TX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Haste.-t 

Hastings  (%'A) 

Hayworth 

Heney 

Hefner 

Heineman 

HeiYer 

KiUcary 


Hilliard 

Hinchey 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

HostetUer 

Houghton 

Hoyer 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jackson-Lee 

rrx) 

Jacobs 

Johnson  (CD 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Johnston 

Jones 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Kasich 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Kleczka 

Klink 

Klug 

KnoUenbeig 

Kolbe 

LaFalce 

LaHood 

LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Lazio 

Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  iCA) 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Lightfoot 

Linder 

Lipinskl 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Lofgren 

Longley 

Lowey 

Lucas 

Luther 

Maloney 

Man  ton 

Manzullo 

Markey 

Martinez 

Mascara 

McCoUum 

McCrery 

McHale 

McHugh 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

McKusoey 


McNulty 
Meek 
Meyers 
Mica 

Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller  (CA) 
Miller  (FL) 
Minge 
Mink 
.Moakley 
Molinan 
MoUohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrtck 
Neal 

Nethercntt 
N'eoinann 
Sey 

Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Orton 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne  (V.K) 
Pelosi 

Peterson  (FL) 
Peterson  (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 


Quinn 

Radanovich 

RahaU 

RajDstad 

Regula 

Riggs 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Rose 

Roth 

Roybal-Allard 

Royce 

Rash 

Sabo 

Salmon 

Sanders 

Sanlord 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Scarborough 

Schroeder 

Scott 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shutter 

Sisisky 

Skaggs 

Skeea 

Slaughter 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (TXi 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stearns 


Stockmaa 

Stokes 

Stadds 

Stomp 

Stapak 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO 

Tejeda 

Thompson 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

Tborman 

Tiahrt 

Torres 

TraTicani 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Venlo 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

V'ucanovich 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Ward 

Watt  (NO 

Watu  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

WhitfleU 

Wicker 

WUllams 

Wilson 

Wolf 

Woolsey 

W>-nn 

Yates 

Young  (AK) 

T.immrr 


ANSWERED  "PRESENT"—! 
Chenoweth 
NOT  VOTINCJ— 93 


Ackerman 

Filner 

Meehan 

Allard 

Flake 

Menendez 

Baker  (CA) 

Foglietta 

Metcalf 

Baker  (LA) 

Foley 

Moran 

BaiT 

Ford 

Nadler 

Barton 

Frisa 

Ortiz 

Bateman 

Frost 

Owens 

Bishop 

Furse 

Packard 

BlUey 

C^phardt 

Payne  (NJ) 

Blumenauer 

Gibbons 

Pryce 

Bonilla 

Gordon 

QniUen 

Browder 

Hansen 

Rangel 

Brown  (FL) 

Hannan 

Reed 

Brown  (OH) 

Hastings  (FL) 

Richardson 

Brownback 

Hayes 

Bryant  (TX) 

Hunter 

Roukema 

Calvert 

Inglis 

Rrhaefer 

Chapman 

Istook 

Rrhiff 

Christensen 

JtHtaon 

Schomer 

Clybum 

Johnson.  Sam 

Skelton 

Crapo 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Smith  <NJ) 

Danner 

Ijuitos 

Stenholm 

DeFazio 

Largent 

Thomas 

Deljy 

Latham 

Torkildsen 

Delloms 

Lincoln 

Tomeelli 

Deuisch 

Martini 

Towns 

Doolittle 

Matsui 

Waters 

Ehrlich 

McCarthy 

Waxman 

Engel 

McDade 

Wise 

McDermott 

Young  (FL) 

Fattah 

Mclnnis 

Zeliff 

D  1729 

Messrs.  LINDER,  TIAHRT.  and  MOL- 
LOHAN  changed  their  vote  from  "nay" 
to  "yea". 

So  (two- thirds  having  voted  in  favor 
thereof)  the  rules  were  suspended  and 
the  bill,  as  amended,  was  passed. 

The  title  of  the  bill  was  amended  so 
as  to  read:  "A  bill  to  designate  the 
Federal   building   and    United    States 
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courthouse  located  at  235  North  Wash- 
ingrton  Avenue  in  Scranton.  Pennsyl- 
vania, as  the  'William  J.  Nealon  Fed- 
eral Building  and  United  States  Court- 
house'.". 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Ms.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  -Speaker,  during  Roll- 
call  Vote  No.  222  on  H.R.  3364  I  was  unavoid- 
ably detained.  Had  I  been  present.  I  would 
have  voted  "yea." 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  during  Rollcali 
Vote  No.  222  on  H.R.  3364  I  was  unavoidably 
detained.  Had  I  been  present,  I  would  have 
voted  "yea." 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  CHRISTENSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Roll- 
call  Vote  No.  222  I  was  unavoidably  detained. 
Had  I  been  present,  I  would  have  voted  "yea." 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  DEUTSCH.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Monday. 
June  10.  I  was  unavoidably  absent  for  rollcali 
vote  No.  222,  the  vote  on  H.R.  3364.  Had  I 
been  present.  I  woukJ  have  voted  "aye." 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER  PRO 
TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  (Mr.  UHOOD). 
Pursuant  to  provisions  of  clause  5  of  rule  I, 
the  Chair  announces  that  he  will  reduce  to  a 
minimum  of  5  minutes  the  period  of  time  with- 
in whk:h  a  vote  by  electric  device  may  be 
taken  on  each  additional  motion  to  suspend 
the  mies  on  which  ttie  Chair  has  postponed 
further  proceeding. 


ROMAN  L.  HRUSKA  UNITED 
STATES  COURTHOUSE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
pending  business  is  the  question  of  sus- 
pending the  rules  and  passing  the  bill. 
H.R.  3400.  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
GiLCHREST]  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  pass  the  bill,  H.R.  3400,  as 
amended,  on  which  the  yeas  and  nays 
are  ordered. 

The  Chair  will  remind  Members  that 
this  is  a  5-minute  vote. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  339,  nays  4, 
not  voting  91,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  223) 
YEAS— 339 


Aberxaxunbie 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 


Bacbus 

Baesler 

Baldacci 

hilleoger 


Barcia 
Barrett  (NE) 
Barrett  (WI) 
Bartlett 


Bass 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Bochner 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brown  (CA) 
Bryant  (TN) 
Bunn 
Banning 
Bun- 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chrj-sler 
CUy 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinker 
Coble 
Cobum 
Coleman 
Collins  (GA) 
Collins  (U-) 
Collins  (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooley 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cremeans 
Cubin 
Cummingrs 
Cunningham 
Davis 

de  La  Carza 
Deal 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 
Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Dooley 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Durbin 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

Emerson 

English 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Everett 

Ewing 

Farr 

Fawell 

Fazio 

Fields  CLA) 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (CD 

Franks  (NJ) 


Frelinghuysen 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

(^Jdenson 

Gekas 

(Jeren 

Gilchrest 

Gillmor 

Oilman 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Goodling 

Goss 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

Greene  (ITT) 

Greenwood 

Ganderson 

Gatierrez 

Gntknecht 

Hall  (OH) 

HaH(TX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Haswrt 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayworth 

Heney 

Hefner 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hilleary 

Hilliard 

Hinchey 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Hoyer 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Jackson  (IL) 

JacksoD-I/ee 

(TX) 
Jacobs 
Johnson  ((TT) 
Johnson  (SD) 
Johnson.  E.  B. 
Johnston 
Jones 
Kanjorski 
fCaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 

Kennedy  (M.^) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Klug 

KnoUenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis  (CA) 
Lewis  (GA) 
Lewis  (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Longley 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lather 
.Maloney 
Man  ton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Martini 
Mascara 
McCollum 
McCrery 


McHale 

McHugh 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Meek 

Meyers 

Mica 

Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller  (CA) 
Miller  (FL) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Martha 
Myers 
Myrick 
Neal 

Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 

Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Orton 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Faxon 
Payne  (VA) 
Peterson  (FL) 
Peterson  (MN> 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Riggs 
Rivera 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Rose 

Roth 

Roybal-AUard 

Royce 

Rush 

Sabo 

Salmon 

Sanders 

Sanford 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Scarborough 

Schroeder 

Scott 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

Sisisky 

Skaggs 

Skeen 

Slaughter 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Suuder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Stark 

Steams 

Stocknum 

Stokes 


Studds 

Stump 

Stupak 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Tejeda 

Thompson 

Thomberrj' 

Thornton 

Thunnan 

Tiahrt 


Cnienoweth 
LaFalce 


Ackennan 

Allard 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Barr 

Barton 

Bateman 

Bliley 

Blumenauer 

Bonilla 

Browder 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TX) 

Calvert 

Chapman 

Christensen 

Clybum 

Crapo 

Danner 

DeFazio 

DeLay 

Dellums 

Doolittle 

Ehrlich 

Engel 

Ensign 

Fattah 

Filner 

Flake 


Traficant 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NC) 

Watts  (OK) 

NAYS— 4 


Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Wilson 

Wolf 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Yates 

Young  (AK) 

Zimmer 


Torres 
Williams 

NOT  VOTING— 91 

Foglietta 

Ford 

Frisa 

Frost 

Furse 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gordon 

Hansen 

Harman 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hayes 

Houghton 

Hunter 

Inglis 

Is  took 

Jefferson 

Johnson,  Sam 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Lantos 

Largent 

Latham 

Lincoln 

Matsai 

McCarthy 

McDade 

McDermott 

Mclnnis 

Meehan 

Menendez 

Metcalf 

D  1738 


Nadler 

Ortiz 

Owens 

Packard 

Payne (NJ) 

Pelosi 

Pryce 

Quillen 

Radanovich 

Rangel 

Reed 

Richardson 

Rohrabacher 

Roukema 

Schaefer 

Schiff 

Schumer 

Skelton 

Smith  (NJ) 

Stenholm 

Taylor  (NC) 

Thomas 

Torkildsen 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Waxman 

Wise 

Young  (FL) 

Zellff 


So  (two-thirds  having  voted  in  favor 
thereof)  the  rules  were  suspended  and 
the  bill,  as  amended,  was  passed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  title  of  the  bill  was  amended  so 
as  to  read:  "A  bill  to  designate  the 
Federal  building  and  United  States 
courthouse  to  be  constructed  at  a  site 
on  18th  Street  between  Dodge  and 
Douglas  Streets  in  Omaha.  Nebraska, 
as  the  'Roman  L.  Hruska  Federal 
Building  and  United  States  Court- 
house'." 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


Ms. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 
MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Speaker,  during  roll- 


call  vote  No.  223  on  H.R.  3400  I  was  unavoid- 
ably detained.  Had  I  been  present,  I  would 
have  voted  "yea." 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 
Mr.  CHRISTENSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  rollcali 
No.  223,  I  was  unavoidable  detained,  had  I 
been  present,  I  would  have  voted  "yea." 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 
Mr.  MCDERMOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  during  roll- 
call  votes  No.  222  and  223  on  H.R.  3364  and 
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3400  I  was  unavoidably  detained.  Had  I  been 
present,  I  wogid  have  voted  "yea." 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  rollcali  222 
arxj  223  I  was  delayed  by  the  flight  coming  in. 
If  I  had  been  present,  I  would  have  voted 
"aye"  on  txjth  of  those. 


ANTARCTIC  ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION  ACT  OF  1996 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LaHood).  The  pending  business  is  the 
question  of  suspending  the  rules  and 
passing  the  bill.  H.R.  3060. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Wajjcer]  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  pass  the  bill,  H.R.  3060,  on 
which  the  yeas  and  nays  are  ordered. 

This  is  a  5-minute  vote. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  352,  nays  4, 
not  voting  78,  as  follows: 
[Boll  No.  224] 
YEAS— 352 


At)ercn3mbie 

Collins  (GA) 

Fondertark 

Andrews 

Collins  (IL) 

Parse 

Archer 

Collins  (MI) 

GaUegly 

Armey 

Ctembest 

Bacbns 

Condit 

Gejdenson 

Bftesler 

Conyers 

Gekas 

Baldacci 

Costello 

Gcren 

Bailenger 

Cox 

Gilchrest 

Barcia 

Coyne 

Gillmor 

Barrett  (NE) 

Cramer 

GUman 

Barrett  (WI) 

Crane 

Gonzalez 

Bartlett 

Cremeans 

Goodlatte 

Bam 

Cabin 

Goodling 

Beoerra 

Goss 

Beilenson 

Graham 

Bentsen 

Danner 

Green  mC) 

Bereater 

Davis 

Greene  (UD 

Beiman 

de  la  Garza 

Greenwood 

BeviU 

Deal 

C^osderaon 

BtUny 

DeLauro 

Gntieirez 

BlUraUs 

Deutsch 

Gntknecht 

Bishop 

Hall  (OH) 

Dickey 

HaUCTX) 

Blute 

Dicks 

Hamilton 

Boehlert 

DingeU 

Hancock 

Boehner 

Dlzon 

Hastert 

Bonior 

Doggett 

Hastings  (WA) 

Bono 

Dooley 

Hayworth 

Borskl 

Donan 

Heney 

Boucher 

Doyle 

HeUoer 

Brewster 

Dreier 

Heineman 

Brown  (CA) 

Heifer 

Brownback 

Dunn 

Hilleary 

Bryant  (TN) 

Durbin 

Hilliard 

Bunn 

Edwards 

Hinchey 

Bunning 

Ehlers 

Hobaon 

Burr 

Emerson 

Hoekstra 

Barton 

P.nylUh 

Hoke 

Bayer 

Eshoo 

Holden 

Callahan 

Evans 

Horn 

Camp 

Everett 

Hostettler 

Campbell 

Ewing 

Honghton 

Canady 

Fair 

Hoyer 

Cardin 

Fawell 

Hutchinson 

CaaUe 

Fazio 

Hyde 

Chabot 

Fields  (LA) 

Jackson  (IL) 

Chambliss 

Fields  (TX) 

Jackson-Lee 

Cniristensen 

FllAAfUl 

(TX) 

Chiysler 

Foley 

Jacobs 

Clay 

Forbes 

Johnson  (CD 

Clajrton 

Fowler 

Jotaaaon  (SD) 

Clement 

Fox 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

CUnger 

Fnmk(MA) 

Johnston 

Coble 

Jones 

Cobom 

Frank*  (NJ) 

Kanjorski 

Coleman 

Frelinghuysen 

Kaptor 

Kasich 

MoUohan 

Serrano 

Kelly 

Montgomery 

Shadegg 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Moorhead 

Shaw 

Kennelly 

Moran 

Shays 

Kildee 

Morella 

Shmt^r 

Kim 

Martha 

Sisisky 

irinf 

Myera 

Skaggs 

Kingston 

Myrick 

Skeen 

Kleczka 

Neal 

Skelton 

Klink 

Nethercutt 

Slaughter 

Klug 

Neumann 

Smith  (MI) 

Knollenbeig 

Ney 

Smith  (TX) 

Kolbe 

Norwood 

Smith  (WA) 

LaFalce 

Solomon 

T,aHood 

Obeistar 

Soader 

LaTourette 

Obey 

Spence 

TjinghUn 

Olver 

Spratt 

Lazio 

Orton 

Stark 

Leach 

Oxley 

Steams 

Levin 

PaUone 

Stokes 

Lewis  (CA) 

Parker 

Stndds 

Lewis  (GA) 

Pastor 

Stnpak 

Lewis  (KY) 

Pazon 

Talent 

Lightfoot 

Payne  (NJ) 

Tanner 

Linder 

Payne  (V  A) 

Tate 

Uplnski 

Pelosi 

Taozln 

Livingston 

Peterson  (FL) 

Taylor  (MS) 

LoBiondo 

Peterson  (MN) 

Tejeda 

Lofgren 
Longley 
Lowey 
Lucas 

Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 

Thompson 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

Tlmrman 

Tiahrt 

Tones 

Itmflcant 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Lather 

Porter 

Maloney 
Manton 

Portman 
Poshard 

Manzullo 
Markey 

Quinn 
Radanovich 

Martinez 
Martini 

Rahall 

RUDStAd 

Visclosky 
Volkmer 

Mascara 

Regula 

Matsai 

KICKS 

Walker 

McCarthy 

Rivers 

Walsh 

McCollum 

Bobeits 

Wamp 
Ward 

MoCrery 

McDermott 

Rogers 

Waters 

McHale 

Ro«-Lehtinen 

Watt  (NC) 

McHngh 

BOM! 

Watts  (OK) 

Mcintosh 

Roth 

Weldon  (FL) 

McKeon 

Roybal-Allard 

Weldon  (PA) 

McKinney 

Royoe 

Weller 

McNulty 

White 

Meek 

Sabo 

Whitneld 

Meyers 

Salmon 

Wicker 

Mica 

Sanders 

Williams 

Mlllender- 

Sanford 

Wilson 

McDonald 

Wolf 

JiiUer  (CA) 

Saxton 

Woolsey 

Miller  (FL) 

Scarborough 

Wynn 

Minge 

Schroeder 

Tates 

Mink 

Scott 

Young  (AK) 

Moakley 

Seastrand 

Molinari 

Sensenbrenner 
NAYS— 4 

Chenoweth 

Stockman 

Cooley 

Stump 

NOT  VOTINCS— 78 

Ackerman 

Flake 

Metcalf 

Allard 

Foglietta 

Nadler 

Baker  (CA) 

Ford 

Ortiz 

Baker  (LA) 

Frisa 

Owens 

Ban- 

Frost 

Packard 

Barton 

Gephardt 

PI7O6 

Bateman 

Gibbons 

(JnUlen 

BUley 

(Gordon 

Rangel 

BonilU 

Hanaen 

Reed 

Browder 

Hsrmsn 

Richardson 

Brown  (FL) 

Rohrabacher 

Brown  (OH) 

Hayes 

Bookema 

Bryant  (TX) 

Hnnter 

Schaefer 

Calvert 

Inglis 

Schiff 

Chapman 

Istook 

Schumer 

Clybom 

JeSetson 

Smith  (NJ) 

Crapo 

DeFazio 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Taylor  (NC) 

DeLay 

LantAff 

ThOZDAS 

Dellums 

Largent 

Torkildsen 

DooUtUe 

Torricelli 

Ehrlich 

Lincoln 

Towns 

Engel 

HcOade 

Waxman 

Ensign 

Mclnnis 

Wise 

Fattah 

Meehan 

Young  (FL) 

Filner 

Menendez 

ZelifT 

D  1746 

So  (two-thirds  having  voted  in  favor 
thereof)  the  rules  were  suspended  and 
the  bill  was  passed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 
Mr.  BARTON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  No.  222,  223,  and  224  I  was  unavoidably 
delayed  by  weather  prot^lems  that  affected  air- 
line flights  from  Dallas  to  Washington.  Had  I 
been  present,  I  wouM  have  voted  "yea"  on  an 
three  votes. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  JEFFERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
unavoidably  detained  when  rollcali 
votes  222.  223,  and  224  were  taken.  Had 
I  been  present.  I  would  have  voted 
"yea."  I  was  detained  because  my 
plane  was  an  hour  late  in  taking  off. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 
Mr.  BONILLA  Mr.  Speaker,  on  rolteall  Ho. 
222,  223  arxl  224, 1  was  unavoidably  detained 
by  bad  weather  in  DaUas  on  my  conrtecdng 
flight  to  Washington.  Had  I  been  present,  t 
woukJ  have  voted  "yea"  on  all  these  votes. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 
Mr.  SCHAEFER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  was  unable 
to  cast  votes  on  rdk^l  votes  222.  223,  arxJ 
224.  Had  I  t)een  present,  I  woukJ  have  voted 
for  H.R.  3364,  to  designate  a  U.S.  courthouse 
in  Scranton,  PA,  as  the  William  J.  Nealon 
United  States  Courthouse;  H.R.  3400.  to  des- 
ignate the  U.S.  courthouse  to  be  constructed 
in  Omaha,  NE.  as  the  Roman  L  Hniska  U.S. 
Courthouse:  arxl  H.R.  3060,  to  implement  the 
protocol  on  environmental  protection  to  the 
Antarctic  Treaty. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 
Mr.  LATHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  absent  for 
rollcali  votes  222,  223.  and  224  on  June  10, 
1996.  Had  I  been  present,  I  woukJ  have  voted 
"yea"  on  all  three  votes. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 
Mr.  ENSIGN.  Mr.  Speaker,  due  to  travel  dH- 
ftcuities  on  Monday,  June  10,  I  missed  roOcal 
votes  222,  223,  and  224.  Had  I  been  present, 
I  would  have  voted  "aye"  on  each  of  these 
rolteall  votes. 


TRIBUTE  TO  LSU  TIGERS 
(Mr.  TAUZIN  asked  and  was  given  permis- 
sion to  address  the  House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  TAUZIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  this  brief 
minute  to  allow  all  of  us  collectiveiy  to  share 
the  joy  and  pride  of  all  the  LSU  alumni  across 
America  with  the  extraordinary  success  of  the 
LSU  baseball  program  and  the  great  success 
of  Coach  Skip  Bertman.  who  has  now  brought 
the  LSU  Tigers  the  third  championship  of  the 
College  WorU  Series  this  weekend 


13560 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORI>— HOUSE 


June  10,  1996 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  share 
with  me  ttie  pride  of  this  wonderful  LSU  team 
arxj  this  great  coach  who  will  now  be  the 
Olympic  coach  for  the  United  States  team  in 
Atlanta.  LSU.  Go.  Tigers. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER  PRO 
TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  Chair 
would  ask  Members  not  to  doff  hats  in  the 
Chamber. 


TRIBUTE  TO  LSU  TIGERS  AND  WOMEN'S 
TRACK  TEAM 

(Mr.  McCRERY  asked  and  was  given  per- 
misson  to  address  the  House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  McCRERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  woukj  like  to 
add  my  congratulations  to  the  LSU  Tigers 
baseball  team  and  say  ditto  to  the  words  of 
my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Tauzin]. 

I  would  also  like  to  remind  everyone  that 
just  a  few  seeks  before  LSU's  baseball  tri- 
umph the  women's  track  team  from  LSU  also 
won  the  national  championship  for  the  ump- 
teenth time  in  my  lifetime.  They  have  a  great 
program  there,  so  congratulations  to  the  won> 
en's  track  team  at  LSU  and  Skip  Bertman's 
baseball  team. 

Go,  Tigers. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  THE  CALIFORNIA 
HOMEOWNER  EARTHQUAKE  PROTEC- 
TICN  ACT 

(Mr.  LEWIS  of  California  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  CalifomiSL  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
today  introducing  the  California  Homeowner 
Earthquake  Protection  Act,  legislation  granting 
tax-exempt  status  on  State  authorities  estat>- 
lished  for  the  purpose  of  providing  earthquake 
insurance.  As  a  30-year  insurance  profes- 
sional the  chaimnan  of  the  House  Appropria- 
tions Subcommittee  overseeing  FEMA  and 
Federal  disaster  assistance,  I  am  concerned 
about  an  emerging  insurance  crisis  in  my 
State. 

California  Governor  Pete  Wiloon  is  poised  to 
sign  a  measure  establishing  the  Califomla 
Earthquake  Authority  [CEA],  a  unique  publicly 
run  and  privately  financed  State  program  to 
supply  earthquake  insurance  for  millions  of 
homeowners  in  our  State.  The  Califomia 
Homeowner  Earthquake  Protection  Act  will 
add  viability  to  the  CEA  and  will  address  a 
kxtming  and  potentially  devastirtg  crisis  affect- 
ing every  homeowner — the  ability  to  purchase 
affordat>le  earthquake  insurance. 

Under  California  St^te  law,  insur- 
ance companies  that  sell  homeowners 
coverage  are  required  to  offer  earth- 
quake protection  as  well.  However,  as  a 
result  of  the  1994  Northridge  earth- 
quake which  resulted  in  over  $1.2  bil- 
lion in  insured  losses,  many  insurance 
companies  are  now  moving  out  of  the 
marketplace.  In  fact,  of  those  compa- 
nies that  offered  earthquake  coverage 
before  the  Northridge  earthquake,  95 
percent  no  loner  offer  policies  to  home- 


owners. In  the  near  term,  over  1  mil- 
lion families  may  not  have  their  home- 
owner coverage  renewed. 

The  CEA  is  designed  to  provide  31 0.5  bil- 
lion in  earthquake  coverage  funded  by  insur- 
ance carriers,  reinsurers,  investors,  and  policy 
holder  assessments.  The  success  of  this  inno- 
vative public-private  partnership,  which  will 
provide  immediate  insurance  relief  for  hun- 
dreds of  thousands  of  California  homeowners, 
condominium  owners,  mobile  home  owners, 
and  renters,  depends  largely  upon  the  IRS 
granting  the  CEA  tax-free  status.  Tax-exempt 
status  would  allow  the  Authority's  reserves  to 
accumulate  free  of  Federal  income  taxes.  The 
IRS,  which  had  promised  a  tax  exemption  to 
the  CEA  in  February,  withdrew  its  decision 
without  warning  or  explanation  in  April.  Legis- 
lation at  the  Federal  level  is  now  necessary  to 
require  the  IRS  to  stand  by  its  initial  decision. 

Continued  uncertainty  over  the  tax 
status  of  the  CEA  threatens  to  kill  this 
public-private  partnership.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  join  me.  Gov.  Pete  Wil- 
son, California  Insurance  Commis- 
sioner Chuck  Quackenbush.  and  other 
in  this  bipartisan  effort  to  protect  Cali- 
fornia homeowners.  We  must  act  now 
to  avert  a  financial  crisis  every  bit  as 
devastating  as  the  Northridge  earth- 
quake itself. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995.  and  under  a  previous  order  of 
the  House,  the  following  Members  will 
be  recognized  for  5  minutes  each. 


AFRICAN-AMERICAN  CHURCH 
ARSONS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
woman from  North  Carolinia  [Mrs. 
Clayton]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  church 
buildings  can  be  burned  to  the  ground, 
but  the  spirit  of  the  church  will  always 
stand. 

The  recent  rash  of  church  arsons  in 
African-American  communities 

throughout  the  United  States  leaves 
one  wondering  if  anyplace  is  safe,  if 
anyplace  is  secure,  if  anyplace  is  sa- 
cred. 

But  because  those  who  have  done 
these  unthinkable  acts  have  targeted 
the  very  places  we  hold  most  dear  and 
most  precious,  there  is  no  doubt  in  my 
mind  that  good  will  come  from  this 
evil. 

Even  after  a  ravaging  fire,  something 
remains. 

It  may  only  be  a  blade  of  grass,  but 
from  that  blade  of  grass  will  come  a 
beautiful  landscape. 

It  may  only  be  an  idea  that  remains, 
a  determined  spirit,  but  from  that  idea, 
that  spirit,  will  come  another  church. 

As  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr.  often 
stated,  eloquently  and  profoundly. 
"You  can  kill  the  dreamer,  but  you 
cannot  kill  the  dream." 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  must  admit  that  I  was 
stunned  when  the  church  arsons  hit 
home. 

Last  Thursday,  when  the  Matthews- 
Murkland  Presbyterian  Church  in 
Charlotte,  NC  became  another  one  of 
the  more  than  thirty  African-American 
churches  to  be  burned  over  the  past  18 
months,  the  shock  and  amazement  of 
this  deed  left  me  dazed  and  numb. 

I  thought.  How  could  anyone  violate 
what  is  most  cherished,  most  precious 
to  a  civilized  society? 

But  then,  there  was  Oklahoma  City 
and  the  World  Trade  Center  in  New 
York. 

We  live  in  very  puzzling  and  trou- 
bling times. 

Yet,  from  the  ashes  of  Oklahoma  and 
the  ruins  of  New  York,  something  re- 
mains, and  something  emerges. 

Good  ultimately  prevails  over  evil. 

And,  it  is  in  that  spirit,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  I  rise  to  urge  all  of  my  colleagues 
to  use  this  week  to  also  rise  in  swift  re- 
sounding voices  to  condemn  this  evil 
and  to  demonstrate  that  it  will  not  be 
tolerated. 

President  Clinton  on  Saturday  out- 
lined a  four-step  plan  that  he  has  put 
in  place  in  response  to  these  acts. 

Among  those  steps  is  the  creation  of 
a  task  force  involving  the  Justice  and 
Treasury  Departments  and  more  than 
200  law  enforement  officers. 

It  is  now  time  for  the  Congress  to 
step  forward. 

First,  we  should  all  support  the  bi- 
partisan legislation  introduced  by  our 
colleagues.  Mr.  Conyers  and  Mr.  Hyde. 

That  legislation  would  make  it  easier 
to  bring  prosecutions  and  stiffen  the 
penalties  against  those  who  target 
houses  of  worship. 

Second.  I  would  urge  support  for  a 
resolution  I  am  introducing,  calling  on 
the  collective  outrage  of  congress  and 
denouncing  these  arsons. 

It  is  my  hope  that  such  a  resolution 
can  be  considered  this  week  and  that  as 
many  Members  who  wish  will  have  the 
opportunity  to  speak  in  favor  of  the 
resolution. 

And.  finally,  we  should  all,  work 
within  our  respective  communities  to 
help  prevent  future  arsons. 

The  President  told  the  story  of  Rev. 
Terrence  Mackey,  who  awakened  one 
morning  to  a  spot  in  a  field  where  his 
church  had  stood  the  day  before. 

Reverend  Mackey  was  concerned 
about  what  he  could  say  to  his  daugh- 
ter about  what  had  happened. 

Eventually,  he  said  to  his  daughter, 
"iTaey  didn't  bum  down  the  church. 
They  burned  down  the  building  in 
which  we  hold  church.  The  church  is 
still  inside  all  of  us." 

These  acts  of  hate  have  inspired  acts 
of  love. 

Oftentimes  when  evil  people  have 
burned  a  church  building,  good  people 
of  every  race  and  color  and  religion 
have  worked  together  to  rebuild  the 
church. 
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When  three  African-American 
churches  were  burned  in  Alabama,  a 
group  of  unpaid  volunteers  from  the 
Washington  area  stepped  forward  to 
help. 

When  the  St.  John  Baptist  Church  in 
Dixiana,  SC  was  the  target  of  repeated 
vandalism,  a  group  of  African-Ameri- 
cans and  whites.  Democrats,  and  Re- 
publicans, those  with  money  and  those 
without,  organized  the  Save  St.  John 
Baptist  Church  Committee,  and  they 
rebuilt  the  church. 

But  this  church,  just  a  couple  of 
miles  from  where  the  Ku  Klux  Klan 
meets,  was  also  burned  to  the  ground. 

Yet,  with  the  help  of  many,  diverse 
volunteers,  it  too  will  be  rebuilt. 

And.  when  the  church  in  Charlotte 
was  burned  down,  the  pastor  preached 
forgiveness,  and  the  congregation  knew 
in  their  hearts  that  help  would  come  to 
rebuild. 

At  the  end  of  the  day,  evil  loses  and 
good  wins. 

On  June  15,  Reverend  Mackey.  his 
daughter,  the  congregation,  and  friends 
will  undertake  a  symbolic  march  from 
the  site  of  the  old  church  in 
Greeleyville,  SC,  to  the  site  of  their 
new  church. 

My  resolution  urges  all  Members  on 
June  15  to  join  with  Reverend  Mackey, 
his  daughter,  his  congregation  and  oth- 
ers, in  whatever  gesture  is  deemed  ap- 
propriate, to  say  to  those  who  would 
promote  evil — that  you  have  burned 
OUT  churches,  but  cannot  bum  our  spir- 
it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  after  a  fire,  something 
always  remains,  a  blade  of  grass,  a 
spirit. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  may  borrow  from 
the  Bible  on  this  occasion,  I  am  re- 
minded of  Ecclesiastes,  chapter  3, 
verses  1  through  8. 

It  states,  in  part,  "To  every  thing 
there  is  a  season,  and  a  time  to  every 
purpose  under  the  heaven.  A  time  to 
keep  silence  and  a  time  to  speak." 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  time  to  speak, 
and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
speaking  against  these  dreadful  deeds. 


D  1800 

IN  HONOR  OF  GEN.  FRED 

MCCORKLE,  USMC 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Jones]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  JONES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  this 
afternoon  to  recognize  a  truly  out- 
standing Marine  Corps  officer  and  to 
ask  all  of  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
giving  our  congratulations  and  best 
wishes  to  Maj.  Gen.  Fred  McCorkle. 
General  McCorkle  leaves  North  Caro- 
lina this  month  to  take  command  of 
the  3rd  Marine  Aircraft  Wing  at 
Miramar,  CA. 

It  was  recently,  in  his  present  assigrn- 
ment  as  the  commanding  general  at 


Marine  Corps  Air  Station  Cherry 
Point,  NC,  that  I  had  the  honor  of  get- 
ting to  know  Fred  McCorkle.  I  quickly 
found  a  deep  respect  for  his  ability  to 
challenge  the  men  and  women  under 
his  conmiand,  not  only  to  excel  within 
their  profession,  but  to  foster  a  rela- 
tionship with  the  surrounding  commu- 
nity of  Havelock.  NC.  Beyond  his  all  of 
duty,  he  has  brought  the  people  of  Cra- 
ven County  and  the  base  community 
closer  together.  He  has  become  a  role 
model  to  thousands  of  young  men  and 
women  serving  in  our  Nation's  .Armed 
Services.  It  will  be  difficult  to  top  his 
accomplishments. 

I  am  confident  that  we  will  continue 
to  hear  the  name  Fred  McCorkle  asso- 
ciated with  exceptional  work  in  the 
Marine  Corps.  More  likely,  we  will 
begin  to  hear  how  well  "the  Assas- 
sin's—the famous  call  sign  he  received 
in  flight  school — is  doing  on  the  west 
coast.  While  the  Assassin  may.  as  he 
says,  have  "performed  open  heart  sur- 
gery, been  to  the  moon,  and  spoken  to 
Elvis."  such  achievements  do  not  begin 
to  compare  with  the  fine  work  he  ac- 
complished as  the  commanding  general 
at  Marine  Corps  Air  Station  Cherry 
Point,  NC.  This  year,  under  his  com- 
mand. Marine  Crops  Air  Station  Cherry 
Point  received  the  coveted  Com- 
mander-in-Chiefs Annual  Award  for  In- 
stallation Excellence. 

During  the  last  3  years.  General 
McCorkle  has  served  with  distinction 
as  the  commander  of  the  Marine  Corps 
Air  Bases  Eastern  Area,  and  the  com- 
manding general  at  the  Marine  Corps 
Air  Station.  Cherry  Point.  NC.  His 
service  to  the  Marine  Corps.  Congress, 
and  to  the  Nation  as  a  whole,  has  al- 
ways been  characterized  by  selfless  de- 
votion to  duty  and  imflagging  dedica- 
tion to  country  and  corps.  It  is  a  privi- 
lege for  me  to  recognize  the  many  ac- 
complishments General  McCorkle  has 
achieved  during  his  28  years  of  military 
service. 

Bom  in  San  Francisco.  CA,  Fred 
McCorkle  lived  most  of  his  life  in 
Johnson  City,  TN.  He  went  on  to  earn 
a  bachelor  of  science  degree  in  edu- 
cation from  the  East  Tennessee  State 
University  in  1966,  and  a  masters  in  ad- 
ministration from  Pepperdine  Univer- 
sity in  1979.  After  completing  Officer 
Candidates  School  and  the  Basic 
School  at  Quantico.  VA.  he  attended 
Naval  Flight  School  at  Pensacola.  FL. 
and  was  designated  a  naval  aviator  in 
January  1969. 

General  McCorkle  went  on  to  en- 
hance his  professional  education  while 
attending  the  Marine  Con)s  Command 
and  Staff  College  in  1980  and  the  Na- 
tional War  College  at  Fort  McNair  in 
1984.  His  staff  tours  include  aviation 
land  forces  plans  officer  at  the  Avia- 
tion Plans  and  Programs  Department 
from  1980-84.  and  branch  head  of  the 
Aviation  Plans.  Programs.  Budget. 
Joint  Matters  and  Policy  Branch  at 
Headquarter  Marine  Corps  in  1992. 
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His  operational  assignments  include 
billets  as  commanding  officer  at  the 
Marine  Aviation  Weapons  and  Tactics 
Squadron  One.  at  Yuma.  AZ.  firom  1986- 
88:  assistant  operations  officer  and  op- 
erations officer  of  the  2d  Marine  Air- 
craft Wing  at  Cherry  Point.  NC.  from 
1989-90;  and  as  commanding  officer  of 
the  Marine  Aircraft  Group  29  at  Marine 
Corps  Air  Station  New  River.  NC.  in 
1992. 

General  McCorkle  served  in  'Vietnam 
with  the  Marine  Medium  Helicopter 
Squadron  262  from  1969  to  1970  where  he 
flew  more  than  1.500  combat  missions. 
Every  day  in  Vietnam,  Fred  McCorkle 
put  the  future  of  his  country  before  his 
own,  as  he  flew  an  unbelievable  average 
of  two  combat  missions  a  day. 
Throughout  his  career,  in  fact,  he  has 
accumulated  more  than  5,200  flight 
hours. 

As  you  might  imagine,  he  has  earned 
several  personal  decorations  that  in- 
clude: the  Legion  of  Merit  with  three 
gold  stars;  the  Distinguished  Flying 
Cross  vnth  a  gold  star;  the  Purple 
Heart;  the  Air  Medal  with  single  mis- 
sion award  and  76  strike/flight  awards; 
Navy  Conmiendation  Medal  with  Com- 
bat ""V";  and  the  Navy  Achievement 
Medal. 

Mr.  Speaker.  Fred  McCorkle  and  his 
lovely  wife  Kathy  have  made  many  sac- 
rifices during  their  28  years  of  service 
with  the  corps.  During  the  past  2  years 
that  I  have  had  the  privilege  of  work- 
ing with  General  McCorkle.  his  efforts 
have  significantly  improved  the  readi- 
ness and  spirit  of  the  corps,  and  thus 
the  military  preparedness  of  our  Na- 
tion. Knowing  Fred  as  I  do.  I  have  no 
doubt  that  the  saune  cam  be  said  about 
his  entire  career.  North  Carolina  will 
miss  his  presence  and  professionalism. 
Those  of  us  who  have  had  the  privilege 
and  honor  to  know  Fred  and  Kathy 
McCorkle  will  miss  their  dedication 
and  friendship. 

Assassin,  congratulations  on  your 
new  assignment  on  the  west  coast.  I 
wish  you  well  as  you  assume  your  new 
command.  You  are  a  great  marine  and 
a  great  American.  Good  luck  and  God 
speed— Semper  Fi. 


MFN  FOR  CHINA:  TIME  TO  STAND 
FOR  RECLPROCITY  IN  TRADE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
woman from  Ohio  [Ms.  Kaptur]  is  rec- 
ognized for  5  minutes. 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Speaker,  tomor- 
row it  is  my  understanding  that  the 
Subcommittee  on  Trade  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  will  be 
holding  hearings  on  the  very  important 
issue  of  China  and  the  renewal  of  most- 
favored-nation  trade  status  with  China. 
I  am  here  this  evening  to  enter  re- 
marks in  the  Record  because  the  com- 
inittee  scheduled  these  hearings  very 
quickly,  without  much  public  notice, 
and  is  allowing  no  Member  of  Congress 
to  testify  on  this  very  important  issue. 
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If  I  had  been  allowed  to  testify  to- 
morrow, I  would  be  one  Member  of  Con- 
gress who  would  state  that  I  strongly 
believe  that  this  issue  deserves  more 
than  a  perfunctory  hearing  largely 
closed  to  the  public,  and  to  the  mem- 
bership, because  a  new  course  in  our  re- 
lations with  China  must  be  struck;  a 
course  that  reflects  the  rule  of  law  and 
benefits  the  wider  populace  of  both  our 
great  nations  rather  than  the  base  ma- 
terial interests  of  a  few  who  trade  off 
that  closed  marketplace. 

Congress  has  been  voting  annually  on 
China  and  its  preferred  trade  status 
since  1974  when  Jackson- Vanik  was 
signed  into  law,  which  tied  the  internal 
politics  of  nonmarket  economies  to 
their  external  trading  relations  with 
the  United  States.  Jackson-Vanik  was 
a  good  idea  in  1974,  and  it  remains  a 
good  idea  today  if  anybody  would  both- 
er to  go  back  and  read  it. 

The  amendment  provided  a  classic 
carrot-stick  approach  to  policy.  The 
carrot  was  the  U.S.  market.  The  stick 
was  taking  away  any  nation's  most  fa- 
vored trading  status  if  it  hurt  us  or  it 
did  not  live  up  to  our  highest  ideals. 
While  China  has  been  gorging  itself 
these  many  years  on  the  carrot  of  our 
marketplace,  somewhere  along  the  line 
we  lost  the  stick  to  effect  change  in  re- 
gard to  China's  attitudes  and  policies 
toward  our  coxmtry  and  toward  the 
citizens  of  both  our  nations. 

Every  year  since  1974,  President  after 
President,  from  President  Ford  to 
President  Clinton,  have  stood  before 
this  Congress  and  the  American  people 
to  assure  us  that  our  trading  relations 
with  China  will  improve  if  China's 
most-favored-nation  status  is  renewed 
for  just  1  more  year.  This,  of  course  has 
not  happened. 

If  we  refer  to  this  chart  here,  over 
the  past  decade  alone  the  United 
States  has  recorded  a  1,000  percent  in- 
crease in  our  trade  deficit  with  China. 
Just  this  year  alone,  it  is  projected  to 
be  even  higher  than  ever  in  the  past, 
over  $40  billion  of  additional  debt,  an- 
other record. 

Thirty- three  percent  of  China's  ex- 
ports come  here  to  this  market.  One 
out  of  every  three  products  they  send 
someplace  else  in  the  world  ends  up  on 
our  shelves.  At  this  pace,  China  will 
surpass  Japan  in  the  next  2  to  3  years 
as  the  nation  with  which  we  possess 
the  largest  trade  deficit  in  the  world. 
And  of  course,  as  our  trade  deficits 
have  been  getting  larger  and  larger 
every  year,  the  pull-down  on  our  wage 
levels  is  greater  and  greater  very  year 
and  the  erosion  of  our  manufacturing 
base  greater  amd  greater  every  year  as 
we  watch  it  replaced  with  service  jobs 
that  pay  so  much  less. 

If  we  look  at  what  is  happening,  how- 
ever, under  China  MFN  it  effectively 
says  to  China  they  have  a  2-percent 
tariff  rate  to  get  into  our  market,  but 
guess  how  much  China's  tariff  rate  is 
against   our  goods,   even   with  MFN? 


Thirty  to  forty  percent.  Thirty  to  forty 
percent.  What  kind  of  a  deal  is  it  for 
our  country  where  we  lower  our  bar- 
riers to  their  goods,  but  they  refuse  to 
lower  their  barriers  to  ours?  What  kind 
of  a  deal  is  it  for  us? 

China  is  a  closed  command  economy 
with  tariff  rates  much  higher  than  our 
own  and,  beyond  that,  exchange  rates 
which  they  manipulate  that  actually 
increase  the  price  of  our  goods  into 
their  market  by  over  50  i)ercent.  We 
know,  beyond  the  exchange  rates,  be- 
yond tariff  barriers,  our  own  U.S. 
Trade  Representative  has  stated  in  a 
report  that  there  are  so  many  nontariff 
barriers  that  China  also  employs  to 
prevent  our  goods  from  going  into  that 
land,  and  also  is  known  for  other  trade 
abuses  involving  arbitrary  standards, 
testing,  labeling,  certification.  Their 
government  procurement  process  re- 
mains largely  closed  to  foreign  com- 
petition. They  engage  in  export  sub- 
sidies, theft  of  intellectual  property, 
and  they  employ  an  array  of  barriers  to 
our  services  and  foreigm  investment. 

There  is  no  question  who  benefits 
from  the  renewal  of  China  MFN.  It  is 
not  the  American  worker.  It  is  compa- 
nies like  Wal-Mart  that  employ  700  dif- 
ferent contract  shops,  that  employ  peo- 
ple in  China  at  10  cents  an  hour  to 
make  everything  from  toys  to  Nike 
shoes  that  they  then  send  back  into 
our  market,  and  our  people's  prices  are 
not  lowered.  Forty  percent  of  our  own 
apparel  industry,  for  example,  has  been 
wiped  out,  out  of  this  country,  replaced 
by  Chinese  production,  and  it  is  as 
though  nobody  here  in  Washington  has 
even  been  hit  with  a  brick  bat  over  the 
head. 

Let  me  say  that  in  the  days  ahead  I 
will  be  putting  in  the  Record  addi- 
tional information  about  what  China 
MFN  actually  means  to  our  country 
and  the  people  of  China.  It  is  time  to 
stand  for  the  rule  of  law  and  reciproc- 
ity in  trade. 


NATIONAL  GUARD  AND  RESERVE 
FORCES  IN  BOSNLA 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Mississippi  [Mr.  MONT- 
GOMERY] is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
today  to  bring  attention  to  the  first  class,  pro- 
fessional job  that  our  Reserve  and  National 
Guard  forces  are  doing  who  have  been  called 
up  to  serve  in  Bosnia.  These  citizen  soldiers 
have  voluntarily  left  their  regular  employment 
and  have  answered  the  call  once  again  when 
the  country  has  needed  them.  As  I  speak 
today,  men  and  women  from  the  reserves  are 
filling  critical  positions  in  the  rebuilding  of  that 
wartom  region  of  the  Balkans.  These  actions 
have  been  highlighted  today  by  an  article  on 
the  front  page  of  the  Wall  Street  Journal.  I 
want  to  share  this  article  with  my  colleagues: 


[From  the  Wall  Street  Journal,  June  10, 1996] 

Executive  Action— an  army  Reserve  Unit 

Guides  Reconstruction  of  Postwar  Bosnia 

(By  Thomas  E.  Ricks) 

Pale,  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina.— U.S. 
Army  Col.  Michael  Hess,  in  his  pin-striped 
blue  suit,  leather  suspenders,  yellow  tie  and 
longish  hair,  looks  more  like  an  inter- 
national banker  than  a  military  officer.  And 
the  issue  on  the  table  at  this  relief  workers' 
meeting  has  a  distinctly  unmilitary  flavor. 

"This  distribution  of  diapers,  where  is  that 
roing  to  be?"  the  colonel  asks.  In  eastern 
Bosnia,  replies  the  woman  from  Care  Inter- 
national. 

Despite  his  civilian  camouflag-e.  Col.  Hess 
plays  a  key  role  in  the  six-month-old  U.S. 
military  effort  in  Bosnia.  He  is  operations  of- 
ficer of  the  353rd  Civil  Affairs  Command,  a 
little-known  Bronx,  N.Y.  Army  Reserve  unit 
that  is  quietly  coordinating-  the  NATO-led 
peace-keeping  mission  here  with  inter- 
national civil-reconstruction  efforts.  With 
its  wealth  of  military  experience  and  civilian 
skills,  the  unit  tries  to  help  bond  Bosnia  to- 
gether economically,  physically  and  politi- 
cally. Members  currently  work  with,  to 
name  a  few,  the  Sarajevo  tram  system,  utili- 
ties, the  international  agency  overseeing  na- 
tional elections  and  the  local  World  Bank  of- 
fice. 

The  353rd  can  tackle  such  diverse  tasks  be- 
cause its  soldiers  make  up  what  may  be  the 
world's  most  economically  sophisticated 
military  unit.  Col.  Hess,  once  an  armored- 
cavalry  commander,  is  Citicorp's  relation- 
ship manager  for  Scandinavia,  Finland,  and 
the  Benelux  nations.  The  353rd  also  includes 
a  professor  of  financial  economics,  a  vice 
president  of  the  U.S.  unit  of  a  Dutch  Bank 
holding  company,  a  Schering-Plough  Corp. 
environmental  engrineer,  a  mechanical  engi- 
neer, the  supervisor  of  bus  maintenance  for 
New  York  City  and  a  Merrill  Lynch  &  Co. 
broker. 

In  Sarajevo,  the  Bosnian  capital,  the  353rd 
functions  as  a  band  of  armed  middlemen, 
melding  military  units  from  34  nations  and 
more  than  100  diverse  relief  and  aid  groups. 
"We  explain  to  the  military  who  these  giays 
are  and  what  their  capabilities  are — and  ex- 
plain to  these  [other]  guys  what  the  military 
does."  Col.  Hess  says.  "The  military  thinks 
[relief  workers]  are  a  bunch  of  tree  buggers, 
and  they  think  the  military  is  a  bunch  of 
protofascists.  In  fact,  we're  all  dedicated 
professionals  on  both  sides,"  he  says. 

When  U.S.  forces  entered  Bosnia  in  Decem- 
ber, fearful  of  snipers  and  mines,  combat 
units  of  the  First  Armored  Division  occupied 
the  limelight.  But  the  past  six  months  have 
gone  more  smoothly  than  expected.  U.S. 
forces  have  suffered  only  one  hostile  death  as 
the  three  warring  factions  were  separated, 
heavy  weapons  placed  in  holding  areas,  and 
minefields  mapped  and,  in  places,  cleared. 

PREPARING  for  ELECTIONS 

Now  there  is  more  emphasis  on  civilian 
tasks,  notably  on  preparing  for  extraor- 
dinarily complex  national  elections  in  Sep- 
tember. This  moves  the  fighting  bankers  and 
bureaucrats  of  the  353rd  to  the  forefront.  If 
the  U.S.  mission  is  judged  a  success,  it  may 
well  be  due  as  much  to  the  353rd's  calcula- 
tors and  laptops  as  to  the  howitzers  and  ma- 
chine guns  of  the  First  Armored. 

"These  guys  are  doing  fantastic  work  to 
support  the  elections,"  says  Ed  Joseph,  the 
liaison  officer  between  the  military  and  the 
Organization  for  Security  and  Cooperation  in 
Europe,  which  will  oversee  the  elections.  Al- 
ready, soldiers  of  the  353rd  have  computer- 
ized  the   messy   Bosnian   voting   rolls  and 
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begun  teaching  instructors  who  will  train 
poll  operators. 

As  the  U.S.  military  shrinks  to  fit  post- 
Cold  War  circumstances,  it  necessarily 
makes  more  use  of  its  970.000-strong  reserves 
and  National  Guard.  From  an  old  Turkish 
castle  overlooking  Sarajevo,  a  Kansas  Na- 
tional guard  unit  operates  a  countermortar 
radar  system.  Reservists  from  New  York 
staff  the  U.S.  military  press  office  in  Tuzla. 
A  recent  Air  Force  C-130  flight  into  northern 
Bosnia  had  a  crew  from  the  West  Virginia 
Air  National  Guard:  the  commander  is  an 
American  Airlines  pilot  and  his  navigator  a 
writer  of  computer  war  games  for  BDM 
International  Inc.  Many  of  the  reservists  will 
head  home  this  month,  having  completed 
their  six-month  stint. 

"They're  downsizing  the  military,  but 
they're  not  downsizing  what  the  military  has 
to  do.  so  they're  using  reservists  to  pick  up 
the  load."  says  Jeff  Lane,  a  military  pilot 
who  is  a  database  engineer  for  Lockheed 
Martin  Corp. 

A  central  role 

No  reserve  unit  has  a  more  central  role 
than  the  353rd.  "For  most  military  people, 
looking  at  civil  affairs  is  like  pigs  looking  at 
a  wristwatch."  Col.  Hess  says.  They  "kind  of 
like  it.  are  intrigued  by  it.  but  they  don't 
really  know  what  it  does."  As  recognition 
dawns  that  American  success  turns  on  non- 
military  goals,  the  353rd  has  been  allowed  to 
commit  "mission  creep"  and  become  deeply 
involved  in  Bosnia's  economic  and  political 
affairs. 

As  troubleshooter  for  Carl  Bildt.  the 
former  Swedish  prime  minister  who  oversees 
the  civilian  rebuilding  effort.  Col.  Hess  is 
here  to  assess  humanitarian  problems  in 
Serb-held  territory  of  eastern  Bosnia.  Sip- 
ping espresso  in  the  marketplace  of  Pale,  the 
Bosnian  Serb  "capital."  he  hears  a  deep  rum- 
ble in  the  distance.  It  isn't  clear  whether  it 
is  an  exploding  antitank  mine  or  just  thun- 
der. Col.  Hess  seems  unruffled.  "That's  inter- 
esting." he  shrugs. 

He  joins  a  meeting  of  international  aid 
workers,  where  his  natty  attire  contrasts 
sharply  with  that  of  the  man  from  the 
French  aid  group  Medicin  Sans  Frontieres. 
with  his  blue  jeans,  sandals,  shoulder-length 
hair  and  cigarette  holder. 

Col.  Hess  has  been  a  suit-and-tie  man  since 
taking  master's  degrees  simultaneously  in 
European  history  at  Columbia  University 
and  in  business  at  New  York  University  a 
decade  ago.  For  Citicorp  in  northern  Europe, 
he  both  handles  inquiries  and  sells  the 
bank's  services.  Essentially,  he  says.  "I'm  a 
facilitator"  for  Citicorp— "not  very  different 
from  this  job." 

KEY  TO  peace 

Each  officer  of  the  353rd  feels  his  speciality 
holds  the  key  to  peace.  Maj.  William  Rob- 
bins,  Jr.,  chief  of  maintenance  for  the  New 
York  City  Transit  Authority's  bus  depart- 
ment, is  one  example.  To  implement  the 
peace  agreement,  he  says  in  a  gravely  New 
York  voice,  "the  biggest  thing  is  freedom  of 
movement."  Thus,  his  job  includes  getting 
more  Sarajevo  trams  on  the  tracks  to  free 
buses  for  intercity  travel— letting  more  peo- 
ple cross  factional  boundaries  as  envisioned 
by  the  peace  accord  signed  in  Dayton.  Ohio. 

He  strides  through  Sarajevos  main  tram 
yard  wearing  fatigues,  complete  with  as 
Screaming  Eagle  patch  of  the  101st  Airborne 
Division  on  his  right  shoulder  commemorat- 
ing two  years  as  an  infantryman  in  Vietnam. 
He  pauses  before  Bus  259.  which  has  62  bullet 
holdes  in  its  windshield  and  26  more  in  the 
engine  panel  below.  Its  engine,  wiring  and 
axles  are  being  cannibalized  for  other  buses. 


"One  of  the  things  I  didn't  expect  is  how 
closely  related  it  would  be  to  what  we  do"  in 
New  York,  he  says.  Bullet  holes  aside,  the 
main  differences  are  the  mines  still  embed- 
ded along  the  tramway  in  suburbs  formerly 
held  by  Bosnian  Serbs.  Maj.  Robbins  is  lining 
up  a  Norwegian  aid  group  to  get  the  mines 
removed  so  workers  can  repair  the  line.  A 
shell  creater  in  Sarajevo,  he  adds,  isn't  real- 
ly different  from  a  Bronx  pothole:  "It  does 
the  same  damage  to  the  undercarriage  of  the 
vehicle." 

Mines  also  are  a  problem  for  Lt.  Col.  Mark 
Dunaiski.  a  former  product  engineer  from 
Texas  Instruments,  Inc.,  who  is  the  353rd"s 
electricity  liaison  officer.  For  Bosnians, 
electricity  carriers  profoundly  political  im- 
plications. "Electricity,"  he  says,  "is  one  of 
the  few  national  systems  .  .  .  that  ties  them 
together."  Because  the  system  crisscrosses 
everyone's  territory,  he  says,  the  various 
sides  must  cooperate  quietly  even  when  re- 
fusing to  admit  it  in  public.  For  example. 
Bosnian  Serbs  will  provide  power  to  Gorazde. 
the  embattled  Muslim  pocket  in  eastern  Bos- 
nia, which  in  turn  will  pass  power  to  the 
southern  Serb  town  of  Foca.  When  Col. 
Dunaiski  found  that  mines  along  trans- 
mission lines  were  blocking  repair  work,  he 
had  Army  helicopters  Hy  local  technicistns  to 
examine  damage  from  the  air. 
number,  please 

Col.  John  Stroeble  uses  telecommuni- 
cations to  bind  together  Bosnia's  factions. 
Formerly  of  AT&T  Corp.,  he  sees  an  analogy 
between  the  breakup  of  AT&T  and  the  break- 
up of  Yugoslavia.  Bizarre  at  first  blush- 
after  all.  Sprint  and  MCI  never  literally 
opened  fire  on  Ma  Bell — the  comparison 
makes  sense  as  he  talks  about  the  politics  of 
Balkan  area  codes.  Bosnian  Serbs  now  use 
the  381  countrj-  code,  the  same  as  Serbia 
proper.  Col.  Stroeble  wants  them  to  switch 
to  the  387  used  by  Bosnia  and  to  re-establish 
telephone  links  to  Sarajevo,  creating  the 
physical  conditions  for  dialogue.  •'Tele- 
communications and  electronic  media  were 
kind  of  like  a  weapon  in  this  war."  he  says. 

He  also  is  clearing  up  after  the  North  At- 
lantic Treaty  Organization.  Partly  because 
of  its  autumn  bombing  raids  against  Serb 
command  and  control  systems,  nine  of  11 
radio  transmission  towers  for  telephones  in 
Bosnian  Serb  territory  were  destroyed.  He  is 
trying  to  establish  cellular  service,  which 
"would  be  quite  helpful  to  the  economy  and 
the  elections." 

.MILTTARY  MIGHT 

The  soldier-executives  of  the  353rd  some- 
times use  military  might  to  get  their  work 
done.  After  departing  Serbs  destroyed  the 
waterworks  in  a  Sarajevo  suburb.  Maj.  Larry 
Adrian,  353rd  water-supply  expert  who  works 
as  an  environmental  manager  for  Schering- 
Plough,  asked  French  and  Italian  troops  to 
establish  a  perimeter  so  a  major  well  field 
wouldn't  be  hit  during  the  next  transfer  of 
territory  under  peace-agreement  terms. 

But  he  was  too  late  to  protect  a  water  sta- 
tion in  the  hills  northeast  of  Sarajevo.  He 
points  at  the  charred  remains  of  its  controls, 
installed  with  exquisite  workmanship  by  the 
Austro-Hungarian  empire  in  1892.  Before 
abandoning  the  station,  he  says.  Bosnian 
Serbs  "ripped  the  guts  out.  took  out  the 
switches  and  controls,  which  cost  a  lot  of 
money,  and  then  they  trashed  it."  He  points 
to  pipes  conveying  water  from  springs  deep 
inside  the  mountain.  "They  just  walked 
through  with  a  sledge-hammer  and  broken 
the  pipes.  It  annoys  you  because  it's  sheei 
destruction."  He  has  Italian  army  engineers 
building  a  water  bypass  so  locals  can  clean 
the  mess. 


When  Lt.  Col.  Mark  Cataudella,  a  mechani- 
cal and  electrical  engineer  from  Providence. 
R.L.  arrived  in  Sarajevo,  his  top  priority  as 
natural-gas  liaison  officer  was  addressing  in- 
juries wrought  by  the  city's  estimated  67.000 
illegal  natural-gas  connections,  which  dur- 
ing the  seige  accounted  for  most  of  the  en- 
ergy consumed  in  the  city.  The  lethal  com- 
bination of  unauthorized  taps,  homemade 
burners  and  odorless  gras  led  to  explosions 
that  killed  four  to  six  people  every  month. 
He  worked  with  a  British  aid  group  and  the 
French  military  to  rebuild  a  gas-distribution 
facility  to  odorize  the  gas  and  maintain  con- 
stant pressure.  Since  then,  there  have  been 
no  deaths  from  gas  explosions. 

But  the  turnover  of  Serb-held  suburbs 
keeps  him  busy  in  unexpected  ways.  When 
the  first  district  was  transferred,  departing 
residents  left  behind  nasty  surprises  by  open- 
ing gas  valves,  causing  several  small  fires. 
"For  the  next  transfer,  we  put  soldiers  on 
top  of  the  valves."  he  says.  That  created  a 
new  problem:  "They  knew  the  gas  was  off,  so 
it  made  it  easier  for  them  to  take  meters  and 
regulators." 

In  each  area  where  the  353rd  operates,  re- 
building is  complicated  by  Bosnia's  simulta- 
neous conversion  from  socialism  to  free  mar- 
kets. Smoothing  that  change  is  the  main 
task  of  two  353rd  members  detailed  to  the 
World  Bank  office  here.  "It  used  to  be  the 
ministry  would  tell  [banks]  to  lend  money  to 
a  certain  concern,  and  at  the  end  of  the  year 
they'd  get  an  interest  payment."  says  Col. 
Renato  Bacci.  in  civilian  life  a  vice  president 
of  the  American-services  unit  of  ABN  Amro 
Holding  NV,  the  Dutch  bank  holding  com- 
pany. 

Col.  Bacci.  a  Chicagoan.  is  teaching  Bos- 
nian bankers  about  cash-flow  statements  and 
balance  sheets.  His  colleague.  Lt.  Col.  Gerry 
Suchanek.  a  former  Special  Forces  officer 
who  teaches  economics  at  the  University  of 
Iowa,  says  that  "everything  I  do  at  home  is 
teaching  capitalism.  Everything  I  do  here  is 
similar." 

Asked  what  business  book  best  applies  to 
his  units  work  here  "Managing  Chaos"  per- 
haps? Brig.  Gen.  Thomas  Matthews  says  his 
soldiers  are  writing  the  real  book.  "Let's  put 
it  this  way."  says  the  commander,  who  is  a 
district  sales  manager  for  AT&T's  Lucent 
Technologies  Inc.  spinoff.  "The  art  of  war  is 
very  mature.  It  goes  back  thousands  of  years 
to  Sun  Tzu.  The  art  of  peace  is  much  newer. 
.  .  .  We're  learning  about  it  here." 


AMERICA'S  ECONOMIC  LULL 
BEFORE  THE  STORM 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Duncan]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  DUNCAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  intend 
to  get  into  something  else,  but  just  on 
what  the  gentlewoman  from  Ohio  has 
just  mentioned,  let  me  say  this:  Some 
people  think  because  the  stock  market 
is  at  record  highs  that  that  means  that 
everything  is  OK.  but  I  think  we  need 
to  ask  ourselves,  are  we  really  in  the 
lull  before  the  storm?  Because  in  the 
last  3  years.  1.5  million  people  have 
lost  their  jobs  due  to  corporate 
downsizing,  and  as  one  of  the  national 
newscasts  reported  a  few  days  ago,  al- 
most all  of  the  people,  unlike  in  the 
eighties,  almost  all  of  the  people  who 
lost   their  jobs  in   the  nineties   have 
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stayed  out  of  work  on  average  about 
twice  as  long  as  in.  the  eighties  and 
they  have  had  to  take  jobs  at  far  less 
pay  than  the  ones  they  lost. 

In  addition  to  that,  we  had  a  S153  bil- 
lion trade  deficit  last  year,  amd  every 
leading  economist  will  tell  us  that  con- 
servatively we  lose  20,000  jobs  per  bil- 
lion dollars.  So  that  means  we  lost 
over  3  million  jobs  due  to  poor  trade 
policies  just  in  the  last  year. 

And  then,  even  more  importantly 
than  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  our  unemploy- 
ment rate  is  relatively  low  but  our 
underemployment  rate  is  terrible.  We 
have  millions  of  college  graduates  who 
cannot  find  jobs  in  the  fields  for  which 
they  were  trained,  and  we  are  ending 
up  with  the  best  educated  waiters  and 
waitresses  in  the  entire  world.  We  need 
to  work  on  these  things  if  we  are  going 
to  straighten  this  country  out  and 
make  it  a  land  of  opportunity  again,  as 
if  should  be. 

LIBERAL  BUS  OF  NATIONAL  MEDIA 

Mr.  Speaker,  tonight  I  wanted  to  get 
into  the  very  liberal  bias  of  the  na- 
tional news  media. 

Mr.  Speaker,  a  couple  of  weeks  ago, 
the  superintendent  of  the  Prince 
Georges  County.  MD  school  system  re- 
voked an  invitation  to  U.S.  Supreme 
Court  Justice  Clarence  Thomas  to 
speak  at  a  graduation  ceremony. 

Another  high-ranking  Prince  Georges 
official  caJled  this  action  the  "epitome 
of  intolerance  and  bigotry." 

She  was  certainly  correct. 

Today,  in  the  U.S.A.  Today  news- 
paper, colunmist  Richard  Benedetto, 
has  written  an  outstanding  column 
about  this  and  about  the  very  unfair 
way  in  which  the  liberal  national  news 
media  treats  conservatives. 

In  fact,  this  liberal  bias,  this  double 
standard,  is  so  obvious  that  longtime 
CBS  correspondent  Bernard  Goldbert, 
wrote  recently  that  "the  old  argument 
that  the  networks,  and  other  media 
elites  have  a  liberal  bias,  is  so  bla- 
tantly true  that  it's  hardly  worth  dis- 
cussing jmymore." 

In  fact,  the  Freedom  Forum  and 
U.S.A.  Today  recently  conducted  a  poll 
of  Washington  reporters  and  Bureau 
chiefs  and  found  that  only  2  percent 
classified  themselves  as  conservatives. 

At  any  rate,  back  to  today's  column 
by  Mr.  Benedetto. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  submit  the  following 
article  for  the  Record. 

[From  the  U.S.A.  Today,  June  10. 1996) 

Media  Silent  on  Right's  Rights 

(By  Richard  Benedetto) 

Picture  this: 

Supreme  Court  Justice  Ruth  Bader  Gins- 
burg  is  invited  to  speak  at  an  awards  cere- 
mony at  a  suburban  Washingl»n,  D.C.. 
school.  A  member  of  the  school  board  who  is 
also  a  member  of  the  Christian  Coalition  ob- 
jects because  Ginsburg  supports  abortion 
rights. 

The  board  member  threatens  demonstra- 
tions. The  school  superintendent,  seeking  to 
avoid  a  messy  scene,  withdraws  the  invita- 
tion. 


Of  course,  this  never  happened.  But  imag- 
ine it  did. 

Women's  groups  would  have  been  outraged. 
The  American  Civil  Liberties  Union  would 
have  denounced  it  as  an  egregious  breach  of 
free  speech.  The  hue  and  cry  in  the  media 
would  have  made  it  a  national  cause  celebre. 
Liberal  politicians  would  have  been  in- 
censed. 

A  similar  incident  did  occur  last  month, 
except  the  Supreme  Court  justice  was  not 
Ginsburg— it  was  Clarence  Thomas,  a  con- 
servative and  the  only  black  member  of  the 
nation's  highest  court. 

Remarkably  absent  from  the  debate  were 
the  free-speech  groups  that  usually  rush  to 
the  defense  of  those  being  prevented  from  le- 
gitimately expressing  their  views,  no  matter 
how  controversial.  Black  and  civil  rights 
groups  also  took  a  pass. 

And  the  national  news  media  largely  ig- 
nored or  played  down  the  story. 

It's  the  kind  of  thing  that  provides  ammu- 
nition to  anyone  who  believes  the  media  are 
in  the  clutches  of  liberals.  In  this  case,  the 
complaint  wouldn't  be  that  a  liberal  bias 
crept  into  how  the  story  was  reported,  but 
that  it  influenced  how  the  story  was 
played — or  not  played. 

Why  hasn't  more  attention  been  paid? 
Maybe  it's  because  Thomas  doesn't  hold  the 
"right"  opinions. 

In  the  lexicon  of  political  correctness,  sup- 
port of  abortion  rights  is  good;  opposition  to 
affirmative  action  is  bad.  And  for  those  with 
the  temerity  to  go  against  the  grain,  the 
laws  of  free  speech  and  rules  of  civility  ap- 
parently don't  apply. 

One  of  the  few  national  columnists  to  de- 
fend Thomas  was  Richard  Cohen  of  The 
Washington  Post.  While  he  doesn't  subscribe 
to  all  the  jurist's  views,  he  argued  Thomas 
has  a  right  to  be  heard.  "The  black  inner 
city  has  gone  to  hell  in  a  handbasket  while 
(Thomas'  critics)  have  been  leading  the  Afri- 
can-American community."  Cohen  said.  "If 
they  are  so  sure  that  their  path  is  the  cor- 
rect one.  they  should  spend  less  time  vilify- 
ing Clarence  Thomas  and  more  time  engag- 
ing in  a  battle  of  ideas.  ' 

The  invitation  for  Thomas  to  speak  at  the 
school  followed  a  student  field  trip  to  the 
Supreme  Court.  There.  Thomas  was  the  only 
justice  to  invite  the  students  into  his  cham- 
bers. For  90  minutes  he  patiently  spoke  and 
answered  questions.  The  invitation  was  ex- 
tended by  the  PTA  as  a  thank  you. 

Thomas,  unlike  the  other  justices,  rou- 
tinely visits  with  students  when  they  tour 
the  court. 

These  days  we  walk  around  wondering  why 
our  young  people  s'iem  to  be  in  the  grip  of  a 
moral  and  spiritual  crisis.  When  public  offi- 
cials, community  leaders  and  news  media 
demonstrate  such  double  standards,  the  rea- 
sons why  should  be  clearer. 


D  1815 
BURNING  OF  BLACK  CHURCHES 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Jones).  Under  a  previous  order  of  the 
House,  the  gentlewoman  from  Texas 
[Ms.  Jackson-Lee]  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  this  poignant  picture  in  the 
Washington  Times  says  it  all.  It  is  a 
parishioner  praying  in  a  church  in 
North  Carolina  that  has  been  under 
siege  and  burned  down  last  Thursday. 

As  we  reflect  on  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  we  realize  that  the 


first  amendment  is  one  of  the  more 
fundamental  rights  of  this  Nation.  In 
that  amendment,  in  addition  to  the 
right  to  free  speech,  is  the  right  to 
freedom  of  religion,  the  opportunity  for 
all  of  us  as  Americans  to  be  able  to 
worship  in  peace  and  as  we  please. 

In  fact,  as  this  Nation  was  founded, 
we  were  founded  on  the  very  tenets  and 
underpinnings  of  religious  freedom.  It 
seems,  however,  a  few  in  this  Nation 
would  want  to  lay  siege  upon  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica. I  find  it  both  outrageous  and  inex- 
cusable and,  therefore,  am  calling  upon 
all  of  those  of  goodwill  to  rise  up  in  op- 
position to  what  may  be  random,  what 
may  be  conspiratorial  but  what  may  be 
ugly  and  deadly. 

I  join  my  coUeague.the  gentlewoman 
from  North  Carolina,  in  supporting  her 
resolution  calling  upon  this  Congress 
to  denounce  these  vicious  activities.  I 
rise  this  evening  in  the  shadow  of  two 
very  serious  burnings  in  Texas,  my 
home  State.  I  rise  as  a  member  of  the 
House  Committee  on  the  Judiciary, 
having  i)articipated  in  hearings  just  a 
week  or  so  ago  calling  upon  the  Presi- 
dent and  the  Attorney  General  to  first 
of  all  organize  a  coordinated  effort  to 
attack  this  siege  and  I  am  glad  to  say 
that  as  of  this  weekend,  after  a  meet- 
ing with  ministers  of  churches  who 
have  been  burned,  such  a  coordinated 
effort  was  first  established  along  with 
an  800  toll-free  number  and.  yes,  of 
course,  an  increased  effort  to  deter- 
mine the  cause  and  the  perpetrators  of 
these  heinous  acts. 

Tomorrow  the  House  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary  will  mark  up  legislation 
dealing  with  the  penalizing  and  the  ef- 
fort to  obstruct  those  who  would  lay 
siege  upon  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  of  America. 

I  would  simple  say  the  tragedy  in 
Texas  has  determined  that  there  were 
at  least  three  perpetrators.  But  the  one 
thing  we  do  know  is  that  the  houses  of 
prayer,  no  matter  where  they  are, 
should  be  sacred  institutions  of  which 
all  of  us  respect  their  existence  and  the 
right  of  those  individuals  to  worship. 

It  is  important  also  that  we  acknowl- 
edge the  racial  underpinnings  of  these 
acts  and  certainly  not  run  away  from 
the  tensions  that  have  been  created  in 
the  last  2  years  amongst  our  people  in 
this  country.  It  would  simply  aisk,  as 
the  ministers  have  asked,  that  we  pray 
and  that  we  have  the  opportunity  to 
join  together  as  humankind  to  stand 
up  against  these  tragedies  and  atro- 
cious acts. 

I  call  upon  my  colleagues  in  the  U.S. 
Congress  to  support  this  resolution  of 
outrage,  and  I  call  upon  the  President 
and  the  Attorney  General  to  seriously 
emphasize  that  the  perpetrators,  wher- 
ever they  are,  will  be  caught  and 
brought  to  justice.  If  need  be,  I  would 
ask  that  we  entertain  the  idea  of  the 
National  Guard  being  sent  into  these 
respective  places,  so  that  we  can  find 
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some  sense  of  solace  and  comfort  to 
those  who  feel  they  are  under  siege. 

I  do  ask  those  who  are  part  of  the  in- 
vestigatory process  to  be  sure  that 
they  do  not  make  those  who  are  the 
members  of  the  churches  the  victims 
and  that  the  investigation  be  done  in  a 
manner  that  respects  the  traugedy  that 
has  occurred.  We  certainly  want  to  get 
to  the  bottom  of  it.  We  do  not  want  to 
throw  stones.  We  do  not  want  to  have 
misinformation.  But  we  certainly  want 
to  get  the  right  information,  the  best 
information,  the  information  that  will 
allow  us  to  fairly  solve  these  crimes. 

And  most  of  all,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  ask 
that  we  will  have  the  ability  to  save 
lives  and  not  have  something  similar 
to  the  atrocity  and  the  very  sinful  and 
terrible  act  of  the  1963  church  bomb- 
ings that  took  the  lives  of  four  little 
girls. 

I  stand  here  because  I  want  to  save 
lives.  Let  us  join  together  in  this  inves- 
tigation, taking  it  extremely  seriously. 
Let  all  parties  join  together  and  pro- 
vide the  necessary  information  on  the 
toll  free  act.  Let  us  swiftly  pass  legis- 
lation that  may  in  fact  prosecute  those 
individuals  more  quickly  and  certainly 
let  us  rise  together  as  a  house  to  de- 
nounce these  atrocities  collectively  in 
a  resolution  sponsored  by  my  colleague 
from  North  Carolina  to  denounce  these 
church  arson  burnings. 

Let  us  join  together  as  Americans  so 
that  we  can  safely  and  freely  pray  to- 
gether in  our  houses  of  worship. 


OUR  NATION'S  DRUG  POLICY 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Mica]  is  rec- 
ognized for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  come  be- 
fore the  House  tonight  to  talk  about  a 
situation  as  serious  as  the  one  my  col- 
league has  just  enumerated  with  the 
burning  of  the  black  churches  in  this 
country.  Certainly  I  support  her  com- 
ments, and  everything  should  be  done 
in  that  regard  to  resolve  this  situation. 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to  talk  about  an- 
other serious  situation,  and  that  is  the 
lack  of  a  national  drug  policy.  I  rep- 
resent central  Florida,  a  beautiful  area 
between  Orlando  and  Daytona  Beach.  I 
am  so  fortunate.  Other  areas  of  the 
country  sometimes  have  problems,  and 
we  have  problems.  But  it  is  normally  a 
very  tranquil  place.  People  work  and 
go  to  school.  But  lately  I  get  home,  got 
home  last  weekend  and  turn  on  the  tel- 
evision. I  do  not  know  whether  I  am  in 
Washington.  DC,  with  the  murders, 
with  the  atrocities  that  are  being  com- 
mitted by  certain  individuals  in  our  so- 
ciety or  whether  I  am  in  Detroit  or 
New  York  or  wherever.  Sometimes  you 
read  the  conflicts.  But  last  weekend, 
we  had  a  13-year-old  car  hijacking.  We 
had  the  incident  of  18-year-olds  in- 
volved in  murders,  some  double  mur- 
ders. I  look  out  in  the  community,  and 


I  have  seen  people  that  I  have  worked 
with  who  have  lost  family  now  in  this 
drug  waur.  I  wonder  where  our  Nation's 
drug  policy  is. 

ReJLlly.  what  you  sow,  I  guess,  is 
what  you  reap  in  this  business.  I  am 
really  disappointed  in  the  President 
and  this  awiministration.  I  come  before 
the  House  tonight  to  talk  about  the 
drug  policy.  I  am  afraid  that  under  the 
President,  it  has  been  an  absolute  dis- 
aster. I  guess  when  you  take  some  ac- 
tions like  the  President  has  taken, 
first  thing  he  did  was  dismantle  the 
drug  czar's  office  and  fire  everyone  in 
the  White  House  with  only  a  handful 
left  working  on  the  drug  czar. 

Then  he  appointed  Joycelyn  Elders 
our  Nation's  number  one  health  offi- 
cial. And  what  did  she  say?  She  said: 
Just  say  maybe,  maybe  we  should  le- 
galize drugs.  Then  we  stopped  sharing 
the  drug  information  with  our  South 
American  and  other  allies  in  the  drug 
region.  We  saw  how  our  policy  was  a 
disaster  in  that  regard,  only  through 
an  uproar  in  Congress  did  some  of  that 
get  changed. 

Then  we  witnessed  the  destruction  of 
our  drug  interdiction  program,  how  we 
found  recently  assets  that  were  des- 
tined for  drug  interdiction  got  diverted 
to  Haiti,  to  other  projects,  how  the 
Coast  Guard,  who  in  the  Caribbean  had 
a  $630  million  budget  and  now  is  get- 
ting up  to  maybe  $370  million  to  fight 
drugs,  a  dramatic  decrease  in  interdic- 
tion because  this  President  wanted  the 
money  to  go  for  treatment.  I  submit  to 
my  colleagues  tonight  that  treating 
just  folks  in  this  drug  war  is  like  treat- 
ing the  wounded  in  a  battle. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  seen  the  re- 
sults. The  results  are  absolutely  star- 
tling. Tonight  I  want  to  talk  about  a 
report  that  is  out  by  the  Drug  Abuse 
Warning  Network  which  tadks  about 
the  increases  of  cocaine,  which  talks 
about  the  increases  of  marijuana, 
which  talks  about  the  increases  of  her- 
oin. It  is  not  just  among  our  adult  pop- 
ulation. It  is  now  in  our  children. 

Look  at  this  chart,  which  details, 
and  you  can  see  from  the  1980's,  how 
drug  abuse  and  drug  use  are  going 
down.  In  1992,  when  this  policy  kicked 
in,  you  see  what  has  happened  here, 
with  12th  graders,  with  10th  graders, 
and  even  8th  graders.  This  is  not  an  ac- 
ceptable situation. 

Let  me  read  from  this  report  that 
just  came  out  last  week.  The  Drug 
Abuse  Warning  Network,  conunonly 
known  as  DAWN,  collects  data  from 
hospitals  and  other  reporting  agencies. 
The  news  according  to  this  report  is 
terrible. 

Let  me  quote  it:  Compared  with  the 
first  half  of  1994,  which  was  the  high 
water  mark  for  drug  related  emergency 
room  cases,  cocaine  related  emergency 
increased  12  percent,  from  68,(XX).  to 
Ve.OCK).  In  heroin  related  episodes,  that 
rose  27  percent.  Marijuana  related  epi- 
sodes     increased      32      percent      and 
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methamphetamines  and  some  of  the 
designer  drug  cases  grew  by  about  35 
percent.  So  we  have  seen  the  results  in 
our  emergency  rooms  and  our  commu- 
nities, with  some  of  our  children,  some 
of  our  young  people  out  of  control. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  also  cite  this  re- 
port that  we  have  seen  what  has  hap- 
pened with  cocaine  prices.  On  cocaine 
prices,  we  see  the  consequences  of  the 
changes  in  this  administrations  pol- 
icy. Cocaine  prices  actually  went  down, 
and  we  made  cocaine  more  available. 
Prices  were  from  $172  a  gram  to  $137. 
So  in  interdiction  where  we  have  dis- 
mantled the  progrram  we  see  the  direct 
results. 

I  serve  on  the  committee  that  over- 
sees our  drug  policy.  Let  me  tell  you. 
the  report  that  we  came  up  with  on  our 
assessment  of  this  situation  is  detailed 
in  this  report  released  in  March.  I 
brought  it  before  the  Congress.  It 
should  also  be  startling  to  everyone  in 
the  media,  everyone  in  the  public,  and 
everyone  in  this  Congress.  This  details 
increases  in  heroin  use,  cocaine  use.  de- 
signer drug  use.  What  is  interesting 
even  in  the  marijuana  area  is  that  the 
marijuana  that  was  used  in  the  1960's 
and  1970's  was  nowhere  near  as  power- 
ful as  what  this  report  says  is  30,  40 
times  as  powerful  and  is  messing  up 
the  brains  and  the  genes  and  the  minds 
of  our  young  people.  That  is  one  of  the 
problems  that  we  see  with  crime,  with 
disorder  and  again  with  the  use  of 
these  drugs  by  our  young  people. 

a  1830 

So  the  reports  axe  in.  The  Congress. 
my  subcommittee  over  at  Inter- 
national Affairs  and  Oversight  has  re- 
leased this  report.  We  now  have  the  re- 
port of  the  drug  abuse  warning  net- 
work that  shows  that  the  problem  is 
even  worse  than  what  this  chart  details 
before  us. 

But  I  think,  my  colleagues,  that  it  is 
time  that  we  took  back  our  children.  I 
think  it  time  that  we  took  back  oxir 
schools,  that  we  took  back  our  streets, 
we  took  back  our  communities,  the  vi- 
olence that  we  have  seen,  the  crime 
that  is  related  to  drug  abuse.  My  sher- 
iffs and  police  chiefs  have  told  me  that 
70  percent  of  the  criminals  that  they 
have  incarcerated  are  involved  with 
drugs,  and  narcotics  and  illegal  sub- 
stances. 

So  we  know  where  the  problem  is.  It 
is  not  going  to  be  answered  by  curfews, 
it  is  not  going  to  be  answered  by  regu- 
lating cigarettes,  it  is  not  going  to  be 
answered  by  uniforms  or  V-chips.  It  is 
going  to  be  answered  by  the  highest 
leadership  of  this  country,  the  White 
House,  taking  this  issue  seriously.  It  is 
going  to  be  answered  by  this  Congress 
providing  more  resources  to  a  drug 
interdiction  program  and  education 
programs,  some  of  which  have  been 
gutted  by  this  administration,  and 
making  drug  abuse  and  misuse  a  seri- 
ous topic  of  conversation  because  it  is 
ruining  our  ability  to  live  as  a  society. 
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We  heaxd  about  the  black  churches 
that  have  been  destroyed  across  the 
Nation.  Well,  just  in  this  city  since  I 
have  been  in  Congress  the  last  SMz 
years.  1,000,  in  excess  of  1,000,  young 
black  males  between  the  ages  of  14  and 
45  have  lost  their  lives  in  a  drug  war.  I 
asked  the  President  in  any  war  I  would 
send  in  the  National  Guard,  and  when 
we  saw  what  was  going  on  here  with 
the  deaths,  he  denied  our  activity.  I 
particijpated  in  a  hearing  in  San  Juan 
today,  and  we  found  that  where  they 
brought  in  the  National  Guard  where 
they  had  high  intensity  or  problems 
that,  in  fa^t,  they  took  their  streets 
back. 

So  we  are  going  to  have  to  take 
whatever  measures  are  necessary  be- 
cause we  are  in  a  war.  The  victims  in 
this  war  are  children.  We  are  losing  a 
generation.  Our  jails  are  filled.  We  can- 
not put  any  more  people  in  prison,  so 
we  are  going  to  have  to  concentrate  on 
what  has  become  a  national  scandal 
and  a  national  problem,  and  that  is 
drug  abuse  and  drug  misuse.  The  direc- 
tion the  President  has  been  heading  in 
is  the  wrong  direction.  We  need  to  get 
in  the  right  direction,  and  we  need 
every  American  to  speak  out  on  this, 
not  jvist  in  Congress,  but  throughout 
the  land. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  must  solve  this 
problem  or  we  are  not  going  to  again 
have  safe  streets  or  have  our  children 
have  an  opportunity  for  the  future. 


CHURCH  BURNINGS  STRIKE  MY 
DISTRICT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Jones).  Under  a  previous  order  of  the 
House,  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Hall]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker,  last 
night  two  churches  in  Greenville.  TX. 
the  fourth  district  that  I  represent, 
were  damaged  by  fires  which  are  sus- 
pected to  be  acts  of  arson.  These  are 
the  latest  in  a  long  and  tragic  series  of 
church  burnings  that  have  struck  pre- 
dominantly black,  southern  churches 
in  the  past  18  months.  Whether  these 
buniings  eventually  are  found  to  be 
part  of  a  conspiracy,  isolated  incidents, 
or  "copy-cat"  crimes,  these  are  crimes 
that  must  be  given  top  investigative 
priority. 

Members  of  the  blue  dog  coalition,  of 
which  I  am  a  member,  have  joined  with 
members  of  the  Congressional  Black 
Caucus  in  asking  Attorney  General 
Janet  Reno  to  give  this  issue  the  full 
and  focused  attention  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice.  In  recent  weeks,  we 
have  received  assurance  that  the  De- 
partment is  committed  to  thorough  in- 
vestigation of  these  burnings,  and  yes- 
terday Attorney  General  Reno  gave  her 
personal  assurances  to  a  delegation  of 
ministers.  As  we  speak  here  tonight. 
agents  from  the  FBI  and  the  Bureau  of 
Alcohol,  Tobacco  and  Firearms  are  in 
Greenville  investigating  these  recent 
burnings. 


I  would  like  to  commend  the  efforts 
of  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Louisiana,  Mr.  Cleo  Fields,  and  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Ala- 
bama. Glen  Browder.  for  their  leader- 
ship on  this  issue,  and  I  join  others  in 
the  blue  dog  coalition,  the  Congres- 
sional Black  Caucus,  other  Members  of 
Congress,  and  the  majority  of  Ameri- 
cans in  condemning  these  acts  of  vio- 
lence. Whether  these  are  crimes  of  hate 
or  random  incidents  of  vandalism  and 
arson,  this  is  a  disturbing  pattern  of  vi- 
olence in  America  that  must  receive 
our  serious  attention. 

The  issue  is  not  merely  the  physical 
damage  resulting  from  these  fires.  I  am 
confident  that  the  congregations  of 
Greenville's  New  Light  House  of  Prayer 
and  the  Church  of  the  Living  God  will 
unit  to  repair  their  churches  and  will 
be  joined  in  that  effort  by  the  Green- 
ville community  at  large.  The  issue  is 
that  these  fires  represent  an  act  of  vio- 
lence that  must  not  be  tolerated  in  a 
free  and  civil  society.  When  we  read 
about  church  burnings  or  awaken  one 
morning  to  discover  that  a  suspicious 
fire  has  damaged  a  church  in  our  own 
community,  we  are  reminded  that  reli- 
gious freedom  is  the  solid  rock  upon 
which  our  great  Nation  was  founded 
and  which  must  be  preserved  and  pro- 
tected. 
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poses,  which  was  referred  to  the  House 
Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  WAIVING 
POINTS  OF  ORDER  AGAINST  CON- 
FERENCE REPORT  ON  H.  CON. 
RES.  178,  CONCURRENT  RESOLU- 
TION ON  THE  BUDGET,  FISCAL 
YEAR  1997 

Ms.  GREENE  of  Utah,  from  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules,  submitted  a  privi- 
leged report  (Rept.  No.  104-615)  on  the 
resolution  (H.  Res.  450)  waiving  points 
of  order  against  the  conference  report 
to  accompany  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion (H.  Con.  Res.  178)  establishing  the 
congressional  budget  for  the  United 
States  Government  for  fiscal  year  1997 
and  setting  forth  appropriate  budg- 
etary levels  for  fiscal  years  1998,  1999, 
2000,  2001.  and  2002,  which  was  referred 
to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to 
be  printed. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  PROVID- 
ING FOR  CONSIDERATION  OF 
H.R.  3603,  AGRICULTURE,  RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT,  FOOD  AND  DRUG 
ADMINISTRATION,  AND  RELATED 
AGENCIES  APPROPRIATIONS 

ACT,  1997 

Ms.  GREENE  of  Utah,  from  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules,  submitted  a  privi- 
leged report  (Rept.  No.  104^-616)  on  the 
resolution  (H.  Res.  451)  providing  for 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  3603) 
making  appropriations  for  Agriculture, 
Rural  Development,  Food  and  Drug  Ad- 
ministration, and  Related  Agencies 
programs  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30.  1997.  and  for  other  pur- 


IMPACT  OF  REPUBLICAN  CUTS  ON 
MEDICARE  AND  MEDICAID 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  on  May 
12,  1995.  the  gentleman  from  New  Jer- 
sey [Mr.  Pallone]  is  recognized  for  60 
minutes  as  the  designee  of  the  minor- 
ity leader. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  pre- 
vious occasions  during  these  special  or- 
ders I  have  talked  about  the  impact  of 
the  Republican  cuts  in  Medicare  and 
the  fact  that  the  Republican  leadership 
proposals  on  Medicare  would  cut  the 
Medicare  Program  so  much  that  most 
of  the  money,  or  a  good  percentage  of 
the  money  that  would  be  cut.  would  be 
used  for  tax  breaks  for  wealthy  Ameri- 
cans and  also  that  the  changes  in  the 
Medicare  Program  that  have  been  pro- 
posed by  the  Republican  leadership 
would  negatively  impact  the  Medicare 
Program  by  essentially  depriving  many 
senior  citizens  of  their  choice  of  doc- 
tor, pushing  them  into  managed  care 
programs;  if  they  did  not  go  into  man- 
aged care  of  HMO  programs,  they 
would  actually  experience  rather  large 
increases  in  out-of-pocket  expenses  be- 
cause the  protections  that  exist  under 
current  law  whereby  a  doctor  can 
charge  only  15  percent  more  than  what 
Medicare  pays  would  basically  be  re- 
pealed. 

I  have  been  very  critical  of  the  var- 
ious components  of  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram that  the  Republicans  have  pro- 
posed. Well,  tonight  I  wanted  to  repeat 
some  of  that,  but  perhaps  even  more 
so,  go  into  some  of  the  changes  that 
are  being  proposed  for  the  Medicaid 
Program  because  tomorrow  we  are 
likely  to  take  up  on  the  House  floor 
the  Republican  budget  bill,  the  con- 
ference bill  that  comes  back  from  both 
the  House  and  the  Senate,  and  that  in- 
cludes major  provisions  and  incor- 
porates the  changes,  if  you  will,  in  the 
Medicare  and  the  Medicare  Programs 
that  the  Republican  leadership  has  pro- 
posed. 

In  addition,  starting  tomorrow  and 
after  tomorrow,  once  that  budget  is 
adopted,  as  I  expect  it  will  be  by  the 
Republicans  or  by  the  Republican  ma- 
jority, we  will  start  seeing  individual 
committees  take  up  different  compo- 
nents of  that  budget  proposal,  includ- 
ing the  Medicare  and  the  Medicaid 
components,  and  actually  come  for- 
ward, the  committees  will  come  for- 
ward, with  legislation  that  provides  a 
lot  more  details  about  exactly  how  the 
Republicans  and  the  leadership  plan  to 
make  changes  in  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid. Specifically,  tomorrow  my  com- 
mittee, the  Committee  on  Commerce, 
which  has  a  Subcommittee  on  Health 
and  the  Environment,  will  actually 
have  a  hearing  on  the  Medicaid 
changes  that  would  likely  be  brought 
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up  and  voted  on  in  the  committee  some 
time  later  this  week. 

The  problem  that  I  have  with  the 
Medicaid  Program  in  some  ways  is  very 
similar  to  the  problem  that  I  have  with 
the  Republican  Medicare  proposal.  The 
cuts  are  too  deep,  they  negatively  im- 
pact the  program  because  the  money  is 
taken  away  from  the  program  and  used 
for  other  purposes,  primarily  tax 
breaks  for  wealthy  Americans,  but  in 
the  case  of  the  Medicaid  Program,  un- 
like the  Medicare  Program,  the  Medic- 
aid Program  is  essentially  repealed 
outright  because  its  entitlement  sta- 
tus, the  guarantee  that  Medicaid  re- 
cipients have  now  that  they  will  re- 
ceive certain  health  care  coverage  or 
even  health  care  coverage,  is  basically 
taken  away,  and  the  program  is  what 
we  call  block-granted  to  individual 
States.  The  States  get  a  certain 
amount  of  money.  They  can  decide 
pretty  much  on  their  own  how  they  de- 
cide to  disburse  that  money.  If  they  de- 
cide that  certain  categories  of  people 
should  no  longer  be  eligible  for  Medic- 
aid, it  is  pretty  much  up  to  them  to 
make  that  decision,  and  even  those 
who  continue  to  be  covered  by  Medic- 
aid in  many  cases  will  find  that  the 
scope  of  their  coverage  or  services  that 
are  rendered  available  to  them  are  sig- 
nificantly less  or  significantly  poorer 
quality. 

Now.  many  people  think  of  the  Med- 
icaid Program  as  a  program  for  poor 
people,  and  that  is  essentially  true,  and 
the  Medicare  Program,  of  course,  is  for 
all  seniors  regardless  of  their  income 
status.  Medicaid,  on  the  other  hand,  is 
for  people  of  any  age  who  fall  below  a 
certain  income.  But  in  this  country,  in 
these  United  States,  most  of  the  Medic- 
aid Program  money,  most  of  the  money 
that  the  Federal  Government  and  the 
State  governments  contribute  to  Med- 
icaid, actually  pays  for  senior  citizens 
who  are  staying  in  nursing  homes.  So 
Medicaid  is,  although  it  is  not  exclu- 
sively for  senior  citizens  by  far,  the 
majority  of  the  money  goes  to  pay  for 
senior  citizens  services,  and  it  is  just 
as  important  to  the  seniors  of  this 
country,  almost  as  important.  I  should 
say,  as  Medicare  itself. 

I  want  to  keep  stressing  that,  that 
Medicaid  is  primarily  a  program,  or  at 
least  financially  a  program,  that  pays 
for  seniors'  health  cau-e.  primarily 
again  in  nursing  homes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  wanted  to  talk  about 
some  of  the  reaisons  more  specifically 
why  I  oppose  this  Republican  Medicaid 
Program  and  the  changes  that  are 
being  proposed  by  the  Republican  lead- 
ership. The  budget  that  we  will  be  vot- 
ing on  most  likely  tomorrow  would  re- 
duce Federal  spending  on  Medicaid 
over  the  next  6  years  by  S72  billion. 
This  means  that  compared  with  what 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office,  or  the 
CBO,  estimates  is  necessary  to  main- 
tain the  program's  current  level  of  cov- 
erage, the  Federal  Government  would 


be  spending  $72  billion  less,  a  cut  in 
Federal  Medicaid  spending  would  be  16 
percent  below  the  amount  CBO  esti- 
mates is  necessary  or  needed  to  main- 
tain the  program  at  its  current  level. 

So  once  again  you  are  going  to  be 
hearing  from  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle,  and  they  are  going  to  be  saying, 
well,  we  are  actually  increasing  the 
amount  of  money  that  we  spend  on 
Medicaid  in  the  same  way  that  we  are 
increasing  the  absolute  amount  of 
money  that  we  are  spending  on  Medi- 
care. But  if  you  look  at  inflation  and 
the  actual  cost  to  take  care  of  the  peo- 
ple that  are  in  the  Medicaid  Program 
now,  just  as  in  Medicare,  and  project 
how  many  people  would  be  in  those 
programs  over  the  next  5  or  6  years, 
you  realize  very  quickly  that  the 
amount  of  money  that  is  going  to  be 
made  available  will  not  cover  the  needs 
of  those  Americans  who  would  nor- 
mally be  eligible  for  Medicaid  or  Medi- 
care. 

In  addition,  Medicaid,  unlike  Medi- 
care, is  50  percent  paid  by  the  States. 
So  what  the  Federal  Government  does 
in  how  it  relates  to  what  the  States 
pay  is  also  significant,  and  under  the 
Republican  budget,  which  we  will  be 
voting  on  most  likely  tomorrow,  the 
States  would  be  allowed  to  decrease 
their  spending,  and  State  Medicaid 
spending  would  fall  by  $178  billion  over 
the  next  6  years,  more  than  twice  as 
much  as  the  Federal  spending  would  be 
cut. 
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So  we  could  say  that  the  total  cut  in 
Medicaid  spending,  both  Federal  and 
State,  would  be  $250  billion,  or  18  per- 
cent. 

There  is  no  way,  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
program  can  continue  to  cover  this 
same  number  of  people  and  provide  the 
same  level  of  services  with  that  level  of 
cut.  It  is  unprecedented.  Of  course,  it  is 
not  intended  to  cover  the  same  amount 
of  people.  The  anticipation  has  to  be 
that  a  lot  of  people  will  simply  not  be 
eligible  for  Medicaid  anymore. 

As  I  said,  the  Republican  bill  would 
repeal  the  Medicaid  Program  and  re- 
place it  with  a  block  grant  to  the 
States.  More  specifically,  the  Repub- 
lican bill  repeals  the  individual  Medic- 
aid entitlement  effective  October  1  of 
this  year. 

What  does  that  mean  when  we  talk 
about  entitlements?  Entitlements  his- 
torically have  been  if  you  are  eligible 
because  of  income  or  other  criteria  for 
a  program,  you  are  guaranteed  that 
you  would  have  that  health  care  cov- 
erage. Essentially  what  this  Repub- 
lican bill  does  is  take  away  the  entitle- 
ment status  of  Medicaid,  so  no  one  is 
actually  guaranteed  that  they  are 
going  to  have  health  insurance.  Basi- 
cally. States  would  be  entitled  to  fix 
the  amounts  of  Federal  dollars  and 
could  vary  the  benefits  they  offer  from 
person  to  person  and  area  to  area. 
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I  want  to  stress  a«:ain,  and  I  do  not 
think  I  can  stress  enough,  that  we  are 
primarily  here,  in  terms  of  dollars, 
talking  about  nursing  home  coverage 
for  senior  citizens.  The  Republican  bill 
puts  the  elderly,  especially  the  frail  el- 
derly in  nursing  homes,  and  their  fami- 
lies at  risk  of  paying  large  amounts  of 
out-of-pocket  expenses  for  needed  care 
and  of  losing  much  of  their  current 
coverage  altogether. 

The  Republican  bill  repeals  the  cur- 
rent entitlement  that  low-income 
Americans  have  needed  nursing  home 
care,  again  effective  October  1.  Again, 
if  you  were  below  a  certain  income 
now,  you  are  guaranteed  nursing  home 
coverage.  You  will  not  be  under  tliis 
bill.  The  bill  repeals  the  current  re- 
quirement that  nursing  home  services 
and  other  benefits  be  sufficient  in 
scope,  allowing  States  to  limit  cov- 
erage to.  say.  14  days  per  month,  or  2 
months  per  year.  Elderly  nursing  home 
patients  and  their  families  would  have 
to  pay  for  the  care  received  during 
those  periods  the  States  chose  to  cover. 
Not  only  can  the  States  decide  not  to 
cover  certain  people  for  nursing  home 
care,  but  they  can  decide  they  will  only 
cover  them  for  14  days,  half  a  month, 
or  a  certain  number  of  months  per 
yeair.  and  basically  say  you  have  to 
pay;  and  since  these  people  do  not  have 
the  money  to  pay  themselves,  their 
families,  their  children,  their  grand- 
children, would  have  to  pay  those  ex- 
penses in  the  nursing  home. 

The  Republican  bill  also  repeals  the 
current  law  requiring  that  States  pay 
nursing  homes  reasonable  and  adequate 
rates  for  the  services  they  provide  to 
Medicaid  patients,  and  it  prohibits 
nursing  homes  from  suing  States  in 
Federal  court  to  enforce  the  reasonable 
and  adequate  payment  standard. 

Oftentimes  what  happens  now  is  that 
States  will  decide  that  in  order  to  save 
money,  they  will  reduce  the  reimburse- 
ment rate  that  goes  from  Medicaid  to 
the  nursing  homes.  A  lot  of  times  in 
the  past  the  nursing  homes  could  get 
together  aind  say.  look,  that  is  not 
enough  money  to  pay  for  care.  We 
would  have  to  cut  back  on  the  amount 
of  nurses  that  are  available.  We  would 
have  tot  cut  back  on  various  services. 
They  sue  in  the  Federal  court  and  they 
say.  "This  is  not  enough  to  pay  for  the 
proper  services  that  we  offer."  and 
many  times  they  win.  Sometimes  that 
do  not.  They  would  not  be  able  to  bring 
suit  ?nymore.  and  there  would  not  be  a 
requirement  anymore  that  the  States 
set  a  rate  at  what  is  reasonable  to  ac- 
tually cover  the  costs  of  the  nursing 
home  care. 

The  Republican  bill  also  repeals  the 
current  law  prohibition  against  the  im- 
position of  cost-sharing  requirements 
on  Medicaid  nursing  home  patients.  So, 
as  a  result.  I  will  give  an  example. 
States  could  require  each  beneficiary 
to  contribute  $25  per  day.  say,  toward 
the  cost  of  nursing  home  care.  Since 
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most  of  the  beneficiary's  income  is  al- 
ready applied  towards  the  cost  of  care, 
because  we  are  talking  about  low-in- 
come people,  the  burden  of  this  addi- 
tional cost-sharing  would,  as  a  prac- 
tical matter,  fall  on  the  individual's 
family. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  we  are  seeing  here 
is  a  major  shift  historically.  When  sen- 
iors were  not  able  to  afford  nursing 
home  care,  the  State  and  the  Federal 
Government  contributed  and  paid  for 
that  care.  What  we  are  going  to  see  in- 
creasingly is  that  the  burden  will  fall 
more  and  more  on  the  children  and  the 
grandchildren.  I  think  some  people  say 
that  is  fine,  let  the  children  or  the 
grandchildren  pay;  but  when  we  think 
about  the  fact  that  those  children  may 
have  the  educational  expenses  for  their 
children  or  may  have  other  costs  that 
they  incur  in  order  to  pay  for  their 
children  or  their  regular  lives,  it  is 
very  difficult  for  many  of  them  to  now 
have  to  shell  money  out  of  pocket  to 
pay  for  nuoreing  home  care  for  their 
parents  or  their  grandparents. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  wanted  to  talk  a  little 
bit  about  what  this  Republican  Medic- 
aid plan  does  for  children.  The  bill  ba- 
sically strips  over  18  million  poor  chil- 
dren of  the  health  insurance  coverage 
which  they  are  guaranteed  under  cur- 
rent law,  children  with  disabilities  or 
health  conditions  that  are  expensive  to 
treat,  and  their  families  are  at  a  par- 
ticular risk  of  losing  coverage. 

The  bill  repeals  the  current  entitle- 
ment to  a  basic  benefit  package  for 
every  American  child  under  13  living  in 
a  faimily  in  poverty.  This  repeal,  which 
will  essentially  terminate  health  insur- 
ance coverage  for  over  18  million  chil- 
dren, would  become  effective  October  1. 
The  bill  also  repeals  the  current  re- 
quirement that  States  provide  basic 
health  care  coverage  to  children  age  13 
up  to  18,  living  in  poverty,  and  under 
the  Republican  bill,  coverage  to  these 
children  would  be  at  the  option  of  each 
State. 

Finally,  the  Republican  bill  repeals 
the  current  law  requirement  that  phy- 
sician, hospital,  and  other  so-called 
guaranteed  benefits  be  sufficient  in 
scope  for  children.  As  a  result.  States 
would  be  allowed  to  limit  children  to, 
say.  one  physician  visit  per  month  or  5 
hospital  days  per  year.  Just  as  with  the 
seniors  in  the  nursing  homes,  the  chil- 
dren, the  coverage  for  children,  could 
be  limited  by  just  taking  out  whole 
categories  of  children  who  would  not 
have  health  insurance,  and  would  then 
be  among  the  ranks  of  the  uninsured, 
or  basically  by  limiting  the  kinds  of 
services  that  the  children  would  re- 
ceive under  the  program. 

I  see  that  my  colleague,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Hdjchey], 
is  here.  I  yield  to  him  to  talk  about 
Medicaid  or  Medicare,  which  I  know  is 
very  important  to  him  and  his  district. 
Mr.  HINCHEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  blocking  out  this 


time  and  giving  me  an  opportunity  to 
join  him  in  this  discussion. 

1  know  that  the  gentleman  is  very 
concerned,  as  I  am  and  I  think  many  of 
the  people  in  this  House  are,  about  the 
future  of  both  Medicare  and  Medicaid. 
Last  week  we  saw  once  again  the  trust- 
ees, the  Medicare  trustees,  issue  their 
annual  report.  It  is  a  report,  of  course, 
that  they  issue  every  year.  When  they 
issued  their  report  last  year,  the  Medi- 
care trustees  reported  that  legislation 
that  would  reduce  costs  by  only  S89  bil- 
lion over  a  7-year  period  would  be  suffi- 
cient to  maintain  Medicare's  financial 
security.  So  it  is  not  an  awfully  dif- 
ficult job  to  do.  A  relatively  small 
amount  of  money  over  that  7-year  pe- 
riod wiU  ensure  the  future  stability  of 
Medicare  for  at  least  another  decade 
beyond  that. 

Most  of  this  legislation,  which  would 
extend  Medicare's  viability  another 
decade,  required  only  the  continuation 
of  existing  Medicare  laws  that  were 
scheduled  to  expire.  So,  simply  by  tak- 
ing laws  that  are  about  to  expire  and 
extending  them  into  the  future,  that 
alone  will  provide  us  with  most  of  the 
funds  that  we  need  to  ensure  the 
strength  and  viability  of  Medicare  for 
at  least  another  10  years.  Many  of  us, 
including  you  and  I,  cosponsored  legis- 
lation that  would  continue  those  laws 
and  would  meet  that  S89  billion  goal. 

Relatively  small  shifts  in  reimburse- 
ment levels  and  technical  changes  can 
produce  substantial  savings  without  re- 
quiring any  dramatic  overhaul  of  the 
Medicare  Prograjn.  Our  colleagues  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  here,  whose 
real  intention  is  to  destroy  Medicare, 
are  proposing  to  cut  much  greater 
funds  out  of  the  program.  Their  pro- 
posal last  year,  of  course,  was  for  $270 
billion  out  of  Medicare.  They  have 
dropped  that  back  a  little  bit  this  year. 
It  is  something  in  the  neighborhood  of 
$220  to  $240  billion  that  they  would  cut 
out  of  Medicare  this  year  in  their  budg- 
et proposal  over  a  7-year  period. 

We  know  that  there  have  been  many 
times  in  the  past,  and  Medicare  has 
been  around  now  for  30  years,  there 
have  been  many  times  when  the  trust- 
ees have  reported  that  Medicare  would 
run  out  of  funds,  in  some  cases  in  as 
short  a  time  as  only  2  years.  There 
were  a  couple  of  periods  back  in  the 
decade  of  the  1980s,  for  example,  when 
the  trustees  came  in  with  their  report 
and  said  unless  the  Congress  takes 
some  action  of  some  kind  to  strengthen 
the  fund,  the  fund  will  be  exhausted  in 

2  years.  Of  course.  Congress  took  that 
action,  and  the  fund  was  extended  for 
years  into  the  future. 

Now  the  trustees,  in  their  most  re- 
cent report,  have  said  that  the  fund  is 
secure  for  another  5  years.  There  is 
nothing  that  has  to  be  done  for  another 
5  years  and  it  will  be  secure,  but  some- 
time within  that  5-year  period  the  Con- 
gress will  have  to  act. 

That  has  always  been  the  case.  Medi- 
care was  created  on  a  pay-as-you-go 
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basis  back  in  1965.  It  was  not  as  though 
LyTidon  Johnson,  who  was  President 
then,  found  a  big  pot  of  money  some- 
place and  said.  well,  this  is  going  to  be 
the  Medicare  trust  fund.  We  have  just 
discovered  this  fund  and  we  are  going 
to  turn  it  into  the  Medicare  trust  fund. 
Nothing  like  that,  of  course,  happened. 
What  they  did  was  set  up  the  Medicare 
Program  and  established  its  funding  on 
a  pay-as-you-go  basis,  year  after  year 
after  year,  assuming  that  the  program 
would  be  effective,  that  the  American 
people  would  support  it,  and  so  there- 
fore the  Congress  would  continue  to 
support  it  with  the  necessary  funds. 

Now  the  majority  party  here  has 
come  and  has  reacted  to  this  recent 
revelation,  this  recent  report  from  the 
trustees  that  stipulates  that  Medicare 
is  fine  for  5  years,  and  they  are  trying 
to  instill  ijanic  in  the  general  popu- 
lation, particularly  those  people  who 
are  receiving  Medicare,  elderly  people. 
They  are  vulnerable  to  this.  They  are 
worried  about  their  health  care.  So 
when  someone  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives stands  up  here  on  the  floor 
and  stamps  their  feet  and  makes  a  big 
to-do,  pretending  that  Medicare  is 
about  to  go  bankrupt,  when  in  fact  it  is 
stronger  today  than  it  has  been  many 
times  in  the  past,  senior  citizens  be- 
come concerned,  because  it  is  the 
health  insurance  that  they  need  to  get 
the  health  care  they  need  to  sustain 
their  health  and  to  sustain  their  lives. 
Their  children  become  concerned,  too, 
because  without  Medicare  they  know 
that  they  would  have  to  sustain  sub- 
stantial costs  which  in  many  cases  for 
working  people  would  be  far  beyond 
their  ability  to  sustain. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  really.  I  think, 
scandalous  the  way  some  people  here 
have  tried  to  turn  this  routine  report 
from  the  Medicare  trustees  that  comes 
out  every  year,  how  they  have  tried  to 
turn  it  into  a  political  football,  and 
they  are  trying  to  exploit  this  report 
by  pretending  it  is  something  that  it  is 
not.  It  is  not  a  call  for  alarm,  certainly 
not  panic.  It  is  simply  the  requirement, 
annual  requirement  that  the  law  stipu- 
lates that  the  trustees  must  do,  and 
that  is  to  report  to  Congress  and  to  the 
United  States  every  year  on  the  condi- 
tion of  the  fund.  The  fund,  with  5  years, 
is  obviously  a  lot  stronger  than  it  was 
back  in  the  1980s,  when  a  number  of 
times,  at  least  twice,  there  were  only  2 
years  left  in  the  fund. 

Congress  has  responded  throughout 
this  3-year  period.  In  the  last  13  years, 
for  example.  Congress  has  adjusted  the 
Medicare  fund  nine  times  to  respond  to 
recommendations  that  were  contained 
in  the  annual  report  of  the  Medicare 
trustees.  So  this  report  this  year  is 
nothing  extraordinary,  it  is  nothing 
new.  It  is  the  routine,  annual  reporting 
of  the  trustees  to  the  Congress,  and  it 
is  our  responsibility  to  respond  to  that 
either  this  year  or  next  year. 
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The  proper  response  is.  as  I  indicated 
when  I  first  started  speaking  a  few  mo- 
ments ago.  the  proper  response  is  to 
look  at  the  existing  law.  take  some  of 
those  things  that  are  about  to  expire, 
extend  them  on  into  the  future  so  that 
they  will  produce  the  needed  revenues, 
and  the  mere  $89  billion  over  7  years,  a 
far  cry  from  the  $270  billion  that  our 
friends  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
are  trying  to  chop  out  of  the  program, 
simply  by  extending  provisions  in  the 
existing  law  you  can  obtain  the  $89  bil- 
lion over  7  years  and  ensure  the 
strength  and  solvency  of  the  fund  for 
at  least  another  decade,  which  is  the 
kind  of  thing  that  the  Congress  has 
done  over  and  over  and  over  again 
throughout  the  30-year  history  of  Medi- 
care. 

But  it  comes  as  no  surprise  to  you 
nor  to  me  that  these  folks  are  trying  to 
exploit  this  report,  to  turn  it  into  a 
source  of  panic  and  concern,  when  real- 
ly there  is  no  need  for  concern,  let 
alone  panic.  It  comes  as  no  surprise  to 
us  because  we  know  that  the  majority 
leader  of  the  Senate,  who  is  now  about 
to  retire,  was  bragging  here  on  an  Oc- 
tober day  last  year  when  he  was  ad- 
dressing a  very  conservative  group  of 
people  here,  when  he  was  trying  to  ap- 
peal to  them  as  a  candidate  for  the  Re- 
publican nomination  for  President,  he 
was  trying  to  appeal  to  them  by  sa5ang 
to  this  very  right-wing  group,  "If  you 
want  someone  who  is  really  conserv- 
ative, then  I  think  I  am  the  guy  you 
want,  because  I  have  been  against 
Medicare  from  the  very  beginning."  He 
bragged  about  being  one  of  only  12  peo- 
ple to  vote  against  Medicare  when  it 
was  first  proposed  on  the  floor  of  this 
House,  he  was  a  Member  of  the  House 
in  those  days,  in  1965. 

He  bragged  about  being  only  one  of  12 
people  to  oppose  the  Medicare  legisla- 
tion, and  he  seemingly  makes  no  bones 
about  it.  frankly.  He  was  proud  of  the 
fact  that  he  was  against  it  then.  He 
said  he  has  been  against  it  ever  since, 
and  he  is  against  it  today.  Why.  he  ex- 
plained? Because,  and  this  is  the  real 
kind  of  silly  part  of  his  argument,  he 
said.  "Because  I  knew  it  would  not 
work  then  and  I  know  it  does  not  work 
now." 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  mil- 
lions of  American  seniors  have  bene- 
fited from  the  Medicare  Program.  It 
has  provided  them  with  excellent 
health  care;  not  that  it  is  perfect  by 
any  means.  There  are  things  we  have 
to  do  and  will  do  to  improve  the  pro- 
gram. But  the  fact  of  the  matter  is 
that  Medicare  has  served  the  senior 
citizens.  65-year-or-older  population  in 
this  country,  very  well  now  for  more 
than  30  years.  And  of  course  we  know 
that  the  Speaker  of  our  own  House,  co- 
incidentally  that  same  week  in  October 
of  last  year,  speaking  to  a  group  of  in- 
surance executives  at  the  time,  said 
this  to  them. 

He  said.  "We  are  not  going  to  attack 
Medicare  directly.  No,  no.  We  are  not 


going  to  do  that.  That  woxild  be  politi- 
cally imwise,"  he  said.  "What  we  are 
going  to  do  is  attack  it  circuitously,  by 
going  around  the  back,  withdrawing 
the  funds  from  the  program";  hence 
their  proposal  for  a  $270  billion  reduc- 
tion, "withdraw  the  funds  from  the 
program  and  let  Medicare  wither  on 
the  vine." 
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That  was  his  approach  to  these  insur- 
ance executives,  who  of  course  many  of 
them  would  like  to  see  Medicare  be  de- 
stroyed, because  that  would  give  them 
some  opportunity  to  perhaps  sell  some 
health  care  insurance  to  some  people 
who  do  not  need  it  now  because  of  the 
fact  that  they  have  Medicare. 

So  it  comes  as  no  surprise  to  us.  it 
ought  to  come  as  no  surprise  to  the 
American  people  that  there  are  certain 
people  in  this  House  as  well  as  in  the 
other  body  that  are  trying  to  exploit 
this  routine  report  from  the  Medicare 
trustees,  turn  it  into  something  it  is 
not.  pretend  that  it  is  cause  for  con- 
cern and  tr>'  to  exploit  it  for  political 
reasons,  which  I  think  is  frankly  un- 
conscionable. Nevertheless,  that  is 
what  they  are  trying  to  do.  when  in 
fact  this  is  a  routine  report. 

It  is  simply  the  trustees  fulfilling 
their  obligations  to  report  to  the  Con- 
gress and  to  the  American  people,  and 
this  Congress  or  the  next  one.  which 
will  be  elected  in  November,  will  do  ex- 
actly what  Congresses  have  done  in 
ea.ch  and  every  case  in  the  past.  They 
will  do  the  responsible  thing.  They  will 
extend  these  programs  out.  They  will 
take  the  appropriate  action  to  ensure 
that  this  Medicare  Program,  which  has 
served  the  country  and  particularly 
our  elderly  population  so  well  now  for 
so  long,  will  continue  to  do  precisely 
that. 

So  I  wanted  to  come  over  and  join 
you  in  this  discussion  because  I  think 
that  these  are  matters  that  are  impor- 
tant and  ought  to  be  said.  In  fact.  I 
think  that  they  ought  to  be  said  as 
often  as  possible. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  I  appreciate  the  gen- 
tleman coming  down  and  saying  the 
things  that  he  said.  It  is  so  true.  I 
think  it  is  really  an  ideological  phe- 
nomenon that  basically  the  Republicaji 
leadership  does  not  favor  Medicare  or 
Medicaid,  and  that  is  essentially  be- 
cause I  think  that  they  believe  that 
whether  it  is  for  seniors  or  it  is  for  low- 
income  people,  there  really  should  not 
be  a  government-funded  or  run  health 
care  program. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  these  pro- 
grams were  established  because  we 
knew  that  the  majority  of  seniors  were 
not  able  to  get  health  insurance.  When 
Medicare  was  established  in  1965.  the 
majority  of  seniors  did  not  have  health 
insurance  coverage.  Certainly  people 
who  are  eligible  now  for  Medicaid  who 
are  very  low  income,  there  is  no  way 
for  them  to  get  health  insurance  cov- 


erage unless  the  Government  provides 
a  program  like  Medicaid. 

But  what  the  gentleman  was  saying 
about  how  the  Republican  leadership  is 
trying  to  use  this  Medicare  trustees' 
report  as  a  way  to  justify  their  radical 
changes,  if  you  will,  that  they  are  sug- 
gesting for  Medicare,  is  so  true. 

I  just  have  some  statistics  here  that 
show  that  right  now  the  Medicare  trust 
fund  actually  has  a  $125  billion  balance 
and  there  is  no  danger  that  claims  will 
not  be  paid.  I  have  people  coming  up  to 
me  because  they  hear  what  the  Repub- 
licans say.  and  they  say.  "Is  my  Medi- 
care going  to  be  paid  this  year?" 

As  the  gentleman  points  out,  even 
though  the  tnistees"  report  indicated 
that  it  would  only  be  solvent  for  an- 
other 5  years,  that  is  actually  better 
than  many  previous  trustees'  reports 
which  were  only  for  2  years.  Also,  when 
the  gentleman  was  talking  about  the 
actions  by  the  House,  the  Democrats  in 
1995  and  1996  actually  proposed  on  the 
floor  amendments  to  the  budgets  that 
would  have  corrected  the  problem. 

W^e  had  a  vote  on  a  proposal  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Nlr.  Gibbons]. 
the  ranking  member  on  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means,  the  Democratic 
ranking  member,  last  year  during  the 
budget  debate  to  cut.  I  guess.  $90  bil- 
lion out  of  Medicare.  That  is  exactly 
what  the  trustees'  report  said  was  nec- 
essary in  order  to  keep  the  program 
solvent  for  the  next  decade.  The  Presi- 
dent's budget  was  offered  on  the  floor 
this  year  that  would  have  achieved  the 
same  goal,  and  the  Republicans  voted 
against  it. 

Basically  what  they  are  trying  to  do 
is.  they  are  trying  to  increase  the  cuts 
significantly  more,  as  the  gentleman 
said,  thaji  what  is  necessary  to  keep 
the  program  solvent.  I  have  maintained 
that  is  primarily  in  order  to  pay  for 
these  tax  breaks  that  go  primarily  to 
very  wealthy  Americans. 

So  I  think  it  is  only  fair,  as  the  gen- 
tleman is  doing,  to  point  out  where 
this  debate  really  is.  What  we  are  see- 
ing are  efforts  on  the  part  of  Speaker 
Gingrich  and  the  Republican  leader- 
ship to  make  real  changes  in  the  Medi- 
care Program  and  also  in  Medicaid,  as 
I  was  talking  earlier  that  are  essen- 
tially going  to  have  a  negative  impact 
on  these  programs  and  ultimately  force 
them  to  disappear  or,  as  I  guess  the 
Speaker  said,  wither  on  this  vine.  I 
think  that  was  his  quote,  that  Medi- 
care should  wither  on  the  vine. 

Mr.  HINCHEY.  It  is  clear  that  that  is 
his  intention.  I  think  you  are  right  for 
pointing  out  that  there  are  certain  ide- 
ological differences.  There  are  things 
relating  to  public  policy  that  separate 
the  Democratic  Party  from  the  Repub- 
lican Party,  not  every  member  of  the 
Republican  Party,  because  there  are 
people  in  the  Republican  Party  who 
very  much  appreciate  Medicare,  who 
like  it,  regard  it  as  something  very 
positive  and  want  to  support  and  sus- 
tain it. 
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It  happens,  however,  that  the  leader- 
ship in  this  House  feels  quite  dif- 
ferently and  the  leadership  in  the  Sen- 
ate feels  quite  differently.  They  are 
very  strongly  opposed  to  it.  They  have 
said  so  themselves.  They  make  no 
bones  about  it.  They  are  not  reticent 
about  their  opposition  to  it.  They  have 
been  quite  clear  in  the  things  that  they 
have  said.  They  are  opposed  to  the  con- 
tinuation of  Medicare,  as  they  are  op- 
posed to  the  continuation  of  Medicaid, 
and  they  are  trying  to  destroy  these 
programs  by  taking  the  lifeblood  from 
them,  the  funding  that  is  necessary  to 
keep  them  going. 

Something  else  that  the  gentleman 
said  really  stuck  me,  also.  I  was  at  a 
housing  unit  over  in  Binghamton, 
which  is  a  city  in  my  district,  over  the 
weekend.  It  is  a  very  lovely  place.  It  is 
well  run,  it  is  well  kept.  It  is  16  years 
old.  was  funded  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. It  was  built  16  years  ago  but  it  is 
maintained  so  well  that  one  would 
think  it  was  only  4  or  5  years  old.  it  is 
in  very  good  condition. 

This  is  a  building  that  houses  senior 
citizens  and  people  with  multiple  dis- 
abilities. If  it  were  not  for  buildings 
like  this,  these  people  frankly  in  many 
cases  would  have  no  place  to  go.  So 
here  they  have  an  opportunity  to  live 
independently  and  live  in  a  secure  en- 
vironment and  one  that  is  quite  pleas- 
ant. In  fact,  in  the  back  yard  there  was 
a  lovely  landscaping  operation  and  a 
garden  where  people  had  planted  some 
vegetables,  tomatoes,  and  things  like 
that,  to  harvest  in  the  sununer  har- 
vest. 

They  were  deeply  concerned  when  I 
talked  to  them  about  Medicare.  They 
had  heard  some  of  the  things  that  were 
reported  here.  They  had  heard  about 
the  Medicare  trustees'  report,  they  had 
heard  about  the  kind  of  twists  on  that 
report  that  had  been  placed  upon  it  by 
certain  Members  of  this  House  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle,  and  they  were 
deeply  concerned. 

They  were  wondering  if  they  were 
going  to  continue  to  have  their  health 
insurance,  if  it  was  going  to  continue 
to  be  viable.  I  had  to  assure  them  that, 
yes,  of  course  it  was,  that  this  report 
was  not  anything  unusual,  it  was  sim- 
ply the  routine  report  put  out  by  the 
trustees. 

But  there  are  people  here  in  Washing- 
ton who  do  not  like  Medicare.  They 
have  never  like  it,  as  BOB  Dole  has 
said  quite  clearly.  He  was  against  it 
from  the  very  beginning  back  in  1965. 
He  did  not  like  it  then,  he  does  not  like 
it  now.  That  is  his  right,  of  course,  not 
to  like  it.  He  is  certainly  entitled  to 
his  opinion. 

We  think  he  is  wrong.  We  believe  ear- 
nestly that  he  is  wrong.  We  recognize 
that  Medicare  has  served  this  country 
very  well,  jjarticularly  our  elderly  pop- 
ulation and  the  families  of  older  people 
as  well.  But  they  do  not  like  it  and 
they  are  opposed  to  it.  They  would  like 


to  see  it  ended,  and  they  are  trying  to 
destroy  it  by  these  continuing  efforts 
to  cut  the  funds  out  of  the  program  so 
that,  in  the  words  of  Speaker  Gingrich, 
it  would  just  wither  on  the  vine. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  I  am  somewhat  famil- 
iar with  the  gentleman's  district,  not 
so  much  with  Binghamton  but  with  En- 
dicott,  which  is  also  in  your  district,  I 
believe. 

Mr.  HINCHEY.  Yes.  it  is. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Because  my  father- 
in-law  and  mother-in-law  both  grew  up. 
until  they  went  off  to  college,  lived  in 
Endicott,  and  I  have  been  up  there  a 
few  times.  It  in  many  ways  very  simi- 
lar to  a  lot  of  areas  in  my  district 
where  there  is  an  aging  population  in 
many  ways.  You  have  a  lot  of  the  sen- 
ior citizens,  maybe  a  little  out  of  pro- 
portion to  some  other  areas  of  the 
State  or  other  States. 

The  problem  that  I  see  with  all  this, 
not  only  with  Medicare  and  Medicaid, 
with  the  Republican  proposals,  is  that 
if  you  cut  people  off  the  rolls  or  if  you 
cut  back  the  services  that  are  covered 
by  Medicare  and  Medicaid  you  cause, 
which  is  what  they  are  doing  basically, 
a  lot  more  out-of-pocket  expenses. 
What  I  see  is  the  burden  shifting  in- 
creasingly to  the  children  and  the 
grandchildren  of  these  senior  citizens. 
Because  many  of  them  are  not  going  to 
be  able  to  afford  the  additional  costs 
out  of  pocket. 

Some  people  have  said  to  me,  "Oh, 
that's  okay,  let  the  children  and  the 
grandchildren  pay  for  it."  First  of  all, 
you  have  the  phenomenon  that  some 
will  not.  But  beyond  that,  how  far  can 
they  go?  A  lot  of  younger  people  have 
their  own  children  to  raise  and  they 
are  not  expecting  that  they  are  going 
to  have  to  shell  out  large  amounts  of 
money  to  pay  for  nursing  home  care  for 
their  parents  or  their  grandparents  or 
these  other  doctor  and  physician  serv- 
ices. 

What  we  are  talking  about  here  is 
not  just  something  that  relates  to  sen- 
ior citizens  but  relates  to  the  popu- 
lation as  a  whole  because  of  the  cost 
shifts  that  would  occur.  I  do  not  know 
that  we  have  been  able  to  get  that  out 
a  lot,  but  I  think  that  it  is  a  phenome- 
non that  we  need  to  speak  out  about. 

Mr.  HINCHEY.  The  gentleman  is  ab- 
solutely right,  of  course.  It  is  critically 
important.  I  know  the  families  in  my 
district,  and  I  know  that  my  district  is 
not  unusual,  this  is  true  of  families 
across  the  country,  are  struggling 
today  because  of  the  fact  that  incomes 
have  been  stagnating,  in  some  cases 
even  declining.  From  1989  to  1992,  aver- 
age incomes  in  this  country  for  work- 
ing people  actually  went  down.  That  is 
an  extraordinary  fact.  So  working  peo- 
ple are  having  a  difficult  time  as  it  is 
just  trying  to  maintain  their  standard 
of  living.  In  many  cases  it  is  slipping  a 
bit.  They  are  trying  to  put  some  money 
aside  for  the  education  of  their  chil- 
dren, perhaps  for  their  retirement,  in 
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the  case  of  young  people  trying  to  put 
some  money  aside  for  the  purchase  of  a 
first  home  or  perhaps  to  start  a  busi- 
ness, something  of  that  nature,  and  if 
they  had  to  suddenly  be  forced  to  bear 
the  additional  costs  of  tending  for  the 
health  care  needs  of  their  parents  and 
grandparents  absent  Medicare  and 
Medicaid,  I  think  for  many  people  that 
I  know,  certainly  in  my  family  and 
many  of  my  friends  and  the  people  that 
I  know  and  the  people  that  I  represent 
across  my  district,  it  would  be  an  abso- 
lute impossibility.  They  just  could  not 
do  it. 

This  is  a  situation  that  although  it 
affects  our  elderly  population,  our  sen- 
ior citizens,  most  directly  because  it  is 
their  health  care,  after  all,  but  by  ex- 
tension it  affects  in  a  very  direct  and 
very  solid  way  everybody  in  the  coun- 
try. Everyone  in  this  country  would  be 
affected  if  we  were  to  lose  the  Medicare 
Program.  I  think  that  that  is  why  this 
program  is  supported  so  overwhelm- 
ingly. Every  indication,  polls  and  other 
samplingrs  of  public  opinion  indicate 
that  the  American  people  support 
Medicare,  they  understand  its  value, 
how  it  has  helped  their  parents  and 
grandparents,  what  it  means  to  them 
and  their  economic  circumstances,  and 
they  support  its  continuation.  They 
want  it  improved  as  you  and  I  want  it 
improved.  There  are  problems  with 
Medicare  in  the  area  of  fraud  and  abuse 
that  need  to  be  improved  and  I  am 
happy  that  the  administration  has 
taken  some  very  solid  steps  recently 
updating  the  computer  operation  so 
that  cross-checking  of  bills  can  be  done 
much  more  quickly  and  much  more  ac- 
curately. There  have  been  instances  of 
double  billing  in  Medicare  from  some 
doctors.  Most  doctors,  of  course,  would 
not  do  that.  But  in  any  population  of 
any  group  of  people,  you  are  going  to 
find  some  who  will  try  to  exploit  the 
system.  And  so  we  have  had  examples 
of  double  billing  from  some  physicians 
in  Medicare,  and  these  changes  in  the 
administration  of  Medicare  that  are 
being  brought  on  line  by  the  Clinton 
administration,  updating  the  comput- 
ers, making  them  more  powerful,  giv- 
ing them  the  ability  to  cross-check  and 
cross-reference  bills,  will  sharply  re- 
duce the  incidence  of  fraud  and  abuse 
in  the  Medicare  system,  and  we  need  to 
continue  to  do  that. 

It  is  estimated  that  as  much  as  SI  bil- 
lion a  year  is  found  in  fraud  and  abuse 
in  Medicare.  I  think  if  we  continue  to 
work  on  that,  we  can  get  that  down  to 
a  very  small  number.  I  do  not  think 
that  we  are  ever  going  to  eliminate  it 
completely,  but  I  think  we  can  get  it 
down  to  a  very  small  number  and  that 
will  bo  additional  funds,  of  course, 
which  will  be  available  to  improve  the 
quality  of  the  program  and  the  quality 
of  health  care  that  is  available  to  the 
people  who  depend  upon  it. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  One  of  the  things 
that  I  was  going  to  get  to  tonight,  and 
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obviously  there  is  so  much  to  be  said 
about  Medicare  and, Medicaid  that  we 
could  talk  forever,  but  one  of  the 
things  that  Democrats  have  been  criti- 
cal of  in  the  Republican  changes  to  the 
Medicaid  Progrram  is  a  provision  that 
actually  repeals  statutory  safeguards 
that  have  protected  against  some  fraud 
and  abuse.  I  think  people  have  the  no- 
tion that  the  reform  proposals  that 
have  come  forward  on  the  floor  here 
over  the  last  year  would  somehow  curb 
fraud  and  abuse,  but  in  many  cases 
they  repeal  existing  statutory  protec- 
tions against  fraud  and  abuse. 

For  example,  in  the  Medicaid  Pro- 
gram over  the  past  10  years  the  largest 
single  abuse  of  Federal  Medicaid  funds 
has  been  the  use  by  some  States  of 
what  is  called  illusory  financing 
schemes.  This  is  where  they  have  these 
fictitious  payments  to  disproportionate 
share  hospitals  and  then  the  State  sub- 
stitutes Federal  for  State  dollars  effec- 
tively reducing  the  State's  share  of 
program  costs. 

In  1991  and  again  in  1993  Congress  en- 
acted legislation  designed  to  curb  these 
abuses  where  they  set  up  these  ficti- 
tious funds  and  the  Republican  bill  ex- 
pressly repeals  these  statutory  safe- 
guards essentially  reopening  the  door 
to  abuse  of  the  Federal  Treasury  by 
States  if  they  want  to  lower  their  own 
Medicaid  spending  without  reducing 
the  amount  of  Federal  Medicaid  funds 
that  they  would  fall  down  on. 

D  1915 

So  again,  one  would  think  when  we 
are  getting  a  reform  proposal  that  we 
would  be  cutting  back  on  the  fraud  and 
abuse,  but  in  effect  what  this  does,  in 
block  granting  the  money,  it  actually 
takes  away  some  of  the  safeguards  that 
have  been  used  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment to  prevent  the  States  from  basi- 
cally coming  up  with  these  illusory  fi- 
nance schemes. 

We  might  say  what  State  would  do 
that,  but,  of  course.  States  do  that  be- 
cause they  are  trsang  to  save  money 
and  cut  back  on  the  amount  of  State 
dollars  and  use  the  Federal  funds  in 
ways  they  are  not  supposed  to. 

Mr.  HINCHEY.  Absolutely.  I  served 
in  the  State  legislature,  and  I  know 
State  legislatures  and  Governors  are 
not  embarrassed  about  trying  to  use 
Federal  funds  in  creative  ways  to  solve 
their  own  budgetary  problems. 

In  New  York,  for  example,  where  the 
State  still  does  not  have  a  budget  m 
place,  it  is  months  overdue,  if  they  had 
the  opportunity  to  manipulate  Federal 
funds  in  a  way  that  would  allow  them 
to  produce  a  budget  easily,  without 
them  having  to  do  some  difficult  things 
within  the  context  of  their  own  respon- 
sibility, I  believe  they  would  do  it  and 
they  would  not  care  about;_the  loss  of 
the  Federal  program.  They  would  just 
sort  of  gloss  over  that. 

So  there  is  a  lot  of  irony  here,  un- 
questionably. Not  only  do  our  friends 


on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  over  here 
want  to  cut  Medicare  by  S270  billion  so 
they  can  pay  for  a  $245  billion  tax  cut, 
most  of  the  proceeds  of  which  would  go 
to  upper-income  people,  but,  as  the 
gentleman  pointed  out.  they  are  slash- 
ing away,  and  the  bill  is  still  before  the 
House,  the  one  that  calls  for  a  S270  bil- 
lion cut,  they  are  slashing  away  at  the 
existing  provisions  which  attack  fraud 
and  abuse. 

What  they  would  do  in  that  bill  is 
this:  They  would  raise  the  standards  of 
proof  so  it  would  be  more  difficult  for 
investigators  and  law  enforcement  peo- 
ple to  prove  fraud  in  the  system.  So  if 
there  were  people  out  there  ripping  the 
system  off,  under  their  proposal  it 
would  be  tougher  to  catch  them.  So  the 
white  collar  crooks  ripping  off  the 
Medicare  system  would  get  away  with 
murder  based  on  their  proposal  because 
they  would  make  it  much  more  dif- 
ficult for  the  authorities  to  catch  up 
with  them. 

And,  in  addition  to  that,  they  go  fur- 
ther. When  and  if  they  were  ever 
caught  under  their  proposal,  they  re- 
duce the  penalties.  So  anyone  caught 
abusing  the  system  through  fraud  or 
other  ways,  not  only  would  it  be  tough- 
er to  catch  them  under  their  proposal 
but  if  they  were  ever  caught  the  pen- 
alties for  stealing  from  the  system 
would  be  substantially  reduced. 

It  is  an  incredible  irony  and  I  think 
it  indicates  quite  clearly  how  dedicated 
they  are  to  the  destruction  of  the 
Medicare  Program.  They  want  to  take 
the  money  out  of  it  and  use  if  for  un- 
necessary tax  cuts.  And,  for  the  most 
part,  people  are  sensible  enough  not  to 
want  them  because  they  understand 
that  that  money  ought  to  be  used  to 
keep  this  program  strong,  and  if  there 
is  any  extra  money  lying  around  here 
in  Washington  it  ought  to  be  used  to 
balance  the  budget. 

Not  only  do  they  want  to  do  that,  but 
out  of  one  side  of  their  mouth  they 
talk  about  the  budget  deficit  and  out  of 
the  other  side  they  talk  about  big  tax 
cuts.  It  is  quite  extraordinary,  frankly. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  I  agree.  And  the 
other  thing  that  has  really  been,  I 
think,  not  exposed  enough  is  this  whole 
way  in  which  they  go  about  adding 
more  out-of-pocket  expenses  under 
Medicare.  Last  year  when  we  had  the 
Medicare  proposal,  they  were  actually 
increaising  the  costs  of  the  part  B  pre- 
mium, the  amount  that  seniors  pay 
under  Medicare  for  their  physician's 
care.  Those  premiums  were  skyrocket- 
ing over  the  next  5  or  6  years,  and  we 
managed  to  basically  scuttle  that  be- 
cause the  President  said  he  would  not 
sign  it.  I  guess  he  actually  vetoed  the 
bill. 

But  now  what  they  are  trying  to  do 
in  this  bill  that  is  going  to  come  to  the 
floor  tomorrow  is  essentially  say  that 
if  an  individual  refuses  to  join  an  HMO 
or  a  managed  care  system,  and  they 
want  to  stay  in  the  traditional  Medi- 


care Program  where  they  choose  their 
own  doctor  or  their  own  health  pro- 
vider, then  they  no  longer  have  the 
griiarantee  that  the  doctor  or  provider 
cannot  charge  them  15  percent  beyond 
what  Medicare  pays.  There  is  actually 
no  limit. 

So  when  I  hear  my  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  say.  well,  you  are  given  all 
the  choice  you  want  here;  you  can  stay 
in  traditional  Medicare  or  go  to  an 
HMO.  or  you  can  have  all  the  choices 
you  want,  what  kind  of  choice  do  you 
have  if  you  stay  in  the  traditional 
Medicare  Program  and  then  the  doctor 
can  charge  you  an  unlimited  amount  of 
copayment?  You  are  not  going  to  be 
able  to  stay  with  this  very  long  unless 
you  have  unlimited  resources,  which 
obviously  most  seniors  do  not. 

I  have  been  trying  to  explain  that  as 
much  as  possible  to  my  own  constitu- 
ents becavise  I  think  they  cannot  imag- 
ine a  situation  where  the  doctors  can 
charge  an  unlimited  amount  beyond 
what  Medicare  bills.  But  that  is  only 
forbidden  now  because  of  the  statutory 
restrictions  on  it. 

Mr.  HINCHEY.  Right.  There  are  stat- 
utory restrictions  which  were  put  into 
place  not  too  long  ago,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  were  they  not?  I  think  a  decade  or 
so  ago. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  HINCHEY.  They  were  put  into 
place  because  it  had  become  clear  that 
overbilling  had  become  rampant  in  the 
system,  and  this  was  something  that 
was  done  to  ensure  fairness  and  to  pre- 
vent overbilling. 

I  think  the  point  that  the  gentleman 
has  just  raised  is  important,  and  it  re- 
minded me  of  something  that  I  have 
here.  The  Physician's  Payment  Review 
Commission,  which  is  a  nonpartisan 
panel  of  experts  that  advises  Congress 
on  Medicare  policy,  had  the  following 
to  say.  They  said,  and  I  quote,  this 
change  that  our  friends,  the  Repub- 
licans want  to  make  here,  which  would 
allow  unscrupulous  physicians  to 
overbill  Medicare  patients  by  large 
amounts,  they  say,  and  I  quote,  "could 
leave  beneficiaries  exposed  to  substan- 
tial out-of-pocket  liability  in  the  range 
of  40  percent  of  the  bill." 

So  the  effect  of  their  proposal,  which 
will  be,  I  think,  here  before  us  tomor- 
row or  later  this  week,  is  it  tomorrow? 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Probably  tomorrow, 
but  I  guess  we  do  not  know  for  sure. 

Mr.  HINCHEY.  Yes.  Could  be  tomor- 
row or  could  be  Wednesday.  In  any 
case,  what  they  want  to  do  is  take  the 
limit  off  the  billing  ceilings  for  health 
care,  and  that  would  expose  Medicare 
beneficiaries,  the  people  who  are  reli- 
ant upon  Medicare,  to  pay  out  of  their 
pockets  an  additional  40  percent. 

Now,  again,  what  they  are  trying  to 
do  here  is  transparent.  It  is  so  easy  to 
see  through  their  motivation.  They  are 
trying  to  destroy  confidence  in  the  pro- 
gram. They  think  that  if  somehow  they 
could   get  this  bill  passed,   I  do   not 
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know  how  they  think  they  could  get  it 
passed,  I  mean  the  President  would  ob- 
viously veto  if  it  ever  gets  to  him,  the 
Senate  probably  hats  more  sense  than 
to  ever  take  it  up,  but  what  they  want 
to  do  is  to  establish  a  new  law  which 
would  require  Medicare  beneficiaries  to 
pay.  on  tap  of  their  copayments  and  on 
top  of  other  insurance  that  they  might 
have  now,  under  their  proposal,  an  ad- 
ditional 40  percent  out-of-pocket  for 
routine  health  care  procedures. 

Now,  that  is  guaranteed  to  under- 
mine the  public's  confidence  in  the 
Medicare  system  and  it  is  precisely 
what  they  want  to  do.  It  is  clearly 
their  motivation.  It  is  so  transparent 
that  anyone,  no  matter  how  myopic 
they  might  be,  can  see  through  it. 

So  over  and  over  again  they  want  to 
destroy  this  Medicare  I*rogram  in  one 
way  or  another  by  cutting  the  funding 
out  of  it,  by  pretending  the  Medicare 
trustees  report  is  something  it  is  not, 
trying  to  elicit  fear  on  the  part  of  peo- 
ple who  are  depending  upon  Medicare, 
and  now  by  attempting  to  pass  a  bill 
which  would  provide  that  doctors  can 
charge  almost  as  much  as  they  want 
and  elderly  people  would  have  to  pay  40 
percent  out-of-pocket. 

It  is  really,  I  think,  scandalous. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  I  am  glad  you  men- 
tioned this.  I  was  actually  assuming, 
which  I  see  from  the  document  I  have, 
which  is  similar  to  yours  from  this 
Physician's  Payment  Review  Conunis- 
sion,  I  was  assuming  that  that  40  per- 
cent included  the  copayment,  but  that 
is  actually  beyond  the  copayment. 

Mr.  HIN'CHEY.  Yes. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  So  you  could  have  a 
20  percent  copayment  and  then  have 
this  40  percent  out-of-pocket  beyond 
the  traditional  copayment,  which  is  in- 
credible when  you  think  about  it.  Who 
is  going  to  be  able  to  afford  that?  I 
mean,  very,  very  few. 

Mr.  HINCHEY.  Oh,  yes.  That  is  ex- 
actly right.  On  top  of  everything  else  it 
is  as  much  as  an  additional  40  percent. 
So  if  their  bill  ever  became  law,  what 
we  would  have  in  the  case  of  a  senior 
citizen  who  required  some  surgery  of 
some  kind,  say  for  example,  that  in  an 
addition  to  the  pajrments  that  would  be 
made  through  Medicare  and  whatever 
additional  insurance  they  might  have, 
they  would  then  be  faced  with  the  need 
to  pay  thousands  of  additional  dollars 
out  of  their  own  pocket.  And  that  is 
just  absurd. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  The  other  thing  that 
I  was  thinking  about  when  the  gen- 
tleman was  talking  about  this  extra 
out-of-pocket  expense  is  the  fact  that 
the  majority  of  seniors  now  are  covered 
by  medigap.  So  they  are  already  buy- 
ing a  supplemental  insurance  policy,  in 
many  cases  called  medigap,  that  covers 
services  and  out-of-pocket  expenses  in 
some  cases  as  well. 

I  know  that  I  saw  an  article  in  the 
New  York  Times  just  a  few  weeks  ago 
that    talked    about    how    costs    for 


Medigap  supplemental  insurance  were 
going  up  in  our  States,  the  New  York 
metropolitan  area.  New  York,  New  Jer- 
sey, and  Connecticut,  something  like  14 
percent  over  the  next  year.  So  when 
one  thinks  about  all  these  extra  out-of- 
pocket  costs  for  the  seniors  that  would 
result,  I  would  assume  also  that  those 
Medigap  premiums  would  soar  as  well, 
because  as  fewer  services  were  covered, 
we  would  see  even  a  higher  cost  for 
Medigap. 

How  far  can  these  people  go?  How  far 
can  the  seniors  go? 

Mr.  HINCHEY.  Well,  there  seems  to 
be  no  limit  on  the  temerity  of  some  of 
the  majority  party  in  this  House  and 
their  ability  to  attack  Medicare  and 
Medicaid. 

I  know  you  have  talked  about  Medic- 
aid earlier.  In  my  State,  and  I  assume 
it  is  probably  similar  in  New  Jersey,  80 
percent  of  the  funding  in  the  Medicaid 
Program  in  New  York  goes  to  pay  for 
the  expenses  of  senior  citizens  and  peo- 
ple with  multiple  disabilities  in  nurs- 
ing homes  or  similar  settings. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Exactly. 

Mr.  HINCHEY.  Obviously,  what 
would  happen  to  the  families  of  those 
people  if  Medicare  were  changed  in  the 
way  that  they  are  proposing  to  change 
it,  to  block  grant  it,  reduce  the 
amounts  of  money  that  is  available, 
send  what  is  left  in  the  form  of  block 
grants  to  the  States,  the  States  then 
would  have  to  add  on  administrative 
costs  or  take  out  of  that  administra- 
tive costs  because  now  they  will  have 
to  run  the  program  and  be  responsible 
for  parts  of  it.  They  would  have  to  hire 
people  to  do  that.  They  would  have  to 
have  office  space  and  most  of  the 
things  that  would  be  associated  with 
making  additional  costs,  which  would 
take  money  out  of  the  Medicaid  Pro- 
gram. 

As  the  gentleman  mentioned  earlier, 
there  is  always  the  temptation  for 
State  governments,  when  they  have  ac- 
cess to  Federal  funds,  to  use  them  in 
what  might  be  called  creative  ways  and 
to  spend  that  money  out  of  the  Medic- 
aid system  to  help  balance  a  budget  or 
to  do  something  else  for  some  other 
kind  of  expenditure  in  some  way. 

The  result  of  all  of  that  would  be  far 
less  money  available  for  Medicaid  re- 
cipients, elderly  people  in  nursing 
homes,  people  with  multiple  disabil- 
ities in  nursing  homes.  I  ask  myself, 
what  would  the  families  of  those  people 
do?  How  would  they  cope  with  that? 
How  would  they  manage  under  those 
circumstances? 

I  can  tell  the  gentleman  in  the  case 
of  many  of  the  people  I  know,  the  fami- 
lies of  people  who  have  elderly  parents 
in  nursing  homes  or  who  have  someone 
in  their  family  who  is  severely  handi- 
capped with  a  severe  physical  disabil- 
ity as  a  result  of  an  automobile  acci- 
dent, perhaps,  or  as  a  result  of  a  condi- 
tion at  birth  in  some  instances,  they 
simply  would  not  be  able  to  deal  with 


it.  They  do  not  have  the  financial  re- 
sources. 

So  people  would  end  up  being  taken 
and  put  into  closets  somewhere.  We 
have  all  heard  the  horror  stories  that 
existed  prior  to  the  establishment  of 
Medicare  and  Medicaid;  how  people, 
left  to  their  own  devices,  without  the 
resources  to  handle  these  situations  in 
competent  ways,  what  they  had  to  re- 
sort to.  And  I  know  that  we  would  be  in 
many  instances  put  back  into  those 
same  circumstances.  We  have  to  pre- 
vent that  and  the  way  we  can  prevent 
it  is  by  keeping  these  programs  alive 
and  preventing  the  opponents  of  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid  from  having  their 
way,  preventing  them  from  destroying 
these  programs,  which  is  precisely 
what  they  want  to  do. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  I  appreciate  what  the 
gentleman  is  sajring,  and  I  think  that 
over  the  next  few  weeks  we  will  be 
pointing  out  more  and  more  about  how 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  are  negatively 
impacted  by  these  Republican  propos- 
als. 

D  1930 

In  many  ways,  even  though  we  have 
not  talked  as  much,  we  have  talked 
about  it,  but  there  has  not  been  as 
much  discussion  on  the  floor  about 
Medicaid.  In  many  cases  the  changes 
proposed  on  Medicaid  are  even  more 
drastic,  but  I  think  fewer  people  will  be 
covered.  The  impact  on  senior  citizens 
is  just  as  great,  as  the  gentleman  said, 
because  so  many  senior  citizens  in 
nursing  homes  or  other  institutions 
will  no  longer  be  covered  or  will  not 
have  adequate  coverage  and  will  see  in- 
creasing out-of-pocket  expenses. 

The  same  things  we  talked  about  for 
Medicare  in  terms  of  the  overcharges, 
that  is  also  in  the  Medicaid  legislation 
that  the  Republicans  have  proposed. 
Those  overcharges  will  not  be  paid  by 
the  seniors  but  will  be  paid  by  the  fam- 
ily in  many  cases. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  coming 
down  and  joining  me  in  discussing  this. 
I  know  that  over  the  next  few  weeks  we 
are  going  to  be  talking  about  it  more 
and  more,  and  even  though  the  budget 
comes  before  the  House  tomorrow,  a 
lot  of  the  details  will  be  worked  out  in 
the  various  committees  leading  up  to 
reconciliation,  as  we  call  it,  later  this 
year.  So  we  are  going  to  have  to  con- 
tinue to  fight  this  battle  to  preserve 
Medicare  and  Medicaid. 

Mr.  HINCHEY.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman. This  is  one  of  the  most  critical 
subjects  we  have  before  this  Congress, 
and  the  more  light  we  can  shed  on 
those  proposals,  the  better  off  the 
American  people  will  be.  They  will  be 
able  to  make  competent  decisions 
based  on  factual  information  rather 
than  pretend  on  hysterical  statements 
that  we  have  seen  coming  out  of  some 
of  the  people  in  the  House  over  the  last 
couple  of  days. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman. 
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CONCERNS  FOR  AMERICA'S 
FUTURE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  SouDER]  is  recognized  for  60  min- 
utes as  the  designee  of  the  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  SOUDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  Saturday 
was  a  historic  day  in  America,  well,  at 
least  in  Indiana  or  at  least  in  my 
house,  because  my  daughter  giiuduated 
from  high  school  and  it  was  a  big 
event.  I  do  not  feel  like  I  should  have 
a  daughter  graduating  from  high 
school.  It  makes  one  feel  older.  It 
makes  one  reflective  about  when  they 
graduated  and  what  their  hopes  and 
dreams  were  at  that  point  in  life.  Ev- 
erything seems  like  it  is  going  to  go  on 
forever,  that  the  risks  are  small,  that 
the  adventures  are  great. 

I  remember  my  dad  gave  a  plaque  to 
my  band  instructor  in  my  little  high 
school  in  Leo.  He  thought  it  was  the 
most  hilarious  thing,  and  the  band  di- 
rector thought  it  was  the  most  hilar- 
ious thing,  and  they  posted  it  up  over 
the  band  director's  office  so  that  every 
day  when  we  practiced  we  had  to  see 
this  sign  that  said,  "Why  can't  all  of 
life's  problems  come  when  we  are 
young  and  know  all  the  answers?"  I 
think  that  is  the  way  many  young  peo- 
ple feel. 

At  the  same  time,  we  get  the  sense 
that  many  of  them  are  very  concerned 
about  their  future  as  well.  I  think  any 
parent,  and  many  children,  who  look  at 
what  is  going  on  around  them,  wonder 
what  is  going  to  happen  in  the  next,  10, 
20,  30  years.  What  if  the  vision  on  MTV 
actually  becomes  the  complete  reality 
in  a  few  years?  What  if  the  attitudes 
towards  the  opposite  sex  that  are  re- 
flected in  those  music  videos,  the  rape, 
the  abuse,  the  derogatory  language  to- 
ward women,  would  become  the  stand- 
ard in  our  society?  What  if  the  violence 
that  we  see  in  the  movies,  and  in  those 
videos,  and  the  talk  of  suicide  that  is 
rampant  in  today's  rock  music  would 
become  the  reality  of  the  society,  even 
more  than  it  is  today? 

What  if  the  TV  show  families,  very 
few  of  which  represent  the  majority  of 
America,  were  to  become  the  reality  of 
America  for  my  daughter  and  my  two 
sons?  The  Internet  and  computers  have 
brought  an  incredible  opportunity  for 
all  Americans  in  the  education  area. 
We,  on  our  home  computer,  to  be  able 
to  tap  into  the  encyclopedias,  to  be 
able  to  tap  into  the  type  of  educational 
games  and  the  many  things  that  all  of 
us  can  go  through  Internet  and  other 
things  is  miraculous.  But  on  the  other 
hand  one  can  get  manuals  on  how  to 
perform  rape  and  all  sorts  of  pornog- 
raphy right  into  our  house,  where  we 
have  little  or  no  control  as  a  family, 
and  some  of  us  can  get  accidentally 
into  our  house  even  when  we  want  to 
try  to  control  it. 

In  addition  to  that,  what  about  the 
incredible  national  debt  that  has  just 


been  dumped  on  my  daughter?  We  just 
heard  a  special  order  which  illustrates 
why  we  cannot  get  real  change  in 
America.  Medicare  is  going  broke. 
They  can  talk  around  it  as  much  as 
they  want  to  talk  around  it.  but  the 
fact  is  that  it  is  going  broke  and  every 
report  brings  its  final  reckoning  day 
another  year  closer  in  spite  of  the  ad- 
ministration's attempts  to  cover  it  up. 

And  what  do  we  do?  We  come  up  with 
this  excuse  and  this  kind  of  rhetoric, 
and  we  do  not  address  it.  We  have  all 
this  big  fuss  about  whether  or  not  the 
Republicans  were  mean-spirited  and 
shut  down  the  government  because  of 
trying  to  cut  government  for  senior 
citizens,  when  in  fact  our  program  was 
75  cents  a  month  different  from  the 
President's  program,  when  in  fact  the 
President  had  proposed  less  growth  in 
Medicare  spending  than  the  Repub- 
licans did  just  2  years  before  we  came 
into  oCice:  when  in  fact  the  President's 
proposal  wanted  to  wait  and  delay 
those  changes  until  after  the  election. 

The  ultimate  of  the  problem  that  we 
came  to  try  to  Washington  to  try  to 
change,  we  in  the  freshman  class,  yet 
we  just  heard  an  hour  about  there  not 
being  a  problem  in  Medicare  and  whis- 
tling in  the  dark  as  the  program  goes 
broke. 

My  daughter  is  being  struck  with  a 
long-term  national  debt  because  this 
govenmient  and  the  people  in  Washing- 
ton do  not  get  what  the  people  in 
America  do,  which  is,  unless  we  change 
our  behavior  and  start  transferring 
some  of  the  power  back  to  Indiana  and 
back  to  the  homes  amd  individuals  and 
businesses  and  communities  where 
they  can  take  control  of  their  lives,  my 
daughter  and  my  sons  are  going  to  be 
stuck  with  everybody  else's  debt  from 
their  irresponsible  spending  and  lack  of 
willingness  to  gain  control  of  that. 

And.  furthermore,  as  we  watch  our 
freedoms  being  eroded,  both  because  of 
the  breakdown  of  moral  values  in  our 
society  and  the  breakdown  of  the  will- 
ingness of  local  communities  to  handle 
the  problems  and  the  general  takeover 
by  Washington  over  our  lives  and  our 
decisions  and  our  flexibility,  and  see 
that  power  come  here  to  Washington. 
what  type  of  society  is  my  daughter 
going  to  have?  How  much  freedom  is 
she  going  to  have  to  maneuver? 

Are  we  going  to  have  so  killed  our 
market  that  we  are  only  going  to  have 
a  few  oligopolistic  companies  or  mo- 
nopolistic companies  from  which  to 
choose  for  a  career?  Is  it  going  to  be 
such  a  government  that  we  have  no 
economic  growth  because  the  govern- 
ment takes  such  a  huge  percentage  of 
the  taxes  or  runs  up  the  deficit  so  high 
that  the  interest  rates  absorb  a  phe- 
nomenal number? 

Unless  we  somehow  change  the  infla- 
tionary nature  of  the  health  care  for 
senior  citizens  from  10  percent  down  to 
more  approximating  the  2  percent  of 
the  health  care  growth  rate  that  occurs 


in  the  rest  of  society,  our  entire  Nation 
is  going  to  go  broke. 

Unless  we  deal  with  Social  Security. 
43  percent  of  my  daughter's  income.  43 
percent,  will  be  going  to  FICA  taxes 
within  the  next  15  years.  We  have  to 
deal  with  these  questions,  and  we  in 
Washington  cannot  just  keep  trying  to 
excuse  it  so  we  can  get  elected  to  the 
next  one  and  hope  we  can  retire  before 
we  have  to  deal  with  it  and  stock  our 
children  with  it. 

But  these  are  not  even  the  main  con- 
cerns that  I  want  to  talk  here  about  to- 
night. I  came  here  to  talk  about  two. 
and  they  are  not  directly  related  but 
they  affect  our  families  and  our  soci- 
ety. One  is  welfare,  and  the  other  is 
drug  abuse. 

One  of  the  problems  in  our  society  is 
that  we  cannot  really  have  freedom  un- 
less we  have  personal  responsibility.  If 
people  do  not  exercise  personal  respon- 
sibility, freedom  is  gradually  eroded. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  do  not  think  that  put- 
ting a  policeman  on  every  street  comer 
and  building  prisons  everywhere  is 
going  to  solve  the  problem  of  crime. 
But  the  people  in  America  and  the  peo- 
ple in  Indiana  axe  not  going  to  stand 
for  the  inability  to  walk  in  their  neigh- 
borhood, the  inability  to  go  shopping, 
the  inability  to  talk  to  their  neighbors 
without  fear  of  being  shot.  So  they  will 
demand  that  we  put  a  policeman  in 
every  comer  and  build  more  prisons  if 
we  have  to.  Freedom  gets  eroded. 

The  same  if  we  do  not  control  the 
pornography  and  the  sexual  appetites 
in  this  country.  If  we  have  to  worry 
whether  our  daughters  and  wives  and 
our  families  and  single  women  are  con- 
cerned whether  they  are  going  to  get 
raped,  then  we  are  going  to  have  more 
crime  protection  and  more  liberties 
will  be  restricted.  If  we  do  not  get  con- 
trol of  the  budget  and  more  and  more 
money  goes  to  taxes,  more  liberties 
will  be  restricted  there.  With  fireedom 
comes  responsibility. 

I  believe  that  one  of  the  dangers  of 
what  this  administration  is  doing  is 
they  talk  the  conservative  talk.  When 
the  President  was  here  early  this  year, 
he  sounded  like  the  former  occupant  of 
my  congressional  seat,  Dan  Quayle.  He 
sounded  like  somebody  who  was  going 
to  promote  family  values. 

He  said  the  era  of  big  government 
was  over.  He  talked  about  balancing 
the  budget.  In  fact,  he  has  gone  around 
the  country  running  all  of  these  dif- 
ferent ads  about  what  a  great  conserv- 
ative he  is.  but  the  problem  is  that  the 
actions  do  not  match. 

Let  us  look  particularly  at  welfare. 
We  can  have  an  honest  difference  in 
policy  as  to  what  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment should  do  and  what  the  govern- 
ment should  do  on  welfare,  but  what 
really  Lrustrated  me.  I  was  a  staler 
here  on  the  House  side  for  4  years  and 
on  the  Senate  side  for  4  years  and  2 
years  in  the  district,  so  I  have  been 
around.  But  to  be  in  the  middle  of  it,  it 
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is  really  disappointing:  to  see  how  much 
posturing  there  is  and  how  little  really 
comes  often  from  the  heart. 

There  are  honest  liberals  and  honest 
conservatives,  but  much  of  it  is  just  re- 
election gimmicks,  and  the  rhetoric  on 
the  House  floor  gets  very  disturbing 
when  we  see  that.  It  is  one  thing  if  a 
person  says,  "Look,  I  believe  we  need  a 
welfare  program,  we  need  to  expand 
that  welfare  program."  I  believe  that 
we  have  at  least  one  Member  of  the 
House  who  is  a  member  of  the  Socialist 
Party  and  is  open  about  what  he  be- 
lieves. One  should  stand  up  and  say,  "I 
believe  the  Federal  Government  should 
do  this." 

But  it  is  another  thing  to  say,  "I  do 
not  believe  the  Federal  Government 
should  do  it."  but  then,  as  the  Presi- 
dent does,  veto  every  welfare  reform 
bill  that  comes  to  him  and  try  to  say 
in  TV  commercials  that  in  fact  he  sup- 
ports welfare  reform. 

We  have  been  trying  to  do  some  wel- 
fare reform,  but  quite  frankly  part  of 
the  reason  we  are  vulnerable  when  we 
do  things  like  oppose  the  minimum 
wage — which  I  opposed  not  because  I 
am  not  concerned  about  working  fami- 
lies who  are  trying  to  make  it  on  a  low 
income,  but  I  am  concerned  about  the 
people  who  are  going  to  be  laid  off  be- 
cause of  this  bill— but  part  of  the  rea- 
son many  of  my  frtends  in  the  Repub- 
lican Party  voted  for  the  minimum 
wage  bill  and  why  Republicans  do  not 
seem  to  know  how  to  handle  the  wel- 
fare issue,  is  that  we  have  not  articu- 
lated a  vision  for  how  working  families 
and  those  people  struggling  to  get  out 
of  poverty,  those  people  who  are  work- 
ing poor  and  trying  to  move  up  to  the 
next  level,  we  as  Republicans  have  been 
remiss  in  trjring  to  articulate  a  vision. 
So,  we  become  vulnerable  when  some  of 
these  controversies  occur. 

Let  me  start  with  a  very  simple  point 
which  to  me  seems  so  basic,  that  it  is 
anaazing  that  here  in  Washington  we 
have  to  debate  it. 

That  simple  point  is  this:  I  do  not  be- 
lieve that  anybody  on  welfare  should 
be  making  more  or  have  any  more 
take-home  income  than  somebody 
working  full-time  on  minimum  wage. 
That  seems  so  simple,  does  it  not?  That 
if  somebody  is  working  40  hours  a  week 
for  minimum  wage,  why  should  some- 
body not  working  be  making  more 
money  through  government  transfer 
payments? 

I  had  in  our  family  business  in  my 
small  town,  this  has  been  a  number  of 
years  ago,  we  had  what  we  called  the 
second  spot  on  one  of  our  delivery 
trucks.  It  was  an  entry  level  position,  a 
turnover  slot  that  paid  just  slightly 
more  than  the  minimum  wage  at  that 
time. 

I  had  a  college  graduate  come  in 
looking  for  a  job,  and  at  that  point  he 
was  getting  welfare  benefits  and  his 
wife  had  a  baby.  He  said  that  he  would 
really  like  to  work.  He  believed  that  it 


was  the  right  thing  to  do  to  work,  but 
in  fact  he  could  bring  in  this  many 
more  dollars  staying  on  welfare  than 
he  could  working,  and  would  I  meet  the 
difference?  He  said  if  I  came  within  a 
thousand  dollars  of  the  difference  he 
would  take  the  job,  and  I  did. 

There  is  something  wrong  with  a  so- 
ciety where  that  is  the  case.  Right 
now,  depending  on  your  family  mix  and 
what  State  one  is  in  and  a  few  vari- 
ables, somebody  on  welfare  can  usually 
get  around  S15,000.  A  minimum  wage  is 
more  like  SIO.OOO. 

I  would  take  that  differential,  and  by 
this  I  do  not  mean  AFDC.  We  hear  Aid 
to  Families  with  Dependent  Children 
as  the  welfare  program.  We  have  hous- 
ing programs,  we  have  Medicaid  with 
health  care,  we  have  child  care  pro- 
grams, we  have  transportation  pro- 
grams, we  have  job  training  programs. 
I  mean  the  whole  range  of  those  bene- 
fits. We  ought  to  have  a  basic  point 
that  says  it  is  not  going  to  be  above 
minimum  wage,  take  the  dollar  dif- 
ferential and  help  those  who  are  work- 
ing. 

The  people  who  are  working  should 
be  getting  the  health  benefits  in  the 
transition,  so  that  each  dollar  they 
make,  they  get  to  keep  most  of  it,  so 
that  we  have  the  change  in  the  Federal 
benefit  level  being  slightly  less  than 
the  change  in  what  they  are  earning,  so 
there  is  always  an  incentive  to  earn 
more  which  we  do  not  currently  have 
in  our  system. 

It  seems  so  eminently  logical  that  we 
think  somewhere  along  the  linie  some- 
one would  try  to  do  this,  that  instead 
of  rewarding  not  working  we  would  re- 
ward working,  and  we  would  build  that 
incentive  in  for  the  working  families 
and  try  to  encourage  people  to  work 
rather  than  order  them  to  work.  We 
can  continue  to  try  to  order  iwople  to 
work  but  we  also  need  to  encourage 
people  to  work. 

We  also  need  to  trust  more  in  the 
people  back  home.  Quite  frankly,  the 
people  in  Indiana,  in  fact  the  people  in 
northeast  Indiana,  know  a  whole  lot 
more  about  how  to  deal  with  the  wel- 
fare problem  than  the  people  here  in 
Washington  know  how  to  deal  with  the 
problem  in  northeast  Indiana.  This  is 
generally  true  but  it  is  not  just  rhet- 
oric anyone. 

We  have  Governors  all  across  this 
Nation  who  have  been  innovative  in 
their  attempts  to  handle  the  welfare 
question,  whereas  Washington  has 
floundered  and  been  ineffective  on  the 
welfare  question  here  in  Washington. 

We  had  the  President  praise  the  Wis- 
consin program  and  he  said  he  would 
try  to  grant  them  a  waiver,  and  he  was 
a  bit  stunned  when  we  actually  passed 
it  through  the  House.  We  are  tired  of 
the  talk:  we  want  to  see  the  walk.  We 
passed  it  through  last  week  and  now 
the  Wisconsin  model  can  go  forward. 

D  1945 

Furthermore,  we  heard  a  little  bit 
more  about  Medicaid  a  little  bit  earlier 


tonight.  Do  you  know  in  a  Government 
Reform  subcommittee  that  has  over- 
sight of  this,  what  stunned  me  was,  do 
you  know  that  in  the  Medicaid  Pro- 
gram, even  though  it  has  been  increas- 
ing, the  actual  dollars  to  poor  children 
and  the  actual  dollars  to  the  seniors 
have  been  declining.  Do  you  know  why? 
Because  this  Congress  made — not  this 
particular  Congress,  but  the  Congress 
here  in  Washington  over  the  last  cou- 
ple years — made  people  who  abuse 
drugs  and  alcohol  eligible  for  Medicaid. 

A  tremendous  growth  in  the  Medicaid 
Program  was  mandated  out  of  Wash- 
ington that  the  State  of  Indiana  and 
other  States,  Indiana,  for  example,  did 
not  cover  that,  had  to  absorb  the  cost 
of  drug  and  alcohol  abusers. 

So  we  hear  rhetoric  about  Medicaid 
helping  poor  children  and  rhetoric 
about  Medicaid  helping  seniors,  but  in 
fact  a  Washington  mandate  said  that 
they  had  to  cover  drug  and  alcohol 
abusers.  Part  of  the  reason,  in  fact  a 
major  reason  why  we  are  giving  flexi- 
bility to  the  States  on  the  question  of 
Medicaid  is  so  they  can  set  their  stand- 
ards. And  in  Indiana,  there  will  be 
more  dollars  for  low  income  children 
and  more  dollars  for  seniors  under  the 
Republican  plan  because  not  every 
drug  abuser  and  everybody  who  is  abus- 
ing alcohol,  who  I  feel  very  sorry  for 
them,  but  there  is  a  little  bit  of  a  ques- 
tion here,  when  working  families  can- 
not get  health  coverage  and  people  who 
choose  life  styles  that  are  self-destruc- 
tive can  get  health  coverage,  there  is 
some  kind  of  a  mismatch.  It  is  your  tax 
dollars  that  are  being  spent  this  way. 

So  my  first  point,  and  I  will  not  be- 
labor this  first  point  any  further,  is 
that  I  think  we  can  generally  agree 
that  the  welfare  program,  as  it  cur- 
rently stands,  is  not  working. 

Let  me  move  to  the  drug  issue.  I  have 
talked  here  on  the  House  floor  a  num- 
ber of  times,  and  my  friend  from  Flor- 
ida. John  Mica,  earlier  talked  about 
this  tonight.  But  in  Fort  Wayne  and  in 
northeast  Indiana  we  have  had  a  tre- 
mendous problem  with  crack  cocaine, 
in  particular,  as  well  as  other  forms  of 
cocaine.  We  have  had  a  huge  increase 
in  LSD,  and  we  have  been  battling  this 
problem  for  longer  than  most  cities.  It 
came  down  from  Detroit  12  to  14  years 
ago  and  has  been  expanding. 

This  mentality  of  the  drug  abuse, 
particularly,  and  it  is  not  just  in  the, 
while  much  of  the  activity  is  taking 
place  in  the  central  city  of  Fort 
Wayne,  those  who  are  abusing  it  are 
not  just  those  residents  there.  The  peo- 
ple from  the  suburbs  and  small  towns 
have  come  in  and  they  destroy  those 
neighborhoods  by  patronizing  the  deal- 
ers in  those  neighborhoods.  It  has  now 
started  to  expand  outside  of  the  central 
city  of  Fort  Wayne.  It  is  concentrated 
in  the  central  city  of  Fort  Wayne. 

There  that  culture  of  crime  and  the 
desire  for  quick  money  has — not  every 
case  of  these  have  been  proven  to  be 
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drug  related,  but  they  are  usually  drug 
abusers  and  the  culture  has  infected  it. 
We  see  at  two  different  times  about  a 
year  apart  pizza  delivery  boys  being 
shot  for  the  cash  they  have  on  them. 
We  had  a  13  year  old  shot  by  a  younger 
child.  Police  Chief  Neil  Moore  in  Fort 
Wayne  told  me  a  terrible  story  about  a 
little  girl  who  he  found  naked  in  a 
crack  house,  who  had  been  selling  her 
body  for  rocks  of  crack  cocaine.  And 
she  was  so  small  that  they  could  fit  a. 
they  cut  holes  out  of  a  burlap  bag  to 
put  her  arms  and  legs  through  and  she 
was  selling  her  body  for  drugs. 

Yet  what  do  we  see  coming  out  of 
Washington?  We  see.  if  you  are  going 
to  smoke,  do  not  smoke  cigarettes, 
smoke  marijuana.  I  did  not  inhale.  Oh, 
we  are  going  to  take  the  things  that  we 
are  using  down  there  and  divert  one  of 
the  AWACS  things  up  to  Alaska  to 
look  for  oil  spills.  We  are  going  to  send 
one  over  to  Bosnia.  And  relax  some  of 
the  interdiction  efforts  of  the  drugs  are 
pouring  into  my  hometown  and  around 
this  country. 

And  it  is  not  surprising  that  we  have 
seen  an  increase  in  the  amount  of  co- 
caine coming  into  America.  We  have 
seen  an  increase  in  the  purity  of  that 
cocaine  coming  into  America.  And  we 
have  seen  a  decline  in  the  price.  While 
Washington  is  talking  and  posturing  in 
other  ways,  we  have  been  drowning. 
And  we  have  reversed,  instead  of  going 
down  as  we  were  for  years  in  drug 
abuse,  we  are  going  back  up.  Instead  of 
young  people  going  down  in  their  ap- 
proval of  marijuana  and  cocaine,  it  has 
gone  back  up.  We  are  inundated  again 
when  you  to  go  the  mall,  it  feels  like  I 
am  back  in  the  late  1960's  again.  You 
see  marijuana  leaves  on  hats  and  on 
shirts  and  on  the  front  of  album  covers. 
All  of  a  sudden  we  are  back  in  a  drug 
culture. 

I  was  fortunate  enough  to  go  with 
Congressmen  Hastert  and  Zeliff  and 
Mica  down  to  Mexico  and  Central 
America  and  South  America.  And  we 
met  with  the  leaders  of  those  countries 
and  were  saying  that  they  needed  to 
crack  down  on  the  cocaine  and  the  coca 
leaves  and  the  coca  growing  and  all  the 
transit  into  America.  But  do  you  know 
what  else  they  said,  they  said,  your  ap- 
petite for  drugs  in  America  is  also  de- 
stro3ring  our  countries.  And  while  they 
need  to  work  harder  at  interdiction  ef- 
forts, we  also  need  to  realize  that  we 
are  not  just  destroying  America,  we 
are  destroying  the  countries  who  want 
that  money  that  our  abuse  and  insatia- 
ble demand  for  drugs  is  causing. 

When  we  look  at  this  soaring  drug 
and  alcohol  abuse  in  our  society  and 
the  terrorism  that  it  is  causing  in  our 
neighborhoods  and  when  you  go  in, 
have  I  visited  a  number  of  African- 
American  schools  in  inner  city  Fort 
Wayne.  One  thing  that  always  strikes 
me  is  almost  every  student  there  will 
have  some  story  about  how  they  are 
scared  to  go  out  at  night,  how  a  cousin 


was  shot,  how  somebody  was  going 
through  the  neighborhood  and  got  shot, 
that  their  lives  are  filled  with  terror 
because  we  axe  refusing  to  grapple  with 
this  problem  in  America. 

So  drug  abuse  is  a  big  problem.  So 
what  are  we  going  to  do?  Well,  the  first 
thing  is  we  need  growth  and  oppor- 
tunity. Yes.  that  means  one  of  the 
things  we  need  is  tax  cuts.  I  know  that 
that  just  drives  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  crazy,  but  it  works.  And  we  need 
various  types,  both  in  the  general  soci- 
ety so  there  is  economic  growth,  also 
in  the  urban  areas  and  places  where  un- 
employment is  high.  That  is  not  my 
focus  tonight.  But  tax  cuts  do  work.  If 
the  Government  sucks  all  the  dollars 
here  to  Washington  and  does  not  turn 
it  into  industries  where  you  have  high 
productivity  rates,  where  you  have  a 
high  velocity  of  the  money,  to  use  the 
business  term  sense.  I  have  both  an  un- 
dergraduate business  degree  and  a  mas- 
ter's degree  and  velocity  of  money  is 
one  of  the  key  things  that  you  can  get 
out  of  private  sector  that  you  do  not 
get  out  of  public  sector.  Unless  we  have 
that  economic  growth  we  can  sit  here 
and  talk  and  we  can  play  money  shuffle 
games  all  we  want,  but  unless  that 
money  grows,  all  we  are  doing  is  re- 
shuffling a  deck  rather  than,  as  Ken- 
nedy and  Kemp,  would  say  having  a  ris- 
ing tide  that  lifts  all  boats. 

Then  I  also  agree,  I  think  it  was  Con- 
gressman Rangel  who  has  said  that  we 
also  have  to  worry  about  those  boats 
that  got  stuck  on  the  shoals.  In  other 
words,  while  a  rising  tide  might  lift 
most  boats,  some  do  not  lift.  And  I  am 
not  going  to  argue  that  there  should 
not  be  a  minimal  safety  net. 

In  think,  as  Nicholas  Eberstat  has  ar- 
gued in  an  eloquent  pai)er  that  I  heard 
him  present  a  number  of  years  ago, 
there  is  a  difference  between  destitu- 
tion and  poverty.  Poverty  is  a  relative 
term.  You  will  never  get  rid  of  poverty. 
But  destitution  is  an  absolute  term. 
Nobody  should  freeze;  nobody  should 
die  of  hunger:  nobody  should  not  have 
some  sort  of  a  roof  over  their  heads. 
They  do  not  necessarily  need  a  color 
TV.  They  do  not  necessarily  need  indi- 
vidual private  rooms  for  each  of  the 
kids.  There  is  a  standard  here.  But  we 
ought  to  have  the  decency  to  say  there 
is  going  to  be  a  nainimal  safety  net  in 
society. 

Furthermore,  for  those  people  who 
want  to  move  up,  for  those  people  who 
want  to  work,  we  need  some  job  train- 
ing programs.  I  differ  from  some  of  my 
Republican  colleagues,  I  think  we  have 
a  lot  of  problems  with  affirmative  ac- 
tion, but  I  believe  affirmative  action 
has  played  an  important  role.  And  I  be- 
lieve it  would  be  a  mistake  to  suddenly 
eliminate  all  these  programs. 

I  also  believe  in  certain  thingrs  we 
need  reach  out  efforts  to  reach  out  to 
particular  minority  communities  often 
who  felt  disenfranchised  in  society  and 
when  all  of  a  sudden  you  say  here  is  an 


opportunity  does  not  mean  they  nec- 
essarily rise  up.  They  may  have  faced 
past  discrimination.  They  may  have 
faced  past  persecution,  or  they  may 
simply  not  have  had  the  family  expo- 
sure around  them  to  see  how  to  cap- 
italize on  those  opportunities.  I  do  not 
believe  it  is  inappropriate  for  Govern- 
ment to  sometimes  help  give  a  hand 
up.  But  the  goal  needs  to  be  how  do  we 
move  somebody  with  the  hand  up.  How 
do  we  move  them  into  the  workplace? 
How  do  we  make  them  productive  citi- 
zens? How  do  they  become  full  and  par- 
ticipating members  of  society,  not  to 
breed  the  dependence  which  the  cur- 
rent government  programs  have  large- 
ly done. 

Furthermore,  I  believe  that  we  need 
to  look  at  some  of  the  innovative  pro- 
posals that  have  been  put  out.  I  am  a 
cosponsor  of  Congressman  Talent  of 
Missouri  and  Congressman  Watts  of 
Oklahoma's  different  package  to  pro- 
mote urban  opportunity.  I  also,  my 
former  boss  in  the  U.S.  Senate.  Dan 
Coats,  has  an  initiative  to  do  that.  I 
think  we  should  encourage  and  the 
party  should  encourage  those. 

I  myself  have  pushed  the  charitable 
deduction,  an  increase  in  the  chari- 
table deduction.  Let  me  tell  you  why.  I 
have  seen  programs  in  urban  centers 
around  this  Nation  that  have  had  a 
huge  impact.  Very  seldom  have  they 
been  Government  programs.  Let  me 
give  you  a  couple  examples. 

Rev.  Lee  Earl  of  Detroit,  who  is  now 
working  with  Bob  Woodson  at  the  Na- 
tional Center  on  Neighborhood  Enter- 
prise, at  one  conference  where  they  had 
grass  roots  activists,  foundations,  peo- 
ple from  the  government,  he  was  get- 
ting this  pitch  about  why  religious 
groups  should  not  have  any  access  to 
the  funds. 

He  said,  let  me  tell  you.  and  this  is  a 
paraphrase,  I  do  not  want  to  pull  all 
these  words  in  Lee's  mouth,  but  the 
paraphrase  is  this.  He  said,  my  church 
operates  a  child  care  center.  My  church 
does  job  training.  We  have  housing.  We 
do  drug  rehab.  We  do  all  these  different 
things,  and  we  are  having  an  impact  on 
the  city.  Yet  what  I  see  out  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government,  talking  to  HUT)  in 
particular,  are  housing  projects  that 
are  crumbling,  drug  treatment  pro- 
grams that  do  not  work,  job  training 
programs  that  do  not  work,  and  I  see 
the  whole  range  of  failed  programs.  Yet 
you  tell  me  that  unless  I  do  it  your 
way  we  do  not  get  access  to  the  funds. 

Part  of  the  problem  here  is  that  I. 
like  many  Americans,  am  nervous 
about  who  might  get  the  dollars  if  you 
do  it  through  the  regular  Government 
transfer  programs. 

Let  me  give  you  another  problem 
with  the  Government  transfer  pro- 
grams. I  just  spoke  at  the  Abundant 
Life  Ministries,  a  jail  ministry  pro- 
gram, about  2  weeks  ago.  They  have 
turned  down  a  big  Government  grant. 
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They  have  been  tremendously  effec- 
tive. I  have  met  with  a  couple  of  indi- 
viduals who  have  been  through  13  dif- 
ferent drug  treatment  programs  and 
they  know  how  to  beat  every  system. 
But  when  they  gave  their  life  to  Jesus 
Christ  they  changed.  And  Abundant 
Life  Ministries  can  get  the  Government 
money  to  help  more  people  like  them 
as  long  as  they  do  not  mention  Jesus 
Christ.  As  long  as  they  take  out  the 
components  that  works,  they  can  have 
the  money. 

Now.  this  is  going  to  be  the  way  the 
Government  operates.  So  one  of  the 
things  we  need  to  do — let  me  give  you 
another  example.  There  is  a  teen  preg- 
nancy program  in  northeast  Indiana 
operated  by  a  Christian  organization 
that  just  got  a  grant.  They  can  only 
talk  about  teen  pregnancy  if  they  do 
not  mention  anything  about  religious 
in  the  teen  pregnancy.  Excuse  me? 

If  this  is  going  to  be  the  way  the 
Government  grants  programs  work,  we 
need  to  make  sure  that  more  of  the 
dollars  get  into  the  private  sector 
where  they  are  actually  having  an  im- 
pact. 

In  San  Antonio  alone,  with  Juan  Riv- 
ers and  Freddie  Garcia's  program  down 
there.  I  personally  met  over  200  addicts 
and  dealers  who  have  now  become 
Christians,  who  are  back  in  their  com- 
munities, who  have  been  working  and 
having  an  impact  on  drug  abuse.  Yet 
the  department  of  alcohol  and  mental 
health  in  Texas  for  awhile  was  consid- 
ering shutting  them  down  because  they 
do  not  have  degrees.  They  are  not  li- 
censed drug  counselors. 

Do  you  know  what?  The  magic  of  this 
is  they  were  not  doing  drug  counseling. 
They  were  changing  people's  lives. 
When  people's  lives  changed,  they  got 
rid  of  drugrs. 

We  need  to  figure  out  how  we  balance 
the  rights  of  individuals  not  to  fund 
churches  on  the  other  side  and  at  the 
same  time  get  money  into  the  hands  of 
programs  that  are  actually  working. 

In  my  home  district,  for  example. 
Rev.  Temae  Jordan's  son  was  at  a 
music  lesson  at  a  local  YMCA.  He  was 
sitting  on  the  couch  out  by  the  door 
and  was  shot  in  the  back  of  the  head  by 
two  kids  who  were  shooting  outside. 
The  whole  city  was  traumatized  by  the 
event.  The  son  recovered,  but  it  led  to 
Reverend  Jordan  starting  a  program 
called  Stop  the  Madness,  trying  to 
crack  down  and  encourage  neighbor- 
hood groups  to  work  on  the  drug  pro- 
gram. 

Mr.  Speaker,  recently  I  was  privi- 
leged to  attend  the  seventh  anniver- 
sary celebration  at  the  Greater  Pro- 
gressive Baptist  Church  in  Fort  Wayne. 
IN  honoring  Rev.  Temae  Jordan.  Pas- 
tor Jordan  has  been  a  leader  in  Fort 
Wayne  in  many  ways,  not  the  least 
being  through  his  antidrug  organiza- 
tion. Stop  the  Madness.  I  particularly 
enjoyed  this  eloquent  tribute  by  Cheryl 
Story,    which   I   now   include   in   the 
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Now.  LET'S  Talk  about  the  Pastor 
(By  Cheryl  Story) 

As  a  Pastor.  Rev.  Jordan,  along:  with  An- 
gela, must  not  only  have  Faith,  (belief  with- 
out proof,  but  they  must  have  Hope:  Desire 
joined  with  expectation,  the  opposite  of 
doubt  with  an  anticipated  promise  of  ex- 
pected benefits  and  blessings. ) 

Now  Rev.  Jordan's  substance  material  is 
ordained  by  God.  Therefore,  regardless  of  the 
magnitude  of  the  metamorphosis  of  his  phys- 
iological structure,  that  is  whether  he  gets 
old.  his  hair  turn  gray,  if  his  teeth  fall  out. 
whether  he  gets  ugly  or  remains  handsome, 
Temae  Sr.'s  substance  will  not  change.  It 
does  not  matter  how  much  he  accomplishes 
and  achieves  in  this  life  or  how  many  mis- 
takes he  makes,  how  much  good  he  does  or 
how  many  lies  you  tell  on  him,  his  substance 
remains  the  same  for  he  will  always  be  a 
Preacher  and  a  Pastor. 

The  Pastor  is  on  duty  24  hrs.  Day  it  Night. 
He  polices  the  Community,  he  provides  as- 
sistance/comfort to  those  in  need.  He  must 
be  an  Educational  Instructor,  Therapist/ 
Counselor.  Philosopher/Psychiatrist,  Medi- 
ator, some  folk's  1st  Attorney,  a  Marriage 
Officiator.  a  Funeral  Eulogist,  a  Sick  Room 
Specialist  and  a  Dying  Hour  Confidant. 

The  Pastor  must  be  a  Persuaded  Preacher, 
for  he  Is  a  Salvation  Salesman,  a  Paradise 
Pusher,  a  Jesus  Junkie,  a  gansta  for  God,  a 
Jehovah  Witness,  your  best  friend  and  Sa- 
tan's worse  enemy.  For  Faith  can  and  will 
move  Mountains. 

What  is  it  that  turns  an  ordinary  man  into 
an  Addictive  Apostle  who  is  obviously  strung 
out  on  a  Jesus,  who  hung  out  on  a  Hill,  who 
sends  us  a  comforter,  who  calls  himself  The 
Holy  Ghost,  that  runs  with  a  Spirit  that 
spoke  Himself  into  being  GOD.  who  ordained 
this  man  before  he  entered  his  mother's 
womb?  I  tell  ya  it  was  "Faith!"  For  March  of 
1989,  Rev.  &  Angela  took  leave  of  their  home, 
accepted  the  Greater  Progressive  Baptist 
Family,  stepped  out  on  Faith  and  told  their 
God.  "Send  me.  I'll  go,"  and  left  their  Com- 
fort Zone  behind  them. 

•the  evidence  of  things  not  seen" 

Evidence  is  the  Proof  of  a  Pastor's  Faith. 
Let  me  grive  you  a  little  documentation  and 
you  can  determine  the  truth.  When  Pastor 
arrived,  if  you  joined  one  of  the  four  Auxil- 
iaries you  were  guaranteed  to  automatically 
become  an  officer.  Now  we  grown  spiritually 
from  skeletal  Auxiliaries  to  full  scale  Min- 
istries. We've  got  an  up-front  discipled  Dea- 
con Brd.,  a  unified  Trustee  Brd.,  morning  & 
night  Bible  Study  &  Prayer  Meetings.  I  re- 
member when  our  one  choir  consisted  of  the 
Nelson  &  Trice  families  with  5  or  6  others 
mixed  in,  now  God  has  blessed  us  to  have  a 
full  choirstand  of  children's  choir,  a  dynamic 
young  adult  choir,  a  30  &  over  Generation 
choir  a  full  Mass  Choir.  We  got  Pam.  2  Dres, 
Tony,  2  Pianists.  Gor'don  and  Sheila  all  in 
the  same  House.  I'm  talking  about  Faith  & 
Evidence  now. 

The  Lord  has  blessed  us  with  CWF,  a 
Brotherhood  Men's  Support  Group  and 
Promisekeepers.  We  had  an  old  organ  and 
ragged  mikes,  now  we  got  high  tech  equip- 
ment and  state  of  the  art  sound  room.  Some- 
times we  couldn't  e.ven  make  payroll  or  pay 
our  bills  and  God  has  given  us  financial  in- 
crease thru  tithing  members.  Seven  years 
ago.  if  you  came  to  Church  at  12:30  p.m.  you 
could  pick  &  choose  your  own  "Praying 
ground"  now  it's  standing  room  only  by  11:00 
a.m.  We  got  Birthing  of  a  Vision  and  Stop 
the  Madness  now  has  nationwide  video  pres- 
entations. 

We've  got  an  intergrated  Congregation  and 
we     participated     in     inter-racial     Church 
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Fellowhips.  Pastor  Jordan  is  a  Jefferson 
Community  Service  Award  winner,  the 
NAACP's  Golden  Anniversary  Man  of  the 
Year  and  everybody  else's  Man  of  the  Year. 
Certainly  God  has  ordered  the  Steps  of  Rev. 
Temae  Tsgarias  Jordan  and  We've  Come 
This  Far  by  Faith: 

Also  in  addition  to  the  Stop  the  Mad- 
ness program  in  Fort  Wayne,  I  just  vis- 
ited a  couple  of  weeks  ago  with  Rev. 
Jesse  White  and  his  daughter's  wonder- 
ful computer  program.  Rather  than 
just  talk  about  the  problems.  Rev. 
John  Perkins  from  Pasadena,  CA,  said 
too  many  people  get  their  satisfaction 
from  feeling  good  about  talking  about 
the  problems  rather  than  doing  some- 
thing about  the  problenniS. 

Reverend  White  has  a  computer  pro- 
gram where  people  come  back,  get  the 
training  and  then  either  get  a  job  or 
move  up  in  their  jobs  because  they 
have  the  skills  with  which  to  work  in 
the  job  market. 

It  is  one  thing  to  whine  about  stuff; 
it  is  another  thing  to  do  it.  People  like 
their  church  and  their  program  need  to 
be  encouraged,  as  another  pastor  in 
Fort  Wayne,  who  is  a  friend  of  mine. 
Rev.  Otha  Aden  has  a  similar  prograun 
in  the  southeast  side  of  Fort  Wayne 
working  with  kids  in  the  after  school 
southside  opportunities  program  where 
he,  too,  has  working  with  local  busi- 
nesses, hais  computers  there  and  is  try- 
ing to  promote  among  the  young  peo- 
ple in  that  hard  hit  area  the  impor- 
tance of  getting  the  training  so  that 
they  can  be  important  factors  in  the 
growth  of  Fort  Wayne  and  in  their 
neighborhoods  and  their  families. 

Another  friend  of  mine,  Shirley 
Woods,  has  started  a  center  right  in 
the  middle  of  an  area.  There  are  five 
different  crack  houses  in  the  imme- 
diate vicinity  of  where  she  started  this 
neighborhood  center  for  Saturdays  and 
afternoons  after  school  and  in  the  sum- 
mer, and  it  is  not  just  an  activities 
center  for  the  kids.  She  also  has  some 
educational  training  and  family  train- 
ing programs  with  the  families  and  try- 
ing to  work  with  the  virtues  and  the 
things  that  families  need  to  rehabili- 
tate their  families. 

There  are  just  a  few.  Another  pro- 
gram in  Fort  Wayne  at  the  Cooper 
Teen  Center,  they  have  been  out  here  a 
couple  times  to  visit  with  me.  Andre 
Patterson  and  Carl  Johnson  have  a  pro- 
gram, Simba,  of  black  pride  and  self-es- 
teem with  these  kids  and  giving  them 
training  skills. 

There  is  hope.  I  have  been  into  New- 
ark, South  Bronx,  I  have  been  in  the 
center  of,  just  after  the  riots  in  LA, 
into  San  Antonio,  inner  city  Chicago, 
some  of  the  toughest  housing  projects, 
as  well  as  in  a  rural  area  in  Appalachia 
for  multiple  days,  that  everywhere  you 
go,  even  where  it  seems  most  dismal, 
somebody  is  having  an  impact. 

There  are  these  little  flower  gardens 
in  the  middle  of  the  toughest  area 
where  people  are  having  an  impact. 
What  we  need  to  do  in  America  is  fig- 
ure out  how  to  encouraige  those  little 
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gardens,  how  to  give  them  the  funds 
and  encourage  people  to  give  them  the 
funds  so  that  they  grow. 

D  2000 

Rather  than  stomping  them  out 
through  massive  government  from  im- 
plying to  America  that  the  solution  to 
America's  problems  is  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, or  any  government  really, 
that  it  can  be  a  supplement,  it  can  be 
a  time  to  be  there  when  you  are  in 
great  need,  it  can  give  a  stimulus  and 
some  training.  But  it  is  not  the  ulti- 
mate answer  to  our  problems. 

That  is  the  vision  that  we  Repub- 
licans are  trying  to  communicate,  that 
the  answers  to  America  lie  in  people's 
heart,  they  lie  in  the  families,  they  lie 
in  the  communities,  they  lie  in  the 
local  governments,  and  only  then  to 
Washington,  and  hopefully  we  can  ac- 
complish that,  and  we  will  continue  to 
try  to  communicate  that  message,  and 
I  thank  the  people  in  northeast  Indiana 
for  giving  me  the  chance  and  for  hav- 
ing so  many  of  us  here  who  share  these 
views,  and  hopefully  for  my  daughter 
who  just  graduated  and  for  my  sons 
who  are  still  coming  up,  that  they  can 
look  at  America  with  hope  and  with 
opportunity  rather  than  the  type  of 
America  that  we  can  see  on  MTV  and 
the  type  of  pessimism  I  fear  we  are 
going  to  have  if  we  fall  back  into  the 
trap  of  the  deficit  spending  in  the  col- 
lapse of  the  families  and  morality. 


CHURCH  BURNINGS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana  [Mr.  FIELDS]  is 
recognized  for  60  minutes. 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, Members  of  the  House,  tonight  I  am 
joined  by  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Jackson],  who  will 
also  talk  about  an  issue  that  we  both 
have  a  great  deal  of  compassion  about 
as  well  as  other  Members  of  this  Con- 
gress who  will  join  us  later  to  talk 
about  an  issue  that  we  are  somewhat 
complexed  about  because  of  the 
amount  of  church  burnings  across 
America,  particularly  in  the  southern 
part  of  our  country.  So  tonight,  Mr. 
Speaker  and  Members  of  the  House,  we 
would  like  to  take  the  remainder  of 
this  hour  to  talk  about  the  church 
burnings  across  the  southern  part  of 
the  country. 

Mr.  Speaker,  over  63  churches  over 
the  past  5  years  were  burned.  All  of 
these  were  African-American  churches: 
20  of  those  cases  have  been  solved  at 
this  point.  And  before  I  go  any  further. 
I  would  like  to  commend  the  Justice 
Department,  who  has  been  working  ex- 
traordinarily hard  in  trying  to  bring  a 
resolution  to  the  many  recent  church 
burnings  across  the  country,  and  in 
particular  I  want  to  commend  Deval 
Patrick,  who  is  the  Assistant  Attorney 
General  for  Civil  Rights.  That  depart- 


ment has  been  working  profusely  night 
and  day  to  try  to  ascertain  as  much  in- 
formation as  possible  as  relates  to 
these  burnings,  and  I  would  like  to 
commend  him  and  his  staff  for  all  the 
work  that  they  are  doing,  and  I  would 
like  to  also  commend  him  for  the  sup- 
port that  he  has  given  to  legislation  to 
make  penalties  much  more  tougher  and 
bring  people  to  justice  much  quicker. 
And  he  will  be  on  the  Hill  tomorrow,  as 
I  appreciate  it,  trying  to  convince  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary  to  pass 
legislation  in  that  regard. 

I  would  also  like  to  commend  Jim 
Johnson,  who  is  with  the  Department 
of  the  Treasury,  who  is  the  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Enforcement.  They  are 
working  night  and  day  to  try  to  get  as 
much  information  as  possible  as  relates 
to  the  church  burnings,  and  he  has 
worked  relentlessly  in  trying  to  obtain 
as  much  information  as  possible:  and, 
of  course,  the  personnel  over  at  the  en- 
tire division,  Janet  Reno,  who  on  yes- 
terday and  on  today  met  with  many  of 
the  pastors  of  the  churches  that  were 
burned  from  across  the  South,  and  I  ap- 
preciate her  compassion  and  the  dili- 
gence she  has  shown  in  trjang  to  bring 
people  who  are  the  perpetrators  of 
these  crimes  to  justice. 

The  President  should  be  commended 
as  well  for  his  commitment  to  expend- 
ing as  much  resources  as  possible 
through  this  administration  to  ascer- 
tain any  information  that  is  possible  to 
bring  these  senseless  burnings  to  an 
end. 

Mr.  Speaker  and  ^lembers,  I  would 
like  to  share  with  the  Members  of  the 
House  very  briefly  the  most  recent 
churches  that  were  burned  across  the 
country.  I  mentioned  that  there  was  63 
in  the  past  5  years,  20  of  those  cases  un- 
resolved, and  I  think  as  of  last  night  21 
because  a  fire  was,  as  I  appreciate  it,  a 
church  was  set  afire  on  last  night  in 
the  State  of  Texas. 

In  the  State  of  Alabama,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, there  are  a  total  of  5  churches  that 
were  burned.  On  December  22.  1995. 
Mount  Zion  Baptist  Church,  which  is 
an  African-American  church,  was 
burned  in  that  particular  State.  On 
January  11,  1996,  Little  Mount  Zion 
Baptist  Church  in  Green  Coimty  was 
set  afire.  On  that  same  day  Mount  Zoar 
Baptist  church  in  Green  County  was 
set  afire.  In  both  of  these  cases  or  both 
of  these  churches,  the  ATF  agents  have 
already  ruled  that  arson  was  the  cause 
of  these  fires.  On  February  28,  1996. 
New  Liberty  Baptist  Church  in  Tyler 
was  set  afire,  and  on  March  25,  1996, 
Missionary  Baptist  Church  in  Selma.  A 
total  of  five  churches  in  the  State  of 
Alabama  have  been  burned  since  De- 
cember 22, 1995.  to  this  present  day. 

In  the  State  of  Georgia  there  was  one 
case  of  arson.  On  March  27,  1996,  Gay's 
Hill  Baptist  Church  in  Millen  was 
burned. 

And  in  Louisiana,  my  State  and  my 
own  district,  we  have  had  over  five 


church  burnings.  One  was  Saint 
Charles  Baptist  Church,  which  was  the 
fifth  church  that  was  burned,  and  that 
was  burned  on  April  11,  1996,  which  is 
the  most  recent  burning  in  the  State  of 
Louisiana.  On  February  1,  1996,  Cyprus 
Grove  Baptist  Church  in  East  Baton 
Rouge  Parish  was  set  afire,  and  Saint 
Paul  Free  Baptist  Church  in  East 
Baton  Rouge  Parish  and  Sweet  Home 
Baptist  Church  in  Baker,  which  is  adja- 
cent to  East  Baton  Rouge  Parish,  and 
St.Thomas  Chapel  Benevolent  Society 
in  East  Baton  Rouge  Parish.  All  four  of 
these  churches.  Mr.  Speaker  and  Mem- 
bers of  the  House,  were  set  afire  the 
same  night,  and  on  April  11.  1996.  as  I 
stated  earlier.  Saint  Charles  Baptist 
church  was  set  afire  as  well. 

In  the  State  of  Mississippi  we  have 
identified  two  to  three  cases  of  arson. 
On  March  5,  1996.  St.  Paul  Church  was 
burned,  and  on  March  30.  1996,  El 
Bethal  Church  was  burned. 

And  in  North  Carolina  there  were 
four  incidents.  One  that  comes  to  mind 
the  quickest  was  the  93-year-old  wood- 
en sanctuary  that  was  once  used  by  the 
congregation  of  Matthews-Murkland, 
which  was  a  Presbyterian  church,  and 
that  was  in  Charlotte,  North  Carolina, 
and  that  church  was  burned  on  June  7, 
which  was  the  most  recent  burning  in 
1996. 

And  in  South  Carolina  there  were 
five  churches.  Mount  Zion  AME  Church 
was  burned,  and  on  August  15.  1995.  St. 
John  Baptist  Church:  June  22.  1995. 
Macedonia  Baptist  Church;  and  April 

13,  1996,  Rosemary  Baptist  Church.  Fi- 
nally, on  April  26,  1996,  another  Baptist 
church  was  burned  in  the  State  of 
South  Carolina,  and  the  gentleman 
from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Clyburn]. 
who  had  worked  profusely  on  this  and 
also  in  the  CBC  to  inform  Members  of 
these  church  burnings,  has  been  work- 
ing very  hard  with  ATF  and  with  the 
FBI  and  the  Justice  Department  to  try 
to  get  as  much  information  as  possible, 
and  perhaps  he  will  join  us  in  this  col- 
loquy later  tonight. 

The  State  of  Tennessee  had  a  total  of 
six  burnings.  January  13,  1995,  Johnson 
Grove  Baptist  Church  in  Denmark  and 
Macedonia  Baptist  Church  in  Crockett 
County:  they  both  burned  the  same 
night,  on  the  13th  of  January.  On  Janu- 
ary 31,  1995.  Mount  Calvary  Baptist 
Church  was  burned,  and  on  December 
30,  1995,  Selma  Baptist  Church  in  Fruit- 
land  was  burned,  and  on  January  8. 
1996.  Iimer  City  Church  in  Knoxville 
was  burned  to  the  ground,  and  on  May 

14.  1996.  Mount  Pleasant  Baptist 
Church,  which  is  being  investigated  at 
this  point,  is  still  under  investigation, 
and  they  have  not  yet  ruled  this  church 
to  be  a  church  that  was  burned  by 
arson. 

And  last,  the  State  of  Texas,  on  June 
6.  1996,  New  Lighthouse  of  Prayer  in 
Greenville. 

And  a  Church  of  Living  God  was 
burned  in  Virginia  on  February  21, 1996; 
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Glorious  Church  of  God  and  Christ  in 
Richmond  was  burned. 

The  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Jackson],  we  have  talked  about  what 
could  we  do  as  Members  of  Congress  to 
try  to  assist  in  stopping  this  avalanche 
of  church  burnings  across  the  southern 
part  of  our  country,  and  we  were  happy 
to  learn  that  the  ATF  decided  to  pub- 
licize a  1-800  number,  so  we  urge  Mem- 
bers of  this  Congress  to  please  inform 
their  constituencies  of  the  1-800  num- 
ber that  their  constituents  can  take 
advantage  of  if  they  know  of  any  infor- 
mation whatsoever  about  any  of  these 
church  burnings,  and  I  am  told  that 
toll  free  number  is  800-ATF-FmE, 
which  is  a  24-hour  a  day,  7-day-a-week 
number  where  any  citizen  in  this  coun- 
try who  has  any  information  whatso- 
ever about  church  burnings  in  America 
can,  in  fact,  call  this  number,  and 
agents  will  respond. 

We  feel  that  this  country  should  have 
zero  tolerance  for  anyone  who  would 
have  the  audacity  and  the  gall  to  burn 
anything,  but  particularly,  particu- 
larly, a  church.  For  a  person  to  light  a 
match  to  a  place  of  worship  in  this 
country  shows  no  respect,  first  of  all, 
to  himself,  to  the  individual  who 
chooses  to  do  it,  and  certainly  does  not 
show  any  respect  to  human  life.  And 
we  are  committed  to  work  with  the 
Justice  Department,  the  ATF,  and  the 
FBI,  and  all  of  the  investigative  agen- 
cies. As  Members  of  Congress,  we  are 
committed  to  supporting  this  effort  so 
that  we  can  bring  it  to  some  conclu- 
sion. 

And  this  is  a  bipartisan  effort,  both 
Democrats  and  Republicans.  We  all 
agree  that  there  should  not,  none  of  us, 
have  any  tolerance  for  individuals  who 
would  bum  a  place  of  worship.  We 
started  this  coalition  with  the  blue  dog 
Democrats,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  about  3 
months  ago  when  these  church  burn- 
ings first  started  to  set  some  type  of 
pattern  across  the  southern  part  of  our 
country,  and  then  that  coalition  ex- 
panded, of  course,  to  the  entire  Con- 
gress. 

So  I  am  thankful  to  all  of  the  Mem- 
bers who  have  been  participating  in 
briefings  on  church  burnings,  and  I  am 
very  thankful  to  the  Justice  Depart- 
ment and  the  administration  for  their 
zero- tolerance  attitude  for  this  type  of 
behavior  and  action  across  the  coun- 
try. 

At  this  time  I  am  going  to  jrield  to 
my  colleague  from  Illinois,  Mr.  Jack- 
son. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, let  me  thank  the  distingmshed  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Fields]  for 
allowing  me  the  opportunity  to  partici- 
pate this  evening  in  this  special  order. 
I  certainly  want  to  join  my  colleagues 
along  with  the  gentleman  from  Louisi- 
ana [Mr.  Fields]  amd  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Hyde]  from  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle,  and  the  gentlewoman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mrs.  Clayton], 


the  gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Lewis],  members  of  the  Congressional 
Black  Caucus,  members  of  the  progres- 
sive caucus  in  this  Congress,  in  con- 
demning those  who  are  burning  church- 
es, defacing  synagogues  in  our  Nation, 
and  certainly  congratulate  those  who 
are  seeking  to  bring  the  perpetrators 
to  justice. 

Attorney  General  Janet  Reno  has 
been  working  diligently  along  with 
Deval  Patrick,  along  with  the  members 
of  the  FBI  and  the  ATF,  to  bring  these 
perpetrators  to  justice.  It  is  my  under- 
standing, after  having  talked  with  Mr. 
Patrick,  that  this  is  one  of  the  largest 
civil  rights  investigations  that  has 
ever  taken  place  in  our  Nation's  his- 
tory. 

I  am  hoping  that  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Louisiana,  after  I  read 
a  brief  history  of  church  bumingrs  in 
our  Nation,  put  them  in  some  particu- 
lar context,  will  certainly  join  me  in  a 
colloquy  about  church  burnings  and 
what  it  is  that  we  can  do  to  bring  an 
end  to  this  climate. 

There  are  those  who  have  said  in  the 
civil  rights  community  that  this  is  not 
only  an  indication  of  the  climate  and 
the  times  that  we  find  ourselves  in,  but 
that  there  is  indeed  a  conspiracy,  if  not 
a  conspiracy  of  individuals  who  have 
met  on  this  subject,  certainly  a  con- 
spiracy of  culture. 

D  2015 

If  there  can  be  said  to  be  a  bright 
side  about  these  incidents,  it  is  that 
blacks  and  whites,  Christians,  Jews, 
Protestants,  and  Catholics,  the  Rain- 
bow Coalition  and  the  Christian  Coali- 
tion have  united  against  these  acts  and 
they  have  come  together  calling  for 
more  Federal  resources  to  go  into  the 
investigative  efforts  to  bring  the  per- 
petrators to  justice. 

Mr.  Speaker,  some  in  the  civil  rights 
community  have  referred  to  this  form 
of  church-burning  as  cultural  conspir- 
acy, a  cultural  conspiracy  that  toler- 
ates, if  you  will,  a  kind  of  racism.  The 
fires  have  drawn  the  attention  of 
rights'  groups  because  of  the  historical 
legacy  of  black  churches  being  repeat- 
edly burned  during  the  1950's  and  the 
1960's.  While  others  have  indicated  that 
while  those  in  white  sheets  have  his- 
torically been  burning  churches,  we  aire 
now  living  in  a  climate  where  those  in 
blue  suits  are  legislating  against  the 
civil  rights  of  many  Americans,  and 
also  those  in  black  robes  are  indeed 
passing  down  judicial  decrees  that  are 
severely  restricting  the  principles  of 
equal  protection  under  the  law. 

When  we  look  at  what  has  taken 
place  in  this  Nation  since  1990,  57 
houses  of  worship  have  been  destroyed 
as  a  result  of  fire  and  vandalism  in  15 
States.  Only  13  cjises  have  been  suc- 
cessfully prosecuted  and  closed.  A  total 
of  30  incidents  have  been  reported  thus 
far  in  1996  alone.  Since  1986,  there  have 
been  reports  of  suspicious  fires  almost 
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ever  year.  Most  blazes  occurred  in 
rural,  isolated  areas  where  water  had 
to  be  transported  to  the  site  by  volun- 
teer companies. 

In  eight  of  the  cases,  where  arrests 
have  been  made,  perpetrators  have 
been  white.  One  was  even  a  fireman. 
Seventeen  fires  were  set  during  black 
history  month  or  other  important  civil 
rights  anniversaries,  such  as  Martin 
Luther  King,  Jr.'s  aissassination;  the 
march  across  the  Edmond  Pettis 
Bridge  in  Selma,  AL  in  the  month  of 
March;  or  near  the  time  the  Martin  Lu- 
ther King,  Jr.  Holiday  is  celebrated. 

The  States  that  have  been  hardest 
hit  are  Tennessee  with  eight  churches, 
Louisiana  with  five  churches,  Alabama 
with  five  churches,  and  in  Louisiana, 
four  of  the  five  churches  were  torched 
on  February  1,  1996,  in  East  Baton 
Rouge  Parish.  I  believe  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  represents  this  parish. 

The  interesting  thing  about  February 
1,  1996  is  that  it  is  the  anniversary  of 
the  Greensboro  sit-in's,  where  students 
from  North  Carolina  A&T  State  Uni- 
versity— my  alma  mater  in  1960 — 
fought  for  public  accommodations.  Of 
the  Louisiana  churches — Cyprus  Grove 
Baptist  Church,  St.  Paul's  Free  Baptist 
Church,  Sweet  Home  Baptist  Church, 
Thomas  Chapel  Benevolent  society — all 
four  were  located  within  a  6-mdle  ra- 
dius of  each  other.  The  St.  Charles 
Baptist  Church,  the  fifth  church,  was 
burned  on  April  11,  1996  in 
Paincourtville.  Louisiana  and  citizens, 
again,  who  are  concerned  should  know 
that  that  number  is  888-ATF-FIRE.  If 
there  is  any  information  that  you  can 
provide  and  that  Members  of  Congrress 
can  provide  through  their  networks  to 
alert  the  proper  authorities  about 
these  church  burnings,  they  certainly 
should  do  that. 

I  want  to  put  this  in  a  particular  his- 
torical context,  which  I  think  is  cer- 
tainly appropriate  for  these  times.  I 
wanted  to  do  a  little  research  before 
commenting  further  on  the  climate 
within  which  churches  have  histori- 
cally burned  in  this  Nation.  Before  I  go 
any  further,  I  certainly  want  to  com- 
mend the  gentlewoman  from  North 
Carolina,  Mrs.  Eva  Clayton,  for  the 
legislation  that  she  is  sponsoring, 
along  with  other  Members  of  Congress 
who  are  sponsoring  legislation  to  chal- 
lenge perpetrators  of  church-burnings 
and  synagogue  defacings  in  our  Nation. 

I  think  what  is  probably  most  instru- 
mental when  we  look  at  church-burn- 
ings in  our  Nation  is  that  while  we  are 
living  in  a  climate  and  in  an  environ- 
ment where  there  are  those  who  would 
say  that  race  is  still  not  a  factor  in 
American  life,  while  we  are  hearing 
more  decrees  from  the  court  that  are 
certainly  suggesting  that  the  court 
should  be  going  in  a  direction  of  color- 
blindness. 

There  is  one  thing  that  is  clear  about 
American  history,  and  that  is  that  race 
is  really  not  a  side  issue.  It  is  not  an 
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addendum  to  American  history.  It  is 
central  to  the  entire  history  of  our  Na- 
tion from  a  constitutional  perspective: 
three-fifths  human  voting  status,  arti- 
cle 1,  section  2  of  the  constitution;  the 
"such  persons"  clause,  article  1,  sec- 
tion 9;  the  persons  held  to  service  or 
labor  clause,  article  4,  section  2,  para- 
graph 3;  article  5,  prohibiting  any 
amendment  of  the  slave  trade  and  cap- 
italization tax  clauses  before  the  year 
1808. 

It  was  William  Lloyd  Garrison  and 
his  liberator  who  condemned  the  Con- 
stitution at  that  time  as  a  covenant 
with  death  and  in  agreement  with  hell. 
It  is  only  because  of  constitutional 
amendments,  amendments  that  ended 
slavery,  that  guaranteed  the  right  to 
vote,  that  subsequently  established  the 
principles  of  equaJ  protection  under  the 
law  for  all  Americans,  that  the  Con- 
stitution has  indeed  endured. 

Look  at  our  Nation's  Capitol.  Even 
the  location  of  our  Nation's  Capital,  it 
was  determined,  should  be  the  by-prod- 
uct of  a  compromise  made  at  the  time 
the  Congress  was  in  Philadelphia.  The 
Congress  of  the  United  States  is  pres- 
ently located  between  Maryland  and 
Virginia,  the  compromise  between  a 
free  State.  Maryland,  and  that  of  slave 
State,  Virginia.  Look  at  the  number  of 
States  that  were  entered  into  the 
Union  on  the  issue  of  race.  Slave  ajid 
free  States  were  admitted  together  to 
keep  balance  in  this  institution  be- 
tween those  who  were  interested  in 
abolishing  the  institution  of  slavery 
and  those  who  wanted  to  keep  it. 

I  raise  these  particular  concerns  be- 
cause when  we  look  at  the  Tilden- 
Hayes  Compromise  of  1877,  when  a 
Democratic  President  was  subse- 
quently elected,  and  by  and  large  a 
conservative  court  ran  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  there  was 
an  assumption  about  the  progress  that 
many  minorities  in  our  Nation  began 
making  after  1863.  Twenty-two  African- 
Americans  served  in  this  institution  as 
a  result  of  the  Emancipation  Procla- 
mation. Beyond  that,  131  historically 
black  colleagues  were  also  founded. 

But  once  the  Tilden-Hayes  com- 
promise took  place,  when  Democrats 
and  Republicans,  two  parties  with  one 
assumption  at  that  time — to  stop  the 
progress  that  Afi-ican-Americans  and 
other  minorities  were  making  in  our 
Nation  so  quickly — they  withdrew 
troops  from  the  South  that  is,  they 
withdrew  Federal  protection  from  the 
South,  and  as  a  result,  the  Klan.  the 
Ku  Klux  Klan,  those  Knights  of  the  Ku 
Klux  Klan  became  more  evident.  Be- 
yond that,  churches  began  to  burn  at 
unparalleled  rates. 

So  in  1996.  when  we  look  at  the  par- 
allels between  what  took  place  in  1896 
with  Plessy  versus  Ferguson  and  deci- 
sions that  are  coming  out  of  our  Court 
in  1996,  we  aire  certainly  looking  at  a 
climate  where  we  are  withdrawing 
some    of   the    principles    that    indeed 


fought  historically  against  these  acts, 
acts  against  church  burning,  acts 
against  racial  hatred  in  the  South. 

So  I  would  certainly  put  in  that  con- 
text a  challenge  to  both  Democrats  and 
Republicans  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
as  we  try  and  find  creative  solutions  to 
resolving  this  particular  crisis.  We 
must,  when  they  talk  about  cultural 
conspiracy,  and  I  have  heard  several 
civil  rights  leaders  refer  to  this  ais  a 
cultural  conspiracy. 

What  do  they  mean  when  they  say 
cultural  conspiracy?  I  am  the  gen- 
tleman from  the  south  side  of  Chicago. 
I  am  a  big  Chicago  Bulls  fan.  Everyone 
in  the  Congress  certainly  knows  that.  I 
do  believe  that  Michael  Jordan  and 
Scotty  Pippin  of  the  Chicago  Bulls  will 
win  a  championship  and  bring  it  home 
to  Chicago. 

When  Michael  Jordan  shoots  a  3- 
point  shot,  I  say  to  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Fields],  he  manages  to 
shoot  that  shot  from  the  3-point  line. 
and  wherever  he  is.  Jesse.  Junior,  in 
Chicago  jumps  up  excited  because  Mi- 
chael Jordan  just  made  a  basket.  But 
guess  what?  Michael  Jordan  fans  in  Los 
Angeles  also  jump  up  and  shout.  Mi- 
chael Jordan  fans  in  Dallas  and  Mi- 
chael Jordan  fans  in  Florida.  Michael 
Jordan  fams  all  across  our  country  and 
indeed  Michael  Jordan  fans  around  our 
world,  they  jump  up,  a  kind  of  conspir- 
acy, if  you  will,  for  Michael  Jordan,  be- 
cause he  represents  the  common  de- 
nominator through  which  all  of  us  re- 
late, many  of  us  relate  to  the  Chicago 
Bulls. 

When  we  talk  about  cultural  conspir- 
acies with  respect  to  church  burnings, 
when  politicians  fan  race  hatred,  fan 
the  fears  of  racial  animosity  within  our 
Nation  at  the  top,  they  create  a  kind  of 
cultural  conspiracy.  In  1964,  in  reaction 
to  Brown  versus  The  Board  of  Edu- 
cation, Goldwater  ran  his  campaign 
talking  about  States'  rights.  It  was  a 
way  of  saying  that  States  had  a  way 
under  the  equal  protection  clause  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

In  1968,  in  response  to  the  1967  and 
1968  riots,  Nixon  ran  his  campaigm  on 
law  and  order.  In  1972  Wallace  ran  his 
campaign  in  reaction  to  integration  on 
busing.  In  1976,  even  Caxter.  a  Demo- 
crat, ran  his  campaign  and  announced 
his  candidacy  from  Georgia,  gave  a 
speech  in  Indiana,  talking  about  ethnic 
purity;  a  Democrat.  In  1980  Reagan 
talked  about  welfare  queens,  and  in 
1988  it  was  Bush  who  used  Willy  Hor- 
ton.  and  even  our  own  President,  in 
1992,  who  used  Sister  Soljah  in  his  bid 
to  become  the  President  of  the  United 
States. 

In  1996  what  are  the  issues  that  are 
quickly  approaching  the  election  sea- 
son? Affirmative  action,  a  big  issue  in 
California,  the  CCRI,  California  Civil 
Rights  Initiative;  welfare  reform.  We 
have  taken  care  of  many  of  the  sub- 
stantive issues,  but  what  is  left  are 
those  issues  that  exacerbate  those  ra- 


cial fears  and  racial  tension.  My  appeal 
in  this  climate  to  both  parties  to  help 
avert  this  whole  notion  of  a  cultural 
conspiracy  would  be  that  we  rise  above 
racial  politics  in  1996  and  do  what  is  in 
the  best  interests  of  the  American  peo- 
ple. 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  think  I  hear  what  the  gentleman 
is  saying.  The  gentleman  is  saying,  as 
I  appreciate  it.  that  we  as  public  offi- 
cials who  are  looked  upon  on  a  day-to- 
day basis  for  leauiership,  be  it  in  our 
own  districts  or  be  it  throughout  the 
country,  we  have  to  be.  first  of  all. 
more  tolerant  of  each  other,  and  we 
must  also  realize  that  we  have  to  lead 
by  example  and  try  to  talk  about  con- 
centrating more  on  those  things  that 
bring  us  together  than  to  put  so  much 
emphasis  on  those  things  that  may  di- 
vide us. 

I  think  the  gentleman  is  correct. 
Many  times,  all  too  often  people  in 
public  life,  people  who  run  for  office 
use  issues  as  a  wedge  rather  than  a 
magnet  to  bring  people  together,  but  a 
wedge  to  divide.  I  do  not  know  if  this  is 
what  we  get.  the  church-burning  is  a 
result  of  what  we  get  as  a  result  of  di- 
viding and  not  healing  and  bringing 
people  together.  I  do  not  know  if  that 
is  the  reason  or  not. 

But  I  do  think  the  gentleman  cer- 
tainly makes  a  very  compelling  argu- 
ment in  that  respect.  It  goes  to  show 
you  that  people  do  in  fact,  if  that  is 
one  of  the  by-products  of  division  in 
this  Congress,  division  in  government, 
if  one  of  the  by-products  is  somebody 
going  to  go  put  a  match  to  a  church, 
then  we  have  to  be  very  careful  in 
terms  of  how  we  lead  and  govern. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Illinois.  If  the  gen- 
tleman will  continue  to  yield.  Mr. 
Speaker,  can  we  indeed  separate 
church-burnings  from  the  blowing  up  of 
a  Federal  building  in  Oklahoma.  anti- 
Federal  Government;  the  Government 
is  too  large,  the  Government  is  the 
source  of  our  problem?  Can  we  indeed 
sepau:a.te  church-burnings  from  the 
Freemen's  movement  and  militias  on 
the  rise  across  our  Nation,  those  who 
are  declaring  that  their  individual 
plots  of  land  are  not  part  of  the  United 
SUtes? 

I  am  suggesting  that  there  is  a  cul- 
tural conspiracy  that  is  much  broader 
than  just  the  churches.  We  are  living  in 
a  very  dangerous  climate  where  we  are 
not  only  burning  churches  but  we  are 
also  burning  opportunity,  and  while  we 
are  burning  opportunities  not  only  for 
African-Americans  and  Latino-Ameri- 
cans, we  are  also  burning  opportunities 
in  large  numbers  for  poor  white  Ameri- 
cans, and  many  of  those  poor  white 
Americans,  along  with  African- Ameri- 
cans, Latinos,  and  others,  are  indeed 
reacting  to  this  climate. 

One  of  the  things  we  must  do  is  rise 
above  it.  They  take  their  cues  from  us. 
If  they  see  us  on  this  floor  raice-baiting 
and  using  cold  words  and  cold  language 
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to  accomplish  short-term  political 
ends,  if  they  see  us  doing  it  at  the  na- 
tional Presidential  level,  if  they  see  us 
doing  it  in  the  U.S.  Senate,  the  by- 
product is  certainly  intolerance  that 
takes  place  within  our  communities, 
which  no  freestanding  and  no  uplifting 
human  being  should  absolutely  toler- 
ate. 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Louisiana.  I  thank 
the  gentleman.  Mr.  Speaker.  That 
leads  me  to  the  point  of  legislation. 
The  gentleman  spoke  of  the  legislation 
that  was  introduced  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  North  Carolina  [Mrs. 
Clayton]  and  also  to  legislation  that 
was  introduced  by  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Conyers]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  Hyde]  as  a 
matter  of  fact.  I  am  a  coauthor  of 
those  pieces  of  legislation,  and  will  be 
fighting  profusely  to  pass  those  pieces 
on  this  floor,  and  to  even  make  them 
stronger,  because  in  listening  to  the 
President's  address  on  Saturday,  I  do 
agree  writh  the  President.  This  legisla- 
tion not  only  needs  to  be  supported  by 
Members  of  Congress  but  it  also  needs 
to  be  strengthened.  I  am  going  to  be 
working  with  members  of  this  body  to 
strengthen  this  legislation. 

I  agree  with  you,  we  need  more  than 
legislation,  because  we  have  heard 
time  and  time  again,  one  cannot  legis- 
late morality.  We  need  more  than 
tougher  laws  on  the  books.  We  need 
more  than  a  good  speech  from  an  indi- 
vidual or  a  group  of  individuals.  We 
need  positive  action.  I  think  that  just 
seeing  Democrats  and  Republicans 
come  together  on  legislation  to  prevent 
further  harm  to  churches  or  to  try  to 
show  some  attention,  bring  some  at- 
tention on  a  very  serious  problem  is  a 
good  indication  that  we  can  in  fact 
work  together. 

But  all  too  often  we  do  it  later,  rath- 
er than  sooner,  and  I  think  you  are 
right,  we  have  too  much  race-baiting, 
for  lack  of  a  better  word,  in  this  coun- 
try. It  is  not  only  in  the  Congress,  it  is 
in  State  legislatures.  Now  there  is  af- 
firmative action,  a  thing  that  was  cre- 
ated by  people,  legislators  who  thought 
and  who  felt  a  genuine  need  in  their 
heart  and  mind  amd  in  their  soul  to 
bring  people  together  and  to  give  indi- 
viduals who  have  been  discriminated 
against  for  years  and  years  an  oppor- 
tunity, no  a  guarantee  but  a  mere  op- 
portunity to  be  treated  fair. 

D  2030 

That  thing  we  call  affirmative  action 
is  now  a  racial  buzz  word,  and  people 
use  it  to  divide  people  instead  of  bring- 
ing people  together,  and  I  think  that  is 
unfortunate.  But  the  gentleman  is 
right,  we  have  to  lead  by  example.  If 
we  want  racial  harmony  in  our  society 
ajid  in  our  country,  then  the  best  ex- 
ample is  the  one  that  we  make  our- 
selves, and  it  is  not  only  on  this  floor 
but  throughout  our  daily  lives. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Illinois.  One  of  the 
things  I  did  when  I  ran  for  Congress  in 


the  Second  Congressional  District  of  Il- 
linois is  I  indicated  I  would  rather  lose 
my  race  right  rather  than  win  it 
wrong,  that  I  did  not  want  to  come  to 
Congress  at  anyone  else's  expense. 

In  the  Second  Congressional  District 
I  ran  against  some  very  formidable  op- 
ponents, but  one  of  the  things  I  did  not 
want  to  do  was  destroy  their  reputa- 
tions or  their  character  just  so  that 
Jesse  Jr.  could  serve  in  this  body.  I 
knew  I  was  young  enough,  had  the  en- 
ergy enough  to  run  every  time  until  I 
won,  with  the  ability  to  build  the  con- 
sensus that  was  necessary  to  provide 
the  kind  of  hope  for  the  people  of  my 
district. 

I  say  that  to  put  it  in  any  context. 
When  we  hear  Presidential  candidates 
who  run  for  political  office  and  on  the 
one  hand  they  equate  the  song  "We 
Shall  Overcome"  with  whistling 
"Dixie,"  there  is  no  difference,  a  Presi- 
dential candidate  said,  between  "We 
Shall  Overcome"  and  whistling 
"Dixie."  they  are  both  freedom  move- 
ments. 

Well,  if  whistling  "Dixie,"  protecting 
the  Confederacy,  is  part  of  a  freedom 
movement  and  "We  Shall  Overcome" 
can  be  equated,  it  certainly  suggests 
that  either  we  are  all  missing  the  boat 
or  that  something  is  taking  place  with- 
in our  Nation  that  has  not  been  healed 
even  since  the  Civil  War.  So  I  would 
certainly  challenge  those  Presidential 
candidates  to  keep  the  Presidential 
campaign  focused  on  issues  of  sub- 
stance to  people  as  it  affects  their 
daily  lives. 

The  gentleman  mentioned  affirma- 
tive action.  I  heard  some  of  our  col- 
leagues earlier  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  talking  about  affirmative  action. 
He  is  right.  In  1996  affirmative  action 
has  become  a  buzz  word. 

But  the  reality  is  affirmative  action 
is  really  an  outgrowth  of  the  1954 
Brown  versus  Board  of  Education  deci- 
sion. Affirmative  action  is  a  conserv- 
ative remedy  to  offset  historical  ac- 
tion, historical  negative  action  against 
groups  of  people  in  our  society  that 
have  been  historically  denied. 

For  example,  I  did  a  television  show 
last  weekend  with  one  of  the  distin- 
guished gentlemen  from  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle,  and  we  talked  about  af- 
firmative action.  We  talked  about  af- 
firmative action  as  equal  opportunity, 
that  is,  providing  opportunity  for  those 
who  have  been  historically  locked  out 
in  our  society,  and  I  might  add  that 
the  primary  beneficiaries  of  affirma- 
tive action  in  our  Nation  have  been 
white  women,  not  African-Americans. 
While  there  are  those  in  our  country 
who  would  paint  affirmative  action  as 
the  program  that  has  provided  unusual, 
unfair  advantage  to  African- Ameri- 
cans, the  primary  beneficiaries  of  af- 
firmative action  in  the  State  of  Illinois 
and  in  States  around  our  Nation  have 
been  businesses  owned  by  white 
women. 


But  why  is  affirmative  action  so  im- 
portant? Yes,  white  women  have  been 
discriminated  against,  African-Ameri- 
cans have  been  discriminated  against, 
and  there  is  a  legacy  of  ongoing  dis- 
crinaination  that  still  takes  place  with- 
in our  Nation. 

The  example  that  I  use  so  regularly 
across  our  country  is  this.  When  we 
look  to  find  qualified  basketball  play- 
ers to  play  at  any  Big  10  or  Division  I 
basketball  school  in  our  country,  we  go 
all  over  the  country.  We  have  boosters 
who  write  the  coach  and  say,  "Coach.  . 
listen,  there  is  a  7-foot-4  basketball 
player  here  in  our  local  township  who 
can  play  basketball.  Why  don't  you 
give  them  an  opportunity,  give  them  a 
tryout.  send  them  a  letter  or  try  and 
get  them  to  sign  a  letter  of  intent?" 

So  we  go  all  over  the  country,  pri- 
marily because  we  have  an  institution 
in  place  called  boosters  to  provide  in- 
formation for  coaches,  and  that  is  why 
we  find  so  many  prominent  African- 
Americans  playing  basketball  in  Divi- 
sion I  schools. 

The  problem  is  this:  When  it  comes 
around  to  finding  qualified  African- 
Americans  who  can  teach  or  qualified 
women  who  can  teach,  qualified  Afri- 
can-American female,  Latino  and 
Asian-American  administrators  at 
these  schools,  suddenly  the  same  ag- 
gressive recruitment  mechanism  that 
went  into  finding  qualified  ball  players 
is  not  applied  when  it  comes  to  finding 
qualified  teachers.  They  always  say. 
"Well,  we  looked  in  the  local  pool,  the 
local  municipality  and  we  couldn't  find 
African-Americans  or  women  or 
Latinos  or  Asian-Americans  who  were 
qualified." 

What  affirmative  action  simply  sug- 
gests as  it  relates  to  that  kind  of  op- 
portunity is  that  those  institutions 
must  be  as  aggressive  in  trying  to  find 
qualified  black  Ph.D.'s  and  female 
Ph.D.'s  and  Latino  Ph.D.'s  just  as  they 
went  and  found  qualified  African- 
American  ball  players  who  play  ball  in 
parks  across  our  country  and  in  our 
high  schools. 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Louisiana.  I  agree 
with  the  gentleman.  I  think  one  of  the 
problems  we  have  with  affirmative  ac- 
tion is  a  perception  problem.  People 
try  to  view  affirmative  action  as  two 
parallel  lines,  if  you  will,  where  we 
take  somebody  who  is  not  qualified  and 
we  elevate  them  to  the  level  of  some- 
body who  is.  But  in  all  actuality,  that 
is  not  affirmative  action. 

Affirmative  action  should  be  viewed 
instead  as  a  circle,  where  every  person 
in  the  circle,  they  are  all  qualified  to 
do  the  job,  to  perform  the  obligation  of 
the  contract,  but  there  is  one  problem. 
Though  there  are  women  in  the  circle, 
they  never  get  chosen.  Very  few  of 
them  get  an  opportunity  to  fly  a  plane, 
though  they  are  qualified  pilots. 
Though  there  are  a  lot  of  African- 
Americans  in  the  circle  who  can  per- 
form the  obligation  of  the  contract. 
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they  never  get  an  opportunity  to  even 
bid. 

So  affirmative  action  is  not  two  par- 
allel lines  where  we  take  somebody 
who  is  not  qualified  and  elevate  them 
to  the  level  of  somebody  who  is.  It  is 
instead  a  circle  where  everybody  with- 
in the  circle,  one  of  the  prerequisites 
that  one  must  have  in  order  to  get  into 
the  circle  are  qualifications.  A  person 
has  to  be  qualified  to  get  into  the  cir- 
cle. 

The  only  problem  is.  but  for  affirma- 
tive action,  many  qualified  people 
within  that  circle  would  never  get  an 
opportunity  to  compete.  People  do  not 
get  jobs  because  of  affirmative  action. 
Women  do  not  get  jobs  because  of  af- 
firmative action,  blacks,  Hispanics, 
Latinos.  They  get  jobs  because  they 
are  qualified.  They  only  get  an  oppor- 
tunity to  compete. 

I  want  to  also  mention  a  meeting 
that  I  had  today.  We  started  the  spe- 
cial order  off  talking  about  the  church 
burning  and  now  the  byproducts  of  it.  I 
met  with  the  ministers  from  my  dis- 
trict. About  four  of  them  were  in  my 
office  today,  after  meeting  with  the 
Justice  Department,  and  it  is  amazing. 
I  guess  it  is  not  really  amazing  but  it 
is  encouraging,  which  is  a  better  word, 
to  see  these  ministers  who  have  had 
their  churches  burned  to  the  ground, 
not  lose  faith. 

One  of  the  ministers  when  asked  by, 
I  guess,  the  Justice  Department  what 
penalty  he  thinks  should  be  imposed, 
he  said.  "Well.  15  years  of  going  to 
Bible  school,  or  10  years  of  going  to 
Bible  study  and  working  with  the  choir 
and  the  church."  These  are  individuals 
who  have  lost  their  buildings,  not  their 
churches,  because  it  takes  more  than  a 
torch  to  bum  a  congregation.  That  was 
only  a  building. 

To  know  that  those  congregations  all 
across  the  southern  part  of  our  country 
are  still  meeting,  meeting  in  homes, 
meeting  in  parking  lots,  even  meeting 
at  other  churches  and  those  ministers 
still  leading  that  flock,  it  brings  a 
breath  of  fresh  air.  So  for  individuals 
who  think  they  can  kill  the  spirit  by 
burning  the  church,  they  are  going  to 
have  another  think  coming,  because  it 
really  does  not  even  weaken  it.  I  have 
even  been  in  my  own  State  where  it 
has  made  some  of  these  churches  even 
stronger. 

I  would  like  to  thank  those  individ- 
uals. I  do  not  know  about  in  other 
areas  of  the  State  but  the  local  com- 
munity. When  we  went  through  this  ca- 
lamity in  Louisiana  of  the  initial 
church  burning,  four  in  on  night,  to  see 
the  business  community  and  to  see  the 
community  at  large  come  together  to 
try  to  pool  resource  to  help  support 
those  congregations  is  absolutely  ex- 
traordinary. 

It  just  goes  to  show  the  good  that  we 
have  in  so  many  people.  If  we  can  just 
advocate  that  good,  not  only  in  times 
of  disaster  as   the  gentleman  stated. 


but  advocate  that  good  will  that  we  all 
have  within  ourselves  as  often  as  pos- 
sible, then  hopefully  those  kind  of  hate 
crimes  will  go  away  and  be  a  thing  of 
the  past. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Illinois.  Let  me  say 
if  there  is  any  bright  side  to  this  very 
unfortunate  series  of  events  that  have 
been  taking  place  in  our  Nation,  it  is 
that  African-Americans  and  Jewish- 
Americans  and  I  have  seen  Catholic 
Americans  along  with  Protestant 
Americans  come  together,  the  Rainbow 
Coalition  coming  together  philosophi- 
cally with  the  Christian  Coalition  to 
condemn  these  acts.  This  is  something 
that  historically  I  would  think,  consid- 
ering the  partisan  nature  of  politics  in 
our  country,  would  not  necessarily  be 
the  case,  but  they  have  moved  beyond 
their  partisan  differences,  because  any 
group  of  individual  who  would  attack  a 
church  is  certainly  beneath  the  dignity 
of  what  we  refer  to  and  call  ourselves 
Americans.  And  so  those  who  are  doing 
it  should  stop  and  those  who  have  in- 
formation about  those  who  are  doing  it 
should  call  888-ATF-FIRE  and  cer- 
tainly call  the  ATF  and  let  them  know 
that  they  have  some  information  about 
these  unfortunate  turn  of  events  in  our 
country. 

I  thought  it  was  important  to  put 
these  church  burnings  in  a  historical 
context,  because  all  too  often  the  his- 
tory of  racism  and  sexism  and  classism 
and  chiirch  burnings  and  climate  set- 
ting in  our  Nation  and  the  role  that  we 
play  as  elected  officials  in  fanning 
those  fires,  that  is,  helping  those  fires 
get  worse.  We  are  not  just  burning 
churches,  we  are  also  burning  oppor- 
tunity in  our  Nation.  Burning  oppor- 
tunity forces  reaction  in  our  Nation  in 
terms  of  those  who  are  getting  am  ad- 
vantage through  affirmative  action, 
through  other  programs  that  were  de- 
signed to  help  the  poor  regardless  of 
their  race,  sex,  color  or  class,  in  this 
particular  climate  we  see  that  there  is 
an  emergence,  if  you  will,  of  more 
church  burnings  and  this  kind  of  racial 
hatred. 

I  want  to  go  back  just  quickly  to  af- 
firmative action  because  we  are  talk- 
ing about  not  just  burning  churches 
but  burning  opportunity  in  our  Nation. 
To  hire  someone  because  they  are  un- 
qualified is  absolutely  illegal.  That  is 
illegal  in  our  Nation.  Affirmative  ac- 
tion does  not  mandate  that  one  hire 
someone  because  they  are  unqualified. 
I  think  the  analogy  that  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  raises  about  an  airline 
pilot  is  certainly  correct.  You  do  not 
hire  an  African- American  to  fly  a  plane 
or  hire  a  woman  or  a  Latin  or  an 
Asian-American  to  fly  a  plane  simply 
because  of  their  color.  Who  would  want 
to  fly  in  a  plane  in  this  country  if  you 
hired  someone  who  did  not  know  how 
to  fly  a  plane?  That  is  ridiculous.  But 
it  does  mean  that  if  African- Americans 
and  if  women  historically  have  not 
flown  planes  in  our  Nation,  have  not 


been  given  an  equal  opportunity  of  fly- 
ing a  plane,  then  the  airline  industries 
across  oxir  Nation  must  go  out  of  their 
way  and  do  something  that  they  have 
historically  not  done,  go  out  of  their 
way  to  find  qualified  African-American 
men  from  Tuskegee,  Tuskegee  pilots, 
find  qualified  women,  black,  white, 
brown,  Asian,  who  can  fly  planes  and 
give  them  an  opportunity. 

I  cannot  help  but  remember  and 
think  about  the  significance  of  the  late 
Secretary  of  Commerce  Ron  Brown's 
most  recent  trip  to  Bosnia- 
Herzegovina,  the  former  war-torn 
Yugoslavia.  Ron  Brown  was  a  big  sup- 
porter of  affirmative  action.  I  certainly 
hope  that  his  support  of  affirmative  ac- 
tion and  equal  opportunity  does  not 
get  lost  in  his  legacy.  But  for  Ron 
Brown's  very  unfortunate  and  un- 
timely demise  along  with  many  of  our 
mutual  friends  who  were  on  that  plane, 
the  only  thing  we  probably  would  have 
known  about  that  trip  from  the  media 
accounts  was  the  fact  that  they  were 
giving  hamburgers  to  soldiers  in  the 
former  Yugoslavia.  But  when  the  plane 
crashed,  we  also  discovered  something 
else.  We  found  out  who  else  was  on  the 
plane,  business  people,  predominantly 
white  businessmen,  CEO's  of  major  cor- 
porations across  our  country,  who  were 
going  to  Yugoslavia  to  rebuild  the 
former  war-torn  republic,  really  to  re- 
ceive a  grant  from  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment that  we  had  provided  in  this  in- 
stitution for  any  U.S.  company  that 
wanted  to  go  there  and  rebuild  it.  They 
were  using  a  military  plane,  they  were 
using  military  personnel,  and  the  Sec- 
retairy  of  Commerce  was  escorting 
those  businesspeople,  predominantly 
white,  male-owned  companies  on  a  trip 
for  opportunity. 

Why  was  Ron  Brown  such  a  big  sup- 
porter of  affirmative  action?  Because 
he  wanted  those  business  people  on 
those  trips  that  only  he  knew  as  Sec- 
retary of  Commerce  that  he  was  really 
taking  to  come  back  to  the  United 
States  and  do  business  with  African- 
Americans  and  women  and  Asians  and 
Native  Americans  and  those  who  for 
whatever  reason  could  not  be  partici- 
pants on  those  international  trips.  Ron 
Brown  knew  that  the  U.S.  Government 
was  providing  opportunity  for  those 
business  people  in  foreign  markets  and 
they  also  had  some  obligation  as  a 
matter  of  law,  not  as  a  matter  of  good 
will  or  good  feeling  or  how  we  think 
about  people  but  as  a  matter  of  law  to 
come  back  to  this  Nation  and  do  busi- 
ness with  African-Americans  and  with 
women  aind  with  Asians  who  could  not 
make  that  trip.  Ron  Brown  was  about 
expanding  opportunity,  and  affirmative 
action  was  a  factor  in  his  program. 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Louisiana.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  those  comments.  In 
closing.  I  can  only  say  that  we  have  a 
long  way  to  go  and  we  can  make  it 
there  if  we  do  it  together  and  we  can 
get  there  a  lot  quicker.  There  is  an  old 
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sajring  that  you  can  get  it  a  place  a  lot 
quicker  if  everybody  pulls  in  the  same 
direction.  The  more  we  pull  in  the 
same  direction,  the  sooner  we  will  get 
to  that  destination,  that  promised 
land,  so  to  speak,  that  Dr.  King  talked 
about  where  we  all  could  work  together 
and  more  forward.  Hopefully  one  day 
we  will  not  have  these  senseless  burn- 
ings like  we  have  today,  senseless 
bombings  like  we  have  had  in  the  past, 
but  people  will  grow  to  be  tolerant  of 
each  other  and  respect  each  other  and 
learn  how  to  live  with  each  other. 

I  would  only  say  in  closing  to  those 
churches  and  those  ministers  and  those 
congregations.  I  am  just  pleased  that 
Attorney  General  Janet  Reno  and  the 
President;  Deval  Patrick,  the  Assistant 
Attorney  General;  the  ATF  and  all  the 
enforcement  mechanisms  that  we  have 
at  our  disposal  here  in  this  government 
are  all  working  together  in  concert 
Mrtth  each  other  to  try  to  change  or  to 
try  to  at  least  bring  these  individuals, 
the  perpetrators  of  these  heinous 
crimes  to  justice  so  that  they  can  be 
duly  prosecuted  under  the  law. 

D  2045 

That  is  their  function.  We  can  do 
something  probably  even  more  pro- 
found than  that.  Not  only  can  we  pass 
legislation,  and  we  will,  but  we  can 
lead  by  example  and  try  to  bring  out 
the  best  in  people. 

There  is  no  rhjrme  nor  reason  whatso- 
ever for  an  individual  to  put  a  torch  to 
a  church,  a  place  of  worship  in  this 
country.  That  is  a  sad  day  in  our  soci- 
ety when  we  have  individuals  setting 
fires  at  places  of  worship,  and  we  would 
hope  that  it  would  cease  and  would 
cease  right  away. 

And  for  those  individuals  in  our  re- 
spective districts  who  know  any  infor- 
mation whatsoever,  it  is  incumbent 
upon  us  to  publicize  this  888-ATF-FrRE 
number.  That  is  our  responsibility,  I 
would  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois. It  is  our  responsibility  to  go  back 
to  our  respective  districts  in  these  sev- 
eral States  and  try  to  public  that 
888 

Mr.  JACKON  of  niinois.  ATF-FERE. 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Louisiana.  ATF-FIRE 
number,  and  encourage  any  individuals 
with  any  information  whatsoever  to 
call  that  number  and  give  it  to  the 
proper  authorities  so  that  we  can  at 
least  bring  those  individuals  to  justice. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Dlinois.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  certainly  want  to  thank  the  dis- 
tinguished gentleman  from  Louisiana 
for  his  very  kind  and  very  gentle  re- 
marks. I  would  certainly  hope  those  of 
us  in  this  body,  really  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  and  certainly  those  of  us  who 
occupy  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  and  the  White  House, 
that  we  would  be  particularly  sensitive 
that  it  is  but  by  the  grace  of  God  that 
the   churches   that   have   been   burnt. 


that  there  have  not  been  full  congrega- 
tions or  any  congregations  in  those 
churches  at  those  times. 

But  let  us  also  be  cognizant  of  the 
role  that  we  play  with  our  debates  on 
the  floor  of  this  House,  with  the  way  in 
which  we  conduct  ourselves  in  our 
Democrat  versus  Republican  politics 
back  home,  with  the  implementation 
of  strategies  that  have  not  brought  out 
the  very  best  in  people  but  have,  in- 
deed, exacerbated  fears  and  brought 
out  the  very  worst  in  people. 

I  certainly  want  to  commend  the  dis- 
tinguished gentleman  from  Louisiana 
for  the  way  in  which  he  has  conducted 
himself  publicly  and  the  role  he  has 
tried  to  play  it  bringing  African-Amer- 
icans, white  Americans,  Asian-Ameri- 
cans, native  Americans  and  all  of  the 
different  of  Americans  under  one  big 
tent  called  America. 

With  that.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  yield 
back  the  balance  of  our  time. 

Mr.  HILLIARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  southem 
nightmare  has  returned  to  the  once  quiet  and 
tranquil  rural  counties  of  America's  southland 
which  has  many  of  our  citizens  concerned. 

A  wave  of  church  arsons  is  sweeping 
across  the  South,  taking  with  it  many  rural, 
mostly  black  churches,  as  well  as  the  con- 
fidence and  security  that  many  of  these  com- 
munities once  felt. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  this  were  1956,  I  would 
blame  it  on  the  States's-Rights  activists,  but 
this  isn't  1956,  this  is  1996,  and  I  thought  Bull 
Conner  was  dead. 

Just  like  a  bad  dream  which  comes  in  the 
middle  of  the  night,  so  also,  come  these  ar- 
sons, enveloped  in  darkness  and  all  too  remi- 
niscent of  the  Bad  Old  Days  when  the  night- 
riders  of  the  Ku  Klux  Klan  practiced  their  evil 
under  the  cover  of  darkness  and  with  the  as- 
sistance of  the  torch. 

The  number  of  incidents,  as  of  May  21, 
1996,  given  in  testimony  before  the  Judiciary 
Committee,  was  57  across  the  United  States. 

Now,  the  number  of  church  arsons  has  risen 
to  58. 

The  numt>er  has  risen  to  58  t>ecause  this 
last  Sunday,  another  fire  tragically  bumed  the 
Rising  Star  Baptist  Church,  in  Greensboro,  AL, 
to  the  ground,  and  leaving  an  entire  congrega- 
tion without  a  house  of  worship. 

The  fire  is  still  under  investigation.  Trag- 
ically, under  the  cover  of  darkness,  a  beautiful 
quiet  community  in  west  Alabama's  agricul- 
tural heartland  has  again  experienced  another 
church  arson.  This  makes  the  ninth  arson  of  a 
black  church  in  Alabama. 

In  light  of  these  events,  the  names  of  these 
Alabama  churches  now  evoke  a  rollcall  of  de- 
spair, a  string  of  broken  dreams,  and  a  hall- 
mark of  heartache.  Allow  me  to  cite  the  names 
of  the  Alabama  churches  which  have  bumed: 
Mount  Zion  Baptist  Church;  Mount  Zoar  Bap- 
tist Church;  Little  Zion  Baptist  Church;  New 
Liberty  Baptist  Church;  Jerusalem  Baptist 
Church;  Bucks  Chapel  Church;  Oak  Grove 
Missionary  Baptist  Church;  Pine  Top  Baptist 
Church;  and  now  Rising  Star  Baptist  Church. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  can  not  say  definitely  that 
these  fires  are  the  direct  result  of  a  resur- 
gence of  racism,  but  they  are  the  deliberate 
result  of  hatred,  ignorance,  and  lawlessness. 


Although  these  fires  have  txjrned  down 
many  rural  churches  in  Alabama  and  across 
the  United  States,  these  fires  have  not  burned 
out  my  optimism  for  the  progress  which  Ala- 
Ijama  and  the  South  have  made  in  my  life- 
time, in  the  area  of  race  relations. 

I  know,  it  is  a  far  from  a  perfect  situation 
which  exists  today  in  Alabama,  or  in  America, 
but  if  we  realize  this  fact,  and  continue  to 
progress  and  grow,  we  will  reach  Dr.  King's 
promised  land.  And  just  like  Dr.  King,  "I  may 
not  be  with  you,  when  you  get  there,"  but  if 
this  day  comes  after  my  work  on  earth  is 
done,  I  assure  you  that  I  will  be  there  in  spirit. 

In  closing,  allow  me  to  say  that  crosses  may 
not  be  buming  in  Alabama  tonight,  but  our 
churches  are  in  flames  and  these  criminals 
must  be  brought  to  justice. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Mr.  SCHRIFF  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Armey),  for  today  and  Tuesday,  June 
11,  on  account  of  official  business. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  Armey),  for  today,  on  account  of 
delayed  transportation. 

Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Gephardt),  for  today  and 
"Tuesday,  June  11,  on  account  of  per- 
sonal reasons. 

Mr.  Underwood  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  Gephardt),  for  today  and  the  bal- 
ance of  the  week,  on  account  of  official 
business. 

Mrs.  Lincoln  at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Gephardt),  for  today  and  the  balance 
of  the  week,  on  account  of  medical  rea- 
sons. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Pallone)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 

Mrs.  Clayton,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Ms.  KAPTXm.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Montgomery,  for  5  minutes, 
today 

Ms.  Jackson-Lee  of  Texas,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Jones)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr.  Burr,  for  5  minutes,  on  June  11. 

Mr.  BtniTON  of  Indiana,  for  5  minutes 
each  day,  today  and  on  June  11,  12,  13, 
and  14. 

Mr.  RiGGS,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  DtJNCAN,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Michigan,  for  5  minutes 
each  day,  on  June  11,  12,  and  13. 

Mr.  Buyer,  for  5  minutes  each  day, 
on  June  11, 12,  and  13. 

Mr.  Mica,  for  5  minutes  each  day, 
today  and  on  June  11,  12,  and  13. 

Mr.  Chambliss,  for  5  minutes  each 
day,  on  June  11  and  12. 
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(The  following  Member  (at  his  own 
request)  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  and  include  extraneous  mate- 
rial;) 

Mr.  Hall  of  Texas,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  imanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Pallone)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mrs.  Maloney. 

Mr.  Dellums. 

Mr.  Poshard. 

Mr.  Fazio  of  California. 

Mr.  Ward. 

Mr.  Lantos. 

Mr.  Montgomery. 

Mr.  CONYERS. 

Mr.  Berman. 

Mr.  Torricelli. 

Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida. 

Mr.  ackerman. 

Mr.  Payne  of  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Deutsch. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Jones)  and  to  include  ex- 
traneous matter: ) 

Ms.  ROS-LEHTINEN. 

Mr.  Boehner. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Fields  of  Louisiana)  and 
to  include  extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Bentsen. 

Mr.  Farr  of  California. 

Mr.  Parker. 

Mr.  Kennedy  of  Rhode  Island 


SENATE  BILL  REFERRED 

A  bill  of  the  Senate  of  the  following 
title  was  taken  from  the  Speaker's 
table  and.  under  the  rule,  referred  as 
follows: 

S.  1634.  An  act  to  amend  the  resolution  es- 
tablishing the  Franklin  Delano  Roosevelt 
Memorial  Commission  to  extend  the  service 
of  certain  members;  to  the  Committee  on 
Resources. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  move  that  the  House  do  now  ad- 
journ. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  8  o'clock  and  49  minutes 
p.m.).  under  its  previous  order,  the 
House  adjourned  until  tomorrow,  Tues- 
day. June  11,  1996.  at  9  a.m. 


NOTICE  OF  PROPOSED  RULE- 
MAKING EXTENSION  OF  PERIOD 
FOR  COMMENT 

U.S.  Congress. 
OrncE  OF  Compliance, 
Washington.  DC,  June  7, 1996. 
Hon.  Newt  Gingrich. 

Speaker  of  the  House,  U.S.  House  of  Represent- 
atives, Washington,  DC 
Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  Pursuant  to  Section 
304(b)  of  the  Congressional  Accountability 


Act  of  1995  (2  U.S.C.  S  1384(b)).  I  am  transmit- 
ting on  behalf  of  the  Board  of  Directors  the 
enclosed  notice  for  publication  in  the  Con- 
gressional Record. 

The    Congressional     Accountability    Act 
specifies  that  the  enclosed  notice  be  pub- 
lished on  the  first  day  on  which  both  Houses 
are  in  session  following  this  transmittal. 
Sincerely, 

Glen  D.  Nager. 
Chair  of  the  Board. 

June  7.  i996. 
Office  of  Compliance 

notice  of  proposed  rulemaking — EXTENSION 

OF  period  for  comment 
A  Notice  of  Proposed  Rulemaking  [NPR] 
for  the  proposed  regulations  implementing 
Section  220(e)  of  the  Congressional  Account- 
ability Act  of  1995.  was  published  in  the  Con- 
gressional Record  dated  May  23.  1996.  This 
notice  is  to  inform  interested  parties  that 
the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Office  of  Com- 
pliance has  extended  the  period  for  public 
comment  on  the  NPR  until  July  1.  1996.  Any 
questions  about  this  notice  may  be  directed 
to  the  Office  of  Compliance.  LA  200  John 
Adams  Building.  Washington.  DC  20540-1999: 
phone  (202)  724-9250;  fax:  (202)  426-1913. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

3448.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget,  transmitting 
the  cumulative  report  on  rescissions  and  de- 
ferrals of  budget  authority  as  of  May  1,  1996. 
pursuant  to  2  U.S.C.  685(e)  (H.  Doc.  No.  104- 
230):  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
and  ordered  to  be  printed. 

3449.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule— List  of  Regu- 
lated Substances  and  Thresholds  for  Acci- 
dental Release  Prevention;  Final  Rule — Stay 
of  Effectiveness  (FRL-5516-€)  received  June 
6.  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)  (1)  (A):  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3450.  A  letter  fi-om  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule — 40  CFR  Parts 
1528  and  1552  Acquisition  Regulation  (FRL- 
5517-4)  received  June  6,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)  (1)  (A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

3451.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  major  final  rule — Risk 
Management  Program  Regulations  for 
Chemical  Accident  Release  Prevention,  as 
required  by  section  112(r)  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act — received  June  6.  1996.  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

3452.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule— Approval  and 
Promulgation  of  Implementation  Plans: 
Ohio  (FRLr-550&-5)  received  June  7.  1996.  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXl)(A);  to  the  Conamit- 
tee  on  Commerce. 

3453.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 


ting the  Agency's  final  rule— Protection  of 
Stratospheric  Zone  (FRL-5518-1)  received 
June  7,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA): 
to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3454.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule— Approval  and 
Promulgation  of  Implementation  Plans:  In- 
diana (FRLr-5509-5)  received  June  7.  1996.  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXl)(A);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce. 

3455.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule — Approval  and 
Promulgation  of  Implementation  Plans  and 
Designation  of  Areas  for  Air  Quality  Plan- 
ning Purposes:  State  of  New  Mexico:  Ap- 
proval of  the  Vehicle  Inspection  and  Mainte- 
nance Program,  Emissions  Inventory,  and 
Maintenance  Plan:  Redesignation  to  Attain- 
ment Albuquerque/Bemalillo  County,  New 
Mexico;  Carbon  Monoxide  (FRL-5514-2)  re- 
ceived June  7,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lXA):  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3456.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule — Approval  and 
Promulgation  of  Implementation  Plans: 
California  State  Implementation  Plans;  Cali- 
fornia State  Implementation  Plan  Revision, 
Five  Local  Air  Pollution  Control  Districts 
(FRLr-54€4-4)  received  June  7.  1996.  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  SOKaXlXA):  to  the  C^ommittee  on 
Commerce. 

3457.  AJetter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule — Approval  and 
Promulgation  of  Air  Quality  Implementa- 
tion Plans;  Virginia:  Approval  of  Alternative 
Compliance  Plans  for  the  Rejmolds  Metals 
Graphic  Arts  Plants  (FRL-5514-6)  received 
June  7,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  SOKaXlXA): 
to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3458.  A  letter  from  the  Managing  Director. 
Federal  Communications  Commission,  trans- 
mitting the  Commission's  final  rule — 
Amendment  of  Section  73.202(b).  Table  of  Al- 
lotments. FM  Broadcast  Stations  (Shelton. 
Washington)  [MM  Docket  No.  95-156]  re- 
ceived June  7,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
SOKaXlXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3459.  A  letter  from  the  Managing  Director, 
Federal  Communications  Commission,  trans- 
mitting the  Commission's  final  rule — 
Amendment  of  Section  73.202(b).  Table  of  Al- 
lotments. FM  Broadcast  Stations  (Woodville 
and  Liberty,  Mississippi:  Clayton  and  Jena. 
Louisiana)  (MM  Docket  No.  94-115)  received 
June  7,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  SOKaXlXA); 
to  the  Committee  on  Conunerce. 

3460.  A  letter  from  the  Managing  Director. 
Federal  Communications  Commission,  trans- 
mitting the  Commission's  final  rule — 
Amendment  of  Section  73.a02(b).  Table  of  Al- 
lotments. FM  Broadcast  Stations  (Blossom, 
TX.  DeQueen.  Arkansas,  and  Coalgate,  Okla- 
homa) [MM  Docket  No.  95-75]  received  June 
10.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  SOKaXlXA);  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3461.  A  letter  from  the  Managing  Director, 
Federal  Communications  Commission,  trans- 
mitting the  Commission's  final  rule — 
Amendment  of  Section  73.202(b).  Table  of  Al- 
lotments. FM  Broadcast  Stations  (CUovis  and 
Madera.  California^  [MM  Docket  No.  90-45] 
received  June  10.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lKA):  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3462.  A  letter  from  the  Managing  Director, 
Federal  Conununications  Commission,  trans- 
mitting    the     Commission's     final     rule — 
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Amendment  of  Section  73.202(b),  Table  of  Al- 
lotments. FM  Broadcast  Stations  (Woodville 
and  Liberty.  Mississippi:  Clayton  and  Jena. 
Louisiana)  [MM  Docket  No.  94-115]  received 
June  10.  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3463.  A  letter  firom  the  Managing-  Director. 
Federal  Communications  Commission,  trans- 
mitting the  Commission's  final  rule — 
Amendment  of  Section  73.202(b).  Table  of  Al- 
lotments, FM  Broadcast  Stations  (Chester. 
Shasta  Lake  City.  Altvu-as.  McCloud  and 
Weaverville.  California)  [MM  Docket  No.  94- 
76  and. MM  Docket  No.  94-77]  received  June 
10.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3464.  A  letter  from  the  Managing  Director. 
Federal  Communications  Commission,  trans- 
mitting the  Conunission's  final  rule — 
Amendment  of  Section  73.606(b),  Table  of  Al- 
lotments, TV  Broadcast  Stations  (Virginia 
Beach.  Virginia)  [MM  Docket  No.  95-77]  re- 
ceived June  10,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3465.  A  letter  from  the  Managing  Director, 
Federal  Communications  Commission,  trans- 
mitting the  Commission's  final  rule — 
Amendment  of  Section  73.202(b),  Table  of  Al- 
lotments, FM  Broadcast  Stations  (Shelton. 
Washington)  [MM  Docket  No.  95-156]  re- 
ceived June  10,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3466.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Regula- 
tions Policy  Management  Staff,  Food  and 
Drug  Administration,  transmitting  the  Ad- 
ministration's final  rule — Revocation  of  Cer- 
tain Regulations  Affecting  Food  [Docket  No. 
95N-310F]  received  June  7,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

3467.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Congressional  Affairs,  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission,  transmitting  the  Commission's 
final  rule— Environmental  Review  for  Re- 
newal of  Nuclear  Power  Plant  Operating  Li- 
censes (RIN:  3150-AD63)  received  June  7.  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce. 

3468.  A  letter  ftom  the  Director.  Defense 
Security  Assistance  Agency,  transmitting 
notification  of  a  cooperative  project  con- 
cerning a  NATO  mid-term  modernization 
program  which  will  improve  the  airborne 
early  warning  and  control  system  [AEW&C] 
mission  capabilities  of  NATO  E-3A  aircraft, 
simulators,  and  training  cargo  aircraft 
(Transmittal  No.  11-96)  received  June  7.  1996. 
pursuant  to  22  U.S.C.  2767(0:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  International  Relations. 

3469.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Defense 
Security  Assistance  Agency,  transmitting 
notification  of  an  umbrella  cooperative 
project  with  Canada  covering  future  collabo- 
ration on  research,  exploratory  development, 
and  advanced  development  whose  matura- 
tion may  lead  to  technologically  superior 
conventional  weapon  systems  (Transmittal 
No.  12-96)  received  June  7.  1996,  pursuant  to 
22  U.S.C.  2767(0;  to  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations. 

3470.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Defense 
Security  Assistance  Agency,  transmitting 
notification  of  a  cooperative  project  con- 
cerning improvements  to  a  modular  elec- 
tronic subsystem  for  the  purpose  of  enhanc- 
ing both  air  and  ground  electronic  warfare 
detection  capabilities  (Transmittal  No.  10- 
96)  received  June  7.  1996.  pursuant  to  22 
U.S.C.  2767(0;  to  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations. 

3471.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Legislative  Affairs.  Depart- 
ment of  State,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's  final   rule — Notification   of  Foreign 


Official  Status— Elimination  and  Reinven- 
tion of  Regulations  (Office  of  Protocol,  De- 
partment of  State)  (22  CFR.  Part  4)  received 
June  7,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A): 
to  the  Committee  on  International  Rela- 
tions. 

3472.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Health 
and  Human  Services:  transmitting  the  semi- 
annual report  on  activities  of  the  inspector 
general  for  the  period  October  1,  1995. 
through  March  31,  1996.  and  the  semiannual 
management  report  for  the  same  period,  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  app.  (Insp.  Gen.  Act)  sec- 
tion 5(b):  to  the  Committee  on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight. 

3473.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman,  Council 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  transmitting  a 
copy  of  D.C.  Act  11-268,  "Police  Officers  Out- 
side Employment  Amendment  Act  of  1996"— 
received  June  7,  1996,  pursuant  to  D.C.  Code. 
section  l-233(c)(l):  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3474.  A  letter  from  the  Federal  Co-Chair- 
man.  Appalachian  Regional  Commission, 
transmitting  the  semiannual  report  on  ac- 
tivities of  the  inspector  general  for  the  pe- 
riod October  1.  1995.  through  March  31,  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  app.  (Insp.  Gen.  Act) 
section  5(b);  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3475.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Surface  Mining.  Department  of  the  Interior, 
transmitting  the  Department's  final  rule — 
Texas  RegTilatory  Program  (Office  of  Surface 
Mining  Reclamation  and  Enforcement) 
[SPATS  No  TX-027-FOR]  received  June  10. 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the 
Committee  on  Resources. 

3476.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Director.  Of- 
fice of  Fisheries  Conservation  and  Manage- 
ment. National  Marine  Fisheries  Service, 
transmitting  the  Service's  final  rule — Pacific 
Coast  Groundfish  Fishery:  Whiting  At-Sea 
Processing  [Docket  No.  951227306-6117-02;  I.D. 
053096A]  received  June  7.  1996.  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Committee  on  Re- 
sources. 

3477.  A  letter  from  the  Program  Managre- 
ment  Officer.  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service,  transmitting  the  Service's  final 
rule — Gulf  of  Mexico  Fisheries  Disaster  Pro- 
gram [Docket  No.  960322092-«159-02:  I.D. 
032596B]  received  June  10.  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Re- 
sources. 

3478  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Establishment 
of  Class  E  Airspace:  Seymour,  TX— Docket 
No.  95-ASW-Ol  (Federal  Aviation  Adminis- 
tration) (RIN:  2120-AA66)  (199&-0036)  received 
June  6.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A): 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure. 

3479.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Revision  of 
Class  E  Airspace:  Guymon.  OK— Docket  No. 
95-ASW-22  (Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion) (RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0037)  received 
June  6.  19%.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A): 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure. 

3480.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Revision  of 
Class  E  Airspace;  Artesia.  NM— Docket  No. 
95-ASW-08  (Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion) (RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0035)  received 
June  6.  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A): 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure. 

3481.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 


the  Department's  final  rule— Revision  of 
Class  E  Airspace;  Victoria,  TX— Docket  No. 
95-ASW-20  (Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion) (RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0052)  received 
June  6,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A): 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure. 

3482.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Revision  of 
Class  E  Airspace;  Guthrie,  TX— Docket  No. 
95-ASW-17  (Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion) (RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0050)  received 
June  6. 1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A): 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure. 

3483.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Proposed  Es- 
tablishment of  Class  E  Airspace;  Sonera, 
TX— Docket  No.  95-ASW-07  (Federal  Avia- 
tion Administration)  (RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996- 
0045)  received  June  6,  1996.  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(:)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Inftastructure. 

3484.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Standard  In- 
strument Approach  Procedures;  Miscellane- 
ous Amendments  (24)  [Amendment  Number 
1733]  (Federal  Aviation  Administration) 
(RIN:  2120-AA65)  (I996-O016)  received  June  6. 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

3485.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Standard  In- 
strument Approach  Procedures;  Miscellane- 
ous Amendments  (27)  [Amendment  Number 
1732]  (Federal  Aviation  Administration) 
(RIN:  2120-AA65)  (1996-0015)  received  June  6. 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

3486.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Decision  of  the 
United  States  Supreme  Court  Concerning  an 
Agency  Interpretation  of  the  Federal  Hours 
of  Service  Laws:  Change  in  Agency  Interpre- 
tation; Enforcement  Policy  Regarding  Viola- 
tions of  Laws  as  Previously  Interpreted  (Fed- 
eral Railroad  Administration)  (49  CFR  Part 
228)  received  June  6,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3487.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Security  Zone 
Regulations:  U.S.  Coast  Guard  Base  Miami 
Beach;  Miami  Beach.  FL  [COTP  Miami  96- 
039]  (RIN:  2n5-AA97)  received  June  6.  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Transportation  and  Infrastruc- 
ture. 

3488.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Safety  Zone; 
Lake  Erie.  Detroit  to  Cleveland  [CDG09-96- 
002]  (RIN:  2115-AA97)  received  June  6.  1996, 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Transportation  and  Infrastruc- 
ture. 

3489.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Safety  Zone: 
Ohio  River,  Miles  309.0  to  312.5;  Vicinity  of 
the  Huntington  West  End  Bridge,  Hunting- 
ton, WV  [COTP  Huntington  96-008]  (RIN: 
2115-AA97)  received  June  6,  1996,  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Conrniittee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3490.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
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the  Department's  final  rule— Special  Local 
Regulations:  Harborwalk  Boat  Race:  Sampit 
River,  Georgetown,  SC  [CGD07-96-015]  (RIN: 
2115-AE46)  received  June  6,  1996,  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3491.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Regulatory  Re- 
invention Initiative:  Pipeline  Safety  Pro- 
gram Procedures:  Reporting  Requirements; 
Gas  Pipeline  Standards:  and  Liquefied  Natu- 
ral Gas  Facilities  Standards  (Research  and 
Special  Programs  Administration)  [Docket 
No.  PS-125;  Notice  2]  (RIN:  2137-AC28)  re- 
ceived June  6,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3492.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— National  Stand- 
ards for  Traffic  Control  Devices:  Metric  Con- 
version (Federal  Highway  Administration) 
[FHWA  Docket  No.  96-20]  (RIN:  2125-AD63) 
received  June  6,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3493.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Polices  Relat- 
ing to  Rulemaking  Proceedings  (RIN:  2105- 
AC55)  received  June  6.  1996.  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3494.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Amendment  to 
Class  E  Airspace;  Kaiser,  MO:  Camdenton, 
MO:  Sedalia,  MO;  West  Plains,  MO;  Point 
Lookout,  MO:  St.  Charles.  MO:  Monett.  MO; 
Butler.  MO:  Monroe  City.  MO;  etc.  (U)  (Fed- 
eral Aviation  Administration)  [Docket  No. 
96-ACE-2]  (Rin:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0053)  re- 
ceived June  6.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3495.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Standards  for 
Approval  for  High  Altitude  Operation  of  Sub- 
sonic Transport  Airplanes  (Federal  Aviation 
Administration)  (RIN:  2120-AB18)  received 
June  6.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A): 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
firastructure. 

3496.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Airworthiness 
Directives;  McDonnell  Douglas  Model  DC-10 
Series  Airplanes  and  Model  MD-llF  (Freight- 
er) Airplanes  (Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion) (Docket  No.  95-NM-120-AD)  (RIN:  2120- 
AA64)  received  June  6.  1996.  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3497.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Airworthiness 
Directives:  Textron  Lycoming  Model  TIO- 
540-SlA  Reciprocating  Engines  (Federal 
Aviation  Administration)  (Docket  No.  91- 
ANE-29)  (RIK:  2120-AA64)  received  June  6. 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aKl)(A):  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

3498.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Airworthiness 
Directives;  McDonnell  Douglas  Model  DC-9- 
80  Series  Airplanes.  Model  MD-88  Airplanes, 
and  MD-90  Airplanes  (Federal  Aviation  Ad- 
ministration) (Docket  No.  96-NM-lll-AD) 
(RIN:  2120- AA64)  received  June  6,  1996.  pursu- 
ant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Conmsittee 
on  Transportation  and  Inftustructure. 


3499.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Airworthiness 
Directives;  Aviat  Aircraft,  Inc.  Models  S-IS 
S-IT,  S-2,  S-2A,  S-2S,  and  S-2B  Airplanes 
(formerly  known  as  Pitts  Models  S-IS.  S-IT. 
S-2,  S-2A,  S-2S,  and  S-2B  Airplanes)  (Fed- 
eral Aviation  Administration)  [Docket  No. 
96-CE-23-AD:  Amendment  39-9645:  AD  96-12- 
03]  (RrN:2I20-AA64)  received  June  6.  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Transportation  and  Infrastruc- 
ture. 

3500.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Airworthiness 
Directives;  Canadair  Model  CL-215-1A10  Se- 
ries Airplanes  (Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion) (Docket  No.  96-NM-61-AD)  (RIN:  2120- 
AA64)  received  June  6.  1996.  pursnant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3501.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Airworthiness 
Directives:  McDonnell  Douglas  Model  MD-11 
Series  Airplanes  (Federal  Aviation  Adminis- 
tration) (Docket  No.  96-NM-56-AD)  (RIN: 
2120-AA64)  received  June  6.  1996.  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3502.  A  letter  trom  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Airworthiness 
Directives;  Twin  Commander  Aircraft  Cor- 
poration 500,  680,  and  690  Series  Airplanes 
(Federal  Aviation  Administration)  (Docket 
No.  96-CE-22-AD)  (RIN:  2120-AA64)  received 
June  6,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A); 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure. 

3503.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Airworthiness 
Directives:  The  New  Piper  Aircraft.  Inc. 
Models  PA31.  PA31-300.  PA31-325.  and  PA31- 
350  Airplanes  (Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion) (Docket  No.  90-CE-60-AD)  (RIN:  2120- 
AA64)  received  June  6.  1996.  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3504.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Airworthiness 
Directives;  Jetstream  Model  4101  Airplanes 
(Federal  Aviation  Administration)  (Docket 
No.  95-NM-133-AD)  (RIN:  2120-AA64)  received 
June  6.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A); 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure. 

3505.  A  letter  trom  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Airworthiness 
Directives:  Airbus  Model  A300  B2  and  B4  Se- 
ries Airplanes.  Excluding  Model  A300-600  Se- 
ries Airplanes  (Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion) Docket  No.  95-NM-161-AD)  (RDM:  2120- 
AA64)  received  June  6.  1996.  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)91)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infraistructure. 

3506.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
of  the  Army  (Civil  Works),  transmitting  a 
letter  from  the  Chief  of  Engmeers.  Depart- 
ment of  the  Army  concerning  Humboldt  Har- 
bor and  Bay.  CA.  dated  October  30.  1995.  sub- 
mitting a  report  together  with  accompany- 
ing papers  and  illustrations  (H.  Doc.  No.  104- 
231);  to  the  Committee  on  Transportation 
and  Infrastructure  and  ordered  to  be  printed. 

3507.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulations  Management.  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule — Post-Vietnam  Era  Veter- 
ans' Educational  Assistance:  Miscellaneous 


(RIN:  2900-AH64)  received  June  7.  1996.  pursu- 
ant to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXl)(A);  to  the  Committee 
on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

3508.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulations  Management,  Departm.ent  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule— Autopsies  (RIN:  2900-AI07) 
received  June  10.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Committee  on  Veterans' 
Affairs. 

3509.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  U.S. 
International  Trade  Commission,  transmit- 
ting a  copy  of  the  85th  quarterly  report  on 
trade  between  the  United  States  and  China, 
the  successor  states  to  the  former  Soviet 
Union,  and  other  title  IV  countries  during 
1995.  pursuant  to  19  U.S.C.  2440:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means. 

3510.  A  letter  from  the  Under  Secretary  of 
Defense,  transmitting  the  Department's  re- 
port entitled  "(Juality  of  Research  Under  the 
DOD  Small  Business  Innovation  Research 
[SBIR]  Program."  pursuant  to  Public  Law 
102-564.  section  106  (106  Stat.  4256);  joinUy.  to 
the  Ck>mmitte€S  on  National  SeJcurity  and 
Small  Business. 

3511.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Legislative  Affairs.  Depart- 
ment of  State,  transmitting  a  copy  of  Presi- 
dential Determination  No.  96-31:  Assistance 
Program  for  Russia,  pursuant  to  Public  Law 
103-87,  section  577(a)  (107  Stat.  973):  jointly, 
to  the  Committees  on  International  Rela- 
tions and  Appropriations. 

3512.  A  letter  from  the  Board  of  Directors. 
Office  of  Compliance,  transmitting  a  notice 
for  publication  in  the  Co.vgressional 
Record,  pursuant  to  Public  Law  104-1.  sec- 
tion 304(b)(1)  (109  SUt.  29);  jointly,  to  the 
Committees  on  House  Oversight  and  Eco- 
nomic and  Ekiucational  Opportunities. 

3513.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
of  the  Army  (Civil  Works),  transmitting  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  Division  Re- 
structuring Plan,  pursuant  to  Public  Law 
104-46.  title  I  (109  Stat.  405);  jointly,  to  the 
Committees  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure and  Appropriations. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  Xm,  reports  of 
committees  v/ere  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  GOOD  LING:  Committee  on  Economic 
and  Educational  Opportunities.  H.R.  3268.  A 
bill  to  amend  the  Individuals  with  Disabil- 
ities Education  Act.  to  reauthorize  and  make 
improvements  to  that  act.  and  for  other  pur- 
poses: with  an  amendment  (Rept.  104-614). 
Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  DE.KTF.R-  Committee  on  Rules.  House 
Resolution  450.  Resolution  waiving  points  of 
order  against  the  conference  report  to  ac- 
company the  concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con. 
Res.  178)  establishing  the  congressional 
budget  for  the  U.S.  Government  for  fiscal 
year  1997  and  setting  forth  appropriate  budg- 
etarj-  levels  for  fiscal  years  1998.  1999.  2000, 
2001.  and  2002.  (Rept.  104-615).  Referred  to  the 
House  Calendar. 

Mr.  LINDER:  Committee  on  Rules.  House 
Resolution  451.  Resolution  providing  for  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (H.R.  3603)  making  ap- 
propriations for  Agriculture,  Rural  Develop- 
ment. Food  and  Drug  Administration,  and 
related  agencies  programs  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  September  30,  1997,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses (Rept.  104-616).  Referred  to  the  House 
Calendar. 
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PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXn,  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mr.  BLILEY  (for  himself,  Mr.  DlN- 

GELL.     Mr.    BiLIRAKIS.    Mr.    WaXMAN. 

Mr.  MooRHEAD.  Mr.  Bryant  of  Texas. 
Mr.  OxLEY.  Mr.  Towns.  Mr.  Schae- 
FER.   Mr.   Studds,   Mr.   Upton,   Mr. 
Pallosz.  Mr.  Franks  of  Connecticut, 
Mrs.  Lincoln.  Mr.  Greenwood.  Mr. 
Deutsch,  Mr.  Crapo.  Mr.  Rush.  Mr. 
Deal,   of  Georgia.   Ms.    Furse.   Mr. 
Bilbray,  Mr.  Stupak,  Mr.  Whitfield. 
Mr.  Man-ton,  Mr.  G.^nske,  Mr.  Rich- 
ardson, Mr.  Gordon,  and  Mr.  Mar- 
ket): 
H.R.  3604.  A  bill  to  amend  title  XIV  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act  (the  "Safe  Drink- 
ing Water  Act"),  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

By  Mr.  LEWIS  of  California: 
H.R.  3605.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1966  to  clarify  the  exemption 
from  tax  for  State  funds  providing  coverage 
for  losses  on  property  arising  from  earth- 
quakes; to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

By  Ms.  LOFGREN: 
H.R.  3606.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Communica- 
tions Act  of  1934  to  restore  freedom  of  speech 
to  the  Internet  and  to  protect  children  from 
unsuitable  online  material;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce. 

By  Mr.  SANDERS: 
H.R.  3607.  A  bill  to  amend  chapter  35  of 
title  44.  United  States  Code,  popularly 
known  as  the  Paperwork  Reduction  Act,  to 
ensure  that  Federal  agencies  give  priority  to 
reducing  paperwork  burdens  on  small  busi- 
nesses having  50  or  fewer  employees;  to  the 
Conmriittee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight,  and  in  addition  to  the  Committee 
on  Small  Business,  for  a  period  to  be  subse- 
quently determined  by  the  Speaker,  in  each 
case  for  consideration  of  such  provisions  as 
fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee 
concerned. 

By    Mr.    SANDERS   (for   himself,    Mr. 
Frank  of  Massachusetts,   Mr.   Bar- 
rettt  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Stark,  and 
Mr.  Miller  of  California): 
H.R.  3608.  A  bill  to  amend  section  818  of  the 
National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  fis- 
cal year  1995  to  prohibit  additional  payments 
for  restructuring  costs  under  defense  con- 
tracts and  to  revise  certain  reporting  re- 
quirements relating  to  such  costs;   to  the 
Committee  on  National  Security. 

By  Mr.  SHAYS  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Farr): 
HJl.  3609.  A  bill  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  the  payment  of  U.S.  arrearages  in 
assessed  contributions  to  the  United  Nations 
for  prior  years  and  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  the  payment  of  assessed  contribu- 
tions of  the  United  States  for  U.N.  peace- 
keeping operations;  to  the  Committee  on 
International  Relations. 
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ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows: 

HJl.  351:  Mr.  Moorhead. 

H.R.  1010:  Ms.  Lofgren.  Mr.  Ford.  Mr. 
Scarborough,  Mrs.  Schroeder,  and  Mr. 
Ehlers. 

H.R.  1733:  Mr.  Burr. 

HJl.  2246:  Mr.  Wynn  and  Ms.  Jackson-Lee. 


H.R.     2391:     Mr.     Funderburk    and    Mr. 
Weldon  of  Florida. 
H.R.  2442:  Mr.  HALL  Of  Ohio  and  Mr.  ROHR- 

ABACHER. 

H.R.  2587:  Mr.  LONGLEY. 

H.R.  2701:  Ms.  VELAZQUEZ. 

H.R.  2867:  Mr.  HOSTETTLER. 

H.R.  2925:  Mr.  KINGSTON. 

H.R.  2962:  Mr.  ACKERMAN,  Mr.  Miller  of 
California,  Mr.  GEJDENSON,  and  Mr.  Vento. 

H.R.  3083:  Mr.  GaLLEGLY. 

H.R.  3087:  Mr.  NORWOOD 

H.R.  3119:  Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota. 

H.R.  3161:  Mr.  KOLBE  and  Mr.  Gordon. 

H.R.  3199:  Mr.  SHAW,  Mr.  Weller,  Mr. 
QuiLLEN,  and  Mr.  Combest. 

H.R.  3234:  Mr.  GOODLING,  Mr.  Upton,  Mrs. 
Myrick.  Mr.  Radanovich,  Mr.  Souder,  Mr. 
Doolittle,  and  Mr.  Weldon  of  Florida. 

H.R.  3244:  Mrs.  COLLINS  of  Illinois,  Mr. 
ARMEY.  Mr.  Towns,  Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida, 
Mrs.  Meek  of  Florida.  Mr.  Frazer.  and  Mr. 
Romero-Barcelo. 

H.R.  3251:  Mr.  HEFLET. 

H.R.  3252:  Mr.  Watt  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Wynn,  Mr.  Fatt.'VH,  and  Mrs.  Clay-ton. 

H.R.  3294:  Mr.  Spratt  and  Mr.  Dellums. 

H.R.  3332:  Mr.  Rangel,  Mr.  DELLUMS,  Mr. 
Scott.  Mr.  Clyburn,  Mr.  Johnston  of  Flor- 
ida. Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Fr-^^zer.  Mr. 
DeFazio,  Mr.  Stark,  and  Mr.  Evans. 

H.R.  3354:  Mr.  Nethercutt. 

H.R.  3449:  Mr.  BONILLA,  Mr.  Evans,  and  Mr. 
Laughlin. 

H.R.  3465:  Ms.  Jackson-Lee  of  Texas,  Mr. 
GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Shays.  Mr.  Olver.  Mr.  Ham- 
ilton, Mr.  HoYER.  Mr.  Lewis  of  Georgia.  Ms. 
Rivers,  and  Mr.  Dooley. 

H.R.  3525:  Mrs.  MYRICK.  Mr.  Chabot,  and 
Mr.  Fattah. 

H.R.  3551:  Mr.  WELDON  of  Florida  and  Mr. 
LoBiONDO. 

H.R.  3571:  Mr.  Frisa,  Mr.  Engel,  Mr.  HOKE. 
Mr.  ACKERMAN,  Mr.  Manzullo,  Mr.  Lazio  of 
New  York,  Mr.  ScHUMER.  Mr.  Manton.  Ms. 
MoLDJARi,  and  Mr.  Neal  of  Massachusetts. 

H.R.  3577:  Mr.  Rohrabacher,  Mr.  TR-AFI- 
CANT.  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana,  and  Mr.  Dor- 
nan. 

H.  Con.  Res.  145:  Mr.  Calvert. 

H.  Con.  Res.  173:  Mr.  Saxton.  Mr.  Vis- 
CLOSKY.  Mr.  McNuLTY.  and  Mr.  Serrano. 

H.  Res.  30:  Mr.  Pastor. 

H.  Res.  439:  Mr.  Tate. 


AMENDMENTS 

Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXm.  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H.R.  3603 
Offered  by:  Mr.  DeFazio 

AMENDMENT.  No.  1:  At  the  end  of  the  bill 
(page  69.  after  line  5).  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

Sec.  .  (a)  Limftation  on  Use  of  Funds.— 
None  of  the  funds  made  available  in  this  Act 
may  be  used  for  predator  control  efforts 
under  the  Animal  Damage  Control  Program 
in  the  western  region  of  the  United  States, 
except  when  it  is  made  known  to  the  Federal 
official  having  authority  to  obligate  or  ex- 
pend such  funds  that  the  control  efforts  pro- 
tect human  health  or  safety  or  endangered 
or  threatened  species. 

(b)  Corresponding  Reduction  in  Funds.— 
The  amount  otherwise  provided  by  this  Act 
for  salaries  and  expenses  with  respect  to  the 
Animal  Damage  Control  Program  under  the 
heading  "Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspec- 
tion Service"  is  hereby  reduced  by 
$13,400,000. 


H.R.  3603 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Goss 
Amendment.  No.  2:  Page  17.  line  17.  after 
the  first  dollar  amount,  insert  the  following: 
"(reduced  by  $16,209,000)". 

H.R.  3603 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Goss 
amendment.  No.  3:  Page  51,  strike  line  17 
and  all  that  follows  through  page  52,  line  24. 
and  insert  the  following: 

public  law  480  PROGRAM  AND  GR.ANT  ACCOUNTS 

For  necessary  expenses  for  commodities 
supplied  in  connection  with  dispositions 
abroad  pursuant  to  title  n  of  the  Agricul- 
tural Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act 
of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1721  et  seq.),  $837,000,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

H.R.  3603 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Goss 

AMENDMENT  No.  4:  Page  51,  line  23,  strike 
"1727-1727f.". 

Page  52.  line  4,  insert  "and"  before  "(3)". 

Page  52,  line  7,  strike  ';  'and  (4)"  and  all 
that  follows  through  "Act"  on  line  9. 

Page  52,  line  11,  insert  "such"  before 
"title". 

Page  52,  line  12,  insert  "such"  before 
"title". 

H.R.  3603 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Hobson 

Amendment  No.  5;  On  page  69,  after  line  5, 
add  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  None  of  the  funds  made  available  in 
this  Act  may  be  used  to  administer  a  peanut 
program  that  maintains  a  season  average 
farmers  stock  price  for  the  1997  crop  of  quota 
peanuts  in  excess  of  $625  per  ton. 

H.R.  3603 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Ken'nedy'  of 
Massachusetts 

Amendment  No.  6:  At  the  end  of  the  bill, 
insert  after  the  last  section  (preceding  the 
short  title)  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  726.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  for 
market  access  activities  under  section  203  of 
the  Agricultural  Trade  Act  of  1978  (7  U.S.C. 
5623)  may  be  used  to  promote  the  sale  or  ex- 
port of  alcohol  or  alcoholic  beverages.  None 
of  the  funds  appropriated  or  otherwise  made 
available  by  this  Act  may  be  used  to  pay  the 
salaries  of  employees  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  who  provide  assistance  under 
such  section  to  promote  the  sale  or  export  of 
alcohol  or  alcoholic  beverages. 

H.R.  3603 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Kennedy  of 
Massachusetts 

AMENDMENT  No.  7:  At  the  end  of  the  bill 
(page  69.  after  line  5).  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

Sec.  726.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  for 
market  access  activities  under  section  203  of 
the  Agricultural  Trade  Act  of  1978  (7  U.S.C. 
5623)  may  be  used  to  promote  the  sale  or  ex- 
port of  alcohol  or  alcoholic  beverages.  None 
of  the  funds  appropriated  or  otherwise  made 
available  by  this  Act  may  be  used  to  pay  the 
salaries  of  employees  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  who  provide  assistance  under 
such  section  to  promote  the  sale  or  export  of 
alcohol  or  alcoholic  beverages. 

H.R.  3603 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Lucas 

AMENDMENT  No.  8:  Strike  section  728.  page 
66,  line  15.  through  page  67,  line  3. 
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WILL  THE  DETROIT  NEWSPAPER 
AGENCY  PLEASE  COME  TO  THE 
BARGAINING  TABLE 


HON.  JOHN  CONYERS,  JR. 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  June  10, 1996 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Speaker.  333  days  ago 
more  than  2,000  union  employees  of  the  De- 
troit Newspaper  Agency  were  forced  to  strike 
after  the  Detroit  News  and  Detroit  Free  Press 
refused  to  bargain  with  them  in  good  faith.  In 
the  5  years  l)efore  the  strike,  the  relevant 
unions  conceded  to  management  demands  to 
eliminate  nearty  1,000  jobs  and  gave  up 
countless  pay  raises  to  help  make  these 
newspapers  profitable,  but  this  profit  only 
made  the  newspapers  eager  for  more. 

When  these  papers  began  to  eam  nwre 
than  Si  million  per  week,  instead  of  using  this 
money  to  rehire  workers  and  restore  pay 
raises  to  the  workers  who  made  it  possible, 
they  sakJ  it  was  time  for  more  sacrifices. 

Today,  the  Detroit  News  and  Detroit  Free 
Press  are  losing  almost  $5  million  per  week 
because  of  reaction  to  their  antiworker  busi- 
ness tactics,  biA  the  newspapers  claim  that 
they  no  longer  need  the  striking  woricers.  Even 
tfiough  the  NLRB  has  issued  two  unfair  labor 
practrce  complaints  against  the  Detroit  news- 
paper for  their  bad  faith  bargaining  and  unilat- 
eral imposition  of  changes  in  working  condi- 
tions, they  refuse  to  even  begin  negotiating 
with  the  unions. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  with  me  in  reex- 
amining the  Newspaper  Presen/ation  Act  of 
1970  which  sanctions,  joint  operating  agree- 
mients,  like  the  one  under  which  the  Detroit 
newspapers  operate.  The  joint  operating 
agreennent  gives  the  comt>ined  Detroit  News 
and  Detroit  Free  Press  a  powerful  weapon 
against  the  unions  by  providing  them  limited 
antitrust  immunity  for  the  purpose  of  conribin- 
ing  certain  operatksns,  such  as  printing  arxl 
other  production  operations. 

Before  the  workers  were  forced  to  strike,  ttie 
Detroit  Newspaper  Agency  earned  S56  million 
in  1  year;  this  year,  with  the  wori<ers  striking, 
they  are  expected  to  lose  S250  million.  It  is 
clear  that  Gannett  and  Knighf-Ridder  are  will- 
ing to  sacrifice  their  economic  well-being  in 
order  to  gain  the  upper  hand  in  latxir-manage- 
ment  relations.  I  urge  the  Detroit  Newspaper 
Agency  to  please  come  to  ttie  bargaining  table 
arxj  end  this  impasse. 


HONORING  THE  50TH  WEDDING  AN- 
NIVERSARY OF  MR.  AND  MRS. 
FRANK  FOUREZ,  JR. 


HON.  GLENN  POSHARD 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  June  10, 1996 
Mr.  POSHARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
honor  a  truly  remartoble  accomplishment  On 
June  29,  1996.  Frank  and  Lawanda  Bea 
Fourez  of  Christopher,  IL,  will  celebrate  their 
goWen  wedding  anniversary.  I  refer  to  this  as 
an  accomplishment  because  anyone  that  has 
been  married  knows  the  work  involved  in 
maintaining  this  blessed  institution.  It  requires 
tove,  patience,  and  above  all,  a  devotkxi  to 
your  mate  to  supersedes  all  else.  I  want  to 
personally  congratuJate  the  Fourez  on  reach- 
ing this  milestone,  as  well  as  send  my  best  to 
their  large  and  undout}tedly  proud  family. 

It  seems  that  Frank  and  Lawanda  Bea  un- 
derstand devotion.  Just  20  and  16  when  they 
wed,  the  couple  has  spent  over  two-thirds  of 
their  lives  together.  Since  tt>eir  union  tfiey 
have  witnessed  the  fallout  from  a  worid  war, 
the  beginning  and  end  of  the  coW  war,  and  all 
of  the  trials  and  tritxjlatk}ns  of  a  young  Nation 
taking  on  tfie  challenges  of  worid  leadership 
and  its  own  civil  harmony.  And  through  all  of 
these  monumental  changes,  their  life  together 
has  t)een  incredibly  consistent  They  have  re- 
lied on  the  staples  of  family  and  community, 
living  in  Christopher  for  all  50  years.  The 
Fourezs  had  seven  chikjren.  arxl  are  enjoying 
a  txxinty  of  grarxlchiklren  arxJ  great-grand- 
chiWren.  currently  numbering  16.  Loyalty  is  a 
way  of  life,  as  Frank  worked  as  a  sales  marv 
ager  for  Central  Wholesale  Lk^  Co.  in  Mt 
Vernon  for  35  years  before  retiring. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  takes  truly  special  people  to 
persevere  and  thrive  throughout  a  50-year  re- 
latioTiship.  The  Fourez  family  dearly  is  an  ex- 
ample that  our  entire  Natk>n  can  \ook  to  in 
terms  of  family  values  and  the  vital  place  of  a 
loving  family  in  our  society:  I  wish  Frank  and 
Lawanda  Bea  limitless  joy  while  they  celebrate 
this  occasion  and  many  rrxxe  years  of  happi- 
ness. It  is  an  honor  to  represent  them  in  ttie 
U.S.  Congress. 


TRIBUTE  TO  CAPT.  ROBERT  J. 
PLANTE 


HON.  SAM  FARR 

OFCALIFORNU 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  June  10, 1996 

Mr.  FARR  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  pay  tritxrte  to  a  man  who  has  served 
arxl  led  his  country  in  ttie  Navy  for  over  28 
years.  Capt  Robert  J.  Plante,  who  began  his 
career  as  a  naval  aviator  in  February  1968.  is 
now  retiring  as  commarxling  offk:er  of  the 


Fleet  Numerical  Meteorology  and  Oceanog- 
raphy Center  in  Monterey,  CA,  a  positkxi  he 
assumed  in  1992. 

Captain  Plante  has  led  a  distinguished  life. 
He  graduated  from  the  University  of  Illinois/Illi- 
nois Institute  of  Technotogy  in  1966  with  a 
bachekjr  of  science  degree  in  chemical  engi- 
neering and  political  science.  By  1973  he  had 
not  only  completed  naval  flight  training  but 
also  ttecame  an  aircraft  commander  at  the 
Naval  Air  Statbn  in  Brunswick,  ME.  and  suc- 
cessfully completed  his  masters  degree  in  me- 
teorotogy  from  the  Naval  Postgraduate  School. 

For  ttie  following  9  years  after  graduatkxi. 
Captain  Plante  served  his  country  at  numer- 
ous Navy  tases  around  the  worid.  He  earned 
such  titles  as  officer  In  charge.  hia\iai  Weather 
Service  Environmental  Detachment  for  the 
Mklway  Islarxls;  commarxl  duty  officer  and 
aviation  diviskxi  officer  at  Fleet  Weather  Corv 
trd  at  Norfolk,  VA;  meteorotogcal  officer 
aboard  the  USS  Saratoga,  and  finally,  from 
1979  to  1981,  oflk«r  in  charge.  Naval  Ocean- 
ography Command  Detachment,  Keflavik,  Ice- 
land. 

In  the  ensuing  years  Captain  Plante  contin- 
ued to  nxjve  up  in  l»th  rank  and  duties.  After 
his  graduatK>n  from  ttie  Naval  War  College  in 
Newport,  Rl  in  1982  he  became  the  conv 
marxjer  of  ttie  Naval  Oceanography  Com- 
mand. Two  years  later  he  was  assigned  to 
commarxjing  officer  of  the  Naval  Oceanog- 
raphy Command  Facility  at  Bay  St  Louis.  MS. 
For  the  folkjwing  3  years  Captsun  Plante  dB- 
tinguished  himself  as  Diviskjn  Director  for  the 
Oceanographer  of  the  Navy,  Division  Director 
for  Welfare  Systems  Engineering  Polk:y  and 
Standards  at  the  Space  and  Naval  Warfare 
Systems  Command,  commanding  officer  of 
the  U.S.  Naval  Oceanography  Command  Cen- 
ter/Joint Typhoon  Warning  Center  at  Guam, 
and  finally  in  August  1990  he  assumed  his  du- 
ties as  Chief  of  Staff  for  the  Commander  at 
Naval  Oceanograph  Command. 

Captain  Plante  is  ttie  distinguished  recipient 
of  ttie  Legkxi  of  Merit  Medal,  ttie  Meritorious 
Service  Medal  with  a  gold  star.  The  Navy 
Commendation  Medal  with  two  gokj  stars,  the 
Navy  Unit  Commendatkm  RUxm  and  ttie  Na- 
tional Defense  Servce  Medal.  Akxig  with 
these  esteemed  awards  Captain  Plante  has 
also  been  prestigiously  recognized  as  "Felkjw" 
in  the  American  Meteorotogical  Society. 

The  above  list  of  titles  and  awards  wtiich 
Captain  Plante  hokls  is  only  a  part  of  the  rea- 
son for  this  tribute  to  a  great  man.  His  con- 
stant drive  to  succeed,  his  continued  push  to 
assume  more  responsibilities,  arxl  his  out- 
standing leadership  qualities  are  ttie  main  rea- 
sons we  recognize  him  today.  I  know  I  am 
speaking  for  all  of  my  constituents  to  say  that 
we  are  lucky  to  have  benefited  from  Captain 
Plante's  service  to  t«s  country. 


•  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 
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REMARKS  HONORING  TROY  CHAM- 
BER PRESIDENT  ROY  E.  CARL- 
SON 


HON.  JOHN  A.  BOEHNER 

OF  OHIO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  June  10, 1996 

Mr.  BOEHNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  privi- 
lege and  pleasure  to  recognize  Roy  E.  Cart- 
son  for  his  years  of  service  to  ttie  chambers 
of  commerce  in  Ohio  and  Michigan.  Roy  has 
t)een  with  the  Troy  Chamtjer  of  Commerce  for 
the  past  10  years,  and  with  his  previous  expe- 
rience, has  been  professionally  associated 
with  tile  chamber  for  a  total  of  30  years.  He 
has  decided  to  retire  at  the  end  of  this  rrxxith. 
Though  all  of  us  wtx>  know  Roy  are  happy  for 
him  for  his  upcoming  retirement,  we  know  his 
shoes  will  be  hard  to  fill. 

Roy  has  devoted  his  time  promoting  eco- 
nomic devekipment  wherever  hie  worked.  Prior 
to  his  10  years  of  service  to  the  Troy  Area 
Chamber  of  Commerce,  Roy  was  executive 
vice  presklent  of  the  Fincttay,  OH,  Area  Cham- 
ber of  Commerce.  Before  that  he  was  man- 
ager of  the  Marshall  Ml,  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce. He  is  also  active  in  the  Ohk}  Devetop- 
ment  Association,  Ctiamber  of  Commerce  Ex- 
ecutive of  Ohk),  and  the  Japan-Ohio  Inter- 
natkxial  Network. 

I  have  had  the  opportunity  to  get  to  krx>w 
Roy  over  the  past  6  years  and  watched  him 
work  tirelessly  to  promote  growth  in  the  Troy, 
OH,  area.  His  labor  has  benefited  the  commu- 
nity by  bring  new  kHJSiness  opportunities  and 
jobs  for  Miami  County  and  the  surrounding 
area.  His  drive  and  viskxi  for  Troy  and  Miami 
County  have  truly  made  a  difference.  Roy's 
positkxi  as  president  of  the  Troy  Area  Chanv 
ber  of  Commerce  may  be  filled,  but  Roy  can 
never  truty  be  replaced. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  recognize 
Roy  E.  Carlson  for  his  servce  to  his  commu- 
nity through  his  leadership  in  the  chamber  of 
commerce.  May  be  enjoy  his  years  of  retire- 
ment and  take  great  pleasure  in  knowing  that 
what  he  has  acconplished  over  the  years 
Hvough  his  econonuc  devek)pment  efforts  has 
touched  tfie  lives  of  those  in  the  communities 
wfnre  he  has  served. 


TRIBUTE  TO  JUDGE  WILMONT 
SWEENEY 


HON.  RONALD  V.  DELLUMS 

OF  CAUFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  June  10, 1996 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  great 
pride  and  appreciatk>n  that  I  call  to  your  atten- 
tkm  ttie  extraordinary  accomplishments  of  a 
devoted  putjik:  servant,  a  noted  and  revered 
jtxist,  and  a  dear  friend  and  colleague. 

Judge  Wilmont  Sweeney  has  just  retired 
from  the  Superior  Court  of  Alameda  County, 
where  he  had  sen/ed  for  17  years  and  had 
been  presiding  judge  of  the  Juvenile  Division 
for  15  of  those  years.  He  was  appointed  by 
Gov.  Jerry  Brown,  Jr.,  in  1979,  elected  in  1980 
and  reelected  in  1986.  Prior  to  that  he  had 
been   appointed   in    1974   by   Gov.    Ronald 
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Reagan  as  judge  of  tfie  Munk:ipal  Court  of  the 
Beri<eley-Albany  Judk:ial  District  of  Alameda 
County,  and  elected  to  that  position  in  1978. 
His  rulings  and  contributions  on  the  bench 
have  Ijeen  hailed  by  many  for  their  legal  acu- 
men, wisdom,  and  care  for  children  and  the 
families  that  have  come  tjefore  him.  He  has 
been  a  leader,  locally  and  at  the  State  level, 
in  pronrx>ting  juvenile  law  legislation  and  in 
raising  public  awareness  of  children's  issues. 

Prior  to  his  judicial  servk»,  Wilmont 
Sweeney  had  served  as  a  member  of  the 
Beri<eley  City  Council— 1961  to  1974— and  as 
vice  mayor  of  the  city— 1967  to  1974.  To  that 
task  he  brought  his  thoughtful  deliberation,  ad- 
vk;e,  and  deciskinmaklng  to  a  whole  range  of 
nettlesome  issues  in  a  community  that  was 
ttie  epitome  of  diverse  interests  arid  opinions. 
He  became  legerxJary  for  his  reasonableness 
and  at)ility  to  fielp  txing  persons  with  opposing 
points  of  view  to  positions  of  agreement,  conv 
promise,  or  accommodation. 

From  1955  to  1974,  Wilmont  Sweeney  was 
in  private  practice,  handling  all  kinds  of  legal 
cases,  in  OaklarKi,  CA.  He  first  wort<ed  with 
criminal  law  attomey  Clinton  White  as  a  sole 
practitioner.  He  then  sen/ed  as  a  (partner  with 
ttie  law  firm  of  Wilson,  Metoyer,  Sweeney,  and 
Broussard. 

Wiinwnt  Sweeney  was  txjm  in  Austin.  TX. 
He  served  to  sergeant  in  the  U.S.  Army  during 
Worid  War  II  from  1944  to  1946  and  then  in 
the  U.S.  Army  Resen/e  from  1948  to  1949.  He 
received  a  B.A.  in  1 950  from  the  University  of 
California,  Berkeley  in  Political  Science  arid  a 
J.D.  In  1 955  from  Hastings  College,  San  Frarv 
Cisco,  CA.  While  at  Hastings,  he  was  ttie  Note 
and  Comment  Editor  of  the  Hastings  Law 
Journal  from  1954  to  1955.  He  was  admitted 
to  the  California  Bar,  ttie  U.S.  Court  of  Ap- 
peals, Ninth  Circuit,  and  the  U.S.  District 
Court,  Northern  District  of  Califomia  in  1955, 
and  to  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  in  1967. 

Judge  Sweeney  has  served  on  numerous 
put)lk;  service  boards,  commissions,  and  com- 
mittees; and,  he  has  been  the  recipient  of 
many  awards  and  recognition  for  ttiat  servk». 
Just  a  few  examples  will  be  given  here:  the 
Benjamin  Ide  Wheeler  Award  as  Berkeley's 
Most  Outstanding  Citizen  in  1971;  the  W. 
Byron  Rumford  Humanitarian  Medal  in  1987; 
Certifk^ate  of  Commerxlation  for  outstanding 
accomplishments  on  behalf  of  abused  and  ne- 
glected children  from  ttie  State  of  California's 
Department  of  Social  Servrces  in  1987;  Judge 
of  ttie  Year  Award  from  the  Alameda  County 
Lawyers  Club  in  1988;  Unsung  Hero  Award 
from  the  Oakland  Crack  Task  Force  for  his 
outstanding  community  involvement  in  drug 
preventk)n  and  education  in  1990;  the  State's 
first  Juvenile  Court  Judge  of  the  Year  Award 
by  the  Juvenile  Court  Judges  of  Califomia  in 
1992;  and,  the  Chief  Protation  Officers'  Timo- 
thy Fitzharris  Award  in  recognition  of  his  major 
contributions  to  the  field  of  protation  services. 

On  Thursday,  June  13,  1996,  the  Alameda 
County  Bar  Associatkin  and  a  host  of  friends 
will  honor  Judge  Sweeney  upon  his  retirement 
as  judge  of  the  superior  court  and  presiding 
judge  of  juvenile  court.  I  join  in  thanking  Judge 
Sweeney  for  all  his  numerous  contritxjtions  to 
the  well-being  of  our  society,  and  for  his  self- 
less efforts  that  span  35  years  of  elected  pub- 
lic service.  Additionally,  I  woukj  note  that  all  of 
us  have  been  very  blessed  and  fortunate  to 
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tiave  had  such  a  remartcable  human  t}eing  in 
our  midst. 


CONGRATULATIONS 
CASEY-WESTFIELD 

TEAM 


TO  THE 

SOFTBALL 


HON.  GLENN  POSHARD 

OF  ILLINOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  June  10, 1996 

Mr.  POSHARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  spring 
fades  into  summer  and  commencement  ad- 
dresses are  heard  across  this  great  land,  it  is 
time  for  another  seasonal  rite,  that  of  State 
softt)ail  championships.  I  rise  today  to  con- 
gratulate ttie  young  women  of  Casey-Westfield 
High  Sdxx>l  in  Casey,  IL,  wtio  recently  cap- 
tured their  fourth  class  A  State  championship 
in  ttie  last  10  years.  They  continue  to  be  a 
source  of  enomrwus  pride  for  their  entire  com- 
munity, and  I  hope  ttiey  relish  this  tremendous 
accornplishment  for  years  to  come. 

Head  Coach  Denny  Throneburg  and  assist- 
ants Dave  Shawver  and  Mrchelle  Stinson  de- 
serve a  great  deal  of  credit  for  directing  the 
Lady  Warriors  to  a  school  record  38  win  sea- 
son. Coach  Thronetxirg  has  t)een  at  the  helm 
since  ttie  program's  inception  19  years  ago, 
and  currently  has  an  astonishing  527-50 
record  during  ttiat  time.  During  their  champiorv 
ship  run,  ttie  Lady  Waniors  surrendered  just 
two  runs  in  three  games  posting  two  shutouts, 
including  a  9-0  win  in  the  title  game.  This  kind 
of  dominance  was  a  fitting  dose  to  a  remark- 
aisle  season. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  an  ex-t}aset>all  coach,  I  ap- 
preciate what  rt  takes  to  fiekj  such  a  superb 
unit  Softball  is  a  team  game,  but  it  breaks 
down  to  individuals  knowing  ttieir  assignments 
and  executing  them  at  crucial  moments.  This 
requires  fundamentals,  intelligence,  and  a 
commitment  to  excellence  tiiat  is  beautiful  to 
behoM  when  it  manifests  itself.  I  believe  it  was 
best  summed  up  t>y  a  spectator  at  this  year's 
State  tournament  who  told  Coach  Thronetxjrg 
ttiat  ttie  State  tournament  just  was  not  the 
same  wittiout  Casey-Westfield  involved.  This 
is  high  praise  for  not  only  a  class  team  and 
coach,  txjt  for  the  entire  school,  ttie  families, 
and  all  of  ttie  fans  of  these  talented  women. 
I  am  very  proud  to  represent  Casey  in  the 
U.S.  Congress,  and  I  wish  ttie  players  all  of 
the  best  in  their  future  endeavors.  I  woukJ  like 
to  read  ttieir  names  for  the  record:  Kylie 
Redman,  Tern'  Kemper,  Trisha  Hupp,  Bethany 
McClellan,  Melinda  Hickox,  Heather  Sanders, 
Debbie  Hall,  Jenny  Wimbley,  Monica 
Sudkamp,  Rachael  McClellan,  Heather  Black, 
Katie  McClellan,  Angela  Webt^er,  Stephanie 
Stephen,  Sarah  Lemond,  Dara  Throneburg, 
and  Lyndsay  Sanders. 


TRIBUTE  TO  SCHOOL  LUNCH 
PROGRAM 


HON.  VIC  FAZIO 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  June  10. 19% 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  Califomia.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  in  honor  of  the  50th  anniversary  of  the 
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National  Sctiool  Lunch  Program.  This  highly 
successful  program  serves  over  25  million 
meals  annually  to  tiie  ctiikJren  of  California's 
Third  Congressk)nal  District 

In  1946,  President  Truman  signed  the  Na- 
tional School  Lunch  Act,  which  was  designed 
to  ensure  the  nutritional  health  of  ttie  Nation's 
students.  Some  7.1  million  chikjren  were 
sen/ed  by  the  program  by  the  end  of  its  first 
year.  Currently,  ttie  National  School  Lunch 
Program  serves  breakfasts,  luncties,  and 
afterrxwn  snacks,  to  more  ttian  25  milton  chil- 
dren across  ttie  country. 

In  spite  of  the  School  Lunch  Program's  otjvi- 
ous  successes,  ttie  program  was  targeted  for 
draconian  cuts  by  ttie  Republican  Congress. 
Under  the  Repuljican  plan,  cuts  in  the  Sctiool 
Lunch  Program  would  have  cost  Califomia 
atx>ut  S1  t>illion  over  4  years. 

I  am  proud  to  have  opposed  tiiese  cuts,  and 
I  salute  the  National  School  Lunch  Program, 
for  its  50  years  of  success  m  feeding  our  Na- 
tion's ctiikjren.  This  is  an  excellent  example  of 
government  that  works. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  GESU  CATHOLIC 
CHURCH  OF  MIAMI 


TRIBUTE  TO  MARIANNE  BARRIOS 


HON.  HOWARD  L  BERMAN 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  June  10, 1996 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  honored  to 
pay  tribute  to  Marianne  Barrios,  the  energetic 
photojoumalist-general  manager  of  tiie  San 
Fernando  Sun.  This  year  Marianne  is  tieing 
given  special  recognition  t)y  the  Missk>n  Hills 
Chamber  of  Commerce  for  many  years  of 
sen/K«  to  the  chamlser  arxl  ttie  northeast  San 
Fernando  Valley.  Those  of  us  lucky  enough  to 
know  Marianne  know  ttiat  this  lienor  is  rictiiy 
deserved. 

Marianna  is  best  known  for  her  work  with 
tt>e  San  Fernando  Sun.  Readers  of  ttie  paper 
know  ttiat  she  does  an  exceptional  job  keep- 
ing people  informed.  She  makes  a  point  of 
coming  to  grarxj  openings,  rallies,  chamt)er 
events — I  have  enjoyed  seeing  Marianne  at 
many  of  tiiese  over  ttie  years — and  covering 
ttie  various  communities  in  San  Fernando  and 
ttie  norttieast  valley.  All  of  us  wtio  care  atx>ut 
the  area  owe  a  huge  detJt  of  gratitude  to 
Marianne  for  her  wortc. 

As  busy  as  she  is  with  the  San  Fernando 
Sun,  Marianne  somehow  finds  time  for  other 
activities.  For  example,  she  is  a  member  of 
ttie  Foothill  Area  Boosters  Association,  the 
San  Fernando  Valley  Police  Advisory  Council 
and  the  northeast  valley  ctiapter  of  the  Amer- 
ica Heart  Association.  In  addition,  she  is  a 
present  or  past  board  member  of  New  Direc- 
tions for  Youth,  the  San  Fernando  and  Missk>n 
Hills  Chambers  of  Commerce  and  the  Holy 
Cross  MedKal  Center  Century  Club. 

The  devoted  mottier  of  a  15-year-old  son, 
Marianne  spends  much  of  tier  time  wort<ing 
with  organizatwns  dedk:ated  to  improving  ttie 
lives  of  chiklren.  It  is  anottier  way  in  wtiich  she 
tias  made  an  invaluable  contritmtkin  to  ttie 
community. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me  today  in  sa- 
luting Marianne  Barrios,  wtiose  selflessness 
and  dedk^ation  is  a  shining  example  to  us  all. 


HON.  nJEANA  ROSLEHTTNEN 

OF  FLORIDA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  June  10. 1996 

Ms.  ROS-LEHTINEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  gives 
me  tremendous  pleasure  to  pay  trilxjte  to 
Gesu  Cattiolk:  Church  of  Miami.  whk:h  has  for 
the  past  100  years  been  the  spiritual  heart  for 
the  people  of  south  Fkirida.  As  Miami  cele- 
t>rates  its  centennial  anniversary,  so  too  does 
tiie  Gesu  Catholic  Chwch.  Together  the  city 
and  the  church  tiave  been  hamx>nk)us  part- 
ners in  a  relationship  that  has  seen  Miami  be- 
come a  premier  city  of  the  United  States  and 
the  Americas. 

As  tiie  frrst  tiouse  of  worship  in  Miami, 
Gesu's  contiibutions  to  the  cultural,  religious, 
educational,  and  ctiaritabte  devek)pment  of 
south  Rorida  have  been  enormous.  Indeed, 
Gesu  has  been  a  k>ving  place  of  worship  that 
has  altowed  many  community  leaders  includ- 
ing Steve  Claric,  mayor  of  the  city  of  Miami, 
J.L  Plummer,  commissioner  of  ttie  city  of 
Miami,  and  Arthur  Estopirian,  my  chief  of  staff 
in  Washington,  DC,  a  site  of  reflection  and  in- 
spiration. 

For  my  chief  of  staff,  Arthur  Estopirian.  ttie 
church  takes  on  a  special  signtfrcarx%.  Arthur 
worthed  part  time  after  sctiool  in  tiie  rectory 
since  he  was  13  years  oM  until  after  graduat- 
ing from  college,  tietping  to  coordinate  liturgies 
with  Fattier  Jotm  Edwards,  SJ.;  Fattier  Bill 
Mayer,  S.J.;  and  Fattier  Donald  Pearce,  SJ. 
The  k>ving  influerx^e  that  ttie  Jesuits  at  Gesu 
have  shown  Arthur  enabled  him  to  become  a 
man  of  tiie  highest  moral  ctiaracter. 

Gesu  has  served  as  a  beacon  of  hope  for 
many  people  from  many  different  lands  wtio 
came  to  this  great  Nation  in  search  of  free- 
dom. It  is  a  historic  landmark  that  has  a  de- 
voted following  of  parishkxiers  that  come  to- 
gether to  celebrate  ttieir  faith  and  heritage. 
The  American  people  stiould  be  extraordinarity 
proud  of  the  accomplishments  of  Gesu  during 
tiie  past  century  and  I  am  confident  ttiat  Gesu 
will  have  an  equally  outstanding  history  in  the 
century  to  come. 


LIMITATION  ON  ASSISTANCE  FOR 
INDIA 


HON.  MKE  WARD 

OF  KENTUCKY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT ATTVES 

Monday,  June  10, 1996 
Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  explain  why  I  oppose  the 
amendment  to  the  tdl  making  fiscal  year  1997 
appropriations  for  foreign  operations,  offered 
Ijy  the  gentteman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton). 
The  gentieman's  amendment  sought  to  limit 
appropriations  to  India  tor  development  assist- 
ance or  to  nongovernmental  organizations  and 
private  voluntary  organizations  operating  witiv 
in  India. 

Action  of  tiiis  nature  would  send  ttie  wrong 
message,  Mr.  Speaker.  In  my  view,  instead  it 
woukJ  behoove  our  Government  to  take  steps 
that  would  sen/e  to  encourage  tiie  progress 
t>eing  made  in  Irxta  on  several  fronts. 
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On  one  front,  tiie  voter  turnout  in  India's 
most  recent  national  elections  is  evkJence  of 
ttie  continued  growing  support  for  derrxxxacy. 
Anottier  front  worttiy  of  note  is  ttie  improve- 
ments and  reforms  made  in  tiie  area  of  human 
rights.  Finally,  I  tielieve  ttie  Govemment  of 
India  is  to  be  commended  for  ttie  initiatives 
undertaken  to  liberalize  ttie  economy  and  to 
recast  its  markets. 

I  am  pleased  ttiat  295  ottier  House  Mem- 
bers chose  to  join  me  in  rejecting  this  amend- 
ment, Mr.  Speaker.  Our  vote  speaks  of  our 
and  the  United  States'  support  for  a  strong  re- 
lationship t)etween  our  governments. 


CONGRATULATIONS  TO  LOIS  J. 
LeCRONE  on  HER  RETIREMENT 


HON.  GLENN  POSHARD 

OF  ILLINOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  June  10, 1996 

Mr.  POSHARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
mari<  a  very  special  occaskxi.  My  good  fiiend 
Lois  J.  LeCrone  is  retiring  on  June  30,  1996 
from  the  CEFS  Economc  Opportunity  Corp.  in 
Sullivan,  IL,  wtiere  stie  has  served  as  ttie 
senor  volunteer  program  director.  I  congratu- 
late her  on  30  years  of  exceptional  dedcabon 
to  tiie  cause  of  senk}r  citizens  and  for  always 
t>eing  a  consummate  professional. 

Ttiose  ttiat  know  Lois  understand  tier  con- 
tritxjtions to  tier  fiekj  as  well  as  her  deep  per- 
sonal commitment  Stie  has  been  at  ttie  tore- 
front  of  a  movement  that  recognizes  ttiat  sen- 
kys  have  a  tot  left  to  give  to  tiwir  commu- 
nities. Improving  the  quality  of  life  tor  our  older 
citizens  is  more  ttian  making  sure  ttiey  have 
sufficient  tieaKh  care  arxl  savings,  but  stxswing 
ttiem  ttiat  they  can  still  make  a  signifk:ant  corv 
tiibution  to  society  in  general.  Lois  has  helped 
countiess  people  give  back  to  ttiose  arourxj 
tiiem  wiiile  provkJing  each  of  tiiem  a  priceless 
feeling  of  self-wortii.  This  work  takes  patience, 
but  as  I  t)elieve  Lois  wouto  tell  you,  ttie  re- 
wards are  worth  tiie  effort 

Mr.  Speaker,  our  country  needs  nxxe  peo- 
ple like  l-ois  to  remirxj  us  of  ttie  importance  of 
not  just  doing  your  job,  but  of  doing  it  with 
compasston,  grace,  and  attention  to  detail.  By 
setting  such  a  high  standard  we  come  to  ex- 
pect arxj  demand  excellence,  and  ttiat  stxxjto 
tx  our  collective  goal  no  matter  wtiat  ttie  fiekJ. 
I  wish  Lois  all  tiie  besi  in  this  new  phase  of 
her  life.  I  tiave  enjoyed  wortdng  with  tier  as 
well  as  representing  her  in  tiie  U.S.  Congress. 
I  am  sure  stie  ttas  a  lot  to  give  of  tiersetf,  arxl 
for  ttiat  I  am  very  ^Bteful. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 


HON.  ALCEE  L  HASTINGS 

OF  FLORIDA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  June  10, 1996 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Ftorida.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  re- 
gret that  I  will  be  at>sent  from  the  U.S.  Con- 
gress on  MorxJay,  June  10  and  Tuesday.  June 
1 1  for  personal  reasons. 
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DAY  OF  PORTUGAL 


HON.  ROBERT  G.  TORRICELU 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  June  10, 1996 

Mr.  TORRICELU.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
in  homr  of  the  Dia  de  Portugal,  or  Day  of  Por- 
tugal, wtiich  commemorates  Portugal's  numer- 
ous achievements  and  rich  cultural  heritage. 
This  ts  a  day  for  ttie  Portuguese  comnnjnity  to 
rejoice  in  the  strides  they  have  made  as  a 
people.  More  important,  it  provides  tfie  rest  of 
the  world  the  opportunity  to  heighten  its 
awareness  of  this  valuable  segment  of  our  so- 
ciety. 

Perhaps  the  most  significant  aspect  of  the 
day  is  its  connection  to  tfie  Portuguese  poet 
Luis  de  Camoes.  June  10  marks  his  tiirthday, 
and  is  thus  an  excellent  occasion  to  recognize 
his  corrtributkxis  of  Portugal's  language  and 
culture.  As  tfie  Portuguese  equivalent  of  Dante 
and  Chaucer,  Camoes  gave  the  people  a 
voice  for  their  irviermost  hopes  arxj  dreams. 
His  ekx^uent  turns  of  phrase  are  a  noted 
source  of  pride  for  the  Portuguese  people. 

However,  in  this  day  and  age,  I  t}elieve  it  is 
important  to  realize  that  Portugal  has  even 
nrx>re  to  be  proud  of.  Its  economy  has  battled 
high  unempioymerrt  rates  to  achieve  greater 
ecorKMTHC  growth,  aixl  is  now  projected  to  join 
Europe's  single  currency  in  the  near  future.  In 
addition,  foreign  investors  are  attracted  ty  the 
government's  plans  to  privatize  arxJ  decrease 
ttie  budget  deficiL  Further  progress  will  help 
Portugal  move  through  the  Europe's  ranks  and 
increase  its  economic  standing. 

The  rest  of  the  intematk>nal  community 
shoukj  pause  to  reflect  on  this  remarkat>le 
progress  and  join  the  Portuguese  community 
in  celebratioa 


GEORGE  SOROS  MAKES  THE  CASE 
FOR  POSTPONING  THE  BOSNIAN 
ELECTION 


HON.  TOM  LANTOS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  June  10. 1996 

Mr.  LANTOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  George  Soros, 
my  good  friend  and  the  chairman  of  one  of  the 
largest  and  most  wklely  praised  philanthropk: 
organizatkHis  in  the  work),  put  forth  a  very 
strong  argument  for  postponing  the  Bosnian 
electkxis  until  there  is  stronger  evkjence  that 
ttie  goals  set  by  the  Dayton  Accords  for  free 
and  fair  electkxis  have  t>een  met  His  op«d, 
whk:h  appeared  in  ttie  Wall  Street  Joumal, 
makes  a  weil-reasoned  case  for  delaying  ttie 
electkxis  until  indicted  war  criminals  are  ar- 
rested, freedom  of  movement  is  established,  a 
free  press  exists,  and  lines  of  communication 
are  opened  between  and  within  ethnic  groups. 

The  Soros  foundation/Open  Society  Foun- 
datkxi  is  one  of  the  primary  philanthropic  orga- 
nization dedicated  to  promoting  free  societies 
throughout  ttie  world.  George  Soros  has  dem- 
onstrated his  commitment  to  making  the 
peace  process  wori<  In  Bosnia  by  pledging  Si  5 
millkxi  for  TV  broadcasting  prior  to  the  elec- 
tions. These  funds,  in  conjunction  with  the 
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commitment  of  the  United  States  and  the 
worid  community,  will  be  of  enormous  help  in 
executing  free  and  fair  elections  orx:e  pre- 
conditions are  set. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  read  and  consider 
Mr.  Soros'  insightful  comments  on  this  difficult 
issue  that  we  must  debate  as  the  time  for 
elections  and  ttie  withdrawal  of  ttie  implemen- 
tation force  troops  draws  near. 
[From  the  Wall  Street  Journal.  May  29, 1996] 
Postpone  the  Bosnian  Elections  .  .  . 
(By  George  Soros) 

I  am  deeply  committed  to  making  the  Day- 
ton peace  process  work.  My  foundation, 
among  its  many  projects,  has  prepared  a  $15 
million  plan  for  providing  pluralistic  TV 
broadcasting  to  most  of  Bosnia  prior  to  the 
elections,  and  the  U.S.  and  European  govern- 
ments have  pledged  substantial  funds  to  torn 
the  plan  into  reality.  Yet  I  feel  compelled  to 
voice  a  protest  against  the  impending  deci- 
sion of  the  Organization  for  Security  and  Co- 
operation in  Europe  to  certify  that  condi- 
tions are  suitable  for  holding  "ftee  and  fair" 
elections  in  Bosnia  by  Sept.  14. 

IMMENSE  PRESSURE 

The  OSCE  head  of  mission  in  Bosnia,  ca- 
reer U.S.  diplomat  Robert  Frowick,  has  been 
under  inrmiense  pressure  from  the  U.S.  gov- 
ernment to  issue  the  certification  required 
under  the  Dayton  agreement;  two  of  his  top 
aides  have  resigned  in  protest.  The  Inter- 
national Helsinki  Federation  issued  a  report 
on  May  23  documenting  that  virtually  none 
of  the  conditions  spelled  out  in  the  Dayton 
agreement  has  been  met: 

Indicted  war  criminals  have  not  been  ar- 
rested. Gen.  Ratko  Mladic  is  in  charge  of  the 
Bosnian  Serbe  airmy,  issues  all  orders  and 
communicates  with  the  NATO  Implementa- 
tion Force  (IFOR)  commander  through  an  in- 
terpreter. Radovan  Karadzic  continues  to 
dominate  the  political  scene,  sacking  the 
prime  minister  of  Republika  Srpska,  Rajko 
Kasagic,  who  was  willing  to  cooperate  with 
U.N.  representative  Carl  Bildt.  but  as  a  sop 
to  Mr.  Bildt,  Mr.  Karadzic  has  now  promised 
not  to  make  any  further  public  appearances. 

Freedom  of  movement  remains  severely  re- 
stricted. Although  official  boundary  check- 
points have  been  turned  over  to  IFOR,  they 
have  been  effectively  replaced  by  mobile 
checkpoints,  where  the  authorities  rep- 
resenting all  three  ethnic  factions  routinely 
refuse  to  accept  documents  issued  by  the 
others.  Signatures  required  to  register  polit- 
ical parties  cannot  be  gathered  across  ethnic 
lines,  hindering  opposition  parties  seeking  to 
attract  a  multiethnic  constituency.  For  in- 
stance, the  Liberal  Democratic  Party  based 
in  Sarajevo  and  the  Social  Liberal  Party 
based  in  Banja  Luka.  which  were  united  be- 
fore the  war  and  which  are  trying  to  form  a 
common  platform,  cannot  meet  or  even 
speak  by  telephone  because  of  a  lack  of 
phone  lines. 

Freedom  of  expression  and  independent 
broadcast  and  print  media  are  virtually  non- 
existent in  so-called  Herzeg  Bosna  (a  Cro- 
atian ethnic  enclave  within  the  Bosnian-Cro- 
atian Federation)  and  in  Republika  Srpska. 
The  situation  is  somewhat  better  in  Bosnian 
territory,  with  an  independent  press  in  cities 
such  as  Sarajevo.  Tuzla  and  Zenica  and  with 
some  independent  local  TV  and  radio  sta- 
tions. Under  present  conditions  the  three  na- 
tionalist parties  that  rule  their  separate  en- 
tities control  the  relevant  media,  giving 
them  an  unfair  advantage.  The  media  under 
their  control  continue  to  foment  ethnic  and 
religious  hatred,  in  contradiction  of  the  Day- 
ton agreement. 
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Freedom  of  association  is  severely  re- 
pressed, leaving  little  chance  for  opposition 
parties  to  solidify  support.  The  Helsinki  Fed- 
eration report  cities  specific  instances. 

The  failure  of  the  international  commu- 
nity to  secure  the  return  of  refugees  (only 
about  60,000  out  of  the  estimated  2.4  million 
have  returned),  coupled  with  election  rules 
that  allow  people  to  vote  where  they  now 
live,  will  legitimize  the  results  of  ethnic 
cleansing. 

It  is  easy  to  understand  what  drives  U.S. 
policy,  but  it  is  less  easy  to  condone  it.  The 
timetable  for  the  Bosnian  elections  is  deter- 
mined by  the  timetable  for  the  withdrawal  of 
IFOR  troops,  which  is  governed  by  the  U.S. 
presidential  election.  President  Clinton  has 
of  course  made  a  commitment  that  U.S. 
troops  would  begin  returning  home  by  the 
end  of  the  year.  U.S.  voters,  who  are  so  far 
removed  from  the  problems  of  Bosnia  and 
not  well  informed  about  the  issues  at  stake, 
are  primarily  interested  in  whether  the 
president  will  keep  his  word. 

To  conduct  early  elections  in  Bosnia,  It 
would  have  been  necessary  to  arrest  the  in- 
dicted war  criminals  before  the  momentum 
of  Dayton  dissipated.  But  the  military  has 
been  traumatized  by  Its  experience  in  Soma- 
lia, and  the  Pentagon  refused  to  accept  the 
mission.  The  Clinton  administration  put  its 
faith  in  Slobodian  Milosevic,  but  he  could 
not  or  would  not  deliver.  To  order  IFOR  into 
action  against  the  advice  of  the  military 
would  expose  President  Clinton  to  a  pre-elec- 
tion risk  that  he  is  determined  to  avoid. 

But  to  persevere  in  the  present  course  en- 
Uils  even  bigger  risks.  Bosnia  will  set  a 
precedent  for  the  post-Cold  War  world.  By  in- 
sisting on  going  through  with  the  elections 
we  would  breech  the  conditions  of  the  Day- 
ton peace  plan  we  engineered,  provide  a  blue- 
print for  legitimating  ethnic  cleansing  and 
undermine  the  principles  of  international 
law  we  sought  to  esUblish  by  creating  the 
War  Crimes  Tribunal. 

FURTHER  CONFLICT 

Bosnia  cannot  be  split  into  separate  ethnic 
entities  without  further  conflict.  The  Serbs 
have  carved  out  a  contiguous  territory  for 
themselves  (although  the  area  around  Breko 
remains  contested),  and  the  Croat  national- 
ists of  Herzeg  Bosna  aim  at  no  less.  Even  the 
military  concedes  that  it  would  be  easier  to 
maintain  its  presence  than  to  reintroduce 
troops  after  fighting  has  erupted  again. 

The  failure  of  the  international  corrmiu- 
nity  in  Bosnia  is  already  affecting  the  behav- 
ior of  neighboring  Yugoslavia  and  Croatia, 
and  it  will  be  a  source  of  never-ending  re- 
crimination between  the  U.S.  and  Europe. 
President  Clinton  may  be  able  to  avoid  Bos- 
nia becoming  an  election  issue,  but  it  would 
surely  haunt  his  second  term  in  office. 


BOB  DAYTON,  MIKE  GRIFFIN  AND 
GENE  SHERIDAN  HONORED 


HON.  GARY  L  ACKERMAN 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  June  10, 1996 
Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  join  with  nny  constituents  in  the  5th  Con- 
gressional District  of  New  York,  and  the  citi- 
zens of  the  village  of  Port  Washington,  in  Nas- 
sau CkHjnty,  in  recognizing  the  Port  Washing- 
ton Youth  Activities  [PYA]  as  it  celebrates  its 
sixth  fiall  of  fame  dinner  dance. 

This  year,  the  PYA  will  honor  three  individ- 
uals. Bob  Dayton,  Mike  Griffith,  and  Gene 
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Sheridan  for  their  dedication  and  support  of 
youth  activities  in  ttie  community.  These  indi- 
vkluals  will  be  inducted  into  the  Port  Washing- 
ton Youth  Activities  Hall  of  Fame. 

Bob  Dayton  was  a  significant  force  in  ttie 
developmental  days  of  PYA;  he  served  as 
coach,  commissioner,  officer,  and  director  for 
more  than  13  years.  Mike  GrifTtth  is  being 
cited  for  his  athletic  achievements  in  basket- 
ball at  the  collegiate  level  in  the  1970's.  Many 
of  his  skills  and  dedk:ation  to  excellence  were 
developed  in  his  active  days  as  a  youth  in  the 
PYA  basketttall  and  baseball  programs.  Fi- 
nally, Gene  Sheridan  is  tjeing  honored  for 
having  distinguished  himself  as  commissioner, 
director,  and  a  coach  of  youngsters  in  the  la- 
crosse, baskett>all  arxf  foott>all  programs  for 
more  than  12  years  and  still  remains  active 
today. 

All  three  of  tfiese  gentlemen  are  being  rec- 
ognized for  ttieir  individual  and  collective  corv 
triixjtions  to  youth  sports.  Their  adiievements 
are  an  excellent  reflection  upon  themselves, 
their  families,  and  ttieir  community,  and  rep- 
resent the  true  American  spirit  of  dedkation 
and  voluntarism  embodied  by  the  PYA.  These 
three  men  are  most  deserving  of  ttiis  honor, 
and  merit  tfie  special  appredatkxi  of  their 
neightxxs  and  friends. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  all  my  colleagues  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  join  me  now  in 
honoring  Bob  Dayton,  Mike  Griffin,  and  Gene 
Slieridan,  and  in  congratulating  ttie  Port 
Washington  Youth  Activities  for  its  generous 
contributions  and  dedicated  sennce  to  the 
community. 


THANKS  TO  THE  STUDENTS  OF 
DECATUR'S  EISENHOWER  HIGH 
SCHOOL 


HON.  GIINN  POSHARD 

OF  ILLINOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  June  10, 1996 

Mr.  POSHARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
speak  about  our  youth  and  the  promise  ttiat 
tomorrow  hokls  for  them.  We  hear  a  great 
deal  about  how  these  are  tough  times  to  be 
growing  up.  There  are  pressures  on  chikJren 
today  tfiat  did  not  exist  in  ttie  past,  and  with 
the  pace  of  technotogical  and  social  change, 
the  worid  is  a  much  less  predictable  place.  But 
at  ttie  same  time  these  new  realities  present 
daunting  challenges,  ttiere  are  equal  opportu- 
nities to  meet  ttiese  otKtacles  and  accomplish 
great  things.  Wtien  seen  in  ttiis  light,  it  truly  is 
an  exciting  time  to  tie  alive  arvj  young. 

Recently  a  small  group  from  Eisenhower 
High  School  in  Decatur,  IL,  visited  me  here  In 
Washingtoa  Mice  Fratiiman,  Ryan  Snyder, 
Nk*  Phipps,  Brian  Stolz,  and  Corey  Yorit,  ac- 
companied by  ttieir  teaclier  Hugh  Good,  em- 
txxHed  this  spirit  of  infinite  possibility.  I  was 
struck  t)y  their  desire  for  knowledge,  the  intel- 
ligence of  ttieir  questions,  and  ttieir  intuitive 
sense  of  ttie  possibilities  for  accomplishment 
that  await  them.  Our  brave  new  worid  needs 
such  enterprising  young  minds  to  take  on  ttie 
questions  tiiat  the  21st  century  hokjs.  Not  only 
dkj  I  enjoy  our  converskin,  but  I  felt  even  more 
at  ease  atxxjt  our  future  as  a  country  t)ecause 
of  ttie  experience. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  far  too  often  we  hear  about 
the  failures  of  our  young  people  rather  than 
the  positive  contiibutions  they  provide  to  all  of 
us  on  a  daily  basis.  I  want  ttie  record  to  reflect 
that  I  have  great  confidence  in  the  youth  of 
the  United  States  of  A-nerica.  I  wouW  like  to 
thank  the  fine  students  of  Decatur  Eisenhower 
High  Sctiool  for  reaffirming  my  faith,  and  for 
the  excellent  example  they  provkle  their  peers. 
It  is  an  honor  to  represent  them  in  the  U.S. 
Congress. 


DR.  DAVID  MILLICAN  RETIRES 
FROM  SOUTH  MCCOMB  BAPTIST 
CHURCH 


HON.  MIKE  PARKER 

OF  MISSISSIPPI 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATTVES 

Monday.  June  10, 1996 

Mr.  PARKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  stand  in 
the  Halls  of  CkMigress  to  ask  you  to  join  me  in 
paying  tiitKjte  to  Dr.  David  Alan  Millican,  pas- 
tor of  South  McComb  Baptist  Church,  author 
and  hospital  chaplain.  Dr.  Millk:an  will  be  retir- 
ing in  July  after  33  years  of  sennce  at  the 
churcti. 

Bonn  in  1934  in  Hamilton,  AL,  David  Millcan 
entered  ttie  ministiy  at  ttie  age  of  19  and  was 
ordained  into  ttie  ministry  at  Shadowlawn  Bap- 
tist Church  in  Prichard,  AL,  in  1954.  He  at- 
tended Wiliam  Carey  College  in  Hattiestxirg, 
MS,  wtiere  he  graduated  in  1958,  and  married 
Marion  Doris  Powe  of  Waynestxxo,  MS.  He 
received  his  masters  of  divinity  degree  at  the 
fslew  Orieans  Baptist  Theological  Seminary  in 
1964  and  his  doctor  of  ministry  in  1983  from 
Luther  Rice  Seminary. 

From  1954  to  1963,  Dr.  MUlican  served  at 
Myers  Memorial  Baptist  Church  as  misskxis 
pastor  and  Smittitown  Baptist  Church  as  pas- 
tor, botti  kicated  in  Eight  Mile.  AL,  as  well  as 
pastoring  Pecan  Grove  Baptist  Church  in 
Ellisville,  MS,  and  First  Baiptist  Church  in 
Stonewall,  MS.  He  biecame  pastor  at  South 
McComb  Baptist  Church  in  1963. 

When  the  Bible  speaks  of  serving  ottiers 
and  serving  Jesus  Christ,  it  is  not  diffkxilt  to 
think  of  DavkJ  Milbcan.  Dr.  Millican  has  an  ex- 
tensive record  of  denominational  work,  having 
sensed  on  numerous  committees  and  boards 
including  ttie  Mississippi  Baptist  Convention 
and  ttie  Board  of  Ministerial  Education.  His 
servce  is  not  limited,  however,  to  church  ac- 
tivities. He  has  served  terms  on  ttie  advisory 
committees  of  the  McComb  City  Board  and 
the  McComb  PuWk:  Schools.  He  is  a  member 
of  the  McCorrt)  Exchange  Club,  of  whk:h  he 
served  a  term  as  its  presklent  and  was  cho- 
sen to  tie  its  Man  of  ttie  Year.  His  civic  activi- 
ties also  have  irKluded  serving  as  ctiairman  of 
ttie  board  of  the  Pike  County  Ctiapter  of  ttie 
American  (dancer  Society  and  as  a  member  of 
ttie  board  of  directors  of  the  State  chapter  of 
ttie  Amerkan  Cancer  Society. 

But  his  first  k>ve  has  always  been  sharing 
ttie  gospel  of  Jesus  Christ  In  McComb  alone. 
Dr.  Millcan  has  baptized  591  people.  Over  ttie 
42  years  he  has  been  a  pastor,  he  has  offi- 
ciated at  1,100  funerals  and  married  452  cou- 
ples. He  has  published  a  book  entitied  "Bitile 
Readings  and  a  Thought  for  a  Day"  and  has 
written  many  articles  for  Souttiem  Baptist  puti- 
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lications.  He  also  started  a  hospital  visitation 
ministry  witti  tjetween  30  and  40  area  volun- 
teers, whk:h  he  intends  to  continue  even  in  re- 
tirement He  has  conducted  235  revivals 
across  America  in  addition  to  evangelistic  cru- 
sades in  ttie  Philippines,  Korea,  and  Argen- 
tina. Wherever  he  goes.  Dr.  Millkan's  mes- 
sage is  ttie  same:  "Win  people  to  Christ 
Thars  ttie  only  hope." 

People  such  as  DavkJ  Millk:an  inspire  hope. 
He  tias  given  his  life  toward  serving  ottiers 
here  and  abroad  and  sharing  with  them  faith 
and  friendship.  He  has  invested  his  life  in  ttie 
people  of  McComb  arxJ  has  stiared  in  ttieir 
times  of  sorrow  and  ttieir  times  of  joy.  In  July, 
Dr.  Millk:an  will  retire.  Maybe  he  wiN  write  an- 
ottier  book  or  maytw  tie  will  carry  out  his  joke 
about  watching  Mrs.  Doris  work  in  the  yard 
while  he  relaxes  witti  a  soft  drink.  But  most 
likely.  Dr.  Millk:an  win  continue  to  preach  ttie 
word  of  God,  minister  to  ttie  sk*  and  pray  for 
ttie  men,  women  and  chiWren  wtio  have  be- 
come nearly  as  much  a  part  of  his  famity  as 
his  own  ttwee  ctiiWren. 

Mr.  Speaker  and  colleagues,  I  ask  you  to 
join  me  in  ttianking  Dr.  and  Mrs.  Davkl  Miifican 
for  stiaring  ttieir  life  and  faith  and  in  wishing 
ttiem  ttie  best  in  ttie  years  to  come.  Dr. 
Millcan,  may  God  bless  your  life  as  nctily  as 
you  have  blessed  ttiose  wtxxn  you  have 
served.  Ttiank  you. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  CADETS  OF  THE 
TEXAS  945TH  CADET  WING 


HON.  KEN  BENTSEN 

OF  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  June  10, 1996 
Mr.  BENTSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  honor 
ttie  cadets  of  ttie  Texas  945tti  Cadet  Wing,  an 
Air  Force  Junior  Reserve  Offcer  Training  Corp 
[JROTq  unit  at  North  Shore  High  School  in 
my  congressional  distrct  They  recentty  were 
selected  as  an  Air  Force  JROTC  meritorwus 
unit  for  ttie  1995-96  school  year.  This  dstinc- 
tion  is  reserved  for  only  a  select  group  of  Air 
Force  JROTC  sctioots.  This  is  an  especially 
impressive  accompiistiment  because  North 
Shore's  JROTC  program  is  only  2  years  oW. 
The  regkmal  commander  of  the  JROTC  in 
Houston  chose  to  honor  North  Stiore's 
AFJTROC  unit  based  on  its  outstanding  per- 
formance and  its  commitment  to  ttie  Air 
Force's  core  values  of  integrity,  servce  before 
self,  and  excellence.  Ottier  criteria  included 
the  cadet  corps  briefing,  driN  ability,  adherence 
to  dress  and  grooming  standards. 

The  North  Shore  uniTs  remaricable  success 
is  ttie  result  of  a  total  community  commitment 
The  administrators,  staff,  faculty,  and  instruc- 
tors have  provkled  vision  and  leadership  and 
ttie  cadets  have  provkJed  ttie  uncomrrxxi  cood- 
mitinent  necessary  to  achieve  ttiis  goal.  North 
Shore  has  nrxire  ttian  300  cadets  enrolled  and 
the  district  sctiool,  community,  and  parents 
are  all  involved.  This  is  truly  an  exceptional 
educational  program. 

I  want  to  recognize  the  superior  program 
management  by  Col.  Thomas  McCay,  ttie  sen- 
kx  military  science  instructor  at  North  Shore 
High  School,  and  his  dedcated  and  knowf- 
edgeable  assistant  instructors.  Major  Pfeifer 
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and  Master  Sergeant  Murphy.  They  have  re- 
ceived excellent  support  from  faculty  and  staff 
at  North  Shore.  The  principal  of  North  Shore 
High  School,  Mr.  Malcolm  Dennis,  also  de- 
serves special  recognition.  Mr.  Dennis  fought 
hard  to  get  this  JROTC  unit  started  at  North 
Shore  over  3  years  ago.  His  efforts  are  now 
paying  great  dividends. 

Last,  txit  urx^uestionably,  the  most  important 
factor  in  this  unit's  selection  as  a  meritorious 
unit  is  ttie  outstandng  performance  of  the  ca- 
dets tfvoughout  the  year  arxj  particularly  on 
the  day  of  the  annual  inspection.  The  unit  has 
demonstrated  that  it  has  taken  the  core  Air 
Force  values  to  heart.  Its  record  reflects  a 
commitment  to  learning,  a  commitment  to 
leadership,  and  especially  a  commitment  to 
service,  whether  presenting  the  colors  at  com- 
munity furx:tions,  cleaning  up  our  neightx)r- 
hoods,  or  delivering  Christmas  t>askets  to  vet- 
erans at  the  VA  Hospital. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  not  surprising  ttiat  this  unit 
has  received  such  an  honoratiie  distinction  as 
a  meritorious  unit.  During  its  first  year  of  exist- 
ence, over  2  years  ago,  North  Shore's  JROTC 
unit  was  recognized  as  ttie  best  first-year  unit 
in  the  Houston  area.  For  tliat  recognition 
alone,  the  unit  deserves  our  special  congratu- 
lations. 

Many  people  view  JROTC  as  only  a  military 
training  program.  It  is  much  more  than  ttiat  It 
is  an  educational  and  citizenship  program  ttiat 
txings  out  the  t)est  in  all.  The  cadets  partici- 
pating in  Air  Force  JROTC  program  have 
started  on  the  road  of  lifetime  service  and  ex- 
cellence. I  honor  them  for  showing  ttiat  ttiey 
have  ttie  will  and  ttie  character  to  work  hard 
and  accomplish  great  things.  1  know  that 
urxler  the  leadership  of  Col.  Thomas  McCay, 
and  his  staff,  the  unit  will  continue  to  put  their 
knowledge,  skills,  and  experience  to  work,  not 
just  for  ttiemselves,  but  for  their  community 
arxl  country  as  well. 

My  congratulations  to  all  the  cadets  and  the 
entire  North  Shore  community. 


COMMEMORATING  DIA  DE 
PORTUGAL 


HON.  PATTUa  J.  KENNEDY 

OF  RHODE  ISLAND 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  June  10, 1996 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Rhode  Island.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, today  is  celetxated  throughout  the  worid  as 
the  Dia  de  Portugal. 

Every  year  on  June  10,  people  of  Por- 
tuguese descent  around  the  world  honor  their 
heritage  on  Dia  de  Portugal  ("Day  of  Por- 
tugal"). Ttiis  is  a  time  for  all  frierids  of  Portugal 
to  pause  and  consider  the  many  achievements 
of  ttiat  great  natk>n  over  the  centuries  and  to 
celebrate  the  cultural  traditions,  practices,  and 
customs  of  Portugal. 

June  10  is  Wie  date  of  birth  of  Portugal's 
greatest  poet,  Luis  de  Camoens,  who  lived 
from  1524  to  1580. 

He  is  ttie  auttior  of  the  Portuguese  national 
epic.  The  Lusiads,"  published  in  1572.  In  this 
grand  poem,  Canrxjens  did  for  the  Portuguese 
language  what  Chaucer  did  for  English  and 
what  Dante  did  for  Italian. 

As  well,  tie  gave  eloquent  expression  to  the 
deepest  arxJ  highest  aspirations  of  the  Por- 
tuguese people. 


Millions  of  Americans  are  proud  of  their  Por- 
tuguese heritage,  and  millions  more  are  erv 
riched  by  living  in  neighborhoods  and  commu- 
nities which  are  defined  by  the  dynamic  pres- 
ence of  Portuguese-Americans. 

My  State  of  Rhode  Island  has  one  of  the 
largest  Portuguese-American  populations  in 
our  country.  The  ties  between  Rhode  Island 
and  Portugal  go  tack  to  the  very  origins  of  our 
State,  and  the  contiibutions  made  by  the  Por- 
tuguese can  t>e  seen  every  day. 

Portuguese  explorers  dared  to  cross  the 
oceans  in  search  of  new  frontiers,  and  thanks 
to  ttiat  courage,  our  Nation  is  enriched  by  to'a- 
ditions  brougtit  by  tt^e  sons  and  daughters  of 
Portugal. 

Whether  it  was  from  Dighton  Rock  in  1 502, 
the  Touro  Synagogue  in  1658,  or  by  whaling 
ships  in  the  1830*s,  ttie  Portuguese  undoubt- 
edly were  among  the  very  first  immigrants  to 
settle  on  our  shores. 

Unfortunately,  anti-immigrant  fervor  brought 
Portuguese  immigration  down  to  a  trickle  after 
1921. 

But  there  was  an  exception  made  in  1958, 
when  President  Eisenhower  signed  legislation 
introduced  by  then-Senator  John  F.  Kennedy 
ttiat  allowed  families  affected  by  the  volcanic 
enjption  in  the  Azores  to  come  to  America. 

In  1965,  President  Johnson  fulfilled  Presi- 
dent Kennedy's  dream  and  signed  legislation 
lifting  the  discriminatory  Quota  Act.  Once 
again,  New  England  could  open  its  arms  to 
the  Portuguese.  Lifting  the  quota  allowed 
many  families  to  reunite,  and  bring  together 
many  generations. 

At  a  time  when  ttie  family  is  under  great 
strain,  and  too  often  breaking  under  that 
strain,  the  example  of  family  unity  set  by  the 
Portuguese  is  a  profound  lesson  for  all  of  us. 

Everywhere  Rtiode  Islanders  turn,  the  Por- 
tuguese presence  is  seen.  It  is  seen  in  the 
dozens  of  social  clubs  throughout  our  State.  It 
is  felt  in  the  excitement  of  ttie  Feshta  and  the 
dignity  of  ttie  religious  procession.  It  is  rep- 
resented here  today  by  community  leaders 
wtio  are  from  all  walks  of  life. 

This  contritxjtion  is  felt  in  many  other  States 
and  hundreds  of  communities  across  this  Na- 
tion. 

Portugal  is  a  close  and  valued  ally. 

Trade  between  our  two  nations  is  active  and 
will  surely  grow.  The  recently  completed 
Agreement  on  Cooperation  and  Defense  pro- 
vkjes  for  continued  access  to  the  Lajes  Air 
Base  In  the  Azores,  as  well  as  cooperation  in 
nonmilitary  matters.  This  tase  was  critical  to 
supporting  our  to-oops  in  Operation  Desert 
Storm  and  Operation  Restore  Hope  in  Soma- 
lia. 

Portugal's  economy  is  making  tremendous 
progress,  and  soon  ttie  worid  will  see  the 
growth  ttiat  has  taken  place  in  recent  years.  In 
1998,  Portugal  will  host  the  WorkJ  Expo.  The 
topic  for  Expo  1 998  is:  "The  Oceans:  A  Herit- 
age for  Our  Futijre." 

Expo  1998  will  provide  an  ideal  opportunity 
for  Portugal  to  showcase  its  thriving  industry 
while  at  the  same  time  celebrating  its  uniquely 
rich  heritage  in  ocean  exploration.  I  am 
pleased  that  the  United  States  will  be  partici- 
pating in  this  event,  and  I  congratulate  the 
House  for  tiaving  earlier  voted  in  favor  of  this 
participation. 

Today  is  a  day  for  us  to  celebrate  the  con- 
bltxjtions  made  to  the  United  States  by  the 


Portuguese  community.  It  is  a  time  for  us  to 
celebrate  the  ties  between  the  United  States 
and  Portugal.  This  is  a  relationship  with  a 
great  history,  and  promising  future. 


BILL  SICKLICK  REMEMBERED  AT 
GOUVERNEUR  HOSPITAL 


HON.  CAROLYN  B.  MALONEY 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  June  10, 1996 

Mrs.  MALONEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  honor  ttie  memory  of  a  tjeloved  constituent. 
Bill  Sicklick.  Today,  the  Gouvemeur  Hospital 
Nursing  Facility  Diagnostic  and  Treatment 
Center  in  my  district  is  dedicating  a  new  con- 
ference area  to  be  named  the  William  "Bill" 
Sicklick  Conference  Room.  This  room  could 
not  be  dedk:ated  to  a  more  worthy  person. 

Bill  Sicklick  died  on  April  25,  1995,  and  his 
passing  affected  the  Grand  Street  Cooperative 
Village  immensely.  During  ttie  years  he  lived 
among  us,  he  was  a  t}ek}ved  hustiand,  father, 
grandfather,  son-in-law,  neigtibor,  and  friend. 
He  walked  our  streets  looking  out  for  his 
neighbors  as  an  auxiliary  policeman,  and  he 
rose  to  become  an  officer  of  this  group,  earn- 
ing the  respect  and  admiration  of  the  New 
York  Police  Department  and  felk)w  auxiliary 
memlsers.  Bill  also  served  on  community  plarv 
ning  t)oard  three  for  almost  25  years  where  he 
was  elected  as  both  vice  chair  and  secretary. 

Despite  all  of  his  other  community  service 
positions.  Bill's  fondest  service  was  the  20 
years  he  served  as  a  memt>er  and  chair- 
person of  the  skilled  nursing  facility  committee 
of  the  Gouvemeur  Community  Advisory  Board. 
He  loved  the  patients,  and  they  loved  him.  He 
served  them  well — taking  ttiem  for  walks  in 
their  wlieek:hairs,  dropping  by  to  chat,  and 
keeping  an  eye  out  to  see  ttiat  all  was  well  in 
the  SNF  unit 

Bill  Sicklick  was  well  known  for  his  dedica- 
tion and  commitment  to  Gouvemeur  Hospital, 
its  patients,  and  ttie  Lower  East  Side  commu- 
nity. It  is  only  fitting  that  a  room  in  this  hospital 
should  t)ear  his  name.  I  respectfully  urge  my 
colleagues  to  take  a  moment  today  to  remem- 
t)er  Bill  Scklick — a  man  who  represented  ev- 
erything ttiat  is  not)le  about  community  serv- 


SENATE  COMMITTEE  MEETINGS 

Title  IV  of  Senate  Resolution  4, 
agreed  to  by  the  Senate  on  February  4, 
1977,  calls  for  establishment  of  a  sys- 
tem for  a  computerized  schedule  of  all 
meetings  and  hearings  of  Senate  com- 
mittees, subcommittees,  joint  commit- 
tees, and  committees  of  conference. 
This  title  requires  all  such  committees 
to  notify  the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest — designated  by  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee— of  the  time,  place,  and  purpose 
of  the  meetings,  when  scheduled,  and 
any  cancellations  or  changes  in  the 
meetings  as  they  occur. 

As  an  additional  procedure  along 
with  the  computerization  of  this  infor- 
mation, the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest  will  prepare  this  information  for 
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printing  in  the  Extensions  of  Remarks 
section  of  the  Congressional  Record 
on  Monday  and  Wednesday  of  each 
week. 

Meetings  scheduled  for  Tuesday, 
June  11,  1996,  may  be  found  in  the  Daily 
Digest  of  today's  Record. 

MEETINGS  SCHEDULED 

JUNE  12 
9:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 
To  tiold  joint  hearings  with  the  Special 
Committee  on  Aging  on  investing  in 
medical  research,   focusing  on  health 
care  and  human  costs. 

SD-138 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation 
Science,     Technology,     and     Space     Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1726.  to  promote 
electronic    commerce    by    facilitating 
the  use  of  strong  encrjrption. 

SR-253 
Special  on  Aging 
To  hold  joint  hearings  with  the  Commit- 
tee on  Appropriations  on  investing  in 
medical  research,   focusing  on  health 
care  and  human  costs. 

SI>-138 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  Department  of  De- 
fense financial  management  issues. 

SD-192 
1:00  p.m. 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1166,  to  improve 
the  registration  of  pesticides,  to  pro- 
vide minor  use  crop  protection,  and  to 
improve  pesticide  tolerances  to  safe- 
guard infants  and  children. 

SRr-328A 
2:00  p.m. 
Select  on  Intelligence 
To  hold  closed  hearings  on  intelligence 
matters. 

SH-219 
Special  on  Special  Committee 
To  Investigate  Whitewater  Development 

Corporation  and  Related  Matters 
To  resume  hearings  to  examine  certain 
matters  relative  to  the  Whitewater  De- 
velopment Corporation. 

SH-216 

JUNE  13 
9:00  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Aging  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  whether 
working  America  is  adequately  prepar- 
ing for  retirement. 

SI>-430 
9:30  a.m. 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation 
Business  meeting,  to  resume  mark  up  of 
proposed  legislation  to  authorize  ap- 
propriations for  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration,  and  to  consider  other 
pending  calendar  business. 

SR^253 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
To  hold  bearings  on  S.  1844.  to  direct  a 
study  of  the  opportunities  for  enhanced 
water  based  recreation. 

SD-d66 
10:00  a.m. 
Finance 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1795.  Personal  Re- 
sponsibility   and    Work    Opportunity 
Act. 

SD-2I5 
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Judiciary 
Business  meeting,   to   consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-226 
2:00  p.m. 
Appropriations 

Labor,  Health  and  Human  Services,  and 
Education  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  De- 
partment of  Education. 

SD-138 
Appropriations 

Treasury.  Postal  Service,  and  General  Gov- 
ernment Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Of- 
fice of  National  Drug  Control  Policy. 

SD-192 

JUNE  14 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office,  and  the  Archi- 
tect of  the  Capitol. 

S-128.  Capitol 
1:00  p.m. 
Foreign  Relations 

Western  Hemisphere  and  Peace  Corps  Af- 
fairs Subcommittee 
To  bold  hearings  to  examine  the  status 
of  the  hemisphere. 

SD^19 

JUNE  18 
9:00  a.m. 
Rules  and  Administration 
To  hold  hearings  on  public  access  to  gov- 
ernment information  in  the  21st  cen- 
tury,   focusing    on    the    Government 
Printing  Office  dejwsitory  library  pro- 
gram. 

SRr^l 

9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Research,  Nutrition,  and  General  Legisla- 
tion Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  review  a  report  to 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  by  the 
Advisory   Committee   on  Agricultural 
Concentration,  and  to  examine  other 
livestock  industry  issues. 

SRr^28A 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  Fed- 
eral Communications  Commission. 

SR^253 
10:00  a.m. 
Judiciary 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  oversight  of 
the  Department  of  Justice  witness  se- 
curity program. 

SD-226 

JUNE  19 
9:30  a.m. 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation 
Science.    Technology,     and    Space     Sul>- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  issues  relat- 
ing to  salmon  recovery  research. 

SR^253 
Rules  and  Administration 
To  continue  hearings  on  public  access  to 
government  information  in  the  21st 
century,  focusing  on  the  Government 
Printing  Office  depository  library  pro- 
gram. 

SRn^l 
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JUNE  21 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Senate,  the  Sergeant  At 
Arms,  and  the  Government  Printing 
Office. 

S-128.  Capitol 

JUNE  25 
9:30  a.m. 
Governmental  Affairs 
Permanent    Subcommittee    on    Investiga- 
tions 
To  resume  hearings  to  examine  the  secu- 
rity status  of  national  computer  infor- 
mation systems  and  networks. 

SI>-3I2 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
'  To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Li- 
brary of  Congress. 

S-128.  Capitol 

JUNE  26 

9:30  a.m. 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation 
Science.    Technology,     and     Space     Sub- 
comnjittee 
To  resume  hearings  on  S.  1726.  to  pro- 
mote electronic  commerce  by  facilitat- 
ing the  use  of  strong  encryption. 

SR-253 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1804.  to  make 
technical  and  other  changes  to  the 
laws  dealing  with  the  territories  and 
freely  associated  States  of  the  United 
States,  on  a  proposed  amendment  re- 
lating to  Bikini  and  Enewetak  medical 
care,  and  to  hold  oversight  hearings  on 
the  law  enforcement  initiative  in  the 
Commonwealth  of  the  Northern  Mari- 
ana Islands. 

SI>-3G6 
Governmental  Affairs 
Permanent    Subcommittee    on    Investiga- 
tions 
To  continue  hearings  to  examine  the  se- 
curity status  of  national  computer  in- 
formation systems  and  networks. 

SI>-3<2 
Rules  and  Administxation 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
authorizing  funds  for  the  Federal  EUec- 
tion  Commission,  and  on  cami)aign  fi- 
nance reform  proposals. 

SRr^l 

Indian  Affairs 
To  bold  hearings  on  proposals  to  reform 
the  Indian  Child  Welfare  Act. 

SR-185 

SEPTEMBER  17 

9:30  a.m. 
Veterans'  Affairs 
To  hold  joint  hearings  with  the  House 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs  to  re- 
view the  legislative  recommendations 
of  the  American  Legion. 

334  Cannon  Building 

POSTPONEMENTS 

JUNE  12 

10:00  a.m. 
Judiciary 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1740.  to  define  and 
protect  the  instiution  of  marriage. 

SD-2a6 
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The  House  met  at  9  a.m.  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro  tem- 
pore [Mr.  Shaw]. 


DESIGNATION  OF  SPEAKER  PRO 
TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication from  the  Speaker: 

Washington,  DC. 

June  11. 1996. 
I  hereby  designate  the  Honorable  E.  Clay 
Shaw,  Jr.,  to  act  as  Speaker  pro  tempore  on 
this  day. 

Newt  Gingrich, 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


MORNING  HOUR  DEBATES 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  order  of  the  House  of  May  12. 
1995,  the  Chair  will  now  recognize 
Members  from  lists  submitted  by  the 
majority  and  minority  leaders  for 
morning  hour  debates.  The  Chair  will 
alternate  recognition  between  the  par- 
ties with  each  party  limited  to  25  min- 
utes, and  each  Member  other  than  the 
majority  and  the  minority  leader  lim- 
ited to  5  minutes,  but  in  no  event  shall 
debate  continue  beyond  9:50  a.m. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayworth]  for  5 
minutes. 


THE  CREDIBILITY  CANYON 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
this  morning  first  to  bring  greetings  to 
you  and  those  who  look  in  from  the 
Grand  Canyon  State  of  Arizona.  As 
proud  as  Arizonans  and  indeed  all 
Americans  are  of  the  Grand  Canyon, 
rhetorically  and  in  terms  of  actions 
within  this  city  of  Washington,  DC, 
there  is,  indeed,  a  credibility  canyon, 
not  a  gap  but  a  canyon,  an 
everwidening  chasm  between  the  rhet- 
oric of  our  President  and  the  reality  of 
his  actions  and  inactions. 

The  headlines  in  this  morning's 
Washington  Times  indicate  how  this 
credibility  canyon  continues  to  widen. 
Lists  of  files  may  be  incomplete.  White 
House  stories  face  Hill  questions.  But, 
Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  more  than  ques- 
tions which  will  emanate  from  this 
Chamber  and  in  committee.  There  are 
questions  that  the  American  people 
have  about  the  stewardship  of  the  Pres- 
idency, about  the  veracity  of  claims 
made  by  this  President  and,  again,  the 
disparity  between  the  rhetoric  and  the 
reaJity. 

How  unfortunate  it  is,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  this  administration  and,  in  par- 


ticular, this  President  are  not  defined 
by  the  innocent  question,  what  can  he 
do  or  what  can  we  do  together  to  solve 
America's  problems.  Indeed,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  question  that  we  hear 
from  coast  to  coast  and,  indeed,  in  the 
Sixth  District  of  Arizona,  is  this  one: 
How  can  the  President  explain  it  away 
this  time?  What  verbal  gyrations,  gym- 
nastics, contortions  will  be  brought  to 
bear  to  put  the  best  face  on  obtaining 
hundreds  of  FBI  files  on  members  of 
the  Republican  Party?  Our  President 
would  have  us  believe  plaintively  that 
it  was  "an  honest  snafu." 

Well,  he  is  partially  right.  Snafu  is 
an  accurate  term.  But  as  for  the  first 
word  mentioned,  the  American  people 
have  serious  questions. 

It  is  a  tragedy  that  those  in  the  exec- 
utive branch  fail  to  understand  the 
missive  of  Mark  Twain,  who  wrote  that 
history  does  not  repeat  itself  but  it 
rhymes.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  read  with  inter- 
est the  comments  of  Daniel  Schorr,  the 
liberal  media  commentator  who  to  his 
credit  in  the  wake  of  what  transpired 
25  years  ago  during  a  Republican  ad- 
ministration now  says  of  this  adminis- 
tration, what  makes  these  people  be- 
lieve that  the  FBI  is  their  private  do- 
main to  do  their  private  bidding  in 
terms  of  political  investigations.  In- 
deed, the  challenge  exists  for  journal- 
ists in  this  town.  Indeed,  one  wonders 
where  the  next  team  of  Woodward  and 
Bernstein  might  be  fovmd,  and  one  also 
wonders  what  the  results  of  an  inves- 
tigation would  bring  or,  given  the  pre- 
vailing advocacy  of  journalists  in  this 
town,  would  the  book  written  be  titled, 
maybe  "One  or  Two  of  the  President's 
Low-Level  Functionaries"  instead  of 
the  title  "All  the  President's  Men." 

It  is  very  interesting.  Mr.  Speaker,  to 
come  here  from  elsewhere,  to  come 
here  from  the  heartland  of  America 
and  to  see  this  dichotomy  between 
rhetoric  and  reality.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
Congress  will  move  to  close  the  credi- 
bility canyon. 


CONGRATULATIONS  TO  THE 
COLORADO  AVALANCHE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentlewoman  from  Colo- 
rado [Mrs.  SCHROEDER]  is  recognized 
during  morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
hope  everybody  knows  what  this  is  be- 
cause if  they  do  not,  they  are  going  to 
by  the  end  of  the  day.  In  Colorado,  this 
is  gold.  This  is  the  wonderful  jersey  of 
the  Avalanche  who  last  night  won  all 


of  our  hearts  by  winning  the  Stanley 
Cup  in  four  straight  games— four 
straight  games.  And  this  was  their 
very  first  season  in  Colorado. 

Now.  my  district  is  normally  a  mile 
high,  but  today  I  think  it  is  2  miles 
high.  I  cannot  tell  you  the  excitement. 
And  I  know  I  should  apologize  to  all  of 
you  who  are  here  who  were  awakened 
last  night  at  about  1:04  in  the  morning 
when  the  winning  goal  was  made,  but 
we  are  not  going  to  apologize  because 
we  think  it  is  great  that  you  were 
awakened  by  people  from  Colorado 
cheering  everyiwhere. 

In  fact,  we  are  even  talking  this 
morning  about  renaming  the  Rocky 
Mountains  to  the  Hockey  Mountains.  I 
think  they  are  going  to  find  that  hock- 
ey fever  has  taken  over  and  is  abso- 
lutely captivating. 

Some  of  the  things  that  I  particu- 
larly want  to  point  out  as  we  talk 
today  is  this  wonderful,  wonderful 
team.  You  just  heard  5  minutes  of  the 
same  kind  of  thing  we  hear  over  and 
over  again.  The  fabulous  thing  about 
this  Avalanche  team  is  they  have  acted 
as  a  team.  I  do  not  know  if  it  was  their 
marvelous  Canadian  trained  organiza- 
tion, whatever,  but  you  do  not  see  egos 
popping  out.  You  see  them  working  to- 
gether and  liking  each  other,  and  look 
what  they  did  in  1  year.  There  may  be 
some  real  messages  there  for  politi- 
cians, some  tremendous  messages  for 
politicians. 

So  I  think  I  would  be  remiss  not  to 
thank  our  wonderful  neighbors  to  the 
north  in  Quebec  who  helped  train  this 
great  team  and,  of  course,  everybody  is 
particularly  fond  of  the  goalie  who 
happens  to  share  my  first  name,  but  we 
are  so  proud  of  him.  But  he  would  not 
want  to  be  singled  out  because  they 
really  see  themselves  as  a  total  work- 
ing unit.  That  is  kind  of  a  novel  con- 
cept when  it  comes  to  politics,  but  it 
could  be  something  we  could  all  learn 
from. 

We  know  today  that  Colorado  is 
going  to  be  a  work-free  zone.  It  is  going 
to  be  a  total  work-free  zone.  The  ques- 
tion is  whether  the  whole  week  we  are 
going  to  be  a  work-free  zone  only  be- 
cause we  are  celebrating  this  great  vic- 
tory. I  think  all  of  America  can  cele- 
brate it.  and  I  mean  all  of  North  Amer- 
ica. Canadians  and  North  Americans 
because  of  the  great  example  they  set 
in  showing  how  to  do  this,  how  to  do 
this  together,  how  to  do  this  without 
ego,  how  to  make  it  not  look  like  they 
were  kind  of  throwing  it  to  drag  It  out 
and  nuike  more  money,  all  the  things 
that  have  circulated  around  some  of 
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the  things  we  have  heard  in  profes- 
sional sports.  This  is  about  values,  and 
they  have  really  shown  us  some  tre- 
mendous values  that  are  the  kind  that 
we  traditionally  had  in  sports. 

That  is  wonderful  to  see  come  back 
again.  So  to  see  the  young  people  in 
Colorado  out  there  with  their  roller 
blades  playing  hockey  is  very  exciting. 
I  will  tell  you,  we  m^y  not  have  had 
the  hockey  players  we  would  like  to 
have  had  in  the  past,  but  I  will  bet  this 
next  generation  is  going  to  be  there.  It 
is  basically  going  to  be  because  of  the 
leadership  and  the  example  of  these 
wonderful,  wonderful  men  who  wore 
this  wonderful,  wonderful  jersey.  I 
think  if  anybody  wants  one  of  these, 
good  luck.  I  am  not  giving  mine  up, 
and  they  are  not  giving  theirs  up. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  This 
gentleman  from  Florida  would  say  to 
the  gentlewoman  from  Colorado  that 
she  is  justifiably  proud,  but  I  did  find 
some  pain  in  her  comments. 


IN  HONOR  OF  EUGENE  ROSSITCH, 
JR..  M.D. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  BtniR]  is  recognized  dur- 
ing morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  BURR.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  Sunday 
is  Father's  Day,  a  day  when  millions  of 
Americans  will  thank  their  fathers  for 
the  special  role  they  play  in  all  our 
lives — for  being  a  protector  and  a  pro- 
vider, for  being  a  counselor,  a  mentor 
and  a  friend.  On  this  morning.  I  would 
like  to  take  a  few  moments  to  share 
with  my  colleagues  the  story  of  a  gift- 
ed doctor,  a  trusted  teacher  and  most 
importantly  a  wonderful  father,  the 
story  of  Dr.  Eugene  Rossitch,  Jr. 

On  November  18,  1994,  Gene  Rossitch 
drowned  off  a  Florida  beach  while  suc- 
cessfully saving  his  young  son.  I  would 
like  to  focus  this  morning,  however,  on 
the  inspirational  life  of  Gene  Rossitch, 
who  accomplished  so  much  in  his  35 
years  with  us. 

On  February  18, 1959,  in  Guines,  Cuba, 
Eugene  and  Carmen  Rossitch  were 
blessed  by  the  birth  of  thefr  first  child. 
Gene  Rossitch,  Jr.  In  1962,  when  little 
Gene  was  3  years  old,  his  parents  left 
Cuba  with  only  one  suitcase  and  their 
wedding  picture  and  moved  the  family 
to  the  United  States.  The  Rossitches 
settled  in  my  hometown  of  Winston- 
Salem,  NC,  where  they  raised  Gene  and 
his  four  yoimger  brothers. 

With  the  support  and  guidance  of  a 
loving  and  successful  family.  Gene 
began  to  compile  a  record  of  extraor- 
dinary academic  achievement  that 
marked  his  entire  life.  While  in  high 
school.  Gene  was  the  State  president  of 
the  North  Carolina  National  Honor  So- 
ciety before  graduating  first  in  his 
class  from  Bishop  McGuiness  High 
School  in  Winston-Salem. 

Gene  then  attended  the  University  of 
North   Carolina   at   Chapel   Hill   as  a 


Morehead  Scholar.  He  graduated  from 
UNC  Phi  Beta  Kappa  and  then  pursued 
his  medical  studies  at  the  Duke  Uni- 
versity School  of  Medicine.  While  at 
Duke,  Gene  was  awarded  the  John  H. 
Watson.  Jr.,  Medical  Fellowship  and 
was  inducted  into  the  Alpha  Omega 
Alpha  Medical  Honor  Society. 

Following  his  internship  at  the  Duke 
University  Medical  Center,  Gene  began 
his  residency  in  neurological  surgery 
at  Duke,  which  included  2  years  as  a 
research  fellow  in  neurosurgery  at 
Brigham  and  Women's  and  Children's 
Hospitals.  During  that  time.  Gene  be- 
came the  first  recipient  of  the  Cushing 
History  of  Medicine  Fellowship.  And 
shortly  thereafter,  he  completed  a  clin- 
ical fellowship  in  spinal  surgery  at 
Duke. 

Gene's  remarkable  career  then  led 
him  back  to  Massachusetts,  where  he 
was  appointed  assistant  professor  of 
surgery  at  Harvard  Medical  School  and 
attending  neurosurgeon  at  the 
Brigham  and  Women's  and  Children's 
Hospitals  in  1992.  Gene  was  the  spinal 
surgery  specialist  at  both  hospitals. 

Dr.  Gene  Rossitch's  service  was  not 
limited  to  the  operating  room.  Gene 
served  on  the  premedical  advisory 
board  of  the  Currier  House  at  Harvard 
University,  on  the  Greater  Boston  Spi- 
nal Cord  Injury  Planning  Counsel,  and 
on  the  emergency  medical  services 
task  force  on  spinal  cord  injury.  Gene 
was  also  very  active  in  national  neuro- 
surgery organizations.  For  example,  he 
was  chairman  of  the  program  evalua- 
tion committee  for  the  1994  Congress  of 
Neurological  Surgeons  Annual  Meeting 
and  he  had  major  roles  in  several  other 
national  meetings. 

Dr.  Gene  Rossitch's  commitment  to 
finding  new  ways  to  treat  spinal  injury 
patients  can  be  found  in  the  61  original 
scientific  journal  publications  he  ei- 
ther authored  or  coauthored.  Gene  was 
also  the  coeditor  of  three  books.  Two 
dealt  with  the  history  of  neurosurgery 
and  the  third,  "A  Handbook  of  Neuro- 
surgery for  House  Officers  and  Medical 
Students."  demonstrates  Gene's  desire 
to  share  his  vast  knowledge  with  his 
fellow  surgeons  of  how  to  treat  spinal 
cord  injuries. 

While  at  the  Brigham  and  Women's 
and  Children's  Hospitals,  Dr.  Rossitch 
supervised  the  research  work  of  a  num- 
ber of  medical  students,  residents  and 
visiting  research  fellows.  Gene  also 
served  as  a  preceptor  for  the  Introduc- 
tion to  Clinical  Medicine  Course  at  the 
Harvard  Medical  School. 

I  have  never  encountered  a  more  im- 
pressive record  of  service  and  achieve- 
ment than  that  of  Dr.  Gene  Rossitch, 
Jr.  He  was  recognized  by  his  patients 
and  by  those  in  his  field  as  a  gifted  and 
gentle  surgeon  and  caregiver,  as  an  in- 
novative researcher,  and  as  a  trusted 
mentor  and  teacher  of  spinal  cord  in- 
jury medicine. 

Dr.  Gene  Rossitch's  career  is  a  testa- 
ment to  this  young  man's  dedication  to 


his  studies,  his  sincere  concern  for  his 
fellow  man,  and  to  a  willingness  to 
fully  utilize  the  gifts  that  God  be- 
stowed upon  him.  But  as  a  friend  of  the 
Rossitches,  I  know  that  the  true  center 
of  Gene's  remarkable  life  was  his  fam- 
ily. Gene  met  his  wife  Cindy  while  at^ 
tending  the  Duke  University  School  of 
Medicine  and  was  blessed  with  three 
children:  Eugene  m.  Katharine,  and 
Elizabeth.  And  despite  the  demands  of 
his  clinical  schedule.  Gene  alwajrs 
found  time  to  spend  with  his  family 
and  could  be  seen  on  weekends  at 
Chuck  E.  Cheese,  art  galleries,  and  ice 
cream  parlors  with  his  wife  and  chil- 
dren. 

Perhaps  the  best  way  to  look  at  how 
special  a  person  Gene  was  is  to  see  him 
through  the  eyes  of  the  mother  of  one 
of  his  patients.  The  day  before  Gene 
left  for  Florida  with  his  family  for 
their  vacation,  he  performed  a  7-hour 
operation  repairing  a  congenital  abnor- 
mality in  the  neck  of  Michael 
O'Loughlin,  a  12-year-old  boy. 

The  night  before  Mike's  surgery,  the 
boy  was  in  terrible  pain  and  Mrs. 
O'Loughlin  asked  Gene  whether  they 
were  doing  the  right  thing  by  operat- 
ing. Mrs.  O'Loughlin  remembers  asking 
Dr.  Rossitch  whether  he  would  perform 
the  operation  if  Mike  were  his  own  son. 
Gene  told  here,  "Absolutely,  without 
question."  Mrs.  O'Loughlin  tells  how 
Gene  insisted  that  the  operation  be 
done  at  Brigham  and  Women's  Hospital 
because  he  preferred  thefr  operating 
room.  And  when  the  hospital  refttsed  to 
take  Mike  because  he  was  underage 
and  underweight.  Gene  went  before  the 
hospital  board  to  get  permission. 

The  day  of  the  operation,  the  proce- 
dure took  much  longer  than  the  family 
expected.  But  at  7  o'clock.  Gene 
Rossitch  came  out  to  tell  them  every- 
thing had  gone  perfectly.  Gene  also 
told  the  family  that  the  x  rays  had  not 
shown  how  serious  the  problem  had 
been  and  how  glad  he  was  that  he  had 
performed  the  operation  before  leaving 
on  vacation.  Mrs.  O'Loughlin  says.  "I 
absolutely  believe  Gene  Rossitch  saved 
Mike's  life." 

A  few  days  later.  Gene's  last  heroic 
act  was  to  save  his  own  son  from 
drowning  in  choppy  ocean  waters  near 
Ft.  Lauderdale.  I  find  Gene's  last,  he- 
roic act  a  fitting  one  because  Gene 
Rossitch's  lifwork  had  been  saving  the 
lives  of  others. 

And  since  his  death,  his  colleagues 
have  seen  fit  to  honor  the  life  and  work 
of  Gene  Rossitch.  The  Humane  Society 
of  the  Conunonwealth  of  Massachusetts 
has  honored  Gene  with  thefr  silver 
medal  and  has  donated  S2.500  toward  a 
children's  fund  named  in  honor  of  Dr. 
Rossitch  that  has  been  established  at 
Brigham  and  Children's  Hospital.  On 
June  27.  there  will  be  a  dedication  of 
the  Eugene  Rossitch.  Jr..  M.D.  Resi- 
dents' Library  at  the  Brigham  and 
Children's  Hospital  in  Boston.  MA.  And 
finally,  on  November  22,  the  Duke  Med- 
ical   Alumni    Association    will    honor 
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Gene  Rossltch  by  posthumously  award- 
ing Mm  its  Humanitarian  Award. 

LiteraJly  thousands  of  people  enjoy 
more  fulfilling  lives  because  they  were 
touched  by  the  life  of  Gene  Rossitch. 
And  on  this  Father's  Day,  I  will  join 
Gene's  family,  his  colleagues,  his  pa- 
tients, and  his  commimity  in  thanking 
God  that  I  was  fortunate  enough  to 
come  into  contact  with  the  remarkable 
life  of  Dr.  Gene  Rossitch,  Jr. 


D  0915 
DOLE  LEAVING  THE  SCENE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Shaw).  Under  the  Speaker's  announced 
policy  of  May  12,  1995,  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Durbin]  is  recognized 
during  morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  is 
the  day  of  the  "great  escape."  The  pre- 
sumptive Republican  Presidential 
nominee,  Robert  Dole,  is  leaving  the 
U.S.  Senate  after  35  years  of  service  on 
Capitol  Hill. 

As  a  loyal  Democrat,  let  me  first  sa- 
lute Mr.  Dole.  His  service  to  his  coun- 
try, both  in  World  War  n  and  since,  has 
been  exemplary.  He  has  been  a  legisla- 
tive leader,  one  that  is  virtually  unpar- 
alleled in  terms  of  his  own  party's  lead- 
ership, and  he  has  been  at  the  table 
when  many  of  the  most  important  leg- 
islative achievements  of  the  last  sev- 
eral generations  have  been  enacted, 
and  I  salute  him  for  that. 

But  I  certainly  do  understand  why  he 
wants  to  escape  from  the  104th  Con- 
gress, the  Congress  which  the  gen- 
tleman from  Georgia  [Mr.  Gingrich] 
called  his  "revolution." 

Take  a  look  at  what  Mr.  Dole  is 
leaving  behind  as  he  leaves  Washing- 
ton, DC.  First,  the  failure  of  this  104th 
Republican  Congress  to  enact  meaning- 
ful health  insurance  reform.  Families 
that  I  speak  to  across  the  State  of  Illi- 
nois and  around  the  country  are  justifi- 
ably concerned  about  the  availability 
and  cost  of  health  insurance.  There  is  a 
bipartisan  bill,  the  Kennedy-Kasse- 
baum  bill,  that  is  languishing  now  be- 
tween the  House  and  the  Senate  wait- 
ing for  enactment.  Mr.  Dole  will  be 
leaving  Washington  without  the  enact- 
ment of  this  important  health  insur- 
ance reform  legislation  to  help  work- 
ing families. 

Second,  Mr.  Dole  is  leaving  town 
without  a  minimum- wage  increase. 
That  is  something  that  is  long  overdue. 
Fortunately,  30  or  40  Republicans 
broke  from  Speaker  Gingrich  here  in 
the  House  of  Representatives  and 
joined  the  Democrats  in  passing  mini- 
miun-wage  increase  legislation  just  a 
few  weeks  ago.  but  Mr.  Dole  will  be 
leaving  town  without  this  bUl  being  en- 
acted into  law. 

He  came  into  Chicago  a  few  weeks 
ago  and  took  off  his  tie.  and  put  on  a 
sports  coat  and  said,  "I'm  just  a  plain 
individual  out  here  running  for  Presi- 


dent, just  one  of  the  people."  I  hope  he 
gets  a  chance  in  that  capacity  to  meet 
some  minimum-wage  workers,  and  I 
hope  they  get  a  chance  to  ask  Mr.  Dole 
why  he  left  town  without  helping  them 
and  their  families  cope  with  the  in- 
creasing cost  of  raising  their  families 
and  providing  for  a  sound  future. 

He  will  be  leaving  town  without  a 
balanced  budget,  and  that  is  something 
which  could  have  been  achieved  with 
bipartisan  cooperation. 

Mr.  Dole  will  be  leaving  Washington 
without  this  104th  Congress  having 
acted  to  expand  access  to  educational 
opportunity.  Instead,  the  Gin^ch- 
Dole  agenda  cut  back  on  college  stu- 
dent loans  for  kids  from  working  fami- 
lies. I  do  not  understand  that.  I  would 
not  be  standing  here  today  if  it  were 
not  for  a  college  student  loan  through 
the  Federal  Government.  My  story  has 
been  repeated  millions  of  times  over  in 
the  United  States:  kids  from  working 
families  who  could  not  afford  college 
tuition  turn  to  the  Government  for  a 
helping  hand.  Instead  of  providing  that 
hand,  the  Gingrich-Dole  Congress  has 
basically  cut  off  educational  oppor- 
txmity  for  so  many  kids,  not  only  at 
the  college  level  but  also  at  the  lower 
levels. 

There  has  been  no  real  welfare  re- 
form when  there  should  have  been.  We 
ought  to  be  able  to  agree  that  this  wel- 
fare system  can  be  reformed  meaning- 
fully, that  we  can,  in  fact,  have  provi- 
sions that  are  tough  on  work  but  not 
tough  on  kids,  and  unfortunately  the 
GingTich-Dole  proposal  was  not  one 
that  really  would  reform  welfare  and 
help  people  come  off  of  welfare  and  be- 
come taxpayers. 

There  are  no  tax  cuts  for  working 
families  that  Mr.  Dole  can  point  to 
from  the  104th  Congress.  The  Gingrich- 
Dole  Republicans  have  wanted  to  make 
tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy,  to  cut  Medi- 
care to  come  up  with  money  to  give  to 
wealthy  individuals. 

But  what  the  President  has  proposed 
is  much  more  sensible:  Let  us  give 
working  families  a  helping  hand  to  pay 
for  the  college  education  of  their  kids. 
Now,  that  is  something  that  families 
all  over  America  can  identify  with. 
People,  when  they  have  a  new  baby  in 
the  family,  go  over  and  greet  the  new 
baby  and  congratulate  the  new  parents, 
and  after  a  few  minutes  inevitably  the 
conversation  turns  to,  well,  we  better 
start  saving  some  money  for  this  little 
boy  or  this  little  girl  and  their  college 
education. 

President  Clinton  has  a  proposal  to 
give  working  families  a  helping  hand,  a 
tax  deduction  or  a  tax  credit  to  pay  for 
college  education  expenses.  Mr.  Ging- 
rich and  Mr.  Dole  will  hear  nothing  of 
this,  and,  as  a  consequence,  Mr.  Dole 
will  leave  Washington  without  having 
done  anything  in  the  104th  Congress  to 
help  expand  that  opportunity. 

There  have  been  no  improvements  in 
pension    security.    A    lot    of   workers 


across  America  are  paying  into  pension 
funds  wondering  if  the  time  comes 
when  they  retire  that  the  money  will 
be  there.  The  gentleman  from  Georgia 
[Gingrich]  has  provided  in  his  own  bill 
opportunities  for  corporations  to  raid 
these  pension  funds.  The  people  that  I 
speak  to,  the  workers  I  speak  to,  want 
security  in  those  pension  funds.  It  is  a 
shame  that  Mr.  Dole  is  leaving  Wash- 
ington without  the  104th  Congress  hav- 
ing addressed  that. 

And,  finally,  no  improvements  in  en- 
vironmental protection.  In  fact,  the 
Republican  budget  that  Mr.  Gingrich 
and  Mr.  Dole  worked  on  would  cut  the 
number  of  Superfund  sites  that  will  be 
eradicated  in  this  country. 

It  is  understandable  that  Mr.  Dole  is 
leaving  Washington.  Certainly  we  can 
understand  why  a  presidential  can- 
didate would  want  to  leave  the  scene  of 
this  political  accident  known  as  the 
104th  Congress. 


IT  IS  TIME  TO  FACE  OUR  REAL 
PROBLEMS  IN  THIS  COUNTRY 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Mica]  is  recognized  during  morn- 
ing business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Speaker  and  my  col- 
leagues, I  picked  up  this  morning's 
newspaper  with  dismay  and  read  about 
the  President  of  the  United  States 
traveling  across  the  country.  I  guess  he 
was  in  Las  Vegas  yesterday  looking  for 
answers  to  some  of  the  problems  facing 
our  Nation.  In  particular  he  said  he  is 
obsessed  with  the  juvenile  crime  prob- 
lems. So  he  is  wandering  around  the 
country  trjring  to  find  out  what  has 
caused  juvenile  crime. 

I  submit.  Mr.  Speaker  and  my  col- 
leagues, he  does  not  really  have  to  look 
too  far.  All  he  has  to  do  is  look  at  his 
policies  and  see  what  has  generated 
crime  particularly  with  oxir  juveniles 
in  this  country.  I  submit,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  if  we  look  at  the  policy  of  the  past 
40  years— the  policy  of  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle,  we  will  see  what  they  have 
sown  we  are  now  reaping  with  our  chil- 
dren. 

I  submit  that  people  who  laughed  at 
Dan  Quayle  when  he  talked  about  fam- 
ily values  are  now  having  a  sober  mo- 
ment, and  all  we  need  do  my  col- 
leagues, is  look  at  what  we  have  legis- 
lated in  this  country  to  see  what  our 
children  are  doing.  I  submit,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  President  of  the 
United  States  can  offer  curfews,  he  can 
offer  uniforms,  he  can  offer  to  regulate 
cigarettes,  he  can  offer  to  put  v-chips 
in  televisions,  and  those  are  not  the 
answers  of  what  is  wrong  or  what  will 
cure  the  problems  with  our  young  peo- 
ple. 

I  say  to  my  colleagues  that  what  this 
Congress  has  done,  creating  a  system 
of  dependency,  creating  a  system  of 
welfare,    creating   a   system   where   a 
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child  has  not  seen  a  parent  work, 
where  we  have  lost  the  work  ethic, 
where  the  answer  is  that  govenmient 
should  come  up  with  another  program, 
another  credit,  another  directive  from 
Washington;  that  is  what  the  answers 
have  been,  and  this  is  what  we  receive. 

And  then  we  look  at  the  problems. 
The  President  is  meeting  with  local 
law  enforcement  agencies'  officers  and 
agencies,  and  I  have  met  with  them, 
and  they  tell  us  that  70  percent  of  the 
crime  in  this  country  is  related  to 
drugs.  We  spent,  during  the  Reagan  and 
the  Bush  administration,  years  getting 
drug  use  to  go  down,  telling  students 
just  say  "no,"  and  what  did  this  Presi- 
dent do?  First  he  fired  just  about  ev- 
eryone in  the  drug  czar's  office.  What 
was  his  next  step?  He  hired  a  chief 
health  officer  of  the  coimtry,  who 
turned  into  a  farce,  Jocelyn  Elders,  and 
what  did  she  say?  She  said,  "Just  say 
'maybe'."  Our  kids  are  not  dumb;  they 
saw  what  this  meant:  Try  it.  And  they 
are  trying  it,  and  we  are  reaping  the 
harvest  of  this  administration. 

And  then  he  cut  interdiction,  inter- 
diction, 70  percent  of  the  drugs  coming 
through  Mexico,  and  rewarded  Mexico. 
This  is  the  policy  that  we  have  seen. 
We  know  we  can  legislate,  and  unless 
we  pass  legislation  that  encourages 
families  to  care  for  their  own,  imless 
we  return  to  Judeo-Christian  values, 
until  we  have  a  tax  policy  that  does 
not  take  away  opportunities  for  our 
young  people  to  work  with  minimum 
wage,  unless  we  say  that,  "Children, 
yes,  you  have  to  work  and  you  will  re- 
ceive. We  must  stop  asking  what  Wash- 
ington can  do  for  you.  It's  what  you 
can  do  for  yourself." 

Until  we  get  back  to  some  work  ethic 
in  this  country,  until  we  stop  forcing 
people  to  live  in  public  housing — I  saw 
on  television  where  a  little  girl  choked 
to  death  on  a  roach  in  public  housing 
and  last  night  watched  on  TV  the  pub- 
lic housing  that  we  would  not  put  our 
dog  in,  and  that  is  the  alternative  that 
is  offered  by  the  other  side,  these  old 
ideas,  and  that  is  what  we  are  seeing  in 
our  public  housing  facilities. 

So  the  problem  is  here  in  Congress. 
We  have  created  the  problem.  And  we 
will  have  a  choice,  the  American  peo- 
ple will  have  a  choice.  Do  we  continue 
down  the  path  of  the  last  40  years,  do 
we  continue  with  ignoring  the  drug 
policy?  The  President  mentioned  chil- 
dren in  one  speech  46  times,  but  he 
rarely  mentions  the  drug  problem  in 
this  country:  heroin  on  the  increase, 
methamphetamines,  designer  drugs, 
cocaine,  marijuana  that  is  frying  the 
brains  of  our  young  people,  and  he  will 
not  mention  it.  and  the  media  will  not 
mention  it. 

Someone  has  got  to  mention  it  be- 
cause this  is  destroying  this  genera- 
tion, and  I  have  had  it  with  this  admin- 
istration, I  have  had  it  with  this  Presi- 
dent, and  I  have  had  it  with  the  solu- 
tions of  the  other  side  of  this  aisle,  and 


it  is  time  we  got  serious  and  answered 
the  real  problems  facing  our  children 
and  our  country. 


AMERICAN   WORKERS  NEED   PORT- 
ABILITY IN  HEALTH  INSURANCE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  New  Jer- 
sey [Mr.  Pallone]  is  recognized  during 
morning  business  for  4  minutes. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  is 
a  very  sad  day  from  the  point  of  view 
of  the  Nation's  health  insurance  needs, 
and  I  say  that  because  later  on  this 
morning  there  will  be  a  motion  to  go  to 
conference  on  the  health  care  insur- 
ance reform  bill,  the  Kennedy-Kasse- 
baum  bill  as  it  is  known,  and  will  also 
be  dealing  with  a  budget  that  has  come 
back  from  a  conference  between  the 
House  and  the  Senate  which  makes 
major  negative — has  a  major  negative 
impact  on  the  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
Program.  And  it  really  did  not  have  to 
be  this  way,  but  unfortunately  the  Re- 
publican leadership  keeps  insisting  on 
raiding  Medicare  and  Medicaid  pri- 
marily to  pay  tax  breaks  for  wealthy 
Americans  and  also  insists  on  putting 
in  what  I  call,  and  the  President  has 
called,  I  think,  the  poison  pill  into  the 
Kennedy-Kassebaum  health  care  re- 
form legislation  of  medical  savings  ac- 
counts. 

If  I  could  just  take  a  minute,  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  explain  why  I  think  that 
there  are  some  very  bad  developments 
that  are  occurring  today  primarily  be- 
cause of  the  Republican  leadership's  in- 
sistence on  catering  to  special  inter- 
ests. The  Kennedy-Kassebaum  health 
care  reform  bill  was  basically  put  for- 
ward by  the  two  Senators  on  a  biparti- 
san basis  because  they  recognized  that 
increasingly  it  is  difficult  for  many 
people  to  get  health  insurance  in  this 
country.  People  who  were  working, 
people  who  are  out  there  who  are  em- 
ployed have  a  difficult  time  getting 
health  insurance  or  transferring  their 
health  insurance  if  they  lose  their  jobs 
or  they  go  to  a  new  job.  And  so  on  a  bi- 
partisan basis  the  Senators,  Senator 
Kennedy  and  Senator  Kassebaum,  said 
that  they  would  like  to  make  some 
changes,  relatively  minor  changes,  but 
still  significant  for  a  lot  of  people  in 
this  country,  that  would  allow  people, 
when  they  lose  a  job  or  change  jobs,  to 
take  their  health  insurance  with  them, 
this  so-called  portability  concept,  and 
also  that  people  who  have  preexisting 
conditions,  who  have  had  handicaps, 
who  have  operations  or  whatever,  who 
oftentimes  find  it  difficult  to  buy 
health  insurance  would  not  be  short- 
changed, would  still  be  able  to  buy 
health  insurance  because  preexisting 
conditions,  health  conditions,  could 
not  be  a  basis,  in  many  cases,  for  deny- 
ing them  coverage. 

Well,  we  were  all  very  much  in  favor 
of  that.  But  here  comes  the  Republican 


leadership,  specifically  Speaker  Ging- 
rich, that  want  to  attach  to  that  very 
good  legislation  what  they  call  medical 
savings  accounts,  which  I  call  nothing 
more  than  a  way  for  the  healthy  and 
the  wealthy  in  this  country  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  health  insurance  at  the  ex- 
pense of  everyone  else.  What  medical 
savings  accounts  do  is  basically  allow 
people  to  opt  for  catastrophic  coverage, 
and  they  pay  out  of  pocket  for  the  cov- 
erage for  other  daily  expenses  that  are 
not  part  of  that  catastrophic  umbrella 
policy. 

The  problem  with  it  is  that  it  breaks 
the  health  insurance  pool.  The  reason 
why  health  insurance  stays  at  a  cer- 
tain level  and  the  price  does  not  go  up 
even  more  is  because  everyone  is  in  the 
insurance  pool.  But  if  we  take  the 
healthy  and  wealthy  out  of  the  pool 
and  we  give  them  a  catastrophic  um- 
brella policy,  then  the  people  that  are 
left  in  the  insurance  pool  end  up  pay- 
ing more  because  they  are  poorer  and 
less  healthy.  And  that  is  what  the  med- 
ical savings  accounts  seek  to  do.  They 
are  healthy,  wealthy  savings  accoimts 
essentially,  and  we  know  that  the  con- 
sequence of  them  is  that  the  average 
costs  of  health  insurance  will  go  up  for 
those  people  who  are  employed  and  in 
the  work  force. 

D  0930 

So  I  once  again  say  today,  we  must 
put  a  stop  to  this  Republican  policy. 
E^entially  it  is  an  effort  to  act  for 
special  interests.  There  is  the  Golden 
Rule  Insurance  Co.  that  has  contrib- 
uted a  lot  to  the  Republican  Party  over 
the  years  that  has  been  advocating 
these  special  type  of  accounts  for  the 
healthy  and  the  wealthy  and  until  we 
put  a  stop  to  it  we  are  not  going  to  see 
the  basic  health  insurance  reforms  that 
are  important  as  part  of  the  Kennedy- 
Kassebaum  bill.  We  also  have  the  budg- 
et coming  up  today  which  once  again 
makes  deep  cuts  in  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid to  pay  primarily  for  tax  breaks 
for  wealthy  Americans.  On  Medicare 
what  we  are  seeing  is  cuts  of  about  S168 
billion  and  also  major  restructuring  of 
Medicare  that  will  result  in  doctors 
being  allowed  for  the  first  time  to  over- 
charge the  seniors.  Seniors  right  now 
are  capped. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Shaw).  The  time  of  the  gentleman  has 
expired. 


MEDICARE 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Texas.  Mr. 
Gene  green,  is  recognized  during 
morning  business  for  4  nainutes. 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  lot  of  people  who  are  here 
today  and  Members  that  are  watching 
in  their  offices,  this  is  our  morning 
hour  that  each  of  us  can  get  up  and 
talk  at  this  time  for  4  minutes  on 
issues  that  concern  us. 
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A  lot  of  us,  whether  you  are  Repub- 
lican or  Democrat,  were  concerned  last 
week  about  the  Medicare  trustees 
issviing  their  report  on  the  status  of  the 
Medicare  trust  fund.  The  trustees  said 
that  if  nothing  is  done,  the  trust  fUnd 
will  be  insolvent  in  the  year  2001.  This 
is  a  serious  problem  which  the  Con- 
gress should  address  in  a  bipartisan 
way. 

However,  instead  of  addressing  this 
short-term  problem  of  Medicare,  be- 
cause it  is  a  short  term,  it  was  ad- 
dressed in  1993  and  extended  it,  and 
now  we  need  to  do  it  again.  We  should 
have  done  it  in  1995  and  now  we  should 
do  it  in  1996,  to  move  the  year  out  from 
2001  to  2005  and  hopefully  2010.  But  the 
Republican  majority  continue  to  insist 
that  the  way  to  do  that  is  to  cut  Medi- 
care trust  funds  and  yet  at  the  same 
time  provide  even  more  money  in  tax 
cuts. 

Again  this  year  the  numbers  have 
gone  down.  In  1995  we  were  looking  at 
$270  billion  cuts  in  Medicare  and  S245 
billion  in  tax  cuts.  Well,  this  year  it 
has  gone  down  to  where  we  want  to  cut 
$168  billion  in  Medicare  over  6  years 
and  provide  another  $176  billion  in  tax 
cuts.  The  cuts  in  Medicare  are  the  cuts 
in  the  expected  growth.  The  reason 
that  is  bard,  I  know  a  lot  of  times  peo- 
ple listen  and  say,  "Well,  it's  not  really 
a  cut  in  Medicare,"  and  it  is  not.  There 
is  a  growth  in  Medicare.  But  we  have 
to  have  the  expected  growth  in  Medi- 
care because  there  are  more  seniors 
growing  into  Medicare  every  day  and  if 
we  just  match  inflation,  then  we  are 
going  behind  and  the  people  who  are 
there  now,  the  70-year-olds,  the  80- 
year-olds  who  are  on  Medicare  are 
going  to  see  a  cut  in  the  services  they 
have.  That  is  why  it  is  a  cut  in  Medi- 
care even  though  it  is  a  cut  in  the 
growth.  But  again  we  need  to  deal  with 
Medicare  and  not  talk  about  the  tax 
cuts  because  they  are  irresponsible. 

There  is  no  free  lunch.  We  learned 
that  in  the  1980's  when  Congress  passed 
tax  cut  after  tax  cut  and  yet  increased 
spending.  You  cannot  cut  taxes  and  in- 
crease spending.  That  is  what  they  are 
looking  for.  There  is  no  pain-free  that 
you  can  do.  But  they  have  conven- 
iently forgot  that  the  last  time  Con- 
gress did  this  in  the  1980's  with  a  Re- 
publican President  and  Democratic 
Congresses,  that  is  why  we  now  have  a 
$5  trillion  debt,  and  that  is  why  it 
needs  to  be  dealt  with.  But  that  was 
not  done  just  by  Democrats.  In  fact  the 
last  balanced  budget  we  had  in  this 
country  was  in  1969  at  the  height  of  the 
Vietnam  war  and  also  at  the  height  of 
the  Great  Society.  So  do  not  let  any- 
one tell  you  that  the  Great  Society 
causes  debt.  It  is  Congress  not  being 
able  to  control  its  expenditures  on  a 
yearly  basis.  We  are  still  living  with 
these  consequences  of  the  1980's. 

Now  we  have  the  summer  movie  sea- 
son. For  a  year  and  a  half  the  Repub- 
licans have  been  trying  to  write  a  se- 


quel to  the  supply-side  deficit  from  the 
1980's.  We  call  that  "The  Original."  In 
Congress  they  offered  the  tax  cuts  and 
told  the  public  we  would  grow  our- 
selves out  of  deficits  and  into  prosper- 
ity. In  the  sequel  now  we  are  seeing 
they  want  to  offset  their  tax  cuts  with 
Medicare  cuts.  Unfortunately  for  the 
American  people  the  sequels  are  rarely 
as  good  as  the  origrinal  and  that  is  what 
worries  me. 

One  of  the  other  ways  that  they  talk 
about  preserving  Medicare  is  medical 
savingrs  accounts.  Again  we  are  consid- 
ering a  bill  today  for  health  care  for 
everyone  and  hopefully  we  would  have 
a  health  care  reform  bill.  But  it  is 
going  to  die  on  the  cross  of  the  medical 
savings  accounts  and  that  is  what  is 
frustrating,  because  medical  savings 
accounts,  I  can  go  out  now  or  any  indi- 
vidual can  go  out  aind  buy  a  high  de- 
ductible insurance  policy  now  that 
says,  "OK,  I'U  pay  my  first  $5,000."  The 
problem  is  that  the  Republicans  and 
medical  savings  accounts  want  to  give 
that  $5,000  as  a  deductible  on  their 
taxes.  This  is  the  same  Congress  in  the 
1980's  that  removed  the  tax  deductions 
for  average  individuals  for  buying  regu- 
lar medical  care  policies.  If  we  are 
going  to  do  it  for  the  rich,  then  we 
need  to  do  it  for  everyone  who  buys 
any  type  of  health  care  policy.  Let  us 
make  all  health  care  premiums  deduct- 
ible and  not  just  those  for  the  rich. 


HOUSE  SET  TO  ELIMINATE 
BILINGUAL  VOTING  BALLOTS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Roth]  is  recognized  during  morn- 
ing business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  later  today 
the  House  Judiciary  Committee  will 
mark  up  legislation  repealing  the  fed- 
erally mandated  law  which  requires  bi- 
lingual voting  ballots.  It  is  about  time 
this  action  was  taken. 

In  the  United  States  today  there  are 
some  375  voting  districts  across  this 
country  that  require  the  printing  of 
ballots  in  foreign  languages. 

In  theory,  these  services  should  not 
be  needed  at  all.  Voting  rights  are  ex- 
tended to  American  citizens  and,  by 
law,  English  is  a  requirement  for  citi- 
zenship in  this  country.  In  1905  this 
Congress  passed  a  law  that  said  that  in 
order  for  one  to  be  a  citizen  and  to 
vote,  one  had  to  have  a  working  knowl- 
edge of  the  English  language,  so  we 
should  not  even  be  providing  govern- 
ment services  in  direct  contradiction 
to  the  spirit  of  the  law. 

So  I  think  this  legislation  which  is 
before  the  Conmiittee  on  the  Judiciary 
today  is  preeminently  legislation  that 
we  should  be  addressing  now  and 
should  also  be  voting  on  this  session  of 
the  Congress.  These  services  of  bilin- 
gual ballots  are  very  expensive  and  un- 
necessary. By  and  large,  multilingual 
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ballots  are  rarely  requested  and  even 
less  often  used  than  they  are  antici- 
pated. 

In  one  recent  election  in  California, 
it  cost  something  like  $100  per  ballot 
that  was  used.  So  not  only  are  bilin- 
gual ballots  in  contradiction  to  the 
present  law,  the  spirit  of  the  law,  but 
also  they  cost  the  taxpayers  one  heck 
of  a  lot  of  money. 

These  ballots  have  other,  more  seri- 
ous costs  associated  with  them,  too. 
For  example,  providing  these  special 
services  creates  the  fiction  that  new- 
comers in  this  country  can  enjoy  all 
the  benefits  of  citizenship  without 
learning  the  language  of  the  land. 

It  is  important  to  remember  that  if 
one  wants  to  be  successful  and  have 
their  children  be  successful  in  our 
country,  that  the  new  Americans  I 
think  realize  more  than  anyone  else 
that  the  ladder  of  opportunity,  the 
rungs  of  that,  are  the  English  lan- 
guage. Because  in  order  for  one  to  read 
a  want  ad,  in  order  for  one  to  fill  out 
applications,  in  order  for  one  to  be- 
come integrated  into  the  society, 
English  is  extremely  important.  One 
cannot  become  successful  unless  one 
has  a  good  understanding  of  the 
English  language.  I  think  reality  tells 
us  that  this  is  true. 

Also,  exercising  one's  rights  of  citi- 
zenship involves  more  than  just  casting 
a  vote.  It  means  making  a  thoughtful 
decision  regarding  the  issues  and  the 
candidate.  Multilingual  voting  ballots 
give  individuals  the  right  to  vote  with- 
out granting  them  the  power  to  cast  an 
informed  vote.  How  can  a  person  who  is 
not  versed  in  at  least  a  working  knowl- 
edge of  the  English  language  take  part 
in  the  political  campaign,  listen  to  the 
debates,  listen  to  the  issues  and  there- 
fore cast  an  informed  ballot? 

Mr.  Speaker,  multilingual  ballots  are 
another  vestige  of  the  1960's  obsession 
with  the  Great  Society  and  the  care- 
taker state  in  the  1960's,  when  we  had 
the  Great  Society  and  government  was 
going  to  do  ever3rthing  for  everybody. 
Now  this  vision  of  government  is  bank- 
rupt and  we  must  dismantle  the  legis- 
lative relics  of  that  era.  That  is  why 
the  legislation  which  is  only  a  first 
step  that  is  being  taken  up  in  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary  today  is  so  im- 
portant, because  it  is  getting  us  back 
on  the  track  of  commonsense  govern- 
ment again. 


THE  104TH  CONGRESS  IS  LEAST 
PRODUCTIVE  SINCE  WORLD  WAR  H 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentlewoman  from  Con- 
necticut [Ms.  DeLauro]  is  recognized 
during  morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  is 
Bob  Dole's  last  day  in  the  U.S.  Senate. 
I  would  like  to  salute  the  legacy  of  out- 
standing public  service  that  Bob  Dole 
has  given  to  this  great  country  of  ours. 
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While  it  is  his  last  day,  I  truly  do  un- 
derstand why  he  would  like  to  depart 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States.  If 
we  take  a  look  at  what  has  occurred  in 
the  104th  Congress,  we  can  get  some 
idea  why  anyone  would  want  to  dis- 
tance themselves  from  this  failed  104th 
Congress. 

The  gridlock  strategies  that  have 
been  imposed  by  the  Speaker  of  the 
House,  Mr.  Gingrich,  have  led  to  the 
dubious  distinction  for  the  GOP-con- 
troUed  104th  Congress  as  the  least  pro- 
ductive Congress  since  World  War  n. 
By  any  measure,  the  104th  Congress  has 
been  a  failure. 

This  lack  of  productivity  of  this  Con- 
gress has  been  noted  by  neutral  com- 
mentators. Helen  Dewar  of  the  Wash- 
ington Post  has  written,  "Their  ambi- 
tions have  far  outstripped  their  legisla- 
tive achievements,  resulting  in  one  of 
the  least  productive  sessions  in  modem 
history,  a  session  long  on  promise  and 
short  on  results."  Similarly  Kevin 
Phillips,  who  is  a  partisan,  a  Repub- 
lican analyst,  has  noted,  "The  104th 
Congress  may  be  the  worst  in  50 
years." 

First  we  can  examine  the  number  of 
bills  that  have  been  enacted,  and  as  of 
June  11  this  Dole-Gingrich  Congress 
has  enacted  a  total  of  150  public  laws, 
the  lowest  total  at  this  point  in  the 
Congress  going  back  to  World  War  n. 
Second,  not  only  have  they  failed  to 
pass  a  number  of  laws,  but  what  they 
have  succeeded  in  doing  is  doing  harm 
to  men,  women,  and  children  in  this 
country. 

If  we  do  not  want  to  take  a  look  at 
the  numbers  and  numbers  of  laws  that 
have  been  passed,  that  is  fair.  But  what 
we  do  need  to  do  is  take  a  look  at  pol- 
icy, and  what  kind  of  policy  have  they 
implemented  and  what  kind  of  policy 
have  they  tried  to  derail.  Let  us  take  a 
look  at  that.  By  pursuing  an  extremist 
agenda,  the  Dole-Gingrich  Congress  has 
failed  to  deliver  any  kind  of  results  to 
the  American  people. 

Specifically,  no  health  insurance  re- 
form, no  minimum  wage  increase,  no 
balanced  budget,  no  expansion  of  ac- 
cess to  educational  opportunity,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  cutting  off  avenues  of 
educational  opportunity  to  young  men 
and  women  in  this  country  and  cutting 
a  school  loan  program.  I  could  not  have 
gone  to  college  without  student  loans. 
Why  do  others  who  have  them  and  had 
them  in  coming  here  want  to  let  them 
go  for  others  in  this  country?  No  wel- 
fare reform.  No  tax  cuts.  No  improve- 
ments in  pension  security,  and  no  im- 
provements in  environmental  protec- 
tion. 

Let  me  tell  my  colleagues  one  spe- 
cific area  in  which  they  will  do  and  are 
contemplating  doing  great  harm  to  the 
American  public,  and  that  is  in  the 
area  of  Medicare  and  Medicaid,  hurting 
seniors  in  this  country.  All  they  are 
asking,  after  a  lifetime  of  work  and 
playing  by  the  rules,  is  a  decent  and  a 
dignified  and  a  secure  retirement. 


Today  on  this  floor  we  will  discuss  a 
budget  resolution  that  has  come  back 
after  being  debated  by  the  House  and 
the  Senate,  and  the  stakes  are  high  in 
this  debate  today  because  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  are  going  to  be  cut  in  a 
sweeping  way  if  the  Republican  major- 
ity has  its  way,  if  Mr.  Gingrich  has  his 
way.  Today  37  million  seniors  depend 
on  Medicare,  and  we  in  the  Congress 
have  a  solenm  obligation  to  make  sure 
that  they  can  count  on  it.  Medicare 
must  be  protected. 

Medicare  and  Medicaid  once  again 
are  on  the  chopping  block,  with  a  $168 
billion  cut  in  the  Medicare  I*rogram, 
$72  billion  in  the  Medicaid  Program. 
Let  me  just  say  that  today  99  percent 
of  our  seniors  are  covered  through  the 
Medicare  Program.  They  have  health 
insurance  because  of  Medicare. 
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There  are  people  here  who  would  tell 
you  they  are  not  going  to  cut  this  pro- 
gram, and  in  fact  that  is  precisely  what 
they  are  going  to  do.  They  are  going  to 
remove  the  restrictions  that  are  now 
placed  on  doctors  and  hospitals,  where 
they  cannot  overcharge  seniors.  Those 
will  be  gone. 

I  implore  the  American  public,  listen 
to  the  debate  today,  and  do  not  allow 
this  Gingrich  Congress  to  do  harm  to 
seniors  in  this  country. 


RECESS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Shaw).  Pursuant  to  clause  12  of  rule  I, 
the  House  stands  in  recess  until  10  a.m. 

Accordingly  (at  9  o'clock  and  45  min- 
utes a.m.),  the  House  stood  in  recess 
until  10  a.m. 


a  1000 
AFTER  RECESS 

The  recess  having  expired,  the  House 
was  called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  at 
10  a.m. 


PRAYER 

The  Reverend  Dr.  Donald  F.  Chris- 
tian, Office  of  the  Bishop.  Evangelical 
Lutheran  Church  in  America,  Washing- 
ton. DC.  offered  the  following  prayer. 

Almighty  God,  You  are  the  giver  of 
all  that  is  good  and  the  provider  of  all 
that  is  needed,  so  we  offer  our  grati- 
tude this  day  for  Your  many  gifts  and 
blessings.  For  the  diversity  of  Your 
created  order  seen  all  about  us  in  the 
animal,  vegetable,  and  mineral  worlds, 
for  the  beauty  of  life  which  can  be  ob- 
served in  plants,  the  pl?ces.  and  the 
people  of  Your  kingdom,  our  voices 
join  together  to  proclaim  our  grati- 
tude. Yet,  we  must  also  coifess  that  we 
have  sometimes  allowed  Yoiur  gift  of 
diversity  to  divide  us  and  thereby 
allow  animosity,  hatred,  and  even  big- 
otry to  enter  our  lives  and  Your  world. 


We  acknowledge,  that  our  sometimes 
frantic  activity  has  pemaitted  us  to  be 
less  than  grateful  for  nature's  beauty 
of  color  and  its  symphony  of  music  pro- 
vided without  cost  to  one  and  all  alike. 
Good  Lord,  forgive  us.  So,  we  begin 
this  day,  with  bowed  heads  and  humble 
spirits  accepting  our  dependency  upon 
You,  offering  our  gratitude  for  Your 
kindness,  and  seeking  mercy  for  our 
shortcomings.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  has  exam- 
ined the  Journal  of  the  last  day's  pro- 
ceedings and  announces  to  the  House 
his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I,  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Speaker,  pur- 
suant to  clause  1.  rule  I,  I  demand  a 
vote  on  agreeing  to  the  Speaker's  ap- 
proval of  the  Journal. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  Chair's  approval  of  the  Journal. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ob- 
ject to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Pursuant  to  the  pro- 
visions of  clause  5,  rule  I,  further  pro- 
ceedings on  this  question  are  post- 
poned. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  enter- 
tain fifteen  1-minutes  on  each  side. 


LET  US  GET  TO  THE  TRUTH  NOW 
ABOUT  WHY  THE  WHITE  HOUSE 
OBTAINED  FBI  FILES  ON  349  RE- 
PUBLICANS 

(Mr.  BOEHNER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  BOEHNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  now 
we  all  know  about  the  White  House's 
FBI  files,  background  files,  on  some  349 
Republicans  here  in  Washington.  A 
couple  of  them  happened  to  be  staffers 
that  work  for  me.  Now,  only  the  White 
House  knows  why  they  asked  for  these 
files,  and  only  the  White  House  knows 
what  they  have  done  with  these  files 
over  the  last  several  years. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it  is  time  for 
the  White  House  to  come  clean,  to 
work  with  the  FBI  so  that  we  have  no 
more  coverups,  and  that  we  get  to  the 
bottom  of  this  truth  on  this  issue  now, 
not  after  the  election  in  November. 


AFRICAN-AMERICAN  CHURCH 
ARSON 

(Mrs.  CLAYTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
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minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
have  been  32  suspicious  fires  at  Afri- 
can-American churches  across  the 
United  States  since  1995.  It  is  time  for 
Congress  to  stand  up  and  speak  out. 

Last  Thursday,  when  the  Matthews- 
Murkland  Presbyterian  Church  in 
Charlotte,  NC,  became  another  one  of 
the  churches  to  be  burned  over  the  past 
18  months,  the  shock  and  amazement 
of  this  deed  left  me  dazed  and  numb. 

How  could  anyone  violate  what  is 
most  precious  to  our  society?  That  is 
why  I  want  to  urge  all  of  my  colleagues 
to  use  this  week  to  rise  in  swift  and  re- 
sounding voices  to  condenm  this  evil 
and  to  demonstrate  that  it  will  not  be 
tolerated. 

First,  we  should  all  support  the  bi- 
partisan legislation  introduced  by  our 
coUeagues,  Mr.  Conyers  and  Mr.  HYDE. 
That  legislation  would  make  it  easier 
to  bring  prosecutions  and  stiffen  the 
penalties  against  those  who  target 
houses  of  worship. 

Second,  I  would  urge  support  for  a 
resolution  I  am  introducing,  calling  on 
the  collective  outrage  of  Congress  and 
condemning  the  arson.  And,  finally,  we 
should  all,  work  within  our  respective 
communities  to  help  prevent  future 
arson. 

There  is  a  time  to  keep  silence  and  a 
time  to  speak.  Now  is  a  time  to  speak. 


THE  ANSWERS  AND  EXCUSES,  MY 
FRIENDS,  ARE  BLOWING  IN  THE 
WIND 

(Mr.  FUNDERBURK  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Speaker, 
how  many  FBI  files  must  a  President 
search  before  he  becomes  a  President? 
The  answers  and  excuses,  my  friends. 
are  blowing  in  the  wind,  the  excuses 
are  blowing  in  the  wind. 

How  long  must  341  files  be  kept  until 
the  Clinton  administration  has  a 
chance  to  read  them?  The  answers  and 
excuses,  my  Mends,  are  blowing  in  the 
wind,  the  excuses  are  blowing  in  the 
wind. 

How  many  White  House  employees 
does  it  take  to  gather  an  enemies  list? 
The  answers  and  excuses,  my  friends, 
are  blowing  in  the  wind,  the  excuses 
are  blowing  in  the  wind. 

Finally,  how  long  does  it  take  before 
the  Clinton  administration  puts  an  end 
to  all  the  coverups?  The  answer,  Mr. 
Speaker,  appears  to  be  blowing  in  the 
^^te  House  wind. 


OUR  VETERANS  DESERVE  BETTER 
THAN  EMPTY  REPUBLICAN 
RHETORIC 

(Mr.  FILNER  asked  and  was  griven 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 


Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  over  50 
years  veterans'  programs  and  benefits 
have  been  viewed  as  matters  far  too 
important  for  partisan  bickering. 
Democrats  and  Republicans  worked  to- 
gether to  create  the  most  generous  and 
successful  array  of  veterans'  programs 
in  the  world. 

Unfortunately,  this  bipartisan  tradi- 
tion supporting  veterans'  matters  is  in 
the  process  of  being  destroyed  by  our 
colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle.  We  have  all  heard  and  read  the 
rhetoric  put  out  by  our  Republican  col- 
leagues asserting  their  strong  support 
for  our  Nation's  veterans,  and  they 
have  implied  that  President  Clinton 
does  not  care  about  veterans;  in  fact, 
that  he  would  balance  the  budget  on 
the  backs  of  veterans. 

But,  Mr.  Speaker,  let  us  look  at  the 
facts.  The  Republican  budget  that  has 
been  presented  for  fiscal  year  1997 
slashes  the  President's  request  for  vet- 
erans' funding  by  $573  million.  Our  Na- 
tion's veterans  deserve  better  than 
empty  Republican  rhetoric.  They  have 
more  than  earned  our  real  support  and 
respect. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  us  quit  playing 
games  with  this  special  group  of  citi- 
zens and  get  down  to  the  hard  work  of 
establishing  and  maintaining  meaning- 
ful programs  and  benefits  for  our  veter- 
ans. 


erences  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States. 


IT  MAKES  YOU  WONDER,  DOESN'T 
IT? 

(Mr.  HEFLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HEFLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  during 
the  1992  campaign.  Bill  Clinton  was 
asked  to  sign  a  waiver  that  would  have 
authorized  the  FBI  to  make  public  any 
files  that  revealed  his  anti-Vietnam 
war  activity.  He  refused.  In  fact  here  is 
what  his  press  secretary  said  at  the 
time:  "It's  a  personal  file.  He's  not 
going  to  do  it." 

But  after  the  election,  after  Bill  Clin- 
ton was  in  the  White  House,  suddenly 
all  of  his  anxieties  about  looking 
through  other  people's  FBI  files  dis- 
appeared into  thin  air.  Someone  at  the 
White  House  authorized  a  search  of  341 
Reagan  and  Bush  administration  em- 
ployees, including  James  Baker,  the 
Secretary  of  State. 

So,  let  me  get  this  straight.  The 
President  who  was  morally  indignant 
at  anyone  wanting  to  look  at  his  FBI 
file,  is  now  looking  through  the  FBI 
files  of  his  political  opponents. 

It  makes  you  wonder,  doesn't  it.  Mr. 
Speaker? 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Walker).  The  Chair  reminds  Members 
that  they  are  not  to  use  personal  ref- 


WHTTE  HOUSE  MISTAKENLY 
OBTAINS  SECRET  FBI  FILES 

(Mr.  TRAFICANT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  The  White  House 
said  they  made  a  mistake  when  they 
improperly  obtained  secret  FBI  files  on 
339  Americans  who  just  happened  to  be 
friends  of  Mr.  Reagan  and  Mr.  Bush. 
Mistake?  Who  is  kidding  whom  here? 
This  w£is  a  deliberate  political  act.  It  is 
disgusting.  It  is  wrong. 

But  what  really  grabs  me  is  how 
many  ways  can  you  destroy  a  family? 
Billy  Dale,  the  boss  of  the  travel  office, 
targeted,  fired,  acquitted  in  less  than 
90  minutes.  Shame,  ladies  and  gentle- 
men. Whether  it  is  a  Democrat  or  a  Re- 
publican, anyone  who  uses  the  power  of 
the  FBI  and  the  IRS  to  target  political 
opponents  is  not  only  wrong,  they  may 
have  committed  a  crime. 

There  should  be  an  investigation. 
And,  as  a  Democrat,  I  say  when  we  play 
partisanship  with  political  machina- 
tions like  this,  we  throw  the  Constitu- 
tion out. 


WHITE  HOUSE  "SO  WHAT" 
RESPONSE 

(Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, it  was  reported  over  the  weekend 
that  the  Clinton  administration  had 
Tised  the  FBI  to  obtain  the  confidential 
records  of  former  Reagan  and  Bush  ad- 
ministrations employees.  The  White 
House  passed  this  off  as  a  mere  bureau- 
cratic mistake;  an  oversight  not  to  be 
repeated;  really,  just  a  small  matter 
that  is  not  worthy  of  a  serious  exam- 
ination. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  long  ago  stopped  try- 
ing to  figure  out  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration. Their  response  to  any  accusa- 
tion of  improper  or  illegal  activity  is 
always  the  same:  So  what. 

It  goes  something  like  this;  White- 
water, so  what.  Troopergate,  so  what. 
Cattle  futures,  so  what.  Travelgate,  so 
what.  Cabinet  members  resigning  in 
disgrace,  so  what.  Twenty-two  White 
House  officials  with  legal  defense 
funds,  so  what.  Paula  Jones,  so  what. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  White  House's  "so 
what"  response  to  the  improper  or  ille- 
gal use  of  the  FBI  only  confirms  that 
they  are  hiding  something  from  the 
American  people. 


REPUBLICANS  SERVING  WARMED- 
OVER  VERSION  OF  REJECTED 
MEDICARE  PLAN 

(Ms.  WOOLSEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
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minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I,  for 
one,  give  the  new  majority  credit  for 
finding  creative  things  to  do  with  cold 
leftovers. 

You  see,  the  budget  they're  serving 
today  is  nothing  but  a  warmed-over 
version  of  the  same  misplaced  prior- 
ities that  the  American  people  rejected 
last  year. 

Take  away  the  sugarcoating,  and 
you've  got  crucial  education  programs 
targeted  for  deep  cuts  or  elimination. 

Minus  the  garnish,  you've  got  a 
Medicare  plan  that  will  make  seniors 
pay  more  for  less,  while  their  hospitals 
close. 

And.  when  you  remove  the  trimmings 
on  their  budget,  you  end  up  with  huge 
tax  breaks  for  the  wealthy  special  in- 
terests we  simply  can't  afford. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  not  a  blueprint 
for  balancing  the  budget^it's  a  recipe 
for  disaster.  So,  I  say  to  the  new  ma- 
jority: Keep  your  cold  leftovers. 

It's  time  to  grive  the  American  people 
what  they  want — a  balanced  budget 
that  moves  our  Nation  forward  without 
leaving  behind  those  who  depend  on  us 
most — our  children,  seniors,  families, 
and  our  environment. 


ANOTHER  CLINTON  SCANDAL 
BREWING:  FBI  FILES  RAIDED 

(Mrs.  SELA.STRAND  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  SEASTRAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
paper  shredders  over  at  the  White 
House  axe  abuzz  with  activity.  Yet  an- 
other Clinton  scandal  is  brewing  in- 
volving a  coverup  and  the  abuse  of 
power. 

Evidently,  the  CHinton  administra- 
tion raided  the  FBI  files  of  341  Bush 
and  Reagan  employees.  Not  only  were 
these  people  investigated,  but  their 
files  were  kept  inside  the  vault  of  the 
White  House  security  office. 

Information  gleaned  from  these  files 
was  passed  along  to  Clinton  appointee 
Craig  Livingstone,  whose  boss  was  As- 
sociate Counsel  William  H.  Kennedy,  a 
former  Rose  law  firm  partner  with  Hil- 
lary Clinton. 

Mr.  Speaker,  why  did  the  White 
House  want  these  files?  What  kind  of 
infonnation  were  they  after?  Are  there 
other  people  who  were  investigated? 

In  1992,  Bill  Clinton  refused  to  make 
public  any  FBI  files  about  his  anti- 
Vietnam  activity.  But  as  President  he 
has  no  reservations  whatsoever  about 
raiding  the  FBI  files  of  his  Republican 
opponents. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEivIPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  again  reminds  Members  that  per- 
sonal references  to  the  President  are 
not  supposed  to  be  made. 


REPUBLICAN  MEDICARE  PLAN: 
SECOND  VERSE.  SAME  AS  THE 
FIRST 

(Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  here  we  have  the  second  verse 
same  as  the  first  but  with  a  lower  in 
tone. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Republican  major- 
ity is  continuing  its  attack  on  Medi- 
care. Last  year  they  wanted  to  cut  the 
growth  in  Medicare  $270  billion  and 
provide  for  a  tax  cut  of  $245  billion. 
While  they  still  have  their  sights  set  a 
little  lower  this  year,  they  still  want 
to  cut  Medicare  $168  billion. 
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Now  they  say  that  it  is  cutting  Medi- 
care or  that  it  is  cutting  the  growth  of 
Medicare,  but  again  let  us  reason  that 
if  you  have  more  people  getting  to  be 
65  and  people  65  living  longer,  you  have 
to  have  growth  even  more  th^  infla- 
tion that  they  say.  At  the  same  time 
they  want  to  give  this  tax  cut  of  $176 
billion  only  to  some  of  the  wealthiest. 
For  the  second  year  in  a  row  the  Re- 
publican majority  is  using  the  trustees' 
report  to  talk  about  how  bad  they  need 
to  do  it. 

If  Medicare  is  in  trouble,  then  let  us 
take  that  savings  and  plow  it  back  into 
Medicare,  and  not  use  it  to  give  tax 
cuts  or  to  balance  the  budget.  I  hope 
that  our  Republican  majority  will 
change  their  second  verse. 


THE  CARE  FOR  HUMAN  LIFE  IS 
THE  OBJECT  OF  GOOD  GOVERN- 
MENT 

(Mr.  STEARNS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  I 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  STEARNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  had  a 
town  meeting  Saturday  in  Hampton, 
FL,  and  Janice  Sanford  was  there  at 
the  town  meeting  and  she  gave  me  hun- 
dreds of  petitions  dealing  with  the  par- 
tial-birth abortion  veto  by  the  Presi- 
dent. President  Clinton  has  once  again 
demonstrated  that  he  favors  legal,  un- 
restricted, and  easily  available  abor- 
tions on  demand,  even  in  the  ninth 
month  of  pregnancy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Thomas  Jefferson  once 
said. 

The  care  of  human  life  and  happiness,  and 
not  Cheir  destruction  is  the  first  and  only  le- 
gitimate object  of  good  government. 

I  share  this  commitment  to  actively 
support  legislation  that  sustains  the 
Federal  Government's  traditional  goals 
in  family  planning. 

Members  of  both  Houses  of  Congress 
already  voted  to  promote  these  goals 
when  we  said  no  to  partial-birth  abor- 
tions. I  strenuously  oppose  President 
Clinton's  veto  of  the  ban,  and  urge  my 
colleagues  to  say  no  once  again  when 


we  have  the  opportunity  to  override 
this  veto. 

Once  again.  I  congratulate  Janice 
Sanford  for  her  active  efforts  to  dem- 
onstrate this  by  the  petition  she  gave 
me  last  Saturday. 


AMERICA  NEEDS  A  NEW 
GARDENER 

(Mr.  DOGGETT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker.  Amer- 
ica needs  a  new  gardener.  When  Speak- 
er Gingrich  insists  that  Medicare 
should  be  permitted  to  wither  on  the 
vine,  it  is  time  to  find  a  gardener  who 
knows  the  difference  between  strength- 
ening Medicare  and  allowing  it  to 
shrivel. 

That  is  not  EverGrow  that  Speaker 
Gingrich  is  proposing  to  iwur  on  the 
vine  of  Medicare;  It  is  the  salt  of  ne- 
glect, of  decades  of  neglect  of  the 
health  care  security  of  American  fami- 
lies. That  is  not  a  green  thumb  that 
the  Speaker  is  offering;  it  is  the  dark- 
ened green  thumb  of  neglect  of  the 
health  care  security  of  American  fami- 
lies. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  should  focus  on  the 
Medicare  trustees'  report,  for  the  real 
issue  is  trust.  Shovild  we  trust  the  peo- 
ple who  want  to  let  Medicare  shrivel  on 
the  vine,  or  should  we  trust  those  who 
overcame  the  opposition  of  Bob  Dole 
and  the  Republicans  of  that  era  to 
build  Medicare  into  a  garden  whose 
fruits  of  health  care  security  are  avail- 
able to  every  American? 


PERMISSION  FOR  SUNDRY  COM- 
MITTEES AND  THEIR  SUB- 
COMMITTEES TO  SIT  TODAY 
DURING  6-MINUTE  RULE 

Mr.  HEFLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  following 
committees  and  their  subcommittees 
be  permitted  to  sit  today  while  the 
House  is  meeting  in  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  under  the  5-minute  rule: 
Committee  on  Agriculture;  Conunittee 
on  Banking  and  Financial  Services: 
Committee  on  Commerce;  Committee 
on  Economic  and  Educational  Opportu- 
nities; Committee  on  (Sovemment  Re- 
form and  Oversight;  Committee  on 
International  Relations;  Conunittee  on 
the  Judiciary;  Committee  on  Re- 
sources; Committee  on  Transportation 
and  Infrastructure;  Committee  on  Vet- 
erans' Affairs;  and  the  Permanent  Se- 
lect Committee  on  Intelligence. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  mi- 
nority has  been  consulted  and  that 
there  is  no  objection  to  these  requests. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Walker).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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REPORT  ON  H.R.  3610,  DEPART- 
MENT OF  DEFENSE  APPROPRIA- 
TIONS ACT.  1997 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida  (during  con- 
sideration of  H.R.  2909)  from  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations,  submitted  a 
privileged  report  (Rept.  No.  104-617)  on 
the  bill  (H.R.  3610)  making  appropria- 
tions for  the  Department  of  Defense  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30, 
1997,  and  for  other  purposes,  which  was 
referred  to  the  Union  Calendar  and  or- 
dered to  be  printed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Walker).  All  points  of  order  are  re- 
served on  the  bill. 


CORRECTIONS  CALENDAR 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  This  is 
the  day  for  the  call  of  the  Corrections 
Calendar. 

The  Clerk  will  call  the  bill  on  the 
Corrections  Calendar. 


SILVIO  O.  CONTE  NATIONAL  FISH 
AND  WILDLIFE  REFUGE  EMI- 
NENT DOMAIN  PREVENTION  ACT 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  2909) 
to  amend  the  Silvio  O.  Conte  National 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Refuge  Act  to  provide 
that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may 
acquire  lands  for  purposes  of  that  act 
only  by  donation  or  exchange,  or  other- 
wise with  the  consent  of  the  owner  of 
the  lands. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows: 
H.R.  2909 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Silvio  O. 
Conte  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Refuge 
Emminent  Domain  Prevention  Act". 

SEC  X.  RESTRICTION  ON  ICETBOD  OF  ACQUISI- 
TION OF  LANDS  FOR  PURPOSES  OF 
THE  SILVIO  a  CONTE  NATI(»<AL 
FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  REFUGE  ACT. 

Section  106  of  the  Silvio  O.  Conte  National 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Refuge  Act  (Public  Law 
102-212;  16  U.S.C.  668dd  note)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  sub- 
section: 

"(e)  Restriction  on  Method  of  Acquisi- 
tion.—The  Secretary  may  acquire  lands  for 
purposes  of  this  title  only  by  donation  or  ex- 
change, or  otherwise  with  the  consent  of  the 
owner  of  the  lands.". 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Studds]  will  each  be  recognized  for  30 
minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton]. 

MODIFICATION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SAXTON 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  on  page  2,  line 
5  of  the  till,  the  word  "Emminent"  be 
corrected  to  read  "Eminent." 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey? 


There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  2909.  the  Silvio  O. 
Conte  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Ref- 
uge Eminent  Domain  Prevention  Act, 
was  introduced  by  Congressman 
Charles  Bass  on  January  31,  1996.  The 
bill  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior to  acquire  lands  for  the  Silvio  O. 
Conte  Refuge  only  with  the  consent  of 
the  landowner.  Unlike  many  refuges, 
the  Conte  refuge  spans  four  States- 
Vermont,  Connecticut,  Massachusetts, 
and  New  Hampshire.  Landowners  sur- 
rounding the  refuge  are  concerned  that 
eminent  domain  will  be  used  to  con- 
demn their  properties,  so  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  will  be  able  to  pur- 
chase the  properties  without  the  own- 
ers' consent.  At  the  subcommittee's 
legislative  hearing,  the  Fish  and  Wild- 
life Service  did  acknowledge  that  there 
is  precedent  for  similar  willing  seller 
langviage  already  set  in  law.  The  Serv- 
ice also  maintains  that  it  does  not  in- 
tend to  use  eminent  domain  as  a  land 
acquisition  tool  for  the  Conte  Refuge. 
That  being  the  case,  codifying  this  pro- 
hibition into  statutory  language  would 
not  adversely  affect  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  operations.  It  would,  however, 
serve  the  useful  purpose  of  quelling 
landowner  concerns. 

I  urge  an  "aye"  vote  on  this  bill  in 
support  of  property  owners'  rights. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  STUDDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  believe  it  or  not,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  H.R.  2909,  because  it  is 
both  an  example  of  bad  policy  and  bad 
process.  When  the  Corrections  Day  Cal- 
endar was  originally  proposed,  it  was 
touted  as  a  way  to  address  bureaucracy 
that  is  particularly  dumb,  or  to  address 
obviously  silly,  redundant  Government 
regulations  in  a  rapid  fashion.  H.R.  2909 
does  not  address  silly  Government  reg- 
ulations or  bureaucracy,  it  addresses 
one  of  the  fundamental  powers  granted 
to  the  Federal  Government  by  the  Con- 
stitution—the power  of  eminent  do- 
main. Supporters  of  this  bill  may  claim 
that  it  is  about  protecting  private 
property.  But  there  is  a  world  of  dif- 
ference between  uncompensated 
takings  of  private  property  and  the 
rare  and  judicious  use  of  eminent  do- 
main to  acquire  private  property,  for 
fair  market  value,  to  protect  public 
wildlife  resources. 

The  Corrections  Day  Calendar  was 
ostensibly  created  to  expedite  the  pas- 
sage of  noncontroversial,  bipartisan 
legislation.  This  legislation  is  con- 
troversial. I  and  a  number  of  my  col- 
leagues on  the  Resources  Conmiittee 
oppose  it.  The  administration  opposes 
it  And  environmental  groups  such  as 
tho  Sierra  Club,  the  Wilderness  Soci- 
ety, and  the  Audubon  Society  oppose 
it.  Lastly,  I  believe  that  if  our  late 
friend    and    colleague,    Silvio    Conte, 


were  alive  today,  he  would  join  me  in 
opposing  this  legislation.  Since  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  no  inten- 
tion to  use  eminent  domain  to  acquire 
land  for  the  refuge,  H.R.  2909  is  a  solu- 
tion in  search  of  a  problem. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  correc- 
tions day  legislation  should  be  narrow 
in  scope.  But,  since  H.R.  2909  sets  a  bad 
precedent  for  the  entire  92  million  acre 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  System,  it  is 
much  broader  in  scope  than  the  prob- 
lem it  purports  to  address. 

The  Corrections  Day  Calendar  was 
never  intended  to  circumvent  the  com- 
mittee process.  However,  the  Correc- 
tions Day  Advisory  Group  considered 
H.R.  2909  for  placement  on  the  Correc- 
tions Day  Calendar  a  month  and  a  half 
before  the  Resources  Conunittee  re- 
ported the  bill. 

The  Silvio  Conte  National  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Refuge  represents  a  new  kind 
of  wildlife  refuge  that  will  protect  a 
total  of  78,000  acres  using  a  combina- 
tion of  conservation  easements,  coop- 
erative agreements,  and  cost-sharing 
partnerships.  This  approach  minimizes 
the  need  for  Federal  land  acquisition: 
Only  about  6,500  acres,  spread  over  the 
States  of  New  Hampshire,  Vermont, 
Connecticut,  and  Massachusetts,  will 
be  under  Federal  ownership.  And  how 
is  this  innovative  approach  rewarded? 
By  the  adoption  of  punitive  legislation 
that  restricts  the  ability  of  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  to  protect  public 
wildlife  resources  when  they  are 
threatened. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  en- 
trusted with  the  power  of  eminent  do- 
main to  acquire  lands  for  the  greater 
public  good.  Although  eminent  domain 
authority  is  a  tool  of  last  resort  for  the 
Service,  without  it  there  is  ultimately 
no  way  to  protect  land  already  pur- 
chased with  taxpayer  dollars  from  ad- 
jacent harmful  development  or  to  pre- 
vent the  destruction  of  critically  im- 
portant wildlife  habitat.  If  we  deny  the 
Service  this  tool,  we  make  it  that 
much  more  difficult  to  protect  effec- 
tively the  public  interest  in  habitat 
conservation. 

Furthermore,  this  bill  exclusively 
ties  the  hands  of  the  Federal  CJovem- 
ment  in  protecting  the  public  interest 
in  fish,  game,  and  wildlife  habitat.  I  am 
not  aware  of  any  attempts  to  restrict 
eminent  domaia  authority  when  it  is 
applied  to  highways,  dams,  or  other 
public  works  projects  in  New  England. 
In  establishing  a  differential  standard 
for  application  of  the  power  of  eminent 
domain,  H.R.  2909  relegates  wildlife 
habitat  protection  to  second-class  sta- 
tus. That  is  wrong. 

For  these  reasons,  I  oppose  H.R.  2909 
and  feel  that  it  was  inappropriately 
placed  on  the  Corrections  Calendar.  I 
urge  the  House  to  reject  this  legisla- 
tion. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
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gentleman  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bass]. 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  sup- 
port of  this  piece  of  legislation.  I  would 
like  to  thank  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Saxton]  and  the  gentleman 
firom  Alaska  [Mr.  Young]  for  moving 
this  bill  promptly,  in  an  expeditioxis 
fashion.  I  believe  that  their  under- 
standing of  the  time-sensitive  nature 
of  this  matter  in  allowing  H.R.  2909  to 
move  in  an  expeditious  manner  is  im- 
portant. 

Mr.  Speaker,  simply  put,  as  we  have 
heard,  this  bill  will  smooth  the  road  for 
the  creation  of  the  Silvio  O.  Conte  Ref- 
uge by  reassuring  local  residents,  and 
folks  who  live  in  the  affected  areas, 
that  their  land  will  not  be  taken  by 
eminent  domain  as  a  result  of  efforts 
to  create  this  very  important  refuge. 

The  Conte  refuge  was  established  in 
1991,  and  subsequently  went  through  4 
years  of  hearings  and  input.  The  result 
of  the  plan,  which  seeks  to  protect  the 
entire  Connecticut  River  Valley  fi-om 
its  headwaters  in  northern  New  Hamp- 
shire to  the  area  in  southern  Connecti- 
cut where  it  flows  into  the  Atlantic 
Ocean,  is  the  scope  of  the  bill. 

In  undertaking  this  task,  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  has  identified  vir- 
tually all  water  sources  that  empty 
into  the  Connecticut  as  potential  areas 
to  protect.  Consequently,  nearly  50  per- 
cent of  my  district,  which  is  a  large 
rural  district,  and  clearly  close  to  half 
of  the  district  of  the  gentleman  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders],  wiU  be  poten- 
tially affected  by  this  refuge,  includ- 
ing, I  might  add,  many  major  metro- 
politan areas,  cities,  towns,  rights-of- 
way  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  important  to  real- 
ize that  the  Connecticut  River,  which 
flows  through  many  diverse  regions  of 
New  England,  has  many  different  char- 
acteristics in  different  areas.  I  might 
use  the  analogy,  if  I  could,  to  the  shape 
of  an  oak  tree  in  describing  the  Con- 
necticut River. 

Like  any  river,  near  its  mouth  on  the 
Long  Island  sound  it  is  like  a  pencil 
line,  but  as  it  gets  farther  north  it 
branches  out  and  branches  out  and 
branches  out  until  finally  up  in  Coos 
County,  and  in  Essex  County  over  in 
Vermont,  it  covers  the  entire  county. 
In  my  district,  half  of  Grafton  County, 
all  of  Sullivan  County,  and  all  of 
Cheshire  County.  It  is  a  huge  area 
which  it  covers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not  here  today  to 
take  issue  with  protecting  the  Con- 
necticut River.  It  is  a  very  important 
project,  and  I  fully  support  the  Silvio 
O.  Conte  Wildlife  Refuge.  However,  I 
feel  that  there  are  efforts  that  need  to 
be  undertaken  in  order  to  assure  that 
there  is  cooperation  between  not  only 
the  folks  that  live  along  the  river's 
edge  and  will  be  affected,  and  as  I  said 
it  is  more  than  just  folks  living  along 
the  edge  of  the  river,  but  also  the  re- 
spective legislatures  in  New  Hampshire 


and  Vermont  and  potentially  Connecti- 
cut and  Massachusetts. 

There  have  been  bills  introduced  in 
New  Hampshire  that  would  create  con- 
siderable restrictions  on  the  ability  of 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  effect 
this  important  refuge  project,  and  it  is 
all  based  upon  the  fact  that  there  is 
fear  on  the  part  of  landowners  that  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will  use  their 
eminent  domain  power  to  take  prop- 
erty unnecessarily  away  from  people 
who  are  trying  to  make  a  living  off  of 
it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  fact  remains  that 
this  is  not  good  for  the  future  creation 
and  growth  of  the  wildlife  refuge,  but  it 
is  also  not  good  for  farmers  and  other 
individuals  who  depend,  and  have  de- 
pended now  for  generations,  upon  the 
land  to  make  a  living. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  also  point  out 
that  the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts [Mr.  Studds],  my  good  friend,  has 
pointed  out  that  this  bill  does  not  qual- 
ify or  may  not  qualify  for  the  Correc- 
tions Day  Calendar.  I  would  point  out 
that  this  bill  codifies  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife's  intent  using  statutory  au- 
thority of  eminent  domain  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  refuge.  The  potential  fi- 
nancial burden,  underlined,  of  large 
scale  eminent  domain  takings  could  be 
high  on  the  taxpayers  of  America. 

The  refuge  plan  represents  a  new  ap- 
proach by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  in  that  it  does  not  have  well- 
defined  boundaries.  It  is  not  an  island 
or  specific  area,  it  is  a  watershed. 
Therefore,  areas  that  could  be  affected 
by  eminent  domain  are  ambiguous. 

The  bill  protects  the  average  family 
and  small  business  by  ensuring  that 
the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  does 
not  arbitrarily  take  their  land  for  the 
purposes  of  a  refuge  that  is  not  clearly 
defined.  And.  last,  the  bill  promotes 
the  well-being  of  everyone  by  removing 
one  of  the  flnal  stumbling  blocks  to  the 
successful  creation  of  this  refuge  to 
protect  the  Connecticut  River  for  all  of 
New  England. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  also  point  out 
that  there  is  ample  precedent  for  this 
change  in  the  law.  There  are  33  dif- 
ferent precedents  in  law  in  which  emi- 
nent domain  as  a  mechanism  for  ac- 
quiring land  has  been  inserted;  I  think 
the  most  notable  of  which  is  the  wild- 
life refuge  in  Massachusetts  known  as 
the  Atchafalaya,  or  something  like 
that,  wildlife  refuge  in  which  the  exact 
same  language  is  in  law  there. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  point  out  that 
as  one  who  supports  the  Silvio  O.  Conte 
Wildlife  Refuge,  as  one  who  was  person- 
ally acquainted  with  Congressman 
Silvio  O.  Conte,  I  would  take  issue  with 
my  distinguished  colleague  f):om  Mas- 
sachusetts and  I  would  say  that  Con- 
gressman Conte  would  have  wanted  to 
see  the  wildlife  refuge  developed  with 
the  full  cooperation  and  consent  of  the 
Federal  Government,  Congress,  as  well 
as  the  people  who  would  be  affected  by 
this  wildlife  refuge. 


Now,  as  a  former  State  senator  and  a 
member  of  the  legislature  in  New 
Hampshire,  I  was  pleased  to  have  spon- 
sored shoreline  protection  legislation 
in  New  Hampshire,  rivers  protection 
laws  in  New  Hampshire,  as  well  as  serv- 
ing 2  years  on  the  Land  Conservation 
Investment  Program,  which  is  a  pro- 
gram similar  to  what  is  envisioned  by 
Silvio  O.  Conte  Wildlife  Refuge,  in 
which  $50  million  was  allocated  to  pro- 
tect key  pieces  of  real  estate  that  are 
environmentally  sensitive  and  impor- 
tant for  the  State  of  New  Hampshire. 

a  1030 

Not  once  did  we.  we  did  not  have  emi- 
nent domain  in  the  law  obviously,  and 
we  never  needed  it.  The  fact  is  we  do 
not  need  to  have  the  hand  of  Federal 
Government  taking  people  s  property 
away  from  them  against  their  will 
when  there  is  plenty  of  property  avail- 
able and  more  than  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment will  ever  have  the  money  to 
purchase  to  begin  with. 

What  we  need  here  is  cooperation, 
which  is  in  the  New  Hampshire  tradi- 
tion, and  I  think  in  the  tradition  that 
will  be  beneficial  to  the  creation  and 
long-term  preservation  of  this  very  im- 
portant ecosystem,  the  Connecticut 
River. 

Mr.  STUDDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the 
spirit  of  corrections,  let  me  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  Hampshire,  the 
Atchafalaya  Refuge  is  in  Louisiana, 
which  is  a  very  long  way  from  Massa- 
chusetts and  New  Hampshire.  May  I 
also  say  that  things  must  be  blissful 
indeed  in  the  Granite  State  if  the  big- 
gest thing  you  have  to  worry  about  is 
the  specter  of  the  Federal  Government 
grabbing  an  acre  in  the  name  of  Silvio 
Conte.  I  think  it  must  be  a  lovely  ex- 
istence you  have  up  there.  Some  of  us 
can  think  of  real  problems  that  need 
solutions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  2  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Gejdenson]. 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  when 
this  new  Congress  led  by  its 
antienvironmental  zealots  came  here, 
they  said  they  were  going  to  do  busi- 
ness in  a  new  way.  And  sure  enough,  we 
find  business  in  a  new  way.  We  solve 
problems  that  do  not  exist.  What  we 
have  here  is  not  simply  an  assault  on 
the  Federal  Government  or  an  oppor- 
tunity to  try  to  create  barriers  to  pro- 
tect what  I  think  virtually  all  of  our 
citizens  recognize  is  a  heritage  that  we 
want  to  pass  on  to  our  children  and 
grandchildren,  but  what  we  have  is  an 
attempt  to  hobble  the  (government 
from  being  able  to  defend  itself.  Should 
we  have  a  refuge  area  and  suddenly 
someone  comes  in  and  has  a  pollution 
problem  that  they  refuse  to  remedy, 
the  Federal  Government  would  have  no 
legal  ability  to  enjoin  that  action. 
They  would  have  to  sit  by  and  watch 
the  entire  refuge  be  decimated  because 
we  are  about  to  take  away  the  legal 
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rights  that  Government  has  alwajrs  had 
from  time  immemorial. 

I  guess  I  am  somewhat  confused.  If 
we  are  fighting  the  Civil  War  over 
again  on  States  rights,  then  it  seems  to 
me  that  maybe  we  ought  to  have  a  real 
bill  that  just  disbands  the  Federal  leg- 
islature. But  if  we  are  going  to  con- 
tinue to  have  a  Federal  role,  and  let  me 
assure  you  that  many  of  these  States 
with  this  anti-Federal  attitude  come 
rushing  here  for  Federal  resources, 
much  as  the  Freemen  did  for  their 
farms.  We  do  have  one  country;  do  we 
not?  National  resources  are  worth  pro- 
tecting. What  we  are  going  to  do  here 
is  not  so  much  protecting  any  individ- 
ual or  State  right.  What  we  are  doing 
is  taking  action  to  prevent  something 
that  is  virtually  never  used  but  to  en- 
sure that,  if  Federal  land  is  in  the  proc- 
ess of  being  degraded,  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment will  have  no  legal  ability  to 
protect  its  investment  and  the  tax- 
payers' investment. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
my^lf  1  minute. 

I  just  would  like  to  say  to  the  gen- 
tleman firom  Connecticut  that  I  am 
kind  of  surprised  hearing  his  opposi- 
tion this  morning,  particularly  since 
the  gentleman  is  from  the  State  of  New 
Jersey  and  inasmuch  as  the  chairman 
of  the  full  committee,  the  gentleman 
from  Alaska  [Mr.  Yotn*G],  offered  the 
gentleman  an  opportunity  to  take  Con- 
necticut out  of  this  bill.  So  it  surprises 
me  that  the  gentleman  declined  the  op- 
portunity to  take  Connecticut  out  of 
the  bill,  saying  that  apparently  Con- 
necticut ought  to  be  included.  And  now 
the  gentleman  is  opposed  to  the  bill.  I 
do  not  understand,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  STUDDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  promise  to  be  nice,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Gejdenson]. 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
think  that  this  is  an  important  prin- 
ciple. Frankly,  if  I  did  not  think  it 
would  violate  that  ininciple,  I  would 
have  been  happy  to  accept  an  agree- 
ment to  exempt  Connecticut.  I  would 
be  happy  to  accept  that. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  jrield,  let  me  reoffer,  we 
have  decided  on  our  side  that  we  are 
happy  to  grant  the  gentleman  unani- 
mous consent  to  take  Connecticut  out. 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  exempt  Connecticut,  I  will  accept 
that  exemption. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  the 
gentleman's  State.  I  will  not  ask  unan- 
imous consent. 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  I  will  ask  unani- 
mous consent  to  exempt  Connecticut 
from  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman will  have  to  have  his  unani- 
mous-consent amendment  in  writing. 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will 
return. 

Mr.  STUDDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  may 
briefly  observe,  before  yielding  to  my 


colleague  from  Massachusetts,  I  look 
forward  with  great  anticipation  to  the 
gentleman  on  the  other  side  offering 
analogous  language  on  all  future  public 
works  and  highway  bills  so  that  the 
power  of  eminent  domain  may  not  be 
waived  to  frighten  the  good  people  of 
New  Hampshfre  or  of  any  other  State. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Olver]  who  holds  the  seat  once  held  by 
out  late  esteemed  colleague,  Silvio 
Conte,  who,  if  he  were  here  today,  I 
suspect  would  be  in  the  well  with  a 
pheasant  or  a  moose  mocking  all  of  us. 

Mr.  OLVER.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  rise  as  the 
Member  of  Congress  who  has  l^d  the  honor 
of  following  in  office  one  of  the  greatest  Mem- 
tters  of  this  txsdy  in  this  century  on  his  legacy 
of  environmental  protection  arid  conservation 
for  the  people  of  the  first  district  of  Massachu- 
setts. 

Out  of  all  of  Silvio  Conte's  great  successes 
and  legislative  accomplishments,  perhaps  his 
legacy  of  conservation  is  what  he  will  be  re- 
membered for  nrore  than  anything  else.  Which 
is  wtiat  makes  the  Conte  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Refuge  so  fitting  for  this  man  who  has  had 
such  a  tremendous  impact  on  the  people  of 
the  Connecticut  River  Valley. 

Sil  Conte  was  a  sportsman  and  a  conserva- 
tionist and  he  understood  the  interrelationship 
between  the  two. 

He  knew  that,  like  most  resources,  you  cani 
just  continue  to  draw  from  it  without  renewal 
and  continual  reinvestment. 

That" s  what  conservation  is  all  about. 

Silvio  Conte's  favorite  pastimes  included 
fishir>g  arxj  bird  watching.  And  he  knew  that 
as  a  Member  of  this  body,  he  was  in  a  posi- 
tion to  ensure  that  future  generations  would 
have  that  opportunity. 

Sil  Conte  was  wise  enough  to  know  that  wa- 
terfowl and  other  migratory  birds,  as  well  as 
anadromous  fish,  know  no  boundaries  or  marv 
made  borders. 

Which  is  why  the  t>ill  before  us  today  is  a 
sneak  attack  on  the  concepts  of  conservation. 
This  bill  permanently  removes  the  authority  of 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Servrce  to  prevent  activi- 
ties that  negate  the  purposes  of  the  refuge. 

After  130,  yes,  130,  public  meetings,  the  3 
Members  sponsoring  this  legislation,  and  the  7 
from  Massachusetts  arxl  Conriecticut  even 
more  affected  by  it,  know  perfectly  well  that 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Sendee  is  keenly  aware 
of  the  concerns  that  this  bill  aims  to  address. 

We  also  know  that  the  Sennce  cannot  pro- 
ceed effectively  to  secure  the  purposes  of 
Public  Law  102-212,  the  Silvio  Conte  National 
Fish  and  WikJIife  Refuge  Act,  without  full  co- 
operation from  private  citizens. 

The  cooperative  an'angements  the  Conte 
Refuge  includes  is  what  makes  this  refuge  a 
rmdel  for  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System. 

The  problem  with  ttiis  bill  is  that  it  forever 
ties  the  hands  of  the  Fish  and  WikJIife  Service 
in  its  management  in  carrying  out  its  respon- 
sit>ilities. 

This  bill  mocks  the  constitutional  protections 
already  provided  against  takings.  The  Corv 
sttution  was  not  meant  to  be  offered  a  la 
carte.  We  can't  just  pick  the  sections  we  like 
and  ignore  those  we  don't  care  for. 

The  people  of  the  first  district  are  fiercely 
independent  in  the  proud  Yankee  ti^dition. 


However,  they  also  have  a  proud  tradition  in 
believing  in  government  and  the  good  that  it 
can  do. 

The  Connecticut  River  is  today  swimmable 
arxi  txiatable  because  tiie  Federal  Govern- 
ment took  action  under  the  Clean  Water  Act 
back  in  1972. 

When  we  passed  the  Silvio  Conte  fish  and 
wikJIife  legislation  we  affirmed  the  purposes  of 
conserving,  protecting,  and  enhancing  impor- 
tant fisheries  habitat,  important  wetlands,  and 
other  habitat  for  a  broad  variety  of  plants  and 
wikJIife. 

These  species  are  heW  in  ttie  public  tixist 
the  public  trust  depends  on  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment to  act  as  its  guardian.  I  believe  that 
ttie  people  in  my  district  depend  on  the  Fish 
and  WikJIife  Sennce  to  guide  the  protection  of 
the  natural  environment. 

The  chok»  is  simple.  You  can  either  vote 
with  ttiose  who  have  been  swayed  by  rumor 
arxl  distrust  of  the  Federal  Government.  Or 
you  can  vote  for  the  environment,  for  the  ref- 
uge, and  for  its  inhabitants — the  2  million  peo- 
ple but  also  the  black  bear,  moose,  the  t>ald 
eagle,  red  fox,  bobcat,  coyote,  beaver,  lynx, 
salmon,  shad,  striped  bass,  herons,  egrets, 
piping  plover,  osprey,  and  the  kingfisher. 

Anid  so  today  we're  again  faced  with  making 
choices  for  the  Silvio  Conte  Refuge.  It  is  a  ref- 
uge. Let  it  live  out  the  true  meaning  of  its 
name. 

And  as  for  its  namesake,  let  the  refuge  con- 
tinue to  honor  him  in  the  legacy  of  conserva- 
tion on  which  he  spent  his  life's  wort<. 

As  the  Member  now  serving  the  first  district, 
the  district  tfiat  Silvio  Conte  served  so  well  for 
more  than  30  years,  I  ask  that  you  vote 
against  ttvs  t)ill--50  that  the  House  can  take 
up  this  matter  in  a  more  appropriate  forum 
outskie  of  the  Corrections  Day  Calendar. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman     from     Connecticut     [Mr. 

GEJDENSON]. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  GEJDENSON 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  offer  an  amend- 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Gejdenson: 
P&ge  2.  line  16.  after  "lands"  insert  "in  New 
Hampshire  and  Vermont". 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Connecticut  to  amend  the 
bill? 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  plan  to 
object.  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  I 
am  not  quite  sure  what  is  different 
about  the  constituencies  that  live  in 
the  2  States  which  will  be  exempted 
under  this  unanimous  consent  request. 

In  the  case  of  Mr.  Bass'  constituents, 
he  is  concerned,  the  gentleman  from 
New  Hampshire,  Mr.  Bass,  is  concerned 
that  his  constituents  feel  comfortable 
with  the  process  that  will  be  ongoing. 
And  apparently  Mr.  Gejdenson  and  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  do  not 
share  the  same  concerns  or  their  con- 
stituents do  not  share  the  same  con- 
cerns as  to  how  the  process  will  pro- 
ceed without  the  protection  which  will 
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be  eliminated  by  virtue  of  this  unani- 
mous-consent request. 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr.  SAXTON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  associate  myself  with  the  remarks 
of  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  but 
also  point  out  that  the  nature  of  the 
districts  through  which  the  Connecti- 
cut River  runs  in  Massachusetts  and 
Connecticut  is  considerably  different 
geographically  than  that  of  New  Hamp- 
shire and  Vermont.  So  as  a  result,  I  be- 
lieve that  there  is  justification  for  this 
amendment  in  that  the  sheer  territory 
covered  by  the  potential  for  eminent 
domain  proceedings  in  Massachusetts 
and  Connecticut  is  substantially  small- 
er than  in  New  Hampshire  and  Ver- 
mont. I  certainly  would  not  object  to 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  continu- 
ing my  reservation  of  objection,  I 
would  just  conclude  by  saying  that  in- 
asmuch as  the  gentleman  firom  Con- 
necticut and  the  gentleman  from  Mas- 
sachusetts apparently  do  not  wish  to 
afford  their  constituents  the  same  pro- 
tections that  Mr.  Bass  does,  I  will  not 
object. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reserva- 
tion of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Connecticut  to  amend  the 
bill? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  STUDDS.  Mr.   Speaker,  I  srield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

I  am  sorry  this  debate  has  gone  this 
long.  I  would  think  all  of  us  would  be 
more  than  a  little  embarrassed  by  hav- 
ing devoted  the  amoimt  of  time  we 
have  to  this  matter.  There  is  no  prob- 
lem here  that  needs  solving,  none 
whatsoever. 

I  am  prepared  to  concede  to  the  gen- 
tlemen from  over  there  that  New 
Hampshfre  and  Vermont  are  larger 
than  Connecticut  and  Massachusetts.  I 
am  prepared  to  concede  for  some  rea- 
son they  have  a  more  profound  para- 
noia than  southern  New  England.  I 
could  care  less  whether  one  State  or 
another  is  covered.  I  never  mentioned 
my  own  State  in  my  own  remarks.  My 
objection  is  to  the  principle  involved 
here  as  to  whether  we  will  allow  the 
Federal  Government  to  have  as  a  last 
resort  the  constitutionally  sanctioned 
provision  of  eminent  domain  in  the 
public  interest. 

I  noted  with  some  interest  not  that  it 
was  a  particular  State  or  States  but 
that  it  was  only  at  wildlife  legislation, 
not  at  highways,  not  at  public  works, 
but  the  paranoia  seems  to  be  finely  fo- 
cused in  this  instance  in  the  hills  of 
northern  New  England. 
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It  is  beyond  me.  I  do  not  understand 
it.  I  do  not  know  why  we  have  to  dis- 
cuss it  here.  I  do  not  know  why  it  rises 
to  the  level  of  being  considered  by  this 
House.  I  think  we  should  apologize  to 
our  colleagues  for  the  amount  of  time 
we  spent  on  this.  It  is  more  than  a  lit- 
tle bit  silly.  No  one  thinks  it  is  going 
to  become  law.  It  will  die  in  the  Cham- 
ber of  the  winds  across  the  hall,  and, 
anywhere  else,  it  will  die  by  other 
means. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  with  apologries  to 
my  brethren  and  sisters  for  the  amount 
of  time  we  have  taken,  I  yield  Ijack  the 
balance  of  our  time. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  I  yield  myself  such 
time  as  I  may  consume. 

A,  I  do  not  apologize;  and,  B,  this  is 
not  silly.  This  is  a  protection  of  peo- 
ple's right  to  own  property  without 
having  to  be  afraid  of  Big  Brother  com- 
ing along  and  taking  it  from  them. 

I  would  say  further,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  the  refuge  system,  as  chairman  of 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Ocean  Sub- 
committee, the  refiage  system  is  some- 
thing that  I  have  taken  great  pains  to 
protect  and  to  enhance  the  process 
through  which  it  works.  That  is  why 
we  passed  a  bill  earlier  this  year  to  re- 
form the  process  so  that  people  will 
want  the  process  to  continue  to  move 
forward  so  that  they  will  not  be  afraid 
that  refuges  and  refuge  managers  and 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Sendee  will  be- 
come Big  Brother  and  take  over  their 
property. 

And  so,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  apolo- 
gize in  any  sense  of  the  word,  nor  do  I 
believe  this  is  silly.  I  think  it  is  a  very 
serious  issue. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Bass]. 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Saxton]  for  srielding  this  time  to  me, 
and  I  would  only  say  that  there  are, 
and  I  have  here,  precedent  after  prece- 
dent after  precedent  in  public  works 
for  the  type  of  exemption  that  we  are 
talking  about  in  this  jiarticular  piece 
of  legislation. 

What  is  most  significant  about  this 
effort  is  that  it  is  going  to  help  pre- 
serve the  Connecticut  River  basin.  It  is 
going  to  create  an  envfronment  of  co- 
operation amongst  all  of  the  parties  in- 
volved, and  all  we  are  sajring  is  that 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  promise 
not  to  use  eminent  domain  in  any  in- 
stance in  this  particular  project,  we 
are  going  to  hold  them  to  thefr  word. 

Now,  it  happens  to  be  important  to 
me  that  we  preserve  the  Connecticut 
River  basin,  but  it  is  also  important  to 
me  that  we  protect  the  rights  of  land- 
owners and  that  we  prevent  this  bill, 
this  problem,  from  slowing  the  long- 
term  process. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  also  like  to  ask 
for  unanimous  consent  that  my  col- 
league from  Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders]  be 


recorded  in  support  of  this  bill  and  be 
allowed  to  place  a  statement  in  the 
Record  in  support  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  [Mr. 
Walker].  Would  the  gentleman  from 
New  Hampshire  modify  his  request  re- 
garding a  statement  in  the  Record? 
The  gentleman  cannot  have  a  request 
that  the  gentleman  be  recorded  in 
favor. 

Mr.  BASS.  A  statement  in  the 
Record,  to  amend  my  unanimous-con- 
sent request. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 
objection,  that  will  be  covered  under 
general  leave. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are 
a  cbuple  of  Members  on  the  other  side 
who  would  like  to  have  time  at  this 
time.  I  would  be  either  happy  to  yield 
to  them  myself  or  to  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  the  gentleman's  time 
restored. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 
objection,  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts [Mr.  Studds]  can  reclaim  the 
balance  of  his  time. 

Mr.  STUDDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  never 
occurred  to  me  anyone  else  would  want 
to  speak  on  this  matter. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  3  minutes  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Waxman]. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
very  much  the  managers  of  this  bill  for 
griving  me  an  opportunity  to  speak,  and 
I  do  not  come  here  to  speak  on  the  sub- 
stance of  the  bill,  but  the  process. 

When  the  whole  idea  of  the  Correc- 
tions Day  Calendar  was  proposed,  I 
raised  a  lot  of  concern  about  it  because 
I  thought  it  might  be  a  vehicle  for  spe- 
cial interest  proposals,  for  controver- 
sial matters  cloaked,  perhaps,  in  a 
cover  that  maybe  they  are  not  as  con- 
troversial as  they  otherwise  would  be 
perceived  to  be.  I  thought  my  mis- 
givings were  misplaced  when  I  went  on 
the  corrections  day  advisory  commit- 
tee and  participated  in  the  process 
where  up  to  now  we  have  never  pro- 
duced a  bill  that  is  controversial  ex- 
cept for  the  very  first  one.  All  the  oth- 
ers have  been  noncontroversial,  bipar- 
tisan, clear-cut  corrections  of  Federal 
law. 

But  this  bill  is  a  controversial  mat- 
ter. It  affects  the  gentleman  from  Mas- 
sachusett's  [Mr.  Olver]  district,  and  he 
is  opposed  to  the  bill,  the  administra- 
tion vigorously  opposes  it,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  MnxER], 
as  a  ranking  Democrat  on  the  Commit- 
tee on  Resources,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  STlTODS],  the 
ranking  Democrat  on  the  sulx^ommit- 
tee,  oppose  the  bUl:  Sierra  Club  and 
other  environmental  groups  oppose  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  not  appropriate 
for  the  Corrections  Day  Calendar,  and  I 
am  very  disappointed  that  this  bill  has 
been  put  on  as  a  corrections  day  mat- 
ter. When  it  came  l)efore  the  correc- 
tions day  advisory  conunittee.  no  Dem- 
ocrat was  present,  there  was  a  ballot 
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vote  where  the  Republicans  voted  one 
way  and  whatever  Democrats  voted  the 
opposite  way. 

The  i)erson  who  was  in  charge  of  the 
corrections  day  advisory  committee 
was  advised  that  this  was  controversial 
and  that  had  Democrats  been  at  the 
meeting,  we  would  have  opposed  the 
idea  of  being  on  the  Corrections  Day 
Calendar.  The  fact  that  this  bill  is  on 
the  calendar  as  a  corrections  matter 
undermines  the  whole  idea  of  the  valid- 
ity of  a  Corrections  Day  Calendar. 

So  I  wanted  to  speak  out  on  this 
issue,  opposing  this  proposal  not  only 
in  substance,  which  others  can  speak 
more  articulately  about,  but  in  terms 
of  the  process  itself. 

Mr.  STUDDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  3nleld  2 
more  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Olver]. 

Mr.  OLVER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  his  indulgence.  I  just 
wanted  to  respond  to  comments  made 
on  the  other  side  and,  in  fact,  in  part 
to  agree  with  them. 

The  gentleman  from  New  Hamjshire 
points  out  and  agrees  that  the  nature 
of  the  territory  is  quite  different.  Of 
the  2  million  people  living  in  the  Con- 
necticut River  watershed  area  that  is 
the  subject  of  the  Silvio  Conte  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Refuge  Act,  80  percent  of 
them  live  in  Massachusetts  and  Con- 
necticut, whereas  80  percent  of  the  land 
involved  in  that  area  is  in  New  Hamp- 
shire and  Vermont,  at  least  80  percent 
of  the  total  land  area  involved.  And  in 
terms  of  the  amount  of  acreage  that 
has  been  proposed  after  3  years  of 
study  with  hundreds  of  meetings,  all  of 
them  public  meetings,  all  over  the  Con- 
necticut River  basin,  less  than  20  per- 
cent of  the  very  tiny  amount  of  land 
being  proposed  as  possible  refuge  sites 
actually  occurs  in  the  States  involved, 
in  the  States  of  Vermont  and  New 
Hampshire.  So  the  territory  is  very, 
very  different. 

In  our  area,  the  support  for  the  origi- 
nal language  of  the  Silvio  Conte  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Act  is  extremely  strong 
and  extremely  deep,  and  so  for  that 
reason  it  is  appropriate,  and  we  believe 
that  it  should  certainly  be  possible, 
that  if  there  is  a  critical  bog,  one  of 
those  critical  areas  under  consider- 
ation or  a  critical  fish  habitat  area, 
that  we  should  not  be  in  a  position 
where  one  owner  may  negate  the  pur- 
poses of  the  protection  under  the  Silvio 
Conte  Fish  and  Wildlife  Refuge  Act. 
one  owner  may  completely  negate  the 
purposes  of  the  public  interest. 

So  in  that  sense  this  is  an  appro- 
priate kind  of  an  amendment,  and  I 
might  point  out  that  there  is  a  very 
similar  case.  And  I  will  let  the  gentle- 
woman from  Connecticut  speak  for  her- 
self. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bass]. 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  just  like  to 
say   that   in  response   to  my   distin- 


guished colleague  from  California,  as 
he  well  knows,  just  prior  to  his  arrival 
here  on  the  floor  we  did  exempt  by 
unanimous-consent  amendment  the 
States  of  Massachusetts  and  Connecti- 
cut, which  was  so  eloquently  advocated 
by  my  distinguished  colleague  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Olver]  in  mention- 
ing that  80  percent  of  the  people  in- 
volved by  or  covered  by  this  wildlife 
refuge  live  in  the  States  of  Massachu- 
setts and  Connecticut,  whereas  80  per- 
cent of  the  land  is  in  New  Hampshire. 

Although  just  a  small  portion  of  the 
total  area  has  been  designated  thus  far 
to  be  part  of  the  wildlife  refuge,  the 
fact  is  that  this  is  an  open-ended 
project,  as  it  should  be,  and  there  are, 
as  I  recall,  some  80,000  acres  poten- 
tially affected  by  it.  So  it  does  have 
the  potential  to  become  quite  a  bit 
more  substantial,  which  is  not  all  that 
bad. 

I  would  also  point  out  that  the  New 
Hampshire  Forest  Society,  the  Api)a- 
lachian  Mountain  Club,  and  other  envi- 
ronmental groups  based  in  New  Hamp- 
shire strongly  support  the  passage  of 
this  legislation. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Con- 
necticut [Mrs.  Johnson]. 

Mrs.  JOHNSON  of  Connecticut.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  real  concerns  with  this 
legislation.  The  Conte  Refuge  is 
vmique.  It  is  an  urban  refuge.  Its  goal 
was  never  to  be  achieved  through  the 
acquisition  of  large  tracts  of  land. 
Rather,  its  goal  was  to  restore  the  Con- 
necticut watershed  through  partner- 
ships, conservation  easements,  cooper- 
ative agreements,  environmental  edu- 
cation with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv- 
ice providing  technical  expertise  and 
serving  as  the  catalyst  for  the  effort, 
and  in  fact  it  is  moving  along  very  well 
and  holds  enormous  potential  for  the 
whole  Northeast  as  being  a  very  posi- 
tive contribution  to  the  preservation  of 
our  wilderness  areas  and  the  quality  of 
our  life  in  the  Northeast. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  we  have 
preservation  laws  not  only  to  preserve 
lands,  but  to  preserve  historic  build- 
ings, and  whenever  we  try  to  preserve 
something,  people  do  give  up  certain 
rights  because  preservation  carries 
with  it  certain  responsibilities. 

Now,  in  my  district  the  Appalachian 
Trail  runs  right  through  it,  and  the 
Government  does  have  the  right  of 
eminent  domain,  if  they  need  it  in  that 
instance,  and  we  had  to  go  through  a 
very  painful  relocation  of  a  portion  of 
the  trail  for  very  good  reasons  of  safety 
and  so  on.  And  in  the  course  of  those 
negotiations  with  various  property 
owners  we  were  able  to  negotiate  good 
solutions  with  all  but  one,  and  that  one 
person  simply  could  not  see  the  public 
interest,  but  could  only  see  the  private 
interest.  And  if  the  Government  had 
not  had  the  right  of  eminent  domain, 
which  they  never  had  to  exercise,  but  if 
they  had  not  had  that  right,  that  citi- 


zen would  never  have  been  required  to 
stay  at  the  table.  And  by  staying  at  the 
table  we  did  finally  get  a  negotiated  so- 
lution that  was  satisfacotry  to  the  citi- 
zen and  satisfactory  to  the  Govern- 
ment in  terms  of  achieving  the  public 
goal  of  a  safe  and  beautiful  trail  across 
the  eastern  seaboard. 

So  eminent  domain  is  rarely  used  by 
the  Government,  but  it  does  provide 
clear  and  convincing,  in  a  sense,  elbow 
to  remind  the  individual  citizen  that 
there  is  a  larger  public  interest  that 
the  Congress  recognized  in  establishing 
the  Conte  Refuge.  I  think  the  goals  of 
the  Conte  Refuge  can  be  achieved  with- 
out any  eminent  domain  actions;  I  am 
absolutely  convinced  of  that.  But  to 
withdraw  that  from  the  law  for  this 
particular  project  I  think  is  to  set  a 
precedent  that  is  very  destructive  and 
also  fundamentally  coimters  the  public 
interest  that  lies  behind  not  only  this 
designation,  but  other  designations, 
and  also  underlies  our  belief  in  things 
like  historic  preservation  tax  credits. 

So  I  oppose  this  bill. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
ask  the  gentleman  does  he  have  any 
further  speakers? 

Mr.  STUDDS.  Not  to  my  knowledge, 
I  would  say  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  with  that 
understanding  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Bass]  for  his  clos- 
ing statement. 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  for  jrield- 
ing  this  time  to  me,  and  I  would  just 
like  to  point  out  that  there  is  an  enor- 
mous difference  between  an  effort  to 
preserve  a  trail  and  an  undertaking 
that  will  potentially  affect  80,000  acres 
of  property. 

I  would  also  point  out  that  the  scope 
of  this  piece  of  legislation  is  now,  by 
unanimous-consent  amendment,  lim- 
ited to  the  States  of  New  Hampshire 
and  Vermont.  Now,  this  is  a  very  criti- 
cal issue  for  folks  in  New  Hampshire 
and  Vermont,  and  the  gentleman  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders]  and  I  have 
joined  together  in  a  bipartisan  effort  to 
create  a  modicum  of  protection  for 
folks  who  make  a  living  off  of  the  land 
that  might  be  affected  by  this  poten- 
tial wildlife  refuge. 

Nobody  opposes  the  idea  of  the  Silvio 
Conte  Wildlife  Refuge.  We  want  it  to  go 
ahead.  But  we  feel  that  this  amend- 
ment, which  is  supported  by  numerous 
environmental  groups  in  my  home 
State  of  New  Hampshire,  and  I  suspect 
also  in  Vermont,  is  important  to  us.  I 
would  point  out  that  there  are  33  other 
precedents  for  use  of  this  lutnitation  on 
eminent  domain  proceeding,  and  to  the 
best  of  my  knowledge  it  has  worked 
very  well  in  all  of  those  instances. 

So  I  would  urge  the  body  to  support 
this  bill  along  with  its  unanimous-con- 
sent amendment.  It  is  important  for 
Vermont  and  New  Hampshire,  and  it  is 
important  for  the  future  of  this  very 
significant  wildlife  refuge. 
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Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Speaker.  H.R. 
2909,  the  Silvio  O.  Conte  National  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Refuge  Eminent  Domain  Prevention 
Act,  prevents  the  Fish  and  WikJiife  Service 
from  purchasing  land  for  inclusion  in  the  Conte 
Refuge  without  the  consent  of  the  owner. 

I  served  with  Silvio  Conte  for  nearly  20 
years,  and  I  know  that  he  cared  deeply  about 
the  protection  of  migratory  t)ird  hatiitat  and  the 
creation  of  this  refuge.  This  bill  will  further 
both  of  ttx>se  goals  by  increasing  put)ltc  sup- 
port for  this  refuge. 

Local  residents  want  to  see  important  habi- 
tat protected,  but  some  fear  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment's sometimes  heavy-handed  land  ac- 
quisition polides.  This  bill  allows  the  Sen/ice 
to  preserve  important  habitat,  but  also  protects 
property  owners  from  overzeakMJS  bureau- 
crats. The  protections  in  this  bill  will  enhance 
the  public's  support  of  the  refuge  since  sur- 
rounding property  owners  will  know  that  tlieir 
property  cannot  be  taken  without  ttieir  cor>- 
sent 

H.R.  2909  wouk)  allow  condemnations  for 
tfie  purposes  of  settling  title  issues  and  deter- 
mining price  as  long  as  the  property  owner 
consents  to  such  actions.  There  is  precedent 
for  this  bill.  In  1988,  Congress  enacted  a  law. 
Public  Law  98-548,  whch  established  a  Fed- 
eral wildife  refuge  in  Louisiana  and  stipulated 
that  the  Fish  and  WiklMe  Service  couW  only 
obtain  lands  for  inclusion  in  this  refuge  from 
willing  sellers. 

Furthermore,  in  tfie  testimony  of  ttie  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior  on  H.R.  2909,  the  adminis- 
t-ation  vintness  stated  that  "since  1989,  the 
Fish  and  Wikllife  Servce  has  not  used  con- 
demnation without  tfie  consent  of  tfie  owner, 
and  does  not  intend  to  use  if  for  this  unk^ue 
refuge".  The  testimony  went  on  to  say  that 
"no  corxlemnation  is  planned  for  any  aspect  of 
this  project"  Putting  the  force  of  law  behind 
this  policy  will  dearly  enhance  public  support 
for  ttiis  refuge. 

This  bill  is  wkJely  supported  by  environ- 
mental and  conservation  groups  in  New 
Hampshire,  including  the  Appalachian  Moun- 
tain Club,  the  New  Hampshire  Farm  Bureau, 
the  New  Hampshire  Timbertand  Owners  Asso- 
ciation, and  tfie  Society  for  the  Protection  of 
New  Hampshire  Forests. 

I  commend  Congressman  Bass  for  imroduc- 
ing  this  measure,  and  I  urge  an  "aye"  vote  on 
this  important  property  rights  t>ill. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  under- 
stand the  concerns  of  the  gentieman  from 
California  [Mr.  Waxman).  If  he  will  recall,  ttie 
advisory  group  met  on  March  20  of  this  year 
to  consider  five  bills  for  ttie  Corections  Cal- 
endar. While  no  members  of  tfie  minority  were 
present  at  that  meeting,  all  members  of  tfie 
advisory  group  are  allowed,  and  were  allowed 
following  tfiat  meeting,  to  participate  by  ex- 
pressing their  views  even  though  they  may  not 
be  able  to  attend  our  meetings. 

Following  our  March  20  meeting,  we  re- 
viewed tfie  input  from  all  our  members  and  a 
consensus  was  readied  to  recommend  H.R. 
2909  to  the  Speaker  for  placement  on  the 
Corrections  Day  Calendar  when  reported  out 
of  tfie  committee  of  jurisdiction,  in  this  case 
the  Resources  Committee.  Once  rec- 
ommended, all  corrections  day  legistatk>n 
must  b-avel  through  tfie  regular  legislative 
process  arxJ  be  reported. 


I  recognize  tfiat  the  corrections  day  process 
is  new  to  many  and  tfiat  we  all  have  demand- 
ing schedules.  However,  being  a  member  of  a 
panel  such  as  the  Corrections  Day  Advisory 
Group  requires  members'  attendance  in  order 
that  we  may  be  able  to  cany  out  its  purpose. 
Mr.  FA  WELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  opposi- 
tion to  H.R.  2909,  the  Silvio  O.  Conte  National 
Fish  and  WikJiife  Refuge  Eminent  Domain  Pre- 
vention Act  This  bill  seeks  to  amend  the  Silvio 
0.  Conte  National  Fish  and  WUdlife  Refuge 
Ad  to  require  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Sen/- 
Ke  may  only  acquire  lands  for  the  refuge 
through  donatkms,  exchanges,  or  ottierwise 
through  the  consent  of  the  landowner. 

As  a  former  practidng  attorney  involved  in 
eminent  domain  cases,  I  have  concerns  about 
the  precedent  set  by  this  legislatkin.  The  Fish 
and  WikJiife  Senrk:e,  like  any  other  agency, 
has  tfie  power  of  eminent  domain.  This  power, 
derived  from  tfie  fifth  amendment,  assures  citi- 
zens tfiat  tfieir  land  will  not  be  taken  for  put)lic 
use,  without  just  compensation.  Current  Fish 
arxJ  Wildlife  Servk:e  polkry  directs  such  acqui- 
sitions only  from  willing  sellers.  In  the  last  10 
years,  less  than  2  percent  of  ttie  Service's  ac- 
quisitions nationwide  were  acquired  tfvough 
the  use  of  eminent  domain.  The  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Sennce  is  not  abusing  tfie  power  of 
eminent  domain.  I  see  no  reason  wtiy  Con- 
gress shoukj  take  away  the  legitimate  povrer 
of  the  Fish  and  WikJlife  Service  to  ad  in  ttie 
publk:  interest 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  opposed  to  this  bill.  I 
sti-ongly  support  tfie  establishment  of  tfie  Silvio 
Conte  National  Fish  and  WikJiife  Refuge,  and 
the  enactinent  of  cooperative  efforts  to  pre- 
sen/e  tfie  Connecticut  River  watershed.  How- 
ever, I  urge  Members  to  rejed  this  measure 
which  ties  the  hands  of  the  Government  to  ad 
in  tfie  public  interest 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time,  and  I  saeld 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  STUDDS.  I  have  no  further  re- 
quests for  time. 

I  want  to  close  by  commending  the 
gentlewoman  from  Connecticut  on  the 
eloquence  of  her  lesson  in  civic  respon- 
sibility. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  srield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  previous  question 
is  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  the  engrossment 
and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (three- 
fifths  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Walker).  Pursuant  to  clause  5  of  rule 
I,  the  pending  business  is  the  question 
of  agreeing  to  the  Speaker's  approval 
of  the  Journal  of  the  last  day's  pro- 
ceedings. 

The  question  is  on  the  Speaker's  ap- 
proval of  the  Journal. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  STUDDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  347,  nays  50, 
not  voting  37,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  225] 
YEAS— 347 


GENERAL  LEAVE 
Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
have  5  legislative  days  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material  on  H.R.  2909,  the  bill 
just  passed. 
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So  the  Journal  was  approved. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid 
the  table. 
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APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES  ON 
H.R.  3103.  HEALTH  COVERAGE 
AVAILABILITY  AND  AFFORD- 
ABILTTY  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursuant 
to  Clause  1  of  rule  XX  and  by  direction 
of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 
I  move  to  take  from  the  Speaker's 
Uble  the  bill  (H.R.  3103)  to  amend  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  im- 
prove portability  and  continuity  of 
health  insurance  coverage  in  the  group 
and  individual  markets,  to  combat 
waste,  fraud,  and  abuse  in  health  insur- 
ance and  health  care  delivery,  to  pro- 
mote the  use  of  medical  savings  ac- 
counts, to  improve  access  to  long-term 
care  services  and  coverage,  to  simplify 
the  administration  of  health  insurance, 
and  for  other  purposes,  with  a  Senate 
amendment  thereto,  disagree  to  the 
Senate  amendment,  and  request  a  con- 
ference with  the  Senate  thereon. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Walker).  The  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  ARCHER]  is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  the  customary 
motion  to  go  to  conference.  I  believe 
the  minority  has  a  motion  to  instruct 
conferees. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  fi-om  Texas  [Mr.  Ar- 
cher]. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

MOTION  TO  INSTRUCT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  DDJGELL 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  to  instruct  conferees. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  DiNGELL  moves  that  the  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on 
the  Senate  amendment  to  the  House  bill 
H.R.  3103  be  instructed— 

(1)  to  recede  to  the  Senate  amendment  ex- 
cept with  respect  to  section  305  of  the  Senate 
amendment:  and 

(2)  with  respect  to  such  section  (A)  to  con- 
sider whether  the  enactment  of  such  section 
would  result  in  an  increase  in  premiums  for 
private  health  plans  and  (B)  if  so,  to  provide 
for  concurring  with  such  section  with  an 
amendment  that  adjusts  such  section  to  pro- 
vide for  the  maximum  coverage  of  mental 
health  services  under  health  plans  without 
increasing  such  premiums. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  Dingell] 
will  be  recognized  for  30  minutes  in 


favor  of  his  motion.  Does  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Archer]  wish 
to  be  recognized  in  opposition  to  the 
motion? 

Mr.  ARCHER.  I  do,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Archer]  will 
be  recognized  for  30  minutes  in  opi>osi- 
tion  to  the  motion. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Dingell]. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  here  we  go  again.  Once 
again  our  friends  and  colleagues  on  the 
Republican  side  have  spent  days  and 
weeks  behind  closed  doors.  Our  col- 
leagues have  been  negotiating  with 
themselves.  They  have  been  excluding 
Members  on  this  side  of  the  aisle.  They 
have  been  excluding  the  President. 
They  have  been  using  their  usual  high- 
ly partisan  style,  strategy  and  tech- 
nique. 

They  have  stuck  a  controversial  and 
objectionable  medical  savings  accoimt 
provision  in  their  bill  to  serve  the  Dole 
for  President  campaign  and  to  assist 
special  interest  friends  in  the  health 
insurance  industry. 

Mr.  Speaker,  our  motion  to  instruct 
is  simple:  It  tells  the  House  conferees, 
"Do  not  reinvent  the  wheel."  We  have 
before  us  a  good  bill  which  came  from 
the  Senate.  It  was  totally  non- 
controversial.  It  properly  rejected  a 
broad  medical  savings  account  provi- 
sion as  unwise  and  fiscally  irrespon- 
sible. The  instruction  tells  House  con- 
ferees that  with  the  exception  of  one 
provision  on  which  further  analysis 
may  be  needed,  simply  recede  to  the 
Senate. 

On  that  one  provision,  an  important 
bipartisan  amendment  to  provide  men- 
tal health  parity  offered  by  our  friends 
and  colleagues.  Mr.  DOMENICI  and  Mr. 
Weli^tone,  it  instructs  the  conferees 
to  study  the  issue  and  to  consider 
whether  the  provision  would  raise 
health  insurance  premiums.  If  the  pro- 
vision is  found  to  raise  premiums,  the 
motion  tells  the  conferees  to  do  their 
best  to  adjust  it  to  provide  for  the 
maximum  possible  mental  health  cov- 
erage without  raising  premiums  and 
within  the  scope  of  the  conference. 

Make  no  mistake,  my  colleagues:  The 
conference  committee  is  about  to  be 
appointed,  but  it  is  one  which  already 
has  its  decisions  made.  All  the  impor- 
tant decisions  are  in  place.  Once  more, 
the  extremist  Republican  majority  has 
told  the  American  people  and  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  "It's 
our  way  or  the  highway." 

The  Congress  has  an  opportunity  this 
year  to  enact  a  noncontroversial,  a  bi- 
partisan, a  consenus  health  insurance 
reform  biU,  a  small  one  but  an  impor- 
tant one,  a  bill  that  would  make  health 
insurance  more  widely  available  to  the 
American  people.  Some  28  million  peo- 
ple will  benefit  from  the  enactment  of 
this  legislation.  It  is  a  bill  which  would 


June  11,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


13609 


assure  portability,  guaranteed  access 
and  renewal.  It  would  limit  preexisting 
condition  exclusions,  and  set  up  pur- 
chasing pools  for  small  business. 

This  is  a  bill  which  was  so  broadly 
supported  that  it  passed  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States  100  to  nothing.  The 
Republican  majority  is  not  content, 
however,  to  stop  here  with  a  good  bill. 
They  could  not  resist  plajring  politics 
with  the  health  and  security  of  the 
American  people.  And  in  spite  of  the 
President's  good  faith  offer  to  nego- 
tiate a  carefully  constructed  pilot  pro- 
gram on  MSA's,  they  just  could  not  re- 
sist sending  a  bill  that  will  have  to  be 
vetoed. 

The  beneficiaries  of  this  will  be  the 
health  insurance  industry,  and  then 
only  a  part  of  it.  The  people  who  will 
suffer  from  this  choice  are  the  Amer- 
ican people.  Some  28  million  Ameri- 
cans will  not  get  the  benefits  of  this 
legislation. 

My  Republican  colleagues  locked  the 
doors.  They  locked  out  the  American 
people.  They  ignored  the  will  of  the 
other  body,  which  voted  against 
MSA's,  and  they  crowbarred  this  curi- 
ous provision  into  the  bill. 

As  they  have  done  over  and  over 
again  in  this  Congress,  they  bent  the 
rules  and,  quite  frankly,  they  are  in 
the  process  of  making  a  mockery  of  the 
conference  structure  of  the  two  bodies. 

Mr.  Speaker,  who  is  going  to  pay  in 
the  end  for  this  partisanship?  It  is 
going  to  be  the  American  people,  28 
million  of  whom  will  be  denied  the  ben- 
efits of  significant  improvements  in 
health  insurance  and  major  reform. 

Let  us  have  a  real  conference  with 
genuine  bipartisan  dialog  and  negotia- 
tion. Bring  the  President  into  the  proc- 
ess in  good  faith,  not  by  distorting  the 
process  by  making  the  agreement  be- 
forehand and  then  telling  the  President 
to  fly  off. 

A  Presidential  signature  is  going  to 
be  difficult.  Let  us  get  the  Presidential 
signature.  Let  us  enact  the  legislation. 
Let  MS  support  the  motion  to  instruct. 
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Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Thomas],  the  respected  chair- 
man of  the  subcommittee  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with 
great  pleasure  and  a  certain  amount  of 
pride  that  I  take  the  floor  this  morn- 
ing, finally,  as  we  appoint  the  con- 
ferees to  meet  with  the  Senate  on  our 
health  insurance  package. 

I  find  it  somewhat  ironic  that  this 
package  passed  the  House  some  time 
ago,  passed  the  Senate  on  April  16.  but 
it  is  not  until  June  11  that  we  are  nam- 
ing conferees.  That  is  simply  because 
the  Senate  stalled.  The  Senate  would 
not  go  forward.  The  Senate  Democrats 
wanted  to  play  politics  with  health 
care  once  more. 

We  discovered,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 
President's  mediscare  tactics  over  the 


last  year  cost  the  American  people 
more  than  SlOO  billion  when  we  com- 
pare the  1995  Medicare  trustees  report 
with  the  1996  Medicare  trustees  report. 
If  we  follow  the  wishes  of  the  former 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce and  pass  this  motion  to  instruct, 
we  are  once  again  going  to  be  part  of 
an  operation  that  delays  and  obfus- 
cates. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  gentleman  said  that 
the  negotiations  that  we  have  been  car- 
rying on  with  the  Senate  tried  to  crow- 
bar provisions  into  the  i>ackage.  One 
man's  crowbar  is  another's  compromise 
and  accommodation,  and  I  just  find  it 
totally  ironic  that  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan,  given  his  history  of  rather 
cavalier  and  arrogant  management  of 
conference  reports,  would,  in  fact, 
make  such  a  comment. 

He  alluded  to  the  fact  that  the  Sen- 
ate package  passed  the  floor  100  to  0.  If 
that  is  the  case,  why  is  the  motion  to 
instruct  not  to  go  with  the  Senate  pro- 
gram? Oh  no,  he  knows  there  were 
flaws  in  the  Senate  bill.  So  on  the  one 
hand  he  says  we  have  to  go  with  the 
Senate,  they  are  wise,  they  were  bipar- 
tisan, they  passed  it  100  to  0,  but,  oh, 
by  the  way,  in  the  motion  to  instruct, 
we  do  want  to  make  changes  in  the 
Senate  provision. 

Well,  let  me  tell  my  colleagues,  the 
House  and  the  Senate  coming  together 
has  created  historic  legislation.  We  be- 
lieve the  President  will  be  compelled  to 
sign  this  package.  We  changed  the  lan- 
guage in  the  firaud  and  abuse  area  so 
that  someone  committing  a  book- 
keeping error  would  not  be  liable  to 
the  penalties.  Rather  it  is  deliberate 
ignorance  or  reckless  disregard  of  the 
law.  rather  than  a  simple  bookkeeping 
error. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  cleared  away  a 
lot  of  the  paperwork  logjam  that  hjis 
been  there  way  too  long.  We  cleaned  up 
the  long-term  care  insurance  area, 
changing  the  Tax  Code  to  allow  seniors 
to  deduct  this  off  of  their  medical  ex- 
penses. That  has  been  left  to  languish 
far  too  long.  And  on  MSA's,  the  agree- 
ment between  the  House  and  the  Sen- 
ate is  to  begin  on  January  1  with  em- 
ployers of  less  than  50  employees.  Cur- 
rently, out  of  the  29  million  in  that 
category,  only  3  million  have  health  in- 
surance. The  MSA's  will  afford  health 
insurance  for  millions  of  Americans  if 
we  disregard  the  motion  to  instruct. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  30  seconds. 

The  distinguished  gentleman  firom 
California  has  referred  to  me  in  a  most 
kindly  fashion.  He  has  also  alluded  to 
the  fact  that  the  deal  has  already  been 
cut.  I  would  note  that  this  is  interest- 
ing from  the  standpoint  of  the  business 
at  hand. 

He  has  also  said  some  other  things. 
He  has  tried  to  blame  the  Democrats  in 
the  Senate  for  the  action  of  the  Repub- 
lican Presidential  nominee,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Kansas.  Mr.  DOLE,  who  is 


the  majority  leader  over  there  until 
this  afternoon,  I  am  told,  at  which 
time  he  will  be  leaving.  But  it  will  be 
noted  that  this  good  majority  leader 
has  not,  during  the  time  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  complains,  ap- 
pointed the  conferees. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  shield  3  minutes  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  fi-om  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Stark). 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  this 
time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  press  reports  indi- 
cate that  Republicans  have  reached  a 
deal  among  themselves  and  at  long 
last,  after  2  months,  they  want  to  ap- 
point conferees,  which  I  presume  is  for 
taking  pictures  and  presenting  us  with 
a  done  deal.  Not  exactly  what  I  would 
consider  an  open  and  fair  legislative 
process. 

My  colleagues  across  the  aisle  have 
purposely  turned  their  backs  on  the 
best  opportunity  of  the  year  for  a  bi- 
partisan bill  that  would  have  been  de- 
veloped openly  and  fairly.  It  is  com- 
pletely backward  from  the  normal 
process  and  is  designed  to  end  run  the 
will  of  a  majority  of  the  Senate  in  op- 
position to  medical  savings  accounts. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  do  not  know  many, 
many  of  the  important  deals  of  the 
back  room  deal.  If  it  is  like  previous 
ones  that  handed  billions  of  dollars  to 
the  American  Medical  Association  in 
exchange  for  support  of  an  ill  con- 
structed and  conceived  Medicare  bill, 
or  if  it  is  similar  to  a  payoff  of  the  sup- 
porters of  GOP  AC  and  the  Republican 
Party  to  pay  off  the  Golden  Rule  Insur- 
ance Co.,  we  can  be  pretty  sure  that 
those  deals  are  in  there. 

The  Senate  passed  a  good  bill.  It  did 
a  better  job  on  mental  health  amend- 
ments, which  provided  parity,  which  I 
assume  the  Republicans  do  not  care 
about  mental  health.  It  did  not  deal 
roughshod  with  malpractice,  and  recog- 
nizes that  80.000  people  are  killed  in 
hospitals  each  year.  It  weakened  anti- 
fraud,  or  the  Republican  bill  weakens 
antifiuud  and  the  Senate  did  not.  The 
Senate  did  away  with  the  MEWA's  and 
is  a  better  bill  all  arouncL 

The  Senate  bill  provides  80  percent 
deductibility  for  the  self-employed.  It 
covers  all  companies,  not  just  those 
with  less  than  50  workers,  and  it  is  a 
better  protection  for  the  purchase  of  an 
individual  insurance  policy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  for  individuals,  for  U.S. 
citizens,  the  Senate  is  a  better  bill.  The 
House  bill  is  better  for  large  contribu- 
tors to  the  Republican  Party.  The 
House  bill  is  a  better  bill  for  rich  doc- 
tors. The  House  bill  is  a  better  bill  for 
insurance  companies.  It  is  not  as  good 
a  bill  for  individuals  in  this  country. 

It  wovild  be  in  the  best  interest  of  our 
constituents,  of  all  people  in  this  coun- 
try, to  go  back,  accept  the  Senate  bil' 
and  recognize  that  we  have  thereby 
done  a  good  job. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume.  I 
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rise  in  opposition  to  the  motion  to  in- 
struct. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  seems  ironic  to  me 
that  the  minority  wants  us  to  abandon 
all  of  the  bipartisan  work  that  oc- 
curred in  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  simply  accept  the  Senate  bill.  It  is 
also  interesting  that  the  only  part  of 
the  Senate  bill  that  they  do  not  want 
us  to  accept  at  face  value  is  the  provi- 
sion on  mental  health. 

Amazing.  They  want  us  to  dump  mal- 
practice reform,  which  is  driving  up 
the  cost  of  health  care  for  all  Ameri- 
cans. But,  of  course,  that  is  what  the 
trial  lawyers  want.  So  they  want  that 
to  be  totally  dumped. 

They  want  us  to  dump  the  ability  of 
small  businesses  to  be  able  to  pool  to- 
gether to  get  their  insurance  prices 
down  so  that  they  can  compete  vnith 
large  companies.  They  want  that 
thrown  overboard. 

They  want  all  of  the  revisions  that 
will  help  to  cut  the  cost  of  paperwork 
and  administrative  redtape  dumped. 

They  want  us  to  dump  the  provisions 
that  will  help  those  who  are  in  termi- 
nal illness  from  being  able  to  have  ac- 
celerated death  benefits  out  of  their  in- 
surance policies,  like  those  on  AIDS,  so 
that  they  can  expend  that  money  for 
their  health  care  in  the  last  2  years  of 
their  lives. 

They  watnt  the  elderly  to  be  dumped 
and  the  ability  that  we  provide  in  the 
House  bill  for  them  to  be  able  to  have 
long-term  care  deductibility  on  their 
insurance  premiums. 

They  want  all  that  to  be  thrown  over 
and  accept  at  face  value  everything  in 
the  Senate  bill  except  the  provision 
that  the  Senate  put  it  to  help  those 
who  have  mental  illness. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  weird  motion 
to  instruct,  and  I  think  the  House 
should  clearly  turn  it  down  because  it 
exposes  the  minority  for  what  they 
really  are.  They  do  not  want  real 
health  care  reform,  they  just  want 
issues. 

We  have  a  very  good  bill  in  the 
House,  passed  overwhelmingly  by  a  bi- 
partisan vote,  and  we  will  work  from 
that  to  negotiate  with  the  Senate  so 
that  we  can  end  up  with  a  better  bill 
than  what  the  Senate  has  created. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Pallone]. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a 
sad  day  today  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives on  health  care  reform.  We 
know  that  this  process  began  in  the 
President's  State  of  the  Union  address 
where  he  called  upon  this  House,  on  a 
bipartisan  basis,  to  pass  the  Kennedy- 
Kassebaum  bill,  with  the  goal  essen- 
tially of  expanding  insurance  coverage 
basically  for  people  who  have  preexist- 
ing conditions,  who  have  not  been  able 
to  get  health  insurance,  or  for  those 


who  have  trouble  because  they  lose 
their  health  insurance  when  they  lose 
their  job  or  transfer  from  job  to  job. 

We  had  a  bipartisan  consensus  to 
move  on  these  two  issues,  portability 
and  preexisting  conditions,  to  expand 
insurance  coverage.  But,  instead,  from 
the  very  beginning,  the  Republican 
leadership  insisted  on  these  medical 
savings  accounts,  which  is  nothing 
more  than  a  special  interest  way  of 
providing  catastrophic  health  care  cov- 
erage that  most  Americans,  except  for 
the  healthy  and  the  wealthiest  among 
us,  will  not  be  able  to  take  advantage 
of. 

It  was  all  done  because  essentially  it 
was  a  payback.  The  Golden  Rule  Insur- 
ance Co.  has  made  big  contributions  to 
the  GOP,  and  they  would  reap  big  prof- 
its if  the  MSA  proposal  becomes  law. 
They  have  given  about  $1.2  million  ba- 
sically to  various  GOP  causes.  So  from 
the  very  beginning  there  were  not  con- 
ferees appointed  because  we  know  that 
the  other  side,  the  Republicans,  wanted 
to  include  the  MSA's,  and  they  still 
have. 

Mr.  Speaker,  with  this  proposal 
today,  our  understanding  is  that  when 
the  conference  is  done  they  will  simply 
ratify  a  proposal  that  still  allows  these 
MSA's  to  be  included.  It  is  a  shame,  be- 
cause the  Kennedy-Kassebaum  bill  was 
crafted  to  keep  premiums  affordable 
because  it  would  not  impact  the  insur- 
ance risk  pool  by  encouraging  healthy 
individuals  to  drop  coverage. 

The  MSA  provision  does  the  opposite. 
It  is  the  poison  pill.  It  basically  makes 
it  so  that  only  the  healthy  and  the 
wealthy  can  take  advantage  of  this 
catastrophic  coverage,  and  Americans 
who  do  not  choose  to  join  the  MSA's, 
because  of  the  high  risks  involved,  will 
see  their  health  insurance  premiums 
increase. 

The  end  result  then,  Mr.  Speaker,  is 
health  insurance  premiums  increase  for 
the  average  American.  And  instead  of 
having  more  people  insured,  which  was 
the  very  purpose  for  the  President's 
call  back  in  his  State  of  the  Union  ad- 
dress, we  will  have  less  Americans  in- 
sured. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

The  gentleman's  comments  are  just 
not  founded  on  facts.  The  Rand  Corp. 
has  done  a  study  about  medical  savings 
accounts,  the  Journal  of  American 
Medicine  has  come  out  vrith  a  study, 
and  both  of  them  say  there  will  not  be 
adverse  selection.  Both  of  them  do  not 
support  in  any  way  the  gentleman's 
conmients  that  this  would  help  the  rich 
or  this  would  help  only  those  who  are 
healthy.  Not  so  at  all.  All  of  the  empir- 
ical data  puts  that  down. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Connecticut  [Mrs. 
Johnson],  the  respected  chairman  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Oversight  of  the 
Ways  and  Means  Conrniittee. 


Mrs.  JOHNSON  of  Connecticut.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
yielding  me  this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  an  extraordinary 
opportunity  for  this  House  and  this 
Congress.  We  have  the  opportunity  in 
the  conference  process  to  come  to 
agreement  on  a  bill,  and  we  can  al- 
ready see  the  agreement  out  before  us 
that  will  guarantee  to  the  working  peo- 
ple of  America  the  right  to  move  from 
job  to  job  without  losing  their  health 
insurance  due  to  preexisting  condi- 
tions. 

Why  would  we  want  to  limit  con- 
ferees' ability  to  merge  the  fraud  and 
abuse  provisions  of  the  House  and  Sen- 
ate bill  and  choose  those  provisions 
that  are  really  strongest  but  also  most 
protective  against  small  minor  mis- 
takes and  making  those  as  criminal? 

Why  would  we  want  to  tie  the  con- 
ferees' hands  and  not  let  them  include 
administrative  simplification  provi- 
sions worth  billions  and  billions  of  dol- 
lars in  savings  to  our  health  care  sys- 
tem? 

Why  would  we  not  want  them  to  con- 
sider a  compromise  in  the  medical  sav- 
ings account  that  does  not  open  up  the 
right  to  medical  savings  account  to  the 
big  grivers  of  the  Republican  Party,  as 
my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Stark],  claims,  but 
rather  only  opens  it  up  to  the  employ- 
ees of  small  businesses,  50  or  under? 

Frankly,  Mr.  Speaker,  those  folks  are 
not  big  givers  to  either  party.  They  are 
just  folks  who  do  not  have  health  in- 
surance and  need  an  opportunity  to 
have  this  choice. 
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It  is  a  small,  modest  compromise.  It 
requires  a  study,  and  it  requires  a  con- 
gressional vote  after  3  years  before  an 
ex]3ansion.  It  is  just  the  right  kind  of 
compromise  that  the  House  and  Senate 
are  capable  of  coming  to  to  move  for- 
ward with  the  public  business  so  that 
we  can  guarantee  portability  to  Ameri- 
ca's workers,  so  that  we  can  guarantee 
long-term  deductibility  of  long-term 
insurance  premiums;  truly  the  right 
answer  to  controlling  Medicaid  spiral- 
ing  costs,  absolutely  the  right  answer 
to  make  long-term  health  care  pre- 
miums deductible. 

That  is  in  this.  As  important  a  re- 
form as  this  Congress  has  ever  consid- 
ered in  the  health  care  area.  We  have 
the  opportunity  to  serve  the  public 
well. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  oppose  the  special  in- 
structions of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  DINGEIX]. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland  [Mr.  Cardin]. 

Mr.  CARDIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  con- 
gratulate the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  DINGELL]  for  the  work  he  has 
done  on  health  care  reform.  I  am 
pleased  that  we  are  finally  going  to 
conference  on  this  health  reform  bill. 
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Since  the  President's  State  of  the 
Union  Address,  there  has  been  biparti- 
san support  in  passing  legislation  that 
would  eliminate  preexisting  conditions 
for  people  who  lose  their  jobs  and  need 
to  change  from  one  group  plan  to  an- 
other, or  from  a  group  plan  to  an  indi- 
vidual plan. 

We  have  wanted  portability,  both 
Democrats  and  Republicans  have  asked 
for  us  to  move  this  legislation,  and  I 
am  pleased  that  at  last  we  are  going  to 
conference  in  order  to  get  this  done. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  support  the  motion  of 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  to  in- 
struct the  conferees,  and  let  me  give 
two  reasons  that  I  hope  that  the  final 
bill  that  we  will  vote  on  will  contain. 

First,  mental  health  parity.  Mental 
health  parity  is  important  to  help  start 
to  remove  the  historical  discrimina- 
tion against  mental  illness  in  this  Na- 
tion. There  has  been  a  lot  of  talk  that 
that  may  increase  the  premium  cost. 
Let  me  give  the  experience  of  the  State 
of  Marylajid. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  enacted  mental 
health  parity  in  our  State  that  is  effec- 
tive against  State-regulated  health  in- 
surance plans.  We  have  found  no  appre- 
ciable increase  in  premium  costs  as  a 
result  of  establishing  parity. 

Mr.  Speaker,  when  consumers  have 
reasonable  access  to  health  care,  we 
find  that  we  have  more  cost-effective 
health  care;  we  do  not  force  people  into 
more  costly  circumstances.  We  have 
found  in-patient  care  actually  decline 
as  a  result  of  providing  mental  health 
parity.  We  would  hope  that  the  final 
bill  that  comes  to  the  floor  from  con- 
ference will  include  mental  health  jar- 
Ity. 

The  second  reason  I  support  the  gen- 
tleman's proposal  is  the  MEWA  provi- 
sion that  allows  employers  to  join  to- 
gether but  preempts  the  abilities  of  our 
States  to  regulate.  We  talk  about  we 
want  the  States  to  do  more,  but  the 
MEWA  provisions  in  the  House  bill 
would  prevent  our  States  from  regulat- 
ing. The  State  of  Maryland  has  enacted 
small  market  reforms.  The  MEWA  pro- 
visions would  prevent  that. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  the  motion. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  6 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Hastert],  a  gentleman  who  has 
contributed  so  much  to  the  develop- 
ment of  health  care  policy  in  the 
House. 

Mr.  HASTERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  in- 
teresting to  hear  the  debate,  especially 
from  the  other  side  of  the  aisle.  It  is 
also  interesting  to  hear  the  rhetoric 
from  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  that 
tries  to  create  a  class  warfare  on  a 
piece  of  ?egislation  that  is  really  for 
what  the  American  people  want. 

If  my  colleagues  would  look  at  this 
bill,  this  does  not  treat  any  special  in- 
terests, it  ^oes  not  take  any  upper-in- 
come group  and  give  them  a  special 
deal.  What  it  does  is  allow  working 


Americans,  people  who  work  for  small 
businesses,  people  who  are  self-em- 
ployed to,  have  a  choice. 

Is  that  so  wrong  to  do,  to  give  people 
choices  on  what  they  want  with  their 
health  care  future;  what  they  want  to 
do  to  choose  a  health  care  policy  that 
best  suits  them  and  their  family?  A 
health  care  choice  that  they  have  the 
opportunity  to  begin  to  take  care  of 
their  long-term  health  care  future  if 
they  wish  to  do  that?  That  is  exactly 
what  is  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  give  portability  and 
affordability.  That  was  our  goal:  To  let 
people  have  the  ability  to  get  health 
care  insurance,  even  when  they  change 
jobs,  group  to  group  or  group  to  indi- 
vidual. That  they  are  not  denied  health 
care  because  they  or  thefr  family  have 
a  preexisting  condition.  That  is  out  of 
this  bill.  We  are  there.  They  have  the 
ability  to  have  that  portability.  They 
have  the  ability  to  move  from  job  to 
job. 

Also,  one  of  the  things  that  we  do 
here  is  long-term  care  so  seniors  who 
worry  about  their  golden  years  and  be- 
yond those  times  when  maybe  they  are 
able  to  take  care  of  themselves,  that 
they  are  not  thrown  out  into  the  issue 
that  they  have  to  give  up  all  of  their 
resources  that  they  are  able  to  take 
their  life  insurance,  in  fact  if  they  had 
a  catastrophic  health  care  problem 
that  they  could  convert  that  life  insur- 
ance tax  free  into  long-term  care  insur- 
ance, and  also  treats  long-term  care  in- 
surance in  a  tax  issue  that  is  just  like 
any  other  health  care  insurance.  It  is 
tax  deductible.  Does  that  not  make 
sense?  I  think  it  makes  a  lot  of  sense. 
Deductibility,  for  those  people  who 
have  never  had  the  break  in  small  busi- 
ness, where  big  businesses  can  go  and 
deduct  their  health  care  insurance  as 
an  expense  against  their  business, 
small  business  has  never  had  that. 
Sometimes  we  have  given  them  25  per- 
cent; sometimes  it  has  been  zero,  be- 
cause the  Congress  has  not  acted,  and 
then  now  it  is  30  percent. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  try  to  move  that  to 
parity.  We  try  to  give  those  people,  and 
we  do  in  this  bill,  80-percent  deductibil- 
ity, so  small-business  people  have  the 
ability  to  go  out  and  buy  insurance  and 
get  the  same  break  that  big  businesses 
get. 

Fraud  and  abuse:  The  American  peo- 
ple know  that  fraud  and  abuse  is  one  of 
the  biggest  issues  out  there,  that  one 
out  every  10  health  care  dollars  gets 
wasted.  Wasted.  And  any  senior  citizen 
will  tell  you  that  waste,  fraud,  and 
abuse  is  rampant  in  our  system. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  address  waste,  fraud, 
and  abuse  in  this  issue.  We  take  that 
issue  down  and  say  that  we  are  going 
to  draw  the  line  of  those  few  people  in 
the  health  care  providers  that  take  ad- 
vantage of  the  poor,  that  take  advan- 
tage of  the  old,  that  take  advantage  of 
people  who  need  health  care  and  get 
slicked  into  something  that  they  can- 
not afford. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  to  say  that  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Pallone],  who  spoke  a  few  minutes 
ago,  made  this  big  issue  and  talked 
about  class  warfare  and  something  for 
the  rich.  I  just  have  to  say  that  that  is 
just  not  so. 

Now,  I  would  never  accuse  that  gen- 
tleman of  not  telling  everything  that 
he  knows,  but  let  me  say  this:  He  of- 
fered the  same  motion  on  the  floor 
when  we  discussed  health  care  reform, 
this  same  piece  of  legislation,  and  it 
was  defeated  overwhelmingly  in  this 
House.  And  now  he  is  coming  back 
from  a  second  bite  of  the  apple.  I  think 
that  is  a  little  bit  much. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  us  talk  about  medi- 
cal savings  accounts.  Medical  savings 
accoimts  in  this  bill  give  the  people 
who  are  small-business  people  the  abil- 
ity to  give  thefr  employees  a  choice. 
Now,  I  thought  in  a  democracy  such  as 
the  United  States  of  America,  that 
choice  is  really  what  democracy  is  all 
about,  small  "D"  democracy. 

Choice  is  what  people  can  choose. 
Choice  puts  the  market  in.  Choice 
gives  the  ability  to  go  out  and  buy  the 
best  program  for  the  best  amount  of 
money. 

Now,  if  we  think  government  is 
smarter  than  the  people,  if  we  insist  on 
big  government  programs,  then  we 
would  want  to  deny  people  choice.  We 
want  to  deny  them  the  ability  to  do 
the  right  thing.  This  piece  of  legisla- 
tion gives  people  choice.  It  allows  them 
to  do  the  right  thing  for  themselves 
and  thefr  family. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  salute  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  ARCHER],  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 
and  the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Bliley],  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Commerce,  for  doing  the  right  tiling  in 
this  bill,  coming  out  with  a  piece  of 
legislation  that  really  gives  us  true 
health  care  reform,  something  that  we 
have  not  seen  in  this  Chamber  for  20 
years.  It  is  time  we  pass  it  and  it  is 
time  we  pass  it  in  the  House  version. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 
objection,  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Pallone]  will  be  recog- 
nized to  yield  the  time  previously  allo- 
cated to  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 

[Mr.  DINGELL]. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  McDERMOTT]. 

Mr.  McDERMOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  what 
we  are  engaged  in  here  today  is  basi- 
cally a  sham.  The  Republicans  have 
met  by  themselves  and  decided  what 
this  bill  is  going  to  contain.  And  much 
of  what  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Hastert]  says  is  correct.  There 
are  a  lot  of  good  things  in  this  bill. 

But,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  proposal  is  de- 
signed to  be  vetoed  by  the  President. 
Now,  if  we  answer  10  issues  and  all  of 
them  are  good,  we  have  portability, 
and  we  make  it  so  that  preexisting  con- 
ditions    cannot    prohibit    consumers 
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from  getting  insurance  and  so  forth,  if 
we  had  10  issues  that  were  good  and  we 
knew  we  could  get  them,  but  we  had 
one  other  issue  that  the  President  said, 
"If  you  put  that  in,  I  am  going  to  veto 
it,"  why  would  we  put  it  in  except  un- 
less we  wanted  the  President  to  veto 
it? 

The  Republicans  have  no  intention  of 
passing  this  bill.  They  stuck  that  poi- 
son pill  of  medical  savings  accounts  in 
simply  because  they  know  the  Presi- 
dent has  given  his  word.  He  has  told 
them  in  advance,  "If  you  put  that  in, 
gentleman  and  ladies,  I  am  going  to 
veto  this  bill."  So,  they  do  it  any-way. 

Now,  the  question  then  is  why,  after 
2  years  of  fighting,  do  they  have  a  se- 
cret conference  committee  make  the 
decisions  and  put  a  bill  out  here  on  the 
floor  that  they  know  the  President  is 
going  to  veto? 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  answer  is  that  they 
have  no  intention  of  doing  anything  to 
fix  the  American's  problem  with  health 
care  in  this  country.  There  are  now  44 
million  people  in  this  county,  and  the 
number  is  growing  every  single  day, 
and  yet  they  refuse  to  make  the  very 
small  changes  of  portability  and  get- 
ting rid  of  preexisting  conditions. 

In  fact,  Mr.  Speaker,  they  are  going 
to  kill  the  mental  health  provisions.  As 
a  psychiatrist,  I  know  that  people  who 
have  mental  health  problems  in  their 
family  have  a  very  difficult  time  get- 
ting coverage.  And  this  bill  that  the 
Senate  put  together  was  a  good  pro- 
posal. It  ought  to  be  accepted,  but,  in 
fact,  they  have  put  in  a  poison  pill. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  ask  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington  why  is  it  that 
in  this  motion  to  recommit  the  only 
thing  in  the  Senate  bill  that  is  not  pro- 
tected is  the  mental  health  provisions? 
The  only  thing  that  this  motion  to  re- 
commit says  to  the  conferees  that  they 
can  take  out  of  the  Senate  bill  is  the 
mental  health  provision,  the  very  thing 
that  the  gentleman  says  is  so  impor- 
tant? Why  is  that  in  this  motion  to  in- 
struct? 

Mr.  MCDERMOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ARCHER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washingrton. 

Mr.  MCDERMOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  giving  me  an 
opportunity  to  respond  to  that.  On  our 
side,  we  figured  out  that  we  have  to 
make  compromises  to  get  things 
through.  

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  to  say 
that  the  gentleman  wants  to  com- 
promise that,  and  not  take  the  Senate 
language,  but  not  compromise  any- 
thing else,  why  is  that  the  only  part 
that  the  Democrats  are  willing  to  com- 
promise? That  seems  very  strange. 

The  gentleman,  particularly  because 
of  his  background,  I  would  think  would 
want  that  to  be  taken  out  of  this  mo- 
tion to  instruct. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  IVi  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Thomas]. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
ask  the  gentleman  from  Washington  if 
he  would  like  to  come  to  the  mike.  I 
will  give  him  time  on  my  time  to  re- 
spond to  a  question  I  would  like  to  ask 
him,  because  in  his  statement  he  was 
quite  emphatic  that  if  the  medical  sav- 
ings accounts  as  we  are  beginning  to 
work  them  out  with  the  chairwoman 
on  the  Senate  side  from  Kansas,  that 
if,  in  fact,  we  work  out  something  that 
is  acceptable  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Kansas,  that  the  President  is  going  to 
veto  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  spoke  with  such  certainty 
that  this  was  a  poison  pill.  I  guess  I 
would  ask  the  gentleman  if  it  is  in- 
cluded and  the  President  signs  it,  what 
does  it  tell  the  gentleman  about  the 
President?  Why  is  he  so  certain  the 
President  is  going  to  veto  the  package 
if  it  has  the  compromised  MSA  lan- 
guage in  it? 

Mr.  MCDERMOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington. 

Mr.  MCDERMOTT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
think  the  President  has  made  it  pretty 
clear  that  if  my  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  put  the  medical 
savings  accounts  in,  and  this  proposal 
is  not  some  kind  of  pilot  program.  The 
gentleman  knows  that.  It  goes  for  3 
years,  then  it  becomes  open  to  the 
whole  world.  My  view  is  that  the  gen- 
tleman is  going  to  continue  and 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  I  was  amazed  as  to  how 
certain  the  gentleman  from  Washing- 
ton was  that  the  President  would  veto 
it.  I  think  that  certainty  does  not 
come  from  knowledge;  it  comes  from 
fear  that  the  President  will,  in  fact, 
sign  the  legislation  because  it  is  a  rea- 
sonable compromise  and  is  going  to 
leave  a  lot  of  people  who  have  been 
very  unwilling  to  be  reasonable  out  on 
the  limb. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  going  to  test 
that  hypothesis  very  soon  because  I  be- 
lieve the  President  will  sign  this  very 
responsible  health  insurance  reform 
package. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  srield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Con- 
necticut [Ms.  DeLauro]. 

D  1200 

Ms.  DELAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
will  be  remembered  as  a  sad  day  in  this 
Congress,  a  day  when  we  missed  an  op- 
portunity to  help  millions  of  working 
families.  Once  again  congressional  Re- 
publicans serve  up  legislation  to  help 
wealthy  special  interests.  This  bill, 
which  started  off  as  a  good  bipartisan 
bill  that  would  have  helped  working 
families,  people  who  move  from  job  to 
job.  to  maintain  their  health  insur- 
ance,   prohibit    preexisting    condition. 


add  parity  for  mental  illness,  this  bill 
has  been  hijacked  by  Speaker  Gingrich 
and  by  Majority  Leader  Dole. 

Under  the  banner  of  reform,  the 
House  passed  a  bill  that  raises  health 
care  costs,  hurts  consumers  and  in- 
creases the  number  of  uninsured.  By 
including  medical  savings  accounts, 
skimming  the  healthy  and  the  wealthy 
out  of  the  traditional  insvirance  pool, 
we  will  see  in  fact  insurance  costs  go 
up.  Do  not  take  my  word  for  it.  Take 
the  American  Academy  of  Actuaries, 
not  a  liberal  group  by  any  stretch  of 
the  imagination.  They  estimated  that 
this  skimming  process  would  result  in 
a  61-percent  increase  in  health  care 
premiums  for  those  who  remain  in  tra- 
ditional plans. 

Let  me  tell  my  colleagues  why  do  we 
have  such  bad  policy  here  in  the  House. 
We  will  find  out  in  a  second  here  when 
we  know  that  the  company  that  pro- 
vides most  of  these  medical  savings  ac- 
counts, the  Golden  Rule  Insurance  Co.. 
has  been  the  third  largest  donor  to  Re- 
publican political  campaigns,  more 
than  a  million  dollars  to  the  Repub- 
lican Party  over  the  last  4  years.  That 
is  why  we  see  this  addition  to  this  bill. 

Sadly,  this  is  a  bad  piece  of  legisla- 
tion. Let  me  repeat,  under  the  banner 
of  reform  this  bill  as  passed  will  raise 
health  care  costs.  It  hurts  consumers 
and  it  will  increase  the  number  of  un- 
insured. We  had  a  wonderful  oppor- 
tunity to  pass  help  for  working  fami- 
lies in  this  country.  Because  of  special 
interests,  the  Republican  majority  has 
denied  that  opportunity  to  working 
families  today. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Bentsen]. 

Mr.  BENTSE^J.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  motion  to  instruct  be- 
cause it  puts  us  on  a  fast  track  to  real 
bipartisan  market-based  health  care 
reform  by  adopting  the  Senate  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  Republican  col- 
leagrues  have  been  negotiating  amongst 
themselves  and  would  now  have  us  buy 
what  we  might  call  a  pig  in  a  poke, 
sight  unseen,  take  it  or  leave  it.  We  do 
not  know  but  we  think  they  have  made 
some  beneficial  corrections  to  the 
original  Republican  bill,  including  the 
dropping  of  MEWA's  or  an  unregulated 
small  business  insurance  product  and 
allowing  for  full  deduction  of  health  in- 
surance '  costs  for  the  self-employed 
which  was  actually  in  the  Democratic 
substitute  which  I  offered  along  with 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  DlN- 
gell]  and  the  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  SPRATT].  We  think  that 
is  good,  but  we  do  not  know  if  it  is  real 
in  there. 

Unfortunately,  we  have  fiddled  away 
several  months  in  order  for  the  Repub- 
licans to  force  an  iffy  and  untested,  un- 
sure tax  incentive  on  the  entire  Na- 
tion. While  there  may  be  merit  in  the 
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medical  savings  accounts,  we  really  do 
not  know  and  we  should  not  hold  up 
portability  and  preexisting  condition 
discrimination  for  a  pilot  project.  That 
is  why  the  Republican  Senate  rejected 
the  Dole  MSA  amendment  when  this 
bill  was  considered  in  the  other  body. 

It  is  imclear  and  we  do  not  know 
whether  MSA's  will  result  in  a  dilution 
of  the  insurance  pool.  We  do  not  know 
whether  or  not  employers  will  choose 
to  substitute  lesser  benefits  for  thefr 
employees.  We  do  not  know  what  the 
real  fiscal  impact  will  be.  So  it  comes 
down  to  a  basic  fact  of  why  not  pass 
what  we  all  agree  upon  and  get  it  done 
and  come  back  and  look  at  that.  But 
our  colleagues  do  not  want  to  do  it. 

I  would  also  add.  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
we  do  not  know  whether  or  not  this  bill 
would  still  contain  duplicative 
medlgap  insurance  premiums  which 
would  cause  senior  citizens  who  pay 
twice  for  what  they  are  getting  only 
once.  Quite  frankly,  what  we  ought  to 
do  is  to  go  back  and  pass  a  guarantee 
of  issue  of  medigap  insurance  for  senior 
citizens  since  the  Republican  Medicare 
plan  seeks  to  force  seniors  to  managed 
care  anyway.  But  we  do  not  know  what 
that  bill  is  going  to  do  with  that.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  they 
have  been  dealing  amongst  themselves. 
Let  us  pass  a  bill  that  we  all  agree 
upon  and  let  the  American  people  have 
a  victory  for  once. 

Mr.  ARCIffiR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

As  I  listen  to  the  comments  from  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle.  I  can  only  con- 
clude that  the  Democrats  really  want 
to  have  it  both  way^.  They  want  to 
talk  about  special  interests,  but  they 
do  not  want  to  talk  about  the  special 
interests  and  the  trial  lawyers  who  will 
not  let  us  have  medical  malpractice  re- 
form. They  do  not  want  to  talk  about 
that.  They  want  to  talk  about  secret 
agreements.  Yet  the  reason  that  we 
have  not  gone  to  conference  after  all 
these  weeks  is  because  in  the  other 
body  one  Senator  has  prohibited,  pre- 
vented the  appointment  of  conferees. 
In  the  other  body,  we  are  told.  well, 
you  have  to  reach  an  informal  agree- 
ment amongst  yourselves  before  we  can 
consider  the  appointment  of  conferees. 

We  should  not  be  able  to  have  this  ar- 
gximent  both  ways. 

Then  thefr  argument  is  that.  oh. 
well,  of  course,  this  is  going  to  be  ve- 
toed because  there  is  a  poison  pill  in 
here,  and  that  poison  pill  is  medical 
savings  accounts.  God  forbid  that  we 
let  people  choose  their  own  health  care 
and  spend  their  own  money  in  order  to 
determine  what  the  best  value  of 
health  care  is  for  each  individual,  the 
ultimate  in  portability.  When  you  have 
a  medical  savings  account,  if  you  do 
change  jobs,  you  clearly  carry  it  with 
you.  It  is  yours.  It  is  the  ultimate  in 
portability. 

If  it  is  a  poison  pill,  how  can  it  be 
that  80  percent  of  the  American  people 


by  polls,  survey  after  survey,  support 
medical  savings  accounts?  Why  is  it 
poison  when  80  percent  of  the  people 
say,  give  me  that  choice  in  my  individ- 
ual life? 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  and  30  seconds  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  Levin]. 

Mr.  LEVTN.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  a 
lot  of  smoke  screening  going  on  here. 
The  issue  is  not  malpractice  insurance. 
I  think  the  Republicans  are  ready  to 
drop  that.  The  issue  is  MSA's  and 
whether  they  will  be  included.  There  is 
a  good  reason.  The  reason  it  was  held 
up,  the  whole  conference  on  the  other 
side,  was  because  the  majority  leader, 
as  I  understand  it,  wanted  to  stack  the 
conference  with  Members  who  are  in 
favor  of  MSA's. 

Let  me  just  indicate  the  problems 
with  MSA's,  as  they  came  through  the 
House.  First  of  all,  there  is  a  health 
policy  issue.  That  is.  if  you  allow  peo- 
ple to  go  into  these,  the  healthier  peo- 
ple, they  are  likely  to  raise  the  pre- 
miums for  everybody  else.  That  is  the 
problem.  There  is  a  second  problem  and 
that  relates  to  tax  policy. 

As  they  passed  the  House,  here  is 
what  people  could  do,  and  I  understand 
the  gist  of  this  remains  in  the  agree- 
ment that  none  of  us  have  seen.  That 
is.  people,  especially  wealthier  people 
who  would  benefit,  could  put  moneys 
into  MSA's,  they  could  accumulate  in- 
come flrom  those  investments;  they 
would  not  be  taxed.  At  a  certain  age 
they  could  withdraw  that  without  pen- 
alty. I  think  it  was  5S  here.  Maybe  it 
has  been  raised.  If  they  kept  the  mon- 
eys until  death,  it  would  not  be  subject 
to  taxation  upon  death. 

So  essentially  what  we  have  is  an  in- 
centive for  wealthier  people.  It  is  kind 
of  an  IRA  for  wealthy  people. 

By  the  way.  they  could  take  the 
money,  they  could  keep  it  in  there  and 
spend  other  income  on  health  care. 
That  is  why  we  say.  just  as  my  col- 
league tied  Medicare  to  tax  breaks  for 
very  wealthy  people,  we  are  tying  what 
is  needed  here,  and  that  is  portability 
and  protection  against  preexisting  con- 
ditions to  a  proposal  that  is  mainly 
going  to  be  a  tax  benefit  for  wealthier 
people.  It  is  not  a  choice  issue.  It  is 
that  issue.  And  my  colleague  has  never 
faced  up  to  it. 

That  is  why  we  are  questioning 
MSA's  in  addition  to  the  health  policy. 
We  need  to  respond  to  this.  Otherwise 
we  are  going  to  have  our  opposition 
and  a  veto  from  the  President. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1 
minute  and  30  seconds  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  Hastert]. 

Mr.  HASTERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
great  deal  of  respect  for  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan,  but  he  is  just  unin- 
formed or  he  does  not  know  what  he  is 
talking  about.  When  he  talks  about 
smoke    screen,    it    is    the    incredible 


smoke  screen  that  is  coming  up  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle. 

Medical  savings  accounts  can  accrue, 
true.  But  when  you  Mrithdraw,  if  you 
withdraw  that  medical  savings  account 
for  ansrthing  except  health  care,  you 
pay  a  15-percent  penalty.  Nobody  is 
going  to  try  to  accrue  this  money  and 
then  try  to  pull  it  out  with  a  15-percent 
penalty.  That  is  far  above  what  advan- 
tage they  get  in  the  tax  benefit.  Also  it 
is  not  for  rich  people.  This  is  for  small 
business  people  and  self-employed  peo- 
ple. That  is  the  way  the  bill  was  writ- 
ten. Those  people  who  work  day  in  and 
day  out  with  the  sweat  of  thefr  brow  so 
that  they  can  afiord  health  care  for 
their  family  and  they  can  have  a  choice 
of  health  care  for  their  family. 

Finally  let  me  say.  when  a  person  is 
65  years  of  age.  yes.  he  can  withdraw 
that  money  and  pay  his  taxes  on  it  or 
he  could  withdraw  that  money  and  put 
it  into  long-term  care.  Boy.  is  that  not 
a  problem  in  this  country?  Or  he  can 
withdraw  that  money  and  pay  for  a 
catastrophic  health  care  problem  in  his 
family.  That  is  certainly  a  problem,  es- 
pecially if  you  are  over  56  years  of  age. 
What  the  Members  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  are  doing  is  trying  to  deny 
senior  citizens  the  ability  to  have 
health  care  security  and  long-term 
health  care  security.  That  is  where  the 
smoke  screen  is.  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  and  30  seconds  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Mar- 
key]. 

Mr.  MARKET.  Mr.  Speaker,  these  are 
very  simple  instructions.  It  says,  say 
yes  to  Kennedy-Kassebaum.  Say  yes  to 
portability.  Say  yes  to  a  ban  on  i«*- 
existing  conditions.  That  is  what  our 
instructions  here  today  are  to  the  ne- 
gotiators. Let  us  get  this  done. 

It  says  no  to  medical  savings  ac- 
counts and  no  to  medical  malpractice 
caps.  It  says  no  to  all  of  the  special  in- 
terest feeding  frenzy  which  is  now 
building  up  around  this  bill. 

American  families  are  concerned 
about  job  lock;  they  cannot  move  with 
their  medical  insurance.  They  are 
afraid  that  they  have  preexisting  con- 
ditions that  will  make  it  impossible  for 
them  to  ever  get  new  insurance,  so  we 
are  trying  to  protect  them.  But  now 
what  hanieos  is  all  the  special  inter- 
ests ride  in  with  this  very  important 
bill  and  they  try  to  turn  it  into  a 
goodie  grab  bag  for  all  of  thefr  special 
interest  concerns. 

Kennedy-Kassebaum  is  not  perfect, 
but  it  is  a  very  good  bill;  and  it  is  what 
the  American  people  want:  portability, 
preexisting  conditions  protected 
against. 

My  mother  always  said  that  half  a 
loaf  is  better  than  none.  I  support  Ken- 
nedy-Kassebaum. even  though  it  is 
really  a  couple  of  slices  and  I  know 
that  the  American  people  want  a  whole 
loaf  so  that  they  have  not  only  health 
insurance  which  is  accessible  but  also 
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affordable.   But   we   cannot   get   that 
done  this  year.  There  will  be  no  bill. 

Unfortunately,  the  leadership,  the 
House  and  Senate  leadership  has  taken 
a  couple  of  good,  wholesome  slices  of 
health  insurance  reform  and  slapped  a 
whole  lot  of  extraneous  junk  food  on 
top,  creating  a  health  care  hoagie  of 
medical  savings  accounts,  caps  on  med- 
ical malpractice  awards  and  other 
unhe^thy  additives.  These  anchovies 
and  olives  and  onions  are  certain  to 
tickle  the  taste  buds  of  a  very  few  spe- 
cial interests  but  cause  heartburn  for 
millions  of  consumers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  House  and  Senate 
Republican  leadership  has  taken  a  non- 
controversial  health  care  bill  and 
turned  it  into  a  special  interest  feeding 
frenzy.  That  is  wrong,  just  plain  wrong. 

We  should  put  the  needs  of  American 
families  above  the  demands  of  the  glut- 
tons of  Gucci  Gulch  outside  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
mjrself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Again,  it  would  be  very  good  if  we 
could  stick  to  the  facts.  What  this  mo- 
tion to  instruct  does  is  it  takes  a  whole 
Senate  bill,  dumps  everything  in  the 
House  bill,  takes  the  whole  Senate  bill, 
except  for  one  thing,  help  for  the  men- 
tally ill.  It  says,  no,  the  mentally  ill 
can  be  thrown  overboard,  but  every- 
thing else  that  is  in  the  Senate  bill, 
you  have  to  accept. 
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It  says  no  to  small-business  pooling 
that  will  let  them  compete  with  major 
corporations.  That  is  what  it  says  no 
to.  That  is  in  the  House  bill,  not  in  the 
Senate  bill.  It  says  no  to  paperwork 
simplification.  It  says  no  to  fraud  and 
abuse.  We  cannot  attack  fraud  and 
abuse.  We  got  a  very  touch  good  provi- 
sion in  the  House  bill;  the  Senate  does 
not.  Says  no  to  long-term  care  facilita- 
tion so  people  can  protect  themselves 
in  that  way. 

It  says  yes  to  the  trial  lawyers;  no 
malpractice  reform. 

This  will  likely  be  the  only  health 
care  bill  that  passes  the  Congress  this 
year. 

Why  should  the  American  people  be 
kept  waiting  for  things  that  they  want, 
that  are  so  popular  with  them? 

The  American  people  need  this  bill. 
For  the  first  time,  working  Americans 
will  be  able  to  leave  their  jobs  without 
having  to  worry  about  losing  their 
health  insurance  due  to  a  preexisting 
condition. 

We  should  move  quickly  to  enact  a 
conference  report  that  powerfully 
fights  fraud  and  abuse  in  the  health 
care  system.  It  has  often  been  said  that 
could  be  as  much  as  10  percent  of 
health  care  costs.  The  Senate  bill  does 
not  have  that;  the  House  bill  rightfully 
does  in  this  one  health  care  train  that 
will  leave  the  station  this  year. 

This  bill  can  create  new  criminal 
penalties  against  those  who  engage  in 


health  care  fraud  and  a  national  health 
care  fraud  and  abuse  control  program 
to  coordinate  Federal,  State,  and  local 
law  enforcement  actions. 

We  can  end  the  discrimination  in  the 
Tax  Code  against  more  than  3  million 
small  self-employed  business  people, 
increasing  the  deductibility  of  health 
insurance  to  80  percent  for  the  self-em- 
ployed and  giving  them  the  oppor- 
tunity to  select,  if  they  wish,  medical 
savings  accounts. 

We  can  make  health  care  more  af- 
fordable to  senior  citizens  by  passing 
into  law  two  of  the  Contract  With 
America  items  that  allow  tax  deduc- 
tions for  long-term  health  care  needs, 
like  nursing  home  and  health  care  cov- 
erage in  long-term  care.  Also,  termi- 
nally ill  patients  receive  benefits  by  al- 
lowing them  to  receive  tax-free,  accel- 
erated death  benefits  on  their  insur- 
ance policies  while  they  are  terminally 
ill. 

And,  finally,  we  can  pass  a  bill  that 
includes  the  ultimate  and  best  in  port- 
ability, which  is  medical  savings  ac- 
counts. MSA's  are  a  valuable  option  in 
the  health  care  market  because  they 
put  people  in  control  of  their  own 
health  care  decisions.  They  are  popular 
with  80  percent  of  the  American  people. 
The  only  reason  I  can  believe  that  they 
have  been  made  so  controversial  by  the 
other  side,  because  they  are  not  con- 
troversial with  the  American  people,  is 
because  they  are  the  single  biggest  bul- 
wark to  the  Federal  Government  tak- 
ing over  our  entire  health  care  system, 
and  so  many  on  the  other  side  would 
like  nothing  more  than  what  President 
Clinton  proposed  in  the  last  Congress, 
which  is  a  complete  Federal  takeover 
of  the  health  care  system.  The  Amer- 
ican people  do  not  want  that. 

MSA's  have  a  bipartisan  history  in 
the  House.  Over  40  Democrats  voted  for 
them  here  in  the  House.  They  were 
originated  in  the  first  bill  by  myself 
and  the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Jacobs],  a  Democrat.  And  Democrats 
over  and  over  again  have  supported 
them. 

Under  a  compromise  that  has  been 
informally  agreed  to  at  the  demands  at 
the  Senate  prior  to  going  to  con- 
ference, which  it  should  not  have  been 
that  way,  and  had  the  Democrat  Sen- 
ators not  held  up  the  appointment  of 
conferees  in  the  Senate  we  would  have 
this  done  some  time  ago,  but  under 
that  informal  agreement  MSA's  would 
be  available  to  people  to  work  in  small 
businesses  with  employment  of  under 
50  employees  and  to  the  self-employed, 
and  employers  with  bigger  numbers  of 
employees  and  individuals  would  have 
to  wait  for  3  additional  years.  But  29 
million  Americans  work  in  companies 
with  50  or  fewer  employees,  and  just  3 
million,  only  3  million,  have  health  in- 
surance. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  should  open  the  door 
to  then,  and  we  will  with  this  bill.  Our 
MSA  option  will  for  the  first  time  give 


the  uninsured  access  to  health  care. 
For  too  many  working  Americans, 
health  insurance  is  not  even  an  option; 
it  simply  is  not  offered  at  all,  espe- 
cially for  those  who  work  in  small 
business. 

So  I  am  bewildered  to  hear  the  critics 
of  MSA's  who  would  rather  keep  people 
without  health  care  than  allow  this  im- 
portant option  to  be  enacted  into  law, 
and  it  is  only  an  option,  not  a  man- 
date. 

MSA's  stand  for  medical  savings  ac- 
counts, but  MSA's  really  stand  for 
Medical  Security  Act.  With  MSA's  peo- 
ple can  be  secure  in  the  health  care 
needs  knowing  that  they  can  take  their 
health  insurance  with  them,  and  for 
those  without  insurance,  MSA's  rep- 
resent a  wonderful  way  to  be  safe  and 
secure  for  Ulness. 

We  should  delay  no  further.  We  have 
appointed  conferees  or  authorized  the 
appointment  of  conferees.  Let  us  reject 
this  motion  to  instruct.  Let  us  work 
this  out.  Let  us  add  good  features  that 
are  in  the  House  bill  in  this  one-time- 
only  health  care  reform  package  that 
can  move  into  law  this  year. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Brown]. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  this 
time  to  me. 

What  has  happened  on  this  very  sim- 
ple bill?  Kassebaum-Kennedy  was  a 
simple  bill  that  dealt  with  two  prob- 
lems. It  dealt  with  the  problem  of  pre- 
existing condition  and  the  problem 
with  portability.  Then  Speaker  Ging- 
rich and  Republican  leaders  have  cho- 
sen to  attach  to  this  bill  all  kinds  of 
special-interest  provisions  for  the  larg- 
est insurance  companies  in  America. 
All  we  are  asking  simply  is  that  the 
House  pass,  that  we  instruct  conferees 
to  do  what  the  Senate  did  when  the 
Senate  passed  this  bill  unanimously  a 
himdred  to  nothing  and  when  the  Sen- 
ate defeated  medical  savings  accounts. 
All  we  are  asking  is  that  Kassebaum- 
Kennedy  be  dealt  with  cleanly  and  sim- 
ply, that  we  have  a  ban  on  preexisting 
condition  and  that  we  deal  with  the 
problems  of  portability  so  people  can 
move  their  insurance  from  one  em- 
ployer to  another  employer. 

All  Speaker  Gingrich  wants  to  do, 
what  he  wants  to  do  is  load  up  this  bill 
with  special-interest  provisions  to  pay 
back  big  insurance  companies  that 
have  helped  Republican  campaigns  in 
the  last  couple  of  years. 

The  choice  is  clear.  Vote  "yes"  on 
health  reform.  Vote  "yes"  on  the  mo- 
tion to  instruct. 

Mr.  HASTERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
to  take  the  words  of  the  gentleman 
down. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Walker).  The  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Brown]  will  suspend,  and  the  gen- 
tleman fi-om  Dlinois  [Mr.  Hastert]  has 
demanded  the  words  be  taken  down. 
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The  gentleman  from  Ohio  will  be 
seated  while  the  clerk  transcribes  the 
words. 
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Mr.  HASTERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  with- 
draw my  demand. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Walker).  The  gentleman  from  Illinois 
withdraws  his  demand.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Brown]  has 
expired. 

Without    objection,    the    gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Hastert]  will  con- 
trol time. 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  HASTERT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  heard  a  lot  of  rhet- 
oric back  and  forth  in  this  Chamber 
today.  I  think  there  has  been  some 
good  discussion  of  issues.  I  think  that 
we  should  talk  about  medical  savings 
accounts  and  get  the  facts  out  about 
medical  savings  accounts  and  other 
issues  in  this  bill.  But  I  think  this 
House  does  not  do  itself  any  honor 
when  in  my  opinion  we  try  to  impugn 
a  Members'  motives  of  why  an  issue  is 
included  or  an  issue  is  not  included.  I 
guess  we  could  go  back  and  forth  in 
this  Chamber  and  point  fingers  at  each 
other  for  this  issue  or  that  issue  or  this 
support  or  that  support,  but  I  think  we 
really  need  to  focus  on  what  those 
issues  are  and  the  positives  and  nega- 
tives, auid  I  will  just  say  that  I  will 
continue  to  watch  and  in  my  opinion 
when  we  impugn  other  Member's  mo- 
tives, of  either  side  of  this  aisle,  I  do 
not  think  that  should  be  tolerated  in 
this  Congress,  and  I  will  try  to  make 
sure  that  it  does  not  occur. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
inquire  about  the  time  that  remains. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman flrom  New  Jersey  [Mr.  PalLiONE] 
has  7  minutes  remaining  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Dlinois  [Mr.  Hastert]  has 
3  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Fazio]. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  rise  in  support  of  the  motion  to  in- 
struct conferees  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  DINGELL] 
and  in  opposition  to  the  partisan  agree- 
ment reached  last  night. 

I  oppose  this  agreement  because  a 
small  band  of  Republicans  have  in- 
sisted on  including  a  provision  sure  to 
provoke  a  Presidential  veto. 

The  medical  savings  account  provi- 
sion favors  their  wealthy  patrons  over 
those  citizens  in  dire  need  of  health  in- 
surance reform. 

Tills  legislation  began  as  true  bipar- 
tisan effort  in  both  houses  of  Congress. 
The  bill's  twin  goals  of  affordability 
and  portability  were  also  supported  by 
the  President.  On  the  night  of  the 
State  of  the  Union  address,  almost  5 
months  ago,  he  promised  to  sign  this 
bill  in  its  original  form. 


Indeed,  the  other  body  passed  their 
version  of  this  bill  by  a  100-to-O  margin. 
But  this  extremely  rare  example  of  bi- 
partisanship was  hijacked  by  Repub- 
licans in  the  House  who  do  not  seem  to 
want  reform. 

The  MSA  provision  allows  the 
healthy  wealthy  to  opt  out  of  the  in- 
surance pool  and  build  up  their  own 
medical  savings  accounts. 

The  result  of  this  is  that  conven- 
tional insurance  pools  are  broken  up 
and  those  who  are  both  sick  and  unable 
to  afford  MSA's  are  potentially  left  to 
fend  for  themselves. 

The  long-term  effect  of  this  double 
affliction  is  to  increase  the  number  of 
Americans  who  must  go  without  health 
insurance.  This  provision  completely 
defeats  the  purpose  of  health  insurance 
reform. 

There  is  a  sajring  in  the  other  body, 
"99  is  never  enough."  Unanimity  is  re- 
quired. If  100  U.S.  Senators  can  agree 
on  health  insurance  reform  legislation, 
why  can  we  not? 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  oppose  this 
reported  conference  agreement  and 
pass  a  bill  that  we  can  all  agree  on  and 
that  the  President  will  sign.  The  Amer- 
ican people  need  health  insurance  re- 
form. Let  us  not  snatch  it  away  from 
them  for  partisan  political  gain. 

Mr.  HASTERT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Archer], 
the  chairman  of  the  Conmuttee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  like  a  broken 
record.  There  is  no  empirical  data  to 
support  what  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia just  said. 

Apparently  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
has  decided  that  they  want  to  kill  the 
opiwrtunity  for  freedom  of  choice  on 
the  part  of  individuals  and  small  em- 
ployers to  be  able  to  select  their  own 
doctor  and  to  pay  their  own  medical 
bills.  I  do  not  know  why  they  want  to 
do  that,  but  they  have  made  that  deci- 
sion. 

Now  they  have  come  up  with  this 
phrase  that  it  benefits  only  the  healthy 
and  the  wealthy.  There  is  no  data  to 
support  that.  In  fact,  just  the  reverse. 
Both  the  Journal  of  American  Medicine 
and  the  Rand  Study  showed  just  the 
opposite.  The  empirical  data  that  we 
do  have  shows  that  there  will  be  no  ad- 
verse election. 

We  cannot  continue  to  listen  to  this 
patented  rhetoric  of  it  only  helps  the 
healthy  and  the  wealthy  with  no  em- 
pirical data  to  support  it. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  Hastert]  has 
1%  minutes  remaining,  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Pallone]  has  5 
minutes  remaining,  and  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  has  the  right  to  close. 
Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I 
inquire  as  to  how  many  speakers  they 
have  on  the  other  side  that  remain? 


Mr.  HASTERT.  We  only  have  one. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
1^  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Kennedy]. 
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Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Rhode  Island.  Mr. 
Speaker,  you  do  not  really  need  a  lot  of 
empirical  information  to  understand 
that  insurance  companies  only  make 
money  off  of  healthy  people,  and  that  if 
they  had  a  choice  in  this  world  of  prof- 
it making,  sick  people  cost  them 
money.  It  is  a  given.  It  is  common 
sense. 

So  what  we  were  able  to  do  in  this 
Kennedy-Kassebaum  bill  is  get  two 
things  that  kept  insurance  companies 
from  blocking  health  insurance  to  all 
kinds  of  people,  even  people  who  need- 
ed health  insurance:  Preexisting  condi- 
tion and  portability. 

There  is  agreement  on  it.  and  it  is 
wonderful  that  even  Republicans  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  agreed  with 
this  concept,  that  we  needed  to  rein  in 
the  insurance  companies  on  this  issue. 
We  have  agreed  to  come  this  far.  Why 
do  we  need  to  jeopardize  something 
that  has  already  been  agreed  on  be- 
cause we  want  to  put  in  this  medical 
savings  accoxmt?  We  have  agreed  on  all 
this.  Now  what  do  they  want?  The  Re- 
publicans in  the  House  want  to  add  this 
medical  savings  account. 

Guess  who  supports  this?  Insurance 
companies.  Guess  why?  Because,  again, 
it  allows  them  to  only  insure  healthy 
people  and  block  out  health  insurance 
for  sick  people  that  is  going  to  cost 
them  money. 

Just  think  about  who  is  behind  this, 
and  I  think  you  will  be  able  to  under- 
stand why  you  do  not  need  any  empiri- 
cal evidence  to  know  why  medical  sav- 
ings accounts  are  going  to  be  the  killer 
of  health  care  reform. 

Mr.  HASTERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  want  to  review 
this  and  say  we  have  had  a  lot  of  rhet- 
oric, as  I  said  before,  back  and  forth. 
The  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
talks  about  class  warfare,  how  only  the 
rich.  That  is  completely  false.  There  is 
no  empirical  data.  That  is  why  we  have 
a  study  in  this  bill  to  look  at  what 
medical  savings  accounts  actually  do. 

For  the  party  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  that  supports  big  government  de- 
cisions, that  blocked  out  medical  sav- 
ings accoimts  because  they  do  not  want 
people  to  make  choices,  that  they  do 
not  want  people  to  test  the  market  for 
themselves  and  to  see  what  price  and 
what  services  are  best  suited  to  them- 
selves and  their  families,  I  think  this  is 
a  crazy  argument.  But  so  be  it. 

What  we  need  to  do  is  to  pass  this 
legislation.  We  need  to  appoint  the 
conference  conmiittee.  We  need  to  go 
ahead  and  meet  as  a  conference,  and 
then  work  out  what  differences  there 
are.  It  is  surprising  to  me  that  the 
same  party  that  blocked  in  the  other 
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body  the  ability  for  lis  to  name  con- 
ference committee  members  so  that  we 
can  sit  down  and  discuss  this  issue  is 
now  sasring,  "Well,  this  is  an  inside, 
clandestine,  bipartisan  agreement." 

We  had  to  sit  down  and  go  through 
the  conduits  to  talk  to  the  White 
House,  to  talk  with  the  other  side  in 
the  other  body,  in  order  for  us  to  be 
able  to  name  conferees.  It  that  is  not  a 
stalling  of  the  process,  when  one  Mem- 
ber in  the  Senate  can  stall  and  hold  up 
the  process  for  the  American  people, 
having  portability,  having  health  care 
choice,  having  long-term  care  for  sen- 
ior citizens,  when  that  happens,  that  is 
not  democracy.  We  need  to  pass  this 
bill  today. 

Mr.  PALiONE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
the  balance  of  my  time  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  BOKIOR]  the 
distinguished  minority  whip. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Walker).  The  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  BONIOR]  is  recognized  for  3% 
minutes. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  motion  to  instruct,  to  restore  the 
simple  straightforward  bill  to  protect 
people's  health  care  which  passed  by 
the  Senate  by  a  vote  of  100  to  0. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not  arguing  for 
some  partisan  position  only  by  my 
party.  If  this  motion  passes,  we  will 
have  a  bill  that  all  Republicans,  all 
Democrats,  all  Americans  can  support. 
It  is  not  that  we  are  supposed  to  come 
here  and  try  to  figure  out  this  health 
care  bill  in  an  hour's  debate.  We  are 
supposed  to  work  across  party  lines. 

Are  my  colleagues  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle  so  ideologically  driven,  so  com- 
pletely out  of  touch  with  the  real  Uves 
of  the  American  people,  that  they 
would  destroy  any  chance  for  health 
care  reform  with  this  partisan,  divisive 
amendment? 

The  clock  is  ticking,  and  if  we  do  not 
act  soon,  this  will  go  down  in  history 
as  one  of  the  least  productive  Con- 
gresses in  the  history  of  this  country. 
So  far,  not  a  single  thing  has  been  done 
to  improve  the  lives  of  ordinary  Ameri- 
cans. Is  that  something  my  colleagues 
want  to  live  with  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle?  The  minimum  wage,  we  passed  it 
here,  it  is  going  to  die.  Pension  reform, 
nothing  happening.  Education  reforms, 
nothing  is  happening. 

Now  we  are  at  the  goal  line  and  have 
a  chance  to  put  across  a  bill  that  will 
guarantee  coverage  for  people,  so  if 
they  lose  their  jobs  or  change  their 
jobs  they  will  have  health  insurance, 
and  we  have  this  medical  savings  ac- 
count, which  the  Washington  Post,  the 
New  York  Times.  Consumers  Report, 
even  the  Wall  Street  Journal,  has  indi- 
cated is  for  the  healthy  and  the 
wealthy.  Yes,  Mr.  Archer,  the  healthy 
and  the  wealthy,  driving  everybody 
else's  rates  up  in  regular  insurance 
pools. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  my  colleagues, 
on  behalf  of  the  637,000  Michiganders 


who  will  benefit  by  this  bill,  minus  this 
medical  savings  account,  to  vote  for 
the  motion  to  instruct  and  to  send  a 
message  to  the  country.  This  is  the 
least  we  can  do  in  this  do-nothing  Con- 
gress, is  pass  a  small,  scaled-down 
health  care  bill  that  will  protect  them 
and  this  coxmtry. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
this  motion  to  instruct  will  almost  certainly  in- 
sure the  signing  into  law,  of  this  badly  needed 
health  insurance  reform  legislation  which  will 
help  millions  of  working  American  men  and 
women.  The  House  Republicans  have  the  hu- 
txis  to  include  in  ttieir  version,  elements  which 
they  know  will  provoke  a  veto  by  the  Presi- 
dent In  partkujiar,  the  special  interest  medcal 
savings  accounts  and  malpractice  liability  pro- 
visions have  corrupted  this  legislation  and 
condemned  it  and  the  millbns  it  would  help.  It 
seems  to  be  otjvious  that  my  Reputjikan  col- 
leagues are  much  more  interested  in  scoring 
poiltk:al  points  with  their  special  interest 
friends  than  actually  passing  legislation  which 
will  greatly  help  the  actual  people  they  were 
elected  to  represent. 

By  adopting  the  slightly  nxxJified  Senate  i»\\ 
as  our  own.  we  can  send  to  conference  a 
clean  and  trouble-free  bill  that  the  President 
has  stated  he  will  indeed  sign.  It  will  be  free 
of  the  untested  and  unproven  medical  savings 
accounts.  While  we  can  all  speculate  as  to 
what  will  happen  if  we  let  loose  upon  the  Na- 
tion, this  new  health  insurance  creature,  we  do 
not  really  krv>w.  And  before  we  radk:ally 
change  how  the  men.  women,  and  children  re- 
ceive their  fundamental  health  care.  I  believe 
that  more  time  and  study  should  be  applied  to 
the  issue  and  possibly  a  pilot  experiment 
done.  I  say  this  because  MSA's  have  the  po- 
tential to  drive  up  premiums  for  those  who  can 
least  afford  it  and  drive  ottiers  into  the  ranks 
of  the  uninsured.  The  devil  is  in  the  details 
and  the  details  I  have  seen  are  very  devilish 
to  be  sure.  This  issue  is  so  controversial,  the 
Senate  canrxjt  even  appoint  its  conference 
committee  members.  That  fact  alone  should 
cause  my  colleagues  to  stop  and  reassess 
their  priorities  and  their  intentions — whether  it 
is  to  pass  real  legislation  which  will  help  all 
Americans  or  to  repay  their  political  detits. 

The  citizens  of  this  country  want  this  reform, 
clean  arxj  unspoiled.  If  this  Congress  does 
nothing  else,  this  reform  bill  is  one  of  the  nrwst 
important  things  we  can  do  during  this  ses- 
sion. This  legislation  will  remove  from  the 
nightmares  of  millkins  of  Americans  the  fear 
they  are  now  plagued  with — loss  of  health  in- 
surance benefit  and  costly  medical  biUs  they 
cannot  pay.  I  urge  all  Members  to  vote  for  this 
rTX)tion  arid  secure  the  health  rights  of  all 
Americans.  Passing  the  Senate  version  clean- 
ly will  help  Texans  and  Americans  to  obtain 
health  insurance  in  spite  of  preexisting  condi- 
tkin  and  k>e  able  to  cany  their  health  insurance 
with  them  when  they  leave  their  job. 

Mrs.  LINCOLN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
share  my  views  regarding  the  motion  to  in- 
struct conferees  on  H.R.  3103,  the  Health 
Coverage  Availatiility  Act,  offered  by  my  friend 
from  Michigan,  Mr.  DiNGELL. 

I  support  coverage  of  mental  health  benefits 
by  insurance  companies,  as  long  as  the  cov- 
erage does  not  cause  a  large  increase  in  pre- 
miums for  everyone  else   in  the   insurance 
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pool.  Mental  health  illnesses  are  a  significant 
problem  in  this  Nation,  and  if  left  untreated, 
can  cause  serious  harm  to  the  patients  as  well 
as  their  loved  ones.  In  addition,  it  is  fiscally  re- 
sponsible to  provkJe  mental  health  treatment 
biecause  proper  preventive  measures  allow 
many  patients  to  lead  productive  lives  without 
having  to  be  admitted  into  expensive  long- 
ternrt-care  facilities.  Mr.  Dingell's  motion  asks 
for  the  maximum  level  of  mental  health  cov- 
erage that  does  not  drive  up  ttie  premium 
costs  for  others,  and  I  am  supportive  of  this 
motion. 

In  addition,  the  motion  deletes  medical  sav- 
ings accounts  (MSAs)  from  H.R.  3103.  Al- 
though I  supported  final  passage  of  H.R.  3103 
in  late  March  isecause  of  the  importance  of 
providing  workers  health  insurance  portability, 
I  dkJ  not  support  the  MSA  provisions  as  writ- 
ten in  the  b)ill.  If  we  are  going  to  include  MSAs 
in  this  legislation,  I  believe  that  we  shoukJ  im- 
plement them  on  a  demonstration  basis  so  we 
can  test  the  cost  effectiveness  of  MSAs  as 
well  as  the  impact  they  would  have  on  the  in- 
surance pool  as  a  whole.  We  must  ensure  that 
the  health  and  well-being  of  all  Americans  is 
the  most  important  consideration  regarding  the 
establishment  of  MSAs,  not  just  the  health  of 
those  who  can  afford  a  special  account. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  3103  has  many  important 
provisions.  It  prohit)its  insurance  companies 
from  denying  health  care  coverage  to  workers 
wfTO  move  to  another  company,  or  wtio  lose 
their  jobs  or  t)ecome  self-employed.  The  legis- 
lation also  bars  insurers  from  excluding  cov- 
erage of  preexisting  illnesses  for  nrore  than  a 
year.  In  addition,  this  bill  increases  the  tax  de- 
duction for  health  insurance  costs  paid  by  the 
self-employed,  and  it  expands  the  opportunity 
for  small  txisinesses  to  form  coalitions  to  pro- 
vkJe them  with  health  insurance. 

Enactment  of  ttiese  measures  is  too  impor- 
tarrt  to  be  held  up  by  disagreements  on  mental 
health  t)enefits  and  MSAs.  Therefore.  I  hope 
tfiat  we  will  move  swiftly  toward  compromise 
on  these  issues  so  that  we  can  provkJe  our 
constituents  with  quality  health  insurance  re- 
form legislation. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 
objection,  the  previous  question  is  or- 
dered on  the  motion  to  recommit. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  noes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  PAT. LONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  182,  nays 
235,  answered  "present"  2,  not  voting 
15,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  226] 
YEAS— 182 


Abercrombie 
Ackemuji 


Andrews 
Baesler 


BarcU 
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Burett  (WI) 

Gordon 

Olver 

BcceiTA 

Green  (TX) 

Ortiz 

Beilenson 

Gutierrez 

Orton 

Bentsen 

Hall  (OH) 

Bemum 

Hefner 

Pallone 

Bevill 

HiUiartl 

Pastor 

Bishop 

Hinchey 

Payne  (N  J) 

Blumenauer 

Holden 

Payne  (VA) 

Bonior 

Hoyer 

Pelosi 

Borski 

Jackson  (IL) 

Peterson  (FL) 

Boucher 

Jackson-Lee 

Pomeroy 

Browder 

(TX) 

Rahall 

Brown  (CA) 

JelTenon 

Rangel 

Brown  (OH) 

Johnson  (SD) 

Reed 

Bryant  (TX) 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Richardson 

Brum 

Johnston 

Rivers 

Cardin 

Kanjorskl 

Rose 

Kaptur 

Roukema 

CUy 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Roybal-Allard 

Clayton 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Rash 

Clement 

Kennelly 

Sabo 

Clybom 

KUdee 

Sanders 

Coleman 

Kleczka 

Sawyer 

Collins  (IL) 

Klink 

Schroeder 

Collins  (MI) 

LaFalce 

Schumer 

Conyers 

Lantos 

Scott 

Ckwtello 

Levin 

Serrano 

Coyne 

Lewis  (GA) 

SkaCTS 

Cramer 

Lot^ren 

Skelton 

Cnmminys 

Lowey 

Slaochter 

Dinner 

Lather 

Spratt 

de  laGaiza 

Maloney 

Stark 

DeFano 

Man  ton 

Stokes 

DeLaoro 

Markey 

Studds 

Dellnms 

Martinez 

Stopak 

Dicks 

Martini 

Tanner 

Din^eU 

Tejeda 

Dixon 

Matsal 

Thompson 

Dowett 

McCarthy 

Thornton 

Dooley 

McOetmott 

Thurman 

Doyle 

McHale 

Torkildsen 

Dnrbin 

McKinney 

Torres 

Edwarxls 

McNulty 

Towns 

Enrel 

Meehan 

Tiaficant 

Eshoo 

Meek 

Velazquez 

Evans 

Menendez 

Vento 

Fair 

Millender- 

Visclosky 

Fattah 

McOonald 

VoUcmer 

Fazio 

Miller  (CA) 

Ward 

Fields  (LA) 

Minre 

Waters 

Filner 

Mink 

Watt  (NO 

Flake 

Moakley 

FogUetta 

MoUohan 

Williams 

Ford 

Moras 

Wilson 

Frank  (MA) 

Morella 

Wise 

Frost 

Martha 

Woolsey 

Forse 

Nadler 

Wynn 

Gephardt 

Neal 

Tates 

Oilman 

Oberstar 

Gonzalez 

Obey 
NAYS— 235 

Allard 

Chabot 

Ewinf 

Archer 

Cbambliss 

FaweU 

Armey 

Cbenoweth 

Fields  (TX) 

Bachas 

Chris  tensen 

Tnawftf^T] 

Baker  (CA) 

Chrysler 

Foley 

Baker  (LA) 

Clingrer 

Forbes 

Ballenrer 

Coble 

Fowler 

Ban- 

Cobom 

Fox 

Barrett  (NE) 

Collins  (GA) 

Bartlett 

Combest 

Franks  (NJ) 

Barton 

Condit 

Frelinshuysen 

Bass 

Cooley 

Frisa 

Bereater 

Cox 

Funderburk 

Bilbray 

Crane 

Gallecly 

Bilirakis 

Crapo 

Ganske 

BlUey 

Cremeans 

Gekas 

Blate 

Cnbin 

Geren 

Boehlert 

GUchrest 

Boehner 

Davis 

Gillmor 

Bonllla 

Deal 

Goodlatte 

Bono 

DeLay 

C^oss 

Brewster 

Diaz-Balart 

Graham 

Brownback 

Dickey 

Greene  (UT) 

Bryant  (TN) 

DooUtUe 

Greenwood 

Bonnlsc 

Doman 

Gonderson 

Burr 

Dreier 

Gutknecht 

Barton 

Duncan 

HalKTX) 

Bayer 

Dunn 

Hamilton 

Callahan 

Ehlers 

Hancock 

Camp 

Ehrlich 

Campbell 

Emerson 

Hastm 

Ensign 

Hastin«s(WA) 

CasUe 

Everett 

Bayworth 

Hefley 

Mclnnu 

Schaefer 

Helneman 

Mcintosh 

Seastrand 

Herfer 

McKeon 

Sensenbrenner 

HiUearj- 

Metcalf 

Shadegg 

Hobson 

MsycTB 

Shaw 

Hoekstra 

Mica 

Shays 

Hoke 

MiUer  (FL) 

Shuster 

Horn 

Molinaii 

Slsisky 

HostetUer 

Montgomery 

Skeen 

Hooghton 

Moorbead 

Smith  (HI) 

Hunter 

Myers 

Smith  (KJ) 

Hutchinson 

Myrick 

Smith  (TX) 

Hyde 

Nettaercutt 

Smith  (WA) 

Inglis 

Neumann 

Solomon 

Istook 

Key 

Souder 

Johnson  (CT) 

Norwood 

Spence 

Johnson.  Sam 

Nnssle 

Steams 

Jones 

Ozley 

Stockman 

Kasich 

Packard 

Stomp 

Kelly 

Parker 

Talent 

Klm 

Paxon 

Tate 

King 

Peterson  (MN) 

TMzin 

Kingston 

Petri 

Taylor  (MS) 

Klog 

Pickett 

Taylor  (NO 

Knollenberg 

Pombo 

Thomas 

Kolbe 

Porter 

Thomberry 

LaHood 

Tlahrt 

Largent 

Upton 

Pryce 

Vucasovich 

LaToorette 

QoUlen 

Walker 

Laughlin 

Quinn 

Walsh 

Lazio 

Wamp 

Leach 

Ramstad 

Wattt  (OK) 

Lewis  (CA) 

Recola 

Weldon  (FL) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Rlgss 

Weldon  (PA) 

Ughtfoot 

Roberts 

Weller 

Under 

Roemer 

White 

Upinski 

Whitfield 

Livingston 

Rohrabacber 

Wicker 

LoBiondo 

Ro»-Lehtlnen 

Wolf 

Longley 

Roth 

Young  (AK) 

Lucas 

Royoe 

Young  (FL) 

Salmon 

Zeliff 

McCollnm 

Sanford 

McCrery 

Saxton 

McHugh 

Scarboroogh 

ANSWERED  "PRESENT"— 2 

Goodling 

Jacobs 

NOT  VOTING— 15 

Bateman 

Geidenson 

Lincoln 

Brown  (FL) 

Gibbons 

McDade 

Calvert 

Harman 

SchifT 

Deutsch 

Stenholm 

V^fUmh 

Hayes 

TorrtoelU 

D  1315 

Messrs.  SAXTON,  ROEMER.  HORN, 
and  HOSTETTLER  changed  their  vote 
from  "yea"  to  "nay." 

Mr.  OILMAN  changed  his  vote  from 
"nay"  to  "yea." 

So  the  motion  to  instruct  was  re- 
jected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

D  1315 

The  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Walk- 
er). Without  objection,  the  Chair  ap- 
points the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
ARCHER.  Thomas.  Bliley,  Bujrakis, 
Goodling,  Fawell,  Hyde,  McCollum, 
Hastert,  Gibbons,  Stark,  Dingell, 
Waxman,  Clay,  Conyers,  and  Bonior. 

There  was  not  objection. 


may  include  tabular  and  eztraneoos 
material. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama? 

There  was  no  objection. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  the  bill,  H.R.  3540,  and  that  I 


FOREIGN  OPERATIONS,  EXPORT 
FINANCING,  AND  RELATED  PRO- 
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS  ACT. 
1997 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  House  Resolution  445  and  rule 
XXm,  the  Chair  declares  the  House  in 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill,  H.R.  3540. 

D  1316 

IN  THE  COMMTTTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  ftir- 
ther  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
3540)  making  appropriations  for  foreign 
operations,  export  financing,  and  relat- 
ed programs  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30.  1997,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses, with  Mr.  Hansen  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  rose  on  Wednesday. 
June  5,  1996,  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  ftom  Indiana  [Mr.  Bur- 
ton] had  t>een  disposed  of  and  the  bill 
had  been  read  through  page  97.  line  8. 

Pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  House  of 
Thursday,  June  6,  1996,  no  amendments 
to  the  bUl  are  in  order  except  the  fol- 
lowing amendments,  if  offered  by  the 
member  specified  or  a  designee:  amend- 
ments Nos.  54.  58.  and  76  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  OBEY]; 
amendment  No.  10  by  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Frank]; 
amendment  No.  69  by  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Souder];  and  amend- 
ment No.  75  by  the  gentleman  firom 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Zimmer]. 

Debate  on  each  amendment  and  all 
amendments  thereto  will  be  limited  to 
20  minutes,  equally  divided  and  con- 
trolled by  the  proponent  and  an  oppo- 
nent, exc^ept  that  amendments  Nos.  54 
and  10  shall  each  be  debatable  for  45 
minutes. 

Consideration  of  these  amendments 
shall  proceed  without  intervening  mo- 
tion except  one  motion  to  rise  if  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Callahan]. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  SB  OFFERED  BY  MR.  OBEY 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  No.  58  offered  by  Mr.  Obey:  On 
pajge  97,  after  line  5.  insert: 

"Sec.  573.  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
under  the  beading-  "Foreign  Military  Financ- 
ing Program"  may  be  made  available  for  any 
country  when  it  is  made  known  to  the  Presi- 
dent that  the  government  of  such  ooontry 
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has  not  agreed  to  the  Department  of  Defense 
conducting  during  the  current  fiscal  year 
nonreimbursable  audits  of  private  firms 
whose  contracts  are  made  directly  with  for- 
eign government  and  are  financed  with  funds 
made  available  under  this  heading  (as  well  as 
subcontractors  thereunder)  as  requested  by 
the  Defense  Security  Assistance  Agency." 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]  will  be  rec- 
ognized for  10  minutes  in  support  of  the 
amendment,  and  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Callahan]  will  be  recog- 
nized for  10  minutes  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  OBEY]. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  srield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  re- 
stores through  a  limitation  a  require- 
ment that  foreign  countries  agree  to  an 
outside  audit  as  a  condition  of  receiv- 
ing FMF  grants  from  the  United 
States.  It  was  included  in  the  foreign 
operations  bill  some  time  ago  as  a  re- 
sult of  several  rather  notable  bribery 
cases  involving  U.S.  funds  and  foreign 
officials. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the 
chairman  is  prepared  to  accept  this 
amendment  because  it  is  drafted  as  a 
limitation.  Its  effect  is  slightly  dif- 
ferent than  current  law.  I  can  assure 
the  chairman  I  have  no  intention  to 
change  current  law.  and  would  work 
with  him  in  conference  to  restore  the 
language  of  current  law  in  the  appro- 
priate place  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
3^eld  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  accept  the  amend- 
ment. I  have  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  78  OFFERED  BY  MR.  OBEY 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  wiU  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  No.  76  offered  by  Mr.  Obey:  On 
page  *7,  after  line  5,  Insert: 

"Sec.  573.  Not  more  than  100,000.000  of  the 
funds  made  available  under  the  heading 
"Foreign  Military  Financing  Program"  may 
be  made  available  for  use  in  financing  the 
procurement  of  defense  articles,  defense 
services,  or  design  and  construction  services 
that  are  not  sold  by  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment under  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act 
to  countries  other  than  Israel  and  Egjrpt." 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  OBEY]  will  be  rec- 
ognized for  10  minutes  in  support  of  the 
amendment,  and  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Callahan]  will  be  recog- 
nized for  10  minutes  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 


Mr.  Chairman,  again,  this  amend- 
ment restores  language,  again  through 
the  device  of  a  limitation  which  has 
been  carried  in  the  foreign  operations 
bill  for  several  years.  It  limits  to  5100 
million  the  amount  that  can  be  spent 
for  direct  conmiercial  contracts,  except 
for  Egypt  and  Israel.  Its  effect  is  to 
limit  the  extent  to  which  countries  can 
contract  on  their  own  for  goods  and 
services  and  thereby  escape  the  over- 
sight requirements  of  the  Elxport  Con- 
trol Act. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  again  an  anti- 
fraud  safeguard.  I  attempted  during  de- 
bate on  the  bill  last  week  to  restore 
this  language  in  identical  form  in  the 
appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  but  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Gil- 
man]  made  a  point  of  order  against  the 
amendment  because  it  was  legislative 
in  nature.  Because  I  feel  so  strongly 
about  the  need  to  include  this  provi- 
sion in  the  legislation,  I  am  now  offer- 
ing it  in  the  form  of  a  limitation. 

Again,  because  of  the  requirement  to 
do  so  in  this  form,  its  effect  is  slightly 
different  than  the  current  law,  but  it  is 
my  understanding  that  the  chairman 
will  accept  the  amendment.  I  can  as- 
sure him  I  have  no  intention  of  chang- 
ing current  law,  and  will  work  with 
him  to  bring  it  into  compliance  as  we 
meet  in  conference. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  intend  to  accept 
the  amendment,  but  before  the  vote,  I 
had  agreed  with  the  gentlewoman  from 
Texas  [Ms.  Jackson-Lee]  that  we 
would  enter  into  a  colloquy.  She  has  a 
committee  hearing  that  she  has  to  at- 
tend to,  and  I  agreed  to  let  her  come  in 
at  this  point  to  have  a  colloquy. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gen- 
tleman would  yield  for  just  a  second 
before  doing  that,  I  also  have  an  agree- 
ment to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Wilson]  on  the  remainder  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Wilson]. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  simply 
rise  to  read  into  the  Record  a  letter 
that  I  received  from  the  Turkish  Am- 
bassador early  this  week: 

Dear  Mr.  Congressma.\:  Yesterday's 
House  action  in  adopting  two  anti-Turkey 
amendments  to  the  FY  1997  foreign  aid  bill  is 
not  fitting  for  U.S.-Turkish  relations.  I  can- 
not overemphasize  the  importance  of  these 
issues  in  Turkey.  It  was  inevitable  that 
House  passage  of  these  amendments  would 
provoke  a  strong  reaction  from  the  Turkish 
people,  who  question  anew  the  benefits  of 
our  five  decades  of  alliance  with  the  United 
States  and  self-sacrificing  support  for  U.S. 
policy. 

The  initial  step  we  have  taken  in  response 
is  to  inform  the  U.S.  Grovemment  that  Tur- 
key declines  U.S.  economic  assistance.  The 
basis  of  our  friendship  with  the  United 
States  has  never  been  foreign  aid.  even  in 
yea'^  past  when  the  amounts  were  much 
greater.    Rather,    our   friendship   has   been 


based  on  shared  interests,  interests  which 
are  gravely  jeopardized  by  yesterday's  devel- 
opments. 

Nevertheless,  I  do  want  to  recognize  that 
many  Members  stood  up  for  strong  U.S.- 
Turkish friendship.  I  want  to  express  my  ap- 
preciation to  you  for  your  leadership  against 
these  pernicious  amendments.  I  hope  you 
will  continue  to  work  to  ensure  that  these 
provisions  are  not  enacted  into  law,  and  offer 
you  my  total  cooperation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  read  that  into  the 
Record  just  to  emphasize  one  more 
time  what  I  consider  to  be  the  grave 
consequences  that  resulted  from  what  I 
considered  to  be  unwise  action. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WILSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  the  gentleman  makes  an  excel- 
lent point  that  many  times  we  get 
wrapped  up  in  debate  on  the  floor  of 
this  House  and  we  do  not  recognize 
what  an  audience  worldwide  we  have. 
Last  week  the  House  sent  a  strong 
message  to  Turkey  about  something 
that  took  place  decades  ago  and  yet  we 
do  not  chastise  or  demand  certain 
apologies  from  other  countries  who 
have  committed  atrocities,  even  in 
later  years. 

I  agree  with  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  about  his  concern.  I  have  the 
same  letter  from  the  ambassador,  and  I 
think  that  the  Congress  made  a  mis- 
take in  the  language  that  we  inserted 
in  the  bill.  I  hope  that  it  will  not  cause 
any  injury  to  the  fact  that  Turkey  is  a 
tremendous  ally  of  ours  in  any  NATO 
endeavor,  and  I  hope  that  this  Congress 
will  not  forget  that  during  the  Persian 
Gulf  war  and  during  other  wars.  Tur- 
key has  always  been  there,  and  that  we 
have  bases  that  we  are  utilizing  in  Tur- 
key that  are  strategically  important  to 
our  national  defense  and  to  the  defense 
of  other  allies  of  ours  throughout  the 
world. 

So  I  think  we  made  a  mistake.  But 
the  debate  was  heard,  and  it  is  a  lesson 
to  all  of  us  that  what  we  say  here  is 
very  important. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is 
right. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  what 
we  say  on  the  floor  of  this  House  is 
taken  very  seriously  by  countries  all 
over  the  world,  and  I  hope  that  some 
day  we  will  be  able  to  convey  our  ap- 
preciation to  the  Turks  for  the  con- 
tributions that  they  have  made  in  the 
past. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama  very 
much,  and  I  would  simply  remind  him 
that  if  the  Turks  wanted  to  today,  they 
could  open  the  spigot  on  the  Iraqi  pipe- 
line and  bust  the  embargo,  just  as  one 
example. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  she  may  consume  to 
the  gentlewoman  from  Texas  [Ms. 
Jackson-Lee]. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  at  this  time  I  would  like  to 
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enter  into  a  colloquy  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama  regarding  human 
rights  in  Ethiopia,  as  the  House  contin- 
ues to  consider  this  foreign  aid  bill. 

Let  me  thank  the  chaimugi,  first  of 
all,  for  the  work  that  he  has  done  with 
my  office  as  we  have  worked  on  this, 
even  last  year,  as  the  gentleman  may 
recall.  I  think  it  is  very  important  that 
we  move  forward  on  this  issue. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
happy  to  enter  into  a  colloquy  with  the 
gentlewoman  from  Texas. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  thank  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Appropriations  Subconmiittee  on  For- 
eign Operations,  Export  Financing  and 
Related  Programs  for  participating,  as 
I  said,  in  this  colloquy,  especially  in 
light  of  the  limited  time  that  we  have 
remaining  to  debate  this  important 
legislation. 

There  are  numerous  reports  that  the 
Ethiopian  Government  is  harassing  and 
unfairly  detaining  journalists,  acad- 
emicians, opposition  party  officials  and 
other  citizens.  These  events  raise  ques- 
tions about  freedom  of  speech,  freedom 
of  the  press  and  the  independence  of 
the  judiciary  within  Ethiopia. 

I  know  that  we  have  come  a  long 
way.  Mr.  Chairman,  but  I  would  ask 
the  question,  does  the  gentleman  think 
that  the  United  States  Government 
should  do  more  to  support  human 
rights  in  Ethiopia  as  we  move  this  for- 
eign operations  bill  forward? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  yes. 
I  encourage  the  State  Department,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  to  carefully  assess  the 
situation  in  the  coimtry  and  use  its  in- 
fluence with  the  Ethiopian  Govern- 
ment to  encourage  them  to  improve 
human  rights.  I  would  note  that  the 
current  government  in  Ethiopia  is 
light  years  ahead  of  the  former  regime 
in  terms  of  human  rights. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  as  the  gentleman  recalls,  I 
successfully  offered  an  amendment  to 
the  1996  foreign  operations  appropria- 
tions bill  which  requires  the  State  De- 
partment to  closely  monitor  human 
rights  progress  in  Ethiopia  as  it  mon- 
itors funds  for  Ethiopia.  We  have  been 
in  dialog  with  the  State  Department,  I 
have  had  a  briefing,  and  that  is  why  I 
rise  again  today.  We  realize  that  all  is 
not  well,  even  though  possible  progress 
may  have  been  made. 

The  gentleman  supported  my  amend- 
ment. As  the  State  Department  obli- 
gates the  funds  for  Ethiopia  in  fiscal 
year  1997.  I  think  that  it  is  still  criti- 
cally important  that  the  department 
continue  to  carefully  monitor  the 
country's  human  rights  progress.  Some 
progress  has  occurred  but  much  re- 
mains to  be  done. 

I  strongly  believe  that  Congress 
should  be  on  record  in  the  debate  on 


H.R.  3540,  the  foreign  operations  appro- 
priations bill  for  fiscal  year  1997,  as  en- 
couraging the  State  Department  to 
continue  this  monitoring  of  Ethiopia. 
Does  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
agree? 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  yes, 
I  do  agree.  I  believe  that  it  is  our  role 
as  Members  of  Congress  not  to  dictate 
foreign  policy  to  the  executive  branch 
but  to  express  strong  messages  of  con- 
cern to  the  State  Department  on 
human  rights  violations  by  countries 
who  receive  U.S.  foreign  assistance. 

D  1330 

I  am  pleased  that  we  have  had  this 
opportunity  to  discuss  this  important 
issue. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
his  kindness  in  allowing  me  to  again 
bring  this  very  important  issue  to  the 
Congress.  I  appreciate  his  interest  and 
concern  about  this  matter.  The  numer- 
ous citizens  in  Houston  and  around  the 
country  who  trace  their  ancestry  to 
Ethiopia  and  all  Americans  who  be- 
lieve in  democracy  and  human  rights 
appreciate  as  well  the  opportunity  to 
focus  the  Nation's  attention  on  this 
issue. 

I  do  believe  with  the  ability  of  the 
State  Department  to  continue  to  mon- 
itor these  human  rights  violations  that 
we  will  find  ourselves  better  placed  to 
assist  the  Ethiopian  people  and  those 
of  Ethiopian  ancestry. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  no  objection  to  the  Obey  amend- 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  ZIMMER 

Mr.  ZIMMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Zimmer:  Page 
97,  after  line  5,  insert  the  following: 

PROHIBrnON  ON  DEVELOPMENT  OF  SHOPPING 
CENTER  NEAR  THE  FORMER  AUSCHWTTZ  CON- 
CENTRATION CAMP 

Sec.  573.  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  the  Government  of  Poland  should  pro- 
hibit development  of  a  shopping  center  with- 
in the  500-yard  protective  zone  surrounding 
the  former  Auschwitz  concentration  camp  in 
the  town  of  Osweicim,  Poland. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  re- 
serve a  point  of  order  on  the  gentle- 
man's amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  ZiMMER]  will  be 
recognized  for  10  minutes,  and  a  Mem- 
ber opposed  will  be  recognized  for  10 
minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  ZiMMER]. 

Mr.  ZIMMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 


The  amendment  I  am  offering  is  very 
straightforward.  I  would  put  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States  on  record  op- 
posing commercial  development  within 
the  internationally  recognized  protec- 
tive zone  surrounding  Auschwitz,  the 
former  Nazi  death  camp  in  Poland.  I 
know  that  a  point  of  order  is  being  re- 
served because  of  technical  rules  rather 
than  substance  by  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  but  I  strongly  believe 
that  the  voice  of  Congress  should  be 
heard  on  this  matter.  The  foreign  oper- 
ations appropriations  bill  before  us  is 
an  appropriate  vehicle  given  the  nearly 
$70  million  in  assistance  that  we  give 
to  Poland. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  very  timely 
amendment.  Last  year,  a  developer  put 
into  motion  plans  to  construct  a  shop- 
ping mall  immediately  opposite  the 
Auschwitz  main  gate  and  within  a  500- 
yard  protective  zone  that  surrounds 
Auschwitz.  The  proposed  mall  included 
retail  stores,  a  supermarket,  a  fast 
food  stand,  and  a  large  parking  lot. 

In  March,  the  Polish  Government  of- 
ficially halted  the  project  after  world- 
wide criticism  denouncing  it  as  dese- 
cration of  the  world's  largest  Holo- 
caust site.  The  Government  at  the  time 
said  its  decision  was  final.  Yet  just  last 
week,  wire  services  reported  that  the 
project  developer  had  resumed  con- 
struction in  defiance  of  the  Govern- 
ment's order  and  continued  work  for  2 
days  before  construction  was  again  sus- 
pended. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Auschwitz  is  a  place 
of  profound  significance.  It  is  a  haunt- 
ing reminder  of  the  dejnravlty  and  cor- 
ruption that  humanity  at  its  worst  is 
capable  of.  That  reminder  is  the  most 
powerful  protection  we  have  against 
such  horrors  occurring  a^^in. 

Auschwitz  is  also  a  precious  memo- 
rial to  the  lives  of  IV^  million  people, 
mainly  Jews,  whose  lives  were  so  hor- 
ribly sacrificed  to  that  dejK^vity  and 
that  corruption. 

The  idea  of  stores,  a  supermarket, 
and  fast  food  stands  being  built  within 
the  protective  boundaries  of  Auschwitz 
assaults  both  intellect  and  sensibility. 
It  is  an  insult  to  those  who  died  in  the 
Holocaust.  It  is  an  insult  to  those  who 
survived  the  Holocavist,  ant  it  is  an  in- 
sult to  all  of  us  the  world  over  who  be- 
lieve that  the  significance  of  Auschwitz 
must  never  be  distorted  or  lost. 

The  Government  of  Poland  has  stated 
emphatically  that  it  will  not  allow 
such  conmiercial  development  to  go 
forward.  I  applaud  that  promise  and 
the  efforts  the  Government  has  made 
to  keep  it.  I  hope  the  entire  Congress 
will  go  on  record  joining  this  opposi- 
tion to  what  is  nothing  less  than  an  act 
of  sacrilege. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  s^eld  2  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Saxton]. 

Mr.  SAXTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  first  let 
me  commend  the  gentleman  for  bring- 
ing this  amendment  to  the  fioor  today. 
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I  think  it  is  of  great  importance  and 
my  personal  thanks  to  him  for  doing 
so. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  often  been 
amazed  during  my  time  in  the  Congress 
by  some  of  the  incredible  events  that 
occur  from  time  to  time  that  are 
brought  to  our  attention.  I  have  sel- 
dom been  appalled.  Today  I  am  ap- 
palled, appalled  at  the  proposal  of  a  de- 
veloper in  Poland  to  build  a  commer- 
cial development  right  next  to  Ausch- 
witz death  camp.  Imagine  if  you  will 
for  just  a  moment  a  strip  mall  built  at 
a  place,  for  example,  inside  Arlington 
Cemetery,  just  about  the  same  thing.  I 
cannot  believe  that  you  can  honor  the 
millions  of  Catholics  and  Gsrpsies  and 
Jews  slaughtered  by  the  Nazis  with 
this  kind  of  development. 

This  is  desecration  and,  flrankly,  I 
think  it  pretty  sick. 

I  call  on  the  Polish  Government  to 
honor  its  commitment  to  disallow  this 
project,  and  I  call  on  the  United  States 
Government  to  use  its  ftill  authority  to 
assist  the  Polish  Government  In  this 
endeavor. 

Once  again,  I  want  to  commend  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  ZiM- 
MER]  for  bringing  this  to  the  floor 
today. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  fur- 
ther reserving  my  point  of  order,  I 
would  also  like  to  thank  the  gentleman 
for  bringing  this  issue  to  the  attention 
of  this  Congress.  Many  Americans  and 
a  lot  of  Members  of  this  House  share 
the  concerns  that  the  gentleman  has 
expressed.  However,  since  the  amend- 
ment is  legislative  in  nature  and 
should  be  addressed  by  the  Committee 
on  International  Relations,  I  hope  be 
brings  this  issue  to  the  attention  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Gil- 
man],  the  chairman  of  the  authorizing 
committee. 

Since  the  amendment  is  legislative.  I 
would  hope  the  gentlenoan  would  with- 
draw his  proposal.  If  this  issue  has  not 
been  resolved  to  the  gentleman's  satis- 
faction or  at  least  fully  considered  by 
the  appropriate  committee  of  the 
House  by  the  time  of  conference  with 
the  Senate.  I  pledged  to  the  gentleman 
that  I  will  do  my  best  to  include  lan- 
guage in  the  statement  of  the  man- 
agers similar  to  his  amendment.  But 
once  again,  I  thank  him  for  bringing 
his  amendment  to  the  attention  of  the 
House  and  his  willingness  to  hopefully 
withdraw  the  amendment. 

Mr.  ZIMMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  based 
on  those  assurances,  I  will  withdraw 
the  amendment.  Before  doing  so,  I 
3rield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
the  gentlenmn  fit)m  New  York  [Mr. 
Engel]  who  has  introduced  freestand- 
ing legislation  on  this  subject  some 
months  ago. 

Mr.  ENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  for 
yielding  me  the  time. 

I  just  wanted  to  comment  on  this.  I 
have,  as  the  gentleman  says,  submitted 


a  resolution  talking  about  the  events 
outside  of  the  Auschwitz  death  camp.  I 
want  to  make  just  a  couple  of  verj' 
brief  points.  That  is,  I  think  we  all 
agree  that  it  is  totally  inappropriate  to 
think  about  any  kind  of  mall  or  com- 
mercial development  at  actually  such  a 
place  that  should  almost  be  sacred 
ground  with  so  many  people  murdered 
and  martyred  there. 

I  think  it  is  an  absolute  outrage  that 
this  mall  would  even  have  been  con- 
templated being  built.  It  violates 
agreements  that  the  Polish  Govern- 
ment has  made  internationally,  stating 
that  within  a  certain  amount  of  feet  or 
meters  from  the  Auschwitz  death  camp 
that  nothing  like  this  could  happen.  It 
is  absolutely  an  outrage  that  one 
would  even  consider.  And  when  you 
consider  that  the  town  is  7  kilometers 
away,  it  is  even  more  insulting  to 
think  that  a  mall  could  not  have  been 
built  in  the  town  or  near  the  town  but 
would  be  built  at  the  entrance,  to  the 
infamous  entrance  to  the  death  camp 
where  those  horrible  words,  those  lies, 
Arbeit  Macht  Frei,  work  makes  you 
free,  were  put  by  the  camp. 

So  many  of  us  have  been  trying  for 
many,  many  months  to  point  out  this 
outrage  and  to  get  the  assurance  from 
the  Government  of  Poland  that  this 
would  not  continue.  I  must  say  the 
Govenmient  of  Poland,  to  its  credit, 
has  shown  that  It  does  not  want  the 
mall  to  be  built,  has  attempted  to  give 
me  assurances  that  it  will  not  be  built. 
And  I  would  hold  them  to  their  word.  I 
think  it  is  very,  very  important  that  a 
government  that  makes  these  inter- 
national agreements  adheres  to  them. 

I  just  want  to  say  to  my  colleague 
from  New  Jersey  and  to  others  who 
have  expressed  similar  concerns  and 
outrage  with  the  thought  of  this  hap- 
pening that  I  intend  to  pursue  my  reso- 
lution which  is  cosponsored  by  the 
other  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Saxton].  We  will  pursue  it  in  the  Com- 
mittee on  International  Relations.  We 
think  it  is  appropriate  that  Congress 
goes  on  record  as  opposing  it. 

I  do,  again,  want  to  say  that  I  am 
happy  that  we  have  been  getting  posi- 
tive responses  from  the  new  leaders  of 
Poland  and  from  the  Polish  Govern- 
ment who  have  told  us  that  this  will 
not  be  built.  With  those  assurances  and 
the  fact  that  it  is  bipartisan  and  we  are 
going  to  work  to  pass  my  resolution,  I 
welcome  the  help  and  support  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  take 
the  opportunity  to  commend  the  gentleman 
from  r4ew  Jersey  [Mr.  Zimmer)  for  his  pending 
amendment,  which  would  express  ttie  sense 
of  Congress  that  the  Government  of  Poland 
ensure  that  construction  never  takes  place  at 
the  site  of  the  infamous  Auschwitz  concentra- 
tion camp. 

Although  we  have  received  commitments 
from  the  Polish  Government  that  they  will  not 
permit  development  at  Auschwitz,  pehodkally 
there  are  problems  with  local  devek>pers.  Ac- 


cordingly, the  Polish  authorities  are  to  be  conv 
mended  for  their  commitment  to  the  sanctity  of 
Auschwitz  and  the  memories  of  the  millions  of 
innocent  men,  wonr>en,  and  children  who 
crossed  its  portals. 

However,  as  our  concern  is  still  appro- 
priately registered  on  this  sensitive  matter,  I 
am  pleased  to  cosponsor  this  amendment  with 
Mr.  Zimmer.  Under  leave  that  will  be  obtained 
I  would  request  thai  the  statement  issued  last 
week  by  the  Polish  Government  be  made  a 
part  of  the  RECORD. 

Embassy  of  the  Repubuc  of  Poland, 

Washington.  DC.  June  5. 1996. 

As  regards  the  latest  Reuter  release  on  the 
alleged  resumption  of  the  construction  of  a 
shopping  center  near  the  state  Museum  of 
Auschwitz-Birkenau,  please  be  informed  of 
the  following— as  received  from  official 
sources  in  Warsaw: 

1.  No  construction  work  has  been  resumed. 

2.  There  is  no  change  in  the  clear  position 
of  the  Government  of  Poland,  as  well  as  of 
the  local  authorities  concerning  the  decision 
to  halt  the  construction  made  on  March  22. 

3.  The  press  spokesperson  of  the  Govern- 
ment called  the  announced  intention  of  the 
developer  to  resume  the  project  "the  inves- 
tor's lawlessness".  Moreover,  the  Chief  of  the 
Office  of  the  Council  of  Ministers  while  con- 
nrming  the  previously  undertaken  decision 
of  the  Government,  emphasized  its  firmness 
to  execute  the  decision  by  administrative 
measures. 

Mr.  ZIMMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  withdraw  my 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey? 

There  was  no  objection. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  OBET 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Obey:  On  page 
97,  after  line  5,  insert: 

"Sec.  573.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
under  the  heading  'International  Military 
Eklucation  and  Training'  may  be  made  avail- 
able for  Cambodia  and  Thailand." 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]  will  be  rec- 
ognized for  22Mi  minutes  and  a  Member 
in  opposition  will  be  recognized  for  22% 
minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey}. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  ROEMER]  who  has  some  comments 
he  wants  to  make  about  an  amendment 
that  was  left  out  of  the  agreement. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  for 
jrielding  his  time  to  me. 

I  will  not  offer  this  amendment.  I  am 
precluded  from  offering  this  amend- 
ment due  to  the  UC  that  was  arrived  at 
last  week,  but  I  think  that  this  was  a 
noncontroversial  amendment  that  both 
Republicans  and  Democrats  would  have 
agreed  to.  We  had  it  in  the  June  5 
Record  last  week,  amendment  number. 
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it  was  actually  H.R.  3540,  amendment 
No.  78,  page  97.  This  amendment  dealt 
with  the  ongoing  conflict  between  the 
Russians  and  the  Chechens. 

Certainly  on  last  year's  foreign  oper- 
ations bill,  we  got  up  and  we  spoke 
about  the  need  to  bring  an  end  to  this 
war  that  has  killed  probably  over  30,000 
Chechens  and  maybe  close  to  5,000  Rus- 
sians. This  ongoing  war  threatens  not 
only  the  human  rights  situation  in 
Russia.  It  threatens  their  economic 
sta,bility,  when  they  are  transferring  so 
much  money  that  we  are  loaning 
through  the  IMF,  trying  to  bring  their 
economy  back  to  stability  and  back  to 
growth,  when  they  are  now  taking  this 
money  to  fight  a  war  and  kill  Chechens 
day  after  day  in  a  brutal  and  inhuman 
manner. 

We  attached  some  successful  legisla- 
tion last  year  to  the  foreign  operations 
bill  that  cut  S5  million  out  of  aid  to 
Russia,  saying  we  must  bring  an  end  to 
this  war.  And  this  is  a  signal  from  the 
American  people  and  the  U.S.  Congress 
that  we  want  to  see  it  end  now.  No 
longer  will  this  war  go  on.  We  are  not 
going  to  subsidize  this  war. 

I  think  it  was  successful.  Now  they 
have  entered  into  successful  negotia- 
tions where  they  have  exchanged  pro- 
tocols over  the  weekend,  where  they 
have  agreed  on  exchange  of  prisoners. 
They  have  agreed  on  a  cease-fire.  This 
resolution  simply  says  they  have  bro- 
ken half  a  dozen  cease-fire  agreements 
already,  stick  to  this  one. 

The  Congress  applauds  you.  Repub- 
licans and  Democrats  applaud  Mr. 
Yandarbiyev  and  Mr.  Yeltsin  for  this 
agreement.  Stick  to  it  and  stick  to  it 
after  the  June  16  election  in  Russia.  I 
know  the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Wolf]  has  been  over  to  Chechnya  and 
seen  this  conflict  and  this  tragedy  go 
on  and  on  and  on,  when  the  Russians 
first  engaged  the  Chechens  and  thought 
they  could  overrun  this  country  in  a 
period  of  a  couple  days. 

Well,  18,  19,  20  months  later  we  still 
see  this  brutality  going  on.  So  this  res- 
olution simply  says,  keep  up  the  good 
work  on  diplomatic  negotiations. 
Please  abide  by  the  two  protocol  agree- 
ments signed  over  the  weekend.  Please 
try  to  come  to  some  kind  of  resolution 
on  the  territorial  status  of  Chechnya 
and  after  the  elections  continue  this 
good  will  and  this  diplomacy. 

I  would  hope  that  in  conference  that 
the  distinguished  chairman  would  con- 
tinue to  bring  this  kind  of  issue  before 
the  State  Department  and  make  this  a 
priority.  I  hope  that  in  some  way  with 
this  dialog  and  hopefully  with  the  col- 
loquy and  Members  with  like  interests, 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Cal- 
lahan] and  the  gentleman  from  Vir- 
ginia [Mr.  Wolf]  and  others,  that  we 
can  keep  this  issue  as  a  vital  part  of 
foreign  policy  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Russian  people. 
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Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
Shield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  response  to  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Roemer], 
let  me  say  that  I  am  glad  that  he 
brought  this  to  the  attention  of  the 
House.  It  is  rather  amazing  to  me  how 
we  can  pick  on  a  little  country  like  In- 
donesia and  at  the  same  time  be  send- 
ing millions  of  dollars  to  Russia  and 
letting  them  slaughter  30,000  people  in 
Chechnya  and  not  even  mentioning  it 
in  this  bill. 

So  I  think  that  the  gentleman  is  ab- 
solutely correct  in  bringing  this  issue 
to  the  attention  of  the  Congress,  and 
we  will  certainly  address  this  issue  at 
some  point  in  conference. 

Mr.  ROEMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Wolf]  for  a  colloquy. 

Mr.  WOLF.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
wanted  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the 
body  there  is  a  man  named  Robert  Hus- 
sein who  was  converted  to  Christianity 
in  Kuwait.  As  a  result  of  his  conversion 
to  Christianity  on  May  29,  a  court  in 
Kuwait  has  found  him  guilty,  and  the 
punishment  is  potential  death.  And  the 
endangered  species  in  this  world  today 
that  we  talk  about  so  much  are  Chris- 
tians. Christians  are  being  persecuted 
around  the  world  more  today  than  any 
other  time  in  this  century,  and  I  just 
wanted  to  urge  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  if  he  would  follow  this  tie- 
cause,  if  he  recalls,  and  I  know  he  does, 
during  the  1980's  we  in  a  bipartisan 
way.  Republicans  and  Democrats,  stood 
firm  with  those  of  the  Jewish  faith  who 
were  persecuted  in  Russia.  In  fact,  I  am 
concerned  that  the  persecution  will 
begin  again  after  this  election.  They 
are  t>asically  privatizing  anti-Semitism 
in  Russia. 

So  it  is  Important  for  us  to  rally  to 
the  defense  of  those  who  are  being  per- 
secuted, and  because  of  so  many  Chris- 
tians being  persecuted  in  the  Middle 
East  and  other  places,  and  Rol)ert  Hus- 
sein, who  has  l>een  potentially  sen- 
tenced to  death,  and  the  fact  that  the 
United  States  Government  sent  hun- 
dreds of  thousands  of  troops  in  defense 
of  Kuwait  and  300  Americans  died,  if 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama  would  t>e 
sjrmpathetic  in  following  this  issue, 
particularly  later  this  year,  but  next 
year  if  this  does  not  change,  or  if  any- 
thing should  happen  to  Mr.  Hussein. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Reclaiming  my 
time,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  that  I 
just  found  out  about  this  atrocity  that 
is  evidently  going  to  take  place,  or  pos- 
sible could  take  place  in  Kuwait,  and  I 
cannot  fathom  any  government  in  any 
land  condoning  the  execution  of  an  in- 
dividual for  switching  religions,  espe- 
cially to  Christianity.  And  for  me  to 
hear  this  Is  most  appalling. 


I  should  remind  the  Kuwait  Govern- 
ment, just  as  we  reminded  the  Turkish 
Govenmient,  erroneously  so  I  think, 
about  something  that  took  place.  A 
great  majority  of  the  people  that  came 
to  defend  Kuwait,  that  granted  them 
the  sovereignty  over  their  nation,  were 
Christian  people.  It  is  an  insult,  in  ad- 
dition to  being  absolutely  morally 
wrong,  it  is  an  insult  to  the  American 
people  to  have  that  govenm:ient  at  this 
point  begin  to  condemn  to  death  people 
who  choose  a  certain  religion. 

So  I  appreciate  very  much  the  gen- 
tleman bringing  the  mater  to  the  at- 
tention of  the  floor.  I  hope  that  some 
Kuwaiti  representatives  are  listening 
somewhere,  and  I  hope  that  they  hear 
our  message,  that  this  is  not  some- 
thing that  we  in  the  United  States  can 
or  should  tolerate. 

Mr.  WOLF.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Callahan]  for  that 
very  strong  statement. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  May  29,  1996,  a  judge  in 
the  Kuwaiti  family  court  declared  Robert  Hus- 
sein to  be  an  apostate.  The  judge,  Amar  Al- 
Sabiti,  also  gave  a  written  rulir>g  stating  that 
Mr.  Hussein's  wife  shouM  t>e  divorced  from 
him  and  his  possesskxis  shoukl  t>e  distributed 
among  his  heirs  and  he  couhj  be  killed.  The 
Imam  [mler]  shoukj  kiO  him  without  a  chance 
to  repent" 

Hussein  Oambar  Ali,  a  convert  from  Islam  to 
Christianity,  is  in  the  mkist  of  a  natk>nal  court 
case.  This  decision  tyf  the  court  sets  a  prece- 
dent as  to  whett>er  or  not  ttie  Kuwaiti  Constitu- 
tion wil  be  interpreted  under  Islamic  Sharia 
law.  This  wouM  mean  tttat  the  constitutional 
religkxts  freedom  guarantees  woukl  be  void 
and  a  corrvert— or  apostate — could  be  kiled 
with  impunity. 

Hussein  has  changed  his  name  to  Robert 
Hussein.  Robert  got  into  ttiis  situation  ttvough 
a  court  case  over  ttie  custody  of  his  thUdren. 
His  estranged  wife,  a  Muslim,  will  not  allow 
him  to  see  his  chiklren  despite  his  winning 
custody  of  ttiem  in  court  Robert  returned  to 
court  to  have  the  deciston  enforced,  and  ev- 
erytfvng  has  been  in  an  uproar  as  Hussein 
pubicly  confessed  his  conversion  to  Ctvistiarv 

ity. 

Several  Muslim  lawyers  have  filed  cases 
against  Hussein  wanting  him  to  be  charged 
with  apostasy.  Members  of  Pariiament  have 
called  for  his  death.  Hussein  has  had  to  live 
in  hkjing,  ttas  tost  his  family  txisiness  due  to 
his  family  not  altowing  him  to  be  part  of  it  as 
he  is  no  tonger  a  Muslim.  The  Sharia  famly 
court  is  tooking  at  the  case  to  see  if  it  has  ju- 
risdk:tion  or  if  this  is  a  civil  matter  because  it 
deals  with  Hussein's  civil  rights:  chikj  custody, 
inheritance,  and  most  importantly,  freedom  of 
reiigkjn. 

The  United  States  still  has  troops  in  Kuwait 
American  troops  died  while  fighting  to  protect 
Kuwait  from  Iraq  arxl  Saddam  Hussein. 

We  shouM  urge  the  Kuwaiti  Government  to 
make  a  putilic  statement  supporting  Hussein's 
constitutional  rights  and  his  freedom  of  rebgkxi 
arxj  guaranteeing  his  protection  from  death 
threats  from  those  who  want  to  kill  him.  Also, 
the  Kuwaiti  Government  shoukJ  ensure  tftat 
ttieir  judcial  process  has  integrity,  both  in  ttw 
legal   representation   Hussein   shouM   have. 
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which  he  does  not  have,  and  in  showing  the 
legitimacy  of  Kuwait s  Constitution — Will  it 
stand? 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  OILMAN]. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  thank  the  gentleman  for  bringing  to 
the  floor's  attention  this  violation  of 
human  rights.  Any  time  we  find  intol- 
erance with  regard  to  religion  is  some- 
thing the  entire  Congress  should  stand 
up  and  fight  against,  and  for  that  rea- 
son I  commend  the  gentleman  for  his 
efforts  and  want  to  join  with  him  in  ex- 
pressing abhorrence  of  what  Kuwait 
has  done  with  regard  to  this  case. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Reclaiming  my 
time,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  once  again  rise 
reluctantly  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment that  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin would  offer,  because  I  deeply  re- 
spect his  vast  knowledge  of  world  af- 
fairs. 

However,  while  I  hold  my  frtend's  for- 
eign policy  views  in  high  regard,  I  must 
tell  him  that  I  do  not  think  that  this 
amendment  will  achieve  his  objective. 
It  will  simply  undermine,  I  think,  our 
relationship  with  a  key  friend  in  South 
Asia. 

The  United  States  has  an  extensive 
security  relationship  with  the  Govern- 
ment of  Thailand.  Our  military  con- 
ducts numerous  joint  exercise  pro- 
grams with  the  Thai  military,  includ- 
ing frequent  port  visits  by  the  United 
States  Navy.  The  United  States  also 
actively  collaborates  with  the  Thai 
military. 

In  addition,  the  prepositioning  of  mu- 
nitions and  other  military  equipment 
improves  the  readiness  and  logistical 
reach  of  United  States  forces  in  this  re- 
gion. 

Thailand's  cooperation  and  recon- 
naissance support  for  our  counterdrug 
effort  is  essential  to  the  United  States 
ability  to  cut  dnig  trafficking  in  Asia. 

And  finally,  Thailand  is  equally  es- 
sential to  the  success  of  the  Joint  Task 
Force  for  Full  POW-MIA  Accounting 
and  its  effort  to  answer  the  remaining 
questions  about  Americans  missing  in 
action. 

IMET  training  itself  is  invaluable  for 
the  Thai  military.  In  my  opinion,  it 
improves  professional  conduct  and  ca- 
pabilities of  the  Thai  military  while 
training  them  to  improve,  at  the  same 
time,  their  human  rights  performances. 

So  I  hope  that  the  gentleman  will  see 
my  view  on  this.  Recognizing  how  I  re- 
spect him,  I  will  also  assure  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  OBEY]  that 
I  will  work  closely  with  the  gentleman 
to  strengthen  langxiage  to  emphasize 
the  message  he  is  trjring  to  give  and 
that  I  will  work  with  him  to  put  strong 
language  in  the  bill  in  conference. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  first  of  all  take 
just  a  moment  to  comment  on  the  re- 
marks of  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 


[Mr.  Wolf]  with  respect  to  Kuwait.  I 
am  certainly  not  familiar  with  the  in- 
cident to  which  he  referred,  but  let  me 
say  that,  as  one  Member  of  Congress,  I 
have  to  say  that  I  have  never  in  my  life 
found  a  government  or  a  royal  family 
as  arrogant  or  as  condescending  as  the 
Kuwaiti  Government  and  royal  family, 
and  I  have  never  seen  a  government 
more  quick  to  pursue  its  own  personal 
and  political  interest  above  the  inter- 
ests of  its  own  people  more  than  the 
Kuwaiti  Grovemment. 

I  will  never  forget  going  to  Kuwait 
City  after  Kuwait  had  been  liberated 
by  NATO  and  United  States  forces, 
talking  to  a  good  many  Wisconsin  GI's 
who  were  in  Kuwait  who  told  me  that, 
when  the  first  United  States  aid  came 
into  Kuwait  City,  that  we  had  Kuwaiti 
officials  saying  to  them,  "Yes,  do  send 
it  into  this  neighborhood;  no,  don't 
send  the  aid  into  that  neighborhood," 
because  the  latter  neighborhood  had 
been  populated  by  people  who  were  not 
political  supporters  of  the  royal  fam- 
ily. So  they  were  perfectly  willing  to 
see  loyal  Kuwaiti  citizens  denied  as- 
sistance after  that  war  simply  because 
of  their  political  beliefs. 

So  I  would  certainly  join  with  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Cal- 
lahan] in  expressing  the  desire  to  do 
whatever  can  be  done  from  the  outside 
to  affect  the  conduct  of  that  govern- 
ment, which  I  found  to  be  incredibly 
arrogant  and  insufferable  through  the 
years  that  I  have  had  any  experience 
dealing  with  them. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Wil- 
son] before  I  make  my  statement  on 
the  amendment  that  is  before  us,  after 
which  I  will  withdraw  the  amendment. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  have  a  colloquy  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia  [Mr.  Wolf]. 

Notice  has  been  given  of  a  hearing 
before  our  subcommittee  chaired  by 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Cal- 
lahan] on  which  we  all  serve,  and  this 
concerns  Kuwaiti  business  practices, 
this  hearing.  I  believe  it  is  in  about  2 
weeks,  and  I  would  be  curious  to  know, 
and  I  would  encourage,  that  perhaps  we 
might  expand  that  hearing  on  this 
business  practices  to  include  this  mat- 
ter that  the  gentleman  brought  before 
the  House. 

Mr.  WOLF.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WILSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia. 

Mr.  WOLF.  That  would  be  wonderful 
because  I  am  very  concerned  about  the 
man's  life.  He  has  been  threatened  and 
sentenced  to  actually  death,  so  I  think 
it  would  be  good  if  the  gentleman  and 
Mr.  Callahan  would  do  that. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is,  of 
course,  up  to  the  gentleman  from  Ala- 
bajna,  but  the  hearing  is  scheduled  for 
June  19;  that  is  next  week. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
would  the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  WILSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  no  reservation  whatsoever  about 
including  this  subject  matter  in  the 
hearing  that  we  have  scheduled.  The 
hearing  we  have  scheduled  is  to  discuss 
some  of  what  I  think  are  unfair  busi- 
ness practices  by  the  Government  of 
Kuwait.  But  we  can  include  human 
rights  as  well,  and  certainly  this  is  a 
gross  human  rights  violation,  and  I 
think  that  we  should,  and  I  will,  after 
consultation  with  the  gentleman,  be 
happy  to  include  in  our  hearing  or  part 
of  our  hearing  a  discussion  of  this  exe- 
cution that  is  pending  there. 

Mr.  WOLF.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gen- 
tleman would  continue  to  jrield,  I  want 
to  thank  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Callahan]  for  doing  that,  and  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Wilson],  I 
thank  him  for  bringing  that  to  our  at- 
tention. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  1 3rield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  having  dispensed  with 
all  of  that,  let  me  new  explain  what  it 
is  that  has  motivated  me  to  bring  this 
proposal  before  the  body. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  acknowledge 
that  choosing  the  route  of  limiting 
IMET  funds  in  order  to  get  at  this 
problem  is  a  blunt  instrument.  The 
problem  is  that  there  are  no  other  in- 
struments available  at  this  point.  We 
have  a  very  serious  problem  in  that  we 
are  concerned  about  continuing  timber 
sales  by  the  Khmer  Rouge,  sales  which 
are  occurring  with  the  complicity  both 
of  the  Cambodian  Government  and  the 
Thai  military. 

Last  year  this  committee  heard  alle- 
gations that  both  the  Cambodian  and 
Thai  military  were  cooperating  in  fa- 
cilitating the  sale  of  tropical  timber 
from  areas  controlled  by  the  Khmer 
Rouge  in  Cambodia.  As  a  result,  last 
year's  bill  contained  language  which  is 
repeated  in  this  year's  bill  which  re- 
quires the  President  to  terminate  as- 
sistance to  any  country  organization 
that  he  determines  is  cooperating 
tactically  or  strategically  with  the 
Khmer  Rouge  and  military  operations 
or  which  is  not  taking  steps  to  prevent 
a  pattern  or  practice  of  commercial  re- 
lations between  its  members  and  the 
Khmer  Rouge. 

Now,  for  those  of  my  colleagues  who 
have  forgotten,  the  Khmer  Rouge  are 
those  people  who  are  responsible  for 
the  slaughter,  the  wholesale  slaughter, 
of  millions  of  innocent  people  because 
they  were  even  more  fanatic  than  the 
Red  Guards  under  Mao  Tse-tung  in 
China,  and  they  just  wiped  out  millions 
and  millions  of  people. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  problem  with  the 
language  that  was  contained  in  the  bill 
last  year  is  that  it  was  worded  in  a  way 
as  to  be  worthless  because  it  does  not 
fit  the  facts  of  what  is  going  on.  In 
fact,  the  Thai  military  is  allowing  pri- 
vate Thai  companies  to  develop  com- 
mercial   relations    with    the    Khmer 
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Rouge  to  buy  their  timber  and  then 
allow  its  transport  through  their  terri- 
tory. So  the  pattern  of  commercial  re- 
lations takes  place  between  the  compa- 
nies themselves  and  the  Khmer  Rouge, 
not  the  military  in  the  Khmer  Rouge; 
and  therefore  the  language  of  the  bill 
last  year  was  circumvented. 

I  am  told  that  that  means  that  the 
Khmer  Rouge  are,  through  this  device, 
through  this  ruse,  are  obtaining  SIO 
million  or  $20  million  a  month.  Now,  I 
do  not  think  Americans  want  to  see 
the  Khmer  Rouge  get  a  dime,  and  I  cer- 
tainly do  not  think  they  want  us  to 
have  an  aid  relationship  Mdth  a  coun- 
try, with  a  government,  which  is  facili- 
tating the  delivery  of  that  kind  of  as- 
sistance to  some  of  the  most  blood 
thirsty  people  in  the  history  of  the 
planet. 

And  so  I  offer  this  language  because 
it  was  the  only  way  that  we  could 
reach  either  of  the  governments  in 
power. 

I  would  say  that  the  Prince  of  Cam- 
bodia himself  was  recently  quoted  in 
the  press  as  saying,  quote,  "Thai  trad- 
ers in  the  Khmer  Rouge  would  surely 
find  a  way  to  make  a  deal  to  export 
felled  logs  from  its  controlled  area  so 
the  legitimate  Cambodian  Government 
would  lose  income."  So  I  guess  what  he 
is  saying  is  "If  you  can't  l)eat  them, 
join  them."  It  seems  to  me  that  we 
have  got  to  find  a  way  to  shut  this 
down,  and  that  is  why  I  suggested  this 
amendment. 

But  I  know  the  administration  has 
great  concerns  about  going  after  IMET; 
in  this  case  for  other  reasons.  And  so 
what  I  would  like  to  do  is  to  withdraw 
the  amendment,  with  the  understand- 
ing that  the  subcommittee  chairman 
would  help  in  conference  so  that  we 
can  try  to  strengthen  the  language 
which  is  in  the  existing  bill  so  that  we 
do  not.  to  the  greatest  extent  pos- 
sible— we  end  the  fact  that  government 
to  which  we  are  providing  aid  seems  to 
be  cooperating  in  a  device  by  which 
money  is  allowed  to  flow  to  the  hands 
of  some  of  the  bloodiest  fools  in  the 
history  of  this  world. 

D  1400 

Mr;  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OBEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished ranking  member  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  certainly  share  the 
gentleman's  concern  about  the  activity 
that  is  going  on  and  the  complicity,  at 
least  among  commercial  interests 
there,  perhaps  involving  the  govern- 
ments as  well.  I  do  appreciate  the  gen- 
tleman's statement  that  the  IMET  tool 
is  a  blimt  instrument  and  probably  not 
the  way  to  proceed.  I  think  we  have 
I)erhaps  a  more  effective  way  to  pres- 
sure the  parties  concerned,  and  that 
might   be    through   the   international 


community's  massive  financial  support 
for  the  Government  of  Cambodia. 

There  is  an  oi>-ed  piece  in  today's 
Washington  Post  on  this  very  subject. 
In  fact,  this  gentleman  brought  a  reso- 
lution to  the  floor  which  was  passed 
last  March  expressing  the  concern  of 
what  is  happening  in  Cambodia. 

What  I  think  we  might  focus  on  is 
that  July  11  and  12  donors  meeting,  a 
donors  conference  on  Cambodia.  I 
think  that  offers  the  international 
conmiunity  a  golden  opportunity. 

We  could  call  on  the  United  States  to 
take  the  lead  at  this  meeting  to  im- 
press upon  the  leaders  in  Phnom  Penh 
who  clearly  play  a  part  in  this  continu- 
ing problem  of  logging  the  KR-con- 
trolled  territory.  We  could  call  on 
them  for  the  recognition  that  there  is 
a  need  for  sustainable  logging  practices 
and  transparency  in  government  con- 
tacting that  I  think  could  help  resolve 
the  KR's  logging  issue,  and  therefore 
avoid  problems  with  Thailand  and  with 
the  Government  of  Cambodia. 

So  I  offer  that  suggestion  which  I 
think  all  of  us  should  pursue,  and  ad- 
vance it  here  for  the  administration  to 
consider  making  it  a  priority  at  that 
July  11  and  12  meeting. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  his  comments.  Let 
me  simply  say,  I  think  we  need  to  un- 
derstand that  in  addition  to  everything 
else  I  have  said,  in  the  meantime  the 
Khmer  Rouge  are  continuing  to  plant 
new  land  mines  every  blessed  day  they 
can.  That  further  displaces  innocent 
Cambodians,  and  it  just  seems  to  me 
that  the  worldwide  conmiunity  has  an 
obligation  to  respond  to  this  problem. 

I  would  say  that,  with  the  concur- 
rence of  the  subcommittee  chairman,  I 
will  withdraw  this  amendment  with 
the  understanding  that  if  we  cannot 
get  some  language  that  really  does  the 
trick  this  year,  and  if  we  cannot  get 
other  action  coming  in  other  way^  as 
the  gentleman  frova  Nebraska  sug- 
gested, then  blunt  instrument  or  no,  it 
will  leave  me  with  no  alternative  but 
to  go  after  IMET  next  year  and  I  in- 
tend to  do  it  with  a  vengeance. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield  before  with- 
drawing his  amendment,  let  me  just 
say  that  I  share  the  goal  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin.  I  think  that  we 
cannot  tolerate  the  type  of  activity  for 
which  he  is  concerned.  However.  I  do 
not  think  that  this  is  the  way  to  do  it. 

I  appreciate  very  much  the  gentle- 
man's position.  I  do  pledge  to  work 
with  him  to  ensure  that  our  amplified 
message  is  given  to  those  governments, 
that  we  are  not  going  to  tolerate  this 
and  that  indeed,  if  they  do  not  change 
or  unless  they  show  some  indication  of 
nonsupport,  that  we  are  very  seriously 
going  to  consider  next  year  the  possi- 
bility of  reducing  the  IMET  Program 
there.  But  I  appreciate  very  much  the 
gentleman  withdrawing  the  amend- 
ment. 


Mr.  OBEY.  I  thank  the  chainnan.  As 
I  say,  I  recognize  that  IMET  is  a  blunt 
instrument  to  use,  so  it  may  he  the 
wrong  way  to  proceed.  We  will  now 
have  a  year  to  find  out.  and  if  we  do 
not  get  some  real  action  that  affects 
things  in  real  ways  on  the  grround.  we 
will  have  no  choice  but  to  go  back  at  it 
next  year. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  H.R.  3540 
allows  continued  International  Military  and 
Education  Training  [IMET]  for  Thailand  and 
Cambodia.  The  Ot>ey  amendment  would  pro- 
hibit IMET  for  these  countries.  Passage  of  the 
Otjey  amendment  will  r>ot  save  the  taxpayers 
one  dime,  but  would  merely  force  the  adminis- 
tration to  move  the  IMET  funds  to  some  other 
countries. 

This  Member  considers  such  a  prohibition 
unwarranted  and  unwise.  Here  is  wtiy. 

Thailarxi  is  a  long-time  treaty  ally  with  a 
democratic  form  of  govemment,  located  alor>g 
key  strategic  international  waterways.  Amer- 
ican forces  conduct  nrxxe  ttian  40  joint  exer- 
cises with  Thailand  each  year — more  ttian  any 
ottier  country  in  Asia.  These  exercises  are  im- 
portant to  the  readiness  arxj  training  of  Amer- 
ican, as  well  as  Thai,  forces  in  Asia.  More- 
over, Thailand  provides  the  Seventh  Fleet  with 
easy  access  to  its  military  facilities  wtien 
needed,  most  recently  duhng  Desert  Shield 
arxf  Desert  Storm.  Parbcularty  in  light  of  ttie 
closure  of  our  basis  in  ttie  Philippines,  use  of 
Thai  facilities  allows  us  to  maintain  our  for- 
ward deployed  preserx^e  in  the  crucial  Soultv 
east  Asia/Indochina  region. 

The  dose  military-to-military  ties  we  enjoy 
with  Thailand  are  fostered  by  \he  fact  tfiat  so 
many  military  leaders  in  Thailaixl  have  been 
trained  in  the  United  States  through  the  IMET 
program.  Not  onty  does  this  American  training 
provide  us  access  to  key  Thai  leaders,  but  it 
also  engenders  a  natural  preference  for  U.S. 
military  hardware  arxJ  supplies.  The  sale  of 
defense  equipment  to  Thaiiarx]  alk}ws  nipor- 
tant  Interoperability  with  U.S.  forces  in  tfie  re- 
gion and  creates  high-paying  American  jobs  in 
the  important  maruifacturing  sector.  Just  re- 
cently McDonnel  Douglas  won  a  S600  million 
contract  for  fighter  aircraft  to  Thailand. 

T>iAHCR  COOPERATION 

The  basis  for  today's  Ot)ey  amerxlment  is 
evidence  of  continued  commercial  cooperation 
between  some  Thai  companies  and  the  geno- 
cidal  Khmer  Rouge  forces  in  rteighboring 
Cambodia.  This  Member's  staff  has  been  fully 
briefed  on  this  issue,  and  I  know  it  woukj  be 
naive  to  suggest  that  no  such  cooperatkxi  ex- 
ists, particularty  in  the  k)gging  industry.  De- 
spite this  commercial  cooperation,  however, 
there  rerruins  some  question  about  tf>e  extent 
of  Thai  Govemment  involvement  arxl  complc- 
ity  in  this  trade. 

In  this  Member's  view,  the  use  of  IMET 
fuTKfing,  both  for  Thailand  and  Carrbodia.  as 
a  stick  against  commercial  cooperation  with 
the  KR  is  misguided.  A  much  more  effective 
way  to  pressure  the  parties  concerned  is 
through  the  international  community's  massive 
financial  support  for  Vhe  Govemnient  ot  Canrv 
bodia 

The  upcoming  July  11-12  Donors'  Corv 
ference  on  Camtxxfia  offers  tt>e  international 
community  a  golden  opportunity.  This  Member 
calls  on  the  United  States  to  take  the  lead  at 
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this  meeting  to  impress  upon  the  leaders  in 
Ptmom  Penh— who  clearly  play  a  major  part  in 
the  continued  proUem  of  logging  in  KR-corv 
trolled  territory — of  the  need  for  sustainable 
logging  practices  and  transparerx;y  in  goverrv 
ment  contracting  which  would  conthtxjte  much 
to  resolving  the  KR  togging  issue.  The  inter- 
nationaJ  community  still  provides  40  percent  of 
the  national  budget  of  Cambodia  and  should 
use  this  leverage  to  promote  more  responsible 
policies  on  Cambodia's  leaders. 

CAMBOOU  HUMAN  RK3HTS 

This  Member  also  believes  we  should  use 
the  Donors'  Conference  to  improve  human 
rights  and  democracy  in  Cambodia.  On  March 
26,  1996.  this  body  passed  House  Resolution 
345,  wtiich  this  Member  introduced,  which  ex- 
presses serious  concern  about  deteriorating 
human  rights  corxStions  in  Cambodia.  This 
Member  remains  concerned  atx>ut  government 
repression  in  Cambodia,  partcularty  In  light  of 
the  recent  murder  of  an  outspoken  Cambodian 
joumalisL  We  should  not,  however,  use  IMET 
as  a  dub  against  Phnom  Penh.  Instead  we 
should  insist  that  the  IMET  courses  offered  to 
Cambodia  contribute  to  human  rights  training 
for  Cambodia's  military  arxj  use  the  July  Do- 
nor's Conference  to  pressure  the  Camixxlian 
Government  for  a  return  to  openness  and  re- 
spect for  dissent 

This  Memt)er  urges  his  colleagues  to  vote 
"no"  on  the  Otiey  amendment 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unammous  consent  to  withdraw  the 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin? 

There  was  no  objection. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SOUDER 

Mr.  SOUDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  No.  69  offered  by  Mr.  Souder: 
Pagre  97.  sifter  line  5.  insert  the  following 

UMTTATION  ON  ASSISTANCE  TO  MEXICO 

Sec.  573.  None  of  the  tanis  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  may  be 
obligated  or  expended  for  the  Government  of 
Mexico,  except  if  it  is  made  known  to  the 
Federal  entity  or  official  to  which  fvmds  are 
appropriated  under  this  Act  that— 

(1)  the  Government  of  Mexico  is  taking  ac- 
tions to  reduce  the  amount  of  illegal  drugs 
entering  the  United  States  from  Mexico;  and 

(2)  the  Government  of  Mexico — 

(A)  is  taking  effective  actions  to  apply  vig- 
orously all  law  enforcement  resources  to  in- 
vestigate, track,  capture,  incarcerate,  and 
prosecute  individuals  controlling,  super- 
vising, or  managing  international  narcotics 
cartels  or  other  similar  entities  and  the  ac- 
complices of  such  individuals,  individuals  re- 
sponsible for.  or  otherwise  involved  in.  cor- 
ruption, and  individuals  involved  in  money- 
laundering; 

(B)  is  pursuing  international  anti-drug 
trafficking  initiatives; 

(C)  Is  cooperating  fully  with  international 
efforts  at  narcotics  interdiction;  and 

(D)  is  cooperating  fully  with  requests  by 
the  United  States  for  assistance  in  investiga- 
tions of  money-laundering  violations  and  is 
making  progress  toward  implementation  of 
effective  laws  to  prohibit  money-laundering. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  SOUDER]  is  recog- 
nized for  10  minutes  in  support  of  his 
amendment. 

Mr.  SOUDER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  will 
prohibit  any  funds  available  in  this  bill 
from  going  to  Mexico  unless  the  agency 
receiving  the  funds  certifies  that  Mex- 
ico has  taken  specific  antinarcotics  ac- 
tions. 

I  want  to  thank  the  cosponsors  of 
this  bill:  Chairman  Bill  Zeliff  of  New 
Hampshire,  who  has  been  a  leader  in 
our  Congress'  effort  to  reduce  drug 
abuse,  cosponsored  this  last  year  with 
me;  also  International  Relations  Com- 
mittee Chairman  Oilman  us  a  cospon- 
sor.  Other  original  cosponsors  include 
my  friend  from  Florida.  Mr.  Mica,  who 
has  been  active  on  the  subcommittee; 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts, 
Mr.  Blute;  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington, Mr.  Metcalf:  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana,  Mr.  McIntosh;  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina,  Mr. 
Funderbukk;  the  gentleman  from  Ari- 
zona, Mr.  Shadegg;  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma,  Mr.  Coburn;  and  the 
gentlewoman  from  California,  Mrs. 
Seastrand. 

The  problem  is  real  simple.  The  State 
Department's  1996  Narcotics  Control 
Strategy  concluded  that  no  country  in 
the  world  poses  a  more  immediate  nar- 
cotics threat  to  America  than  Mexico. 
Mexican  drug  lords  now  supply  more 
than  70  percent  of  the  cocaine  sold  and 
80  percent  of  the  marijuana  imported 
into  the  United  States,  as  well  as  grow- 
ing quantities  of  heroin  and 
methaphetamines.  Drug  seizures  in 
Mexico  lagged  for  most  of  1995,  and  the 
final  seizure  total  remained  flat  and 
well  below  the  record  level.  They  are 
making  progress  but  they  need  to 
nmke  more. 

At  the  same  time  the  DEA  adminis- 
trator. Mr.  Constantine,  and  the  State 
Department  have  recently  expressed 
serious  concern  that  Mexico  has.  "be- 
come the  money  laundering  haven  of 
choice  for  initial  placement  of  U.S. 
drug  cash  into  the  world's  financial 
system."  Drug  dealers  are  literally 
packing  18-wheel  trucks  full  of  cash 
and  driving  them  to  Mexico  for  laun- 
dering. Up  to  90  percent  of  drug  cartel 
profits  move  through  Mexico. 

I  was  very  privileged  to  go  with  the 
CODEL  from  this  Congress  to  Mexico, 
as  well  as  Panama,  Colombia,  Peru, 
and  Bolivia,  and  we  met  with  President 
Zedillo  as  well  as  the  foreign  minister 
and  members  of  the  House  and  Senate 
of  Mexico.  I  was  convinced,  as  were  the 
others  with  us,  that  President  Zedillo 
and  the  leadership  of  Mexico  has  a 
strong  commitment  to  trying  to  reduce 
the  narcotics  flow  to  America. 

I  also  understand  their  point  that  it 
is  our  demand  that  is  propelling  much 
of  the  growth  of  coca  leaves  around  the 
country,  the  distribution,  and  what  is 


coming  into  our  country.  We  do  have 
to  work  on  our  internal  problems  but 
they  also  must  work  on  the  exporting 
of  drugs  into  America. 

I  also  understand  the  difficulty  of  pa- 
troling  the  long  borders  we  have  with 
Mexico,  particularly  as  we  open  trade. 
That  is  all  true.  Few  issues  are  as  ex- 
plosive as  the  immigration  issue  and 
the  NAFTA  issue  as  well  as  the  drug 
issue,  the  support  of  the  peso  and  the 
environmental  questions  along  the  bor- 
ders. 

K  our  two  great  nations  are  to  work 
together,  we  have  to  have  a  strong  con- 
tinued commitment  from  the  Govern- 
ment of  Mexico  not  just  to  talk  but  to 
crack  down  on  the  drug  lords. 

This  particular  amendment  passed 
last  year  411-0  when  we  asked  for  a 
roUcall  vote.  It  is  the  actions  that 
must  be  changed  and  stiffened  in  the 
future.  I  want  to  continue  to  point  out 
that  I  am  impressed  with  the  sincerity 
of  the  Government  of  Mexico  and  I  am 
particularly  impressed  with  their  com- 
mitments, but  we  need  to  see  addi- 
tional and  continued  progress  on  this 
issue. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SOUDER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York,  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  International  Re- 
lations. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Souder  amendment  and  commend  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  for  this  initia- 
tive. 

nilcit  drugs  are  an  international 
threat  to  all  countries:  corruption,  ad- 
diction, and  lawlessness  exact  an  enor- 
mous price.  Because  drug  cartels  have 
extraordinary  resources,  no  country 
can  fight  this  problem  alone.  Producer 
coimtries,  transit  countries,  and  con- 
sumer countries  all  share  in  the  costs 
of  the  drug  scourge  and.  therefore, 
must  all  share  the  responsibility  for 
solving  the  problem. 

One  very  conservative  estimate 
places  the  annual  cost  of  drug  abuse  to 
U.S.  society  at  $67  billion — in  terms  of 
crime,  lost  productivity,  and  health 
care.  Other  estimates  nm  as  high  as 
$500  billion.  Another  tangible  impact  is 
on  U.S.  youth.  Data  si:iggest  that  if  co- 
caine abuse  were  listed  on  death  cer- 
tificates, it  would  constitute  the  lead- 
ing cause  of  death  of  people  14  to  44 
years  of  age  in  New  York  City. 

Experience  proves  that  concerted  ef- 
forts that  attack  each  link  in  the  drug 
chain  can  produce  dramatic  results. 
For  example,  new  levels  of  cooperation 
have  led  to  significant  strides  against 
the  Call  cartel  kingpins.  With  a  vigor- 
ous program  that  addressed  each  of  the 
pillars — eradication,  interdiction,  en- 
forcement, education,  and  treatment — 
cocaine  use  in  the  United  States 
dropped  80  percent  in  that  period,  from 
5.8  million  users  down  to  1.3  million. 
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According  to  the  United  States  Drug 
Enforcement  Agency,  drug  trafficking 
groups  in  Mexico  have  become  the  pri- 
mary suppliers  of  drugs  abused  in  the 
United  States.  Up  to  70  percent  of  the 
cocaine  available  in  the  United  States 
transits  Mexico;  50  percent  of  mari- 
juana is  produced  in  Mexico;  Mexican 
traffickers  are  now  the  largest  suppli- 
ers of  methamphetamine  sold  in  the 
United  States;  and  Mexican  heroin  is 
the  predominant  form  of  that  product 
found  in  the  Western  United  States. 

Several  years  ago.  Mexican  drug  or- 
ganizations partnered  with  Colombian 
producers  to  smuggle  cocaine  into  the 
United  States.  As  their  expertise  and 
operational  capabilities  grew.  Mexican 
cartels  began  to  demand  50  percent  of 
the  shipment  as  pasrment  for  their 
smuggling  services;  as  a  result,  the 
wealth  and  reach  of  these  local  crimi- 
nal bands  grew  dangerously  as  they 
gained  an  independent  foothold  in  the 
lucrative  wholesale  business  in  the 
United  States. 

In  addition  to  taking  control  of  the 
methamphetamine  trade,  drug  organi- 
zations in  Mexico  have  also  become 
major  figrures  in  the  diversion  of  pre- 
cursor chemicals  that  are  used  to 
produce  methamphetamine.  It  is  appar- 
ent that  these  Mexican  cartels  have 
used  the  largesse  of  the  cocaine  trade 
to  develop  the  capacity  to  manufacture 
as  well  as  transit  their  own  product, 
methamphetamine.  whose  use  in  major 
cities  in  the  Western  and  Southwestern 
United  States  is  on  the  rise. 

With  the  fall  of  the  Call  cartel,  their 
Mexican  partners  may  be  tmiquely  po- 
sitioned to  fill  the  void,  given  the  prox- 
imity to  the  United  States  market,  our 
2,000-mile  common  border,  and  the  po- 
litical and  economic  disruptions  in 
Mexico,  both  countries  may  suffer  dra- 
matically in  the  very  near  term. 

In  March.  President  Clinton  certified 
Mexico  as  fully  cooperative  with 
United  States  antidrug  efforts.  The  ad- 
ministration asserted  that  the  Mexican 
Government  had  pledged  a  major  offen- 
sive against  the  drug  cartels  and  drug- 
related  corruption  and,  in  1995,  had  in- 
tensified antinarcotics  efforts,  pros- 
ecuted corrupt  officials,  and  sought  to 
expand  cooperation  with  the  United 
States  and  other  governments. 

Some  in  Congress  disagree  emphati- 
cally with  President  Clinton's  certifi- 
cation of  Mexico's  antidrug  efforts,  in 
light  of  infamous,  well-publicized  ex- 
amples of  corruption.  They  note  that, 
although  the  Mexican  Government 
may  have  the  political  will  to  fight  il- 
licit drugs,  corruption  is  common 
enough  to  undermine  good  intentions. 

All  sides  can  agree  that  drug  cartels 
have  become  so  wealthy  and  powerful 
that  they  can  undermine  the  best  ef- 
forts of  any  government.  In  the  United 
States,  we  fight  internal  corruption 
through  strict  internal  inspection  and 
integrity  controls  and  generally  well- 
paid,  professional  police  forces.  We  also 


rely  on  a  professional,  independent 
prosecutorial  system  that  deters  and 
detects  corruption  in  law  enforcement 
services. 

Law  enforcement  experts  note  that 
Mexico's  ajitidrug  efforts  do  not  have 
these  tools  at  their  disposal.  They  are 
hampered  by  weaknesses  in  their  legal 
structure:  the  law  does  not  provide  for 
the  use  of  wiretaps,  confidential  in- 
formants, or  witness  protection  pro- 
grams; prosecutors  cannot  build  cases 
for  conspiracy  to  break  the  law;  and 
money  laundering  is  not  a  criminal  of- 
fense. 

These  experts  assert  that  these  tools 
are  indispensable  to  efforts  to  fight  or- 
ganized crime  in  the  United  States  and 
they  are  needed  badly  by  Mexico's  law 
enforcement  agencies.  United  States 
cooperation,  including  the  sharing  of 
vital  law  enforcement  Intelligence,  can 
be  expanded  further  if  Mexico  strength- 
ens its  own  antidrug  units. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  Mexican 
Government  has  moved  within  the  last 
few  months  to  adopt  some  of  these  leg- 
islative measures  to  strengthen  their 
capability  to  pursue  and  prosecute 
drug  traffickers. 

The  Souder  amendment  is  simple  and 
straightforward.  It  conditions  United 
States  aid  to  Mexico  on  efforts  by  the 
Mexican  Government  to  reduce  the 
amount  of  illegal  drugs  entering  the 
United  States.  It  also  expects  that  gov- 
ernment to  apply  its  own  law  enforce- 
ment resources  and  cooperate  fully 
with  us  to  break  up  the  drug  cartels  op- 
erating in  Mexico  and  to  fight  money 
laundering. 

By  passing  this  amendment,  we  do 
not  prejudge  Mexico  and  we  do  not  ex- 
cuse our  own  country  from  doing  all 
that  it  can  to  fight  drugs.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  many  of  my  colleagues  and  I 
would  like  to  see  greater  funding  for 
antidrug  cooperation  in  this  legisla- 
tion— and  we  will  be  working  to 
achieve  that  objective. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  drug  cartels  pose 
ain  international  threat.  We  must  work 
with  Mexico  and  other  friends  through- 
out the  world  to  meet  this  deadly  chal- 
lenge. 

Once  again,  I  commend  Mr.  Souder 
for  his  amendment  and  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  fully  support  his  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  SOUDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Mica]. 

Mr.  MICA.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
yielding  me  the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
should  be  adopted  overwhelmingly  by 
the  House  of  Representatives,  and  I 
comjnend  the  gentleman  for  his  leader- 
ship on  this  issue.  We  serve  on  the 
same  investigations  and  oversight  sut>- 
conrniittee  of  the  Conmiittee  on  Gov- 
ernment Reform  and  Oversight.  We 
have  looked  at  the  lack  of  a  national 
drug  policy.  We  heard  the  chairman  of 


this  committee  speak  just  a  minute 
ago  about  70  percent  of  the  hard  drugs 
coining  into  this  country,  we  found  in 
our  committee  examination,  are  com- 
ing in  through  Mexico. 

The  United  States  has  bent  over 
backward  to  help  Mexico  and  this  Con- 
gress has  aided  Mexico  with  a  trade 
agreement.  I  did  not  agree  with  some 
of  the  provisions  of  that  particular 
trade  agreement.  This  administration 
bailed  out  Mexico.  I  cannot  think  of  a 
nation  who  has  done  more  to  help  an 
ally,  to  help  a  partner  in  the  Western 
Hemisphere  than  the  United  States  or 
this  administration  or  this  Congress. 

And  what  do  we  get  in  return?  Sev- 
enty percent  of  the  illegal  drugs.  We 
even  went  so  far  as  to  certify  Mexico  as 
compliant  and  we  decertified  Colombia, 
yet  the  onslaught  of  hard  drugs  coming 
through  Mexico  is  absolutely  appalling. 
The  results  should  astound  every  Mem- 
ber of  Congress  and  every  American. 

Look  at  this  chart  showing  what  has 
happened  here  since  1992  when  this  ad- 
ministration extended  this  helping 
hand.  Our  12th  graders,  our  10th  grad- 
ers, our  8th  graders  are  getting  slaugh- 
tered. Cocaine  is  coming  in  record 
amounts,  heroin  is  coming  in.  mari- 
juana is  coming  in. 

This  amendment  sends  a  message  to 
Mexico  that  this  Congress,  this  admin- 
istration, these  representatives  of  the 
people  who  are  seeing  their  children 
slaughtered  in  the  streets,  who  are  see- 
ing juvenile  crime  skyrocket  through 
the  ceiling  are  saying,  "Hey,  wait  a 
minute,  Mexico,  we  have  taken  it  all 
we  can  and  we  are  going  to  send  you  a 
message  that  we  want  this  stopped." 

It  is  a  very  clear  message.  The  latest 
data  by  DAWN  is  absolutely  startling. 
Cocaine-related  emergencies  increased 
12  percent:  heroin-related  episodes  in- 
creased 27  i)ercent.  This  is  for  the  first 
half  of  1995.  Marijuana-related  epi- 
sodes, 32  percent.  Methamphetamines, 
35  percent.  Designer  drugs  are  killing 
our  young  people  and  creating  crime; 
70  percent  of  the  crimes  in  my  district 
are  committed  by  i)eople  who  are  in- 
volved in  narcotics  and  they  are  com- 
ing through  Mexico.  This  sends  a  mes- 
sage: Stop.  And  we  mean  it. 

Mr.  SOUDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  balance  of  my  time  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona  [Mr.  KOLBE]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Arizona  is  recognized  for  30  sec- 
onds. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  claim 
the  time  in  opposition  so  that  I  may 
have  more  time  to  speak. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Arizona  is  in  opposition? 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  KOLBE)  is  recognized 
for  10  minutes. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
mjrself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  not  use  the  en- 
tire 10  minutes  and  I  think  this  amend- 
ment is  going  to  go  by  voice.  But  let 
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me  say  about  this  amendment  that, 
while  I  think  that  no  one  disagrees 
with  the  intent  of  this  amendment  that 
we  should  have  cooperation  with  Mex- 
ico, that  I  do  think  that  it  at  least 
bears  mentioning  here  on  the  floor 
what  is  happening,  and  the,  I  think, 
positive  things  that  have  happened 
with  Mexico. 

I  just  listened  to  my  colleague  from 
Florida.  I  could  not  agree  with  him 
more  that  what  is  happening  in  this 
country  is  terrible  and  what  is  happen- 
ing with  the  rise  of  drug  addiction 
among  young  people  and  youth  using 
drugs,  hard  drugs,  is  a  very  serious 
problem.  There  is  no  question  that  we 
should  be  very  concerned  about  it,  and 
there  is  no  question  we  should  be  con- 
cerned about  both  the  source  of  these 
drugs  and  how  they  get  to  this  country. 

It  is  the  how  they  get  to  this  coun- 
try, the  channel,  that  we  are  talking 
about  here  today,  because  for  the  most 
part  the  hard  drugs  we  are  talking 
about,  the  cocaine,  the  heroin,  are  not 
produced  in  Mexico  but  they  become 
the  transit  point,  the  place  from  which 
these  are  transported  into  the  United 
States.  As  we  have  been  more  effective 
in  south  Florida  in  cutting  off  the 
drugs  coming  in  from  South  America, 
we  have  now  found  that  Mexico  and 
Central  America  are  the  key  places  in 
which  these  drugs  come  in. 

D  1415 

Let  us  not  in  a  sense  blame  the  mes- 
senger, blame  the  people  who  are  sim- 
ply there  geographically  at  our  door- 
step, because  of  our  problem  we  have.  I 
think  clearly  Mexico  has  a  responsibil- 
ity to  work  with  us  on  this,  and  I  think 
they  are.  That  is  what  I  wanted  to  take 
this  time,  just  to  mention  some  of  the 
things  that  have  happened  in  Mexico 
tmder  the  Zedillo  administration. 

Not  long  ago,  just  a  few  months  ago, 
the  Mexican  Government,  at  our  re- 
quest, arrested  and  expelled  very 
promptly  firom  Mexico  to  the  United 
States  so  we  could  try  the  individual, 
Juan  Garcia  Abrego,  the  head  of  the 
Gulf  cartel,  one  of  the  key  people  we 
had  been  trsring  to  get  apprehended  and 
get  into  the  United  States  for  drug  vio- 
lations. That  was  a  major  step  by  the 
Mexican  Government  to  cooperate  with 
us. 

I  might  say  as  the  chairman  of  the 
United  States-Mexico  Interparliamen- 
tary Meeting  just  a  few  weeks  ago  in 
Mexico,  I  heard  from  Mexican  parlia- 
mentarians about  how  they  thought 
this  was  outrageous  because  they  had 
violated  their  own  legal  procedures  and 
protections  in  extraditing  this  individ- 
ual so  promptly  and  quickly  to  the 
United  States,  and  yet  it  is  what  we  re- 
quested. I  think  we  should  at  least  ac- 
knowledge when  we  are  talking  about 
this  there  have  been  positive  steps  that 
have  taken  place. 

At  the  end  of  May,  a  couple  of  weeks 
ago,   the   Mexicans   arrested   and   ex- 


pelled Jose  Luis  Perejrra  Salas,  a  major 
Bolivian  drug  trafficker.  So  they  are 
picking  up  some  of  these  major  drug 
traffickers,  they  are  getting  at  the 
head  of  this  Hydra  of  drug  cartels  that 
is  operating  there  in  Mexico. 

They  recently  extradited  two  Mexi- 
can nationals,  something  they  were  not 
able  to  do  before,  to  the  United  States, 
who  were  wanted  for  heinous  crimes. 
That  is  an  important  departure  from 
their  past  procedures  on  extraditions. 
Under  the  extradition  treaty,  we  have 
been  able  to  get  American  nationals 
extradited  to  the  United  States,  but 
never  Mexican  nationals.  Now,  the  two 
that  were  extradited,  they  were  not  ex- 
tradited on  drug-related  crimes,  but 
they  were  heinous  crimes,  one  of  which 
has  been  talked  about  in  this  body  on 
several  different  occasions  by  one  of 
our  colleagues.  So  that  was  an  impor- 
tant step. 

But  I  think  the  most  important  thing 
that  I  think  should  be  mentioned  today 
is  the  passage  in  Mexico  within  the  last 
6  weeks  of  the  most  important,  the 
first  and  most  important,  money  laun- 
dering legislation  to  counter  money 
laundering,  aind  the  first  time  that 
Mexico  has  taken  up  this  issue. 

There  is  no  question,  the  Mexican 
banks,  as  has  happened  with  baiiks  all 
over  the  world,  whether  in  the  Cajnnan 
Islands  or  whether  sometimes  in  Swit- 
zerland or  often  in  the  United  States, 
banks  inadvertently,  or  sometimes 
through  sloppiness  or  carelessness  or 
sometimes  because  they  do  not  care, 
allow  themselves  to  be  used  for  money 
laundering.  That  is  why  you  need  to 
have  tough  laws  that  make  it  clear  to 
the  banks  what  their  responsibilities 
are  in  money  laundering. 

This  legislation  was  drafted  and 
worked  on,  they  asked  us  for  some  as- 
sistance on  it,  we  gave  them  technical 
assistance.  This  is  their  legislation. 
But  we  think  it  is  a  very  good  piece  of 
legislation.  Now  they  have  to  go 
through  the  process  of  making  it  work, 
of  getting  all  the  rules  to  implement  it, 
the  specifics  to  the  banks,  what  they 
must  do.  But  it  is  a  very  tough  piece  of 
legislation.  It  is  what  we  have  been 
asking  the  Mexicans  to  do  for  a  long 
period  of  time. 

I  rise  only  to  mention  this,  because  I 
think  it  is  important  at  the  same  time 
we  say,  and  I  think  it  is  appropriate 
that  we  say  that  money  under  this  law 
should  not  go  to  the  Mexican  Govern- 
ment, or  any  government  for  that  mat- 
ter, that  is  not  cooperating  with  us  on 
drug  interdiction  and  interdicting  drug 
trafficking.  We  would  not  be  sending 
money  to  those  countries.  But  I  think 
it  is  important  at  the  same  time  that 
we  say  that,  that  we  do  acknowledge 
that  there  have  within  some  important 
steps  that  have  been  made  by  Mexico. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1%  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Callahan]. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  CALLAHAN.  I  shield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  jrielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  deals  with  an- 
other slightly  different  subject,  but  I 
rise  to  engage  the  chairman  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Foreign  Operations,  Mr. 
Callahan,  in  a  colloquy. 

I  would  like  to  ask,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  earlier  I  had  intended  to  offer  an 
amendment  to  increase  funding  for  the 
Micro  and  Small  Enterprise  Develop- 
ment Program.  Although  I  did  not  offer 
that  amendment,  I  strongly  support 
this  program.  This  is  a  highly  success- 
ful program  that  helps  people  help 
themselves. 

By  helping  poor  people  to  increase 
their  income  and  assets,  we  are  ena- 
bling them  to  improve  their  own  wel- 
fare, health,  housing  and  education,  all 
at  a  very  snaall  cost-effective  invest- 
ment. This  is  a  program  that  works, 
and  this  is  the  t3rpe  of  activity  that  we 
as  a  Congress  should  be  encouraging. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  the  opportunity 
presents  itself,  as  you  go  into  con- 
ference with  the  other  body,  it  is  my 
understanding  you  will  work  with  me 
to  support  additional  assistance  for  the 
Micro  and  Small  Enterprise  Develop- 
ment Program. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  for  his  observa- 
tions and  share  his  support  for  the 
Micro  and  Small  Enterprise  Develop- 
ment Program. 

I  would  be  pleased  to  work  with  the 
gentleman,  and  with  others  in  this 
body  and  the  other  body  to  support  and 
possibly  even  expand  this  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  going  to  accept 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  jrield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman £rom  Indiana  [Mr.  SOUDER]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDSJENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  FRANK  OF 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment  pursu- 
ant to  the  unanimous-consent  agree- 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  wUl  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Frank  of  Mas- 
sachusetts: Page  97,  after  line  5.  insert  the 
following:  new  section: 

PROHDSrnON  OF  IMET  ASSISTANCE  FOR 
INDONESIA 

Sec.  573.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  in 
this  Act  under  the  heading  "International 
Military  Education  and  Training"  may  be 
made  available  to  the  Government  of  Indo- 
nesia. 

PARUAME.HTARY  INQUIRy 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mi".  Chairman,  I  have  a 
parliamentary  inqidry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
State  it. 


June  11,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


13627 


Mr.  WILSON.  How  much  time  will 
there  be  on  this  amendment  and  how 
will  it  be  allocated? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts,  [Mr.  Frank]  will 
be  recognized  for  22Mi  minutes,  and  a 
Member  opposed,  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Callahan],  will  be  rec- 
ognized for  22Vi  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Frank]. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent,  because  I  will  be 
due  in  a  markup,  that  I  be  permitted  to 
turn  over  the  management  for  our  side 
of  the  time  to  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  REED]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  yield  myself  such  time  as 
I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment 
would  strike  out  the  international 
military  education  and  training  for  the 
country  of  Indonesia.  Indonesia  made 
an  international  solemn  agreement 
through  the  U.N.  to  take  over  the  area 
known  as  East  Timor.  Indonesian  nile 
in  East  Timor  has  been  one  of  the  most 
oppressive  and  brutal  we  have  seen. 

East  Timor  had  been  controlled  by 
Portugal.  This  is  a  case  where  colonial- 
ism looks  pretty  good  to  people  in  ret- 
rospect. Indeed  it  is  to  the  credit  of  the 
people  of  Portugal  that  they  have  con- 
tinuously spoken  out  against  the  op- 
pression which  the  Government  of  In- 
donesia has  visited  on  the  people  of 
East  Timor. 

What  the  Indonesians  have  done  is 
simply  violate  their  international  obli- 
gations, agreements  they  had  made,  to 
treat  the  people  of  East  Timor  fairly. 
There  continues  to  be  one  of  the  most 
oppressive  regimes.  The  people  of  East 
Timor,  who  have  sought  to  preserve 
their  own  identity,  their  freedom  of  re- 
ligion, freedom  of  speech,  have  been 
consistently  and  brutally  mistreated. 

That  is  going  to  be  documented  in 
the  debate.  But  I  want  to  deal  now  with 
the  argimients  we  are  going  to  hear 
that  will  say,  oh,  yes,  the  Indonesians 
have  not  done  what  they  should  do,  but 
this  is  not  the  way  to  do  it. 

One  thing  should  be  very  clear.  When 
we  are  talking  to  those  who  specialize 
in  foreign  policy,  to  them  there  is 
never  a  way  to  do  anything.  Whatever 
method  anyone  puts  forward  for  deal- 
ing with  any  wrong  anjrwhere  in  the 
world  turns  out  to  be  not  the  right 
method  at  a  given  time.  Any  effort  to 
try  to  vindicate  human  rights  will  run 
up  against  a  whole  variety  of  argu- 
ments. One  is  that  we  must  rely  on  In- 
donesia, in  part  for  its  strategric  stabil- 
ity. 

One  thing  that  strikes  me  when  we 
debate  foreign  policy,  we  are  con- 
stantly being  told  that  America  must 
be  careful  less  we  alienate,  unsettle. 


destabilize,  other  nations.  How  come 
nobody  ever  has  to  worry  about  what 
we  think? 

I  do  not  understand  the  logic  that 
says  because  we  are  quite  wealthy  and 
quite  powerful,  we  therefore  must  ac- 
cept the  fact  that  our  views  ought  to 
be  disregarded  and  we  must  worry 
about  offending  others?  Is  the  relation- 
ship between  the  United  States  and  In- 
donesia useful  in  preserving  stability?  I 
believe  it  is.  I  believe  it  is  so  useful, 
that  the  Indonesians  will  not  jeopard- 
ize it  based  on  this. 

The  argument  is  always  given  that 
we  should  not  take  this  or  that  step  be- 
cause we  will  anger  some  nation  who 
has  been  the  recipient  of  our  protec- 
tion, cooperation  and  investment.  None 
of  these  nations  that  I  am  aware  of  are 
doing  this  as  a  favor  to  us.  They  are 
doing  it  because  it  is  even  more  in 
their  self-interest  than  ours. 

There  is  a  particular  reason  why  I 
think  it  is  important  for  us  to  begin  a 
policy  of  refusing  American  assistance 
to  blatant  violators  of  human  rights  is 
Indonesia  and  elsewhere  in  Asia.  There 
is  a  distressing  pattern  in  much  of 
South  Asia  of  people,  nations,  progress- 
ing economically,  while  showing  a  fun- 
damental disregard  for  democracy  and 
human  rights. 

One  of  the  things  we  like  to  tell  our- 
selves has  been  there  is  some  necessary 
connection  between  expanding  free 
market  economy,  between  capitalism 
at  its  best,  and  democracy.  I  wish  I 
were  more  confident  of  that.  But  I 
think  the  pattern  is  emerging  in  much 
of  Asia  where  nations  are  showing  a  ca- 
pacity to  develop  economically  while 
remaining  from  the  standpoint  of 
human  rights  quite  retarded. 

Indonesia  is  a  nation  with  very  little 
democracy  internally,  a  great  deal  of 
corruption,  and  with  a  terribly  oppres- 
sive record  against  East  Timor.  I  be- 
lieve there  are  important  strategic  rea- 
sons why  they  welcome  American  co- 
operation sufficiently  so  they  are  not 
going  to  repudiate  it  altogether.  The 
question  is:  Do  we  do  anything  whatso- 
ever to  effectuate  our  view  that  the 
systematic  mistreatment  of  the  people 
of  East  Timor  must  stop?  I  know  we 
will  be  told,  at  least  I  have  been  told 
this  privately,  we  have  changed  the 
IMET  around.  It  now  becomes  a  force 
for  good,  naked  to  the  eye.  I  do  not  un- 
derstand how  that  argument  can  be 
made  when  we  see  a  continuation  of 
the  pattern  on  the  part  of  Indonesia  of 
a  systematic  mistreatment  of  those 
people. 

Therefore,  in  pursuance  of  human 
rights,  in  pursuance  of  the  obligation 
the  world  has  to  the  people  of  East 
Timor  who  were  turned  over  to  Indo- 
nesia through  international  means,  and 
in  defense  of  the  principle  that  himian 
rights  cannot  simply  be  disregarded,  I 
hope  this  amendment  is  adopted,  and 
that  the  Indonesian  Government  will 
get  a  strong  message  from  the  United 


States  that  this  behavior  is  not  accept- 
able. 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  that,  I  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time,  which  will 
hereafter  be  managed  by  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Reed]. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
response  to  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts. I  hope  his  amendment  is  not 
adopted. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Oilman]. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  regret  that  I  rise  to 
oppose  the  Frank  amendment,  which 
would  prohibit  international  military, 
education  and  training  [IMET]  for  In- 
donesia. 

The  provision  contained  in  the 
amendment  before  us  would  restrict 
the  IMET  program  to  the  more  human 
rights  oriented  expanded  IMET 
courses.  This  provision  is  identical  to 
existing  law  in  the  fiscal  year  1996  for- 
eign operations  appropriations  bill,  as 
well  as  the  authorization  bill  that  was 
adopted  by  both  the  House  and  the 
Senate. 

However,  while  I  am  opposing  this 
amendment,  I  want  to  make  it  clear 
that  I  continue  to  have  strong  reserva- 
tions about  Indonesia's  himum  rights 
record.  Indonesia's  military  has  an  ab- 
horrent human  rights  record.  There  is 
no  debating  that  fact.  The  House  needs 
to  speak  with  one  voice  in  condemning 
the  continuing  human  rights  abuses 
being  perpetuated  by  the  military. 

That  said,  it  is  my  view  that  continu- 
ing an  IMET  program  in  Indonesia  will 
enhance  rather  than  diminish  United 
States  ability  to  positively  influence 
Indonesia's  human  rights  policies  and 
behavior.  We  need  to  stay  engaged  with 
the  Indonesian  military.  Providing 
IMET  will  contribute  to  the  profes- 
sionalism and  human  rights  sensitivity 
of  Indonesia's  military. 

Accordingly,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  oppose  the  Frank 
amendment. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  jrield  noy- 
self  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  this  amendment,  which  is  of- 
fered by  mjrself  and  my  colleagues,  Mr. 
Frank  of  Massachusetts.  Mr.  Kennedt 
of  Massachusetts,  and  Mr.  Kennedy  of 
Rhode  Island.  It  would  prohibit  all 
military  education  and  training  funds 
for  Indonesia,  IMET  funds. 

Currently,  Indonesia  receives  ex- 
pended IMET.  Unfortunately,  the  Indo- 
nesian military  has  not  made  progress 
in  improving  its  human  rights  record. 
The  record  is  very  clear.  Indeed,  the 
Department  of  State's  "Country  Re- 
ports on  Human  Rights  Practices  for 
1995"  states  that  the  Indonesian  Gov- 
ernment continues  to  commit  serious 
hunum  rights  violations  in  East  Timor. 
The  report  further  states: 
The  armed  forces  continued  to  be  respon- 
sible for  the  most  serious  humAn  rights 
abuses. 
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On  East  Timor,  no  progress  was  made  in 
accounting:  for  missing  persons  following  the 
1991  Dili  incident  or  the  10  other  Timorese 
that  disappeared  in  1995. 

O  1430 

And  finally,  "The  armed  forces  used 
excessive  force  in  making  arrests  fol- 
lowing anti-integration  rioting  in  Dili 
in  October." 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  IMET  resources 
are  designed  to  provide  training  for 
other  military  forces  around  the  world. 
It  is  not  designed  to  encourage  or  in 
any  way  aid  or  abet  in  such  human 
rights  abuses.  And,  in  fact,  one  would 
hope  that  these  resources  and  the 
training  that  is  involved  with  them 
would  be  a  strong  barrier  against  such 
abuses  of  human  rights. 

We  are  not  at  this  juncture  criticiz- 
ing the  IMET  program.  The  IMET  pro- 
gram, as  it  is  practiced  around  the 
world,  is  a  valuable  source  of  American 
foreign  policy  and  military  prepared- 
ness and  national  security  strength  for 
our  country  and  our  allies.  But  we  can- 
not, I  think,  sit  idly  by,  watching  these 
abuses  in  East  Timor  against  a  people 
who  were  the  victims  of  an  invasion  20 
years  ago  and  continue  to  fund  this 
type  of  military  support  for  their  re- 
gime, their  military,  those  people  who 
have  been  identified  by  our  State  De- 
partment as  being  the  perpetrators  of 
these  types  of  hunuji  rights  abuses. 

In  1992,  Congress,  in  a  sense  of  shock 
and  outrage,  cut  off  IMET  funds  to 
East  Timor.  In  1991,  on  film,  the  Brit- 
ish Broadcasting  Corp.  filmed  the  mas- 
sacre of  250  E^t  Timor  residents  by 
the  forces  of  the  Indonesian  Armed 
Forces.  That  was  such  a  shocking  re- 
volting incident  that  we  acted  properly 
and  cut  off  those  funds.  We  restored 
those  monesrs,  but  we  restored  those 
moneys  with  the  idea  that  the  Indo- 
nesian military  had  learned  their  les- 
son; that  they  would  not  continue 
these  practices  of  human  rights  abuses. 

Sadly,  sadly,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  les- 
son has  not  been  learned.  It  is  incum- 
bent upon  us  today  to  once  again  reit- 
erate our  strong  opposition  to  these 
abuses  and  to  do  it  in  a  palpable,  tan- 
gible way,  to  do  it  by  eliminating 
IMET  funds  for  the  Government  of  In- 
donesia and  their  armed  forces.  This  is 
a  position  which,  I  think,  has  strong 
support  in  many  different  quarters. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  at  the  appro- 
priate time  introduce  a  letter  in  the 
extension  of  remarks  ficom  the  Catholic 
Conference  in  support  of  this  amend- 
ment, and  included  in  that  letter  is  the 
following  language:  "Curtailing  IMET 
funding  to  Indonesia  constitutes  a 
small  but  s3anbolically  important  ex- 
pression by  our  government  of  the  need 
for  Indonesia  to  show  grreater  will  in 
resolving  these  problems."  We  cannot 
allow  another  20  years  of  abuses  to  con- 
tinue in  East  Timor. 

I  would  also  say  for  the  record,  which 
I  think  is  important.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 


have  spent  our  the  last  several  days  de- 
bating this  bill,  in  different  guises, 
talking  about  Desert  Storm  and  over 
valiant  efforts  to  liberate  Kuwait  from 
the  unprovoked  aggression  of  Iraq  in 
1991. 

Well,  the  similarities  in  this  situa- 
tion are  ironic  but  associate,  but  in 
this  situation  it  was  the  Government 
of  Indonesia  that  struck  a  defenseless 
country,  overran  it  without  any  jus- 
tification under  international  law,  and 
today  not  only  do  we  not  condemn  that 
invasion  vigorously  but  we  continue  to 
assist  the  Indonesian  military.  It 
would  be  as  if  we  had  stood  by  idly  and 
passively  in  the  grulf  and  now  today 
continued  to  assist  the  Iraqi  Armed 
Forces. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  justice  and 
human  rights  and  sound  policy  is  on 
the  side  of  this  amendment  and  I  hope 
it  passes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
jrield  4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Wilson],  the  ranking  Demo- 
crat on  our  subcommittee. 

Mr.  WILSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  this 
time.  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment. Of  course,  the  administration  is 
also  opposed  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  IMET  for  Indonesia 
was  completely  cut  off  from  1992  to 
1995.  In  fiscal  year  1996,  as  part  of  a 
compromise  on  the  issue.  Congress 
agreed  to  allow  for  expanded  IMET 
only.  This  means  any  training  provided 
has  to  contain  some  elements  of  human 
rights  training.  The  bill  contains  the 
same  restriction  as  last  year,  that  is 
only  expanded  IMET  for  Indonesia 
which  ensures  training  and  human 
rights. 

I  would,  therefore,  vigorously  oppose 
this  amendment.  The  committee  has 
taken  a  compromise  position  and  it 
should  be  sustained. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  Like  also  to 
read  a  couple  of  paragraphs  from  a  let- 
ter that  I  just  received  a  few  minutes 
ago  from  Secretary  of  Defense  Perry 
and  General  Shalikashvili. 

Strategically  located  Indonesia,  with  the 
world's  fourth  largest  population,  is  increas- 
ingly important  to  United  States  interests. 
It  is  influential  regionally,  where  it  has  been 
a  force  for  stability,  and  globally.  As  we  con- 
tinue to  rationalize  and  economize  on  our 
overseas  military  deployments,  military  co- 
operation with  key  countries  such  as  Indo- 
nesia becomes  an  ever  greater  element  in  our 
ability  to  project  power  and  influence.  The 
IMET  program  in  Indonesia  enhances  rather 
than  diminishes  U.S.  ability  to  positively  in- 
fluence Indonesia's  human  rights  policies. 

That  from  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

Finally.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  say 
that  the  United  States  has  very,  very 
broad  interests  in  Indonesia,  rangring 
from  vast  commercial  contracts  to 
arms  sales.  It  represents  one  of  Asia's 
most  promising  expanding  markets  for 
American     goods,     with     the     United 


States  occupsring  12  percent  of  total 
imports.  Our  aid  program  helps  protect 
the  environment,  improve  conditions 
in  East  Timor,  open  opportunities  for 
U.S.  business,  and  stop  the  spread  of 
AIDS.  Any  of  those  reasons.  I  submit, 
are  reason  enough  to  vote  agadnst  this 
amendment  and  I  urge  the  House  to  do 
so. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  New 
York  [Mrs.  Lowey]. 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  the  Frank  amend- 
ment to  eliminate  international  mili- 
tary education  and  training  funding  for 
Indonesia. 

First  of  all,  I  would  like  to  conmiend 
Chairman  Callahan  for  his  efforts  to 
address  my  concerns  on  this  issue.  I  a.p- 
preciate  his  support  for  expanded  IMET 
for  Indonesia  when  I  know  he  might 
rather  have  allowed  Indonesia  to  re- 
ceive full  IMET  assistance.  However,  as 
the  chairman  knows,  I  still  have  very 
serious  concerns  about  Indonesia's 
human  rights  record. 

In  1992,  we  voted  to  end  all  IMET  as- 
sistance for  Indonesia  because  of  that 
country's  abysmal  human  rights  record 
and  their  continued  oppression  of  the 
people  of  East  Timor.  Despite  the  lack 
of  improvement  in  Indonesia's  human 
rights  record,  and  the  opposition  of 
myself  and  many  of  my  colleagues,  a 
modified  IMET  program  was  approved 
for  Indonesia  in  the  Foreign  Operations 
Appropriations  Act  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

When  this  provision  was  added  to  the 
foreign  aid  bill  last  year,  we  said  we 
would  monitor  the  human  rights  situa- 
tion in  Indonesia  very  carefully  and  act 
accordingly  this  year.  Well,  the  State 
Department's  coimtry  report  on  Indo- 
nesia was  released  in  March,  and  ac- 
cording to  the  report,  "The  Govern- 
ment continued  to  commit  serious 
human  rights  abuses." 

The  State  Department  report  also 
said  that  in  Indonesia  "reports  of 
extrajudicial  killings,  disappearances, 
and  torture  of  those  in  custody  by  se- 
curity forces  increased."  Not  de- 
creased. Not  stayed  the  same.  In- 
creased. Should  we  really  be  sending 
Indonesia  more  military  assistance 
now  when  they  have  not  addressed 
these  critical  human  rights  issues?  I 
don't  think  so. 

Indonesia's  policy  in  East  Timor  is 
about  the  oppression  of  people  who  op- 
pose Indonesia's  right  to  torture,  kill, 
and  repress  the  people  of  East  Timor. 
It  is  about  the  200,000  Timorese  who 
have  been  slaughtered  since  the  Indo- 
nesian occupation  in  1975;  200,000  killed 
out  of  a  total  population  of  700,000.  It  is 
about  genocide. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
amendment  and  send  a  message  to  In- 
donesia that  we  will  not  tolerate  con- 
tinued human  rights  abuses. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
jrield  7  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Bereu- 
TER],  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee 
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on  Asia  and  the  Pacific  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  International  Relations,  the 
House  of  Representatives'  most  leading 
expert  on  Southeast  Asia  and  on  trade 
and  American  businesses  in  the  region. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate  his  com- 
ing to  the  floor  and  especially  waiting 
for  an  hour  to  make  his  observations. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  kind  re- 
marks. 

I  rise  in  strong  opposition  to  the 
amendment  by  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Frank].  We  have  to 
remember  always,  when  we  approach 
these  issues,  what  is  in  our  national  in- 
terest and  what  is  not;  what  has  a  posi- 
tive impact  and  what  does  not. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  the  gentlewoman 
from  New  York  began  to  make  clear, 
Indonesia  does  not  have  an  IMET  Pro- 
gram from  us,  they  have  an  El-IMET 
Program  or  an  expanded  IMET  Pro- 
gram, and  there  is  quite  a  difference.  In 
fact,  an  expanded  IMET  Program  is 
specifically  oriented  to  focusing  on  im- 
proving human  rights  activities  and 
practices  within  a  military. 

We  also  have  to  get  over  the  idea 
that  the  IMET  or  E-IMET  Program  is  a 
grant  of  assistance  to  a  foreign  govern- 
ment. We  do  it  because  it  is  in  our  na- 
tional interest  to  increase  military-to- 
military  cooperation,  and  because  it  is 
in  our  strategic  interest  to  have  this 
relationship. 

There  are  many  economic  and  strate- 
gric  reasons  why  the  E-IMET  Program 
should  be  continued  for  Indonesia,  but 
I  would  like  to  focus  on  the  Human 
rights  concerns  and  why,  in  fact,  the 
frustrations  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Frank]  are  not 
well  taken.  He  can  certainly  be  frus- 
trated with  the  failure,  as  he  sees  it.  to 
improve  conditions  in  East  Timor,  but, 
in  fact,  the  E-IMET  Program  is  de- 
signed specifically  to  deal  with  human 
rights  issues  and  human  rights  policies 
within  the  military.  The  E>-IMET  Pro- 
gram improves  their  performance  in 
that  respect.  It  is  to  our  advantage,  if 
we  are  interested  in  improving  the 
human  rights  conditions. 

The  E-IMET  Program  is  one  of  the 
most  effective  tools  that  we  have  for 
promoting  both  our  security  interests 
and  improving  human  rights  perform- 
ance in  other  countries.  The  IMET  or 
E-IMET  Program  in  Indonesia  en- 
hances rather  than  diminishes  our  abil- 
ity to  influence  the  Indonesian  mili- 
tary's policies  and  behavior. 

Now,  I  understand  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts,  and  both 
gentlemen  from  Rhode  Island  have 
very  big  Portuguese  American  popu- 
lations in  their  districts.  These  are 
great  people,  exceptional  Americans, 
but  they  have  to,  in  fact,  I  think  be 
educated  to  the  fact  that  there  are  bet- 
ter methods  for  improving  human 
rights  performance  than  to  deny  E- 
IMET. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  El-IMET  Program 
is  bringing  results  within  the  military. 


and  I  will  provide  an  example  in  a  few 
minutes.  The  E-IMET  Program  exposes 
Indonesia's  military  students  to  west- 
em  values,  to  civilian  rule,  and  to  the 
role  of  a  professional  military  in  a  de- 
mocracy. It  will  encourage  efforts  un- 
derway in  the  Indonesian  military  to 
improve  professionalism,  accountabil- 
ity, and  respect  for  human  rights. 

The  E-IMET  Program  for  Indonesia, 
which  is  a  product  of  this  gentleman's 
amendment  in  a  foreign  aid  bill  in  the 
past,  is  all  that  H.R.  3540  allows  for  In- 
donesia. It  is  designed  to  address 
issues,  again,  in  democracy,  human 
rights,  military  justice,  and  the  con- 
cept of  civilian  control  over  the  mili- 
tary. We  should  support  human  rights 
training  for  Indonesia  through  E- 
IMET.  and  this  Member  urges  his  col- 
leagues for  that  reason  to  vote  "no"  on 
the  Frank  amendment. 

As  some  of  my  colleagues  know,  one 
of  the  troubled  areas  in  Indonesia  right 
now  is  a  part  of  the  island  that  is  a 
part  of  Indonesia  called  Irian  Jaya.  The 
legal  adviser  on  the  staff  of  the  Kodam 
command  in  Jayapura,  Irian  Jaya,  it 
has  recently  been  revealed,  is  the  au- 
thor of  a  human  rights  handbook  dis- 
tributed to  all  troops  in  the  command; 
it  contains  his  innovations.  They  have 
also  issued  rules  of  engagement  an- 
nexes to  operational  orders,  which  spe- 
cifically says  what  troops  should  do 
and.  more  important,  what  they  should 
not  do  when  they  engage  in  field  oper- 
ations in  that  respect. 

I  am  talking  very  specifically  about 
how  they  treat  the  citizens  of  their 
country,  regardless  of  religion. 

D  1445 

It  has  been  said  that  since  January 
when  he  started  issuing  these  rules  of 
engagement  annexes,  there  have  been 
no  human  rights  violations  in  the  Indo- 
nesian military  in  Irian  Jaya.  When 
asked  where  he  came  up  with  these  in- 
novations, he  said  it  all  came  out  of  his 
experience  at  the  U.S.  Army  Judge  Ad- 
vocate General's  School,  where  he  was 
an  IMET  student. 

Let  me  end  by  reminding  my  col- 
leagues why  the  E-IMET  Program  is  a 
positive  step  toward  improving  human 
rights  in  Indonesia.  The  United  States 
engagement  with  the  Indonesian  mili- 
tary, through  IMET  and  specifically 
through  E-IMET  and  other  programs, 
enhances  our  ability  to  infiuence  Indo- 
nesian human  rights  behavior  and  serv- 
ing our  broader  interests  in  the  region. 

Second,  it  provides  the  Indonesian 
military  with  the  human  rights  courses 
in  the  E-IMET  Program  that  will  con- 
tribute to  their  professionalism  and 
the  human  rights  sensitivity  of  the  In- 
donesian military. 

Third,  in  1991,  Congress  established 
the  expand  E-IMET  Program  with  four 
explicit  objectives,  three  of  which  di- 
rectly relate  to  human  rights  issues:  A, 
to  foster  greater  respect  for  the  prin- 
ciples of  civilian  control  of  the  mili- 


tary; B,  to  improve  military  justice 
and  military  codes  of  conduct  in  ac- 
cordance with  internationally  recog- 
nized human  rights;  and  the  third  of 
the  four  points  that  relates  to  human 
rights,  to  enhance  cooperation  between 
the  military  and  local  police  in  the 
area  of  countemarcotics. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  elements  in  oar 
E)-IMET  Program  are  exactly  what  we 
need  to  have  happening  within  the  In- 
donesian military.  The  human  rights 
concerns  that  we  have  with  Indonesia 
should  be  addressed  by  appropriate 
means.  The  E-IMET  Program  is  an  ap- 
propriate means  to  address  human 
rights  performance  within  the  Indo- 
nesian military. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  my  colleagues, 
therefore,  to  reject  the  Frank  amend- 
ment. It  is  not  only  a  questionable 
amendment  in  its  impact;  it  is  a  step  in 
exactly  the  wrong  direction. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  srield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Kennedy]. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Rhode  Island.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  today  as  a  supporter 
of  IMET.  This  is  a  program  which  is 
right  in  the  right  time  and  in  the  right 
place,  but  IMET  in  Indonesia  at  this 
time  represents  the  wrong  place  at  the 
wrong  time. 

Congress  did  the  right  thing  in  1992. 
when  at  the  urging  of  my  predecessor 
from  Rhode  Island.  Ron  Machtley.  we 
cut  off  IMET  to  Indonesia.  When  Con- 
gress did  that,  they  sent  a  clear  mes- 
sage to  the  dictatorship  in  Jakarta. 
They  said:  You  need  to  stop  the  human 
rights  abuses  in  East  Timor;  your 
record  in  East  Timor  does  not  merit 
your  receiving  IMET. 

Last  year,  unfortunately.  Congress 
restored  IMET  to  Indonesia.  Since  this 
time  human  rights  abuses  have  contin- 
ued and  have  gotten  worse.  Another 
year  will  just  provide  more  encourage- 
ment for  those  canying  out  these  abu- 
sive practices. 

Since  Indonesia  brutally  invaded 
East  Timor  20  years  ago,  almost  one- 
third  of  the  population  has  been  killed. 
One-third  of  the  population  has  been 
killed.  This  could  not  have  hapiwned 
without  the  knowledge  and  participa- 
tion of  the  military,  the  very  military 
that  we  are  going  to  reward  if  we  pass 
this  IMET  in  this  bill  and  if  we  do  not 
pass  the  Frank  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  record  of  leader- 
ship in  Indonesia  is  clear  and  unmis- 
takable. After  the  Santa  Cruz  mas- 
sacre. General  Try  Sutrisno,  the  com- 
mander of  the  Indonesian  military  at 
the  time,  and  he  is  now  currently  the 
vice  president  of  Indonesia,  was  quoted 
as  saying  that  those  who  had  gathered 
at  the  cemetery  were  disrupters  who 
must  be  crushed.  He  said,  and  I  quote, 
"Delinquents  like  these  have  to  be 
shot,  and  we  will  shoot  them,"  he  said. 
General  Mantriri,  the  regional  com- 
mander for  East  Timor,  was  quoted 
just  after  the  Santa  Cruz  massacre  as 
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saying,  quote  unquote,  that,  "The  mas- 
sacre was  proper,"  and,  I  quote,  "We  do 
not  regret  anything." 

These  are  the  words  of  the  military 
commanders  that  this  U.S.  Congress  is 
about  to  lend  assistance  to.  These  very 
military  commanders  who  are  saying 
these  things. 

These  abuses  continue.  Just  yester- 
day, just  yesterday,  there  are  reports 
that  are  yet  to  be  confirmed  that  East 
Timorese  youths  were  shot  at  by  police 
forces  in  Baucau.  They  were  protesting 
the  destruction  of  the  portrait  of  the 
Virgin  Mary,  and  youths  took  to  the 
streets.  There  are  reports  that  house- 
to-house  searches  were  conducted. 

My  office  has  learned  that  Bishop 
Bello.  who  is  recognized  by  all  as  the 
conscience  of  £^t  Timor  and  is  one  of 
the  most  respected  human  rights  lead- 
ers in  the  world  and  was  one  of  the  fi- 
nalists for  the  Nobel  Peace  Prize  last 
year.  Bishop  Bello  was  more  upset  than 
friends  have  said  they  have  heard  him 
in  years. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  we  need  to 
send  a  clear  message  to  the  leaders  of 
Indonesia  that  we  will  not  sit  by  and 
let  these  abuses  continue.  And  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  the  Frank 
amendment  and  send  a  clear  message 
to  Indonesia  we  are  not  going  to  sanc- 
tion continued  abuses  of  human  rights. 

Mr.  CALIiAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Pickett]. 

Mr.  PICKETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
here  in  opposition  to  this  amendment 
not  because  I  condone  the  human 
rights  policies  of  Indonesia  but  because 
I  am  very,  very  strongly  committed  to 
our  own  Nation's  defense  program. 
Make  no  mistake  about  it,  the  IMET 
program  is  one  of  the  most  valuable 
tools  that  we  use  as  a  Nation  to  engage 
in  preventive  defense  on  behalf  of  our 
country. 

This  program  enables  us  to  bring  to 
this  country  distinguished  military  of- 
ficers from  other  countries  and  train 
them  in  the  way  that  our  military  does 
business.  In  the  way  our  military  re- 
lates to  the  civilian  sector,  and  the 
way  our  military  works  with  other 
militaries  around  the  world.  It  is  a 
very  important  program.  It  is  not  a 
program  designed  exclusively  for  the 
benefit  of  in  this  case  Indonesia  or,  for 
that  case,  any  other  foreign  nation.  It 
benefits  the  United  States  of  America. 

It  makes  our  defense  program  strong- 
er. It  extends  the  scope  of  influence  of 
the  United  States  of  America. 

When  these  people  come  and  visit  in 
this  country,  they  take  back  with 
them  characteristics  that  we  cannot 
communicate  or  instill  any  other  way. 
And  time  and  again  we  have  heard  the 
military  of  our  Nation  talk  about 
working  with  other  military  members 
that  are  in  foreign  countries  and  hav- 
ing a  first-time  relation  with  them  be- 
cause of  the  fact  that  these  people  have 
come  to  the  United  States  of  America, 


have  worked  in  our  schools  here,  have 
worked  with  our  military  people,  and 
have  taken  back  with  them  personal 
relationships  that  they  continue  to 
build  on  year  after  year  after  year. 

It  is  a  magnificent  investment  that 
we  make,  and  one  that  has  returned 
dividends  manyfold  on  the  money  that 
has  been  invested  in  it.  It  should  not  be 
looked  upon  as  simply  a  gift  over  some- 
thing to  trauie  off  for  some  kind  of  con- 
duct of  another  nation.  It  is  much, 
much  too  valuable  for  that.  This  is  a 
very  strong  component  of  our  Nation's 
defense  program.  And  you  might  ask, 
well,  why  is  it  in  the  foreigrn  operations 
bill?  And  my  answer  is  I  do  not  know. 
I  think  it  more  properly  belongs  in  the 
defense  appropriations  bill.  But  never- 
theless we  are  here  with  it.  But  we 
should  not  let  the  fact  that  it  is  in  the 
foreign  operations  bill  obscure  from  us 
the  reality  that  this  is  indeed  a  defense 
expenditure  and  one  that  is  a  very  val- 
uable component  of  our  Nation's  de- 
fense program  and  experience  has 
shown  that  it  works  well. 

For  example,  the  top  three  military 
officers  in  Indonesia  have  all  partici- 
pated in  this  program,  and  they  are 
people  that  our  military  works  with  on 
a  regular  basis,  based  ui>on  the  con- 
tacts that  have  been  built  up  as  a  re- 
sult of  their  working  with  the  IMET 
program. 

As  has  been  said  before,  this  program 
is  going  to  enhance  rather  than  dimin- 
ish the  ability  of  our  Nation  to  influ- 
ence the  conduct  of  Indonesia  in  the 
way  it  handles  its  human  rights  poli- 
cies. 

I  would  urge  the  Members  to  recog- 
nize the  importance  of  this  program  to 
our  own  military  and  to  reject  this 
amendment  because  I  think  it  will  not 
serve  the  long-term  interests  of  our 
Nation. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Chairman,  1 3rield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  respect  a  great  deal 
both  the  gentleman  from  Nebraska 
[Mr.  Bereuter]  and  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Pickett]  and  their 
comments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  not  an  amend- 
ment attempting  to  undercut  the  very 
important  goals  of  IMET.  I  spent  12 
years  in  the  U.S.  Army,  and  I  had  the 
opportunity  to  actually  train  with  and 
serve  with  foreign  officers  who  were 
brought  into  this  country  through  the 
IMET  program.  It  is  a  very  valuable 
program  and  a  very  worthwhile  pro- 
gram. And  it  does,  as  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  indicated,  give  our  coun- 
try an  opportunity  to  impress  upon  for- 
eign officers  our  values,  both  our  demo- 
cratic values  and  our  professional 
standards. 

But  the  other  side  of  that  equation  is 
that  this  program  gives,  in  many  re- 
spects, an  imprimatur  to  the  military 
forces  that  participate  in  the  program, 
and  I  think  we  have  to  ask  very  serious 
questions  at  this  juncture,  given  the 


record  in  Indonesia,  whether  we  want 
to  give  the  imprimatur  to  the  armed 
forces  of  Indonesia.  There  have  been  in- 
dications that  progress  is  being  made. 

But  progress  in  human -rights  in  East 
Timor  is  in  the  eye  of  the  beholder. 
And  I  would  refer  to  the  letter  I  made 
reference  to  before  from  the  Catholic 
Conference  from  Father  Drew 
Christiansen:  "Rather  than  improve- 
ments in  human  rights,  there  have 
been  over  the  past  year  numerous  re- 
ports from  authoritative  sources  of 
continued  harassment  and  arrests  of 
many,  especially  young  people,  seeking 
to  express  in  a  nonviolent  fashion  their 
disagreement  with  the  status  quo. 
There  continue  to  be  vicious  attacks 
by  gangs  of  paramiliataries  and  a  cli- 
mate of  fear  created  by  the  security 
forces  that  at  times  amounts  to  a  reign 
of  terror." 

And  so  I  would  argue,  based  upon  the 
observations  of  Father  Christiansen 
and  his  colleagrues  in  the  Catholic  Con- 
ference, that  our  IMET  training  has 
not  achieved  success  yet  and,  in  fact, 
what  it  does  is  provide  a  symbolic  ap- 
proval of  these  operations  in  East 
Timor  by  Indonesian  security  forces. 
And  also  it  has  not  yet  moved  forward 
the  Government  of  Indonesia  together 
with  other  world  leaders  in  the  world 
community  to  recognize  their  occupa- 
tion, their  illegal  occupation  of  East 
Timor,  and  to  give  justice  to  the  East 
Timor  and  to  its  people.  And  I  think  in 
that  regard  we  have  again  invoked  the 
leverage  of  withdrawing  IMET  from  the 
armed  forces  of  Indonesia. 

Now,  the  gentleman  from  Nebraska 
talked  about  the  strategic  value  of  In- 
donesia. I  believe  there  is  strategic 
value  there.  But  I  would  point  out  that 
in  the  period  from  1992  until  about  a 
year  or  so  ago,  when  we  restored  ex- 
panded IMET,  the  Govenmient  of  Indo- 
nesia did  not  turn  away  from  the 
United  States,  did  not  seek  to  ally 
itself  with  other  regional  powers.  And  I 
would  suspect  that  if  once  again  we  re- 
voked IMET,  they  would  not  turn  away 
from  us,  turn  away  from  their  own  self- 
interest,  which  is  a  relationship  with 
the  United  States  in  the  world  commu- 
nity. 

We  are  not  at  all  seeking  to  undercut 
the  economic  ties  that  we  are  develop- 
ing with  the  Government  of  Indonesia. 
Those  ties,  I  think,  also  are  based  upon 
mutual  self-interest,  but  what  we  are 
doing  is  trying  to  establish  very  clear- 
ly that  the  Government  of  Indonesia 
and  its  armed  forces  must  act  with 
more  sensitivity,  more  consideration  of 
the  people  of  East  Timor,  and  if  they 
cannot  do  that,  they  then  would  not  be 
allowed  to  participate  in  this  expanded 
IMET.  And  for  all  of  the  above  reasons, 
I  would  urge  that  this  measure  be 
adopted  and  the  amendment  be  accept- 
ed by  the  committee. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  FRA^fK],  which 
would  cut  off  all  IMET  to  Indonesia. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  notice  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Frank]  had  other  business  and  could 
not  be  here  to  hear  the  extended  de- 
bate; not  here  to  hear  the  eloquent 
statements  of  people  that  are  knowl- 
edgeable in  this  affair.  But  I  am  sure 
that  had  he  been  here,  no  doubt  he 
might  have  taken  serious  consideration 
to  withdraw  this  amendment. 

But  since  it  has  not  been  withdrawn, 
as  the  gentleman  knows,  the  sub- 
committee has  been  very  attentive  to 
this  issue  and  in  last  year's  bill  we 
agreed  to  provide  expanded  IMET  to  In- 
donesia. Expanded  IMET  is  only  for 
training  the  military  in  the  areas  of 
democratization,  respect  for  human 
rights,  and  the  rule  of  law.  It  really 
should  be  called  restricted  IMET. 

Because  our  fiscal  year  1996  bill  was 
not  enacted  into  law  until  early  this 
year,  Indonesia  really  has  not  had  the 
benefit  of  this  tjrpe  of  training.  The 
committee's  position  this  year  simply 
reflects  last  year's  compromise  on  this 
issue — it  allows  the  expanded  IMET 
program  to  work  with  Indonesian  offi- 
cers to  improve  their  human  rights 
performance.  No  military  training  is 
provided.  Personally,  I  support  fUll 
military  training  for  Indonesia,  but  I 
reached  a  compromise  with  my  col- 
leagues on  the  committee  and  last  year 
I  supported  the  House  position  in  con- 
ference. 

Currently  the  administration  is  plan- 
ning visits  to  Indonesia  by  the  U.S. 
Naval  Justice  School's  Military  Justice 
Mobile  Eklucation  Team  and  the  U.S. 
Naval  Postgraduate  School's  Civil- 
Military  Relations  Mobile  Education 
Team.  Are  these  really  the  types  of 
IMET  programs  that  the  House  should 
be  prohibiting?  Well,  that  is  exactly 
what  the  amendment  by  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  will  do. 

I  strongly  oppose  this  counter- 
productive amendment  which  will 
deny,  I  repeat  deny,  human  rights 
training  to  the  Indonesian  military. 
Please  vote  "no"  on  the  Frank  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  UNDERWOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  the  Frank,  Kennedy,  Reed 
and  Kennedy  amendment  to  the  fiscal  year 
1997  foreign  operations  appropriations  bill 
which  will  prohibit  all  international  military  edu- 
cation [IMET]  funding  for  Iridonesia 

The  Indonesia  invasion  and  occupation  of 
East  Timor  in  1975  was  the  beginning  of  a  pe- 
riod of  repression  and  human  rights  atxises  in 
East  Timor  tfiat  has  continued  for  over  20 
years.  It  has  claimed  the  lives  of  200,000 
Timorese,  one-ttiird  of  tfie  original  population. 
It  has  been  done  in  defiance  of  the  U.N.  Secu- 
rity Council,  which  has  twice  called  on  Jakarta 
to  withdraw  without  delay.  The  United  States 
fully  supported  tfiese  resolutions. 

The  human  rights  situation  remains  serious 
in  East  Timor.  In  tiiis  year's  State  Department 


Country  Report  on  Human  Rights  Practices, 
ttie  Department  notes  "ttie  most  serious 
atxjses,  by  Indonesia,  include  harsh  repres- 
sion of  dissidents  in  East  Tanor  '  '  '  Reports 
of  extrajudicial  killings,  disappearances  and 
torture  of  those  in  custody  by  security  forces 
increased." 

Since  the  November  12,  1991,  Santa  Cruz 
Cemetery  massaae,  in  which  Indonesian 
troops  armed  with  American  M-16's  gunned 
down  more  than  200  Timorese  civilians,  Con- 
gress has  taken  a  series  of  initiatives  wtiich 
have  begun  to  shift  tiie  direction  of  United 
States  policy. 

While  imperfect,  the  ban  on  IMET  funding 
for  Indonesia  has  been  one  source  of  lever- 
age. First  imposed  in  October  1992,  the  ban 
has  sent  an  important  message  to  Indonesia 
about  our  concerns  regarding  human  rights  in 
East  Timor.  By  approving  IMET  military  toain- 
ing  finds,  Corigress  turns  a  blind  eye  to  con- 
tinued abuses  in  East  Timor  and  lets  Indo- 
nesia off  the  hook. 

The  political  issue  in  East  Timx  is  a  very 
basic  one:  The  people  simply  want  the  right  to 
vote  in  a  U.N.-supervised  referendum,  in 
which  they  woukl  be  given  the  right  to  cfxxjse 
wt)ettier  they  want  to  be  independent  or  be- 
come part  of  Indonesia.  Wittrout  any  inter- 
national pressure  on  ttie  regime  in  Jakarta,  ttie 
ability  of  the  people  in  East  Timor  to  exercise 
ttieir  right  of  self-determination  will  continue  to 
be  infringed  upon. 

Mr.  KIM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  op- 
position to  the  Frank  amendment  to  prohibit 
the  use  of  international  military  education  arxj 
training  funds  for  Indonesia.  It  appears  to  me 
tiiat  this  amendment  is  designed  only  to  insult 
Indonesia  and  wouM  have  only  negative  ef- 
fects on  United  States-Indonesian  relations. 
Furthermore,  if  enacted,  I  believe  this  amend- 
ment woukj  actually  hinder  the  kind  of 
changes  and  increased  respect  tor  human 
rights  its  proponents  claim  to  seek. 

First,  let's  be  dear  on  what  IMET  is.  IMET 
is  not  guns  and  ammunition.  It's  not  even 
combat  tiaining.  The  IMET  program  sponsors 
up  and  coming  Indonesian  military  ofikxfs  to 
come  to  the  United  States  to  receive  eittier 
technkal  training — like  accounting — or  (yofes- 
sional  education  including  military  justice  and 
human  rights  awareness.  Thus,  IMET  partici- 
pants are  exposed  to  the  very  issues  about 
whch  ttie  sponsors  of  ttie  Frank  amendment 
are  most  concerned.  How  better  to  ensure  ttvat 
ttie  Indonesian  military  enhances  its  profes- 
sionalism and  sensitivity  to  the  human  rigtits 
concerns  we've  identified  ttian  to  include  this 
in  their  training?  Especially  when  the  Indo- 
nesian military  wants  ttiis  training?  Ttiey  are 
seeking  our  tieip.  If  ttie  sponsors  of  ttiis 
amendment  listen  to  their  own  words,  ttien 
ttiey  would  see  that  we  ought  to  continue  to 
provide  this  training. 

Second,  IMET  also  plays  an  important  role 
in  improving  United  States-Indonesian  security 
ties.  Indonesia  occupies  a  very  central  and 
strategic  position  in  Souttieast  Asia.  Indonesia 
is  a  key  member  of  ASEAN  and  a  moderate 
leader  of  ttie  non-aligned  movement  It  is  ttie 
workfs  largest  Moslem  country.  Indonesia  is 
very  supportive  of  ttie  United  States  presence 
in  Souttieast  Asia  and  provkles  us  witti  places 
in  lieu  of  bases.  The  modest  support  the  Indo- 
nesian military  receives  from  IMET  goes  a 


long  way  in  solidifying  this  relationship.  It  also 
provides  our  own  military  with  exposure  to 
senior  and  mid-level  Indonesian  military  offi- 
cers with  all  of  ttie  associated  benefits  such 
relations  provide. 

Third,  with  190  milton  people,  Indonesia  is 
a  growing  market  for  American  goods  and 
sen^ices.  Last  year  ak>ne.  the  United  States 
exported  S3.3  billkin,  an  inaease  of  over  20 
percent  from  last  year.  Indonesia  is  ttie  host  to 
over  S6  billion  in  United  States  investments. 
Whettier  we  like  it  or  not  IMET  has,  in  part, 
come  to  represent  a  bellvvether  of  United 
States  engagement  with  Indonesia.  It  has  tie- 
come  a  symbol  of  United  States  attitude  to- 
ward Indonesia.  Therefore,  to  prohibit  IMET 
will  be  seen  by  Indonesians— all  Indonesians, 
not  just  ttie  Suharto  government — as  a  slap. 
Unlike  most  of  my  colleagues,  as  a  first  gen- 
eration AsiarvAmerican,  I  tiave  a  pretty  good 
understanding  of  how  East  Asians  think.  And, 
I  can  assure  every  one  of  you,  this  will  be  in- 
terpreted as  a  direct  Insult  against  ttie  Indo- 
nesian Nation  as  a  wiiole. 

Such  an  insult  will  have  a  direct  and  nega- 
tive affect  on  all  aspects  of  our  relationstiip,  in- 
cluding economic  ties.  At  risk  are  jobs  and  in- 
comes of  Americans  rigtits  here  at  home.  The 
only  ones  really  cheering  for  the  mtsgukled 
symtx)lism  of  ttie  Frank  amendment  are  our 
Asian  and  European  competitors. 

Finally,  I  am  sensitive  to  ttie  situation  in 
East  Tirrxx.  Unfortunately,  ttie  history  as  we« 
as  ttie  future  of  East  Timor  is  not  as  simple 
and  black  and  white  as  proponents  of  ttiis 
amendment  claim.  Progress  is  being  made 
with  regard  to  East  Timor,  ttiough  I  agree  that 
more  is  needed  However,  cutting  IMET  win 
have  no  positive  effect  on  East  Timor.  The 
Frank  amendment  is  merely  pandering  to  only 
special  interest  in  East  Timor  at  great  expense 
overall  U.S.  interests  in  the  regkxi.  In  fact,  as 
I  pointed  out,  prohibiting  of  IMET  could  actu- 
ally settiack  ttie  process  of  improving  human 
rights  in  Indonesia 

Therefore,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  tor 
America's  best  interests  and  reject  this  mis- 
guided amendment. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support. 
of  ttie  Frank-Kennedy-Reed  amendment  to 
prohibit  IMET  for  Indonesia,  t  appreciate 
Ctiairman  CAUAHAhTs  initiative  last  year  and 
again  ttiis  year  to  limit  IMET  tor  Indonesia  to 
expanded-IMET  only.  Nonettieless,  in  light  of 
continuing  human  rigtits  atxises  and  Indo- 
nesia's economic  strength  I  do  not  t)elieve  ttiat 
the  Indonesian  military  shouto  be  trained  with 
United  States  taxpayers'  dollars. 

According  to  ttie  U.S.  State  Departinenfs 
country  reports  on  human  rigtits  practices  (or 
1 995,  human  rights  in  Indonesia  continued  to 
tie  a  problem.  Ttie  report  notes  ttiat— in  Indo- 
nesia Itiere  continued  to  be  numerous,  credK 
ble  reports  of  human  rigtits  abuses  by  ttie  mili- 
tary and  police  *  *  •."  Ttie  twrnan  rights  prob- 
lems in  Indonesia  noted  tjy  ttie  State  Depart- 
ment report  include: 

The  (Indonesian)  Government  continued  to 
commit  serious  limnao  rigtits  abuses.  The 
most  serious  abuses  included  harsb  repres- 
sion of  dissidents  in  East  Timor.  Aceb.  and 
Irian  Jaya.  Reports  of  extrajudicial  killings, 
disappearances,  and  torture  of  those  in  cus- 
tody by  security  forces  increased.  Reports  of 
arbitrary  arrests  and  detentions  and  tbe  use 
of  excessive  violence  (including  deadly  force) 
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in  dealing-  with  suspected  criminals  or  per- 
ceived troublemakers  continued. 

The  State  Departmerrt's  report  aJso  states: 

Elements  of  the  armed  forces  continued  to 
be  responsible  for  the  most  serious  human 
rights  abuses.  Military  leaders  in  some  cases 
showed  willingness  to  admit  publicly  abuses 
by  military  personnel  and  take  action 
against  them,  including  in  a  brutal  incident 
in  East  Timor.  Punishment,  however,  rarely 
matched  the  severity  of  the  abuse. 

Some  of  our  colleagues  will  argue  that  IMET 
benefits  the  United  States  by  increasing  the 
professionaiisni  of  the  armed  forces  of  other 
nations.  That  may,  in  some  cases,  be  true. 
Unfortunately,  history  is  now  littered  with 
cases  of  egregious  human  rights  abuses  being 
perpetrated  by  people  wtw  received  U.S.  mili- 
tary training.  In  some  countries,  IMET  training 
endows  those  wfx)  receive  it  with  a  mantle  of 
prestige  and  privilege.  IMET  provides  a  seal  of 
approval  of  sorts  for  military  people  wfio  re- 
ceive it  and  therefore  bestows  a  seal  of  ap- 
proval on  their  military  practices.  The  United 
States  sfxxjkJ  not  be  in  a  position  of  support- 
ing repressive  or  abusive  practices  either  in  an 
explicit  or  implicit  way. 

It  is  dear,  to  those  who  are  willing  to  look, 
that  the  human  rights  situation  in  East  Timor 
is  tenible.  The  State  Department's  report  pro- 
vides documentation  of  some  of  last  year's 
atrocities,  many  of  which  were  perpetrated  by 
tfie  military.  These  practices  have  not  ended. 
I  have  in  my  possession  a  list  provided  by  a 
reputable  human  rights  organization  of  17 
East  Timorese  people  who  have  been  ar- 
rested, beaten  and  tortured  by  the  Indonesian 
armed  forces  at  various  locations  around  East 
Timor  since  January  1996.  This  list  is  inconv 
plete.  but  it  is  representative  of  the  ongoing 
practices  of  the  Indonesian  military. 

The  repressive  activities  of  the  Indonesian 
armed  forces  are  by  no  means  limited  to  East 
Timor,  which  Indonesia  occupies  illegally. 
They  also  occur  in  many  other  places  in  Indo- 
nesia, including  Irian  Jaya,  where  NGO  and 
church  sources  provided  eyewitness  accounts 
of  over  40  victims  of  torture  t>y  the  Indonesian 
military  in  late  1994  and  early  1995. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  express  tfieir  corv 
cem  about  human  rights  abuses  in  Indonesia 
by  supporting  the  Frank-Kennedy-Reed 
amendnient  to  prohibit  IMET  for  Indonesia. 

Mr.  TORRICELLl.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
in  strorig  opposition  to  funding  for  expanded 
intematiortal  military  and  education  training 
[IMET]  for  Indonesia.  The  actx)ns  perpetrated 
by  Indonesia  against  the  people  of  East  Timor 
have  been  no  less  than  reprehensible  and  do 
not  deserve  to  be  condoned  by  this  Goverrv 
mem.  I  do  not  questkjn  tf«  efficacy  of  IMET 
programs  in  general,  but  rather  the  value  to  be 
gained  by  ttie  United  States  in  providing  as- 
sistance to  tfie  Indonesian  Govemment.  As  a 
champion  of  human  rights  throughout  tfie 
wortd,  the  United  States  should  make  every 
effort  to  ensure  tfiat  systematk:  aggression, 
Rke  that  against  tfie  East  Tirrwrese,  is  not  al- 
k>wed  to  continue.  In  order  to  do  tfiis,  though, 
it  is  inperative  tfiat  tfie  Indonesian  Govem- 
ment receives  a  firm  answer  from  this  coun- 
try— such  behavior  will  not  be  tolerated. 

Indonesia's  invasion  of  East  Timor  spawned 
an  era  of  oppression  directed  against  the  East 
Timorese.  Torture,  atxJuctions,  disappear- 
ances, and  massacres  have  all  been  common 


occurrences  under  its  rule.  The  result  has 
been  the  annihilation  of  nearly  one-third  of  the 
East  Timorese  population.  Portugal  has  stren- 
uously objected  to  Indonesia's  conduct  in  East 
Timor,  txjt  tfiese  objections  have  gone 
unheeded.  Instead,  the  international  commu- 
nity has  silently  accepted  the  situation.  How- 
ever, I  refuse  to  stand  kHy  by  as  the  Indo- 
nesian Govemment  is  no  less  than  rewarded 
for  its  actions  with  funds  from  this  country. 

The  violence  whk:h  has  been  unleashed 
against  the  people  of  East  Timor  must  be 
stopped.  A  restoration  of  IMET  funding  to  In- 
donesia, though,  does  not  send  this  message. 
Rather,  it  erxx>urages  the  Indonesian  military 
to  perpetuate  the  cycle  of  abuse.  The  East 
Timorese  must  be  recognized  for  the  tiasic 
human  dignity  we  all  share.  For  this  reason,  I 
stand  opposed  to  this  country's  financial  sup- 
port of  the  Indonesian  regime. 

Mr.  POSHARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  support  the 
Frank  amendment  for  the  elimination  of  inter- 
national military  and  education  training  [IMET] 
funding  for  Indonesia.  I  believe  this  is  a  fo- 
cused and  unmistakable  message  to  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Indonesia  that  tfieir  strong  arm  tac- 
tk:s  in  regard  to  human  rights,  especially  con- 
ceming  the  people  of  East  Timor,  will  not  t>e 
condoned  by  tfie  United  States.  At  the  same 
time,  this  action  will  not  adversely  affect  the 
strong  economic  recovery  that  has  increas- 
ingly, helped  to  pull  the  people  of  Indonesia 
out  of  poverty  over  tfie  last  30  years. 

The  State  Department  has  clearly  docu- 
mented tfie  torture  and  killing  of  civilians, 
epecially  nonviolent  activists  for  self-deter- 
mination in  East  Tirxwr.  Until  good  faith  efforts 
to  ensure  the  safety  of  tfie  East  Timorese  are 
put  in  affect,  talks  on  the  politk:al  status  of  tfiat 
country  between  Indonesia  and  Portugal, 
under  the  auspk^es  of  tfie  United  Nations,  carv 
not  go  forward.  This  amendment  will  help  to 
bring  both  Indonesia  and  East  Timor  in  con- 
cert with  the  greater  international  community. 

IMET  brings  foreign  military  officials  to  the 
United  States  for  military  training,  which  in- 
cludes instruction  in  human  rights  standards. 
While  this  is  certainly  a  laudable  program,  in 
tfiis  case  it  confers  acceptance  on  tfie  recent 
practices  of  tfie  Indonesian  Armed  Forces. 
The  last  decade  has  seen  increased  improve- 
ment in  relations  between  the  United  States 
and  Indonesia,  and  tfie  selected  use  of  such 
targeted  pressure  will  promote  these  trends 
and  extend  them  to  the  issues  of  human  rights 
and  even  workers  rights.  I  support  this  trajec- 
tory and  I  support  this  amendment. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  amendment,  which  would 
prohibit  IMET — foreign  assistance  for  military 
education  and  ti-aining — to  tfie  Govemment  of 
Indonesia. 

For  over  20  years,  international  human 
rights  advocates  have  been  calling  attention  to 
abuses  by  tfie  Indonesian  Govemment  in  its 
occupation  of  East  Timor.  There  is  evklence 
that  United  States  military  assistance  has 
helped  to  further  the  atrocities  in  East  Timor. 

Indonesia's  armed  forces  invaded  East 
Timor  in  1975,  only  weeks  after  East  Timor 
had  attained  independence  from  Portugal. 
Since  then,  the  Indonesian  army  has  carried 
out  a  campaign  of  wfiat  amounts  to  ethnic 
cleansing  against  the  Timorese  through  a  pro- 
gram  of  forced   migration.   Persecution   has 


been  particularly  harsh  against  the  Christian 
majority. 

More  than  200,000  Timorese — out  of  a  total 
population  of  700,000 — have  been  killed  di- 
rectly or  by  starvation  in  forced  migrations 
from  their  villages  since  the  Indonesian  inva- 
sion. 

There  are  recent  reports  of  a  renewed  cam- 
paign of  repression  of  Catholics  in  East  Timor. 
These  reports  include  ati-ocities  such  as  the 
smashing  of  statutes  of  the  Virgin  Mary.  The 
campaign  fias  also  been  directed  personally 
against  tfie  Catholic  Bishop  of  Dili,  Bishop 
Belo.  His  phones  are  tapped,  his  fax  machine 
is  monitored,  his  visitors  are  watched,  and  his 
freedom  of  movement  is  resti^cted.  But  Bishop 
Belo  persists  in  his  courageous  efforts  to  de- 
fend justice,  peace,  and  the  preservatioii  of 
the  dignity  of  his  people.  Recently,  he  has  set 
up  a  church  commission  to  monitor  human 
rights  abuses,  and  a  radk)  station  to  dissemi- 
nate information  and  news. 

Mr.  Speaker,  tfie  people  of  East  Timor  com- 
prise a  sovereign  nation.  Tfiey  differ  from  most 
Indonesians  in  language,  religion,  ethnicity, 
history,  and  culture.  They  are  entitied  to  inde- 
pendeme  and  freedom.  And  in  the  meantime, 
ttiey  are  entitled  to  fundamental  human  rights 
including  the  freedom  of  religion. 

Supporters  of  expanded  IMET  for  Indonesia 
argue  that  since  one  of  the  purposes  of  such 
aid  is  to  educate  tfie  military  about  human 
rights,  we  should  provide  such  aid  no  matter 
what  they  do.  But  this  presumes  a  willingness 
on  tfie  part  of  the  govemment  to  change  its 
dismal  record.  In  tfie  absence  of  such  willing- 
ness, the  only  real  effect  of  expanded  IMET  is 
to  send  a  signal  to  tfie  worid  tfiat  our  dis- 
approval of  the  Indonesian  military — which  we 
expressed  after  the  1991  massacre  by  cutting 
off  all  IMET — has  softened.  This  is  tfie  wrong 
signal  at  the  wrong  time.  We  must  not  put  our 
stamp  of  approval  on  a  regime  that  massacres 
children  in  churchyards  and  tfien  remains  deti- 
ant 

I  urge  a  "yes"  vote  on  the  amendment 

D  1500 

The  CBLAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  entered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Frank]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  demand  a 
recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  149,  noes  272, 
not  voting  13,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  227] 
AYES— 149 


Andrews 

Clement 

Duncan 

Barrett  (VI) 

Collins  (IL) 

Durbin 

Becerra 

Collins  (MI) 

Elilers 

Beilenson 

Conyers 

Ensign 

Blute 

Costello 

Eslioo 

Bonior 

Coyne 

ETans 

Borski 

Cammings 

Fair 

Boacher 

Danner 

Fattah 

Brown  (OH) 

DeFazio 

Fazio 

Caidin 

DeLaoro 

Fields  (LA) 

Clay 

Dellunis 

Fllner 

Clayton 

Doggeu 

Flake 
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FoeUette 

Ford 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Fnnderbork 

Fnrse 

Gejdenson 

GaUerrez 

Gatknecht 

Hall  (OH) 

Hefner 

Hlnchey 

Holden 

Hoyer 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson  (SD) 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptnr 

Kennedy  (MA) 
Kennedy  (RI) 
Kennelly 
KUdee 
Kleczka 
KUnk 
King 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Levin 
Lewis  (GA) 
Llplnski 
LoBlondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lather 


Abercrombie 

Ackerman 

Allard 

Archer 

Anney 

Bachns 

Baesler 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Baldaccl 

Ballenger 

Barcla 

Bair 

Barrett  (NE) 

Bartlett 

Barton 

Baas 

Bentsen 

Bereuter 

Bennan 

BeviU 

Bllbray 

Billrakis 

Bishop 

BlUey 

Blomenauer 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

BoniUa 

Bono 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brown  (FL) 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Bonn 

Banning 

Bair 

Barton 

Bayer 

Callahan 

Camp 

CampbeU 

Cajuidy 

CasUe 

Chabot 

Chambliss 

Chapman 

Chenoweth 

Christensen 

Chrysler 

CUoger 

Clybom 


Maloney 
Markey 
Martini    ' 
Mascara 

McC:arthy 

McDermott 

McHale 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Mlllender- 

McDonald 
Miller  (CA) 
Mink 
Moakley 
Moran 
Nadler 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne  (NJ) 
Peloei 
Porter 
Poshard 
RahaU 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reed 
Rivers 
Rohrabacber 
Ros-Lebtlnen 
Roakema 
Roybal-Allard 

NOES— 272 

Coble 

Cobom 

Coleman 

Collins  (GA) 

Combest 

C^ondlt 

Cooley 

Cox 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

C^ibin 

^^"Tiinrhftin 

Davis 

de  la  Gana 

Deal 

DeLay 

Diai-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Dlngell 

Dixon 

Dooley 

Doollttle 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Dunn 

Edwards 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

Engel 

EngUsh 

Everett 

Ewing 

FaweU 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Frelinghoysen 

Frlsa 

Frost 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

(Sekas 

Gephardt 

Geren 

Gilchrest 

Glllmor 

Gllman 

Gonzalez 


Royce 

Bash 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Serrano 

Shays 

Skaggs 

Slaughter 

Smith  (NJ) 

Spratt 

Stark 

Steams 

Stockman 

Stokes 

Stnpak 

Thurman 

Torkildsen 

Torres 

Towns 

Upton 

Velasquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Wamp 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Williams 

Woolaey 

Wynn 

Yates 

Zimmer 


Goodlatte 

(ioodling 

(^rdon 

Goss 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

Greene  (UT) 

Greenwood 

Gonderson 

HallfTX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Ha*t<rt 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

HeOey 

Heineman 

Beiger 

Hllleary 

BUliard 

Hobcon 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hunter 

Hatchinson 

Hyde 

IngUs 

Istook 

Jacobs 

Jeffeisoc 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kaslch 

Kelly 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Knollenberg 

Kolbe 

LaFalce 

Largent 

LaTourette 
IjtnghUn 
Lazlo 
Leach 
I<ewis  (CA) 


Lewis  (KT) 

Lightfoot 

Under 

Livingston 

Longley 

Lucas 

Manton 

Manzullo 

Martinez 

Matsui 

McO}llum 

McCrery 

McBugh 

Mclnnls 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Metcair 

Meyers 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Minge 

MoUnari 

MoUohan 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

.Morella 

Martha 

Myen 

Myrtck 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Oxley 


Packard 

Parker 

Pazon 

Payne  (VA) 

Peterson  (FL) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Portman 

Pryce 

(}aUlen 

Quinn 

Radanovlch 

Regula 

Rldiardson 

Rigrs 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Roth 

Salmon 

Santord 

Sazton 

Scarborough 

Schaerer 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shoster 

Sislsky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (TX) 

NOT  VOTING— 13 


Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Stenholm 

Stomp 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (US) 

Taylor  (NO 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

Tiahrt 

Traficant 

Vocanovich 

Walker 

Walsh 

Watu(OK) 

Wazman 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

WeUer 

White 

niiltneld 

Wicker 

Wilson 

Wise 

woir 

Toang(AK) 
Toong  (FL) 
ZelllT 


Brown  (CA) 
C:alvert 
Deutsch 
Gibbons 


Haiman  Schllf 

Bastings  (FL)  Stndds 

Lincoln  Toiiloelli 

McDade 
Rose 

D  1520 

Ms.  BROWN  of  Florida  and  Mr.  WAX- 
MAN  changed  their  vote  from  "aye"  to 
"no." 

Ms.  WATERS  and  Messrs.  CLAY, 
FLAKE  and  VOLKMER  changed  their 
vote  firom  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

(Mr.  CALLAHAN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  Com- 
mittee for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Porter]  for  a  colloquy. 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  very  re- 
cently, elections  were  held  in  Alljania 
that  international  observers  feel  were 
rife  with  irregularities — including  bal- 
lot stuffing,  physical  intimidation  of 
voters  and  other  acts  of  flraud  and  coer- 
cion. This  is  a  grave  cause  of  concern 
and  I  would  inquire  whether  the  Chair- 
man would  be  open  to  consideration  of 
provisions  withholding  assistance  to 
Albania  unless  new  elections  are  held. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  I  understand  the 
gentleman's  concern  over  the  disturb- 
ing elections  in  Albania,  and  I  will  r»»- 
main  open  to  consideration  of  this 
matter  in  our  conference  committee 
with  the  Senate  on  this  legislation. 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule  and  the  order  of  the  House  of  June 
6. 1996,  the  Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr.  HEFLEY) 


having  assumed  the  chair,  Mr.  Hansen. 
Chairman  of  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union, 
reported  that  that  Committee,  having 
had  under  consideration  the  bill  (H.R. 
3540)  making  appropriations  for  foreign 
operations,  export  financing,  and  relat- 
ed programs  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30,  1997.  and  for  other  pur- 
poses, pursuant  to  House  Resolution 
445,  he  reported  the  bill  back  to  the 
House  with  sundry  amendments  adopt- 
ed by  the  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  rule  the  previous  question  is  or- 
dered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment?  If  not,  the  C^hair  will  put 
them  en  gros. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  address  the 
House  for  2  minutes. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman firom  Alabama? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
for  a  few  seconds  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  California  [Ms.  Pelosi]  for  a  com- 
ment. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  few 
seconds  that  I  have  allocated  to  me  I 
want  to  commend  the  gentleman  trom 
Alabama  [Mr.  Callahan],  our  chair- 
man, for  his  excellent  leadership  of  our 
subcommittee  and  for  his  shepherding 
us  through  these  different  issues.  While 
I  do  not  agree  with  all  that  is  in  the 
bill,  I  do  commend  the  gentleman. 

In  addition  to  commending  our  excel- 
lent chairman,  the  gentleman  firom 
Alabama  [Mr.  Callahan],  for  his  mag- 
nificent shepherding  of  this  legislation 
through  subcommittee,  taU  committee 
and  to  the  fioor,  I  want  to  join  with 
him  in  acknowledging  the  fine  work  of 
our  ranking  member,  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Wilson].  While  he  will 
be  on  the  floor  when  we  take  up  the 
conference  report,  I  am  certain,  this  is 
the  last  bill  that  he  brings  to  the  floor 
from  the  committee,  and  I  know  that 
all  the  members  of  the  subcommittee 
join  our  colleagues  in  commending  >iiTn 
and  thanking  him  for  his  leadership  on 
the  committee,  his  good  humor  in  the 
face  of  strong  opposition  on  some 
issues  in  the  committee  and  his  leader- 
ship to  rally  us  around  some  of  the 
issues  of  agreement. 

With  that.  I  want  to  once  again  com- 
mend the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Callahan].  I  do  not  think  our  col- 
leagues have  any  idea  how  difficult  it 
is  for  this  bill,  to  reach  consensus  on 
it.  and  we  are  all  deeply  in  the  debt  of 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Reclaiming  my 
time.  I  am  sorry  that  the  confusion  and 
the  timing  does  not  permit  us  to  do 
justice  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas, 
who  is  sitting  in  on  his  last  few  min- 
utes of  an  appropriation  bill,  who  has 
been  sitting  here  for  19  years  doing  this 
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same  thing  every  2  years.  And  I  would 
like  to  thank  also  the  subcommittee 
members  who  have  worked  so  hard  and 
are  so  allied  with  us  in  trying  to  for- 
mulate a  bipartisan  bill.  And  certainly 
the  staff  deserves  recognition  for  the 
yeoman  job  that  they  have  done,  as 
does  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Obet]  and  all  the  people  of  our 
committee. 

The  gentleman  from  Utah  [Mr.  Han- 
sen] also  deserves  recognition  for  his 
yeomanship  and  his  great  handling  of 
this  bill  sitting  in  the  Speaker's  chair. 
Mr.  Speaker,  once  again,  in  the  final 
passage  of  this  bill  there  have  been 
those  who  came  and  tried  to  increase 
this  level  of  spending  that  we  do  on  for- 
eign aid,  but  thanks  to  this  committee 
and  this  Congress,  we  are  cutting  for- 
eign aid,  we  are  cutting  the  President's 
request  by  a  billion  dollars,  we  have 
now.  with  the  passage  of  this  bill,  re- 
duced the  level  of  appropriation  for  for- 
eign operations  to  less  than  1  percent 
of  our  total  budget. 

So  this  is  a  vote  to  cut  foreign  aid 
and  to  appropriate  responsibly  what 
limited  amount  of  money  we  are  going 
to.  I  would  encourage  each  Member  to 
vote  "aye"  to  cut  foreign  aid  and  to 
pass  this  responsible  legislation. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  I  rise  in  support  of  assistance 
to  Israel  in  the  Fofeign  Operations  Appropria- 
tions Act  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

The  legislation  before  us  today  includes  the 
President's  full  request  (or  assistance  to  Israel, 
including  economic  support  funds,  foreign  mili- 
tary finance  grants,  counterten-orism  assist- 
ance, and  furxte  for  the  resettlement  of  refu- 
gees from  Eastern  Europe.  In  addition,  the 
legislation  requires  that  this  assistance  be  pro- 
vided on  an  expedited  basis. 

The  security  and  the  prosperity  of  the 
United  States  are  intricate^  interwoven  with 
the  security  and  prosperity  of  Israel.  The 
American  people  arxj  the  people  of  Israel  are 
inseparably  joined  by  a  common  heritage, 
shared  values  and  democratic  forms  of  gov- 
ernment The  threats  to  Israel— from  political 
conflict,  extremism,  economic  instability  and 
the  proliferation  of  weapons  of  mass  destruc- 
tioo— are  also  threats  to  the  people  of  the 
United  States. 

We  have  seen  historic  changes  in  the  Mid- 
dle East  in  recent  years  as  Israel  has  reached 
out  to  its  neighbors  for  peace.  But  real  darv 
gers  and  significant  obstacles  to  peace  re- 
main. 

The  people  of  Israel  have  just  recently  held 
elections  arxJ  voted  for  new  leaders.  This  is  a 
time  of  transition  for  Israel,  and  Israel's  people 
must  know  that  the  United  States  will  remain 
a  steadfast  and  strong  ally. 

The  assistance  we  provide  to  Israel  will 
strengthen  our  most  important  ally  In  the  Mid- 
dle East,  deter  aggression  from  hostile  nations 
in  the  region,  arxJ  ultimately  protect  the  secu- 
rity of  the  United  States.  This  assistance  will 
help  Israel  to  preserve  a  qualitative  advantage 
in  defense,  even  though  it  is  heavily  outspent 
by  its  larger  neighbors.  It  will  help  Israel  to  ab- 
sorb the  economic  cost  of  maintaining  a 
strong  defense.  And  it  will  once  again  assure 
the  people  of  Israel,  and  its  adversaries,  of  un- 
waveririg  American  support 


We  must  support  Israel  because  it  is  the 
right  thing  to  do,  and  t>ecause  it  is  the  wise 
course  to  take.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port tf>e  President's  request  for  assistarx:e  to 
Israel  and  vote  for  final  passage  of  the  For- 
eign Operations  Appropriations  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  1997. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  I  commend  Chaimian  Cal- 
lahan and  Ranking  Member  Wilson  for  their 
successful  efforts  for  tfie  second  year  in  a  row 
in  putting  together  a  foreign  aid  bill  whrch  has 
bipartisan  support  As  a  member  of  the  For- 
eign Operations  Subcommittee,  I  know  the 
wortc  that  has  gone  into  this  bill  and  the  efforts 
that  have  been  made  to  bridge  many  dif- 
ferences on  the  purpose,  tfie  priorities,  arxJ 
the  funding  level  of  our  foreign  akJ  programs. 
I  woukj  like  to  ttiank  the  subcommittee  staff, 
Chariie  Flickner,  Bill  Inglee.  John  Shank,  and 
Lori  Maes,  and  our  Democrats  staffpersons 
Marie  Munay  and  Kathleen  Murphy  for  their 
hard  wort<  on  this  bill. 

In  the  cun^ent  fiscal  climate,  we  have  to 
make  many  difficult  choices  cutting  funding  for 
many  worthy  programs.  Our  decisions  must  be 
tased  on  fact,  not  myth.  We  have  before  us 
today  one  of  the  most  misunderstood  and  ma- 
ligned bills  the  Congress  is  regulariy  privileged 
to  consider.  The  misperceptions  surrounding 
foreign  akJ  are  legion  and  we.  as  leaders, 
have  an  obligation  to  set  tfie  record  straight 

We  will  hear  today  from  some  of  our  col- 
leagues that  ttie  American  people  do  not  sup- 
port foreign  akl.  That  is  not  true.  The  Amer- 
kan  people's  overwtielming  humanitarian  re- 
sponse to  crisis,  to  famine,  to  tragedy  over- 
seas, is  evidence  of  ttieir  concern.  According 
to  recent  surveys,  American  believe  we 
should  spend  15  percent  of  our  budget  on  for- 
eign akJ— they  think  we  spend  40  percent  on 
foreign  aid— and  do  not  know  that  we  spend 
less  than  1  percent  on  foreign  akJ.  Today's  bill 
continues  the  recent  downward  trend  in 
spending  on  foreign  akJ,  provkJing  $1  billion 
less  ttian  tf>e  President's  request  for  fiscal 
year  1997,  and  $458  million  less  than  the  fis- 
cal year  1996  level. 

Foreign  akl  is  a  good  investment  in  a  num- 
ber of  ways.  Our  limited  foreign  akl  dollars 
provide  returns  to  our  country  many  times 
over  through  assisting  our  allies  and  increas- 
ing our  national  security,  provkJing  much- 
needed  humanitarian  relief  arid  easing  human 
suffering.  In  addition,  we  get  numerous  eco- 
nomk:  benefits  from  our  foreign  akl  invest- 
ments. Eighty  percent  of  our  development  as- 
sistance is  spent  here  in  ttie  United  States, 
provkSng  jobs  for  American  wortcers,  and  ex- 
parxjing  markets  atxoad. 

I  support  a  number  of  this  bill's  provisions 
and  thank  Chaimian  Callahan,  in  partkajlar, 
for  his  continued  leadership  in  providing  fund- 
ing for  global  AIDS  programs  and  for  his  as- 
sistarx:e  in  addressing  my  concerns  atxxit 
some  reporting  requirements  related  to  Hong 
Kong.  That  said,  I  cannot  ignore  the  parts  of 
this  bill  whk:h  I  believe  should  be  changed.  I 
am  particularly  concerned  about  the  impact  of 
funding  cuts  on  programs  to  meet  the  needs 
of  the  poorest  of  the  poor  around  the  worid, 
including  IDA  and  the  lADB's  Fund  for  Special 
Operations.  I  am  also  concerned  atxjut  the  re- 
duced atiility  of  our  foreign  akj  programs  to 
meet  the  development  challenges  on  the  con- 
tinent of  Africa.  I  believe  we  should  reinstate 


the  Development  Fund  for  Africa  as  a  sepa- 
rate account  and  provide  funding  for  the  Afri- 
can Development  Bank  and  African  Develop- 
ment Foundation,  for  example. 

And.  I  am  particularly  concerned  about  the 
consequences  for  the  global  environment  of 
cuts  in  funding  for  gtobal  environment  pro- 
grams and  of  cuts  in  funding  and  restrictions 
on  population  assistance  funds. 

Overpopulation  is  a  threat  to  us  all.  The 
worid  is  already  experiencing  a  serious  strain 
on  its  natural  resources;  irwreased  population 
growth  at  current  rates  will  only  increase  envi- 
ronmental degradation.  We  cannot  be  close- 
minded  or  short-sighted  on  this  issue.  What 
happens  in  other  countries  must  be  of  interest 
here  at  home.  Pollution  does  not  stop  at  our 
borders.  Diseases  also  do  not  stop  at  our  bor- 
ders. Stabilizing  population  growth  is  critical  to 
us  all. 

In  addition.  I  am  very  concerned  that  the 
population  provisions  contained  in  this  bill  will 
have  the  opposite  impact  of  wtiat  our  well- 
meaning  colleagues  intend.  The  35-percent 
cut  in  population  assistance  funding  contained 
in  this  bill  can  be  expected  to  result  in  7  mil- 
lion couples  in  developing  countries  left  witfv 
out  access  to  modem,  safe  contraceptive 
methods;  4  milton  women  experiencing  unin- 
tended pregnancies;  1.6  million  more  abor- 
tions; 8,000  more  women  dying  in  pregnancy 
and  chikjt>irth.  including  those  from  unsafe 
abortions;  and  134.000  infant  deaths.  These 
are  not  abstract  arguments.  These  are  real 
people  whose  suffering  and  whose  deaths  that 
we  have  the  power  to  prevent 

U.S.  foreign  assistance  has  been  at  the 
forefront  in  saving  lives,  building  democracy 
arxJ  achieving  economk;  growth  in  the  devel- 
oping world.  While  failures  associated  with  for- 
eign akJ  programs  have  been  well  publk:tzed, 
the  success  stories  receive  littte  attention.  We 
can  be  proud  that  hundreds  of  millfons  of  peo- 
ple around  ttie  world  fiave  achieved  sutjstarv 
tial  inprovements  in  their  living  starxlards 
around  the  worid.  We  can  be  proud  of  the  mil- 
Ifons  of  chikjren  in  devetoping  counti^ies  whose 
lives  have  been  saved  by  the  immunization 
programs  which  we  have  funded. 

Yes.  improvements  can  still  be  made.  Ev- 
erytfiing  can  always  be  improved.  The  admin- 
istiation  should  be  commended  for  the 
progress  it  has  made  in  increasing  the  effi- 
ciency and  effectiveness  of  our  development 
programs.  We  should  make  every  effort  to 
fund  these  programs  at  adequate  and  appro- 
priate levels.  This  bill  is  a  step  in  that  direc- 
tion. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  Califomia.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
to  offer  my  support  for  the  foreign  operations 
appropriations  measure  before  us  today.  I  am 
not  satisfied  with  all  of  the  bill's  provisions,  rw- 
tably  the  continued  restrkrtions  on  international 
family  planning.  However,  I  believe  that  this 
bill  contains  some  provisions  that  deserve  our 
support,  including  our  Islation's  continued  corrv 
mitment  to  the  Mkjdie  East  peace  process. 

A  new  era  in  U.S.  foreign  assistance  has 
tieen  taking  shape  since  Wie  end  of  the  cold 
war.  New  trends  are  developing  whrch  will 
guide  the  direction  of  our  foreign  policy  and 
foreign  assistance  programs  well  into  the  next 
century.  In  light  of  these  changes,  I  believe  it 
is  important  for  the  United  States  to  remain 
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committed  throughout  ttie  worid.  Such  a  com- 
mitment will  serve  to  advance  our  global  inter- 
ests and  influence. 

This  bill  will  appropriate  Si  1 .9  billion  for  for- 
eign aid  and  export  assistance.  Si  billion  less 
than  the  administration's  request  and  $458 
millon  less  than  the  fiscal  year  1996  appro- 
priation. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  pleased  that  the  commit- 
tee has  continued  to  show  its  support  for  sus- 
tainable agriculture  programs.  Programs  like 
the  small  ruminants  collatx>rative  research 
support  program  at  the  University  of  Califomia. 
Davis,  promote  sustainable  agriculture  in  tfie 
developing  worid  in  the  conjunction  with  tt>e 
U.S.  system  of  land  grant  colleges  and  univer- 
sities. Finding  and  implementing  sustairable, 
environmentally  safe,  agricultural  technk^ues 
and  crops  is  critical  to  providing  long-term 
food  security  in  Africa  arxJ  throughout  the 
workj. 

In  additKMi,  I  would  like  to  express  my  sup- 
port for  the  efforts  of  Representatives  Vis- 
closky.  Bilirakis.  Durbin,  and  otfiers  to 
strengtiien  ttie  Humanitarian  AkJ  Corridor  Act 
and  increase  pressure  on  Turi<ey  to  lift  its  3 
year  triockade  of  United  States  relief  supplies 
to  Armenia. 

This  amendment  will  send  a  clear  message 
to  Turtcey  that  the  United  States  Congress  will 
not  tolerate,  much  less  subskJize.  the  illegal 
blockade  of  American  humanitarian  relief  akJ 
to  needy  populations  in  Armenia.  Turkey's  em- 
bargo not  only  perpetuates  the  humanitarian 
crisis  in  Armenia,  but  also  inaeases  the  costs 
of  American  assistarx;e  programs  because  of 
the  necessity  to  circumvent  Turi<ey.  The 
an>endment  will  ensure  that  Turicey  complies 
with  ttie  Humanitarian  AkJ  CorrkJor  Act  tjefore 
it  receives  any  additional  economk:  support 
funds. 

I  would  also  like  to  extend  my  support  for 
the  amerxlment  offered  by  Representatives 
Raoanovich  and  Bonior.  This  amendment 
woukj  withhokJ  S3  million  of  United  States  akJ 
to  Turt<ey  until  ttie  Turkish  Govemment  has 
acknowledged  the  ati-ocities  committed  against 
the  Armenian  people.  By  linking  Turkey's  de- 
nial of  this  genockie  to  United  States  foreign 
akj  levels,  this  amendment  provkles  a  prac- 
tk:al  incentive  for  Turkey  to  finally  acknowl- 
edge its  role  in  this  gerxxkJe.  Moreover,  it 
woukJ  begin  to  deaease  regional  tensions  and 
open  Vhe  door  to  improved  relations  between 
Armenia  and  Turkey. 

I  woukJ  also  like  to  express  my  support  for 
tfie  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Kennedy  of 
Massachusetts  to  prohibit  funding  for  the  U.S. 
Army's  School  of  the  Americas.  While  the 
amendment  was  wittidrawn,  his  underiying  b>\\, 
H.R.  2652.  is  a  legislative  proposal  worth  sup- 
porting. 

The  School  of  the  Americas  and  its  grad- 
uates have  linked  the  United  States  to  some 
of  the  worst  human  rights  violators  in  Latin 
America.  These  human  rights  abusers  have 
been  responsible  for  murders,  coups,  arxJ  nu- 
merous disappearances.  This  shameful  record 
casts  doubts  on  the  intentions  of  the  United 
States  arxJ  damages  our  relationships.  We 
need  to  take  a  serious  look  at  the  school  and 
the  awful  legacy  that  it  has  left  in  Latin  Amer- 
ica. 

I  believe  that  reasonable,  responsible  levels 
of  foreign  assistance  will  continue  to  serve  ttie 


economk:,  humanitarian,  political,  arxJ  strategk: 
interests  of  ttie  United  States.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  this  legislation. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  today 
in  opposition  to  the  foreign  operations  t>ill, 
H.R.  3540.  This  t>ill  contains  a  provisfon  re- 
garding Haiti  whch  I,  along  with  many  mem- 
bers of  the  Congressfonal  Black  Caucus,  op- 
pose. 

The  foreign  operations  bill  contains  a  provi- 
sion, known  as  the  Dole  amendment,  whch 
prohit}its  Haiti  from  receiving  any  nonhumani- 
tarlan  assistance  from  ttie  United  States  un- 
less the  PreskJent  certifies  quarteriy  ttiat  de- 
mocracy is  secure  in  Haiti.  Additionally  the 
provision  points  to  ttie  investigation  of  three 
murders  in  Haiti  and  the  statijs  of  ttieir  inves- 
tigation. 

It  is  unnecessary  and  unreasonable  for  the 
United  States  to  require  this  certification  every 
3  monttis.  Democracy  is  btossoming  in  Haiti, 
and  we  can  point  to  the  peaceful  tiansfer  of 
power  there  last  year  as  a  sign  that  democ- 
racy and  democratic  principles  are  spreading 
in  that  nation.  The  elections  ttiere  last  summer 
were  peaceful  and  successful. 

This  year  ttie  committee  tias  identified  three 
murders  that  they  claim  were  politk:al  and  sug- 
gest this  is  a  sign  of  a  feeble  govemment 
More  ttian  4,000  murders  whk:h  occurred  dur- 
ing the  time  wtien  former  PreskJent  Aristide 
was  deposed  are  under  current  investigation, 
along  with  the  three  in  question.  All  crimes  in 
Haiti  deserve  equal  scrutiny  under  the  law — 
not  just  ttie  three  murders  kjentified  by  the 
committee. 

The  United  States  should  do  all  we  can  to 
help  solve  ttiese  murders.  But  placing  this  un- 
necessary burden  on  the  Haitian  Govemment 
does  not  serve  the  United  States  or  Haiti  welt 
when  tfie  Haitian  investigators  are  concentrat- 
ing on  solving  ttiese  crimes.  The  United  States 
must  continue  to  support  ttie  implementation 
of  Haiti's  economic  revitalization  so  that  we 
can  see  democracy  fully  mature  in  that  nation. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Ctiairman,  on  June  11, 
1996. 1  voted  in  favor  of  H.R.  3540,  the  foreign 
operations  appropriations  bill.  While  I  still  have 
some  concerns  atxxjt  this  legislation,  including 
the  continued  restrictions  on  international  farrv 
ity  planning  and  funding  of  expanded-IMET  for 
Indonesia,  overall  1  believe  tfiis  legislation  in- 
cludes several  important  provisions  whk:h  de- 
sen/e  ttie  support  of  ttie  House. 

First,  this  bill  provkJes  crucial  funding  for  our 
allies  in  the  MkJdIe  East  H.R.  3540  recog- 
nizes our  ongoing  commitments  to  Israel  and 
Egypt  provkJing  S3  tiillion  and  S2.1  billfon  re- 
spectively in  economic  and  military  aid. 

As  our  Democratic  ally  in  the  Middle  East, 
Israel  has  been  a  leader  in  the  effort  to  bring 
peace  to  this  region  of  ttie  worid.  The  peace 
process  is  under  to'emendous  pressure  and  we 
need  to  continue  to  show  our  sti-ong  support 
as  Israel  and  its  neightx>rs  continue  to  seek 
peace.  It  is  crucial  that  we  maintain  this  fund- 
ing arxJ  continue  our  efforts  on  behalf  of  ttie 
peace  process  in  the  MkJdle  East 

H.R.  3540  also  takes  important  steps  to 
strengtiien  the  Humanitarian  Conidor  Act  As 
a  cosponsor  of  the  Humanitarian  AkJ  Corridor 
Act  I  was  exti-emely  ti-outiled  with  Uie  Presi- 
dent's waiver  of  the  Humanitarian  AkJ  CorrkJor 
Act  for  Turteey  on  May  16,  1996.  I  am  pleased 
ttiat  ttie  House  overwtielming  approved  Mr. 


ViscLOSKY's  amendment  wtikrfi  cut  economk: 
aid  to  Turkey  by  S25  million  until  it  lifts  te 
blockade  of  U.S.  humanitarian  relief  to  Arme- 
nia. This  amendment  will  send  a  sti-ong  mes- 
sage to  Turtcey  that  ttie  United  States  will  not 
condone  its  continued  illegal  occupatfon  of 
Norttiem  Cyprus  and  tfie  internationally  con- 
demned blockade  of  U.S.  humanitarian  assist- 
ance to  Armenia.  We  shoukj  not  alfow  human- 
itarian assistance  to  be  used  as  a  political 
weapon  while  innocent  vk:bms  are  deprived  of 
food,  fuel,  and  medkal  supplies,  wtiether  it  tje 
in  ttie  wake  of  a  natural  disaster  or  armed  ag- 
gression. 

I  also  supported  Mr.  Radanovich's  amend- 
ment to  withtiokj  a  small  portion  of  akJ  to  Tur- 
key until  the  govemment  acknowledges  the 
Armenian  genocide.  We  cannot  Ignore  ttie 
ati-ocities  ttiat  ttie  Armenian  people  suffered 
tietween  1925  and  1923  or  the  continued  de- 
nial of  this  horrible  ctiapter  in  history.  Ttie  vw- 
tims  of  this  hofocaust,  as  well  as  the  survivors 
and  ttieir  families,  deserve  the  recognition  of 
this  crime  against  humanity. 

As  I  stated  earlier.  I  remain  concerned 
atxxjt  several  provisfons  in  ttie  t)itl.  I  offered 
an  amendment  with  my  colleague,  Mr.  Frank 
of  Massachusetts,  to  prohibit  funding  of  E- 
IMET  for  Indonesia  The  Indonesian  Goverrv 
ment  continues  to  commit  egregkxis  human 
rights  atxjses  against  the  people  of  east 
Timor,  and,  indeed,  inckJents  of  atxjse  by  ttie 
Indonesia  military  increased  over  ttie  past 
year,  according  to  the  State  Department 
While  I  am  disappointed  that  this  amendment 
dkj  not  pass,  t  urge  my  colleagues  to  continue 
to  pressure  ttie  Indonesian  govemment  to  ad- 
here to  international  human  rigtrts  standards 
and  to  hokJ  Indonesia  accountable  (or  its 
tmman  rights  record. 

Overall,  this  bill  provkJes  Si  1.9  billon  for 
foreign  akJ  operations,  a  cut  of  $460  miUon 
from  last  year's  level  of  funding.  I  t)elieve  it  is 
in  the  best  interest  of  ttie  U.S.  to  maintain  a 
strong  presence  abroad.  This  legislation  sup- 
ports our  commitment  to  ttie  intematfonal  com- 
munity while  addressing  tiie  fiscal  realities  we 
face  tiere  at  home.  Ttiank  you.  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Rhode  Island.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, on  June  11.  I  voted  in  favor  of  H.R. 
3540.  ttie  foreign  operations  appropriations 
bill. 

I  believe  that  this  legislation  contains  some 
very  Important  measures  ttiat  wil  strengttien 
America's  position  in  ttie  wortd.  offer  critical 
help  to  allies,  and  txjister  ttie  Humanitarian 
AkJ  CorrkJor  Act  approved  by  this  House  ear- 
lier. 

I  remain  troubled,  however,  tjy  several 
measures  in  this  bill,  including  ttie  continued 
restrictions  on  international  family  planning, 
ttie  funding  of  expanded  IMET  for  Indonesia, 
arxJ  tiy  ttie  reductions  in  development  akJ  to 
some  of  ttie  poorest  nations  in  ttie  workJ. 

We  face  a  critically  important  stage  in  secur- 
ing peace  in  ttie  MkJdle  East  Through  hard 
work  and  commitment  we  have  actiieved 
much  in  recent  years.  Ttiere  is  much  left  to 
achieve  before  ttie  people  of  ttie  MkJdle  East 
enjoy  a  true  and  lasting  peace.  H.R.  3540  al- 
fows  us  to  txjild  on  ttie  achievements  in  peace 
ttiat  we  have  already  secured  by  giving  eco- 
nomk; and  military  aid  to  our  allies.  Egypt  and 
Israel.  At  this  important  juncture  in  ttie  peace 
process,  it  is  important  for  us  to  reaffirm  our 
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conunitment  to  our  allies  and  to  the  peace 
process  to  wtiich  we  must  remain  committed. 

The  biR  also  makes  important  steps  fonvard 
in  our  commitment  to  child  survival.  I  applaud 
the  creation  of  this  distinct  account,  with  it  fo- 
cused mission  and  spending.  These  are  some 
of  the  most  important  funds  provided  under 
the  bill.  This  account  will  make  a  real  dif- 
ference In  the  lives  of  millions  of  chikjren,  and 
help  struggling  nations  build  more  secure  fu- 
tures. 

I  was  very  pleased  to  see  the  House  adopt 
two  very  important  amencjments  that  reaffirm 
our  commitment  to  Armenia.  As  an  original  co- 
sponsor  of  ttie  Humanitarian  Aid  Corridor  Act 
I  am  pleased  to  see  this  important,  principled 
measure  strengtfiened.  This  strengthening  Is 
needed  because  ttie  measure,  approved  by 
Congress  last  year,  was  waived  by  the  Presi- 
denL  Congress  is  sending  an  unnrustakable 
message  to  ttie  Government  of  Turkey  that  its 
continued  illegal  occupation  of  Cypress  and  its 
unpardonable  bkx:kade  of  Armenia  are  crimi- 
nal arxl  must  cease. 

As  well,  I  am  pleased  that  the  House 
passed  Mr.  Radarx}vk:h's  amendment  wtiich 
withholds  a  portion  of  United  States  aid  to  Tur- 
key until  that  government  acknowledges  ttie 
Armenian  genockJe.  History  shows  us  ttiat  ttie 
horrors  of  the  past  can  not  be  forgotten.  That 
when  we  altow  denial  and  distortk^n  to  replace 
truth,  we  all  reduced,  and  ttie  security  of  the 
future  is  undermined. 

I  commend  my  colleague,  Mr.  Obey,  for  his 
amendment  wtiich  sets  ttie  stage  for  greater 
additnnal  support  to  the  War  Crimes  Tribunal 
in  the  Hague.  As  the  author  of  a  resolutkxi  af- 
firming support  for  the  War  Crimes  Tribunal  I 
am  gratified  to  see  us  stand  behind  this  insti- 
tutkxi  with  ttie  kind  of  support  ttiat  will  make 
a  real  difference  in  helping  ttie  tritxjnal  suc- 
cessfully fulfill  its  missxxi. 

I  firmly  tielieve  that  ttie  tribunal  is  engaged 
in  one  of  the  most  important  tasks  under  way 
today.  The  tribunal  is  dedicated  to  bringing  to 
justKe  ttiose  wtio  have  committed  aimes  of 
such  horror  ttiat  we  barely  fattxxn  ttieir  enor- 
mity. The  tribunal  will  tying  an  end  to  ttie  cerv 
turies  of  vkilence  and  retributxin.  It  is  this 
cyde  of  lawlessness  that  is  the  breeding 
ground  of  confTict  and  of  war.  If  we  can  break 
ttiis  cyde,  if  we  sutxjue  ttie  instinct  of  re- 
venge, we  can  txjiU  a  more  secure  future 
wtiere  peace  will  be  possible. 

While  this  biP  makes  several  important 
strides  forward  in  ttie  advandng  ttie  cause  of 
protecting  human  rigtits,  I  remain  deeply  trou- 
t)led  by  ttie  Hcxjse's  unwillingness  to  revoke 
IMET  to  Indonesia.  I  was  horxired  to  join  my 
colleague  from  Massachusetts,  Mr.  FRAf4K.  in 
introducing  an  amendment  ttiat  woukj  cut  off 
IMET  to  Indonesia.  I  am  a  supporter  of  IMET, 
but  this  is  ttie  wrong  time  arxl  ttie  wrong  place 
for  IMET. 

Finally,  I  want  to  express  my  reservations 
over  ttie  reductk>ns  in  akJ  to  some  of  ttie 
workfs  poorest  nations.  We  face  very  serkMJS 
budget  ctiallenges  that  require  us  to  make  dif- 
ficult choices,  and  many  programs  whk:h 
mean  a  great  deal  to  my  constituents  are 
being  cut  and  they  are  suffering.  We  must, 
however,  continue  to  recognize  our  respon- 
sibility as  citizens  of  this  planet  We  are  a 
great  and  wealthy  nation.  We  are  a  shining 
example  that  free  people  all  over  the  worid 
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Osleman 

Franks  (Cm 

Luther 

Regula 

Watts  (OK) 

Baldaccl 

Collin.s  (GA) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Maloney 

Richardson 

Wazman 

Ballen^er 

Collins  (IL) 

Frelinghuysen 

Manton 

Riggs 

Weldon  (FL) 

Barcla 

Collins  (MI) 

Fnsa 

Manzullo 

Rivers 

Weldon  (PA) 

Bair 

Ck>steUo 

Frost 

Markey 

Roberts 

WeUer 

Barrett  (WI) 

Coi 

Fnnderbnrk 

Martinez 

Ros-Lehtinen 

White 

Bartlett 

Coyne 

Furse 

Martini 

Rose 

Wicker 

Barton 

Cramer 

GaUegly 

Mascara 

Roth 

WUliams 

Bass 

Crane 

Ganske 

Matsui 

Roukema 

Wilson 

Becerra 

Crapo 

Gejdenson 

McCarthy 

Roybal-AIlard 

Wise 

Bentsen 

Cremeans 

Gekas 

McCoUum 

Royoe 

Wolf 

Bereuter 

Cubln 

Gephardt 

McCrery 

Rush 

Woolsey 

Bennan 

Cummings 

Geren 

McBale 

Sabo 

Wynn 

Bevill 

GUchrest 

McHngh 

Salmon 

Yates 

Bllbray 

Davis 

Gillmor 

Mclnnis 

SanTord 

Toailg(AK) 

BUlrakIs 

de  la  Garza 

Oilman 

Mclntoch 

Sawyer 

ZelilT 

Bishop 

Deal 

Gonzalez 

McEeon 

Sazton 

Zimmer 

BUley 

DeLauro 

Goodlatte 

McKinsey 

Scarborough 

Blumenaaer 

DeLay 

Goodling 

Blute 

Dellunui 

(Gordon 

NAYS— 57 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

Bontlla 

Bonior 

Bono 

Diaz-BaUrt 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Dincell 

Dizon 

Goss 
Graham 
Green  (TX) 
Greene  (UT) 
Greenwood 

Barrett  (NE) 
Beilenson 
Burning 
Campbell 

HaU(TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hefley 

(Juillen 
Rahall 
Boemer 
Rogers 

Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown  (CA) 

Doggett 

Dooley 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Gondeison 
Gutierrez 
Hall  (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hastert 

Chenoweth 

Cobum 

Combest 

Condit 

Conyers 

Herger 

Jacobs 

Jones 

Liaa^ilin 

Lucas 

Rohrahacher 

Sanders 

Schroeder 

Sensenbrenner 

Shuster 

Brown  (FL) 
Brown  (OH) 
Brownback 
Bryant  (TN) 
Bryant  (TX) 
Bunn 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 

Dunn 

Durbin 

Edwards 

Ehrlich 

Emerson 

Engel 

Ensign 
Eshoo 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Hefner 

Heineman 

HiUeary 

Billiard 

Hinchey 

Hobson 

Cooley 

DeFazio 

Doolittle 

Duncan 

Ehlers 

Everett 

Fattah 

FogUetta 

McDermott 
Meyers 

MiUer  (CA) 

Minge 

MoUohan 

Montgomery 

Neumann 

Oberstar 

Payne  (NJ) 

Solomon 

Stark 

Stump 

Tanner 

Taylor  (MS) 

Traflcant 

Velazquez 

Volkmer 

Whitfield 

Callahan 

Evans 

Hoekstra 

Gutknecht 

Pombo 

Young  (FL) 

C:amp 

Ewing 
Fair 

Hoke 
Holden 

NOT  VOTING— U 

Cardin 

Fawell 

Horn 

Bateman 

Harman 

Radanovich 

CasUe 

Fazio 

Hostettler 

Calvert 

Hastings  (FL) 

Schtff 

Chabot 

Fields  (LA) 

Houghton 

Dentsch 

Lincoln 

Studds 

Chambliss 

Fields  (TX) 

Hoyer 

Gibbons 

McDade 
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Mr.  HEFLEY  changed  his  vote  from 
"yea"  to  "nay." 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  DEUTSCH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  missed  two 
rolk:all  votes  earlier  today  b)ecause  I  was  un- 
avokjatjly  detained.  Had  I  been  present,  I 
wouW  tiave  voted  "no"  on  rollcall  vote  No.  227 
and  "yes"  on  rollcall  vote  No.  228. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Ms.  HARMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  l>ecause 
my  flight  from  California  was  delayed, 
I  was  unable  to  be  present  to  vote  on 
several  rollcall  votes. 

Had  I  lieen  present,  I  would  have 
voted  "present"  on  rollcall  225,  ap- 
proval of  the  journal. 

I  would  have  voted  "yes"  on  rollcall 
vote  226,  the  motion  to  instruct  House 
conferees  to  H.R.  3103,  the  bill  to  im- 
prove the  portability  and  continuity  of 
health  insurance  coverage. 

I  would  have  voted  "yes"  on  rollcall 
vote  227,  Mr.  Frank's  amendment  to 
prohibit  IMET  funds  for  Indonesia. 

And  I  would  have  voted  "yes"  on 
rollcall  vote  228,  final  passage  of  the 
foreign  operations  appropriations  bill 
for  fiscal  1997. 


PROVIDING  FOR  CONSIDERATION 
OF  H.R.  3603,  AGRICULTURE, 
RURAL  DEVELOPMENT,  FOOD 
AND  DRUG  ADMINISTRATION, 
AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO- 
PRIATIONS ACT,  1997 

Mr.  LINDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc- 
tion of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  451  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  451 

Resolved.  That  at  any  time  after  the  adop- 
tion of  tills  resolution  the  Speaker  may,  pur- 
suant to  clause  Kb)  of  rule  XXm.  declare  the 
House  resolved  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  state  of  the  Union  for 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  3603)  maJdng 
appropriations  for  Agriculture,  Rural  Devel- 
opment, Food  and  Drug  Administration,  and 
Related  Agencies  programs  for  the  Iisz»l 
year  ending  September  30,  1997,  and  for  other 
purposes.  The  nrst  reading  of  the  bill  shall 
be  dispensed  with.  Point-  of  order  against 
consideration  of  the  bill  for  failure  to  com- 
ply with  clause  2(1X6)  of  rule  XL  clause  7  of 
rule  XXI.  or  section  302(c)  of  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Act  of  1974  are  waived.  General 
debate  stiall  be  conflned  to  the  bill  and  shall 
not  exceed  one  hour  equally  divided  and  con- 
trolled by  the  cliairman  and  ranking  minor- 
ity member  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions. After  general  debate  the  bill  shall  be 
considered  for  amendment  under  the  five- 
irinute  rule.  Points  of  order  against  provi- 


sions in  the  bill  for  failure  to  comply  with 
clause  2  or  6  of  rule  XXI  are  waived.  During 
consideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Chairman  of  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
may  accord  priority  in  recognition  on  the 
basis  of  whether  the  Member  offering  an 
amendment  has  caused  it  to  be  printed  In  the 
portion  of  the  Congressional  Record  des- 
ignated for  tliat  purpose  in  clause  6  of  rule 
XXni.  Amendments  so  printed  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  read.  The  Chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  may  postpone  until  a 
time  during  further  consideration  in  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  a  request  for  a  re- 
corded vote  on  any  amendment.  The  Cliair- 
man of  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  may  re- 
duce to  not  less  than  five  minutes  the  time 
for  voting  by  electronic  device  on  any  post- 
poned question  that  immediately  follows  an- 
other vote  by  electronic  device  without  in- 
tervening business,  provided  that  the  time 
for  voting  by  electronic  device  on  the  first  in 
any  series  of  questions  shall  be  not  less  than 
fifteen  minutes.  After  the  reading  of  the 
final  lines  of  the  bill,  a  motion  that  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  rise  and  report  the  bill 
to  the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted  shall,  if  offered  by  the 
majority  leader  or  a  designee,  have  prece- 
dence over  a  motion  to  amend.  At  the  con- 
clusion of  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  re- 
port to  the  House  with  such  amendments  as 
may  have  been  adopted.  The  previous  ques- 
tion shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the 
bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 
without  intervening  motion  except  one  mo- 
tion to  recommit  with  or  without  instruc- 
tions. 

Sec.  2.  During  consideration  of  H.R.  3603 
pursuant  to  the  first  section  of  this  resolu- 
tion, the  appropriate  allocation  of  new  dis- 
cretionary budget  authority  within  the 
meaning  of  section  302(fXl)  of  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Act  of  1974  shall  be 
$12,802,000,000.  The  corresponding  level  of 
budget  outlays  shall  be  $13,349,000,000. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
HEFLEY).  The  gentleman  from  Georgia 
is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  LINDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the 
purpose  of  del>ate  only.  I  yield  the  cus- 
tomary 30  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hall],  pending  which  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. During  consideration  of  this  res- 
olution, all  time  yielded  is  for  the  pur- 
pose of  del>ate  only. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  451  is 
an  open  rule  providing  for  consider- 
ation of  H.R.  3603,  the  Agriculture, 
Rural  Development,  Food  and  Drug  Ad- 
ministration and  related  agencies  ap- 
propriations bill  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

The  rule  provides  for  1  hour  of  gen- 
eral dettate  divided  equally  between  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  mem- 
ber of  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions. 

The  rule  waives  clause  2(1)(6)  of  rule 
11,  clause  7  of  rule  21,  or  section  302(c) 
of  the  Budget  Act  against  consider- 
ation of  the  bill.  The  rule  also  waives 
clause  2  of  rule  21 — which  prohibits  un- 
authorized appropriations  and  legisla- 
tion on  an  appropriations  bill — and 
waives  clause  6  of  rule  21 — ^which  pro- 
hibits reappropriating  unexpended  bal- 
ances of  appropriations  in  general  ap- 
propriations bills— against  provisions 
of  the  bill. 


Under  the  conditions  of  House  Reso- 
lution 451,  after  the  reading  of  the  final 
lines  of  the  bill,  a  motion  to  rise,  if  of- 
fered by  the  majority  leader  or  his  des- 
ignee, will  have  precedence  over  a  mo- 
tion to  amend. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  rule  continues  two 
new  approaches  on  appropriations  bills 
that  were  implemented  during  last 
year's  appropriations  process.  First, 
the  rule  accords  priority  in  recognition 
to  Meml)ers  who  have  preprinted  their 
aimendments  in  the  Congressional 
Record.  The  rule  does  not  require  pre- 
printing, but  simply  encourages  Mem- 
l)ers  to  take  advantage  of  the  option  in 
order  to  facilitate  consideration  of 
amendments  on  the  House  floor  and  to 
inform  Members  of  the  details  of  pend- 
ing amendments. 

Second,  House  Resolution  451  pro- 
vides that  the  Chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  may  postpone  re- 
corded votes  on  any  amendment  and 
that  the  Chairman  may  reduce  voting 
time  on  postponed  questions  to  5  min- 
utes, provided  that  the  vote  imme- 
diately follow  another  recorded  vote 
and  that  the  voting  time  on  the  first  in 
a  series  of  votes  is  not  less  than  15  min- 
utes. This  will  provide  a  more  definite 
voting  schedule  for  all  Meml)ers  and 
hopefully  will  help  guarantee  the  time- 
ly completion  of  the  appropriations 
bUls. 

House  Resolution  451  also  provides 
for  one  motion  to  recommit,  with  or 
without  instructions,  as  is  the  right  of 
the  minority  Memt>ers  of  the  House. 
Finally,  in  section  2  of  the  rule.  House 
Resolution  451  provides  that  the  sec- 
tion 602(b)  allocations  in  the  budget 
resolution  conference  report  will  be  in 
effect  for  the  consideration  of  this  leg- 
islation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  451  is 
a  typical  open  rule  to  be  considered  for 
general  appropriations  bills.  This  rule 
does  not  restrict  the  normal  open 
amending  process  in  any  way  and  any 
amendments  that  comply  with  the 
standing  rules  of  the  House  may  l>e  of- 
fered for  consideration.  I  know  of  a 
number  of  Meml)ers  who  wish  to  mod- 
ify the  bill  through  the  amendment 
process,  and  I  look  forward  to  a  thor- 
ough debate  on  those  measures.  While 
a  vast  numl>er  of  amendments  is  not 
expected,  the  rule  permits  those  Mem- 
bers  who  have  amendments  every  op- 
portunity to  offer  them. 

H.R.  3603  appropriates  a  total  of  $53 
million,  which  is  S10.3  billion  less  than 
was  appropriated  last  year  and  is  $5.8 
billion  less  than  the  amount  requested 
by  the  President.  The  Appropriations 
Committee  has  once  again  had  to  t>al- 
ance  a  wide  array  of  interests  and 
make  tough  choices  with  scarce  re- 
sources. 

Specifically,  the  bill  provides  S8.7  bil- 
lion for  child  nutrition  programs  which 
is  $706  million  more  than  last  year  and 
S3.7  billion  in  funding  for  the  special 
supplemental    nutrition    program    for 
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women,  infants,  and  cMldren.  It  also 
provides  $768  million  for  conservation 
programs,  $1.87  billion  for  rural  eco- 
nomic and  community  development 
programs,  $27.6  billion  for  the  food 
stamp  program,  and  $7.41  billion  for  ag- 
ricultural programs.  It  is  also  impor- 
tant to  note  that  the  appropriations 
and  authorizing  committees  provided 
full  freedom  to  farm  contract  funding. 
I  also  wish  to  note  that,  under  title  6 
funding  for  the  Food  and  Drug  Admin- 
istration, the  Appropriations  Commit- 
tee has  redirected  funds  from  program 
management  to  assist  with  the  medical 
device  approval  process.  For  some 
time,  the  FDA  has  not  met  its  dead- 


lines for  approval  of  some  food  additive 
petitions,  drugs  and  medical  devices 
and  I  hope  that  we  have  sent  the  mes- 
sage that  this  Congress  expects  the 
FDA  to  meet  their  statutory  approval 
requirements. 

As  we  work  to  get  our  fiscal  house  in 
order,  we  must  ensure  that  all  funding 
is  spent  efficiently  and  where  it  is 
needed  most.  This  bill  achieves  this 
goal.  Notwithstanding  the  constraints 
we  now  face  after  decades  of  fiscal  irre- 
sponsibility, H.R.  3603  effectively  funds 
programs  for  food  safety,  human  nutri- 
tion, rural  development,  environ- 
mental conservation  and  agricultural 
research.  In  terms  of  our  agricultural 


base,  we  must  assure  the  well-being  of 
our  farmers,  the  health  and  nutrition 
of  our  citizens  and  the  state  of  the  en- 
vironment. This  bill  responsibly  main- 
tains functions  that  are  crucial  to  the 
health  and  safety  of  the  American  con- 
sumer and  the  future  success  of  this 
Nation's  farming  communities. 

H.R.  3603  was  favorably  reported  out 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  as 
was  the  open  rule  by  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee. I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
the  rule  so  that  we  may  proceed  with 
general  debate  and  consideration  of  the 
merits  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  submit  the  following 
material  for  the  Record: 
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Mr.  LTNDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
jrield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume and  I  thank  my  colleague  from 
Georgia,  Mr.  Linder.  for  yielding  me 
the  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  451  is 
an  open  rule  which  will  allow  full  and 
fair  debate  on  H.R.  3603,  a  bill  appro- 
priating $52.7  billion  in  fiscal  year  1997 
for  agriculture,  rural  development. 
Food  and  Drug  Administration,  and  re- 
lated agencies. 

As  my  coUeagrue  from  Georgia  has  de- 
scribed, this  rule  provides  1  hour  of 
general  debate,  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  chairman  and  rank- 
ing minority  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations. 


Under  this  rule,  germane  amend- 
ments will  be  allowed  under  the  5- 
minute  rule,  the  normal  amending 
process  in  the  House.  All  Members,  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle,  will  have  the  op- 
iwrtunity  to  offer  amendments. 

The  Rules  Committee  reported  the 
rule  by  a  voice  vote. 

I  recognize  that  the  Appropriations 
Committee  was  forced  to  make  dif- 
ficult choices  in  allocating  a  shrinking 
pie.  However,  I  am  disturbed  with  the 
levels  appropriated  under  title  n  of 
Public  Law  480  Food  for  Peace  Program 
which  provides  American-grown  food  to 
foreign  countries  to  combat  hunger  and 
malnutrition. 

With  the  greatest  agricultural  pro- 
ductivity in  the  world,  the  United 
States  is  the  best  positioned  nation  to 
provide  international  food  aid.  How- 


ever, since  1993,  the  quantity  of  U.S. 
food  shipped  to  hungry  people  of  the 
world  has  already  been  cut  in  half.  As 
the  United  States  has  backed  away 
from  its  responsibility,  so  have  other 
donor  nations. 

The  committee  approved  the  Presi- 
dent's request  of  $837  million  for  this 
program,  which  is  an  increase  of  $16 
million  over  last  year's  level.  However, 
because  grain  price  increases  exceed 
the  funding  increase,  the  result  will  se- 
verely erode  the  purchasing  power  of 
Food  for  Peace  and  drive  down  to 
record  lows  the  amount  of  food  that  we 
send  to  poor  countries. 

The  money  in  this  bill  for  title  n  will 
only  purchase  an  estimated  1.8  million 
metric  tons,  falling  well  short  of  the 
2.25  million  metric  ton  minimum  floor 
level  authorized  in  the  1995  farm  bill. 
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This  represents  a  meager  23  percent  of 
the  amount  shipped  only  4  years  ear- 
lier. 

I  want  to  stress  that  the  money  is 
used  to  purchase  American-grown  com- 
modities. Thus,  this  program  has  a  di- 
rect benefit  to  our  own  farmers,  proc- 
essors, shippers,  ports,  baggers,  for- 
tifiers, and  workers. 

The  prospect  of  any  further  cuts  in 
U.S.  food  assistance  is  especially 
alamung  in  light  of  recent  reports 
flrom  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  the  U.N.'s  Food  auad  Agriculture 
Organization  that  point  to  a  looming 
gap  between  food  needs  and  supplies. 
Conditions  in  Africa  are  especially 
alarming,  with  an  estimated  22  million 
people  facing  a  food  emergency  and  9 
million  at  risk  of  malnutrition  in  east 
Africa  alone. 

During  the  Rules  Committee  consid- 
eration of  this  bill,  I  requested  a  waiv- 
er to  offer  an  amendment  that  would 
have  permitted  a  transfer  of  money 
from  the  Export  Enhancement  Pro- 
gram to  the  Food  for  Peace  Program  at 
the  discretion  of  the  Agriculture  Sec- 
retary. My  proposed  amendment  was 
similar  to  a  provision  in  the  farm  bill 
that  was  adopted  on  the  House  floor 
last  year,  but  that  was  later  dropped  in 
conference.  The  amendment  would  not 
require  any  program  to  be  cut.  How- 
ever, the  committee  rejected  my  re- 
quest. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  disappointed  that 
I  will  not  have  an  opportunity  to  offer 


my  amendment.  I  will  continue  to  look 
for  a  way  to  at  least  maintain  the 
amount  of  food  aid  we  give  to  poor 
countries  because  I  believe  that  we 
have  a  moral  responsibility  as  a  world 
leader,  because  I  believe  that  our  Food 
for  Peace  Program  helps  American 
farmers  and  has  the  support  of  the 
American  people,  and  because  I  know 
this  program  means  the  difference  be- 
tween life  and  death  for  millions  of 
people. 

Unless  more  funds  can  be  added  to 
this  account,  the  United  States  will  be 
unable  to  respond  to  food  emergencies 
around  the  globe  and  many  could  die. 
Our  Nation  has  the  power  to  avert  this 
tragedy. 

I  am  fnistrated  that  we  refuse  to  use 
that  power  to  save  lives. 

D  1600 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  UNDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Goss],  a  colleague  on  the  Conrniit- 
tee  on  Rxiles. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  my 
friend  from  Tucker,  GA,  for  yielding 
me  this  time.  I  rise  in  strong  support  of 
this  fair  and  open  rule.  When  it  comes 
to  the  core  congressional  responsibility 
of  spending,  and  savings,  Americans' 
tax  dollars,  it  is  vital  that  all  Members 
have  the  opportunity  for  direct  input. 
It  is  through  open  rules  that  we  pro- 
vide this  opportunity  to  those  Members 
who  do  not  sit  on  the  Appropriations 


Committee,  and  I  am  pleased  to  note 
that  our  record  for  rules  on  appropria- 
tions bills  this  year  is  100  percent  open. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  Congress'  record  on 
restoring  fiscal  responsibility  is  also 
impressive.  It  is  hard  to  believe  that 
just  2  years  a^o  our  congressional 
budgets  never  sought  to  reach  bal- 
ance— now  we  are  on  a  glidepath  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  by  2002.  It  hasn't  been 
easy  to  do;  we've  met  with  strong  re- 
sistance from  the  White  House  and  oth- 
ers, but  we  have  persisted  atnd  I  ap- 
plaud Chairman  Livingston  and  the 
Appropriations  Committee  for  having 
the  strength  and  the  courage  to  stay 
the  course.  Of  course,  there  will  always 
be  areas  of  disagreement  over  specific 
issues,  and  the  bill  before  us  today — 
the  agriculture  appropriations  bill — 
has  its  share  of  controversial  provi- 
sions. Under  this  open  rule,  I  look  for- 
ward to  a  full  debate  on  all  of  these  im- 
portant spending  decisions.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  this  rule. 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume to  say  that  at  the  begrinning  of 
this  Congress  the  Republican  majority 
claimed  the  House  was  going  to  con- 
sider bills  under  an  open  process,  and  I 
would  like  to  point  out  that  65  percent 
of  the  legislation  this  session  has  been 
considered  under  a  restrictive  process, 
and  I  include  for  the  Record  informa- 
tion regarding  same. 

The  information  referred  to  follows: 
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Resolution  No. 


Pncess  used  tor  floor  conjidentioo 


Amendments 
in  order 


HJl.  1*  

H.  Res.  6  _ 

HJl.  5-  

HJ.  Kb.  Z*  . 
H.  Its.  43  - 
(IR.  101  _ 

HJ».  400  _ 


HJ).  440  .. 

H.R.  P  _ 
H.R.  »5* 
HJ).  666* 
H.R.  667- 
HJt.66r 
HJl.  72r 
HJl.  7*  ._ 
HJl.  729* 

12 

HJIS31  . 


HJlgSO*  ._ 

HJl  189  

HJl.  4S0-  .... 
HJl  1022*  ... 
HJl.  926*  .... 
HJl  925*  .... 

HJl.  losa*  - 

HJl.  988*  _ 
HJl.  956*  _. 
M.  nit  ._. 
HJ.  Kb.  73*  . 

H.R.  4* 

HJl.  1271*  .. 
HJl.  660*  _.. 
HJl.  1215*  .. 

HJl.  483 

HJl.  655 

an.  1361  .... 

HJl.  961 

HJl.  535 

HJl.  584 


HJl.  614 


ComDiiance 

Opemni  Diy  Rules  Pxtaie 

Unfunded  Mandates  

Balanced  Budjet  . 


H.Res.6 
H.Re$.5 
H.  Res.  38 
H.  Res.  44 
H.  Res.  43  (Ofl 
H.  Res.  51 


Closed  . 


Committee  Heannts  ScHeduliin 

To  transfer  a  pattel  of  land  to  Vu  Taos  Puetio  Indians  of  Plew  Mei- 

CO. 

To  pimde  for  tic  eslianie  of  lands  witliin  Gates  of  ttw  An:tic  Na-    H.  Res.  52 

tnnal  Paili  Pieserae. 
To  pmnde  for  tlie  conwyancc  of  lands  to  attain  individuals  m    H.  Res.  53 

Butte  County.  California 
Une  Hem  Veto 


Victim  Restitutm  «ct  of  1995  ._ 

EjclusMnaiy  Rule  Reform  Act  of  1995 

Violent  Cnmmal  Incaittration  Act  of  1995 

The  Criminal  Alcn  Depoitation  Impmvement  Act  

Ucal  Gonemnent  Law  Enfoitement  Block  Grants 

National  Secanty  Rewtaliatnn  to 

Death  PnaltyMabeas 

Sente  Comiiiiance 

To  Ptnaancntly  Eitend  die  Healtli  tisunnce  Deduction  for  tlie  Self- 

Employvd. 
The  Paoemorti  Reduction  Act 


Emertency  SupptementaVResomlffii  Ceitain  Botfget  Autlwity  . 

Refolatoiy  Itofatonum 

Risk  Assessment  ...._ 

Retulatory  Fleubility 

ftwate  Piooety  Pratecton  Act 

Securities  Uliiatnn  Reform  Act 

The  Attorney  Aaaunta6ility  Act  of  1995 
Pioduct  Liability  and  lefal  Reform  Act . 


Hakini  Emrteacy  Siipplcniciital  A»pnpnatio«  an)  Recissions  . 

Term  Umits 

Welfare  Reform  ....... ......___ ..„_..._... _... 

Family  Ptnocy  Act 

HoBSini  lor  Older  Persons  Act 

The  Contract  Wtli  America  Tas  Relief  Ad  a(  1995 

Medicaie  Select  Ldension 

Hydraien  future  Act 

Coast  Guard  Authorization 

Clean  Water  Act 


H.  Res.  55 
H.  Res.  61 
H.  Res.  63 
H.  Res.  63 
H.  Res.  69 
H.  Res.  79 
H.  Res.  33 
N/A 

m 

H.  Res.  88 

H.  Res.  91 
H.  Res.  92 
H  Res.  93 
a  Res.  96 
H.  Res.  100 
H  Res.  101 
H.Res.  105 
H.  Res.  104 
H.  Res.  109 
H.  Res.  115 
H.  Res.  116 
H.  Res.  119 
H.  Res.  125 
H.  Res.  126 
H.  Res.  129 
H.  Res.  130 
H.  Res.  136 
H.  Res.  139 
H.  Res.  140 
H.  Res.  144 
H.  Res.  145 


Commi  National  Fish  Hatchery  Conwyance  Act 

Conveyance  of  the  Fairport  National  Fish  Hatchery  to  the  State  of 

km. 
CoDneyancc  of  the  New  bndon  National  Fish  Hatcheiy  Production  Fa-    H.  Res.  146 

cility 
Budiet  Resolution 


Closed 

Restnctwe  . 
Restnctne  . 
Restnctne  . 
0»en  


Open 


Amencjn  Oneneas  biteiests  Act  of  1995 


H.Res.  149 
H.  Res.  155 


Open 

Open 

Open  

Open  

Restrctne . 

Open  

Restrictwe . 
Restnctne. 
Restnctwe . 
Chsed  ...... 

Restnctne. 

Open  

Restrictne . 
RestnctiM . 
Restnctne  . 

Open  

Restnctne  . 
Restnctwe  . 
Restnctne  . 
Restnctne  . 
Restnctne  . 
Restnctne  . 
Restnctne  . 

Open  

Open  

Restnctne . 
RestnctnK  . 

Open  _ 

Open 

Open 

Open  

Open  


Open 

Restnctne  . 
Restnctne . 


None. 
None. 

WK 
2R.40. 

N/A. 

N/A. 

WA. 

N/A. 

N/A. 
N/A. 
WA. 
N/A. 
N/A. 
N/A. 
N/A. 
N/A. 

id! 

N/A. 

10. 
N/A. 
N/A. 
N/A. 

10. 

10. 

Ntt. 

WiltL 

Wk 

1D:3R 

SO;26R. 

N/A. 

Wk 

10. 

ID. 
N/A. 
N/A. 
N/A. 
Wk 
Wk 

Wk 

30;  IR. 
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Bill  No. 


Title 


Resolution  No 


Pncess  used  for  floor  consideraton 


H.R.  1530 

HJl.  1817  

HJl.  1854  

HJl.  1868  

H.R.  1905  

HJ.  Res.  79 

H.R.  1944  _ 

HJl.  1868  (2nd  nile) 

H.R.  1977  -Rule  Defeated' 

H.R.  1977  

HJl.  1976 

HJl.  1977  (3rt  nile)  

HJl.  2020  

HJ.  Res.  96 

H.R.  2002  

H.R.  70  

HJl.  2076  

HJl.  2099  

S.  21 

HJl.  2126  

HJl.  1555 


National  Defense  Authonzation  Act^  FY  1996 


Military  Constnction  Appippnations:  FY  1996  . 
Letislatiw  Branch  Appmpnations 


Foiei|n  Operations  Appnipnations  . 


HJ.  1643 

HJ.  Res.  134  

H.  Con.  Res.  131  . 
HJl.  1358 


HJl.  2924  _. 
HJL  2854  .... 

H.R.  994  

HJl.  3021  .... 

HJl.  3019  

HJl  2703  ..... 


HJl.  2202  ._. 

HJ.  Res.  165  . 
HJl.  125 

H.R.  3136  ._. 
H.R.  3103  ._. 
HJ.  Res.  159  . 

HJl.  842 

HJl.  2715  ... 
HJl.  1675  ... 
HJ.  Res.  175  . 

HJl.  2641  

H.R.  2149  ._- 
HJl.  2974  .... 


HJl.  3120 

H.R.  2406 
H.R.  3322 
H.R.  3286 
HJl.  3230 


HJl.  3415  


Eneror  6  Water  Appmpnations 
Constitutional  Amendment  to  Permit  Con(ress  and  States  to  Pohibit 
the  Physical  Desecration  of  the  Amencan  Flaj. 

Recissions  Bill  

Foreijn  Operations  AppiDpnations 

Intenot  Appropriations 

htenor  Appnipnations 

Ainculture  Appippnations 

Intenor  Appippnations . 


Treasuiy  Postal  Appippnations 
Disapprpvint  MFN  for  China 

Transportation  Appippnations 

Eipoits  of  Alaskan  Noith  Slope  Oil . 
Commeict.  histxt  Apprppnatnns  . 
VVHUD  Appippnations 


Termination  of  US.  Anns  EmParjo  on  Bosnia  . 
Defense  Apprppnations 


..    Communicatans  Act  of  1995 
lahor/HHS  Appnpnations  Act  . 


Economically  Tarteted  kivestmenls  . 
Intelligence  Aothonzation  . 


Deficit  Reduction  L«k  fia  _ _ 

Federal  Acquisition  Reform  Ad  of  1995 

To  Consolidate  and  Refonn  Workton  DevdopnieM  and  Ulincy  Pro- 
trams  Act  (CAREERS) 

National  Hijhway  System  Designation  Act  of  1995 

Cuban  Lberty  and  Democratic  Solidanty  Act  of  1995 

The  Teamwoiii  tor  Employees  and  Manajers  Act  of  1995 

3-Judge  Court  tor  Certain  Injunctions  

kitematiooal  Space  Station  Authonzatnn  Act  of  1995 

Making  Continuing  Apprppnatnns  for  FY  1996  

Omnibus  Cmlian  Science  Aiitnonzatun  Act  of  1995 

To  Disappnm  Certain  Sentencing  Guideline  Amendments 

Medicare  Presenation  Act _ 

Legislatne  Branch  Appropnations  Bill 


7  Tear  Balanced  Budget  Reconciliation  Social  Secunty  Earnings  Test 

Reforai 

Partial  Biith  Abortion  Bar  Act  ot  1995 

DC.  Aporopnatiors  FY  19% 

Further  Continuing  Appmpnations  for  FY  1996 

Temporary  hiciease  in  the  Statutory  Debt  Limit : 

CC  Termination  ._ 

Further  Continuing  Appippnations  tor  FY  1996 

Temporary  Inciease  in  the  Statutoiy  Limit  on  the  Pubic  Debt  

House  Gdl  Rule  Refonii  ._ 

lobbying  Disdosuii  Act  of  1995 

Pmhibition  on  Funds  for  Bosnia  Depkiyment 

Amtiak  Relorai  and  Pnvatiation  Act  of  1995 

Mantunc  Secunty  Act  of  1995 

To  Protect  Federal  Tnist  Funds  . 


H.  Res.  164 

H.  Res.  167 
H.  Res.  169 

H.  Res.  170 
H.  Res.  171 
H.  Res.  173 

H.  Res.  175 
H.  Res.  177 
H.  Res.  185 
H.  Res.  187 
H  Res.  188 
H.  Res.  189 
H  Res.  190 
H  Res.  193 
H.  Res.  194 
H.  Res.  197 
H.  Res.  198 
H.  Res.  201 
H.Res.  204 
H.Res.  205 
H.  Res.  207 

H.  Res.  208 
H.  Res.  215 
H.  Res.  216 
H.  Res.  218 
H.  Res.  219 
H.  Res.  222 

H.  Res.  224 
H.  Res.  225 
H.Res.  226 
H.  Res.  227 
H.  Res.  228 
H.  Res.  230 
H  Res.  234 
H.  Res.  237 
H.  Res.  238 
H.  Res.  239 
H  Res.  245 

H.  Res.  251 
H.  Res.  252 
H.  Res.  257 
H.  Res.  258 
H.  Res.  259 
H.Res.  261 
H.  Res.  262 
H.  Res.  268 
Res.  269 
Res.  273 
Res.  289 
Res.  287 
Res.  293 
Rei303 


Restnctne  . 


Open 

Restnctne. 


Open  _. 
Open  .. 
Closed 


Restnctne  . 
Restnctne  . 

Open  

Open  

Open 

Restnctne . 

Open  

Restnctne  . 

Open  

Open 

Open  

Open  

Restnctne. 

Open  

Restnctne. 


Open 

Oiwi 

Restnctne. 

Open 

Open  

Ojien  


36R  lafr.  2 

BipartSM 

Wk 

5R.  4(^.2 

Bipartoao 

N/A. 

ML 


HI 
ML 


n. 
Nni 

pwtsat. 


Open 

Restnctne. 


Open 

Open  

Open  

Dosed 

Open 

Restnctne  . 
Restnctne . 
Restnctwe  . 
Restnctne  . 


2ita 

Wk 
Wk 


Utah  Pubic  Unds  Management  Act  of  1995 

Providing  for  Debate  and  Consideration  of  Three  Measures  Retating 

to  U.1  Tioop  Deployments  in  Bosnia 

Revised  Budget  Resolution  _ _ 

Teus  Low-level  Radioacbve  Waste  Disposal  Compact  Consent  Act  .. 
The  National  Parks  and  National  Wildlife  Refuge  Stfstems  Fieedon 

Act  of  1995. 

PROCEDURE  M  THE  104TH 
To  authona  the  eitension  of  nondiscnminatoiy  treabnent  (MFN)  to    H  Res.  334 

the  pipducts  of  Bulgana. 
Making  antinumg  apprapnationVestablishing  proceduies  making    H.  Res.  336 

the  transmission  ol  the  contmuing  resolution  HJ  Res.  134. 
Conveyance  of  Natniial   Manne  Fisheries  Seniice  Laboratory  at 

Gloucester.  Massachusetts. 
Social  Secunty  Guarantee  Act 


Closed 

Restnctne. 

Closed 

Restnctne. 

Open 

Closed 

Uatt . 

Closed 

Open 

Restnctne. 

Open  

Open  

Closed 


U. 


Wk 
Wk 
ML 

91 


IVA 

H.  Res.  309 
K  Res.  313 
H.  Res.  323 


KRes.338 


Open 
Closed  . 

Closed  . 
Open  _ 
Closed  . 


Ml 
2N. 


NAL 

u>;2r 


NflL 


CONGRESS  20  SESSION 
Closed  ._...__- 


Ctacd  . 


Closed  . 


The  Agncultural  Martlet  Transition  PiogiMi 

Regulatoiy  Sunset  i  Review  Act  of  1995  _ 

To  Guarantee  the  Continuing  Full  Investment  of  Social  Secunty  and 
Other  Federal  Funds  m  Obligations  of  the  United  States. 

A  Further  Downpayment  Toward  a  Balanced  Budget 

The  Effectne  Death  Penalty  and  Public  Safety  tet  of  1996  

The  knmigtation  and  National  htetest  Act  of  1995 


Making  further  continuing  appnpnations  for  FY  1996 

The  Gun  Cnme  Enforcement  and  Second  Amendment  Restoration  Act 
of  1996 

The  Contract  With  Amenca  Advancement  Act  of  1996 

The  Health  Coverage  Availability  and  Atfonlability  Act  of  1996  

Tai  Lmitation  Constitutional  Amendment 

Tnith  10  Budfcbog  Act 

Paperwork  Eliminatipn  Act  of  1996  _ 

National  Wildlife  Refuge  hnpnnement  ki  of  1995 

Further  Continuing  Appippnations  tor  FY  1996 


United  States  Marshals  Sence  Imptpvement  Act  of  1996 

The  Ocean  Shipping  Rehinn  Act _ _ 

To  amend  the  Violent  Cnme  Contnil  and  Law  Enfonemeot  Act  ol 
1994  to  provide  enhanced  penalties  fpr  cnmes  agamst  ciderty  and 
child  victims. 
Tp  amend  Tdle  18.  United  States  Code,  with  respect  tp  witness  re- 
taliation, witness  tampenog  and  |uiy  tampenng. 

The  United  States  Housing  Act  of  1996 

Omnibus  Cnilian  Science  Authoniation  Act  of  1996 

The  Adoption  Pnmotcn  and  Stability  Act  of  1996 

Defense  Authonatmn  Bill  FY  1997  .._ 


H.  Res.  355 
H.  Res.  366 

H.Res.  368 
H.  Res.  371 

H.  Res.  372 
H.  Res.  380 

H.  Res.  384 

H.  Res.  386 
H.  Res.  388 

H.  Res.  391 
H.  Res.  392 
H.  Rei395 
hRes.396 
H.  Res.  409 
H.  Res.  410 
H.  Res.  411 
H.  Res.  418 
H.  Res.  419 
H.  Res.  421 


H.  Res.  422 


Qesed 

Restnctne. 


Open  njle:  Rule  tabled  . 
Closed  rule 


Restnctne . 
Restrctne. 


Restnctne . 


Closed  . 
Closed  . 


ML 

50:9R.2 
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B««taa» 


Closed 

Restnctne. 
Restnctne. 

Open 

Open 

Open 

Closed 

Open 

Open 

Open 


Rei426 
Res.  427 
Res.  428 


Repeal  o>  the  4J.{ent  Increase  in  Tiansporatnn  Fuel  Tats  . 


RRes.43(l 


H.Rl$.4- 


Open  

Open  

Open  

Restnctne . 
Restrictne . 


Closed  . 
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N/A. 


13642 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


June  11,  1996 


Bill  No. 


MR.  3259  _.. 
H«.  31U  _._ 
tU.  344MUi. 


HJ».  3517 
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Amend  ments 
in  oinef 


Titte 


Resolution  No. 


Process  used  for  floor  consideration 


totefliience  Autnonatioii  fcf  tor  FY  1997 H.  Res.  437 

The  Defend  America  Act M.  Res.  438 

The  Small  Business  Jo6  Piotectni)  Act  of  1996.  and  Tic  Employee  H  Res.  440 
CoBimutmi  Heubility  Act  of  1996 

Military  Coastivctm  Appiopnabons  FY  1997 K  Res.  442 

Foret"  Opcnbus  Apprepnitions  FY  1997 H.  Res.  445 

Hie  «aoi«iii  Hfcilis  Waner  Approval  Act H.  Res.  446 

StiipbuiMini  Trade  Areement  Act K  Res.  448 

Aincult»i»  Appiopnitms  FY  1997  ....„ H.  Res  451 


Restnctive . 
Restrictive  . 
Restnctive  . 


Open 
Open 


Restnctive 

Restnctive 

Open 


n/k. 

10. 
2R. 

wn 

Wk 
IR. 
N/A. 


•Contract  IM%.  67%  icstnctne-.  33X  open.  "All  letislaten  1st  Session.  53%  lestnctne;  47%  open  '"All  letislation  2d  Session.  65%  lestnctne-.  35%  open.  **"AII  letitlitm  104tli  Congress.  57%  lestnctne-.  43%  open. 
**•••"  Restnctive  niles  aie  tlnse  wlicti  limit  tne  niimlier  of  imendments  oliicti  can  lie  offered,  and  include  so-called  modified  open  and  moditied  closed  rules  as  wll  as  completely  closed  niles  and  rules  pmvidini  for  constderation  n 
UK  Hoiat  as  opposed  to  tlie  Committee  of  ttie  Whole.  This  definition  of  lestnctne  nile  is  taken  from  tlie  Republican  ctiaiT  of  resolutions  reported  from  the  Rules  Committee  in  the  103d  Congress.  Wk  means  not  availaple. 


Mr.  UNDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  shield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time  and  I 
move  the  previous  question  on  the  res- 
olution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  all  Members  may 
have  5  legislative  days  within  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  on 
H.R.  3603  and  that  I  may  include  tab- 
ular and  extraneous  material. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Hkfley).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  New  Mex- 
ico? 

There  was  no  objection. 


AGRICULTURE,  RURAL  DEVELOP- 
MENT. FOOD  AND  DRUG  ADMIN- 
ISTRATION, AND  RELATED 
AGENCIES  APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT,  1997 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Hefley).  Pursuant  to  House  Resolution 
451  and  rule  XXm,  the  Chair  declares 
the  House  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 
for  the  consideration  of  the  bill,  H.R. 
3603. 

The  Chair  designates  the  gentleman 
flrom  Virginia  [Mr.  Goodlatte]  as 
Chairman  of  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole,  and  requests  the  gentleman 
flrom  Georgia  [Mr.  Under]  to  assiime 
the  chair  temporarily. 

D  1603 

IN  THE  COMMTITEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (H.R.  3603)  mak- 
ing appropriations  for  Agriculture, 
Rural  Development.  Food  and  Drug  Ad- 
ministration, and  Related  Agencies 
programs  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30.  1997,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses with  Mr.  LiNDER  (Chairman  pro 
tempore)  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  (3HAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  bill  is  considered  as 
having  been  read  the  first  time. 

Under  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  SKEEN]  and  the  gen- 


tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  DURBIN]  will 
each  be  recognized  for  30  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  SKEEN] 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
pleased  to  bring  before  the  House  today 
H.R.  3603,  a  bill  making  appropriations 
for  fiscal  year  1997  for  Agriculture. 
Rural  Development.  Food  and  Drug  Ad- 
ministration and  Related  Agencies. 

This  bill  is  the  product  of  15  days  of 
hearings  conducted  in  March  and  April. 
We  have  published  seven  volumes  of 
hearing  records  totaling  5.775  pages, 
with  all  the  budget  presentations  and 
the  full  testimony  of  304  witnesses  in- 
cluding 19  Members  of  Congress. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill  was  voted  out 
of  the  subcommittee  unanimously  on 
May  30  and  from  the  full  committee  on 
June  6.  It  was  filed  on  June  7  and  the 
copies  of  the  bill,  as  amended,  and  the 
report  have  been  available  since  Mon- 
day morning. 

Our  original  allocation  required  us  to 
cut  nearly  SI  billion  in  budget  author- 
ity from  $13  billion  in  discretionary 
spending,  a  nearly  impossible  task. 
However,  our  allocation  situation  im- 
proved considerably  up  to  the  day  of 
the  full  committee  markup,  making 
our  situation  still  difficult  but  much 
better  than  the  original  one,  and  for 
that  I  want  to  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana,  Chairman  Livingston. 
for  his  help  and  his  understanding  of 
our  situation. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  make 
clear  for  the  benefit  of  all  my  col- 
leagues, because  we  had  several  inquir- 
ies today,  that  the  extra  allocation 
mentioned  in  the  press  this  morning  is 
already  factored  in  our  bill.  No  extra 
allocation  was  given  to  this  sub- 
committee that  was  not  already 
factored  into  the  full  committee  mark- 
up last  week. 

The  bill  totals  $52.7  billion  in  budget 
authority,  which  is  $10.4  billion  less 
than  fiscal  year  1996,  and  $5.8  billion 
less  than  the  administration  requested. 
The  mandatory  spending  total  in  the 
bill  is  $39.9  billion  and  the  discre- 
tionary is  $12.8  billion. 

This  bill  meets  our  targets  for  both 
budget  authority  and  outlays.  In  dis- 
cretionary spending  the  bill  reduces 
the  budget  authority  by  $509  million 
and  outlays  by  $228  million  from  fiscal 
year  1996. 

Our  priorities  for  f'mdjig  this  year,  I 
think,  are  shared  by  most  Members  of 


the  House,  regardless  of  party.  They 
are  nutrition,  food  safety,  research, 
rural  development  and  the  mainte- 
nance of  programs  that  keep  Americain 
agriculture  strong  and  progressive. 

Like  all  the  appropriations  sub- 
committees, we  were  severely  ham- 
pered by  the  very  late  arrival  of  th  Ad- 
ministration's budget,  and  complicat- 
ing our  task  was  the  fact  that  the  Ad- 
ministration budget  proposal  did  not 
reflect  the  reality  of  the  recently 
passed  farm  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  now  to 
summarize  some  of  the  major  spending 
and  saving  elements  of  the  bill. 

The  reorganizing  and  streamlining  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  which 
began  in  the  Bush  administration,  con- 
tinues. Some  43  agencies  have  been  re- 
duced to  29.  and  the  work  force  has 
been  reduced  by  10,000  stafi'  years  since 
1993.  Our  bill  reduced  Farm  Service 
Agency  salaries  by  more  than  $48  mil- 
lion from  fiscal  year  1996. 

Nearly  two-thirds  of  the  USDA  budg- 
et is  spent  on  nutrition  and  feeding 
programs,  mainly  mandatory  programs 
such  as  food  stamps  and  school  lunch. 
WIC — the  Women,  Infants  and  Children 
feeding  program— is  a  discretionary  ac- 
count but  it  may  be  the  most  impor- 
tant one  we  have  in  our  jurisdiction. 
WIC  is  maintained  at  last  year's  fund- 
ing level  but  with  a  substantial  carry- 
over. Some  of  this  carryover  may  be  di- 
rected to  other  critical  programs  at  the 
discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Agrri- 
culture. 

Child  nutrition  programs,  including 
school  lunch,  school  breakfast,  and  the 
child  and  adult  food  programs  are  fund- 
ed at  $8.7  biUion. 

Spending  on  rural  development  has 
been  reduced  by  more  than  $258  million 
firom  fiscal  year  1996  but  we  have  con- 
solidated programs  and  given  the  ad- 
ministration the  flexibility  it  re- 
quested to  better  meet  the  require- 
ments of  each  individual  State. 

Before  I  conclude,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
must  say  I  read  with  considerable  dis- 
appointment statements  in  the  press 
attributed  to  Secretary  Glickman  re- 
garding funding  levels  for  rural  devel- 
opment. When  I  met  with  the  Sec- 
retary about  a  month  ago  to  discuss 
the  Fund  for  Rural  America,  he  was 
not  able  to  indicate  what  plans  the  ad- 
ministrations had  for  this  new  $100  mil- 
lion program,  even  though  he  person- 
ally lobbied  for  its  inclusion  in  the 
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Farm  Bill  3  months  earlier.  The  admin- 
istration also  continues  to  ignore  the 
serious  problem  for  loan  programs 
caused  by  the  rise  of  interest  rates. 

Furthermore,  the  subcommittee  was 
told  back  in  February  that  an  addi- 
tional $36  million  would  be  transferred 
from  WIC  carryover  funds  into  rural 
and  water  and  sewer  programs,  which 
the  administration  claims  he  is  a  veiy 
high  priority  with  them.  This  author- 
ity was  given  to  USDA  in  the  fiscal 
year  1996  appropriations  bill  and,  as  of 
last  week,  those  funds  have  still  not 
been  transferred. 

I  would  strongly  suggest  to  the  Sec- 
retary, with  the  best  of  intention,  that 
the  best  use  of  time  and  resources  at 
USDA  is  in  planning  and  executing  ac- 
tual projects  that  benefit  rural  Amer- 
ica and  not  in  the  issuing  of  vague 
press  releases  and  endless  bureaucratic 
turf  battles. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  thank 
all  the  members  of  the  subcommittee 
and  their  staffs  for  their  help  on  this 
bill,  and  they  have  all  made  substan- 
tial contributions.  To  my  Republican 
friends,  the  gentleman  firom  Indiana. 
John  Myers,  the  gentleman  from  New 
York,  Jem  Walsh,  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas,  Jay  Dickey,  the  gentleman 
firom  Georgia,  Jack  Kingston,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California,  Frank  Riggs, 
the  gentleman  from  Washington. 
George  Netherctjtt,  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana,  our  full  com- 
mittee chairman.  Bob  Livingston.  And 
to  my  Democratic  friends,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin,  Dave  Obey. 
the  distinguished  ranking  member  of 
the  committee,  the  gentleman  f^om  Il- 
linois, Dick  Durbin,  who  is  ranking  on 
the  subcommittee,  the  gentlewoman 
from  Ohio,  Marcy  Kaptdr,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arkansas,  Ray  Thornton. 
the  gentlewoman  from  New  York,  NiTA 
LOWEY,  and  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia, Vic  Fazio.  I  would  also  like  to 
commend  the  staff,  headed  by  Mr.  Tim 
Sanders,  with  Carol  Murphy  and  John 
Ziolkowski,  and  also  the  USDA 
detailee.  Martin  Delgado,  and  my  own 
personal  member  of  that  committee, 
Mr.  Jaime  Castillo. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the 
House,  this  bill  supports  programs  that 
benefit  every  one  of  your  constituents 
every  day.  It  has  nutrition  programs 
for  the  young  and  the  elderly,  con- 
servation programs  that  not  only  pro- 
tect farmland  but  protect  the  water- 
sheds that  provide  drinking  water  to 
our  cities,  food  safety  inspection,  drug 
and  medical  device  programs  for  every 
American  consumer,  and  trade  and 
rural  development  programs  that  sup- 
port millions  of  jobs  in  rural  and  urban 
areas. 

We  have  met  our  balanced  budget  ob- 
ligations and  we  have  done  our  best  to 
meet  the  needs  of  food  and  fiber  pro- 
ducers, consumers,  public  health  and 
safety  in  rural  America.  It  is  a  biparti- 
san bill  to  which  Member  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  have  made  a  contribution. 


Mr.  Chairman,  last  year  we  were 
given  strong  bipartisan  support  for  the 
bill  as  passed  by  the  House  and  the 
conference  report.  As  a  result,  the  bill 
was  signed  into  law  quickly  after  pas- 
sage, and  not  one  day,  I  repeat,  not  one 
day  was  lost  in  providing  your  con- 
stituents with  the  important  programs 
in  this  bill.  There  was  no  shutdown  in 
agriculture. 

This  bill  deserves  that  same  kind  of 
support  and  treatment  again  this  year, 
and  I  respectfully  ask  for  my  col- 
leagues' help  and  their  vote  on  final 
passage. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  diairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume, 
and  I  want  to  thank  the  gentleman  for 
recognizing  me  to  claim  the  other 
side's  opening  time. 

I  would  like  to  salute  first  my  col- 
league from  New  Mexico  for  a  fine  job 
under  very  difficult  circumstances. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  all  know  we  are  se- 
rious about  budget  deficit  reduction, 
and  as  we  have  learned  many  years  ago 
in  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
we  deal  in  the  reality  of  limited  funds 
and  unlimited  needs.  Our  subconmiit- 
tee,  like  so  many  others,  has  tried  to 
fairly  balance  those  two  opposing  situ- 
ations. I  think  we  have  done  a  good 
job.  although  I  will  say  there  are  some 
parts  of  it  that  I  would  like  to  have 
seen  us  do  a  little  better  job  on. 

Most  people,  when  they  hear  the 
budget  for  the  U.S.  Department  of  Ag- 
riculture, think  in  terms  of  farmers 
and  ranchers  and  do  not  think  about 
the  other  major  responsibilities  of  the 
department. 

The  gentleman  firom  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Skeen]  properly  noted  the  responsibil- 
ity of  this  department  in  the  area  of 
nutrition.  One  of  the  programs  that  I 
have  focused  on  in  my  tenure  in  the 
House  of  Representatives,  serving  on 
the  subcommittee,  is  the  WIC  Program, 
the  supplemental  feeding  program  for 
women  infants  and  children.  It  is  a  pro- 
gram which  is  designed  to  help  low-in- 
come mothers  during  their  pregnancy 
and,  after  they  have  given  birth,  to 
raise  healthy  children. 

I  happen  to  think  it  is  one  of  the  sin- 
gle most  important  investments  that 
U.S.  taxpayers  make.  This  program  lit- 
erally reaches  and  helps  40  percent,  40 
percent  of  the  infants  in  America.  We 
are  talking  about  a  program  that  is  es- 
sential to  make  certain  that  babies  are 
bom  strong,  healthy,  with  a  fighting 
chance  to  become  productive  citizens. 

This  program,  through  the  U.S.  De- 
partment of  Agriculture,  is  a  Godsend 
in  many  parts  of  America  where,  other- 
wise, pregnant  mothers  would  go  with- 
out this  assistance,  counseling,  and  nu- 
tritional advice,  and  the  basic  food- 
stuffs that  feed  them  during  their  preg- 
nancies. And  children,  of  course,  new 
to  the  world,  in  those  formative 
months,  need  the  very  best.  This  pro- 


gram was  worked  to  make  sure  this 
happens. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  happy  my  col- 
league from  New  Mexico  shares  my 
dedication  to  this  program.  It  should 
be  bipartisan.  It  is  a  bipartisan  pro- 
gram. I  think  our  goal  is  to  reach  some 
7.6  million.  I  am  not  certain  of  the 
exact  figures  as  I  stand  here,  by  the 
end  of  this  next  fiscal  year.  And  I  hope 
we  can  do  that  in  a  bipartisan  fashion. 

We  are  hopeful  that  what  we  have 
done  in  this  bill  will  provide  the  nec- 
essary funds  for  WIC  to  meet  its  goal  of 
enrollment.  I  think  the  subcommittee 
has  spoken  informally,  and  we  should 
put  on  the  record  here  our  commit- 
ment to  return,  if  necessary,  and  ask 
for  additional  funds,  if  needed,  to  make 
sure  the  WIC  Program  is  not  under- 
funded. I  hope  that  it  is  not. 

I  believe  we  have  taken  care  of  them, 
and  if  that  is  not  the  case,  then  I  think 
there  is  a  general  feeling  that  we  must 
return  and  make  sure  that  is  done. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  speak  about 
several  other  items  in  the  bill  that  I 
think  are  important. 

D  1615 

Agriculture  research  is  often  over- 
looked by  people.  We  have  colleagues 
of  ours  on  the  floor  of  the  House  who 
like  to  stand  at  these  microphones  and 
giggle  about  the  names  of  some  of 
these  ag  research  projects.  The  I»ink 
Bull  Work  project,  they  giggle.  The 
Boll  Weevil  Eradication  project.  The 
Screw  Worm  project,  and  their  sides 
are  bursting  as  they  laugh  about  the 
names  of  these  projects. 

Little  do  they  know  that  the  critical 
research  that  is  being  done  in  these 
areas  is  absolutely  essential,  not  only 
for  the  farmers  and  ranchers  involved, 
but  for  consumers  and  environmental- 
ists. Our  efforts  to  eradicate  pests  that 
attack  cotton  in  America  are  essential 
because  that  is  one  of  the  crops  that 
uses  so  many  ag  chemicals.  As  we  find 
ways  to  reduce  the  pests  assaulting 
cotton,  we  reduce  the  need  for  the  use 
of  ag  chemicals  and  potential  danger 
from  runoff. 

So  I  hope  that  some  of  my  friends, 
particularly  from  the  city,  who  like  to 
get  a  good  belly  laugh  over  some  of 
these  ag  research  programs  would  be 
honest  enough  to  take  the  time,  as  I 
have,  to  understand  how  important 
these  programs  are. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  sorry  Xhat  we 
have  had  to  cut  back  on  ag  research.  It 
is  an  area  where  we  should  be  spending 
our  money  and  our  investment. 

I  have  to  commend  the  chairman  for 
the  $30  million  additional  in  the  Food 
Safety  and  Inspection  Service.  Each  of 
us  in  America  takes  for  granted  the 
safety  of  meat  and  jMultry  and  fish  and 
food  products  that  we  buy  at  the  gro- 
cery store.  If  we  travel  to  a  Third 
World  country,  we  not  only  worry 
about  the  purity  of  the  drinking  water 
and  the  safety,  but  also  the  safety  of 
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the  food  that  is  being  served  to  us.  Has 
it  been  cooked  long  enough  to  be  safe 
to  eat? 

That  is  usually  not  a  concern  in  the 
United  States  because  we  have  a  good 
Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service. 
We  are  in  the  process  of  making  it  dra- 
naatically  better  by  moving  to  new 
technological  wasrs  to  measure  the  dan- 
ger to  consumers  and  to  go  after  them. 
This  investment  of  $30  million  will  help 
us  reach  that  goal  so  that  the  hundreds 
and  sometimes  thousands  of  Americans 
who  suffer  from  food  contamination 
each  year  will  be  protected. 

The  cutback  in  fUnds  for  soil  and 
water  conservation  is  hurtful,  and  I 
hope  that  we  can  revisit  this  at  some 
time  in  the  future  to  restore  some  of 
these  funds.  It  is  an  essential  part  of 
any  effort  to  keep  the  environment 
clean,  and  I  can  tell  my  colleagues  that 
our  friends  who  live  in  rural  areas  are 
anxious  to  be  part  of  that  partnership. 

These  are  families  that  live  on  farms 
and  drink  the  water  out  of  wells  a  few 
hundred  feet  away  from  the  crops  that 
are  being  planted.  They  want  their 
water  safe  in  the  wells  around  the 
farms  and  they  do  not  want  the  runoff 
to  endanger  the  drinking  water  of  any 
other  American. 

I  also  want  to  say  that  the  rural  de- 
velopment funds  are  down  in  amount, 
up  in  flexibility.  We  are  going  to  find 
out  whether  that  works;  if  we  give  the 
department  more  flexibility  in  rural 
development,  whether  it  is  in  water  or 
sewer  development,  whether  that  can 
overcome  a  cutback  in  some  funding. 
When  it  comes  time  for  budget  deficit 
reduction  we  often  have  to  make  that 
kind  of  a  choice. 

This  is  a  good  bill.  There  are  parts  of 
it  that  I  disagree  with.  That  is  not  un- 
usual. There  were  parts  that  I  dis- 
agreed with  when  I  was  Chair  of  this 
subcommittee.  But  we  have  to  bring  a 
bill  to  the  floor  that  is  an  honest  com- 
promise to  achieve  the  purpose  of  this 
subcommittee  and  this  appropriation. 
My  colleague  f^om  New  Mexico  has 
done  that.  I  salute  him  for  it.  Though 
we  may  disagree  Crom  time  to  time  on 
the  floor,  our  friendship  and 
collegiality  are  never  in  jeopardy  and 
it  will  not  be  in  the  course  of  this  de- 
bate. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consimie. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  my  fiiend,  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Durbin], 
who  is  leaving  this  body  to  go  to  the 
never-never  land  of  the  endless 
quorums.  I  want  to  say  that  we  cer- 
t^nly  have  had  a  great  relationship. 
This  is  what  this  is  all  about.  Notwith- 
standing party  differences,  that  has 
been  a  small  item. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  has  been  a  delight 
to  work  with  the  gentleman  when  he 
was  chairman.  The  gentleman  gave  me 
the  model  of  what  a  chairman  should 


really  do  and  be  like,  and  I  appreciate 
that  very  much. 

It  is  sweet  just  to  be  able  to  return  a 
favor  in  kind.  I  want  to  wish  the  gen- 
tleman well,  up  to  a  point.  We  are  not 
going  to  measure  that  point  at  all.  Mr. 
Chairman,  he  is  a  great  gentleman, 
Dick  Durbin.  and  it  was  a  great  pleas- 
ure to  serve  with  him. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Myers]. 

Mr.  MYERS  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  thank  the  chairman  for  jrielding 
me  this  time.  I,  too,  rise  in  support  of 
this  legislation,  this  appropriation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  has  been  said  al- 
ready, I  guess  the  best  that  can  be  said 
is  that  it  is  adequate.  It  is  not  the  ap- 
propriation many  of  us  would  like  to 
see  if  we  had  a  free  hand  in  spending 
the  taxpayers'  money.  Maybe  it  is  a 
good  thing  we  do  not  have  that  firee 
hand. 

One  area  that  I  think  we  are  making 
a  mistake,  and  the  gentleman  from  Il- 
linois [Mr.  Durbin]  mentioned  this,  is 
ag  research.  Farmers  today,  this  year 
if  they  were  financially  able  to  carry 
their  crops  and  their  grain  into  later 
this  year,  made  a  profit.  But  they  have 
been  able  to  make  a  profit  because  we 
have  been  able  to  research  to  increase 
yields  with  less  costly  production,  and 
we  have  been  finding  more  uses  for  ag- 
ricultural products  through  research. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  one  area 
that  I  think  we  are  making  a  mistake, 
and  it  is  not  the  fault  of  this  sub- 
committee but  it  is  the  fault  of  the 
system,  that  we  ought  to  be  making 
more  money  available  for  research  be- 
cause that  is  what  is  going  to  keep  the 
American  farmer  in  production,  keep 
the  American  farmer  on  the  farm  and, 
most  importantly,  will  keep  them  com- 
petitive in  the  world. 

Much  of  the  world  today  would  like 
to  buy  foods.  Many  of  the  countries 
that  need  it  worst  do  not  have  the 
money  to  buy  from  the  United  States. 
We  have  the  capacity,  thank  goodness, 
in  this  country  to  produce  more  than 
we  use. 

So  if  we  can  continue  the  research  to 
be  competitive  in  the  world,  giving 
farmers  the  tools  that  they  can 
produce  a  crop  cheaper  and  therefore 
be  able  to  sell  it  cheaper  and  still  stay 
in  business,  this  is  what  we  should  be 
doing.  This  appropriation  unfortu- 
nately, through  no  fault  of  this  sub- 
committee, does  not  do  as  good  a  job  in 
research  as  we  would  like  to  do. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Skeen]  for  the 
time,  and  I  thank  the  staff  and  every- 
one who  has  worked  so  hard  for  this 
bUl. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  7 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Obey]. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  first 
thing  I  would  like  to  do  is  to  say  some- 
thing about  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 


nois [Mr.  Durbin],  who  as  Members 
know  is  serving  his  last  year  in  this 
House  because  he  has  had  the  bad  judg- 
ment to  decide  he  wanted  to  run  for 
the  U.S.  Senate. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that  it  is  fair 
to  say  that  if  people  put  together  any 
list  of  the  10  Members  of  Congress  who 
they  would  describe  as  being  the  most 
honest  and  the  most  passionate  in 
terms  of  defending  the  public  interest, 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dur- 
bin] would  be  on  it. 

There  is  no  question  that  any  time 
he  comes  to  the  floor  he  knows  his  sub- 
ject. He  is  speaking  because  of  what  he 
believes,  and  he  always  does  it  with 
grace  and  with  honor,  and  I  think  has 
represented  the  finest  traditions  of  the 
history  of  this  House.  He  is  as  close  to 
a  perfect  definition  of  being  a  true  pub- 
lic servant  as  any  human  can  possibly 
be. 

We  are  going  to  miss  him  greatly.  We 
are  going  to  miss  his  talent.  We  are 
going  to  miss  his  sense  of  fairness.  We 
are  going  to  miss  his  sense  of  judgment 
and  his  insistence  on  always  putting 
the  public  interest  first. 

That  does  not  mean  I  have  always 
agreed  with  him.  I  have  not.  But  he  has 
been  a  tremendous  addition  to  this 
committee  and  this  House.  He  is  a  wor- 
thy and  will  be  a  worthy  successor  to 
Paul  Simon.  He  is  in  that  tradition  of 
clean  as  well  as  effective  government, 
and  he  continues  that  proud  tradition 
that  Senator  Paul  Douglas  established 
so  many  years  ago.  He  was  Mr.  Integ- 
rity. Senator  Douglas  was  also  a  man 
who  understood  as  much  about  the  way 
this  economy  works  as  almost  anybody 
in  the  history  of  this  Congress. 

I  think  the  people  of  Illinois  and  the 
people  of  America  will  be  served  by  Mr. 
DURBiN's  service  in  the  other  body, 
should  the  people  of  Illinois  be  wise 
enough  to  elect  him  to  the  U.S.  Senate, 
and  I  am  confident  they  will. 

I  would  also  like  to  take  a  moment 
to  talk  about  this  bill.  It  is  being 
brought  to  the  floor  by  a  chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Skeen],  who  everyone  understands  is  a 
legislator's  legislator.  He  always  finds 
a  way  to  try  to  work  out  problems  in  a 
fair-minded  and  intelligent  way,  and  he 
has  performed  in  fine,  bipartisan  tradi- 
tion, and  I  respect  that  very  much.  I 
enjoy  the  opportunity  to  serve  in  the 
same  Congress  with  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  make 
just  a  couple  of  comments  about  the 
bill  itself.  Coming  from  a  rural  dis- 
trict, I  regret  the  fact  that  the  com- 
mittee could  not  find  a  way  to  provide 
more  support  for  rural  sewer  and 
water.  Members  have  to  come  from  a 
rural  district  to  understand  how  impor- 
tant programs  like  that  are. 

I  have  many  communities  in  my  dis- 
trict that  are  200,  300,  400  people;  not 
exactly  the  large  metropolitan  areas  of 
this  world.  I  have  many,  many  commu- 
nities, the  majority  of  households  from 
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those  conmiunities  are  headed  either 
by  women  or  someone  who  is  retired. 
Communities  like  that  do  not  have  the 
income  base,  they  do  not  have  the 
property  tax  base  to  meet  the  environ- 
mental cleanup  needs  that  face  so 
many  of  those  communities. 

They  really  need  much  more  help 
than  they  are  getting  from  both  their 
State  governments  and  the  Federal 
Government,  and  I  think  that  we  have 
an  obligation  to  try  to  find  ways  to 
provide  more  help  to  them  because 
they  are,  in  essence,  when  they  are 
faced  with  environmental  cleanup  re- 
quirements, they  are  faced  with  the  re- 
sponsibility to  clean  up  problems  that 
somebody  from  yesterday  left  those 
commumties. 

I  hope  that  as  this  bill  moves 
through  the  process,  we  will  find  ways 
to  help  those  communities  more. 

Second,  I  have  to  say  a  word  about 
something  that  is  not  in  this  bill.  The 
last  farm  bill  that  went  through  this 
House,  the  authorizing  bill,  contained  a 
provision  which  allows  a  few  States  in 
the  northeast  section  of  the  country  to 
set  up  what  I  would  define  as  a  dairy 
cartel.  Under  that  proposal,  the  north- 
eastern States  can  band  together.  They 
can,  in  effect,  establish  tariffs  on  dairy 
products  that  are  produced  outside  of 
the  northeast  region  and  sold  in  that 
region  of  the  country. 

That  cartel  could  also  be  used  to  ar- 
tificially subsidize  dairy  products  that 
are  exported  from  that  region  of  the 
country  into  other  regions  of  the  coun- 
try. I  do  not  believe  that  that  is  fair  to 
my  farmers.  I  do  not  think  it  is  fair  to 
farmers  in  any  other  section  of  the 
country. 

When  we  add  that  to  the  already 
egregious  and  incredibly  unfair  milk 
marketing  order  system  which  will  pay 
farmers  from  one  region  of  the  country 
S2  and  S3  per  hundred  pounds  of  milk 
more  than  they  will  pay  them  if  they 
come  from  my  region  of  the  country,  I 
think  that  that  is  just  another  example 
of  how  the  Federal  Govenmient  has 
screwed  up  national  dairy  policy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  offer 
an  amendment  which  eliminates  that 
provision,  but  I  think,  frankly,  there  is 
no  point  in  doing  that,  given  the  way 
things  have  been  brought  about  in  this 
Congress  on  that  provision.  But  I  would 
certainly  hope  that  the  administration 
itself  does  not  allow  that  northeast 
dairy  cartel  to  come  into  being,  and  if 
they  proceed  to  try  to  do  it,  I  would 
hope  that  in  the  courts  it  would  be  de- 
clared unconstitutional. 

I  wish  that  there  were  a  way  to  effec- 
tively get  at  that  in  this  bill.  I  have 
been  thinking  about  offering  an  amend- 
ment, but  I  recognize  reality,  and  I 
think  we  will  have  to  rely  on  the  ad- 
ministration and  the  courts  to  do  what 
needs  to  be  done  to  provide  fairness 
and  justice  for  farmers  in  all  regions  of 
the  country. 

With  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  again 
congratulate  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 


nois and  wish  him  well  in  the  election, 
and  I  thank  the  gentleman  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Skeen],  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  as  well. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  his  kind  remarks. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  once  again  that 
I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Obey]  for  the  kind  words.  He  can 
be  a  meddlesome  individual  at  times; 
he  has  been  anjrthing  but  that.  It  is  a 
pleasure  working  with  him  and  I  ad- 
mire his  style  and  his  tenacity.  I  just 
do  not  admire  some  of  the  things  that 
he  says.  That  is  a  fair  given.  But  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  is  a  great 
gentleman  and  I  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  jnield  4  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Walsh]. 

Mr.  WALSH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
today  in  strong  support  of  our  bill, 
H.R.  3603,  and  its  accompanying  report 
that  provides  funding  for  aigriculture, 
rural  development.  Food  and  Drug  Ad- 
ministration and  related  agencies. 
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I  commend  the  distingruished  chair- 
man, the  gentleman  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Skeen],  and  the  ranking  member, 
the  gentleman  flrom  Illinois  [Mr.  Dur- 
bin]. I  tell  both  of  them  that  I  enjoyed 
very  much  working  with  them  and  the 
cooperation  that  they  have  shown  me 
throughout  this  process  and  to  all  of 
us. 

I  would  also  like  to  thank  the  sub- 
committee staff  for  the  great  work 
that  they  did. 

In  this  bill  we  have  had  to  make  very 
difficult  choices.  The  subcommittee 
had  to  reduce  discretionary  spending 
by  over  S500  million,  causing  painful  re- 
ductions in  niral  housing  and  develop- 
ment programs.  Nevertheless,  we  have 
continued  to  provide  sufficient  funding 
for  critical  agricultural  research.  In 
fact,  we  increased  it  by  $47  million,  and 
the  total  amount  for  ag  research  is  S1.5 
billion. 

Si>ending  on  agriculture  research  en- 
ables the  American  farmer  to  deliver 
an  abundant  and  affordable  food  supply 
to  a  largely  urban  population  and  to  a 
hungry  world  and  provides  for  a  large 
portion  of  the  American  trade  surplus. 

I  am  also  glad  to  report  that  this  bill 
provides  critical  funding  for  conserva- 
tion programs.  Conserving,  improving, 
and  sustaining  our  natural  resources 
and  environment  has  to  be  one  of  our 
Nation's  top  priorities.  Agriculture 
today  is  facing  greater  challenges  than 
ever  before  in  meeting  public  demands 
for  environmental  protection.  Agri- 
culture has  been  identified  as  a  major 
contributor  to  noni>oint  source  water 
pollution.  In  fact,  water  quality  is  the 
most  rapidly  emerging  issue  impacting 
on  agriculture  today. 

This  appropriations  bill  provides  the 
Soil    Conservation    Service    with    the 


necessary  resources  to  provide  plan- 
ning and  technical  assistance  for  wa- 
tershed projects  and  to  help  f^irmers 
implement  conservation  compliance 
plans  on  highly  erodlble  lands.  With 
many  of  our  Nation's  rivers  and  lakes 
being  threatened  by  agricultural  relat- 
ed nonpoint  source  pollution,  we  need 
to  utilize  best  management  practices 
to  conserve  our  soil  and  water  re- 
sources. These  practices  would  include 
soil  erosion  control,  animal  waste  man- 
agement, plant  nutrient  management, 
the  building  of  manure  lagoons  and 
pesticide  and  chemical  management. 
The  benefits  from  this  conservation 
planning  will  result  in  reduced  erosion 
and  sedimentation,  cleaner  water,  re- 
duction of  health  hazards.,  improved 
fish  and  wildlife  habitat,  and  protec- 
tion of  wetlands  and  flood  prevention. 

In  this  bill  we  are  also  able  to  expand 
the  wetlands  reserve  by  providing  an 
additional  130,000  acres  of  wetlands. 
Last  year  the  conunittee  was  not  able 
to  provide  any  funding  for  this  pro- 
gram. While  I  would  have  liked  to  have 
seen  more  lands  set  aside  for  wetlands 
protection,  this  committee  has  added 
eight  new  States  to  the  Wetlands  Re- 
serve Program  and  enrolled  130,000  ad- 
ditional acres  so  that  we  can  better 
preserve  and  protect  our  precious  wet- 
lands. 

This  bill  was  a  real  challenge  in 
terms  of  our  priorities,  but  we  strongly 
funded  our  nutrition  programs.  We  in- 
creased funding  for  the  School  Lunch 
Program,  the  School  Breakfast  Pro- 
gram, the  Child  and  Adult  Program, 
Food  Program,  the  Food  Stamp  Pro- 
gram, the  Emergency  Food  Assistance 
Program;  all  of  these  programs  were 
increased  in  funding. 

There  was  a  lot  of  political  hay  made 
last  year  about  cut,  cut,  cut,  cut,  cut, 
but  a  lot  of  untruths  were  being  told  at 
the  time.  All  of  the  nutrition  programs 
in  fact  are  increasing.  WIC  was  held 
constant,  however.  There  was  a  large 
surplus  carried  over  from  last  year 
that  will  help  to  fUnd  the  program.  We 
are  committed  to  the  nutrition  of  this 
Nation  and  to  providing  everyone  who 
is  in  difficulty  with  the  proper  nutri- 
tion that  we  can  and  should  provide. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly,  again,  ap- 
preciate your  hard  work  on  this  and 
the  ranking  member  and  urge  its  adop- 
tion. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Florida  [Mrs.  Thurman]. 

Mrs.  THURMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
should  say  that  I  echo  all  of  those  won- 
derful remarks  that  have  been  made 
both  for  the  gentleman  from  New  Mex- 
ico [Mr.  Skeen],  and  for  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Durbin].  So  I  will 
not  take  my  2  minutes,  but  you  know 
that  they  are  well  meant. 

What  I  do  want  to  bring  up  though  is 
that  the  issue  of  research  and  research 
has  become  a  very  important  part  of 
the  agriculture  industry,  not  only  for 
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thiogs  to  provide  a  safer  and  better 
food  product  for  our  country  and  our 
citizens  but  also  to  help  control  some 
diseases  that  can  potentially  have 
some  very  adverse  effects  on  very  im- 
portant products  tbat  are  grown  within 
our  States. 

In  this  particular  issue,  the  State  of 
Florida,  with  oranges,  last  fall  the 
USDA  had  identified  a  brown  citrus 
aphid  infestation  is  some  parts  of  Flor- 
ida. This  actually  is  something  that 
transmits  CTV  which  can  pose  a  very 
formidable  threat  to  our  industry.  It 
actually  has  not  only  and  will  not  only 
hit  Florida,  but  it  also  has  an  oppor- 
tunity to  go  into  Arizona,  California, 
and  Texas.  Most  of  this  is  commercial 
but  some  of  this  is  backyards. 

What  we  are  asking  is  that  we  look 
at  some  of  these  areas  in  the  eradi- 
cation of  the  brown  citrus  aphid.  I 
think  there  is  some  money  in  this  bill 
for  some  in  California,  but  there  is 
maybe  not  too  much  in  Florida.  So  I 
am  just  raising  the  issue  on  the  floor 
so  that,  as  we  go  into  conference,  we 
might  be  able  to  look  at  where  there 
has  been  some  identifiable  issues  and 
that  we  might  look  at  this  as  we  go 
into  conference  and  hopefully  help 
Florida  with  their  actual  S8  billion,  ^ 
billion  industry  and  the  economy  to 
the  State  of  Florida. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mrs.  Clayton]. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Chaimmn,  if  I 
may,  may  I  compliment  both  sides.  I  do 
want  to  compliment  the  fairness  as 
well  as  the  tireless  service  that  the 
ranking  member  has  provided  and  the 
fairness  that  the  chairman  has  pro- 
vided. 

I  do  want  to  raise  the  issue  about 
rural  development  because  I  spoke  on 
this  floor  before  about  rural  develop- 
ment and  on  both  sides  we  acknowl- 
edged there  was  a  need. 

As  I  remember,  when  it  went  to  con- 
ference, we  had  to  work  it  out  with  the 
Senate  in  order  to  get  S400  million. 
Again,  you  can  say  that  is  flexibility. 
But  apparently  we  in  the  House  some- 
how will  not  rise  to  the  occasion  to 
provide  more  money.  We  have  to  de- 
pend on  the  Senate  to  do  that.  I  would 
hope  that  since  it  is  not  in  the  bill  as 
much  as  it  should  be,  we  will  do  it. 

One  other  area  I  am  very  much  con- 
cerned is  the  lack  of  the  appropriation 
at  the  level  for  minority  farmers. 
Again,  that  is  an  area  of  concern.  Five 
years  ago  there  was  considerably  more 
commitment.  Over  the  years  we  never 
have  met  that  commitment.  I  would 
hope  that  we  would  find  the  oppor- 
tunity to  provide  for  those  resources. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Dela- 
ware [Mr.  Castle]. 

Mr.  CASTLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  enter 
into  a  colloquy  with  the  gentleman 


from  New  Mexico,  chairman  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Agriculture,  Rural  De- 
velopment, Food  and  Drug  Administra- 
tion, and  Related  Agencies. 

After  reviewing  the  report  of  the  Ag- 
riculture, Rural  Development,  FDA, 
and  Related  Agencies  appropriations 
bill.  I  am  very  concerned  about  the 
funding  level  of  the  502  Rural  Housing 
Direct  Loan  Program.  The  committee 
bill  provides  $83  million  for  the  502  Di- 
rect Prograun.  This  is  a  reduction  of 
$67.8  million  from  the  1996  level.  As  the 
Chairman  knows,  the  502  Direct  Pro- 
gram provides  funds  for  home  mort- 
gage loans  for  low-income  residents  of 
rural  areas  who  do  not  have  adequate 
access  to  private  mortgage  programs  or 
other  Government  housing  programs. 

However,  to  offset  this  reduction,  the 
committee  report  states  that  it  intends 
that  the  $100  mUlion  made  available 
under  the  Freedom  to  Farm  Act  be 
used  for  rural,  housing,  development 
and  research  programs  beginning  Janu- 
ary 1, 1997. 

Last  year,  the  gentleman  from  New 
Mexico  worked  with  me  and  other  sup- 
porters of  rural  housing  to  improve  the 
final  1996  funding  level  for  the  502  Pro- 
gram. I  would  like  the  gentleman's  as- 
surance that  he  will  continue  to  work 
with  me  to  ensure  adequate  funds  are 
made  available  from  the  fund  for  rural 
America  for  the  502  Home  Loan  Pro- 
gram. And,  if  possible,  to  provide  addi- 
tional direct  funding  for  the  502  Pro- 
gram during  conference  with  the  Sen- 
ate on  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  SKEEN] 
for  his  response. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Delaware  who  has 
been  one  of  the  strongest  and  most 
consistent  supporters  of  rural  develop- 
ment programs.  As  a  former  Governor, 
he  is  particularly  knowledgeable  about 
their  benefits. 

I  know  that  these  programs  are  not 
funded  at  the  level  that  the  gentleman 
would  like  to  see  or  for  that  matter 
that  I  and  other  colleagues  would  like 
to  see.  But  the  appropriations  process 
is  about  hard  choices  and  that  is  what 
we  have  done  here  in  order  to  meet  our 
goal  of  balancing  the  budget  and  fund- 
ing critical  programs. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  to  the  gen- 
tleman that  the  fund  for  rural  America 
will  make  available  $100  million  on 
January  1,  1997  and  $200  million  more 
in  the  2  succeeding  years.  This  money 
is  over  and  above  what  is  in  the  bill 
now.  We  have  instructed  the  Secretary 
to  use  this  fund  as  a  primary  backup 
for  critical  housing,  water  and  sewer 
programs.  I  will  be  happy  to  work  with 
the  gentleman  to  follow  up  on  this 
also. 

We  have  provided  for  the  transfer  of 
excess  WIC  money,  as  we  did  last  year, 
at  the  Secretary's  discretion.  Finally,  I 
want  to  assure  the  gentleman  that 
rural  housing  and  our  other  rural  de- 


velopment programs  are  among  our 
highest  priorities.  If  there  is  a  possibil- 
ity to  find  additional  funding  in  the 
conference  with  the  Senate,  we  will 
certainly  give  it  a  try. 

Mr.  CASTLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  jrield? 

Mr.  CASTLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  North  Carolina. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  also 
want  to  join  in  support  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Delaware  [Mr.  Castle] 
who  we  joined  in  an  amendment  last 
time  on  the  502  housing.  In  that  rural 
America  has  more  than  just  housing,  it 
gives  to  the  administration  flexibility 
for  housing,  rural  development  as  well 
as  for  minority  farmers. 

Could  the  gentleman  affirm  what  the 
level  for  minority  farmers  and  small 
farmers  in  the  rural  fund  may  be? 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  continue  to  yield,  fund 
for  rural  America  is  whatever  the  Sec- 
retary chooses.  He  has  that  discretion 
within  the  budget  to  do  it  and  the  fund 
for  rural  America. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  how 
about  the  disadvantaged  farmers? 

Mr.  SKEEN.  One  million  in  our  bill. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Separate  in  your 
bill? 

Mr.  SKEEN.  In  our  bill. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  But  they  have  flexi- 
bility in  rural  America  as  well? 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Yes. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  You  remember  there 
was  a  discussion  about  at  least  moving 
it  up  to  2  million.  There  was  not  any 
acceptance  of  that  at  all? 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Well,  we  just  could  not 
push  it  through  the  screen  that  way  be- 
cause we  had  very  severe  shortages  in 
funding  so  we  had  to  leave  it  at  the 
level  we  had  it.  I  am  sorry  that  we 
could  not  raise  it  to  $2  million. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  firom  Ha- 
waii [Mrs.  Mink]. 

Mrs.  MINK  of  Hawaii.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  regret  I  have  to  break  the  harmony  of 
the  comments  on  the  floor,  as  the 
Chair  has  noted,  but  I  must  rise  in 
great  distress  over  a  provision  that  has 
been  included  in  this  appropriation 
bill.  That  has  to  do  with  the  sugar  pro- 
gram. 

In  the  bill  that  we  have  today,  there 
is  a  section  that  places  a  cap  on  the 
raw  sugarcane  prices  that  the  growers 
may  expect  to  receive.  I  find  that  deci- 
sion of  the  committee  to  lay  on  the 
sugar  program  a  limit,  a  cap  as  to  what 
the  growers  can  expect  to  receive  as  an 
unconscionable  interference  with  the 
market. 

We  have  heard  on  the  floor  so  many 
times  Members  belaboring  the  fact 
that  we  have  to  support  open  com- 
merce, free  enterprise,  free  trade  and 
allow  market  conditions  to  determine 
the  fate  of  our  commerce,  especially  in 
the  agricultural  area.  Yet  we  have  be- 
fore us  today  an  amendment  to  the  ap- 
propriations bill  which  is  legislation  on 
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an  appropriations  bill,  by  the  way, 
which  sets  a  cap  at  21  cents. 

I  have  sent  letters  to  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  indicat- 
ing that  if  this  cap  were  permitted  to 
remain  in  the  legislation,  and  I  hope  it 
does  not  when  it  goes  to  conference,  I 
hope  it  is  removed,  I  hope  the  Senate 
does  not  do  the  same  thing,  because 
the  effect  in  my  district  will  be  to  ac- 
tually eliminate  the  potential  for  our 
industry  because  we  cannot  produce  it 
at  21  cents. 

Sugar,  the  cost  of  production  of 
sugar  in  my  district  ranges  around  22 
cents,  23  cents.  I  have  been  informed  by 
the  cane  growers  on  the  island  of  Kauai 
that  if  this  bill  becomes  law  and  the 
cap  remains  on  the  price  of  cane  sugar, 
that  they  will  be  driven  out  of  busi- 
ness. That  is  thousands  of  jobs  in  my 
area. 

I  do  not  believe  that  that  is  the  in- 
tent of  this  body.  We  had  an  effort  here 
to  kill  the  entire  sugar  program  not 
too  long  ago.  We  were  able  to  defeat 
that  amendment. 

a  1645 

So  this  House  has  spoken  already, 
that  such  an  effort  is  contrary  to  the 
best  interests  of  this  country.  Yet  we 
have  this  amendment  which  has  been 
placed  in  this  bill,  and  I  am  going  to  be 
forced  to  vote  against  the  bill  because 
I  cannot  vote  against  a  major  portion 
of  the  industry  of  my  State. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  ad- 
vises us  that  they  will  not  know  how  to 
even  implement  this  tjrpe  of  restric- 
tion. As  far  as  these  experts  in  the  De- 
partment can  determine,  the  only  way 
that  they  can  regulate  and  assure  the 
enforceability  of  a  21-cent  cap  is  to  in- 
crease the  imports. 

So  the  Department  says  that  they 
are  unclear  as  to  what  the  mechanisms 
for  enforcing  it  are.  They  do  not  really 
know  what  the  refiners  are  paying.  In 
some  States,  I  understand  there  is  a 
kickback  or  a  discount  on  the  price, 
and  so  their  only  ability  to  regulate  a 
21-cent  price  cap  for  the  growers  is 
through  an  influx  of  more  imports  in 
the  sugar  area,  and  that,  of  course,  will 
be  extremely  destructive  for  the  rest  of 
the  sugar  industry  in  Florida,  in  the 
beet  sugar  areas. 

So  I  submit  that  this  idea  comes 
from  those  who  wish  to  destroy  the  in- 
dustry, and  they  have  had  their  chance 
here.  They  brought  their  amendment 
to  destroy  by  eliminating  the  program, 
and  they  were  defeated,  and  so  this  ef- 
fort is  simply  another  backdoor  way  of 
making  sure  that  our  domestic  indus- 
try goes  down. 

So  I  plead  with  the  Members  of  this 
House  to  remember  the  debate  with  re- 
spect to  the  repeal  of  the  sugar  pro- 
gram and  vote  against  the  passage  of 
this  bill. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  Mem- 
ber rises  in  support  of  H.R.  3603,  the  Agri- 
culture appropriations  bill  for  fiscal  year  1997. 


Mr.  Chairman,  this  Member  certainly  recog- 
nizes the  severe  budget  constraints  under 
which  the  full  Appropriations  Committee  and 
the  Agriculture  Appropriations  Subcommittee 
operated.  This  Member  is  especially  pleased 
that  the  earlier  funding  problems  were  re- 
solved so  that  there  will  be  full  funding  for  the 
protection  flexibility  contracts  authorized  in  the 
farm  legislation  enacted  earlier  this  year. 
Clearly,  this  is  good  news  for  our  Nation's 
farmers. 

This  Member  is  also  grateful  and  pleased 
that  this  legislation  ir>cludes  funding  for  several 
important  projects  of  interest  to  the  State  of 
Nebraska. 

First  this  Member  is  pleased  that  H.R.  3603 
includes  Si  5.7  million  for  hazardous  waste 
management  and  that  the  report  includes  larv 
guage  regarding  the  need  to  conduct  a  private 
water  well  quality  assessment  related  to  the 
health  risks  of  communities  in  Netjraska  arxi 
other  States  due  to  the  use  of  fumigants  in 
Commodity  Credity  Corporation  grain  storage 
sites. 

This  Member  would  like  to  take  this  oppor- 
tunity to  draw  attention  to  a  potentially  serious 
problem  facing  a  large  number  of  communities 
throughout  Nebraska  and  Kansas,  and  un- 
dout>tedty  elsewhere  too— and  including  this 
Member's  hometown  of  Utica,  NE.  These 
problems  resulted  from  tt>e  use  of  fumigants 
containing  carbon  tetrachtoride  t>y  the  USDA 
through  stored  Commodity  Credit  Corporatkxi 
grain  in  Netxaska  and  other  States,  primarily 
from  the  1940's  through  the  early  1970's.  Gar- 
tx>n  tetrachkxide  contaniinatk>n  of  the  ground- 
water at  many  of  tfiese  sites  is  a  serious  prob- 
lem. Approximately  290  communities  in  Ne- 
braska and  268  in  Kansas  has  USDA  grain 
bin  storage  sites  arxj  potentially  remain  at  risk 
because  the  problem  has  not  fcieen  fully  inves- 
tigated and  addressed  in  many  of  these  com- 
munities. As  previously  mentioned,  this  Mem- 
ber's hometown  of  Utka,  NE.  is  one  of  the 
sites  which  is  conterxjing  with  contamiration 
of  its  water  supply  as  a  result  of  a  carbon  tet- 
rachloride, a  carcinogen,  from  a  grain  storage 
facility.  In  addition  to  the  contamination  of  put>- 
iic  water  supplies,  nun'>erous  private  wells  are 
also  affected.  Private  wells  known  to  be  corv 
taminated  have  had  treatment  installed  or 
have  been  removed  from  service,  but  (ar  too 
little  has  been  done  to  f«lp  klentify  such  wells. 

This  Member  has  been  actively  involved  in 
seeking  solutions  to  this  prot)lem  for  a  number 
of  years.  In  fact,  this  Memtjer  worked  with 
thervSeaetary  of  Agriculture  Clayton  Yeutter 
to  develop  a  hazardous  waste  management 
arxl  response  program  within  USDA.  Sufficient 
Federal  funding  of  ttiis  program  is  necessary 
to  address  ttiis  hazardous  situation  and  to  en- 
sure the  safety  of  drinking  supplies  of  people 
living  near,  arid  downgradient  from,  okj  CCC 
grain  storage  sites.  Although  tfie  cartwn  tetra- 
chloride problems  have  begun  to  be  ad- 
dressed at  many  of  these  sites,  the  progress 
has  been  sk>w  and  somewhat  random.  An 
overall  strategy  needs  to  be  devetoped. 

To  ensure  that  a  timely  and  comprehensive 
approach  is  taken,  this  Member  joins  with  the 
State  of  Nebraska  in  recommending  an  accel- 
erated response  in  a  three-phased  strategy: 

One,  an  immediate  private  water  well  quality 
assessmertt  for  those  communities  which  have 
not  yet  had  a  complete  assessment  and  pro- 


viding emergency  bottled  water  supplies  as 
needed. 

Two,  environmental  site  characterizatkxi  to 
determine  sources  and  the  extent  of  soil  and 
groundwater  contamination. 

Three,  rerriedia!  cleanup  of  contaminated 
sites  and  long-term  groundwater  monitoring. 

This  Member  is  also  pleased  that  the  biR 
provides  $423,000  for  the  Midwest  Advanced 
Food  Manufacturing  Alliance.  The  alliance  is 
an  associatkKi  of  12  leading  research  univer- 
sities and  corporate  partners.  Its  purpose  is  to 
devekjp  and  facilitate  the  transfer  of  new  food 
manufacturing  arxl  processing  techrxjkjgies. 

The  alliance  awards  grants  for  research 
projects  on  a  peer  review  t}asis.  These  awards 
must  be  supported  by  an  industry  partner  will- 
ing to  provide  matching  funds.  During  its  sec- 
ond year  of  competitkxi,  ttie  alliance  received 
33  proposals  requesting  a  total  of  Si, 165,033, 
txjt  it  was  limited  to  furxfing  10  proposals  for 
a  total  of  $350,000.  Matching  funds  from  in- 
dustry totaled  $1,268,937,  with  an  additional 
$370,311  from  in-kind  funds.  These  figures 
convincingty  demonstrate  how  successful  the 
alliance  has  been  in  leveraging  support  from 
industry. 

Mr.  Chainnan,  ttie  future  viat>ility  arxJ  com- 
petitiveness of  the  U.S.  agricultural  irxlustry 
depends  on  Its  ability  to  adapt  to  increasing 
woridwxje  demarxis  for  U.S.  exports  of  inter- 
mediate and  consumer  good  exports.  In  order 
to  meet  tfiese  changing  woridwide  demarxJs, 
agricultural  research  must  also  adapt  to  pro- 
vide more  emphasis  on  adding  value  to  our 
bask:  farm  comnxxlities.  The  Midwest  Ad- 
vanced Food  Manufacturing  Alliarx^e  can  pro- 
vide the  necessary  cooperative  link  between 
universities  arxi  industries  for  the  devetopmertt 
of  competitive  food  manufacturing  arxl  proc- 
essing techrx}k)gies.  This  will,  in  turn,  ensure 
that  ttie  U.S.  agricultural  industry  remains 
competitive  in  an  increasingly  competitive 
global  economy. 

This  Memt>er  is  also  pleased  that  tfiis  biH  in- 
cludes $200,000  to  fund  a  drought  mitigatk>n 
project  at  ttie  agricultural  meteorokigy  depart- 
ment at  the  University  of  Nebraska-Urxx>in. 
This  level  of  funding  will  greatly  assist  in  ttie 
furtfier  devekipment  of  a  natkxial  drought  miti- 
gation center.  Such  a  center  is  important  to 
Nebraska  and  all  arid  arxJ  semi-arid  States. 
AlttxMjgh  drought  is  one  of  ttie  most  complex 
and  least  understood  of  ail  natural  disasters, 
no  centralized  source  of  information  currently 
exists  on  drought  assessment,  mitigation,  re- 
sponse, and  planning  efforts.  A  national 
drought  mitigation  center  woukj  devekjp  a 
comprehensive  program  designed  to  reduce 
vulneratjility  to  drought  by  promoting  ttie  de- 
vekipment arxJ  impiementatfon  of  appropriate 
mitigation  tectmoiogies. 

Anotfier  important  project  funded  by  ttiis  bin 
is  the  Alliance  for  Food  Protectkxi.  a  joint 
project  ttetween  ttie  University  of  Nebraska 
and  the  University  of  Georgia.  Ttie  misskxi  of 
this  alliance  is  to  assist  ttie  development  and 
rrxxjifcatkin  of  food  processing  and  preserva- 
tfon  technofogies.  This  technofogy  will  help  en- 
sure ttiat  Americans  continue  to  receive  the 
safest  and  highest  quality  food  possitile. 

The  report  also  includes  irrportant  language 
directing  ttie  Agricutturai  Research  Service  to 
continue  to  furxj  the  perennial  grass  germ 
plasm  project  at  the  University  of  Nebraska- 
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Lincoln.  Unfodunateiy,  the  administration's 
budget  deleted  funding  for  the  wann  grass  ge- 
netics and  breeding  project  at  the  Lincoln  ARS 
unit  However,  the  S270,000  called  for  in  the 
report  will  ensure  the  continuation  of  this  pro- 
ductive research  project  which  has  a  tremen- 
dous record  of  accomplishmenL 

Also,  this  Member  is  pleased  that  H.R.  3603 
includes  $1^  million  for  tt>e  new  section  538, 
the  rural  rental  multifamily  housing  loan  guar- 
antee program.  The  program  provides  a  Fed- 
eral guarantee  on  loans  made  to  eligible  per- 
sons by  private  lenders.  Developers  will  txing 
10  percent  of  the  cost  of  ttie  project  to  the 
table,  and  private  lerxjers  will  rnake  loans  for 
the  balance.  The  lenders  will  be  given  a  100- 
percent  Federal  guarantee  on  Vt\e  loans  they 
make.  Unlike  the  current  section  515  Direct 
Loan  Program,  where  the  full  costs  are  bome 
by  the  Federal  Government,  the  only  costs  to 
the  Federal  government  under  the  538  Guar- 
antee Program  will  be  for  administrative  costs 
and  potential  defaults. 

Mr.  Chairman,  finally  ttiis  member  also  ap- 
preciates the  subcommittee's  support  for  the 
very  successful  Department  of  Agriculture's 
502  Unsubsidized  Loan  Guarantee  Program. 
The  program  has  been  very  effective  in  rural 
communities  by  guaranteeing  loans  made  by 
approved  lerxters  to  eligible  income  house- 
hokls  in  small  communities  of  up  to  25,000 
residents  in  nonmetropoiitan  areas  and  in  rural 
areas.  The  program  provides  guarantees  for 
30-years  fixed-rate  nvxtgages  for  the  pur- 
chase of  an  existing  home  or  ttie  construcbon 
of  a  new  home.  The  k>an  amount  may  be  up 
to  100  percent  of  a  home's  market  value,  with 
a  maximum  mortgage  amount  of  $67,500. 

Mr.  Chairrrtan,  in  conclusion,  ttiis  member 
supports  H.R.  3603  and  urges  his  colleagues 
to  approve  it 

Mr.  BAKER  of  California.  Mr.  Chainnan,  sta- 
tistics can  be  boring,  eye-dazing,  and  mind- 
numbing.  Yet  they  can  also  be  illuminating, 
disturbing,  and  strttdng.  When  it  comes  to  sta- 
tistics concerning  breast  cancer,  the  latter  cat- 
egory is  dearty  in  play. 

Breast  cancer  is  the  second  leading  cause 
of  cancer  deaths  among  women.  In  1996  ap- 
proximately 184,300  women  will  be  diagnosed 
with  invasive  breast  cancer;  44,300  women 
are  expected  to  dte  of  this  disease  by  ttie  end 
of  ttie  year.  This  is  trout}ling  news,  aixJ  forces 
us  to  consider  how  best  to  combat  this  de- 
structive illness. 

At  present,  breast  cancer  cannot  be  pre- 
vented. However,  ttiere  are  steps  women  can 
take  in  order  to  detect  breast  cancer  in  its  ear- 
liest stages.  The  easiest,  most  common  tech- 
nique is  a  breast  self-exam  [BSE],  whKh  can 
make  ttie  difference  between  life  and  death.  I 
have  supported  iegislatkxi  to  encourage 
breast  cancer  screening  through  making 
exams  easily  availabie  to  poor  women  through 
MedKakJ,  and  by  giving  employers  a  tax  break 
for  costs  incurred  in  making  breast  exams 
available  to  their  empk)yees. 

tiorwivasive  breast  self-exams  are  essential 
to  the  ttiousarxte  of  women  seeking  to  combat 
this  deadly  carx:er.  Currently,  ttie  only  tech- 
nique readily  available  for  women  to  perform 
ttiis  procedure  at  home  is  soap  and  water.  Yet 
American  ingenuity  has  once  again  risen  to 
ttie  occasion  and  created  a  new  device  to  aid 
women  with  BSE's. 


This  device  is  called  the  sensor  pad.  It  con- 
sists of  two  plastic  sheets  coated  with  lubri- 
cant. Thafs  it  no  involved  machinery,  no 
elaborate  high-technology  gadgelry,  no  inva- 
sion of  ttie  body.  It  is  a  mettxxj  of  detecting 
lumps  that  heightens  sensitivity  to  a  greater 
degree  than  soap  and  water. 

Alttiough  the  sensor  pad  is  a  promising, 
helpful  device  for  women,  the  FDA  has  ctio- 
sen  not  to  make  it  available  to  all  women  and 
has  approved  it  under  a  prescriptiorvonly  sta- 
tus. This  means  ttiat  instead  of  costing  a 
woman  S21.15  for  a  sensor  pad,  it  will  cost 
her  an  estimated  S70.  This  is  outrageous. 

I  am  an  original  cosponsor  of  H.R.  3504,  the 
Breast  Cancer  Detection  Act  which  urges  the 
FDA  to  reverse  its  prescription  only  status  to 
this  pad  and  other  breast  cancer  detectran  de- 
vices and  allow  ttie  manufacturer  to  produce 
them  for  all  women,  not  just  women  wtio  can 
afford  to  see  their  doctors. 

It  is  vital  to  the  health  of  all  American 
women  to  routinely  perform  breast  self-exams. 
I  t»elieve  ttiat  by  giving  all  women  a  choice  of 
methods,  less  women  will  die  of  breast  cancer 
because  they  will  perform  BSE's  and  detect 
breast  carx^er  in  its  early  stages. 

Clearly,  inclusion  of  the  provisions  of  H.R. 
3504  in  ttie  fiscal  year  1997  Agriculture,  Rural 
Devekjpment.  and  Food  arxj  Dnig  Administra- 
tk)n  Appropriatk>ns  Act — H.R.  3603— will  pro- 
vide American  women  with  more  tools  to  de- 
termine wtiettier  or  not  ttiey  have  breast  carv 
cer.  I  am  pleased  that  H.R.  3504  is  part  of 
H.R.  3603,  and  took  forward  to  its  passage 
into  law. 

Mrs.  MINK  of  Hawaii.  Mr.  Chairman,  3 
monttis  ago  we  passed  the  Federal  Agriculture 
Improvement  and  Reform  Act  of  1996,  better 
known  as  the  freedom  to  farm  bill.  The  1996 
farm  bill  was  touted  as  ttie  best  deal  for  corv 
sumers  tiecause  it  removed  the  Government 
from  ttie  operation  of  farm  programs  and 
opened  ttie  sugar  market  to  domestk:  competi- 
tion. The  cap  on  raw  sugar  prices  added  in 
ttiis  fc)ill  breaks  faith  with  this  policy,  it  sabo- 
tages  the  lowest  part  of  the  triangle:  The 
grower.  Moreover,  it  hands  unlimited  profits  to 
ttie  refinery  and  it  opens  the  doors  to  foreign 
sugar.  It  deliberately  wastes  ttie  grower  for 
more  profits  for  the  refinery. 

Under  ttie  Federal  Agriculture  Improvement 
and  Reform  Act  of  1996,  Congress  eliminated 
marketing  allotments  and  alkiwed  an  addi- 
tional 1.5  million  tons  of  imported  sugar  into 
the  domestk;  market.  We  also  requested 
Amerk^a's  sugar  growers  to  pay  an  additional 
S288  millk)n  in  martcet  assessments  to  help 
pay  for  deficit  reduction.  These  changes  es- 
sentially took  Government  out  of  managing  the 
sugar  market  By  placing  a  price  cap,  this 
amendment  repeals  ttie  free  market  principle. 
The  purpose  of  the  cap  is  to  ultimately  elimi- 
nate our  domestic  sugar  productkin,  drive 
America's  sugar  growers  out  of  business  and 
allow  foreign  sutisidized  sugar  to  dominate  ttie 
U.S.  maricet  Instead  of  heeding  our  decision 
to  save  ttie  domestk:  sugar  program  as  evi- 
denced by  the  defeat  of  the  Miller-Schumer 
amendment  in  the  farm  bill,  opponents  are 
now  seeking  the  same  result  by  including  a 
price  cap  for  raw  sugar  in  H.R.  3603. 

According  to  the  USDA,  the  only  way  to 
meet  the  21.15  price  cap  is  by  increasing  the 
amount  of  imported  sugar  alk)wed  into  the 


United  States,  exactly  wtiat  the  mega  users 
want  The  k>wer  priced  sugar  helps  the  users 
and  the  imported  sugar  helps  the  refineries. 
By  allowing  more  imported  sugar  into  the 
United  States,  the  downward  pressure  on  raw 
sugar  prices  will  likely  result  in  increased 
sugar  forfeitures  with  greater  costs  to  the 
American  taxpayer. 

Since  last  November,  the  price  margin  be- 
tween raw  arxJ  refined  sugar  has  increased 
significantly.  Presently,  Dominos  refinery  is 
asking  32  cents  for  its  refined  sugar,  while  raw 
sugar  prices  are  22  cents — a  difference  of  10 
cents.  Refineries  are  enjoying  high  margins  of 
profit  because  t)eet  sugar  producers  are  ex- 
pected to  harvest  less  yields  for  ttie  next  cou- 
ple of  years.  The  USDA  has  predk:ted  ttiat  this 
price  difference  will  remain  the  same  or  even 
increase.  This  10-cent  difference  is  on  top  of 
the  1-  to  2-cent  discount  ttiat  processors  al- 
ready give  to  many  sugar  refiners.  Judging 
from  ttiese  numbers,  the  only  ones  to  benefrt 
from  the  price  caps  are  the  refineries  and  the 
users.  It  doesnt  matter  to  them  If  ttiere  are  no 
domestk:  growers  left  I  rise  to  wam  this  Na- 
tion of  the  toss  of  an  important  farm  product 
If  these  price  caps  are  adopted,  many  of 
America's  sugar  growers  will  go  out  of  t>usi- 
ness.  In  ttie  State  of  Hawaii,  ttie  remaining 
sugar  growers,  with  the  exception  of  one 
owned  t>y  a  refinery,  will  likely  be  forced  out 
of  business.  Sugar  continues  to  be  an  essen- 
tial component  of  Hawaii's  economy,  sur- 
passed only  by  tourism  and  defense.  In  1994, 
the  sugar  industry  generated  S248  million  for 
ttie  State's  economy  and  directly  and  indirectly 
emptoyed  6,000  workers.  There  are  121,000 
acres  of  sugar  land  in  productnn  today.  If  the 
price  caps  on  raw  sugar  become  law,  our 
sugar  industry,  except  for  ttie  refinery  owned 
plantatkm,  will  possibly  close. 

A  cap  on  raw  sugar  prces  is  contrary  to  ttie 
bask:  principles  of  the  free  mari<et  Rather 
than  allowing  free  competition  in  ttie  domestic 
sugar  industry,  raw  sugar  price  caps  shackles 
the  market  with  price  controls  to  favor  the 
user,  wittiout  cost  t>enefit  to  the  consumer.  I 
can't  imagine  this  Congress  knowingly  voting 
for  prwe  controls  at  ttie  grower  level,  but  not 
at  the  refined  sugar  level.  It  makes  no  sense 
at  an.  A  price  cap  on  raw  sugar  is  a  death 
sentence  against  America's  sugar  gro-Arers 
and  defies  martcet  principles  espoused  by  all 
members  of  the  majority  party.  I  strongly  urge 
my  colleagues  to  vote  against  ttie  bill. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
back  the  t>alance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LiNBER).  All  time  for  general  debate 
has  expired. 

Pursuant  to  the  rule,  the  bill  shall  be 
considered  for  amendment  under  the  5- 
minute  rule. 

During  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment,  the  Chair  may  accord  pri- 
ority in  recognition  to  a  Member  offer- 
ing an  amendment  that  he  has  printed 
in  the  designated  place  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record.  Those  amendments 
will  be  considered  read. 

The  Chairman  of  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  may  postpone  until  a  time 
during   further   consideration    in   the 
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Committee  of  the  Whole  a  request  for  a 
recorded  vote  on  any  amendment  and 
may  reduce  to  not  less  than  5  minutes 
the  time  for  voting  by  electronic  de- 
vice on  any  postponed  question  that 
immediately  follows  another  vote  by 
electronic  device  without  intervening 
business,  provided  that  the  time  for 
voting  by  electronic  device  on  the  first 
in  any  series  of  questions  shall  not  be 
less  than  15  minutes. 

After  the  reading  of  the  final  lines  of 
the  bill,  a  motion  that  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as 
may  have  been  adopted  shall,  if  offered 
by  the  majority  leader  or  a  designee, 
have  precedence  over  a  motion  to 
amend. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R. 3603 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
Tesentatives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled.  That  the  following  sums 
are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the 
Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  Ag- 
riculture. Rural  Development,  Food  and 
Drug  Administration,  and  Related  Agencies 
programs  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Septem- 
ber 30,  1997.  and  for  other  purposes,  namely: 
TITLEl 
AGRICULTURAL  PROGRAMS 

Production,  Processing,  and  Marketing 
Office  of  the  Sbcretart 

(INCLUDING  transfers  OF  FUNDS) 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  not  to  exceed 
$75,000  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109, 
S2.836.000:  Provided.  That  not  to  exceed  Sll.OOO 
of  this  amount,  along  with  any  unobligated 
balances  of  representation  funds  in  the  For- 
eign Agricultural  Service  shall  be  available 
for  official  reception  and  representation  ex- 
penses, not  otherwise  provided  for,  as  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary:  Provided  further. 
That  none  of  the  funds  appropriated  or  oth- 
erwise made  available  by  this  Act  may  be 
used  to  detail  an  individual  from  an  agency 
funded  in  this  Act  to  any  Under  Secretary 
office  or  Assistant  Secretary  oHlce  for  more 
than  30  days;  Provided  further.  That  none  of 
the  funds  made  available  by  this  Act  may  be 
used  to  enforce  section  793(d)  of  Public  Law 
104-a27. 

EXECUTIVE  Operations 

CHIEF  ECONOmST 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Chief  Econo- 
mist, including  economic  analysis,  risk  as- 
sessment, cost-benefit  analysis,  and  the 
functions  of  the  World  Agricultural  Outlook 
Board,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1622g),  and  in- 
cluding employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  7ci6(a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  of  which  not  to  exceed 
S5,000  is  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109, 
S4.231.000. 

NATIONAL  APPEALS  DIVISION 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  National  Ap- 
peals Division,  including  employment  pursu- 
ant to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  of 
which  not  to  exceed  S25.000  is  for  employ- 
ment under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $11,718,000. 

OFFICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  PROGRAM  ANALYSIS 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of 
Budget  and  Program  Analysis,  including  em- 


ployment pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
U.S.C.  2225),  of  which  not  to  exceed  $5,000  is 
for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 
S5,966.000. 

Chief  Financial  Officer 
For  necessary  expenses  of  the  OfQce  of  the 
Chief  Financial  Officer,  including  employ- 
ment pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  sec- 
tion 706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C. 
2225),  of  which  not  to  exceed  $10,000  is  for  em- 
plojmient  under  5  U.S.C.  3109.  $4,283,000:  Pro- 
vided. That  the  Chief  Financial  Officer  shall 
actively  market  cross-servicing  activities  of 
the  National  Finance  Center. 
Office  of  the  assistant  Secretary  for 

administration 
For  necessary  salaries  and  expenses  of  the 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Admin- 
istration to  carry  out  the  programs  funded 
in  this  Act,  S613,000. 

AGRICULTURE  BinLDINGS  AND  FACILJTIES  AND 

RENTAL  Payments 

(DICLUDINO  transfers  OF  FUNDS) 

For  payment  of  space  rental  and  related 
costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  92-313,  includ- 
ing authorities  pursuant  to  the  1964  delega- 
tion of  authority  from  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  to  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture under  40  U.S.C.  486,  for  programs  and 
activities  of  the  Department  which  are  in- 
cluded in  this  Act,  and  for  the  operation, 
maintenance,  and  repair  of  Agriculture 
buildings.  $120,548,000:  Provided.  That  in  the 
event  an  agency  within  the  Department 
should  require  modification  of  space  needs, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  transfer  a 
share  of  that  agency's  appropriation  made 
available  by  this  Act  to  this  appropriation, 
or  may  transfer  a  share  of  this  appropriation 
to  that  agency's  appropriation,  but  such 
transfers  shall  not  exceed  5  percent  of  the 
funds  made  available  for  space  rental  and  re- 
lated costs  to  or  fW}m  this  account.  In  addi- 
tion, for  construction,  repair,  improvement, 
extension,  alteration,  and  purchase  of  fixed 
equipment  or  facilities  as  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  programs  of  the  Department,  where 
not  otherwise  provided.  $5,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended;  making  a  total  ap- 
propriation of  $125,548,000. 

Hazardous  Waste  Management 
(including  transfers  of  funds) 
For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  to  comply  with  the  require- 
ment of  section  107(g)  of  the  Comprehensive 
Enviroimiental  Response.  Compensation,  and 
Uability  Act.  as  amended,  42  U.S.C.  9607(g), 
and  section  6001  of  the  Resource  Conserva- 
tion and  Recovery  Act.  as  amended.  42  U.S.C. 
6961.  $15,700,000,  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended: Provided.  That  appropriations  and 
funds  available  herein  to  the  Department  for 
Hazardous  Waste  Management  may  be  trans- 
ferred to  any  agency  of  the  Department  for 
its  use  in  meeting  all  requirements  pursuant 
to  the  above  Acts  on  Federal  and  non-Fed- 
eral lands. 

Departmental  administration 

(INCLUDING  transfers  OF  FLTCDS) 

For  Departmental  Administration, 
$28,304,000.  to  provide  for  necessary  expenses 
for  management  support  services  to  offices 
of  the  Department  and  for  general  adminis- 
tration and  disaster  management  of  the  De- 
partment, repairs  and  alterations,  and  other 
miscellaneous  supplies  and  expenses  not  oth- 
erwise provided  for  and  necessary  for  the 
practical  and  efficient  work  of  the  Depart- 
ment, including  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Or- 


ganic Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225).  of  which  not 
to  exceed  $10,000  is  for  employment  under  5 
U.S.C.  3109:  Provided.  That  this  appropriation 
shall  be  reimbursed  from  applicable  appro- 
priations in  this  Act  for  travel  expenses  inci- 
dent to  the  holding  of  hearings  as  required 
by  5  U.S.C.  551-558. 

OFHCE  OF  THE  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR 

CONGRESSIONAL  RELATIONS 

(INCLUDING  TRANSFERS  OF  FUNDS) 

For  necessary  salaries  and  expenses  of  the 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Con- 
gressional Relations  to  carry  out  the  pro- 
grams funded  in  this  Act.  including  pro- 
grams involving  intergovernmental  affairs 
and  liaison  within  the  executive  branch. 
$3,728,000:  Provided.  That  no  other  funds  ap- 
propriated to  the  Department  in  this  Act 
shall  be  available  to  the  Department  for  sup- 
port of  activities  of  congressional  relations: 
Provided  further.  That  not  less  than  $2,241,000 
shall  be  transferred  to  agencies  funded  In 
this  Act  to  maintain  personnel  at  the  agency 
level. 

Office  of  Communications 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  on  serv- 
ices relating  to  the  coordination  of  programs 
involving  public  affairs,  for  the  dissemina- 
tion of  agricultural  information,  and  the  co- 
ordination of  information,  work,  and  jnro- 
grams  authorized  by  Congress  in  the  Depart- 
ment, $8,138,000.  including  employment  pur- 
suant to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225).  of 
which  not  to  exceed  $10,000  shall  be  available 
for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  and  not 
to  exceed  $2,000,000  may  be  used  for  farmers' 
bulletins. 

Ofhce  of  the  Inspector  General 
(including  transfers  of  funds) 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the 
Inspector  General,  including  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C. 
2225).  and  the  Inspector  General  Act  of  1978. 
as  amended,  $63,028,000,  including  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary  for  contracting  and 
other  arrangements  with  public  agencies  and 
private  persons  pursuant  to  section  6(aX9)  of 
the  Inspector  General  Act  of  1978,  as  amend- 
ed, including  a  sum  not  to  exceed  $50,000  for 
employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109;  and  includ- 
ing a  sum  not  to  exceed  $95,000  for  certain 
confidential  operational  expenses  including 
the  payment  of  informants,  to  be  expended 
under  the  direction  of  the  Inspector  General 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  95-452  and  section 
1337  of  Public  Law  97-96:  Provided.  That  funds 
transferred  to  the  Office  of  the  Inspector 
General  through  forfeiture  proceedings  or 
from  the  Department  of  Justice  Assets  For- 
feiture Fund  or  the  Department  of  the  Treas- 
ury Forfeiture  Fund,  as  a  participating  agen- 
cy, as  an  equitable  share  from  the  forfeiture 
of  property  in  investigations  in  which  the  Of- 
fice of  the  Insi)ector  General  participates,  or 
through  the  granting  of  a  Petition  for  Re- 
mission or  Mitigation,  shall  be  deposited  to 
the  credit  of  this  account  for  law  enforce- 
ment activities  authorized  under  the  Inspec- 
tor General  Act  of  1978,  as  amended,  to  re- 
main available  until  expendti. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the 
General  Counsel,  $27,749,000. 

Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  for 
Research.  Education  and  Economics 

For  necessary  salaries  and  expenses  of  the 
Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  for  Research. 
Education  and  Economics  to  administer  the 
laws  enacted  by  the  Congress  for  the  Eco- 
nomic Research  Service,  the  National  Agri- 
cultural Statistics  Service,  the  Agricultural 
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Research  Service,  aad  the  Cooperative  State 
Research,  Education,  and  Extension  Service. 
1540,000. 

Economic  Research  Service 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Econonuc 
Research  Service  in  conducting  economic  re- 
search and  analysis,  as  authorized  by  the  Ag- 
ricultural Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C. 
1621-1627)  and  other  laws.  J54.176.000:  Pro- 
vided. That  this  appropriation  shall  be  avail- 
able for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Orgranic  Act 
of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225). 
National  agricultural  Statistics  Service 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  National  Ag- 
ricultural Statistics  Service  in  conducting 
statistical  reporting  and  service  work,  in- 
cluding crop  and  livestock  estimates,  statis- 
tical coordination  and  improvements,  mar- 
keting surveys,  and  the  Census  of  Agri- 
culture notwithstanding  13  U.S.C.  142(a-b), 
as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627)  and  other 
laws.  SIOO.221.000.  of  which  up  to  $17,500,000 
shall  be  available  until  expended  for  the  Cen- 
sus of  Agriculture:  Provided,  That  this  appro- 
priation shall  be  available  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C. 
2225),  and  not  to  exceed  S40,000  shall  be  avail- 
able for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

AGRICXn^TURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

For  necessary  expenses  to  enable  the  Agri- 
cultural Research  Service  to  perform  agri- 
cultural research  and  demonstration  relating 
to  production,  utilization,  marketing,  and 
distribution  (not  otherwise  provided  for); 
home  economics  or  nutrition  and  consumer 
use  including  the  acquisition,  preservation, 
and  dissemination  of  agricultural  informa- 
tion: and  for  acquisition  of  lands  by  dona- 
tion, exchange,  or  purchase  at  a  nominal 
cost  not  to  exceed  SlOO,  {702,831,000:  Provided, 
That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be 
available  for  temporary  employment  pursu- 
ant to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and 
not  to  exceed  S115.000  shall  be  available  for 
employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Provided  fur- 
ther. That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be 
available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  aircraft  and  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed 
one  for  replacement  only:  Provided  further. 
That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be 
available  pursuant  to  7  U.S.C.  2250  for  the 
construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  build- 
ings and  improvements,  but  unless  otherwise 
provided  the  cost  of  constructing  any  one 
building  shall  not  exceed  S250,000,  except  for 
headhouses  or  greenhouses  which  shall  each 
be  limited  to  Sl.000,000.  and  except  for  ten 
buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a 
cost  not  to  exceed  (500,000  each,  and  the  cost 
of  altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal 
year  shall  not  exceed  10  percent  of  the  cur- 
rent replacement  value  of  the  building  or 
$250,000,  whichever  is  greater:  Provided  fur- 
ther. That  the  limitations  on  alterations  con- 
tained in  this  Act  shall  not  apply  to  mod- 
ernization or  replacement  of  existing  facili- 
ties at  Beltsville,  Maryland:  Provided  further. 
That  the  foregoing  limitations  shall  not 
apply  to  replacement  of  buildings  needed  to 
carry  out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  U.S.C. 
113a):  Provided  further.  That  funds  may  be  re- 
ceived from  any  Stote.  other  political  sub- 
division, organization,  or  individual  for  the 
purpose  of  establishing  or  operating  any  re- 
search facility  or  research  project  of  the  Ag- 
ricultural Research  Service,  as  authorized  by 
law. 

None  of  the  funds  in  the  foregoing  para- 
graph shall  be  available  to  carry  out  re- 


search related  to  the  production,  processing 
or  marketing  of  tobacco  or  tobacco  products. 

BUILDINGS  AND  FACIUTIES 

For  acquisition  of  land,  construction,  re- 
pair, improvement,  extension,  alteration, 
and  purchase  of  fixed  equipment  or  facilities 
as  necessary  to  carry  out  the  agricultural  re- 
search programs  of  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture, where  not  otherwise  provided, 
SS9.600.000.  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended (7  U.S.C.  2209b):  Provided,  That  funds 
may  be  received  from  any  State,  other  polit- 
ical subdivision,  organization,  or  individual 
for  the  purpose  of  establishing  any  research 
facility  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Serv- 
ice, as  authorized  by  law. 

Cooperative  State  research,  Education, 
AND  Extension  Service 

research  ANT3  EDUCATION  ACl'lViTlES 

For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment 
stations,  for  cooperative  forestry  and  other 
research,  for  facilities,  and  for  other  ex- 
penses, including  $163,671,000  to  carry  into  ef- 
fect the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act  (7  U.S.C. 
361a-361i);  $19,882,000  for  grants  for  coopera- 
tive forestry  research  (16  U.S.C.  582a-582-a7); 
$26,902,000  for  payments  to  the  1890  land- 
grant  colleges,  including  Tuskegee  Univer- 
sity (7  U.S.C.  3222):  $44,235,000  for  special 
grants  for  agricultural  research  (7  U.S.C. 
450i(c));  $11,769,000  for  special  grants  for  agri- 
cultural research  on  improved  pest  control  (7 
U.S.C.  450i(c)):  $96,735,000  for  competitive  re- 
search grants  (7  U.S.C.  4S0i(b));  $4,775,000  for 
the  support  of  animal  health  and  disease  pro- 
grams (7  U.S.C.  3195);  $650,000  for  supple- 
mental and  alternative  crops  and  products  (7 
U.S.C.  3319d);  $300,000  for  grants  for  research 
pursuant  to  the  Critical  Agricultural  Mate- 
rials Act  of  1984  (7  U.S.C.  178)  and  section 
1472  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1977. 
as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  3318),  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended;  $475,000  for  rangeland  re- 
search grants  (7  U.S.C.  3331-3336);  $3,000,000 
for  higher  education  graduate  fellowships 
grants  (7  U.S.C.  3152(b)(6)),  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended  (7  U.S.C.  2209b);  $4,000,000 
for  higher  education  challenge  grants  (7 
U.S.C.  3152(b)(1));  $1,000,000  for  a  higher  edu- 
cation minority  scholars  program  (7  U.S.C. 
3152(b)(5)),  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended (7  U.S.C.  2209b);  $2,000,000  for  an  edu- 
cation grants  program  for  Hispanic-serving 
Institutions  O  U.S.C.  3241);  $4,000,000  for 
aquaculture  grants  (7  U.S.C.  3322);  $8,000,000 
for  sustainable  agriculture  research  and  edu- 
cation (7  U.S.C.  5811);  $9,200,000  for  a  program 
of  capacity  building  grants  to  colleges  eligi- 
ble to  receive  funds  under  the  Act  of  August 
30.  1890  (7  U.S.C.  321-326  and  328),  including 
Tuskegee  University  7  U.S.C.  3152(b)(4),  to  re- 
main available  until  expended  (7  U.S.C. 
2209b);  $1,450,000  for  payments  to  the  1994  In- 
stitutions pursuant  to  section  534(a)(1)  of 
Public  Law  103-382;  and  $9,605,000  for  nec- 
essary expenses  of  Research  and  Education 
Activities,  of  which  not  to  exceed  $100,000 
shall  be  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109; 
in  all.  $411,849,000. 

None  of  the  funds  in  the  foregoing  para- 
graph shall  be  available   to  carry  out  re- 
search related  to  the  production,  processing 
or  marketing  of  tobacco  or  tobacco  products. 
Native  American  Institutions  Endowment 
Fund 

For  establishment  of  a  Native  American 
institutions  endowment  fund,  as  authorized 
by  Public  Law  130-382  (7  U.S.C.  301  note). 
$4,600,000. 

buildings  and  FACILrriES 

For  acquisition  of  land,  construction,  re- 
pair,   improvement,    extension,    alteration. 


and  purchase  of  fixed  equipment  or  facilities 
and  for  grants  to  States  and  other  eligible 
recipients  for  such  purposes,  as  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  agricultural  research,  exten- 
sion, and  teaching  programs  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture,  where  not  otherwise 
provided.  $30,449,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended  (7  U.S.C.  2209b). 

Extension  activities 
Payments  to  States,  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands. 
Micronesia,  Northern  Marianas,  and  Amer- 
ican Samoa:  For  payments  for  cooperative 
extension  work  under  the  Smith-Lever  Act, 
as  amended,  to  be  distributed  under  sections 
3(b)  and  3(c)  of  said  Act,  and  under  section 
208(c)  of  Public  Law  93-471,  for  retirement 
and  employees'  compensation  costs  for  ex- 
tension agents  and  for  costs  of  penalty  mail 
for  cooperative  extension  agents  and  State 
extension  directors,  $260,438,000;  payments 
for  the  nutrition  and  family  education  pro- 
gram for  low-income  areas  under  section  3(d) 
of  the  Act,  $58,695,000;  payments  for  the  pest 
management  program  under  section  3(d)  of 
the  Act,  $10,783,000;  payments  for  the  farm 
safety  program  under  section  3(d)  of  the  Act, 
$2,855,000;  payments  for  the  pesticide  impact 
assessment  program  under  section  3(d)  of  the 
Act.  $3,214,000;  payments  to  upgrade  1890 
land-grant  college  research,  extension,  and 
teaching  facilities  as  authorized  by  section 
1447  of  Public  Law  95-113,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  3222b).  $7,549,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended;  payments  for  the  rural  devel- 
opment centers  under  section  3(d)  of  the  Act, 
$908,000;  payments  for  a  groundwater  quality 
program  under  section  3(d)  of  the  Act, 
$10,733,000;  payments  for  the  agricultural 
telecommunications  program,  as  authorized 
by  Public  Law  101-624  (7  U.S.C.  5926). 
$1,167,000;  payments  for  youth-at-risk  pro- 
grams under  section  3(d)  of  the  Act, 
$9,554,000;  payments  for  a  food  safety  pro- 
gram under  section  3(d)  of  the  Act,  $2,365,000; 
payments  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
the  Renewable  Resources  Extension  Act  of 
1978.  $3,192,000;  payments  for  Indian  reserva- 
tion agents  under  section  3(d)  of  the  Act, 
$1,672,000;  payments  for  sustainable  agri- 
culture programs  under  section  3(d)  of  the 
Act,  $3,309,000;  payments  for  rural  health  and 
safety  education  as  authorized  by  section 
2390  of  Public  Law  101-624  (7  U.S.C.  2661  note, 
2662).  $2,628,000;  pajrments  for  cooperative  ex- 
tension work  by  the  colleges  receiving  the 
benefits  of  the  second  Morrill  Act  (7  U.S.C. 
321-326,  328)  and  Tuskegee  University. 
$24,337,000;  and  for  Federal  administration 
and  coordination  including  administration  of 
the  Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended,  and  the 
Act  of  September  29.  1977  (7  U.S.C.  341-349). 
as  amended,  and  section  1361(c)  of  the  Act  of 
October  3.  1980  (7  U.S.C.  301  note),  and  to  co- 
ordinate and  provide  program  leadership  for 
the  extension  work  of  the  Department  and 
the  several  States  and  insular  possessions, 
$6,271,000;  in  all,  $409,670,000:  Provided,  That 
funds  hereby  appropriated  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 3(c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26.  1953.  and  sec- 
tion 506  of  the  Act  of  June  23, 1972,  as  amend- 
ed, shall  not  be  paid  to  any  State,  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  or  the 
Virgin  Islands,  Micronesia,  Northern  Mari- 
anas, and  American  Samoa  prior  to  avail- 
ability of  an  equal  sum  from  non-Federal 
sources  for  expenditure  during  the  current 
fiscal  year. 

Office  of  the  assistant  Secretary  for 
Marketing  and  Regulatory  Programs 
For  necessary  salaries  and  expenses  of  the 
OWice  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Market- 
ing and  R^rulatory  Programs  to  administer 
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programs  under  the  laws  enacted  by  the  Con- 
gress for  the  Animal  and  Plant  Health  In- 
spection   Service,    Agricultural    Marketing 
Service,  and  the  Grain  Inspection.  Packers 
and  Stockyards  Administration.  $618,000. 
animal  and  plant  health  inspection 
Service 
salaries  and  expenses 
(including  transfers  of  fi^jds) 
For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for, 
including  those  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  Feb- 
ruary 28.  1947.  as  amended  (21  U.S.C.  114b-c). 
necessary  to  prevent,  control,  and  eradicate 
pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases;  to  carry 
out  inspection,  quarantine,  and  regulatory 
activities;  to  discharge  the  authorities  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  under  the  Act  of 
March  2.  1931  (46  Stat.  1468;  7  U.S.C.  426-426b); 
and  to  protect  the  environment,  as  author- 
ized by  law,  $435,428,000.  of  which  $4,500,000 
shall   be  available  for  the  control  of  out- 
breaks of  Insects,  plant  diseases,  animal  dis- 
eases and  for  control  of  pest  animals  and 
birds  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emer- 
gency conditions:  Provided.  That  no  funds 
shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  administer  a 
brucellosis  eradication  program  for  the  cur- 
rent fiscal  year  that  does  not  require  mini- 
mum matching  by  the  States  of  at  least  40 
percent:  Provided  further.  That  this  appro- 
priation shall  be  available  for  field  employ- 
ment pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  sec- 
tion 706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C. 
2225).  and  not  to  exceed  $40,000  shall  be  avail- 
able for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  for  the  operation  and  mainte- 
nance of  aircraft  and  the  purchase  of  not  to 
exceed  four,  of  which  two  shall  be  for  re- 
placement only:  Provided  further.  That,  in  ad- 
dition, in  emergencies  which  threaten  any 
segment  of  the  agricultural  production  in- 
dustry of  this  country,  the  Secretary  may 
transfer  from  other  appropriations  or  funds 
available  to  the  agencies  or  corporations  of 
the  Department  such  sums  as  he  may  deem 
necessary,  to  be  available  only  in  such  emer- 
gencies for  the  arrest  and  eradication  of  con- 
tagious or  infectious  disease  or  pests  of  ani- 
mals, poultry,  or  plants,  and  for  expenses  in 
accordance  with  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947. 
as  amended,  and  section  102  of  the  Act  of 
September  21.  1944.  as  amended,  and  any  un- 
expended balances  of  funds  transferred  for 
such  emergency  purposes  in  the  next  preced- 
ing fiscal  year  shall  be  merged  with  such 
transferred  amounts:  Provided  further.  That 
appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available 
pursuant  to  law  (7  U.S.C.  2250)  for  the  repair 
and  alteration  of  leased  buildings  and  im- 
provements, but  unless  otherwise  provided 
the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building  during 
the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  10  percent  of 
the  current  replacement  value  of  the  build- 
ing. 

In  fiscal  year  1997  the  agency  is  authorized 
to  collect  fees  to  cover  the  total  costs  of  pro- 
viding technical  assistance,  goods,  or  serv- 
ices requested  by  States,  other  jxjlitical  sub- 
divisions, domestic  and  international  organi- 
zations, foreign  governments,  or  individuals, 
provided  that  such  fees  are  structured  such 
that  any  entity's  liability  for  such  fees  is 
reasonably  based  on  the  technical  assistance, 
goods,  or  services  provided  to  the  entity  by 
the  agency,  and  such  fees  shall  be  credited  to 
this  account,  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended, without  further  appropriation,  for 
providing  such  assistance,  goods,  or  services. 
Of  the  total  amount  available  under  this 
heading  in  fiscal  year  1997,  $98,000,000  shall  be 
derived  from  user  fees  deposited  in  the  Agri- 
cultural Quarantine  Inspection  User  Fee  Ac- 
count. 


Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  remainder 
of  title  I  through  page  29,  line  17,  be 
considered  as  read,  printed  in  the 
Record  and  open  to  amendment  at  any 
point. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Mexico? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  remainder  of  title  I  is  as  follows: 

BUILDINGS  ANT)  FACIUTIES 

For  plans,  construction,  repair,  preventive 
maintenance,  environmental  support,  im- 
provement, extension,  alteration,  and  pur- 
chase of  fixed  equipment  or  facilities,  as  au- 
thorized by  7  U.S.C.  2250.  and  acquisition  of 
land  as  authorized  by  7  U.S.C.  428a.  $3,200,000. 
to  remain  available  until  expended. 

AGRICULTURAL  MARKETING  SERVICE 
MARKETING  SERVICES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  on  serv- 
ices related  to  consumer  protection,  agricul- 
tural marketing  and  distribution,  transpor- 
tation, and  regulatory  programs,  as  author- 
ized by  law.  and  for  administration  and  co- 
ordination of  payments  to  States:  including 
field  employment  pursuant  to  section  706(a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225).  and 
not  to  exceed  $90,000  for  employment  under  5 
U.S.C.  3109.  $37,592,000.  including  funds  for 
the  wholesale  market  development  program 
for  the  design  and  development  of  wholesale 
and  farmer  market  facilities  for  the  major 
metroi)Olitan  areas  of  the  country:  Provided. 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available 
pursuant  to  law  (7  U.S.C.  2250)  for  the  alter- 
ation and  repair  of  buildings  and  improve- 
ments, but  the  cost  of  altering  any  one 
building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  ex- 
ceed 10  percent  of  the  current  replacement 
value  of  the  building. 

Fees  may  be  collected  for  the  cost  of  stand- 
ardization activities,  as  established  by  regu- 
lation pursuant  to  law  (31  U.S.C.  9701). 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATrVE  EXPENSES 

Not  to  exceed  $59,012,000  (from  fees  col- 
lected) shall  be  obligated  during  the  current 
fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses:  Pro- 
vided. That  if  crop  size  is  understated  and/or 
other  uncontrollable  events  occur,  the  agen- 
cy may  exceed  this  limitation  by  up  to  10 
percent  with  notification  to  the  Appropria- 
tions Committees. 

FUNDS  FOR  STRENGTHENING  MARKETS.  INCOME. 

AND  SUPPLY  (SECTION  32) 

(INCLUDING  TRANSFERS  OF  FUNDS) 

Funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act 
Of  August  24. 1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c)  shall  be  used 
only  for  commodity  program  expenses  as  au- 
thorized therein,  and  other  related  operating 
expenses,  except  for:  (1)  transfers  to  the  De- 
partment of  Commerce  as  authorized  by  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  August  8.  1956;  (2) 
transfers  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act;  and 
(3)  not  more  than  $10,576,000  for  formulation 
and  administration  of  marketing  agreements 
and  orders  pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  Mar- 
keting Agreement  Act  of  1937.  as  amended, 
and  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 

For  payments  to  departments  of  agri- 
culture, bureaus  and  departments  of  mar- 
kets, and  similar  agencies  for  marketing  ac- 
tivities under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricul- 
tural Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623(b)). 
$1,200,000. 

Grain  Inspection,  Packers  and  Stockyards 

administration 

salaries  and  expenses 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  the  United  States  Grain  Stand- 


ards Act.  as  amended,  for  the  administration 
of  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act.  for  cer- 
tifying procedures  used  to  protect  purchasers 
of  farm  products,  and  the  standardization  ac- 
tivities related  to  grain  under  the  Agricul- 
tural Marketing  Act  of  1946.  as  amended,  in- 
cluding field  employment  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C. 
2225).  and  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  employ- 
ment under  5  U.S.C.  3109.  $22,728,000:  Pro- 
vided, That  this  appropriation  shall  be  avail- 
able pursuant  to  law  (7  U.S.C.  2250)  for  the 
alteration  and  repair  of  buildings  and  im- 
provements, but  the  cost  of  altering  any  one 
building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  ex- 
ceed 10  percent  of  the  current  replacement 
value  of  the  building. 

INSPECTION  ANT)  WEIGHING  SERVICES 

UMrrATION  ON  INSPECTION  AND  WEIGHING 

SERVICE  EXPENSES 

Not  to  exceed  $43,207,000  (from  fees  col- 
lected) shall  be  obligated  during  the  current 
fiscal  year  for  inspection  and  weighing  serv- 
ices: Provided.  That  if  grain  export  activities 
require  additional  supervision  and  oversight, 
or  other  uncontrollable  factors  occur,  this 
limitation  may  be  exceeded  by  up  to  10  per- 
cent with  notification  to  the  Appropriations 
Committees. 

Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  for  Food 
Safety 

For  necessary  salaries  and  expenses  of  the 
Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  for  Food  Safe- 
ty to  administer  the  laws  enacted  by  the 
Congress  for  the  Food  Safety  and  Inspection 
Service.  $446,000. 

Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  on  serv- 
ices authorized  by  the  Federal  Meat  Inspec- 
tion Act.  as  amended,  the  Poultry  Products 
Inspection  Act,  as  amended,  and  the  E^gg 
Products  Inspection  Act.  as  amended, 
$574,000,000.  and  in  addition.  $1,000,000  may  be 
credited  to  this  account  from  fees  collected 
for  the  cost  of  laboratory  accreditation  as 
authorized  by  section  1017  of  Public  Law  lOB- 
237:  Provided.  That  this  appropriation  shall 
not  be  available  for  shell  egg  surveillance 
under  section  5(d)  of  the  Egg  Products  In- 
spection Act  (21  U.S.C.  1034(d)):  Provided  fur- 
ther. That  this  appropriation  shall  be  avail- 
able for  field  employment  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C. 
2225).  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  be  avail- 
able for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  pursuant  to  law  (7  U.S.C.  2250) 
for  the  alteration  and  repair  of  buildings  and 
improvements,  but  the  cost  of  altering  any 
one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not 
exceed  10  pereent  of  the  current  replacement 
value  of  the  building. 

Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  for  Farm 
AND  Foreign  agricultural  Services 

For  necessary  salaries  and  expenses  of  the 
Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  for  Farm  and 
Foreign  Agricultural  Services  to  administer 
the  laws  enacted  by  Congress  for  the  Consoli- 
dated Farm  Service  Agency.  Foreign  Agri- 
cultural Service,  and  the  Ckjmmodity  Credit 
Corporation.  $572,000. 

Farm  Service  agencj- 
salaries  and  expenses 

(INCLUDING  transfers  OF  fXTCDS) 

For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out 
the  administration  and  implementation  of 
programs  administered  by  the  Farm  Service 
Agency.  $746,440,000:  Provided.  That  the  Sec- 
retary is  authorized  to  use  the  services,  fa- 
cilities, and  authorities  (but  not  the  funds) 
of  the    Commodity   Credit  Ck)rpoiation    to 
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make  program  pajrments  for  all  programs  ad- 
ministered by  the  Agency:  Provided  further. 
That  other  funds  made  available  to  the 
Agency  for  authorized  activities  may  be  ad- 
vanced to  and  merged  with  this  account:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  these  funds  shall  be  avail- 
able for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225).  and  not  to  exceed 
Sl.000.000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

DAIRT  DIDEMNITy  PROGRAM 
(INCLUDING  TRANSFERS  OF  FUNDS) 

For  necessary  expenses  involved  in  making 
Indemnity  payments  to  dairy  farmers  for 
milk  or  cows  producing  such  milk  and  manu- 
facturers of  dairy  products  who  have  been  di- 
rected to  remove  their  milk  or  dairy  prod- 
ucts trom  commercial  markets  because  it 
contained  residues  of  chemicals  registered 
and  approved  for  use  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, and  in  making  indemnity  pajrments 
for  milk,  or  cows  ;»x)ducing  such  milk,  at  a 
fair  market  value  to  any  dairy  farmer  who  is 
directed  to  remove  his  milk  ftom  commer- 
cial markets  because  of  (1)  the  presence  of 
products  of  nuclear  radiation  or  fallout  if 
such  contamination  is  not  due  to  the  fault  of 
the  farmer,  or  (2)  residues  of  chemicals  or 
toxic  substances  not  included  under  the  first 
sentence  of  the  Act  of  August  13.  1968.  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  4S0j).  if  such  chemicals  or 
toxic  substances  were  not  used  in  a  manner 
contrary  to  applicable  regulations  or  label- 
ing instructions  provided  at  the  time  of  use 
and  the  contamination  is  not  due  to  the 
fault  of  the  farmer.  SIOO.OOO.  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended  (7  U.S.C.  2209b):  Provided, 
That  none  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  Act 
shall  be  used  to  make  indemnity  payments 
to  any  farmer  whose  milk  was  removed  from 
commercial  markets  as  a  result  of  his  willful 
Allure  to  follow  procedures  prescribed  by 
the  Federal  Government:  Provided  further, 
That  this  amount  shall  be  transferred  to  the 
Conrunodity  Credit  Corporation:  Provided  fur- 
ther. That  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  uti- 
lize the  services,  facilities,  and  authorities  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Coriwration  for  the 
purpose  of  making  dairy  indemnity  disburse- 
ments. 

OUTREACH  FOR  SOC^IALLT  DISADVANTAGED 
FARMERS 

For  grants  and  contracts  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 2S01  of  the  Pood.  Agriculture.  Conserva- 
tion, and  Trade  Act  of  1990  (7  U.S.C.  2279). 
n.OOO.OOO,  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. 

AGRICULTURAL  CREDIT  INSURANCE  FUND 

PROGRAM  ACCOUNT 

(INCrLUDING  TRANSFERS  OF  FUNDS) 

For  gross  obligations  for  the  principal 
amount  of  direct  and  guaranteed  loans  as  au- 
thorized by  7  U.S.C.  192&-1929,  to  be  available 
from  funds  in  the  Agricultural  Credit  Insur- 
ance Fund,  as  follows:  farm  ownership  loans. 
SGOO.000,000.  of  which  SSSO.000.000  shall  be  for 
guaranteed  loans:  operating  loans. 
S2.345.0rn .000.  of  which  S1.70n.000.000  shall  be 
for  unsubsidized  guaranteed  loans  and 
saoo.000,000  shall  be  lor  subsidized  guaranteed 
loans;  Indian  tribe  land  acquisition  loans  as 
authorized  by  25  U.S.C.  488.  $1,000,000;  for 
emergency  insured  loans,  S25,000,000  to  meet 
the  needs  resulting  from  natural  disasters 
and  for  credit  sales  of  acquired  property, 
S25.000.000. 

For  the  cost  of  direct  and  guaranteed 
loans,  including  the  cost  of  modifying  loans 
as  defined  in  section  502  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974,  as  follows:  farm  owner- 
Ship  loans,  S27,975.000.   of  which  S22.055.000 


shall  be  for  guaranteed  loans;  operating 
loans.  596.840,000,  of  which  $19,210,000  shall  be 
for  unsubsidized  guaranteed  loans  and 
$18,480,000  shall  be  for  subsidized  gruaranteed 
loans;  Indian  tribe  land  acquisition  loans  as 
authorized  by  25  U.S.C.  488.  $54,000;  for  emer- 
gency insured  loans.  $6,365,000  to  meet  the 
needs  resulting  from  natural  disasters:  and 
for  credit  sales  of  acquired  property, 
S2. 530.000. 

In  addition,  for  administrative  expenses 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  direct  and  guar- 
anteed loan  programs.  $221,046,000.  of  which 
$208,446,000  shall  be  transferred  to  and 
merged  with  the  "Farm  Service  Agency,  Sal- 
aries and  Expenses"  account. 

Office  of  Risk  Management 

For  administrative  and  operating  expenses, 
as  authorized  by  the  Federal  Agriculture  Im- 
provement and  Reform  Act  of  1996  (7  U.S.C. 
6933),  $62,198,000:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 
$700  shall  be  available  for  official  reception 
and  representation  expenses,  as  authorized 
by  7  U.S.C.  1506(1). 

CORPORATIONS 

The  following  corporations  and  agencies 
are  hereby  authorized  to  make  expenditures, 
within  the  limits  of  funds  and  borrowing  au- 
thority available  to  each  such  corporation  or 
agency  and  In  accord  with  law,  and  to  make 
contracts  and  commitments  without  regard 
to  fiscal  year  limitations  as  provided  by  sec- 
tion 104  of  the  Government  Corporation  Con- 
trol Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary  in 
carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the 
budget  for  the  current  fiscal  year  for  such 
corporation  or  agency,  except  as  hereinafter 
provided. 
FEDERAL  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  Fund 

For  payments  as  authorized  by  section  516 
of  the  Federal  CTrop  Insurance  Act,  as  amend- 
ed, such  sums  as  may  be  necessary,  to  re- 
main available  until  expended  (7  U.S.C. 
2209b). 

COMMODFTY  CREDIT  CORPORATION  FUND 
REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  NET  REALIZED  LOSSES 

For  fiscal  year  1997,  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  to  reimburse  the  Commodity  Cred- 
it Corporation  for  net  realized  losses  sus- 
tained, but  not  previously  reimbursed  (esti- 
mated to  be  $1,500,000,000  in  the  President's 
fiscal  year  1997  Budget  Request  (H.  Doc.  104- 
162)).  but  not  to  exceed  $1,500,000,000.  pursu- 
ant to  section  2  of  the  Act  of  August  17. 1961. 
as  amended  (15  U.S.C.  713a-ll). 

OPERATIONS  AND  MAINTENANCE  FOR 
HAZARDOUS  WASTE  MANAGEMENT 

For  fiscal  year  1997,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  shall  not  expend  more  than 
$5,000,000  for  expenses  to  comply  with  the  re- 
quirement of  section  107(g)  of  the  Com- 
prehensive Environmental  Response,  Com- 
pensation, and  Liability  Act,  as  amended,  42 
U.S.C.  9607(g),  and  section  6001  of  the  Ref- 
source  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act.  as 
amended,  42  U.S.C.  6961:  Provided,  That  ex- 
penses shall  be  for  operations  and  mainte- 
nance costs  only  and  that  other  hazardous 
waste  management  costs  shall  be  paid  for  by 
the  USDA  Hazardous  Waste  Management  ap- 
propriation in  this  Act. 

The   CHAIRMAN   pro   tempore.   The 
Clerk  will  continue  to  read. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
TITLE  n— CONSERVATION  PROGRAMS 
ofnce  of  the  under  secretary  for 
Natural  Resources  and  Environment 

For  necessary  salaries  and  expenses  of  the 
Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  for  Natural  Re- 
sources and  Environment  to  administer  the 


laws  enacted  by  the  Congrress  for  the  Forest 
Service  and  the  Natural  Resources  Conserva- 
tion Service.  $693,000. 

Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 
conservation  operations 
For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  April  27.  1935  (16 
U.S.C.  590a-590f)  including  preparation  of 
conservation  plans  and  establishment  of 
measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (includ- 
ing farm  irrigation  and  land  drainage  and 
such  special  measures  for  soil  and  water 
management  as  may  be  necessary  to  prevent 
floods  and  the  siltation  of  reservoirs  and  to 
control  agricultural  related  pollutants);  op- 
eration of  conservation  plant  materials  cen- 
ters; classification  and  mapping  of  soil;  dis- 
semination of  Information;  acquisition  of 
lands,  water,  and  Interests  therein  for  use  In 
the  plant  materials  program  by  donation,  ex- 
change, or  purchase  at  a  nominal  cost  not  to 
exceed  $100  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  3, 
1956  (7  U.S.C.  428a);  purchase  and  erection  or 
alternation  or  Improvement  of  permanent 
and  temporary  buildings;  and  operation  and 
maintenance  of  aircraft,  $619,392,000,  to  re- 
main available  until  expended  (7  U.S.C. 
2209b),  of  which  not  less  than  $5,835,000  is  for 
snow  survey  and  water  forecasting  and  not 
less  than  $8,825,000  is  for  operation  and  estab- 
lishment of  the  plant  materials  centers:  Pro- 
vided, That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be 
available  pursuant  to  7  U.S.C.  2250  for  con- 
struction and  Improvement  of  buildings  and 
public  Improvements  at  plant  materials  cen- 
ters, except  that  the  cost  of  alterations  and 
improvements  to  other  buildings  and  other 
public  improvements  shall  not  exceed 
$250,000:  Provided  further.  That  when  build- 
ings or  other  structures  are  erected  on  non- 
Federal  land,  that  the  right  to  use  such  land 
is  obtained  as  provided  In  7  U.S.C.  2250a:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  for  technical  assistance  and  re- 
lated expenses  to  carry  out  programs  author- 
ized by  section  202(c)  of  title  II  of  the  Colo- 
rado River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Act  of 
1974.  as  amended  (43  U.S.C.  1592(c)):  Provided 
further.  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 
may  be  expended  for  soil  and  water  conserva- 
tion operations  under  the  Act  of  April  27. 
1985  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f)  in  demonstration 
projects:  Provided  further.  That  this  apjjro- 
priatlon  shall  be  available  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C. 
2225)  and  not  to  exceed  S25,000  shall  be  avail- 
able for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  qualified  local  engineers 
may  be  temporarily  employed  at  per  diem 
rates  to  perform  the  technical  planning  work 
of  the  Service  (16  U.S.C.  590e-2). 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  remainder 
of  title  n,  througrh  page  34,  line  7.  be 
considered  as  read,  printed  in  the 
Recx>rd,  and  open  to  amendment  at 
any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Mexico? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  remainder  of  title  n  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

watershed  surveys  and  planning 

For  necessary  expenses  to  conduct  re- 
search, investigation,  and  surveys  of  water- 
sheds of  rivers  and  other  waterways,  and  for 
small  watershed  investigations  and  planning, 
in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  I*rotectlon 
and  Flood  Prevention  Act  approved  August 
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4.  1954.  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1009). 
$10,762,000:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of 
the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225).  and 
not  to  exceed  $110,000  shall  be  available  for 
employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

watershed  and  flood  prevention 
operations 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  pre- 
ventive measures,  including  but  not  limited 
to  research,  engineering  operations,  methods 
of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  re- 
habilitation of  existing  works  and  changes  in 
use  of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Water- 
shed Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act 
approved  August  4.  1954.  as  amended  (16 
U.S.C.  1001-1005.  1007-1009).  the  provisions  of 
the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f).  and 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  laws  re- 
lating to  the  activities  of  the  Department, 
$101,036,000.  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended (7  U.S.C.  2209b),  of  which  up  to 
$15,000,000  may  be  available  for  the  water- 
sheds authorized  under  the  Flood  Control 
Act  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701,  16 
U.S.C.  1006a),  as  amended  and  supplemented: 
Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Or- 
ganic Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225).  and  not  to 
exceed  $200,000  shall  be  available  for  employ- 
ment under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Provided  further. 
That  not  to  exceed  $1,000,000  of  this  appro- 
priation is  available  to  carry  out  the  pur- 
poses of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973 
(Public  Law  93-205),  as  amended.  Including 
cooperative  efforts  as  contemplated  by  that 
Act  to  relocate  endangered  or  threatened 
species  to  other  suitable  habitats  as  may  be 
necessary  to  expedite  project  construction. 
resource  conservation  and  development 
For  necessary  expenses  in  planning  and 
carrying  out  projects  for  resource  conserva- 
tion and  development  and  for  sound  land  use 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  32(e)  of 
title  in  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant 
Act.  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1010-1011;  76  Stat. 
607),  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a- 
f),  and  the  Agriculture  and  Food  Act  of  1981 
(16  U.S.C.  3451-3461).  $29,377,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended  (7  U.S.C.  2209b):  Pro- 
vided. That  this  appropriation  shall  be  avail- 
able for  emplojrment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225).  and  not  to  exceed 
$50,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

forestry  incentives  program 

For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  pro- 
vided for,  to  carry  out  the  program  of  for- 
estry incentives,  as  authorized  in  the  Coop- 
erative Forestry  Assistance  Act  of  1978  (16 
U.S.C.  2101),  including  technical  assistance 
and  related  expenses,  $6,325,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  as  authorized  by 
that  Act. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

TITLE  m— RURAL  ECONOMIC  AND 

COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAMS 

office  of  the  under  secretary  for  rural 

Development 

For  necessary  salaries  and  expenses  of  the 
Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  for  Rural  De- 
velopment to  administer  programs  under  the 
laws  enacted  by  the  Congress  for  the  Rural 
Housing  Service,  Rural  Business-Cooperative 
Service,  and  the  Rural  Utilities  Service  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture.  $588,000. 


RURAL  Housing  Service 

RURAL  HOUSING  INSURANCE  FL'ND  PROGRAM 
ACCOUNT  (INCLUDING  TRANSFERS  OF  FLTJDS) 

For  gross  obligations  for  the  principal 
amount  of  direct  and  guaranteed  loans  as  au- 
thorized by  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of 
1949.  as  amended,  to  be  available  f^m  funds 
In  the  rural  housing  insurance  fund,  as  fol- 
lows: $3,300,000,000  for  loans  to  section  502 
borrowers,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary, 
of  which  $2,300,000,000  shall  be  for  unsub- 
sidized guaranteed  loans;  $35,000,000  for  sec- 
tion 504  housing  repair  loans;  $15,000,000  for 
section  514  farm  labor  housing;  $58,654,000  for 
section  515  rental  housing:  $600,000  for  sec- 
tion 524  site  loans;  S50,000.000  for  credit  sales 
of  acquired  property;  and  $600,000  for  section 
523  self-help  housing  land  development  loans. 

For  the  cost  of  direct  and  guaranteed 
loans,  including  the  cost  of  modifying  loans, 
as  defined  in  section  502  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974,  as  follows:  section  502 
loans,  $89,210,000.  of  which  $6,210,000  shall  be 
for  unsubsidized  guaranteed  loans:  section 
504  housing  repair  loans.  $11,081,000;  section 
514  farm  labor  housing,  $6,885,000:  section  515 
rental  housing,  $28,987,000:  Provided.  That  no 
funds  for  new  construction  for  section  515 
rental  housing  may  be  available  for  fiscal 
year  1997;  credit  sales  of  acquired  property, 
$4,050,000;  and  section  523  self-help  housing 
land  development  loans,  $17,000. 

Mr.  WALSH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  purpose  in  rising 
today  is  to  enter  into  a  colloquy  with 
my  chairman,  the  gentleman  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  SKEEN]  regarding  the  sec- 
tion 515  rural  rental  housing  program. 

As  my  colleague  knows,  the  fiscal 
year  1997  Agriculture  Appropriations 
bill  we  are  now  considering,  does  not 
provide  any  funds  for  section  515  new 
construction,  and  actually  cuts  the 
program  by  two  thirds  from  the  cur- 
rent fiscal  year.  This  program  has  been 
useful  in  my  district  providing  housing 
for  low  income  families,  creating  jobs, 
and  attracting  important  economic  de- 
velopment to  a  rural  area.  It  has  been 
a  successful  public-private  partnership. 
Therefore,  I  wish  to  express  some  con- 
cern about  this  issue. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  know,  the  sec- 
tion 515  Rural  Housing  program  pro- 
vides affordable  rental  housing  to  very 
low-income  and  low-income  rural  fami- 
lies, handicapped,  and  elderly  resi- 
dents. It  is  the  Federal  Government's 
only  directly  targeted  tool  for  meeting 
the  multifamily  housing  needs  of  rural 
America.  The  average  income  of  a  ten- 
ant in  a  section  515  project  is  under 
$7,300.  However,  in  1993.  problems  and 
abuses  in  the  section  515  program  were 
uncovered  and  investigated  by  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office  [GAO].  the 
House  Appropriations  Conmiittee's  sur- 
veys and  investigations  staff,  and  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture's  in- 
spector general.  In  the  summer  of  1994, 
the  House  Appropriations  Committee 
investigative  report  on  section  515  and 
section  521  was  released,  under  the  gen- 
tleman's and  Congressman  DURBlN's 
leadership. 

Without  going  into  a  great  deal  of  de- 
tail, after  hearings,  audits,  and  many 


meetings,  the  House  passed  H.R.  3S38, 
the  Housing  and  Community  Develop- 
ment Act  of  1994.  This  effort  developed 
a  list  of  reforms  to  the  section  515  pro- 
gram. The  House  again  passed  a  bill  in 
this  Congress.  H.R.  1691.  the  Home- 
steading  and  Neighborhood  Restoration 
Act.  which  included  similar  provisions 
to  the  reforms  in  H.R.  3838.  Unfortu- 
nately, however,  the  Senate  has  not 
taken  any  action  on  this  issue. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  and 
ranking  minority  member,  Mr.  Durbin. 
are  to  be  commended  for  bringing  these 
problems  to  our  attention.  The  section 
515  program  is  in  need  of  reform. 

However,  according  to  the  1990  cen- 
sus, there  were  still  7.6  million  people 
below  the  poverty  line  in  the  rural 
United  States,  13  percent  of  the  total 
rural  population.  Adding  to  this  prob- 
lem is  the  fact  that  almost  2.7  million 
rural  residents  currently  live  in  sub- 
standard housing  and  1.8  million  live  in 
overcrowded  housing  units.  This  year 
there  are  200,000  applicants  on  the 
waiting  list  for  apartments  in  rural 
areas.  The  section  515  program  is  serv- 
ing a  significant  rural  need,  and  the 
fiscal  year  1997  level  of  funding  is  not 
adequate  to  meet  even  a  fraction  of 
that  need. 

I  might  add  that  most  States,  includ- 
ing New  York,  are  running  the  program 
honestly  and  effectively,  and,  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  agree  with  you  the  Senate 
needs  to  address  this  issue.  It  is  my  in- 
tention to  discuss  the  reform  of  the 
section  515  program  with  Senator 
ALPONSE  D'Amato.  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Banking  Committee.  It  is  my 
hope  that  reasonable  reforms  of  the 
section  515  program  can  be  considered 
in  the  Senate  agriculture  appropria- 
tions bill  or  other  housing  authoriza- 
tion legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  re- 
quest that  if  the  Senate  does  consider 
reforms  of  the  section  515  Rural  Rental 
Housing  Program,  if  the  gentleman 
would  be  willing  to  reopen  the  issue, 
and  provide  funding  for  section  515  new 
construction. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WALSH.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Walsh].  I  appreciate  his  concern  about 
the  funding  of  section  515,  new  con- 
struction. 

The  515  program  has  a  worthy  objec- 
tive. It  is  a  goal  which  all  of  us  share 
in  providing  multifamily  housing  in 
rural  areas. 

Several  years  ago,  when  this  sub- 
committee investigated  this  program, 
we  found  that  some  developers  were 
ripping  off  the  Federal  Government. 
We  proposed  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Financial  Services  some 
significant  reforms  in  this  program. 
The  Committee  on  Banking  and  Finan- 
cial Services  passed  housing  authoriza- 
tion bills  which  adopted  most  of  what 
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we  proposed  on  a  bipartisan  basis.  Then 
a  new  Congress  came  in.  The  same 
thing  occurred  under  the  new  Congress. 
The  Republican-controlled  Banking 
Subcommittee  on  Housing,  which  I  be- 
lieve the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Lazio]  chairs,  passed  reform  legis- 
lation along  the  lines  we  have  sug- 
gested. Again,  as  in  the  previous  Con- 
gress, the  bill  died  in  the  Senate. 

This  subcommittee  is  very  fiTis- 
trated.  We  want  to  fund  this  program. 
We  do  not  want  to  waste  taxpayers' 
dollars.  If  we  can  pass  the  reforms  sug- 
gested in  both  bills,  this  program  will 
be  funded  as  it  should  be.  The  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  is  right.  We 
need  to  meet  our  obligation  here,  but 
to  do  it  in  a  way  that  we  can  do  it  with 
a  straight  face  and  say  we  are  doing 
the  right  thing  by  taxpayers. 

I  am  pleased  that  the  gentleman  in- 
tends to  speak  to  the  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Banking.  The  op- 
portunity to  put  this  program  on  track 
is  in  their  hands,  and  I  would  like  to 
see  the  Senate  act  on  those  reforms. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  WAI.SH]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Walsh 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  WALSH.  Mr.  Chairman,  1 3rield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Seeen]. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I,  too,  ap- 
preciate the  gentleman's  concern  and 
support  the  goal  of  the  section  515  pro- 
gram. 

Unfortunately,  our  lower  allocation 
for  the  entire  appropriations  bill  this 
year  necessitated  a  careful  review  of 
our  funding  priorities.  We  simply  do 
not  have  the  ability  to  fund  programs 
about  which  we  are  uneasy.  While 
many  members  of  our  subcommittee 
support  rural  housing  programs,  sec- 
tion 515  has  been  beset  with  problems, 
as  mentioned  In  the  colloQuies  that 
have  taken  place  before  this  one.  The 
Agency,  through  administrative  ac- 
tions, has  addressed  numerous  weak- 
nesses in  the  program,  however,  statu- 
tory changes  are  necessary  to  further 
rid  the  program  of  fraud  and  abuse. 

The  House  has  acted  twice  on  the  re- 
forms. It  is  now  time  for  the  Senate  to 
act.  Of  course,  we  would  be  willing  to 
consider  the  gentleman's  request  once 
we  have  seen  movement  by  the  Senate 
on  this  particular  program. 

Mr.  WALSH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  pledge 
that  I  will  pursue  this  aggressively 
with  the  Senator  from  New  York  and 
see  if  we  can  get  these  reforms  passed. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

In  addition,  for  administrative  expenses 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  direct  and  guar- 
anteed loan  programs.  $366,205,000.  which 
shall  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the 
appropriation  for  "Rural  Housing  Service, 
Salaries  and  Expenses". 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chaimaan.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  remainder 


of  title  m  through  page  46,  line  10,  be 
considered  as  read,  printed  in  the 
Record  and  open  to  amendment  at  any 
point. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Mexico. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  remainder  of  title  HI  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

RENTAL  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM 

For  rental  assistance  agreements  entered 
into  or  renewed  pursuant  to  the  authority 
under  section  521(a)(2)  or  agreements  entered 
into  in  lieu  of  debt  forgiveness  or  payments 
for  eligible  households  as  authorized  by  sec- 
tion 502(c)(5)(D)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  $493,870,000:  and  in  addition  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary,  as  authorized  by 
section  521(c)  of  the  Act.  to  liquidate  debt  in- 
curred prior  to  fiscal  year  1992  to  carry  out 
the  rental  assistance  program  under  section 
521(a)(2)  of  the  Act:  Provided.  That  of  this 
amount  not  more  than  15,900,000  shall  be 
available  for  debt  forgiveness  or  payments 
for  eligible  households  as  authorized  by  sec- 
tion 502(c)(5)(D)  of  the  Act,  and  not  to  exceed 
$10,000  per  project  for  advances  to  nonprofit 
organizations  or  public  agencies  to  cover  di- 
rect costs  (other  than  purchase  price)  in- 
curred in  purchasing  projects  pursuant  to 
section  502(c)(5)(C)  of  the  Act:  Provided  fur- 
ther. That  agreements  entered  into  or  re- 
newed during  fiscal  year  1997  shall  be  funded 
for  a  five-year  period,  although  the  life  of 
any  such  agreement  may  be  extended  to 
fully  utilize  amounts  obligated. 

MUTUAL  AND  SELF-HELP  HOUSING  GRANTS 

For  grants  and  contracts  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 523(b)(1)(A)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (42 
U.S.C.  1490c),  $26,000,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended  (7  U.S.C.  2209b). 

RURAL  HOUSING  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM 
(INCLUDING  TRANSFERS  OF  FUNDS) 

For  the  cost  of  direct  loans,  loan  guaran- 
tees, agreements,  and  grants,  as  authorized 
by  7  U.S.C.  1926,  42  U.S.C.  1472,  1474,  1479,  1486. 
and  1490(a),  except  for  sections  381E,  381H, 
381N  of  the  Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural  De- 
velopment Act,  $73,190,000,  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended,  for  direct  loans  and  loan 
guarantees  for  community  facilities,  com- 
munity facilities  grant  program,  rural  hous- 
ing for  domestic  farm  labor  grants,  super- 
visory and  technical  assistance  grants,  very 
low-income  housing  repair  grants,  rural  com- 
munity fire  protection  grants,  rural  housing 
preservation  grants,  and  compensation  for 
construction  defects  of  the  Rural  Housing 
Service:  Provided.  That  the  cost  of  direct 
loans  and  loan  guarantees  shall  be  as  defined 
in  section  502  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of  1974,  as  amended:  Provided  further, 
That  the  amounts  appropriated  shall  be 
transferred  to  loan  program  and  grant  ac- 
counts as  determined  by  the  Secretary:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  no  funds  for  new  con- 
struction relating  to  515  rental  housing  may 
be  available  for  fiscal  year  1997:  Provided  fur- 
ther, That  of  the  funds  made  available  in  this 
paragraph  not  more  than  $1,200,000  shall  be 
available  for  the  multi-family  rural  housing 
loan  guarantee  program  as  authorized  by 
section  5  of  Public  Law  104-120:  Provided  fur- 
ther. That  if  such  funds  are  not  obligated  for 
multi-family  rural  housing  loan  guarantees 
by  June  30.  1997.  they  remain  available  for 
other  authorized  purposes  under  this  head; 
Provided  further.  That  of  the  toUl  amount 
appropriated,  not  to  exceed  $1,200,000  shall  be 
available  for  the  cost  of  direct  loans,  loan 


guarantees,  and  grants  to  be  made  available 
for  empowerment  zones  and  enterprise  com- 
munities as  authorized  by  Public  Law  103-66: 
Provided  further.  That  if  such  funds  are  not 
obligrated  for  empowerment  zones  and  enter- 
prise communities  by  June  30,  1997,  they  re- 
main available  for  other  authorized  purposes 
under  this  head. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Rural  Hous- 
ing Service,  including  administering  the  pro- 
grams authorized  by  the  Consolidated  Farm 
and  Rural  Development  Act,  as  amended, 
title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amend- 
ed, and  cooperative  agreements.  $53,889,000: 
Provided.  That  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  emplojmient  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944,  and  not  to  exceed  $520,000  may  be 
used  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 
Rural  Business-Cooperative  Service 

RURAL  development  LOAN  FUND  PROGRAM 

ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDING  TRANSFERS  OF  FUNDS) 

For  the  cost  of  direct  loans,  $18,400,000.  as 
authorized  by  the  Rural  Development  Loan 
Fund  (42  U.S.C.  9812(a)):  Provided,  That  such 
costs,  including  the  cost  of  modifying  such 
loans,  shall  be  as  defined  in  section  502  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974:  Provided 
further.  That  these  funds  are  available  to 
subsidize  gross  obligations  for  the  principal 
amount  of  direct  loans  of  $40,000,000:  Provided 
further.  That  through  June  30,  1997,  of  the 
total  amount  appropriated  $3,345,000  shall  be 
available  for  the  cost  of  direct  loans,  for  em- 
powerment zones  and  enterprise  commu- 
nities, as  authorized  by  title  XUI  of  the  Om- 
nibus Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1993,  to 
subsidize  gross  obligations  for  the  principal 
amount  of  direct  loans,  $7,246,000. 

RURAL  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  LOANS 

PROGRAM  ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDING  TRANSFERS  OF  FUNDS) 

For  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans, 
as  authorized  under  section  313  of  the  Rural 
Electrification  Act,  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
moting rural  economic  development  and  job 
creation  projects,  $12,865,000. 

For  the  cost  of  direct  loans,  including  the 
cost  of  modifying  loans  as  defined  in  section 
502  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974, 
$2,830,000.  In  addition,  for  administrative  ex- 
penses necessary  to  carry  out  the  direct  loan 
program,  $664,000,  which  shall  be  transferred 
to  and  merged  with  the  appropriation  for 
"Salaries  and  Expenses." 

ALTERNATTVE  AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  AND 
COMMERCIALIZATION  REVOLVING  FUND 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
Alternative  Agricultural  Research  and  Com- 
mercialization Act  of  1990  (7  U.S.C.  5901- 
5908).  $6,000,000  is  appropriated  to  the  alter- 
native agricultural  research  and  conuner- 
ciallzation  revolving  fund. 

RURAL  BUSINESS— COOPERATIVE  ASSISTANCE 

PROGRAM 

(INCLUDING  TRANSFERS  OF  FUNDS) 

For  the  cost  of  direct  loans,  loan  guaran- 
tees, and  grants,  as  authorized  by  7  U.S.C. 
1926,  1928,  and  1932.  except  for  381E,  381H, 
381N  of  the  Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural  De- 
velopment Act,  $51,400,000.  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended,  for  direct  loans  and  loan 
guarantees  for  business  and  industry  assist- 
ance, rural  business  grants,  rural  coopera- 
tive development  grants,  and  rural  business 
opportunity  grants  of  the  Rural  Business- 
Cooperative  Service:  Provided.  That  the  cost 
of  direct  loans  and  loan  guarantees  shall  be 
as  defined  in  section  502  of  the  Congressional 
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Budget  Act  of  1974,  as  amended:  Provided  fur- 
ther. That  $500,000  shall  be  available  for 
grants  to  qualified  nonprofit  organizations 
as  authorized  under  section  310B(c)(2)  of  the 
Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural  Development 
Act  (7  U.S.C.  1932):  Provided  further.  That  the 
amounts  appropriated  shall  be  transferred  to 
loan  program  and  grant  accounts  as  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary:  Provided  further. 
That,  of  the  total  amount  appropriated,  not 
to  exceed  $3,000,000  shall  be  available  for  co- 
operative development:  Provided  further. 
That,  of  the  total  amount  appropriated,  not 
to  exceed  $148,000  shall  be  available  for  the 
cost  of  direct  loans,  loan  guarantees,  and 
grants  to  be  made  available  for  business  and 
industry  loans  for  empowerment  zones  and 
enterprise  communities  as  authorized  by 
Public  Law  103-66  and  rural  development 
loans  for  empowerment  zones  and  enterprise 
communities  as  authorized  by  title  Xni  of 
the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of 
1993:  Provided  further,  That  if  such  funds  are 
not  obligated  for  empowerment  zones  and  en- 
terprise communities  by  June  30,  1997,  they 
remain  available  for  other  authorized  pur- 
poses under  this  head. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Rural  Busi- 
ness-Cooperative Service,  including  admin- 
istering the  programs  authorized  by  the  Con- 
solidated Farm  and  Rural  Development  Act, 
as  amended;  section  1323  of  the  Food  Secu- 
rity Act  of  1985:  the  Cooperative  Marketing 
Act  of  1926:  for  activities  relating  to  the 
marketing  aspects  of  cooperatives,  including 
economic  research  findings,  as  authorized  by 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946;  for 
activities  with  institutions  concerning  the 
development  and  operation  of  agricultural 
cooperatives:  and  c<x>perative  agreements; 
$25,680,000:  Provided.  That  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  706(a)  of  the  Or- 
ganic Act  of  1944,  and  not  to  exceed  $260,000 
may  be  used  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C. 
3109. 

Rural  UTmnEs  Service 

RURAL     ELECTRIFICATION     AND     TELEC»MMinJI- 
CATIONS  LOANS  PROGRAM  ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDING  TRANSFERS  OF  FUNDS) 

Insured  loans  pursuant  to  the  authority  of 
section  305  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act 
of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  935),  shall  be 
made  as  follows:  5  percent  rural  electrifica- 
tion loans,  $125,000,000.  5  percent  rural  tele- 
commonicatlons  loans.  $75,000,000;  cost  of 
money  rural  telecommunications  loans, 
$300,000,000;  municipal  rate  rural  electric 
loans,  $525,000,000;  and  loans  made  pursuant 
to  section  306  of  that  Act,  rural  electric, 
$300,000,000,  and  rural  telecommunications, 
$120,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. 

For  the  cost,  as  defined  in  section  502  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974.  includ- 
ing the  cost  of  modifying  loans,  of  direct  and 
guaranteed  loans  authorized  by  the  Rural 
Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  935),  as  follows:  cost  of  direct  loans, 
$4,818,000;  cost  of  municipal  rate  loans, 
$28,245,000;  cost  of  money  rural  telecommuni- 
cations loans.  $60,000;  cost  of  loans  guaran- 
teed pursuant  to  section  306,  $2,790,000:  Pro- 
vided, That  notwithstanding  section  305(d)(2) 
of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  bor- 
rower interest  rates  may  exceed  7  percent 
per  year. 

In  addition,  for  administrative  expenses 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  direct  and  guar- 
anteed loan  programs,  $29,982,000,  which  shall 
be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appro- 
priation for  "Salaries  and  Expenses." 


RURAL  TELEPHONE  BANK  PROGRAM  ACCOUNT 

The  Rural  Telephone  Bank  is  hereby  au- 
thorized to  make  such  expenditures,  within 
the  limits  of  funds  available  to  such  corpora- 
tion in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make  such 
contracts  and  commitments  without  regard 
to  fiscal  year  limitations  as  provided  by  sec- 
tion 104  of  the  Government  Corporation  Con- 
trol Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary  in 
carrying  out  its  authorized  programs  for  the 
current  fiscal  year.  During  fiscal  year  1997 
and  within  the  resources  and  authority 
available,  gross  obligations  for  the  principal 
amount  of  direct  loans  shall  be  $175,000,000. 

For  the  cost,  as  defined  in  section  502  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974,  includ- 
ing the  cost  of  modifying  loans,  of  direct 
loans  authorized  by  the  Rural  Electrification 
Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  935), 
$2,328,000. 

In  addition,  for  administrative  expenses 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  loan  programs. 
$3,500,000. 

DISTANCE  LEARNING  AND  MEDICAL  LINK 
PROGRAM 

For  the  cost  of  direct  loans  and  grants,  as 
authorized  by  7  U.S.C.  950aaa  et  seq..  as 
amended,  $7,500,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  to  be  available  for  loans  and 
grants  for  telemedicine  and  distance  learn- 
ing services  in  rural  areas:  Provided,  That 
the  costs  of  direct  loans  shall  be  as  defined 
in  section  502  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Act  of  1974. 

RURAL  UnLITIES  ASSISTANCE  PR(X;RAM 
(INCLUDING  TRANSFERS  OF  FUNDS) 

For  the  cost  of  direct  loans,  loan  guaran- 
tees, and  grants,  as  authorized  by  7  U.S.C. 
1926.  1928,  and  1932,  except  for  381E,  381H, 
381N  of  the  Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural  De- 
velopment Act.  $496,868,000,  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended,  for  direct  loans  and  loan 
guarantees  and  grants  for  rural  water  and 
waste  disposal,  and  solid  waste  management 
grants  of  the  Rural  Utilities  Service:  Pro- 
vided, That  the  cost  of  direct  loans  and  loan 
guarantees  shall  be  as  defined  in  section  502 
of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974,  as 
amended:  Provided  further.  That  the  amounts 
appropriated  shall  be  transferred  to  loan  pro- 
gram and  grant  accounts  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary:  Provided  further.  That, 
through  June  30,  1997,  of  the  total  amount 
appropriated,  $18,700,000  shall  be  available  for 
the  costs  of  direct  loans,  loan  guarantees, 
and  grants  to  be  made  available  for  em- 
powerment zones  and  enterprise  commu- 
nities, as  authorized  by  Public  Law  103-66: 
Provided  further.  That,  of  the  total  amount 
appropriated,  not  to  exceed  $18,700,000  shall 
be  for  water  and  waste  disposal  systems  to 
benefit  the  Colonias  along  the  United  States/ 
Mexico  border,  Including  grants  pursuant  to 
section  306C  of  the  Consolidated  Farm  and 
Rural  Development  Act,  as  amended:  Pro- 
vided further.  That,  of  the  total  amount  ap- 
propriated, not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  shall  be 
available  for  contracting  with  qualified  na- 
tional organizations  for  a  circuit  rider  pro- 
gram to  provide  technical  assistance  for 
rural  water  systems:  Provided  further.  That 
an  amount  not  less  than  that  available  in 
fiscal  year  1996  be  set  aside  and  made  avail- 
able for  ongoing  technical  assistance  under 
sections  306(a)(14)  (7  U.S.C.  1926)  and  310(BKb) 
of  the  Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural  Develop- 
ment Act  (7  U.S.C.  1932). 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Rural  Utili- 
ties Service,  including  administering  the 
programs  authorized  by  the  Rural  Elec- 
trification Act  of  1936,  as  amended,  and  the 


Consolidated  Farm  and  Rural  Development 
Act,  as  amended,  and  cooperative  agree- 
ments, $33,195,000:  Provided.  That  this  appro- 
priation shall  be  available  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  706(a)  of 
the  Organic  Act  of  1944.  and  not  to  exceed 
$105,000  may  be  used  for  employment  under  5 
U.S.C.  3109. 

The   CHAIRMAN   pro    tempore.    Are 
there  any  amendments? 
If  not,  the  Clerk  will  read. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
TITLE  IV 
DOMESTIC  FOOD  PR(XJRAMS 
Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  for  F(X)d, 

nutrttion  and  consumer  services 
For  necessary  salaries  and  expenses  of  the 
Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  for  Food,  Nu- 
trition and  Consumer  Services  to  administer 
the  laws  enacted  by  the  Congress  for  the 
FcKxl  and  Consumer  Service,  $454,000. 

CHILD  NUTRITION  PROGRAMS 
(INCLUDING  TRANSFERS  OF  FLTfDS) 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1751- 
1769b).  except  section  21,  and  the  Child  Nutri- 
tion Act  of  1966  (42  U.S.C.  1772-1785.  and  1889); 
except  sections  17  and  19;  $8,652,597,000.  to  re- 
main available  through  September  30.  1996. 
of  which  $3,218,844,000  is  hereby  appropriated 
and  $5,433,753,000  shall  be  derived  by  transfer 
from  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the 
Act  of  August  24,  1935  a  U.S.C.  612c);  Pro- 
vided, That  none  of  the  fiinds  made  available 
under  this  heading  shall  be  used  for  studies 
and  evaluations;  Provided  further;  That  up  to 
$4,031,000  shall  be  available  for  independent 
verification  of  school  food  service  claims. 

D  1700 

AMENDMENTS  OFFERED  BT  MR.  VOLKMER 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
amendments,  and  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  they  be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendments  offered  by  Mr.  VOLKMER:. 

On  page  47.  line  4  of  the  bill  after  the  words 
"used  for"  insert  "new"  and  on  page  48,  line 
19  of  the  bill  after  the  words  "used  for"  in- 
sert "new". 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LiNDER).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  Missouri? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
is  for  the  purpose  of  making  it  clear 
that  the  appropriation  on  further  stud- 
ies and  evaluations  by  this  office  over 
USDA  will  only  be  prospective  for  the 
coming  year.  It  does  not  include  any 
evaluation  and  studies  that  are  ongo- 
ing at  the  present  time,  so  that  valid 
studies  like  for  the  electronic  benefit 
trajisfer,  WIC  program,  and  stuff,  that 
will  continue. 

I  have  worked  this  out  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Mexico  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Dllnois.  I  do  not  believe 
there  are  any  objections  to  the  amend- 
ments. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ments. It  was  not  the  intention  of  the 
committee  to  stop  any  ongoing  studies. 
The  Department  currently  has  62  stud- 
ies that  are  at  one  stage  or  another  and 
plans  to  Start  36  new  studies  in  fiscal 
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yeax  1997.  The  committee's  action  was 
intended  to  prevent,  the  start  of  new 
studies  for  1  year  and  ^ve  the  Depart- 
ment time  to  complete  the  62  ongoing 
studies.  I  accept  the  gentleman's  clari- 
fication. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word.  I  have  no  objec- 
tion to  the  amendments  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendments  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
VOLKMER]. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

SPECIAL  SUPPLiMENTAL  NUTRmON  PROGRAM 
FOR  WOMEN.  INFANTS,  AND  CHILDREN  (WIC) 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
special  supplemental  nutrition  program  as 
authorized  by  section  17  of  the  Child  Nutri- 
tion Act  of  19G6  (42  U.S.C.  1786),  ».729.807,000, 
to  remain  available  through  September  30, 
1996:  Provided,  That  none  of  the  funds  made 
available  under  this  heading  may  be  used  to 
begin  more  than  two  studies  and  evalua- 
tions: Provided  fuTther,  That  up  to  $6,750,000 
may  be  used  to  carry  out  the  tanners'  mar- 
ket nutrition  program  from  any  funds  not 
needed  to  maintain  current  caseload  levels: 
Provided  further.  That,  of  the  total  amount  of 
flscal  year  1996  carryover  funds  that  cannot 
be  spent  in  fiscal  year  1997,  any  funds  in  ex- 
cess of  $100,000,000  may  be  transferred  by  the 
Secretary  to  other  programs  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture,  excluding  the  Forest 
Service,  with  prior  notification  to  the  House 
and  Senate  Appropriations  Committees:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  none  of  the  funds  in  this 
Act  shall  be  available  to  pay  administrative 
expenses  of  WIC  clinics  except  those  that 
have  an  announced  policy  of  prohibiting 
smoldng  within  the  space  used  to  carry  out 
the  program:  Provided  further.  That  none  of 
the  funds  provided  in  this  account  shall  be 
available  for  the  purchase  of  Infant  formula 
except  in  accordance  with  the  cost  contain- 
ment and  competitive  bidding  requirements 
specified  in  section  17  of  the  Child  Nutrition 
Act  of  1966  (42  U.S.C.  1786). 

FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
Food  Stamp  Act  (7  U.S.C.  2011-2029), 
$27,615,029,000:  Provided.  That  funds  provided 
herein  shall  remain  available  through  Sep- 
tember 30,  1997,  in  accordance  with  section 
18(a)  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act:  Provided  further. 
That  $100,000,000  of  the  foregoing  amount 
shall  be  placed  in  reserve  for  use  only  in  such 
amounts  and  at  such  times  as  may  become 
necessary  to  carry  out  program  operations: 
Provided  further.  That  none  of  the  funds  made 
available  under  this  heading  shall  be  used  for 
studies  and  evaluations:  Provided  further. 
That  funds  provided  herein  shall  be  expended 
in  accordance  with  section  16  of  the  Food 
Stamp  Act:  Provided  further.  That  this  appro- 
priation shall  be  subject  to  any  work  reg- 
istration or  workfare  requirements  as  may 
be  required  by  law:  Provided  further.  That 
$1,174,000,000  of  the  foregoing  amount  shall 
be  available  for  nutrition  assistance  for 
Puerto  Rico  as  authorized  by  7  U.S.C.  2028. 

COMMODmr  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
commodity  supplemental  food  program  as 
authorized  by  section  4(a)  of  the  Agriculture 
and  Consumer  Protection  Act  of  1973  (7 
U.S.C.  612c  (note)),  the  Emergency  Food  As- 


sistance Act  of  1983,  as  amended,  and  section 
110  of  the  Hunger  Prevention  Act  of  1988, 
$166,000,000,  to  remain  available  through  Sep- 
tember 30.  1998:  Provided.  That  none  of  these 
funds  shall  be  available  to  reimburse  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  commod- 
ities donated  to  the  program. 

FOOD  DONATIONS  PROGRAMS  FOR  SELECTED 
GROUPS 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  sec- 
tion 4(a)  of  the  Agriculture  and  Consumer 
Protection  Act  of  1973  (7  U.S.C.  612c  (note)), 
section  4(b)  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  (7  U.S.C. 
2013(b)),  and  section  311  of  the  Older  Ameri- 
cans Act  of  1965,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  3030a), 
$205,000,000,  to  remain  available  through  Sep- 
tember 30, 1998. 

FOOD  PROGRAM  ADMINISTRATION 

For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of 
the  domestic  food  programs  funded  under 
this  Act,  $104,487,000.  of  which  $5,000,000  shall 
be  available  only  for  simplifying  procedures, 
reducing  overhead  costs,  tightening  regula- 
tions, improving  food  stamp  coupon  han- 
dling, and  assistance  in  the  prevention,  iden- 
tification, and  prosecution  of  fraud  and  other 
violations  of  law:  Provided.  That  this  appro- 
priation shall  be  available  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C. 
2225).  and  not  to  exceed  $150,000  shall  be 
available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C. 
3109. 

TITLE  V 

FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  AND  RELATED 

PROGRAMS 

Foreign  agricultural  Service  and 

General  Sales  Manager 

(including  transfers  of  funds) 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Foreign  Ag- 
ricultural Service,  including  carrying  out 
title  VI  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1761-1768),  market  develop- 
ment activities  abroad,  and  for  enabling  the 
Secretary  to  coordinate  and  integrate  activi- 
ties of  the  Department  in  connection  with 
foreign  agricultural  work,  including  not  to 
exceed  $128,000  for  representation  allowances 
and  for  expenses  pursuant  to  section  8  of  the 
Act  approved  August  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C.  1766), 
$128,005,000,  of  which  $2,792,000  may  be  trans- 
ferred from  the  Export  Loan  Program  ac- 
count in  this  Act,  and  $1,005,000  may  be 
transferred  from  the  Public  Law  480  program 
account  in  this  Act:  Provided,  That  the  Serv- 
ice may  utilize  advances  of  funds,  or  reim- 
burse this  appropriation  for  expenditures 
made  on  behalf  of  Federal  agencies,  public 
and  private  organizations  and  institutions 
under  agreements  executed  pursuant  to  the 
agricultural  food  production  assistance  pro- 
grams (7  U.S.C.  1736)  and  the  foreign  assist- 
ance programs  of  the  International  Develop- 
ment Cooperation  Administration  (22  U.S.C. 
2392):  Provided  further.  That  funds  provided 
for  foreign  market  development  to  trade  as- 
sociations, cooperatives  and  small  businesses 
shall  be  allocated  only  after  a  competitive 
bidding  process  to  target  funds  to  those  enti- 
ties most  likely  to  generate  additional  U.S. 
exports  as  a  result  of  the  expenditure. 

None  of  the  funds  in  the  foregoing  para- 
graph shall  be  available  to  promote  the  sale 
or  export  of  tobacco  or  tobacco  products. 

PUBUC  LAW  480  PROGRAM  AND  GRANT  ACCOUNTS 
(INCLUDING  TRANSFERS  OF  FUNDS) 

For  expenses  during  the  current  fiscal 
year,  not  otherwise  recoverable,  and  unre- 
covered  prior  years'  costs,  including  interest 
thereon,  under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Devel- 
opment   and    Assistance    Act    of    1954.    as 


amended  (7  U.S.C.  1691,  1701-1715,  1721-1726, 
1727-1727f,  1731-1736g),  as  follows:  (1) 
$216,400,000  for  Public  Law  480  title  I  credit, 
including  Food  for  Progress  programs;  (2) 
$13,905,000  is  hereby  appropriated  for  ocean 
freight  differential  costs  for  the  shipment  of 
agricultural  commodities  pursuant  to  title  I 
of  said  Act  and  the  Food  for  Progress  Act  of 
1985,  as  amended;  (3)  $837,000,000  is  hereby  ap- 
propriated for  commodities  supplied  in  con- 
nection with  dispositions  abroad  pursuant  to 
tiUe  n  of  said  Act;  and  (4)  $29,500,000  is  here- 
by appropriated  for  commodities  supplied  in 
connection  with  dispositions  abroad  pursu- 
ant to  title  in  of  said  Act:  Provided.  That  not 
to  exceed  15  percent  of  the  funds  made  avail- 
able to  carry  out  any  title  of  said  Act  may 
be  used  to  carry  out  any  other  title  of  said 
Act:  Provided  further.  That  such  sums  shall 
remain  available  until  expended  (7  U.S.C. 
2209b). 

For  the  cost,  as  defined  in  section  502  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974,  of  di- 
rect credit  agreements  as  authorized  by  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assist- 
ance Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  and  the  Food 
for  Progress  Act  of  1985,  as  amended,  includ- 
ing the  cost  of  modifying  credit  agreements 
under  said  Act,  $177,000,000. 

In  addition,  for  administrative  expenses  to 
carry  out  the  I>ublic  Law  480  title  I  credit 
program,  and  the  Food  for  Progress  Act  of 
1985,  as  amended,  to  the  extent  funds  appro- 
priated for  Public  Law  480  are  utilized. 
$1,750,000. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  GOSS 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  No.  4  ofi'ered  by  Mr.  (3oss: 
Page  51.  line  23.  strike  "1727-1727f.". 

Page  52.  line  4.  Insert  "and"  before  "(3)". 

Page  52.  line  7.  strike  ";  and  (4)"  and  all 
that  follows  through  "Act"  on  line  9. 

Page  52,  line  11,  insert  "such"  before 
"title". 

Page  52,  line  12,  insert  "such"  before 
"title". 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  goes  to  title  m  of  Public 
Law  480.  We  have  taken  a  close  look  at 
Public  Law  480.  There  are  some  pluses 
and  minuses  to  it.  The  pluses  that  we 
have  talked  about  in  the  past  are  the 
business  for  American  flag  shipping, 
the  compassion  and  humanitarian  re- 
lief that  so  many  are  concerned  about 
and  the  champion,  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Hall],  spoke  so  eloquently 
about  it  yesterday  in  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee and  an  area  which  I  have  a 
great  deal  of  sjnmpathy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  was 
to  go  to  title  m  which  is  basically  the 
grants  proposition  in  Public  Law  40.  It 
does  not  touch  the  humanitarian  pro- 
grams in  title  n  or  some  of  the  other 
programs  that  I  think  serve  a  very 
good  purpose  in  title  I  that  basically 
come  under  the  loans  programs. 

The  question  here  is  not  an  awful  lot 
of  money  but  the  question  here  is  a 
prograun  that  is  not  working  very  well 
that  does  have  negative  consequences 
and  the  money  could  be  better  spent 
elsewhere.  I  have  conferred  with  Chair- 
man Livingston  if  in  fact  this  $29  mil- 
lion would  not  do  better  in  title  I  or 
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title  n  than  title  m  and  I  think  Chair- 
man Livingston  is  going  to  speak  on 
that  in  a  moment. 

So  my  view  is  to  zero  out  title  m  amd 
to  leave  to  the  wisdom  of  others,  who  I 
think,  as  I  say,  are  going  to  speak  on 
this,  that  529.5  million  to  get  it  more 
on  target. 

What  are  my  reasonings  on  this?  We 
have  now  got  some  reports  that  we 
have  been  taking  an  increasing  look  at 
that  are  talking  about  the  problems  of 
waste,  fraud,  and  abuse  in  Public  Law 
480.  This  does  not  get  to  all  of  those. 
But  what  it  does  get  to  is  that  those 
countries  where  we  are  distorting  the 
market  by  creating  a  surplus  of  food 
coming  from  us  where  the  people  who 
should  be  in  the  position  of  creating,  a 
lifting  up  by  their  own  bootstraps  to 
feed  themselves  are  being  unfairly 
competed  with  by  local  UST  foods 
under  title  m.  Consequently  we  get  a 
negative  effect.  We  are  not  helping  peo- 
ple create  their  own  development  in 
their  own  country.  We  are  creating  a 
counterincentive  for  them  to  have 
their  hand  out  and  become  dependents 
on  welfare  of  the  American  taxpayers. 
That  is  not  what  we  want  to  do. 

We  want  to  encourage  development 
in  these  programs;  we  want  the  United 
States  to  be  compassionate;  we  want 
people  to  be  fed  who  are  in  true  need 
and  in  true  hunger  and  we  can  do  that 
through  titles  I  and  U.  This  simple 
amendment  takes  the  S29.5  million  out 
of  title  m  and  makes  it  available  for 
reallocation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  jrield  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Livingston],  the  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  I  thank  my  friend 
trom  Florida  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  while  I  take  no  posi- 
tion on  his  amendment,  I  would  say  to 
our  colleagues  that  if  his  amendment 
succeeds,  it  would  be  my  intention  to 
take  the  full  amount  that  has  been  de- 
leted from  title  m  and  move  it  into 
title  I  so  that  we  would  in  fact  have  no 
change  in  the  overall  si)ending  for  food 
aid  under  the  bill. 

One  may  make  the  case  that  title  I  is 
better  administered  than  title  m,  and 
if  that  is  the  case,  then  the  money  will 
be  better  spent  in  that  fashion.  I  com- 
mend the  gentleman  for  his  diligence 
in  trjring  to  make  sure  that  the  Amer- 
ican taxpayers'  dollars  are  well  spent. 
As  I  say,  while  I  do  not  necessarily  sup- 
port the  amendment,  I  do  intend  to 
move  the  money  to  title  I  in  the  event 
that  he  is  successful. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaiming 
my  time,  I  have  nothing  further  to  add 
to  this.  I  think  it  is  a  very  straight- 
forward explanation.  I  would  be  very 
happy  to  respond  to  any  questions  from 
those  in  opposition. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  stand  in  opposition 
to  this  amendment.  Keep  in  mind  that 


we  have  reduced  the  amount  of  money 
under  title  m.  Public  Law  480,  from  $50 
million  to  $29  million.  I  am  almost 
speechless,  and  that  is  something  for  a 
politician,  when  I  consider  that  we  are 
now  trying  to  take  away  $29  million 
spent  by  the  United  States  of  America 
in  the  poorest  countries  of  the  world, 
literally  the  poorest  of  the  poor.  The 
money  is  given  to  professional  private 
voluntary  organizations  which  use  the 
food  to  convert  into  cash  to  put  into 
programs  to  feed  the  poorest  people  in 
the  world  literally. 

In  order  for  a  country  to  qualify  for 
this  $29  million,  I  say  to  my  friend 
from  Florida,  there  is  a  requirement 
under  the  law  that  the  amraal  income 
has  to  be  less  than  $742  a  year.  We  are 
talking  about  people,  and  I  have  visited 
people  in  Bangladesh,  which  has  to  be  a 
basket  case  among  this  family  of  na- 
tions that  we  live  in  for  disastrous  con- 
sequences from  cyclones  and  hurri- 
canes to  flooding  and  drought. 

This  money  is  given  to  local  organi- 
zations through  the  conversion  of  grain 
into  cash  and  then  given  back  to  the 
people  to  feed  their  babies,  to  feed 
their  infants,  to  make  certain  that  we 
do  not  see  the  horror  on  the  television 
of  people  starving  to  death.  That  is 
what  title  m  is  all  about. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  grain  companies 
are  not  going  to  notice  $29  million 
more  in  title  I,  but  we  are  going  to  no- 
tice it  when  they  visit  countries  like 
Bangladesh,  Bolivia,  Honduras,  Sri 
Lanka,  and  Ethiopia  where  the  poorest 
of  the  poor  rely  on  this  program.  A  na- 
tion as  rich  as  the  United  States,  as 
compassionate  as  the  United  States, 
can  surely  spare  $29  million  out  of  a 
$1.5  trillion  budget  for  the  poorest  of 
the  poor  around  the  world. 

I  guarantee  my  colleague  from  Flor- 
ida that  if  his  amendment  goes  through 
and  we  see  the  kind  of  famine  and  dis- 
aster we  have  seen  in  nations,  there 
will  be  an  outpouring  not  only  from 
private  citizens  but  from  this  Govern- 
ment to  come  to  their  aid.  Please  do 
not  cut  off  this  basic  program  which 
provides  food.  This  is  not  a  boondoggle. 

The  gentleman  says  it  is  used  to  dis- 
tort the  market  mechanism.  The  mar- 
ket mechanism  in  Bangladesh?  Has  the 
gentleman  been  there?  Has  he  seen 
their  market  mechanism?  It  is  not  a 
question  of  driving  to  the  supermarket. 
It  is  a  question  of  whether  the  baby  has 
milk,  whether  or  not  there  are  basic 
foodstuffs  to  feed  children. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DURBIN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  pur- 
pose of  my  amendment  is  not  to  take 
away  food  from  those  who  are  truly 
needy  or  in  any  way  to  diminish  the 
Americaui  contribution  for  true  com- 
passionate service  needs.  My  aim  is  to 
try  and  get  more  mileage  out  of  our 
dollar.  That  is  why  Chairman  Living- 


ston has  made  the  statement  that  he 
has.  The  parts  of  this  program  that  are 
doing  the  very  thing  that  the  gen- 
tleman is  speaking  about,  and  speaking 
so  eloquently  about,  are  title  I  and 
title  n.  Title  m  is  where  the  abuse  has 
been.  It  is  the  mechanism  I  am  after. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Let  me  reclaim  my 
time.  I  think  the  gentleman  has  made 
his  ix>int.  I  think  the  gentleman  needs 
to  take  the  time  to  read  what  is  done 
with  the  title  HI  money.  The  gen- 
tleman will  understand  that  when  you 
spread  $29  million  over  the  poorest 
countries  in  the  world,  you  literally 
give  a  tiny  helping  hand. 

Let  me  give  an  example.  In  Hon- 
duras, the  title  m  money  is  being  used 
for  purposes  such  as  providing  food  to 
1.3  nullion  children  and  nursing  moth- 
ers. In  Sri  Lanka  they  have  developed 
a  Food  Stamp  Program  for  the  poorest 
of  the  poor  who  live  in  rural  areas:  in 
Bangladesh,  establishing  a  strategic 
food  reserve  so  that  farmers  can  basi- 
c;ally  have  food  when  they  go  through 
these  droughts  and  lose  everything. 

I  would  say  to  the  gentleman,  if  we 
need  to  find  $29  million  more  for  title  I, 
I  will  work  overtime  to  find  it.  Please 
do  not  take  it  out  of  title  m.  We  have 
cut  this  program  dramatically.  It  is  a 
program  that  truly  is  a  compassionate 
program.  I  have  been  there.  I  have  seen 
it.  The  gentleman  just  does  not  under- 
stand the  gravity  of  this  program  and 
its  importance  to  some  of  the  poorest 
people  in  the  world. 

I  urge  my  colleagues,  do  not  do  this 
in  the  name  of  false  economy.  If  we 
have  a  &mine  and  a  disaster,  we  will 
respond  with  much  more  ^>laTl  j29  mil- 
lion. Please  defeat  this  amendment. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Goss]. 

Mr.  GOSS.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  again  I  think  we  are 
going  at  cross  purposes  here  and  I  real- 
ize that  I  have  hit  a  chord  of  real  com- 
passion which  has  made  the  gentleman 
be,  I  think,  very  concerned  but  totally 
unnecessarily  so.  We  have  a  commit- 
ment from  the  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  that  pro- 
grams that  are  passing  muster,  which 
are  titles  I  and  n,  much  better  in  get- 
ting right  to  the  compassion  need  are 
the  appropriate  place  for  this  money  to 
go. 

WTiat  brought  my  attention  to  this 
particular  title  problem  was  a  problem 
that  happened  in  Somalia  where  the 
war  lords  were  abusing  this  title,  I  am 
told,  and  requiring  people  to  come  into 
the  city,  for  political  reasons,  in  order 
to  get  this  food.  This  was  using  this 
sort  of  as  a  political  chip  to  coerce  peo- 
ple, who  are  in  dire  straits,  as  we  all 
know,  which  helped  escalate  to  another 
serious  problem  that  regrettably  we 
saw  another  tragedy  involving  Amer- 
ican servicemen  on.  We  go  to  the  IG's 
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reports  at  USAID  on  this  matter  and 
start  looking  at  the  fraud,  waste,  and 
abuse.  I  have  no  problem  in  sharing 
America's  wonderfully  blessed  abun- 
dant resources  with  those  truly  in 
need,  subject,  of  course,  to  rational  and 
prudent  constraints  of  our  own  domes- 
tic needs  in  this  country.  I  am  only 
suggesting  that  if  we  have  mechanisms 
that  are  not  performing  well  and  we 
find  ourselves  being  taken  advantage 
of,  we  see  abuse  to  our  largesse  being 
mauie,  we  see  our  compassion  being 
misdirected,  we  see  ourselves  being 
taken  advantage  of,  played  the  fool, 
made  a  sucker  of  because  of  our  legiti- 
mate compassionate  feelings,  it  seems 
to  me  that  we  ought  to  correct  the 
mechanism.  That  is  all  I  am  trying  to 
accomplish  here.  If  we  have  got  some- 
thing that  does  not  work,  we  need  to 
admit  it  rather  than  just  saying,  "Oh, 
gosh,  somebody  may  starve." 

D  1715 

The  answer  is,  oh,  gosh,  we  may  be 
able  to  save  more  people  if  we  get  rid  of 
a  mechanism  that  is  faulty  and  put  the 
money  in  something  that  works.  That 
is  all  I  am  trying  to  say. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

I  would  like  to  say  to  my  friend  from 
Florida,  I  think  we  share  the  same 
goal.  I  do  not  want  to  see  a  single 
penny  wasted.  I  do  not  want  to  see  a 
single  taxpayer's  dollar  misused  for  po- 
litical purposes  or  otherwise.  But  does 
the  gentleman  realize  in  titles  I  and  n 
we  have  over  SI  billion  being  spent  by 
this  country? 

The  gentleman  is  talking  about  tak- 
ing $29  million  out  of  title  in  because 
he  is  upset  with  one  or  two  allocations 
around  the  world.  I  would  say  to  the 
gentleman,  I  have  a  list  here  in  my 
hand  of  five  allocations  which  he 
should  applaud,  where  this  title  m 
money  is  being  used  to  literally  feed 
starving  people. 

Please,  do  not  kill  the  whole  program 
in  countries  like  Ethiopia,  Sri  Lanka, 
Honduras,  Bolivia,  and  Bangladesh,  be- 
cause you  have  some  objection  to  what 
happened  in  Somalia. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield  further,  I  guess  I 
would  finish  this  by  sasring  that  hu- 
manitarian an  emergency  feeding  pro- 
grams, which  are  the  type  the  gen- 
tleman are  talking  about,  that  come 
under  title  U,  are  going  to  remain  not 
only  fully  ftmded,  but  probably  en- 
hanced under  this  amendment.  We  are 
going  to  get  more  money  where  the 
need  is  doing  it  this  way  than  we  are 
by  just  maintaining  the  status  quo  of  a 
program  that  has  already  been  cut.  be- 
cause, frankly,  it  is  not  doing  the  job  it 
should  be  doing,  and,  frankly,  it  has 
got  some  problems.  The  people,  prop- 
erly   the    gentleman    from   Louisiana 


[Mr.  Livingston]  and  his  people,  have 
seen  there  is  trouble  there.  Con- 
sequently, they  have  cut  some  money. 

I  merely  suggested  we  got  a  good 
first  step,  why  not  take  the  rest  of  the 
stem  and  get  rid  of  title  m,  and  do  it 
right  through  titles  I  and  n  and  get  the 
job  done  well.  I  think  the  consequence 
is  we  end  up  taking  care  of  more  seri- 
ous needs  than  not.  My  motive  is  none 
other  than  that. 

What  struck  the  chord  yesterday  was 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hall] 
trying  in  the  Committee  on  Rules  to 
find  a  way  to  get  the  Committee  on 
Rules  to  grant  an  exception  for  a  waiv- 
er that  would  basically  get  more 
money  into  title  n.  We  could  not  do  it 
on  the  Committee  on  Rules,  so  I 
thought  this  would  be  a  fair  way  to  try 
and  accommodate  the  desires  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hall]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  GSOSS]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  this  paragraph? 

If  not,  the  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

coMMODmr  CREDrr  corporation  export 

LOANS  program  ACCOUNT 
(INCLUDING  TRANSFERS  OF  FUNDS) 

For  administrative  expenses  to  carry  out 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation's  export 
guarantee  program,  GSM  102  and  GSM  103. 
S3.381.000:  to  cover  common  overhead  ex- 
penses as  permitted  by  section  11  of  the  Com- 
modity Credit  Corporation  Charter  Act  and 
in  conformity  with  the  Federal  Credit  Re- 
form Act  of  1990,  of  which  not  to  exceed 
S2.792.0OO  may  be  transferred  to  and  merged 
with  the  appropriation  for  the  salaries  and 
expenses  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Serv- 
ice, and  of  which  not  to  exceed  $589,000  may 
be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appro- 
priation for  the  salaries  and  expenses  of  the 
Farm  Service  Agency. 

export  CREDrr 
The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall 
make  available  not  less  than  $5,500,000,000  in 
credit  gruarantees   under   its  export  credit 
guarantee  program  extended  to  finance  the 
export  sales  of  United  States  agricultural 
commodities  and  the  products  thereof,  as  au- 
thorized by  section  202  (a)  and  (b)  of  the  Ag- 
ricultural Trade  Act  of  1978  (7  U.S.C.  5641). 
TITLE  VI 
RELATED  AGENCIES  AND  FOOD  AND 
DRUG  ADMINISTRATION 
DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  AND  HUMAN 
SERVICES 
Food  and  Drug  adkonistration 
salaries  and  expenses 
For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration,  including  hire  and  pur- 
chase of  passenger  motor  vehicles:  for  rental 
of  special  purpose  space  in  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia or  elsewhere:  and  for  miscellaneous 
and  emergency  expenses  of  enforcement  ac- 
tivities, authorized  and  approved  by  the  Sec- 
retary and  to  be  accounted  for  solely  on  the 
Secretary's  certificate,  not  to  exceed  S25.000; 
S907.499.000.  of  which  not  to  exceed  S87.528,000 
In  fees  pursuant  to  section  736  of  the  Federal 
Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  may  be  cred- 
ited to  this  appropriation  and  remain  avail- 
able until  expended:  Provided,  That  fees  de- 


rived from  applications  received  during  fis- 
cal year  1997  shall  be  subject  to  the  fiscal 
year  1997  limitation:  Provided  further.  That 
none  of  these  funds  shall  be  used  to  develop, 
establish,  or  operate  any  program  of  user 
fees  authorized  by  31  U.S.C.  9701. 

In  addition,  fees  pursuant  to  section  354  of 
the  Public  Health  Service  Act  may  be  cred- 
ited to  this  account,  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

In  addition,  fees  pursuant  to  section  801  of 
the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act 
may  be  credited  to  this  account,  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or  made 
available  to  the  Federal  Food  and  Drug  Ad- 
ministration shall  be  used  to  implement  any 
rule  finalizing  the  August  25,  1995  proposed 
rule  entitled  "The  Prescription  Drug  Prod- 
uct Labeling;  Medication  Guide  Require- 
ments," except  as  to  any  specific  drug  or  bio- 
logical product  where  the  FDA  determines 
that  without  approved  patient  information 
there  would  be  a  serious  and  significant  pub- 
lic health  risk. 

Section  3  of  the  Saccharin  Study  and  La- 
beling Act  (21  U.S.C  348  nt.)  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "May  1,  1997"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "May  1.  2002". 

BUILDINGS  AND  FACILmES 

For  plans,  construction,  repair,  improve- 
ment, extension,  alteration,  and  purchase  of 
fixed  equipment  or  facilities  of  or  used  by 
the  Food  and  Drug  Administration,  where 
not  otherwise  provided,  $21,350,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended  (7  U.S.C.  2209b). 

RENTAL  PAYMENTS  (FDA) 
(INCLin>ING  TRANSFERS  OF  FUNDS) 

For  payment  of  space  rental  and  related 
costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  92-313  for  pro- 
grams and  activities  of  the  Food  and  Drug 
Administration  which  are  included  in  this 
Act,  $46,294,000:  Provided,  That  in  the  event 
the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  should  re- 
quire modification  of  space  needs,  a  share  of 
the  salaries  and  expenses  appropriation  may 
be  transferred  to  this  appropriation,  or  a 
share  of  this  appropriation  may  be  trans- 
ferred to  the  salaries  and  expenses  appropria- 
tion, but  such  transfers  shall  not  exceed  5 
percent  of  the  funds  made  available  for  rent- 
al payments  (FDA)  to  or  from  this  account. 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  TREASURY 
FINANCIAL  Management  Service 

PAYMENTS  TO  THE  FARM  CREDrP  SYSTEM 
FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE  CORPORATION 

For  necessary  payments  to  the  Farm  Cred- 
it System  Financial  Assistance  Corporation 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  as  author- 
ized by  section  6.28(c)  of  the  Farm  Credit  Act 
of  1971,  as  amended,  for  reimbursement  of  in- 
terest expenses  incurred  by  the  Financial  As- 
sistance Corporation  on  obligations  issued 
through  1994,  as  authorized  $10,290,000. 
INDEPENDENT  AGENCIES 

COMMODITY  FumjRES  TRADING  COMMISSION 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act, 
as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1  et  seq.),  including  the 
purchase  and  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehi- 
cles: the  rental  of  space  (to  include  multiple 
year  leases)  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and 
elsewhere:  and  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  em- 
plojnnent  under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  $55,101,000,  in- 
cluding not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  official  recep- 
tion and  representation  expenses;  Provided, 
That  the  Commission  is  authorized  to  charge 
reasonable  fees  to  attendees  of  Commission 
sponsored  educational  events  and  symposia 
to  cover  the  Commission's  costs  of  providing 
those  events  and  symposia,  and  notwith- 
standing 31  U.S.C.  3302.  said  fees  shall  be 
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credited   to   this  account,   to   be   available 
without  further  appropriation. 

Farm  Credtt  administration 

LIMITATION  on  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Not  to  exceed  $37,478,000  (fi-om  assessments 
collected  from  farm  credit  institutions  and 
from  the  Federal  Agricultural  Mortgage  Cor- 
poration) shall  be  obligated  during  the  cur- 
rent fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses 
as  authorized  under  12  U.S.C.  2249. 

TITLE  Vn— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  701.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed 
by  law.  appropriations  and  authorizations 
made  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for 
the  fiscal  year  1997  under  this  Act  shall  be 
available  for  the  purchase,  in  addition  to 
those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  ex- 
ceed 667  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of  which 
643  shall  be  for  replacement  only,  and  for  the 
hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  702.  Funds  in  this  Act  available  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  shall  be  available 
for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor  as  au- 
thorized by  law  (5  U.S.C.  5901-5902). 

SEC.  703.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  ap- 
propriations of  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture in  this  Act  for  research  and  service 
work  authorized  by  the  Acts  of  August  14, 
1946,  and  July  28,  1954  (7  U.S.C.  427,  1621-1629). 
and  by  chapter  63  of  title  31,  United  States 
Code,  shall  be  available  for  contracting  in 
accordance  with  said  Acts  and  chapter. 

Sec.  704.  The  cumulative  total  of  transfers 
to  the  Working  Capital  Fund  for  the  purpose 
of  accumulating  growth  capital  for  data 
services  and  National  Finance  Center  oper- 
ations shall  not  exceed  $2,000,000:  Provided. 
That  no  funds  in  this  Act  approi»lated  to  an 
agency  of  the  Department  shall  be  trans- 
ferred to  the  Working  Capital  Fund  without 
the  approval  of  the  ag-ency  administrator. 

Sec.  705.  New  obligational  authority  pro- 
vided for  the  following  appropriation  items 
in  this  Act  shall  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended (7  U.S.C.  2209b):  Animal  and  Plant 
Health  Inspection  Service,  the  contingency 
fund  to  meet  emergency  conditions,  Iruit  fly 
program,  and  integrated  systems  acquisition 
project;  Farm  Service  Agency,  salaries  and 
expenses  funds  made  available  to  county 
committees:  and  Foreign  Agricultural  Serv- 
ice, middle-income  country  training  pro- 
gram. 

New  obligational  authority  for  the  boll 
weevil  program:  up  to  10  percent  of  the 
screwworm  program  of  the  Animal  and  Plant 
Health  Inspection  Service:  Food  Safety  and 
Inspection  Service,  field  automation  and  in- 
formation management  project;  funds  appro- 
priated for  rental  payments:  funds  for  the 
Native  American  institutions  endowment 
fund  in  the  Cooperative  State  Research.  Edu- 
cation, and  Extension  Service,  and  funds  for 
the  competitive  research  grants  (7  U.S.C. 
4S0i(b)),  shall  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. 

Sec.  706.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  con- 
tained in  this  Act  shall  remain  available  for 
obligation  beyond  the  current  fiscal  year  un- 
less expressly  so  provided  herein. 

Sec.  707.  Not  to  exceed  $50,000  of  the  appro- 
priations available  to  the  Department  of  Ag- 
riculture in  this  Act  shall  be  available  to 
provide  appropriate  orientation  and  lan- 
guage training  pursuant  to  Public  Law  94- 
449. 

Sec.  708.  No  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 
may  be  used  to  pay  negotiateu  indirect  cost 
rates  on  cooperative  agreements  or  similar 
arrangements  between  the  United  States  De- 
partment of  Agriculture  and  nonprofit  insti- 
tutions in  excess  of  10  percent  of  the  total  di- 
rect cost  of  the  agreement  when  the  purpose 


of  such  cooperative  arrangements  is  to  carry 
out  programs  of  mutual  interest  between  the 
two  parties.  This  does  not  preclude  appro- 
priate payment  of  indirect  costs  on  grants 
and  contracts  with  such  institutions  when 
such  indirect  costs  are  computed  on  a  simi- 
lar basis  for  all  agencies  for  which  appropria- 
tions are  provided  in  this  Act. 

Sec.  709.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  Act,  commodities  acquired  by 
the  Department  in  connection  with  Commod- 
ity Oedit  Corporation  and  section  32  price 
support  operations  may  be  used,  as  author- 
ized by  law  (15  U.S.C.  714c  and  7  U.S.C.  612c). 
to  provide  commodities  to  individuals  in 
cases  of  hardship  as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture. 

Sec.  710.  None  of  the  funds  in  this  Act  shall 
be  available  to  reimburse  the  General  Serv- 
ices AdministratiOD  for  payment  of  space 
rental  and  related  costs  in  excess  of  the 
amounts  specified  in  this  Act:  nor  shall  this 
or  any  other  provision  of  law  require  a  re- 
duction in  the  level  of  rental  space  or  serv- 
ices below  that  of  fiscal  year  1996  or  prohibit 
an  expansion  of  rental  space  or  services  with 
the  use  of  funds  otherwise  appropriated  in 
this  Act.  Further,  no  agency  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture,  from  funds  otherwise 
available,  shall  reimburse  the  General  Serv- 
ices Administration  for  payment  of  space 
rental  and  related  costs  provided  to  such 
agency  at  a  percentage  rate  which  is  greater 
than  is  available  in  the  case  of  funds  appro- 
priated in  this  Act. 

Sec.  711.  None  of  the  funds  in  this  Act  shall 
be  available  to  restrict  the  authority  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  lease 
space  for  its  own  use  or  to  lease  space  on  be- 
half of  other  agencies  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  when  such  space  will  be  jointly 
occupied. 

Sec.  712.  With  the  exception  of  grants 
awarded  under  the  Small  Business  Innova- 
tion Development  Act  of  1962.  Public  Law  97- 
219,  as  amended  (15  U.S.C.  638).  none  of  the 
funds  in  this  Act  shall  be  available  to  pay  in- 
direct costs  on  research  grants  awarded  com- 
petitively by  the  Cooperative  State  Re- 
search, Education,  and  Extension  Service 
that  exceed  14  percent  of  total  Federal  funds 
provided  under  each  award. 

Sec.  713.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sions of  this  Act.  all  loan  levels  provided  in 
this  Act  shall  be  considered  estimates,  not 
limitations. 

Sec.  714.  Appropriations  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  for  the  cost  of  direct  and 
guaranteed  loans  made  available  in  fiscal 
year  1997  shall  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended to  cover  obligations  made  in  fiscal 
year  1997  for  the  following  accounts:  the 
rural  development  loan  fund  program  ac- 
count: the  Rural  Telephone  Bank  program 
account:  the  rural  electrification  and  tele- 
communications loans  program  account:  and 
the  rural  economic  development  loans  pro- 
gram account. 

Sec.  715.  Such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
for  fiscal  year  1997  pay  raises  for  programs 
funded  by  this  Act  shall  be  absorbed  within 
the  levels  appropriated  in  this  Act. 

Sec.  716.  (a)  Compliance  Wnu  Buy  Amer- 
ican ACT. — None  of  the  funds  made  available 
in  this  Act  may  be  exjiended  by  an  entity  un- 
less the  entity  agrees  that  in  expending  the 
funds  the  entity  will  comply  with  sections  2 
through  4  of  the  Act  of  March  3.  1933  (41 
U.S.C.  lOa-lOc:  popularly  known  as  the  "Buy 
American  Act"). 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress;  Reqliremen't  Re- 
garding NOTICE.— 

(1)  Purchase  of  american-made  equipment 
AND  products.— In  the  case  of  any  equipment 


or  product  that  may  be  authorized  to  be  par- 
chased  with  financial  assistance  provided 
using  funds  made  available  in  this  Act,  it  is 
the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  entities  re- 
ceiving the  assistance  should,  in  expending 
the  assistance,  purchase  only  American- 
made  equipment  and  products. 

(2)  Notice  to  recipients  of  assistance. — 
In  providing  financial  assistance  using  fUnds 
made  available  in  this  Act.  the  head  of  each 
Federal  agency  shall  provide  to  each  recipi- 
ent of  the  assistance  a  notice  describing  the 
statement  made  in  paragraph  (1)  by  the  Con- 
gress. 

(c)  PROHiBrnoN  OF  Contracts  Wrrn  Per- 
sons Falsely  Labeling  Products  as  Made 
Di  America.— If  it  has  been  finally  deter- 
mined by  a  court  or  Federal  agency  that  any 
person  intentionally  affixed  a  label  bearing  a 
"Made  in  Aflierica"  inscription,  or  any  in- 
scription with  the  same  meaning,  to  any 
product  sold  in  or  shipped  to  the  Unitsd 
States  that  is  not  made  in  the  United  States. 
the  person  shall  be  ineligible  to  receive  any 
contract  or  subcontract  made  with  funds 
made  available  in  this  Act.  pursuant  to  the 
debarment,  suspension,  and  ineligibility  pro- 
cedures described  in  sections  9.400  through 
9.409  of  title  48.  Ck>de  of  Federal  Regulations. 

Sec.  717.  Notwithstanding  the  Federal 
Grant  and  Cooperative  Agreement  Act.  mar- 
keting services  of  the  Agricultural  Market- 
ing Service  and  the  Animal  and  Plant  Health 
Inspection  Service  may  use  cooperative 
agreements  to  reflect  a  relationship  between 
Agricultural  Marketing  Service  or  the  Ani- 
mal and  Plant  Health  Inspection  Service  and 
a  State  or  Cooperator  to  carry  out  agricul- 
tural marketing  programs  or  to  carry  out 
programs  to  protect  the  Nation's  animal  and 
plant  resources. 

Sec.  718.  None  of  the  funds  in  this  Act  may 
be  used  to  retire  more  than  5%  of  the  Class 
A  stock  of  the  Rural  Telephone  Bank  or  to 
maintain  any  account  or  subaccount  within 
the  accounting  records  of  the  Rural  Tele- 
phone Bank  the  creation  of  which  has  not 
specifically  been  authorized  by  statute. 

Sec.  719.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  may  be 
used  to  provide  food  stamp  benefits  to  house- 
holds whose  benefits  are  calculated  using  a 
standard  deduction  greater  than  the  stand- 
ard deduction  in  effect  for  fiscal  year  1995. 

Sec.  720.  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
in  this  Act  may  be  used  to  provide  assistance 
to,  or  to  pay  the  salaries  of  personnel  who 
carry  out  a  market  promotion/market  access 
program  pursuant  to  section  203  of  the  Agri- 
cultural Trade  Act  of  1978  (7  U.S.C.  5623)  that 
provides  assistance  to  the  U.S.  Mink  Export 
Development  Council  or  any  mink  industry 
trade  association. 

Sec.  721.  None  of  the  ftmds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  shall 
be  used  to  enroll  in  excess  of  130.000  acres  in 
the  fiscal  year  1997  wetlands  reserve  pro- 
gram, as  authorized  by  16  U.S.C.  3837. 

Sec.  722.  Of  the  funds  made  available  by 
this  Act,  not  more  than  $1,000,000  shall  be 
used  to  cover  necessary  expenses  of  activi- 
ties related  to  all  advisory  connmittees,  pan- 
els, commissions,  and  tas':  forces  of  the  De- 
partment of  Agriculture  except  for  panels 
used  to  comply  with  negotiated  rule  mak- 
ings. 

Sec.  723.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  shall 
be  used  to  pay  the  salaries  and  expenses  of 
personnel  who  carry  o'lt  an  export  enhance- 
ment program  if  the  aggregate  amount  of 
funds  and/or  commodities  under  such  pro- 
gram exceeds  $100,000,000. 

Sec.  724.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  shall 
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be  used  to  pay  the  salaries  and  expenses  of 
personnel  who  carry  out  a  farmland  protec- 
tion program  in  excess  of  S2.000,000  author- 
ized by  section  388  of  Public  Law  104-127. 

Sec.  725.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  shall 
be  used  to  pay  the  salaries  and  expenses  of 
personnel  who  carry  out  a  wildlife  habitat 
incentives  program  authorized  by  section  387 
of  Public  Law  104-127. 

Sec.  726.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  shall 
be  used  to  pay  the  salaries  and  expenses  of 
personnel  who  carry  out  a  conservation  farm 
option  program  in  excess  of  S2.OOO.0CO  author- 
ized by  section  335  of  Public  Law  104-127. 

Sec.  727.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  shall  be  used  to  transmit  or 
otherwise  make  available  to  any  non-Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  employee  questions  or 
responses  to  questions  that  are  a  result  of  in- 
formation requested  for  the  appropriations 
hearing  process. 

Sec.  728.  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
in  this  Act  nuiy  be  used  to  pay  the  salaries 
of  employees  of  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture who  make  payments  pursuant  to  a 
production  flexibility  contract  entered  into 
under  section  111  of  the  Federal  Agriculture 
Improvement  and  Reform  Act  of  1996  (Public 
Law  104-127;  7  U.S.C.  7211)  when  it  is  made 
known  to  the  Federal  official  having  author- 
ity to  obligate  or  expend  such  funds  that  the 
land  covered  by  that  production  flexibility 
contract  is  not  being  used  for  the  production 
of  an  agricultural  commodity  or  is  not  de- 
voted to  a  conserving  use.  unless  it  is  also 
made  known  to  that  Federal  offlcial  that  the 
lack  of  agricultural  production  or  the  lack  of 
a  conserving  use  is  a  consequence  of  drought, 
Hood,  or  other  natural  disaster. 

Sec.  729.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  shall 
be  used  to  extend  any  existing  or  expiring 
contract  in  the  Conservation  Reserve  Pro- 
gram authorized  by  16  U.S.C.  3831-3845. 

Sec.  730.  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
in  this  Act  may  be  used  to  maintain  the 
price  of  raw  cane  sugar  (as  reported  for  an 
appropriate  preceding  month  for  applicable 
sugar  futures  contracts  of  the  Coffee.  Sugar, 
and  Cocoa  Exchange,  New  York)  at  more 
than  117V4  percent  of  the  statutory  loan  rate 
under  section  158  of  the  Federal  Agriculture 
Improvement  and  Reform  Act  (title  1  of  Pub- 
lic Law  104-127). 

Sec.  731.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  In 
this  Act  may  be  used  to  carry  out  the  provi- 
sions of  section  918  of  Public  Law  104-127,  the 
Federal  Agriculture  Improvement  and  Re- 
form Act. 

Sec.  732.  (a)  In  General.— Any  owner  on 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  of  the 
right  to  market  a  nonsteroidal  anti-inflam- 
matory drug  that— 

(1)  contains  a  patented  active  agent: 

(2)  has  been  reviewed  by  the  Federal  Food 
and  Drug  Administration  for  a  period  of 
more  than  96  months  as  a  new  drug  applica- 
tion; and 

(3)  was  approved  as  safe  and  effective  by 
the  Federal  Food  and  Drug  Administration 
on  January  31, 1991,  shall  be  entitled,  for  the 
2-year  period  beginning  on  February  28,  1997, 
to  exclude  others  from  making,  using,  offer- 
ing for  sale,  selling,  or  importing  into  the 
United  States  such  active  agent,  in  accord- 
ance with  section  154(a)(1)  of  title  35,  United 
SUtes  Code. 

(b)  Infringement.— Section  271  of  title  35. 
United  States  Ckxie  shall  apply  to  the  in- 
fringement of  the  entitlement  provide  under 
subsection  (a). 


(c)  Notification.— Not  later  than  30  days 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  sec- 
tion, any  owner  granted  an  entitlement 
under  subsection  (a)  shall  notify  the  Com- 
missioner of  Patents  and  Trademarks  and 
the  Secretary  for  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices of  such  entitlement.  Not  later  than  7 
days  after  the  receipt  of  such  notice,  the 
Commission  and  the  Secretary  shall  publish 
an  appropriate  notice  of  the  receipt  of  such 
notice. 

Mr.  SKEEN  (during  the  reading).  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  remainder  of  title  vn, 
through  page  68,  line  22,  be  considered 
as  read,  printed  in  the  Record,  and 
open  to  amendment  at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  Mexico? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SKEEN 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Skeen:  General 
Provisions:  On  page  66  strike  all  on  line  9 
through  14. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
amendment  deletes  the  limitation  on 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  that 
would  have  prevented  them  from  send- 
ing questions  that  had  been  submitted 
to  the  Department  to  third  parties,  in- 
cluding 0MB.  The  past  several  years, 
we  have  had  difficulty  in  getting  ques- 
tions back  from  the  Department  in  a 
timely  manner  that  are  related  to  our 
hearings.  It  turns  out  that  many  times 
the  holdup  was  not  at  the  agency  or 
Department  level,  but  was  with  the 
OMB. 

Although  there  was  a  rumor  that  this 
year  some  questions  were  reviewed  by 
non-Federal  people,  that  could  not  be 
confirmed.  We  have  since  had  discus- 
sions with  OMB,  and  will  drop  this  pro- 
vision, in  hopes  that  next  year  the 
Committee  can  receive  prompt  re- 
sponse to  its  questions. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  in  complete 
agreement  with  this  amendment.  It  is 
long  overdue.  It  was  a  portion  of  the 
bill  that  was  very  controversial,  behind 
closed  doors.  I  think  the  gentleman  has 
made  the  right  decision.  It  greatly  im- 
proves the  bill,  and  I  support  the 
amendment. 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted  to  rise  in 
support  of  the  entire  bill  and  commend 
our  chairman,  the  gentleman  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Skeen],  and  our  ranking 
member,  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  DURBlN],  who  is  handling  this  bill 
for  the  last  time  here  in  the  House,  and 
wish  him  well  in  the  other  body  as  of 
next  January,  and  to  thank  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Mexico  for  working 
with  all  of  us  on  the  committee,  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle,  to  continue  sui>- 


port  for  American  farmers,  who  are  the 
most  productive  in  the  world. 

Mr.  Chairman,  just  for  the  record,  let 
me  say  that  in  view  of  how  much  we 
have  cut  spending  in  this  bill  to  meet 
the  budget  mark,  let  no  one  doubt 
which  committee  in  this  Congress  is 
taking  seriously  the  mandate  to  bal- 
ance our  budget.  Our  discretionary 
spending  levels  have  been  going  down 
dramatically  over  the  past  several 
years. 

Frankly,  if  you  ask  me,  one  way  to 
solve  the  entitlement  and  mandatory 
spending  problems  and  ovemins  we 
face  as  a  country,  it  would  be  to  col- 
lapse the  jurisdiction  of  all  those  enti- 
tlement and  mandatory  spending  pro- 
grams right  here  in  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations.  We  do  a  good  job  of  it. 
I  just  want  to  thank  the  chairman  for 
his  leadership. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill  provides  S52.6  million 
in  total  txidget  authority  for  USDA  and  related 
agencies,  a  level  that  is  S10.51  billion  below 
the  fiscal  year  1996  appropriations  and  $5.9 
billion  t>elow  the  Administration  budget  request 
for  fiscal  year  1997.  Let  no  one  doubt  which 
committee  in  this  Congress  takes  serious  by 
its  mandate  to  balance  the  budget.  Our  discre- 
tionary spending  levels  are  on  a  consistently 
downward  slope.  Frankly,  if  you  ask  me  one 
way  to  solve  the  entitlement  and  mandatory 
spending  overrun  in  other  committees  of  this 
(Congress  would  be  to  transfer  their  jurisdiction 
here.  This  is  the  only,  committee  that  has  a 
proven  track  record  of  deficit  reduction. 

The  bill  includes  a  total  of  $12.8  billion  for 
discretionary  programs  which  is  S508  million 
less  than  the  amount  appropriated  in  fiscal 
year  1996  and  $1.3  billion  less  ttian  the  txxJg- 
et  request 

For  mandatory  programs,  which  are  nearly 
80  percent  of  the  funding  in  this  bill,  tfie  com- 
mittee provides  $39.9  billion,  a  decrease  of 
$9.9  billion  below  the  amount  available  for  fis- 
cal year  1996  and  $4.5  billion  below  the  budg- 
et request 

Mr.  Chairman,  those  who  serve  farmers  and 
work  with  Agriculture  are  taught  over  and  over . 
again  that  there  is  a  big  difference  between 
money  and  wealth.  Our  job  on  this  Committee 
on  Agriculture  is  to  help  create  the  wealth  of 
America  through  the  investmerrts  that  we 
make  In  agriculture. 

Market-oriented  farm  policy  means  farming 
for  the  market  arxi  not  the  Govemment,  and 
requires  investments  in  research  which  will 
keep  agrkujtture  competitive  as  we  move  into 
the  new  century. 

The  committee  faced  tough  choices  given 
our  spending  constraints.  Yet,  while  faced  with 
tight  budget  constraints  we  were  still  at)le  to 
shift  resources  to  priority  programs. 

In  order  to  adequately  fund  citical  programs 
like  agricultural  research  and  food  safety,  we 
needed  to  look  at  all  programs  funded  in  this 
bill  including  the  new  mandatory  programs 
created  by  the  farm  bill. 

Much  discussion  has  focused  on  the  $100 
million  cut  in  farm  program  payments  that  was 
included  in  the  subcommittee  mari<.  I  did  not 
support  efforts  to  restore  this  funding — $100 
million  out  of  $5.2  billion,  is  reasonable  par- 
tKUlariy  when  you  consider  that  prices  are 
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record  levels.  At  a  time  wfien  we  are  on  a 
path  to  t)alanced  budget,  it  makes  no  sense  to 
add  new  mandatory  programs  or  to  provide  a 
windfall  in  fami  payments. 

I  am  particularly  pleased  that  this  bill  also 
includes  a  provision  whwh  I  offered  and 
passed  unanimously  at  subcommittee  which 
requires  farmers  to  plant  in  order  to  receive 
production  flexibility  payments  under  the  new 
farm  t)ill.  This  is  a  good  Govemment  amend- 
ment that  allows  taxpayers  to  get  something  in 
return  for  their  investment  in  agriculture.  The 
amendment  allows  for  exemptions  for  conserv- 
ing uses  and  weather-related  exceptions. 

As  one  supportive  Memtjer  has  descriljed  it 
this  is  ttie  "just  don't  sit  on  ttie  tractor"  amend- 
ment This  annendment  basically  says  to  re- 
ceive a  Federal  payment  you  must  work  for  it 
If  we  expect  welfare  recipients  to  wortc  for 
Federal  payments,  why  shouldn't  farm  pay- 
ments go  only  to  those  who  work. 

Since  this  amendment  was  offered  I  have 
heard  from  a  numtier  of  tenant  farmers  who 
have  b)een  toM  by  their  landlords  that  their  arv 
nual  leases  will  not  be  renewed,  so  that  the 
landkxd  can  collect  the  full  transition  payment 
For  example,  a  rice  farmer  in  Texas  called  my 
office  today  to  say  that  the  land  he  had 
farmed  for  the  past  20  years  was  being  taken 
away  from  him.  He  paki  $80  an  acre  for  rent 
arxl  under  the  payment  structure  of  the  new 
farm  bill  that  larxjlord  could  receive  $160  an 
acre.  Since  ttie  signup  for  the  new  farm  bill  is 
in  effect  through  July  12  we  can  make  no  esti- 
mate as  to  how  widespread  ttiis  concern  is. 
But  I  want  to  serve  notk:e  today,  that  I  will 
offer  this  amendment  year  after  year  until  this 
provision  which  allows  landlords  to  lake  the 
money  and  run"  is  fixed. 

And  another  farmer  wrote  me  recently. 

By  all  accounts  my  farming  operation  is 
rated  as  one  of  the  top  five  In  my  county.  We 
(my  father  and  brother)  combine  ourselves  so 
we  rely  on  no  outside  help  ...  We  specialize 
In  production  of  rice,  com  and  soybeans.  We 
lease  75%  of  ground  to  farm  which  Is  the 
cause  of  our  problem. 

The  landowner  can  now,  terminate  a  lease 
of  the  tenant,  .  .  .  with  the  sole  purpose  of 
collecting  the  payment  and  not  producing 
any  crops  on  that  land.  ...  it  allows  inves- 
tors to  buy  real  estate  and  use  the  pajrment 
to  help  pay  for  the  land,  while  not  allowing 
a  producer  to  farm  it.  .  .  .  It  was  not  the  in- 
tent of  this  legislation  to  give  land  owners  or 
any  one  the  chance  to  exploit  this  bill  into 
another  public  relations  nightmare. 

I  must  however  express  my  opposition  to 
the  cap  on  sugar  payments  that  is  included  in 
this  bill.  While  I  will  not  offer  a  motion  to  strike 
this  provision,  its  impact  will  t>e  devastating  to 
the  sugar  beet  farmers  in  my  District  This  bill 
caps  the  U.S.  raw  sugar  price  at  117.5  per- 
cent of  the  k>an  rate,  or  21 .5  cents  per  pound. 
This  about  1 .5  cents  below  cun-ent  prices.  Ac- 
cording to  USDA,  so  much  foreign  sugar 
would  have  to  be  imported  to  reduce  the  raw 
sugar  price  to  the  capped  level,  that  the  re- 
fined sugar  prices  beet  producers  receive  for 
their  crop  would  plummet  to  atx>ut  24  cents 
per  pound  from  ttie  current  32  cents  per 
pound.  This  cap  will  reduce  the  value  of  the 
sugar  produced  by  t>eet  growers  t>y  $650  mil- 
lion. 

Traditional  farm  programs  continue  to  re- 
ceive a  decreasing  portion  of  our  spending 
arxl  in  my  view  we  shouM  target  our  scarce 


agrcuttural  dollars  to  small  family  farmers.  I 
opposed  the  recent  farm  bill  because  I  do  not 
believe  that  it  M  enough  to  target  assistance 
to  family  farmers  and  to  provkle  them  with  a 
safety  when  times  are  bad.  While  the  farm  bill 
made  progress  by  enacting  a  $40,000  pay- 
ment limitation,  I  remain  concemed  that  large 
corporate  farmers  can  still  have  access  to 
Federal  payments. 

In  the  decade  of  the  1980's  we  have  slowly 
eroded  the  basis  of  American  agrkxitture — the 
family  farmer— and  are  moving  in  the  directk>n 
of  large  corporate  farms.  We  must  address  the 
increased  concentratk>n  in  agricultural  markets 
that  is  squeezing  family  farmers  out  of  busi- 
ness. We  must  also  ensure  tfiat  commodity 
prices  are  maintained  at  a  level  high  enough 
to  compensate  for  costs  of  production  arxj  to 
maintain  starxjards  of  living  in  order  to  attract 
arxd  retain  individuals  in  farm  production.  And 
further,  we  must  also  negotiate  trade  agree- 
rT>ents  which  encourage  arxl  enhance  tfie  abil- 
ity of  family  farmers  to  compete  in  worid  mar- 
kets. 

In  agriculture  trade,  we  must  also  work  to 
recapture  lost  markets  and  increase  exports. 
As  American  agricultural  exports  grow,  foreign 
agriculture  exports  are  being  shipped  to  the 
United  States  in  greater  magnitude.  Since 
1981,  our  agricultural  exports  have  declined 
from  $43.8  billion  to  a  low  of  $262  billkjn  in 
1986  and  are  projected  to  tie  a  record  $60  bil- 
lion next  year.  At  the  same  time  agricultural 
imports  have  increased  from  $10.8  billion  to 
approximately  $25  billion  in  1995.  In  many 
cases  these  are  products  our  own  farmers 
couU  be  selling. 

In  closing,  I  want  to  again  commerxJ  tfie 
chairman  and  tfie  ranking  member  for  putting 
together  a  good  bill.  I  urge  the  Members  to 
support  this  fiscally  responsit)te  measure. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  SKEEN]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Chambliss)  having  assumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  GOODLATTE,  Chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union,  reported  that  that  Com- 
mittee, having  had  under  consideration 
the  bill,  H.R.  3603,  making  appropria- 
tions for  Agriculture,  Rural  Develop- 
ment, Food  and  Drug  Administration, 
and  Related  Agencies  Programs  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30,  1997, 
and  for  other  purposes,  had  come  to  no 
resolution  thereon. 


Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  ARMEY),  for  today  after  5  p.m.  and 
Jime  12. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
CHAMBLISS).  Under  the  Speaker's  an- 
nounced policy  of  May  12,  1995,  and 
under  a  previous  order  of  the  House, 
the  following  Members  will  be  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes  each. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  McNuLTY)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Ms.  Kaptur,  for  5  minutes  on  June 
13. 

Mr.  VoLKMER,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Faleomavaega.  for  5  minutes, 
today. 

Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Kingston)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr.  MclNTOSH,  for  5  minutes  on  June 
13. 

Mr.  Berexh'er,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  RiGGS,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  DORNAN,  for  5  minutes,  today. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  McNULTY)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter) 

Mr.  Coyne. 

Mr.  Vento. 

Mr.  Dixon. 

Mr.  Hall  of  Ohio. 

Mr.  Kanjorski. 

Mr.  Rangel. 

Ms.  Kaptur. 

Mr.  Hamilton. 

Ms.  ESHOO. 

Mr.  Deutsch. 

Mrs.  LINCOLN. 

Mr.  (jORDON. 

Mr.  BONIOR. 

Ms.  DeLaxtro. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  KINGSTON)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  BEREXmER. 

Mr.  MYERS  of  Indiana. 

Mr.  Houghton. 

Mr.  SCHAEFER. 

Mr.  Cox  of  California. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICS. 

Mrs.  Roukema. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  5  o'clock  and  31  minutes 
p.m.),  the  House  adjourned  until  to- 
morrow, Wednesday,  June  12,  1996,  at  10 
a.m. 

EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS. 

ETC. 
Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXTV,  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
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the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

3514.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop- 
ment, transmitting  the  Department's  final 
rule— Opportunities  for  Youth:  Youthbulld 
Program  (FR-4038)  (61  CFR  25124)  received 
June  10.  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
a01(a)(l)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Financial  Services. 

3515.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop- 
ment, transmitting  the  Department's  final 
rule— Mortgage  Insurance  on  Condominium 
Units  in  Non-FHA  Approved  Projects  (FRr- 
3655)  (61  CFR  26962)  received  June  10.  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking  and  Financial  Services. 

3516.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop- 
ment, transmitting  the  Department's  final 
rule — Section  8  Tenant-Based  Programs: 
Technical  Amendments  (FRr4055)  (61  CFR 
27162)  received  June  10.  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Conmiittee  on 
Banking  and  Financial  Services. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XTTT.  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida:  Committee  on  Ap- 
propriations. H.R.  3610.  A  bill  making  appro- 
priations for  the  Department  of  I>efense  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30. 1997.  and 
for  other  purposes  (Rept.  104-617).  Referred 
to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXn,  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mr.  BUYER  (for  himself.  Mr.  FlL- 
NER,  Mr.  Stump,  and  Mr.  Montgom- 
ery): 
H.R.  3611.  A  bill  to  extend  the  authority  for 
the      homeless      veterans'       reintegration 
projects  for  fiscal  years  1997  through  1999. 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Veterans'   Affairs,   and  in  addition   to   the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Financial  Serv- 
ices, for  a  period  to  be  subsequently  deter- 
mined by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for  con- 
sideration of  such  provisions  as  fall  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  tte  committee  concerned. 
By    Mr.    GIBBONS    (for    himself,    Mr. 
McDermott,      Mr.      MATsm,      Mr. 
CASom,  and  Mr.  Lewis  of  Georgia): 
H.R.  3612.  A  bill  to  reform  the  Nation's  wel- 
fare system  by  requiring  work  and  demand- 
ing personal  responsibility;  to  the  Conmiit- 
tee  on  Ways  and  Means,  and  in  addition  to 
the  Committees  on  Agriculture,  Banking  and 
Financial     Services.    Economic    and    Edu- 
cational Opportunities,  the  Judiciary,  Com- 
merce, the  Budget,  National  Security,  Inter- 
national Relations,  and  Government  Reform 
and  Oversight,   for  a  period   to   be   subse- 
quently determined  by  the  Speaker,  in  each 
case  for  consideration  of  such  provisions  as 
fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  conunittee 
concerned. 

By  Mr.  JOHNSON  of  South  Dakota: 
H.R.  3613.  A  bill  to  require  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  to  acquire  permanent  fiowaige  and 


saturation  easements  over  land  that  is  lo- 
cated within  the  10-year  floodplain  of  the 
James  River.  SD.  and  for  other  purixjses;  to 
the  Conmiittee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

By  Mr.  LANTOS  (for  himself  and  Ms. 
ESHOO): 

H.R.  3614.  A  bill  to  amend  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  to  provide  that  certain  individ- 
uals who  would  be  eligible  for  military  re- 
tired pay  for  nonregular  service  but  for  the 
fact  that  they  did  not  serve  on  active  duty 
during  a  period  of  conflict  may  be  paid  such 
retired  pay  if  they  served  in  the  U.S.  mer- 
chant marine  during  or  immediately  after 
World  War  11;  to  the  Committee  on  National 
Security. 

By  Mrs.  VUCANOVICH  (for  herself,  Mr. 
ENSIGN,  and  Mr.  Hayes): 

H.R.  3615.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Harmonized 
Tariff  Schedule  of  the  United  States  to  cor- 
rect the  tariff  treatment  of  certain  silver 
and  gold  bars,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 
By  Ms.  WOOLSEY: 

H.R.  3616.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Job  Training 
Partnership  Act  to  provide  for  the  establish- 
ment of  standards  to  ensure  long-term  eco- 
nomic self-sufficiency  for  participants  in 
adult  training  programs  carried  out  under 
part  A  of  title  n  of  that  act,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Ek:onomic  and 
Educational  Opportunities. 

By  Mrs.  CLAYTON  (for  herself.  Mr. 
BoNiOR,  Mr.  Richardson,  Ms. 
DELAxmo,  Mr.  King.  Mr.  Payne  of 
New  Jersey.  Mr.  Sanders,  Mr.  Ward, 
Mr.  Frazer,  Mr.  FORD,  Mr.  Browder, 
Mr.  NORWOOD,  Mr.  HiLUARD,  Mr.  Hdj- 
CHEY,  Mr.  Owens,  Mr.  Hall  of  Ohio. 
Mr.  FIELDS  of  Louisiana,  Mr.  MEE- 
HAN,  Mr.  FROST,  Mr.  Hastings  of 
Florida,  Mrs.  Maloney,  Mr.  Lantos, 
Mr.  Dellums,  Mr.  Franks  of  Con- 
necticut, Mr.  WAXMAN,  Mr.  CLYBURN, 
Mrs.   MYRICK,   Mr.   ABERCROMBIE,   Mr. 

Farr,  Mr.  Jackson,  Mr.  Gilchrest. 
Ms.  Norton.  Ms.  Woolsey,  Ms. 
Furse,  Ms.  Eshoo,  Mr.  Pallone,  Mrs. 
Thurman.  Mrs.  Kennelly,  Mr. 
Shays,  Mr.  Clay,  Ms.  Jackson-Lee, 
Ms.  Kaptur,  Mr.  Watt  of  North  Caro- 
lina, Mr.  Foglietta.  Mr.  Thompson, 
Mr.  Miller  of  California.  Mr.  Lewis 
of  Georgia,  Ms.  Pelosi,  Ms.  Roybal- 
Allard,  Mr.  Wynn,  Mr.  Edwards, 
Mr.  Clement,  Mrs.  Schroeder,  Miss 
Collins  of  Michigan,  Mr.  Rush,  Mr. 
ToRRicELU,  Mr.  Stokes,  Mr.  Rose, 
Mr.  Cummings,  Mr.  Hefner,  Mr.  Tal- 
ent, Mrs.  Meek  of  Florida,  Mr. 
Flake,  Ms.  Pryce.  Mr.  Serrano.  Mr. 
Bishop.  Mr.  Fattah,  Ms.  Slaughter, 
Ms.  RrvERS,  Mr.  Nadler.  Mr.  Frank 
of  Massachusetts,  Ms.  Velazquez, 
Ms.  Waters,  Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois, 
Mr.  Stark,  and  Mr.  Barrett  of  Wis- 
consin): 

H.  Con.  Res.  183.  Concurrent  resolution 
condemning  the  recent  rash  of  arson  against 
African-American  churches  across  the 
United  States,  pledging  to  assist  law  enforce- 
ment authorities  in  apprehending  the  per- 
sons responsible  for  such  acts  of  arson,  sup- 
porting bipartisan  legislation  which  would 
facilitate  the  prosecution  of  arsonists  and 
create  more  severe  penalties  for  arson 
against  houses  of  worship,  and  encouraging 
the  people  of  the  United  States  to  work  in 
their  communities  to  prevent  future  acts  of 
arson  against  African-American  churches;  to 
the  Comr.iittee  on  the  Judiciary. 


MEMORIALS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  memori- 
als were  presented  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

[Omitted  from  the  Record  of  June  10, 1996] 

221.  By  the  SPEAKER:  Memorial  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  of  the  State  of  New 
Hampshire,  relative  to  House  Joint  Resolu- 
tion 25  urging  the  Federal  Energy  Regu- 
latory Commission,  the  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  the  Council  on  Environ- 
mental Quality,  the  U.S.  Congress,  and  the 
President  of  the  United  States  to  implement 
increased  competition  in  the  electric  utility 
industry  in  a  manner  that  furthers  environ- 
mental improvement  and  promotes  full  and 
fair  competition  including  equitable  and  ap- 
propriate environmental  regulation  for  all 
electricity  generators;  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

222.  Also,  memorial  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  State  of  New  Hampshire, 
relative  to  House  Concurrent  Resolution  27 
urging  Congress  to  reauthorize  certain  as- 
pects of  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act;  to  the 
Conunittee  on  Commerce. 

223.  Also,  memorial  of  the  Senate  of  the 
State  of  New  Jersey,  relative  to  Senate  Res- 
olution No.  28  encouragring  the  New  Jersey 
congressional  delegration  to  support  Federal 
legislation  providing  for  greater  local  tele- 
vision coverage  for  the  State  of  New  Jersey; 
to  the  Conunittee  on  (Commerce. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXn,  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows: 

H.R.  218:  Mr.  Bachus. 

H.R.  248:  Mr.  Frank  of  Massachusetts. 

H.R.  573:  Mr.  Blute  and  Mr.  SERRANO. 

H.R.  598:  Ms.  FuRSE,  Mr.  HoLDEN,  Mr.  Jef- 
ferson, and  Mr.  Canady. 

H.R.  778:  Mrs.  FowLER. 

H.R.  784:  Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma,  Mr. 
Knollenberg,  and  Mr.  DeLay. 

H.R.  972:  Ms.  PRYCE. 

H.R.  1000:  Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio  and  Mr.  Mee- 

HAN. 

H.R.  1049:  Mr.  THOMPSON. 

H.R.  1386:  Mr.  CHRYSLER,  Mr.  Barr.  Ms. 
Harman,  and  Mr.  Spence. 

H.R.  1500:  Mr.  LaTourette. 

H.R.  1758:  Mr.  Sanders  and  Mr.  ackerman. 

H.R.  2089:  Mr.  Barrett  of  Nebraska. 

H.R.  2244:  Ms.  Kaptur  and  Mr.  Tate. 

H.R.  2246:  Mr.  ENGEL. 

H.R.  2306:  Mr.  Talent. 

H.R.  2320:  Mr.  FRANKS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
DooLEY,  and  Mr.  McDermott. 

H.R.  2335:  Mr.  CuNGER,  Mr.  MiCA,  Mr. 
Clement,  Mr.  Bryant  of  Tennessee,  Mr.  Tau- 
ziN,  Mr.  Spratt,  Mr.  Nethercltt,  Mr.  Liv- 
ingston, Mr.  Barton  of  Texas,  Mr.  Klink, 
and  Mr.  Fields  of  Texas. 

H.R.  2416:  Mr.  ZELIFF. 

H.R.  2489:  Mr.  Evans,  Mr.  Romero- 
Barcelo.  Mrs.  Seastrand,  Mr.  Torkildsen, 
Ms.  Woolsey,  and  Mr.  Yates. 

H.R.  2651:  Mr.  TORRICELLI. 

H.R.  2779:  Mr.  Canady,  Mr.  CJoss,  Mr.  Hoek- 
STRA,  and  Mr.  Packard. 

H.R.  2796:  Ms.  NORTON. 

H.R.  2807:  Mr.  MARTINI. 

H.R.  2820:  Mr.  RiGGS. 

H.R.  2834:  Mr.  COYNE  and  Mr.  DOYLE. 

H.R.  2951:  Mrs.  LOWEY,  Ms.  FURSE,  Mr. 
Markey,  and  Miss  Collins  of  Michigan. 

H.R.  2976:  Mr.  ACKERMAN,  Mr.  DoOLEY,  Mr. 
QuiLLEN,  and  Mrs.  Vucanovich. 

H.R.  3037:  Mr.  JOHNSON  of  South  Dakota, 
Mr.  McHuGH.  and  Mr.  Roberts. 
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H.R.  3038:  Mr.  COOLEY. 

H.R.  3118:  Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Rhode  Island  and 
Mr.  LIPINSKI. 

H.R.  3179:  Mr.  FiLNER,  Ms.  Jackson-Lee, 
Mrs.  Maloney,  Mr.  Torres.  Mr.  Manton.  Mr. 
TORRICELU.  Mr.  Frost,  and  Ms.  Lofgren. 

H.R.  3181:  Mr.  HOKE  and  Mr.  DELLUMS. 

H.R.  3270:  Mr.  McKEON. 

H.R.  3332:  Mr.  Lewis  of  Georgia.  Mr. 
Towns,  Miss  Colldjs  of  Michigan,  and  Mr. 
Gejdenson. 

H.R.  3351:  Mr.  Fattah. 

H.R.  3423:  Mrs.  Myrick. 

H.R.  3426:  Mr.  McDermott.  Mr.  Scar- 
borough. Mr.  Payne  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Klecz- 
ka,  Mr.  Barrett  of  Wisconsin,  Mr.  Durbin. 
Mr.  Evans.  Ms.  Norton,  and  Mr.  Lipinski. 

H.R.  3447:  Mr.  Riggs.  Mr.  DiCKEY.  and  Mr. 
Baldacci. 

H.R.  3498:  Mr.  Ackerman. 

H.R.  3504:  Mr.  Boehner.  Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio, 
Mr.  Farr,  Mr.  Frost,  Mr.  Lipinski,  Mr.  Ney. 
Ms.  Norton,  Mr.  Olver.  Mr.  Rohrabacher. 
and  Mr.  Walsh. 

H.R.  3525:  Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  Mr.  Frazer. 
Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida,  Ms.  Velazql'ez,  Mr. 
Bryant  of  Texas,  Mr.  Minge,  Mr.  Bonior, 
Ms.  Lofgren.  Mr.  Gonzalez,  Mr.  Berman, 
Ms.  Norton,  Mr.  Watt  of  North  Carolina, 
Mr.  Serrano,  Mr.  Hilliard,  Ms.  Rivers,  Ms. 
Waters,  Mr.  Waxman,  Mr.  Frost,  Mr.  Clem- 
ent, Mr.  Barrett  of  Wisconsin,  Ms.  Jack- 
son-Lee, Mr.  Scott,  Mrs.  Schroeder,  Mr. 
SCHxntER,  Mr.  Frank  of  Massachusetts,  Mr. 
Nadler,  Mr.  Reed,  Mr.  Becerra,  Mr.  Ford, 
Mr.  Chapman,  Mrs.  Kennelly,  Mr.  Ward, 
Mr.  Edwards,  Mr.  Watts  of  Oklahoma,  Mr. 
Cummings,  Mr.  Johnston  of  Florida,  Mr. 
Parker,  Mr.  Tanner.  Mr.  Kingston,  Mr. 
Fields  of  Louisiana,  Mr.  Chambuss,  Mr. 
Duncan,  Mr.  Spence,  Mr.  Packard,  Mr.  Hall 
of  Ohio,  Mr.  McHugh,  Mr.  Gallegly,  Mr. 
Flanagan,  and  Mr.  Graham. 

H.R.  3587:  Mr.  FAZIO  of  California,  Mr. 
Yates,  Mr.  Ackerman,  and  Mr.  Frost. 

H.  Con.  Res.  10:  Mr.  Levin  and  Mr.  Good- 
ling. 

H.  Con.  Res.  51:  Mr.  Klug  and  Mr.  Levin. 

H.  Con.  Res.  83:  Mr.  ACKERMAN. 

H.  Con.  Res.  145:  Mr.  Evans  and  Mr.  Levin. 

H.  Con.  Res.  156:  Mr.  Bryant  of  Texas,  Mrs. 
Mink  of  Hawaii,  Mrs.  Morexla,  and  Mrs. 
Collins  of  Illinois. 

H.  Res.  220:  Mr.  ABERCROMBIE,  Ms.  EDDIE 
Bernice  Johnson  of  Texas,  Mr.  Johnston  of 
Florida,  Mr.  McNulty,  Mr.  TORRICELLI,  Mr. 
MoRAN,  Mr.  Baldacci.  Mr.  Lantos,  Mr. 
Engel,  and  Mr.  Evans. 

H.  Res.  439:  Mr.  MCHale. 


AMENDMENTS 

Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXm,  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 


H.R.  3603 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Bono 
Amen-dment  no.  9:  Page  69,  after  line  5,  in- 
sert the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that, 
not  later  than  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
should— 

(1)  release  a  detailed  plan  for  compensating 
wheat  farmers  and  handlers  adversely  af- 
fected by  the  kamal  bunt  quarantine  in  Riv- 
erside and  Imperial  Counties  of  California, 
which  should  include— 

(A)  an  explanation  of  the  factors  to  be  used 
to  determine  the  compensation  amount  for 
wheat  farmers  and  handlers,  including  how 
contract  and  spot  market  prices  will  be  han- 
dled; and 

(B)  compensation  for  farmers  who  have 
crops  positive  for  kamal  bunt  and  compensa- 
tion for  farmers  who  have  crops  which  are 
negative  for  kamal  bunt,  but  which  cannot 
go  to  market  due  to  the  lack  of  Department 
action  on  matching  restrictions  on  the  nega- 
tive wheat  with  the  latest  risk  assessments: 
and 

(2)  review  the  risk  assessments  developed 
by  the  University  of  C^alifomia  at  Riverside 
and  submit  a  report  to  Congress  describing 
how  these  risk  assessments  will  impact  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  policy  on  the 
quarantine  area  for  the  1997  wheat  crop. 

H.R. 3603 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Durbin 

Amendment  No.  10:  Page  69.  after  line  5,  in- 
sert the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  734.  Of  the  funds  made  available  in 
this  Act  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
the  amount  provided  for  "Rural  Utilities  As- 
sistance Program"  is  increased,  the  amount 
provide  for  "Distance  Learning  and  Medical 
Link  Program"  is  increased,  and  none  may 
be  used;  by  $22,500,000,  by  12,500,000.  and  to 
carry  out  or  pay  the  salaries  of  personnel 
who  carry  out  any  extension  service  program 
for  tobacco  or  to  provide  or  pay  the  salaries 
of  personnel  who  provide  crop  insurance  for 
tobacco  for  the  1997  or  later  crop  years;  re- 
spectively. „„  ,,^ 
H.R.  3603 

OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Schumer 
amendment  No.  11:  Page  69,  after  line  5,  in- 
sert the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  734.  (a)  LmrTATiON  on  Use  of  Funds.— 
None  of  the  funds  made  available  in  this  Act 
may  be  used  to  provide  assistance  to.  or  to 
pay  the  salaries  of  personnel  who  carry  out, 
a  market  access  program  pursuant  to  section 
203  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Act  of  1978  (7 
U.S.C.  5623). 

(b)  Corresponding  Reduction  in  Funds.— 
The  amount  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act 
for  "Commodity  Credit  Corporation  Fund- 
Reimbursement  for  Net  Realized  Losses"  Is 
hereby  reduced  by  $90,000,000. 


H.R.3603 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Volkmer 

Amendment  No.  12:  On  Page  48,  Une  17. 

strike  "Provided  further,  That  none  of  the 
funds  made  available  under  this  heading 
shall  be  used  for  studies  and  evaluations:" 

H.R.  3610 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Sanders 

Amendment  No.  l:  Page  .  after  line  .  in- 
sert the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  None  of  the  funds  available  to  the 
Department  of  Defense  under  this  Act  may 
be  obligated  or  expended  to  pay  a  contractor 
under  a  contract  with  the  Department  of  De- 
fense for  any  costs  incurred  by  the  contrac- 
tor when  it  is  made  known  to  the  Federal  of- 
ficial having  authority  to  obligate  or  expend 
such  funds  that  such  costs  are  restructuring 
costs  associated  with  a  business  combination 
that  were  incurred  on  or  after  August  15, 
1994. 

H.R.  3610 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Sanders 

amendment  No.  2.  Page  .  after  line  .  in- 
sert the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  None  of  the  funds  available  to  the 
Department  of  Defense  under  this  Act  may 
be  obligated  or  expended  to  pay  a  contractor 
under  a  contract  with  the  Department  of  De- 
fense for  any  costs  incurred  by  the  contrac- 
tor when  it  is  made  known  to  the  Federal  of- 
ficial having  authority  to  obligate  or  expend 
such  funds  that— 

(1)  such  costs  are  restructuring  costs  asso- 
ciated with  a  business  combination  that 
were  incurred  on  or  after  August  15, 1994;  and 

(2)  the  reports  for  1995  and  1996  that  are  re- 
quired under  section  818<e)  of  Public  Law  103- 
337  (10  U.S.C.  2324  note)  have  not  been  sub- 
mitted to  Congress  yet. 

HJl.3610 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Sanders 

AMENDMENT  No.  3:  At  the  end  of  the  bill 
(before  the  short  title),  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

Sec.  .  None  of  the  funds  available  to  the 
Department  of  Defense  under  this  Act  may 
be  obligated  or  expended  to  pay  a  contractor 
under  a  contract  with  the  Department  when 
it  is  made  known  to  the  Federal  official  hav- 
ing authority  to  obligate  or  expend  such 
funds  that  the  payment  is  for  the  costs  of 
compensation  with  respect  to  the  services  of 
any  one  individual  at  a  rate  in  excess  of 
S2()0,000  per  year.  For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  term  "compensation"  includes  sala- 
ries, bonuses,  deferred  compensation,  stock 
options  and  payouts,  certified  indirect  costs, 
restructuring  costs,  and  periormaace-baMd 
payments. 
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The  Senate  met  at  9  a.m.,  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Honorable  Paul 
COVERDELL,  a  Senator  from  the  State 
of  Georgia. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogilvie,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Gracious  Father,  there  is  no  greater 
joy  than  to  be  Your  friend.  Along  with 
Abraham  and  Moses,  and  men  and 
women  throughout  the  ages,  we  accept 
the  awesome  privilege  of  a  friendship 
with  You.  To  be  called  a  friend  of  God 
is  a  source  of  strength  and  courage. 
When  this  assurance  pervades  our 
minds,  hearts,  and  wills,  we  can  pray 
for  Your  guidance  and  know  that  You 
will  not  only  show  us  the  way,  but 
walk  with  us. 

Thank  You  for  helping  us  be  the  kind 
of  friends  to  others  that  You  have  been 
to  us.  May  we  express  Your  loyalty. 
faithfulness,  and  consistency.  We  are 
thankful  for  the  lasting  friendships  es- 
tablished and  deepened  over  the  years 
here  in  the  Senate.  These  friendships 
weather  the  storms  of  conflict,  party 
differences,  and  political  tensions. 

Today,  on  behalf  of  both  parties.  I  ex- 
press our  gratitude  to  You,  Father,  for 
our  friend.  Bob  Dole.  Thank  You  for 
his  commitment  to  You  expressed  so 
faithfully  in  his  leadership  and  service 
here  in  the  Senate.  He  leaves  the  Sen- 
ate this  afternoon,  but  You  know  he 
can  never  leave  the  place  he  holds  in 
our  heaxts.  Bless  him  with  the  knowl- 
edge of  Your  love  and  our  esteem.  In 
the  name  of  Jesus.  Amen. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  ACTING 
PRESIDENT  PRO  TEMPORE 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  read  a  communication  to  the 
Senate  from  the  President  pro  tempore 
[Mr.  THxnmoND]. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

U.S.  Senate. 
President  pro  tempore. 
Washington.  DC.  June  11.  1996. 
To  the  Senate: 

Under  the  provisions  of  rule  I,  section  3.  of 
the  Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate.  I  hereby 
appoint  the  Honorable  Paul  Coverdell.  a 
Senator  from  the  State  of  Georgria.  to  per- 
form the  duties  of  the  Chair. 

Strom  Thur.mound. 
President  pro  tempore. 

Mr.  COVERDELL  thereupon  assumed 
the  chair  as  Acting  President  pro  tem- 
pore. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Chair  recognizes  the  major- 
ity leader,  the  Senator  from  Kansas. 


SCHEDULE 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  there  will 
be  a  period  for  morning  business  this 
morning  from  9  o'clock  until  10 
o'clock.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
from  9:45  a.m.  until  10  o'clock.  I  might 
have  that  15  minutes. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  From  10  o'clock  to  12 
noon,  the  time  will  be  under  the  con- 
trol. I  think,  of  Senator  NiCKLES.  At  12 
o'clock  or  thereabouts.  I  will  make  a 
brief  statement.  Then  there  will  be  re- 
cess until  2:15  for  the  weekly  policy 
luncheons.  At  2:15.  the  Senate  will 
swear  in  Sheila  Frahm.  as  a  U.S.  Sen- 
ator, as  my  successor. 

Following  the  swearing  in.  it  is  my 
understanding  we  will  begin  debate  on 
the  budget  resolution,  the  conference 
report.  10  hours,  and  votes,  therefore, 
are  possible  on  the  budget  resolution 
conference  report  or  any  other  items 
that  may  be  cleared  for  action. 

We  are  still  trying  to  break  the  log- 
jam on  nominations.  I  am  not  certain 
we  can  get  that  done  before  noon 
today.  I  know  we  have  cleared  some 
nominations.  We  will  take  those  up, 
hopefully,  between  9:15  and  10  o'clock.  I 
repeat  what  I  have  said  many  times:  I 
do  not  like  holding  nominations  and 
have  not  made  it  a  practice  personally. 
Hopefully,  those  who  have  the  prob- 
lems can  work  them  out  either  today 
or  after  I  am  gone,  because  there  are 
many  families  here  trying  to  make 
plans.  Holding  up  their  nominations 
makes  it  difficult. 

Of  course,  personally,  I  am  still  hope- 
ful we  can  clear  the  World  Trade  Orga- 
nization legislation.  At  one  time  it  was 
cleared  in  the  U.S.  Senate.  All  it  does 
is  to  give  Congress  a  role  in  the  event 
there  are  arbitrary  decisions  made  by 
faceless,  nameless  bureaucrats  in  Gene- 
va where  we  can  exit  from  the  World 
Trade  Organization.  It  seems  to  me  it 
is  something  we  would  want  to  do.  It  is 
supported  by  the  President,  supported 
by  Mickey  Kantor.  the  former  U.S. 
Trade  Representative.  In  fact,  it  was 
part  of  an  agreement  when  I  agreed  to 
support  it,  standing  with  the  President 
on  the  White  House  lawn— the  GATT 
ag-reement  which  was  part  of  that 
agreement.  I  hope  the  administration 
would  be  helpful. 

As  I  understand,  all  the  holds  are  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle.  I  would  like 


to  complete  action  on  that  before  noon 
today.  If  it  is  not  possible,  it  is  not  pos- 
sible. Senator  Daschle  had  indicated 
on  Thursday  he  would  be  pleased  to 
help.  I  am  certain  he  will  over  the  next 
few  hours.  If  anybody  has  any  problems 
with  that  legislation.  I  think  if  they 
understood  it — and  it  is  not  very  com- 
plicated— it  simply  says  that  Congress 
should  have  a  role.  too. 

There  is  a  great  deal  of  concern  by 
people  all  over  America  who  may  have 
lost  their  jobs  to  foreign  competition — 
at  least  they  believe  they  have  lost 
their  jobs  to  foreign  competition — 
they  are  concerned  about  all  these, 
whether  it  is  GATT  or  NAFTA,  all 
these  trade  agreements  where  we  are 
exporting  jobs.  This  gives  Congress  the 
responsibility  and  a  role  in  determin- 
ing whether  or  not  we  should  withdraw 
from  the  World  Trade  Organization. 

In  my  view,  it  is  legislation  that 
should  have  been  passed  sometime  ago. 
I  understand  it  is  acceptable  to  the 
House  if  we  can  free  it  from  the  Senate. 
Senator  Byrd  has  had  an  interest  in  it. 
He  has  improved  it  some.  He  has  an 
amendment,  I  think,  that  strengthens 
it  more.  It  is  not  a  partisan  issue.  I 
hope  we  can  clear  it  this  morning.  If 
not,  I  know  sometimes  things  do  not 
work  in  this  place. 

I  also  thank  Chaplain  Ogilvie  for  his 
thoughts  and  his  prayers. 

Between  now  and  9:45,  I  assume  the 
time  will  be  equally  divided. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Chair  advises  the  majority 
leader  there  is  a  period  of  morning 
business  with  Senators  permitted  to 
speak  not  to  exceed  5  minutes. 


GODSPEED  TO  SENATOR  DOLE 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  join  all  of  those  in  the  Senate  today 
to  wish  Godspeed  to  our  distingmshed 
majority  leader  and  colleague.  Bob 
Dole,  as  he  departs  the  Senate  and  em- 
barks upon  his  campaign  for  the  Presi- 
dency of  the  United  States.  I  do  not 
know  of  any  other  event  that  is  more 
important  to  all  of  us  or  to  the  country 
this  year  than  his  election  as  Presi- 
dent. I  am  really  glad  in  one  sense  to 
see  him  concentrate  his  full  energies 
and  attention  on  that  objective. 

When  I  think  about  Bob  Dole's  leav- 
ing the  Senate,  I  think  about  when  I 
came  to  the  Senate  he  was  already  es- 
tablished as  one  of  the  true  legislative 
leaders  of  the  Senate,  although  he  oc- 
cupied no  elected  position  of  leadership 
in  the  Senate.  It  was  my  good  fortune 
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to  serve  on  two  committees  with  him 
as  a  freshman  Member  of  this  body — 
the  Agriculture  Committee  and  the  Ju- 
diciary Committee.  He  was  not  intend- 
ing to  serve  on  the  Judiciary  Comnait- 
tee  that  year  either,  but  he  was  drafted 
to  serve.  We  did  not  have  enough  Mem- 
bers to  fill  out  the  ranks  on  the  Repub- 
lican side.  Senator  Kennedy  from  Mas- 
sachusetts just  assumed  the  chairman- 
ship of  that  committee.  It  was  a  very 
highly  visible  committee. 

I  recall  Senator  Dole  coming  on  the 
committee.  Of  course,  he  had  been  a 
lawyer,  a  county  attorney  in  Kansas. 
He  brought  to  that  committee  good 
judgment  and  experience  on  a  number 
of  issues.  I  can  recall  what  I  would 
think  would  be  referred  to  as  an  ob- 
scure bill  that  year  that  the  committee 
worked  on,  which  was  bankruptcy  re- 
form. After  a  lot  of  hearings,  a  lot  of 
effort  to  resolve  issues  and  to  get  a  bill 
reported  out,  it  was  Senator  Dole  who, 
when  it  appeared  there  was  not  going 
to  be  any  action  on  that  issue,  came  up 
with  a  proposal  that  turned  out  to  be 
the  centerpiece  of  bankruptcy  reform. 

It  was  that  way  on  the  Agriculture 
Committee.  We  would  be  locked  in 
tough  debate,  arguments,  differences  of 
views  based  on  regional  considerations, 
sometimes  party  differences.  The 
chairman  from  Georgia,  Senator  Tal- 
madge,  was  trying  to  get  everybody  to- 
gether. Time  after  time  after  time  it 
was  Bob  Dole  who  ended  up  being  the 
force  and  the  catalyst  that  brought  the 
committee  to  a  point  where  it  agreed 
and  reported  out  legislation.  That  leg- 
islation would  ultimately  become  law. 

Senator  Dole,  as  a  member  of  the  Fi- 
nance Committee — I  did  not  have  the 
good  fortune  to  be  a  member  there — 
but  as  chairman  of  that  committee,  I 
can  recall  his  handling  legislation  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  into  the  late 
hours  of  the  evening  with  the  patience 
and  the  calm  determination  to  see  the 
bill  through,  dealing  with  the  compet- 
ing interests,  the  offering  of  amend- 
ments. Democrats  and  Republicans 
alike,  getting  a  fair  hearing  on  their 
proposals  of  what  should  be  in  the  bill 
and  what  should  not  be  in  the  bill.  And 
finally,  after  sometimes  days,  bringing 
that  bill  to  a  point  where  it  would  pass 
the  Senate  and  then  ultimately  be  en- 
acted into  law. 

A  legislative  leader,  in  the  truest 
sense  of  the  word,  on  a  wide  range  of 
issues,  some  issues  that  other  Senators 
did  not  want  to  work  on.  like  in  the 
Agriculture  Committee,  the  nutrition 
issues,  working  out  the  difficulties  in 
determining  eligibility  for  food  stamps, 
for  School  Lunch  Program  participa- 
tion, how  much  would  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment contribute,  how  much  would 
State  and  local  governments  contrib- 
ute, how  much  would  individuals  have 
to  pay  for  these  benefits,  and  on  and 
on,  the  minutia,  the  tough,  hard  deci- 
sions. He  was  there  to  help  make  those 
decisions  and  to  help  shape  a  consensus 


of  support  for  legislation  on  those 
issues  when  others  could  not  do  it,  did 
not  bring  the  skill  and  the  determina- 
tion and  the  capacity  to  do  it  that  Bob 
Dole  brought  to  the  challenge. 

It  was  no  wonder,  when  Howard 
Baker  left  the  Senate  in  1984.  following 
the  elections  that  year,  the  Senate 
turned  to  Bob  Dole  and  elected  him 
leader.  He  has  proven  himself  over  and 
over  again  to  be  a  confident,  fair,  cou- 
rageous, decisive  leader,  driven  by 
character,  integrity,  and  the  notion  of 
what  is  good  for  the  public  interest, 
not  just  what  is  good  for  the  party  in- 
terest or  partisan  consideration,  but 
the  general  interests  that  serve  the 
people  of  our  great  country.  It  is  with 
that  kind  of  leadership  that  we  have 
come  to  appreciate  the  genius  of  Bob 
Dole  and  the  outstanding  way  in  which 
he  has  discharged  the  responsibilities 
of  leader. 

We  are  going  to  have  a  tough  job.  I 
know  that  some  people  are  talking 
about  the  succession,  and  who  is  going 
to  replace  Bob  Dole.  The  fact  is  that 
nobody  is  going  to  replace  Bob  Dole. 
Nobody  has  the  capacity  to  do  all  the 
things  that  he  has  done  in  the  U.S. 
Senate.  It  has  really  been  an  honor — a 
great  honor — and  a  wonderful  oppor- 
tunity to  have  had  the  privilege  of 
serving  on  some  of  the  committees  he 
has  served  on,  some  he  has  chaired,  and 
to  be  a  part  of  this  Senate  that  has 
been  led  by  Bob  Dole,  the  Senator 
from  Kansas. 

So  we  wish  him  all  the  best  and  know 
that  he  will  enjoy  many  more  successes 
and  many  more  triumphs  in  the  years 
ahead.  We  are  confident  of  that,  and  we 
bid  him  a  fond  farewell. 

Mr.  KYL  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona  is  recognized. 


So  I  join  with  my  colleague  from 
Mississippi  in  paying  tribute  to  the 
majority  leader,  and  I  wish  him  well  in 
his  future  endeavors. 


TRIBL'TE  TO  SENATOR  BOB  DOLE 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President.  I  would  like 
to  join  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  in 
paying  tribute  to  the  Senator  from 
Kansas,  the  distinguished  majority 
leader.  All  of  us  who  have  served  in 
this  body  can  tell  stories — even  those 
of  us  who  have  served  a  very  short  pe- 
riod of  time,  such  as  myself— that  re- 
flect the  qualities  of  BOB  Dole's  lead- 
ership. Those  of  us  who  are  partisain 
Republicans  can  only  hope  that  a  ma- 
jority of  American  citizens  can  get  to 
know  Bob  Dole  as  well  as  we  know 
him.  If  they  do,  then  those  of  us  who 
would  like  to  see  BOB  Dole  be  Presi- 
dent know  that  the  American  people 
would  choose  wisely  in  that  case.  We 
recognize  our  partisanship  in  this  mat- 
ter, but  I  think  even  those  who  are  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  would  ac- 
knowledge that  the  majority  leader  is 
a  man  of  great  character,  judgment, 
and  leadership  skills  that,  frankly,  are 
greater  than  most  public  servants  who 
have  the  opportunity  to  represent  peo- 
ple in  this  country. 


A  15-PERCENT  ACROSS-THE-BOARD 
TAX  CUT 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President.  I  want  to 
speak  for  a  few  minutes  this  morning 
about  a  recommendation  that  has  been 
made  to  the  distinguished  majority 
leader  by  a  group  of  economists.  I  am 
talking  about  the  proposal  to  cut  in- 
come tax  rates  by  15  percent  across- 
the-board.  I  know  that  some  people 
will  criticize  this  as  political,  but, 
frankly,  in  a  representative  democ- 
racy, the  whole  idea  is  to  do  things 
that  the  people  want.  I  submit  that  if 
the  people  respond  positively  to  this 
idea,  clearly,  it  will  have  been  the 
right  thing  to  do.  I  believe  people  will 
respond  positively  because  they  have 
been  asking  for  tax  relief. 

The  point  of  an  across-the-board  cut 
in  tax  rates  is  that  it  helps  to  stimu- 
late the  economy.  Therefore,  it  is  the 
most  productive  in  terms  of  providing 
for  economic  growth,  which  helps  all 
people. 

This  is  the  kind  of  rate  cut  that  pro- 
duced more  revenues  to  the  Treasury 
under  the  administrations  of  John  F. 
Kennedy  and  Ronald  Reagan.  This  is 
the  kind  of  tax  rate  cut  that  has  been 
proposed  and  that  I  submit  Majority 
Leader  Dole  would  be  wise  to  call  for 
in  his  Presidential  campaign.  John  F. 
Kennedy,  of  course,  said  back  in  1962, 
"A  rising  tide  lifts  all  boats,"  to  illus- 
trate the  point  that  across-the-board 
tax  rate  cuts  help  everybody.  It  helps 
the  economy  grow.  Therefore,  it  does 
not  matter  what  place  you  are  on  the 
ladder  of  economic  progress,  whether 
in  the  middle,  or  at  the  high  end,  or 
even  at  the  lower  end  of  the  ladder;  a 
growing  economy  helps  everyone  be- 
cause it  provides  for  more  job  opportu- 
nities, it  provides  for  more  pajrment  to 
workers,  more  opportunities  for  sav- 
ings and  investment  and  expansion  of 
the  economy,  which,  as  a  result,  helps 
everyone. 

But  the  point  that  I  want  to  briefly 
make  this  morning  is  that  it  also  helps 
us  in  dealing  with  the  problem  of  re- 
ducing the  Federal  budget  deficit  and 
providing  for  the  needs  of  Government. 
There  is  a  paradox  in  economics  that 
provides  that,  up  to  a  certain  point,  ac- 
tually reducing  tax  rates  can  provide 
more  revenues  to  the  Treasury.  In  the 
brief  minute  or  two  I  have  this  morn- 
ing, let  me  address  that  a  little  bit 
more. 

Obviously,  there  are  two  tax  rates 
that  produce  no  tax  revenues  to  the 
Treasury.  One  is  0  and  the  other  is  100. 
The  point  of  mentioning  100  is  to  make 
the  point  that  you  can  tax  people  too 
much — to  the  point  that  they  will  stop 
doing  the  things  that  produce  the  reve- 
nue  that  would   then   come   into   the 
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Treasury.  When  you  have  tax  rates  of 
90  percent  or  80  percent  or  70  percent, 
even,  people  find  other  things  to  do 
with  their  money.  Either  they  do  not 
work  as  hard  and  generate  the  income, 
or  they  find  ways  to  shelter  that  in- 
come or  defer  it  so  that  they  do  not 
have  to  pay  taxes.  The  result  is  that 
tax  increases  do  not  produce  the  reve- 
nues they  are  projected  to  produce. 
That  fact  is  true  of  the  1993  Clinton  tax 
increase.  People  just  changed  their  be- 
havior as  a  result  of  the  increased 
taxes. 

The  same  thing  is  true  when  tax 
rates  are  cut.  When  John  F.  Kennedy 
did  it  and  when  Ronald  Reagan  did  it, 
revenues  to  the  Treasury  increased 
dramatically.  It  is  like  having  a  week- 
end sale.  The  merchant  does  not  do 
this  to  lose  money  when  he  reduces  the 
price  on  his  goods.  He  reduces  the  price 
on  the  goods  in  order  to  attract  more 
people  to  buy  more  goods  so  that  even 
though  he  is  making  less  per  item,  he 
makes  far  more  in  gross  terms.  That  is 
exactly  what  happens  when  the  Gov- 
ernment reduces  marginal  tax  rates, 
and  what  economists  predict  would 
happen  if  there  were  an  across-the- 
board  15-percent  tax  reduction  in  our 
income  tax  rate. 

Under  the  Reagan  administration, 
Mr.  President,  not  only  did  interest 
rates  fall  as  a  result  of  the  tax  rate 
cut,  but  our  economy  grew  for  the 
longest  sustained  period  in  the  peace- 
time history  of  the  United  States  and, 
importantly,  revenues  to  the  Treasury 
increased  between  $60  billion  and  $80 
billion  a  year.  In  the  John  F.  Kennedy 
administration,  income  tax  rates  were 
reduced  from  a  range  of  20  to  91  percent 
to  a  range  of  14  to  70  percent.  Revenues 
to  the  Treasury  rose  66  percent  by  1969. 
In  the  States  it  was  the  same  thing. 
During  former  Governor  DuPont's  ad- 
ministration in  Delaware,  in  1979,  the 
top  rate  was  cut  from  19.8  percent  to  7.1 
percent.  By  1993.  State  revenues  had 
doubled  and  employment  increased  by 
36  percent.  Welfare  caseloads  fell  by  40 
percent. 

The  point  I  am  trying  to  make  here 
is  really  very  simple.  In  this  time  when 
we  are  all  focused  on  deficit  reduction, 
there  are  a  lot  of  people  who  are  death- 
ly afraid  of  reducing  tax  rates  on  the 
assumption  that  it  will  reduce  reve- 
nues to  the  Treasury.  In  fact,  they  even 
propose  increasing  tax  rates.  But  the 
fact  of  the  matter  is  that  at  least  cer- 
tain kinds  of  rate  reductions — and  this 
certainly  includes  aucross-the-board 
marginal  income  tax  rate  reductions — 
have  resulted  in  increased  revenues  to 
the  Treasury  every  time  they  have 
been  accomplished. 

Those  who  say  that  we  cannot  afford 
a  tax  cut  if  we  are  serious  about  bal- 
ancing the  budget  seem  to  view  the 
economy  as  a  zero-sum  game.  It  is,  in 
my  view,  a  very  cynical  view  that 
seeks  to  divide  people,  baiting  them 
with  envy  and  greed;  no  one  can  ever 


do  better  unless  someone  else  does 
worse.  It  is  like  trying  to  divide  a  pie 
into  ever  more  slices,  satisfying  no  one 
in  the  process. 

Some  of  us  think  that  we  should  try 
to  make  every  American  better  off.  We 
want  to  grow  the  economy — bake  a  big- 
ger pie — so  that  all  Americans  can  do 
better.  That  is  what  happened  during 
the  Reagan  years.  I  noted  some  of  the 
benefits  of  the  Reagan  tax  cuts  earlier 
in  my  remarks,  but  other  good  things 
happened  as  well.  Real  median  family 
income  grew  every  year  but  one  be- 
tween 1982  and  1989,  rising  $4,564  or  12.6 
percent.  Inflation  virtually  disappeared 
by  1986,  protecting  all  Americans,  par- 
ticularly senior  citizens  on  fixed  in- 
comes. 

And  for  those  who  suggest  that  it  was 
the  wealthiest  who  benefited  most 
from  tax  cuts,  I  would  point  out  that 
from  1981  through  1988,  the  share  of  all 
income  taxes  paid  by  the  top  1  percent 
of  all  taxpayers  rose  each  and  every 
year  from  a  low  of  17.89  percent  to  a 
high  of  27.58  percent. 

The  high-tax  policies  of  the  1990's 
have  had  just  the  opposite  effect.  Real 
median  family  income  has  declined 
52,108  or  5.2  percent.  Since  the  begin- 
ning of  1995,  the  economy  has  only 
grown  at  a  yearly  rate  of  1.6  percent. 
More  than  a  third  of  the  new  jobs  cre- 
ated have  gone,  not  to  people  just  en- 
tering the  work  force  or  getting  off  of 
welfare,  but  to  people  who  are  taking 
an  extra  job  just  to  make  ends  meet. 
Interest  rates,  which  declined  during 
most  of  1995,  are  rising  again  after 
President  Clinton  vetoed  the  balanced 
budget  and  tax  relief  package  that  Con- 
gress sent  him. 

Until  Congress  forced  President  Clin- 
ton to  get  serious  about  limiting  Fed- 
eral spending  last  year,  deficits  were 
forecast  at  $200  billion  a  year  for  the 
foreseeable  future — despite  record  high 
taxes.  What  that  proves  is  that  slug- 
gish economic  growth  and  oversi)end- 
ing,  not  a  lack  of  revenue,  are  the  real 
causes  of  the  Nation's  deficit  problem. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  note  that  rev- 
enues as  a  percentage  of  gross  domestic 
product  [GDP]  have  actually  fluctuated 
around  a  relatively  narrow  band — 18  to 
20  percent  of  GDP— for  the  last  40 
years.  Revenues  amounted  to  about  19 
percent  of  GDP  when  the  top  marginal 
income  tax  rate  was  in  the  90  percent 
range  in  the  1950"s.  They  amounted  to 
just  under  19  percent  when  the  top 
margrinal  rate  was  in  the  28  percent 
range  in  the  1980's.  Why  the  consist- 
ency? Because  tax  rate  changes  have  a 
greater  effect  on  how  well  or  how  poor- 
ly the  economy  performs  than  on  the 
amount  of  revenue  that  flows  to  the 
Treasury  relative  to  GDP. 

In  other  words,  how  Congress  taxes  is 
more  important  than  how  much  it  can 
tax.  The  key  is  whether  tax  policy  fos- 
ters economic  growth  and  opportunity, 
measured  in  terms  of  GDP,  or  results 
in    a   smaller    and    weaker    economy. 


Nineteen  percent  of  a  larger  GDP  rep- 
resents more  revenue  to  the  Treasury 
and  is,  therefore,  preferable  to  19  per- 
cent of  a  smaller  GDP. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  conclude  by 
contrasting  the  proposed  across-the- 
board  income  tax  rate  cut  with  some  of 
the  other  tax  cut  proposals  that  have 
been  offered.  As  Grover  Norquist  of 
Americans  for  Tax  Reform  said  re- 
cently, paraphrasing  Mae  West,  "All 
tax  cuts  are  good  tax  cuts,  and  even 
bad  tax  cuts  are  good  tax  cuts."  In 
other  words,  just  about  anything  we  do 
to  leave  more  money  in  people's  pock- 
ets is  a  good  thing. 

I  very  strongly  supported  the  $500- 
per-child  tax  credit  that  was  in  the 
Balanced  Budget  Act  last  year.  I  co- 
sponsored  the  proposal  with  Congress- 
man Frank  wolf  of  Virginia  when  I 
served  in  the  House  of  Representatives 
with  him  in  1994.  I  would  also  support 
President  Clinton's  proposed  education 
credit.  But  the  $500-per-child  credit  and 
the  education  credit,  unlike  the  pro- 
posed 15-percent  across-the-board  rate 
cut,  would  help  only  families  with  chil- 
dren or  those  in  pursuit  of  a  college 
education. 

The  benefit  of  the  across-the-board 
approach  is  that  it  reaches  out  to  all 
Americans.  Everyone  would  benefit.  It 
says  to  the  American  people  that  we 
trust  them  to  spend  their  money  in 
ways  that  are  best  for  themselves  and 
their  families.  It  would  allow  people  to 
keep  more  of  every  dollar  earned  from 
their  extra  effort  in  the  work  place — no 
matter  what  kind  of  work  they  do — and 
from  their  extra  investment — no  mat- 
ter what  kind  of  investment  they 
make.  The  broad  nature  of  the  tax  cut, 
applying  to  all  forms  of  work  and  in- 
vestment, ensures  that  effort  and  cap- 
ital are  steered  to  the  most  productive 
activities  in  the  economy  instead  of 
those  activities  that  the  Government 
deems  most  important  through  tar- 
geted tax  credits  or  deductions. 

It  is  also  the  fairest  way  to  provide 
tax  relief.  Everyone  would  be  treated 
the  same;  tax  rates  would  be  cut  15  per- 
cent across  the  board,  boosting  take- 
home  pay  and  relieving  a  major  source 
of  anxiety  among  people  with  middle 
and  low  incomes. 

Notably,  a  15-percent  rate  cut  would 
take  revenues  as  a  share  of  GDP  back 
to  where  they  were  before  Clinton  took 
office — to  19.2  percent  from  the  current 
20.4  percent — effectively  repealing  the 
Clinton  tax  increase. 

Therefore,  I  think  it  would  be  a  very 
wise  thing  for  Majority  Leader  BOB 
Dole  in  his  quest  for  the  Presidency — 
and,  frankly,  for  President  Bill  Clin- 
ton, as  he  seeks  reelection — to  embrace 
the  concept  that  the  American  people 
could  not  only  do  well  individually  as  a 
result  of  a  reduction  in  income  tax 
rates,  but  also  that  this  would  help  to 
stimulate  the  economy  and,  ironically, 
or  paradoxically,  as  I  said,  end  up  pro- 
viding more  revenues  to  the  Treasury 
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to  help  us  with  deficit  reduction  and 
the  financing  of  all  of  the  important 
things  that  we  want  to  finance  as  a  re- 
sult of  the  Federal  Government's  ef- 
forts. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  as  this  de- 
bate continues,  we  will  be  able  to  dis- 
cuss the  concept  of  tax  rate  reductions. 
I  hope  to  cosponsor  legislation  to  that 
effect,  and  I  hope  we  can  begin  the  de- 
bate with  the  American  people  so  that 
a  consensus  can  be  developed  and,  as  a 
result  of  this  election,  we  will  have  a 
mandate  to  reduce  marginal  income 
tax  rates  across  the  board. 


REPUBLICAN  PROPOSAL  ON  MEDI- 
CAL SAVINGS  ACCOUNTS  AND 
THE  HEALTH  INSURANCE  RE- 
FORM BILL 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  yes- 
terday, House  and  Senate  Republicans 
announced  a  compromise  on  medical 
savings  accounts.  In  reality,  this  com- 
promise is  a  capitulation  to  House  Re- 
publicans who  are  more  interested  in 
creating  an  issue  and  serving  a  special 
interest  constituency  than  in  passing  a 
bill. 

Medical  savings  accounts  have  be- 
come the  Trojan  horse  that  could  de- 
stroy health  insurance  reform.  This  un- 
tried and  dangerous  proposal  does  not 
belong  in  the  consensus  insurance  re- 
form bill.  It  has  already  been  rejected 
by  the  Senate.  A  bill  containing  it  can- 
not be  enacted  into  law  and  signed  by 
the  President. 

Democrats  and  the  White  House  have 
offered  a  fair  compromise,  which  would 
provide  for  a  controlled  and  limited 
test  of  the  MSA  concept  to  see  if  it 
should  be  expanded.  But  the  House  Re- 
publican leadership  has  said  that  it 
will  be  their  way  or  no  way.  As  Major- 
ity Leader  ARMEY  said  on  Sunday,  "I 
will  not  give  up  medicaJ  savings  ac- 
counts," and  he  dared  the  President  to 
veto  the  bill.  The  latest  proposal  clear- 
ly reflects  this  partisan  strategy. 

The  Republican  leadership  pretends 
their  proposal  is  a  fair  attempt  to  deal 
with  concerns  about  medical  savings 
accounts.  But  it  is  nothing  of  the  kind. 
Under  their  proposal,  medical  savings 
accounts  could  be  sold  to  all  small 
businesses  and  the  self-employed  im- 
mediately. This  opens  MSA's  to  a  mas- 
sive market  consisting  of  more  than  40 
million  workers — one-third  of  the  Na- 
tion's entire  labor  force.  This  is  hardly 
a  controlled,  limited  test. 

Even  more  serious,  experts  agree 
that  the  small  business  sector  of  the 
health  insurance  market  is  the  most 
vulnerable  to  the  disruption  that  medi- 
cal savings  accounts  would  cause.  The 
Joint  Tax  Committee  concluded  that 
sales  of  medical  savings  accounts 
would  be  concentrated  in  small-  and 
medium-sized  firms. 

The  proposal  would  clearly  go  beyond 
the  bounds  of  what  is  acceptable,  even 
if  it  stopped  there.  But  it  does  not. 


After  3  years  in  which  medical  savings 
accounts  are  sold  to  this  vast  market, 
the  accounts  would  be  expanded  to  ev- 
eryone. Only  if  both  the  House  and 
Senate  voted  to  stop  the  expansion 
would  it  be  prevented.  This  is  not  a 
test.  It  is  a  travesty. 

The  great  danger  of  medical  savings 
accounts  is  that  they  are  likely  to 
raise  health  insurance  premiums 
through  the  roof  and  make  insurance 
unaffordable  for  large  numbers  of  citi- 
zens. They  will  discourage  preventive 
care  and  raise  health  care  costs.  They 
are  a  multibillion-dollaj  tax  giveaway 
to  the  wealthy  at  the  expense  of  work- 
ing fjimilies  juid  the  sick.  Their  cost 
could  balloon  the  deficit  by  tens  of  bil- 
lions of  dollars. 

The  most  troubling  aspect  of  medical 
savings  accounts  is  the  risk  that  they 
will  destroy  the  headth  insurance  pool, 
and  price  conventional  insurance  out  of 
the  reach  of  most  American  families. 
Medical  savings  accounts  will  raise 
premiums  for  the  vast  majority  of 
Americans — especially  those  who  are 
sick  and  need  coverage  the  most — by 
siphoning  the  healthiest  people  out  of 
the  insurance  pool.  As  premiums  rise 
for  everyone  else,  more  and  more  work- 
ing families  will  be  forced  to  drop  com- 
prehensive coverage.  In  the  words  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office,  medi- 
cal savings  accotmts  "could  threaten 
the  existence  of  standard  health  insur- 
ance." Mary  Nell  Lenhardt,  senior  vice 
president  of  Blue  Cross  and  Blue  Shield 
concluded  that  MSA's  destroy  "the 
whole  principle  of  insurance." 

The  leading  proponents  of  medical 
savings  accounts  are  insurance  compa- 
nies like  the  Golden  Rule  Co.,  which 
have  been  the  worst  abusers  of  the  cur- 
rent system.  The  strongest  opponents 
of  medical  savings  accounts  are  organi- 
zations representing  working  families, 
senior  citizens,  consumers,  and  the  dis- 
abled, who  have  the  most  to  lose  if  the 
current  system  of  comprehensive  insur- 
ance is  destroyed.  We  know  whose 
voice  should  be  heard  when  Congress 
decides  this  issue — not  the  voices  of 
greedy  special  interests,  but  the  voices 
of  those  who  depend  on  adequate  insur- 
ance to  get  the  care  they  need  at  a 
price  they  can  afford. 

The  Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill  passed 
the  Senate  by  a  bipartisaji  vote  of  100 
to  0,  without  medical  savings  accounts. 
It  passed  unanimously,  because  it  con- 
tained the  noncontroversial,  important 
insurance  reforms  that  everyone 
agreed  on.  The  American  people  de- 
serve to  see  those  reforms  enacted,  not 
jeopardized  by  the  last-minute  addition 
of  a  partisan  poison  pill. 

House  Republicans  should  not  turn  a 
bipartisan  bill  that  could  be  passed  by 
both  Houses  today  and  signed  by  the 
President  tomorrow  into  just  another 
election  year  issue.  The  American  peo- 
ple deserve  a  fair  compromise  on  this 
highly  controversial  issue,  and  I  con- 
tinue to  be  hopeful  that  we  can  find  a 


satisfactory  compromise  to  save  this 
needed  bill. 

To  those  who  genuinely  believe  that 
medical  savings  accounts  offer  an  im- 
provement in  the  health  care  system,  I 
say  let  us  work  together  to  devise  a 
fair  test  of  the  concept  that  will  not 
put  millions  of  American  families  at 
risk.  The  American  people's  hopes  for 
insurance  reform  should  not  be  held 
hostage  to  a  partisan,  special  interest 
agenda. 

Mr.  President,  I  jrield  the  floor. 

Mr.  GRAHAM  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Chair  recognizes  the  Senator 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  speak  for  10  min- 
utes for  piuT>oses  of  introducing  two 
bills. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  thank 
you. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Graham  pertain- 
ing to  the  introduction  of  S.  1859  are 
located  in  today's  Record  under 
"Statements  on  Introduced  Bills  and 
Joint  Resolutions.") 

Mr.  ROTH  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Chair  recognizes  the  Senator 
from  Delaware. 


TRIBUTE  TO  SENATOR  BOB  DOLE 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  it  is  dif- 
ficult, if  not  impossible,  to  adequately 
address  the  congressional  career  of  our 
departing  majority  leader  in  a  5- 
minute  floor  statement.  His  accom- 
plishments in  his  35  years  as  a  Con- 
gressman and  Senator — his  successes 
achieved  while  serving  11  years  as  Re- 
publican leader — could  fill  volumes. 

Indeed,  hours  could  be  spent  rehears- 
ing Bob  Dole's  impressive  record:  His 
heroism  in  World  War  II:  his  early  po- 
litical career  in  the  Kansas  House  of 
Representatives,  followed  by  his  suc- 
cesses here  in  Washington;  his  efforts 
in  1964  to  secure  passage  of  the  Civil 
Rights  Act:  his  historic  work  with  Sen- 
ator MOYNIHAN  in  1983  to  save  the  So- 
cial Security  trust  fund;  his  engineer- 
ing the  vote  in  1991  to  authorize  U.S. 
forces  to  turn  back  Saddam  Hussein's 
tyranny  in  the  Middle  East;  his  support 
for  Kemp-Roth  and  the  22-percent  re- 
duction in  income  taxes  that  ushered 
America  into  the  longest  peacetime 
economic  expansion  in  history;  his 
staunch  stand  against  President  Clin- 
ton's 1993  record-setting  $241  billion  tax 
increase. 

These  are  only  a  few  of  the  mile- 
stones in  Bob  Dole's  journey  from 
modest  beginnings  in  Americas  heart- 
land to  his  noble  objective  today.  Time 
will  not  permit  us  to  go  beyond  a  few 
random  milestones.  But  then  again. 
Mr.  President,  the  truth  is  that  the 
greatest  leaders  need  the  least  amount 
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of  praise.  They  have  written  their  sto- 
ries in  the  hearts  and  minds  of  the  peo- 
ple they  serve. 

Senator  BOB  Dole  has  done  just  that. 

His  story  is  one  of  courage,  persist- 
ence, character,  discipline,  and  deter- 
mination— the  determination  to  over- 
come odds  that  would  have  vanquished 
a  lesser  individual.  He  is  a  man  of  deep 
convictions  and  proven  abilities.  And 
everyone  who  has  had  the  opportunity 
to  serve  with  him  understands  that 
just  as  solid  as  his  past  record,  is  his 
vision  for  the  future.  He  has  outlined 
that  vision  in  absolute  terms.  And  with 
Bob  Dole  there  are  no  surprises.  As 
long  as  I  have  known  him,  his  words 
have  been  exceeded  by  his  deeds. 
_I  believe  that  at  the  center  of  Bob 
Dole's  vision  is  his  economic  message, 
that  we  "deal  with  the  deficit, 
and  *  *  *  couple  that  with  tax  cuts." 
Toward  this  end.  Senator  Dole  is  both 
tenacious  and  pragmatic.  He  knows  the 
correlation  between  low  taxes  and  eco- 
nomic growth,  and  he  has  proposed  se- 
rious tax  cuts. 

Bob  Dole  has  been  an  effective  leader 
during  a  time  when  this  body  addressed 
some  of  the  most  critical  issues  in  his- 
tory: The  need  for  a  balanced  budget 
amendment;  the  need  to  strengthen 
and  preserve  Medicare;  the  need  to  pro- 
vide effective,  portable,  and  affordable 
health  care  coverage  for  Americans; 
the  need  to  guarantee  the  future  of  So- 
cial Security;  the  need  to  keep  a  strong 
defense— a  defense  marked  by  high  mo- 
rale and  the  best,  most  effective  mate- 
riel available.  He  understands  these 
issues  intimately — as  well  as  anyone — 
and  he  knows  what  must  be  done  to  see 
that  these  need  are  met. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  miss  Bob  Dole. 
And  though  I  wish  him  all  the  best  in 
his  new  endeavors,  I  will  miss  his  daily 
leadership  here  on  the  Senate  floor.  I 
will  miss  his  quick  wit;  his  sense  of 
humor.  I  will  miss  his  deliberate  style, 
and  his  uncanny  ability  to  turn  asser- 
tive and  aggressively  intellectual  into 
a  cohesive  team. 

On  a  personal  note,  I  am  grateful  for 
the  chance  I  have  had  to  serve  with 
Bob  Dole.  I  am  grateful  for  our  friend- 
ship, for  our  years  working  together  on 
this  floor.  Like  other  great  majority 
leaders  who  have  gone  before.  Senator 
Dole  leaves  his  mark  on  this  institu- 
tion. As  the  Congressional  Quarterly 


recently  pointed  out,  '•' 


as  major- 


ity leader,  [Bob  Dole]  proved  a  point 
that  badly  needed  proving  *  *  *.  The 
Senate  could  be  led." 


PUBLIC/PRIVATE  PARTNERSHIPS 
FOR  WASTEWATER  TREATMENT 
FACIUTIES 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  today 
to  urge  action  to  foster  public/private 
partnerships  for  wastewater  treatment 
facilities.  Today,  Federal  regulations 
and  the  t£LX  code  inhibit  the  ability  of 
State  and  local  govenmients  to  create 


public/private  partnerships.  By  getting 
Washington  out  of  the  way,  local  gov- 
ernments can  acquire  the  much  needed 
freedom  to  better  manage  competing 
demands  for  scarce  governmental  re- 
sources, and  to  make  infrastructure 
and  servicing  decisions  that  are  best 
for  their  citizens  and  the  environment. 

What,  my  colleagues  might  ask,  are 
public/private  partnerships,  and  why  do 
they  make  good  sense  for  wastewater 
treatment? 

The  answer  is  that  public/private 
partnerships  are  voluntary,  cooi)era- 
tive  arrangements  between  a  State  or 
local  government  and  a  private  sector 
entity  whereby  that  private  sector  en- 
tity agrees  to  perform  a  public  purpose 
service  that  would  otherwise  require 
the  government  to  perform  ais  well  as 
pay  for  the  service.  In  the  wastewater 
treatment  context,  for  example,  it  in- 
volves a  private  entity  building,  im- 
proving, maintaining,  and  operating, 
under  long-term  lease  or  as  owner,  sew- 
age treatment  plants.  The  private  en- 
tity invests  private  sector  capital  to 
build  or  upgrade  a  plant  to  meet  Clean 
Water  Act  standards  and  other  legal  re- 
quirements. The  State  or  local  govern- 
ment and  the  Federal  Government  are 
spared  the  need  to  spend  scarce  public 
funds  on  these  plants,  while  retaining 
the  ability  and  authority  to  ensure 
compliance  with  all  laws  and  reliable, 
fairly  priced  service  to  their  citizens. 

Such  public/private  partnerships  cut 
costs  and  improve  services.  The  private 
owner/operator  is  held  accountable  by 
local  government  to  the  citizens  it 
services,  to  ensure  that  it  maintains 
quality  service  and  competitive  pric- 
ing. Studies  have  shown  that  private 
operation  of  public  purpose  facilities 
can  result  in  a  savings  to  State  and 
local  taxpayers  of  between  16  and  77 
percent  because  of  the  superior  exper- 
tise and  specialization  of  private  firms 
as  well  as  the  built-in  incentives  that 
are  created  through  competition.  As 
EPA  has  recognized,  private  companies 
often  can  also  construct,  improve,  and 
maintain  facilities  more  cost  effec- 
tively than  can  the  government  by  tak- 
ing advantage  of  economies  of  scale 
and  cost-reducing  advances  in  tech- 
nology long  before  their  public  coun- 
terparts. Transferring  a  wastewater 
treatment  facility  to  a  private  entity 
can  also  generate  cash  for  local  govern- 
ments to  use  to  finance  other  nec- 
essary improvement  projects.  Further- 
more, if  impediments  to  these  and 
other  public/private  partnerships  were 
removed,  it  is  estimated  that  as  much 
as  $7.7  billion  per  year  in  new  revenues 
could  be  generated  through  Federal  in- 
come taxes  paid  by  the  private  owners 
of  facilities  that  would  be  exempt 
under  public  ownership. 

In  addition  to  these  fiscal  consider- 
ations, public/private  partnerships  in 
the  wastewater  treatment  area  also 
further  environmental  goals  that 
might    otherwise    be    indefinitely    de- 


June  11,  1996 

layed.  EPA  estimates  that  existing  and 
additional  publicly  owned  treatment 
works  and  other  wastewater  infrastruc- 
ture needs  will  require  approximately 
S137  billion  in  capital  investment  over 
the  next  20  years  to  comply  with  Clean 
Water  Act  requirements.  Even  the 
most  optimistic  scenarios  give  no  rea- 
son for  blithe  confidence  that  such 
enormous  sums  will  be  readily  avail- 
able from  Federal  or  State  and  local 
treasuries.  Given  that  qualified,  experi- 
enced private  companies  can  finance, 
build,  own  and  operate  wastewater 
treatment  facilities  in  a  cost-effective 
and  reliable  manner,  we  should  take 
advantage  of  this  opportunity  to  en- 
courage State  and  local  governments 
to  look  to  the  private  sector  to  meet 
the  needs  of  their  communities,  use 
scarce  dollars  to  meet  other  pressing 
needs,  and  simultaneously  achieve  the 
environmental  goals  of  the  Clean 
Water  Act. 

In  light  of  these  benefits  of  public/ 
private  partnerships  for  wastewater, 
one  might  ask:  What's  the  problem; 
why  have  they  not  gone  forward  in 
more  of  the  many  communities  that 
see  them  as  desirable;  and  why  is  legis- 
lation needed? 

Federal  legislation  is  needed  because 
three  aspects  of  current  law  either  im- 
pede or  fail  to  provide  adequate  incen- 
tives and  certainty  for  these  partner- 
ships. 

First,  Federal  regulations  discrimi- 
nate against  private  entities  owning 
public  purpose  wastewater  treatment 
works  by  denying  them  the  domestic 
sewage  exemption  available  to  a  public 
owned  treatment  work  [POTW]  under 
the  Clean  Water  Act.  It  is  impossible 
for  a  private  entity  to  own  and  operate 
a  plant  under  a  partnership  agreement 
unless  that  plant  is  considered  a 
POTW. 

Second,  there  is  no  Federal  statutory 
assurance  that  local  governments  may 
transfer  existing  treatment  plants  to 
private  firms  without  having  to  pay 
back  to  the  Federal  Government  the 
Federal  grrant  money  originally  used  to 
build  or  improve  the  plant.  The  Clean 
Water  Act  contains  no  such  require- 
ment, but  Federal  regulations  require 
total  repajrment  for  transfers  of  waste- 
water and  other  infrastructure  to  a  pri- 
vate entity.  Recognizing  the  counter- 
productive effects  of  those  require- 
ments. Presidents  Bush  and  Clinton 
issued  Executive  order  requiring  only 
partial  payback  for  certain  wastewater 
plant  transfers.  Legislation  is  needed 
to  address  this  issue  in  law  and  provide 
certainty  to  communities  for  planning. 

Finally,  the  Tax  Code  also  hinders 
private  investments  in  wastewater 
treatment  facilities.  In  order  to  stimu- 
late public/private  partnerships  for 
wastewater  treatment,  it  is  essential 
to  ensure  that  Federal  tax  provisions 
do  not  discourage  private  sector  in- 
vestment and  long-term  operation  of 
treatment  plants.  The  changes  to  the 
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Tax  Code  I  have  in  mind  are  appro- 
priate for  wastewater  treatment  facil- 
ity public/private  partnerships  because 
these  transactions  will  not  alter  the 
original  public  purposes  served  by 
wastewater  treatment  facilities— pro- 
viding wastewater  services  to  commu- 
nities. I  would  be  delighted  to  provide 
my  colleagues  with  details  of  these  im- 
portant changes. 

Legislative  initiatives  seeking  to  ad- 
dress some  of  these  problems  have  been 
undertaken,  but  they  are  either 
trapped  in  a  more  comprehensive  bill 
or  address  a  broad  array  of  public/pri- 
vate partnerships  extending  well  be- 
yond wastewater  treatment.  Moreover, 
none  of  the  initiatives  thus  far  address- 
es the  significant  disincentives  created 
by  provisions  of  the  Tax  Code. 

The  House  has  taken  steps  to  address 
some  of  these  points.  The  Clean  Water 
Act  Amendments  of  1995,  H.R.  961, 
passed  by  the  House  a  year  ago,  in- 
cludes provisions  that  statutorily  de- 
fine public  owned  treatment  works  so 
that  regulations  are  based  on  the  pur- 
pose and  actual  operations  of  a  waste- 
water treatment  facility  rather  than 
the  identity  of  its  owner.  It  would  pro- 
vide the  legal  certainty  necessary  for 
State  and  local  governments  to  trans- 
fer wastewater  treatment  facilities  to 
qualified  private  sector  companies.  In 
addition,  it  provides  for  a  grant  repay- 
ment approach  whereby  the  State  and 
local  governments  are  able  to  recover 
their  investment  in  the  wastewater 
treatment  facility,  and  then  are  only 
required  to  repay  the  undepreciated 
portion  of  any  Federal  grants.  While 
the  House  provision  on  grant  repay- 
ment is  a  step  in  the  right  direction,  I 
believe  that  the  Federal-aid  Facility 
Privatization  Act,  S.  1063,  of  which  I 
am  a  cosponsor,  takes  a  better  ap- 
proach to  the  difficult  problem  faced 
by  municipalities  that  are  confronted 
with  deteriorating  infrastructure  of  all 
kinds,  obsolete  technology,  tougher 
regulatory  requirements,  and  a  short- 
age of  funds  to  finance  and  operate  the 
wide  variety  of  essential  infrastructure 
projects  that  need  improvement.  S. 
1063  improves  on  the  House  grant  re- 
payment provision  by  allowing  total 
forgiveness  of  those  grants.  The  local 
governments  are  really  the  best  ones  to 
decide  how  to  use  the  money  the  Fed- 
eral Government  has  given  them  for 
public  purposes. 

Mr.  President.  I  would  hope  that  my 
colleagues  will  consider  this  matter 
carefully,  and  that  we  can  get  together 
and  do  it  soon.  It  should  be  a  win-win 
for  everyone.  Removing  the  Federal  ob- 
stacles to  public/private  partnerships 
for  wastewater  treatment  does  not  cut 
government  service,  it  only  cuts  gov- 
ernment restrictions  and  burdens — 
something  we  in  America  need  to  be 
doing.  Doing  so  will  also  save  money, 
yield  environmental  benefits,  and  serve 
as  a  pilot  for  similar  challenges  by  fos- 
tering an  innovative,  market-based  aj)- 


proach  without  increasing  the  burden 
on  State  and  local  governments. 


FISCAL  YEAR  1997  BUDGET 
RESOLUTION 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  soon  the 
Senate  will  act  on  the  conference  re- 
port on  the  fiscal  year  1997  budget  reso- 
lution. I  had  hoped  that  the  Senate 
could  have  passed  this  conference  re- 
port by  today,  but  final  action  will 
occur  soon. 

When  the  Senate  passes  the  fiscal 
year  1997  budget  resolution,  it  will  be 
doing  important  work  because  no  pol- 
icy is  more  important  to  the  economic 
future  of  all  Americans,  and  particu- 
larly to  the  future  of  our  children,  than 
a  baianced  budget. 

We  will  also  be  fulfilling  our  promise 
to  the  American  people  to  balance  the 
budget  by  the  year  2002.  I  am  proud  of 
our  achievement  in  keeping  our  prom- 
ise to  the  American  people  and  I  am 
proud  of  this  budget. 

The  fiscal  year  1997  budget  resolution 
balances  the  Federal  budget  in  6  years. 

It  reduces  overall  Federal  spending 
by  more  than  $700  billion  over  the  next 
6  years. 

It  provides  family  tax  relief  of  $122 
billion  for  a  $500-per-child  tax  credit  to 
help  America's  working  families. 

It  provides  for  real  welfare  reform. 

And  it  would  prevent  the  Medicare 
program  from  pending  bankruptcy.  The 
Medicare  trustees  reported  last  week 
that  Medicare  is  going  broke  more 
quickly  and  in  this  budget  we  save 
Medicare  from  bankruptcy  in  the  year 
2001. 

That's  why  this  is  a  good  conference 
agreement.  It  represents  some  com- 
promises between  the  House  and  the 
Senate.  No  one  got  everything  they 
wanted.  But  it's  the  right  budget  for 
now  and  for  putting  us  on  strong 
course  for  the  next  century. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  no  small  accom- 
plishment that  all  of  us  now  agree  that 
the  budget  should  be  balanced  by  the 
year  2002.  That's  a  big  change  from  this 
time  last  year  when  we  were  debating 
the  budget.  Now  it's  not  just  Repub- 
licans saying  it,  but  all  of  us,  from  Re- 
publicans to  blue  dog  Democrats  to  the 
President.  That  in  itself  is  good  news 
for  America. 

But  we're  not  there  yet.  Last  year  we 
passed  the  first  balanced  budget  in  a 
generation.  But  President  Clinton  ve- 
toed it. 

I  hope  all  Senators  will  support  this 
budget  resolution  to  finally  get  the  job 
done.  This  budget  will  help  define  for 
the  American  people  which  of  us  are 
for  more  Washington  spending  and 
which  of  us  are  for  less  Washington 
spending;  which  of  us  are  for  more 
taxes  and  which  of  us  are  for  less  taxes. 
And  most  importantly,  which  of  us  are 
willing  to  do  what's  necessary  to  stop 
the  stranglehold  that  the  deficit  places 
on  our  economic  future. 


Some  say  deficits  don't  matter.  But 
the  fact  is  that  the  Federal  budget  defi- 
cit is  like  a  tax  hike  on  working  fami- 
lies. 

The  deficit  drives  up  interest  rates — 
and  not  by  a  little  but  by  a  lot.  It  is  a 
stealth  tax  that  every  family  with  a 
home,  every  father  and  mother  with  a 
child  in  college,  every  young  person 
who  buys  a  car  must  pay,  and  pay,  and 
pay. 

What  does  this  stealth  tax  cost  in 
dollars?  Over  $36,000  on  a  typical  home 
mortgage.  More  than  S1.400  on  an  ordi- 
nary student  loan.  Nearly  $700  on  a 
typical  car  loan. 

Remember  that  in  1994,  the  Federal 
Government  spent  $203  billion  in  inter- 
est on  the  Federal  debt — more  than  it 
spent  on  education,  job  training,  public 
works,  and  child  nutrition  combined. 
In  1994.  Americans  paid  an  average  of 
$800  per  person  in  taxes  just  to  service 
interest  on  the  debt — again,  not  to  pay 
off  the  debt  or  even  to  reduce  the  debt, 
just  to  pay  the  interest  on  the  debt. 

We  simply  cannot  continue  to  mort- 
gage America's  future.  If  we  continue 
current  tax  and  spending  policies,  fu- 
ture generations  will  be  saddled  with 
effective  tax  rates  of  more  than  80  per- 
cent. 

Mr.  President,  let's  do  what's  right. 
Let's  pass  the  fiscal  year  1997  budget 
resolution.  Let's  do  everything  we  can 
this  year  to  preserve  the  American 
dream  of  economic  security  for  future 
generations  of  Americans.  Our  children 
and  our  grandchildren  deserve  no  less 
from  us. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  clerk  will  call  the  roU. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me  in- 
dicate in  advance,  I  want  to  get  con- 
sent in  a  second  to  proceed  to  some 
nominations.  There  are  34.  We  are  still 
trsring  to  clear  others.  I  still  hope  we 
can  clear  some  of  the  judges.  I  ask  my 
friends  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  to  see 
if  they  cannot  come  together  here  in 
the  next  hour  or  two  and  free  up  many 
of  the  judicial  nominations.  But  we  are 
making  progress.  I  think  this  is  some 
indication  of  that.  I  thank  my  col- 
leagues and  Senator  Daschle  and  Ms 
colleagues. 
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EXECUTIVE  SESSION 


EXECUTIVE  CALENDAR 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that,  in  executive  ses- 
sion, the  Senate  proceed  en  bloc  to  the 
following  noniinations  on  today's  Exec- 
utive Calendar:  Nos.  490,  491,  492.  495, 
496,  497.  540,  541,  542.  549,  550,  551,  552, 
553,  556,  557,  558,  559,  562.  564.  565.  566, 
567,  568,  569,  570,  571,  572,  578,  601.  602. 
603,  604,  605,  and  all  nominations  placed 
on  the  Secretary's  desk  in  the  Coast 
Guard. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  further  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  nominations  be  con- 
firmed en  bloc;  that  the  motions  to  re- 
consider be  laid  upon  the  table;  that 
any  statements  relating  to  the  nomina- 
tions be  placed  in  the  Record;  that  the 
President  be  immediately  notified  of 
the  Senate's  action;  and  further,  that 
the  Senate  then  return  to  legislative 
session. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

The  nominations  considered  and  con- 
firmed, en  bloc,  are  as  follows: 

LECU.  SERVICES  CORPORATION 

LaVeeda  Morgan  Battle,  of  Alabama,  to  be 
a  Member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the 
Legal  Services  Corporation  for  a  term  expir- 
ing July  18, 1998.  (Reappointment) 

John  N.  Erlenbom.  of  Illinois,  to  be  a 
Member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the 
Legal  Services  Corporation  for  a  term  expir- 
ing July  13. 1998. 

Edna  Fairbanks-Williams,  of  Vermont,  to 
be  a  Member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the 
Legal  Services  Corporation  for  a  term  expir- 
ing July  13,  1998.  (Reappointment) 

HARRY  S  TRUMAN  SCHOLARSHIP  FOUNDATION 

Norman  I.  Maldonado.  of  I»uerto  Rico,  to 
be  a  Member  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the 
Harry  S  Truman  Scholarship  Foundation  for 
a  term  expiring  December  10.  1999. 

iiuis  D.  Rovira,  of  Colorado,  to  be  a  Mem- 
ber of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Harry  S 
Truman  Scholarship  Foundation  for  a  term 
expiring  December  10,  2001. 

BARRY  GOLDWATER  SCHOLARSHIP  AND 
EXCELLENCE  IN  EDUCATION  FOUNDATION 

Donna  Dearman  Smith,  of  Alabama,  to  be 
a  Member  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the 
Barry  Goldwater  Scholarship  and  Excellence 
in  Education  Foundation  for  a  term  expiring 
March  3.  1998. 

SAINT  LAWRENCE  SEAWAY  DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION 

William  L.  Wilson,  of  Minnesota,  to  be  a 
Member  of  the  Advisory  Board  of  the  Saint 
Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Corporation. 

COMMUNICATIONS  SATELLrTE  CORPORATION 

Barry  M.  Goldwater.  Sr..  of  Arizona,  to  be 
a  Member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the 
Communications  Satellite  Corporation  until 
the  date  of  the  annual  meeting  of  the  Cor- 
poration in  1998.  (Reappointment) 

Peter  S.  Knight,  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, to  be  a  Member  of  the  Board  of  Directors 
of  the  Communications  Satellite  Corpora- 
tion until  the  date  of  the  annual  meeting  of 
the  Corporation  in  1999.  (Reappointment) 


NATIONAL  COMMISSION  ON  LIBRARIES  AND 
INFORMATION  SCIENCE 

C.E.  Abramson.  of  Montana,  to  be  a  Mem- 
ber of  the  National  Commission  on  Libraries 
and  Information  Science  for  a  term  expiring 
July  19.  2000. 

CORPORATION  FOR  NATIONAL  AND  COMMUNrPY 
SERVICE 

Robert  B.  Rogers,  of  Missouri,  to  be  a 
Member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Cor- 
poration for  National  and  Community  Serv- 
ice for  a  term  of  three  years.  (New  Position) 

HARRY  S  TRUMAN  SCHOLARSHIP  FOUNDATION 

Elmer  B.  Staats.  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, to  be  a  Member  of  the  Board  of  Trustees 
of  the  Harry  S  Truman  Scholarship  Founda- 
tion for  a  term  expiring  December  10,  2001. 
(Reappointment) 

NATIONAL  MUSEUM  SERVICES  BOARD 

David  A.  Ucko.  of  Missouri,  to  be  a  Mem- 
ber of  the  National  Museum  Services  Board 
for  a  term  expiring  December  6,  1999. 

Alberta  Sebolt  (Seorge.  of  Massachusetts, 
to  be  a  Member  of  the  National  Museum 
Services  Board  for  a  term  expiring  December 
6,  1998,  vice  Ruth  K.  Watanabe,  term  expired. 

NATIONAL  INSTTTUTE  FOR  LPTERACY  ADVISORY 
BO.\RD 

Audrey  Tayse  Haynes,  of  Kentucky,  to  be  a 
Member  of  the  National  Institute  for  Lit^ 
eracy  Advisory  Board  for  a  term  expiring  Oc- 
tober 13,  1998. 

Mary  Dodd  Greene,  of  Texas,  to  be  a  Mem- 
ber of  the  National  Institute  for  Literacy 
Advisory  Board  for  a  term  expiring  October 
12.  1998. 

Mark  Edwin  Emblidge,  of  Virginia,  to  be  a 
Member  of  the  National  Institute  for  Lit- 
eracy Advisory  Board  for  a  term  expiring 
September  22,  1998. 

Toni  G.  Fay.  of  New  Jersey,  to  be  a  Mem- 
ber of  the  National  Institute  for  Literacy 
Advisory  Board  for  a  term  expiring  October 
12,  1998. 

Richard  L.  Momingstar,  of  Massachusetts, 
for  the  rank  of  Ambassador  during  his  tenure 
of  service  as  Special  Advisor  to  the  President 
and  to  the  Secretary  of  State  on  Assistance 
to  the  New  Independent  States  (NIS)  of  the 
Former  Soviet  Union  and  Coordinator  of  NIS 
Assistance. 

Dane  Famsworth  Smith,  Jr.,  of  New  Mex- 
ico, a  Career  Member  of  the  Senior  Foreign 
Service.  Class  of  Minister-Counselor,  to  be 
Ambassador  Extraordinary  and  Pleni- 
potentiary of  the  United  States  of  America 
to  the  Republic  of  Senegal. 

George  F.  Ward.  Jr..  of  Virginia,  a  Career 
Member  of  the  Senior  Foreign  Service,  Class 
of  Minister-Counselor,  to  be  Ambassador  Ex- 
traordinary and  Plenipotentiary  of  the 
United  States  of  America  to  the  Republic  of 
Namibia. 

Sharon  P.  Wilkinson,  of  New  York,  a  Ca- 
reer Member  of  the  Senior  Foreign  Service, 
Class  of  Counselor,  to  be  Ambassador  Ex- 
traordinary and  Plenipotentiary  of  the 
United  States  of  America  to  Burkina  Faso. 

Kenneth  C.  Brill,  of  California,  a  Career 
Member  of  the  Senior  Foreign  Service.  Class 
of  Minister-Counselor,  to  be  Ambassador  Ex- 
traordinary and  Plenipotentiary  of  the 
United  States  of  America  to  the  Republic  of 
Cyprus. 

Day  Olin  Mount,  of  Virginia,  a  Career 
Member  of  the  Senior  Foreign  Service.  Class 
of  Minister-Counselor,  to  be  Ambassador  Ex- 
traordinary and  Plenipotentiary  of  the 
United  States  of  America  to  the  Republic  of 
Iceland. 

Charles  O.  Cecil,  of  California,  a  Career 
Member  of  the  Senior  Foreign  Service.  Class 


of  Minister-Counselor,  to  be  Ambassador  Ex- 
traordinary and  Plenipotentiary  of  the 
United  SUtes  of  America  to  the  Republic  of 
Niger. 

David  C.  Halsted.  of  Vermont,  a  Career 
Member  of  the  Senior  Foreign  Service.  Class 
of  Minister-Counselor,  to  be  Ambassador  Ex- 
traordinary and  Plenipotentiary  of  the 
United  States  of  America  to  the  Republic  of 
Chad. 

Prudence  Bushnell.  of  Virginia,  a  Career 
Member  of  the  Senior  Foreign  Service.  Class 
of  Counselor,  to  be  Ambassador  Extraor- 
dinary and  Plenipotentiary  of  the  United 
States  of  America  to  the  Republic  of  Kenya. 

Morris  N.  Hughes.  Jr..  of  Nebraska,  a  Ca- 
reer Member  of  the  Senior  Foreign  Service, 
Class  of  Counselor,  to  be  Ambassador  Ex- 
traordinary and  Plenipotentiary  of  the 
United  States  of  America  to  the  Republic  of 
Burundi. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

John  R.  Lacey,  of  Connecticut,  to  be  a 
Member  of  the  Foreign  Claims  Settlement 
Commission  of  the  United  States  for  a  term 
expiring  September  30,  1998.  (Reappointment) 

NUCLEAR  REGULATORY  COMMISSION 

Hubert  T.  Bell.  Jr.,  of  Alabama,  to  be  In- 
spector General.  Nuclear  Regulatory  Com- 
mission. 

N.^TIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  SAFETY'  BOARD 

James  E.  Hall,  of  Tennessee,  to  be  Chair- 
man of  the  National  Transportation  Safety 
Board  for  a  term  of  2  years.  (Reappointment) 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 

Robert  E.  Anderson,  of  Minnesota,  to  be  a 
Member  of  the  Board  of  Regents  of  the  Uni- 
formed Services  University  of  the  Health 
Sciences  for  a  term  expiring  June  20.  2001. 

Lonnie  R.  Bristow,  of  California,  to  be  a 
Member  of  the  Board  of  Regents  of  the  Uni- 
formed Services  University  of  the  Health 
Sciences  for  a  term  expiring  June  20.  2001. 

Shirley  Ledbetter  Jones,  of  Arkansas,  to 
be  a  Member  of  the  Board  of  Regents  of  the 
Uniformed  Services  University  of  the  Health 
Sciences  for  a  term  expiring  May  1,  2001. 

IN  THE  COAST  GUARD 

Coast  Guard  nominations  beginning  Vin- 
cent Wilczynski.  and  ending  James  R.  Dire, 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the  Sen- 
ate and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  April  19.  1996. 

Coast  Guard  nomination  of  Andrew  J. 
Sorenson.  which  was  received  by  the  Senate 
and  appeared  in  the  Congressional  Record  of 
May  22.  1996. 

STATEMENT  ON  THE  NOMINATION  OF  AUDREY 
TAYSE  HAYN'ES 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  the  nomination  of 
Audrey  Tayse  Haynes  to  the  National 
Institute  of  Literacy  Advisory  Board. 
Audrey  Tayse  Haynes,  a  fellow  Ken- 
tuckian,  is  a  distinguished  community 
and  business  leader.  She  currently 
serves  as  the  executive  director  of 
Business  and  Professional  Women 
U.S.A.  and  the  National  Federation  of 
Business  and  Professional  Women's 
Foundation. 

Audrey's  credentials  are  outstanding 
and  her  background  in  education  is  ex- 
emplary. Aside  from  receiving  her 
bachelors  degree  and  her  masters  de- 
gree in  social  work  from  two  of  Ken- 
tucky's finest  institutions  of  higher 
education,  Spalding  University  and  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  Audrey  served 
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as  the  executive  director  of  the  Ken- 
tucky Literacy  Commission  from  1989 
to  1993.  In  addition,  she  has  served  as  a 
member  of  both  the  Kentucky  State 
Board  for  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  and  the  National  Associa- 
tion of  Literacy  Directors.  She  has  also 
received  the  honor  of  being  a  distin- 
guished recipient  of  the  Martha 
Wilkinson  Education  Award. 

Audrey  Tayse  Hayiies  has  made  sig- 
nificant contributions  to  the  Common- 
wealth of  Kentucky  through  her  tenure 
as  director  of  human  resource  develop- 
ment for  the  Kentucky  Department  of 
Mental  Health  and  Retardation,  as  di- 
rector of  prevention  and  training  pro- 
grrams  at  training  and  development  re- 
sources and  as  a  chemical  dependency 
counselor.  The  combination  of 
Audrey's  background  in  education  and 
human  services  with  her  excellent 
leadership  ability  make  her  an  ideal 
candidate  for  the  National  Institute  of 
Literacy  Advisory  Board.  I  whole- 
heartedly support  this  nomination  and 
urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  to  confirm 
this  deserving  nominee.,  I  thank  the 
Chair  and  I  yield  the  floor. 


LEGISLATIVIE  SESSION 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Under  the  previous  order,  the 
Senate  will  now  return  to  legislative 
session. 


WORLD  TRADE  ORGANIZATION 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  will  not 
make  a  unanimous-consent  request, 
but  I  will  just  say,  again,  a  word  about 
the  WTO  modification,  the  World 
Trade  Organization. 

As  I  indicated  earlier  this  morning,  it 
seems  to  me  it  is  not  a  partisan  meas- 
ure. It  just  gives  Congress  some  input, 
some  authority  and  some  responsibil- 
ity. We  know  the  American  people  are 
concerned  about  job  loss,  about  export- 
ing jobs  and  about  all  these  inter- 
national faceless,  nameless  bureau- 
crats who  make  decisions  that  might 
impact  on  their  job.  So  it  occurred  to 
me  the  Congress  should  have  some  say. 
and  we  should  be  able  to  initiate  with- 
drawad  from  the  World  Trade  Organiza- 
tion. 

I  think  if  we  go  back  and  look  at  the 
past,  we  will  find  that  most  Presidents 
are  reluctant  to  do  that,  regardless  of 
party.  So  this  would  give  Congress. 
Democrats  and  Republicans — probably 
working  together — a  right  to  initiate 
withdrawal  from  the  World  Trade  Orga- 
nization. To  me,  those  who  voted 
against  NAFTA  or  GATT— this  per- 
tains only  to  GATT.  the  World  Traide 
Organization — but  this  would  be  send- 
ing a  very  strong  signal. 

It  would  also,  I  think,  be  helpful;  it 
might  send  a  strong  enough  signal  that 
some  of  our  unfair  competitors  in  for- 
eign countries  vinderstand  that  we  are 
serious  about  this.  We  are  concerned 


about  American  jobs,  whether  they  be 
in  Georgia  or  Kansas,  wherever,  and 
that  we  in  Congress  are  accountable. 
We  are  on  the  ballot  every  6  years  or 
every  2  years. 

So  I  hope  sometime  before — let  us 
just  pick  a  number,  say  2  o'clock— we 
can  clear  this  and  pass  it.  If  not,  I  will 
leave  it  up  to  my  friend  from  Georgia 
to  take  care  of  it  after  I  am  gone. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 


IDEA 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  on  April  14, 
1969.  I  gave  my  first  speech  on  the  Sen- 
ate floor.  I  spoke  about  people  with  dis- 
abilities— the  challenges  they  face  in 
their  daily  lives  and  how  appropriate 
services  can  make  a  big  difference  by 
giving  them  a  shot  at  opportunities 
others  take  for  granted.  Thus,  as  I 
leave  the  Senate  today,  it  is  with  a 
sense  of  symmetry  aind  continuing  mis- 
sion that  I  am  pleased  today  to  rise  in 
support  of  the  Individuals  with  Disabil- 
ities Education  Act. 

I  might  say,  we  hoped  to  have  that 
cleared.  There  is  some  problem. 

IDEA,  as  it  is  often  called,  gives 
States  important  financial  help  to  edu- 
cate students  with  disabilities  and,  in 
turn,  provides  students  with  disabil- 
ities with  the  guarantee  of  a  free  and 
appropriate  public  education. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  some  issues 
that  transcend  politics,  foster  a  bipar- 
tisan spirit,  and  result  in  legislation 
that  makes  a  real  and  lasting  dif- 
ference. In  my  view,  disability  has  al- 
ways been  one  of  those  issues. 

Perhaps  no  legislation  has  been  more 
important  in  improving  opportunity 
for  young  people  with  disabilities  than 
IDEA.  In  1975.  I  was  honored  to  help 
craft  the  first  IDEA  legislation. 

At  that  time,  as  unbelievable  some 
may  find  it  today,  millions  of  young 
people  were  not  allowed  into  school, 
simply  because  they  had  a  disability. 

IDEA  has  helped  change  that,  and 
IDEA  is  as  important  today  as  it  was  21 
yeau:^  ago.  But  the  world  has  changed, 
and  so,  too,  must  IDEIA. 

This  latest  reauthorization  bill  cuts 
administrative  redtape,  provides 
States  more  flexibility  in  spending 
Federal  funds,  demands  greater  ac- 
countability for  educational  results 
and  helps  educators  maintain  safe 
schools — without  sacrificing  any  of  the 
important  protections  IDEA  gives  stu- 
dents with  disabilities. 

I  want  to  acknowledge  the  hard  work 
of  Senators  Frist  and  Harkin.  Their 


efforts  have  paid  off  in  a  good  bill,  and 
I  congratulate  them. 

Mr.  President.  I  do  not  know  what 
judgments  historians  of  the  future  will 
make  of  my  record  in  the  Senate.  But, 
for  me,  I  can  think  of  no  more  impor- 
tant issue  in  a  personal  sense  than  dis- 
ability, one  that  I  have  pursued  with 
more  constancy  or  greater  pride,  or  has 
made  a  greater  difference  in  people's 
lives.  I  hope  others  will  reflect  that 
what  I  did  was  right,  not  merely  con- 
venient. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Dole  pertaining 
to  the  introduction  of  S.  1856  are  lo- 
cated in  today's  Record  under  "State- 
ments on  Introduced  Bills  and  Joint 
Resolutions. ■■) 


CAMPAIGN  FINANCE  REFORM 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  later  today 
I  will  introduce  a  bipartisan  commis- 
sion bill  on  campaign  finance  reform, 
something  I  talked  about  in  1990 — not 
last  week  or  last  year,  and  it  is  in  the 
Record.  In  fact.  Senator  Mitchell  and  I 
even  experimented  with  our  own  limits 
commission.  The  problem  was  there 
was  not  any  enforcement  there,  so  Con- 
gress did  not  do  anything. 

I  am  no  rocket  scientist,  and  I  have 
been  here  long  enough  to  know  that  if 
Republicans  were  in  charge,  we  will  try 
to  have  a  bill  better  for  us.  and  if  the 
Democrats  are  in  charge,  they  will 
want  a  bill  that  is  better  for  them.  I 
will  introduce  a  bill  later,  along  with  a 
statement  calling  for  a  bipartisan  com- 
mission which  would  have  some  teeth 
in  it  so.  if  they  made  recommenda- 
tions. Congress  would  act  up  or  down.  I 
hope  it  is  something  we  could  get  our 
sirms  axound.  It  will  not  happen  soon, 
but  I  think  we  need  to  focus  on  it. 

We  are  into  another  election  cycle.  I 
know  there  is  a  lot  of  criticism  by  a  lot 
of  people  about  fundraising.  None  of  us 
likes  to  do  it.  I  do  not.  I  believe  we  can 
address  this  in  a  responsible,  objective 
way  by  finding  people  outside  of  poli- 
tics who  understand  the  problem  and 
can  deal  with  it  and  treat  all  of  us  fair- 
ly, whether  we  are.  again.  Republicans 
or  Democrats.  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Chair  advises  that  under  a 
previous  order,  the  time  between  10 
o'clock  and  12  noon  is  under  the  con- 
trol of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 
The  Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma. 


TRIBUTE  TO  SENATOR  BOB  DOLE 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Kan- 
sas, Senator  Kassebaum.  5  minutes. 

Mrs.  KASSEBAUM.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  it  is  appropriate  that  Senator 
Dole,  in  one  of  his  last  acts  of  the  Sen- 
ate, introduced  legislation  to  provide 
for  security  of  the  Medicare  trust  fund. 
It  was  his  strong  endorsement  and 
leadership    at    the    beginning    of    the 
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1980's  that  addressed  the  solvency  of 
the  Social  Security  system.  Just  yes- 
terday, he  was  instrumental  in  bring- 
ing a  number  of  us  together  to  address 
the  concerns  of  health  insurance  re- 
form. It  is  my  hope  we  can  reach  across 
the  aisle  and  forge  with  the  adminis- 
tration a  lasting  piece  of  legislation 
addressing  many  of  the  concerns  re- 
garding health  insurance  reform. 

For  nearly  18  years,  Mr.  President, 
Senator  DOLE  and  I  have  served  as 
partners  in  representing  Kansas  in  the 
U.S.  Senate  and  in  working  on  many 
other  issues.  We  have  not  always 
agreed,  but  far  more  often  we  have 
agreed.  More  importantly,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, we  have  respected  each  other's 
dedication.  Today,  that  partnership 
ends,  at  least  in  its  current  form. 

This  day  creates  many  mixed  emo- 
tions. Like  others  in  this  Chamber.  I 
will  miss  Bob  Dole's  steady  presen- 
tation and  his  can-do  attitude  that  has 
helped  the  Senate  through  so  many 
rough  times.  I  know  Kansans  also  view 
his  departure  with  some  trepidation. 

At  the  same  time.  I  believe  that  Sen- 
ator Dole  has  made  the  right  choice  by 
deciding  to  focus  all  of  his  time,  en- 
ergy, and  skill  on  the  Presidential 
campaign.  It  is  a  mark  of  his  dedica- 
tion and  commitment  that  he  would 
give  up  so  much  in  order  to  bring  his 
very  best  to  the  challenge  at  hand.  It 
also,  I  think,  marks  his  confidence. 

In  our  years  together  here.  Bob  Dole 
and  I  have  created  a  spirit  of  coopera- 
tion and  teamwork  in  representing  our 
State.  There  is  no  one  who  understands 
middle  America  and  grrassroots  senti- 
ment better  than  Bob  Dole.  That  is 
where  his  roots  are.  We  have  joined 
forces  many  times  to  see  the  needs  of 
Kansans  were  addressed  and  that  the 
concerns  of  Kansans  were  voiced  clear- 
ly and  forcefully.  I  could  not  have 
asked  for  a  better  partner  in  helping 
me.  I  hope  my  support  for  him  in  those 
efforts  has  been  worthwhile  as  well. 

Our  work  together  has  ranged  across 
the  spectrum  of  issues  and  problems. 
Countless  hours  were  spent  helping 
farmers  get  through  the  credit  crunch 
of  the  1980's.  No  one  understood  that 
better  than  Bob  Dole.  Today,  there  are 
family  farms  across  our  State  and  our 
Nation  who  still  work  their  own  lands 
due  to  Bob  Dole's  leadership. 

We  have  gone  to  bat  repeatedly  to  as- 
sist our  aviation  manufacturers  to  get 
fair  treatment  in  world  markets. 
Today,  there  are  thousands  of  aircraft 
workers  producing  airplanes  that 
might  never  have  been  sold  without 
Bob  Dole's  firm  hand  and  persistent  ef- 
forts. Senator  Dole  took  the  lead  in 
the  effort  to  rebuild  McConnell  Air 
Force  Base  in  Wichita.  KS.  after  a  dev- 
astating tornado  swept  through  the 
outskirts  of  Wichita.  He  saw  to  it  that 
every  small  town  in  Kansas  had  a  tor- 
nado warning  siren  to  protect  its  citi- 
zens. 

Mr.  President,  through  all  of  these 
years,  no  challenge  has  been  too  large 


and  no  concern  has  been  too  small  for 
Senator  Dole.  Our  State  motto  is  ad 
astra  per  aspera,  "to  the  stars  through 
difficulties."  I  have  never  known  Sen- 
ator Dole  to  not  look  at  a  challenge 
and  find  a  way  to  address  it.  He  has 
been  a  tireless  champion  for  our  State 
in  every  farm  bill,  every  tax  bill,  every 
bill  of  any  kind  that  touched  Kansas 
and.  more  importantly  then,  by  exten- 
sion, the  Nation.  As  a  direct  result  of 
his  efforts,  our  State  is  a  better  place 
to  live,  to  work,  and  to  go  for  school. 
His  legacy  is  written  not  merely  in 
laws  but  in  a  better  life  for  every  Kan- 
san. 

It  is  with  a  mixture  of  regret  and 
pride  that  I  say  goodbye  to  Senator 
Dole  today.  We  will  miss  him  deeply.  I 
will  miss  him  most  of  all.  I  know  that 
there  is  other  work  for  him  to  do  now, 
other  challenges  to  be  met,  and  I  have 
no  doubt  at  all  that  he  will  do  that  job 
and  meet  that  challenge.  Bob  Dole  is  a 
remarkable  man  with  an  extraordinary 
life  story,  yet  on  this  day  all  I  can  offer 
him  is  a  heartfelt  thank  you  for  all 
that  he  has  done  for  me  and  for  Kansas 
and  the  Nation. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  for  her  elo- 
quent remarks.  She  has  known  Senator 
Dole  and  worked  with  Senator  Dole 
maybe  closer  than  any  of  us  over  the 
last  several  years.  She,  likewise,  will 
be  retiring  this  year  and  certainly  will 
be  missed  by  all  of  us  in  this  body.  She 
has  brought  a  certain  degree  of  civility 
that  is  certainly  needed  in  this  body.  I 
compliment  Senator  Kassebaum  for 
her  statement. 

Next,  I  call  on  Senator  Grams  from 
Minnesota. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
Mr.  President,  I  want  to  pay  tribute  to 
a  man  who.  for  20  some  years,  while  in 
the  broadcast  news  industry,  I  used  for 
sound  bites  and  sources  of  information. 
I  have  now  had  the  pleasure,  over  the 
last  2  years,  to  work  with  him  in  the 
Senate  and  am  now  able  to  call  him  a 
friend. 

Bob  Dole's  name  alone  stirs  up  many 
images  among  the  American  people. 
Bob  Dole— war  hero.  Congressman. 
Senator,  party  chairman,  majority 
leader.  Presidential  candidate. 

Yet.  when  I  think  of  Bob  Dole,  other 
words  come  to  mind:  midwesterner. 
mentor,  colleague,  and  most  of  all, 
friend.  I'm  sure  that  all  of  us  in  this 
Chamber  feel  the  same  way,  and  today, 
we  honor  Bob  Dole,  our  leader,  our  dis- 
tinguished colleague  from  Kansas,  our 
friend. 

As  Bob  leaves  Washington  to  return 
home  back  to  the  heartland  of  our 
great  Nation,  I  wanted  to  share  some  of 
my  thoughts  about  this  man  whose  life 
story  and  distinguished  career  reflects 
the  very  values  we  cherish  most  as 
Americans. 

Bob  was  bom  and  raised  in  Russell, 
KS— living  the  small   town  American 


life  about  which  legends  are  made.  His 
family  was  not  wealthy;  in  fact,  during 
the  Depression,  the  Doles,  like  many 
families,  had  to  put  together  just  to 
make  ends  meet,  moving  into  the  base- 
ment of  their  home  in  order  to  rent  out 
the  rest  of  their  house. 

As  a  young  man.  Bob  worked  as  a 
popular  soda  jerk  at  a  local  drug  store, 
learning  early  on  the  lessons  of  hard 
work,  fiscal  responsibility  and  the 
value  of  a  hard-earned  dollar. 

Growing  up  in  Kansas  taught  Bob  the 
importance  of  patriotism  and  sacrifice. 
It's  not  surprising  that  at  the  age  of  19, 
Bob  answered  the  call  to  serve  his 
country  by  joining  the  Army  to  fight 
in  World  War  n. 

And  by  now,  everyone  should  be  fa- 
miliar with  the  story  of  Bob  crawling 
out  of  his  foxhole  during  heavy  shelling 
in  the  hills  of  Italy  to  save  a  wounded 
colleague,  only  to  be  hit  by  Naai  ma- 
chinegun  fire. 

There  are  some  for  whom  love  of 
country  and  self-sacrifice  are  just 
phrases — words  to  be  used  for  a  holiday 
speech.  For  Bob  Dole,  it  is  the  stand- 
ard under  which  he  has  led  his  life — a 
badge  of  honor  he  wears  even  today. 

The  3  years  and  nine  operations  it 
took  for  Bob  to  rehabilitate  required 
strength  and  perseverance,  a  burden 
too  great  for  some  to  carry.  But  Bob 
Dole  was  never  one  to  give  up — not 
even  under  the  most  difficult  of  cir- 
cumstances. 

His  determination  to  recover  and  get 
back  on  his  feet  was  backed  up  by  the 
now-legendary  support  of  his  friends, 
family  and  community,  when  the  peo- 
ple of  Russell  passed  around  a  cigar  box 
to  raise  the  $1,800  needed  to  pay  Bob's 
medical  bills. 

Bob  has  never  forgotten  their  gener- 
osity. He  still  keeps  that  cigar  box,  the 
receipts  and  the  love  and  support  they 
represent  in  his  office,  and  recalling 
those  days  still  overwhelms  him  with 
heartfelt  emotion. 

Upon  recovering  from  his  war  inju- 
ries. Bob  wanted  to  give  something 
back  to  his  community — he  chose  pub- 
lic service.  Since  receiving  his  law  de- 
gree in  1952,  public  service  has  been  ex- 
actly what  Bob  Dole's  life  has  been 
about.  Public  service  has  led  him  all 
the  way  to  the  U.S.  Senate,  and  now, 
the  White  House. 

The  character  traits  that  Bob  Dole 
learned  since  his  humble  beginnings  in 
small  town  America  have  been  re- 
flected in  his  everyday  work  as  a  Sen- 
ator. 

Bob  has  consistently  worked  for  a 
Government  that  serves  the  people  but 
is  a  accountable  to  the  taxpayers  who 
pay  for  it,  and  a  society  that  is  based 
on  people  helping  people  without  creat- 
ing a  permanent  dependency  on  Gov- 
ernment. 

These  principles  have  been  apparent 
in  his  efforts  to  balance  the  Federal 
budget,  return  hard-earned  tax  dollars 
to  the  middle  class,  overhaul  the  wel- 
fare system,  and  preserve  programs 
like  Medicare  for  generations  to  come. 
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I  am  proud  to  say  that  I  had  the  op- 
portunity to  stand  at  Bob  Dole's  side 
during  these  debates,  to  have  worked 
with  him  in  making  our  Nation  a  bet- 
ter place  for  our  children  and  grand- 
children. 

But  Bob  has  been  more  than  just  a 
colleague — he's  been  my  friend.  When  I 
campaigned  for  my  seat  in  the  Senate. 
Bob  came  into  Minnesota  five  times. 
As  a  fellow  Midwesterner.  Bob  knows 
my  State,  its  people,  and  our  heritage. 
Minnesotans  like  Bob  Dole;  he  is  one 
of  us. 

Bob's  friendship  extends  beyond  the 
1994  campaign.  Shortly  after  arriving 
in  the  Senate.  I  got  caught  up  in  one  of 
last  year's  biggest  fights  over  national 
policy:  whether  or  not  to  include  tax 
cuts  in  the  budget.  I  promised  the  peo- 
ple of  Minnesota  that  I  would  not  sup- 
port a  budget  that  did  not  include  tax 
relief  for  the  middle  cIjiss. 

Bob  understood  my  pledge,  and 
though  he  could  not.  as  Senate  major- 
ity leader,  take  public  sides  on  the  de- 
bate, he  privately  encouraged  me  to 
stick  to  my  guns,  telling  me  not  to 
give  way  on  my  principles.  Sure 
enough,  when  the  final  budget  came 
out,  tax  cuts  were  included,  thanks  in 
no  small  part  to  Bob  Dole's  support. 

On  May  15.  I  had  the  opportunity  to 
join  many  of  my  colleagues  in  standing 
with  Bob  again  as  he  announced  his 
resignation  from  the  Senate.  Like 
many  of  those  who  heard  the  speech.  I 
was  moved  by  his  words,  particularly 
when  he  said  to  the  Ar:ierican  people: 
"I  will  stand  before  you  without  office 
or  authority,  a  private  citizen,  a  Kan- 
san.  an  American,  just  a  man." 

I  thought  to  myself  about  this  man — 
a  man  who  has  served  his  Nation  in 
times  of  war  and  peace  with  honor  and 
integrity,  who  carries  through  when  he 
gives  his  word,  who  has  sacrificed  so 
much  of  himself  for  the  country  he 
loves  so  dearly. 

Bob  is  not  a  man  who  learned  his  po- 
litical philosophy  from  a  book,  but  in- 
stead, developed  it  as  the  result  of  his 
life  experiences,  from  the  people  whose 
lives  he  has  touched  and  whose  lives 
touch  him,  and  the  commonsense  wis- 
dom one  can  only  expect  from  a  son  of 
the  Midwest. 

It  is  with  this  wisdom  and  the  good 
feelings  of  all  of  us  who  have  known 
and  grown  to  respect  Bob  that  he 
closes  this  chapter  of  his  incredible  life 
story,  only  to  open  a  new  one — full  of 
the  promises  and  hope  that  have 
marked  his  life.  And  while  I  am  sad- 
dened to  see  him  go.  I  am  comforted  by 
the  fact  that  the  Senate's  loss  is  the 
American  people's  gain. 

I  look  forward  to  traveling  with  Bob 
across  this  great  country,  a  country  he 
has  served  with  distinction  throughout 
his  life,  and  introducing  to  the  Amer- 
ican people,  a  man  I  am  honored  to  call 
my  friend.  Bob  Dole. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
the   Senator  from   Minnesota   for  his 


comments.  I  call  upon  Senator  Ben- 
nett from  Utah  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
Mr.  President,  we  here  in  the  greater 
Washington  area  have  been  celebrating 
the  remarkable  baseball  career  of  Cal 
Ripken.  I  sometimes  do  not  like  sports 
analogies,  but  I  would  like  to  draw  on 
one  relating  to  Cal  Ripken,  and  other 
sports  heroes,  to  give  you  my  take  on 
the  majority  leader,  the  Senator  from 
Kansas,  Bob  Dole. 

We  have  sports  heroes  in  the  various 
sports  that  we  follow  in  this  country, 
who  will  have  a  brilliant  season,  and  as 
a  result  of  that  brilliant  seaison,  be  all 
over  the  papers  as  a  tremendous  per- 
former. And  then  something  happens 
and  they  fade  from  our  consciousness. 

If  I  can  switch  from  the  Orioles  for 
just  a  moment  and  go  back  to  the  New 
York  Yankees,  I  would  like  to  talk 
about  Roger  Maris,  who  set  a  record  for 
the  most  home  runs  in  a  single  season. 
When  you  think  of  the  primary  home 
run  hitter  of  the  Yankees,  you  do  not 
think  of  Roger  Mauis,  you  think  of 
Babe  Ruth,  or  of  the  modem  counter- 
part to  Babe  Ruth.  Hank  Aaxon.  Babe 
Ruth  had  a  brilliant  season,  with  60 
home  runs.  But  the  reason  we  remem- 
ber him  is  because  he  endured  over  a 
long  i)eriod  of  time  and  set  the  record 
for  the  most  home  runs  in  an  entire  ca- 
reer, which  stood  until  Hank  Aaron 
came  along  and  did  more  over  an  entire 
career. 

We  must  judge  Senators,  public  lead- 
ers, not  on  the  basis  of  a  brilliant  sea- 
son, or  a  brilliant  speech,  or  a  brilliant 
cajmpaign,  but  by  what  they  do  over  a 
long  career. 

Bob  Dole  came  to  the  U.S.  Senate  in 
1969.  the  year  Richard  Nixon  assumed 
the  Presidency.  I  was  in  Washington  at 
the  time  and  had  the  privilege  of  serv- 
ing in  the  Nixon  administration.  It  was 
known  around  town  that  Bob  Dole  was 
the  "rookie  of  the  year."  Bob  Dole  was 
the  brightest  star  of  the  new  Senators 
taking  office  as  a  result  of  the  1968 
campaign.  Now.  did  he  have  a  single 
brilliant  season?  Fast-forward  the  tape. 
In  1976.  Bob  Dole  was  chosen  as  the 
party's  Vice  Presidential  nominee.  It 
was  not  a  fiash  in  the  pan  in  his  first 
experience  in  the  Senate.  He  was  a  na- 
tional figure  chosen  to  be  number  two 
on  the  ticket.  That  ticket  failed.  Did 
Bob  Dole  fade?  In  1985.  after  Howard 
Baker  retired  from  the  Senate,  Bob 
Dole  was  chosen  by  his  colleagues  to 
be  the  majority  leader,  and  then  he 
went  on  to  serve  longer  in  that  posi- 
tion than  any  other  Republican  in  his- 
tory. 

When  we  look  at  this  man,  we  can 
pick  out  the  brilliant  seasons  here  and 
there,  but  the  real  legacy  of  Bob  Dole 
is  the  long  career,  putting  together  a 
string  of  brilliant  seasons  and  a  long 
legacy  of  service. 

I  remember,  as  a  new  Senator,  listen- 
ing to  the  then  majority  leader,  G«orge 
Mitchell,  talk  about  service  in  the  Sen- 


ate. He  said  that  it  is  a  great  honor  to 
serve  in  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States,  and  that  very  few  people  have 
had  that  honor.  And  then  he  went  on  to 
say.  with  some  truthfulness  and  a  little 
wry  smile,  that  many  of  those  people 
disappear  and  are  forgotten  after  they 
have  left  the  Senate  and  leave  behind 
no  legacy  whatsoever.  He  said  that 
only  a  few  make  a  serious  difference  by 
virtue  of  their  service  in  the  Senate. 
And  then  he  said  that  one  of  those  that 
we  serve  with,  whom  we  know  will  be 
remembered  for  his  towering  contribu- 
tion— and  these  are  not  his  exact 
words,  but  I  am  not  doing  violence  to 
them— will  be  Bob  Dole. 

I  thought  that  was  a  particularly 
generous  tribute  for  George  Mitchell  to 
pay  to  his  adversary  across  the  aisle. 
That  comes  to  mind  now  as  we  con- 
template Senator  Dole  leaving  this 
arena  in  order  to  compete  in  another. 
It  is  not  the  brilliant  season,  it  is  not 
one  particular  campaign,  or  one  par- 
ticular legislative  accomplishment 
that  we  remember.  We  honor  the  fact 
that  this  man  has  been  at  the  center  of 
American  politics  for  longer  than  any 
of  the  rest  of  us,  in  a  serious  way,  in 
the  serious  debates,  addressing  the  se- 
rious issues. 

So  we  wish  him  all  the  best,  regard- 
less of  party,  on  a  personal  basis,  and 
as  a  personal  tribute  to  the  fact  that 
we  have  been  privileged  to  serve  with 
one  of  the  great  Americans  of  our  his- 
tory, the  Senator  from  Kansas,  the  ma- 
jority leader,  our  friend.  Bob  Dole. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Utah  for  his  excellent 
speech.  I  appreciate  his  comments  very 
much.  Next.  I  will  yield  5  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Florida. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Florida. 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  President.  I  come  to 
the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate  today  to 
bid  farewell  to  a  friend,  a  leader,  a  col- 
league, and  an  authentic  American 
hero.  Bob  Dole  embodies  what  is  right 
about  America.  Seasoned  by  the  values 
and  humble  atmosphere  of  small-town 
America,  the  experience  of  war.  and 
perseverance  through  physical  trials. 
Bob  Dole  has  earned  the  respect  and 
admiration  of  us  all. 

He  is  a  legendary  legislator  who  is 
known  for  his  honesty,  integrity,  and 
fair-mindedness.  Bob  Dole  is  an  au- 
thentic war  hero  who  stood  on  the 
front  lines  in  the  fight  against  tyranny 
and  sacrificed  so  that  others  may  live 
in  freedom.  He  understands  the  com- 
mitment and  sacrifice  necessary  to 
protect  and  preserve  freedom. 

I  would  like  to  share  a  couple  of  sto- 
ries with  my  colleagues,  one  having  to 
do  with  a  trip  to  France  back  in  the 
mid-1980s.  I  had  an  opportunity  to  re- 
spond to  questions  from  a  French  audi- 
ence for  almost  2  hours  and  at  the  end 
of  that,  had  the  opportunity  to  ask 
them  a  question.  I  told  them  I  was 
going  to  be  returning  to  America  in  a 
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few  days,  and  I  wanted  to  know  what 
they  would  tell  me  to  tell  the  people  of 
Florida  about  what  they  thought  of  our 
Nation.  The  first  several  people  who 
came  and  stood  up  said  that  we  think 
of  America  as  a  grreat.  dynamic,  grow- 
ing: country,  and  one  that  is  providing 
opportunities  for  millions  of  Ameri- 
cans. 

The  third  person  that  stood  up  was  a 
fellow  who  was  probably  his  late  seven- 
ties or  early  eighties,  a  little  bit 
wobbly,  steadying  himself  with  a  cane, 
and  looked  me  square  in  the  eye,  and 
he  said,  "When  you  go  back  to  Amer- 
ica, you  tell  the  people  of  your  country 
that  we  will  never  forget  that  it  was 
the  American  GI  that  liberated  our  lit- 
tle town." 

The  second  story  is  the  opportunity 
that  I  had,  along  with  some  of  my 
other  colleagues  here  on  the  floor  of 
the  U.S.  Senate,  to  be  in  Italy  with  Bob 
Dole  at  the  time  he  returned  to  the 
battlefield  where  he  was  wounded  and 
stood  on  the  road  as  he  looked  over  to 
the  area  in  which  he  laid  for  9  hours  be- 
fore being  rescued.  Later,  we  walked 
down  the  street  of  this  little  town 
where  Bob  Dole  laid  a  wreath  at  a 
monument  in  memory  of  those  individ- 
uals who  gave  their  lives  in  defense  of 
freedom  and  liberation  of  Italy.  As  I 
stood  by  his  side  that  day,  I  truly  un- 
derstood that  this  was  a  man  who  un- 
derstood the  importance  of  freedom; 
that  freedom  is  the  core  of  all  human 
progress,  and  while  the  price  of  free- 
dom may  be  great,  there  is  no  price  so 
great  as  the  loss  of  freedom. 

We  can  see  the  mettle  of  the  man  in 
his  decision  to  leave  behind  leadership 
of  the  U.S.  Senate  to  pursue  the  Presi- 
dency. He  is  doing  it  because  it  is  sim- 
ply the  right  thing  to  do. 

Bob  Dole  has  so  much  to  give  Amer- 
ica through  his  experience  and  his  wis- 
dom. While  this  is  a  day  of  reflection, 
it  is  also  a  day  of  anticipation.  I  am 
confident  that  BOB  Dole  is  not  done 
serving  his  country,  and  America  will 
be  better  for  it. 

Thank  you.  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  NICKLES  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
COVERDELL).  The  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
our  colleague  from  Florida. 

I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Texas. 

Mrs.  HUTCfflSON.  I  thank  you,  Mr. 
President.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma. 

Mr.  President,  today  we  are  saying 
farewell  to  our  leader  in  the  Senate  so 
that  he  can  become  the  leader  of  our 
Nation  and  of  the  free  world.  This  is  a 
remarkable  man  who  can  shoulder  this 
great  burden.  This  is  a  man  who  has 
shown  that  he  is  worthy  of  our  trust. 
He  has  kept  his  pronuses  to  the  Amer- 
ican people,   starting  with   balancing 


the  budget.  For  the  first  time  we  are 
on  a  track  to  balancing  the  budget  in  7 
years  due  to  the  leadership  of  Bob 
Dole.  It  is  the  first  time  in  40  years 
that  Congress  has  made  the  decision 
that  we  must  not  burden  our  children 
and  grandchildren  with  the  kind  of 
debt  that  has  been  built  up  by  Con- 
gresses of  the  past. 

This  is  a  man  who  can  be  Commander 
in  Chief  of  our  country.  He  has  respect 
for  our  military.  He  respects  the  people 
who  have  chosen  to  protect  the  free- 
dom of  America.  He  understands  the 
need  for  peace — not  through  unilateral 
disarmament,  but  through  strength. 
And  he  will  not  send  our  troops  into 
harm's  way  unless  there  is  a  U.S.  secu- 
rity interest.  He  has  shown  that 
through  his  leadership  on  the  Senate 
floor  to  make  sure  that  we  do  not  com- 
mit American  lives  unless  there  was  a 
U.S.  security  interest. 

He  has  fought  for  the  working  Amer- 
ican family.  He  grew  up  in  Russell,  KS. 
He  knew  poverty.  He  knew  what  it  was 
like  to  struggle  to  make  ends  meet. 
That  is  why  his  priority  was  tax  relief 
for  the  hard-working  families  of  this 
country  such  as  the  $500-per-child  tax 
credit  and  homemaker  IRA's.  It  was 
Senator  Dole  who  led  the  way  for  the 
homemaker  to  have  retirement  secu- 
rity, just  like  those  who  work  outside 
the  home  do.  And  it  was  Senator  Dole 
who  passed  that  bill  in  Congress  only 
to  have  it  vetoed  by  President  Clinton. 
He  fought  to  lower  the  marriage  pen- 
alty because  he  wants  the  American 
family  to  stay  strong. 

He  has  been  a  leader  in  the  fight  for 
women's  health  issues.  During  his  time 
as  majority  leader,  we  have  increased 
the  spending  for  research  on  women's 
health  care  concerns.  He  is  trying  to 
make  sure  that  we  have  a  strong 
health  care  system — a  strong  Medicare 
system  that  will  be  there  for  those  who 
will  need  it  in  the  future. 

He  is  fighting  for  the  spirit  of  entre- 
preneurship  to  be  kept  in  this  country 
because  he  knows  it  is  the  small  busi- 
ness people  that  make  the  economy 
grow  and  prosper  in  America  and  takes 
the  new  people  into  our  system  for 
jobs.  He  knows  that,  and  that  is  why  he 
is  trying  to  provide  regulatory  relief. 

We  have  passed  the  free  trade  agree- 
ments, so  our  small  businesses  are 
going  to  be  able  to  compete  for  those 
jobs.  Senator  Dole  knows,  and  he  has 
led  the  way  for  regulatory  relief  for  our 
small  business  people  so  that  they  will 
be  able  to  grow. 

He  has  been  a  defender  of  private 
property  rights  because  he  believes  in 
the  fifth  amendment  to  the  Constitu- 
tion. 

Finally.  Mr.  President,  he  has  been 
good  for  our  border  concerns.  He  is  try- 
ing to  help  us  deal  with  the  severe 
problem  of  illegal  immigration.  He  is 
doing  that  by  trying  to  make  sure  that 
we  have  the  help  we  need  in  the  border 
States  to  meet  these  terrible  issues 


that  are  of  such  concern  to  our  country 
right  now. 

So  we  are  saying  goodbye  today  to 
our  Senate  leader,  a  man  who  has  prov- 
en his  mettle  time  and  time  and  time 
again;  a  man  who  understands  what 
America  is  all  about  and  who  has  vol- 
untarily said  that  he  would  rather  be 
going  out  across  this  great  country 
talking  to  the  people  who  are  working, 
who  know  what  the  problems  and  con- 
cerns are  for  the  heartland  of  America. 
He  would  rather  be  out  there  talking  to 
them  one  on  one,  listening  to  their 
concerns  and  telling  them  what  he 
would  like  to  do  to  make  their  lives 
better.  He  has  chosen  that  over  the 
traffic  of  Washington,  DC. 

He  has  his  priorities  straight.  He 
wants  to  keep  the  American  dream — 
his  dream  that  every  child  in  this 
country  will  have  the  same  opportuni- 
ties that  he  did  to  reach  his  or  her  full 
potential,  and  he  means  to  make  Amer- 
ica a  place  that  will  allow  that  to  hap- 
pen. 

So  we  are  saying  farewell  to  a  Senate 
leader  today,  but  we  are  saying  fare- 
well to  a  leader  of  this  group  so  that  he 
can  take  on  the  greater  challenge  with 
his  spirit  and  his  integrity  of  leading 
our  great  Nation  in  the  free  world. 

We  wish  him  farewell,  and  we  will  be 
with  him  out  in  the  heartland  of  Amer- 
ica talking  to  the  concerns  of  the  peo- 
ple of  this  country. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
our  colleague  from  Texas  for  a  beau- 
tiful statement. 

I  now  yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Colorado,  Senator  Campbell. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Colorado. 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
President. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  a  great  honor  for 
me  today  to  join  my  colleagues  in  rec- 
ognizing the  outstanding  accomplish- 
ments of  one  of  the  greatest  Senators 
in  this  great  institution:  Bob  Dole. 

This  is  a  special  day  in  history  for 
those  of  us  gathered  here  in  this  Sen- 
ate Chamber.  For  on  this  day  in  1775, 
the  Continental  Congress  did  some- 
thing this  body  has  been  doing  ever 
since — it  appointed  a  committee.  We 
have  come  a  long  way  since  then.  But 
this  conamittee's  job  was  to  write  the 
Declaration  of  Independence  which  has 
protected  our  freedom  and  liberty  ever 
since.  The  committee  was  composed  of 
Thomas  Jefferson,  Benjamin  Franklin, 
John  Adams,  Robert  Livingston,  and 
Roger  Sherman.  While  no  congres- 
sional committee  has  ever  done  a  more 
important  job.  Bob  Dole's  service  of  36 
years  in  Congress  as  legislator.  Fi- 
nance Committee  chairman,  and  ma- 
jority leader  has  had  a  profound  impact 
on  the  course  of  our  Nation. 

Although  he  has  worked  on  behalf  of 
countless  individuals,  families  and 
communities.  Bob  Dole  has  stood  out 
as  a  champion  of  veterans  in  Congress. 
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Therefore,  as  a  member  of  the  Veter- 
ans' Affairs  Committee.  I  rise  today 
and  join  with  veterans  from  across  the 
country  and  throughout  this  Congress 
in  honoring  a  lifetime  of  achievement 
by  my  friend — a  warrior,  a  leader,  a 
hero. 

In  modern  times,  the  word  "hero"  is 
often  bandied  around  a  great  deal.  But 
after  much  reflection,  perhaps  Ralph 
Waldo  Emerson's  perception  of  heroism 
best  describes  how  so  many  of  us  feel 
about  Bob  Dole.  Emerson  said:  "The 
characteristic  of  heroism  is  its  persist- 
ency. The  heroic  cannot  be  the  com- 
mon, nor  the  common  heroic." 

Bob  Dole  is  a  man  who  has  risen  to 
uncommon  and  heroic  heights.  And,  as 
it  is  with  most  heroes,  he  seldom 
speaks  of  his  accomplishments. 

He  represents,  I  guess,  the  best  of  our 
country's  warriors  and  heroes.  The 
story  of  what  he  went  through  in  1943 
while  attending  Kansas  University  and 
joining  the  U.S.  Army  is  legendary.  As 
a  second  lieutenant  platoon  leader,  he 
went  into  training  with  the  10th  Moun- 
tain Division,  which  was  based  in  my 
State  of  Colorado.  Perhaps  his  only 
mistake  at  that  time  was  not  buying 
the  land  around  the  training  site,  be- 
cause that  has  become  what  we  know 
as  Aspen  today.  But  certainly  it  was 
that  highly  trained  infantry  of  the  10th 
Mountain  Division  that  began  the  final 
attack  April  14,  1945,  which  led  to  his 
wounds  of  World  War  n.  He  went  off  to 
war  to  defend  the  Nation  and  our  free- 
doms. And,  as  a  result  of  that  wound, 
of  course,  he  went  through  nine  oper- 
ations, which  several  other  Senators 
have  told  about,  and  2  years  of  recov- 
ery. 

I  guess,  just  to  talk  about  wounds 
and  recovery  is  one  thing,  but  the  Ger- 
mans have  a  saying.  They  say,  "He  who 
laughs  at  scars  has  suffered  no 
wounds." 

When  we  think  of  the  time  it  cost 
and  the  terrible  pain  Senator  Dole 
must  have  gone  through,  through  that 
recovery  time,  we  know  there  is  a  dif- 
ference between  talking  about  it  and 
actually  going  through  it. 

Bob  Dole's  legacy  as  a  warrior,  hero, 
and  statesman  reminds  us  of  another 
outstanding  American  leader.  Presi- 
dent Dwight  D.  Eisenhower.  Senator 
Dole,  then  a  member  of  the  Kansas 
House  of  Representatives,  first  met 
General  Eisenhower  on  a  rain-soaked 
day  in  the  spring  of  1952  when  the  Gen- 
eral returned  home  to  Abilene,  KS,  to 
officially  launch  his  Presidential  cam- 
paign. It  was  most  fitting,  therefore, 
when  Senator  Dole  was  awarded  the 
Eisenhower  Leadership  Prize  in  1995  by 
the  Eisenhower  World  Affairs  Institute 
for  lifetime  accomplishments  which  re- 
flect Eisenhower's  legacy  of  integrity 
and  leadership. 

As  President  Eisenhower  said  41 
years  ago: 

Of  the  nations  of  today  the  future  will  say 
that  there  were  two  kinds:  Those  that  were 


intelligent,  couragreous.  decisive  and  tireless 
in  their  support  of  high  principles— and  those 
that  disappeared  from  the  earth.  The  true 
patriots  give  their  best  to  assure  that  our 
country  will  also  be  found  in  the  first  of 
these  categories. 

Bob  Dole  clearly  stands  among  the 
true  patriots. 

As  a  decorated  World  War  n  veteran, 
his  service  on  behalf  of  our  Nation's 
veterans  can  be  seen  in  four  major 
areas:  benefits.  POW/MIA  issues,  edu- 
cation, and  health  care. 

Veterans  who  have  served  their  coun- 
try deserve  and  have  earned  quality 
benefits.  Toward  this  end.  the  Dole  GI 
bill,  introduced  in  1995,  revamps  the 
veterans  benefit  program  and  brings  it 
up  to  date  and  in  line  with  the  needs  of 
veterans  today. 

He  also  authored  legislation  in  1996 
to  create  the  Veterans  Transition  Ben- 
efit Commission.  Its  purpose  is  to  en- 
sure that  veterans  leaving  the  military 
due  to  downsizing  have  access  to  the 
necessary  assistance  to  return  to  civil- 
ian life  in  the  most  productive  manner. 

On  the  difficult  POW/MLA.  issue.  Bob 
Dole  has  been  in  the  forefront,  seeking 
answers  and  helping  families  who  do 
not  know  the  fate  of  their  loved  ones. 
Bob  Dole  is  considered  the  1970  founder 
of  the  POW/MIA  League  of  Families. 
Since  then,  he  has  continued  to  assist 
families  to  get  a  full  accounting  and 
disclosure  of  the  fate  of  their  loved 
ones. 

This  past  Memorial  Day  over  100.000 
veterans  converged  in  D.C.  on  The 
Mall,  as  they  do  every  Memorial  Day. 
angry  in  their  belief  that  many  i)eople 
in  government  have  abandoned  them. 
Bob  Dole  has  not  abandoned  them,  nor 
will  he  ever  abandon  the  veterans  of 
the  United  States. 

In  the  area  of  veterans  health.  Bob 
Dole  has  a  special  and  deeply  personal 
understanding  of  the  importance  of 
quality  health  care  and  the  power  of 
rehabilitation.  He  has  worked  to  pro- 
vide a  service-connected  presumption 
for  certain  diseases,  expand  the  number 
of  disorders  for  which  former  POW's 
could  receive  disability  compensation. 

Although  we  served  in  different  wars. 
Senator  Dole  in  World  War  n  and  my- 
self in  Korea,  we  share  with  all  veter- 
ans a  unique  perspective  on  life  and 
country.  If  war  teaches  you  anything, 
it  is  that  the  world  is  a  mixture  of  vul- 
nerability and  enduring  strength,  and 
that  it  is  the  job  of  the  human  spirit  to 
strike  the  balance  we  call  peace.  Bob 
Dole  has  never  wavered  from  the  pur- 
suit of  peace. 

This  courageous  leader  understands 
so  much  about  the  price  of  freedom, 
and  as  he  goes  forth  from  this  Cham- 
ber, let  him  know  that  our  hearts,  our 
prayers,  and  the  hopes  of  all  America's 
veterans  go  with  him. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
Senator  Campbell  for  his  outstanding 
statement. 


Next,  I  yield  to  Senator  Thomas, 
from  Wyoming,  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  join  in  the  tribute  to  Senator 
Bob  Dole.  Certainly,  his  accomplish- 
ments extend  over  many  areas,  but  I 
want  to  limit  my  remarks  specifically 
to  health  care. 

His  record  is  one  that  truly  dem- 
onstrates compassion,  dedication  and 
selflessness.  This  is  not  a  man  who 
simply  talks  about  quality  health  care. 
He  knows  the  importance  of  it  first- 
hand. 

Of  course,  we  all  know  the  story.  Bob 
Dole's  valiant  service  in  World  War  II. 
He  spent  4  agonizing  years  in  a  hospital 
bed.  It  was  this  experience  that  led  to 
his  commitment  to  give  each  and  everj' 
American  the  security  of  knowing 
health  care  is  there  today  and  will  be 
there  tomorrow. 

Proof  of  such  dedication  is  reflected, 
not  just  in  the  way  he  votes  on  major 
issues,  but  also  in  smaller  efforts  like 
helping  to  keep  a  12-bed  hospital  in 
rural  Kansas  open,  or  creating  employ- 
ment opportunities  for  persons  with 
disabilities.  These  are  little  things  that 
do  not  always  receive  a  lot  of  fanfare, 
but  over  the  course  of  35  years,  they 
build  a  solid  legislative  record. 

As  the  Wyoming  State  chair  for  the 
Senator's  1988  Presidential  bid,  I  came 
to  know  and  understand  the  person 
who  has  so  willingly  fought  the  good 
fight  to  make  insurance  more  afford- 
able and  accessible  to  all.  For  instance, 
during  the  1970's,  when  many  policy- 
makers were  advocating  a  nationalized 
health  care  system,  it  was  Bob  Dole 
who  recognized  the  flaws  of  such  an  ap- 
proach. Rather  than  let  the  Federal 
Government  be  in  control  of  individual 
medical  decisions,  he  coauthored  a 
more  simple,  practical  piece  of  legisla- 
tion, the  1979  Dole-Danforth-Domenici 
health  insurance  bill.  The  initiative 
aimed  to  improve  access  to  heaJtb 
caxe.  but  in  a  manner  that  did  not  turn 
the  reins  over  to  Washington.  DC.  He 
had  the  foresight  back  then  to  keep  re- 
form affordable  and  free  of  Federal 
mandates.  This  same  philosophy  con- 
tinues. 

A  few  years  ago  when  the  Congress 
considered  the  Clinton  health  care 
plan,  it  was  Bob  Dole  who  warned 
against  the  ill  effects  of  federalizing 
our  health  care  system.  As  an  experi- 
enced legislator,  he  reminded  Congress 
that  increased  taxes  and  price  controls 
are  not  the  way  to  improve  coverage 
for  the  uninsured. 

But.  before  I  reflect  on  the  Senator's 
more  recent  accomplishments,  I  want 
to  highlight  an  issue  near  and  dear  to 
the  hearts  of  Wyoming  people — rural 
health  care.  In  the  1980's,  hospital  clo- 
sures were  plaguing  rural  America  and 
providers  were  vacating  these  commu- 
nities for  urban  practices.  To  be  exact. 
237  rural  hospitals  closed  during  the 
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decade.  There  would  have  been  more  if 
not  for  Bob  Dole's  commitment  to  a 
notable  package  of  rural  health  care 
reforms.  Reforms  that  improved  Medi- 
care reimbursement  rates  to  small  hos- 
pitals, created  primary  care  centers, 
and  recruited  vital  family  practition- 
ers. These  solutions  helped  to  revital- 
ize our  communities  and  gave  rural 
families  the  same  access  to  quality 
medical  care  as  their  urban  counter- 
parts. 

As  someone  who  hails  from  a  town  of 
500-people,  I  know  the  importance  of 
such  measures.  If  a  rural  hospitals 
closes,  it  often  devastates  a  commu- 
nity. Jobs  are  lost  and  individuals  are 
left  without  care  duringr  times  of  a 
medical  emergency. 

Establishing  a  successful  rural  health 
care  delivery  system  can  be  very  dif- 
ficult. Yet  Senator  Dole  and  his  staff 
have  helped  make  that  goal  more  plau- 
sible. 

I  am  sure  I  speak  for  many  members 
of  the  Rural  Health  Care  Caucus  when 
I  say,  "Thank  you." 

Mr.  President,  Bob  Dole's  commit- 
ment to  quality  health  care  extends  to 
senior  citizens  as  well.  Last  year,  when 
Medicare  was  projected  to  be  bankrupt 
in  2002,  it  was  our  leader  who  fought  to 
preserve  the  program  well  into  the 
next  century.  His  plan  provided 
thoughtful  solutions  to  complex  prob- 
lems while  still  maintaining  spending 
increases  for  every  senior  citizen.  Un- 
fortunately, the  President  rejected  the 
proposal,  not  because  it  did  not  do 
enough,  but  because  it  was  politically 
expedient  thing  to  do. 

Despite  the  administration's  refusal 
to  save  Medicare  from  insolvency.  Bob 
Dole  continues  to  work  on  behalf  of 
the  elderly.  Just  1  month  ago,  before 
he  announced  his  intention  to  leave  the 
Senate,  he  steered  passage  of  an 
amendment  to  the  Health  Insurance 
Reform  Act.  The  measure  helps  allevi- 
ate the  burden  of  long-term  care  costs, 
which  is  becoming  all  the  more  impor- 
tant as  nursing  home  expenses  rise. 

Mr.  President,  these  are  a  few  of  the 
many  accomplishments  of  Bob  Dole. 
Unfortunately,  time  does  not  permit 
me  to  list  them  all.  But  the  purpose  of 
reciting  his  achievements  is  not  to 
boast  about  our  longest  serving  Repub- 
lican leader.  Rather,  it  is  to  provide  in- 
sight into  the  man  who  represents  the 
State  of  Kansas. 

He  has  served  his  State  and  his  coun- 
try well.  He  is  one  of  the  most  effective 
and  wise  legislators  of  our  time. 

Great  legislators  should  be  measured 
by  their  actions,  not  by  their  words. 
Bob  Dole's  actions  on  health  care 
clearly  state  where  his  priorities  are. 
So  my  friend.  Bob  Dole,  good  luck.  It 
has  been  a  pleasure  serving  with  you 
and  I  know  you  will  continue  to  serve 
our  country  in  the  future. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
Senator  Thomas,  from  Wyoming,  for 
his  remarks. 


I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 
land, Senator  Chafee,  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  comment  briefly  today  upon  Bob 
Dole's  record  in  an  area  where  I  have 
devoted  a  considerable  amount  of  time, 
namely  the  environment.  Under  Bob 
Dole's  leadership,  we  have  been  able  to 
continue  the  proud  tradition,  the  Re- 
publican tradition,  of  protecting  our 
environment.  That  is  a  tradition  that 
dates  back  to  Teddy  Roosevelt.  It  is  in- 
teresting to  note  that  Bob  Dole  cajne 
to  the  Senate  in  1969.  Shortly  there- 
after the  modern  era  of  environmental 
law  began  to  take  shape. 

In  1970,  he  supported  President  Nix- 
on's creation  of  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  and  he  has  sup- 
ported every  major  environmental  law 
since  he  arrived  in  the  Senate;  all  of 
which  have  come  about  in  the  past  25 
years. 

What  are  some  of  these  laws?  The  Na- 
tional Environmental  Policy  Act,  the 
Clean  Air  Act,  the  Clean  Water  Act, 
the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act,  the  En- 
dangered Species  Act,  Superfund,  the 
Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery 
Act  to  control  hazardous  waste,  and  on 
the  list  goes. 

Mr.  President,  those  bipartisan  ef- 
forts have  brought  about  an  extraor- 
dinary, tangible  change  in  our  Nation. 
The  successful  protection  of  the  envi- 
ronment has  been  called  the  greatest 
social  achievement  of  the  United 
States  of  the  past  quarter  century.  Let 
us  consider  briefly  the  successes  we 
have  had  under  the  laws  that  were  en- 
acted with  the  help  and  support  of  Bob 
Dole. 

In  the  15  years  1975  to  1990,  auto- 
mobile miles  traveled  in  the  United 
States  increased  by  70  percent.  They 
went  to  2.2  trillion  vehicle  miles  per 
year  in  those  5  years — increased  by  70 
percent.  But  in  the  same  period,  hydro- 
carbon emissions  were  cut  in  half.  Lead 
in  the  air,  for  example,  has  a  terrible 
effect  on  the  mental  development  of 
children,  especially  in  congested  inner 
cities.  Because  in  the  mid-1970's  we 
mandated  the  use  of  unleaded  gasoline, 
lead  in  the  air  has  declined  by  98  per- 
cent. That  is  an  extraordinary  achieve- 
ment. 

EPA  has  just  completed  a  study 
showing  that  the  positive  effects  of  air 
pollution  controls  have  been  enormous. 
The  study  found  that,  in  1990,  Ameri- 
cans received  roughly  S20  of  value  in 
reduced  risks  of  death  and  illness  and 
other  adverse  effects,  $20  of  value  for 
every  $1  of  expenditure  spent  on  air 
pollution  control. 

What  about  clean  water?  In  1970,  only 
one-third  of  the  lakes,  rivers  and 
streams  in  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica were  considered  fishable  and  swim- 
mable.  Now,  not  one-third  but  two- 
thirds  of  the  lakes,  rivers  and  streams 
in  America  are  considered  fishable  and 


swimmable,  and  the  percentage  contin- 
ues to  rise  every  year. 

Since  its  enactment  in  1973  by  a  vote 
of  99  to  nothing,  the  Endangered  Spe- 
cies Act  has  achieved  remarkable  re- 
sults. Populations  of  whooping  cranes, 
brown  pelicans,  peregrine  falcons  and 
many  other  formerly  endangered  spe- 
cies have  come  back  from  near  extinc- 
tion. So  there  is  a  lot  of  good  news  out 
there,  and  much  of  that  success  is  due 
to  Bob  Dole's  leadership  in  this  Sen- 
ate. 

Senator  Dole  recogrnized  early  on  the 
importance  of  dealing  with  the  threats 
to  our  global  environment.  Under  his 
leadership,  the  Senate  approved,  in 
1987,  the  Montreal  protocol,  dealing 
with  substances  that  deplete  the  ozone 
layer.  Then  that  was  followed  by  the 
1990  London  amendments  to  eliminate 
the  production  and  use  of 
chlorofluorocarbons,  CFC's,  and  other 
chemicals  that  destroy  our  protective 
ozone  layer. 

Last  year.  Bob  Dole  cosponsored  a 
bill  that  was  developed  by  the  Commit- 
tee on  Environment  to  amend  the  Safe 
Drinking  Water  Act.  The  result  was  ap- 
proval by  the  Senate  in  a  recorded  vote 
of  99  to  nothing,  and  that  is  a  tribute 
to  Bob  Dole's  leadership. 

He  was  a  key  architect  of  this  year's 
farm  bill  which  demonstrated  his  inter- 
est and  commitment  to  protecting  the 
environment.  The  1996  farm  bill  pro- 
duced one  of  the  most  significant  con- 
servation packages  ever  enacted  into 
law,  and  Bob  Dole  was  a  key  player  in 
every  step  of  that  farm  bill. 

Bob  was  a  champion  of  the  free-mar- 
ket approach  to  controlling  acid  rain 
in  the  1990  Clean  Air  Act  amendments, 
and  that  free-maxket  approach  is  work- 
ing. 

With  his  support,  we  are  exploring 
similar  approaches  to  protecting  wet- 
lands through  mitigation  banking  and 
to  create  incentives  for  private  land- 
owners to  protect  endangered  species — 
use  the  free-market  approach. 

Eighty-six  years  ago,  the  first  of  the 
great  environmental  Presidents,  Teddy 
Roosevelt,  said  the  following: 

Of  all  the  questions  which  can  come  before 
this  Nation,  short  of  the  actual  preservation 
of  its  existence  in  a  great  war.  there  Is  none 
which  compares  in  importance  with  the  cen- 
tral task  of  leaving  this  land  even  a  better 
land  for  our  descendants  than  it  is  for  us. 

We  have  seen  from  his  work  in  the 
Senate  that  those  are  sentiments  that 
Bob  Dole  heartily  agrees  with. 

On  a  personal  note,  may  I  say  it  has 
been  a  joyful  experience  for  me  to  have 
been  associated  vnth  Bob  Dole  for  the 
past  20  years  here  in  the  Senate. 

May  success  and  happiness  be  in  his 
future,  and  we  wish  him  Godspeed.  I 
thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  NICKLES  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
my  colleague  from  Rhode  Island  for  his 
excellent"  remarks. 
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I  now  yield  5  minutes  to  Senator 
Gramm  from  Texas. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Texas. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  by  his 
skill  and  courage.  Bob  Dole  has  earned 
a  place  in  history,  alongside  the  mod- 
em giants  like  Lyndon  Johnson  and 
Bob  Taft,  as  one  of  the  greatest  leaders 
in  the  history  of  the  Senate. 

I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  of  all  the 
people  who  I  have  worked  with  in  my 
service  in  the  House  and  the  Senate, 
Bob  Dole  is  the  greatest  legislator, 
and  I  am  very  proud  to  have  served 
with  Bob  Dole  in  a  period  which  inevi- 
tably will  be  called  in  the  history 
books  the  "Dole  era." 

Bob  Dole  has  my  strong  support  and 
my  deep  affection  as  he  leaves  the  Sen- 
ate he  loves  to  fight  for  the  leadership 
of  a  nation  that  he  loves  even  more.  I 
think  for  many  of  us  here  today,  this  is 
a  sad  moment.  Bob  Dole  has  been  the 
leader  of  the  Republicans  in  the  Senate 
every  day  that  I  have  served  in  the 
Senate.  My  first  vote  that  I  cast  12 
years  ago  when  I  came  to  the  Senate 
was  a  vote  to  make  BOB  Dole  the  ma- 
jority leader. 

I  have  known  him  as  an  ally  and  an 
adversary.  I  think  I  can  say  I  know  Bob 
Dole  pretty  well.  I  know  that  he  is  a 
good  and  great  man.  I  know  that  as 
Americans  get  to  know  him  in  the 
coming  months  that  they  are  going  to 
conclude  that  he  has  the  leadership  and 
the  convictions  that  we  need  to  change 
America. 

So  as  he  leaves  us  in  the  Senate,  I  am 
delighted  that  he  is  leaving  us  to  seek 
higher  service,  and  I  am  confident  that 
he  is  going  to  get  an  opportunity  to 
provide  that  service.  I  am  very  proud 
to  join  his  colleagues  today  in  paying 
tribute  to  him,  the  greatest  legislator 
of  his  era.  as  he  serves  his  last  day  in 
the  Senate. 

I  yield  the  time  that  is  remaining 
back  to  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  NICKLES  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  com- 
pliment Senator  Gramm  for  an  out- 
standing and  very  strong  statement. 

I  now  yield  to  Senator  Snowe  from 
Maine  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Maine. 

Ms.  SNOWE.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  for  yield- 
ing this  time. 

I  rise  today  to  join  my  colleagues  in 
honoring  the  preeminent  Republican 
leader  in  the  history  of  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate, Senator  Bob  Dole.  Throughout  his 
distinguished  career.  Senator  Dole  has 
served  the  people  of  Kansas,  as  well  as 
this  Nation,  with  honor,  distinction, 
and  integrity. 

We  gather  on  this  bittersweet  occa- 
sion to  pay  tribute  to  a  remarkable 
man  for  his  lifelong  commitment  to 
America,  as  well  as  his  unparalleled 


leadership  in  this  august  institution. 
As  President  Reagan  said  so  eloquently 
in  describing  Senator  Dole  as  a  leader, 
"It's  not  just  a  job  description,  it's  a 
description  of  the  man." 

His  leadership  has  touched  virtually 
every  aspect  of  public  policy,  but  I 
would  like  to  speak  specifically  on  a 
topic  that  has  been  of  paramount  im- 
portance to  me  throughout  my  career — 
an  area  where  Senator  Dole  has  been  a 
champion,  an  area  where  he  has  made  a 
difference,  and  that  is  on  behalf  of 
America's  women. 

Mr.  President.  Senator  Dole's  com- 
mitment to  ensuring  fairness  and  op- 
portunity for  America's  women  is  not  a 
newfound  phenomenon.  In  fact,  it  has 
always  been  an  integral  part  of  who 
Bob  Dole  is.  Throughout  his  career. 
Senator  Dole  has  fought  to  make 
America  what  Susan  B.  Anthony  called 
the  "true  Republic:  men.  their  rights 
and  nothing  more;  women,  their  rights 
and  nothing  less." 

In  his  personal  and  professional  life. 
Bob  Dole  has  been  guided  by  a  singular 
belief  that  every  individual — regardless 
of  gender— h£is  the  right  to  fulfill  his  or 
her  God-given  potential. 

Bob  Dole  has  always  known  that  we 
cannot  have  a  truly  representative  de- 
mocracy unless  women  are  represented 
at  every  level  of  government  and  soci- 
ety. Not  content  just  to  rely  on  words, 
he  has  taken  action. 

As  chairman  of  the  Republican 
Party,  over  two  decades  ago,  he  ap- 
pointed the  first  woman  in  the  history 
of  the  party  as  deputy  chair.  As  Senate 
majority  leader,  he  appointed  the  first 
woman  as  Secretary  of  the  Senate.  And 
he  was  the  first  Senate  leader  in  his- 
tory. Republican  or  Democrat,  to  se- 
lect a  woman,  whom  we  all  have 
known,  the  extraordinarily  capable  ajid 
talented  Sheila  Burke,  as  his  chief  of 
staff. 

It  is  not  just  women  on  the  Hill  who 
have  benefited  from  Senator  Dole's  ef- 
forts. The  lives  of  women  in  small 
towns,  big  cities,  and  everywhere  in  be- 
tween in  America  have  been  improved 
as  a  result  of  Senator  Dole's  leader- 
ship. 

From  his  Retirement  Equity  Act  of 
1983.  which  protected  women  from  an 
arbitrary  pension  system  that  left 
them  without  a  pension  after  their  hus- 
bands died  before  retirement  age.  to  his 
Sexual  Assault  Prevention  Act,  which 
finally  expanded  the  rights  of  women 
after  years  of  taking  a  back  seat  to 
criminals  in  our  justice  system.  Bob 
Dole  was  at  the  forefront  of  the  fight 
to  guarantee  economic  opportunity  and 
personal  safety. 

Bob  Dole  recognized  that  2.5  million 
women  are  battered  annually,  the  sin- 
gle greatest  cause  of  injury  to  Amer- 
ican women,  and  he  saw  that  as  being 
unconscionable.  It  was  under  his  lead- 
ership that  the  Violence  Against 
Women  Act  was  fully  funded  for  the 
first  time  ever. 


But  his  leadership  did  not  end  there. 
Senator  Dole  also  recognized  that  the 
highest  echelons  of  corporate  America 
did  not  reflect  the  true  landscape  of 
this  Nation.  Where  others  did  not  or 
would  not.  Bob  Dole  saw  barriers 
which  are  rarely  penetrated  by  women, 
and  he  believed  those  lines  were  made 
for  crossing.  As  Senator  Dole  himself 
has  said.  "The  issues  boil  down  to 
equal  access  and  equal  opportunity." 
Bob  Dole  knows  there  is  something 
wrong  when  women  are  not  represented 
in  the  upper  levels  of  management  in 
corporate  America,  and  that  is  why  he 
authored  the  Glass  Ceiling  Commis- 
sion, the  first  ever  Federal  commission 
that  created  the  most  comprehensive 
report  on  how  business  could  make  full 
use  of  our  Nation's  hximan  capital. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
the  Senator  from  Maine  an  additional  2 
minutes. 

Ms.  SNCWE.  Mr.  President.  Senator 
Dole's  commitment  to  women  goes  be- 
yond the  workplace.  Under  his  leader- 
ship, the  Senate  passed  legislation  to 
provide  Medicare  coverage  of  a  drug 
that  was  proven  effective  in  the  fight 
against  breast  cancer.  He  created  a  tax 
credit  for  expenses  associated  with  the 
long-term  care  of  elderly  spouses  who 
are  sick  or  family  members,  especially 
important  for  women  because  they  rep- 
resent 78  percent  of  our  Nation's  pri- 
mary caregivers. 

For  those  who  found  themselves  in 
need  of  a  helping  hand.  Bob  Dole  has 
been  the  driving  force  behind  meaning- 
ful, compassionate  welfare  reform,  to 
transfer  welfare  into  workfare  and 
move  people  from  the  welfare  rolls  to 
the  payrolls.  He  made  sure  it  was  not 
done  on  the  backs  of  children  by  ensur- 
ing that  we  inserted  53  billion  in  addi- 
tional child  care  funding,  and  this  bill 
passed  the  Senate  with  87  votes. 

In  another  commitment  to  women 
and  families,  he  joined  with  me  in  pro- 
viding for  tough  child  support  enforce- 
ment provisions  to  send  a  message  to 
deadbeat  parents  that  the  days  of  pa- 
rental irresponsibility  are  over. 

The  bottom  line  is.  Mr.  President, 
the  record  goes  on  and  on.  The  record 
shows  that  when  it  comes  to  America's 
women,  you  can  count  on  BOB  Dole. 

Finally,  on  a  personal  level.  I  would 
like  to  express  my  deepest  appreciation 
for  Senator  Dole's  friendship  and  wise 
counsel  over  the  years,  not  only  here  in 
the  U.S.  Senate  but  throughout  my 
years  in  the  House  of  Representatives. 
As  he  takes  leave  of  this  institution  he 
loves  so  much,  he  and  Elizabeth  take 
with  them  our  profound  respect,  our 
great  admiration,  our  heartfelt  friend- 
ship, our  deep  gratitude  and  our  pray- 
ers for  Godspeed  as  he  and  Elizabeth 
embark  on  an  exciting  and  historic  new 
chapter  in  their  lives. 

I  am  reminded  of  what  Winston 
Churchill    said    when    the    tide    had 
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turned  in  favor  of  the  allies.  He  said 
this: 

This  is  not  the  end.  It  is  not  even  the  be- 
ginning of  the  end.  But  it  is.  rather,  the  end 
of  the  beginning-. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  President.  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
Senator  Snowe  for  her  outstanding 
comments. 

I  now  yield  5  minutes  to  the  senior 
Senator  from  Wyoming,  Senator  Simp- 
son. 

The  PRESIDrNG  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator fjrom  Wyoming. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
my  great  pleasure  to  comment  about 
my  friend  Bob  Dole.  We  have  heard  all 
of  the  facts  and  the  extraordinary  his- 
tory of  the  man's  life  and  his  life  in  the 
Senate,  and  it  indeed  is  extraordinary. 
We  all  have  known  that.  He  is  the  very 
best — the  very,  very  best. 

I  will  be  saying  much  about  this  man 
in  the  next  months,  for  this  is  a  leader, 
a  real  leader,  not  just  in  the  title  he 
held  but  way  down  inside,  and  that  is  a 
gift.  That  is  the  ability  to  lead,  to  en- 
gender trust  and  loyalty  and  the  admi- 
ration— even  grudging  sometimes — of 
your  toughest  adversaries,  and  he  has 
had  that  and  it  will  serve  him  well. 

One  of  the  great  and  singular  honors 
in  my  life  was  to  serve  as  his  assistant 
for  10  years.  I  was  his  first  lieutenant. 
He  was  the  captain.  We  had  a  pretty 
good  platoon,  a  good  company,  too,  and 
a  good  battalion.  It  was  one  wonderful 
run.  I  must  say  that  some  joy  of  it  was 
lost,  was  sometimes  when  we  took  our 
work  too  seriously — but  we  never  took 
ourselves  too  seriously.  When  you  have 
a  couple  of  gentlemen  with  a  rather 
spirited  sense  of  humor,  it  does  spark 
up  and  brighten  the  day.  I  love  those 
types. 

I  learned  much  from  this  man.  I 
learned  not  to  judge,  to  try  to  make 
things  work,  to  have  ultimate  pa- 
tience. That  is  what  I  really  have  not 
learned  yet.  It  is  out  there  though.  He 
gave  me  some  good  tips.  In  those 
times,  I  found  this  man  to  be  true,  hon- 
est, and  so  natural,  a  very  remarkable 
gentleman.  By  taking  leave  from  here 
in  this  honorable  way,  the  American 
people  will  come  to  see  him  as  we  do, 
as  I  do — fair,  strong,  firm,  a  man  of 
great  resolve. 

With  this  extraordinary  woman  Eliz- 
abeth at  his  side,  Elizabeth  Hanford 
Dole,  they  will  surely  captivate  and 
unite  this  country  in  their  quest,  for 
she  is  a  person  of  great  personal  faith 
and  ?ji  inspiration  to  many  of  us.  And 
his  daughter  Robin  too,  what  a  fine 
woman,  making  a  fine  impression  all 
over  America,  as  she  is  deeply  involved 
in  the  campaign  activities.  Those  are 
the  things  we  will  see  the  Bob  Dole 
family  doing  in  these  months  to  come. 

A  legislator,  a  listener,  a  loyalist.  No 
one  served  Piesident  George  Bush  with 
more  loyalty  than  Bob  Dole.  He  was 
always  supporting   the  man  who   de- 


feated him,  supporting  him  to  the  hilt. 
That  is  class. 

I  have  no  sadness.  No,  I  am  excited  to 
know  that  this  man  will  be  out  there  in 
America,  and  that  the  people  of  Amer- 
ica will  see  what  we  here  have  always 
seen  in  this  man.  a  man  of  deep,  per- 
sonal conviction,  a  man  of  deep  moral 
fortitude,  guts,  always  telling  the 
truth,  and  the  strong  leadership— a 
man  who  can  make  a  decision  and  stick 
with  it.  Bold  and  courageous  are  other 
examples  of  his  leadership — purposeful, 
direct,  and  decisive. 

So  here  we  go.  He  will  seek  this  job 
in  the  same  way  he  has  sought  every- 
thing in  his  life,  with  that  great  en- 
ergy, from  that  spirit.  He  has  great  ca- 
pability, so  very  competent,  and  we 
will  all  see  this  man  as  a  deeply  sen- 
sitive man,  a  decent — very  decent — and 
caring  man.  I  think  America  is  longing 
for  that. 

I  wish  him  well,  with  this  magnifi- 
cent woman  of  charm  and  grace  at  his 
side.  God  bless  them  both  for.  indeed — 
he  is  all  the  man  there  is. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
FRIST).  The  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
Senator  Simpson  for  his  comments  and 
for  the  excellent  working  relationship 
that  he  has  enjoyed  with  Senator  Dole 
over  the  years.  As  all  of  us  know,  he  is 
retiring  as  well.  Certainly,  he  will  be 
missed.  His  wit  and  wisdom  will  be 
missed  in  this  body,  as  well. 

I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Iowa,  Senator  Grassley. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President, 
today  the  Senate  loses  its  leader,  but 
our  Nation  and  its  people  gain  a  leader. 
What  this  country  needs  at  this  time  is 
to  see  a  good  example  coming  from  its 
political  leaders.  What  this  country 
needs  is  moral  leadership.  It  is  truly 
lacking,  of  course,  in  the  current  White 
House.  I  have  been  speaking  out  on  this 
subject  of  lack  of  moral  leadership, 
with  several  specific  examples  of  that 
failed  leadership  by  the  President  and 
First  Lady,  since  March  19. 

It  is  not  enough  to  call  Bob  Dole  a 
friend,  a  steady  presence  in  the  Senate, 
an  ally.  It  is  more  important  to  know 
his  qualities.  These  qualities  are  what 
make  Bob  Dole  a  leader.  Above  all 
else.  Bob  Dole  has  earned  respect.  You 
gain  respect.  Mr.  President,  by  first 
showing  respect  for  others.  He  has  done 
so.  He  has  shown  respect  for  his  fellow 
Kansans,  for  working  men  and  women 
of  America,  for  America's  farmers,  for 
the  small  business  entrepreneur,  to  his 
colleagues,  for  his  party,  but,  most  of 
all,  respect  for  America. 

When  you  get  Bob  Dole,  you  get 
someone  who  will  do  what  he  says  he 
will  do.  That  means  you  get  a  man  of 
integrity.  You  get  a  person  of  account- 
ability. He  does  not  point  the  finger. 
The  buck  stops  with  Bob  Dole.  He 
takes  responsibility  for  his  actions. 
That  is  important,  Mr.  President,  be- 
cause this  is  what  America  needs  and 


needs  right  now.  At  a  time  when  public 
cynicism  is  riding  a  crest,  fueled  by  the 
actions  from  current  leaders  in  the 
Wliite  House,  we  need  Bob  Dole's  tie  of 
leadership,  because  historically,  the 
best  leaders  are  those  who  have  integ- 
rity, who  demonstrate  fairness,  and 
who  have  compassion. 

If  I  have  learned  nothing  else  about 
Bob  Dole  in  my  16  years  serving  with 
him  in  the  U.S.  Senate,  it  is  that  he  is 
a  person  of  integrity,  a  person  who 
treats  people  fairly,  and  a  person  who 
has  and  demonstrates  compassion.  One 
of  the  best  experiences  I  have  had  with 
Bob  Dole  was  campaigning  with  him  in 
my  State  of  Iowa.  The  first  time  was  in 
1988.  The  next  time  was  this  year. 
Whenever  I  introduced  BOB  Dole  to  the 
people  of  Iowa,  I  introduced  him  ais  one 
of  us.  lowans  knew  right  away  exactly 
what  I  meant.  It  meant  that  Bob  Dole 
has  the  same  roots  as  we  have — Mid- 
western, small  town,  rural,  traditional 
values.  He  never  forgot  where  he  came 
from  and  how  he  got  there.  That  is  the 
mark  of  a  humble  public  servant.  That 
is  what  our  country  so  desperately 
needs  today. 

Yes,  I  will  miss  Bob  Dole  as  a  friend 
and  a  political  ally.  I  will  miss  him 
more  as  a  leader.  I  take  comfort  in  the 
fact  that  in  losing  a  leader,  the  coun- 
try is  gaining  one.  For  that.  I  can  only 
be  truly  grateful. 

I  say  to  citizen  Dole,  your  new  jour- 
ney of  a  thousand  miles  begins  with 
this  first  step  that  you  are  taking 
today  of  leaving  the  Senate,  saying 
goodbye  to  the  people's  branch  of  Gov- 
ernment, and  going  out  among  the  peo- 
ple themselves.  I  wish  you.  Bob  Dole. 
great  success  as  our  future  leader. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  thank  Senator  Grassley  from  Iowa 
for  an  outstanding  statement. 

I  yield  6  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma,  Senator  Inhofe. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  while  I 
was  presiding.  I  listened  to  the  acco- 
lades and  the  very  warm  remarks  that 
have  been  aimed  toward  our  leader. 
Bob  Dole,  and  so  richly  deserved  by 
Senator  Dole.  I  could  think  of  only 
two  characteristics  that  have  not  been 
brought  up  yet.  They  came  from  two 
experiences  that  I  had. 

One  was  back  when  I  was  a  very 
fresh,  new.  freshman  Senator.  I  hap- 
pened to  have  been  supporting  Phil 
Gramm  for  President  of  the  United 
States,  who  was  a  primary  opponent  of 
Bob  Dole's,  only  to  find  that  he  and  I 
had  a  trip  to  take  together  from  Wash- 
ington out  to  Independence.  KS.  since 
we  had  been  active  in  getting  a  very 
significant  product  liability  bill  passed 
that  put  America  back  into  making 
airplanes  again.  I  got  to  thinking  of 
traveling  all  the  way  with  a  guy  when 
I  was  actually  opposing  him.  I  was  very 
uncomfortable  about  it.  I  can  tell  you 
during  the  entire  trip,  you  would  have 
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thought  I  was  his.  Bob  Dole's,  chair- 
man. I  have  never  seen  a  person  so  ab- 
solute in  his  forgiveness  and  under- 
standing. 

Second,  a  couple  of  years  aigo  I  can 
remember  when  Bob  Dole  was  coming 
in  to  do  a  fundraiser  for  me  at  7:30  in 
the  morning  in  Tulsa.  OK.  By  coinci- 
dence, it  happened  to  be  the  morning 
after  the  night  they  considered  Presi- 
dent Clinton's  soft-on-crime  bill.  Bob 
Dole  was  really  wrapped  up  in  that. 
That  was  one  of  the  disappointments 
he  had.  He  lost  it  by  one  vote. 

He  got  on  a  plane,  it  had  to  be  some- 
time after  midnight,  came  all  the  way 
to  Oklahoma  in  a  driving  rainstorm, 
and  was  there  at  7:30  in  the  morning. 
His  staff  was  exhausted.  He  looked  like 
he  was  just  showing  up  for  his  first 
prom. 

I  have  never  seen  a  guy  with  energy 
like  he  has.  The  two  characteristics, 
boundless  energy  and  comjjassionate 
forgiveness,  are  two  characteristics 
that  will  serve  America  in  a  grander 
way.  What  a  guy. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  I  thank  Senator 
Inhofe,  my  colleague,  for  his  state- 
ment. 

I  now  yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Washington,  Senator  Gorton. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  nothing 
I  can  say  here  today  can  add  to  the 
richness  or  the  depth  of  the  picture 
that  has  already  been  presented  over 
the  course  of  the  last  2  weeks  or  so  by 
other  Members  of  this  body  and  by 
those  outside  of  this  body  with  respect 
to  our  candidate  for  President  and  our 
retiring  majority  leader.  Senator  Bob 
Dole.  All  I  can  do  is  to  take  that  pho- 
tograph from  a  very  slightly  different 
angle  and,  I  hope,  make  it  at  least  a 
slightly  deeper  photograph  of  a  great 
man. 

This  is  important,  however,  because 
the  Bob  Dole  we,  who  have  worked 
with  him  for  a  year  or  for  a  decade, 
know  is  not  the  Bob  Dole  as  he  has 
been  pictured  to  our  fellow  citizens  all 
across  the  United  States.  It  is  exactly 
for  that  reason,  of  course,  that  he  is 
leaving  us  and  his  magnificent  and,  I 
believe,  rewarding  career  in  this  body 
to  share  his  real  character,  his  real 
personality  with  all  of  the  people  of  the 
United  States  in  his  quest  for  the  Pres- 
idency. 

Bob  Dole  is,  I  think,  first  of  all.  a 
man  of  extraordinary  patience — per- 
haps the  single  most  significant  re- 
quirement for  a  leader  of  a  body  of  99 
other  Members,  all  of  whom  most  of 
the  time  feel  that  they  are  in  posses- 
sion of  absolute  truth  or  the  precise 
way  in  which  the  Senate  should  con- 
duct its  business. 

Bob  Dole  seems  never  to  have  lost  a 
sunny  equanimity,  even  under  the 
most  difficult  circumstances.  His  wit 
seems  never  to  have  deserted  him.  His 
willingness  to  listen  to  advice  and 
couiisel — almost  always  unsolicited — 
seems  to  have  been  infinite,  and  at  the 


same  time  that  he  has  been  willing  to 
listen  and  been  willing  to  consider  the 
views  from  disparate  sectors,  he  has 
been  possessed  by  a  deep  dedication  to 
principle,  to  direction,  and  to  love  of 
country. 

On  the  one  hand,  people  in  politics 
are  criticized  for  being  too  rigid  and 
not  understanding  and,  on  the  other 
hand,  for  being  too  compromising.  Bob 
Dole  is  neither.  He  has  that  rare  com- 
bination of  a  dedication  to  principle 
and  a  willingness  to  listen  and  to  ac- 
commodate the  principles  and  ideas  of 
others,  which  has  made  him  a  great 
success,  has  caused  him  to  be  the  long- 
est-serving leader  of  this  party  in  the 
history  of  the  U.S.  Senate. 

And  so  because  of  those  winning 
traits  of  personality  and  those  deeper 
traits  of  character  and  principle,  each 
of  us  who  remain  here  in  the  Senate 
will  be  slightly  the  lesser  by  reason  of 
his  leaving.  He,  on  the  other  hand,  will 
be  the  better  for  it — for  this  surprising 
and  principled  decision,  for  his  willing- 
ness to  present  himself  to  the  Amer- 
ican people  without  the  protection  of 
any  office  on  which  to  fall  back. 

I  believe,  Mr.  President — and  I  be- 
lieve firmly— that  this  open  risk-tak- 
ing, courageous  Bob  Dole,  whom  we 
have  known  for  as  long  as  each  of  us 
has  been  in  the  Senate,  and  whom  his 
friends,  neighbors,  and  family  have 
known  from  his  youth,  will  become  in- 
creasingly known  by,  respected  by,  and 
loved  by  the  people  of  the  United 
States  as  he  presents  these  traits  of 
character  and  personality  to  them  dur- 
ing the  balance  of  this  campaign. 

So  we  wish  him  bon  voyage,  the  best 
of  good  luck,  and  we  wish  to  the  Amer- 
ican people  a  new  President  with  all  of 
these  wonderful  characteristics  for 
leadership  and  for  making  our  country 
a  better  and  stronger  place  in  which  to 
live. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
Senator  Gorton  from  Washington  for 
an  outstanding  statement. 

I  yield  5  minutes  to  Senator 
ASHCROFT  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  ASHCROFT.  Mr.  President,  when 
Abraham  Lincoln  walked  onto  the  bat- 
tlefield at  Gettysburg  to  commemorate 
what  had  been  done  there,  he  suc- 
cinctly encapsulated  the  understanding 
that  deeds  far  surpass  words  in  terms . 
of  value.  He  said.  "'The  world  will  little 
note  nor  long  remember  what  we  say 
here,  but  it  can  never  forget  what  they 
did  here." 

We  are  not  talking  this  morning  just 
to  be  talking,  to  be  saying  things,  but 
it  is  a  way  of  helping  people  under- 
stand what  Bob  Dole  has  done,  who  he 
has  been,  the  depth  of  his  care,  and  the 
breadth  of  his  knowledge  of  how  we 
need  to  proceed  in  America.  It  has  been 
properly  said  that  the  world  does  not 
care  how  much  you  know  until  they 
know  how  I'luch  you  care.  And  because 
Bob  Dole  has  not  been  a  person  to 
sound  his  own  trumpet,  to  tell  people 


about  himself,  I  think  people  have  mis- 
taken him.  They  have  not  understood 
how  much  he  cared,  because  Bob  Dole 
has  been  a  person  who  has  answered 
the  call  every  time  the  call  has  come. 
He  has  not  only  answered  the  call,  he 
has  answered  the  call  with  every- 
thing—everything—at his  disposal,  tixe 
entirety  of  his  existence. 

In  1945.  Bob  Dole  nearly  gave  up  his 
life — and  there  would  have  been  those 
who  said  it  was  gone — to  the  call  of 
duty.  And.  today,  he  relinquishes  the 
power  and  prerogatives  of  policy  devel- 
opment in  the  Senate  because  he,  simi- 
larly, will  pursue  a  call  from  his  coun- 
try, a  call  that  we  are  pleased  that  he 
hears,  a  call  to  shape  the  tomorrows  in 
which  we  live,  a  call  to  reestablish  the 
fundamental  values  of  American  great- 
ness, to  align  himself  with  the  virtues 
of  the  American  people,  rather  than 
the  vices  of  a  system  that  has  really 
guided  us  down  the  wrong  path. 

In  1945,  Lt.  Bob  Dole  volunteered  to 
lead  his  company  to  take  out  a  German 
machinegun  nest.  He  scrambled  out  of 
a  shell  hole  in  order  to  rescue  a  fallen 
comrade.  The  Germans  sighted  Dole 
and  blew  apart  the  right  side  of  his 
back.  Few  people  would  have  had  the 
courage  to  live  as  he  has  lived.  He 
willed  himself  to  recovery,  with  God's 
help,  and  with  the  help  of  his  neigh- 
bors. He  willed  himself  to  law  school, 
and  he  willed  himself  to  run  for  office. 

Many  of  the  medical  experts  at  the 
time  had  given  up  on  Bob  Dole.  A  doc- 
tor from  Chicago  decided  to  try  some 
things  that  were  virtually  experi- 
mental and  gave  his  services.  The  peo- 
ple of  Russell,  KS,  donated  their  nick- 
els, dimes,  quarters,  and  dollars  in  the 
cigar  box  at  the  pharmacy  down  on  the 
corner  to  cover  the  expenses. 

Bob  Dole  made  a  conrniitment  that 
he  would  be  an  individual  of  service. 
We  need  that  kind  of  determination. 
We  need  that  kind  of  grit.  We  need  in- 
dividuals who  have  looked  the  very 
most  serious  of  all  circumstances  in 
the  face  and  have  said,  "With  God's 
help,  we  can  overcome,  we  can  pre- 
vail." And  that  is  Bob  Dole. 

Well,  America  needed  Bob  Dole 
when,  in  1945.  he  was  willing  to  give 
himself  totally.  They  needed  him  when 
he  went  to  the  U.S.  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, they  needed  him  when  he 
became  a  Senator,  and  it  needs  him 
today. 

All  of  us  know  the  statistics.  A  child 
bom  today  will  end  up  pajring  $187,000 
in  interest  on  the  national  debt  if  we 
do  not  do  something  about  it.  Bob 
Dole  has  devoted  himself  not  just  to  a 
balanced  budget — sure,  he  sent  two  bal- 
anced budgets  to  the  President  this 
year— but  to  the  structure  of  a  bal- 
anced budget;  that  is  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  the  Constitution. 

Bob  Dole  knows  that  American  fami- 
lies spent  about  3  percent  of  their  in- 
come on  taxes  in  the  1950's,  and  now  we 
spend  almost  40  percent.  He  under- 
stands that  Americans  have  an  ability 
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to  spend  on  themselves  and  to  do  for 
themselves,  if  Government  will  stand 
aside.  He  understands  that,  for  a  long 
time,  Washington  has  acted  as  if  Gov- 
ernment were  the  answer — faith  in 
Government,  govemmentalism.  He 
knows  that  is  not  the  solution,  that 
Washington's  one-size-fits-all  solution 
is  not  the  way  to  solve  this  Nation's 
problems.  He  knows  that  when  we 
placed  that  faith  in  Government,  in- 
stead of  ourselves,  we  injured  our- 
selves. 

Bob  Dole  really  is  going  to  go  to  the 
American  people  and  say:  You  have  the 
quality,  the  chau^cter,  and  the  capac- 
ity to  do  those  things  that  are  nec- 
essary to  shape  the  next  century  con- 
structively. I  am  delighted  that  he  has 
so  much  commitment  to  this  respon- 
sibility that  he  would  say,  "I  walk 
away  from  the  U.S.  Senate  in  order  to 
offer  myself  to  the  American  people." 

When  the  American  people  learn 
about  Bob  Dole  and  get  to  know  him 
the  way  we  in  the  Senate  know  him. 
they  will  ask  ajid  demand  that  he  be 
President  of  the  United  States.  It  will 
be  a  pleasure,  as  a  Member  of  the  U.S. 
Senate,  to  remember  his  outstanding 
service  to  the  people,  not  just  in  the 
military,  in  the  House  and  the  Senate, 
but  as  the  leader  of  this  Republic.  I  am 
grateful  for  the  opiwrtunity  to  make 
these  remarks  regarding  our  majority 
leader. 

1 3rield  the  floor. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  com- 
pliment the  Senator  from  Missouri. 
That  was  a  truly  outstanding  state- 
ment. I  want  to  announce  to  my  col- 
leagrues  that  I  have  several  colleagues 
seeking  a  lot  more  time  than  we  have 
available.  I  hate  to  disappoint  col- 
leagues because  I  know  many  wanted 
to  speak  prior  to  Senator  Dole's 
speech  at  noon.  We  may  not  be  able  to 
aujcommodate  everybody.  I  cannot  ac- 
commodate everybody  on  the  floor,  and 
that  disappoints  me  greatly.  If  I  stay 
on  the  order  of  requests,  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  actually  has  been 
here  for  some  time,  and  I  know  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  has  also.  We  ac- 
tually have  a  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest that  would  allow  Senator  Byrd 
to  speak  at  11:30.  And  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  would  like  to  speak.  That 
makes  it  very  difficult. 

I  would  call  on  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico.  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

U  my  colleagues  could  not  spend  all 
of  that  time  it  would  be  greatly  appre- 
ciflitjfid 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Thank  you  very 
much. 

Mr.  President,  fellow  Senators,  I 
think  what  I  will  do  is  start  with  wit. 
I  think  everybody  remembers  BOB 
Dole  for  a  lot  of  things.  I  am  going  to 
mention  five  or  six  that  make  him  my 


great  friend.  But  I  want  to  hearken 
back  to  a  budget  debate  in  1990  that 
was  a  brief  moment  when  we  were 
going  to  have  a  shutdown  even  back 
then  for  a  very  short  period  of  time. 
And  the  tourists  in  the  community 
were  all  kind  of  in  turmoil  because  of 
various  things  that  were  going  to  be 
closed.  And  Senator  Dole  said  the  fol- 
lowing: "If  you  are  hanging  around 
with  nothing  to  do  and  the  zoo  is 
closed,  come  over  to  the  Senate.  You 
will  get  the  same  kind  of  feeling,  and 
you  will  not  have  to  pay  for  it." 

Mr.  President,  nobody  should  think 
that  a  statement  like  that  in  any  way 
denigrates  this  great  man. 

I  am  really  at  a  loss  to  say  goodbye 
to  him.  But  I  am  quite  convinced  that 
he  is  leaving  as  a  legend.  He  leaves  a 
legacy  of  leadership  second  to  none  in 
the  entire  history  of  the  U.S.  Senate. 
He  leaves  a  legacy  of  laws  and  concerns 
that  are  so  broad  and  so  deep  that  I  am 
doubtful  whether  his  story  ends  in 
looking  over  the  entire  panorama  of 
Senators  from  the  beginning.  I  am  very 
doubtful  that  they  will  find  a  Senator 
with  such  a  legacy. 

Let  me  start  with  senior  citizens.  In 
1983,  Social  Secvirity  was  going  bank- 
rupt. Who  took  the  lead  in  the  Senate 
to  make  it  solvent  for  30  to  40  years? 
Senator  Bob  Dole.  When  it  comes  to 
the  young  people  of  America,  some 
people  choose  to  talk  about  programs. 
I  choose  to  say  Bob  Dole's  deep  and 
abiding  concern  for  our  young  people  is 
epitomized  by  his  constant  fight  to  live 
within  our  means  so  that  we  do  not 
have  to  have  our  children  and  grand- 
children pay  our  bills.  Everything, 
from  seniors  to  children  and  every- 
thing in  between,  has  received  the  at- 
tention of  this  great  man. 

In  fact,  I  will  find  it  difficult.  I  think 
my  feet  will  find  me  walking  down  that 
hall  and  my  feet  will  find  me  going 
into  that  office  because  I  have  done 
that  so  many  times  when  we  needed 
leadership. 

The  legacy  of  leadership  that  he 
leaves  will  be  sorely  missed,  and  only 
history  will  indicate  its  true  depth.  Be- 
sides having  wit,  without  which  it  is 
tough  to  run  the  Senate,  he  had  cour- 
age. Can  anyone  forget  the  night  when 
we  wheeled  Pete  Wilson  in?  He  had  an 
appendectomy.  We  brought  him  in  here 
from  the  hospital  bed  so  we  could  get 
the  vote,  and  so  that  Vice  President 
Bush  voting  from  the  Chair  could  as- 
sure us  of  what  would  have  been  a  bal- 
anced budget  long  before  today  that 
failed  not  because  of  Bob  Dole's  lead- 
ership but  because  of  something  else. 

So  anybody  following  him  better 
know  that  they  better  be  honest;  they 
better  tell  the  Senate  the  truth  for  he 
knew  no  other  way. 

As  he  leaves,  there  is  a  bit  of  sorrow 
and  even  sadness,  at  least  in  my  heart. 
But  in  a  very  real  sense  I  am  very,  very 
happy  because  I  think  the  American 
people  now  have  a  chance  to  meet,  to 


know,  and  to  understand  the  Bob  Dole 
that  we  know.  If  they  get  that  chajice, 
he  will  be  the  next  President.  He  will 
be  the  next  President  of  this  great  land 
where  the  same  leadership  that  he  gave 
to  us  will  be  there  for  everyone. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  join 
my  many  colleagues  in  expressing  my 
congratulations  to  Senator  DOLE  for  a 
historic  career  in  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States,  which  ended  with  his 
resignation  today,  and  I  also  express 
my  regrets  that  we  will  no  longer  have 
Robert  J.  Dole  as  our  majority  leader 
and  as  our  Republican  leader. 

I  speak  for  both  the  Commonwealth 
of  Pennsylvania,  which  I  represent,  and 
in  a  sense,  also  for  Russell,  KS,  because 
Senator  Dole  and  I  both  grew  up  in 
Russell,  KS.  I  moved  to  Russell  from 
Wichita  when  I  was  12  years  old,  so  I 
have  known  Senator  Dole  for  a  good 
many  years.  My  father,  Harry  Specter, 
was  a  friend  of  his  father,  Doran  Dole. 
My  dad  was  in  the  junk  business,  and 
the  only  scale  big  enough  at  the  time 
to  weigh  the  junk  yard  truck  was  the 
Dole  scale  and  elevator  run  by  Bob 
Dole's  father.  Our  brothers,  Kenny 
Dole  and  Morton  Specter,  both  passed 
away  at  the  same  time,  approximately 
3  years  ago. 

Senator  Dole's  s^tory  is  a  story  like 
Horatio  Alger,  except  that  Bob  Dole's 
story,  compared  to  Horatio  Alger, 
looks  like  Horatio  Alger  was  bom  with 
a  silver  spoon  in  his  mouth.  Both  the 
Doles  and  the  Specters,  figuratively, 
lived  on  the  wrong  side  of  the  tracks.  It 
is  a  true  story  that  the  Dole  family, 
during  the  depression,  moved  out  of  the 
first  floor  of  their  home  to  live  in  the 
basement  to  help  defray  expenses  at  a 
very  tough  time  when  Kansas  was  a 
dust  bowl.  Bob  Dole  grew  up  and 
worked  at  Dawson  Drugs  at  the  soda 
fountain.  There  is  sort  of  a  legendary 
and  famous  story  about  how  he  would 
flip  the  ice  cream  and  catch  it  behind 
his  back.  I  recounted  that  story  not 
long  ago  on  a  campaign  appearance  for 
the  Presidency  in  Delaware  County. 
Bob  added  that  sometimes  when  the  ice 
cream  fell  to  the  floor,  it  became  a 
chocolate  shake.  He  went  to  college — a 
tough  thing  to  do  in  the  early  1940's. 
Russell  High  School  had  the  State  de- 
bating championship,  but  Bob  Dole 
chose  not  to  be  a  debater.  He  was  a  re- 
nowned high  school  athlete.  And  then 
we  all  know  of  his  heroics  during  World 
War  n,  and  of  his  injuries  and  how  he 
laid  his  life  on  the  line.  He  did  not  suf- 
fer loss  of  life  but  did  suffer  loss  of 
limb,  and  came  back  with  a  phenome- 
nal rehabilitation.  So  he  has  a  real  un- 
derstanding of  what  it  is  like  to  pull 
yourself  up  by  your  bootstraps  when 
you  have  neither  bootstraps  nor  axms 
to  pull  yourself  up  by;  and  has  a  real 
feeling  for  the  disabled;  and  a  real  un- 
derstanding of  the  need  for  medical 
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care;  and  a  real  understanding  of  what 
it  is  like  to  be  an  underdog.  That  his- 
toric, monumental  rehabilitation  has 
been  recounted  on  many  occasions. 

Then  he  became  a  State  legislator 
while  going  to  law  school.  He  came 
back  and  was  county  attorney,  in  Rus- 
sell, KS.  He  told  the  story  today  about 
how  his  parents  had  been  Democrats 
and  how  he  became  a  Republican, 
checking  the  local  registrations.  I 
origrinally  heard  the  story  in  Russell, 
about  how  he  was  courted  by  both  par- 
ties to  become  their  nominee  for  coun- 
ty attorney  and  then  checked  the  reg- 
istration in  Russell  County  and  found 
it  was  2  to  1  Republican.  And  as  Sen- 
ator Dole  has  said  previously,  as  a 
matter  of  conscience  he  instantly  be- 
came a  Republican.  And  then  so  much 
of  the  rest  is  history:  Elected  to  the 
House  of  Representatives  in  1960  serv- 
ing four  terms,  and  then  to  the  U.S. 
Senate  in  1969. 

I  have  had  the  privilege  of  serving 
with  him  in  this  body  for  the  last  15V2 
years.  I  watched  him,  as  the  chairman 
of  the  Finance  Committee,  and  he  did  a 
really  extraordinary  job  in  that  capac- 
ity. It  was  in  that  capacity  that  I  think 
Senator  Dole  earned  the  confidence  of 
his  colleagues  for  the  leadership  posi- 
tion that  he  sought  in  1984. 

I  recall  the  1982  tax  bill,  when  Sen- 
ator Baker,  then  the  majority  leader, 
stood  at  the  leadership  position,  and  at 
11:45  p.m.  on  that  complex  bill  said 
that  there  were  63  amendments  pend- 
ing, amendments  like  mushrooms  grew 
overnight,  and  that  we  were  going  to 
plow  ahead.  Standing  beside  him  was 
Senator  Dole,  the  chairman  of  the  Fi- 
nance Committee.  Senator  Baker  said 
Senator  Dole  thought  we  ought  to  per- 
severe. We  worked  through  the  night. 
as  it  was  Senator  Baker's  custom  to  do 
on  occasion.  There  were,  perhaps,  half 
a  dozen  roUcall  votes,  many  more  voice 
votes,  many  amendments  dropped.  At 
6:30  a.m.  we  walked  out  of  the  Chamber 
having  finished  an  extraordinary  bill, 
which  showed  Bob  Dole's  leadership. 

Then  we  had  the  extraordinary  elec- 
tion for  majority  leader  in  1984,  con- 
tested by  Senator  TED  Stevens  and 
Senator  Pete  Domenici  and  Senator 
Dick  Lugar  and  Senator  Jim  McClure. 
We  had  to  have  a  series  of  ballots.  First 
one  dropped  and  then  the  next  and  then 
the  next.  And  finally — and  I  happened 
to  be  sitting  next  to  Senator  Dole  on 
the  left-hand  side  of  the  Chamber  in 
the  rear  of  the  whole  Senate  when  Sen- 
ator Dole  won  by  a  narrow  margin  of 
28  to  25;  two  votes  changed  and  Senator 
Dole  went  on  to  be  the  leader.  I  was  in 
the  photo  in  the  scene  when  Senator 
Dole  shook  hands. 

He  was  an  extraordinary  leader  in 
many,  many  ways.  Always  a  concilia- 
tor, always  with  a  velvet  touch.  Some 
of  us  were  not  too  easy  to  lead,  in 
terms  of  the  votes.  But  never  a  de- 
mand, never  a  ruffled  feeling,  never  a 
sense  of  pressure  or,  certainly,  not 
undue  pressure. 


I  recall  legislation  changing  the 
Grove  City  decision  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  as  illus- 
trative of  what  Senator  Dole  would  do. 
Senator  Packwood  and  Senator  Hatch 
were  on  opposite  ends  of  the  issue.  Sud- 
denly Senator  DOLE  came  up  with  com- 
promise language.  In  unison.  Bob  Pack- 
wood  and  Orrin  Hatch  said,  "But  that 
is  unsatisfactory  because  it  will  leave 
the  issue  open  to  controversy  as  to 
what  it  means."  Senator  Dole  smiled 
and  said,  "That's  the  perfect  solution." 
It  wasn't  quite  that  language,  but  Sen- 
ator Dole  got  it  worked  out. 

Today's  speech  by  Senator  Dole,  I 
think,  was  historic.  I  hope  he  can  con- 
tinue to  speak  with  the  same  easygoing 
manner,  the  same  light  touch,  the 
same  sense  of  substance,  and  at  the 
same  time,  the  same  sense  of  humor. 
Because  I  think  if  Senator  Dole  does 
that,  he  will  really  establish  a  rapport 
with  the  American  people  for  his  next 
challenge. 

In  a  sense.  Senator  Dole's  farewell 
address  to  the  Senate  has  significant 
similarity  to  George  Washington's 
farewell  address.  It  was  a  different 
time,  a  different  tempo,  different 
tenor,  but  I  think  it  was  a  historic 
farewell  address.  This  Chamber  was 
filled  with  respect  and  admiration,  and, 
really,  love. 

I  do  not  know,  if  on  prior  Senate  oc- 
casions, there  has  been  a  recording  of 
the  time  sequence  for  the  length  of  ap- 
plause, but  that  event  speaks  for  itself 
as  Senator  Dole  moved  from  one  part 
of  the  Chamber  to  the  other,  sur- 
rounded by  his  colleagues,  both  Demo- 
crats and  Republicans;  many  of  the  col- 
leagues expressing  themselves  on  more 
than  one  occasion. 

Then  a  few  of  us  who  were  privileged 
to  be  his  fellow  Republicans  in  the  Re- 
publican caucus  had  an  opportunity  to 
heju:  Senator  Dole's  last  speech  in  the 
Mansfield  Room.  The  balcony,  now 
named  for  Senator  Dole,  as  we  have 
paid  tribute  to  a  few  of  our  colleagues 
by  memorializing  their  presence,  be- 
came that  accolade. 

Then,  at  3  or  a  little  after  3,  a  num- 
ber of  us  were  waiting  outside  in  the 
boiling  Sun  to  watch  him  walk  down 
the  Senate  steps  for  the  last  time,  at 
least  the  last  time  on  the  day  of  his 
resignation.  The  steps  were  filled  with 
well-wishers,  staff,  and  citizens  from 
all  walks  of  life.  He  came  down  and  it 
was  a  symbolic  transition  from  the 
U.S.  Senate,  where  he  had  achieved 
such  heights,  walking  out  as  citizen 
Dole,  to  see  the  people  of  America. 

When  he  finished  saying  goodbye  to 
his  colleagues  on  the  steps,  he  moved 
across  the  yard  to  greet  Americans 
who  were  waiting  to  see  him,  smell 
him.  touch  him.  From  there  he  moved 
over  to  the  large  crowd  that  was  as- 
sembled between  the  two  chambers.  I 
think  it  was  a  very,  very  significant 
and  a  symbolic  move,  as  he  has  left  the 
U.S.  Senate  in  his  quest  for  the  Presi- 
dency of  the  United  States. 


It  was  obviously  not  an  easy  decision 
for  Robert  J.  Dole  to  make,  to  leave 
the  embellishments  and  accouterments 
of  office,  as  majority  leader,  one  of  the 
loftiest  positions  in  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  or  in  the  world.  But 
he  did  so  in  his  quest  for  what  he  saw 
as  a  higher  calling. 

In  the  contemporaneous  time  period 
with  his  departure,  he  addressed  one  of 
the  toughest  issues  in  America,  the 
issue  of  abortion,  which  has  been  the 
most  divisive  issue  facing  America 
since  the  Civil  War.  with  his  char- 
acteristic and  traditional  Solomon-like 
judgment.  It  is  a  political  issue,  but 
worthy  of  a  moment  or  two.  leaving 
the  Republican  platform  intact  to  ac- 
commodate one  segment  of  the  party 
amd  offering  the  olive  branch,  the  spirit 
of  tolerance  and  the  big  tent  to  an- 
other segment  of  the  party.  Almost,  in 
a  sense,  squaring  the  circle  and  accom- 
modating almost  seemingly  irreconcil- 
able differences.  But  that  has  been  the 
life  of  Senator  Dole.  That  has  been  his 
tradition  as  a  young  man  growing  up 
on  the  plains  of  Kansas  where  he 
learned,  really,  fundamental  American 
values — accountability,  integrity, 

honor,  and  trust,  serving  his  Nation  so 
well  in  war  and  serving  his  Nation  so 
well  in  peace. 

Seeing  him  go  is  a  tough  thing  for  all 
of  us  who  have  known  him,  in  many 
ways  over  the  years.  We  wish  him  the 
very  best  as  he  continues  in  his  quest 
to  serve  America. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  my 
comments  appear  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  in  advance  of  Senator 
Dole's  statements.  All  of  us  could  not 
be  recognized  in  the  limited  time  be- 
fore he  spoke  today,  and  although  it  is 
obvious  on  the  face  of  my  comments 
that  they  were  made  after  he  spoke,  I 
would  ask  they  appear  in  advance  of 
his  text,  including  my  unanimous-con- 
sent request,  so  the  sequence  makes 
some  semblance  of  sense. 

The  PRESIDDSIG  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BOND.  Mr.  President,  today  we 
pay  tribute  to  a  man  who  has  served 
his  country  ably  and  well  for  well  over 
50  years,  and  who  will  be  remembered 
for  his  leadership  of  an  institution  that 
is  not  easily  led. 

From  his  humble  beginnings  in  the 
town  of  Russell,  KS,  Bob  Dole  has 
taken  seriously,  and  has  exercised  re- 
sponsibly, his  call  to  serve.  While  those 
of  us  who  have  served  with  him  in  this 
institution  are  disapixjinted  to  see  him 
go.  and  will  miss  him,  he  has  greater 
challenges  and  rewards  ahead.  I  believe 
Bob  Dole  will  go  on  to  engage  this  Na- 
tion in  a  critical  debate  over  the  next 
few  months  about  where  America  is 
headed  as  we  approach  the  turn  of  the 
century.  The  United  States,  and  the  of- 
fice of  the  Presidency,  need  Bob  Dole's 
leadership  desperately.  The  words 
"noble"  and  "man  of  integrity"  are  not 
often  used  to  describe  the  current  occu- 
pant of  the  White  House.  Yet  they  are 
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words  that  come  to  mind  immediately 
to  describe  Bob  Dole. 

Bob  Dole  did  not  shirk  his  respon- 
sibility to  fight  for  his  country  during 
World  War  n.  He  accepted  it,  fought 
bravely  in  Italy,  and  nearly  paid  the 
ultinMite  price — his  life,  for  his  coun- 
try. Bob  Dole  is  now  willing  to  sac- 
rifice his  political  career  in  order  to 
meet  the  challenge  of  defeating  Bill 
Clinton,  restoring  fiscal  sanity  to 
American  Government,  and  restoring 
honor  to  the  office  of  the  Presidency. 

Bob  Dole  has  been  well  prepared 
through  27  years  of  Senate  service  to 
assume  the  Presidency.  He  has  led  Re- 
publicans through  long  years  in  the  mi- 
nority, and  has  more  recently  led  us  to 
some  significant  accomplishments  in 
our  effort  to  roll  back  Government  and 
ever-increasing  Government  spending. 

Bob  Dole's  skills  are  not  well  known 
to  most  Americans,  because  many 
Americans  are  unfanuliar  with  what  it 
takes  to  make  this  side  of  Congress 
work.  The  Founding  Fathers  set  up  the 
U.S.  Senate  as  an  institution  to  pro- 
tect the  rights  of  the  minority.  This  is 
a  place  where,  in  fact,  a  Senator  adher- 
ing to  minority  viewpoint  has  much 
greater  power  in  many  ways  than  a 
Senator  whose  view  reflects  the  will  of 
the  majority  party.  One  Senator  can 
hold  up  landmark  legislation  simply  by 
taking  to  the  floor  and  refusing  to  re- 
linquish it.  A  signdficant  minority,  41 
Senators  of  100,  can  thwart  the  will  of 
the  majority  party  simply  by  refusing 
to  cut  off  debate. 

Bob  Dole  understands  these  chal- 
lenges. As  minority  leader  for  many  of 
the  9  years  I  have  been  in  the  Senate, 
he  used  the  rules  effectively  to  protect 
the  rights  of  a  significant  minority. 
This  was  referred  to  in  the  media  as 
gridlock,  but  it  is  really  the  way  the 
institution  was  desigrned,  to  protect  the 
Nation  from  the  passions  of  the  mo- 
ment and  to  provide  for  reasoned,  re- 
flective debate. 

Since  assuming  the  role  of  majority 
leader,  he  has  managed  to  overcome 
challenges  raised  by  the  Democratic 
minority,  and  hold  his  troops  together 
to  pass  significant  legislation.  Under 
his  watch,  the  Senate  has  passed  and 
sent  to  the  President  the  first  balanced 
budget  in  a  generation,  meaningful 
welfaxe  reform,  the  Congressional  Ac- 
countability Act,  legislation  prevent- 
ing unfunded  mandates  on  State  and 
local  entities,  and  regulatory  relief. 
The  President  has  vetoed  the  two  most 
significant  of  these  initiatives:  namely 
a  balanced  budget  and  welfare  reform. 

The  speeches  we  give  today  in  honor 
of  Bob  Dole  sound  a  lot  like  eulogies, 
but  they  are  in  reality  reminiscences  of 
a  stage  in  Bob  Dole's  life.  He  will  go 
on  to  do  even  greater  things.  He  will 
continue  his  long  and  distinguished  ca- 
reer of  service  to  country  by  holding 
its  highest  office,  and  will  restore  to 
that  office  the  respect  and  honor  of  the 
American  people. 


Mr.  FAIRCLOTH.  Mr.  President,  as 
we  all  know.  Bob  Dole  will  resign  from 
the  Senate  to  run  for  the  Presidency 
today. 

It  was  a  courageous  decision — but 
also  a  sad  one  for  the  Senate. 

I  am  personally  proud  of  Senator 
Dole.  I  think  it  is  the  right  decision. 

I  strongly  believe  that  when  the 
American  people  are  given  the  chance 
to  know  Senator  Dole  and  his  wife 
Elizabeth  better — the  polls  will  change 
dramatically — and  he  will  be  elected 
President. 

Senator  Dole  was  raised  in  an  era  in 
America  when  hard  work  and  strong 
values  were  rewarded.  This  is  an  era 
that  we  can  have  once  again  in  Amer- 
ica, if  Bob  Dole  is  elected  President. 

When  Senator  Dole's  country  called 
on  him  to  serve — he  went,  and  almost 
gave  his  life.  He  didn't  flee  the  country 
and  protest  against  it  from  overseas. 

When  his  family  struggled  in  the  de- 
pression— they  didn't  seek  a  Govern- 
ment handout — instead  they  rented 
their  own  home  and  lived  in  the  base- 
ment to  get  by. 

He  didn't  allow  his  war  injuries  to 
sideline  him  in  a  hospital  for  the  re- 
mainder of  his  life — instead  he  picked 
himself  up  and  rose  to  one  of  the  high- 
est positions  in  the  Government  and 
became  a  candidate  for  "Vice  President 
and  now  a  candidate  for  President. 

Bob  Dole  will  bring  to  the  Office  of 
President  the  values  of  his  upbringing. 
He  will  not  spend  the  taxpayers'  money 
irresponsibly.  He  will  not  put  this 
country  further  into  debt.  He  will  not 
coddle  criminals  that  threaten  our 
communities.  He  will  not  tolerate  drug 
use  in  the  White  House  or  tolerate  a 
disrespect  for  our  Armed  Forces. 

This  is  the  Bob  Dole  that  has  been 
our  majority  leader.  And,  I  am  con- 
fident this  is  the  man  that  American 
people  will  want  to  be  their  President. 

Ms.  MIKULSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  echo  my  colleagues'  gratitude 
to  a  remarkable  Senator  and  majority 
leader.  Bob  Dole.  Few  Members  of  Con- 
gress can  boast  similar  years  of  com- 
mitment to  our  country.  In  fact.  Sen- 
ator Dole's  entire  life  has  been  dedi- 
cated to  public  service;  from  his  brave 
service  in  World  War  II,  to  his  service 
in  the  Kansas  State  Legislature,  the 
U.S.  House,  and  for  the  past  27  years 
our  U.S.  Senate.  He  has  devoted  his  life 
to  serving  the  people  of  Kansas  and  our 
country.  I  truly  admire  his  agility  in 
handling  the  people's  business  in  this 
body,  the  U.S.  Senate. 

It  will  be  difficult  to  imagine  the 
Senate  floor  without  Bob  Dole.  We 
have  always  had  a  cordial  and  coUegial 
working  relationship.  I  have  admired 
his  wily  way  of  moving  legislation.  He 
often  commented  on  my  way  with  a 
quip. 

I  think  it's  fair  to  say  that  members 
of  both  parties  have  learned  from  BOB 
Dole.  His  mastery  of  Senate  procedure, 
and  his  skill  at  moving  legislation,  are 
matched  by  few  in  this  Chamber. 


I  thank  Senator  Dole  for  his  service 
in  the  Senate.  In  an  age  when  over  half 
of  married  couples  can't  stay  dedicated 
to  each  other  for  10  years,  it's  remark- 
able for  someone  to  stay  dedicated  to 
an  institution  as  tempestuous  as  the 
U.S.  Senate  for  27  years. 

With  deep  admiration  and  respect  for 
a  trusted  colleague,  I  wish  Senator 
Dole  all  the  best. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President,  BOB 
Dole  first  came  to  Congress  at  a  time 
when  the  world— and  he  himself— was 
still  recovering  from  the  wounds  of 
wax.  and  America,  catapulted  into 
world  leadership,  was  about  to  enter 
one  of  the  most  difficult  periods  in  our 
young  history  as  our  Nation  became 
bitterly  divided  over  the  Vietnam  con- 
flict. 

These  events  shaped  the  man  who 
came  to  Washington  to  represent  his 
home  State  of  Kansas  back  in  1960. 
And,  from  my  experience  in  working 
with  him  over  the  last  few  years  in  the 
U.S.  Senate,  it  is  clear  that  Bob  Dole 
never  forgot  the  values  those  experi- 
ences taught  him.  He  has  left  an  im- 
print on  this  body  that  deserves  our 
recognition  and  our  thanks. 

Having  nearly  given  his  life  for  his 
country  in  the  battle  for  freedom.  Bob 
Dole  brought  strong  convictions  about 
honor  and  public  service  with  him  to 
the  U.S.  Congress. 

And,  having  seen  this  Nation  spill 
blood  in  battling  its  own  conscience,  he 
understood  that — even  in  the  rough  and 
tumble  world  of  politics — we  can  not 
afford  to  forget  the  warnings  of  our 
predecessors:  United  we  stand;  divided 
we  fall.  Bob  Dole's  tenure  as  majority 
leader  reflected  these  convictions. 

He  leaves  the  Senate  having  made  an 
indelible  mark  on  this  body  with  his 
ability  as  a  leader,  his  skill  as  a  states- 
man, and  his  commitment  to  the  serv- 
ice of  his  country. 

I  have  not  always  agreed  with  Bob 
Dole,  but  I  have  never  found  his  door 
closed.  That,  to  me,  says  more  about 
the  man  than  anything  else.  In  my 
view,  the  mark  of  a  true  statesman  is 
his  willingness  to  listen  to  all  sides  of 
an  issue  in  a  search  for  conmion 
ground.  But  the  mark  of  a  leader  is  the 
ability  to  move  people  forward  in  spite 
of  our  differences  in  search  of  progress. 

Although  I  have  not  known  Bob  Dole 
for  very  long— I  came  to  this  body  in 
1993  and  worked  with  him.  first  as  mi- 
nority leader,  then  as  majority  lead- 
er— I  have  come  to  hold  high  respect 
for  him,  and  think  of  him  fondly.  These 
are  very  tumultous  times,  and  his  was 
no  easy  task. 

I  have  been  particularly  struck,  time 
and  again,  by  his  willingness  to  seek 
solutions  by  forging  agreements — even 
in  circumstances  where  he  had  the 
votes  to  win  on  an  issue  and  did  not 
need  to  regotiate. 

I  remember  when  the  issue  of  moving 
the  United  States  Embassy  in  Israel  to 
Jerusalem  arose  last  year  in  Congress. 
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Senator  Dole  had  all  the  votes  he 
needed  to  pass  a  resolution  supporting 
the  move.  And  yet,  he  listened  to  those 
of  us  who  had  concerns  about  the  im- 
pact the  wording  of  this  resolution 
would  have  on  what,  at  the  time,  was  a 
very  delicate  phase  of  the  peace  nego- 
tiations in  the  Middle  East. 

He  did  not  have  to  listen.  He  chose  to 
listen,  and  he  chose  to  address  our  con- 
cerns. And  we  passed  better  legislation 
as  a  result.  That  is  leadership. 

I  have  been  struck  by  his  forthright- 
ness  as  majority  leader — his  word  was 
his  commitment,  and  his  commitment 
was  a  matter  of  honor.  These  have  been 
difficult  times.  But,  although  he  and  I 
did  not  always  end  up  on  the  same  side 
of  an  issue,  I  knew  BOB  DOLE  cared 
more  about  the  integrity  of  the  demo- 
cratic process  than  he  cared  about 
short  term  political  gain,  and  that  he 
respected  each  and  every  Senator's 
place  in  that  process — because  we  rep- 
resent the  America  people. 

No,  we  did  not  always  agree.  But 
even  on  issues  where  we  disagreed,  I  al- 
ways knew  where  I  stood,  and  I  knew  I 
could  trust  his  word. 

Robert  Dole  will  be  remembered  for 
his  lifetime  of  service  to  the  American 
people,  and  for  helping  to  shape  the 
course  of  our  Nation  during  some  of 
the  most  pivotal  times. 

He  deserves  our  praise  and  our 
thanks,  and  we  wish  him  and  Elizabeth 
well. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator li-om  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  next  in 
order  for  appearance,  I  know  on  the 
unanimous-consent  request  Senator 
Byrd  had  this  time.  He  is  not  here 
right  now.  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator firom  Arizona. 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  when 
Americans  came  home  from  World  War 
Two  the  time  reserved  for  celebrating 
their  hard  won  victory  was  of  necessity 
brief.  Joyous  though  those  celebrations 
were,  they  had  to  give  way  quickly  to 
the  hard  work  of  repairing  the  damage 
done  to  families  and  communities  by 
the  long  separations  and  tragic  losses 
which  war  visits  on  the  victors  as  well 
as  the  vanquished. 

But  Americans,  having  defeated  the 
Axis  Powers,  were  upon  the  moment  of 
that  success  obliged  to  assume  the  new 
responsibility  of  leading  the  free 
world's  resistance  to  the  imperial  am- 
bitions of  our  former  ally,  the  Soviet 
Union.  By  so  doing,  they  undertook  a 
mission  of  inmiense  proportions  and 
difficulty,  but  great  historic  signifi- 
cance and  nobility. 

For  it  was  the  Americans  who  fought 
so  valiantly  from  Guadalcanal  to  Nor- 
mandy who  would  then  devote  their 
lives  to  ensuring  that  the  second  half 
of  this  century  not  collapse  into  the 
bloody  calamities  or  succumb  to  the 
aggression    of    freedom's    adversaries 


that  made  this  century  one  of  the  most 
violent  and  tragic  times  in  recorded 
human  history.  At  both  the  mid  point 
and  the  end  of  the  20th  century,  these 
Americans  ranked  among  the  greatest 
generations  of  our  countrymen.  They 
are  accorded  that  distinction  for  their 
dedication  to  their  country's  cause  and 
humanity's  hope,  and  for  the  dimen- 
sions of  the  victories  won  by  their  de- 
votion, selflessness,  ingenuity  and 
courage. 

Even  in  this  distinguished  company. 
Bob  Dole  stands  out.  When  he  returned 
from  war  he  could  not,  as  many  of  his 
comrades  could,  immediately  pursue 
the  veteran's  dream  of  building  a 
peaceful  and  prosperous  life.  He  had  to 
first  rebuild  himself.  The  exemplary 
courage  and  determination  he  brought 
to  his  own  recovery  is  the  stuff  legends 
are  made  of.  And  they  are  also  Ameri- 
ca's good  fortune  for  they  are  the  same 
virtues  he  offered  in  his  subsequent 
years  of  service  to  the  advancement  of 
our  country. 

In  these  days  when  more  and  more 
young  Americans  are  attracted  to  the 
mores  of  the  detached  and  indifferent 
cynic,  to  the  affectations  of  Hollywood 
anti-heroes.  Bob  Dole's  life  is  a  rebuke 
to  those  corrupting  influences  on  our 
popular  culture.  When  I  am  asked  by 
anxious  parents:  where  are  today's 
American  heroes  by  whose  example  I 
can  instruct  my  children?;  the  list  of 
such  Americans  I  can  offer  in  response 
is  still  a  long  one.  But  I  can  identify  no 
better  example  than  the  man  to  whom 
we  wish  good  luck  today.  Bob  Dole  is 
what  an  American  hero  is  supposed  to 
be. 

His  sacrifice  in  war  and  his  hard  road 
to  recovery  earned  Bob  Dole  the  peace 
and  quiet  to  live  a  life  of  personal  pur- 
suits, of  individual  attainment  and  suc- 
cess. But  he  chose  instead  to  chase  his 
country's  dreams.  And  in  America's 
historical  mission  to  contain  and  de- 
feat Soviet  imperialism  and  to  wrench 
from  this  violent  century  some  greater 
hope  for  humanity's  progress  in  the 
next.  Bob  Dole  brought  the  patriotic 
optimism  of  the  young  soldier  off  to 
war.  but  he  brought  also  the  veteran's 
appreciation  for  the  dimension  and  se- 
riousness of  the  task  before  us.  He  en- 
listed again  in  the  war  against  totali- 
tarians.  and  again  he  is  in  the  front 
ranks  of  those  who  earned  the  victory-. 
Bob  Dole's  Senate  leadership  was  es- 
sential to  the  efforts  of  Presidents 
Reagan  and  Bush  to  win  the  cold  war. 
He  built  majority  coalitions  for  the  de- 
fense build  up  of  the  1980's,  helping  to 
restore  the  readiness  and  moderniza- 
tion of  our  Armed  Forces  which  had 
been  so  badly  neglected  in  the  previous 
decade. 

He  has  been  a  consistent  and  skillful 
advocate  for  ballistic  missile  defense 
beginning  in  1973  with  his  support  for 
the  Sam-D,  the  predecessor  to  the  Pa- 
triot missile,  continuing  with  his  sup- 
port for  SDI  and  ending  most  recently 


with  his  sponsorship  of  the  Defend 
America  Act.  In  his  determination  to 
provide  Americans  with  an  affordable 
and  adequate  defense  from  the  greatest 
danger  facing  our  country,  BOB  DOLE 
has  shown  the  vision  and  the  will  re- 
quired to  meet  the  security  threats 
that  will  confront  policymakers  in  the 
21st  century. 

Senator  Dole  organized  congres- 
sional support  for  Reagan  Doctrine 
policies  which  gave  critical  assistance 
to  freedom  fighters  confronting  Soviet 
aggression  from  Nicaragua  to  Afghajii- 
stan.  Together  with  his  support  for  our 
defense  build  up  and  a  strategic  defense 
system.  Senator  Dole's  commitment 
to  sustaining  the  front  line  resistance 
to  Soviet  imperialism  hastened  the  col- 
lapse of  the  Soviet  Union,  and  made 
possible  the  liberation  of  millions 
whose  rights  had  long  been  denied 
them  as  citizens  of  captive  nations. 

As  cracks  in  the  Soviet  empire  be- 
came the  breech  that  brought  down  the 
Berlin  Wall,  Bob  Dole  hastened  the 
final  dissolution  of  the  Soviet  Union  by 
sponsoring  the  Direct  Aid  to  the  Re- 
publics Act  which  provided  direct  as- 
sistance and  trade  relations  to  the  So- 
viet Republics,  bypassing  Moscow,  and 
further  weakening  the  Kremlin's  con- 
trol over  its  subject  peoples. 

In  the  first  crisis  of  the  post-cold-war 
world,  Iraq's  invasion  of  Kuwait.  Bob 
Dole  cautioned  President  Bush  to  seek 
congressional  authority  for  Operation 
Desert  Storm,  and  then  employed  his 
peerless  legislative  skills  to  win  major- 
ity support  for  authorization  over  a 
very  determined  opposition,  sending  a 
message  of  American  unity  to  Saddam 
Hussein. 

More  recently.  Bob  Dole's  consist- 
ent, principled  support  for  the  legiti- 
mate Government  of  Bosnia  and  the 
strong  Senate  majority  he  built  for  his 
position  forced  our  own  Government 
and  our  allies  to  replace  their  previous 
indecision  and  indifference  with  the  re- 
solve to  enable  the  Bosnian  people  to 
resist  aggression,  and  determine  for 
themselves  their  nation's  fate. 

Mr.  President,  my  time  is  nearly  up. 
and  the  brevity  of  this  tribute  his  re- 
quired me  to  offer  only  an  abbreviated, 
very  incomplete  list  of  Bob  Dole's 
many  important  contributions  to  the 
security  of  the  United  States.  Suffice  it 
to  say,  that  Bob  Dole  is  a  statesman 
who  has  worked  tirelessly  and  effec- 
tively to  protect  other  Americans  from 
having  to  pay  as  a  high  a  price  for  love 
of  country  as  he  was  once  asked  to  pay. 

Before  I  close.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  offer  a  personal  expression  of 
gratitude  to  my  leader. 

I  have  had  the  honor  in  my  life  of 
being  commanded  by  a  great  many 
brave,  resourceful,  and  decent  leaders, 
but  none  more  so  than  our  friend.  Bob 
Dole,  a  long  time  ago,  in  another  walk 
of  life,  I  lived  for  a  period  of  time  with- 
out liberty.  I  and  a  great  many  men 
whose  courage  and  honor  enabled  me  to 
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endure  that  experience  wanted  nothing 
more  than  to  keep  faith  with  our  coun- 
try and  for  our  country  to  keep  faith 
with  us.  When  well-intentioned  Mem- 
bers of  this  institution  unwittingly  at- 
tempted to  break  faith  with  us  by  de- 
nying support  for  the  war  necessary  to 
ensure  our  eventual  liberation.  Bob 
Dole  led  the  opposition  to  that  effort. 
For  7  weeks  he  forcefully  debated  a 
cutoff  of  funding  while  so  many  of 
America's  sons  remained  the  prisoners 
of  our  enemies.  All  the  while  he  waged 
that  debate,  BOB  Dole  wore  a  bracelet 
that  bore  my  name.  I  have  never  prop- 
erly thanked  him  for  the  great  honor 
he  did  me.  I  wish  to  do  so  now.  For  my- 
self, for  my  comrades  who  came  home 
with  me,  and  for  the  many  thousands 
who  did  not.  thank  you.  Bob,  for  the 
honor  of  your  concern  and  support  for 
us.  We  fought  in  different  wars,  but  we 
kept  the  same  faith. 

Bob  Dole  leaves  the  Senate  now,  and 
all  of  us.  Democrat  and  Republican 
alike,  know  in  our  hearts  we  will  not 
soon  see  his  like  again  in  our  ranks. 
But  he  leaves  only  to  continue  his  serv- 
ice to  America  from  another  office.  I 
take  considerable  comfort  from  that. 
For  I  know  that  the  tasks  that  con- 
front us  as  we  consolidate  our  cold  war 
victories  and  make  for  our  children  and 
our  children's  children  another,  better 
world  than  the  one  in  which  we  lived 
most  of  our  lives  require  the  service  of 
an  American  who  appreciates  from  his 
experience  and  from  his  heart  the  in- 
dispensability  of  American  leadership. 
This  is  a  daunting  responsibility, 
which  is  shared  by  all  of  us.  But  I  am 
reassured  that  we  will  not  be  found 
wanting  in  our  assignment  by  my  con- 
fidence that  Bob  Dole  will  soon  be  our 
leader  again  and  that  our  Nation  will 
still  benefit  from  the  service  of  this 
honorable  man. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  I  compliment  Senator 
McCain  for  an  outstanding,  moving,  in- 
spirational speech  that  I  hope  my  col- 
leagues will  have  a  chance  to  review. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  postpone 
the  time  allocated  to  Senator  Byrd 
and  Senator  Daschle  to  11:45. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey,  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President,  today 
Bob  Dole  will  leave  the  Senate.  I  have 
served  with  him  for  nearly  18  years, 
during  which  time,  at  different  times, 
he  has  been  the  ranking  member  and 
chairman  of  the  Finance  Committee, 
minority  leader,  and  majority  leader. 

Over  the  years  I  have  disagreed  with 
him  often,  but  I  have  also  worked  with 
him  on  many  things,  from  one  of  my 
first  amendments  in  the  Senate  on  the 
strategic  petroleum  reserve  to  closing 
tax  loopholes  in  1982  to  tax  reform  in 


1986  to  maternal  and  child  health  care 
issues  to  GATT  agreements  to  aid  to 
the  Bosnian  Moslems  and  countless 
other  issues. 

Bob  Dole  is  a  good  man  and  an  ex- 
traordinary legislator.  Although  he  is 
personally  shy,  he  knows  how  to  build 
a  political  consensus,  use  power,  make 
things  happen.  He  keeps  his  word, 
which  is  an  essential  ingredient  in 
building  trust.  He  listens  well,  a  trait 
of  the  very  best  legislators. 

Any  time  you  are  trying  to  build  a 
bipartisan  majority,  which  is  more  the 
way  it  used  to  be  in  the  Senate  than 
the  way  it  is  now,  you  have  to  be  able 
to  listen.  You  have  to  understand  intu- 
itively where  someone's  bottom  line  is. 
And  when  an  agreement  will  not  be 
reached,  you  cannot  view  the  other 
person  as  flawed,  corrupt,  and  stupid, 
and  expect  that  tomorrow  they  will 
forget  your  attitude.  I  do  not  remem- 
ber Bob  Dole  ever  acting  out  of  a 
grudge  or  perhaps  even  harboring  one. 
He  never  burned  his  bridges. 

One  afternoon  in  my  office  more  than 
a  few  years  ago.  Senator  Dole  and  I 
visited  with  a  Russian  politician 
named  Boris  Yeltsin  whose  visit  I  was 
sponsoring.  Yeltsin  had  been  over  an 
hour  late  and  we  were  25  minutes  into 
our  discussion  when  one  of  his  aides  in- 
formed him  he  was  an  hour  late  for  a 
meeting  with  Secretary  of  State  Baker, 
to  which  Yeltsin  responded  by  saying. 
"Humph,  who  cares  about  an  appointed 
minister  when  I  am  meeting  with  those 
who  are  elected  by  the  people." 

To  which  Dole  responded,  "He's  got 
his  priorities  right." 

That  was  the  voice  of  Bob  Dole,  the 
democrat,  the  man  who  has  a  deep  and 
abiding  respect  for  the  will  of  the  peo- 
ple. Time  and  time  again  the  people  of 
Kansas  gave  him  their  votes.  Although 
Senator  Dole  has  given  his  life  to  pub- 
lic service,  I  sense  he  would  be  one  of 
the  first  in  this  body  to  admit  that  a 
legislator's  accomplishments  are  like 
sand  castles  built  at  the  edge  of  the 
ocean  surf— short-lived  and  often  for- 
gotten. 

Therefore,  the  only  thing  that  any  of 
us  as  Senators  have  is  whether  those 
who  worked  with  us  gave  us  their  re- 
spect, and  those  who  elected  us  felt 
well-served.  In  Senator  Dole's  case.  I 
think  the  answer  to  each  is  yes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  last 
year  I  indicated  to  my  colleague  from 
West  Virginia.  Senator  Byrd.  that  one 
of  the  real  privileges  of  my  being  able 
to  serve  in  the  U.S.  Senate  was  to  serve 
here  while  he  served  in  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate. I  told  Senator  Byrd  that.  I  was 
thinking  last  evening  that  I  feel  the 
same  way  about  Senator  Dole.  It  has 


been  an  enormous  privilege  to  serve  in 
the  Senate  at  the  same  time  that  Sen- 
ator Dole  has  served  in  this  Senate.  He 
has  demonstrated  an  enduring  commit- 
ment to  public  service  that  represents 
the  kind  of  public  service  that  we  owe 
a  substantial  debt  for  in  our  country. 
He  is  truly  the  Cal  Ripken  of  public 
service  in  the  Senate  year  after  year 
after  year,  doing  his  job  and  doing  it 
the  way  the  American  people  hope  pub- 
lic servants  will  do  their  jobs. 

I  am  here  today  only  to  say  I  wish 
Senator  Robert  Dole  well.  The  Senate 
will  miss  him.  Those  of  us  who  have 
had  the  privilege  of  working  with  him 
honor  his  commitment  to  public  serv- 
ice. 

I  srield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  I  thank  my  colleague 
from  North  Dakota,  and  I  yield  2  min- 
utes to  the  Senator  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  from 
his  earliest  days  on  the  sports  fields 
through  his  military  career  to  his  days 
in  the  Senate.  Bob  Dole's  destiny  was 
and  is  leadership.  How  greatly  has  he 
enriched  the  lives  of  all  of  us  here  in 
the  U.S.  Senate.  Like  my  good  friend. 
Senator  Bradley,  I  was  there  on  the 
Yeltsin  trip.  I  remember  that.  I  also  re- 
member accompanying  Senator  Dole 
to  a  hilltop  in  Italy,  near  the  small  vil- 
lage where  he  was  struck  down  by 
enemy  fire.  But  the  hand  of  destiny 
reached  down,  the  hand  of  Providence, 
and  brought  him  back  to  serve  this 
great  Nation,  to  serve  the  world,  and  to 
become  a  great  leader. 

He  will  take  his  place — modestly,  he 
might  not  acknowledge  this — but  he 
will  take  his  place  with  Everett  Dirk- 
sen,  with  whom  our  distinguished  sen- 
ior colleague,  Mr.  Byrd,  served;  with 
Howard  Baker  and  with  Hugh  Scott.  In 
that  row  of  great  Republican  leaders, 
he  has  earned  his  spot. 

Commander  in  Chief,  a  position  to 
which  he  aspires,  and  a  position  in  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  he 
has  fought  to  preserve  on  the  floor  of 
this  Senate  from  the  first  day  that  he 
stepped  entered  this  Chamber,  irrespec- 
tive of  who  has  been  in  that  office.  He 
has  been  a  staunch  defender  of  the  pre- 
rogatives of  the  Commander  in  Chief.  I 
was  proud  to  join  with  him  on  January 
12,  1991,  when  we  stood  together  for  the 
Persian  Gulf  resolution,  to  give  the 
Commander  in  Chief  the  authority  to 
use  force  in  the  gulf.  That  was  a  hard- 
fought  battle,  a  debate  ending  in  a  vote 
of  52  to  47. 

Most  recently,  in  my  own  endeavors, 
he  stood  beside  me.  He  did  not  have  to 
do  it.  He  stood  beside  one  of  his  col- 
leagues in  the  name  of  friendship  and 
he  said,  "It's  not  all  politics.  It's 
friendship." 

Mr.  President,  I  close  by  reading  a 
brief  quotation  that  I  carry  with  me  at 
all  times.  It  relates  to  BOB  DOLE. 
Thomas  Jefferson  once  said: 
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I  had  laid  it  down  as  law  to  myself,  to  take 
DO  notice  of  the  thousands  of  insults  issued 
against  me  but  to  trust  my  character  to  my 
own  conduct  and  to  the  good  sense  and  can- 
dor of  my  fellow  citizens. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  com- 
pliment my  colleague  from  Virginia 
and  now  recognize  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia,  Senator  Byrd. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
say  farewell  to  my  friend  and  long- 
standing colleague,  the  able  Senator 
from  Kansas,  the  Senate  majority  lead- 
er. Bob  Dole.  Bob  Dole  has  responded 
to  the  call  of  duty  throughout  all  of  his 
adult  life,  and  we  are  all  the  richer  for 
his  dedication  and  his  work.  His  life 
and  his  service  have  made  a  difference. 

American  politics  is  a  rough  and 
tumble  occupation,  and  we  in  this 
Chamber  are  all  too  familiar  with  the 
savagery,  the  criticism,  the  negativity 
that  have  so  infected  political  life  in 
our  day.  But  there  are  times  when  poli- 
tics must  be  put  aside,  and  the  honest, 
heartfelt  contributions  that  we  each 
and  all  make  as  servants  of  the  people 
must  be  acknowledged. 

I  congratulate  the  majority  leader  on 
his  long  and  distinguished  service  in 
the  Senate,  and  before  that  in  the 
House  of  Representatives,  and  before 
that,  in  the  Kansas  Legislature,  to 
which  he  was  elected  at  the  young  age 
of  26.  As  one  of  his  fellow  Americans.  I 
thank  him  for  his  service  and  his  brav- 
ery during  World  War  II. 

It  has  been  a  privilege  and  it  has 
been  a  pleasure  to  work  with  Senator 
Dole  in  the  leadership  positions  given 
to  both  of  us  by  our  colleagues,  first 
when  he  was  majority  leader  and  I  was 
minority  leader,  and  then  when  our 
roles  were  reversed. 

Senator  DOLE  and  I  are  the  only  floor 
leaders  in  Senate  history  to  move  from 
majority  leader  to  minority  leader  and 
then  back  again  to  majority  leader.  I 
guess  it  is  a  classic  case  of  what  comes 
around  goes  around;  or  what  goes 
around,  comes  around.  Often.  I  have 
pondered  this  turning  of  the  Senate 
wheel,  a  continuing  rotation  of  individ- 
uals of  different  temperaments  and  tal- 
ents, of  opposing  beliefs  and  varied 
backgrounds. 

I  have  been  honored  to  serve  in  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  for  al- 
most 44  years.  I  have  witnessed  the 
comings  and  I  have  witnessed  the  go- 
ings of  many  fine  men  and  women. 
Some  were  exti^ordinary  leaders,  like 
Joe  Martin,  of  Massachusetts;  Sam 
Raybum,  of  Texas;  Lyndon  Johnson,  of 
Texas;  Everett  Dirksen,  of  Illinois: 
Hugh  Scott,  of  Pennsylvatnia;  and  How- 
ard Baker,  of  Tennessee;  and  Mike 
Mansfield,  of  Montana;  who  served  as 
Senate  majority  leader  for  16  years. 
Many  made  outstanding  contributions 


to  their  country  and  were  considered 
irreplaceable  in  their  time.  And  yet  our 
brief  appearance  upon  the  Senate  stage 
is  only  temporary.  It  is  applauded,  re- 
marked upon  and  then  forgotten, 
washed  away  like  footprints  in  the 
sand  by  the  next  turn  of  the  wheel  and 
the  next  wave  of  events. 

But  through  it  all.  the  Senate  en- 
dures and  goes  on  like  Tennyson's 
brook — forever.  It  is  far.  far  greater 
than  the  sum  of  its  100  parts. 

Senator  Dole,  in  his  four  terms  in 
the  House  and  five  in  the  Senate,  has 
been  a  serious  and  successful  legisla- 
tor. He  was  the  1,645th  person  to  have 
taken  the  oath  of  U.S.  Senator.  He  has 
served  as  leader  of  his  party  in  the  Sen- 
ate longer  than  any  other  Republican— 
10  years.  11  months  and  20  days,  today. 
Bob  Dole  has  served  longer  as  a  Repub- 
lican in  Congress — 35  years,  5  months 
and  8  days— than  any  other  current  Re- 
publican Member  of  the  Senate  and 
House.  Additionally,  he  is  the  only 
Kansas  Senator  to  have  chaired  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee. 

He  has  earned  the  respect  of  his  col- 
leagues. He  has  been  a  hands-on  leader, 
often  working  personally  with  other 
Senators  and  staff  to  craft  legislative 
compromises  and  solutions  to  difficult 
national  questions. 

As  Republican  leader,  both  when  he 
served  as  majority  leader  and  as  minor- 
ity leader,  he  was  always  available  to 
work  on  solutions  to  problems  of  both 
a  national  and  international  nature.  He 
gave  his  time,  including  the  hours 
spent  away  from  the  Chamber  and  the 
Hill,  wrestling  with  those  solutions. 

I  have  fond  memories  of  the  time 
that  we  worked  together  in  the  100th 
Congress,  when  I  served  as  majority 
leader  and  he  was  the  minority  leader, 
and  we  succeeded  in  crafting  important 
legislation,  including  the  landmark 
Omnibus  Trade  and  Competitiveness 
Act  of  1988.  Together,  we  developed  a 
new  trade  tool  for  the  United  States 
called  "the  super  301  law,"  which  re- 
quired annual  reviews  of  foreign  trade 
practices,  the  identification  of  priority 
foreign  country  practices  against 
American  products,  and  the  triggering 
of  automatic  investigations  against 
such  countries'  practices. 

Senator  Dole  has  been  particularly 
attentive  and  active  in  the  foreign  pol- 
icy and  national  security  areas.  While 
we  have  not  always  agreed  on  specific 
policies,  he  has  been  a  major  contribu- 
tor to  our  Nation's  policies  regarding 
the  Soviet  Union  before  its  collapse, 
arms  control,  Bosnia,  and  the  Gulf  war 
w^ith  Iraq,  to  name  a  few  important  ex- 
amples. 

When  he  was  majority  leader  in  1985 
and  I  was  minority  leader,  together  we 
created  the  arms  control  observer 
group  to  monitor  arms  control  negotia- 
tions and  treaties  with  the  Soviet 
Union.  Together,  we  led  a  Senate  dele- 
gation to  the  opening  of  United  States- 
Soviet   arms   control   negotiations   in 


Geneva  that  year.  We  also  traveled  to- 
gether at  the  request  of  President 
Reagan  to  Moscow  to  celebrate  the  his- 
toric exchange  of  instruments  by  Presi- 
dents Reagan  and  Gorbachev  ratifying 
the  INF  treaty. 

In  the  order  of  domestic  policy.  Sen- 
ator Dole  has  been  a  long-time  central 
figure  on  farm  legislation.  He  has 
amassed  an  impressive  record  of  serv- 
ice on  behalf  of  the  disabled  and  the 
handicapped.  He  has  particularly  ad- 
vanced the  cause  of  handicapped  chil- 
dren. 

While   I   have   enjoyed   working   to- 
gether with  Bob  Dole,  and  sometimes 
have  equally  enjoyed  working  at  odds 
with  him  on  various  issues,  I  am  sad- 
dened that  he  is  leaving  the  Senate.  He 
will  cast  a  long  shadow  as  he  goes. 
It  isn't  enough  to  say  in  our  hearts 
That  we  like  a  man  for  his  ways; 
It  isn't  enough  that  we  fill  our  minds 
With  psalms  of  silent  praise; 
Nor  is  it  enough  that  we  honor  a  man 
As  our  confidence  upward  mounts; 
it's  going  right  up  to  the  man  himself 
And  telling  him  so  that  counts. 

So  when  a  man  does  a  deed  that  you  really 

admire. 
Don't  leave  a  kind  word  unsaid. 
In  fear  to  do  so  will  make  him  vain 
And  cause  him  to  lose  his  head. 
But  reach  out  your  hand  and  tell  him.  "Well 

done," 
And  see  how  his  gratitude  swells. 
It  isn't  the  flowers  we  strew  on  the  grave. 
It's  the  word  to  the  living  that  tells. 

And  so  I  say  to  my  friend.  Bob  Dole, 
"Well  done." 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Democratic  leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
begin  by  complimenting  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  West  Virginia  for 
his  eloquence.  Following  his  words  is  a 
very  difficult  task. 

Senator  Dole  has  said  that  he  wants 
to  be  judged  now  as  just  a  man.  But  I 
think  history  will  judge  him  as  some- 
thing more — a  good  leader,  a  good  Sen- 
ator, a  good  American.  When  you  are 
from  a  small  State  in  the  Midwest, 
there  seems  to  be  a  sense  of  pride  in 
someone  who  makes  it  to  the  top  the 
hard  way,  with  hard  work,  with  fair- 
ness, with  adherence  to  principle. 

Regardless  of  politics,  religion  or 
education,  when  someone  starts  at  the 
lower  rung  and  makes  it  all  the  way 
up,  there  is  a  pervasive  feeling  of  own- 
ership, of  affinity  that  he  is  one  of  our 
own,  a  Midwestern  sense  of  self-respect 
that  he  is  like  us,  and  now  just  look  at 
where  he  is,  what  he  has  done  and  how 
he  has  done  it.  That  is  especially  true 
when  adversity  hits.  When  someone 
rises  above  adversity  to  make  it 
against  the  odds,  the  admiration  grows 
greater.  The  greater  the  adversity,  the 
greater  the  adherence  to  principle  and 
decency,  the  greater  the  admiration. 

Maybe  that  is  why  someone  from 
South  Dakota,  someone  of  different 
politics,  different  religion,  different 
education  can  reflect  on  the  admira- 
tion that  I  hold  for  Bob  Dole  with  the 
sincerity  that  I  do  now. 


13686 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  11,  1996 


I  have  had  the  good  fortune  to  work 
closely  with  the  majority  leader  now 
for  18  months.  The  conditions  for  a 
good  working  relationship  could  not 
have  been  much  worse.  We  had  just  lost 
the  majority.  He  was  the  likely  nomi- 
nee to  run  against  a  Democratic  Presi- 
dent, and  the  House  Republican  leader- 
ship, now  also  in  the  majority,  had  pro- 
posed a  Contract  With  America.  Of 
course,  the  events  over  the  past  year 
and  a  half  could  easily  have  led  to  bit- 
terness and  personal  animosity  of 
major  consequence.  I  have  no  doubt 
that  in  virtually  any  other  set  of  cir- 
cumstances, there  would  have  been  no 
other  result. 

The  fact  that  it  did  not  occur,  and  in 
spite  of  it  all  we  remained  friendly,  is 
due  to  Bob  Dole  and  who  he  is.  His  ci- 
vility, his  pragmatism,  his  quick  wit, 
his  self-effacing  humor  have  not  only 
served  him  well  these  past  45  years  of 
public  life,  but  have  served  his  col- 
leagues and  his  country  well,  too.  His 
sense  of  fairness  and  decency  is  a 
standard  by  which  all  people  in  public 
life  should  be  held.  He  believes  in  the 
institutions  of  democracy  and  has 
helped  guide  his  party  and  this  body  in 
a  way  that  has  enhanced  them,  too. 

While  our  philosophical  differences 
are  great,  his  willingness  to  do  what  is 
difficult  has  been  a  source  of  admira- 
tion and  respect  for  us  all.  His  courage 
in  standing  for  principle  has  been  evi- 
dent from  the  start. 

It  was  there  when  he  broke  ranks 
with  his  party  to  support  the  landmark 
civil  rights  measures  of  the  1960's,  most 
notably  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964  and 
the  Voting  Rights  Acts  of  1965  and  1982. 

It  was  there  when  he  championed 
landmark  nutrition  programs  with  a 
visionary  leader  and  a  giant  from 
South  Dakota  whose  name  was  George 
McGovem. 

It  was  there  in  1991  when  he  and  our 
colleague,  Tom  Harkin,  arguably  did 
more  for  the  disabled  than  anyone  in 
our  Nation's  history. 

And  it  was  there  in  this  Congress 
when,  against  all  political  advice,  he 
fashioned  a  resolution  on  Bosnia  that 
led  to  broad  support  for  our  troops 
being  stationed  there. 

I  am  grateful  to  Senator  Dole  for 
that  leaxlership,  for  the  decency  and 
fairness  he  has  demonstrated  to  me 
over  these  past  18  months.  I  have 
learned  from  him.  It  has  been  an  in- 
valuable education. 

It  has  always  impressed  me  that  BOB 
Dole  would  come  to  my  office  for  a 
meeting — the  seasoned  leader  coming 
to  the  newcomer,  the  majority  leader, 
coming  to  the  minority  leader's  office. 
I  thought  it  was  yet  another  dem- 
onstration of  Bob  Dole's  grace  and  de- 
meanor. I  know  now  that  it  was.  I  also 
learned  that  in  doing  so,  this  man, 
with  the  experience  of  thousands  of 
such  meetings,  could  always  be  the  one 
to  determine  when  the  meeting  was 
over. 


I  regret  that  we  did  not  accomplish 
more  together  in  these  last  2  years.  Ob- 
viously, bad  timing  was  a  factor.  Our 
accomplishments  have  been  eclipsed  by 
our  partisanship  in  the  eyes  of  the 
American  people.  Still,  nothing  should 
cloud  America's  view  of  just  a  man 
from  Kansais  who  began  with  little, 
who  in  fighting  for  this  country  lost  al- 
most all  that  he  had,  who  came  back  to 
help  lead  his  party  and  his  country 
with  courage  and  civility,  who  leaves 
this  place  with  the  gratitude  of  us  all. 

While  I  cannot  wish  him  ultimate 
success  at  his  next  political  venture, 
Linda  and  I  wish  Elizabeth  and  BOB 
Dole  well  in  their  new  life  ahead.  May 
it  be  filled  with  good  health  and  much 
happiness.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
able  Senator  from  Oklahoma  is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  order  for  the  quorum  call 
be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
on  behalf  of  all  my  colleagues  in  the 
Senate,  Democrat  and  Republican,  to 
say  thank  you  to  Senator  Dole  for  his 
years  of  service  in  Congress,  House  and 
Senate,  but  especially  the  Senate,  es- 
pecially for  his  leadership,  for  his  will- 
ingness to  really  embody  what  leader- 
ship is  all  about. 

The  man  from  Russell,  KS,  has  in- 
deed done  very  well.  The  man  from 
Russell,  KS,  has  overcome  a  lot  of  dif- 
ficulties, and  truly  been  a  national 
hero.  I  was  with  Senator  Warner,  Sen- 
ator M.\CK.  and  Senator  DOLE  in  Italy 
where  Senator  Dole  nearly  lost  his  life 
in  Castel  Diano,  and  I  realized  what 
real  leadership  was  all  about,  that  a 
young  man  from  Russell.  KS,  risked  his 
life,  almost  gave  his  life,  to  reestablish 
freedom  in  a  faraway  land.  I  saw  the 
love  and  respect  that  the  people  had  in 
northern  Italy  for  Senator  Dole,  and 
my  respect  and  admiration  for  him 
only  grew.  It  has  grown  as  we  have 
shared  many  fine  years  in  serving  to- 
gether, and  I  thought  about  this,  most 
of  our  colleagues  here  have  only  known 
Senator  Dole  as  the  leader  or  minority 
leader.  Some  have  had  ohe  pleasure  of 
serving  with  Senator  Baker  and  Sen- 
ator Byrd.  as  majority  leader,  but  to 
our  leader,  we  want  tc  say  thank  you 
for  your  service  not  only  to  Kansas  but 
to  our  country,  for  reaching  out  in  bi- 
partisan fashion  and  making  great 
changes  for  this  country. 

I  remember  when  you  were  elected 
chairman  of  the  Finance  Committee, 
tax  rates  were  70  percent.  When  you 
were  finished,  they  were  28  percent. 
The  economy  really  grew.  You  forged 


bipartisan  working  relationships  with 
everyone.  You  are  well  liked  by  every 
Member  in  this  body. 

I  want  to  apologrize  to  my  friends  and 
colleagues  that  have  been  coming  to 
me  for  the  last  hours,  saying,  "I  want 
to  speak,"  because  we  could  not  accom- 
modate all  the  requests.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  following  the  swearing  in 
of  Senator  Frahm,  that  we  will  keep 
the  Record  open  for  the  remainder  of 
the  day  so  that  remarks  can  be  added 
to  the  remarks  made  earlier  this  morn- 
ing. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  To  our  leader,  I  say 
that  you  embody  what  we  think  is 
great  about  a  leader.  That  is  character. 
That  is  integrity.  That  is  loyalty.  You 
have  earned  the  respect  not  only  of 
your  colleagues,  you  have  earned  the 
respect  of  all  Americans. 

To  our  leader,  again,  a  man  from 
Russell,  KS,  you  are  our  friend.  You 
will  always  be  our  friend.  We  wish  you 
and  Elizabeth  every  success  this  year. 


THE  ROBERT  J.  DOLE  BALCONY 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  immediate  consideration  of 
Senate  Resolution  258  that  I  now  send 
to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  report. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Sen- 
ate read  as  follows: 

A  resolution  (S.  Res.  238)  to  designate  the 
balcony  adjacent  to  rooms  S-230  and  S-231  of 
the  United  States  Capicol  Building  as  the 
"Robert  J.  Dole  Balcony." 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  immediate  con- 
sideration of  the  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  resolution. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  the  res- 
olution that  I  now  send  to  the  desk  on 
behalf  of  myself  and  Senator  Daschle 
is  a  resolution  that  follows  a  great  tra- 
dition in  the  Senate  where  we  name 
rooms,  sometimes  buildings,  after  our 
colleagues.  We  have  buildings — the 
Russell  Building,  Hart,  and  Dirksen,  all 
named  after  outstanding  Senators. 

On  the  first  floor  of  this  building  we 
have  the  Hugh  Scott  Room  named  after 
a  former  Republican  leader,  and  down 
the  hall  the  Mansfield  Room,  another 
great  leader  who  served  the  longest  as 
Senate  majority  leader,  and  we  also 
have  the  Howard  Baker  Room  that  is 
now  the  Office  of  Senator  Dole.  All 
these  honors  were  a  very  fine  and  noble 
tribute. 

But  the  tribute  we  name  today,  or 
the  one  we  are  making  today  is  naming 
the  balcony  adjacent  to  the  Office  of 
the  Republican  Leader  as  the  Robert  J. 
Dole  Balcony.  It  was  Senator  Dole  who 
asked  this  balcony  be  made  accessible 
to  legislators  and  to  the  leaders.  I  can 
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tell  you  that  there  has  been  a  lot  of 
good  legislative  work  done  on  that  bal- 
cony. I  can  also  tell  you  that  some- 
times the  balcony  is  called  "the  Dole 
Beach." 

To  our  leader,  we  wanted  to  have  a 
lasting  remembrance,  because  you  are 
part  of  this  Capitol.  You  are  part  of 
this  institution.  You  are  one  of  the  rea- 
sons why  this  institution  is  greatly  re- 
spected, because  of  the  respect  we  have 
for  you. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  resolution 
be  agreed  to,  and  the  motion  to  recon- 
sider be  laid  upon  the  table. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  258)  was 
agreed  to,  as  follows: 

S.  Res.  258 

Resolved,  That  the  balcony  adjacent  to 
rooms  S-230  and  S-231  of  the  United  States 
Capitol  Building-  is  hereby  designated  as.  and 
shall  hereafter  be  known  as.  the  "Robert  J. 
Dole  Balcony". 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
able  majority  leader,  Senator  Dole  of 
Kansas,  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  appreciate  very  much 
the  resolution  just  passed.  Will  it  be  in 
big  letters  or  neon?  I  know  it  cannot 
have  any  political  advertising  on  it. 
Just  have  the  name  out  there  in  lights 
the  next  few  months.  I  thank  all  of  my 
colleagues. 


FAREWELL  ADDRESS  OF  SENATOR 
ROBERT  J.  DOLE 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
go  back  136  years  ago  this  summer.  A 
committee  arrived  in  Springfield,  IL— 
Senator  Simon  probably  knows  the 
story — and  it  formally  notified  Abra- 
ham Lincoln  that  the  Republican 
Party  had  nominated  him  to  run  for 
President.  History  records  that  Lin- 
coln's formal  reply  to  the  news  was 
just  two  sentences  long.  And  then  as  he 
surveyed  the  crowd  of  friends  gathered 
outside  his  home,  as  I  survey  the  crowd 
of  friends  here  in  the  galleries  and  on 
the  floor,  he  said,  "Now  I  will  no  longer 
defer  the  pleasure  of  taking  each  of  you 
by  the  hand."  So  I  guess,  as  Lincoln 
said  then,  136  years  ago,  if  all  of  us  who 
are  leaving  this  year — and  I  am  only 
one.  and  I  know  we  have  the  same 
thoughts  and  the  same  emotions — if  we 
can  all  go  out  and  shake  hands  with  all 
the  people  who  were  responsible  for  us 
being  here,  it  would  take  a  long  time. 

You  begin  with  your  family.  You,  ob- 
viously, begin  with  your  parents,  your 
brothers,  your  sisters,  and  you  think 
about  all  the  support  they  have  pro- 
vided and  all  the  good  things  that  hap- 
pened. And  you  think  about  the  Sen- 
ate. You  think  about  your  family,  your 
remarkable,  wonderful  wife  and  daugh- 
ter, who  have  seen  victories  and  seen 
defeats  and  have  put  up  with,  as  all  our 
spouses  and  children  do  around  here, 
with  late  hours,   not  being  home   on 


weekends,  and  all  the  demands  that  go 
with  serving  in  the  Senate. 

So  I  am  very  honored  to  have  my 
wife  Elizabeth  and  my  daughter  Robin 
in  the  gallery  today. 

[Applause.] 

I  know  they  join  me  in  expressing 
our  deep  appreciation  to  everyone  here 
zind  the  people  of  Kansas.  As  all  of  us 
go  back  who  are  leaving  this  year, 
thinking  about  leaving  in  a  couple  of 
years,  or  whatever,  you  think  about 
the  people  who  sent  you  here  and  the 
people  who  tried  not  to  send  you  here — 
once  you  are  here,  you  forget  about 
those.  [Laughter.] 

And  they  are  all  your  constituents, 
whether  Democrats,  Republicans,  or 
Independents.  And  four  times,  my 
friends  in  Kansas,  Republicans  and 
Democrats  and  Independents,  I  believe, 
gave  me  their  votes  for  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  five  times  they 
have  given  me  their  votes  to  the  U.S. 
Senate.  I  think  to  all  of  us.  such  trust 
is  perhaps  the  greatest  gift  that  can 
come  to  any  citizen  in  our  democracy, 
and  I  know  I  will  be  forever  grateful,  as 
everyone  here  will  be  forever  grateful, 
to  our  friends  and  our  supporters  who 
never  gave  up  on  us,  who  never  lost 
their  confidence  in  us.  Maybe  they  did 
not  like  some  of  our  votes,  or  maybe 
they  did  not  like  other  things,  but 
when  the  chips  were  down,  they  were 
there.  We  all  think  of  all  the  phone 
calls  and  all  the  letters  and  all  the  vis- 
its of  people  who  come  to  your  office 
with  big  problems  and  small.  Or  you 
think  about  the  town  meetings  you 
have  attended.  I  have  attended,  as  have 
some  others  here,  town  meetings  all 
over  America.  They  are  pretty  much 
the  same.  They  are  good  people,  they 
have  real  questions,  and  they  like  real 
answers. 

I  always  thought  that  differences 
were  a  healthy  thing  and  that  is  why 
we  are  all  so  healthy,  because  we  have 
a  lot  of  differences  in  this  Chamber.  I 
have  never  seen  a  healthier  group  in 
my  life.  [Laughter.] 

And  then  there  are  those  on  our  staff. 
Sometimes  we  forget  to  say  thank  you. 
I  have  had  one  member  of  my  staff  for 
30  years,  and  others  for  19,  and  so  on. 
They  have  been  great,  and  they  have 
been  loyal,  and  they  have  been  enthu- 
siastic. Their  idealism  and  intelligence 
and  loyalty  have  certainly  meant  a  lot 
to  me,  and  I  think  a  lot  to  other  people 
in  this  body,  and  other  staff  members, 
and  the  people  they  work  with  on  a 
daily  basis.  Many  are  on  the  Senate 
floor  or  in  the  gallery  today.  I  just  say, 
thank  you  very  much.  We  have  had  a 
little  fun  along  the  way,  too.  It  gets 
kind  of  dull  around  here  from  time  to 
time,  so  you  have  to  have  a  little  fun. 
When  you  really  want  to  have  fun  to 
get  away,  you  can  go  out  to  the 
beach— which  is  now  my  "beach,"  and  I 
will  try  to  pack  it  up  this  afternoon. 
All  of  those  who  served  in  the  Senate — 
and  I  see  some  of  my  former  colleagues 


here  today — and  all  those  who  serve 
the  Senate,  whether  the  Parliamen- 
tarian or  the  page,  I  thank  you  for  all 
of  us  for  your  tireless  service. 

I  do  not  want  my  friends  in  the  press 
gallery  to  fall  out  of  their  seats  in 
shock.  But  let  me  add  in  acknowledg- 
ment of  those  who  have  worked  here  in 
this  building  I  also  salute  you.  I  think 
it  is  fair  to  say  that  we  do  not  alwasrs 
agree  with  everything  you  said  or 
wrote,  but  I  know  that  what  you  do  off 
this  floor  is  as  vital  to  American  de- 
mocracy as  anything  we  do  on  it.  And 
we  have  to  keep  that  in  mind. 

So  I  say  that  it  has  been  a  great  ride. 
There  have  been  a  few  bumps  along  the 
way.  I  have  learned  a  lot  from  people  in 
this  room.  I  have  even  gone  to  Senator 
Byrd  when  I  was  the  majority  leader 
to  ask  his  advice  on  how  to  defeat  him 
on  an  issue.  If  you  know  Robert  Btrd 
as  I  do.  he  gave  me  the  answer.  But  it 
was  not  easy.  I  mean,  this  man  is  de- 
termined. I  know  that  in  his  first  book, 
his  great  works  about  the  Senate,  he 
writes  about  when  I  became  the  major- 
ity leader.  He  very  candidly  writes  in 
his  book  that  he  had  his  doubts  about 
this  Bob  Dole  because  I  might  be  too 
partisan,  or  I  might  not  work  with  the 
minority  leader.  But  I  have  heard  him 
say  a  number  of  times  since  that  I 
demonstrated  that  I  was  not  that  par- 
tisan. And  if  I  understood  one  thing,  as 
my  successor  will  understand,  it  is  that 
unless  the  two  leaders  are  working  to- 
gether, nothing  is  going  to  happen  in 
this  place.  We  have  to  trust  each  other, 
as  Senator  Daschle  and  I  have,  as  Sen- 
ator Mitchell  and  I  have,  as  Senator 
Byrd  and  I  have.  And  I  also  have  great 
respect  for  Senator  Mansfield  and  Sen- 
ator Baker,  though  I  did  not  have  the 
privilege  of  being  in  the  leadership  at 
that  time. 

I  say  to  all  those  who  have  been  in 
the  leadership  positions,  it  is  a  dif- 
ficult life.  After  2  o'clock  today  when 
somebody  calls  me  about  bringing  up 
their  amendment,  I  will  say  that  it  is 
all  right  with  me;  bring  it  up  any  time 
you  want,  and  I  will  not  stand  in  your 
way.  [Laughter  and  Applause.] 

I  am  looking  at  one  of  the  giants  in 
the  Senate  right  now.  Senator  Thur- 
mond. And  I  looked  at  others  on  the 
way  in.  like  Senator  BYRD.  I  thought 
about  Senators  Baker,  Dirksen,  Rus- 
sell, and  many,  many  more.  Democrats 
and  Republicans,  who  love  this  place, 
who  have  made  it  work.  I  repeat  fi-e- 
quently  the  statement  of  Senator  Dirk- 
sen— and  I  do  not  know  whether  he 
made  it  on  the  floor — who  said,  "A  bil- 
lion here,  a  billion  there,  and  soon  it 
will  add  up  to  real  money."  If  only  he 
could  come  back  today,  it  would  be  "a 
trillion  here  and  a  trillion  there." 

Then  there  was  Hubert  Humphrey. 
Nobody  ever  understood  how  Bob  Dole 
and  Hubert  Humphrey  could  be  such 
good  friends.  We  did  not  have  a  prob- 
lem at  all.  And  he  used  to  say  of  his 
own  speeches.   "I  never  thought  they 
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were     too     long.     I     enjoyed     every 
minute."  [Laughter.]. 

I  remember  we  were  in  the  hallway 
one  day  talking  about  the  talk  shows. 
And,  of  course,  I  was  only  watching 
them  in  those  days,  but  he  was  on  one 
every  Sunday.  It  used  to  be  issues  and 
answers  for  the  normal  guest.  But  for 
Hubert  it  was  issue  and  answer — then 
the  time  was  up. 

And  then  there  was  Senator  Mans- 
field in  just  the  reverse.  When  he  was 
on  a  Sunday  talk  show,  it  was  "yep," 
"nope,"  "maybe."  Ten  minutes  into 
the  program,  they  were  out  of  ques- 
tions. [Laughter.] 

I  remember  Russell  Long.  I  remem- 
ber during  the  Reagan  landslide,  I  was 
going  to  be  chairman  of  the  Finance 
Committee.  I  did  not  know  how  to  tell 
Russell — and  I  did  not.  I  said.  "Who  is 
going  to  tell  Russell?"  Nobody  was 
going  to  tell  Russell.  Dave  Durenberger 
was  there,  and  I  remember  the  first 
vote  we  had.  I  got  to  sit  in  the  chair, 
but  when  they  called  the  roll,  they 
called  the  minority  side  first  and  then 
the  other  side.  They  said,  "Mr.  Chair- 
man."— this  was  my  first  time — and  he 
voted  "aye." 

It  is  a  true  story.  Then  there  is  Phil 
Hart  and  Dan  Inouye.  We  all  met  in 
Battle  Creek.  Ml.  at  the  Percy  Jones 
General  Hospital — Lieutenant  Colonel 
Hart,  Lieutenant  Inouye,  and  Lieuten- 
ant Dole.  We  were  all  patriots.  The 
best  bridge  player  at  Percy  Jones  Hos- 
pital was  Dan  Inouye.  Probably  one  of 
the  best  men  I  ever  knew  was  Phil 
Hart.  He  had  a  flesh  wound  in  his  right 
elbow  area,  and  from  morning  to  night 
he  spent  his  time  ruiming  errands  or 
getting  tickets  for  iiatients  to  the  De- 
troit Tigers  games.  His  wife  was  Jane 
Briggs.  It  was  Briggs  Stadium — Briggs 
owned  the  Tigers  at  that  time.  There 
was  not  anything  that  Phil  Hart  would 
not  do — not  only  there  but  when  he 
came  to  the  U.S.  Senate.  So  I  left  my 
proxy  with  the  last  of  the  Percy  Jones 
General  Hospital  caucus,  with  Dan 
Inouye.  I  wrote  him  a  letter  today,  I 
said  you've  got  my  proxy.  If  anything 
comes  up  regarding  Percy  Jones  Gen- 
eral Hospital,  which  is  closed 

[Laughter.] 
vote  me  present. 

[Laughter.] 

I  could  go  on  and  on.  I  am  not  like 
Senator  Byrd  because  nobody  can  do  it 
the  way  Senator  Byrd  does  it. 

But  I  think  of  all  of  these  people  who 
have  come  and  gone  and  of  all  of  the 
new  bright  stars  that  are  here  today  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle,  and  there  is  one 
thing  that  you  do  know  for  certain. 
This  is  a  great  institution. 

I  have  learned  another  thing  that  we 
have  all  learned  in  this  Chamber  and 
this  town.  Your  word  is  your  bond.  If 
you  do  not  keep  your  word  around 
here,  it  does  not  make  much  difference 
what  your  amendment  may  be,  or 
whatever  it  may  be.  And  it  is  impor- 
tant to  all  of  us.  As  far  as  I  know  ev- 


erybody that  I  know  on  either  side  ob- 
served that  rule.  It  is  true  in  any  busi- 
ness or  in  any  profession.  It  is  more 
true  in  politics  because  the  American 
people  are  looking  at  us,  and  they  want 
us  to  tell  the  truth.  It  does  not  mean 
that  we  have  to  agree.  It  does  not  mean 
we  cannot  have  different  motivations.  I 
learned  that  leadership  is  a  combina- 
tion of  background  and  backbone.  I 
learned  a  lot  about  that  from  the  likes 
of  Senator  Byrd  and  others  that  I 
watched  and  watched. 

I  know  that  Senator  Warner  is  the 
first  person  to  ever  mention  to  me — 
one  day  we  were  at  the  same  place  hav- 
ing lunch.  He  said,  "You  ought  to 
think  about  running  for  leader."  I  said, 
"Me?"  So  I  thought  about  it.  [Laugh- 
ter.] 

I  thought  Ted  Stevens  was  going  to 
be  the  leader.  Where  is  Ted?  Something 
happened  on  the  way  to  the  vote. 
[Laughter.] 

I  walked  out  of  there  surprised.  When 
Howard  Greene  held  up  his  hand,  I 
knew  that  I  must  be  the  leader. 

So  I  would  just  say  that  we  all  know 
how  the  political  process  works.  Some 
people  are  cynical.  Some  people  think 
it  is  awful.  Some  people  do  not  trust 
us.  But  the  people  who  watch  this 
thing  day  in  and  day  out  have  a  better 
understanding. 

Some  people  ask  me.  I  remember  the 
Speaker — the  Speaker  is  present — tell- 
ing me  just  10  minutes  ago.  he  really 
understands  now  more  about  the  Sen- 
ate. We  have  different  rules.  I  love  the 
House  of  Representatives.  I  never 
wanted  to  be  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. I  wanted  to  be  in  the  Sen- 
ate. I  wanted  to  be  in  the  Senate  where 
you  can  have  unlimited  debate,  where 
any  Senator  on  either  side  on  any  issue 
can  stand  up  and  talk  until  they  drop. 

The  record  is  held  by  the  Presiding 
Officer,  Senator  THXmMOND. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Twen- 
ty-four hours  and  eighteen  minutes. 
[Laughter  and  Applause.] 

Mr.  DOLE.  That  is  why  you  are  sel- 
dom asked  to  be  an  after  dinner  speak- 
er. [Laughter.] 

Mr.  President,  I  think  sometimes 
around  here  we  think  we  have  to  have 
everything.  "We  have  to  have  total  vic- 
tory. I  will  not  settle  for  less.  It  has  to 
be  my  way,  or  no  way."  Well.  Ronald 
Reagan  said  once,  "If  I  can  get  90  per- 
cent of  what  I  want.  I  would  call  that 
a  pretty  good  deal."  Ninety  percent  is 
not  bad.  You  can  get  the  other  10  per- 
cent later.  It  is  a  small  amendment 
then.  [Laughter.] 

Better  understand  that— take  the  90 
and  then  work  on  the  10. 

I  want  to  say,  too.  that  I  read  that 
my  resignation  and  my  decision  to 
leave  caused  astonishment  in  some 
quarters,  and  I  do  not  begrudge  anyone 
their  surprise.  But  I  would  just  want  to 
disabuse  anybody  about  the  Senate. 
This  is  the  great  opportunity,  and 
there  are  hundreds  and  hundreds  and 


thousands  and  thousands  of  people  who 
would  give  anything  they  had  to  be  a 
Member  of  this  body.  That  is  the  way 
it  should  be.  It  is  very  competitive. 

So  I  have  said  the  truth  is  that  I 
would  no  more  distance  myself  from 
the  Senate  than  I  would  from  the 
United  States  itself.  This  is  a  body 
that  is  the  reflection  of  America.  It  is 
what  America  is  all  about.  We  come 
from  different  States  and  different 
backgrounds  with  different  opportuni- 
ties and  different  challenges  in  our 
lives.  And.  yes.  the  institution  has  its 
imperfections  and  occasional  ineffi- 
ciencies. We  are  like  America;  we  are 
still  a  work  in  progress  in  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate. 

So  I  would  say  to  my  colleagues  that 
I  remember  way  back  when  I  ran  for 
the  Kansas  Legislature.  We  had  a 
Democratic  law  librarian  who  thought 
young  people  ought  to  get  involved  in 
politics.  She  found  two  Republicans 
and  two  Democrats,  and  talked  us  into 
running  for  the  State  legislature.  We 
did  not  know  anything  about  politics. 
We  did  not  know  what  party  we  were 
in.  We  were  students;  veterans  going  to 
school  under  the  GI  bill.  I  thought 
about  which  party  to  belong  to.  I  have 
said  in  jest,  from  time  to  time  I  went 
back  to  my  hometown  and  went  up  to 
the  courthouse  and  found  out  there 
wire  more  Republicans  than  Demo- 
crats. And  I  became  a  committed  Re- 
publican. [Laughter.] 

It  is  not  quite  accurate.  But  my  par- 
ents were  Democrats. 

I  remember  the  first  time  I  was  ever 
approached  by  a  reporter.  Here  I  was  a 
brandnew  law  student,  a  brand  new  leg- 
islator. I  did  not  know  anything  about 
anything.  They  said,  "Well,  what  are 
you  going  to  do  now  for  your  district?" 
Or  something  of  that  case.  I  said,  "I  am 
going  to  sit  around  and  watch  for  a 
couple  of  days,  and  then  stand  up  for 
what  is  right." 

Well,  that  is  what  we  all  do  around 
here.  I  hope  I  have  done  it  over  the 
years. 

I  will  take  a  minute  or  two  to  in- 
dulge in  some  of  the  things  that  we  all 
have  different  interests  in.  I  have  been 
deeply  involved  in  agriculture,  as  many 
of  you  have  here,  because  Kansas  is  a 
farm  State.  When  I  came  to  Congress,  I 
was  on  the  House  Agriculture  Commit- 
tee. I  have  been  on  the  Senate  Agri- 
culture Committee  ever  since.  So  I  am 
proud  of  having  served  the  farm  fami- 
lies of  Kansas  and  around  America  who 
make  a  lot  of  sacrifices. 

This  year  we  did  not  have  a  wheat 
crop,  hardly  at  all,  in  Kansas  because 
of  the  drought.  I  am  advised  by  Sen- 
ator DORGAN  that  they  are  not  going  to 
have  much  of  one  because  of  the  rains 
and  the  water. 

So  farmers  make  a  lot  of  sacrifices.  I 
remember  back  during  the  Vietnam  de- 
bate. Some  of  us  were  here.  Some  were 
on  each  side  of  the  issue.  The  so-called 
Cooper-Church  amendment  that  went 
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on  and  on  and  on,  week  after  week 
after  week  on  whether  we  ought  to 
withdraw  our  troops,  or  shut  off  fund- 
ing, which  I  thought  was  wrong.  As  I 
look  back  on  it.  I  think  I  was  right  be- 
cause we  had  courageous  men  like  BOB 
KERREY.  John  McCain,  and  others  in 
this  Chamber  who  were  risking  their 
lives,  and  they  deserved  our  support. 
That  was  a  big  debate  at  the  time. 

I  have  also  been  proud  to  be  involved 
in  nutrition  programs.  Somebody  men- 
tioned that  earlier  today.  I  remember 
working  with  Senator  McGovem  on 
that,  and  there  was  a  conservative  arti- 
cle saying  I  cannot  be  a  conservative 
because  I  know  George  McGovem.  I 
think  George  McGovem  is  a  gentleman 
and  has  always  been  a  gentleman.  But 
we  worked  together  on  food  stamps.  I 
will  confess,  when  I  made  my  first  tour 
with  George  McGovem,  I  said,  "This 
guy  is  running  for  President."  I  was 
not  convinced.  There  were  a  lot  of 
skeptics  in  this  Chamber;  probably 
some  on  each  side.  You  cannot  have 
truer  motives.  It  is  always  something 
political.  But  after  being  on  that  trip 
about  2  or  3  days,  I  changed  my  mind. 
Senator  Hollings  from  South  Carolina 
was  in  the  forefront  of  that  effort.  He 
remembers  how  bad  it  was. 

So  we  worked  together  on  food 
stamps,  the  WIC  Program,  and  the 
School  Lunch  Program,  particularly 
when  it  aiffected  poorer  Americans.  I 
think,  as  I  look  at  it,  that  no  first- 
class  democracy  would  treat  its  people 
like  second-class  citizens. 

I  remember  standing  on  this  floor 
managing  the  Martin  Luther  King  holi- 
day bill.  We  had  the  majority.  It  was  a 
proud  day  for  me.  It  is  now  a  national 
holiday. 

The  first  speech  I  ever  made  on  the 
floor  was  April  14.  1969,  about  disabled 
Americans.  There  are  a  lot  of  people  in 
this  room  who  have  worked  on  this 
program.  I  know  Senator  Kennedy  and 
Senator  Harkin  and  Senator  Duren- 
berger, when  he  was  here,  and  Senator 
Jennings  Randolph  before — maybe  be- 
fore many  of  you  came — was  in  the 
forefront.  We  stood  with  many  who 
could  not  stand  on  their  own,  and  the 
highlight  was  passing  the  Americans 
With  Disabilities  Act.  Forty-three  mil- 
lion Americans — they  are  not  all  seri- 
ously disabled,  but  there  are  many  in 
wheelchairs,  many  who  cannot  even  sit 
up.  It  was  a  very  impressive  sight  to  be 
at  the  White  House  the  day  that  bill 
was  signed  by  President  Bush,  and  I  am 
forever  grateful.  I  know  Senator  Ken- 
nedy and  Senator  Harkin  are.  Have 
you  ever  seen  so  many  wheelchairs  at 
the  White  House  at  a  signing  cere- 
mony? Never.  And  now  more  and  more 
Americans  with  disabilities  are  full 
participants  in  the  process.  They  are  in 
the  mainstream. 

So,  I  remeniber  in  1983—1  know  Pat 
Moynihan  remembers— we  were  stand- 
ing right  over  in  this  aisle.  We  had  a 
bipartisan  commission  on  Social  Secu- 


rity. We  had  met  week  after  week, 
month  after  month.  It  was  about  to  go 
down  the  drain.  We  had  about  given  up. 
Everybody  was  disgusted.  We  were  get- 
ting short-tempered.  We  were  Demo- 
crats and  Republicans.  At  the  time  the 
late  John  Heinz  was  a  member  of  the 
commission.  As  member  of  the  Finance 
Committee.  I  was  a  member.  Senator 
Moynihan  was  a  member.  And  Senator 
Moynihan — I  think  just  by  chance  or 
fate  or  whatever— and  I  happened  to 
meet  in  this  aisle  on  my  right.  We  said 
we  have  to  try  one  more  time  to  rescue 
Social  Security — one  more  time. 

It  was  not  a  partisan  issue.  And  we 
did.  That  afternoon  we  convened  three 
more  people,  we  had  five  of  the  com- 
mission, and  it  was  not  long  until  we 
were  back  on  track.  We  finally  made  it 
happen,  and  37  million  people  have  got- 
ten their  checks  on  time. 

I  think  I  read  in  the  Washington  Post 
just  this  weekend,  Social  Security  is 
going  to  be  in  pretty  good  shape  until 
the  year  2029.  So  that  is  a  pretty  good 
fix.  Maybe,  as  I  said  earlier  in  the  day. 
that  is  a  pattern  we  can  follow  for 
Medicare  for  the  long-term  solution: 
Take  it  out  of  politics  as  we  did  on  So- 
cial Security,  make  it  work,  make  it 
solvent.  And  the  people  who  get  the 
credit  are  the  people  who  get  the 
checks— 37  million  of  them.  So.  we 
reached  across  partisan  lines. 

So,  I  worry  a  little  about  the  future. 
I  worry  about  our  defenses.  I  know 
there  aire  a  lot  of  very  talented  people 
here  who  are  going  to  continue  to  do 
that.  I  am  not  here  to  make  a  partisan 
speech  or  even  a  partisan  reference,  but 
I  would  hope  that  we  would  keep  in 
mind  there  are  still  threats  around  the 
world  and  also  keep  in  mind  that  we 
are  the  envy  of  the  world. 

I  learned,  meeting  with  a  lot  of  lead- 
ers, foreign  leaders,  as  leaders  get  to  do 
in  this  business — the  chairmen  of  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee,  Sen- 
ators Helms  and  Pell  and  others.  Sen- 
ator LUGAR  when  he  was  chairman — I 
remember  when  the  Berlin  Wall  came 
down  and  the  Soviet  empire  collapsed, 
a  lot  of  people  started  coming  to  Amer- 
ica. They  were  leaders.  They  were 
young  and  they  were  old  and  they  were 
men  and  they  were  women,  and  they 
did  not  come  for  foreign  aid.  The  cyn- 
ics said,  "Oh,  they  are  coming  after 
more  of  our  money."  They  knew  we  did 
not  have  any.  But  for  the  first  time  in 
70  years,  in  some  cases,  they  had  a 
right  to  travel.  They  could  get  on  an 
airplane  without  checking  with  the 
government  and  waiting  for  a  year  or  2 
years  or  3  years.  They  could  go  to 
church,  they  could  vote — all  these 
basic  rights  that  we  take  for  granted. 
And  they  came  to  America. 

Some  are  now  Presidents,  like  Lech 
Walesa,  some  are  leaders  of  their  party. 
As  they  came  to  our  offices,  and  I  am 
certain  it  was  true  in  every  other  of- 
fice, obey  did  not  ask  for  money.  They 
wanted   to   come   to   America   to   see 


America.  They  wanted  to  take  a  look 
at  America.  And  I  can  recall  almost  ev- 
eryone who  left  my  office,  sometimes 
with  tears  streaming  down  their 
cheeks,  saying.  "We  want  to  be  like 
America." 

We  are  the  envy  of  the  world.  That  is 
why  so  many  people  want  to  be  like  we 
are. 

So.  we  have  lit  Liberty's  torch  with  a 
glow  that  can  truly  light  the  world. 
That  is  what  America  is  all  about.  We 
are  much  more  than  a  place  on  a  map. 
We  are  the  United  States,  and  we  are  a 
beacon  of  hope.  We  are  a  magnet  for 
the  oppressed  and  a  shield  against 
those  who  would  put  the  soul  itself  in 
bondage. 

I  think  we  did  that  in  Kuwait,  and  we 
may  be  called  on  to  do  it  again.  But  I 
would  guess  one  thing.  I  would  hope, 
when  they  catalog  all  the  amendments 
and  all  the  bills  and  do  all  the  com- 
mentaries, whenever  it  is  all  over  for 
us  here,  that  we  have  left  our  children 
something  other  than  a  legacy  of  debt. 
Our  children  are  important.  None  of  us 
have  a  perfect  solution,  but  there  has 
to  be  some  solution  here  where  we  can 
come  together.  Republicans  and  Demo- 
crats, because  everybody  loves  their 
children.  Everybody  loves  their  grand- 
children. We  have  all  these  young 
pages  here.  We  have  an  example  every 
day  of  young  people  who  want  to  get 
ahead,  who  are  willing  to  work.  They 
just  want  the  opportunity. 

I  think,  if  I  could  hope  that  anything 
might  happen,  it  probably  will  not  hap- 
pen today,  but  this  year  or  next  year — 
I  felt  strongly  about  the  balanced 
budget,  but  not  enough  people  did.  But 
that  will  be  around. 

So  I  would  close  with,  again,  thank- 
ing all  of  my  colleagues.  I  do  not  be- 
lieve— I  am  just  trying  to  think  back — 
I  do  not  believe  we  have  ever  had  any 
real  disagreements.  I  remember  one 
time,  I  remind  the  Democratic  leader, 
that  I  offered  an  amendment  that  you 
thought  you  were  going  to  offer,  and  I 
made  a  mistake.  I  was  not  trying  to 
one-up  the  Senator  from  South  Da- 
kota. So  I  withdraw  my  amendment. 
Then  he  offered  the  amendment.  I 
think  that  is  called  civility. 

So,  I  would  close  with  the  words  of 
my  hero.  Dwight  Eisenhower,  because 
he  was  our  supreme  commander.  He 
also  came  from  Abilene.  KS;  bom  in 
Texas  but  quickly  moved  to  Kansas.  He 
was  only  2  years  old.  It  took  a  while. 
But,  in  any  event— this  is  his  quote. 

As  we  peer  into  society's  future,  we— you 
and  I— and  our  Government— must  avoid  the 
impulse  to  live  only  for  today,  plundering, 
for  our  own  ease  and  convenience,  the  pre- 
cious resources  of  tomorrow. 

We  cannot  mortgage  the  material  assets  of 
our  grandchildren  without  risking  the  loss  of 
their  political  and  spiritual  heritage.  We 
want  democracy  to  survive  for  all  genera- 
tions to  come,  not  to  become  the  insolvent 
phantom  of  tomorrow. 

I  think  those  words  are  just  as  good 
today  as  they  were  35  years  ago  when 
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President  Eisenhower  spoke  them.  We 
can  lead  or  we  can  mislead  as  the  peo- 
ple's Representatives,  but  whatever  we 
do,  we  will  be  held  responsible.  We  are 
going:  to  be  held  responsible  and  ac- 
countable. I  am  not  talking  about  1996. 
I  am  talking  about  any  time  over  the 
next  century. 

So  the  Bible  tells  us  that  to  every- 
thing there  is  a  season,  and  I  think  my 
season  in  the  Senate  is  about  to  come 
to  an  end.  But  the  new  seaison  makes 
this  moment  far  less  the  closing  of  one 
chapter  than  the  opening  of  another. 
We  all  take  pride  in  the  past,  but  we  aill 
live  for  the  future. 

I  agree  with  prairie  poet  Carl  Sand- 
burg, who  told  us: 
Yesterday  Is  wind  gone  down, 
a  sun  dropped  In  the  West. 
I  tell  you  that  there  Is  nothing  In  the  world. 
Only  an  ocean  of  tomorrows. 
A  sky  of  tomorrows. 

Like  everybody  here,  I  am  an  opti- 
mist. I  believe  our  best  tomorrows  are 
yet  to  be  lived.  So  I,  again,  thank  you. 

God  bless  America,  and  God  bless  the 
U.S.  Senate. 

[Applause.  Senators  rising.] 


RECESS 


The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  now 
stands  in  recess  until  2:15  p.m. 

Thereupon,  at  12:51  p.m..  the  Senate 
recessed  until  2:14  p.m.;  whereupon,  the 
Senate  reassembled  when  called  to 
order  by  the  Presiding  Officer  [Mr. 
Brown]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BREALTC.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  [Mr. 
Coats].  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  believe.  Mr.  President, 
momentarily  we  will  have  the  intro- 
duction and  swearing  in  of  the  new 
Senator  from  Kansas. 

For  a  moment,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob- 
jection, it  is  so  ordered. 


ignation  from  the  Honorable  Robert  J. 
Dole,  a  Senator  from  the  State  of  Kan- 
sas. 

Without  objection,  it  will  be  consid- 
ered as  read. 
The  letter  is  as  follows: 

Untted  States  Sekate, 
Office  of  the  Repubucan  Leader, 

Washington.  DC.  June  11, 1996. 
Hon.  AL  Gore. 
President  of  the  U.S.  Senate. 
United  States  Capitol.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Vice  President:  I  hereby  resign 
my  office  as  a  United  States  Senator  from 
Kansas  effective  June  11.  1996  at  2:00  p.m. 
eastern  daylight  time. 
Sincerely. 

Bob  Dole. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
lays  before  the  Senate  the  credentials 
of  Sheila  Frahm.  appointed  a  Senator 
by  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  Kansas 
on  June  11,  1996,  to  represent  such 
State  in  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States  until  the  vacancy  of  the  term 
ending  January  3.  1999,  caused  by  the 
resignation  of  the  Honorable  Robert  J. 
Dole,  is  filled  by  election  as  provided 
by  law. 

Without  objection,  it  will  be  consid- 
ered read. 

The  Certificate  of  Appointment  is  as 
follows: 

State  of  Kansas.  Office  of  the  Governor 
Certificate  of  appointment 
To  the  President  of  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States: 

This  is  to  certify  that,  pursuant  to  the 
power  vested  in  me  by  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  and  the  laws  of  the  State 
of  Kansas.  I.  Bill  Graves,  the  Governor  of 
Kansas,  do  hereby  appoint  Sheila  Frahm  a 
Senator  from  Kansas  to  represent  Kansas  in 
the  Senate  of  the  United  States  until  the  va- 
cancy therein,  caused  by  the  resignation  of 
Bob  Dole,  is  filled  by  election  as  provided  by 
law. 

Witness:  His  excellency  our  Governor  Bill 
Graves,  and  our  seal  hereto  affixed  at  To- 
peka.  Kansas,  this  Uth  day  of  June,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  1996. 

By  the  Governor: 

BILL  Graves. 

Governor. 
Ron  Thornburgh. 
Secretary  of  State. 


CREDENTIALS— RESIGNATION  AND 
APPOINTMENT 

The   VICE   PRESIDENT.   The   Chair 
lays  before  the  Senate  a  letter  of  res- 


CEREMONY  OF  ADMINISTRATION 
OF  OATH  OF  OFFICE  TO  SHEILA 
FRAHM  AS  SENATOR  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  KANSAS 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  new 
Senator  will  now  present  herself  at  the 
desk  for  the  administration  of  the  oath 
of  office. 

Mrs.  FRAHM.  escorted  by  Mr.  Dole 
and  Mrs.  Kassebaum,  advanced  to  the 
desk  of  the  Vice  President;  the  oath 
prescribed  by  law  was  administered  to 
her  by  the  Vice  President:  and  she  sub- 
scribed to  the  oath  in  the  Official  Oath 
Book. 

[Applause,  Senators  rising.] 

(Mrs.  HUTCHISON  assumed  the 
chair.) 

Mr.  LOTT.  Madam  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Madam  President.  I  ask 
unanimous-consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  LOTT.  Madam  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  there  now  be  a 
period  for  the  transaction  of  morning 
business  with  Senators  permitted  to 
speak  therein  for  up  to  5  minutes  each 
until  the  hour  of  3:30  p.m. 

Mr.  EXON.  Reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject, and  I  do  not  intend  to  object.  Is  it 
the  Senator's  intention  that  we  would 
go  to  the  budget  then  at  3:30?  Is  that 
the  plan? 

Mr.  LOTT.  Madam  President,  if  I  can 
respond  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Nebraska,  it  is  our  hope  that  the 
Senate  could  consume  much  of  the  10 
hours  allocated  to  the  budget  con- 
ference report  this  afternoon.  That  is 
provided,  of  course,  under  the  statute. 
We  would  be  able  to  set  the  final  vote 
on  the  conference  report  for  midafter- 
noon  on  Wednesday,  in  all  probability. 
Certainly,  we  are  now  consulting  with 
the  Democratic  leader,  and  he  is  mak- 
ing sure  that  that  is  agreeable. 

We  hope  to  have  a  unanimous-con- 
sent request  on  that  in,  hopefully,  a 
few  minutes.  Between  now  and  3:30, 
since  a  number  of  Senators  did  not 
have  an  opportunity  to  speak  this 
morning  in  tribute  to  Senator  Dole,  we 
hope  that  can  be  done  in  this  hour. 
Then  we  hope  to  begin  on  the  budget 
resolution. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  have  no  objection  what- 
soever. This  Senator  was  one  of  those, 
also,  who  wishes  to  speak.  I  will  be 
seeking  5  minutes  of  my  own  time  for 
that  subject  during  the  next  hour. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


TRIBUTE  TO  SENATOR  BOB  DOLE 

Mr.  LOTT.  Madam  President,  there  is 
no  question  that  some  of  the  most  elo- 
quent speeches  I  have  heard  since  I 
have  been  in  the  Senate  were  presented 
this  morning  by  Senators  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  as  a  tribute  to  our  good 
friend  and  majority  leader.  Bob  Dole. 
They  really  were  very  impressive  in 
terms  of  the  relationship  that  Senators 
have  had  with  Senator  Dole  and  their 
love  for  him  and  for  this  institution. 
Many  Senators  have  enjoyed  working 
with  Senator  Dole  and  have  learned  a 
great  deal  from  him.  Certainly,  I  am 
one  of  those  that  has  been  studying  at 
the  feet  of  Bob  Dole.  It  has  been  some- 
thing to  behold.  He  is  truly  a  master  of 
how  to  get  things  done.  We  can  all 
learn  from  that.  I  hope  that  I  am  one 
that  has  learned  and  will  remember 
those  lessons. 
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I  served  in  the  House  for  a  number  of 
years  after  having  worked  for  a  Demo- 
cratic Congressman  named  Bill 
Colmer.  the  chairman  of  the  Rules 
Committee.  Until  this  very  day.  when  I 
remember  the  lessons  I  should  have 
learned  from  that  old  gentleman.  I  do 
well.  When  I  forget  those  lessons.  I  usu- 
ally get  in  trouble.  So  I  think  that  as 
we  go  through  life  and  as  we  go 
through  political  life,  as  we  work  in 
Government,  and  as  we  go  through  our 
daily  activities  in  the  Senate,  there  are 
certain  giants  like  Bob  Dole  that  we 
can  and  should  all  learn  from. 

Madam  President,  there  is  a  little 
known  custom,  I  guess,  in  the  Senate 
for  Members  to  carve  their  names  in 
the  drawers  of  their  desks.  In  fact, 
when  constituents  come  on  the  floor 
when  we  are  not  in  session,  that  is  one 
of  the  things  they  find  most  interest- 
ing. They  pull  the  drawers  out  and  see 
who  signed  these  desks. 

When  you  look  into  some  of  these 
desks,  you  find  the  great — and  some- 
times not  so  great — names  of  the  past. 
They  are  a  veritable  roUcall  of  our 
country's  history. 

In  28  years  in  the  Senate,  Bob  Dole 
did  more  than  make  his  mark  upon  a 
congressional  desk.  He  made  his  mark 
upon  this  institution,  not  just  its  legis- 
lation, but  more  importantly,  its  char- 
acter. 

He  devoted  most  of  his  career  to  the 
Senate,  but  not  because  this  Chamber 
and  its  business  were  an  end  in  itself. 
For  Bob  Dole,  serving  the  Senate  was 
serving  his  country. 

That  service  took  precedence  over 
most  other  considerations  in  his  life. 

Indeed,  it  took  precedence  over  his 
Presidential  campaign — until  today. 

The  reason  Bob  Dole  will  not  be  with 
us  on  the  Senate  floor  after  today  is  no 
great  secret. 

The  reason  is  that  he  was  convinced 
he  would  better  serve  his  country  by 
restoring  leadership  to  its  I*residency 
than  by  handling  the  day  to  day  affairs 
of  the  Congress. 

We  all  know  it  was  hard  for  him  to 
leave,  and  it  was  hard  for  us  to  see  him 
leave.  It  affected  us  all,  and  it  re- 
minded us  once  again  who  we  are  and 
what  we  are  about  in  this  institution. 
Those  who  really  know  Bob  Dole  know 
that  he  is  leaving  not  out  of  ambition 
for  higher  rank,  but  out  of  determina- 
tion to  finish  the  fight  and  be  in  a  posi- 
tion to  do  all  that  he  can  do  for  his 
country. 

That  fight,  in  terms  of  his  country's 
future,  is  every  bit  as  important  as  the 
fight  which  gravely  injured  the  young 
Bob  Dole  in  1944. 

There  are  some  who  think  of  duty  as 
a  burden,  heavy  to  bear  and  best 
shrugged  off  onto  someone  else. 

There  are  others  who  embrace  duty, 
and  carry  it  proudly,  and  do  not  put  it 
down  until  the  journey  is  done. 

In  walking  out  of  this  Chamber 
today.  Bob  Dole  carries  with  him  a 
lifetime  of  duty. 


As  we  saw  him  exit  this  door,  we  all 
felt  an  emotional  surge,  and  every 
Member  of  this  Senate  knows  he  will 
not  put  that  responsibility  and  duty 
down. 

No  one  would  understand  better  than 
Bob  that  not  every  Senator  wants  him 
to  succeed  in  his  present  mission.  In- 
deed, a  goodly  part  of  this  body  will 
move  Heaven  and  Eiarth  to  prevent 
that  success. 

That  is  not  perfidy.  It  is  democracy. 

It  is  something  Bob  Dole  went  to 
war  to  defend,  and  something  he  still 
can  appreciate  more  than  most  of  us. 

But  I  dare  say,  despite  the  political 
and  partisan  divisions  on  this  Senate 
floor,  as  we  quite  often  experience,  all 
of  us  understand  something  historic  is 
happening  here  today. 

Something  none  of  us  will  soon  for- 
get. 

It  brings  to  my  mind  two  other  reluc- 
tant departures  in  our  Nation's  past. 

The  first  would  be  Washington's  re- 
luctant leaving  of  Mount  Vernon  to  as- 
sume a  position  he  did  not  seek,  but 
which  his  countrymen  insisted  he  take. 

The  second  would  be  Lee's  agonized 
departure  from  his  post  of  military 
honor  to  fulfill  what  he  considered  a 
higher  duty. 

Were  he  here.  Bob  Dole  would  mod- 
estly dismiss  any  comparison  with 
Washington  or  Lee — or  any  other  of 
American's  great  statesmen  of  the 
past. 

He  would  rather  let  the  future  judge 
such  things,  and  so  should  we. 

Whatever  the  outcome  of  this  year, 
whatever  the  course  of  its  conflicts  and 
controversies,  the  future  holds  a  place 
for  Bob  Dole  as  a  giant  of  the  Senate, 
a  man  set  apart  from  most  by  a  quiet 
passion  for  his  country  that  we  are 
only  now  beginning  to  understand. 

But  Lord  willing,  we  will  benefit 
from  it  for  years  to  come. 

I  yield  the  floor,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Coats).  The  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  thank  the 
Chair.  I  wish  to  associate  myself  with 
the  remarks  by  the  distingmshed  Sen- 
ator from  Mississippi. 

I  just  want  to  say  a  few  words  about 
my  friend  Bob  Dole.  I  suspect  my  feel- 
ings are  not  significantly  different  by 
what  has  been  thought  and  what  has 
been  said  by  my  colleagues  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle.  So  aside  from  the 
Bob  Dole  that  we  all  know  so  very, 
very  well,  I  just  want  to  say  that  I  was 
pleased  to  be  here  and  to  hear  that  ex- 
cellent speech  that  Senator  Dole  gave 
as  his  farewell  address  in  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate. It  was  sad  in  lots  of  ways,  and  yet 
it  was  so  reassuring  to  see  someone  of 
the  integrity,  the  ability,  the  char- 
acter, and  the  good  nature  of  Bob  Dole 
spelled  out  in  that  speech  so  very,  very 
well.  I  hope  that  many,  many  people  in 
the  United  States  heard  that  speech  by 
my  friend  and  colleague,  the  man  from 
Kansas. 


I  have  worked  with  him  so  very,  very 
long  on  so  many  issues.  Many  times  we 
have  been  on  the  same  side,  but  on 
many  of  the  items  we  have  been  on  op- 
posite sides.  But  never,  as  Senator 
Dole  mentioned  in  his  speech  this 
morning,  has  he  ever,  to  my  knowl- 
edge, violated  that  cardinal  rule  of  the 
U.S.  Senate — unwritten,  which  is  just 
as  effective:  A  man's  word  or  a  wom- 
an's word  is  their  bond.  In  all  of  these 
nearly  18  years  that  I  have  had  the 
pleasure  of  my  association  with  Bob 
Dole.  I  have  never  known  Bob  even  to 
give  a  hint  of  breaking  his  word,  be- 
cause if  there  was  ever  a  man  in  the 
U.S.  Senate  for  whom  we  all  know  his 
word  is  his  bond,  that  is  BOB  Dole. 

On  a  personal  note,  I  just  want  to  say 
when  I  saw  Bob  walk  out  after  his  ad- 
dress, it  took  me  back  to  times  in  all  of 
our  lives  when  there  have  been  break- 
ups. I  suppose  the  first  was  when  we 
graduated  from  grade  school  and  that 
old  gang  of  ours  broke  up  and  went  on 
through  our  educational  process.  And 
certainly  it  is  true.  When  you  left  the 
service  of  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica, that  old  gang  was  broken  up.  That 
old  gang  that  Bob  Dole  was  with  was 
suddenly  broken  up  when  he  nearly 
gave  his  life  in  combat,  in  defense  of 
the  national  security  interests  of  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  free 
world.  But  I  thought  of  that  breakup 
when  I  saw  Bob  walk  out  that  door  an 
hour  or  so  ago. 

Bob  Dole  meant  so  much  to  me  be- 
cause, despite  our  differences  from 
time  to  time,  we  always  had  an  excel- 
lent personal  working  relationship.  He 
came  into  Nebraska  on  two  or  three  oc- 
casions to  support  my  opponent  in  one 
of  my  races.  But  never  did  Bob  Dole 
say  anything  bad  about  Jim  Exon,  even 
though  he  could  have  probably  found 
some  legitimate  things  that  he  could 
and  maybe  should  have  said.  But  that 
was  not  Bob's  way.  Bob  came  into  Ne- 
braska, and  he  campaigned  for  my  Re- 
publican opponent— not  against  Jim 
Exon.  I  think  that  is  the  mark  of  not 
only  a  great  statesman  but  a  very  ef- 
fective leader,  which  he  was  of  his 
party  as  majority  leader  on  that  side, 
but  also  someone  that  you  could  be 
truly  proud  of  and  call  your  friend. 

Little  known  outside  the  Senate.  I 
suspect,  was  Bobs  strongest  char- 
acteristic, and  that  was  his  sense  of 
humor.  I  am  not  sure  that  the  public  at 
large  has  understood  that.  But  I  have 
had  an  ongoing  relationship— very 
friendly— with  Bob  Dole  on  many, 
many  occasions.  In  fact,  this  year  when 
he  was  running  for  President  of  the 
United  States.  I  suggested  to  him — and 
he  knew  it  was  facetious — that  I  might 
consider  a  draft  to  be  his  Vice  Presi- 
dential running  mate,  if  he  was  inter- 
ested in  that.  Bob  knows  that  I  am  a 
Democrat — always  have  been  and  al- 
wa3rs  will  be.  and  we  had  lots  of  jokes 
about  that.  But  over  the  years  of 
friendship,  over  the  years  of  serving  on 
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very  tough  issues,  sometimes  we  were 
maybe  at  sword's  point,  one  would 
think,  when  we  were  debating  a  meas- 
ure of  some  importance  on  the  floor  of 
the  U.S.  Senate.  BOB  DOLE  never  lost 
his  sense  of  humor.  He  never  forgot  his 
sense  of  humor.  And  I  think  that  is 
what  helped  carry  him  through  prob- 
ably that  life-threatening  wound  that 
he  received  in  battle  and  probably 
through  some  of  the  more  heated  de- 
bates that  have  taken  place  here  on  the 
Senate  floor.  I  have  never  seen  BOB 
Dole  do  anything  but  smile  when 
someone  said  something  or  told  him 
something  that  he  thought  was  humor. 

So  I  am  saddened  by  the  fact  that  a 
coworker  for  whom  I  have  great  re- 
spect, has  made  a  choice  that  I  think 
was  the  right  choice  for  him  to  make, 
especially  with  regard  to  the  heavy  re- 
sponsibility that  he  carries  for  his 
party,  and  he  will  carry  in  the  Presi- 
dential election  this  year.  In  that  re- 
gard, maybe  I  can  sum  up  my  feelings, 
friendship,  and  understanding  with  Bob 
Dole  by  a  statement  that  I  made  to 
him  in  one  of  our  more  humorous  con- 
versations maybe  6  months  ago  right  in 
the  heat  of  those  very  tough  Repub- 
lican primaries  for  President  of  the 
United  States.  I  said  to  BOB  Dole, 
"You  know,  BOB,  if  we  have  to  have  a 
Republican  President" — then  I  re- 
peated it — "if  we  have  to  have  a  Repub- 
lican President,  I  hope  it  is  you."  Peo- 
ple that  do  not  understand  humor 
might  think  that  was  a  cutting  thing 
for  Jim  Exon  to  say,  but  Bob  Dole 
knew  what  I  was  saying.  Bob  Dole 
knows  that  myself  and  all,  likely,  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  respect  not  only 
the  man's  talent  but  the  man's  sense  of 
responsibility  and  his  sense  of  humor 
which  has  endeared  him  to  those  of  us 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

Godspeed,  BOB  Dole,  to  you  and  your 
wonderful  wife,  Elizabeth.  You  are  a 
great  couple.  And  whatever  the  future 
holds,  we  will  always  hold  you  in  high 
esteem. 

I  thank  the  Chair.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HATCH  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Utah. 


TRIBUTE  TO  SENATOR  BOB  DOLE 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
my  colleague  from  Nebraska  for  his 
kind  remarks  about  our  friend  Bob 
Dole,  which  were  very  eloquent.  I 
think  he  expressed  it  beautifully  for  a 
lot  of  Democrats.  I  think  everyone  in 
this  body  has  tremendous  esteem  and 
affection  and  love  for  Bob  Dole.  He  is 
one  of  the  all-time  great  Senators. 
There  is  no  question  about  it.  He  will 
go  down  in  history  as  one  of  the  all- 
time  great  Senators. 

Mr.  President,  20  years  ago,  when  I 
was  first  sworn  in  as  the  junior  Senator 
from  Utah,  Bob  Dole  was  among  the 
first  of  my  Republican  colleagues  to 
come  up  and  put  his  arm  around  me. 


and  helped  guide  me  and  helped  me  to 
learn  the  ropes. 

I  rise  today  to  thank  him  for  that, 
and  for  his  extraordinary  leadership  in 
the  years  since.  When  the  citizens  from 
Kansas  elected  Bob  Dole  as  their  Sen- 
ator, they  chose  a  man  who  epitomizes 
the  qualities  of  mainstream  America,  a 
team  player,  a  war  hero  who  dem- 
onstrated tremendous  courage  and  per- 
severance both  on  the  battlefield  and 
afterward,  a  hard  worker  and  an  honest 
and  decent  man,  a  man  whom  all 
Americans  can  look  up  to. 

By  now,  most  of  us  are  aware  of  the 
wounds  Lieutenant  Dole  suffered  on 
that  April  morning  in  1945.  That  was 
about  the  same  time  that  my  brother 
was  killed  in  the  Second  World  War. 
Bob  Dole  could  have  been  killed  too, 
and  almost  was. 

We  have  also  heard  about  his  amaz- 
ing and  long  recovery.  But  less  is 
known  about  how  Bob  Dole  was  in- 
jured. Richard  Ben  Cramer's  book, 
"What  it  Takes,"  tells  us  how: 

Dole  g:ot  his  men  down  to  the  low  stone 
wall.  Dole  could  have  stayed  in  the  middle 
[of  the  platoon].  But  he  knew  his  job.  and  he 
did  it.  He  was  out  in  front,  with  the  lead 
squad. 

They  were  pinned  down  quick.  They  were 
pinned  down  in  the  field,  when  a  farmhouse 
on  the  left  opened  fire:  a  Jerry  machine-gun 
nest  .  .  .  the  men  in  the  field  were  ham- 
burger. 

Dole  had  to  get  that  machine  gun.  The  lead 
squad  was  going  to  have  to  flank  that  house 
and  get  that  nest  of  Krauts  [sic].  Sergeant 
Carafa  assumed  he'd  be  going  out  with  the 
squad,  but  Dole  said,  "Sergeant.  I'll  take 
'em." 

Bob  Dole  saw  many  men  die  trying 
to  knock  out  that  machine  gun.  It  was 
that  morning,  trying  to  take  it  out, 
that  he  was  wounded.  BOB  Dole  could 
have  let  someone  else  go  out  with  the 
squad.  BOB  Dole  could  have  stayed  be- 
hind and  provided  cover.  Bob  Dole 
could  have  stayed  in  the  middle.  In- 
stead, Bob  Dole  was  out  in  front. 

Bob  Dole  has  been  out  in  front  ever 
since.  He  became  a  skillful  legislator. 
He  knew  how  to  get  things  done  around 
here.  But  he  also  knew  that  duty  re- 
quired him  to  take  action  when  it 
wasn't  always  in  his  own  best  interest 
or  when  he  saw  public  policy  going 
down  the  wrong  path. 

Take,  for  example,  his  leadership  on 
addressing  the  crime  issue.  Throughout 
his  career.  Bob  Dole  consistently  sup- 
ported legislation  to  fight  crime  and 
help  the  victims  of  crime.  From  the  Or- 
ganized Crime  Control  Act  of  1969  to 
the  1996  Antiterrorism  and  Effective 
Death  Penalty  Act.  Bob  Dole  has 
fought  to  bring  accountability  to  the 
criminal  justice  system.  But,  in  1994, 
Senator  DOLE  stood  up  for  what  he 
thought  was  right  and  opposed  the  so- 
called  Crime  Control  Act  of  1994  be- 
cause it  was  a  pork-laden,  big  dollar. 
Great  Society  social  spending  boon- 
doggle. Some  of  our  colleagues  thought 
we  had  lost  our  minds  when  we  opposed 


a  so-called  crime  bill  in  an  election 
year.  But  BOB  Dole  did  it  because  it 
was  the  right  thing  to  do. 

He  worked  tirelessly  for  comprehen- 
sive habeas  corpus  reform.  He  worked 
to  crack  down  on  frivolous  inmate  law- 
suits and  was  at  the  forefront  of  reform 
when,  in  1984,  he  cosponsored  the  Sen- 
tencing Reform  Act,  which  brought 
truth-in-sentencing  to  the  Federal  sys- 
tem. 

Mr.  President,  Senator  DOLE  has  been 
a  leader  and  a  fighter  for  civil  rights 
from  the  beginning  of  his  career.  Sen- 
ator Dole  knows  full  well  that  preju- 
dice and  artificial  barriers  can  hold  a 
person  down.  As  a  Member  of  the  other 
body,  he  voted  for  landmark  legislation 
including  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964 
and  the  Voting  Rights  Act  of  1965.  He 
was  a  leader  in  the  effort  to  extend  the 
Voting  Rights  Act  in  1982.  In  1967,  then 
Congressman  Dole  voted  for  the  Age 
Discrimination  in  Employment  Act.  In 
1990,  Senator  DOLE  supported  the  ex- 
pansion and  clarification  of  this  law  to 
protect  older  workers  from  the  loss  of 
their  employee  benefits. 

Senator  DOI^  led  the  passage  of  the 
Martin  Luther  King  holiday  bill.  It  was 
a  bill  I  voted  against,  and  I  consider  it 
the  worst  mistake  I  have  made  in  my 
20  years  here.  I  thought  that  we  should 
not  add  another  holiday  due  to  both 
the  public  and  private  sector  costs  in- 
volved. But,  frankly,  in  hindsight,  I 
made  a  mistake. 

Bob  Dole,  however,  did  what  was 
right,  and  he  brought  that  bill  up  and 
helped  to  pass  it. 

He  played  a  key  leadership  role  in  en- 
acting the  landmark  Americans  With 
Disabilities  Act.  I  worked  hard  on  that 
bill,  and  I  know  what  he  did.  I  was  in 
the  late  night  meetings.  As  the  rajik- 
ing  Republican  on  the  Labor  and 
Human  Resources  Committee,  I  was  in 
the  leadership  meetings.  I  have  to  tell 
you,  without  Bob  Dole,  that  bill  would 
not  have  passed.  The  ADA  extended 
civil  rights  protections  and  opportuni- 
ties to  millions  of  Americans  with  dis- 
abilities. I  can  remember  when  it 
passed,  he  and  I  had  tears  in  our  eyes 
because  it  was  such  a  monumental  day. 

Yes,  Bob  Dole  has  been  there  for  the 
big  fights,  let  me  tell  you. 

Bob  Dole  recognizes  that  rights  in- 
here in  individuals,  not  groups.  In  1995, 
he  introduced  the  Equal  Opportunity 
Act,  which  prohibits  racial,  ethnic,  and 
gender  preferences  in  Federal  employ- 
ment. Federal  contacting,  and  feder- 
ally administered  programs.  He 
sparked  a  healthy  and  timely  national 
debate  on  affirmative  action.  In  his 
view,  every  American  should  be  treated 
with  equal  rights  under  the  law,  with- 
out preference  based  on  race,  ethnicity, 
or  gender. 

Bob  Dole  helped  build  the  Repub- 
lican Party  that  we  have  today.  He 
helped  build  the  Republican  majority 
we  have  today.  There  were  no  litmus 
tests  under  Bob  Dole's  leadership.  He 
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successfully  knit  together  Senators 
from  Alaska  to  Virginia  to  form  a 
working  team  whose  sole  purpose  was 
to  achieve  the  goals  for  America  that 
we  all  held  in  common— goals  that  I 
personally  believe  we  hold  in  common 
with  the  American  people. 

We  are  going  to  miss  Bob  Dole  in  the 
U.S.  Senate.  I  suspect  even  his  worthy 
adversaries  on  the  Democratic  side 
have  come  to  admire  his  determina- 
tion, skill,  and  faithfulness  to  the  peo- 
ple he  represents.  I  believe  there  is 
unanimous  agreement  in  this  body  that 
Bob  Dole  served  with  honor  and  dis- 
tinction as  one  of  the  greatest  Sen- 
ators in  the  history  of  this  Federal  Re- 
public. 

I  have  to  say  something  here  that  I 
am  sure  Bob  Dole  does  not  know,  but 
I  am  going  to  say  it  publicly  because  it 
means  so  much  to  me.  My  brother  died 
shortly  before  Bob  Doxj:  got  wounded 
in  the  Second  World  War.  My  brother 
was  very  dear  to  me.  I  was  only  10 
years  old  when  he  died.  When  we  re- 
ceived the  news,  I  immediately  got  a 
white  streak  of  hair  on  the  right  side  of 
my  forehead  because  it  was  such  a 
shock  to  me. 

He  was  killed  in  the  Ploiesti  oil  raid, 
which,  of  course,  was  the  pivotal  oil 
raid  of  the  European  war  because  it 
knocked  out  all  of  the  Vienna-Austrian 
oilfields  that  Hitler  depended  on.  But 
Jess'  death  was  a  tremendous  shock  to 
us. 

When  I  came  to  the  Senate,  Bob  Dole 
put  his  arm  around  me.  He  looked  like 
my  brother,  to  a  large  degree.  My 
brother  had  the  same  color  hair,  was 
about  the  same  height,  about  the  same 
build.  My  brother  was  a  football  player 
as  well.  He  looked  a  lot  like  my  broth- 
er. I  have  always  considered  Bob  Dole, 
for  good  or  bad,  to  be  my  brother. 

I  have  tremendous  respect  and  admi- 
ration for  this  man,  this  fellow  who  has 
given  so  much  to  his  country  and  who, 
if  everybody  in  America  knew  him — 
knew  him  like  we  do — there  would  be 
no  question  that  he  would  be  the  next 
President  of  the  United  States. 

I  have  to  say  I  love  Bob  Dole.  Elaine 
does,  too.  We  love  his  wife  Liddy.  She 
is  a  tremendous  human  being.  As  both 
chairman  and  ranking  member  of  the 
Labor  Committee.  I  worked  with  Liddy 
Dole,  who  served  as  President  Bush's 
Secretary  of  Labor.  I  have  to  tell  you  I 
appreciated  those  days  and  appreciated 
her  kindnesses  to  me  and  her  great 
work  for  the  country. 

Today,  Bob  Dole  is  leaving  the  Sen- 
ate to  pursue  a  different  calling.  Yet  it 
still  is  the  calling  of  public  service.  He 
did  not  have  to  leave  the  Senate.  No- 
body could  have  pushed  him  out  of 
here.  It  would  have  been  safer  to  stay. 
But  we  have  already  learned  that  Bob 
Dole  does  not  stay  safely  in  the  fox- 
holes. That  is  not  what  we  expect  of 
our  leaders,  and  Bob  Dole,  in  my  opin- 
ion, has  what  it  takes. 

Whatever  the  future  may  hold  for 
Bob  and  Elizabeth  Dole,  I  just  want  to 


wish  them  both  happiness  and  God- 
speed. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE).  The  President  pro  tem- 
pore of  the  Senate,  the  distingmshed 
Senator  from  South  Carolina,  is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  in 
recent  years,  many  in  the  media,  the 
public,  and  even  some  Members  of  Con- 
gress, have  come  to  regard  those  who 
seek  positions  in  the  public  sector  with 
some  amount  of  contempt  and  mis- 
trust. Most  of  us  in  this  Chamber  know 
such  characterizations  are  not  only  un- 
fair and  inaccurate,  but  do  much  to 
harm  the  sanctity  and  reputation  of  a 
body  dedicated  to  debate  and  providing 
for  the  Nation. 

The  large  majority  of  those  who  be- 
come Govenmient  officials  are  honor- 
able individuals,  but  there  are  a  hand- 
ful of  Senators  in  particular  whose  con- 
duct and  dedication  to  service  are 
above  reproach,  and  who  stand  as  liv- 
ing contradictions  to  those  who  believe 
that  this  is  an  ineffective  and  partisan 
body.  These  Senators  are  men  and 
women  of  principle  who  are  dedicated 
to  the  noble  cause  of  working  to  bene- 
fit all  the  people  of  the  United  States. 
Today,  it  is  with  great  regret  that  I 
mark  the  departure  of  a  man  who  sets 
a  standard  for  service  to  the  Senate 
and  the  Nation  that  is  truly  un- 
matched—the majority  leader  and  Sen- 
ator from  Kansas  Bob  Dole. 

I  doubt  it  came  as  a  surprise  to  any- 
one in  Russell,  KS.  when  Bob  Dole 
first  ran  for  elected  office  in  1951.  The 
bright  young  war  veteran  and  attorney 
had  already  established  a  well-deserved 
reputation  for  courage  and  hard  work 
when  he  declared  his  candidacy  for  a 
seat  in  that  State's  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. It  was  these  two  simple 
attributes  that  not  only  help  Bob  Dole 
to  win  that  election,  but  have  helped  to 
guide  him  through  life  of  challenges, 
hardships,  and  accomplishments. 

The  heartlands  of  the  Kansan  prai- 
ries are  where  Bob  Dole  learned  about 
being  tough  and  not  giving  in  when  in 
the  same  situation  the  average  person 
might  simply  give  up  the  fight.  While 
this  is  a  region  of  simple  beauty,  kind 
people,  and  strong  values,  during  the 
time  of  Bob  Dole's  youth  it  was  also  a 
place  that  was  rife  with  hardships  for 
those  who  lived  there.  It  was  a  place 
where  hard  work  was  not  a  virtue,  it 
was  a  necessity  for  survival,  especially 
during  the  Nation's  most  severe  eco- 
nomic crisis,  the  Great  Depression. 

In  his  hometown  of  Russell,  KS,  Bob 
Dole  also  learned  about  things  such  as 
patriotism  and  a  commitment  to  serv- 
ing the  Nation.  He  was  taught  that 
these  words  represented  more  than 
mere  ideas  or  ideals,  they  were  part  of 
the  responsibilities  of  citizenship  in 
this  great  land.  During  World  War  n, 
Bob  Dole  served  his  country  as  an  offi- 
cer in  the  Army,  and  when  he  was  or- 


dered to  lead  an  attack  on  a  German- 
held  hill  in  Italy,  Lt.  Bob  Dole  never 
had  any  question  about  his  duty.  It  was 
this  dedication  to  duty,  a  commitment 
to  serving  the  Nation,  and  pure,  un- 
adulterated courage  that  sent  Lieuten- 
ant Dole  up  that  hill,  and  it  was  those 
same  qualities  that  not  only  saved  his 
life  after  being  gravely  wounded  by 
hostile  fire,  but  gave  his  life  purpose  in 
the  years  following  his  near  life-ending 
injuries. 

As  he  lay  in  a  hospital  bed,  it  took  a 
man  of  fortitude,  determination,  and 
courage  to  face  39  months  of  surgery, 
convalescence,  and  rehabilitation.  It 
took  courage,  fortitude,  and  deter- 
mination for  Bob  Dole  to  face  the  fact 
that  his  dream  of  becoming  a  doctor 
and  helping  others  had  ended.  It  took 
courage,  fortitude,  and  determination 
for  him  to  make  the  decision  to  not 
make  his  disabilities  a  handicap,  but  to 
force  forward  with  life  and  to  dedicate 
himself  to  serving  others  through  pub- 
lic service  rather  than  medicine.  It 
took  a  man  of  fortitude,  determina- 
tion, and  courage  to  learn  again  how  to 
do  all  the  things  that  you  and  I  take 
for  granted:  to  go  back  to  school  in 
order  to  finish  his  undergraduate  de- 
gree and  earn  a  law  degree;  and.  to 
begin  his  career.  Simply  put,  it  took 
grit  to  survive  what  Bob  Dole  survived 
and  to  essentially  start  life  anew. 

Since  entering  politics  and  public 
service.  Bob  Dole  has  never  looked 
back  and  he  has  never  faltered  in  his 
duties.  He  has  approached  each  posi- 
tion he  has  held  with  enthusiasm  and 
has  earned  a  reputation  for  thorough- 
ness, fairness,  and  honesty.  These 
qualities,  along  with  those  outlined 
earlier,  endeared  him  to  his  fellow 
Kansans  who  sent  him  on  to  positions 
of  progressively  more  importance  and 
responsibility.  From  the  Kansas  Legis- 
lature, he  served  as  Russell  County  at- 
torney, and  then  as  a  U.S.  Congress- 
man for  four  terms  before  coming  to 
the  U.S.  Senate  in  1968.  It  is  here  that 
I  met  Bob  Dole  and  immediately  took 
a  liking  to  this  serious-minded  fellow 
veteran  who  had  a  pragmatic  approach 
to  the  issues  before  the  Nation,  and  a 
fire  in  him  to  serve. 

Over  the  next  28  years.  I  became 
quite  fond  of  Senator  Dole  as  a  col- 
league and  a  friend.  I  was  pleased  to 
watch  him  grow  into  his  position  as  a 
Senator  and  to  become  one  of  the  lead- 
ing spokesmen  for  our  party  not  only 
in  this  body,  but  throughout  the  Na- 
tion. His  abilities  as  a  public  servant 
did  not  escape  many,  including  Presi- 
dent Gerald  Ford,  who  selected  Senator 
Dole  to  be  his  running  mate  in  1976. 
The  longer  BOB  Dole  served  in  the  Sen- 
ate, the  more  prominent  and  critical 
his  role  became  in  the  legislative  proc- 
ess. His  razor  sharp  mind  gave  him  an 
encyclopedic  familiarity  with  legrisla- 
tion  and  legislative  procedure,  both 
which  he  put  to  good  use  as  he  as- 
cended the  ladder  of  Senate  leadership. 
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Furthermore,  his  years  of  experience  as 
a  Member  of  Congrress  gave  him  an  in- 
sight into  the  affairs  or  the  Nation 
that  could  be  matched  by  a  few  with 
whom  he  served,  and  made  him  a  val- 
ued advisor  to  fellow  Senators,  and  to 
Presidents.  In  short.  Bob  Dole  was, 
and  continues  to  be.  a  man  of  tremen- 
dous abilities  and  background  whose 
experience  allows  him  to  have  an  im- 
pact on  the  governing  of  the  United 
States  that  is  unique  and  nothing  short 
of  beneficial. 

It  seems  hard  to  believe  that  Bob 
Dole  is  leaving  the  Senate.  After  al- 
most 30  years  of  prominent  and  dedi- 
cated service,  he  seems  as  much  a  part 
of  this  building  as  the  statute  of  Armed 
Freedom  which  sits  atop  the  Capitol 
and  guards  the  District  and  the  Nation. 
More  important  and  significant  than 
merely  enduring  the  rigors  and  battles 
of  the  Senate  for  almost  three  decades 
is  that  during  his  life  and  in  his  tenure 
in  Congress,  Bob  Dole  has  made  a  dif- 
ference in  the  history  of  the  United 
States.  Among  other  things,  he  has 
stood  tall  for  a  budget  that  will  not 
saddle  future  generations  with  an  un- 
fair debt;  he  has  fought  hard  to  give 
our  men  and  women  in  uniform  the  re- 
sources they  need  to  keep  America  free 
and  safe;  he  remained  firm  on  the  need 
for  drawing  the  line  against  the  crime 
and  criminals  that  prey  on  innocent 
Americans;  he  did  not  flinch  in  work- 
ing to  contain  our  former  Communist 
enemies;  and,  he  has  worked  hard  to 
ensure  that  the  United  States  main- 
tains the  most  dynamic  economy  in 
the  world.  Time  and  time  again.  Bob 
Dole  has  been  on  the  right  side  of  the 
issues,  working  to  create  legislation 
and  policy  that  is  beneficial  to  the  citi- 
zen; of  this  Nation,  and  leading  this 
body  toward  a  vision  of  an  America 
that  is  safe,  wealthy,  and  full  of  oppor- 
tunity as  long  as  there  is  a  United 
States.  It  is  with  no  small  regret  that 
I  say  I  will  miss  my  colleague,  my  lead- 
er, and  most  importantly,  my  friend. 
Bob  Dole.  I  wish  him  well  and  thank 
him  for  his  service,  and  for  the  example 
he  has  set  for  selflessness,  patriotism, 
and  humility. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor  and 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President, 
today  a  giant  in  the  annals  of  the  U.S. 
Senate,  Senator  Robert  Dole  of  Kan- 
sas, the  Republican  leader,  has  chosen 
to  leave  this  great  institution  to  pur- 
sue and,  I  believe  to  win  the  Presidency 
of  the  United  States.  The  Senate  will 
never  be  quit  the  same;  for  Senator 
Dole  has  that  rare  and  admired  quality 


of  making  things  happen,  getting 
things  done,  and  moving  this  tradition- 
layered  institution  forward. 

All  of  Bob  Dole's  adult  life  had  been 
spent  in  service  to  the  American  public 
and  today  he  has  not  ended  that  serv- 
ice. He  is  just  entering  the  final  phase 
of  his  public  service — campaigning  for 
the  highest  office  in  the  land. 

Mr.  President,  for  the  past  16  years,  I 
have  been  privileged  to  represent  the 
people  of  the  State  of  Alaska  in  the 
Senate.  And  throughout  my  tenure  in 
the  Senate,  Bob  Dole  has  been  a  friend 
to  the  people  of  Alaska  and  a  leader 
who  has  always  been  sensitive  to  the 
special  needs  of  our  young  State. 

Bob  has  traveled  extensively  in  Alas- 
ka. And  he  understands  that  unlike 
States  that  entered  the  Union  in  the 
18th  and  19th  centuries,  Alaska,  which 
has  only  been  a  State  since  1959,  is  far 
more  dependent  than  other  States  on 
decisions  made  in  Washington. 

Almost  70  percent  of  Alaska  is  owned 
by  the  Federal  Government.  Fifty-four 
million  acres  of  Park  Service  land  is  in 
Alaska — 68  percent  of  all  Park  Service 
land  in  the  Nation.  Fifty-seven  million 
acres  of  designated  wilderness  is  lo- 
cated in  Alaska.  That's  over  60  percent 
of  all  wilderness  lands  in  the  country. 

And  76  million  acres  of  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  land  is  in  Alaska — 
That's  85  percent  of  all  Fish  and  Wild- 
life Service  land  in  the  United  States. 

The  purpose  in  providing  these  sta- 
tistics is  to  reiterate  to  my  fellow  Sen- 
ators that  almost  any  economic  activ- 
ity that  is  done  in  Alaska  can  only  get 
started  if  the  Federal  Government  does 
not  stand  in  the  way.  Bob  Dole  has  al- 
ways understood  that. 

Bob  Dole  also  understands  that  our 
natural  resources  can  be  developed  in  a 
responsible  manner  using  our  best 
technology  without  harming  our  envi- 
ronment. 

Bob  Dole  does  not  sell  America's 
technologry  and  ingenuity  short— he  be- 
lieves that  it  is  better  to  harvest  our 
abundant  resources  in  an  environ- 
mentally responsible  manner  rather 
than  sending  our  dollars  and  jobs  over- 
seas by  importing  resources. 

Mr.  President,  Bob  Dole  has  served 
as  the  Republican  leader  for  more  than 
11  years-longer  than  any  Republican 
leader  in  history.  He  has  had  to  juggle 
and  balance  the  interests  of  States  as 
different  as  Florida  and  Alaska  in 
order  to  get  legrislation  from  the  draw- 
ing boards  to  President's  desk. 

Throughout  all  of  the  time  I  have 
known  Bob,  he  has  never  sacrificed 
what  is  important  to  Alaska's  600.000 
citizens  in  order  to  get  a  piece  of  legis- 
lation adopted.  In  fact,  it  was  Bob 
Dole's  leadership  that  ensured  that  for 
the  first  time  last  year.  Congress  au- 
thorized oil  exploration  in  ANWR. 

And  when  Bob  Dole  moves  to  the 
White  House  next  year.  Alaskans  can 
be  assured  that  the  roadblock  to  our 
economic  development  will  finally  be 


removed.  He  knows  that  America's  eco- 
nomic security  cannot  be  assured  so 
long  as  we  are  dependent  on  foreign 
countries  for  more  than  50  percent  of 
our  energy  needs. 

Mr.  President,  Alaskans  will  miss 
Senator  Dole's  leadership  and  sensitiv- 
ity to  our  State's  needs.  I  will  miss 
him  as  a  person  and  friend  that  I  have 
grown  accustomed  to  talking  with 
every  day.  Bob  Dole's  destiny  will 
take  him  to  even  greater  challenges 
and  responsibilities  next  year.  And  I 
know  he  will  always  keep  Alaska's  spe- 
cial needs  in  mind  whenever  he  makes 
decisions  on  economic  policy. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  just  said  goodbye  to  the  majority 
leader,  who  has  just  retired.  He  has  left 
the  Senate  with  great  support  from 
those  of  us  who  have  known  him  and 
really  do  have  a  great  love  for  Bob 
Dole. 

I  have  known  him  since  he  was  a 
Member  of  the  House.  I  was  not  a  Mem- 
ber of  the  House,  but  I  knew  he  was 
there  in  the  House.  Bob  Dole  and  I 
came  to  the  Senate  at  the  same  time. 
As  he  leaves  today,  I  am,  as  he  just 
said,  the  sole  survivor  of  the  class  of 
1968.  He  has  been  a  great  friend  of 
mine.  I  have  been  on  the  floor  before  to 
say  how  I  felt  about  Bob  Dole. 

I  have  also  remarked  about  the  fact 
that  he  has  also  been  a  great  friend  of 
the  State  I  represent.  He  assisted  us 
greatly  in  the  jjassage  of  the  Alaska 
Native  Land  Claims  Settlement  Act. 
which  paved  the  way  for  the  trans- 
Alaska  pipeline.  He  assisted  me  many 
times  in  matters  pertaining  to  the 
oceans — the  Fishery  Conservation  Act, 
which  protects  the  fisheries  off  our 
shores.  He  voted  with  us  on  the  Alaska 
Lands  Act,  on  issues  that  we  tried  to 
change  in  that  bill  in  1980.  He  and  Eliz- 
abeth Dole  were  very  helpful  in  assist- 
ing us  on  the  Alaska  Railroad  transfer. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  as  I  have  told 
many  of  my  friends,  their  Christmas 
card  that  year  was  the  photograph  of 
the  Secretary  of  Transportation  and 
her  husband  standing  at  the  back  of 
the  superintendent's  car  on  the  Alaska 
Railroad.  That  was  Elizabeth's  trip  to 
Alaska,  and  Bob  was  traveling  with  his 
wife  in  her  official  capacity.  He  was  of 
great  assistance  to  me  at  the  time  that 
we  had  the  terrible  disaster  of  the 
Exxon  Valdez  oilspill.  I  could  go  on  and 
on  and  talk  about  things  that  Bob  has 
done  with  me. 

What  I  really  want  to  talk  about, 
though,  today  is  Bob  Dole  as  a  leader. 
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As  he  said  to  some  of  us  today,  he  be- 
lieved that,  as  the  leader,  he  tried  to 
reach  out  to  those  of  us  here  in  the 
Senate  who  might  disagree  with  him, 
and  reach  out  to  Americans.  Recently, 
we  had  a  report  of  a  poll  in  my  State 
that  showed  Bob  Dole  is  more  popular 
than  almost  any  of  us  who  are  elected 
officials  in  Alaska.  He  is  well  known  in 
the  north  country  because  they  know 
that  he  has  gone  out  of  the  way  on  the 
cajnpaign  trail  to  go  as  far  away  as 
Alaska.  I  am  one  of  those. 

There  are  not  very  many  of  us  re- 
maining here  now  who  saw  service  in 
World  War  H.  Part  of  my  role  has  been 
to  work  as  chairman  of  the  Defense  Ap- 
propriations Subcommittee  to  assure 
that  we  keep  the  mandate  we  received 
from  the  Constitution  to  provide  for 
the  common  defense. 

Bob  Dole  has  never,  ever  voted 
against  those  of  us  who  believe  in  a 
strong  defense.  He  joined  all  of  us  who 
worked  together  in  the  Reagan  years 
to  see  to  it  that  we  could  rebuild  our 
national  defenses— really  our  total 
military  capability — at  the  time  that 
the  Soviets  were  going  into  an  enor- 
mous military  monolithic  Communist 
dictatorship.  He  was  quite  successful  in 
getting  the  Senate  to  help  President 
George  Bush  at  the  time  of  the  Desert 
Storm  victory.  He  knows  the  value  of 
defense.  One  of  the  issues  he  is  talking 
about  now.  as  he  leaves  us,  is  our  mis- 
sile defense  system. 

He  has  told  us  himself  today  about 
his  role  in  the  Disabilities  Act.  He  has 
worked  with  us  in  child  nutrition,  and 
he  certainly  has  been  responsible  for 
the  family  tax  credits  coming  back  to 
where  they  should  be.  We  hope  to  real- 
ly increase  those  in  the  future.  As  was 
remarked  here  on  the  floor  by  our  lead- 
er, he  has  reduced  the  tax  rates  in  our 
country  from  a  maximum  of  90  percent 
to  a  maximum  of  just  over  30  percent — 
for  most  Americans,  28  percent. 

But  I  am  really  full  of  memories 
today  as  we  have  seen  our  leader  leave 
us  because,  as  he  mentioned  in  his 
statement,  in  1984.  I,  too,  was  a  can- 
didate to  become  the  leader  of  the  Sen- 
ate. After  several  votes,  it  came  down 
to  a  contest  between  Senator  Dole  and 
myself.  During  the  counting  of  the 
vote,  he  came  over  and  congratulated 
me  and  thought  that  I  had  won.  To  the 
contrary.  He  won  the  election  by  a  nar- 
row vote.  At  that  time,  I  asked  for  rec- 
ognition and  asked  Senate  Republicans 
to  vote  unanimously  for  Senator  Dole 
because  it  was  clear  we  needed  a  united 
Republican  group  in  the  Senate  to 
move  forward.  In  retrospect,  I  think 
that  was  probably  one  of  the  smartest 
moves  I  ever  made  and  one  of  the  best 
votes  I  cast— to  assure  that  Bob  Dole 
was  elected  the  leader  of  the  Repub- 
lican side  unanimously.  He  has  shown 
us  what  he  can  do. 

I  want  the  Senate  to  know  how  much 
he  demonstrated  his  philosophy  of 
reaching  out.  After  that  election,  he 


asked  me  to  come  see  him,  and  he  told 
me  that  he  had  some  things  in  mind. 
For  instance,  one  of  the  things  he 
wanted  to  do  was  have  the  Senate  more 
involved  in  the  oversight  of  the  arms 
control  negotiations  that  were  going 
on  at  that  time.  He  asked  me  to  chair 
the  arms  control  observers  group  which 
he  created  at  that  time.  He  got  the 
support  of  the  minority,  and  we  cre- 
ated a  bipartisan  group  that  played.  I 
think,  a  very  successful  role  in  work- 
ing on  arms  control  negotiations. 

He  also  came  to  me — I  think  this  is 
probably  not  too  well  known  in  the 
Senate — and  said  that  he  was  dis- 
appointed that  the  move  to  bring  tele- 
vision to  the  Senate  had  failed,  and  he 
asked  me  if  I  would  work  with  others 
in  the  Senate  to  bring  that  about.  It 
was  at  that  time  a  privilege,  really,  to 
represent  the  leader  in  meeting  with 
Senators  from  the  other  side  and  on 
our  side  of  the  aisle.  There  were  some 
Senators  who  changed  their  positions 
when  they  realized  that  the  new  leader 
was  very  sincere  and  wanted  to  have 
the  American  public  know  what  was 
going  on  in  the  Senate. 

I  think  that  the  Senate  has  been 
changed  by  television  coverage  in  the 
Senate — some  good  and  some  bad,  but 
mostly  good.  I  believe  it  has  dem- 
onstrated for  the  country  what  is 
aJiead  of  us  if  Bob  Dole  is  successful  in 
his  new  quest,  because  he  does  reach 
out  for  people.  He  makes  sure  that  ev- 
eryone involved  around  him  has  a 
meaningful  role  and  listens.  He  listens 
to  advice.  If  there  is  one  thing  that  I 
think  can  be  assured  in  the  days  ahead, 
it  is  that  candidate  Dole  is  going  to 
listen  to  America  and  America  is  going 
to  listen  to  candidate  DOLE.  For  my- 
self, I  can  think  of  no  better  thing  for 
the  country  than  to  know  that  we  go  to 
the  beginning  of  the  new  millennium 
with  a  new  President. 

So  I  hope,  Mr.  President,  that  this 
day,  this  decision  that  my  good  friend 
has  made  to  leave  this  Senate,  which 
he  loves  and  we  all  love,  proves  to  be 
the  right  decision  for  him  and  for  the 
country.  I  know  that  he  has  not  left 
our  hearts  because  those  of  us  who 
know  him  will  be  with  him  all  the  way 
along  the  trail. 

As  the  statement  made  by  Theodore 
Roosevelt  was  read  today  in  our  meet- 
ing, as  we  gave  him  the  bust  of  Teddy 
Roosevelt,  Bob  Dole  has  known  both 
victory  and  defeat,  and  he  has  shown 
his  courage  and  his  ability  to  stay  the 
course.  I  believe  he  has  what  it  takes. 
I  hope  he  will  know  victory  in  the  days 
ahead. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
to  salute  the  energy,  intelligence,  and 
personal  strength  of  a  man  who  is  leav- 
ing a  remarkable  career  in  the  U.S. 
Senate,  the  majority  leader.  Senator 
Robert  Dole. 

Many  of  my  colleagues  have  worked 
with  Senator  Dole  far  longer  than  I, 
but  it  didn't  take  me  long  after  I  ar- 


rived here  in  1993  to  develop  a  healthy 
resi)ect  for  his  skill  as  a  legislator  and 
for  his  ability  to  lead  his  Republican 
colleagues.  Moreover,  it  quickly  be- 
came clear  to  me  that  Senator  Dole  is 
a  man  shaped  and  defined  by  his  ability 
to  meet  challenges  without  flinching 
and  to  overcome  them. 

He  has  been  accorded  well-deserved 
praise  from  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  and 
his  colleagues  on  the  other  side  have 
demonstrated  their  respect  for  his 
abilities  by  making  him  the  longest- 
serving  Republican  majority  leader  in 
the  Senate's  history. 

Mr.  President,  Senator  Dole's  gov- 
ernment career  since  he  joined  the 
Senate  in  1968  is  widely  known  and  re- 
spected. He  has  played  a  pivotal  role  in 
the  passage  of  several  pieces  of  impor- 
tant legislation,  including,  for  exam- 
ple, the  landmark  Americans  With  Dis- 
abilities Act  in  1990. 

For  nnany  years.  Senator  Dole  was  a 
supporter  of  legislation  to  protect  civil 
rights.  For  example,  his  efforts  were 
crucial  in  the  passage  of  the  renewal  of 
the  Voting  Rights  Act  in  1982. 

His  imprint  is  also  on  the  Food 
Stamp  Program,  on  Social  Security, 
and  other  important  measures. 

One  legislative  achievement  that 
may  not  get  much  notice,  but  which 
helps  some  of  our  Nation's  most  vul- 
nerable people,  is  Senator  Dole's  sup- 
port for  the  Program  of  All-inclusive 
Care  for  the  Elderly,  or  PACE.  Senator 
Dole  and  I  share  an  interest  in  this  in- 
novative long-term  care  program, 
which  is  a  nationwide  effort  to  inte- 
grate services  for  certain  elderly  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid  patients.  PACE  has 
managed  to  provide  an  extensive  array 
of  services  while  saving  money,  both 
laudable  goals. 

On  another  issue — committing 
United  States  forces  to  Bosnia — Sen- 
ator Dole  and  I  were  in  disagreement, 
but  even  though  we  were  on  opposite 
sides  of  the  final  vote  to  send  American 
troops  there,  I  recognized  his  efforts  to 
work  for  bipartisanship  and  to  take  a 
risk  to  support  what  he  regarded  as  the 
necessary  action  in  this  area. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  unfortunate  that, 
during  an  election  year,  the  Senate  is 
so  often  consumed  by  partisan  tensions 
and  maneuvers.  Nevertheless,  the  U.S. 
Senate  is  an  institution  where  it  is  pos- 
sible to  reach  across  the  aisle  and  find 
common  ground. 

Senator  Dole  has  devoted  many, 
many  years  to  the  Senate  and  to  work- 
ing on  issues  of  enormous  public  inter- 
est. He  has  earned  the  respect  and  ad- 
miration of  all  of  his  colleagues.  Re- 
publicans and  Democrats  alike. 

Mr.  President.  BOB  Dole  will  be  long- 
remembered  in  the  U.S.  Senate,  and 
this  Chamber  will  simply  not  be  the 
same  without  him. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  today  the 
Senate  l*ses  one  of  its  true  legislative 
craftsmen.  When  I  came  to  the  Senate. 
Bob  Dole  had  already  earned  a  reputa- 
tion as  a  legislator,  a  Republican  who 
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could  cross  the  aisle  to  work  with 
Democrats  to  solve  problems  and  reach 
compromise.  This  is  the  essence  of  the 
Senate.  I  soon  learned  that  the  reputa- 
tion of  the  Senator  from  Kansas  was 
well  earned.  Over  the  years  my  respect 
for  his  ability  to  craft  a  legislative  so- 
lution has  grown.  We  will  all  miss  his 
skill. 

We  will  also  miss  Bob  Dole  for  his 
sense  of  humor.  The  Senate  can  be  a 
place  of  high  drama,  high  pressure,  and 
sometimes  high  dudgeon.  BOB  Dole, 
who  has  himself  shown  a  real  bite  from 
time  to  time,  and  who  is  a  tough  fight- 
er for  his  point  of  view,  more  often 
than  not  is  able  to  defuse  the  situation, 
and  sometimes  disarm  his  opponents 
with  a  quip  or  a  flash  of  his  wit  which 
leaves  them  laughing. 

But,  most  of  all,  Mr.  President,  BOB 
Dole  win  be  remembered  in  the  Senate 
as  a  man  of  his  word.  There  is  no  great- 
er compliment  which  one  Senator  can 
pay  to  another. 

In  this  body,  a  Senator  is  only  as 
good,  only  as  reliable,  only  as  effective, 
as  his  or  her  word.  Senator  Robert 
Dole  has  earned  the  respect  of  all  who 
have  served  with  him  in  this  Senate. 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President,  there  are 
few  true  heroes  in  this  country,  but  one 
who  has  lived  in  our  midst  for  many 
years  is  BOB  Dole,  who  has  accom- 
plished so  much  in  his  life  and  is  going 
off  to  accomplish  more.  He  was  a  hero 
in  war  who  now  and  forever  will  bear 
the  scars  of  his  service  to  his  country. 
And  he  is  a  hero  in  peace — a  man  who 
can  maneuver  through  the  legislative 
trenches  with  grace  and  daring,  avoid- 
ing minefields  and  pitfalls,  running  the 
gauntlet  while  dodging  bomb  blasts 
from  his  opponents. 

He  leaves  us  today  to  enter  a  new 
battleground,  where,  I  have  no  doubt, 
he  will  prevail  with  the  same  creativ- 
ity and  tenacity  that  had  made  him 
such  an  able  Senate  leader. 

Bob  Dole  has  the  experience,  the 
temperament,  and  the  judgment  to  be 
President.  He  is  a  man  of  honor  and 
courage  who  understands  the  workings 
of  Government  at  the  highest  levels 
but  has  never  lost  his  understanding  of 
connmon  men  and  women.  That's  be- 
cause he  is  a  common  man,  who 
through  the  sheer  force  of  his  intellect 
and  industry  has  reached  uncommon 
heights. 

There  are,  of  course,  many  stories 
that  could  be  told  to  illustrate  the 
spirit  and  fortitude  that  has  brought 
Bob  Dole  to  such  heights,  but  two  of 
my  favorites  date  to  1952,  the  year  he 
wais  elected  county  attorney  in  Russell, 
KS,  and  began  his  political  career. 

One  night  after  Bob  was  elected,  a 
man  named  Huck  Boyd  was  driving 
through  Russell  after  midnight  and 
saw  the  light  still  on  at  the  county 
courthouse.  Huck  Boyd  was  editor  of  a 
weekly  newspaper  and  thought  there 
might  be  a  break-in,  so  he  pulled  over 
to  investigate.  It  turns  out  that  Bob 


Dole,  the  new  county  attorney,  was 
still  working  at  his  desk.  And  it  also 
turns  out  that  Huck  Boyd  was  Kansas" 
member  of  the  Republican  National 
Committee,  and  was  so  impressed  by 
this  hard-working  young  man  that  he 
started  talking  him  up  throughout 
Kansas  as  a  future  political  superstar. 

But  the  quote  I  like  best  comes  from 
the  story  of  the  1952  county  attorney 
election  itself.  Two  young  men  who 
had  come  back  from  World  War  11  were 
running— Bob  Dole  and  Dean  Ostrum. 
Dean  was  a  bright  young  man  who  had 
enjoyed  many  of  life's  advantages  and 
was  the  son  of  perhaps  the  best  lawyer 
in  Russell.  Bob  Dole  didn't  have  all 
the  advantages  of  life,  had  seen  more 
adversity  in  29  years  than  most  people 
see  in  a  lifetime,  and  was  the  son  of 
Doran  Dole  who  worked  in  a  local 
creamery.  As  the  campaign  wore  on. 
Bob  outthought  and  outhustled  his  op- 
ponent, won  by  200  votes,  and  launched 
his  political  career.  The  quote  I  like  is 
from  Dean  Ostrum  years  after  the  cam- 
paign was  over: 

"How  long  was  my  day?  I  don't  know, 
but  it  wasn't  as  long  as  Bob  Dole's  I'm 
sure  of  that." 

Forty-four  years  later  that  state- 
ment still  rings  true.  No  one  I  know 
has  ever  outworked  Bob  Dole. 

One  of  the  reasons  I  believe  so 
strongly  in  Bob  Dole's  candidacy  is  be- 
cause we  share  common  views  and  val- 
ues. We  believe  that  consensus  and 
compromise  make  for  good  govern- 
ment. We  believe  that  rigid  ideas  and 
hardened  positions  drive  people  apart 
and  lead  to  stalemate  and  paralysis. 
We  believe  in  Ronald  Resigan's  theory 
of  the  big  tent — that  the  Republican 
Party  is  a  caring  and  compassionate 
organization  that  welcomes  people  of 
all  backgrounds,  a  party  that  does  not 
demean  minorities  by  ridiculing  their 
ancestry,  a  party  that  speaks  of  hope 
and  promise  and  does  not  exploit  fears 
and  anxieties. 

We  believe  in  a  strong  national  de- 
fense, that  America  cannot  be  the 
world's  policeman,  but  neither  can  we 
afford  to  become  a  prisoner  of  world 
events.  Some  want  to  walk  away  from 
the  world,  but  Bob  Dole  knows  the 
world  won't  walk  away  from  us. 

We  believe  that  the  best  protection 
for  American  industry  and  workers  is 
to  open  up  our  minds  through  edu- 
cation, training,  and  competition — not 
by  shutting  down  our  ports.  We  believe 
we  must  prevent  illegal  inmiigrration 
but  not  punish  those  who  seek  the 
blessings  of  America  by  complying 
with  our  laws. 

Bob  Dole,  like  Ronald  Reagan  before 
him,  has  dedicated  his  life  in  public 
service  to  tearing  walls  down  around 
the  world  and  not  putting  them  up 
around  America. 

We  also  share  a  conrmion  belief  that 
for  government  to  operate  most  effec- 
tively— or  in  this  day  and  age  some 
might  say  to  operate  at  all — it  is  nec- 


essary for  policymakers  to  understand 
that  goals  cannot  always  be  achieved 
at  once.  Progress  must  often  come  in 
small  steps.  Bob  Dole  understands  that 
principle  better  than  most  and  he  has 
the  judgment,  gleaned  from  years  of 
experience,  to  know  when  those  steps 
can  be  taken  safely — or  when  one  more 
step  will  send  us  hurtling  over  a  dan- 
gerous precipice. 

Bob  Dole  understands  that  power 
and  responsibility  must  be  returned  to 
the  States.  We  have  a  $5  trillion  debt 
that  is  gobbling  up  our  children's  eco- 
nomic future,  and  we  know  we  have  to 
slay  this  monster  or  it  will  surely  slay 
us. 

The  man  who  stood  for  so  many  years 
beside  us  in  the  Senate  does  not  appear 
to  be  wearing  armor.  But  he  is.  It's 
made  of  a  composite  stronger  than 
anything  that  can  be  manufactured  by 
campaign  strategists,  pollsters,  or 
spin-meisters.  It's  made  of  a  belief  in 
God,  country,  family,  honor,  and  duty. 

I  have  known  Bob  Dole  for  more 
than  20  years  as  both  a  friend  and  a 
leader.  He  is  a  man  of  good  heart  and 
good  humor  who  calls  forth  the  better 
angels  of  our  nature. 

As  President  of  the  United  States,  he 
will  make  America  safe  and  sound  for 
us  and  our  children.  As  President  of 
the  United  States,  he  will  help  make 
the  world  safe  for  America. 

Mr.  LUGAR.  Mr.  President,  as  Bob 
Dole  leaves  the  U.S.  Senate  today,  we 
are  participating  in  a  celebration  un- 
like anything  we  have  witnessed  in  the 
Senate  for  many  years.,  and  are  un- 
likely to  see  again  in  this  century.  The 
abundant  flow  of  affection  in  the  midst 
of  applause  and  tears  are  testimony  to 
our  recognition  of  Bob  Dole's  invest- 
ment in  the  Senate,  our  recognition  of 
the  hold  his  leadership  has  on  our  per- 
ceptions of  the  Senate,  and  the  mean- 
ing of  statesmanship,  public  service, 
and  patriotism. 

Senator  BOB  DOLE  of  Kansas  was  eas- 
ily reelected  to  a  fifth  term  in  the  U.S. 
Senate.  After  8  years  of  service  in  the 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  he  is  in 
his  28th  year  of  Senate  service.  On 
most  days  in  the  U.S.  Senate  and  in 
most  battles.  Bob  Dole  has  been  the 
voice  and  the  very  visible,  energetic 
leader  of  the  Republican  Party. 

Bob  Dole  is  the  i)ersonification  of 
hard  work,  constructive  intelligence, 
personal  loyalty  and  the  determination 
to  succeed  against  all  odds. 

His  life  has  been  filled  with  honors 
and  recognition  for  significant  achieve- 
ments. But  perhaps  the  defining  mo- 
ments of  his  life  were  those  he  spent  on 
a  mountainous  Italian  battlefield. 

The  troops  he  led  as  an  Army  infan- 
try lieutenant  were  exposed  to  deadly 
enemy  machine  gun  fire.  He  led  the 
charge  to  eliminate  the  enemy  em- 
placement. He  absorbed  withering  fire 
which  tore  his  body  and  almost  ended 
his  life. 

His  heroism  was  recognized  prompt- 
ly. But  his  ability  to  force  feeling  and 
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movement  into  his  wounded  body,  to 
restore  some  hope  that  he  could  feed 
himself,  dress  himself,  and  function  as 
a  working,  contributing  man,  took 
years  of  agonizing  treatment,  therapy, 
and  persistence  beyond  comprehension. 

Bob  Dole  is  intellectually  and  phys- 
ically tough  because  his  very  life  and 
being  have  depended  upon  that  tough- 
ness. But  those  same  fateful  experi- 
ences have  undergirded  his  compas- 
sionate championship  of  all  handi- 
capped Americans  who  have  counted 
upon  him  to  extend  a  strong  hand  back 
to  pull  them  into  the  fullness  of  life  in 
America. 

From  his  early  days  in  Russell,  KS, 
Bob  Dole  has  understood  the  struggle 
of  many  families  to  keep  food  on  the 
table.  He  has  been  the  Senate  cham- 
pion for  thoughtful  nutrition  pro- 
grams, including  comprehensive 
knowledge  about  food  stamp  distribu- 
tion and  a  host  of  food  programs  for 
the  working  poor  of  our  country. 

I  first  met  Bob  Dole  when  he  was 
Chairman  of  our  national  party,  and 
later  as  our  Vice  Presidential  nominee 
in  1976.  In  the  days  following  that  elec- 
tion, I  called  Bob  Dole  to  thank  him 
for  his  leadership  and  to  ask  for  his 
help  in  fulfilling  my  first  Senate  cam- 
paign pledge,  namely,  to  seek  a  seat  on 
the  Agriculture  Committee.  Even  at  a 
time  of  his  own  personal  discourage- 
ment, he  was  characteristically  helpful 
to  me.  I  was  seated  at  the  end  of  the 
minority  side  of  the  table  as  the  most 
junior  member.  I  have  witnessed  for  20 
years  the  mastery  of  Bob  Dole  as  a 
farm  legislator. 

His  energy  level  is  astonishing.  His 
capacity  to  entertain  new  ideas  and  his 
generous  ability  to  boost  other  people 
have  strengthened  my  enthusiasm  for 
this  remarkable  Kansan. 

He  deserves  the  opportunity  to  serve 
our  Nation  as  its  President.  The  Nation 
deserves  his  Presidency,  which  could  be 
a  term  of  remarkable  achievement 
based  on  his  innate  courage  and  wis- 
dom, and  his  universal  experience  with 
public  persons  and  public  issues. 

I  will  be  one  who  strives  to  help  him 
realize  new  dimensions  of  leadership, 
because  I  have  witnessed  his  integrity 
and  I  have  confidence  in  his  judgment. 
For  the  monnent,  I  believe  it  is  most 
important  simply  to  recognize  that  to 
applaud  Bob  Dole  is  to  applaud  the  vi- 
tally important  concept  that  good  peo- 
ple arise  in  America  to  assume  great 
responsibilities.  Our  country  is  strong- 
er because  this  Senator  always  saw  his 
duty  and  inspired  so  many  Americans 
to  follow  him. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I  join 
in  wishing  the  majority  leader  well — 
but  not  too  well — as  he  takes  his  leave 
of  the  Senate. 

He  and  I  have  differed  on  many  occa- 
sions on  many  issues  during  the  many 
years  we  have  served  together.  But  we 
have  also  been  able  to  find  many  oppor- 
tunities to  work  well  together  on  many 


different  issues  of  both  foreign  and  do- 
mestic policy,  and  I  have  great  respect 
for  his  ability  as  a  Senator  and  Senate 
leader. 

Of  course,  I  liked  it  better  when  he 
was  minority  leader  instead  of  major- 
ity leader. 

In  fact,  we  have  worked  closely  on 
many  significant  issues  over  the  years. 
I  think  particularly  of  the  Americans 
With  Disabilities  Act  in  recent  years. 
Senator  Dole  was  a  strong  supporter 
from  the  beginning.  He  stepped  in  early 
and  often,  and  prevented  many  abra- 
sive confrontations  on  that  bill.  As  a 
result,  it  was  enacted  with  broad  bipar- 
tisan support  in  Congress,  and  has  be- 
come one  of  Senator  Doles  and  Con- 
gress' most  notable  achievements. 

Senator  Dole  and  I  also  worked  well 
together  on  other  civil  rights  bills,  on 
voting  rights  bills,  on  child  nutrition 
legislation,  and  a  range  of  other  issues. 
In  addition,  we  served  together  on  the 
Senate  Judiciary  Committee  for  6 
years  at  the  end  of  the  1970"s  and  the 
beginning  of  the  1980's.  and  I  was  con- 
sistently impressed  with  his  day-to-day 
ability  on  the  issues  and  his  tireless 
energy  and  dedication. 

I  also  have  many  warm  memories  of 
the  daily  radio  debates  we  did  together 
for  4  years  in  the  1980's  on  our  program 
called  "Face  Off."  We  were  usually,  but 
not  always,  facing  in  opposite  direc- 
tions on  the  issues,  but  Senator  Dole's 
intelligence  and  wit  always  shone 
through,  and  helped  make  the  daily 
analyses  both  enlightening  and  enjoy- 
able. 

Often,  even  in  the  most  contentious 
debates  in  the  Senate,  his  excellent 
sense  of  humor  was  particularly  effec- 
tive, and  he  used  it  skillfully  to  defuse 
the  tensest  moments. 

Now,  Senator  Dole  leaves  the  Senate 
with  a  record  of  many  accomplish- 
ments that  have  served  the  Senate 
well,  the  Congress  well,  the  State  of 
Kansas  well,  and  the  people  of  America 
well. 

I  join  Senators  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  who  have  found  it  a  great  privi- 
lege, a  great  honor,  and  a  great  edu- 
cation to  work  with  Senator  Dole  over 
the  years.  We  admire  his  leadership 
and  statesmanship,  and  we  value  his 
friendship.  We  respect  him.  and  we  will 
miss  him  very  much  in  the  months  and 
years  ahead. 

Mr.  FRIST.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today,  as  have  my  Senate  colleagues, 
to  pay  tribute  to  the  distinguished 
Senate  majority  leader.  Senator  Rob- 
ert Dole  of  Kansas. 

Mr.  President,  the  great  American 
patriot  Henry  Clay,  who  also  served  as 
a  Member  of  the  House  and  the  Senate, 
once  said,  "Of  all  the  properties  which 
belong  to  honorable  men,  not  one  is  so 
highly  prized  as  that  of  character." 

He  was  right.  As  imperfect  beings,  we 
all  strive  to  cultivate  virtuous  quali- 
ties— ^we  endeavor  to  be  kind;  we  are 
mindful    to    be   courteous;    in    trying 


times,  we  struggle  to  maintain  a  sense 
of  humor,  but  character,  as  the  fiery 
tum-of-the-century  evangelist.  Dwlght 
L.  Moody,  once  so  bluntly  defined  it. 
"is  what  you  are  in  the  dark." 

Character  is  not  something  one  can 
put  on,  like  a  new  set  of  clothes.  It  is 
not  something  one  trots  out  on  special 
occaisions.  like  courtly  manners.  It  is 
not  something  one  can  pretend  to  pos- 
sess. Yet,  despite  its  ethereal  quality, 
character  is  unmistakably  apparent.  It 
is  the  steady  hand  in  times  of  crisis, 
the  quiet  voice  in  times  of  stress.  It  is 
courage  in  the  face  of  adversity, 
strength  of  purpose,  when  all  else 
seems  to  fail.  It  is  a  "property,"  as 
Henry  Clay  put  it,  whose  value  is  be- 
yond measure,  a  characteristic  no 
amount  of  money  can  buy. 

Mr.  President,  Robert  Dole  is  a  man 
of  character.  A  man  who  has  remained 
true  to  his  convictions;  a  man  unafraid 
to  defend  his  beliefs;  a  man  who  says 
what  he  thinks,  and  means  what  he 
says.  He  is  a  doer,  not  a  talker;  a  fight- 
er, not  an  equivocaton  a  leader  not  a 
dodger. 

Today  he  leaves  the  U.S.  Senate  and 
the  battlefield  he's  loved  so  well  for  so 
many  years,  the  Senate  floor.  But  he 
goes  not  gentle  into  the  good  night.  He 
leaves  on  one  last  mission.  He  leaves  to 
engage  perhaps  the  most  important 
battle  he  will  ever  fight — a  battle  not 
just  for  the  heart  and  soul  of  America, 
but — more  importantly — for  the  future 
of  America.  A  battle  that  will  lose  or 
save  America  for  the  next  generation;  a 
battle  to  accomplish  what  all  genera- 
tions except  ours  have  done  before  us — 
leave  America  a  better  place  for  our 
children  and  our  grandchildren. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  a  battle  that 
must  be  fought;  a  battle  that  must  be 
won.  And  I  can  think  of  no  one  better 
to  lead  the  mission  than  Bob  Dole. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  today 
Senator  Dole  becomes  citizen  Dole.  He 
has  every  right  to  be  proud  of  that 
hard,  courageous  decision.  We  in  the 
Senate  have  every  reason  to  be  sorry 
for  it. 

Senator  Dole  leaves  a  legacy  of  last- 
ing influence.  He  led  this  body  to  his- 
toric accomplishments,  including  the 
rescue  of  Social  Security  and  the  first 
balanced  budget  in  a  generation.  He  led 
his  party,  2  years  ago,  to  historic  vic- 
tory. And  now  he  has  accepted  one 
more  opportunity  to  serve — one  more 
chance  to  lead. 

This  is  the  common  thread  that  runs 
through  an  unconamon  life — leadership. 
He  has  provided  a  definition  of  the 
term. 

Senator  DOLE  has  mastered  the  art  of 
consensus.  He  knows  when  a  break- 
through depends  on  one  well-placed 
word.  He  knows  how  to  cool  tempers 
and  emphasize  agreement.  He  knows 
how  to  turn  the  chaos  of  this  process 
into  tangible  achievements.  These  are 
rare  and  important  qualities. 

But  this  is  only  half  of  the  story.  I 
have    seen    another    side    of   Senator 
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Dole's  leadership.  He  once  put  it  this 
way: 

I  believe  there  is  a  place  for  honest  nego- 
tiation in  politics.  It  is  an  essential  part  of 
Democracy.  Every  political  movement,  and 
every  public  official,  however,  must  locate  a 
place  where  compromise  ends — a  core  of  con- 
viction where  we  keep  our  conscience.  There 
comes  a  time  when  even  practical  leaders 
must  refuse  to  bend  or  yield. 

For  Senator  DOLE  that  core  of  con- 
viction is  basic  and  clear,  permanent 
and  solid:  safe  streets,  strong  families, 
military  strength,  fiscal  responsibility, 
a  decent  public  culture.  These  commit- 
ments are  nothing  new  and  everything 
important.  They  are  rooted  deeply  in 
the  soil  of  the  midwest  in  the  lessons  of 
a  small  town  in  his  experiences  of  suf- 
fering and  service.  BOB  Dole  under- 
stands the  secret  strength  of  America, 
because  he  embodies  it. 

Senator  Dole  understands  that 
Americans  vaJue  freedom  and  respon- 
sibility, but  must  still  care  for  one  an- 
other in  times  of  crisis  and  need.  He 
understands  the  fears  at  the  edge  of 
poverty,  because  he  felt  them  in  his 
youth.  He  understands  the  price  of  lib- 
erty, because  he  paid  it  himself.  He 
fights  strongly,  because  he  believes 
deeply.  We  have  come  to  depend  on  this 
core  of  conviction,  based  on  the  lessons 
of  a  life. 

In  his  legislative  career.  Senator 
Dole  has  displayed  both  elements  of 
true  leadership:  consensus  and  con- 
science, flexibility  and  firmness.  He  is 
an  example  to  all  of  us  who  work  with 
him — who  follow  him — who  respect 
him.  Leaving  the  security  of  the  Sen- 
ate is  just  another  example  of  the 
moral  courage  we  have  come  to  know 
the  essence  of  leadership  at  the  mo- 
ment of  testing. 

T.S.  Eliot  wrote,  "in  my  end  is  my 
beginning."  This  is  the  end  of  a  distin- 
guished legislative  career.  It  is  the  be- 
ginning of  a  new  mission.  That  mission 
takes  Senator  Dole  beyond  this  body, 
and  we  regret  it.  But  I  am  convinced  it 
will  take  him  to  the  White  House.  Sen- 
ator DOLE— citizen  Dole— has  only 
begun  his  service  to  this  Nation. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
honor  and  remember  our  distinguished 
majority  leader,  our  colleague,  and  our 
friend.  BOB  Dole,  as  he  prepares  to 
leave  the  Senate. 

When  you  work  with  or  around  BOB 
Dole,  you  soon  realize:  He  has  consist- 
ent values  and  an  unwavering  commit- 
ment to  them. 

He's  been  in  there  fighting  for  a  bal- 
anced budget — not  because  of  some 
green  eyeshade  interest  in  the  num- 
bers, but  because  he  knows  its  a  moral 
issue. 

He's  been  fighting  for  years,  consist- 
ently, for  a  balanced  budget  constitu- 
tional amendment  because  he  under- 
stands this  is  a  principle  of  fundamen- 
tal fairness,  and  he  understands  how 
the  Constitution  really  works,  protect- 
ing the  basic  rights  of  the  people  by 
preventing  the  Government  from  abus- 
ing its  powers. 


I've  worked  with  Bob  Dole  on  other 
constitutional  issues,  from  protection 
of  second  amendment  rights  to  private 
property  rights. 

When  Congress  passes  the  28th 
amendment — the  balanced  budget 
amendment — some  time  in  the  near  fu- 
ture, even  though  he  will  have  left  the 
Senate,  it  will  be.  in  part,  a  monument 
to  Senator  Dole's  years  of  hard  work. 

I  remember  many  events,  many  bat- 
tles, high  points  and  defeats,  as  Bob 
Dole  and  I  have  worked  together  for 
the  balanced  budget  amendment. 

When  I  was  in  the  House,  in  the  early 
1980s,  Charlie  Stenholm,  a  Democrat 
from  Texas,  and  I  started  CLUBB — 
Congressional  Leaders  United  for  a 
Balanced  Budget. 

Pete  Wilson  was  our  Senate  Co-Chair 
and  Bob  Dole  was  a  charter  member. 

When  we  met  with  taxpayer  groups, 
and  stood  on  the  steps  of  the  Capitol 
with  mail  bags  full  of  hundreds  of  thou- 
sands of  letters  and  petitions  from 
Americans  everywhere — Bob  Dole  was 
always  there  with  us,  promoting  the 
balanced  budget  amendment. 

CLUBB  worked  with  taxpayer  groups 
to  schedule  Members  of  Congress 
around  the  country  to  meet  with  local 
leaders.  State  legislatures,  and  others 
on  behalf  of  the  balanced  budget 
amendment. 

I  remember  back  to  1985-86  and  how 
it  impressed  me  that,  here  was  the  ma- 
jority leader  of  the  U.S.  Senate,  a  man 
busy  with  every  issue  before  Congress — 
and  he  took  the  time  and  effort  to 
travel  whenever  he  could,  wherever  he 
could,  to  bring  the  balanced  budget 
crusade  to  Americans  everywhere. 

And  Ijist  year,  after  our  constitu- 
tional amendment  fell  one  vote  short, 
and  then  again  this  year,  he  showed 
that  the  Senate  could  break  with  his- 
tory and  make  history,  could  muster 
enough  courage,  under  his  leadership, 
to  actually  produce  a  balanced  budget. 

Citizen.  Senator.  Majority  Leader 
Bob  Dole  has  worked,  fought,  and  spo- 
ken to  the  Nation  for  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  because  he  cares 
about  the  future  of  our  Nation;  because 
he  cares  about  our  children,  and  what 
kind  of  opportunity  we  leave  for  them; 
because  he  cau:es  about  having  a  coun- 
try that  provides  for  the  security  of 
our  seniors  and  the  best  possible  jobs 
for  our  working  men  and  women. 

Many,  many  aspects  of  Bob  Dole's 
life  have  demonstrated  how  much  he 
cares  about  people,  especially  the  help- 
less, and  about  our  country. 

Much  has  been  said  about  his  record 
as  a  war  hero  Jind  his  war  injuries.  And, 
of  course,  much  has  been  said  about  his 
public  service. 

Unlike  many  in  politics,  he  has  not 
just  sympathized  with  people's  pain,  he 
has  been  there. 

Doctors  first  said  he  would  not  live 
because  of  his  war  injuries.  Then  they 
said  he  would  never  walk  again. 

But  he  did  much  more  than  walk — he 
soared  on  the  wings  of  self-sacrifice 
and  service  to  others. 


Because  of  the  values  he  learned 
growing  up  in  Russell,  KS,  because  of 
the  lessons  of  life,  he  understands  peo- 
ple and  cares  about  people. 

This  understanding  has  shown 
through  in  his  leadership  here  in  the 
Senate,  where  he  has  been  perceptive 
about  the  strengths  of  his  colleagues 
and  what  things  are  important  to 
them. 

It  has  particularly  struck  me  how  he, 
as  leader,  has  always  looked  to  match 
those  strengths  and  interests  with  the 
tasks  at  hand  to  give  his  colleagues 
leadership  opportunities,  and  to  ac- 
complish something  good  for  the  Na- 
tion. 

The  Senate  will  miss  his  leadership, 
his  dedication,  his  integrity,  and  how 
he  cares  about  people. 

And  in  the  coming  months  the  Na- 
tion will  learn  much  more  about  those 
qualities,  and  will  call  upon  him  for 
one  more  heroic  mission. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  today  to  join  my  colleagues  in  pay- 
ing tribute  to  the  Senator  from  Kan- 
sas. 

The  significance  of  this  day  should 
not  be  diminished  by  reference  to  or 
discussion  of  the  gentleman's  future 
pursuits.  They  should  more  impor- 
tantly reflect  the  tenure  and  service 
that  he  has  already  given  his  State  of 
Kansas,  the  office  of  majority  leader, 
the  institution  of  Congrress,  and  this 
country  as  a  whole. 

Mr.  President,  I  remember  my  first 
direct  interaction  with  Bob  Dole  in 
1993  as  we  crafted  fundamental  entitle- 
ment reform  to  the  supplemental  secu- 
rity income  system.  I  could  talk  today 
of  our  work  in  shaping  the  direction  of 
our  Nation's  sociaJ  policies,  more  re- 
cently during  a  very  intense  debate 
here  last  fall  on  a  comprehensive  wel- 
fare reform  package.  I  was  honored  to 
have  been  of  assistance  to  him  in  man- 
aging the  floor  discussion,  and  it  was 
during  this  debate  that  Senator  Dole's 
guiding  hand  was  once  again  exhibited 
in  maneuvering  this  body  through  one 
of  the  more  contentious  and  important 
discussions  of  national  policy. 

As  the  youngest  member  of  this 
body,  however,  it  is  with  a  different 
perspective  that  I  would  like  to  focus 
my  remarks  today.  Many  of  Bob  Dole's 
most  significant  exi)eriences,  espe- 
cially his  service  in  defending  this 
country  in  World  War  n,  largely  pre- 
cede my  38  years.  His  35  years  of  serv- 
ice and  leadership  in  Congress  roughly 
bridges  the  span  of  my  life.  And  while 
I  have  only  had  the  honor  to  serve 
under  his  direct  leadership  in  the  Sen- 
ate for  a  year  and  a  half,  I  have  indi- 
rectly benefited  from  Bob  Dole's  sac- 
rifices, courage,  and  convictions  for  the 
better  part  of  my  life. 

Today's  speeches  have  been  filled 
with  personaJ  reflections,  tributes  to 
service,  and  legislative  and  policy  his- 
tories that  all  have  been  influenced  by 
the  gentleman  from  Kansas.  As  moving 
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and  genuine  as  these  reflections  have 
been,  time  and  history  will  truly  cap- 
ture and  attest  to  the  magnitude  of 
Senator  Dole's  service  and  the  impor- 
tance of  his  departure. 

Rapid  change  in  the  character  and 
makeup  of  both  Chambers  has  marked 
my  6-year  service  in  the  U.S.  Congress. 
Since  my  election  in  1990.  the  U.S.  Con- 
gress has  experienced  not  only  one  of 
the  largest  single  year  turnovers  since 
the  1974  elections,  but  has  also  ushered 
in  a  historic  change  in  the  majority 
parties  of  both  houses. 

And  in  the  midst  of  this  profound 
change,  individuals  like  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  have  remained  a  stabiliz- 
ing force  to  this  institution.  As  it  is  far 
too  easy  to  get  lost  in  the  direction  of 
our  own  careers,  we  must  not  allow 
ourselves  to  lose  sense  of  those  who 
have  shaped  the  institution  of  Congress 
and  those  who  have  left  a  lasting  im- 
print on  the  direction  of  our  Nation. 
History  will  undoubtedly  record  Sen- 
ator Dole  as  one  of  those  people. 

As  the  longest  serving  majority  lead- 
er in  the  U.S.  Senate,  Senator  Dole 
possesses  an  instinctive  ability  to  navi- 
gate the  Senate's  process  of  forced 
compromise.  While  at  times  during 
this  session  these  abilities  have  served 
as  a  source  of  personal  consternation,  I 
readily  acknowledge  that  these  are 
qualities  that  a  leader  must  exhibit  to 
carry  out  the  duties  and  responsibil- 
ities of  this  Chamber.  These  are  quali- 
ties that  a  leader  must  espouse  to 
bridge  the  ideological  differences  that 
manifest  themselves  in  the  direction  of 
our  policies. 

Clearly,  the  history  and  service  of 
Senator  Dole's  35  years  in  Congress  is 
an  inspiration  to  all  of  us  and  a  chal- 
lenge as  we,  in  his  absence,  try  to  fos- 
ter and  maintain  the  integrity  and  di- 
rection of  the  institution  of  the  Sen- 
ate. 

The  hallways  of  the  Senate  will  long 
be  filled  with  the  images  of  Senator 
Dole's  presence  and  the  echoes  of  his 
trademark  late  night  walks  from  this 
Chamber,  through  the  Vice  President's 
lobby,  and  to  the  majority  leaders  of- 
fice overlooking  America's  Mall  of 
monuments  to  this  Nation — the  view 
across  what  will  now  be  known  as  the 
Bob  Dole  balcony. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  indeed  a  distinct 
honor  to  congratulate  and  thank  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  for  his  service  to 
our  country.  I  rise  with  the  distinction 
of  being  a  U.S.  Senator  from  Pennsyl- 
vania and  the  honor  of  being  a  col- 
league of  the  Senator  from  Kansas.  I 
rise  with  the  privilege  of  representing 
12  naillion  Pennsylvanians  in  the  rich 
tradition  and  history  of  Senators  Hugh 
Scott.  John  Heinz,  and  Harris  Wofford, 
who  have  had  the  honor  to  serve  with 
Senator  Dole  at  this  very  desk  before 
me,  and  have  been  enriched  by  the 
shared  service  and  experiences.  But 
most  importantly,  I  rise  as  a  personal 
beneficiary  of  the  Senator's  sacrifice. 


his  service,  his  steadfastness,  and  his 
wisdom. 

In  closing,  Mr.  President,  I  stand 
today  with  the  privilege  of  speaking  in 
some  small  way  for  those  Pennsylvania 
voices  in  sharing  our  blessing  for  the 
continued  strength,  courage,  and  con- 
viction in  life's  pursuits  for  Mr.  Dole 
and  his  family. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
for  a  final,  heartfelt  tribute  to  Senator 
Dole. 

In  another  unselfish  act  on  behalf  of 
his  country.  Senator  Dole  will  leave 
the  Senate  where  he  has  so  well  served 
the  people  of  Kansas  in  order  to  better 
serve  the  American  people  as  our  next 
President. 

Mr.  President,  by  any  definition.  Bob 
Dole  is  a  great  man— a  man  whose  en- 
tire life  has  been  dedicated  to  serving 
his  country  with  honor,  with  courage, 
and  with  integrity. 

Bob  Dole  is  an  American  hero.  He 
fought  to  defend  this  country  during 
times  of  war.  And  throughout  his  ca- 
reer he  has  fought  for  policies  to  en- 
sure prosperity  and  security  at  home 
and  peace  around  the  world. 

Mr.  President.  Bob  Dole  has  re- 
mained dedicated  to  the  same  causes 
and  principles  that  led  him  into  public 
service  over  40  years  ago.  He  is  a  man 
certain  of  his  core  values,  and  anchored 
to  his  unwavering  principles  of  service 
to  country,  honoring  individual  free- 
dom, and  bettering  the  lives  of  every 
American. 

Mr.  President.  BOB  Dole  represents 
what's  right  about  America:  integrity. 
courage,  compassion,  and  patriotism. 

Mr.  President,  it  will  be  difficult  to 
imagine  the  Senate  without  Bob 
Dole's  strong  presence  and  skillful 
leadership.  Bob  Dole's  monumental 
legrislative  achievements— first  as  a 
legislator  and  now  as  leader— are  the 
direct  result  of  his  strongly  held  con- 
victions, his  forceful  advocacy,  his 
skill  at  debate,  and  his  respect  and  tol- 
erance for  other  Senators'  views,  per- 
spectives, and  experiences. 

His  native  State  of  Kansas  and  the 
many  noble  causes  he  has  championed 
over  the  years  have  benefited  from  his 
legislative  skills.  As  his  colleagues,  we 
know— and  history  will  record— that  he 
has  had  an  indelible  influence  on  this 
body,  our  Government,  our  i)eople.  and 
our  times  that  will  be  felt  well  into  the 
next  century.  He  will  leave  an  imprint 
deeper  and  stronger  than  few  Senators 
in  history  can  rival. 

Mr.  President,  some  personal  com- 
ments on  Senator  Dole  are  unavoid- 
able at  this  moment.  How  could  a  Mid- 
western-Kansas conservative  from  a 
rural  and  agricultural  State  become 
friends  and  have  so  much  in  common 
with  an  ethnic  second-generation 
Italian  from  Long  Island? 
In  Bob  Dole's  own  words: 
Al  D'Amato  and  Bob  Dole— at  first  glance 
it  seems  like  an  unlikely  friendship.  One  was 
raised  on  his  mother's  pasta  in  the  heart  of 


America's  largest  city.  And  the  other  was 
raised  on  his  mother's  fried  chicken  on  the 
plains  of  rural  Kansas.  But  when  New  York- 
ers sent  Al  to  the  United  States  Senate  in 
1980.  it  didn't  take  me  long  to  discover  that 
we  had  a  great  deal  In  common. 

Both  of  us  call  them  like  we  see  them. 
Both  of  us  believe  in  the  neighborhood  val- 
ues that  made  America  great— values  like 
hard  work  and  personal  responsibility.  Both 
of  us  don't  give  up  without  a  fight.  And  both 
of  us  have  never  forgotten  from  where  we 
came. 

Mr.  President,  these  insightful  words 
are  from  Bob  Dole's  introduction  to 
my  book.  They  reveal  Bob  Dole's  basic 
decency,  his  solid  foundations,  and  his 
strong  character.  These  are  the  quali- 
ties that  attract  people  to  Bob  Dole 
and  the  reasons  he  is  so  admired. 

Mr.  President,  as  my  dear  friend,  col- 
league, and  leader.  Bob  Dole,  departs 
the  Senate  to  pursue  the  Presidency; 
he  leaves  with  my  continued  admira- 
tion and  support.  His  unique  and  his- 
toric journey  has  taken  an  unexpected 
but  necessary  turn.  With  his  beloved 
Elizabeth  beside  him  in  his  quest  for 
the  Presidency,  I  know  my  friend  has 
nuLde  the  right  choice. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  will  miss 
Bob  Dole  and  I  will  certainly  miss  my 
friend. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  one 
of  the  stories  Bob  Dole  likes  to  tell  in 
speeches  and  interviews  has  to  do  with 
the  events  in  the  first  2  weeks  of  1983 
when,  quite  literally,  the  Social  Secu- 
rity system  was  saved.  As  with  many 
tales  told  on  political  campaign  trails, 
it  is  not  one  hundred  percent  accurate. 
We  all  recall  that  opening  passage  from 
Huckleberry  Finn  in  which  Huck  tells 
us  that  we  will  recognize  him  from  the 
book  about  Tom  Sawyer  which  was 
written  by  Mr.  Mark  Twain,  "and  he 
told  the  truth  mainly." 

Which  Bob  Dole  does.  The  only  part 
of  the  tale  he  leaves  out  is  his  own 
role.  It  could  not  have  happened  with- 
out him.  To  the  contrary,  he  made  it 
happen. 

I  was  there.  I  so  attest.  It  was  Janu- 
ary 3,  1983.  A  new  Congress  was  conven- 
ing. I  had  just  been  sworn  in  for  a  sec- 
ond term.  This  was  agreeable  enough, 
indeed,  hugely  so,  but  there  was  a 
cloud  over  the  occasion.  I  had  gone  on 
to  the  Finance  Committee  in  1977  and 
had  worked  on  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  that  year,  under  the 
superb  leadership  of  Gaylord  Nelson. 
We  had  realized  the  actuarial  troubles 
the  Social  Security  Trust  Fund  would 
face  with  the  curious  demography  of 
the  baby  boom  on  the  still-distant  but 
recognizable  horizon.  We  put  in  place  a 
number  of  F.I.C.A.  tax  increases  to  pro- 
vide for  this.  And  thought  our  work 
was  done.  Then  came  the  second  oil 
shock  and  the  great  inflation  of  the 
late  1970's.  For  the  first  time  in  our 
history  price  increases  ran  ahead  of 
wage  increases.  The  Trust  Funds  sank 
to  the  point  of  approaching  insolvency. 
In  1981.  the  new  director  of  the  Office  of 
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Management  and  Budget,  David  Stock- 
man, warned  the  country  to  expect  the 
"world's  largest  bankruptcy"  on  a  date 
certain  in  the  near  future.  It  wasn't  as 
bad  as  that,  but  Robert  J.  Myers,  the 
former  chief  actuary,  knew  it  was  bad 
enough  and  he  passed  this  on.  Presi- 
dent Reagan  called  for  and  Congress 
created  a  Commission  on  Social  Secu- 
rity Reform,  headed  by  Alan  Green- 
span. We  met  all  through  1982,  but 
could  come  to  no  agreement  on  what  to 
do.  The  year  ended,  the  Commission 
ended,  an  inconsequential  report  was 
drafted. 

But  something  had,  in  fact,  hap- 
pened. BOB  Dole,  a  member  of  the 
Commission,  had  listened.  He  always 
listens,  as  Senators  know.  But  this 
time  he  was  listening  to  information 
quite  at  odds  with  all  he  had  ever 
heard.  That  Social  Security  was  not  a 
crazy  New  Deal  Ponzi  scheme  certain 
to  go  broke  one  day.  That  day  being  at 
hand.  Which  is  what  so  many  members 
of  his  party  were  willing  to  believe.  No; 
he  learned,  largely  from  Myers,  there 
were  difficulties  but  they  could  be  re- 
solved and  should  be  resolved. 

On  that  January  3  morning.  Senator 
DOLE  had  an  op-ed  article  in  The  New 
York  Times.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  it  be  reprinted  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  edi- 
torial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
RECORD,  as  follows: 

[From  the  New  York  Times.  Jan.  3.  1983] 

Reagan's  FArraruL  allies 

(By  Bob  Dole) 

Washinoton.— In  this  city,  which  makes 
history  but  prefers  headlines,  today's  hottest 
story  is  President  Reayan's  problem  with  his 
allies  on  Capitol  Hill.  But  those  who  believe 
that  they  see  a  divisive  split  between  the 
President  and  Congressional  Republicans  ig- 
nore Ronald  Reagan's  many  achievements, 
misunderstand  the  role  of  Congress,  and  ex- 
aggerate the  tension  between  the  I»residency 
and  Congress  that  has  naturally  existed 
since  the  Founding  Fathers  found  room  for 
both  in  the  Constitution. 

It  is  important  to  understand  that  Presi- 
dents of  both  parties  have  always  had  dif- 
ferences with  their  friends  on  Capitol  Hill. 
Thomas  Jefferson  had  to  endure  a  Speaker  of 
the  House  who  was  not  only  a  fellow  Demo- 
crat but  his  own  son-in-law  and  who  had  the 
irritating  habit  of  publicly  charging  mem- 
bers of  the  Jefferson  Administration  with 
corrupt  land  speculation. 

Abraham  Lincoln  found  his  military  deci- 
sions criticized  by  his  own  party's  select 
committee  on  the  conduct  of  the  war.  and 
his  nascent  plans  for  Reconstruction 
roadblocked  by  the  so-called  radical  Repub- 
licans. 

Theodore  Roosevelt's  pioneering  efforts  to 
regulate  commerce  and  preserve  the  natural 
splendors  of  the  West  ran  counter  to  the 
property-loving  instincts  of  Republican  leg- 
islators. 

Franklin  Delano  Roosevelt  saw  the  wave  of 
his  personal  popularity  crest  in  1937,  when 
disgruntled  Democrats  shot  down  his  plan  to 
pack  the  United  States  Supreme  Court. 

Lyndon  B.  Johnson  failed  to  unite  Demo- 
crats behind  the  Vietnam  war  and,  in  the 
end,  abdicated.  So  did  Richard  M.  Nixon 
when  many  of  his  strongest  supporters  made 


clear  their  distaste  for  his  handling  of  Wa- 
tergate. Earlier  still,  Mr.  Nixon  watched  as 
two  Supreme  Court  nominees  were  torpedoed 
by  Republican  Senators. 

Jimmy  Carter's  term  was  rendered  all  but 
irrelevant  by  Democrats  of  the  Kennedy 
stripe.  Now,  after  two  years  of  remarkable 
leadership,  the  equal  of  anything  seen  in  this 
city  since  the  heyday  of  Lyndon  Johnson's 
Great  Society,  it  has  become  fashionable  to 
claim  that  Ronald  Reagan's  mastery  over 
Congress  has  become  frayed  and  that  his  op- 
tions for  future  guidance  have  narrowed  to 
little  more  than  graceful  acquiescence. 

Much  of  this  is  the  product  of  journalistic 
boredom  or  perhaps.  Democratic  wishful 
thinking.  Those  interested  in  the  sounds  of 
genuine  partisan  division  ought  to  pitch 
their  hearing  to  the  tunes  of  Mondale  and 
Glenn  and  Hart  and  Hollingrs  and  Askew  and 
Cranston. 

What's  more,  those  now  debating  respon- 
sibility for  next  year's  agenda  all  too  easily 
overlook  Ronald  Reagan's  achievement  in 
setting  the  decade's  agenda.  They  forget  that 
the  President  has  already  engineered  a  major 
shift  in  relations  between  the  individual  and 
his  Government.  And,  in  their  own  pre- 
occupation with  current  headlines,  they  ob- 
scure a  personal  history  of  political  re- 
sourcefulness and  a  gift  for  compromise  fa- 
miliar to  anyone  who  has  examined  Ronald 
Reagan's  Governorship  in  California. 

So,  before  Republicans  start  believing  the 
fashionable  theory  of  a  White  House-Capitol 
Hill  split,  we  ought  to  remind  ourselves  that 
we  are  led  by  a  persuasive  chief  executive, 
that  we  enjoy  strong,  experienced  leadership 
in  both  houses  of  Congress  and  that  the 
issues  confronting  us  present  as  much  oppor- 
tunity as  peril. 

Social  Security  is  a  case  in  point.  With  116 
million  workers  supporting  it  and  36  million 
beneficiaries  relying  on  it.  Social  Security 
overwhelms  every  other  domestic  priority. 
Through  a  combination  of  relatively  modest 
steps,  including  some  acceleration  of  already 
scheduled  taxes  and  some  reduction  in  the 
rate  of  future  benefit  increases,  the  system 
can  be  saved.  When  it  is.  much  of  the  credit, 
rightfully,  will  belong  to  this  President  and 
his  party. 

Similarly,  the  mashed-potato  circuit 
echoes  to  the  plaintive  cries  of  bom-again 
protectionists  who  address  the  symptoms 
and  not  the  illness  plaguing  our  economy. 
Whether  through  local-content  legislation  or 
export  subsidies,  they  would  scuttle  free 
trade  and  risk  a  global  war.  with  tariffs  and 
other  trade  barriers  as  lethal  weapons. 
Wrong  as  they  may  be  in  their  prescription, 
these  new  economic  isolationists  have  struck 
a  responsive  chord  in  a  nation  deeply  worried 
about  present  and  future  employment. 
Again,  the  trade  issues  provide  Republicans 
at  both  ends  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue  with 
the  potential  to  reach  out  to  working  people, 
to  demonstrate  not  only  verbal  concern  but 
practical  solutions. 

The  nation's  headline  writers  like  to  call 
President  Reagan  The  Great  Communicator. 
Historians,  I'm  convinced,  will  label  him  the 
Great  Reformer.  It  is  his  willingness  to  ques- 
tion this  city's  conventional  (and  costly) 
wisdom  that  Republicans  must  emulate  as 
we  tackle  priorities  too  pressing  to  put  off. 
No  one  is  more  eager  to  extend  the  Iteagan 
revolution  and  to  avoid  political  trench  war- 
fare in  the  coming  session  than  Congres- 
sional Republicans. 

The  atmosphere  within  which  the  new  Con- 
gress convenes  will  be  shaped  by  perceptions 
that,  in  politics,  are  sometimes  the  equiva- 
lent of  reality.  And  it  is  as  a  supporter  of  the 


President's  objectives  that  I  express  concern 
about  perceptions  of  his  program.  Clearly, 
they  will  not  be  improved  so  long  as  the  Con- 
gress, public  and  news  media  discern  an  im- 
balance between  human  needs  and  military 
hardware.  When  the  Constitution  mandated 
the  Federal  Government  to  provide  for  the 
general  welfare,  it  said  nothing  about  the 
generals'  welfare. 

The  problem  of  perception  might  also  be 
improved  by  a  closer  partnership  between 
the  White  House  and  its  natural  allies  on 
Capitol  Hill.  A  modest  but  useful  first  step 
would  be  more  frequent  and  constructive 
give-and-take  sessions  with  G.O.P.  leaders. 
For  we,  no  less  than  his  own  department 
Secretaries  and  other  personnel,  belong  to 
the  President's  official  family.  And  we.  no 
less  than  they,  wish  the  next  two  years  to  be 
as  successful  as  the  last  two. 

Certainly,  tackling  Social  Security  and 
trade  issues  will  engender  controversy.  But 
the  alternative  is  momentum  surrendered 
and  an  anxious  public  disillusioned.  This 
President  has  always  insisted  that  purely  po- 
litical considerations  will  not  affect  his 
judgment.  That  is  one  more  reason  why  he  is 
free  to  propose  and  achieve  reforms  on  a  his- 
toric scale.  By  doing  so.  he  insures  that  he 
will  not  have  to  wait  for  history  to  express 
gratitude. 

Those  who  say  that  the  bloom  is  off  the 
rose  for  Ronald  Reagan  forget  that  the  rose 
is  a  perennial.  With  a  little  imaginative  gar- 
dening now.  it  will  blossom  handsomely  in 
1984. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  note 
that  paragraph  about  Social  Security. 
'•.  .  .  The  system  can  be  saved." 

I  had  read  it.  I  went  up  to  Senator 
Dole  on  the  floor  and  said,  "Bob,  if  you 
think  that,  and  I  think  you  are  right, 
oughtn't  we  give  it  one  more  try?"  He 
asked  me  if  I  could  meet  with  him  the 
next  day.  Both  of  us  were  planning  va- 
cations, but  this  came  first.  At  4 
o'clock  next,  Tuesday,  January  4,  we 
met  in  his  office.  I  give  you  now  the 
events  of  the  next  13  days.  They  are 
written  from  my  daily  schedule,  but 
think  Bob  DOLE  all  along. 

Tuesday,  January  4,  1983,  4:30  p.m.:  Sen- 
ators Dole  and  Moynihan  meet  with  Robert 
J.  Myers  re  Social  Security. 

Wednesday.  January  5.  2:(»  p.m.:  Senator 
Moynihan  meets  privately  with  Alan  Green- 
span, Congressman  Conable  and  Robert  J. 
Myers  re  Social  Security. 

4:30  p.m.:  Meeting  at  James  Baker's  resi- 
dence with  Senator  Dole,  Cong.  Conable, 
Robert  J.  Myers  and  Alan  Greenspan. 

Friday.  January  7.  8:30  a.m.:  Meeting  at 
Blair  House  re  Social  Security. 

2:30  p.m.:  Senators  Dole  and  Moynihan 
meet  with  Robert  J.  Myers. 

Saturday.  January  8.  9:30  a.m.:  All-day 
confidential  meeting  at  residence  of  James 
Baker— also  with  Richard  Darman. 

Tuesday,  January  11,  5:15  p.m.:  Confiden- 
tial meeting  at  Blair  House. 

Wednesday,  January  12,  3:15  p.m.:  Meeting 
re  Social  Security  at  Blair  House. 

Friday.  January  14,  10:30  a.m.:  Meeting 
with  David  Stockman,  Richard  Darman  and 
Robert  Myers  in  Senator  Moynihan's  office. 

Saturday,  January  15.  11:00  a.m.:  All-day 
meeting  re  Social  Security  at  Blair  House- 
Agreement  reached. 

Monday.  January  17.  7:10  a.m.:  Senators 
Dole  and  Moynihan,  and  James  Baker  inter- 
viewed on  ABC  "Good  Morning  America"  re 
Social  Security. 
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Indeed,  I  have  a  handwritten  note  in 
my  Economist  Diary,  "Noon  Jan.  3, 
10:(X)  p.m.,  Jan.  15,  13  days." 

Thirteen  days  that  changed  the  world 
for  a  good  many  Americans.  They  were 
Dole  days  and  should  never  be  forgot- 
ten. 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  though  I 
cannot  join  my  Republican  colleagues 
in  wishing  Senator  Dole  success  in  his 
next  endeavor,  I  join  with  Senator 
Daschle  and  all  of  my  colleagues  in 
wishing  the  distinguished  majority 
leader  and  his  wife  and  daughter  good 
health  and  every  happiness  in  the  fu- 
ture. To  leave  his  beloved  institution 
after  such  a  long  and  illustrious  public 
service  career — for  whatever  reason — 
is,  I  am  sure,  difficult,  but  there  is  no 
greater  reward  than  the  legacy  of  hon- 
orable public  service. 

Though  we  may  not  have  agreed  on 
many  issues  in  the  time  we  have  served 
together  in  this  body,  there  is  one  in 
particular  we  agreed  on  and  we  worked 
together  to  make  it  happen.  The 
Brockton,  MA  Little  League  became  a 
national  model  for  the  establishment 
of  a  challenge  division  for  little 
leaguers  with  disabilities,  thanks  to 
the  efforts  of  Senator  Dole.  He  is  a  fel- 
low veteran  and  a  man  of  proven  per- 
sonal courage  and  deep  political  con- 
viction. He  has  been  an  integral  part  of 
the  history  of  this  institution  and  he 
will  be  missed. 

Whatever  our  politics,  whatever  our 
philosophy  of  Government,  this  Nation, 
the  democratic  process,  and  the  U.S. 
Senate  are  well  served  by  those  who 
have  both  the  courage  to  survive 
against  the  odds  in  the  face  of  extraor- 
dinary personal  hardship,  and  the  com- 
mon sense  to  seek  reasonable  com- 
promise for  the  survival  of  the  Nation. 
The  distinguished  majority  leader's  life 
has  indeed  been  one  of  i)ersonal  cour- 
age and  political  compromise.  His 
record  of  public  service  speaks  for 
itself,  and  as  he  leaves  here  today,  we 
wish  him  well.  As  colleagues,  we  must 
put  politics  aside  for  a  moment,  re- 
member the  man  and  his  career,  and 
say  to  the  distingmshed  major  leader: 
Thank  you  for  the  lesson  in  service  and 
democracy  that  you  have  given  us. 

"THE  MEASURE  OF  A  MA.V" 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  today 
we  recognize  the  departure  of  a  great 
friend  and  colleague.  Majority  Leader 
ROBERT  Dole,  from  the  U.S.  Senate.  In 
honor  of  his  departure.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  a  poem  by  Albert  Caswell,  a 
longtime  gruide  for  the  U.S.  Capitol, 
which  pays  tribute  Majority  Leader 
Robert  Dole. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  poem 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  MEASURE  OF  A  Man 
(By  Albert  Caswell) 
What  is  the  mesisure  of  a  man? 
Today,  high  atop  the  Senate  we  sit  and  un- 
derstand. 


What  is  the  measure  of  a  man? 

It's  not  power,  wealth,  or  looks,  but  how  we 

conduct  our  lives. 
This  alone,  is  what  put  us  in  the  record 

books. 
What  is  the  measure  of  a  man? 
In  the  Senate  this  day,  comes  a  great  leader 

of  character  and  class. 
Who  climbed  every  mountain  the  Lord  put  in 

his  path. 
What  is  the  measure  of  a  man? 

For  against  all  odds,  time  and  again,  his 

back  to  the  wall. 
One  Robert  Dole,  heart  of  a  lion,  has  always 

stood  tall. 
What  is  the  measure  of  a  man? 
Yet  for  all  his  strength  and  all  his  glorj*. 
His  warmth,  kindness,  and  humor  tell  the 

story. 
What  is  the  measure  of  a  man? 
He  walks  in.  stillness  in  the  gallery,  listen 

closely,  hear  the  silent  tears. 
Historians  and  friends  sadly  know,  a  man  of 

his  stature  will  not  come  our  way  for 

many  years. 
What  is  the  measure  of  a  man? 
For  on  this  day,  June  11.  1996.  Robert  Dole 

gives  up  his  greatest  love  of  all. 
To  answer  our  nation's  cry  for  leadership,  he 

hears  the  call. 
Today,  we  see  and  understand. 
What  is  truly  the  measure  of  a  man. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quonmi  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  REQUEST— 
H.  CON.  RES.  178 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  debate  now  begin 
on  the  conference  report  to  accompany 
the  current  budget  resolution.  House 
Concurrent  Resolution  178,  and  that 
once  the  Senate  receives  the  con- 
ference report,  it  be  considered  as  hav- 
ing been  read  and  all  time  consumed  be 
considered  used  as  part  of  the  statu- 
tory lO-hour  time  limit. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  request  be  vitiated. 
We  need  to  get  one  final  clearance  on 
that. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  for  the  in- 
formation of  all  Senators,  we  are  hop- 
ing that  the  Senate  can  momentarily 
begin  debate  on  the  budget  resolution 
and  conference  report.  All  interested 
Senators,  interested  in  coming  to  de- 
bate the  budget  conference  report,  are 
encouraged  to  do  so  this  afternoon. 


Hopefully,  we  will  have  an  agreement 
here  momentarily  where  we  can  get 
started.  I  know  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  is  ready  to  begin 
the  discussion.  I  know  the  chairman  of 
the  Budget  Committee  is  going  to  be 
here  momentarily.  We  hope  to  go  ahead 
and  start  discussing  this  very  imiwr- 
tant  conference  report. 

It  is  our  intention  to  adjourn  this 
evening,  if  we  can  get  an  agreement 
worked  out.  at  a  relatively  early  hour, 
7:30  perhaps,  or  earlier,  if  no  further 
Senators  would  be  seeking  time  to  de- 
bate on  the  floor  at  that  time.  We  do 
not  anticipate  any  further  roUcall 
votes  occurring  during  the  remainder 
of  today's  session.  We  expect  that  there 
will  be  a  roUcall  vote  at  some  time  to 
be  determined  on  Wednesday.  The  two 
leaders  will  be  talking  with  the  rank- 
ing members  on  the  Budget  Committee 
to  get  a  time  specific. 

As  soon  as  we  get  final  approval,  we 
will  ask  consent  to  go  ahead  and  begin 
that  debate. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  SHELBY.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quonmi  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


TRIBUTE  TO  SENATOR  ROBERT 
DOLE 

Mr.  SHELBY.  Mr.  President,  today 
has  been  a  very  interesting  day  for  our 
former  leader.  Bob  Dole.  While  the 
U.S.  Senate  suffers  what  I  believe  is  a 
tremendous  loss  today  with  the  depar- 
ture of  the  majority  leader.  Senator 
Robert  Dole,  I  can  tell  you  it  is  a 
great  day  for  America.  I  believe  that. 
For,  while  Senator  Dole  leaves  behind 
a  legacy  of  extraordinary  leadership 
and  commitment  to  this  institution, 
his  departure  promises  the  American 
people  a  much  more  important  com- 
mitment to  this  country.  But,  perhaps 
more  important,  his  departure  gives 
the  American  people  a  better  oppor- 
tunity to  learn  more  about  a  man  that 
I  and  many  of  my  colleagues  greatly 
admire  and  have  come  to  know.  So  I 
would  like  to  spend  just  a  few  minutes 
to  describe  the  man  that  I  have  come 
to  know,  with  whom  I  have  worked, 
and  I  hope  the  American  people  will 
come  to  know  over  the  next  few 
months. 

Bob  Dole.  Senator  Dole,  is  a  man  of 
his  word.  You  can  trust  him.  He  is  a 
plain  speaker  and  not  one  for  flowery 
oratory.  He  believes  in  what  he  says. 
He  means  what  he  says.  He  does  not  try 
to  be  everything  to  everybody.  He 
stands  for  a  few  important  principles— 
not  everything. 

Senator  DOLE  is  honest  and  be  is  very 
straightforward.  He  is  loyal.  He  is  a 
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doer  and  he  is  not  a  talker.  His  values 
are  constant;  they  do  not  change  from 
day  to  day.  He  knows  who  he  is.  where 
he  comes  from,  where  he  wants  to  go, 
and  his  word  is  his  honor.  He  is  a  man 
who  chose  sacrifice  over  self,  finding 
strength  at  an  age  when  others  sought 
the  leisure  of  self-expression. 

Briefly,  BOB  DOLE  is  a  man  of  cour- 
age, a  man  of  character,  a  man  of  in- 
tegrity. These  measures  of  the  man  are 
what  sets  Bob  Dole  apart  and  what  has 
led  his  colleagues  in  the  Senate  to  en- 
trust him  with  leadership  time  after 
time. 

It  will  be  these  same  characteristics 
that  will  distinguish  for  the  American 
people  who  they  should  trust  to  lead 
them  in  the  years  ahead.  While  it  may 
be  easy  for  others  to  constantly  change 
what  they  stand  for  in  order  to  distin- 
guish themselves  on  the  issues,  char- 
acter, courage,  and  integrity  are  not 
mantles  of  convenience.  They  cannot 
be  adopted  at  will,  converted  by  choice, 
or  otherwise  assumed.  They  are  bed- 
rock principles. 

They  are  like  a  fingerprint,  intracta- 
bly a  part  of  you,  easy  to  trace  and  dif- 
ficult to  fake. 

Over  the  next  few  months  it  will  be 
for  the  American  people  to  ask  the 
same  question  that  the  Senate  has. 
who  do  they  trust  to  lead  this  Nation? 
I  believe  the  answer  will  be  the  same 
ultimately.  It  will  be  Senator  Dole. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  we 
will  shortly  be  moving  to  the  budget 
resolution,  but  I  understand  the  Sen- 
ator desires  to  speak  up  to  5  minutes  as 
in  morning  business  on  a  statement  re- 
garding Senator  Dole. 

Mr.  DeWINE.  That  is  correct.  It 
could  be  7  minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  he  be  granted  7  minutes 
as  in  morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  Senator 
from  Ohio  is  recognized. 


A  LEGISLATIVE  GIANT 

Mr.  DeWINE.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
my  colleague  from  New  Mexico.  On  be- 
half of  the  people  of  Ohio,  I  join  all  my 
colleagues  in  paying  tribute  to  a  legis- 
lative giant  who  left  the  stage  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  just  a  few  moments  ago. 

The  Bob  Dole  America  saw  earlier 
today  is  a  person  we  all  in  the  Senate 
know:  A  man  of  character,  a  man  of  in- 
tegrity and  a  man  of  utter  devotion  to 
the  future  of  this  country. 


It  is  strange  in  politics,  it  is  really 
an  oddity  in  politics  that  a  person's 
public  image  sometimes  differs  from 
his  or  her  true  qualities.  That  some- 
times is  the  case  with  Bob  Dole. 

I  have  watched  some  of  his  press  con- 
ferences earlier  in  the  campaign  and 
particularly  read  some  of  the  earlier 
stories  and  newspaper  articles  about 
him.  When  I  did  that,  I  realized  there 
was  something  missing,  that  this  real- 
ly was  not  the  Bob  Dole  that  I  have 
seen  for  the  last  18  months. 

The  BOB  Dole  that  I  have  seen  was 
the  real  Bob  Dole,  the  individual,  the 
leader,  the  war  hero,  the  consensus 
builder  and  a  man  of  enormous  compas- 
sion. In  listening  to  his  speech  earlier 
today  on  this  floor,  I  did  see  those 
qualities  clearly  on  public  display,  as 
did  the  American  people.  This  is  Bob 
Dole,  many  times  a  man  of  few  words, 
but  a  man  who  shows  tremendous  char- 
acter and  leadership  in  his  actions. 

Upon  joining  the  Senate  a  little  over 
a  year  ago,  I  became  a  Bob  Dole 
watcher.  I  had  the  opportunity  as  a 
Member  of  the  House  for  8  years  to 
watch  him  from  afax,  but  I  have  had 
the  opportunity  now  for  a  little  over  a 
year  to  see  him  up  close  and  watch  how 
he  operates  and  watch  how  he  gets 
things  done.  I  have  seen  him,  as  we  all 
have,  preside  over  four  different  meet- 
ings at  once,  moving  from  room  to 
room  to  room  and  never  lose  track  of 
what  is  going  on. 

Bob  Dole  is  someone  who  keeps  in 
mind  the  big  picture.  I  think  the  ma- 
jority leader  of  the  U.S.  Senate  always 
has  to  keep  the  big  picture  in  mind. 
Yes,  he  has  to  understand  details,  he 
has  to  understand  the  nuances  of  legis- 
lation, how  you  get  bills  passed,  but  he 
also  has  to  keep  in  mind  the  big  pic- 
ture: That  you  have  to  ultimately  get 
the  job  done,  that  you  ultimately  have 
to  get  the  bill  passed,  that  you  ulti- 
mately have  to  get  things  to  happen. 

This  is  the  Bob  Dole  I  saw  earlier 
today.  Earlier  today.  Bob  Dole  told 
how  he  and  Senator  Moynihan  and  oth- 
ers made  the  last,  brave  attempt  to  re- 
form Social  Security  in  1983,  with  the 
result  that  Social  Security  is  safe  for 
another  generation. 

That  leadership  ability  is  still  there. 
I  had  the  opportunity  to  see  that 
many,  many  times  in  the  last  year, 
year  and  a  half,  but  my  favorite  exam- 
ple that  I  use  to  illustrate  Bob  Dole's 
leadership  is  the  welfare  reform  bill 
that  we  passed.  Unfortunately,  the 
President  ultimately  vetoed  the  wel- 
fare bill,  but  the  bill  we  passed  in  the 
Senate,  Bob  Dole  was  able  to  get  87 
votes  for. 

I  do  not  think  anyone  in  this  Cham- 
ber, anyone  in  this  country,  none  of  the 
political  experts  a  year  ago,  a  year  and 
a  half  ago,  if  we  had  been  talking  about 
welfare  reform,  would  have  thought 
Bob  Dole  could  have  brought  a  welfare 
reform  bill  to  this  Senate  and  could 
have  gotten  87  votes.  What  an  achieve- 
ment— what  an  achievement. 


Bob  Dole  was  able  to  deal  with  the 
Governors,  trying  to  put  that  together, 
certainly  no  easy  task,  and  the  Senate, 
equally  difficult.  And  he  put  together  a 
fair  and  balanced  welfare  reform  meas- 
ure. He  was  able  to  accomplish  this 
amazing  feat,  because  he  never  lost 
sight  of  the  need  to  ultimately  reform 
a  system  that  has  long  failed  the  peo- 
ple it  was  intended  to  help. 

Mr.  President,  here  is  a  man  who  is 
capable  of  making  tough  decisions  and 
right  decisions.  As  he  pointed  out  in 
his  speech  earlier  today,  the  Senate  is 
not  like  the  House  of  Representatives. 
The  Senate  leader  has  fewer  tools  to 
control  the  Senate  than  the  House 
Speaker  possesses  in  the  House.  The 
Senate  leader  rules — not  rules — really 
leads  by  consensus.  He  cannot  dictate, 
he  must  lead,  and  I  have  seen,  as  we  all 
have  in  this  Chamber,  BOB  Dole  lead. 

I  have  been  to  more  than  one  meet- 
ing with  Senators,  and  Senators  only, 
where  a  Senator  complained  that  he  or 
she  had  not  been  consulted  on  an  issue 
or  had  some  other  complaint  to  the 
leader.  Senator  Dole,  about  how  things 
were  going,  what  he  had  done,  not 
done.  I  had  seen  Bob  Dole  look  at 
them,  as  only  Bob  Dole  can,  and  say, 
"Well,  if  you  want  someone  else  to 
lead,  if  you  want  someone  else  to  be  a 
leader,  that's  fine,  but  you  elected  me 
to  lead.  As  long  as  I  am  the  leader,  I  in- 
tend to  do  just  that."  And  that  was  the 
end  of  the  conversation.  That  is  Bob 
Dole.  That  is  leadership. 

But,  Mr.  President,  my  admiration 
for  Bob  Dole  goes  far  beyond  his  abil- 
ity as  a  majority  leader.  It  is  personal 
as  well.  Bob  Dole  has  the  insight  born 
of  someone  who  suffered  an  enormous 
and  unexpected  tragedy.  He  was  a  star 
athlete  who  went  off  to  war  and  came 
back  with  crippling  injuries.  This  is 
not  campaign  hype  of  anything.  Sen- 
ator Dole  would  rather  downplay,  and 
always  has  throughout  his  life,  the 
struggles  that  he  encountered  when  he 
came  back  and  what  he  had  to  go 
through  when  he  came  back  from 
World  War  n.  He  would  rather  down- 
play what  he  struggles  with  every  day, 
since  he  was  literally  blown  apart  in 
World  War  n. 

We  all  expect  in  life  to  lose  our  par- 
ents, even  a  spouse.  Certain  things  you 
expect  to  happen,  but  there  are  other 
defining  tragedies  that  go  beyond  the 
normal  course  of  events,  that  go  be- 
yond what  we  are  taught  to  expect.  I 
have  thought  about  this  often  since 
suffering  the  loss  of  our  daughter, 
Becky.  I,  too,  am  also  very  reticent  to 
talk  about  such  a  deep  and  i)ersonal 
tragedy,  but  I  cannot  help  but  admire 
the  way  BOB  Dole  has  worked  through 
his  own  suffering.  He  understands  daily 
pain,  and  I  take  great  comfort  from 
seeing  this  in  him.  He  understands  that 
life  is  not  fair.  Through  dealing  with 
pain,  he  has  learned  to  understand 
himself,  and  these,  Mr.  President,  are 
not  bad  qualities  to  have  In  a  leader  or 
in  a  President. 
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The   President  who  comes   to  mind       The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without  by  3:30;  then  we  will  vote  on  the  foUow- 

who  reminds  me  the  most  of  Bob  Dole    objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  ing  day.  which  is  Thursday   at  a  time 

in  some  ways  is  Franklin  Roosevelt.                          _^^^__  to  be  determined  by  the  majority  lead- 

who  also  faced  physical  disability  with    CONCURRENT       RESOLimoN       on  "  i°  consultation  with  the  minority, 

silent   courage.    Like   Roosevelt,    Bob    *-^;;J^^'-'««J^^i       KbbOLUTlON       ON  r-vrkxr  n?^  v.              v.     ,.• 

DOLE'S  identity  and  his  understanding       THE  BUDGET  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  Mr-  EXON.  We  have  no  objection, 

of  life  were  forged  by  pain.  When  Sen-        1997-CONFERENCE  REPORT  Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  there 

ator  Dole  made  the  historic  announce-        Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  be-  ^^  *  unammous-consent  request  I  want 

ment  last  month  that  he  would  leave    lieve  we  have  now  reached  an  agree-  ^°  "^^^®  ^^^  ^"  ^®°  cleared  with  the 

the  Senate,  the  room  was  very  crowd-    ment  with  reference  to  how  we  will  o'^^er  side.  There  is  an  error  in  section 

ed.  It  was  so  crowded  that  where  I  was,    handle  this  conference  report  in  terms  ^^^^^  °^  House  Concurrent  Resolution 

I  could  not  see  the  expression  on  his  of  timing  and  the  vote.  I  will  proceed  ^"^^  ^^''^  respect  to  the  levels  of  outlays 
face  as  he  made  the  speech,  but  I  could  with  a  unanimous-consent  request.  I  ^°  ^^^  Social  Security  Program.  There- 
hear  the  emotion  in  his  voice.  Bob  ask  unanimous  consent  that  debate  ^°'"®'  ^  ^^  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Dole  has  the  two  seemingly  opposite  now  begin  on  the  conference  report  104-  correct  levels  be  printed  in  the  Record 
qualities  of  toughness  and  compassion.  612  to  accompany  the  concurrent  budg-  ^^  ^^^  point  and  they  be  deemed  the 
He  had  to  be  tough  to  leave  the  Senate,  et  resolution.  House  Concurrent  Reso-  appropriate  levels  for  the  purposes  of 
Most  people  do  not  leave  voluntarily  lution  178,  and  once  the  Senate  receives  eii^orcement  of  this  budget  resolution 
after  spending  a  lifetime  to  get  here,  the  conference  report,  it  be  considered  ^^^  ^^®  Congressional  Budget  Act. 
But  he  showed  his  more  emotional  side,  as  having  been  read.  I  send  a  copy  of  the  appropriate  lev- 
too,  when  he  made  his  announcement.  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without  els  to  the  desk  and  ask  that  it  be  print- 
Hls    voice    quivered    during    his    an-    objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  ed  in  the  Record. 

nouncement,  not  an  easy  public  display        Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  further  ask  if  the  There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 

for  him,  and  he  was  even  more  emo-    Senate  has  received  the  papers  by  3:30  rial  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 

tional  when  he  broke  up  during  an  ear-    p.m.  on  Wednesday.  June  12,  then  the  Record,  as  follows: 

II  er  private  meeting  with  us.  Senate  proceed  to  vote  on  adoption  of       _  .  ^      ,  „    ^ 

But  as  difficult  as  this  decision  was    the  conference  report  at  that  time.  I  jtZ°'li^          "*  ^*"'°° 

for  him,  I  believe  he  will  find  it  liberat-    further  ask  if  the  Senate  has  not  re-  chLtiant 
ing  to  have  left  the  Senate.  I  recall  my    ceived  the  papers  by  that  time,  then  Fiscal  year- 
own  decision  to  make  a  second  run  for    the  vote  occur  on  Thursday,  June  13,  at  ,997                                      «in  4rm  (v«  «« 

the  Senate  after  losing  the  first  time.  I    a  time  to  be  determined  by  the  major-         ™,  »iu.«w.ww.aw 

realized  at  that  point  that  if  I  lost  the    ity  leader  after  consultation  with  the  323.000.000,000 

second  bid  that  my  political  career  was    Democratic  leader.  ^^^  335.900.000.000 

over.  If  I  lose  this  race,  what  happens?        The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without       2000 349.300.000,000 

The  same  is  now  true  for  Bob  Dole  who    objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  2001  363.900.ooo.ooo 

said  he  has  "nowhere  to  go  but  the        Mr.  DOMENICI.  For  the  information       2002  378.800.000,000 

White  House  or  home."                                of  all  Senators,  the  Senate  will  now  j^   DOMENICI   Now   Mr   President 

BOB  DOLE  had  fixed  in  his  own  mind  begin  debate  on  the  budget.  All  Sen-  senator  EXON  has  cleared  this  too' 
that  his  time  as  majority  leader  had  ators  Interested  in  debating  the  budget  There  are  a  number  of  errors  contained 
passed  and  that  the  time  had  come  for  conference  report  are  urged  to  speak  in  ^.he  statement  of  managers  which  ac- 
another  challenge.  Once  he  made  the  this  afternoon  ,  ,^  ,  ,  ,.  company  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
mental  leap  from  the  Senate  Chamber,  It  is  the  intention  of  the  leadership  j^g  ^^^-^  respect  to  the  tables  display- 
it  was  time  to  act.                                           to    adjourn    the    Senate    at    approxi-  ...^  jv-g  budget  authoritv  and  thf>  nut 

This  is  the  real  Bob  Dole.  And  as  he    mately  7:30  p^m.  this  evening  or  earlier  S^  SfoS^t'lr^  to  th"  co^tSes  of 

said   goodbye    to   us   then   and   again    if  no  furtherSenators  are  seeking  floor  ^he    Senate    for    purposes    of   section 

^^^I\     I  J'?1^  ^""^^  coworker.  Bob    for  debate.  Therefore,  no  rollcall  votes  302(a)  of  the  Budget  Act.  I,  therefore. 

dole  looked  like  a  leader.  He  looked    will  occur  during  the  remainder  of  to-  ^^  unanimous  consent  that  the  cor- 

hke  a  President.                                              day  s  session.   The  next  rollcall   vote  „„.  tables  be  nrinted  in  rhe  REmRn  at 

Mr.  President.  I.  like  the  rest  of  my    will  occur  at  3:30  p.m.,  on  Wednesday,  [^l  ^^f  ??ie^  t?ble?^5  L^oSiS- 

coUeagues,  will  always  remember  the    June  12.  ^^^  ^^l  i-Vo  on™^LTvA>,«^i5 

demeanor  and   courage   of  this  great        Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  just  want  !ffr'i,l°  ^^^ '^\t^^°^t!l°^  ^°/^%^°°'" 

statesman  as  he  said  farewell  to  the    to  clarify    I  understood  you  said  we  SS  t JL  bu^^So  util  t^d 'Se 

U.S.  Senate.                                                   would  vote  by  3:30  tomorrow  if  it  is  nr.r,^^.J^7t^^^  -o^/^^t  A^t 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor  and    here:  is  that  right?  Congressional  Budget  Act. 

suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum.                   Mr.  DOMENICI.  Yes.  ^  send  a  copy  of  the  correct  tables  to 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER     (Mr.        Mr.  EXON.  That  would  be  Wednes-  the  desk  and  ask  unanimous  consent 

Thompson).  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll.    day.  If  we  do  not  vote  then,  we  vote  they  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  when?  There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  said  if  the  papers  rial  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded.                      are  not  here,  we  cannot  vote  tomorrow  Record,  as  follows: 

SENATE  COMMITTEE  BUDGET  AUTHORITY  AND  OUTLAY  ALLOCATIONS  PURSUANT  TO  SECTION  302  OF  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  ACT  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1997 

|ln  millions  ol  Ml3ri| 

Oind  %9tMini  lunsdcim  Entrticmeins  tunMd  n  annual  ap»» 

Commflee  »"J"°" 

B^attl  autlorn,  Outlap  BuOiti  auti^n:,  Outiap 

Apprapnations  _ ._ „__.___  79!. 195  832^73 

(pprepnations  (Vntent  Cra»  Iroa  Fund) , «,6g3  3  073 ._.     

Ajnculturt.  Nutrition,  ana  Forwij ,  6.017                    2990                   10  Ul                    lylS 

Armed  Services    -_ «0.058  39.929 _' 

Banking.  Housinj.  and  Uiftan  AttaiR 5Jgl  -9!oi7    .. 

Commerce.  Soence.  and  Transjortatwi 7,«8                    4799                       60S                      fB2 

Enertr  and  Natural  Resources lO                      ZZZ                        i2                        H 

Envimnment  and  PaMiC  WoriB 23969  3^1 

Finance 627.429                 624  564                  130.818                 130ja6 

Foreitn  Watwis 11,429  12JS9 

Go»«mm««tal  Mfjiij 54  093  53J17 

Judioary 2.«29                   2J73                     239                     231 

Labor  and  Hunan  RcMuices „ iSU                   5.009                   1.412                   l.tU 
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SENATE  COMMITTEE  BUDGET  AUTHORITY  AND  OUTUY  ALLOCATIONS  PURSUANT  TO  SECTION  302  OF  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  ACT  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1997— Continued 

[In  millions  of  dollarsl 


Coinimttee 


Direct  spendin 

ig  junsdiction 

Entitlements  ttinded  m  annual  appio- 
pnations 

Outlays 

Budget  autlionty 

Budget  autlionty            Outlays 

95 

1.309 

3 

392 

-267  328 

25 

1.456 

-296 

362 

-265.828 

19.688                  19.731 

Rules  and  Uministnlion  . 

Vetefins'  Attairs  

Small  Business  

Select  Indian  Attain  

Select  Intelligeflce  . 


Not  alixated  to  committees  . 


Total 

._ 1.314.760 

1.311.01'. 

162.882                  161.415 

SENATE  COMMITTEE  BUDGET  AUTHORITY  AND  OUTLAY  ALLOCATIONS  PURSUANT  TO  SECTION  302  OF  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  ACT  RVE-YEAR  TOTAL  1997-2001 

[In  millions  ot  dollar! 

Committtt 

Direct  spendir 

ig  junsdiction 

Entitlements  funded  in  annual  appro- 
pnations 

Budget  autlionty 

Outlays 

Budget  autlionty            Outlays 

Agnculture.  Nutntwi.  and  Forestry 

Aniied  Sennces 

Banting.  Housing,  and  Urtian  Attairs  

Comnenx.  Science,  and  Transportation 

Energy  and  Natural  Resounxs  

Enrnoninent  and  Public  Woriis  . 
Finance  . 


Foreign  Relations  

Goveflimetital  Aitairi 
Judiaaiy 


UMr  and  Human  Resources  . 

Rules  and  Administration  . 

Veterans'  AHairs  

Small  Business 

Select  Indian  AHain 

Select  Intelligence 


17.361 

223.276 

35J75 

31.876 

S.219 

128.S4S 

3^.774 

50.HS 

294,435 

19.705 

30.605 

486 

2.552 

9 

1.965 

2 


2.652  81.443 

222.626 

- 18.628    

18.051  3J52 

5.067  252 
10  883 

3.268:828  776^67 

56.772  

288.737    

19J86  1557 

28.251  7.499 

402 

3.908  103.415 

-  1.264 

1.832     


48.025 


3J34 

276 


776.549 


U54 

7.499 


103.285 


Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  there 
are  some  additional  errors  within  the 
narrative  of  the  statement  of  man- 
agers. I  therefore  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  following  corrections  to 
the  statement  of  managers  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point.  I  send  an 
attachment,  along  with  a  table,  to  the 
desk  in  compliance  with  that  request 
and  ask  unanimous  consent  they  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Corrections  to  the  text  of  the  joint  explan- 
atory statement  in  H.  Rpt.  104-612: 

(1)  On  page  58.  for  function  150.  Inter- 
national Affairs,  the  1997  budget  authority 
figure  should  be  $131  million. 

(2)  On  page  59.  for  function  370.  Commerce 
and  Housing  Credit,  the  1997  budget  author- 
ity figure  should  be  $3,092  million:  the  1997 
outlay  figure  should  be  $2,990  million:  the 
size-year  budget  authority  total  should  be 

DEFENSE/NONDEFENSE  UMITS 

[In  millions  of  dollars) 


$17,789   million:    the   six-year   outlay   total 
should  be  $16,879  million. 

(3)  On  page  88.  the  table  includes  the  incor- 
rect levels  for  nondefense  discretionary 
budget  authority  and  outlays  because  it  fails 
to  include  the  levels  from  the  'Violent  Crime 
Reduction  Trust  Fund.  Section  301  of  the 
budget  resolution  est:ablishes  a  cap  on  non- 
defense  discretionary  spending,  which  in- 
cludes spending  from  the  Crime  Fund.  The 
following  table  includes  funding  from  the 
Crime  Fund  and  provides  the  correct  levels 
for  nondefense  and  total  discretionary  spend- 
ing. 


1997 


1998 


1999 


2000 


200! 


2002 


Defense. 

Budget  autlionty 
Outlays 


General  Purpose  Nondefense: 

Budget  autnonty 

Outlays 


Violeflt  Cnme  Reductioa  Tnist  fund: 

Budget  autnonty  ._ 

Outlays  

Sutitotal  Nondefense: 

Budget  autnonty 

Outlays 

Total  Oisoetiooary: 

Bud(et  autlionty 

Outlays  


266J62 
2t4.96t 

268.971 
263J62 

271.500 
267.048 

274.024 
270.657 

276.672 
269.744 

279.459 
269,608 

226J05 
270.571 

219.646 
258.492 

213.718 
252.981 

218.515 
248.847 

214.445 
246.479 

221.133 
2a.611 

4.683 

5,100 
4J64 

6.050 
5.456 

6.050    

5.747    _. 

:=:  : 

3.073 

■•■ 

230.M 
273,644 

224.746 
263.093 

219.768 
258.437 

224.565 
254.594 

214.445 
246.479 

221.133 
244.611 

497,350 

538.612 

493.717 
526.955 

491.268 
525.485 

498.589 
525.251 

491.117 
516.223 

500.592 
514.219 

le  in  the 

1  hour. 

Senator 

KEMPTHORNE, 

and  5 

minutes 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  There  are  some  Sen- 
ators who  want  to  be  heard  on  the  Dole 
departure,  but  I  believe  I  have  used 
enough  time. 

I  will  yield  to  you.  Senator  ExoN,  if 
you  would  like  to  open  now,  at  your 
convenience. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  say  to  my  friend  and 
colleague  from  New  Mexico,  the  Sen- 
ator on  this  side  hats  been  trying  to  ac- 
commodate Democratic  Senators  who 
wanted  to  speak  on  the  budget.  I  had  a 
Senator  scheduled  for  4:30.  I  set  him 
back  to  5  o'clock.  I  thought  we  had 


for  salutes  to  Senator  DOLE. 

All  I  am  saying  is  it  is  very  difficult 
for  me  to  schedule  speakers  on  the 
matter  at  hand  if  we  keep  setting  these 
things  back.  I  wish  to  accommodate  all 
Senators.  When  you  accommodate  one 
Senator,  you  "disaccommodate"  some- 
one else. 

How  many  speakers  do  we  have  that 
wish  to  speak  on  the  Dole  matter? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  Sen- 
ator Hatfield  hais  indicated  he  wants 
to  speak  for  3  minutes,  10  minutes  for 


for  Senator  Coverdell. 

I  will  yield  them  my  18  minutes  as  if 
I  were  making  an  opening  statement, 
and  that  will  be  the  end  of  my  opening 
statement.  Then  it  will  be  your  turn, 
and  you  can  yield  to  some  Democrat 
Senators  after  that. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  to  Senator 
Mark  Hatfield  3  minutes,  I  yield  10 
minutes  to  Senator  Kempthorne,  and  I 
3aeld  5  minutes  to  Senator  Coverdell. 
I  yield  in  that  order  at  this  point.  Then 
I  'Will  be  gone  from  the  floor.  When 
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they  finish,  we  will  return  to  Senator 
EXON. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
happy  to  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  who  was  on  the  floor  before  me. 
I  will  follow  the  Senator  from  Idaho.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  for  that. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator from  Oregon  for  his  courtesy. 


TRIBUTE  TO  SENATOR  BOB  DOLE 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  15 
months  ago  I  told  Bob  Dole  I  would  en- 
thusiastically support  his  quest  for  the 
Presidency  of  the  United  States.  We 
see  in  his  quest  for  the  Presidency  that 
he  now  has  left  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States.  I  think  all  of  us  have  so 
many  emotions  that  we  are  feeling 
today.  I  know  the  Nation,  the  Senate, 
and  I  would  regret  the  day  when  the 
clerk  would  call  the  roll  and  the  name 
of  Bob  Dole  would  no  longer  be  called. 
That  day  has  now  arrived. 

It  would  be  easy  to  dwell  on  the  truth 
that  the  Senate  will  lose  a  man  that 
history  will  hold  in  a  place  of  great 
honor.  Rather.  I  think  it  is  more  im- 
portant that  we  celebrate  Bob  Dole's 
victories,  his  leadership,  his  humor, 
and  his  ability  to  get  things  done. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  discuss  for  a 
moment,  then,  a  personal  experience 
that  I  had  with  Senator  Dole.  It  was 
with  great  pride  and  honor  when  Sen- 
ator Dole  designated  my  legislation  to 
stop  unfunded  Federal  mandates,  S.  1. 
As  we  all  know,  the  significance,  of 
course,  is  that  this  denotes  a  majority 
leader's  stamp  of  approval  in  his  prior- 
ity on  legislation.  A  majority  leader 
does  not  want  his  bill  that  he  has  des- 
ignated "No.  1"  to  fail. 

Having  said  that,  it  is  all  the  more 
remarkable  that  he  chose  my  legisla- 
tion because  I  had  only  been  here  2 
years.  I  had  no  track  record.  It  would 
have  been  far  safer  for  Senator  Dole  to 
choose  some  of  the  seasoned  veteran 
Senators,  such  as  Senator  DOMENICI, 
Senator  Roth,  or  Senator  Hatfield,  to 
carry  this  type  of  legislation.  Not  only 
did  he  choose  my  legislation,  but  he 
then  designated  me  to  be  the  floor 
manager,  a  responsibility  I  had  never, 
ever  done  before. 

I  say  this  not  in  any  way  to  somehow 
bring  attention  to  myself,  because  I 
say  this  with  all  humility,  to  make  it 
clear  that  BOB  Dole  was  not  taking  the 
normal  course  of  action.  It  was  indic- 
ative of  his  leadership  of  reaching  out 
to  others  who  may  not  have  had  all  of 
the  credentials,  all  of  the  exi)erience, 
but  who  do  have  a  passion  to  get  some- 
thing positive  done. 

He  transfers  his  belief  in  a  person  so 
that  that  person  will  not  ever  want  to 
let  Bob  Dole  down.  I  believe  that  is 
what  he  will  do  for  all  of  America.  He 
will  tap  that  spirit  in  others  and  help 
them  to  reach  new  heights.  It  is  one 
thing  to  have  the  ability  to  do  some- 
thing yourself,  as  Bob  Dole  has  that 


great  ability,  but  it  is  a  greater 
achievement  to  instill  in  others  that 
same  can-do  spirit  and  then  go  and  do 
it.  But  you  must  have  someone  who  be- 
lieves in  you. 

Bob  Dole  believes  in  people.  Bob 
Dole  believes  in  America.  He  instills  in 
others  that  desire  to  reach  within 
yourself  and  to  do  something  great.  It 
is  a  high  honor  to  be  elected  by  your 
fellow  citizens  to  serve  in  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate. To  then  have  been  able  to  serve 
while  Bob  Dole  was  here  magnifies 
that  honor. 

When  we  had  the  debate  on  Senate 
bill  1,  Senator  Robert  C.  Bykd  de- 
scribed the  new  majority  leader.  Bob 
Dole,  to  his  Democratic  colleagues  by 
saying,  "The  leader  over  there  is 
tough.  Wait  and  see.  He  will  use  the 
rules  on  me,  and  I  respect  that,  and  I 
admire  that." 

Well,  yes.  Bob  Dole  is  tough.  He  is 
tough,  but  he  is  also  wise.  When  duty 
calls  for  him  to  be  bipartisan,  the  man 
knows  how  to  be  bipartisan.  But  he 
also  knows  when  it  is  time  to  be  par- 
tisan, and  he  can  be  partisan.  He  is 
tireless.  How  many  times  have  we  been 
here  on  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate  at 
midnight,  and  many  of  us  are  starting 
to  find  that  our  energies  are  sagging, 
and  there  is  Bob  Dole,  crisp,  with  his 
humor  that  props  us  up,  keeps  us 
going.  There  is  Bob  Dole,  who  has  a  so- 
lution. 

I  am  going  to  miss  hearing  Bob  Dole 
telling  Senators  to  work  it  out,  work  it 
out,  work  it  out.  K  it  could  not  be 
worked  out,  he  would  always  say,  "Do 
you  have  the  votes?  Let  us  vote."  For 
my  part.  Bob  Dole  taught  me  the  im- 
portance of  working  with  and  listening 
to  all  Senators  and  of  seeking  solutions 
that  do  not  abandon  principle.  I  want 
my  children.  Heather  and  Jeff,  to  learn 
from  Bob  Dole  that  they  can  overcome 
any  adversity— any  adversity  that 
comes  their  way.  I  cannot  think  of  a 
more  honorable  man  that  I  would  en- 
trust the  future  of  my  children  to. 

Finally,  a  word  to  Elizabeth  and  Bob 
Dole.  I  hope  you  leave  the  Senate  with 
a  deep  and  abiding  satisfaction  of  mis- 
sion accomplished,  job  well  done.  My 
wife  Patricia  and  I  will  keep  you  in  our 
prayers  in  the  coming  months,  and  we 
will  ask  for  God's  peace  and  protection 
for  your  family.  We  look  forward  to 
working  with  you — you,  who  I  believe 
will  be  the  next  President  and  First 
Lady  of  this  great  country. 

With  that,  Mr.  President,  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  HATFIELD  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oregon  is  recognized. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President.  I  join 
my  colleagues  today  in  wishing  our 
majority  leader  a  senatorial  farewell. 
His  contributions  are  well  known,  his 
integrity  is  unquestioned,  and  his  serv- 
ice has  been  an  example  for  each  one  of 
us  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

I  want  to  just  comment  about  the 
service  factor  in  his  life  and  how  we  are 


all  drawn  to  those  who  serve — whether 
it  is  a  Boy  Scout  who  walks  a  hobbling 
grandmother  across  the  street,  or  a 
community  clothing  drive,  raising 
money  for  charity,  or  a  PTA  member 
spending  hours  at  local  meetings.  Serv- 
ice we  admire,  service  we  respect,  and 
service  from  our  elected  officials  we  al- 
ways expect. 

Majority  Leader  Dole  is  no  excep- 
tion. Kansans  expect  him  to  represent 
their  interests.  Republicans  expect  him 
to  lead  the  party,  and  Senators — well, 
we  expect  him  to  guide  us  through  the 
joys  and  trials  of  partisan  politics.  So, 
as  a  U.S.  Senator,  I  have  often  ex- 
pected him  to  serve  me  as  well.  Long 
before  leaving  this  Senate.  Bob  Dole 
had  my  admiration.  Long  before  he  led 
this  Senate,  he  had  my  respect,  and  I 
am  led  to  believe  that  long  before  he 
was  decorated  as  a  war  hero,  I  would 
have  wanted  Bob  Dole  as  my  friend. 

The  issues  we  debate  during  the  104th 
Congress  we  have  debated  before.  Like 
a  pendulum,  important  issues  swing 
away  from  us,  and  eventually  they 
swing  back.  Every  so  often,  we  see  a 
leader  who  is  able  to  stop  the  pen- 
dulum, who  is  able  to  lead  us  into  a  so- 
lution that  gives  the  pendulum  a  bit  of 
a  rest.  For  the  causes  of  the  disadvan- 
taged and  disabled  Americans,  Senator 
Dole  has  proven  to  be  such  a  leader. 
And  for  the  need  to  reduce  our  deficit, 
he  has  few  equals. 

As  chairman  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  I  have  seen  the  work  that 
he  has  done.  I  have  seen  the  money 
come  in  and,  With  greater  detail,  I  have 
seen  the  money  go  out.  Senator  Dole's 
legacy  is  his  willingness  to  fight  for 
the  welfare  of  today  while  just  as  ea- 
gerly vying  for  the  welfare  of  our  chil- 
dren and  our  grandchildren  for  the  fu- 
ture 

So,  in  1968,  he  joined  the  ranks  of  this 
body,  and  in  1996  he  leaves.  I  shall  not 
wish  him  a  happy  retirement,  for  no 
matter  what  lies  ahead,  he  will  not  re- 
tire. I  expect  his  service  will  alwasrs 
continue.  I  wish  him  well.  Antoinette 
and  I  both  pray  that  Bob  and  Eliza- 
beth's future  will  be  strewn  with  God's 
blessing. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  COVERDELL  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  not 
far  from  the  Capitol,  on  Constitution, 
across  from  the  Navy  Memorial,  is  a 
building  that  houses  the  Declairation  of 
Independence  and  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  and  other  major  arti- 
facts of  our  beginning.  On  the  outside 
of  the  building,  it  says,  "The  Past  is 
Prolog." 

As  I  have  heard  the  eloquent  state- 
ments throughout  the  day  and 
throughout  the  past  several  weeks 
about  our  majority  leader,  this  has 
come  to  mind,  because  the  future  is  al- 
ways guided  and  shaped  by  the  past. 
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Bob  Dole  is  a  man  of  this  century. 
Bob  Dole's  life  experience  is  that  of  a 
giant  figrrore  in  American  history.  The 
experiences  of  his  life  are  immeas- 
urable. The  knowledge  that  has  been 
accomplished  by  it  would  be  hard  to 
calculate.  The  capacity  that  it  rep- 
resents has  a  far  and  long  reach.  So 
when  the  Senator  from  Kansas  came  at 
midday  and  gave  us  his  farewell  ad- 
dress, you  could  measure  some  of  the 
energy  and  reach  and  capacity  of  this 
world  figxxre,  of  this  American  figure, 
by  the  response  that  he  received  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle,  and  throughout 
America,  I  am  sure. 

I  have  always  said  that  whenever  I 
think  of  Bob  Dole,  I  think  of  the  heart 
and  soul  of  America.  I  think  we  saw 
that  expressed  over  these  last  several 
dasrs.  He  truly  is  the  embodiment  of  ev- 
erything that  we  have  come  to  think  of 
as  America— the  fortitude  to  overcome 
adversity,  perseverance,  patience, 
strength,  agility,  entrepreneurship, 
problem  solving,  getting  things  done. 
He  leaves  with  the  love  of  his  family  of 
colleagues,  all  who  have  wished  him  a 
safe  and  secure  journey.  He  character- 
izes what  is  yet  before  him  as  "one 
more  mission."  I  think  that  statement 
properly  casts  what  lies  before  him, 
but  it  also  reminds  us  of  what  he  has 
endured.  He  is  a  nnan  who  has  endured 
and  built  the  American  mission.  He 
brings  to  his  task,  as  I  have  said,  im- 
measurable resources. 

I  believe,  as  Senator  Simpson  al- 
luded, that  as  Americans  come  to  know 
him  as  his  colleagues  do,  they  will 
readily  embrace  this  man  and  his  mis- 
sion and  his  love  for  America.  I  loved  it 
when  he  gave  that  famous  address  as 
be  announced  that  he  would  retire 
from  the  Senate.  He  said,  with  no  dis- 
respect to  the  Congress,  that  his  life 
had  not  been  about  the  Congress.  He 
said,  "My  life  has  been  about  Amer- 
ica." Gratefully,  it  still  is.  So  I  join 
those  in  wishing  him  a  safe  journey 
and  Godspeed. 

Mr.  President,  I  jrield  the  floor  and 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  time  be  charged  equally.  Sen- 
ator EXON  will  be  right  along.  He  is 
going  to  speak  next. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
caU  the  roll. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR 
1997— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  need  off  of  our 
5  hours.  I  believe  it  is  the  first  time 


charged  to  us.  We  are  now  proceeding 
as  I  vmderstand  it  with  debate  on  the 
conference  report  on  the  budget. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  we  are  on 
the  final  leg  of  this  Republican  budg- 
et's journey,  and  it  is  a  fruitless  one.  It 
does  not  lead  our  Nation  to  any  new 
horizons.  It  blazes  no  new  paths.  It  of- 
fers no  compromise  to  break  the  budg- 
et deadlock.  This  Republican  budget 
makes  a  beeline.  it  pains  me  to  say,  to 
another  dead  end. 

Dead  ends  are  becoming  an  all-too-fa- 
miliar haunt  for  my  Republican  col- 
leagues if  they  want  to  move  ahead  to 
something  that  is  workable.  Thanks  to 
their  intransigence  and  their  extremist 
budget,  that  is  where  we  spent  most  of 
last  year.  And  it  looks  as  though  we 
will  waste  another  session  of  Congress 
trying  to  back  out  of  yet  another  dead 
end. 

The  majority  has  held  the  Senate 
hostage  for  almost  2  years  with  basi- 
cally the  same  budget.  Perhaps  they 
are  hoping  that  the  Stockholm  syn- 
drome will  set  in  and  Democrats  will 
start  identifying  with  their  captors. 
They  are  wrong.  Our  will  and  our  vi- 
sion are  strong. 

The  chairman  of  the  Senate  Budget 
Committee  did  his  best  to  repair  the 
damage  from  last  year's  budget  deba- 
cle. I  compliment  him  for  the  fine  job 
he  did.  In  the  hopes  of  attracting  some 
unsuspecting  buyers,  the  1997  Repub- 
lican budget  has  been  spruced  up  in 
places.  But  if  this  budget  were  a  house, 
it  would  still  be  condemned  as  unfit.  It 
is  still  out  of  touch  with  mainstream 
America  and  I  suggest  that  it  should  be 
rejected. 

All  of  the  efforts  of  the  Republican 
majority  to  portray  their  budget  as  a 
moderate  one  are  in  vain.  The  Repub- 
lican majority  have  done  a  superb  job 
to  airbrush  their  budget,  but  the  Amer- 
ican people  can  see  the  real  thing — 
warts  and  all. 

It  retains  the  same  unflattering  pro- 
file as  its  predecessor:  unnecessary  re- 
ductions in  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
paying  for  tax  breaks  for  the  wealthy. 
This  is  in  fact  the  Newt  Gingrich  Budg- 
et. 

The  agenda  has  included  a  S50-billion- 
plus  rehash  of  star  wars  that  not  even 
the  Pentagon  wants.  And  we  have 
frittered  away  precious  time  reconsid- 
ering the  balanced  budget  amendment 
to  the  Constitution.  I  have  consist- 
ently voted  for  the  balanced  budget 
amendment,  but  could  not  cast  my 
vote  for  it  this  time  because  the  Re- 
publicans fouled  the  fiscal  nest  with 
senseless  and  in  my  opinion,  irrespon- 
sible tax  cuts  if  we  are  going  to  balance 
the  budget  fairly. 

I  am  baffled  by  the  inconsistency.  It 
is  enough  to  give  a  prudent  man  pause. 
One  moment  the  Republicans  bring 
back  to  the  floor  the  balanced  bi^dget 
amendment  to  the  Constitution,  the 
next  he  resurrects  discredited  supply- 
side  economics  with  tax  breaks  that 


could  turn  into  the  hundreds  of  billions 
of  dollars. 

Mr.  President,  all  of  this  is  a  great 
concern  to  this  Senator  who  has  been 
trying  to  be  bipartisan  in  my  approach 
to  the  concerns  that  all  of  us  have. 

I  had  hoped  that  we  could  have  used 
the  good  will  engendered  by  the  major- 
ity leader's  departure  to  pass  some- 
thing meaningful  for  the  American 
people.  I  ask  with  all  sincerity,  "What 
has  happened  to  the  priorities  that 
matter  most  to  American  families?" 
What  happened  to  the  minimum  wage? 
What  happened  to  the  modest  health 
insurance  reform  package  that  passed 
the  Senate  100  to  zero?  What  happened 
to  welfare  reform?  And  the  big  ques- 
tion, we  should  be  asking  today,  what 
happened  to  a  balanced  budget  that  all 
Americans  could  support? 

One  bill  after  another  has  been 
shackled  to  failed  Republican  dogma. 

This  rehashed  budget  is  a  prime  ex- 
ample. It  is  part  and  parcel  of  the  Re- . 
publican  strategy  of  no-work  and  all- 
political-play.  Like  ancient  Gaul,  the 
Republicans  divided  their  budget  rec- 
onciliation bill  into  three  parts.  They 
wanted  to  ram  through— I  emphasize 
ram  through— their  failed  and  stale  po- 
litical agenda  and  confront  the  Presi- 
dent at  every  turn  of  this  crooked  leg- 
islative road.  Worst  of  all,  two  of  these 
baby  reconciliation  bills  will  be  de- 
voted largely  to  cutting  taxes — an  act 
that  will  worsen  the  deficit  without 
any  sense  of  being  responsible  or  rea- 
sonable. 

We  are  already  seeing  the  House  voo- 
doo work  its  way  in  this  conference  re- 
port. At  least  the  Senate  language  re- 
quired that  all  the  entitlement  spend- 
ing reductions  be  enacted  into  law  be- 
fore— I  emphasize  before — we  consid- 
ered the  tax  breaks.  The  House,  not 
surpisingly,  shamelessly  tossed  that  re- 
quirement out  the  window  and  the  Sen- 
ate concurred  in  conference.  What  a 
fiscal  sham  all  of  this  is. 

The  first  reconciliation  bill  contains 
Medicaid,  welfare,  and  tax  breaks.  Yes. 
Mr.  President  and  tax  breaks.  So  much 
for  performing  deficit  reduction  before 
doling  out  the  tax  breaks.  So  much  for 
fiscal  conservatism.  The  first  reconcili- 
ation bill  will  reduce  the  deficit  by  just 
S2  billion,  if  it  reduces  the  deficit  at 
all.  This  is  as  plain  as  the  light  of  day. 
The  majority  now  want  to  eliminate 
the  Medicaid  guarantee  of  meaningful 
health  care  benefits  for  18  million  chil- 
dren, 6  million  disabled  Americans, 
millions  of  nursing  home  residents,  36 
million  people  in  all,  to  fund  their  tax 
breaks. 

The  conferees  assume  a  net  tax  cut  of 
$122  billion,  yet  Chairman  Kasich 
maintains  that  the  cuts  will  be  as  large 
as  $180  billion.  You  can  look  but  you 
will  not  find  a  single  specific  mention 
of  closing  tax  loopholes  or  of  ending 
corporate  tax  giveaways.  The  same 
budget  that  eagerly  reduces  funding  for 
our  Medicare  and  Medicaid  Programs 
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cannot  find  the  courage  to  call  upon 
the  special  interests  to  assume  any  of 
the  burden  of  balancing  the  budget.  By 
contrast.  President  Clinton  has  pro- 
posed that  $40  billion  be  raised  from 
corporate  reform  and  loophole-closers, 
money  that  keeps  the  President's  tax 
cut  within  reason.  This  Senator  would 
prefer  no  tax  cut  at  all  until  we  truly 
balance  the  budget. 

Experience  also  shows  that  once  the 
tax-break  game  begins,  the  bidding 
keeps  increasing  with  no  thought  to 
the  consequences.  Chairman  DOMENICI 
says  that  the  Finance  Committee  can 
use  tax  increases  to  offset  additional 
tax  breaks,  and  he  is  well  aware  that 
$35  billion  is  readily  available  simply 
by  extending  three  excise  taxes.  But 
that  won't  be  enough  to  satisfy  their 
tax  cut  appetite  and  I  predict  that,  like 
last  year,  the  Republicans  will  soon  be 
proposing  to  raid  pension  funds  for 
working  families  to  pay  for  the  tax 
breaks  that  primarily  benefit  those 
earning  above  $100,000  a  year.  Fiscal  in- 
sanity is  galloping  through  this  Cham- 
ber, and  we  do  not  have  enough  votes, 
unfortunately,  to  rein  it  in. 

One  thing  that  has  not  changed  in 
the  conference  report  are  the  deep  re- 
ductions in  Medicare  and  Medicaid. 
The  Republican  budget  would  reduce 
Medicare  spending  growth  per-bene- 
ficiary  far  below  projected  private-sec- 
tor growth  rates.  It  would  diminish 
quality  and  access  to  health  care  for 
millions  of  middle-class  Americans. 
Doctors  and  hospitals  will  be  able  to 
charge  seniors  for  the  entire  balance  of 
the  charges  above  the  Medicare  pay- 
ment. The  Republican  majority  may 
assert  that  premiun:is  are  not  going  up, 
but  they  cannot  make  the  same  claim 
about  seniors'  out-of-pocket  expenses, 
and  that  is  where,  primarily,  the  sen- 
iors are  going  to  be  hit. 

The  $123  billion  reduction  of  Medi- 
care hospital  insurance  spending  will 
devastate  rural  and  some  urban  hos- 
pitals as  well.  The  Republicans  assert 
that  it  is  necessaJT  to  preserve  the  sol- 
vency of  the  trust  fund  through  2006. 
That  is  bending  the  truth  to  fit  their 
agenda.  Fimny,  is  it  not,  if  that  is 
humor,  that  the  net  tax  breaks — at  $122 
billion — are  almost  exactly  equal  to 
the  cuts  in  Medicare  part  A — at  $123 
billion? 

President  Clinton's  budget  proposal 
extends  the  life  of  the  trust  fund  with- 
out such  deep  reductions.  The  Repub- 
lican-appointed CBO  Director  has  cer- 
tified that  the  administration's  propos- 
als would  extend  the  life  of  the  Medi- 
care hospital  insurance  trust  fund  until 
2005. 

And  if  the  recent  alarm  over  the  date 
cf  insolvency  tells  us  anything,  it  is 
not  that  we  should  reduce  Medicare 
more  to  pay  for  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthy.  That  is  truly  Medi-Scare.  The 
trustees'  report  is  a  call  for  the  major- 
ity to  come  back  to  the  bargaining 
table  to  work  with  the  President  on  an 


acceptable   compromise    plan    that   is 
within  reach  with  just  a  little  effort. 

And  what  about  Medicaid?  Instead  of 
attempting  to  reform  Medicaid  in  a 
manner  that  would  be  acceptable  to 
mainstream  America,  the  Republican 
majority  put  a  hard  edge  to  their  pro- 
posal. 

I  believe  you  would  take  a  whole  na- 
tion by  surprise  if  you  told  them  that 
Republican  Medicaid  reform  might 
mean  that  middle-class,  working 
American  families  might  have  to  pay 
thousands  of  dollars  out  of  their  own 
pockets  for  nursing  home  care  for  a 
loved  one.  Or  that  millions  of  low-in- 
come children  might  have  their  health 
care  jeopardized. 

In  other  words,  reform  means  con- 
form to  their  way  of  thinking,  even  if 
it  means  taking  out  a  second  mortgage 
on  your  home  to  pay  for  nursing  home 
care  for  a  sick  or  elderly  parent.  With 
a  $72  billion  reduction  in  Medicaid 
from  projected  spending,  combined 
with  a  block  grant  approach,  that  may 
well  be  the  scenario. 

I  would  like  to  conclude  my  remarks 
with  an  observation  on  this  and  the 
previous  Republican  budgets.  I  am  re- 
minded of  an  old  print  I  once  saw.  It 
showed  a  man  on  a  horse-drawn  sleigh 
being  chased  by  a  pack  of  wolves.  With 
the  horses  galloping  as  fast  as  they 
can,  the  driver  is  tossing  out  every- 
thing that  is  in  the  sleigh.  If  he  does 
not  lighten  the  load,  the  wolves  will 
catch  him.  A  pack  of  hungry  wolves  fo- 
cuses the  mind  wonderfully  on  what  is 
truly  important.  So  should  this  debate 
on  balancing  the  budget. 

The  problem  with  Republican  budget 
after  Republican  budget  is  that  they 
will  not  give  up  on  what  is  not  impor- 
tant. What  is  important  to  the  Amer- 
ican people — and  they  have  said  it  time 
after  time,  is  balancing  the  budget  and 
balancing  it  fairly.  They  would  far 
rather  jettison  the  tax  breaks  but 
maintain  a  first-rate  health  care  sys- 
tem, and  balance  the  budget  than  run 
the  risk  of  deficits  in  the  years  ahead, 
eating  into  the  future  of  their  children. 

But  my  Republican  colleagues  cling 
to  the  tax  breaks^the  tax  breaks  that 
fuel  the  reductions  in  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  and  divide  our  great  Nation. 
That  is  why  they  and  this  budget  will 
ultimately  fail.  And  that  is  not  only  a 
tragedy  for  the  departing  majority 
leader  but  for  the  American  people  as 
well. 

It  is  sad  to  have  to  conclude  on  this 
note,  but  this  is  clearly  a  failed  budget. 
Once  it  passes,  as  it  will,  we  will  be 
starting  over  again  on  what  we  went 
through  last  year— meeting  after  meet- 
ing, crisis  after  crisis,  and  not  a  work- 
able budget  that  can  be  supported  by 
the  President,  by  the  minority  in  both 
the  House  and  the  Senate,  and  cer- 
tainly not  by  the  American  people. 
When.  oh.  when,  will  they  learn? 

Mr.  President.  I  reserve  the  remain- 
der of  my  time. 


Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  wonder,  since  no- 
body else  is  seeking  recognition,  if  I 
might  ask  the  Senate  if  they  would 
mind  my  yielding  up  to  5  minutes  to 
Senator  Abr.\ham  for  comments  on 
Senator  Dole,  to  be  taken  off  my  time. 

Mr.  EXON.  We  have  no  objection. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  so  request  and  so 
yield. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Michigan  is  recog- 
nized. 


TRIBUTE  TO  SENATOR  BOB  DOLE 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
at  this  time  to  speak  in  concert  with  so 
many  others  who  have  spoken  today 
about  the  career  of  Senator  BOB  Dole 
who  today  moved  on  to  a  new  role  and 
new  responsibilities  and  left  behind  a 
legacy  that  is  virtually  unsurpassed  in 
the  history  of  the  Senate.  Obviously, 
the  accomplishments  that  Bob  Dole 
achieved,  both  as  a  leader  in  the  Sen- 
ate as  well,  in  his  earlier  career,  as  a 
Member  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, have  been  chronicled  pretty  thor- 
oughly both  by  the  media  as  well  as  by 
Senator  DOLE  Imnself  today.  It  is  a  leg- 
islative record  that  any  of  us  would  be. 
I  think,  immensely  proud  to  have  at 
the  end  of  our  careers  here  in  this  in- 
stitution. 

So,  what  I  thought  I  might  do  instead 
was  to  just  spend  a  minute  or  two  talk- 
ing about  the  personal  side  of  Bob 
Dole,  the  side  that  many  of  us  here  in 
the  Senate  know  but  which  is  maybe 
not  as  well  known  to  the  American 
people. 

I  have  certainly  come  to  know  BOB 
Dole  as  a  friend.  He  is  somebody  who, 
from  the  very  day  that  I  arrived  in  the 
Senate,  had  a  door  that  was  open  to 
me.  and  I  know  it  was  open  to  others  in 
the  freshman  class  that  makes  up  this 
104th  Congress.  He  is  a  man  who  did 
not  view  himself  as  a  senior  Member 
and  we  as.  somehow,  junior  Members 
not  to  be  on  the  same  playing  field,  but 
somebody  who  viewed  us  all  as  Mem- 
bers of  this  institution,  as  equals,  who 
treated  us  that  way.  as  he  treats  every- 
body. 

He  is  a  man  of  great  compassion,  a 
person  who,  through  his  own  life's  ex- 
periences, I  think,  probably  cares 
about  and  sympathizes  and  under- 
stands the  problems  that  his  fellow 
citizens  have  more  than  virtually  any- 
body else  in  national  leadership.  He  is 
a  person  who,  I  think,  personifies  the 
words  trust  and  honesty  and  integrity 
more  than  anybody  I  have  ever  worked 
with  in  the  political  process  or  in  the 
private  sector.  I  have  never  known 
anybody  who  has  served  with  BOB  Dole 
who  has  not  said  that  his  word  was 
good,  that  his  word  was  always  one 
that  you  could  covmt  on.  That  is  clear- 
ly a  reason  why  he  is  held  in  such  high 
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esteem  on  both  sides  of  the  political 
aisle. 

These  qualities,  his  capacity  to  be  a 
good  friend,  his  compassion  for  his  fel- 
low citizens,  the  honesty,  the  trust  and 
the  integrity  that  he  brougrht  to  his 
service  here  in  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States,  make  him  a  giant,  in 
my  opinion,  a  giant  who  will  be  re- 
membered far  beyond  the  balcony 
which  today  was  named  after  him.  But 
he  will  be  remembered  along  with  the 
names  of  Webster  and  Clay,  Johnson. 
Mansfield,  and  others  who  have  served 
and  who  are  remembered  as  the  impor- 
tant ingredients  in  the  formation  of 
our  democracy  and  its  continuation. 

I  would  just  say  this.  Although  my 
tenure  in  the  Senate  has  lasted  only  a 
year  and  a  half.  I  am  extraordinarily 
proud  that  I  had  the  chance  for  that 
year  and  a  half  to  serve  with  Bob  Dole. 
I  happen  to  be  one  of  those  who  be- 
lieves that  his  career  in  public  service 
is  not  coming  to  an  end  today  but  that 
in  just  a  few  months  he  will  be  back  in 
a  (Afferent  role,  working  together  with 
us.  But  I  am  proud  that  I  had  the 
chance  to  serve  as  a  fellow  Member  of 
the  U.S.  Senate  with  htm. 

Some  people  come  to  this  Chamber 
and  perhaps  never  are  given  the  oppor- 
tunity to  work  closely  with  one  of  the 
giants  of  our  Nation's  history  and  of 
the  Senate's  history.  I  feel  very  lucky 
and  fortunate  to  have  had  that  chance, 
even  if  it  was  only  for  a  year  and  a 
half. 

I  wish  him  and  his  family  great  good 
fortune  as  they  move  on  to  a  new  chal- 
lenge in  this  political  campaign,  and 
the  best  of  luck  and  best  wishes  for  the 
future. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR 
1997— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  DOMENICL  Mr.  President,  just 
for  purposes  of  some  kind  of  account- 
ing, how  much  time  has  Senator  EXON 
used  and  how  much  have  I  used,  with 
all  of  that  which  I  asked  that  I  yield 
and  asked  be  credited  to  me  even 
though  the  speeches  were  on  Senator 
Dole? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  has  used  28  min- 
utes; the  Senator  from  Nebraska  has 
used  17  minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICL  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
Senator  Exon  if  he  has  any  other  Sen- 
ators coming  down  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  advise  my  fiiend,  I  am 
expecting  Senator  Kennedy  momentar- 
ily. I  have  no  certainty  beyond  Senator 
Kennedy,  but  I  am  certain  Senator 
Kennedy  will  be  here  very  shortly,  and 
I  will  yield  to  him  such  time  as  he 
needs  when  he  comes.  Other  than  that, 
I  know  of  no  Senator  on  this  side  who 
will  be  speaking  tonight,  but  we  have 
had  surprises  before,  as  you  know. 


Mr.  DOMENICL  Mr.  President,  I  will 
just  ask  again  if  there  are  any  Repub- 
lican Senators  desiring  to  speak  on 
this  budget  resolution  or  ask  any  ques- 
tions regarding  it.  While  there  will  be 
some  time  tomorrow — I  am  not  at  all 
sure  how  much  time  there  will  be — to 
speak  on  the  resolution.  I  think  we  are 
going  to  be  here — 

Mr.  EXON.  I  might  advise  my  col- 
league that  Senator  Kennedy  will  be 
using  approximately  30  minutes  when 
he  arrives,  and  I  have  just  been  advised 
Senator  SmON,  a  member  of  the  Budg- 
et Committee,  wishes  15  minutes.  So 
that  is  about  45  minutes  that  I  know  of 
for  Senators  at  this  juncture. 

Mr.  DOMENICL  Mr.  President,  I  re- 
peat for  Senators  on  this  side,  if  they 
would  like  to  speak  this  evening — I 
know  it  is  somewhat  of  an  imposition 
since  we  have  already  announced  there 
are  no  votes  for  the  remainder  of  the 
day — there  will  be  some  time  this 
evening  and  there  will  be  some  time  to- 
morrow. Clearly,  there  will  be  some 
Members  who  would  like  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  myself  10  min- 
utes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
ABRAHAM).  The  Senator  from  New  Mex- 
ico. 

Mr.  DOMENICL  Mr.  President.  I  did 
not  get  to  hear  all  the  remarks  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Nebraska, 
but  I  believe  I  know  generally  what  his 
criticism  is.  and  I  would  like  to  address 
my  views  and  my  beliefs  with  reference 
to  this  budget. 

First,  Medicare,  the  trust  fund  for 
the  senior  citizens'  hospital  protec- 
tion—and I  do  not  say  this  with  any 
joy  in  my  voice — is  going  broke.  I  do 
not  know  how  else  to  say  it.  This  is  not 
partisanship  that  determines  that  the 
trust  fund  is  going  bankrupt.  It  is  not 
Republicans  predicting  it,  it  is  not 
Democrats  predicting  it,  in  the  sense  of 
elected  Members  of  Congress. 

The  trustees  who  are  in  charge  of 
telling  the  American  people  the  truth 
about  the  trust  fund  and  making  rec- 
onunendations  have,  once  again,  re- 
ported—I do  not  say  this  to  frighten 
anyone;  it  is  just  true — we  are  now 
spending  more  money  out  of  the  trust 
fund  for  senior  citizens  than  is  coming 
into  the  trust  fund.  In  fact,  we  started 
doing  that  last  year  by  a  small 
amount.  It  is  growing  this  year,  that 
is,  the  amount  that  is  spent  in  excess 
of  what  is  coming  in,  and  the  next  year 
after  that  it  is  more,  and  the  trustees 
say  in  5  years — in  5  years,  not  30,  not 
20;  5  years— there  will  not  be  any 
money  in  the  trust  fund  to  pay  the  hos- 
pital bills  for  senior  citizens. 

No  one  has  violated  the  trust  fund. 
Congresf  has  not  taken  money  out  of 
the  Medicare  fund.  All  of  the  money  in 
those  payroll  deductions  is  going  into 
that  trust  fund.  The  problem  is  that 
the  hospital  costs  and  home  health 
care  costs  which  are  in  that  trust  fund 
are  growing  more  rapidly  than  the 
money  that  comes  in. 


Can  you  believe  that  when  we  try  to 
fix  it  and  save  money  that  somebody 
says  we  are  doing  this  because  we  want 
to  cut  taxes?  I  do  not  know  how  else  to 
present  it.  When  the  trust  fund  is  going 
bankrupt  and  you  say.  "Let's  save 
money  for  the  trust  fund",  and  then 
you  save  the  money  for  the  trust  fund 
and  the  trust  fund  gets  more  solvent, 
and  over  on  the  side  you  are  cutting 
taxes,  how  in  the  world  can  it  be  said 
that  saving  the  trust  fund  is  being  done 
so  you  can  cut  taxes? 

What  if  you  did  not  cut  any  taxes? 
Would  the  trust  fund  be  any  more  sol- 
vent? What  if  you  said,  no  tax  breaks 
for  families  with  children— which  we 
want  to  do — does  that  make  the  trust 
fund  solvent?  Not  at  all.  It  has  none, 
zero,  impact  on  the  trust  fund.  If  the 
trust  fund  continues  to  spend  more 
than  it  takes  in.  it  continues  bit  by  bit 
to  go  bankrupt. 

Everyone  knows  that,  and  yet  time 
after  time,  as  we  move  along  and  say. 
"Let's  fix  the  trust  fund  and  let's  fix 
the  insurance  program  for  seniors."  as 
soon  as  you  say  you  are  doing  that, 
somebody  says,  "You're  doing  it  to  cut 
taxes." 

The  President  is  cutting  taxes.  In 
fact,  he  made  another  announcement 
recently  of  another  tax  cut.  Are  we 
running  around  sajring  that  he  is  doing 
that  because  he  is  reforming  Medicare 
to  try  to  save  it,  albeit  he  is  not  doing 
very  much?  He  is  doing  it  more  than  a 
few  billion  dollars'  worth  of  savings,  of 
reforms.  Can  it  be  said  then  that  the 
President  is  doing  that  so  he  can  cut 
taxes?  Of  course  not.  They  are  not  even 
related. 

That  is  bad  enough,  but  then  we  hear 
it  is  not  changed  no  matter  what  we  do 
to  this  budget.  It  is  the  same  song  and 
dance:  "You're  cutting  taxes  for  the 
rich." 

I  want  to  repeat  one  more  time,  and 
I  defy  anyone  who  reads  budgets  to  say 
this  is  not  true,  taxes  are  reduced  in 
the  next  6  years  by  the  sum  total  of 
$122  billion.  That  means,  as  best  you 
can  calculate,  taxes  were  going  to  be  X 
billions  of  dollars  over  the  next  6  years. 
We  have  said,  "Let's  assume  they  will 
be  $122  billion  less."  What  more  can  we 
do  than  to  say  in  a  budget  resolution 
that  $122  billion  shall  be  used  for, 
what?  For  up  to  $500  child  credit  for  46 
million  American  families.  That  is 
what  the  $122  billion  is  for. 

Is  that  for  the  rich  of  America,  or  is 
that  because  we  are  worried  about  fam- 
ilies in  America?  Is  that  Republican."? 
cutting  taxes  for  the  rich  of  America, 
or  is  it  to  say  that  it  is  very  tough  to 
raise  two  or  three  children  with  the  talx 
deductions  you  get  because  they  have 
not  kept  pace  with  the  demands  and 
the  needs  and  the  moneys  required  to 
raise  children? 

If  they  want  to  say,  "Republicans  are 
trying  to  give  families  with  children  a 
$500  credit  for  each  child."  we  will 
stand  up  and  say,   "We  are  guilty." 
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Right?  We  will  say.  "We  are  guilty  as 
charged."  But  then  to  then  turn  around 
and  say.  "That's  not  the  case,  you're 
helping  rich  Americans"? 

Mr.  President,  look  at  the  budget. 
Read  the  budget,  and  that  is  what  it 
says.  It  says  precisely  what  I  have  just 
done,  and  I  ask  for  Senators  who  will 
come  to  the  floor  and  say  you  are  re- 
ducing the  expenditures  and  the  out- 
lays under  Medicare  so  you  can  cut 
taxes,  I  ask  one  question:  What  if  you 
do  not  cut  any  taxes,  does  the  Medicare 
fund  get  any  better?  Does  it  last  10 
years  instead  of  going  bankrupt  in  5? 
Of  course  not.  You  have  to  reduce  ex- 
penditures within  the  trust  fund  or  in- 
crease taxes  that  go  into  the  trust  fund 
to  give  it  more  longevity  and  a  longer 
life. 

Having  said  that,  does  the  President 
of  the  United  States  not  propose  to 
save  Medicare?  If  he  does,  must  he  not 
think  it  is  going  bankrupt?  I  believe  he 
uses  the  same  principles  we  use.  But  I 
want  to  stay  on  this  subject  for  just  a 
couple  more  minutes. 

The  President  has  a  very,  very 
strange  way  of  saving  Medicare,  and  let 
me  explain  it.  Frankly,  the  President 
of  the  United  States  plays  games  with 
Medicare  and  the  taxpayers  of  America 
when  it  comes  to  Medicare  for  the  fu- 
ture. Now  let  me  tell  you  how. 

The  President  says,  "Yes,  my  tnist- 
ees,"  four  of  whom  are  part  of  his  Cabi- 
net or  appointed  by  him  to  run  Social 
Security  and  Medicare,  "have  told  us 
this  trust  fund  is  going  to  be  bankrupt 
in  5  years." 

So  the  President  says.  "Let's  fix  it." 
Now,  how  does  he  fix  it?  If  this  is  not 
a  sham,  then  I  have  never  seen  one.  If 
this  is  not  smoke  and  mirrors,  then  I 
have  not  been  around  when  smoke  and 
mirrors  were  perpetrated  as  part  of  a 
budget.  He  says,  "Let's  just  take  $55 
billion  of  the  current  expenditures 
under  that  trust  fund  of  the  current  ob- 
ligations, just  take  them  out."  What 
does  he  take  out? 

He  says,  "Let's  take  out  the  fastest 
growing  item  in  Medicare,  take  it  out 
of  the  trust  fund,  and  not  pay  for  it  out 
of  the  trust  fund  anymore.  Magic. 
What  is  the  fastest  one?  Home  health 
care.  Home  health  care  has  been  part  of 
the  trust  fund  for  a  long,  long  time.  So 
seniors  expect  their  home  health  care 
bills  and  their  hospital  bills  to  be  jjaid 
for  out  of  that  trust  fund.  Sort  of  like 
magic.  What  is  the  word?  Abracadabra. 
I  am  making  it  $55  billion  more  solvent 
because  it  does  not  have  to  pay  those 
obligations  anymore.  I  just  take  them 
out  of  there  and  let  somebody  else  pay 
for  them. 

Who  is  the  somebody  else?  The  Presi- 
dent says  the  taxpayer  will  pay  for  it. 
They  do  not  even  know  it.  They  are 
about  to  be  given  a  big  gift  by  the 
President.  The  gift  is,  you  taxpayers 
pay  $55  billion  for  the  home  health  part 
of  Medicare,  which  I  just  relieved  the 
Medicare  trust  fund  of.  so  that  I  can 
say  it  is  getting  solvent. 


What  is  happening  to  America?  It 
may  be  getting  solvent,  but  America  is 
getting  whacked  for  $55  billion  in  taxes 
that  a  couple  sitting  around  at  their 
table  one  morning,  wondering  about 
how  much  taxes  they  are  paying  and 
will  it  ever  stop,  they  just  got  a  new 
present.  The  present  is  another  tax 
burden,  because  the  President  wants  to 
claim  he  is  fixing  Medicare  by  letting 
that  couple,  who  are  paying  income 
taxes  on  their  hard  earned  money,  let 
them  pay. 

Is  that  the  right  way  to  fix  Medicare? 
I  ask  in  all  honesty,  if  you  brought  be- 
fore the  U.S.  Senate  a  proposal,  free- 
standing, just  put  one  up  here  one  of 
these  days,  and  resolve  that  henceforth 
$55  billion  over  the  next  6  years  of 
Medicare  expenditures  will  be  paid  for 
by  the  general  tax  coffers  of  America, 
and  then  vote.  I  surmise  there  may  be 
10  Senators  that  vote  for  it,  but  we 
have  never  voted  to  put  general  tax 
money  in  Medicare  part  A  or  in  Social 
Security,  because  we  understand  those 
are  trust  funds  that  should  be  paid  for 
by  the  revenues  dedicated  to  those  en- 
trusted funds,  not  by  the  general  tax- 
payer. But  this  is  being  done  in  this 
bill,  and  at  the  same  time  the  Presi- 
dent and  my  good  friend  from  Nebraska 
can  run  away  and  say  it  is  the  Repub- 
licans who  are  restraining  aind  cutting 
back  on  Medicare,  not  the  President. 

What  do  we  do?  We  say  how  much 
money  is  necessary  to  make  it  solvent 
in  the  next  decade,  and  keep  it  solvent 
for  10  years.  We  are  told  how.  We  have 
said.  "Let's  reform  the  system,  give 
seniors  options  to  have  their  coverage 
in  different  ways."  but  always  they  can 
keep  what  they  have,  the  same  system 
they  have,  and  let  us  ratchet  back  on 
how  providers  are  paid  and  hospitals 
are  paid  and  save  enough  money  to 
make  it  solvent.  We  have  not  increased 
1  cent  of  cost  to  the  senior  citizens,  yet 
we  are  making  it  solvent  for  10  years. 

Frankly,  when  we  say  we  are  doing 
that  and  Democrats  and  the  President 
say  you  do  not  have  to  do  that,  we  have 
done  it  another  way.  I  just  told  you  the 
other  way.  This  is  a  very  short-term 
fix.  Medicare  will  be  growing  at  an  an- 
nual rate  of  6.2  percent — not  cut.  The 
per  capita  expenditure  for  seniors  will 
not  go  down.  It  will  go  from  about 
$5,200  to  $7,000,  an  $1,800  increase  over 
that  6-year  period.  All  of  that  in  the 
name  of  doing  what  is  right,  for  which 
we  are  accused  of  harming  seniors,  of 
doing  this  so  we  can  cut  taxes,  when  it 
will  be  insolvent  whether  you  cut  taxes 
or  whether  you  do  not  cut  taxes. 

Let  me  move  for  a  minute  quickly  to 
how  we  treat  two  big  other  items  in 
the  budget.  The  President  of  the 
United  States  produced  another  very 
interesting  phenomenon  in  his  budget. 
1997.  which  will  be  appropriated  before 
October  of  this  year,  an  election  year. 
The  President  of  the  United  States 
says  for  all  of  the  discretionary  ac- 
counts,  the  non-Social  Security,   the 


non-Medicare,  the  nondefense  domestic 
accounts,  the  President  says,  "I  think  I 
want  to  balance  the  budget,  but  I  think 
for  1997  I  better  increase  spending."  So 
he  increases  it  $15  billion.  The  discre- 
tionary accounts  are  increased  $15  bil- 
lion. But,  Mr.  President,  only  for  1997. 
After  all.  we  have  to  balance  this  budg- 
et. 

Then  read  the  Broder  article  on  Sun- 
day where  Senator  Bond  is  making  the 
case  that  after  you  get  the  $15  billion 
increase,  and  then  you  still  say  you  are 
going  to  balance  by  the  year  2002,  you 
let  the  discretionary  spending  just  fall 
off  the  log,  $72  billion  in  cuts  in  the 
last  year  in  discretionary  accounts,  but 
not  in  the  year  of  the  budget,  not  in 
the  year  of  the  election.  Then  you  get 
Cabinet  Members  telling  the  public  of 
the  United  States  that  the  President  is 
not  serious  about  that.  After  all.  he  is 
not  going  to  cut  veterans  that  much, 
even  though  if  you  look  at  where  that 
leads  you.  veterans  get  scalped. 

But  they  are  saying.  "We  will  take  it 
1  year  at  a  time."  How,  1  year  at  a 
time,  when  the  dollar  numbers  keep 
going  down,  how  are  you  going  to  fit 
them  all  in  with  an  increase?  Some- 
thing will  get  cut.  They  would  like  to 
let  the  American  people  think  it  is 
only  Republicans  that  have  to  make 
these  cuts. 

What  do  we  propose?  We  propose  a 
freeze,  fellow  Americans.  In  a  year  we 
are  really  trying  to  get  a  budget,  if  we 
cannot  live  with  a  freeze  in  domestic 
spending,  we  will  never  get  the  budget 
balanced.  So  we  are  not  cutting  this 
year.  The  conference  report  that  comes 
back  has  a  freeze  in  budget  authority. 
Program  authority  for  all  domestic 
bills  freeze  at  exactly  the  level  we  are 
now  spending  for  all  of  these  programs. 
I  believe  that  is  a  fair  approach  in  a 
difficult  year.  I  hope  we  produce  these 
appropriations  bills  at  a  freeze  level, 
one  after  another.  I  hope  there  will  be 
no  strings  attached  and  no  riders,  and 
we  will  see  whether  the  President 
wants  to  close  down  Government  based 
upon  a  freeze,  especially  if  he  has  to 
say  we  want  $15  billion  more  to  keep  it 
open.  We  will  not  mind  that  battle  this 
time.  We  will  not  mind  that  battle  this 
time. 

Which  do  you  really  want?  Are  you 
serious  about  a  balanced  budget?  We 
will  grive  you  a  freeze.  No  harm,  no 
gain.  Or  do  you  want  to  spend  $15  bil- 
lion more?  Those  are  the  basic  ele- 
ments. I  have  given  the  tax  proposals. 
I  have  given  Medicare.  Medicaid  will 
grow  at  6.2  percent  a  year  on  average, 
not  be  cut,  but  more  power  is  going 
home  to  our  Governors  and  to  our  leg- 
islators to  see  if  we  cannot  streamline 
and  make  the  programs  more  efficient. 

From  my  standpoint,  I  do  not  think 
it  matters  what  we  change  in  this 
budget  and  how  it  is  different  from  last 
year  or  the  year  before.  We  will  hear 
the  same  broken-down  medley,  "hurt- 
ing senior  citizens,  helping  the  rich 
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with  tax  cuts,  hurting  the  poor  with 
Medicare  cuts."  when,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  what  we  are  really  trying  to  do  is 
help  seniors,  keep  the  fund  from  going 
bankrupt,  and  do  little  or  no  harm  to 
them.  We  have  the  exact  same  dollar 
amount  of  savings  for  the  insurance 
program  for  senior  citizens  as  the 
President.  He  found  he  needed  S44  bil- 
lion. We  got  the  same  amount. 

When  you  are  all  finished,  clearly, 
there  is  a  lot  of  politics  surrounding  all 
of  this.  I  wish  it  was  not  the  case. 
Sooner  or  later  we  have  to  fix  Medi- 
care, fix  Medicaid.  We  have  to  save 
money  on  both  programs.  We  have  to 
reduce  taxes  on  working  families  in  the 
United  States  significantly,  sooner  or 
later.  We  think  this  is  the  right  year  to 
do  it. 

I  jrield  the  floor. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President,  under 
the  leadership  of  a  Congress  committed 
to  fundamental  reform  of  the  Federal 
Government,  we  have  once  again  deliv- 
ered a  balanced  budget  to  the  Amer- 
ican people.  I  have  no  doubt  that  this 
budget  is  a  blueprint  that  will  protect 
the  future  of  every  American  child. 

Last  year,  Mr.  President,  the  debate 
on  the  budget  was  mainly  focused  on 
whether  we  should  have  a  balanced 
budget  by  2002.  Today,  all  sides,  includ- 
ing President  Clinton,  have  agreed  that 
we  should  and  can  balance  our  budget 
by  2002,  while  we  provide  tax  relief  to 
middle-class  American  families.  The 
remaining  question  is  how. 

In  my  view,  our  budget  priorities 
should  reflect  traditional  American 
values:  a  smaller  government,  less 
spending  and  more  savings,  and  helping 
those  who  want  to  help  themselves.  Mr. 
President,  I  must  say  that  this  budget 
resolution  moves  us  confidently  in  that 
direction.  The  budget  resolution  will 
balance  our  budget  in  6  years,  yielding 
a  $5  billion  surplus  in  2002.  It  will  also 
create  more  jobs,  provide  more  afford- 
able education,  make  Medicare  more 
secure,  and  offer  real  welfare  and  Med- 
icaid reform. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  particularly 
pleased  that  this  resolution  has  kept 
our  promise  to  the  American  people  to 
provide  meaningful  tax  relief  for  mid- 
dle-class Americans.  The  resolution  ex- 
plicitly recommends  that  this  should 
include  a  tax  credit  of  $500  per  child.  I 
am  proud  that  this  provision,  which  I 
have  made  a  priority  since  my  election 
to  Congress,  remains  at  the  heart  of 
our  efforts  to  balance  the  budget  while 
reducing  the  tax  burden  on  working 
families. 

The  tax  burden  has  become  increas- 
ingly unbearable  for  middle-class 
Americans.  This  year,  the  average 
American  worked  from  January  1  until 
May  7  to  pay  his  or  her  tax  bill.  Only 
after  pajring  the  Government  more 
than  one-third  of  their  earnings  can 
the  taxpayers  then  spend  to  meet  their 
own  needs.  If  we  do  not  impose  dis- 
cipline in  our  budget,  children  bom 


today  would  have  to  pay  as  high  as  84 
percent  of  their  lifetime  earnings  for 
our  Government  spending  and  national 
debt.  This  is  simply  outrageous.  We 
must  provide  tax  relief  for  middle-class 
families  to  reduce  their  financial  bur- 
den, and  encourage  saving  and  invest- 
ment. 

It  is  my  belief,  Mr.  President,  that 
the  S500-per-child  tax  credit  is  essen- 
tial. Cutting  taxes  creates  more  real 
spending  power  for  Americans.  It  would 
allow  more  than  201,000  families  in  my 
home  State  of  Minnesota  with  437,000 
children  to  save  or  spend  more  of  their 
own  money— money  that  should  not 
have  been  taken  from  them  in  the  first 
place.  The  S500  per-child  tax  credit 
would  return  $297  million  to  the  tax- 
payers of  Minnesota,  $45  million  to  the 
taxpayers  of  South  Dakota,  $39  million 
to  the  taxpayers  of  North  Dakota,  $329 
million  to  the  taxpayers  of  Wisconsin, 
and  $180  million  to  the  taxpayers  of 
Iowa. 

Mr.  President,  we  not  only  need  to 
eliminate  wasteful  and  unnecessary 
spending,  but  we  also  must  reform  and 
control  our  entitlement  programs. 
Without  responsible  reforms,  entitle- 
ment spending  will  consume  all  Fed- 
eral spending  in  2015,  leaving  nothing 
for  education,  environment,  defense, 
and  other  domestic  discretionary  pro- 
grams. 

I  am  therefore  pleased.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  this  budget  resolution  has 
included  my  amendment  on  long-term 
trends  in  budget  estimates.  In  the  past, 
budget  estimates  were  projected  for 
only  5  years.  My  amendment  requires 
both  CBO  and  0MB  to  provide  a  30-year 
projection  of  the  budget  impact  on  en- 
titlements. This  is  good  policy  and  will 
help  Congress  and  the  American  tax- 
payer understand  the  long-term  com- 
mitments were  are  imposing  on  future 
generations.  My  amendment  also  re- 
quires the  President  to  include  long- 
term  economic  projections  in  his  budg- 
et. Entitlement  programs  can  then  be 
reviewed  and  analyzed  for  their  eco- 
nomic impact  today  and  for  genera- 
tions to  come. 

Mr.  President,  although  I  personally 
would  prefer  more  cuts  in  Federal 
spending  and  more  tax  relief  for  work- 
ing American  families,  this  budget  res- 
olution is  a  well-balanced  one.  While  it 
reduces  Federal  spending  by  $580  bil- 
lion over  6  years,  it  has  kept  vital  pro- 
grams such  as  law  enforcement  and 
crime  prevention,  education,  veterans' 
benefits,  R&D,  and  environmental  pro- 
tection as  national  priorities.  In  my 
view,  this  budget  resolution  is  a  credi- 
ble, workable  and  no-gimmicks  plan 
for  getting  our  fiscal  house  in  order. 

If  we  want  to  rebuild  the  financial  in- 
tegrity of  this  Nation,  avert  the  Nation 
from  fiscal  disaster,  and  leave  our  chil- 
dren a  viable  government,  we  must 
pass  this  balanced  budget  to  control 
government  spending  and  reduce  the 
burden  for  our  children. 


Mr.  President,  I  believe  strongly  that 
it  is  the  responsibility  and  duty  of  this 
Congress  to  ensure  our  children  and 
grandchildren  a  strong  economy,  a 
good  education,  a  clean  environment, 
and  a  debt-free  future.  Let  us  fulfill 
that  responsibility  and  pass  the  bal- 
anced budget  resolution  conference  re- 
port. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Senator  EXON.  can 
we  accommodate  a  couple  speakers  on 
Senator  DOLE  statements? 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  5  minutes. 

Mr.  MCCONNELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  2  minutes. 

Mrs.  KASSEBAUM.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  speak  on  the  health  insurance 
reform  legislation.  So  I  am  happy  to 
wait  my  turn. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  We  have  an  arrange- 
ment that  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts will  go  next.  It  is  your  turn. 

Mr.  EXON.  With  the  understanding,  I 
might  say,  that  the  Senator  from  Mas- 
sachusetts has  been  very  patient.  I 
scheduled  him  at  4:30,  the  best  I  could. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  That  is  fine. 

Mr.  EXON.  We  understand  that  you 
will  have  7  minutes  for  other  matters. 
and  then  we  will  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts,  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  That  is  exactly  what 
I  hope  and  agree  to. 

Mr.  EXON.  We  agree  with  that. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Dakota  is  recognized 
for  5  minutes;  following  that,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Kentucky  will  be  recognized 
for  2  minutes;  then  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  will  be  recognized  for 
such  time  as  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska may  yield  him. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota. 


TRIBUTE  TO  BOB  DOLE 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
to  pay  tribute  to  our  friend.  Bob  Dole. 
It  has  been  my  pleasure  over  the  years 
to  hold  over  30  joint  meetings  with  him 
in  my  State,  in  my  time  as  a  Congress- 
man and  as  a  Senator  and  when  he  was 
running  for  South  Dakota's  early  pri- 
mary. There  were  at  least  30  meetings. 
I  learned  a  great  deal  from  Bob's  serv- 
ice, and  I  learned  that  his  tireless  en- 
ergy was  always  an  inspiration  to  me. 
In  fact,  he  would  always  shake  hands 
with  everybody  at  the  end  of  those 
meetings,  regardless  of  how  long  it 
took.  But  he  offered  a  great  deal  of 
substance  when  somebody  asked  him  a 
complicated  question.  He  would  give 
the  full  Senate  answer,  so  to  speak.  I 
believe  that  he  will  go  down  as  one  of 
the  great  Members  of  this  Chamber,  in 
terms  of  legislative  accomplishments 
and  contributions. 

I  vras  one  of  the  first  Senators  to 
commit  to  him  for  majority  leader  or 
minority  leader— whichever  was  the 
case,  because  at  the  time  we  did  not 
know  for  sure.  I  was  one  of  the  first 
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Senators  to  endorse  him  for  President. 
I  think  his  career  in  the  Senate  rep- 
resents the  best  of  Senate  life.  I  guess 
everybody  knows  about  his  wit  and  his 
determination.  I  could  never  believe  or 
comprehend  how  he  had  so  much  en- 
ergy. He  literally  went  7  days  a  week. 
He  would  be  as  energetic  on  Sunday 
night  when  he  was  coming  back  to 
Washington. 

I  also  visited  at  least  15  States  with 
him  during  the  time  he  was  a  Presi- 
dential candidate  or  chairman  of  the 
party  or  when  I  was  a  Congressman, 
and  he  did  the  same  thing  there,  too. 
He  was  not  a  golfer  or  a  tennis  player. 
He  just  worked  all  the  time.  I  have 
never  seen  anything  like  it.  He  would 
fill  up  the  whole  weekend  with  work 
and  visits.  To  him,  it  was  service.  I  just 
would  not  have  that  much  energy  be- 
cause I  need  a  day  off  now  and  then.  I 
pay  tribute  to  him  because  he  is  one  of 
the  great  Members  of  this  Chamber 
that  I  have  served  with,  and  it  has  been 
my  pleasure  to  work  side  by  side  with 
him. 

I  have  a  number  of  other 
reminiscences,  which  I  will  place  in  the 
Record.  During  this  short  time,  let  me 
also  say  that  I  have  felt  a  great  deal  of 
friendship  and  still  feel  a  great  deal  of 
friendship  with  Bob  Dole.  He  is  a  per- 
son with  whom  I  could  always  talk  to 
if  I  was  struggling  in  some  of  my  cam- 
paigns, or  whatever.  He  would  always 
be  there  to  help.  Just  recently,  he  in- 
vited me  along  on  four  stops  in  several 
States  with  him.  His  energy  is  as  great 
as  it  has  ever  been. 

Bob  Dole  is  a  great  man.  He  will  be 
a  great  President,  and  I  will  miss  him 
very  much  here  in  the  Senate.  It  feels 
lonely  around  here  without  him  al- 
ready, without  his  quips,  and  so  forth. 
I  came  in  a  little  late  at  lunch  today 
and  he  said,  "You  are  late,  PRESSLER. 
We  are  going  to  count  you  late."  He 
was  full  of  quips  all  the  time.  I  pay 
tribute  to  my  friend.  Bob  Dole,  a  great 
U.S.  Senator,  who  will  be  a  great  Presi- 
dent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Kentucky  is  recognized. 

Mr.  McCONNELL.  Mr.  President,  we 
witnessed  today  the  departure  from  the 
Senate  of  one  of  the  giants  of  American 
history.  On  a  day  like  this,  obviously, 
all  of  your  memories  come  back  to  you. 
I  remember  the  first  time  I  met  Bob 
Dole.  It  was  in  this  room  in  the  early 
part  of  1969.  I  was  a  fuzzy-cheeked 
staffer  back  here  on  what  was  then 
these  big  stuffed  couches.  Bob  Dole 
was  a  freshman  Senator.  Since  desks 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  were  as- 
signed on  the  basis  of  seniority,  he  sat 
near  the  back.  I  remember  him  as 
being  the  most  popular  of  the  freshman 
Republicans  with  the  staff.  Why?  Be- 
cause he  was  nice  to  us.  This  is  a  place 
where,  as  many  know,  some  Senators 
are  a  little  full  of  themselves  and  fre- 
quently are  not  ail  that  nice  to  staff. 
Bob  Dole  was  not  only  nice  to  us.  his 


humor  was  often  practiced  on  us  before 
he  related  some  of  it  on  the  floor. 

In  short,  you  could  sense  from  the  be- 
ginning, from  the  day  Bob  Dole  walked 
in  here,  that  he  was  something  special, 
that  he  was  not  going  to  be  just  your 
average  Senator.  So  like  everybody 
else.  I  watched  his  development  over 
the  years.  I  left  as  a  staffer  and  went 
back  home  to  do  my  own  thing.  My 
next  recollection  of  Bob  Dole  was  in 
1980.  his  first  campaign  for  President, 
which  was  not  conspicuously  success- 
ful. I  remember  picking  him  up  one  day 
in  Kentucky  and  taking  him  to  a  meet- 
ing and  watching  him  tirelessly  work 
the  crowd.  He  had  to  have  a  sense  that 
his  campaign  wais  failing.  But  as  Woody 
Allen  said.  "Eighty  percent  of  life  is 
showing  up."  Bob  Dole  was  driven.  He 
always  showed  up.  He  continued  to 
push. 

The  next  time  I  saw  him  was  in  1984. 
3  days  before  the  Senate  race  in  Ken- 
tucky. All  of  a  sudden,  the  word  had 
spread  around  that  this  challenger  in 
the  Senate  race  in  Kentucky  might 
have  a  shot.  Bob  and  Elizabeth  Dole 
came  in.  and  we  wheeled  around  the 
State  in  their  plane,  and  they  gave  me 
the  boost  I  needed  at  the  end  to  get 
over  the  finish  line. 

In  short,  like  everybody  else  here.  I 
have  had  a  number  of  reminiscences  of 
this  great  American.  On  a  day  like 
this,  they  all  come  back.  It  seems  like 
there  is  a  giant  sort  of  gap  here  in  the 
Senate  with  his  departure.  Today  was  a 
bittersweet  day  for  all  of  us.  I  think  it 
is  kind  of  a  mixture  of  exhilaration  for 
him  that  he  goes  out  on  this  new  chal- 
lenge, undeterred  by  all  of  the  re- 
straints that  are  obvious  here,  but  at 
the  same  time  he  regretted  his  depar- 
ture. I  only  add:  Godspeed.  Bob  Dole.  I 
think  we  will  be  seeing  you  in  Govern- 
ment once  again. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  is  recognized. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  whatever  time  he 
needs  off  of  our  5  hours. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska.  I  see  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  on  the  floor,  who  was  here  ear- 
lier than  I  was.  She  has  indicated  that 
she  has  just  a  short  comment  to  make. 
I  am  glad,  if  it  is  agreeable  with  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska,  to  yield  to  her 
to  speak  briefly. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  will  yield  whatever  time 
she  needs  from  our  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Kansas. 


HEALTH  INSXniANCE  REFORM 

Mrs.  KASSEBAUM.  I  very  much  ap- 
preciate the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts giving  me  some  time  at  this  mo- 
ment. I  would  have  been  happy  to  wait. 
But  both  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts and  myself  have  worked  for  many 


months  on  health  insurance  reform.  I 
very  much  appreciated  Senator  KEN- 
NEDY, the  ranking  member  of  the  Labor 
and  Human  Resources  Committee — his 
efforts  to  help  us  achieve  what  the  Sen- 
ate voted  on  100  to  0  for  some  very  im- 
portant health  insurance  reform  meas- 
ures. 

Today.  I  want  to  speak  for  a  moment 
about  where  we  stand  on  this  issue. 
First,  because  I  heard  the  chairman  of 
the  Budget  Committee  speak  on  the 
budget  resolution  before  us.  I  want  to 
speak  with  respect  to  the  admiration  I 
have  for  Senator  DOMENici  and  his  hon- 
esty and  vision  regarding  what  is  need- 
ed in  our  budget.  Both  he  and  Senator 
ExoN  from  Nebraska,  who  is  the  rank- 
ing member,  have  worked  many  years 
on  budget  matters,  and  I  am  sure  that 
at  some  point  there  must  be  a  certain 
weariness  that  sets  in  as  yet  one  more 
budget  resolution  comes  before  the 
Senate.  But  it  takes  dedication,  which 
I  greatly  admire,  on  the  part  of  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  through  the 
years  to  speak  to  what  he  feels.  I 
strongly  support  the  vision  that  he  has 
and  that  is  required  of  us  today. 

Speaking  to  health  insurance  reform, 
which  both  Senator  Kennedy  and  my- 
self feel  is  very  important,  negotia- 
tions are  still  going  on.  The  agreement 
that  was  reached  last  night  on  this 
measure  represents  a  consensus  among 
Republican  members,  who  have  been 
meeting  informally  for  some  weeks. 
Both  myself  and  Senator  Kennedy 
have  been  in  conference  and  negotia- 
tions ourselves  to  see  if  this  issue  can- 
not be  advanced. 

As  a  participant  in  the  process  of  in- 
fonnal  negotiations  among  Repub- 
licans Members,  I  would  say  much  was 
given  up  by  Members  who  feel  very 
strongly  about  particular  provisions. 
For  example.  Members  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  agreed  to  drop  provi- 
sions on  medical  malpractice  reform, 
which  many  Members  there  strongly 
supported  and  which  was  in  the  House- 
passed  measure,  and  the  multiple  em- 
ployer welfare  arrangement,  NIEWA's. 
which  would  have  most  certainly  led  to 
a  Presidential  veto. 

Likewise,  as  I  am  sure,  ail  realize 
more  was  added — particularly  with  re- 
spect to  medical  savings  accounts — 
that  others  would  like  to  see.  I  count 
myself  among  those  who  would  have 
preferred  a  more  focused  bill.  We  added 
here  in  the  Senate  parity  for  mental 
illness  insurance,  which  many  here 
strongly  support,  and  many  in  the 
House  support.  But  to  come  to  some 
agreement  for  those  who  question 
whether  we  can  do  that  at  this  time,  or 
not.  meant  that  provision  was  dropped 
as  well. 

However.  I  have  been  around  here 
long  enough  to  know  that  no  one  gets 
everything  they  prefer.  I  listened  very 
carefully  to  my  colleagxies  in  the 
House,  and  it  is  my  assessment  that 
the  proposal  now  on  the  table  is  what 
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it  will  take  to  bring  our  efforts  to  fru- 
ition. There  may  have  to  be — and  I 
gruess  there  would  be — some  more 
minor  adjustments.  I  want  to  speak 
particularly  to  the  medical  saving  ac- 
counts provision  because  that  is  what 
has  been  perhaps  the  hardest  and  big- 
gest hurdle  to  get  over,  and  to  what  I 
believe  represents  a  fair  and  credible 
approach  to  this  issue.  Briefly,  begin- 
ning in  January  of  next  year,  the  medi- 
cal savings  accounts  will  be  available 
to  the  self-employed  and  to  employees 
of  businesses  with  50  or  fewer  employ- 
ees. 

A  study  regarding  the  effect  in  the 
small  group  market  on  adverse  collec- 
tions, health  cost,  use  of  preventive 
care,  and  consumer  cost  would  be  con- 
ducted over  a  2-year  period. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  starting 
with  the  small  group  market  where 
many  of  the  most  important  issues 
with  respect  to  MSA's  have  been  raised 
will  provide  Congress  with  the  most  ac- 
curate assessment  of  their  advantages 
or  disadvantages  on  how  perhaps  MSA 
plans  should  be  drawn  that  would  be 
the  best  devised  plan  possible  for  medi- 
cal savings  accounts.  This  is  the  group 
where  concerns  have  been  raised  about 
the  possibility  of  adverse  collections 
and  where  States  have  developed  the 
greatest  expertise  in  providing  insur- 
ance access  to  small  businesses.  The 
proposal  goes  on  to  extend  MSA's  to  in- 
dividuals and  employers  with  50  or 
more  employees  on  January  1  in  the 
year  2000.  Unless  the  Congress  acts  to 
delay  or  repeal  the  expansion,  separate 
votes  would  be  guaranteed  on  both  the 
individual  and  lajrge  employer  expan- 
sion. 

In  addition,  the  proposal  includes 
new  means  for  consumer  protection 
standards  as  a  condition  of  deductibil- 
ity. These  provisions  assure  that  the 
consumers  will  have  sufficient  infor- 
mation to  judge  this  new  product,  and 
they  can  take  into  account  a  recent 
Rand  study  showing  that  adverse  col- 
lections can  be  minimized  by  limiting 
the  level  of  MSA  deductibles. 

First,  MSA  plans  would  be  required 
to  disclose  the  information  about  cost- 
sharing  requirements,  deductibles,  and 
limitations  on  coverage,  if  any,  under 
the  plan. 

Second,  MSA  plains  could  have  a  max- 
imum deductible  of  S5,000  for  individ- 
uals, or  $7,500  for  family  coverage,  in- 
dexed for  medical  inflation.  That  is  a 
high  deductible,  but  it  would,  we 
thought,  be  better  than  a  floor  being 
placed  and  that  a  ceiling  should  be 
placed. 

Third,  once  deductible  limits  are 
reached,  individuals  would  be  required 
to  pay  on  average  no  more  than  30  per- 
cent cost  sharing  for  their  health  bene- 
fits. 

In  addition,  six  adjustments  to  the 
structure  of  the  House  MSA  provisions 
were  made  in  response  to  recommenda- 
tions   by    the    administration.    These 


modifications  could  tighten  tax  rules 
regarding  any  possible  abuse. 

Finally,  it  should  not  be  forgotten 
that  there  are  core  elements  of  the 
health  insurance  bill.  Those  dealing 
with  portability  and  preexisting  condi- 
tions are  firmly  in  place.  Those  axe 
provisions  which  we  all  agreed  on  were 
very  important,  Mr.  President.  They 
are  the  ones  Senator  Kennedy  cared 
about  and  that  I  cared  about.  We  ar- 
gued no  amendment  should  be  added  in 
order  to  achieve  those  core  provisions. 
But  then  that  is  not  the  way  the  House 
and  Senate  worked  their  will.  Amend- 
ments were  added  in  both  Houses. 

In  addition,  of  course,  the  agreement 
includes  Senate  provisions  dealing  with 
deductibility  and  long-term  care  insur- 
ance, which  will  make  health  insurance 
not  only  more  portable  but  also  more 
affordable  for  millions  of  Americans. 

These  are  important  changes,  and  I 
am  confident  that  further  reflection  on 
this  proposal  will  produce  a  public  law, 
I  am  absolutely  confident,  that  we  can 
come  to  an  agreement  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  on  with  the  administration  to 
achieve  health  insurance  reform  which 
will  benefit  millions  of  Americans.  I 
recognize  that  compromise  is  always 
difficult.  It  was  a  difficult  process  in 
conunittee  and  on  the  Senate  floor.  As 
an  even  broader  range  of  issues  were 
put  on  the  table  by  the  House,  it  be- 
came even  more  of  a  challenge  to  find 
common  ground  among  disparate 
views.  Nevertheless,  I  think  that  each 
of  us  recognize  the  need  to  com- 
promise, and  I  believe  this  proposal 
will  strike  a  fair  and  equitable  balance 
which  will  put  meaningful  health  care 
reform  within  our  grasp. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  had  concerns 
about  the  medical  savings  accounts.  I 
think  we  need  to  go  slow  and  under- 
stand them — understand  where  there 
may  be  difficulties  and  how  to  achieve 
them  in  a  way  that  will  benefit  many 
Americans,  pairticularly  those  who 
have  not  haJd  any  other  access  to 
health  insurance.  But,  by  doing  it  slow- 
ly and  phasing  it  in  and  studying  it 
carefully,  I  think  it  can  and  should  be 
achieved. 

So  I  hope  that  as  we  continue  nego- 
tiations, we  can  actually,  over  time, 
achieve  some  agreements  on  the  pro- 
posals in  health  insurance  reform  that 
will  allow  us  to  succeed  in  efforts  that 
we  know  will  benefit  many,  many. 

Thank  you.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
have  a  little  dialog  with  Senator 
Kassebaum  regarding  that  bill? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Please  do. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  do  not  choose  to- 
night to  go  into  an  indepth  analysis  of 
the  bill  as  it  pertains  to  the  severely 
mentally  ill  or  those  who  need  mental 
health  care  in  America.  I  do  want  to 
suggest  as  one  of  the  prime  sponsors  of 
amendment,  which  will  be  dropped, 
that  I  believe  we  should  not  have  a 


commission  in  this  bill — a  commission 
getting  bigger  and  bigger  and  broader 
and  broader  and  more  and  more  issues. 
Frankly,  I  think  we  would  rather  have 
an  opportimity  to  address  this  issue 
one  more  time  in  another  manner.  I  do 
not  think  a  commission  is  going  to 
solve  many  of  the  issues  that  we  think 
need  to  be  solved,  at  least  in  any  of  the 
iterations  we  have  seen  on  the  commis- 
sion. I  would  ask  that  it  not  be  in- 
cluded. I  mean,  I  think  it  is  no  com- 
promise for  us,  and  we  just  should  not 
have  it,  and  let  us  get  on  with  this 
fight  in  another  way. 

So  I  personally  will  ask  them  not  to 
put  it  in.  I  will  return  to  my  office  and 
advise  the  House  lead  conferees  that  I 
personally  would  like  not  to  have  the 
commission  in  it. 

I  see  my  cosponsor  on  the  floor. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Might  I  indulge 
the  Senator  for  a  moment  on  a  com- 
ment on  this? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Sure. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  have  a  different 
perspective.  I  also  feel  it  is  not  much  of 
a  compromise.  I  just  wanted  to  say, 
having  been  a  cosponsor  of  this  amend- 
ment with  my  colleague  from  New 
Mexico,  that  when  the  medical  savings 
accounts — I  am  all  for  working  out  an 
agreement — came  to  the  floor  of  the 
Senate,  that  amendment  was  defeated. 
Then  we  talked  about  compromises.  I 
know  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
will  talk  about  that.  The  mental 
health  amendment,  I  think,  passed 
with  68  votes.  Then  we  worked  very 
hard  to  pare  this  down.  What  we  came 
up  with  was  a  very  reasonable  formula- 
tion, if  you  want  to  talk  about  a  com- 
promise, which  dealt  with  lifetime  an- 
nuals; just  have  the  same  cap  iwurity 
with  that,  which  would  have  been  so 
important  to  families  to  get  under. 

I  urge  my  colleagues,  as  we  get  into 
negotiations,  I  would  like  for  that  to 
continue  to  be  in  the  mix.  It  was  a  very 
reasonable  formulation.  The  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  projection  was 
like  two-tenths  of  1  percent  increase. 
To  me  it  is  just  unconscionable  that 
this  cannot  be  accepted.  I  mean  it 
passed  by  68  votes.  I  do  not  believe  that 
this  should  now  be  knocked  out  of  the 
mix. 

I  have  urged  my  colleagues  on  the 
Democratic  side  to  please  hang  in  there 
on  this.  The  White  House  supports  this. 
The  Democrats  support  this.  I  know 
many  Republicans  do.  I  do  not  know 
anyone  who  has  worked  harder  on  this 
than  Senator  Domenici. 

I  urge  my  colleague  from  Kansas, 
whom  I  believe  in.  and  certainly  my 
colleague  from  Massachusetts,  please, 
as  we  go  forward  with  these  negotia- 
tions, do  not  just  simply  cancel  us  out. 
By  the  way,  the  "us"  is  not  Senator 
DOMENICI  and  myself.  The  "us"  are 
citizens  all  across  this  country  who 
thought  finally  that  they  were  going  to 
see  a  time  come  when  the  U.S.  Con- 
gress would  put  an  end  to  some  of  this 
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discrimination  and  do  something  very 
good  and  very  positive  and  very  helpful 
for  families  all  across  the  country. 

Do  not  shut  us  out. 

Mrs.  KASSEBAUM  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Kansas. 

Mrs.  KASSEBAUM.  Mr.  President,  if 
I  may  say  so,  I  know  that  there  is  no 
one  who  cares  more  about  this  than 
Senator  Kennedy,  as  well,  and  Senator 
DOMENICI  and  Senator  WELLSTONE  went 
a  long  way  in  proposing  something 
which  many  of  us  hoped  would  work 
and  be  successful  in  comproinise.  At 
this  point,  it  has  not  been.  But  it  has 
been  probably  the  question  of  how 
much  further  we  can  get  in  negotia- 
tions. 

I  very  much  appreciate  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  giving  some  time 
to  discuss  the  health  insurance  reform 
effort,  and  I  appreciate  all  that  he  is 
doing  and  continues  to  do  to  try  to 
help  achieve  a  successful  resolution. 

I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts  is  recognized. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Kansas  for  her 
comments.  I  appreciate  her  addressing 
the  Senate  on  this  particular  measure 
about  the  state  of  negotiations.  Ini- 
tially, I  have  to  respond  to  my  good 
friend  firom  New  Mexico  as  well  as  Sen- 
ator WELLSTONE.  It  is  not  my  purview 
about  whether  this  matter  will  be  in  or 
outside  the  compromise.  It  appears 
that  whatever  has  been  recommended 
by  the  Republican  leadership  has  at 
this  time  included  a  study  in  the  pro- 
posal. I  myself,  as  Senator  WELLSTONE 
has  pointed  out,  strongly  believe  that 
what  would  have  been  a  reasonable 
compromise  of  perhaps  extending  men- 
tal health  to  Federal  employees  would 
have  had  included  a  comprehensive 
program  of  up  to  another  10  million 
without  affecting  businesses'  bottom 
lines.  But  that  was  not  to  be  consid- 
ered. 

Then  I  supported  strongly  the  posi- 
tion that  has  been  outlined  here  in 
terms  of  the  yearly  inclusion  and  the 
yearly  caps  of  the  longer  lifetime  caps 
for  the  funding  of  mental  health  pro- 
grams. But  that  has  been  dismissed.  I 
think  the  bottom  line  is  just  to  dismiss 
those  proposals  or  to  have  a  study. 

I  come  down  on  the  side  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  because  I  fear,  if 
we  do  a  study,  that  may  very  well  be 
utilized  as  a  way  to  compromise  fur- 
ther progress  in  addressing  mental 
health  down  the  road  on  some  future 
health  care  proposal. 

I  for  one  hope  very  much  that,  if  we 
are  able  to  get  this  particular  proposal, 
the  Kaissebaum-Kennedy  bill,  forward, 
the  health  issue  will  go  back  on  the 
agenda.  Mental  health  being  as  impor- 
tant as  it  is,  we  may  very  well  have  a 
real  opportunity  to  move  ahead  on  that 
in  another  Congress. 


Not  that  I  would  find  it  persuasive 
personally,  but  maybe  there  would  be 
others  who  would:  not  to  debate  this 
issue  since  we  are  doing  this  com- 
prehensive study  over  a  period  of  years, 
and  therefore  let  us  wait  until  the 
study  results  are  known. 

But  I  hear  the  Senators.  They  have 
spoken  well  on  this  issue,  and  we  will, 
to  the  extent  we  can,  pass  on  their  ob- 
servations and  their  strong  views  to 
the  conferees. 

Just  very  briefly.  I  thank  my  friend, 
Senator  KASSEBAUM.  for  her  expla- 
nation as  to  what  was  basically  in- 
cluded in  a  proposal  that  has  now  gath- 
ered the  support  of  the  Republican 
leadership  in  the  House  and  the  Senate. 
As  I  have  said  many  times,  I  admire 
her  continued  leadership  in  moving 
this  whole  debate  so  far  forward  that 
there  still  is,  I  would  hope,  real  oppor- 
tunity of  enacting  the  core  legislation. 
We  have  some  difference  on  the  pro- 
posal which  has  been  outlined.  But 
there  still  is  a  very  strong  desire,  I  be- 
lieve, on  everyone's  part,  as  there 
should  be,  to  try  to  achieve  the  desired 
outcome  of  legislation. 

The  concept  of  the  legislation  Sen- 
ator KASSEBAUM  has  outlined  on  other 
occasions,  which  goes  back  to  the  end 
of  the  1994  congressional  debates  on 
health  care  reform,  pulled  together  the 
various  proposals  that  were  advanced. 
Republican  and  Democrat,  and  in- 
cluded many  of  Senator  Dole's  propos- 
als. It  was  spoken  of  as  an  issue  of  im- 
portance by  Senator  Dole  at  that  time, 
and  he  has  reiterated  those  comments 
in  a  number  of  statements  in  recent 
days. 

So  this  really  was  a  very  important 
proposal,  a  modest  step  but  a  very  im- 
portant one,  a  vital  one  to  the  25  to  27 
million  Americans  who  have  preexist- 
ing conditions  and  other  millions  of 
Americans  who  would  be  able  to  take 
advantage  of  the  portability  provi- 
sions. 

So  I  stand  with  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  in  hoping  we  will  be  able  to 
work  the  will  of  the  Senate  and  be  able 
to  achieve  those  objectives.  The  prin- 
cipal concern  that  I  had  in  the  proposal 
as  outlined  here  this  evening,  and  that 
has  been  reported  previously,  is  that, 
first  of  all,  we  would  be  including  not 
just  a  test,  we  would  be  immediately 
including  about  a  third  of  the  work 
force  in  an  untried  and  untested  pro- 
gram, which  would  inevitably  include 
the  entire  work  force  in  just  three 
short  years  unless  the  Congress  acts  to 
prevent  it. 

So  the  signal  very  clearly  is,  let  us 
move  forward  with  a  national  program 
that  would  include  the  MSA  concept. 
What  many  of  us  have  believed  is  that 
this  idea  is  untested  and  untried,  and 
sufficient  questions  have  been  raised 
about  it.  For  example,  the  Urban  Insti- 
tute, which  the  Senator  refers  to.  has 
pointed  out  that,  at  a  S1.500  deduction, 
evidence  of  adverse  selection  is  not 


quite  evident.  But  once  you  move  to 
S2.500.  adverse  selection  becomes  a 
major  factor  and  a  major  force.  In  this 
proposal,  we  are  talking  about  a  S5,000 
deductible  as  a  possibility. 

So  the  underlying  concept  that  all  of 
us  have  had  in  urging  the  Kassebaum- 
Kennedy  proposal  has  been,  when  it 
comes  to  MSA's:  Let  us  do  no  harm. 
Let  us  do  no  harm  to  the  existing 
health  insurance  system.  Let  us  do  no 
harm. 

Now  as  to  the  issue  on  malpractice. 
It  is  an  issue  we  have  debated  and  dis- 
cussed on  many  different  occasions  and 
will  again.  It  was  not  something  that 
was  so  special,  so  unique  to  this  occa- 
sion that  an  independent  bill  could  not 
come  over  here  on  that  measure.  It  was 
before  the  Congress  earlier  in  the  ses- 
sion and  it  was  set  aside  for,  I  think, 
very,  very  sound  reasons,  which  we  will 
be  glad  to  debate  at  another  time. 

The  issue  of  MEWA's  was  not  really  a 
new  idea.  That  has  been  around  for  a 
number  of  years.  The  problem  with  the 
MEWAs  in  the  early  1980's  is  that  they 
were  so  involved  in  fraud  that  by  1982 
it  was  the  judgment  of  both  the  Fed- 
eral and  the  State  governments  that 
State  enforcement  against  fraud  and 
abuse  should  be  put  into  effect.  That 
was  under  a  Republican  Congress,  and 
that  was  put  into  effect. 

Now.  without  really  anj*  review, 
without  any  kind  of  hearings,  without 
any  kind  of  examination,  we  want  to 
take  the  State  enforcement  away.  That 
is  a  very  important  policy  issue  to  de- 
ba^.  but  that  is  certainly  something 
that  we  could  do  tomorrow  or  do  the 
next  day.  There  ought  to  be  hearings. 
We  ought  to  find  out  about  the  role  of 
the  State  and  the  Federal  Government 
in  terms  of  the  enforcement. 

The  fact  is.  enforcement  by  the 
States  on  MEWA's  has  worked  well.  It 
has  reduced  significantly  the  instances 
of  fraud  and  abuse.  I  would  be  quite  in- 
terested in  listening  to  those  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  try  to  persuade  the 
Senate  why  that  is  a  good  idea,  to  go 
back  to  a  time  when  States  were  not 
providing  oversight  and  regulations  to 
protect  working  families. 

So  we  saw  those  two  elements 
dropped.  I  think,  as  I  say.  I  would  have 
hoped  they  could  have  been  dropped 
and  we  could  have  debated  them  at  an- 
other time.  They  were  dropped.  But  I 
find  it  very  difficult  to  be  convinced 
that  these  were  major  elements  of  a 
major  proposal  that  were  given  up  in 
order  to  try  to  reach  common  ground 
with  the  Senate — when  the  Senatoi- 
from  Kansas  understands  very  well 
that  what  she  has  fashioned  and  what 
has  been  supported  here  was  really  a 
unique,  special,  targeted  effort  to  deal 
with  the  preexisting  conditions  and 
portability,  which  is  really  a  new  way 
of  trying  to  come  to  grips  with  the 
health  care  needs  of  many  of  our  citi- 
zens. 

At  the  same  time,  as  was  pointed 
out,  another  area  where  I  think  there 
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is  broad  aigreement  in  terms  of  consid- 
ering in  parallel  mental  illness  as  well 
as  other  physical  illness  was  com- 
pletely set  aside.  That  would  have  been 
new  ground  that  was  being  broken.  But 
that,  for  the  financial  cost,  was  really 
too  much.  I  regret  it.  I  am  personally 
convinced,  as  we  have  seen  with  many 
insurance  companies,  that  those  com- 
panies that  have  effective  mental 
health  as  well  as  physical  health  pro- 
grams actually  see  a  reduction  in  the 
outlays  for  the  physical  conditions  be- 
cause of  the  programs  that  they  have 
there  that  are  avsdlable  in  mental 
health.  Actually,  it  is  going  to  save 
money  over  a  period  of  time. 

We  have  not  been  able  to  make  that 
case  in  a  convincing  way,  although  I 
am,  frankly,  convinced.  I  know  Senator 
Wellstone  is  convinced  as  well.  But 
we  have  the  basis  of  a  very  strong  indi- 
cation from  a  number  of  the  insurance 
companies.  But  we  are  too  late  in  the 
session  to  have  been  able  really  to  con- 
sider that.  I  regret  it. 

So  I  thought  it  made  a  good  deal  of 
sense  that  we  have  some  kind  of  test  of 
the  MSA's,  and  we  had  advanced  three 
different  proposals.  The  White  House 
had  advanced  proposals.  Those  were  ef- 
fectively dismissed.  Then  there  were 
proi)osals  that  were  discussed  last  week 
by  Republican  leadership  and  then  fur- 
ther refined  over  the  course  of  the 
weekend. 

So  there  is  where  we  are.  One  of  the 
features  I  mentioned  to  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  is  that  the  evaluation  for 
all  these  programs  is  going  to  be  as  a 
result  of  the  chairman  of  the  Finance 
Committee  and  the  chairman  of  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  naming 
the  con^nittee  that  is  going  to  do  the 
evaluation.  I  think  that  was  sort  of  a 
nonstarter.  but  there  may  be  Members 
who  would  differ  with  that.  If  we  are 
going  to  get  the  kind  of  clear  evalua- 
tion which  is  needed,  and  which  has 
been  outlined,  in  fairness,  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  Kansas,  the  types  of  things 
that  should  be  considered  are  a  review 
by  an  independent  body  to  give  reports. 
That  would  be  very,  very  important. 

Another  item  in  the  proposal  is.  with 
the  acceptance  of  the  deductibility  for 
small  business  only  going  up  to  80  per- 
cent, here  you  have  100  percent  in 
MSA's,  so  you  have  a  skewed  condition 
just  to  get  started  with  any  kind  of 
comparison.  We  phase  in  the  80  i)ercent 
up  to  the  year  2000.  They  would  go  into 
an  MSA  immediately  in  terms  of  100 
percent.  So  you  are  obviously  skewing 
this  in  terms  of  what  is  included  in  the 
other  parts  of  the  legislation. 

These  are  the  kinds  of  things  which  I 
think  people  who  would  have  a  chance 
to  review  these  issues  and  get  into 
matters  could  address.  But  the  most 
basic  and  fundamental  part  of  it  is  put- 
ting in  place  an  untested  and  untried 
program  in  which  many  of  those  groups 
that  have  looked  at  it,  in  all  fairness, 
have    felt    it    would    be    particularly 


threatening.  To  whom?  To  our  seniors, 
to  working  families,  to  children  for 
prevention,  and  consumers  generally. 

Those  who  are  supporting  it  pri- 
marily have  been  those — I  know  there 
are  individual  Members,  and  I  respect 
their  views — but,  frankly,  the  outside 
interests  that  have  ^een  talked  about 
have  been  the  particular  companies 
who  have  been  involved  in  these  pro- 
grams that  have  been  involved  in  some 
of  the  greatest  abuses  of  the  health 
care  system. 

So  I  think  when  you  have  the  Joint 
Tax  Committee  talking  about  the  cost, 
if  we  get  to  1  million  people,  it  will 
cost  $3  billion  over  a  10-year  period. 
Here  we  are  talking,  at  the  outside,  40 
million  people.  It  raises  some  questions 
about  what  the  cost  would  be.  When 
you  have  the  Urban  Institute  talking 
about  what  would  happen  in  terms  of 
adverse  selection  and  moving  from 
$1,500  to  $2,500  in  deductibility— this 
goes  all  the  way  to  55,000— I  think  you 
can  say  there  is  certainly  some  reason- 
able kind  of  questions  about  who  would 
become  involved  in  this  progrram, 
whether  it  would  be,  as  many  of  us  be- 
lieve, the  wealthiest  and  healthiest  in- 
dividuals. 

When  you  have  the  refusal  of  the  in- 
surance companies  that  are  involved  in 
this  process  making  available  to  the 
Academy  of  Actuaries  the  kinds  of 
numbers— not  the  proprietary  informa- 
tion — but  just  the  numbers  in  terms  of 
markets  and  getting  some  kind  of  fair 
evaluation  of  what  is  happening  in  the 
industry  and  not  only  the  particular 
golden  door  industry,  but  others  in- 
volved in  it,  being  turned  down  on  that 
issue  raises  questions.  There  have  been 
CBO  studies,  as  well.  I  referred  to  those 
at  other  times,  and  I  will  not  take  the 
time  to  do  so  now. 

So,  Mr.  President,  this  issue  is  not 
going  to  go  away.  We  will  have  it,  and 
we  will  be  required  to  address  it.  I  am 
personally  convinced  that  we  will  be 
successful  in  passing  the  core  legisla- 
tion in  this  Congress,  because  it  is  not 
going  to  go  away.  It  is  too  powerful. 
There  are  too  many  families  that  will 
be  affected  by  it.  We  may  have  some 
rocky  roads  and  bumps  along  the  way 
until  we  get  there,  but  I  think  this 
issue  is  too  important  for  families  to 
give  way  on  it. 

I  know  I  and  others  and  I  know  Sen- 
ator Kassebaum  is  still  strongly  com- 
mitted to  achieving  the  objectives.  We 
will  just  have  to  work  this  process 
through. 

But  I  thank  the  Senator  very  much, 
and  I  look  forward  to  continuing  to 
work  very  closely  with  her. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR 
1997— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I 
know  there  are  others  who  want  to  ad- 
dress the  Senate.  I  want  to  speak  to 


the  Senate  on  two  issues,  briefly:  the 
first  being  where  we  are  on  the  budget 
proposal  for  education. 

There  have  been  a  number  of  rep- 
resentations about  where  we  are  going 
with  current  funding,  how  we  are  going 
along  with  the  continued  baseline  ex- 
penditures, that  we  are  going  to  see  a 
continuing  corrunitment  in  the  area  of 
education. 

I  want  to  review  for  the  Senate  very 
briefly,  because  I  see  other  colleagrues 
on  the  floor  who  wish  to  address  the 
Senate,  where  we  are  in  the  area  of 
education  funding  and  why  this  budget 
proposal  continues  to  run  contrary  to 
what  I  believe  is  the  fundamental  com- 
mitment of  this  Nation,  which  should 
be  in  the  area  of  education. 

We  can  start  off  with  the  fact  that 
just  spending  resources  and  money 
does  not  solve  all  of  our  Nation's  prob- 
lems, but  it  is  a  pretty  clear  indication 
what  a  nation's  priorities  are  all  about. 
I  believe  in  education  and  I  believe 
that  it  is  important  that  we  continue 
to  make  a  strong  investment  in  the 
area  of  education  and  the  young  people 
of  this  country.  If  the  programs  are 
faulty,  we  should  correct  them;  if  pro- 
grams are  successful,  we  ought  to  ex- 
pand them.  We  ought  to  be  in  a  period 
of  constant  review  of  many  of  these 
programs. 

We  did  have  the  opportunity  in  the 
previous  Congress  to  review  a  number 
of  the  programs — whether  it  was  in  the 
Head  Start  Program,  title  I.  or  Goals 
2000 — to  provide  reforms  and  funding  to 
the  local  school  level — 90  percent  of  the 
funding  went  to  the  local  school  level 
that  could  be  used  by  parents,  teach- 
ers, the  business  community  to  expand 
education  and  academic  achievement — 
the  School-to-Work  Program  which 
was  as  a  result  of  America's  Choice,  an 
excellent  report  reviewing  many  of  the 
programs  that  were  taking  place  in 
other  parts  of  the  world.  Three-fourths 
of  the  children  who  go  to  high  school 
do  not  continue  on  to  college.  That  is 
an  extremely  important  area  for  this 
Nation  if  we  want  to  both  provide  the 
opportunities  for  the  young  children  of 
this  country  and  also  to  ensure  that 
our  country  is  going  to  be  strong  in  the 
next  century. 

And  then  the  Direct  Loan  Program, 
the  simplification  of  the  efforts  for 
young  people.  I  see  my  friend  and  col- 
league. Senator  Simon,  who  was  such  a 
leader  of  that  program  over  a  period  of 
years. 

So  we  have  here.  Mr.  President,  the 
1997  education  funding  in  the  Repub- 
lican budget  compared  to  a  true  freeze. 
This  represents  a  compilation  of  all  the 
discretionary  education  programs, 
those  programs  K  through  12,  and  those 
programs  that  go  on  to  higher  edu- 
cation. 

If  we  go  back  to  1995,  we  will  see  the 
figure  on  this  chart  of  about  $39.5  bil- 
lion. We  heard  a  great  deal  as  we  went 
on  into  1996,  "Let's  get  back  to  1995," 
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and  there  is  this  freeze  of  current  fund- 
ing. Let  us  look  at  what  has  actually 
happened  over  this  period  of  time.  The 
total  amount  of  budget  authority  in 
1995  is  $39.5  billion. 

Then  under  the  omnibus  appropria- 
tions, that  figure  was  reduced  to  $38.8. 
Of  course,  even  $38.8  billion,  $700  mil- 
lion below  fiscal  year  1995.  was  only 
reached  after  a  long  fight  to  preserve 
education  funding. 

It  took  a  lot  of  shifting  of  funds  to 
get  close  to  fiscal  year  1995  in  fiscal 
year  1996.  A  good  deal  of  funds  that 
were  uncommitted,  or  not  spent,  were 
spent  in  fiscal  year  1996  to  make  up  for 
the  draconian  cuts  proposed  to  edu- 
cation— to  get  as  close  to  the  funding 
level  of  1995  as  possible.  In  April,  edu- 
cation was  finally  funded  just  about 
$700  million  below  fiscal  year  1995. 

Then  we  had  the  budget  resolution 
that  was  passed  based  on  the  so-called 
freeze  at  $36.3  billion.  Actually,  this 
freeze  does  not  take  into  account  the 
addbacks  made  for  fiscal  year  1996 
alone,  and  leaves  education  funding 
$3.2  billion  below  fiscal  year  1995. 

The  Senate  budget  resolution,  with 
the  Domenici  amendment,  added  $5  bil- 
lion to  discretionary  funding— of  which 
$1.7  billion  was  earmarked  for  edu- 
cation— came  right  back  up  to  $38  bil- 
lion, still  $1.5  billion  below  the  1995 
level.  Then  the  bill  went  to  conference 
ajid  $500  million  more  were  lost — $500 
million  were  lost  in  the  conference. 
They  added  $1.2  billion  to  the  original 
budget  resolution,  but  cut  $500  million 
from  the  Senate  resolution. 

Every  time  we  close  the  doors  of  ne- 
gotiations on  education  funding,  the 
commitment  to  young  Americans  go 
down.  It  is  only  when  we  are  out  here 
on  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate,  when 
we  are  battling  in  front  of  the  public, 
whether  it  has  been  on  the  various 
votes  Members  remember — the  Snowe- 
Simon  amendments  or  the  Specter- 
Harkin  amendment — that  we  restore 
some  of  the  funds.  But  once  you  close 
the  office  doors  and  begin  to  con- 
ference funding  bills,  education  is  one 
of  the  first  to  get  cut. 

This  is  where  we  are  in  this  resolu- 
tion, right  on  our  way  back  down 
again.  The  Domenici  amendment  in- 
creases education  funding— though 
leaves  it  well  below  current  funding— 
and  then  $500  million  were  cut  in  con- 
ference. 

We  have  to  ask  ourselves  what  is 
happening  to  the  total  number  of  stu- 
dents at  this  time.  The  number  of  stu- 
dents was  about  46  million  in  1990  and 
will  increase  to  54.6  million  by  the  year 
2002.  The  student  population  is  gradu- 
ally increasing  by  7  percent.  Even  with 
a  freeze  at  the  current  funding  level, 
you  are  falling  behind,  because  you  are 
not  dealing  with  the  expansion  of  the 
student  population  and  inflation. 

Last  year  alone,  it  would  have  meant 
lOO.OJO  additional  teachers  just  to  hold 
even,  50,000  for  the  makeup  of  those 


numbers  of  teachers  that  were  being 
lost,  and  50,000  more  to  take  into  con- 
sideration the  expansion  of  the  school 
population. 

That  is  something  we  have  to  imder- 
stand.  The  school  population  for  kids 
in  grades  K  through  12  is  gradually  in- 
creasing by  7  percent,  and  for  college- 
age  youth  it  is  increasing  12  percent. 
Do  you  think  there  is  any  effort  in  the 
budget  resolution  conference  report  to 
take  into  consideration  the  expansion 
of  college  students  or  expansion  of  stu- 
dent population  in  grades  K  through 
12?  Absolutely  none,  absolutely  none. 
The  President  has  talked  about  a  33- 
percent  increase  in  the  Pell  grafts. 
This  proposal  would  be  a  $6.7  billion  re- 
duction over  the  period  of  time  in  the 
Pell  grants  targeted  to  the  neediest 
students  over  there.  The  list  goes  on 
and  on. 

Mr.  President,  I  speak  for  those  who 
are  conmiitted,  as  I  know  many  in  this 
body  are  committed,  toward  education. 
It  is  only  fair  to  point  out  what  this 
budget  does  to  our  commitment  to  the 
young  people  in  this  country,  for  the 
Head  Start  programs,  the  title  I  pro- 
grams, the  math  and  science  programs, 
the  new  technology  programs  to  try  to 
provide  the  best  kind  of  new  tech- 
nologry  to  our  students  in  schools  that 
train  our  teachers,  to  the  school  to 
work  program  that  tries  to  bring  young 
people  into  the  private  sector  to  make 
sure  they  will  get  decent  jobs,  and  then 
actually  is  phased  out  over  a  period  of 
time  once  those  links  and  once  those 
paths  are  created. 

(Ms.  SNOWE  assumed  the  chair.) 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  In  the  conference  re- 
port, education  is  cut  by  20  percent  in 
real  terms  from  where  we  were  in  1995. 
I  find  that  is  highly  unacceptable. 
When  we  had  the  chance  to  let  the  Sen- 
ate, Republicans  and  Democrats,  vote 
on  these  matters,  we  restored  edu- 
cation funding. 

I  see  in  the  chair  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Maine,  who  has  been  a 
strong  advocate  for  education  and  for 
meeting  this  Nation's  commitment 
when  we  have  the  expansion  of  college 
and  K-12  populations. 

Madam  President.  I  find  this  is  a  dan- 
gerous trend.  It  is  complicated  by  the 
fact  that  in  this  legislation  we  have  set 
aside  the  billions  of  dollars  for  tax  cuts 
for  wealthy  individuals.  That  is  what 
makes  it  completely  unacceptable:  we 
are  cutting  crucial  education  programs 
in  order  to  pay  for  the  tax  breaks  for 
the  wealthy.  That  is  intolerable.  That 
is  wrong.  That  is  unacceptable. 

I  see  others  on  the  floor  who  want  to 
address  this.  I  intended  to  speak  about 
the  Medicare  proposals,  as  well.  I  will 
yield  now  and  hope  perhaps  maybe  I 
will  get  a  few  minutes  tomorrow  at  the 
convenience  of  the  floor  managers  to 
address  the  Senate  briefly  on  that. 
That  is  an  issue  of  enormous  impor- 
tance as  well  and  should  be  addressed. 
The  Senator  from  Nebraska  has  been 
very  kind  in  allocating  time. 


I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  EXON.  Madam  President.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  for  his 
excellent  statement.  There  will  be  time 
tomorrow  if  he  wishes  to  get  into  the 
Medicare  matter.  We  discussed  that  to 
some  extent  already,  and  I  think  we 
should  be  discussing  it  further.  There 
will  be  some  time  tomorrow,  and  I 
would  be  delighted  to  yield  whatever 
time  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
wishes. 

I  will  shortly  yield  15  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  who  has  been 
waiting  patiently.  However.  I  want  to 
elaborate  a  little  bit  on  what  the  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts  has  been  say- 
ing about  projected  growth  costs  fea- 
turing education.  The  same  thing  is 
true  with  Medicare,  and  the  same  thing 
is  true  with  Medicaid. 

We  have  been  bamboozled  around 
here,  I  say  to  my  friend  from  Massa- 
chusetts and  my  friend  from  Illinois. 
We  have  been  bamboozled  by  the  state- 
ments that  an  increase  is  a  decrease 
only  in  the  Nation's  Capital.  What  we 
are  talking  about  here  are  not  in- 
creases in  education  funding,  net,  or 
increases  in  Medicare  funding,  net. 
What  we  are  talking  about  is  trying  to 
disguise  the  honest  dollar  amount  that 
keeps  the  level  of  the  programs  where 
they  are  today.  Yet  there  has  been  a 
hue  and  cry  across  the  Nation  that  the 
Republican  budget  does  not  cut  Medi- 
care, it  provides  more  money  for  Medi- 
care. It  does  provide  more  money  for 
Medicare.  The  facts  are  it  does  not  pro- 
vide enough  money  to  meet  the  real 
needs  of  the  increased  population,  the 
longevity  of  senior  citizens  and  more 
and  more  people  who  will  rely  on  Medi- 
care. You  can  see  it  is  not  a  cut  in  real 
dollars,  but  it  is  a  cut  in  real  needs  and 
what  the  real  costs  will  be  for  people 
who  are  depending  on  it.  Therefore,  it 
is  a  cut.  We  get  all  tied  up  with  seman- 
tics around  here. 

Let  me  point  this  out.  I  had  nuule 
reference  earlier.  Madam  President,  to 
the  fact  that  Medicare  costs  were  going 
to  outstrip  what  the  Republican  budget 
provides  for  Medicare.  An  example:  The 
projected  rate  of  growth  in  private-sec- 
tor health  care  costs  over  the  period 
that  we  are  talking  about  would  be  7.1 
percent  per  person.  Yet  the  Republican 
budget  on  a  per-person  basis  allows 
Medicare  spending  to  grow  only  by  4.7 
percent.  Now.  the  difference  between 
the  projected  costs  and  the  Republican 
budget  is  34  percent.  Yet  the  Repub- 
licans are  saying  their  increase  is  rea- 
sonable and  provides  more  money. 

Plainly,  Medicare  spending  wiD  not 
be  keeping  up  with  inflation  in  the  Re- 
publican budget  when  you  consider 
what  the  inflation  is  going  to  be  in  the 
private  sector  and  how  many  more  peo- 
ple ai'e  going  to  have  to  come  into  this 
program.  We  are  being  bamboozled 
here,  and  the  American  public  know 
that,  even  if  the  U.S.  Senate  majority 
does  not  want  to  address  it. 
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I  say  also  that  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee  at- 
tributes the  steep  reductions  in 
planned  Medicare  spending  in  his  budg- 
et to  an  effort  to  save  Medicare.  He  ne- 
glects to  note  that  the  Republicans 
sought  to  reduce  Medicare  spending  by 
5270  billion  even  before  last  year's 
Medicare  trustees'  report  came  out.  He 
also  neglects  to  mention  that  the 
President's  budget  guarantees  the  sol- 
vency of  the  Medicare  trust  fund 
through  the  year  2005,  without  making 
the  deep  reductions  planned  in  Medi- 
care spending. 

To  back  that  up,  Madajn  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  RECORD  a  letter  of  May  9.  1996. 
addressed  to  myself,  the  ranking  mi- 
nority member  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
riaJ  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

U.S.  Congress. 
Congressional  Budget  Office. 

Washington.  DC.  May  9. 1996. 
Hon.  J.  James  Exon. 

Ranking  Minority  Member.  Committee  on  the 
Budget.  U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator:  At  your  request,  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  (CBO)  has  examined 
the  effects  of  the  Administration's  budgetary 
proposals  on  the  Hospital  Insurance  (HI) 
trust  fund.  Under  current  law.  the  HI  trust 
fund  is  projected  to  become  insolvent  in  2001. 
CBO  estimates  that  the  Administration's 
proposals  would  postpone  this  date  to  2005. 
Sincerely. 

June  E.  O'Neux, 

Director. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  drive  home  the  point 
that  the  President  is  looking  at  this  re- 
alistically and  should  not  be  put  down 
for  that  effort. 

One  more  thing,  and  then  I  will  yield 
to  my  friend  from  Illinois.  The  chair- 
man of  the  committee  complains  about 
how  steep  the  cuts  in  domestic  discre- 
tionary programs  are  in  the  President's 
budget.  Yes,  it  is  true  the  President 
does  achieve  substantial  savings  from 
discretionary  spending,  but  the  Presi- 
dent still  maintains  these  domestic  in- 
vestments at  a  rate  of  $60  billion  high- 
er than  the  Republican  budget  in  the 
year  2002.  If  the  chairman  believes  that 
the  President's  cuts  are  steep,  then  the 
chairman  would  also  have  to  agree  that 
the  cuts  that  he  is  endorsing  in  his  par- 
ticular budget  are  absolutely  fatal. 

The  difference  between  the  two  budg- 
ets is  that  the  Republican  budget  also 
cuts  taxes  so  much  more.  The  S122  bil- 
lion that  the  chairman  mentioned  is 
just  the  tip  of  the  iceberg.  The  real  ice- 
berg is  much  larger  than  that.  The 
chairman  of  the  House  Budget  Commit- 
tee, John  Kasich,  promises  S180  billion 
in  tax  breaks. 

The  chairman  promised,  '"We  would 
have  our  own  tax  cut  that  we  origi- 
nally said  we  would  have— that  there 
will  be  a  capital  gains  tax.  that  there 
will  be  a  full  child  tax  credit  *  *  *  and 
there  will  be  a  host  of  other  tax  relief 
measures." 


Who  is  kidding  whom?  I  simply  say 
that  to  keep  honest,  we  have  to  be  rea- 
sonable. We  have  to  recognize  if  you 
are  going  to  provide  massive  tax  cuts 
primarily  to  benefit  the  wealthiest 
among  us,  something  in  the  budget  is 
going  to  have  to  pay  for  it.  That  is  es- 
sentially why.  along  with  the  other  de- 
tails, that  we  will  continue  to  oppose 
this  Republican  budget. 

I  yield  15  minutes  to  my  friend  and 
colleague  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Madam  President,  I 
thank  my  colleague  from  Nebraska.  I 
see  my  colleague  from  Iowa  here,  and  I 
will  try  not  to  use  the  whole  15  min- 
utes. 

I  am  going  to  join  Senator  ExoN  in 
opposing  this  budget  resolution  for  sev- 
eral reasons.  First,  we  have  tax  cuts  in 
here.  Now.  I  recogmize  that  leadership 
of  both  parties  is  saying  we  ought  to  go 
ahead  with  a  tax  cut.  I  do  not  think  it 
makes  any  sense  whatsoever  when  we 
have  a  deficit.  It  is  like  when  we  say 
we  are  going  to  have  a  1-yeax  glidepath 
to  a  balanced  budget,  but  we  are  going 
to  start  off  with  a  tax  cut.  That  is  like 
having  a  New  Year's  resolution  that 
you  are  going  to  diet  and  then  you 
start  off  with  a  great  big  dessert.  It  is 
not  a  very  propitious  way  of  doing  it. 
And  both  parties  are  saving  the  tough 
things,  the  tough  decisions,  to  the  end 
of  the  7  years.  That  is  why  we  need  the 
constitutional  amendment  for  a  bal- 
anced budget,  in  order  to  really  move 
in  that  direction. 

Second,  in  the  area  of  defense,  the 
conference  is  S11.3  billion  over  what  the 
Pentagon  requested.  No  other  agency 
gets  more  than  they  request,  but  the 
Defense  Department  does.  I  think  it  is 
unrealistic.  Let  us  compare  it  to  the 
next  function,  function  150,  inter- 
national affairs.  The  United  States,  in 
terms  of  our  budget,  is  behind  every 
country  in  Western  Europe  and  Japan 
in  terms  of  the  percentage  of  our  budg- 
et that  we  now  use  to  help  in  foreign 
economic  assistance — behind  every 
one.  But  we  are  ahead  of  every  one  in 
the  percentage  of  our  budget  that  we 
put  in  defense. 

Frankly,  what  other  countries  ques- 
tion about  us  in  the  area  of  the  mili- 
tary and  in  the  area  of  foreign  affairs  is 
not  our  weapons  systems,  but  our  back- 
bone. A  few  people  are  killed  in  Soma- 
lia and  we  get  out.  In  Bosnia,  we  make 
speeches  for  a  long  time  before  we  do 
anything. 

The  budget.  I  think,  is  unrealistic  in 
terms  of  international  need  and  how  we 
get  stability  in  other  nations.  But,  pri- 
marily. I  want  to  talk  about  an  area 
where  Senator  Olympia  Snowe  has  pro- 
vided leadership,  and  I  am  grateful  to 
her  for  that,  and  that  is  in  the  area  of 
education.  We  are  now  S4.4  billion  from 
where  the  President  requested.  We  are 
down  $2.5  billion  from  where  it  was 
when  it  passed  the  Senate.  Now.  every 
study  done  of  this  country,  every  study 
for  the  State  of  Nebraska,  or  the  State 


of  Iowa,  or  the  State  of  Maine,  or  the 
State  of  Illinois,  done  by  conservatives, 
liberals,  you  name  it.  every  economist 
says  we  are  going  to  have  to  do  better 
in  education.  In  higher  education,  we 
are  ahead  of  other  countries,  but  the 
gap  is  narrowing.  In  elementary  and 
secondary  and  preschool  education,  we 
are  behind  most  of  the  other  developed 
nations. 

Among  the  18  top  industrial  nations 
of  the  world,  in  terms  of  expenditures 
for  elementary  and  secondary,  we  are 
14th.  There  are  some  basic  things  we 
ought  to  do.  For  example.  I  was  able  to 
get.  in  the  last  Elementary  and  Sec- 
ondary Education  Act.  a  paltry  $90  mil- 
lion— paltry  in  terms  of  its  need — to 
encourage  schools,  to  give  a  little  bit 
of  a  carrot  to  schools  to  go  longer  than 
180  days.  If  you  go  to  school  in  Japan, 
you  go  243  days  a  year.  In  Germany, 
they  go  240  days  a  year.  When  you  go  to 
school  in  the  United  States,  you  go  180 
days  a  year.  Can  we  learn  as  much  in 
180  days  as  our  friends  in  Germany, 
Japan,  and  in  other  countries  do  with 
longer  school  years?  Of  course,  we  can- 
not. Why  do  we  go  180  days?  In  theory, 
it  is  so  our  children  can  go  out  and  har- 
vest the  crops.  Well,  I  say  to  the  Pre- 
siding Officer  and  my  colleagues,  I  live 
at  Route  1,  Makanda,  IL,  population 
402.  Even  in  Makanda.  IL.  the  young 
people  do  not  go  out  and  harvest  the 
crops  anymore.  That  was  a  different 
era.  We  have  to  adjust.  If  we  just 
moved  from  180  days  to  210.  by  the  time 
you  finish  12th  grade,  that  would  be  the 
equivalent  of  2  additional  years  of 
school,  and  we  would  still  be.  in  a 
major  way,  behind  other  countries. 

But  Senator  Kennedy  made  the  point 
a  few  minutes  ago  that  when  you  look 
at  these  cuts,  what  you  have  to  look 
at,  also,  is  the  growth  in  student  popu- 
lation. And  so  it  is  doubly  devastating. 
I  remember  visiting  a  Head  Start  Pro- 
gram, and  almost  all  Head  Start  Pro- 
grams have  waiting  lists,  in  Rock  Is- 
land. IL.  On  Monday  morning,  one 
group  of  kids  come  in;  on  Tuesday 
morning,  a  second  group  comes  in;  on 
Wednesday  morning,  a  third  group 
comes  in,  and  so  on.  I  asked  the  woman 
in  charge,  "What  if  you  could  have 
these  children  here  5  days  a  week?" 
She  smiled  and  said,  "You  cannot  be- 
lieve the  difference  it  would  make  in 
their  lives."  We  are  not  doing  it.  and 
we  save  money  with  a  budget  like  this? 
You  save  money  like  building  a  house 
and  you  do  not  put  a  roof  on  it.  Very, 
very  shortsighted. 

We  make  great  speeches  on  prisons  in 
this  body.  Oh,  I  have  heard  speeches 
about  crime  and  how  we  put  people  in 
prison  and  everything.  Eighty-two  per- 
cent of  the  people  in  our  prisons  and 
jails  are  high  school  dropouts.  You 
should  not  have  to  be  an  Einstein  to 
figure  out  that  maybe  if  we  invested  a 
little  more  in  education,  we  would  not 
have  to  put  so  many  people  into  prison, 
and  maybe  we  would  be  a  much  better 
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country  if  we  did.  That  is  the  kind  of 
thing  we  ought  to  do. 

This  budget  takes  a  step  backward  in 
the  field  of  education,  rather  than  a 
step  forward.  I  am  not  going  to  be 
around  here  next  year,  and  my  good 
friend  firom  Nebraska  is  not  going  to  be 
around  here  next  year.  I  hope  that  who- 
ever sits  in  this  body  will  listen  to  the 
Presiding  Officer  when  she  stands  on 
this  floor  and  says  that  we  have  to  do 
better  in  the  field  of  education,  as  she 
has  done  many  times.  And  while  it  is 
true  you  are  not  going  to  solve  prob- 
lems by  just  throwing  money  at  them. 
I  do  not  hear  that  same  argument  used 
in  the  Defense  Department.  And  while 
money  alone  is  not  going  to  solve  the 
problem  in  the  field  of  education,  with- 
out additional  resources,  we  are  not 
going  to  solve  the  problem. 

That  is  the  simple  reality.  We  ought 
to  be  asking  how  do  we  build  a  better 
America  as  we  put  a  budget  together. 
When  you  ask  that  question.  I  think 
you  will  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
we  ought  to  be  doing  more  in  the  field 
of  education. 

I  yield  the  balance  of  my  time  back 
to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Madam  President,  I  am 
not  sure  we  have  any  more  speakers. 
We  may  have  some  more.  I  note  that 
Senator  Grassley  is  waiting.  I  have 
talked  with  him,  and  he  is  not  going  to 
talk  on  the  budget  per  se.  I  simply  in- 
quire of  the  Republican  side,  are  there 
any  other  speakers  on  the  budget?  Sen- 
ator Grassley  has  another  subject  he 
would  like  to  address  as  in  morning 
business.  Senator  Smith  is  on  the  floor. 
Is  he  here  to  talk  about  the  budget  or 
another  matter? 

Mr.  SMITH.  Madam  President,  I  am 
here  to  talk  about  Senator  DOLE  when 
the  Senator  is  finished  on  the  budget 
matter. 

Mr.  EXON.  All  right.  I  will  just  pose 
a  question  to  the  leadership  on  that 
side  of  the  aisle.  Since  there  are  other 
Senators  wishing  to  proceed  on  other 
matters,  maybe  we  could  close  down 
the  debate  on  the  budget  and  proceed 
as  in  morning  business. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield,  I  had  a  discussion  with  Senator 
DOMENici  on  that  point.  He  asked  me  if 
I  was  going  to  be  here.  It  was  his  un- 
derstanding on  our  side  of  the  aisle 
that  there  was  no  more  reason  to 
speak.  He  spoke  of  two  or  three  people 
on  your  side  of  the  aisle.  When  that 
was  done,  he  figured  that  the  debate  on 
the  budget  was  done  for  today. 

Mr.  EXON.  Well,  I  have  just  been 
handed  a  note  that  Senator  Lauten- 
BERC  is  on  the  way  over.  I  would  like  to 
close  off  debate  on  the  budget,  if  I 
might.  I  do  not  want  to  cut  people  off. 
I  guess  the  best  thing  for  me  to  do  to 
protect  my  colleagues  is  to  say  that 
why  do  we  not  temporarily  go  off  of  the 
budget  to  allow  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
and  Senator  Smith  to  proceed  as  they 
see  fit.  If,  when  they  have  finished,  we 


do  not  have  any  more  speakers,  we  can 
put  the  budget  debate  over  until  to- 
morrow. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  we 
temporarily  go  off  the  budget  matter 
before  us  and  allow  the  two  Senators 
on  the  Republican  side,  who  wish  to  ad- 
dress other  matters,  to  be  able  to  pro- 
ceed as  in  morning  business,  if  that  is 
their  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

"The  Senator  from  Iowa  is  recognized. 


THE  ROAD  NOT  TAKEN;  DRUG 
POLICY  AND  LEADERSHIP 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Madam  President,  I 
have  spoken  a  number  of  times,  last 
year  and  this  year,  on  the  need  for  a 
sound  drug  policy.  We  have  entered  a 
time,  of  course,  when  more  teenagers 
are  using  drugs.  It  is  a  very  serious 
problem.  When  more  teenagers  see  no 
serious  harm  or  wrong  in  using  drugs, 
it  seems  to  me  that  we  cannot  simply 
accept  these  facts  in  silence.  We  need 
to  ask  ourselves  if  we  are  prepared  to 
see  a  repeat  of  the  drug  epidemic  of  the 
late  1960's  and  1970's  that  claimed  so 
many  lives.  It  was  an  epidemic  that  de- 
stroyed so  many  young  people  and.  of 
course,  it  brought  a  cycle  of  enduring 
pain  to  their  respective  families. 

Of  course,  I  do  not  believe  that  we 
can  afford  to  remain  silent.  It  is  not  a 
responsible  policy  to  be  silent.  It  cer- 
tainly is  not  effective  leadership  to 
preside  over  a  repeat  of  what  we  know 
to  have  been  a  social  disaster  of  epic 
proportions.  To  today's  ears,  this  may 
sound  like  exaggeration,  but  a  brief  re- 
minder might  serve  to  make  the  mem- 
ory fresh  in  our  thinking. 

Before  the  1960's,  we  had  virtually  no 
major  problems  in  this  country  with  il- 
legal drug  use.  Then,  beginning  in  the 
mid  1960's.  the  notion  became  current 
that  drug  use  was  not  so  bad.  that 
drugs  were  your  friend.  It  became  com- 
mon to  hear  the  refrain  that  drug  use 
was  a  personal  choice  that  did  no  harm 
to  anyone.  That  drugs  could  be  used  re- 
sponsibly. That  making  drugs  legal 
would  end  crime. 

Hollywood  picked  up  this  theme  and 
replayed  it  in  countless  movies.  Music 
and  cultural  leaders  made  dnigs  fash- 
ionable and  exciting.  Even  government 
got  into  the  act.  By  the  mid  and  late 
1970's.  a  number  of  States  had  decrimi- 
nalized marijuana  use  and  lowered  the 
drinking  age  to  18.  Federal  authorities 
began  to  talk  about  responsible  drug 
use.  Government  experts  accepted  the 
notion  that  cocaine  was  not  addictive. 
That  marijuana  use  did  not  lead  to  so- 
called  harder  drugs.  As  the  chorus  on 
the  wonders  of  drugs  increased,  dis- 
senting voices  were  drowned  out.  Con- 
trary opinions  were  overruled  as 
unenlightened  holdovers  of  a  repressive 
past  that  had  to  be  dismissed. 

As  a  consequence,  we  decided  to  walk 
down  a  path  that  encouraged  people. 


young  people  especially,  to  believe  that 
drugs  were  okay.  The  result  was  the  de 
facto  legalization  of  drugs  in  this  coun- 
try. It  was  a  vast  social  experiment 
based  on  wholly  foolish  notions  about 
the  dangers  of  large-scale  drug  use  and 
its  anticipated  consequences.  It  relied 
on  creating  in  the  mind's  eye  some 
mythical  drug  user  of  heroic  propor- 
tions, an  everyman,  someone  who  could 
use  drugs  with  no  ill  affects,  someone 
whose  mind  and  consciousness  would 
expand  to  include  new  horizons  of  en- 
lightenment, someone  who  would  be  a 
better  citizen.  It  was  a  form  of  a  collec- 
tive delusion.  We  found  that  the  path 
we  had  chosen  led  to  a  dead  end. 

In  the  space  of  a  few  years,  we  went 
from  having  virtually  no  drug  problem 
to  having  over  70  million  people  who 
had  tried  drugs  and  at  least  6  million 
addicts.  When  you  stop  to  consider 
that  the  vast  majority  of  those  addicts 
came  from  among  kids,  then  the  scale 
of  the  disaster  becomes  more  apparent. 
We  had  an  explosion  of  emergency 
room  admissions  and  a  plague  of  drug- 
related  deaths  and  violence.  In  the  very 
years  that  we  stopped  enforcing  drug 
laws  we  saw  a  corresponding  explosion 
in  violent  and  property  crimes.  It  is 
not  wholly  a  coincidence  that  the  ex- 
plosion in  drug  use  also  accompanied 
the  explosion  in  crime  throughout 
America.  It  is  no  coincidence  that  the 
devastation  of  our  inner  cities,  already 
suffering  a  host  of  problems,  was  a 
product  of  crack. 

We  learned,  the  hard  way,  that  there 
was  no  heroic  individual  drug  user. 
There  were  just  people.  Ordinary  peo- 
ple. Most  of  them  kids.  We  found  that 
they  listened  to  what  adults  said.  We 
found,  to  our  sorrow,  that  drugs 
worked.  We  discovered  that  when  you 
make  drugs  widely  appealing  in  large 
quantities  at  affordable  prices  more 
people  will  use  drugs.  Being  a  commer- 
cial and  trading  people,  this  should  not 
have  been  a  surprise,  but  under  the 
spell  of  the  dnig  culture,  we  ignored 
our  experience. 

We  learned,  to  our  profound  regret, 
that  dangerous  drugs  were  illegal  for  a 
reason.  We  learned  that  they  were  ille- 
gal because  they  were  dangerous,  not 
dangerous  because  they  were  illegal. 
We  learned  that  increased  use  leads  to 
more  addiction  and  to  all  of  the  collec- 
tive woes  that  come  with  it.  We 
learned  these  lessons  because  we  ig- 
nored reality,  we  disparaged  common 
sense.  And  we  paid  the  price. 

The  first  people  to  recognize  the  true 
extent  of  the  consequences  were  par- 
ents. It  was  not  some  mythical  Every- 
man that  was  using  drugs,  it  was  their 
kids.  In  alanning  numbers.  Parents 
began  to  fight  back.  In  doing  so.  they 
enlisted  the  government.  Finally,  be- 
ginning in  the  early  1980's.  we  made  ex- 
traordinary strides  in  reducing  use. 
That  meant  we  got  more  kids  to  just 
say  no  to  drugs.  Remember  that 
phrase?  It  may  have  been  laughed  at  by 
some,  but  it  worked. 
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We  still  had  the  horrible  legacy  of 
our  misdirected  and  ill-informed  past, 
but  we  made  real  strides  in  reducing 
use.  By  the  earlier  1990"s,  we  had  a 
comprehensive  strategy  that  addressed 
both  supply  and  demand.  We  had  suc- 
ceeded in  persuading  rising  generations 
of  young  people  that  drug  use  was  both 
dangerous  and  wrong.  Except  for  hard- 
core addicts — our  legacy  from  accept- 
ing the  lie  that  drugrs  are  OK— we  were 
winning  the  struggle  against  drugs. 
Then,  somewhere,  somehow,  we  lost 
our  way. 

Somewhere,  the  silence  set  in.  We  re- 
placed "Just  Say  No"  with  "Just  Say 
Nothing."  We  came  to  a  crossroads  and 
took  a  wrong  turn.  We  have  seen  the 
consequences.  In  the  past  several 
years,  drug  use  among  kids  is  on  the 
rise.  More  seriously,  their  attitudes 
about  the  dangers  of  drugs  are  chang- 
ing—for the  worse.  An  increasing  num- 
ber of  kids  no  longer  see  drug  use  as 
dangerous  or  wrong.  Moreover,  to  fill 
the  silence,  the  tragic  chorus  of  legal- 
ization has  returned.  Once  again  the 
airwaves  are  filled  with  the  sounds  of 
the  wonders  of  drug  use.  Once  again  we 
are  assured  that  drug  use  is  a  personal 
choice  that  harms  no  one.  Once  again 
we  are  told  that  enforcing  our  laws  are 
the  cause  of  our  problems.  Once  again 
we  hear  the  refrains  of  drugs  are  OK. 

The  question  we  ought  to  be  asking 
ourselves,  is  how,  after  all  the  progress 
we  were  making,  do  we  find  ourselves 
back  where  we  began?  How  is  what  we 
are  doing  today  different  from  just  a 
few  years  ago?  Are  we  doing  anything 
different?  No  matter  what  road  you  fol- 
low to  get  to  the  answers  to  these  ques- 
tions, it  seems  to  me,  that  you  come 
back  to  the  same  crossroads.  We  need 
to  retrace  our  steps,  to  put  our  feet 
back  on  the  right  road. 

Examining  recent  drug  policy  and  ef- 
forts from  the  1980's  and  early  1990's, 
several  major  differences  emerge.  To- 
day's drug  strategy  funding  is  quite 
similar  to  its  immediate  predecessor. 
After  the  initial  major  increases  in 
Federal  drug  funding  in  the  first  years 
of  the  Bush  administration,  the  budget 
to  fight  the  drug  war  has  increased  on 
average  about  5  to  6  percent  per  year. 
This  rate  of  increase  holds  true  for 
both  Democratic-  and  Republican-con- 
trolled Congrresses.  So.  if  funding  has 
been  faiirly  consistent,  we  need  to  look 
elsewhere  for  the  changes  in  policy 
that  might  account  for  the  dramatic 
changes  in  our  domestic  drug  situation 
in  the  past  3  years.  When  we  look  at 
the  problem  from  this  perspective, 
what  we  see  as  the  major  changes  come 
not  in  money  but  in  emphasis.  Elmpha- 
sis  on  how  the  money  is  spent,  and  on 
the  public  posture  of  the  administra- 
tion on  the  drug  issue. 

Now,  we  need  to  ask  ourselves  if  we 
intend  to  accomplish  anything  by  the 
policies  we  pursue.  If  we  do,  then  we 
ought  to  be  able  to  look  at  the  results 
and    draw    some    conclusions    about 


whether  our  efforts  are  producing  the 
results  we  want.  If  they  aren't,  then  we 
mdght  conclude  that  something  isn't 
working.  It  is  important  to  examine 
the  record  of  the  administration's  drug 
policy  and  what  seems  to  be  happening 
with  the  drug  problem.  We  need  to  re- 
mind ourselves  of  where  we  were  and 
the  road  we  took  to  get  where  we  are 
now.  I  have  been  detailing  this  issue  in 
the  past.  The  last  time  I  did  it  was  just 
before  the  Memorial  Day  recess.  At 
that  time,  an  esteemed  colleague  of 
mine  asserted  that  I  was  using  my  re- 
marks to  play  politics  in  an  election 
year. 

I  do  not  want  to  question  my  col- 
league's motives  for  raising  that  par- 
ticular concern.  I  trust  that  her  re- 
marks on  the  administration's  records 
were  made  because  she  is  concerned  as 
well  as  I  am  with  the  issue  and  not 
with  the  circumstances.  Certainly,  in 
sponsoring  very  recently  a  legislative 
initiative  that  addressed  a  Clinton  ad- 
ministration policy  of  letting  drug 
smugglers  go,  she  herself  is  aware  of 
some  of  the  shortcomings  of  that 
record.  Unfortunately,  in  her  remarks 
after  I  made  my  remarks  that  day  2 
weeks  ago,  she  did  not  address  many  of 
the  issues  that  I  raised.  In  addition, 
she,  too,  seems  to  have  found  it  dif- 
ficult to  set  the  record  straight  based 
on  the  record.  Many  of  her  remarks 
dealt  with  administration  initiatives 
that  are  only  indirectly  concerned  with 
drug  policy. 

It  is,  therefore,  useful  to  review  the 
record  of  both'actions  and  words  that 
took  us  down  the  path  that  we  are  on 
today,  in  other  words,  the  path  that 
changed  dramatically  from  the  1980's 
up  until  about  1991  or  1992. 

Here  we  can  see  three  major  dif- 
ference in  present  policy  from  our  ear- 
lier successful  efforts.  First,  at  the  be- 
ginning of  the  Clinton  administration, 
we  saw  a  decision  to  lower  the  profile 
of  the  drug  czar's  office.  That  was  ac- 
complished by  firing  over  80  percent  of 
the  staff  in  the  first  weeks  of  the  new 
administration  and  by  appointing  a  no- 
profile  drug  czar.  We  should  ask  our- 
selves if  that  decision  tells  us  anything 
about  the  intent  of  a  new  administra- 
tion. 

Second,  we  saw  a  decision  by  this  ad- 
ministration to  shift  the  counter  drug 
efforts  away  from  interdiction  and  en- 
forcement to  treatment.  This  was,  in 
fact,  an  upfront  announced  policy  of 
this  administration.  It  would  seem  to 
tell  us  something  about  priorities  and 
about  desired  outcomes.  The  con- 
sequences of  that  decision  have  been  a 
steady  decline  in  our  interdiction  ef- 
forts and  a  decline  in  prosecutions  of 
major  drug  offenders.  It  would  seem  we 
are  getting  what  we  should  have  ex- 
pected. 

Third,  we  saw  a  decision  by  the 
President  to  absent  himself  from  the 
drug  issue.  In  this  regard,  I  have  noted 
the  need  for  clear,  consistent  leader- 


ship on  this  issue,  but  a  number  of  our 
colleagues,  both  Democrat  and  Repub- 
lican, have  noted  a  deafening  silence  in 
the  past,  coming  from  the  White  House 
on  the  issue  of  drugs.  This  is  in  sharp 
contrast  to  previous  administrations. 

You  can  actually  count  on  your  fin- 
gers on  one  hand  the  number  of  times 
the  President  mentioned  drugs  in  the 
first  3  years  of  his  administration.  We 
need  to  ask  ourselves  if  this  silence 
was  accidental,  was  an  oversight,  or 
was  a  matter  of  deliberate  policy.  Even 
a  policy  defined  by  an  absence  of  mind, 
however,  is  still  a  policy.  And,  of 
course,  as  we  all  know,  choices  have 
consequences. 

Taken  together,  these  decisions  rep- 
resent more  than  just  a  minor  restruc- 
turing of  programs  that  were  working. 
Even  though  spending  on  counter  drug 
efforts  remained  fairly  steady,  there 
was  a  significant  shift  in  emphasis. 
There  was  a  very  significant  dropoff  in 
rhetoric  about  the  drug  problem,  and 
there  was  a  significant  decline  in  inter- 
diction and  enforcement  efforts.  These 
have  been  documented  in  a  number  of 
news  reports,  a  number  of  congres- 
sional studies,  and  even  in  information 
provided  by  this  administration. 

Leading  Democrats  and  Republicans 
in  the  last  several  years  have  also 
noted  the  silence  from  the  President  on 
the  drug  issue.  Their  conclusion  was 
that  the  bully  pulpit  lost  its  chief  rep- 
resentative. 

Unfortunately,  as  this  silence  pro- 
gressed, the  voices  for  legalization  of 
drugs  gathered  steam.  Silence  at  the 
White  House,  a  maddening  echo  around 
the  issue  for  legalization. 

Not  since  the  1970's  have  we  seen  this 
much  voice,  this  much  effort  about  the 
clamor  to  make  drugs  more  widely 
available.  And,  disturbingly,  the  re- 
newed call  for  drug  legalization  comes 
first  from  within  the  administration 
itself.  It  came  from  no  less  a  person 
than  the  Surgeon  General  of  the  United 
States,  a  position  that  carries  great 
moral  weight  and  an  opportunity  to 
lead. 

At  the  time,  the  startling  remarks  of 
Joycelyn  Elders  may  have  received 
only  a  minor  rebuke  from  the  White 
House.  Whatever  might  have  been  said 
or  done  to  counter  the  efforts  of  the 
Surgeon  General's  remarks  remain  un- 
said. Oh,  yes,  I  know  she  was  fired,  but 
the  rest,  as  they  say,  is  history. 

Now,  if  choices  have  consequences 
and  if  policies  have  purposes,  we  should 
ask  ourselves  what  we  see  as  a  result  of 
these  choices  and  policies  of  recent 
years.  Here  is  the  current  record. 

After  a  decade  of  decline  in  drug  use, 
we  see  startling  new  figures  of  return- 
ing use  of  drugs.  Every  survey,  includ- 
ing the  most  recent  hospital  emer- 
gency room  studies  released  just  last 
week,  show  a  returning  drug  problem. 
Teenage  use  is  on  the  rise.  Teenage  at- 
titudes about  the  dangers  of  drug  use 
have  changed  for  the  worse.  Emergency 
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room  admissions  are  rising.  Calls  for 
drug  legalization  and  efforts  to  accom- 
plish it  abound. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  more  kids  are 
starting  to  use  drugs.  Presumably, 
these  outcomes  were  not  the  intent  of 
the  policies  stated  or  left  unstated,  as 
I  have  mentioned.  If  that  is  true,  then 
we  are  drawn  to  the  conclusion  that 
these  efforts  are  either  a  failure  or,  at 
least,  ineffective,  and  we  have  some 
further  evidence  that  this  view  is 
shared  by  the  administration. 

In  the  last  several  months  of  an  elec- 
tion year,  the  administration  has 
changed  its  course  very  dramatically 
on  drug  policy.  The  President  has 
named  a  new  high-profile  drug  czar.  He 
has  agreed  to  restore  the  personnel, 
that  80  percent  cut  I  spoke  about  that 
came  in  1993  in  the  drug  office,  to  re- 
store that  personnel.  We  have  given  the 
money  to  do  that.  He  has  agreed  to 
beef  up  spending  on  interdiction  and 
enforcement,  and  he  has  made  himself 
more  visible  on  the  drug  issue. 

These  changes  may  smack  of  an  elec- 
tion-year conversion,  but  they  cor- 
respond exactly  to  the  problems  in  the 
policies  that  I  noted  earlier.  They  seem 
to  indicate  an  awareness  of  a  problem. 
I  leave  it  to  others  to  determine  wheth- 
er this  shift  is  too  little,  too  late.  I 
leave  it  to  others  to  decide  whether  the 
shift  is  as  a  result  of  political  conven- 
ience in  an  election  year.  But  what  we 
all  need  to  know  and  remember  is  that 
when  it  comes  to  drugs,  we  find  our- 
selves back  in  a  familiar  and  dangerous 
neighborhood.  We  took  a  wrong  turn 
and  have  ended  up  on  a  dead-end  street. 
We  have  been  here  before,  and  we  can- 
not afford  to  stick  around  a  dead-end 
street. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Madam  President,  if  I  un- 
derstand the  parliamentary  situation, 
we  went,  temporarily,  off  the  budget 
resolution  so  the  Senator  could  speak 
as  in  morning  business.  Is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Hampshire. 


UNANIMOUS  CONSENT 
AGREEMENT 

Mr.  EXON.  I  have  cleared  this  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle.  Following  the 
remarks  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  we  return  to  the  budget  resolu- 
tion, and  I  yield  15  minutes  at  that 
juncture  to  the  Senator  from  New  Jer- 
sey. 

Following  the  completion  of  the  15 
minutes  of  the  Senator  from  New  Jer- 
sey, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
remainder  of  time  on  both  sides  on  the 
budget  resolution  be  retained  and  set 
over  until  tomorrow,  and  that  there  be 
no  further  actiou  following  the  re- 
marks to  be  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey. 


TRIBUTE  TO  MY  FRIEND. 
SENATOR  BOB  DOLE 

Mr.  SMITH.  Madam  President,  today 
I  rise  to  join  so  many  of  my  colleagues 
in  a  tribute  to  my  friend  and  my  lead- 
er. Senator  Bob  DOLE.  who.  as  we  all 
know,  is  leaving  the  Senate  today, 
June  11,  1996. 

As  a  former  history  teacher,  I  could 
not  help  but  sense  the  historical  sig- 
nificance of  this  day.  It  really  was  a 
flashback  to  the  old  days  of  the  great 
oratory  that  took  place  on  the  Senate 
floor,  with  the  likes  of  Calhoun  and 
Clay  and  others,  when  Bob  DOLE  took 
the  podium  that  he  so  many  times  has 
stood  at  and  addressed  the  U.S.  Senate. 
You  could  hear  a  pin  drop  in  the  Cham- 
ber and  in  the  gallery,  not  always  the 
case  here  on  the  Senate  floor,  with  a 
lot  of  hustling  and  bustling  and  talking 
and  people  not  paying  attention. 

That  was  not  the  case  today.  Senator 
Bob  Dole  took  that  podium,  addressed 
the  country,  the  Chair,  his  colleagues 
and  friends,  many,  many  staff  in  the 
galleries,  and  the  Chamber  was  hushed 
and  quiet  and  everybody  was  listen- 
ing— as  well  they  should.  Madam  Presi- 
dent, because  when  the  history  books 
are  written,  they  will  write  about  the 
great  Senators  who  have  occupied  this 
Chamber:  Henry  Clay,  John  C.  Cal- 
houn, Bob  La  Follette,  Robert  Taft 
and,  yes,  Daniel  Webster.  Daniel  Web- 
ster used  this  very  desk.  Madam  Presi- 
dent, that  I  now  have  the  privilege  of 
speaking  from. 

It  reminds  me  that  we  are  just  a  brief 
blip  on  the  radar  screen  of  time;  here 
for  only  an  instant.  But  BOB  DOLE  is 
one  of  the  great  ones,  and  he  will  be  re- 
miembered  as  one  of  the  great  ones. 

As  a  history  student,  I  tried  to  catch 
a  sense  of  what  was  happening.  I 
looked  at  faces,  watched  people  in  this 
Chamber,  as  I  watched,  at  the  same 
time.  Senator  DOLE.  Without  singling 
anybody  out  by  name,  I  could  not  help 
but  notice  one  page,  a  young  lady, 
standing  here  on  the  floor  of  the  Cham- 
ber during  that  speech  and  after  the 
speech  with  tears  running  down  her 
cheeks.  It  really  was  a  very  moving 
tribute  to  the  kind  of  person  Bob  Dole 
is,  because  he  commands  the  respect  of 
not  only  his  colleagues  but  every  single 
man,  woman,  youngster,  page.  He  could 
talk  to  a  page  as  easily  as  he  could 
talk  to  a  President  or  world  leader. 
That  is  what  makes  him  such  a  great 
man. 

Today,  he  left  the  Senate  to  move  on 
to  other  things.  I  remember  many  emo- 
tional private  goodbyes  that  he  shared 
with  his  colleagues.  I  remember  when 
we  had  the  meeting  when  he  told  us  he 
was  leaving.  Most  of  us  did  not  expect 


him  to  do  it.  If  we  were  honest,  we 
would  say  we  did  not  expect  him  to  say 
that.  We  thought  he  might  leave  the 
leadership  post  but  not  the  Senate.  But 
when  he  did  it,  and  the  way  he  told  us, 
we  knew  it  was  the  right  thing.  We 
knew  it  was  right,  because  he  needed  to 
be  out  there  debating,  not  other  Sen- 
ators on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  but 
the  President  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Presidency.  We  all  knew  that. 

Today.  I  think  you  saw  with  the  type 
of  speech  that  Bob  Dole  gave  the  kind 
of  person  he  is:  humble,  gracious,  and 
humorous,  that  great  sense  of  humor. 
In  all  the  tough  battles  we  have  here, 
he  still  finds  that  humor,  which  has  al- 
ways been  a  remarkable  characteristic. 

So  he  is  leaving  the  Senate.  But  he 
left  today  after  that  speech  with  the 
longest  applause  that  I  have  ever  seen 
given  anyone  in  this  Chamber  or  in  the 
House  Chamber.  I  have  seen  Presidents 
when  we  have  gone  to  the  State  of  the 
Union — great  Presidents — receive  a  lot 
of  ovations.  I  have  never  seen  anybody 
receive  a  longer  ovation  than  Bob  Dole 
received  here  today,  and  that  is  a  trib- 
ute to  this  great  man  who  was  elected 
to  the  House  of  Representatives  where. 
Madam  President,  you  and  I  both 
served  together.  He  was  elected  in  1960 
and  served  four  terms  in  the  House  be- 
fore he  was  elected  to  the  U.S.  Senate, 
which  really  has  come  to  be,  the  past 
27  years,  his  home. 

But  he  gave  nearly  36  years  of  service 
to  the  State  of  Kajisas  and  to  the  peo- 
ple of  the  United  States  of  America. 
When  you  think  about  that  many  years 
of  public  service  and  reflect  on  the  fact 
there  is  not  one  word  or  taint  of  scan- 
dal in  any  way,  shape,  or  form,  an  un- 
blemished, perfect  political  record,  it  is 
remarkable. 

He  served  his  country  and  the  Senate 
and  the  people  with  humor,  with  hu- 
mility, and  we  will  never  forget  him. 

His  wife.  Elizabeth,  who  has  been  by 
his  side  for  so  many  years,  is  such  a 
gracious  woman  and  such  an  asset  to 
Bob  Dole.  Those  who  serve  here  know 
how  important  the  support  of  your 
family  is  as  you  put  in  the  long,  long 
hours  that  we  have  to  endure  in  the 
Senate. 

Bob  Dole  said  today  in  his  remarks. 
•My  word  is  my  bond."  That  is  what  it 
is  all  about.  It  is  chau:'acter.  It  is  integ- 
rity and  character.  If  you  leave  here. 
the  legacy  you  leave,  if  no  one  says 
anything  about  you  other  than  when  he 
gave  his  word  he  kept  it,  you  cannot  do 
any  better  than  that. 

I  tried  to  think  about  what  I  might 
say  here  as  my  tribute  in  my  own  way, 
because  so  many  people  have  so  many 
wonderful  things  to  say  about  this 
great  man.  I  just  want  to  share  a  cou- 
ple of  personal  things,  because  they  are 
important  to  me  and  I  think  it  cap- 
tures my  feeling  about  BOB  Dole. 

I  come  from  a  military  family.  My 
father  served  in  World  War  n  as  a 
naval  aviator  and  was  killed  at  the  end 
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of  the  war,  leaving  my  mother  as  a 
widow  to  raise  my  brother  and  me.  She 
did  that  alone.  I  lost  my  dad.  as  I  say, 
in  World  War  n,  and  Bob  Dole  nearly 
lost  his  life  in  that  same  war.  Severely 
injured,  he  had  to  fight  his  way  back, 
not  only  firom  the  brink  of  death  but 
after  that,  paralysis,  and  became  a  U.S. 
Senator. 

But  we,  the  sons  and  daughters  of 
that  generation,  those  of  us  who  had 
parents  who  were  in  that  war.  World 
War  n,  we  know,  we  are  grateful.  Per- 
haps we  know  and  are  a  little  bit  more 
grateful  than  others  for  what  they  did 
and  the  sacrifices  they  made  and  how 
important  they  were  to  save  the  world 
firom  tyranny.  It  took  heroes  like  Bob 
Dole— and  he  was  a  hero,  he  is  a  hero 
— it  took  heroes  like  Bob  Dole  to  make 
that  happen.  We  owe  him,  and  thou- 
sands of  others  like  him,  a  huge  debt  of 
gratitude  for  their  service  and  their 
sacrifice  to  our  country,  because  when 
the  call  came,  they  stepped  up  amd 
they  stopped  tyranny. 

So  Bob  Dole  did  not  get  here  the 
easy  way.  We  hear  a  lot  of  stories 
about  how  everybody  in  the  Senate  is 
rich  and  everybody  gets  here  the  easy 
way  and  you  live  this  great  life,  but 
Bob  Dole  made  it  the  hard  way.  You 
cannot  help  but  admire  and  respect  a 
man  like  that. 

I  turned  to  him  in  1993  to  be  a  part  of 
one  of  the  most  personal  and  meaning- 
ful experiences  of  my  entire  life,  and  I 
want  to  share  that  with  my  colleagues 
and  with  the  American  people. 

When  my  father  died  in  1945,  it  was  2 
days  before  my  fourth  birthday,  so  I 
only  have  two  memories  of  my  dad.  My 
brother  has  no  memories  of  our  dad. 
because  he  was  less  than  a  year  old.  I 
had  always  wanted  to  have  my  father 
buried  at  Arlington,  but  I  never  wanted 
to  bring  that  subject  up  with  my  moth- 
er because  he  was  not  buried  at  Arling- 
ton and  I  did  not  want  to  put  my  moth- 
er through  that  experience  of  having 
his  remains  moved  from  where  he  was 
buried  in  New  Jersey  to  come  here  to 
Arlington  where  I  believe  he  would 
have  liked  to  have  been  laid  to  rest.  So 
I  put  it  off. 

Then  in  May  1993.  my  mother  passed 
away.  She  used  to  say  she  was  a  one- 
man  woman,  and  she  was.  She  never  re- 
married after  she  lost  my  dad.  But  she 
always  would  go  by  the  cemetery  and 
she  would  say.  "Put  me  there  with  him 
so  that  we  can  be  together  forever." 

When  I  made  the  decision  to  bury  my 
parents — both  of  them — at  Arlington 
National  Cemetery  in  May  1993.  I  asked 
Senator  Dole  if  he  would  have  the 
time  to  come  and  give  a  few  remarks  at 
that  service.  Within  a  matter  of  min- 
utes, the  response  came  back:  "Of 
course." 

I  asked  Bob  Dole  to  say  just  a  few 
words.  I  listened  as  this  man  made  con- 
nections to  my  parents  that  I  just 
could  not  believe  anyone  could  do  so 
spontaneously.  He  did  not  know  my 


mother.  He  did  not  know  my  father. 
But  I  listened  to  Bob  Dole  say  very 
movingly  of  how  my  father  had  stood 
guard  in  the  night  and  how  he  had 
made  the  ultimate  sacrifice.  I  listened 
as  he  spoke  of  how  my  mother  had 
stood  guard  here  at  home  when  my  fa- 
ther went  away  to  war.  I  listened. 
Madam  President,  and  I  knew  how 
proud  my  father  and  mother  were, 
looking  down  from  Heaven  to  see  this 
American  hero,  Bob  Dole,  speaking  at 
their  memorial  service  in  Arlington 
National  Cemetery. 

He  even  made  the  connection  my  dad 
served  on  the  U.S.S.  Wichita.  He  said. 
"Any  man  who  would  serve  on  the 
U.S.S.  Wichita,  named  after  a  city  in 
Kansas,  had  to  be  a  great  man."  He 
made  that  ceremony  so  personal  that 
many  of  my  relatives  came  up  to  me 
afterwards  and  said.  "Did  Senator 
Dole  know  your  parents?"  I  said.  "I 
think  he  did.  I  really  think  he  did." 

So  holding  Bob  Dole  in  the  esteem  I 
do,  I  was  honored  that  only  8  months 
into  my  first  term  in  the  Senate.  Sen- 
ator Dole  selected  me  to  be  vice  chair- 
man of  the  Senate  Select  Committee 
on  POW/MIA  Affairs.  It  was  a  great 
honor  for  me  to  serve  in  that  capacity. 
I  shall  always  be  grateful  to  Bob  Dole 
for  giving  me  that  opportunity.  Of 
course,  he  also  selected  me  for  the  Eth- 
ics Committee,  and  I  may  hold  that 
against  him  for  a  little  while. 

But.  Madam  President,  in  1994.  I  had 
another  moving  experience.  I  attended 
the  50th  anniversary  commemoration 
of  D-day  at  Normandy.  I  saw  there  a 
sight  that  I  will  never  ever  forget.  My 
wife  Mary  Jo  and  I  went,  and  Bob  Dole 
went  as  well.  He  retraced  his  steps  in 
Italy.  To  see  him  there  back  with  those 
people  who  helped  to  save  his  life,  and 
to  walk  those  hills  where  he  was 
wounded,  and  then  to  go  to  Normandy 
after  he  left  Italy,  to  the  beaches  of 
Normandy  with  those  rows  and  rows 
and  rows  of  crosses,  aind  to  think  of  the 
sacrifices,  and  men  in  wheelchairs, 
men  with  lost  limbs,  hugging,  saluting 
this  man — it  was  a  great  honor  just  to 
be  there  for  the  celebration  of  Nor- 
mandy, but  to  be  there  in  the  company 
of  Bob  Dole,  I  shall  always  be  grateful 
to  Senator  Dole  for  giving  me  that  op- 
portunity. I  have  never  seen  such  admi- 
ration, gratitude,  respect,  and  love  as 
there  was  for  that  man.  They  loved 
him.  They  absolutely  loved  him. 

Another  just  little  thing,  but  last 
summer  I  had  two  young  interns,  just 
college  kids.  Jennifer  Kilgus  and  Greg 
Annis.  They  were  walking  down  the 
corridor  of  the  Capitol,  just  taking  a 
walk.  They  decided  to  stop  in  to  the 
majority  leader's  office  just  to  say 
they  went  in  there,  hoping  maybe  they 
might  have  the  chance  to  meet  Bob 
Dole. 

Not  only  did  he  agree  to  see  them 
with  no  appointment,  but  in  the  midst 
of  a  very  busy  schedule  he  spent  15 
minutes  talking  to  them,  two  young 


interns  in  his  office,  giving  them  the 
thrill  of  their  lives.  That  is  the  kind  of 
man  Bob  Dole  is.  That  is  why  there 
were  tears  in  the  eyes  of  that  page 
when  Bob  Dole  said  he  was  leaving. 

Finally,  Madam  President,  as  the 
senior  Senator  from  New  Hampshire,  I 
cannot  help  but  note  that  somehow 
Bob  Dole  has  managed  to  spend  quite 
a  bit  of  time  in  New  Hampshire  over 
the  past  few  years.  He  lost  a  tough  pri- 
mary in  New  Hampshire  but  went 
across  the  Nation  with  a  stunning  se- 
ries of  smashing  primary  victories  as 
he  won  the  Republican  nomination  for 
President.  Gracious  in  defeat  and  gra- 
cious in  victory. 

He  has  been  to  New  Hampshire  just 
to  enjoy  its  beautiful  lakes  and  moun- 
tains and  countrysides.  Perhaps, 
Madam  President,  you  never  know, 
there  might  even  be  a  summer  White 
House  in  New  Hampshire  someplace. 

Final  anecdote.  I  remember  Senator 
Dole,  I  believe  2  years  ago,  saying  to 
me,  "You  know,  my  Elizabeth  would 
really  like  to  go  water-skiing.  But  we 
would  really  not  like  to  have  a  crowd 
around.  Could  you  arrange  that  so  that 
we  didn't  have  to  have  a  bunch  of  peo- 
ple with  cameras  so  she  could  relaix  and 
enjoy  herself?"  And  we  did.  She  is  a 
great  water-skier,  too. 

So,  Madam  President,  I  join  my  col- 
leagues in  saying  farewell,  but  not 
goodbye,  to  Bob  Dole.  The  last  thing  I 
said  to  Senator  Bob  Dole  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate,  as  I  shook  his  hand  after 
his  remarks,  was,  "I'll  see  you  at  your 
swearing  in  for  President  on  the  West 
Front  of  the  Capitol  on  January  20, 
1997."  He  said,  "I'll  be  there."  I  said,  "I 
know  you  will,  Mr.  President."  I  have 
been  proud  to  serve  with  BOB  DOLE  in 
the  U.S.  Senate.  I  will  be  prouder  still 
next  yeax  to  fight  as  a  Senator  to  help 
President  BOB  DOLE  pass  the  agenda 
that  he  dreams  about  for  America. 

Thank  you.  Madam  President. 

Madam  President.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  letter  that  Senator 
DOLE  read  at  my  parents'  funeral  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

A  TRIBUTE  TO  LT.  COMMANDER  DONALD 
SMITH  AND  MARGARET  ELDRIDGE 
SMITH.  ARLINGTON  NATIONAL  CEME- 
TERY. BY  SENATOR  BOB  DOLE.  MAY  24, 
1993 

Members  and  friends  of  the  Smith  family; 
I  never  knew  Lt.  Commander  Donald  Smith, 
but  we  shared  a  great  deal  in  common. 

We  were  of  the  same  generation.  We  served 
together  in  World  War  II— he  flew  the  skies 
of  the  Pacific,  and  I  walked  the  hills  of  Italy. 
And  since  I'm  from  Kansas.  I  note  with  pride 
that  Lt.  Commander  Smith  served  aboard 
the  U.S.S.  Wichita. 

The  author  Herman  Wouk  wrote  that  "If 
America  is  still  the  great  beacon  in  dense 
gloom— then  we  still  need  heroes  to  stand 
guard  in  the  night." 

Like  so  many  others  before  and  after  him. 
Lt.  Commander  Donald  Smith  stood  guard  in 
the  night.  An'l  like  so  many  others,  he  made 
the  ultimate  sacrifice. 
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He  was  and  he  is  an  American  hero,  and  it 
is  very  fitting  that  he  has  been  brought  here, 
this  final  resting  place  of  American  heroes. 

There  is  another  name  we  add  today  to  the 
list  of  heroes  at  Arlington.  The  name  of  Mar- 
garet Eldridge  Smith. 

Throughout  our  history,  as  American  sol- 
diers have  "stood  gruard  in  the  night."  their 
family  members  have  "stood  guard"  here  at 
home,  supporting  their  country  and  their 
military  in  countless  ways. 

When  Margaret  Eldridge  married  Donald 
Smith,  she  did  so  knowing  there  would  be 
times  when  they  would  be  separated  by  miles 
of  land  and  ocean. 

She  also  knew  that  the  time  might  come. 
as  it  did  in  1945.  when  they  would  be  sepa- 
rated by  more  than  just  territorial  limits. 

And  for  the  past  half  century.  Margaret 
Smith  honored  her  husband  and  her  country 
by  continuing  to  stand  guard. 

She  raised  a  family  on  her  own.  bringing 
up  two  fine  sons  who  would  both  serve  their 
country  in  the  military  and  in  government. 

She.  too.  is  an  American  hero. 

I  am  very  honored  to  be  here  this  after- 
noon, as  these  two  heroes  are  reunited  for- 
ever, and  the  best  way  we  can  honor  them  is 
to  continue  to  love  freedom,  to  love  our 
country,  and  to  always  "stand  guard  through 
the  night." 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  I  thank  you. 
Madam  President,  for  recognizing  me 
for  some  comments  on  the  budget  rec- 
onciliation. 


TRIBUTE  TO  BOB  DOLE 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Madam  Presi- 
dent, I  will  take  just  a  couple  of  min- 
utes beyond  that  which  was  allocated 
to  me  by  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  to 
say  that  I,  too.  listened  very  intently 
to  Senator  Dole's  remarks  today.  I  was 
touched  and  moved  by  them. 

I  will  not  go  into  his  record,  and  I 
will  not  go  to  any  length,  but  I  want  to 
say  that  BOB  Dole  is  someone  whom  I 
have  admired  over  the  years,  with 
whom  I  have  worked  very  smoothly. 
When  he  said  it.  he  meant  it.  When  he 
meant  it.  he  said  it.  That  is  the  way  he 
operated. 

He  is  part  of  a  generation,  of  which  I 
also  am.  and  that  is  the  generation  of 
World  War  n  veterans,  a  dwindling 
group.  I  regret  to  say.  This  year  we 
will  see  several  leave  because,  in  addi- 
tion to  Senator  Bob  Dole.  Senator 
Hatfield,  and  Senator  Heflin  will 
leave,  and  the  grroup  tightens  and 
shrinks.  It  is  not  a  very  pleasant  pros- 
pect to  contemplate.  But.  nevertheless, 
it  is  a  decided  loss  to  take  away  the  ex- 
perience, the  knowledge,  the  reflection 
of  those  who  served  in  World  War  U  at 
a  time  when  America  was  a  much  dif- 
ferent place,  at  a  time  when  the  values 
were  established  by  tightly  knit  fami- 
lies, by  those  who  worried  about  the 
loss  of  a  loved  one  or  the  injury  of  a 
family  member  in  the  wax.  It  was  a 
huge  war  with  somewhere  around  14.  15 
million  people  from  our  country  in  uni- 


form. It  touched  every  family  in  Amer- 
ica. There  was  not  a  family  that  did 
not  have  close  contact  with  that  war. 

We  were  also  the  generation  that 
benefited  enormously — enormously — 
from  an  educational  program  called 
the  GI  bill  that  was  afforded  to  people 
like  me  and  many  others  who  serve 
here,  where  it  changed  our  lives.  The 
military  experience  was  one  thing.  I 
served  in  World  War  n,  not  imder  the 
same  level  of  danger  that  Senator  Dole 
or  Senator  Inouye  served,  but  people  in 
my  unit  were  killed.  It  changed  our 
lives  because  of  the  experience  of  the 
war.  the  fear,  the  danger,  the  detach- 
ment from  family.  When  I  enlisted  in 
World  War  n.  my  father  was  already  on 
his  death  bed,  a  man  of  just  43  years  of 
age.  And  a  family  of  four  became  a 
family  of  two  virtually  overnight. 

But  the  exi)erience  of  serving  my 
country,  the  opportunity  to  do  so,  the 
opportunity  to  get  an  education,  is 
something  that  ought  to  be  firmly  im- 
planted in  everybody's  mind  in  this 
place  and  in  this  country,  where  an 
education  can  change  one's  life,  as  it 
did.  I  know  for  so  many  of  my  col- 
leagrues.  Certainly,  it  did  for  me. 

Without  giving  a  personal  biography, 
that  is  not  my  intent,  just  to  say  that 
we  will  miss  Bob  Dole.  We  will  miss 
his  experience  and  we  will  miss  his  wis- 
dom. I  wish  him  well — not  quite  as  well 
as  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire, 
but  that  is  in  terms  of  the  upcoming 
Presidential  election — I  wish  him.  per- 
sonally, well  and  I  wish  him  and  his 
family  many  good  years  of  enjoyment 
and  good  health. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLU'TION  ON 
THE  BUDGET  FOR  FISCAL  "YEAR 
1997— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Madam  Presi- 
dent, if  I  may  now  take  the  time  allot- 
ted to  me  by  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska. I  want  to  talk  about  the  con- 
ference report  on  the  budget  resolu- 
tion, this  budget  that  makes  such  deep 
cuts  in  Medicare,  Medicaid,  education, 
and  the  environment.  My  view  is  we 
ought  to  reject  it  and  start  over. 

Before  I  make  specific  comments 
about  the  budget,  I  want  to  frame  it  in 
terms  of  the  historical  perspective.  The 
Federal  budget  over  the  last  15  years. 
what  has  happened  with  it?  The  fiscal 
records  of  Presidents  Clinton.  Bush, 
and  Reagan  could  not  be  more  dif- 
ferent. Over  a  I2-year-period.  the 
Reagan  and  Bush  administrations  in- 
curred S2.3  trillion  of  debt.  In  fact,  if 
we  did  not  have  to  pay  the  interest  on 
the  debt  racked  up  in  these  12  years, 
the  budget  would  be  in  balance  this 
year.  Not  once  did  President  Reagan  or 
President  Bush  propose  a  balanced 
budget. 

Fortunately.  President  Clinton's  4- 
year  record  is  much  different.  Presi- 
dent Clinton  promised  change  in  1992 
and  he  has  produced  it.  Consider  the 


following:  The  deficit  has  gone  down 
for  4  straight  years.  The  revised  deficit 
figure  for  the  fiscal  1996  year  is  now 
$130  billion — by  no  means  a  modest  fig- 
ure, but  substantially  down  from  where 
it  was  4  years  ago.  It  is  1.8  percent  of 
our  gross  domestic  product.  That  is  the 
lowest  percentage  of  any  industrialized 
country.  For  example.  Japan's  deficit 
is  more  than  3  percent  of  its  GDP;  Brit- 
ain, the  U.K..  is  7  percent  of  its  GDP; 
Italy's  percentage  of  debt  is  9  percent 
of  GDP. 

Finally.  President  Clinton  is  the  first 
President  to  put  forward  a  balanced 
budget  proposal  in  a  full  generation. 
Madam  President,  budgets  are  more 
tha>n  just  numbers.  A  budget  is  a  state- 
ment of  values.  We  are  not  accountants 
sent  to  Washington  to  only  crunch 
numbers.  We  are  here  to  respond  to  our 
people's  needs  for  health  security,  for 
seniors  on  Medicare,  and  Medicaid  for 
those  who  have  only  that  program  to 
provide  for  their  health  needs. 

We  are  here  to  encourage  educational 
opportunities  for  our  young  people.  We 
are  here  to  be  stewards  of  the  environ- 
ment so  that  the  next  generation  can 
enjoy  clean  water,  clean  air.  my  grand- 
children will  know  about  fish  in  the 
water,  and  not  be  afraid  to  go  to  a  tap 
to  take  a  drink  of  water,  or  will  not 
have  to  be  told  to  stay  out  of  the  afr 
when  playing  games  or  exercising. 

We  axe  here  to  provide  help  and  vi- 
sion for  our  people  in  the  next  century. 
Simply,  we  are  here  to  protect  our  citi- 
zens' life  quality,  to  protect  our  econ- 
omy, to  protect  our  Nation,  to  protect 
our  society.  This  budget  does  not  ac- 
complish those  objectives.  It  will  hurt 
those  aspirations. 

Madam  President,  unfortunately, 
some  in  the  other  party  believe  Gov- 
ernment is  evil.  I  say  this  because  a 
very  distinguished  Republican,  a  Re- 
publican House  Member  told  a  very  dis- 
tinguished Congressman.  Congressman 
Henry  Hyde,  as  I  read  from  the  report. 
"I  trust  Hamas."  this  person  said, 
"more  than  I  trust  my  own  Govern- 
ment." Hamas — a  terrorist  organiza- 
tion with  programs  desigrned  to  kill  in- 
nocent people,  men.  women,  and  chil- 
dren. What  an  odious  comparison. 
Madam  President,  what  government  is 
this  person  talking  about?  Could  it  be 
the  American  Government?  Our  demo- 
cratically elected  Government? 

Excluding  net  interest,  two-thirds  of 
the  Federal  Government  is  Social  Se- 
curity, Medicare.  Medicaid,  veterans 
benefits,  and  national  defense.  These 
are  the  major  programs  of  our  Federal 
Government.  I  repeat.  Social  Security. 
Medicare.  Medicaid,  veterans,  national 
defense.  Are  these  evil  programs?  Are 
they  equivalent  to  Hamas  terrorist  at- 
tacks? I  do  not  get  the  connection,  but 
I  resent,  terribly,  the  words  that  are 
used.  Whatever  one  thinks  about  mis- 
takes or  poor  performance  of  our  Gov- 
ernment, this  Government  and  this 
country  can  never  be  compared  to  a 
terrorist  organization. 
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Madam  President,  the  question  is  no 
longrer  whether  we  will  balance  the 
budget.  The  question  is,  how?  Who  will 
win  in  programs  that  are  in  place?  Who 
will  lose  if  programs  are  canceled?  Fi- 
nally, whose  side  is  Government  on? 

President  Clinton  has  laid  out  the 
right  way  to  balance  the  budget.  His 
budget  reaches  balance  within  6  years, 
as  documented  by  CBO,  but  unlike  the 
Republican  version  the  President's 
budget,  protects  Medicare,  Medicaid, 
education,  and  the  environment,  and  it 
does  not  increase  taxes  on  working 
families.  The  President's  budget  not 
only  protects  37  million  senior  citizens 
from  deep  Medicare  cuts  contained  in 
this  budget,  but  it  will  also,  despite  re- 
ports to  the  contrary  in  recent  days,  it 
will  also  make  the  Medicare  trust  fimd 
solvent  until  the  year  2005.  It  preserves 
the  guarantee  of  Medicaid  for  36  mil- 
lion seniors  and  disabled  persons  who 
rely  on  those  programs.  It  protects  our 
Nation's  environment  by  ensuring  full 
funding  for  the  implementation  of  the 
major  environmental  programs  like 
clean  air,  clean  water,  and  toxic  waste 
cleanups.  It  makes  critical  invest- 
ments in  education  and  training,  it 
provides  increased  funding  for  pro- 
grams like  Head  Start,  title  I,  and  safe 
and  drug-free  schools. 

Finally,  the  President's  budget  main- 
tains the  eamed-income  tax  credit, 
which  provides  tax  relief  for  working 
families  who  earn  less  than  $28,000  a 
year.  It  allows  them  to  maintain  their 
family  needs  for  basic  essentials,  for 
sustenance. 

The  Republican  budget  is  much  dif- 
ferent. It  is  punitive  to  working  fami- 
lies and  senior  citizens.  In  reality,  this 
budget  resolution  ought  to  be  entitled 
"Extremist  Budget,  Part  n."  The  huge 
Medicare  cuts  in  this  budget,  combined 
with  the  proposed  structural  changes 
will  truly  make  Medicare  wither  on  the 
vine.  If  the  Republican  budget  is  en- 
acted. Medicare  will  become  a  second- 
class  health  care  system.  The  Repub- 
lican budget  also  eliminates  the  guar- 
antees of  Medicaid  coverage  for  sen- 
iors, disabled,  children,  and  pregnant 
women. 

This  budget  contains  a  Republican 
assault  on  education.  Over  7  years  this 
budget  cuts  S60  billion  in  education  and 
training,  compared  to  the  President's 
budget.  This  budget  continues  the  Re- 
publican tragedy  of  the  environment. 
The  budget  will  cut  environmental  pro- 
grams by  19  percent  in  the  year  2002 
and  it  will  slow  down  toxic  waste 
cleanups. 

Finally,  this  budget  continues  the 
Republican  war  on  working  families. 
At  the  same  time  the  GOP  leadership  is 
opposing  an  increase  in  the  minimum 
wage,  they  are  proposing  to  increase 
taxes  on  working  families  who  earn 
under  S28,000  a  year— harsh  and  unfair. 
That  is  why  this  budget  resolution 
ought  to  be  called  the  extremist  budget 
partn. 


Last  year,  the  President  vetoed  the 
Republican  budget  because  it  con- 
tained huge  cuts  in  Medicare,  Medic- 
aid, education,  and  the  environment. 
This  budget  does  very  much  the  same, 
and  President  Clinton  will  veto  this 
budget  as  well. 

So  as  soon  as  our  Republican  friends 
show  that  they  can  put  forth  a  bal- 
anced budget  like  the  President's,  one 
that  protects  our  priorities,  we  will 
have  a  balanced  budget — but  not  until 
then. 

I  thank  the  Chair  and  yield  the  floor. 

Madam  President,  I  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Madam  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  the  remarks 
of  Mr.  Specter  are  printed  at  an  ear- 
lier point  in  today's  RECORD.) 


TRIBUTE  TO  PAUL  F.  EATON,  SR. 

Mr.  M0"5rNIHAN.  Madam  President,  if 
I  may  ask  the  Senate's  indulgence.  On 
the  16th  of  this  month,  my  friend  and 
sometime  counselor,  Paul  F.  Eaton, 
Sr..  of  Walton,  NY,  will  celebrate  his 
87th  birthday.  This  is,  of  course,  a 
happy  occasion  for  Paul,  his  family  and 
many  friends,  in  our  upstate  Delaware 
County. 

Both  Paul  Eaton  and  I  came  to  reside 
in  the  foothills  of  the  Catskills  as 
adults.  Paul  came  to  practice  law  in 
the  early  1930's.  And  Liz  and  I  bought 
our  farm  in  the  early  1960's.  And  we 
have  all  stayed.  The  beauty  of  the 
place  and  the  welcoming  nature  of  its 
people  have  kept  us  there. 

Paul  made  Walton  his  home;  he  was 
elected  village  police  justice  and  later 
mayor;  served  in  the  Office  of  Price  Ad- 
ministration during  World  War  11;  has 
spent  over  a  half  century  as  trustee  of 
St.  John  the  Baptist  Church;  married 
Frances  Kellogg,  raised  a  family;  re- 
mained a  loyal  Democrat;  played  golf; 
and  practiced  law. 

And  if  I  may  say.  Madam  President, 
he  has  practiced  law,  and  continues  to 
practice  law,  in  a  manner  that  brings 
nothing  but  honor  to  that  profession. 
Paul  Eaton  is  a  general  practitioner. 
He  draws  wills,  handles  real  estate 
closings,  tries  cases,  and  counsels  his 
clients.  His  reputation  as  a  skillful 
lawyer  is  matched  only  by  his  reputa- 
tion for  honesty  and  integrity.  He  is 
still  at  it.  For  while  we  will  celebrate 
his  birthday  on  the  16th,  he  will  be  in 
his  law  office  on  the  17th.  This  is  as  it 
should  be.  We  wish  him  well.  Happy 
birthday  Paul.  Madam.  President,  I 
yield  the  floor. 


DEBATE  ON  BALANCED  BUDGET 

AMENDMENT 

Mr.  FORD.  Madam  President,  on  Fri- 
day the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
INHOFE]  and  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  DORGAN]  and  I  had  an  ex- 
change about  the  inaccuracy  of  certain 
statements  made  by  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  regarding  the  debate  over 
the  balanced  budget  amendment.  Dur- 
ing that  exchange,  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  inserted  into  the  Record 
copies  of  the  original  versions  of  Sen- 
ate Joint  Resolution  41  from  the  103d 
Congrress,  and  House  Joint  Resolution  1 
from  the  104th  Congress.  The  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  represented  that  these 
were  the  two  resolutions  that  we  voted 
on— Senate  Joint  Resolution  41,  in  1994, 
and  House  Joint  Resolution  1,  in  1996. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  indicated  that  the  two 
resolutions  we  voted  on  were  not  iden- 
tical, since  language  known  as  the 
Nunn  amendment  was  added  to  House 
Joint  Resolution  1  regarding  judicial 
review,  and  that  this  was  new  langruage 
from  the  resolution  voted  upon  in  1994. 
The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  asked 
unanimous  consent  to  insert  into  the 
Record  the  language  which  was  actu- 
ally voted  on  by  the  Senate.  After  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  twice  reserved 
the  right  to  object,  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  withdrew  his  request. 

I  have  since  had  time  to  review  the 
Record,  and  found  that  Both  resolu- 
tions inserted  into  the  Record  by  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  were  incor- 
rect. In  other  words,  neither  of  the  res- 
olutions which  he  put  into  the  Record 
were  actually  voted  upon  by  the  Sen- 
ate. The  Senator  form  Oklahoma  put 
into  the  Record  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  proposals  as  introduced,  in 
order  to  claim  the  Senate  voted  on 
identical  proposals.  However,  both  res- 
olutions were  subsequently  amended  in 
different  ways.  The  1994  resolution  was 
modified  to  limit  judicial  remedies  to 
declaratory  judgments  and  other  rem- 
edies authorized  by  Congress.  This 
modification  was  dropped  altogether  in 
House  Joint  Resolution  1,  as  intro- 
duced in  1995.  However,  this  resolution 
was  then  also  amended  by  the  Senate 
through  the  Nunn  amendment,  which 
prohibited  judicial  review  entirely. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
resolutions  which  were  actually  voted 
upon  by  the  Senate  in  1994  and  1996 — 
neither  of  which  were  inserted  into  the 
Record  by  the  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa—be inserted  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.J.  Res.  41.  103d  Congress— Fcal  Version 
ON  Which  Senate  Voted 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled  (two-thirds  of  each  House 
concurring  therein).  That  the  following-  article 
is  proposed  as  an  amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution. Which  shall  be  valid  to  all  intents 
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and  purposes  as  part  of  the  Constitution 
when  ratified  by  the  legislatures  of  three- 
fourths  of  the  several  States  within  seven 
years  after  the  date  of  its  submission  to  the 
States  for  ratification: 

"Article  — 

"Section  l.  Total  outlays  for  any  fiscal 
year  shall  not  exceed  total  receipts  for  that 
fiscal  year,  unless  three-fifths  of  the  whole 
number  of  each  House  of  Congress  shall  pro- 
vide by  law  for  a  specific  excess  of  outlays 
over  receipts  by  a  rollcall  vote. 

"Section  2.  The  limit  on  the  debt  of  the 
United  States  held  by  the  public  shall  not  be 
increased,  unless  three-fifths  of  the  whole 
number  of  each  House  shall  provide  by  law 
for  such  an  increase  by  a  rollcall  vote. 

"Section  3.  Prior  to  each  fiscal  year,  the 
President  shall  transmit  to  the  Congress  a 
proposed  budget  for  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment for  that  fiscal  year  in  which  total 
outlays  do  not  exceed  total  receipts. 

"Section  4.  No  bill  to  increase  revenue 
shall  become  law  unless  approved  by  a  ma- 
jority of  the  whole  number  of  each  House  by 
a  rollcall  vote. 

"Section  5.  The  Congress  may  waive  the 
provisions  of  this  article  for  any  fiscal  year 
in  which  a  declaration  of  war  is  in  effect. 
The  provisions  of  this  article  may  be  waived 
for  any  fiscal  year  in  which  the  United 
States  is  engaged  in  military  conflict  which 
causes  an  imminent  and  serious  military 
threat  to  national  security  and  is  so  declared 
by  a  joint  resolution  adopted  by  a  majority 
of  the  whole  number  of  each  House,  which 
becomes  law. 

"Section  6.  The  Congress  shall  enforce  and 
implement  this  article  by  appropriate  legis- 
lation, which  may  rely  on  estimates  of  out- 
lays and  receipts.  The  power  of  any  court  to 
order  relief  pursuant  to  any  case  or  con- 
troversy arising  under  this  Article  shall  not 
extend  to  ordering  any  remedies  other  than 
a  declaratory  judgment  or  such  remedies  as 
are  specifically  authorized  in  implementing 
legislation  pursuant  to  this  section. 

"Section  7.  Total  receipts  shall  include  all 
receipts  of  the  United  States  Government  ex- 
cept those  derived  from  borrowing.  Total 
outlays  shall  include  all  outlays  of  tne 
United  States  Government  except  for  those 
for  repayment  of  debt  principal. 

"Section  8.  This  article  shall  take  effect 
beginning  with  fiscal  year  2001  or  with  the 
second  fiscal  year  beginning  after  its  ratifi- 
cation, whichever  is  later." 

House  Joint  Resolution  l.  iMth  Congress- 
Final  Version  on  which  Senate  voted 
Balanced  Budget  amendment  to  the 

constttution  as  amended  by  senator  nun'n 

ARTICLE  — 

Section  l.  Total  outlays  for  any  fiscal  year 
shall  not  exceed  total  receipts  for  that  fiscal 
year,  unless  three-fifths  of  the  whole  number 
of  each  House  of  Congress  shall  provide  by 
law  for  a  specific  excess  of  outlays  over  re- 
ceipts by  a  rollcall  vote. 

Section  2.  The  limit  on  the  debt  of  the 
United  States  held  by  the  phone  shall  not  be 
increased,  unless  three-fifths  of  the  whole 
number  of  each  House  shall  provide  by  law 
for  such  an  increase  by  a  rollcall  vote. 

Section  3.  Prior  to  each  fiscal  year,  the 
President  shall  transmit  to  the  Congress  a 
proposed  budget  for  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment for  that  fiscal  year,  in  which  total 
outlays  do  not  exceed  total  receipts. 

Section  4.  No  bill  to  increase  revenue  shall 
become  law  unless  approved  by  a  majority  of 
the  whole  number  of  each  House  by  a  rollcall 
vote. 


Section  5.  The  Congress  may  waive  the 
provisions  of  this  article  for  any  fiscal  year 
in  which  a  declaration  of  war  is  in  effect,  the 
provisions  of  this  article  may  be  waived  for 
any  fiscal  year  in  which  the  United  States  is 
engaged  in  military  conflict  which  causes  an 
imminent  and  serious  military  threat  to  na- 
tional security  and  is  so  declared  by  a  joint 
resolution,  adopted  by  a  majority  of  the 
whole  number  of  each  house,  which  becomes 
law. 

Section  6.  The  Congress  shall  enforce  and 
implement  this  article  by  appropriate  legis- 
lation, which  may  rely  on  estimates  of  out- 
lays and  receipts.  The  judicial  power  of  the 
United  States  shall  not  extend  to  any  case  of 
controversy  arising  under  this  Article  except 
as  may  be  specifically  authorized  by  legisla- 
tion adopted  pursuant  to  this  section. 

Section  7.  Total  receipts  shall  include  aU 
receipts  of  the  United  States  Government  ex- 
cept those  derived  from  borrowing.  Total 
outlays  shall  include  all  outlays  of  the 
United  States  Government  except  for  those 
for  repayment  of  debt  principal. 

Section  8.  This  article  shall  take  effect  be- 
ginning with  fiscal  year  2002  or  with  the  sec- 
ond fiscal  year  beginning  after  its  ratifica- 
tion, whichever  is  later. 

Mr.  FORD.  Second,  Madam  Presi- 
dent, the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  and  I 
had  an  exchange  on  the  Senate  floor 
because  after  I  heard  him  quote  from 
my  1994  floor  statement,  I  believe  he 
was  quoting  my  statement  in  an  inac- 
curate and  distorting  manner.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma  was  quoting  my 
statement  in  support  of  the  Reid-Ford- 
Feinstein  amendment  which  protected 
the  Social  Security  trust  fimds,  and 
making  it  sound  like  I  was  speaking  in 
support  of  the  underlying  Simon-Hatch 
version  of  the  legislation,  which  does 
not  protect  Social  Security. 

Madam  President,  after  reading  Fri- 
day's Record,  I  found  that  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma's  quoting  of  my  1994 
statement  was  even  more  selective  and 
misleading  than  I  had  first  realized.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  my  actual 
full  statement,  as  reproduced  in  the 
Congressional  Record  on  March  i, 
1994.  and  the  version  quoted  by  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

Those  who  wish  to  read  these  can 
draw  their  own  conclusions  about 
whether  I  was  quoted  accurately. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Senator  Wendell  Ford,  actual  Floor 
Statement.  March  1. 1994 

Mr.  Ford.  Mr.  President.  I  have  but  a  few 
minutes  to  speak  this  morning  on  behalf  of 
the  Reid-Ford-Feinstein  balanced  budget 
amendment.  So  I  will  concentrate  my  re- 
marks this  morning  on  trust. 

The  public  trusts  the  Congress  to  keep  the 
Nation's  finances  in  order.  Nowhere  is  that 
agreement  and  that  trust  more  evident  or 
more  important  than  in  governing  the  Social 
Security  trust  fund. 

In  the  debate  over  our  amendment  and  the 
Simon  amendment,  honesty  and  protection 
of  the  trust  fund  have  played  a  very  big  role. 
Right  now.  surpluses  in  the  trust  funds  are 
being  used  to  hide  the  true  amount  of  the 
deficit.  The  biggest  example  of  this  is  in  So- 
cial Security,  but  it  is  by  no  means  alone  in 
this  distinction. 


During  the  iseos,  we  allowed  the  Federal 
trust  funds  to  run  up  huge  surpluses.  We 
would  collect  a  gasoline  tax  to  fund  highway 
construction  but  then  not  spend  it  all  on 
highways,  thus  creating  an  accounting  sur- 
plus. "ITie  problem  is.  we  did  spend  money 
elsewhere  creating  masked  deficit  and  budg- 
etary illusions. 

The  Simon  amendment  will  allow  us  to 
continue  to  do  this.  I  have  a  speech  in  my 
folder  that  I  made  back  in  October  of  1987 
that  addressed  this  very  issue.  This  particu- 
lar speech  dealt  with  the  Aviation  trust 
fund.  At  the  time,  it  represented  a  S6  billion 
surplus. 

Mr.  President.  I  say  to  my  colleagues  that 
that  is  only  peanuts  when  compared  to  So- 
cial Security.  According  to  0MB.  from  1965. 
when  the  Social  Security  System  started  to 
run  a  surplus,  to  1993.  it  singlehandedly  cov- 
ered up  n66  billion  in  Government  red  ink. 
Social  Security  covered  up  S366  billion  ia 
Government  red  ink. 

If  you  think  that  is  bad.  wait  until  we  look 
to  the  future.  From  1994  through  the  year 
2001.  the  date  that  Senator  Simons  amend- 
ment would  liltely  take  effect.  CBO  projects 
another  $703  billion  in  budgetary  chicanery, 
for  a  grand  total  of  $1.69  trillion  worth  of  de- 
ception. 

When  compared  with  that,  the  deficit  hid- 
den by  the  other  trust  funds  are  small  pota- 
toes—only another  $35  to  $40  billion.  Pretty 
soon  though,  as  we  have  heard  in  the  p«tft.  It 
adds  up  to  real  money.  We  pat  ourselves  on 
the  back  and  claim  to  cut  spending  and  do 
what  is  right  for  our  electorate,  all  the  while 
our  Social  Security  trust  fund  is  full  of 
lOU's. 

Well.  I.  and  those  who  support  our  amend- 
ment, mean  to  do  something  about  that.  Our 
amendment  respects  the  pact  our  Nation 
made  with  its  people  many  years  ago.  It  re- 
inforces it.  makes  it  stronger,  safer,  and 
more  secure.  Social  Security  is  exempt  from 
our  amendment,  thus  securing  and  fortifying 
its  position  as  a  separate  trust  fund.  If  you 
do  not  believe  me.  just  listen  to  the  Gray 
Panthers,  and  they  will  tell  you  themselves. 
I  have  here  three  letters  to  that  effect. 
AARP.  the  National  Alliance  for  Senior  Citi- 
zens, and  the  National  Committee  to  Pre- 
serve Social  Security  and  Medicare,  all  en- 
dorse Social  Security's  treatment  under  this 
amendment. 

Other  trust  funds  will  be  treated  honestly 
as  well.  They  will  be  considered  as  a  part  of 
the  capital  budget  that  invests  in  InfTastmc- 
ture  and  development.  Building  highwajrs 
and  airports  pays  dividends  in  the  future 
through  higher  productivity  and  job  oppor- 
tunity and  growth.  Social  Security  and  these 
other  trust  funds  did  not  cause  the  deficit. 
and  under  our  amendment  they  will  not  be 
used  to  hide  the  deficit  either.  This  is  honest 
budgeting  and  a  workable  balanced  budget 
amen<lment. 

Mr.  President,  time  is  short  and  a  vote  on 
the  Reid-Ford-Feinstein  balanced  budget 
amendment  is  near.  Unfortunately.  I  fear 
that  it  is  not  near  passage  but  defeat.  Stand- 
ing beside  that  defeat  will  be  a  good  faith  ef- 
fort of  those  who  are  truly  concerned  about 
the  world  that  we  leave  for  future  genera- 
tions. Standing  beside  that  defeat  will  be  the 
last  attempt  of  this  Congress  to  face  reality 
and  tackle  an  ever-crippling  debt  and  deficit 
problem.  Standing  beside  that  defeat  will  be 
faith  in  Government.  I  support  the  efforts  of 
my  friend  and  coUea^e  from  Illinois  to  take 
on  this  persistent  fiscal  dishonesty,  but  his 
version  of  the  amendment  will  go  down  to 
defeat  as  well. 

The  Reid-Ford-Feinstein  amendment  is  the 
only  amendment  that  could  stand  the  chance 


13724 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  11,  1996 


of  final  passage.  We  all  know  that.  Yet 
standing  by  the  defeat  of  yet  another  bal- 
anced budget  will  be  my  colleagues  from  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle.  Instead  of  getting 
what  they  could,  they  will  go  home  proud  of 
talcing  the  supposed  moral  high  ground.  If 
that  is  what  they  want,  they  can  have  it. 
What  I  want  and  what  70  percent  of  our  Na- 
tion's people  want  is  a  sound  financial  fu- 
ture. What  they  will  get  is  more  of  the  same 
under  the  Simon  amendment,  for  standing 
tall  at  the  end  of  the  day  will  be  disenchant- 
ment, dishonesty  and  fiscal  irresponsibility. 

I  hear  so  much  about  -'if  40-some-odd  Gov- 
ernors can  operate  a  balanced  budget,  why 
can't  the  Federal  Government." 

Well,  I  give  them  an  opportunity.  I  oper- 
ated under  it.  It  worked.  We  had  a  huge  sur- 
plus when  I  left  the  Governor's  office.  We 
had  an  operating  account.  We  had  a  capital 
account. 

They  say  operate  like  you  do  at  home.  At 
home  you  have  income,  your  salary.  That  is 
your  operating  account.  You  buy  a  car  with- 
in your  means.  You  pay  that  out  of  your  op- 
erating account.  You  buy  a  home.  You  pay 
that  out  of  your  operating  account.  But  your 
operating  account  is  always  balanced.  And 
we  have  a  time  period  in  which  to  pay  it  off. 

They  say.  "Oh.  we  will  never  implement 
that  legislation."  How  do  you  know  we  will 
not?  I  have  seen  some  amazing  things  come 
out  of  this  Chamber.  I  have  seen  people  work 
and  do  the  right  thing. 

1  think  implementation  of  this  amendment 
will  work.  1  think  we  can  make  it  work.  But 
on  the  other  hand,  if  we  want  an  issue,  fine. 
Stay  with  Senator  Simon  and  Senator 
Hatch.  Stay  with  them  and  then  have  an 
issue  when  you  go  home. 

But  do  you  want  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment? There  are  enough  votes  with  those 
who  are  supporting  that  amendment  that  we 
can  get  one. 

Oh.  I  hear  all  this,  "The  House  is  going  to 
make  us  do  it."  I  have  never  seen  us  make 
the  House  do  anything.  I  have  never  seen  the 
House  make  us  do  anything.  So  when  they 
pass  their  balanced  budget  amendment,  what 
is  it  going  to  do?  It  is  going  to  die  between 
here  and  there.  That  is  what  is  going  to  hap- 
pen to  it.  It  is  going  to  die  between  here  and 
there. 

"Oh,  we  will  be  forced  into  it."  Nope.  The 
House  will  not  do  that  to  us.  We  will  not  do 
it  to  the  House.  So  if  you  want  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  operated  like  Nebraska 
was  operated,  like  Kentucky  was  operated,  I 
will  guarantee  you  that  we  can  do  the  right 
thing. 

That  is  what  it  is  all  about  here  today,  to 
do  the  right  thing.  We  have  an  operating 
budget.  We  are  going  to  pay  this  in  10  years. 
The  slice  is  in  here.  We  have  lOU's  in  the  So- 
cial Security.  We  are  going  to  buy  it.  It  is  in 
operating.  We  buy  it,  pay  it  off.  So  Social  Se- 
curity is  sound.  I  do  not  understand  why  it 
takes  a  brain  surgeon  to  understand  how  you 
operate  a  budget  the  away  the  States  do. 

And  so.  Mr.  President,  I  would  hope  that 
we  would  reconsider  between  now  and  3 
o'clock  this  afternoon  that  this  is  an  oppor- 
tunity to  pass  a  balanced  budget  amendment 
that  will  work  and  will  give  us  a  financially 
sound  future,  not  only  for  ourselves  but  for 
our  children  and  our  grandchildren. 

I  hear  my  distinguished  friend  say  he  is 
going  to  do  it  for  his  unborn  grandchildren. 
I  have  five.  The  Senator  is  no  "Lone  Rang- 
er". I  am  just  as  worried  about  my  grand- 
children as  he  is.  And  I  think  I  have  a  pretty 
good  idea  I  have  had  to  work  under  it.  I  had 
to  operate  it.  I  understand  how  it  works. 
There  are  few  in  this  Chamber  who  do.  You 


will  find  that  most  of  those  will  vote  for  this 
amendment  because  it  works. 

Do  it  like  the  Governors  do:  pass  the  Reid 
amendment.  Do  it  like  you  do  at  home  and 
operate  your  own  budget:  pass  the  Reid 
amendment.  It  is  just  that  simple,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. 

I  do  not  know  how  much  time  I  have  re- 
maining, but  I  will  reserve  it. 

Senator  Lnhofe:  Quotation  of  March  1, 1994 
Statement  of  Senator  Ford,  June  7, 1996 

So  when  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  came 
in — I  had  not  quoted  him,  but  I  will  now.  He 
said  this  back  on  March  1,  1994.  He  said,  "I 
support  the  efforts  of  my  friend  and  col- 
league from  Illinois"— talking  about  Senator 
Simon,  who  is  a  very  courageous  guy,  and 
one  I  complimented  probably  more  than  I 
have  ever  complimented  anyone  else  on  the 
floor  yesterday.  Senator  Ford  said,  "I  sup- 
port the  efforts  of  my  friend  and  colleague 
from  Illinois  to  take  on  this  persistent  fiscal 
dishonesty.  I  hear  so  much  about  if  40-some- 
odd  Governors  can  operate  a  balanced  budg- 
et, why  can't  the  Federal  Government?  I  op- 
erated under  it"— this  is  Senator  Ford,  who 
was  a  Governor  of  Kentucky— "and  it 
worked.  I  think  implementation  of  this 
amendment  will  work.  I  think  we  can  make 
it  work.  I  do  not  understand  why  it  takes  a 
brain  surgeon  to  understand  how  you  operate 
a  budget  the  way  the  States  do.  This  is  an 
opportunity  to  pass  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  that  will  work  and  will  give  us  a 
financially  sound  future,  not  only  for  our- 
selves but  for  our  children  and  our  grand- 
children." 

Mr.  FORD.  Lastly,  Madam  President, 
let  me  just  note  that  every  provision  of 
the  Constitution  is  subject  to  interpre- 
tation. I  am  sure  that  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  does  not  agree  with  every 
Supreme  Court  decision  interpreting 
the  words  of  the  Constitution — even 
though  it  may  involve  different  inter- 
pretations of  the  same  langruage. 

In  1994,  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Illinois.  Senator  Simon,  gave  spe- 
cific assurances  that  he  would  work  in 
support  of.  and  even  cosponsor,  imple- 
menting legislation  to  require  Congress 
to  balance  the  budget  without  counting 
the  annual  Social  Security  surplus.  He 
even  submitted  a  memorandum  from 
the  Congressional  Research  Service 
with  the  opinion  that  it  would  be  legal 
ajid  appropriate  for  Congress  to  pass 
such  legislation.  This  memorandum  is 
reprinted  in  the  March  1.  1994,  Con- 
gressional Record  along  with  the  de- 
bate 

By  contrast,  in  1995  we  saw  proposals 
from  leading  proponents  of  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  spelling  out 
how  much  of  the  Social  Security  sur- 
plus they  would  count  year  by  year. 

As  I  stated  last  year  and  again  last 
week,  this  wjis  an  enormous  shift  in 
the  interpretation  of  the  resolution 
and  a  major  factor  in  my  decision  to 
not  support  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  without  further  assurances 
about  Social  Security. 

It  is  my  hope  that  debate  on  the  Sen- 
ate floor  in  the  future  will  be  con- 
ducted at  a  level  which  respects  the 
opinions  of  fellow  Senators  on  all 
issues.  It  is  the  least  that  our  constitu- 
ents expect  of  us. 


FATHER  BILL  KENNY 

Mr.  REID.  Madam  President,  one  of 
the  pleasures  of  working  with  this  body 
is  the  opportunity  to  recognize  the  out- 
standing contributions  that  individuals 
have  made  in  our  respective  States  and 
in  our  country.  I  rise  today  to  recog- 
nize such  a  person.  Father  Bill  Kenny 
of  Las  Vegas. 

Frequently,  people  are  recognized  for 
an  heroic  action  on  a  specific  occasion, 
or  for  a  moment  of  self-sacrifice  that 
may  have  saved  the  lives  of  people  who 
were  put  in  harms  way.  Father  Kenny's 
achievement  is  different;  he  is  a  man 
who  has  devoted  his  entire  life  to  help- 
ing others,  and  on  a  continual,  daily 
basis,  he  gives  his  energy,  his  time,  and 
his  spirit  to  his  community,  to  his  i)a- 
rishioners,  and  to  his  church.  On  June 
19,  Father  Kenny  will  celebrate  the 
25th  anniversary  of  his  ordainment  as  a 
Catholic  Priest,  and  I  am  delighted  to 
take  this  occasion  to  congratulate  him  ' 
on  a  lifetime  of  self-sacrifice. 

Father  Bill  Kenny  is  truly  an  exam- 
ple of  the  American  dream  in  action. 
Bill  came  to  Las  Vegas  as  a  young  boy 
and  attended  St.  Joseph's  Catholic 
School  and  Bishop  Gorman  High 
School.  As  a  young  altar  boy.  Bill  often 
thought  about  becoming  a  priest.  In- 
spired by  his  uncle  John,  a  priest  who 
also  served  in  Las  Vegas,  Bill  entered 
the  seminary  and  afterwards  completed 
his  studies  at  the  theological  college  of 
the  Catholic  University  of  America  on 
a  3-year  scholarship.  He  earned  his  B.A. 
in  1966  and  his  M.A.  a  year  later,  after 
which  he  wsis  assigned  for  one  year  to 
the  North  American  College  in  Rome,  a 
residence  for  American  students  who 
study  at  the  Pontifical  Gregorian  Uni- 
versity. He  resumed  his  studies  at  the 
theological  college,  and  in  1971.  he  re- 
turned to  Las  Vegas  for  his  ordination. 

He  was  first  assigned  to  serve  as  as- 
sociate pastor  at  St.  Annes  and  then,  in 
1976,  at  Our  Lady  of  Las  Vegas.  The  di- 
ocese intuitively  knew  that,  in  Father 
Kenny,  they  had  a  man  of  extraor- 
dinary talent  and,  in  October  of  1978, 
Father  Bill  was  asked  to  start  a  new 
parish  in  a  growing  section  of  the  city; 
he  became  the  founding  pastor  of 
Christ  the  King  Catholic  Community,  a 
parish  that,  under  his  tutelage,  has 
grown  to  over  5,000  members. 

I  have  had  the  good  fortune  to  attend 
services  at  Father  Kenny's  church  and 
to  witness,  first  hand,  the  care  and 
compassion  he  has  engendered  within 
his  parish.  I  participated  in  one  of  the 
most  moving  ceremonies  of  my  career 
when  Father  Bill  invited  me  to  take 
part  in  the  oi>ening  of  the  national 
AIDS  Quilt  exhibit  which  he  gener- 
ously housed  in  the  church's  parish 
hall.  We  read  the  names  of  those  whose 
lives  were  represented  in  the  squares  of 
the  quilt,  and  I  know  there  wasn't  a 
dry  eye  in  the  crowd. 

This  is  just  one  example  of  the  com- 
passion that  Father  Bill  demonstrates 
on  a  continual  basis;  I  know  that  there 
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are  at  least  5,000  more  stories  that  re- 
flect the  ixifluence  that  he  has  had  on 
someone's  life.  I  am  glad  that  Father 
Bill  chose  to  come  back  to  his  home  in 
Las  Vegas  to  fulfill  his  mission  with 
the  Catholic  church.  I  am  proud  to 
have  him  as  my  friend,  and  I  congratu- 
late him  for  his  25  years  of  exemplary 
service  to  the  people  of  Nevada.  We  are 
all  better  because  of  him. 


THE  VERY  BAD  DEBT  BOXSCORE 

Mr.  HELMS.  Madajn  President,  at 
the  close  of  business  yesterday  Mon- 
day. June  11,  1996,  the  Federal  debt 
stood  at  $5,134,653,489,857.86. 

On  a  per  capita  basis,  every  man. 
woman,  and  child  in  America  owes 
$19,372.70  as  his  or  her  share  of  that 
debt. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

At  11:29  a.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Ms.  Goetz,  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  House  has  passed  the 
following  bill,  in  which  it  requests  the 
concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.R.  3268.  An  act  to  amend  the  Individuals 
with  Disabilities  Education  Act.  to  reauthor- 
ize and  make  improvements  to  that  Act.  and 
for  other  pun»ses. 

At  2:30  p.m..  a  message  f^om  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Ms.  Goetz.  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  House  has  passed  the 
following  bills,  in  which  it  requests  the 
concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.R.  848.  An  act  to  increase  the  amount  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  for  assistance  for 
highway  relocation  regarding  the  Chicka- 
mauga  and  Chattanooga  National  Military 
Park  in  Georgia. 

H.R.  3029.  An  act  to  designate  the  United 
States  courthouse  in  Washington.  District  of 
Columbia,  as  the  "E.  Barrett  Prettyman 
United  States  Courthouse." 

H.R.  3060.  An  act  to  implement  the  Proto- 
col on  Environmental  Protection  to  the  Ant- 
arctic Treaty. 

H.R.  3186.  An  act  to  designate  the  Federal 
building  located  at  1653  Woodson  Road  in 
Overland.  Missouri,  as  the  "Sammy  L.  Davis 
Federal  Building." 

H.R.  3364.  An  act  to  designate  the  Federal 
building  and  United  States  courthouse  at  235 
North  Washington  Avenue  in  Scranton, 
Pennsylvania,  as  the  "William  J.  Nealon 
Federal  Building  and  United  States  Court- 
house." 

H.R.  3400.  An  act  to  designate  the  Federal 
building  and  United  States  courthouse  to  be 
constructed  at  a  site  on  18th  Street  between 
Dodge  and  Douglas  Streets  in  Omaha.  Ne- 
braska, as  the  "Roman  L.  Hruska  Federal 
building  and  United  States  Courthouse." 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  disagrees  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  of  the  bill  (H.R  3103)  to 
amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1986  to  improve  portability  and  con- 
tinuity of  health  insurance  coverage  in 
the  group  and  individual  markets,  to 
combat  waste,  fraud,  and  abuse  in 
health  insurance  and  health  care  deliv- 


ery, to  promote  the  use  of  medical  sav- 
ings accounts,  to  improve  access  to 
long-term  care  services  and  coverage, 
to  simplify  the  administration  of 
health  insurance,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses, and  asks  a  conference  with  the 
Senate  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  thereon;  and  appoints  Mr. 
ARCHER,  Mr.  THOMAS,  Mr.  BULEY.  Mr. 
BILIRAKIS,  Mr.  GOODLING,  Mr.  FaWELL, 

Mr.  Hyde,  Mr.  McCollum,  Mr. 
Hastert,  Mr.  Gibbons,  Mr.  Stark,  Mr. 
DiNGELL,  Mr.  Waxman,  Mr.  Clay,  Mr. 
CONYERS,  and  Mr.  Bonior  as  the  man- 
agers of  the  conference  on  the  part  of 
the  House. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  House  has  agreed  to  the  following 
concurrent  resolution,  in  which  it  re- 
quests the  concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.  Con.  Res.  153.  Concurrent  resolution  au- 
thorizing the  use  of  the  Capitol  grounds  for 
the  Greater  Washington  Soap  Box  Derby. 

H.  Con.  Res.  172.  Concurrent  resolution  au- 
thorizing the  1996  Summer  Olympic  Torch 
Relay  to  be  run  through  the  Capitol 
Grounds,  and  for  other  purposes. 


MEASURES  REFERRED 

The  following  bills  were  read  the  first 
and  second  times  by  unanimous  con- 
sent and  referred  as  indicated: 

H.R.  848.  An  act  to  Increase  the  amount  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  for  assistance  for 
highway  relocation  regarding  the  Chicka- 
mauga  and  Chattanooga  National  Military 
Park  in  Georgia;  to  the  Committee  on  En- 
ergy and  Natural  Resources. 

H.R.  3029.  An  act  to  designate  the  United 
States  courthouse  in  Washington.  District  of 
Columbia,  as  the  "E.  Barrett  Prettyman 
United  States  Courthouse":  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Environment  and  Public  Works. 

H.R.  3186.  An  act  to  designate  the  Federal 
building  located  at  1655  Woodson  Road  in 
Overland.  Missouri,  as  the  "Sammy  L.  Davis 
Federal  Building":  to  the  Committee  on  En- 
vironment and  Public  Works. 

H.R.  3364.  An  act  to  designate  the  Federal 
building  and  United  States  courthouse  at  235 
North  Washington  Avenue  in  Scranton. 
Pennsylvania,  as  the  "William  J.  Nealon 
Federal  Building  and  United  States  Court- 
house": to  the  Committee  on  Environment 
and  Public  Works. 

H.R.  3400.  An  act  to  designate  the  Federal 
building  and  United  States  courthouse  to  be 
constructed  at  a  site  on  18th  Street  between 
Dodge  and  Douglas  Streets  in  Omaha.  Ne- 
braska, as  the  "Roman  L.  Kruska  Federal 
building  and  United  States  Courthouse":  to 
the  Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works. 


MEASURES  PLACED  ON  THE 
CALENDAR 

The  following  measure  was  read  the 
first  and  second  times  by  unanimous 
consent  and  placed  on  the  calendar: 

H.R.  3268.  An  act  to  amend  the  Individuals 
With  Disabilities  Education  Act,  to  reau- 
thorize and  make  improvements  to  that  act. 
and  for  other  purposes. 


accompanjring  papers,  reports,  and  doc- 
uments, which  were  referred  as  indi- 
cated: 

EC-2982.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  and  the  Secretary  of  Ag- 
riculture, transmitting  jointly,  pursuant  to 
law.  notice  of  an  intention  relative  to  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  project  at  Applegate 
Lake.  Oregon:  to  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture, Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

EC-2983.  A  communication  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service.  Department  of  Agriculture,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law.  the  rule  entitled 
"The  Pork  Promotion.  Research,  and  Con- 
sumer Information  Order,"  received  on  June 
4.  1996:  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nu- 
trition, and  Forestry. 

EC-2984.  A  communication  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service.  Department  of  Agriculture,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  rule  entitled 
"Papayas  Grown  in  Hawaii,"  received  on 
May  31,  1996:  to  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture, Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

EC-29e5.  A  communication  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Agrricultural  Marketing 
Service.  Department  of  Agriculture,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law.  the  rule  entitled 
"The  Tobacco  Inspection":  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

EC-2986.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  System,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  report  on  retail  fees  and  services  of 
depository  institutions:  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

EC-2987.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 
Executive  Office  of  the  President,  transmit- 
ting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  on  direct 
spending  or  receipts  legislation  within  five 
days  of  enactment:  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget. 

£0-2968.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Fisheries  Conserva- 
tion and  Management,  National  Marine  Fish- 
eries Service,  National  Oceanic  and  Atmos- 
pheric Administration,  Department  of  Com- 
merce, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  re- 
port of  a  rule  entitled  "Groundfish  Fishery 
of  the  Bering  Sea  and  Aleutian  Islands 
Area."  received  on  June  4.  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce.  Science,  and  Transpor- 
tation. 

EC-2989.  A  communication  from  the  Pro- 
gram Managrement  Officer,  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service,  National  Oceanic  and  At- 
mospheric Administration,  Department  of 
Commerce,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law. 
the  report  of  a  rule  entitled  "Atlantic 
Striped  Bass  Fishery."  (RIN0648-AH57)  re- 
ceived on  June  6.  1996:  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC-2990.  A  communication  from  the  Man- 
aging Director  of  the  Federal  Communica- 
tions Commission,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  a  rule  relative  to  FM  broadcast  sta- 
tions, received  on  June  5.  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce.  Science,  and  Transpor- 
tation. 


EXECUTIVE  AND  OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 
The  following  communications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  with 


PETITIONS  AND  MEMORIALS 

The  following  petitions  and  memori- 
als were  laid  before  the  Senate  and 
were  referred  or  ordered  to  lie  on  the 
table  as  indicated: 

POM-575.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Sen- 
ate of  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Hawaii; 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture.  Nutrition, 
and  Forestry. 
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"Senate  Resolution  No.  49 

"Whereas,  the  Hawaiian  islands  are  among 
the  most  environmentally  sensitive  areas  in 
the  world,  containing-  unique  and  extremely 
fragile  ecosystems;  and 

"Whereas,  the  State's  150  recognized  eco- 
systems are  home  to  more  than  one-third  of 
the  526  plant  species  and  88  bird  species  on 
the  United  States  endangered  and  threatened 
species  list;  and 

"Whereas,  conservationists  call  Hawaii  the 
'Endangered  Species  Capital  of  the  World.'  as 
three-fourths  of  the  nation's  extinct  plant 
and  bird  species  once  lived  only  on  our  is- 
lands: and 

"Whereas,  alien  pest  species  are  considered 
the  single  greatest  threat  to  the  survival  of 
our  native  Hawaiian  plant  and  bird  species: 
and 

"Whereas,  the  island  of  Guam  is  now  de- 
void of  any  and  all  avian  life  due  to  the  dev- 
astation of  a  well-Imown  alien  pest,  the 
brown  tree  snake;  and 

"Whereas,  19  new  insect  species  found  their 
way  into  the  environment  in  1994,  even 
though  the  State  Department  of  Agriculture 
inspected  13  million  agricultural  parcels  en- 
tering the  State  and  intercepted  131  alien  in- 
sects and  183  illegal  animals:  and 

"Whereas,  on  average.  20  new  insect  spe- 
cies arrive  in  Hawaii  each  year,  of  which  ten 
become  pests:  and 

"Whereas,  federal  quarantine  law  gives  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  the 
legal  authority  to  inspect  baggage  and  pas- 
sengers bound  for  the  mainland  from  Hawaii 
in  order  to  protect  the  mainland's  environ- 
ment, but  does  not  grant  the  same  authority 
to  inspect  baggage  and  passengers  bound  for 
Hawaii  trom  the  mainland  to  protect  Ha- 
waii's environment:  and 

"Whereas,  Governor  Benjamin  J.  Cayetano 
established  the  'Coordinating  Group  on  Alien 
Pest  Species'  (CGAPS),  a  group  comprised  of 
representatives  from  the  State  Department 
of  Agriculture,  State  Department  of  Trans- 
portation, Hawaii  Farm  Bureau  Federation. 
Hawaii  Visitors  Bureau.  Nature  Conservancy 
of  Hawaii,  National  Park  Service,  United 
States  Department  of  Agriculture.  United 
States  Customs  Service.  United  States  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service,  United  States  Navy, 
United  States  Postal  Inspection  Service,  and 
United  States  Postal  Service;  and 

"Whereas,  the  Governor's  Agriculture  Co- 
ordinating, Committee  provided  funding  for 
CGAPS  efforts  to  focus  public  attention  on 
the  need  to  prevent  new  alien  pest  species 
from  entering  the  State  and  to  control  pests 
which  are  already  established:  and 

"Whereas,  as  a  result  of  information  ob- 
tained through  CGAPS  efforts,  state  depart- 
ments may  be  proposing  specific  programs 
aimed  at  accelerating  the  eradication  of  es- 
tablished pest  species  and  improving  mecha- 
nisms to  prevent  the  introduction  of  alien 
pest  species;  and 

"Whereas,  state  budget  concerns  will  have 
a  serious  impact  on  the  agencies  which  con- 
tribute to  these  prevention  and  control  ef- 
forts: and 

"Whereas,  the  costs  of  these  efforts  pale  in 
comparison  to  the  price  we  would  pay  in 
terms  of  losses  to  industries  such  as  tourism 
and  agriculture  which  depend  on  environ- 
ment quality,  if  our  environment  is  not  pre- 
served and  protected:  and 

"Whereas,  in  recognition  of  the  long-term 
cost  benefits  of  immediate  action,  funding 
for  the  implementation  of  those  programs 
may  be  included  in  the  budgets  of  those  state 
departments;  and 

"Whereas,  in  addition  to  programs  pro- 
posed by  state  departments,  other  CGAPS 


members  may  seek  grants  to  accomplish  the 
same  purposes:  and 

"Whereas,  the  Legrislature  may  appropriate 
funds  for  grants  to  those  private  conserva- 
tion, agricultural,  and  tourism  organiza- 
tions: Now.  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved,  by  the  Senate  of  the  Eighteenth 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Hawaii.  Regular 
Session  of  1996.  That  the  Governor  is  respect- 
fully urged  to  place  a  high  administrative 
priority  on  existing  pest  eradication  and  pre- 
vention progran^s.  as  well  as  the  develop- 
ment and  implementation  of  new  programs 
recommended  by  the  CGAPS  members;  and 

"Be  it  fuTther  resolved.  That  the  President 
of  the  United  States  and  the  United  States 
Congress  are  respectfully  urged  to  advocate 
legislation  and  programs  to  eradicate  pests 
and  prevent  their  introduction  into  Hawaii; 
and 

"Be  it  further  resolved.  That  certified  copies 
of  this  Resolution  be  transmitted  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  the  President 
of  the  United  States  Senate,  the  Speaker  of 
the  United  States  House  of  Representatives, 
Hawaii's  congressional  delegation,  and  the 
Governor  of  the  State  of  Hawaii." 

POM-576.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Hawaii 
programs;  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 
Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

"House  Concurrent  Resolution  No.  16 

"Whereas,  the  Hawaiian  islands  are  among 
the  most  environmentally  sensitive  areas  in 
the  world,  containing  unique  and  extremely 
fragile  ecosystems;  and 

"Whereas,  the  State's  150  recognized  eco- 
systems are  home  to  more  than  one-third  of 
the  526  plant  species  and  88  bird  species  on 
the  United  States  endangered  and  threatened 
species  list;  and 

"Whereas,  conservationists  call  Hawaii  the 
"Endangered  Species  Capital  of  the  World." 
as  three-fourths  of  the  nation's  extinct  plant 
and  bird  species  once  lived  only  on  our  is- 
lands: and 

"Whereais.  alien  pest  species  are  considered 
the  single  greatest  threat  to  the  survival  of 
our  native  Hawaiian  plant  and  bird  species; 
and 

"Whereas,  the  island  of  Guam  is  now  de- 
void of  any  and  all  avian  life  due  to  the  dev- 
astation of  a  well-known  alien  pest,  the 
brown  tree  snake;  and 

"Whereas,  the  economic  impact  of  alien 
pest  species  in  the  State  of  Hawaii  exceeds 
$400  million  annually,  yet  the  State  si>ends 
only  J25  million  per  annum  on  prevention: 
and 

"Whereas,  19  new  insect  species  found  their 
way  into  the  environment  in  1994,  even 
though  the  State  Department  of  Agriculture 
inspected  13  million  agricultural  parcels  en- 
tering the  State  and  intercepted  131  alien  in- 
sects and  183  illegal  animals;  and 

"Whereas,  on  average.  20  new  insect  spe- 
cies arrive  in  Hawaii  each  year,  of  which  ten 
become  pests;  and 

"Whereas,  federal  quarantine  law  gives  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  the 
legal  authority  to  inspect  baggage  and  pas- 
sengers bound  for  the  mainland  from  Hawaii 
in  order  to  protect  the  mainland's  environ- 
ment, but  does  not  grant  the  same  authority 
to  inspect  baggage  and  passengers  bound  for 
Hawaii  from  the  mainland  to  protect  Ha- 
waii's environment;  and 

"Whereas.  Governor  Benjamin  J.  Cayetano 
established  the  'Coordinating  Group  on  Alien 
Pest  Species'  (CGAPS).  a  group  comprised  of 
representatives  from  the  State  Department 
of  Agriculture.  State  Department  of  Health. 
State  Department  of  Land  and  Natural  Re- 


sources, State  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, Hawaii  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  Ha- 
waii Visitors  Bureau,  Nature  Conservancy  of 
Hawaii,  National  Park  Service,  United 
States  Department  of  Agriculture,  United 
States  Custom  Service.  United  States  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service.  United  States  Navy. 
United  States  Postal  Inspection  Service,  and 
United  States  Postal  Service:  and 

"Whereas,  the  Governor's  Agriculture  Co- 
ordinating Committee  provided  funding  for 
CGAPS  efforts  to  focus  public  attention  on 
the  need  to  prevent  new  alien  pest  species 
from  entering  the  State  and  to  control  pests 
which  are  already  established;  and 

"Whereas,  as  a  result  of  information  ob- 
tained through  CGAPS  efforts.  State  Depart- 
ments may  be  proposing  specific  programs 
aimed  at  accelerating  the  eradication  of  es- 
tablished pest  species  and  improving  mecha- 
nisms to  prevent  the  introduction  of  alien 
pest  si>ecies;  and 

"Whereas.  State  budget  concerns  will  have 
a  serious  impact  on  the  agencies  which  con- 
tribute to  these  prevention  and  control  ef- 
forts; and 

"Whereas,  the  costs  of  these  efforts  pale  in 
comparison  to  the  price  we  would  pay  if  our 
environment,  and  therefore  industries  such 
as  tourism  and  agriculture  which  depend  on 
environmental  quality,  is  not  preserved  and 
protected;  and 

"Whereas,  in  recognition  of  the  long-term 
cost  benefits  of  immediate  action,  funding 
for  the  implementation  of  those  programs 
may  be  included  in  the  budgets  for  those 
State  departments:  and 

"Whereas,  in  addition  to  programs  pro- 
posed by  State  departments,  other  CGAPS 
members  may  seek  grants  to  accomplish  the 
same  purposes:  and 

"Whereas,  the  State  Legrislature  may  ap- 
propriate funds  for  grants  to  those  private 
conservation,  agricultural,  and  tourism  or- 
ganizations: Now.  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved,  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
of  the  Eighteenth  Legislature  of  the  State  of 
Hawaii,  Regular  Session  of  1996,  the  Senate 
concurring.  That  the  Governor  is  respect- 
fully urged  to  place  a  high  administrative 
priority  on  existing  pest  eradication  and  pre- 
vention programs,  as  well  as  the  develop- 
ment and  implementation  of  new  programs 
recommended  by  the  CGAPS  members:  and 

"Be  it  further  resolved.  That  the  President 
of  the  United  States  and  the  United  States 
Congress  are  respectfully  urged  to  advocate 
legislation  and  programs  to  eradicate  pests 
and  prevent  their  introduction  into  Hawaii: 
and 

"Be  it  further  resolved.  That  certified  copies 
of  this  Concurrent  Resolution  be  transmitted 
to  the  President  of  the  United  States,  the 
President  of  the  United  States  Senate,  the 
Speaker  of  the  United  States  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, Hawaii's  congressional  delega- 
tion, and  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  Ha- 
waii." 

POM-577.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Hawaii:  to 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

"House  Concurrent  Resolution  No.  20 

"Whereas,  since  October  1.  1994.  the  KING 
DDR  has  conducted  155  activities  utilizing 
249  HING  volunteers  and  141  civilian  volun- 
teers to  reduce  the  demand  for  drugs  in  the 
State  of  Hawaii:  and 

"Whereas,  during  a  twelve-month  period 
(October  l,  1994-September  30,  1995),  DDR  ac- 
tivities have  reached  a  total  audience  of  over 
35,818  individuals;  and 

"Whereas,  while  working  with  the  Hono- 
lulu Police  Department's  'No  Hope  In  Dope 
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Program,'  HING  DDR  has  provided  positive 
role  models  to  speak  to  elementary,  inter- 
mediate, and  high  school  youths  throughout 
the  State  of  Hawaii;  and 

"Whereas,  HING  DDR  has  coordinated  with 
the  Hawaii  Air  National  Guard  O130  Squad- 
ron to  provide  airlift  support  to  transport 
the  'No  Hope  In  Dope  Program'  to  the  outer 
islands;  and 

"Whereas,  HING  DDR  has  coordinated  with 
Hawaii  Air  and  Army  National  Guard  units 
to  provide  static  displays  at  drug-free  pa- 
rades and  concerts;  and 

"Whereas,  HING  DDR  volunteers  have 
trained  community  leaders,  parents,  and 
other  individuals  on  being  a  mentor  for  the 
youths  who  have  graduated  from  the  Hawaii 
National  Guard  Youth  Challenge  Program; 
and 

"Whereas.  HING  DDR  volunteers  have  been 
involved  with  recruiting  youths  and  men- 
tors, and  working  with  the  Advisory  Com- 
mittee in  support  of  the  Hawaii  National 
Guard  Youth  Challenge  Program:  and 

"Whereas,  HING  DDR  volunteers  have 
started  PRIDE  Parent  Training,  a  nine-hour 
seminar  that  will  help  parents  identify  the 
signs  of  possible  drug  use  and  gang  activity 
and  is  designed  for  parents  of  youths  be- 
tween the  ages  of  seven  and  seventeen  years 
of  age;  and 

"Whereas.  HING  DDR  has  an  extensive 
video  library  on  drugs  and  gangs  which  is 
available  for  home  viewing;  and 

"Whereas,  HING  DDR  has  educational  ma- 
terial and  activity  books  on  drugs,  drug  use. 
and  peer  pressure  available  for  parents. 
teens,  and  children;  and 

"Whereas,  HING  DDR  is  a  member  of  the 
Youth  Gang  Response  System-Oahu  Team 
which  is  a  partnership  of  government:  pri- 
vate agencies,  and  community  groups  work- 
ing together  to  address  youth  gang  and  drug 
problems  in  Hawaii  in  a  unified  and  holistic 
manner;  and 

"Whereas,  HING  DDR  volunteers  supported 
the  Adult  Friends  For  Youth-Moving  Up 
Transition  Convention  by  providing  positive 
role  models  to  escort  youths  for  the  day:  and 

"Whereas,  HING  DDR  volunteers  supported 
the  PACT  (Parents  and  Children  Together) 
Kid's  Day  Newspaper  Drive;  and 

"Whereas,  the  Hawaii  National  Guard's 
Drug  Demand  Reduction  Program  is  commit- 
ted to  fighting  this  war  on  drugs  through 
prevention  and  education  in  collaboration 
with  the  community;  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved,  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
of  the  Eighteenth  Legislature  of  the  State  of 
Hawaii,  Regular  Session  of  1996,  the  Senate 
concurring.  That  the  United  States  Congress 
is  hereby  urged  to  support  legislation  to  sup- 
port the  Hawaii  National  Guard's  Drug  De- 
mand Reduction  Program;  and 

"Be  it  further  resolved.  That  certified  copies 
of  this  concurrent  resolution  be  transmitted 
to  the  President  of  the  United  States  Senate, 
the  Speaker  of  the  United  States  House  of 
Representatives,  and  the  members  of  Ha- 
waii's congressional  delegations." 

POM-578.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Idaho  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Armed  Services. 

"House  Joint  Memorial  No.  8 

"Whereas,  the  366th  Wing  at  Mountain 
Home  Air  Force  Base.  Idaho,  is  the  Air 
Force's  only  air  intervention  composite  wing 
providing  lethal,  integrated  air  power  world- 
wide; 

"Whereas,  the  366th  Wing  is  unique  be- 
cause it  is  a  composite  force  already  built 
and  trained,  ready  to  fight  and  intervene 
anytime,  anywhere; 


"Whereas,  one  of  the  primary  benefits  of  a 
composite  wing  structure  is  the  opportunity 
for  aircrews  to  train  every  day  under  more 
realistic  conditions,  with  a  variety  of  air- 
craft flying  multiple  missions: 

"Whereas,  the  366th  Wing  exceeded  all  of 
Air  Combat  Command's  tough  standards  at 
the  wing's  first  Air  Force  inspection  in  July. 
1995.  the  first  ever  for  a  composite  wing  and 
the  largest  in  Air  Force  history:  and 

"Whereas,  the  opening  of  a  training  range 
near  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  is  es- 
sential to  maintain  the  readiness  and  strike 
force  capabilities  of  this  unique  military 
asset: 

Now.  therefore,  be  it  "Resolved,  by  the 
members  of  the  Second  Regular  Session  of 
the  Fifty-third  Idaho  Legislature,  the  House 
of  Representatives  and  the  Senate  concur- 
ring therein.  That  we  urge  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  to  pass  necessary  legisla- 
tion to  establish  and  fund  the  training  range 
at  the  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base. 
Idaho. 

"Be  it  further  resolved.  That  the  Chief  Clerk 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  be.  and  she 
is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  forward 
a  copy  of  this  Memorial  to  the  President  of 
the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  of  Congress,  and  the  con- 
gressional delegation  representing  the  State 
of  Idaho  in  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States." 

POM-579.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Alaska;  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce.  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

"Resolve  No.  39 

"Whereas  more  fish  were  discarded  in  the 
federally  managed  fisheries  of  the  North  Pa- 
cific Ocean  than  were  landed  by  American 
fishermen  in  the  North  Atlantic  Ocean  in 
1992;  and 

"Whereas,  in  1994.  25.881.596  kilograms  of 
halibut  and  1,866,272  kilograms  of  herring 
were  discarded  by  fisheries  in  the  North  Pa- 
cific Ocean  and  the  Bering  Sea;  and 

"Whereas,  in  1994,  15,459,253  crab  were  dis- 
carded by  fisheries  in  the  North  Pacific 
Ocean  and  the  Bering  Sea;  and 

"Whereas,  in  1994.  195.609  salmon  were  har- 
vested in  groundfish  fisheries  of  the  North 
Pacific  Ocean  and  the  Bering  Sea;  and 

"Whereas  these  discarded  herring,  crab, 
and  salmon  are  resources  managed  by  the 
State  of  Alaska  that  were  intercepted  in  off- 
shore federal  waters;  and 

"Whereas  these  resources  are  the  economic 
and  cultural  lifeblood  for  many  Alaskans 
who  depend  on  the  sea  for  their  livelihoods 
and  subsistence;  and 

"Whereas  marine  wildlife  species  in  Alaska 
marine  waters  that  depend  on  fish  for  food 
are  faced  with  declining  populations  and  a 
potential  listing  as  endangered  species;  and 

"Whereas  this  continued  wanton  waste  un- 
dermines any  long-term  management  strat- 
egy for  sustained  commercial,  subsistence, 
and  recreational  fisheries,  and  places  the 
rural  communities  of  Alaska  at  risk;  and 

"Whereas  efforts  to  implement  severe  pen- 
alties against  vessels' responsible  for  high  by- 
catch  and  discard  rates  have  failed;  and 

"Whereas  minimizing  the  catch  of  under- 
sized fish  and  reducing  wanton  waste  will 
conserve  fisheries  resources  for  present  and 
future  generations  of  subsistence  users,  com- 
mercial and  recreational  fishermen,  seafood 
industries,  coastal  communities,  consumers, 
and  the  nation:  and 

"Whereas  fisheries  can  technically  or  oper- 
ationally reduce  waste  and  the  incidental 
taking  of  nontarget  species  if  given  eco- 


nomic incentives  or  if  appropriate  regu- 
latory measures  are  applied;  be  it 

"Resolved,  by  the  Alaska  State  Legislature 
That  the  wanton  waste  now  occurring  in  fed- 
eral fisheries  of  the  North  Pacific  Ocean  and 
the  Bering  Sea  is  of  utmost  ecological,  so- 
cial, and  economical  importance;  and  be  it 

"Further  resolved.  That  the  Alaska  State 
Legislature  respectfully  urges  the  Congress 
to  amend  the  Magnuson  Fishery  Conserva- 
tion and  Management  Act.  or  to  enact  other 
legislation,  encompassing  a  broad  range  of 
measures  to  reduce  wanton  waste  in  North 
Pacific  Ocean  and  Bering  Sea  fisheries,  in- 
cluding harvest  priority  incentives  for  clean 
fishing  practices  and  other  management 
tools." 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committees 
were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  SPECTTER.  from  the  Select  Com- 
mittee on  Intelligence,  with  amendments: 

S.  1745.  An  original  bill  to  authorize  appro- 
priations for  fiscal  year  1997  for  military  ac- 
tivities of  the  Department  of  Defense,  for 
military  construction,  and  for  defense  activi- 
ties of  the  Department  of  Energj-.  to  pre- 
scribe personnel  strengths  for  such  fiscal 
year  for  the  Armed  Forces,  and  for  other 
purposes  (Rept.  No.  104-278). 

By  Mr.  STEVENS,  from  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs,  without  amendment: 

S.  1488.  A  bill  to  convert  certain  excepted 
service  positions  in  the  United  States  Fire 
Administration  to  competitive  service  posi- 
tions, and  for  other  purposes. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  ajid  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.  DOLE  (for  himself.  Mr.  RoTH. 
Mr.    Simpson.    Mr.    Pressler.    Mr. 
Hatch.  Mr.  Chafee.  Mr.  Murkowskl 
and  Mr.  Cochran): 
S.  1856.  A  bill  to  establish  a  commission  to 
study  and  provide  recommendations  on  re- 
storing solvency  in  the  medicare  program 
under  title  XVm  of  the  Social  Security  Act: 
to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 
By  Mr.  DOLE: 
S.   1857.   A  bill   to  establish  a  bipartisan 
commission  on  campaign  practices  and  pro- 
vide that  its  recommendations  be  griven  ex- 
pedited consideration:  to  the  Committee  on 
Rules  and  Administration. 

By  Mr.  GRAHAM  (for  himself.  Mr.  Bau- 
cus.  and  Mr.  Pryor): 
S.  1858.  A  bill  to  provide  for  improved  co- 
ordination,   communication,    and    enforce- 
ment related  to  health  care  fraud,  waste,  and 
abuse;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  GRAHAM  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Baucus): 
S.  1859.  A  bill  to  create  a  point  of  order 
against  legislation  which  diverts  savings 
achieved  through  medicare  waste,  fraud,  and 
abuse  enforcement  activities  for  purposes 
other  than  improving  the  solvency  of  the 
Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fond 
under  title  XVm  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 
to  ensure  the  integrity  of  such  trust  fund, 
and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on 
Rules  and  Administration. 

By  Mr.  McCONNELL  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Dole.     Mr.     Moynihan.     and     Mr. 

LIEBERMAN): 
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S.  I860.  A  bill  to  provide  for  legal  reform 
and  consumer  compensation  relating  to 
motor  vehicle  tort  systems,  and  for  other 
purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce, 
Science,  and  Transportation. 

By  Mr.  McCONNELL  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  DOLE): 

S.  1861.  A  bill  to  provide  for  legal  reform 
and  consumer  compensation,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
arj'. 

By   Mr.   PRESSLER  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Hatch): 

S.  1862.  A  bill  to  permit  the  interstate  dis- 
tribution of  state-inspected  meat  under  ap- 
propriate circumstances:  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 
By  Mr.  DASCHLE: 

S.  1863.  A  bill  to  require  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  to  acquire  permanent  flowage  and 
saturation  easements  over  land  that  is  lo- 
cated within  the  10-year  floodplain  of  the 
James  River.  South  Dakota,  and  for  other 
purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Environment 
and  Public  Works. 


SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT  AND 
SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  concurrent  resolutions 

and  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 

referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  indicated: 

By    Mr.    NICK1£S    (for    himself.    Mr. 

Daschle.  Mr.  Lott.  Mr.  Ford,  Mr. 

Thurmond,    Mrs.    Kassebaum,     Mr. 

ABRAHAM.  Mr.  AKAKA,  Mr.  ASHCROFT. 
Mr.  Baucus.  Mr.  BENNETT,  Mr.  BIDEN. 
Mr.  BiNCAMAN,  Mr.  Bond.  Mrs. 
Boxer.  Mr.  Bradley,  Mr.  Breaux. 
Mr.  Brown.  Mr.  Bryan.  Mr.  Bumpers. 
Mr.  Burns.  Mr.  Byrd,  Mr.  Campbell. 
Mr.  Chafee.  Mr.  Coats,  Mr.  Cochran, 
Mr.  Cohen,  Mr.  (^nrad.  Mr.  Cover- 
dell.  Mr.  Craig,  Mr.  D'Amato.  Mr. 
DeWdie.  Mr.  Dodd,  Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr. 
DORGAN,  Mr.  EXON,  Mr.  Faircloth, 
Mr.  Feingold.  Mrs.  Feinsteln,  Mr. 
Prist.  Mr.  Glenn,  Mr.  CJorton,  Mr. 
Graham.  Mr.  Gramm.  Mr.  Grams.  Mr. 
Grassley,  Mr.  Gregg.  Mr.  Marion. 
Mr.  Hatch,  Mr.  Hatfield,  Mr.  Hef- 
LD».  Mr.  Helms,  Mr.  Holungs.  Mrs. 
Hutchison,  Mr.  Inhofe,  Mr.  inou^-e. 
Mr.  Jeffords,  Mr.  Johnston.  Mr. 
Kempthorne.  Mr.  Kennedy.  Mr. 
Kerrey,  Mr.  Kerry.  Mr.  Kohl.  Mr. 

KYL.  Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  LEAffi-. 

Mr.  Levin.  Mr.  Lieberman,  Mr. 
LUGAR.  Mr.  Mack.  Mr.  McCain,  Mr. 

McCONNELL.       Ms.        MKULSKI,        Ms. 

Moseley-Braun.  Mr.  Moynihan.  Mr. 
MuRKOwsKi,  Mrs.  Murray,  Mr.  Nunn. 
Mr.  Pell.  Mr.  Pressler.  Mr.  Pryor. 

Mr.     Reid.    Mr.     ROBB,     Mr.     ROCKE- 
FELLER,   Mr.   Roth.   Mr.   Santorum. 
Mr.    Sarbanes,    Mr.    Shelby.    Mr. 
Simon.  Mr.  Simpson.  Mr.  Smfth.  Ms. 
Snowe,  Mr.  Specter,  Mr.  Stevens. 
Mr.    Thomas.    Mr.    Thompson.    Mr. 
Warner.   Mr.   Wellstone,    and   Mr. 
Wyden): 
S.  Res.  258.  A  resolution  to  designate  the 
balcony  adjacent  to  rooms  S-230  and  S-231  of 
the  United  States  Capitol  Building  as  the 
"Robert  J.  Dole  Balcony";  considered  and 
agreed  to. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  DOLE  (for  himself,   Mr. 
ROTH,  Mr.  Simpson.  Mr.  Press- 


ler,   Mr.    HATCH,    Mr.    CHAFEE, 
Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  and  Mr.  COCH- 
RAN): 
S.  1856.  A  bill  to  establish  a  commis- 
sion to  study  and  provide  recommenda- 
tions   on    restoring    solvency    in    the 
Medicare  program  under  title  XVIII  of 
the  Social  Security  Act;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

THE  medicare  RESTORATION  ACT 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  last 
Wednesday  the  Medicare  trustees  re- 
leased their  report  on  the  state  of  the 
Medicare  trust  fund,  and  the  report 
was  grim.  Instead  of  going  bankrupt  in 
2002,  as  they  previously  forecasted,  the 
trustees  conclude  that  Medicare  will  go 
bankrupt  in  2001 — just  5  years  from 
now. 

For  the  past  year  and  a  half,  this  Re- 
publican Congress  has  attempted  to 
deal  honestly  and  forthrightly  with  the 
impending  Medicare  meltdown. 

We  put  forward  a  budget  that  would 
protect,  preserve,  and  strengthen  Medi- 
care by  reducing  its  unsustainable  rate 
of  growth,  while  still  allowing  for  a 
healthy  growth  rate. 

We  did  not  claim  that  our  plan  was 
perfect  or  that  it  solved  the  long-term 
problem.  But  it  was  a  real  attempt  to 
alleviate  a  crisis  that  will  immediately 
impact  37  million  seniors  and  disabled 
Americans,  and  will  have  repercussions 
on  tens  of  millions  more. 

In  May  1995,  I  called  for  a  bipartisan 
Commission  to  be  set  up  to  save  Medi- 
care similar  to  the  one  that  saved  So- 
cial Security.  Unfortunately  the  White 
House  dismissed  the  idea  and  decided 
to  attack  Republican  plans  to  save  the 
Medicare  system. 

That  is  why  I  rise  today  to  introduce 
the  Medicare  Restoration  Act  to  estab- 
lish a  blue-ribbon  bipartisan  advisory 
commission  to  help  deal  vrith  this  cri- 
sis. 

In  my  view,  leadership  means  more 
than  just  talking  about  problems.  It 
also  means  doing  something  to  solve 
them. 

This  Commission  will  be  responsible 
for  reviewing  the  current,  short-term 
and  long-term  condition  of  the  Medi- 
care Trust  funds.  The  Commission  will 
be  composed  of  15  members  appointed 
by  the  President,  Senate,  and  House  of 
Representatives.  The  members  of  this 
commission  will  be  from  both  political 
parties,  because  it  is  clear  to  me  that  if 
we  are  to  be  successful  we  must  put 
politics  aside  and  work  on  a  bipartisan 
basis. 

Unfortunately,  President  Clinton  has 
been  unwilling  to  do  that. 

In  February  1995,  President  Clinton 
submitted  a  budget  that  contained  no 
provisions  for  saving  Medicare. 

In  April  1995,  the  Medicare  trustees — 
three  of  whom  are  members  of  his  ad- 
ministration— issued  their  original  re- 
port and  urged  "prompt,  effective  and 
decisive  action."  The  administration 
instead  chose  to  attack  Republican 
plans  to  save  the  system. 


Last  March,  the  President  submitted 
a  budget  which,  according  to  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office,  would  only 
stave  off  Medicare's  bankruptcy  for  one 
more  year. 

It  is  an  undeniable  fact  that  the  Re- 
publican proposal  allowed  Medicare 
spending  per  beneficiary  to  increase 
from  S4,800  per  person  to  S7,200  per  per- 
son over  7  years. 

It  is  also  an  undeniable  fact  that  in 
their  ill-fated  health  care  reform  pro- 
posal, the  Clinton  administration  advo- 
cated slowing  Medicare's  rate  of 
growth. 

Despite  these  facts,  however,  the 
President  vetoed  our  Medicare  pro- 
posal, and  we  have  heard  nothing  but 
attacks  on  Republicans  for  slashing 
and  cutting  Medicare. 

And  when  the  President  was  asked, 
not  long  ago  at  a  news  conference,  why 
he  continued  to  use  these  terms  even 
though  they  aire  not  true,  his  response 
was  essentially  that  the  media  made 
him  do  it. 

With  the  release  of  the  trustee's  re- 
port, the  inescapable  conclusion  is  that 
while  the  rhetoric  flew.  Medicare  was 
put  at  further  risk. 

And  those  who  say  that  talk  is  cheap 
should  know  that  18  months  of  mis- 
leading rhetoric  may  have  gained  one 
side  points  in  the  opinion  polls,  it  also 
put  Medicare  another  $90  billion-plus  in 
the  red. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  the  37  million 
Americans  who  depend  on  Medicare  de- 
serve better.  Future  generations  of 
Americans  who  will  need  Medicare  de- 
serve better. 

I  call  on  the  President  to  come  for- 
ward and  support  this  bipartisan  com- 
mission so  we  can  preserve  the  Medi- 
care I*rogram  and  to  join  with  Repub- 
licans on  a  bipartisan  basis,  as  I  have 
proposed  before,  to  address  this  very 
serious  problem. 

I  send  the  bill  to  the  desk  and  ask  it 
be  appropriately  referred.  It  is  cospon- 
sored  by  Senators  Roth,  Simpson, 
Pressler,  Hatch,  Chafee,  and  Mur- 
KOWSKi,  who  are  on  the  Senate  Finatnce 
Committee.  I  certainly  welcome  addi- 
tional cosponsors  on  either  side  of  the 
aisle.  This  will  be  a  bipartisan  commis- 
sion. 

Mr.  President,  I  aisk  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1856 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TrPLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Medicare 
Restoration  Act  of  1996". 
SEC.  2.  ESTABUSHMENT. 

There  is  established  a  commission  to  be 
known  as  the  National  Commission  on  Medi- 
care Reform  (referred  to  in  this  Act  as  the 
"Commission"). 

SEC  3.  FINDINGS. 

The  Congress  finds  that— 
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(1)  the  medicare  program  under  title  XVm 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  provides  essential 
health  care  insurance  to  this  Nation's  senior 
citizens  and  to  individuals  with  disabilities: 

(2)  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  will  be  bankrupt  in  the  year  2001.  and 
faces  even  greater  solvency  problems  in  the 
long-run  with  the  aging  of  the  baby  boom 
generation: 

(3)  the  trustees  of  the  trust  funds  of  the 
medicare  program  have  reported  that  growth 
in  spending  within  the  Federal  Supple- 
mentary Medical  Insurance  Trust  Fund  is 
unsustainable:  and 

(4)  expeditious  action  is  needed  in  order  to 
restore  the  fiscal  health  of  the  medicare  pro- 
gram and  to  maintain  this  Nation's  commit- 
ment to  senior  citizens  and  to  individuals 
with  disabilities. 

SEC.  4.  DUTIES  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

The  Commission  shall— 

(1)  review  relevant  analyses  of  the  current, 
short-term,  and  long-term  financial  condi- 
tion of  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  and  the  Federal  Supplementary  Medi- 
cal Insurance  Trust  Fund  under  title  XVHI 
of  the  Social  Security  Act: 

(2)  identify  problems  that  threaten  the  sol- 
vency of  such  trust  funds: 

(3)  analyze  potential  solutions  to  such 
problems  that  will  both  assiu"e  the  financial 
integrity  of  the  medicare  program  under 
such  title  and  the  provision  of  appropriate 
benefits  under  such  program: 

(4)  make  recommendations  to  restore  the 
short-range  and  long-range  solvency  of  the 
Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund,  to 
provide  for  sustainable  growth  of  the  Supple- 
mentary Medical  Insurance  Trust  Fund,  and 
on  related  matters  as  the  Commission  deems 
appropriate:  and 

(5)  review  and  analyze  such  other  matters 
as  the  Commission  deems  appropriate. 

SEC.  5.  MEMBERSHIP. 

(a)  Number  and  appointment.— The  Com- 
mission shall  be  composed  of  15  members,  of 
whom — 

(1)  five  shall  be  appointed  by  the  President, 
of  whom  not  more  than  3  shall  be  of  the 
same  political  party; 

(2)  five  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Majority 
Leader  of  the  Senate,  in  consultation  with 
the  Minority  Leader  of  the  Senate,  of  whom 
not  more  than  3  shall  be  of  the  same  politi- 
cal party:  and 

(3)  five  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives,  in  consulta- 
tion with  the  Minority  Leader  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  of  whom  not  more  than  3 
shall  be  of  the  same  political  party. 

(b)  Comptroller  general.— The  Comp- 
troller General  of  the  United  States  shall  ad- 
vise the  Commission  on  the  methodology  to 
be  used  in  identifying  problems  and  analyz- 
ing potential  solutions  in  accordance  with 
section  4. 

(c)  Term  of  appointment.— The  members 
shall  serve  on  the  Commission  for  the  life  of 
the  Commission. 

(d)  Meetings. — The  Commission  shall  lo- 
cate its  headquarters  in  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, and  shall  meet  at  the  call  of  the 
Chairperson. 

(e)  Quorum.— Ten  members  of  the  Commis- 
sion shall  constitute  a  quorum,  but  a  lesser 
number  may  hold  hearings. 

(f)  Chairperson  and  Vice  Chairperson.— 
Not  later  than  15  days  after  all  the  menibers 
of  the  Commission  are  appointed,  such  mem- 
bers shall  designate  a  Chairperson  and  Vice 
Chairperson  from  among  the  members  cf  the 
Commission. 

(g)  Vacancies.— A  vacancy  on  the  Conm.is- 
sion  shall  be  filled  in  the  maimer  in  which 


the  original  appointment  was  made  not  later 
than  30  days  after  the  Commission  is  given 
notice  of  the  vacancy. 

(h)  Compensation.— Members  of  the  Com- 
mission shall  receive  no  additional  pay.  al- 
lowances, or  benefits  by  reason  of  their  serv- 
ice on  the  Conmiission. 

(i)  Expenses.— Each  member  of  the  Com- 
mission shall  receive  travel  expenses  and  per 
diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence  in  accordance 
with  sections  5702  and  5703  of  title  5.  United 
States  Code. 

SEC.  6.  STAFF  AND  SUPPORT  SERVICES. 

(a)  Director.— 

(1)  appointment.— Upon  consultation  with 
the  members  of  the  Commission,  the  Chair- 
person shall  appoint  a  Director  of  the  Com- 
mission. 

(2)  Compensation.— The  Director  shall  be 
paid  the  rate  of  basic  pay  for  level  V  of  the 
Executive  Schedule. 

(b)  Staff.— With  the  approval  of  the  Com- 
mission, the  Director  may  appoint  such  per- 
sonnel as  the  Director  considers  appropriate. 

(c)  AppucABiLrrr  of  Civil  Service  Laws.— 
The  staff  of  the  Commission  shall  be  ap- 
pointed without  regard  to  the  provisions  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code,  governing  ap- 
pointments in  the  competitive  service,  and 
shall  be  paid  without  regard  to  the  provi- 
sions of  chapter  51  and  subchapter  in  of 
chapter  53  of  such  title  relating  to  classifica- 
tion and  General  Schedule  pay  rates. 

(d)  Experts  and  Consultants.— With  the 
approval  of  the  Commission,  the  Director 
may  procure  temporary  and  intermittent 
services  under  section  3109(b)  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code. 

(e)  Staff  of  Federal  agencies.— Upon  the 
request  of  the  Commission,  the  head  of  any 
Federal  agency  may  detail  any  of  the  person- 
nel of  such  agency  to  the  Commission  to  as- 
sist in  carrying  out  the  duties  of  the  Com- 
mission. 

(0  Other  Resources.— The  Commission 
shall  have  reasonable  access  to  materials,  re- 
sources, statistical  data,  and  other  informa- 
tion from  the  Library  of  Congress  and  agen- 
cies and  elected  representatives  of  the  execu- 
tive and  legislative  branches  of  the  Federal 
Government.  The  Chairperson  of  the  Com- 
mission shall  make  requests  for  such  access 
in  writing  when  necessary. 

(g)  Pm-siCAL  FACiLrriES.- The  Adminis- 
trator of  the  General  Services  Administra- 
tion shall  locate  suitable  office  space  for  the 
operation  of  the  Commission.  The  facilities 
shall  serve  as  the  headquarters  of  the  Com- 
mission and  shall  include  all  necessary 
equipment  and  incidentals  required  for  the 
proper  functioning  of  the  Commission. 

SEC.  7.  POWERS  OF  COMMISSION. 

(a)  Hearings.— The  Commission  may  con- 
duct public  hearings  or  forums  at  the  discre- 
tion of  the  Commission,  at  any  time  and 
place  the  Commission  is  able  to  secure  facili- 
ties and  witnesses,  for  the  purpose  of  carry- 
ing out  the  duties  of  the  Comnnission. 

(b)  Deleg.^tion  of  AUTHORm-.- Any  mem- 
ber or  agent  of  the  Commission  may.  if  au- 
thorized by  the  Commission,  take  any  action 
the  Commission  is  authorized  to  take  by  this 
section. 

(c)  Gifts.  Bequests,  and  Devises.— The 
Commission  may  accept,  use,  and  dispose  of 
gifts,  bequests,  or  devises  of  services  or  prop- 
erty, both  real  and  personal,  for  the  purpose 
of  aiding  or  facilitating  the  work  of  the  Com- 
mission. Gifts,  bequests,  or  devises  of  money 
and  proceeds  from  sales  of  other  property  re- 
ceived as  gifts,  bequests,  or  devises  shall  be 
deposited  in  the  Treasury  and  shsill  be  avail- 
able for  disbursement  upon  order  of  the  Com- 
mission. 


(d)  Mails.— The  Commission  may  use  the 
United  States  mails  in  the  same  manner  and 
under  the  same  conditions  as  other  Federal 
agencies. 

SEC  8.  REPORTS. 

Not  later  than  June  30.  1997.  the  Commis- 
sion shall  submit  a  report  to  the  President 
and  to  the  Congress  on  the  findings  and  con- 
clusions of  the  Commission. 

SEC.  9.  TERMINATION. 

The  Commission  shall  terminate  on  the 
date  which  is  30  days  after  the  date  the  Com- 
mission submits  its  report  to  the  President 
and  to  the  Congress  under  section  8. 

SEC.  10.  FUNDING. 

The  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices shall  provide  to  the  Commission,  out  of 
funds  otherwise  available  to  such  Secretary, 
such  sums  as  are  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  the  Commission. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  as  a 
cosponsor  of  legislation  introduced  by 
the  majority  leader  to  establish  a  Na- 
tional Commission  on  Medicare  Re- 
form. 

According  to  the  Medicare  tnistees' 
report  released  last  Wednesday,  June  5, 
the  Medicare  hospital  insurance  trust 
fund  will  be  bankrupt  earlier  than  ex- 
pected. In  fact,  the  trustees,  of  which 
three  of  the  six  trustees  are  members 
of  President  Clinton's  Cabinet,  indicate 
that  the  trust  fund  may  run  out  of 
money  as  early  as  calendar  year  2000. 

Senator  Dole's  proposal  is  consistent 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Medi- 
care trustees.  The  trustees  recommend: 

*  *  *  the  establishment  of  a  national  advi- 
sory group  to  examine  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram. The  advisory  group  would  collect  and 
disseminate  information  and  help  develop 
recommendations  for  effective  solutions  to 
the  long-term  Tinancing  problem.  This  work 
will  be  of  critical  importance  to  the  adminis- 
tration, the  Congress  and  the  American  pub- 
lic in  the  extensive  national  discussion  that 
any  changes  would  require. 

We  are  now  2  years  closer  to  insol- 
vency of  the  Medicare  trust  fund  than 
we  were  at  this  time  last  year.  We  lost 
a  year  trying  to  address  the  problem, 
and  the  program  is  1  more  year  closer 
to  bankruptcy  than  we  expected.  Yet,  I 
regret,  we  eu-e  miles  away  from  reach- 
ing an  agreement  on  a  solution. 

Given  the  very  short  time  that  Medi- 
care will  remain  solvent,  and  given  the 
large  number  of  baby  boomers  who  will 
be  joining  the  Medicare  Program  in 
just  a  few  years,  we  cannot  afford  more 
delay.  It  is  time  to  put  politics  aside 
and  find  a  solution. 

What  is  happening  to  the  Medicare 
trust  fund  is  pretty  basic.  The  program 
is  paying  out  more  than  it  is  taking  in. 
This  simple  djmamic,  if  left  unchecked, 
will  lead  Medicare  to  bankruptcy  in 
less  than  5  years.  And,  simply  put, 
bankruptcy  of  the  trust  fund  means 
there  will  not  be  money  to  pay  the  hos- 
pital bills  of  our  senior  citizens  and 
disabled  individuals  reliant  on  Medi- 
care. 

Again,  I  believe  it  is  time  to  put  poli- 
tics aside.  A  Medicare  Reform  Commis- 
sion is  an  important  step  in  the  right 
direction  to  bringing  together  a  bipar- 
tisan, lasting  agreement  on  resolving 
Medicare's  fiscal  crisis. 
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The  1983  National  Commission  on  So- 
cial Security  Reform  was  an  essential 
catalyst  to  resolving  the  then-looming 
bankruptcy  of  Social  Security.  The 
1983  Commission  brought  together  peo- 
ple in  a  cooperative  bipartisan  spirit. 
Ultimately,  the  work  of  the  Commis- 
sion laid  the  ground  for  a  solution  to 
the  solvency  crisis.  I  believe  a  Medi- 
care Reform  Commission  might  be  able 
to  do  the  same  today. 

We  are  facing  a  crisis.  A  crisis  re- 
quires action.  We  cannot  be  a  govern- 
ment of  empty  promises.  We  must  re- 
store Medicare  to  robust  health  for  our 
children  and  our  grandchildren. 


By  Mr.  DOLE: 
S.  1857.  A  bill  to  establish  a  biparti- 
san commission  on  campaigrn  practices 
and  provide  that  its  recommendations 
be  given  expedited  consideration;  to 
the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Adminis- 
tration. 

THE  BIPARTISAN  CAMPAIG.V  PRACTICES 
COMMISSION  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  as  I  pre- 
pare to  leave  an  institution  in  which  I 
have  served  for  over  35  years,  I  am 
mindful  that  in  many  ways  the  public 
has  lost  confidence  in  the  ability  of 
legislators  to  represent  their  interests, 
not  special  interests. 

We  should  not  allow  this  to  continue. 
Representative  Democracy,  founded  on 
fair  and  competitive  elections,  is  at  the 
core  of  what  makes  America  great. 
Yet,  concern  over  how  we  finance  elec- 
tions threatens  to  erode  the  trust  the 
American  people  have  in  our  elected  of- 
ficials. 

As  my  colleagues  know.  Congress  has 
tried  repeatedly  to  grapple  with  this 
issue  and  largely  failed.  However,  I 
continue  to  believe  that  the  very  na- 
ture of  the  problem  makes  it  difficult 
to  resolve  in  the  normal  give  and  take 
of  the  legislative  process. 

In  1990,  for  example.  Senator  Mitchell 
and  I  appointed  a  six-member  commis- 
sion of  outside  experts  to  look  at  this 
issue  and  report  back  to  us,  but  the  re- 
port was  unfortunately  ignored  by  Con- 
gress. 

I  suggested  in  1994  and  repeatedly 
since  then  that  a  similar  commission 
be  constituted  to  report  back  to  Con- 
gress, but  with  an  important  dif- 
ference. This  time,  the  report  should  be 
in  the  form  of  recommended  legislative 
language  which  provides  a  solution  and 
Congress  should  have  an  opportunity 
for  an  up  and  down  vote. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  both  Presi- 
dent Clinton  and  Speaker  Gingrich  en- 
dorsed a  similar  concept  last  year  when 
they  met  in  New  Hampshire. 

I  therefore  send  to  the  desk  a  bill 
that  establishes  an  eight-member  com- 
mission of  outside  experts.  They  would 
have  the  broadest  possible  mandate  to 
think  through  this  problem,  come  up 
with  solutions  and  report  back  to  Con- 
gress not  more  than  30  days  after  the 
convening  of  the  105th  Congress. 


The  commission  will  send  Congress 
legislative  language  for  those  rec- 
ommendations on  which  seven  mem- 
bers agree.  Congress  will  consider  those 
recommendations  under  expedited  pro- 
cedures that  mirror  the  fast-track  au- 
thorities in  our  trade  laws. 

I  know  my  colleagues  will  be  grap- 
pling with  this  issue  soon.  However,  I 
believe  that  it  would  be  better  to  take 
this  issue  out  of  what  is  already  a 
super-heated  partisan  atmosphere,  and 
allow  a  bipartisan  approach  to  be  de- 
veloped that  Congress  cannot  ignore. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1857 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TFTLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Bipartisan 
Campaign  Practices  Commission  Act  of 
1996". 

SEC.  2.  ESTABUSHMENT. 

There  is  established  a  commission  to  be 
known   as   the   "Bipartisan  Commission  on 
Campaign  Practices"  (referred  to  in  this  Act 
as  the  "Commission"). 
SEC.  3.  DUTIES  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

The  Commission  shall  study  the  laws  and 
regulations  that  affect  how  campaigns  for 
Federal  office  are  conducted  and  may  make 
recommendations  for  change.  In  studying 
Federal  campaign  practices,  the  Commission 
shall  consider— 

(1)  whether  too  much  or  too  little  money  is 
spent  trying  to  influence  campaigns  for  Fed- 
eral office  and  whether  the  funds  that  are 
spent  are  sufficiently  disclosed; 

(2)  whether  the  current  laws  (including 
regulations)  governing  campaigns  for  Fed- 
eral office  encourage  or  discourage  those 
most  qualified  to  hold  office  from  seeking  it; 

(3)  whether  the  existing  system  of  financ- 
ing campaigns  for  Federal  office  promotes 
trust  and  confidence  in  the  political  process 
among  the  electorate: 

(4)  whether  the  rules  governing  access  to 
media  ensure  that  the  electorate  has  the 
greatest  possible  opportunity  to  be  informed 
of  candidates"  positions  on  the  issues;  and 

(5)  such  other  matters  as  the  Commission 
considers  appropriate. 

SEC.  4.  MEMBERSHIP. 

(a)  COMPOsmos.— The  Commission  shall  be 
composed  of  9  members  of  the  private  sector, 
as  follows: 

(1)  Two  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Majority 
Leader  of  the  Senate. 

(2)  Two  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

(3)  Two  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Presi- 
dent. 

(4)  One  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Minority 
Leader  of  the  Senate. 

(5)  One  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Minority 
Leader  of  the  House- of  Representatives. 

(6)  A  chairperson  shall  be  appointed  in  ac- 
cordance with  subsection  (b). 

(b)  CHAIRPERSON.— 

(1)  Selection.— Within  7  days  after  all  the 
members  described  in  section  3(a)  (1)  through 
(5)  are  appointed,  those  members  shall  meet 
and  by  majority  vote  select  a  chairperson. 

(2)  Failure  to  make  selection.— If,  by  the 
date  that  is  30  days  after  the  date  of  the 


meeting  described  in  subsection  (b).  the  of- 
fice of  chairperson  is  still  vacant,  all  current 
members  of  the  Commission  shall  be  dis- 
charged from  further  service  as  members  of 
the  Commission. 

(c)  Vacancies. — A  vacancy  in  the  Commis- 
sion shall  be  filled  in  the  manner  in  which 
the  origrinal  appointment  was  made. 

(d)  Compensation.— Each  member  of  the 
Commission  shall  each  be  entitled  to  receive 
the  daily  equivalent  of  the  annual  rate  of 
basic  pay  in  effect  for  level  V  of  the  Execu- 
tive Schedule  under  section  5316  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code,  for  each  day  during 
which  the  member  is  engaged  in  the  actual 
performance  of  the  duties  of  the  Commis- 
sion. 

(e)  Quorum.— Six  members  of  the  Commis- 
sion shall  constitute  a  quorum,  and  any  deci- 
sion of  the  Commission  shall  require  the  af- 
firmative vote  of  6  members. 

(f)  Meetings.— The  Commission  shall  meet 
at  the  call  of  the  chairperson  or  at  the  re- 
quest of  6  members  of  the  Commission. 

SEC.  5.  STAFF  OF  COMMISSION;  SERVICES. 

Subject  to  such  rules  as  may  be  adopted  by 
the  Commission,  the  chairperson,  without 
regard  to  the  provisions  of  title  5.  United 
States  Code,  governing  appointments  in  the 
competitive  service  and  without  regard  to 
the  provisions  of  chapter  51  and  subchapter 
in  of  chapter  53  of  that  title  relating  to  clas- 
siflcations  and  CJeneral  Schedule  pay  rates, 
may  appoint  such  staff  personnel  as  the 
chairperson  considers  necessary  and  procure 
temporary  and  intermittent  services  to  the 
same  extent  as  is  authorized  by  section 
3109(b)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code. 

SEC.  6.  RECOMMENDATION;  FAST  TRACK  PROCE- 
DURES. 

(a)  REPORT.— Not  later  than  30  days  after 
the  convening  of  the  105th  Congress,  the 
Commission  shall  submit  to  Congress  a  re- 
port describing  the  study  conducted  under 
section  3. 

(b)  Recommendations.— The  report  under 
subsection  (a)  may  include  any  recommenda- 
tions for  changes  in  the  laws  (including  regu- 
lations) governing  the  conduct  of  Federal 
campaigns,  including  any  changes  in  the 
rules  of  the  Senate  or  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, to  which  6  or  more  members  of 
the  Commission  may  agree. 

(c)  Preparation  of  Bills.— If  7  or  more 
members  concur  on  1  or  more  recommenda- 
tions for  changes  in  the  way  campaigns  for 
Federal  office  are  conducted,  the  members 
agreeing  on  each  such  recommendation  shall 
prepare  for  each  a  bill  that  would  implement 
the  recommendation,  and  the  implementing 
bill  shall  be  submitted  with  the  report  under 
subsection  (a). 

(d)  Consideration  by  Congress.— Each  im- 
plementing bill  submitted  with  the  report 
under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  given  expedited 
consideration  under  the  same  provisions  and 
in  the  same  way  as  an  implementing  bill  for 
a  trade  agreement  under  section  151  of  the 
Trade  Act  of  1974  (19  U.S.C.  2191). 

SEC.  7.  termination. 

The  Commission  shall  cease  to  exist  30 
days  after  submission  of  the  report  under 
section  6. 

SEC  8.  authorization  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
$750,000  to  carry  out  this  Act. 


By  Mr.  GRAHAM  (for  himself, 
Mr.  Baucus  and  Mr.  Pryor): 
S.  1858.  A  bill  to  provide  for  improved 
coordination,  communication,  and  en- 
forcement related  to  health  care  fraud, 
waste,  and  abuse;  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 
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By  Mr.  GRAHAM  (for  himself, 
and  Mr.  Baucus): 
S.  1859.  A  bill  to  create  a  point  of 
order  against  legislation  which  diverts 
savings  achieved  through  medicare 
waste,  fraud,  and  abuse  enforcement 
activities  for  purposes  other  than  im- 
proving the  solvency  of  the  Federal 
hospital  insurance  trust  fund  imder 
title  XVm  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 
to  ensure  the  integrity  of  such  trust 
fund,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Rules  and  Administra- 
tion. 

the  MEDICARE  RESTORE  TRUST  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  introduce  timely  legislation 
with  Senators  Baucus  and  PRYOR  that 
addresses  the  problem  of  Medicare 
fraud  and  abuse.  The  two  bills,  entitled 
the  "Medicare  Anti-Fraud  Act  of  1996" 
and  the  "Medicare  Restore  Trust  Act 
of  1996,"  would  undertake  serious  and 
strong  anti-fraud  efforts  by  the  Federal 
Government  based  in  large  part  on  the 
success  of  the  administration's  recent 
Medicare  and  antifraud  effort  called 
Operation  Restore  Trust  and  ensure 
that  savings  achieved  from  such  efforts 
are  returned  to  the  Medicare  trust 
fund. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  heard  in  the 
last  few  days  some  very  troubling  re- 
ports about  the  impending  insolvency 
of  the  Medicare  trust  fund.  This  legis- 
lation would  have  two  direct  contribu- 
tions to  reversing  that  move  toward  in- 
solvency. 

First,  it  would  suture  a  hemorrhage 
of  funds  out  of  the  Medicare  trust  fund 
which  today  are  going  for  fraudulent 
bills,  and  not  for  service  to  American 
citizens;  and,  second,  it  would  assure 
that  any  funds  that  were  recovered  as  a 
result  of  these  more  effective  inves- 
tigations and  prosecutions  would  go  di- 
rectly back  into  the  Medicare  trust 
fund  in  order  to  restore  its  financial 
base. 

Mr.  President,  unfortunately  the 
phrase  "fraud,  waste  and  abuse"  has 
become  discredited.  It  has  been  used  so 
often  as  an  excuse  for  not  dealing  with 
the  more  difficult  and  fundamental 
problems.  Unfortunately,  the  area  of 
Medicare  waste,  fraud,  and  abuse  is  a 
part  of  the  fundamental  problem.  It 
has  been  estimated  that  of  the  $180  bil- 
lion spent  last  year  on  Medicare  and  on 
approximately  36  million  Americans' 
health  care — S180  billion — 10  percent,  or 
$18  billion,  was  wasted  in  fraudulent 
activities. 

You  might  ask  why  is  there  such  a 
high  level  of  fraud  in  this  program  of 
Medicare?  Some  of  the  reasons  include: 
The  amount  of  money  that  is  being  ex- 
pended is  huge — $180  billion  and  grow- 
ing; that  it  is  being  spent  largely  on 
populations  which  have  groups  within 
it  that  are  vulnerable  to  these  fraudu- 
lent schemes;  that  those  ];>eople  who 
wish  to  perpetrate  those  schemes  are 


sophisticated  shysters  and  there  has 
been  lax  enforcement. 

First  and  foremost,  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office  estimates  that  the 
Medicare  waste,  fraud  and  abuse  rip-off 
rate  is  about  10  percent.  With  fraud  pil- 
fering the  health  systems'  resources, 
losses  to  Medicare  and  the  federal 
share  of  Medicaid  could  be  $30  billion 
annually.  Using  the  most  conservative 
of  estimates,  we  could  cover  an  addi- 
tional 2  million  seniors  a  year  with 
funds  lost  just  to  Medicare  waste, 
fraud,  and  abuse. 

Two  million  additional  Americans 
could  be  covered  if  those  funds  could  be 
properly  directed. 

Although  it  is  increasingly  unlikely 
that  a  Medicare  reform  package  will 
pass  this  year  in  Congress,  it  would  be 
unconscionable  to  not  pass  a  Medicare 
waste,  fraud  and  abuse  this  year.  Rath- 
er than  putting  Medicare  beneficiaries 
at  risk  of  losing  coverage  or  access 
with  the  cuts  envisioned  in  some  legis- 
lative proposals  during  this  Congress, 
we  should  act  instead  to  combat  Medi- 
care fraud  to  protect  the  health  care  of 
beneficiaries  and  the  Medicare  trust 
fund. 

As  the  Citizens  Against  Government 
Waste  wrote  in  their  August  23.  1995, 
report  entitled  "Medicare  Fraud;  Tales 
From  the  Gypped."  "Preserving,  pro- 
tecting, and  strengthening  Medicare 
must  be  the  number  one  priority  for 
Congress  and  the  administration."  The 
organization  details  89  examples  in  its 
report  and  advises  that  waste,  fraud, 
and  abuse  is  the  first  area  of  needed  at- 
tack. 

How  did  this  get  to  be  such  a  prob- 
lem? According  to  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office  in  its  February  1995  re- 
port entitled  "Medicare  Claims." 
"Physicians,  supply  companies,  or  di- 
agnostic laboratories  have  about  3 
chances  out  of  1.000  of  having  Medicare 
audit  their  billing  practices  in  any 
given  year.  Moreover.  Medicare  pays 
more  claims  with  less  scrutiny  today 
than  at  any  other  time  over  the  past  5 
years."  The  GAO  continues.  "In  fiscal 
year  1993.  Medicare  processed  almost 
700  million  claims,  about  250  million 
more  than  it  processed  5  years  earlier. 
Despite  the  rising  volume  of  claims, 
per-claim  funding  for  antifraud  and 
antiabuse  activities  declined  between 
1989  and  1993  by  over  20  percent." 

As  a  result,  FBI  Director  Louis  Freeh 
says  cocaine  distributors  in  south  Flor- 
ida and  southern  California  are  switch- 
ing from  drug  dealing  to  health  care 
fraud.  The  reason;  more  money  with 
less  risk.  Drug  dealers  committing 
health  care  fraud  know  that  law  en- 
forcement is  not  yet  equipped  with  the 
laws  needed  to  effectively  attack  the 
problem.  With  a  program  estimated  by 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  to  be 
spending  over  $1.6  billion  during  the 
next  6  years  and  with  lax  laws  to  com- 
bat abuse,  con  artists,  thieves,  and  op- 
portunists know  Medicare  is  where  the 
easy  money  is. 


As  Republican  Congressmen  Steven 
SCHIFF  and  CHRIS  Shays  write,  "cur- 
rently there  is  no  Federal  crime  of 
health  care  fraud.  It  is  difficult  to  pros- 
ecute health  care-related  offenses  be- 
cause law  enforcement  must  rely  on 
wire  and  mail  fraud  statutes  for  their 
investigations  and  prosecutions." 

Attacking  fraud  is  crucial  to  the 
overall  Medicare  debate  for  the  follow- 
ing reasons: 

Fraud  ought  to  be  the  first  place  we 
look  when  considering  reductions  in 
Medicare  expenditures. 

Fraud  undermines  public  confidence 
in  Medicare.  We  cannot  "fix"  Medicare 
while  letting  fraud  erode  the  system. 

One  dollar  spent  against  fraud  and 
abuse  can  reduce  Medicare  Program 
costs  by  as  much  as  11  dollars,  accord- 
ing to  the  Health  Care  Financing  Ad- 
ministration [HCFA]  and  demonstrated 
by  the  administration's  effort  in  Oper- 
ation Restore  Trust. 

Solutions  are  available. 

What  can  be  done  to  solve  this  prob- 
lem? To  engage  in  a  comprehensive  as- 
sault on  fraud,  particularly  within  the 
Medicare  F*rogram,  multiple  agencies 
within  the  Federal  Government  will 
need  additional  resources.  The  Inspec- 
tor (General  testified  at  a  hearing  be- 
fore the  Senate  Finance  Committee 
that  "now  is  the  time  to  implement 
new  legal  remedies  and  reverse  the 
downward  trend  of  funding  for  efforts 
to  combat  health  care  fraud  and 
abuse."  The  legislation  that  I  am  in- 
troducing today  will  achieve  both  of 
these  goals. 

Operation  Restore  Trust  is  an  effort 
currently  underway  in  five  States 
which  brings  together  the  HHS  Office 
of  Inspector  General,  Health  Care  Fi- 
nancing Administration,  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice,  State  Medicaid  agen- 
cies, and  State  Medicaid  fraud  control 
units  to  combat  fraud  and  abuse.  This 
legislation  would  institutionalize  these 
efforts  in  all  50  States. 

The  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  recently  released  re- 
sults from  the  first  year  of  Operation 
Restore  Trust.  The  program  had  $4.09 
million  to  work  with  and  has  added 
$43.2  million  to  the  Medicare  trust  fund 
and  U.S.  Treasury:  an  ll-to-l  return. 
This  program  has  been  a  great  success, 
but  I  agree  with  June  Gibbs  Brown  that 
this  is  the  "tip  of  the  iceberg." 

To  provide  adequate  resources  to  go 
after  the  fraud  and  abuse,  we  establish 
a  Medicare  anti-fraud  account  for  the 
Inspector  General  (IG)  and  an  anti- 
fraud  control  account  for  other  govern- 
ment agency's  use.  Funds  for  the  Medi- 
care account  would  be  provided  by  and 
returned  to  the  Medicare  trust  fund. 
For  every  $1  spent  on  prevention,  the 
IG  uncovers  at  least  $7  in  fraud.  By 
using  trust  fund  dollars  to  augment  IG 
operations,  the  legislation  assures  that 
the  IG  will  continue  to  have  the  re- 
sources necessary  to  combat  fraud  and 
abuse  without  worrying  about  discre- 
tionary spending  cuts. 
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This  legislation  enacts  a  broad-based 
Federal  statute  aimed  at  suppressing- 
Medicare  fraud.  This  enhances  the  pro- 
tection of  fraud  victims  and  prescribe 
stiff  penalties  against  those  convicted 
of  fraud.  It  institutes  a  policy,  "one 
strike  and  you  are  out,"  one  instance 
of  Medicare  fraud  and  you  are  out  of 
the  program  for  at  least  5  years. 

The  second  bill  would  establish  a 
point  of  order  against  any  piece  of  leg- 
islation that  would  divert  savings  from 
anti-fraud,  waste  and  abuse  enforce- 
ment activities  for  any. other  purpose — 
such  as  new  Federal  spending  or  tax 
breaks— other  than  saving  the  Medi- 
care trust  fund.  This  legislation  would 
also  ensure  that  any  savings  from  anti- 
firaud,  waste  and  abuse  activities  reim- 
burse the  up-front  investment  on  en- 
forcement and  further  strengthen  the 
Medicare  trust  fund. 

We  have  all  promised  to  protect 
Medicare.  We  can  do  so  by  passing  com- 
prehensive Medicare  waiste,  fraud,  and 
abuse  legislation  and  do  it  in  1996,  thus 
ensuring  savings  achieved  are  used  to 
protect  Medicare  and  improve  its  sol- 
vency. The  two  bills  we  are  introducing 
today — the  Medicare  Anti-Fraud  Act  of 
1996  and  the  Medicare  Restore  Trust 
Act — would  accomplish  these  goals. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  these  two 
pieces  of  legislation  should  get  the  im- 
mediate attention  of  this  Senate.  I  am 
pleased  to  see  that  we  have  with  us 
today  the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Fi- 
nance Committee,  which  I  assume  will 
be  the  primary  committee  of  reference 
for  consideration  of  this  legislation. 

Every  day  that  passes  allows  for  fur- 
ther waste  of  Federal  taxpayers  money 
and  further  eroding  of  the  solvency  of 
the  Medicare  trust  fund,  further  ero- 
sion of  the  confidence  of  the  American 
people.  We  must  take  action  now. 

At  the  signing  of  the  Medicare  bill  in 
Missouri  30  years  ago.  President  John- 
son said  Medicare  had  been  planted 
with  "the  seed  of  compassion  and  duty 
which  have  today  flowered  into  care  for 
the  sick  and  serenity  for  the  fearful." 
Medicare  has  lived  up  to  the  promise  of 
President  Johnson  and  President  Tru- 
man. But  fraud  is  rotting  away  at  the 
Medicare  system.  We  have  the  prescrip- 
tions to  combat  fraud.  Now  is  the  time 
to  employ  them  if  we  want  to  save  the 
integrrity  of  Medicare  for  future  gen- 
erations. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bills  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bills 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1858 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TrtLE;  REFERENCES  IN  ACT; 
TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 

(a)  Short  Title.— This  Act  may  be  cited  as 
the  "Medicare  Antifraud  Act  of  1996". 

(b)  AMENDMENTS      TO      SOCLU.      SECURTIT 

ACT.— Except  as  otherwise  specifically  pro- 


vided, whenever  in  this  Act  an  amendment  is 

expressed  in  terms  of  an  amendment  to,  or 

repeal  of,  a  section  or  other  provision,  the 

reference  shall  be  considered  to  be  made  to 

that  section  or  other  provision  of  the  Social 

Security  Act. 

(c)  Table  of  Contents.— The  table  of  con- 
tents of  this  Act  is  as  follows: 

Sec.  1.  Short  title;  references  in  act;  table  of 
contents. 
TITLE  I— FRAUD  AND  ABUSE  CONTROL 
PROGRAM 

Sec.  101.  Fraud  and  abuse  control  program. 

Sec.  102.  Medicare  benefit  integrity  system. 

Sec.  103.  Application  of  certain  health  anti- 
fraud  and  abuse  sanctions  to 
fraud  and  abuse  against  Federal 
health  programs. 

Sec.  104.  Health  care  fraud  and  abuse  pro- 
vider gruidance. 

Sec.  105.  Medicare/medicaid  beneficiary  pro- 
tection program. 

Sec.  106.  Ensuring  the  integrity  of  the  Fed- 
eral  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund. 
TITLE  n— REVISIONS  TO  CURRENT 
SANCTIONS  FOR  FRAUD  AND  ABUSE 

Sec.  201.  Mandatory  exclusion  from  partici- 
pation in  medicare  and  State 
health  care  programs. 

Sec.  202.  Establishment  of  minimum  period 
of  exclusion  for  certain  individ- 
uals and  entities  subject  to  per- 
missive exclusion  from  medi- 
care and  State  health  care  pro- 
grams. 

Sec.  203.  Pemnissive  exclusion  of  individuals 
with  ownership  or  control  in- 
terest in  sanctioned  entities. 

Sec.  204.  Sanctions  ag-ainst  practitioners  and 
persons  for  failure  to  comply 
with  statutory  obligations. 

Sec.  205.  Sanctions  against  providers  for  ex- 
cessive fees  or  prices. 

Sec.  206.  Applicability  of  the  Bankruptcy 
Code  to  program  sanctions. 

Sec.  207.  Intermediate  sanctions  for  medi- 
care health  maintenance  orga- 
nizations. 

Sec.  208.  Liability  of  medicare  carriers  and 
fiscal  intermediaries  and  States 
for  claims  submitted  by  ex- 
cluded providers. 

Sec.  209.  Effective  date. 

TITLE  m— ADMINISTRATIVE  AND 
MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  301.  Establishment  of  the  health  care 
fraud  and  abuse  data  collection 
program. 

Sec.  302.  Inspector  General  access  to  addi- 
tional practitioner  data  bank. 

Sec.  303.  Corporate  whistleblower  program. 

Sec.  304.  Home  health  billing,  payment,  and 
cost  limit  calculation  to  be 
based  on  site  where  service  is 
furnished. 

Sec.  305.  Application  of  inherent  reasonable- 
ness. 

Sec.  306.  Clarification  of  time  and  filing  lim- 
itations. 

Sec.  307.  Clarification  of  liability  of  third 
party  administrators. 

Sec.  308.  Clarification  of  payment  amounts 
to  medicare. 

Sec.  309.  Increased  flexibility  in  contracting 
for  medicare  claims  processing. 

TITLE  rv— CIVIL  MONETARY  PENALTIES 

Sec.  401.  Social  Security  Act  civil  monetary 
penalties. 

TITLE  V— AMENDMENTS  TO  CRIMINAL 
LAW 
Sec.  501.  Health  care  fraud. 


Sec.  502.  Forfeitures  for  Federal  health  care 
offenses. 

Sec.  503.  Injunctive  relief  relating  to  Fed- 
eral health  care  offenses. 

Sec.  504.  Grand  jury  disclosure. 

Sec.  505.  False  statements. 

Sec.  506.  Obstruction  of  criminal  investiga- 
tions, audits,  or  inspections  of 
Federal  health  care  offenses. 

Sec.  507.  Theft  or  embezzlement. 

Sec.  508.  Laundering  of  monetary  instru- 
ments. 

Sec.  509.  Authorized  investigative  demand 
procedures. 

TITLE  VI— STATE  HEALTH  CARE  FRAUD 
CONTROL  UNITS 

Sec.  601.  State    health    care    fraud    control 
units. 
TITLE  Vn— MEDICARE/MEDICAID 
BILLING  ABUSE  PREVENTION 

Sec.  701.  Uniform  medicare/medicaid  appli- 
cation process. 

Sec.  702.  Standards  for  uniform  claims. 

Sec.  703.  Unique  provider  identification 
code. 

Sec.  704.  Use  of  new  procedures. 

Sec.  705.  Nondischargeability      of      certain 
medicare  debts. 
TITLE  I— FRAUD  AND  ABUSE  CONTROL 
PROGRAM 

SEC.    101.    FRAUD   AND   ABUSE    CONTROL    PRO- 
CRAM. 
(a)  ESTABUSHMENT  OF  PROGRAM.— Title  XI 

(42  U.S.C.  1301  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing after  section  1128B  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

"FRAUD  AND  ABUSE  CONTROL  PROGRAM 

"Sec.  1128C.  (a)  Establishment  of  Pro- 
gram.— 

.  "(1)  In  general.— Not  later  than  January 
1,  1997,  the  Secretary,  acting  through  the  Of- 
fice of  the  Inspector  General  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Human  Services,  and  the 
Attorney  General  shall  establish  a  pro- 
gram- 

"(A)  to  coordinate  Federal,  State,  and 
local  law  enforcement  programs  to  control 
fraud  and  abuse  with  respect  to  health  plans, 

"(B)  to  conduct  investigations,  audits, 
evaluations,  and  inspections  relating  to  the 
delivery  of  and  payment  for  health  care  in 
the  United  States. 

"(C)  to  facilitate  the  enforcement  of  the 
provisions  of  sections  1128,  1128A,  and  1128B 
and  other  statutes  applicable  to  health  care 
fraud  and  abuse, 

"(D)  to  provide  for  the  modification  and  es- 
tablishment of  safe  harbors  and  to  issue  ad- 
visory opinions  and  special  fraud  alerts  pur- 
suant to  section  104  of  the  Medicare  Anti- 
fraud  Act  of  1996,  and 

"(E)  to  provide  for  the  reporting  and  dis- 
closure of  certain  final  adverse  actions 
against  health  care  providers,  suppliers,  or 
practitioners  pursuant  to  the  data  collection 
system  established  under  section  301  of  such 
Act. 

"(2)  Coordination  with  health  plans.— In 
carrying  out  the  program  established  under 
paragraph  (1),  the  Secretary  and  the  Attor- 
ney General  shall  consult  with,  and  arrange 
for  the  sharing  of  data  with  representatives 
of  health  plans. 

"(3)  Guidelines.— 

"(A)  Ln  general.— The  Secretary  and  the 
Attorney  General  shall  issue  guidelines  to 
carry  out  the  program  under  paragraph  (1). 
The  provisions  of  sections  553,  556.  and  557  of 
title  0.  United  States  Code,  shall  not  apply  in 
the  issuance  of  such  guidelines. 

"(B)  Information  guideunes.— 

"(i)  In  general. — Guidelines  issued  under 
subparagraph  (A)  shall  include  guidelines  re- 
lating to  the  furnishing  of  information  by 
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health  plans,  providers,  and  others  to  enable 
the  Secretary  and  the  Attorney  General  to 
carry  out  the  program  (including  coordina- 
tion with  health  plans  under  paragraph  (2)). 

"(ii)  CONFiDENTiALm-.— Guidelines  issued 
under  subparagraph  (A)  shall  include  proce- 
dures to  assure  that  such  information  is  pro- 
vided and  utilized  in  a  manner  that  appro- 
priately protects  the  confidentiality  of  the 
information  and  the  pnvacy  of  individuals 
receiving  health  care  services  and  items. 

••(iii)  Qualified  iMMUNm*  for  providing 
INFOR.MATION.— The  provisions  of  section 
1157(a)  (relating  to  limitation  on  liability) 
shall  apply  to  a  person  providing  informa- 
tion to  the  Secretary  or  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral in  conjunction  with  their  performance 
of  duties  under  this  section. 

"(4)  Ensuring  access  to  documentation.— 
The  Inspector  General  of  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  is  authorized  to 
exercise  such  authority  described  in  para- 
graphs (3)  through  (9)  of  section  6  of  the  In- 
spector General  Act  of  1978  (5  U.S.C.  App.)  as 
necessary  with  respect  to  the  activities 
under  the  fraud  and  abuse  control  program 
established  under  this  subsection. 

"(5)  AUTHORrry  of  inspector  general.— 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  di- 
minish the  authority  of  any  Inspector  Gen- 
eral, including  such  authority  as  is  provided 
in  the  Inspector  General  Act  of  1978  (5  U.S.C. 
App.). 

••(b)  ADDITIONAL  Use  of  Funds  by  Inspec- 
tor General.— 

"(1)  Reimbursements  for  investiga- 
tions.—The  Inspector  General  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Human  Services  is  au- 
thorized to  receive  and  retain  for  current  use 
reimbursement  for  the  costs  of  conducting 
investigations  and  audits  and  for  monitoring 
compliance  plans  when  such  costs  are  or- 
dered by  a  court,  voluntarily  agreed  to  by 
the  payor,  or  otherwise. 

"(2)  CREDrriNG.- Funds  received  by  the  In- 
spector General  under  psu-agraph  (1)  as  reim- 
bursement for  costs  of  conducting  investiga- 
tions shall  be  deposited  to  the  credit  of  the 
appropriation  from  which  initially  paid,  or 
to  appropriations  for  similar  purposes  cur- 
rently available  at  the  time  of  deposit,  and 
shall  remain  available  for  obligation  for  1 
year  from  the  date  of  the  deposit  of  such 
funds. 

"(c)  Health  Plan  Defined.— For  purposes 
of  this  section,  the  term  'health  plan'  means 
a  plan  or  program  that  provides  headth  bene- 
fits, whether  directly,  through  insurance,  or 
otherwise,  and  includes — 

••(1)  a  policy  of  health  insurance; 

"(2)  a  contract  of  a  service  benefit  organi- 
zation; and 

"(3)  a  membership  agreement  with  a  health 
maintenance  organization  or  other  prepaid 
health  plan.". 

(b)  Establishment  of  Health  Care  Fraud 
ASD  abuse  Control  account  in  Federal 
Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund.— Section 
1817  (42  U.S.C.  13951)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

••(k)  Health  Care  Fraud  and  Abuse  Con- 
trol account.— 

"(1)  ESTABUSHMENT.— There  is  hereby  es- 
tablished in  the  Trust  Fund  an  expenditure 
account  to  be  known  as  the  'Health  Care 
Fraud  and  Abuse  Control  Account"  (in  this 
subsection  referred  to  as  the  •Account'). 

"(2)  appropruted  amounts  to  trust 
fund.— 

••(A)  Ln"  general.— There  are  hereby  appro- 
priated to  the  Trust  Fund— 

••(i)  such  gifts  and  bequests  as  may  be 
made  as  provided  in  subparagraph  (B); 

"(ii)  such  amounts  as  may  be  deposited  in 
the  Trust  Fund  as  provided  in  title  XI;  and 


"(iii)  such  amounts  as  are  transferred  to 
the  Trust  Fund  under  subparagraph  (C). 

"(B)  AUTHORlZA-nOX  to  ACCEPT  GIFTS.— The 

Trust  Fund  is  authorized  to  accept,  on  behalf 
of  the  United  States,  money  gifts  and  be- 
quests made  unconditionally  to  the  Trust 
Fund,  for  the  benefit  of  the  Account  or  any 
activity  financed  thi'ough  the  Account. 

"(C)  Transfer  of  amounts.— The  Manag- 
ing Trustee  shall  transfer  to  the  Trust  Fund, 
under  rules  similar  to  the  rules  in  section 
9601  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1966.  an 
amount  equal  to  the  sum  of  the  following: 

"(i)  Criminal  fines  recovered  in  cases  in- 
volving a  Federal  health  care  offense  (as  de- 
fined in  section  982(a)(6)(B)  of  title  18.  United 
States  Code). 

"(ii)  Civil  monetary  penalties  and  assess- 
ments imposed  in  health  care  cases,  includ- 
ing amounts  recovered  under  titles  XI, 
XVm,  and  XIX.  and  chapter  38  of  title  31. 
United  States  Code  (except  as  otherwise  pro- 
vided by  law). 

"(iii)  Amounts  resulting  from  the  forfeit- 
ure of  property  by  reason  of  a  Federal  health 
care  offense. 

"(iv)  Penalties  and  damages  obtained  and 
otherwise  creditable  to  miscellaneous  re- 
ceipts of  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasurj'  ob- 
tained under  sections  3729  through  3733  of 
title  31.  United  States  Code  (known  as  the 
False  Claims  Act),  in  cases  involving  claims 
related  to  the  provision  of  health  care  items 
and  services  (other  than  funds  awarded  to  a 
relator,  for  restitution  or  otherwise  author- 
ized by  law). 

"(3)  Appropriated  amol-nts  to  account 
for  fraud  and  abuse  control  program. 
etc.— 

'•(A)  Departments  of  health  and  human 
services  and  justice.— 

"(i)  Lv  general.— There  are  hereby  appro- 
priated to  the  Account  from  the  Trust  Fund 
such  sums  as  the  Secretary  and  the  Attorney 
General  certify  are  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  described  in  subparagraph  (C). 
to  be  available  without  further  appropria- 
tion, in  an  amount  not  to  exceed — 

'•(I)  for  fiscal  year  1997,  $104,000,000; 

"(II)  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1998 
through  2003.  the  limit  for  the  preceding  fis- 
cal year,  increased  by  15  percent:  and 

"(m)  for  each  fiscal  year  after  fiscal  year 
2003.  the  limit  for  fiscal  year  2003. 

"(ii)  Medicare  and  medicaid  ACTivmEs.— 
For  each  fiscal  year,  of  the  amount  appro- 
priated in  clause  (i).  the  following  amounts 
shall  be  available  only  for  the  purposes  of 
the  activities  of  the  Office  of  the  Inspector 
General  of  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  with  respect  to  the  medi- 
care and  medicaid  programs— 

"(I)  for  fiscal  year  1997,  not  less  than 
$60,000,000  and  not  more  than  $70,000,000: 

"(II)  for  fiscal  year  1998.  not  less  than 
$80,000,000  and  not  more  than  $90,000,000: 

"(m)  for  fiscal  year  1999.  not  less  than 
$90,000,000  and  not  more  than  $100,000,000: 

"(IV)  for  fiscal  year  2000.  not  less  than 
$110,000,000  and  not  more  than  $120,000,000: 

"(V)  for  fiscal  year  2001.  not  less  than 
$120,000,000  and  not  more  than  $130,000,000: 

"(VI)  for  fiscal  year  2002.  not  less  than 
$140,000,000  and  not  more  than  $150,000,000: 
and 

"(Vn)  for  each  fiscal  year  after  fiscal  year 
2002.  not  less  than  $150,000,000  and  not  more 
than  $160,000,000. 

"(B)  Federal  bureau  of  investigation.— 
There  are  hereby  appropriated  from  the  gen- 
eral fund  of  the  United  States  Treasury  and 
hereby  appropriated  to  the  Account  for 
transfer  to  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investiga- 
tion to  carry  out  the  purposes  described  in 


subparagraph  (C).  to  be  available  without 
further  appropriation— 

"(i)  for  fiscal  year  1997.  $47,000,000: 

"(ii)  for  fiscal  year  1998.  $56,000,000: 

"(iii)  for  fiscal  year  1999.  J66.000.000: 

"(iv)  for  fiscal  year  2000.  $76,000,000; 

"(V)  for  fiscal  year  2001,  $88,000,000: 

"(vi)  for  fiscal  year  2002.  $101,000,000;  and 

"(vii)  for  each  fiscal  year  after  fiscal  year 
2002.  $114,000,000. 

"(C)  Use  of  funds— The  purposes  de- 
scribed in  this  subparagraph  are  to  cover  the 
costs  (including  equipment,  salaries,  bene- 
fits, travel,  and  training)  of  the  administra- 
tion and  operation  of  the  health  care  fraud 
and  abuse  control  program  established  under 
section  1128C(a).  including  the  costs  of— 

"(i)  prosecuting  health  care  matters 
(through  criminal,  civil,  and  administrative 
proceedings); 

"(ii)  investigations: 

"(iii)  financial  and  performance  audits  of 
health  care  programs  and  operations; 

"(iv)  inspections  and  other  evaluations; 
and 

"(v)  provider  and  consumer  education  re- 
garding compliance  with  the  provisions  of 
title  XI. 

•'(4)  appropiuated  amounts  to  account 
for  medicare  beneftt  integrttv'  system.— 

"(A)  In  general. — There  are  hereby  appro- 
priated to  the  Account  from  the  Trust  Fund 
for  each  fiscal  year  such  amounts  as  are  nec- 
essary to  carry  out  the  Medicare  Benefit  In- 
tegrity System  under  section  1889.  subject  to 
subpsiragraph  (B).  to  be  available  without 
further  appropriation. 

"(B)  amounts  sPEcrriED.— The  amount  ap- 
propriated under  subparagraph  (A)  for  a  fis- 
cal year  is  as  follows: 

"(i)  For  fiscal  year  1997.  such  amount  shall 
be  not  less  than  $430,000,000  and  not  more 
than  $440,000,000. 

"(ii)  For  fiscal  year  1998.  such  amount 
shall  be  not  less  than  $490,000,000  and  not 
more  than  $500,000,000. 

•'(iii)  For  fiscal  year  1999.  such  amount 
shall  be  not  less  than  $550,000,000  and  not 
more  than  $560,000,000. 

"(iv)  For  fiscal  year  2000.  such  amount 
shall  be  not  less  than  $620,000,000  and  not 
more  than  $630,000,000. 

"(V)  For  fiscal  year  2001.  such  amount  shall 
be  not  less  than  $670,000,000  and  not  more 
than  $680,000,000. 

'■(Vi)  For  fiscal  year  2002,  such  amount 
shall  be  not  less  than  $690,000,000  and  not 
more  than  $700,000,000. 

"(vii)  For  each  fiscal  year  after  fiscal  year 
2002.  such  amount  shall  be  not  less  than 
$710,000,000  and  not  more  than  $720,000,000. 

"(5)  ANNUAL  report.— The  Secretary  and 
the  Attorney  General  shall  submit  jointly  an 
annual  report  to  Congress  on  the  amount  of 
revenue  which  is  generated  and  disbursed, 
and  the  jusUfication  for  such  disbursements, 
by  the  Account  in  each  fiscal  year". 

SEC.    102.  MEDICARE   BENEFFF  LNTECRnT  SYS- 
TEM. 

Part  C  of  title  XVm  (42  U.S.C.  1395  et  seq.) 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  section  1888 
the  following  new  section: 

".medicare  beneftt  INTEGRm'  CONTRACTS 

"Sec.  1889.  (a)  AUTHORnr  To  Contract.— 
"(1)  In  general.— In  order  to  improve  the 
effectiveness  of  benefit  quality  assurance  ac- 
tivities relating  to  programs  under  this  title, 
and  to  enhance  the  Secretary's  capability  of 
carrying  out  program  safeguard  functions 
and  related  education  activities  to  avoid  the 
improper  expenditure  of  assets  of  the  Federal 
Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  and  the  Fed- 
eral Supplementary  Medical  Insurance  Trust 
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Fund,  the  Secretary  shall  enter  into  con- 
tracts with  organizations  or  other  entities 
having  demonstrated  the  capability  to  carry 
out  one  or  more  benefit  quality  assurance 
activities.  The  provisions  of  sections  1816  and 
1842  shall  be  inapplicable  to  contracts  under 
this  section. 

"(2)  Number  of  contracts.— The  Secretary 
shall  determine  the  number  of  separate  con- 
tracts which  are  necessary  to  achieve,  with 
the  maximum  degree  of  efficiency  and  cost- 
effectiveness,  the  objectives  of  this  section. 
The  Secretary  may  enter  into  contracts 
under  this  section  at  such  time  or  times  as 
are  appropriate  so  long  as  not  later  than  the 
fiscal  year  beginning  October  1.  1998.  and  for 
each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  there  are  in  ef- 
fect contracts  that,  considered  collectively, 
provide  for  benefit  quality  assurance  activi- 
ties with  respect  to  all  payments  under  this 
title. 

"(b)  Contract  Requirements.— a  benefit 
quality  assurance  contract  entered  into 
under  subsection  (a)  must  provide  for  one  or 
more  benefit  quality  assurance  program  ac- 
tivities. Each  such  contract  shall  include  an 
agreement  by  the  contractor  to  cooperate 
with  the  Inspector  General  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Human  Services,  and  the 
Attorney  General,  and  other  law  enforce- 
ment agencies,  as  appropriate,  in  the  inves- 
tigation and  deterrence  of  fraud  and  abuse  in 
relation  to  this  title  and  in  other  cases  aris- 
ing out  of  the  activities  described  in  such 
section,  and  shall  contain  such  other  provi- 
sions as  the  Secretary  finds  necessary  or  ap- 
propriate to  achieve  the  purposes  of  this 
part.  The  provisions  of  section  1153<e)(l)  shall 
apply  to  contracts  and  contracting  authority 
under  this  section,  except  that  competitive 
procedures  must  be  used  when  entering  into 
new  contracts  under  this  section,  or  at  any 
other  time  when  it  is  in  the  best  interests  of 
the  United  States.  A  contract  under  this  sec- 
tion may  be  renewed  from  term  to  term 
without  regard  to  any  provision  of  law  re- 
quiring competition  if  the  contractor  has 
met  or  exceeded  the  performance  require- 
ments established  in  the  current  contract. 

"(c)  Limit.\tions.— 

"(1)  In  general.— In  carrying  out  this  sec- 
tion, the  Secretary  may  not  enter  into  a  con- 
tract with  an  organization  or  other  entity  if 
the  Secretary  determines  that  such  orgrani- 
zation's  or  entity's  financial  holdings,  inter- 
ests, or  relationships  would  interfere  with  its 
ability  to  perform  the  functions  to  be  re- 
quired by  the  contract  in  an  effective  and 
impartial  manner. 

"(2)   Limitation  of  lxabiuty.- The   Sec- 
retary shall  by  regulation  provide  for  the 
limitation  of  a  contractor's  liability  for  ac- 
tions taken  to  carry  out  a  contract  under 
this  section,  and  such  regulations  shall,  to 
the  extent  the  Secretary  finds  appropriate, 
employ  the  same  or  comparable  standards 
and  other  substantive  and  procedural  provi- 
sions as  are  contained  in  section  1157.". 
sec.  103.  appucation  of  certain  health 
antifraud  and  abuse  sanctions 
to  fraud  and  abuse   against 
federal  health  programs. 

(a)  Crimes.— 

(1)  SOCTAL  SECURm-  .\CT.— Section  U28B  (42 
U.S.C.  1320a-7b)  is  amended  as  follows: 

(A)  In  the  heading,  by  striking  "medicare 
OR  STATE  HEALTH  CARE  PROGRAMS"  and  in- 
serting "FEDERAL  HEALTH  CARE  PROGRAMS". 

(B)  In  subsection  (a)(1),  by  striking  "a  pro- 
gram under  title  XVIH  or  a  State  health 
care  program  (as  defined  in  section  1128(h))" 
and  inserting  "a  Federal  health  care  pro- 
gram (as  defined  in  subsection  (f))". 

(C)  In  subsection  (aX5),  by  striking  "a  pro- 
gram under  title  XVm  or  a  State  health 


care  program"  and  inserting  "a  Federal 
health  care  program  (as  defined  in  sub- 
section (f))". 

(D)  In  the  second  sentence  of  subsection 
(a)- 

(i)  by  striking  "a  State  plan  approved 
under  title  XIX"  and  inserting  "a  Federal 
health  care  program  (as  defined  in  sub- 
section (0)":  and 

(ii)  by  striking  "the  State  may  at  its  op- 
tion (notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
that  title  or  of  such  plan)"  and  inserting 
"the  administrator  of  such  program  may  at 
its  option  (notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  such  program)". 

(E)  In  subsection  (b)— 

(i)  by  striking  "and  willfully"  each  place  it 
appears: 

(ii)  by  striking  "$25,000"  each  place  it  ap- 
pears and  inserting  "$50,000"; 

(iii)  by  striking  "title  XVni  or  a  State 
health  care  program"  each  place  it  appears 
and  inserting  "Federal  health  care  program 
(as  defined  in  subsection  (f))": 

(iv)  in  paragraph  (1)  in  the  matter  preced- 
ing subparagraph  (A),  by  striking  "kind — " 
and  inserting  "kind  with  intent  to  be  infiu- 
enced— "; 

(V)  in  paragraph  (1)(A),  by  striking  "in  re- 
turn for  referring"  and  inserting  "to  refer"; 

(vi)  in  paragraph  (1){B),  by  striking  "in  re- 
turn for  purchasing,  leasing,  ordering,  or  ar- 
ranging for  or  recommending"  and  inserting 
"to  purchase,  lease,  order,  or  arrange  for  or 
recommend"; 

(vii)  in  paragrraph  (2)  in  the  matter  preced- 
ing subparagraph  (A),  by  striking  "to  induce 
such  person"  and  inserting  "with  intent  to 
influence  such  person"; 

(viii)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  paragraphs  (1) 
and  (2)  the  following  sentence:  "A  violation 
exists  under  this  paragraph  if  one  or  more 
purposes  of  the  remuneration  is  unlawful 
under  this  paragraph."; 

(ix)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (3)  as  para- 
graph (4); 

(X)  in  paragraph  (4)  (as  redesignated)  in  the 
matter  preceding  subparagraph  (A),  by  strik- 
ing "Paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)"  and  inserting 
"Paragraphs  (1),  (2),  and  (3)":  and 

(xi)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (2)  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph; 

"(3)(A)  The  Attorney  (General  may  bring  an 
action  in  the  district  courts  to  impose  upon 
any  person  who  carries  out  any  activity  in 
violation  of  this  subsection  a  civil  penalty  of 
not  less  than  $25,000  and  not  more  than 
$50,000  for  each  such  violation,  plus  three 
times  the  total  remuneration  offered,  paid, 
solicited,  or  received. 

"(B)  A  violation  exists  under  this  para- 
graph if  one  or  more  purposes  of  the  remu- 
neration is  unlawful,  and  the  damages  shall 
be  the  full  amount  of  such  remuneration. 

"(C)  Section  3731  of  title  31.  United  States 
Code,  and  the  Federal  Rules  of  Civil  Proce- 
dure shall  apply  to  actions  brought  under 
this  paragraph. 

"(D)  The  provisions  of  this  paragraph  do 
not  affect  the  availability  of  other  criminal 
and  civil  remedies  for  such  violations.". 

(F)  In  subsection  (c),  by  inserting  "(as  de- 
fined in  section  1128(h))"  after  "a  State 
health  care  program". 

(G)  By  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsections: 

"(f)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term 
'Federal  health  care  program'  means — 

"(1)  any  plan  or  program  that  provides 
health  benefits,  whether  directly,  through 
insurance,  or  otherwise,  which  is  funded,  in 
whole  or  in  part,  by  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment: or 

"(2)  any  State  health  care  program,  as  de- 
fined in  section  1128(h). 


"(g)(1)  The  Inspector  General  of  the  depart- 
ments and  agencies  with  a  Federal  health 
care  program  may  conduct  an  investigation 
or  audit  relating  to  violations  of  this  section 
and  claims  within  the  jurisdiction  of  other 
Federal  departments  or  agencies  if  the  fol- 
lowing conditions  are  satisfied: 

"(A)  The  investigation  or  audit  involves 
primarily  claims  submitted  to  the  Federal 
health  care  programs  of  the  department  or 
agency  conducting  the  investigation  or 
audit. 

"(B)  The  Inspector  General  of  the  depart- 
ment or  agency  conducting  the  investigation 
or  audit  gives  notice  and  an  opportunity  to 
participate  in  the  investigation  or  audit  to 
the  Inspector  General  of  the  department  or 
agency  with  primary  jurisdiction  over  the 
Federal  health  care  programs  to  which  the 
claims  were  submitted. 

"(2)  If  the  conditions  specified  in  para- 
graph (1)  are  fulfilled,  the  Inspector  General 
of  the  department  or  agency  conducting  the 
investigation  or  audit  may  exercise  all  pow- 
ers granted  under  the  Inspector  General  Act 
of  1978  (5  U.S.C.  App.)  with  respect  to  the 
claims  submitted  to  the  other  departments 
or  agencies  to  the  same  manner  and  extent 
as  provided  in  that  Act  with  respect  to 
claims  submitted  to  such  departments  or 
agencies.". 

(2)   IDENTIFICATION    OF   COMML-NITY    SERVICE 

OPPORTUNmES.— Section  1128B  (42  U.S.C. 
1320a-7b).  as  amended  by  paragraph  (1).  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  subsection: 

"(h)  The  Secretary  may — 

"(1)  in  consultation  with  State  and  local 
health  care  officials,  identify  opportunities 
for  the  satisfaction  of  community  service  ob- 
ligrations  that  a  court  may  impose  upon  the 
conviction  of  an  offense  under  this  section; 
and 

"(2)  make  information  concerning  such  op- 
portunities available  to  Federal  and  State 
law  enforcement  officers  and  State  and  local 
health  care  officials.". 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  take  effect  on 
January  1.  1997. 

sec.  104.  health  care  fraud  and  abuse  pro- 
vider guidance. 

(a)  solicitation  and  publication  of  modi- 
ncations  to  existing  safe  harbors  and 
New  Safe  Harbors.— 

(1)lv  general.— 

(a)  soucitation  of  proposals  for  safe 
HARBORS.— Not  later  than  January  1.  1997, 
and  not  less  than  annually  thereafter,  the 
Secretary  shall  publish  a  notice  in  the  Fed- 
eral Register  soliciting  proposals,  which  will 
be  accepted  during  a  60-day  period,  for — 

(i)  modifications  to  existing  safe  harbors 
issued  pursuant  to  section  14(a)  of  the  Medi- 
care Patient  and  Program  Protection  Act  of 
1987  (42  U.S.C.  1320a-7b  note); 

(ii)  additional  safe  harbors  specifying  pay- 
ment practices  that  shall  not  be  treated  as  a 
criminal  offense  under  section  1128B(b)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1320a-7b(b)) 
and  shall  not  serve  as  the  basis  for  an  exclu- 
sion under  section  1128(b)(7)  of  such  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  1320a-7(b)(7)); 

(iii)  interpretive  rulings  to  be  issued  pursu- 
ant to  subsection  (b);  and 

(iv)  special  fraud  alerts  to  be  issued  pursu- 
ant to  subsection  (c). 

(B)  PUBUCATION  OF  PROPOSED  MODIFICA- 
TIONS AND  PROPOSED  ADDITIONAL  SAFE  HAR- 
BORS.—After  considering  the  proposals  de- 
scribed in  clauses  (i)  and  (ii)  of  subparagraph 
(A),  the  Secretary,  in  consultation  with  the 
Attorney  General,  shall  publish  in  the  Fed- 
eral Register  proposed  modifications  to  ex- 
isting safe' harbors  and  proposed  additional 
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safe  harbors,  if  appropriate,  with  a  60-day 
comment  period.  After  considering  any  pub- 
lic comments  received  during  this  period, 
the  Secretary  shall  issue  final  rules  modify- 
ing the  existing  safe  harbors  and  establish- 
ing new  safe  harbors,  as  appropriate. 

(C)  Report.— The  Inspector  General  of  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
(in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  "Inspector 
General")  shall,  in  an  annual  report  to  Con- 
gress or  as  part  of  the  year-end  semiannual 
report  required  by  section  5  of  the  Inspector 
General  Act  of  1978  (5  U.S.C.  App.),  describe 
the  proposals  received  under  clauses  (i)  and 
(ii)  of  subparagraph  (A)  and  explain  which 
proposals  were  included  in  the  publication 
described  in  subparagraph  (B),  which  propos- 
als were  not  included  in  that  publication, 
and  the  reasons  for  the  rejection  of  the  pro- 
posals that  were  not  included. 

(2)  Criteria  for  modifying  and  establish- 
ing SAFE  harbors.— In  modifying  and  estab- 
lishing safe  harbors  under  paragraph  (1)(B). 
the  Secretary  may  consider  the  extent  to 
which  providing  a  safe  harbor  for  the  speci- 
fied payment  practice  may  result  in  any  of 
the  following: 

(A)  An  increase  or  decrease  in  access  to 
health  care  services. 

(B)  An  increase  or  decrease  in  the  quality 
of  health  care  services. 

(C)  An  increase  or  decrease  in  patient  free- 
dom of  choice  among  health  care  providers. 

(D)  An  increase  or  decrease  in  competition 
among  health  care  providers. 

(E)  An  increase  or  decrease  in  the  ability 
of  health  care  facilities  to  provide  services  in 
medically  underserved  areas  or  to  medically 
underserved  populations. 

(F)  An  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  to 
Federal  health  care  programs  (as  defined  in 
section  1128B(f)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  1320a-7b(f)). 

(G)  An  increase  or  decreaise  in  the  poten- 
tial overutilization  of  health  care  services. 

(H)  The  existence  or  nonexistence  of  any 
potential  financial  benefit  to  a  health  care 
professional  or  provider  which  may  vary 
based  on  their  decisions  of— 

(i)  whether  to  order  a  health  care  item  or 
service;  or 

(ii)  whether  to  arrange  for  a  referral  of 
health  care  items  or  services  to  a  particular 
practitioner  or  provider. 

(I)  Any  other  factors  the  Secretary  deems 
appropriate  in  the  interest  of  preventing 
fraud  and  abuse  in  Federal  health  care  pro- 
grams (as  so  defined). 

(b)  Interpretive  Rulings.— 

(1)  In  GENERAL.— 

(A)  Request  for  interpretive  ruling.— 
Any  person  may  present,  at  any  time,  a  re- 
quest to  the  Inspector  General  for  a  state- 
ment of  the  Inspector  General's  current  in- 
terpretation of  the  meaning  of  a  specific  as- 
pect of  the  application  of  sections  1128A  and 
n28B  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
1320a-7a  and  1320a-7b)  (in  this  section  re- 
ferred to  as  an  "interpretive  ruling"). 

(B)  Issuance  and  effect  of  interpretive 

RULING.— 

(i)  In  general. — If  appropriate,  the  Inspec- 
tor General  shall  in  consultation  with  the 
Attorney  (Jeneral,  issue  an  interpretive  rul- 
ing not  later  than  120  days  after  receiving  a 
request  described  in  subparagraph  (A).  Inter- 
pretive rulings  shall  not  have  the  force  "f 
law  and  shall  be  treated  as  an  interpretive 
rule  within  the  meaning  of  section  553(b;  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code.  All  interpretive 
rulings  issued  pursuant  to  this  clause  shall 
be  published  in  the  Federal  Register  or  oth- 
erwise made  available  for  public  inspection. 

(ii)  Reasons  for  denial.— If  the  Inspector 
General  does  not  issue  an  interpretive  ruling 


in  response  to  a  request  described  in  sub- 
paragraph (A),  the  Inspector  General  shall 
notify  the  requesting  party  of  such  decision 
not  later  than  120  days  after  receiving  such  a 
request  and  shall  identify  the  reasons  for 
such  decision. 

(2)  CRITERIA  FOR  INTERPRETIVE  RULINGS.— 

(A)  In  general.— In  determining  whether 
to  issue  an  interpretive  ruling  under  para- 
graph (1)(B).  the  Inspector  CJeneral  may  con- 
sider— 

(i)  whether  and  to  what  extent  the  request 
identifies  an  ambiguity  within  the  language 
of  the  statute,  the  existing  safe  harbors,  or 
previous  interpretive  rulings;  and 

(ii)  whether  the  subject  of  the  requested  in- 
terpretive ruling  can  be  adequately  ad- 
dressed by  interpretation  of  the  language  of 
the  statute,  the  existing  safe  harbor  rules,  or 
previous  interpretive  rulings,  or  whether  the 
request  would  require  a  substantive  ruling 
(as  defined  in  section  552  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code)  not  authorized  under  this  sub- 
section. 

(B)  No   RULINGS  on    factual  ISSUES.— The 

Inspector  General  shall  not  give  an  interpre- 
tive ruling  on  any  factual  issue,  including 
the  intent  of  the  parties  or  the  fair  market 
value  of  particular  leased  space  or  equip- 
ment, 
(c)  Special  Fraud  Alerts.— 

(1)  In  GENERAL.— 

(A)  Request  for  special  fraud  alerts.— 
Any  person  may  present,  at  any  time,  a  re- 
quest to  the  Inspector  (Jeneral  for  a  notice 
which  informs  the  public  of  practices  which 
the  Inspector  General  considers  to  be  suspect 
or  of  particular  concern  under  section 
1128B(b)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
1320a-7b(b))  (in  this  subsection  referred  to  as 
a  "special  fraud  alert"). 

(B)  Issuance  and  publica-hon  of  special 
fraud  alerts. — Upon  receipt  of  a  request  de- 
scribed in  subparagraph  (A),  the  Inspector 
General  shall  investigate  the  subject  matter 
of  the  request  to  determine  whether  a  special 
fraud  alert  should  be  issued.  If  appropriate, 
the  Inspector  General  shall  issue  a  special 
fraud  alert  in  response  to  the  request.  All 
special  fraud  alerts  issued  pursuant  to  this 
subparagraph  shall  be  published  in  the  Fed- 
eral Register. 

(2)  Criteria  for  special  fraud  .\lerts.— 
In  determining  whether  to  issue  a  special 
fraud  alert  upon  a  request  described  in  para- 
graph (1),  the  Inspector  General  may  con- 
sider— 

(A)  whether  and  to  what  extent  the  prac- 
tices that  would  be  identified  in  the  special 
fi^ud  alert  may  result  in  any  of  the  con- 
sequences described  in  subsection  (a)(2);  and 

(B)  the  volume  and  frequency  of  the  con- 
duct that  would  be  identified  in  the  special 
fraud  alert. 

SEC     105.     y^DICARE/MEDICAID     BENEFICIARY 
PROTECTION  PROGRAM. 

(a)  EST.\BUSH.MENT  OF  PROGRAM.— Not  later 
than  January  1,  1997,  the  Secretary  (through 
the  Administrator  of  the  Health  Care  Fi- 
nancing Administration  and  the  Inspector 
General  of  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services)  shall  establish  the  Medi- 
care/Medicaid  Beneficiary  Protection  Pro- 
gram. Under  such  program  the  Secretarj- 
shall— 

(1)  educate  medicare  and  medicaid  bene- 
ficiaries regarding— 

(A)  medicare  and  medicaid  program  cov- 
erage; 

(B)  fraudulent  and  abusive  practices; 

(C)  medically  unnecessary  health  care 
items  and  services;  and 

(D)  substandard  health  care  items  and 
services; 


(2)  identify  and  publicize  fraudulent  and 
abusive  practices  with  respect  to  the  deliv- 
ery of  health  care  items  and  services;  and 

(3)  establish  a  procedure  for  the  reporting 
of  fraudulent  and  abusive  health  care  provid- 
ers, practitioners,  claims,  items,  and  serv- 
ices to  appropriate  law  enforcement  and 
payer  agencies. 

(b)  Recognition  and  Pl^uca'hon  of  Con- 
tributions.—The  program  established  by  the 
Secretary  under  this  section  shall  recognize 
and  publicize  significant  contributions  made 
by  individual  health  care  patients  toward 
the  combating  of  health  care  fraud  and 
abuse. 

(c)  Dissemination  of  lNFORMA"noN.— The 
Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  broad  dis- 
semination of  information  regarding  the 
Medicara'Medicaid  Beneficiary  Protection 
Program. 

SEC.  106.  ENSLIUNG  THE  INTEdUTY  OF  THE  FED- 
ERAL HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  TRUST 
FUND. 

(a)  DETERMiNA"noN.— Prior  to  the  end  of 
each  fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  (in  this  section  referred  to 
as  the  "Secretary")  and  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral shall  jointly  determine — 

(1)  the  portion  of  the  costs  charged  during 
such  fiscal  year  to  any  account  established 
within  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  under  title  XVm  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  (42  U.S.C.  1395  et  seq.)  to  combat 
health  care  waste,  fraud,  and  abuse,  which  do 
not  relate  to  the  administration  of  the  medi- 
care program;  and 

(2)  the  amount  of  funds  deposited  into  such 
account  of  such  trust  fund  during  such  fiscal 
year  that  were  attributable  to  enforcement 
activities  that  were  intended  to  combat 
health  care  waste,  fraud,  and  abuse,  which  do 
not  relate  to  the  administration  of  the  medi- 
care program. 

(b)  CERTiFiCA-noN.— If  the  portion  deter- 
mined under  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (a) 
exceeds  the  amount  determined  under  para- 
graph (2)  of  such  subsection,  the  Secretary 
and  the  Attorney  General  shall  certify  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  the  amount,  which 
shall  be  equal  to  the  amount  of  such  excess, 
which  should  be  transferred  from  the  Gen- 
eral Fund  of  the  Treasury  to  such  trust  fund. 
in  order  to  ensure  that  such  trust  fund  is 
fully  reimbursed  for  any  expenditures  made 
from  the  account  described  in  subsection  (a) 
that  are  not  related  to  the  administration  of 
the  medicare  program  under  title  XVni  of 
the  Social  Security  Act. 

(c)  Transfer  of  Funds —The  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  shall  transfer  to  such  trust 
fund  from  the  General  Fund  of  the  Treasury, 
out  of  any  funds  in  the  General  Fund  that 
are  not  otherwise  appropriated,  an  amount 
equal  to  the  amount  certified  under  sub- 
section (b). 

TITLE  n— REVISIONS  TO  CURRENT 
SANCTIONS  FOR  FRAUD  AN"©  ABUSE 
SEC   201.  MANDATORY   EXCLUSION    FRO.M   PAR- 
•nCIPATION      LV      MEDICARE      AND 
STATE  HEALTH  CARE  PROGRAMS. 

(a)  Individual  Convicted  of  Felony  Re- 
lating to  Health  Care  Fraud.— 

(1)  Ln  general.— Section  1128(a)  (42  U.S.C. 
1320a-7(a))  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  i)aragraph: 

"(3)  Felonti'  conviction  relating  to 
HEALTH  care  fralt).— Any  individual  or  en- 
tity that  has  been  convicted  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  the  Medicare  Antifraud  Act 
of  1996.  under  Federal  or  State  law,  in  con- 
nection with  the  delivery  of  a  health  care 
item  or  service  or  with  respect  to  any  act  or 
omission  in  a  health  care  program  (other 
than  those  specifically  described  in  para- 
graph (D)  operated  by  or  financed  in  whole 
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or  in  part  by  any  Federal.  Scate,  or  local 
government  agency,  of  a  criminal  offense 
consisting  of  a  felony  relating  to  fraud, 
theft,  embezzlement,  breach  of  fiduciary  re- 
sponsibility, or  other  financial  misconduct.". 

(2)  Conforming  amendment.— Paragraph 
(1)  of  section  1128(b)  {42  U.S.C.  1320a-7(b))  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(1)  Conviction  relating  to  fraud.— Any 
individual  or  entity  that  has  been  convicted 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Medi- 
care Antifraud  Act  of  1996,  under  Federal  or 
State  law— 

"(A)  of  a  criminal  offense  consisting  of  a 
misdemeanor  relating  to  fraud,  theft,  embez- 
zlement, breach  of  fiduciary  responsibility. 
or  other  financial  misconduct— 

"(i)  in  connection  with  the  delivery  of  a 
health  care  item  or  service,  or 

"(ii)  with  respect  to  any  act  or  omission  in 
a  health  care  program  (other  than  those  spe- 
cifically described  in  subsection  (a)(1))  oper- 
ated by  or  financed  in  whole  or  in  part  by 
any  Federal.  State,  or  local  government 
agency;  or 

"(B)  of  a  criminal  offense  relating  to  fraud, 
theft,  embezzlement,  breach  of  fiduciary  re- 
sponsibility, or  other  financial  misconduct 
with  respect  to  any  act  or  omission  in  a  pro- 
gram (other  than  a  health  care  program)  op- 
erated by  or  financed  in  whole  or  in  part  by 
any  Federal.  State,  or  local  government 
agency.". 

(b)  Individual  Convicted  of  Felony  Re- 
lating TO  Controlled  Substance.— 

(1)  Ln  general.— Section  1128(a)  (42  U.S.C. 
1320a-7(a)),  as  amended  by  subsection  (a),  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

"(4)  Felony  conviction  relating  to  con- 
trolled substance. — Any  individual  or  en- 
tity that  has  been  convicted  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  the  Medicare  Antifraud  Act 
of  1996.  under  Federal  or  State  law.  of  a 
criminal  offense  consisting  of  a  felony  relat- 
ing to  the  unlawful  manufacture,  distribu- 
tion, prescription,  or  dispensing  of  a  con- 
trolled substance.". 

(2)  Conforming  amendment.— Section 
1128(bX3)  (42  U.S.C.  1320a-7(b)(3))  is  amend- 
ed— 

(A)  In  the  heading,  by  striking  "Convic- 
tion" and  Inserting  "Misdemeanor  convic- 
tion": and 

(B)  by  striking  "criminal  offense"  and  in- 
serting "criminal  offense  consisting  of  a  mis- 
demeanor". 

SEC.  202.  ESTABLISHMENT  OF  MINIMUM  PERIOD 
OF  EXCLUSION  FOR  CERTAIN  INDI- 
VIDUALS AND  ENTITIES  SUBJECT  TO 
PERMISSIVE        EXCLUSION        FROM 
MEDICARE     AND     STATE      HEALTH 
CARE  PROGRAMS. 
Section  1128(c)(3)  (42  U.S.C.  1320a-7(c)(3))  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  subparagraphs: 

"(D)  In  the  case  of  an  exclusion  of  an  indi- 
vidual or  entity  under  paragraph  (1).  (2),  or 
(3)  of  subsection  (b).  the  period  of  the  exclu- 
sion shall  be  3  years,  unless  the  Secretary 
determines  in  accordance  with  published  reg- 
ulations that  a  shorter  period  is  appropriate 
because  of  mitigrating  circumstances  or  that 
a  longer  period  is  appropriate  because  of  ag- 
gravating circumstances. 

"(E)  In  the  case  of  an  exclusion  of  an  indi- 
vidual or  entity  under  paragraph  (4)  or  (5)  of 
subsection  (b),  the  period  of  the  exclusion 
shall  not  be  less  than  the  period  during 
which  the  individual's  or  entity's  license  to 
provide  health  care  is  revoked,  suspended,  or 
surrendered,  or  the  individual  or  the  entity 
is  excluded  or  suspended  from  a  Federal  or 
State  health  care  program. 

"(F)  In  the  case  of  an  exclusion  of  an  indi- 
vidual or  entity  under  subsection  (b)(6)(B), 


the  period  of  the  exclusion  shall  be  not  less 
than  1  year.". 

SEC.  203.  PERMISSIVE  EXCLUSION  OF  INDIVID- 
UALS WITH  OW^fERSraP  OR  CON- 
TOOL  INTEREST  LN  SANCTIONED  EN- 

TrnE& 

Section  1128(b)  (42  U.S.C.  1320a-7(b))  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

"(15)  INDIV1DU.\LS  controlling  A  SANC- 
TIONED ENTITY. — Any  individual  who  has  a  di- 
rect or  indirect  ownership  or  control  interest 
of  5  percent  or  more,  or  an  ownership  or  con- 
trol interest  (as  defined  in  section  1124(a)(3)) 
in.  or  who  is  an  officer  or  managing  em- 
ployee (as  defined  in  section  1126(b))  of,  an 
entity— 

"(A)  that  has  been  convicted  of  any  offense 
described  in  subsection  (a)  or  in  paragraph 
(1),  (2),  or  (3)  of  this  subsection:  or 

"(B)  that  has  been  excluded  from  participa- 
tion under  a  program  under  title  XV ni  or 
under  a  State  health  care  program  (as  de- 
fined in  subsection  (h)).". 

SEC.  204.  SANCmONS  AGAINST  PRACTITIONERS 
AND  PERSONS  FOR  FAILURE  TO 
COMPLY  WITH  STATUTORY  OBUGA- 
TIONS. 

(a)  Minimum    Period   of   Exclusion    for 

PRACTITIONERS     .\ND     PERSONS     FAILING     TO 

MEET  St.^tutory  Obligations.— 

(1)  In  GENERAL.— The  second  sentence  of 
section  1156(b)(1)  (42  U.S.C.  1320c-5(b)(l))  is 
amended  by  striking  "may  prescribe)"  and 
inserting  "may  prescribe,  except  that  such 
period  may  not  be  less  than  1  year)". 

(2)  Conforming  amendment.— Section 
1156(b)(2)  (42  U.S.C.  1320c-o(b)(2))  is  amended 
by  striking  "shall  remain"  and  inserting 
"shall  (subject  to  the  minimum  period  speci- 
fied in  the  second  sentence  of  paragraph  (1)) 
remain". 

(b)  Repeal  of  "Unwilling  or  Unable" 
condition  for  Imposition  of  Sanction.— 
Section  1156(b)(1)  (42  U.S.C.  1320c-5(b)(l))  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  the  second  sentence,  by  striking  "and 
determines"  and  all  that  follows  through 
"such  obligations.":  and 

(2)  by  striking  the  third  sentence. 

SEC.  203.  SANCTIONS  AGAINST  PROVIDERS  FOR 
EXCESSIVE  FEES  OR  PRICES. 
Section     1128(b)(6)(A)     (42    U.S.C.     1320a- 
7(b)(6)(A))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "(as  specified  by  the  Sec- 
retary in  regrulations)"  after  "substantially 
in  excess  of  such  individual's  or  entity's 
usual  charges";  and 

(2)  by  striking  "(or.  in  applicable  cases, 
substantially  in  excess  of  such  individual's 
or  entity's  costs)"  and  inserting  ".  costs  or 
fees". 

SEC.  206.  APPUCABIUTY  OF  THE  BANKRUPTCY 
CODE  TO  PROGRAM  SANCTIONS. 

(a)  Exclusion  of  Individuals  and  Entities 
From  Participation  in  Federal  Health 
Care  Progra.ms.— Section  1128  (42  U.S.C. 
1320a-7)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  subsection: 

"(j)  APPLICABILITi-  of  BaNKRLTTCY  PROVI- 
SIONS.—An  exclusion  imposed  under  this  sec- 
tion is  not  subject  to  the  automatic  stay  im- 
posed under  section  362  of  title  11,  United 
States  Code.". 

(b)  Civil  Monetary  Penalties.— Section 
1128A(a)  (42  U.S.C.  1320a-7a(a))  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  sentence: 
"An  exclusion  imposed  under  this  subsection 
is  not  subject  to  the  automatic  stay  imposed 
under  section  362  of  title  11.  United  States 
Code,  and  any  penalties  and  assessments  im- 
posed under  this  section  shall  be  non- 
dischargeable  under  the  provisions  of  such 
title.". 


(c)  Offset  of  Payments  to  Individuals.— 
Section  1892(a)(4)  (42  U.S.C.  1395ccc(a)(4))  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
sentence:  "An  exclusion  imposed  under  para- 
graph (2)(C)(ii)  or  paragraph  (3)(B)  is  not  sub- 
ject to  the  automatic  stay  imposed  under 
section  362  of  title  11.  United  States  Code.". 
SEC.  207.  INTERMEDWTE  SANCTIONS  FOR  MEDI- 
CARE HEALTH  MALNTENANCE  ORGA- 
NIZATIONS. 

(a)  APPLICATION  OF  LNTERMEDIATE  SANC- 
TIONS FOB  Program  Violations.— 

(1)  In  general.— Section  1876(i)(l)  (42 
U.S.C.  1395mm(i)(l))  is  amended  by  striking 
"the  Secretary  may  terminate"  and  all  that 
follows  and  inserting  "in  accordance  with 
procedures  established  under  paragraph  (9), 
the  Secretary  may  at  any  time  terminate 
any  such  contract  or  may  impose  the  inter- 
mediate sanctions  described  in  paragraph 
(6)(B)  or  (6)(C)  (whichever  is  applicable)  on 
the  eligible  organization  if  the  Secretary  de- 
termines that  the  organization— 

"(A)  has  failed  substantially  to  carry  out 
the  contract; 

"(B)  is  carrying  out  the  contract  in  a  man- 
ner substantially  inconsistent  with  the  effi- 
cient and  effective  administration  of  this 
section;  or 

"(C)  no  longer  substantially  meets  the  ap- 
plicable conditions  of  subsections  (b).  (c),  (e), 
and  (f).". 

(2)  Other  intermedl\te  sanctions  for 
miscellaneous  program  violations.— Sec- 
tion 1876(i)(6)  (42  U.S.C.  1395mm(i)(6))  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  subparagraph: 

"(C)  In  the  case  of  an  eligible  organization 
for  which  the  Secretary  makes  a  determina- 
tion under  paragraph  (1).  the  basis  of  which 
is  not  described  in  subparagraph  (A),  the 
Secretary  may  apply  the  following  inter- 
mediate sanctions: 

"(i)  Civil  money  penalties  of  not  more  than 
$25,000  for  each  determination  under  para- 
graph (1)  if  the  deficiency  that  is  the  basis  of 
the  determination  has  directly  adversely  af- 
fected (or  has  the  substantial  likelihood  of 
adversely  affecting)  an  individual  covered 
under  the  organization's  contract. 

"(ii)  Civil  money  penalties  of  not  more 
than  SIO.OOO  for  each  week  beginning  after 
the  initiation  of  procedures  by  the  Secretary 
under  paragraph  (9)  during  which  the  defi- 
ciency that  is  the  basis  of  a  determination 
under  paragraph  (1)  exists. 

"(iii)  Suspension  of  enrollment  of  individ- 
uals under  this  section  after  the  date  the 
Secretary  notifies  the  organization  of  a  de- 
termination under  paragraph  (I)  and  until 
the  Secretary  is  satisfied  that  the  deficiency 
that  is  the  basis  for  the  determination  has 
been  corrected  and  is  not  likely  to  recur.". 

(3)  Procedures  for  imposing  sanctions.— 
Section  1876(i)  (42  U.S.C.  1395mm(i))  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

"(9)  The  Secretary  may  terminate  a  con- 
tract with  an  eligible  organization  under 
this  section  or  may  impose  the  intermediate 
sanctions  described  in  paragraph  (6)  on  the 
organization  in  accordance  with  formal  in- 
vestigation and  compliance  procedures  es- 
tablished by  the  Secretary  under  which— 

"(A)  the  Secretary  first  provides  the  orga- 
nization with  the  reasonable  opportunity  to 
develop  and  implement  a  corrective  action 
plan  to  correct  the  deficiencies  that  were  the 
basis  of  the  Secretary's  determination  under 
paragraph  (1)  and  the  organization  fails  to 
develop  or  implement  such  a  plan: 

"(B)  in  deciding  whether  to  impose  sanc- 
tions, the  Secretary  considers  aggravating 
factors  such  as  whether  an  entity  has  a  his- 
tory of  deficiencies  or  has  not  taken  action 
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to  correct  deficiencies  the  Secretary  has 
brought  to  their  attention; 

"(C)  there  are  no  unreasonable  or  unneces- 
sary delays  between  the  finding  of  a  defi- 
ciency and  the  imposition  of  sanctions;  and 

"(D)  the  Secretary  provides  the  organiza- 
tion with  reasonable  notice  and  opportunity 
for  hearing  (including  the  right  to  appeal  an 
initial  decision)  before  imposing  any  sanc- 
tion or  terminating  the  contract.". 

(4)  Conforming  .^j^endments.- Section 
1876(i)(6)(B)  (42  U.S.C.  1395mm(i)(6)(B))  is 
amended  by  striking  the  second  sentence. 

(b)  AGREE.MENTS  WrTH  PEER  RZVIEV/  ORGA- 
NIZATIONS.— 

(1)  REQUIRE.MENT  FOR  WRITTEN  AGREE- 
MENT.—Section  1876(i)(7)(A)  (42  U.S.C. 
1395mm(i)(7)(A))  is  amended  by  striking  "an 
agreement"  and  inserting  "a  written  agree- 
ment". 

(2)  Development  of  .model  agreement.— 
Not  later  than  July  1.  1997.  the  Secretary 
shall  develop  a  model  of  the  agreement  that 
an  eligible  organization  with  a  risk-sharing 
contract  under  section  1876  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  (42  U.S.C.  1395mm)  must  enter 
into  with  an  entity  providing  peer  review 
services  with  respect  to  services  provided  by 
the  organization  under  section  1876(i)(7)(A)  of 
such  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1395mm(i)(7)(A)). 

(3)  Report  by  gao.— 

(A)  Study.— The  Comptroller  General  of 
the  United  States  shall  conduct  a  study  of 
the  costs  incurred  by  eligible  organizations 
with  risk-sharing  contracts  under  section 
1876  of  such  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1395mm(b))  of 
complying  with  the  requirement  of  entering 
into  a  written  agreement  with  an  entity  pro- 
viding peer  review  services  with  respect  to 
services  provided  by  the  organization,  to- 
gether with  an  analysis  of  how  information 
generated  by  such  entities  is  used  by  the 
Secretary  to  assess  the  quality  of  services 
provided  by  such  eligible  organizations. 

(B)  Report  to  congress.— Not  later  than 
July  1.  1998,  the  Comptroller  General  shall 
submit  a  report  to  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  and  the  Committee  on  Commerce 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
Committee  on  Finance  and  the  Special  Com- 
mittee on  Aging  of  the  Senate  on  the  study 
conducted  under  subparagraph  (A). 

SEC.  208.  LIABILITY  OF  MEDICARE  CARRIERS 
AND  FISCAL  INTERMEDIARIES  AND 
STATES  FOR  CLAIMS  SUBMITTED  BY 
EXCLUDED  PROVIDERS. 

(a)  Reimbltisement  to  the  Secretary  for 
Amounts  Paid  to  Excluded  Providers.— 

(1)  Requirements  fob  fiscal  inter- 
mediaries.— 

(A)  In  general.— Section  1816  (42  U.S.C. 
1395h),  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  subsection: 

"(/)  An  agreement  with  an  agency  or  orga- 
nization under  this  section  shall  require  that 
such  agency  or  organization  reimburse  the 
Secretary  for  any  amounts  paid  for  a  service 
under  this  title  which  is  furnished,  directed, 
or  prescribed  by  an  individual  or  entity  dur- 
ing any  period  for  which  the  individual  or 
entity  is  excluded  pursuant  to  section  1128. 
1128A.  or  1156,  from  participation  in  the  pro- 
gram under  this  title,  if  the  amounts  are 
paid  after  the  Secretary  notifies  the  agency 
or  orgranization  of  the  exclusion.". 

(B)  Conforming  amendment.— Section 
1816(i)  (42  U.S.C.  1395h(i))  is  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(4)  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be 
construed  to  prohibit  reimbursement  by  an 
agency  or  organization  under  subsection 
(/).". 

(2)  Requiremen'TS  for  carriers.— Section 
1842(b)(3)  (42  U.S.C.  1395u(b)(3))  is  amended— 


(A)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (I);  and 

(B)  by  inserting  after  subparagraph  (I)  the 
following  new  subparagraph: 

"(J)  will  reimburse  the  Secretary  for  any 
amounts  paid  for  an  item  or  service  under 
this  part  which  is  furnished,  directed,  or  pre- 
scribed by  an  individual  or  entity  during  any 
period  for  which  the  individual  or  entity  is 
excluded  pursuant  to  section  1128.  1128A.  or 
1156  from  participation  in  the  program  under 
this  title,  if  the  amounts  are  paid  after  the 
Secretary  notifies  the  carrier  of  the  exclu- 
sion: and". 

(3)  Requirements  for  states.— Section 
1902(a)(39)  (42  U.S.C.  1396a(a)(39))  is  amended 
by  striking  the  semicolon  at  the  end  and  in- 
serting ".  and  provide  further  for  reimburse- 
ment to  the  Secretary  of  any  payments  made 
under  the  plan  for  any  item  or  service  fur- 
nished, directed,  or  prescribed  by  the  ex- 
cluded individual  or  entity  during  such  pe- 
riod, after  the  Secretary  notifies  the  State  of 
such  exclusion;". 

(b)  Conforming  Repeal  of  Mandatory 
P.^'i-MENT  Rule.— Section  1862(e)(2)  (42  U.S.C. 
1395y(e)(2))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(2)  No  individual  or  entity  may  bill  (or 
collect  any  amount  from)  any  individual  for 
any  item  or  service  for  which  payment  is  de- 
nied under  paragraph  (1).  No  person  is  liable 
for  payment  of  any  amounts  billed  for  such 
an  item  or  service  in  violation  of  the  pre- 
vious sentence.". 

SEC.  209.  effective  DATE. 

The  amendments  made  by  this  title  shall 
take  effect  January  1, 1997. 

TITLE  HI— ADMINISTRATIVE  AND 
MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 

SEC.  301.  ESTABUSHMENT  OF  THE  HEALTH  CARE 
FRAUD  AND  ABUSE  DATA  COLLEC- 
TION PROGRAM. 

(a)  GEN-ERAL  Purpose.— Not  later  than  Jan- 
uary 1.  1997,  the  Secretary  shall  establish  a 
national  health  care  firaud  and  abuse  data 
collection  program  for  the  reporting  of  final 
adverse  actions  (not  including  settlements  in 
which  no  findings  of  liability  have  been 
made)  against  health  care  providers,  suppli- 
ers, or  practitioners  as  required  by  sub- 
section (b).  with  access  as  set  forth  in  sub- 
section (c).  and  shall  maintain  a  database  of 
the  information  collected  under  this  section. 

(b)  Reporting  of  Information.— 

(1)  In  general. — Each  Government  agency 
and  health  plan  shall  report  any  final  ad- 
verse action  (not  including  settlements  in 
which  no  findings  of  liability  have  been 
made)  taken  against  a  health  care  provider, 
supplier,  or  practitioner. 

(2)  Information  to  be  reported.— The  in- 
formation to  be  reported  under  paragraph  (1) 
includes  the  following: 

(A)  The  name  and  TIN  (as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 7701(a)(41)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1986)  of  any  health  care  provider,  supplier, 
or  practitioner  who  is  the  subject  of  a  final 
adverse  action. 

(B)  The  name  (if  known)  of  any  health  care 
entity  with  which  a  health  care  provider, 
supplier,  or  practitioner,  who  is  the  subject 
of  a  final  adverse  action,  is  affiliated  or  asso- 
ciated. 

(C)  The  nature  of  the  final  adverse  action 
and  whether  such  action  is  on  appeal. 

(D)  a  description  of  the  acts  or  omissions 
and  injuries  upon  which  the  final  adverse  ac- 
tion was  based,  and  such  other  information 
as  the  Secretary  determines  by  regulation  is 
required  for  appropriate  interpretation  of  in- 
formation reported  under  this  section. 

(3)  Confidentiality.- In  determining  what 
information  is  required,  the  Secretary  shall 
include  procedures  to  assure  that  the  privacy 


of  individuals  receiving  health  care  services 
is  appropriately  protected. 

(4)  Timing  and  form  of  reporting.— The 
information  required  to  be  reported  under 
this  subsection  shall  be  reported  regularly 
(but  not  less  often  than  monthly)  and  in  such 
form  and  manner  as  the  Secretary  of  Health 
and  Human  Services  (in  this  section  referred 
to  as  the  "Secretary")  prescribes.  Such  in- 
formation shall  first  be  required  to  be  re- 
ported on  a  date  specified  by  the  Secretary. 

(5)  To  whom  reported.— The  information 
required  to  be  reported  under  this  subsection 
shall  be  reported  to  the  Secretary, 

(c)  Disclosure  and  Correction  of  Infor- 
mation.— 

(1)  Disclosure.— With  respect  to  the  infor- 
mation about  final  adverse  actions  (not  in- 
cluding settlements  in  which  no  findings  of 
liability  have  been  made)  reported  to  the 
Secretary  under  this  section  with  respect  to 
a  health  care  provider,  supplier,  or  practi- 
tioner, the  Secretary  shall,  by  regulation, 
provide  for — 

(A)  disclosure  of  the  information,  upon  re- 
quest, to  the  health  care  provider,  supplier, 
or  licensed  practitioner,  and 

(B)  procedures  in  the  case  of  disputed  accu- 
racy of  the  information. 

(2)  Corrections.— Each  Government  agen- 
cy and  health  plan  shall  report  corrections  of 
information  already  reported  about  any  final 
adverse  action  taken  against  a  health  care 
provider,  supplier,  or  practitioner,  in  such 
form  and  manner  that  the  Secretary  pre- 
scribes by  regulation. 

(d)  ACCESS  TO  Reported  Lvformation.— 

(1)  Av.\iLABiLm'.— The  information  in  the 
database  maintained  under  this  section  shall 
be  available  to  Federal  and  State  govern- 
ment agencies,  health  plans,  and  the  public 
pursuant  to  procedures  that  the  Secretary 
shall  provide  by  regulation. 

(2)  Fees  for  disclosltie.— The  Secretary 
may  establish  or  approve  reasonable  fees  for 
the  disclosure  of  information  in  such  data- 
base (other  than  with  respect  to  requests  by 
Federal  agencies).  The  amount  of  such  a  fee 
may  be  sufficient  to  recover  the  full  costs  of 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section, 
including  reporting,  disclosure,  and  adminis- 
tration. Such  fees  shall  be  available  to  the 
Secretary  or.  in  the  Secretary's  discretion  to 
the  agency  designated  under  this  section  to 
cover  such  costs. 

(e)  Protection  From  Liabiutt  for  Re- 
porting.—No  person  or  entity  shall  be  held 
liable  in  any  civil  action  with  respect  to  any 
report  made  as  required  by  this  section, 
without  knowledge  of  the  falsity  of  the  infor- 
mation contained  in  the  report. 

(f)  DEFINmONS    AND    SPECIAL    RULES.— For 

purposes  of  this  section: 

(1)  Final  adverse  action.— 

(A)  In  GEN-ERAL.— The  term  "final  adverse 
action"  includes  the  following: 

(i)  Civil  judgments  against  a  health  care 
provider  or  practitioner  in  Federal  or  State 
court  related  to  the  delivery  of  a  health  care 
item  or  service. 

(ii)  Federal  or  State  criminal  convictions 
related  to  the  delivery  of  a  health  care  item 
or  service. 

(iii)  Actions  by  Federal  or  State  agencies 
resi>onsible  for  the  licensing  and  certifi- 
cation of  health  care  providers,  suppliers, 
and  licensed  health  care  practitioners,  in- 
cluding— 

(I)  formal  or  official  actions,  such  as  rev- 
ocation or  suspension  of  a  license  (and  the 
length  of  any  such  suspension),  reprimand, 
censure,  or  probation. 

(II)  any  other  loss  of  license,  or  the  right 
to  apply  for  or  renew  a  license  of  the  pro- 
vider, supplier,  or  practitioner,  whether  by 
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operation  of  law,  voluntary  surrender,  non- 
renewability,  or  otherwise,  or 

(HI)  any  other  negative  action  or  finding- 
by  such  Federal  or  State  agency  that  is  pub- 
licly available  information. 

(iv)  Exclusion  from  participation  in  Fed- 
eral or  State  health  care  programs  (as  de- 
fined in  section  1128B(f)  and  1128(h).  respec- 
tively). 

(V)  Any  other  adjudicated  actions  or  deci- 
sions that  the  Secretary  shall  establish  by 
regulation. 

(B)  EXCLUSION.— The  term  does  not  include 
any  action  with  respect  to  a  malpractice 
claim. 

(C)  Special  rule.— For  purposes  of  this 
paragraph,  the  existence  of  a  conviction 
shall  be  determined  under  section  1128(i)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1320a-7(i)). 

(2)  Licensed  health  care  PRAcrmoNER.— 
The  terms  "licensed  health  care  practi- 
tioner", "licensed  practitioner",  and  "prac- 
titioner" mean,  with  respect  to  a  State,  an 
individual  who  is  licensed  or  otherwise  au- 
thorized by  the  State  to  provide  health  care 
services  (or  any  individual  who,  without  au- 
thority holds  himself  or  herself  out  to  be  so 
licensed  or  authorized). 

(3)  Health  care  provider.— The  term 
"health  care  provider"  means  a  provider  of 
services  as  defmed  in  section  1861(u)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1395x(u)),  and 
any  person  or  entity,  including  a  health 
maintenance  organization,  group  medical 
practice,  or  any  other  entity  listed  by  the 
Secretary  in  regulation,  that  provides  health 
care  services. 

(4)  Supplier.— The  term  "supplier"  means 
a  supplier  of  health  care  items  and  services 
described  in  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  section 
1819.  and  section  1861  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  1395i-3  (a)  and  (b).  and  1395x). 

(5)  Government  agency.— The  term  "Gov- 
ernment agency"  shall  include  the  following: 

(A)  The  Department  of  Justice. 

(B)  The  Department  of  Health  and  Human 
Services. 

(C)  Any  other  Federal  agency  that  either 
administers  or  provides  payment  for  the  de- 
livery of  health  care  services,  including,  but 
not  limited  to  the  Department  of  Defense 
and  the  Veterans'  Administration. 

(D)  State  law  enforcement  agencies. 

(E)  State  medicaid  fraud  and  abuse  units. 

(F)  Federal  or  State  agencies  responsible 
for  the  licensing  and  certification  of  health 
care  providers  and  licensed  health  care  prac- 
titioners. 

(6)  Health  plan.— The  term  "health  plan" 
has  the  meaning  given  such  term  by  section 
1128C(c)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  added 
by  section  101(a)  of  this  Act. 

(g)  Conforming  amend.ment.— Section 
1921(d)  (42  U.S.C.  1396r-2(d))  Is  amended  by  in- 
serting "and  section  301  of  the  Medicare 
Antifraud  Act  of  1996"  after  "section  422  of 
the  Health  CJare  Quality  Improvement  Act  of 
1986". 

SEC.  302.  INSPECTOR  GENERAL  ACCESS  TO  NA- 
TIONAL practitioner  data  bank 

Section  427  of  the  Health  Care  Quality  Im- 
provement Act  of  1986  (42  U.S.C.  11137)  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a),  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  sentence:  "Information  re- 
ported under  this  part  shall  also  be  made 
available,  upon  request,  to  the  Inspector 
General  of  the  Departments  of  Health  and 
Human  Services.  Defense,  and  Labor,  the  Of- 
fice of  Personnel  Management,  and  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  Board.";  and 

(2)  by  amending  subsection  (b)(4)  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(4)  Fees.— The  Secretary  may  impose  fees 
for  the  disclosure  of  information  under  this 


part  sufficient  to  recover  the  full  costs  of 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  part,  in- 
cluding reporting,  disclosure,  and  adminis- 
tration, except  that  a  fee  may  not  be  im- 
posed for  requests  made  by  the  Inspector 
General  of  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services.  Such  fees  shall  remain 
available  to  the  Secretary  (or.  in  the  Sec- 
retary's discretion,  to  the  agency  designated 
in  section  424(b))  until  expended.". 

SEC.    303.    corporate    WHISTLEBLOWER    PRO- 
GRAM. 

Title  XI  (42  U.S.C.  1301  et  seq.).  as  amended 
by  section  101(a).  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  section  1128C  the  following  new  section: 

"CORPOR.\TE  WHISTLEBLOWER  PROGRAM 

"SEC.  1128D.  (a)  Estabushment  of  Pro- 
gram.—The  Secretary,  through  the  Inspector 
General  of  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services,  shall  establish  a  procedure 
whereby  corporations,  partnerships,  and 
other  legal  entities  specified  by  the  Sec- 
retary, may  voluntarily  disclose  instances  of 
unlawful  conduct  and  seek  to  resolve  liabil- 
ity for  such  conduct  through  means  specified 
by  the  Secretary. 

"(b)  Limitation.— No  person  may  bring  an 
action  under  section  3730(b)  of  title  31. 
United  States  Code.  if.  on  the  date  of  filing— 

"(1)  the  matter  set  forth  in  the  complaint 
has  been  voluntarily  disclosed  to  the  United 
States  by  the  proposed  defendant  and  the  de- 
fendant has  been  accepted  into  the  voluntary 
disclosure  program  established  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a):  and 

"(2)  any  new  information  provided  in  the 
complaint  under  such  section  does  not  add 
substantial  grounds  for  additional  recovery 
beyond  those  encompassed  within  the  scope 
of  the  voluntary  disclosure.". 

SEC.  304.  HOME  HEALTH  BOUNG,  PAYMENT,  AND 
cost    limit    CALCULA"nON    TO    BE 

based  on  site  where  service  is 
furnished. 

(a)  Conditions  of  Participation.— Section 
1891  (42  U.S.C.  1395bbb)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(g)  A  home  health  agency  shall  submit 
claims  for  payment  of  home  health  services 
under  this  title  only  on  the  basis  of  the  geo- 
graphic location  at  which  the  service  is  fur- 
nished, as  determined  by  the  Secretary.". 

(b)  Wage  adjustment.— Section 
1861(v)(l)(L)(iii)  (42  U.S.C.  1395x(v)(l)(L)(iii)) 
is  amended  by  striking  "agency  is  located" 
and  inserting  "service  is  furnished". 

SEC.  305.  APPUCATION  OF  INHERE.NT  REASON- 
ABLENESS. 

(a)  Ln'  general.— Section  1834(a)(10)(B)  (42 
U.S.C.  1395m(a)(10)(B))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence,  by  striking  "apply 
the  provisions"  and  all  that  follows  through 
the  period  and  inserting  "describe  by  regula- 
tion the  factors  to  be  used  in  determining 
the  cases  (or  particular  items)  in  which  the 
application  of  this  subsection  results  in  the 
determination  of  an  amount  that,  by  reason 
of  its  being  grossly  excessive  or  grossly  defi- 
cient, is  not  inherently  reasonable,  and  to 
provide  in  such  cases  for  the  factors  that  will 
be  considered  in  establishing  an  amount  that 
is  realistic  and  equitable.";  and 

(2)  in  the  second  sentence,  by  striking  "ap- 
plying such  provisions"  and  inserting  "ap- 
plying the  previous  provisions  of  this  sub- 
section". 

(b)  Conforming  Amend.ment.— Section 
1834(i)  (42  U.S.C.  1395m(i))  is  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(3)  ADJUSTMENT  FOR  INHERENT  REASON- 
ABLENESS.—The  provisions  of  subsection 
(a)(10)(B)  shall  apply  to  payment  for  surgical 
dressings  under  this  subsection.". 


SEC.  306L  CLARIFICA-nON  OF  TIME  AND  FILING 
UMTTATIONS. 

(a)  L\-  GENERAL.— Section  1862(b)(2)(B)  (42 
U.S.C.  1395y(b)(2)(B))  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  clause; 

"(V)  Time,  filing,  and  related  provisions 
UNDER  primary  PLAN.— Requirements  under  a 
primary  plan  as  to  the  filing  of  a  claim,  time 
limitations  for  the  filing  of  a  claim,  informa- 
tion not  maintained  by  the  Secretary,  or  no- 
tification or  pre-admission  review,  shall  not 
apply  to  a  claim  by  the  United  States  under 
clause  (ii)  or  (iii).". 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment 
made  by  subsection  (a)  applies  to  items  and 
services  furnished  after  1990. 

SEC.     307.    clarification     OF     LIABILITY    OF 
THIRO  PARTY  ADMINISTRATORS. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  l862(b)(2)(B)(ii) 
(42  U.S.C.  1395y(b)(2)(B)(u))  is  amended  by  in- 
serting ",  or  which  determines  claims  under 
the  primary  plan"  after  "primary  plan". 

(b)  Claims  Between  Parties  Other  Than 
the  Untted  States.— Section  1862(b)(2)(B)  (42 
U.S.C.  1395y(bX2)(B)).  as  amended  by  section 
306(a)  of  this  Act.  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  clause: 

"(vi)  Claims  between  parties  other  than 
THE  united  states.— a  Claim  by  the  United 
States  under  clause  (ii)  or  (iii)  shall  not  pre- 
clude claims  between  other  parties.". 

(c)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  items 
and  services  furnished  after  1990. 

SEC  308.  CLARIFICATION  OF  PAYMENT  AMOUNTS 
TO  MEDICARE. 

(a)  Ln  General.— Section  l862(b)(2)(B)(i)  (42 
U.S.C.  1395y(b)(2)(B)(i))  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(i)  Repayment  required.— 

"(I)  In  general.— Any  payment  under  this 
title,  with  respect  to  any  item  or  service  for 
which  payment  by  a  primary  plan  is  required 
under  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  sub- 
section, shall  be  conditioned  on  reimburse- 
ment to  the  appropriate  Trust  Fund  estab- 
lished by  this  title  when  notice  or  other  in- 
formation is  received  that  payment  for  that 
item  or  service  has  been  or  should  have  been 
made  under  those  provisions.  If  reimburse- 
ment is  not  made  to  the  appropriate  Trust 
Fund  before  the  expiration  of  the  60-day  pe- 
riod that  begins  on  the  date  such  notice  or 
other  information  is  received,  the  Secretary 
may  charge  interest  (beginning  with  the  date 
on  which  the  notice  or  other  information  is 
received)  on  the  amount  of  the  reimburse- 
ment until  reimbursement  is  made  (at  a  rate 
determined  by  the  Secretary  in  accordance 
with  regulations  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  applicable  to  charges  for  late  pay- 
ments). 

"(II)    DETERMINATION    OF    AMOUNT    OWED.— 

The  amount  owed  by  a  primary  plan  under 
the  first  sentence  of  subclause  (I)  is  the  less- 
er of  the  full  primary  payment  required  (if 
that  amount  is  readily  determinable)  and  the 
amount  paid  under  this  title  for  that  item  or 
service.". 

(b)  CONFOR.MING  AND  TECHNICAL  AMEND- 
MENTS.— 

(1)  Subparagraphs  (A)(i)(I)  and  (B)(1)  of  sec- 
tion 1862(b)(1)  (42  U.S.C.  1395y(b)(l))  are  each 
amended  by  inserting  "(or  eligible  to  be  cov- 
ered)" after  "covered". 

(2)  Section  1862(b)(l)(C)(ii)  (42  U.S.C. 
1395y(b)(l)(C)(ii))  is  amended  by  striking 
"covered  by  such  plan". 

(3)  The  matter  in  section  1862(b)(2)(A)  (42 
U.S.C.  1395y(b)(2)(A))  preceding  clause  (i)  is 
amended  by  striking  ".  except  as  provided  in 
subparagraph  (B).". 

(c)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  items 
and  serviced  furnished  after  1990. 
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SEC.  309.  INCREASED  FLEXIBIUTy  IN  CONTRACT- 
ING FOR  medicare  CLAIMS  PROC- 
ESSING. 

(a)  Carriers  To  Include  Entities  That 
ARE  Not  Lvsurance  Comp.u.-ies.— The  matter 
in  section  1842(a)  (42  U.S.C.  1395u(a))  preced- 
ing paragraph  (1)  Is  amended  by  striking 
"with  carriers"  and  inserting  "with  agencies 
and  organizations  (referred  to  as  carriers)". 

(b)  Repeal.— Section  1842(f)  (42  U.S.C. 
1395u(f))  is  repealed. 

TITLE  IV— CIVIL  MONETARY  PENALTIES 
SEC.   401.   SOCLU.  SECURITY  ACT  CIVIL   MONE- 
TARY PENALTIES. 

(a)  GE.VERAL  CrviL  Monetary  Penalties.— 
Section  1128A  (42  U.S.C.  1320a-7a)  is  amended 
as  follows: 

(1)  In  the  third  sentence  of  subsection  (a). 
by  striking  "programs  under  title  XVm" 
and  Inserting  "Federal  health  care  programs 
(as  defined  in  section  U28B(f))". 

(2)  In  subsection  (f) — 

(A)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (3)  as  para- 
graph (4);  and 

(B)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (2)  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

"(3)  With  respect  to  amounts  recovered 
arising  out  of  a  claim  under  a  Federal  health 
care  program  (as  defined  in  section  1128B(f)), 
the  portion  of  such  amounts  as  is  determined 
to  have  been  paid  by  the  program  shall  be  re- 
paid to  the  program,  and  the  portion  of  such 
amounts  attributable  to  the  amounts  recov- 
ered under  this  section  by  reason  of  the 
amendments  made  by  the  Medicare  Anti- 
fraud  Act  of  1996  (as  estimated  by  the  Sec- 
retary) shall  be  deposited  into  the  Health 
Care  Fraud  and  Abuse  Control  Account  es- 
tablished under  section  101(b)  of  such  Act.". 

(3)  In  subsection  (i) — 

(A)  in  paragraph  (2),  by  striking  "title  V. 
X'Vni.  xrx.  or  XX  of  this  Act"  and  inserting 
"a  Federal  health  care  program  (as  defined 
in  section  1128B(f))"; 

(B)  in  paragraph  (4).  by  striking  "a  health 
insurance  or  medical  services  program  under 
title  XVm  or  XIX  of  this  Act"  and  inserting 
"a  Federal  health  care  program  (as  so  de- 
fined)"; and 

(C)  in  paragraph  (5).  by  striking  "title  V. 
X'Vni.  xrx.  or  XX"  and  inserting  "a  Federal 
health  care  program  (as  so  defined)". 

(4)  By  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(m)(l)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  with 
respect  to  a  Federal  health  care  program  not 
contained  in  this  Act.  references  to  the  Sec- 
retary in  this  section  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
references  to  the  Secretary  or  Administrator 
of  the  department  or  agency  with  jurisdic- 
tion over  such  program  and  references  to  the 
Inspector  General  of  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  in  this  section 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  references  to  the  In- 
spector General  of  the  applicable  department 
or  agency. 

"(2)(A)  The  Secretary  and  Administrator  of 
the  departments  and  agencies  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (1)  may  include  in  any  action  pur- 
suant to  this  section,  claims  within  the  ju- 
risdiction of  other  Federal  departments  or 
agencies  as  long  as  the  following  conditions 
are  satisfied: 

"(i)  The  case  primarily  involves  claims 
submitted  to  the  Federal  health  care  pro- 
grams of  the  department  or  agency  initiat- 
ing the  action. 

"(ii)  The  Secretary  or  Administrator  of  the 
department  or  agency  initiating  the  action 
gives  notice  and  an  opportimity  to  partici- 
pate in  the  investigation  to  the  Inspector 
General  of  the  department  or  agency  with 
primary  jurisdiction  over  the  Federal  health 
care  programs  to  which  the  claims  were  sub- 
mitted. 


"(B)  If  the  conditions  specified  in  subpara- 
graph (A)  are  fulfilled,  the  Inspector  General 
of  the  department  or  agency  initiating  the 
action  is  authorized  to  exercise  all  powers 
granted  under  the  Inspector  General  Act  of 
1978  (5  U.S.C.  App.)  with  respect  to  the 
claims  submitted  to  the  other  departments 
or  agencies  to  the  same  manner  and  extent 
as  provided  in  that  Act  with  respect  to 
claims  submitted  to  such  departments  or 
agencies.". 

(b)  Excluded  L\DrvTDUAL  Retadjing  Own- 
ership OR  Co.NTROL  Interest  in  Participat- 
LNG  ENTm-.- Section  1128A(a)  (42  U.S.C. 
1320a-7a(a))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 
(1)(D); 

(2)  by  striking  ".  or"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (2)  and  inserting  a  semicolon: 

(3)  by  striking  the  semicolon  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (3)  and  inserting  ";  or":  and 

(4)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (3)  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

"(4)  in  the  case  of  a  person  who  is  not  an 
organization,  agency,  or  other  entity,  is  ex- 
cluded from  participating  in  a  program 
under  title  XVin  or  a  State  health  care  pro- 
gram in  accordance  with  this  subsection  or 
under  section  1128  and  who.  at  the  time  of  a 
violation  of  this  subsection,  retains  a  direct 
or  indirect  ownership  or  control  interest  of  5 
percent  or  more,  or  an  ownership  or  control 
interest  (as  defined  in  section  1124(a)(3))  in. 
or  who  is  an  officer  or  managing  employee 
(as  defined  in  section  1126(b))  of.  an  entity 
that  is  participating  in  a  program  under  title 
XVm  or  a  State  health  care  program:". 

(c)  Employer  Billing  for  Services  Fur- 
nished. Directed,  or  Prescribed  by  an  Ex- 
cluded Employee.— Section  ll28A(a)(l)  (42 
U.S.C.  1320a-7a(a)(l)).  as  amended  by  sub- 
section (b).  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  '"or"  at  the  end  of  subpara- 
graph (C); 

(2)  by  striking  the  semicolon  at  the  end  of 
subparagraph  (D)  and  inserting  ".  or":  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subparagraph: 

"(E)  is  for  a  medical  or  other  item  or  serv- 
ice furnished,  directed,  or  prescribed  by  an 
individual  who  is  an  employee  or  agent  of 
the  person  during  a  period  in  which  such  em- 
ployee or  agent  was  excluded  from  the  pro- 
gram under  which  the  claim  was  made  on 
any  of  the  grounds  for  exclusion  described  in 
subparagraph  (D);". 

(d)  CIVIL  Money  Penalties  for  Items  or 
Services  Furnished.  Directed,  or  Pre- 
scribed BY  AN  Excluded  Individual.— Sec- 
tion 1128A(a)(l)(D)  (42  U.S.C.  1320a- 
7a(a)(l)(D))  is  amended  by  inserting  ".  di- 
rected, or  prescribed"  after  "furnished". 

(e)  Modifications  of  amounts  of  Pen- 
al'hes  and  assessments.— Section  1128A(a) 
(42  U.S.C.  1320a-7a(a)).  as  amended  by  sub- 
section (b).  is  amended  In  the  matter  follow- 
ing paragraph  (4)— 

(1)  by  striking  "J2.000"  and  Inserting 
•510.000"; 

(2)  by  inserting  '•;  in  cases  under  paragraph 
(4).  $10,000  for  each  day  the  prohibited  rela- 
tionship occurs"  after  "false  or  misleading 
information  was  given";  and 

(3)  by  striking  "twice  the  amount"  and  in- 
serting "3  times  the  amount". 

(f)  Clalm  for  Item  or  Service  Based  on 
Lncorrect  Coding  or  Medically  Unneces- 
sary Services.— Section  1128A(a)(l)  (42 
U.S.C.  1320a-7a(a)(l)).  as  amended  by  sub- 
section (c).  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subparagraph  (A)  by  striking 
"claimed,"  and  inserting  "claimed,  including 
any  person  who  engages  in  a  pattern  or  prac- 
tice of  presenting  or  causing  to  be  presented 


a  claim  for  an  item  or  service  that  is  based 
on  a  code  that  the  person  knows  or  has  rea- 
son to  know  will  result  in  a  greater  payment 
to  the  person  than  the  code  the  person  knows 
or  has  reason  to  know  is  applicable  to  the 
item  or  service  actually  provided."; 

(2)  in  subparagraph  (D).  by  striking  "or"  at 
the  end;  and 

(3)  in  subparagraph  (E).  by  striking  the 
semicolon  and  inserting",  or";  and 

(4)  by  inserting  after  subparagraph  (E)  the 
following  new  subparagraph: 

"(F)  is  for  a  medical  or  other  item  or  serv- 
ice that  a  person  knows  or  has  reason  to 
know  is  not  medically  necessary;". 

(g)  PERMimNG  Secretary  To  Lmpose  civil 

MO.VETARY  PENALTi'  FOR  KiCKBACK  VIOLA- 
TIONS.—Section  1128A(b)  (42  U.S.C.  ISaOa- 
7a(a))  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

"(3)  Any  person  (Including  any  organiza- 
tion, agency,  or  other  entity,  but  excluding  a 
beneficiary  as  defined  in  subsection  (iK5)) 
who  the  Secretary  determines  has  violated 
section  1128B(b)  of  this  title  shall  be  subject 
to  a  civil  monetary  penalty  of  not  more  than 
SIO.OOO  for  each  such  violation.  In  addition, 
such  person  shall  be  subject  to  an  assess- 
ment of  not  more  than  twice  the  total 
amount  of  the  remuneration  offered,  paid, 
solicited,  or  received  in  violation  of  section 
1128B(b).  The  total  amount  of  remuneration 
subject  to  an  assessment  shall  be  calculated 
without  regard  to  whether  some  portion 
thereof  also  may  have  been  intended  to  serve 
a  purpose  other  than  one  proscribed  by  sec- 
tion 1128B(b).". 

(h)  Sanctions  against  Practitioners  and 
Persons  for  Failure  To  Comply  with  Stat- 
utory OBLlGA'noxs.— Section  1156(bK3)  (42 
U.S.C.  1320c-5(b)(3))  is  amended  by  striking 
"the  actual  or  estimated  cost"  and  inserting 
"up  to  SIO.OOO  for  each  instance". 

(i)  Procedural  Provisions— Section 
1876<i)(6)  (42  U.S.C.  1395mm(i)(6)).  as  amended 
by  section  207(aK2).  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  subparagraph: 

"(D)  The  provisions  of  section  1128A  (other 
than  subsections  (a)  and  (b))  shall  apply  to  a 
civil  money  penalty  under  subparagraph  (A) 
or  (B)  in  the  same  manner  as  they  apply  to 
a  civil  money  penalty  or  proceeding  under 
section  1128A(a).". 

(j)  PROHiBrnoN  against  Offering  Induce- 
ments to  Individuals  En-rolled  Under  pro- 
grams OR  Plans.— 

(1)  Offer  of  remiweration.— Section 
1128A(a)  (42  U.S.C.  1320a-7a(a)).  as  amended 
by  subsection  (b).  is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  ".  or"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (3)  and  inserting  a  semicolon; 

(B)  by  striking  the  semicolon  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (4)  and  inserting  ";  or":  and 

(C)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (4)  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

"(5)  offers  to  or  transfers  remuneration  to 
any  individual  eligible  for  benefits  under 
title  XVm  of  this  Act.  or  under  a  State 
health  care  program  (as  defined  in  section 
1128(h))  that  such  person  knows  or  should 
know  is  likely  to  influence  such  individual 
to  order  or  receive  ftxjm  a  particular  pro- 
vider, practitioner,  or  supplier  any  item  or 
service  for  which  payment  may  be  made,  in 
whole  or  in  part,  under  title  XVni.  or  a 
State  health  care  program  (as  so  defined);". 

(2)  REMtWERA'nON  DEFINED.— Section 
1128A(i)  (42  U.S.C.  1320a-7a(i))  is  amended  by 
adding  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(6)  The  term  'remuneration'  includes  the 
waiver  of  coinsurance  and  deductible 
amounts  (or  any  part  thereof),  and  transfers 
of  items  or  services  for  free  or  for  other  than 
fair  market  value.  The  term  'remuneration' 
does  not  include — 
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"(A)  the  waiver  of  coinsurance  and  deduct- 
ible amounts  by  a  person,  if— 

"(i)  the  waiver  is  not  offered  as  part  of  any 
advertisement  or  solicitation; 

"(ii)  the  person  does  not  routinely  waive 
coinsurance  or  deductible  amounts:  and 

•'(iii)  the  person— 

"(1)  waives  the  coinsurance  and  deductible 
amounts  after  determining  in  grood  faith  that 
the  individual  is  in  financial  need: 

"(II)  fails  to  collect  coinsurance  or  deduct- 
ible amounts  after  malcing  reasonable  collec- 
tion efforts:  or 

"(HI)  provides  for  any  permissible  waiver 
as  specified  in  section  1128B(b)(3)  or  in  regu- 
lations issued  by  the  Secretary: 

"(B)  differentials  in  coinsurance  and  de- 
ductible amounts  as  part  of  a  benefit  plan 
design  as  long  ais  the  differentials  have  been 
disclosed  in  writing  to  all  beneficiaries,  third 
party  payors,  and  providers,  to  whom  claims 
are  presented  and  as  long  as  the  differentials 
meet  the  standards  as  deflned  in  regulations 
promulgated  by  the  Secretary  not  later  than 
180  days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Medicare  Antifi^ud  Act  of  1996:  or 

"(C)  incentives  given  to  individuals  to  pro- 
mote the  delivery  of  preventive  care  as  de- 
termined by  the  Secretary  in  regulations  so 
promulgated.". 

(k)  Effective  D.'vte.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  take  effect  Janu- 
ary 1,  1997. 

TITLE  V— AMENDMENTS  TO  CRIMINAL 
LAW 
SEC  501.  HEALTH  CARE  FRAUD. 

(a)  In  General.— 

(1)  Fines  and  imprisonment  for  health 
care  fraud  violations.— Chapter  63  of  title 
18.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  section: 

"S 1347.  Health  care  fraud 

"(a)  Whoever  knowingly  and  willfully  exe- 
cutes, or  attempts  to  execute,  a  scheme  or 
artince — 

"(1)  to  defraud  any  health  plan  or  other 
person,  in  connection  with  the  delivery  of  or 
payment  for  health  care  benefits,  items,  or 
services;  or 

"(2)  to  obtain,  by  means  of  false  or  fraudu- 
lent pretenses,  representations,  or  promises, 
any  of  the  money  or  property  owned  by.  or 
under  the  custody  or  control  of.  any  health 
plan,  or  person  in  connection  with  the  deliv- 
ery of  or  payment  for  health  care  benefits. 
items,  or  services: 

shall  be  fined  under  this  title  or  imprisoned 
not  more  than  10  years,  or  both.  If  the  viola- 
tion results  in  serious  bodily  injury  (as  de- 
fined in  section  1365(g)(3)  of  this  title),  such 
person  may  be  imprisoned  for  any  term  of 
years. 

"(b)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term 
'health  plan'  has  the  same  meaning  given 
such  term  in  section  n28C(c)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act.". 

(2)  Clerical  amend.mext.— The  table  of 
sections  at  the  beginning  of  chapter  63  of 
title  18.  United  States  C^de.  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following; 

'■1347.  Health  care  fraud.". 

(b)  Criminal  Pines  Deposfted  in  the 
Health  Care  Fraud  and  abuse  Control  ac- 
count.—The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
deposit  into  the  Health  Care  Fraud  and 
Abuse  Control  Account  established  under 
section  101(b^  an  amount  equal  to  the  crimi- 
nal fines  imposed  under  section  1347  of  title 
18,  United  States  Code  (relating  to  health 
care  fraud). 

SEC.  S02.  FORFErrURES  FOR  FEDERAL  HEALTH 
CARE  OFFENSES. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  982(a)  of  title  18. 
United  States  0>de.  is  amended  by  adding 


after  paragraph  (5)  the  following  new  para- 
graph; 

"(6)(A)  The  court,  in  imposing  sentence  on 
a  person  convicted  of  a  Federal  health  care 
offense,  shall  order  the  person  to  forfeit 
property,  real  or  personal,  that  constitutes 
or  is  derived,  directly  or  indirectly,  from 
proceeds  traceable  to  the  conrunission  of  the 
offense. 

"(B)  For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  the 
term  'Federal  health  care  offense'  means  a 
violation  of.  or  a  criminal  conspiracy  to  vio- 
late— 

"(i)  section  1347  of  this  title; 

"(ii)  section  1128B  of  the  Social  Security 
Act' 

"(iii)  section  287.  371.  664.  666.  1001,  1027, 
1341,  1343,  1920,  or  1954  of  this  title  if  the  vio- 
lation or  conspiracy  relates  to  health  care 
fi'aud;  and 

"(iv)  section  501  or  511  of  the  Employee  Re- 
tirement Income  Security  Act  of  1974,  if  the 
violation  or  conspiracy  relates  to  health  care 
fraud.". 

(b)  Property  Forfeited  Deposited  in 
Health  Care  Fraud  and  abuse  Control  ac- 
count.—The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
deposit  into  the  Health  Care  Fraud  and 
Abuse  Control  Account  established  under 
section  101(b)  an  amount  equal  to  amounts 
resulting  from  forfeiture  of  property  by  rea- 
son of  a  Federal  health  care  offense  pursuant 
to  section  982(a)(6)  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code. 

SEC.  503.  INJUNCTIVE  RELIEF  RELATING  TO  FED- 
ERAL HEALTH  CARE  OFFENSES. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  1345(a)(1)  of  title 
18.  United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "or"  at  the  end  of  subpara- 
graph (A); 

(2)  by  inserting  "or"  at  the  end  of  subpara- 
graph (B);  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subparagraph; 

"(C)  committing  or  about  to  commit  a 
Federal  health  care  offense  (as  deDned  in 
section  982(a)(6)(B)  of  this  title);". 

(b)  Freezing  of  assets.— Section  1345(a)(2) 
of  title  18.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
inserting  "or  a  Federal  health  care  offense 
(as  defined  in  section  982(a)(6)(B))"  after 
"title)". 

SEC  504.  GRAND  JURY  DISCLOSURE. 

Section  3322  of  title  18.  United  States  Code. 
is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  subsections  (c)  and  (d) 
as  subsections  (d)  and  (e).  respectively;  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (b)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection; 

"(c)  A  person  who  is  privy  to  grand  jury  in- 
formation concerning  a  Federal  health  care 
offense  (as  defined  in  section  982(a)(6)(B))— 

"(1)  received  in  the  course  of  duty  as  an  at- 
torney for  the  Government;  or 

"(2)  disclosed  under  rule  6(e)(3)(A)(ii)  of  the 
Federal  Rules  of  Criminal  Procedure; 
may  disclose  that  information  to  an  attor- 
ney for  the  Government  to  use  in  any  inves- 
tigation or  civil  proceeding  relating  to 
health  care  fraud.". 

SEC.  505.  FALSE  STATEMENTS. 

(a)  In  General.— Chapter  47,  of  title  18, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  section: 
"§1035.  False  statements  relating  to  health 

care  matters 

"(a)  Whoever,  in  any  matter  involving  a 
health  plan,  knowingly  and  willfully  fal- 
sifies, conceals,  or  covers  up  by  any  trick, 
scheme,  or  device  a  material  fact,  or  makes 
any  false,  fictitious,  or  fraudulent  state- 
ments or  representations,  or  makes  or  uses 
any  false  writing  or  document  knowing  the 


same  to  contain  any  false,  fictitious,  or 
fraudulent  statement  or  entry,  shall  be  fined 
under  this  title  or  imprisoned  not  more  than 
5  years,  or  both. 

"(b)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term 
'health  plan'  has  the  same  meaning  given 
such  term  in  section  1128C(c)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act.". 

(b)  Clerical  amendment.— The  uble  of 
sections  at  the  beginning  of  chapter  47  of 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  in  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following; 

"1035.  False  statementa  relating  to  health 
care  matters.". 

SEC.  506.  OBSTRUCTION  OF  CRIMINAL  INVES- 
TIGA-nONS,  ALTJITS,  OR  INSPEC- 
TIONS OF  FEDERAL  HEALTH  CARE 
OFFENSES. 

(a)  In  General.— Chapter  73  of  title  18, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  section; 

"§1518.  Obstruction  of  criminal  investiga- 
tions, audits,  or  inspections  of  Federal 
health  care  offenses 

"(a)  In  General.— Whoever  willfully  pre- 
vents, obstructs,  misleads,  delays  or  at- 
tempts to  prevent,  obstruct,  mislead,  or 
delay  the  communication  of  information  or 
records  relating. to  a  Federal  health  care  of- 
fense to  a  Federal  agent  or  employee  in- 
volved in  an  investigation,  audit,  inspection, 
or  other  activity  related  to  such  an  offense, 
shall  be  fined  under  this  title  or  imprisoned 
not  more  than  5  years,  or  both. 

"(b)  Federal  Health  Care  Offense.— As 
used  in  this  section  the  term  'Federal  health 
care  offense'  has  the  same  meaning  given 
such  term  in  section  982(a)(6)(B)  of  this  title. 
"(c)  Criminal  Investigator. — As  used  in 
this  section  the  term  'criminal  investigator' 
means  any  individual  duly  authorized  by  a 
department,  agency,  or  armed  force  of  the 
United  States  to  conduct  or  engage  in  inves- 
tigations for  prosecutions  for  violations  of 
health  care  offenses.". 

(b)  CLERICAL    AMENDMENT.— The     Uble    of 

sections  at  the  beginning  of  chapter  73  of 

title  18,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 

adding  at  the  end  the  following; 

"1518.  Obstruction  of  criminal  investiga- 
tions, audits,  or  inspections  of 
Federal  health  care  offenses.". 

SEC.  507.  theft  OR  EMBEZZLEMENT. 

(a)  In  General.— Chapter  31  of  title  18, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  section: 

"§669.  Theft  or  embezzlement  in  connection 

with  health  care 

"(a)  In  General.— Whoever  willfully  em- 
bezzles, steals,  or  otherwise  without  author- 
ity willfully  and  unlawfully  converts  to  the 
use  of  any  person  other  than  the  rightful 
owner,  or  intentionally  misapplies  any  of  the 
moneys,  funds,  securities,  premiums,  credits, 
property,  or  other  assets  of  a  health  plan, 
shall  be  fined  under  this  title  or  imprisoned 
not  more  than  10  years,  or  both. 

"(b)  Health  Plan.— As  used  in  this  section 
the  term  'health  plan'  has  the  same  meaning 
given  such  term  in  section  1128C(c)  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act.". 

(b)  Clerical  amendment.— The  table  of 
sections  at  the  beginning  of  chapter  31  of 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following; 

"669.  Theft  or  embezzlement  in  connection 
with  health  care.". 

SEC.  508.  LAUNDERING  OF  MONETARY  INSTRU- 
MENTS. 

Section  1956(c)(7)  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  subpsu%graph: 
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"(F)  Any  act  or  activity  constituting  an 
offense  involving  a  Federal  health  care  of- 
fense as  that  term  is  defined  in  section 
982(a)(6)(B)  of  this  title.". 

SEC.  509.  AUTHORIZED  INVESTIGATIVE  DEMAND 
PROCEDURES. 

(a)  In  General.— Chapter  233  of  title  18. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
after  section  3485  the  following  new  section: 
"§  3486.  Authorized  investigative  demand  pro- 
cedures 

"(a)  Authorization.— 

"(1)  In  any  investigation  relating  to  func- 
tions set  forth  in  paragraph  (2),  the  Attorney 
General  or  designee  may  issue  in  writing  and 
cause  to  be  served  a  subpoena  compelling 
production  of  any  records  (including  any 
books,  papers,  documents,  electronic  media, 
or  other  objects  or  tangible  things),  which 
may  be  relevant  to  an  authorized  law  en- 
forcement inquiry,  that  a  person  or  legal  en- 
tity may  possess  or  have  care,  custody,  or 
control.  A  custodian  of  records  may  be  re- 
quired to  give  testimony  concerning  the  pro- 
duction and  authentication  of  such  records. 
The  production  of  records  may  be  required 
from  any  place  in  any  State  or  in  any  terri- 
tory or  other  place  subject  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  United  States  at  any  desigmated 
place,  except  that  such  production  shall  not 
be  required  more  than  500  miles  distant  from 
the  place  where  the  subpoena  is  served.  Wit- 
nesses summoned  under  this  section  shall  be 
paid  the  same  fees  and  mileage  that  are  paid 
witnesses  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States. 
A  subpoena  requiring  the  production  of 
records  shall  describe  the  objects  required  to 
be  produced  and  prescribe  a  return  date 
within  a  reasonable  period  of  time  within 
which  the  objects  can  be  assembled  and  made 
available. 

"(2)  Investigative  demands  utilizing  an  ad- 
ministrative subpoena  are  authorized  for  any 
investigation  with  respect  to  any  act  or  ac- 
tivity constituting  or  involving  health  care 
fraud,  including  a  scheme  or  artifice — 

"(A)  to  defraud  any  health  plan  or  other 
person,  in  connection  with  the  delivery  of  or 
payment  for  health  care  benefits,  items,  or 
services:  or 

"(B)  to  obtain,  by  means  of  false  or  fraudu- 
lent pretenses,  representations,  or  promises, 
any  of  the  money  or  property  owned  by,  or 
under  the  custody  or  control  or,  any  health 
plan,  or  person  in  connection  with  the  deliv- 
ery of  or  payment  for  health  care  benefits, 
items,  or  services. 

"(b)  Service.— A  subpoena  issued  under 
this  section  may  be  served  by  any  person 
designated  in  the  subpoena  to  serve  it.  Serv- 
ice upon  a  natural  person  may  be  made  by 
personal  delivery  of  the  subpoena  to  such 
person.  Service  may  be  made  upon  a  domes- 
tic or  foreign  association  which  is  subject  to 
suit  under  a  common  name,  by  delivering  the 
subpoena  to  an  officer,  to  a  managing  or  gen- 
eral agent,  or  to  any  other  agent  authorized 
by  appointment  or  by  law  to  receive  service 
of  process.  The  affidavit  of  the  person  serv- 
ing the  subpoena  entered  on  a  true  copy 
thereof  by  the  person  serving  it  shall  be 
proof  of  service. 

"(c)  ENF0RCEME.VT.— In  the  case  of  contu- 
macy by  or  refusal  to  obey  a  subpoena  issued 
to  any  person,  the  Attorney  General  may  in- 
voke the  aid  of  any  court  of  the  United 
States  within  the  jurisdiction  of  which  the 
investigation  is  carried  on  or  of  which  the 
subpoenaed  person  is  an  inhabitant,  or  in 
which  such  person  carries  on  business  or 
may  be  found,  to  compel  compliance  with 
the  subpoena.  The  court  may  issue  an  order 
requiring  the  subpoenaed  person  to  appear 
before    the    Attorney    General    to    produce 


records,  if  so  ordered,  or  to  give  testimony 
touching  the  matter  under  investigation. 
Any  failure  to  obey  the  order  of  the  court 
may  be  punished  by  the  court  as  a  contempt 
thereof.  All  process  in  any  such  case  may  be 
served  in  any  judicial  district  in  which  such 
person  may  be  found. 

"(d)  iMMUNm-  From  Civil  LiABiLm-.— Not- 
withstanding any  Federal.  State,  or  local 
law,  any  person,  including  officers,  agents, 
and  employees,  receiving  a  subpoena  under 
this  section,  who  complies  in  good  faith  with 
the  subpoena  and  thus  produces  the  mate- 
rials sought,  shall  not  be  liable  in  any  court 
of  any  State  or  the  United  States  to  any  cus- 
tomer or  other  person  for  such  production  or 
for  nondisclosure  of  that  production  to  the 
customer. 

"(e)  Use  in  Action  Against  Individuals.— 

"(1)  Health  information  about  an  individ- 
ual that  is  disclosed  under  this  section  may 
not  be  used  in,  or  disclosed  to  any  person  for 
use  in,  any  administrative,  civil,  or  criminal 
action  or  investigation  directed  against  the 
individual  who  is  the  subject  of  the  informa- 
tion unless  the  action  or  investigation  arises 
out  of  and  is  directly  related  to  receipt  of 
health  care  or  pajmiient  for  health  care  or  ac- 
tion involving  a  fraudulent  claim  related  to 
health,  or  if  authorized  by  an  appropriate 
order  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
granted  after  application  showing  good  cause 
therefore. 

"(2)  In  assessing  good  cause,  the  court 
shall  weigh  the  public  interest  and  the  need 
for  disclosure  against  the  injury  to  the  pa- 
tient, to  the  physician-patient  relationship, 
and  to  the  treatment  services. 

"(3)  Upon  the  granting  of  such  order,  the 
court,  in  determining  the  extent  to  which 
any  disclosure  of  all  or  any  part  of  any 
record  is  necessary,  shall  impose  appropriate 
safeguards  against  unauthorized  disclosure. 

"(f)  Health  Plan.— as  used  in  this  section, 
the  term  'health  plan'  has  the  same  meaning 
given  such  term  in  section  1128C(c)  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act.". 

(b)  Clerical  amendment.— The  table  of 
sections  for  chapter  223  of  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
the  item  relating  to  section  3485  the  follow- 
ing new  item; 

"3486.  Authorized  investigative  demand  pro- 
cedures.". 

(c)  Conforming  amendment.— Section 
1510(b)(3)(B)  of  title  18.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  inserting  "or  a  Department  of 
Justice  subpoena  (issued  under  section 
3486),"  after  "subpoena ". 

TITLE  VI— STATE  HEALTH  CARE  FRAUD 

CONTROL  iwrrs 

SEC.  601.  STATE  HEALTH  CARE  FRAUD  CONTROL 
UNITS. 

(a)  Extension  of  Concurre-vt  AUTHORm' 
To  Investigate  and  Proseclte  Fraud  in 
Otoer  Federal  Programs— Section 
1903(q)(3)  (42  U.S.C.  1396b(q)(3))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "(A)"  after  "in  connection 
with";  and 

(2)  by  striking  "title."  and  inserting  "title; 
and  (B)  in  cases  where  the  entity's  function 
is  also  described  by  subparagraph  (A),  and 
upon  the  approval  of  the  relevant  Federal 
agency,  any  aspect  of  the  provision  of  health 
care  services  and  activities  of  providers  of 
such  services  under  any  Federal  health  care 
program  (as  defined  in  section  1128B(b)(l)).". 

(b)  Extension  of  AUTHORm-  To  Lkves- 
tigate  and  Prosecute  Patient  abuse  lv 
NoN-MEDiCAiD  Board  and  Care  Facu  ities.— 
Section  1903(q)(4)  (42  U.S.C.  1396b(q)(4))  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(4)(A)  The  entity  has— 


"(i)  procedures  for  reviewing  complaints  of 
abuse  or  neglect  of  patients  in  health  care 
facilities  which  receive  payments  under  the 
State  plan  under  this  title: 

"(ii)  at  the  option  of  the  entity,  procedures 
for  reviewing  complaints  of  abuse  or  neglect 
of  patients  residing  in  board  and  care  facili- 
ties; and 

"(iii)  procedures  for  acting  upon  such  com- 
plaints under  the  criminal  laws  of  the  State 
or  for  referring  such  complaints  to  other 
State  agencies  for  action. 

"(B)  For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  the 
term  'board  and  care  facility'  means  a  resi- 
dential setting  which  receives  payment  from 
or  on  behalf  of  two  or  more  unrelated  adults 
who  reside  in  such  faculty,  and  for  whom  one 
or  both  of  the  following  is  provided: 

"(i)  Nursing  care  services  provided  by,  or 
under  the  supervision  of,  a  registered  nurse, 
licensed  practical  nurse,  or  licensed  nursing 
assistant. 

"(ii)  Personal  care  services  that  assist  resi- 
dents with  the  activities  of  daily  living,  in- 
cluding personal  hygiene,  dressing,  bathing, 
eating,  toileting,  ambulation,  transfer,  posi- 
tioning, self-medication,  body  care,  travel  to 
medical  services,  essential  shopping,  meal 
preparation,  laundry,  and  housework.". 
TITLE  Vn— MEDICARE/MEDICAID  BILLING 

ABUSE  PREVENTION 
SEC.  701.  UNIFORM  MEDICARE/MEDICAID  APPLI- 
CATION PROCESS. 

Not  later  than  1  year  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  (in  this  title  re- 
ferred to  as  the  "Secretary")  shall  establish 
procedures  and  a  uniform  application  form 
for  use  by  any  individual  or  entity  that 
seeks  to  participate  in  the  programs  under 
titles  XVrU  and  XIX  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  1395  et  seq.;  42  U.S.C.  1396  et 
seq.).  The  procedures  established  shall  in- 
clude the  following: 

(1)  Execution  of  a  standard  authorization 
form  by  all  individuals  and  entities  prior  to 
submission  of  claims  for  pajrment  which 
shall  include  the  social  security  number  of 
the  beneficiary  and  the  TIN  (as  defined  in 
section  7701  (aX41)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1986)  of  any  health  care  provider, 
supplier,  or  practitioner  providing  items  or 
services  under  the  claim. 

(2)  Assumption  of  responsibility  and  liabil- 
ity for  all  claims  submitted. 

(3)  A  right  of  access  by  the  Secretary  to 
provider  records  relating  to  items  and  serv- 
ices rendered  to  beneficiaries  of  such  jjto- 
grams. 

(4)  Retention  of  source  documentation. 

(5)  Provision  of  complete  and  accurate  doc- 
umentation to  support  all  claims  for  pay- 
ment. 

(6)  A  statement  of  the  legal  consequences 
for  the  submission  of  false  or  fraudulent 
claims  for  payment. 

SEC.  702.  STA.'VDARDS  FOR  UNIFORM  CLAIMS. 

(a)  Estabushment  of  St.-^ndards— Not 
later  than  1  year  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act.  the  Secretary  shall  estab- 
lish standards  for  the  form  and  submission  of 
claims  for  payment  under  the  medicare  pro- 
gram under  title  XVm  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  (42  U.S.C.  1395  et  seq.)  and  the  med- 
icaid program  under  title  XIX  of  such  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  1396  et  seq.). 

(b)  Ensuring  Provider  RESPONsisiLmr.— 
In  establishing  standards  under  subsection 
(a),  the  Secretary,  in  consultation  with  ap- 
propriate agencies  including  the  Department 
of  Justice,  shall  include  such  methods  of  en- 
suring provider  responsibility  and  accoont- 
ability  for  claims  submitted  as  necessary  to 
control  fraiid  and  abuse. 
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(c)  Use  of  Electronic  Media.— The  Sec- 
retary shall  develop  specific  standards  which 
govern  the  submission  of  claims  through 
electronic  media  in  order  to  control  fraud 
and  abuse  in  the  submission  of  such  claims. 

SEC.  703.  UNIQUE  PROVIDER  IDENTIFICATION 
CODE. 

(a)  Establishment  of  System.— Not  later 
than  1  year  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  shall  establish  a 
system  which  provides  for  the  issuance  of  a 
unique  identifier  code  for  each  individual  or 
entity  furnishing:  items  or  services  for  which 
payment  may  be  made  under  title  XVHI  or 
XIX  of  the  Social  Security  (42  U.S.C.  1395  et 
seq.;  1396  et  seq.),  and  the  notation  of  such 
unique  identifier  codes  on  all  claims  for  pay- 
ment. 

(b)  APPLICATION  Fee.— The  Secretary  shall 
require  an  individual  applying  for  a  unique 
identifier  code  under  subsection  (a)  to  sub- 
mit a  fee  in  an  amount  determined  by  the 
Secretary  to  be  sufficient  to  cover  the  cost 
of  investigating  the  information  on  the  ap- 
plication and  the  individuars  suitability  for 
receiving  such  a  code. 

SEC.  704.  USE  OF  NEW  PROCEDURES. 

No  payment  may  be  made  under  either 
title  XVm  or  XIX  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
(42  U.S.C.  1395  et  seq.;  42  U.S.C.  1396  et  seq.) 
for  any  item  or  service  furnished  by  an  indi- 
vidual or  entity  unless  the  requirements  of 
sections  702  and  703  are  satisfied. 

SEC.  705.  NONDISCHARGEABIUTY  OF  CERTAIN 
MEDICARE  DEBTS. 

(a)  Payment  to  Providers.— Section 
1815(d)  (42  U.S.C.  1395g(d))  is  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sen- 
tence: "Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  amounts  due  to  the  program  under 
this  subsection  are  not  dischargeable  under 
any  provision  of  title  11.  United  States 
Code.". 

(b)  PA-i-MENT  OF  BENEFITS.— Section  1833(j) 
(42  U.S.C.  13951(j))  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence: 
"Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law.  amounts  due  to  the  program  under  this 
subsection  are  not  dischargeable  under  any 
provision  of  title  11.  United  States  Code.". 

S.  1859 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  I.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Medicare 

Restore  Trust  Act  of  1996". 

SEC.  2.  PROHIBITION  ON  CONSIDERATION  OF 
LEGISLATION  THAT  DrVERTS  SAV- 
INGS ACHIEVED  THROUGH  MEDI- 
CARE WASTE.  FRAUD,  AND  ABUSE 
ENFORCEMENT  ACTIVITIES  FOR 
PURPOSES  OTHER  THAN  IMPROVING 
THE  SOLVENCY  OF  THE  FEDERAL 
HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND. 

(a)  POINT  OF  Order.— It  shall  not  be  in 
order  in  the  Senate  to  consider  any  bill,  con- 
ference report,  or  any  other  legislation  that 
would  use  savings  achieved  through  enforce- 
ment activities  that  are  intended  to  combat 
waste,  fi^ud.  and  abuse  under  the  medicare 
program  under  title  XVm  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  as  offsets  for  purposes  other  than 
to  improve  the  solvency  of  the  Federal  Hos- 
pital Insurance  Trust  Fund  established  under 
section  1817  of  such  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1395i)  (in 
this  Act  referred  to  as  the  "trust  fund"). 

(b)  Waiver.— The  point  of  order  described 
in  subsection  (a)  may  be  waived  or  suspended 
in  the  Senate  by  a  H  majority  vote  of  the 
Senators  duly  chosen  and  sworn,  or  by  the 
unanimous  consent  of  the  Senate. 

(C)  APPEALS.— 


(1)  In  general. — Appeals  in  the  Senate 
from  decisions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  this 
section  shall  be  limited  to  1  hour,  to  be 
equally  divided  between  and  controlled  by, 
the  appellant  and  the  manager  of  the  bill, 
conference  report,  or  other  legislation,  as 
the  case  may  be. 

(2)  Waiver.— An  affirmative  %  majority 
vote  of  the  Senators  duly  chosen  and  sworn, 
or  a  unanimous  consent  agreement  of  the 
Senate  shall  be  required  to  sustain  an  appeal 
of  the  ruling  of  the  Chair  on  a  point  of  order 
raised  under  this  section. 

SEC.  3.  ENSURING  THE  INTEGRITY  OF  THE  FED- 
ERAL HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  TRUST 
FUND. 

(a)  Determln.^tion.- Prior  to  the  end  of 
each  fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  (in  this  section  referred  to 
as  the  "Secretary")  and  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral shall  jointly  determine— 

(1)  the  portion  of  the  costs  charged  during 
such  fiscal  year  to  any  account  established 
within  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  under  title  XVni  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  (42  U.S.C.  1395  et  seq.)  to  combat 
health  care  waste,  fraud,  and  abuse,  which  do 
not  relate  to  the  administration  of  the  medi- 
care program:  and 

(2)  the  amount  of  funds  deposited  into  such 
account  of  such  trust  fund  during  such  fiscal 
year  that  were  attributable  to  enforcement 
activities  that  were  intended  to  combat 
health  care  waste,  fraud,  and  abuse,  which  do 
not  relate  to  the  administration  of  the  medi- 
care program. 

(b)  Certification.— If  the  portion  deter- 
mined under  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (a) 
exceeds  the  amount  determined  under  para- 
graph (2)  of  such  subsection,  the  Secretary 
and  the  Attorney  General  shall  certify  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  the  amount,  which 
shall  be  equal  to  the  amount  of  such  excess. 
which  should  be  transferred  from  the  Gen- 
eral Fund  of  the  Treasury  to  such  trust  fund, 
in  order  to  ensure  that  such  trust  fund  is 
fully  reimbursed  for  any  expenditures  made 
from  the  account  described  in  subsection  (a) 
that  are  not  related  to  the  administration  of 
the  medicare  program  under  title  XVHI  of 
the  Social  Security  Act. 

(c)  Transfer  of  Funds.— The  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  shall  transfer  to  such  trust 
fund  from  the  General  Fund  of  the  Treasury, 
out  of  any  funds  in  the  General  Fund  that 
are  not  otherwise  appropriated,  an  amount 
equal  to  the  amount  certified  under  sub- 
section (b). 


By  Mr.  McCONNELL  (for  himself. 
Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  LlEBERMAN.  and 
Mr.  MOYNIHAN): 
S.  1860.  A  bill  to  provide  for  legal  re- 
form and  consumer  compensation  re- 
lating to  motor  vehicle  tort  systems, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce.  Science,  and  Trans- 
portation. 

THE  AUTO  choice  REFORM  ACT  OF  1996 


By  Mr.  McCONNELL  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Dole): 
S.  1861.  A  bill  to  provide  for  legal  re- 
form and  consumer  compensation,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 

THE  legal  REFOR.M  AND  CONSUMER 
COMPENSATION  ACT  OF  1996 

•  Mr.  McCONNELL.  Mr.  President,  sev- 
eral weeks  ago.  I  was  disappointed,  but 
not  surprised,  when  the  President  ve- 


toed the  bipartisan  product  liability  re- 
form bill.  The  bill  would  have  curbed 
runaway  punitive  damage  awards — 
which  the  Supreme  Court  endorsed  in 
its  recent  BMW  versus  Gore  decision — 
and  offered  some  protection  to  those 
needlessly  dragged  into  lawsuits.  The 
President,  erroneously,  in  my  view, 
charged  that  the  product  liability  re- 
form bill,  offered  too  many  benefits  to 
business  and  unfairly  burdened  the  in- 
jured. 

The  President  missed  an  opportunity 
to  correct  some  of  the  defects  in  the 
legal  system.  The  fact  is  the  system  is 
too  costly  and  fails  to  provide  prompt 
and  fair  relief  to  those  who  are  injured. 
Less  than  half  of  every  dolljir  spent  on 
lawsuits  goes  to  the  injured. 

And,  spiraling  legal  costs  exact  a  toll 
on  every  American  family  and  business 
owner  in  the  form  of  higher  insurance 
premiums  and  ever-increasing  costs  for 
medical  care.  FBI  Director  Louis  Freeh 
estimates  that  fraudulent  medical 
claims  arising  out  of  phony  car  acci- 
dents cost  every  American  household 
S200  a  year. 

Moreover,  economic  growth  is  im- 
peded when  new  American-made  prod- 
ucts, technology,  medicines,  and  medi- 
cal devices  aren't  brought  to  worldwide 
markets  because  of  too  many  lawsuits. 

This  mess-of-a-legal  system  can  be 
turned  around  with  reforms  that  will 
ensure  those  who  are  injured  get  fairly 
and  quickly  compensated  without  re- 
sort to  expensive  and  protracted  litiga- 
tion. The  two  bills  I  am  introducing 
today  take  aim  at  the  unnecessary 
costs  of  personal  injury  lawsuits.  The 
result  will  be  more  money  in  the  hands 
of  the  injured  more  quickly,  and  a  mas- 
sive savings  to  American  consumers. 

The  Joint  Economic  Committee  esti- 
mates that  the  Auto  Choice  Reform 
Act  will  save  the  driving  public  $40  bil- 
lion annually  in  insurance  costs.  Sav- 
ings would  be  progressive,  resulting  in 
savings  to  low-income  drivers  of  about 
45  percent  on  their  insurance  pre- 
miums. 

The  Legal  Reform  and  Consumer 
Compensation  Act,  designed  to  change 
the  monopolistic  and  anticompetitive 
contingent  fee  system  and  to  provide  a 
rapid  recovery  mechanism  for  personal 
injury  victims,  would  save  more  than 
S45  billion  a  year. 

These  dramatic  savings  are  achieved 
without  capping  punitive  damages,  or 
limiting  the  rights  of  victims.  Rather, 
these  bills  expand  consumer  options. 
By  adding  a  new  type  of  auto  insur- 
ance, new  ways  of  paying  victims  fairly 
for  their  injuries,  and  breaking  the 
contingent  fee  hold,  Americans  will  be 
begin  to  be  relieved  of  the  litigation 
burden  that  threatens  to  strangle 
every  family  and  bvirdens  the  overall 
economy. 

The  changes  proposed  in  these  bills 
will  require  a  major  rethinking  about 
the  current  zero-sum,  adversarial  legal 
system.  Occasionally,  the  legal  system 
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rewards  a  persistent  plaintiff  with  a 
windfall  damage  award — like  the 
woman  who  won  a  multi-million-dollar 
verdict  from  McDonald's  for  spilling 
hot  coffee  on  herself.  But  odds  of  win- 
ning in  the  legal  system  are  about  as 
good  as  hitting  a  jackpot  in  Las  Vegas. 

The  perverse  incentive  structvore — 
the  one-in-a-million  chance  of  winning 
the  lottery — discourages  settlement 
and  rewards  a  piling  on  of  claims.  If  a 
jury  will  award  an  injured  party  3 
times  his  or  her  out-of-pocket  losses, 
then  10  trips  to  the  doctor  are  better 
than  2.  The  Rand  Corp.,  in  a  study  re- 
leased earlier  this  year,  estimates  that 
excess  medical  claiming  connected 
with  lawsuits  consvuned  some  $4  billion 
of  health  care  resources. 

But  the  fault  for  the  runaway  legal 
system  does  not  lie  exclusively  with 
the  injured  and  their  lawyers.  Defend- 
ants and  their  lawyers  know  that  the 
multimillion-dollar  jury  award  is  a 
rare  occurrence.  Yet,  most  cases  are 
fought  as  if  every  case  results  in  SI 
million  verdict.  Every  dollar  spent  on 
defense  buys  delay  and  precludes  early 
and  reasonable  resolution. 

In  the  meantime,  every  American 
pays  the  price — through  higher  car  in- 
surance premiums,  spiraling  medical 
bills,  and  soaring  prices  at  the  check- 
out counter.  And  the  economy  suffers 
from  slow  growth  and  through  prod- 
ucts, inventions,  and  technologies 
withheld  from  the  world's  markets  be- 
cause of  the  cost  of  lawsuits.  It's  time 
we  cut  the  tort  tax  and  give  every 
American  relief  from  the  costly  legal 
system. 

I  am  pleased  that  Senator  Dole  is 
joining  this  effort.  His  sponsorship  of 
this  ambitious  effort  to  overhaul  the 
legal  system  wrill  probably  be  one  of  his 
last  legislative  initiatives.  I  am  hon- 
ored to  have  his  support. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  copy 
of  the  two  bills  and  a  summary  of  the 
bills  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.1860 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Auto  Choice 
Reform  Act  of  1996". 
SEC.  2.  FINDINGS. 

The  Congress  finds  that^ 

(1)  the  costs  of  operating  a  motor  vehicle 
are  excessive  due  to  the  legal  and  adminis- 
trative costs  associated  with  the  processing 
of  claims  under  the  tort  system: 

(2)  the  costly  fault  and  liability  insurance 
system  often  fails  to  provide  compensation 
commensurate  with  loss,  takes  too  long  to 
pay  benefits  and  wastes  too  many  dollars  on 
legal  fees: 

(3)  the  distorted  incentives  of  the  tort  sys- 
tem for  motor  vehicles  produce — 

(A)  significant  fraud  in  the  claiming  proc- 
ess, .Ae-eby  dangerously  exacerbating  the 
natioral  distrust  felt  by  many  Americans  to- 
ward the  legal  process  in  general  and  the 
rule  of  law  itself; 


(B)  significant  wasteful,  fraudulent,  and 
costly  overuse  and  abuse  of  scarce  health 
care  resources  and  services,  thereby  increas- 
ing the  problems  of  affordability  and  acces- 
sibility in  the  health  care  system: 

(C)  significant  and  unbearable  cost  burdens 
on  low-income  Americans,  which  impose  on 
them  the  Hobson's  choice  of  driving  on  an 
unlawful,  uninsured  basis  or  compelling 
them  to  forego  essential  needs; 

(D)  significant  reductions  in  access  to.  and 
purchases  of,  motor  vehicles,  thereby  damag- 
ing the  economic  well-being  of  many  low-in- 
come Americans,  while  also  unnecessarily 
harming  a  critical  component  of  the  Amer- 
ican economy; 

(E)  significant  deterioration  of  the  eco- 
nomic well-being  of  most  major  American 
cities  through  the  imposition  of  a  massive, 
differentially  greater  "tort  tax"  on  urban 
residents,  thereby  contributing  to  the  aban- 
donment of  cities  by  many  American  tax- 
payers able  to  achieve  substantial  after-tax 
savings  on  automobile  insurance  premiums 
by  the  sole  act  of  moving  to  adjacent  subur- 
ban communities:  and 

(F)  significant  inability  to  achieve  market- 
based  discounts  in  insurance  rates  for  owners 
of  safer  cars,  thereby  powerfully  contribut- 
ing to  the  lesser  safety  of  American  drivers 
and  passengers: 

(4)  a  system  that  allows  consumers  the  op- 
portunity to  self-insure  and  separates  eco- 
nomic and  non-economic  damages  for  the 
purpose  of  purchasing  insurance  would  pro- 
vide enormous  cost  savingrs  to  drivers: 

(5)  consumer  choice  in  selection  of  motor 
vehicle  insurance  would  be  greatly  enhanced 
if  each  consumer  could  decide  upon  the  form 
of  insurance  that  best  suits  the  individual 
needs  of  the  consumer; 

(6)  insurance  to  indemnify  individuals  for 
personal  injury  arising  from  motor  vehicle 
collisions  is  frequently  unavailable  at  rea- 
sonable cost  because  of  the  potential  for 
third-party  claims; 

(7)  a  system  enabling  individuals  to  select 
the  form  of  motor  vehicle  insurance  cov- 
erage that  best  suits  individual  needs  would 
enhance  individual  freedom  and  reduce  the 
costs  of  motor  vehicle  insurance  for  consum- 
ers; and 

(8)  a  system  which  targets  and  emphasizes 
the  scourge  of  those  who  drive  under  the  in- 
fiuence  of  drugs  or  alcohol  will  further  deter 
such  dangerous  and  unlawful  conduct. 

SEC.  3.  PURPOSE. 

The  purpose  of  this  Act  is  to  authorize  con- 
sumers of  motor  vehicle  insurance  to  choose 
between  their  present  tort  remedies  under 
State  law  and  a  system  which  combines 
first-party  insurance  and  the  right  to  sue 
negligent  drivers  for  all  further  uncompen- 
sated economic  losses. 

SEC.  4.  DEFINmON& 

For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  term— 

(1)  "accident"  means  unforeseen  or  un- 
planned event  causing  loss  or  injury: 

(2)  "economic  loss"  means  any  objectively 
verifiable  pecuniary  loss  resulting  from  the 
harm  suffered,  including  past  and  future 
medical  expenses,  loss  of  past  and  future 
earnings,  burial  costs,  costs  of  repair,  or  re- 
placement costs  of  replacement  services  In 
the  home,  including  child  care,  transpor- 
tation, food  preparation,  and  household  care, 
costs  of  making  reasonable  accommodations 
to  a  personal  residence,  loss  of  employment, 
and  loss  of  business  or  employment  opportu- 
nities, to  the  extent  recovery  for  such  losses 
is  allowed  under  applicable  State  law; 

(3)  "financial  responsibility  law"  means  a 
statute  (including  one  requiring  compulsory 
coverage)  penalizing  motorists  for  failing  to 


carry  defined  limits  of  tort  liability  insur- 
ance covering  motor  vehicle  accidents; 

(4)  "insurer"  includes  a  person  who  is  self- 
insured  within  the  meaning  of  applicable 
State  law: 

(5)  "intentional  misconduct"  means  con- 
duct whereby  harm  is  intentionally  caused 
or  attempted  to  be  caused  by  one  who  acts  or 
falls  to  act  for  the  purpose  of  causing  harm 
or  with  knowledge  that  harm  Is  substan- 
tially certain  to  follow  when  such  conduct 
caused  or  substantially  contributed  to  the 
harm  claimed  for,  except  a  person  does  not 
intentionally  cause  or  attempt  to  cause 
harm — 

(A)  merely  because  his  or  her  act  or  failure 
to  act  is  done  with  the  realization  that  it 
creates  a  grave  risk  of  causing  harm;  or 

(B)  If  the  act  or  omission  causing  bodily 
harm  is  for  the  purpose  of  averting  bodily 
harm  to  oneself  or  another  person; 

(6)  "motor  vehicle"  means  a  vehicle  of  any 
kind  required  to  be  registered  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  applicable  State  law  relating 
to  motor  vehicles; 

(7)  "net  economic  loss"— 

(A)  means  economic  loss,  including  when 
payable  based  on  fault,  a  reasonable  attor- 
ney's fee  calculated  on  the  basis  of  the  value 
of  the  attorney's  efforts  as  refiected  in  pay- 
ment to  the  attorney's  client;  and 

(B)  excludes  amounts  paid  or  payable 
under — 

(i)  Federal.  State,  or  private  disability  or 
sickness  programs: 

(11)  Federal.  State,  or  private  health  insur- 
ance programs: 

(ill)  employer  wage  continuation  pro- 
grams: 

(iv)  workers'  compensation  or  similar  oc- 
cupational compensation  acts:  and 

(V)  any  other  source  of  payment  intended 
to  compensate  such  individual  for  injuries 
resulting  from  a  motor  vehicle  accident,  in- 
cluding amounts  paid  under  personal  protec- 
tion insurance  or  tort  maintenance  coverag-e: 

(8)  "no-fault  motor  vehicle  law"  means  a 
statute  under  which  those  injured  in  motor 
vehicle  accidents  are  paid  without  regard  to 
fault  for  their  pecuniary  losses  as  a  result  of 
personal  injury,  in  return  for  which  claims 
based  on  fault  including  for  nonpecuniary 
losses,  are  to  a  defined  extent  limited: 

(9)  "noneconomic  loss"  means  subjective, 
nonmonetary  losses  including  pain,  suffer- 
ing, inconvenience,  mental  suffering,  emo- 
tion distress,  loss  of  society  and  companion- 
ship, loss  of  consortium,  hedonic  damages, 
injury  to  reputation,  and  humiliation; 

(10)  "person"  means  any  individual,  cor- 
poration, company,  association,  firm,  part- 
nership, society,  joint  stock  company,  or  any 
other  entity  (including  any  governmental 
entity); 

(11)  "personal  protection"  means  an  insur- 
ance contract  payable  without  regard  to 
fault  for  net  economic  loss  due  to  personal 
injury  resulting  from  a  motor  vehicle  acci- 
dent, along  with  waiver  of  tort  claims  pursu- 
ant to  this  Act: 

(12)  "replacement  service  loss"  means  ex- 
penses reasonably  incurred  in  obtaining  ordi- 
nary and  necessary  services  from  others,  not 
members  of  the  injured  person's  household, 
in  lieu  of  the  services  the  injured  person 
would  have  performed  for  the  benefit  of  the 
household: 

(13)  "resident  relative  or  dependent" 
means  a  person  related  to  the  owner  of  a 
motor  vehicle  by  blood,  marriage,  adoption, 
or  otherwise  (including  a  dependent  receiv- 
ing financial  services  or  support  from  such 
owner),  and  residing  in  the  same  household 
at  the  time  of  accidental  personal  injury. 


13744 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  11,  1996 


and  a  person  resides  in  the  same  household  if 
he  or  she  usually  makes  his  or  her  home  in 
the  same  family  unit,  even  though  tempo- 
rarily living  elsewhere; 

(14)  "serious  bodily  injury"  means  bodily 
injury  which  results  in  death,  dismember- 
ment, significant  and  permanent  loss  of  an 
important  bodily  function,  or  significant  and 
permanent  scarring  or  disfigurement; 

(15)  "State"  means  any  State  of  the  United 
SUtes.  the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Com- 
monwealth of  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  the  Virgin 
Islands.  American  Samoa,  the  Northern  Mar- 
iana Islands,  the  Trust  Territories  of  the  Pa- 
cific Islands,  and  any  other  territory  or  pos- 
session of  the  United  States; 

(16)  "tort  liability"  means  the  legal  obliga- 
tion for  payment  of  damages  caused  by  one 
adjudged  to  have  committed  a  tort; 

(17)  "tort  liability  insurance"  means  insur- 
ance by  the  terms  of  which  an  insurer  agrees 
to  pay,  on  behalf  of  an  insured,  damages  the 
latter  is  obligated  to  pay  a  third  person  be- 
cause of  his  or  her  liability  to  that  third  per- 
son: 

(18)  "tort  maintenance  coverage"  means 
coverage  under  which  a  tort  liability  in- 
sured, when  involved  in  an  accident  with  a 
personal  protection  insured,  retains  his  or 
her  right  to  claim  for  personal  injury  under 
State  law  without  modification  by  any  pro- 
vision of  this  Act,  except  that  responsibility 
for  payment  for  any  such  claim  is  assumed 
by  his  or  her  own  insurer  to  the  extent  of 
such  coverage  under  section  5(b)(1);  and 

(19)  "uninsured  motorist"  means  the  owner 
of  a  motor  vehicle,  including  his  or  her  resi- 
dent relatives,  uninsured  for  either  personal 
protection  or  tort  liability  insurance  at  the 
limits  prescribed  by  the  applicable  State's  fi- 
nancial responsibility  law  or  higher  under 
section  5(a)(2)(A). 

SEC  5.  MOTOR  VEHICXE  PERSONAL  PROTECTION 
INSURANCE. 

(a)  Insurance  poucy  Provisions.— (D  An 
insurance  policy  that  includes  provisions 
that  entitle  the  insured  to  receive,  without 
regard  to  fault  or  lack  of  fault,  the  insured's 
net  economic  losses  caused  by  an  injury 
along  with  an  express,  specific  waiver  of  tort 
rights  as  provided  in  the  insurance  policy 
shall  be  valid  notwithstanding  any  contrary 
provisions  of  State  law. 

(2)  In  order  for  a  personal  protection  insur- 
ance policy  to  be  covered  by  this  Act.  a 
motor  vehicle  insurance  policy  issued  by  an 
insurer  shall,  at  a  minimum — 

(A)  provide  personal  protection  coverage  of 
the  greater  of— 

(i)  up  to  the  minimum  limits  of  liability 
insurance  for  personal  injury  under  the 
State's  financial  responsibility  law;  or 

(ii)  in  a  State  covered  by  a  no-fault  motor 
vehicle  insurance  law.  up  to  the  minimum 
level  of  insurance  required  for  no-fault  bene- 
fits; and 

(B)  contain  provisions  under  the  State's  fi- 
nancial responsibility  law.  including  those 
related  to  liability  for  property  damage,  ex- 
cept to  the  extent  State  law  would  bar  con- 
tractual provisions  giving  effect  to  personal 
protection  authorizations  set  forth  in  this 
Act,  or  to  the  extent  that  State  law  would  be 
contrary  to  other  provisions  of  this  Act. 

(3)  A  personal  protection  insurer  is  author- 
ized to  contract  to  pay  personal  protection 
benefits  periodically  as  losses  accrue.  Unless 
the  treatment  or  expenses  related  thereto 
are  in  reasonable  dispute,  an  insurer  who 
does  not  pay  a  claim  for  net  economic  loss 
covered  by  a  personal  protection  insurance 
under  this  Act  within  30  days  after  payment 
is  due.  shall  pay  the  loss  compounded  at  a 
rate  of  50  percent  per  annum,  as  liquidated 


damages  and  in  lieu  of  any  penalty  or  exem- 
plary damages. 

(b)  Operation  of  the  Right  To  Choose.— 
(1)  Under  this  Act,  in  lieu  of  buying  tradi- 
tional tort  liability  insurance  for  personal 
injury  to  protect  third  parties,  motorists 
have  the  right  to  choose  personal  protection 
which  will  be  available  to  themselves  and 
their  family  members  in  the  event  of  a 
motor  vehicle  accident,  including  the 
amount  of  financial  protection  they  deem 
appropriate  and  affordable  for  themselves 
and  such  others.  As  an  alternative,  motorists 
have  the  right  to  elect  traditional  tort  liabil- 
ity coverage  for  personal  injury  at  the  mini- 
mum limits  (or  higher)  under  the  State's  fi- 
nancial responsibility  law. 

(2)(A)  A  motorist  who  chooses  traditional 
tort  liability  has  automatically  included  in 
such  coverage  tort  maintenance  coverage  at 
least  at  the  equivalent  of  the  minimum  lev- 
els of  insurance  under  the  higher  of— 

(i)  the  State's  financial  responsibility  law 
for  personal  injury;  or 

(ii)  the  State's  no-fault  motor  vehicle  law, 
if  applicable. 

(B)  A  motorist  described  under  subpara- 
graph (A)  who  is  involved  in  an  accident  with 
another  motorist  remains  subject  to  tort  law 
for  personal  injury  except  that,  based  on 
fault,  such  motorists 

(i)  may  be  claimed  against  by  those  cov- 
ered by  personal  protection  insurance  or  tort 
maintenance  coverage  only  for  net  economic 
loss;  and 

(ii)  may  not  claim  against  those  covered  by 
personal  protection  insurance  or  tort  main- 
tenance coverage  except  for  net  economic 
loss. 

(C)(i)  With  respect  to  a  claim  under  sub- 
paragraph (B)(ii).  a  deduction  is  made 
against  the  recovery  equal  to  the  limits  of 
tort  maintenance  coverage  applicable  to  the 
economic  loss  of  the  claimant. 

(ii)  One-half  of  any  amount  paid  under  tort 
maintenance  coverage  referred  to  under 
clause  (i)  shall  be  deemed  payable  for  eco- 
nomic loss. 

(3)  A  motorist  who  chooses  personal  pro- 
tection coverage  and  who  is  involved  in  an 
accident  with  another  such  motorist  is  com- 
pensated under  his  or  her  own  policy  for  net 
economic  loss  only  without  regard  to  fault. 
But  if  the  motorist  sustains  net  economic 
loss  in  excess  of  his  or  her  policy's  benefit 
levels,  that  person  retains  the  right  to  claim 
and  sue  for  net  economic  loss  based  on  fault. 

(4)  If  a  motorist  who  has  chosen  personal 
protection  coverage  is  involved  in  an  acci- 
dent with  an  uninsured  motorist,  the  per- 
sonal protection  insured  is  compensated  for 
net  economic  loss  without  regard  to  fault  ac- 
cording to  the  terms  of  his  or  her  personal 
protection  policy,  and  has  the  right  to  claim 
against  the  uninsured  motorist  for  net  eco- 
nomic loss  based  on  fault.  The  uninsured  mo- 
torist forfeits  the  right  to  claim  for  non- 
economic  loss  against  the  motorist  who  has 
chosen  the  personal  protection  policy. 

(5)(A)  A  motorist  who  chooses  either  per- 
sonal protection  insurance  or  tort  liability 
insurance  also  binds  by  such  choice  his  or 
her  resident  relatives,  provided  that — 

(i)  an  adult  resident  relative  shall  not  be 
bound  without  his  or  her  consent,  which,  in 
the  absence  of  express  consent,  shall  be  im- 
plied when  the  relative  is  present  in  a  motor 
vehicle  operated  by  the  motorist;  and 

(ii)  insurers  are  authorized  to  specify  rea- 
sonable terms  and  conditions  governing  the 
commencement,  duration,  and  application  of 
the  chosen  coverage  depending  on  the  nimi- 
ber  of  motor  vehicles  and  owners  thereof  in 
a  household. 


(B)  In  order  to  minimize  conflict  between 
the  two  options  under  subparagraph  (A),  in- 
surers are  authorized  to  maintain  underwrit- 
ing rules  that  encourage  uniformity  within  a 
household. 

(6)  A  personal  protection  insured  retains 
the  right  to  claim,  and  remains  subject  to  a 
claim,  for  driving  under  the  influence  of  al- 
cohol or  illegal  drugs,  both  as  defined  by 
State  law,  or  for  intentional  misconduct. 

(7)  A  personal  protection  insured  claims 
personal  protection  benefits  in  the  following 
priority: 

(A)  The  personal  protection  of  an  employer 
if  the  person  injured  is  an  employee  of  the 
employer  and  the  accident  occurs  while  the 
employee  is  acting  within  the  scope  of  the 
employee's  employment. 

(B)  The  personal  protection  under  which 
the  injured  person  is  or  was  an  insured. 

(C)  The  personal  protection  covering  a 
motor  vehicle  involved  in  the  accident,  if  the 
person  injured  was  an  occupant  or  was 
struck  by  such  motor  vehicle  at  the  time  of 
the  accident. 

(8)  A  personal  protection  insurer  is  author- 
ized to  write  personal  protection  coverage — 

(A)  without  any  deductible  or  subject  to  a 
reasonable  deductible  not  to  exceed  Sl.OOO: 
and 

(B)  with  an  exclusion  of  coverage  for  per- 
sons driving  under  the  influence  of  alcohol  or 
illegal  drugs. 

(9)  A  jjersonal  protection  insurer  is  sub- 
rogated, to  the  extent  of  its  obligations,  to 
all  of  the  rights  of  its  personal  protection  in- 
sured with  respect  to  an  accident  caused  in 
whole  or  in  part,  as  determined  by  applicable 
State  law.  by  the  negligence  of  an  uninsured 
motorist  or  driving  under  the  influence  of  al- 
cohol or  illegal  drugs,  or  caused  in  whole  or 
in  part  by  intentional  misconduct  or  any 
person  who  is  not  affected  by  the  limitations 
on  tort  rights  and  liabilities  under  this  Act. 

(10)  Any  person  lawfully  uninsured  under 
the  terms  of  State  law  for  either  personal 
protection  or  tort  liability  insurance  retains 
his  or  her  tort  rights  in  a  form  unaffected  by 
this  Act. 

(c)  Renewal  or  Cancellation.— An  insurer 
shall  not  cancel,  fail  to  renew,  or  increase 
the  premium  of  its  insured  solely  on  account 
of  the  insured  or  any  other  injured  person 
making  a  claim  for  personal  protection  bene- 
fits or.  where  there  is  no  basis  for  ascribing 
fault  to  the  insured  or  one  for  whom  the  in- 
sured is  vicariously  liable,  for  tort  mainte- 
nance coverage. 

(d)  Immunity. — No  insurer  or  any  agent  or 
employee  of  such  insurer,  no  insurance  pro- 
ducer representing  a  motor  vehicle  insurer 
or  any  automobile  residual  market  plan,  and 
no  attorney  licensed  to  practice  law  within 
this  State  shall  be  liable  in  an  action  for 
damages  on  account  of  an  election  of  the 
tort  liability  option,  an  election  of  the  per- 
sonal protection  option,  or  a  failure  to  make 
a  required  election,  unless  such  person  has 
willfully  misrepresented  the  available 
choices  or  has  fraudulently  induced  the  elec- 
tion of  one  system  over  the  other. 

(e)  Rule  of  Construction.— Nothing  in 
this  Act  shall  be  construed— 

(1)  to  waive  or  affect  any  defense  of  sov- 
ereigm  immunity  asserted  by  any  State 
under  any  law  or  by  the  United  States: 

(2)  to  preempt  State  choice-of-law  rules 
with  respect  to  claims  brought  by  a  foreign 
nation  or  a  citizen  of  a  foreign  nation; 

(3)  to  affect  the  right  of  any  court  to  trans- 
fer venue,  to  apply  the  law  of  a  foreign  na- 
tion, or  to  dismiss  a  claim  of  a  foreign  na- 
tion or  of  a  citizen  of  a  foreign  nation  on  the 
ground  of  inconvenient  forum: 
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(4)  subject  to  paragraph  (1),  to  create  or 
vest  jurisdiction  in  the  district  courts  of  the 
United  States  over  any  motor  vehicle  acci- 
dent liability  or  dannages  action  subject  to 
this  Act  which  is  not  otherwise  properly  in 
the  United  States  District  Court: 

(5)  to  prevent  insurers  and  insureds  from 
contracting  to  limit  recovery  for  lost  wages 
and  income  under  personal  protection  cov- 
erage such  that  only  60  percent  or  more  of 
lost  wages  or  income  is  covered,  or  to  offset 
death  benefits  under  personal  protection 
coverage  by  amounts  paid  for  lost  wages  and 
replacement  service  losses; 

(6)  to  prevent  an  insurer  from  contracting 
with  personal  protection  insureds,  as  per- 
mitted by  State  law.  to  have  submitted  to 
arbitration  any  dispute  with  respect  to  pay- 
ment of  personal  protection  benefits; 

(7)  to  relieve  a  motorist  of  the  obligations 
imposed  by  State  law  to  purchase  tort  liabil- 
ity insurance  for  personal  injury  to  protect 
third  parties  who  are  not  affected  by  the  im- 
munities of  subsection  (b);  and 

(8)  to  preclude  a  State  from  enacting,  for 
all  motor  vehicle  accident  cases  including 
cases  covered  by  this  Act.  a  minimum  dollar 
value  for  defined  classes  of  cases  involving 
death  or  serious  bodily  injury. 

SEC.  &  APPUCABIUTY  TO  STATES:  CHOICE  OF 
LAW;  JURISDICTION;  AND  CO.N- 
STRUCTION. 

(a)  Election  of  NoNAPPUCABiLm-  by 
STATES.— This  Act  shall  not  apply  in  a  State 
if  such  State  enacts  a  statute  that— 

(1)  cites  the  authority  of  this  subsection: 
and 

(2)  declares  the  election  of  such  State  that 
this  Act  shall  not  apply. 

(b)  NONAPPUCABIUTY  TO  STATE  BY  STATE 

Finding. — (l)  This  Act  shall  not  apply  in  a 
State,  if— 

(A)  the  State  official  charged  with  jurisdic- 
tion over  insurance  rates  for  motor  vehicles 
makes  a  finding  that  the  statewide  average 
motor  vehicle  premiums  in  effect  imme- 
diately before  the  effective  date  of  this  Act 
■for  personal  injury  will  not  be  reduced  by  an 
average  of  at  least  30  percent  for  persons 
choosing  personal  protection  coverage  in 
lieu  of  traditional  tort  liability  pursuant  to 
this  Act  (without  including  any  cost  for  un- 
insured or  underinsured  or  medical  payments 
coverages): 

(B)  the  finding  described  under  subpara- 
graph (A)  is  supported  by  evidence  adduced 
in  public  hearing  and  reviewable  under  the 
State's  administrative  procedure  law;  and 

(C)  the  finding  described  under  subpara- 
graph (A)  and  any  review  of  such  finding  de- 
scribed under  subparagraph  (B)  occurs  no 
later  than  60  days  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act. 

(2)  Premiums  for  personal  injury  referred 
to  under  paragraph  (1)(A)  include  premiums 
for— 

(A)  personal  injury  liability,  uninsured  and 
underinsured  motorists'  liability,  and  medi- 
cal payments  coverage;  and 

(B)  if  applicable— 

(i)  no  fault  benefits  under  no  fault  motor 
vehicle  law;  or 

(ii)  similar  benefits  under  a  law  not  limit- 
ing claims  based  on  fault  for  nonpecuniary 
losses. 

(c)  CrHOiCE  OF  Law.— In  disputes  between 
citizens  of  States  that  elect  nonapplicability 
under  subsection  (a)  and  citizens  of  States 
that  do  not  so  elect,  ordinary  choice  of  law 
principles  shall  apply. 

(d)  Jurisdiction.— This  section  shall  not 
confer  jurisdiction  on  the  district  courts  of 
the  United  States  under  section  1331  or  1337 
or  title  28,  United  States  Code. 


(e)  Construction.— Nothing  in  this  Act 
shall  alter  or  diminish  the  authority  or  obli- 
gation of  the  Federal  courts  to  construe  the 
terms  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  7.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

This  Act  shall  take  effect  60  days  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

S.  1861 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Legal  Re- 
form and  Consumer  Compensation  Act  of 
1996". 
SEC.  2.  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 

The  table  of  contents  for  this  Act  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Sec.  1.  Short  title. 

Sec.  2.  Table  of  contents. 

Sec.  3.  Findings. 

TITLE  I— EARLY  OFFER  AND  RAPID 
RECO"VERY 

Sec.  101.  Early    offer    and    rapid    recovery 
mechanisms. 
TITLE  n— FAIRNESS  IN  LEGAL  FEES 

Sec.  201.  Findings  and  purpose. 

Sec.  202.  Definitions. 

Sec.  203.  Creation  of  a  fiduciary  relation- 
ship. 

Sec.  204.  Written  hourly  rate  fee  agreement. 

Sec.  205.  Nature  of  demand  for  compensa- 
tion. 

Sec.  206.  Time  limit  for,  and  requisite  con- 
tents of,  response  setting  forth 
settlement  offer. 

Sec.  207.  Consequences  of  failure  to  include 
prescribed  material  with  settle- 
ment offer. 

Sec.  208.  No  obligation  to  issue  response:  in- 
admissibility of  demands,  re- 
sponses, and  failure  to  respond. 

Sec.  209.  Effect  of  pre-demand  settlement 
offer. 

Sec.  210.  Pre-retention  offer. 

Sec.  211.  Post-retention  offer  when  a  pre-re- 
tention offer  has  been  made. 

Sec.  212.  Post-retention  offer  when  no  pre- 
retention  offer  has  been  made. 

Sec.  213.  Calculation  of  attorney's  fee  when 
there  is  a  subsequent  resolution 
of  the  claim. 

Sec.  214.  Provision  of  closing  statement. 

Sec.  215.  Effect  of  contravening  agreements. 

Sec.  216.  Inapplicability. 

TITLE  m— APPLICABILITy  AND  RULE  OF 
CONSTRUCTION 

Sec.  301.  Applicability  to  States;  choice  of 
law;  jurisdiction:  and  construc- 
tion. 

Sec.  302.  Effective  date. 

SEC.  3.  FINDINGS. 

The  Congress  finds  that^ 

(1)  the  current  liability  system  is,  all  too 
often,  a  frustrating  experience  for  many  per- 
sonal injury  claimants,  resulting  in  a  time- 
consuming  process  which  provides  inad- 
equate compensation  for  their  injuries; 

(2)  for  other  personal  injury  claimants,  the 
system  can  provide  a  windfall  of  financial 
gain,  greatly  in  excess  of  their  actual  losses; 

(3)  the  unpredictable  and  erratic  system  is 
a  product  of  a  perverse  incentive  structure  in 
which  the  magnitude  of  noneconomic  dam- 
ages is  directly  linked  to.  and  is  a  multiple 
of  the  out-of-pocket  expenses  incurred  by 
the  claimant: 

(4)  the  incentives  of  the  litigation  system 
perpetuate  the  overuse  and  abuse  of  the  med- 
ical system,  costing  the  economy  billions  of 


dollars  and  costing  every  United  States  fam- 
ily hundreds  of  dollars  in  unnecessary  insur- 
ance premiums  and  health  care  expenses; 

(5)  the  system  as  it  has  recently  devel- 
oped— 

(A)  is  highly  regressive; 

(B)  is  often  duplicative  of  and  inconsistent 
with  Federal  regulatory  and  social  welfare 
programs  for  the  protection  of  injured  par- 
ties; 

(C)  is  burdened  by  an  administrative  cost 
structure  that  causes  a  disproportionate 
amount  of  its  dollars  to  go  to  lawyers  rather 
than  to  injured  parties: 

(D)  is  particularly  prejudicial  to  the  com- 
petitive position  of  the  American  small  busi- 
ness community: 

(E)  is  a  major  and  increasing  threat  to  Che 
economic  viability  of  American  cities; 

(F)  imposes  a  major  burden  on  the  Amer- 
ican economy  and  if  reformed  would  signifi- 
cantly enhance  American  productivity  and 
consumer  wealth; 

(G)  is  replete  with  incentives  that  reward 
abusive  claiming  and  defensive  behavior  and 

(H)  is  therefore  a  major  cause  of  the  dan- 
gerous disesteem  increasingly  felt  by  in- 
creasing numbers  of  Americans  toward  the 
legal  system  and.  indeed,  the  rule  of  law 
itself;  and 

(6)  there  is  a  need  for  a  system  of  early 
offer,  rapid  recovery  and  consumer  choice  to 
enable  claimants  to  be  made  whole  and  re- 
cover all  economic  losses  without  resort  to 
complex  and  protracted  litigation. 

TITLE  I— EARLY  OFFER  AND  RAPID 
RECOVERY 
SEC  101.  EARLY  OFFER  AND  RAPID  RECOVEBY 
MECHANISMS. 

(a)  PURPOSE.— The  purpose  of  this  title  is 
to  establish  a  system  of  early  offer  and  rapid 
recovery  to  permit  personal  injury  claimants 
to  recover  their  economic  losses  from  a  re- 
sponsible party  in  a  timely  manner. 

(b)  In  General.— Chapter  ill  of  title  28. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  section: 

"J  1660.  Early  offer  and  rapid  recovery  mecfa- 


•(a)  For  purjwses  of  this  section: 

"(1)  The  term  'allegedly  responsible  party' 
means  a  person,  partnership,  or  corporation, 
and  an  insurer  thereof  alleged  by  the  claim- 
ant to  be  responsible  for  at  least  some  por- 
tion of  an  injury  alleged  by  a  claimant. 

"(2)  The  term  -claimant'  means  an  individ- 
ual who,  in  his  or  her  own  right,  or  vicari- 
ously as  otherwise  permitted  by  law,  is  seek- 
ing compensation  for  personal  injury. 

"(3)  The  term  'clear  and  convincing  evi- 
dence' means  that  measure  or  degree  of  proof 
that  will  produce  in  the  mind  of  the  trier  of 
fact  a  firm  belief  or  conviction  as  to  the 
truth  of  the  allegations  sought  to  be  estab- 
lished. The  level  of  proof  required  to  satisfy 
such  standard  shall  be  more  than  that  re- 
quired under  preponderance  of  the  evidence. 
and  less  than  that  required  for  proof  beyond 
a  reasonable  doubt. 

"(4)  The  term  collateral  benefits'  means 
all  benefits  and  advantages  received  or  enti- 
tled to  be  received  (regardless  of  the  right  of 
recoupment  of  any  other  entity,  through 
subrogation,  trust  agreement,  lien,  or  other- 
wise) by  an  injured  individual  (or  other  en- 
tity) as  reimbursement  of  loss  because  of 
personal  injury— 

"(A)  payable  or  required  to  be  paid  by— 

"(i)  Federal.  State,  or  other  fovemmental 
disability,  unemployment,  or  sickness  pro- 
grams: 

"(ii)  under  the  terms  of  any  FeCerju.  State, 
or  other  governmental  or  private  health  in- 
surance, accident  insurance,  wage  or  salary 
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continuation  plan,  or  disability  income  in- 
surance; or 

"(iii)  any  other  program  or  compensation 
system,  if  the  payment  is  intended  to  com- 
pensate the  claimant  for  the  same  injury  or 
disability  which  is  the  subject  of  the  claim: 
minus 

"(B)  the  amount  paid  by  such  individual 
(or  by  the  spouse,  parent,  child,  or  legal 
guardian  of  such  individual)  to  secure  the 
payments  described  in  subparagraph  (A). 

"(5)  The  term  'economic  loss'  means  any 
objectively  verifiable  pecuniary  loss  result- 
ing from  the  harm  suffered,  including  past 
and  future  medical  expenses,  loss  of  past  and 
future  earnings,  burial  costs,  property  dam- 
age accompanying  bodily  Injury,  costs  of  re- 
placement services  in  the  home,  including 
child  care,  transportation,  food  preparation, 
and  household  care,  costs  of  making  reason- 
able accommodations  to  a  personal  resi- 
dence, loss  of  emplojrment.  and  loss  of  busi- 
ness or  employment  opportunities,  to  the  ex- 
tent recovery  for  such  losses  is  allowed 
under  applicable  State  law. 

"(6)  The  term  'entity'  includes  an  individ- 
ual or  person. 

"(7)  The  term  'intentional  misconduct' 
means  conduct  whereby  harm  is  inten- 
tionally caused  or  attempted  to  be  caused  by 
one  who  acts  or  fails  to  act  for  the  purpose 
of  causing  harm  or  with  knowledge  that 
harm  is  substantially  certain  to  follow  when 
such  conduct  caused  or  substantially  con- 
tributed to  the  harm  claimed  for.  except  a 
person  does  not  intentionally  cause  or  at- 
tempt to  cause  harm— 

"(A)  merely  because  his  or  her  act  or  fail- 
ure to  act  is  intentional  or  done  with  the  re- 
alization that  it  creates  a  risk  of  harm:  or 

"(B)  if  the  act  or  omission  causing  bodily 
harm  is  for  the  purpose  of  averting  bodily 
harm  to  oneself  or  another  person. 

"(8)  The  term  'liability  claim'  means  a  de- 
mand for  compensation  by  certified  mail  to 
an  allegedly  responsible  party,  which  shall 
set  forth  the  material  facts  relevant  to  the 
claim  including — 

"(A)  the  name,  address,  age.  marital  sta- 
tus, and  occupation  of  claimant,  which  term 
for  the  purposes  of  this  section  includes  the 
injured  party  if  claimant  is  operating  in  a 
representative  capacity; 

"(B)  a  brief  description  of  how  the  injury 
occurred: 

"(C)  the  names,  and,  if  known,  the  address- 
es, telephone  numbers,  and  occupations  of  all 
known  witnesses  to  the  injury; 

"(D)  copies  of  photographs  in  claimant's 
possession  that  relate  to  the  injury; 

"(E)  the  basis  for  claiming  that  the  party 
to  whom  the  claim  is  addressed  is  at  least 
partially  responsible  for  causing  the  injury: 

"(F)  a  description  of  the  nature  of  the  in- 
jury, the  names  and  addresses  of  all  physi- 
cians, other  health  care  providers,  and  hos- 
pitals, clinics,  or  other  medical  service  enti- 
ties that  provided  medical  care  to  the  claim- 
ant or  the  injured  party  including  the  date 
and  nature  of  the  service; 

"(G)  a  copy  of  the  medical  records  relating 
to  the  injury  and  those  involving  a  prior  in- 
jury or  preexisting  medical  condition  which 
an  allegedly  responsible  party  would  be  able 
to  introduce  into  evidence  in  a  trial  or.  in 
lieu  of  either  or  both,  executed  releases  au- 
thorizing the  allegedly  responsible  party  to 
obtain  such  records  directly  from  health  care 
providers  that  produced  or  possess  them:  and 

•■(H)  relevant  documents,  including  records 
of  earnings  if  a  claimant  is  self-employed 
and  employer  records  of  earnings  if  a  claim- 
ant is  employed,  and  any  medical  expenses, 
wages  lost,  or  other  pertinent  damages  suf- 
fered as  a  consequence  of  the  injury. 


"(9)  The  term  'noneconomic  loss'  means 
nonmonetary  losses  including  punitive  dam- 
age claims  and  further  including  without 
being  limited  to  pain,  suffering,  inconven- 
ience, mental  suffering,  emotional  distress, 
loss  of  society  and  companionship,  loss  of 
consortium,  hedonic  damages,  injury  to  rep- 
utation, and  humiliation. 

"(10)  The  term  'punitive  damages'  means 
damages  awarded  against  any  person  or  en- 
tity to  punish  such  persons  or  entity  or  to 
deter  such  person  or  entity,  or  others,  from 
engaging  in  similar  behavior  in  the  future. 

••(11)  The  term  "reasonable  attorney's  fee' 
means  an  hourly  fee  for  services  rendered 
subsequent  to  the  execution  of  a  written 
agreement  establishing  an  attorney-client 
relationship  that  bears  a  reasonable  relation 
to  the  attorney's  actual  efforts  on  the  cli- 
ent's behalf.  Fees  shall  not  be  deemed  rea- 
sonable to  the  extent  that  services  provided 
by  an  attorney  are  attributable  to  any  fail- 
ure to  provide  reasonably  prompt  notice  pur- 
suant to  subsection  (b)(l)(A)(ii). 

"(12)  The  term  'serious  bodily  injury' 
means  bodily  injury  which  results  in  death, 
dismemberment,  significant  and  permanent 
loss  of  an  important  bodily  function,  or  sig- 
nificant and  permanent  scarring  or  disfigure- 
ment. 

"(13)  The  term  "wanton  misconduct'  means 
conduct  that  the  allegedly  responsible  party 
realized  was  excessively  dangerous,  done 
heedlessly  and  recklessly,  and  with  a  con- 
scious disregard  of  the  consequences  to  or 
rights  and  safety  of  the  claimant. 

"(b)(1)(A)  After  an  occurrence  that  may 
give  rise  to  a  civil  action  or  claim  against 
any  person,  in  any  Federal  or  State  court 
based  on  any  cause  of  action  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  personal  injury,  any  potentially  al- 
legedly responsible  party  has  the  option  to 
offer,  not  later  than  the  later  of— 

"(i)  120  days  after  the  injury;  or 

"(ii)  120  days  after  the  initiation  of  the  li- 
ability claim. 

to  compensate  a  claimant  for  reasonable  eco- 
nomic loss,  including  future  economic  loss, 
less  collateral  benefits,  and  including  a  rea- 
sonable attorney's  fee  for  the  claimant. 

"(B)  If  within  30  daysof  receipt  of  a  liabil- 
ity claim  an  allegedly  responsible  party  no- 
tifies an  unrepresented  claimant  or  a  claim- 
ant's attorney  of  a  request  for  a  medical  ex- 
amination of  the  claimant,  and  the  claimant 
is  not  made  available  for  such  examination 
within  10  days  of  receipt  of  the  request,  the 
time  provided  by  this  section  for  issuing  a 
response  is  extended  by  1  day  for  each  day 
that  the  request  is  not  honored  after  the  ex- 
piration of  10  days  from  the  date  of  the  re- 
quest. Any  such  extension  shall  also  include 
a  further  period  of  10  days  from  the  date  of 
the  completion  of  the  medical  examination. 

"(C)  The  claimant  may  extend  the  time  for 
receiving  the  offer  specified  in  subparagrraph 
(A). 

"(2)  States  may  establish  for  all  cases,  in- 
cluding cases  covered  by  this  title,  a  mini- 
mum dollar  value  for  defined  classes  involv- 
ing death  or  serious  bodily  injury.  A  claim- 
ant shall  have  the  option  of  accepting  such 
minimum  dollar  value  payable  in  lump  sum. 
or  accepting  the  benefit  specified  in  para- 
graph (1)(A). 

"(c)  An  offer  under  subsection  (b)  may  in- 
clude other  allegedly  responsible  parties,  in- 
dividuals, or  entities  that  were  involved  in 
the  events  which  gave  rise  to  the  civil  ac- 
tion, regardless  of  the  theory  of  liability  on 
which  the  claim  is  based,  upon  their  request 
or  consent. 

"(d)  Future  economic  losses  shall  be  pay- 
able to  an  individual  under  this  section  as 
such  losses  occur. 


"•(e)  If,  after  an  offer  is  made  under  sub- 
section (b),  the  participants  in  the  offer  dis- 
pute their  relative  contributions  to  the  pay- 
ments to  be  made  to  the  individual,  such  dis- 
putes shall  be  resolved  through  binding  arbi- 
tration in  accordance  with  applicable  rules 
and  procedures  established  by  the  Attorney 
(General  of  the  United  States. 

"(D(l)  The  claimant  may  reject  an  offer  of 
compensation  made  under  subsection  (b)  and 
elect  to  bring  or  maintain  a  civil  action. 
Upon  rejection  of  the  offer,  the  claimant 
may  recover  economic  loss,  including  future 
economic  loss,  less  collateral  benefits.  The 
amount  of  collateral  benefits  shall  be  deter- 
mined by  the  court  in  a  pretrial  proceeding. 
In  any  subsequent  proceeding  in  the  action, 
no  evidence  shall  be  admitted  as  to  the 
amount  of  economic  loss  for  which  collateral 
benefits  have  been  paid  to.  or  will  be  paid  to, 
the  claimant.  The  claimant  may  recover  for 
noneconomic  loss  to  the  extent  authorized 
by  other  applicable  law  only  if  the  claimant 
proves  each  element  of  the  claim  for  non- 
economic  loss  by  clear  and  convincing  evi- 
dence, that  the  allegedly  responsible  party 
caused  the  injury  by  intentional  or  wanton 
misconduct. 

"(2)  A  notice  of  such  a  rejection  is  required 
to  be  made  not  later  than  90  days  after  the 
date  on  which  the  offer  of  compensation  ben- 
efits is  made.  A  failure  to  accept  the  offer 
within  the  90-day  period  is  deemed  a  rejec- 
tion. 

"(g)  Rejected  offers  may  not  be  disclosed 
in  any  subsequent  action  brought  by  the 
claimant. 

"(h)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  con- 
strued to— 

"(1)  waive  or  affect  any  defense  of  sov- 
ereign immunity  asserted  by  any  State 
under  any  law; 

"(2)  waive  or  affect  any  defense  of  sov- 
ereign immunity  asserted  by  the  United 
States: 

"(3)  affect  the  applicability  of  any  provi- 
sion of  chapter  97; 

"(4)  preempt  State  choice-of-law  rules  with 
respect  to  claims  brought  by  a  foreign  nation 
or  a  citizen  of  a  foreign  nation; 

"(5)  affect  the  right  of  any  court  to  trans- 
fer venue  or  to  apply  the  law  of  a  foreigrn  na- 
tion or  to  dismiss  a  claim  of  a  foreign  nation 
or  of  a  citizen  of  a  foreign  nation  on  the 
ground  of  inconvenient  forum; 

"(6)  affect  any  applicable  statute  of  limita- 
tions of  any  State  or  of  the  United  States. 
except  as  expressly  provided  in  this  title;  or 

"(7)  impair  any  right  of  a  provider  of  col- 
lateral benefits  to  seek  reimbursement  out- 
side of  the  claimant's  cause  of  action  where 
permitted  by  State  law.  other  than  by  a  lien 
on  the  recovery  of  the  claimant. 

"(i){l)  This  section  shall  not  apply  to  acci- 
dental bodily  injury  caused  by  the  operation 
or  the  use  of  a  motor  vehicle  in  claims  in 
which  an  uninsured  motorist  or  a  personal 
protection  insured  is  involved. 

"(2)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection  the 
term  "operation  or  use' — 

""(A)  means  operation  or  use  of  a  motor  ve- 
hicle as  a  motor  vehicle,  including,  incident 
to  its  operation  or  use  as  a  vehicle,  the  occu- 
pation of  the  vehicle: 

"(B)  does  not  cover  conduct  within  the 
course  of  a  business  of  manufacturing,  sell- 
ing, or  maintaining  a  motor  vehicle,  includ- 
ing repairing,  servicing,  washing,  loading,  or 
unloading::  and 

"(C)  does  not  include  such  conduct  not 
within  the  course  of  such  a  business  unless 
such  conduct  occurs  while  occupying  a 
motor  vehicle.". 

(c)  Technical  and  Conforming  amend- 
ments.—The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  111 
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of  title  28,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  item: 
"'1660.  Early  offer  and  rapid  recovery  mecha- 
nisms.". 
TITLE  II— FAIRNESS  IN  LEGAL  FEES 
SEC.  201.  FINDINGS  AND  PURPOSE. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  finds  that  con- 
tingency fees  play  a  useful  and  often  critical 
role  in  ensuring  access  to  counsel  and  the 
courts  on  the  part  of  those  who  would  other- 
wise be  unable  to  afford  such  access,  but 
that— 

(1)  personal  injury  claimants  are  often  sub- 
jected to  unnecessary  costs,  delays,  and  inef- 
ficiencies in  processing  their  compensation 
claims: 

(2)  virtually  all  such  claimants  who  are 
represented  by  attorneys  are  charged  contin- 
gent fees; 

(3)  the  ethical  and  legal  validity  of  a  con- 
tingent fee  is  dependent  upon  an  attorney 
undertaking  risk  in  exchange  for  sharing 
proportionately  in  the  proceeds  of  a  claim: 

(4)  the  perverse  incentives  of  the  existing 
system  often  encourage  and  reward  defend- 
ants who  take  intransigent  settlement  posi- 
tions and  otherwise  unethically  add  to  the 
costs  and  delays  of  settling  meritorious 
claims  for.  among  other  reasons,  the  purpose 
of  reducing  the  marginal  rates  of  compensa- 
tion received  by  claimants'  counsel: 

(5)  many  deserving  claimants  receive  in- 
equitable compensation  because — 

(A)  such  claimants  are  required  to  pay  at- 
torneys approximately  one-third  or  more  of 
any  recovery  even  when  there  is  little  or  no 
issue  of  liability  or  damages  and  therefore 
little  or  no  assumption  of  risk  by  the  attor- 
ney: and 

(B)  when  a  defendant  or  its  insurer  has 
made  a  substantial  settlement  offer  before 
the  attorney's  retention  or  shortly  there- 
after and  the  attorney  has  added  little  or 
nothing  to  the  value  of  the  claim  to  that 
point,  payment  of  a  substantial  contingent 
fee  is  nonetheless  generally  required: 

(6)  the  current  compensation  system  often 
fails  to  provide  sufficient  finaincial  incen- 
tives to  effectuate  prompt  and  adequate 
compensation  to  deserving  claimants,  result- 
ing in — 

(A)  delays  in  adjudications  and  case  settle- 
ments often  caused  by  intransigent  defend- 
ant conduct  that  the  present  system  per- 
versely rewards  and  thereby  deprives  claim- 
ants of  prompt  compensation: 

(B)  a  substantial  burden  on  Federal  and 
State  courts  contributing  to  very  high  catse 
backlogs:  and 

(C)  regressive  cost  burdens  and  substantial 
avoidable  costs  imposed  on  all  parties  result- 
ing from  the  long  delays  in  resolving  many 
claims; 

(7)  the  current  tort  compensation  system 
which  results  in  delays  in  resolving  claims 
and  which  effectively  provides  for  increased 
noneconomic  damages  and.  therefore,  in- 
creased legal  fees  as  medical  care  costs  in- 
crease, provides  perverse  financial  incentives 
for  both  more  intensive  and  unnecessary  use 
of  medical  care  providers  and  the  fraudulent 
incurrence  of  medical  care  expenses,  thereby 
adding  materially  to  the  Nation's  health 
care  costs  and  burdens; 

(8)  delays  in  resolving  claims  often  result 
in  more  intensive  and  unnecessary  use  of 
medical  care  providers,  thereby  adding  to 
the  Nation's  health  care  burden: 

(9)  the  claims  process  gives  rise  to  substan- 
tial, avoidable  transaction  costs  because  of 
the  lack  of  adequate  incentives  for  defend- 
ants and  their  insurers  to  offer  prompt  and 
equitable  settlements  to  meritorious  claim- 
ants and  because  claimants'  attorneys  exact 


a  significant  share  of  any  settlement  even 
when  their  efforts  do  not  generate  or  aug- 
ment the  settlement  offer; 

(10)  contingency  fee  practices,  as  described 
in  the  preceding  paragraphs,  expose  a  clear 
and  impermissible  gap  between  (A)  the  ethi- 
cal standards  established  and  promulgated 
by  courts  and  professed  by  the  Bar.  and  (B) 
the  actual  practices  of  the  Bar: 

(11)  contingency  fee  practices,  as  described 
in  the  preceding  paragraphs,  bring  substan- 
tial disrepute  to  the  Bar  and  to  the  legal  sys- 
tem as  a  whole  and  loss  of  confidence  in  the 
rule  of  law  itself,  not  the  least  because  they 
create  and  expose  broad  gaps  between  the 
stated  ethical  principles  of  the  legal  profes- 
sion and  its  real  world  practices: 

(12)  the  inability  of  the  Bar  and  the  courts 
to  curb  contingency  fee  abuses  has  led  to 
higher  settlement  costs,  lowered  compensa- 
tion to  injured  persons,  excessive  medical 
care  costs  and  delayed  claims  processing: 
and 

(13)  there  is  a  need  for  adopting  a  proce- 
dure to  implement  appropriate  ethical  and 
legal  standards  and  to  resolve  personal  in- 
jury claims  more  fairly  and  promptly. 

(b)  Purposes.— The  purposes  of  this  title 
are  to — 

(1)  enforce  more  efficiently  and  effectively 
ethical  standards  governing  the  reasonable- 
ness of  lawyers'  fees  and  correspondingly  to 
implement  the  stricter  scrutiny  that  courts 
are  obliged  to  apply  to  contingent  fees; 

(2)  reverse  systemic  incentives  now  in  ef- 
fect so  as  to  reward,  and  not  to  penalize,  de- 
fendants who  make  substantial  early  settle- 
ment offers: 

(3)  compensate  claimants'  attorneys  more 
rationally  by  calculating  their  compensation 
in  relation  to  the  value  of  services  rendered 
and  risks  undeirtaken; 

(4)  compensate  more  fairly  those  seeking 
redress  for  injuries  by  giving  them  a  larger 
share  of  promptly  achieved  settlements: 

(5)  further  enhance  the  likelihood  of  early 
settlement  of  claims  by  preserving  a  larger 
share  of  early  settlement  offers  for  claim- 
ants; 

(6)  lower  the  costs  of  the  personal  injury 
tort  compensation  system  including  unnec- 
essary medical  and  defense  costs: 

(7)  remove  the  burdens  on  interstate  com- 
merce and  the  Nation's  health  care  programs 
that  are  imposed  by  the  current  tort  com- 
pensation system: 

(8)  create  a  simple,  self-enforcing  system, 
controlled  by  the  parties,  which  forms  an 
early  basis  for  establishing  the  sums  and 
issues  that  are  in  dispute: 

(9)  reduce  unworkable  burdens  now  placed 
on  courts  and  bar  grievance  boards  presently 
charged  with  enforcing  ethical  standards 
through  ex  post  facto,  case-by-case  fact  find- 
ing processes  that  pose  difficult  burdens  of 
proof  and  impose  disproportionate  trans- 
action costs  on  both  parties  and  fact  finders; 
and 

(10)  provide  alternatives  to  across-the- 
board  fee  cap  reforms,  which  often  provide 
defendants  with  unearned  advantages  and 
further  encourage  many  defendants  in  uneth- 
ical protraction  of  settlement  of  meritorious 
claims. 

SEC.  202.  DEFINmONS. 

For  purposes  of  this  title: 

(1)  The  term  "allegedly  responsible  party" 
means  a  person,  partnership,  corporation, 
and  an  insurer  thereof,  alleged  by  a  claimant 
to  be  responsible  for  at  least  some  portion  of 
a  personal  injury  alleged  by  claimant. 

(2)  The  term  "claim"  means  an  assertion  of 
entitlement  to  compensation  for  personal  in- 
jury from  an  allegedly  responsible  party  and. 


to  the  extent  subject  to  a  contingent  fee 
agreement,  to  all  other  related  claims  aris- 
ing from  such  injury. 

(3)  The  term  ""claimant"  means  an  individ- 
ual who.  in  his  or  her  own  right,  or  vicari- 
ously as  otherwise  permitted  by  law.  is  seek- 
ing compensation  for  personal  injury. 

(4)  The  term  "contingent  fee"'  means  the 
fee  negotiated  in  a  contingent  fee  agreement 
that  is  payable  in  fact  or  in  effect  only  from 
the  proceeds  of  any  recovery  on  behalf  of 
claimant. 

(5)  The  term  ""contingent  fee  agreement" 
means  a  fee  agreement  between  an  attorney 
and  claimant  wherein  the  attorney  agrees  to 
bear  the  risk  of  no  or  inadequate  compensa- 
tion in  exchange  for  a  proportionate  share  of 
any  recovery  by  settlement  or  verdict  ob- 
tained for  claimant. 

(6)  The  term  ""contingent  fee  attorney" 
means  an  attorney  who  agrees  to  represent 
claimant  in  exchange  for  a  contingent  fee. 

(7)  The  term  "fixed  fee"  means  an  agree- 
ment between  an  attorney  and  claimant 
whereby  the  attorney  agrees  to  perform  a 
specific  legal  task  in  exchange  for  a  specified 
sum  to  be  paid  by  claimant. 

(8)  The  term  "hourly  rate  fee"  means  the 
fee  generated  by  an  agreement,  or  otherwise 
by  operation  of  law.  between  an  attorney  and 
claimant  providing  that  claimant  pay  the  at- 
torney a  fee  determined  by  multiplying  the 
hourly  rate  negotiated,  or  otherwise  set  by 
law,  between  the  attorney  and  claimant,  by 
the  number  of  hours  that  the  attorney  has 
worked  on  behalf  of  claimant  in  furtherance 
of  claimant's  interest.  An  hourly  rate  fee 
may  also  be  a  contingent  fee  to  the  extent  it 
is  only  payable  in  fact  or  in  effect  from  the 
proceeds  of  any  recovery  on  behalf  of  claim- 
ant. 

(9)  The  term  ""injury"  means  personal  in- 
jury. 

(10)  The  term  ""personal  injury"  means  an 
occurrence  resulting  from  any  act  giving  rise 
to  a  tort  claim,  including,  without  limita- 
tion, bodily  injury,  sickness,  disease,  death, 
or  property  damage  accompanying  bodily  in- 
jury. 

(11)  The  term  ""post-retention  offer"  means 
an  offer  of  settlement  in  response  to  a  de- 
mand for  compensation  made  within  the 
time  constraints,  and  conforming  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  title,  made  to  a  claimant  who 
is  represented  by  a  contingent  fee  attorney. 

(12)  The  term  "pre-retention  offer"  means 
an  offer  to  settle  a  claim  for  compensation 
made  to  a  claimant  not  represented  by  an  at- 
torney at  the  time  of  the  offer. 

(13)  The  term  ""response"  means  a  written 
communication  by  claimant  or  an  allegedly 
responsible  party  or  the  attorney  for  either, 
deposited  into  the  United  States  mail  and 
sent  certified  mail  or  delivered  by  an  over- 
night delivery  service. 

(14)  The  term  ••settlement  offer"  means  a 
written  offer  of  settlement  set  forth  in  a  re- 
sponse within  the  time  limits  set  forth  In 
this  title. 

SEC.  203.  CREATICm  OF  A  FIDUCIARY  RELATION- 
SHIP. 

For  purposes  of  this  title,  a  fiduciary  rela- 
tionship commences  when  a  claimant 
consults  a  contingent  fee  attorney  to  seek 
professional  services. 

SEC  204.  WRITTEN  HOURLY  RATE  FEE  AGREE- 
MENT. 

Contingent  fee  agreements  for  the  rep- 
resentation of  parties  with  claims  shall  also 
include  alternate  hourly  rate  fees.  If  a  con- 
tingent fee  attorney  has  not  entered  into  a 
written  agreement  with  claimant  at  the  time 
of  retention  setting  forth  the  attorney's 
hourly  rate,  then  a  reasonable  hourly  rate  is 
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payable,  subject  to  the  limitations  set  forth 
in  this  title. 

SEC.  2I»5.  NATURE  OF  DEMAND  FOR  COMPENSA- 
TION. 

(a)  In  General.— At  any  time  after  reten- 
tion, a  contingent  fee  attorney  pursuing  a 
claim  shall  send  a  demand  for  compensation 
by  certified  mail  to  an  allegedly  responsible 
party,  which  shall  set  forth  the  material 
facts  relevant  to  the  claim  including — 

(1)  the  name,  address,  age.  marital  status, 
and  occupation  of  claimant,  which  term  for 
the  purposes  of  this  title  includes  the  injured 
party  if  claimant  is  operating  in  a  represent- 
ative capacity; 

(2)  a  brief  description  of  how  the  injury  oc- 
curred; 

(3)  the  names,  and.  if  known,  the  addresses, 
telephone  numbers,  and  occupations  of  all 
known  witnesses  to  the  injury; 

(4)  copies  of  photographs  in  claimant's  pos- 
session that  relate  to  the  injury; 

(5)  the  basis  for  claiming  that  the  party  to 
whom  the  claim  is  addressed  is  at  least  par- 
tially responsible  for  causing  the  injury: 

(6)  a  description  of  the  nature  of  the  in- 
jury, the  names  and  addresses  of  all  physi- 
cians, other  health  care  providers,  and  hos- 
pitals, clinics,  or  other  medical  service  enti- 
ties that  provide  medical  care  to  claimant  or 
the  injured  party  including  the  date  and  na- 
ture of  the  service; 

(7)  medical  records  relating  to  the  injury 
and  those  involving  a  prior  injury  or  pre-ex- 
isting medical  condition  which  an  allegedly 
responsible  party  would  be  able  to  introduce 
into  evidence  in  a  trial  or,  in  lieu  of  either  or 
both,  executed  releases  authorizing  the  al- 
legedly responsible  party  to  obtain  such 
records  directly  from  health  care  providers 
that  produced  or  possess  them;  and 

(8)  relevant  documentation,  including 
records  of  earnings  if  a  claimant  is  self-em- 
ployed and  employer  records  of  earnings  if  a 
claimant  is  employed,  or  any  medical  ex- 
penses, wages  lost,  or  other  pertinent  dam- 
ages suffered  as  a  consequence  of  the  injury. 

(b)  Madjng  of  Copies.— At  the  time  of  the 
mailing  of  the  demand  for  compensation,  a 
claimant's  attorney  shall  mail  copies  of  each 
such  demand  to  the  claimant  and  to  every 
other  allegedly  responsible  party. 

(c)  Limitation  on  Fee.— A  fee  received  by 
or  contracted  for  by  a  contingent  fee  attor- 
ney that  exceeds  10  percent  of  any  settle- 
ment or  judgment  received  by  his  or  her  cli- 
ent after  reasonable  expenses  have  been  de- 
ducted is  unreasonable  and  excessive  if  the 
attorney  has  sent  a  timely  demand  for  com- 
pensation but  has  omitted  information  of  a 
material  nature  that  is  required  by  this  sec- 
tion which  he  or  she  had  in  his  or  her  posses- 
sion or  which  was  readily  available  to  him  or 
her  at  the  time  of  filing. 

SEC.  20&  TIME  LIMIT  FOR.  AND  REQUISITE  CON- 
TENTS OF.  RESPONSE  SETTING 
FORTH  SETTLEMENT  OFFER. 

(a)  Post-Retention  Offer.— To  qualify  its 
response  as  a  post-retention  offer  under  this 
title,  an  allegedly  responsible  party  shall— 

(1)  issue  a  response  stating  a  settlement 
offer  within  60  days  from  receipt  of  a  demand 
for  compensation: 

(2)  send  the  response  to  claimant's  attor- 
ney with  a  copy  to  claimant: 

(3)  state  that  the  offer  is  open  for  accept- 
ance for  a  minimum  of  30  days  from  the  time 
of  its  receipt  by  claimant's  attorney  and  fur- 
ther state  whether  it  expires  at  the  end  of 
this  period  or  remains  open  for  acceptance 
for  a  longer  period  or  until  notice  of  with- 
drawal is  given:  and 

(4)  include  with  the  offer  copies  of  mate- 
rials in  its  or  its  attorney's  possession  con- 


cerning the  alleged  injury  upon  which  the  al- 
legedly responsible  party  relied  in  making 
the  settlement  offer  except  material  that 
such  party  or  its  attorney  believes  in  good 
faith  would  not  be  discoverable  by  claimant 
during  the  course  of  litigation. 
If  reproduction  costs  under  paragrraph  (4) 
would  be  significant  relative  to  the  size  of 
the  offer,  the  allegedly  responsible  party 
may.  in  the  alternative,  offer  other  forms  of 
access  to  the  materials  convenient  and  at 
reasonable  cost  to  claimant's  attorney. 

(b)  Time  Limitations.— If  within  30  days  of 
receipt  of  a  claimant's  demand  for  com- 
pensation an  allegedly  responsible  party  no- 
tifies an  unrepresented  claimant  or  a  claim- 
ant's attorney  that  it  seeks  to  have  a  medi- 
cal examination  of  claimant,  and  claimant  is 
not  made  available  for  such  examination 
within  10  days  of  receipt  of  the  request,  the 
time  herein  provided  for  issuing  a  response  is 
extended  by  1  day  for  each  day  that  the  re- 
quest is  not  honored  after  the  expiration  of 
10  days  from  the  date  of  the  request.  Any 
such  extension  also  includes  a  further  p>eriod 
of  10  days  from  the  date  of  the  completion  of 
the  medical  examination. 

(c)  INCREASE  IN  OFFER.— The  Settlement 
offer  may  be  increased  during  the  60-day  pe- 
riod set  forth  in  subsection  <a)(l)  by  issuing 
an  additional  offer  stating  that  the  time  for 
acceptance  is  10  days  after  receipt  of  the  ad- 
ditional offer  by  claimant's  attorney  or  30 
days  from  receipt  of  the  initial  response, 
whichever  is  longer,  unless  the  additional  re- 
sponse specifies  a  longer  period  of  time  for 
acceptance  as  set  forth  in  subsection  (a)(3). 

SEC.  207.  CONSEQUENCES  OF  FAILURE  TO  IN- 
CLUDE PRESCRIBED  MATERIAL 
WITH  SETTLEMENT  OFFER. 

(a)  In  Gen-eral.- If  an  allegedly  respon- 
sible party  or  its  attorney  willfully  fails  to 
include  the  material  required  by  section 
206(a)(4)  with  a  response  stating  a  settlement 
offer  or  does  not  otherwise  make  such  mate- 
rial available — 

(1)  a  claimant  may  revoke  its  acceptance 
of  such  settlement  offer  within  2  years  of 
having  accepted  it;  and 

(2)  any  fees  and  costs  reasonably  incurred 
by  a  claimant  in  revoking  its  acceptance  of 
such  settlement  offer  and  reinstating  its 
claim  is  recoverable  from  the  allegedly  re- 
sponsible party,  including  the  losses  suffered 
by  a  claimant  who  is  precluded  from  rein- 
stating its  claim  by  operation  of  a  statute  of 
limitations. 

(b)  Sanctions  for  Party.— Willful  failure 
of  an  allegedly  responsible  party  to  comply 
with  section  206(a)(4)  shall  subject  such 
party  to  the  sanctions  applicable  to  a  party 
who  fails  to  comply  with  requests  for  the 
production  of  documents. 

(c)  Sanctions  for  attorney.— Willful  fail- 
ure of  an  attorney  for  an  allegedly  respon- 
sible party  to  comply  with  section  206(a)(4) 
shall  subject  that  attorney  to  the  same  sanc- 
tions applicable  to  attorneys  who  improperly 
counsel  their  clients  not  to  produce  docu- 
ments for  which  there  has  been  a  discovery 
request. 

SEC.  208.  NO  OBUGATION  TO  ISSUE  RESPONSE; 
INADMISSIBILITY  OF  DEMANDS,  RE- 
SPONSES, AND  FAILURE  TO  RE- 
SPOND. 

(a)  No  Obligation  To  Respond.— Nothing 
in  this  title  imposes  on  an  allegedly  respon- 
sible party  an  obligation  to  issue  a  response 
to  a  demand  for  compensation. 

(b)  iNADMissiBiLTri-  OF  OFFER.— Demands 
for  compensation,  early  settlement  offers,  or 
the  failure  of  an  alleredly  responsible  party 
to  issue  same,  are  Inaidmissible  in  any  subse- 
quent litigation,  proceeding,  or  arbitration, 
to  the  extent  that  evidence  of  settlement  ne- 


gotiations is  inadmissible  in  the  jurisdiction 
where  the  case  is  brought. 

SEC.  209.  EFFECT  OF  PRE-DEMAND  SETTLEMENT 
OFFER. 

A  settlement  offer  to  an  injured  party  rep- 
resented by  a  contingent  fee  counsel  made 
before  receipt  of  a  demand  for  compensation, 
which  is  open  for  acceptance  for  60  days  or 
more  from  the  time  of  its  receipt  and  which 
conforms  to  the  requirements  of  section  206, 
is  deemed  a  post-retention  offer  and  has  the 
same  effect  under  this  title  as  if  it  were  a  re- 
sponse to  a  demand  for  compensation. 

SEC.  210.  PRE-RETENTION  OFFER. 

(a)  PROHIBrTION    OF    PERCENTAGE    FEE    OF 

Pre-Retention  Offer.— It  is  a  violation  of 
this  title  for  an  attorney  retained  after 
claimant  has  received  a  pre-retention  offer 
to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  claimant  to 
receive  a  contingent  fee  based  upon  or  pay- 
able from  the  proceeds  of  the  pre-retention 
offer,  provided  that  the  pre-retention  offer 
remains  in  effect  or  is  renewed  until  the 
time  has  elapsed  for  issuing  a  response  con- 
taining a  settlement  offer  as  defined  under 
section  206. 

(b)  Unreasonable  and  Excessive  Fee.— An 
attorney  entering  into  a  fee  agreement  that 
would  effectively  result  in  payment  of  a  per- 
centage of  a  pre-retention  offer  to  a  claim- 
ant has  charged  an  unreasonable  and  exces- 
sive fee. 

(c)  Presl-mptive  Reasonable  Fee.— An  at- 
torney who  contracts  with  a  claimant  for  a 
reasonable  hourly  rate  or  a  reasonable  fixed 
fee.  or  who  is  paid  such  a  fee  for  advising 
claimant  regarding  the  fairness  of  the  pre-re- 
tention offer,  has  cnarged  a  presumptively 
reasonable  fee. 

SEC.  211.  POST- RETENTION  OFFER  WHEN  A  PRE- 
RETEN-TION  OFFER  HAS  BEEN  MADE. 

(a)  Reasonable  Fee  Based  on  Hourly 
Fee.— A  fee  paid  or  contracted  to  be  paid  to 
a  contingent  fee  attorney  by  a  claimant  who 
has  rejected  a  pre-retention  offer  and  who 
later  accepts  a  post-retention  offer  of  a 
greater  amount  is  an  unreasonable  and  ex- 
cessive fee  unless  it  is  an  hourly  rate  fee 
that  does  not  exceed  25  percent  of  the  excess 
of  the  post-retention  offer  over  the  pre-re- 
tention offer. 

(b)  Reasonable  Fee  Based  on  Percen-t- 
age.— If  the  accepted  post-retention  offer  is 
less  than  the  pre-retention  offer,  a  total  fee 
for  all  services  rendered  that  is  greater  than 
10  percent  of  the  first  $100,000  of  the  post-re- 
tention offer  plus  5  ptercent  of  any  amount 
that  exceeds  SIOO.OOO  after  all  reasonable  ex- 
penses have  been  deducted  is  an  unreason- 
able and  excessive  fee. 

SEC.  212.  POST-RETENTION  OFFER  WHEN  NO 
PRE-RETENTION  OFFER  HAS  BEEN 
MADE. 

A  fee  paid  or  contracted  to  be  paid  to  a 
contingent  fee  attorney  by  a  claimant  who 
has  not  received  a  pre-retention  offer  and 
who  has  accepted  a  post-retention  offer  is  an 
unreasonable  and  excessive  fee  unless  it  is  an 
hourly  rate  fee  that  does  not  exceed  10  per- 
cent of  the  first  $100,000  of  the  offer  plus  5 
percent  of  any  amount  that  exceeds  $100,000 
after  all  reasonable  expenses  have  been  de- 
ducted. 

SEC.  213.  CALCULATION  OF  ATTORNEVS  FEE 
WHEN  THERE  IS  A  SUBSEQUENT 
RESOLUTION  OF  THE  CLAIM. 

Irrespective  of  any  pre-retention  offer,  the 
provisions  of  section  212  regarding  maximum 
allowable  fees  remain  in  effect  if  a  post-re- 
tention offer  is  not  accepted  by  claimant 
within  the  time  provided  by  this  title.  Con- 
tingent fees  are  unreasonable  and  excessive 
unless  charged  against  the  difference  be- 
tween an  unaccepted  post-retention  offer  and 
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the  judgment  or  settlement  ultimately  ob- 
tained by  claimant.  When  such  judgment  or 
settlement  is  lower  than  the  unaccepted 
offer,  the  fee  limitations  of  section  212  apply 
against  the  judgment  or  settlement. 

SEC.  2U.  PROVISION  OF  CLOSING  STATEMENT. 

Upon  receipt  of  any  settlement  or  judg- 
ment, and  prior  to  disbursement  thereof,  a 
contingent  fee  attorney  shall  provide  claim- 
ant with  a  written  statement  detailing  how 
the  proceeds  are  to  be  distributed,  including 
the  amount  of  the  expenses  paid  out  or  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  proceeds,  the  amount  of  the 
fee.  how  the  fee  amount  is  calculated,  and 
the  amount  due  claimant. 

SEC  215.  EFFECT  OF  CONTRAVENING  AGREE- 
MENTS. 

(a)  VIOLATION.— A  contingent  fee  attorney 
who  charges  a  fee  that  contravenes  this  title 
has  charged  an  unreasonable  and  excessive 
fee. 

(b)  Excessive  and  Unreasonable  Fees.— If 
the  fee  violates  subsection  (a),  then  it  is  also 
excessive  and  unreasonable  to  the  extent 
that  it  has  not  been  reduced  by  any  reason- 
able fees  and  costs  incurred  by  claimant  in 
establishing  that  the  fee  agreement  con- 
travened this  title. 

(c)  Unenforceable  Fee  agree.me.nts.— Fee 
agreements  between  claimants  and  contin- 
gent fee  attorneys  who  have  charged  fees  de- 
fined under  this  title  as  unreasonable  or  ex- 
cessive are  illegal  and  unenforceable  except 
to  the  extent  provided  in  this  title. 

SEC  216.  INAPPUCABnJTY. 

(a)  Evaluations  and  Collections.— Except 
for  the  provisions  of  section  203,  nothing  in 
this  title  applies  to  an  agreement  between  a 
claimant  and  an  attorney  to  retain  the  at- 
torney— 

(1)  on  an  hourly  rate  fee  or  fixed  fee  basis 
solely  to  evaluate  a  pre-retention  offer;  or 

(2)  to  collect  overdue  amounts  from  an  ac- 
cepted pre-retention  or  post-retention  settle- 
ment offer. 

(b)  Agreements  in  Which  Certain  Offers 
Not  Made.— The  provisions  of  this  title  pro- 
hibiting the  charging  of  contingency  fees  in 
the  absence  of  assuming  meaningful  risk  and 
defining  reasonable  and  unreasonable  fees, 
shall  have  no  effect  on  contingent  fee  agree- 
ments in  cases  in  which  neither  a  pre-reten- 
tion nor  a  post-retention  offer  of  settlement 
is  made. 

(c)  Motor  Vehicle  AcaDENTAL  Bodily  In- 
jury.—(l)  This  title  shall  not  apply  to  acci- 
dental bodily  injury  caused  by  the  operation 
or  the  use  of  a  motor  vehicle  in  claims  in 
which  an  uninsured  motorist  or  personal  pro- 
tection insured  is  involved. 

(2)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection  the 
term  "operation  or  use"— 

(A)  means  operation  or  use  of  a  motor  ve- 
hicle as  a  motor  vehicle,  including,  incident 
to  its  operation  or  use  as  a  vehicle,  the  occu- 
pation of  the  vehicle; 

(B)  does  not  cover  conduct  within  the 
course  of  a  business  of  manufacturing,  sell- 
ing, or  maintaining  a  motor  vehicle,  includ- 
ing repairing,  servicing,  washing,  loading,  or 
unloading;  and 

(C)  does  not  include  such  conduct  not  with- 
in the  course  of  such  a  business  unless  such 
conduct  occurs  while  occupying  a  motor  ve- 
hicle. 

TITLE  ni— "J'PLICABILITY  AND  RULE  OF 
CONSTRUCTION 

SEC.  301.  APPUCABEUTY  TO  STATES;  CHOICE  OF 
LAW;  JURISDICTION;  AND  CON- 
STRUCTION. 

(a)  APPLICABUJTY  TO  STATES.— Title  I  or  11 

of  this  Act  shall  not  apply  in  a  State  if  such 
State  enacts  a  statute  that— 


(1)  cites  the  authority  of  this  subsection; 
and 

(2)  declares  the  election  of  such  State  that 
the  title  shall  not  apply. 

(b)  Choice  of  Law.— in  disputes  between 
citizens  of  States  that  elect  nonapplicability 
under  subsection  (a)  and  citizens  of  States 
that  do  not  so  elect,  ordinary  choice  of  law 
principles  shall  apply. 

(c)  Jurisdiction.— This  section  shall  not 
confer  jurisdiction  on  the  district  courts  of 
the  United  States  under  section  1331  or  1337 
or  title  28.  United  States  Code. 

(d)  Construction.- Nothing  in  this  Act 
shall  alter  or  diminish  the  authority  or  obli- 
gation of  the  Federal  courts  to  construe  the 
terms  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  302.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

This  Act  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

Summary  of  Dole-McConnell  Legal 
Reform  Proposals 
1.  "choice"  in  auto  insurance 
The  principal  feature  of  this  proposal  is 
the  unbundling  of  economic  losses  and  non- 
economic  ("pain  &  suffering")  losses  and  en- 
abling individuals  to  self-insure  for  non-eco- 
nomic losses. 

Without  changing  substantive  state  law  of 
negligence,  the  proposal  would  offer  drivers 
two  choices  for  motor  vehicle  insurance: 

a.  Traditional  tort  coverage — the  injured 
collects  against  his/her  own  policy  for  eco- 
nomic and  non-economic  losses,  upon  a 
showing  that  another  party  was  at  fault. 
pursuant  to  relevant  state  law.  If  the 
injured's  economic  losses  exceed  his/her  pol- 
icy limits,  the  injured  will  be  able  to  sue  the 
negligent  party  for  those  remaining  losses 
and  to  collect  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee;  or 

b.  Personal  Injury  Protection— the  injured 
collects  against  his/her  policy  for  economic 
losses,  regardless  of  fault.  As  in  the  tradi- 
tional tort  coverage,  if  the  injured's  eco- 
nomic loses  exceed  his/her  policy  limits,  the 
injured  will  be  able  to  sue  the  negligent 
party  for  remaining  economic  losses,  includ- 
ing a  reasonable  attorney's  fee. 

In  all  cases  of  intentional  injury  or  injury 
that  occurs  as  a  result  of  drug  or  alcohol  use. 
the  injured  retains  the  ability  to  sue  for  both 
economic  and  non-economic  losses  in  accord- 
ance with  applicable  state  law. 

The  Joint  Economic  Conamittee  estimates 
that  this  proposal  will  save  consumers  $40 
billion  annually  in  reduced  premiums  for 
automobile  insurance. 

2.  CONTINGENT  FEE  REFORM 

This  provision  limits  traditional  contin- 
gent fee  arrangements  in  order  to  ensure 
that  more  of  the  proceeds  of  a  settlement  or 
award  will  more  often  go  to  the  insured 
party. 

First,  an  attorney  would  be  required  to 
offer  all  clients  an  hourly  rate  and  an  hourly 
rate  is  presumed,  if  the  attorney  does  not 
have  a  specific  contingent  fee  agreement. 

Where  an  injured  party  hires  a  lawyer  to 
evaluate  a  settlement  offer  (pre-retention 
offer),  the  attorney  is  prohibited  from  re- 
ceiving a  percentage  of  the  offer.  The  attor- 
ney may  collect  an  hourly  fee  or  a  fixed  fee. 

In  a  case  where  an  injured  party  retains  a 
lawyer  to  engage  in  settlement  negotiations 
on  his  behalf,  and  the  injured  party  accepts 
a  settlement  offer,  the  lawyer  is  restricted  to 
a  fee  of  10%  of  the  first  $100,000  and  5%  of 
amounts  above  $10,000.  after  all  reasonable 
expenses  have  been  deducted. 

If  the  settlement  offer  is  not  accepted  and 
the  case  goes  to  trial,  the  lawyer  may  take 
a  contingent  only  out  of  that  portion  of  the 


award  which  exceeds  the  settlement  offer.  If 
the  judgment  is  lower  than  the  settlement 
offer,  then  the  lawyer's  fee  is  limited  to  the 
10%/5%  formula  above. 

3.  early  offer/rapid  REC0\'ERY 

This  provision,  originally  sponsored  a  dec- 
ade ago  by  Congressmen  Richard  Gephardt 
and  Henson  Moore,  will  encourage  an  injured 
individual  to  receive  an  offer  of  full  com- 
pensation for  economic  losses,  including  fu- 
ture losses,  without  a  lawsuit.  In  order  to  en- 
courage this  offer,  an  injured  individual  will 
be  required,  in  making  a  claim  against  the 
allegedly  responsible  party,  to  provide  all 
relevant  information,  including  medical 
records.  The  allegedly  responsible  party  will 
have  120  days  to  provide  such  economic  com- 
pensation (the  time  may  be  extended  by  the 
claimant),  and  the  allegedly  responsible 
party  can  verify  the  information,  including 
requesting  the  injured  to  get  a  medical  ex- 
amination. 

The  claimant  retains  the  right  to  reject 
such  early  offer  and  may  sue  to  recover  all 
losses.  However,  noneconomic  losses,  includ- 
ing any  punitive  damages  may  only  be  recov- 
ered if  the  injured  party  proves,  by  clear  and 
convincing  evidence,  that  the  injury  was 
caused  intentionally  or  by  wanton  mis- 
conduct. 

In  the  event  of  more  than  one  responsible 
party,  relative  fault  and  proportionate  con- 
tributioo  will  be  assessed  by  an  arbitrator. 

And,  the  states  can  establish  a  minimum 
payment  for  serious  bodily  injury  (for  exam- 
ple, a  loss  of  a  limb  which  may  not  result  in 
significant  economic  losses)  that  will  have 
to  be  paid  to  the  injured  party  under  early 
offer. 

To  satisfy  the  federalism  concerns  raised 
by  some,  the  bill  will  allow  states  to  "opt 
out"  of  any  of  these  provisions.* 


By  Mr.  DASCHLE: 
S.  1863.  A  bill  to  require  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  acquire  perma- 
nent CLowage  and  saturation  easements 
over  land  that  is  located  within  the  10- 
year  flood  plain  of  the  James  River. 
SD.  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Environment  and  Public 
Works. 

EASEMENT  ACQUISmONS  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  since 
1993  the  James  River  has  flooded  nearly 
3  million  acres  of  valuable  farmland  in 
my  State  resulting  in  billions  of  dol- 
lars of  lost  revenue  for  South  Dakota 
producers  and  greatly  diminishing  the 
value  of  their  land  by  washing  away 
valuable  top  soil. 

Clearly,  the  extreme  wet  conditions 
of  the  last  4  years  have  contributed  to 
these  floods.  However.  Mother  Nature 
does  not  bear  sole  responsibility  for  the 
flooding.  The  problem  has  been  af- 
fected by  the  James  River  management 
policy  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers. 

For  producers  to  be  asked  to  con- 
tinue to  bear  these  losses  is  unfair  and 
unacceptable.  Downstream  landowners 
in  South  Dakota  should  not  be  required 
to  accept  financial  losses  directly  in- 
fluenced by  the  corps'  river  manage- 
ment policy. 

Mr.  President,  today  I  am  introduc- 
ing legislation  that  will  provide  land- 
owners aiong  the  James  River  with  a 
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measure  of  seciirity  against  future  high 
water  flows  and  help  ensure  that  the 
Federal  Government  assumes  greater 
responsibility  for  the  damaging  effects 
of  its  river  management  policies.  This 
bill  gives  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers authority  to  purchase  from  will- 
ing sellers  easements  over  land  that  is 
located  within  the  10-year  flood  plain 
of  the  James  River.  Local  producers 
who  wish  to  grant  these  easements  not 
only  will  be  reimbursed  for  the  loss  of 
productivity  on  their  flooded  land,  but 
also  will  retain  their  haying  and  graz- 
ing rights.  Thus,  the  land  will  continue 
to  provide  value  to  farmers  in  rel- 
atively dry  years.  Those  who  do  not 
wish  to  grant  the  corps  these  ease- 
ments will  be  under  no  obligation  to  do 
so. 

This  legislation  will  provide  some  re- 
lief to  landowners  affected  by  the  fre- 
quent flooding  of  the  James  River  in 
South  Dakota  and  represents  part  of 
the  long-term  solution  to  this  trouble- 
some problem.  However,  the  overall 
management  of  the  Jamestown  Dam 
also  needs  to  be  examined,  and  I  will 
continue  to  urge  the  corps  to  take  seri- 
ously the  concerns  of  South  Dakotans 
as  the  operations  manual  for  that  dam 
is  written. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  RECORD. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1863 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  I.  ACQUISmON  OF  EASEMENTS  OVER 
LAND  NEAR  JAMES  RIVER,  SOUTH 
DAKOTA. 

(a)  In  General.— The  Secretary  of  the 
Army  shall  acquire,  from  willing  sellers,  per- 
manent flowage  and  saturation  easements 
over  land  that  is  located  within  the  10-year 
floodplain  of  the  James  River,  South  Da- 
kota. 

(b)  Scope.— 

(1)  In  general.— The  easements  acquired 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  under  sub- 
section (a)  shall  include  the  right,  power, 
and  privilege  of  the  Federal  Government  to 
submerge,  overflow,  percolate,  and  saturate 
the  surface  and  subsurface  of  the  land  and 
such  other  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  considers  appropriate. 

(2)  Haying  and  grazing.— The  Secretary  of 
the  Army  shall  permit  haying  and  grazing  on 
the  land  subject  to  the  easements. 

(c)  Payment.- In  acquiring  the  easements 
under  subsection  (a),  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  shall  pay  an  amount  based  on  the  un- 
affected fee  value  of  the  land  subject  to  the 
easements.  For  the  purpose  of  this  sub- 
section, the  unaffected  fee  value  of  the  land 
is  the  value  that  the  land  would  have  if  the 
land  were  unaffected  by  rising  ground  water 
and  surface  flooding  associated  with  the 
James  River. 

(d)  authorization  of  Appropriations.— 
There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
carry  out  this  section  $40,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  94 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  COVERDELL,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  INHOFE]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  94,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Act  of  1974  to  prohibit 
the  consideration  of  retroactive  tax  in- 
creases. 

S.  6M 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  iNHOFE,  his 
name  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
684,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act  to  provide  for  programs  of 
research  regarding  Parkinson's  disease, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  969 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bradley,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Graham]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
969,  a  bill  to  require  that  health  plans 
provide  coverage  for  a  minimvun  hos- 
pital stay  for  a  mother  and  child  fol- 
lowing the  birth  of  the  child,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.  1166 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Lugar,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Grassley]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  1166,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  In- 
secticide, Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide 
Act,  to  improve  the  registration  of  pes- 
ticides, to  provide  minor  use  crop  pro- 
tection, to  improve  pesticide  toler- 
ances to  safegaurd  infants  and  chil- 
dren, and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1199 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  BOXER,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Johnston]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1199,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  permit  tax- 
exempt  financing  of  certain  transpor- 
tation facilities. 

S.  1578 

At  the  request  of  Ms.  Moseley- 
Braun,  her  name  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1578,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Individuals  With  Disabilities  Edu- 
cation Act  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  fiscal  years  1997  through  2002,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

S.  1610 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bond,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
DOMENici]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  1610,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  clarify  the 
standards  used  for  determining  wheth- 
er individuals  are  not  employees. 

S.  1628 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Brown,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Craig]  and  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
[Mrs.  K.\ssebaum]  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  S.  1628,  a  bill  to  amend  title 
17,  United  States  Code,  relating  to  the 
copyright  interests  of  certain  musical 
performances,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1639 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dole,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Gregg]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
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of  S.  1639,  a  bill  to  require  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  and  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  to  carry 
out  a  demonstration  project  to  provide 
the  Department  of  Defense  with  reim- 
bursement from  the  Medicare  Program 
for  health  care  services  provided  to 
Medicare-eligible  beneficiaries  under 
TRICARE. 

S.  1714 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Burns,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  North  Caro- 
lina [Mr.  Helms]  and  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Warner]  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  S.  1714,  a  bill  to  amend 
title  49,  United  States  Code,  to  ensure 
the  ability  of  utility  providers  to  es- 
tablish, improve,  operate  and  maintain 
utility  structures,  facilities,  and  equip- 
ment for  the  benefit,  safety,  and  well- 
being  of  consumers,  by  removing  limi- 
tations on  maximum  driving  and  on- 
duty  time  pertaining  to  utility  vehicle 
operators  and  drivers,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

S.  1726 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Burns,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  California 
[Mrs.  BOXER],  the  Senator  from  Wyo- 
ming [Mr.  Simpson],  and  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  LOTT]  were  added 
as  cosponsors  of  S.  1726,  a  bill  to  pro- 
mote electronic  commerce  by  facilitat- 
ing the  use  of  strong  encrjrption,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

S.  1731 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Craig,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Cochran]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1731,  A  bill  to  reauthorize  and 
amend  the  National  Geologic  Mapping 
Act  of  1992,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1752 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Simpson,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Craig]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1752,  a  bill  to  amend  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  to  exempt  full-time  reg- 
istered nurses,  physician  assistants, 
and  expanded-function  dental  auxil- 
iaries from  restrictions  on  remuner- 
ated outside  professional  activities. 

S.  1755 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Domenici,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Craig]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1755,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Agri- 
culture Improvement  and  Reform  Act 
of  1996  to  provide  that  assistance  shall 
be  available  under  the  noninsured  crop 
assistance  program  for  native  pasture 
for  livestock,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1781 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Craig,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Hatch]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1781,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Harmonized 
Tariff  Schedule  of  the  United  States  to 
provide  for  duty  free  treatment  for  ep- 
oxide resins. 

S.  1782 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  CRAIG,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Hatch]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
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1782,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Harmonized 
Tariff  Schedule  of  the  United  States  to 
provide  for  duty  free  treatment  for  cer- 
tain injection  molding  machines. 

S.  1783 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Craig,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Hatch]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 

1783,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Harmonized 
Tariff  Schedule  of  the  United  States  to 
provide  for  duty  free  treatment  for  cer- 
tain semi-manufactured  forms  of  gold. 

S.  1786 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Wellstone.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
REID]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1786,  a  bill  to  require  the  Secretary  of 
Veterans  Affairs  and  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Resources  to  carry 
out  a  demonstration  project  to  provide 
the  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs 
with  reimbursement  from  the  medicare 
program  for  health  care  services  pro- 
vided to  certain  medicare-eligible  vet- 
erans. 

S.  1794 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Faircloth,  his 
namie  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1794,  a  bill  to  amend  chapter  83  of  title 
5.  United  States  Code,  to  provide  for 
the  forfeiture  of  retirement  benefits  in 
the  case  of  any  Member  of  Congress, 
congressional  employee,  or  Federal  jus- 
tice or  judge  who  is  convicted  of  an  of- 
fense relating  to  official  duties  of  that 
individual,  and  for  the  forfeiture  of  the 
retirement  allowance  of  the  President 
for  such  a  conviction. 

S.  1848 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Boxer,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Jeffords]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1848,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  encourage 
the  production  and  use  of  clean-fuel  ve- 
hicles, and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1853 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Faircloth,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Shelby],  the  Senator  from  Ala- 
bama [Mr.  Heflin],  the  Senator  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Gramm],  the  Senator  from 
Texas  [Mrs.  Hutchison],  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Coverdell],  the 
Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Helms],  and  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Thurmond]  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  S.  1853,  a  bill  to  amend 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  to  clarify 
the  Federal  jurisdiction  over  offenses, 
relating  to  damage  to  religious  prop- 
erty. 

senate  joint  resolution  8 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Coverdell,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  ABRAHAM]  and  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  INHOFE]  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  Senate  Joint  Resolution 
8,  a  joint  resolution  proposing  an 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  to  prohibit  retroactive 
increases  in  taxes. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  25&-REL- 
ATIVE  TO  THE  ROBERT  J.  DOLE 
BALCONY 

By  Mr.  NICKLES  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Daschle,  Mr.  Lott,  Mr.  Ford,  Mr. 
Thurmond,  Mrs.  Kassebaum,  Mr.  Abra- 
ham, Mr.  Akaka,  Mr.  ASHCROFT,  Mr. 
Baucus,  Mr.  Bennett,  Mr.  Biden,  Mr. 
BiNGAMAN,  Mr.  Bond,  Mrs.  Boxer,  Mr. 
Bradley,  Mr.  Breaux,  Mr.  Brown,  Mr. 
Bryan,  Mr.  Bumpers.  Mr.  Burns,  Mr. 
Byrd,  Mr.  Campbell.  Mr.  Chafee.  Mr. 
Coats.  Mr.  Cochran,  Mr.  Cohen.  Mr. 
Conrad,  Mr.  Coverdell.  Mr.  Craig, 
Mr.  D'Amato,  Mr.  DeWine,  Mr.  DODD, 
Mr.  DOMENia,  Mr.  DORGAN,  Mr.  EXON, 
Mr.  Faircloth,  Mr.  Fedjgold,  Mrs. 
Feinstein,  Mr.  Frist,  Mr.  Glenn,  Mr. 
Gorton,  Mr.  Graham,  Mr.  Gramm,  Mr. 
Grams,  Mr.  Grassley,  Mr.  Gregg,  Mr. 
Harkin,  Mr.  Hatch,  Mr.  Hatfield.  Mr. 
Heflin,  Mr.  Helms,  Mr.  Hollings,  Mrs. 
Hutchison,  Mr.  Inhofe,  Mr.  Inouye, 
Mr.  Jeffords,  Mr.  Johnston,  Mr. 
Kempthorne,  Mr.  Kennedy,  Mr. 
Kerrey,  Mr.  Kerry,  Mr.  Kohl.  Mr. 
Kyl,  Mr.  Lautenberg,  Mr.  Leahy,  Mr. 
Levin,  Mr.  Lieberman,  Mr.  Lugar.  Mr. 
Mack,  Mr.  McCain,  Mr.  McConnell, 
Ms.  MnCULSKI,  Ms.  Moseley-Braun, 
Mr.  Moynihan,  Mr.  Murkowski,  Mrs. 
Murray,  Mr.  Nunn,  Mr.  Pell,  Mr. 
Pressler,  Mr.  Pryor,  Mr.  Reid,  Mr. 
Robb,  Mr.  Rockefeller,  Mr.  Roth,  Mr. 
Santorum,  Mr.  Sarbanes,  Mr.  Shelby, 
Mr.  Simon.  Mr.  Simpson,  Mr.  Smith. 
Ms.  Snowe.  Mr.  Specter.  Mr.  Stevens. 
Mr.  Thomas.  Mr.  Thompson.  Mr.  War- 
ner. Mr.  Wellstont:.  and  Mr.  Wyden) 
submitted  the  following  resolution: 
which  was  considered  and  agreed  to. 
S.  Res.  258 

Resolved.  That  the  balcony  adjacent  to 
rooms  S-230  and  S-231  of  the  United  States 
Capitol  Building  is  hereby  designated  as.  and 
shall  hereafter  be  known  as.  the  "Robert  J. 
Dole  Balcony". 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


1996  SUMMER  OLYMPIC  TORCH 
RELAY  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION 


FORD  AMENDMENT  NO.  4044 

Mr.  SPECTER  (for  Mr.  FORD)  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  the  concurrent 
resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  172)  authoriz- 
ing the  1996  Summer  Olympic  Torch 
Relay  to  be  run  through  the  Capitol 
Grounds,  and  for  other  purposes;  as  fol- 
lows: 

In  section  1  strike  ".  and  the  Olympic 
Torch  may  be  displayed  on  the  Capitol 
Grounds  overnight.". 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE  ON  .-UIMED  SERVICES 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Armed  Services  be  authorized  to 


meet  at  3:30  p.m.  on  Tuesday,  June  11, 
1996,  in  open  session,  to  consider  the 
nominations  of  Gen.  John  H.  Tilelli  Jr., 
USA,  for  reappointment  to  the  grade  of 
general  and  to  be  commander  in  chief, 
U.N.  Command/Combined  Forces  Com- 
mand/United States  Forces,  Korea:  Lt. 
Gen.  Wesley  K.  Clark.  USA.  for  pro- 
motion to  the  grade  of  general  and  to 
be  commander  in  chief.  United  States 
Southern  Command:  and  Lt.  Gen.  Wal- 
ter Kross,  USA,  for  promotion  to  the 
grade  of  general  and  to  be  conunander 
in  chief.  United  States  Transportation 
Command. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMTTTEE  ON  COMMERCE.  SCIENCE,  AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Conmiit- 
tee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Trans- 
portation be  allowed  to  meet  during 
the  Tuesday,  June  11,  1996,  session  of 
the  Senate  for  the  purpose  of  conduct- 
ing a  hearing  on  the  condition  of  live- 
stock markets. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATLTIAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
be  granted  permission  to  meet  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  on  Tuesday, 
June  11,  1996,  for  purposes  of  conduct- 
ing a  full  committee  business  meeting 
which  is  scheduled  to  begin  at  9:30  a.m. 
The  purpose  of  this  meeting  is  to  con- 
sider pending  calendar  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMriTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
be  granted  permission  to  meet  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  on  Tuesday. 
June  11,  1996,  for  purposes  of  conduct- 
ing a  full  committee  hearing  which  is 
scheduled  to  begin  immediately  follow- 
ing the  business  meeting  scheduled  at 
9:30  a.m.  The  purpose  of  this  hearing  is 
to  consider  S.  1010,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
unit  of  general  local  government  defi- 
nition for  Federal  payments  in  lieu  of 
taxes  to  include  unorganized  boroughs 
in  Alaska,  and  for  other  purposes;  S. 
1807,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Alaska  Native 
Claims  Settlement  Act,  regarding  the 
Kake  Tribal  Corp.  public  interest  land 
exchange,  and  S.  1187.  a  bill  to  convey 
certain  real  property  located  in  the 
Tongass  National  Forest  to  Daniel  J. 
Gross.  Sr..  and  Douglas  K.  Gross,  and 
for  other  punwses. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMrTTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIARY 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
imanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
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on  Tuesday,  June  11.  1996,  at  10  a.m.  to 
hold  a  hearing  on  Olympics  and  the 
threat  of  terrorism. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMTTTEE  ON  INDIAN  AFT.UHS 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Indian  Affairs  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Tuesday.  June  11.  1996,  at  9:30  a.m. 
to  conduct  an  oversight  hearing  on  In- 
dian trust  fund  management  by  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior  and  imple- 
mentation of  the  Indian  Trust  Fund 
Management  Act  of  1994.  The  hearing 
will  be  held  in  room  485  of  the  Russell 
Senate  Office  Building. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SELECT  CO-MMnTEE  ON  INTELUGENCE 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  be  author- 
ized to  meet  during  the  session  of  the 
Senate  on  Tuesday.  June  11,  1996,  at 
2:30  p.m.  to  hold  a  closed  meeting  on 
intelligence  matters. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SPECIAL    COMMrrTEE    TO    LNVESTIGATE    WHrPE- 
WATER  DEVELOPMENT  AND  RELATED  MATTERS 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Special 
Committee  to  Investigate  Whitewater 
Development  and  Related  Matters  be 
authorized  to  meet  during  the  session 
of  the  Senate  on  Tuesday,  June  11  and 
Wednesday,  June  12,  1996,  to  conduct 
hearings  pursuant  to  Senate  Resolu- 
tion 120. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCO-MMTTTEE  ON  THE  CONSTmmON. 
FEDERALISM.  AND  PROPERTY  RIGHTS 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Subcommittee 
on  the  Constitution,  Federalism,  and 
Property  Rights  of  the  Senate  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary,  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  a  session  of  the  Senate  on 
Tuesday,  June  11,  1996.  at  2  p.m.,  in 
Senate  Dirksen  room  226,  to  hold  an  ex- 
ecutive business  meeting. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUBCOMMrPTEE  ON  DRINKING  WATER, 
FISHERIES.  AND  WILDLIFE 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Drinking  Water,  Fish- 
eries, and  Wildlife  be  granted  permis- 
sion to  conduct  a  hearing  Tuesday, 
June  11, 1996,  at  9:30  a.m.,  hearing  room 
(SD-406),  on  implementation  of  salmon 
and  steelhead  recovery  efforts  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest  to  solicit  testimony 
on  installation  of  the  surface  collector 
at  Lower  Granite  Dam,  recommenda- 
tions of  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences  and  the  Snake  River  Recovery 
team  on  independent  peer-reviewed 
science,  and  the  establishment  of  an 
independent  scientific  advisory  board. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


OREGON  TREATY 
SESQUICENTENNIAL 

•  Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  Sat- 
urday, June  15.  marks  the  sesqui- 
centennial  of  the  Oregon  Treaty,  which 
extended  the  domain  of  the  United 
States  across  lands  that  make  up  my 
home  State  of  Oregon  and  the  States  of 
Washington  and  Idaho.  With  the  ratifi- 
cation of  this  treaty,  the  United  States 
for  the  first  time  spanned  the  Amer- 
ican continent,  from  sea  to  shining  sea. 
Nevertheless,  this  treaty  is  more  than 
just  a  significant  chapter  in  our  young 
Nation's  westward  expansion.  It  also 
represents — perhaps  more  impor- 
tantly— the  victory  of  peace  and  com- 
promise over  ill  will  and  nationalistic 
fervor. 

On  June  15.  1846,  when  the  represent- 
atives of  the  British  Crown  and  the 
United  States  signed  the  Oregon  Trea- 
ty, the  two  nations  concluded  a  long- 
standing but  uneasy  truce  over  the  dis- 
position of  the  Oregon  country,  the 
area  boimded  by  the  Rocky  Mountains 
and  the  Pacific  Ocean  on  the  east  and 
west,  and  Russian  North  America  and 
Mexico  on  the  north  and  south.  Pre- 
viously, a  joint-occupation  convention 
signed  by  Great  Britain  and  the  United 
States  in  1818  and  renewed  in  1827  guar- 
anteed both  nations'  citizens  free  and 
equal  access  to  the  Oregon  country. 
Trappers  and  traders  of  the  British 
Hudson's  Bay  Company  and  settlers 
from  the  United  States  navigated  the 
same  rivers  and  used  the  same  re- 
sources, without  common  allegiance  or 
uniform  system  of  law.  Charles  H. 
Carey's  "General  History  of  Oregon" 
offers  the  definitive  description  of  this 
era,  during  which  conflicts  between 
British  subjects  and  the  Hudson's  Bay 
Company  on  the  one  hand  and  Amer- 
ican citizens  on  the  other  sometimes 
flared — and  did  so  ever  more  frequently 
as  thousands  of  American  settlers  fol- 
lowed the  Oregon  Trail  into  the  region 
begiiming  in  1843. 

Throughout  the  United  States,  public 
sentiment  flared  as  well.  Indignation 
at  the  continuing  British  presence  on 
Western  American  soil  and  concern  for 
the  rights  of  the  United  States  citizens 
there  compelled  private  individuals 
and  politicians  alike  to  demand  the 
withdrawal  of  Britain  from  the  Oregon 
country.  On  February  22,  1839,  Senator 
Lewis  Linn  of  Missouri  exhorted  this 
body  to  rush  to  the  defense  of  Oregon 
settlers  by  annexing  the  Oregon  coun- 
try, saying,  "Great  Britain  through  the 
medium  of  the  Hudson's  Bay  Company, 
has  opened  a  trade  with  all  the  tribes 
of  Indians  on  the  western  slope  of  the 
Rocky  Mountains,  as  far  south  as  the 
Gulf  of  California.  Their  hunters  and 


trappers  have  penetrated  all  the  val- 
leys and  glens  of  the  Rocky  Mountains, 
scattering  arms,  munitions  of  war,  and 
fomenting  discontent  against  the 
United  States  in  the  bosoms  of  those 
distant  Indian  tribes.  They  have  driven 
our  people  from  the  Indian  trade, 
which  yielded  seven  or  eight  hundred 
thousand  dollars  per  annum,  and  even 
pushed  their  operations  east. 

In  this  increasingly  volatile  atmos- 
phere, the  Democratic  presidential 
convention  of  1844  nominated  former 
Tennessee  Governor  James  K.  Polk,  de- 
spite his  relative  obscurity  on  the  na- 
tional stage.  Polk  won  the  general 
election  against  the  much  more  promi- 
nent Whig,  Henry  Clay  of  Kentucky,  by 
capitalizing  on  the  expansionist  mood 
of  the  coimtry.  Polk  proudly  invoked 
the  United  States'  manifest  destiny  to 
span  North  America  and  ran  on  the  fa- 
mous campaign  slogans  "All  of  Or- 
egon" and  "54-40  or  fight!",  argruing 
that  the  United  States  should  go  to 
war  with  Britain  if  she  did  not  with- 
draw entirely  and  absolutely  from  the 
Oregon  country. 

Once  Polk  entered  the  White  House, 
there  was  substantial  political  pressure 
to  honor  his  fiery  campaign  rhetoric. 
By  1845,  as  Charles  Carey  described  in 
his  seminal  study,  the  Oregon  country 
was  welcoming  new  American  settlers 
at  a  dizz3ring  rate — and  with  each  one, 
the  need  for  a  common  government  in- 
creased. In  addition,  several  influential 
Members  of  Congress,  including  Sen- 
ator Lewis  Cass  of  Michigan — who  was 
favored  over  James  Polk  as  the  expan- 
sionists' candidate  going  into  the  1844 
Democratic  presidential  convention — 
were  loudly  advocating  Britain's  im- 
mediate withdrawal  from  the  region. 

Another  factor  also  invited  President 
Polk  to  assume  a  relatively  belligerent 
posture  with  Britain.  Numerous  at- 
tempts by  previous  administrations  to 
compromise  with  Britain  over  a  perma- 
nent boundary  had  failed  due  to  British 
demands  for  all  the  lands  north  of  the 
45th  parallel,  including  the  Columbia 
River.  Despite  contentions  that  the 
United  States'  contigruity  with  the  Or- 
egon country  gave  it  natural  title  to 
the  region  up  to  the  54th  parallel. 
Presidents  James  Monroe  and  John 
Quincy  Adams  had  offered  both  to  set- 
tle the  boundary  at  the  49th  parallel 
and  to  permit  British  vessels  free  and 
equal  navigation  of  the  great  Columbia 
River.  As  Polk's  Secretary  of  State, 
James  Buchanan,  advised  his  chief  ne- 
gotiator with  the  Crown,  Louis 
McLane,  in  correspondence  dated  July 
12,  1845,  British  negotiators  flatly  re- 
jected this  offer  on  three  different  oc- 
casions (in  1818,  1824,  and  1827). 

Thus  it  was  that,  when  his  adminis- 
tration began  anew  to  seek  a  boundary 
settlement  with  the  British,  President 
Polk  confronted  a  dilemma.  British  ne- 
gotiators had  shown  repeatedly  that 
they  were  uninterested  in  a  com- 
promise— but  if  the  president  suc- 
cumbed to  political  pressure  to  annex 
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all  of  Oregon  he  risked  a  western  war 
with  Britain  just  as  America's  recent 
annexation  of  Texas  was  threatening  to 
ignite  a  southern  war  with  Mexico. 

In  response  to  this  dilemma,  the  Polk 
administration  exercised  the  self-re- 
straint, caution,  and  peaceful  spirit  of 
compromise  in  international  relations 
of  which  the  Oregon  Treaty  endures  as 
a  lasting  reminder.  President  Polk  in- 
structed his  Secretary  of  State,  James 
Buchanan,  to  offer  once  more  the  com- 
promise border  of  the  49th  parallel. 
This  time,  however.  President  Polk  re- 
fused to  offer  British  ships  free  naviga- 
tion of  the  Columbia;  instead,  he  in- 
vited Britain  to  take  whatever  lands 
and  ports  she  desired  on  Vancouver  Is- 
land that  were  south  of  the  49th  par- 
allel. Once  again,  the  British  nego- 
tiators refused  the  compromise.  Presi- 
dent Polk  then  withdrew  the  offer,  in- 
dicating that  the  onus  was  therefore  on 
the  British  to  draft  their  own  com- 
promise. To  ensure  that  one  was  indeed 
forthcoming,  the  president  called,  in 
his  first  State  of  the  Union  Address — 
on  December  2,  1845— for  Congress  to 
support  him  in  giving  Britain  12 
months'  notice  that  the  Joint-Occupa- 
tion Convention  of  1827  was  to  be  abro- 
gated and  nullified.  Congress  obliged, 
passing  a  joint  resolution  to  that  effect 
on  April  27,  1846. 

The  United  States'  move  to  vacate 
the  Joint-Occupation  Convention  suc- 
cessfully inspired  in  the  British  a  con- 
ciliatory and  cooperative  spirit — with- 
out imperiling  the  peace  that  existed 
in  the  Oregon  country.  On  Jime  6,  1946, 
Richard  Pakenham.  the  British  min- 
ister plenipotentiary,  offered  a  pro- 
posal almost  identical  to  President 
Polk's  and  transmitted  it  to  him 
through  Secretary  of  State  James  Bu- 
chanan. In  accordance  with  the  con- 
stitutional requirement  that  all  trea- 
ties are  negotiated  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  this  body.  President  Polk 
conveyed  the  proposal  to  the  Senate  on 
June  10.  On  June  12,  the  Senate  voted 
38-12  to  advise  the  President  to  accept 
the  British  offer. 

One  hundred  and  fifty  years  ago  this 
Saturday.  Secretary  of  State  James 
Buchanan  affixed  his  signature  to  the 
Oregon  Treaty.  With  this  stroke  of  a 
pen,  the  administration  of  James  Knox 
Polk  peacefully  secured  for  our  young 
Nation  the  fruits  of  its  manifest  des- 
tiny— and  made  Oregon  a  great  and 
lasting  tribute  to  the  power  of  coopera- 
tion and  compromise.* 


ALABAMA  "TEACHER  OF  THE 
YEAR" 

•  Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  pay  tribute  to  one  of  Ala- 
bama's most  outstanding  teachers. 
Harriet  Tyler,  a  sixth-grade  teacher  at 
Sprlngwood  School  in  Lanett.  AL,  was 
recently  selected  as  Teacher  of  the 
Year  for  the  State  of  Alabama  by  the 
Alabama  Independent  School  Associa- 
tion. 


Harriet  Tyler— a  native  of  Decatur, 
AL,  and  a  graduate  of  Butler  High 
School — has  influenced  the  lives  of 
countless  elementary  students  since 
she  graduated  from  Auburn  University 
in  1965.  As  a  sixth-grade  teacher,  she 
has  had  the  unenviable  task  of  prepar- 
ing the  senior  members  of  the  play- 
ground for  the  traumatic  transition  to 
junior  high  school.  Sometimes  we 
think  our  work  here  in  the  Senate  is 
difficult,  but  I  don't  think  that  it  com- 
pares to  the  difficult  job  that  Harriet 
Tyler  has  done  year  after  year  for  over 
30  years.  Her  commitment  to  her  job, 
her  school,  and  most  importantly,  to 
her  students  is  truly  inspiring. 

Mr.  President,  teachers  like  Harriet 
Tyler  represent  the  key  to  America's 
future.  As  our  children  face  the  chal- 
lenges of  the  21st  century,  it  is  dedi- 
cated educators  like  Harriet  Tyler  who 
accept  the  challenge  of  turning  the 
young  people  of  today  into  the  leaders 
of  tomorrow.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  LT.  GEN.  MARC  A. 
CISNEROS 

•  Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  today  to  recognize  a  great  patriot, 
statesman,  and  soldier  from  the  Lone 
Star  State  of  Texas,  Lt.  Gen.  Marc  A. 
Cisneros.  General  Cisneros  is  retiring 
after  a  distinguished  35-year  military 
career  in  the  U.S.  Army. 

Marc  Cisneros  entered  the  military 
in  1961  after  graduating  as  an  ROTC 
distinguished  military  cadet  from  St. 
Mary's  University,  in  San  Antonio,  TX. 
He  was  commissioned  a  2d  Lt.  in  the 
field  artillery  and  has  faithfully  and 
selflessly  served  his  country  in  a  wide 
array  of  demanding  command  and  staff 
assignments  within  the  continental 
United  States  and  overseas.  Most  nota- 
ble was  his  assignment  as  Commanding 
General,  U.S.  Army  South  and  Joint 
Task  Force,  Panama,  during  Operation 
Just  Cause.  During  Operation  Just 
Cause,  General  Cisneros  played  a  sig- 
nificant role  in  the  combat  operations 
in  Panama  and  helped  negotiate  the 
capture  and  surrender  of  Panamanian 
General  Noriega.  Besides  this  action. 
General  Cisneros  served  two  combat 
tours  in  Vietnam. 

This  officer  has  risen  through  the 
ranks  emphasizing  military  readiness 
and  displaying  a  genuine  compassion 
for  soldiers  and  their  families.  Marc 
Cisneros  has  been  a  caring  leader  com- 
mitted to  the  values  and  ideals  that 
have  made  this  country  and  its  mili- 
tary so  great. 

His  final  assignment  was  as  Com- 
manding General,  5th  U.S.  Army,  Fort 
Sam  Houston,  TX.  In  this  most  impor- 
tant position.  Marc  Cisneros  provided 
vision,  enforced  standards  of  excel- 
lence, and  committed  himself  to  help- 
ing sustain  the  readiness  of  the  Na- 
tion's reserve  component  forces. 

Mr.  President,  our  Nation  owes  a 
debt  of  gratitude  to  Lt.  Gen.  Marc  A. 


Cisneros,  and  I  am  honored  to  recog- 
nize him  today.  With  our  deepest  ap- 
preciation, the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica says  thank  you.  I  wish  him,  and  his 
wife  Eddy  and  their  children,  continued 
success  and  happiness  in  all  future  en- 
deavors.* 


COMMEMORATING  THE  30TH  ANNI- 
VERSARY OF  THE  INDEPEND- 
ENCE OF  GUYANA 

•  Mr.  BRADLEY.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  honor  the  nation  of  Guyana  as 
it  celebrates  its  30th  year  as  a  sov- 
ereign nation,  and  to  pay  tribute  to  the 
citizens  of  this  nation  whose  dedication 
to  their  country  enabled  Guyana  to  de- 
velop from  a  small  colony  to  an  inde- 
pendent nation. 

Guyana  was  a  Dutch  colony  from  1621 
until  it  eventually  came  under  the  in- 
fluence of  the  British  who  acquired  for- 
mal possession  in  1814.  While  still 
under  British  control,  Guyana  obtained 
its  first  constitution  in  1928,  although 
universal  franchise  was  not  recognized 
until  much  later  in  1953.  From  1957 
until  1966  the  People's  Progressive 
Party  was  elected  and  controlled  Guy- 
ana under  a  system  of  internal  self 
rule. 

In  1965.  the  British  Guiana  Independ- 
ence Conference  met  in  London  to  the 
authorize  a  new  constitution.  When 
ratified  on  May  26,  1966,  the  new  con- 
stitution marked  the  beginning  of  the 
independent  nation  of  Guyana. 

Throughout  its  years  as  both  a  Dutch 
and  British  colony,  Guyana  became 
home  to  workers  from  many  different 
lands.  With  a  population  of  739,553, 
Guyana  is  comprised  primarily  of  East 
Indians  and  people  of  African  descent. 
Guyana  is  also  home  to  native  South 
Americans  as  well  as  citizens  of  Chi- 
nese and  European  heritage. 

Guyana  was  one  of  the  founding 
members  of  the  Caribbean  Free  Trade 
Area  [CARIFTA]  which  was  established 
in  1968.  Guyana  has  been  called  the 
bread  basket  of  the  Caribbean  because 
it  is  blessed  with  many  natural  re- 
sources and  the  potential  for  a  strong 
economy.  Guyana  is  dually  blessed 
with  both  natural  resources  and  a  vi- 
brant and  diverse  people.  These  at- 
tributes ensure  that  in  the  years  to 
come  this  young  country  will  grow  into 
a  leader  in  its  part  of  the  world. 

Today.  I  rise  to  offer  my  congratula- 
tions to  Guyana  on  the  anniversary  of 
its  independence  as  a  sovereign  nation. 
The  future  of  Guyana  has  never  looked 
brighter.  New  Jersey's  multi-cultural 
heritage  has  benefited  from  citizens 
from  Guyana.  I  congratulate  its  citi- 
zens on  their  perseverance  and  poten- 
tial, and  extend  my  best  wishes  for 
continued  success  as  aji  indeoendent 
nation.* 
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THE  30TH  Al^NIVERSARY  OF  THE 
CITY  OF  SALINE.  MI  AND  THE 
TOWN  OF  BRECON.  WALES  AS 
SISTER  CITTES 

•  Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  recognize  the  30th  anniversary 
of  the  successful  partnership  of  the 
city  of  Saline,  MI,  and  the  town  of 
Brecon,  Wales  in  the  Sister  Cities  Pro- 
gram. 

Thirty-years  ago  next  month,  under 
the  People-to-People  Progrram  estab- 
lished by  President  Eisenhower,  a  bond 
was  forged  between  these  two  commu- 
nities. In  the  words  of  Saline  Mayor 
Patrick  J.  Little,  "We  have  become  one 
community  separated  by  a  large  body 
of  water.  Over  two  generations  have 
had  the  pleasure  of  learning  about  each 
other's  culture." 

To  celebrate  this  occasion,  next 
month  approximately  50  members  of 
the  Brecon  community  will  visit  Sa- 
line, the  highlight  of  which  will  be  the 
first  ever  Celtic  Festival  on  July  6.  I 
would  like  to  extend  a  warm  welcome 
to  our  visitors  from  Brecon,  and  con- 
gratulate the  citizens  of  both  cities  for 
their  three  decades  of  cooperation  and 
friendship.* 

A  CASE  AGAINST  INDEPENDENT  COUNSEL 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr  President,  I  sup- 
ported the  creation  of  the  office  of 
independent  counsel  and  have  voted  for 
its  reauthorization. 

I  am  now  convinced  that  is  the  wrong 
way  to  solve  this  particular  problem. 

My  judgment  is  that  we  should  look 
at  the  office  of  Attorney  General  with 
great  care  when  a  nomination  is  made. 
And  if  the  nominee  is  too  close,  in  any 
way,  to  the  President,  that  nomination 
should  be  rejected. 

And  if  the  nominee  has  been  active  in 
political  life  beyond  the  normal  type  of 
engagement,  that  should  be  weighed. 
Such  a  person  should  not  automati- 
cally be  rejected,  but  there  should  be 
ample  evidence  that  the  person  will 
serve  with  honor. 

An  ideal  type  of  arrangement  was 
when  Ed  Levi  was  chosen  as  Attorney 
General  by  President  Gerald  Ford.  No 
one  for  a  moment  thought  that  the 
man  who  left  as  president  of  the  Uni- 
versity of  Chicago  to  become  Attorney 
General  could  be  politically  manipu- 
lated by  the  President,  even  if  the 
President  wanted  to  do  that. 

My  impression  is  that  Janet  Reno  is 
made  of  the  same  stuff  and  that  her  ap- 
pointment was  a  good  appointment. 

When  I  was  sounded  out  about  John 
F.  Kennedy  appointing  Bobby  Kennedy 
as  Attorney  General  I  indicated  to  Bob 
Wallace,  the  Kennedy  staff  person  who 
asked  me  about  it,  that  I  thought  it 
was  a  mistake  because  the  Attorney 
General  should  not  be  too  close  to  the 
President.  As  it  turned  out,  Bobby 
Kennedy  did  a  good  job  as  Attorney 
General,  but  as  a  precedent  it  was  not 
good. 

In  the  same  way,  Ed  Meese  was  much 
too  close  personally  and  politically  to 


Ronald  Reagan  to  serve  the  Nation  as 
effectively  as  he  might  have  as  Attor- 
ney General. 

The  Chicago  Tribune  had  an  editorial 
recently  titled,  "A  Case  Against  Inde- 
pendent Counsel." 

Their  conclusion  is  that  we  should 
simply  do  away  with  the  law. 

I  reluctantly  believe  their  conclusion 
is  correct. 

But  it  will  be  correct  only  to  the  ex- 
tent that  we  assure  the  American  pub- 
lic that  the  Attorney  General  is  of  an 
independent  bent.  It  may  even  be  that 
we  should  appoint  an  Attorney  General 
for  a  period  of  10  years,  subject  to  re- 
moval from  office  under  conditions 
that  are  carefully  spelled  out  in  the 
law  prior  to  ending  that  10-year  period. 

But  the  Chicago  Tribune  editorial 
contains  words  that  we  should  reflect 
on. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  the  article 
from  the  Chicago  Tribune  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

The  article  follows: 
A  Case  against  Independent  Counsel 

Remember  Sam  Pierce? 

That's  OK.  Ronald  Reagan  didn't  remem- 
ber him  either,  even  when  Pierce  was  serving: 
in  his  cabinet  as  secretary  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development.  (Reagan  once  greeted 
him  in  a  receiving  line  as  "Mr.  Mayor"). 

Pierce  and  Reagan  have  been  gone  from 
Washington  for  almost  eight  years,  but  the 
effects  of  their  presence  continue  to  be  felt. 
In  Pierce's  case,  they  are  felt  less  in  policy 
than  in  the  work  of  an  independent  counsel, 
or  special  prosecutor,  who  is  said  to  be 
tidying  up  loose  ends  in  a  probe  of  abuses 
and  mismanagement  in  Pierce's  agency  dur- 
ing the  Reagan  years. 

As  of  the  end  of  March,  this  investigation 
had  resulted  in  17  convictions  of  former  high- 
level  officials  and  the  associates  to  whom 
they  steered  contracts  or  directed  favors. 
The  most  prominent  of  those  convicted  was 
James  Watt,  the  blunt  former  secretary  of 
the  Interior  in  the  Reagan  administration, 
who  in  January  pleaded  guilty  to  attempting 
to  mislead  the  grand  jury  in  the  HUD  inves- 
tigation. He  was  sentenced  to  five  years  of 
probation.  500  hours  of  community  service 
and  a  S5.000  fine. 

To  obtain  these  results,  the  independent 
counsel  has  run  up  a  tab  of  almost  $21  mil- 
lion—an average  of  $1.2  million  per  convic- 
tion. That's  offset  somewhat  by  the  $2  mil- 
lion in  fines  and  $10  million  in  recovered 
HUD  funds.  But  even  so.  the  pursuit  of  jus- 
tice in  the  HUD  case  has  been  an  extremely 
costly  affair. 

The  HUD  probe  is  not  even  the  most  expen- 
sive by  an  independent  counsel.  Lawrence 
Walsh's  Iran-contra  investigation  cost  more 
than  $40  million.  Kenneth  Starr's  White- 
water probe  bids  fair  to  become  the  most  ex- 
pensive ever— by  one  estimate  it  already  has 
cost  $25  million.  Altogether,  special  counsels 
have  cost  the  taxpayers  $100  million  over  the 
last  10  years. 

This  mounting  expense,  for  results  whose 
value  more  and  more  members  of  Congress 
consider  dubious  at  best,  has  inspired  a  ques- 
tioning of  the  independent  counsel  law  that 
arguments  from  principle  could  not. 

The  logic  behind  the  law  (formally,  the 
Ethics  in  Government  Act)  is  simple  and 
seems  unassailable:  When  high-level  officials 
in  an  administration  are  accused  of  serious 
breaches  of  the  public  trust,  it  takes  an  inde- 


pendent outsider  to  conduct  a  credible  inves- 
tigation. There  is  a  built-in  conflict  of  inter- 
est that  makes  it  impossible  for  the  normal 
Justice  Department  processes  to  work.  With- 
out a  law,  the  president  cannot  be  counted 
on  to  permit  an  independent  investigation  of 
his  administration. 

The  only  problem  with  this  logic  is  that  in 
the  long  scope  of  U.S.  history,  it  has  not 
been  shown  to  be  true.  Most  Justice  Depart- 
ment officials  and  prosecutors  behave  honor- 
ably. In  the  one  great  historical  instance  in 
which  the  Justice  Department's  integrity 
was  in  serious  question — Watergate — over- 
whelming political  pressure  forced  President 
Richard  Nixon  to  yield  and  accept  an  inde- 
pendent counsel. 

An  independent  counsel  law  is  a  source  of 
permanent  temptation  to  political  mischief. 
The  Democrats  in  Congress  used  it  to  bludg- 
eon the  Reagan  and  Bush  administrations. 
Now — after  the  Democrats  insisted  on  renew- 
ing the  law  in  Bill  Clinton's  first  year  in  of- 
fice—the Republicans  are  using  it  to  bludg- 
eon the  Clinton  administration.  No  fewer 
than  four  independent  counsels  are  at  work 
investigating  issues  from  Whitewater  to 
whether  Henry  Cisneros  lied  to  the  FBI 
about  how  much  money  he  gave  his  former 
mistress. 

As  the  figures  on  the  HUD  investigation 
suggest,  independent  counsels  operate  with 
none  of  the  budget  constraints  that  fetter  or- 
dinary prosecutors.  And  they  can  pursue 
their  quarry  indefinitely,  meaning  that  indi- 
viduals can  remain  under  threat  of  prosecu- 
tion for  years,  with  devastating  effects  on 
their  families,  fortunes,  careers  and  psyches. 
That's  not  fair. 

Rep.  Henry  Hyde  (R-Ill.)  and  Rep.  Jay 
Dickey  (R-Ark.)  each  have  proposed  legisla- 
tion to  reduce  the  powers  of  independent 
counsels  and  make  them  more  accountable 
to  Congress. 

Better  that  they  should  simply  do  away 
with  the  law.  As  the  Nixon  case  dem- 
onstrates, when  a  president's  behavior 
threatens  the  very  constitutional  order,  the 
public  will  demand  an  independent  counsel. 
Absent  such  an  outrage,  it's  best  to  let  nor- 
mal legal  processes  work.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  COOPER  TOOLS/ 
NICHOLSON  FILE 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  State  Directors  of 
Vocational  Technical  Education  Con- 
sortium recently  recognized  Cooper 
Tools/Nicholson  File  of  Cullman,  AL, 
for  their  commitment  to  vocational 
education.  I,  too,  would  like  to  com- 
mend Cooper  Tools/Nicholson  File  for 
their  exemplary  contributions  to  the 
community  of  Cullman,  AL,  in  regards 
to  vocational  training.  If  I  may.  Mr. 
President,  I  would  like  to  briefly  out- 
line some  of  the  innovative  projects 
Cooper  Tools/Nicholson  File  has  initi- 
ated. 

In  1985,  Nicholson  File  helped  the 
Cullman  County  Area  Vocational  Cen- 
ter take  a  giant  leap  toward  edu- 
cational excellence  by  adopting  the 
school  as  its  partner.  As  the  first  step, 
the  company  donated  to  the  school 
hand  tools  and  power  equipment  worth 
more  than  $254,000. 

In  addition,  Nicholson  File  began  a 
scholarship  program  for  vocational  stu- 
dents to  attend  Wallace  State  Commu- 
nity College.  To  date,  24  students  have 
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attended  the  college,  using  gifts  total- 
ing S48,000. 

In  1986.  Cooper  Tools  initiated 
Project  PACE— Partnership  To  Aid  Ca- 
reer Education.  Project  PACE  gave  se- 
lected vocational  schools  an  unre- 
stricted grant  of  $10,000  each  for  teach- 
er development  and  recognition,  stu- 
dent incentives  and  recognition,  cur- 
riculum improvement  or  new  tech- 
nology, or  community  outreach.  A  na- 
tional panel  chose  three  schools  to  re- 
ceive additional  PACEsetter  Awards 
totaling  $50,000.  Cullman  County  Area 
Vocational  Center  won  an  additional 
grant  of  $25,000  for  a  student  recogni- 
tion/scholarship program.  In  1995,  the 
school  won  a  $20,000  award  for  curricu- 
lum improvement. 

ComSAVE,  another  collaborative 
venture  between  the  school  and  Nichol- 
son File  was  instrumental  in  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  tech  prep  initiative  in 
Cullman  County.  Other  efforts  have  led 
to  new  programs,  including  CAD  and 
Computer  Electronics. 

As  you  can  see,  Mr.  President,  Cooper 
Tools/Nicholson  File  has  taken  a  very 
proactive  approach  in  regards  to  voca- 
tional education.  Cooper  Tools/Nichol- 
son File  is  setting  a  standard  which  I 
hope  others  will  emulate. 


THE  RUSH  TO  GULP  U.S.  RADIO 
STATIONS 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  some  of 
my  colleagues  may  remember  that 
when  the  new  telecommunications  law 
was  before  the  Senate,  I  offered  an 
amendment  to  limit  the  expansion  of 
radio  station  ownership  by  any  one 
corporation  or  any  one  indi-vidual. 

That  amendment  was  tabled  by  a 
vote  of  64  to  34. 

The  other  day  I  read  an  article  by 
Prof.  Jerry  Landay,  former  broadcast 
journalist,  who  now  teaches  at  the  Uni- 
versity of  Illinois.  The  article  appeared 
in  the  Christian  Science  Monitor  under 
the  title.  "The  Rush  To  Gulp  U.S. 
Radio  Stations." 

I  ended  up  voting  against  the  bill 
even  though  I  know  there  were  some 
good  things  in  it. 

But  diversity  in  ownership  is  good  for 
all  the  media.  I  don't  like  the  con- 
centration of  ownership  that  is  taking 
place  in  newspapers,  but  that  is  not  a 
federally  regulated  entity. 

Radio  stations  and  television  sta- 
tions are  federally  regulated,  and  we 
have  every  right  to  demand  diversity  of 
ownership  and  not  monopolistic  or  oli- 
garchical practices. 

I  ask  that  the  Jerry  Landay  article 
be  printed  in  the  RECORD. 

The  article  follows: 

[From  the  Christian  Science  Monitor,  May  7, 

1996] 

The  Rush  to  Gulp  US  Radio  Stations 

(By  Jerry  M.  Landay) 

The  surface  glamour  faded  long  ago  f)rom 
radio.  But  Americans  keep  as  many  as  five 
or  six  sets  in  the  house  and  use  them  regu- 


larly. Don  Imus,  Rush  Llmbaugh,  and  Garri- 
son Keillor  remind  us  that  television  hasn't 
stripped  all  the  glory  from  the  medium  or  its 
revenues— ToUling  $11.5  billion  in  1995. 

The  radio  stations  that  CBS  owns— 39  of 
them— grossed  a  half-billion  dollars  last 
year.  Like  the  printing  presses  in  the  Fed- 
eral Mint,  commercial  radio  stations  in 
America  chum  out  cash  in  prodigious 
amounts.  Returns  of  40  to  50  percent  yearly 
are  not  uncommon. 

Multibillion-doUar  mergers  and  acquisi- 
tions in  the  telephone  and  television-based 
industries  spawned  by  the  new  telecommuni- 
cations law  have  stolen  our  eye  from  the 
land  rush  now  under  way  in  Radioland.  A 
va^t  consolidation  of  ownership  has  begun 
among  America's  10.000  commercial  stations. 
Just  two  months  after  passage  of  the  law 
erased  the  limits  on  the  number  of  radio  sta- 
tions a  single  owner  may  acquire,  a  station- 
buying  blowout  is  justifying  critics'  fears 
that  the  law  is  not  spurring  competition,  but 
monopoly.  An  industry  that  once  had  to  base 
its  license  renewals  on  service  to  a  station's 
community  has  been  let  off  the  hook  by  Con- 
gress and  the  president. 

Rita  Zanella,  a  media  analyst  at  Gruntal  & 
Co.  in  New  York,  predicts  that  eight  or  10  big 
station  groups  will  eventually  control  the 
entire  broadcasting  industry.  "You  control 
pricing,"  she  told  the  Chicago  Tribune.  "You 
eliminate  your  competition  and  have  greater 
control  over  what  you  can  charge." 

To  cite  just  a  few  examples  of  the  radio 
land  rush,  Jacor  Communications  Inc.  of 
Cincinnati  spent  nearly  a  billion  dollars  in 
February  to  acquire  26  radio  stations  and 
two  television  stations.  Jacor  now  controls 
62  percent  of  the  radio  revenues  in  the  Cin- 
cinnati, market,  nearly  half  the  Denver  mar- 
ket. 30  percent  of  the  Tampa  market,  and  a 
quarter  of  the  radio  business  in  Portland. 
OR.  In  a  single  deal  worth  $1.2  billion,  an- 
nounced earlier  this  month,  the  Sinclair 
Broadcasting  Group  of  Baltimore  acquired  34 
radio  stations  in  27  markets,  along  with  a 
group  of  television  stations,  becoming  a 
miniconglomerate  in  a  single  bound. 

With  the  purchase  of  three  stations  in 
March,  Citadel  Communications  Corporation 
now  owns  seven  of  the  most  powerful  AM  and 
FM  stations  in  Albuquerque's  36-station 
radio  market.  That  includes  KKOB.  which 
blankets  much  of  the  southwest,  and  the 
city's  only  classical  music  station.  KHFM. 
Arthur  Schreiber.  a  former  manager  of 
KKOB  and  a  veteran  of  the  radio  wars,  pre- 
dicts that  Albuquerque's  classical-music  lis- 
teners will  soon  find  themselves  without 
choice  on  the  air.  "It's  hard  for  me  to  believe 
that  Citadel  can  meet  its  debt  service  by 
continuing  to  play  classical  music  on  a  sta- 
tion that  cost  it  $5.6  million,"  says  Mr. 
Schreiber. 

The  federal  government  is  essentially  li- 
censing the  drive  to  bigness.  Station  brokers 
predict  that  1996  will  be  the  most  lucrative 
year  ever  for  station  trades.  1  a  deregrulatorj- 
environment,  small,  aggressive  companies 
such  as  Jacor  and  Citadel  can  become  mass- 
comm  players  in  a  single  bound,  with  lenders 
anxious  to  supply  cheap  money. 

But  radio  isn't  just  any  business.  Radio  is 
an  essential  part  of  our  civic  capital.  It 
speaks  over  publicly  licensed  frequencies  to 
millions  of  listeners,  at  home,  at  work,  and 
on  the  road.  In  the  past  stations  were  more 
than  juke  boxes.  They  provided  breaking 
news  and  weather  bulletins,  specialized  in- 
formation for  farmers,  investors,  community 
organizations,  local  governments,  and  emer- 
gency services.  Before  the  start  of  deregula- 
tion in  the  1980s,  owners  were  limited  to 


seven  AM  and  seven  FM  stations,  to  ensure 
diverse  voices  and  dispersed  power. 

The  new  barons  of  radio  are  absentee  own- 
ers who  convert  their  stations  from  local 
presences  into  cash  cows  for  instant  milking. 
their  values  ballooned  for  trading  to  the  next 
buyer.  The  name  of  the  game  is  to  avoid 
being  the  "last  sucker"  stuck  with  debt  if  re- 
cession hits. 

Radio,  once  the  most  trusted  news  source 
in  America,  has  increasingly  abandoned  the 
role  of  local  service-provider.  Newsrooms  in 
many  stations  have  been  cut  to  the  bone — 
one  or  two  readers.  Schreiber  says,  "ripping 
and  reading"  news  and  weather  supplied  to 
all  clients  by  a  single  news  source,  the  Asso- 
ciated Press. 

there  is  teeth-gritting  sameness  in  the 
music  they  play,  as  dial-twisters  who  have 
traveled  long  distances  in  a  car  can  testify— 
various  shades  of  rock  and  country  music. 

Before  deregulation,  the  Federal  Commu- 
nications Commission  required  buyers  to 
hold  their  stations  for  at  least  three  years 
before  resale,  to  ensure  local  commitment. 
In  the  new  environment,  a  wheeler-dealer 
can  theoretically  turn  his  station  over  as 
soon  as  the  FCC  approves  the  purchase. 
Media  writer  Ken  Auletta  was  told  by  the 
head  of  a  station  ownership  group:  "It's  com- 
modity trading  to  us.  We  don't  know  [our] 
community.  We're  short-term  players." 

The  fundamental  question  Is  unavoidable: 
Is  mass  communications  solely  a  growth 
game  for  entrepreneurs,  banks,  and  Wall 
Street,  or  is  it  also  a  social  partner  that  jus- 
tifies its  existence  by  living  up  to  Its  civic 
obligations?  The  late  Donald  H.  McGannon.  a 
respected  industry  leader  of  the  1950s  and 
'60s  as  chairman  of  the  Group  W  (Westing- 
house)  Stations,  was  a  businessman  with  a 
vision  who  told  his  staff:  "If  we  do  the  right 
thing  in  our  cities  and  towns,  the  money 
comes."  They  did — and  it  did. 

The  times  have  changed.  But  not  the  rel- 
evance of  McGannon's  vision.  Undoing  the 
damage  of  the  Telecommunications  Act  of 
1996  wriii  be  difficult,  but  it  will  have  to  hap- 
pen.* 


SUBMISSION  OF  CBO  SCORING  FOR 
INTELLIGENCE  AUTHORIZATION 
BILL  (S.  1718) 

•  Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  on 
April  30,  1996,  the  Select  Committee  on 
Intelligence  reported  S.  1718,  the  Intel- 
ligence Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  1997  from  committee.  Knowing 
that  this  would  be  a  relatively  short 
legislative  year  and  that  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  would  take  our 
bill  on  referral  for  up  to  30  days  of  ses- 
sion— as  it  does  every  year,  the  com- 
mittee marked  up  this  bill  at  the  earli- 
est possible  date.  The  Congressional 
Budget  Office  was  not  able  to  complete 
its  scoring  of  our  bill  before  we  filed 
the  report.  We  have  now  received  the 
report  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Of- 
fice and  I  ask  that  it  be  printed  in  the 
Record  so  that  Members  will  have  an 
opportunity  to  review  it  before  the  In- 
telligence bill  comes  up  for  consider- 
ation by  the  full  Senate. 

The  report  follows: 
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U.S.  Congress. 

CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  OFFICE, 

Washington,  DC,  May  22, 1996. 
Hon.  ARLEN  SPECTER. 

C/taiT77ian,  Select  Committee  on  Intelligence. 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC. 
Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  The  Congressional 
Budget  Office  has  prepared  the  enclosed  cost 
estimate  for  S.  1718.  the  Intelligence  Author- 
ization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1997.  as  reported 
by  the  Senate  Select  Committee  on  Intel- 
ligence on  April  30.  1996. 

The  bill  would  affect  direct  spending  and 
receipts,  and  thus  would  be  subject  to  pay- 
as-you-go  procedures  under  section  252  of  the 
Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit 
Control  Act  of  1985. 

If  you  wish  further  details  on  this  esti- 
mate, we  will  be  pleased  to  provide  them. 
Sincerely, 

James  L.  Blum 
(For  June  E.  O'Neill,  Director). 
Congressional  Budget  Office  Cost 
Estimate 

1.  Bill  number:  S.  1718. 

2.  Bill  title:  Intelligence  Authorization  Act 
for  Fiscal  Year  1997. 

3.  Bill  status:  As  reported  by  the  Senate 
Select  Committee  on  Intelligence  on  April 
30,1996. 

4.  Bill  purpose:  This  bill  would  authorize 
appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1997  for  intel- 
ligence activities  of  the  United  States  gov- 
ernment, the  Community  Management  Staff 
of  the  Director  of  Central  Intelligence,  and 
the  Central  Intelligence  Agency  Retirement 
and  Disability  System. 

5.  Estimated  cost  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment: Table  1  summarizes  the  budgetary  ef- 
fects of  the  unclassified  sections  of  the  bill 
on  direct  spending,  revenues,  and  authoriza- 
tions of  appropriations  for  1997.  CBO  could 
not  obtain  the  necessary  information  to  esti- 
mate the  costs  for  the  entire  bill  because 
parts  are  classified  at  a  level  above  clear- 
ances now  held  by  CBO  employees. 

6.  Basis  of  estimate:  The  estimate  assumes 
that  S.  1718  will  be  enacted  by  October  1, 
1996.  and  that  the  full  amounts  authorized 
will  be  appropriated.  CBO  used  historical 
spending  rates  for  estimating  outlays. 

direct  spending  and  revenues 
Title  V  of  S.  1718  defines  economic  espio- 
nage and  contains  provisions  governing  fines 
and  forfeitures  that  would  affect  direct 
spending  and  revenues.  Although  the  bill 
would  provide  for  penalties  that  could  accu- 
mulate to  be  in  the  millions  of  dollars  in  any 
one  year,  CBO  cannot  predict  the  frequency 
of  successful  prosecutions  for  economic  espi- 
onage or  the  amounts  of  the  fines  that  would 
be  levied  and  collected.  Nevertheless,  the 
only  net  budgetary  impact  would  stem  from 
civil  fines. 

TABLE  1— ESTIMATED  COST  TO  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERN- 
MENT OF  THE  UNCLASSIFIED  SECTIONS  OF  S.  1718 

(B|r  fiscal  tear,  m  millions  of  (toUirs) 


1M6     1997     1993    1999    2000    2001     2002 

OIRCa  SPEWING  AND  REVENUES 
Oncd  saMding: 
Estimated  Njdrl 

»adKint» 0       (')       (')       (')       (')       (')       (') 

EstHaatm  outlay  .         0       (■)       CI       (>)       (■)       (■)       (>) 
»aeaaa    ._ 0       (')       (')       (')       (')       (i)       (i) 

SraOMC  SUBJECT  TO  AmWPRUTXWS  ACTION 
Sgcnitini  unoer  cur- 
itnl  la* 

Bud(il  autlontyr       305         0         0         0         0         0         0 
Estimated  outlays         350       39        19         5         0         0         0 
Piooosed  cbanps 
Estimated  autlwr- 

izabM  level  _  ..         0     282         1        0        0        0        0 
Estimated  outlays  .         0      239       25       14         5         0         0 


TABLE  1.— ESTIMATED  COST  TO  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERN- 
MENT OF  THE  UNCLASSIFIED  SECTIONS  OF  S.  1718— 
Continued 

(By  fiscal  year,  m  millioiis  of  dollatj] 

1995  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002 
Soendint  under  the 

tllll: 

Estimated  autnor- 

i:3lion  level ' 305      282         1         0         0         0         0 

Estimated  outlays  ..      350      278       44       19         5         0         0 

'  C80  cannot  estimate  the  direct  soenOmj  and  revenue  impacts  of  the 
bill  Title  V  would  affect  Both  spending  and  revenues  Itiraujh  fines  and 
forefeitures  associated  with  economic  espionage.  Over  lime,  these  effects 
would  be  olfsettinj  eicept  for  ciwl  fines  as  described  m  the  teit. 

Uhe  1996  figure  is  the  amount  already  appnipnated. 

fines.— The  imposition  of  new  civil  and 
criminal  fines  in  S.  1718  could  cause  govern- 
mental receipts  to  increase.  Civil  fines  would 
be  deposited  into  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury.  Criminal  fines  would  be  deposited 
in  the  Crime  Victims  Fund  and  would  be 
spent  in  the  following  year;  thus,  direct 
spending  from  the  fund  would  match  the  in- 
crease in  revenues  from  criminal  fines  with  a 
one-year  lag. 

Forfeiture.— A  new  forfeiture  provision  in  S. 
1718  could  lead  to  more  assets  seized  and  for- 
feited to  the  United  States  as  a  result  of  eco- 
nomic espionage.  Proceeds  from  the  sale  of 
any  such  assets  would  be  deposited  as  reve- 
nues into  the  Assets  Forfeiture  Fund  of  the 
Department  of  Justice  and  spent  out  of  the 
fund  in  the  same  year.  Thus,  direct  spending 
from  the  Assets  Forfeiture  Fund  would 
match  any  increase  in  revenues. 

SPENDING  subject  TO  APPROPRIATIONS  ACTION 

The  bill  would  authorize  the  appropriation 
of  $280  million  for  intelligence  and  intel- 
ligence-related activities  for  1997  as  well  as 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  establish 
the  Commission  to  Assess  the  Organization 
of  the  Federal  Government  to  Combat  the 
Proliferation  of  Weapons  of  Mass  Destruc- 
tion. 

Section  104  would  authorize  appropriations 
of  595.5  million  for  1997  for  the  Community 
Management  Account  of  the  Director  of  Cen- 
tral Intelligence.  Similarly,  section  201 
specifies  an  authorization  of  appropriations 
for  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency  Retire- 
ment and  Disability  Fund  of  $184.2  million. 
In  addition.  CBO  estimates  costs  of  $3  mil- 
lion over  two  years  to  establish  the  new 
commission. 

7.  Pay-as-you-go  considerations:  The  Bal- 
anced Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control 
Act  of  1985  sets  up  pay-as-you-go  procedures 
for  legislation  affecting  direct  spending  or 
receipts  through  1998.  The  bill  would  have 
the  following  pay-as-you-go  impact: 
{By  fiscal  year,  m  millions  of  dollars] 


1996 

1997 

1998 

Ctiange  m  outlays 

Change  m  receipts _ 

::::::::::     I 

CI 

CI 
C) 

'CBO  cannot  estimate  the  direct  spending  and  revenue  impacts  of  the 
bill.  Title  V  would  affect  both  spending  and  revenues  through  fines  and  for- 
feitures associated  witn  economic  espionage  Over  time,  these  effects  would 
be  offsetting  ocept  for  civil  tines  as  descnbed  m  the  ten 

8.  Estimated  cost  to  State,  local,  and  tribal 
governments:  Section  4  of  Public  Law  104-4 
excludes  from  application  of  that  act  legisla- 
tive provisions  that  are  necessary  for  the  na- 
tional security.  CBO  has  determined  that  all 
the  provisions  of  S.  1718  either  fit  within  this 
exclusion  or  do  not  contain  intergovern- 
mental mandates  as  defined  by  Public  Law 
104-4. 

9.  Estimated  impact  on  the  private  sector: 
CBO  has  determined  that  all  the  provisions 
of  S.  1718  either  fit  within  the  national  secu- 
rity exclusion  or  do  not  contain  private-sec- 
tor mandates  as  defined  by  Public  Law  104- 
4. 


10.  Previous  CBO  estimate:  None. 

11.  Estimate  prepared  by:  Federal  Cost  Es- 
timate: Jeannette  Van  Winkle.  Impact  on 
State,  Local,  and  Tribal  Governments:  Karen 
McVey.  Impact  on  Private  Sector:  Neil  Sing- 
er. 

12.  Estimate  approved  by:  Robert  A.  Sun- 
shine for  Paul  N.  Van  de  Water,  Assistant  Di- 
rector for  Budget  Analysis.* 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Madam  President,  I 
have  been  asked  to  perform  the  wrap- 
up— a  high  honor  to  be  acting  majority 
leader— perhaps  majority  leader  since 
there  is  no  majority  leader  at  the  mo- 
ment. 


ORDER  FOR  PRINTING  A  SENATE 
DOCUMENT 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Madam  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  trib- 
utes to  Senator  Dole  be  printed  as  a 
Senate  document. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


AUTHORIZATION  FOR  THE  USE  OF 
THE  CAPITOL  GROUNDS 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Madam  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Sen- 
ate proceed  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
172  just  received  from  the  House. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  172) 
authorizing  the  1996  Summer  Olympic  Torch 
Relay  to  be  run  through  the  Capitol 
Grounds,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  concurrent  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  concurrent 
resolution. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  40M 

(Purpose:  To  make  a  minor  technical 
amendment) 
Mr.  SPECTER.  Madam  President,  in 
behalf   of   Senator    Ford.    I    send    an 
ajnendment  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Spec- 
ter], for  Mr.  Ford,  proposes  an  amendment 
numbered  4044. 

In  section  1  strike  '".  and  the  Olympic 
Torch  may  be  displayed  on  the  Capitol 
Grounds  overnight,". 

Mr.  FORD.  Madam  President,  The 
amendment  that  I  offer  to  House  Con- 
current Resolution  172  conforms  the 
language  of  the  resolution  to  the  au- 
thority sought  by  the  sponsors  of  the 
Olympic  Torch  Relay.  The  plans  for  the 
relay  has  been  modified  since  the  in- 
troduction of  the  original  resolution  in 
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the  House.  This  amendment  reflects 
those  changes. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the 
House  leadership  is  prepared  to  accept 
this  amendment  and  will  expedite  ac- 
tion on  this  measure  when  it  is  re- 
ceived in  the  House.  Consequently,  this 
amendment  will  not  result  in  any  delay 
of  the  Olympic  Torch  Relay  events. 

I  commend  my  colleague  from  Geor- 
gia, Senator  Ninw,  for  his  efforts  to  fa- 
cilitate this  event  and  thank  my  col- 
leagues for  their  assistance. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Madam  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
amendment  be  agreed  to,  the  resolu- 
tion, as  amended,  be  agreed  to.  and  the 
motion  to  reconsider  be  laid  upon  the 
table;  further,  that  any  statements  re- 
lating thereto  be  placed  at  an  appro- 
priate place  in  the  Record  as  if  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  (No.  4044)  was  agreed 
to. 

The  concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con. 
Res.  172).  as  amended,  was  agreed  to. 


ORDERS  FOR  WEDNESDAY.  JUNE 
12,  1996 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Madam  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  completes  its  business  today  it 
stand  in  adjournment  until  the  hour  of 
11:30  on  Wednesday,  June  12;  further, 
that  immediately  following  the  prayer, 
the  Journal  of  proceedings  be  deemed 
approved  to  date,  no  resolutions  come 
over  under  the  rule,  the  call  of  the  cal- 
endar be  dispensed  with,  the  morning 
hour  be  deemed  to  have  expired,  and 
the  time  for  the '  two  leaders  be  re- 
served for  their  use  later  in  the  day, 
and  that  there  then  be  a  period  for 
morning  business  until  the  hour  of  12 
noon  with  Senators  permitted  to  speak 
for  up  to  5  minutes  each  with  the  fol- 
lowing exception:  Senator  Grassley 
for  10  minutes. 

I  further  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
at  12  noon,  the  Senate  then  resume  de- 
bate on  the  conference  report  to  ac- 
company the  concurrent  budget  resolu- 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr.  SPECTER.  For  the  information 
of  all  Senators,  on  Wednesday  the  Sen- 
ate will  be  resuming  debate  on  the 
budget  resolution  conference  report. 
Under  a  previous  order,  if  the  Senate 
has  received  the  official  papers  on  the 
conference  report  from  the  House  by 
3:30  p.m.  on  Wednesday,  the  Senate  will 
proceed  at  that  time  on  a  vote  on  adop- 
tion of  that  matter.  If  the  Senate  does 
not  receive  the  papers  from  the  House 
by  that  time,  then  a  vote  on  the  adop- 
tion of  the  conference  report  would 
then  occur  on  Thursday,  June  13.  at  a 
time  to  be  determined  by  the  majority 


leader  after  consultation  with  the 
Democratic  leader. 

The  Senate  may  also  be  asked  to 
turn  to  the  consideration  of  any  other 
items  cleared  for  action.  Therefore, 
other  roUcall  votes  are  possible  on 
Wednesday. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  SPECTER.  If  there  is  no  further 
business  to  come  before  the  Senate,  I 
now  ask  that  the  Senate  stand  in  ad- 
journment under  the  previous  order 
following  the  remarks  of  Senator 
Craig. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  is  recog- 
nized. 


TRIBUTE  TO  SENATOR  BOB  DOLE 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Madam  President.  I  will 
not  keep  us  long  in  the  closing  hours  of 
the  U.S.  Senate  in  what  will  certainly 
be  recognized  and  reported  as  a  historic 
day. 

Madam  President,  this  evening  I 
want  to  add  to  my  earlier  remarks  two 
thoughts  that  I  think  are  appropriate 
as  many  of  our  colleagues  have  come  to 
the  floor  today  to  express  their  sad- 
ness, their  reminiscent  thoughts,  and 
in  some  instances  our  joy  that  Bob 
Dole  is  now  free  to  lead  our  party,  my 
patrty.  the  Republican  Party,  in  his 
quest  for  the  Presidency. 

Over  the  last  2  years  I  have  had  the 
privilege  of  developing  a  unique  rela- 
tionship with  leader  Bob  Dole.  I  chair 
the  steering  committee  here  in  the 
Senate,  better  known  as  the  conserv- 
atives, or  a  group  of  conservatives,  and 
there  have  been  many  occasions  when  I 
have  been  instructed  by  that  group  to 
go  sit  down  with  our  leader  and  express 
our  concern  over  a  given  issue. 

It  has  been  over  the  course  of  that 
time  that  I  have  gotten  to  know  Bob 
Dole  for  the  person  that  so  many  have 
spoken  to  today:  a  man  whose  leader- 
ship, and  his  concern  about  our  coun- 
try and  this  institution,  the  Senate, 
was  always  foremost.  He  did  so  in  style 
and  dignity.  Bob  Dole  is  one  of  those 
people  who  could  tell  you  no  with  as 
much  sincerity  as  he  could  tell  you 
yes;  that  he  would  take  your  issue  and 
carry  it  forward,  or  that  he  did  not  be- 
lieve what  you  were  discussing  with 
him  was  appropriate  at  the  time  and 
that  sometime  in  the  future  it  might 
fit.  That  was  the  kind  of  person  who  I 
have  grown  to  know  and  respect  in  my 
first  term  here  in  the  U.S.  Senate. 

Another  issue  that  BOB  Dole  has 
been  more  than  fair  to  this  Senator  on 
is  the  issue  of  my  leadership  on  the 
balanced  budget  amendment.  I  had 
started  that  effort  in  the  House  in  the 
1980's.  but  it  was  some  years  after  Bob 
Dole  had  already  presented  the  idea 


here  in  the  U.S.  Senate.  I.  along  with 
the  Presiding  Officer  at  this  moment, 
had  felt  the  importance  of  this  issue 
and  had  worked  hard  to  make  it  a  na- 
tional issue. 

When  I  arrived  here  in  the  Senate  in 
1990  as  the  citizens  of  Idaho  chose  me 
as  one  of  their  U.S.  Senators.  Bob  Dole 
was  very  quick  to  say.  "Larry,  that  is 
your  issue,  and  we  want  you  to  lead." 
As  our  committee  meetings  went  for- 
ward, or  as  there  were  press  con- 
ferences, or  as  there  were  other  gather- 
ings in  behalf  of  a  balanced  budget 
amendment.  Bob  Dole  attended  them 
religiously.  But  with  his  seniority  and 
with  his  prestige,  he  was  always  will- 
ing to  step  back  and  say  to  people  like 
myself  or  Orrin  HATCH,  or  others,  or 
Paul  Simon.  "This  is  your  issue.  You 
lead  with  it.  You  carry  it." 

When  we  convened  the  historic  104th 
session,  as  Boa  Dole  become  the  ma- 
jority leader  of  the  U.S.  Senate,  he  was 
very  quick  to  say  to  me  and  others. 
"This  is  an  issue  that  will  be  one  of  our 
lead  issues  this  year,  and  I  want  you. 
Larry  Craig,  or  Orrin  Hatch,  or  Paul 
Simon,  to  lead  me." 

What  I  am  sajring  is  that  in  all  of  the 
opportunities  that  BOB  Dole  had  to  be 
in  the  forefront,  there  were  many  occa- 
sions when  he  was  very  willing  to  step 
back  and  let  others  lead,  and  I  think 
that  is  the  sign  of  a  leader.  I  think  that 
is  the  expression  of  the  confidence  that 
he  had  in  himself,  but  at  the  same  time 
the  willingness  to  share  that  with  all 
of  us  as  he  saw  the  importance  of 
broadening  our  base  and  carrying  these 
issues  forward. 

I.  along  with  every  Senator  in  this 
body,  will  miss  Bob  Dole  as  our  major- 
ity leader. 

But  I  say  that  I  am  excited  about  the 
future.  And  I  am  excited  about  the  op- 
portunity someday,  as  I  believe  I  will 
have  that  opportunity,  to  say  to  BOB 
Dole.  "Mr.  President,  it  is  my  pleasure 
to  serve  you." 

With  those  thoughts,  I  yield  back  my 
time  with  the  understanding  that  the 
Senate  wDl  stand  in  adjournment. 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  11:30  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  stands 
adjourned. 

Thereupon,  the  Senate,  at  7:57  p.m., 
adjourned  until  Wednesday,  June  12. 
1996,  at  11:30  a.m. 


CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive  nominations  confirmed  by 
the  Senate  June  11,  1996: 

LEGAL  SERVICES  CORPORATION 

UWXEDA  MORGAN  BATTLE.  OF  ALABAMA.  TO  BE  A 
MEMBER  OF  THE  BOARC  OF  DIRECTORS  OF  THE  I.ECAL 
SERVICES  CORPORATION  FOR  A  TEKM  EXPDUNC  JULY  U. 

im. 

JOHN  K  ERLENBORN.  OF  n.I.TKOIS.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER 
OF  THE  BOARD  OF  DDIECTORS  OF  THE  LEGAL  SERVICES 
CORPORATION  FOR  A  TERM  EXPUUNC  JULY  U.  IStt. 
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EDNA  FAIRBANKS- WHXIAMS.  OF  VERMONT.  TO  BE  A 
MEMBER  OF  THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  OF  THE  LEGAL 
SERVICES  CORPORATION  FOR  A  TERM  EXPIRING  JULY  13. 
1991. 

HARRY  S.  TRUMAN  SCHOLARSHIP  FOUNDATION 

NORMAN  I.  MALDON.^DO.  OF  PUERTO  RICO.  TO  BE  A 
MEMBER  OF  THE  BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES  OP  THE  HARRY  S 
TRUMAN  SCHOLARSHIP  FOUNDATION  FOR  A  TERM  EX- 
PnUNC  DECEMBER  10.  19». 

LUIS  D.  ROVIRA.  OF  COLORADO.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER  OF 
THE  BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES  OF  THE  HARRY  S.  TRUMAN 
SCHOLARSHIP  FOUNDATION  FOR  A  TERM  EXPIRING  DE- 
CEMBER 10.  2001. 

BARRY  GOLDWATER  SCHOLARSHIP  Si  EXCELLENCE  tS 
EDUCATION  FOUNDATION 

DONNA  DEARMAN  SMITH.  OF  ALABAMA.  TO  BE  A  MEM- 
BER OF  THE  BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES  OF  THE  BARRY  GOLD- 
WATER  SCHOLARSHIP  AND  EXCELLENCE  IN  EDUCATION 
FOUNTJATION  FOR  A  TERM  EXPIRING  MARCH  3.  1998 

SAINT  LAWRENCE  SEAWAY  DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION 

WILUAM  L.  WILSON.  OF  MINNXSOTA.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER 
OF  THE  ADVISORY  BOARD  OF  THE  SAINT  LAWRENCE 
SEAWAY  DEVELOPMENT  CORPORATION. 

COMMUNICATIONS  SATELLITE  CORPORATION 

BARRY  M.  GOLDWATER.  SR.  OF  ARIZONA.  TO  BE  A  MEM- 
BER OF  THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  OF  THE  CO.MMUNICA- 
TIONS  SATELLITE  CORPORATION  UNTIL  THE  DATE  OF 
THE  AN-NU.U,  MEETING  OF  THE  CORPORATION  IN  1998. 

PETER  S  KNIGHT.  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA.  TO 
BE  A  MEMBER  OF  THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  OF  THE 
COMMUNICATIONS  SATELLITE  CORPORATION  UNTIL  THE 
DATE  OF  THE  ANNTJAL  MEETING  OF  THE  CORPORATION 
IN  1999. 

NATIONAL  COMMISSION  ON  UBRARIES  AND 
INFORMATION  SCIENCE 

C.E.  ABRAMSON.  OF  MONTANA.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER  OF 
THE  NATIONAL  COMMISSION  ON  LrBRAJUES  AND  INFOR- 
MATION SCIENCE  FOR  A  TERM  EXPIRING  JULY  19.  JOOO. 

CORPORATION  FOR  NATIONAL  AND  COMMUNTIT 
SERVICE 

ROBERT  B.  ROGERS.  OF  MISSOURI.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER  OF 
THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  OF  THE  CORPOR.ATION  FOR 
NATIONAL  AND  COMMUNITY  SERVICE  FOR  A  TERM  OF 
THREE  TEARS. 

HARRY  S  TRUMAN  SCHOLARSHIP  FOUNDATION 

ELMER  B.  STAATS.  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA.  TO 
BE  A  MEMBER  OF  THE  BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES  OF  THE 
HARRY  S  TRUMAN  SCHOLARSHIP  FOUNDATION  FOR  A 
TERM  EXPIRING  DECEMBER  10.  2001. 


NATIONAL  MUSEUM  SERVICES  BOARD 

DAVID  A.  UCKO.  OF  MISSOURI.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER  OF  THE 
NATIONAL  MUSEUM  SERVICES  BOARD  FOR  A  TERM  EX- 
PIRING DECEMBER  S.  1999 

ALBERTA  SEBOLT  GEORGE.  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.  TO 
BE  A  MEMBER  OF  THE  NATIONAL  MUSEUM  SERVICES 
BOARD  FOR  A  TERM  EXPIRING  DECEMBER  6.  1998. 

NATIONAL  INSTITUTE  FOR  UTER.\CY  ADVISORY 
BOARD 

AUDREY  TAYSE  HA-i-NES.  OF  KENTUCKY".  TO  BE  A  MEM- 
BER OF  THE  NATIONAL  INSTITUTE  FOR  LITERACY  ADVI- 
SORY BOARD  FOR  A  TERM  EXPIRING  OCTOBER  13.  1998. 

MARY  DODD  GREENE.  OF  TEXAS.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER  OF 
THE  NATIONAL  INSTITUTE  FOR  LITERACY  ADVISORY 
BOARD  FOR  A  TER.M  EXPIRING  OCTOBER  12.  1998. 

MARK  EDWIN  EMBLIDCE.  OF  VIRGINIA.  TO  BE  A  MEM- 
BER OF  THE  N.ATIONAL  INSTITUTE  FOR  LITERACY  ADVI- 
SORY BOARD  FOR  A  TERM  EXPIRINC  SEPTEMBER  22.  1998 

TOM  G.  FAY.  OF  NEW  JERSEY".  TO  BE  A  MEMBER  OF 
THE  NATIONAL  INSTITUTE  LITERACY  ADVISORY  BOARD 
FOR  A  TERM  EXPIRING  OCTOBER  12.  1996. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

RICHARD  L.  MORNINOSTAR.  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.  FOR 
THE  RANK  OF  AMBASSADOR  DURING  HIS  TENURE  OF 
SERVICE  AS  SPECIAL  ADVISOR  TO  THE  PRESIDENT  AND 
TO  THE  SECRETARY  OF  STATE  ON  ASSISTANCE  TO  THE 
NXW  INDEPENDENT  STATES  [NISI  OF  THE  FORMER  SO- 
\TET  UNION  AND  COORDINATOR  OF  NIS  ASSISTANCE. 

DANE  FARNSWORTH  S.MITH.  JR..  OF  NEW  MEXICO.  A  CA- 
REER MEMBER  OF  THE  SENIOR  FOREIGN  SERVICE. 
CLASS  OF  MINISTER-COUNSELOR.  TO  BE  AMBASSADOR 
EXTRAORDINARY  ANT>  PLENIPOTENTIARY  OF  THE 
UNTTED  STATES  OF  AMERICA  TO  THE  REPUBUC  OF  SEN- 
EGAL. 

GEORGE  F.  WARD.  JR..  OF  VIRGINIA.  A  CAREER  MEM- 
BER OF  THE  SENIOR  FOREIGN  SERVICE.  CLASS  OF  MIN- 
ISTER-COUNSELOR. TO  BE  AMBASSADOR  EXTRAOR- 
DINARY AND  PLENIPCITENTIARV  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 
OF  .AMERICA  TO  THE  REPUBUC  OF  NAMIBIA. 

SHARON  P.  WILKINSON.  OF  NEW  YORK.  A  CAREER  MEM- 
BER OF  THE  SENIOR  FOREIGN  SERVICE.  CLASS  OF  COUN- 
SELOR. TO  BE  AMBASSADOR  EXTRAORDINARY  AND 
PLENTPOTENTLARY  OF  THE  LT<ITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA 
TO  BURKINA  FASO. 

KEN^NETH  C.  BRILL.  OF  CALIFORNTA.  A  CAREER  MEM- 
BER OF  THE  SENIOR  FOREIGN  SERVICE.  CLASS  OF  MIN- 
ISTER-COUNSELOR.  TO  BE  AMBASSADOR  EXTRAOR- 
DINARY AND  PLENIPOTENTIARY  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 
OF  AMERICA  TO  THE  REPUBUC  OF  CYPRUS. 

DAY  OLIN  MOUNT.  OF  VIRGINIA.  A  CAREER  MEMBER  OF 
THE  SENIOR  FOREIGN  SERVICE.  CLASS  OF  MINISTER- 
COUNSELOR.  TO  BE  AMBASSADOR  EXTRAORDINARY  AND 
PLENIPOTENTIARY  OF  THE  UNTTED  STATES  OF  AMERICA 
TO  THE  REPUBUC  OF  ICELAND. 

CHARLES  O.  CECIL.  OF  CALIFORNTA.  A  CAREER  MEM- 
BER OF  THE  SENIOR  FOREIGN  SERVICE.  CLASS  OF  MIN- 
ISTER-COUNSELOR.    TO     BE     AMBASSADOR     EXTRAOR- 


DINARY AND  PLENTPOTENTIARY  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 
OF  AMERICA  TO  THE  REPUBUC  OF  NIGER. 

DAVID  C.  HALSTED.  OF  VERMONT.  A  CAREER  MEMBER 
OF  THE  SENIOR  FOREIGN  SERVICE.  CLASS  OF  MINISTER- 
COUNSELOR.  TO  BE  AMBASSADOR  EXTRAORDINARY  AND 
PLENTPOTENTIARY  OF  THE  UNTTED  STATES  OF  AMERICA 
TO  THE  REPUBLIC  OF  CHAD. 

PRUDENCE  BUSHNELL.  OF  VIRGINTA.  A  CAREER  MEM- 
BER OF  THE  SENIOR  FOREIGN  SERVTCE.  CLASS  OF  COUN- 
SELOR. TO  BE  AMBASSADOR  EXTRAORDINARY  ANT) 
PLENIPOTENTI.'iRY  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA 
TO  THE  REPUBLIC  OF  KENYA. 

MORRIS  N.  HUGHES.  JR..  OF  N-EBRASKA.  A  CAREER 
MEMBER  OF  THE  SENIOR  FOREIGN  SERVICE.  CLASS  OF 
COUNSELOR.  TO  BE  AMBASSADOR  EXTRAORDINARY  AND 
PLENTPOTENTIARY  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA 
TO  THE  REPUBLIC  OF  BURUNDI. 

NUCLEAR  REGUL.'VTORY  COMMISSION 

HUBERT  T.  BELL.  JR..  OF  ALABAMA.  TO  BE  INSPECTOR 
GENERAL.  NUCLEAR  REGULATORY  COMMISSION. 

NATIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  SAFETY'  BOARD 

JAMES  E.  HALL.  OF  TEN^NESSEE.  TO  BE  CHAIRMAN  OF 
THE  N.ATIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  SAFETY  BOARD  FOR  A 
TERM  OP  TWO  YEARS. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 

ROBERT  E.  ANDERSON.  OF  MINNESOTA.  TO  BE  A  MEM- 
BER OF  THE  BOARD  OF  REGENTS  OF  THE  UNIFORMED 
SERVICES  imiVERSITY  OF  THE  HEALTH  SCIENCES  FOR  A 
TERM  EXPIRING  JUNE  20.  2001. 

LONNIE  R.  BRISTOW.  OF  CAUFORNIA.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER 
OF  THE  BOARD  OF  REGENTS  OF  THE  UNTFORMED  SB31V- 
ICES  UNIVERSITY  OF  THE  HEALTH  SCIENCES  FOR  A 
TERM  EXPIRING  JUNE  20.  2001. 

SHIRLEY  LEDBETTER  JONES.  OF  ARKANSAS.  TO  BE  A 
MEMBER  OF  THE  BOARD  OF  REGENTS  OF  THE  UNI- 
FORMED SERVTCES  UNIVERSITY  OF  THE  HEALTH 
SCIENCES  FOR  A  TERM  EXPIRING  MAY  1.  20O1. 

THE  ABOVE  NOMINATIONS  WERE  APPROVED  SUBJECT 
TO  THE  NOMINXES'  COMMITMENT  TO  RESPOND  TO  RE- 
QUESTS TO  APPEAR  AND  TESTIFY  BEFORE  ANY  DULY 
CONSTITUTED  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  SENATE. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

JOHN  R.  LACEY.  OF  CONNECTICUT.  TO  BE  A  ME.MBER  OF 
THE  FOREIGN  CLAIMS  SETTLE.MENT  COMMISSION  OF 
THE  UNITED  STATES  FOR  A  TERM  EXPIRING  SEPTEMBER 
30.1998. 

IN  THE  COAST  GUARD 

COAST  GUARD  NOMINATIONS  BECINNTNG  VINCENT 
WILCZYNSKI.  AND  ENDING  JJMES  R.  DIRE.  WHICH  NOMI- 
NATIONS WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  AP- 
PEARED IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  ON  APRIL  19. 
1996. 

COAST  GUARD  NOMINATION  OF  ANDREW  J.  SORENSON. 
WHICH  WAS  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED 
IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  OF  MAY  22.  1996. 
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BANGLADESH:  AVERTING  A  CRISIS 


HON.  DOUG  BEREUTER 

OF  N-EBRASKA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  11. 1996 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  with  par- 
liamentary elections  set  for  tomorrow,  Ban- 
gladesh is  at  a  crucial  turning  point  in  its  ef- 
forts to  sustain  a  fragile  democracy  that  has 
only  been  in  place  since  1991.  Although  calm 
prevails  in  Dhaka,  the  country  is  still  reeling 
from  jitters  produced  by  the  movements  of 
provincial  troops  unhappy  with  the  May  20  dis- 
missal of  the  army  chief  of  staff.  Earlier  this 
spring,  the  political  opposition  waged  a  gen- 
eral strike  that  paralyzed  most  transportation 
and  businesses,  was  well  as  the  country's  cru- 
cial port  of  Chittagong.  Although  enjoying  lim- 
ited public  support,  the  anti-government  cam- 
paign took  a  severe  toll  on  what  was  already 
one  of  the  world's  poorest  nations.  It  kept 
frightened  citizens  away  from  school  and  jobs. 
It  cost  the  country  up  to  S80  million  a  day  in 
lost  production  and  exports.  Over  120 
Bangladeshis  lost  their  lives  in  clashes  be- 
tween pro-  and  anti-government  activists  dur- 
ing the  strike. 

It  is  pointless  to  try  to  assign  blame  for  the 
turmoil  that  has  characterized  Bangladesh's 
political  scene  for  past  several  years.  The 
1991  elections  that  brought  Prime  Minister 
Begum  Khaleda  Zia  and  her  Bangladesh  Na- 
tionalist Party  to  power  were  generally  consid- 
ered fair  by  intematwnal  observers.  Three 
years  later,  however,  the  oppositkxi  resigned 
en  masse  from  the  pariiament  after  allegations 
of  a  rigged  by-election.  It  then  commenced  a 
campaign  of  demonstrations  and  tx)ycotts  in 
the  effort  to  convince  Zia  to  step  down  in  favor 
of  a  neutral  caretaker  government.  Then,  in 
Febaiary  1996  a  legislative  contest  that  dis- 
solved into  a  one-party  show  plagued  by  egre- 
gious irregularities  only  worsened  the  situa- 
tion. 

What  has  made  Bangladesh's  cir- 
cumstances all  the  more  tragic  is  that  its  party 
warfare  has  been  driven  more  by  the  person- 
alities of  its  key  political  leaders  rather  than 
policy  differences  in  addressing  the  country's 
crushing  poverty  and  improving  the  lives  of  its 
citizens.  Former  Prime  Minister  Zia  is  the 
widow  of  an  assassinated  preskJent,  and  op- 
position AwamI  League  leader  Sheikh  Hasina 
Wajeed  is  the  daughter  of  the  country's  first 
prime  minister,  who  was  also  assassinated. 
Despite  their  common  history  as  survivors, 
their  relationship  over  the  years  has  been 
characterized  by  charges  and  counter-charges 
related  to  their  long-standing  rivalry  for  the 
country's  top  post. 

Nevertheless,  a  breakthrough  in  Ban- 
gladesh's stalemate  occun-ed  with  the  con- 
stitutional change  approved  by  Pariiament  on 
March  26,  which  provkted  for  Prime  Minister 
Zia  to  step  down  and  for  a  neutral  caretaker 


government  to  be  appointed.  A  few  days  later, 
Bangladesh's  president  appointed  Habibur 
Rahman,  a  former  chief  justrce,  as  head  of  a 
neutral  caretaker  government;  new  elections 
were  then  set  for  June  12.  These  actions  ap- 
pear to  have  answered  many  of  the  opposi- 
tion's key  demands.  The  catch  is  that  Zia— 
who  remains  head  of  her  party  and  has  been 
actively  campaigning — could  conceivably  re- 
capture her  position  after  the  elections,  a  pros- 
pect that  the  opposition  may  not  be  prepared 
to  accept  with  good  grace— even  in  a  fair  con- 
test. The  very  real  possibility  of  no  party  at- 
taining a  majority  would  necessitate  the  lorma- 
tkjn  of  a  coalition  government,  an  arrangement 
that  would  pose  the  ultimate  challenge  of  co- 
operation for  Zia  and  Sheikh  Hasina. 

Regardless  of  the  outcome  of  tomon-ow*s 
polls,  developments  leading  up  to  them  have 
brought  relative  law  and  order  to  Dhaka,  in- 
cluding a  much  wek»me  respite  from  violence 
and  labor  strikes.  With  this  period  of  calm 
comes  an  opportunity  that  should  not  be  tost. 
It  is  now  critical  for  the  country's  leading  politi- 
cos  to  demonstrate  to  Bangladesh's  citizens 
and  to  the  wortd  that  they  are  both  sertous 
about  teaming  to  live  with  each  other  and 
eager  to  attract  the  international  investment 
that  Bangladesh  so  desperately  needs,  it  is 
imperative  that  the  two  sides  partkapate  in  and 
abide  by  the  results  of  these  elections  which, 
of  course,  must  be  respectatjty  fair  and  free  of 
irregularities.  All  parties  should  then  take  their 
seats  in  the  legislature  and  reengage  fully  in 
Bangladesh's  politk:al  process. 

Finally,  the  United  States  and  other  friends 
shoukJ  do  everything  in  their  power  to  morally 
support  and  encourage  Bangladesh  to  foltow 
such  a  course.  We  should  make  it  dear  that 
the  intemattonal  community  will  not  recognize 
or  assist  a  new  regime  unless  it  achieves 
power  through  the  democratk;  process.  We 
must  reiterate  that  a  military  coup— a  time- 
honored  tradition  in  Bangladesh— is  not  an  op- 
tton.  And,  the  United  States  shouto  stand 
ready  to  at  least  maintain  its  modest  bilateral 
assistance  and  to  support  legitimate  requests 
for  assistance  from  the  World  Bank  and  other 
international  financial  instituttons. 

OutskJe  financial  assistance  is  desperately 
needed,  but  in  the  final  analysis,  it  is  the  peo- 
ple of  Bangladesh  who  will  deckfe  the  natkxi's 
fate.  The  path  to  a  brighter  future  can  now  be 
seen.  Let  us  hope  that  the  leadership  of  this 
long-suffering  people,  who  already  have  en- 
dured more  than  their  share  of  tragedy,  can 
seize  the  political  opportunity  that  lies  t>efore 
them. 


HONORING  THE  CANNON  COUNTY 
RESCUE  SQUAD 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 

DC  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATU'ES 

Tuesday,  June  11, 1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  apptaud  the  invaluable  services 
provided  by  the  Cannon  County  Rescue 
Squad.  These  brave,  civic  minded  people  give 
freely  of  their  time  so  that  shouW  disaster 
stnke,  we  know  that  our  friend  and  neighbors 
are  there  to  help. 

Few  realize  the  depth  of  training  and  hard 
wori<  that  goes  into  being  a  member  of  the 
rescue  squad.  Rescue  squad  members  under- 
go a  training  series  over  a  four  to  six  nwnth 
period  which  includes  instructran  in 
cardtopulmonary  resuscitatton  [CPR],  vehicle 
extrication,  emergency  drivir)g,  arxl  rescue  ori- 
entation. In  addition  to  this  training,  rescue 
squad  members  also  meet  monthly  to  address 
business  concems  as  well  as  hear  guest 
speakers. 

Rescue  squad  memt)ers  are  volunteers. 
They  receive  no  pay  for  what  they  do.  What 
also  makes  their  service  especially  outstand- 
ing is  that  the  organizations  themselves  re- 
ceive no  funding.  They  receive  no  funding 
from  the  dty,  the  county,  or  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. 

Rescue  squads  are  funded  In  the  same  spir- 
it of  community  volunteerism  v^ich  moves 
them  to  serve.  Family,  friends,  and  neighbors 
pitch  in  at  bake  sales,  road  btocks,  and  fish 
frys  to  help  those  who  sacriftoe  ttieir  time  lor 
the  berwfit  of  the  whole  community. 

Committing  such  an  amount  of  spare  time 
and  energy  to  a  job  so  errratkjnaily  and  phys- 
kalty  taxing  requires  a  sense  of  devotkxi  and 
duty  for  whk^  we  are  all  grateful. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  LEGISLATION 
REGARDING  PRECIOUS  METALS 


HON.  BARBARA  F.  VUCANOVICH 

OF  NFVADA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  11, 1996 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  atong 
with  my  colleagues.  Representative  John  En- 
sign and  Representative  Jimmy  Hayes,  I  am 
introducing  today  legislation  that  will  broaden 
investor  opttons  for  indivkjually  directed  retire- 
ment accounts  and  other  self-directed  ac- 
counts in  qualified  retirement  plans,  arxj  er>- 
sure  that  the  continued  importation  of  minted 
gold  and  silver  bullkxi  will  remain  duty-free. 
This  legislation  will  have  no  revenue  impact 

Precious  metals  have  been  used  for  savings 
and  investments  since  the  dawn  of  civilization. 
Millions  of  Americans  invest  in  prackxis  metals 
today.  They  recognize  ttiat  precious  metals 


9  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  arc  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  fk>or. 
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are  an  excellent  way  to  diversify  a  portfolio 
and  to  provide  a  hedge  against  inflation  and  fi- 
nancial uncertainty.  Similarty,  investors  have 
long  recognized  the  value  of  investing  in  legal 
tender  coinage.  Such  coins  are  seen  by  many 
investors  to  be  an  important  compliment  to  a 
totaJ  precious  metals  portfolio.  Precious  metals 
and  legal  tender  coinage  can  bring  a  balance 
to  other  portfolio  assets  like  stocl<s,  txjnds, 
arxJ  mutual  funds,  reducing  the  volatility 
caused  by  fluctuations  in  the  securities  mar- 
kets. 

Today,  investors  in  individually  directed  re- 
tirement accounts  may  invest  in  a  wide  selec- 
tion of  precious  metals  mining  stocks  and  mu- 
tual funds,  yet  they  are  unnecessarily  re- 
stricted in  their  choice  of  physical  precious 
metals  irrvestments.  Current  law  limits  the  pre- 
cious metals  choices  for  irtvestors  in  these  re- 
tirement accounts  to  gokj  and  silver  American 
Eagle  bullion  coins,  minted  by  the  U.S.  Mint. 
White  American  Eagles  are  convenient  for 
small  transactions,  they  have  a  high  premium 
relative  to  bullion  bars,  making  them  less  at- 
tractive for  investors  choosing  to  invest  larger 
amounts  in  precious  metals. 

Current  law  also  permits  legal  tender  coin- 
age to  be  included  in  defined  contribution  per>- 
sion  and  profit-sharing  plans,  but  not  individ- 
ually directed  retirement  accounts  and  other 
self-directed  retirement  plans.  Removing  cur- 
rent restrk:tion  would  allow  small  investors, 
many  whose  total  investment  programs  con- 
sist of  ttie  IRA's,  to  select  from  the  same 
menu  of  investment  options  currently  available 
to  other  investors. 

The  legislation  my  colleagues  and  1  are  in- 
troducing today  will  amend  section  408(m)  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  and  expand  the 
qualified  precious  metals  investments  for  indi- 
vidually directed  retirement  accounts  to  in- 
clude goM,  silver,  platinum,  and  palladium  bul- 
lion products  in  bar  or  coin  form,  and  legal 
terider  coinage.  This  will  pemnit  American  in- 
vestors a  wider  range  of  investment  options 
for  their  individually  directed  retirement  ac- 
counts, and  other  self-directed  accounts  in 
qualified  retirement  plans,  while  having  no  rev- 
enue impact  for  the  Federal  Government. 

This  bill  also  will  con-ect  an  unintentional 
drafting  error  whrch  occurred  with  the  conver- 
sion, in  1989,  of  the  tariff  schedules  of  the 
United  States  [TSUS]  into  the  harmonized  tar- 
iff schedule  of  the  United  States  [HTS]  and  will 
allow  the  importation  of  gold  and  silver  bullion 
to  continue  duty-free.  This  measure  will 
amend  sutx:hapter  II  of  chapter  71  of  the  HTS 
arxl  correct  the  definition  of  gold  and  silver 
txjilion  bars  whk:h  are  both  cast  and  minted. 

For  more  than  a  century,  gold  and  silver 
bars  imported  into  the  United  States  have 
been  classified  under  the  duty-free  tariff  provi- 
sions covering  gold  and  silver  bullion  and 
more.  Until  the  1970's,  bars  were  universally 
produced  by  the  casting  method,  whereby 
molten  metal  is  poured  into  a  mold  where  it 
hardens  into  a  bar.  Technological  advance- 
ments some  20  years  ago  permitted  txjilion 
bars  to  be  minted  rather  than  cast.  Minted 
bars  are  stamped  out  of  fiat  strips  of  rolled 
gold  or  silver  to  the  required  dimensions.  In 
the  case  of  smaller  quantities  of  metal,  minting 
bars  is  more  efficient,  precise,  and  cost-effec- 
tive. This  new  production  method  had  no  ef- 
fect on  the  product  Whether  cast  or  minted. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

the  t>ars  are  at  least  99.5  percent  pure  gold  or 
silver,  and  both  are  recognized  internationally 
as  bullion  products  of  similar  quality  and  pu- 
rity. 

Our  bill  would  correct  an  unintentional  draft- 
ing error  which  occurred  in  the  conversion  of 
the  TSUS  to  the  HTS.  In  1989,  the  United 
States  adopted  the  HTS,  replacing  the  TSUS. 
In  the  conversion,  the  drafters  of  the  HTS, 
through  an  oversight,  made  the  provisions  for 
gold  and  silver  bullion  a  subcategory  of  the 
provisions  for  unwrought  forms  of  gold  and  sil- 
ver. In  the  HTS.  the  definition  of  the  term  "un- 
wrought" excludes  articles  that  are  produced 
using  a  rolling  process.  The  drafters  failed  to 
take  into  account  that  in  order  to  mint  the 
bars,  the  gold  and  silver  must  first  t>e  rolled 
into  a  flat  strip,  which,  according  to  the  U.S. 
Customs  Service,  removed  the  bars  from  the 
unwrought  category.  However,  minted  bullion 
Ijars  continued  to  be  imported  duty-free  for  the 
next  4  years. 

In  1993,  the  Customs  Service  sought  to 
classify  minted  gold  and  silver  tars  under  the 
provisions  for  other  articles  of  gold  and  silver, 
in  HTS  heading  71 15  at  a  duty  of  7.8  percent 
and  5.4  percent,  respectively.  By  1994,  the 
proposal  had  caused  a  major  stir  in  the  inter- 
national precious  metals  mart<et  until  it  was 
held  in  abeyance  by  the  Department  of  the 
Treasury,  an  action  still  in  effect 

This  measure  would  remedy  the  drafting 
error  in  the  HTS  by  affirming  the  longstanding 
duty-free  provisions  for  semimanufactured 
gold  and  silver  and  for  other  articles  of  gold 
and  silver.  The  bill  before  us  will  properly  re- 
tain the  duty-free  treatment  accorded  to  the 
importation  of  gold  and  silver  bullion  tiars  for 
over  1 00  years. 

Because  gold  and  silver  bullion  bars,  wheth- 
er cast  or  minted,  regardless  of  size,  have  al- 
ways been  duty-free,  enactment  of  the  pro- 
posed corrective  provisions  in  this  measure 
would  simply  retain  that  status,  arxJ  would  not 
deprive  the  Treasury  of  revenue.  Corv 
sequently,  this  change  in  the  HTS  will  have  no 
revenue  impact. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  wori<  with  Con- 
gressman Hayes,  Congressman  Ensign,  and 
myself  to  enact  this  bill  to  restore  fairness  for 
those  with  individually  directed  retirement  ac- 
counts and  to  correct  an  unintended  drafting 
error  in  the  HTS. 


HONORING  THE  CLAY  COUNTY 
RESCUE  SQUAD 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  11,  1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  the  invaluable  services 
provided  by  the  Clay  County  Rescue  Squad. 
These  brave,  civic-minded  people  give  freely 
of  their  time  so  that  should  disaster  strike,  we 
know  that  our  friends  and  neighbors  are  there 
to  help. 

Few  realize  the  depth  of  training  and  hard 
wori<  that  goes  into  being  a  member  of  the 
rescue  squad.  Rescue  squad  members  under- 
go a  training  series  over  a  4-  to  5-month  pe- 
riod      which       includes       instruction       in 
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cardiopulmonary  resuscitation  [CPR],  vehicle 
extrication,  emergency  driving,  and  rescue  ori- 
entation. In  addition  to  this  training,  rescue 
squad  members  also  meet  nrronthly  to  address 
business  concems  as  well  as  hear  guest 
speakers. 

Rescue  squad  memljers  are  volunteers. 
They  receive  no  pay  for  what  they  do.  What 
also  makes  their  services  especially  outstand- 
ing is  that  the  organizations  themselves  re- 
ceive no  funding.  They  receive  no  funding 
from  the  city,  the  county,  or  the  Federal  Gov- 
emment 

Rescue  squads  are  funded  in  the  same  spir- 
it of  community  voluntarism  which  moves  them 
to  serve.  Family,  friends,  and  neighbors  pitch 
in  at  bake  sales,  road  blocks,  and  fish  frys  to 
help  those  who  sacrifice  their  time  for  the  ben- 
efit of  the  whole  community. 

Committing  such  an  amount  of  spare  time 
and  energy  to  a  job  so  emotionally  and  phys- 
ically taxing  requires  a  sense  of  devotion  and 
duty  for  which  we  are  all  grateful. 


TRIBUTE  TO  GIRL  SCOUT  GOLD 
AWARD  RECIPIENTS 


HON.  JOHN  T.  MYERS 

OF  INDIANA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  11, 1996 

Mr.  MYERS  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
1  would  like  to  salute  four  outstanding  young 
women  who  have  t>een  honored  with  the  Girl 
Scout  Gold  Award  by  Covered  Bridge  Giri 
Scout  Council  in  Terre  Haute,  IN.  This  year 
Katherine  Bloomer,  Amanda  Lamt>ertus, 
Wendy  Lu,  and  Katey  Marancik  received  Gold 
Awards.  This  award  symbolizes  outstanding 
accomplishments  in  the  areas  of  leadership, 
community  service,  career  planning,  and  per- 
sonal development  The  award  can  be  earned 
by  giris  ages  14  to  17  or  in  grades  9  through 
12. 

Giri  Scouts  of  the  U.S.A.,  an  organization 
serving  over  2.5  million  girts,  has  awarded 
more  than  20,000  Girt  Scout  Gold  Awards  to 
senior  Giri  Scouts  since  the  inception  of  the 
program  in  1 980. 

To  receive  the  award,  a  Giri  Scout  must 
eam  four  interest  project  patches,  the  Career 
Exploration  Pin,  the  Senior  Giri  Scout  Leader- 
ship Award,  and  the  Senior  Giri  Scout  Chal- 
lenge, as  well  as  design  and  implement  a  Giri 
Scout  Gold  Award  project.  A  plan  for  fulfilling 
these  requirements  is  created  by  the  senior 
Giri  Scout  and  is  carried  out  through  close  co- 
operation between  the  giri  and  an  adult  Giri 
Scout  volunteer. 

I  believe  we  should  join  the  Covered  Bridge 
Giri  Scout  Council  in  publicly  recognizing 
these  young  women  for  their  service  to  their 
community  and  country. 


WHITE  HOUSE  ABUSE  OF  POWER 


HON.  RON  PACKARD 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  11, 1996 

Mr.  PACKARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
express  my  outrage  at  the  blatant  abuse  of 
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power  exhibited  by  the  White  House.  Recently 
discovered  documents  show  that  the  White 
House  requested  and  received  341  highly  con- 
fidential FBI  records  of  former  Reagan  and 
Bush  appointees. 

The  abuse  of  power  and  invasion  of  privacy 
wreaks  of  Big  Brother.  It  is  a  blatant  violation 
of  the  right  to  privacy  the  Constitution  guaran- 
tees each  and  every  American.  Equally  out- 
rageous is  the  fact  that  the  president  invoked 
"Executive  privilege"  to  prevent  release  of 
documents  in  which  the  request  for  FBI  files 
was  discovered. 

The  Clinton  administration  is  caught  red- 
handed  this  time  in  what  seems  to  t>e  a  reoc- 
curring  denial  of  responsibility,  they  explain  it 
as  just  another  goof  by  unknown  bureau- 
crats—was the  goof  the  fact  tfiat  the  docu- 
ments were  requested  or  the  fact  that  the  doc- 
ument requests  were  discovered?  Further,  we 
must  also  question  who  at  the  White  House 
knew  the  files  had  t)een  gattiered  and  why 
were  they  kept  at  the  White  House  rather  than 
returned  to  the  FBI  after  the  error  was  discov- 
ered in  1994? 

The  changing  and  conflicting  stories  put 
forth  by  the  Clinton  administration  are  not  ac- 
ceptable. The  American  people  deserve  one 
story — the  truth. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

TRIBUTE  TO  BENNY  CARTER. 
BUDDY  COLLETTE,  AND  GERALD 
WILSON— THREE  GREAT  ARTISTS 


HONORING  THE  DAVIDSON  COUNTY 
RESCUE  SQUAD 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  11, 1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  the  invaluable  services 
provided  by  the  Davidson  County  Rescue 
Squad.  These  brave,  civic-minded  people  give 
freely  of  their  time  so  that  should  disaster 
strike,  we  know  that  our  friends  and  neighbors 
are  there  to  help. 

Few  realize  the  depth  of  training  and  hard 
wori<  that  goes  into  t)eing  a  member  of  the 
rescue  squad.  Rescue  squad  memtjers  under- 
go a  training  series  over  a  4-  to  6-month  pe- 
riod which  irKludes  instruction  in 
cardiopulmonary  resuscitation  [CPR],  vehicle 
extrication,  emergency  driving,  and  rescue  ori- 
entation. In  addition  to  this  training,  rescue 
squad  members  also  meet  monthly  to  address 
tHjsiness  concems  as  well  as  hear  guest 
speakers. 

Rescue  squad  memt)ers  are  volunteers. 
They  receive  no  pay  for  what  they  do.  What 
also  makes  their  service  especially  outstand- 
ing is  that  the  organizations  themselves  re- 
ceive no  funding.  They  receive  no  funding 
from  the  city,  the  county,  or  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. 

Rescue  squads  are  funded  in  the  same  spir- 
it of  community  volunteerism  which  moves 
them  to  serve.  Family,  friends,  and  neighbors 
pitch  in  at  bake  sales,  road  blocks,  and  fish 
frys  to  help  those  who  sacrifice  their  time  for 
the  t)enefit  of  the  whole  community. 

Committing  such  an  amount  of  spare  time 
and  energy  to  a  job  so  emotionally  and  phys- 
ically taxing  requires  a  sense  of  devotion  and 
duty  for  which  we  are  all  grateful. 


HON.  JUUAN  C  DD(ON 

OF  CAUFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  11, 1996 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  join 
the  Lit)rary  of  Congress  in  honoring  Benny 
Carter.  Buddy  Collette.  and  Gerald  Wilson- 
three  of  America's  most  talented  jazz  musi- 
cians. Last  week  the  Library  of  Congress  hon- 
ored these  wonderful,  Los  Angeles-based  art- 
ists by  sponsoring  three  concerts  featuring 
their  music. 

BENNY  CARTER 

Bennett  Lester  "Benny"  Carter  was  born  in 
New  Yori<,  in  1907  and  studied  piano  as  well 
as  trumpet  and  saxophone  with  his  mother 
arxJ  sister  in  Manhattaa  Although  his  parents 
sent  him  to  Wilt)ertorce  University  in  Ohio  to 
study  theology,  jazz  gradually  became  more 
important  to  him.  One  summer  he  joined  a 
jazz  band  led  by  Horace  Henderson,  brother 
of  tjandleader  Fletcher  Henderson,  and  never 
looked  back.  While  perfecting  his  craft.  Carter 
studied  under  the  likes  of  Duke  Ellington,  the 
Charile  Johnson  Band,  Fletcher  Henderson, 
Chick  Webb,  and  McKinney's  Cotton  Pickers. 
He  was  given  the  nickname  "gentleman  of 
jazz"  for  his  gracious  manner  aruj  reverence 
for  jazz. 

In  1933  Benny  Carter  began  leading  his 
own  groups,  and  in  1935  he  went  to  Europe 
to  tour  and  arrange  for  the  BBC  dance  band. 
During  this  time  he  also  worked  with  Coleman 
Hawkins  and  Django  Reintiardt.  Carter  re- 
turned to  the  States  in  1938  and  led  various 
bands  throughout  the  early  1 940's  which  gave 
exposure  to  a  number  of  talented  artists,  irv 
cluding  Miles  Davis  and  Max  Roach.  In  1943, 
he  began  to  corx«ntrate  on  film  scoring  and 
produced  brilliant  wortc  for  a  number  of  films 
over  the  years,  including  "Buck  arxJ  the 
Preacher."  "A  Man  Called  Adam,"  and  "The 
Hangman."  Carter  also  composed  music  for 
the  televiston  show  "M-Squad."  eater's  great- 
est wortcs  include  'Blues  in  My  Heart,"  "Blue 
Star,"  and  "When  Lights  are  Low." 

Still  going  strong  at  neariy  90  years  of  age, 
you'll  find  the  gentleman  of  jazz  performing  at 
concerts  and  festivals  all  over  the  wortd  and 
helping  younger  musicians  through  his  jazz 
workshops.  Carter  has  received  numerous 
tTonors.  including  an  honorary  doctorate  from 
Princeton  in  1974  and  designation  as  an 
"American  Jazz  Master"  t»y  the  National  En- 
dowment for  the  Arts. 

BUDDY  courrTE 

The  great  flutist  and  composer  William 
"Buddy"  Collette  was  bom  in  South  Central 
Los  Angeles  and  grew  up  as  a  childhood 
friend  of  the  magnificent  bassist  Charies 
Mingus.  As  teens.  Collette  and  Mingus  would 
play  for  tips  as  they  rode  the  Red  Line  Trolley 
cars. 

He  first  gained  national  prominerrce  in  Vne 
1950's,  playing  flute  with  drummer  Chkx) 
Hamilton's  Quintet.  Collette  was  also  the  first 
African-Amerkan  artist  to  play  in  a  TV  studio 
orchestra  and  helped  to  integrate  the  all-black 
Muscians  Union  Local  767  into  the  prevkxisly 
all-white   Local  47.   Buddy  has  played  with 
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many  other  jazz  greats,  including  Ella  Fitzger- 
ald, Duke  Ellington,  Frank  Sinatra,  Benny 
Carter,  Gerak)  Wilson,  and  Quincy  Jones. 
Buddy's  worics  such  as  "Blue  Sands"  have  be- 
come jazz  standards. 

In  addition  to  composing,  arranging,  and 
performing.  Buddy  is  committed  to  touching 
lives  through  education.  He  has  devoted  a 
great  deal  of  time  to  teachir>g  students  at  all 
levels  about  the  rich  history  of  jazz  and  the 
contributions  made  by  the  pioneers  of  ttie 
music.  His  numerous  activities  include  assem- 
bling a  volunteer  faculty  of  professional  musi- 
cians for  an  afterschool  program  for  at-risk 
junior  high  students,  and  wortdng  closely  with 
the  Los  Angeles  Department  of  Cultural  Affairs 
and  the  Oral  History  program  at  UCLA  in  pre- 
serving and  presenting  the  history  of  jazz  in 
Los  Angeles.  Later  this  year,  Collette  will  join 
the  faculty  of  California  State  University,  Long 
Beach,  as  a  professor  of  jazz  pertormarKe. 

In  1994,  Buddy  jwned  other  performing  arts 
professionals  to  found  JazzAmerka,  a  norv 
profit,  tax-exempt  corporation  to  support  arxJ 
serve  as  an  advocacy  organization  for  jazz 
music  and  musicians  across  the  country.  He 
formed  tfie  corporation  k)ecause  he  believes 
that  jazz  is  the  crown  jewel  of  American  cul- 
ture and  needs  an  institutional  structure  of 
presenters  and  perionning  arts  venues. 
JazzAmenca's  programs  include  a  jazz  studies 
course  for  junior  and  senky  high  school  music 
teacfiers,  a  series  of  kjw-priced  Young  Peo- 
ple's Jazz  Corx:erts  at  The  Musk:  Center  of 
Los  Angeles  County,  and  ir»-5chool  concerts 
and  teaching  residerKies  t>y  master  jazz  art- 
ists. 

GERAUD  WILSON 

Gerald  Wilson  was  bom  in  1918  in  Sfieby, 
MS.  At  age  14  he  nrx)ved  with  his  family  to 
Detroit  and  began  studying  jazz  in  high 
school.  In  Detroit,  Wilson  was  exposed  to  tt>e 
great  bandleaders  Duke  Ellington,  Don 
Redman,  Erskine  Tate,  Eari  Hines,  and  Char- 
lie Bamett.  From  1939  to  1942  he  worthed  with 
Jimmie  Lunceford's  orchestra  as  a  trumpeter, 
composer,  arxJ  arranger.  He  then  moved  to 
Los  Angeles  and  performed  with  Les  Hite  and 
Benny  Carter.  Wilson  formed  his  own  orches- 
tra in  1944  and  performed  regularty  on  tfie  fa- 
nrx}us  Central  Avenue  jazz  scene.  After  a  txief 
stint  with  his  own  orchestra,  he  composed 
music  and  performed  with  Count  Basie,  Duke 
Ellington,  Dizzy  Gillespie,  and  Billie  HoikJay. 
During  the  I950's  Wilson  wrote  for  television 
and  movies,  appearing  in  "An  American  in 
Paris"  with  Gene  Kelly  and  The  Outsider" 
with  Tony  Curtis. 

In  1961  Wilson  tjegan  working  with  his  or- 
chestra again,  naming  it  tfie  "Gerald  Wilson 
Orchestra  for  '60s"  for  the  decade  in  whk:h  he 
was  performing.  This  t)and,  which  is  remem- 
bered for  its  magnificent  performance  at  ttie 
1963  Monterey  Jazz  Festival,  included  saxo- 
phonists Harold  Land  and  Teddy  Edwards, 
guitarist  Joe  Pass,  and  pianist  Jack  Wilson. 
He  also  wrote  for  motion  pk:tures  and  tele- 
visk>n,  and  was  nominated  for  two  Grammys. 
Wilson  cunently  conducts  his  "Orchestra  of 
the  "gOs,"  which  is  made  up  of  Los  Angeles- 
based  musicians,  including  his  award-winning 
son  Anthony  Wilson  and  grandson  Eric  Otis. 

It  was  not  enough  for  Wilson  to  perfect  his 
own  craft;  he  tjelieved  in  passing  on  fiis 
knowledge  to  younger  generatkxis.  In  the  past 
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25  years,  he  has  taught  at  the  Calrfomia  State 
Univefsity  campuses  of  Los  Angeles  and 
Northridge.  and  more  recently  at  UCLA.  Stu- 
dents enrolled  in  Wilson's  courses  benefit  from 
the  unique  opportunity  to  learn  from  a  jazz 
master  who  has  played  and  shared  many  ex- 
periences with  other  great  artists. 

Mr.  Speaker.  Carter,  Collette.  and  Wilson 
have  been  colleagues,  collaborators,  and 
friends  for  most  of  their  lives.  Together  these 
men  have  created  a  legacy  of  powerful  music 
and  a  commitment  to  education  of  which 
America  and  indeed  the  world  can  be  proud. 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  saluting 
these  giants  of  jazz. 


FAST  FORWARD  TO  END  HUNGER 


HON.  TONY  P.  HALL 

OF  OHIO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  11, 1996 

Mr.  HALL  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  commerxl  tfie  efforts  of  "Fast  Fonward  to 
End  Hunger,"  a  nonprofit  organization  dedi- 
cated to  raise  funds  to  eliminate  childhood 
hunger.  The  Fast  Forward  to  End  Hunger  ini- 
tiative, whk:h  was  launched  on  June  1  In  near- 
ly 8,000  video  stores  across  the  Nation,  is  ex- 
pected to  raise  at  least  S2  million  by  the  end 
of  its  first  fundraising  and  education  campaign 
on  August  31. 

Fast  Forward  to  End  Hunger  is  an  unprece- 
dented collaboration  between  the  Video  soft- 
ware Dealers  Association — the  trade  associa- 
tion of  tfie  SI  6  t)illion  home  video  industry — 
arxj  End  Hunger  Networi<,  an  organization 
fourxled  by  actor/producer  Jeff  Bridges  that 
enlists  the  entertainment  irxjustry  in  efforts  to 
end  hunger  wortdwide.  Leading  Hollywood  ce- 
letxities — including  Jeff  Bridges,  Valerie  Harp- 
er, Paul  Newman,  Arrrok)  Schwarzenegger, 
Robin  Williams  and  ottiers — have  pledged 
their  support  to  Fast  Forward  to  End  Hunger 
in  order  to  help  cut  the  numt)er  of  children 
wtx)  wake  up  hungry  each  day. 

As  part  of  its  educational  efforts.  Fast  For- 
ward to  End  Hunger  will  be  wori<ing  to  irv 
crease  awareness  atx)ut  the  dimensions  of  the 
problem  of  childhood  hunger  in  our  Nation 
among  the  57-milliorvplus  consumers  who  visit 
retail  vkJeo  stores: 

More  than  21  percent  of  U.S.  children  under 
the  age  of  18,  and  24  percent  of  children 
under  age  6  are  poor — twice  the  child-poverty 
rate  of  any  other  industrial  country. 

Hunger  afflicts  more  than  one  in  four  Amer- 
ican children.  Some  4  million  children  under 
age  12  in  tfie  United  States  are  chronically 
hungry  and  9.6  million  more  are  at  risk  of 
chronic  hunger — in  all,  more  than  29  percent 
of  American  chikJren. 

Even  short  periods  of  undemutrition  can  af- 
fect chikJren's  behavior,  cognitive  develop- 
ment, and  future  productivity. 

Children  who  are  hungry  are  four  times  as 
likely  to  have  difficulty  concentrating  as  other 
ctiiklren.  Arxl  they  are  more  than  three  times 
as  likely  to  experience  unwanted  weight  loss 
and  are  more  likely  to  have  frequent  head- 
aches. 

Eighty-four  percent  of  Americans  believe  the 
Government   should    increase    spending   for 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

food  assistarx%  programs,  or  at  least  continue 
them  in  1 995  levels. 

Some  Americans  polled  felt  that  alleviating 
hunger  and  poverty  is  an  important  issue  in 
the  1996  election  year,  according  to  a  recent 
Nielsen  poll. 

These  statistics  paint  a  sotjering  picture  of 
the  tremendous  challenge  we  face,  and  I  am 
pleased  to  welcome  Fast  Forward  to  End  Hun- 
ger as  an  ally  in  our  efforts  to  help  Americans 
in  battling  childhood  hunger  in  their  commu- 
nities. 

The  Video  Software  Dealers  Association 
and  the  End  Hunger  Network  deserve  praise 
for  their  ambitious  efforts  to  eliminate  child- 
hood hunger,  arvj  I  hope  my  colleagues  will 
join  me  by  t)ecoming  involved  in  the  efforts  of 
Fast  Fonvard  to  End  Hunger  in  their  local 
communities. 


CAN  DO  CELEBRATES  40TH 
ANNIVERSARY 


HON.  PAUL  L  KANJORSKI 

OF  PENNS^XVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  11, 1996 

Mr.  KANJORSKI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today 
to  pay  tribute  to  an  economic  and  community 
development  organization  in  my  Congressional 
District  in  Pennsylvania,  the  Community  Area 
New  Development  Corporation  of  Hazelton. 
CAN  DO,  as  it  is  generally  known,  will  cele- 
brate its  40th  anniversary  next  week,  and  I  am 
pleased  to  be  at)le  to  participate  in  this  event. 

In  1956,  Dr.  Edgar  L.  Dessen  led  a  group  of 
civic  leaders  who  were  determined  to  reverse 
the  economic  decline  brought  about  by  the  de- 
mise of  Northeastern  Pennsylvania's  coal  min- 
ing industry.  These  officials  believed  tfiat  the 
economy  of  the  area  could  only  survive  if  new 
jobs  were  created  through  planned  industrial 
development 

Under  Dr.  Dessen's  leadership,  the  original 
group  oversaw  a  massive  furxl-raising  effort  to 
help  finance  Greater  Hazetton's  renaissance. 
The  organization  set  a  goal  of  raising  one  half 
a  million  dollars,  but  succeeding  in  raising 
5750,000  for  generating  economic  develop- 
ment. The  group  used  the  funds  to  purchase 
larvj  to  create  an  industrial  park  on  the  out- 
skirts of  Hazelton.  A  year  later,  Vatmont  Indus- 
trial Parte  was  opened,  arvd  the  General  Foam 
Company  tjecame  the  park's  first  tenant  Ttie 
company  brought  over  one  hundred  new  jobs 
to  Hazelton  launching  the  area's  economic  re- 
vltalization.  Valmont  Industrial  Part<  was  quick- 
ly filled  and  CAN  DO  began  to  expand  its  mis- 
sion. 

Having  experienced  tremendous  success  in 
bringing  new  industries  to  the  Valrrrant  Indus- 
trial Park,  CAN  DO  biegan  drafting  plans  for  a 
second  industrial  pari<.  In  1972,  CAN  DO 
opened  the  Humboldt  Industrial  Parte  and 
qukdcly  attracted  new  industries.  A  state-of- 
the-art  operation  was  established  in  the  parte 
t)y  Cadbury-Schweppes,  Ltd.  which  was  the 
largest  candy  manufacturer  in  the  world  at  that 
time.  The  facility  is  now  home  to  Hershey 
Chocolate. 

During  the  1980's  CAN  DO  officials  turned 
their  attention  toward  the  age  of  high  tectv 
nology  which  they  anticipated  would  drive  the 
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future  economy.  CAN  DO's  drawing  txjard 
was  filled  with  plans  to  keep  the  company  of 
the  Hazelton  area  strong  well  into  the  21st 
Century  through  the  attraction  of  high  tech 
businesses.  Numerous  ecorromic  development 
projects  were  realized  from  this  innovative 
planning. 

Paramount  among  these  projects  is  the 
CAN  DO  Corporate  Center.  This  ultra-modem 
business  park  features  a  unique  environ- 
mentally sensitive  design  known  as  the  Tenar- 
ium  Concept  which  preserves  the  ecological 
beauty  of  the  park.  This  strategy  was  so  well 
received,  CAN  DO  was  awarded  the  1 993  En- 
vironmental Excellence  in  Economic  Develop- 
ment Award  from  the  Arthur  D.  Little  organiza- 
tion. Only  minutes  from  the  interstate  highway 
system,  the  CAN  DO  Corporate  Center  is 
equipped  with  the  latest  txisiness  and  indus- 
trial technologies  arKJ  a  well  structured  and  re- 
liable infrastructure. 

Currently,  CAN  DO  is  involved  in  the  expan- 
sion of  the  Humtxjidt  Industrial  Parte  Soutfv 
west  whk:h  will  result  in  300  additional  acres 
t)eing  made  available  for  industrial  develop- 
ment in  the  Hazelton  area.  CAN  DO  is  also 
working  with  the  Pennsylvania  Power  and 
Light  Company  to  develop  the  Green  Moun- 
tain Major  Manufacturing  Site  adjacent  to  the 
Humbolt  Southwest  facility. 

Mr.  Speaker,  during  its  forty  year  existence, 
CAN  DO  has  t)een  responsible  for  14,000  new 
jot}s,  200  development  projects,  over  Si  k>illion 
in  private  investment  in  the  Greater  Hazelton 
Area,  and  more  than  S4  million  in  tax  revenue. 
The  long-term  vision  for  economic  develop- 
ment that  CAN  DO  drafted  has  contributed 
significantly  to  the  economic  revitalization  of 
the  Greater  Hazelton  Area.  CAN  DO  tias  truly 
eamed  its  many  national  awards  and  recogni- 
tion. 

Mr.  Speaker,  during  my  tenure  in  the  Con- 
gress, I  have  had  the  distinct  pleasure  of 
working  closely  with  the  innovative  and  visiorv 
ary  men  and  women  of  CAN  DO.  It  is  with 
pleasure  that  I  am  at^le  to  highlight  the  out- 
starxJing  achievements  of  this  distinguished 
economic  development  organization  tjefore  my 
colleagues.  I  am  proud  to  congratulate  CAN 
DO  on  its  40th  Anniversary  and  I  wish  the  or- 
ganizatkin  continued  prosperity  in  all  its  com- 
munity and  economic  development  efforts. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  1996  GRADUATES 
RECOGNIZED  BY  THE  CHALDEAN 
FEDERATION  OF  AMERICA 


HON.  DAVID  L  BONIOR 

OF  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  11, 19% 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
congratulate  all  the  students  Iseing  recognized 
by  the  Chaldean  Federatron  of  America  at 
ttieir  Annual  Commencement  and  Scholarship 
Program.  The  program  is  being  held  this  after- 
noon at  the  Mother  of  God  Chaldean  Church 
in  Southfield,  Ml. 

An  umbrella  organization  of  Chaldean 
churches  and  civic  organizations,  the 
Chaldean  Federation  of  America  devotes  the 
majority  of  its  efforts  to  educatx>n.  The  Fed- 
eration encourages  Chakjean  youth  not  only 
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to  remain  in  school,  but  to  strive  for  academic 
excellence  and  achievement.  Neariy  300 
Chaldean  youths  graduating  from  soutfieast 
Michigan  high  schools  and  60  others  who 
have  completed  their  studies  at  several  Michi- 
gan colleges  and  universities,  will  be  recog- 
nized. 

It  is  tsecoming  increasingly  evident  that  txath 
individual  success  and  the  prosperity  of  Amer- 
ica depend  on  education,  it  is  truly  encourag- 
ing to  know  so  many  of  these  students,  who 
in  many  cases  are  first  generation  Americans, 
are  leaning  this  lesson  early.  Because  of  their 
success,  the  Chaldean  community,  Michigan 
and  the  United  States  will  all  tjenefit 

I  commend  the  graduating  class  of  1996 
and  encourage  all  the  individuals  involved  to 
remain  students  for  life.  As  our  future  leaders, 
I  wish  all  the  graduates  continued  success 
and  urge  my  colleagues  to  do  the  same. 


HONORING  THE  HENDERSONVILLE 
VOLUNTEER  RESCUE  SQUAD 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  11.  1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  the  invaluable  servrces 
provided  by  ttie  Hendersonville  Volunteer  Res- 
cue Squad.  These  brave,  dvic-minded  people 
give  freely  of  their  time  so  that  should  disaster 
strike,  we  know  that  our  friends  and  neighbors 
are  there  to  help. 

Few  realize  the  depth  of  training  and  hard 
worte  that  goes  into  t>eing  a  memt>er  of  ttie 
rescue  squad.  Rescue  squad  members  urxler- 
go  a  training  series  over  a  four  to  six  month 
period  which  includes  instructkin  in 
Cardiopulnwnary  Resuscitation  [CPR],  vehicle 
extrication,  emergency  driving,  and  rescue  ori- 
entation. In  addition  to  this  training,  rescue 
squad  memtsers  also  meet  monthly  to  address 
business  concerns  as  well  as  hear  guest 
speakers. 

Rescue  squad  members  are  volunteers. 
They  receive  no  pay  for  what  they  do.  What 
also  makes  ttieir  service  especially  outstarx}- 
ing  is  that  ttie  organizations  themselves  re- 
ceive no  funding.  They  receive  no  funding 
from  the  city,  the  county,  or  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment 

Rescue  squads  are  funded  in  the  same  spir- 
it of  community  volunteerism  whrch  moves 
them  to  senre.  Family,  friends,  and  neightxjrs 
pitch  in  at  bake  sales,  road  blocks,  and  fish 
frys  to  help  those  who  sacrifice  their  time  for 
the  Ijenefit  of  the  whole  community. 

Committing  such  an  amount  of  spare  time 
and  energy  to  a  job  so  emotionally  and  phys- 
ically taxing  requires  a  sense  of  devotion  and 
duty  for  which  we  are  all  grateful. 


ANTONIO  J.  PALUMBO  RECEIVES 
DEGREE  FROM  LaROCHE  COLLEGE 


HON.  WILLIAM  J.  COYNE 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  11. 1996 
Mr.  COYNE.  Mr.  Speaker,  1  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  Mr.  Antonk)  J.  Palumbo,  a  gen- 
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tteman  from  western  Pennsylvania  who  re- 
cently was  awarded  ttie  Honorary  Degree  of 
Doctor  of  Business  Administration  by  the 
Board  of  Trustees  of  LaRoche  College.  Mr. 
Palumtx3  in  his  90  years  of  life  has  t>een  a 
successful  entrepreneur,  a  generous  philan- 
thropist, and  an  important  community  leader. 

After  tieginning  his  career  working  in  a  coal 
mine.  Mr.  Palumtx)  went  on  to  t)e<x)me  the 
presklent.  founder,  and  owner  of  a  number  of 
coal  mining  companies.  He  has  served  on  the 
Board  of  the  Central  Pennsylvania  Coal  Pro- 
ducers Association. 

Mr.  Palumbo  has  very  generously  shared 
the  rewards  of  his  business  success  with  oth- 
ers. He  has  t>een  a  generous  t)enefactor  of  a 
numt)er  of  colleges  and  hospitals. 

He  has  also  shared  his  knowledge  and  ex- 
perience with  others.  He  has  given  of  his  time 
t}y  serving  on  a  number  of  boards,  including 
the  tx)ards  of  ttie  Boy  Scouts  of  America  and 
the  municipal  authority  of  St  Marys,  PA.  He 
has  also  served  as  a  trustee  of  Uie  Three  Riv- 
ers Bank  and  Trust  Co.  of  Pittstxjrgh  and  ttie 
Mayo  Clinic.  I  am  enctosing  for  the  Record  a 
resolutkjn  adopted  by  tiie  Board  of  Trustees  of 
LaRoche  College,  which  presents  in  greater 
detail  the  reasons  for  which  the  board  con- 
ferred this  honorary  degree  on  Mr.  Palumtx). 

In  short,  Mr.  Palumtx}  tias  tjeen  an  out- 
standing role  model — one  ttiat  young  people 
today  would  do  well  to  emulate.  I  want  to  con- 
gratulate Antonio  J.  Palumbo  on  receiving  the 
Honorary  Degree  of  Doctor  of  Business  Ad- 
ministration from  LaRoctie  College,  and  I  want 
to  wish  him  a  tiappy  90th  birthelay. 
LaRoche  College  board  of  Trustees  Com- 
memorates THE  OLTSTANDING  CONTRIBU- 
TIONS OF  ANTONIO  J.  Palumbo— May  ii.  1996 
"It  is  my  pleasure  to  Intxoduce  our  next 
honorary  degree  recipient,  Antonio  J. 
Palumbo.  Mr.  Palumbo  began  his  career 
working  on  his  Itnees  in  the  depths  of  a  coal 
mine.  He  went  on  to  twcome  the  owner  of  the 
Nations  largest  privately  held  coal  compa- 
nies. Throughout  his  entire  life,  Mr. 
Palumbo  has  adhered  to  four  qualities  that 
he  believes  are  most  important:  hard  work, 
loyalty,  integrity,  and  generosity.  He  and  his 
wife  Janet  have  done  many  charitable  deeds 
throughout  their  lifetimes  and  have  helped 
many  people— from  assisting  hospitals  in 
caring  for  seriously  ill  children,  to  working 
with  Boy  Scouts,  to  negotiating  wa^s  with 
the  United  Mine  Workers  Union.  Mr. 
Palumbo  serves  as  a  role  model  for  all  people 
of  all  ages." 

Whereas:  Antonio  J.  Palumbo.  a  national 
leader  of  the  coal  industry,  past  president 
and  owner  of  Underbill  Coal  Mining  Com- 
pany, which  he  founded  in  1932,  founder  of 
the  New  Sbawmut  Mining  Company,  and 
owner  of  Kersey  Mining  Company.  Shawmut 
Mining  Company.  Shawmut  Realty  Com- 
pany, and  Bymedale  Coal  Company;  and 

Whereas:  Antonio  J.  Palumbo  has  dem- 
onstrated a  lifelong  commitment  not  only  to 
business,  but  to  people  of  all  a^res  through 
bis  work  as  a  t>oard  member  of  the  Boy 
Scouts  of  America,  a  meml)er  of  the  munici- 
pal authority  of  St.  Marys.  PA.  a  member  of 
the  Board  of  the  Central  Pennsylvania  Coal 
Producers  Associaticn,  a  trustee  of  the 
Three  Rivers  Bank  and  Trust  Company  of 
Pittsburgh,  a  trustee  of  the  Mayo  Clinic:  and 
Whereas:  Antonio  J.  r'alumbo,  a  self-made 
entrepreneur,  is  weU-kno*n  as  a  very  gener- 
ous benefactor  to  hospitals  and  colleges,  and 
has  served  the  community  with  wisdom  and 
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honesty:  and.  having  achieved  these  things 
to  an  extraordinary  degree,  it  is  unani- 
mously Resolved  That  the  Board  of  Trustees 
of  LaRoche  College  confer  upwn  Antonio  J. 
Palumbo  the  Honorary  Degree  of  Doctor  of 
Business  Administration. 


THIRD-COUNTRY        ARMS        DELTV- 
EREES  TO  BOSNIA  AND  CROATIA. 


HON.  LEE  H.  HAMILTON 

of  INDIANA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  11. 1996 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  month  I 
wrote  to  Secretary  of  State  Christopher  re- 
questing the  answers  to  several  questions 
concerning  recent  press  stories  regarding 
United  States  poik:y  on  arms  deliveries  to 
Bosnia  and  Croatia  by  third  countoies  during 
1994  and  1995. 

Several  committees  of  the  Congress  have 
already  hekj  ckjsed  and  open  hearings  on  this 
issue,  including  ttie  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  on  May  30.  The  House  of 
Representatives  has  also  voted  to  estat}iish  a 
special  select  sutjcommittee  of  the  Committee 
on  International  Relations  to  investigate  this 
issue. 

I  received  the  answers  posed  in  ttiis  letter  in 
two  parts,  one  dated  April  24  and  ttie  ottier 
May  20.  I  would  like  to  insert  copies  of  both 
letters  in  ttie  RECORD  in  an  effort  to  keep  my 
colleagues  fully  informed  on  the  administra- 
tion's position  on  this  issue. 

U.S.  Department  of  State 
Washington.  DC.  April  24. 1996. 
Hon.  LEE  H.  Hamilton. 
House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Hamilton:  Thank  you  for  your 
letter  of  April  11  to  Secretary  Christopher 
concerning  third-country  arms  deliveries  to 
Bosnia  and  Croatia  during  1994  and  1995.  You 
pose  a  number  of  detailed  questions  which 
will  take  us  some  time  to  research.  Mean- 
while, we  welcxjme  this  opportunity  to  pro- 
vide you  with  an  interim  reply  to  some  of 
the  points  you  raise. 

In  the  spring  of  1994.  the  Administration 
had  a  difficult  decision  to  make  when  ap- 
proached by  Croatia  on  the  question  of  al- 
lowing third-country  weapons  to  pass 
through  Croatia  to  the  Bosnian  Muslims.  If 
we  had  objected  to  potential  arms  shipments 
from  Iran,  the  Muslim-Croat  Federation 
might  have  been  destroyed  in  its  Infancy  and 
a  bad  situation  for  the  Bosnians  might  have 
worsened.  The  approach  we  took — of  neither 
objecting  to  nor  supporting  the  arms  trans- 
fers— sought  to  balance  our  concern  about 
the  spread  of  Iranian  influence  against  the 
adverse  military  situation  facing  the  Fed- 
eral. In  the  process,  we  did  our  best  to  serve 
the  cause  of  peace  in  Bosnia.  The  arms  deliv- 
eries helped  sustain  the  Muslim-Croat  Fed- 
eration and  reduced  the  military  imbalance 
without  the  certainly  risks  and  pitfalls  of 
the  alternative  courses  of  action. 

Many  in  the  Congress  urged  at  the  time 
that  the  United  States  lift  the  arms  embargo 
unilaterally.  The  Administration  opposed 
this  policy  on  a  number  of  grounds.  We 
would  have  been  put  in  the  position  of  arm- 
ing the  Bosnians  in  the  face  of  direct  opposi- 
tion from  our  own  allies,  triggrering  the  big- 
gest rift  in  NATO  since  its  founding.  In  addi- 
tion. UNPROFOR  would  almost  certainly 
have  collapsed,  in  all  likelihood  requiring 
U.S.  troops  to  be  called  in  to  protect  with- 
drawing UNPROFOR  soldiers.   And   if  the 
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Serbs  had  gone  on  the  offensive  before  the 
Bosnians  were  armed,  a  very  real  possibility, 
the  United  States  would  have  come  under 
pressure  to  intervene  to  prevent  a  Bosnian 
military  defeat. 

Unilateral  lift  would  also  have  required  the 
United  States  to  violate  binding  UNSC  reso- 
lutions. UN  Security  Council  Resolution  713, 
adopted  in  1991  with  the  previous  Adminis- 
tration's firm  support,  required  each  member 
state  to  cease  deliveries  of  arms  and  mili- 
tary equipment  originating  from  its  terri- 
tory, and  the  United  States  met  this  impor- 
tant international  obligation.  Resolution  713 
did  not  require  the  United  States  to  stop 
third-country  arms  shipments  to  Bosnia.  An 
enforcement  mechanism  was  authorized  in 
November  1992  via  NSC  Resolution  787,  which 
called  on  member  states  acting  individually 
or  through  regional  arrangements  to  halt  all 
inward  and  outward  maritime  shipping  in 
order  to  inspect  cargos  and  certify  destina- 
tions. Under  these  resolutions,  the  United 
States  placed  a  ban  on  U.S.  arms  sales  to  the 
states  of  the  former  Yugoslavia  and  partici- 
pated in  multilateral  enforcement  efforts 
both  on  sea  (via  NATO's  operation  SHARP 
GUARD)  and  on  land  (via  multilateral  mon- 
itoring under  the  auspices  of  the  Inter- 
national Conference  on  the  Former  Yugo- 
slavia). 

After  the  Nunn-Mitchell  legislation  went 
into  effect  in  November  1994  prohibiting  the 
use  of  appropriated  funds  for  the  purpose  of 
participation  in,  support  for,  or  assistance  to 
the  enforcement  of  the  arms  embargo 
against  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina,  the  United 
States  modified  the  rule  under  which  its 
forces  in  SHARP  GUARD  operated.  For  ex- 
ample. U.S.  ships  with  SHARP  GUARD  no 
longer  diverted  or  delayed  vessels  that  con- 
tained arms  or  other  cargo  for  the  purpose  of 
enforcing  the  arms  embargo  against  Bosnia 
and  Herzegovina. 

The  enactment  of  Nunn-Mitchell  had  little 
impact  on  the  enforcement  of  other  aspects 
of  the  arms  and  economic  embargo  on  other 
parts  of  the  former  Yugoslavia.  U.S.  ships 
with  SHARP  GUARD  continued  enforcing 
other  UN  Security  Council  Resolutions,  such 
as  the  economic  embargo  on  Serbia  and  Mon- 
tenegro, and  tracked  vessels  containing  arms 
for  Bosnia  even  after  maritime  inspections 
had  been  concluded  in  order  to  ensure  that 
destination  and  cargo  dispensation  claims 
had  been  met.  The  overall  efficiency  of  the 
SHARP  GUARD  operation  may  have  de- 
creased somewhat  after  Nunn-Mitchell,  how- 
ever, because  of  limitations  on  the  sharing  of 
information  by  U.S.  ships  with  other  SHARP 
GUARD  participants  on  whether  cargos  had 
been  cleared  because  they  were  free  of  pro- 
hibited items  or  because  they  contained 
weapons  bound  only  for  Bosnia. 

Some  in  Congress  have  raised  the  question 
of  whether  Ambassador  Galbraith's  response 
to  President  Tudjman  in  1994  that  he  had  '"no 
instructions"  on  whether  the  Croatian  gov- 
ernment should  allow  an  arms  shipment  to 
pass  through  its  territory  to  Bosnia  con- 
stituted U.S.  covert  action.  The  answer  is 
that  it  did  not.  Under  the  law.  covert  action 
is  deflned  ais  "an  activity  or  activities  of  the 
United  States  Government  to  influence  po- 
litical, economic,  or  military  conditions 
abroad,  while  it  is  intended  that  the  role  of 
the  United  States  Government  will  not  be 
apparent  or  acknowledged  publicly."  The 
definition  does  not  include,  among  other 
things,  traditional  diplomatic  activities. 

The  legislative  history  makes  clear  that 
the  U.S.  will  not  be  deemed  to  be  carrying 
out  a  covert  action  through  third  parties  un- 
less the  third  parties  are  receiving  direction 


and  assistance  from  U.S.  personnel  directly 
involved  in  carrying  out  an  activity  that 
otherwise  meets  the  definition  of  covert  ac- 
tion. The  legrislative  history  also  makes 
clear  that  the  statutory  definition  of  covert 
action  does  not  include  within  its  scope  re- 
quests to  third  countries  to  conduct  covert 
action.  In  1991,  President  Bush  vetoed  legis- 
lation that  would  have  included  such  re- 
quests within  the  definition  of  covert  action. 
The  legislation  was  subsequently  enacted 
without  this  language. 

Thank  you  again  for  writing.  We  hope  this 
information  is  helpful  to  you.  We  are  work- 
ing to  gather  the  other  information  you  have 
requested  and  will  provide  it  via  a  separate 
letter  shortly.  Meanwhile,  please  do  not  hesi- 
tate to  contact  me  directly  if  we  can  be  of 
other  assistance. 
Sincerely. 

Barbara  Larkin, 
Acting  Assistant  Secretary. 

Legislative  Affairs. 

U.S.  Department  of  State. 
Washington.  DC,  May  20, 1996. 
Hon.  Lee  H.  Hamilton, 
House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Hamilton:  I  am  writing  to  follow 
up  on  my  letter  of  April  24.  in  which  we  pro- 
vided an  interim  reply  to  some  of  the  issues 
raised  in  your  April  11  letter  to  Secretary 
Christopher  on  third-country  arms  deliveries 
to  Bosnia  and  Croatia  in  1994  and  1995.  As 
you  will  recall,  our  earlier  letter  focused  on 
U.S.  legal  obligrations  under  various  UN  Se- 
curity Council  Resolutions,  sanctions  en- 
forcement efforts,  as  well  as  whether  U.S. 
policies  at  the  time  constituted  covert  ac- 
tion. We  welcome  this  opportunity  to  answer 
your  remaining  questions  on  what  motivated 
the  1994  U.S.  decision  to  take  no  position  in 
response  to  the  Croatian  Government's  re- 
quest for  our  views  on  its  serving  as  the 
channel  for  third-country  arms  shipments  to 
Bosnia. 

The  following  are  our  responses  to  your  re- 
maining questions: 

Did  the  United  States  during  1994  make  a 
decision  to  change  policy  on  enforcing  the 
embargo  and  on  the  delivery  of  arms  to  Bos- 
nia by  third  parties  through  Croatia? 

If  there  was  such  a  change  of  policy,  what 
was  it?  Was  the  decision  to  change  policy  on 
such  deliveries  a  decision  not  to  object  to 
such  deliveries,  to  acquiesce  in  the  deliv- 
eries, or  to  support  the  deliveries? 

Was  such  a  policy  consistent  with  U.S.  pol- 
icy since  September  1991  to  enforce  the  arms 
embargo? 

The  Bush  Administration  voted  for  UN  Se- 
curity Council  Resolution  713  in  September 
1991  and  later  resolutions  imposing  an  arms 
embargo  on  all  the  states  of  the  former 
Yugoslavia.  The  hope  was  that  containing 
the  flow  of  arms  into  the  region  could  reduce 
the  level  of  violence  and  prevent  the  expan- 
sion of  war  from  Croatia  to  Bosnia.  Thus,  the 
Bush  Administration's  policy  was  to  abide 
by  the  embargo  and  to  support  its  enforce- 
ment, including  on  some  occasions  making 
diplomatic  representations  to  other  coun- 
tries when  violations  became  known. 

By  the  time  the  Clinton  Administration 
took  office,  it  was  clear  that  the  arms  em- 
bargo had  not  only  failed  to  prevent  the 
spread  of  the  war  to  Bosnia,  but  also  frozen 
the  Bosnian  Government  into  a  militarily  in- 
ferior position  (since  Serbia  and  rebel  Serb 
forces  in  Bosnia  and  Croatia  had  retained  the 
bulk  of  the  armaments  of  the  former  Yugo- 
slav National  Army).  Therefore,  from  the 
time  it  entered  office,  this  Administration 
sought  to  secure  a  multilateral  lift  of  the 


arms  embargo  against  Bosnia  as  a  means  of 
increasing  pressure  on  the  Serbs  to  accept  a 
political  settlement. 

Although  it  remained  Administration  pol- 
icy to  abide  by  the  arms  embargo,  it  was  not 
our  policy  in  1993  and  1994  to  take  active 
steps— either  military  or  diplomatic — to  en- 
force the  arms  embargo  with  respect  to  mili- 
tary shipments  to  Bosnia  by  third  countries. 
Our  efforts  to  enforce  the  arms  embargo 
were  confined  to  participation  in  NATO's  oi>- 
eration  SHARP  GUARD  in  the  Adriatic  Sea 
(with  support  from  operation  DENY 
FLIGHT).  While  XJH  Security  Council  resolu- 
tions called  upon  states  to  take  enforcement 
actions  against  third  countries,  such  actions 
were  not  required  by  those  resolutions.  The 
overall  focus  of  our  sanctions  enforcement 
effort  was  on  maintaining  economic  sanc- 
tions against  Serbia-Montenegro  through  op- 
eration SHARP  GUARD,  through  monitoring 
and  enforcement  efforts  along  Serbia's  bor- 
ders, and  through  active  diplomatic  efforts 
with  front-line  states  and  other  potential 
sanctions  violators. 

In  part  as  a  consequence  of  the  arms  em- 
bargo, by  early  1994  the  parts  of  Bosnia  re- 
maining in  government  hands  were  in  danger 
of  collapse:  Sarejevo  was  surrounded, 
Gorazde  was  under  siege,  the  other  eastern 
enclaves  were  highly  vulnerable,  and  water, 
electricity,  and  humanitarian  aid  deliveries 
were  threatened. 

The  political  and  military  dynamic  in  Bos- 
nia changed  in  March  1994.  In  that  month,  as 
a  result  of  active  U.S.  mediation  by  our  Spe- 
cial Envoy,  Ambassador  Charles  Redman, 
the  leaders  of  Bosnia,  Croatia,  and  the  Bos- 
nian Croat  community  signed  agreements 
ending  their  military  conflict  and  setting  up 
a  bi-communal  Federation  between  Bonsia's 
Muslims  and  ethnic  Croats.  The  newly  bom 
Federation  immediately  received  strong  U.S. 
diplomatic  support,  and  deservedly  so;  its 
founding  principles  reflected  pluralistic 
Western  values  and  the  cease-fire  it  engen- 
dered helped  free  up  government  forces  to 
defend  their  country  against  the  Serbs  and, 
over  time,  altered  the  military  balance. 

When  President  Tudjman  of  Croatia  ap- 
proached Ambassador  Galbraith  in  Zagreb  in 
April  1994  to  elicit  U.S.  views  on  allowing 
third-country  arms  shipments  to  Bosnia  via 
Croatia,  we  determined  that  a  negative  re- 
sponse could  have  led  to  the  collapse  of  the 
Federation  and  a  new  deterioration  of  the 
Bosnian  Government's  military  position.  In- 
stead, we  decided  that  the  best  course  was 
neither  to  object  to  nor  approve  of  arms 
transfers  to  Bosnia  through  Croatia.  This 
was  consistent  with  our  practice  in  the  pre- 
ceding months  not  to  take  active  steps  to 
prevent  third-country  arms  shipments.  At 
the  same  time,  we  did  not  believe  it  would 
have  been  appropriate  to  endorse  actions 
contrary  to  UN  Security  Council  resolutions. 
Thus  we  told  Ambassador  Galbraith  to  state 
that  he  had  "no  instructions"  on  the  matter. 

Our  decision  eventually  bore  fruit.  By  sus- 
taining the  Federation  and  eroding  the 
Serbs'  military  advantage,  it  paved  the  way 
for  the  American  diplomacy,  backed  by 
NATO  air  power,  that  produced  the  peace 
agreement  at  Dayton.  Our  decision  allowed 
us  both  to  observe  our  legal  obligations 
under  UN  Security  Council  Resolution  713 
and  to  promote  the  achievement  of  peace. 

How  did  the  Administration  assess  the  im- 
plications of  such  a  policy  change  on  inter- 
national aoherence  to  UN  Security  Council 
Resolution  713  and  U.S.  efforts  to  get  friends 
and  allies  to  stop  trade,  economic  dealings, 
and  investment  ties  with  Iran? 

Iran's  entry  into  the  Bosnian  conflict  oc- 
curred long  before  the  April  1994  decision. 
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Iranian  efforts  to  gain  influence  in  Bosnia 
date  back  to  the  1980s.  They  gained  momen- 
tum in  1991-92,  in  the  early  stages  of  the  war, 
when  the  international  community  proved 
unable  to  confront  Serb  aggression.  During 
this  period,  despite  the  UN  arms  embargo. 
Iran  established  itself  as  Bosnia's  principal 
arms  supplier  and  dispatched  hundreds  of 
Revolutionary  Guard  and  other  personnel  to 
assist  in  training  Bosnian  Government 
forces.  Iranian  militarj-  aid  was  part  of  a 
multi-pronged  campaign  of  support  that  also 
included  intelligence  cooperation  along  with 
economic  and  humanitarian  assistance.  We 
have  no  evidence  that  Iran's  presence  in  Bos- 
nia increased  significantly  after  April  1994.  It 
is  also  worth  noting  that,  through  the  Day- 
ton Accords  and  subsequent  diplomacy,  we 
have  reduced  Iranian  military  influence  in 
Bosnia  to  its  lowest  levels  in  years. 

The  April  1994  decision  had  no  discemable 
impact  on  U.S.  efforts  to  gain  international 
support  for  the  use  of  economic  pressure  to 
alter  Iran's  objectionable  behavior,  including 
Its  support  for  terrorism  and  pursuit  of 
weapons  of  mass  destruction.  Prior  to  1994, 
our  AlUes  had  generally  been  unresponsive 
to  our  requests  that  they  not  provide  Iran 
with  economic  benefits  such  as  new  official 
credits  and  loan  gruarantees.  In  the  past 
year,  however,  following  the  President's  de- 
cision to  impose  a  trade  and  investment  em- 
bargo against  Iran,  most  European  countries 
have  substantially  reduced  the  pace  and  vol- 
ume of  economic  activity  with  Iran.  We  con- 
tinue to  urge  European  governments  to  join 
our  efforts  to  pressure  Iran  economically. 
Based  on  our  ongoing  consultations,  includ- 
ing the  April  19  meeting  in  Rome  of  the  U.S.- 
ETU-Canada  Working  Group  on  Iran,  we  have 
concluded  that  the  April  1994  decision  has 
not  significantly  affected  our  Iran  diplo- 
macy. 

Did  the  United  States  have  discussions  re- 
garding these  deliveries  only  with  the  Cro- 
atian and  Bosnian  authorities,  or  did  the 
United  States  also  have  discussions  directly 
with  third  countries  supplying  or  financing 
these  arms  deliveries? 

The  United  States  had  no  communications 
with  Iran  regarding  arms  for  Bosnia,  nor  are 
we  aware  of  any  occasion  on  which  U.S.  offi- 
cials, in  any  discussions  with  other  coun- 
tries, requested  them  to  transfer  arms  to 
Bosnia  or  Croatia. 

What  countries  besides  Iran  were  involved 
in  the  financing  and  delivery  of  arms  to  Bos- 
nia? Were  Malaysia,  Pakistan,  Saudi  Arabia, 
or  Egypt  involved? 

We  have  provided  classified  documents 
which  address  this  question  to  the  Senate  In- 
telligence Committee  and  we  will  provide 
these  same  materials  to  appropriate  Con- 
gressional committees  that  request  them. 

If  there  was  a  change  of  policy,  why  was 
there  a  change  of  policy,  and  who  was  in- 
formed of  it?  Was  Congress  informed,  were 
Allies  informed,  and  were  all  appropriate  of- 
ficials of  the  United  States  informed  about  a 
change  in  policy  that  affected  stated,  public 
policy?  If  not.  why  not? 

In  order  to  succeed,  the  thrust  of  our  diplo- 
matic activity  both  before  and  after  April 
1994 — adhering  to  our  obligations  under  UN 
resolutions,  maintaining  the  cohesion  of  the 
Western  Alliance,  while  not  taking  action  to 
prevent  the  Bosnians  from  receiving  weai> 
ons— required  great  discretion.  That  is  why 
the  Administration  kept  the  April  1994  dis- 
cussions with  the  Croatian  government 
closely  held  within  its  own  ranks. 

It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  the  Con- 
gressional leadership  and  relevant  commit- 
tees were  made  aware  of  the  existence  of  Ira- 
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nian  arms  shipments  both  ftx>m  Administra- 
tion-provided intelligence  briefings  and  press 
reports.  Furthermore,  the  U.S.  decision  not 
to  object  to  such  shipments  was  not  incon- 
sistent with  the  will  of  Congress  as  expressed 
in  a  June  1994  vote  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives to  lift  the  arms  embargo  unilat- 
erally. In  October  1994,  the  full  Congress 
voted  to  cut  off  funds  for  U.S.  enforcement  of 
the  arms  embargo.  No  exception  for  Iranian 
arms  was  contained  in  the  legislation,  nor 
was  any  such  exception  proposed  during  the 
debate. 

I  trust  this  information  will  be  helpful  to 
you.  The  Administration  is  cooperating  fully 
with  the  current  Congressional  investiga- 
tions and  welcomes  opportunities  like  this 
one  to  explain  its  policy  decisions.  Secretary 
Christopher  and  I  value  greatly  the  close  co- 
operation on  Bosnia  policy  that  we  have  en- 
joyed with  you  and  your  staff  over  the  last 
three-plus  years  and  we  look  forward  to  a 
continuing  productive  relationship  in  this 
regard. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara  Larkin, 
Acting  Assistant  Secretary, 

Legislative  Affairs. 


IN  HONOR  OF  CASA  OTONAL  ON 
ITS  20TH  ANNIVERSARY 


HON.  ROSA  L  DelAURO 

OF  CONNECTICUT 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  11, 1996 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Tuesday, 
June  11.  1996.  Casa  Otonal  will  celebrate  Its 
20th  anniversary  by  horxmng  four  of  its  found- 
ers. It  is  with  great  pleasure  that  I  rise  today 
to  salute  Casa  Otonal  and  congratulate  all 
those  who  have  made  this  amazing  organiza- 
tion possible. 

The  original  mission  of  Casa  Otonal  was  to 
offer  inner  city  youth  an  alternative  to  the 
streets  by  providing  educational  and  other  ac- 
tivities. It  has  since  expanded  its  mission  and 
now  provides  a  very  successful  senior  center, 
a  housing  complex  and  a  community  center, 
Casa  Linda. 

Casa  Otonal  begun  in  1974  at  St  John  the 
Evangelist  Church.  While  still  in  the  space  at 
St  John's.  Casa  Otonal  was  designated  a 
senior  center  arxJ  a  nutrition  center.  This 
t>egan  Casa  Otonal's  mission  of  enabling  sen- 
ior citizens,  particularly  Hispanics.  to  maintain 
cultural  ties  and  personal  dignity  and  to  re- 
main self-sufficient.  The  Casa  Otonal  program 
continued  to  expand  and  identified  one  of  the 
most  important  needs  of  the  ekJeriy,  housing. 
In  July  1986,  an  elderiy  fiousir)g  complex  with 
105  units  was  completed.  The  result  of  this 
expansion  is  two  distinct  projects,  the  senior 
center  and  residential  facility.  The  senior  cen- 
ter  provides  social  and  recreational  activities, 
the  nutrition  program  and  continues  to  reach 
out  to  all  the  elderiy  in  the  city  of  New  Haven. 
Other  programs  for  seniors  iriclude  adult  edu- 
cation, health  services,  transportation,  cultural 
programs,  and  wori<shops. 

The  Casa  Linda  community  center  offers  a 
unique  opportunity  for  the  elderly  and  yourig 
people  to  interact  arx]  enjoy  and  learn  from 
each  other.  Casa  Linda  opened  in  1992  with 
the  philosophy  that  the  elderiy  could  teach 
children  past  values,  skills,  and  traditions.  The 
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center  has  t)een  incredibly  successful  in  en- 
couraging this  coming  togetfter  of  the  genera- 
tions. 

I  am  so  pleased  to  join  Casa  Otonal  in  Ign- 
oring its  founders.  Linda  Kantor  and  Jim  VIock 
were  instrumental  in  obtaining  the  Housing 
and  Urban  Development  grant  for  Casa  Otonal 
and  saw  the  project  through  to  its  completion. 
Linda,  in  particular,  has  put  her  heart  and 
soul,  and  a  great  deal  of  time  and  energy  into 
Casa  Otonal  and  Casa  Linda.  Using  her  own 
nxjney  and  some  private  contributions,  Linda 
purchased  the  property  across  from  Casa 
Otonal  for  the  consti-uction  of  Casa  Linda.  She 
renovated  the  txjilding  with  the  help  of  volun- 
teers. 

Casa  Otonal  is  also  horxjring  cofounder  Jo- 
seph (3dell  and  Patricia  McCann  Vissepo.  Jo- 
seph, who  spent  18  years  wortcing  In  urban 
ministry,  was  vital  to  the  conception  of  the 
idea  of  a  residential  housing  complex  for  His- 
panic elderiy.  Pati^icia  joined  the  board  of 
Casa  Otonal  in  1984  as  the  complex  was 
being  constixicted.  She  became  board  presi- 
dent in  1987  and  in  1993  the  board  invited  her 
to  become  the  executive  director  of  C^asa 
Otonal. 

I  am  delighted  to  be  at>le  to  offer  my  con- 
gratulations to  all  those  involved  with  Casa 
Otonal  and  Casa  Linda  on  the  20th  anniver- 
sary. Botii  organizations  are  vital  to  the  His- 
pank:  community  arxJ  foster  a  sense  of  family, 
history,  culture,  and  tradition.  The  wort<  of 
Casa  Otonal  and  Casa  Linda  make  the  city  of 
New  Haven  a  richer,  better  place  to  live. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  OSSIE  DA^VHES  AND 
THE  FOURTH  ANNTJAL  NATIONAL 
MEMORIAL  DAY  CONCERT 


HON.  CHARLES  B.  RANGEL 

OF  NEW  yORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  11, 1996 
Mr.  RANGEL  Mr.  Speaker  I  rise  today  to 
recognize  one  of  our  Natkxi's  most  celebrated 
and  talented  actors,  writers,  arxJ  directors  and 
a  true  friend  of  mine.  Ossie  Davis  who  re- 
cently hosted  the  fourth  annual  National  Me- 
morial Day  Concert  on  the  West  Lawn  of  ttie 
Capitol  in  Washington,  DC. 

Mr.  Davis,  a  veteran  wtx>  was  a  surgical 
technkjian  in  North  Africa  during  World  War  II 
for  years  avoided  Memorial  Day  celebrations. 
This  year's  event  televised  on  PBS  marked  a 
significant  transformation  in  his  life. 

As  a  veteran  of  the  Korean  War  and  ardent 
supporter  of  our  Nation's  veterans  I  want  to 
acknowrtedge  the  contrilxjtions  made  by  the 
veterans  of  this  Nation  and  I  can  think  of  no 
one  more  qualified  to  host  ttie  fourth  annual 
National  Memorial  Day  concert  than  the  in- 
comparable Ossie  Davis. 

For  the  edificatkjn  of  my  colleagues  in  the 
House,  I  would  like  to  share  the  article  written 
by  James  Zumwatt  in  Parade  Magazine  on 
May  26,  1996  titied  "We  Should  Pay  Tribute." 
[From  Parade  Magazine.  May  26. 1996] 
We  Should  Pay  Tribute 
(By  James  Zumwalt) 
Tonight  at  8  p.m.  EDT.  Ossie  Davis  will  be 
the  host  for  the  fourth  year  of  the  National 
Memorial  Day  Concert,  held  on  the  West 
Lawn  of  the  Capitol  in  Washington,  D.C. 
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The  PBS  telecast  (check  local  TV  listings) 
will  include  performances  by  the  National 
Symphony  Orchestra,  as  well  as  dramatic 
readings  and  archival  footage  from  various 
wars  in  American  history.  A  special  segment 
will  be  dedicated  to  the  women  who  worked 
statewide  in  World  War  n.  And  tributes  will 
be  nuule  to  Desert  Storm  veterans  and  to 
American  soldiers  now  serving  in  Bosnia. 

Davis,  now  78,  served  as  a  surgical  techni- 
cian in  North  Africa  in  World  War  n.  Yet. 
until  a  few  years  ago,  he  had  never  partici- 
pated in  any  Memorial  Day  celebrations.  "I 
did  not  want  to  get  involved  in  anything 
that  glorified  war."  he  told  me. 

While  in  Africa,  Davis  witnessed  not  only 
the  horrors  of  battle,  he  said,  but  also  pro- 
nounced racism  among  fellow  American 
troops.  He  recalled  watching  a  white  soldier 
choose  to  die  rather  than  accept  care  from 
the  only  medics  available,  because  they  were 
black.  And  he  watched  troop  trains  in  Afri- 
ca—returning U.S.  servicemen  home  after 
the  war— in  which  blacks  were  segregated 
while  whites  shared  cars  with  German  pris- 
oners who,  he  said,  were  granted  more  dig- 
nity than  the  African-American  troops. 

"1  felt  betrayed."  I>avis  recalled.  I  had 
come  to  feel  that  I  had  been  not  only  a  pa- 
triot but  a  fool.  I  left  the  Army  very  de- 
pressed." 

On  returning  home  to  Georgia,  Davis 
turned  briefly  to  alcohol.  But  in  1946  he  got 
two  lucky  breaks:  He  landed  a  part  in  a 
Broadway  play,  and  he  met  his  future  wife. 
the  actress  Ruby  Dee.  They  have  been  mar- 
ried for  47  years.  Davis  went  on  to  distin- 
guish himself  not  only  as  an  actor  but  also 
as  a  producer,  writer  and  director.  Recently, 
he  appeared  in  The  Client  and  Grumpy  Old 
Men. 

Through  the  years,  Davis'  anti-war  senti- 
ments remained  strong.  Why,  then,  did  he 
agree  to  be  the  host  of  these  concerts?  "I  re- 
alized that  no  matter  what  I  thought  of  war, 
we  should  pay  tribute  to  those  both  living 
and  dead  who  sacrificed,"  he  explained. 

"The  military  also  has  made  significant 
strides,"  he  went  on.  "Colin  Powell  who  will 
speak  at  the  concert  was  no  accident — he 
was  an  affirmation  of  what  has  changed.  One 
of  the  things  I'm  proudest  of  about  America 
is  that  once  she  got  into  it.  she  came  up  with 
a  color-blind  Army." 

Davis  also  believes  that  the  ignobillty  to 
warfare  shouldn't  lessen  the  tribute  we  pay 
to  those  who  served.  "They  gave  what  Lin- 
coln called  "the  last  full  measure  of  devo- 
tion," he  said.  "They  did  what  was  required 
to  defend  something  greater  than  they 
were." 


HONORING  THE  JACKSON  COUNTY 
RESCUE  SQUAD 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  11. 1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speake',  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  the  inv?luable  services 
provided  by  the  Jackson  County  Rescue 
Squad.  These  brave,  civic-minded  people  give 
freely  of  their  time  so  that  should  disaster 
strike,  we  know  that  our  friends  and  neighbors 
are  there  to  help. 

Few  realize  the  depth  of  training  and  hard 
work  that  goes  into  being  a  member  of  the 
rescue  squad.  Rescue  squad  members  under- 
go a  training  series  over  a  4-  to  6-rTX)nth  pe- 
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riod  which  includes  instruction  in 
Cardiopulmonary  Resuscitation  [CPR],  vehicle 
extrication,  emergency  driving,  and  rescue  ori- 
entation. In  addition  to  this  training,  rescue 
squad  members  also  meet  monthly  to  address 
business  concems  as  well  as  hear  guest 
speakers. 

Rescue  squad  memlsers  are  volunteers. 
They  receive  no  pay  for  what  they  do.  What 
also  makes  their  services  especially  outstand- 
ing is  that  the  organizations  themselves  re- 
ceive no  funding.  They  receive  no  funding 
from  the  city,  the  county,  or  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. 

Rescue  squads  are  funded  in  the  same  spir- 
it of  community  volunteerism  which  moves 
them  to  serve.  Family,  friends,  and  neightxjrs 
pitch  in  at  bake  sales,  road  blocks,  and  fish 
frys  to  help  those  who  sacrifice  their  time  for 
the  benefit  of  the  whole  community. 

Committing  such  an  amount  of  spare  time 
and  energy  to  a  job  so  emotionally  and  phys- 
ically taxing  requires  a  sense  of  devotion  and 
duty  for  which  we  are  all  grateful. 


HONORING  MARY  JEAN  O'REILLY 
MILLER,  MAHTOMEDI'S  1995 
TEACHER  OF  THE  YEAR,  ON  HER 
RETIREMENT 


HON.  CHRISTOPHER  COX 

OF  CAUFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  11. 1996 

Mr.  COX  of  Califomia.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
people  of  Minnesota  have  on  several  occa- 
sions recognized  the  enormous  contritxjtions 
of  Mary  Jean  O'Reilly  Miller  to  the  education 
and  cultural  betterment  of  that  State,  and  it  is 
appropriate  that  the  U.S.  Congress  now  do  so 
as  well.  This  week,  after  43  years  as  a  teach- 
er, Mary  Miller  will  retire  from  a  distinguished 
career  that  will  shine  as  an  enduring  model  for 
years  to  come. 

Perhaps  it  is  true  that  teachers  are  made, 
not  born,  but  Mary  Jean  O'Reilly  came  from  a 
family  of  educators.  Her  grandfather  served  on 
the  school  board.  Her  aunt  and  uncle  were 
teachers.  Her  txothers,  sisters,  nephews,  and 
nieces  are  teachers  and  school  administrators. 
As  a  child  in  Goodhue.  MN.  she  grew  up  play- 
ing teactier  in  a  make-t)elieve  school  with  her 
playmates,  and  she  has  dedicated  her  life  to 
that  passion  ever  since. 

Mary's  own  education  reflects  a  lifelong 
commitment  to  scholarship  and  the  improve- 
ment of  her  professional  skills.  She  is  thor- 
oughly a  product  of  Minnesota  schools,  and 
an  alumna  in  whom  all  of  her  graduating  insti- 
tutions now  take  especial  pride.  Following  her 
graduation  from  Goodhue  High  School,  sfie 
eamed  advanced  degrees  at  no  fewer  than 
three  institutions  of  higher  leaming:  Winona 
State  College,  the  University  of  Minnesota, 
arxj  St.  Thomas  College — which  .awarded  her 
a  master  of  arts  in  education.  But  her  edu- 
cation did  not  stop  there,  and  it  has  never 
stopped  to  this  day.  She  has  pursued  continu- 
ing studies  at  the  University  of  Minnesota,  St. 
Thomas,  Mankato  State  College.  Southwest 
State  College,  and  Hamline  University.  Among 
her  many  other  professional  qualifications,  she 
holds  a  lifetime  certificate  in  elementary  edu- 
catk)n. 
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Teaching  is  a  delicate  art.  Far  more  than 
knowledge,  it  requires  understanding — and 
atxjve  all,  understanding  of  people,  their  con- 
cems, their  lives,  and  their  community.  Mary 
Miller  took  her  first  teaching  position  almost 
half  a  century  ago  in  the  town  of  Mahtomedi. 
In  1996,  she  was  a  teacher  there  still.  43 
years  after  that  first  commitment.  No  one  bei- 
ter  understands  and  cares  for  her  community, 
her  neighbors,  and  her  students  than  Mary. 

Whether  leading  school  activities  or  student 
bus  tours,  contributing  her  time  to  community 
projects,  or  helping  a  kxal  family  in  time  of 
need,  Mary  has  shown  by  her  living  example 
that  we  all  need  teachers,  and  that  education 
does  not  end  but  rather  tjegins  at  the  school- 
house  walls.  Three  generations  of  Minneso- 
tans  have  grown  and  prospered  with  her  help. 
Many  of  her  former  students,  now  adults,  still 
come  to  her  classroom  to  see  her.  It  would  be 
difficult  to  write  Mahtomedi's  history  and  that 
of  its  citizens  in  the  four  decades  since  Worid 
War  II  without  in  the  process  taking  full  stock 
of  her  significant  contributions. 

Long  before  Federal  and  State  laws  made 
provision  for  special  education,  Mary  Miller 
was  a  leader  in  the  field.  She  eamed  profes- 
sional degrees  in  special  education,  and  has 
taught  children  with  special  needs  throughout 
her  career.  As  she  looks  back  on  her  own 
achievements,  it  is  this  contribution  above  all 
others  that  stands  our  as  most  meaningful. 

The  Mahtomedi  Scfiool  District  honored  her 
as  Teacher  of  the  Year  in  1995,  and  again  as 
Teacher  of  Distinction  in  1996.  Last  year,  she 
was  among  only  10  honorees  selected  state- 
wide as  finalists  for  the  Minnesota  Teacher  of 
the  Year.  Today,  it  is  appropriate  that  we  rec- 
ognize her  here,  in  the  U.S.  Congress,  for  her 
lifetime  of  achievement  for  our  country. 

Many  of  us  who  are  not  teachers  by  profes- 
sion understand,  nonetheless,  the  responsibil- 
ities that  teaching  entails,  because  we  are 
spouses  and  parents.  The  same  individual 
care  and  concern  that  we  hope  a  good  teach- 
er will  show  for  our  children  is  the  measure  of 
our  success  at  home  as  nrethers  and  fathers, 
hustjands  and  wives.  Not  surprisingly.  Mary 
Miller's  four  uninternjpted  decades  of  commit- 
ment and  success  as  a  teacher  are  matched 
by  her  steadfast  devotion  as  mother  and  wife. 
Later  this  year,  she  and  her  husband.  Fred- 
erick P.  "Bud"  Miller,  will  celebrate  their  40th 
wedding  anniversary. 

Mary  and  Bud  have  raised  three  grown 
sons,  Michael,  Patrick,  and  Kevin — who 
sen/ed  with  distinction  in  Operation  Desert 
Storm — and  are  now  deservingly  proud  grand- 
parents. As  she  retires  from  the  responsibil- 
ities of  teaching  that  she  loves  so  well,  can 
anyone  doubt  that  Mary  will  redouble  her  de- 
votions and  attentions  to  these  young  chil- 
dren— or  that  they  will  not  inherit  her  love  of 
leaming? 

In  this  way,  and  in  her  exploration  of  the 
many  new  frontiers  that  now  await  her,  Mary 
Miller  will  continue  to  improve  the  lives  of  ev- 
eryone arourxl  her.  Her  retirement  from  teach- 
ing, like  a  graduation  ceremony,  is  more  accu- 
rately called  a  commencement:  It  is  the  begin- 
ning of  a  new  chapter  in  a  most  remart<able 
life. 

Plato  observed  that  "the  direction  in  which 
education  starts  a  man  will  determine  his  fu- 
ture life."  Mr.  Speaker,  Mary  Miller  has  been 
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a  positive  influence  not  only  in  the  lives  of  her 
family  and  friends,  but  of  thousands  of  boys 
and  giris,  men  and  women,  whose  lives  she 
has  turned  in  a  positive  direction  by  her  en- 
ergy and  effort  For  her  contributions  to  her 
native  Minnesota  and  to  our  Nation,  I  know 
that  all  of  my  colleagues  will  wish  to  join  me 
in  extending  the  congratulations  and  t>est 
wishes  of  the  House  of  Representatives  to 
Mary  Jean  O'Reilly  Miller  on  the  occasion  of 
her  retirement 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  THOMAS  "ARCHIE" 
STEWART 


HON.  BENJAMIN  A.  GUMAN 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  11, 1996 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  It  gives  me  great 
pleasure  to  honor  Mr.  Thomas  Stewart,  affec- 
tionately known  as  "Archie."  I  wish  to  extend 
this  recognition  to  Mr.  Stewart  for  his  invalu- 
able  contribution  to  New  York's  20th  Congres- 
sional District,  and  the  greater  Hudson  Valley. 
It  was  through  Mr.  Stewart's  leadership,  vision, 
and  generosity,  that  Stewart  Airport,  in  New- 
burgh,  NY,  was  built 

In  1930,  Mr.  Stewart  and  his  family  donated 
a  220-acre  parcel  of  land  known  as  Stony 
Lonesome  Farm,  in  memory  of  his  grandfather 
Lachlan  Stewart,  for  the  development  of  an 
airport.  It  is  truly  remaricable  ttnat  in  these  early 
years  of  aviation,  Mr.  Stewart  had  the  vision  to 
foresee  the  need  for  an  airport  in  Orange 
County.  But  even  he  couW  not  have  predicted 
the  inpact  that  Stewart  Airport  has  had  over 
the  years.  Prior  to  Worid  War  II,  partly  through 
Mr.  Stewarfs  own  efforts,  tfie  U.S.  Military 
Academy  established  Stewart  Fiekj  for  the 
flight  training  of  West  Point  Cadets.  The  air- 
port served  as  the  first  wings  of  West  Point  to 
serve  cadets,  and  was  later  expanded  for 
Army  Air  Corps  operations  and  sutjsequently 
as  a  major  U.S.  Air  Force  Base,  it  served  as 
an  important  airfield  during  Workj  War  II  for 
the  defense  of  the  Eastem  sector  of  the 
United  States. 

After  the  Air  Force  base  was  closed  in 
1 970,  Stewart  Airport  converted  to  commercial 
use.  Today,  Stewart  International  Airport  offers 
service  to  eight  airiines,  canying  over  800,000 
travelers  in  and  out  of  Stewart  each  year.  It  is 
rapidly  becoming  the  fourth  major  airport  for 
the  New  York  metropolitan  area. 

Mr.  Stewart  and  his  wife  Mary.  wf>o  have 
been  married  for  72  years,  have  spent  their 
lives  and  raised  their  family  in  the  Newtxirgh 
area.  Today  at  94  years  of  age,  Mr.  Stewarfs 
presence  remains  an  inspiration  to  his  com- 
munity. Recently,  the  memt>ers  of  the  Stewart 
Airport  Commission  declared  May  28,  1996, 
as  "Archie  Stewart  Day"  at  Stewart  Inter- 
national Airport 

I  was  pleased  and  proud  to  have  personally 
participated  in  this  cererrwny,  at  which  I  stat- 
ed: 

Mr.  Stewart  and  his  family  made  a  deci- 
sion over  sixty  years  ago  which  has  impacted 
the  lives  of  countless  Americans  by  provid- 
ing the  land  which  became  Stewart  Airport, 
and  then  Stewart  Air  Force  Base,  and  finally 
Stewart  International  Airport.  Archie  and 
his    family    helped    make    eastem    Orange 


County  a  hub  of  the  Northeast.  None  of  us 
will  ever  know  how  many  lives  were  saved  by 
the  Stewart  family  providing  the  land  for 
the  airport  which  provided  the  training  for 
our  cadets  at  West  Point  prior  to  and  during 
WWn.  No  one  will  ever  know  how  many  lives 
were  impacted  by  the  young  men  and  women 
coming  to  the  area  during  the  war  to  serve 
at  Stewart,  and  then  staying  and  settling  in 
the  region,  serving  their  communities  and 
contributing  to  the  betterment  of  the  Hud- 
son Valley.  No  one  can  measure  the  benefit 
that  the  hundreds  of  commercial  flights  have 
had  on  Americans  in  recent  years. 

Mr.  Speaker,  history  is  full  of  dynamic  peo- 
ple who  helped  make  a  difference,  but  histo- 
rians will  tell  us  that  our  lives  are  shaped  just 
as  much  by  those  individuals  who  do  not  nec- 
essarily appear  in  the  pages  of  history  books. 
This  is  why  i  am  pleased  to  take  this  oppor- 
tunity to  formally  recognize  Mr.  Stewart 
whose  efforts  through  tfie  years  have  posi- 
tively affected  so  many.  Mr.  Speaker,  Thomas 
"Archie"  Stewart  fias  dedicated  his  life  and 
land  to  serving  his  community  and  1  ask  that 
his  efforts  not  be  forgotten. 


EXTENDING  PERMANENT  MFN 
STATUS  TO  ROMANIA 


HONORING  THE  LAVERGNE 
RESCUE  SQUAD 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  11, 1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  tfie  invaluable  services 
provided  by  the  La  Vergne  Rescue  Squad. 
These  brave,  civic-minded  people  give  fi-eely 
of  tfieir  time  so  that  should  disaster  strike,  we 
know  that  our  friends  and  neigfibors  are  there 
to  help. 

Few  realize  thie  depth  of  training  and  hard 
wori<  tfiat  goes  into  being  a  memt>er  of  the 
rescue  squad.  Rescue  squad  members  under- 
go a  training  series  over  a  four-  to  six-month 
period  which  includes  instructk>n  in 
Cardiopulmonary  Resuscitation  [CPR],  vehkJe 
extrication,  emergency  driving,  and  rescue  ori- 
entation. In  addition  to  this  training,  rescue 
squad  members  also  meet  nwnthly  to  address 
txJsiness  concems  as  well  as  hear  guest 
speakers. 

Rescue  squad  memtjers  are  volunteers. 
They  receive  no  pay  for  wfiat  they  do.  What 
also  makes  their  service  especially  outstarxl- 
ing  is  that  the  organizations  themselves  re- 
ceive no  furxJing.  They  receive  no  fijnding 
from  the  city,  the  county,  or  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. 

Rescue  squads  are  funded  in  the  same  spir- 
it of  community  volunteerism  which  moves 
them  to  serve.  Family,  friends,  and  neightxxs 
pitch  in  at  bake  sales,  road  blocks,  and  fish 
frys  to  help  tfiose  who  sacrifice  their  time  for 
the  tjenefit  of  the  whole  community. 

Committing  such  an  amount  of  spare  time 
and  energy  to  a  job  so  emotionally  and  phys- 
k:ally  taxing  requires  a  sense  of  devotron  and 
duty  for  which  we  are  all  grateful. 


HON.  AMO  HOUGHTON 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  11. 1996 

Mr.  HOUGHTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  H.R.  3161,  a  bill  to  grant 
permanent  most  favored  nation  [MFN]  status 
to  Ronnania. 

1  have  to  believe  tfiat  Ronrvania  certainly 
meets  the  test  for  permarient  MFN  status.  Tfie 
administration  fias  certified  Romania  on  sev- 
eral occasions  as  meeting  the  freedom  of  emi- 
gration requirements  under  the  Jackson-Vanik 
law. 

From  what  I  understand,  Romania  fias  also 
fully  impiemented  its  obligations  under  its  bilat- 
eral commercial  agreements  and  is  a  founding 
member  of  the  Worid  Trade  Organizatkxi 
[WTO].  In  fact  Romania  is  tfie  only  United 
States  trading  partner  tfiat  is  a  member  of  ttie 
WTO  txrt  still  receiving  conditional  MFN  status 
ft-om  the  United  States. 

By  not  granting  permanent  MFN  to  Roma- 
nia, we  really  injure  Romania  and  ourselves. 
Failure  to  act  on  this  measure  would  deny 
United  States  firms  tfieir  full  rights  under  exist- 
ing multilateral  trade  agreements,  and  woukj 
pose  a  continuing  obstacle  to  the  further  de- 
velopment of  Romania's  economy  and  demo- 
cratic institutk>ns. 

This  measure  has  been  erxjorsed  t>y  a  bi- 
partisan group  of  House  Members  and  fias 
been  vigorously  supported  t}y  the  administra- 
tion. In  response  to  a  request  for  public  com- 
ments by  the  House  Ways  and  Means  Com- 
mittee, over  38  firms,  associations,  etfinic 
groups,  and  individuals — including  several 
former  United  States  Ambassadors  to  Roma- 
nia— recommended  swift  passage  of  H.R. 
3161. 

Moreover,  in  tfie  past  few  days,  both 
Houses  of  the  Romanian  Parliament  passed 
resolutions  endorsing  tfie  establishment  of 
permanent  MFN  status  between  our  two  courv 
tries.  A  statement  on  tfie  resolution  tfiat  was 
passed  by  tfie  Cfiamber  of  Deputies  foltows: 

STATEMENT  OF  THE  CHAMBER  OF  DEPUTIES 

(By  Adrian  Nastase,  President) 
The  members  of  the  Chamber  of  Deputies 
have  been  pleased  to  note  that  bills  to  au- 
thorize the  extension  of  nondiscriminatory 
(Most  Favored  Nation)  treatment  to  the 
products  originating  in  Romania  were  intro- 
duced in  the  United  States  Congress  on 
March  26.  1996  (S.  1644  and  H.R.  3161).  They 
appreciate  that  this  initiative  is  of  utmost 
importance  for  the  development  of  the  Ro- 
manian-American relationship  and  support 
the  reform  process  and  transition  to  market 
economy. 

Taking  into  account  the  significance  of 
this  major  action  for  the  bilateral  Roma- 
nian-American relationship,  the  members  of 
the  Chamber  of  Deputies  of  Romania  reaf- 
firm that,  after  the  December  1989  Revolu- 
tion, the  majority  of  the  main  political  par- 
ties, whether  represented  or  not  in  the  Par- 
liament, have  unequivocally  favored  a 
speedy  integration  of  Romania  into  the 
Euro-Atlantic  economic,  political  and  secu- 
rity structures,  particularly  NATO  and  the 
EU. 

With  a  view  to  reaching  this  objective,  the 
leadership  of  the  main  Romanian  parties 
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agreed  and  reiterated,  on  various  occasions, 
the  basic  orientation  and  the  main  direc- 
tions of  the  Romanian  foreigm  policy,  to  be 
promoted,  in  a  consistent  manner,  by  the 
Grovemment.  The  development  of  a  privi- 
leged partnership  and  alliance  with  the 
United  States  of  America  remains  one  of  the 
essential  directions  of  the  foreigrn  policy  of 
Romania  which  enjoy  the  consensus  of  the 
majority  of  the  Romanian  political  parties. 

The  consensus  of  the  main  parties  rep- 
resented in  the  Romanian  Chamber  of  Depu- 
ties with  respect  to  this  priority  of  the  en- 
tire foreign  policy  of  Romania  was  elo- 
quently expressed  in  the  statements  made  by 
the  leaders  of  the  aforementioned  parties  in 
1993.  when  Ronmnia  was  conditionally  grant- 
ed the  Most  Favored  Nations  status  by  the 
United  States. 

The  evolution  recorded  in  the  commercial 
Rom&nian- American  exchanges  in  the  two 
years  and  a  half  elapsed  since  the  re-exten- 
sion of  the  MFN  status  have  fully  confirmed 
the  soundness  of  this  measure.  In  1994  and 
1995  Romania's  exports  to  the  United  States 
reached  an  annual  level  close  to  S200  m.. 
nearly  2.8  times  higher  than  the  level  re- 
corded in  1993.  while  the  amount  of  the  im- 
ports of  American  conmiodities  increased 
from  $373  m.  to  $465  m.  in  1994.  In  1995.  the 
amount  of  imports  from  the  United  States 
was  $392  m. 

The  re-extension  of  the  Most  Favored  Na- 
tions status  has  stimulated  the  American  in- 
vestment in  Romania,  reaching  at  present 
$144.5  m..  as  compared  to  only  $72  m.  in  1993. 

Granting  permanent  MFN  status  will  pro- 
vide significant  incentive  for  US  companies 
to  increase  their  investment  in  Romania  and 
make  the  United  States  the  largest  trading 
partner  of  Romania. 

The  members  of  the  Romanian  Chamber  of 
Deputies  appreciate  the  fact  that  the  United 
States  ranks  among  the  most  important  in- 
vestors in  Romania,  along  with  Germany. 
South  Korea  and  Italy. 

The  significant  increase  in  the  Romanian- 
American  commercial  exchanges  and  in  the 
American  investment  will  support  the  ad- 
vancement of  the  economic  activities  in  Ro- 
mania, will  encourage  the  transition  to  mar- 
ket economy  and  the  speeding  up  of  the  proc- 
ess of  privatisation  of  the  state  enterprises, 
contributes  to  the  emergence  of  new  mutu- 
ally beneficial  business. 

At  present,  the  firm  resolve  to  develop 
close  cooperation,  partnership  and  alliance 
with  the  United  States  and.  in  connection  to 
this,  the  belief  that  Romania  is  entitled  to 
benefit  of  MFN  permanent  status  are  fully 
shared  by  the  leading  political  parties  and 
the  Romanian  people. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  view  that 
granting  MFN  permanent  status  would  influ- 
ence the  national  election  in  Romania  is  not 
in  accordance  with  our  perception  on  this 
issue. 

The  members  of  the  Romanian  Chamber  of 
Deputies  have  reafflrmed  the  political  will  of 
the  parties  represented  in  the  Parliament  to 
further  develop  the  democracy  and  market 
economy  and  to  ensure  that  this  year  elec- 
tions are  free  and  fair.  They  urge  the  mem- 
bers of  the  United  States  Congress  to  con- 
tinue and  to  conclude  the  procedures  aiming 
at  granting  the  Most  Favored  Nation  status 
to  Romania,  as  soon  as  possible.  The  perma- 
nent extension  of  MFN  is  in  Romania's  na- 
tional interest  and  it  is  granted  to  Romania 
and  not  to  any  political  party. 

The  Romanian  Chamber  of  Deputies  con- 
siders that  granting  permanent  Most  Fa- 
vored Nation  status  now  would  better  serve 
the  interests  of  the  Romaniain  society,  the 
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political  stability  in  the  country  as  well  as 
the  strengthening  of  the  bilateral  relation- 
ship with  the  United  States. 

The  members  of  the  Romanian  Chamber  of 
Deputies  take  their  opportunity  to  convey  to 
the  U.S.  Congressmen  the  best  wishes  for 
success  in  their  endeavors. 

This  Statement  has  been  approved  by  the 
Chamber  of  Deputies  at  its  session  of  May  23. 
1996. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope  all  of  my  colleagues 
will  support  the  effort  to  grant  permanent  MFN 
status  to  Romania. 


OUTSTANDING  SCIENCE  EDU- 
CATION IS  ALIVE  AND  WELL  IN 
MIECE  MINNEMA'S  CLASSROOM 


HON.  BRUCE  F.  VENTO 

OF  MINNESOTA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  11, 1996 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
honor  a  fellow  Minnesotan,  and  a  friend,  who 
was  recently  awarded  the  Presidential  Award 
for  Excellence  in  Science  Teaching,  Mike 
Minnema. 

Mike  teaches  chemistry  at  North  Community 
High  School,  which  is  part  of  the  Minneapolis 
School  System,  where  I  once  taught  science 
myself.  1  had  the  pleasure  of  working  with 
Mike  during  those  years  in  a  special  setting,  a 
Minnesota  camp  attended  by  young  adults 
from  the  Minneapolis  area.  It  was  a  summer 
long  task  for  Mike  but  just  a  couple  weeks  as- 
signment for  me;  however,  it  was  an  experi- 
ence and  relationship  that  was  truly  the  es- 
sence of  teaching  life  sciences.  In  some  re- 
spects, I  feel  very  much  connected  to  the  role 
of  teaching.  Even  though  the  responsibilities 
and  role  in  a  policymaking  task  are  different, 
it  is  simply  a  different  focus  on  the  same  chal- 
lenge. 

Presidential  Awards  are  given  to  outstand- 
ing educators  in  the  fields  of  science  and 
mathematics,  and  they  represent  the  Nation's 
highest  honor  in  these  fields  of  education. 
Only  one  secondary  school  science  teacher  in 
Minnesota  is  recognized  each  year,  and  I  am 
glad  to  know  that  Mike  Minnema's  dedication 
to  science  and  his  students  is  tieing  rewarded 
with  such  an  honor. 

In  a  time  when  people  routinely  refer  to  our 
Nation's  pubic  schools  as  uninventive,  poor 
quality  institutions,  Mike  demonstrates  the 
error  in  these  descriptions  and  makes  science 
something  for  students  not  just  to  study,  but  to 
explore.  His  classes  go  beyond  chemistry  text- 
books and  laboratory  exercises  to  include  real 
worid  subjects  such  as  hunnanity's  affect  on 
the  environment.  As  a  policymaker  who  has 
had  the  privilege  of  crafting  numerous  laws 
protecting  our  Nation's  environmental  heritage, 
I  am  glad  to  know  that  mike  is  teaching  young 
Minnesotans  the  importance  of  protecting  our 
Nation's  natural  resource  legacy  for  future 
generations.  His  classes  also  reach  beyond 
the  science  of  chemistry,  intenweaving  mathe- 
matics and  technology  into  lesson  plans, 
which  allow  students  to  connect  what  they 
learn  in  his  classroom  to  their  other  edu- 
cational disciplines  and  the  outside  worid. 

Mike's  experience  outside  of  his  teaching 
career  enhance  his  lesson  plans  as  well.  He 
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brings  his  students  a  view  of  the  practical 
uses  for  chemical  science,  and  this  insight, 
hopefully,  encourages  other  students  to  ex- 
plore careers  in  scientific  fields.  Mike  has 
worked  in  both  the  private  and  public  sectors, 
utilizing  his  own  science  education  back- 
ground to  benefit  organizations  from  3M  and 
Honeywell  to  the  Los  Alamos  National  LatXDra- 
tories.  Mike  has  focused  a  teaching  lesson  for 
his  students  on  measurement  of  pollution  in 
Minnesota  lakes,  specifically  the  fluctuation  of 
salt  levels  and  how  the  environmental  deg- 
radation is  affecting  the  species  and  eco- 
systems of  those  special  wetland  areas. 

As  the  worid  increasingly  relies  on  science 
and  technology,  ensuring  future  generations 
understand  science  and  training  some  for  sci- 
entific careers  will  become  an  even  more  irrv 
portant  endeavor.  Educators  such  as  Mike 
Minnema  play  an  essential  role  in  our  Nation's 
ability  to  not  only  graduate  adequately  pre- 
pared scientists  from  our  schools,  but  to  at- 
tract students  to  scientific  fields  and  generally 
enhance  science  literacy.  I  want  to  express 
my  sincere  congratulations  and  thanks  to  Mike 
for  his  efforts  to  inspire  young  minds  to  ex- 
plore science  and  respect  the  environment 
and  for  his  dedication  to  protecting  the  natural 
resource  legacy  that  those  young  minds  will 
one  day  inherit.  Minnesota  is  truly  fortunate  to 
have  such  an  exceptional  educator  working  for 
its  students. 


HONORING  THE  MACON  COUNTY 
RESCUT:  SQUAD 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  11, 1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  the  invaluable  services 
provided  by  the  Macon  County  Rescue  Squad. 
These  brave,  civk:  minded  people  give  freely 
of  their  time  so  that  should  disaster  strike,  we 
know  that  our  friends  and  neighbors  are  there 
to  help. 

Few  realize  the  depth  of  training  and  hard 
work  that  goes  into  being  a  memtier  of  the 
rescue  squad.  Rescue  squad  members  under- 
go a  training  series  over  a  four  to  six  month 
period  which  includes  iristruction  in 
Cardiopulmonary  Resuscitation  (CPR],  vehicle 
extrication,  emergency  driving,  and  rescue  ori- 
entation. In  addition  to  this  training,  rescue 
squad  members  also  meet  monthly  to  address 
business  concerns  as  well  as  hear  guest 
speakers. 

Rescue  squad  members  are  volunteers. 
They  receive  no  pay  for  what  tliey  do.  What 
also  makes  their  services  especially  outstand- 
ing is  that  the  organizations  themselves  re- 
ceive no  funding.  They  receive  no  funding 
from  the  city,  the  county,  or  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. 

Rescue  squads  are  funded  in  the  same  spir- 
it of  community  volunteerism  which  moves 
them  to  serve.  Family,  friends,  and  neighbors 
pitch  in  at  bake  sales,  road  blocks,  and  fish 
frys  to  help  those  who  sacrifice  their  time  for 
the  benefit  of  the  whole  community. 

Committing  such  an  amount  of  spare  time 
and  energy  to  a  job  so  emotionally  and  phys- 
ically taxing  requires  a  sense  of  dievotion  and 
duty  for  which  we  are  all  grateful. 


June  11,  1996 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 


13769 


TRIBUTE  TO  NARSAI  M.  DAVID 


HON.  ANNA  G.  ESHOO 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  11. 1996 

Ms.  ESHOO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
honor  Narsai  M.  David  who  is  taeing  honored 
by  the  Anti-Defamation  League  writh  its  Res- 
taurant Industry  Achievement  Award  for  his 
outstanding  accomplishments  and  service  to 
the  bay  area  community. 

Narsai  David  brings  people  together  and 
creates  an  understarxJing  of  cultural  diversity 
through  his  exquisite  culinary  practices.  Bom 
to  Assyrian  immigrants.  Narsai  David  ventured 
into  a  culinary  career  eariy  in  life,  eventually 
working  his  way  to  the  t)ay  area  in  Califomia 
where  he  became  known  as  one  of  the  bay 
area's  leading  restaurateurs.  Narsai  David  has 
catered  several  large  scale  outdoor  dining 
events  including  concerts  for  Bill  Grafiam  and 
the  Napa  Valley  Wine  Auction.  Cun'ently,  his 
time  is  divided  t)etween  travel  and  food  seg- 
ments for  KTVU  television,  the  management 
of  Narsai's  Specialty  Food  Business,  and  as 
wine  and  food  editor  of  KCBS  Radio.  Further- 
more, he  is  a  columnist  for  the  food  section  of 
the  San  Francisco  Chronicle  and  makes  ce- 
lebrity chef  appearances  at  gatherings 
throughout  the  worid. 

Narsai  David  has  devoted  much  of  his  time 
to  charitable  causes  in  the  tay  area.  He  is 
currently  president  of  the  txDard  of  the  Assyr- 
ian Aid  Society,  a  member  of  the  board  of  di- 
rectors of  the  Berkeley  Community  Fund  of 
the  San  Francisco  Foundation  and  Inter- 
national House  of  Berkeley.  He  serves  as  host 
for  many  fundraisers  in  the  bay  area  including 
the  annual  Meals  on  Wheels  event  in  Alameda 
County,  the  American  Heart  Association  gala, 
the  Warren  Eukel  Teachers  Trust  event,  the 
Taylor  Family  Foundation  Day  in  the  Pari< 
fundraiser  for  Pediatric  AIDS,  and  the  Narsai 
Toast  to  the  Arts  for  the  Bert<eley  Repertory 
Theater.  In  addition,  he  is  also  the  president  of 
the  Pacific  Coast  Farmer's  Market  Association. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Narsai  David  is  an  outstanding 
citizen  of  Califomia  and  our  country.  As  thie 
only  Assyrian-American  Member  of  Congress, 
I  salute  fi»m  for*  the  commitment  he  brings  to, 
and  the  contritjutions  he  has  made  to  our 
community.  Narsai  David  is  a  great  source  of 
pride  to  ttie  Assyrian-American  community.  I 
ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  saluting  Mr. 
David  as  he  is  honored  with  the  Anti-Defama- 
tion League's  Restaurant  IrxJustry  Achieve- 
ment Award.  He  has  promoted  not  only  our 
foods  but  our  culture  as  well. 


HONORING  THE  OVERTON  COUNTY 
RESCUE  SQUAD 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATTVES 

Tuesday,  June  11, 1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  the  invaluable  services 
provided  by  the  Overton  County  Rescue 
Squad.  These  brave,  civic-minded  people  give 
freely  of  their  time  so  that  should  disaster 


strike,  we  know  that  our  friends  and  neightwrs 
are  there  to  help. 

Few  realize  the  depth  of  training  and  hard 
work  tfiat  goes  into  being  a  member  of  the 
rescue  squad.  Rescue  squad  numbers  under- 
go a  training  series  over  a  4  to  6  month  period 
vt^ich  includes  instruction  in  Cardiopulmonary 
Resuscitation  [CPR],  vehicle  extrication,  emer- 
gency driving,  and  rescue  orientation.  In  addi- 
tion to  this  training,  rescue  squad  memt>ers 
also  meet  monthly  to  address  business  con- 
cerns as  well  as  hear  guest  speakers. 

Rescue  squad  memt>ers  are  volunteers. 
They  receive  no  pay  for  what  they  do.  What 
also  makes  their  service  especially  outstarKl- 
ing  is  that  the  organizations  themselves  re- 
ceive no  funding.  They  receive  no  funding 
from  the  city,  the  county,  or  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. 

Rescue  squads  are  funded  in  the  same  spir- 
it of  community  volunteerism  which  nrxjves 
them  to  serve.  Family,  friends,  and  neighbors 
pitch  in  at  t>ake  sales,  road  blocks,  and  fish 
frys  to  help  those  who  sacrifice  their  time  for 
the  tjenefit  of  the  whole  community. 

Committing  such  an  amount  of  spare  time 
and  energy  to  a  job  so  emotionally  and  phys- 
ically taxing  requires  a  sense  of  devotion  and 
duty  for  which  we  are  all  grateful. 


HONORING  THE  SUMNER  COUNTY 
VOLUNTEER  FIRE  DEPARTMENT 


TRIBUTE  TO  ST.  VINCENT  SCHOOL 
OF  NURSING 


HON.  MARCY  KAPTUR 

OF  OHIO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  11. 1996 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  the  St.  Vincent  School  of  Nurs- 
ing, and  to  offer  rrry  congratulations  as  the 
school  celebrates  its  centennial  anniversary. 
Since  1896,  the  School  of  Nursing  has  re- 
mained a  healthcare  education  landmark  in 
Toledo.  OH. 

Opened  by  the  Sisters  of  Charity  of  Mon- 
treal, more  comnnonly  known  as  the  "Grey 
Nuns,"  the  School  of  Nursing  tjecame  the  first 
school  of  its  kind  in  Ohio.  Sr.  Elodie  Mailoux 
served  as  the  first  director,  from  1896  to  1898. 
Cun-ently.  Ms.  Elizabeth  Cain  holds  the  post. 
She  has  been  director  since  1989  and  is  the 
I8th  director  of  the  school. 

Throughout  its  history,  the  School  of  Nurs- 
ing fias  kept  pace  virith  the  evolution  of 
healthcare  and  nursing  to  graduate  rieariy 
4,000  highly  skilled,  dedicated  nursing  profes- 
sionals. In  addition,  the  school  has  prided 
itself  on  its  ability  to  successfully  blend  com- 
nxin  spiritual  beliefs  with  the  latest  healthcare 
techrxjiogy  and  nursing  education. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  proud  to  recognize  the 
1 00th  anniversary  of  the  St  Vincent  School  of 
Nursing.  As  it  enters  its  second  century,  the 
school's  dedication  to  care,  education,  and 
service  continues  to  provide  the  nortfiwest 
Ohio  area  with  outstanding  nursing  educatk>n. 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  11. 1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  the  invaluable  services 
provided  by  the  Sumner  County  Volunteer  Fire 
Department.  These  Israve,  civic-minded  people 
give  freely  of  their  time  so  that  we  may  all  feel 
safer  at  night. 

Few  realize  the  depth  of  training  and  fiard 
work  tfiat  goes  into  t>eing  a  volunteer  fire  fight- 
er. To  quote  one  of  my  local  volunteers, 
"These  firemen  must  have  an  ovenvhelming 
desire  to  do  for  others  while  expecting  nothing 
in  return." 

Preparation  includes  twice-monthly  training 
programs  in  which  ttiey  have  live  drills,  study 
tiie  latest  videos  featuring  the  latest  in  fire- 
figfiting  tactics,  as  well  as  atterxj  seminars 
where  they  can  obtain  the  knowledge  they 
need  to  save  lives.  Within  a  year  of  (becoming 
a  volunteer  firefighter,  most  attend  the  Ten- 
nessee Fire  Training  School  in  Murfreestxjro 
where  tfiey  urxJergo  further,  intensified  trairt- 
ing. 

When  tt>e  residents  of  my  district  go  to  bed 
at  night,  they  know  that  should  disaster  strike 
and  their  home  catch  fire,  well-trained  and 
qualified  volunteer  fire  departments  are  ready 
and  willing  to  give  so  graciously  and  gener- 
ously of  themselves.  This  peace  of  mind 
should  not  t>e  taken  for  granted. 

By  selflessly  giving  of  themselves,  they  en- 
sure a  safer  future  for  us  all.  We  owe  these 
volunteer  fire  departments  a  debt  of  gratitude 
for  their  servce  and  sacrifice. 


HONORING  THE  FAIRVIEW 
VOLUNTEER  FIRE  DEPARTMENT 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  11. 1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  the  invaluable  services 
provided  by  the  Fairview  Volunteer  Fire  De- 
partnnenL  These  Ixave.  civrc-minded  people 
give  freely  of  their  time  so  tfiat  we  may  feel 
safer  at  night 

Few  realize  the  depth  of  tiaining  and  hard 
work  that  goes  into  being  a  volunteer  fire- 
fighter. To  quote  one  of  my  kxal  volunteers. 
"These  firemen  must  have  an  overwhelming 
desire  to  do  for  others  while  expecting  rx>thing 
in  return." 

Preparation  includes  twk;e-monthly  training 
programs  in  which  they  have  live  drills,  study 
the  latest  videos  featijring  tf)e  latest  in  fire- 
fighting  tactics,  as  v^ll  as  attend  seminars 
where  they  can  obtain  ttie  knowledge  they 
r>eed  to  save  lives.  Within  a  year  of  tjecoming 
a  volunteer  firefighter,  most  attend  the  Terv 
nessee  fire  training  school  in  Murfreestxxo 
where  they  urKtergo  fijrther.  intensified  tratr>- 
ing. 

When  the  residents  of  my  district  go  to  bed 
at  night  tfiey  know  that  should  disaster  stiike 
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and  their  home  catch  fire,  welt-trained  and 
qualified  volunteer  fire  departments  are  ready 
and  willing  to  give  so  graciously  and  gener- 


ously  of   themselves.    This   peace   of   mind 
should  not  be  taken  for  granted. 
By  selflessly  giving  of  themselves,  they  en- 


sure a  safer  future  for  us  all.  We  owe  these 
volunteer  fire  departments  a  debt  of  gratitude 
for  their  service  and  sacrifice. 
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The  Senate  met  at  11:30  a.m.,  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  Thurmond]. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogilvle,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Gracious  Lord,  the  divine  Potter  of 
our  lives,  our  days  are  in  Your  hands. 
Shape  the  clay  as  You  have  planned. 
May  the  day  work  out  exactly  as  You 
have  arranged  it  for  Your  glory  and  our 
grrowth.  We  say  with  the  psalmist,  "'I 
delight  to  do  Your  will,  O  my  God,  and 
Your  law  is  within  my  heart."— Psalm 
40:8.  We  long  to  know  what  is  best  for 
our  Nation.  Now  at  the  beginning  of 
another  day,  we  commit  to  You  the 
challenges  and  decisions  that  are  ahead 
of  us.  We  desire  to  glorify  You,  so  show 
us  what  You  desire.  With  inspired 
intentionality,  we  put  our  relationship 
with  You  first  and  make  our  primary 
goal  what  is  best  for  our  Nation. 

This  morning,  gracious  Lord,  we 
thank  You  for  the  newly  elected  Re- 
publican leadership.  We  ask  Your  spe- 
cial blessing  to  be  upon  Trent  Lott 
and  Don  Nickles  as  they  work  together 
closely  with  Tom  Daschle  and  Wen- 
dell Ford  and  the  leadership  of  both 
parties  to  seek  Your  glory  and  to  do 
Your  will. 

We  pray  this  prayer  in  the  name  of 
the  way,  the  truth,  and  the  life.  Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
new  majority  leader,  the  able  Senator 
Trent  Lott  flrom  Mississippi,  is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Thank  you  very  much, 
Mr.  President.  We  appreciate  your 
leadership  and  all  that  you  do  for  your 
State  and  for  our  country. 


A  DAY  ALL  SENATORS  WILL 
REMEMBER 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  yesterday 
was  a  day  of  ceremony  and  tribute  in 
the  Senate.  It  was  a  day  of 
testimonials,  emotional  farewells,  and 
I  think  really  a  high  point  for  this  in- 
stitution in  the  years  that  I  have  been 
here,  because  in  a  very  bipartisan  way, 
we  all  talked  about  the  institution  of 
the  Senate  and  what  it  means  to  us  as 
individuals,  the  uniqueness  of  how  it 
operates,  and  what  it  means  for  our 
country. 

Obviously,  the  Republican  Members 
were  touched  by  the  moment  that  we 


saw  our  leader  of  so  many  years.  Bob 
Dole,  exit  the  Chamber.  But  I  also  was 
struck  by  the  fact  that  the  Democratic 
leadership — in  fact,  all  of  our  col- 
leagues on  that  side  of  the  aisle — 
showed  emotion  and  felt  the 
specialness  of  that  moment,  as  was  ex- 
hibited by  the  outstanding  remarks  of 
the  distinguished  Democratic  leader 
who  sits  here  today. 

It  was  a  day  that  all  Senators  will  re- 
member, just  as  we  will  always  remem- 
ber the  leadership  of  Bob  Dole. 

Today,  the  Senate  returns  to  busi- 
ness, and  I  am  honored  and  humbled  to 
stand  here  as  the  Senate  majority  lead- 
er. It  is  also  a  pleasure  to  have  with  me 
in  our  leadership  team  the  distin- 
gruished  Senator  from  Oklahoma,  Sen- 
ator Nickles.  who  will  serve  as  the  as- 
sistant majority  leader,  the  whip.  I 
know  that  he  will  do  a  great  job,  and  I 
look  forward  to  working  with  him  and 
us  working  together  as  a  team  with  the 
Democratic  leadership.  We  have  al- 
ready met  with  their  entire  leadership 
team,  and  I  think  we  are  off  to  a  very 
positive  start. 

Also,  I  want  to,  again,  refer  to  my 
distinguished  colleague  from  Mis- 
sissippi. We  have  stood  together  now 
through  23%  years  in  the  Congress.  He 
is  truly  a  great  leader  for  our  State 
and  for  our  country.  He  sort  of  blazed 
the  trail  in  our  State  for  a  Republican 
Party  that  used  to  meet  in  a  very 
small  room  with  room  left  over.  He  was 
the  first  Senator  who  was  elected  as  a 
Republican  from  our  State  of  Mis- 
sissippi. So  he  has  set  an  example  for 
all  of  us.  He  is  an  important  part  of  a 
team  for  our  State  that  I  will  always 
enjoy  working  with.  He  will  continue 
as  the  chairman  of  our  conference. 

He  will  be  joined  by  the  secretary  of 
the  conference,  Connie  Mack  of  Flor- 
ida, and  the  newly  elected  chairman  of 
the  policy  committee.  Senator  Craig  of 
Idaho. 

Just  as  Senator  Dole  did  yesterday  in 
his  final  speech  from  this  podium.  I 
begin  my  first  remarks  as  majority 
leader  by  thanking  those  to  whom  I  am 
indebted  for  the  privilege  of  serving  in 
the  Senate. 

Foremost  among  those,  other  than 
my  beloved  Mississippi  constituents, 
are  the  members  of  my  family.  People 
who  know  me  best  know  that  my  high- 
est priority  on  this  Earth  is  my  family. 
I  love  my  work  in  the  Senate,  but  I  will 
always  give  the  highest  priority  to  my 
family.  To  my  parents,  who  instilled 
the  values  which  still  guide  my  life, 
and  my  wife  and  our  two  children, 
Tricia,  Chet,  and  Tyler,  they  have  al- 


ways been  patient  and  understanding 
as  I  pursued  public  service.  They  have 
been  my  inspiration.  And  they  are 
today. 

I  thank  the  people  of  Mississippi  for 
honoring  me  with  their  trust  each  time 
I  have  asked  for  it.  And.  of  course,  I 
thank  my  Republican  colleagues  for  al- 
lowing me  to  serve  in  a  role  that  has 
been  filled  by  so  many  giants  in  the 
Senate  in  the  past. 

I  am  the  first  majority  leader  in  his- 
tory from  my  State  of  Mississippi,  a 
poor  State  but  a  State  that  is  strug- 
gling to  pull  itself  up  and  move  for- 
ward. It  is  a  State  that  has  gone  from 
the  bottom  rung  of  every  economic  in- 
dicator to  now  being  identified  as  one 
of  the  10  top  growth  States  in  the  Na- 
tion. We  are  proud  to  be  a  part  of  the 
Nation's  team.  Mississippi  will  always, 
in  the  future,  do  everything  we  can  to 
play  our  part  of  contributing  to  a  bet- 
ter America. 

It  is  no  wonder  that  we  are  humbled 
when  we  reach  these  positions.  I  am 
most  humbled  because  I  know  of  the 
work  we  have  to  do.  In  fact,  I  had  a 
friend  this  morning  ask  me,  "Where's 
the  party?  Where's  the  celebration?"  I 
said.  "Well,  there'll  be  no  party. 
There'll  be  no  celebration.  There'll  be  a 
lot  of  'thank  you's,'  and  then  this  com- 
ment: Let's  go  to  work." 

To  friends  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle,  let  me  say  that  one  lesson  I 
learned  very  well  from  Bob  Dole  is  that 
this  place  cannot  ojperate  effectively 
for  our  country  if  the  two  leaders  do 
not  have  a  relationship  of  complete 
trust  and  respect.  Senator  Daschle 
had  that  relationship  with  Senator 
Dole.  And  he  will  have  it  from  me.  We 
have  been  friends  for  many  years  in  the 
House,  now  in  the  Senate.  I  have 
talked  to  a  lot  of  his  colleagues.  I  be- 
lieve we  can  work  together.  Oh,  we  will 
disagree.  We  will  have  some  good  de- 
bate. But  we  will  always  remember 
that  the  best  thing  for  us  to  do  is  to 
work  together  for  our  country.  We  can 
find  a  way  to  do  that. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  have  just  some 
brief  comments  on  today's  schedule.  I 
am  glad  to  withhold  those  if  the  Sen- 
ator would  like  to  comment  at  this 
point. 

Mr.  DASCHLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
able  Democratic  leader  is  recognized. 


CONGRATULATIONS  TO  THE  NEW 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President.  I  will 
be  very  brief.  Let  me  compliment  the 


•  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
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distinguished  majority  leader  on  his  re- 
marks, and  congratulate  him  on  his 
election.  His  leadership  team  sits 
among  those  on  the  floor  today  who 
demonstrate,  in  my  view,  a  new  gen- 
eration of  leadership,  a  generation  that 
has  had  a  good  deal  of  experience,  a 
generation  that  represents  geographi- 
cal diversity,  a  generation  that  I  be- 
lieve recognizes  the  importance  of  gov- 
ernance. We  look  forward  to  the  oppor- 
tunity of  serving  together. 

As  I  consider  the  past,  as  I  consider 
the  record  and  the  resume  of  the  dis- 
tinguished majority  leader,  I  find  many 
things  in  common.  He  is  from  a  small 
State,  as  am  I.  He  was  a  staff  member, 
as  was  I.  He  was  a  Member  of  the 
House,  and  now  a  Member  of  the  Sen- 
ate for  not  that  long  a  period  of  time. 
And  so  given  those  similar  experiences 
and  given  what  I  know  to  be  his  desire 
to  lead  and  to  govern  and  to  work  to- 
gether, I  begin  this  day  and  this  new 
period  In  this  session  of  Congress  with 
great  expectations,  with  optimism, 
with  the  belief  that  we  can,  as  he  just 
indicated,  come  together,  as  Senator 
Dole  suggested  we  do  yesterday. 

I  thought  it  was  revealing  yesterday 
in  the  remarkable  speech  made  by  the 
former  majority  leader  that  the  most 
significant  accomplishments  that  he 
chose  to  recognize  as  he  looked  back 
over  his  past  were  those  accomplish- 
ments that  were  forged  through  bipar- 
tisan efforts.  That  Included,  of  course, 
the  legislation  for  the  disabled,  it  in- 
cluded nutrition  legislation,  it  In- 
cluded an  array  of  issues  dealing  with 
civil  rights. 

The  majority  leader  looked  back 
fondly  at  those  accomplishments  and 
called  upon  all  of  us  to  remember  the 
great  Senators  who  have  come  before. 
Senators  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

I  have  no  doubt  that  if.  Indeed,  we 
are  to  rise  again  to  that  standard,  that 
there  can  be  no  other  alternative  but 
for  us  to  work  together.  So  it  Is  with 
that  intent  and  with  a  sincere  desire  to 
do  so  that  I  congratulate  the  new 
team.  And  I  look  forward  to  working, 
beginning  today,  to  forge  that  com- 
promise, to  strike  the  opportunities 
that  we  have  while  they  are  there,  and 
to  work  to  make  this  a  better  country. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  LOTT  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
distinguished  majority  leader. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  thank  the 
distinguished  Democratic  leader  for  his 
remarks,  and  the  remarks  maule  in 
other  forums  by  my  good  friend  from 
North  Dakota,  Senator  Dorgan. 


action  of  morning  business  until  the 
hour  of  12  noon,  with  Senators  per- 
mitted to  speak  for  up  to  5  minutes 
each.  Following  morning  business,  the 
Senate  will  resume  debate  on  the  budg- 
et resolution  conference  report. 

Under  the  order  of  last  night,  a  vote 
will  occur  on  the  conference  report  at 
3:30  today  If  the  official  papers  have 
been  presented  to  us  from  the  House.  I 
understand  that  the  conference  report 
may  not  be  received  by  3:30;  therefore, 
the  vote  may  occur  on  the  budget  later 
on  today  or  even  Thursday  morning. 
But  certainly  I  will  consult  with  the 
Democratic  leader  on  the  exact  time, 
and  we  will  notify  the  Members  as  soon 
as  that  decision  Is  made.  The  Senate 
may  aJso  be  asked  to  consider  any 
other  legislative  or  executive  Items 
cleared  for  action. 

I  yield  the  floor,  Mr.  President. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Thomas).  There  will  now  be  a  period  for 
morning  business. 

Mr.  COCHRAN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Mississippi. 


SCHEDULE 


Mr.    LOTT.    Mr.    President,     today 
there  will  be  a  period  for  the  trans- 


CONGRATULATIONS  TO  THE  NEW 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  pleased  to  be  able  to  rise  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  today  to  congratu- 
late my  good  Mend  and  State  col- 
league, Trent  Lott,  upon  his  election 
as  the  majority  leader  of  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate. 

You  have  to  go  back  to  1937  to  find  an 
instance  of  a  Mississippi  Senator  being 
so  close  to  the  powerful  position  that 
my  friend  now  occupies.  Senator  Pat 
Harrison  of  Dove  Port,  MS,  first  was 
elected  to  Congress  to  represent  the 
gulf  coast  district  in  Congress,  and  so 
was  Trent  Lott  some  many  years 
later,  1972.  Senator  Harrison  came  to 
the  Senate  after  serving  several  terms 
in  the  House  and  rose  to  become  chair- 
man of  the  Finance  Conmilttee  here  in 
the  Senate,  and  he  lost  by  one  vote  in 
a  race  to  be  the  majority  leader  of  the 
U.S.  Senate.  Incidentally,  the  Senator 
who  won  that  election  was  Alben  Bar- 
kley  of  Kentucky.  After  that,  he  be- 
came President  pro  tempore  of  the 
Senate.  I  mention  this  to  put  in  con- 
text what  has  happened  today.  For  the 
first  time  in  history,  a  Mississipplan 
has  been  elected  majority  leader  of  the 
U.S.  Senate. 

I  feel  very  honored  and  pleased  that  I 
have  had  the  pleasure  and  the  privilege 
of  serving  with  Trent  Lott  for  almost 
24  years  in  Congress,  first  in  the  House 
and  now  in  the  Senate.  I  want  to  com- 


mit to  him  my  wholehearted  support 
and  my  cooperation  in  helping  make 
his  service  as  majority  leader  of  the 
Senate  the  most  successful  ever  for  any 
Senator. 

We  have  been  very  fortunate  in  our 
State  in  having  some  outstanding  rep- 
resentation, even  though  none  had  ever 
been  chosen  to  serve  as  majority  lead- 
er. As  a  matter  of  fact,  this  desk  here 
has  written  in  the  drawer  the  names  of 
some  of  those  distinguished  Senators, 
beginning  with  Jefferson  Davis,  who  re- 
signed his  seat  in  the  Senate  from  this 
desk  when  Mississippi  seceded  from  the 
Union.  It  also  contains  the  signatures 
of  Pat  Harrison,  whom  I  mentioned, 
and  John  Sharp  Williams,  who  was  the 
minority  whip  in  the  House  before 
being  elected  to  the  Senate. 

So  Trent  Lott  joins  a  list  of  very 
distinguished  leaders  of  both  Houses  in 
representing  our  State  in  this  very  im- 
portant capacity. 

We  know  that  the  days  ahead  are 
going  to  be  difficult.  And  I  know  all  of 
the  Members  on  our  side  are  going  to 
work  very  closely  together.  I  trust  the 
Members  on  the  other  side  will,  too,  to 
help  move  the  business  of  the  Senate 
along. 

There  are  some  who  are  predicting 
gridlock,  confrontation,  mean-spirited, 
election-year  posturing.  Well,  let  us 
not  have  it  happen.  I  challenge  the 
Senate— and  I  know  others  feel  this 
way,  too — that  we  can  achieve  results 
that  help  solve  problems  for  the  Amer- 
ican people  in  the  time  we  have  ahead 
of  us  this  year.  We  can  do  it  under  the 
able,  energetic,  and  very  experienced 
leadership  that  Trent  Lott  brings  to 
the  job  of  majority  leader. 

So  I  appreciate  very  much  having  the 
opportunity  of  being  in  the  same  con- 
test with  him.  Frankly,  I  learned  a  lot. 
I  had  never  run  against  Trent  Lott  for 
anything  before.  In  the  conference  he 
spoke  in  a  very  precise,  clear  way. 

We  were  asked  in  the  news  con- 
ference about  the  election.  I  mentioned 
that  I  started  off  in  this  campaign  with 
a  small  base  of  support,  and  during  the 
campaign  it  got  smaller.  That  was  be- 
cause of  the  proven  leadership  ability 
of  Trent  Lott  and  his  obviously  excel- 
lent qualifications  for  this  job. 

I  am  confident  that  he  will  be  a  great 
success  as  majority  leader.  And  I  am 
honored  to  work  with  him. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE  addressed  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  THURMOND  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  be  pleased  to  defer  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  I  follow  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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The  Senator  from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  to  congratulate  Senator  Trent 
Lott  upon  becoming  the  majority  lead- 
er of  the  U.S.  Senate.  He  is  a  man  of  in- 
tegrity, ability,  and  dedication,  and,  in 
my  opinion,  will  make  one  of  the  finest 
majority  leaders  that  this  country  has 
ever  had.  I  believe  as  time  goes  by  that 
people  will  see  the  wisdom  of  this  man 
being  elected.  We  are  proud  of  him.  We 
are  proud  of  the  State  he  comes  from, 
the  leadership  it  has  produced.  We  pre- 
dict great  things  to  happen  during  the 
term  of  Senator  Lott  as  majority  lead- 
er. 


COMMENDING  SENATOR  THAD 
COCHRAN 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President, 
while  I  am  talking,  I  also  commend  the 
other  Senator  from  Mississippi,  the 
able  Senator  Thad  Cochran  of  Mis- 
sissippi, for  the  great  service  he  has 
rendered  to  his  State  and  Nation.  He 
has  been  steadfast  and  sound  in  his  po- 
sitions, and  he  has  ably  represented  his 
constituents.  We  are  proud  of  him  and 
congratulate  him  on  his  accomplish- 
ments throughout  his  entire  career. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota. 


THE  SENATORS  FROM  MISSISSIPPI 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  I 
actually  came  to  the  floor  to  speak 
about  another  issue,  but  I  do  want  to, 
first  of  all,  congratulate  Senator  Lott 
and  Senator  Cochran.  I  cannot  pledge 
to  my  friend  from  Mississippi  my 
wholehearted  political  support,  but  I 
certainly  can  pledge  my  personal  sup- 
port. 

I  wish  you  well.  Senator  Lott.  And 
Senator  Cochran,  I  do  not  think  there 
is  anybody  that  at  least  I  have  had  a 
chance  to  meet  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen- 
ate, that  is  more  honorable  and  more 
personable.  When  Senator  Cochran 
talks  about  civility  and  when  he  talks 
about  good  politics,  of  bringing  people 
together,  he  epitomizes  that.  I  mean 
that  very  sincerely. 


MENTAL  HEALTH  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  to  talk  about  what  I  hope  will  be 
a  bipartisan  approach,  but  I  speak  with 
a  considerable  amount  of  concern.  I 
have  worked  very  closely  with  my  col- 
league from  New  Mexico,  Senator 
DoMENici,  a  Republican,  and  very  close- 
ly with  my  colleague  from  Wyoming, 


Senator  Simpson,  on  a  mental  health 
amendment  to  the  insurance  reform 
bill. 

That  amendment  passed.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, by  a  68-to-30  vote.  What  that 
amendment  said  was  that  as  we  look  at 
insurance  reform,  we  do  not  mandate 
benefits,  but  once  plans  are  put  into 
motion,  and  once  there  is  an  agreement 
about  a  jiarticular  plan  for  employees 
or  for  citizens,  this  ought  not  to  be  dis- 
crimination against  people  who  are 
struggling  with  mental  illness.  Illness 
that  is  dlagnosable  and  treatable.  That 
amendment  passed  by  a  68-to-30  vote. 

What  we  were  simply  saying  is.  for 
gosh  sakes.  do  not  put  people  in  a  posi- 
tion where  they  caimot  work  because 
they  will  not  get  the  coverage,  and 
they  have  to  be  on  medical  assistance. 
Do  not  put  people  in  a  position  where 
they  could  do  well  in  school,  but  they 
cannot  do  well  in  school.  Do  not  put 
people  In  a  position  where  they  are 
homeless,  and  they  should  not  be 
homeless.  Do  not  put  people  in  a  posi- 
tion where  they  wind  up  incarcerated, 
where  that  is  not  where  they  should  be. 

Mr.  President,  we  had  strong  biparti- 
san support.  It  then  v/ent  to  what  will, 
hopefully,  be  a  conference  committee. 
It  is  with  profound  disappointment  and 
some  indignation  that  I  say  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  that  what  has  now 
happened  on  the  part  of  my  Republican 
colleagues  on  the  House  side  is  they 
have  essentially  knocked  out  the  whole 
amendment. 

Mr.  President,  working  with  Senator 
DoMENia,  Senator  Simpson,  people  like 
Senator  Conrad,  we  came  up  with  a 
pared-down  formulation  that  said  at 
least  for  lifetime  limits,  at  least  for 
aTinini.1  limits,  have  the  same  caps  as 
for  physical  illness,  so  that  people  who 
are  struggling  with  mental  illness  are 
not  put  under  economically,  so  that 
people  can  receive  the  care  that  they 
need.  We  should  end  this  discrimina- 
tion. 

This  particular  compromise  would 
cost,  according  to  CBO,  0.2  of  a  1-per- 
cent Increase.  That  is  it.  Mr.  President, 
there  is  no  good  policy  reason,  I  say  to 
my  colleagues  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen- 
ate today,  there  Is  no  good  policy  rea- 
son why  this  compromise  that  we  pre- 
sented to  members  of  the  conference 
conunlttee  on  the  House  Republican 
side  should  not  have  been  accepted.  It 
is  fair.  It  is  equitable.  It  economically 
makes  sense.  It  is  just.  It  is  the  right 
thing  to  do.  There  is  not  one  single  ar- 
ticle that  can  be  made  against  it.  Not 
one  single  argument  that  can  be  made 
against  it. 

Now  what  we  hear  on  the  House  side 
from  Republicans  is  that  what  we  will 
get  is  a  commission  to  study  the  prob- 
lem. Senator  Domenict  does  not  con- 
sider that  acceptable.  I  do  not  consider 
that  acceptable.  Senator  Simpson  does 
not  consider  that  acceptable.  That  is 


not  even  the  point.  It  is  not  acceptable 
for  families  all  across  this  country  who 
thought  we  were  going  to  finally  end 
this  discrimination. 

Mr.  President,  there  will  be  a  press 
conference  this  afternoon  at  2  o'clock. 
A  lot  of  the  fajnilles,  men  and  women 
and  children  who  are  struggling  with 
mental  illness,  will  be  there.  Several  of 
us  will  be  there.  I  think  what  they  will 
say  is  they  are  going  to  visit  with 
every  member  of  that  conference  com- 
mittee on  the  House  side.  Republican 
and  Democrat  alike.  They  are  going  to 
visit.  I  say  to  my  good  colleague  from 
Mississippi,  Senator  Lott,  they  are 
going  to  visit  with  leadership,  and  they 
are  going  to  say  to  leaders  and  they  are 
going  to  say  to  Democrats  and  Repub- 
licans alike:  "Tell  us  why  it  is  still  not 
time  to  end  the  discrimination.  Tell  us 
why  you  are  unwilling  to  end  this  dis- 
crimination against  our  children, 
against  our  wives,  against  our  hus- 
bands. Tell  us  when  it  Is  not  time  to 
end  discrimination." 

Mr.  President,  I  say  to  my  colleague 
from  Mississippi,  if  I  could  get  his  at- 
tention. I  want  to  mention  this  after- 
noon at  2  o'clock  we  will  have  a  press 
conference  with  some  wonderful  fami- 
lies who  have  been  struggling  with 
mental  Illness.  You  know  Senator 
DOMENICI  cares  so  much  about  this. 
They  are  going  to  meet  with  leadership 
and  say,  '*Look,  the  formulation  that 
we  now  came  up  with,"  not  the  com- 
mission, "at  least  should  not  have  arbi- 
trary caps  on  lifetime  and  annual  lim- 
its, costs  0.2  of  1  percent."  It  helps  end 
the  discrimination.  Please  do  not  shut 
our  families  out. 

I  hope  you  will  give  them  your  ut- 
most consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Maine. 


CONGRATULATIONS  TO  SENATOR 
LOTT 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
first  add  my  congratulations  to  the 
new  majority  leader.  I  think  that 
Trent  Lott  will  do  an  outstanding  job 
and  one  that  wiU  certainly  make  our 
party  proud,  but  the  country  proud  as 
well.  I  was  pleased  to  have  his  col- 
league. Thad  Cochran,  with  whom  we 
both  entered  Congress,  stand  up  in  a 
true  southern  fashion,  extend  his 
warmest  wishes  and  willingness  to 
work  with  you.  It  will  be  a  great  team 
from  Mississippi  and  for  the  rest  of  the 
country.  I  add  my  accolades  to  you, 
Mr.  Leader. 


HEALTH  CARE  FRAUD  AND  ABUSE 

Mr.  COHEN.  I  want  to  take  a  few  mo- 
ments to  talk  about  something  that  is 
of  great  importance  to  me.  As  is  so 
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often  the  case  in  Washington,  misin- 
fonnation  is  fljring  about  the  effects  of 
legrislation  being  considered  in  Con- 
gress. It  is  customary  in  this  country 
and  in  this  Congress,  to  have,  just  as 
we  are  negotiating  the  last-minute  de- 
tails to  legislation,  some  interest 
group  come  forward,  place  a  provoca- 
tive ad  in  the  newspaper,  and  try  to  de- 
stroy that  legrislation. 

I  am  referring  to  the  fraud  and  abuse 
provisions  in  the  Kennedy-Kassebaum 
health  care  legislation  that  is  now  in 
the  final  stages  of  a  conference.  Re- 
cently, the  American  Medical  Associa- 
tion placed  a  full-page  aA  in  the  Wall 
Street  Journal.  The  ads  are  slick  and 
very  clever— it  shows  a  doctor,  with  a 
stethoscope  hanging  down,  in  the 
"docks."  It  says,  "We  (the  AMA)  are 
opposed  to  fraud  and  abuse.  We  know  it 
is  a  serious  problem,  but  if  doctors 
willfully  and  knowingly  violate  our  Na- 
tion's laws,  they  should  be  punished." 

Mr.  President,  this  is  precisely  what 
the  legislation  does.  Then  the  ad  goes 
on  to  say,  "But  honest  mistakes  should 
not  make  physicians  or  any  other  citi- 
zens candidates  for  incarceration."  We 
agree. 

This  legislation  has  been  worked  on 
for  the  post  3  years.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  this  particular  ad  is  not  only  mis- 
leading, it  is  false.  It  is  absolutely  false 
advertising  that  the  AMA  has  engaged 
in,  along  with  other  physician  groups 
who  have  written  articles. 

To  distort  the  intent  and  scope  of  the 
provisions  in  this  fashion  minimizes 
the  very  real  threat  that  firaud  poses  to 
our  health  care  system  and,  indeed,  to 
the  solvency  of  Medicare.  Medicare 
trustees  have  said  the  trust  fund  is 
going  broke — not  in  6  years— but  in  5 
years.  One  of  the  reasons  it  is  going 
broke  is  because  so  much  fraud  and 
abuse  is  being  perpetrated  on  the 
American  people.  As  we  are  asking 
Medicare  beneficiaries  and  honest  pro- 
viders to  share  the  burden  of  changes 
to  arrest  the  growth  of  Medicare,  it  is 
our  duty  to  do  all  we  can  to  get  the 
waste,  fraud,  and  abuse  out  the  pro- 
gram. 

According  to  the  General  Accounting 
Office,  we  are  now  losing  as  much  as 
$100  billion  from  fraud  and  abuse  every 
year.  The  losses  to  Federal  health  care 
programs,  such  as  Medicare,  Medicaid, 
and  CHAMPUS,  is  about  $40  billion  or 
40  percent  of  the  total. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  a  grand  scale  of 
theft  that  is  taking  place.  We  have 
heard  testimony  that  organized  crime 
has  moved  into  health  care  fraud.  We 
heard  testimony  that  drug  dealers  have 
moved  into  health  care  fraud  because 
there  is  more  money  and  it  is  easier  for 
them  to  perpetrate  this  crime  rather 
than  trjring  to  sell  drugs  with  the  FBI 
breathing  down  their  neck.  As  Willie 
Sutton  said,  "that's  where  the  money 
is.' 


Let  me  give  you  a  couple  of  examples 
that  have  come  to  my  attention.  I  have 
had  hearing  after  hearing  on  this  sub- 
ject matter.  Seven  months  ago,  a  phy- 
sician testified  before  the  Senate  about 
his  involvement  in  a  clinic  scam  in  Los 
Angeles.  The  physician  participated  in 
a  scheme  that  involved  phony  prescrip- 
tions, paid  patients,  and  resulted  in 
losses  over  $800,000  to  the  Medicaid 
Program. 

In  another  case,  the  owner  of  a  home 
health  care  company  built  a  beautiful 
$2.5  million  mansion  with  money  he 
made  from  phony  Medicare  billings. 

A  New  York  physician  defrauded  the 
Medicaid  Program  of  more  than  $1.5 
million  by  fraudulently  charging  for 
25,000  drug  treatments  never  given  to 
recipients. 

We  have  even  heard  of  a  case  where  a 
psychiatrist  billed  for  50,000  phantom 
therapy  sessions  never  given  to  pa- 
tients. 

That  is  just  a  small  sample  of  what 
we  are  trying  to  deal  with  today.  And 
that  is  why  we  passed  this  important 
legislation  by  overwhelming  numbers 
in  this  body. 

The  health  care  fraud  provisions  now 
being  considered  by  the  Senate  and 
House  conference  committee  do  ad- 
dress this  problem  in  a  reasonable, 
measured  manner  that  does  not  in- 
fringe on  personal  liberties  nor  penal- 
ize innocent  mistakes.  The  bill  closes 
loopholes  in  current  law  auad  provides 
criminal  penalties  for  a  defined  set  of 
serious  and  egregious  violations  such 
as  embezzlement.  The  fraud  and  abuse 
provisions  substantially  mirror  exist- 
ing fruud  statutes  and  are  designed  to 
give  enforcement  more  precise  tools  to 
protect  consumers  against  fraud  and 
abuse.  Contrary  to  claims  that  the  bill 
will  unleash  an  army  of  intrusive  in- 
vestigators trying  to  entrap  innocent 
doctors,  the  proposal  simply  provides 
adequate  resources  for  prosecutors  and 
investigators,  long  strapped  by  budget 
cuts  and  under  staffing  to  go  after  seri- 
ous patterns  and  cases  of  abuse. 

The  AMA's  claim  that  "honest  mis- 
takes" of  doctors  or  any  other  citizens 
makes  them  "candidates  for  incarcer- 
ation" is  simply  false.  Far  from  going 
after  honest  mistakes,  the  criminal 
sanctions  will  be  used  to  prosecute 
egregious,  intentional  acts  of  fraud 
against  health  plans. 

Mr.  President,  the  final  thrust  of  the 
attack  ads  that  are  being  leveled 
against  this  legislation  is  that  this  is 
Clinton's  health  care  plan  revisited. 
That,  too,  is  absolutely  false.  This  leg- 
islation was  developed  in  response  to 
the  recommendations  put  forth  by  a 
task  force  put  together  by  President 
Bush,  which  was  headed  by  a  Justice 
Department  that  was  dominated  at  the 
top  level  by  President  Bush  appointees. 
It  has  been  endorsed  by  Bob  Dole,  our 
former  majority  leader,  and  virtually 


everybody  in  our  leadership  for  many 
years.  These  provisions  have  passed 
twice  before  during  this  Republican- 
controlled  Congress  and  have  been  the 
subject  of  numerous  hearings  in  both 
the  Senate  and  House.  The  notion  that 
somehow  this  is  Clinton  n  slipping 
through  the  cracks  at  the  last  moment 
is  completely  false. 

We  have  to  deal  with  health  care 
fraud  in  a  direct  and  responsible  fash- 
ion. The  legislation  we  passed  by  an 
overwhelming  majority  in  this  body, 
unanimously,  as  I  recall,  deserves  not 
to  be  undercut  by  false  and  misleading 
advertising.  I  hope  my  colleagues  re- 
ject these  kinds  of  last-minute  scare 
tactics  which  the  AMA  and  others  are 
engaged  in.  The  only  ones  to  gain  from 
failing  to  pass  this  antifiraud  package 
are  those  who  are  intentionally  ripping 
off  the  system.  All  the  rest  of  us  are 
the  big  losers — the  vast  majority  of 
honest  health  care  providers,  tax- 
payers, and  families  who  are  footing 
the  bill  for  the  fraudulent  providers  in 
the  form  of  higher  taxes  and  health 
care  costs. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  California. 

(The  remarks  of  Mrs.  Fedjstein  per- 
taining to  the  introduction  of  S.  1865 
are  located  in  today's  Record  under 
"Statements  on  Introduced  Bills  and 
Joint  Resolutions.") 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CONGRATULATING  THE  NEW 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President,  I 
see  that  the  new  majority  leader  has 
entered  the  Senate.  I  personally  want 
to  extend  to  him  my  very  sincere  con- 
gratulations on  his  election.  As  he 
knows,  we  have  had  occasion  to  work 
together  on  one  bill,  and  it  was  111- 
fited.  It  was  a  postponement  of  the 
base  closure  process.  As  I  recall,  we  got 
16  votes.  However,  with  your  election,  I 
look  forward  to  occasions  where  we 
will  have  a  majority  of  votes.  I  con- 
gratulate the  Senator.  I  know  he  will 
do  just  fine. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
thank  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
California  for  her  comments.  I  look 
forward  to  working  with  her.  I  remem- 
ber that  occasion  very  well.  I  think  one 
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of  the  reasons  we  did  not  get  more  than 
16  votes  is  the  Members  could  not  fig- 
ure out  what  the  two  of  us  were  doing 
working  together.  I  think  they  have 
since  realized  that  is  going  to  happen 
more  than  just  once  or  twice.  I  look 
forward  to  working  with  the  Senator 
for  the  good  of  our  respective  States 
and  our  country. 

suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BOND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR 
1997— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  BOND.  Mr.  President,  I  have  been 
authorized  to  allocate  myself  such 
time  as  may  be  required  from  the  time 
allocated  to  the  majority  on  the  con- 
ference report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Missouri 
yield  for  a  bit  of  information? 

Mr.  BOND.  I  am  delighted  to  yield. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  first  I  want 
to  thank  the  Senator  from  Missouri  for 
the  good  work  he  has  been  doing  in  this 
area.  I  have  seen  the  questions  he  has 
asked  about  the  outyears  in  the  budget 
as  proposed  by  the  administration,  and 
how  in  the  world  they  plan  to  meet 
those  numbers.  In  fact,  you  have  had 
administration  officials  say,  "Well,  we 
do  not  really  plan  to." 

So  I  hope  you  will  continue  to  pursue 
this  because  this  is  a  very  important 
question  of  whether  or  not  we  are  get- 
ting accurate  information,  what  this 
means  for  the  future  in  terms  of  trying 
to  get  a  balanced  budget. 

So  I  hope  you  will  continue  to  pursue 
aggressively  those  questions  because 
we  need  to  know  the  answers. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  take  a  moment  to  advise  Mem- 
bers that  it  appears  that  the  House  will 
not  be  able  to  complete  action  on  the 
budget  resolution  conference  report  by 
the  3:30  hour,  and  possibly  not  until 
much  later  this  afternoon. 

Therefore,  there  will  not  be  a  vote  on 
the  budget  resolution  conference  report 
today.  We  will  consult  with  the  Budget 
Committee  leaders  and  the  Democratic 
leader  and  announce  this  afternoon  ex- 
actly what  time  the  vote  will  occur  on 
Thursday. 

I  thank  you  for  yielding. 


Mr.  BOND.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader  and  join  my  colleagues  in  offer- 
ing congratulations  and  tell  him  that 
we  are  delighted  to  have  his  leadership. 
We  look  forward  to  working  with  him, 
and  I  also  appreciate  your  comments 
about  this  measure. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  here  today  to 
commend  our  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee,  and  the  staff  who  worked 
together  to  put  an  honest  budget  to- 
gether which  will  get  our  budget  to 
balance  in  the  year  2002.  It  is  an  honest 
budget,  and,  therefore,  it  makes  some 
tough  choices.  Some  people  do  not  like 
it  because  it  makes  tough  choices.  It 
makes  those  tough  choices  honestly. 

I  think  it  is  a  fair  subject  to  debate. 
We  have  had  those  debates  in  this 
body.  They  had  it  on  the  other  side, 
and  we  are  now  going  to  act  on  a  con- 
ference report. 

I  am  a  strong  supporter  of  this  budg- 
et even  though  it  does  have  to  make 
some  tough  restrictions  on  our  spend- 
ing. Because  I  believe  we  have  a  solemn 
conunitment  to  our  constituents,  to  fu- 
ture generations  of  Americans  to  bring 
our  budget  in  balance.  I  have  been  very 
disturbed  in  the  last  several  weeks  to 
hear  our  budget  attacked  in  compari- 
son to  a  budget  submitted  by  the  Presi- 
dent which  is  far  more  generous  in 
election  years  and  then  purports  to  get 
to  a  balance  by  the  year  2002  by  mak- 
ing some  draconian  cuts  in  many  dis- 
cretionary spending  programs. 

In  addition  to  serving  on  the  Budget 
Committee  I  have  the  privilege  of  serv- 
ing as  chairman  of  the  appropriations 
subcommittee  that  deals  with  the  Vet- 
erans' Administration,  HUD,  and  inde- 
pendent agencies.  As  my  colleagues 
know,  we  have  a  number  of  very  large 
and  very  important  entities  that  are 
funded  in  that  budget.  So  I  have  been 
holding  hearings  in  the  appropriations 
subcommittee  over  the  last  several 
weeks  knowing  how  important  budgets 
are  for  planning,  and  for  implementing 
our  fiscal  decisions  down  the  road.  I 
have  been  asking  the  administration 
officials  who  have  come  before  me  how 
they  plan  to  handle  the  large  cuts  pro- 
posed by  the  President's  budget  for  the 
years  1998  to  2002. 

We  do  not  have  to  emphasize  the  fact 
that  1998  comes  after  the  current  elec- 
tion cycle.  Apparently,  some  people 
may  think  that  the  heat  will  go  off  and 
they  will  not  have  to  be  quite  so  ac- 
countable. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  been  asking 
questions  in  the  appropriations  hearing 
as  one  who  has  dealt  with  budgets  and 
agencies  for  many  years.  How  can  you 
cut  23  percent  out  of  the  Veterans'  Ad- 
ministration medical  care  without 
some  plan  in  place  to  close  hospitals; 
to  consolidate  or  switch  to  outpatient 
care?  If  you  intend  to  continue  the  care 
that  we  owe  to  our  veterans  and  you 
believe,  as  the  administration  purports 


to  recognize  in  its  budget— this  docu- 
ment published  at  great  expense  at  the 
cost  of  many,  many  trees  which  shows 
that  there  will  be  almost  $13  billion  cut 
out  of  the  Veterans'  Administration  in 
the  next  6  years — how  can  this  be  done? 

I  was  so  concerned  about  it  that  I 
asked  Secretary  Brown  how  they 
planned  to  live  with  the  23-percent  re- 
duction. Imagine  my  surprise  when  the 
Secretary  told  me  that  he  had  no  plan; 
that  in  fact  he  had  no  intent  of  creat- 
ing a  plan  because  he  had  been  assured 
that  the  cuts  were  not  going  to  happen. 

Mr.  President,  this  book  is  what  we 
are  supposed  to  be  operating  from.  This 
book  is  what  we  are  supposed  to  be 
comparing  as  the  administration's 
budget  plan  versus  the  plan  that  will 
be  before  us  for  a  vote  we  hope  later 
this  week. 

The  numbers  in  the  President's  budg- 
et show  that  VA  medical  care  drops 
from  an  annual  appropriations  of  $17 
billion  to  $13  billion  over  the  next  4 
years.  But  the  VA  Secretary  tells  me 
that  those  are  not  real,  that  the  Presi- 
dent" s  budget  is  not  what  he  really  pro- 
poses to  do,  that  he  would  be  shocked  if 
it  were  actually  to  happen. 

So  why  are  the  numbers  in  the  budg- 
et, in  this  booklet,  if  they  are  not  the 
President's  plan?  I  did  not  have  an  op- 
portunity to  listen.  But  I  have  seen  the 
transcript  of  the  President's  comments 
in  his  Memorial  Day  radio  show  which 
seemed  to  be  geared  along  the  same 
lines  as  was  stated  by  the  Secretary  of 
Veterans  Affairs. 

He  did  not  follow  the  line  and  warn 
the  veterans  on  Memorial  Day  that  be 
would  be  proposing  cuts  that  would 
shut  down  one-quarter  of  the  VA  medi- 
cal care  system,  hospitals,  clinics,  and 
nursing  homes  at  a  time  when  the  vet- 
erans population  is  rapidly  aging  and 
in  need  of  services. 

The  President  said  in  his  Memorial 
Day  message: 

Even  as  we  balance  our  badgret,  my  admis- 
istxatlon  Is  working  to  keep  our  solemn  com- 
mitment to  America's  veterans  by  Improving 
the  health  care  they  receive. 

So  a  Cafr  question,  I  think,  would  be. 
Whose  budget  is  that  he  is  talking 
about?  Which  budget  is  he  talking 
about?  Is  there  another  budget  that, 
perhaps  has  not  been  printed  up  that 
we  have  not  seen? 

I  thought  perhaps  it  was  just  the  Vet- 
erans Administration  which  was  suffer- 
ing from  these  mixed  signals  and 
maybe  they  were  confused  or  maybe 
they  thought  the  best  way  to  avoid  the 
potential  political  consequences  of 
calling  VA  medical  care  unnecessary  or 
a  low  priority  was  to  issue  confusing 
statements  to  the  veterans  by  sajring, 
"Don't  worry  about  it,  it  won't  really 
happen." 

So  the  next  agency  that  came  before 
our  committee  for  a  hearing  was  that 
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of  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration.  I  asked  the  NASA  Ad- 
ministrator Dan  Goldin  how  he  was 
going  to  plan  for  the  over  $3  billion 
cuts  in  the  6-year  plan  for  NASA,  be- 
cause they  have  already  taken  very  se- 
rious cuts.  I  commended  Administrator 
Goldin  for  having  done  a  very  respon- 
sible job  in  downsizing  that  agency.  It 
seems  to  me  those  cuts  were  unduly 
harsh  and  would,  perhaps,  imperil  the 
mission  of  that  vital  agency. 

Much  to  my  amazement,  the  NASA 
Administrator  told  me  that  0MB  had 
told  him  not  to  worry  about  the  out- 
year  cuts  either. 

Wait  a  minute,  what  is  going  on?  Let 
me  stop  just  for  a  moment  and  explain 
why  this  matters. 

The  cuts  I  was  asking  about  are  those 
which  the  President  needs  and  which 
he  sets  forth  in  his  budget  to  be  able  to 
claim  to  the  public  he  has  presented  a 
balanced  budget  proposal.  We  need  to 
have  these  budget  plans,  not  only  for 
what  we  expect  to  happen  in  the  fu- 
ture, but  how  we  plan  to  appropriate 
money  for  this  year.  If,  for  example, 
there  is  a  way  to  eliminate  $12.9  billion 
out  of  the  VA  Administration  budget 
and  not  harm  veterans  medical  care, 
then  maybe  we  ought  to  be  looking  at 
that  plan  right  now  so  we  can  make 
sure  that  we  meet  all  our  commit- 
ments for  housing  for  low-income  peo- 
ple in  this  country,  because  we  are 
going  to  be  very  mightily  squeezed  to 
achieve  the  necessary  funding  that  we 
need  for  our  ongoing  commitments. 

The  President's  budget  asked  for  a 
couple  of  new  hospitals.  How  is  he 
going  to  build  new  hospitals  when  he  is 
looking  at  a  2S-percent  cut  that  is 
going  to  wind  up  shutting  down  at 
least  one-quarter  of  the  institutions 
now  in  the  VA  system?  That  makes  the 
cuts  on  other  facilities  even  greater. 
There  is  no  way  responsibly  you  can  be 
building  new  hospitals  and  planning  for 
an  increase  this  year  if  you  are  going 
to  take  a  23-percent  cut  immediately 
thereafter.  It  does  not  make  any  sense. 

What  appears  to  be  going  on  here  is 
that  there  are  two  sets  of  books.  One  is 
what  the  President  talks  about  when- 
ever he  wants  to  say  he  has  a  balanced 
budget,  because  there  are  a  lot  of  peo- 
ple— I  know,  I  have  talked  to  a  lot  of 
people  in  my  State  who  say  we  have  to 
balance  the  budget,  we  have  to  cut 
spending,  and  I  agree  with  them,  be- 
cause we  are  mortgaging  our  future 
and  threatening  our  children's  security 
by  spending  more  than  we  take  in. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  President  has 
another  set  of  books  whenever  he 
wants  to  tell  them  that  he  is  protect- 
ing their  priorities  and  not  causing  any 
political  pain.  It  is  truly  breathtaking 
to  see  the  ease  with  which  the  Presi- 
dent shifts  e^ortlessly  back  and  forth 
between  the  two  sets  of  books.  Using 
this  set  of  books,  he  is  a  tough  budget 
cutter. 


Now,  in  the  next  speech,  when  he  gets 
on  the  radio  and  talks  to  veterans  on 
Veterans  Day,  he  is  the  mainstream 
protector  against  those  extremists.  Re- 
publicans and  other  budget  cutters, 
who  are  gutting  these  favorite  pro- 
grams, cutting  programs  that  are  vital 
for  the  services  we  must  provide. 

My  question  very  simply  is,  Mr. 
President,  which  set  of  books  are  we  to 
believe?  That  is  why  I,  along  with  sev- 
eral of  my  colleagues  on  the  Budget 
Committee,  have  written  a  series  of 
letters  to  0MB  Director  Rivlin  asking 
for  clarification  and  the  details  on 
which  budget  Is  going  to  be  followed. 
We  have  also  written  to  several  agen- 
cies asking  them  what  actions  they  are 
taking  to  plan  for  the  outyear  cuts.  We 
want  to  know  from  the  Food  and  Drug 
Administration,  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration,  Federal  Highway  Ad- 
ministration, the  Under  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  for  the  School  Lunch  Pro- 
gram and  WIC  Program  how  they 
would  work  with  those  cuts. 

Then,  in  a  hearing  before  our  com- 
mittee, I  asked  the  EPA  Administrator 
Browner  what  their  plans  would  be  for 
handling  the  reductions.  The  Adminis- 
trator of  EPA  told  me  that  EPA  was  a 
priority.  She  was  absolutely  sure  that 
EPA  would  not  face  the  10-percent  cut 
in  2001  and  an  additional  18-percent  cut 
in  2002,  as  prescribed  in  this  book. 

Then  I  joined  another  subcommittee 
on  which  I  serve  to  question  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services, 
Secretary  Donna  Shalala,  about  the 
cuts  that  are  being  planned  in  her 
agency.  Secretary  Shalala  told  me  that 
in  her  budget,  she  was  absolutely  con- 
vinced that  NIH  would  not  be  cut,  In- 
dian Health  Services  would  not  be  cut, 
HCFA  administrative  costs  would  not 
be  cut.  Head  Start  would  not  be  cut, 
the  Ryan  White  AIDS  Program  would 
not  be  cut,  and  there  may  be  others  as 
well. 

So  far,  what  I  am  getting  back  is,  we 
see  these  drastic  cuts  proposed,  but  no- 
body is  going  to  be  cut.  That  has  to  be 
the  best  of  all  possible  worlds.  You  are 
going  to  balance  the  budget  with  cuts, 
but  you  are  not  going  to  cut  anybody. 

I  received  an  interesting  foUowup,  a 
response — actually,  it  was  addressed  to 
Senator  Shelby  who  had  joined  with 
me  in  the  letter  I  sent  to  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration.  We  sent  a  letter 
to  Dr.  Kessler  asking  how  the  FDA 
would  handle  their  cuts.  Well,  they 
must  have  placed  a  high  priority  on 
our  request,  because  it  was  signed  by 
the  Acting  Associate  Conmiissioner  for 
Legislative  Affairs,  and  she  wrote  back 
with  this  very  clear  statement: 

FDA  Is  moving  ahead  with  Agency  budget- 
ing plans  for  the  Immediate  future  based  on 
the  budget  authority  by  function  and  pro- 
gram as  contained  in  the  health  function 
forecasted  to  the  year  2002  of  the  President's 
fiscal  year  1997  budget. 


Let  me  interpret.  As  best  I  can  un- 
derstand, that  means  that  the  FDA  is 
planning  on  a  budget  that  reflects  the 
figures  in  the  initial  book  presentation 
prior  to  the  triggered  cuts.  In  other 
words,  the  figures  in  this  book  show 
spending  that  would  be  about  $81  bil- 
lion out  of  balance.  The  only  way  the 
President  gets  to  balance  is  to  employ 
a  trigger  mechanism  to  make  10  per- 
cent cuts  in  2001  and  18  percent  cuts  in 
2002. 

So  it  appears  that  the  FDA  is  plan- 
ning on  smooth  sailing.  They  are  going 
to  sail  along  in  the  out-of-balance 
budget  because  they,  too,  apparently 
do  not  plan  on  making  any  cuts. 

So  no  one  is  being  cut,  yet  somehow 
the  budget  is  being  balanced.  Let  us 
get  at  the  truth.  Which  set  of  books  is 
the  real  Clinton  budget?  Now  that  the 
cat  is  out  of  the  bag  and  we  know  that 
there  are  two  sets  of  books,  what  is  the 
administration's  response? 

Well,  this  is  really  interesting.  I  have 
just  seen  a  Monday  Associated  Press 
article,  I  believe  it  was  printed  June  11 
in  the  Washington  Times.  It  says: 

In  an  unusual  public  admission,  two  top 
Clinton  administration  officials  say  the 
White  House  will  not  necessarily  pursue 
some  cuts  In  veterans  and  space  programs. 

Then  they  went  on  to  say  that  the 
comments  by  the  people  who  had  testi- 
fied before  my  committee  were  politi- 
cally awkward. 

.  .  .  another  official  said  privately  that  Mr. 
Brown  and  Mr.  Goldin  would  be  talked  to. 

That  means  somebody  in  the  admin- 
istration is  going  to  talk  to  VA  Sec- 
retary Brown  and  NASA  Administrator 
Dan  Goldin.  They  are  going  to  be 
talked  to?  Talked  to  about  what? 
About  telling  the  truth  that  the  ad- 
ministration has  no  intention  of  bal- 
ancing the  budget?  That  their  budget  is 
a  sham,  exposing  the  second  set  of 
bocks  to  the  light  of  day?  Or  does  that 
mean  they  are  going  to  be  told  to  go 
back  and  start  planning  on  making 
those  very  serious  cuts  in  their  Agen- 
cy? 

Somehow,  Mr.  President,  I  do  not  be- 
lieve they  are  being  told  they  have  to 
go  back  and  make  those  cuts.  Now,  I 
may  be  wrong.  I  am  from  Missouri,  and 
you  can  show  me.  If  the  Veterans'  Ad- 
ministration comes  in  with  a  set  of  fig- 
ures that  shows  how  they  take  $12.9  bil- 
lion out  of  their  budget  in  the  next  6 
years,  then  we  will  take  a  look  at  it. 
But  that  is  why  I  have  said  recently 
that  we  want  some  honest  answers  to 
the  questions  we  have  posed  to  0MB 
Director  Rivlin:  Where  will  the  $67  bil- 
lion in  triggered  spending  cuts  fall? 
Are  certain  programs  exempt  from  cuts 
as  claimed — education,  environment, 
law  enforcement?  Are  the  numbers  in 
their  budget  real  for  VA?  Is  Secretary 
Brown  wrong  or  right  in  his  claim  that 
the  President  assured  him  the  cuts  pro- 
posed would  not  happen?  And  if  the  VA 
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numbers  are  not  true,  what  else  in  the 
President's  budget  should  we  dis- 
believe? 

If  none  of  these  programs  are  to  be 
cut,  are  there  really  other  cuts  that 
are  going  to  be  made  in  the  administra- 
tion's implementation  of  their  budget? 
Too  often  in  Washington,  no  one  is  ac- 
countable, but  this  issue  is  too  impor- 
tant to  be  treated  as  if  it  were  business 
as  usual  and  it  does  not  really  matter. 

A  Cabinet  Secretary  and  an  agency 
head  have  apparently  let  the  cat  out  of 
the  bag,  and  for  their  candor,  they  are 
being  talked  to. 

The  administration  officials  who 
keep  plajring  the  Clinton  budget  game, 
described  in  a  column  by  David  Broder 
on  Sunday,  have  been  talked  to.  But 
what  are  the  creators  of  the  two  sets  of 
books  designed  to  fool  the  public  into 
doing?  Are  they  being  talked  to?  Only 
those  two  officials  who  happen  to  tell 
Congress  and  the  public  what  is  actu- 
ally going  on,  they  are  the  ones  to 
blame,  according  to  this  news  article. 
That  is  wrong. 

Until  we  get  some  answers  to  the 
basic  simple  questions  of  which  set  of 
books  is  the  real  set,  I  will  continue  to 
pursue  these  questions. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  imanimous  con- 
sent that  the  article  from  the  Monday 
Associated  Press  and  the  article  by 
David  Broder  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Recx)RD,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Washington  Times,  June  10, 1996] 

VA,  NASA  Chiefs  Contradict  Clinton 

Plans  for  Cxtts 

In  an  unusual  public  admission,  two  top 
Clinton  administration  offlelals  say  the 
White  House  will  not  necessarily  pursue 
some  cuts  In  veterans  and  space  programs 
that  it  proposed  in  its  budget-balancing 
package  just  three  months  ago. 

The  recent  remarks  by  Veterans  Affairs 
Secretary  Jesse  Brown  and  NASA  chief  Dan- 
iel Goldin  put  the  administration  In  the  posi- 
tion of  disavowing  details  of  Its  own  plans 
for  eliminating  deficits  by  2002.  And  the  com- 
ments come  during  President  Clinton's  re- 
election campaign,  in  which  one  B«publican 
strategy  has  been  to  attack  his  commitment 
to  balancing  the  budget. 

"They're  keeping  two  sets  of  books,  one  to 
balance  the  budget,  the  other  to  avoid  cuts 
In  agencies  that  would  cause  problems  in  the 
election,"  said  Sen.  Christopher  S.  Bond. 
Missouri  Republican,  who  elicited  the  com- 
ments from  Mr.  Brown  and  Mr.  Goldin. 

"This  Is  well  thought  through  as  a  politi- 
cal avoidance  strategy,  a  downside-avoid- 
ance strategy. "  said  Senate  Budget  Commit- 
tee Chairman  Pete  V.  Domenlci,  New  Mexico 
Republican. 

Administration  officials  and  Democrats 
said  Mr.  Clinton  was  sticking  to  his  overall 
plan  to  eliminate  annual  deficits  by  2002  but 
would  review  details  every  year,  a  &ct  of  life 
in  the  government's  annual  budgeting  proc- 
ess. 

"The  president  is  committed  to  the  overall 
numbers.  They  reflect  his  commitment  to 
getting  to  a  balanced  budget  by  2002,"  said 
Alice  Rivlin,  director  of  the  OfQce  of  Man- 


agement and  Budget.  "But  the  priorities  will 
be  revisited  annually,  as  they  are  on  the 
Hill." 

But  conceding  that  the  comments  were  po- 
litically awkward,  another  official  said  pri- 
vately that  Mr.  Brown  and  Mr.  Goldin  would 
be  talked  to. 

Mr.  Clinton  has  proposed  slight  increases 
for  education,  environment  and  techno- 
logical research.  Because  there  Is  a  fixed 
amount  of  money  for  these  and  other  annu- 
ally approved  programs,  other  areas  must  be 
cut. 

Mr.  Brown  and  Mr.  Goldin  made  their  com- 
ments In  separate  appearance  before  the 
Senate  Appropriation  subcommittee  that 
oversees  space,  veterans  and  other  programs, 
which  was  holding  hearings  on  the  budget  for 
fiscal  1997.  The  fiscal  year  begins  Oct.  1. 

On  May  3.  Mr.  Brown  told  the  panel  the  De- 
partment of  Veterans  Affairs  "cannot  live" 
with  the  cuts  proposed  In  the  agency's  budg- 
et beyond  Qscal  1997  by  either  Mr.  Clinton  or 
Congress.  He  said  the  Clinton  cuts  would 
force  the  agency  to  deny  care  to  1  million 
veterans  and  close  the  equivalent  of  41  hos- 
pitals. 

"The  president  has  told  me  personally  .  .  . 
he  will  negotiate  the  VA's  budget  each  and 
ever  year  with  the  veterans  of  this  nation." 
Mr.  Brown  said. 

Asked  by  Mr.  Bond,  the  panel's  chairman, 
whether  he  expected  to  see  the  future-year 
cuts  Clinton  has  proposed.  Mr.  Brown  re- 
sponded. "I  would  be  shocked." 

On  May  16,  Mr.  Goldin  told  the  panel  that 
"the  White  House  has  instructed  us  to  make 
no  precipitous  action"  on  cutting  NASA  pro- 
grams after  1997. 

Mrs.  Rivlin  said  the  spending  figures  Mr. 
Clinton  proposed  for  many  programs  after 
1997  were  "not  finely  tuned  assessments  of 
what  exactly  would  be  needed  each  year." 

"That's  a  normal  thing,"  she  added. 

Democrats  said  GOP-wrltten  budgets  have 
long  Included  unworkable  long-range  as- 
sumptions. For  example,  they  said,  the  new 
GOP  budget-balancing  plan  assumes  that 
proposed  tax  cuts  will  get  smaller  in  2002. 
and  that  less  should  be  spent  for  defense 
than  Mr.  Clinton  wants.  Both  are  considered 
politically  unrealistic. 

[From  the  Washington  Post,  June  10. 1996] 

Clinton's  Budget  Game 

(By  David  S.  Broder) 

A  recent  exchange  between  Sen.  Chris- 
topher (Kit)  Bond  (R-Mo.)  and  Secretary  of 
Veterans  Affairs  Jesse  Brown  casts  a  clear 
light  on  the  reality  behind  the  partisan  rhet- 
oric of  the  past  week's  budget  debate. 

Bond  is  chairman  of  the  appropriations 
subcommittee  that  handles  the  VA  budget. 
He  was  grilling  Brown  on  President  Clinton's 
budget  proposal  for  veterans'  health  care  and 
hospitalization.  For  next  year.  Bond  noted. 
Clinton  is  urging  a  level  of  spending  for  this 
politically  important  constituency  more 
than  Si  billion  higher  than  it  was  in  1995.  But 
in  the  following  two  years — after  the  elec- 
tion— Clinton's  budget  would  cut  that  spend- 
ing from  S17  billion  down  to  S14  billion,  and 
then  slice  it  further. 

How  can  you  meet  your  obligations  to  vet- 
erans under  that  budget?  Bond  asked.  "Sen. 
Bond,  we  cannot,"  Brown  replied.  If  funding 
were  to  remain  flat  (as  Republicans  have 
proposed),  "it  would  force  us  to  deny  care  to 
about  a  million  veterans  and  it  would  force 
us  to  close  the  equivalent  of  41  hospitals.  So 
obviously  ...  we  will  not  be  able  to  live 
with  the  red  line"  showing  the  postelection 
cuts  suggested  by  Clinton. 

And  then  Brown  made  this  eyebrow-raising 
statement:  "The  president  understands  that. 


I  talked  with  him  personally  about  it  and 
...  he  gave  me  his  personal  commitment 
that  he  was  going  to  make  sure  that  the  na- 
tion honors  Its  commitments  to  veterans  and 
that  he  will  negotiate  the  budget  each  and 
every  year  .  .  .  with  the  veterans  of  the  na- 
tion." 

Bond:  "So  you  are  saying  that  these  out- 
years  mean  nothing.  It  Is  all  going  to  be  ne- 
gotiated In  the  future,  so  we  should  not 
worry  about  the  president's  budget  plan.  .  .  . 
You  are  not  planning  to  live  with  that  budg- 
et?" 

Brown:  "I  am  not  planning  to  live  with  it. 
I  am  not  planning  to  live  with  your  budget 
.  .  .  nor  am  I  planning  to  live  with  the  presi- 
dent's line." 

Bond:  "You  do  not  work  for  us.  You  work 
for  the  president.  You  are  saying  that  you  do 
not  like  our  budget,  but  you  know  that  his 
budget  does  not  mean  anjrthing." 

After  this  remarkable  exchange.  Bond 
made  similar  inquiries  of  the  director  of  an- 
other huge  agency.  Dan  C^ldin  of  NASA.  He 
too  said  that  White  House  budget  officials 
had  told  him  to  make  no  plans  based  on  the 
sharp  cuts  indicated  for  future  years  in  Clin- 
ton's budget.  As  Goldin  put  It.  "the  White 
House  has  instructed  us  to  take  no  precipi- 
tous action  on  out-year  budgets,  and  we  are 
taking  them  at  their  word." 

To  Bond  and  other  Republicans,  this  looks 
suspiciously  like  a  shell  game.  The  president 
has  told  Congress  and  the  country  that  he 
can  achieve  a  balanced  budget  by  2002.  with- 
out the  serious  savings  in  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid that  Republicans  have  proposed.  At  the 
same  time,  he  has  said  that  be  can  keep 
spending  In  five  or  six  priority  areas  at  least 
even  with  inflation. 

He  can  do  all  that,  he  has  said,  by  cutting 
"Less  important"  spending.  Veterans  and 
space  budgets  are  not  on  his  priority  list. 
But  the  men  running  these  programs  say 
they  have  assurances  that  the  numbers  the 
White  House  has  given  Congress  are  just 
paper  figures — not  mandates  to  prepare  for 
belt-tightening. 

White  House  Budget  Director  Alice  Rivlin 
has  assured  Bond  and  his  colleagues— and 
then  tried  to  convince  me — ^that  there  is  no 
contradiction.  "Simply  put."  Rivlin  wrote 
Bond,  "the  president  is  committed  to  the 
discretionary  savings  needed  to  help  reach 
balance  in  2002  .  .  .  but  will  continue  to  re- 
visit decisions  about  specific  programs  one 
year  at  a  time." 

"Nobody  is  cheating,"  Rivlin  Insisted  In  an 
Interview  with  me. 

"I  don't  think  It  washes,"  Bond  said.  "It's 
not  an  honest  budget." 

Two  things  are  going  on  here.  Clinton,  in 
his  desire  to  dodge  serious  cuts  in  politically 
popular  programs  such  as  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid, while  promising  more  spending  for 
education,  the  environment  and  law  enforce- 
ment, is  projecting  cuts  in  other  programs 
that  are  so  severe  they  will  be  very  hard  to 
achieve.  That  is  why  people  like  Brown  and 
Goldin  say  the  cuts  are  unimaginable. 

And  second,  in  order  to  postpone  the  pain, 
Clinton  is  telling  not  just  the  constituents  of 
the  endangered  programs  but  their  maiiagers 
that  they  will  have  plenty  of  opportunities 
in  future  years  to  stave  off  the  cuts. 

That  may  not  be  "cheating,"  as  Rivlin 
says,  but  it  is  playing  a  game  that  is  too 
clever  by  half.  Balancing  the  budget  means 
making  tough  choices.  Clinton  Is  postponing 
those  choices  and— by  giving  people  the 
sense  that  the  goal  can  be  reached  without 
giving  up  anything  tliat  is  important— mak- 
ing it  that  much  harder  when  the  crunch 
comes. 
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Mr.  DOMENICI.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  BOND.  I  will  be  happy  to  yield  to 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  First,  I  want  to  con- 
gratulate the  Senator  on  this  effort. 
For  a  couple  of  months  he  has  been 
trying  to  tell  the  American  people  that 
there  were  two  sets  of  books  and  that, 
indeed,  if  you  use  the  set  of  books  that 
gets  a  balanced  budget  in  the  same  way 
that  we  do — because  the  President  now 
says,  "You  asked  me  to  get  a  balanced 
budget  using  Congressional  Budget  Of- 
fice assessments" — of  the  two  sets,  if 
you  use  the  same  set  of  numbers  of  eco- 
nomic assumptions  that  we  have  been 
compelled  to  use,  then  all  of  those  cuts 
that  are  called  triggered  cuts  have  to 
be  in  the  budget  or  it  is  not  in  balance. 
Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  BOND.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  So  what  the  Presi- 
dent has  done  is  he  has  two  balanced 
budgets,  one  using  the  same  economic 
assumptions  that  we  have  used,  which 
he  told  the  American  people,  "They 
have  told  me  to  use  that,  and  I've  used 
it,  and  I'm  in  balance,"  but  he  has  an- 
other budget  when  he  does  not  use 
those  same  economic  assumptions.  He 
uses  his  own,  prepared  by  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget,  under  the  di- 
rection of  the  executive  branch.  And 
that  is  the  second  set  of  books. 

Which  set  of  books  are  we  telling  the 
American  people  balances  the  budget?  I 
believe  the  President  is  making  it  very 
clear  that  he  balances  the  budget  the 
same  way  we  do.  But  then  he  produces 
a  second  set  of  books  where  he  does  not 
have  to  have  as  many  cuts,  he  does  not 
have  to  have  these  triggered  cuts  be- 
cause the  economics  are  so  much  bet- 
ter that  he  can  get  by  with  less. 

Let  us  make  it  very  clear,  if  we  talk 
about  the  President's  budget  that  is 
just  like  our  budget  in  terms  of  which 
level  you  are  jumping  over,  where  is 
the  stick  that  you  are  doing  your  high 
jump  over?  Using  the  same  one  for 
both,  then  there  is  no  way  that  the 
President  can  be  in  balance  without 
cutting,  in  the  last  2  years  of  this 
budget,  discretionary  programs  by  10 
percent  and  18  percent  respectively.  Is 
that  not  correct? 

Mr.  BOND.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Is  it  not  in  that  re- 
gard that  the  Senator  has  been  inquir- 
ing, and  has  the  Senator  not  been  say- 
ing, under  the  real  budget,  the  budget 
using  the  Congressional  Budget  Office 
numbers,  what  are  you  going  to  do  to 
the  veterans?  Is  that  not  when  the  Sen- 
ator is  getting  the  answers  that  they 
do  not  believe  they  are  going  to  do 
this?  Is  that  a  fair  assumption? 

Mr.  BOND.  Mr.  President,  it  is  actu- 
ally worse  than  that.  It  is  actually 
worse  than  that.  It  is  not  just  the  trig- 


gered cuts  that  fall  very  heavily  on  the 
veterans. 

But  let  me  say,  earlier  in  my  re- 
marks, I  came  to  the  floor  to  say  that 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  under 
his  leadership,  has  produced  a  balanced 
budget,  an  honest  balanced  budget  that 
makes  some  very  difficult  choices.  Peo- 
ple do  not  like  it  because  it  is  an  hon- 
est budget,  and  it  has  had  to  make 
some  difficult  choices.  But  the  Presi- 
dent has  submitted  a  budget  which  he 
claims  is  in  balance,  but  he  has  told  his 
people  not  to  worry  about  it. 

Now  the  cuts  in  the  Veterans'  Ad- 
ministration are  not  just  the  result  of 
the  triggered  cuts. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  No. 

Mr.  BOND.  The  cuts  in  the  Veterans' 
Administration  begin  precipitously  in 
1998,  even  under  his  OMB  assumptions. 
Even  using  the  rosy  scenario,  he  would 
still  chop  that  Veterans'  Administra- 
tion budget  by  23  percent  prior  to  the 
time  that  the  triggering  budget  cuts 
would  have  to  be  implemented  in  2001 
and  2002. 

So  regardless  of  which  set  of  assump- 
tions he  uses,  even  under  his  favorable 
budget,  the  favorable  budget  that  he 
set  up  originally  that  did  not  have  the 
triggered  cuts  in  it,  he  slashes  VA  by  23 
percent,  and  that  was  the  first  thing 
that  tipped  us  off  that  maybe  there  was 
another  set  of  books  that  we  had  not 
seen. 

He  had  apparently  convinced  the  Sec- 
retary of  Veterans  Affairs,  the  Veter- 
ans' Administration,  that  those  cuts, 
even  the  ones  he  had  in  his  OMB-ap- 
proved  numbers  beginning  in  1998,  were 
not  going  to  happen.  That  is  why  we 
cannot  make  an  honest  comparison  be- 
tween the  numbers  that  the  Senator 
has  presented  and  the  numbers  that  the 
Clinton  administration  claim  come  to 
a  zero  deficit  in  the  year  2002,  if  we  are 
being  assured  by  all  of  the  agencies 
that  they  do  not  have  to  plan  for  these 
cuts.  They  have  no  intention  of  making 
these  cuts  because  the  President  and 
OMB  have  told  them,  "Don't  worry 
about  making  the  cuts."  Something  is 
amiss  here. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  ask  the  Senator, 
one  of  the  resisons  that  that  precipi- 
tous fall  occurs,  even  under  the  OMB 
budget,  is  because  the  President  desires 
to  tell  the  American  people  that  cer- 
tain parts  of  Government  are  going  to 
get  increased  and  so  he  has  built  into 
that  budget  these  very  large  increases 
for  education,  for  the  environment, 
which  end  up,  if  you  go  that  high  on 
them,  you  have  to  take  it  out  of  some- 
where else.  That  is  where  the  veterans 
get  that  big  cut  the  Senator  has  spo- 
ken to. 

Mr.  BOND.  That  is  what  happens 
when  you  establish  priorities.  If  that, 
in  fact,  is  his  priority  that  he  wants  to 
put  veterans  that  far  down  on  the  list. 


then  we  ought  to  be  debating  it.  And 
we  did  have  a  debate  on  this  floor.  The 
Republicans  voted  to  amend  the  Presi- 
dent's proposal  by  taking  additional 
savings  out  of  welfare.  Even  my  Demo- 
cratic colleagues,  who  did  vote  for  that 
proposal,  had  voted  for  another  one 
that  restored  those  cuts.  Nobody 
agrees  with  those  priorities  that  the 
President  has  proposed. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  want  to  thank  the 
Senator  once  again  for  the  excellent 
work  he  has  done.  And  it  ought  to  be 
clear  to  everyone,  the  President  of  the 
United  States  does  not  have  a  balanced 
budget.  He  does  not  have  a  balanced 
budget  using  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  numbers,  which  he  has  touted 
across  the  land,  unless  he  is  willing  to 
admit  that  these  programs  get  tremen- 
dous cuts  starting  in  1998,  1999,  2000, 
2001,  2002,  which  he  clearly  does  not 
want  to  tell  the  American  people.  That 
is  how  I  see  it. 

These  Cabinet  members  who  are  see- 
ing these  cuts  are  being  told,  "We'll 
look  at  them  once  every  year.  We're 
evaluating  them  every  year."  You  can 
evaluate  them  every  year,  but  if  there 
is  a  very  large  cut  in  a  program,  some- 
body has  to  be  cut,  right? 

Mr.  BOND.  I  thank  the  chairman  of 
the  Budget  Committee  for  that  very 
important  clarification. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  BOND.  Frankly,  if  it  did  not 
matter  what  we  are  going  to  spend  in 
the  outyears  because  we  would  nego- 
tiate it  anyhow,  we  would  not  present 
multiyear  budgets.  We  have  to  do  that 
as  part  of  a  responsible  plan  process, 
Mr.  President,  so  we  know  if  we  are  on 
a  path  to  get  our  Federal  spending  ma- 
chine under  control. 

When  we  see  a  budget  presented  that 
claims  to  have  significant  cuts,  but  the 
people  who  would  be  affected  have  been 
assured  by  the  President  and  OMB  that 
those  cuts  will  not  be  made,  we  can 
only  conclude  that  either  there  is  a 
very  secret  second  set  of  books  which 
eliminates  programs  we  have  not  been 
able  to  identify,  or  the  President  and 
his  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
are  not  serious  about  balancing  the 
budget  and  making  the  lin:iitation  in 
cuts  in  discretionary  spending  to 
achieve  that  balance. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  BIDEN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  be  able  to 
proceed  for  20  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  did  not 
come  to  respond  to  my  friends  from 
Missouri  or  New  Mexico,  but  I  find  it 
kind  of  interesting.  You  know,  we  deal 
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with  names  and  these  issues  so  much, 
and  we  use  the  jargon  so  much,  that 
sometimes  it  is  pretty  interesting  and 
pretty  confusing  to  the  American  peo- 
ple. I  am  not  suggesting  that  the 
things  that  either  of  my  colleagues 
have  said  is  not  substantively  correct, 
but  I  would  suggest  it  is  out  of  context. 

Mr.  BOND.  Mr.  President,  would  the 
Senator 

Mr.  BIDEN.  I  will  not  yield  until  I 
explain  what  I  said.  Then  I  will  be 
happy  to  yield. 

First  of  all,  the  Republican-appointed 
Director  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  states  in  the  latest  CBO  report — 
and  I  quote  from  the  summary  page: 

Both  the  Congress  and  the  President,  how- 
ever, have  proposed  changes  In  policies  that 
would  balance  the  budget  in  2002. 

Let  me  read  it  again. 

Both  the  Congress  and  the  President,  how- 
ever, have  proposed  changes  in  policies  that 
would  balance  the  budget  in  the  year  2002. 

I  am  reading  from  the  "Economic 
and  Budget  Outlook,  Fiscal  Years  1997 
to  2002.  Report  to  the  Senate  and  House 
Committees  on  the  Budget,  Congress  of 
the  United  States.  Congressional  Budg- 
et Office." 

The  second  point  that  I  will  make: 
That  does  not  suggest  that  what  my 
friend  said  is  not  true,  but  it  is  kind  of 
Like  you  have  to  watch  the  pea  and  the 
shells  here. 

The  idea  of  these  dual  books,  the 
President  all  along  has  said  the  econ- 
omy is  going  to  grow  more  robustly, 
has  all  along  said  that  the  CBO's  esti- 
mates are  too  cabined,  that  things  are 
going  to  be  better  than  they  say.  So  far 
he  looks  like  he  is  right.  But  he  said, 
"You  want  me  to  do  it  according  to  the 
way  you  want  the  numbers,"  which  I 
do  not  think  are  realistic  numbers.  I 
fnink  they  are  too  conservative.  Busi- 
ness thinks  they  are  too  conservative. 
Everybody  thinks  they  are  too  conserv- 
ative except  our  conservative  Repub- 
lican friends. 

He  said,  "OK,  if  that's  the  deal,  I'll 
submit  a  budget  based  on  that."  And  he 
submitted  a  budget  based  on  that. 
Their  Republican-appointed  Director  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  said. 
"Yeah,  he  submitted  one  on  that,  and 
It  balances  that  way." 

It  is  not,  then,  inconsistent  for  the 
President  to  say,  "By  the  way,  I  sub- 
mitted it,"  but  basically  sasring,  "I  am 
predicting  to  you  things  are  going  to 
be  better  than  these  economic  fore- 
casts called  for.  If  it  turns  out  the  eco- 
nomic forecast  is  as  bad  as  you  all  say 
it  is  going  to  be,  then  this  is  what 
we're  going  to  have  to  do  to  balance  it. 
I  will  balance  it  under  those  condi- 
tions." 

But  what  he  is  saying  makes  it  sound 
sinister,  this  two-book  thing.  He  is  say- 
ing, "But  my  prediction  to  you  is,  you 


won't  have  to  do  it  this  badly,  you 
won't  have  to  cut  this  much."  He  is  not 
saying,  "I  won't  do  it  if  the  economic 
forecasts  turn  out  this  way.'"  He  is  just 
saying,  "I  don't  think  the  economic 
forecasts  are  going  to  be  that  way." 

You  know,  it  is  kind  of  like  my  say- 
ing to  my  son  or  my  daughter  when 
they  were  teenagers — they  say,  "Dad.  I 
want  to  go  away  to  camp,  and  I  would 
like  to  go  for  2  weeks  to  camp."  I  say. 
"How  much  is  camp,  honey?"  They  say, 
"Well,  it's  $100  a  week."  I  say.  "I  don't 
have  S200.  I've  got  $100.  We'll  sign  you 
up  for  camp  for  1  week.  You're  going, 
but  I  think  I'm  going  to  find  another 
$100,  and  I  think  before  it's  time  to  go 
to  camp  you'll  get  to  go  for  2  weeks  be- 
cause I  think  economically  I'm  going 
to  find  another  $100.  But  if  I  don't,  you 
only  go  for  1  week." 

These  guys  make  everything  sound 
so  sinister.  Like,  you  know,  "Well, 
let's  find  the  fingerprints  on  budget 
No.  2." 

So  all  I  am  saying  to  you  is,  keep 
your  eye  on  the  ball.  The  bottom  line 
in  this  budget  debate,  no  pim  intended, 
is  the  summary  of  the  Republican-led 
Congressional  Budget  Office  that 
says — unless  they  changed  their  mind 
in  the  last  couple  hours — both  the  Con- 
gress and  the  President,  however,  have 
proposed  changes  in  policy  that  would 
balance  the  budget  in  2002. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  a  number  of  our 
colleagues,  including  two  who  have 
just  spoken,  have  once  again  attacked 
the  President's  budget  as  providing  too 
little  in  appropriated  spending.  I  find 
this  a  fascinating  debate.  They  say, 
"By  the  way,  you  are  not  going  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  because  you  have  two 
books.  You  really  do  not  mean  it.  You 
are  really  going  to  cut  something  you 
have  not  told  us,"  et  cetera.  But  then 
they  say,  "By  the  way,  one  of  the  rea- 
sons we  do  not  like  this  President's 
budget  is  it  provides  too  little  in  appro- 
priated spending." 

They  criticize  the  President's  cuts  as 
being  too  painful.  It  is  true,  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  does  make  substantial 
cuts  in  discretionary  spending.  But  the 
cuts  in  the  Republican  budget  are  far 
deeper.  Over  the  6  years  of  the  budget, 
the  Republican  budget  cuts  appro- 
priated spending  by  $68  billion  more 
than  the  President's  budget.  In  the 
year  about  which  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  most  complains,  2002,  the  Re- 
publican budget  cuts  appropriated 
spending  by  $16  billion  more  than  does 
the  President's  budget,  using  the  as- 
sumptions that  we  are  both  using. 

If  the  Senator  from  Missouri  and  oth- 
ers find  the  President's  budget  cuts  too 
painful,  and  they  are  painful,  he  must 
find  the  Republican  budget  positively 
deadly. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent two  tables  comparing  the  cuts  in 
the  Republican  budget  with  those  of 


the  President's  budget  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

COMPARISON  OF  BUDGET  PUNS:  6- YEAR  TOTALS 

(In  billas  of  Oollin} 
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9 

10 

1 
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EITC        

-5 
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-U 
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It 
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99 
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11 
19 
S 

7 

U 
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-531 
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-4t 

-8 

Tetjl  uvmis  . 
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0 


-580 
5 


-S5 
5 


'  Hultli  care  ittomis  m  htuttnt  s  budftt  GME  a4«-Uck  m 
plan 

'Tfw  Reoubliun  plan  rKsnolts  a  n«!  tai  chanfe  o<  tI22  Oillior  ear  i 
ytaij.  Dd  inciuon  rnrw  tuod  ian|uap  ttiai  alkm  tor  aMitnoai  ta  cuts 
on  a  rneiiuc  neutral  basis  Tiie  fevenue  fi|ures  tor  tlie  Repoblcan  ptn 
sM»  giess  tai  cuts  assummi  9iat  tlie  RcpuMcans  adopt  ttie  corponk  i»- 
taims  cottainei:  m  tM  Balanced  Badfel  4ct  and  certain  tai  piomain  tkal 
haw  opiied  since  las;  jiar 

COMPARISON  OF  BUDGET  PIANS:  SAVINGS  IN  2002 
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-» 
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-1 

-4 
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-7 

» 
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-110 

-i« 
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-7 
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-8 
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2 
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17 
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-1 
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-215 
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'The  Reputikran  plan  reconciles  a  net  tai  ckanfc  of  S122  Mae  tm  i 
yean,  put  mciuoes  reserve  tund  lanfuaie  tkat  aiMn  Igr  addiboaa)  ta  cuts 
on  a  rtnenue  neutral  Pasis  T!»  revenge  tifMis  tar  tte  RepiiMaa  plai 
sKoii  iress  ts  cuts  assomini  niat  ttie  lle««Mca«  adapt  tke  cariarale  rt- 
loms  contained  m  tke  Balanced  Biid|cl  Act  and  catato  tai  pmoan  Dut 
haee  eisiiid  ynce  last  year 

Mr.  BOND.  Is  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware  ready  to  respond  to 
a  question? 

Mr.  BIDEIN.  If  you  let  me  complete,  I 
will  take  12  minutes  and  respond  to 
any  questions  you  have.  I  know  that  if 
I  start  to  respond — I  did  not  come  to 
make  the  statement  I  just  made.  I  am 
just  responding  to  what  I  heard.  Let 
me  make  the  statement  I  came  pre- 
pared to  make  and  then  yield  to  the 
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Senator  for  anything  he  wants  to  say 
or  ask. 

Mr.  President,  to  state  the  obvious,  a 
budget,  whether  it  is  a  household  budg- 
et, whether  it  is  a  company's  budget, 
whether  it  is  the  Nation's  budget,  is 
the  formal  expression  of  our  priorities 
as  a  company  or  as  a  family  or  as  a  na- 
tion. It  tells  us.  after  all  the  talk  is 
over,  where  we  decided  to  spend  our 
hard-earned  money.  In  this  case,  the 
hard-earned  money  of  taxpayers  like 
all  of  us. 

Unfortvmately.  Mr.  President,  the 
budget  resolution  before  the  Senate,  in 
my  view,  fails  to  address  the  most  fun- 
damental issues  before  the  country.  It 
fails  to  take  care  of  the  basic  priorities 
that  have  made  our  Nation  great,  the 
inlorities  that  can  help  us  meet  the 
challenges  of  the  future.  Again,  I  think 
we  can  all  agree  on  one  thing.  I  used  to 
be  on  the  Budget  Committee.  I  am  de- 
lighted I  am  no  longer  on  the  Budget 
Committee.  I  was  on  it  for  a  long  time. 
When  I  used  to  be  on  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee and  had  to  give  it  up  to  move 
over  to  other  committees,  new  mem- 
bers come  and  say,  "What  do  you  think 
about  getting  on  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee?" Or  I  speak  to  university  groups 
or  constituents  at  home  and  they  say, 
"What  about  the  Budget  Committee?" 
I  say  that  the  single  most  important 
thing  a  new  Member  of  the  Congress 
can  do  is  be  a  member  of  the  Budget 
Committee.  Just  like  the  single  most 
important  thing  you  can  do  if  you  go 
with  a  big  company  is  look  at  the  com- 
pany's budget. 

When  all  the  rhetoric  is  gone,  and  ev- 
erything is  stripped  aside,  where  we 
spend  our  money  says  volumes  about 
what  our  real  priorities  are.  If  we  say 
we  care  about  education  and  do  not 
spend  money  on  education,  then  we  ob- 
viously do  not  care  about  it  very  much. 
If  we  say  we  care  about  crime  in  deal- 
ing with  crime  and  do  not  allocate  our 
resources  there,  we  do  not  care  about  it 
very  much.  If  we  say  we  care  a  lot 
about  a  national  defense,  and  we  do 
spend  our  money  on  it,  it  establishes 
we  do  care  a  lot  about  national  defense. 
We  say  to  students,  if  you  want  to 
know  what  a  company  really  does, 
what  a  family  really  cares  about,  what 
a  nation  cares  about,  go  look  at  its 
budget,  its  budget.  I  do  not  think  any- 
body could  disagree  with  that,  have 
any  reasonable  disagreement  with 
that.  It  lays  out  our  priorities  as  a  na- 
tion. 

The  point  I  want  to  make  in  the  next 
few  minutes,  I  think  we  have  in  the 
budget  before  the  Senate,  the  Repub- 
lican budget,  our  priorities  out  of 
whack.  It  is  not  a  bad  budget.  It  is  not 
an  awful  budget,  not  a  draconian  budg- 
et. We  can  say  a  lot  of  political  things 
about  It.  The  real  debate  on  this  budg- 
et Is  no  longer  about  no  matter  what 
you  hear  people  say  here,  we  are  going 
to  balance  the  budget,  are  we  commit- 


ted to  balance  the  budget;  it  is  how  we 
balance  a  budget,  how  we  balance  a 
budget. 

It  is  just  like  a  family  can  decide  if 
your  child  gets  into  Harvard  Univer- 
sity whether  you  are  going  to  spend 
$25,000,  meaning  that  you  cannot  buy  a 
car  for  the  next  4  years.  Or  you  can  buy 
a  new  car  for  the  next  4  years  and  send 
your  kid  to  my  alma  mater,  the  Uni- 
versity of  Delaware,  which  will  cost 
$7,000.  There  are  priorities.  I  happen  to 
think  a  Delaware  education  is  better 
than  a  Harvard  education,  but  that  is  a 
personal  thing. 

It  is  real  important  when  we  talk  all 
the  mumbo  jumbo  out  of  this  and  un- 
derstand what  this  debate  is  about.  It 
is  about  where  we  are  going  to  spend 
money,  and  even  more  importantly  in 
this  environment,  where  we  will  cut. 
There  is  no  way  to  get  from  here  to 
balance  under  anybody's  numbers,  any- 
body's numbers,  any  assumptions, 
short  of  divine  intervention  by  the 
Lord,  without  cutting. 

It  is  a  question.  You  can  measure 
one's  value  system  based  on  how  much 
more  they  spend  on  something,  how 
much  more  they  cut.  When  you  have  to 
cut,  who  do  you  cut  it  from?  Do  you 
cut  it  and  decide  you  are  going  to  cut 
it  from  your  children's  education  and 
still  go  to  the  beach  for  2  weeks,  or  are 
you  going  to  decide  to  cut  the  beach 
and  spend  it  on  your  children's  edu- 
cation? It  says  something  about  how 
much  a  family  values  education.  It 
says  something  about  how  much  they 
value  vacations.  I  am  not  making  a 
value  judgment.  A  vacation  for  one 
family  may  be  more  therapeutically 
needed  than  an  education  for  another 
child.  That  is  literally  what  it  does. 
That  is  what  this  fight  is  about.  That 
is  the  difference  between  Democrats 
and  Republicans  here.  It  is  not  that  we 
both  decided  to  say,  "I  like  being  with 
a  party  that  has  a  letter  that  begins 
earlier  in  the  alphabet."  That  is  not 
the  reason  why  I  am  a  Democrat  or 
why  my  friends  are  Republicans.  We 
have  different  priorities  here. 

How  do  you  best  make  the  Nation 
function?  I  do  not  doubt  for  one  second 
the  positive  patriotic  intentions  of  my 
Republican  colleagues.  They  proposed 
this  budget  not  because  they  are  mean- 
spirited.  They  proposed  it  because  they 
believe  this  is  truly  the  best  way  for 
the  most  Americans  to  do  the  best.  We 
have  a  disagreement.  I  think  America 
will  not  prosper  spiritually,  morally, 
economically,  politically,  as  well, 
imder  their  set  of  budget  priorities 
than  they  do  under  mine  or  my  parties 
or  the  President's.  That  is  what  this  is 
about. 

You  all  are  going  to  get  the  smoke- 
screen out.  "There  are  a  secret  set  of 
books  burled  somewhere  in  the  Capitol, 
and  in  the  year  2002  we  will  open  them 
and  you  will  find  the  fingerprints  of 


John  Q.  Wilson  who  worked  for  the  FBI 
in  1974"— what  axe  we  talking  about? 
We  should  have  a  straight  up-and-down 
fight.  They  do  not  want  to  spend  as 
much  money  on  education  as  we  want 
to.  They  do  not  want  to  spend  as  much 
on  the  environment  as  we  want  to 
spend.  They  do  not  want  to  spend  as 
much  money  in  law  enforcement  as  we 
do.  We  do  not  want  to  spend  as  much 
on  defense,  or  as  much  on  the  wealthy 
as  they  do,  and  so  on.  They  are  legiti- 
mate, fundamental,  disagreements.  I 
think  we  should  do  the  American  peo- 
ple a  favor.  Have  a  referendum  on  what 
they  want,  which  theory  they  buy  into. 
My  comments,  the  remainder  of 
them,  are  directed  at  why  I  think  my 
theory,  my  party's  theory,  my  party's 
priorities,  are  better  not  only  for  aver- 
age Americans  but  for  the  conmiunity 
of  America,  than  are  those  of  my  Re- 
publican friends.  I  do  not  doubt  their 
good  intentions,  I  want  to  make  it 
clear.  I  do  not  think  they  sit  in  the 
Cloakroom  and  say,  "You  know,  how 
can  we  make  sure  that  John  Kluge 
makes  more  monesr?"  Some  of  my  left- 
wing  friends  think  they  sit  there  and 
say,  "Well,  how  are  we  going  to  get  the 
wealthy  to  do  better  at  the  expense  of 
the  poor?"  I  no  more  believe  that  than 
I  think  this  chair  can  get  up  and  levi- 
tate. They  believe  the  way  to  help  the 
poor  the  best  is  to  see  that  those  who 
have  the  most  have  the  greatest  free- 
dom and  prosperity  to  invest.  I  found 
that  theory  does  not  necessarily  fol- 
low. I  have  a  disagreement. 

Let  me  make  it  clear,  lest  anyone 
come  out  here.  I  do  not  question  the  in- 
tentions, motivation,  or  sincerity  of 
any  of  my  Republican  colleagues.  I 
think  they  are  wrong— not  morally 
wrong— wrong.  They  will  not  turn  out 
as  you  predict. 

Mr.  President,  each  year  education 
becomes  ever  more  important  to  keep 
our  economy  growing  and  to  enable  our 
citizens  to  become  productive  members 
of  society.  This  budget  in  question 
cuts,  in  my  view,  too  much  from  edu- 
cation. 

(Mr.  BROWN  assumed  the  chair.) 
Mr.  BIDEN.  By  eliminating  the  guar- 
anteed student  loa^  program  it  makes 
college  education  even  more  expensive, 
in  my  view.  And  far  firom  increasing 
our  commitment  to  a  better-trained 
work  force,  the  budget  provides  less 
and  less  money  for  education  and 
training  as  we  move  into  the  next  cen- 
tury. In  real  terms,  adjusted  for  infla- 
tion, their  budget  cuts  spending  by  S25 
billion  for  spending  in  this  area  over 
the  next  6  years. 

Look,  we  can  argue  about  elementary 
and  secondary  education,  we  can  argue 
about  whether  or  not  prayer  in  school 
will  change  it,  or  we  can  argue  about 
whether  or  not  spending  more  money 
in  title  I  will  change  it,  and  we  can 
argrue  about  how  bad  off  our  education 
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is.  There  is  one  thing  there  is  no  argu- 
ment about.  We  have  the  best  higher 
education  system  in  the  world— in  the 
world.  It  is  the  only  place  we  do  not 
have  to  look  at  any  little  thing  and  say 
we  rank  7th,  17th,  91st— we  rank  No.  1 
in  the  world  in  higher  education. 

So  what  are  we  doing?  As  more  and 
more  people  from  different  countries 
are  beating  their  brains  out  to  get  into 
our  higher  education  system,  we  are — 
I  suspect  unintentionally— making  it 
harder  for  Americans  to  get  into  edu- 
cational institutions  of  higher  learn- 
ing. We  are  not  arguing  about  the  qual- 
ity of  that  education. 

My  Republican  friends— in  my  State, 
at  least— like  to  argue  what  Ronald 
Reagan  argued:  You  know  the  best  way 
to  cure  education  is  to  spend  less 
money  on  it.  The  one  place  nobody 
makes  that  argument  is  higher  edu- 
cation. That  is  what  I  mean  when  I 
talk  about  guaranteed  student  loan 
programs.  As  for  our  country's  com- 
mitment to  our  parents'  generation. 
Mr.  President,  this  budget's  Medicare 
cuts  MTill  make  health  care  more  expen- 
sive than  our  proposal  will.  Its  cuts  in 
Medicare  will  make  nursing  home  and 
long-term  care  a  greater  burden  for 
families  of  those  whose  seniors  depend 
on  them. 

Whenever  we  talk  about  Medicare,  we 
always  talk  in  terms  of  the  effect  on 
seniors.  That  is  not  how  I  talk  about  it. 
Where  I  come  from.  I  talk  about  it 
based  on  the  values  I  was  raised  with. 
Can  you  imagine.  I  say  to  anybody  lis- 
tening here,  if  your  mom  or  dad  comes 
to  you  and  says,  "You  know,  honey, 
under  the  changes  taking  place,  I  am 
no  longer  able  to  see  Dr.  Smith,  and  I 
have  to  do"  this,  that  or  the  other 
thing — can  you  imagine  any  decent 
child  in  a  position  to  financially  take 
care  of  them  not  saying,  "Do  not 
worry,  mom,  I  will  pay  for  it." 

Who  do  you  think  is  going  to  pay  for 
this?  Middle-class  parents.  The  people 
who  are  45  to  55,  who  have  children 
coming  up  through  school  trying  to  get 
into  higher  education  and  have  moms 
and  dads  with  increasing  medical  bills 
or  needs.  I  wonder  how  many  Ameri- 
cans— men  or  women,  husband  or 
wife — are  going  to  turn  to  their  mother 
and  father  or  mother-in-law  and  father- 
in-law  and  say,  "It  is  too  bad  that  they 
changed  the  system  that  way.  You 
have  less  money  for  health  care,  and  I 
am  not  chipping  in."  This  is  going  to 
increase  the  burden  on  my  generation, 
which  is  getting  squeezed. 

Now,  again,  I  do  not  suggest  that  is 
why  it  is  being  done.  I  suggest  that  we 
have  different  priorities,  because  one  of 
the  things  my  friend  said  is  that  if  we 
spend  more  money  on  education,  we 
have  to  cut  something  else  here.  If  we 
spend  more  money  on  Medicare,  we 
have  to  cut  something  else  down  here. 
This  is  not  a  zero  sum  game.  This  is 


not  one  of  these  things  where  I  can  say 
if  you  buy  into  my  proposal,  you  get 
everything.  I  am  not  saying  that.  This 
is  different  priorities. 

In  my  view,  the  place  where  we 
should  be  putting  all  of  our  energy  is 
to  deal  with  the  shrinking  middle 
class,  which  is  getting  their  brains 
kicked  in.  We  all  acknowledge  that. 

Mr.  President,  most  troubling  for  me 
is  the  failure  of  this  budget  resolution 
to  fully  fund  the  most  basic  function  of 
Government — that  is  the  purpose  of  my 
being  here  today — which  is  to  protect 
our  citizens  from  violent  crime. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  first  review  the 
facts  that  underscore  just  how  we  have 
come  to  face  a  budget  resolution  that 
cuts  funding  for  the  administration  of 
justice  account— that  is  a  fancy  Senate 
term  for  the  money  we  spend  on  law 
enforcement— below  what  the  Presi- 
dent requested,  below  what  the  U.S. 
Senate  has  passed,  and  below  what  the 
House  of  Representatives  has  passed. 
Let  me  review  what  has  gone  on  so  far. 
The  President  requested  a  total  of  $23.5 
billion  for  1997,  $5  billion  of  which  is  for 
the  crime  law  trust  fund— which  I  am 
proud  to  say  I  was  the  author  of,  along 
with  several  others— to  fund  the  entire 
Justice  Department,  which  includes 
the  FBI.  DEA,  prisons,  other  Federal 
law  enforcement,  and  the  courts — they 
are  all  included.  Then  the  House-passed 
budget  resolution  proposed  by  the  Re- 
publican leadership  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  by  a  narrow  partisan 
vote — that  sounds  pejorative;  I  mean  a 
narrow  vote  that  was  based  on  party 
lines— 226-195;  221  Republicans  voted 
for  it,  4  against,  and  190  Democrats 
voted  against  it,  5  for. 

What  did  that  House  budget  resolu- 
tion do?  It  cut  the  Presidents  $23.5  bil- 
lion request  for  law  enforcement,  and 
all  the  functions  related  to  that,  to 
$22.1  bUUon,  a  cut  of  $1.4  billion.  In- 
cluded in  this  was  a  $317  million  cut  for 
the  crime  law  trust  fund.  That  is  the 
thing  that  funds  all  the  cops— the 
State  cops,  local  cops,  the  100,000 
cops — and  that  is  the  thing  that  funds 
prison  money  for  States.  That  is  the 
thing  that  funds  that  whole  crime  law. 

Then  the  Senate  passed  a  budget  res- 
olution offered  by  Chairman  DoMENia. 
Unlike  the  House,  to  his  credit.  Chair- 
man DoMENia  fully  funded  the  $5  bil- 
lion requested  by  the  President  for  the 
crime  law  trust  fund.  But  the  Senate 
budget  resolution  cut  the  total  from 
the  administration  of  justice  account- 
that  is  everything  else— to  $21.7  billion. 
That  is  a  cut  of  $1.8  billion  below  what 
the  President  wants. 

Again,  we  are  talking  priorities  here. 
We  acknowledge  that  if  we  spend  $1.8 
billion  more  on  crime  than  the  Repub- 
licans want,  we  have  to  find  $1.8  billion 
somewhere  not  to  spend  it.  We  ac- 
knowledge that.  The  point  I  am  mak- 
ing is  the  priorities  here.  We  do  not 
think  we  should  cut  it  from  there. 


Finally,  the  House  and  the  Senate 
Republicans  offered  the  Senate  a  con- 
ference report.  For  those  listening, 
that  is  when  the  House  passes  their  bill 
and  the  Senate  passes  their  bill  on  the 
same  subject,  but  they  are  different  in 
detail.  So  we  have  a  conference  and  lit- 
erally meet  in  a  room  in  the  middle  of 
the  Capitol  somewhere  and  work  out 
the  differences.  Then  we  seed  back  a 
compromised  version,  called  a  con- 
ference report,  to  the  House  and  Sen- 
ate, which  has  to  be  voted  on  again. 

Now,  the  House  and  Senate  Repub- 
licans offered  the  Senate  a  conference 
report  that  makes  even  deeper  cuts 
than  were  made  by  either  the  House  or 
the  Senate  in  the  Senate-passed  resolu- 
tions to  the  President's  request  for 
crime-fighting  dollars. 

The  conference  cuts  the  President's 
$23.5  billion  to  $20.9  billion,  a  cut  of  $2.6 
billion.  So  it  has  gone  from  $1.2  to  $1.8 
to  $2.6  billion  less  being  spent  on  crime 
fighting.  In  fact,  this  cut  would  put  the 
administration  of  justice  account,  in 
1997,  below  the  1996  level  by  $45  billion. 
We  will  spend  less  next  year  than  this 
past  year  if  this  budget  resolution  were 
to  become  law.  if  we  do  what  it  pro- 
poses. 

Mr.  President,  by  the  way.  what  hap- 
pened to  all  the  tough-on-crime  rhet- 
oric that  we  have  been  hearing  from  all 
sides — Democrats  and  Republicans? 
Neither  side  is  immune  from  being 
shameless  in  talking  about  how  tough 
on  crime  they  are.  It  seems  that  the 
President  held  up  his  end  of  the  bar- 
gain. He  requested  the  largest  ever  an- 
nual budget  for  the  FBL  DEA.  U.S.  at- 
torneys, and  help  for  the  State  and 
local  prisons  and  police.  But  a  majority 
of  the  Congress  has  been  AWOL — ab- 
sent without  law  enforcement  leave 
here.  If  the  proposed  cut  of  $317  million 
for  the  crime  law  trust  fund  is  allowed 
to  stand,  there  can  only  be  one  result: 
Fewer  Federal  dollars  will  be  able  to 
combat  crime. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  the  general 
numbers  of  the  budget  resolution  do 
not  specify  which  programs  will  be  cut. 
But  it  is  clear  that  some  programs, 
when  they  get  to  the  appropriators, 
will  have  to  be  cut  below  what  the 
President  and  what  I  and  others  want. 
What  specifically  might  this  mean?  Let 
us  just  review  the  law  enforcement  ef- 
forts funded  by  the  crime  law  trust 
fund.  We  fund  Federal  prosecutors  out 
of  that  fund  in  the  amount  of  $55  mil- 
lion; the  FBI,  $40  million;  the  DEA, 
$200  million;  border  enforcement  and 
deportation  of  aliens  who  break  the 
law,  $525  milUon.  By  the  way,  we  spent 
weeks  on  the  floor  talking  about  why 
that  is  so  important.  The  violence 
against  women  efforts  including  more 
police  and  prosecutors  and  more  shel- 
ters for  battered  women.  $254  million. 
A  billion  dollars  for  the  construction  of 
prisons  and  reimbursing  States  from 
imprisoning  criminal   aliens.   And  an 
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additional  S2.6  billion  is  to  aid  State 
and  local  law  enforcement. 

We  all  know  there  is  no  free  lunch. 
So  if  there  is  a  cut  in  the  total  for  the 
trust  fund,  at  least  some  of  what  I  just 
read  will  have  to  be  cut.  It  is  going  to 
be  less  border  patrol,  less  efforts  to 
combat  violence  against  women,  fewer 
FBI  agents,  fewer  DEA  aigents.  There 
are  going  to  be  cuts. 

Again,  I  am  not  questioning  the  mo- 
tivation. I  am  just  saying  there  is  an 
honest  disagreement.  I  think  we  should 
cut  other  things  rather  than  cops,  or 
the  FBI,  or  prison  construction.  Just 
because  I  was  the  author  of  the  law 
that  this  funds,  I  have  to  acknowledge 
that.  So  I  lay  It  out.  I  do  have  a  bit  of 
an  interest  In  it  in  the  sense  that  I 
spent  6  years  trying  to  get  it  passed, 
but  that  is  not  the  reason  alone.  I 
think  it  is  the  single  highest  domestic 
priority  we  have. 

To  review  the  potential  Impact  of  the 
total  cuts  of  S2.6  billion,  let  us  look  at 
how  the  President  proposed  to  spend 
his  S23.5  billion  that  he  proposes  for  the 
administration  of  justice  accounts. 
Again,  we  cannot  be  sure  specifically 
what  will  be  cut,  but  it  is  clear  that 
there  will  have  to  be  significant  cuts  of 
the  President's  request. 

He  wants  S2.5  billion  for  the  FBI.  S818 
million  for  the  DEA.  S2.2  billion  to 
build  Federal  prisons  and  maintain 
them,  $949  million  for  Federal  prosecu- 
tors, S372  million  for  interagency  drug 
enforcement  task  forces  which  every 
State  In  the  Nation  is  asking  for  help 
on,  and  S1.7  billion  for  immigration  en- 
forcement. 

None  of  us  can  say  where  the  cuts 
will  have  to  be  made,  but  if  this  budget 
passes,  the  approprlators  are  going  to 
have  to  go  out  and  find  that  money- 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  to  cut 
from  each  or  all  of  those  accounts. 
There  is  no  way  to  avoid  it.  None. 
Granted,  everyone  can  vote  for  this 
budget,  and  when  the  FBI  says,  "You 
voted  to  cut  our  budget,"  they  say 
"No,  no,  I  didn't  vote  to  cut  your  budg- 
et. The  President  said  $2.5  billion,  and 
I  want  to  spend  it  at  $2.5  billion." 

Tell  me  where  you  are  going  to  cut 
the  $2.7,  or  whatever  the  number  is 
when  we  finish  here?  None  of  us  can 
say  where  the  cuts  will  be  made,  but  It 
is  clear  there  will  have  to  be  some  sig- 
nificant cuts  In  all  of  these  key  law  en- 
forcement initiatives. 

Is  there  anyone  in  this  Senate, 
though,  who  thinks  our  Nation  will  be 
better  served  by  a  smaller  FBI,  by  a 
smaller  DEA  or  fewer  Federal  prosecu- 
tors? I  would  like  for  them  to  come  for- 
ward and  tell  me  that.  Again,  that  Is  a 
little  unfair. 

That  implies,  by  the  way,  that  I  said 
that  people  really  want  to  do  this.  I  am 
not  even  sure.  If  we  had  all  the  money 
in   the   world— «conomlc   assumptions 


are  different — that  we  would  have  little 
disagreement  about  spending  all  of  this 
money.  Maybe  a  little,  particularly  by 
some  of  our  friends  on  the  House  side 
who  may  think  that  all  Federal  agents 
are  jack-booted  thugs  and  who  want  to 
cut  it  out  and  who  probably  think  the 
Freemen  are  doing  the  right  thing,  and 
so  on.  If  they  exist,  they  are  over- 
whelmingly in  the  minority.  I  know  of 
none  in  the  Senate. 

But  what  we  are  doing  here  is.  we  are 
saying  this  is  the  place  we  should  cut 
more  than  we  should  cut  tax  exemp- 
tions for  individuals.  This  Is  the  place 
we  should  cut  for  corporations.  This  Is 
the  place  we  should  cut  rather  than  cut 
money  for  the  Defense  Department. 
That  is  what  we  are  saying.  That  Is 
what  I  have  difficulty  agreeing  with. 

If  there  are  no  additional  resources, 
no  more  FBI  agents,  no  more  DEA 
agents,  no  more  Border  Patrol,  no 
more  prosecutors,  no  more  State  and 
local  police  added  to  our  streets,  no 
more  drug  testing  of  offenders,  no  more 
prisons  built,  all  the  new  laws  we  can 
pass  will  not  be  worth  the  paper  we 
write  them  on.  If  you  are  going  to  pass 
tough  laws  and  say.  "Put  them  in  pris- 
on." you  have  to  have  a  prison  to  put 
them  in.  It  costs  money.  It  even  costs 
money  to  shoot  them.  It  even  costs 
money  to  hang  them.  It  even  costs 
money  to  inject  them  lethally.  It  costs 
money. 

Mr.  President,  this  budget  resolution 
shortchanges,  in  my  view,  the  national 
effort  against  crime.  I  submit  that  this 
Congress  could  pass  a  new  terrorism 
bill,  or  any  other  criminal  justice  re- 
form, every  single  week  fi-om  now  imtil 
the  end  of  the  session,  but  If  it  does  not 
require  more  agents,  nor  more  law  en- 
forcement officers,  nor  more  Border 
Patrol,  nor  more  prisons,  nor  more 
prosecutors,  it  ain't  worth  a  dam.  But 
this  is  not  the  only  reason  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  vote  against  this  budget 
resolution. 

America  became  a  great  economic 
power  because  we  developed  an  edu- 
cational system.  Any  hope  we  have  to 
maintain  our  Nation  as  the  world's 
most  productive  economy  depends  on 
our  willingness  to  commit  resources  to 
our  workers  for  the  skills  which  they 
need.  Ours  Is  a  great  country  because 
we  respect  the  contributions  of  those 
who  have  gone  before  us — our  parents' 
generation  who  made  us  into  a  leader 
of  the  free  world. 

We  committed  to  support  them.  We 
committed  to  support  what  they  have 
done  to  guarantee  them  the  health  care 
they  need  and  deserve.  We  made  that 
commitment.  We  made  the  conrniit- 
ment  not  only  because  they  are  parents 
but  for  what  they  did  to  build  this 
country.  Americans  everywhere  want 
and  deserve  clean  air  and  clean  water 
and  not  backing  off. 

All  this  stuff,  by  the  way,  about  the 
environment,  I  just  want  to  say  again 


what  I  said  several  times  before.  I  have 
not  had  a  single,  solitary  Delawarlan 
come  to  me  and  say,  "You  know, 
BiDEN,  you  are  spending  too  much 
money  on  determining  whether  or  not 
my  water  Is  clean.  I  don't  want  you 
paying  that  much  attention  to  it."  I 
have  not  heard  one  single,  solitary 
Delawarlan  come  to  me  say,  "Biden, 
you  are  spending  too  much  money  on 
monitoring  whether  or  not  the  water  In 
my  State  Is  clean."  It  seems  to  say,  to 
me,  that  is  what  the  American  people, 
the  Delaware  people,  want  their  money 
spent  on:  clean  air  and  clean  water.  We 
do  not  spend  enough  In  this  budget  on 
those  things. 

On  each  and  every  one  of  these  fun- 
damental priorities — fighting  crime, 
educating  our  children,  particularly 
higher  education,  caring  for  our  elder- 
ly, and  protecting  the  environment — I 
believe  this  well-intended  resolution 
falls  to  take  care  of  the  most  Impor- 
tant priorities  that  have  been  made  by 
us  in  past  generations,  and  continue  to 
be  the  priorities  we  all  say  we  care 
about,  priorities  that  help  us  meet  the 
challenge  of  the  future. 

Mr.  President,  education,  crime,  car- 
ing for  our  elderly,  and  protecting  the 
environment  are  the  priorities  upon 
which  we  do  not  disagree  on  whether 
we  should  do  them.  I  want  to  make  it 
clear  again.  I  am  not  suggesting  that 
there  is  any  Republican  who  does  not 
want  to  protect  the  elderly,  have  clean 
air  and  water,  have  a  good  education 
system,  and  fight  crime. 

I  am  suggesting  that  the  tools  they 
have  given  us  to  do  those  things  In  this 
budget  are  not  sufficient,  and  they  give 
more  than  Is  needed  for  other  areas 
which  should  not  be  priorities.  If,  In 
fact,  we  had  all  the  money  In  the 
world,  we  will  not  have  to  make  these 
hard  choices.  But,  ultimately,  a  budget 
is  about  deciding  what  you  think  Is 
most  Important,  and  today  we  measure 
"most  Important"  by  what  we  do  not 
cut  as  much  as  something  else.  I  think 
their  priorities  are  not  the  ones  that  I 
would  like  to  see. 

And,  therefore,  I  will  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  vote  against  the  budget  res- 
olution. 

I  see  the  distinguished  manager  on 
the  Democratic  side  is  here. 

I  3rield  the  floor.  I  thank  my  col- 
leagues. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator fjrom  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  srleld  my- 
self such  time  as  I  might  need. 

I  start  out  by  thanking  my  friend 
from  Delaware  for  the  excellent  re- 
marks that  he  has  made  on  the  budget 
In  general.  Once  again,  I  listened  with 
keen  Interest  to  the  very  solid  presen- 
tation that  he  has  made. 

Mr.  President,  yesterday  the  Director 
of  the  0MB,  Dr.  Alice  Rlvlln,  sent  a 
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letter  laying  out  the  administration's 
objections  to  the  budget  resolution 
conference  report  that  we  are  now  dis- 
cussing. Dr.  Rlvlln  provided  a  very 
good  analysis  of  the  budget  and  its 
many  failings. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
text  of  the  letter  be  printed  In  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

ExEcmvE  Office  of  the  Presi- 
dent. Ofhce  of  Management 
AND  Budget. 

Washington.  DC.  June  11. 1996. 
Hon.  Pete  V.  Domenici, 
Chairman.  Committee  on  the  Budget,  U.S.  Sen- 
ate, Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  I  am  writing  to  trans- 
mit the  Administration's  views  on  the  con- 
ference report  on  H.  Con.  Res.  178.  the  con- 
current resolution  on  the  budget  for  fiscal 
years  1997-2002. 

As  you  know,  the  President  has  proposed  a 
plan  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CEO) 
said  would  reach  balance  In  2002.  It  targets 
tax  relief  to  middle-Income  Americans, 
makes  prudent  savings  In  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid, and  provides  enough  In  discretionary 
funds  to  finance  the  President's  Investments 
in  key  priorities.  Clearly,  a  balanced  budget 
does  not  necessitate  extreme  cuts  In  pro- 
grams on  which  tens  of  millions  of  Ameri- 
cans rely. 

With  H.  Con.  Res.  178.  the  Republican  ma- 
jority has  crafted  a  resolution  designed  to 
appear  more  moderate  than  the  budget  poli- 
cies It  pursued  last  year:  however,  the  reso- 
lution continues  the  extreme  policies  first 
contained  In  the  reconciliation  bill  that  the 
President  vetoed  last  fall. 

For  Instance,  the  plan  calls  for  Medicare 
cuts  of  S168  billion— more  than  SSO  billion 
higher  than  the  savings  in  the  President's 
budget,  according  to  CBO.  Since  the  Budget 
Committees  have  claimed  that  their  level  of 
Medicare  Part  B  savings  is  Identical  to  the 
President's,  the  full  difference  must  come 
from  Medicare  Part  A.  Cuts  of  this  size  could 
limit  beneficiary  access  to  hospital  health 
services  and  lead  to  lower  payments  to  hos- 
pitals even  in  nominal  terms — not  Just  cuts 
In  the  rate  of  growth.  This  could  place  huge 
stress  on  hospitals,  leading  to  lower  quality 
and  threatening  the  financial  viability  of 
hospitals— particularly  rural  and  urban  hos- 
pitals. In  addition,  the  structural  changes 
proposed  In  recent  Republican  plans  would 
seriously  threaten  the  long-term  health  and 
viability  of  Medicare. 

The  conference  agreement  also  includes  $72 
billion  In  Medicaid  savings,  far  more  than  in 
the  last  Republican  Medicaid  restructuring 
proposal  (If  estimated  under  CBO's  new  base- 
line). If  the  resolution  assumes  previous  Re- 
publican proposals  that  allow  for  lower  State 
matching  contributions,  the  actual  cuts  in 
Medicaid  services  and  coverage  could  reach 
$250  billion.  Along  with  these  cuts,  recent 
Republican  proposals  have  included  damag- 
ing structural  changes.  Including  the  block 
granting  of  Medicaid,  that  would  undermine 
the  guarantee  of  coverage.  If  these  provi- 
sions are  retained,  the  resolution  would 
mean,  for  example,  an  end  to  the  Federal 
guarantee  of  coverage  for  up  to  2.5  million 
children  from  ages  13  to  18.  It  would  also 
mean  an  end  to  the  guarantee  of  meaninerful 
benefits  for  over  36  million  Medicaid  bene- 
ficiaries. Including  18  million  children  and 
over  6  million  people  with  disabilities. 


With  regard  to  taxes,  the  resolution  would 
raise  income  taxes  on  working  Americans  by 
assuming  cuts  in  the  Earned  Income  Tax 
Credit  (ETTC).  In  fact,  the  cuts  of  between 
$17-$20  billion  actually  would  make  working 
Americans  even  worse  off  than  the  latest  Re- 
publican offer  in  the  President's  negotiations 
with  congressional  leaders,  which  called  for 
cuts  of  $15  bllUon.  We  can  balance  the  budget 
without  raising  taxes  on  working  Americans. 

In  addition,  the  tax  cuts — which  purport  to 
be  $122  billion — are  understated  and  mislead- 
ing. For  one  thing,  the  cost  of  the  child  tax 
credit  inexplicably  falls  In  the  year  2002. 
meaning  either  the  revenue  estimate  for  the 
credit  is  too  low  or  part  of  the  credit  itself 
disappears.  For  another,  the  level  of  per- 
mitted tax  cuts  Is  actually  higher.  In  fact. 
Republicans  have  talked  about  total  tax  cuts 
of  $170-5185  billion.  The  resolution  appears  to 
reserve  billions  of  dollars  in  revenues  to  pay 
for  these  excessive  tax  cuts— $36  billion  from 
extending  expiring  provisions  (from  last 
year's  vetoed  reconciliation  bill)  and  $26  bil- 
lion from  closing  corporate  loopholes  and 
other  tax  measures  (from  the  last  Repub- 
lican offer).  Rather  than  finance  excessive 
tax  cuts,  these  revenues  could  offset  some  of 
the  unnecessarily  deep  cuts  In  Medicare. 
Medicaid,  and  other  priorities.  By  contrast, 
the  President  proposes  and  pays  for  targeted 
tax  cuts  to  help  middle-Income  Americans 
raise  their  young  children,  pay  for  post- 
secondary  education,  and  save  for  the  future. 

On  welfare,  the  President  supports  real  bi- 
partisan welfare  reform  that  would  move 
people  from  welfare  to  work  and  protect 
children.  The  President  has  consistently  said 
he  wants  to  work  with  Congress  to  reach 
that  goal.  The  resolution,  however,  assumes 
cuts  in  low-income  assistance  programs  of 
$53  billion  over  six  years — $2  billion  more 
than  the  recently  Introduced  Republican 
welfare  bill  that  does  not  meet  that  objec- 
tive. While  the  new  bill  has  more  child  care 
funding  than  the  Rejmbllc&n  welfare  bill 
that  the  President  vetoed  in  January,  the 
cuts  outside  Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent 
Children  and  child  care  are  actually  deeper 
than  in  the  vetoed  bill.  Like  the  vetoed  bill. 
the  new  bill  couples  deep  cuts  with  severe 
structural  changes  and  bans  on  benefits  for 
legal  iRunigrants— policies  that  would  harm 
children. 

Moreover,  the  resolution  Instructs  congres- 
sional committees,  as  part  of  the  first  rec- 
onciliation bill,  to  link  welfare  reform  with 
the  proposed  changes  to  Medicaid  and  with 
tax  cuts.  The  President  wants  real  welfare 
reform,  but  he  will  not  accept  any  legisla- 
tion that  would  block  grant  Medicaid  and 
undermine  its  guarantee  of  health  coverage 
to  millions  of  vulnerable  Americans.  Con- 
gress should  not  link  welfare  reform  to  Med- 
icaid policies  the  President  has  consistently 
said  are  unacceptable.  In  addition.  It  should 
not  pay  for  tax  cuts  by  making  excessive 
cuts  In  Medicaid  and  welfare.  Finally,  this 
reconciliation  package  would  make  virtually 
no  progress  on  deficit  reduction. 

On  student  loans,  the  resolution  assumes 
that  reconciliation  legislation  will  impose  a 
cap  on  the  amount  of  student  loan  volume  in 
the  Direct  Loan  program,  which  would  elimi- 
nate hundreds  of  colleges  from  the  program 
and  deprive  millions  of  students  of  the  bene- 
fits of  the  flexible  repayment  options  under 
that  program,  including  income-contingent 
repayment.  And  the  reconciliation  instruc- 
tions appear  to  require  the  opening  of  the 
Alaska  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  a  national 
treasure,  to  oil  and  gas  development — a  pol- 
icy the  President  has  said  he  would  veto. 

On  discretionary  spending,  we  recognlie 
that  the  conferees  added  non-defense  discre- 


tionary spending  for  1997  to  the  House-passed 
level.  These  levels,  however,  are  still  Inad- 
equate— more  than  $15  billion  In  budget  au- 
thority below  the  President's  request.  In 
fact,  the  President's  budget  proposes  higher 
total  and  non-defense  discretionary  levels 
than  the  conference  agreement  In  every  year 
through  2002— while  still  balancing  the  budg- 
et according  to  CBO.  The  non-defense  discre- 
tionary levels  are  Inadequate  to  fund  key  in- 
vestments in  education  and  training,  the  en- 
vironment, science  and  technology,  and  law 
enforcement.  For  example,  the  resolution 
provides  $57  billion  less  for  education  and 
training  from  1997  to  2002  compared  to  the 
President's  budget,  jeopardizing  adequate 
funding  for  such  priorities  as  Head  Start, 
Education  for  the  Disadvantaged.  Goals  2000. 
School-to-Work.  education  technology.  Pell 
grants,  summer  youth  Jobs,  and  dislocated 
worker  training. 

In  the  near  term,  the  resolution  shifts 
more  resources  Into  defense  programs  than 
necessary,  squeezing  Investments  in  non-de- 
fense programs.  The  resolution  provides  over 
$11  billion  more  In  defense  budget  authority 
for  1997  than  the  President's  defense  plan — 
which  already  commits  historically  high  lev- 
els of  resources  to  readiness,  as  measured  in 
funding  per  troop.  At  the  same  time,  the  res- 
olution does  not  provide  enough  budget  au- 
thority, compared  to  the  President's  defense 
program,  in  the  critical  years  of  defense 
raodemlzation  at  the  turn  of  the  century— 
the  years  when  new  technologies  come  on 
line. 

In  their  negotiations  last  winter,  the 
President  and  congressional  leaders  found 
more  than  enough  savings  In  common  to 
reach  balance  by  2002.  The  President  wants 
to  finish  the  Job.  and  he  has  ret>eat«dly  asked 
the  Republican  leadership  to  return  to  the 
negotiating  table. 

As  you  can  see.  while  the  Administration 
and  (ingress  share  the  goal  of  a  balanced 
budget,  we  have  grave  concerns  about  the  ap- 
proach contained  in  this  resolution.  We  also 
hope  Republicans  learned  from  last  year's 
experience,  which  included  two  government 
shutdowns  and  13  continuing  resolutions, 
that  we  need  to  work  together.  We  want  to 
work  with  Congress,  as  the  process  moves 
forward,  to  give  the  American  people  the  bal- 
anced budget  they  deserve. 
Sincerely. 

ALICE  M.  RrvuN, 

Director. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
additional  speakers  that  will  be  seek- 
ing recognition.  In  the  meantime,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum  and 
ask  that  the  time  be  equally  charged  to 
each  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  Is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 
The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Faircloth).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
now  in  debate  on  the  budget  conference 
report,  is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct. 
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Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  is  there 
a  time  agreement  at  this  moment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
is  controlled  under  the  Budget  Act. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
just  yield  myself  7  minutes  from  our 
side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  we  find 
ourselves  once  again  debating  a  budget 
conference  agreement  that  some  have 
dressed  in  new  clothes  and  wrapped 
with  new  ribbons  and  brought  to  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  to  say,  "Gee,  we've 
made  changes.  This  is  a  new  budget. 
It's  a  different  approach.  And  we  seek 
support  for  it." 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska,  Senator 
EXON,  I  think  said  yesterday  quite  ap- 
propriately, there  is  nothing  new  about 
this.  This  is  the  same  approach  for  2 
years  that  has  been  trotted  out  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  by  the  majority 
party  saying,  "Here's  what  we  insist  on 
in  a  budget  agreement."  The  dilemma  I 
see  in  this  budget  agreement  is  this. 
The  conference  report  is  designed  to 
try  to  reduce  spending  and  balance  the 
budget,  but  it  also  includes  at  the  same 
time  a  substantled  tax  reduction. 

Would  the  American  people  like  a  tax 
reduction?  Of  course.  Would  it  be  popu- 
lar to  talk  about  cutting  taxes  rather 
than  cutting  spending  and  reducing  the 
deficit?  Yes,  of  course  it  is  more  popu- 
lar to  talk  about  cutting  taxes.  But  our 
problem  is,  we  have  got  deficits  in  this 
country  that  need  to  be  brought  down. 
There  are  a  couple  ways  of  doing  that, 
but  not  proposing  a  very  large  tax  cut 
is  not  on  the  list  of  ways  to  bring  the 
deficit  down.  The  majority  party 
brings  this  conference  agreement  to 
the  floor  and  downplays  the  tax  cut. 

I  want  to  show  my  colleagues  a  quote 
from,  the  chairman  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee on  the  other  side  of  the  Capitol 
Building,  a  Congressman  for  whom  I 
have  great  respect.  Congressman  Ka- 
SICH,  who  is  the  chairman  of  the  House 
Budget  Committee.  He  says  in  response 
to  a  question: 

We  will  bave  a  capital  gains  tax  cut.  We 
will  have  all  the  .  .  .  Contract  With  America 
Items  that  we  originally  proposed.  .  ..  So 
what  you  ultimately  get  Is  ...  a  gross  tax 
cut  number  that  will  approach  S180  billion. 

The  paradox  is,  as  we  are  trying  to 
reduce  the  budget  deficit,  we  have 
folks  here  who  want  to  serve  dessert 
before  they  serve  dinner.  It  does  not 
make  any  sense. 

The  most  responsible  position,  it 
seems  to  me,  is  for  the  majority  party 
to  set  aside  tax  cut  questions  at  this 
point  and  let  us  deal  with  the  issue  of 
cutting  Federal  spending  in  appro- 
priate ways  to  reach  a  balanced  budget. 
When  we  have  reached  a  balanced  budg- 
et, then  let  us  turn  our  attention  to 
the   question   of  how   we   can  appro- 


priately cut  taxes  to  reduce  the  burden 
on  middle-income  families. 

But  it  is  not  appropriate  in  my  judg- 
ment, to  be  bringing  a  budget  to  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  that  purports  to  re- 
duce the  Federal  budget  deficit  but 
also  includes  in  it  a  substantial  tax 
cut,  much  of  which  will  go  to  the 
wealthiest  Americans. 

Let  me  quickly  say  I  have  nothing 
against  those  who  have  made  a  great 
deal  of  money  in  our  country.  Many  of 
them  are  wonderful  Americans  who 
have  been  enormously  successful.  They 
axe  resourceful  people  who  deserve  and 
have  received  the  benefits  of  doing  well 
in  our  system.  But  it  is  also  true  that 
the  small  group  on  the  top  of  the  eco- 
nomic ladder  in  our  country  has  had 
substantial,  substantial  economic 
gains  and  their  tax  burden  has  not  kept 
pace.  They  have  been  treated  very, 
very  well. 

It  seems  to  me  that  when  we  are  at- 
tempting to  reduce  the  budget  deficit, 
it  makes  very  little  sense  for  us  to  de- 
cide at  the  same  time  we  should  pro- 
vide significant  tax  cuts  to  those  who 
need  them  least. 

Let  me  give  you  one  little  example. 
Some  Americans  will  remember  when 
we  would  read  in  the  paper  reports 
about  studies  on  the  amount  of  taxes 
paid  by  some  of  the  largest  enterprises 
in  America.  We  would  discover  while 
reading  the  morning  paper  that  some 
of  the  largest  corporations  in  America 
have  made  billions  of  dollars  and  pay 
zero  in  income  taxes — not  a  lot,  not  a 
little — zero  in  income  taxes. 

People  were  wondering,  "Well,  if  I 
make  S20,000  a  year,  and  work  hard  all 
day,  and  try  to  do  the  best  I  can,  why 
do  I  have  to  pay  taxes  when  a  corpora- 
tion that  makes  $3  billion  in  income 
pays  zero?"  It  is  a  good  question.  So 
the  Congress  began  to  address  that  in 
the  mid-1980's  and  said,  "Well,  let  us 
put  together  what  is  called  an  alter- 
native minimum  tax  so  if  a  big  com- 
pany were  able  to  use  tax  loopholes  to 
pay  zero  in  income  taxes,  they  at  least 
must  pay  an  alternative  minimum  tax, 
a  minimum  tax." 

Have  you  heard  lately  of  a  big  cor- 
poration that  makes  a  lot  of  money 
that  pays  zero  in  income  taxes?  No. 
Why?  Because  there  is  what  is  called 
an  AMT,  an  alternative  minimum  tax 
so  they  must  pay  some  taxes. 

Well,  guess  what  is  deep  in  the  bow- 
els of  this  budget?  You  got  it.  A  change 
in  the  alternative  mdnimum  tax  that 
will  say  to  some  of  those  corporations, 
"Let's  go  back  to  the  good  old  days. 
You  can  start  zeroing  out  again."  It 
just  does  not  make  sense  for  us,  when 
we  are  here  to  try  to  reduce  the  Fed- 
eral budget  deficit,  to  say.  "By  the 
way,  let's  bestow  a  little  gift  here  on 
some  of  the  biggest  enterprises  in 
America  and  say  to  them,  'You  can  go 
ahead  and  zero  out.  make  lots  of 
money  and  jpay  no  taxes  ansrmore.' " 


I  just  do  not  understand  the  mindset 
of  people  who  refuse  to  keep  their  eye 
on  the  ball.  The  ball  is  the  budget  defi- 
cit. The  menu  of  changes  needed  to  ad- 
dress the  budget  deficit  does  not  in- 
clude new  tax  breaks  for  some  of  the 
biggest  corporations  In  the  country.  It 
does  not  include  new  tax  breaks  for 
people  who  make  S50  and  SlOO  million  a 
year.  And,  yes,  there  are  some  people 
in  this  country  who  make  that  and 
they  do  not  need  a  tax  break. 

So  I  ask  the  majority  party,  and  in- 
stead of  advertising  a  tired  old  product 
as  something  new,  let  us  go  back  to  the 
drawing  boards,  set  the  issue  of  cutting 
taxes  aside,  especially  cutting  taxes  for 
the  wealthiest  Americans,  set  it  aside 
and  let  us  deal  with  one  specific  ele- 
ment in  our  responsibility.  Let  us  use 
the  budget  in  the  7-year  budget  cycle 
to  reach  a  balanced  budget.  When  we 
have  done  that,  then  let  us  turn  to  the 
proposition  of  changing  the  Tax  Code 
so  that  it  is  less  of  a  burden  on  middle- 
income  families. 

Let  me  make  one  important  point 
that  needs  to  be  cleared  up.  I  heard 
earlier  today  a  discussion  by,  I  believe, 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  and  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  and  some  oth- 
ers. They  were  talking  about  the  Presi- 
dent's budget,  the  majority  budget,  and 
a  balanced  budget  here  and  there.  None 
of  these  budgets  balance  the  budget. 
None  of  them — not  the  President's 
budget  and  not  the  budget  that  is 
brought  to  the  floor  of  this  Senate 
from  this  conference.  They  fall  short, 
because  In  the  year  2002,  they  will  use 
the  Social  Security  trust  funds  as  ordi- 
nary revenue  in  order  to  claim  they 
have  balanced  the  budget.  None  of 
them  balance  the  budget.  Yet,  even 
though  they  still  fall  short  in  the  year 
2002  of  balancing  the  budget,  the  ma- 
jority party  says,  "We  are  proposing 
$180  billion  in  tax  cuts  during  the  7- 
year  period." 

I  suppose  I  would  probably  not  pro- 
test so  much — I  still  would  protest,  but 
not  so  much — if  the  tax  cuts  were  going 
in  the  right  direction.  They  so  fun- 
damentally distort  who  ought  to  be 
passing  what.  These  tax  cuts  are 
wrapped  gifts  to  the  biggest  economic 
interests  in  America.  It  makes  no  sense 
to  do  this. 

I  just  think,  generally  speaking,  we 
ought  not  be  talking  about  tax  cuts 
until  we  have  met  our  responsibility  to 
balance  the  budget.  This  resolution  on 
the  floor  demonstrably  does  not  bal- 
ance the  budget,  no  matter  what  has 
been  said  on  the  floor  today  by  those 
who  push  this  proposal  here  in  the  Sen- 
ate. 

If  I  had  the  time,  I  would  speak  at 
length  about  a  range  of  priorities.  Let 
he  finish  with  one  point  about  the 
issues  Inside  the  budget.  We  must  fix 
our  Medicare  Program.  It  Is  a  good  pro- 
gram. It  has  helped  a  lot  of  Americans. 
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It  is  a  program  that  works  well.  It  is  a 
program  whose  costs  are  outrunning 
our  ability  to  pay  those  costs.  We  must 
make  adjustments  to  it. 

No  one  ought  to  come  to  the  floor 
selling  some  snake  oil  that  says,  "Let 
us  cut  approximately  the  same  amount 
from  Medicare  spending  so  we  can 
make  room  for  the  same  amount  of  tax 
cuts.  Let  us  take  from  those  who  do 
not  have  much  by  reducing  the  Medi- 
care ProgTJim,  and  give  to  those  who 
have  plenty,  with  tax  cuts  for  upper-in- 
come folks."  I  find  that  to  be  a 
strange,  twisted  set  of  priorities. 

Even  as  I  say  that,  I  recognize  all  of 
us  must  find  a  way  to  reduce  the  kinds 
of  budget  claims  the  Medicare  Program 
has  in  the  Federal  budget.  We  can  do 
that  sensibly,  thoughtfully.  We  cannot 
do  that  if  we  want  to  use  savings  from 
the  Medicare  Program  in  order  to 
make  room  for  a  tax  cut.  That  is  an  in- 
appropriate subject  in  the  first  in- 
stance while  we  are  trying  to  balance 
the  Federal  budget.  It  will  be  interest- 
ing in  the  next  week  or  two  to  see  the 
manifestation  of  this  philosophy. 

The  majority  party  says  they  are  the 
ones  that  want  to  balance  the  budget. 
They  also  want  to  bring  to  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  a  defense  bill  that  will 
spend  some  S13  billion  more  than  the 
Pentagon  asks  for.  a  star  wars  program 
that  will  cost  some  $60  billion  in 
money  we  do  not  have  to  build  some- 
thing we  do  not  need. 

It  seems  to  me  the  real  test  of  what 
you  stand  for  is  not  what  you  say.  but 
what  you  bring  to  the  floor.  What  spe- 
cific proposals  do  you  have?  How  will 
you  require  the  American  people  to  pay 
for  them  in  the  future?  As  soon  as  the 
American  people  understand  exactly 
what  are  the  details  of  this  plan,  I 
think  they  will  understand  the  twisted 
set  of  priorities  embraced  by  this  budg- 
et conference  report. 

I  see  my  colleague  from  North  Da- 
kota is  on  the  floor  prepared  to  speak 
about  the  budget.  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  senior  Senator 
firom  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  CONRAD.  I  thank  the  Chair,  and 
I  thank  my  colleague  from  North  Da- 
kota, who  has  spoken  clearly  and  well 
on  the  basic  point  that  none  of  these 
plans  is  a  truly  balanced  budget.  One  of 
the  most  finistrating  things  I  have  felt 
during  our  discussions — about  what  is  a 
balanced  budget  and  what  is  not  a  bal- 
anced budget — is  that  somehow  when 
we  get  inside  this  Chamber,  our  finan- 
cial common  sense  goes  right  out  the 
window.  I  say  that  because  I  come  from 
a  financial  background.  My  colleague 
who  just  spoke  from  North  Dakota  has 
a  financial  background. 

Frankly,  Mr.  President,  If  we  were  in 
any  financial  institution  and  said  we 
were  balancing  the  budget,   when  in 


part  what  we  were  doing  was  taking 
the  retirement  funds  of  our  employees 
and  throwing  those  into  the  pot,  we 
would  be  laughed  out  of  the  room.  Mr. 
President,  that  is  not  a  balanced  budg- 
et. The  Chair  knows  that.  I  think  every 
Senator  in  this  room  knows  that.  That 
is  not  a  balanced  budget. 

In  fact,  this  budget  shows  a  $103  bil- 
lion deficit  in  the  year  2002  if  we  are  to 
exclude  Social  Security  surpluses.  Of 
course,  we  have  to  exclude  them  if  we 
are  going  to  be  basing  our  determina- 
tions on  honest  accounting  and  on  the 
law.  That  is  not  a  balanced  budget. 

I  would  point  out  that  last  year  I  of- 
fered the  only  plan  that  did  balance  the 
budget  without  counting  Social  Secu- 
rity surpluses.  That  was  the  fair  share 
plan,  and  it  got  39  votes  here  in  the 
U.S.  Senate. 

I  think  in  the  interest  of  honest  dis- 
closure, we  have  to  acknowledge  the 
President's  plan  is  not  truly  a  balanced 
budget  plan.  The  Republican  plan  is 
not  truly  a  balanced  budget  plan.  In 
fact,  the  centrist  coalition,  which  I  was 
a  part  of,  did  not  produce  a  truly  bal- 
anced budget  plan.  All  of  them  were 
significant  deficit  reduction  plans,  but 
none  of  them  achieve  a  truly  balanced 
budget. 

Mr.  President.  I  want  to  take  a  few 
moments  to  talk  about  the  budget  be- 
fore the  Senate.  I  believe  the  most  im- 
portant work  that  any  Congress  does  is 
its  determinations  on  the  budget,  be- 
cause that  determines  where  the  na- 
tion's resources  are  going  to  go  for  the 
next  year,  and  beyond. 

Mr.  President,  yesterday  was  a  re- 
markable moment  in  this  Chamber. 
Senator  Dole,  who  has  been  here  in  the 
U.S.  Senate  for  27  years,  retired  and 
left  this  Chamber  to  pursue  his  can- 
didacy for  the  Presidency  of  the  United 
States.  Yesterday,  when  he  stood  in 
the  well  and  at  the  majority  leader's 
desk  and  gave  his  final  farewell  address 
to  the  Members,  I  was  struck  when  he 
talked  about  the  things  that  he  was 
most  proud  of.  the  things  that  he  had 
done  here  that  he  will  remember  and  be 
proud  of. 

What  did  he  talk  about?  He  talked 
about  a  series  of  legislative  accom- 
plishments that  were  all  bipartisan  in 
nature.  He  talked  about  working  across 
the  gap  between  Republicans  and 
Democrats,  working  across  the  aisle  to 
accomplish  things  that  were  important 
for  our  country. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  all  of  us  know. 
In  our  heart  of  hearts,  when  this  insti- 
tution works  best,  it  works  In  a  bipar- 
tisan way  to  achieve  legislative  ad- 
vances for  the  American  people  that  we 
are  all  sent  here  to  represent. 

Mr.  President,  it  was  that  sense  of  bi- 
partisanship that  was  palpable  In  this 
Chamber  yesterday,  but  that  is  so  lack- 
ing In  this  budget  proposal  before  the 


Senate  today.  This  is  the  same  song. 
second  verse,  of  a  Republican  budget 
plan  that  was  offered  last  year  and  was 
vetoed  by  the  President.  There  is  very 
little  difference.  It  is  rewrapped  with 
new  packaging,  but  if  you  open  up  the 
package  and  look  at  what  is  inside,  you 
find  there  is  very  little  difference  be- 
tween what  the  Republican  majority 
offered  last  year  and  what  they  are  of- 
fering to  us  this  year. 

The  press  has  rejjorted.  and  reported 
widely,  this  is  a  kinder,  gentler  Repub- 
lican budget.  Frankly,  they  have  been 
fooled,  because  this  has  gone  from 
being  a  7-year  budget  plan  to  a  6-year 
plan.  They  are  comparing  last  year's  7- 
year  plan  to  this  years  6-year  plan,  so 
all  of  a  sudden  the  numbers  look  bet- 
ter. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  not  a  fair  com- 
parison. You  have  to  compare  apples  to 
apples  and  oranges  to  oranges,  a  7-year 
plan  to  a  7-year  plan,  not  a  6-year  plan 
to  a  7-year  plan.  If  one  does  that,  you 
find  there  is  almost  no  change.  Yogi 
Berra  said.  "Deja  vu  all  over  again." 

Mr.  President,  let's  look  at  a  real 
comparison,  a  7-year  comparison,  to 
what  the  majority  offered  just  last 
year  and  what  they  are  offering  us  this 
year.  On  Medicare  last  year,  they  of- 
fered $226.8  billion  in  cuts  over  7  years. 
This  year,  if  you  adjust  their  6-year 
plan  to  a  7-year  plan,  it  is  S228  billion 
of  cuts  in  Medicare.  Very  little  dif- 
ference. 

On  Medicaid,  last  year  it  was  $132.6 
billion  in  cuts;  this  year  it  is  $106  bil- 
lion. On  welfare  last  year,  the  Repub- 
lican plan  was  $65.6  billion:  this  year, 
they  have  actually  Increased  the  cuts, 
if  it  is  over  a  7-year  i)eriod.  to  $66.7  bil- 
Uon. 

Last  year,  on  the  eamed-lncome  tax 
credit,  a  provision  that  will  Increase 
the  taxes  for  moderate-income  Ameri- 
cans who  work,  they  are  actually  going 
to  increase  those  folks'  taxes,  $21.2  bil- 
lion in  last  year's  plan:  they  have 
taken  $1  billion  off  this  year,  and  it  is 
a  $20  billion  increase.  Tax  breaks,  last 
year,  the  plan  was  $246.7  billion  over  7 
years:  this  year,  on  a  fair  comparison, 
it  is  £220.4  billion.  Very  little  change. 

Mr.  President.  I  oppose  this  budget 
resolution.  I  do  not  think  it  is  biparti- 
san. I  do  not  think  it  represents  the 
kind  of  settlement  between  the  two 
sides  that  can  be  sustained.  If  we  are 
serious  about  reducing  the  budget  defi- 
cit and  getting  our  fiscal  house  in 
order,  we  know  there  is  only  one  way 
to  accomplish  that  goal.  We  must 
march  together.  Republicans  and 
Democrats,  so  we  can  actually  enact 
into  law  what  we  propose  here  on  the 
floor  of  this  Chamber. 

(Mr.  GREGG  assumed  the  chair.) 

Mr.  CONRAD.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  emphasize  that  It  Is  critically  Im- 
portant that  we  succeed  in  this  endeav- 
or. Make  no  mistake  about  it,  we  are 
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on  a  fiscal  course  that  cannot  be  sus- 
tained. As  I  have  said  repeatedly  to  my 
coUea^es  on  the  Budget  Committee 
and  on  the  floor  of  this  Chamber,  it  is 
true  that  we  have  seen  a  substantial 
reduction  in  the  budget  deficit,  and 
that  is  certainly  good  news. 

Without  question,  this  chart  shows 
what  happened  to  the  unified  Federal 
budget  deficit  as  a  percentage  of  the 
economy  from  1980  to  1996.  Back  in 
1980,  the  deficit  was  about  3  percent  of 
our  economy,  about  3  percent  of  gross 
domestic  product.  It  then  shot  up  to  6.3 
percent  in  the  early  1980's,  worked  its 
way  back  down  in  1990,  when  it  was 
back  down  to  around  3  percent,  and 
then  it  jimiped  up  again  to  nearly  5 
percent.  During  the  tenure  of  Bill  Clin- 
ton as  President  of  the  United  States, 
the  deficit  has  come  down  4  years  in  a 
row.  We  are  now  down  to  a  deficit  that 
is  less  than  2  percent  of  our  gross  do- 
mestic product.  That  is  the  lowest  defi- 
cit as  measured  against  the  size  of  the 
economy  of  any  industrialized  country 
in  the  world.  So  we  have  made  great 
progress. 

But  no  one  should  be  under  any  illu- 
sion. While  we  have  made  significant 
progress,  if  we  do  not  keep  working,  if 
we  do  not  keep  putting  on  the  pressure 
of  deficit  reduction,  all  of  these  gains 
are  going  to  be  lost  as  we  start  to  move 
toward  the  time  that  the  baby  boom 
generation  retires. 

Mr.  President,  we  face  a  demographic 
time  bomb  in  this  country.  It  is  the 
baby  boom  generation,  because  when 
they  start  to  retire,  the  number  of  peo- 
ple who  are  eligible  for  programs  like 
Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  going 
to  double.  We  are  going  to  go  from  24 
million  people  eligible  for  Social  Secu- 
rity and  Medicare  to  48  million  people 
eligible.  None  of  us  can  put  our  heads 
in  the  sand  and  say  it  is  not  going  to 
happen.  It  is  going  to  happen.  And  the 
consequences  are  going  to  be  enor- 
mous, and  they  are  going  to  be  severe. 
We  have  been  told  by  the  Entitlements 
Commission  that  if  we  fail  to  change 
course,  by  the  year  2012  every  dime  of 
Federal  revenue  will  go  for  entitle- 
ments and  interest  on  the  debt.  There 
will  be  no  money  for  any  of  the  other 
functions  of  the  Federal  Government. 
There  will  be  no  money  for  roads. 
There  will  be  no  money  for  parks. 
There  will  be  no  money  for  education. 
There  will  be  no  money  for  research. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  not  an  accept- 
able result.  We  were  also  told  last  year 
that  if  we  stay  on  the  current  course, 
future  generations  will  face  either  an 
82-percent  lifetime  net  tax  rate  or  a 
one-third  cut  in  all  benefits.  Let  me  re- 
peat that  because  I  think  it  is  so  jar- 
ring that  most  people  almost  cannot 
hear  it  when  you  say  it.  We  were  told 
last  year  that  if  we  stay  on  the  current 
course,  future  generations  will  face  ei- 
ther an  82-percent  lifetime  net  tax  rate 
or  a  one-third  cut  in  all  benefits.  Does 


anyone  believe  we  sure  going  to  have  an 
82-percent  tax  rate  in  this  country?  I 
do  not  believe  it.  That  is  never  going  to 
happen.  So  the  alternative  is  a  one- 
third  cut  in  all  benefits.  What  a  disas- 
ter that  would  be  for  those  who  are  an- 
ticipating and  counting  on  those  pro- 
grams to  be  present  when  they  retire. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  not  only  for  those 
reasons  that  we  must  move  to  reduce 
the  budget  deficit  further,  it  is  also  be- 
cause balancing  the  budget  will  provide 
an  enormous  boost  to  our  economy. 
Economists  have  told  us  repeatedly 
that  if  we  reduce  the  deficit,  that  will 
expand  the  pool  of  national  savings 
that  are  available  for  investment.  It  is 
only  through  investment  that  we  are 
able  to  improve  future  economic 
growth.  We  have  to  have  investment  to 
grow. 

Where  do  you  get  money  to  invest? 
You  have  to  have  savings  in  order  for 
there  to  be  investment.  Where  do  those 
savings  come  from?  Well,  they  come 
from  the  private  sector.  But  they  also 
come  by  eliminating  the  budget  deficit 
because  the  budget  deficit  eats  into  the 
pool  of  savings  that  are  available  for 
investment — that  investment  that  is 
necessary  to  improve  the  economic 
performance  of  our  economy. 

Mr.  President,  all  we  have  to  do  is 
look  back  and  see  what  we  accom- 
plished by  the  1993  budget  plan  that  cut 
spending  and,  yes,  raised  Income  taxes 
on  the  wealthiest  1  percent  in  this 
country.  That  plan  significantly  re- 
duced the  deficit.  There  were  certainly 
other  factors,  as  well,  that  contributed 
to  that  deficit  reduction.  But  because 
we  reduced  the  deficit,  the  pool  of  soci- 
etal savings  was  increased,  interest 
rates  came  down,  business  investment 
went  to  a  30-year  high,  9  million  jobs 
have  been  created,  and  the  American 
economy  has  been  on  a  path  of  sus- 
tained growth. 

Mr.  President,  we  should  not  let  this 
opportunity  pass  us  by  again  this  year. 
We  should  seize  this  opportunity  and, 
on  a  bipartisan  basis,  form  an  agree- 
ment to  reach  a  budget  accord  that 
would  get  this  job  done,  that  would 
move  us  toward  fiscal  responsibility, 
that  would  move  us  toward  balancing 
this  Federal  budget.  Let  me  just  say 
that,  very  often,  people  talk  about  bal- 
ancing the  budget  in  moralistic  terms. 
Unfortunately,  I  think  that  turns  off  a 
certain  segment  of  the  American  peo- 
ple who  think,  all  that  is  in  deficit  re- 
duction is  pain,  all  that  is  in  it  is  cut- 
ting programs  we  like,  or  raising  our 
taxes,  or  some  combination  of  both. 
None  of  It  is  good  news. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  enormous 
good  news  in  deficit  reduction.  The 
good  news  comes  when  you  lower  inter- 
est rates  and  save  the  American  people 
money.  A  1-percent  drop  in  interest 
rates,  as  a  result  of  deficit  reductiOLi. 
means  individual  savings  of  almost 
S5,000  over  5  years  on  a  conventional 


mortgage.  Just  think  of  what  that 
means  to  the  average  American  family. 
A  1-percent  reduction  in  interest  rates 
on  their  home  mortgage  means,  to  the 
averaige  American  family,  nearly  SI, 000 
a  year,  or  S400  a  year  on  a  5-year  car 
loan.  And  to  people  in  my  State — ^my 
State  is  a  farm  State,  North  Dakota- 
it  means  nearly  S1,000  a  year  of  savings 
to  a  North  Dakota  farmer. 

So  not  only  is  balancing  the  budget 
better  for  the  average  American  now, 
it  is  also  of  the  utmost  importance  for 
economic  growth  and  our  children's  fu- 
ture. We  were  told  last  year  by  a  GAO 
study  that  if  we  would  balance  the  uni- 
fied budget  by  the  year  2002,  this  econ- 
omy, by  the  year  2029,  would  be  25  per- 
cent larger  than  if  we  failed  to  change 
course.  Think  of  what  that  means  in 
terms  of  jobs  and  opportunity  and  eco- 
nomic growth.  Think  of  what  that 
means  in  the  quality  of  our  children's 
lives. 

Mr.  President,  I  know  the  occupant 
of  the  chair  is  somebody  who  has  been 
dedicated  to  deficit  reduction.  I  must 
say  of  my  colleagues  here  in  this 
Chamber,  I  think  few  match  the  occu- 
pant of  the  chair  for  his  dedication  and 
seriousness  and  commitment  to  deficit 
reduction.  I  applaud  him  for  it,  because 
I  think  all  of  us  can  see  that  it  is  clear- 
ly in  the  interest  of  our  country.  Some- 
how we  ought  to  find  a  way  to  work  to- 
gether to  achieve  that  result. 

Let  me  say  that  the  budget  before  us 
troubles  me  in  many  respects.  First  of 
all,  the  first  reconciliation  i>ackage 
that  the  budget  resolution  conference 
report  provides  for— that  first  rec- 
onciliation bill  provides  for  S124  billion 
in  mandatory  savings  for  Medicaid  and 
welfare,  but  up  to  S122  billion  in  tax  re- 
ductions. That  is  a  fine  way  to  begin  a 
deficit  reduction  effort— to  start  by 
spending  every  peimy  that  we  save. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  not  my  idea  of 
a  path  toward  deficit  reduction. 

Let  me  say  that  the  Republicans  in 
this  latest  proposal  have  made  some 
improvements  in  their  Medicaid  pack- 
age, but  the  proposal  remains  fatally 
flawed.  It  does  not  provide  a  guarantee 
of  a  meaningful  benefits  package,  and 
it  gives  away  Federal  dollars  to  the 
States  through  changes  in  the  Federal 
matching  formula  and  the  repeal  of  a 
restriction  against  State  scams  to  tap 
into  the  Federal  Treasury.  Well,  I  can 
understand  why  some  of  the  Governors 
of  this  country  are  lined  up  behind  this 
proposal.  I  can  understand  why  those 
Governors  support  it.  It  is  great  for 
them.  They  are  able  to  tap  into  the 
Federal  Treasury  to  replace  some  of 
the  money  that  they  are  currently 
spending. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  seen  the 
scams  that  have  gone  on  in  the  past  by 
•7ay  of  provider  taxes  in  which  the 
States  would  engage  in  what  is  really 
an    accounting    sham    to    shift    their 


June  12,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


13787 


spending  onto  the  Federal  Government 
in  order  to  relieve  State  budgets  and 
make  it  a  Federal  budget  obligation 
and  responsibility. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  the  last  kind  of 
high  jinks  we  need  if  we  are  serious 
about  reducing  the  Federal  budget  defi- 
cit. The  Federal  budget  is  out  of  bal- 
ance. The  last  thing  we  need  to  do  is 
shift  responsibility  and  obligations 
from  State  governments  to  the  Federal 
Government,  when  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment cannot  meet  the  obligations  it 
currently  has. 

In  sum,  might  I  say  that  the  assump- 
tions contained  in  this  budget  resolu- 
tion with  regard  to  Medicaid  are  de- 
signed as  a  poison  pill  to  ensure  that 
the  President  does  not  sign  a  welfare 
reform  package.  They  have  linked  Med- 
icaid changes  that  are  totally  unac- 
ceptable to  the  President  with  welfare 
reform  knowing  that  he  cannot  accept 
the  Medicaid  part  of  the  package.  So 
they  know  he  cannot  accept  the  pack- 
age as  a  whole. 

What  we  have  here  is  a  political 
game.  It  does  not  serve  either  side  well. 
It  does  not  serve  the  American  people 
well.  And  it  does  not  lead  us  to  resolu- 
tion of  anjrthing. 

With  respect  to  welfare  reform,  let 
me  say  that  I  am  a  strong  advocate  of 
welfare  reform.  I  think  it  is  intolerable 
that  we  have  a  system  that  abuses  ev- 
eryone in  the  system,  abuses  the  tax- 
payers that  pay  for  it,  abuses  the  re- 
cipients who  receive  it,  and  abuses  all 
the  rest  of  us  who  must  witness  the  re- 
sults of  a  system  that  clearly  is  failing. 

Last  year  Congress  debated  welfare 
reform,  and  one  of  the  most  important 
lessons  we  have  learned  is  that  in  order 
to  have  successful  welfare  reform,  we 
must  work  together.  We  had  a  packaige 
that  passed  the  Senate  overwhelmingly 
on  a  bi];>artisan  basis.  I  wish  the  same 
could  be  said  of  the  budget  proposal 
that  is  before  us.  But  I  cannot.  It  was 
not  done  in  a  bipartisan  way.  As  a  re- 
sult, we  have  a  package  that  is  not 
going  to  work. 

Last  year,  I  introduced  my  own 
sweeping  welfare  reform  package  that 
emphasized  work,  that  protected  chil- 
dren, that  safeguarded  taxpayers. 
Those  are  the  principles  that  we  ought 
to,  on  a  bipartisan  basis,  apply  to  writ- 
ing a  budget  resolution  as  well. 

A  few  weeks  ago,  Republicans  intro- 
duced their  new  welfare  reform  pack- 
age. I  must  say  I  have  concern  about 
many  of  the  provisions  contained  in 
this  proposal,  including  decreasing  the 
maintenance  of  effort  to  75  percent. 
This  proposal  has  the  potential  to 
allow  States  to  supplant,  rather  than 
supplement,  State  spending  on  low-in- 
come families  with  Federal  dollars. 
That  is  not  what  we  ought  to  do  as  we 
go  about  the  important  task  of  reform- 
ing the  welfare  system. 

The  proposal  also  lacks  provisions  to 
promote    Government    accountability 


and  to  ensure  the  integrity  of  Federal 
funds. 

Another  major  deficiency,  in  my 
judgment,  in  the  Republican  proposal 
is  the  State  option  to  block  grant  the 
Food  Stamp  Program.  The  Food  Stamp 
Program  is  the  anchor  for  the  Nation's 
nutritional  safety  net.  The  program 
has  an  impressive  history  of  responding 
to  economic  fluctuations  in  our  coun- 
try and  changes  in  child  poverty  levels. 

Senator  Dole  stood  at  the  majority 
leader's  desk  yesterday  and  said  one  of 
his  proudest  accomplishments  here  in 
the  Senate  was  the  Food  Stamp  Pro- 
gram. Mr.  President,  Senator  Dole  was 
right.  That  is  a  proud  accomplishment. 
The  program  can  be  improved,  and  it 
must  be. 

But  we  should  not  take  steps  that 
might  undermine  and  destroy  that  pro- 
gram that  has  made  such  a  difference 
in  the  lives  of  millions  of  Americans. 
No  American  ought  to  go  to  bed  at 
night  hungry.  That  is  what  the  Food 
Stamp  Program  has  changed. 

I  remember  very  well  coming  here  as 
a  teenage  boy  and  listening  to  testi- 
mony before  the  Senate  Agriculture 
Committee — Senator  Dole  was  a  mem- 
ber—about hunger  in  America,  and  the 
very  real  circumstances  that  families 
faced  up  and  down  the  east  coast  of  the 
United  States,  and  in  the  central  part 
of  America  where  hunger  was  prevalent 
before  we  had  a  Food  Stamp  Program. 

Senator  Dole  spoke  movingly  yester- 
day about  what  he  himself  saw  in  a 
hearing  that  was  held  in  South  Caro- 
lina— hungry  people  that  were  helped 
by  a  program  that  was  passed  on  a  bi- 
partisan basis. 

The  conference  report  of  the  budget 
resolution  also  provides  for  a  reconcili- 
ation bill  to  consider  Medicare  reform 
in  July  and  a  tax  cut  bill  coupled  with 
other  mandatory  savings  in  September. 
I  am  disappointed  that  a  reconciliation 
bill  to  provide  tax  cuts,  which  may  not 
be  fully  offset,  is  provided  for  in  this 
conference  report. 

When  the  Senate  considered  the 
budget  resolution,  much  was  made  of 
the  fact  that  the  first  two  reconcili- 
ation bills  would  have  to  be  enacted 
first  in  order  for  the  Senate  to  consider 
the  third  reconciliation  bill  which 
would  have  the  tax  cuts  in  it.  Now,  all 
of  a  sudden,  that  is  all  out  the  window. 
It  shows,  I  believe,  the  real  priority  of 
some  in  this  Congress  to  cut  taxes  re- 
gardless of  whether  they  are  accom- 
panied by  tough  budgetary  decisions  to 
make  certain  that  the  deficit  is  not  in- 
creased as  a  result. 

This  approach  really  makes  me  won- 
der if  we  have  learned  anything  from 
the  disastrous  fiscal  policies  of  the 
1980's.  Are  we  really  going  to  embark 
on  that  course  once  again  of  cutting 
taxes  and  not  having  the  spending  cuts 
to  go  with  them  and  seeing  the  deficit 
mushroom  and  seeing  the  econonuc  se- 


curity of  this  country  once  again 
threatened?  Is  that  really  the  course 
we  are  going  to  embark  on?  I  hope  not. 

Mr.  President,  I  also  want  to  com- 
ment briefly  on  the  discretionary 
spending  proposals  that  are  contained 
in  this  budget  resolution.  This  proposal 
contains  huge  and  completely  unrealis- 
tic cuts  in  discretionary  spending.  Be- 
hind the  scenes  it  is  kind  of  laughed  at 
by  everybody  who  has  really  si)ent 
time  on  these  budget  proposals. 

Whether  it  is  the  President's  pro- 
posal or  this  Republican  proposal, 
these  domestic  cuts  are  totally  unreal- 
istic. Everyone  knows  they  are  not 
going  to  happen.  It  is  kind  of  the  dirty 
little  secret  of  these  budget  plans. 
They  are  back-end  loaded,  both  of 
them. 

I  have  another  chart  that  shows  what 
we  are  faced  with  by  both  of  these 
budget  plans — how  truly  unrealistic 
they  are.  This  shows  the  distribution  of 
the  total  savings  in  the  budget  plans, 
both  the  President's  plan  and  the  Re- 
publican plan  before  us.  It  shows  by 
2002  what  the  savings  are. 

But  look  at  what  happens  under  both 
of  these  plans.  The  Republican  plan  has 
64  percent  of  its  savings  in  the  last  2 
years.  The  President's  plan  is  no  bet- 
ter. He  has  66  percent  of  his  savings  in 
the  last  2  years.  Over  the  last  3  years, 
they  are  identical.  Both  of  them  have 
82  percent  of  their  savings  in  the  last  3 
years. 

A  big  chunk  of  this  is  domestic 
spending  cuts  in  both  the  President's 
plan  and  the  Republican  plan.  They  are 
not  going  to  happen.  They  are  unrealis- 
tic. We  would  be  much  better  of!  to  be 
honest  with  each  other  and  have  a 
spending  plan  that  might  really  be  sus- 
tained by  future  Congresses  so  that  we 
can  be  on  a  path  that  really  gives  the 
result  all  of  us  seek — getting  the  Fed- 
eral budget  deficit  under  control.  That 
is  in  our  common  interest.  It  is  in  our 
country's  interest.  It  is  what  we  ought 
to  do. 

I  will  just  close  by  saying  I  will  op- 
pose the  conference  report  on  the  budg- 
et resolution.  I  think  it  sets  in  motion 
another  partisan  political  war  over 
budget  priorities  and  contains  mis- 
guided priorities.  As  I  indicated  ear- 
lier, I  think  it  is  the  same  song,  second 
verse,  of  what  we  saw  last  year — very 
little  difference  if  you  compare  it  on  a 
7-year  basis  to  what  was  offered  by  the 
majority  last  year  and  what  is  being 
offered  this  year. 

I  close  by  saying,  there  is  another 
way.  There  is  another  way  different 
from  what  the  President  has  proposed 
and  different  from  what  the  Republican 
majority  has  given  us  in  this  budget 
resolution:  that  is.  the  centrist  plan 
that  got  46  votes  here  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  just  a  few  weeks  ago.  Twen- 
ty-four Democrats  voted  for  that  plan 
and  22  Republicans  voted  for  it,  even 
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though  the  leadership  on  both  sides 
were  opposed  to  it.  I  think  that  sends  a 
signal  that  we  were  on  the  right  path. 

I  would  be  the  first  to  assert  that  it 
is  not  a  perfect  plan.  It  was  the  product 
of  compromise.  But  it  was  the  product 
of  bipartisan  work — the  only  place 
where  there  has  been  a  successful  effort 
to  reach  across  the  aisle  to  try  to  bring 
agreement  and  closure  to  a  plan  that 
would  really  put  us  on  the  path  to  seri- 
ous deficit  reduction,  and  not  just  defi- 
cit reduction  until  2002,  but  deficit  re- 
duction beyond  that  time. 

As  I  said  earlier,  that  plan  is  not  a 
balanced  budget  plan  either  because,  as 
I  have  indicated,  of  the  use  of  Social 
Security  surpluses. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  before  this 
year  is  over  we  can  go  back  to  a  proc- 
ess of  bipartisanship,  of  reaching  out 
and  working  together  to  achieve  a  re- 
sult that  is  important  for  our  country. 

I  thank  the  Chair.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Ms.  MIKULSKI.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  budget  resolution 
conference  report.  I  oppose  this  con- 
ference agreement  because  it  fails  to 
meet  the  day-to-day  needs  of  the  Amer- 
ican people.  I  oppose  it  because  it 
threatens  the  economic  and  retirement 
security  of  our  most  vulnerable  citi- 
zens. And,  I  oppose  the  conference  re- 
port because  it  fails  to  make  the  in- 
vestments in  education  and  training 
that  are  needed  to  prepare  our  work 
force  to  meet  the  challenges  of  the 
global  marketplace. 

Mr.  President.  Let  me  be  absolutely 
clear.  I  believe  we  need  a  balanced 
budget.  I  voted  for  just  such  a  plan 
when  the  Senate  considered  the  budget 
resolution.  I  joined  with  44  of  my  col- 
leagues In  voting  for  the  President's 
budget  plan,  which  would  achieve  bal- 
ance by  the  year  2002. 

The  President's  plan  cut  spending  by 
S528  billion  over  6  years.  But  it  made 
these  cuts  without  jeopardizing  the 
Medicare  Program,  without  jeopardiz- 
ing Medicaid,  without  harming  the  en- 
vironment, and  without  excessive  cuts 
in  education  and  training. 

Unfortunately,  the  conference  report 
before  us  is  the  same  old  wolf  In  new 
sheep's  clothing.  Let  me  mention  one 
area  of  particular  concern  to  me.  Under 
this  conference  report,  once  again. 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  are  under  as- 
sault. This  plan  would  cut  Medicare 
spending  by  $168  billion.  These  massive 
cuts,  coupled  with  the  structural 
changes  proposed  by  the  Republicans, 
wUl  turn  the  Medicare  Program  into  a 
second-class  system  for  the  sickest  and 
poorest  of  our  seniors. 

The  Medicaid  Program  would  be  cut 
by  $72  billion,  and  under  Republican 
Medicaid  proposals  some  36  million 
people  win  lose  the  gxiarantee  of  access 
to  health  care,  while  others  may  be 
forced  to  accept  a  reduced  level  of  ben- 


efits. Together  these  Medicaid  and 
Medicare  cuts  make  the  promise  of 
health  security  impossible  to  achieve. 

What  is  particularly  distressing  is 
that  these  massive  cuts,  cuts  which 
will  be  felt  most  seriously  by  our  most 
vtdnerable  citizens,  are  being  made  to 
pay  for  tax  breaks  for  the  wealthy. 
While  the  budget  plan  I  supported 
eliminated  special  Interest  tax  breaks, 
providing  $40  billion  in  additional  reve- 
nues, the  Republican  plan  contains  ab- 
solutely no  savings  from  this  category. 
Insteaxi  it  contains  tax  breaks  in  the 
order  of  $180  billion. 

I  think  that  is  an  outrage.  And  I  be- 
lieve it  does  not  reflect  the  needs  and 
priorities  of  the  American  people. 

Mr.  President,  I  was  elected  by  the 
people  of  Maryland  to  save  lives,  to 
save  jobs,  and  to  save  communities.  I 
work  every  day  to  meet  people's  day- 
to-day  needs,  and  I  want  a  budget  that 
reflects  those  priorities. 

This  budget  plan  sets  us  on  the 
course  for  the  same  painful  and  divi- 
sive budget  battles  that  we  fought  all 
last  year.  It  is  a  prescription  for  grid- 
lock. 

Yes,  we  must  balance  the  budget.  But 
the  way  to  do  that  is  to  follow  a 
steady,  responsible  course  toward  defi- 
cit reduction.  We  have  made  much 
progress  imder  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion in  moving  toward  a  balanced  budg- 
et. In  fact,  the  budget  deficit  has  de- 
clined to  $130  billion,  less  than  half  of 
the  $290.4  billion  deficit  President  Clin- 
ton Inherited  from  the  previous  admin- 
istration. 

We  have  tightened  belts  and  made 
many  tough  decisions  to  achieve  this 
success.  And  we  will  continue  to  do 
more.  But  we  have  done  that  while  pro- 
tecting people  and  priorities.  That  is 
what  the  citizens  of  Maryland  sent  me 
here  to  do. 

That's  why  I  believe  we  need  to  re- 
ject the  extremism  of  this  conference 
report,  and  reach  for  the  sensible  cen- 
ter in  our  budget  negotiations.  And 
that  is  why  I  will  vote  against  this  con- 
ference report. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
to  express  my  displeasure  with  House 
Concurrent  Resolution  178,  the  Repub- 
lican budget  resolution,  and  my  dis- 
appointment that  the  budget  was  not 
improved  during  the  House-Senate  con- 
ference. Rather,  the  budget  has  grown 
even  more  troubling  since  going  Into 
conference.  And  I  want  to  take  a  few 
minutes  to  discuss  some  of  the  provi- 
sions that  concern  me. 

Two  weeks  ago,  I  voted  against  the 
Senate  Republican  budget  resolution 
because  it  failed  to  reflect  the  prior- 
ities and  values  held  by  most  Ameri- 
cans— the  belief  that  we  need  to  ensure 
our  quality  of  life,  educate  our  chil- 
dren, and  care  for  our  elderly  and  dis- 
abled. 


The  majority  party  could  have  im- 
proved the  budget  in  the  House-Senate 
conference  meeting.  They  could  have 
acknowledged  the  growing  support  for 
the  centrist  budget  and  the  strong  de- 
sire to  reach  a  true  balanced  budget 
compromise.  We  should  not  forget  the 
Chafee-Breaux  balanced  budget  pro- 
posal received  46  votes,  and  I  was  proud 
to  be  among  them.  It  received  strong 
bipartisan  support,  and  it  is  proof  that 
Congress  can  get  the  job  done. 

Mr.  President,  House  Concurrent 
Resolution  178  took  an  extreme  Senate 
Republican  budget  and  made  it  worse. 
Rather  than  moving  toward  the  cen- 
trist budget,  the  Republican  leadership 
yielded  to  some  disturbing  House  posi- 
tions. Their  actions  lead  me  to  believe 
some  Republicans  want  gridlock— they 
do  not  want  a  balanced  budget  com- 
promise. 

For  instance.  House  Concurrent  Res- 
olution 178  includes  a  section  known  as 
the  Government  shutdown  prevention 
allowance,  or  section  307.  This  section 
quite  simply  confirms  the  Republican 
strategy  not  to  reward  the  American 
people  with  a  balanced  budget  agree- 
ment this  year.  This  section  acknowl- 
edges the  fact  that  the  Republican 
budget  is  too  extreme  to  be  accepted  by 
mainstream  Americans. 

Section  307  states  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee chairman  can  increase  appro- 
priation spending  caps  by  $1.3  billion  if 
the  appropriators  pass  a  continuing 
resolution.  This  langruage  makes  it 
very  clear  the  Republicans  Intend  to 
pass  a  long-term  CR  rather  than  work 
toward  a  comprehensive  budget  agree- 
ment. Mr.  President,  the  American 
people  expect  and  deserve  better.  The 
American  people  do  not  want  to  see  us 
throw  the  towel  in  early. 

The  budget  conference  also  reveals 
the  fact  that  Republicans  again  wish  to 
give  tax  breaks  to  the  wealthy  by  cut- 
ting Medicaid  coverage  for  the  poor. 
Mr.  President,  after  last  year's  budget 
debate.  I  would  have  thought  the  Re- 
publicans learned  Americans  are  not  in 
favor  of  giving  tax  breaks  to  the 
wealthy  by  cutting  health  care  cov- 
erage to  our  children,  elderly,  and  dis- 
abled. As  written,  the  Republican  budg- 
et cuts  Medicaid  by  $72  billion  over  6 
years.  Along  with  welfare  reform,  the 
Medicaid  cut  will  offset  $122  billion 
worth  of  tax  cuts. 

A  year  ago,  I  was  opposed  to  cutting 
back  Medicaid  because  it  provides 
health  care  for  our  poorest  children 
and  it  ensures  quality  nursing  home 
standards  for  our  parents.  But,  after 
talking  to  health  care  experts  In  Wash- 
ington State.  I  concluded  my  home 
State  could  still  serve  our  most  vulner- 
able populations  while  absorbing  a  sig- 
nificant cut  to  Medicaid.  I  am  willing 
to  concede  that  point,  and  I  know  now 
that  if  we  all  give  a  little,  we  can  reach 
compromise. 


June  12,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


13789 


However,  we  should  not  be  cutting 
Medicaid  simply  to  hand  out  politi- 
cally-popular tax  breaks.  That  does  not 
make  good  sense — that  would  not  fall 
in  line  with  our  recent  efforts  to  be- 
come more  fiscally  responsible. 

And,  Mr.  President,  let  us  remember 
exactly  where  we  are  on  this  road  to 
ending  the  deficit.  Since  1993.  we  have 
made  grreat  progress  toward  reducing 
this  Nation's  deficit.  CBO  estimates 
the  1996  deficit  will  fall  to  $130  billion— 
the  fourth  straight  year  the  deficit  has 
declined.  We  have  cut  the  budget  defi- 
cit in  half  in  less  than  4  years,  and  to- 
day's annual  deficit  is  the  lowest  per- 
cent of  our  gross  domestic  product 
since  1980.  I'm  proud  of  this  fact.  I  am 
proud  to  have  been  involved  in  crafting 
the  omnibus  budget  package  of  1993. 
That  deficit  reduction  package  has  us 
on  the  right  track. 

Our  need  to  do  more,  however, 
spawned  a  bipartisan  group  of  Senators 
to  come  together  and  formulate  a  well- 
reasoned,  well-balanced  budget  pro- 
posal. I  commend  Senators  Chafee  and 
BREAtra  for  their  leadership  and  hard 
work  on  this  matter.  I  voted  for  their 
budget  alternative  because  it  is  exactly 
the  kind  of  bipartisan  teamwork  con- 
gress needs.  Certainly,  I  would  like  to 
see  less  savings  come  out  of  discre- 
tionary accounts  that  include  edu- 
cation, job  training,  trade  promotion, 
and  the  environment.  And  the  tax  cuts 
may  be  too  generous. 

The  Chafee-Breaux  plan  may  not  be 
perfect,  but  I  believe  it  is  probably  the 
most  realistic  compromise  one  could 
craft.  I  am  hopeful  this  centrist  plan 
will  become  the  framework  for  future 
budget  negotiations. 

Mr.  President,  this  past  year  has 
taught  us  we  can  reach  a  balanced 
budget.  We  learned  we  can  formulate  a 
balanced  budget  that  uses  common 
sense  and  reflects  America's  values  and 
priorities.  That  is  why  Senator  Kerry 
and  I  offered  an  amendment  to  restore 
education  and  job  training  funds  in  the 
Republican  budget.  As  my  colleagues 
know,  this  amendment  failed  despite 
the  fact  that  the  Republican  budget 
will  cut  education  spending  20  percent 
from  current  levels. 

Americans  understand  how  impor- 
tant education  and  job  training  invest- 
ments are  for  our  children,  and  the  fu- 
ture success  of  this  Nation.  A  recent 
USA  Today  poll  fovmd  that  education 
has  become  the  most  Important  issue 
for  Americans — ranking  above  crime, 
the  economy,  and  the  quality  of  one's 
job. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  a  lot  of  work 
to  do  if  we  are  going  to  reach  a  bal- 
anced budget.  But  the  truth  of  the 
matter  is  that  both  parties  have  agreed 
to  enough  savings  that  we  could  bal- 
ance the  budget  today  if  we  really  want 
to.  When  considering  the  entire  budget, 
the  din^tsrence  between  the  two  parties 


amounts  to  less  than  1  percent  of  the 
Federal  Government's  spending.  A  bal- 
anced budget  plan  is  possible.  All  we 
need  is  the  courage  to  find  com- 
promise. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  my 
colleagues  on  the  Appropriations  and 
Budget  Committees  in  order  to  make 
sure  this  Congress'  spending  priorities 
are  balanced  and  in  line  with  our  con- 
stituents' wishes.  Unfortunately,  to- 
day's budget  resolution  fails  to  strike  a 
balance.  It  is  simply  a  replay  of  last 
year's  failed  Republican  budget.  And  I 
will  be  fighting  to  make  sure  this  Con- 
gress does  not  lose  sight  of  what  is 
truly  important  to  our  friends  and  fam- 
ilies. 

We  have  made  tremendous  progress 
in  the  past  3  years.  The  1993  budget  rec- 
onciliation enabled  us  to  cut  the  defi- 
cit in  half,  and  create  over  9  million 
jobs  in  the  process.  This  is  great  news; 
but  that  is  not  all — last  year  we  nar- 
rowed the  differences  in  the  competing 
budget  plans  to  just  a  few,  and  a  cen- 
trist plan  to  bridge  the  gap  fell  short 
by  only  five  votes.  We  are  close.  We  are 
very  close  to  finishing  the  job. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  reject  this 
partisan  plan  and  rededicate  them- 
selves to  reaching  a  workable  com- 
promise. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator firom  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  speak  as  in 
morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


COMMUNICATIONS  DECENCY  ACT 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President,  this 
morning,  the  three- judge  panel  sitting 
in  the  U.S.  district  court  in  Philadel- 
phia Issued  its  decision  in  the  case  in- 
volving the  Commxmications  Decency 
Act,  which  was  included  in  the  tele- 
communications bill  signed  into  law 
earlier  this  year. 

I  opposed  the  Communications  De- 
cency Act  when  it  was  first  proposed  in 
the  U.S.  Senate,  because  I  believe  this 
measure  would  have  a  chilling  effect 
upon  conmiunicatlons  transmitted  over 
the  Internet,  and  It  would  stifle  the  ex- 
pansion of  this  important  and  exciting 
new  communications  vehicle. 

My  concern  was  that  the  Commu- 
nications Decency  Act  injected  Govern- 
ment censorship  Into  communications 
over  the  Internet  that  would  not  with- 
stand a  first  amendment  challenge  and 
would  be  harmful  to  the  development 
of  technology  to  do  what  the  pro- 
ponents of  the  Communications  De- 
cency Act  said  they  wanted  to  do,  and 
that  is  to  protect  minors  from  exposure 
to  pornographic  material  transmitted 
or  made  available  on  the  Internet. 


I  also  joined  the  Senator  from  Ver- 
mont [Mr.  Leahy]  in  introducing  legis- 
lation to  repeal  this  patently  unconsti- 
tutional infringement  of  first  amend- 
ment rights.  Let  me  take  my  hat  off  to 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  who  has 
been  a  great  leader  on  this  issue.  It  has 
been  a  bit  of  a  lonely  fight  out  here, 
given  the  vote  we  had  on  the  Commu- 
nications Decency  Act.  but  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  has  been  very  instru- 
mental in  raising  this  challenge. 

I  am  delighted  to  report  that  the 
court  this  morning  acted  in  a  decisive 
manner  and  issued  a  prelinunary  in- 
junction blocking  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment from  enforcing  the  act.  In  a  deci- 
sion which  I  believe  recognized  the 
unique  nature  of  the  Internet,  the 
court  wrote: 

As  the  most  participatory  form  of  m&ss 
speech  yet  developed,  the  Internet  deserves 
the  highest  level  of  protection  from  Govern- 
ment Intrusion. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  repeat.  The 
court  has  said  "the  Internet  deserves 
the  highest  level  of  protection'  of  any 
form  of  communication  or  mass 
speech. 

This  decision  followed  an  extraor- 
dinary court  proceeding  in  Philadel- 
phia where  the  three  judges  were  ac- 
tively involved  in  learning  about  how 
people  communicate  across  the  Inter- 
net and  the  limitless  potential  the 
Internet  now  provides.  They  were  also 
exposed  to  detailed  Information  on  how 
this  same  technology  can  and  should  be 
used  to  block  access  to  certain  mate- 
rial by  minors.  What  they  found,  as 
some  of  us  tried  to  note  in  the  congres- 
sional debate,  was  there  were  far  less 
intrusive  means  of  achieving  the  goal 
of  protecting  minors  than  the  approach 
utilized  in  the  Communications  De- 
cency Act.  which  would  impose  con- 
tent-based restrictions  on  information 
transmitted  by  adults  over  the  Inter- 
net. 

It  Is  a  longstanding  constitutional 
doctrine  that  when  the  Government 
chooses  to  interfere  with  fundamental 
constitutional  rights,  even  for  a  very 
good  cause,  it  can  only  do  so  in  the 
least  restrictive  means  available. 
Clearly,  the  Communications  Decency 
Act  has  failed  to  meet  that  test. 

I  firmly  believe  that  if  Members  of 
Congress  had  this  kind  of  tutorial  that 
the  members  of  the  court  had  on  the 
workings  of  the  Internet  and  the  alter- 
natives available  to  protect  access  by 
minors  to  certain  material,  I  think  the 
Communications  Decency  Act  would 
never  have  become  law  in  the  first 
place.  This  measure  was  pushed 
through  Congress  with  minimal  under- 
standing or  debate  over  the  far-reach- 
ing implications  of  its  provisions,  and  I 
think  that  was  a  mistake. 

The  issues  relating  to  the  Commu- 
nications Decency  Act  are  larger  than 
the  so-called  adult  expression  or  com- 
munication. The  core  issue  is  whether 


13790 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  12,  1996 


Government,  and  in  particular  the  Fed- 
eral Government  in  Washington,  DC, 
should  decide  what  we  see,  hear,  and 
write.  The  Constitution  protects  every 
American  from  this  kind  of  censorship, 
except  for  very  narrow  circumstances, 
which  did  not  exist  in  this  case. 

So  today,  the  court  in  Philadelphia 
affirmed  our  basic  fundamental  right 
to  freedom  of  expression  in  this  new 
mode  of  communication.  I  think  it  is  a 
victory  for  those  who  support  freedom 
of  speech  and  for  those  who  want  to  see 
this  new  dynamic  conunimications 
technology  develop  safe  from  the 
chilling  threat  of  Government  control 
and  censorship. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 


CONCURRE>fT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR 
1997— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  HOT.T.TNGS.  I  yield  myself  10 
minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina  is  recognized. 

Mr.  ROLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  the 
explanation  of  the  conferees  has  come 
to  my  attention.  It  is  a  joint  explana- 
tory statement  of  the  committee  of 
conference  on  this  particular  con- 
ference report,  and  on  pages  32  and  33. 
starting  at  the  bottom  of  page  32,  it 
reads: 

The  first  use  of  reconciliation  was  for  leg- 
islation that  reduced  revenues.  In  1975.  the 
applicable  budget  resolution.  House  Concur- 
rent Resolution  466.  provided  an  instruction 
to  both  Ways  and  Means  and  Finance  to  re- 
port legislation  decreasing  revenues.  Not- 
withstanding the  fact  that  the  authors  of 
this  1974  Budget  Act  were  neutral  as  to  the 
policy  objectives  of  reconciliation,  since 
1975.  reconciliation  and  reconciliation  legis- 
lation has  been  used  to  reduce  the  deficit. 
The  cited  conferees  notes  while  this  resolu- 
tion includes  a  reconciliation  instruction  to 
reduce  revenues,  the  sum  of  the  instructions 
would  not  only  reduce  the  deficit  but  would 
result  in  a  balanced  budget  by  the  year  2002. 

On  the  last  point,  of  course,  Mr. 
President,  we  only  have  to  turn,  once 
again  to  the  facts.  This  is  almost  get- 
ting to  be  an  exercise  in  futility.  Some- 
how this  is  the  only  place  in  America 
where  the  truth  caimot  be  recognized, 
even  when  they  print  it  for  you  in 
black  and  white. 

I  refer  specifically  to  the  concurrent 
resolution  on  the  budget  for  the  fiscal 
year  1997.  At  the  uop  of  page  4,  you  will 
see  where  they  have  listed  deficits  for 
the  purpose  of  the  enforcement  of  this 
resolution.  "The  amounts  of  the  defi- 
cits are  as  follows,"  and  it  lists  fiscal 
years  1997.  1998,  1999.  2000.  2001.  and  for 
the  fiscal  year  2002,  where  the  distin- 
guished conferees,  ajid  particularly  the 
chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee,  is 
using  the  expression  "balanced  budg- 
et," his  own  document,  for  fiscal  year 
2002,  shows  a  deficit  of  S103,845,000,000. 


Reading  further  down  the  page  to 
section  102  on  page  4.  you  will  find  that 
in  the  fiscal  year  2002.  the  amount  of 
the  increase  in  the  public  debt,  subject 
to  limitations,  are  for  that  year  $130 
billion.  So  how  do  you  balance  the 
budget  by  the  year  2002.  and  yet  you 
have  to  go  out  and  borrow  $130  billion? 

My  point  here  is  to  change  this 
record  with  respect  to  reconciliation, 
because  the  truth,  as  stated  by  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  New  Mexico 
at  that  particular  time — is  shown  here 
on  page  S.  15351  of  the  Congressional 
Record  of  the  U.S.  Senate  dated  De- 
cember 3.  1980— not  1975.  And  I  read  the 
words  of  the  distinguished  chairman, 
now  chairman  of  the  Budget  Conrmiit- 
tee.  Senator  Domenici  of  New  Mexico: 

I  think  it  is  fitting  that  that  last  event  sig- 
nifies the  possibility  of  a  new  beginning  be- 
cause, as  a  matter  of  fact,  this  is  the  Qrst 
time  in  the  history  of  our  country  that  we 
will  send  a  bill  to  the  President  that  is  called 
a  reconciliation  bill,  and  that  means  that 
some  of  the  laws  of  this  country  have  been 
reconciled  with  the  budget.  That  means  that 
they  have  been  changed  so  that  they  come 
more  into  sync  or  more  harmonious  with  a 
budget  that  is  left  unchanged.  That  is  what 
reconciliation  means.  With  all  the  years  that 
our  distinguished  Republican  leader.  Senator 
Bellmon,  has  spent  patiently  working  with 
the  institution  to  bring  some  real  support 
for  this  process  into  fiscal  restraint  reality, 
I  think  it  is  at  least  reaching  fruition  when 
we  have  a  reconciliation  law  that  will  go  to 
the  President.  1  hope  after  the  Senate  votes 
today  I  commend  him  for  that.  Also  obvi- 
ously, it  Is  an  extremely  fitting  event  for 
Senator  Holljngs.  He  did  not  have  the  privi- 
lege of  being  chairman  of  the  committee  for 
very  long,  but  he  worked  on  the  committee 
for  years,  and  I  think  he  must  feel  very  good 
today  knowing  that  under  his  leadership, 
this  first  reconciliation  act  will  become  a  re- 
ality. 

That  is  the  record  made  by  the  now 
chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee  in 
1980  and  not  5  years  previous  thereto  in 
1975. 

Specifically,  Mr.  President,  in  1975, 
and  I  read  from  page  40297,  dated  De- 
cember 12,  1975: 

Mr.  Mansfield.  Mr.  President,  for  the  in- 
formation of  the  Senate,  I  have  a  few  an- 
nouncements. At  12  o'clock  today,  we  wUl  be 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  con- 
ference report,  of  the  defense  appropriations 
conference  report.  After  that,  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  tax  bill. 
H.R.  5559  that  is  to  be  laid  before  the  Senate 
and  be  the  pending  business. 

The  majority  leader  called  it  a  tax 
bill.  A  wrangle  ensued.  My  good  and 
very  clever  friend  Senator  Long,  the 
former  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Finance  Committee,  wais  trying  to 
limit  debate  amd  limit  amendments.  He 
very  liberally  referred  to  it  as  a  rec- 
onciliation bill,  but  it  was  not  a  rec- 
onciliation. It  was  a  tax  bill. 

At  that  particular  time,  the  former 
chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee. 
Senator  Muskie.  was  momentarily  mis- 


led trying  to  back  Senator  Long.  But  if 
you  will  read  the  Record,  they  finally 
ended  up,  Mr.  President,  by  calling  it  a 
tax  bill  and  entering  into  a  unanimous- 
consent  agreement  requiring  that  all 
amendments  be  germane  except  for  one 
nongermane  amendment  to  be  offered 
by  Senator  Hartke,  the  then-Senator 
from  Indiana.  The  Record  is  clear  that 
the  bill  was  a  tax  bill  despite  the  erro- 
neous use  of  the  word  "reconciliation." 

Having  worked  on  that  budget,  hav- 
ing been  a  part  of  the  process  during 
the  1970's,  having  helped  Senator 
Muskie  on  budget  conferences,  we 
know  that  the  first  reconciliation  bill 
in  the  history  of  the  United  States  was 
in  December  1980. 

That  is  not  only  supported  by  the 
statements  made  by  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico,  but  also  by  the  state- 
ments made  by  our  House  colleagues.  I 
could  refer  to  what  Congressman  Dick 
Boiling  called  it.  Congressman  Latta, 
Congressman  Panetta,  and  others  as 
well. 

So  the  precedent  relied  upon  by  the 
Parliamentarian  which  we  had  to  ap- 
peal quite  simply  misrepresents  what 
actually  happened.  I  hope  that  it  will 
not  have  any  standing  whatsoever  in 
this  body  because  when  they  look  at 
the  facts,  the  truth  will  have  out  that 
reconciliation  throughout  its  history 
has  always  been  used  as  a  budgetary 
tool  to  reduce  the  deficit,  not  inci^ase 
the  deficit. 

My  point  is,  Mr.  President,  that 
under  this  reconciliation  bill,  the  Re- 
publicans have  perverted  the  process  in 
order  to  cut  taxes  somewhere  between 
$122  and  $180  billion.  It  is  very  difficult 
to  estimate  it  at  this  particular  point. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  I  be  yielded  2  more  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  what 
they  have  in  mind  is  to  split  up  the 
reconciliation  bill.  To  use  the  process 
for  political  purposes  in  sending  the 
President  a  legislation  that  combines 
Medicaid  and  welfare  reforms  to  pay 
for  tax  cuts.  Even  the  casual  observer 
should  be  able  to  see  what's  going  on. 
The  Medicaid  cuts  will  have  to  be  ve- 
toed by  the  President  because  they 
take  away  the  fundamental  protection 
that  we  give  children  in  the  United 
States  of  America.  Even  the  Governors 
do  not  want  to  do  that. 

Then  it  comes  down  to  September 
and  last  of  three  bills  that  they  will 
call  a  reconciliation  bill.  And  in  the 
heat  of  a  national  presidential  cam- 
paign, they  will  come  forward  with  the 
political  gift  of  a  tax  cut. 

But  a  tax  cut  for  wealthy  corpora- 
tions, or  for  the  poor,  or  for  the  rich,  or 
for  the  middle  class,  or  for  anybody  is 
sheer  nonsense. 

We  are  running  deficits  right  now, 
according   to    this   conference    report 
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that  we  are  going  to  vote  on.  I  started 
to  say,  they  know  no  shame.  But  I  have 
to  amend  that  comment  for  the  simple 
reason  that  the  House  Members  know 
some  shame.  I  say  that  because  some- 
body over  there  has  held  the  budget  up 
that  we  were  going  to — bam,  bam — put 
through  the  House,  put  through  the 
Senate,  and  finish  this  afternoon.  The 
reason  we  do  not  have  it  this  after- 
noon— it  increases  deficits. 

Under  this  conference  report,  for  the 
year  2002,  the  Government  will  run, 
under  a  best  case  scenario,  a  deficit  of 
$103.8  billion. 

In  sum,  Mr.  President,  we  do  not 
have  the  luxury  of  revenues  to  cut.  We 
cannot  go  in  two  different  directions  at 
once,  but  that  is  exactly  the  road  that 
this  conference  report  takes  us  down. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  1  more  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  We  have  to  pay  the 
bills.  We  have  to  stop  playing  games 
and  telling  the  people  that  somehow 
you  can  get  tax  cuts,  when  the  resolu- 
tions says  that  next  year  we  wiU  be 
running  deficits  in  excess  of  $227  bil- 
lion. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  obvious  this  is 
just  a  sordid  political  game  that  is  to- 
tally shameless.  They  come  in  here 
with  these  political,  long  pass  plays. 
Let  us  get  rid  of  the  gsisoline  reve- 
nues— but  just  temporarily  until  after 
the  Presidential  election. 

Nobody  ought  to  appear  in  the  U.S. 
Congress  where  we  are  supposed  to  be 
responsible  with  that  kind  of  nonsense. 
But  they  come  in  here  with  that.  Now 
with  deficits  projected  at  $227  billion 
for  fiscal  year  1997,  they  say,  "We  can 
get  a  tax  cut  and  balance  the  budget." 
I  jrield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
seeks  recognition? 

Mr.  GORTON  addressed  the  Chafr. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  the  sole 
issue  before  the  U.S.  Senate  that  is 
being  debated  this  afternoon  and  voted 
on  at  such  time  as  the  House  has  com- 
pleted action,  is  whether  or  not  we  ac- 
cept a  budget  resolution  agreed  to  by  a 
majority  of  conferees  on  the  budget. 

Once  again,  we  are  engaged  in  debate 
in  which  the  opponents  of  this  resolu- 
tion, without  exception,  give  lip  serv- 
ice to  a  balanced  budget.  But  as  has 
been  the  case  this  year,  last  year,  in 
1994,  in  1993,  and  every  year  back 
through  the  1970's,  it  is  always  a  dif- 
ferent balanced  budget,  not  this  one, 
not  the  resolution  we  have  before  us 
right  now. 

More  taxes,  sayr  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina;  more  cuts  in  defense 


says  another  Senator:  less  in  the  way 
of  a  restriction  on  entitlement  growth, 
says  a  third. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  convinced  that  it 
is  that  kind  of  "I'm  for  a  balanced 
budget,  but  not  this  one,  not  now,  not 
this  year,  not  this  way."  that  causes  us 
to  have  a  national  debt  that  exceeds  $5 
trillion. 

If  I  had  my  way,  Mr.  President,  this 
would  not  be  the  balanced  budget  that 
we  would  be  adopting.  If  the  Presiding 
Officer  had  his  way.  this  would  not  be 
the  balanced  budget  we  would  be  adopt- 
ing. If  my  close  and  distinguished 
friend,  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico, 
who  chairs  the  Senate  Budget  Commit- 
tee, had  his  way,  it  would  not  be  this 
balanced  budget  that  we  would  be 
adopting. 

But  I  believe  that  each  of  us  has  said, 
even  though  he  has  not  gotten  his  own 
way  as  against  99  other  Members  of  the 
Senate,  it  is  more  important  to  take 
this  step  and  to  move  forward  in  a  cor- 
rect and  responsible  direction  than  it  is 
to  say,  "Not  now,  not  this  year,  not 
this  way.  Do  it  my  way  or  don't  do  it 
at  all." 

I  listened  with  great  sympathy  to  my 
friend  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  North  Da- 
kota, and  I  listened  to  him  with  great 
sympathy  because  of  his  obvious  and 
evident  dedication  to  reaching  this 
goal.  He  and  I  and  the  Senator  who  is 
now  presiding  all  were  a  part  of  the  bi- 
partisan group  to  which  he  referred. 

We  worked  for  months  on  a  proposal 
which  would  balance  the  budget  and 
which  could  join  together  Republicans 
and  Democrats.  In  spite  of  the  opposi- 
tion of  the  leadership  in  both  parties 
and  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
we  got  46  votes  for  our  proposal.  But  46 
is  not  a  majority  of  100  Senators. 

I  believe  that  was  superior  to  the  res- 
olution that  is  before  us  now,  but  I  do 
not  believe  it  was  perfect.  As  the  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota  pointed  out. 
each  of  us  who  was  involved  in  that  set 
of  negotiations  gave  up  something  for 
the  greater  good. 

But  we  do  not  have  that  proposal  be- 
fore us  right  now.  I  must  say  that  I  am 
disappointed  in  my  friend  from  North 
Dakota  because  the  question  is  not 
whether  or  not  there  is  a  better  way  to 
do  this — each  of  us  can  find  something 
that  he  or  she  would  use  to  improve 
this  proposition— the  question  is 
whether  or  not  we  are  going  to  do 
something  that  moves  us  decisively  in 
the  right  dfrection  or  nothing  at  all. 

I  regret  to  say  that,  I  guess,  Mr. 
President,  in  the  ultimate  analysis  we 
may  do  nothing.  Oh,  yes,  we  are  going 
to  pass  this  resolution.  This  is  a  re- 
sponsible resolution  which  allows 
American  working  families  to  make  at 
least  a  slightly  greater  judgment  over 
how  they  spend  the  money  they  earn 


than  they  can  do  at  the  present  time 
by  lowering  taxes  on  those  families. 
That  moves  modestly,  though  not  deci- 
sively enough,  in  the  direction  of  re- 
ducing the  growth  of  entitlement  pro- 
grams which  are  destrojring  the  fiscal 
stability  of  this  country  and  eating  the 
heart  out  of  the  futures  of  our  children 
and  our  grandchildren,  and  a  resolution 
that  deals  responsibly  with  our  need  to 
fund  something  else  through  this  Gov- 
ernment than  just  a  handful  of  huge  in- 
come transfer  programs  and  entitle- 
ments. We  have  that  choice  on  one 
side,  perhaps  too  modest  on  entitle- 
ments, too  modest  on  tax  relief  for 
American  working  families.  I  think 
perhaps  too  stringent  on  much  of  our 
discretionary  spending. 

Nonetheless,  we  have  a  choice  of 
doing  that  or  saying.  "Oh.  no.  this  is 
not  perfect.  We  will  vote  against  it.  We 
will  do  nothing.  We  will  leave  it  until 
next  year."  Almost  inevitably,  a  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  running  for 
reelection  is  going  to  end  up  vetoing 
all  of  the  formal  major  statutory 
changes  that  would  move  us  in  this  di- 
rection. 

I  can  only  be  reminded  in  connection 
with  his  actions,  most  regrettably.  Mr. 
President,  by  the  supposed  comment  of 
Louis  the  XV  of  France  on  his  death- 
bed: "After  me.  the  deluge." 

The  President  sees  a  Medicare  trust 
fund  report  that  says  that  the  Medi- 
care hospital  trust  fund  will  go  bank- 
rupt in  the  year  2001.  and  even  if  he  is 
reelected  President  of  the  United 
States,  that  is  after  his  watch  is  over. 
So  we  do  not  need  to  do  anjrthing  now. 
We  can  continue  on  the  status  quo 
road,  at  least  until  after  this  next  elec- 
tion. It  is  exactly  that  attitude,  which 
certainly  is  not  exclusively  held  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States.  "Let's 
wait  until  after  the  next  election." 
that  has  given  us  this  $5  trillion  in 
debt. 

I  hope  against  hope.  Mr.  President,  of 
course,  that  in  addition  to  a  degree  of 
responsibility  of  party  discipline  on 
this  side  of  the  aisle,  we  will  have 
Members  of  the  other  party  who  say. 
"This  is  not  exactly  what  I  wanted,  but 
it  certainly  moves  us  in  the  right  di- 
rection as  a  country.  It  certainly  pro- 
vides a  degree  of  relief  for  this  Nation. 
It  will  certainly  help  generations  who 
are  going  to  come  after  us  who  cannot 
vote  in  the  elections  of  1996.  So  I  will 
swallow  some  of  my  reservations,  and  I 
make  that  move  in  the  right  direc- 
tion." 

I  hope  against  hope  that  the  Presi- 
dent will  believe  that  is  at  least  as  ad- 
vantageous as  demagoging  the  issue.  I 
will  hope  next  year  we  come  closer  to 
doing  something  like  the  bipartisan 
budget  that  failed  by  so  narrow  a  mar- 
gin. I  hope  for  all  of  those  things.  Mr. 
President,  the  only  actual  duty  that  I 
have  right  now  and  that  every  other 
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Senator  has  right  now  is  to  say  yes  to 
this  proposal  that  moves  in  the  right 
direction,  or,  no,  we  can  go  another 
year  without  doing  anything  at  all,  let- 
ting the  situation  get  worse  and  worse 
and  worse. 

Mr.  President,  the  overwhelming  ar- 
gument is  in  favor  of  the  passage  of 
this  budget  resolution. 

Mr.  HOLUNGS.  Mr.  President  I  ask 
to  be  recognized  for  10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ROLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  my 
distinguished  colleague  from  Washing- 
ton, who  I  have  the  privilege  of  serving 
with  not  only  on  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee but  on  the  Commerce  Committee, 
and  for  whom  I  have  the  greatest  re- 
spect, says  that  what  we  are  hearing 
now  is  nothing  but  lip  service  from 
people  who  do  not  want  to  do  anjrthing. 
People  who  say,  "Not  this  way,  not 
that  way." 

The  truth  of  the  matter  is,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, he  knows  otherwise.  This  particu- 
lar Senator,  his  colleague,  voted  for  a 
baianced  budget  in  1968,  offered  a  freeze 
that  they  still  refer  to  as  the  "Fritz 
freeze,"  and  coauthored  Gramm-Rud- 
man-Hollings  with  cuts  across  the 
board.  We  passed  that,  got  President 
Reagan  to  sign  it.  We  followed  that  up 
in  the  Budget  Committee  with  a  bipar- 
tisan proposal  to  increase  taxes  be- 
cause we  found  out  that  you  could  not 
choose  this  way  or  that  way,  but  rather 
needed  all  of  the  above.  We  needed  to 
freeze  spending,  we  needed  to  make 
cuts,  we  had  to  withhold  new  programs, 
and  we  had  to  increase  taxes  in  order 
to  get  a  balanced  budget. 

That  brings  me  to  the  point.  Do  not 
come  here  and  blame  the  President, 
saying  that  he  has  put  off  the  tough  de- 
cisions imtil  after  the  next  election.  In 
December  1994  the  leaders  of  the  new 
Republican  majority  appeared  on 
"Meet  the  Press"  and  said  the  Presi- 
dent was  irrelevant,  they  didn't  care 
what  he  said.  But  as  this  conference  re- 
port lays  bare,  the  Republicans  have 
their  sights  set  on  the  White  House  in 
1996.  That  is  why  almost  two-thirds  of 
the  tough  choices  under  their  plan  are 
deferred  until  the  Presidential  election 
in  the  year  2000. 

So  the  7  year,  "do  nothing  in  two 
Presidential  elections"  approach  was 
what  the  contract  crowd  proposed. 
That  was  the  arrogance  of  the  whole 
thing.  This  debate  is  not  about  Presi- 
dent Clinton.  In  1993,  he  proposed  a 
budget  that  did  something  about  defi- 
cits—the only  President  that  has  re- 
duced the  deficit  in  the  past  30  years. 
He  cut  the  deficit  S500  billion.  He  taxed 
Social  Security  and  gasoline.  He  cut 
Medicare  $57  billion.  And  he  did  it 
without  a  single  Republican  vote. 

The  unmitigated  gall  of  those  who 
will  stand  on  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Sen- 


ate and  say  the  President  is  tricky  or 
the  President  backloads  or  the  Presi- 
dent does  not  care  about  deficits.  There 
ought  to  be  ashes  in  their  mouths. 
They  are  the  ones  that  caused  this  fis- 
cal cancer.  President  Clinton  has 
moved  us  in  the  right  direction. 

We  are  trying  to  get  together  and  get 
something  done.  But  to  come  and  call 
this  a  balanced  budget,  where  their 
own  document  shows  that  they  have  a 
deficit  of  $103.8  billion  in  the  year  2002, 
is  a  pure  sham.  It  is  all  politics. 

It  is  sordid  legislation  they  are  bring- 
ing up  here  in  the  months  before  the 
election.  They  ought  to  be  ashamed  of 
themselves. 

I  jrield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum,  to  be 
equally  charged. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorxim  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kempthorne).  Without  objection,  it  is 
so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
might  say  to  Senators — I  am  sure  Sen- 
ator ExoN  would  agree  with  this  state- 
ment— the  hour  of  3:30  is  going  to  ar- 
rive and  the  House  will  not  have  sent 
us  the  resolution,  so  we  cannot  vote. 
The  unanimous  consent  said  we  would 
vote  at  another  time  tomorrow,  to  be 
established  by  the  majority  leader  in 
consultation  with  the  minority  leader. 

I  think,  for  Senators  who  might  want 
to  speak  this  afternoon,  we  are  trying 
to  get  off  of  the  resolution  at  3:30, 
which  was  when  we  were  going  to  vote, 
and  then  have  a  reasonable  amount  of 
time  left,  by  agreement,  for  when  we 
bring  it  up  tomorrow.  So,  if  other 
things  have  to  get  done,  they  can 
today.  Clearly,  there  is  no  reason  to  sit 
here  without  the  resolution  and  using 
the  Senate's  time. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  Senator  HOL- 
LINGS,  the  distinguished  former  chair- 
man of  the  Budget  Committee  and 
ranking  member  for  some  period  of 
time,  has  in  his  own  way  attempted  to 
make  a  case  against  one  of  the  rec- 
onciliation instructions  in  this  budget 
resolution. 

Frankly,  I  now  have  in  my  hands  the 
second  concurrent  resolution  on  the 
budget  for  fiscal  year  1976,  Mr.  Muskie, 
chairman,  conference  report.  I  just 
want  to  read  it,  and  perhaps  I  might 
engage  with  the  current  Parliamen- 
tarian in  a  few  parliamentary  inquiries 
about  the  content  of  this  resolution 
and  what  some  of  the  content  has  been 
construed  to  be  by  the  Parliamen- 
tarian. I  do  not  know  that  it  is  earth- 


shaking  that  we  are  doing  three  rec- 
onciliation bills.  I  do  not  believe  we 
are  going  to  change  our  mind.  And  I  do 
not  believe  we  have  done  anything  to 
dramatically  alter  reconciliation  or  to 
offend  the  Senate  and  its  processes  in 
some  irrevocable  way.  So  we  are  going 
to  continue  down  our  path. 

I  am  having  a  great  deal  of  difficulty 
understanding  how  my  good  friend. 
Senator  Rollings,  can  say  we  have 
never  heretofore  reconciled  a  commit- 
tee to  reduce  taxes  when  I  read  from  a 
conference  report  that,  among  other 
things,  says,  "The  Congress  determines 
and  declares  pursuant  to  section  310(a) 
of  the  Budget  Act  of  1974  that  for  fiscal 
year  beginning  July  1,  1975" — £ind  then 
I  will  move  down  to  paragraph  4  and 
read  the  following: 

The  recommended  level  of  Federal  reve- 
nues Is  S300.8  billion,  and  the  House  Commit- 
tee on  Ways  and  Means  and  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Finance  shall  submit  to  their  re- 
spective Houses  legislation  to  decrease  Fed- 
eral revenues  by  approximately  S6.4  billion. 

Now,  there  are  other  provisions,  but  I 
am  just  going  to  read  that  one.  I  think 
I  am  going  to  ask  now,  if  I  might,  the 
Parliamentarian,  if  he  has  that  lan- 
guage before  him  and  the  precedence  of 
the  Senate.  Parliamentary  inquiry. 
Was  that  provision  not  construed  in 
that  year  to  be  a  reconciliation  in- 
struction? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  You  were  not  the 
Parliamentarian  then,  but  is  it  -3- 
corded  in  the  precedence  of  the  Se  .ie 
as  a  decision  regarding  a  reconcilia:..;n 
instruction,  Mr.  Parliamentarian? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  What  does  the  prece- 
dent say  with  reference  to  that  par- 
liamentary inquiry,  Mr.  President? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  De- 
cember 15,  1975,  the  Senate  began  con- 
sideration of  H.R.  5559,  which  as  passed 
by  the  House  was  not  a  reconciliation 
bill,  and  which  contained  only  one  sub- 
stantive provision:  to  exclude  from  in- 
come certain  earnings  derived  from 
payments  by  common  carriers  for  use 
of  railroad  rolling  stock  owned  by  for- 
eign corporations.  After  the  Senate 
began  its  consideration,  and  the  chair- 
man of  the  Finance  Committee  as- 
serted that  the  bill  as  reported  with  a 
substitute  was  intended  to  carry  out 
the  reconciliation  instructions  con- 
tained in  the  most  recently  adopted 
concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget, 
the  Chair  stated  that  there  would  be  20 
hours  debate  on  the  bill,  2  hours  on 
first-degree  amendments,  1  hour  on 
second-degree  amendments  and  mo- 
tions, and  that  amendments,  except 
those  specified  in  an  earlier  unanimous 
consent  agreement,  would  have  to  be 
germane.  These  were  the  conditions 
specified,  in  the  Budget  Act  for  the  con- 
sideration of  reconciliation  bills. 
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Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  the  Chair 
and  the  Parliamentarian. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  just  take 
one  more  opportunity,  while  we  wait 
for  others  who  might  want  to  speak 
and  wait  for  clearance  on  the  proposal 
that  I  have  just  stated  to  the  Senate 
that  we  might  try  to  accomplish— that 
is,  try  to  get  off  of  the  resolution  at 
3:30  and  save  a  reasonable  amount  of 
time,  hopefully  1  hour  on  a  side,  for  the 
time  preceding  the  actual  vote,  which 
would  be  determined  for  tomorrow  by 
the  joint  leadership. 

I  want  to  speak  just  about  two  issues 
one  more  time.  Mr.  President,  in  this 
budget  resolution,  there  are  discre- 
tionary appropriations  for  the  Defense 
Department  and  discretionary  appro- 
priations for  all  of  the  rest  of  Govern- 
ment, the  domestic  portion  of  our  Gov- 
ernment. When  I  say  discretionary  ap- 
propriations, what  I  am  talking  about 
is  program  authority  that  must  be 
passed  upon  and  enacted  every  year. 
That  is  the  way  the  current  law  is.  So 
if  you  appropriate  $286  billion  for  the 
defense  of  our  country,  it  is  for  1  year. 
Come  the  next  year,  you  have  to  appro- 
priate again.  Likewise,  in  the  10  pre- 
dominantly domestic  discretionary  ap- 
propriations bills,  whether  it  is  the 
Treasury-Postal  bill,  the  energy  and 
water  bill,  the  Labor,  Health  and 
Human  Services  bill,  this  is  a  1-year 
appropriation  of  money.  It  lasts  for  1 
year.  It  must  be  passed  every  year. 
Without  it,  there  is  no  money  to  spend 
for  any  of  those  programs  and  activi- 
ties. 

Now,  last  year,  we  got  into  a  very  big 
debate  with  our  President  over  the  do- 
mestic discretionary  budgets,  these 
various  subcommittees  that  I  have  de- 
scribed. There  were  two  big  problems. 
One  was  that  in  both  Houses  we  had 
put  riders  on  the  appropriation  bill, 
which  is  not  an  uncommon  thing. 

Second,  in  some  instances,  some  pro- 
grams were  cut  more  than  the  Presi- 
dent wanted,  and  we  got  ourselves  into 
a  political  hiatus,  and  Government  was 
closed  down  and  reopened  and  closed 
down  and  reopened  and  closed  down 
and  reopened. 

Now,  what  we  have  done  in  this  budg- 
et resolution  is  we  have  asked  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  how  much 
money  do  we  need  to  have  a  freeze  on 
all  of  these  domestic  accounts — no 
cuts,  a  freeze.  They  gave  us  the  dollar 
number  that  we  needed  in  these  bills  to 
continue,  without  any  cuts,  a  freeze  on 
all  of  these  domestic  programs  that  re- 
quire appropriations  this  year,  for  the 
fiscal  year  beginning  October  1,  1996, 
through  the  end  of  September  1997. 

So  this  budget  does  not  propose  any 
significant  cuts  in  domestic  programs. 
It  proposes  a  freeze.  What  does  the 
President  propose?  The  President  pro- 
poses in  his  6-  or  7-year  budget  that  in 
1997  those  appropriated  accounts  go  up 


$15  billion.  So  while  on  the  one  hand  we 
talk  of  balancing  the  budget,  the  Presi- 
dent produced  a  budget  that  said  let  us 
spend  $15  billion  more  than  we  spent 
last  year.  Obviously,  that  gives  the 
President  for  1  year  the  latitude  to  say 
he  is  increasing  education,  he  is  in- 
creasing this,  he  is  increasing  that.  We 
say  freeze  them,  if  you  are  serious 
about  a  budget.  You  can  take  a  freeze. 
If  you  are  serious  about  a  balanced 
budget. 

What  is  interesting  about  the  budget 
differences — we  do  not  have  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  before  us  because  it  was 
voted  down  in  the  Senate.  Nonetheless, 
what  is  interesting  is  that  the  Presi- 
dent's increases  continue  only  for  an 
election  year  and  then  start  down. 
Then  he  produces  two  budgets,  not  one. 
He  produces  one  using  his  own  ntmi- 
bers,  his  own  economics,  and  he  says. 
"This  is  what  I  am  going  to  do  over  the 
next  7  years."  And  it  comes  tumbling 
down  in  the  last  2  years,  and  this  is 
where  you  have  the  argument  that 
Senator  Bond  is  making  that  since  the 
President  wants  to  spend  even  during 
that  downturn  more  money  for  certain 
areas  like  education  and  others,  it  is 
inevitable  that  the  veterans'  function 
gets  cut  dramatically.  Many  others 
programs  get  cut  dramatically.  The 
space  program  is  disassembled  for  all 
intents  and  purposes.  But  the  Cabinet 
members  run  around  telling  the  con- 
stituency "We  are  not  bound  by  that. 
The  President  has  told  us  we  will  take 
it  one  year  at  a  time."  That  is  one 
budget.  The  President  has  another 
budget.  That  budget  is  the  one,  the  sec- 
ond one,  that  permits  him  to  say, 
"They  told  me  to  do  it  their  way,  and 
I  have  done  it  their  way.  I  have  a  bal- 
anced budget."  It  is  the  same  kind  of 
balance  as  Congress  has  excepting  that 
in  that  budget  he  has  to  really  cut.  He 
has  to  really  cut  the  veterans.  He  has 
to  really  cut  the  domestic  accounts, 
except  you  wait  until  the  last  2  years 
and  then  cut  $67  billion  out  of  those  ac- 
counts. But  that  is  not  the  budget  he  is 
telling  the  people  about.  Re  is  telling 
them  about  the  easier  budget,  the  one 
where  he  uses  his  own  economics  and 
his  own  assumptions  which  is  kind  of 
the  rosy  scenario  budget.  Then  in  turn 
Cabinet  people  send  out  to  our  respec- 
tive States  how  much  has  to  be  cut 
under  our  budgets  with  silence  about 
how  much  has  to  be  cut  in  theirs:  in 
fact,  disavowing  that  anything  nec- 
essarily has  to  be  cut  because,  if  asked, 
they  say.  "We  will  take  it  one  year  at 
a  time." 

I  believe  it  is  only  fair  that  we  set 
the  record  straight  here.  We  are  going 
to  deliver  appropriations  bills — it  is 
not  my  responsibility  except  for  one 
subcommittee — but  our  distinguished 
chairman,  Senator  Hatfield,  I  am  cer- 
tain with  the  cooperation  of  Democrats 
ir  going  to  produce  these  bills  that  are 
very  close  to  a  freeze  in  every  case.  I 


am  very  hopeful  that  the  public  under- 
stands that  it  is  really  kind  of  phony  to 
say  we  ought  to  spend  $15  billion  more 
because  thisis  an  election  year  only  to 
find  as  soon  as  the  election  is  over  we 
will  start  reducing  them  and  actually  2 
years  after  this  President  would  leave 
office,  even  if  he  is  reelected,  is  when 
we  get  serious  about  making  some  real 
cuts.  So  I  think  the  freeze  is  fair. 

My  second  point  has  to  do,  just  for  a 
minute  one  more  time,  about  Medicare 
and  the  huge  misrepresentation  in  the 
President's  Medicare  proposal.  So  let 
me  tell  Americans  one  more  time  how 
the  President  is  handling  Medicare. 

First  of  all,  I  repeat  that  Medicare  is 
going  broke.  I  do  not  say  this  with  any 
joy.  I  did  not  do  the  estimating.  My 
committee  staff  did  not.  Three  Cabinet 
members  and  the  head  person  of  Social 
Security  are  four  out  of  the  five  people 
who  review  it  annually  and  tell  us  the 
truth.  Three  of  them  work  for  the 
President.  One  of  them  is  appointed  by 
the  President.  What  did  they  say?  They 
said  things  are  getting  worse  since  last 
year  when  you  did  nothing  and  the 
fund  is  going  to  be  bankrupt  in  5  years. 
Let  us  throw  out  that  word  "bankrupt" 
and  let  us  say  what  it  means. 

EAch  year  the  trust  fund  is  spending 
more  for  seniors  who  are  entitled  to 
the  coverage  than  the  taxes  coming  in. 
There  was  a  surplus,  Mr.  President.  So 
we  are  still  able  to  pay  the  bill.  The 
surplus  is  disapi>earlng  and  the  money 
coming  in  is  not  enough  to  pay  the 
bills  going  out.  So  in  the  fifth  year 
they  now  say — 5  years — there  will  not 
be  any  money  to  pay  the  bills.  How  else 
can  we  say  it?  Everybody's  paycheck 
keeps  having  that  money  taken  out  of 
it  for  Medicare  and  it  keeps  going  in. 
Nobody  is  cheating  in  terms  of  putting 
it  in  there. 

One  of  the  most  enforced  laws  around 
is  that  for  withholding  for  Social  Secu- 
rity and  Medicare.  These  trustees  told 
us  in  the  following  language,  and  I  do 
not  quote  but  I  paraphrase:  It  is  imper- 
ative that  you  make  the  fimd  solvent 
by  restraining  and  curtailing  the  costs 
of  the  program.  What  did  the  President 
do?  The  President  finds  a  magic  aster- 
isk of  $55  billion,  a  master  stroke  of 
magic.  He  says  let  us  take  $55  billion  of 
the  expenditures  for  our  seniors  and  let 
us  just  take  it  out  of  there.  Let  us  not 
spend  it  for  seniors.  $55  billion.  And  the 
$55  billion  happens  to  be  the  fastest 
growing  account  in  Medicare,  home 
health  care. 

Now,  watch,  when  this  becomes  an 
issue,  and  it  is  getting  there,  there  will 
be  some  kind  of  argument.  The  argu- 
ment will  be.  "Well,  home  care  should 
never  have  been  in  there  to  begin 
with."  The  point  of  it  is,  when  the 
trustees  write  about  this  fund  going 
bankrupt,  they  are  writing  about  the 
fund  and  the  expenditures  and  pro- 
grams of  today.  It  just  happens  we  are 
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paying  home  health  care  and  hos- 
pitalization out  of  that  trust  fund; 
point  No.  1. 

Point  No.  2,  if  that  fund  is  going 
broke,  the  fastest  contributor  to  it 
going  broke  is  the  home  health  care 
costs.  So,  is  it  not  interesting,  magi- 
cally take  out  those  costs  and  put 
them  someplace  else  and,  of  course, 
you  can  say  Medicare  just  got  S55  bil- 
lion more  solvent.  What  happens  to 
home  health  care  costs  of  $55  billion 
and  growing?  The  President  says  let 
the  average  taxpayer  pay  for  it.  He  did 
not  just  kind  of  slip  it  through  and  say 
whatever  you  have  been  paying,  tax- 
payers— struggling,  working,  both  of 
you  with  a  job.  trjring  to  make  ends 
meet — whatever  you  were  pajring  taxes 
for,  I  just  decided  to  add  $55  billion 
more  to  that  tax  burden. 

Frankly,  I  do  not  think  that  is  right. 
I  do  not  think  the  President  ought  to 
be  able  to  say  he  has  fixed  Medicare 
without  having  to  change  the  cost 
structure  and  save  real  money,  just 
slip  the  pajrment  over,  change  it 
around,  move  it  someplace  else  onto 
the  already  burdened  taxpayer  and  ab- 
racadabra, magic,  the  fund  is  now  more 
solvent. 

We  had  to  do  what  the  trustees  told 
us  to  do.  We  had  to  restrain  those 
costs,  so  instead  of  growing  at  10.5  per- 
cent, they  are  growing  at  7  percent. 
They  are  not  getting  cut,  they  are 
growing  at  7  percent.  We  will  be  spend- 
ing S7,000  i>er  capita  under  Medicare  in 
6  years,  and  it  is  S5,200  now.  It  is  not 
less,  it  is  Sl.SOO  more.  But  we  will  re- 
form the  system,  offer  options,  change 
the  way  we  pay  the  various  providers, 
and  create  a  new,  modem  program 
where  cost  containment  and  restraints 
will  benefit  the  senior  in  that  the  fund 
will  become  solvent  as  will  the  tax- 
payer, in  that  you  will  not  switch  $55 
billion  of  the  program  to  the  taxpayers 
of  America. 

I  think  it  is  imperative  that  every- 
body begin  to  understand  the  situation. 
Second,  the  second  i)art  of  Medicare  is 
an  insurance  policy.  Back  yonder,  per- 
haps under  Lyndon  Johnson  or  some- 
where around  there,  we  said  we  ought 
to  give  seniors  more  than  hospital  cov- 
erage, so  we  gave  them  an  optional  in- 
surance policy.  When  we  started  it  we 
said  we  will  pay  50  percent,  the  senior 
will  pay  50  percent.  We  got  generous 
some  years  ago  and  said  let  us  make  it 
75  percent  taxpayers,  25  percent  sen- 
iors. 

Six  years  ago  we  said  let  us  let  the 
senior  pay  a  little  bit  more,  31  percent 
and  the  taxpayers  pay  the  rest.  It  has 
now  come  back  down  to  25,  because 
that  number  of  years  that  we  made  the 
change  has  now  expired.  And  we  con- 
tend, in  order  to  make  that  a  reliable 
program,  we  must  save  $44  billion  over 
6  years.  Interestingly  enough,  the 
President  says  we  need  to  do  44  billion 


dollars'  worth,  too.  He  does  it  one  way, 
we  do  it  another  way,  but  there  is  no 
argument  on  how  much  has  to  be  done. 

So,  as  we  began  to  look  at  one  of  the 
major  issues,  and  this  is  one,  instead  of 
an  issue  of  making  this  solvent  and 
getting  rid  of  this  disaster  that  is  pend- 
ing right  around  the  corner,  it  has  be- 
come the  political  issue  that  is  who  is 
doing  best  by  the  seniors,  who  is  mak- 
ing the  fund  more  solvent  for  a  longer 
period  of  time,  and  who  is  doing  it 
most  fairly. 

I  submit  it  is  pretty  easy  to  fix  the 
Medicare  fund  if  you  just  want  to  take 
away  its  responsibilities  and  its  liabil- 
ities and  the  costs  Imposed  and  just 
take  them  out,  take  them  away  and  let 
somebody  else  pay  for  them  like  the 
general  tax  coffers,  general  taxpayers. 
That  is  essentially  a  substantial  por- 
tion of  the  way  the  President  chooses 
to  solve  it. 

I  believe  a  freestanding  bill  in  this 
place,  and  in  the  U.S.  House,  and  thor- 
oughly aired  across  America,  that  said 
do  you  want  the  general  taxpayers  to 
pay  $55  billion  of  the  health  trust  fund 
for  seniors  or  do  you  want  to  continue 
with  the  trust  fund  and  the  payroll  sit- 
uation we  have  now — I  do  not  believe 
very  many  people  would  vote  to  take 
general  tax  dollars  and  put  them  in 
that  trust  fund.  We  are  doing  it,  kind 
of  by  just  a  slip  of  the  pen  here,  just  a 
turn  of  the  page  and  write  in  some- 
thing on  a  budget  that  says  it  is  all 
changed. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  HOTJ.TNGS.  Quickly,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, because  the  hour  of  3:30  is  arriv- 
ing, the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  and 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  do 
not  have  a  differing  view  with  respect 
to  the  Finance  Committee  bringing  out 
a  tax  reduction  bill.  There  is  no  ques- 
tion they  can  do  that,  subject  to  the 
instructions,  particularly  back  in  1975 
where  we  had  several  budget  resolu- 
tions. But  not  the  reconciliation  proc- 
ess, that  is  exactly  what  it  was  and 
that  is  what  they  stated. 

Mr.  Mansfield  said,  "I  ask  unanimous 
consent  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  tax  bill,  H.R.  5559"  on 
December  12.  Then,  on  December  15,  as 
the  distinguished  Senator  referred,  the 
assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as  fol- 
lows: "A  bill,  H.R.  1559,  to  make 
changes  in  certain  income  tax  provi- 
sions of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954." 

However,  it  was  clearly  obvious  from 
the  full  Record,  and  we  can  make  that 
Record  here  as  a  part  of  this  Record  if 
we  wish,  that  Senator  Long  was  trsring 
to  limit  debate  and  not  have  the 
Hartke  amendments,  which  were  not 
germane.  And  in  that  discourse,  even 
though   Mr.   Long  had  called   it   rec- 


onciliation, the  chairman  said,  and  I 
quote  Mr.  Hartke: 

The  chairman  of  the  Finance  Committee 
can  make  a  statement  but  that  does  not 
make  It  the  situation.  The  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance has  not  acted  upon  this  being  a  rec- 
onciliation bill.  There  is  no  record  of  Its 
being  a  reconciliation  bill.  There  Is  no  men- 
tion of  it  In  the  report  as  being  a  reconcili- 
ation bill.  Therefore,  I  think  the  point  of 
order  would  not  be  well  taken  In  regard  to 
any  amendment  because  It  Is  not  a  reconcili- 
ation bill.  This  Is  a  tax  reduction  bill. 

And  finally.  Senator  Muskie,  the 
chairman,  and  the  rest  of  them,  after  a 
long  debate,  including  Senator  Dole 
who  was  on  Finance  and  supporting  the 
position  taken  by  Senator  Hartke,  al- 
lowed the  Hartke  amendments.  And 
somewhat  in  defeat,  when  he  finally 
was  there,  on  December  15,  Mr.  Muskie 
said,  "I  wonder  if  I  might  not  yield  the 
floor.  I  think  I  have  made  whatever 
contribution  I  can  with  discussions  of 
the  problem."  And  he  yielded  to  the 
whole  thing  whereby  they  brought  the 
amendment  up. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  I  would  hope  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  would  agree 
with  his  own  words.  We  know  Mr.  Ull- 
man.  I  have  here;  Mr.  Panetta,  Mr. 
Bellmon,  Mr.  Regula,  Mr.  Boiling  and 
the  numerous  Senators  on  this  side, 
but  particularly  Senator  Domenict.  I 
quote,  on  December  3,  1980,  where  5 
years  hence,  and  I  quote  him: 

And  also  obviously  It  Is  an  extremely  fit- 
ting event  for  Senator  Hollincs.  He  did  not 
have  the  privilege  of  being  chairman  of  this 
committee  for  very  long,  but  he  worked  on 
the  committee  for  years  and  I  think  that  he 
must  feel  very  good  today,  knowing  that 
under  his  leadership  this  first  reconciliation 
act  will  become  a  reality. 

It  was  the  first.  And  all  reconcili- 
ation, as  Mr.  Pickle  from  Texas  and  ev- 
eryone else  pointed  out — reconciliation 
was  the  process  to  bring  the  deficits 
down,  bring  the  spending  down  into  a 
particular  budget  target,  not  to  in- 
crease deficits  with  tax  cuts. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  an  article  by  Bill  Dauster, 
dated  May  30,  in  Roll  Call  entitled 
"The  Day  the  Senate  Died:  Budget 
Measure  Weakens  Minority"  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  Roll  Call.  May  30. 1996] 

The  Day  the  Senate  Died:  Budget  Measure 

Weakens  MmoRmr 

(By  Bill  Dauster) 

The  Senate  died  last  week.  At  the  very 
least.  It  suffered  a  blow  that  leaves  It 
clinging  to  life. 

You  may  be  forgiven  If  you  missed  It.  It 
happened  while  the  Senate  considered  the 
budget  resolution,  a  budget  whose  fiscal  pri- 
orities pretty  much  repeat  last  year's  end- 
less budget  failure. 

But  while  most  observers  of  Congress 
yawned,  the  Republican  majority  used  the 
budget  process  to  fundamentally  alter  the 
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way  the  Senate  works.  From  now  on,  the 
Senate  will  conduct  much  of  Its  business  at 
Its  hallmark  deliberative  pace  only  if  the 
majority  wants  It  that  way. 

It  Is  the  Senate's  deliberative  pace  that 
has  distinguished  It  from  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  other  parliaments.  Yes,  the 
Senate  does  apportion  Its  membership  by 
state  Instead  of  by  population,  but  Its  true 
uniqueness  flows  from  the  way  Its  rules  pre- 
serve the  rights  of  determined  minorities. 

Once  the  presiding  officer  has  recognized  a 
Senator,  the  Senate's  rules  allow  the  Sen- 
ator to  speak  as  long  as  humanly  possible, 
unless  60  Senators  vote  to  end  the  filibuster. 
The  mere  threat  of  filibuster— called  a 
"hold"  can  detain  legislation. 

As  well,  when  the  Senate  Is  considering 
one  subject.  Senators  have  the  perfect  right 
to  offer  amendments  on  entirely  different 
subjects.  These  powers  to  debate  and  amend 
make  every  single-United  States  Senator  a 
force  to  be  reckoned  with.  They  give  dedi- 
cated groups  of  Senators  substantial  power. 
And  they  give  41  Senators  the  absolute  right 
to  kill  a  bill. 

All  that  changed  last  week.  Sen.  Pete 
Domenlcl  (B^NM),  the  Budget  Committee 
chairman,  brought  to  the  Senate  floor  a 
budget  resolution  that  markedly  expanded 
the  use  of  a  procedure  called  "reconcili- 
ation." The  reconciliation  process  creates 
bills  that  the  Senate  considers  with  only 
limited  debate  and  limited  opportunities  to 
amend. 

Because  reconciliation  bills  limit  debate, 
Senators  cannot  filibuster  them.  A  simple 
majority  can  pass  them.  Because  Senators 
may  offer  only  germane  amendments  to  rec- 
onciliation bills.  Senators  must  stick  to  only 
the  subjects  chosen  by  the  majority  in  the 
committee  process.  Because  of  the  reconcili- 
ation process's  power,  the  Senate  has  limited 
it  solely  to  deficit  reduction  through  the 
"Byrd  Rule,"  named  after  the  Senate's  i»ar- 
llamentary  conscience.  Sen.  Robert  Byrd  (D- 
WVa). 

This  year's  budget  will  generate  an  unprec- 
edented three  reconciliation  bills— on  wel- 
fare. Medicare,  and  tax  cuts — designed  to 
maximize  partisan  confrontation  with  the 
President.  And  in  a  marked  departure  from 
past  practice,  the  Republican  budget  resolu- 
tion devotes  one  of  the  three  reconciliation 
bills — the  one  to  cut  taxes — solely  to  worsen- 
ing the  deQclt. 

On  May  21,  Senate  Minority  Leader  Tom 
Daschle  (D-SD),  backed  by  Sens.  Jim  Exon 
(D-Neb).  Ernest  HoUlngs  (D-SC),  and  Byron 
Dorgan  (D-ND),  formally  challenged  the  pro- 
cedure. The  Republican-appointed  Parlia- 
mentarian gave  it  his  blessing. 

In  a  series  of  exchanges  with  the  presiding 
officer,  Daschle  demonstrated  that  the  new 
procedure  has  few  limits.  Daschle  appealed 
the  ruling,  but  the  Senate  sustained  the  pro- 
cedure on  a  straight  party-line  vote. 

From  now  on,  the  majority  party  can  cre- 
ate as  many  reconciliation  bills  as  it  wants. 
And  the  majority  can  use  them  to  increase 
spending  or  cut  taxes,  worsening  the  deficit. 
From  now  on,  the  majority  can  use  the  rec- 
onciliation process  to  move  Its  entire  legis- 
lative agenda  through  the  Senate  with  sim- 
ple majority  votes  and  few  distractions. 

The  old  Senate  is  dead.  Some  may  say, 
"Good  riddance."  After  all,  as  a  Democratic 
Member  of  Congress  once  said,  "In  the  Sen- 
ate, you  can't  go  to  the  bathroom  without  60 
votes." 

If  a  simple  majority  can  now  mss  impor- 
tant legislation  in  the  Senate,  perhaps  a  lot 
more  will  get  done.  Democrats  will  recall 
their  frustration  with  Republican  filibusters. 


Indeed,  then-Budget  Committee  Chairman 
Jim  Sasser  (D-Tenn)  once  tried  to  convince 
Byrd  to  allow  the  Senate  to  consider  the 
Clinton  health  care  reform  bill  using  the  rec- 
onciliation process.  Byrd  did  not  want  that 
done. 

Also,  the  Parliamentarian  at  that  time  ad- 
vised that  it  would  not  be  in  order  for  a 
budget  resolution  to  Instruct  the  creation  of 
a  reconciliation  bill  that  solely  worsened  the 
deficit. 

One  can  think  about  efflclency  and  Con- 
gress in  two  ways.  The  current  conventional 
wisdom  thinks  in  terms  of  legislative  effi- 
ciency: How  many  bills  become  laws? 

But  as  Nobel  Prize-winning  economist 
James  Buchanan  has  argued,  societal  effi- 
ciency may  be  better  served  by  a  Congress 
that  has  hard  time  enacting  laws.  Under 
those  circumstances,  laws  would  change  less 
often,  less  frequently  disrupting  peoples' 
lives,  less  often  intruding  into  them.  If  you 
agree  with  Thoreau  that  the  best  govern- 
ment is  that  which  governs  least,  then  the 
most  socletally  efficient  government  Is  the 
one  with  the  most  checks  and  balances. 

The  Republican  majority  may  thus  have 
served  legislative  efficiency  at  the  expense  of 
societal  efficiency.  Good  or  bad,  the  Senate 
has  changed. 

As  Daschle  warned  on  May  21,  "What  goes 
around  comes  around."  Democrats  will  re- 
member the  lessons  the  Republicans  have 
taught  them  of  how  to  use  the  power  of  the 
majority. 

So  say  "bye,  bye"  to  this  slice  of  American 
pie.  Thls'll  be  the  day  that  It  dies.  Thls'll  be 
the  way  that  It  dies. 

Mr.  HOT.T.TNGS.  I  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
imanimous  consent  that  further  pro- 
ceedings under  the  quorum  call  be  dis- 
pensed with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  we  proceed  in 
morning  business,  and  that  each  Sen- 
ator have  5  minutes  to  speak  in  morn- 
ing business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAUN  addressed  the 
Chafr. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Illinois  is  recognized. 


THE  PERPETRATORS  OF  HATE 
CRIMES 

Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAUN.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  will  speak  in  morning  business 
in  relation  to  the  rash  of  hate  crimes 
that  we  have  experienced  in  this  coun- 
try lately. 


Mr.  President,  the  perpetrators  of  the 
rash  of  hate  crimes  and  church  burn- 
ings in  this  country  are  no  more  than 
cowardly  domestic  terrorists.  They 
work  under  cover  of  darkness  and  ano- 
nymity to  intimidate  some  and  encour- 
age others  precisely  because  they  have 
neither  the  will  nor  the  courage  to  be 
associated  with  the  evil  they  seek  to 
unleash  on  the  land.  It  has  been  sug- 
gested that  the  objective  of  thefr  ac- 
tions is  to  start  a  race  war.  However, 
there  is  every  indication  that  the 
arsonists  are  confused  about  the  coun- 
try in  which  their  crimes  are  taking 
place. 

Most  Americans,  Mr.  President,  are 
appalled  and  outraged.  Our  Nation  as  a 
whole,  without  regard  to  color  or  reli- 
gion, is  shamed  by  this  horror.  The 
outpouring  of  support  and  comfort  for 
the  victims  of  the  terrorism  has  been 
consistent  and  has  been  multiracial. 
The  religious  community  has  closed 
ranks  with  the  targets  of  the  arson  in 
rejection  and  repudiation  of  the  evil 
these  crimes  represent.  From  the 
President  of  the  United  States  to  the 
neighbors  in  areas  which  have  wit- 
nessed these  crimes,  the  leadership 
taken  by  individual  citizens  to  affirm  a 
climate  of  respect  and  community 
gives  truth  to  the  fact  that  our  Nation 
will  not  fall  prey  to  the  forces  of  fear. 

Mr.  President,  I  recently  talked  with 
the  victim  of  a  cross  burning  in  my 
own  State  of  Illinois,  who  lives  In  Glen 
Carbon,  IL.  I  spoke  with  Mr.  Ellis  who 
had  been  victimized  by  a  cross  being 
burned  on  the  front  lawn  of  his  home. 
And  the  comment  that  I  was  most 
struck  with  is  that  he  said  how  nice  his 
neighbors  had  been.  This  is  an  inte- 
grated community.  His  neighbors, 
black  and  white  alike,  have  come  to 
the  aid  of  this  family  that  has  suffered 
this  heinous  crime. 

Mr.  President,  America  will  not  go 
back.  As  we  enter  the  21st  century, 
America  is  anxious  to  put  the  ugly  leg- 
acy of  racial  divisions  behind  us.  Un- 
like a  century  ago,  the  masses  of  peo- 
ple who  make  up  our  national  commu- 
nity cannot  be  seduced  by  the  messages 
of  hate  and  conflict  which  consumed  us 
in  the  past.  Those  messages  lost  thefr 
power  with  the  moral  victory  of  the 
civil  rights  movement,  and  our  country 
has  matured  in  ways  which  cannot  be 
undone  by  racist  terrorism.  We  are  not 
intimidated,  but  embarrassed,  and 
challenged  by  these  criminals  and  thefr 
destruction. 

Make  no  mistake  but  that  they  are 
criminals.  The  act  of  arson  is  a  crime, 
when  directed  at  a  church  it  is  a  crime 
of  imspeakable  dimension.  But  that  is 
precisely  why  we  are  called  upon,  each 
of  us,  to  speak  and  act  in  ways  which 
will  demonstrate  our  collective  intoler- 
ance of  such  hate  crimes.  Our  commu- 
nity, as  a  whole,  must  dedicate  itself  to 
the  rebuilding  of  the  churches.  We 
must  engage  our  Government  and  law 
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enforcement  apparatus  to  investigate 
and  uncover  the  perpetrators  of  this 
terrorism.  No  stone  should  be  left 
unturned  in  our  search  for  the  truth. 
Federal,  State,  and  local  law  enforce- 
ment must  approach  these  hate  crimes 
with  the  same  vigor  and  sophistication 
as  would  be  given  the  most  heinous  for- 
eign threat. 

My  late  mother  would  often  say, 
"The  Lord  works  in  mysterious  ways. 
His  wonders  to  perform."  And  she  was 
right.  The  resurrection  of  the  burnt 
places  of  worship  may  well  provide  the 
kind  of  redemption  which  can  only 
come  of  suffering.  We  will  move  our 
Nation  forward  to  the  elimination  of 
racism  if  we  dedicate  ourselves  to  re- 
store the  symbols  of  love  and  unity, 
and  in  so  doing  put  to  rest  forever  the 
forces  of  division  based  on  race  which 
these  acts  of  terror  seek  to  unleash. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  one  of  those 
historic  moments  for  America,  when 
the  path  of  our  future  will  be  chosen. 
In  our  collective  repudiation  of  domes- 
tic terrorism,  in  our  aggressive  pros- 
ecution of  its  perpetrators,  in  our  vigi- 
lance against  hate  and  in  the  vitality 
of  our  response  to  it,  we  will  build  the 
New  Jerusalem  of  a  stronger,  more 
moral,  and  more  inclusive  country. 

With  that,  Mr.  President,  I  will  send 
later  to  the  desk  a  resolution  which  I 
hope  will  be  cleared  quickly  for  action 
by  this  body  and  which  I  hope  and  pray 
will  receive  the  unanimous  consent  of 
my  colleagues.  Thank  you  very  much, 
Mr.  President.  I  3rield  the  floor  and 
note  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  EIXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ator from  California  is  a  very  valuable 
member  of  the  Budget  Committee.  We 
had  saved  some  time  for  her.  I  request 
we  move  back  to  the  budget  resolution, 
and  I  yield  up  to  8  minutes  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  California,  or  whatever  time 
she  needs. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR 
1997— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  thank 
you.  I  want  to  thank  my  leader  on  the 
Budget  Committee,  Senator  ExON,  who 
will  be  sorely  missed  when  he  retires. 
This  is  a  man  who  has  stood  for  a  real 
balance  in  our  Government,  a  balanced 
budget,  and  a  balance  in  our  priorities. 


I  hope  as  America  listens  to  him.  and 
some  of  us  who  do  not  believe  this 
budget  is  the  right  budget,  I  hope 
Americans  will  understand  the  fight 
over  balancing  the  budget. 
Mr.  EXON.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mrs.  BOXER.  I  am  happy  to  3rield  to 
the  Senator. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  appreciate  your  kind  re- 
marks, and  I  yield  5  hours  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  California. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  thank 
you  so  much. 

As  I  was  saying  about  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska,  he  has  stood  for  real 
balance  in  the  budget,  both  in  terms  of 
dollars  in  and  dollars  out,  so  that  we 
do  not  add  to  a  debt,  but  also  a  balance 
of  needs.  What  is  very  interesting  to 
me,  in  particular.  Senator  ExoN,  as  the 
former  chairman  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee, and  now  as  its  ranking  mem- 
ber, has  always  been  one  who  has  stood 
for  the  strongest  possible  defense  that 
America  must  have.  When  I  hear  him 
stand  up  and  talk  about  some  of  the  ex- 
cesses in  that  area,  it  means  a  lot  to 
me. 

What  is  interesting  to  me,  when  we 
had  an  opportunity  to  vote  on  budgets, 
we  had  three  budgets.  We  had  the  Re- 
publican budget  before  the  Senate 
today,  coming  back  from  the  con- 
ference; we  had  the  Democratic  budget, 
which,  basically,  was  President  Clin- 
ton's budget;  and  we  had  the  bipartisan 
budget,  which  was  put  together  by  Re- 
publicans ajid  Democrats  in  this  U.S. 
Senate. 

I  had  the  privilege  of  voting  for  two 
budgets,  the  Democrat  budget  and  the 
bipartisan  budget.  I  did  not  vote  for 
the  Republican  budget.  Although  many 
people's  eyes  glaze  over  when  you  talk 
about  the  budget,  it  is  really  a  very 
simple  document  when  you  think  about 
it.  It  is  a  statement  of  our  priorities, 
and  a  statement,  really,  of  what  we 
think  we  ought  to  be  doing  as  a  nation, 
just  as  we  and  our  families  will  deter- 
mine every  year  what  our  priorities 
are,  where  we  will  spend  our  dollars. 
We  do  that  here. 

One  would  think  that  the  cold  war 
had  not  ended  if  you  look  at  this  budg- 
et. That  is  what  is  so  terribly  confus- 
ing to  me,  because  we  know  we  have  to 
be  lean  in  this  budget.  We  know  we  are 
not  doing  as  much  for  education  as  we 
would  like.  We  are  not  doing  as  much 
to  clean  up  the  environment  as  we 
would  like,  at  least  most  of  us.  We  are 
certainly  not  doing  enough  health  re- 
search as  we  would  like. 

Every  dollar  that  we  can  find  to 
make  these  investments  is  a  dollar,  I 
think,  that  is  well  spent  when  we  make 
them.  Yet,  we  have  this  Republican 
Senate  and  House  throwing  $12  billion 
more  at  the  Pentagon  than  they  asked 
for  in  budget  authority.  That,  to  me,  is 
nonsensical. 


We  need  the  strongest  military  in  the 
world,  and  we  have  it,  and  we  will  al- 
ways have  it.  We  do  not  need  to  throw 
dollars  that  the  generals  and  the  admi- 
rals do  not  want.  What  is  the  point  of 
it?  It  is  wasting  money,  money  that  we 
need  elsewhere,  money  that  could  even 
reduce  the  deficit  further. 

To  me,  it  is  not  a  close  call  as  far  as 
how  I  will  vote.  The  Republican  budget 
left  the  Senate,  and  I  think  the  prior- 
ities were  out  of  whack.  Too  many  cuts 
in  Medicare,  too  many  cuts  in  Medic- 
aid, too  many  cuts  in  education,  too 
many  cuts  in  the  environment,  and  too 
much  spending  on  the  Pentagon — more 
than  they  asked  for.  It  is  something  I 
hope  that  the  American  people  will 
look  at,  because  it  is  not  pie-in-the-sky 
and  it  is  not  rhetoric.  It  is  not  politics. 
It  is  budgeting.  It  is  hard  dollars  that 
will  go  to  pay  for  what  the  American 
people  need  to  have. 

Mr.  President,  we  do  have  an  election 
coming  up  in  November.  Frankly.  I 
think  a  lot  of  these  issues  will  be  issues 
in  that  election.  I  can  think  of  no 
greater  honor  than  to  serve  on  the 
Budget  Committee.  When  I  was  in  the 
House,  I  spent  6  years  there,  and  here 
in  the  U.S.  Senate  I  am  finishing  the 
fourth.  To  me.  it  is  one  of  the  most  im- 
portant things  that  I  do.  because  the 
hopes  and  dreams  of  American  people, 
their  aspirations,  are  really  contained 
in  that  budget. 

All  you  have  to  do  is  look  at  edu- 
cation, and  see  how  the  Republicans 
are  slashing  it,  to  understand  that  will 
translate  into  fewer  scholarships  for 
our  young  people  to  go  to  college, 
fewer  slots  that  can  be  filled  in  Head 
Start  so  our  kids  can  get  off  to  a  good 
start  on  a  level  plashing  field,  fewer 
ways  to  clean  up  Superfund  sites. 
Frankly,  in  California,  we  have  many 
that  are  languishing  and  are  dan- 
gerous, with  toxins  seeping  into  water 
supplies,  because  we  do  not  have 
enough  resources  there. 

This  is  the  greatest  Nation  in  the 
world.  We  can  do  better. 

The  Democratic  budget,  the  Clinton 
budget,  the  bipartisan  budget.  I  think 
all  of  those  sire  quite  mainstream  in 
their  approach,  compared  to  this  budg- 
et that  is  before  the  Senate  today.  We 
do  not  have  to  hurt  our  seniors  the  way 
they  will  be  hurt  with  this.  We  do  not 
have  to  hurt  our  children  the  way  they 
will  be  hurt  with  this. 

Now  we  have  a  whole  new  idea.  We 
will  go  back  to  star  wars.  We  will  build 
a  full  star  wars.  I  think  we  ought  to 
prepare,  in  case  we  have  to.  We  should 
do  all  the  research.  I  have  always 
taken  that  position.  But  to  get  ready 
to  deploy  a  star  wars  system — we  will 
be  facing  that  in  the  defense  bill — it 
will  cost  us  billions  of  dollars,  billions 
of  dollars,  when  we  do  not  even  know 
exactly  what  we  need  to  do,  and  we  are 
being  told  the  threat  is  not  defined  yet. 
It  just  does  not  make  sense. 
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I  submit,  Mr.  President,  if  you  went 
to  a  supermarket  or  shopping  center  in 
Tennessee,  or  I  went  to  one  in  Califor- 
nia, or  my  friend  went  to  one  in  Ne- 
braska, and  you  said  to  the  person  who 
was  coming  in  to  do  his  shopping:  Out 
of  these  few  things,  which  do  you  feel 
most  threatened  by,  crime  in  the  street 
and  that  you  might  get  mugged  or  at- 
tacked, or  somebody  in  your  family 
getting  breast  cancer  or  prostate  can- 
cer, or  a  ballistic  missile  coming  over 
and  hitting  you  in  your  house?  I  hon- 
estly think  that  people  would  say  we 
should  have  the  strongest  military  in 
the  world,  but  the  threats  that  are  fac- 
ing me  are  absolutely  that  someone  in 
my  family  would  get  such  a  dreadful 
disease  or  that,  yes,  someone  could  be 
a  victim  of  a  crime.  Yet,  you  look  at 
this  budget  and  it  has  the  opposite 
kind  of  priorities. 

So  I  thank  my  friend  from  Nebraska 
for  his  leadership,  his  very  down-to- 
earth  Nebraska  leadership.  I  will  sorely 
miss  it  next  year.  I  think  he  stands  for 
mainstream  America  in  his  opposition 
to  this  budget. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  against 
this  budget.  It  got  worse  when  it  went 
into  conference.  It  has  more  of  the 
Newt  Gingrich  approach  to  budgeting, 
and  I  frankly  think  we  ought  to  vote 
"no." 

I  jrield  the  floor  at  this  time. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
briefly  thank  my  dear  filend  and  col- 
league from  California.  I  said  earlier 
that  she  is  a  valuable  member  of  the 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
THOMPSON).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 


A  NEW  CHANCE  FOR  PEACE  IN 
NORTHERN  IRELAND 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  I  welcome 
the  news  that  negotiations  on  Northern 
Ireland  are  back  on  course.  Fractious 
though  they  might  be.  the  talks  involv- 
ing the  British  and  Irish  Governments, 
as  well  as  representatives  of  Northern 
Ireland's  political  parties,  offer  hope  to 
all  of  us  who  long  for  a  permanent 
peace  in  Northern  Ireland. 

The  talks,  which  opened  Monday,  had 
hit  a  significant  impasse  over  the  role 
of  our  former  colleague  George  Mitch- 
ell, who  was  chosen  by  the  British  and 
Irish  Governments  to  chair  the  nego- 
tiating sessions.  Due  to  the  courage 
shown  by  all  those  involved,  but  par- 
ticularly Prime  Minister  Major  and 
Unionist  leader  David  Trimble,  the  im- 
passe has  been  resolved  and  a  possible 
deadlock  has  been  averted.  The  talks 
will  proceed  with  Senator  Mitchell  at 
the  helm. 

I  regret  that  there  are  still  some 
Unionists,  however,  who  object  to  Sen- 
ator Mitchell's  chairmanship,  for  the 
sole  purpose.  I  suspect,  of  obstructing 
the  peace  process.  Having  served  with 
George  Mitchell  for  many  years  in  the 
Senate,  I  can  personally  attest  to  his 
even-handed  and  judicious  approach  to 
the  issues.  Here  in  the  Senate,  he  was 


because  the  IRA  has  failed  to  commit 
to  a  cease-fire.  That  is  as  it  should  be. 
The  ground  rules  for  the  talks  make 
clear  that  all  parties  must  offer  their 
total  commitment  to  the  principles  of 
democracy  and  nonviolence. 

But  there  is  a  place  reserved  at  the 
table  for  Sinn  Fein.  The  IRA  need  only 
recommit  itself  to  nonviolence  to  take 
its  seat  at  that  table.  Genuine  all- 
party  talks  cannot  take  place  without 
Sinn  Fein  or  without  the  Unionist  par- 
ties which  have  thus  far  eschewed  the 
process. 

A  great  deal  of  progress  has  been 
made  toward  achieving  a  lasting  peace. 
Let  us  hope  that  the  momentum  can  be 
continued. 


THE  VERY  BAD  DEBT  BOXSCORE 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  too  many 
Americans  have  not  the  foggiest  notion 
about  the  enormity  of  the  Federal 
debt.  Every  so  often,  I  ask  various 
groups,  how  many  millions  of  dollars 
are  there  in  a  trillion?  They  think 
about  it.  voice  some  estimates,  most  of 
them  not  even  close. 

They  are  stunned  when  they  learn 
the  facts,  such  as  the  case  today.  To  be 
exact,  as  of  the  close  of  business  yes- 
terday. June  11.  1996,  the  total  Federal 
debt— down  to  the  penny — stood  at 
$5,136,928,236,903.23. 

Another  astonishing  statistic  is  that 


Budget    Committee,    and    her    earlier    admired  by  members  of  both  parties  for    on    a    per   capita   basis,    every   man. 


training  over  on  the  House  side  has 
served  her  and  us  well.  She  is  very  con- 
sistent and  tender,  one  who  becomes 
involved  in  the  details  of  the  budget 
process.  It  has  been  a  great  pleasure  for 
me  to  see  this  relatively  new  Senator 
come  in  and  take  her  place  as  a  very 
influential  member  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee. I  thank  her  for  her  kind  re- 
marks. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Senate  now 
move  off  of  the  budget  temporarily  and 
return  to  a  period  of  morning  business 
with  Senators  allowed  to  speak  for  up 
to  5  minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 


his  ability  to  build  bridges  and  cut 
across  partisan  lines.  George  Mitchell 
is  quite  frankly,  one  of  the  most  fair- 
minded  individuals  with  whom  I  have 
had  the  pleasure  of  working. 

Senator  Mitchell  has  already  dem- 
onstrated great  wisdom  and  balance 
with  regard  to  the  peace  process  in 
Northern  Ireland.  In  January.  Senator 
Mitchell  issued  an  excellent  report  ex- 
amining the  link  between  the  decom- 
missioning of  weapons  and  all-party 
talks.  As  head  of  the  international 
body  charged  with  studying  this  issue. 
Senator  Mitchell  drew  upon  his  back- 
ground as  a  judge.  He  did  an  excellent 
job  of  reaching  out  to  the  various  par- 
ties to  hear  their  views  on  this  difficult 
matter,  and  of  characterizing  the  op- 
posing views  on  that  issue.  For  this 
reason,  the  report  was  hailed  across 
the  board.  It  provides  a  solid  set  of 
principles  for  the  negotiations.  I  am 
confident  that  Senator  Mitchell  will 
continue  to  demonstrate  even-handed- 
ness  and  great  insight  as  he  takes  up 
the  gavel  at  Stormont  Castle,  the  site 
of  the  talks. 

The  talks  on  Northern  Ireland  will 
proceed  without  the  participation  of 
Sinn  Fein,  the  political  wing  of  the 
Irish  Republican  Army.  Sinn  Fein  is 
barred  from  the  negotiating  sessions 


woman,    and   child   in   America   owes 
$19,380.69. 

As  for  how  many  millions  of  dollars 
there  are  in  a  trillion,  there  are  a  mil- 
lion in  a  trillion,  which  means  that  the 
Federal  Government  owes  more  thftn 
five  million  million  dollars. 


REFERRAL  OF  S.  1718 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  bill  S.  1718,  the  Intelligence  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1997,  be 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Rules 
and  Administration,  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 3(b)  of  Senate  Resolution  400.  This 
committee,  which  has  jurisdiction  over 
legislation  pertaining  to  Senate  com- 
mittee structure,  desires  an  oppor- 
tunity to  consider  a  prevision  affecting 
the  structure  of  the  Senate  Select 
Conrmiittee  on  Intelligence. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  In  the  Record  the 
text  of  a  letter  advising  the  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  of  t.hjR  ac- 
tion. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
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U.S.  Senate,  Committee  on 
Rules  and  ad-ministration. 
Washington,  DC,  June  12, 1996. 
Hon.  Arlen  Specter, 

Chairman,  Senate  Select  Committee  on  Intel- 
ligence,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington.  DC. 
Dear  arlen:  This  is  to  advise  that  I  have 
requested  sequential  referral  of  S.  1718.  the 
Intelligence  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  1997,  which  was  marked  up  by  the  Se- 
lect Committee  on  Intelligence  on  April  30. 
1996.  It  Is  my  understanding  that  this  bill 
contains  a  provision  affecting  the  structure 
of  the  Select  Committee  on  Intelligence, 
which,  as  you  know,  is  an  issue  of  significant 
Interest  to,  and  clearly  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Admin- 
istration. 

To  this  end  and  pursuant  to  S.  Res.  400,  I 
have  requested  that  S.  1718  be  referred  to  the 
Committee  upon  its  discharge  from  the  Sen- 
ate Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs,  to 
which  the  bill  was  referred  on  June  6, 1996. 
With  kind  regards,  I  am 
Sincerely, 

John  Warner, 

Chairman. 


AMERICA'S  FAMILY  FARMS:  A 
WAY  OF  LIFE  WORTH  PRESERVING 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  I  re- 
cently visited  the  farm  of  Doug  Hen- 
derson in  Beresford,  SD,  and  discussed 
with  Doug  and  his  neighbors  issues  fac- 
ing southeastern  South  Dakota  farm- 
ers. There  was  much  give  and  take  on 
the  new  farm  bill,  the  state  of  cattle 
prices  and,  of  course,  the  weather.  The 
discussion  put  in  bold  relief  the  frus- 
trations and  challenges  South  Dakota 
farmers  and  ranchers  face  every  day, 
and  raised  legitimate  questions  about 
current  agricultural  policy. 

I  also  had  the  opiwrtunity  to  meet 
privately  with  the  Henderson  family  in 
their  home  prior  to  the  broader  public 
discussion.  It  was  an  experience  I  will 
remember  forever. 

Keeping  the  family  farm  together  for 
the  past  4  decades  has  not  been  easy  for 
the  Hendersons.  Their  secret  to  sur- 
vival has  been  an  enduring  apprecia- 
tion of  the  land  and  hard  work  on  the 
part  of  each  and  every  member  of  the 
family,  including  the  children. 

The  rewards  for  the  Hendersons'  dedi- 
cation to  farming  have  been  numerous. 
They  speak  eloquently  about  raising 
their  children  in  a  tight-knit  commu- 
nity steeped  in  strong  values.  They 
clearly  love  their  chosen  profession, 
which  allows  them  to  see  the  tangible 
results  of  a  good  day's  work. 

Despite  their  love  of  farming,  the 
Hendersons'  story  also  has  a  sad  side— 
the  continuous  struggle  to  make  a  de- 
cent financial  return  on  their  invest- 
ment of  time,  money  and  plain  old  hard 
work. 

The  Hendersons'  story  is  described  in 
a  letter  presented  to  me  at  our  meet- 
ing. I  would  like  to  share  that  letter 
with  my  colleagues.  It  lays  out  in 
clear,   honest   terms   the  difficult  di- 


lenuna  facing  hard-working,  dedicated 
farm  families  all  across  rural  America: 
how  to  survive  financially  on  a  modest- 
sized  family  farm  in  today's  agricul- 
tural environment.  The  Hendersons' 
letter  presents  a  picture  that  merits 
more  attention  and  reflection  in  Wash- 
ington policymaking  circles. 

The  bottom  line,  Mr.  President,  is 
that  today  financial  survival  on  family 
farms  is  much  tougher  than  it  should 
be  in  a  nation  that  enjoys  the  most 
abxmdant  and  least  expensive  source  of 
food  on  the  globe.  If  we  are  to  preserve 
this  durable  source  of  farm  commod- 
ities, our  rural  communities  and  their 
rock  solid  values,  then  farmers  must 
enjoy  a  reasonable  return  on  their  in- 
vestment. This  problem  must  be  ad- 
dressed if  family  farms  are  to  survive 
in  the  future. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  Doug  Henderson's  letter  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Fall,  1995. 

My  story:  40+yEARS  OF  Family  Farming 

My  name  is  Doug  Henderson.  My  wife, 
Joan,  and  4  sons,  ages  10  to  17.  live  on  a  croiv 
dairy  farm  west  of  Beresford,  South  Dakota. 
Our  operation  Includes  100  mature  holsteln 
cows.  100  replacements,  50-100  extra  cattle. 
100  acres  owned  and  400  rented. 

My  grandfather  bought  this  farm  in  the 
early  40's.  My  father  came  back  to  rent  and 
then  later  buy  the  farm  after  serving  nearly 
5  years  in  the  Pacific  during  WWII.  I  was  the 
oldest  of  four  sons  and  one  daughter.  Each  of 
us  played  an  Important  part  In  the  dally  op- 
eration of  this  family  unit  during  the  50's 
and  60's — and  we  knew  that  because  we  could 
feel  it.  It  felt  good.  I  think  that's  why  I  was 
drawn  to  this  place. 

My  wife  and  I  earned  teaching  degrees  in 
'77  after  having  served  in  the  U.S.  Army 
from  '72  to  '75.  After  teaching  for  two  years 
and  farming  "on  the  side"  I  had  the  oppor- 
tunity to  "take  over  the  place"  and  farm 
fulltlme.  We  did  some  work  on  the  house  and 
moved  our  family  in  here  in  the  spring  of 
1981.  Financially,  we  have  had  some  good 
years  and  some  not  so  good  years.  Person- 
ally, we  have  had  only  good  years.  However, 
1995  finds  us  at  a  crossroads. 

Personally,  I  truly  cannot  think  of  a  place 
I  would  have  rather  been  or  anything  I'd 
have  rather  been  doing  for  the  last  14  years. 
My  oldest  son.  a  high  school  senior,  is  quali- 
fied to  do  almost  anything  I  do  out  here.  My 
sons  12  and  15  are  almost  as  competent.  All 
four  have  a  good  sense  of  self  and  a  high  re- 
gard for  the  traditional  values  that  my  wife 
and  1  do  our  best  to  model  for  them.  Our  in- 
volvement in  community  and  church  has 
provided  growth  and  enrichment.  Our  lives 
have  truly  been  Joyfllled  during  these  early 
years.  This  setting  has  made  child  rearing 
easy. 

Financially,  the  future  of  this  production 
unit  is  dim.  Our  facilities  now  nearly  30 
years  old.  do  not  produce  the  volume  of  milk 
required  per  man  hour  to  allow  us  to  be  as 
competitive  as  we  need  to  be.  Our  balance 
sheet  has  not  Improved  significantly  during 
the  last  4-5  years.  While  we  claim  not  to 
have  made  purchasing  or  marketing  mis- 
takes and  have  always  been  moderate  in  our 


strategies,  we  acknowledge  the  reduced  will 
to  pour  out  boundless  energies  to  try  to 
make  everything  click.  I  know  that  the  farm 
would  not  break  even  without  the  input  of 
the  family.  We  have  estimated  an  annual 
family  labor  input  of  6000  to  6500  hours/year. 
In  return  my  family  draws  J14,400/yr  and 
housing,  milk  and  meat.  Our  gross  revenues 
in  each  of  the  past  two  years  have  ap- 
proached 300,000  dollars.  Milk  is  the  primary 
product  produced  and  that  production  In  1994 
was  1.6  million  pounds  (160,000  cwt).  That 
1994  production  represents  almost  three 
times  the  production  of  this  same  facility  in 
1978-80  when  my  father,  brother  and  I  worked 
as  partners  and  each  drew  a  salary.  Together 
my  father  and  I  have  been  making  pajrments 
to  the  FHA  for  over  40  years  and  I  have  25 
years  and  $110,000  to  go  on  my  farm  owner- 
ship loan.  We  would  probably  not  have  main- 
tained this  operation  without  the  security  of 
the  FHA  loan. 

We  have  added  some  buildings  and  pre- 
pared for  a  less  labor-intensive  livestock  pro- 
duction enterprise  and  do  of  course  have  the 
option  to  update  and  sign  the  dotted  line  for 
another  lifetime  of  debt  if  we  want  to  take 
on  a  partner  and  continue  producing  milk. 
The  fact  of  the  matter  is  however  that  after 
nearly  20  years  of  working  3500-4000  hours 
per  year,  my  body  is  saying  "enough"!  My 
brain  is  saying  "there  must  be  a  better 
way":  And  my  heart  is  saying  "thou  shalt 
not  offer  a  son"!  I  never  thought  I'd  feel  this 
way,  let  alone  admit  it. 

In  a  nutshell,  I  know  agriculture.  I  know 
crops.  I  know  livestock.  I  can  produce.  I  love 
to  work.  My  family  works  for  free.  I  love  this 
life.  My  family  does  too.  We  plan  to  quit  (as 
soon  as  we  can  figure  a  way  to  pull  it  off  fi- 
nancially. .  .  but  maybe  sooner).  I  hope  1 
can  find  work  that  allows  us  to  maintain  the 
high  cost  of  country  living. 

epilogue— may  1996 

As  it  turns  out,  1995  was  a  year  of  major 
marketing  mistakes — at  least  wrong  choices. 
Instead  of  selling  55  surplus  steers  at  de- 
pressed prices  in  the  fall  to  pay  off  bills,  we 
were  duped  into  selling  10,000  bushels  of  com. 
The  price  seemed  relatively  good;  and  after 
all,  how  much  worse  could  the  cattle  market 
get?  This  single  decision  will  ultimately  rep- 
resent a  turn  around  of  nearly  30,000  dollars. 
When  combined  with  a  poor  crop  year,  severe 
weather  stresses  to  herd  health  and  dairy 
production  and  additional  budget  pressures 
that  happen  from  time  to  time,  we  simply 
were  not  in  a  strong  enough  financial  posi- 
tion to  handle  this  much  adversity. 

As  a  result,  we  had  to  either  seek  a  guaran- 
teed loan  or  sell  out  secured  chattel  which  at 
depressed  prices  would  have  left  us  very  lit- 
tle on  which  to  operate.  Fortunately  the 
timing  was  right  and  the  loan  was  approved. 
We  honestly  would  not  be  operating  this 
year  without  the  help  of  the  FHA.  These  peo- 
ple (Ron  Walker  and  his  loan  officers)  have 
always  been  cordial,  understanding  and  very 
helpful.  I  salute  them  and  the  general  mis- 
sion of  the  Farmer's  Home  Administration. 

SHOCK  is  the  best  way  to  describe  what 
happened  to  us  financially.  It  occurs  to  me 
that  I  can  distinctly  recognize  the  seven 
stages  of  grief  in  this  process.  There  Is  for  a 
man  who  has  known  tremendous  happiness 
and  satis&ctlon  in  his  personal  life  as  well 
as  his  business,  no  greater  stress  and  loss 
than  Qnanclal  failure.  The  MOURNING  and 
BLAME  part  of  this  process  is  very,  very  dis- 
turbing. Our  Extension  Service  here  In  South 
Dakota  responded  to  the  flooding  in  1993 
with  Project  Rebound.  I  hope  the  cattle 
ranchers  and  feeders  will  be  offered  at  least 
the  emotional  support  they  need  during  this 
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cattle  crisis.  We  have  a  plan  and  with  decent 
crops  should  HEAL.  I  have  a  hunch  that  milk 
prices  are  going  to  respond  fairly  quickly  to 
current  market  pressures.  The  REBUILDING 
part  of  this  process  for  me  will  likely  include 
a  career  chaige.  I've  always  managed  a  high- 
er level  of  energy  for  new  challenges.  Im 
hoping  again  to  see  one  of  my  sons  have  a 
life  here — a  clear  sign  we  are  rebuilding. 


TRIBUTE  TO  SENATOR  BOB  DOLE 

Mr.  KYL.  Bob  Dole's  statement  upon 
announcing  he  would  give  up  his  Sen- 
ate seat  to  run  for  the  Presidency — 
that  he  is  "just  a  man"— packs  a  lot  in 
a  simple  string  of  words,  as  is  his 
habit.  This  phrase  captures  the  mod- 
esty, the  simplicity,  and  above  all  the 
straightforwardness  and  honesty  of  the 
Senator  from  Kansas.  Men  like  Bob 
Dole  achieve  great  things  because  they 
go  at  them  directly,  with  no  ifs,  ands, 
or  buts  asking  a  lot  of  themselves  and 
taking  responsibility  for  the  bottom 
line. 

Senator  Dole's  more  than  35  years  of 
service  to  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  have  been  filled  with  great  ac- 
complishments because  he  never  let  up, 
he  brought  people  of  different  views  to- 
gether to  hammer  out  legislation,  and 
he  was  an  honest  broker  trusted  by  ev- 
eryone. My  father.  Congressman  John 
Kyi  of  Iowa,  served  with  then-Con- 
gressman Dole  in  the  House  of 
Reprentatives  in  the  1960's  and  knew 
him  to  be  a  man  of  leadership  and  utter 
integrity.  As  Congressman  Dole,  and 
later  Senator  Dole,  learned  his  job  as  a 
legislator,  he  never  lost  that  sense  of 
being  "just  a  man"  from  Russell,  KS. 
He  is  not  one  to  be  dazzled  by  the 
bright  lights,  the  pomp,  and  the  power 
of  Washington.  He  came  armed  with 
the  simple  virtues  of  his  Kansas  con- 
stituents, and  those  same  virtues  are 
evident  in  him  today.  He  remains  the 
embodiment  of  the  heartland  of  Amer- 
ica— a  place  much  maligned  by  sophis- 
ticates, perhaps,  but  a  place  that  still 
has  the  moral  strengths  that  we  Amer- 
icans define  ourselves  by:  dedication  to 
duty,  plain  but  honest  speech,  and  an 
awareness  that  limited  government  re- 
quires of  ofQce  holders  that  they  never 
take  their  power  for  granted.  When  Bob 
Dole  says  that  he  is  grateful  to  have 
served  his  fellow  citizens,  those  are  not 
empty  words.  We  believe  him. 

In  his  parting  statement  today,  he 
hold  us  that  "there  are  some  issues 
that  transcend  politics  *  *  *  and  result 
in  legislation  that  makes  a  real  and 
lasting  difference."  Whether  It  is  a 
matter  of  supporting  civil  rights,  dog- 
gedly backing  our  military  troops  in  an 
unpopular  conflict  ii  Indochina  during 
the  1960's  and  1970's,  or  ensuring  access 
to  public  places  for  disabled  Americans 
in  the  1990's,  he  has  often  put  aside  par- 
tisanship and  laid  it  on  the  line  for  the 
things  he  believes  in.  His  statesman- 
ship, his  ability  to  come  to  closure  for 


the  sake  of  the  common  good,  is  well 
known  to  those  of  us  who  have  worked 
with  him  inside  this  institution.  But 
perhaps  few  outside  of  the  Congress  are 
aware  of  it.  If  everyone  could  know 
him  as  we  do,  they  would  see  a  man 
with  an  extraordinary  capacity  to  see 
beyond  the  heated  conflicts  of  the  mo- 
ment, to  keep  the  big  picture  in  mind, 
and  to  reach  a  consensus  that  yields 
practical  results.  If  everyone  knew  him 
as  well  as  his  colleagues  do,  they  would 
see  that  Bob  Dole  has  everything  it 
takes  to  be  President  of  this  country. 

Of  the  Senate  he  now  says,  on  the 
day  of  his  departure,  "It  is  a  place  that 
I  have  loved."  Again,  no  rhetorical 
flourishes,  just  simple  words  of  emo- 
tion, and  all  the  more  powerful  for 
being  unadorned.  He  reached  the  pin- 
nacle of  leadership  among  Senate  Re- 
publicans, and  for  all  too  short  a  time 
has  been  leader  of  the  Chamber  itself. 
But  he  has  walked  away,  and  in  char- 
acteristic style.  Bob  Dole  is  at  the 
peak  of  his  powers.  But  he  moves  on, 
ready  to  take  on  the  biggest  challenge 
in  a  life  full  of  challenges.  He  has  dem- 
onstrated— and  in  a  remarkably  dra- 
matic way— that  he  is  not  one  to  rest 
on  his  laurels;  Instead,  he  is  the  kind  of 
man  who  does  honor  to  every  contest 
he  enters. 


CHINESE  NUCLEAR  MISSILES  IN 
PAKISTAN 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  last 
year  the  Clinton  administration  asked 
Congress  for  the  authority  to  allow 
United  States  military  equipment  to  be 
delivered  to  Pakistan.  Since  1990,  such 
deliveries  were  not  allowed  because  of 
a  1985  law  known  as  the  Pressler 
amendment,  which  prohibited  any 
United  States  Assistance  to  Pakistan  if 
the  President  failed  to  certify  Pakistan 
was  not  in  possession  of  a  nuclear  ex- 
plosive device.  My  colleagues  may  re- 
call that  we  debated  this  issue  quite 
extensively.  It  was  very  controversial. 
In  the  end,  despite  strong  opposition 
flrom  this  Senator  and  many  of  my  col- 
leagues, the  Senate  approved  the  so- 
called  Brown  amendment,  which  au- 
thorized the  transfer  of  military  equip- 
ment and  repealed  the  Pressler  amend- 
ment's prohibitions  on  nonmilitaxy  aid 
to  Pakistan.  The  Brown  amendment 
became  law  earlier  this  year. 

To  bolster  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion's request.  Under  Secretary  of 
State  Peter  Tamoff  sent  a  letter  to 
Members  of  Congress  on  August  3,  1995, 
when  the  Senate  first  debated  the 
Brown  amendment.  Secretary  Tamoff 
attempted  to  assure  Senators  that  the 
administration's  support  of  the  Brown 
amendment  would  be  conditional  on 
"no  significant  change  on  nuclear  and 
missile  non-proliferation  Issues  of  con- 
cern to  the  United  States." 

Mr.  President,  that  was  then. 


On  February  22,  1996,  Dr.  John 
Deutch,  the  Director  of  Central  Intel- 
ligence, testified  before  the  Senate  Se- 
lect Committee  on  Intelligence.  Direc- 
tor Deutch  confirmed  earlier  reports 
that  Pakistan  had  taken  delivery  of 
sensitive  nuclear  technology  used  to 
develop  weapons-grade  uranium.  He 
also  confirmed  that  Pakistan  had  re- 
ceived M-11  ballistic  missiles  from 
China.  My  colleagues  will  recall  that 
when  we  debated  the  Brown  amend- 
ment, there  was  some  dispute  over 
whether  Pakistan  had  in  fact  taken  de- 
livery of  the  M-11  missiles.  Director 
Deutch's  testimony  was  the  first  time 
a  Clinton  administration  official  pub- 
licly confirmed  the  existence  of  the  M- 
11s.  In  my  view,  this  development 
should  have  halted  the  delivery  of  the 
military  equipment  to  Pakistan.  Un- 
fortunately, the  Clinton  administra- 
tion did  not  consider  the  acquisition  of 
this  nuclear  technology  to  be,  in  Sec- 
retary TamofTs  words,  a  "significant 
change  on  nuclear  and  missile  non-pro- 
liferation Issues  of  concern  to  the 
United  States." 

Mr.  President,  this  morning's  Wash- 
ington Times  reveals  that  Pakistan  has 
done  more  than  just  take  possession  of 
the  M-ll's.  The  Times  reported  that 
the  M-11  missiles  in  Pakistan  are  oper- 
ational and  nuclear  capable.  If  this  ac- 
count is  accurate,  and  I  have  no  reason 
to  doubt  it,  Pakistan  now  has  a  com- 
plete, modem,  nuclear  weapons  deliv- 
ery system. 

Mr.  President,  first  of  all,  in  spite  of 
a  string  of  pious  promises  and  written 
agreements  to  the  United  States,  China 
has  demonstrated  a  severe  lack  of 
international  responsibility.  By  provid- 
ing both  nuclear  technology  and  the 
means  to  deliver  nuclear  weapons,  Chi- 
nese Government-owned  companies 
have  contributed  to  a  vast  escalation 
of  tensions  between  Pakistan  and 
India.  Director  Deutch  has  pointed  to 
the  Indian  subcontinent  as  the  most 
worrisome  area  in  the  world.  He's 
right. 

The  more  immediate  question.  Mr. 
President,  is  what  is  the  United  States 
going  to  do?  At  the  time  the  Senate  ap- 
proved the  Brown  amendment,  we  were 
of  the  belief  that  Pakistan  did  not  pos- 
sess both  the  technology  to  produce 
weapons-grade  uranium,  and  an  oper- 
ational nuclear  weapons  delivery  sys- 
tem. That  was  then.  This  is  now.  I  do 
not  believe  the  Senate  would  have  ap- 
proved the  Brown  amendment  had  we 
known  then  what  we  know  now. 

The  Washington  Times  also  reported 
that  State  Department  officials  at- 
tempted to  water  down  or  alter  the  In- 
telligence reports  regarding  the  M-ll's, 
and  also  tried  to  prevent  these  reports 
from  moving  through  normal  intel- 
ligence channels.  Apparently  this  was 
done  to  prevent  sanctions  from  being 
enforced.  This  is  a  very  serious  allega- 
tion.  In  effect,   Federal   officials  are 
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being  accused  of  blocking  the  law  from 
being  enforced. 

Frankly.  Mr.  President,  the  Washing- 
ton Times  story  is  astovmding.  It  is  no 
secret  that  I  am  an  outspoken  critic  of 
the  Clinton  administration's  nuclear 
nonproliferation  policy,  or  lack  there- 
of. Before  today.  I  never  thought  the 
administration's  credibility  regarding 
nonproliferation  goals  in  South  Asia 
could  get  worse.  I  was  wrong. 

I  have  written  to  President  Clinton, 
asking  that  he  enforce  the  non- 
proliferation  laws  he  has  sworn  to  up- 
hold. I  also  have  asked  the  President  to 
withhold  delivery  of  any  military 
equipment  authorized  by  the  Brown 
amendment.  Clearly,  the  conditions 
the  Clinton  administration  made  to 
Pakistan  for  its  support  of  the  Brown 
amendment  have  been  violated  to  a  de- 
gree unimaginable.  I  also  intend  to 
contact  the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Se- 
lect Committee  on  Intelligence,  Sen- 
ator Specter,  to  request  that  the  com- 
mittee conduct  a  full  investigation  on 
the  allegations  raised  involving  the 
blocking  or  altering  of  intelligence  re- 
ports by  State  Department  officials. 
Finally.  I  intend  to  continue  seeking 
the  support  of  my  colleagues  to  repeal 
the  Brown  amendment,  and  may  offer 
an  amendment  to  do  just  that  in  the 
near  future.  I  think  we  have  more  than 
enough  evidence  to  demonstrate  why 
the  Brown  amendment  should  not  have 
been  passed.  In  my  view.  Congress  was 
badly  misled  last  year  relative  to  Paki- 
stan's nuclear  arms  development  and 
delivery  capability.  My  bill,  which  al- 
ready has  several  cosponsors,  would  re- 
store the  supremacy  of  our  nuclear 
nonproliferation  laws. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  my  letter  of  today  to  Presi- 
dent Clinton  and  a  Washington  Times 
article  by  Bill  Gertz  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  DC.  June  12. 1996. 
The  President. 
The  WhiU  House. 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  president:  A  story  In  today's 
Washlngrton  Times  reported  that  the  U.S.  In- 
telligence commonlty  has  determined  that 
Pakistan  obtained  M-11  ballistic  missiles 
from  the  People's  Republic  of  China  (PRO)  as 
part  of  an  illegal  conspiracy  to  evade  na- 
tional international  arms  control  agree- 
ments. Even  more  disturbing,  the  Times  re- 
ported that  these  nuclear  capable  missiles 
have  been  deployed  by  Pakistan. 

If  these  reports  are  true.  I  strongly  urge 
you  to  enforce  the  law  and  Impose  sanctions 
on  both  countries  to  the  fullest  extent  of  the 
law.  Further.  I  urge  you  to  withhold  from  de- 
livering to  Pakistan  any  U.S.  equipment  as 
provided  in  the  so-called  Brown  amendment 
to  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  Foreign  Operations 
Appropriations  Act. 

As  you  know,  the  United  States  has  sought 
for  a  number  of  years  to  put  an  end  to  Illegal 


missile  transfers  originating  In  the  PRO.  As 
you  well  know,  sanctions  were  Imposed  on 
China  Just  three  years  ago  for  transferring 
M-11  components  In  violation  of  the  Missile 
Technology  Control  Regime  (MTCR).  Those 
sanctions  were  lifted  in  1994,  after  the  PRC 
pledged  not  to  make  future  deliveries  of  mis- 
siles or  related  components  listed  under  the 
MTCR. 

Last  year,  the  New  York  Times  and  De- 
fense News  reported  that  Pakistan  had  re- 
ceived M-11  missiles  from  the  PRC.  This  was 
confirmed  by  Central  Intelligence  Agency 
Director  John  Deutch  in  his  testimony  be- 
fore the  Senate  Intelligence  Committee  on 
February  22.  1996. 

These  are  troubling  developments.  We  face 
a  situation  in  which  the  PRC  has  violated 
both  a  multinational  missile  control  agree- 
ment as  well  as  a  written  non-proliferation 
agreement  with  the  United  States.  As  a  re- 
sult of  these  violations.  Pakistan  now  has 
for  the  first  time  a  strategic  nuclear  delivery 
capability. 

Again,  If  the  reports  are  true,  I  see  no  re- 
course but  to  impose  sanctions  on  both  Paki- 
stan and  the  PRC.  Our  own  credibility  as  a 
world  leader  In  nuclear  non-proliferation  re- 
quires no  less. 

Our  credibility  also  requires  that  we  take 
additional  action:  the  withholding  of  any 
U.S.  military  equipment  authorized  for  de- 
livery under  the  so-called  Brown  amend- 
ment. Last  August,  when  the  Brown  amend- 
ment was  first  considered  in  the  Senate, 
Under  Secretary  of  State  Peter  Tarnoff  stat- 
ed that  your  Administration's  support  for 
the  Brown  amendment  would  be  conditional 
on  "no  significant  change  on  nuclear  and 
missile  non-proliferation  Issues  of  concern  to 
the  United  States." 

At  the  time  Secretary  Tarnoff  made  this 
statement.  Congress  and  the  Administration 
were  of  the  belief  that  Pakistan  did  not  have 
both  the  nuclear  technology  capable  of  proc- 
essing enriched  uranium,  and  an  operational 
system  of  ballistic  missiles  capable  of  deliv- 
ering a  nuclear  payload.  Clearly,  the  condi- 
tions set  by  your  Administration  have  been 
violated  by  Pakistan  to  a  degree  unimagina- 
ble. 

Finally,  I  believe  Congress  was  misled 
badly  last  year  relative  to  Pakistan's  arms 
development  and  delivery  capability.  Earlier 
this  year,  I  wrote  to  you  expressing  my  con- 
cern that  members  of  your  Administration 
knew  that  Pakistan  was  obtaining  illicit  nu- 
clear technology  from  the  PRC  while  the 
Brown  amendment  was  pending.  I  am  equally 
concerned  with  allegations  raised  in  the 
Washington  Times  article  that  members  of 
your  Administration  may  have  attempted  to 
alter  the  content  or  the  processing  of  intel- 
ligence reports  in  order  to  avoid  sanctions. 
This  is  a  very  serious  allegation,  and  I  have 
requested  that  the  Senate  Intelligence  Com- 
mittee conduct  a  thorough  review  of  this 
matter. 

Mr.  President,  you  and  I  have  not  always 
agreed  with  the  best  course  of  action  on  nu- 
clear non-proliferation,  particularly  in 
South  Asia.  I  am  sure  you  will  agree  with  me 
that  if  the  Washington  Times  story  is  true, 
we  have  reached  a  very  dangerous  stage  in 
an  already  very  unstable  part  of  the  world.  It 
has  always  been  our  policy  to  other  nations 
that  nuclear  proliferation  should  carry  a 
heavy  price.  It  is  Imperative  to  the  peace  and 
security  of  all  the  peoples  of  South  Asia  that 
this  policy  be  enforced. 

For  these  reasons.  1  strongly  urge  you  to 
enforce  lully  our  nation's  non-proliferations 
laws,  and  honor  the  conditions  set  forth  last 
year  by  withholding  any  future  implementa- 
tion of  the  Brown  amendment. 


Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  very 
critical  nonproliferation  issue. 
Sincerely. 

Larry  pressler. 

U.S.  Senator. 

[From  the  Washington  Times,  June  12, 1996] 

Pakistan  Deploys  Chinese  missiles 

(By  Bill  Gertz) 

U.S.  intelligence  agencies  have  concluded 
that  Pakistan  has  deployed  nuclear-capable 
Chinese  M-11  missiles  and  that  the  transfer 
was  part  of  a  conspiracy  to  skirt  missile-con- 
trol agreements. 

The  declaration,  contained  in  Interagency 
Intelligence  reports  produced  last  month, 
confirms  for  the  first  time  that  Pakistan 
now  has  a  strategic  nuclear  delivery  capabil- 
ity. The  finding  is  expected  to  trigger  U.S. 
economic  sanctions  against  both  Pakistan 
and  China  based  on  a  1990  law. 

State  Department  officials,  however,  are 
trying  to  block  the  intelligence  judgment 
through  bureaucratic  maneuvering  to  avoid 
imposing  sanctions,  according  to  Intel- 
ligence sources  familiar  with  the  effort. 

The  Intelligence  sources  disclosed  to  The 
Washington  Times  that  a  report  that  Paki- 
stan has  operational  Chinese  M-11  missiles 
was  discussed  last  month  by  the  Weapons 
and  Space  Systems  Intelligence  Committee. 
The  committee  is  an  Interagency  panel  of  in- 
telligence experts  who  evaluate  missile  de- 
velopments worldwide.  The  report  was  based 
on  sensitive  CIA  data. 

A  separate  "statement  of  fact"  also  was 
drafted  last  month  declaring  that  China  and 
Pakistan  took  part  in  a  "conspiracy  to 
transfer  M-lls."  according  to  an  intelligence 
document  obtained  by  The  Times. 

U.S.  officials  said  the  statement  is  the  first 
step  in  an  intelligence  M-11  components 
were  spotted  in  Pakistan  three  years  ago. 

China's  delivery  of  the  weapons  violates 
the  31-natlon  Missile  Technology  Control  Re- 
gime (MTCR),  as  well  as  a  1994  U.S.-China 
agreement  not  to  deploy  M-lls  in  Pakistan. 

CIA  and  State  Department  spokesmen 
would  not  comment  on  the  intelligence  find- 
ings. A  Chinese  Embassy  spokesman  also  de- 
clined to  comment. 

A  Pakistani  Embassy  spokesman  denied 
that  any  M-lls  are  operational  In  his  coun- 
try or  that  any  were  bought  from  China. 

The  M-ll  finding  highlights  China's  active 
role  in  arms-proliferation  activities  and 
comes  after  the  recent  administration  deci- 
sion not  to  impose  economic  sanctions  on 
China  for  selling  nuclear-weapons  tech- 
nology to  Pakistan. 

The  administration  announced  last  month 
it  would  not  impose  sanctions  because  it 
claimed  senior  Chinese  offlclals  were  un- 
aware of  the  sale  last  year  of  ring  magnets- 
components  used  to  produce  nuclear-weapons 
fuel— to  Pakistan. 

William  C.  Triplett,  a  specialist  on  China, 
said  the  M-11  deployment,  when  coupled 
with  the  sale  of  nuclear-arms  technology,  is 
a  major  boost  in  Pakistan's  drive  for  a  stra- 
tegic nuclear  capability  and  will  Increase 
tensions  In  the  volatile  region. 

"This  is  a  major  change  in  the  geostrateglc 
balance  between  Pakistan  and  India,  and  a 
devastating  blow  to  Clinton  administration 
efforts  to  reduce  tensions  on  the  subconti- 
nent," said  Mr.  Triplett,  a  former  counsel  to 
the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee. 

Mr.  Triplett,  a  former  U.S.  intelligence  of- 
ficial, also  said  he  is  not  surprised  by  efforts 
of  the  State  Department  Bureau  of  Intel- 
ligence and  Research  to  block  the  M-Xl  de- 
ployment Judgment.  The  bureau  is  notorious 
for  politicizing  analyses  and  should  be  ex- 
cluded from  taking  part  in  future  inter- 
agency estimates,  he  said. 
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Limited  sanctions  were  imposed  on  China 
in  1993  for  selling  M-11  components  to  Paki- 
stan. 

The  sanctions,  affecting  an  estimated  S500 
million  in  American  sales,  were  lifted  in  Oc- 
tober 1994  after  Chinese  Foreign  Minister 
Qlan  Qichen  and  Secretary  of  State  Warren 
Christopher  signed  an  agreement  halting 
sales  of  the  M-11  and  similar  missiles. 

Under  a  1990  U.S.  law.  Pakistan's  posses- 
sion of  operational  M-lls  requires  the  presi- 
dent to  Impose  two  years'  sanctions  on  both 
countries  that  limit  U.S.  sales  of  high-tech- 
nology products. 

The  sanctions  also  would  bar  Imports  of 
any  products  made  by  the  government-owned 
China  Precision  Machinery  Import-Export 
Corp.,  which  makes  M-lls,  and  Pakistan's 
Defense  Ministry.  Both  companies  were  sanc- 
tioned In  the  1993  M-11  component  transfer. 

Sanctions  would  have  their  greatest  Im- 
pact on  sales  of  high-technology  goods  to 
China.  Those  goods  were  a  major  portion  of 
the  $12  billion  in  U.S.  trade  with  China  last 
year. 

A  State  Department  official  said  In  1994 
when  MTCR-related  sanctions  were  lifted 
that  if  complete  missiles  were  deployed  in 
Pakistan  "we  would  have  no  choice  but  to 
Impose  MTC31  sanctions." 

Mr.  Deutch  said  In  Senate  testimony  Feb. 
22  that  China  has  continued  to  sell  inappro- 
priate weapons  and  military  technology  In 
recent  months,  including  "nuclear  tech- 
nology to  Pakistan,  M-11  missiles  to  Paki- 
stan, cruise  missiles  to  Iran." 

"If  this  is  true,  there  is  no  longer  any  ex- 
cuse for  not  imposing  sanctions  on  both 
China  and  Pakistan."  said  Gary  Milhollln. 
director  of  the  Wisconsin  Project  on  Nuclear 
Arms  Control. 

China's  disregard  for  the  arms-control 
agreements  despite  U.S.  appeals  has  exposed 
the  weakness  of  U.S.  policy  toward  Beijing, 
he  said. 

The  MTCR.  which  limits  sales  of  missiles 
with  ranges  greater  than  186  miles  or  with 
warheads  weighing  more  than  1.100  pounds, 
has  no  enforcement  mechanism.  But  an 
amendment  to  the  1990  Defense  Authoriza- 
tion Act  requires  the  government  to  Impose 
sanctions  against  foreign  Arms  for  MTCR 
violations. 

U.S.  offlclals  have  said  the  M-11  is  a  nu- 
clear-capable missile  whose  export  is  barred 
under  the  MTCR  because  its  warhead  capac- 
ity exceeds  MTCR  limits. 

U.S.  Intelligence  agencies  reported  last 
year  that  the  M-11  deal  moved  ahead  after 
Pakistan  paid  $15  million  to  China  for  mis- 
siles, launchers  and  support  equipment.  The 
M-lls  were  shipped  to  Pakistan  in  1993,  but 
their  assembly  was  not  confirmed. 

Spy-satellite  photographs  taken  in  April 
1995  showed  missile  canisters  at  a  facility  In 
Sargodha.  Pakistan.  Two  teams  of  Chinese 
missile  technicians  were  sent  to  Pakistan 
later  to  provide  training  and  to  unpack  and 
assemble  the  M-lls.  intelligence  sources 
said. 


TRIBUTE  TO  SENATOR  ROBERT 
DOLE 

Mr.  JEFFORDS.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  pay  tribute  to  Senator  Robert 
J.  Dole  of  Russell,  KS  for  his  35  years 
of  service  in  the  U.S.  Congress.  Tues- 
day was  a  sad  day  for  the  U.S.  Senate, 
for  we  lost  one  of  our  great  leaders.  It 
was  also  a  sad  day  for  me  personally, 
for  I  lost  a  trusted  colleague  and  a  val- 


ued friend  in  the  Senate.  As  the  Repub- 
lican leader  in  the  Senate  for  11  years. 
Senator  Dole  has  left  his  fingerprints 
on  every  piece  of  legislation  that  has 
passed  the  Congress.  His  legacy  will  be 
remembered  forever  as  one  of  vast  leg- 
islative achievement. 

I  got  my  first  glimpse  of  Senator 
Dole's  legislative  abilities  when  I  came 
to  Congress  in  1975.  In  the  wake  of  Wa- 
tergate, and  the  massive  congressional 
turnover  that  ensued.  I  was  secured  the 
position  of  ranking  member  of  the 
House  Agriculture  Subcommittee  with 
jurisdiction  over  the  dairy  industry.  As 
a  member  of  the  Senate  Agriculture 
Committee,  Senator  Dole  and  I  worked 
closely  together  on  many  issues.  I  re- 
member well  the  bonds  we  formed  as 
conferees  together  on  farm  bills  and 
working  together  to  pass  legislation 
for  food  stamps  and  child  nutrition. 

Later,  as  I  gained  seniority  on  the 
House  Education  and  Labor  Commit- 
tee, we  worked  together  again  on  dis- 
ability policy.  Senator  Dole's  commit- 
ment and  determination  to  the  passage 
of  legislation  ensuring  that  all  Ameri- 
cans, regardless  of  physical  disability, 
had  equal  opportunity  was  inspira- 
tional. 

In  1989  when  I  became  a  member  of 
the  U.S.  Senate,  I  had  the  privilege  of 
seeing  Senator  Dole's  leadership  abili- 
ties first-hand  everyday.  I  have 
watched  with  amazement  his  ability  to 
pull  legislative  Initiatives  out  of  the 
fire,  and  prevail  on  Issues  from  civil 
rights  to  Social  Security  reform.  In 
"Vermont  there's  a  saying,  "You  can't 
get  there  from  here."  Well.  Senator 
Dole  proved  that  adage  wrong  time  and 
time  again  as  he  has  moved  legislation 
through  the  Senate. 

In  an  institution  where  you  are  only 
as  good  as  your  word.  Senator  Dole 
prospered.  His  ability  to  build  coali- 
tions and  form  consensus  on  some  of 
this  Nation's  most  pressing  issues  is  a 
testament  to  his  integrity  and  char- 
acter. In  a  world  that  has  become  ever 
more  crude  and  impertinent,  Senator 
Dole  has  defined  "the  word"  civility. 

Tuesday  was  a  bittersweet  day,  for 
although  I'm  sad  Senator  Dole  has  left 
us  in  the  Senate.  I  know  he'll  be  close 
by  as  he  seeks  higher  aspirations.  I 
only  hope  that  he  knows  that  this  is 
one  Senator  who  feels  that  the  U.S. 
Senate  will  never  be  the  same  without 
him. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  r.bsence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


REPORT  CONCERNING  THE  AN- 
NUAL REPORT  OF  THE  NA- 
•nONAL  ENDOWMENT  FOR  THE 
ARTS  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1995— 
MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESI- 
DENT—PM  153 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be- 
fore the  Senate  the  following  message 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  together  with  an  accomjjanylng 
report:  which  was  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

It  is  my  pleasure  to  transmit  here- 
with the  Annual  Report  of  the  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts  for  the  fiscal 
year  1995. 

On  September  29.  1995,  at  the  close  of 
the  fiscal  year,  the  Arts  Endowment 
celebrated  its  30th  anniversary.  A 
young  man  or  woman  bom  at  the  same 
time  as  this  Federal  agency's  establish- 
ment has  enjoyed  access  to  the  arts 
and  culture  unparalleled  in  the  history 
of  the  country.  The  National  Endow- 
ment for  the  Arts  has  helped  bring  tens 
of  thousands  of  artists  into  schools, 
teaching  tens  of  millions  of  students 
about  the  power  of  the  creative  Imagi- 
nation. This  small  Federal  agency  has 
helped  launch  a  national  cultural  net- 
work that  has  grown  in  size  and  qual- 
ity these  past  30  years. 

This  Annual  Report  is  another  chap- 
ter in  a  great  success  story.  In  these 
pages,  you  will  find  projects  that  bring 
the  arts  to  people  in  every  State  and  In 
thousands  of  communities  firom 
P^itney.  Vermont,  to  Mammoth  Lakes. 
California.  The  difference  art  makes  in 
our  lives  is  profound:  we  see  more 
clearly,  listen  more  intently,  and  re- 
spond to  our  fellow  man  with  deeper 
understanding  and  empathy. 

In  these  challenging  times,  when 
some  question  the  value  of  public  sup- 
port for  the  arts,  we  should  reflect 
upon  our  obligation  to  the  common 
good.  The  arts  are  not  a  luxury,  but  a 
vital  part  of  our  national  character  and 
our  individual  human  spirit.  The  poet 
Langston  Hughes  said.  "Bring  me  all  of 
your  dreams,  you  dreamers.  Bring  me 
all  of  your  heart  melodies  ..."  For  30 
years,  the  Arts  Elndowment  has  helped 
keep  those  dreams  alive  for  our  artists 
and  our  audiences.  May  it  long  con- 
tinue to  do  so. 

WiujAM  J.  Clinton. 

The  White  House,  June  12. 1996. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

At  4:02  p.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives  delivered  by 
Mr.  Hays,  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  House  has  passed  the 
following  bill,  in  which  it  requests  the 
concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.R.  3540.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  foreign  operations,  export  financing,  and 
related  r'ograms  for  the  flscaJ  year  ending 
September  30, 1997.  and  for  other  purposes. 
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MEASURE  REFERRED 


The  following  bill  was  read  the  first 
and  second  times  by  unanimous  con- 
sent and  referred  as  indicated: 

H.R.  3540.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  foreign  operations,  export  financing,  and 
related  programs  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30. 1997.  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 


EXECUTIVE  AND  OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The  following  communications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  with 
accompanying  papers,  reports,  and  doc- 
uments, which  were  referred  as  indi- 
cated: 

EC-2991.  A  conununlcatlon  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  a  report  relative  to  the  Counterdrug  De- 
tail Program;  to  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services. 

EC-2992.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  a  report  on  the  Defense  Nuclear  Agency 
Long-Term  Kadlatlon  Tolerant  Microelec- 
tronics Program;  to  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services. 

EC-2993.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  Defense,  transmitting,  pur- 
suant to  law,  a  report  relative  to  off-the- 
shelf  systems;  to  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services. 

EC-2994.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining,  Reclama- 
tion and  Enforcement.  Department  of  the  In- 
terior, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 
port of  a  rule  entitled  "The  Tejcas  Regu- 
latory Program,"  received  on  June  10,  1996; 
to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

EC-2995.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  Fish  and 
Wildlife  and  Parks,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law,  a  rule  entitled  "Public  Use  Regula- 
tions for  the  Alaska  Peninsula,"  (RIN1018- 
AD30)  received  on  June  6.  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

EC-2996.  A  communication  from  the  Man- 
aging Director  of  the  Federal  Communica- 
tions Commission,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  a  rule  relative  to  FM  broadcast  sta- 
tions, received  on  June  10,  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Transpor- 
tation. 

EC-2997.  A  communication  from  the  Man- 
aging Director  of  the  Federal  Communica- 
tions Commission,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  report  of  six  rules  relative  to  FM 
broadcast  stations,  received  on  June  10,  1996; 
to  the  Conunlttee  on  Commerce,  Science, 
and  Transportation. 

EC-2998.  A  communication  from  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  re- 
port of  twelve  rules  including  a  rule  entitled 
"Airworthiness  Directives."  (RIN2120-AA64, 
2120-A64,  2120-AA66)  received  on  June  10,  1996; 
to  the  Committee  on  Commerce,  Science, 
and  Transportation. 

EC-2999.  A  communication  from  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 
port of  a  rule  entitled  "Policies  Relating  to 
Rulemaking  Proceedings,"  (RIN2105-AC55) 
received  on  June  6.  1996;  to  the  Committee 
on  Commerce,  Science,  ajid  Transportation. 

EC-3000.  A  communication  from  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Transpor- 


tation, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  re- 
port of  twenty  rules  Including  a  rule  entitled 
"Revision  of  Class  E  Airspace"  (RIN2:20- 
AA66.  2120-AB18.  2120-AA64.  2120-AA65.  2120- 
A64)  on  June  6.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC-3001.  A  communication  from  the  Pro- 
gram Management  Officer,  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service.  National  Oceanic  and  At- 
mospheric Administration.  Department  of 
Commerce,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law, 
the  report  of  a  rule  entitled  "Atlantic 
Swordflsh  Fishery,"  (RrN0648-AI23)  received 
on  June  10,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce, Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC-^3002.  A  communication  from  the  Pro- 
gram Management  Officer.  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service.  National  Oceanic  and  At- 
mospheric Administration.  Department  of 
Commerce,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law, 
the  report  of  a  rule  entitled  "The  Gulf  of 
Mexico  Fisheries  Disaster  Program." 
(RIN0648-ZA19)  received  on  June  6,  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce.  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

EC-3003.  A  communication  from  the  Pro- 
gram Management  Officer,  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service,  National  Oceanic  and  At- 
mospheric Administration,  Department  of 
Commerce,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law, 
the  report  of  a  rule  entitled  "Whaling  Provi- 
sions," (RIN0648-AI81)  received  on  June  6, 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce, 
Science,  and  Transportation. 

EC-3004.  A  communication  from  the  Pro- 
gram Management  Officer,  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service.  National  Oceanic  and  At- 
mospheric Administration.  Department  of 
Commerce,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law, 
the  rejxjrt  of  a  rule  entitled  "Fisheries  of  the 
Exclusive  Economic  Zone  Off  Alaska," 
(RIN0648-AI18)  received  on  June  10,  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation. 

EC-3005.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulatory  Management 
and  Information.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the 
report  of  two  rules  Including  a  rule  entitled 
"List  of  Regulated  Substances  and  Thresh- 
olds for  Accidental  Release  Prevention." 
(FRL5616-6.  5517-4)  received  on  June  6,  1996; 
to  the  Committee  on  Environment  and  Pub- 
lic Works. 

EC-3006.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulatory  Management 
and  Information.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the 
report  of  six  rules  including  a  rule  entitled 
"Protection  of  Stratospheric  Ozone," 
{FRL5S09-5.  5518-1.  550&-5.  5514-2  5464-4.  5514- 
6)  received  on  June  7,  1996;  to  the  Committee 
on  Environment  and  Public  Works. 

EC-3007.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulatory  Management 
and  Information.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the 
report  of  six  rules  Including  a  rule  entitled 
"Description  of  Areas  for  Air  Quality  Plan- 
ning Purposes."  (FRL5515-7.  5516-4,  5513-3, 
5511-2.  5368-4,  5515-1)  received  on  June  5, 1996; 
to  the  Conunlttee  on  Environment  and  Pub- 
lic Works. 

EC-3008.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulatory  Management 
and  Information.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the 
report  of  three  rules  Including  a  rule  entitled 
"Accidental  Release  Prevention  Reqiiire- 
ments,"  (FRL5516-6,  5516-6,  5517-4)  received 
on  June  6,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Envi- 
ronment and  Public  Works. 

EC-3009.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  the  Army  (Civil  Works), 


transmitting,  a  draft  of  proposed  legislation 
entitled  "The  Water  Resources  Development 
Act  of  1996";  to  the  Committee  on  Environ- 
ment and  Public  Works. 

EC-3010.  A  communication  from  the  Boaxd 
of  Trustees  of  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law, 
the  annual  report  for  1996;  to  the  Committee 
on  Finance. 

EC-3011.  A  conununlcatlon  from  the  Board 
of  Trustees  of  the  Federal  Supplementary 
Medical  Insurance  Trust  Fund,  transmitting, 
pursuant  to  law,  the  annual  report  for  1996; 
to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

EC-3012.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
of  the  Regulations  Branch  of  the  U.S.  Cus- 
toms Service,  Department  of  the  Treasury, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  rule  enti- 
tled "Determining  the  Country  of  Origin  of  a 
Good,"  (RIN1515-AB34)  received  on  May  31, 
1996;  to  the  Comjuittee  on  Finance. 

EC-3013.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  U.S.  International  Trade  Com- 
mission, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the 
report  on  trade  between  the  U.S.  and  China, 
and  the  Successor  States  to  the  former  So- 
viet Union  for  the  period  October  1,  1995 
through  December  31,  1995;  to  the  Committee 
on  Finance. 

EC-3014.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State  (Legislative  Af- 
fairs), transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 
port of  a  final  rule  relative  to  passport  infor- 
mation, received  on  June  6,  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Foreign  Relations. 

EC-3015.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant General  Counsel,  U.S.  Information  Agen- 
cy, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  rule  en- 
titled "The  Exchange  Visitor  Program,"  re- 
ceived on  June  12,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations. 

EC-3016.  A  communication  from  the  Under 
Secretary  of  Defense  (Acquisition  and  Tech- 
nology), transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the 
report  entitled  "Quality  of  Research  Under 
the  DOD  Small  Business  Innovation  Re- 
search Program";  to  the  Committee  on 
Small  Business. 

EC-3017.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services,  trans- 
mitting, a  draft  of  proposed  legislation  enti- 
tled "The  Developmental  Disabilities  Assist- 
ance Amendments  of  1996";  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

EC-3018.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant General  Counsel,  Department  of  Edu- 
cation, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  a  rule 
relative  to  the  William  D.  Ford  Federal  Di- 
rect Loan  Program,  (RIN1840-AC18)  received 
on  June  6,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Human  Resources. 

EC-3019.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  Labor  for  Employment  and 
Training,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the 
report  of  a  rule  entitled  "Unemployment  In- 
surance Program  Letter  23-96,"  received  on 
June  3.  1996;  to  the  Conunlttee  on  Labor  and 
Human  Resources. 

EC-3020.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulations  Management, 
Office  of  the  General  Counsel,  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  report  of  a  final  rule  entitled  "Infor- 
mation Law;  Miscellaneous."  (RIN2900-AI23) 
received  on  June  6,  1996;  to  the  Committee 
on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

EOiiOl.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulations  Management, 
Office  of  the  General  Counsel.  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  report  of  a  final  rule  entitled  "In- 
vestigation Regulations."  (RIN2900-AI25)  re- 
ceived on  June  6,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Veterans'  Affairs. 
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EC-3022.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulations  Management. 
Office  of  the  General  Counsel.  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  the  report  of  a  final  rule  entitled  "Vet- 
erans Education:  Course  Measurement  for 
Graduate  Courses."  (RIN2900-AH39)  received 
on  June  6,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Veter- 
ans' Affairs. 

EC-3023.  A  conununlcatlon  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulations  Management. 
Office  of  the  General  Counsel.  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  the  report  of  a  final  rule  entitled  "Na- 
tional Service  Life  Insurance."  (RIN2900- 
AH55)  received  on  June  10,  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

EO3024.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulations  Management. 
Office  of  the  General  Counsel.  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  report  of  five  final  rules  entitled 
"United  States  Government  Life  Insurance," 
(RIN2900-AH52.  2900-AH53.  2900-AH54.  2900- 
AI15.  290O-AIO4)  received  on  June  6,  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

EC-3025.  A  conununlcatlon  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulations  Management. 
Office  of  the  CJeneral  Counsel.  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  report  of  a  final  rule  entitled  "Au- 
topsies," (RIN290O-AI07)  received  on  June  6. 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 


PETITIONS  AND  MEMORIALS 

The  following  petitions  and  memori- 
als were  laid  before  the  Senate  and 
were  referred  or  ordered  to  lie  on  the 
table  as  indicated: 

POM-580.  A  Joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Maine;  to  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations. 

"JOtNT  RESOLUTION  NO.  1381 

"Whereas.  President  Nixon  stated,  'No 
qualified  student  who  wants  to  go  to  college 
should  be  barred  by  lack  of  money.  That  has 
long  been  a  great  American  goal.';  and 

"Whereas,  each  subsequent  President,  in- 
cluding President  Clinton,  has  reaffirmed 
this  policy;  and 

"Whereas,  a  dollar  invested  in  the  federal 
educational  grant  programs  will  return  S4.30 
in  additional  tax  revenue  over  a  student's 
lifetime;  and 

"Whereas,  full-time  college  students  work 
an  average  of  25  hours  a  week  to  support 
themselves;  and 

"Whereas,  college-aged  youths  from  the 
highest  Income  families  are  more  than  3 
times  as  likely  to  be  enrolled  in  college  as 
those  from  the  lowest  income  families;  and 

"Whereas,  under  current  Congressional 
proposals,  212,000  college  students  will  lose 
state  grants  and  an  additional  150,000  needy 
students  will  lose  student  loans;  and 

"Whereas.  Congress  has  proposed  reducing 
student  grants  for  college  by  eliminating 
Pell  grants  for  400.000  students;  and 

"Whereas.  Congress  has  proposed  to  penal- 
ize colleges  and  universities  for  serving 
needy  students  by  instituting  a  tax  on 
schools  equal  to  2%  of  loan  volume;  and 

"Whereas,  educational  programs  that  will 
receive  no  funding  under  the  current  con- 
gressional continuing  resolution  Include: 
law-related  education,  cooperative  edu- 
cation, Douglas  Teacher  scholarships,  inno- 
vative community  service  projects,  drop-out 
prevention  demonstrations,  state  vocational 
education  councils  and  art  programs;  Now, 
therefore,  be  It 


•'Resolved.  That  We,  your  Memorialists,  re- 
spectfully recommend  and  urge  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States  to  maintain  aid  for 
higher  education;  and  be  it  further 

••Resolved.  That  duly  authenticated  copies 
of  this  Memorial  be  submitted  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  to  the  Honorable  William  J. 
Clinton.  President  of  the  United  States,  the 
President  of  the  Senate,  the  Majority  Leader 
of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  and  to  each  Member  of  the 
Maine  Congressional  Delegation." 

POM-581.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Tennessee;  to  the 
Conunlttee  on  Appropriations. 

"SENATE  Joint  Resolution  no.  323 

"Whereas,  the  Center  for  Applied  Science 
and  Technology  for  Law  Enforcement  (CAS- 
TLE) successfully  completed  six  months  of 
pilot  operation  in  September.  1995;  and 

"Whereas,  the  laudable  mission  of  the 
CASTLE  program  is  to  understand  and  solve 
critical  needs  of  the  United  States  law  en- 
forcement and  corrections  community 
through  the  application  of  unique  or  special- 
ized technology;  and 

"Whereas,  the  CASTLE  program  is  com- 
mitted to  serving  law  enforcement  and  cor- 
rections in  a  fourteen  (14)  state  Southeastern 
region,  and  transferring  its  lessons-learned, 
methodologies  and  technologies  nationally; 
and 

"Whereas,  serving  as  a  partnership  of  key 
Southeastern  law  enforcement  professionals, 
universities,  private  sector  companies  and 
the  Oak  Ridge  scientific  complex.  CASTLE 
has  demonstrated  Its  ability  to  Identify  the 
real  needs  of  grass  roots  law  enforcement, 
develop  new  forensic  capabilities,  apply  ad- 
vanced technology  to  crime  fighting  and  im- 
prove police  officer  safety;  and 

"Whereas.  CASTLE  has  the  potential  to  be 
a  significant  contributor  to  national  secu- 
rity; and 

"Whereas.  CASTLE  is  proactive,  innova- 
tive and  tireless  in  its  service  to  national  se- 
curity through  technology  for  better,  safer 
and  less  costly  law  enforcement;  and 

"Whereas,  to  date,  the  CASTLE  program 
has  provided  Invaluable  technical  and  re- 
search services  to  numerous  Tennessee  state 
and  local  law  enforcement  agencies  that 
have  sought  access  to  si>ecialized  technology 
beyond  their  scope  and  means  via  CASTLE's 
expert  assistance;  and 

"Whereas,  the  excellent  support  provided 
by  CASTLE  in  these  instances  has  been  in- 
strumental in  solving  several  murder  cases 
and  other  sensitive,  high  profile  cases;  and 

"Whereas,  the  centerpiece  of  the  next 
phase  of  CASTLE,  as  Identified  in  Its  Strate- 
gic Plan,  will  be  the  establishment  of  Oak 
Ridge  National  Laboratory  (ORNL)  as  the 
lead  laboratory  for  a  National  Institute  of 
Justice  (NU)  sponsored  virtual  National  Fo- 
rensic Center;  and 

"Whereas.  If  adequately  funded  by  the  fed- 
eral government.  CASTLE  will  be  a  leader  In 
solving  critical  needs  of  grass  roots  law  en- 
forcement through  innovative  management 
and  selective  application  of  advanced  tech- 
nology; and 

"Whereas,  the  recent  budget  impasse  In 
Washington,  D.C.  has  threatened  the  con- 
tinuation of  adequate  federal  funding  for  the 
next  phase  of  the  CASTLE  program;  and 

"Whereas,  it  would  Indeed  be  devastating 
to  the  public  safety  and  welfare  If  the 
unique,  advanced  technology.  Innovative 
methodologies  and  tireless  professionalism 
of  the  CASTLE  program  were  to  be  sacrificed 
in  the  Interests  of  less  worthy  components  of 
the  federal  budget;  Now,  therefore,  be  it 


"Resolved,  by  the  Senate  of  the  Ninety- 
Ninth  CJeneral  Assembly  of  the  State  of  Ten- 
nessee, the  House  of  Representatives  concur- 
ring. That  this  General  Assembly  hereby  me- 
morializes the  President  of  the  United 
States,  the  U.S.  Congress  and  the  U.S.  De- 
partment of  Justice  to  secure  adequate  fed- 
eral funding  for  the  Implementation  of  the 
next  phase  of  The  Center  for  Applied 
Sciences  and  Technology  for  Law  Enforce- 
ment (CASTLE)  as  Identified  in  Its  Strategic 
Plan  dated  October.  1995.  and  to  maintain 
adequate  funding  for  the  CASTLE  program 
at  Its  present  level  of  operation;  be  it 

■Resolved.  That  the  Chief  Clerk  of  the  Sen- 
ate is  directed  to  transmit  a  certified  copy  of 
this  resolution  to  the  Honorable  Bill  Clinton. 
President  of  the  United  States;  the  Honor- 
able Janet  Reno.  Esquire.  U.S.  Attorney 
General;  the  Speaker  and  the  Clerk  of  the 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives;  the  President 
and  the  Secretary  of  the  U.S.  Senate;  and  to 
each  member  of  Tennessee's  congressional 
delegation." 

POM-582.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Leglslatiu^  of  the  State  of  Tennessee;  to  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations. 

"HOUSE  joint  Resolution  no.  525 

"Whereas,  the  operations  of  predecessor 
federal  agencies  and  the  past  and  current  op- 
erations of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Energy 
now  require  the  control  and  abatement  of 
legacy  environmental  hazards  and  also  re- 
quire ongoing  waste  management  activities 
which,  together,  involve  more  than  130  sites 
and  facilities  in  over  30  states  and  terri- 
tories; and 

"Whereas,  the  research  and  production 
missions  of  predecessor  agencies  and  of  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Energy  have  been  essen- 
tial to  the  national  defense;  to  development 
of  safe,  economical  and  reliable  energy 
sources;  and  to  many  fields  of  scientific  re- 
search which  have  enriched  our  nation;  and 

"Whereas,  since  1942.  the  Oak  Ridge  Res- 
ervation in  Anderson  County.  Tennessee,  and 
In  Roane  County.  Tennessee,  has  hosted  mis- 
sions and  programs  contributing  to  national 
security,  national  energy  supply,  national 
environmental  enhancement,  and  national 
economic  competitiveness;  and 

"Whereas,  the  Oak  Ridge  National  Labora- 
tory is  a  national  asset  with  world-class  rec- 
ognition and  capabilities  in  energy,  environ- 
mental materials,  computer  science,  re- 
search and  development  that  contributes  to 
Tennessee's  and  the  nation's  economic  com- 
petitiveness; and 

"Whereas,  the  Environmental  Management 
Program  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Energy  is 
responsible  for  control  and  abatement  of  en- 
vironmental problems  on  the  Oak  Ridge  Res- 
ervation; and 

"Whereas,  the  Environmental  Management 
Program  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Energy  is 
further  responsible  for  essential  support  of 
ongoing  national  security  and  national  sci- 
entific research  missions  on  the  <^k  Ridge 
Reservation  through  provision  of  waste  man- 
agement services  and  through  technology  de- 
velopment activities;  and 

"Whereas,  appropriations  for  the  defense 
environmental  management,  non-defense  en- 
vironmental management,  and  uranium  de- 
contamination and  decommissioning  funds 
for  the  Oak  Ridge  Reservation  Environ- 
mental Management  Programs  have  been  re- 
duced significantly  for  federal  fiscal  year 
1996;  and 

"Whereas,  the  Oak  Ridge  community  and 
the  East  Tennessee  region  now  host  a  world- 
class  community  of  over  100  environmental 
management  and  service  companies  which 
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are  demonstrating  that  environmental  prob- 
lems and  ongoing  waste  management  activi- 
ties can  be  accomplished  with  greater  effi- 
ciencies and  effectiveness  within  the  con- 
straints of  reduced  budgets:  and 

"Whereas,  the  need  to  address  environ- 
mental management  challenges  exists  on  the 
Oak  Ridge  Reservation  and  the  talent  and 
technological  capability  to  address  such 
challenges  reside  in  the  surrounding  region; 
Now.  therefore,  be  It 

"Resolved,  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
of  the  Ninety-Ninth  General  Assembly  of  the 
State  of  Tennessee,  the  Senate  Concurring. 
That  the  General  Assembly  finds  that  stable 
and  adequate  funding  of  the  DOE  Environ- 
mental Management  Program  for  the  Oak 
Ridge  Reservation  is  essential  to  the  health, 
safety  and  general  welfare  of  the  citizens  of 
Tennessee  and  essential  to  the  protection  of 
the  environmental  quality  of  the  State  of 
Tennessee:  be  It  further 

"Resolved.  That  the  General  Assembly  me- 
morializes the  committees  of  the  United 
States  Congress  with  jurisdiction  for  both 
program  authorization  and  for  appropriation 
of  funds  to  the  DOE  E^nvlronmental  Manage- 
ment Program  to  provide  authorities  and 
funding  to  this  program  for  federal  fiscal 
year  1997  sufficient  to  assure  Tennessee  citi- 
zens that: 

"(1)  Oak  Ridge  Reservation  contaminants 
are  controlled  to  prevent  situations  where  it 
would  cost  more  at  a  later  date  to  control 
the  spread  of  contamination; 

"(2)  workers  on  the  Oak  Ridge  Reservation 
are  not  exposed  to  undue  risks; 

"(3)  wastes  that  are  produced  in  the  ongo- 
ing defense  and  scientific  research  missions 
on  the  reservation  are  characterized  and 
managed  in  such  a  way  as  to  prevent  a  future 
environmental  liability: 

"(4)  wastes  receive  appropriate  treatment 
and  are  moved  on  to  final  disposal,  thus 
avoiding  the  continuing  costs  of  interim 
storage  where  disposal  capacity  is  now  avail- 
able: 

"(5)  nuclear  materials  and  facilities  sta- 
bilization and  decontamination  and  decom- 
missioning of  facilities  are  accomplished  ex- 
peditiously by  funding  such  projects  now  to 
reduce  the  overall  life-cycle  costs  to  tax- 
payers and  to  allow  industry  to  take  advan- 
tage of  the  ln&-astructure.  technology,  and 
capable  work  force: 

"(6)  U.S.  Department  of  Energy  programs 
are  able  to  comply  with  state  and  federal  law 
to  the  same  extent  that  private  business  and 
Industry  are  required  to  comply  with  state 
and  federal  law; 

"(7)  local  governments  and  area  citizens 
are  fully  Involved  in  shaping  the  environ- 
mental management  programs  which  will  de- 
termine future  uses  and  the  environmental 
conditions  appropriate  for  such  future  uses 
of  the  Oak  Ridge  Reservation:  and 

"(8)  existing  agreements  made  in  good 
faith  and  in  the  spirit  of  cooperation  and 
progress  by  the  State  of  Tennessee  with  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Energy  are  honored  to 
the  fullest  extent  applicable  by  law;  be  It 
ftirther 

"Resolved,  That  enrolled  copies  of  this  res- 
olution be  transmitted  to  the  respective 
chairs  of  the  Energy  and  Water  Development 
Appropriation  Subconmilttees  of  the  U.S. 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate; the  Speaker  and  the  Clerk  of  the  U.S. 
House  of  Representatives;  the  President  and 
the  Secretary  of  the  U.S.  Senate;  and  each 
member  of  Tennessee's  Congressional  delega- 
tion." 

POM-^83.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Utah  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations. 


"HOUSE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  NO.  1 

"Whereas  the  constitutional  role  of  the 
United  States  military  is  to  protect  the  life, 
liberty,  and  property  of  United  States  citi- 
zens and  to  defend  our  nation  against  insur- 
rection or  foreign  invasions: 

"Whereas  the  United  States  is  an  Inde- 
pendent sovereign  nation  and  not  a  tributary 
of  the  United  Nations: 

"Whereas  there  Is  no  popular  support  for 
the  establishment  of  a  world  sovereignty  of 
any  kind  either  under  the  United  Nations  or 
under  any  world  body  in  any  form  of  global 
government;  and 

"Whereas  global  government  could  lead  to 
the  destruction  of  our  United  States  Con- 
stitution and  corruption  of  the  spirit  of  the 
Declaration  of  Independence,  our  freedom, 
and  our  way  of  life:  Now.  therefore,  be  It 

"Resolved  That  the  Legislature  of  the  state 
of  Utah  urge  the  United  States  Congress  to 
cease  the  appropriation  of  United  States 
funds  for  any  military  activity  not  author- 
ized by  the  Constitution,  to  cease  engage- 
ment in  any  military  activity  under  the  au- 
thority of  the  United  Nations  or  any  world 
body,  and  to  cease  any  support  for  the  estab- 
lishment of  any  form  of  global  government; 
be  It  further 

"Resolved,  That  the  Legislature  urge  the 
United  States  Congress  to  refrain  from  tak- 
ing any  further  steps  toward  the  economic  or 
political  merger  of  the  United  States  into  a 
world  body  or  any  form  of  world  government; 
be  It  further 

"Resolved,  that  copies  of  this  resolution  be 
sent  to  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
the  President  of  the  United  States  Senate, 
the  Speaker  of  the  United  States  House  of 
Representatives,  and  Utah's  congressional 
delegation." 


regulatory  requirements,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Commerce, 
Science,  and  Transportation. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.  INOXJYE  (for  himself  and  Mr. 

AKAKA): 

S.  1864.  A  bill  to  transfer  jurisdiction  over 
certain  parcels  of  Federal  real  property  lo- 
cated in  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources. 

By  Mrs.  FEINSTEIN: 

S.  1865.  A  bill  to  direct  the  Administrator 
of  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  to 
issue  regulations  relating  to  recirculation  of 
fresh  air  in  commercial  aircraft,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce. Science,  and  Transportation. 
By  Mr.  ROLLINGS: 

S.  1866.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  to  clarify  Federal  jurisdiction 
over  offenses  relating  to  damage  to  religious 
property;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 

By  Mr.  BIDEN  (for  himself  and  Mr. 

SPECTER): 

S.  1867.  A  bill  to  restore  the  American  fam- 
ily, enhance  support  and  work  opportunities 
for  families  with  children,  reduce  out-of-wed- 
lock pregnancies,  reduce  welfare  dependence, 
and  control  welfare  spending:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  BREAUX: 

S.  1868.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Deepwater  Port 
Act  of  1974  to  promote  the  use  of  deepwater 
ports  to  transport  Outer  Continental  Shelf 
oil  by  reducing  unnecessary  and  duplicative 


SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT  AND 
SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  concurrent  resolutions 
and  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 
referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.  BINGAMAN  (for  himself,  Mr. 

Leahy,  Mr.  Domenici,  Mr.  Daschle. 

and  Mr.  Pressler): 
S.  Res.  259.  A  resolution  to  express  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  Secretary  of  Ag- 
riculture should  use  the  disaster  reserve  es- 
tablished under  section  813  of  the  Agricul- 
tural Act  of  1970  to  alleviate  distress  to  all 
livestock  producers  who  have  suffered  feed 
losses  due  to  drought,  flooding,  or  other  nat- 
ural disasters  in  1996  In  the  most  cost  effi- 
cient manner  practicable,  including  cash 
payments  from  the  sale  of  commodities  in 
the  disaster  reserve,  and  should  provide  vol- 
untary conservation  assistance  to  persons 
who  hay  or  graze  on  conservation  reserve 
lands,  and  for  other  purposes;  considered  and 
agreed  to. 

By   Mr.   DOMENKn   (for  himself,   Mr. 

BINGAMAN,       Mr.       Gramm,       Mrs. 

Hutchison,  and  Mr.  Pressler): 
S.  Res.  260.  A  resolution  to  express  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  livestock  producers 
who  are  not  eligible  for  emergency  livestock 
feed  assistance  In  the  1996  crop  year,  and  who 
have  suffered  feed  losses  due  to  drought, 
flooding,  or  other  natural  disasters  in  1996. 
should  receive  special  consideration  for  as- 
sistance from  commodities  or  the  sale  or 
commodities  currently  available  In  the  dis- 
aster reserve  established  under  section  813  of 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1970,  and  for  other 
purposes;  considered  and  agreed  to. 

By    Mr.    GRAMM    (for    himself,    Mrs. 

Hutchison.  Mr.  Domenict,  and  Mr. 

Pressler): 
S.  Res.  261.  A  resolution  to  express  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  Secretary  of  Ag- 
riculture should  allow  livestock  producers 
who  had  qualified  for  emergency  livestock 
feed  assistance  in  the  1995  crop  year  to  be  eli- 
gible for  emergency  livestock  feed  assistance 
In  the  1996  crop  year,  and  for  other  purposes; 
considered  and  agreed  to. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  INOUYE  (for  himself  and 
Mr^./CKAKA): 
S.  1864.  Ajiill  to  transfer  jurisdiction 
over  certain  parcels  of  Federal  real 
property  located  in  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

FEDERAL  REAL  PROPERTY  TRANSFER 
LEGISLATION 

•  Mr.  INOUYE.  Mr.  President,  I  intro- 
duce a  bill  to  transfer  jurisdiction  over 
a  parcel  of  land  from  the  Architect  of 
the  Capitol  to  the  Department  of  the 
Interior.  This  no-cost  transfer  would 
allow  this  parcel  to  be  used  to  establish 
a  memorial  to  Japanese-American  pa- 
triotism in  World  War  n,  since  monu- 
ments cannot  be  built  on  the  Capitol 
Grounds.  I  am  pleased  to  note  that  this 
transfer  has  the  support  of  the  Na- 
tional   Park    Service,    the   Bureau    of 
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Land  Management,  and  the  Architect 
of  the  Capitol. 

This  memorial,  authorized  in  1992  by 
Public  Law  102-502  to  honor  the  patri- 
otism of  Americans  of  Japanese  ances- 
try during  World  War  n,  must  begin 
construction  by  October  24,  1999.  It  is 
essential  that  the  land  exchange  take 
place  as  soon  as  possible  in  order  to 
begin  the  formal  approval  processes  for 
the  memorial's  design. 

I  hope  that  my  colleaigues  will  join 
me  in  supporting  this  measure's  expe- 
dient passage.* 


By  Mrs.  FEINSTEIN: 

S.  1865.  A  bill  to  direct  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  Federal  Aviation  Admin- 
istration to  issue  regulations  relating 
to  recirculation  of  fresh  air  in  commer- 
cial aircraft,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce,  Science, 
and  Transportation. 

THE  AVIATION  CLEAN  AIR  ACT  OF  1996 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  to  introduce  legislation  having  to 
do  with  the  quality  of  air  in  passenger 
cabins  of  commercial  aircraft. 

I  want  to  begin  for  a  moment  by  tell- 
ing you  how  I  got  into  this.  Three 
years  ago.  obviously  coming  to  the 
Senate,  I  began  a  whole  series  of  flights 
from  San  Francisco  and  from  Los  An- 
geles to  Washington,  and  I  noticed 
something.  I  noticed  when  I  rode  a  747 
I  did  not  get  a  headache  and  the  cir- 
culation in  my  hand  did  not  cease. 
When  I  rode  a  757  or  a  767,  I  began  to 
get  rather  severe  headaches.  If  I  fell 
asleep,  the  circulation  in  my  hand 
ceased.  This,  then,  promptly  woke  me 
up. 

I  began  to  look  into  it.  What  did  I 
find?  I  looked  at  Federal  clean  air 
standards  for  enclosed  spaces.  I  found 
that  the  Federal  standard  for  fresh  air 
in  prison  cells  is  20  cubic  feet  per  per- 
son per  minute.  The  fresh  air  standard 
for  an  ofQce  building,  for  a  theater 
lobby,  for  a  restaurant,  is  the  same. 
Then  I  found  there  were  no  fresh  air 
standards  for  commercial  aircraft. 

So  I  asked,  what  are  the  existing  lev- 
els? Let  me  tell  you  what  I  found.  The 
average  amount  of  fresh  air  circulation 
in  a  757  is  9  cubic  feet  per  person.  The 
average  amount  of  fresh  air  in  a  767  is 
9.1  cubic  feet  per  person  per  minute. 
The  new  737's,  provide  an  average  of  9.6 
cubic  feet  per  person  per  minute.  Now, 
what  is  the  significance?  The  signifi- 
cance is  that  it  is  less  than  one-half 
the  fresh  air  that  is  required  in  a  pris- 
on cell,  an  office  or  a  restaurant.  And 
then  I  began  to  ask  flight  attendants 
about  the  problems.  What  I  learned  is 
that  stories  documented  of  sore  throats 
and  headaches,  of  difficulty  of  breath- 
ing, of  poor  circulation  in  the  body  and 
swollen  legs,  of  colds,  flus,  and  air- 
borne diseases,  such  as  flu  and  tuber- 
culosis are  now  beginning  to  spiral 
throughout  the  1.4  million  passengers 
per  day  that  ride  commercial  afrlines. 


Well,  today  I  want  to  introduce  in 
the  Senate  an  idea  whose  time  has 
come,  and  that  is  an  aviation  clean  air 
act.  This  is  also  being  introduced  in 
the  House  of  Representatives  at  the 
same  time.  Essentially,  what  this  bill 
would  require  is  that  commercial  air- 
lines provide  ventilation  systems  that 
provide  20  cubic  feet  of  fresh  air  per 
person  per  minute  in  the  cabin.  This  is 
equal  to  what  is  provided  today  by 
older  aircraft,  namely,  the  747.  Many  of 
the  larger  commercial  aircraft,  such  as 
the  737's,  757's,  or  767's,  as  I  said,  pro- 
vide less  than  one-half  of  what  is  pro- 
vided by  a  747. 

Second,  the  bill  would  ensure  that  air 
niters  used  in  airplane  cabin  air  recir- 
culation systems  are  monitored  and 
changed  regularly. 

Third,  it  would  require  that  airlines 
monitor  humidity  and  ozone  levels. 

Fourth,  it  would  require  the  FAA  to 
create  a  "1-800"  number  to  receive  re- 
ports of  illnesses  relating  to  air  travel. 

I  also  want  to  introduce  into  the 
Record  directly  following  my  state- 
ment a  statement  of  Patricia  Friend, 
the  international  president  of  the  Asso- 
ciation of  Flight  Attendants;  a  state- 
ment of  Andrew  Parramore,  a  flight  at- 
tendant; a  statement  of  Joe  Johnson,  a 
member  of  the  Association  of  Flight 
Attendants,  and  Janie  Johnson,  a 
member  of  the  Association  of  Flight 
Attendants. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  they  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rials were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record  as  follows: 

STATEMENT  OF  PATRICIA  FRIEND  AT  AN 

AVIATION  Clean  Am  act  Press  conference 

On  behalf  of  the  40.000  members  of  the  As- 
sociation of  Flight  Attendants.  I  would  like 
to  thank  Senator  Dlanne  Felnstein  and  Rep- 
resentative Jerrold  Nadler  for  today  intro- 
ducing legislation  that  will  significantly  air 
quality  in  the  airplane  cabin. 

This  legislation  seeks  to  establish  a  mini- 
mum ventilation  standard  of  20  cubic  feet  of 
fresh  air  per  minute  per  person  in  the  cabin. 
In  addition  to  the  ventilation  standard,  the 
proposed  legislation  would  also  require  the 
monitoring  of  air  filters,  ozone  and  humid- 
ity. The  Aviation  Clean  Air  Act  of  1996  seeks 
to  establish  a  toll-free  telephone  number  at 
the  FAA  for  individuals  to  report  cabin  air 
quality  Incidents.  These  are  critical  ele- 
ments to  achieving  a  healthy  workplace  for 
flight  attendants. 

While  frequent  filers  often  complain  of 
headaches,  nausea,  dizziness,  consistently 
coming  down  with  upper  respiratory  viral  in- 
fections after  flying,  and  in  some  cases,  pass- 
ing out  during  flight  and  having  oxygen  ad- 
ministered by  the  flight  attendants,  the 
flight  attendants  themselves  are  at  even 
greater  risk  from  poor  cabin  air  quality. 

Flight  attendants  are  inflight  safety  pro- 
fessionals. In  the  dally  performance  of  our 
duties,  we  inhale  a  greater  amount  of  air.  in- 
creasing our  exposure  to  viruses  and  bac- 
teria, fumes  from  chemical  solvents,  and  car- 
bon monoxide  from  Incomplete  combustion 
of  fuel.  Flight  attendants  who  routinely 
work  in  cabins  with  poor  air  quality  com- 


plain of  respiratory  problems  and  other 
health  difficulties  such  as  dizziness,  severe 
headaches,  loss  of  balance  and  numbness  in 
the  hands. 

Our  position  on  increased  fresh  air  in  the 
cabin  is  supported  by  the  FAA's  recently  in- 
troduced final  rule.  The  FAA  determined 
that  health  and  safety  considerations  justify 
these  standards,  stating  that  cabin  crew 
members  must  be  able  to  perform  their  du- 
ties without  undue  discomfort  or  fatigue. 

Regrettably,  their  rule  did  not  address  air 
quality  in  aircraft  currently  being  operated 
but  applies  only  to  future  generation  air- 
craft. After  7  years  of  pending  rule-making, 
the  FAA's  final  rule  is  still  unsatisfactory 
offering  too  little,  too  late. 

Recall  the  USAlr  Plight  1016  accident  on  a 
DC»-31  (with  100%  fresh  air),  in  which  the 
flight  attendants  helped  passengers  to  escape 
from  the  aircraft.  One  of  them.  Rich 
DeMary.  repeatedly  risked  his  life  to  single- 
handedly  save  four  persons  from  the  burning 
wreckage.  Imagine  what  might  have  hap- 
pened bad  these  flight  attendants  been  suf- 
fering loss  of  balance,  headaches,  or  numb- 
ness in  their  hands.  Whether  It  is  reacting  to 
severe  turbulence,  safely  evacuating  pas- 
sengers during  an  emergency  or  responding 
to  an  onboard  fire,  flight  attendants  must  be 
ready  to  respond  at  a  moment's  notice. 

AFA  strongly  supports  the  legislation  to 
establish  a  minimum  standard  of  20  cubic 
feet  of  fresh  air  per  minute  per  person  in  the 
cabin.  Both  Senator  Felnstein  and  Rep- 
resentative Nadler  deserve  the  thanks  of  all 
flight  attendants  and  passengers,  whose 
health  and  safety  will  benefit  from  this  leg- 
islation. 

Statement  of  Andrew  Parramore 

On  April  25.  1994.  on  an  aircraft  with  recir- 
culated air.  scheduled  to  fly  from  Los  Ange- 
les to  the  East. coast,  with  103  passengers  and 
7  flight  attendants  aboard,  developed  severe 
air  cabin  quality  problems.  The  result  was 
an  eventual  unscheduled  landing  in  Chicago, 
where  passengers  and  crew  were  met  by  para- 
medics, and  one  flight  attendant  was  hos- 
pitalized with  abnormally  high  carbon  mon- 
oxide levels.  Four  others  went  en  route  sick 
list,  experiencing  headache,  disorientation, 
motor  skill  impairment  and  respiratory  dif- 
ficulties, symptoms,  I  was  told  by  a  physi- 
cian, which  are  consistent  with  prolonged  ex- 
posure to  carbon  monoxide  poisoning  and  re- 
sultant oxygen  deprivation. 

Immediately  upon  takeoff  the  coach  cabin 
filled  with  dense  white  smoke,  the  flight  at- 
tendants experienced  eye  irritation,  smells 
described  as  overheating  metal  and/or  elec- 
trical fire,  and  a  bitter  metallic  taste.  The 
cockpit  was  notified,  the  cabin  was  searched 
for  source  of  possible  fire,  and  the  problem 
attributed  to  a  deferred,  inoperative  air  pack 
which  had  been  activated.  Crewmembers 
noted  an  unusually  high  percentage  of  coach 
passengers  in  a  deep,  heavy  sleep;  the  few 
conscious  complained  of  dizziness,  fatigue, 
headache,  nausea,  and  complained  of  the 
cabin  air.  Flight  attendants  were  unable  to 
complete  the  beverage  service  without  rotat- 
ing to  the  cockpit  for  supplementary  oxygen. 

At  this  point,  one  of  the  flight  attendants 
described  what  happened: 

*'I  tried  to  finish  setting  up  two  liquor 
carts.  I  had  to  leave  at  least  twice  and  go  to 
the  forward  galley  to  warm  up  and  clear  my 
head,  but  eventually  I  went  to  the  cockpit 
for  oxygen  as  well.  When  I  was  in  the  cock- 
pit. I  again  told  the  pilots  we  were  feeling  Ul 
and  several  passengers  had  complained.  [The 
pilots]  hypothesized  what  the  problem  could 
be  but  I  definitely  got  the  impression  that 
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they  thought  this  was  a  cosmetic  problem 
(bad  smell  In  the  cabin)  and  our  Illness  was 
all  In  our  heads.  They  asked  why  the  first 
class  night  attendants  were  not  feeling  HI.  I 
said  the  smoke  and  fumes  were  primarily  In 
the  main  cabin  and  not  first  class." 

I  then  came  Into  the  cockpit  to  take  oxy- 
gen. 

Our  ssmiptoms  worsened,  and  individual 
oxygen  bottles  were  soon  retrieved.  The 
night  attendant  crew  experienced  Increasing 
loss  of  motor  skills  and  mental  alertness, 
loss  of  ability  to  judge  time  passage  and  ele- 
mentary computations,  disorientation,  head- 
ache, extreme  fatigue.  The  lunch  service  was 
canceled,  passengers  awakened  with  great 
difficulty  and  relocated  from  coach  to  busi- 
ness class  [which  is  designed  to  provide  a 
somewhat  increased  level  of  fresh  air  per 
person]  where  effects  seemed  less  severe.  The 
night  attendants  responsible  for  the  coach 
section  of  the  aircraft  spent  the  last  two 
hours  of  the  night  seated,  breathing  from  ox- 
ygen bottles.  Individual  flight  attendants 
intermittently  lost  consciousness.  Pas- 
sengers were  either  completely  "out",  often 
with  nushed  faces,  or  in  an  apathetic,  non 
communicative  "daze".  The  airline  safety  of- 
ficial's "best  guess"  Is  that  the  malfunction- 
ing air  pack  combusted  superheated  syn- 
thetic oil,  nooding  the  coach  cabin  with  re- 
sulting fumes  and  particulate  irritants  and 
as  a  byproduct  created  poisonous  carbon 
monoxide. 

Statement  of  Joe  Johnson 

I  have  been  a  night  attendant  for  about  16 
years  and  traveling  by  air  for  much  longer 
than  that.  With  the  relatively  recent  intro- 
duction of  aircraft  with  recycled  air  systems, 
I  have  experienced  a  reduction  of  air  quality 
on  board.  I  have  experienced  fatigue,  dif- 
ficulty In  breathing,  lightheadedness,  and 
headaches  on  some  nights.  Passengers  often 
complain  to  me  of  the  same.  The  first 
thought  is  that  this  could  be  due  to  smoking 
on  board  nights.  However,  since  most  nights 
have  been  nonsmoking  for  some  time,  I  be- 
lieve this  is  ]ust  a  contributing  factor. 

There  is  a  marked  difference  in  air  quality 
when  n3rlng  older  aircraft  such  as  the  747-100 
series,  any  727  or  737-200  series.  I  am  told  by 
experts  In  the  field  this  Is  due  to  100  percent 
fresh  air  exchange  on  the  older  airplanes.  On 
some  newer  generation  airplanes,  we  fre- 
quently ask  the  pilots  to  turn  off  the  recir- 
culation fans,  which  I  understand,  allows 
more  fresh  air  Into  the  cabin.  This  proce- 
dure. I  am  told  by  our  engineers,  theoreti- 
cally uses  more  fuel,  however.  It  does  im- 
prove air  quality.  You  can  surmise  in  an  era 
of  cost  control  that  this  practice  is  not  popu- 
lar among  airline  management's. 

Another  area  that  contributes  to  poor  air 
quality  is  the  lack  of  adequate  maintenance 
of  the  filtration  systems.  I  have  witnessed 
fUters  that  are  so  black  and  clogged  I  don't 
know  how  any  air  could  have  passed  through. 
On  a  recent  flight  from  Los  Angeles  to  Wash- 
ington, a  fireqaent  nylng  passenger  repeat- 
edly asked  me  to  ask  the  pilots  to  improve 
the  air  quality  and  air  Qow.  He  proclaimed 
to  aU  who  were  around  that,  "I  travel  all  the 
time  and  we  are  all  going  to  have  black 
lungs  from  the  air  on  board  airplanes.  These 
new  planes  are  terrible."  1  repeatedly  re- 
layed his  requests  to  the  cockpit. 

Due  to  design,  it  would  appear,  air  quality 
continues  to  deteriorate.  This  Is  a  real  prob- 
lem for  nights  attendants  as  well  as  the 
traveling  public. 

Statement  of  Janie  Johnson 
As  a  veteran  flight  attendant  for  23  years. 
I  believe  the  air  quality  continues  to  deterio- 


rate. A  great  number  of  flight  attendants  ex- 
perience headaches,  have  difficulty  breath- 
ing, suffer  from  upper  respiratory  problems 
and  are  fatigued. 

On  August  24,  1994,  I  worked  a  flight  from 
Washington,  DC  to  Anchorage  International 
via  Denver's  Stapleton  airport.  It  was  an  air- 
craft with  recirculating  cabin  air  and  was  a 
non-smoking  night.  The  air  was  stuffy. 
Many  passengers  requested  aspirin  and  I  my- 
self had  a  terrible  headache,  with  sharp  pains 
between  my  eyes.  I  also  had  a  difficult  time 
breathing.  It  was  as  if  someone  was  standing 
on  my  chest. 

We  reported  this  to  the  pilots  and  they 
turned  off  a  recirculation  fan  to  see  if  it 
would  help  and  it  did.  Within  approximately 
20  minutes  I  found  it  much  easier  to  breath 
and  my  headache  was  gone. 

Upon  our  return  fiight  from  Anchorage  to 
Dulles,  via  Denver  on  a  different  aircraft  of 
the  same  type,  we  experienced  the  same 
symptoms  and  again  the  pilots  turned  off 
one  of  the  recirculation  fans.  The  results 
were  the  same.  We  did  notice  that  the  celling 
vents  in  both  galleys  were  obstructed  by 
lint.  We  logged  the  problems  with  the  air 
quality  and  upon  our  arrival  into  Denver, 
mechanics  removed  the  covers  and  cleaned 
the  filters.  They  were  almost  totally 
blanketed  with  what  appeared  to  be  lint,  and 
other  debris. 

I  am  not  a  doctor  nor  a  mechanic  but  Just 
a  night  attendant  that  makes  a  living  of 
working  on  board  airplanes.  Lack  of  good  air 
quality  is  negatively  Impacting  not  only  my 
health  but  the  health  of  my  nylng  partners 
and  passengers  who  travel  on  board  our  air- 
planes every  day.  During  a  conference  call 
regarding  air  quality  on  one  of  the  new  gen- 
eration of  aircraft  with  recirculated  air,  the 
maintenance  engineer  commented,  "when  I 
went  to  training  for  this  system,  I  was  told 
it  was  a  nylng  cold." 

Numerous  Incidents  of  poor  air  quality 
have  been  filed  by  night  attendants,  yet. 
over  the  years,  conditions  continue  to  wors- 
en. It  would  appear  for  the  sake  of  some  fuel 
savings,  air  quality  and  our  health  and  safe- 
ty continue  to  suffer. 


By  Mr.  ROLLINGS: 

S.  1866.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18, 
United  States  Code,  to  clarify  Federal 
jurisdiction  over  offenses  relating  to 
damage  to  religious  property. 

the  church  arson  prevention  act  of  1996 

Mr.  HOLLENGS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  introduce  a  bill  aimed  at  pro- 
viding a  mechanism  for  Federal  law  en- 
forcement to  combat  the  most  recent 
scourge  to  sweep  across  the  Southeast. 
I  am  talking  about  the  burnings  of 
black  churches  that  have  been  making 
such  dramatic  headlines  lately.  The 
burning  of  houses  of  worship  have  been 
taking  place  for  the  past  5  or  6  years, 
but  this  particular  outbreak  of  fires 
has  all  the  characteristics  of  an  epi- 
demic. Not  since  the  sixties  have  I  been 
witness  to  such  blatant  intolerance  and 
hatred,  such  utterly  despicable  acts  of 
American  citizens  against  their  fellow 
Americans  as  has  I  have  seen  over 
these  past  few  weeks.  I  turn  on  the 
news  and  see  a  burning  church,  a 
haunting  image  with  horrific  symbolic 
and  practical  implications,  and  I  say 
this  must  stop.  Not  just  this  specific 
Kish  of  crime,  but  the  whole  trend  to- 


ward violence  and  intolerance  in  our 
society.  We  as  Americans  have  fought 
too  hard  to  let  racial  or  religious  intol- 
erance once  again  pollute  our  democ- 
racy. 

This  morning  I  accompanied  Presi- 
dent Clinton  as  he  traveled  to  South 
Carolina.  I  welcome  his  strong  presence 
in  the  midst  of  this  unsettling  trend, 
and  moreover  I  welcome  the  message 
he  brought  to  my  home  State.  This 
country  is  stronger  than  the  forces  of 
hatred  that  would  divide  us.  We  will  re- 
build, and  we  will  punish  those  resjran- 
sible  for  these  episodes  of  destruction. 

To  fight  against  the  forces  of  divi- 
siveness,  we  must  pull  together  as  a 
community.  In  the  South,  that  means 
rebuilding,  it  means  congregations  of 
churches  all  over  America  picking  a 
Sunday  and  dedicating  their  collec- 
tions to  rebuild  these  burned  churches. 
Here  in  the  Government,  in  means 
using  every  means  within  our  power  to 
make  sure  that  this  never  happens 
again. 

As  of  this  moment,  we  don't  have  leg- 
islation that  adequately  addresses  this 
brand  of  criminal  behavior.  The  inves- 
tigations by  Federal  authorities,  and 
their  ability  to  prosecute  these  cases 
have  been  limited  by  the  current  law. 
The  bill  I  propose  will  remove  the  im- 
pediments to  bringing  Federal  cases, 
and  give  the  Attorney  General  an  effec- 
tive, and  necessary  weapon  with  which 
to  combat  these  crimes.  Section  247  of 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  makes  it  a 
crime  to  damage  religious  property  or 
to  obstruct  persons  in  the  free  exercise 
of  religious  beliefs.  I  propose  to  amend 
this  by  requiring  only  that  the  offense 
'•is  in  or  affects  interstate  or  foreign 
commerce."  Congress  will  be  effec- 
tively granting  jurisdiction  over  all 
conduct  which  may  be  reached  imder 
the  interstate  commerce  clause  of  the 
constitution. 

Additionally,  the  bill  eliminates  the 
$10,000  threshold  for  fire  damages  to 
grant  Federal  jurisdiction  in  cases 
where  there  is  only  minimal  damage. 
This  way,  desecration  or  defacement  of 
houses  of  worship  can  be  prosecuted 
under  18  U.S.C.  247. 

I  urge  the  Senate  to  act  quickly  and 
adopt  this  provision.  As  I  understand  a 
similar  measure  is  making  its  way 
through  the  House,  the  Senate  should 
also  act  in  an  expeditious  manner  to 
ensure  the  Federal  Government  has  the 
necessary  authority  to  combat  this 
tragic  epidemic. 

More  importantly,  this  country  must 
come  together,  leave  racial  intolerance 
behind,  and  insure  that  we  end  this 
type  of  bigotry. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 
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S.  1866 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Church 
Arson  Prevention  Act  of  1996". 

SEC.  2.  DAMAGE  TO  KEUGIOUS  PROPERTY. 

Section  247  of  title  18,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended — 

(1)  so  that  subsection  (b)  reads  as  follows: 
"(b)  The  circumstances  referred  to  in  sub- 
section (a)  are  that  the  offense  is  in  or  af- 
fects interstate  or  foreign  commerce.";  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (a)(1),  by  inserting  ",  ra- 
cial, or  ethnic"  before  "character". 


By  Mr.  BIDEN  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Specter): 
S.  1867.  A  bill  to  restore  the  Amer- 
ican family,  enhance  support  and  work 
opportunities  for  families  with  chil- 
dren, reduce  out-of-wedlock  preg- 
nancies, reduce  welfare  dependence, 
and  control  welfare  spending;  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

THE  BIPARTISAN  WELFARE  REFORM  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  BIDEa^.  Mr.  President,  since  1987, 
when  I  first  proposed  an  overhaul  of 
the  welfare  system.  I  have  argued  that 
welfare  recipients  should  be  required  to 
work.  Nine  years  later,  America  is  still 
in  need  of  fundamental  welfare  reform. 

So,  today,  Mr.  President,  Senator 
Specter  and  I  are  introducing  the  Bi- 
partisan Welfare  Reform  Act  of  1996— 
the  Senate  companion  to  legislation 
introduced  in  April  by  Representatives 
Mike  Castle  and  John  Tanner  and  30 
moderate  House  Members  from  both 
parties. 

Let  me  briefly  review  how  we  got  to 
this  point  and  why  we  are  taking  this 
action. 

Last  September,  the  Senate  passed  a 
bipartisan  welfare  reform  bill  by  an 
overwhelming  vote  of  87-12.  I  voted  for 
that  bill,  and  President  Clinton  said  he 
could  sign  it. 

Since  then,  however,  polarizing  par- 
tisanship and  Presidential  politics  have 
permeated  this  issue.  And,  the  result 
has  been  paralysis.  Nothing  has  been 
accomplished. 

In  an  attempt  to  break  the  gridlock, 
last  February,  the  Nation's  Gov- 
ernors—led by  my  Governor,  Tom  Car- 
per— proposed  a  bipartisan  welfare  re- 
form bill.  In  April,  Representatives 
Castle  and  Tanner  and  a  group  of 
other  moderates  wrote  what  I  believe  is 
a  first-rate  bipartisan  welfare  reform 
plan. 

No  such  bipartisan  plan  to  date  has 
been  introduced  in  the  Senate.  And,  as 
this  issue  will  be  back  before  us  again 
soon.  Senator  Specter  and  I  decided 
that  now  is  the  time — and  the  Castle- 
Tanner  proposal  is  the  bill  to  move  us 
forward. 

What  this  bill  proposes,  in  and  of 
itself,  is  not  new.  What  is  new  is  that 
it  is  being  proposed  all  together  in  a  bi- 
partisan fashion. 


For  that.  Representative  Castle  and 
Senator  Specter  deserve  great  ap- 
plause. They  are  reaching  across  the 
aisle  to  do  what  the  American  people 
sent  us  to  Congress  to  do — work  to- 
gether to  solve  the  problems  facing 
this  country.  And.  again.  I  think  the 
bill  we  are  introducing  today  is  a  first- 
rate  bill. 

To  highlight  the  basic  principles: 
there  would  be  a  5-year  time  limit  on 
receiving  welfare  benefits.  After  2 
years,  welfare  recipients  would  be  re- 
quired to  work — at  least  25  hours  per 
week.  And,  child  care  would  be  avail- 
able, so  that  children  are  not  left  home 
alone  while  their  mothers  are  working. 

The  bill  would  make  getting  tough 
on  the  deadbeat  dads  who  do  not  pay 
child  support  as  high  a  priority  as  get- 
ting tough  on  the  welfare  moms.  And. 
the  bill  takes  steps  to  crack  down  on 
welfare — particularly  food  stamp- 
fraud. 

This  will  all  sound  familiar  to  those 
who  have  followed  this  debate.  And.  as 
I  said  a  moment  ago,  it  is.  For  the 
principles  have  never  been  in  doubts 
almost  everyone  agrees  on  them. 

You  see.  what  has  been  lost  in  the 
shuffle  and  shouting  of  the  last  10 
months  is  that  there  is  a  great  deal  of 
common  ground  on  welfare  reform.  So 
much  so,  that  if  you  leave  behind  the 
politics  and  the  partisanship,  a  tough, 
bipartisan  welfare  reform  bill  is  easily 
within  reach. 

I  think  this  is  that  bill.  But,  if  not,  it 
is  awfully  dam  close.  Let  me  just  men- 
tion a  couple  of  examples  of  bipartisan 
compromise. 

For  Republicans,  the  bill  converts  aid 
to  families  with  dependent  children — 
AFDC —  to  a  block  grant  to  the  States. 
For  Democrats,  it  more  adequately  in- 
vests in  child  care. 

For  Republicans,  the  bill  freezes 
funding  for  cash  welfare  pajmnents.  For 
Democrats,  it  provides  additional  help 
to  those  States  faced  with  economic 
downturns. 

For  Republicans,  the  bill  imposes  a 
family  cap.  For  Democrats,  it  gives 
States  flexibility  to  opt  out. 

Is  this  bill  exactly  how  I  would  have 
written  a  bUl  on  my  own  in  the  soli- 
tude of  my  office?  The  answer  is  no. 
But,  if  we  are  going  to  move  forward, 
we  must  stop  insisting  that  there  be  a 
perfect  bill  or  no  bill  at  all. 

It  is  time  to  say  that  we  do  not  care 
who  gets  credit  for  reforming  welfare. 
It  is  time  to  just  do  it — in  a  bipartisan 
fashion— for  the  sake  of  the  American 
people  and  for  the  sake  of  the  people  on 
welfare. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  cosponsor  the 
Biden-Specter  Bipartisan  Welfare  Re- 
form Act,  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  a  summary  of  the  bill  prepared  by 
Representative  Tanner  be  included  in 
the  Record. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
Highlights  of  the  Bipartisan  Welfare 
Reform  act  of  1996 
tttle  I— block  grant  for  temporary 

assistance  to  needy  FAMILIES  (TANF) 

Basic  grant.  Consolidates  funding  for 
AFDC.  JOBS  and  Emergency  Assistance  (EA) 
into  a  S16.3S  annual  billion  block  grant  to 
states  beginning  in  FY  1997  called  the  Tem- 
porary Assistance  for  Needy  Families 
(TANF)  block  grant. 

Supplemental  grant  fund  of  S800  million  for 
FY  1997-FY  2000  for  states  with  high  popu- 
lation growth  and/or  low  grant  amounts  per 
poor  person. 

Contingency  Fund  for  State  Welfare  Pro- 
grams. Establishes  a  contingency  fund  for 
states  of  S2  billion  in  matching  funds  over 
five  years  (FY  1997-2001)  for  states  that  expe- 
rience high  unemployment  or  an  increase  in 
the  food  stamp  caseload.  States  must  also 
meet  a  100%  maintenance  of  effort  require- 
ment In  the  year  they  use  the  contingency 
fund.  Funds  are  provided  at  the  end  and  can- 
not exceed  20%  of  a  state's  annual  TANF 
grant  in  a  fiscal  year. 

State  plan.  States  would  be  required  to 
submit  a  state  plan  for  approval  in  order  to 
receive  federal  funds.  The  Secretary  must 
approve  any  plan  which  meets  the  following 
basic  requirements: 

Work  Requirements.  Require  all  able-bod- 
led  recipients  to  engage  in  work  activities 
within  two  years  of  receiving  assistance. 

Fair  and  equitable  treatment.  Set  forth  ob- 
jective criteria  for  the  delivery  of  benefits 
and  the  determination  of  eligibility  and  fair 
and  equitable  treatment,  treat  families  with 
similar  needs  and  circumstances  similarly 
and  provide  opportunities  for  recipients  who 
have  been  adversely  affected  to  be  heard  In  a 
state  administrative  or  appeal  process. 

Out  of  wedlock  pregnancies.  Establish 
goals  and  take  actions  to  reduce  the  inci- 
dence of  out  of  wedlock  pregnancies,  with 
special  emphasis  on  teenagers. 

Other  programs.  Have  In  place  a  child  sup- 
port enforcement  and  child  protection  pro- 
grams. 

Local  Control.  Certify  that  1)  local  govern- 
ments and  private  sector  organizations  are 
included  In  all  phases  of  developing  the  plan: 
2)  local  oHlclals  who  are  responsible  for  ad- 
ministration of  services  are  able  to  plan,  de- 
sign and  administer  programs  in  their  juris- 
diction; and  3)  there  are  no  unfunded  man- 
dates on  local  governments. 

Non-displacement.  Certify  that  the  state 
program  will  not  result  in  the  displacement 
of  any  current  employees  or  replacement  of 
an  employee  who  was  terminated  with  indi- 
viduals receiving  assistance  under  the  state 
plan. 

Maintenance  of  effort.  85%  maintenance  of 
effort  requirement  through  FY  2001  based  on 
a  state's  FY  1994  spending  on  AFDC.  JOBS. 
and  AFDC-related  chUd  care  and  ElA.  State 
spending  on  programs  that  were  not  part  of 
the  state's  AFDC  program  would  not  be 
counted  in  meeting  the  maintenance  of  ef- 
fort. The  Secretary  may  reduce  the  mainte- 
nance of  effort  requirement  by  up  to  5% 
(down  to  80%)  for  states  that  have  high  per- 
formance in  placing  Individuals  in  private 
sector  employment  and  Increase  the  states 
maintenance  of  effort  by  up  to  5%  (up  to 
90%)  if  the  state  falls  to  meet  the  work  par- 
ticipation rates. 

Transferability.  States  may  transfer  up  to 
20%  of  the  federal  TANF  grant  to  the  Child 
care  and  Development  Block  grant. 
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Time  limits  on  benefits: 

Five  year  federal  limit.  A  state  may  not 
provide  cash  assistance  to  a  family  that  In- 
cludes and  adult  who  has  received  any  assist- 
ance under  the  TANF  grant  for  60  months. 

State  option  for  time  limits.  States  have 
the  option  of  terminating  benefits  to  a  fam- 
ily that  Includes  an  adult  who  has  received 
assistance  for  24  months. 

Exemption  to  time  limits.  States  may 
grant  exemptions  to  up  to  20%  of  the  case- 
load for  either  reason  of  hardship  or  if  the 
individual  has  been  battered  or  subject  to  ex- 
treme cruelty. 

Vouchers.  States  have  the  option  of  provid- 
ing assistance  in  the  form  of  vouchers  for  the 
needs  of  the  child  (diapers,  etc.)  for  families 
who  lose  benefits  as  a  result  of  the  federal 
five  year  time  limit.  States  must  provide 
vouchers  to  families  who  lose  assistance  as  a 
result  of  a  state  time  limit  of  less  than  five 
years. 

Work  reQuirements.  States  must  require  a 
parent  or  caretaker  receiving  assistance 
under  the  program  to  engage  in  work  after 
receiving  assistance  for  24  months: 

Individual  Responsibility  Contract.  Re- 
quire welfare  recipients  sign  an  individual 
responsibility  contract  developed  by  the 
state  upon  becoming  eligible  for  cash  assist- 
ance. The  individual  responsibility  contract 
would  outline  what  actions  the  Individual 
would  take  to  move  to  private  sector  em- 
ployment. The  contract  will  also  outline 
what  services  the  state  will  provide  to  the 
individual. 

Eligible  work  activities.  Unsubsidlzed  em- 
plojrment;  subsidized  private  and  public  sec- 
tor employment;  work  exi)erlence.  on-the-job 
tralnlnir;  ]ob  search  and  Job  readiness  (lim- 
ited to  12  weeks  in  a  year);  community  serv- 
ice: vocational  educational  training  (not  to 
exceed  12  months  for  any  Individual).  Edu- 
cation and  Job  skills  training  vrill  not  count 
toward  meeting  the  first  20  hours  of  partici- 
pation (unless  in  the  case  of  education,  the 
parent  is  a  teen).  Individuals  who  have  wel- 
fare for  private  sector  employment  ("leav- 
ers") would  be  considered  as  engaged  in  work 
activities  for  purposes  of  calculating  partici- 
pation rates  for  six  months  provided  that 
they  remain  employed. 

ReQulred  hours.  The  minimum  average 
number  of  hours  per  week  for  all  recipients 
m  20  hours  for  FY  1996,  FY  1997,  and  FT  1996; 
and  25  hours  in  FY  1999  and  thereafter. 

Participation  rates.  States  must  meet  the 
following  particii>atlon  rates  for  single  par- 
ent families:  1996-15%,  1997-20%,  1996-25%. 
1999-30.  2000-35%.  2001-40%,  2002  and  there- 
after-50%.  The  rates  for  two- parent  families 
are:  1996-50%.  1997-75%,  1996-75%,  1999  and 
thereafter-90%. 

Pro  rata  reduction  in  participation  rate. 
States  will  receive  pro  rata  reduction  in  the 
participation  rate  requirement  If  the  number 
of  families  receiving  assistance  under  the 
State  program  is  less  than  the  number  of 
families  that  received  the  AFDC  in  FY  1995. 

Work  Funding.  Provides  S3  billion  in  sup- 
plemental funds  for  the  operation  of  work 
programs  that  states  can  draw  down  begin- 
ning in  1999  if  the  state  is  maintaining  100% 
of  1994  state  spending  on  AFDC  work  pro- 
grams and  demonstrates  that  it  needs  addi- 
tional funds  to  meet  the  work  requirements 
or  certifies  that  it  intends  to  exceed  the 
work  requirements.  The  state  must  match 
the  additional  federal  funds  for  work  pro- 
grams at  FMAP. 

Other  Provisions: 

Minor  mothers.  Teen  parents  under  age  18 
must  attend  school  and  live  at  home  or  with 
a  responsible  adult.  States  have  the  option  of 


denying  aid  to  unmarried  teen  mothers  and 
their  children. 

Family  cap.  States  have  the  option  of  de- 
nying cash  assistance  to  additional  children 
bom  or  conceived  while  the  parent  is  on  wel- 
fare. 

Bonuses  for  reducing  out-of-wedlock 
births.  Includes  bonuses  to  states  that  re- 
duce out-of-wedlock  births  without  increas- 
ing abortions. 

TITLE  n— SSI  REFOR.M 

SSI  Benefits  for  children.  Reform  the  SSI 
program  to  address  the  so-called  "crazy 
check"  problem  in  the  child  SSI  program  by 
eliminating  the  current  Individualized  Func- 
tional equivalency  standards,  maladaptive 
behavior  and  psychoactive  substance  depend- 
ence disorder.  The  Social  Security  Adminis- 
tration would  be  required  to  revise  func- 
tional equivalency  standard  within  the  medi- 
cal listings.  All  children  who  are  currently 
on  the  rolls  as  a  result  of  the  IFA  process 
would  be  reevaluated  under  the  new  criteria 
established  in  Section  9601.  Parents  would  be 
required  to  demonstrate  that  funds  received 
from  SSI  were  used  to  assist  the  disabled 
child  during  the  review.  The  provisions 
would  be  effective  on  October  1, 1996. 

Deeming  of  parents  Income  for  children. 
Increase  the  portion  of  the  Income  of  a 
child's  i>arents  that  Is  "deemed"  In  deter- 
mining the  eligibility  of  that  child  for  SSI 
for  families  with  incomes  above  150%  of  pov- 
erty. 

Disability  Review  for  SSI  recipients  who 
are  18  years  of  age.  Requires  children  who  re- 
ceived SSI  benefits  to  undergo  a  disability 
review  before  being  placed  on  the  adult  rolls 
at  age  18. 

SSI  benefits  for  Individuals  convicted  of 
fraud.  Denies  benefits  for  ten  years  to  an  in- 
dividual who  is  found  to  have  fraudulently 
misrepresenting  residence  in  order  to  receive 
AFDC,  TEA.  Food  Stamps  or  SSI  benefits  si- 
multaneously In  two  or  more  states. 

SSI  benefits  for  fugitive  felons  and  proba- 
tion and  parole  violators.  Denies  SSI  bene- 
fits to  individuals  in  any  month  in  which  the 
Individual  Is  fleeing  prosecution  or  imprison- 
ment. Authorizes  SSA  to  provide  Informa- 
tion regarding  SSI  beneficiaries  If  requested 
by  law  enforcement  officers  for  recipients 
who  are  fleeing  prosecution  or  Imprison- 
ment. 

SSI  Continuing  Disability  Reviews.  Re- 
quires Social  Security  Administration  to 
schedule  continuing  disability  reviews 
(CDRs)  for  all  current  and  future  adult  SSI 
recipients  to  ensure  that  they  are  still  eligi- 
ble. The  C^Rs  would  be  scheduled  on  a  stag- 
gered schedule  with  reviews  every  three 
years  for  covered  individuals.  Individuals 
who  have  disabilities  which  are  not  expected 
to  Improve  or  who  are  more  than  65  years  old 
would  be  exempt. 

TITLE  m— CHILD  SUPPORT 

Distribution.  Post-welfare  arrearages  must 
be  paid  to  the  family  first  beginning  October 
1.  1997.  Pre-welfare  arrearages  will  also  be 
paid  to  the  family  first  but  the  effective  date 
for  this  provision  will  be  October  1.  2000.  If 
pre-welfare  arrearages  paid  to  the  family  ex- 
ceed state  savings  from  the  elimination  of 
the  $50  disregard  and  other  methods  of  im- 
proving collections  in  the  bill,  the  federal 
government  will  pay  the  difference  to  the 
state. 

Incentive  adjustments.  The  Secretary  will 
develop  a  new  performance-based  incentive 
system  to  be  effective  October  1. 1997. 

System  automation.  Extends  the  90%  en- 
hanced match  for  state  Implementation  of 
the  data  systems  requirement  that  were  cre- 


ated by  the  Family  Support  Act  until  Octo- 
ber 1,  1997.  States  must  have  submitted  their 
advance  planning  document  by  September  30. 
1995.  Increases  in  the  funding  available  for 
new  systems  requirements  to  S400  million 
from  the  $260  million,  originally  Included  in 
both  bills.  Provides  an  enhanced  match  of 
80%  for  new  requirements. 

Paternity  establishment  rate.  Increases 
the  paternity  establishment  rate  from  75% 
to  90%.  States  falling  to  reach  It  or  make 
adequate  progress  will  have  their  TANF 
grant  reduced.  Paternity  establishment  ratio 
is  ajTiended  to  be  based  on  all  children  born 
out-of-wedlock,  not  Just  to  those  receiving 
AFDC  or  child  support  services. 

New  requirements.  States  must  establish 
an  automated  central  registry  of  IV-D  case 
records  and  support  orders  and  &n  automated 
directory  of  new  hires;  operate  a  centralized 
unit  to  collect  and  disburse  all  child  support 
orders  (not  Just  IV-D  cases);  and  meet  ex- 
panded requirements  around  enforcement 
and  paternity  establishment. 

Licenses.  Requires  states  to  have  laws  sus- 
pending drivers,  iirofessional,  occupation  and 
recreational  license  for  overdue  child  sup- 
port. 

TITLE  IV— IMMIGRATIO.V. 

Food  stamp  and  SSI  bar.  Current  and  fu- 
ture immigrants  are  barred  from  food  stamps 
and  SSI  until  attaining  citizenship  with  the 
following  exceptions: 

(1)  Children  are  exempted  from  the  food 
stamp  ban; 

(2)  Disabled  children; 

(3)  Victims  of  domestic  abuse; 

(4)  Refugees  In  their  five  years  in  the  U.S.; 

(5)  Veterans  and  active  duty  service  mem- 
bers and  their  spouses  and  dependents; 

(6)  Individuals  who  have  worked  and  paid 
PICA  taxes  for  60  months. 

5-year  ban.  New  entrants  are  denied  all 
other  federally  means-tested  benefits  for  five 
years  after  arrival  in  the  U.S.  with  same  ex- 
emptions as  above.  Programs  not  included  in 
the  bar  Include  Medicaid  emergency  medical 
services,  child  nutrition,  immunization  pro- 
grams, foster  care  and  adoption  assistance, 
higher  educ&cton  loans  and  grants  and  Chap- 
ter 1. 

Deeming  until  citizenship  required  for 
Medicaid  (same  exemptions  as  above)  for  all 
Immigrants  until  citizenship. 

State  options.  New  immigrants  would  be 
barred  for  five  years  from  Medicaid.  Title  XX 
and  the  TANF  block  grants  States  have  the 
option  to  deny  or  restrict  benefits  under 
these  programs  for  current  immigrants  and 
new  Immigrants  (after  their  first  five  years). 
State  authority  to  limit  eligibility  of  Immi- 
grants for  state  and  local  means-tested  pro- 
grams. Non-profit  organizations  and  commu- 
nity organizations  desigmated  by  the  state 
attorney  general  would  be  exempted  from 
enforcing  this  ban. 

Affidavits  of  support.  Sponsors'  affidavits 
of  support  are  binding  and  enforceable 
against  the  sponsors  until  the  immigrant  at- 
tains citizenship. 

TITLE  v.— REDU(mONS  IN  FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT  POSITIONS 

Requires  a  reduction  of  75  percent  in  the 
number  of  federal  positions  in  agencies  that 
administer  programs  that  have  been  con- 
verted into  a  block  grant. 

TITLE  VI.— REFORM  OF  Pl^UC  HOUSING 

Ensures  that  penalties  Imposed  by  states 
against  individuals  who  fail  to  comply  with 
rules  under  welfare  programs  do  not  result  In 
reduced  public  and  assisted  housing  rents. 

TITLE  Vn. — CHILD  CARE 

Funding.  Over  the  period  FY  1997-FY  2002. 
combines  $13.85  billion  in  mandatory  funding 
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and  $6  billion  in  discretionary  spending  into 
the  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 
(CCDBG): 

Discretionary  funding  (representing  the 
old  CCDBG)  Is  authorized  at  $1  billion  annu- 
ally and  must  be  appropriated  annually.  Al- 
location of  these  funds  to  states  Is  based  on 
current  CCDBG  formula. 

Mandatory  funding  or  entitlement  funding 
levels  are  $1,967  billion  in  FY  1997,  $2,067  bil- 
lion in  FY  1999,  $2,367  billion  in  FY  2000, 
$2,567  billion  in  FY  2001  and  $2,717  billion  In 
FY  2002.  States  will  receive  a  "base  alloca- 
tion" based  on  what  they  received  in  pre- 
vious years  funds  above  this  amount  will  be 
distributed  on  a  matching  basis. 

CCDBG  rules.  Rules  and  regulations  of  the 
Child  Care  Development  Block  Grant  apply 
to  all  funds  under  the  child  care  section.  Re- 
tains current  requirement  that  states  apply 
minimum  health  and  safety  standards  to 
providers  and  adds  a  requirement  that  states 
not  implement  any  policy  or  practice  that 
has  the  effect  of.  restricting  parental  choice. 
All  funds  must  be  transferred  to  the  lead 
agency  under  the  Child  care  and  Develop- 
ment Block  Grant.  There  will  be  a  5  percent 
cap  on  administrative  costs. 

TITLE  DC.— CHILD  NUTRITION 

Child  and  Adult  Care  Food  Program.  Re- 
structures the  meal  reimbursements  for  fam- 
ily day  care  homes  in  the  Child  and  Adult 
Care  Food  Program  (CACFP)  by  targeting 
assistance  to  poorer  areas. 

Summer  Food  Service  Program.  Reduces 
the  reimbursement  rate  for  breakfast, 
lunches  and  snacks  served  under  the  Sum- 
mer Food  Service  Program. 

TITLE  X.— FOOD  STASIP  REFORM 

Fraud  and  Abuse.  All  of  USDA's  proposals 
to  combat  food  stamp  fraud  and  abuse  are  in- 
cluded, whereas  HR  4  Included  only  some  of 
those  proposals. 

Cooperations  with  child  support  agencies 
Requiring  food  stamp  i)articlpants  to  cooper- 
ate with  child  support  agencies  will  be  an  op- 
tion for  the  States,  rather  than  a  mandate  as 
under  HR  4. 

Adjustments  to  Thrifty  Food  Program. 
Food  stamp  benefits  will  be  based  on  100%  of 
the  Thrifty  Food  Plan  rather  than  103%  as  In 
current  law,  as  In  both  bills.  The  standard 
deduction  used  In  calculating  food  stamp  eli- 
gibility and  l)enefit  levels  will  be  reduced. 

Simplified  food  stamp  program  States  will 
be  authorized  to  operate  a  simplified  food 
stamp  program,  combining  elements  of  the 
food  stamp  program  and  the  cash  welfare 
program.  Such  a  program  must  be  approved 
by  the  Secretary  and  may  not  Increase  fed- 
eral costs  or  substantially  alter  the  appro- 
priate distribution  of  benefits  according  to 
household  need. 

Waiver  authority  USDA  will  be  required  to 
respond  to  a  request  of  a  State  for  a  waiver 
of  food  stamp  rules  within  60  days  of  receipt 
of  the  request. 

TITLE  XI.— MISCELLANEOUS 

Appropriation  of  funds  by  state  legislature. 
Requires  that  block  grants  must  be  appro- 
priated In  accordance  with  the  laws  and  pro- 
cedures applicable  to  expenditures  of  the 
state's  own  revenues,  including  appropria- 
tion by  the  state  legislature.  Applies  to  the 
cash  assistance,  child  care,  child  protection 
and  optional  food  stamp  block  grants.  (This 
would  preempt  state  law  in  a  number  of 
states.) 

Social  Services  Block  Grant.  Reduces  the 
mandatory  spending  level  of  the  Social  Serv- 
ices Block  Grant  by  10%  beginning  in  FY  1997 
through  FY2002— from  $2.8  billion  to  $2.52  bU- 
llon  annually. 


Electronic  Benefit  Transfer  (EBT)  pro- 
grams. Exempts  state  and  local  government 
electronic  benefit  transfer  programs  from 
Regulation  E  of  the  Electronic  Funds  Trans- 
fer Act. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
sought  recognition  to  speak  on  the 
Biden-Specter  Bipartisan  Welfare  Re- 
form Act  of  1996.  a  companion  measure 
to  H.R.  3266.  the  Castle-Tanner  Biparti- 
san Welfare  Reform  Act  of  1996.  At  the 
outset.  I  want  to  compliment  my  col- 
league from  Delaware,  Senator  Biden. 
and  Congressmen  Castle  and  Tanner 
for  their  efforts  in  drafting  a  strong, 
bipartisan  bill  that  represents  com- 
monsense  welfare  reform  and  should 
attract  a  broad  consensus.  Our  basic 
objective  in  reforming  the  welfare  sys- 
tem is  the  reduction  of  poverty  and  the 
improvement  of  the  standard  of  living 
of  millions  of  Americans.  We  should 
not  let  this  goal  become  lost  in  par- 
tisan politics  and  we  should  not  wait 
for  the  next  election  to  achieve  welfare 
reform  and  a  balanced  budget.  This 
Congress  can  be  known  as  the  can  do 
Congress  if  we  work  together  on  these 
vital  issues. 

I  support  many  of  the  principles  re- 
flected in  the  Bipartisan  Welfare  Re- 
form Act,  such  as  establishing  new 
work  requirements  in  conjunction  with 
improved  job  titdnlng,  child  care,  and 
other  support  services  for  welfare  re- 
cipients tiring  to  end  their  dependence 
on  Government  assistance.  I  also  sup- 
port its  get-tough  policy  on  collecting 
overdue  child  support  and  on  reducing 
fraud  in  various  Government  benefit 
programs.  Although  I  have  concerns 
about  some  of  the  provisions  in  our  leg- 
islation, such  as  the  calculation  of  the 
formula  for  the  State  block  grant,  it  is 
important  to  demonstrate  that  there  is 
a  bipartisan  effort  in  the  Senate  on  re- 
forming welfare  and  I  intend  to  address 
my  reservations  during  the  coining 
weeks  as  welfare  reform  proposals  are 
considered  in  the  Senate.  While  I  have 
some  reservations,  I  believe  this  bill  is 
a  good  starting  point  for  bipartisan 
legislation. 

Looking  back  to  my  youth,  I  began 
to  learn  about  some  of  the  problems  of 
welfare  while  growing  up  in  Russell. 
KS,  a  small  agricultural-oil  commu- 
nity. Then,  upon  moving  to  Philadel- 
phia for  college  I  saw  the  problems 
that  can  arise  in  a  large  city.  I  have 
observed  problems  of  welfare  depend- 
ency for  more  than  30  years,  going 
back  to  my  earliest  days  of  public  serv- 
ice. As  an  assistant  district  attorney  in 
Philadelphia.  I  saw  the  tremendous  im- 
pact, the  tremendous  cost  occasioned 
by  a  program  which  did  not  real- 
istically move  people  from  welfare 
rolls  to  payrolls.  I  learned  a  great  deal 
about  the  problems  of  poverty  and  the 
interrelation  of  jobs,  housing,  edu- 
cation, welfare,  and  crime.  Later,  as 
district  attorney,  I  brought  prosecu- 
tions on  welfare  fraud  which  I  believe 
were  among  the  first  to  be  brought  in 


the  country.  So  my  concern  about  wel- 
fare reform  goes  back  a  long  way. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  mld-1980's  I  had 
the  pleasure  of  introducing  and  cospon- 
soring  several  pieces  of  welfare  reform 
legislation  that  included  job  training 
for  economically  disadvantaged  indi- 
viduals. In  the  99th  Congress.  I  cospon- 
sored  Senate  bills  2578  and  2579  with 
Senator  Moynihan.  which  were  di- 
rected toward  improving  the  welfare 
system.  In  the  100th  Congress.  I  intro- 
duced similar  legislation  with  Senator 
DoDD  and  worked  closely  with  Senator 
Moynihan  on  the  legislation  that  be- 
came the  first  comprehensive  welfare 
reform  bill,  the  Family  Welfare  Reform 
Act  of  1988.  which  was  signed  by  Presi- 
dent Reagan. 

It  is  against  this  background  of  my 
own  involvement  with  the  problem  of 
welfare  that  I  am  seeking  to  work  with 
my  colleagues  again  this  year  in  fash- 
ioning legislation  that  will  constitute 
firm  action  to  put  many  able-bodied 
people  back  to  work  while  ensuring 
that  a  social  safety  net  continues  to 
exist,  particularly  where  children  are 
involved. 

As  we  revisit  this  debate,  it  is  pcdn- 
fully  obvious  to  me  that  our  welfare 
system  has  not  worked.  When  one 
weighs  all  the  factors,  it  is  apparent 
that  we  must  try  a  new  approach  at  the 
Federal  level.  Consider,  for  example, 
the  astonishing  fact  that  the  overall 
percentage  of  persons  in  poverty  in  1994 
was  roughly  equivalent  to  poverty 
rates  in  1965— the  year  the  Federal 
Government  broadened  its  role  in  re- 
ducing poverty  in  our  society.  In  my 
own  State  of  Pennsylvania,  I  have  been 
troubled  that  as  many  as  5  percent  of 
our  more  than  11  million  residents 
were  receiving  some  form  of  welfare 
benefits  as  of  the  end  of  1994.  more 
than  double  the  2.4  percent  that  were 
receiving  benefits  in  1965.  Further, 
since  1965,  the  number  of  Pennsylva- 
nians  receiving  aid  to  families  with  de- 
pendent children  has  risen  from  276,000 
to  608,000. 

There  are  ongoing  efforts  at  real  wel- 
fare reform  at  the  State  level,  such  as 
in  Wisconsin,  where  Gov.  Tommy 
Thompson  has  made  notable  progress. 
In  Pennsylvania.  Gov.  Tom  Ridge  re- 
cently signed  into  law  far-reaching 
welfare  refoiro  which  will  institute 
agreements  between  the  government 
and  welfare  recipients  that  spell  out 
the  steps  they  must  take  to  move  &om 
welfare  to  work.  Pennsylvania's  new 
law  emphasizes  work,  personal  respon- 
sibility, job  training,  child  care,  and 
other  support  services,  all  of  which  are 
key  elements  of  the  Biden-Specter  re- 
form plan.  While  I  do  not  agree  with  all 
provisions  of  the  proposed  Pennsyl- 
vania legrislation.  I  do  concur  that  re- 
form legislation  is  needed. 

Because  a  new  approach  is  merited. 
Congress  should   pass   welfare  reform 
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legislation  that  the  President  will  si^ 
into  law.  Last  year.  Congress  passed 
H.R.  4,  the  Personal  Responsibility  and 
Work  Opportunity  Act  of  1995,  and  H.R. 
2491,  the  Balanced  Budget  Reconcili- 
ation Act  of  1995,  both  of  which  were 
vetoed  by  President  Clinton.  In  order 
to  bridge  the  differences  between  Con- 
gress and  the  President  concerning  how 
to  balance  the  budget  and  reform  wel- 
fare, I  began  working  with  the  centrist 
coalition,  a  bipartisan  group  of  22  Sen- 
ators led  by  Senators  Chafee  and 
Breaiix,  to  craft  a  7-year  comprehen- 
sive balanced  budget  proposal.  This 
plan,  which  would  achieve  S45  to  S53 
billion  savings  by  reforming  the  wel- 
fare system,  was  offered  as  a  substitute 
to  the  fiscal  year  1997  budget  resolu- 
tion, but  failed  by  a  vote  of  46  to  53.  Al- 
though the  coalition  budget  failed  to 
win  a  majority,  it  showed  once  again 
that  there  is  great  potential  in  this 
body  for  initiatives  presented  in  a  bi- 
partisan manner.  If  the  policies  work, 
there  is  ample  credit  to  be  shared.  But, 
if  we  don't  try  to  work  together,  we  de- 
serve to  share  the  blame. 

The  bill  which  I  am  jointly  introduc- 
ing today,  the  Bipartisan  Welfare  Re- 
form Act  of  1996,  represents  another  at- 
tempt to  generate  a  broad  consensus 
and  achieve  meaningful  welfare  reform 
this  year.  The  Biden-Specter  bill  builds 
on  the  conference  report  to  H.R.  4  and 
the  bipartisan  Governors'  proposal,  but 
is  more  specific  and  requires  stronger 
State  accountability  and  maintenance 
of  effort  in  important  areas,  such  as 
child  care  and  contingency  funding. 
Like  other  proposals  considered  by  this 
Congress,  this  legislation  delivers  a 
strong  message  that  many  Americans 
who  are  currently  on  welfare  need  to 
get  into  the  work  force  and  pursue  job 
training.  Significantly,  we  will  be  giv- 
ing the  States  greater  latitude  to  ana- 
Isrze  and  deal  with  the  problems  closer 
to  home.  I  am  hopeful  that  this  will  re- 
sult in  better  tailored,  more  cost-effec- 
tive social  programs.  However,  effec- 
tive welfare  reform  is  not  simply  a 
matter  of  increasing  flexibility  or 
shifting  incentives.  The  movement  to- 
ward block  grants  is  a  sound  one,  pro- 
vided that  there  are  some  limitations 
and  requirements  that  continue  to  be 
imposed  by  the  Federal  Government  in 
Washington.  We  need  to  make  sure 
that  we  simply  do  not  give  the  States 
a  blank  check  where  money  may  be 
spent  for  other  purposes  that  fail  to 
protect  a  national  interest  identified 
by  Congress. 

Among  its  key  provisions,  the  legis- 
lation we  are  introducing  today  does 
the  following:  First,  it  limits  benefits- 
no  cash  assistance  beyond  5  years  ex- 
cept exemptions  for  up  to  20  percent  of 
a  State's  caseload  for  reason  of  hard- 
ship or  If  individual  was  battered  or 
subject  to  extreme  cruelty;  second,  it 
requires  that  50  percent  of  welfare  re- 
cipients must  be  working  by  the  year 


2002— all  able-bodied  recipients  must 
engage  in  work  activities  within  2 
years  of  receiving  benefits,  generally  25 
hours/week,  but  20  hours/week  for  par- 
ents with  children  6  and  under;  third,  it 
requires  States  to  meet  85  percent  level 
of  maintenance  of  effort,  which  is 
stronger  State  accountability  than  last 
year's  GOP  plan,  75  percent,  Chafee- 
Breaux,  80  percent  or  this  year's  GOP 
plan,  75  to  80  percent;  fourth,  it  re- 
quires welfare  recipients  to  sign  an  in- 
dividual responsibility  contract  devel- 
oped by  the  State  upon  becoming  eligi- 
ble for  cash  assistance,  which  would 
outline  steps  the  individual  must  take 
to  get  in  private  sector  and  would  out- 
line the  State's  obligations;  fifth,  it  al- 
lows eligible  work  activities  to  include 
unsubsidized  employment,  subsidized 
private  and  public  sector  employment, 
on-the-job  training,  vocational  train- 
ing, community  service;  sixth,  it  pro- 
vides an  additional  $3  bilUon  for  work- 
related  programs  beginning  in  1999  if 
States  are  meeting  100  percent  of  their 
fiscal  year  1994  spending  levels  and 
need  more  funds  for  work  participa- 
tion; seventh,  it  provides  $20  billion  in 
mandatory  and  discretionary  child  care 
funding  over  the  next  6  years,  an 
amount  higher  than  last  year's  Senate 
bill,  similar  to  Chafee-Breaux,  and  rec- 
ommended by  the  National  Governors 
Association — also  maintains  current 
law's  Federal  health  and  safety  protec- 
tions for  licensed  child  care  providers; 
eighth,  during  economic  downturns. 
States  can  access  a  S2  billion  contin- 
gency fimd  if  they  have  high  unemploy- 
ment rates  or  high  rates  of  increase  in 
their  food  stamp  population — also  pro- 
vides S800  million  in  additional  fimdlng 
for  States  with  rapid  population  in- 
creases and  a  $1.7  billion  loan  fund  for 
States  that  need  additional  money;  and 
ninth,  it  requires  States  to  enforce  and 
improve  existing  child  support  laws,  in- 
cluding the  suspension  of  certain  li- 
censes for  overdue  child  support — also 
increases  the  likelihood  that  a  child's 
paternity  will  be  established. 

As  my  colleagues  are  aware,  I  had 
some  real  reservations  about  some  as- 
pects of  last  year's  welfare  reform  leg- 
islation. Although  I  supported  the  con- 
ference report  on  H.R.  4  because  it  ad- 
vanced the  imderlying  goal  of  reform- 
ing a  program  that  has  discouraged 
poor  families  from  working,  I  would 
have  preferred  that  the  original  Sen- 
ate-passed bill,  agreed  to  by  a  virtual 
consensus  of  87  to  12,  become  law. 
Some  of  my  concerns  are  met  by  the 
legislation  we  are  introducing  today.  I 
am  hopeful  that  my  additional  con- 
cerns will  be  met  as  the  Senate  consid- 
ers this  and  other  welfare  reform  legis- 
lation during  the  balance  of  the  104th 
Congress. 

Mr.  President,  £ls  we  move  forward 
with  budget  reconciliation,  I  will  con- 
tinue to  work  with  my  colleagues  to 
craft  legislation  that  will  not  only  save 


money  and  help  families  mired  in  pov- 
erty to  move  off  of  welfare  and  become 
self-sufficient,  but  also  protect  chil- 
dren and  preserve  the  rights,  dignity, 
and  well-being  of  those  currently  in- 
volved in  our  welfare  system.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  the  Biden-Spec- 
ter Bipartisan  Welfare  Reform  Act  of 
1996  as  a  commonsense  approach  to  this 
difficult,  complex  issue  which  is  so  im- 
portant to  the  future  of  our  society. 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

3.905 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Akaka,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Thompson]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor  of  S.  905,  a  bill  to  provide  for  the 
management  of  the  airplane  over  units 
of  the  National  Park  System,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.  953 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Chafee,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 
kota [Mr.  DORGAN]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  953,  a  bill  to  require  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to  mint 
coins  in  conmiemoration  of  black  revo- 
lutionary war  patriots. 

S.  1237 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatch,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  INHOFE]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1237.  a  bill  to  amend  certain  provi- 
sions of  law  relating  to  child  pornog- 
raphy, and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1400 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Kassebaum, 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota [Mr.  Grams]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1400.  a  bill  to  require  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  to  issue  guidance  as 
to  the  application  of  the  Employee  Re- 
tirement Income  Security  Act  of  1974 
to  insurance  company  general  ac- 
coimts. 

S.  1438 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  McConnell,  his 
name  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1438,  a  bill  to  establish  a  conmilssion  to 
review  the  dispute  settlement  reports 
of  the  World  Trade  Organization,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

S.  1542 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Abraham,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Thompson]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1542,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  provide  for 
the  expensing  of  environmental  reme- 
diation costs  in  empowerment  zones 
and  enterprise  communities. 

S.  1578 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Frist,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
ROBB]  was  added. as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1578,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Individuals 
With  Disabilities  Education  Act  to  au- 
thorize appropriations  for  fiscal  years 
1997  through  2002.  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 
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S.  1596 


At  the  request  of  Mr.  Murkowski,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Craig]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1596,  a  bill  to  direct  a  property  convey- 
ance in  the  State  of  California. 

S.  1624 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatch,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
COVERDELL]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1624,  a  bill  to  reauthorize  the  Hate 
Crime  Statistics  Act,  and  for  other 
pxirposes. 

S.  1644 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Brown,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Ms. 
Moseley-Braun]  and  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Cochran]  were  added 
as  cosponsors  of  S.  1644,  a  bill  to  au- 
thorize the  extension  of  nondiscrim- 
inatory treatment — most-favored-na- 
tion— to  the  products  of  Romania. 

S.  1674 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Grassley,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Cochran]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1674,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  expand  the 
applicability  of  the  first-time  farmer 
exception. 

S.  1743 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bingaman,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  California 
[Mrs.  Feinstein]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1743,  a  bill  to  provide  tem- 
porary emergency  livestock  feed  assist- 
ance for  certain  producers,  and  for 
other  pun)oses. 

S.  1845 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  GREGG,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mrs. 
Hutchison]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  1845,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 
Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971  to  re- 
quire written  consent  before  using 
union  dues  and  other  mandatory  em- 
ployee fees  for  political  activities. 

S.  1853 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Faircloth,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Frist]  and  the  Senator  from  Mis- 
sissippi [Mr.  Cochran]  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  S.  1853,  a  bill  to  amend 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  to  clarify 
the  Federal  jurisdiction  over  offenses 
relating  to  damage  to  religious  prop- 
erty. 

S.  1857 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Chafee,  his 
name  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1857,  a  bill  to  establish  a  bipartisan 
commission  on  campaign  practices  and 
provide  that  its  recommendations  be 
given  expedited  consideration. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION  151 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Mack,  the  name 
of  "-.he  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Craig] 
was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  Senate 
Resolution  151,  a  resolution  to  des- 
ignate May  14, 1996,  and  May  14,  1997.  as 


"National  Speak  No  Evil  Day,"  and  for 
other  purposes. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  259— REL- 
ATIVE TO  THE  SECRETARY  OF 
AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  BINGAMAN  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Leahy,  Mr.  Domenict,  Mr.  Daschle, 
and  Mr.  Pressler)  submitted  the  fol- 
lowing resolution;  which  was  consid- 
ered and  agreed  to: 

S.  RES.  258 

Resolved. 

SECTION  1.  USE  OF  DISASTER  RESERVE  FOR  DIS- 
ASTER ASSISTANCE. 

It  Is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  should  use  the  disaster 
reserve  established  under  section  813  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1970  (7  U.S.C.  1427a)  to  al- 
leviate distress  to  livestock  producers 
caused  by  drought,  flood,  or  other  natural 
disasters  in  1996,  in  the  most  efficient  man- 
ner practicable,  including  cash  payments 
from  the  sale  of  commodities  currently  In 
the  disaster  reserve.  A  livestock  producer 
should  be  eligible  to  receive  the  assistance 
during  the  period  beginning  May  1,  1996.  and 
ending  not  sooner  than  August  31.  1996. 

sec.    2.    VOLUNTARY    CONSERVATION    ASSIST- 
ANCE. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  should  use  the  authori- 
ties provided  In  the  Federal  Agriculture  Im- 
provement and  Reform  Act  of  1996  (Public 
Law  104-127)  to  provide  voluntary  conserva- 
tion assistance  to  any  person  who  Is  per- 
mitted to  hay  or  graze  conservation  reserve 
land  on  an  emergency  basis. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  260— REL- 
ATIVE TO  LIVESTOCK  PRODUC- 
ERS 

Mr.  DOMENICI  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Bingaman,  Mr.  Gramm,  Mrs. 
Hutchison,  and  Mr.  Pressler)  submit- 
ted the  following  resolution;  which  was 
considered  and  agreed  to: 

S.  RES.  260 
Resolved. 

SECTION  1.  SPECIAL  CONaDERATION  FOR  DIS- 
ASTER ASSISTANCE. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  livestock 
producers  who  do  not  qualify  for  emergency 
livestock  feed  assistance  for  the  1996  crop 
year,  but  have  Incurred  feed  losses  In  1996 
due  to  drought,  flooding,  or  other  natural 
disasters,  should  receive  special  consider- 
ation for  assistance  from  commodities  or  the 
sale  of  commodities  currently  available  in 
the  disaster  reserve  established  under  sec- 
tion 813  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1970  (7 
U.S.C.  1427a).  A  livestock  producer  should  be 
eligible  to  receive  the  assistance  during  the 
period  beginning  May  1.  1996.  and  ending  not 
sooner  than  August  31, 1996. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  261— REL- 
ATIVE TO  THE  SECRETARY  OF 
AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  GRAMM  (for  himself,  Mrs. 
Hutchison,  Mr.  Domenio,  and  Mr. 
Pressler)  submitted  the  following  res- 
olution; which  was  considered  and 
agreed  to: 


s.  Res.  261 

Resolved. 

SECTION  1.  ELIGIBILnT  FOR  EMERGENCY  LIVE- 
STOCK FEED  ASSISTANCE. 

It  Is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that,  as  part 
of  the  orderly  termination  of  the  emergency 
livestock  freed  assistance  program  estab- 
lished under  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949  (7  U.S.C.  1471  et  seq.).  livestock  pro- 
ducers who  were  eligible  for  emergency  live- 
stock feed  assistance  for  the  1995  crop  year. 
but  were  unable  to  apply  for  the  assistance 
for  the  1996  crop  year,  and  who  have  suffered 
a  qualifying  loss  as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary, should  be  eligible  to  receive  assist- 
ance under  the  program  through  at  least  Au- 
gust 31. 1996. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMl'lTED 


THE  ADMINISTRATIVE  DISPUTE 
RESOLUTION  ACT  OF  1996 


LEVIN  (AND  GRASSLEY) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  4045 

Mr.  LOTT  (for  Mr.  Levin,  for  himself 
and  Mr.  Grassley)  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  the  bill  (S.  1224)  to  amend  sub- 
chapter IV  of  chapter  5  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code  relating  to  alter- 
native means  of  dispute  resolution  in 
the  administrative  process,  and  for 
other  purposes;  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following 
new  section: 

SEC    U.    REAUTHOBBATION    of    NBGOTIATn) 

rulemadnc  ACT  <»' ins. 

(a)  permanent  Realthorization.— Section 
5  of  the  Negotiated  Rulemaking  Act  of  1980 
(Public  Law  101-648;  5  U.S.C.  561  note)  Is  re- 
pealed. 

(b)  Closure  of  adbonistrative  con- 
ference.— 

(1)  Lv  general.— Section  569  of  atle  5. 
United  States  Code.  Is  amended — 

(A)  by  amending  the  section  heading  to 
read  as  follows: 

"$569.  Eacooraging  negotuited  ntlemakiiig^ 
and 

(B)  by  striking  out  subsections  (a)  through 
(g)  and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(a)  The  President  shall  designate  an  agen- 
cy or  designate  or  establish  an  interagency 
committee  to  facilitate  and  encourage  agen- 
cy use  of  negotiated  rulemaking.  An  agency 
that  is  considering,  planning  or  conducting  a 
negotiated  rulemaking  may  consult  with 
such  agency  or  committee  for  information 
and  asststance. 

(b)  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  sub- 
chapter, an  agency  planning  or  conducting  a 
negotiated  rulemaking  may  accept,  bold,  ad- 
minister, and  utilize  gifts,  devises,  and  be- 
quests of  property,  both  real  and  persoiuU, 
provided  that  agency  acceptance  and  use  of 
such  gifts,  devises  or  bequests  do  not  create 
a  conflict  of  Interest.  Gifts  and  bequests  of 
money  and  proceeds  from  sales  of  other  prop- 
erty received  as  gifts,  devises,  or  bequests 
shall  be  deposited  In  the  Treasury  and  shall 
be  disbursed  upon  the  order  of  the  head  of 
such  agency.  Property  accepted  pursuant  to 
this  section,  and  the  proceeds  thereof,  shall 
be  used  as  nearly  as  possible  In  accordance 
with  the  terms  of  the  gifts,  devises,  or  be- 
quests. For  purposes  of  Federal  income,  es- 
tate, or  gift  taxes,  property  accepted  under 
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this  section  shall  be  considered  as  a  gitt.  de- 
vise, or  bequest  to  the  United  States.". 

(2)  TECHNICAL  AND  CONFORMING  AMEND- 
MENT.— The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  5  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  Item  relating  to  section  569 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

■'569.  Encouraging  negotiated  rulemaking." 

(c)  Expedited  hiring  of  Convenors  and 
Facilitators.— 

(1)  Defense  agency  contracts. — Section 
2304(c)(3)<C)  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  Is 
amended  by  inserting  "or  negotiated  rule- 
making" after  "alternative  dispute  resolu- 
tion." 

(2)  FEDERAL  contracts.— Section 
308(c)(3)(C)  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Ad- 
ministrative Services  Act  of  1949  (41  U.S.C. 
253(c)(3)(C)),  is  amended  by  inserting  "or  ne- 
gotiated rulemaking"  after  "alternative  dis- 
pute resolution". 

(d)  Authorization  of  appropriations.— 

(1)  In  general.— Subchapter  in  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code,  Is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  section: 
"S570a.  Anthoiixatkm  of  appropriations 

"There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  subchapter.". 

(2)  TECHNICAL     AND     CONFORMING     AMEND- 

jtENT.— The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  5  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  in- 
serting after  the  Item  relating  to  section  570 
the  following: 

"Sec.  570a.  Authorization  of  appropriations" 

(e)  Study.— No  later  than  180  days  after  the 
enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Director  of  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  shall  com- 
plete a  study  with  recommendations  on  exj)e- 
dltlng  the  establishment  of  negotiated  rule- 
making committees,  including  eliminating 
any  redundant  administrative  requirements 
related  to  QUng  a  committee  charter  under 
section  9  of  the  Federal  Advisory  Committee 
Act  and  providing  public  notice  of  such  com- 
mittee under  section  564  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code. 


COHEN  AME>fDMENT  NO.  4046 

Mr.  LOTT  (for  Mr.  Cohen)  proposed 
an  amendment  to  the  bill  S.  1224, 
saitra;  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  Committee  amendment 
add  the  following: 

SBC  11.  JURISDICTKm  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 
COVBT  OF  FEDEKAL  CLADIS:  BID 
FBOTE8TS. 

(a)  Bid  Protests.— 

(1)  Termination  of  jurisdiction  of  dis- 
trict COURTS.— Section  1491  of  title  28, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended — 

(A)  by  redesignating  subsection  (b)  as  sub- 
section (d): 

(B)  in  subsection  (a) — 

(I)  by  strilclng  out  "(a)(1)"  and  inserting  In 
Ilea  thereof  "(a)  Claims  against  the  United 
States.—"; 

(II)  in  paragraph  (2).  by  striking  out  "(2) 
To"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(b)  Rem- 
edy AND  Relief.— To";  and 

(III)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (3);  and 

(C)  by  Inserting  after  subsection  (b),  as  des- 
ignated by  paragraph  (1)(BX11).  the  following 
new  subsection  (c): 

"(c)  Bid  Protests.— (1)  The  United  States 
Court  of  Federal  Claims  has  Inrisdlction  to 
render  Judgment  on  an  action  by  an  inter- 
ested party  objecting  to  a  solicitation  by  a 
Federal  agency  for  bids  or  proposals  for  a 
proposed  contract  or  to  a  proposed  award  or 


the  award  of  a  contract.  The  court  has  juris- 
diction to  entertain  such  an  action  without 
regard  to  whether  suit  is  instituted  before  or 
after  the  contract  is  awarded. 

"(2)  To  afford  relief  in  such  an  action,  the 
court  may  award  any  relief  that  the  court 
considers  proper.  Including  declaratory  and 
injunctive  relief. 

"(3)  In  exercising  jurisdiction  under  this 
subsection,  the  court  shall  give  due  regard  to 
the  interests  of  national  defense  and  na- 
tional security  and  the  need  for  expeditious 
resolution  of  the  action. 

"(4)    The    district    courts    of   the    United 
States  do  not  have  jurisdiction  of  any  action 
referred  to  in  paragraph  (1).". 
(2)  Clerical  a.mendments.— 

(A)  Section  heading.— The  heading  of  such 
section  is  amended  by  inserting  "bid  pro- 
tests;" after  "generally;". 

(B)  Table  of  sections.— The  table  of  sec- 
tions at  the  beginning  of  chapter  91  of  title 
28.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  the  item  relating  to  section  1491  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"1491.  Claims  against  United  States  gen- 
erally; bid  protests;  actions  in- 
volving Tennessee  Valley  Au- 
thority.". 

(b)  NONExcLusrvmr  of  GAG  Remedies.— 
Section  3556  of  title  31,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  "a  district  court 
of  the  United  States  or  the  United  States 
Claims  Court"  in  the  first  sentence  and  in- 
serting In  lieu  thereof  "the  United  States 
Court  of  Federal  Claims". 

(c)  Savings  Provisions.— 

(1)  Orders.— The  amendments  made  by 
this  section  shall  not  terminate  the  effec- 
tiveness of  orders  that  have  been  issued  by  a 
court  in  connection  with  an  action  within 
the  Jurisdiction  of  that  court  on  the  day  be- 
fore the  effective  date  of  this  section.  Such 
orders  shall  continue  in  effect  according  to 
their  terms  until  modified,  terminated,  su- 
perseded, set  aside,  or  revoked  by  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction  or  by  operation  of 
law. 

(2)  Proceedings  and  appucations. — (A) 
The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall 
not  affect  the  Jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  the 
United  States  to  continue  with  any  proceed- 
ing that  Is  pending  before  the  court  on  the 
day  before  the  effective  date  of  this  section. 

(B)  Orders  may  be  Issued  In  any  such  pro- 
ceeding, appeals  may  be  taken  therefrom, 
and  pasrments  may  be  made  pursuant  to  such 
orders,  as  if  this  section  bad  not  been  en- 
acted. An  order  issued  In  any  such  proceed- 
ing shall  continue  in  effect  until  modified, 
terminated,  superseded,  set  aside,  or  revoked 
by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  or  by 
operation  of  law. 

(C)  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  prohibits  the 
discontinuance  or  modification  of  any  such 
proceeding  under  the  same  terms  and  condi- 
tions and  to  the  same  extent  that  such  pro- 
ceeding could  have  been  discontinued  or 
modified  If  this  section  had  not  been  en- 
acted. 

(d)  Effective  Date.— This  section  and  the 
amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  take 
effect  on  October  1, 1996. 


on  Tuesday,  June  18,  1996,  at  9  a.m.  on 
public  access  to  Government  informa- 
tion in  the  21st  century,  with  a  focus 
on  the  GPO  Depository  Program/Title 
44. 

For  further  information  concerning 
this  hearing,  please  contact  Joy  Wilson 
of  the  committee  staff  on  224-3213. 

committee  on  rules  and  administration 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President.  I  wish 
to  announce  that  the  Committee  on 
Rules  and  Administration  will  meet  in 
SRr-301,  Russell  Senate  Office  Building, 
on  Wednesday,  June  19,  1996,  at  9:30 
a.m.  on  public  access  to  Government 
information  in  the  21st  century,  with  a 
focus  on  the  GPO  Depository  Program/ 
Title  44. 

For  further  information  concerning 
this  hearing,  please  contact  Joy  Wilson 
of  the  committee  staff  on  223-3213 


NOTICES  OF  HEARINGS 

committee  on  rules  ANT)  ADMINISTRATION 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  announce  that  the  Committee  on 
Rules  and  Administration  will  meet  in 
SRr^l,  Russell  Senate  Office  Building, 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 
MEET 

committee  ON  AGRICULTURE,  NUTRITION,  AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  For- 
estry be  allowed  to  meet  during  the 
session  of  the  Senate  on  Wednesday, 
June  12,  1996,  to  consider  the  Food 
Quality  Protection  Act  (S.  1166). 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  COMMERCE,  SCIENCE,  AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Trans- 
portation be  allowed  to  meet  during 
the  Wednesday,  June  12,  1996,  session  of 
the  Senate  for  the  purpose  of  conduct- 
ing a  hearing  on  S.  1726,  the  promotion 
of  commerce  on-line  in  the  digital  era. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  FINANCE 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
consent  that  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance be  permitted  to  meet  Wednes- 
day, June  12,  1996.  beginning  at  11  a.m. 
in  room  SH-215.  to  conduct  a  markup 
on  two  tax  bills. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SELECT  COMMTTTEE  ON  INTELLIGENCE 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  be  author- 
ized to  meet  Wednesday.  June  12,  1996, 
at  2  p.m.  to  hold  a  closed  hearing  on  in- 
telligence matters. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SPECIAL    COMMITTEE    TO    INVESTIGATE    WHITE- 
WATER DEVELOPMENT  AND  RELATED  MATTERS 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the   Special 
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Committee  to  Investigate  Whitewater 
Development  and  Related  Matters  be 
authorized  to  meet  during  the  session 
of  the  Senate  on  Wednesday.  June  12. 
1996.  to  conduct  hearings  pursuant  to 
Senate  Resolution  120. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


DEMOCRACY  IN  THE  BALKANS 
•  Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  on 
May  9,  1996.  Dr.  John  Brademas,  Chair- 
man of  the  National  Endowment  for 
Democracy  [NED],  delivered  a  very 
thoughtful  address  to  a  conference  on 
"The  Greek-U.S.  Relationship  and  the 
Future  of  Southeastern  Europe,"  orga- 
nized by  the  Institute  for  Foreign  Pol- 
icy Analysis.  I  was  fortunate  to  be  able 
to  attend  a  portion  of  that  conference, 
at  which  some  very  important  and  dif- 
ficult issues  were  discussed  relating  to 
the  future  of  democracy  in  the  Bal- 
kans. As  my  colleagues  know,  the  Na- 
tional Endowment  for  Democracy  is 
our  Nation's  premier  institution  for  as- 
sisting in  the  transition  from  closed, 
authoritarian,  and  totalitarian  sys- 
tems to  free  and  open  systems  of  elect- 
ed and  accountable  government  around 
the  world. 

Dr.  Brademas,  a  longtime  fnend  and 
former  colleague,  is  one  of  the  Nation's 
most  highly  regarded  experts  on  the 
promotion  and  expansion  of  democ- 
racy, as  well  as  a  longtime  observer 
and  analyst  of  development  in  South- 
em  Europe.  His  proposal  for  a  Center 
for  Democracy  in  the  Balkans  is  there- 
fore worthy  of  special  note,  and  I  com- 
mend his  remarks  to  my  colleagues.  I 
ask  that  his  remarks  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  remarks  follow: 

Remarks  of  dr.  John  Brademas 

I  am  for  several  reasons  pleased  to  have 
been  invited  to  Washington,  D.C.  to  take 
part  in  this  conference  on  U.S.-Greek  rela- 
tions and  the  future  of  Southeastern  Europe. 
And  I  should  like  to  salute  the  Institute  for 
Foreign  Policy  Analysis,  the  Constantlnos 
Karamanlls  Foundation,  the  International 
Security  Studies  Program  of  the  Fletcher 
School  of  Law  and  Diplomacy  and  the  Lilian 
Voudoris  Foundation  for  having  brought  to- 
gether so  many  outstanding  authorities  on 
the  subject. 

That  the  distinguished  President  of  the 
Hellenic  Republic,  His  Excellency 
Constantlnos  Stephanopoulos,  as  well  as 
Foreign  Minister  Theodores  Pangalos  and 
Education  Minister  George  Papandreou  and 
other  prominent  leaders  from  both  Greece 
and  the  United  States  should  be  participat- 
ing In  these  discussions  is  a  mark  of  their 
great  importance. 

And  that  both  President  Clinton's  meeting 
with  President  Stephanopoulos  and  this  con- 
ference come  only  one  month  following  the 
visit  here  of  Prime  Minister  Costas  Simltis 
Is  but  further  indication  of  the  close  ties  be- 
tween our  two  countries. 


Another  reason  I  am  glad  to  have  been 
asked  to  join  you  is  that,  as  most  of  you 
know,  I  am  a  child  of  both  Greece  and  the 
United  States.  My  father  was  bom  In 
Kalamata  and  my  mother  In  Indiana. 

As  the  first  native-born  American  of  Greek 
origin  elected  to  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States,  where  I  served  for  twenty-two  years. 
I  naturally  had  a  particular  Interest  In 
issues  concerning  Greece.  But  it  was  an  in- 
terest deeply  rooted  In  my  commitment  to 
the  principles  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States.  For  example.  1  was  openly 
and  strongly  critical  of  the  military  Junta  of 
1967  to  1974,  and  I  opposed  US  military  aid  to 
Greece  during  that  period.  And,  22  years  ago 
this  summer,  in  company  with  my  valued 
friend,  now  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  Maryland,  Paul  S.  Sarbanes,  and  oth- 
ers. I  was  deeply  engaged  in  the  struggle  be- 
tween Congress  and  the  White  House  follow- 
ing the  unlawful  use  by  Turkey  of  American 
weapons  to  Invade  and  occupy  the  Independ- 
ent Republic  of  Cyprus.  The  failure  of  the  ex- 
ecutive branch  of  the  US  government  of  re- 
spect the  Constitution  and  the  rule  of  law 
contributed  to  the  bitter  legacy  that,  we  all 
know,  is  with  us  still. 

the  national  endowment  for  democracy 

I  must  cite  one  more  reason  I'm  pleased  to 
be  with  you  and  that  is  to  speak  In  my  ca- 
pacity as  Chairman  of  the  National  Endow- 
ment for  Democracy.  For  one  of  the  most 
important  bonds  between  Greeks  and  Ameri- 
cans is  that  we  have  the  good  fortune  to  be 
citizens  of  lively  democracies. 

Indeed,  it  is  about  our  common  commit- 
ment to  the  Institutions  and  practices  of  de- 
mocracy, of  self-government,  that  I  want  to 
offer  some  brief  comments  this  afternoon. 

For  I  believe  that  we  In  the  American  and 
Greek  democracies — and  the  European  de- 
mocracies in  general — have  an  obligation — 
this  is  not  only  a  moral  question  but  it  is  in 
our  respective  national  interests— to  pro- 
mote free,  open  and  democratic  societies. 

Let  me  tell  you  a  little  about  the  NaUonal 
Endowment  for  Democracy,  or  NED.  because 
it  relates  directly  to  my  talk. 

Founded  in  1983  by  Act  of  Congress,  the  Na- 
tional Endowment  for  Democracy  is  a  non- 
partisan, non-governmental  organization 
that  champions,  through  grants  to  private 
entities  in  other  countries,  the  Institutions 
of  democracy.  NED  grants  are  made  to  orga- 
nizations dedicated  to  promoting  the  rule  of 
law,  free  and  fair  elections,  a  free  press, 
human  rights  and  the  other  components  of  a 
genuinely  democratic  culture. 

I  must  add  that  a  time  when  the  political 
atmosphere  in  Washington  is  even  more  par- 
Usan  than  usual,  NED  Is  unique  in  enjoying 
strong  support  across  party  and  ideological 
lines. 

PROMOTING  democracy  IN  THE  BALKANS 

As  all  of  US  here  are  profoundly  concerned 
about  developments  in  the  Balkans,  let  me 
report  to  you  on  efforts  of  the  National  En- 
dowment for  Democracy  to  address  some  of 
the  obstacles  to  democratization  in  that  re- 
gion. Albeit  with  modest  funds.  NED  has 
supported  programs  to  encourage  the  resolu- 
tion of  Inter-ethnlc  conflict,  greater  political 
pluralism  and  economic  reform  as  well  as  to 
strengthen  the  independent  organizations 
necessary  to  form  the  basis  of  civil  society  in 
the  area. 

For  example,  in  Albania.  NED  is  assisting 
a  project  of  the  American  Federation  of 
Teachers  and  the  Albanian  Teachers'  Union 
to  conduct  "Introduction  to  Teaching  De- 
mocracy" workshops. 

In  Bulgaria,  NED  sponsors  the  Bulgarian 
Association  for  Fair  Elections  (BAFE).  a  net- 


work of  community  centers  to  stimulate 
civic  participation  at  the  local  level. 

In  Romania.  NED  has  helped  the  League 
for  Europe,  which  presses  for  better  relations 
between  Romanians  and  Hungarians  in  Tran- 
sylvania. 

The  Endowment  also  supports  several 
media  outlets  that  produce  impartial  news 
on  developments  in  the  former  Yugoslavia. 
Only  a  few  weeks  ago.  our  board  approved 
grants  to  five  Independent  media  operations 
In  Serbia'Montenegro  (FRY). 

Now  who  can  deny  that  the  challenges  to 
building  democracy  In  this  part  of  the  world, 
especially  in  the  areas  ravaged  by  war.  are 
Immense.  Indeed,  daunting?  But.  in  my  view. 
the  enormity  of  the  challenge  is  all  the  more 
reason  for  us  to  act. 

Certainly,  it  seems  to  me.  the  encourage- 
ment of  free,  open,  stable  and  democratic  so- 
cieties throughout  the  Balkans  must  be  of 
direct  Interest  to  the  people  of  Greece.  Not 
only  would  such  developments  contribute  to 
Greek  national  security  but  to  the  Greek 
economy,  too.  I've  already  discussed  with 
Greek  business  leaders  the  opportunities 
they  see  for  expanding  their  markets  In  the 
region  as  well  as  enhancing  the  climate  for 
foreign  Investment  In  Greece.  In  fact,  even 
today  Greek  Investments  in  haniring  and 
other  private  sector  activities  In  the  RaHfan" 
and  throughout  Southeastern  Europe  gen- 
erate economic  growth  and  ties  that  can, 
spur  the  democratic  process.  Remember,  too. 
a  consideration  important  to  American  pol- 
icymakers, that  Greece  is  the  only  country 
in  the  region  that  is  a  member  of  the  Euro- 
pean Union,  Council  of  Europe  and  NATO. 

A  CENTER  FOR  DEMOCRACY  DC  THE  BALKANS 

In  my  Judgment,  we  should  now  take  ad- 
vantage of.  on  the  one  hand,  the  recent  ac- 
cords between  Athens  and  Skopje  and,  on  the 
other,  the  Dayton  agreements  on  Bosnia,  to 
consider  seriously  the  establishment  of  a 
center  to  encourage  democracy  in  the  Bal- 
kans. 

My  own  view  is  that  an  appropriate  loca- 
tion for  such  a  center  Is  Greece. 

I  note  first  that  Greece  is  the  birthplace  of 
democracy  and  a  thriving  democracy  still. 

Second,  Thessaloniki,  In  northern  Greece, 
at  the  crossroads  of  the  South  Balkans,  Is  a 
natural  site  for  a  forum  devoted  to  matters 
affecting  the  region.  Thessaloniki  is  a  multi- 
cultural, cosmopolitan  city,  named,  as  we 
know,  by  the  European  Union  as  the  1997 
"Cultural  Capital  of  Europe." 

Indeed,  only  a  few  weeks  ago.  I  took  part 
in  a  conference  In  Thesslonlkl  sponsored  by 
a  recently  established  Association  for  De- 
mocracy in  the  Balkans.  Scholars  from  nine 
Balkan  countries  made  presentations  on  po- 
litical institutions,  on  civil  society  in  gen- 
eral and  nongovernmental  organizations  in 
particular  as  well  as  on  the  role  of  the  media 
in  each  country.  By  all  accounts,  the  con- 
ference was  a  success. 

A  GENLTNTXY  BIULTI-NATIONAL  CENTER 

I  believe  it  particularly  important  to  note 
there  that  their  participants  in  the 
Thessaloniki  meeting  made  clear  that  a  cen- 
ter to  promote  democracy  should  not  be  a 
Creek  enterprise  but  one  genuinely  multi-oa- 
tional  in  nature. 

If  the  seed  for  such  a  multi-national  center 
has  been  planted  in  Thessaloniki,  I'm  glad  to 
tell  you  of  some  steps  to  follow  up  those  dis- 
cussions. 

In  two  weeks,  there  will  be  another  con- 
ference on  democracy  in  the  Balkans,  to  be 
held  in  New  York  City,  under  the  auspices  of 
the  NaUonal  Endowment  for  Democracy  and 
the  American  Ditchley  Foundation.  We  shall 
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convene  a  group  of  scholars,  diplomats,  jour- 
nalists and  others  to  discuss  the  concept,  the 
obstacles,  the  opportunities  and  the  prac- 
tical steps  needed  to  establish  a  center  to  en- 
courage democracy  in  the  region.  Former  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  State  Richard 
Holbrooke  will  address  the  conference,  which 
1  shall  chair,  as  will  Congressman  Benjamin 
Gllman,  Chairman  of  the  International  Rela- 
tions Committee  of  the  U.S.  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, and  Senator  Paul  Sarbanes.  a 
senior  member  of  the  Senate  Foreign  Rela- 
tions Committee. 

Here  let  me  express  appreciation  to  both 
Congressman  Gllman  and  Senator  Sarbanes 
for  their  continuing  contributions  to 
strengthening  relations  between  Greece  and 
the  United  States  and  pay  tribute  as  well  to 
another  outstanding  legislator  who  shares 
that  commitment.  Congressman  Lee  Hamil- 
ton, senior  Democrat  on  the  House  commit- 
tee, who  addressed  you  earlier  today. 

Among  others  to  take  part  in  the  New 
York  City  conference  this  month  are  Presi- 
dent Clinton's  Special  Envoy  on  the  Former 
Yugoslav  Republic  of  Macedonia.  Matthew 
Nlmetz,  and  U.S.  Ambassador-designate  to 
FYROM.  Christopher  Hill. 

Then  In  June,  at  Dltchley  Park,  outside 
Oxford,  the  American  auid  British  Dltchley 
Foundations  will  sponsor  another  con- 
ference, which  I"ll  also  chair,  with  essen- 
tially the  same  purpose  except  that  partici- 
pants will  be  drawn  chiefly  from  Europe. 

A  few  weeks  ago.  as  you  all  know,  the  First 
Lady  of  the  United  States,  Hillary  Rodham 
Clinton,  on  her  first  visit  to  Greece,  said  of 
Athens  that  It  was  the  city  that  had  "given 
the  world  its  greatest  gift— the  gift  of  de- 
mocracy." 

Let  me  then  voice  the  hope  that  the  peo- 
ples of  the  United  States  and  Greece  can 
work  together— and  with  others — to  encour- 
age in  the  too-long  troubled  region  of  the 
Balkans  the  institutions  and  practices  of 
self-government,  "the  gift  of  democracy."* 


ENCRYPTION  REFORM  NEEDED 
NOW 

•  Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
just  become  a  cospoosor  of  S.  1726,  the 
Commerce  Promotion  Act  of  1996.  This 
bill  would  remove  export  controls  on 
encryption  technology,  a  coding  sys- 
tem enabling  individuals  and  corpora- 
tions to  keep  computer  communica- 
tions private. 

Under  current  law,  sophisticated 
encryption  technology  is  sold  without 
restriction  in  the  United  States.  It  is 
this  technology  that  enables  banks  and 
other  financial  institutions  to  guaran- 
tee the  confidentiality  of  personal  and 
financial  information.  Furthermore, 
many  analsrsts  argue  that  concerns 
about  security  are  restraining  the 
Internet's  growth  as  a  commercial  en- 
terprise. 

American-made  software  is  the  best 
In  the  world.  Many  foreign  companies 
and  individuals  want  to  buy  our  prod- 
ucts. However,  because  of  concerns  re- 
lating to  international  criminal  activ- 
ity, the  U.S.  Government  refuses  to 
allow  the  export  of  software  that  in- 
cludes certain  encryption  technology. 

The  current  policy  is  damaging 
American  software  companies.  Foreign 


corporations  and  Individuals  will  not 
pay  top  dollar  for  computer  technology 
that  cannot  guarantee  that  personal 
information  will  stay  private.  As  a  re- 
sult, our  major  trading  partners  are 
forced  to  buy  software  made  outside 
the  United  States,  costing  American 
companies  billions. 

These  export  controls  place  U.S.  soft- 
ware companies  at  a  competitive  dis- 
advantage, giving  foreign  competitors 
the  opportunity  to  encroach  on  our 
dominant  position  in  the  global  mar- 
ketplace. The  United  States  enjoys  a 
huge  trade  surplus  in  software.  Our  ex- 
port policies  should  seek  to  strengthen 
U.S.  companies,  not  give  their  competi- 
tors an  unfair  advantage. 

I  am  very  sensitive  to  the  concerns 
raised  by  the  Clinton  administration 
about  this  issue.  I  strongly  believe  that 
U.S.  intelligence  agencies  must  retain 
the  ability  to  intercept  communica- 
tions about  terrorist  attacks  and  other 
criminal  acts.  However,  I  am  confident 
that  this  goal  can  be  achieved  without 
restraining  the  ability  of  U.S.  compa- 
nies to  sell  their  products  abroad  for 
legitimate  commercial  uses. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  a  problem  on 
our  hands,  but  we  can  solve  it.  Con- 
gress and  the  administration  must  act 
together  to  pass  an  encryption  tech- 
nology reform  bill  this  year.* 
•  Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  on 
Friday,  May  3,  I  had  the  honor  of  join- 
ing with  Secretary  of  State  Chris- 
topher and  the  American  Foreign  Serv- 
ice Association  [AFSA]  in  paying  trib- 
ute to  Commerce  Secretary  Ron  Brown 
and  32  other  Americans  who  were  trag- 
ically killed  in  Croatia  while  in  service 
to  our  country.  A  plaque  was  also  dedi- 
cated to  three  diplomats  who  died 
seeking  peace  in  Bosnia  less  than  a 
year  ago.  On  the  occasion  we  were  re- 
minded not  just  of  the  individuals  who 
lost  their  lives  in  these  terrible  trage- 
dies, but  of  the  risks  and  sacrifices 
that  members  of  our  Foreign  Service 
undertake  on  a  daily  basis  in  an  effort 
to  support  peace,  democracy  and  free- 
dom around  the  globe. 

During  the  ceremony,  held  on  the 
31st  annual  Foreign  Service  Day,  very 
moving  speeches  were  delivered  by 
Harold  Ickes  on  behalf  of  President 
Clinton,  by  Secretary  of  State  Chris- 
topher, and  by  F.  Allen  "Tex"  Harris, 
president  of  AFSA.  I  believe  their  re- 
marks bear  repeating  to  a  broader  au- 
dience and  thus  ask  that  they  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

The  remarks  follow: 

REMARKS   BY    SECRETARY    OF    STATE   WaRREN 

Christopher.  Harold  ickes,  and  F.  allen 

Harris 

Mr.  Harris.  Dear  Family  Members.  Distin- 
guished Guests.  Ladles  and  Gentlemen  and 
colleagues: 

The  American  Foreign  Service  Association 
has  the  sorrow-filled  responsibility  of  honor- 
ing those  members  of  the  Foreign  Service 
and  our  colleagues  serving  abroad  who  lost 


their  lives  under  heroic  or  other  Inspira- 
tional circumstances. 

Today,  we  have  the  very  sad  duty  of  adding 
six  names  to  the  traditional  Memorial 
Plaque: 

Samuel  Nelson  Drew. 

Robert  C.  Erasure. 

Joseph  J.  Kruzel. 

Ronald  H.  Brown! 

Lee  F.  Jackson. 

Stephen  C.  Kaminski. 

We  have  the  deep  sorrow  of  honoring  all 
those  who  died  with  Secretary  Ronald  H. 
Brown: 

Gerald  V.  Aldrlch. 

Nlksa  Antonini. 

Dragica  Lendlc  Bedek. 

Duane  R.  Christian. 

Barry  L.  Conrad. 

Paul  Cushman.  m. 

Adam  N.  Darling. 

Ashley  J.  Davis. 

Gall  E.  Dobert. 

Robert  E.  Donovan. 

Claudlo  Ella. 

Robert  Farrlngton.  Jr. 

David  Ford. 

Carol  L.  Hamilton. 

Kathryn  E.  Hoffman. 

Lee  F.  Jackson. 

Stephen  C.  Kaminski. 

Kathryn  E.  Kellogg. 

Shelly  A.  Kelly. 

James  M.  Lewek. 

Frank  Maler. 

Charles  F.  Melssner. 

William  E.  Morton. 

Walter  J.  Murphy. 

Lawrence  M.  Payne. 

Nathaniel  C.  Nash. 

Leonard  J.  Pleronl. 

Timothy  W.  Shafer. 

John  A.  Scovllle.  Jr. 

I.  Donald  Temer. 

P.  Stuart  Tholan. 

Cheryl  A.  Tumage. 

Naomi  P.  Warbasse. 

Robert  A.  Whlttaker. 

I  now  have  the  honor  of  Introducing  the 
personal  representative  of  the  President  of 
the  United  States  of  America,  Mr.  Harold 
Ickes,  Assistant  to  the  President  and  Deputy 
Chief  of  Staff. 

Mr.  Harold  ickes.  Secretary  Christopher, 
Secretary  Perry,  Secretary  Kantor,  members 
of  Congress,  men  and  women  of  the  Foreign 
Service,  ladles  and  gentlemen. 

President  Clinton  asked  me  to  be  with  you 
today  as  we  honor  an  extraordinary  group  of 
Americans  who  gave  their  lives  in  service  of 
their  country  and  in  the  service  of  human- 
ity. 

Before  reading  the  President's  dedication, 
let  me  say  to  the  families  and  loved  ones  of 
Bob  Erasure.  Joe  Kruzel,  Nelson  Drew,  and 
to  those  of  Ron  Brown  and  his  entire  delegra- 
tlon,  I  know  that  ttils  Is  a  day  of  very,  very 
mixed  emotions. 

You've  lost  a  father,  a  mother,  a  husband 
or  a  wife,  a  son  or  a  daughter,  a  friend.  The 
American  people  have  lost  some  of  their  fin- 
est. 

On  a  very  personal  note,  with  the  death  of 
Secretary  Ron  Brown,  I  lost  one  of  my  clos- 
est friends  and  wisest  advisers.  Ron  Brown 
was  In  his  service  and  in  his  life  a  spring  day. 
He  let  himself  and  all  of  us  to  believe  that 
making  a  difference  was  a  joy  as  well  as  a 
duty.  He  was  an  achiever  of  potential.  His 
grace,  his  Intelligence,  his  self-confidence 
without  a  trace  of  arrogance,  and  his  abili- 
ties to  motivate,  to  lead  and  to  bridge  were 
a  rare  combination  of  qualities. 

I  am  very  proud  and  very  fortunate  to  have 
had  him  as  my  friend.  To  Alma.  Michael, 
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Tracy,  we  will  all  miss  him  greatly.  Let  me 
now  read  the  President's  dedication. 

Each  year  on  Foreign  Service  Day.  hun- 
dreds of  active  and  retired  Foreign  Service 
employees  come  together  to  discuss  foreign 
policy  initiatives.  It  is  also  a  day  of  remem- 
brance when  the  foreign  affairs  community 
honors  its  many  colleagues  who  have  given 
their  lives  in  service  of  our  country. 

"As  we  pay  tribute  to  the  memory  of  those 
who  we  have  lost,  let  us  rededicate  ourselves 
to  the  goal  for  which  they  lived:  maintaining 
America's  leadership  In  the  fight  for  peace 
and  freedom  throughout  the  world. 

"In  today's  increasingly  interdependent 
world,  our  nation's  future  is  linked  more 
than  ever  to  events  that  take  place  beyond 
our  borders,  to  strengthen  our  security,  pro- 
mote our  prosperity  and  advance  our  inter- 
ests. As  we  move  towards  the  21st  century. 
America  must  stay  engaged. 

"Whether  supporting  peace,  freedom  and 
democracy  and  other  transnations  threats, 
combating  environmental  degradation,  open- 
ing markets  and  expanding  of  trade,  the 
American  Foreign  Services  has  a  critical 
role  to  play. 

"Our  Forelgm  Affairs  men  and  women  serve 
on  the  front  lines,  often  in  demanding  and 
sometimes  dangerous  surroundings.  I'm  com- 
mitted to  do  all  I  can  to  insure  that  Congress 
provides  the  funding  we  need  to  support  your 
essential  work. 

"This  year,  our  nation  has  lost  some  of  Its 
best  and  brightest  public  servants,  and  I 
have  lost  a  very  dear  friend.  The  American 
people  will  not  forget  the  contributions 
made  by  Secretary  of  Commerce  Ron  Brown 
and  the  34  members  of  his  delegation  who 
died  In  a  plane  crash  on  a  fog-shrouded 
mountainside  in  Croatia. 

"They  were  on  an  Important  mission  to 
bring  development  and  economic  stability  to 
a  wartom  region  far  from  home.  Unfortu- 
nately, theirs  Is  not  the  only  recent  tragedy 
in  that  part  of  the  world.  We  finally  and  re- 
spectfully remember  our  colleagues,  Robert 
Erasure,  Joseph  Kruzel  and  Samuel  Nelson 
Drew  who  lost  their  lives  In  Bosnia. 

"These  men,  who  represented  the  Depart- 
ment of  State,  the  Department  of  Defense 
and  the  National  Security  Council  and  the 
United  States  Air  Force,  embodied  the  spirit 
of  service  that  sets  our  nation  apart.  Their 
heroic  efforts  helped  bring  an  end  to  four 
yeajs  of  bloodshed  and  gave  the  children  of 
Bosnia  a  chance  to  grow  up  In  i>eace. 

"To  all  Foreign  Service  professionals,  ac- 
tive and  retired,  and  their  fkmlly  members 
in  the  United  States  and  abroad  who  support 
America's  values  worldwide.  I  send  my  deep- 
est thanks  and  appreciation."  Bill  Clinton. 

Mr.  Harris.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  ap- 
preciate that.  I  now  have  the  great  honor  of 
introducing  a  distinguished  American  with  a 
long,  long  successful  record  of  service  to  this 
nation  and  to  his  community.  Family  mem- 
bers, distinguished  guests,  ladles,  gentlemen, 
colleagues,  the  Secretary  of  State,  Warren 
Christopher. 

Secretary  Christopher.  Thank  you,  Tex, 
Harold,  Senator  Kassenbaum.  Senator  Sar- 
banes, Secretary  Perry,  Secretary  Kantcr, 
and  other  distinguished  guests  here  today. 

Let  me  extend  a  special  welcome  to  the 
families  of  the  men  and  women  we  are  honor- 
ing today.  You  will  always  be  a  close  part  of 
the  State  Department  family. 

As  the  President  has  said,  we  come  to- 
gether every  year  on  this  day  to  celebrate 
the  dedication  and  the  accomplishments  of 
the  Foreign  Service.  But  this  Is  often  a  sad 
day  as  well  because  It  Is  the  day  we  add 
names  to  the  memorial  plaques  In  remem- 


brance of  our  colleagues  who  gave  their  lives 
In  service  to  their  country. 

Thirty  years  ago  there  were  72  names  on 
this  wall,  covering  all  of  American  history 
since  1780.  Now  the  list  has  grown  to  188.  And 
m  the  last  year,  two  terrible  tragedies  have 
reminded  us  again  that  In  this  dangerous 
world,  duty  and  sacrifice  often  go  hand  in 
hand. 

We  often  say  that  we  must  take  risks  for 
peace.  Today  we  see  that  the  risks  are  all  too 
real.  To  our  sorrow,  we  learn  that  peace  can- 
not be  made  through  telephone  or  fax.  It 
usually  can't  be  made  In  Washington  or  in 
Geneva.  It  can  only  be  made  by  people  who 
are  willing  to  fly  where  the  bullets  fly.  to  go 
where  roads  are  treacherous  and  where  safe- 
ty and  security  are  often  missing  in  action. 

Sadly,  we  can't  take  the  danger  out  of  di- 
plomacy. But  we  can  and  must  honor  the 
peacemakers  and  their  deeds.  And  we  can 
make  sure  the  American  people  know  of  the 
sacrifices  the  peacemakers  make  for  our 
sake. 

Last  August  In  Bosnia  three  American  dip- 
lomats were  on  their  way  to  the  besieged 
city  of  Sarajevo  when  they  lost  their  lives  on 
a  muddy  mountain  road.  Bob  Frasure.  Joe 
Kruzel,  and  Nelson  Drew  believed  that  peace 
was  possible  In  Bosnia.  And  they  were  cer- 
tainly right.  Indeed,  they  were  the  path-find- 
ers who  made  peace  possible. 

Just  a  month  ago.  Ron  Brown  and  a  team 
of  government  officials  and  business  leaders 
were  on  a  journey  to  Croatia.  They  lost  their 
lives  trying  to  make  sure  that  the  peace  our 
diplomats  had  forged  would  endure.  They 
were  convinced  that  American  capital  and 
American  know-how  could  help  rebuild  that 
shattered  land,  that  It  could  give  the  people 
of  that  country  a  reason  to  resist  the  temp- 
tations of  war.  And  they,  too,  were  right. 

As  I  have  travelled  the  world  in  the  weeks 
since  these  two  tragic  events,  I  have  received 
a  chorus  of  condolences  from  leaders  all 
around  the  world  who  understand  the  sac- 
rifices made  by  the  families  of  the  men  and 
women  who  died  In  those  tragic  events. 

A  short  time  ago,  when  I  was  In  Sarajevo 
and  In  the  compound  of  our  Embassy,  I 
planted  two  dogwood  trees  In  honor  of  Bob 
Frasure.  But  by  fkr  the  most  eloquent  trib- 
ute to  his  work,  and  to  Joe's  and  to  Nelson's 
and  to  Ron's  and  all  those  we  honor  today, 
has  been  the  return  of  normal  life  that  I 
could  see  all  around  me  In  Sarajevo.  Every 
school  reopened,  every  family  reunited, 
every  road  and  factory  rebuilt  Is  a  monu- 
ment to  the  service  of  these  brave  Ameri- 
cans. 

That  monument,  of  course.  Is  a  work  In 
progress.  It  Is  being  shaped  by  countless 
hands— by  our  diplomats,  our  soldiers,  by  our 
civil  servants,  and  by  the  people  of  the  re- 
gion. The  memory  of  our  fallen  colleagues 
Impels  us  not  to  rest — not  to  rest  at  aU — 
until  this  work  Is  completed. 

The  men  and  women  we  honor  today,  as 
the  President  said,  will  always  represent 
what  Is  best  about  America.  They  were  gen- 
erous enough  to  share  their  talent  and  spir- 
its with  others.  They  were  dedicated  enough 
to  make  sacrifices  In  the  cause  of  public 
service.  They  were  realistic  enough  to  know 
that  America's  fate  is  Inseparable  from  the 
fate  of  the  world.  And  they  were  optimistic 
enough  to  believe  that  the  difficult  problems 
can  be  solved  but  only  solved  when  America 
Is  determined  to  overcome  them. 

Thinking  of  them,  I  was  reminded  of  some- 
thing that  one  of  our  visitors  this  week, 
Shimon  Peres,  once  said:  "Nobody  will  ever 
really  understand  the  United  States  .  .  .  You 
have  so  much  power,  and  [yet]  you  didn't 


dominate  another  people;  you  have  problems 
of  your  own,  and  [yet]  you  have  never  turned 
your  back  on  the  problems  of  others." 

Anyone  who  knew  these  wonderful  friends 
and  colleagues  understands  something  very 
important  about  America.  Anybody  who 
passes  through  this  hall  and  who  panses  to 
think  about  the  lives  behind  the  names  of 
the  people  on  these  plaques  will  understand 
something  about  the  American  ideal.  Here. 
in  the  presence  of  these  names,  there  is  not 
an  ounce  of  cynicism  about  the  country  or 
about  the  people  who  represent  It. 

So  even  as  we  mourn,  let  us  keep  alive  the 
spirit  that  gave  these  lives  such  meaning. 
And  let  these  names  be  a  reminder  to  us  all — 
a  reminder  of  the  risks  and  hardships  that 
dedicated  Americans  endure  for  their  coun- 
try, and  let  It  be  a  reminder  of  the  constant 
need  to  carry  on  their  work,  our  work,  imtil 
It  is  finally  finished. 

Thank  you  very  much.* 


ADMINISTRATIVE  DISPUTE 
RESOLUTION  ACT  OF  1995 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Senate  proceed 
to  the  immediate  consideration  of  Cal- 
endar No.  350,  S.  1224. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report: 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  bill  (S.  1224)  to  amend  subchapter  IV  of 
chapter  5  of  title  5.  United  States  Code,  re- 
lating to  alternative  means  of  dispute  reso- 
lution In  the  administrative  process,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  which 
had  been  reported  from  the  Committee 
on  Governmental  Affairs,  with  an 
amendment  to  strike  all  after  the  en- 
acting clause  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

SECTTOV 1.  SBOKT  Tim. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Administrative 
Dispute  Resolution  Act  of  1995". 
SSa  X.  AMBSDHSST  TO  DEnNmONS. 

Section  571  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended 

(1)  in  paragraph  (3) — 

(A)  by  striking  out  "settlement  negotiations.": 
and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "arid  arbitration"  and  in- 
serting in  lie  thereof  "use  of  ombuds.  and  bind- 
ing or  nonbinding  arbitration.":  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (3) — 

(A)  in  subparagraph  (B)  by  striking  out  "deci- 
sion." and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "decision.": 
and 

(B)  by  striking  out  the  matter  following  sub- 
paragraph (B). 

SSa  S.  AMENDMENTS  TO  CONnDSNTUUTTPaO- 
VtStONS. 

(a)  Terminatiok  of  availability  Exemptios 
TO  CONFlDESTiALTTY.— Section  574(b)  Of  title  5, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended: 

(1)  in  paragraph  (5)  by  adding  "or"  at  the 
end  thereof: 

(2)  in  paragraph  (6)  by  striking  out  ":  or"  and 
insert'.ng  in  lieu  thereof  a  period:  and 

(3)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (7). 

(b)  LtunATios  or  Cosfidestiauty  appuca- 
TiOK  TO  COMMUSICATIOS.— Section  574  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended — 
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(1)  in  subsection  (a)  in  tke  matter  before  para- 
graph (})  by  striking  out  "any  information  con- 
cerning"; and 

(2)  in  subsection  (b)  in  the  matter  before  para- 
graph (1)  by  striking  out  "any  information  con- 
cerning". 

(C)  ALTERSATIVE  CONFIDENTIALITY  PROCE- 
DURES.—Section  574(d)  of  title  5.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  "(I)"  after  "(d)":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follovnng 
new  paragraph: 

"(2)  To  qualify  for  the  exemption  established 
under  subsection  (j).  an  alternative  confidential 
procedure  under  this  subsection  may  not  provide 
for  less  disclosure  than  the  confidential  proce- 
dures otherwise  provided  under  this  section. ". 

(d)  Exemption  From  Disclosure  by  Stat- 
ute.—Section  574  of  title  5.  United  States  Cede, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  subsection  (j)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(})  A  dispute  resolution  communication 
which  is  generated  by  or  provided  to  an  agency 
or  neutral,  and  which  may  not  be  disclosed 
under  this  section,  shall  also  be  exempt  from  dis- 
closure under  section  552(b)(3).". 

SBC.  4.  AMESDUBST  TO  BSFLECT  THE  CLOSURE 
OF  THE  ADUNISTRATTVE  CON- 
FERSATCE. 

(a)  promotion  of  Administrative  Dispute 
Resolutions.— Section  3(a)(1)  of  the  Adminis- 
trative Dispute  Resolution  Act  (5  U.S.C.  581 
note:  Public  Law  101-552:  104  Stat.  2736)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "the  Administrative 
Conference  of  the  United  States  and". 

(b)  Compilation  of  Information— 

(1)  In  general.— Section  582  of  tiUe  5,  United 
States  Code,  is  repealed. 

(2)  Technical  and  conforming  amend- 
ment.— The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  5  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  the  item  relating  to  section  582. 

(c)  Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation 
Service.— Section  203(f)  of  the  Labor  Manage- 
ment Relations  Act,  1947  (29  U.S.C.  173(f))  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "the  Administrative 
Conference  of  the  United  States  and". 

SBC.  5.  AMET/DMBNTS  TO  SVPPOBT  SSRVTCE  PRO- 
VIStON. 

Section  583  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  inserting  "State,  local,  and  tribal 
governments."  after  "other  Federal  agencies,". 

SEC  e.  AMtSSDUSNTS  TO  THE  CONTRACT  DIS- 
PUTES ACT. 

Section  6  of  the  Contract  Disputes  Act  of  1978 
(41  U.S.C.  605)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (d)  by  striking  out  the  second 
sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof:  "The 
contractor  shall  certify  the  claim  when  required 
to  do  so  as  provided  under  subsection  (c)(1)  or 
as  otherwise  required  by  law.":  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (e)  by  striking  out  the  first 
sentence. 

SBC.  7.  iUMENDUElVTS  ON  ACQUIRING  NBVTRALS. 

(a)  Expedited  Hiring  of  Neutrals.— 

(1)  Competitive  requirements  in  defense 
AGENCY  contracts.— Section  2304(c)(3)(C)  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "agency,  or"  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of "agency,  or  to  procure  the  services  of  an  ex- 
pert or  neutral  for  use". 

(2)  Competitive  requirements  in  federal 
contracts.— Section  303(c)(3)(C)  of  the  Federal 
Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949 
(41  U.S.C.  253(c)(3)(C)),  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "agency,  or"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"agency,  or  to  procure  the  services  of  an  expert 
or  neutral  for  use". 

(b)  References  to  the  administrative  Con- 
ference of  the  United  States.— Section  573  of 
title  United  States  Code  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  subsection  (c)  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(c)  In  consultation  with  other  appropriate 
Federal  agencies  and  professional  organizations 


experienced  in  matters  concerning  dispute  reso- 
lution, the  Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation 
Service  shall— 

"(1)  encourage  and  facilitate  agency  use  of  al- 
ternative means  of  dispute  resolution:  and 

"(2)  develop  procedures  that  permit  agencies 
to  obtain  the  services  of  neutrals  on  an  expe- 
dited basis.":  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (e)  by  striking  out  "on  a  ros- 
ter established  under  subsection  (c)(2)  or  a  ros- 
ter maintained  by  other  public  or  private  orga- 
nizations, or  individual". 

SEC.  &  ARBITRATION  AWARDS  AND  JUDICIAL  RE- 
VIEW. 

(a)  arbitration  awards.— Section  580  of  title 
5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  and  subsections  (c),  (f),  and 
(g):  and 

(2)  by  redesignating  subsections  (d)  and  (e)  as 
subsections  (c)  and  (d).  respectively. 

(b)  Judicial  awards.— Section  581(d)  of  title 
5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  "(1)"  after  "(b)":  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (2). 

SEC.  9.  PERMANENT  AUTHORIZATION  OF  THE  AL- 
TERNATIVE  DISPUTE  RESOLUTION 
PROVISIONS  OF  TITLE  S,  UNITED 
STATES  CODE 

The  Administrative  Dispute  Resolution  Act 
(Public  Law  101-552:  104  Stat.  2747:  5  U.S.C.  581 
note)  is  amended  by  striking  out  section  11. 

SEC.  10.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a)  In  General.— Subsection  IV  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  section: 

"§584.  Authorization  of  appropriatioiu 

"There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  this  subchapter. ". 

(b)  TECHNICAL     AND     CONFORMING     A.VEND- 

MENT.—The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  5  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing after  the  item  relating  to  section  583  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"Sec.  584.  Authorization  of  appropriations.". 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President,  over  the 
past  decades,  a  consensus  has  emerged 
that  traditional  litigation  is  an  ineffi- 
cient way  to  resolve  disputes.  Not  only 
is  litigation  costly,  but  due  to  its  ad- 
versarial, contentious  nature,  litiga- 
tion often  deteriorates  working  rela- 
tionships and  fails  to  produce  long- 
term  solutions  to  problems. 

Private  corporations  recognized 
many  years  ago  that  certain  tyjjes  of 
disputes  could  be  resolved  much  less 
expensively  and  with  less  acrimony  by 
relying  on  techniques  such  as  medi- 
ation, arbitration,  and  partnering, 
which  collectively  have  become  known 
as  alternative  dispute  resolution  or 
ADR. 

In  1990,  Congress  recognized  that  the 
Government  lagged  well  behind  the  pri- 
vate sector  in  this  field  and  in  response 
enacted  the  Administrative  Dispute 
Resolution  Act  to  promote  the  use  of 
ADR  in  Government  agencies.  Senators 
Grassley  and  Levin  led  the  effort  to 
pass  this  legislation  and  bring  the  ben- 
efits of  ADR  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

The  act  authorizes  agencies  to  apply 
ADR  to  almost  any  tjrpe  of  claim  in- 
volving the  Govenmient,  requires  the 
appointment  of  ADR  specialists  in  each 


agency,  establishes  procedures  for  hir- 
ing neutral  third-parties  to  help  re- 
solve disputes,  and  provides  confiden- 
tiality protection  to  parties  participat- 
ing in  ADR. 

S.  1224,  the  bill  before  the  Senate, 
would  permanently  reauthorize  this 
Important  legislation.  It  would  also 
improve  the  system  for  hiring  medi- 
ators, provide  additional  confidential- 
ity protections  to  ADR  participants, 
promote  the  use  of  binding  arbitration 
and  make  a  number  of  other  minor  ad- 
justments to  the  act. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Oversight  of 
Government  Management  held  a  hear- 
ing on  the  bill  on  November  29.  At  the 
hearing,  the  Department  of  Justice, 
the  Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation 
Service,  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget,  the  American  Bar  Association, 
and  private  individuals  representing 
the  Heritage  Foundation  and  a  consor- 
tium of  Government  contractors  all 
praised  the  ADR  Act  and  strongly  en- 
dorsed its  reauthorization.  On  Decem- 
ber 12,  1995,  the  bill  was  imanimously 
reported,  with  an  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute,  by  the  Commit- 
tee on  Governmental  Affairs. 

The  most  significant  change  this  bill 
makes  to  the  original  ADR  Act  is  the 
repeal  of  a  provision  known  as  the  arbi- 
tration escape  clause.  During  consider- 
ation of  the  ADR  Act  in  1990,  this  pro- 
vision was  included  to  accommodate 
the  Department  of  Justice's  view  that 
agencies  lacked  constitutional  author- 
ity to  refer  disputes  to  binding  arbitra- 
tion. Although  many  scholars  and  the 
sponsors  of  the  bill  disagreed  with  this 
view,  to  satisfy  the  Department  of  Jus- 
tice [DO J],  a  provision  was  added  that 
enabled  Federal  agencies  to  opt-out  of 
arbitral  awards.  Unfortunately,  this 
unilateral  provision  has  deterred  pri- 
vate parties  from  entering  into  arbitra- 
tion with  the  Government.  As  one  wit- 
ness testified  at  the  hearing  on  this  re- 
authorization legislation,  unless  the 
escape  clause  is  eliminated,  "arbitra- 
tion likely  will  never  become  a  viable 
alternative  for  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment." 

This  would  be  unfortimate.  Through- 
out the  private  sector,  companies  are 
saving  money  and  reducing  litigation 
costs  by  using  arbitration  to  resolve 
commercial  disputes  instead  of  resort- 
ing to  litigation.  If  we  want  the  Gov- 
ernment to  enjoy  the  efficiencies  of  the 
private  sector,  it  must  have  the  flexi- 
bility to  operate  as  a  private  business, 
especially  when  the  Government  is  act- 
ing as  a  conmiercial  entity.  Indeed,  the 
Government  achieves  a  double  benefit 
when  a  case  is  resolved  through  arbi- 
tration rather  than  litigation  because 
not  only  are  agency  litigation  costs 
and  attorneys  fees  reduced,  but  judicial 
resources  are  freed  to  pursue  criminal 
cases  or  other  civil  matters. 
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Last  year.  DOJ's  Office  of  Legal 
Counsel  Issued  a  deta:iled  opinion  con- 
cluding that  Federal  agencies  could 
submit  disputes  to  binding  arbitration 
without  violating  the  Constitution. 
Since  the  constitutional  objection  to 
binding  arbitration  has  been  removed, 
there  is  no  longer  any  reason  to  reau- 
thorize the  agency  escape  clause. 

There  are  two  amendments  to  S.  1224 
before  the  Senate  for  consideration. 
The  first  amendment  is  designed  to  In- 
crease the  efficiency  of  our  procure- 
ment system  by  consolidating  jurisdic- 
tion over  bid  protest  claims  in  the 
Court  of  Federal  Claims.  The  amend- 
ment would  reverse  the  decision  of  the 
D.C.  Circuit  in  Scanwell  Lab.,  Inc.  ver- 
sus Shaffer  (1969),  that  permitted  bid 
protests  to  be  filed  in  any  district 
court  across  the  country.  Providing 
district  courts  with  jurisdiction  to 
hear  bid  protest  claims  has  led  to 
forum  shopping  and  the  fragmentation 
of  Government  contract  law.  Consoli- 
dation of  jurisdiction  in  the  Court  of 
Federal  Claims  is  necessary  to  develop 
a  uniform  national  law  on  bid  protest 
issues  and  end  the  wasteful  practice  of 
shopping  for  the  most  hospitable 
forum.  Congress  established  the  Claims 
Court — now  the  Court  of  Federal 
Claims — for  the  specific  purpose  of  im- 
proving the  administration  of  the  law 
in  the  areas  of  patents,  trademarks. 
Government  contracts.  Government 
employment,  and  international  trade. 
Scanwell  jurisdiction  frustrates  this 
purpose  and  deprives  litigants  of  the 
substantial  experience  and  expertise 
the  Court  of  Federal  Claims  has  devel- 
oped in  the  Government  contracting 
area. 

The  Information  Technology  and 
Management  Reform  Act  of  1996,  which 
I  authored,  eliminated  the  authority  of 
the  General  Services  Board  of  Contract 
Appeals  to  entertain  bid  protests  on  in- 
formation technology  contracts  and 
left  the  General  Accounting  Office  as 
the  single  extra-agency  administrative 
forum  for  such  actions.  My  amendment 
to  S.  1224  followo  this  path  of  reform  by 
creating  a  single  forum  for  all  bid  pro- 
test litigation,  which  will  lead  to  the 
development  of  more  uniform,  and  thus 
more  predictable,  law. 

Identical  legislation  passed  the  Sen- 
ate as  part  of  the  Federal  Acquisition 
Streamlining  Act.  but  was  rejected  in 
conference.  The  Department  of  Justice 
and  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
strongly  support  the  addition  of  this 
legislation  to  the  ADR  Act. 

I  also  want  to  express  my  support  for 
the  Levln-Grassley  amendment  to  S. 
1224,  which  would  reauthorize  the  Ne- 
gotiated Rulemaking  Act.  This  legisla- 
tion establishes  a  framework  for  agen- 
cies to  convene  interested  parties  for 
the  purpose  of  developing  consensus- 
based  regulation.  When  it  Is  used,  nego- 
tiated rulemaking  can  improve  the 
quality,  acceptability,  and  timeliness 


of  regulations,  reduce  litigation,  and 
enhance  Industry  compliance,  thereby 
reducing  the  costs  of  regulations  to 
both  private  industry  and  the  Govern- 
ment. Over  the  past  5  years  negotiated 
rulemaking  has  been  an  imquallfied 
success;  there  is  no  reason  not  to  reau- 
thorize this  legislation  while  we  are 
dealing  with  the  closely  related  ADR 
Act. 

In  sum.  reauthorization  of  the  ADR 
and  Negotiated  Rulemaking  Acts  and 
the  elimination  of  Scanwell  jurisdic- 
tion represent  cost-saving,  common- 
sense  improvements  to  the  Federal  reg- 
ulatory and  administrative  processes. 
These  reforms  are  good  for  the  tax- 
payer, good  for  our  courts,  and  good  for 
the  parties  that  have  disputes  with  the 
Government. 

I  congratulate  Senators  Grassley 
and  Levin  for  the  success  of  the  origi- 
nal pieces  of  legislation  and  commend 
them  for  their  work  on  this  reauthor- 
ization bill. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
bill  and  sincerely  hope  that  it  may  be 
enacted  into  law  during  this  session  of 
Congress. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
letter  from  the  Department  of  Justice  I 
referred  to  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

U.S.  Department  of  justice. 
Office  of  legislative  affairs, 

Washington.  DC,  April  12, 1996. 

Hon.  WILLIAM  S.  COHEN. 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Oversight  of  Gov- 
ernment Management  and  the  District  of 
Columbia.  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs. U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC. 

DEAR  Mr.  Chairman:  The  Administration 
supports  your  efforts  to  enact  legislation 
that  would  make  one  small  but  vital  im- 
provement to  the  handling  of  bid  protests 
arising  from  the  award  of  Federal  con- 
tracts—the elimination  of  district  court  ju- 
risdiction over  bid  protests  (the  so-called 
Scanwell  cases). >  In  disputes  between  an 
agency  and  a  contractor  after  the  award  of  a 
contract.  Congress  has  previously  recognized 
the  need  for  a  uniform  national  body  of  law 
to  guide  both  Federal  procurement  officials 
and  Federal  contractors.  The  same  need  for 
nationwide  uniformity  exists  for  bid  pro- 
tests. The  current  forum  shopping  between 
the  Federal  district  courts  and  the  Court  of 
Federal  Claims  only  encourages  needless  liti- 
gation in  a  search  for  the  most  hospitable 
forum,  and  results  In  disparate  bodies  of  law 
between  the  circuits.  There  Is  simply  no  need 
to  have  multiple  judicial  bodies  to  review  bid 
protests  of  federal  contacts. 

In  the  past.  Congress  has  recognized  the 
need  for  nationwide  uniformity  In  several 
areas  of  the  law,  and  established  the  Claims 
Court  (now  the  Court  of  Federal  Claims)  and 
the  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Federal  Circuit 


i Scanwell  Lab..  Inc.  v.  Shaffer.  424  F.2d  859.  869.  137 
U.S.  App.  D.C.  371.  381  {1989)  (held,  a  contractor  mak- 
ing a  prima  facie  showltw  alleging  arbitrary  or  ca- 
prldoas  action,  or  an  abase  of  discretion,  by  an 
agency  or  contracting  officer  In  making  the  award 
of  a  contract,  has  standing  to  sue  In  district  court 
under  the  Administrative  Procedure  Act). 


to  achieve  that  result.  Federal  Courts  Im- 
provement Act  of  1982  (FCIA)  Pub.  L.  No.  97- 
164.  The  purpose  of  the  FCIA  was  to  Improve 
"the  administration  of  the  law  in  the  areas 
of  patents,  government  contracts,  merit  sys- 
tem protection,  trademarks  and  inter- 
national trade."  H.  Rep.  No.  97-312.  97th 
Cong..  1st  Sess.  17  (1981).  As  a  result  of  the 
enactment  of  the  FCIA.  the  Court  of  Federal 
Claims  was  made  the  sole  judicial  forum  for 
resolution  of  contract  disputes  between  the 
contractor  and  the  agency.  The  very  same 
need  exists  for  nationwide  uniformity  in  the 
handling  of  bid  protests. 

By  eliminating  the  authority  of  the  Gen- 
eral Services  Board  of  Contract  Appeal  to  en- 
tertain bid  protests  of  the  award  of  informa- 
tion technology  contracts,  the  recently-en- 
acted defense  authorization  bill  for  fiscal 
year  1996  (Pub.  L.  No.  104-106)  took  a  signlfl- 
cant  step  forward  in  the  handling  of  bid  pro- 
tests by  leaving  the  General  Accounting  Of- 
fice as  the  sole  remaining  extra-agency  ad- 
ministrative forum.  The  process  of  jjrocure- 
ment  reform  should  continue  by  eliminating 
Scanwell  jurisdiction,  and  by  creating  a  sin- 
gle judicial  forum  to  govern  all  bid  protest 
litigation,  both  prior  to  and  after  award. 
While  there  is  good  reason  to  apply  local 
state  law,  as  district  courts  are  required  to 
do  when  they  adjudicate  torts  under  the  Fed- 
eral Tort  Claims  Act.  it  is  simply  inappropri- 
ate to  have  different  interpretations  of  Fed- 
eral contracts  applied,  depending  upon  where 
the  contractor  resides  or  where  the  contract 
will  be  performed.  This  results  in  inconsist- 
ent application  of  legal  principles  and  an  un- 
wieldy body  of  procurement  law. 

Our  concerns  about  varying  results  In  the 
district  courts  Is  not  hypothetical.  For  ex- 
ample, the  district  court  In  Advanced  Seal 
Tech..  Inc.  v.  Perry.  873  F.  Supp.  1144  (NJ>.  lU. 
1995).  disagreed  with  the  district  court's 
holding  in  Abel  Converting,  Inc.  v.  United 
States.  679  F.  Supp.  1133  (D.D.C.  1988).  regard- 
ing the  burden  of  proof  borne  by  the 
protestor  to  establish  grounds  for  Injunctive 
relief.  Similarly,  the  district  court  In  Wash- 
ington Mechanical  Contractors,  Inc.  v.  United 
States  Dept.  of  the  Navy.  612  F.  Supp.  1243 
(N.D.  Cal.  1964).  disagreed  with  the  district 
courts  decision  in  Robert  E.  Dereckto  of 
Rhode  Island.  Inc.  v.  Goldschmidt.  506  F.  Supp. 
1059  (D.  R.I.  1980),  regarding  the  quantum  of 
proof  necessary  to  invalidate  an  award  of  a 
contract.  In  addition,  the  district  court  in 
Metric  Systems  Corp.  v.  United  States  Dept.  of 
the  Air  Force,  673  F.  Supp  439  (NJ).  Fla.  1987), 
disagreed  with  the  holding  In  i4cme  of  Preci- 
sion Surgical  Co..  Inc.  v.  Weinberger.  580  F. 
Supp.  490  (E.D.  Pa.  1984).  that  Federal  dis- 
trict courts  have  both  pre-  and  post-award 
bid  protest  jurisdiction.  These  cases  show 
that,  since  Federal  district  court  judges 
rarely  have  the  opportunity  to  review  bid 
protests,  as  might  be  susjwcted,  the  results 
vary  from  court-to-court. 

Legislation  should  seek  to  accomplish 
three  important  goals.  First,  It  should 
achieve  a  uniform  and  consistent  body  of 
precedent  governing  bid  protests,  by  provid- 
ing interested  parties  with  a  choice  of  only 
one  administrative  and  one  judicial  forum 
for  the  resolution  of  bid  protests.  Second.  It 
should  discourage  forum  shopping  between 
the  remaining  tribunal  and  court  by  Impos- 
ing a  similar.  If  not  identical,  standard  and 
scope  of  review  In  both  fora.  Finally.  It 
should  Impose  a  standard  and  scope  of  review 
which  both  recognizes  the  deference  to  the 
contracting  agency  in  conducting  procure- 
ments and  also  limits  expensive,  time-con- 
suming and  resource-intensive  discovery. 

As  Mr.  Steven  Kelman.  Administrator  tor 
Federal  Procurement  Policy,  testified  before 
your  subcommittee  last  July: 
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"With  Its  nationwide  Jurisdiction  and  con- 
tract expertise,  the  Court  of  Federal  Claims 
could  effectively  and  efficiently  serve  as  a 
unified  Judicial  forum  operating  In  the  na- 
tional Interest.  This  would  avoid  the  unfair- 
ness of  forum  shopping.  At  the  same  time.  It 
would  not  prevent  small  businesses  from 
having  their  day  In  court  inasmuch  as  the 
Court  of  Federal  Claims  Is  authorized  to  hold 
hearings  throughout  the  country  to  mini- 
mize inconvenience  and  expense  to  liti- 
gants." 

In  summary,  the  problems  associated  with 
district  court  bid  protest  activity  can  be  ef- 
fectively avoided  by  vesting  Judicial  bid  pro- 
tests authority,  both  pre-  and  post-award, 
exclusively  In  the  Court  of  Federal  Claims 
and  Imposing  a  deferential  standard  of  re- 
view and  limited  scope  of  review  similar  to 
that  used  by  the  General  Accounting  Office. 
With  national  Jurisdiction,  this  court  would 
effectively  serve  as  a  unified  Judicial  forum 
with  contract  expertise,  eliminating  forum 
shopping  and  promoting  the  application  of 
consistent  legal  principles. 

We  urge  Congress  to  take  Immediate  ac- 
tion to  eliminate  Scanwell  Jurisdiction  in 
the  district  courts.  We  would  be  happy  to 
work  with  you  to  ensure  enactment  of  legis- 
lation that  would  meet  this  Important  objec- 
tive. The  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
has  advised  that  there  Is  no  objection  from 
the  standpoint  of  the  Administration's  pro- 
gram to  the  presentation  of  this  report. 
Sincerely, 

Andrew  Fois. 
Assistant  Attorney  General. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  we  all 
want  a  Government  that  works  better 
and  costs  less,  and  I  am  pleased  that 
the  Senate  is  considering  today  legrisla- 
tion  authored  by  myself  and  Senator 
Chuck  Grassley  to  encourage  faster, 
less  costly  way%  to  resolve  disputes 
with  the  Federal  Government. 

It's  a  fact  of  life  that  many  people 
have  disputes  with  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. In  the  late  1980's.  of  the  220,000 
civil  cases  filed  on  Federal  court,  more 
than  55,000  Involved  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment in  one  way  or  another.  Resolv- 
ing these  disputes  costs  taxpayers  bil- 
lions of  dollars. 

Resolving  them  before  they  become 
courtroom  dramas  is  one  way  to  make 
a  dent  in  this  billion-dollar  drain  on 
tazjiayer  funds.  Mediation,  arbitration, 
mini-trials,  and  other  methods  offer 
cheaper,  f^ter  alternatives  to  court- 
room battles. 

That's  why,  6  years  ago.  Senator 
Grasslet  and  I  cosponsored  the  Ad- 
ministrative Dispute  Resolution  Act  of 
1990.  It  is  why  we  have  teamed  up  again 
this  year  on  legislation  to  reauthorize 
that  act  and  ensure  that  alternative 
dispute  resolution  techniques,  which 
those  familiar  with  it  call  ADR,  remain 
a  cost-effective  tool  that  Federal  agen- 
cies can  use  to  resolve  disputes. 

Since  the  passage  of  the  ADR  law  in 
1990,  Federal  agencies  have  increas- 
ingly used  alternatives  to  courtroom 
litigation  to  save  time  and  money.  The 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  for  example, 
successfully  resolved  53  of  55  contract 
disputes  with  ADR  over  a  5-year  pe- 
riod, including  settling  a  S55  million 


claim  in  1994  for  $17.3  million  in  4  days. 
The  Resolution  Trust  Corporation 
saved  legal  costs  of  approximately  $115 
million  from  1991  through  1994,  by 
using  ADR  instead  of  litigation.  The 
Navy  shortened  dispute  resolution 
times  in  some  cases  from  4  years  to  3 
months  by  replacing  formal  litigation 
with  informal,  abbreviated  proceed- 
ings. Not  all  Federal  agencies  have 
used  ADR  extensively,  but  those  agen- 
cies that  have  tried  it  report  both  sav- 
ings and  satisfaction  with  the  process. 

In  these  times  of  tight  Federal  budg- 
ets and  shrinking  Government,  we  need 
more  of  the  savings  that  ADR  offers, 
not  less.  That's  why  the  ADR  Act 
should  become  a  permanent  fixture  in 
Federal  law.  The  act's  unfortunate 
lapse  in  October  of  last  year  due  to  the 
press  of  business  before  Congress  shows 
why  this  step  is  necessary. 

The  bill  that  Senator  Grassley  and  I 
have  introduced,  S.  1224,  would  fUl  the 
current  statutory  void  by  permanently 
reauthorizing  the  ADR  law.  It  would 
also  fine-tune  the  law  in  several  ways. 

First  and  most  importantly,  the  bill 
would  eliminate  a  3(>-day  escape  hatch 
that  allowed  Federal  agencies  unilater- 
ally to  vacate  an  arbitration  award 
that  disadvantaged  the  Government.  In 
the  5  years  this  one-way  escape  clause 
has  been  on  the  books,  no  one  has  ever 
agreed  to  an  arbitration  proceeding 
with  the  Government  on  this  basis. 
Eliminating  this  unilateral  escape 
clause — ^which  allows  the  Government 
but  not  its  opponent  to  nullify  an  arbi- 
tration decision — is  expected  to  en- 
courage parties  to  agree  to  use  binding 
arbitration  as  a  cost-saving  alternative 
to  civil  litigation.  Other  bill  provisions 
make  it  clear  that  Federal  agencies 
also  retain  the  option  to  use  non- 
binding  arbitration,  when  they  so 
choose. 

Second,  the  bill  would  encourage  use 
of  ADR  methods  by  clarifying  the  con- 
fidentiality of  ADR  proceedings  in  sev- 
eral respects.  The  bill  would  make  it 
clear  that  confidential  documents  pre- 
pared for  purposes  of  an  ADR  proceed- 
ing are  also  exempt  from  disclosure 
under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act. 
The  bill  would  also  strike  overly  broad 
language  which,  if  taken  literally, 
would  prohibit  ADR  neutrals  and  par- 
ties ft-om  disclosing  any  information 
concerning  an  ADR  proceeding,  even 
whether  an  ADR  proceeding  took  place. 
The  bill  would  also  eliminate  a  provi- 
sion that  ended  confidentiality  protec- 
tions for  any  document  given  to  all 
parties,  since  this  provision  discour- 
ages open  communications  among  all 
the  piirties  to  a  dispute.  Together, 
these  changes  clarify,  focus  and 
strengthen  the  law's  confidentiality 
protections  for  ADR  negotiations. 

Third,  the  bill  would  encourage  ADR 
by  making  it  easier  to  use  and  improv- 
ing  coordination   with   other   dispute 


resolution  procedures.  Specifically,  the 
bill  would  clarify  agency  authority  to 
hire  mediators  and  other  ADR  neutrals 
on  an  expedited  basis;  allow  agencies  to 
accept  donated  services  from  State, 
local  and  tribal  governments  to  sup- 
port an  ADR  proceeding;  add  an  ex- 
plicit authorization  for  such  sums  as 
may  be  necessary  to  implement  the 
ADR  law;  remove  a  provision  which 
barred  Federal  employees  ft-om  elect- 
ing to  use  ADR  methods  to  resolve  cer- 
tain persoxmel  disputes;  and  eliminate 
special  paperwork  burdens  on  contrac- 
tors willing  to  use  ADR  to  resolve 
small  claims  against  the  Government 
under  the  Contract  Disputes  Act. 

Finally,  the  bill  would  reassign  the 
tasks  of  encouraging  and  facilitating 
agency  use  of  ADR  methods  from  the 
Administrative  Conference  of  the 
United  States,  which  no  longer  exists 
due  to  a  lack  of  appropriations,  to  the 
Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation 
Service,  which  has  experience  in  this 
£irea. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  also  like  to 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  a  Levin- 
Grassley  amendment  to  the  ADR  bill 
which  would  also  reauthorize  the  Nego- 
tiated Rulemaking  Act  of  1990.  The  Ne- 
gotiated Rulemaking  Act  became  law 
back  in  1990,  at  the  same  time  as  the 
ADR  Act — in  fact,  for  a  time,  the  two 
laws  shared  the  same  United  States 
Code  cites — so  it  would  be  fitting  to  re- 
authorize both  laws  in  the  same  piece 
of  legislation. 

Lake  the  ADR  law.  the  Negotiated 
Rulemaking  Act  is  a  reform  effort  that 
seeks  to  interject  common  sense  and 
cost  savings  into  the  way  the  Federal 
Government  does  business.  In  essence, 
it  allows  a  regulated  community  to 
form  an  advisory  committee  with  all 
other  interested  parties  to  work  with 
the  Federal  Government  to  draft  regu- 
lations that  everyone  will  then  have  to 
live  by. 

An  its  name  implies,  the  point  of  the 
law  is  to  get  parties  to  negotiate  with 
each  other  and  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment to  devise  sensible,  cost  effective 
rules.  No  one  is  required  to  participate 
in  a  negotiation,  and  no  one  gives  up 
their  rights  by  agreeing  to  negotiate. 
It  is  a  voluntary,  rather  than  a  manda- 
tory, process. 

The  pleasant  surprise  is  that  it 
works.  Since  the  Negotiated  Rule- 
making Act  was  enacted  6  years  ago, 
agencies  across  the  Government  have 
tried  it  and  liked  it. 

Over  the  past  6  years,  negotiated 
rulemaking  has  been  used  m  issue  reg- 
ulations under  the  Clean  Air  Act  to 
produce  cleaner  burning  gasoline  and 
to  clear  haze  from  the  Grand  Canyon. 
The  Coast  Guard  has  used  it  to  improve 
ships'  oilspill  fighting  capabilities, 
while  the  Federal  Railroad  Administra- 
tion has  used  it  to  improve  railway 
worker  safety.  The  Farm  Credit  Sys- 
tem has  negotiated  a  rule  to  apportion 
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its  administrative  expenses  among 
banks  and  other  parties,  while  the  FCC 
has  used  it  to  apportion  data  messag- 
ing services  on  satellites. 

President  Clinton  has  embraced  the 
concept  with  an  Executive  order  that 
encourages  all  agencies  to  try  nego- 
tiated rulemaking  at  least  once  per 
year.  Some  agencies,  like  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration,  have  found  it 
so  rewarding  that  they  have  estab- 
lished standing  negotiated  rulemaking 
committees  and  routinely  invoke  nego- 
tiated rulemaking  to  resolve  difficult 
regulatory  problems. 

These  agencies  and  others  have  dis- 
covered that,  in  many  rulemaking  situ- 
ations, negotiation  beats  confrontation 
in  terms  of  cost,  time,  aggravation, 
and  the  ability  to  develop  regulations 
that  parties  with  very  different  per- 
spectives can  accept.  One  Industry  par- 
ticipant in  the  clean  air  negotiations 
put  it  this  way,  "It's  a  better  situation 
when  people  who  are  adversaries  can 
sit  down  at  the  table  and  talk  about  it 
rather  than  throwing  bricks  at  each 
other  in  courtrooms  and  the  press."  An 
environmental  journal  came  to  the 
same  conclusion,  summing  up  the 
Grand  Canyon  negotiation  with  the 
headline.  "See  You  Later,  Litigator." 
The  Washington  Post  has  called  nego- 
tiated rulemaking  plainly  a  good  idea, 
while  the  New  York  Times  has  called  it 
an  immensely  valuable  procedure  that 
ought  to  be  used  far  more  often. 

The  goal  of  the  Levin-Grassley 
amendment  is  exactly  that — to  reau- 
thorize the  Negotiated  Rulemaking  Act 
to  ensure  continued  agency  use  of  this 
rulemaking  procedure. 

The  amendment  itself  is  straight- 
forward. Like  the  ADR  bill,  it  reau- 
thorizes the  1990  law  and  makes  it  a 
permanent  part  of  the  U.S.  Code.  Like 
the  ADR  bill,  it  facilitates  aigency  hir- 
ing of  neutrals,  called  convenors  and 
facilitators;  provides  an  authorization 
for  appropriations;  and  reassigns  the 
responsibility  of  facilitating  and  en- 
couraging agency  use  of  negotiated 
rulemaking  from  the  Administrative 
Conference  of  the  United  States,  which 
has  been  terminated,  to  an  agency  or 
interagency  committee  to  be  des- 
ignated by  the  President. 

This  amendment  has  been  circulated 
extensively  among  negotiated  rule- 
making practitioners  and  is  supported 
by  the  administration  and  the  Amer- 
ican Bar  Association.  It  has  been 
cleared  by  both  sides  of  the  aisle.  It  is 
being  offered  now  to  avoid  a  lapse  in 
the  law  which  is  scheduled  to  expire  in 
November. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  thank 
Senator  Grassley  for  his  leadership  on 
both  ADR  and  negotiated  rulemaking; 
Senator  Cohen,  chairman  of  the  Gov- 
ernment Affairs  Oversight  Subcommit- 
tee, for  his  continuing  support;  and 
Senator   Stevens,    Governmental   Af- 


fairs Committee  chairman,  for  his  co- 
operation in  getting  this  legislation  to 
the  floor  despite  a  crowded  calendar. 

Alternative  dispute  resolution  meth- 
ods and  negotiated  rulemaking  provide 
new  and  better  ways  to  conduct  Gov- 
ernment business.  They  cost  less, 
they're  quicker,  they're  less  adversar- 
ial, they  develop  sensible  solutions  to 
problems,  and  they  free  up  courts  for 
other  business.  They  are  two  success 
stories  in  creating  a  government  that 
works  better  and  costs  less.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  join  Senator  Grassley 
and  myself  in  voting  for  the  reauthor- 
ization of  both  laws. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  the 
Administrative  Dispute  Resolution  Act 
before  us.  sponsored  by  myself  and  Sen- 
ator Levin,  is  an  amendment  to  title  5 
of  the  United  States  Code.  This  is  a  law 
which  I  originally  sponsored  back  in 
1989  with  Senator  Levin.  That  1989  law. 
also  titled  the  "Administrative  Dispute 
Resolution  Act,"  was  crafted  to  en- 
courage Federal  agencies  to  streamline 
dispute  resolution  processes  by  use  of 
alternative  dispute  resolution  tech- 
niques rather  than  by  litigation.  These 
techniques  are  often  collectively  re- 
ferred to  as  ADR.  and  include  medi- 
ation, arbitration,  conciliation,  fact- 
finding, and  minltrials. 

Since  the  enactment  of  that  law, 
most  Federal  agencies  have  formulated 
ADR  programs  and  consequently  have 
saved  significant  amounts  of  time  and 
money  by  avoiding  litigation  of  claims. 
At  the  same  time,  agencies  haven't 
sacrificed  fairness  or  party  satisfac- 
tion. Overall,  agencies  have  recognized 
the  benefits  of  ADR's  efficiency.  As  an 
example  of  the  success  of  these  pro- 
grams, the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  utilizes  mediation  and  arbitra- 
tion to  resolve  Superfund.  Clean  Water 
Act,  and  Resource  Conservation  and 
Recovery  Act  disputes.  The  EPA  has 
expressed  great  satisfaction  with  the 
results  of  these  techniques  in  their  res- 
olution of  complex  regiilatory  enforce- 
ment issues. 

In  addition,  ADR  techniques  are  far 
less  costly  than  litigation.  The  Federal 
Deposit  Insurance  Corporation  esti- 
mated a  savings  of  $13  million  in  legal 
costs  in  the  last  3  years  alone  because 
of  its  ADR  program.  The  Resolution 
Trust  Corporation  estimated  it  saved 
$114  million  over  the  last  4  years  using 
ADR  techniques.  These  examples  are 
proof  of  ADR's  efficiency. 

The  judiciary  has  also  benefited  from 
adoption  of  ADR  techniques.  The  U.S. 
District  Court  for  the  Northern  Dis- 
trict of  California  estimated  savings  of 
almost  $44,000  in  administrative  costs 
per  case  after  it  Implemented  an  early 
neutral  evaluation  program.  Although 
the  bill  before  us  doesn't  include  the 
judiciary,  we  are  in  the  process  of 
drafting  a  bill  that  would  encourage 
the  judiciary  to  adopt  ADR  programs. 


which  have  been  in  existence  on  a  lim- 
ited basis.  Representative  Moorhead's 
subcomnfiittee  has  already  held  hear- 
ings on  the  House  side  regarding  this 
issue,  and  I  expect  to  pursue  this  ini- 
tiative in  my  Judiciary  Subcommittee 
this  year. 

Despite  the  benefits  that  both  the  ex- 
ecutive and  judiciary  branches  have  de- 
rived from  adopting  ADR  programs, 
improvements  can  still  be  made  to  pro- 
mote ADR.  Many  ADR  programs 
haven't  been  integrated  into  the  daily 
routines  of  their  agencies.  Agencies 
have  had  legitimate  concerns  about 
confidentiality,  fairness,  and  quality 
assurance.  Further,  the  original  law 
expired  in  October  of  last  year,  and  by 
not  extending  this  law,  progress  in 
agency  adoption  of  ADR  techniques  has 
been  stalled.  The  new  ADR  bill  seeks  to 
address  these  concerns  by  modlfjring 
and  clarifying  the  original  act  to  make 
ADR  more  attractive  to  the  agencies  in 
the  resolution  of  their  disputes. 

The  Governmental  Affairs  Commit- 
tee. Subcommittee  on  Oversight  of 
Government  Management  and  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  held  a  hearing  on 
this  bill  on  November  16.  1995.  At  the 
hearing,  the  bill  enjoyed  strong  bipar- 
tisan support.  A  number  of  changes 
were  made  to  further  improve  the  bill. 
I'd  like  to  briefly  summarize  the  bill  as 
it  presently  is  being  proposed  and  how 
it  will  accomplish  our  goals  of  promot- 
ing the  use  of  ADR  techniques. 

First  of  all,  the  bill  removes  the  term 
"settlement  negotiations"  from  the 
group  of  ADR  techniques  listed  in  the 
1989  act.  This  won't  decrease  the  effec- 
tiveness of  the  act  as  settlement  nego- 
tiations are  not  and  have  never  been 
covered  by  the  act  as  they  do  not  use 
third  party  neutrals  in  resolving  con- 
flicts. Abolition  of  the  term  merely 
eliminates  agency  confusion  as  to 
whether  settlement  negotiation  is  a 
statutorily  supported  ADR  technique. 
It  doesn't  decrease  the  scope  of  the 
original  act.  The  bill  also  clarifies  ADR 
techniques  by  substituting  the  term 
"arbitration"  with  "Use  of  Ombuds, 
and  Binding  or  Nonbindlng  Arbitra- 
tion. " 

The  bill  addresses  agency  confiden- 
tiality concerns  by  exempting  all  dis- 
pute resolution  communications  from 
Freedom  of  Information  Act  disclosure. 
Althourh  these  communications  have 
alwasrs  b«»en  confidential  by  implica- 
tion, the  proposed  bill  makes  this  con- 
fidentiality express  and  clear. 

The  bill  also  deletes  the  Administra- 
tive Conference  of  the  United  States 
from  the  promulgation  of  agency  pol- 
icy addressing  the  use  of  ADR  and  case 
management.  This  acknowledges  the 
unfortunate  demise  of  the  Administra- 
tive Conference  and  its  consultation 
with  agencies  in  developing  and  pro- 
mulgating agency  ADR  policies,  and 
the  maintenance  of  rosters  of  neutrals 
and  arbitrators. 
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The  bill  makes  it  easier  for  agencies 
to  acquire  neutrals  by  eliminating  the 
requirement  of  full  competitive  proce- 
dures in  obtaining  expert  services  and 
by  allowing  the  acquisition  of  neutrals 
from  nonprofit  organizations.  It  also 
amends  the  Code  to  provide  that  agen- 
cies will  consult  with  the  Federal  Me- 
diation and  Conciliation  Service  on  en- 
couraging and  facilitating  agency  use 
of  ADR  and  developing  procedures  on 
obtaining  services  of  neutrals. 

The  bill  expands  agency  use  of  serv- 
ices to  include  services  and  facilities  of 
State,  local,  and  tribal  governments. 
This  wUl  allow  agencies  to  take  advan- 
tage of  all  available  support  services  in 
order  to  implement  their  ADR  activi- 
ties in  the  most  effective  and  efficient 
manner  possible. 

The  bill  eliminates  the  requirement 
that  the  validity  of  all  contract  claims 
under  $100,000  be  certified  by  the  con- 
tractor. This  change  brings  the  1989 
ADR  Act  into  conformance  with  the 
certification  levels  in  the  Contracts 
Disputes  Act,  thus  encouraging  the  use 
of  ADR  techniques  in  many  small  dis- 
putes where  they  may  be  particularly 
appropriate. 

In  addition,  the  bill  deletes  the  so- 
called  escape  clause  for  binding  arbi- 
tration. Under  the  1989  law,  a  Federal 
agency  had  the  right  to  override  an 
ADR  decision  after  it  had  been  entered. 
These  provisions  were  inserted  in  the 
original  act  because  the  Department  of 
Justice  believed  there  was  a  constitu- 
tional problem  regarding  agency  abil- 
ity to  ultimately  override  ADR  deci- 
sions. In  essence,  DOJ  felt  that  it  was 
necessary  to  protect  agency  interests 
from  the  whim  of  nonjudicial  decision- 
makers. The  Administrative  Con- 
ference argued  that  parties  were  reluc- 
tant to  go  through  ADR  because  they 
believed  that  an  agency  could  opt  out 
of  a  final  decision  and  that  effectively 
ADR  rulings  were  nonbindlng  on  the 
Government.  Recently,  DOJ  has 
dropped  these  constitutional  concerns. 
Deletion  of  these  provisions  from  the 
law  will  ultimately  further  facilitate 
and  promote  the  use  of  ADR,  by  mak- 
ing ADR  techniques  more  attractive  to 
the  private  sector  for  solving  agency 
disputes. 

Finally,  the  bill  permanently  author- 
izes the  ADR  Act  by  striking  the  sun- 
set provision  presently  in  the  law  and 
authorizing  such  sums  as  may  be  nec- 
essary to  carry  out  the  act. 

Mr.  President,  there  has  been  much 
progress  in  the  implementation  and  use 
of  ADR  techniques  in  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment since  I  first  introduced  the 
Administrative  Dispute  Resolution  Act 
back  in  1989.  Passage  of  this  amend- 
ment to  the  act  will  further  this 
progress  by  eliminating  statutory  bar- 
riers to  ADR  use  and  clarifjrlng  statu- 
tory language.  I  hope  my  colleagues 
will  support  this  initiative. 


Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  add  iliy  support  for  this 
bill  aind  in  particular  for  a  provision,  in 
the  amendment  providing  permanent 
reauthorization  of  the  Negotiated 
Rulemaking  Act  of  1990,  that  addresses 
what  I  and  others  perceive  to  be  the  re- 
dundancy between  the  requirements  of 
this  act  and  the  Federal  Advisory  Com- 
mittee Act  [FACA]. 

The  Negotiated  Rulemaking  Act,  in 
section  3(a)  (5  U.S.C.  564(a))  mandates  a 
specific  procedure  for  public  notifica- 
tion of  the  establishment  of  each  nego- 
tiated rulemaking  conmiittee.  This  in- 
cludes publication  "in  the  Federal  Reg- 
ister and.  as  appropriate,  in  trade  or 
other  specialized  publications"  of  a  no- 
tice of  intent  to  form  the  committee, 
along  with  "a  description  of  the  sub- 
ject and  scope  of  the  rule  to  be  devel- 
oped, and  the  issues  to  be  considered;  a 
list  of  the  interests  likely  to  be  signifi- 
cantly affected  by  the  rule;  a  list  of  the 
persons  proposed  to  represent  such  in- 
terests and  the  person  or  persons  pro- 
posed to  represent  the  agency;  a  pro- 
posed agenda  and  schedule  for  complet- 
ing the  work  of  the  committee,  includ- 
ing a  target  date  for  publication  by  the 
agency  of  a  proposed  rule  for  notice 
and  conmient;  a  description  of  the  ad- 
ministrative support  for  the  conmilttee 
to  be  provided  by  the  agency,  including 
technical  assistance;  a  solicitation  for 
comments  on  the  proposal  to  establish 
the  committee,  and  the  proposed  mem- 
bership of  the  negotiated  rulemaking 
conamlttee;  and  an  explanation  of  how 
a  person  may  apply  or  nominate  an- 
other person  for  membership  on  the 
committee."  After  publication  of  this 
notice,  there  is  a  public  comment  pe- 
riod of  at  least  30  days. 

In  addition  to  these  statutory  re- 
quirements, negotiated  rulemaking 
committees  are  subject  to  regulatory 
review  requirements  of  Presidential 
Executive  orders.  Section  3(e)  of  Presi- 
dent Clinton's  Executive  Order  No. 
12866  defines  "regulatory  action"  as 
"any  substantive  action  by  an  agency 
(normally  published  in  the  Federal 
Register)  that  promulgates  or  is  ex- 
pected to  lead  to  the  promulgation  of  a 
final  rule  or  regulation,  including  no- 
tices of  inquiry,  advance  notices  of  pro- 
posed rulemaking,  and  notices  of  pro- 
posed rulemaking."  The  notice  of  in- 
tent to  establish  a  negotiated  rule- 
making committee,  required  by  5 
U.S.C.  564(a)(1),  would  appear  to  be 
completely  within  this  definition,  as  it 
is  analogous  to  an  advanced  notice  of 
proposed  rulemaking,  and  certainly  a 
more  "substantive  action  by  an  agency 
*  *  *  expected  to  lead  to  the  promulga- 
tion of  a  final  rule"  than  a  mere  notice 
of  inquiry.  Thus,  even  a  plan  to  publish 
such  a  notice,  for  a  "significant  regu- 
latory action,"  must  be  disclosed  to 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
[0MB]  under  section  6(a)(3)(A)  of  the 
Executive  Order.  Given  the  very  broad 


definition  of  "significant  regulatory 
actions"  in  the  Executive  order,  0MB 
is  effectively  capable  of  capturing  for 
review  any  negotiated  rulemaking 
conunittee  that  it  wants. 

Quite  apart  from  these  requirements 
and  reviews,  negotiated  rulemaking 
committees  must  meet  a  second,  par- 
allel set  of  disclosure  and  review  re- 
quirements contained  in  section  9  of 
FACA,  because  negotiated  rulemaking 
committees  are  within  the  definition  of 
an  "advisory  committee"  under  FACA. 
Thus,  the  FACA  requirements  in  sec- 
tion 9  for  "consultation  with  the  Ad- 
ministrator" of  the  (General  Services 
Administration  [GSA],  "timely  notice 
in  the  Federal  Register,"  and  filing  of 
a  charter  containing  a  list  of  specific 
topics  that  closely  resembles  the  topics 
in  section  3(a)  of  the  Negotiated  Rule- 
making Act.  quoted  above,  also  apply 
to  the  negotiated  rulemaking  conamit- 
tees. 

There  is  clearly  duplication  of  effort 
here,  without,  in  my  opinion,  much 
value  added.  First  of  all,  if  the  Presi- 
dent has  put  in  place  a  mechanism,  via 
Executive  order,  by  which  the  Office  of 
Information  and  Regulatory  Affairs  in 
0MB  must  be  apprised  of  a  mere  plan 
to  form  a  negotiated  rulemaking  com- 
mittee, what  is  the  added  value  of  a 
mandate  for  a  separate  consultation 
with  the  GSA  under  FACA?  Surely  the 
President's  designee  for  Government- 
wide  regulatory  review  and  coordina- 
tion, in  0MB,  is  better  situated  to  ad- 
vise agencies  on  the  need  for  such  com- 
mittees than  the  GSA.  Second,  a  com- 
parison of  the  tjrpical  advisory  com- 
mittee charter  received  in  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
with  the  tsrpical  Federal  Register  no- 
tice for  a  negotiated  rulemaking  com- 
mittee over  the  past  year  shows  that 
the  latter  is  generally  more  detailed 
and  informative  than  the  former.  Fi- 
nally, is  it  really  necessary  to  have  two 
separate  legal  requirements  for  notice 
in  the  Federal  Register  of  the  same 
event? 

In  addition  to  these  overlapping  re- 
quirements and  processes,  it  is  a  fair 
question  whether  other  specific  re- 
quirements of  FACA,  for  example,  the 
automatic  2-year  sunset  of  advisory 
conomittees.  make  sense  in  the  context 
of  negotiated  rulemaking.  It  is  envi- 
sioned by  the  Negotiated  Rulemaking 
Act  that  negotiated  rulemaking  com- 
mittees will  routinely  remain  in  exist- 
ence until  the  publication  of  a  final 
rule,  which  may  take  several  years.  In 
this  specific  context,  the  one-size-fits- 
all  requirement  of  FACA  for  recharter- 
ing  every  2  years,  while  sensible  for  ad- 
visory committees  that  have  nonspe- 
cific oversight-type  responsibilities, 
would  seem  somewhat  arbitrary. 

I  am  not  alone  in  questioning  this  ap- 
parent duplication.  I  will  ask  unani- 
mous consent  to  have  printed  at  the 
end  of  this  statement  a  statement  on 
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the  reauthorization  of  the  Negotiated 
Rulemaking  Act  from  the  American 
Bar  Association  [ABA]  and  the  formal 
ABA  position  statement  on  which  it  is 
based.  The  formal  position  of  the  ABA, 
jointly  proposed  by  the  ABA  Standing 
Committee  on  Elnvironmental  Law,  the 
Section  of  Administrative  Law  and 
Regulatory  Practice,  and  the  Section 
of  Natural  Resources,  Energy,  and  En- 
vironmental Law,  and  passed  by  the 
ABA  House  of  Delegates,  states  that— 

a  federal  agency  should  not  be  required  to 
secure  the  permission  of  the  Office  of  Man- 
agement and  Budget  or  the  General  Services 
Administration  before  it  impanels  a  commit- 
tee under  the  Negotiated  Rulemaking  Act  or 
the  Administrative  Dispute  Resolution  Act, 
and  that  such  agencies  must  continue  to 
comply  with  the  substantive  requirements  of 
the  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act,  Includ- 
ing openness  and  balance  on  committees. 

These  questions  of  duplication  are 
important  in  the  real  world  of  how 
Federal  agencies  operate  because  there 
is  already  a  considerable  transaction 
cost  to  the  formation  and  running  of 
advisory  committees  under  FACA.  The 
formal  chartering  process  under  FACA, 
in  practice,  involves  numerous  levels  of 
review  within  agencies  and  is  often  a 
time-consuming  bureaucratic  step.  It  is 
perhaps  justifiable  to  impose  such 
transaction  costs  to  prevent  the  forma- 
tion of  generic  advisory  committees  for 
which  there  is  not  a  clear  and  compel- 
ling need.  Perhaps,  notwithstanding 
the  current  interest  in  having  more, 
rather  than  less,  stakeholder  input 
into  Federal  agency  processes  and  deci- 
sions, it  is  thought  appropriate  to  view 
advisory  committees  generally  as  a 
problem  to  be  contained.  But  the  whole 
point  of  the  Negotiated  Rulemaking 
Act  is  to  promote  the  use  of  one  spe- 
cific type  of  advisory  committee.  The 
Negotiated  Rulemaking  Act  creates  no 
new  authorities  for  agencies.  If  it  were 
to  expire  on  November  29,  of  this  yeair, 
as  it  is  currently  scheduled  to  do  under 
current  law,  agencies  could  still  form 
such  committees  and  use  them  in  the 
promulgation  of  rules.  Since,  then,  the 
whole  point  of  the  act  is  to  underscore 
Congress'  Intent  that  negotiated  rule- 
making be  more  widely  used,  we  should 
look  carefully  at  the  question  of  ad- 
ministrative transaction  costs  in  Fed- 
eral agencies,  to  see  if  we  have  unwit- 
tingly put  in  place  duplicative  steps 
that  make  forming  such  conunittees 
seem  to  be  more  trouble  than  they  are 
worth. 

There  is  evidence  that  this  is  now  the 
case.  In  the  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service  of  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce, a  proposal  to  form  a  negotiated 
rulemaking  committee  to  resolve 
issues  between  commercial  and  sport 
fishing  interests  regarding  tuna  fishing 
in  the  mid- Atlantic,  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  on  February  1,  has 
languished  precisely  because  the  De- 
partment of  Commerce,  like  other 
agencies  such  as  the  Department  of  En- 


ergy, has  a  process  for  reviewing  pro- 
posals to  form  advisory  committees 
xmder  FACA  that  involves  sending  the 
proposal  to  numerous  offices  dispersed 
through  the  agency  structure  for 
checkoffs  on  issues  such  as— in  the  case 
of  Commerce — national  security  con- 
cerns. Transiting  this  sort  of  adminis- 
trative gauntlet  is  a  daunting  task, 
even  for  hardened  bureaucrats.  Mean- 
while, the  underlsang  dispute  that 
prompted  the  proposal  to  form  this 
committee  has  escalated,  perhaps  to 
the  point  where  getting  to  a  consensus 
result  has  been  imperiled  by  the  delay 
resulting  from  administrative  ineffi- 
ciency. K  the  administrative  duplica- 
tion occasioned  by  the  overlaps  in 
these  two  laws  did  not  exist,  the  nego- 
tiated rulemaking  committee  could 
have  started  to  meet  in  March  of  this 
year. 

How  representative  is  this  case?  It  is 
hard  to  say.  The  permanent  reauthor- 
ization of  Negotiated  Rulemaking  Act 
was  not  covered  in  the  hearings  on  this 
bill,  so  this  problem  was  not  explored 
on  the  record.  Given  this,  I  appreciate 
the  willingness  of  the  sponsors  of  this 
bill  to  address  my  concerns  that  a  far 
greater  problem  may  exist.  Subsection 
(e)  of  the  amendment  provides  for 
study,  in  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget,  of  this  question,  so  that  a  com- 
plete picture  of  the  problem  can  be  ob- 
tained, and  so  that  recommendations 
can  be  formulated.  I  would  hope  that 
the  0MB  review,  in  the  spirit  of  rein- 
venting Government,  will  take  a  care- 
ful look  at  such  barriers  and  proposed 
best  practices  to  agencies  to  facilitate 
the  expeditious  formation  of  advisory 
committees  generally. 

I  thank  the  sponsors  of  the  bill, 
again,  for  their  assistance  and  willing- 
ness to  address  this  issue.  I  hope  that 
if,  in  the  course  of  the  0MB  study,  the 
administration  identifies  solutions  to 
some  of  these  issues  that  require  legis- 
lative action  by  Congress,  that  the 
sponsors  will  be  willing  to  SlcI  on  such 
suggestions. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
material  I  earlier  referred  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

A.MERICAN  Bah  association, 
Washington.  DC.  Apnl  IS.  1996. 
Hon.  Carl  Levin. 

Governmental  Affairs  Committee.   U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Levin:  I  write  on  behalf  of 
the  American  Bar  Association  to  urge  that 
the  Administrative  Dispute  Resolution  Act 
and  the  Negotiated  Rulemaking  Act  be  reau- 
thorized on  n.  permanent  basis.  We  are  con- 
cerned that  the  decision  regarding  reassign- 
ment of  negotiated  rulemaking  responsibil- 
ities formerly  carried  out  by  the  Administra- 
tive Conference  of  the  United  States  will 
prevent  the  reauthorization  of  these  two  im- 
portant laws. 

These  two  laws  form  the  framework  for 
consensus  building  In  government  decision- 


making. The  Administrative  Dispute  Resolu- 
tion Act  authorizes  agencies  to  use  a  full 
array  of  alternative  dispute  resolution  proc- 
esses, if  the  parties  agree  to  do  so.  The  Nego- 
tiated Rulemaking  Act  provides  a  frame- 
work for  negotiating  rules  among  represent- 
atives of  the  affected  Interests.  We  have  re- 
viewed the  draft  amendment  on  encouraging 
negotiated  rulemaking  and  offer  the  follow- 
ing comments. 

(1)  The  ABA  endorses  the  prompt,  perma- 
nent reauthorization  of  these  two  laws. 

(2)  The  Association  would  be  pleased  to 
work  with  you  to  determine  an  appropriate 
alternative  placement  of  the  consultative 
function  under  the  Negotiated  Rulemaking 
Act. 

(3)  The  ABA  recommends  an  amendment  to 
the  draft  to  direct  that  federal  agencies  not 
be  required  to  secure  the  permission  of  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  or  the 
General  Service  Administration  before 
Impanelling  a  committee  under  the  Nego- 
tiated Rulemaking  Act  or  the  Administra- 
tive Dispute  Resolution  Act.  The  Association 
believes  the  requirement  that  agencies  se- 
cure permission  to  establish  committees  has 
inhibited  the  wider  use  of  these  Important, 
consensus  based  process.  However.  Congress 
should  continue  to  require  that  such  agen- 
cies must  comply  with  the  substantive  re- 
quirements of  the  Federal  Advisory  Commit- 
tee Act.  including  openness  and  balance  on 
committees. 

The  Negotiated  Rulemaking  Act  and  the 
Administrative  Dispute  Resolution  Act  en- 
courage federal  agencies  to  explore  the  use 
of  mediation  and  consensus  building  to  re- 
duce costs  and  increase  responsiveness  to 
public  concerns.  We  look  forward  to  working 
with  you  to  ensure  that  these  laws  are  reau- 
thorized. 

Sincerely. 

ROBERT  D.  Evans. 

AMERICAN  Bar  association,  Standinc  Com- 

MTTTEE    ON    EN"VIR0NMENTAL    LaW;    SECTION 
OF    ADMINISTRATIVE    LAW    ii    RECULATORT 

practice;  section  of  natural  resources. 

Energy  &  En\tkonmental  Law 
recommendation 

Be  it  Resolved.  That  the  public  participa- 
tion provisions  of  local,  state  and  federal  en- 
vironmental laws  and  IntemationaJ  environ- 
mental agreements  and  treaties  should  rec- 
ognize and  express  the  principle  that  the 
public  and  all  affected  interests  should  be 
provided  meaningful  and  effective  Involve- 
ment and  should  be  expected  to  participate 
in  consensus  building  efforts  to  ensure  that 
government  decision-making  regarding  the 
administration,  regulation,  and  enforcement 
of  environmental  laws  is  open,  fair,  efQcient 
and  credible;  Be  it  further 

ftesolx>ed.  That  the  public  participation  pro- 
visions of  local,  state  and  federal  environ- 
mental laws  should  include  express  author- 
ity allowing  government  agencies  to  choose 
innovative  public  participation,  stakeholder- 
involvement  and  shared  decision-Ruiklng 
models,  including  site-specinc.  negotiated 
consensus-building  processes  and  negotiated 
rulemaking,  which  Involve  all  affected 
stakeholders,  such  as  citizens,  potentially 
responsible  parties,  and  affected  federal, 
tribal,  state,  territorial  and  local  govern- 
ments; be  it  further 

Resolved.  That  federal  agencies  should  use 
more  fully  the  Administrative  Dispute  Reso- 
lution Act  and  the  Negotiated  Rulemaking 
Act  for  making  environmental  decisions,  and 
state  agencies  should  follow  similar  proce- 
dures permitted  under  generally  applicable 
provisions  of  administrative  law;  be  it  far- 
ther 
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Resolved,  That  Congress  should  reauthorize 
the  Administrative  Dispute  Resolution  Act 
and  the  Negotiated  Rulemaking  Act  on  a 
permanent  basis,  and,  in  doing  so.  Congress 
should  revise  provisions  that  Inhibit  their 
wider  use  to  resolve  environmental  matters 
by  clarifying: 

(1)  that  the  Administrative  Dispute  Reso- 
lution Act  authorizes  the  use  of  the  full 
range  of  dispute  resolution  processes  for 
making  administrative  decisions,  including 
general  consensus  building  and  the  resolu- 
tion of  Issues  between  private  parties  that 
otherwise  would  be  decided  by  the  environ- 
mental agency: 

(2)  that  the  decision  of  an  arbitrator, 
where  applicable,  should  be  final  when 
issued,  without  the  authority  of  an  agency  to 
unilaterally  override  such  decision; 

(3)  that  communications  between  a  party 
and  the  neutral  should  be  protected  from  dis- 
closure except  for  the  circumstances  defined 
m  the  Administrative  Dispute  Resolution 
Act:  to  that  extent  the  Administrative  Dis- 
pute Resolution  Act  should  be  regarded  as  a 
Section  (b)(3)  exemption  under  the  Freedom 
of  Information  Act:  and 

(4)  that  a  federal  agency  should  not  be  re- 
quired to  secure  the  permission  of  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget  or  the  General 
Services  Administration  before  it  impanels  a 
committee  under  the  Negotiated  Rule- 
making Act  or  the  Administrative  Dispute 
Resolution  Act,  and  that  such  agencies  must 
continue  to  comply  with  the  substantive  re- 
quirements of  the  Federal  Advisory  Commit- 
tee Act,  including  openness  and  balance  on 
committees:  be  it  further 

Resolved.  That  the  procedures  described  In 
the  Negotiated  Rulemaking  Act  should  be 
used  for  making  ixsllcy  decisions  under  envi- 
ronmental statutes:  be  It  finally 

Resolved.  That  the  framework  established 
under  the  Negotiated  Rulemaking  Act  and 
the  Administrative  Dispute  Resolution  Act 
provide  the  means  by  which  the  U.S,  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency  ("EPA"),  com- 
munity and  business  Interests,  state,  tribal 
and  local  governments,  and  environmental 
and  other  non-governmental  organizations 
can  reach  agreement  on  the  appropriate 
Issues.  For  example,  in  addition  to  existing 
alternative  dispute  resolution  provisions  in 
the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response, 
Compensation  and  Liability  Act 
("CERCLA"),  potentially  responsible  parties 
are  encouraged  to  use  the  Administrative 
Dispute  Resolution  Act  to  make  allocation 
decisions,  while  environmental  agencies  are 
encouraged  to  use  the  Negotiated  Rule- 
making Act  for  making  policy  decisions.  In 
doing  so,  EPA  should  appoint  a  single,  rel- 
atively senior  oCQcial  to  represent  the  agen- 
cy and  various  components  of  its  staff  in 
such  negotiations,  and  policy  negotiations 
and  allocation  decisions  should  be  coordi- 
nated to  the  extent  appropriate. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4045 

(Purpose:  To  reauthorize  the  Negotiated 
Rulemaking  Act  of  1990,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses) 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  under- 
stand that  there  Is  an  amendment  at 
the  desk  in  behalf  of  Senators  Levin 
and  Grassley.  I  ask  for  its  consider- 
ation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Lott]. 
for  Mr.  Levin,  for  himself  and  Mr.  Grass'-£Y, 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  4046. 


At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following 
new  section: 

SEC    11.    REAUTHORIZATION    OF    NEGOTIATED 
RULEMAKING  ACT  OF  1990. 

(a)  PER.MANENT  REAUTHORIZATION.— Section 
5  of  the  Negotiated  Rulemaking  Act  of  1990 
(Public  Law  101-648:  5  U.S.C.  561  note)  is  re- 
pealed. 

(b)  Closure  of  Administrative  con- 
ference.— 

(1)  In  GENERAL.— Section  569  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(A)  by  amending  the  section  heading  to 
read  as  follows; 

"§  569.  Encouraging  negotiated  rulemaking"; 
and 

(B)  by  striking  out  subsections  (a)  through 
(g)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(a)  The  President  shall  designate  an  agen- 
cy or  designate  or  establish  an  interagency 
committee  to  facilitate  and  encourage  agen- 
cy use  of  negotiated  rulemaking.  An  agency 
that  is  considering,  planning  or  conducting  a 
negotiated  rulemaking  may  consult  with 
such  agency  or  committee  for  information 
and  assistance. 

(b)  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  sub- 
chapter, an  agency  planning  or  conducting  a 
negotiated  rulemaldng  may  accept,  hold,  ad- 
minister, and  utilize  gifts,  devises,  and  be- 
quests of  property,  both  real  and  personal, 
provided  that  agency  acceptance  and  use  of 
such  gifts,  devises  or  bequests  do  not  create 
a  conflict  of  interest.  Gifts  and  bequests  of 
money  and  proceeds  from  sales  of  other  prop- 
erty received  as  gifts,  devises,  or  bequests 
shall  be  deposited  in  the  Treasury  and  shall 
be  disbursed  upon  the  order  of  the  head  of 
such  agency.  Property  accepted  pursuant  to 
this  section,  and  the  proceeds,  thereof,  shall 
be  used  as  nearly  as  possible  in  accordance 
with  the  terms  of  the  gifts,  devises,  or  be- 
quests. For  purposes  of  Federal  Income,  es- 
tate, or  gift  taxes,  property  accepted  under 
this  section  shall  be  considered  as  a  gift,  de- 
vise, or  bequest  to  the  United  States.". 

(2)  Technical  and  conforming  amend- 
ment.— The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  5  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  item  relating  to  section  569 
and  inserting  In  lieu  thereof  the  following; 

"569.  Encouraging  negotiated  rulemaking." 

(c)  Expedited  Hiring  of  Convenors  and 
Facilitators.— 

(1)  DEFENSE  agency  CONTRACTS.— Section 
2304(c)(3)(C)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  inserting  "or  negotiated  rule- 
making" after  "alternative  dispute  resolu- 
tion". 

(2)  Federal  contracts.— Section 
303(c)(3)(C)  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Ad- 
ministrative Services  Act  of  1949  (41  U.S.C. 
253(c)(3)(C)),  is  amended  by  inserting  "or  ne- 
gotiated rulemaking"  after  "alternative  dis- 
pute resolution". 

(d)  Authorization  of  approprutions.— 

(1)  In  gen-eral.- Subchapter  in  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  section; 
"$570*.  Authorization  of  appropriations 

"There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  subchapter.". 

(2)  TECHNICAL  AND  CONFORMING  AMEND- 
MENT.— The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  5  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  in- 
serting after  the  item  relating  to  section  570 
the  following; 

"Sec.  570a  Authorization  of  appropriations." 

(e)  Study.— No  later  than  180  days  after  the 
enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Director  of  the 


Office  of  Management  and  Budget  shall  com- 
plete a  study  with  recommendations  on  expe- 
diting the  establishment  of  negotiated  rule- 
making committees.  Including  eliminating 
any  redundant  administrative  requirements 
related  to  filing  a  committee  charter  under 
section  9  of  the  Federal  Advisory  Committee 
Act  and  providing  public  notice  of  such  com- 
mittee under  section  564  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  4045)  was  agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4046 

(Purpose;  To  provide  the  United  States  Court 
of  Federal  Claims  with  exclusive  jurisdic- 
tion over  contract  bid  protests) 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  understand  Senator 
Cohen  has  an  amendment  at  the  desk, 
and  I  ask  for  its  immediate  consider- 
ation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Lorr], 
for  Mr.  CX)HEN,  proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 4046. 

At  the  end  of  the  Committee  amendment 
add  the  following; 
SEC.  11.  JURISDICTION  OF  THE  imiTEO  STATES 

COURT  OF   FEDERAL   CLADIS:   BID 

PROTESTS. 

(a)  BID  Protests.— 

(1)  TERMINATION  OF  JXmiSDICTION  OF  DIS- 
TRICT COURTS.— Section  1491  of  title  28, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended — 

(A)  by  redesignating  subsection  (b)  as  sub- 
section (d): 

(B)  in  subsection  (a) — 

(1)  by  striking  out  "(aXD"  and  Inserting  In 
lieu  thereof  "(a)  Claims  Against  the  Unfted 

STATES.—"; 

(11)  in  paragraph  (2),  by  striking  out  "(2) 
To"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(b)  Rem- 
edy AND  Relief.— To";  and 

(ill)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (3):  and 

(C)  by  Inserting  after  subsection  (b),  as  des- 
ignated by  paragraph  (l)(B)(li),  the  following 
new  subsection  (c); 

"(c)  Bid  Protests.— (1)  The  United  States 
Court  of  Federal  Claims  has  jurisdiction  to 
render  judgment  on  an  action  by  an  inter- 
ested party  objecting  to  a  solicitation  by  a 
Federal  agency  for  bids  or  proposals  for  a 
proposed  contract  or  to  a  proposed  award  or 
the  award  of  a  contract.  The  court  has  juris- 
diction to  entertain  such  an  action  without 
regard  to  whether  suit  Is  Instituted  before  or 
after  the  contract  is  awarded. 

"(2)  To  afford  relief  In  such  an  action,  the 
court  may  award  any  relief  that  the  court 
considers  proper.  Including  declaratory  and 
injunctive  relief. 

"(3)  In  exercising  jurisdiction  under  this 
subsection,  the  court  shall  grlve  due  regard  to 
the  interests  of  national  defense  and  na- 
tional security  and  the  need  for  expeditious 
resolution  of  the  action. 

"(4)  The  district  courts  of  the  United 
States  do  not  have  jurisdiction  of  any  action 
referred  to  In  paragraph  (1).". 

(2)  Clerical  amendments.— 

(A)  Section  heading.— The  heading  of  such 
section  is  amended  by  Inserting  "bid  pro- 
tests;" after  "generally;", 

(B)  Table  of  sections.— The  table  of  sec- 
tions at  the  beginning  of  chapter  91  of  title 
28,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  the  item  relating  to  section  1491  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
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"1491.  Claims  against  United  States  gen- 
erally: bid  protests:  actions  in- 
volving Tennessee  Valley  Au- 
thority.". 

(b)  NONExcLusnoTY  of  GAO  Remedies.— 
Section  3556  of  title  31,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  "a  district  court 
of  the  United  SUtes  or  the  United  States 
Claims  Court"  in  the  first  sentence  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "the  United  States 
Court  of  Federal  Claims". 

(c)  Savings  PR0\^SI0NS.— 

(1)  Orders.— The  amendments  made  by 
this  section  shall  not  terminate  the  effec- 
tiveness of  orders  that  have  been  issued  by  a 
court  in  connection  with  an  action  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  that  court  on  the  day  be- 
fore the  effective  date  of  this  section.  Such 
orders  shall  continue  in  effect  according  to 
their  terms  until  modified,  terminated,  su- 
perseded, set  aside,  or  revoked  by  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction  or  by  operation  of 
law. 

(2)  Proceedings  and  applications.— (A) 
The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall 
not  affect  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  the 
United  States  to  continue  with  any  proceed- 
ing that  is  pending  before  the  court  on  the 
day  before  the  effective  date  of  this  section. 

(B)  Orders  may  be  issued  in  any  such  pro- 
ceeding, appeals  may  be  taken  therefrom, 
and  payments  may  be  made  pursuant  to  such 
orders,  as  if  this  section  had  not  been  en- 
acted. An  order  issued  in  any  such  proceed- 
ing shall  continue  in  effect  until  modified, 
terminated,  superseded,  set  aside,  or  revoked 
by  a  court  of  competent  Jurisdiction  or  by 
operation  of  law. 

(C)  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  prohibits  the 
discontinuance  or  modification  of  any  such 
proceeding  under  the  same  terms  and  condi- 
tions and  to  the  same  extent  that  such  pro- 
ceeding could  have  been  discontinued  or 
modified  if  this  section  had  not  been  en- 
acted. 

(d)  Effective  Date.— This  section  and  the 
amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  take 
effect  on  October  1, 1996. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  4046)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  committee  amendment  be 
agreed  to,  the  bill  then  be  deemed  read 
a  third  time,  the  Senate  then  imme- 
diately proceed  to  Calendar  No.  427, 
H.R.  2977:  further,  that  all  after  the  en- 
acting clause  be  stricken  and  the  text 
of  S.  1224.  as  amended,  be  Inserted  in 
lieu  thereof,  the  bill  then  be  read  a 
third  time,  passed,  the  motion  to  re- 
consider be  laid  upon  the  table,  the 
Senate  then  insist  on  its  amendment 
and  request  a  conference  with  the 
House,  the  Chair  be  authorized  to  ap- 
point conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Sen- 
ate, the  bill  S.  1224  be  placed  back  on 
the  calendju;  and.  finally,  that  any 
statements  relating  to  the  bill  be 
placed  at  the  appropriate  place  in  the 
Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  It  is  so  ordered. 

The  bill  (H.R.  2977),  as  amended,  was 
deemed  read  for  the  third  time,  and 
passed  as  follows: 

Resolved.  That  the  bill  froti  the  House  of 
Representatives  (H.R.  2977)  entitled  "An  Act 


to  reauthorize  alternative  means  of  dispute 
resolution  in  the  Federal  administrative 
process,  and  for  other  purposes.",  do  pass 
with  the  following  amendments: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
insert; 

SECTION  I.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Administrative 
Dispute  Resolution  Act  of  1995". 
SBC.  2.  AMESDMENT  TO  DEFDOTIOSS. 

Section  571  of  title  5.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (3)— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "settlement  negotiations.": 
and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "and  arbitration"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "use  of  ombuds.  and 
binding  or  nonbinding  arbitration.":  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (8) — 

(A)  in  subparagraph  (B)  by  striking  out  "deci- 
sion," and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "decision.": 
and 

(B)  by  striking  out  the  matter  following  sub- 
paragraph (B). 

SEC.  3.  AUESDMBSTS  TO  CONFWESTIAUTr  fttO- 
VISIONS 

(a)  Termisatios  of  Availability  Exemptios 
TO  Cos FiDEXTiAUTY.— Section  574(b)  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (5)  by  adding  "or"  at  the 
end  thereof: 

(2)  in  paragraph  (6)  by  striking  out  ":  or"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  period:  and 

(3)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (7). 

(b)  LlMITATIOS  or  COSFIDESTIALITY  APPLICA- 
TIOS  TO  COMMVSICATIOK.— Section  574  Of  tiUC  5. 

United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)  in  the  matter  before  para- 
graph (1)  by  striking  out  "any  information  con- 
cerning": and 

(2)  in  subsection  (b)  in  the  matter  before  para- 
graph (1)  by  striking  out  "any  information  con- 
cerning". 

(C)  ALTERSATIVE  COSFIDESTIALITY  PROCE- 
DURES.—Section  574(d)  of  title  5.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  "(1)"  after  "(d)":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

"(2)  To  qualify  for  the  exemption  established 
under  subsection  (j).  an  alternative  confidential 
procedure  under  this  subsection  may  not  provide 
for  less  disclosure  than  the  confidential  proce- 
dures otherwise  provided  under  this  section.". 

(d)  Exemptios  From  Disclosure  by  Stat- 
ute.—Section  574  of  tiOe  5.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  subsection  (j)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(j)  A  dispute  resolution  communication 
which  is  generated  by  or  provided  to  an  agency 
or  neutral,  and  which  may  not  be  disclosed 
under  this  section,  shall  also  be  exempt  from  dis- 
closure under  section  552(b)(3). ". 
SEC.  4.  AHENDIONT  TO  BSFLBCT  TBS  CLOSOFE 
OF  TBB  ADIONISISATIVB  CON- 
FSRBNCS. 

(a)  Promotios  of  admisistrative  Dispute 
Resolutioss.— Section  3(a)(1)  of  the  Adminis- 
trative Dispute  Resolution  Act  (5  US.C.  581 
note:  Public  Law  101-552:  104  Stat.  2736)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "the  Administrative 
Conference  of  the  United  States  and". 

(b)  Compilation  of  Isformatios.— 

(1)  Is  geseral.— Section  582  of  titie  5,  United 
States  Code,  is  repealed. 

(2)  Techsical  and  cosformisg  amesd- 
MEST.—The  to6/e  of  sections  for  chapter  5  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  the  item  relating  to  section  582. 

(c)  Federal  Mediatios  asd  Cosciuatios 
Service.— Section  203(f)  of  the  Labor  Manage- 
ment Relations  Act.  1947  (29  U.S.C.  173(f))  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "the  Administrative 
Conference  of  the  United  States  and". 


SEC.  5.  AMBNDHENTS  TO  SVPPOKT  SEimCE  PRO- 
VISION. 

Section  583  of  title  5.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  inserting  "State,  local,  and  tribal 
governments."  after  "other  Federal  agencies.". 
SBC.  6.  AMENDMENTS  TO  TBB  CONTRACT  DIS- 
PUTES ACT. 

Section  6  of  the  Contract  Disputes  Act  of  1978 
(41  U.S.C.  605)  IS  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (d)  by  striking  out  the  second 
sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof:  "The 
contractor  shall  certify  the  claim  when  required 
to  do  so  as  provided  under  subsection  (c)(1)  or 
as  otherwise  required  by  law.":  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (e)  by  stn)ang  out  the  first 
sentence. 

SEC.  7.  AMENDMENTS  ON  ACQVnONC  NBVJKALS. 

(a)  Expedited  hirisc  of  Neutrals.— 

(1)  Competitive  requiremests  is  defesse 
AGESCY  COSTRACTS.— Section  2304(c)(3)(C)  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "agency,  or"  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of "agency,  or  to  procure  the  services  of  an  ex- 
pert or  neutral  for  use". 

(2)  Competitive  requiremests  is  federal 
CO.MTRACTS.— Section  303(c)(3)(C)  of  the  Federal 
Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949 
(41  U.S.C.  253(c)(3)(C)).  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "agency,  or"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"agency,  or  to  procure  the  services  of  an  expert 
or  neutral  for  use". 

(b)  Referesces  to  the  administrative  Cos- 
FERESCE  OF  THE  UsiTED  STATES.— Section  573  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  subsection  (c)  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(c)  In  consultation  with  other  appropriate 
Federal  agencies  and  professional  organisations 
experienced  in  matters  concerning  dispute  reso- 
lution, the  Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation 
Service  shall — 

"(1)  encourage  and  facilitate  agency  use  of  al- 
ternative means  of  dispute  resolution:  and 

"(2)  develop  procedures  that  permit  agencies 
to  obtain  the  services  of  neutrals  on  an  expe- 
dited basis.":  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (e)  by  striking  out  "on  a  ros- 
ter established  under  subsection  (c)(2)  or  a  ros- 
ter maintained  by  other  public  or  private  orga- 
nizations, or  individual". 

SEC.  &  ARBITRATION  AWARDS  AND  JVDtOAL  RE- 
VIEW. 

(a)  ARBiTRATios  AWARDS.— Section  590  of  tiile 
5.  United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  subsections  (c),  (f).  and  (g): 
and 

(2)  by  redesignating  subsections  (d)  and  (e)  as 
subsectioris  (c)  and  (d).  respectively. 

(b)  JUDICIAL  AWARDS.— Section  581(d)  of  title 
5.  United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  strVcing  out  "(1)"  after  "(b)":  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (2). 

SEC  9.  PERMANENT  AVTBORIZATION  OF  7BE  AL- 
TERNATIVS  DISPVTE  RBSOLVJTON 
PROnSIONS  OF  TITLE  S,  VNTItD 
STATES  CODE. 

The  Administrative  Disjmte  Resolution  Act 
(Public  Law  101-552: 104  Stat.  2747:  5  U.S.C.  581 
note)  is  amended  by  striking  out  section  11. 
SBC.  10.  AVTBOaOAltON  OF  APPROPSlAnONS. 

(a)  Is  Geseral.— Subchapter  IV  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  section: 

"§584.  AuAarixatiom  of  appropriatioiu 

"There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  rruxy  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  this  subchapter. ". 

(b)  Techsical  asd  Cosformisg  amesd- 
MEST.—The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  5  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing after  the  item  relating  to  section  583  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"Sec.  584.  Authorization  of  appropriations.". 
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SEa    11.    REAVTHOBIZATIOS    OF    NEGOTIATED 
RVLSMtAKDfG  ACT  OF  1990. 

(a)  PEILVASEST  REAUTHORIZATION.— Section  5 

of  the  Negotiated  Rulemaking  Act  of  1990  (Pub- 
lic Law  101-64S:  5  U.S.C.  561  note)  is  repealed. 

(b)  Closure    of    admisistrative    Cos- 

FERESCE.— 

(1)  Is  a ESERAL.— Section  569  of  title  5.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended— 

(A)  by  amending  the  section  heading  to  read 
as  follows: 

"§569.  Encouraging  negotiated  rulemaking": 
and 

(B)  by  striking  out  subsections  (a)  through  (g) 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(a)  The  President  shall  designate  an  agency 
or  designate  or  establish  an  interagency  commit- 
tee to  facilitate  and  encourage  agency  use  of  ne- 
gotiated rulemaking.  An  agency  that  is  consid- 
ering, planning  or  conducting  a  negotiated  rule- 
making may  consult  with  such  agency  or  com- 
mittee for  information  and  assistance. 

"(b)  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  sub- 
chapter, an  agency  planning  or  conducting  a 
negotiated  ndemaking  may  accept,  hold,  admin- 
ister, and  utilize  gifts,  devises,  and  bequests  of 
property,  both  real  and  personal:  Provided, 
That  agency  acceptance  and  use  of  such  gifts, 
devises  or  bequests  do  not  create  a  conflict  of  in- 
terest. Gifts  and  bequests  of  money  and  proceeds 
from  sales  of  other  property  received  as  gifts,  de- 
vises, or  bequests  shall  be  deposited  in  the 
Treasury  and  shall  be  disbursed  upon  the  order 
of  the  head  of  such  agency.  Property  accepted 
pursuant  to  this  section,  and  the  proceeds  there- 
of, shall  be  used  as  nearly  as  possible  in  accord- 
ance with  the  terms  of  the  gifts,  devises,  or  be- 
quests. For  purposes  of  Federal  income,  estate, 
or  gift  taxes,  property  accepted  under  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  considered  as  a  gift,  devise,  or  be- 
quest to  the  United  States.". 

(2)  Techsical  asd  cosformisg  amend- 
MEST. — The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  5  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  the  item  relating  to  section  569  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"569.  Encouraging  negotiated  rulemaking.". 

(c)  Expedited  Hirisg  of  Cos-vesors  asd 
Facilitators.— 

(1)  Defense  agency  contracts.— Section 
2304(c)(3)(C)  of  tUle  10.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  inserting  "or  negotiated  rule- 
making" after  "alternative  dispute  resolution". 

(2)  Federal  contracts.— Section  303(c)(3)(C) 
of  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  of  1949  (41  U.S.C.  253(c)(3)(C)),  is 
amended  by  inserting  "or  negotiated  rule- 
making" after  "alternative  disjmte  resolution". 

(d)  authorization  of  appropriations.— 

(1)  In  general.— Subchapter  III  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  section: 
"SSTOa.  AMUkorixation  ofappropriationa 

"There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  this  subchapter.". 

(2)  Technical  and  conforming  amesd- 
UEST.—The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  5  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing after  the  item  relating  to  section  570  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"Sec.  570a.  Authorization  of  appropriations." . 

(e)  study.— No  later  than  180  days  after  the 
enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Director  of  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget  shall  complete  a 
study  with  recommendations  on  expediting  the 
establishment  of  negotiated  rulemaking  commit- 
tees, including  eliminating  any  redundant  ad- 
ministrative requirements  related  to  filing  a 
committee  charter  under  section  9  of  the  Federal 
Advisory  Committee  Act  and  providing  public 


notice  of  such  committee  under  section  564  of 

title  5,  United  States  Code. 

SEC.  12.  jumsDicnoN  of  the  united  states 

COURT   OF   FEDERAL    CLAIMS:    BID 
PROTESTS. 

(a)  Bid  Protests.— 

(1)  Ter-visatios  of  jurisdictios  of  district 
courts.— Section  1491  of  title  28,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(A)  by  redesignating  subsection  (b)  as  sub- 
section (d): 

(B)  in  subsection  (a) — 

(i)  by  striking  out  "(a)(1)"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "(a)  Claims  against  the  Usited 
States.—": 

(ii)  in  paragraph  (2),  by  striking  out  "(2)  To" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(b)  Remedy  asd 
REUEF.—To":  and 

(Hi)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (3):  and 

(C)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (b),  as  des- 
ignated by  paragraph  (l)(B)(ii),  the  follounng 
new  subsection  (c): 

"(c)  Bid  Protests.— (1)  The  United  States 
Court  of  Federal  Claims  has  jurisdiction  to 
render  fudgment  on  an  action  by  an  interested 
party  objecting  to  a  solicitation  by  a  Federal 
agency  for  bids  or  proposals  for  a  proposed  con- 
tract or  to  a  proposed  award  or  the  award  of  a 
contract.  The  court  has  jurisdiction  to  entertain 
such  an  action  without  regard  to  whether  suit  is 
instituted  before  or  after  the  contract  is  award- 
ed. 

"(2)  To  afford  relief  in  such  an  action,  the 
court  may  award  any  relief  that  the  court  con- 
siders proper,  including  declaratory  and  injunc- 
tive relief. 

"(3)  In  exercising  jurisdiction  under  this  sub- 
section, the  court  shall  give  due  regard  to  the 
interests  of  national  defense  and  national  secu- 
rity and  the  need  for  expeditious  resolution  of 
the  action. 

"(4)  The  district  courts  of  the  United  States  do 
not  have  jurisdiction  of  any  action  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (1).". 

(2)  CLERICAL  AMENDMENTS.— 

(A)  Section  heading.— The  heading  of  such 
section  is  amended  by  inserting  "bid  protettt;" 
after  "generally;". 

(B)  Table  of  sections.— The  table  of  sections 
at  the  beginning  of  chapter  91  of  title  28,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  item 
relating  to  section  1491  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  follounng: 

"1491.  Claims  against  United  States  generally: 
bid  protests:  actions  involving 
Tennessee  Valley  Authority.". 

(b)  Nonexclusivity  of  GAO  Remedies.— Sec- 
tion 3556  of  titie  31,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "a  district  court  of  the 
United  States  or  the  United  States  Claims 
Court"  in  the  first  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "the  United  States  Court  of  Federal 
Claims". 

(c)  Savings  Provisions.— 

(1)  Orders.— The  amendments  made  by  this 
section  shall  not  terminate  the  effectiveness  of 
orders  that  have  been  issued  by  a  court  in  con- 
nection VTith  an  action  xeithin  the  jurisdiction  of 
that  court  on  the  day  before  the  effective  date  of 
this  section.  Such  orders  shall  continue  in  effect 
according  to  their  terms  until  modified,  termi- 
nated, superseded,  set  aside,  or  revoked  by  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction  or  by  operation 
of  law. 

(2)  Proceedings  and  applications.— (A)  The 
amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  not  af- 
fect the  furisdiction  of  a  court  of  the  United 
States  to  continue  viith  any  proceeding  that  is 
pending  before  the  court  on  the  day  before  the 
effective  date  of  this  section. 

(B)  Orders  may  be  issued  in  any  such  proceed- 
ing, appeals  may  be  taken  therefrom,  and  pay- 
ments may  be  made  pursuant  to  such  orders,  as 


if  this  section  had  not  been  enacted.  An  order 
issued  in  any  such  proceeding  shall  continue  in 
effect  until  modified,  terminated,  superseded,  set 
aside,  or  revoked  by  a  court  of  competent  juris- 
diction or  by  operation  of  law. 

(C)  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  prohibits  the 
discontinuance  or  modification  of  any  such  pro- 
ceeding under  the  same  terms  and  conditions 
and  to  the  same  extent  that  such  proceeding 
could  have  been  discontinued  or  modified  if  this 
section  had  not  been  enacted. 

(d)  Effective  Date.— This  section  and  the 
amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  take  ef- 
fect on  October  1, 1996. 


RELATIVE  TO  USE  OF  DISASTER 
RESERVE  FOR  DISASER  ASSIST- 
ANCE 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Senate  proceed 
to  the  immediate  consideration  of  Sen- 
ate Resolution  259;  I  further  ask  that 
the  resolution  be  considered  and  agreed 
to  and  the  motion  to  reconsider  be  laid 
upon  the  table,  and  that  any  state- 
ments relating  to  this  resolution  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  259)  was 
agreed  to  as  follows: 

S.  Res.  259 
Resolved. 

SECTION  1.  USE  OF  DISASTER  RESERVE  FOR  DIS- 
ASTER ASSISTANCE. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  should  use  the  disaster 
reserve  established  under  section  813  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1970  (7  U.S.C.  1427a)  to  al- 
leviate distress  to  livestock  producers 
caused  by  drought,  flood,  or  other  natural 
disasters  In  1996.  In  the  most  efficient  man- 
ner practicable.  Including  cash  pa.ymenxs 
from  the  sale  of  commodities  currently  In 
the  disaster  reserve.  A  livestock  producer 
should  be  eligible  to  receive  the  assistance 
during  the  period  beginning  May  1,  1996,  and 
ending  not  sooner  than  August  31,  1996. 

SEC.    2.    VOLUNTARY    CONSERVATION    ASSIST- 
ANCE. 

It  Is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  should  use  the  authori- 
ties provided  in  the  Federal  Agriculture  Im- 
provement and  Reform  Act  of  1996  (Public 
Law  104-127)  to  provide  voluntary  conserva- 
tion assistance  to  any  person  who  Is  per- 
mitted to  hay  or  graze  conservation  reserve 
land  on  an  emergency  basis. 


RELATIVE  TO  SPECIAL  CONSIDER- 
ATION FOR  DISASTER  ASSIST- 
ANCE 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Senate  proceed 
to  the  immediate  consideration  of  Sen- 
ate Resolution  260;  I  further  ask  that 
the  resolution  be  considered  and  agreed 
to  and  the  motion  to  reconsider  be  laid 
upon  the  table,  and  that  any  state- 
ments relating  to  this  resolution  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  260)  was 
agreed  to  as  follows: 
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S.  RES.  260 


Resolved, 


SECTION  1.  SPECIAL  CONSIDERATION  FOR  DIS- 
ASTER ASSISTANCE. 

It  Is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  livestock 
producers  who  do  not  qualify  for  emergency 
livestock  feed  assistance  for  the  1996  crop 
year,  but  have  incurred  feed  losses  In  1996 
due  to  drought,  flooding,  or  other  natural 
disasters,  should  receive  special  consider- 
ation for  assistance  from  commodities  for 
the  sale  of  commodities  currently  available 
In  the  disaster  reserve  established  under  sec- 
tion 813  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1970  (7 
U.S.C.  1427a).  A  livestock  producer  should  be 
eligible  to  receive  the  assistance  during  the 
period  beginning  May  1,  1996.  and  ending  not 
sooner  than  August  31.  1996. 

Mrs.  HUTCraSON.  Mr.  President, 
what  has  just  cleared  the  Senate  is  a 
very  important  sense  of  the  Senate 
that  has  unajiimously  passed  that  will 
help  the  areas  of  our  country  that  have 
been  devastated  by  this  drought.  In 
fact,  this  is  the  Gramm-Hutchison- 
Domenici-Bingaman  resolution. 

It  says  we  encourage  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  allow  some  of  the  coun- 
ties— because  of  a  regulatory  snafu,  a 
technicality — that  are  not  now  able  to 
apply  for  livestock  feed  assistance 
under  its  old  program  to  do  so.  The 
bulk  of  the  counties  in  New  Mexico, 
Texas.  Oklahoma,  and  Kansas  that  are 
affected  by  this  will  have  that  oppor- 
tunity. But  because  of  the  technicality, 
they  have  not  been  able  to  clear  all  of 
the  counties.  So  we  are  asking  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  to  do  this  for  us. 
It  is  very  important  to  the  farmers  and 
ranchers  of  these  States. 

Mr.  President,  this  drought  is  hurt- 
ing not  only  the  farmers  and  ranchers 
of  these  States,  but  the  consumers  are 
going  to  see  higher  prices  as  well.  We 
are  in  a  situation  now  where  farmers 
are  not  able  to  make  loans  because  the 
drought  has  caused  them  either  to  be 
unable  to  plant  or  to  be  unable  to  have 
anything  if  they  have  planted.  It  also 
causes  a  great  hardship  on  people  who 
are  raising  cattle.  There  is  no  feed  for 
the  cattle  because  we  have  not  been 
able  to  raise  the  hay. 

It  is  a  terrible  situation,  and  I  just 
appreciate  very  much  all  of  my  col- 
leagues helping  us  with  this  sense  of 
the  Senate.  I  hope  this  will  encourage 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  help  us 
through  this  technicality  and  help 
these  farmers  and  ranchers  make  it 
this  year  so  they  can  continue  to  pro- 
vide the  food  and  be  the  breadbasket  of 
America  next  year. 


RESOLUTION  RELATIVE  TO  EMER- 
GENCY LIVESTOCK  FEED  AS- 
SISTANCE 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imovis  consent  that  the  Senate  proceed 
to  the  immediate  consideration  of  Sen- 
ate Resolution  261;  I  further  ask  that 
the  resolution  be  considered  and  agreed 


to  and  the  motion  to  reconsider  be  laid 
upon  the  table,  and  that  any  state- 
ments relating  to  this  resolution  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  261)  was 
agreed  to;  as  follows: 

S.  Res.  261 

SECTION  1.  EUGIBILmr  FOR  EMERGENCY  LIVE- 
STOCK FEED  ASSISTANCE. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that,  as  part 
of  the  orderly  termination  of  the  emergency 
livestock  feed  assistance  program  estab- 
lished under  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949  (7  U.S.C.  1471  et  seq.),  livestock  pro- 
ducers who  were  eligible  for  emergency  live- 
stock feed  assistance  for  the  1995  crop  year, 
but  were  unable  to  apply  for  the  assistance 
for  the  1996  crop  year,  and  who  have  suffered 
a  qualifying  loss  as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary, should  be  eligible  to  receive  assist- 
ance under  the  program  through  at  least  Au- 
gust 31. 1996. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREE- 

MENT—HOUSE     JOINT      RESOLU- 
TION 178 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Senate  on 
Thursday,  June  13,  begin  consideration 
of  the  budget  conference  report  104-612 
at  10  a.m.,  that  there  be  2  hours  of  de- 
bate equally  divided  between  Senators 
DoMENici  and  EXON;  and,  further,  that 
at  12  noon  tomorrow  the  Senate  pro- 
ceed to  vote  on  the  adoption  of  the 
budget  resolution  conference  report 
with  no  intervening  action  or  debate, 
all  provided  that  the  official  papers 
have  arrived  in  the  Senate;  and,  fur- 
ther, that  if  the  papers  have  not  ar- 
rived, then  the  vote  occur  at  a  time 
and  date  to  be  determined  by  the  ma- 
jority leader  after  consultation  with 
the  Democratic  leader. 

I  note  for  the  Members  that  this  has 
been  discussed  with  the  Democratic 
leader,  and  we  have  agreed  on  this. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDERS  FOR  THURSDAY.  JUNE  13. 
1996 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  when  the  Senate 
completes  its  business  today  it  stand  in 
adjournment  until  the  hour  of  10  a.m. 
on  Thursday,  June  13;  further,  that  im- 
mediately following  the  prayer,  the 
Journal  of  proceedings  be  deemed  ap- 
proved to  date,  no  resolutions  come 
over  under  the  rule,  the  call  of  the  cal- 
endar be  dispensed  with,  the  morning 
hour  be  deemed  to  have  expired,  and 
the  time  for  the  two  leaders  be  re- 
served for  their  use  later  in  the  day, 
and  the  Senate  then  begin  consider- 
ation of  the  conference  report  to  ac- 
company the  concurrent  budget  resolu- 
tion as  under  the  previous  order. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr.  LOTT.  For  the  information  of  all 
Senators,  tomorrow  there  will  be  2 
hours  remaining  for  debate  on  the 
budget  conference  report  with  a  vote 
occurring  at  12  o'clock  on  the  adoption 
of  that  report. 

Following  that  vote,  the  Senate  will 
be  in  a  period  of  morning  business  to 
accommodate  a  number  of  requests  to 
speak.  Additional  roUcall  votes  on  pos- 
sible issues  that  are  pending  could 
come  on  Thursday,  and  the  Senate  may 
also  be  asked  to  turn  to  consideration 
of  any  other  items  cleared  for  action. 

We  are,  frankly,  hoping  that  we  can 
begin  debate  tomorrow  on  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board  nominations.  We  are 
consulting  now  with  the  Democratic 
leader.  We  hope  to  come  to  an  agree- 
ment on  how  that  matter  will  be  han- 
dled in  the  balance  of  the  day  tomor- 
row and  perhaps  even  over  into  next 
week. 


ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  LOTT.  If  there  be  no  further 
business  to  come  before  the  Senate,  I 
now  ask  that  the  Senate  stand  in  ad- 
journment under  the  previous  order 
following  the  remarks  of  Senator  Ken- 
nedy of  Massachusetts. 

I  yield  the  floor,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESroiNG  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts. 


CONGRATULATING  MAJORITY 
LEADER  LOTT 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  take  a  very  brief  moment  to  con- 
gratulate my  friend  and  colleague  from 
Mississippi.  Senator  LOTT,  on  being  se- 
lected as  the  majority  leader  of  the 
Senate.  I  have  had  the  opportunity  to 
work  with  Trent  Lott  in  the  Armed 
Services  Committee.  I  have  great  re- 
spect for  him,  and  friendship,  and  I 
look  forward  to  working  with  him,  try- 
ing to  carry  forward  the  country's 
business  in  whatever  way  we  possibly 
can.  So  I  congratulate  him  and  con- 
gratulate his  family.  It  is  a  great  honor 
for  him  to  be  selected  and  I  wish  him 
the  very  best  in  his  new  responsibil- 
ities. 


THE  MISGUIDED  REPUBLICAN 
BUDGET 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  to- 
morrow we  are  going  to  be  asked  to 
consider  a  repackaged  version  of  last 
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year's  misgioided  Republican  budg-et.  It 
has  not  improved  with  age.  This  budget 
plan,  like  last  year's,  undermines  basic 
protections  for  children  and  the  elder- 
ly, raises  taxes  on  the  working  poor, 
and  denies  educational  opportunity  to 
millions  of  Americans,  all  to  pay  for 
the  lavish  tax  breaks  for  the  wealthy. 
If  this  budget  plan  becomes  law.  Medi- 
care would  be  cut  by  $167  billion  over  6 
years,  Medicaid  would  be  cut  by  $72  bil- 
lion at  the  Federal  level  and  some  $250 
billion  in  the  States  by  the  year  2002, 
with  the  change  in  the  formulas  which 
have  been  developed  in  this  proposal. 

Education  will  be  cut  $25  billion.  Yes- 
terday, I  addressed  the  Senate  on  this 
issue,  pointing  out  what  a  mistake  this 
really  is,  when  we  find  out  that  the 
number  of  children  who  are  going  to  be 
going  to  the  high  schools  in  this  coun- 
try is  going  to  increase  by  8  percent. 
We  are  going  to  go  up  to  about  53  or  54 
million  children  in  the  next  2  years. 
The  number  of  traditional  college-age 
students  will  increase  by  12  percent.  As 
a  result,  even  a  current  services  budget 
is  failing  to  adjust  to  those  particular 
new  realities  and  the  funding  that  is 
included  in  this  budget  fails  by  about 
$20  billion  to  even  come  close  to  it. 
This  is  in  contrast  to  the  President  "s 
program  that  continues  our  ongoing 
commitment  in  the  field  of  education. 

Under  this  Republican  budget,  the 
eamed-income  tax  credit  will  be  cut 
$18  billion.  That  is  the  tax  credit  which 
is  available  to  working  families, 
phased  out  at  approximately  $28,000  to 
$30,000,  and  principally  available  to 
working  families  with  children.  All  of 
these  cuts  would  be  made  in  order  to 
bestow  a  lavish  windfall  of  $122  billion 
to  $180  billion,  as  Mr.  Kasich  has  point- 
ed out  in  the  House  of  Representatives, 
for  tax  breaks  for  the  wealthiest  indi- 
viduals in  the  Nation. 

Mr.  President,  42  percent  of  the  man- 
datory cuts  in  this  misguided  budget 
come  from  programs  that  help  the 
neediest  families  and  individuals  in  the 
Nation;  47  percent  of  the  tax  breaks 
will  go  to  those  making  over  $100,000  a 
year.  Meanwhile,  corporate  special  in- 
terests are  not  asked  to  ante  up  a  sin- 
gle nickel.  The  corporate  welfare  part 
of  our  budget,  which  is  expenditures 
which  otherwise  could  be  used  for  defi- 
cit reduction,  will  be  over  $4  trillion 
over  the  period  of  the  next  7  years — $4 
trillion.  Yet  there  is  not  $1  of  savings 
from  tax  expenditures  in  the  Repub- 
lican budget.  There  is  not  one  expendi- 
ture that  is  out  there  in  the  Federal 
Tax  Code  that  is  being  eliminated  by 
the  Republican  budget  program. 

We  hear  so  often  about  how  we  have 
too  many  programs,  programs  that  do 
not  work,  and  many  of  us  have  been 
trsring  to  address  that  issue.  We  had  a 
good  program  to  try  to  deal  with  the 
proliferation  of  job  training  programs 
under  an  excellent  bipartisan  bill  that 
Senator  KASSEBAinbi  and  I  worked  on.  It 


passed  the  Senate  overwhelmingly  in 
this  Congress.  We  still  have  hopes 
about  that  program.  We  have  been  con- 
solidating health  programs  and  con- 
solidating education  programs  in  the 
period  of  recent  years.  But  we  cannot 
find,  in  the  Republican  budget,  1  nickel 
to  save  from  some  inefficient  tax  ex- 
penditures that  may  be  enticing  Amer- 
ican corporations  to  go  overseas  and 
take  An:aerican  jobs  with  them — not 
one. 

The  President's  program  has  $40  bil- 
lion in  savings.  It  seems  to  me  we 
ought  to  be  able  to  go  up  even  signifi- 
cantly above  that  proposal.  But  there 
is  not  one — not  one — in  the  Republican 
program. 

Medicare  cuts  are  a  prime  exjimple  of 
the  Republican  priorities.  They  are  no 
less  devastating  simply  because  they 
sound  familiar.  The  Medicare  cuts  have 
not  improved  with  age.  Last  year  the 
Republican  plan  was  a  thinly  veiled  at- 
tack on  the  entire  concept  of  Medicare. 
It  was  designed  to  cause  Medicare  to 
"Wither  on  the  vine,"  in  the  words  of 
Speaker  Gingrich,  by  forcing  senior 
citizens  to  give  up  their  fajnily  doctor 
and  join  the  private  insurance  pro- 
grams. 

When  Republicans  took  up  the  issues 
of  Medicare  cuts  last  year,  they  pro- 
posed to  cut  the  program  by  $270  bil- 
lion— three  times  more  than  the 
amount  the  Medicare  trustees  said  was 
needed  to  protect  the  solvency  of  the 
trust  fimd. 

You  cannot  listen  to  a  speech  on  the 
floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate  without  our 
good  Republican  friends  saying  we  have 
to  pass  this  in  order  to  deal  with  the 
potential  bankruptcy  of  the  trust  fund. 
The  fact  is,  they  are  cutting  the  Medi- 
care Program  three  times  the  amount 
that  the  trustees  say  is  necessary  in 
order  to  protect  the  solvency  of  the 
trust  funds. 

This  year,  the  Republicans  are  pro- 
posing to  cut  $167  billion  from  Medi- 
care. By  contrast,  the  President's  plan 
cuts  it  $116  billion,  44  percent  less.  Yet 
it  guarantees  the  Medicare  solvency  for 
a  decade  and  funds  Medicare  at  the 
level  necessary  to  assure  that  quality 
care  will  be  available  for  senior  citi- 
zens when  they  need  it. 

Even  worse.  Republicans  support  an 
Inflexible  ceiling  on  Medicare  spending. 
Consequently,  if  inflation  is  higher  or 
mediciil  needs  are  greater  than  antici- 
pated. Medicare  spending  will  not  go  up 
as  it  should,  and  many  senior  citizens 
will  be  out  of  luck  and  out  of  care. 

The  President's  plan  has  the  right 
savings  and  right  priorities.  It  provides 
ample  time  for  Congress  and  the  ad- 
ministration to  work  together  to  find 
the  longer  run  solutions  we  need  to 
deal  honestly  with  Medicare's  problems 
and  preserve  the  quality  of  health  care 
for  the  elderly. 

In  fact,  we  can  take  many  steps  to 
reduce  Medicare  costs  without  cutting 


the  quality  of  benefits,  without  raising 
premiums,  but  these  steps  are  not  what 
the  Republicans  are  proposing. 

Another  false  Republican  argument 
in  defense  of  their  Medicare  cuts  is 
that  the  reductions  are  not  really  cuts, 
because  the  total  amount  of  Medicare 
spending  will  continue  to  grow.  That 
argument  was  addressed,  I  thought, 
very  effectively  by  the  ranking  minor- 
ity member  of  the  Budget  Committee, 
Senator  ExoN,  last  evening. 

But  every  household  in  America 
knows  that  if  the  cost  of  your  rent  and 
the  cost  of  your  utilities  and  the  cost 
of  food  go  up  and  your  income  stays 
the  same  or  goes  up  less  rapidly,  you 
have  taken  a  real  cut  in  your  living 
standard,  and  that  is  what  is  at  issue. 

In  my  own  State  of  Massachusetts, 
the  number  of  frail  elderly,  those  who 
are  85  years  old.  is  going  to  double  in 
the  period  of  the  next  5  years,  let  alone 
the  total  number  of  elderly  that  is 
going  to  grow.  This  is  a  real  national 
phenomenon,  a  demographic  phenome- 
non. We  are  blessed  to  have  our  parents 
with  longer  and  extended  lives,  and  to 
try  and  play  shell  games,  in  terms  of 
the  quality  of  care  for  our  seniors,  I 
think,  is  particularly  unacceptable 
when  we  are  balancing  that  with  tax 
breaks  for  wealthy  individuals. 

Republicans  speak  of  a  cut  in  de- 
fense, when  defense  spending  does  not 
increase  by  enough  to  offjset  rising 
costs.  Apparently,  the  same  Republican 
logic  does  not  apply  to  spending  on 
Medicare  that  applies  to  spending  on 
guns,  tanks  and  other  weapons.  A  cut 
is  a  cut  is  a  cut,  whether  it  is  in  Medi- 
care, Social  Security,  or  national  de- 
fense. 

Even  more  damaging  than  the  loss  of 
billions  of  dollars  that  Republicans 
would  slash  from  Medicare  is  their  at- 
tempt to  turn  it  over  to  the  private  in- 
surance industry.  The  Republican 
budget  contains  a  number  of  changes 
to  force  senior  citizens  to  give  up  their 
own  doctors  and  join  private  Insurance 
plans. 

Once  they  are  forced  into  these  plans, 
senior  citizens  will  be  stripped  of  many 
of  the  protections  they  enjoy  today- 
protections  against  overcharges  by 
doctors  and  other  health  providers, 
what  we  call  double  billing.  The  doc- 
tors, rather  than  taking  what  is  allo- 
cated to  them  imder  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram, say,  "Pay  in  full." 

Under  current  law,  the  seniors  are 
protected  from  paying  additional  kinds 
of  costs,  but  there  is  no  such  require- 
ment if  they  go  into  private  health  in- 
surance. They  could  be  billed  once  and 
then  be  charged  again.  That  is  a  prob- 
lem that  is  readily  understood.  We 
thought  we  addressed  that  in  amend- 
ments that  I  and  others  had  offered 
earlier  on  the  budget  resolution,  but 
those  protections  were  discarded  in  the 
conference. 
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There  were  protections  against  pre- 
mium gouging  and  profiteering  by  in- 
surance companies,  protection  of  their 
right  to  keep  their  own  family  doctor 
and  go  to  the  specialist  of  their  choice. 

Republicans  claim  they  want  to  offer 
senior  citizens  a  choice,  but  this  is  a 
choice  no  senior  citizen  should  be 
forced  to  make. 

I  offered  a  sense-of-the-Congress  res- 
olution that  was  adopted  by  the  full 
Senate  stating  that  reconciliation 
should  not  include  proposals  to  elimi- 
nate these  protections.  It  specifically 
reaffirmed  that  private  Insurance  plans 
should  be  prohibited  from  leveling  pre- 
miimi  surcharges  for  basic  Medicare 
services,  and  the  doctors  should  not  be 
allowed  to  strap  on  extra  charges  to 
seniors  participating  in  such  plans. 
That  proposal  was  dropped  by  the  Re- 
publicans in  the  House-Senate  con- 
ference. The  Republican  assault  on 
Medicare  is  painfully  clear,  and  the 
American  people  will  never  support 
this  anti-elderly  special  interest  agen- 
da. 

Republicans  deny  that  their  Medicare 
cuts  will  fund  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthy.  This  time  the  leopard  claims 
that  it  really  has  changed  its  spots,  but 
.  the  Republican  budget  clearly  antici- 
pates $60  billion  in  revenue  increases 
from  tax  extenders  and  closing  of  se- 
lected corporate  loopholes  in  order  to 
fund  $60  billion  in  new  taxes  for  the 
undeserving  rich.  Without  those  lavish 
tax  breaks,  they  would  not  need  to  cut 
Medicare  by  $167  billion.  The  Medicare 


trust  fund  should  not  be  a  slush  fund 
for  tax  breaks  for  the  rich. 

There  are  appropriate  ways  to  reduce 
Medicare  spending  and  improve  the 
quality  at  the  same  time.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, we  have  had  extensive  hearings  in 
this  body,  chaired  by  our  friend  and 
colleague  Senator  Harkin,  that  has  re- 
viewed in  very  careful  detail  the  bil- 
lions of  dollars  that  can  be  saved  under 
Medicare  by  dealing  more  effectively 
with  fraud  and  abuse.  We  can  save  tens 
of  billions  of  dollars  from  unnecessary 
hospitalization — 20  to  30  percent  of  hos- 
pitalizations are  tmnecessary — by  try- 
ing to  provide  preventive  services  to 
keep  the  seniors  at  home  or  in  a  set- 
ting so  they  can  be  treated  with  good 
quality  care  in  less  costly  settings. 

We  are  talking  about  tens  of  billions 
of  dollars  that  can  be  saved  from  avoid- 
ing adverse  drug  reaction.  When  our 
seniors  are  taking  prescription  drugs 
which  are  in  conflict  with  each  other 
and  cause  new  illness  and  sickness 
there  are  ways  of  dealing  with  this 
issue  that  can  save  the  seniors  enor- 
mous distress  and  pain  and  sickness 
and  illness  and  plus  save  our  system 
billions  of  dollars.  But  we  have  not 
even  attempted  to  consider  any  of 
these  items  in  this  program. 

The  harsh  cuts  in  Medicare  contained 
in  the  Republican  budget  are  a  repudi- 
ation of  our  historic  commitment  to 
Social  Security,  because  the  distinc- 
tion between  Medicare  and  Social  Se- 
curity is  a  false  one. 


Medicare  is  part  of  the  same  compact 
between  the  Government  and  the  peo- 
ple as  Social  Security.  The  compact 
says,  "Contribute  during  your  working 
years,  and  we  will  guarantee  basic  in- 
come and  health  security  in  your  re- 
tirement years." 

No  budget  plan  that  purports  to  be 
part  of  a  Contract  With  America 
should  break  America's  contract  with 
the  elderly.  It  is  bad  enough  to  propose 
these  deep  cuts  in  Medicare  at  all.  It  is 
even  worse  to  make  these  cuts  in  order 
to  pay  for  an  undeserved,  unneeded  tax 
break  for  the  wealthiest  Americans. 

We  do  not  have  to  destroy  Medicare 
in  order  to  save  it.  Congress  will  never 
allow  the  Medicare  trust  fund  to  be- 
come bankrupt.  I  know  that.  The 
American  people  know  it.  It  is  time  for 
Republicans  to  stop  raiding  Medicare, 
and  join  in  sensible  steps  to  improve 
and  strengthen  it  for  the  future. 

Mr.  President.  I  appreciate  the  oppor- 
tunity to  address  the  Senate.  I  yield 
the  floor. 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  10  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  now 
stand  adjourned  until  tomorrow  at  10 
o'clock. 

Thereupon,  the  Senate,  at  5:30  p.ni.. 
adjourned  until  Thursday,  June  13, 
1996,  at  10  a.m. 
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June  12,  1996 


HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— Wednesday',  June  12,  1996 


The  House  met  at  10  a.m.  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro  tem- 
pore [Mr.  Lazio  of  New  York]. 


DESIGNATION  OF  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  conmiu- 
nication  from  the  Speaker: 

Washington.  DC. 

June  12.  1996. 
I   hereby   designate   the   Honorable   Rick 
Lazio  to  act  as  Speaker  pro  tempore  on  this 
day. 

Newt  Gingrich, 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


PRAYER 


The  Chaplain,  Rev.  James  David 
Ford,  D.D.,  offered  the  following  pray- 
er: 

May  words  of  gratitude  ring  from  our 
hearts.  O  God.  and  may  the  spirit  of 
thanksgiving  ever  lift  our  souls.  When 
we  look  for  remedies  for  the  ills  of  the 
world  and  when  we  wonder  why  we 
have  often  forgotten  our  spiritual 
roots,  may  we  meditate  on  the  wonders 
of  Your  creation  and  the  glories  of  the 
favor  You  have  given  to  us.  When  we 
contemplate  Your  grace.  O  God.  and 
the  wonderful  grifts  that  fill  our  days, 
our  very  beings  are  filled  to  overflow- 
ing with  thanksgiving,  with  gratitude 
and  with  praise.  For  these  good  gifts 
and  for  the  opportunities  of  this  new 
day,  we  offer  these  words  of  prayer. 
Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  has  examined  the  Journal  of  the 
last  day's  proceedings  and  announces 
to  the  House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I,  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursuant  to 
clause  1,  rule  I,  I  demand  a  vote  on 
agreeing  to  the  Speaker's  approval  of 
the  Journal. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  Chair's  approval  of 
the  Journal. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  "noes"  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  provisions  of  clause  5  of  rule 
I,  further  proceedings  on  this  question 
will  be  postponed. 


The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 

withdrawn. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Will  the 
gentleman  from  Texas,  Mr.  Pete 
Geren,  come  forward  and  lead  the 
House  in  the  Pledge  of  Allegiance. 

Mr.  PETE  GEREN  of  Texas  led  the 
Pledge  of  Allegiance  as  follows: 

I  pledge  allegiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  to  the 
Republic  for  which  it  stands,  one  nation 
under  God.  indivisible,  with  liberty  and  jus- 
tice for  all. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Lundregan,  one  of  its  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  Senate  had  passed 
with  an  amendment  in  which  the  con- 
currence of  the  House  is  requested,  a 
resolution  of  the  House  of  the  following 
title: 

H.  Con.  Res.  172.  Concurrent  resolution  au- 
thorizing the  1996  Summer  Olympic  Torch 
Relay  to  be  run  through  the  Capitol 
Grounds,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  104-127.  the 
Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  majority  leader, 
appoints  Sheri  L.  Chapman,  of  Idaho, 
and  Richard  K.  Golb.  of  California,  to 
the  Water  Rights  Task  Force. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  104-127,  the 
Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  Democratic 
leader,  appoints  Elizabeth  Ann  Ricke, 
of  Colorado,  to  the  Water  Rights  Task 
Force. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  will  entertain  fifteen  1-minutes 
on  each  side. 


FBI  FILES 


(Mr.  BOEHNER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  BOEHNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  1992, 
candidate  Bill  Clinton  refused  to  sign  a 
waiver  that  would  allow  the  FBI  to  re- 
lease requested  information  from  his 
FBI  file.  The  candidate's,  in  1992,  press 
secretary  said  and  I  quote,  "It  is  a  per- 
sonal file  and  he  is  not  going  to  do  it." 

It  just  so  happens  that  I  have  a  staff- 
er who  works  in  my  office  whose  name 
happens  to  be  on  that  list  of  FBI  files 
that  happens  to  be  at  the  White  House. 


Nobody  knows  how.  Nobody  knows 
why.  I  wonder  how  she  feels  about  her 
name  and  her  file  being  displayed  at 
the  White  House.  Who  saw  it?  What  did 
they  do  with  the  information? 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  chaplain  said, 
today  is  a  new  day.  In  1992,  Bill  Clinton 
promised  the  most  ethical  administra- 
tion in  the  history  of  this  country,  the 
most  ethical.  Today  is  a  new  day.  I 
think  it  is  time  for  the  President  and 
the  White  House  to  work  fully  with  the 
FBI  and  to  work  openly  and  fully  with 
this  Congress  to  determine  who  knew 
what,  when  they  knew  it  and  what  they 
are  going  to  do  to  correct  the  problem. 


FLAG  DAY  PRAYER  CONCERT 

(Mr.  PETE  GEREN  of  Texas  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  PETE  GEREN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  from  12:30  to  2  in  the  Canon 
Caucus  Room,  Members  of  the  Congress 
will  gather  with  the  VA-National  Medi- 
cal Musical  Group  for  the  first  Con- 
gressional Flag  Day  Prayer  Concert. 

VA-NMMG  will  be  joined  by  singers 
Judy  Collins,  Wintley  Phipps,  Detra 
Battle,  and  Naoko  Okada,  and  by  var- 
ious Members  of  Congress  who  will  nar- 
rate the  program  with  patriotic  and  in- 
spirational readings.  NBC's  Tim 
Russert  and  Adrian  Cronauer,  the  mili- 
tary broadcaster  who  inspired  "Good 
Morning,  Vietnam,"  will  act  as  mas- 
ters of  ceremony. 

The  program,  which  will  focus  on 
prayer  for  our  troops  in  Bosnia  and  for 
peace  in  the  Balkans,  was  developed  by 
the  VA-NMMG,  a  highly-acclaimed 
chorale  and  symphony  group  made  up 
of  doctors,  nurses,  scientists,  veterans, 
and  students.  These  individuals  come 
from  veterans"  and  other  medical  cen- 
ters and  medical  schools  across  the 
United  States.  VA-NMMG,  which 
formed  in  1983,  has  performed  at  the 
Reagan.  Bush,  and  Clinton  White 
Houses  and  for  such  dignitaries  as  Pope 
John  Paul  II  and  members  of  the 
United  Nations. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  my  coUeagrues  to 
join  us  today,  join  us  in  this  occasion 
of  prayer,  join  us  in  this  celebration  of 
Flag  Day 


FBI  FILES  IN  WHITE  HOUSE 

(Mr.  HEFLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  HEFLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
morning's  New  York  Times  features  an 
editorial  that  is  highly  critical  of  the 
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Clinton  administration  in  it's  involve- 
ment in  raiding  the  FBI  files  of  former 
Republican  White  House  employees. 

Let  me  just  quote  some  of  the  ques- 
tions raised  by  the  New  York  Times, 
"There  are  deeper  questions  here. 
What,  for  example,  were  the  Attorney 
General  and  the  F.B.I.  Director  doing 
while  their  control  of  their  agency  was 
being  usurped?  If         Bernard 

Nussbaum  *  *  *  was  out  of  the  loop, 
why  was  his  letterhead  weighty  enough 
to  unlock  hundreds  of  confidential  files 
at  an  agency  not  under  his  super- 
vision? *  *  *  The  FBI  and  the  Secret 
Service  have  always  been  at  the  center 
of  the  review  and  documentation  proc- 
ess. Why  suddenly  was  a  temporary 
employee  from  the  Department  of  De- 
fense given  the  task  of  security  vetting 
of  White  House  staff  and  visitors?" 

The  Times  concludes  by  saying, 
"These  are  executive  questions  of  a 
historically  important  nature.  We 
would  think  the  current  Chief  Execu- 
tive would  be  first  in  line  demanding 
answers." 


MARGE  SCHOTT  AND  THE 
CINCINNATI  REDS 

(Mr.  TRAFICANT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Speaker,  most 
Americans  agree  that  the  statements 
of  Marge  Schott,  owner  of  the  Cin- 
cinnati Reds,  were  crude,  rude,  repug- 
nant, ignorant,  and  disgusting,  to  say 
the  least. 

Mr.  Speaker,  was  Marge  Schott 
wrong?  Yes.  Do  baseball  owners  have 
the  right  to  be  upset?  Yes.  Do  baseball 
owners  have  the  right  to  sanction 
Marge  Schott?  Yes. 

Do  baseball  owners  have  the  right  to 
strip  Marge  Schott  of  the  ownership  of 
the  Cincinnati  Reds?  I  say  absolutely 
not.  The  baseball  owners  can  fine  her; 
they  can  sanction  her;  but,  by  (Jod, 
they  cannot  take  her  ownership  of  the 
Reds  away. 

We  may  disagree  with  what  she  says, 
but  she  has  the  right  to  say  it.  The  fact 
is,  I  believe  that  Marge  Schott  is  more 
of  a  threat  to  sobriety  than  she  is  a 
threat  to  our  society.  Think  about  that 
one. 

I  yield  back  the  balance  of  any  own- 
ership. There  is  still  a  Constitution 
around  here. 


PATENT  PROTECTION 

(Mr.  ROHRABACHER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
next  week  this  House  will  have  a 
chance  to  vote  on  H.R.  3460,  the  Moor- 
head-Schroeder  Patent  Act,  which  I  be- 
lieve should  be  entitled  the  "Steal 
American  Technologies  Act." 


Members  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary  yesterday  were  given  inac- 
curate answers  to  questions,  and  this 
bill  passed  right  through  that  commit- 
tee and  will  be  heading  toward  this 
floor  next  week. 

The  bill  mandates,  mandates  that 
every  patent  application  that  is  made 
to  the  United  States  Patent  Office  be 
published  after  18  months,  whether  or 
not  the  patent  has  been  issued.  Do  my 
colleagues  understand  what  that 
means?  That  means  every  new  idea  our 
people  come  up  with,  whether  or  not 
they  have  been  issued  the  patents,  it 
will  be  published  for  the  entire  world 
to  see.  It  is  an  invitation  to  steal  every 
new  American  technological  idea.  It  is 
an  insane  mandate,  and  it  is  in  this 
bill. 

The  bill  also  obliterates  the  Patent 
Office  and  resurrects  it  as  a  quasi-inde- 
pendent corporation,  like  the  post  of- 
fice. Only  with  that,  congressional 
oversight  is  limited  and  patent  exam- 
iners are  stripped  of  their  right  of  civil 
service  protection. 

It  is  an  invitation  to  steal  American 
technology.  H.R.  3460  must  be  defeated. 


FAILURE  ON  BUDGET  RESOLUTION 

(Mr.  DOGGETT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  D0(5GETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  yester- 
day this  failed  Congress  failed  to  act  on 
the  national  budget  resolution.  Appar- 
ently the  budget  resolution  advanced 
by  the  Gingrich  leadership  was  so  bad 
that  even  some  of  our  Republican  col- 
leagues could  not  stomach  it. 

In  fact.  I  quote  from  a  leaflet  that 
one  of  them  sent  out.  Do  we  want  the 
deficit  to  go  back  up.  the  budget  reso- 
lution conference  report  shows  the 
budget  deficit  going  back  up  again,  re- 
versing the  gains  made  in  the  past  3 
years. 

He  could  have  added,  under  President 
Clinton.  And  he  is  exactly  right.  Their 
resolution  increases  the  budget  deficit, 
and  he  urges  the  House  to  reject  the 
conference  report. 

These  are  the  same  Republicans  who 
in  the  name  of  deficit  reduction  said 
they  were  willing  to  cut  Medicare,  the 
same  Republicans  who  in  the  name  of 
deficit  reduction  shut  down  the  Gov- 
ernment with  their  antics  of  last  year. 
Yet  now  that  we  have  an  election  com- 
ing along,  they  are  willing  to  let  the 
budget  deficit  soar. 

Those  of  us  who  backed  the  conserv- 
ative coalition  budget  have  a  better 
way.  Balance  the  budget  now  without 
unbalancing  the  budgets  of  American 
working  families  and  without  wrecking 
Medicare. 


Mr.  TIAHRT.  Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday 
Senate  majority  leader  Robert  J.  Dole 
became  a  private  citizen.  He  left  us  in 
Congress  a  legacy  of  integrity,  honesty 
and  character.  Character  is  something 
that  you  develop  when  no  one  is 
around,  as  Senator  Dole  did  in  his  serv- 
ice to  his  country  during  World  War  n 
and  the  39  months  that  followed  as  he 
struggled  to  regain  his  ability  to  walk. 
Honesty  is  something  that  he  has  pro- 
vided to  the  American  public  even 
when  it  was  impopular:  Integrity  is 
something  Senator  Dole  has  undergone 
with  three  decades  of  public  scrutiny 
and  three  presidential  campaigns.  He 
has  worked  hard  throughout  that  time 
to  do  the  right  thing. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  will  miss  Senator 
Dole  on  the  Hill,  but  we  will  welcome 
him  with  open  arms  as  he  moves  into 
1600  Pennsylvania  Avenue. 


HEALTH  CARE  REFORM 

(Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
aind  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  yesterday  this  House  sent  to 
conference  committee  a  health  care  re- 
form bill  and  hopefully  we  will  see  a 
bill  come  out.  But  the  one  that  was  in 
conference  committee  now  allows  for 
what  is  called  MSA's,  for  most  folks 
medical  savings  accounts. 

It  would  be  a  Federal  tax  deduction 
for  someone  who  can  afford  to  buy  a 
high  deductible  insurance  policy,  S4,000 
or  $5,000  deductible  a  year. 

This  Congress  removed  the  deduct- 
ibility for  health  insurance  premiums, 
for  the  average  working  stiffs  in  the 
1980's.  The  average  working  stiff  who 
pays  it  by  the  month  will  not  be  able 
to  deduct  their  premiums.  Yet  we  are 
going  to  give  it  to  the  wealthiest  who 
can  afford  $5,000  a  year. 

As  my  colleague  from  Ohio  says, 
beam  me  up.  We  are  going  to  let  the 
wealthy,  are  helping  the  wealthy  more 
by  the  $5,000  deductible  buy  MSA's,  but 
we  are  not  letting  the  average  person 
who  pays  their  health  insurance  by  the 
month  deduct  it.  We  ought  to  do  both 
in  this  Congress. 


ROBERT  J.  DOLE 

(Mr.  TIAHRT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 


MORE  ON  FBI  FILES 
(Mr.     STOCKMAN    asked    and    was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  STOCKMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have 
a  confidential  file  here  that  somehow 
ended  up  on  my  desk.  I  do  not  know 
where  it  came  from  or  how  it  got  here. 
The  President  came  to  Houston  a  lit- 
tle over  a  year  aigo  and  he  had  the 
couragre  to  admit  he  raised  the  taxes 
too  much.  Mr.  Speaker,  he  is  coming 
again  to  Texas  and  Houston.  June  21.  It 
is  my  hope  that  he  will  have  the  cour- 
age to  apologize  for  taking  these  files 
on  individuals  and  bringing  them  back 
to  his  office. 
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My  fear.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  there 
will  be  a  lot  less  courage  but  maybe 
one  day  we  will  see  some  convictions. 


POLITICS  OF  mSENSITIVITY 

(Mr.  MILLER  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  all  Members  of  this  House 
should  be  saddened  today  by  the  re- 
marks yesterday  of  majority  leader 
Dick  Armey  in  his  criticism  and  his  re- 
nmrks  about  the  President's  visit  to 
South  Carolina  today  to  dedicate  the 
new  chapel  at  Mount  Zion  A.M.E. 
Church,  a  church  that  was  firebombed 
and  burned  to  the  ground,  1  of  49  black 
churches  burned  to  the  ground  in  this 
country. 

For  the  majority  leader  to  turn  this 
into  politics  is  exactly  the  kind  of  poli- 
tics that  we  do  not  need  in  this  coun- 
try: the  politics  of  insensitivity,  of  ex- 
tremism and  of  race. 

The  President  is  doing  what  any 
President  of  this  country  must  do,  and 
that  is  to  bring  us  together  to  heal  this 
Nation  and  to  get  us  to  face  this  na- 
tional horror. 

D  1015 
The  President  is  doing  what  any 
President  must  do  to  bring  the  full 
force  and  effect  of  law  enforcement 
against  these  crimes,  against  these 
bombings.  The  President  is  doing  what 
any  President  of  this  nation  must  do, 
and  that  is  to  get  this  Nation  to  chal- 
lenge, to  challenge  us  against  these 
horrible  crimes.  The  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Armey]  is  doing  what  no 
majority  leader  should  do,  and  that  is 
to  make  politics  out  of  a  national  ter- 
ror. 


ABUSE   OF   POWER   AND    INVASION 

OF  PRIVACY  UNCOVERED  IN  THE 

WHITE  HOUSE 

(Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, potential  abuse  of  power  and  inva- 
sion of  privacy  have  been  uncovered  in 
the  Clinton  White  House.  The  White 
House  requested,  and  received,  highly 
confidential  FBI  files  and  records  of 
former  Reagan  and  Bush  appointees, 
suggesting  the  formation  of  an  enemies 
Ust. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  a  lot  of  unan- 
swered questions  in  this  latest  Clinton 
administration  blunder.  The  American 
public,  especially  those  citizens  whose 
privacy  rights  were  violated  by  having 
their  personal  files  searched,  deserve 
an  honest  explanation,  not  more  ex- 
cuses and  coverups. 

It  is  time  for  the  President  to  come 
clean  on  his  administration's  activi- 
ties. Tell  us  the  truth  about  the  FBI 
file  search. 


TRUST  FUND  SCARE  ONE  OF  BIG- 
GEST SCAMS  EVER  PER- 
PETRATED ON  AMERICANS 

(Ms.  VELAZQUEZ  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Ms.  VELAZQUEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
have  heard  a  lot  of  rhetoric  from  Re- 
publicans this  year.  However,  the  cur- 
rent trust  fund  scare  is  one  of  the  big- 
gest scams  ever  perpetrated  on  the 
American  people. 

Republicans  in  Congress  are  using 
the  Medicare  trust  fund  report  to  jus- 
tify their  extreme  proposal  to  slash 
Medicare.  The  trust  fund  report  is  sim- 
ply a  smokescreen  for  the  real  reason 
they  want  to  cut  Medicare:  tax  breaks. 

If  Republicans  were  truly  interested 
in  saving  Medicare,  they  would  reduce 
their  huge  tax  breaks  to  the  rich,  not 
by  slashing  this  vital  program  with 
cuts  that  will  devastate  seniors,  close 
public  hospitals,  and  burden  working- 
class  families. 

Medicare  is  a  progrram  that  should 
provide  health  care  services  for  seniors, 
not  a  piggy  bank  for  wealthy  corpora- 
tions and  the  privileged  few. 


300  FILES  A  BUREAUCRATIC 
MISTAKE? 

(Mrs.  SEASTRAND  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  SEASTRAND.  Mr.  Speaker, 
they  say  that  nothing  ever  stays  the 
same,  and  I  suppose  that  applies  even 
to  Bill  Clinton's  beliefs  about  how  per- 
sonal FBI  personnel  records  are. 

When  the  American  public  was  con- 
cerned in  1992  about  Governor  Clinton's 
military  record,  or  lack  thereof,  the 
Washington  Times  filed  a  Freedom  of 
Information  request  to  check  on  dis- 
crepancies between  Clinton  campaign 
statements  and  his  letters  to  ROTC  of- 
ficials. 

At  that  time,  the  Clinton  campaign 
said  "It's  a  personal  file.  He's  not  going 
to  [release  the  records].  [Clinton]  just 
doesn't  have  to  disclose  every  shred  of 
his  personal  life,  and  the  American 
people  don't  expect  him  to." 

Apparently,  Clinton  did  not  expect 
that  same  sort  of  privacy  for  other  citi- 
zens. He  has  raided  the  personal  files  of 
Reagan  and  Bush  political  appointees, 
yet  it  was  only  a  bureaucratic  mistake. 
A  misplaced  paper  or  misfiled  form 
may  be  a  bvireaucratic  mistake,  but  the 
personal  files  of  over  300  people? 

Clinton  once  thought  those  300  files 
were  personal.  The  American  people, 
and  the  people  whose  privacy  were  vio- 
lated by  this  administration  deserve  an 
explanation. 
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Mr.  STUPAK.  Mr.  Speaker,  after  U.S. 
Governors  earlier  this  year  announced 
a  plan  to  reform  Medicaid,  I  looked  for- 
ward to  working  in  a  bipartisan  fashion 
to  create  a  quality  piece  of  legislation. 

However,  there  have  never  been  any 
bipartisan  negotiations  on  the  current 
bill.  The  result  is  a  new  blueprint  for 
block-granting  that  may  be  ideologi- 
cally perfect,  but  is  socially  destruc- 
tive. 

The  proposed  legislation  removes  the 
guarantee  of  health  care  for  the  elderly 
and  disabled.  It  allows  each  State  to 
define  the  scope,  amount,  and  duration 
of  any  Medicaid  payment. 

It  will  require  impoverished  seniors 
to  pay  high  deductibles  or  copays  that 
they  cannot  afford.  It  will  force 
spouses  and  children  around  the  coun- 
try to  contribute  a  disproportionate 
amount  for  nursing  home  care  for  their 
parents  or  grandparents. 

This  bill  would  be  devastating  to 
rural  health  care,  because  it  does  not 
require  benefits  provided  by  each 
State's  progrram  to  be  provided  equally 
to  all  parts  of  a  State. 

Medicaid  was  created  in  the  first 
place  because  States  did  not  provide 
for  those  who  needed  care.  Let  us  not 
turn  back  the  clock  and  create  50  new 
federally  funded  experiments  that  use 
our  grandparents  and  children  as  guin- 
ea pigs. 


HYPOCRISY  IN  THE  WHITE  HOUSE 

(Mrs.  CHENOWETH  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 

Mrs.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Speaker,  2 
weeks  ago  Bill  Clinton  and  his  liberal 
partners  held  a  stand  for  children. 
Now,  this  march  was  to  demonstrate 
their  commitment  to  instilling  values 
in  America's  children  and  to  focus  the 
Nation's  attention  on  the  need  to  raise 
moral  children  in  this  country. 

Mr.  Speaker,  how  can  Bill  Clinton 
and  his  liberal  buddies  preach  about 
morality  to  our  children  and  then  turn 
around  and  deliberately  mislead  the 
American  people  about  the  White 
House's  search  of  the  FBI  files?  This 
hypocrisy  must  stop,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  White  House  had  FBI  files  for 
possible  political  use  stored  in  one  of 
their  security  vaults.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
ask,  does  this  sound  like  an  innocent 
bureaucratic  mistake  as  the  White 
House  says?  Oh,  of  course  out. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  Bill  Clinton  wants  to 
instill  honesty  in  our  children,  should 
be  not  first  look  at  the  mdrror  and  look 
at  himself? 


MEDICAID  REFORM 

(Mr.  STUPAK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 


HOUSE  REPUBLICANS  DIVIDED  ON 
THE  BUDGET 

(Mr.  WARD  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 
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Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  secret  is 
out.  This  may  not  be  England,  but 
there  is  dissension  in  the  family,  and 
the  Queen  is  not  happy.  The  House  Re- 
publicans are  divided,  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Armey]  cannot 
as  easily  as  usual  whip  them  into 
shape.  Yesterday  the  vote  on  the  final 
passage  of  the  1997  fiscal  year  budget 
was  yanked,  taken  off  the  floor,  be- 
cause the  Republican  freshmen  and  the 
more  conservative  members  of  the  ma- 
jority party  were  not  in  line. 

It  seems  that  the  budget  deficit  will 
increase  over  the  next  2  years  under 
Speaker  Gingrich's  plan,  not  decrease. 
As  my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Barton],  so  appropriately 
said,  we  are  backing  away  from  what 
they  started  out  to  do  in  this  Congress, 
something  that  may  not  be  too  smart 
in  an  election  year:  To  try  and  cut  the 
deficit.  However,  the  crown  jewel  of  the 
tax  cut  for  the  wealthy  may  be  threat- 
ened. 

So  let  us  see  where  the  gentleman 
from  Texas,  Mr.  Armey's,  priorities  are 
and  those  of  his  royal  family. 


REPUBLICANS 
BUDGET    FOR 
FUTURE 


BALANCE         THE 
OUR    CJHILDREN'S 


(Mr.  RIGGS  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  RICKJS.  Mr.  Speaker,  to  listen  to 
the  rhetoric  from  some  of  my  good 
Democratic  friends  and  colleagues  this 
morning,  one  would  think  that  they 
were  prepared  to  vote  for  less  spending 
and  lower  deficits,  when  nothing  could 
be  further  from  the  truth.  We  are  going 
to  get  a  budget  agreement,  and  let  me 
tell  my  colleagues  why.  The  budget 
agreement  that  we  have  reached  be- 
tween House  and  Senate  Republicans 
achieves  a  $5  billion  Federal  budget 
surplus  in  the  year  2002.  It  calls  for  re- 
forming Medicaid  and  welfare,  saving 
Medicare  from  bankruptcy  and  provid- 
ing middle-class  families  much  needed 
tax  relief.  It  reforms  Medicaid  and  wel- 
fare by  giving  more  power  and  more 
revenue  to  the  States  in  line  with  the 
recommendations,  the  bipartisan  rec- 
ommendations, of  the  Nation's  Gov- 
ernors. It  preserves  and  protects  Medi- 
care for  our  Nation's  elderly,  a  goal 
which  is  even  more  important  because 
of  the  report  Isist  week  from  the  Medi- 
care trustees  which  says  Medicare  is 
going  broke  earlier  than  expected:  in 
fact,  their  worst-case  scenario  is  that 
Medicare  could  be  broke  in  1999,  just  3 
years  from  now.  And  it  calls  for  perma- 
nent tax  relief  for  American  families 
through  a  $500-per-child  tax  credit  that 
is  $1,000  for  a  family  of  four. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a  good  budget,  and 
it  balances  the  budget  for  the  sake  of 
our  children's  future. 


REPUBLICAN  BUDGET  BAD  FOR 
SENIORS  AND  FOR  THE  DEFICIT 

(Ms.  DeLAURO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  DELAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
House  was  scheduled  to  vote  on  the  1997 
budget  yesterday  but  the  vote  was  de- 
layed at  the  last  minute.  It  seems  that 
the  Republican  budget,  by  their  own 
admission,  actually  increases  the  Fed- 
eral deficit. 

And  freshman  Republicans,  many  of 
whom  campaigned  back  home  for  a  bal- 
anced budget  and  many  of  whom  voted 
for  the  balanced  budget  amendment, 
balked  at  voting  for  a  budget  that  is 
not  balanced. 

But  today  the  Republican  leadership 
has  twisted  enough  arms  and  many  of 
these  same  freshmen  will  support  a 
budget  that  does  exactly  what  they 
promised  they  would  not  do  when  they 
came  to  Washington:  increase  the  defi- 
cit. What  hypocrisy. 

And  yet  these  same  Republicans 
want  the  American  people  to  trust 
them  when  they  say  their  budget  does 
not  cut  the  Medicare  program  by  $168 
billion  over  a  6-year  period  to  pay  for 
tax  breaks  for  the  wealthy.  Do  not  be 
fooled.  This  budget  is  bad  for  seniors 
and  bad  for  the  deficit. 


REPUBLICANS  SHOULD  SUPPORT 
THE  CONTRACT  CALLED  MEDI- 
CARE 

(Mr.  HTT.T,L\RD  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  HILLIARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Re- 
publicans are  not  cooperating  or  at- 
tempting to  work  out  a  compromise  to 
protect  Medicare  for  seniors.  I  hope  all 
voters  remember  these  facts  in  Novem- 
ber. The  Republicans  have  repeatedly 
voted  for  deep  cuts  in  the  Medicare 
Program  which  will  affect  the  quality 
of  service  which  our  seniors  depend  on 
to  stay  healthy  and,  in  fact,  to  stay 
alive. 

The  Republicans  in  Congress  seem  to 
be  big  supporters  of  contracts.  If  this  is 
true,  then  they  should  stand  by  the 
contract  which  America  has  made  with 
our  senior  citizens.  This  contract  is 
called  Medicare.  The  Republicans 
should  support  Medicare,  should  defend 
Medicare,  but  the  Republicans  should 
not  cut  Medicare. 


WE  NEED  TO  PASS  A 
RESPONSIBLE  BUDGET 

(Mr.  LINDER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  LINDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  inter- 
esting that  the  people  who  are  com- 
plaining about  cuts  to  Medicare  are  of- 
fering no  program  to  save  it.  The  Presi- 
dent's own  trustees  on  the  Medicare 


trust  fund  said  it  will  go  bankrupt  a 
year  ago  by  the  year  2002.  and  I  will  say 
it  will  be  bankrupt  in  5  years,  and  no 
program  from  this  side  is  trying  to  pro- 
tect it. 

This  budget  we  are  about  to  vote  on 
is  going  to  give  us  a  $5  billion  surplus 
in  the  year  2002  to  begin  the  downpay- 
ment  on  our  grandchildren's  debt,  an 
immoral  debt.  I  might  add,  that  we  left 
them  after  30  years  voting  ourselves 
wonderful  government  programs  and 
just  choosing  not  to  pay  for  them.  This 
budget  is  going  to  preserve  and  protect 
Medicare  for  our  Nation's  elderly  for 
many  years,  but  not  enough  yet  until 
the  baby-boomers  come,  and  we  are 
going  to  have  to  still  deal  with  that.  It 
is  also  going  to  give  some  tax  relief  for 
families  with  children  up  to  $100,000  in 
income  $500-per-child  tax  credit.  These 
are  for  middle-class  American  families. 
All  this  baloney  about  the  wealthy,  but 
there  are  not  capital  gains  cuts  in  this 
budget.  These  are  for  middle-class  fam- 
ilies. $500  per  child  tax  relief. 

It  is  time  to  pass  a  responsible  budg- 
et that  comes  to  balance. 


BATTLE  OVER  BUDGET 

(Mr.  SCHUMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  why  is 
the  row  of  Republicans  there  so  empty 
in  giving  speeches  this  morning?  They 
are  all  busy  fighting  with  each  other 
over  the  budget.  They  do  not  have  time 
to  put  together  a  coherent  program. 
And  the  reason  is  simple:  The  Repub- 
lican Party  has  drifted  over  to  the  ex- 
treme. Bob  Dole  is  a  voice  of  modera- 
tion, I  guess,  with  Trent  Lott  taking 
over  the  Senate,  and  then  the  extrem- 
ists will  even  be  given  a  greater  hand. 
So  look  at  the  budget  they  cannot  even 
get  the  extremists  to  pass  on:  fewer 
toxic  waste  cleanups,  welfare  reform 
that  cuts 

POINT  OF  ORDEK 

Mr.  LINDER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  a 
point  of  order. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Lazio  of  New  York).  The  gentleman 
will  state  his  point  of  order. 

Mr.  LINDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  it  ap- 
propriate to  deal  specifically  with 
Members  of  the  other  body  by  name  in 
making  or  casting  aspersions  on  the 
motives? 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  He  is  not  a  Member 
of  the  other  body. 

Mr.  LINDER.  TRENT  LOTT  is. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Mem- 
bers should  not  so  refer  to  specific 
Members  of  the  other  body  by  name. 
The  gentleman  will  proceed  in  order. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  will 
strike  the  name  and  say  the  junior  sen- 
ator from  Mississippi.  Everyone  knows 
it  is  the  same  person. 

a  1030 

Everyone  knows  it  is  the  same  per- 
son. What  I  would  say  is.  very  simply. 
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if  we  look  at  this  budget  with  regard  to 
toxic  waste  cleanups,  welfare  reform, 
weak  on  work  but  tough  on  kids,  big- 
ger deficits,  not  smaller,  raising  the 
deficit,  limiting  direct  student  loans, 
tax  increases  on  working  families,  lim- 
iting guarantees  for  health  care  for 
low-income  women  and  children  and 
seniors  in  nursing  homes,  hundreds  of 
niral  hospitals  cut.  doctors  to  over- 
charge seniors  for  Medicare,  and  the 
list  goes  on  and  on,  it  is  an  extreme 
budget.  It  is  a  wrong  budget.  We  will 
defeat  it. 


ONLY  WAY  TO  BALANCED  BUDGET 
IS  DECREASED  FEDERAL  SPEND- 
ING 

(Mr.  CHAMBLISS  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  CHAMBLISS.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
the  same  old  story,  same  old  line.  We 
have  heard  about  cuts.  cuts,  cuts,  for 
so  long.  Only  in  this  town  does  an  in- 
crease in  spending  come  to  a  cut. 

Never  before  in  the  history  of  Web- 
ster's Dictionary  has  the  term  "cut" 
been  defined  as  an  increase.  The  Repub- 
lican plan,  a  budget  to  protect  and  pre- 
serve Medicare,  provides  for  an  in- 
crease in  spending.  I  challenge  any  one 
of  my  colleagues  to  stand  up  and  say 
that  is  not  true.  If  they  do,  they  are  en- 
titled to  the  $1  million  that  we  prom- 
ised a  year  ago.  But  they  will  not  do 
that. 

Mr.  Speaker,  our  budget  that  we  are 
going  to  be  talking  about  in  the  next 
couple  of  days  does  get  to  balance  in 
the  year  2002.  Our  budget  has  lower 
deficits  than  the  President's  budget  in 
every  single  year.  That  is  extremely 
important,  because  what  that  does  is 
get  it  to  balance.  That  is  the  only  way 
we  are  going  to  get  there  is  to  decrease 
Federal  spending. 


MEDICARE  TOO  IMPORTANT  TO  BE 
TREATED  LIKE  AN  UGLY  STEP- 
CHILD 

(Ms.  McKINNEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  tam- 
pering with  Medicare  not  only  impacts 
our  seniors,  it  also  affects  our  entire 
health  care  system.  When  we  boast 
about  having  the  greatest  health  care 
system  in  the  world,  it  is  due  in  no 
small  measure  to  the  research  and  fi- 
nancial infrastructure  that  Medicare 
provides. 

For  this  reason,  Mr.  Speaker,  any  re- 
ductions in  Medicare  should  be  care- 
fully considered  and  put  back  into  the 
system,  not  used  to  pay  for  tax  cuts 
and  star  wars. 

Desperate,  however,  to  provide  tax 
breaks  to  their  wealthy  camjaign  con- 
tributors.    Republican     leaders     have 


cooked  up  a  plan  to  cut  $168  billion 
from  Medicare,  although  only  S90  bil- 
lion is  needed  to  extend  the  Medicare 
trust  fund.  The  GOP  insists  on  cutting 
an  extra  $78  billion  that  will  eventually 
end  up  in  the  pockets  of  junk-bond 
dealers,  corporate  CEO's  and  insurance 
companies. 

Mr.  Speaker.  Medicare  is  too  impor- 
tant to  be  treated  like  an  ugly  step- 
child by  Uncle  Newt. 


REPUBLICANS  SHOULD  WORK 
WITH  DEMOCRATS  TO  PROTECT 
MEDICARE  FOR  AMERICA'S  SEN- 
IOR CITIZENS 

(Mr.  VOLKMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
budget  time  again.  Once  agjiin.  I  hear 
my  extreme  radical  Republican  col- 
leagues, under  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia,  Newt  Gingrich,  and  Bob  Dole 
telling  the  American  public  they  are 
going  to  save  Medicare.  How  are  they 
going  to  do  that?  They  are  going  to  do 
that  by  cutting  it  by  $168  billion,  by 
forcing  senior  citizens  to  pay  more  for 
health  care,  by  gutting  rural  health 
care,  and  by  closing  hospitals.  This 
budget  cuts  funding  for  hospitals  by  19 
percent.  How  are  my  radical  Repub- 
lican colleagues  going  to  save  Medicare 
if  they  close  hundreds  of  hospitals? 

Mr.  Speaker,  according  to  the  Mis- 
souri Hospital  Association,  this  would 
not  be  a  mere  reduction  in  the  rate  of 
increase,  but  a  dangerous  and  devastat- 
ing cut  in  payment.  Rather  than  re- 
ceiving aji  increased  level  of  pasmient 
for  services  that  are  more  intensive 
and  increaisingly  costly  to  deliver,  hos- 
pitals will  be  paid  less  in  each  of  the 
next  6  years  than  they  are  paid  this 
year.  Many  of  the  rural  hospitals  in  my 
district  will  be  devastated  by  these 
cuts  and  forced  to  close  their  doors. 
How  does  this  improve  health  care  for 
American  senior  citizens? 


REPUBLICAN  CUTS  IN  MEDICARE 
AND  MEDICAID  AND  TAX 
BREAKS  INCREASE  THE  DEFICIT 

(Mr.  PALLONE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  the 
same  old  thing  that  we  went  through 
last  year:  Here  comes  the  budget  again, 
and  the  Republicans  are  slashing  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid  to  pay  for  tax  breaks 
for  the  wealthy.  The  amazing  thing 
about  it  is  that  they  are  doing  it  this 
year  and  actually  increasing  the  defi- 
cit. The  deficit  goes  up  from  a  current 
projection  of  S130  billion  for  fiscal  year 
1996  to  S153  billion  for  fiscal  year  1997. 
so  not  only  are  they  tnring  to  destroy 
the  Medicare  and  Medicaid  Program, 
they  are  also  going  against  their  al- 


leged promise  that  they  are  going  to 
reduce  the  deficit  in  order  to  do  it. 

Do  Members  know  where  this  money 
is  going?  All  these  cuts  are  going  into 
a  giant  slush  fund.  One  of  my  col- 
leagues said  before,  they  are  not  using 
the  Medicare  and  Medicaid  money  in 
order  to  pay  for  tax  breaks.  In  fact, 
they  are.  because  the  cuts  go  into  a 
slush  fund.  That  slush  fund  will  be  used 
later  during  the  budget  process  in 
order  to  provide  those  tax  breaks  for 
the  wealthy.  It  is  the  same  old  story 
again.  The  Republicans  do  not  care 
about  the  average  person.  They  are 
just  trying  to  help  their  rich  friends. 


SUPPORT  URGED  FOR  RESOLU- 
TION AGAINST  CHURCH  BURN- 
INGS 

(Mrs.  CLAYTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
time  for  this  body  to  speak  with  the 
voice  of  reason.  It  is  time  for  this  body 
to  speak  with  the  voice  of  leadership. 
It  is  time  for  people  of  reason  to  speak 
out  against  the  church  bombings,  and 
certainly  this  House  should  make  it 
abundantly  clear  that  it  is  unaccept- 
able, in  a  Nation  of  civil  liberties,  that 
we  would  find  a  house  of  worship  to  be 
a  target  for  arson.  It  is  certainly  unac- 
ceptable in  this  House  that  we  would 
not  speak  out  to  say  that  civilized  peo- 
ple do  not  find  that  places  of  worship, 
places  of  sacred  faith,  should  be  dese- 
crated. 

I  urge  my  colleagues,  aJl  who  are  per- 
sons of  reason,  persons  who  respect 
faith,  to  sign  my  resolution  condemn- 
ing the  violent  acts  and  the  burning  of 
churches  in  the  African-American  com- 
munities, or  churches  of  any  races, 
churches  of  any  faiths.  Si)eak  out 
against  that.  Be  resolved  in  knowing 
what  America  is  about. 


PERMISSION  FOR  SUNDRY  COM- 
MITTEES AND  THEIR  SUB- 
COMMITTEES TO  SIT  TODAY 
DURING  5-MINUTE  RULE 
Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  following  com- 
mittees and  their  subcommittees  be 
permitted  to  sit  today  while  the  House 
is  meeting  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  under  the  5-minute  rule: 
The  Committee  on  Banking  and  Finan- 
cial Services;  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce; the  Committee  on  Economic 
and  Educational  Opportunities;  the 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight;  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations;  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary;  the  Committee  on  Na- 
tional Security;  the  Committee  on  Re- 
sources; the  Conunittee  on  Science;  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure; the  Committee  on  Veter- 
ans' Affairs;  and  the  Permanent  Select 
Conrmiittee  on  Intelligence. 
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It  is  my  understanding  that  the  mi- 
nority has  been  consulted  and  that 
there  is  no  objection  to  this  request. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  California? 

There  was  no  objection. 


THE  JOURNAL 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  clause  5  of  rule  I.  the  pending 
business  is  the  question  of  the  Speak- 
er's approval  of  the  Journal. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  noes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  332.  nays  76, 
answered  "present"  1,  not  voting  25,  as 
follows: 

[Roll  No.  229] 
YEAS— 332 


Ackennaa 
Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Baclius 
Baesler 
Baker  (CA) 
Baker  (LA) 
Baldaoci 
Ballen^er 
Barcia 
Ban- 

Barrett  (NE) 
Barrett  (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bellenson 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Bennan 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
BiUrakis 
BUley 
Blamenauer 
Blute 
BoeUert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown  (OH) 
Brownback 
Bryant  (TN) 
Bryant  (TX) 
Bunnin; 
Bun- 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell 
Casady 
Cardin 
C^astle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinker 


Coble 

Cobom 

Collins  (GA) 

Combest 

Condit 

Cooley 

Cox 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cabin 

Cummings 

Cunningham 

Danner 

Davis 

Deal 

DeLaoro 

DeLay 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

DioceU 

Dixon 

Doreett 

Dooley 

DooUttle 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

Ehrlich 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Ewing 

Fan- 

Fattah 

Fawell 

Fields  (LA) 

Fields  (TX) 

Flake 

Foglietu 

Foley 

Forbes 

Ford 

Fowler 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  (NJ> 

Frisa 

Frost 


Furse 

Galleely 

Ganske 

(JejdensoD 

Gekis 

Gilcbrest 

Oilman 

(>onzalez 

Goodlatte 

GoodUns 

Gordon 

Goss 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

Greene  (UT) 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Hall  (OH) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Eastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Hefner 

Herger 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

HostetUer 

Houghton 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hyde 

Istook 

Jackson  (IL) 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  Sam 

Johnston 

Jones 

Kanjorski 

Kaptur 

Kasicb 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kennelly 

Kildee 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 


Kleczka 

Slink 

Klug 

KnoUenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Largent 

LaTourette 

Laughlin 

Lazio 

Leach 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (K^') 

Lightfoot 

Linder 

Livingston 

LoBiondo 

Lofgren 

Lowey 

Lucas 

Luther 

Maloney 

Man  ton 

ManzuUo 

Markey 

Martinez 

Mascara 

Matsui 

McCollum 

McCrery 

McHale 

.McHugh 

Mclnnis 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

McNulty 

Meehan 

MetcaU 

Mica 

Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller  (CA) 
MiUer  (FL) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
MoUohan 
Montgomerj- 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrtck 
Nadler 


.\bercrombie 

Becerra 

Bishop 

Bonior 

Borski 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Bunn 

Chrysler 

Clay 

Coleman 

Collins  (IL) 

Collins  (MI) 

Costello 

Crane 

DeFazio 

Durbin 

Engel 

English 

Ensign 

Fazio 

Filner 

Flanagan 

Fox 

Funderburk 

Gephardt 


.Neal 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

.Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Obey 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Owens 

Oiley 

Packard 

Parker 

Pastor 

Pazon 

Payne  (VA) 

Pelosi 

Peterson  (FL) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petn 

Pomeroy 

Porter 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 

QuUlen 

Qumn 

Hadaaovich 

Rahall 

Ramstad 

Rangel 

Reed 

Regula 

Richardson 

Riggs 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rohiabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Rose 

Roth 

Rookema 

Roybal-Allard 

Salmon 

Sanders 

Sanford 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schumer 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

NAYS-76 

(Jeren 

Gibbons 

Gutierrez 

Gntknecht 

Hastings  (FL) 

Heney 

Heineman 

HiUeaiy 

HiUiard 

Hinchey 

Hatchiiuon 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson.  E.B. 
LaFalce 
Latham 
Levin 

Lewis  (GA) 
Lipinski 
McCarthy 
McOermott 
.McKinney 
Meek 
Menendez 


Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

Sisisky 

Skaggs 

SkMD 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Sprat t 

Stark 

Steams 

Stokes 

Stadds 

Stomp 

Stapak 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Taozin 

Taylor  (NC) 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Ttornberry 

Thornton 

Thunnas 

Tiahrt 

Torres 

Torricelli 

TraTicant 

Upton 

Vento 

Vucanovlch 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Ward 

Watt  (NC) 

Waxman 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

White 

Whitfield 

Williams 

Wise 

Wolf 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Young  (FL) 

Zeliff 


Meyers 

Obentar 
Olver 

Pallone 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Rush 

Sabo 

Schroeder 

Scott 

Smith  (MI) 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Taylor  (MS) 

Thompson 

Torkildsen 

Towns 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Waters 

Watts  (OK) 

Weller 

Wicker 

Yates 

Zimmer 


McDade 
Payne (NJ) 
Royce 


Schlir 

Velazquez 

Wilson 


Yonng  (AK) 


ANSWERED  -PRESENT"—! 

H&Txnaji 

NOT  VOTING— 25 


D  1057 
So  the  Journal  was  approved. 
The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 


Bass 

Bate  man 

C:alvert 

Chapman 

Clybum 

Conyers 


de  la  Cana 

HalKTX) 

Doman 

Inglis 

Emerson 

Everett 

Lincoln 

Frelinghuysen 

Longley 

Glllmor 

Martini 

SENSE  OF  CONGRESS  THAT  SEC- 
RETARY OF  AGRICULTURE  DIS- 
POSE OF  REMAINING  COMMOD- 
rriES  IN  DISASTER  RESERVE 
Mr.  BARRETT  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  be  dis- 
charged from  further  consideration  of 
the  Senate  concurrent  resolution  (S. 
Con.  Res.  63)  to  express  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture should  dispose  of  all  remaining 
commodities  in  the  disaster  reserve 
maintained  under  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1970  to  relieve  the  distress  of  live- 
stock producers  whose  ability  to  main- 
tain livestock  is  adversely  affected  by 
disaster  conditions  existing  in  certain 
areas  of  the  United  States,  such  as  pro- 
longed drought  or  flooding,  and  for 
other  purposes,  and  ask  for  its  imme- 
diate consideration  in  the  House. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  Senate 
concurrent  resolution. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Lazio  of  New  York).  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska? 

D  1100 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  Mr.  Speaker,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  I  will  not 
object,  and  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Barrett]  for  an 
explanation  of  the  Senate  concurrent 
resolution. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker,  this  is  more  or  less  a  house- 
keeping chore,  albeit  a  very  important 
one.  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  63 
is  the  Senate  version  of  House  Concur- 
rent Resolution  181.  which  passed  the 
House  by  voice  vote  on  June  4.  The 
Senate  unanimously  passed  Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  63  on  June  5. 
The  Senate  resolution  is  identical  to 
the  House  resolution,  as  amended. 

With  this  action  today,  we  will  oflS- 
ciaJly  send  to  Agriculture  Secretaiy 
Dan  Glickman  our  desire  for  him  to 
immediately  release  the  45  million 
bushels  of  feed  grains  held  in  reserve. 
The  release  of  this  grain  will  not  solve 
the  current  crisis  for  cattlefeeders,  but 
it  will  help  and  possibly  be  enough  to 
get  some  through  an  extremely  severe 
drought  and  save  their  operations. 

Farmers  who  own  livestock  are  being 
severely  hard  hit  with  the  drought  con- 
ditions, when  coupled  with  a  low  point 
in  the  cattle  cycle,  and  record  high 
grain  prices. 

The  grain  in  this  disaster  reserve, 
nearly  45  million  bushels,  is  worth  an 
estimated  $200  million  and  would  pro- 
vide for  all  the  cattle  on  feed  in  the  af- 
fected States  enough  feed  grain  for 
over  2  weeks. 
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Passage  of  the  resolution  not  only 
makes  sense,  it  saves  money.  The  Fed- 
eral Government  is  currently  spending 
$10  million  a  year  to  store  this  grain. 

The  Government  should  not  be  pay- 
ing huge  storage  fees  and  holding  grrain 
from  the  marketplace  when  the  United 
States  is  experiencing  record  low  grain 
supplies. 

This  is  an  important  concurrent  reso- 
lution and  I  thank  the  leadership  for 
providing  for  its  swift  consideration. 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  expla- 
nation. 

(Mr.  STENHOLM  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  sup- 
port of  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  63, 
which  is  nearly  identical  to  the  legislation 
passed  by  this  body  last  week.  House  Concur- 
rent Resolution  181.  introduced  by  my  col- 
leagues on  the  Agriculture  Committee,  Mr. 
Barrett  and  Mr.  Emerson,  and  cosponsored 
t)y  a  number  of  other  Memt>ers. 

As  was  noted  last  week,  the  Clinton  admin- 
istration has  been  working  on  a  similar  effort 
to  make  Government-owned  feed  grain  stocks 
availat)<e  to  hard-pressed  livestock  producers. 
Secretary  Glickman  transmitted  to  the  Presi- 
dent a  request  last  week  for  the  declaration  of 
a  state  of  emergency  to  allow  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  to  dispose  of  the  feed  grain 
stocks  under  USDA's  control. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  there  is  a  need  to  al- 
leviate the  stress  facing  producers  in  many 
parts  of  this  country  due  to  the  severe  drought 
in  the  Southern  Plains  and  flooding  and  ex- 
cessive rainfall  in  the  Northem  Plains  and 
eastern  Com  Belt  These  natural  disasters 
come  at  a  time  when  grain  stocks  are  at  their 
lowest  levels  in  decades  causing  record  mar- 
ket prices  and  cattle  producers  are  receiving 
even  less  for  their  animals  than  during  the 
Great  Depression  based  on  infiatiorv-adjusted 
dollars. 

The  release  of  this  grain  would  be  in  addi- 
tion to  the  actions  already  taken  by  the  Clinton 
administration  to  help  alleviate  the  stress  in 
the  livestock  sector.  These  actions  include: 
Release  of  Conservaton  Reserve  Program 
acres  for  haying  and  grazing,  extension  of 
noninsured  crop  disaster  assistance  program 
coverage,  extension  of  the  Livestock  Feed 
Program,  the  release  of  additional  funds  for 
emergency  loans,  advance  purchases  of  tieef 
for  the  school  lunch  program,  and  export  cred- 
it guarantees  for  meat 

In  my  own  State  of  Texas  we  are  facing 
losses  in  the  livestock  and  crop  sectors  in  the 
billions  of  dollars.  Sixty-two  percent  of  our 
rangeland  is  rated  as  being  in  poor  to  very 
poor  corxjition  and  dairy  producers  in  Texas 
are  facing  a  possible  doubling  of  their  normal 
feed  costs  due  to  the  increases  in  the  cost  of 
feed  arxJ  hay  they  must  utilize  to  produce  milk 
each  day. 

I  would  encourage  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  resolution.  The  livestock  sector  in  our 
country  contributes  billions  of  dollars  to  our 
economy  and  if  we  do  not  take  actions  to  help 
stem  the  liquidation  of  herds  now,  we  will  pay 
the  price  later  for  rebuilding  that  infrastructure. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reservation  of 
objection. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Lazio  of  New  York).  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  concur- 
rent resolution,  as  follows: 
S.  Con.  Re-s.  63 

Resolved  by  the  Sen-,  .the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives concurring), 

SECTION  1.  USE  OF  DISASTER  RESERVE  FOR  AS- 
SISTANCE TO  UVESTOCK  PRODUC- 
ERS. 

In  light  of  the  prolonged  drought  and  other 
adverse  weather  conditions  existing  in  cer- 
tain areas  of  the  United  States,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  should  promptly  dis- 
pose of  all  commodities  in  the  disaster  re- 
serve maintained  under  section  813  of  the  Ag- 
ricultural Act  of  1970  (7  U.S.C.  1427a)  to  re- 
lieve the  distress  of  livestock  producers 
whose  ability  to  maintain  livestock  is  ad- 
versely affected  by  disaster  conditions,  such 
as  prolonged  drought  of  flooding. 

The  Senate  concurrent  resolution 
was  concurred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
all  Members  may  have  5  legislative 
days  within  which  to  revise  and  extend 
their  remarks  on  Senate  Concurrent 
Resolution  63. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Nebraska? 

There  was  no  objection. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  all  Members  may 
have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to  re- 
vise and  extend  their  remarks  on  fur- 
ther consideration  of  H.R.  3603,  and 
that  I  may  include  tabular  and  extra- 
neous material. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Mexico? 

There  was  no  objection. 


RURAL  DEVELOP- 

AND  DRUG  ADMIN- 

AND    RELATED 

APPROPRIATIONS 


AGRICULTURE, 
MENT,    FOOD 
ISTRATION. 
AGENCIES 
ACT.  1997 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  House  Resolution  451  and  rule 
XXni,  the  Chair  declares  the  House  in 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill,  H.R.  3603. 

a  1105 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  fur- 
ther consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
3603)  making  appropriations  for  Agri- 


culture, Rural  Development.  Food  and 
Drug  Administration,  and  Related 
Agencies  programs  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  September  30,  1997,  and  for 
other  purposes,  with  Mr.  Under, 
Chairman  pro  tempore,  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  When 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  rose 
on  Tuesday,  June  11,  1996,  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Skeen]  had  been  dis- 
posed of  and  page  58,  line  1  though  page 
68  line  22  was  open  for  amendment  at 
any  point. 

Are  there  further  amendments  to 
this  portion  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  LUCAS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  enter  into  a 
brief  colloquy  with  the  gentlewoman 
from  Ohio,  if  that  would  be  possible. 

Being  a  farmer-rancher  by  trade  back 
in  Oklahoma,  I  am  particularly  sen- 
sitive about  the  nature  of  the  farm  bill 
and  appropriation  bills  or  any  other 
pieces  of  legislation  that  might  have 
an  impact  on  rural  American  produc- 
tion in  agriculture.  If  I  could,  I  would 
ask  of  the  gentlewoman,  it  is  my  un- 
derstanding that  her  provision  in  this 
appropriation  bill  does  not  impose  any 
new  requirements  or  provisions  beyond 
those  in  the  farm  bill;  is  that  correct? 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS  of  Oklahoma.  I  yield  to 
the  gentlewoman  from  Ohio. 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
simply  state  to  the  gentleman  that 
that  is  correct.  The  amount  that  was 
included  in  our  bill  was  passed  unani- 
mously by  our  subcommittee.  It  was 
also  passed  in  full  committee  and  its 
intention  is  that  the  transition  subsidy 
payments  would  require  that  farmers 
be  engaged  in  the  production  of  com- 
modities or  conserving  purposes  in 
order  to  receive  assistance. 

So  the  answer  to  the  gentleman's 
question  is  yes. 

Mr.  LUCAS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  thank  the  gentlewoman  for  her 
reassurance  that  her  language  or  provi- 
sion does  not  impose  any  new  require- 
ment on  producers  beyond  those  in  the 
farm  bill. 

Mr.  LATHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS  of  Oklahoma.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  LATHAM.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  for 
yielding  to  me.  As  a  farmer  myself.  I 
have  some  real  concerns  also  with  this 
provision  in  the  appropriations  bill  and 
I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentlewoman,  if 
a  farmer  maintains  his  land  in  agricul- 
tural use  or  conserving  use.  he  will 
maintain  his  eligibility  for  production 
flexibility  contract  without  any  addi- 
tional reporting  or  other  requirement; 
is  that  correct? 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  continue  to  yield,  that 
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is  correct.  The  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture will  administer  the  program 
under  the  requirements  of  the  produc- 
tion flexibility  contracts  as  contained 
in  the  act. 

Mr.  LATHAM.  So  there  will  not  be 
any  additional  reporting  or  other  re- 
quirements? 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  No.  The  farmers  have 
to  go  into  the  local  farm  service  agen- 
cies anyway  to  sign  these  contracts, 
and  that  is  the  procedure  that  will  be 
used  in  this. 

I  think  maybe  it  is  important  also 
just  to  place  on  the  record,  so  Members 
understand  what  is  going  on  here, 
there  was  somewhat  of  an  omission  in 
the  original  bill  when  it  passed  the 
House  originally  in  that  the  conference 
report  stated  that  farmers  were  really 
not  required  to  plant  a  crop  to  qualify 
for  a  farm  payment.  The  intention  of 
this  is  not  to  reward  investors  but  to 
reward  farmers  and  ranchers  who  are 
actually  doing  the  work  of  agriculture 
in  this  country. 

We  also  recognized  the  need  for  con- 
servation and  conserving  uses,  and  we 
do  make  exceptions  in  the  bill  for 
weather.  We  cannot  control  drought  or 
flooding  or  serious  weather  situations. 
So  we  are  not  after  changing  the  re- 
quirements when  they  go  into  the  farm 
service  agency.  We  are  just  wanting  to 
make  sure  these  transition  payments 
are  going  to  farmers  who  are  actually 
doing  the  work. 

Mr.  LATHAM.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman,  and  I  assume  con- 
serving use  means  if  land  were  to  lay 
fallow,  as  is  often  used  for  resting  land 
and  things  like  that. 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  It  has  to  have  a  crop 
cover.  In  other  words,  there  is  a  lot  of 
land  out  there  that  needs  to  replentify 
itself  with  additional  moisture  and  so 
forth.  We  have  severe  problems  in 
many  parts  of  our  country,  we  under- 
stand those  needs,  but  we  want  the 
land  ultimately  to  be  used  for  live- 
stock. We  want  it  to  be  used  for  cash 
crops,  vegetable  crops,  whatever.  We 
just  do  not  want  to  reward  investors. 

We  have  gotten  some  letters  from  the 
gentleman's  part  of  the  country,  for  ex- 
ample, from  tenant  farmers  who  have 
had  their  contracts  cut  off  for  this  next 
fiscal  year  because  the  investors  who 
own  the  land  can  actually  make  more 
money  by  getting  the  payments  from 
USDA  than  if.  in  fact,  they  had  raised 
a  herd  or  grown  a  crop.  We  want  to  pre- 
vent any  abuse  like  that  and  really  re- 
ward the  people  who  are  doing  the 
work.  That  is  the  purpose  of  the  lan- 
guage. 

I  think  both  gentlemen,  being  re- 
spected ranchers  and  farmers  in  their 
own  States,  understand  those  who  may 
try  to  cash  in  on  a  program  like  this, 
and  I  know  that  is  not  his  intention  in 
any  way. 

Mr.  LATHAM.  And  I  appreciate  the 
gentlewoman's  response.  She  is  aware 
that  like  a  com  farmer  in  Ohio  would 


get  about  $30  an  acre  and  they  probably 
would  not  even  cover  the  property 
taxes,  and  farmers  are  farmers  because 
they  want  to  produce.  I  really  do  not 
know  if  the  economics  bear  out  the 
gentlewoman's  concern  here  because  I 
do  not  think  anyone  is  going  to  let 
their  land  sit  without  production,  but  I 
appreciate  the  gentlewoman's  response. 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Are 
there  further  amendments  to  this  por- 
tion of  the  bill  which  are  not  limita- 
tion amendments? 

If  not.  the  Clerk  will  read  the  last 
paragraph. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  733.  Funds  appropriated  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  may  be  used  for  inciden- 
tal expenses  such  as  transportation,  uni- 
forms, lodging,  and  subsistence  for  volun- 
teers serving  under  the  authority  of  7  U.S.C. 
2272.  whe'h  such  volunteers  are  engaged  in 
the  work  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agri- 
culture; and  for  promotional  items  of  nomi- 
nal value  relating  to  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture  Volunteer  Programs. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  DEFAZIO 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows; 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  DeFazio:  At 
the  end  of  the  bill  (page  69.  after  line  5).  in- 
sert the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  (a)  LnnrTATiON  on  Use  of  Funds.— 
None  of  the  funds  made  available  in  this  Act 
may  be  used  for  predator  control  efforts 
under  the  Animal  Damage  Control  Program 
in  the  western  region  of  the  United  States, 
except  when  it  is  made  known  to  the  Federal 
official  having  authority  to  obligate  or  ex- 
pend such  funds  that  the  control  efforts  pro- 
tect human  health  or  safety  or  endangered 
or  threatened  species. 

(b)  Corresponding  Reduction  in  Funds.— 
The  amount  otherwise  provided  by  this  Act 
for  salaries  and  expenses  with  respect  to  the 
Animal  Damage  Control  Program  under  the 
heading  "Avimal  and  Plant  Health  Lvspec- 
TiON  Service"  is  hereby  reduced  by 
J13.400.(X)0. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  be  limited  to  30  minutes  and 
that  the  time  be  equally  divided. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Mexico? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  gentleman  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Skeen]  seek  time  in  opposition? 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  do. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio] 
and  the  gentleman  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Skeen]  will  each  be  recognized  for 
15  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio]. 

Mr.  DeFazio.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

This  is  a  simple  amendment  before 
the  House.  It  is  to  eliminate  an  anach- 


ronistic, expensive,  ineffective  subsidy 
to  a  selected  few  livestock  producers  in 
the  western  United  States.  It  does  not 
prevent,  and  I  want  people  to  listen  up. 
because  there  is  some  misinformation 
out  there,  it  does  not  prevent  the  ani- 
mal damage  control  from  acting  in 
cases  that  would  affect  human  health 
or  safety.  That  would  be  rabid  animals 
or  animals  that  are  encroaching  upon 
human  habitation,  problem  animals  or 
rogue  animals. 

It  does  not  eliminate  controls  that 
would  deal  with  the  safety  of  endan- 
gered or  threatened  species,  ft  does  not 
prevent  any  private  individual,  any  pri- 
vate livestock  producer  or  any  other 
private,  individual,  any  county,  or  any 
State  from  expending  their  own  funds 
under  Federal  law  to  control  predators 
and  other  problem  creatures.  It  does 
not  prevent  control  of  birds,  insects  for 
crop  damage  or  safety  at  airports. 

What  it  does  is  eliminate  J13.4  mil- 
lion from  the  budget  that  is  now  spent 
on  an  indiscriminate  and  ineffective 
predator  control  program,  a  subsidy 
provided  by  Federal  taxpayers  to  some, 
a  few.  private  livestock  producers  in 
the  western  United  States. 

D  1115 

If  the  issue  were  the  real  problems  af- 
fecting the  livestock  industry  in  this 
country,  the  money  would  be  better 
spent.  The  statistics  for  1995.  national 
statistics  gathered  by  the  Agriculture 
Department,  3  percent  of  the  livestock 
losses  in  the  United  States  were  due  to 
predators,  11  percent  due  to  weather,  17 
percent  due  to  calving  problems.  27  per- 
cent due  to  respiratory  problems,  and 
25  percent  due  to  digestive  problems. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  want  to  sub- 
sidize this  industry,  we  would  be  l)etter 
put  to  spend  the  Federal  dollars  solv- 
ing the  digestive  problems  of  livestock 
or  the  respiratory  problems,  the 
calving  problems,  or  solving  the  weath- 
er problem.  But  that  would  involve  a 
government  program,  which  of  course 
we  would  not  want  to  have. 

So,  what  we  axe  suggesting  here  is  we 
need  to  eliminate  the  subsidy,  cut  l>ack 
this  ineffective  and  indiscriminate 
problem,  and  to  restore  some  natural 
order  to  the  ecosystem  of  the  Western 
United  States. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  many  cases  when 
they  go  in  and  attempt  to  control 
coyotes,  there  are  more  now  than  when 
this  program  started  in  1931.  It  actu- 
ally increases  the  birth  rate  of  the 
coyotes  and  spreads  them  over  a  larger 
area.  So  inadvertently,  this  program 
over  time  has  wrought  devastation  in 
terms  of  killing  a  whole  lot  of  nontar- 
get  species,  and  even  target  species, 
but  it  has  not  been  effective  as  a  preda- 
tor control  program. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the     gentleman's     amendment.     This 
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amendment  would  have  a  far  more  dev- 
astating effect  than  I  believe  the  gen- 
tleman intends  it  to  have. 

The  amendment  would  not  only  pro- 
hibit predator  control  efforts  in  the 
western  region  of  the  United  States, 
but  because  of  the  50-percent  funding 
reduction  to  the  program,  it  would  also 
negatively  impact  work  related  to  pro- 
tecting the  health  and  safety  of  the 
people  of  this  country. 

The  total  funding  for  the  program  is 
526.8  million  nationwide.  Approxi- 
mately 30  percent  of  this  funding  or 
about  S8  million,  is  spent  on  predator 
control  to  protect  livestock  across  the 
country.  Less  than  $8  million  is  spent 
in  the  western  region.  Reducing  the 
program  by  513.4  million  will  mean  sig- 
nificant reductions  to  work  conducted 
at  airports  to  prevent  wildlife-aircraft 
strikes;  disease  control  work  such  as 
rabies  in  south  Texas;  brown  tree 
snake  management;  and  blackbird  con- 
trol. 

This  reduction  would  also  impact  the 
cooperative  agreements  for  ADC  activi- 
ties USDA  has  with  all  50  States. 
States  contribute  over  $22  million  of 
State  funds  for  ADC  related  work. 

I  do  not  think  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon's  intention  is  to  imjMict  the  as- 
sistance provided  to  the  Eugene  Air- 
port to  reduce  the  threat  of  bird 
strikes  to  aircraft  or  the  cooperative 
agreement  ADC  has  with  private  tim- 
ber companies  to  reduce  black  bear 
damage  to  timber  resources  in  his  own 
State,  which  is  what  this  amendment 
would  do  if  it  passed. 

I  strongly  urge  all  Members  to  vote 
no  on  this  amendment.  This  amend- 
ment has  a  far  more  devastating  im- 
pact on  ADC  activities  across  the  coun- 
try. It  is  not  limited  to  the  predator 
control  activities  in  the  western  region 
alone. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  jrield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  a  county  com- 
missioner when  we  were  in  tough  budg- 
et times,  and  despite  the  Federal  share, 
we  eliminated  the  Animal  Damage 
Control  Program  in  a  county  as  large 
as  the  State  of  Connecticut  with  an  ex- 
tensive livestock  industry,  and  we 
heard  that  there  was  going  to  be  cata- 
clysm, all  of  these  deaths  were  going  to 
occur  of  the  livestock. 

Mr.  Chairman,  know  what  happened? 
Nothing.  Nothing.  There  were  no  addi- 
tional deaths  in  the  livestock,  the 
sheep,  or  the  cattle  industry,  in  a  coun- 
ty the  size  of  Connecticut,  when  we  did 
away  with  this  program  with  its  indis- 
criminate killing  of  predators.  In  fact, 
it  reduced  other  pest  species  such  as 
rodents  and  things  which  the  coyotes 
primarily  prey  upon. 

The  gentleman  talked  about  human 
health  and  safety.  There  is  a  line  item 
in  the  ADC  budget  for  human  health 
and    safety.     If    that    line    item    at 


$3,197,040  is  inadequate,  then  I  would 
certainly  join  with  the  gentleman  in  a 
unanimous-consent  request  to  shift 
some  of  the  funds  into  that  line  item. 
But  it  has  its  own  line  item.  This  is 
only  the  livestock  line  item  that  is  af- 
fected here. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Oregon. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  gentleman  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  DeFazio]  a  couple  of  questions.  I 
heard  his  opening  statement.  Am  I  to 
understand  that  only  3  percent  of  the 
animal  damage  is  predator  and  so  97 
percent  is  nonpredator-related,  and 
that  we  are,  in  fact,  doing  a  govern- 
ment subsidy  for  just  this  3  percent? 

It  seems  to  me  we  might  be  able  to 
put  that  money  to  better  use  in  doing 
some  other  research.  The  gentleman 
pointed  out  that  it  is  animal  disease 
that  is  generally  what  kills  the  crea- 
tures. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  yes,  the  Department 
of  Agriculture's  own  statistics  for  1995 
show  that  97  percent  of  the  mortality 
was  due  to  causes  other  than  preda- 
tion.  the  largest  being  respiratory 
problems.  27  percent;  second  largest, 
digestive;  third  largest,  calving  prob- 
lems. 

Perhaps  if  we  applied  more  money  to 
research  in  these  areas  there  would  be 
greater  gains.  But  we  have  had  this 
animal  predator  control  program  since 
1931,  and  we  have  today  more  coyotes 
in  the  United  States  than  when  they 
started  the  program  but  they  are  more 
dispersed,  and  there  are  other  problems 
that  have  been  a  consequence,  particu- 
larly inadvertent  kills  of  nontarget 
species. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  had  a  constituent 
whose  dog  was  killed,  and  when  she  ran 
to  rescue  the  dog  who  had  gotten  into 
one  of  those  M44  explosive  devices,  she 
also  had  a  cyanide  poisoning. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  would  continue  to  srield, 
could  I  ask  a  couple  of  other  questions? 
Would  the  gentleman's  amendment  af- 
fect bird  damage  for  small  fruits  or 
berries  or  that  sort  of  thing?  Would  it 
have  an  effect  on  that? 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  no,  I  do 
not  touch  the  S3.463.460  for  crop  con- 
trol. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
DeFazio].  It  seems  to  be  that  at  a  time 
when  we  are  cutting  back  very  much 
on  agricultural  support  and  our  farm- 
ers are  in  deep  need,  that  this  may  be 
one  of  those  places  where  we  could  per- 
haps save  and  put  it  into  other  areas 
where  our  farmers  are  certainly  being 
strapped  financially. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  there  are  huge 
cuts  in  this  agricultural  bill,  and 
maybe  this  would  be  a  place  we  could 
save  some  money  for  farmers  across 
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the  country;  not  just  a  small  subsidy 
for  some  western  farmers. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re- 
serve the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LINDER).  The  Committee  will  rise  infor- 
mally. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
BONILLA)  assumed  the  chair. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 
A  message  in  writing  from  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  was  commu- 
nicated to  the  House  by  Mr.  Edwin 
Thomas,  one  of  his  secretaries,  who 
also  informed  the  House  that  on  the 
following  dates  the  President  approved 
and  signed  bills  of  the  House  and  Sen- 
ate of  the  following  titles: 

HOUSE 

March  7.  1996: 

H.R.  2196.  An  act  to  amend  the  Stevenson- 
Wydler  Technology  Innovation  Act  of  1980 
with  respect  to  inventions  made  under  coop- 
erative research  and  development  agree- 
ments, and  for  other  purposes. 
March  12,  1996: 

H.R.  927.  An  act  to  seek  international  sanc- 
tions against  the  Castro  government  in 
Cuba,  to  plan  for  support  of  a  transition  gov- 
ernment leading  to  a  democratically  elected 
government  in  Cuba,  and  for  other  purposes. 

H.R.  3021.  An  act  to  guarantee  the  continu- 
ing full  investment  of  Social  Security  and 
other  Federal  funds  in  obligations  of  the 
United  States. 

March  15. 1996: 

H.J.  Res.  163.  Joint  resolution  making  fur- 
ther continuing  appropriations  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996,  and  for  other  purposes. 
March  16.  1996: 

H.R.  2778.  An  act  to  provide  that  members 
of  the  Armed  Forces  performing  services  for 
the  peacekeeping  efforts  in  Bosnia  and 
Herzegovina,  Croatia,  and  Macedonia  shall 
be  entitled  to  tax  benefits  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  if  such  services  were  performed  in  a 
combat  zone,  and  for  other  purposes. 
March  22,  1996: 

H.J.  Res.  165.  Joint  resolution  making  fur- 
ther continuing  appropriations  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996,  and  for  other  purposes. 
March  26, 1996: 

H.R.  2036.  An  act  to  amend  the  Solid  Waste 
Disposal  Act  to  make  certain  adjustments  in 
the  land  disposal  program  to  provide  needed 
flexibility,  and  for  other  purposes. 
March  29, 1996: 

H.J.  Res.  170.  Joint  resolution  making  fur- 
ther continuing  appropriations  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996,  and  for  other  purposes. 

H.R.  3136.  An  act  to  provide  for  enactment 
for  the  Senior  Citizens'  Right  to  work  Act  of 
1996,  the  Line  Item  Veto  Act,  and  the  Small 
Business  Growth  and  Fairness  Act  of  1996. 
and  to  provide  for  a  permanent  increase  in 
the  public  debt  limit. 
April  1.  1996: 

H.J.  Res.  78.  Joint  resolution  to  grant  the 
consent  of  the  Congress  to  certain  additional 
powers  conferred  upon  the  Bi-State  Develop- 
ment Agency  by  the  States  of  Missouri  and 
Illinois. 

H.R.  1266.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  ex- 
change of  lands  within  Admiralty  Island  Na- 
tional Monument,  and  for  other  purposes. 

H.R.  1787.  An  act  to  amend  the  Federal 
Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  to  repeal  the 
saccharin  notice  requirement. 
April  4, 1996: 

H.R.  2854.  An  act  to  modify  the  operation 
of  certain  agricultural  programs. 


June  12,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


13837 


April  9,  1996: 

H.J.  Res.  168.  Joint  resolution  waiving  cer- 
tain enrollment  requirements  with  respect 
to  two  bills  of  the  One  Hundred  Fourth  Con- 
gress. 

H.R.  2969.  An  act  to  eliminate  the  Board  of 
Tea  Experts  by  repealing  the  Tea  Importa- 
tion Act  of  1897. 

April  24.  1996: 

H.J.  Res.  175.  Joint  resolution  making  fur- 
ther continuing  appropriations  for  the  fiscal 
year  1996,  and  for  other  purposes. 
April  25,  1996: 

H.R.  3034.  An  act  to  amend  the  Indian  Self- 
Determination  and  Education  Assistance  Act 
to  extend  to  2  months  the  authority  for  pro- 
mulgating regulations  under  the  act. 
April  26, 1996: 

H.R.  3019.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  fiscal  year  1996  to  make  further  downpay- 
ment  toward  a  balanced  budget,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

April  30.  1996: 

H.R.  255.  An  act  to  designate  the  Federal 
Justice  Building  in  Miami,  Florida,  as  the 
"James  Lawrence  King  Federal  Justice 
Building." 

H.R.  869.  An  act  to  designate  the  Federal 
Building  and  United  States  courthouse  lo- 
cated at  125  Market  Street  in  Youngstown. 
Ohio,  as  the  "Thomas  D.  Lambros  Federal 
Building  and  United  States  Courthouse." 

H.R.  1804.  An  act  to  designate  the  United 
States  Post  Office-Courthouse  located  at 
South  6th  and  Rogers  Avenue.  Fort  Smith, 
Arkansas,  as  the  "Judge  Isaac  C.  Parker 
Federal  Building." 

H.R.  2415.  An  act  to  designate  the  United 
States  Customs  Administrative  Building  at 
the  Ysleta/Zaragosa  Port  of  Entry  located  at 
797  South  Zaragosa  Road  in  El  Paso,  Texas, 
as  the  "Timothy  C.  McCaghren  Customs  Ad- 
ministrative Building." 

H.R.  2556.  An  act  to  redesignate  the  Fed- 
eral building  located  at  345  Middlefield  Road 
in  Menlo  Park,  California,  and  known  as  the 
Earth  Sciences  and  Library  Building,  as  the 
"Vincent  E.  McKelvey  Federal  Building." 
May  6,  1996: 

H.R.  3055.  An  act  to  amend  section  326  of 
the  Higher  Education  Act  of  1965  to  permit 
continued  participation  in  Historically 
Black  Graduate  Professional  Schools  in  the 
grant  program  authorized  by  that  section. 

SENATE 

June  5,  1996: 
The  President  has  approved  the  fol- 
lowing: 

March  28. 1996: 
S.  1494.  An  act  to  provide  an  extension  for 
fiscal  year  1996  for  certain  programs  admin- 
istered  by   the   Secretary   of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  and  the  Secretary  of  Ag- 
riculture, and  for  other  purposes. 
April  1,  1996: 
S.J.  Res.  38.  Joint  resolution  granting  the 
consent  of  Congress   to   the   Vermont-New 
Hampshire  Interstate  Public  Water  Supply 
Compact. 

April  9,  1996: 
S.  4.  An  act  to  give  the  President  line  item 
veto  authority  with  respect  to  appropria- 
tions, new  direct  spending,  and  limited  tax 
benefits. 

April  24,  19%: 
S.  735.  An  act  to  deter  terrorism,  provide 
justice  for  victims,  provide  for  an  effective 
death  penalty,  and  for  other  purposes. 
May  2.  1996: 
S.J.  Res.  53.  Joint  resolution  making  cor- 
rections to  Public  Law  104-134. 
May  20.  1996: 
S.  641.  An  act  to  amend  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act  to  revise  and  extend  programs 


established  pursuant  to  the  Ryan  White 
Comprehensive  AIDS  Resources  Emergency 
Act  of  1990. 

May  13,  1996: 

H.R.  2024.  An  act  to  phase  out  the  use  of 
mercury  in  batteries  and  provide  for  the  effi- 
cient and  cost-effective  collection  and  recy- 
cling or  proper  disposal  of  used  nickel  cad- 
mium batteries,  small  sealed  lead-acid  bat- 
teries, and  certain  other  batteries,  and  for 
other  purposes. 
May  15, 1996: 

H.R.  2243.  An  act  to  amend  the  Trinity 
River  Basin  Fish  and  Wildlife  Management 
Act  of  1984,  to  extend  for  3  years  the  avail- 
ability of  Moneys  for  the  restoration  of  fish 
and  wildlife  in  the  Trinity  River,  and  for 
other  purposes. 
May  16. 1996: 

H.R.  2064.  An  act  to  grant  the  consent  of 
Congress  to  an  amendment  of  the  Historic 
Chattahoochee  Compact  between  the  States 
of  Alabama  and  Georgia. 
May  17, 1996: 

H.R.  2137.  An  act  to  amend  the  Violent 
Crime  Control  and  Law  Enforcement  Act  of 
1994  to  require  the  release  of  relevant  infor- 
mation to  protect  the  public  from  sexually 
violent  offenders. 
May  24.  1996: 

H.R.  1743.  An  act  to  amend  the  Water  Re- 
sources Research  Act  of  1984  to  extend  the 
authorizations  of  appropriations  through  fis- 
cal year  2000,  and  for  other  purposes. 

H.R.  1836.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  to  acquire  property  in 
the  town  of  East  Hampton.  Suffolk  County. 
New  York,  for  inclusion  in  the  Amagansett 
National  Wildlife  Refuge. 
May  29. 1996: 

H.R.  2066.  An  act  to  amend  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  to  provide  greater  flexibil- 
ity to  schools  to  meet  the  Dietary  Guidelines 
for  Americans  under  the  school  lunch  and 
school  breakfast  programs. 
June  3.  1996: 

H.R.  1965.  An  act  to  reauthorize  the  Coast- 
al Zone  Management  Act  of  1972.  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Committee  will  resiune  its  sitting. 


AGRICULTURE,  RURAL  DEVELOP- 
MENT, FOOD  AND  DRUG  ADMIN- 
ISTRATION. AND  RELATED 
AGENCIES  APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT,  1997 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
IVi  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Or- 
egon [Mr.  Cooley]. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Ani- 
mal Damage  Control  Program  rep- 
resents one  of  the  most  efficient  and 
cost-effective  programs  within  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture.  It  benefits 
the  general  public  as  well  as  the  agri- 
cultural industry.  Without  animal 
damage  control,  studies  have  indicated 
that  agriculture's  annual  losses  would 
total  in  excess  of  $1  billion.  In  1994  in 
Oregon  alone,  the  National  Agricul- 
tural Statistics  Service  estimated  that 
4,275  sheep  and  15,200  lambs  were  lost  to 
predators. 

What  kind  of  signal  are  we  sending  to 
these  ranchers?  When  urban  residents 
are  robbed  of  their  private  property, 
they  rely  on  publicly  financed  services 


to  regain  their  property.  It  this  a  sub- 
sidy to  private  property  owners?  Is  the 
taking  of  private  property  in  the  East 
worthy  of  publicly  financed  services, 
while  in  the  West  it  is  not? 

Mr.  Chairman,  ranchers  are  hard- 
working, tax-paying  citizens  who  con- 
tribute mightily  to  their  conmiunities. 
And  the  Animal  Damage  Control  Pro- 
gram is  a  tool  they  rely  on  to  maintain 
a  successful  operation.  It  should  be 
protected. 

Oppose  the  DeFazio  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  oppose  the  DeFazio 
amendment,  and  I  want  to  state  that 
predator  control  is  not  only  a  western 
issue;  it  is  an  issue  throughout  the  en- 
tire country.  I  think  that  we  need  to 
retain  this  program  because  we  re- 
tained other  predator  control  programs 
that  pertain  to  our  police  protection. 
This  is  just  another  form  of  that,  and 
we  need  it. 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  Brown]. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  strong  support  of  the 
DeFazio  amendment  that  would  cut 
$13.4  million  from  the  fiscal  year  1997 
budget  for  animal  damage  control. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  the  indulgence 
of  my  good  friend,  the  chairman  of  the 
committee,  to  understand  my  position 
because  I  hope  I  understand  his.  I  have 
a  small  spread  in  California.  I  engage 
in  predator  control.  I  believe  in  preda- 
tor control.  I  will  not  describe  the  type 
of  predator  control  that  I  use,  but  I 
think  it  is  reasonably  effective. 

What  I  am  suggesting  here  in  this  ef- 
fort to  cut  the  budget  for  animal  dam- 
age control  is  that  we  can  do  this  job 
more  effectively  and  in  a  more  prin- 
cipled fashion  than  we  do.  I  believe  in 
strong  cooperation  on  the  part  of  the 
Government,  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture in  this  case,  to  help  the  farm- 
ers, ranchers,  and  other  people  of  this 
country.  I  have  demonstrated  that 
time  after  time. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  do  not  believe  in 
an  unnecessary  and  less  than  beneficial 
subsidy  that  is  being  used  to  support 
this  program. 

As  I  think  we  all  know,  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to 
levy  fees  to  support  this  program,  but 
have  never  used  that  authority.  We 
move  in  that  direction  in  almost  every 
other  area  in  which  we  are  providing 
services  to  a  segment  of  the  business 
community,  and  it  is  my  view  that  we 
should  be  moving  in  this  direction  as 
far  as  the  Animal  Damage  Control  Pro- 
gram is  concerned. 

In  previous  legislation  the  Congress 
has  indicated  that  there  are  preferred 
ways  to  carry  out  this  operation  and 
they  do  not  require  the  extensive  use  of 
the  kinds  of  traps,  snares,  poisons,  aer- 
ial hunting,  and  other  things  that  are 
going  on  today  under  the  name  of  con- 
trolling animal  damage.  There  are 
more  effective  ways,  and  the  Congress 
has  directed  that  these  be  used. 
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We  have  GAO  reports  that  the  ADC 
has  been  using  these  methods  that  I 
have  described  in  essentially  all  in- 
stances, despite  the  Department's  writ- 
ten policies  and  procedures  which  call 
for  preference  to  be  given  to  nonlethal 
methods.  Now  I  confess  that  I  am  an 
unabashed  animal  lover  and  like  to 
protect  their  lives  where  possible,  and  I 
think  in  this  case  we  can  achieve  the 
control  of  predator  damage  by  the  use 
of  nonlethal  technologies,  and  that  we 
can  do  it  cheaper  and  we  can  distribute 
the  costs  of  doing  this  in  a  more  equi- 
table fashion  by  levying  fees  which 
would  be  levied  on  the  people  who  get 
the  benefit  from  the  program. 

Mr.  SKEIEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Wy- 
oming [Mrs.  CxreiN]. 

Mrs.  CXJBIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  pending  amendment 
which  would  reduce  funding  to  the  Ani- 
mal Damage  Control  Program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that  this 
amendment  is  at  the  very  best  unin- 
formed, and  possibly  at  the  worst, 
mean-spirited.  When  we  talk  about 
predators,  we  are  not  talking  only 
about  coyotes,  we  are  talking  about 
the  wolf  which  has  been  introduced 
into  Wyoming,  into  my  State,  which  is 
an  endangered  species.  The  grrizzly  bear 
is  an  endangered  species.  Eagles  and 
hawks,  many  of  them  are  endangered 
species. 

We  do  not  have  any  right  or  any  will 
to  kill  these  predators,  and  we  caimot 
legally  do  that  to  protect  our  live- 
stock. I  believe  in  predator  control,  but 
when  an  endangered  animal,  an  endan- 
gered species  kills  some  livestock,  the 
only  way  that  the  owner  of  that  live- 
stock can  get  compensated  is  through 
the  Animal  Damage  Control  Program. 
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I  would  suggest  that,  if  the  gen- 
tleman who  offered  the  amendment  had 
a  dog  that  was  worth  S10,000  and  this 
dog  was  in  his  very  own  yard,  and  there 
are  bulls  that  are  worth  that  much, 
much  more  than  510,000,  but  this  dog 
was  in  its  very  own  yard  and  my  dog 
went  over  and  killed  his  dog,  then  he 
would  say  that  I  ought  to  be  respon- 
sible to  pay  him  back  for  the  value  of 
his  dog.  This  is  all  this  predator  con- 
trol program  does. 

U  a  species  or  if  a  predator,  including 
an  endangered  species,  kills  a  cow.  a 
bull,  a  sheep,  whatever,  all  we  are  ask- 
ing is  that  a  portion,  a  very  small  por- 
tion of  the  value  of  that  livestock  be 
given  back  to  the  owner  of  the  live- 
stock. That  is  what  we  are  asking.  This 
is  not  a  subsidy.  It  is  merely  paying 
someone  for  a  small  portion  of  what  is 
rightfully  theirs. 

The  animal  loss  in  the  livestock  in- 
dustry is  enormous,  as  the  gentleman 
firom  Oregon  [Mr.  Cooley]  stated  ear- 
lier. Aside  from  the  livestock  issues, 
there  have  also  been  wildlife  losses,  not 
just  in  Wyoming  but  in  Oregon  and 


across  the  western  United  States,  due 
to  predation.  It  is  the  livestock  produc- 
ers who,  by  controlling  predators,  who 
keep  the  burgeoning  numbers  of 
coyotes,  foxes,  mountain  lions,  and 
brown  bears  down,  who  have  provided 
the  most  protection  for  wildlife,  which 
are  preyed  upon  by  these  same  destruc- 
tive animals.  The  Animal  Defense  Con- 
trol Program  is  the  last  line  of  defense 
for  the  wildlife  that  we  enjoy  and  that 
everyone  wants  to  preserve  in  our 
State. 

If  Members  have  any  real  interest  in 
protecting  wildlife,  they  will  vote 
against  this  amendment,  because  the 
ranchers  and  the  livestock  growers  are 
the  ones  who  are  helping  control  the 
predators,  and  they  need  the  animal 
control  money  to  enable  them  to  do 
that. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

The  issue  here  is  a  subsidy,  subsidy. 
That  side  of  the  aisle  is  consistently 
against  government  programs  and  sub- 
sidies except  when  it  goes  to  their  own 
parochial  interests.  This  bill  does  noth- 
ing, nothing  to  prevent  predator  con- 
trol by  individuals,  by  counties,  by 
States.  As  I  said  previously,  when  I  was 
a  county  commissioner,  we  canceled 
the  predator  control  program,  walked 
away  from  the  Federal  match.  They  en- 
gaged in  private  predator  control,  and 
the  losses  did  not  go  up.  But  that  is  the 
issue  here. 

Will  we  continue  a  $13.4  million  sub- 
sidy to  a  selected  few  of  the  livestock 
producers  in  the  Western  United 
States? 

As  I  stated  earlier,  yes.  the  losses  are 
largely  due  to  predation.  Almost  3  per- 
cent of  the  losses  last  year  were  due  to 
predation.  The  other  97  percent  were 
due  to  a  number  of  causes,  some  of 
which  are  not  preventable,  like  weath- 
er, but  others  which  coiild  be  prevent- 
able with  research,  like  respiratory 
problems,  27  percent;  digestive  prob- 
lems, 25  percent.  Fifty-two  percent  of 
the  losses  in  this  industry  were  due  to 
respiratory  and  digestive  problems. 

Maybe  we  should  invest  this  money 
in  our  veterinary  schools.  Maybe  we 
should  invest  it  in  a  vaccination  pro- 
gram for  livestock.  I  do  not  know.  But 
there  would  be  a  heck  of  a  lot  better 
return  than  the  3  percent  that  was  due 
to  predation. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 

[Mr.  BONILLA]. 

Mr.  BONILLA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  my  friend  from  New  Mexico  for 
yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  opposi- 
tion to  the  DeFazio  amendment.  It  is 
bad  news,  it  is  bad  news  for  agri- 
culture. It  is  bad  news  for  consumers. 
It  is  bad  news  for  the  environment. 
And  it  is  bad  news  for  America's  chil- 
dren. 
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Here  is  the  bad  news  the  DeFazio 
amendment  has  for  agriculture.  In  1994, 
520,000  sheep  and  lamb  were  killed  by 
predators,  direct  losses  to  agriculture 
from  wildlife  damage  totaled  $461  mil- 
lion. The  DeFazio  amendment  says  too 
bad,  so  sad,  let  us  increase  these  losses. 

The  DeFazio  amendment  would  cut 
animal  damage  control  that  is  essen- 
tial for  the  continued  viability  for 
many  American  ranches  already  bat- 
tered by  the  drought.  Let  us  not  forget 
about  the  drought.  The  DeFazio 
amendment  would  punish  these  ranch- 
ers with  increased  losses.  My  friends, 
that  is  wrong,  it  is  just  plain  wrong. 

Here  is  the  bad  news  the  DeFazio 
amendment  has  for  consvuners.  Higher 
grocery  bills  are  on  the  way  for  mil- 
lions of  American  families  struggling 
to  make  ends  meet.  These  higher  costs 
are  courtesy  of  the  DeFazio  amend- 
ment which  will  increase  predator 
damage  and  reduce  supply. 

At  the  same  time,  ADC  plays  a  vital 
role  in  the  safety  of  millions  of  air 
travelers.  By  1991,  635  airports  partici- 
pated in  the  ADC  program.  The  impor- 
tance was  illvmiinated  when  a  bird 
strike  at  Kennedy  Airport  in  New  York 
caused  severe  dajnage  to  a  plane  and, 
more  importantly,  threatened  the  lives 
of  300  passengers.  The  DeFazio  amend- 
ment says  so  sad,  too  bad,  we  should 
accept  this  level  of  risk. 

That  is  wrong.  It  is  plain  wrong.  We 
should  reject  this  amendment  for  that 
reason  as  well. 

Here  is  bad  news  the  DeFazio  amend- 
ment has  for  the  environment.  ADC  ac- 
tivities protect  threatened  and  endan- 
gered species  from  predators.  The 
black  footed  ferret,  the  San  Joaquin 
kit  fox,  the  desert  tortoise,  the  Aleu- 
tian Canadian  goose  might  well  be  ex- 
tinct were  it  not  for  ADC  protection 
from  predators.  The  DeFazio  amend- 
ment says  too  bad,  so  sad,  we  may  as 
well  terminate  these  species.  That  is 
wrong,  plain  wrong,  another  reason  to 
reject  this  amendment. 

Finally,  and  most  troubling,  the 
DeFazio  amendment  delivers  bad  news 
to  America's  children.  Rabies  is 
rearing  its  horrifying  face  across 
America.  Between  1988  and  1992,  rabies 
cases  have  doubled.  New  York  reported 
1,761  new  cases,  while  640  of  my  fellow 
Texans  were  treated  for  rabies.  Preda- 
tors also  directly  threaten  our  youth. 
In  Los  Angeles,  a  3-year-old  girl  was 
killed  in  her  front  yard  by  a  coyote. 
ADC  fights  these  threats.  The  DeFazio 
amendment  tells  us  not  to  worry  about 
the  predator  threat.  It  is  not  impor- 
tant, too  bad,  so  sad. 

This  is  wrong.  We  should  reject  the 
DeFazio  amendment.  If  we  care  about 
either  agriculture,  consumers,  the  en- 
vironment or  children,  we  should  stand 
strong  and  reject  the  DeFazio  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  DEFAZIO,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

The  gentleman  should  read  the 
amendment  before  he  rises  with  such 
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extraordinary  charges  that  the  amend- 
ment will  be  responsible  for  the  col- 
lapse of  American  democracy  and  the 
final  victory  of  the  totalitarian  Soviet 
state,  which  I  think  was  part  of  the 
statement  there. 

It  has  exceptions  for  human  health 
and  safety.  It  has  exceptions  for  endan- 
gered or  threatened  species.  The  endan- 
gered, threatened  si)ecies  are  often 
dealt  with  in  a  better  manner  by  fish 
and  wildlife,  who  has  a  line  item  in 
their  budget.  All  this  does  is  eliminate 
a  subsidy  for  a  ridiculous  anachronistic 
program  first  implemented  in  1931  that 
has  no  discernible  impact. 

It  has  had  an  impact,  and  it  is  inad- 
vertent, against  nontarget  species,  poi- 
soning of  nontarget  species,  the  de- 
struction of  predators  which,  like 
coyotes,  in  many  cases  prey  on  rodents 
or  on  grroundhogs  and  gophers  and 
things  which  cause  problems  with  pas- 
tures and  with  horses  breaking  their 
legs.  So  the  gentleman,  by  killing 
coyotes,  is  responsible  for  people  whose 
horses  have  put  their  legs  in  gopher 
holes,  broken  them,  fallen  and  then 
been  killed. 

I  will  not  make  that  charge,  but  his 
charges  were  equally  irresponsible. 

This  is  an  absurd  subsidy  to  a  se- 
lected few,  a  very  small  percentage  of 
privileged  western  livestock  producers. 
It  is  something  that  if  they  need,  they 
can  contract  for  themselves  without  a 
subsidy  from  the  U.S.  taxpayers  to  con- 
tinue this  ineffective  and  indiscrimi- 
nate program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Stenholm]. 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  this  amendment.  I 
have  listened  attentively  to  much  of 
the  debate.  I  think  that  the  proponent 
of  this  amendment  is  completely  over- 
looking the  reason  why  some  of  us  be- 
lieve that  it  is  a  good  program. 

If  you  have  ever  talked  to  a  rancher 
that  has  lost  200,  300,  400,  or  500  kid 
goats,  baby  goats  just  bom.  if  you  have 
talked  to  ranchers  that  have  lost  200  or 
300  or  400  baby  lambs  that  have  just 
been  bom.  then  the  3-percent  figure  in 
the  Nation  makes  no  sense  whatsoever 
to  that  individual. 

This  program  is  designed  to  take  care 
of  a  problem.  When  there  is  no  prob- 
lem, when  you  do  not  have  an  undue 
number  of  coyotes  or  other  predator 
animals  in  an  area,  you  do  not  have  a 
program.  But  when  you  do  have  one. 
and  it  becomes  a  problem,  then  you 
have  a  need  for  a  program,  and  it  does 
not  just  benefit  the  rancher. 

Living  in  my  part  of  the  country 
today,  as  my  friend  and  neighbor  from 
San  Antonio  just  pointed  out.  rabies, 
we  have  a  serious  problem  that  we  are 
trying  to  contain  and  control.  It  is 
spread  by  coyotes  a.id  bobcats.  And  it 
is  a  problem  that  is  now  coming  within 


the  city  limits  of  some  of  our  towns  in 
the  southern  part  of  Texas. 

This  program,  as  it  is  designed,  is  de- 
signed to  be  a  responsible  way  to  deal 
with  problems  like  this.  So  I  would 
hope  that  my  colleagues,  both  sides  of 
the  Jiisle,  would  not  support  this 
amendment.  It  does  nothing  other  than 
create  some  tremendous  economic 
problems  for  certain  ranchers,  and  it  is 
not  just  in  the  far  west,  it  is  in  Texas, 
it  is  in  Oklahoma,  it  is  in  New  Mexico, 
in  all  areas  in  which  you  have  for 
whatever  reason  a  problem  with  preda- 
tory animals. 

I  would  hope  that  Members  would  not 
support  this  amendment.  I  think  the 
conmiittee  has  done  a  very  responsible 
job.  They  have  had  a  difficult  time 
with  the  amount  of  moneys  available. 
They  have  put  the  moneys  where  they 
believe  is  in  the  best  and  highest  prior- 
ity. I  believe  that  it  is  something  that 
almost  every  one  of  us  can  find  a  way 
to  justify  and  support. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LiNDER).  The  gentleman  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Skeen]  has  3Vi  minutes  re- 
maining and  has  the  right  to  close,  and 
the  gentleman  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
DeFazio]  has  2  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  had  a  lot  of 
red  herrings  drug  across  the  floor  here. 
Rabies  is  not  affected  by  this  amend- 
ment. Human  health  and  safety  activi- 
ties are  totally  exempt.  Whether  it  is 
rabid  animals  or  problem  animals, 
those  things  can  still  be  taken  care  of 
by  ADC. 

We  have  heard  about  environmental 
concerns  from  the  other  side.  I  am 
pleased  to  finally  hear  environmental 
concerns  from  the  other  side  from  the 
gentleman  from  Texas,  maybe  not  a 
first  but  definitely  somewhat  unprece- 
dented. 

We  accommodate  endangered  and 
threatened  species  in  this  amendment. 
It  does  not  affect  control  efforts  that 
deal  with  the  preservation  or  safety  of 
endangered  or  threatened  species. 

Quite  simply,  the  amendment  goes  to 
the  heart  of  this  issue,  which  is,  should 
the  U.S.  taxpayers  subsidize  a  program 
of  poisoning,  baiting,  killing,  shooting 
from  airplanes  and  others  of  predator 
species  that  may  or  may  not  be  a  par- 
ticular problem,  should  they  continue 
to  avoid  their  mandate  that  they  use 
other  controls,  should  we  spend  $14 
million  doing  this?  Maybe  we  should  go 
out  and  have  a  Federal  program  to  ac- 
quire dogs.  We  could  buy  Great  Pyr- 
enees, kuvasz,  Komondors.  Bouvier  des 
Flandres.  You  can  get  a  heck  of  a  lot  of 
them  for  S14  million,  and  if  they  live  10 
years,  we  would  not  have  to  spend  any 
more  money. 

The  issue  is,  many  ranchers  have  be- 
come dependent  upon  practices  that 
are  not  the  most  prudent  practices,  to 
have  calving  or  birthing  of  lambs  in 
areas  that  are  problem  areas  without 


13839 

without   them- 


any    herders   present, 
selves  being  present. 

As  we  saw  earlier,  actually  more  of 
the  livestock  die  with  calving  prob- 
lems. 17  percent,  than  with  the  preda- 
tion problems,  3  percent.  But  in  any 
case,  they  are  saying  we  need  this  pro- 
gram. If  they  need  the  program,  they 
should  pay  for  it  themselves.  They 
should  go  to  their  county  or  State, 
have  the  county  or  State  pay  for  it. 

It  is  time  to  put  this  Federal  anach- 
ronism to  bed.  At  a  time  when  we  are 
cutting  back  on  every  other  program 
here  in  order  to  get  to  a  balanced  budg- 
et, we  should  no  longer  subsidize  the 
indiscriminate  killing  by  the  animal 
disease  control  people  and  we  should 
continue  in  the  areas  of  health,  safety, 
airi)orts,  and  endangered  species. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Let  me  say  to  the  gentleman,  who  is 
existing  in  oblivious  and  euphoric 
unawareness,  that  is  the  closest  I  can 
come  to  being  real  kind  about  this 
issue,  I  understand  his  problem.  He 
feels  so  good  that  he  is  cutting  money. 

Let  me  say  to  the  gentleman,  by  cut- 
ting funding  for  the  program  there  will 
not  be  any  personnel  available  to  take 
care  of  the  health  and  safety  issues 
that  he  is  espousing  because  that  is 
built  into  the  program. 

D  1145 

I  ask  the  Members  to  vote  "no"  on 
this  issue.  Let  us  go  back  a  little  bit  in 
history.  We  had  the  perfect  answer  to 
the  kind  of  predatory  control  in  the 
United  States  at  one  time  with  the  for- 
mula known  as  1080.  It  did  not  cost 
near  as  much  as  it  does  for  the  pro- 
gram that  we  have  today  because  it 
took  care  of  the  problem.  It  was  benign 
and  it  was  species-specific.  But,  no,  the 
animal  rights  people  decided  that  this 
was  a  lethal  method  that  was  objec- 
tionable to  them,  and  we  did  away  with 
it,  we  banned,  the  use  of  1080  in  West- 
em  ranges. 

So  they  came  up  with  this  program, 
and  it  is  a  participation  program  in 
which  ranchers,  farmers,  and  others 
put  up  money,  that  is  to  some  degree, 
matching  the  Federal  funding  that  is 
involved. 

Yes,  we  want  to  cut  the  budget,  and 
how.  but  we  need  to  take  care  of  a 
problem  that  is  so  onerous  and  so  criti- 
cal to  those  people  who  are  livestock 
raisers  and  grazers.  The  are  not  being 
subsidized.  They  are  paying  their  part 
because  they  have  to  spend  enormous 
amounts  of  time  checking  traps  and 
doing  whatever  they  do  to  keep  their 
predator  control  situation  under  abso- 
lute control. 

So  I  say  to  the  gentleman.  "Get  out 
of  the  county  courthouse  that  you  were 
sitting  in  so  comfortable;  get  out  there 
and  live  with  a  family  for  a  little  while 
that  has  a  predator  problem  so  that 
you  actually  understand  what  predator 
control  means." 
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This  program  also  assists  those  who 
have  trouble  going  in  and  out  of  air- 
ports with  huge  flocks  of  birds  that  fly 
through  jet  engines  and  things  of  that 
kind.  We  are  using  a  mental  approach 
and  a  research  approach  to  solving  that 
problem:  lethal  means,  are  used  as  a 
last  resort. 

I  agree  with  the  gentleman  that 
there  ought  to  be  a  better  system.  We 
had  a  better  system  at  one  time,  but  it 
was  not  looked  upon  with  great  favor. 
In  our  great  wisdom  we  banned  it  by 
executive  decree,  and  I  think  that  was 
a  horrible  mistake. 

So  I  say  to  the  gentleman  and  to 
those  who  are  interested  in  this  par- 
ticular thing  that  I  sure  would  appre- 
ciate a  "no"  vote  because  I  think  it  has 
a  devastating  effect,  and  the  gen- 
tleman, giving  him  all  due  credit,  does 
not  know  what  he  is  talking  about. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong 
support  of  this  amendment.  Currently,  the 
Federal  Government  spends  527  million  on 
the  Animal  Damage  Control  Program.  Various 
activities  covered  under  this  program  Include 
prevention  of  the  spread  of  rabies  and  control 
of  bird  fkxks  near  airports.  I  strongly  support 
these  programs  because  they  protect  human 
health  and  safety.  However,  there  are  other 
activities  within  the  ADC  program  which  serve 
as  an  unnecessary  subsidy  to  livestock  pro- 
ducers. By  the  Federal  Government  paying  for 
predator  control,  livestock  owners  are  not  en- 
couraged to  deter  predators  and  improve  the 
protection  of  their  herds.  By  leaving  newtx>m 
caives  and  lambs  In  fields  far  from  the  protec- 
tion of  the  bam,  livstock  producers  are  entic- 
ing animals  such  as  wolves,  mountain  lions, 
and  foxes  to  prey  on  this  young  stock,  in  addi- 
tion, the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  already 
authorized  to  levy  fees  for  predator  control 
services  but  will  not  do  so  while  the  Federal 
government  continues  to  pay  the  bills. 

By  cutting  this  program  in  half,  we  will  focus 
the  remaining  money  on  the  more  beneficial 
programs  that  protect  human  health  and  safe- 
ty. In  these  times  of  budgetary  constraints, 
supporting  this  amendment  will  save  taxpayer 
money  and  provide  an  incentive  for  livestock 
producers  to  take  responsibility  for  protecting 
their  herds. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Chaimian,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  DeFazio  amendment, 
which  would  reduce  funds  for  the  Animal 
Damage  Control  Program  of  the  Animal  and 
Plant  Health  Inspection  Service. 

This  is  not  a  well-known  program,  but  it  is 
an  important  program  for  California  and  the 
United  States. 

ADC's  activities  range  from  preventing  bird 
strikes  to  aircraft  at  JFK  Intemational  Airport  in 
New  Yorlc,  to  seeking  solutions  to  the  severe 
problem  of  canine  rabies  in  Texas,  to  protect- 
ing threatened  arid  endangered  species  in 
California. 

In  California,  ADC  has  worited  with  the  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wikilife  Service  to  protect  the  west- 
em  snowy  ptover,  the  California  clapper  rail, 
the  desert  tortoise,  and  the  Califomia  least 
tem. 

In  addition,  ADC  wori<s  with  ranchers  and 
grazers  to  prevent  tosses  due  to  predatk>n. 


Losses  of  sheep  and  goats  due  to  predation 
averages  approximately  324  million  a  year. 
Cattle  losses  due  to  predation  average  ap- 
proximately S40  million  annually.  In  the  ab- 
sence of  an  operational  ADC  program,  these 
losses  will  increase  dramatically. 

The  effect  of  the  DeFazio  amendment  would 
be  significant  and  devastating.  Seven  ADC 
States  offices  would  be  closed,  Including  the 
gentleman's  home  State  and  six  other  West- 
em  States.  Twenty  ADC  district  offices  will 
close  from  Wisconsin  to  my  home  State  of 
Califomia.  Approximately  200  field  positions 
would  be  subject  to  reduction-in-force.  Match- 
ing cooperative  would  decrease  by  50  per- 
cent— amounting  to  a  SI 0  million  loss  in  coop- 
erative funding. 

In  short,  this  is  an  effective  program 
throughout  the  United  States,  and  this  amend- 
ment would  severely  reduce  its  effectiveness. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  oppose  the  DeFazio 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LiNDER).  The  question  is  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio]. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Chairman  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  noes  appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  139,  noes  279. 
not  voting  16,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  230] 
AYES— 139 

MorelU 

Nadler 

Neal 

Neununn 

Obey 

Olver 

Owens 

Payne (NJ) 

Pelosl 

Petri 

Porter 

Rah&ll 

Ramstad 

Rangrel 

Reed 

Rivers 

Roemer 

Rohrabacher 

Roth 

Roakema 

Roytial-Allard 

Royce 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sanford 

Scarborough 

Schroeder 

Schunier 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Shays 

Slaughter 

Smith  (NJ) 

Stark 

Stearns 

Stockman 

Studds 

Stupak 

Taylor  (MS) 

Torres 

Towns 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 


Abercromble 

Gejdenson 

Ackerman 

Gephardt 

Andrews 

GUchrest 

Barrett  (WI) 

Goss 

Becem 

BellensoD 

Gutknecht 

Herman 

Hall  (OH) 

BUbray 

Harman 

Blllrakls 

Hlnchey 

Blumenauer 

Hoekstra 

Blute 

Jackson  (IL) 

Bonlor 

Johnston 

BoTSkl 

Kelly 

Brown  (CA) 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Brown  (OH) 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Bryant  (TX) 

KenneUy 

Cardln 

Kleczka 

Castle 

Kitnk 

Chabot 

King 

Chrysler 

LaFalce 

Cobum 

T,antos 

Cox 

Levin 

Coyne 

Lewis  (GA) 

Cnmmlngs 

Llplnskl 

DeFazio 

Lowey 

DeLauro 

Luther 

Dellums 

Maloney 

Deutsch 

Manzollo 

Dlngell 

Markey 

Dlzon 

Matsul 

Doggett 

McCarthj- 

Doyle 

McDermott 

Duncan 

McHale 

Ehlers 

McKlnney 

Engel 

McNulty 

English 

Meehan 

Eshoo 

Meek 

Fan- 

Menendez 

Fawell 

Meyers 

Fllner 

MlUender- 

Flanagan 

McDonald 

Foglletu 

Miller  (CA) 

Fox 

Miller  (FL) 

Frank  (MA) 

Mink 

Furse 

Moakley 

Wamp 

Waxman 

Yates 

Waters 

Woolsey 
NOES— 279 

Zlmmer 

AUard 

Franks  (NJ) 

MoUohan 

Archer 

Frlsa 

Montgomery 

Armey 

Frost 

Moorhead 

Bach us 

Funderburk 

Martha 

Baesler 

Gallegly 

Myers 

Baker  (CA) 

Ganske 

Myrlck 

Baker (LA) 

Gekas 

Nethercutt 

Baldaccl 

Geren 

Ney 

Ballenger 

Gibbons 

Norwood 

Barcla 

Oilman 

Nossle 

Ban- 

Gonzalez 

Oberstar 

Barrett  (NE) 

Goodlatte 

Ortiz 

Bartlett 

Goodllng 

Orton 

Barton 

Gordon 

Oxley 

Bateman 

Graham 

Packard 

Bentsen 

Green  (TX) 

Pallone 

Bereuter 

Greene  (UT) 

Parker 

BevlU 

Greenwood 

Pastor 

Bishop 

Gunderson 

Pazon 

BlUey 

HalKTX) 

Payne  (VA) 

Boehlert 

Hamilton 

Peterson  (FL) 

Boehner 

Hancock 

Peterson  (MN) 

Bonllla 

Hansen 

Pickett 

Bono 

Hasten 

Pombo 

Boucher 

Hastings  (FL) 

Pomeroy 

Brewster 

Hastings  (WA) 

Ponman 

Browder 

Hayes 

Poshard 

Brown  (FL) 

Hayworth 

()ulllen 

Brownback 

Hefley 

Qulnn 

Bryant  (TN) 

Hefner 

Radanovlch 

Bunn 

Helneman 

Regula 

Bunnlng 

Herger 

Richardson 

Burr 

Hlllearj- 

Rlggs 

Burton 

HlUlard 

Roberts 

Buyer 

Hobson 

Rogers 

Callahan 

Hoke 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Camp 

Holden 

Rose 

Campbell 

Horn 

Rush 

Canady 

Hostettler 

Salmon 

Chambllss 

Houghton 

Sawyer 

(^enoweth 

Hoyer 

Saxton 

Chrlstensen 

Hunter 

Schaefer 

Clay 

Hutchinson 

Scott 

Clayton 

Hyde 

Seastrand 

Clement 

Istook 

Sbadegg 

dinger 

Jankson-Lee 

Shaw 

Coble 

(TX) 

Shuster 

Coleman 

Jacobs 

Slslsky 

Collins  (GA) 

JefTerson 

Skaggs 

CoUlns  (IL) 

Johnson  (CD 

Skeen 

CoUlns  (MI) 

Johnson  (SD) 

Skelton  '^ 

Combest 

Johnson,  E.  B. 

Smith  (MI) 

Condlt 

Johnson.  Sam 

Smith  (TX) 

Cooley 

Jones 

Smith  (WA) 

Costello 

Kanjorskl 

Solomon 

Cramer 

Kaptur 

Souder 

Crane 

Kaslch 

Spenoe 

Crapo 

Klldee 

Spr»tt 

Cremeans 

Kim 

Stenholm 

Cubln 

King 

Stokes 

C^mnlngham 

Kingston 

Stump 

Danner 

KnoUenberg 

Talent 

Davis 

Kolbe 

Tanner 

de  la  Garza 

LaHood 

Tate 

Deal 

Largent 

Tauzln 

DeLay 

Tifttham 

Taylor  (NO 

Dlaz-Balart 

LaTourette 

Teleda 

Dickey 

Thomas 

Dicks 

Lazlo 

Thompson 

Dooley 

Leach 

Thomberry 

DooUttle 

Lewis  (KY) 

Thornton 

Doman 

LlghUoot 

Thnrman 

Dreler 

Llnder 

Tlahrt 

Dunn 

Livingston 

Torklldsen 

Durbln 

LoBlondo 

Tomcelll 

Edwards 

Lofgren 

Trancant 

Ehrllch 

Longley 

Vlsclosky 

Ensign 

Lucas 

Volkmer 

Evans 

Man  ton 

Vucanovlch 

Everett 

Martinez 

Walker 

Ewlng 

Mascara 

Walsh 

Fattah 

McCoUum 

Ward 

Fazio 

McCrery 

Watt  (NO 

Fields  (LA) 

McHngh 

Watts  (OK) 

Fields  (TX) 

Mclnnls 

Weldon  (FL) 

Flake 

Mcintosh 

Weldon  (PA) 

Foley 

McKeon 

Weller 

Forbes 

Metcalf 

White 

Ford 

Mica 

Whltfleld 

Fowler 

Mlnge 

Wicker 

Franks  (CT) 

Mollnarl 

WUliams 
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Wilson 

Wynn 

ZeUIT 

Wise 

Young  (AK) 

Wolf 

Young  (FL) 

NOT  VOTINCJ— 16 

Bass 

Frelinghuysen 

McDade 

Calvert 

Gillmor 

Moran 

Chapman 

Inglis 

Pryce 

Clybum 

Lewis  (CA) 

Schiff 

Conyers 

Lincoln 

Emeison 

Martini 

D  1207 

Messrs.  KILDEE,  FATTAH.  and 
ROSE  Changed  their  vote  from  "aye" 
to  "no." 

Mrs.  KENNELLY,  Mrs.  MEEK  of 
Florida,  and  Messrs.  COX  of  Califomia, 
BILBRAY,  SCHUMER,  LEWIS  of  Geor- 
gia, and  NEUMANN  changed  their  vote 
from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  during  roll-all 
vote  No.  230  on  H.R.  3603  I  was  unavoidably 
detained.  Had  I  been  present.  I  would  have 
voted  "aye." 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  MARTINI.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  moming 
during  rollcall  votes  229  and  230  I  was  un- 
avoidably detained.  Had  I  been  present,  I 
would  have  voted  "aye"  on  rollcall  vote  No. 
229,  and  "nay"  on  rollcall  vote  No.  230. 

AMENDMENT  OFFE31ED  BY  MR.  KENNEDY  OF 
MASSACHUSETTS 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  amendment  No.  1. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  No.  1  offered  by  Mr.  Kennedy 
of  Massachusetts: 

At  the  end  of  the  bill  (page  69.  after  line  5), 
insert;  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  for 
market  access  activities  under  section  203  of 
the  Agricultural  Trade  Act  of  1978  (7  U.S.C. 
5623).  or  made  available  for  the  salaries  of 
employees  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
who  provide  assistance  under  such  section, 
may  be  used  to  provide  assistance  to  eligible 
trade  organizations  (as  defined  in  such  sec- 
tion) to  promote  the  sale  or  export  of  alcohol 
or  alcoholic  beverages. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  10  minutes,  and  that 
the  time  be  equally  divided. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  temprore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Mexico? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject, I  would  ask  the  gentleman,  did  he 
request  10  minutes? 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  New  Mex- 
ico. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Yes,  10  minutes. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts. 
Five  and  five? 


Mr.  SKEEN.  Five  and  five,  yes. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  is  fine  with  me,  and  I 
withdraw  my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Mexico? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Kennedy]  and  the  gentleman  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  SKEEN]  will  each  be  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy]. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as 
I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  many  people 
that  saw  the  news  yesterday  that  Sea- 
grams Liquor  Co.  is  now  going  to  begin 
advertising  directly  hard  liquor  on  tel- 
evision, were  shocked  at  that  develop- 
ment. 

In  a  country  that  currently  is  in- 
volved in  a  situation  in  the  United 
States  of  America  where  the  No.  1  kill- 
er of  people  under  the  age  of  24  in  this 
country  is  alcohol  and  alcohol-related 
deaths,  when  we  spend  $15  billion  a 
year  of  taxpayer  funds  to  fight  the  war 
on  drugs,  and  yet  we  have  the  singly 
most  abused  drug  in  this  country,  alco- 
hol, now  killing  many,  many  more 
Americans  than  all  other  drugs  com- 
bined, we  have  a  tragedy  on  our  hands. 

We  have  spent  time  and  time  again 
debating  on  this  floor  the  need  to  cut 
back  programs  that  provide  for  the 
education  of  our  children,  that  provide 
for  the  research  and  development  of 
our  country,  that  provide  for  the 
health  care  of  our  senior  citizens.  But 
in  this  bill  is  a  hidden  subsidy  worth 
millions  and  millions  of  dollars  to  ad- 
vertise some  of  the  most  profitable  al- 
coholic beverages  abroad.  It  is  a  shame 
and  it  is  a  scam.  It  ought  to  come  to  a 
stop. 

In  this  Market  Access  Program,  we 
will  be  spending  millions  of  dollars  to 
advertise  Ernest  and  Julio  Gallo,  the 
richest  winemakers  in  the  world,  who 
receive  $25  million  worth  of  United 
States  taxpayer  money  to  advertise  its 
wine  and  brandy  in  Thailand,  the  Phil- 
ippines. Canada,  and  England.  Jim 
Beam  got  over  $2.5  million  to  push  its 
whiskey  abroad.  Other  whiskey  giants 
like  Hiram  Walker  and  Brown-Forman 
profited  from  the  Market  Access  Pro- 
gram. 

The  MAP  program  adds  insult  to  in- 
jury by  asking  the  taxjiayers  to  foot 
the  bill  of  the  world's  largest  foreign 
alcohol  giants.  We  actually  spend 
money  subsidizing  Seagrams,  the  very 
company  that  has  gone  on  television 
yesterday  to  advertise  its  hard  liquor. 
we  are  now  subsidizing  that  Canaidian 
company  with  United  States  taxpayer 
dollars  to  advertise  their  products 
abroad. 

This  is  a  scandal  that  ought  to  come 
to  an  end.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  just 


suggest  to  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  that  it  is  about  time  that  if  we 
are  going  to  stand  up  to  the  senior  citi- 
zens and  tell  them  we  spend  too  much 
money  on  their  health  care,  if  we  are 
going  to  stand  up  to  kids  and  tell  them 
we  spend  too  much  money  on  their  edu- 
cation, if  we  are  going  to  stand  up  to 
the  poor  and  vulnerable  and  tell  them 
we  spend  too  much  money  on  poverty 
programs,  then  we  can  stand  up  to  the 
biggest  alcohol  producers,  the  biggest 
winemakers  in  the  world  and  tell  them 
we  are  sick  and  tired  of  using  tax- 
payers' money  to  subsidize  their  prof- 
its. 

D  1215 

If  they  want  to  advertise  their  alco- 
hol products  abroad,  let  them  do  it 
with  their  own  money.  Let  them  stay 
out  of  the  taxpayer's  back  pocket. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Fazio). 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  Califomia.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  see  if  I  can 
shed  some  light  on  this  subject.  We  are 
talking  about  helping  export  American 
agricultural  products  under  this  pro- 
gram. I  am  specifically  talking  about 
small  wine  grape  growers,  most  of 
whom  market  their  products  through 
several  large  wineries.  This  is  an 
amendment  to  help  small  agriculture. 

Remember,  the  European  Union 
spends  more  on  the  export  promotion 
of  wine  than  the  United  States  spends 
promoting  all  of  our  agricultural  prod- 
ucts. They  do  a  great  deal  to  help  their 
growers  promote  their  foreign  sales. 
The  European  Community  wine  indus- 
tries are  heavily  subsidized  to  the  tune 
of  $1.5  billion,  which  includes  $90  mil- 
lion alone  for  export  promotion.  That 
is  the  total  amount  provided  for  all  of 
agriculture  in  this  bill,  if  it  is  not  re- 
duced or  eliminated. 

Other  countries  do  even  more  than 
the  European  Union.  The  Italian  Gov- 
ernment through  its  trade  commission 
is  funding  an  additional  $25  million  for 
Italian  wines  alone.  So  when  ft  comes 
to  the  wine  industry,  the  MAP  program 
that  we  are  now  debating  is  a  program 
that  helps  small  business,  not  visit  the 
giant  wineries,  not  only  the  names 
that  we  have  heard  bandied  about  here 
on  the  floor. 

In  fact  in  1994.  for  example.  101 
wineries  participated  and  89  of  them 
were  small  wineries.  So  there  is  no 
question  that  this  is  not  a  subsidy  sim- 
ply to  big  agriculture  or  big  vintners. 

We  are  not  talking  about  people  who 
are  purveying  distilled  spirits.  This  is 
wine,  a  product  that  we  lead  not  only 
this  hemisphere  but  this  world  in  the 
production  of  a  quality  product.  MAP 
promotes  independent  businesses.  It  is 
important  that  90  percent  of  the  small 
wine  grape  growers  in  this  country  be 
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given  an  opportunity  to  be  part  of  an 
export  promotion  program.  This 
amendment  would  put  an  end  to  it. 

Mr.  KElsTNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  just  like  to  suggest 
to  the  gentleman  that  if  he  reads  the 
fine  print  of  this  legislation,  what  he 
will  find  is  there  is  a  big  gap.  The  gap 
says  that  they  can  put  money  through 
the  association.  It  is  through  those  as- 
sociations that  then  launder  the  tax- 
payers' dollars  that  then  go  into  the 
pockets  of  the  biggest  wineries  in  the 
United  States.  Ernest  and  Julio,  et 
cetera. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  If  I  could  re- 
claim my  time,  the  people  who  are  in- 
volved in  this  program  are  putting  up 
half  the  money.  This  is  not  all  Govern- 
ment money.  Half  the  money  comes 
from  the  private  sector,  both  from  the 
wine  grape  growers  through  their  asso- 
ciation and  those  who  make  wine  and 
help  market  the  product. 

This  is  a  program  that  works  for  all 
elements  of  one  of  our  most  successful 
agricultural  industries.  K  we  want  to 
be  successful  in  getting  down  our  trade 
imbalance,  if  we  want  to  help  small 
growers,  we  ought  to  continue  to  sup- 
port this  very  modest  program,  which 
is  all  we  can  afford  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  Nethercutt]. 

Mr.  NETHERCUTT.  I  thank  the 
chainnan  of  the  subconunittee  for 
yielding  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  we  have  to 
keep  in  mind  in  this  debate  with  re- 
spect to  the  Kennedy  amendment  that 
this  program  helps  small  farmers.  This 
helps  small  farmers  out  in  Washington 
State  who.  I  might  say  to  my  friend 
from  California,  make  the  best  wine  in 
the  world. 

But  also  I  want  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  to  understand  that  the 
USDA  directs  the  Market  Access  Pro- 
gram to  small  businesses,  small  farms, 
small  wineries.  I  do  not  think  we  want 
to  cede  our  industry  to  the  European 
winemakers. 

That  is  what  we  are  really  doing 
here.  We  are  developing  a  program  that 
allows  our  Government  to  contribute 
some  money  to  competition,  unfair 
competition  in  my  judgment,  from  for- 
eign governments  who  assist  their 
winemakers  for  shelf  space.  That  is 
really  what  we  are  doing.  What  we  are 
doing  is  developing  a  program  that  al- 
lows our  products  in  this  country  to 
have  some  shelf  space  in  foreign  mar- 
kets. That  means  jobs  to  Americans. 
That  means  jobs  to  people  in  my  dis- 
trict, small  wineries.  I  urge  the  rejec- 
tion of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield,  myself  such  time  as 
I  may  consume. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  interest- 
ing to  note  that  people  are  talking 
about  how  this  program  assists  small 
vintners.  I  would  anticipate  after  a 
vote  on  this  amendment,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, offering  a  follow-up  amendment 
that  would  simply  limit  the  subsidy 
program  to  go  only  to  small  vintners. 

As  long  as  the  gentlemen  that  talked 
so  heartily  about  the  need  to  assist 
those  small  vintners  would  put  their 
vote  where  their  mouth  is,  I  think  we 
might  be  able  to  work  out  a  com- 
promise on  the  underlying  issue  about 
whether  or  not  the  program  should  go 
directly  to  those  small  businesses. 

My  true  feeling,  and  I  know  that  the 
gentleman  from  Utah  [Mr.  Hansen]  has 
offered  this  amendment  with  me  in  the 
past,  I  wish  he  was  here — I  do  not  think 
he  expected  the  amendment  to  come  up 
quite  so  quickly— is  that  we  do  not  be- 
lieve that  the  U.S.  Government  ought 
to  be  involved  in  subsidizing  alcohol 
products  abroad.  That  is  the  fundamen- 
tal question  that  is  involved  with  this 
debate.  It  is  fundamentally,  I  think, 
wrong  for  us  to  tell  people  that  we  do 
not  have  money  in  the  coffers  of  the 
Federal  Government  to  provide  for  the 
health  care  and  the  education  of  our 
people,  but  we  do  have  money  in  the 
coffers  to  be  able  to  subsidize  alcohol 
advertising  for  some  of  the  richest 
companies  in  America  abroad. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  30 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Farr]. 

Mr.  FARR  of  California  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  say  to  the  last  speaker.  Wake 
up. 

We  turn  on  the  television  set,  we  see 
Colombia's  Juan  Valdez  selling  us  cof- 
fee. We  see  Mexico  selling  us  Corona 
beer.  This  is  a  global  market.  If  we 
want  people  to  buy  American,  then  we 
have  to  tell  them  what  is  American. 

This  is  a  program  that  requires  that 
the  Government  match  by  private 
funds  to  advertise  and  to  promote 
these  products  abroad.  If  we  are  indeed 
going  to  sell  our  products  grown  in 
America  abroad,  we  are  going  to  have 
to  maintain  this  program.  I  urge  a 
"no"  vote  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  how  much  time  remains  on 
each  side? 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LiNDER).  The  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts and  the  gentleman  from  New 
Mexico  each  have  30  seconds  remain- 
ing, and  the  arenlleman  from  New  Mex- 
ico [Mr.  Skeen]  has  the  right  to  close. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  myself  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  cannot  believe  that 
we  are  hearing  Members  of  Congress 
that  normally  speak  out  so  strongly 
against  corporate  subsidies  and  say 
that  is  how  we  ought  to  balance  the 
budget,  all  of  a  sudden  switching  when 


it  comes  to  a  corporate  subsidy  that 
happens  to  go  to  the  wine  industry. 

Let  us  listen  to  Edward  Nervo  of  the 
Famiglia  Nervo  Vines  and  Wines  in 
Sonoma  County,  CA,  who  has  written 
to  me  and  said,  "With  corporate  wel- 
fare programs  like  these,  no  wonder 
the  biggies  get  bigger  and  the  small  fry 
end  up  in  the  frying  pan." 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  balance  of  my  time  to  the  gen- 
tleman firom  California  [Mr.  Riggs]. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  I  thank  my  distinguished 
chairman  for  yielding  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  just  say,  first 
of  all,  the  5  largest  recipients  of  mar- 
ket access  promotion  funds  purchase 
over  90  percent  of  their  grapes  from 
small  independent  grape  growers.  This 
is  a  program  that  is  working.  It  is  a 
public-private  partnership  that  has 
been  improved  by  the  Congress  over 
the  last  few  years.  I  just  want  to  re- 
mind my  colleagues  that  this  same 
amendment  went  down  to  defeat  in  this 
House  last  year  on  a  vote  of  268  to  130. 
The  American  wine  industry  and  the 
farmers  who  depend  on  that  industry 
need  our  help  to  again  defeat  the  Ken- 
nedy amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Kennedy]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  KENNEDY  OF 
MASSACHUSETTS 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Kennedy  of 
Massachusetts:  At  the  end  of  the  bill  (page 
69,  after  line  5),  insert  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

Sec.  .  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  for 
market  access  activities  under  section  203  of 
the  Agricultural  Trade  Act  of  1978  (7  U.S.C. 
5623),  or  made  available  for  the  salaries  of 
employees  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
who  provide  assistance  under  such  section, 
may  be  used  to  provide  assistance  to  eligrible 
trade  organizations  (as  defined  in  such  sec- 
tion) to  promote  the  sale  or  export  of  alcohol 
or  alcoholic  beverages  unless  it  is  made 
known  to  the  Federal  official  having  author- 
ity to  obligate  or  expend  such  funds  the  the 
promotion  activities  benefit  a  small-business 
concern. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  10  minutes  and  that 
the  time  be  equally  divided. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Mexico? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Kennedy]  and  the  gentleman  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  SKEEN]  will  each  control  5 
minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  KE>fNEDY]. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as 
I  may  consume. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  commend 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  along 
with  my  good  friend  from  Illinois,  Mr. 
DURBTO,  for  some  language  that  they 
inserted  in  the  ag  bill  last  year  as  a  re- 
sult of  the  same  debate  that  just  took 
place  on  the  House  floor.  I  shall  read 
what  those  changes  are: 

The  funds  shall  not  be  used  to  provide  di- 
rect assistance  to  any  nonprofit  corporation 
that  is  not  recognized  as  a  small  business 
concern  described  in  section  A  of  the  Small 
Business  Act.  Secondly,  a  cooperative;  or. 
third,  an  association  described  in  the  first 
section  of  the  Act. 

Essentially  what  that  is  attempting 
to  do  is  to  reform  this  act  so  that  the 
big  subsidies  do  not  go  to  the  big  com- 
panies, Seagrams,  Ernest  and  Julio 
Gallo  and  the  other  major  vintners  and 
major  producers  of  alcohol  that  have,  I 
think,  very  unfairly  skimmed  money 
from  the  American  taxpayer  while  they 
are  making  millions  and  millions  of 
dollars  in  their  exports. 

The  language  of  this  amendment 
very  simply  suggests  that  while  what 
is  really  occurring  is  through  this 
trade  association  loophole,  the  money 
is  now  being  funneled  through  to  trade 
associations  and  then  the  trade  asso- 
ciations redistribute  it  to  the  very  big 
companies. 

I  had  a  long  talk  last  evening  with 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  about 
this  loophole  that  is  contained  in  the 
law.  All  that  this  amendment  would  do 
would  be  to  extend  the  small  business 
criteria  to  any  funds  that  get  funneled 
through  the  trade  association  to  make 
sure  that  the  concerns  of  my  good 
friend  from  California,  who  is  so  very 
worried  about  those  small  vintners, 
will  actually  make  sure  the  money 
goes  to  those  small  vintners. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  DooLEY]. 

Mr.  DOOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
strong  opposition  to  this  amendment. 

What  the  market  Assistance  Pro- 
gram is  all  about  is  trying  to  ensure 
that  U.S.  farmers  get  their  fair  share  of 
expanding  export  markets.  What  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
KENNEDY]  is  trsring  to  do  now  is  define 
a  different  criteria  and  that  we  try  to 
say  that  only  smaU  businesses  are 
going  to  be  involved  in  achieving  those 
expanded  markets. 

As  a  farmer  and  as  any  grape  farmer 
or  wine  grape  grower  out  there  will 
say,  what  is  important  is  to  increase 
the  sales  of  wine.  What  is  important  is 
to  assure  that  U.S.  wineries  have  a  fair 
playing  field  when  they  take  on  the 
European  Union  and  the  6-to-l  advan- 
tage that  they  have  in  export  pro- 
motion over  U.S.  wineries. 

What  we  would  be  doing  in  this  case 
if  we  limit  the  money  on  where  it  goes, 
we  would  be  saying  to  that  small  grow- 
er who  is  growing  grapes  that  is  selling 


them  to  a  larger  winery  that  they  are 
not  ever  going  to  benefit  from  the  Mar- 
ket Assistance  Program.  We  would  be 
saying  to  that  winery  out  there  and 
that  winery  who  might  be  owned  by  an 
individual  that  might  be  farming  10,000 
acres  but  has  his  own  winery  that  he  is 
going  to  benefit  from  the  Market  As- 
sistance Program.  That  is  not  fair. 

What  we  are  trying  to  do  is  to  ensure 
that  that  average  wine  grape  grower  in 
California,  or  other  parts  of  the  coun- 
try, that  grows  less  than  100  acres  of 
wine  that  they  will  have  a  tool  that 
will  ensure  that  U.S.  wine  will  be  at  a 
competitive  advantage  or  have  a  fair 
playing  field  when  we  take  on  the 
winemakers  and  the  wine  grape  grow- 
ers of  the  European  Union. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DOOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts. 
Does  the  gentleman  really  believe  that 
we  should  be  providing  Government  tax 
subsidies  to  the  richest  companies  in 
the  U.S.  regardless  of  what  their  profit 
lines  are? 

Mr.  DOOLEY.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
what  the  issue  is  is  that  the  U.S.  farm- 
er have  fair  access.  In  a  perfect  world  if 
the  European  Union  were  not  spending 
six  times  the  amount  that  the  U.S. 
Government  was  to  provide  exports, 
then  we  would  not  need  this  program. 
But  if  we  want  to  ensure  that  the  U.S. 
farmer  has  a  level  playing  field,  this 
Government  needs  to  stand  behind 
them,  aind  that  is  what  the  Market  As- 
sistance Program  does. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts. 
May  I  inquire  of  the  Chair  how  much 
time  remains  on  each  side? 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Kennedy]  has  3  minutes  remaining  and 
the  gentleman  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Skeen]  has  2  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  jrield  myself  such  time  as 
I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  just  like  to 
suggest  that  I  do  think  that  we  ought 
to  have  some  kind  of  test  in  this  pro- 
grram  as  to  whether  or  not  companies 
who  are  making  tens  of  millions  of  dol- 
lars worth  of  profit  and  then  coming  in 
and  reaching  into  the  back  pocket  of 
the  taxpayer  and  asking  us  to  subsidize 
them  when  they  are  already  making  all 
these  dollars. 
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The  real  question  is  whether  we 
should  be  promoting  alcohol  products 
abroad  to  begin  with,  but  if  we  are  to 
do  it  and  we  have  to  do  it  because  the 
Europeans  are  subsidizing  their  indus- 
try, I  say  fine,  but  let  us  not  go  out  and 
needlessly  line  the  pockets  of  compa- 
nies that  are  already  making  tens  of 
millions  of  dollars'  worth  of  profits. 

Come  on.  Congress  of  the  United 
States,   stand  up  to   the  wine  lobby. 


That  is  what  this  is  all  about.  Just  for 
once  say  to  the  wine  lobby,  look,  we 
will  accept  that  we  are  going  to  help 
out  the  little  guy,  but  let  us  not  go  out 
there  and  line  the  pockets  of  the  rich- 
est wine  companies. 

These  are  people  that  for  all  the  time 
have  gone  out  and  gotten  all  the  farm 
workers  picking  the  grapes  and  all  the 
rest  of  it.  They  make  plenty  of  profits. 
Let  us  stand  up  to  them,  for  crying  out 
loud.  Have  a  little  heart,  have  a  little 
soul,  and  stand  up  to  the  big  boys  every 
once  in  a  while.  It  is  good  for  the  soul. 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Fazio]. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, first  of  all,  I  would  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  that 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  say  that  a  little  wine  in  each 
individuals"  daily  diet  is  healthy  for 
them.  So  exporting  wine  is  something 
we  should  not  be  ashamed  of.  We 
should  be  proud  of  it,  and  we  should  be 
out  there  competing  with  the  rest  of 
the  world. 

But  the  point  the  gentleman  does  not 
get  is  that  we  are  talking  about  small 
growers  who  own  30,  40,  or  50  acres. 
They  are  not  the  ones  who  make  wine 
and  send  it  overseas.  They  have  to  have 
a  winery  buy  their  product.  We  are  try- 
ing to  help,  as  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Riggs]  said,  90  percent 
of  the  small  grape  growers  in  this 
ccimtry  to  find  a  home  for  their  prod- 
uct. They  will  find  it  in  many  cases  do- 
mestically but  we  are  expanding  our 
international  markets,  and  we  are 
doing  it  with  a  cooperative  program 
that  is  shared  between  those  who  profit 
and  the  taxpayer  who  profits  even 
more  by  a  modest  investment  in  terms 
of  income  producing  tax  paying  jobs. 

And  I  can  tell  the  gentleman,  in  this 
MAP  Program  we  get  back  $16  in  agri- 
cultural exports  for  every  dollar  that 
we  spend.  So  please  understand  we  are 
talking  about  small  farmers  here  and  a 
benefit  for  taxpayers  as  well. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  how  much  time  do  I  have  re- 
maining? 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LiNDER).  The  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts [Mr.  Kennedy]  has  2  minutes 
remaining  and  the  gentleman  from  new 
Mexico  [Mr.  Skeen]  has  2  minutes  re- 
maining. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  want  to  address  my  com- 
ments to  my  good  friend  from  Califor- 
nia, Mr.  Fazio.  The  truth  is  that  all 
thi3  amendment  does  is  limit  it  to 
small  businesses.  All  we  are  saying  is  if 
the  gentleman  is  truly  concerned  about 
small  businesses  and  the  small  vendor, 
then  he  should  be  supportive  of  this 
amendment. 

This  amendment  simply  says  that 
the  trade  association  funding  can  only 
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go  to  businesses  that  will  qualify  under 
the  Small  Business  Act  as  small  busi- 
ness. Instead  of  the  big  boys,  the  little 
guy. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  would  note,  as  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  DOOLEY]  said,  a 
winery  may  be  called  a  small  business 
but  90  percent  of  the  grapes  grown  by 
farmers  move  through  the  five  largest 
wineries.  So  the  gentlenian  is  not  help- 
ing the  grower  if  he  makes  this  distinc- 
tion. He  is  trying  to  do  something  that 
is  a  worthy  cause,  but  he  is  missing  by 
a  mile. 

Mr.  KEINNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  reclaiming  my  time,  the 
truth  of  the  matter  is,  if  these  people 
are  part  of  a  trade  association  they 
still  have  access.  What  this  bill  does  is 
limit  the  ability  of  the  trade  associa- 
tions to  go  about  providing  big  sub- 
sidies to  the  biggest  wine  compaunies.  It 
does  not,  in  fact,  stop  us  from  provid- 
ing small  businesses  with  the  ability  to 
gain  access  to  the  program. 

I  think  the  whole  program  is  crazy, 
but  I  think  it  is  even  crazier  to  suggest 
that  what  we  will  do  is  continue  to 
skip  a  loophole  open  that  provides  all 
this  money  to  go  to  the  biggest  compa- 
nies in  the  country. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, if  the  gentleman  will  continue  to 
yield,  the  craziest  thing  we  could  do 
would  be  to  eliminate  90  percent  of  the 
wine  grape  growers,  who  are  small 
farmers.  They  do  not  make  wine  and  do 
not  export  it.  They  need  private  sector 
help  to  do  it.  and  this  program  provides 
the  partnership  to  do  it. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  truth  of  the  matter  is, 
this  will  have  absolutely  no  impact. 
And  if  the  gentleman  talks  to  people 
seriously  about  the  impact  of  this 
whole  MAP  program,  it  will  not  have  a 
penny's  worth  of  difference  in  terms  of 
what  the  actual  sales  are. 

The  gentleman  and  I  both  know  we 
can  produce  wine.  People  want  to  buy 
the  wine  and  will  produce  the  wine,  and 
it  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  small 
amount  of  subsidies  that  end  up  going 
into  this  progrram.  It  is  the  principle  of 
the  fact  that  we  are  providing  taxpayer 
dollars,  millions  and  millions  of  dollars 
worth  of  taxpayer  funds,  that  go  into 
the  back  pocket  of  the  biggest  compa- 
nies. That  is  a  scam  and  a  scandal  that 
ought  to  be  dealt  with. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  RIGGS],  the  remainder  of  my 
time. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  wish  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  could 
devote  so  much  time  and  energy  to 
helping  us  address  the  competitive  and 
trade  disadvantage  that  our  wine  ex- 
ports have  against  Chilean  and  Euro- 
pean wines. 


But  the  gentleman  was  correct  when 
he  said  last  year  in  conference  we  re- 
structured the  MPP,  now  known  as  the 
Market  Access  Program,  to  restrict  di- 
rect participation  of  for-profit  corpora- 
tions that  are  not  small  businesses 
while  requiring  a  direct  match  from 
any  small  business  that  participates  in 
this  program.  These  reforms  should  si- 
lence this  unwarranted  criticism  of  the 
Market  Access  Program. 

The  accusations  that  corporations 
are  advertising  products  at  taxpayers 
expense  are  simply  not  true.  The  pri- 
mary emphasis  of  this  program,  as  has 
been  pointed  out  repeatedly  over  the 
last  few  minutes  of  debate,  is  toward 
the  small  family  farmer.  Historically, 
60  percent  of  market  access  promotion 
funds  have  gone  to  generic  advertising; 
the  remaining  40  percent  is  allocated  to 
brand  promotion,  with  priority  again 
given  to  small  entities. 

I  quote  from  the  act:  In  addition,  a 
sizable  nimiber  of  large  corporations 
receiving  market  access  promotion 
moneys  are  actually  grower  coopera- 
tives. All  benefits  those  organizations 
derive  from  brand  assistance  under  this 
program  are  directly  returned  to  their 
grower  members,  who  themselves  tend 
to  be  small  and  medium  sized  oper- 
ations. 

Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RIGGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted 
to  conclude  by  saying  the  Market  Ac- 
cess Program  is  not  corporate  welfare; 
it  is  a  valuable  resource  for  America's 
small  farmers  to  compete  in  highly  re- 
strictive foreign  markets.  In  fact,  this 
program  is  pro-trade,  pro-growth,  and 
pro-jobs. 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  although  I 
have  the  utmost  respect  for  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts,  unfortunately,  I  must  rise 
in  strong  opposition  to  this  amendment 

I  must  do  so  because  this  amendnf>ent  di- 
rectly and  unfairly  targets  my  constituents  in 
Sonoma  and  Marin  Counties,  CA,  who 
produce  some  of  the  world's  finest  wine.  If  this 
amendment  passes,  however,  their  world-fa- 
mous wine  would  no  longer  be  able  to  com- 
pete in  the  world  market. 

This  amendment  would  devastate  the  small 
wine  producers  in  my  district,  who  rely  upon 
Federal  export  assistance  to  enter  and  com- 
pete in  the  global  marketplace. 

Unlike  Europe  and  South  America,  U.S. 
wine  producers  receive  no  production  sub- 
sidies whatsoever.  Furthermore,  our  competi- 
tors outspend  the  United  States  in  export  sub- 
sidies by  more  than  6  to  1! 

Mr.  Chairman,  small  Galifomia  wineries  can- 
not compete  in  such  a  lopsided  marketplace 
without  some  assistance.  And  let  there  be  no 
mistake,  this  amendment  targets  small,  family- 
owned  businesses — 89  out  of  101  wineries 
that  participate  in  the  Market  Access  Program 
are  small  wineries. 

The  Kennedy  amendment  takes  this  critical 
assistance  away  from  small  wine  producers 


and,  in  doing  so.  It  takes  away  jobs;  it  takes 
away  trade;  and.  It  takes  away  fairness. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  should  be  wori<ing  today 
to  help  export  California  wine,  Not  California's 
jobs.  Vote  "no"  on  the  Kennedy  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  All 
time  for  debate  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts [Mr.  KENNEDY]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  demand  a  recorded  vote, 
and  pending  that,  I  make  a  iioint  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  further  proceedings  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken- 
nedy] will  be  postponed. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 

The  Chairman  pro  tempore.  Are  there 
further  amendments? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  KOLBE 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Kolbe:  At  the 
appropriate  place  in  the  bill,  insert  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

Sec.  .  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
in  this  Act  may  be  used  to  administer  a  pea- 
nut program  that  maintains  a  season  aver- 
age farmers  stock  price  for  the  1997  crop  of 
quota  peanuts  in  excess  of  S640  per  ton. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  smiendments 
thereto  close  in  20  minutes  with  the 
time  being  equally  divided  and  to  roll 
the  vote. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ob- 
ject. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Objec- 
tion is  heard. 

The  gentleman  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Kolbe]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
offer  this  amendment  with  the  gentle- 
woman from  New  York  [Mrs.  Lowey]. 
It  is  an  amendment  that  simply  carries 
out  the  intent  of  Congress  on  the  pea- 
nut program.  The  farm  bill,  the  Free- 
dom to  Farm  Act.  made  some  ex- 
tremely modest  changes  to  the  peanut 
program.  The  change  that  was  sup- 
posed to  benefit  consumers  was  a  10 
percent  reduction  in  support  prices 
from  S678  to  S610.  This  amendment 
would  ensure  that  the  price  of  quota 
peanuts  would  actually  be  $610  per  ton. 
as  approved  in  the  recently  passed  farm 
bill. 

Now.  why  is  this  amendment  nec- 
essary, if  all  we  are  doing  is  seeking  to 
implement  what  the  farm  bill  said  we 
were  going  to  do?  It  is  necessary  be- 
cause the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  not 
without  reason,  since  he  represents  ag- 
ricultural interests,  has  chosen  to  ad- 
minister this  program  in  a  way  that 
makes  sure  that  peanut  prices  will  con- 
tinue to  stay  at  previous,  much  higher 
levels. 
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The  Secretary  was  able  to  do  this,  to 
keep  the  peanut  pries  high,  by  an- 
nouncing a  national  peanut  quota  pro- 
duction level  that  is  going  to  be  at 
least  100,000  tons  less  than  the  pro- 
jected domestic  demand.  In  other 
words,  the  Government  is  creating  an 
artificial  shortage. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  we  have  is  a 
Government-created  artificial  shortage 
of  peanuts  and.  thus,  a  consequent 
higher  price  for  peanuts.  That  is  con- 
trary clearly  to  what  we  intended  to  do 
in  the  farm  bill. 

At  a  time  when  we  have  a  peanut  in- 
dustry that  is  certainly  in  a  serious 
state  of  decline,  with  peanut  consump- 
tion dramatically  declining  over  the 
last  5  years,  it  does  not  seem  to  me 
that  we  can  afford  to  let  bad  govern- 
ment policy  excessively  inflate  the 
prices  for  domestic  consumers.  Inflate 
the  prices,  I  might  add,  to  what  is  now 
double,  double,  the  export  price.  The 
domestic  price  of  peanuts  is  double 
what  our  producers  get  when  they  sell 
it  into  the  export  markets.  In  other 
words,  we  have  this  artificially  created 
price. 

Even  at  $610  a  ton.  which  we  are  not 
going  to  get  to  because  of  this  reduc- 
tion in  the  quota.  U.S.  peanuts  are  33 
percent  above  the  world  price  of  $350 
per  ton. 

So  this  amendment  only  ensures  that 
the  administration  will  carry  out  the 
will  of  Congress  to  reduce  the  price  of 
quota  peanuts  by  10  percent,  which  is 
what  we  though  we  were  getting  when 
we  voted  for  the  Freedom  to  Farm  Act. 

If  some  would  question  whether  or 
not  there  is  a  precedent  in  this,  I  would 
point  out  that  the  Committee  on  Ap- 
propriations has  already  adopted  an 
amendment  which  places  a  price  cap  on 
the  price  of  raw  cane  sugar  at  117.5  per- 
cent of  the  loan  rate.  It  was  done  for 
the  exact  same  reason  we  are  talking 
about  here  today.  This  cap  was  nec- 
essary in  order  to  ensure  that  the  price 
of  sugar  did  not  rise  too  far. 

In  both  cases,  the  Department  of  Ag- 
riculture has  created  this  false  short- 
age of  a  very  basic  commodity  that  we 
use. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bottom  line  here 
is  very  simple.  We  thought,  we  in- 
tended, and  we  wanted  to  get  market 
reform  when  we  voted  for  the  Freedom 
to  Farm  Act.  We  got  the  least  in  the 
commodity  programs,  but  we  thought 
we  were  getting  something  with  a  10- 
percent  reduction  in  the  target  price. 
However  because  of  the  other  aspects 
of  this,  the  quota,  the  Secretary  of  Ag- 
riculture has  been  able  to  undermine 
any  kind  of  a  price  reduction  by  set- 
ting a  quota  that  is  Ijelow  what  the 
market  can  consume. 

So  all  we  are  seeking  to  do  is  to 
make  sure  that  the  market  works;  that 
the  Freedom  to  Farm  Act  works  ex- 
actly the  way  it  is  intended.  We  are 
making  no  basic  change  to  the  pro- 
gram. 


And  I  might  to  also  add,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  this  is  a  fix  that  can  only  be 
good  for  1  year.  This  is  an  appropria- 
tion bill  for  1  year.  It  can  only  work  for 
1  year,  that  is  we  can  try  to  make  the 
farm  program  work  they  way  we  in- 
tended in  the  Freedom  to  Fairm  Act  for 
1  year  any  one  year  only.  If  everybody 
really  want  to  find  a  way  to  make  this 
work  over  the  course  of  the  next  7 
years  of  the  freedom  to  farm  legisla- 
tion, then  we  can  find  a  way  to  do  that. 
But  this  is  only  to  be  sure  that  in  the 
calendar  year  1997  it  is  already  too  late 
for  1996 — that  we  can  have  a  price  for 
peanuts  that  does  not  mean  that  con- 
sumers will  pay  more  for  their  peanut 
butter,  more  for  their  candy  bars,  more 
for  everything  that  they  buy  that  has 
peanuts  in  them. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  this  amendment. 

Mr.  ROSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
speak  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  sure,  and  I 
would  like  to  engage  my  colleague  in  a 
colloquy.  I  do  not  believe  he  under- 
stands how  the  peanut  program  works. 
In  the  first  place,  $610  was  not  a  ceil- 
ing. It  is  a  floor.  In  other  words,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  price  sup- 
port level  for  peanuts  is  $610.  The  gen- 
tleman is  trying  to  fix  the  price  of  pea- 
nuts at  S610. 

The  "Dear  Colleague"  letter  that 
when  out  from  about  15  institutions  in 
this  town  is  a  flagrant  violation  of  the 
Federal  antitrust  laws  against  price 
fixing.  I  have  never  seen  anything  to 
beat  it. 

Does  the  gentleman  actually  believe 
that  if  the  price  of  peanuts  is  $610  a  ton 
that  the  people  who  buy  those  peanuts 
are  going  to  pass  the  savings  on  to  the 
American  housewife? 

D  1245 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  ask  the  gen- 
tleman if  he  really  thinks  that? 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROSE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  an- 
swer is  "yes."  I  guess  I  have  a  naive  be- 
lief in  market  systems  that  there  will 
be  some  passing  on  of  that  price.  And  if 
the  gentleman  is  correct  about  this 
being  the  floor,  then  why  do  we  have  to 
lower  the  quota  100,000  below  the  level 
of  consumption? 

Mr.  ROSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaiming 
my  time,  the  purpose  of  the  program  is 
to  provide  a  safety  net  for  the  thou- 
sands and  thousands  of  farm  families 
across  this  country  who  raise  peanuts. 
Mr.  Chairman.  $610  is  way  below  the 
marketplace  price,  and  the  program  is 
probably  not  even  going  to  click  into 
effect.  And  if  it  wais.  has  the  gentleman 
not  raised  the  number  in  his  amend- 
ment about  four  times  and  is  it  not 
now.  what  is  it,  $645? 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  would  jrield.  to  respond  to 


the  gentleman  it  is  $640  per  ton  in  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  ROSE.  Six  hundred  forty.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I.  for  the  life  of  me.  cannot 
understand  why  the  gentleman  would 
want  to  introduce  an  amendment  like 
this.  It  is  not  going  to  save  any  money. 
The  Department  of  Agriculture  is  per- 
fectly content  with  operating  the  pro- 
gram at  $610  a  ton.  That  is  a  floor,  it  is 
not  a  ceiling. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  say  to  my  col- 
leagues I  think  this  is  a  very  mis- 
chievous amendment.  It  actually  prob- 
ably will  not  have  any  legal  effect  if  it 
passes  because  of  the  way  it  is  written. 

But  it  is  a  hoax  to  tell  the  American 
housewife  that  if  we  vote  for  this 
amendment,  that  they  are  going  to 
save  anything  on  the  price  of  peanuts 
at  the  grrocery  store.  This  will  go  into 
the  pockets  of  the  companies  that 
manufacture  candy. 

Candy  manufacturers  are  worried 
about  only  two  things:  the  cheap  sugar 
and  cheap  i)eanuts.  We  could  give  pea- 
nuts to  candy  manufacturers,  and  do 
you  think  they  would  drop  a  nickel  or 
a  dime  off  the  cost  of  a  candy  bar?  Ab- 
solutely not. 

This  amendment  does  not  relate  to 
the  peanut  program  because  it  does  not 
even  understand  how  the  peanuts  pro- 
gram works.  I  urge  my  colleagues  in 
the  House,  vote  "no"  on  this  amend- 
ment. Let  us  get  on  to  letting  the  De- 
partment do  what  we  agreed  to  in  the 
farm  bill,  and  that  is  that  the  price 
support  floor  is  $610  for  peanuts.  Let  us 
do  not  even  attempt  to  fix  the  price  of 
the  peanuts  in  this  bill. 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  Qrom 
Arizona  [Mr.  Kolbe]  and  I  are  offering 
this  amendment  today  to  ensure  that 
the  minor  reforms,  and  I  say  minor  re- 
forms, to  the  peanut  program  that 
were  included  in  the  farm  bill  are  actu- 
ally implemented.  I  do  not  think  that 
is  too  much  ask.  The  peanut  program 
epitomizes  wasteful,  inefficient  Gov- 
ernment spending  and  it  supports  pea- 
nut quota  holders  at  the  expense  of  250 
million  American  consumers  and  tax- 
payers. 

This  is  an  outdated  program.  It  is 
based  on  a  system  reminiscent  of  feu- 
dal society.  Quotas  to  sell  peanuts  are 
handed  down  from  generation  to  gen- 
eration. And  let  us  remember  that  two- 
thirds  of  the  people  who  own  these 
quotas  do  not  even  farm.  They  do  not 
even  live  on  the  farm.  They  probably 
do  not  remember  what  a  farm  looks 
Uke. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  GAO  has  esti- 
mated that  this  program  passes  on  $500 
million  per  year  in  higher  peanut 
prices  to  consumers.  To  my  good  friend 
from  North  Carolina  I  would  like  to 
say  I  know  that  there  are  a  lot  of  stud- 
ies, but  there  is  a  study  done  by  Public 
Voice  for  Food  and  Health  Policy,  be- 
tween 1988  and  1993,  that  showed  that 
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as  the  Government-set  price  of  peanuts 
went  up,  the  retail  price  went  up  and 
as  the  Government-set  price  went 
down,  the  retail  price  went  down.  I 
know  that  there  are  a  lot  of  studies, 
but  this  was  on  study  that  testified  to 
that  fact. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Kolbe-Lowey 
amendment  is  a  reasonable  approach  to 
ensuring  that  the  reforms  that  were  ac- 
tually passed  in  the  farm  bill  are  im- 
plemented. The  amendment  ensures 
that  the  average  price  of  peanuts  is  no 
greater  than  $640  per  ton,  which  is  $38 
lower  than  last  year's  price,  and  $30 
higher  than  the  price  support  rate  in- 
cluded in  the  farm  bill. 

As  many  of  my  colleagues  know,  I 
was  not  satisfied  with  the  reforms  to 
the  peanut  program  included  in  the 
farm  bill,  but  the  very  least  we  can  do 
is  to  ensure  that  these  reforms  are  im- 
plemented and  executed. 

Lowering  the  price  of  peanuts  is  also 
good  for  American  jobs  because  the 
price  of  peanuts  in  the  United  States  is 
so  high,  peanut  butter  and  candy  bar 
manufacturers  are  actually  leaving  the 
United  States  to  open  up  plants  in  Can- 
ada and  Mexico  because  the  peanuts 
can  be  purchased  there  are  at  the  world 
market  price,  which  is  half  the  United 
States  price,  and  the  finished  product 
can  be  brought  into  the  United  States 
and  sold  here. 

Seems  to  me  that  what  we  have  to  do 
is  artiflcially  lower  the  high  price  of 
domestic  peanuts  to  save  these  manu- 
facturing jobs.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
stand  up  for  American  consumers,  pass 
the  amendment.  It  is  good  policy,  and 
it  is  only  asking  that  the  reforms 
passed  as  part  of  the  farm  bill  are  im- 
plemented. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  jrield? 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman  for  jrielding,  and  I 
commend  her  for  the  statement  she 
made. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  respond  to  a 
couple  of  things  said  by  the  gentlemaji 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Rose]  when 
he  is  talking  about  this  being  a  floor. 
He  is  right.  But  he  forgets  to  talk 
about  the  other  aspect  of  this  program, 
which  is  the  quota  that  the  Secretary 
can  manipulate. 

The  Secretary  has  toyed  with  the 
quota,  which,  as  far  as  I  know,  has 
never  in  recent  times  ever  been  set 
below  the  level  of  consumption.  By 
lowering  it  below  the  level  of  consump- 
tion, he  has  assured  that  that  price 
will  not  drop  to  that  floor  of  5610  a  ton. 
So  we  know  that  we  will  not  have  a  10- 
percent  reduction. 

And  if  we  are  talking  about  a  safety 
net  for  growers,  where  is  the  safety  net 
for  those  who  do  not  have  quotas,  that 
sell  only  in  exports?  There  is  no  safety 
net  for  them.  Why  do  not  we  have  a 
price  that  reflects  the  world  market 
price? 


Mrs.  LOWEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  I  want  to  respond  to  one 
other  point  that  was  mentioned  by  my 
good  friend  from  North  Carolina.  We 
have  heard  a  lot  about  fixing:  the  price, 
but  maybe  I  am  missing  something.  It 
seems  that  that  is  just  what  this  feudal 
system  is  about,  fixing  the  price. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  do  not  want  to 
fix  the  price  and  mess  with  the  market, 
then  let  us  let  it  go  free  on  the  market. 
What  we  are  doing  here  is  actually 
price-fixing  by  keeping  this  in  place. 

Mr.  ROSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  ROSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentle- 
woman was  responsible,  she  and  her 
colleagues  were  responsible,  for  reduc- 
ing the  price  support  level  for  peanuts 
from  $678  dollars  a  ton  to  $610  a  ton. 
That  is  a  substantial,  tremendous  fi- 
nancial hit  on  the  peanut  farmers  of 
America.  The  gentlewoman  has  charac- 
terized it  as  not  a  very  substantive  re- 
form. We  think  it  was  too  much  re- 
form, but  she  has  that  to  her  credit. 

It  is  a  floor  under  which  the  Govern- 
ment support  progrram  buys  the  pea- 
nuts. The  gentlewoman  and  her  col- 
leagues are  trying  to  say  that  if  the  av- 
erage price  of  peanuts 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LiNDER).  The  time  of  the  gentlewoman 
from  New  York  [Mrs.  Lowey]  has  ex- 
pired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Rose,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mrs.  Lowey  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  ROSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  what  the 
gentlewoman  from  New  York  is  saying 
is  that  if  the  price  of  peanuts  goes  over 
$245,  that  the  program  disappears. 
Well,  who  is  going  to  tell  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  what  peanuts  sell 
for  when  they  do  not  monitor  that,  if 
they  are  not  within  the  program? 

In  other  words,  the  gentlewoman  has 
come  up  with  something  that  will  not 
work.  Will  Rogers  used  to  say,  "It  ain't 
what  people  do  not  know  that  bothers 
me:  it  is  what  they  think  they  know 
that  is  just  dead,  damn  wrong  that 
bothers  me." 

The  gentlewoman  from  New  York 
and  her  colleagues  all  have  wandered 
into  that  area  here  rather  beautifully. 
There  is  no  way  the  Department  of  Ag- 
riculture can  go  out  and  see  every  pea- 
nut farmers  in  America  and  say,  "Did 
you  sell  your  peanuts  for  more  than 
$654  a  ton?  If  so.  we  want  you  to  sigrn  a 
paper."  How  you  are  going  to  monitor 
this  monster  that  you  all  have  created? 
I  beg  to  offer  to  you  that  it  will  not 
work,  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote 
against  it. 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  I  just  want  to  say  to  my 
distinguished  colleague  I  am  very  re- 
spectful of  his  knowledge  on  this  pro- 


gram, but  many  of  us  as  consumers  do 
face  the  impact  of  these  programs.  And 
all  we  are  saying  is  we  are  not  chang- 
ing by  this  amendment  any  of  the  im- 
provements, any  of  the  modifications 
that  were  put  in  place  that  the  gen- 
tleman supported,  or  many  of  my  col- 
leagues supported,  in  the  freedom  to 
farm  bill. 

All  we  are  saying  is  let  us  not  be  able 
to  squeeze  the  market,  squeeze  the 
quota  so  we  push  the  price  higher.  CBO 
has  estimated  that  this  amendment 
will  be  zero  cost.  The  growers  will  not 
have  to  pay  anything.  It  is  my  under- 
standing that  that  is  all  the  amend- 
ment does.  My  distinguished  colleague 
is  actually  making  sure  that  the  re- 
forms, as  modest  as  they  were,  be  im- 
plemented. 

Mr.  ZIMMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  referred  to  a  monster 
that  he  said  we  would  be  creating  by 
passing  this  amendment.  The  real  mon- 
ster and  the  real  offense  against  the 
market  system  is  the  current  peanut 
quota  system.  It  locks  up  the  market 
tighter  than  a  drum.  It  is  a  Govern- 
ment-sanctioned cartel,  and  it  is  offen- 
sive to  everything  that  we  as  Ameri- 
cans believe  in  with  respect  to  free  en- 
terprise. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  for  the  gentleman's 
contention  that  none  of  the  cost  sav- 
ings to  the  manufacturers  would  be 
passed  on  to  the  consumers,  if  that  is 
the  case,  then  let  us  set  the  price  at 
$1,000  a  ton  or  $2,000  or  $5,000  a  ton. 

Of  course,  if  we  completely  lose  sight 
of  rational  economics  and  we  decide 
that  there  will  be  one  corner  of 
Stalinistic  economics  in  our  economy, 
then  anything  should  go,  and  why  do 
not  we  go  for  $5,000  a  ton? 

The  fact  is  that  the  lower  the  price  of 
the  raw  material,  the  lower  the  price  of 
the  product.  And  it  is  adding  33  cents 
to  the  cost  of  a  jar  of  peanut  butter  to 
implement  the  current  program.  This 
is  a  cost  that  is  borne  disproportion- 
ately by  the  working  poor  and  by  the 
middle  class.  It  is  paid  every  day  by 
that  working  mother  who  makes  the 
peanut  butter  and  jelly  sandwich  for 
her  children  to  take  to  lunch  at  school. 
And  that  is  the  true  im.pact. 

It  is  time  that  we  stop  treating  the 
peanut  industry  as  a  special,  privileged 
sector  of  the  agricultural  economy. 
The  Freedom  to  Farm  Act  made  some 
important  reforms  in  many  commod- 
ities, but  in  order  to  get  the  votes  to 
enact  those  reforms,  it  went  very  light 
on  sugar  and  very  light  on  peanuts. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  it  is  time  for 
us  to  get  serious  about  this.  This  is  a 
very  modest  step  to  make  sure  that  we 
do  not  pay  even  more  than  the  Free- 
dom to  Farm  Act  contemplated. 

So,  it  is  absolutely  essential  that  we 
pass  this  amendment,  and  I  strongly 
urge  a  "yes"  vote. 
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Mr.  STENHOLM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  last  exchange 
was  truly  amazing.  K  my  colleagues 
would  only  stop  for  a  moment;  when  we 
talk  about  the  consumer,  and  I  want 
my  colleague  from  New  York  to  listen 
very  carefully,  look  at  what  has  been 
happening  in  the  marketplace  for  ce- 
real in  the  laist  2,  3,  4  weeks.  The  price 
of  cereal  has  dropped  from  $4  a  box  to 
$3  a  box  while  the  price  of  grain  has 
doubled  to  the  farmer.  Why?  Because 
the  manufacturing  interests  that  the 
two  sponsors  of  this  amendment  are 
carrying  the  water  on  today  have  de- 
cided that  they  do  not  need  to  take  $2 
ftom  the  consumer  for  advertising  in 
order  to  sell  more  of  their  product, 
that  by  lowering  the  price  they  can  sell 
more. 

That  is  what  is  happening  in  the 
marketplace,  and  the  same  is  true  for 
peanuts.  You  can  find  .and  document 
the  exact  same  facts  in  the  manufac- 
turing side.  There  is  more  cost  in  the 
container  of  a  jar  of  peanut  butter  than 
the  value  of  the  peanuts  within  the 
peanut  butter.  So  the  argument  that 
was  just  made  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey,  better  go  back  and  check 
the  facts. 

Let  us  review  what  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  did  in  the  farm  bill  this 
year.  We,  much  to  the  chagrin  of  the 
small  producers  that  many  of  us  rep- 
resent, agreed  to  cut  the  price  to  the 
producer  from  $678  down  to  $610.  Pretty 
good  cut,  folks,  by  anybody's  definition 
of  cut.  And  this  is  not  cut  from  rate  of 
increase.  This  is  a  cut  in  net  farm  in- 
come that  does  not  seem  to  satisfy 
some  folks  around  here  today  because 
they  want  to  do  more. 

Now,  what  is  truly  amazing  to  me 
about  this  amendment  and  this  argu- 
ment, which  I  do  not  believe  the  pro- 
ponents of  the  amendment  truly  under- 
stand the  peanut  program  or  what  they 
are  proposing. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if,  in  fact,  we  want 
the  market  to  work,  by  cutting  the 
quota  from  1.3  million  tons  to  1.1,  we 
are  allowing  the  market  to  work.  We 
are  reducing  the  amount  of  subsidized 
peanuts  and  allowing  the  probability  of 
farmers  who  have  no  quota  to  produce 
peanuts  for  the  market. 

Now,  lo  and  behold,  what  the  com- 
plaints are  today  is  what?  You  cannot 
find  a  seller  for  $650  for  peanuts.  Farm- 
ers want  more.  If  the  marketplace  says 
they  should  get  more,  then  they  will 
get  more.  If  this  says  they  will  get  less, 
they  will  get  less.  Because  who  now  has 
an  opportunity  to  sell  peanuts?  Any- 
body in  the  United  States  today  can 
raise  peanuts. 
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There  is  no  prohibition  on  who  can 
raise  peanuts.  If  you  choose  to  raise 
them  for  this  market  that  everybody  is 
concerned  about,  you  take  a  guarantee 


of  $138  a  ton.  That  is  aU  you  are  guar- 
anteed. You  can  produce  for  the  inter- 
national marketplace,  get  a  contract 
perhaps  for  $400,  but  if  you  want  to  go 
for  the  market  in  the  belief  that  there 
will  be  increased  consumption,  you 
may  do  so.  But  you  also  take  a  chance 
on  losing.  That  is  what  the  market  is 
all  about. 

Listening  to  this  debate  today,  I  am 
saying,  am  I  living  in  a  different  world? 
All  of  the  arguments  being  made  are 
being  made  in  direct  opposition  to  the 
market.  That  is  why  I  believe  that 
those  offering  the  amendment  truly  do 
not  understand  the  intricacies  of  the 
peanut  program. 

In  conclusion,  let  me  say  this,  please, 
to  my  colleagues:  Understand  what  we 
have  already  done  to  the  peanut  pro- 
gram. We  are  doing  it  because  we,  too, 
recognize  the  market  needs  to  work. 
We  have  moved  the  program  in  that  di- 
rection. We  have  reduced  the  support 
price  from  $678  to  $610.  We  are  allowing 
people  to  produce  peanuts. 

Yet  we  hear  now  those  who  are  con- 
cerned that  the  consumer  is  being  hurt, 
take  a  look  at  cereal.  Take  a  look  at 
the  argument.  Ask  those  people  that 
are  giving  you  the  information  of  why 
you  ought  to  come  in  here  and  do  to 
the  peanut  farmer  what  you  are  doing, 
ask  them  what  and  why  they  are  doing 
in  the  marketplace  to  the  consumer 
other  than  trying  to  take  it  out  of  the 
farmer's  pocket. 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  New  York. 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
just  like  to  ask  my  distinguished  col- 
league a  question.  The  gentleman  is 
saying  that  the  comn:iittee  and  the 
freedom  to  farm  bill  passed  some  very 
important  reforms,  and  I  would  agree 
that  there  have  been  some  reforms 
made.  It  is  my  understanding,  and  I  am 
trying  to  understand  why  he  objects, 
that  this  amendment,  which  we  are 
proposing,  is  just  making  sure  that 
these  reforms,  which  are  an  important 
step  in  the  right  direction,  are  imple- 
mented. 

The  question  that  I  have,  with  these 
reforms,  the  prices  continuing  higher 
than  the  $610.  My  colleague  is  saying 
that  it  is  the  market.  There  may  be  a 
case  to  be  made  that,  because  the 
quota  is  squeezed  and  the  quota  is  re- 
duced, that  continues  to  push  the  price 
up.  Maybe  there  is  a  faulty  administra- 
tion of  the  quota  system. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Stenholm] 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  STEN- 
HOLM was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  addi- 
tional minutes.) 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  continue  to  jrield.  if,  in 
fact,  this  amendment  is  implemented, 
and  I  hope  it  is  today,  then  what  it  is 
trying  to  do  is  just  to  be  sure  that  the 


reforms  which  my  colleague  states 
were  made,  and  they  were  in  the  free- 
dom to  farm  bill,  are  implemented  cor- 
rectly. 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentlewoman  for  her  ques- 
tion, but  follow  this  very  carefully. 
There  is  no  prohibition  on  anyone  rais- 
ing any  number  of  peanuts.  Last  year, 
I  believe  the  domestic  market  for  pea- 
nuts was  937.010  tons.  That  was  the  do- 
mestic market  last  year.  The  adminis- 
tration has  reduced  from  1.3  to  1.1:  1.1, 
the  last  time.  I  checked,  was  more  than 
937.  So  really,  you  cannot  make  an  ar- 
gument that  even  the  reduced  quota  is 
going  to  short  the  market. 

But  the  important  thing  to  under- 
stand is  that  anybody  can  raise  any 
number  of  peanuts.  If  there  is  a  short- 
ing of  the  market  because  there  are  not 
enough  peanuts  to  go  around,  anybody 
can  go  into  the  pools  that  we  have, 
pools  in  which  peanut  farmers  sell 
their  peanuts  into  a  joint  pool.  If  the 
market  price  is  greater,  they  share  in 
the  benefits  and.  if  it  is  not  greater, 
they  lose. 

So  the  argument  that  we.  by  reduc- 
ing from  1.3  to  1.1  is  unduly  influencing 
the  market,  it  might  be  right  now 
when  some  folks  are  trying  to  con- 
tract. And  if  I  were  a  buyer  right  now. 
I  would  be  doing  everything  in  my 
power  to  do,  to  get  somebody  to  come 
on  the  floor  and  to  put  a  cap  on  what 
farmers  can  receive.  That  is  good  busi- 
ness. I  understand  that.  That  makes 
eminent  good  sense,  put  a  cap  on, 
which  is  what  this  amendment  would 
do.  No  farmer  may  ever  get  more  than 
$640  a  ton  for  their  peanuts. 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  But  my  colleague 
agreed  to  $610  already. 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  As  floor,  as  a  floor. 
But  it  is  the  same  in  corn.  I  suppose 
the  next  thing  we  will  have  an  amend- 
ment to  put  a  cap  on  is  com.  Put  a  cap 
on  wheat,  put  a  cap  on  cotton.  Control 
the  price.  Control.  Let  us  have  price 
fixing,  which  is  what  you  are  proposing 
right  here  with  this  amendment.  Let  us 
fix  the  price  on  the  up  side. 

As  we  all  know,  what  we  have  tried 
to  do  with  farm  programs  is  to  put 
some  bottom-side  protection  to  grow- 
ers: bottom-side  protection,  because  we 
are  in  the  international  marketplace  in 
all  of  agriculture.  And  in  peanuts  it  is 
a  unique  program,  I  concede  that.  It  is 
very  unique.  But  I  wish  my  colleague 
would  give  credit  to  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  for  doing  that  which  we 
recognize  we  had  to  do.  and  that  is 
move  the  program  more  into  the  mar- 
ket orientation  side.  And  we  did  that. 
But  it  is  never  enough  for  those  that 
want  to  kill  the  program.  Those  that 
want  to  go  in  and  eliminate  the  total 
program  and  would  love  to  pay  $400  a 
ton  for  peanuts  and  buy  all  the  peanuts 
for  1  year  until  you  break  the  farmers, 
I  understand  that.  It  makes  good  sense. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Stenholm] 
has  again  expired. 
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(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  STEN- 
HOLM  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  addi- 
tional minute.) 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
only  want  to  point  out  again,  which  I 
think  is  the  most  relevant  coimter-ar- 
gument  to  the  amendment  being  of- 
fered: There  is  no  restraint  on  produc- 
tion of  peanuts.  The  market  is  the  one 
that  has  to  react.  If  the  market  choos- 
es to  pay  $800  a  ton,  peanut  farmers 
will  be  happy.  If  they  choose  to  pay 
$610,  they  will  not  be  so  happy.  Some 
will  be  very  happy  with  $610.  I  have  got 
growers  that  make  good  money  at  $500, 
$400  a  ton.  I  have  got  others  that  strug- 
gle to  make  it  at  $610.  We  tried  to  bal- 
ance that  constituent  interest  because 
I  happen  to  represent  both  quota  and 
nonquota.  I  happen  to  represent  some 
of  the  theory  that  the  gentleman  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Kolbe]  is  trying  to  put 
forward  here. 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  continue  to  yield,  I  just 
want  to  say  again  that,  respectfully  to 
my  good  friend,  the  only  difference  in 
our  view  is,  you  are  calling  price  fixing 
our  amendment  which  attempts  to  put 
in  place  the  change  in  the  freedom  to 
farm  program  where  we  are  saying  that 
this  feudal  program  is  price  fixing  all 
along. 

Mr.  HEFNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

I  will  not  take  the  full  5  minutes.  Let 
us  just  put  this  in  perspective.  What  is 
going  to  happen  if  this  amendment 
passes,  the  small  farmers  is  going  to 
get  hurt.  We  have  practiced  this  in 
other  areas.  He  is  going  to  get  hurt.  We 
talk  so  much  about  the  consumer.  Ev- 
erybody is  a  consumer,  even  the  small 
peanut  farmer.  He  buys  peanut  butter, 
he  buys  candy  bars.  He  buys  all  the 
stuff  that  is  made  with  peanut  prod- 
ucts. What  is  going  to  happen  is  the 
small  farmer  is  going  to  be  hurt,  it  is 
going  to  cost  him  money.  But  if  you 
think  for  1  minute  that,  if  you  pass 
this  bill,  the  savings  are  going  to  be 
passed  on  to  the  consumer,  then  we 
have  got  some  good  property  over  in 
North  Carolina  on  the  coast  that  fluc- 
tuates with  the  tides,  we  like  to  sell 
you  over  there. 

You  are  not  going  to  pass  along  the 
so-called  savings  to  this.  The  people 
that  make  the  Baby  Ruths  and  the  Pay 
Days  and  the  Hershey  bars,  they  are 
not  going  to  pass  along  the  savings  to 
the  consumer.  So  what  it  is  going  to 
boil  down  to  is  the  small  farmer,  who  is 
a  consumer,  he  has  to  go  out  and  buy; 
but  the  masses  of  the  consumer  that  go 
every  week  to  the  Safeways  and  to  the 
Giants  and  the  places  and  buy  the 
snack  bare,  what  have  you,  he  is  not 
going  to  see  any  savings  on  this. 

It  is  going  to  be  a  tremendous  profit 
to  the  people,  the  big  manufacturers 
that  make  the,  that  use  peanuts  to  go 
into  their  profits.  So  we  can  talk  a  lot 
about  the  consumer,  but  let  us  just 


keep  in  mind,  we  have  had  it  in  the 
past  when  we  had  sugar  programs  that 
said,  if  you  pass  a  sugar  program,  hey, 
soft  drinks  will  come  down.  We  have 
the  same  situation.  They  do  not  come 
down.  They  do  not  pass  on  to  the  con- 
sumer. You  are  not  doing  anything  in 
this  amendment  but  doing  harm  to  the 
small  farmer  and  giving  exorbitant 
profits  to  the  people  that  use  the  pea- 
nuts in  their  products.  The  consumer, 
bless  his  heart,  he  is  mentioned  a  lot, 
but  he  is  not  going  to  receive  one  pen- 
ny's worth  of  benefits  if  you  pass  this 
amendment.  I  strongly  urge  you  to 
look  at  the  reality  of  it  and  vote  this 
amendment  down. 

Mr.  CHAMBLISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

As  a  member  of  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture and  one  who  comes  from  a 
heavy  peanut-producing  area,  we  began 
work  on  reform  of  the  peanut  program 
on  November  9,  1994.  We  began  talking 
to  folks  in  the  industry.  We  began  talk 
to  go  growers.  We  began  talking  to 
shellers,  everybody  that  is  involved  in 
it,  because  there  was  a  continual  at- 
tack on  the  peanut  program.  Within 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  in  a  bi- 
partisan way,  we  made  real  reforms  to 
the  peanut  program  that  ensured  three 
things.  We  talked  an  awful  lot  about 
this:  One  was  that  we  secure  a  no-net- 
cost  program  to  the  American  tax- 
payer. We  did  that. 

The  second  thing  was  that  we  make 
the  program  more  market  oriented.  We 
did  that.  We  allowed  the  transfer  of 
peanut  quota  across  county  lines,  we 
did  a  number  of  things  that  would 
make  it  more  market  oriented. 

The  last  thing  we  did  was  to  provide 
a  safety  net  for  our  farmers.  We  did 
that  with  the  program  that  we  came  up 
with  in  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

Now,  there  has  been  some  conversa- 
tion about  the  domestic  demand  versus 
domestic  quota.  It  is  true  that  domes- 
tic quota  under  the  previous  farm  bill 
was  set  at  1,350,000  tons.  In  order  to 
make  the  program  more  market  ori- 
ented, we  removed  that  floor.  That  was 
not  at  the  request  of  the  manufacturer, 
the  people  who  you  are  talking  in  favor 
of  right  now.  They  did  not  want  a  floor 
on  it.  By  doing  that,  we  ensured  a  no 
net  cost,  but  it  also  eliminated  a  floor 
for  domestic  demand. 

Now,  once  we  did  that,  the  Secretary 
had  the  authority  to  come  in  and  to  set 
that  floor  at  whatever  domestic  quota, 
whatever  he  thought  domestic  demand 
would  be.  It  is  true  that  the  Secretary 
set  it  at  1,100,000  tons,  and  domestic  de- 
mand had  been  1,200,000  tons.  That  is  a 
100,000-ton  difference. 

Does  the  gentleman  understand  the 
buy-back  provisions  in  the  peanut  bill? 
Does  the  gentleman  understand  the 
buy-back  provision? 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CHAMBLISS.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona. 


Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  yes,  I  do 
understand.  I  confess  that  I  am  cer- 
tainly not  the  expert  on  the  buy-back 
provisions  that  my  colleague  would  be. 

Mr.  CHAMBLISS.  Does  my  colleague 
understand  that  under  the  buy-back 
provision  that  that  100,000-ton  gap  can 
be  filled  with  additional  peanuts  by  the 
Secretary? 

Mr.  KOLBE.  In  theory. 

Mr.  CHAMBLISS.  Not  in  theory,  in 
actuality,  that  is  the  way  the  program 
works? 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  continue  to  yield,  my 
understanding  of  the  way  the  program 
works  in  actuality,  this  is  not  the  case. 
I  would  just  point  out  the  difference 
between  the  domestic  price  and  the  ex- 
port price  of  peanuts.  It  is  clear  that 
the  reduction  of  the  quota  is  designed 
to  keep  the  domestic  price  at  an  artifi- 
cially high  level. 

Mr.  CHAMBLISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  let 
us  move  on  to  talk  about  domestic 
price,  the  amendment  establishes  the 
fact  that  no  grower  of  peanuts  any- 
where in  the  United  States,  of  quota 
peanuts,  can  achieve  a  price  in  excess 
of  $640  per  ton.  No  grower  of  additional 
peanuts  can  receive  a  price  in  excess  of 
$640  a  ton;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  continue  to  yield,  no 
one  who  would  be  under  the  quota  pro- 
gram would  get  a  price  in  excess  of  $640 
a  ton. 

Mr.  CHAMBLISS.  So  we  have  set  a 
maximum  price  on  peanuts  irrespective 
of  the  market  oriented  provisions  of 
this  bill,  set  a  maximum  of  $640  a  ton. 
Is  that  or  is  that  not  price  fixing? 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  price 
fixing  that  is  going  on  has  been  going 
on  in  this  program,  as  we  know,  since 
the  1930s  when  we  created  this  pro- 
gram. The  reason  for  this  amendment 
is  because  the  Secretary  has  chosen  to 
use  the  other  provision  of  the  law.  the 
quota  provision,  by  reducing  that 
below  the  level  of  consumption.  The  re- 
sult is  a  dramatic  increase  in  the  price, 
the  actual  domestic  price  consumers 
pay  for  peanuts.  I  would  be  happy,  if 
the  gentleman  would  agree  to  an 
amendment,  to  do  away  with  this  en- 
tire program  in  one  fell  swoop. 

Mr.  CHAMBLISS.  I  will  be  happy  to 
go  back  to  my  friend  from  New  Jer- 
sey's recommendation  that  we  go  to 
$1,000  or  $5,000  a  ton  limit. 

But  the  gentleman  is  correct  in  say- 
ing that  his  amendment  does  fix  the 
price.  If  I  am  wrong  about  that,  please 
correct  me. 

That  flies  in  the  face  of  everything 
we  have  tried  to  do  from  a  reform  of 
agriculture  programs  and  in  particular 
the  peanut  progrram,  which  is  now  mar- 
ket oriented.  The  growers  of  peanuts 
took  a  sigrnificant  reduction  of  $678  a 
ton  to  $610  a  ton  in  anticipation  of  sell- 
ing their  peanuts  more  in  the  world 
market.  That  is  the  whole  idea  behind 
it. 
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What  this  amendment  does  is  to 
come  in  and  slap  those  folks  in  the  face 
and  say,  irrespective  of  how  much  it 
costs  you  to  grow  it,  how  much  it  in- 
creases the  cost  of  grrowing  your  pea- 
nuts next  year,  throw  those  facts  out 
the  door.  The  maximum  you  can  get 
for  a  ton  of  peanuts  is  $640.  That  is 
wrong.  It  is  un-American.  It  is  price 
fixing.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote 
against  this  amendment. 

D  1315 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  a  "no"  vote  on 
the  Kolbe-Lowey  amendment  because 
it  is  indeed  unfair.  It  is  unfair  because 
the  peanut  industry  and  agriculture 
has  made  an  honest  attempt,  notwith- 
standing those  who  are  not  satisfied 
that  we  have  not  gone  far  enough  in 
$678  to  $610,  a  substantial  reduction  in 
what  that  forwards. 

Further,  the  Government's  program 
is  supposed  to  be  a  safety  net.  only 
used  as  a  bottom  line,  not  the  ceiling. 
Now  we  are  imposing  a  ceiling,  ajid  I 
also  think  this  is  now  antimarket.  I 
would  think,  I  say  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Kolbe],  this  was  cer- 
tainly in  contradiction  to  what  the  Re- 
publican Party  said  they  were  all 
about. 

This  is  unfair  because,  I  want  to  say 
to  the  gentlewoman  from  New  York 
[Mrs.  LowEY],  "You  may  not  know  who 
those  farmers  are.  but  I  do  know,  and 
many  of  them  are  minority  farms, 
many  of  them  are  low-income  farms, 
because  you  can  have  a  small  lot  of 
land  and  still  farm."  So  this  will  have 
a  disproportionate  hardship  on  smaller 
farmers  and  minority  farmers. 

By  the  way.  to  those  who  may  not 
know,  more  minorities  participate  in 
farming  of  peanuts  because  it  is  rel- 
atively cheap  to  get  into.  They  do  not 
need  as  much  land.  So  there  is  an  op- 
portunity here.  This  opportunity  will 
be  removed  from  those  who  have  had 
that  opportunity. 

I  would  urge  a  "No"  vote  on  that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  SisiSKY]. 

(Mr.  SISISKY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  SISISKY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman  for  yielding.  Many  of 
the  arguments  I  was  going  to  give  have 
already  been  expressed. 

Let  me  just  explain  something.  I 
went  to  peanut  hearings,  and  we  had  a 
Senate  hearing  in  my  district,  and  one 
of  the  manufacturers  who  has  peanuts 
in  the  can  said  about  the  program  that 
he  could  reduce  the  price.  I  think, 
about  a  dollar  a  can.  And  I  asked  him, 
"Do  you  have  50  cents  worth  of  peanuts 
in  that  can?"  He  said.  "No.  as  a  matter 
of  fact.  48  cents." 

I  said.  "You  must  be  a  genius." 


Six  or  seven  years  ago  I  was  in  a 
hearing  in  the  ag  room  in  the  Long- 
worth  Building,  and  it  was  a  candy 
manufacturer  from  the  Midwest  who 
said  he  can  save  30  percent  on  a  candy 
bar,  and  I  asked  the  chairman,  and  it 
was  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro- 
lina [Mr.  Rose],  and  I  said,  "May  I  in- 
terrupt for  a  minute?"  I  said,  "Thirty 
percent."  I  said.  "Retail  or  wholesale?" 
He  said.  "Retail." 

I  said.  "That's  15  cents.  Do  you  have 
2  cents  worth  of  peanuts  in  there?"  He 
said.  "No.  got  about  a  penny  and  a 
quarter,  and  that  is  what  the  problem 
is." 

The  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
STENHOLM]  mentioned  something 
which  was  basically  true.  I  have  been 
in  a  consumer  product  business,  so  I 
know  what  I  am  talking  about.  The 
container  is  more  expensive  than  the 
ingredients  by  a  large  margin.  It  is  not 
just  the  ingredients  that  are  in  there. 
And  if  my  colleagues  think  for  a 
minute  that  the  gentlewoman  from 
New  York  [Mrs.  LowEY]  mentioned 
that  we  would  open  plants  in  Canada. 
Why?  They  send  peanut  paste  down 
here  already.  They  send  peanut  paste 
from  China  through  Canada  to  come  in 
at  a  discount.  But  we  have  not  seen  the 
price  of  peanut  butter  drop,  I  guaran- 
tee. 

So  with  that  I  would  ask  this  House, 
and  I  thank  the  gentlewoman  for  giv- 
ing me  the  time  to  oppose  vehemently 
the  Kolbe-Lowey  aimendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  express  my  very 
strong  opposition  to  the  Hobson/Lowey 
amerxlment,  which  would  gut  the  peanut  pro- 
gram. 

Only  a  few  months  ago  Congress  passed  a 
farm  bill  that  included  a  series  of  reforms  to 
the  peanut  program.  Congress  made  sure  this 
would  be  a  no-cost  program  that  would  not 
add  to  the  deficit 

But  for  peanut  farmers,  there  was  a  price  to 
pay.  Farmers  had  to  accept  a  cut  in  the  sup- 
port price  from  S678  to  S610.  As  a  result  of 
that  cut,  planting  of  peanuts  has  already  gone 
down  5  percent  this  year  tiecause  it  just  does 
not  pay  to  plant  peanuts. 

Now  just  a  few  monttis  later,  with  the  ink 
barely  dry  on  the  farm  bill,  here  we  are  debat- 
ing whether  to  go  back  on  that  package  of  re- 
forms. 

The  Hobson/Lowey  amendment  was  drafted 
to  correct  a  problem  that  does  not  exist.  Its 
supporters  claim  that  peanut  prices  are  too 
high  because  there  is  a  shortage  of  supply. 
They  daim  tf>e  national  poundage  quota  is  set 
too  low.  But  what  is  their  evidence  for  this? 
Every  indication  is  that  there  will  be  no  short- 
age of  peanuts  in  1 996  or  1 997. 

Supporters  of  this  amendment  point  to 
prices  in  some  parts  of  the  Southeast  that  are 
higher  than  the  support  price.  But  this  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  national  quota  t)eing  set 
too  low.  It  is  not  unusual  for  prices  in  the 
Southeast  to  be  higher  than  they  are  else- 
where. In  ttie  Virginia-Carolina  area  and  the 
Souttiwest.  prices  are  lower.  The  price  thaf  s 
been  offered  in  my  district,  for  example,  is 
$610.  That  is  the  support  price  exactly. 


The  real  problem  that  some  of  the  manufac- 
turers have  is  that  peanut  prices  are  not  as 
low  as  they  would  like.  They  did  not  succeed 
in  eliminating  ttie  peanut  program  in  the  farm 
bill,  and  they  would  prefer  a  support  price  that 
would  make  the  program  worthless  to  farmers. 

What  supporters  of  this  amendnr>ent  woukJ 
like  to  do  is  slash  the  price  paid  to  farmers 
below  the  cost  of  production.  But  that  is  simply 
not  fair  to  peanut  farmers. 

The  support  price  is  meant  to  be  a  safety 
net  to  keep  farmers  from  going  out  of  busi- 
ness. This  amendment  sets  up  a  cap  on  the 
price  that  can  be  paid  to  the  farmer.  Uowhere 
in  the  farm  bill  did  it  place  a  limit  on  the  prices 
farmers  could  receive. 

The  truth  is  ttiat  this  amendment  does  not 
carry  out  the  intent  of  the  farm  bill,  as  its  sup- 
porters would  have  you  believe.  In  fact,  it  re- 
neges on  the  compromise  ttiat  was  made  in 
that  legislation. 

I  urge  you  to  stand  by  the  reforms  we 
agreed  to  in  ttie  farm  bill  and  give  them  a 
chance  to  work.  Vote  "no"  on  the  Hobson- 
Lowey  amendment 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Kolbe-Lowey  amendment  to  establish  a 
maximum  market  price  for  peanut 
sales  of  $625  per  ton. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  we  all  re- 
member when  the  1996  farm  bill  was 
passed,  one  of  the  reform  measures 
that  passed  in  that  legislation  was  a  10- 
percent  reduction  in  the  price  of  pea- 
nuts. This  amendment  merely  insures 
that  the  peanut  program  will  be  admin- 
istered as  we  intended  in  the  1996  farm 
bUl. 

The  peanut  program  comes  up  every 
year.  It  is  an  antiquated  program; 
there  is  no  doubt  about  it.  Peanuts 
cannot  be  sold  for  fresh  use  in  this 
country  unless  they  are  grown  on  land 
that  has  a  quota  for  peanut  production. 
This  sjrstem  prevents  new  farmers  from 
growing  peanuts.  Only  so  many  U.S. 
producers  are  permitted  to  produce 
peanuts  for  the  U.S.  market.  Their  pro- 
duction is  limited  to  estimated  domes- 
tic demand  or  just  below  to  guarantee 
them  a  congressionally  set  support 
price. 

So  by  producing  the  peanut  support 
price  to  an  effective  rate  of  $610  per 
ton.  the  U.S.  support  price  would  still 
be  $200  per  ton  above  the  world  price  of 
$350  per  ton.  The  price  of  domestically 
produced  peanuts  would  still  be  43  per- 
cent above  the  world  price. 

The  Kolt>e-Lowey  amendment  would 
insure  that  some  measure  of  reform  is 
carried  out  by  encouraging  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  to  set  the  na- 
tional peanut  quota  system  production 
at  a  realistic  level. 

So.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  existing  quota 
and  price  support  program  for  peanuts 
is  anticonsumer,  anticompetitive,  inef- 
ficient. It  needs  to  be  changed,  and  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Kolbe-Lowey  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona  [Mr.  KOLBE],  the 
amendment  introducer. 
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Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman  for  srlelding,  and  I 
will  not  take  the  full  time,  but  I  just 
want  to  emphasize  a  couple  of  points 
that  have  been  made  here  and  to  reit- 
erate that  this  has  been  a  controversial 
program;  I  think  we  all  acknowledge 
that,  a  controversial  program  since  its 
very  inception,  and  frankly  growers, 
manufacturers,  and  consumers  have 
been  constantly  at  odds  on  this  pro- 
gram. 

But  I  think  the  freedom  to  farm  bill 
clearly  had  a  philosophical  direction, 
and  that  was  to  make  commodities,  to 
market  commodities,  consistent  with  a 
market-oriented  approach,  to  move  us 
in  that  direction. 

There  is  a  huge  difference,  a  huge  gap 
it  seems  to  me,  when  we  are  talking 
about  peanuts.  It  is  being  treated  in  a 
very  different  fashion,  particularly 
with  regard  to  this  gigantic  loophole 
that  the  Secretary  has  used.  When  we 
talk  about  setting  prices,  we  are  set- 
ting prices  at  $610  a  ton.  we  are  setting 
prices  at  $640  a  ton,  whichever  one  we 
are  using.  But  the  fact  of  the  matter  is 
the  Secretary  has  used  a  huge  gap  in 
the  law  which  allows  him  to  put  the 
quota  below,  below  where  the  actual 
level  of  domestic  consumption  is  to 
force  prices  back  up.  One  does  not  have 
to  be  an  economics  major  to  figure  out 
that  that  is  going  to  have  a  effect  on 
the  demand,  and  it  is  going  to  have  a 
effect  on  the  price.  If  we  artificially  set 
the  amount  of  peanuts  that  can  be  sold 
in  the  United  States  and  one  cannot 
sell  any  peanuts  in  the  United  States 
without  that,  it  is  going  to  drive  that 
price  up.  That  is  what  we  are  trying  to 
correct  here. 

I  have  talked  to  nimierous  Members 
here  who  represent  peanut  growing  in- 
terests and  they  have  said,  "Look,  we 
did  not  do  it;  it  was  the  Secretary  that 
did  this."  OK,  if  that  is  the  case,  all  we 
are  trying  to  do  is  correct  what  we 
thought  we  were  getting  in  the  farm 
bill,  which  was  some  very  modest  re- 
duction in  the  price,  and  that  is  why  I 
think  this  is  so  essential. 

Mr.  BISHOP.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  appalled.  I  be- 
lieve that  this  amendment  is  clearly 
nothing  more  than  a  fraud.  Proponents 
would  have  us  to  believe  that  it  will 
lower  the  cost  of  peanuts,  peanut  prod- 
ucts to  the  consumer.  That  could  not 
be  farther  from  the  truth,  as  has  al- 
ready been  stated.  Not  one  single  man- 
ufacturer anywhere  in  this  country  has 
agreed  to  lower  the  cost  of  a  candy  bar. 
a  jar  of  peanut  butter  or  a  bag  of  salted 
peanuts  one  red  cent  if  this  amendment 
passes.  Instead  the  amendment  would 
put  a  ceiling  on  what  a  farmer  who  has 
weathered  the  storms,  the  droughts 
and  all  of  the  other  risks  of  growing  to 
what  that  farmer  can  get  for  his  prod- 
uct after  he  has  worked  so  hard. 

It  seems  to  me  what  we  are  doing 
here  is  artificially,  as  the  gentlewoman 


from  New  York  pointed  out,  artificially 
fixing  the  price.  If  this  is  not  a  viola- 
tion of  antitrust  laws,  what  is?  No  mat- 
ter what  the  market  price  might  be. 
this  amendment  limits  the  amount  of 
profit  that  a  poor  farmer  in  Georgia 
could  make  on  his  peanuts.  This  is 
price-fixing,  pure  and  simple. 

Now,  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Chambliss]  and  I  offered  earlier 
last  year  the  national  peanut  reform 
bill  because  the  gentlewoman  from 
New  York  and  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  and  many  other  places  have 
pointed  out  that  they  had  some  prob- 
lems with  the  way  that  the  peanut  pro- 
gram was  structured.  As  a  con- 
sequence, we  passed  a  reform  bill  which 
was  folded  into  the  new  farm  bill,  a  re- 
formed peanut  program.  As  a  con- 
sequence, as  the  gentleman  from  Geor- 
gia pointed  out.  we  achieved  a  program 
that  has  no  net  cost  to  the  Govern- 
ment, that  is  market  oriented,  but  at 
the  same  time  provides  a  safety  net  for 
our  farmers.  That  is  all  that  it  does. 

What  this  amendment  will  do  is  take 
away  that  safety  net.  and  the  mini- 
mum profit  that  a  farmer  might  get  be- 
cause the  market  has  driven  the  price 
up  will  be  taken  away,  and  that  wind- 
fall will  be  placed  in  the  hands  of  those 
people  who  manufacture  that  candy 
bar.  who  manufacture  that  jar  of  pea- 
nut butter  and  who  manufacture  that 
bag  of  salted  peanuts.  Those  are  the 
ones  that  will  get  the  benefit  of  that. 
The  poor  farmer  is  going  to  suffer,  and 
we  will  see  fewer  and  fewer  family 
farms. 

Now,  the  attack  has  been  made  on 
the  Secretary.  The  Secretary  is  ac- 
cused of  setting  the  national  pound 
quotage  too  low;  as  a  result,  artifi- 
cially driving  up  the  price  because  of  a 
reduction  in  supply.  But  I  want  to 
point  out.  as  someone  has  already  said, 
that  in  1995,  last  year,  the  national 
poundage  quota  was  937,010  tons.  This 
year  it  is  almost  200,000  tons  more. 
That  does  not  sound  like  anything  that 
is  going  to  reduce  the  supply.  The  sup- 
ply is  going  to  increase.  And  what  is 
consumption?  Consumption  is  what  the 
market  will  bear. 

This  amendment  is  a  fraud,  it  should 
be  defeated,  it  is  an  attack  on  fanriily 
farmers,  and  particularly  peanut  farm- 
ers. I  represent  the  largest  peanut 
farming  district  in  the  country.  Our 
farmers  work  hard,  and  they  suffer 
great  risk  to  try  to  turn  a  profit.  We. 
at  great  sacrifice,  passed  a  bill,  the 
farm  bill,  that  would  address  some  of 
the  concerns  that  the  critics  have  had 
although  we  felt  that  they  were  not 
well  taken.  Nevertheless,  we  com- 
promised, and  we  have  taken  a  great 
deal  of  profit  away  from  our  farmers 
already,  reducing  the  price  from  S678  a 
ton  to  $610  per  ton.  That  is  a  signifi- 
cant decrease  in  what  our  farmers  can 
make  on  their  hard  labor  and  the  risk 
they  take. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  defeat  this 
amendment,  protect  family  farms,  pro- 


tect all  of  what  we  have  tried  to  do  in 
farming,  our  commodity  programs  and 
our  farm  programs,  in  this  1996  farm 
bill.  This  peanut  program  has  been  re- 
formed, we  have  fixed  it.  and  we  do  not 
need  to  break  it  as  this  amendment 
would  do.  It  is  clearly  a  fraud,  and  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  defeat  it. 

Mr.  EWING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  make  it 
plain  that  we  do  not  grow  peanuts  in 
my  district.  We  have  had  some  of  the 
large  peanut  growing  districts  get  up 
here  and  speak,  but  I  did  have  the  re- 
sponsibility of  chairing  the  sub- 
committee that  produced  the  peanut 
program  for  the  farm  bill  and  other 
speciality  crops.  And  I  want  to  say  that 
I  believe  that  the  peanut  program  was 
in  need  of  reform,  and  I  believe  that  we 
reformed  the  peanut  program,  and  I  be- 
lieve that  it  is  in  the  continuing  proc- 
ess of  being  reformed,  not  with  amend- 
ments like  this,  but  because  of  the 
world  market  situation  of  the  NAFTA 
and  GATT  treaties  that  we  have  ap- 
proved in  this  House.  It  will  happen 
and  is  going  to  happen.  And  I  think 
that  some  of  the  reforms  should  be 
pointed  out  to  this  House  if  my  col- 
leagues forget  that  we  eliminated  price 
support  escalators,  we  eliminated 
undermarketing.  we  eliminated  the 
quota  floor,  and  we  reduced  and  modi- 
fied and  reformed  the  quota  provisions, 
and  people  are  going  to  lose  their  quota 
eligibility.  And  it  was  designed  to  put 
quota  with  the  farmers  of  the  South, 
where  peanuts  are  grown.  Sale,  lease, 
and  transfer  of  quota  is  freely  made  be- 
tween the  peanut  growing  areas. 
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The  loan  rate  was  reduced  consider- 
ably. We  did  all  of  this,  and  now  those 
who  oppose  this  program  are  back  here 
wanting  to  reform  it  before  it  has  ever 
had  a  chance  to  work. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  kind  of  resent,  or  I 
think  it  is  unfair,  that  the  peanut 
farmers  of  America  are  not  in  the 
halls,  the  manufacturers  are  in  the 
halls  seeking  somebody  to  carry  this 
amendment.  Where  and  who  is  rep- 
resenting the  farmers  of  America,  the 
people  that  grow  our  food  and  fiber?  I 
gladly  say  I  do  represent  them.  It  is 
time  to  let  this  program  work.  Yes,  if 
we  need  more  reforms  we  can  come 
back  and  do  it  later.  Let  us  get  the  De- 
partment of  Agriculture  to  do  their  job 
down  there.  Then  we  will  not  have  this. 

The  one  thing  we  tried  to  put  in  the 
farm  bill  was  not  shackles  on  American 
agriculture.  If  we  can  get  more  for  our 
products,  we  should  have  this,  we 
should  have  it  in  the  free  market,  and 
this  is  a  floor  for  the  peanut  industry 
and  not  a  ceiling.  I  suggest  that  this 
amendment  is  ill-timed  and  should  be 
defeated. 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Florida.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  compliment 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  on 
our  Committee  on  Agriculture  for  his 
previous  remarks.  He  was  right  on  tar- 
get. I  probably  just  will  not  take  5  min- 
utes to  reiterate  what  he  has  already 
said.  But  I  do  want  to  say,  first  of  all. 
that  this  is  a  consumer-oriented  pro- 
gram. We  are  taking  care  of  the  con- 
sumers, because  we  are  giving  them 
quality  and  we  are  giving  them  guaran- 
teed quantity.  Yes.  we  are  helping  the 
farmers,  too,  because  we  are  helping 
assess  some  of  the  risk  that  they  are 
taking.  These  are  incredible  risk-tak- 
ers that  we  have,  Mr.  Chairman,  these 
small  fairmers,  who  are  not  in  the  halls, 
incidentally.  They  are  out  there  plant- 
ing crops  and  tending  to  the  crops  now. 
they  are  not  out  there  with  the  manu- 
facturers up  here,  asking  that  this 
amendment  pass. 

In  fact,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  that  this 
amendment  be  pulled.  This  is  a  very 
bad,  un-American  amendment.  It  is  not 
well  thought  out.  It  does  not  do  the 
things  that  we  tried  to  do  in  the  reform 
process  of  this  program.  This  is  price- 
fixing  at  its  worst.  I  think  everybody 
agrees  that  this  is  price-fixing. 

In  fact,  Mr.  Chairman,  not  only  does 
it  price-fix,  but  it  has  this  absolute  line 
drawn  that  says  if  you  go  above  that, 
then  the  program  is  dead.  What  kind  of 
Congress  is  that,  that  is  going  to  take 
all  of  these  small  farmers  in  America 
and  just  cut  their  throats  in  one  fell 
swoop  because  they  are  participating 
in  the  free  market?  Is  that  not  un- 
American?  That,  to  me,  is  un-Amer- 
ican. 

The  program  that  was  reformed  in 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  last 
year  was  real  reform.  This  took  from 
$678  to  $610  on  the  quota  price.  It  did  a 
number  of  things  on  the  quota  transfer. 
The  biggest  issue  is  that  it  is  now.  for 
the  first  time  ever,  a  no  net-cost  pro- 
gram. This  is  not  a  program  that  is 
costing  the  Federal  Govermnent  mil- 
lions and  millions  of  dollars.  We  need 
to  defeat  this  amendment.  This  amend- 
ment is  as  bad  as  any  amendment  that 
has  ever  come  across  anybody's  desk, 
and  for  whatever  reason  we  are  doing 
this,  I  cazmot  find  a  good  one. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  seriously  look 
at  this,  look  at  the  fact  that  we  are.  in 
fact,  injuring  not  only  peanuts  in  this 
regard,  because  what  we  are  going  to 
do  if  we  take  this  to  its  final  conclu- 
sion, we  are  going  to  destroy  all  of  the 
other  programs  that  are  out  there. 

I  will  tell  the  Members,  if  we  do  this, 
the  American  public  is  going  to  have 
sticker  shock  in  the  supermarket.  Not 
only  are  they  going  to  have  sticker 
shock,  but  they  are  going  to  be  a  Third 
World  country  when  they  go  to  the  su- 
permarket and  try  to  find  these  prod- 
ucts at  the  quality  levels  with  which 
we  are  producing  them  now.  This  is  a 
very  poorly  thought  out  amendment. 
Anybody  can  look  at  the  fact  that  it  is 
un-American  from  the  standpoint  that 


it  is  price-fixing  and  taking  people  out 
of  the  free  market.  We  need  to  defeat 
this  amendment  today,  without  delay. 

Mr.  QUINN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  rise  in  sup- 
port of  the  Kolbe  and  Lowey  amend- 
ment, a  fellow  New  Yorker,  a  colleague 
of  mine.  I  ask  Members  to  support  the 
amendment  and  ask  my  colleagues  to 
continue  to  listen  to  this  debate.  I  also 
want  to  take  a  minute  to  congratulate 
the  subconmiittee  chairman,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois,  on  the  work  that 
he  has  done  and  the  reform  he  has  put 
forward  in  the  full  bill. 

I  also  believe  that  while  he  is  a  rep- 
resentative and  a  great  representative 
of  the  farmers,  that  we  need  to  make 
certain  that  the  consumers  are  also 
represented  here  in  this  discussion  and 
in  the  amendment  and  in  the  bill.  I  be- 
lieve that  the  one  small  farm  bill 
change  of  moving  the  price  support 
from  678  to  610  has  been  negated  by  the 
fact  that  the  USDA  has  set  the  quota 
on  the  amount  of  peanuts  that  can  be 
grown  at  such  a  low  level  as  to  basi- 
cally short  the  market  and  to  drive  up 
the  actual  price. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  that  this  re- 
form, the  amendment,  the  Lowey- 
Kolbe  amendment,  is  one  that  is  a 
moderate  reform  in  the  peanut  pro- 
gram for  consumers  and  it  represents 
exactly  that  kind  of  information,  ex- 
actly the  kind  of  modification.  I  do  not 
think  it  is  as  drastic  as  we  could  offer 
here  today.  I  urge  its  support. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUINN.  I  jrield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  do  not 
know  how  any  opponent  of  this  amend- 
ment can  say  with  a  straight  face  "un- 
American"  or  use  the  word  "world 
maj-ket"  and  talk  about  "consumer- 
oriented"  and  talk  about  the  free  mar- 
ket. Give  me  a  break.  Un-American? 
Yes.  it  is  un-American  not  to  let  Amer- 
icans grow  peanuts,  but  you  can  go  to 
jail  if  you  grow  peanuts  and  sell  in  the 
market.  You  can  certainly  get  arrested 
and  you  can  be  fined.  The  point  is.  you 
cannot  grow  peanuts  and  sell  at  the  $6 
price. 

Mr.  Chainnan.  I  just  would  say.  the 
bottom  line  is  I  would  be  embarrassed 
to  be  opponents  of  this  amendment  and 
talk  about  un-American,  consumer-ori- 
ented program,  world  market,  free 
market.  The  bottom  line  is  the  world 
market  cannot  compete.  They  are  not 
allowed  to  sell  peanuts  unless  they 
come  and  they  crush  them  and  they  do 
not  get  the  price.  There  is  no  free  mar- 
ket, because  people  from  outside  this 
country  caumot  sell  and  people  in  this 
country.  Americans,  cannot  sell  pea- 
nuts unless  it  is  to  be  crushed. 

Talking  about  consumer-oriented, 
what  is  consumer-oriented  about  fixing 
supply?  They  fix  supply.  They  are  told 
it  is  going  to  be  about  900-and-some 


tons,  1.000  tons.  That  is  fixing  the 
price.  What  is  American  about  that? 
What  is  free  market  about  that? 

The  problem  is  we  only  allow  a  few 
people  to  farm  peanuts,  only  a  few.  We 
fix  the  price  by  limiting  the  supply.  We 
attempted  to  reform  that  system  and 
we  failed.  We  then  said  the  price  should 
not  be  $610.  not  lower  than  that,  the 
Government  will  buy  it.  What  has  hai>- 
pened  by  what  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture has  done,  they  have  fixed  sup- 
plies so  the  price  will  be  well  above  the 
$610  price.  We  may  end  up  having  to  be 
more  than  $678.  I  think  this  is  an  out- 
rage that  you  can  say  with  a  straight 
face  that  it  is  un-American,  that  it  is 
against  the  consumer,  that  it  is  the 
free  market.  How  can  Members  do  it? 
How  can  they  in  a  straight  face  use 
those  words? 

Mr.  ROSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUINN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  ROSE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  wanted 
to  humbly  say  to  my  good  friend,  who 
I  admired  for  his  support  of  the  mini- 
mum wage,  we  have  a  little  modest 
minimum  wage  here  for  peanut  farmers 
at  610.  I  just  want  to  chide  the  gen- 
tleman a  little,  because  I  have  great  re- 
spect for  the  gentleman  and  have  read 
about  him  in  the  paper  very  well  the 
other  day.  and  I  was  very  proud  of  that. 
This  is  a  modest  minimum  wage  pro- 
gram. It  puts  a  floor  under  the  peanut 
farmer. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
continue  to  yield,  Mr.  Chainnan,  the 
bottom  line  is  the  price  is  double  in 
this  country  what  the  world  market 
price  is. 

Mr.  ROSE.  If  the  gentleman  will  con- 
tinue to  jrield.  Members  should  go  up 
to  Canada,  where  this  so-called  free 
market  works,  and  see  if  peanut  butter 
does  not  cost  more  than  it  does  in  this 
country.  It  is  cheaper  in  this  country. 
We  keep  it  that  way  and  we  want  it  to 
stay  that  way. 

Mr.  EVERETT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  nvimber  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  so  ridiculous. 
We  have  sponsors  of  amendments  up 
here  that  have  no  idea  about  the  pro- 
gram, do  not  serve  on  either  the  au- 
thorizing or  the  appropriating  commit- 
tees, the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  or 
its  subcommittees.  Frankly,  this  is  an 
ill-conceived  amendment,  as  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Florida, 
said.  It  really  ought  to  be  pulled.  This 
is  an  embarrassment  to  the  House. 

First  of  all,  it  is  price  fixing,  it  is 
kind  of  odd  that  these  folks  want  to  fix 
the  price  to  a  farmer  who  goes  out 
there  and  puts  his  capital  out  there, 
who  sweats  and  earns  his  living  by  his 
brow,  but  they  do  not  want  to  fix  the 
price  to  the  sheller  or  the  manufac- 
turer. They  can  charge  as  much  as  they 
want  to. 

Another  definition  that  needs  to  be 
explained  here  is  when  these  folks  get 


13852 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


June  12,  1996 


up  and  talk  about  consumers  and  quote 
the  GAO  report,  guess  who  they  are 
talking  about?  They  are  talking  about 
the  first  buyer  of  that  peanut,  which  is 
the  sheller  and  manufacturer.  They  are 
not  talking  about  the  housewife.  We 
have  congressional  testimony  in  com- 
mittees where  these  manufacturers  say 
they  will  not  pass  one  thin  dime  on  to 
the  housewife,  not  one  thin  dime. 

Mr.  HEFNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  be 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EVERETT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  HEFNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the 
gentleman  telling  this  House  and  the 
people  watching  this  debate  that  he 
does  not  believe  that  the  manufactur- 
ers would  pass  this  savings  on  to  the 
consumer?  That  is  what  the  arg\iment 
is  about,  the  consumer.  The  consumer 
is  not  going  to  benefit  from  this 
amendment  one  iota.  Am  I  correct  on 
that? 

Mr.  EVERETT.  Not  one  iota,  Mr. 
Chairman.  Anybody  that  believes  that 
has  driftwood  where  their  brains  ought 
to  be.  There  is  no  question  about  that. 
There  is  no  evidence  whatsoever  that 
one  dime  of  this,  and  anybody  that 
would  say  anything  like  it  was  going  to 
reduce  the  cost  of  peanut  butter  by  35 
cents  a  jar  hais  no  idea  where  he  is  com- 
ing from,  has  nothing  to  support  that 
with,  absolutely  nothing.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, this  is  price  fixing  without  ques- 
tion. It  is  price  fixing  without  ques- 
tion. Next  week  I  guess  we  should  ex- 
pect a  price-fixing  amendment  on  com, 
wheat.  After  all,  they  are  in  short  sup- 
ply this  year.  We  have  a  terrible  situa- 
tion with  com  and  wheat. 

Let  me  tell  the  Members  what  this  is 
aU  about,  pure  and  simple.  This  is 
about  corporate  greed.  This  is  about 
people  who  are  carrying  the  water  for 
these  major  corporations  who  are  lin- 
ing the  halls  out  here,  carrying  the 
water  for  them,  and  as  my  colleague 
pointed  out,  we  do  not  see  any  farmers 
out  there  lobbying.  Every  dime  of  this 
will  go  to  these  corporations"  pockets. 
Not  a  penny  would  be  passed  on  to  the 
consumer.  This  is  the  most  ill-con- 
ceived, crazy  amendment  I  think  I  have 
seen  come  on  this  House  floor  since  I 
have  been  here. 

For  the  first  time  ever,  the  peanut 
program  is  a  no  cost  program.  We  were 
asked  to  do  that  and  we  did  that.  The 
CBO  estimates  savings,  it  says,  of  S400 
million  in  the  next  7  years.  It  has  al- 
ready been  pointed  out  the  price  sup- 
port escalator  is  gone,  the  national 
pound  quota  floor  has  been  eliminated. 
That  makes  the  program  market-ori- 
ented. Institutional  and  out-of-State 
quota  holders  are  stripped  of  their  pea- 
nut poundage  quota.  No  more  Sam 
Donaldsons  getting  checks,  from  the 
Government.  That  has  been  taken  care 
of.  Sale  and  lease  across  country  lines, 
that  has  been  taken  care  of.  My  grow- 
ers bitterly  opposed  that,  but  we  com- 
promised and  passed  it. 


The  growers  who  abused  the  program 
and  refused  to  sell  the  peanuts  on  the 
commercial  market  will  be  kicked  out 
of  the  program.  No  other  commodity 
program  in  this  country  has  such  a  se- 
vere penalty,  not  one,  none.  The  price 
support  has  been  reduced.  Overall,  the 
farmers  are  going  to  get  about  30  per- 
cent less  in  income  now  because  of  this 
new  program  that  has  been  passed. 

For  the  benefit  of  the  House,  I  would 
like  to  remind  the  membership  that 
these  reforms  were  made  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  farmer.  When  we  had  a 
hearing  in  Georgia  with  both  gen- 
tleman, my  colleagues  from  Georgia 
were  there,  and  the  gentlewoman  from 
Florida  was  there,  I  asked  the  manu- 
facturers, come  work  with  us.  Help  us 
reform  this  program.  But  do  Members 
know  what?  It  was  their  way  or  no 
way.  They  would  not  move  one  inch 
and  never  moved  one  inch.  Every  re- 
form that  has  been  made  has  been 
made  at  the  expense  of  the  farmer.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  there  are  multi- 
national manufacturers,  and  six  or 
seven  of  them  control  83  percent  of  the 
peanut  crop,  and  they  just  want  to  line 
their  pockets  even  more. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  corporate 
greed,  this  is  price  fixing.  Why  do  we 
not  fix  the  price,  as  I  said,  on  peanut 
butter,  candy  bars?  Let  us  just  fix  the 
price  on  everything  around  here,  I  say 
to  all  the  free  market  folks.  I  ask  my 
colleagues  to  vote  against  this  amend- 
ment. It  is  absolutely  ridiculous. 
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Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  peanut  program 
which  was  debated  on  and  passed  by 
the  full  House  earlier  this  year  has  al- 
ready been  extensively  reformed.  It  is 
now  a  no-cost  program  representing  a 
$434  million  savings.  The  support  price 
has  been  cut  by  10  percent,  reducing 
grower  income. 

These  changes  already  made  will  re- 
duce farmer  income  by  over  20  percent. 
$200  billion  annually.  Further  reduc- 
tions to  the  price  support  level  or 
elimination  of  the  peanut  program  al- 
together will  only  cause  the  economic 
ruin  of  America's  15.000  family  peanut 
farmers  and  the  thousands  of  rural 
communities  they  support  without 
benefiting  consumers  or  taxpayers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  small  family 
farmers  in  my  district  have  taken  sub- 
stantial cuts  and  they  have  done  their 
part  to  reduce  Government  spending 
and  help  balance  the  budget.  We  do  not 
need  a  price-fixing  amendment.  For 
once  let  us  look  out  for  the  concerns  of 
the  small  family  farmers  and  let  us 
vote  "no"  to  this  Kolbe-Lowey  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  CHAMBLISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia. 


Mr.  CHAMBLISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  ask  our  friend  from  Ari- 
zona. Mr.  KOLBE.  the  sponsor  of  this 
amendment,  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  has  just  reiterated  the  fact 
that  in  our  peanut  title  of  the  1996  farm 
bill  there  was  a  reduction  in  the  price 
from  $678  to  S610,  in  excess  of  10  per- 
cent. Would  the  gentleman  accept  an 
amendment  to  his  amendment  which 
would  reduce  the  price  of  a  candy  bar 
by  10  percent?  And  would  the  gen- 
tleman also  accept  an  amendment  that 
would  put  a  cap  on  the  price  of  all 
candy  bars  in  this  country? 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
say  to  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro- 
lina and  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
that  the  last  I  checked,  there  is  no 
Government  price  program  for  candy 
bars  as  there  is  for  peanuts,  so  I  do  not 
think  that  the  question  is  a  relevant 
question. 

Mr.  CHAMBLISS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  is  exactly  the  point.  There  should 
not  be  a  price-fixing  cap  by  the  Federal 
Government  on  any  product  in  this 
country. 

My  friend  from  Texas  made  a  classic 
point.  I  think  he  struck  at  the  heart  of 
this  amendment.  We  have  the  highest 
prices  for  com  and  wheat  in  this  coun- 
try today  that  we  have  ever  seen  in  the 
history  of  anybody  that  sits  in  this 
House.  Yet  this  week  the  manufactur- 
ers of  cereal,  the  manufacturers  who 
process  corn  and  wheat,  have  reduced 
their  prices  at  the  retail  level. 

That  shows  us  that  a  reduction  in 
price  is  not  going  to  translate  into  a 
reduction  at  the  retail  level.  An  in- 
crease in  the  price  in  that  instance 
translated  into  a  reduction  at  the  re- 
tail level.  I  again  say  this  amendment 
is  deplorable,  it  is  un-American,  it  is 
price  fixing,  and  it  ought  to  be  de- 
feated. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

First  off  I  would  like  to  apologize  to 
my  colleagues  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
who  feel  very  strongly  about  this  issue 
because  I  know  they  are  speaking  from 
their  heaurt.  I  would  never  want  to  give 
the  impression  that  I  doubt  their  sin- 
cerity. I  guess  we  have  a  sincere  dis- 
agreement about  what  different  words 
mean.  But  I  also  apologize.  I  guess,  to 
my  own  Republicans  because  I  thought 
Republicans  believed  in  the  concept  of 
supply  and  demand.  I  thought  that  was 
one  of  the  things  that  my  party  be- 
lieved in,  and  I  thought  my  party  be- 
lieved in  competition,  and  so  that  is 
why  I  get  so  exercised,  because  I  really 
believe  in  some  of  these  things  that  we 
have  said  we  want  and  why  we  got 
elected. 

I  also  bi,lieve  that  when  we  went 
after  social  welfare  that  we  were  also 
going  to  go  after  corporate  welfare  and 
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after  agricultural  welfare.  I  define  wel- 
fare as  a  very  simple  thing,  when  you 
start  doing  things  and  giving  to  people 
that  basically  become  handouts  and 
protections  that  just  promulgate  an  in- 
efficient system.  I  see  it  in  this  agri- 
cultural program. 

The  program  to  me,  as  I  see  it,  is 
quite  simple.  We  say  only  some  Ameri- 
cans in  this  country  have  the  right  to 
farm  peanuts.  I  view  that  as  un-Amer- 
ican, to  say  that  only  some  can  farm 
peanuts.  I  think  it  is  immoral  to  say 
that  only  some  in  this  country. 

If  we  have  someone  who  wants  to 
farm  peanuts  and  sell  it  at  the  U.S. 
price  of  $678  or  $610  or  whatever,  they 
cannot  do  that,  because  they  do  not 
have  a  quota.  In  this  country,  unbeliev- 
able to  me.  you  need  a  quota  to  farm 
peanuts  and  sell  at  that  inflated  price. 

We  lost  that  debate — and  I  did  not  in- 
troduce this  amendment — we  lost  it  by 
a  few  votes.  We  wanted  to  get  rid  of  the 
program.  But  we  at  least  thought  that 
$610  number  was  a  real  number  in 
which  a  farmer,  it  would  go  from  $678 
to  $610.  We  thought  that  was  a  real 
number  that  meant  something  and 
that  if  a  farmer  sold  at  the  $610  price  to 
the  Government  and  the  Government 
bought  it  at  $610  but  could  not  sell  it  at 
$610.  we  were  told  that  the  farmers 
would  make  up  the  difference  in  the 
next  year. 

But  what  we  learned  is  we  are  now 
going  to  limit  supply  to  935,000  tons. 
My  basic  Republican  tenet  told  me 
that  when  you  limit  supply,  and  you 
have  a  certain  amount  of  demand,  the 
price  starts  to  go  up.  And  so  what  you 
have  done  effectively  or  what  the  Com- 
missioner has  done,  what  the  Secretary 
has  effectively  done,  we  went  from  $678 
with  a  support  price  to  $610,  and  you 
say  it  is  a  10-percent  reduction,  but  it 
is  never  going  to  be  at  that  $610  price 
because  we  have  limited  production.  So 
it  may  be  even  more  than  $678. 

What  the  gentleman  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  KOLBE]  wanted  to  do  was  at  least 
say  it  would  be  at  $640  and  not  higher. 
That  is  price-fixing.  It  is  price-fixing  in 
a  system  that  is  fraught  with  fixing.  It 
is  a  system  where  only  some  Ameri- 
cans in  this  country  can  farm. 

I  have  gone  after  social  welfare  in  my 
urban  areas,  I  want  to  go  after  cor- 
porate welfare  and  I  want  to  go  after 
agricultural  welfare.  That  is  what  this 
program  is.  We  need  to  get  people  out 
of  it  gradually,  I  agree.  That  $640  price 
is  a  fair  price.  They  are  going  to  go 
from  $678  to  $640.  That  is  fair.  We  did 
not  eliminate  the  program.  We  are  just 
asking  for  some  protection  because  we 
did  not  think  the  Secretary  would  ma- 
nipulate price  by  limiting  supply  of  the 
product  so  much. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SHAYS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  North  Carolina. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  did  I 
understand  the  gentleman  to  say  that 
the  $610  was  a  ceiling  or  the  floor? 


Mr.  SHAYS.  It  is  the  price  at  which 
a  farmer  can  sell  to  the  Government. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  It  is  a  price  below 
which  the  Government  will  have  a  safe- 
ty net  to  help. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  That  is  the  safety  net. 
When  the  Government  buys  it  and  has 
to  sell  it  if  it  does  not  get  $610. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  What  does  the  Gov- 
ernment buy  it  for? 

Mr.  SHAYS.  It  is  the  floor. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  It  is  the  floor  for 
which  the  Government  will  make  it  eli- 
gible for  a  farmer  to  buy. 

Now  the  gentleman  wants  to  fix  the 
price  at  $640. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  No.  no.  We  want  to  put 
a  ceiling  on  that  price,  because  by  lim- 
iting supply,  the  supply  may  even  go 
over  $678.  That  is  the  irony.  We  talk 
about  the  manufacturer  and  we  talk 
about  the  farmer.  Who  is  talking  for 
the  consumer? 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  I  would  like  to  think 
that  I  am. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  No.  I  think  the  gentle- 
woman is  talking  for  the  farmer,  be- 
cause the  consumer  is  getting  screwed 
in  this  system.  The  consumer  is  get- 
ting screwed. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  They  are  not  getting 
screwed  by  the  farmers. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  If  they  were  paying  the 
market  price,  it  would  be  $350. 

Mr.  TEJEDA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  nx)ve  to  strike 
the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  caps  the  av- 
erage seasonal  price  for  peanuts  at  S640  p>er 
ton.  If  the  price  rises  atx>ve  that  price  then  no 
more  peanut  program. 

The  peanut  program  worths:  American-pro- 
duced peanuts  are  safe;  prices  have  remained 
stable,  rising  less  than  the  rate  of  inflation 
since  1979;  consumer  prices  for  peanut  prod- 
ucts in  the  United  States  remain  lower  than 
that  in  other  countries. 

We  have  avoided  the  boonvand-bust  cycle 
typical  of  ottier  agricultural  industries.  The 
peanut  program  is  good  for  our  farmers,  par- 
ticulariy  ttie  family  farmer.  The  average-sized 
peanut  farm  is  slightly  less  than  100  aaes. 
Some  87  percent  of  peanut  farms  are  family 
farms  and  rrwre  than  80  percent  are  owner- 
operated., 

One  thing  is  for  certain — killing  the  peanut 
program  would  do  much  more  harm  than 
good.  The  loss  of  jobs,  farm  revenue,  land 
value,  and  local  tax  base  would  devastate 
smaller  communities. 

We  woukJ  increase  our  reliance  on  unstable 
and  uncertain  supplies  of  foreign  peanuts,  we 
would  lose  our  quality  assurance,  we  would 
lose  our  most  valuable  resource — our  farmers. 

The  1996  Farm  t)ill.  which  we  just  passed, 
makes  reforms  to  the  peanut  program.  Let's 
give  these  changes  a  cfiance  to  work. 

Let's  not  break  our  commitment  to  Ameri- 
ca's farmers. 

Vote  "no"  on  the  Kolbe  amendment 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
KOI  BE]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Cnairman  pro  tempore  announced  the 
noes  appeared  to  have  it. 


RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.   HOBSON.   Mr.   Chairman.  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  CHAIRMAN  PRO 
TEMPORE 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  If  no 
intervening  business  occurs  after  this 
vote,  there  will  be  a  5-minute  vote  on 
the  Kennedy  amendment. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  189.  noes  234. 
not  voting  11.  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  231) 
AYES— 189 


Andrews 

Gejdenson 

MUler  (CA) 

Aicher 

Gekas 

Miller  (FL) 

Armey 

Gibbons 

Minre 

Baldacci 

Gilchrest 

Moakley 

Ban- 

Gilstan 

MoUnarl 

B»iT«tt(WI) 

Goodling 

Moran 

ButOD 

Goss 

Morella 

Bus 

Greene  (LT) 

Nadler 

Becern. 

Greenwood 

Seal 

BellensoD 

Gunderson 

NeozDann 

Bereuter 

Oberstar 

Bennan 

Hall  (OH) 

Obey 

Blltray 

Hancock 

Olver 

Blomenauer 

Harman 

Packard 

Blute 

Hayworth 

Pallone 

Boehlen 

Hinchey 

Peloti 

Boehner 

Hobaon 

Petn 

Bono 

Hoekstrm 

Porter 

Bonkl 

Hoke 

Brown  (OH) 

Holden 

Pryce 

Brownback 

Hostettler 

Qoinn 

Bans 

Hutchinson 

Ramstad 

Barton 

Jacobs 

Reed 

Cajnp 

Johnston 

Regula 

Campbell 

Eanjorski 

Riven 

Cardin 

Kasich 

Roemer 

Castle 

Kelly 

Rohrabacher 

Chabot 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Chrlstenaen 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Boukema 

Chrysler 

Kennelly 

Royce 

Clay 

Kim 

Hash 

Clement 

gtnf 

Sabo 

Collins  (H,) 

Klink 

Salmon 

Coayers 

Klat 

Sanford 

Cox 

Knolienberg 

Sawyer 

Coyne 

Kolbe 

Schomer 

Crane 

LaFalce 

Seastrand 

Cremeans 

Lantos 

Sensenbrenner 

Cunningham 

LaTooictte 

Shaded 

DeLauro 

Xozio 

Shaw 

DeLay 

Leach 

Shays 

Dentsch 

Levin 

Slaaghter 

Doreett 

Lipisski 

Smith  (NJ) 

Doyle 

LoBlondo 

SmithCWA) 

Dreier 

Lofgren 

Stark 

Doncan 

Longley 

Stokes 

Dunn 

Lowey 

Stadds 

Ehlera 

Lather 

Talent 

English 

Maloney 

Tate 

Ensign 

Manzullo 

Torkildsen 

Esboo 

Markey 

UiKon 

FaweU 

Martini 

Velazquez 

Flanagan 

Mascara 

Vento 

Foglietta 

McCarthy 

Visclosky 

Forbes 

McDcrmott 

Walker 

Ford 

McHale 

Wamp 

Fox 

McHu^ 

Frank  (MA) 

Mcintosh 

Wel<ton  (PA) 

Franks  (CT) 

McNuIty 

White 

Franks  (NJ) 

Meehan 

Wolf 

Fnsa 

Menendez 

YaUi 

Furse 

Meyers 

ZeUiT 

GaUegly 

.Mica 
NOES— 234 

Zimmer 

Abercrombie 

BarUett 

Brewster 

Ackerman 

Bateman 

Browder 

A  Hard 

Bentsen 

Brown  (CA) 

Bach  OS 

Bevill 

Brown  (FL) 

Baesler 

Bilimku 

BnfantfTN) 

Baker  (CA) 

Bishop 

Bryant  (TX) 

Baker  (I^) 

Bliley 

Ballenrer 

BonUla 

Burr 

Barcia 

Bonior 

Bayer 

Barrett  (NE) 

Boucher 

13854 

Chambliss 

Chapman 

Chenoweth 

ClaytOD 

Clinker 

Clyburn 

CoWe 

CobUTD 

Coleman 

CoUlns  (GA) 

Collins  (MI) 

Combest 

Condit 

Cooley 

Costello 

Cramer 

Crape 

Cnbin 

Cumminffs 

Danner 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeFazio 

Delloms 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Dincell 

Dixon 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Doman 

Dorbin 

Edwards 

Ehrlich 

Engel 

Evans 

Everett 

Ewinc 

Fair 

Fattah 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Fields  (TX) 

Filner 

Flake 

Foley 

Fowler 

Frost 

Fonderbork 

Ganske 

Gephardt 

(^eren 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Gordon 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

Gotknecht 

HalKTX) 

Hamilton 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hastings  (WA) 

Heney 

Hefner 


Calvert 
Emerson 
Frelinghoysen 
Cillmor 
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Heineman 

Herjer 

HiUeary 

HiUiard 

Horn 

Hooghton 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hyde 

Istook 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson  (CT) 
Johnson  (SD) 
Johnson.  E.B. 
Johnson.  Sam 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Kildee 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
LaHood 
Largent 

Langhlio 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Lightfoot 

Linder 

Livingston 

Lucas 

Man  ton 

Martinez 

Matsui 

McCoUum 

McCrery 

Mclnnis 

McKeon 

McKinney 

Meek 

MetcalT 

MiUender- 

McDonald 
Mink 
MoUohas 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Murtba 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Ney 

Norwood 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Ozley 
Parker 
Pastor 
Pazon 
Payne  (NJ) 
Peterson  (FL) 
Peterson  (MN) 
Pickett 
Pombo 

NOT  VOTING— U 


Pomeroy 

Poshard 

Quillen 

Radanovich 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Richardson 

Riggs 

Roberts 

Rogers 

Rose 

Roth 

Roybal-Allard 

Sanders 

Sazton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schroeder 

Scott 

Serrano 

Shuster 

Sisisky 

Skaggs 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (TX) 

Solomon 

Spence 

Sprat t 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 

Stupak 

Tanner 

Tauzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Tiahrt 

Torres 

Torricelli 

Towns 

Traficant 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Walsh 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weller 

Whitneld 

Wicker 

Williams 

Wilson 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 


Hayes 
Inglis 
Lincoln 
McDade 


Paj-ne  (VA> 

Schifr 

Souder 


D  1415 


The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Frelinghiiysen  for.  with  Mr.  Calvert 
ag-ainsc. 

Messrs.  WARD.  DICKEY,  MAR- 
TINEZ, SERRANO,  and  DELLUMS 
chajiged  their  vote  from  "aye"  to  "no." 

Messrs.  REED,  DEUTSCH,  KIM, 
PACKARD,  BECERRA,  Ms.  PELOSI. 
and  Messrs.  SAWYER,  BURTON  of  In- 
diana, WHITE.  Ms.  FURSE,  Mrs.  KEN- 
NELLY,  and  Mr.  BROWNBACK 
changed  their  vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 


The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

D  1415 

A.MENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  KENNEDY  OF 

.MASSACHUSETTS 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken- 
nedy] on  which  further  proceedings 
were  postponed  and  on  which  the  noes 
prevailed  by  a  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  designate  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  Clerk  designated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  133,  noes  288, 
not  voting  13,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  232] 
AYES— 133 


Archer 

Armey 

Barton 

Bass 

BeilensoD 

Bereuter 

Blute 

Borski 

Brown  (OH) 

Brown  back 

Burton 

Cardin 

Castle 

Chabot 

Christensen 

Chrysler 

Cobum 

CoUins  (IL) 

Conyers 

Cox 

Coyne 

Cunningham 

Davis 

Deal 

Doyle 

Duncan 

Ehlers 

Ensign 

Fawell 

Fields  (LA) 

Foglietta 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  (NJ) 

FuTse 

(^jdenson 

Gibbons 

Gilchrest 

Goodlatte 

Ck)ss 

Graham 

Greene  (UT) 

Gunderson 

Gutierrez 


Abercrombie 

.\ckennan 

Allard 

Andrews 

Bachus 

Baesler 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Baldacci 

Ballenger 

Barcia 

Barr 

Barrett  (NE) 

Barrett  (WI) 


Gutknecht 

Hall  (OH) 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hayworth 

Hoke 

Hostettler 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jacobs 

Johnston 

Kanjorski 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kildee 

LaFalce 

Lazio 

Linder 

Lipinski 

LoBiondo 

Lowey 

Luther 

Markey 

Martini 

Mclnnis 

McKinney 

McNulty 

Meeban 

Miller  (FL) 

Minge 

Moakley 

Moran 

Morella 

Myrick 

Nadler 

Neumann 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Orton 

Pallone 

Payne (NJ) 

Petri 

Porter 

NOES-288 

Bartlett 

Bateman 

Becerra 

Bentsen 

Bennan 

Bevill 

Bilbray 

Bilirakis 

Bishop 

Bliley 

Blumenauer 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

Bonilla 


Poshard 

Rams  tad 

Reed 

Regula 

Rivers 

Rohrabacher 

Roukema 

Royce 

Rush 

Salmon 

Sanders 

Sanford 

Scarborough 

Schumer 

Sensenbreiiner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

Skaggs 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Souder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Steams 

Stockman 

Studds 

Tate 

Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Wamp 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Wolf 

Yates 

Zeliff 

Zimmer 


Bonior 

Bono 

Boucher 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Bunn 

Running 

Burr 

Buyer 

Callahan 


Camp 

Campbell 

Canady 

Chambliss 

Chapman 

Chenoweth 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

Clinger 

Clyburn 

Coble 

Coleman 

Collins  (GA) 

Collins  (MI) 

Combest 

Condit 

Cooley 

Costello 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

C^remeans 

Cubin 

C^immings 

Danner 

de  la  Garza 

DeFazio 

DeLauro 

DeLay 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Doman 

Dreier 

Dunn 

Durbin 

Edwards 

Ehrllch 

Engel 

English 

Elshoo 

Evans 

Everett 

Ewing 

Farr 

Fattah 

Fazio 

Fields  (TX) 

Filner 

Flake 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Ford 

Fowler 

Frisa 

Frost 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Gaiiske 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

(3eren 

Oilman 

Gonzalez 

Goodling 

Gordon 

Green  (TX) 

Greenwood 

HaU(TX) 

Hamilton 

Harman 

Hastert 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hastings  (WA) 


Calvert 

Emerson 

Frelinghuysen 

GUlmor 

Hayes 


Hefley 

Hefner 

Heineman 

Herger 

HiUeary 

HiUiard 

Hinchey 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Holden 

Horn 

Houghton 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Istook 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson  (CTP) 
Johnson  (SD) 
Johnson.  E.  B. 
Johnson.  Sam 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelb- 
KeimeUy 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Klug 

KnoUenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis  (CA) 
Lewis  (GA) 
Lewis  (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Lofgren 
Longley 
Lucas 
Maloney 
Man  ton 
ManzuUo 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
Meek 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller  (CA) 
Mink 
Molinari 
MoUohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Murtha 
Myers 
Neal 

Nethercutt 
Ney 


NOT  VOTING— 13 


Norwood 

Nussle 

Ortiz 

Owens 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Pastor 

Paxon 

Pelosi 

Peterson  (FL) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Portman 

Pryce 

QttiUen 

Quinn 

Radanovich 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Richardson 

Rig?s 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Rose 

Roth 

Roybal-Allard 

Sabo 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Schaefer 

Schroeder 

Scott 

Seastrand 

Serrano 

Sisisky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Solomon 

Stark 

Stenholm 

Stokes 

Stump 

Stupak 

Talent 

Taimer 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Torres 

Torrioelli 

Towns 

Traficant 

Upton 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Walker 

Ward 

Watt  (NO 

Watts  (OK) 

Waxman 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Williams 

Wilson 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wj-nn 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 


Inglis 
Lincoln 
McDade 
Payne  (VA) 
Schiff 


Tauzin 
Walsh 
Waters 


D  1426 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas,  Mr. 
McHALE.  Mr.  OWENS,  and  Ms.  JACK- 
SON-LEE of  Texas  changed  their  vote 
from  "aye"  to  "no." 

Mr.  TIAHRT  change  his  vote  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Ms.  WATERS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  was  urv 
avoidably  detained  during  rollcall  vote  No. 
232,  the  Kennedy  of  Massachusetts  amend- 
ment to  H.R.  3603,  the  fiscal  year  1997  Agri- 
culture appropriations  bill.  Had  I  been  present, 

1  would  have  voted  "aye." 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BONO 

Mr.  BONO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  No.  9  Offered  by  Mr.  BONO: 
Page  69.  after  line  5.  insert  the  following:  new 
section: 

Sec.  .  It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that,  not 
later  than  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act.  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  should— 

(1)  release  a  detailed  plan  for  compensating 
wheat  farmers  and  handlers  adversely  af- 
fected by  the  kamal  bunt  quarantine  in  Riv- 
erside and  Imperial  Counties  of  California, 
which  should  include — 

(A)  an  explanation  of  the  factors  to  be  used 
to  determine  the  compensation  amount  for 
wheat  farmers  and  handlers,  including  how 
contract  and  spot  market  prices  will  be  han- 
dled; and 

(B)  compensation  for  farmers  who  have 
crops  positive  for  kamal  bunt  and  compensa- 
tion for  farmers  who  have  crops  which  are 
negative  for  kamal  bunt,  but  which  cannot 
go  to  market  due  to  the  lack  of  Department 
action  on  matching  restrictions  on  the  nega- 
tive wheat  with  the  latest  risk  assessments; 
and 

(2)  review  the  risk  assessments  developed 
by  the  University  of  California  at  Riverside 
and  submit  a  report  to  Congress  describing 
how  these  risk  aissessments  will  impact  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  policy  on  the 
quarantine  area  for  the  1997  wheat  crop. 

Mr.  BONO.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  many  of 
my  colleagues  may  know,  a  wheat  fun- 
gus called  kamal  bunt  was  found  this 
spring  in  Texas,  New  Mexico,  Arizona, 
and  California.  Many  areas  were  placed 
under  quarantine  by  USDA.  This 
means  that  no  wheat  infected  with 
kamal  bunt  can  leave  the  quarantine 
area,  and  wheat  free  of  kamaJ.  bunt  can 
be  sold  only  under  specific  conditions. 

Karnal  bunt  is  a  staggering  problem 
in  a  year  when  drought  already  has 
troubled  the  Nation's  wheat  supply. 

The  USDA  has  implemented  com- 
pensation plajis  in  Texas  and  New  Mex- 
ico for  farmers  who  suffered  losses 
from  the  quarantine. 

However,  despite  weekly  promises  for 

2  months  from  the  USDA,  no  com- 
pensation plan  has  been  released  to 
California  farmers.  The  only  thing  the 
Department  has  told  the  farmers  is, 
that  some  will  be  compensated,  and  a 


plan  will  be  released  next  Tuesday.  The 
USDA  has  been  making  this  promise 
over  and  over  for  2  months  and  has  not 
delivered. 

In  other  words,  these  farmers  have 
been  left  in  the  dark — with  no  end  in 
sight.  These  farmers  do  not  know  how 
they  will  be  treated  by  the  USDA.  who 
will  be  compensated  for  losses  from  the 
quarantine,  and  what  is  the  official 
policy. 

The  Department's  inaction  has 
caused  our  farmers  more  uncertainty 
and  anxiety,  when  they  already  have  to 
deal  with  the  devastation  of  a  quar- 
antine on  their  best  crop  in  20  years. 

Our  farmers  deserve  better.  They  de- 
serve timely  and  thorough  informa- 
tion, not  unfulfilled  promises  and  un- 
certainty. 

This  amendment  is  simple.  It  ex- 
presses the  sense  of  the  Congress  that 
the  USDA  should  live  up  to  its  prom- 
ises: It  should  end  the  delay  and  re- 
lease a  detailed  compensation  plan. 

The  amendment  also  requests  that 
the  USDA  review  a  new  study  of  karnal 
bunt  in  these  counties,  and  report  to 
Congress  on  how  this  study  will  affect 
the  Department's  policies  for  the  1997 
wheat  crop. 

This  study  was  recently  performed  by 
some  of  the  most  respected  experts  in 
agriculture  at  the  University  of  Cali- 
fornia. Because  it  is  more  complete  and 
updated  than  the  USDA's  last  study,  it 
should  be  seriously  considered. 

This  amendment  is  the  least  we  can 
do  for  the  farmers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  vote  for  my  amendment. 

D  1430 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BONO.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  to  me. 

I  want  to  commend  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Bono]  for  his  lead- 
ership on  this  issue  which  is  of  great 
economic  importance  to  not  only  Cali- 
fornia but  all  of  the  other  States  in 
which  this  disease  is  now  showing  up. 
Let  me  just  say  that  this  is  a  well- 
thought-out  amendment.  It  requires 
that  USDA  give  us  a  blueprint  for  the 
compensation  package  that  we  need 
now  for  our  farmers  as  a  result  of  the 
Government  imposed  quarantine. 

Second,  it  requires  the  Government, 
USDA,  to  look  at  the  new  study,  the 
University  of  California  study  that 
shows  that  in  most  of  our  areas,  the 
possibility  of  having  a  karnal  bunt  out- 
break as  a  result  of  the  California 
wheat  crop  is  less  than  1  in  1  million 
years  and  taking  that  into  consider- 
ation to  give  us  a  policy,  a  blueprint 
for  farming  our  wheat,  planting  our 
wheat  next  year.  So  the  gentleman  has 
taken  the  leadership  on  this,  and  I 
want  to  applaud  him  and  join  with  him 
on  this  amendment  that  not  only  helps 


California  farmers  but  farmers  across 
the  United  States  to  plant  wheat. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BONO.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  to 
join  my  friend  from  San  Diego  in 
strongly  supporting  the  amendment  of 
the  gentleman  from  Palm  Springs.  The 
reason  I  do  so  is  that  there  is  tremen- 
dous uncertainty  out  there  today.  All 
that  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Bono]  is  asking  is  that  we  have 
some  kind  of  decision  come  forward  so 
that  we  can  address  what  is  obviously  a 
very  serious  and  important  problem. 
As  my  friend  from  San  Diego  said,  this 
is  not  simply  a  California  issue.  This  is 
something  that  has  an  impact  on  the 
entire  Nation. 

Let  us  see  a  decision  made  so  the  un- 
certainty that  exists  will  be  able  to 
shift  to  the  past. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  support  of  this  amend- 
ment by  my  good  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Palm  Springs,  CA  [Mr.  Bono], 
supported  by  my  good  friend  from  San 
Dimas  and  my  good  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  San  Diego.  CA  [Mr. 
Hunter].  I  know  that  they  all  have  a 
serious  interest  in  this.  It  is  a  problem 
which  does  involve  both  of  their  dis- 
tricts. 

I  rise  to  indicate  that  this  amend- 
ment has  strong  bipartisan  support 
throughout  the  State. 

There  is  no  wheat  in  my  own  district, 
but  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  prob- 
lem that  this  is  causing  in  California.  I 
think  that  it  is  a  very  excellent  piece 
of  legislation  which  addresses  the  prob- 
lem and.  more  than  that,  assures  the 
farmers  who  sometimes  feel  neglected 
down  in  southern  California  that  there 
is  concern  for  their  conditions  here  in 
Washington.  I  think  that  is  very  help- 
ful. 

I  urge  everyone  to  vote  "yes"  on  this 
very  good  amendment. 

Let  me  conclude  by  saying  one  other 
thing.  I  do  not  know  which  one  of  you 
instigated  the  investigation  by  the 
University  of  California  at  Riverside; 
possibly  it  was  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Hin^TER].  I  want  to  say 
that  the  universities  reacted  very 
promptly  and  very  thoroughly  to  this 
request  and  have  prepared  a  really  ex- 
cellent report.  They  are  to  be  highly 
commended  also. 

Mr.  HUN'TER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  because  this  is  a  very 
important  point  for  California.  Actu- 
ally, Mr.  Birdsall.  the  agricultural 
commissioner  for  Imperial  Coxmty, 
asked  for  that  report  early.  The  Uni- 
versity of  California  has  come  up  with 
this  study  validated  by  peer  review  to 
the  effect  that  we  only  had  about  a  1  in 
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1  million  chance  of  having  a  Kamal 
bunt  outbreak,  a  disease  outbreak  as  a 
result  of  the  California  wheat  crop  in 
most  areas.  To  me  that  means  one 
chance,  a  chance  of  it  happening  one 
time  in  1  million  years. 

To  me  those  numbers,  which  have 
been  validated  by  the  USDA,  now,  in 
their  recent  analysis,  should  compel  us 
to  lift  the  onerous  quarantine  require- 
ments that  USDA  presently  has  on 
California  wheat.  I  know  the  gen- 
tleman, my  friend  Mr.  Bono,  is  working 
as  I  am.  I  know  our  good  friend,  Mr. 
Brown,  is  working  as  are  other  Mem- 
bers to  try  to  lift  that  quarantine  re- 
quirement. I  think  the  University  of 
California  analysis  supports  at  least  a 
modification  of  the  quarantine  to  lift 
the  heating  requirement. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
no  objection  to  this  and  accept  the 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Bono]. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

I  would  like  to  make  sure  having  as- 
surance from  my  colleague  from  Cali- 
fornia that  our  vote  on  the  issue  of 
Karnal  bimt  will  not  be  used  against  us 
by  the  Family  Values  Coalition? 

I  ask  the  gentleman  in  all  serious- 
ness whether  or  not  the  wheat  growers 
who  were  affected  by  this  quarantine 
have  any  protection  from  crop  insur- 
ance for  these  losses? 

Mr.  BONO.  Mr.  Chairman,  wUl  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DURBIN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  BONO.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  does  not 
apply.  So  the  answer  to  that  is  no,  they 
do  not  have  protection  right  now.  That 
is  the  problem.  They  are  stuck  with 
this,  cannot  get  a  response  from  USDA. 
And  they  have  a  study,  a  more  recent 
study  than  the  USDA's  that  shows  that 
the  liability  is  not  nearly  to  the  degree 
that  the  USDA  has  placed  on  it,  but 
they  are  just  stuck.  There  is  no  re- 
siXDnse  from  the  USDA. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DUTIBIN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  just  to 
back  up  my  friend,  I  am  just  talking  to 
the  committee  staff,  and  I  have  talked 
to  a  number  of  our  farmers.  This  did 
not  prevent  us  from  harvesting  the 
crop.  We  are  harvesting  the  crop.  It  is 
good  wheat.  It  is  high  class  wheat.  But 
because  it  is  hairvested  and  it  is  simply 
selling  restrictions  that  are  a  function 
of  the  quarantine,  that  is  not  covered, 
I  understand,  by  most  private  insur- 
ance prograims.  So  basically  these 
farmers  are  out,  at  least  in  my  county, 
in  excess  of  some  $70  million  worth  of 
wheat.  I  think  Mr.  Bono's  county  is 
pretty  close  to  that.  It  is  the  Govern- 
ment-imposed quarantine  which  is  the 
direct  cause  of  the  nonmarketability  of 
the  wheat  at  this  point. 

Let  me  say  this:  This  study  Mr.  BONO 
has  talked  about  that  we  have  done  at 


the  University  of  California  says  that  a 
chance  of  an  outbreak  is  less  than  1  in 
1  million  years.  We  think  that  that 
new  evidence,  that  it  has  beeen  ana- 
lyzed now  by  USDA,  should  justify 
USDA  lifting  the  heating  requirement 
that  presently  makes  the  market- 
ability of  this  wheat  very  onerous. 

We  can  only  ship  this  stuff  to  mills 
now  that  have  a  heating  facility  that 
they  can  heat  the  feed  bjrproduct  with 
this.  It  makes  it  very  difficult.  I  would 
hope  my  friend  would  joint  with  us  in 
talking  with  Secretary  Glickman,  who 
has  been  working  with  us  here  on  this 
problem,  and  with  Mr.  BONO  and  with 
Mr.  Miller  and  the  rest  of  the  Califor- 
nians  in  trying  to  lift  that  very  oner- 
ous requirement  which  I  do  not  think 
now  is  justified  in  view  of  the  1  in  1 
million  years  risk  factor. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I 
might  reclaim  my  time  and  thank  my 
colleagues  for  giving  the  additional  in- 
formation on  this  amendment. 

I  just  say  that,  since  this  is  not  a 
question  of  whether  or  not  the  growers 
bought  crop  insurance,  I  have  much 
more  sympathy  for  the  situation.  Sec- 
ond, let  me  say  I  do  not  want  Congress 
to  put  itself  in  a  role  of  making  sci- 
entific decisions,  but  I  do  believe  that 
we  want  the  very  best  and  we  want  an 
objective  decision  which  will,  frankly, 
help  all  wheat  growers. 

Finally,  let  me  say  this  should  re- 
mind many  of  our  colleagues,  again, 
how  critically  important  agriculture 
research  is.  We  are  looking  at  fungrus 
problems  with  the  com  crop.  Here  we 
have  one  with  the  wheat  crop  which 
literally  may  cripple  some  of  our  wheat 
growers  in  our  home  areas.  So  I  hope 
my  colleagues  will  stick  with  us  in  the 
future  as  we  try  to  make  sure  that  Sig 
research  receives  adequate  funding. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  rise  today  in  support  of  this  amendment, 
which  would  emphasize  the  need  for  farmers 
and  processors  affected  by  the  Kamal  bunt 
quarantine  to  know  exactly  how  the  Federal 
Government  intends  to  provide  compensation 
and  assistance. 

This  amendment  is  for  the  benefit  of  those 
who  are  currently  subject  to  special  restric- 
tions as  a  result  of  Kamal  bunt  infestation,  but 
have  not  yet  tjeen  infomned  what  action  the 
Government  plans  to  take  to  compensate 
them.  While  USDA  already  has  taken  steps  to 
offset  costs  to  producers  in  many  areas,  there 
are  areas  where  USDA  has  not  yet  taken  that 
action  and  those  producers  are  anxiously 
awaiting  this  important  information.  It  is  rea- 
sonable to  expect  the  Government,  which  im- 
poses the  quarantine  and  restrictions  on  mar- 
keting wheat  in  the  areas  afflicted,  to  also  pro- 
vide a  plan  for  compensation  in  a  timely  mat- 
ter to  all  affected. 

USDA  has  been  aggressive  in  identifying 
and  taking  steps  to  control  and  eradicate 
Kamal  bunt.  This  has  been  critical  in  protect- 
ing producers  in  areas  not  afflicted  with  Karnal 
bunt  as  well  as  in  preserving  our  export  mar- 
kets. For  this,  I  commend  USDA's  efforts. 

Nevertheless,  I  understand  the  concerns  of 
producers   and   processors   in   areas   where 


USDA's  job  is  not  finished  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues join  me  in  support  of  this  sense  of 
Congress. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  BONO]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SCHUMER 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Schumer:  Page 
69,  after  line  5.  insert  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

Sec  734.  (a)  LmrrATioN  on  Use  of  Funds.— 
None  of  the  funds  made  available  in  this  Act 
may  be  used  to  provide  assistance  to,  or  to 
pay  the  salaries  of  personnel  who  carry  out. 
a  market  access  program  pursuant  to  section 
203  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Act  of  1978  (7 
U.S.C.  5623). 

(b)  CORRESPONDING  REDUCTION  IN  FUNDS.— 

The  amount  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act 
for  "Commodity  Credit  Corporation  Fund- 
Reimbursement  for  the  Net  Realized  Losses" 
is  hereby  reduced  by  S90.000.000. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  30  minutes  and  that 
the  time  be  equally  divided. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  Mexico? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Schumer]  will  be 
recognized  for  15  minutes,  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Skeen] 
will  be  recognized  for  15  minutes. 

"The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Schumer]. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Rohrabacher]. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  rise  in  strong  support  of  the  Schu- 
mer-Royce  amendment  eliminating 
funds  for  market  promotion  programs. 
The  104th  Congress  has  been  constantly 
struggling  to  get  corporate  welfare  out 
of  the  budget.  Last  year  we  missed  a 
perfect  opportunity  to  prove  to  the 
American  people  how  serious  we  are 
about  cutting  spending  by  failing  to 
get  rid  of  the  Market  Promotion  Pro- 
gram. Believe  it  or  not,  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  Market  Promotion  Program  is 
worse  than  corporate  welfare.  At  least 
most  corporate  welfare  dollars  are 
spent  in  the  United  States.  The  Market 
Promotion  Program,  on  the  other 
hand,  takes  precious  tax  dollars  and 
spends  them  overseas  to  pay  for  adver- 
tising of  American  companies  like 
Sunkist,  Gallo  Winery,  and  McDon- 
ald's. 

The  self-serving  argument  goes  that 
scarce  tax  dollars  are  being  spent  to 
convince  people  in  faraway  lands  to 
buy  American  products.  Is  it  a  legriti- 
mate  role  for  the  Federal  Government 
to  act  as  an  ad  agency  for  a  multi- 
million-dollar corporation?  I  think  not. 
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The  last  thing  we  need  to  do  is  for  the 
hard-working  taxpayers  of  America  to 
find  themselves  footing  the  bill  for  the 
promotion  of  wealthy  companies'  prod- 
ucts. Let  them  promote  their  own 
products  at  their  own  expense.  It  is 
time  to  stop  using  scarce  tax  dollars  to 
convince  the  French  to  buy  Le  Big 
Mac.  Let  us  show  the  American  people 
instead  that  we  are  truly  serious  about 
balancing  the  budget  and,  by  getting 
the  Federal  deficit  under  control,  we 
can  get  the  Federal  deficit  under  con- 
trol by  being  responsible  and  eliminat- 
ing programs  like  the  market  pro- 
motion program  that  are  not  necessary 
for  the  Federal  Government  to  do,  that 
should  be  left  to  those  big  corporations 
to  pay  for  their  own  promotional  and 
advertising  costs. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly  oppose  this 
amendment  as  I  have  done  many  other 
times  the  gentleman  has  offered  it  or  a 
similar  version. 

USDA  predicts  that  American  agri- 
cultural exports  will  earn  a  net  of  more 
than  $30  billion  for  our  trade  balance 
this  year.  We  are  headed  toward  $60  bil- 
lion a  year  in  exports,  an  all-time 
record.  The  Market  Access  Program,  as 
it  is  renamed  in  the  new  farm  bill,  has 
a  lot  to  do  with  that  success. 

This  program  is  responsible  for  tens 
of  thousands  of  jobs  in  food  production, 
processing,  and  transportation.  It  has 
been  strongly  supported  by  several  ad- 
ministrations and  by  a  solid  bipartisan 
majority  in  Congress. 

Under  the  new  World  Trade  Organiza- 
tion rules,  it  is  one  of  the  few  programs 
that  are  legal  anymore  so  I  fail  to  see 
the  reason  for  unilaterally  giving  it  up 
when  other  countries  are  doing  the 
very  same  thing. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  refer 
the  gentleman  to  the  new  farm  bill 
where  the  authorizing  committee  has 
made  major  changes  to  reform  the  pro- 
gram and  make  sure  funds  are  directed 
to  small  and  not-for-profit  organiza- 
tions. The  program  level  hats  also  been 
reduced  by  almost  20  percent  to  $90 
million. 

I  urge  all  my  colleagues  to  vote  "no" 
on  the  Schumer  amendment. 

D  1445 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Brown]. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  thank  the  gentleman  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Skeen]  for  yielding,  and  I 
would  rise  in  very  strong  support  of  the 
position  which  he  has  taken  and  for 
two  reasons,  one  of  which  he  has  al- 
ready dwelled  on,  and  that  is  this  coun- 
try today  is  facing  a  situation  of 
strong  competition  from  au-ound  the 
world  in  every  field,  including  agri- 
culture, and  if  we  do  not  do  our  very 
best  to  assist  the  farmers  and,  by  ex- 
tension, the  business  community  in 
this  entire  country  to  deal  with  that 


competition  around  the  world,  we  are 
going  to  end  up  with  severe  economic 
damage  as  a  result  of  that. 

Now,  this  is  the  general  and  national 
position  that  I  take.  I  hate  to  be  paro- 
chial, but  this  program  is  extremely 
important  to  California.  We  probably 
have  a  major  part  of  our  agriculture  in 
California  that  goes  into  the  export 
market,  particularly  into  Asia,  but 
also  other  parts  of  the  world  as  well. 
That  includes  our  citrus,  our  grrapes, 
our  fruits  and  vegetables,  all  other 
things  of  that  sort,  and  I  would  be  re- 
miss if  I  did  not  point  out  at  least  to 
every  Californian  that  a  vote  in  favor 
of  this  amendment  is  very  detrimental 
to  the  economic  interests  of  California. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  6  minutes. 

Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  deja  vu  all 
over  again.  Six  years  ago  the  1990  farm 
bill  took  one  of  the  most  ludicrous 
Federal  programs  known  as  targeted 
exiwrt  assistance,  and  instead  of  re- 
forming it  or  eliminating  it.  we 
changed  its  name  and  hoped  no  one 
would  notice.  And  this  year,  in  our  own 
congressional  version  of  the  Federal 
Witness  Protection  Program,  we  did  it 
again.  Behold,  now  we  are  going  to  call 
it  the  market  access  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  hasty  reformer 
who  does  not  remember  the  past  will 
find  him  or  herself  condemned  to  re- 
peat it.  In  1986  Congress  created  the 
Targeted  Assistance  Program,  or  TEA. 
This  $300  million  per  year  boondoggle 
passed  during  a  time  when  ridiculous 
provisions  were  routinely  added  to 
farm  legislation  to  win  support.  In  this 
case,  a  lot  of  the  California  folks  came 
over  and  said.  "We  do  not  have  a  pro- 
gram. Wheat  has  a  program,  and  soy- 
beans has  a  program,  and  milk  has  a 
program,  but  what  about  our  stuff? 
Wine  and  fruits  and  things  like  that? 
Almonds?  Nuts?"  And  so  they  created 
this  program.  But  the  TEA  program 
was  so  bad  it  did  not  pass  the  laugh 
test.  It  became  the  poster  child  for  cor- 
porate welfare  by  giving  no  strings  at- 
tached grants  to  huge  agribusinesses  to 
advertise  their  products  overseas. 

In  1990  Congress  responded  to  mount- 
ing criticism  by.  lo  and  behold,  chang- 
ing its  name  to  the  market  promotion 
program,  or  MPP.  But  old  habits  are 
hard  to  break.  USDA  checks  flowed  in 
the  millions  of  dollars  to  Sunkist  and 
Dole,  M&M  Mars,  Blue  Diamond.  Gallo 
Wine.  Campbell  Soup.  Fruit  of  the 
Loom,  and  a  tiny  mom-and-pop  busi- 
ness hamburger  chain  called  McDon- 
alds. 

Over  the  couise  of  the  4  years.  GAO 
issued  three  reports  on  TEA  and  MPP. 
each  one  worse  than  the  last.  Accord- 
ing to  GAO.  USDA  rarely  evaluated 
any  of  the  1.25  billion  grants  it  made. 
There  was  no  evidence  the  grants  led  to 
increased  exports.  Can  my  colleagues 
believe  this?  The  whole  name  of  this 
program  is  for  exports;  they  did  not 
find  a  single  bit  of  evidence  it  lead  to 


increased  exports.  USDA  gave  buckets 
of  money  to  the  same  companies  each 
year,  and  the  companies  treated  the 
grants  in  a  sloppy  and  haphazard  man- 
ner. 

My  favorite,  the  California  Raisin 
Board.  They  used  their  $3  million  to  air 
their  famous  Claymation  dancing  rai- 
sin ads  in  Japan.  My  colleagues  re- 
member the  ads.  They  were  a  hit  in  the 
United  States.  I  am  sure  my  colleagues 
remember  those  dancing  raisins  sing- 
ing "I  heard  it  through  the  grapevine." 
But  the  ads  were  a  bomb  in  Japan  be- 
cause unfortunately  these  raisins  were 
not  bilingual.  They  sang  in  English  to 
a  baffled  Japanese  audience  who,  one. 
never  heard  of  Marvin  Gaye:  two.  never 
saw  a  raisin:  and,  three,  did  not  under- 
stand English.  They  put  these  ads  in 
English  on  Japanese  television  because 
they  had  free  money.  Why  not? 

Anyway,  the  Raisin  Board  conducted 
no  market  research  because  they  were 
using  taxpayer  dollars,  not  their  own. 
If  they  used  their  own  money,  they  per- 
haps would  have  learned  that  the  Japa- 
nese, having  never  seen  an  actual  rai- 
sin, would  not  recognize  a  gargantuan 
singing  raisin. 

Now  that  brings  us  to  this  year,  the 
freedom  to  farm  act.  renamed  MPP 
again,  this  time  as  the  market  access 
program,  or  MAP.  That  is  three  farm 
bills  and  three  names,  for  those  of  my 
colleagues  keeping  score.  Call  it  MAP. 
call  it  MPP.  call  it  TEA  or  any  other 
name,  it  still  sjwUs  W-A-S-T-E,  waste. 
Funds  are  still  going  to  profitable 
brand-name  products.  This  year 
Pepperidge  Farm.  Entemann's  Cakes. 
Ocean  Spray.  Tootsie  Roll.  Welch's. 
M&M  Mars.  Pillsbury.  Campbell  Soup, 
and  Hershey  all  received  grants. 

Now.  there  is  some  good  news.  MAP 
is  funded  at  $90  million,  which  is  much 
less  than  the  historical  levels  for  MPP 
and  TEA,  and  more  of  the  funds  are 
going  to  smaller  companies  in  cooi)era- 
tives.  But  this  year,  when  we  are  strug- 
gling to  cut  the  budget  in  so  many 
worthwhile  areas,  better  is  far  from 
good  enough.  The  whole  premise  of  the 
program  is  wrong.  At  a  time  of  12-diglt 
deficits,  we  should  ask  our  constitu- 
ents should  Congress  award  $14,000  to 
promote  beef  jerkjr? 

Mr.  Chairman,  does  beef  jerky  equal 
reform? 

We  do  not  need  the  Market  Access 
Program,  and  we  all  know  it.  Pillsbury 
and  Sunkist  and  Blue  Diamond  and 
Gallo  will  still  advertise  overseas. 
Dole,  Sunsweet,  and  Fruit  of  the  Loom 
will  still  make  a  profit.  The  makers  of 
beef  jerky  did  not  need  a  subsidy  to  ad- 
vertise Slim  Jims  in  the  United  States. 
and  they  will  not  need  it  overseas. 

Last  year,  we  exported  $54  billion  of 
agriculture  products;  that  is  great. 
This  year  the  projection  is  a  record 
high  $60  billion.  USDA  and  proponents 
of  MAP  argue  that  corporate  welfare 
subsidies  are  the  reason  for  our  record 
exports.  That  is  clearly  not  the  case. 
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The  program  is  not  needed,  and  I  urge 
that  we  support  this  amendment  and 
put  this  program,  once  and  for  all,  to 
its  deserved  kindly,  but  certain,  death. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Walsh]. 

Mr.  WALSH.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
all  afternoon  heard  about  these  terrible 
corporate  welfare  programs.  The  re- 
formers are  out  to  knock  off  these  cor- 
porate welfare  programs  and  sugar  and 
tobacco  and  peanuts,  and  now  apples 
and  grapes.  Do  my  colleagues  not  un- 
derstand that  what  we  are  doing  is  we 
are  going  after  the  American  farmer? 

My  distinguished  colleague  from 
downstate  New  York,  where  all  the 
people  are,  does  he  realize  that  upstate 
New  York  is  where  a  lot  of  the  food 
comes  from,  and  he  is  well  in  the  same 
State,  and  when  he  comes  upstate  to 
talk  about  whatever  it  is  that  he  wants 
to  talk  about,  we  are  going  to  remind 
him  that  the  farmers  in  upstate  New 
York  benefit  from  these  programs. 
These  are  small  farmers. 

We  heard  the  gentlewoman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mrs.  Clayton]  talk 
about  the  peanut  farmer  who  is  going 
to  be  hit  when  we  went  after  these  big 
corporations.  American  corporations 
are  in  a  global  market.  When  in  a  mar- 
ket place,  there  is  need  to  advertise;  if 
in  a  global  market,  advertise  globally. 

The  apple  farmers  in  New  York  State 
and  Washington  State  and  Oregon  and 
Michigan  have  benefited  from  this  pro- 
gram. Let  me  just  cite  one  example.  A 
couple  of  years  ago  the  French  apple 
crop  failed.  Many  of  those  apples  found 
their  way  to  Israel.  The  New  York 
State  Conunissioner  of  Agriculture, 
using  market  promotion  funds,  was 
able  to  go  to  the  Israel  marketplace, 
put  our  best  foot  forward,  and  we  sold 
that  market  n:iillions  of  dollars'  worth 
of  apples.  That  was  a  successful  pro- 
gram. 

There  is  nothing  wrong  with  Amer- 
ican corporations  making  money.  That 
is  what  capitalism  is  all  about.  And  if 
we  are  going  to  make  money  overseas 
in  a  global  marketplace,  let  us  adver- 
tise globally,  and  the  gentleman  para- 
phrased Santayana  about  learning 
from  history.  If  the  gentleman  would 
learn  from  history,  he  would  under- 
stand this  amendment  failed  last  year 
and  the  year  before,  and  I  expect  it  to 
fail  again. 

I  urge  a  "no"  vote. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
jrield  n:iyself  aji  additional  minute. 

I  would  just  like  to  respond  to  the 
gentleman  from  upstate  New  York,  a 
great  place  that,  he  is  right.  I  have  vis- 
ited on  occasion.  I  have  the  list  of  all 
the  programs  that  New  York  State 
benefits  from,  not  a  single  farmer,  not 
a  single  small  business  person,  al- 
though I  will  say  this: 

In  my  own  district  of  Brookljm  they 
have  Minkowitz  Services,  gets  $5,000.  I 
do  not  know  who  Minkowitz  Services 


is,  but  I  am  sure  he  deserves  a  cut  just 
as  much  as  the  upstate  folks,  the  up- 
state businesses  to  get  it. 

Free  enterprise,  I  would  remind  the 
gentleman,  and  then  I  will  yield  to 
him,  means  free  enterprise,  not  Gov- 
ernment subsidy,  and  I  am  sure  his 
constituents  in  Onondaga  County  ac- 
cept that  premise,  we  should  all  accept 
it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Walsh]. 

Mr.  WALSH.  We  are  not  going  nearly 
far  enough  to  support  American  agri- 
culture. We  have  2  percent  of  the  popu- 
lation of  this  country  feeding  the 
world,  and  we  need  to  do  all  that  we 
can  to  support  this  activity. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
supporting  agriculture  by  these  kind  of 
subsidies  is  a  waste.  It  does  not  support 
it. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  POMEROY]. 

Mr.  POMEROY.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Mexico  for  yielding 
this  time  to  me. 

Listening  to  my  good  friend  from 
Brooklyn  give  a  history  of  agriculture 
export  programs  has  got  the  same  ring 
of  authenticity  that  my  analysis  of  the 
New  York  subway  system  might  have. 
In  fact,  when  he  says  in  his  comments, 
cites  the  song  "I  Heard  It  Through  The 
Grapevine,"  I  think  "I  Heard  It 
Through  The  Grapevine"  must  be  the 
source  of  his  information  about  what 
we  are  doing  to  this  program. 

We  have  heard  the  gentleman's 
speech  before;  in  fact,  I  think  the  same 
speech  before,  but  we  have  gone  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  we  have 
reworked  this  program.  We  have  cut 
the  funding  by  20  percent.  We  have  di- 
rected the  funding  provided  be  limited 
to  ag  co-ops  and  associations.  We  fo- 
cused on  high-value  meats,  vegetables, 
wines,  and  fruits  because  that  is  where 
the  value-added  jobs  that  increase  the 
benefit  of  this  program  are. 

Our  trade  competitors  across  the 
world  must  look  at  this  debate  in  abso- 
lute amazement.  United  States  of 
America,  the  largest  trade  imbalance 
in  the  world,  and  what  do  we  want  to 
do?  We  want  to  unilaterally  disarm  our 
own  export  enhancement  efforts.  Eu- 
rope outspends  us  5  to  1  today,  and 
what  do  we  want  to  do?  The  gentleman 
from  New  York  wants  to  reduce  our  ef- 
fort. That  is  crazy. 

We  have  tried  to  fix  the  program  and, 
I  believe,  have  made  a  very  meaningful 
attempt  to  address  any  criticism  that 
could  be  launched  on  this.  But  let  us 
just  look  at  the  track  record  of  what 
we  have  already  accomplished:  S5.6  bil- 
lion of  exports  attributed  to  this  pro- 
gram, $16  in  exports  for  every  $1  in- 
vested, and  because  we  are  talking 
about  value  added,  we  are  not  just 
talking  about  raw  ag  product,  we  are 
talking  about  the  men  and  women  that 
go  to  those  processing  plants  every  sin- 


gle day,  make  a  living,  and  there  is  a 
lot  more  of  those  jobs  because  the  op- 
portunity out  there  for  U.S.  agri- 
culture is  fantastic  if  we  do  not  just 
throw  in  the  towel  and  walk  away. 

Do  not  throw  in  the  towel.  Reject 
this  amendment.  Stand  by  the  move  to 
increase  our  ag  exports. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  ROYCE].  cosponsor  of 
this  amendment. 

D  1500 

Mr.  ROYCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  tradi- 
tionally the  battle  cry  for  business  in 
America  has  been  "Get  government  off 
our  backs."  However,  some  corpora- 
tions have  been  publicly  demanding 
less  Government  interference  while 
quietly  seeking  millions  of  taxpayers' 
dollars  to  finance  thefr  business  en- 
deavors overseas.  A  wealthy  corporate 
executive  in  a  pin-striped  suit  is  not 
exactly  what  most  people  would  think 
of  as  a  typical  welfare  recipient.  How- 
ever, some  Fortune  500  companies  are 
lining  up  at  the  public  trough  to  get 
their  share  of  the  millions  of  dollars 
being  given  out  through  the  Federal 
Government's  market  access  program 
to  subsidize  their  overseas  advertising 
budget. 

The  numbers  are  not  insignificant.  I 
will  share  with  the  Members  that  since 
1985.  iy4  billions  of  dollars  of  Federal 
money  has  been  spent  on  this  program. 
We  are  fighting  a  $5  trillion  debt  that 
has  dragged  our  economy  to  a  point 
where  the  economic  growth  is  a  crawl. 
Five  trillion  dollars,  and  here  is  IVi 
spent  since  1985. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  offered  this 
amendment  to  eliminate  one  of  the 
most  egregious  corporate  welfare  pro- 
grams, with  the  hope  that  a  trend  will 
develop  which  would  further  rid  the 
private  sector  of  an  intrusive  govern- 
ment. The  Federal  Government  first 
began  financing  corporate  advertising 
in  1985  with  the  targeted  export  assist- 
ance. It  was  established  to  encourage 
conunercial  export  markets  for  U.S. 
farm  products.  Then,  after  a  critical 
audit  of  the  General  Accounting  Office, 
it  was  changed  to  the  market  pro- 
motion program.  Then,  after  another 
critical  audit,  it  was  changed  to  the 
market  access  program,  in  1996. 

The  names  may  have  changed  after 
every  audit,  but  the  program  has  not. 
Not  unlike  most  good-intentioned  Fed- 
eral progranis.  Federal  funding  of  ad- 
vertising turned  out  to  be  just  another 
Government  handout.  Instead  of  pro- 
moting generic  agricultural  products 
like  wheat  and  corn,  a  majority  of  the 
budget  has  gone  to  brand  name  cor- 
porate advertising  of  the  most  well- 
known  American  corporations. 

Despite  the  amount  of  money  that 
has  gone  into  MPP.  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office,  in  aissessing  the  pro- 
gram, concluded  that  "There  is  no 
clear  relationship  between  the  amount 
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spent  on  MPP  and  the  levels  of  ex- 
ports." In  a  separate  report,  the  GAO 
questioned  whether  MPP  funds  are  ac- 
tually supporting  additional  pro- 
motional activities  or  if  they  are  sim- 
ply replacing  private  industry  funds. 

MPP  is  typical  of  a  bureaucratic  pro- 
gram run  amok.  This  should  not  come 
as  a  surprise  to  us.  Whenever  the  Gov- 
ernment attempts  to  help  business,  the 
inevitable  result  is  reduced  efficiency 
due  to  weakened  market  incentives.  If 
overseas  promotion  is  so  critical  to  a 
particular  product's  market,  then  com- 
panies would,  in  considering  their  rate 
of  return,  invest  their  resources  there. 

Because  MPP  funds  are,  in  essence, 
free  money,  corporations  have  no  in- 
centive to  spend  it  wisely.  We  have  al- 
ready heard  the  example,  and  I  doubt 
that  the  raisin  industry  would  have 
spent  $3  million  of  thefr  own  money  as 
carelessly  in  the  Japanese  market. 
That  is  not  likely. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Government  has  no 
business  deciding  which  companies  are 
worthy  of  advertising  funds.  That  is 
precisely  what  the  free  market  is  there 
to  do,  to  allocate  resources  in  the  most 
efficient  way  possible.  The  Government 
ought  not  to  be  taking  tax  money  from 
companies  to  finance  the  advertising  of 
their  competition,  which  is  the  direct 
result  of  redistribution. 

Our  amendment  to  eliminate  MAP 
enjoys  support  from  across  the  philo- 
sophical spectrum.  Everyone,  from  the 
Progressive  Policy  Institute  and 
Friends  of  the  Earth  to  the  Cato  Insti- 
tute and  Citizens  Against  Government 
Waste,  agree  corporate  welfare  must  be 
eliminated,  and  the  best  place  to  start 
is  by  cutting  funding  of  Government- 
subsidized  advertising. 

If  we  are  truly  committed  to  bal- 
ancing the  budget  and  downsizing  the 
Federal  Government,  we  must  be  will- 
ing to  attack  corporate  welfare  and 
take  companies  like  Pillsbury  and 
Tyson  Foods  off  the  public  dole. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  RiGGS]. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  and  my  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  California, 
both  suggested  that  the  Market  Access 
Program,  as  we  now  know  it  today.  Is 
somehow  unnecessary  or  wasteful.  But 
let  me  quote  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture and  our  former  congressional 
colleague,  Dan  Glickman: 

Longstanding  competitors  like  the  Euro- 
pean Union  and  Canada  are  using  market 
promotion  and  credit  programs  as  well  as 
monopoly  marketing  boards  to  compete  ag- 
gressively for  international  markets.  Even 
less  traditional  exporters  are  becoming  more 
aggressive.  We  cannot  eliminate  unilaterally 
our  export  assistance  efforts  at  a  time  when 
the  competition  is  increasing  its  invest- 
ments in  these  areas.  It  would  be  pennywise 
and  pound  foolish,  and  just  plain  stupid. 

His  remarks  are  general  in  nature. 
Mr.  Chairman,  but  they  certainly  apply 
to   our  U.S.   wine  industry,   which   I 


think  most  Members  know  produces  an 
award-winning  high  value  product  that 
competes  with  the  best  in  the  world. 
The  problem,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  that 
many  wine-producing  countries  have 
established  both  tariff  and  nontariff 
barriers  that  prevent  American  wine 
from  competing  on  a  level  playing 
field.  In  other  words,  they  have  access 
to  our  markets.  We  just  do  not  have  ac- 
cess to  theirs. 

According  to  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture,  in  1995  the  European 
Union  subsidized  exports  to  the  tune  of 
$94  million.  That  figure  is  comparable. 
as  other  speakers  have  already  pointed 
out  on  the  floor  today,  to  what  the 
United  States  spends  for  all  agricul- 
tural export  promotion.  In  addition, 
the  European  Union  supplements  that 
$94  million  where  individual  countries 
also  contribute  to  wine  promotion.  So 
we  are  not  talking  about  a  level  play- 
ing field  here.  If  we  were,  those  of  us 
who  believe  strongly  in  this  program 
would  not  be  out  here  fighting  this 
fight. 

The  Market  Access  Program  is  the 
only  Government  program  that  the 
American  wine  industry  utilizes.  It  is  a 
dollar-for-dollar  matching  partnership 
that  works,  with  over  100  wineries  par- 
ticipating. As  I  said  earlier  today,  the 
five  largest  wine  recipients  of  these 
funds  purchase  over  90  percent  of  their 
grapes  from  small,  independent  grape 
growers. 

One  other  point  I  would  like  to  add 
for  my  colleagues.  Apparently  Mem- 
bers are  not  familiar  with  the  reforms 
we  made  to  this  program  in  conference 
last  year,  in  the  House-Senate  con- 
ference on  the  agricultural  appropria- 
tions bill,  the  1997  bill.  If  Members 
would  like  to  see  these  reforms,  please 
come  see  me.  I  have  the  exact  language 
here  which  limits  these  funds,  and 
should  address  the  legitimate  criticism 
that  has  been  made  of  this  particular 
program. 

We  very  carefully  restructured  this 
program  last  year,  ajid  yes,  not  only 
did  we  change  the  name,  but  we  also 
included  language  prohibiting  for-prof- 
it corporations  from  dfrect  participa- 
tion in  this  program  and  giving  small 
businesses  priorities,  while  requiring 
that  those  small  businesses  participat- 
ing in  the  program  match  any  Federal 
funding  assistance  on  a  dollar-for-dol- 
lar basis. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  not  corporate 
welfare,  it  is  a  valuable  resource  for 
small  farmers  in  highly  restrictive  for- 
eign markets. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Barrett]. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  is  not  a  difficult  issue. 
For  my  friends  on  this  side  of  the  aisle 
who  have  been  screaming  for  months 
that  Uncle  Sam  should  get  off  their 
back,  this  is  the  time  for  them  to  get 
their  hands  out  of  Uncle  Sam's  pock- 


ets. There  is  no  reason  for  Uncle  Sam 
and  the  people  of  this  country  to  sub- 
sidize companies  for  marketing  over- 
seas. If  they  are  going  to  be  making 
money  overseas,  they  are  going  to  con- 
tinue to  advertise.  There  is  no  reason 
in  the  world  for  us  to  underwrite  that 
advertising. 

For  my  friends  on  this  side  qf  the 
aisle  who  are  concerned  about  restruc- 
turing and  downsizing,  this  is  cor- 
porate welfare.  This  is  exactly  what  we 
are  saying  we  do  not  want  to  have  hap- 
pen in  this  country.  We  think  that  our 
country  can  compete.  For  those  who 
say  that  there  are  tariff  problems  with 
industries  like  wine,  then  let  us  ad- 
dress those  problems.  Let  us  talk  about 
the  tariff  problems.  Let  us  address 
them  head  on.  But  let  us  not  give  one 
segment  of  our  economy  an  advantage 
over  another. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  come  from  a  district 
that  does  not  benefit  greatly  from  this 
program.  Why  should  the  producers  in 
my  district  not  benefit,  while  produc- 
ers in  other  parts  of  the  country  bene- 
fit? I  think  we  should  have  a  level  play- 
ing field  and  not  have  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment subsidizing  for-profit  companies. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  jrield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Dooley]. 

Mr.  DOOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
strong  opposition  to  this  amendment. 
Let  us  take  a  look  at  U.S.  agriculture. 
Currently  one  out  of  every  three  acres 
that  is  cultivated  in  the  United  States 
is  used  for  the  production  of  crops 
which  are  exported.  Last  year  agri- 
culture exports  hit  $60  billion  in  the 
United  States.  When  we  look  at  the 
growth  that  we  are  seeing  in  experts, 
in  China  alone  we  saw  a  175-percent  in- 
crease in  U.S.  exports;  in  Korea,  74  per- 
cent; in  the  Pacific  rim,  33  percent. 

What  we  are  talking  about  with  the 
market  assistance  program  is  to  ensure 
that  the  U.S.  farmers  have  equal  access 
to  those  markets.  We  have  heard 
speaker  after  speaker  talk  about  what 
our  international  competitors  are 
doing.  They  are  outspending  us  by  six 
to  one.  If  we  are  going  to  provide  the 
farmers  with  the  assistance  they  need 
to  ensure  they  can  take  on  these  unfair 
practices  by  other  countries,  we  have 
to  provide  the  market  assistance  pro- 
gram. 

When  we  look  at  it  in  terms  of  bene- 
fits, what  it  has  provided,  a  recent 
USDA  study  has  shown  that  every  in- 
vestment, every  dollar  invested  in  the 
market  assistance  program,  has  gen- 
erated $16  in  increased  sales.  For  every 
$1  billion  in  agricultural  exports,  we 
have  generated  over  20.000  new  jobs.  I 
think  it  is  clear  that  the  Market  As- 
sistajice  Program  is  a  good  program  for 
agriculture,  it  is  a  good  program  for 
farmers. 

A  gentleman  earlier  said  there  are  no 
farmers  listed  as  the  primary  bene- 
ficiaries. I  can  tell  the  Members,  if  you 
are  a  cotton  farmer,  you  are  not  going 
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to  be  making  that  sale  to  China.  You 
are  going  to  be  working  through  a  co- 
operative. You  are  going  to  be  working 
through  a  major  company.  The  same 
thing  if  you  are  a  prune  grower.  You 
are  going  to  be  working  through 
Sunsweet.  If  you  are  a  raisin  grrower, 
you  are  going  to  be  working  through 
Sunmaid.  If  you  are  sm  almond  grower 
you  are  going  to  be  working  through 
Blue  Diamond.  You  are  not  going  to 
have  the  ability  and  resources  to  enter 
into  those  international  markets. 

The  market  assistance  program  does 
this:  It  provides  that  financial  assist- 
ance that  ensures  that  the  small  farm- 
ers of  this  country,  working  in  co- 
operation with  the  businesses  of  this 
country,  can  ensure  that  we  will  see 
the  promotion  of  U.S.  agricultural 
products. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  Nethercxttt]. 

Mr.  NETHERCUTT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  chairman  for  jrielding  time 
to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  elimination  of  the 
Market  Access  Program  means  the 
elimination  of  jobs.  It  is  just  that  sim- 
ple. We  have  heard  a  lot  of  talk  here 
this  afternoon  by  proponents  of  this 
amendment  who  talk  about  corporate 
welfare.  What  this  Market  Access  Pro- 
gram really  does  is  help  employ  people 
in  the  United  States  as  we  export  our 
agriculture  products  overseas.  It  is  just 
that  simple. 

The  gentleman  Crom  California  who 
spoke  in  favor  of  this  amendment, 
137,000  people  in  his  State  depend  on 
the  Market  Access  Program  and  ex- 
port-related jobs;  the  gentleman  from 
New  York,  8,300  jobs;  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin,  27.500  jobs  directly  re- 
lated to  agriculture  export  jobs. 

Let  us  be  serious  about  this.  We  have 
again  this  year  come  to  the  same  place 
we  were  last  year  trying  to  eliminate  a 
program,  a  modest  program  that  is 
going  to  help  American  jobs  overseas 
and  help  us  export  oxir  products  over- 
seas. That  is  what  we  ought  to  be 
doing.  We  ought  to  reject  this  amend- 
ment wholeheartedly. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  30 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Brown]. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  appreciate  the  gentleman  yield- 
ing me  the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  take  this  time,  al- 
though I  have  already  spoken  once,  to 
point  o  t  that  this  morning  I  was  on  a 
panel  looking  at  the  problems  of  export 
promotion  in  another  area,  in  the  De- 
partment of  Energy.  We  had  eight  lead- 
ing businessmen  from  this  coxmtry, 
each  one  of  whom,  and  they  are  mostly 
Republicans,  testified  to  the  fact  that 
the  assistance  that  they  were  getting 
from  the  Department  of  Energy  in 
terms  of  promoting  their  products 
overseas,  was  invaluable  to  them.  They 
thought  that  we  should  have  more  of 


them,  not  less.  That  applies  to  agri- 
culture as  well  as  to  energy  and  the  en- 
vironment. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  30 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Fazio]. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  stand  in  opposition  to  this 
amendment.  We  all  know  that  agricul- 
tural exports  are  vital  to  this  country, 
to  the  strengthening  of  farm  income, 
providing  jobs.  They  generate  $100  bil- 
lion in  related  economic  activity  for 
every  dollar  we  spend,  and  what  we 
spend  on  MAP  is  now  down  to  $90  mil- 
lion. We  get  $16  back  in  additional  agri- 
cultural exports  for  every  one  of  those 
doll;..rs. 

We  are  backing  out  of  the  world  mar- 
ket at  a  time  when  the  rest  of  the 
world,  in  GATT-compatible  fashion,  is 
investing  more  money.  This  is  a  blind 
approach  to  cutting  spending.  Under 
the  rubric  of  corporate  welfare,  we  are 
shooting  ourselves  in  the  foot  and  put- 
ting American  workers  out  of  jobs.  We 
ought  to  defeat  this  once  again — once 
and  for  all. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  this 
amendment  which  would  eliminate  the  Market 
Access  Program,  formerly  known  as  the  Mar- 
ket Promotion  Program. 

Every  year,  we  see  these  shortsighted  at- 
tempts to  reduce  or  eliminate  the  Market  Ac- 
cess Program. 

This  is  a  mandatory  program  established  by 
the  Agriculture  Committee  at  S90  million.  It 
has  been  reduced  significantly  from  a  funding 
level  or  S200  million  just  a  few  years  ago  and 
an  authorized  level  of  S350  million. 

The  so-called  reformers  of  this  program 
have  sought  to  whittle  away  at  this  program 
until  we  can  no  longer  recognize  it. 

Unfortunately,  such  a  continued  assault  will 
render  it  less  and  less  effective.  Yet  it  is  a  pro- 
gram which  works  well  to  expand  U.S.  agricul- 
tural exports,  garnering  SI  6  in  return  for  every 
Si  invested. 

Since  1993,  the  House  has  acted  to  take 
into  account  concems  of  critics  of  the  pro- 
gram, and  these  reforms  have  now  been  env 
bodied  in  the  1996  farm  bill. 

We  have  made  sure  the  funds  go  to  U.S. 
companies. 

We  have  made  sure  the  funds  are  not 
merely  substituting  for  funds  for  market  pro- 
motion that  were  already  going  to  be  spent 

And  we  have  specified  that  only  farmer- 
owned  coops,  trade  associations,  or  small 
businesses  can  be  the  tieneficiaries. 

I  believe  these  changes  have  satisfied  most, 
if  not  all,  of  the  reasonable  connplaints  made 
against  this  program. 

I  am  particularly  pleased  that  the  House  has 
voted  repeatedly  over  the  last  few  years  to 
keep  this  important  program  alive  in  the  face 
of  such  opposition,  and  I  hope  we  will  be 
smart  enough  to  do  so  again  this  year. 

American  agriculture  leads  the  world  in  pro- 
ductivity and  in  total  production.  Agriculture 
accounts  for  our  greatest  export  dollar.  Agri- 
culture and  related  food  and  fiber  industries 
employ  more  Americans  by  far  than  any  other 
industry. 

However,  one  area  in  which  we  are  falling 
short — and  this  has  been  analyzed  by  agri- 


culture experts,  the  GAG  and  others — it  pro- 
motion for  our  agricultural  products  overseas. 

In  particular,  we  need  promotion  for  so- 
called  "value-added"  agricultural  products. 
This  is  an  area  where  our  competitors  in  the 
European  Union  and  Asia  are  making  enor- 
mous promotion  investments  and  reaping 
enormous  returns.  It  is  an  area  where  we 
should  be  doing  much  more. 

The  Mari<et  Access  Program  is  the  program 
that  fills  this  need. 

Agriculture  exports,  projected  to  exceed  350 
billion  again  this  year — up  from  S43.5  billion 
for  fiscal  year  1994 — are  vital  to  the  United 
States. 

Agriculture  exports  strengthen  farm  income. 

Agriculture  exports  provide  jobs  for  neariy  a 
million  Americans. 

Agriculture  exports  generate  nearly  SI  00  bil- 
lion is  related  economic  activity. 

Agriculture  exports  produce  a  positive  trade 
balance  of  neariy  $20  billion. 

If  U.S.  agriculture  is  to  remain  competitive 
under  GATT,  we  must  have  policies  and  pro- 
grams that  remain  competitive  with  those  of 
our  competitors  abroad. 

GATT  did  not  eliminate  exports  subsidies,  it 
only  reduced  them. 

The  European  Union  spent,  over  the  last  5 
years,  an  average  of  SI  0.6  billion  in  annual 
export  subsidies — ^the  U.S.  spent  less  than  S2 
billion. 

The  EU  spends  more  on  wine  exports — S89 
million — than  the  U.S.  currently  spends  for  al- 
most all  commodities  under  the  now-renamed 
Market  Access  Program. 

NMP  is  critical  to  U.S.  agriculture's  ability  to 
develop,  maintain,  arid  expand  export  mart<ets 
in  the  new  post-GATT  environment,  and  MAP 
is  a  proven  success. 

Our  experience  with  the  Market  Access  Pro- 
gram in  Califomia  is  very  instructive. 

MAP  has  been  tremendously  successful  in 
helping  promote  exports  of  Califomia  citrus, 
raisins,  walnuts,  almonds,  peaches,  and  other 
specialty  crops. 

MAP  permits  small  producers  to  pool  the 
promotion  efforts  for  particular  commodity 
groups. 

It  may  allow  them  to  pursue  new  markets — 
markets  they  could  not  have  pursued  other- 
wise. 

It  may  leverage  their  promotion  efforts  in  a 
particular  market  that  are  already  undenvay. 

We  have  to  remember  that  an  increase  in 
agriculture  exports  means  jobs:  a  ID-percent 
increase  in  agricultural  exports  creates  over 
1 3,000  new  jobs  in  agriculture  and  related  irv 
dustries  like  manufacturing,  processing,  mar- 
keting, and  distribution. 

The  measure  of  any  government  program 
has  got  to  be  performance. 

The  Mart<et  Access  Program  performs. 

For  every  Si  we  invest  in  MAP,  we  reap  a 
SI  6  retum  in  additional  agriculture  exports. 

MAP  limits  participation  to  5  years — that 
means  commodity  groups  will  not  grow  de- 
pendent on  MAP,  but  will  use  those  funds 
wisely  to  put  in  place  long-term,  industry-wide 
promotion  efforts. 

MAP  requires  a  cost-share — participants,  in- 
cluding farmers  arxl  ranchers,  must  contriljute 
as  much  as  50  percent  of  their  own  resources 
for  branded  advertising  and  cannot  substitute 
MAP  funds  for  investments  they  intended  to 
make  in  the  first  place. 
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MAP  is  accountable — independent  audits 
and  ongoing  reviews  ensure  that  the  program 
remains  effective  and  remains  true  to  the  in- 
tent of  Congress. 

In  short,  MAP  is  an  effective  program.  If 
anything,  we  should  be  bolstering  our  commit- 
ment to  value-added  market  promotion  over- 
seas instead  of  constantly  whittling  back  our 
efforts  in  the  face  of  significant  investments  by 
our  competitors. 

I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
American  agriculture,  support  smart  marketing 
efforts  to  pronxjte  American  exports,  support 
American  farmers  and  producers,  and  oppose 
this  amendnrient. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Meehan]. 

Mr.  MEEHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  for 
over  a  year  now,  we  have  been  debating 
in  this  Chamber  how  to  balance  the 
budget.  Democrats  and  Republicans 
have  been  trapped  in  a  stalemate,  argu- 
ing how  to  cut  Government  programs 
without  harming  the  poor,  the  elderly, 
without  sacrificing  the  environment. 
The  majority  party  has  proposed  cut- 
ting vital  programs  for  education,  child 
nutrition,  all  in  the  name  of  deficit  re- 
duction. Yet  today,  here  we  are  again, 
fighting  an  uphill  battle  to  end  one  of 
the  greatest  corporate  boondoggles  in 
our  budget,  the  renamed  but  certainly 
not  repealed  Market  Access  Program. 

There  were  300  Members  in  this 
Chamber  who  voted  for  a  balanced 
budget  amendment.  That  did  not  take 
courage.  They  come  in,  vote  for  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment.  The  chal- 
lenge we  face  as  a  country  is  how  to 
balance  the  budget.  This  Market  Pro- 
motion Program  is  a  flagrant  misuse 
and  misallocation  of  funds.  Anyone 
who  voted  for  a  balanced  budget  should 
not  come  into  this  Chamber  day  in  and 
day  out  to  keep  corporate  subsidies  in 
the  budget.  Let  us  stand  up  and  take  a 
stand.  If  Members  voted  for  a  balanced 
budget,  have  the  courage  to  balance 
the  budget. 

D  1515 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  balance  of  my  time  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  DURBIN]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Illinois  is  recognized  for  l¥i  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
say  to  my  friend,  the  farmer  from 
Flatbush.  that  he  really  should  get  out 
into  the  real  world  of  agricultural  com- 
petition. I  know  he  stays  close  at  home 
in  Brooklyn  and  in  New  York.  But  had 
he  joined  me  in  a  visit  to  Asia,  he 
might  have  found  that  many  countries 
such  as  France  are  outspending  the 
United  States  3-to-l  to  win  market 
share  in  Korea,  in  Japan,  in  China  and 
in  so  many  other  places. 

We  have  reformed  this  program  dra- 
matically. We  have  pushed  for  compa- 
nies that  are  new  to  export,  we  have 
pushed  for  small  companies,  and  the 
gentleman  may  make  light  of  some  of 


these  companies,  but  frankly,  by  them- 
selves they  would  never  have  a  chance 
in  the  world  market. 

When  we  consider  the  fact  that  our 
ag  exports  are  so  important  when  it 
comes  to  our  trade  balance,  and  when 
we  consider  the  fact  that  our  consumer 
food  products  that  we  are  exporting 
have  increased  so  dramatically  over 
the  last  several  years,  what  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York,  my  big-time 
agronomist  from  the  Big  Apple,  fails  to 
realize  is  that  to  eliminate  this  Market 
Access  Program  would  literally  elimi- 
nate jobs  and  opportunities  in  the 
United  States.  I  hope  he  will  reconsider 
this  ill-considered  amendment,  and  I 
hope  that  the  grower  from  Gotham 
next  yeair  will  not  be  offering  this 
amendment  as  he  has  in  previous 
years. 

Mr.  BALDACCI.  Mr.  Chainran  I  rise  today  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment  offered  by  my 
colleagues,  an  amendment  that  would  gut  the 
market  access  program. 

We  revisit  this  issue  annually. 

I'd  like  to  point  out  a  few  things  about  MAP, 
which  used  to  go  by  the  acronym  MPP.  Over 
the  past  several  years.  Congress  has  marv 
dated  several  reforms.  These  changes  help 
small  businesses  and  co-ops,  limit  branded 
promotion  activites  and  increase  the  cost 
share  requirements  for  private  firms.  On  top  of 
that  the  authorized  level  of  spending  was  cut 
S20  million  in  the  1996  farm  bill. 

But  step  back  and  look  at  the  larger  picture. 
The  farm  t>ill  that  was  signed  into  law  a  little 
rrxjre  than  2  months  ago  made  sweeping 
changes  in  agriculture  policy.  An  integral  part 
of  those  reforms  was  increasing  the  focus  on 
exports. 

American  farmers  are  competing  for  market 
share  in  countries  around  the  worW.  They  are 
competing  against  farmers  in  countries  that 
provide  far,  far  deeper  sut)sidies. 

In  my  home  State  of  Maine,  potato  farmers 
are  suffering  at  the  hands  of  subsidized  Cana- 
dian imports.  One  bright  spot  is  the  potential 
for  overseas  outlets  for  Maine  potatoes.  The 
industry  is  exploring  options.  They  need  as- 
sistance in  gaining  access  to  those  markets. 

I  recently  talked  to  a  friend  of  mine,  Rodney 
McCrum  who  farms  650  acres  of  potatoes  in 
Aroostook  County,  ME.  I  asked  him  about 
MAP. 

He  sakJ,  and  I  quote,  "Thai  program  really 
expands  the  wortd  martlet  to  create  joljs  here 
in  Maine.  We  just  get  so  much  t)ang  for  our 
buck." 

In  the  past  decade  the  value  of  U.S.  potato 
exports  has  increased  neariy  six-fold,  reaching 
nx>re  than  half  a  billion  dollars  that  has  come 
about  in  large  part  as  the  result  of  the  pooling 
of  industry  money  and  funds  from  the  old  MPP 
program. 

We  r>eed  to  build  on  that  success.  We  need 
to  continue  to  ensure  that  U.S.  agriculture 
continues  to  be  connpetitive  overseas,  that  our 
agriculture  exports  continue  to  exceed  our  irrv 
ports,  that  our  farmers  remain  the  t>est  in  the 
worid. 

I  urge  you  to  oppose  the  aniendment. 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Washington.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  strong  oppositkxi  to  this  amend- 
ment. The  Mari<et  Access  Program  is  critkal 


to  the  continued  expansion  of  U.S.  agricultural 
exports,  and  is  one  of  the  few  Goverrvnenl 
programs  that  really  wori<s.  Virtually  all  furvJing 
is  used  to  combat  unfair  trade  practrces,  and 
the  arrwunt  we  are  spending  is  almost  nothing 
in  comparison  to  the  huge  export  sutjsklies  of 
our  foreign  competitors.  Our  trading  partners 
would  love  to  see  funding  for  this  program  re- 
duced. In  fact,  it  has  already  been  reduced  by 
over  two-thirds  since  it  was  first  enacted. 

The  fact  is,  the  Market  Access  Program  has 
proven  to  be  an  effective  method  of  exparKfirvg 
our  agncultural  exports.  It  has  sustained 
American  ]obs  and  contributed  to  the  reduction 
of  our  trade  imbalance. 

For  every  Si  in  MAP  furxjing,  sales  of  U.S. 
exports  increase  by  $16.  Ultimately,  the  in- 
creased economic  activity  created  by  \he  Mar- 
ket Access  Program  supports  as  many  as 
28,000  American  jobs  through  exparvled  ex- 
ports. 

The  argument  has  been  made  that  the 
types  of  promotional  activities  implemented 
through  the  MAP  will  go  on  regardless  of  Gov- 
ernment funding.  However,  my  colleagues 
should  understarxj  that  the  participants  match 
the  Government  funding  on  a  one-to-one 
basis.  The  argument  also  ignores  the  fact  tfiat 
the  program  is  targeted  towards  nations  which 
utilize  unfair  trade  ttarriers,  such  as  Japan  and 
the  European  community.  To  cite  just  a  few 
examples,  my  colleagues  may  be  interested  in 
the  following  MAP  success  stories  from  my 
State  of  Washington  alone: 

In  Mexico,  MAP  funds  helped  boost  United 
States  exports  of  apples  from  just  574.000 
cartons  to  over  4  million  cartons  in  just  1  year. 

In  Egypt.  MAP  funds  helped  convince  po- 
tential txiyers  of  the  quality  and  value  of 
United  States  wtieat  flour — leading  to  corv 
tracts  for  427,000  metric  tons  of  ftour  in  1993. 

In  Germany,  MAP  furxls  supported  market 
development  and  awareness  activities — lead- 
ing to  an  increase  of  United  States  asparagus 
exports  of  1 4  percent 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  economic 
growth  and  jot)s  by  opposing  amendments  to 
eliminate  funding  for  the  successful  Market 
Access  Program. 

Mr.  LoBIONDO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  tfie  Schumer-Royce  amend- 
ment to  cut  ttie  S90  millkxi  appropriated  from 
the  Mart<et  Access  Program,  formerfy  the  Mar- 
ket Promotion  Program. 

Last  July,  I  cosponsored  ttie  Zinvner-Schu- 
mer  amendment  to  defund  this  program,  and 
although  the  program  has  a  new  name,  it  is 
still  a  misuse  of  taxpayer  dollars. 

The  essence  of  the  Market  Prorrxjtion  Pro- 
gram has  not  changed.  In  fact,  this  is  the  sec- 
ond name  change  this  program  has  urxjer- 
gone — it  began  its  life  as  the  Targeted  Export 
Assistance  Program.  It's  still  a  giveaway,  and 
it's  still  unfair  to  taxpayers  and  to  other  busi- 
nesses trying  to  compete  abroad. 

Mr.  Cfvairman,  this  Is  not  a  toan  program. 
This  program  Is  a  giveaway  to  U.S.  busi- 
nesses, which  use  pubiic  nrxxiey  to  advertise 
their  goods  atxoad.  There  are  other  export  as- 
sistarx:e  programs  availat>le  to  U.S.  busi- 
nesses. This  program  is  uniquely  flawed. 

Termination  of  this  program  is  supported  by 
the  GAO,  the  CBO.  the  Grace  Commission, 
Citizens  Against  Government  Waste,  and  the 
National    Taxpayers   Union.    As   far   as   I'm 
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aware,  these  organizations  did  not  rec- 
ommend simply  renamirig  the  program;  they 
believe  it  is  corporate  welfare  and  support  its 
elimination.  Let's  save  S90  million. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  ScHUMER]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  DURBIN 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Durbin:  Page 
69.  after  line  5,  insert  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

Sec.  734.  For  an  additional  amount  for  the 
Dejnrtment  of  Agriculture  (consisting  of  an 
additional  S22.500.000  and  $2,500,000  for  "Rural 
Utilities  Assistance  FYogram"  and  "Distance 
Learning  and  Medical  Link  Program",  re- 
spectively), and  none  of  the  funds  nmde 
available  in  this  Act  to  such  Department 
may  be  used  to  carry  out  or  pay  the  salaries 
of  i>ersonnel  who  carry  out  any  extension 
service  program  for  tobacco  or  to  provide  or 
pay  the  salaries  of  personnel  who  provide 
crop  insurance  for  tobacco  for  the  1997  or 
later  crop  years.  S25.000.000. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unajiimous  consent  that  debate  on  this 
amendment  and  all  amendments  there- 
to close  in  90  minutes  and  that  the 
time  be  equally  divided. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  Mexico? 

Mr.  MEEHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ob- 
ject. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  some 
1,500  different  crops  are  grown  in  the 
United  States  of  America.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  gives  60  of  those 
1,500  crops  special  treatment.  For  those 
crops,  those  60  crops,  we  have  many 
programs,  including  the  Crop  Insurance 
Program. 

The  purjxjse  of  my  amendment  today 
is  to  delete  one  crop  from  that  list.  The 
crop  I  am  speaking  of  is  tobacco.  Why 
would  I  single  out  tobacco  of  all  the 
things  grown  in  America?  Because  to- 
bacco is  not  like  any  other  agricultural 
product.  It  is  neither  food  nor  fiber.  It 
is  in  fact  the  only  legal  product  sold  in 
the  United  States  which,  when  used  ac- 
cording to  manufacturers  directions, 
will  kill  you.  Tobacco  is  not  just  an- 
other agricultural  crop. 

My  friends  who  will  stand  today  in 
defense  of  tobacco  and  its  programs 
will  speak  at  great  length  about  equity 
and  fairness.  Let  me  tell  you  about  the 
equity  and  fairness  of  tobacco. 

At  this  very  moment  there  are  young 
people  who  are  listening  to  this  debate. 
They  have  a  vested  interest  in  this  de- 
bate. 

Each  year  the  tobacco  companies, 
with  this  tobacco  product,  have  to  lure 
these  children  into  a  lifetime  addiction 
that  will  kill  1  out  of  3.  Each  day  in  the 
United  States  3.000  children  start 
smoking  for  the  first  time.  Think 
about  it,  parents  of  America.  Think 
about  it.  If  your  child  came  home  to- 


night and  said,  "Mom,  Dad,  I've  got 
great  news,  I  just  started  smoking," 
how  many  of  us  would  stand  up  and  say 
"Congratulations,  we  were  hoping  that 
you  would  make  that  decision."  My 
colleagues  know  better,  and  so  do  I. 

Four  hundred  thousand  Americans 
will  die  this  year  from  tobacco-related 
diseases.  It  is  the  No.  1  preventable 
cause  of  death  in  America. 

Also  in  the  Chamber,  sitting  in  the 
seats  today,  are  the  lobbyists  for  the 
tobacco  companies  and  the  tobacco 
growers.  They  are  the  heavy  hitters  in 
this  town.  They  have  more  money  than 
friends,  but  we  will  see  a  lot  of  their 
friends  on  the  floor  today.  They  will 
tell  us  in  debate  that  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment does  not  subsidize  tobacco. 
That  is  not  true.  Let  me  tell  you  spe- 
cifically why  it  is  not  true. 

We  will  spend  this  year  $98  million  on 
a  variety  of  programs  subsidizing  to- 
bacco. The  single  most  expensive  is 
crop  insurance.  Follow  me.  A  tobacco 
grower  plants  his  crop  and  buys  crop 
insurance  and  pays  a  premium.  Then  if 
the  crop  fails,  from  drought,  flood, 
pests,  whatever  it  is,  he  will  expect  to 
collect  on  his  insurance  policy.  But 
when  we  add  up  all  the  premiums  paid 
by  tobacco  growers  and  then  we  add  up 
all  the  money  paid  by  the  Government 
when  the  crop  fails,  guess  what?  They 
do  not  match.  We  taxijayers  step  into 
this  situation  and  put  S68  million  on 
the  table  to  subsidize  tobacco  and  to- 
bacco growth. 

Some  of  my  friends  have  passed 
around  some  "Dear  Colleagues"  about 
the  Durbin  amendment.  One  of  the 
statements  here  is  that  tobacco  grow- 
ers would  be  the  only  farmers  in  the 
Nation  without  access  to  crop  insur- 
ance. I  am  sorry.  They  should  have 
checked  the  facts.  One  thousand  five 
hundred  different  crops  in  this  country 
and  only  sixty  are  covered  by  crop  in- 
surance. 

The  Durbin  amendment,  and  I  have 
many  of  my  friends,  the  gentleman 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Hansen]  on  the  Repub- 
lican side,  and  others  who  have  joined 
me  in  this  amendment,  says  that  the 
tobacco  crop  will  no  longer  be  covered 
by  crop  insurance.  What  does  it  mean 
to  my  colleagues? 

When  you  go  to  your  town  meetings 
and  the  person  stands  up  and  says. 
"Congressman,  explain  something  to 
me,  if  you  will.  If  tobacco  is  killing  our 
children,  if  it  is  the  No.  1  preventable 
cause  of  death  in  America,  why  does 
the  Federal  Government  still  subsidize 
to  the  tune  of  $90  million  a  year  the 
growth  and  production  of  tobacco  prod- 
ucts?" 

Most  Congressmen  will  say,  "Oh,  but 
we  don't." 

They  are  wrong.  We  do. 

Many  of  them  will  say,  "we  should 
not." 

By  voting  for  the  Durbin  amendment 
today,  they  will  be  able  to  put  an  end 
once  and  for  all  to  this  Federal  subsidy 
of  crop  insurance  for  tobacco. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Durbin] 
has  expired. 

(By  unauaimous  consent,  Mr.  Durbin 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  behind 
me  on  this  podium,  you  may  not  be 
able  to  see  it,  carved  into  the  wood,  are 
nothing  short  of  tobacco  leaves.  The 
people  who  designed  this  Chamber  100 
years  ago  thought  that  this  was  such 
an  important  part  of  the  American  po- 
litical scene,  they  put  it  permanently 
in  place.  You  will  find  it,  too,  as  you 
tour  this  Capitol,  at  the  top  of  the  col- 
umns, tobacco  leaves.  Tobacco  has  al- 
ways enjoyed,  I  gruess,  a  special  place 
in  the  politics  of  America.  But  I  think 
the  American  consumers  and  taxpayers 
have  had  their  fill  of  the  tobacco  grow- 
ers and  the  tobacco  companies.  As  we 
witness  day  in  and  day  out  our  families 
and  friends  afflicted  by  diseases  related 
to  tobacco,  we  understand  this  is  not 
just  another  agricultural  product.  As 
we  see  these  tobacco  companies  openly 
deceive  American  consumers  about 
their  products,  we  understand  this  is 
not  just  another  product.  As  we  realize 
that  over  half  of  the  smokers  in  this 
country  started  smoking  before  the  age 
of  16,  when  we  realize  that  the  starting 
average  age  for  a  person  to  use  spit  to- 
bacco, those  little  round  cans,  is  9 
years  old  in  America,  we  understand 
what  we  are  up  against.  We  are  up 
against  a  product  that  has  to  be  treat- 
ed differently.  It  should  not  have  a 
privileged  place  in  this  town  or  in  this 
Government.  If  the  tobacco  growers 
want  to  continue  their  program  at 
their  own  cost,  God  bless  them.  If  they 
want  to  continue  their  crop  insurance 
at  their  own  cost,  God  bless  them.  If 
adults  want  to  choose  to  smoke,  and  I 
hope  they  do  not,  but  if  they  want  to, 
God  bless  them.  But,  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  rest  of  us,  the  taxpayers  of  this 
country,  should  not  be  footing  the  bill 
to  subsidize  this  deadly  product.  Today 
Members  of  Congress  who  have  been 
preaching  about  balanced  budgets  and 
deficit  reduction  for  months  around 
this  place  have  a  chance  to  put  up  or 
shut  up.  This  Durbin  amendment  gives 
them  a  chance  to  save  at  least  $25  mil- 
lion a  year  and  to  say  to  the  taxpayers 
once  and  for  all  when  they  ask  the 
question,  "Why  do  you  subsidize  this 
deadly  product?"  We  did,  until  we 
passed  the  Durbin  amendment,  and  we 
stopped. 

Mr.  ROGERS.  Mr.  Chairman  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Durbin  amend- 
ment is  the  same  amendment  that  this 
body  rejected  last  year  out  of  hand,  it 
is  the  same  amendment  the  committee 
just  last  week  rejected  out  of  hand,  and 
it  is  the  same  amendment  that  today 
this  body  is  going  to  reject  again  out  of 
hand.  I  will  tell  you  why.  The  Durbin 
amendment  has  nothing  to  do  with 
smoking.  It  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
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health  hazards  of  smoking.  It  has  noth- 
ing to  do  with  whether  or  not  you 
think  you  have  the  right  to  smoke  or 
not.  Smoking  is  not  involved  here. 
What  is  involved  here  is  singling  out  by 
this  sinister  amendment  small  poor 
farmers  who  in  the  main  have  no  other 
way  to  earn  a  living  for  their  family. 
This  amendment  does  not  get  at  big  to- 
bacco companies.  I  will  say  that  again. 
This  amendment  does  not  get  at  big  to- 
bacco companies  as  has  been  stated.  In 
fact,  it  plays  into  their  hands,  because 
it  would  cripple  the  small  growers  in 
this  country  and  favor  the  big  compa- 
nies who  would  love  to  grow  the  to- 
bacco in  this  country  and  more  impor- 
tantly outside  this  country  and  ship  it 
here  and  sell  it  for  dirt  cheap  prices. 

So  the  Durbin  amendment,  I  would 
say  to  you,  favors  big  tobacco  compa- 
nies. They  have  been  wanting  this  a 
long  time,  to  run  these  small  farmers 
out  of  the  business.  Without  this  pro- 
gram, small  farmers  will  not  be  able  to 
grow  tobacco.  The  Congress  has  pro- 
tected that  right  ever  since  we  have 
been  here  almost.  So  this  amendment 
plays  into  the  hands  of  big  tobacco. 

K  you  want  to  see  cheap  cigarettes, 
you  bring  in  this  imported  tobacco, 
grown  under  no  telling  what  kind  of 
conditions,  pesticides  you  would  not 
dare  let  on  crops  in  this  country,  you 
are  going  to  bring  in  poisoned  tobacco 
and  you  are  going  to  bring  in  tobacco 
that  is  dirt  cheap  and  you  are  going  to 
drive  down  the  price  of  cigarettes  until 
everyone  can  say,  even  kids,  "Hey,  I 
can  afford  to  smoke  now." 

So  I  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois [Mr.  Durbin],  your  amendment 
will  promote  smoking.  It  promotes  big 
tobacco  companies.  We  are  standing 
here  telling  you  that  if  you  pass  the 
Durbin  amendment,  you  are  singling 
out  the  very  small,  poor  tobacco  grow- 
ers in  this  country  to  the  favor  of  big 
tobacco  companies  and  foreign  growers 
all  over  the  world. 

This  amendment  does  not  save  you 
money.  The  no-net-cost  program — and 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dur- 
bin] knows  this— passed  through  this 
Congress  a  few  years  ago  that  says  the 
tobacco  program  will  cost  nothing  to 
the  American  taxpayer. 

The  gentleman  says  that  in  his 
amendment  we  will  not  let  ASCS  em- 
ployees talk  to  a  tobacco  farmer.  That 
tobacco  farmer  may  also  grow  com  or 
soybeans  or  wheat,  and  what  have  you 
but  the  ASCS  employee  cannot  go  out 
there  and  talk  to  him  because  he  grrows 
tobacco.  We  may  have  to  send  a  police- 
man out  there  with  him  to  be  sure  that 
they  never  mention  tobacco.  But  the 
tobacco  program  does  not  cost  you. 
The  no-net-cost  program  prevents  that. 
Tobacco  does  bring  into  the  coffers  of 
your  city,  your  county,  your  State,  and 
your  Federal  Government  $14.8  billion 
a  year,  and  it  results  in  $6  billion  in 
American  exports. 

This  amendment  discriminates 
against  a  legal  crop.  The  gentleman 


from  Illinois  [Mr.  Durbin]  should  go 
ahead  and  do  what  he  wants  to  do  and 
offer  an  amendment  to  declare  tobacco 
to  be  an  illegal  product.  That  is  what 
you  really  want.  Go  ahead  and  do  that. 
Let  us  vote  on  it.  But,  no.  you  are 
going  through  these  back  doors  trying 
to  eliminate  the  tobacco  program  with- 
out declaring  the  crop  to  be  illegal. 

D  1530 
What  is  next?  I  submit  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  that  a  lot  of  the 
com  grown  in  his  district  goes  to  fat- 
ten up  beef.  Beef  has  a  lot  of  fattening 
in  it.  That  is  bad  for  hearts.  Why,  a  lot 
of  people  say  heart  disease  is  the  lead- 
ing killer.  That  is  caused  by  the  fatty 
substances  in  the  food  that  we  eat,  in- 
cluding beef.  Let  us  get  after  com,  that 
is  the  problem  in  this  country.  That  is 
the  cause  of  the  great  health  scare  and 
the  health  problem  in  the  country.  It  is 
com  that  causes  fat. 

And  what  about  wheat,  I  ask  the  gen- 
tleman? Does  he  know  that  wheat  goes 
into  the  making  of  Twinkles?  And  we 
all  know  that  Twinkles  are  bad  for  us. 
They  can  cause  all  sorts  of  problems. 
Let  us  outlaw  wheat. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Rog- 
ers] has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Rogers 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  ROGERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  to 
the  gentleman  that  the  ASCS  advisers 
of  the  Agriculture  Department  help 
farmers,  including  tobacco  farmers, 
with  such  things  as  preventing  the  use 
of  illegal  or  dangerous  pesticides,  for 
example.  If  we  take  away  that  advice, 
these  farmers  are  going  to  be  on  their 
own,  and  who  knows  what  kind  of  dan- 
gerous health  hazards  that  will  cause. 

The  intent  of  this  amendment  is  to 
eliminate  American  tobacco  produc- 
tion, make  no  mistake  about  that.  It 
would  promote  cheaper  foreign  tobacco 
grown  by  who  knows  what  kind  of  pes- 
ticides or  other  poisons  on  their  crops, 
bringing  poisonous  tobacco  into  the 
country  at  dirt  cheap  prices,  promoting 
smoking.  It  would  drive  down  the  price 
of  cigarettes  to  no  telling  what  level.  It 
would  drive  onto  welfare  rolls  these 
small  farmers,  in  the  South  primarily, 
in  favor  of  big  tobacco  companies  who 
would  then  buy  that  tobacco  from  off- 
shore. The  jobs  would  go  offshore. 

The  prices  of  cigarettes  in  this  coun- 
try would  go  down,  smoking  would  go 
up,  and  farmers  would  be  on  welfare.  Is 
that  what  the  gentleman  wants? 

I  say  to  the  gentleman  that  the  Con- 
gress said  last  year  on  this  very 
amendment  "no."  The  full  Conrmiittee 
on  Appropriations  just  last  week  said 
to  answer  that  question  "no,"  and  I  say 
to  my  colleagues  again  today,  to  the 
Durbin  amendment  say  "no." 

Mr.  MEEHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
tc  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  heard  the  gen- 
tleman    from     Kentucky     bring     up 


Twinkles,  and  it  is  interesting  because 
when  the  CEO's  of  the  major  tobacco 
companies  of  this  country  testified  be- 
fore the  Congress  of  the  United  States, 
one  of  them  said,  "Nicotine  is  no  more 
addicting  than  Twinkies."  It  is  ironic 
that  Twinkies  would  come  up  again 
here  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  Durbin-Hansen-Meehan 
amendment  to  once  and  for  all  end  the 
Federal  Government's  $25  million  sub- 
sidization of  tobacco.  And  by  the  way, 
the  USDA  says  that  it  costs  the  tax- 
payers money,  the  Congressional  Budg- 
et Office  says  it  costs  the  taxpayers 
money.  It  is  time  to  finally  put  an  end 
to  our  agricultural  policy  that  is  not  in 
line  with  our  health  policy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  tobacco  crop  in- 
surance subsidies,  these  are  products  of 
a  bygone  era  that  have  no  interest 
other  than  the  special  interest  of  the 
big  clout  that  is  supporting  them.  No 
longer  should  the  Federal  Government 
be  a  willing  and  knowing  partner  in  the 
addiction  of  America's  youth.  Now  is 
the  time  to  correct  a  serious  dis- 
connect in  Federal  policy. 

It  borders  on  hypocrisy,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  on  the  one  hand  we  tell  our 
young  people  do  not  smoke,  do  not 
chew  tobacco,  it  is  a  nasty  and  ulti- 
mately deadly  addiction.  Be  smart,  do 
not  cave  in  to  the  destructive  advertis- 
ing, the  peer  pressure,  and  on  the  other 
hand  to  the  tobacco  and  extension 
services  and  crop  insurance  subsidies 
the  Federal  Government  tells  our 
young  all  across  America,  do  as  I  say, 
not  as  I  do. 

A  vote  against  this  amendment  is  a 
vote  against  kids  in  America  and  a 
vote  for  big  tobacco.  Mr.  Chairman,  by 
voting  for  big  tobacco  Congress  votes 
for  an  industry  that  manufactures  a 
product  that  kills  420,000  Americans 
each  year;  an  industry  that  has  con- 
vinced through  its  cartoon  character 
Joe  Camel,  by  the  way  a  multibillion 
dollar  advertising  campaign  directed 
specifically  to  children  in  America,  and 
through  that  specifically  directed  car- 
toon character  there  are  300,000  kids  a 
day  that  pick  up  a  cigarette  and  try  it 
for  the  first  time.  One  thousand  of 
those  children  will  eventually  become 
addicted  to  this  deadly  product. 

It  is  an  industry  that  costs  the  Amer- 
ican economy  through  health  care 
costs  and  lost  productivity  $100  billion 
a  year.  Is  this  the  type  of  vote  we  want 
to  go  back  and  explain  to  the  mothers 
and  fathers  back  in  our  district  that  we 
made? 

Mr.  Chairman,  those  on  the  other 
side  of  the  issue  will  argue  that  this 
vote  will  only  affect  a  small  family-run 
tobacco  farm.  Mr.  Chairman,  tobacco 
farming  is  one  of  the  most  lucrative 
forms  of  agriculture.  An  acre  of  to- 
bacco is  1,000  percent  more  lucrative 
than  1  acre  of  corn.  The  fact  is  this 
amendment  does  not  affect  the  oper- 
ation of  the  tobacco  price  support  pro- 
gram; therefore,  this  amendment  wUl 
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not  cost  a  single  tobacco  farmers  his  or 
her  job. 

No,  this  amendment  is  not  directed 
against  the  small  tobacco  farmer,  he 
will  still  have  his  customers,  the  Philip 
Morris,  the  R.J.  Reynolds  of  the  world. 
The  amendment  is  about  putting  our 
agricultural  policy  in  line  with  our 
health  policy. 

We  have  spent  millions  of  dollars 
educating  Americans  about  the  dis- 
eases of  this  product,  the  dangers  of 
this  product.  We  are  seeing  historic 
Americans  come  out  in  a  historic  way 
to  demand  that  the  Congress  regulate 
this  product  in  the  advertising  to  chil- 
dren. We  have  seen  the  President  come 
forward  and  call  for  the  FDA  to  regu- 
late this  product  in  its  advertising  to 
children.  We  have  seen  attorneys  gen- 
eral all  across  this  country  begin  to 
hold  tobacco  companies  accountable 
for  the  nullions  and  millions  of  dollars 
of  damage  to  health  care  in  every  State 
in  this  country. 

Now  is  not  the  time  to  move  back- 
ward. Now  is  the  time  to  make  the 
move  to  move  forward.  Just  because 
this  amendment  has  been  defeated  in 
the  past  does  not  mean  we  shall  not  do 
the  right  thing  here. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  agree  the  tobacco 
company  needs  the  help  of  Congress, 
but  further  subsidizes  are  not  the  an- 
swer. No,  Mr.  Chairman;  big  tobacco 
does  not  need  further  subsidization;  big 
tobacco  in  this  country  needs  regrula- 
tion.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  with 
me  in  supporting  the  Durbin  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  BUNNING  of  Kentucky.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  move  to  strike  the  req- 
uisite number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  opposi- 
tion to  the  Durbin  amendment.  This  is 
a  mean-spirited  attack  on  small  farm- 
ers throughout  the  South.  We  all  know 
that  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  does 
not  like  smoking,  but  this  amendment 
will  not  stop  one  person  fi-om  smoking; 
it  will  only  hurt  the  small  tobacco 
farmers  in  my  district  and  throughout 
the  South. 

The  opponents  of  tobacco  always 
imply  that  we  should  not  pay  farmers 
to  grow  tobacco.  We  do  not.  We  do  not 
pay  farmers.  Let  me  repeat  that.  The 
Federal  Government  does  not  pay 
farmers  subsidies  to  grow  tobacco. 
Sure,  our  Government  offers  to  tobacco 
farmers  some  of  the  same  programs, 
like  crop  insurance  and  extension  serv- 
ice, that  are  offered  to  other  farmers. 
But  we  should  offer  them  the  same 
treatment  other  farmers  receive. 

Tobacco  farmers  grow  a  legal  crop. 
These  farmers  are  not  outlaws.  They 
should  not  be  treated  as  such.  They 
should  be  treated  the  same  as  those 
who  grow  com  or  raise  dairy  cows  or 
other  commodities.  Tobacco  farmers 
should  not  be  forced  to  pay  for  the 
same  services  every  other  farmer  re- 
ceives for  free. 

What  this  amendment  does,  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  single  out  the  small  to- 


bacco farmers  who  are  the  backbone  of 
the  agricultural  industry  in  my  State 
and  all  over  the  South.  Most  of  these 
farmers,  including  the  14,400  tobacco 
growers  in  my  district,  own  their  own 
family  farms.  They  may  have  2  acres,  5 
acres,  or  10  acres  of  tobacco  that  they 
use  to  offset  their  other  costs  in  farm- 
ing, or  they  may  use  the  extra  income 
to  send  their  children  to  college  so  that 
their  children  may  have  it  just  a  little 
bit  better  than  they  did.  Where  is  the 
crime  in  that? 

Tobacco  is  a  legal  product.  We  have 
no  right  to  treat  honest,  taxpaying, 
hard  working  Americans  like  they  are 
outlaws.  They  have  committed  no 
crime,  yet  this  amendment  singles 
them  out  and  treats  them  like  crimi- 
nals. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  will 
not  do  one  thing,  as  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky  has  already  said,  to 
prevent  smoking.  It  will  not  do  one 
thing  to  the  major  tobacco  companies 
in  this  country.  It  will  not  decrease  the 
deficit.  It  will  only  treat  small  farmers 
like  they  are  criminals.  It  is  bad  pol- 
icy, it  is  unfair,  it  is  wrong,  and  let  us 
vote  against  the  Durbin  amendment. 

Mr.  ROSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  came 
up  in  the  full  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions and  the  full  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations soundly  defeated  this  amend- 
ment. Just  as  an  old  timer  around 
here,  I  would  say  stick  with  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations.  The  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Rogers] 
has  informed  me,  does  not  want  this 
amendment  to  pass  and  he  said  it  very 
eloquently  on  the  floor  himself. 

This  amendment  does  two  things.  It 
prohibits  agricultural  extension  agents 
from  giving  advice  to  tob£icco  farmers. 
It  does  not  stop  the  tobacco  farmer 
from  growing  tobacco,  but  if  the  agri- 
cultural extension  agent  is  called  on  by 
the  farmer  for  advice  about  pesticide 
spraying  for  certain  insects  or  fun- 
gicides, they  will  not  be  able  to  give 
that  advice  to  the  farmer. 

I  do  not  believe  that  is  the  result 
that  we  want.  We  are  not  going  to  stop 
the  growing  of  tobacco,  but  we  will 
stop  USDA  from  giving  good  horti- 
cultural advice  on  how  to  grow  the 
crop  using  the  proper  insecticides,  fun- 
gricides,  and  pesticides.  That  is  not 
good  for  either  the  fanner  or  the  farm- 
er's neighbors. 

That  is  one  good  reason  to  vote 
against  this.  The  second  reason  is  it 
prohibits  small  farmers  from  getting 
Federal  crop  insurance.  Now,  the  Fed- 
eral crop  insurance  is  important  main- 
ly to  the  small  farmer.  Larger  farmers 
buy  it  privately.  In  my  part  of  the 
world  a  small  farm  that  has  5  acres  of 
tobacco  can  be  grown  by  the  small  fam- 
ily. A  husband  and  a  wife  and  children 
can  take  5  acres  of  tobacco  and  put  10, 
15,  $20,000  extra  a  year  into  their  pock- 
ets. 


No,  this  is  not  about  smoking.  My 
colleague  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Meehan]  and  my  colleague  from  Illi- 
nois [Mr.  DURBIN]  know  this  has  noth- 
ing to  do  with  whether  or  not  people 
smoke,  and  they  really  made  that  clear 
in  their  arguments.  But  do  my  col- 
leagues know  that  if  these  small  farm- 
ers cannot  get  crop  insurance,  they 
cannot  grow  tobacco,  that  the  compa- 
nies will  import  more  foreign  tobacco 
and,  in  my  opinion,  will  smile  all  the 
way  to  the  bank  because  they  will 
bring  it  in  cheaper  than  they  can  buy 
it  here  in  America? 

K  we  want  to  hurt  the  tobacco  com- 
panies a  little  bit,  keep  the  price  of  to- 
bacco high  to  them.  Make  them  pay  a 
good  price.  Take  away  crop  insurance 
from  the  small  farmer,  we  will  put  him 
out  of  business,  and  we  will  make  it 
impossible  for  him  to  bring  income  in 
to  his  small  family.  It  is  not  good  pol- 
icy to  do  it  that  way. 

Now,  I  am  not  in  favor  of  any  adver- 
tising or  anything  being  directed  at  un- 
derage smokers.  I  will  support,  as  my 
colleague  who  is  now  in  the  other  body, 
Mr.  Wyden,  and  I  proposed,  an  exten- 
sive program  of  efforts  by  private  in- 
dustry and  the  government  to  stop 
young  people  from  smoking. 

D  1545 

This  is  not  about  smoking.  It  hap- 
pens, though,  that  because  of  the  way 
budgeting  is  done  and  accounting  is 
done,  crop  insurance  does  show  up  as  a 
cost  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
But  other  than  that,  the  tobacco  pro- 
gram is  a  no-net-cost  program.  The 
farmer  pays  an  assessment  into  the 
Treasury  to  cover  any  potential  losses 
from  the  tobacco  price  support  pro- 
gram. 

CBO,  ovir  own  Congressional  Budget 
Office,  estimates  that  the  current  to- 
bacco program  will  result  in  a  $1.4  bil- 
lion gain  for  the  Federal  Government 
over  the  next  7  years.  Let  me  repeat 
that.  The  current  tobacco  program  will 
produce  a  positive  cash  flow  of  $1.4  bil- 
lion over  the  next  7  years.  How  is  that? 
Because  when  the  Government  loans 
money  to  the  cooperative  to  pay  for 
the  price  support  program,  the  money 
has  to  be  paid  back  with  interest.  A 
$1.4  billion  gain. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Rose]  has  expired. 

(By  imanimous  consent,  Mr.  Rose 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  ROSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  that 
there  was  an  accounting  mechanism 
that  would  allow  us  to  lump  all  of  this 
together,  but  there  is  not.  So  my  col- 
league from  Illinois  has  a  fair  shot  here 
at  a  cost  of  extension  service  and  a 
cost  of  crop  insurance.  But  when  we 
back  away  from  the  tobacco  price  sup- 
port program  and  look  at  the  big  pic- 
ture, it  way  overpays  for  what  it  costs 
the  U.S.  Government. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  join  with  any- 
body in  this  House  to  find  a  sensible 
way  to  stop  young  people  from  smok- 
ing, to  make  it  illegal,  tougher,  to  give 
more  strength  to  the  States,  to  outlaw 
vending  machines,  to  outlaw  free  ciga- 
rettes and  many,  many  other  thingrs. 
That  is  what  we  should  do. 

But,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  to  my  col- 
leagues they  should  not  kill  crop  insur- 
ance for  small  farmers  and  go  back 
home  to  their  urban  districts  and  tell 
their  constituents  that  they  saved 
them  from  the  horrors  of  tobacco.  They 
have  not  done  anything.  They  have 
hurt  some  little  people  and  they  have, 
in  my  opinion,  not  accomplished  what 
they  really  would  like  to  accomplish. 

Mr.  SISISKY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROSE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia. 

Mr.  SISISKY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  Durbin  amendment, 
which  I  believe,  the  gentleman  from 
Kentucky  was  very  kind,  this  is  a 
mean-spirited,  in  my  opinion — and  I 
have  known  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois since  we  got  here  together  14  years 
ago — this  is  a  mean-spirited  amend- 
ment and  I  wish  that  the  House  would 
defeat  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  very  strongly  oppose  the 
Durbin  amendment,  a  mearvspirited  amend- 
ment that  is  grossly  unfair  to  tobacco  farmers. 

I  understand  that  there  are  many  Members 
in  this  House  who  would  like  to  make  a  politi- 
cai  statement  against  snvsking.  But  this  is 
surely  not  the  right  way  to  go  about  it.  This 
amendment  will  do  nothir>g  to  stop  smoking, 
but  it  will  cause  a  lot  of  harm  to  tobacco  farm- 
ers and  the  farming  communities  that  depend 
on  them.  Many  of  these  communities  are  lo- 
cated in  my  district 

The  Durbin  amendment  would  treat  tobacco 
farmers  worse  than  other  farmers.  It  would 
deny  tf>em  the  benefit  of  extension  services 
that  are  availatjie  to  every  other  farmer.  And 
it  wouW  prohibit  them  from  buying  Govern- 
ment-backed crop  insurance  that  is  available 
to  every  other  farmer. 

This  is  rK>t  only  discriminatkMi  against  to- 
bacco farmers.  Ifs  also  discrimination  against 
tobacco  farming  communities.  These  commu- 
nities are  the  ones  who  will  pay  the  price  for 
the  mistakes  made  because  extension  serv- 
ices are  not  available,  from  the  misuse  of  pes- 
ticides, and  from  the  erosion  of  their  economic 
base. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  nothing  but 
scapegoating.  The  backers  of  this  amendment 
are  upset  with  tobacco  companies.  So  they 
are  taking  out  their  frustrations  on  farmers, 
many  of  them  small  family  farmers  struggling 
just  to  make  a  livirig. 

I  woukj  suggest  tfiat  they  pick  on  someone 
their  own  size.  Small  farn)ers  fiave  enough 
troubles.  They  don't  need  mean-spirited  efforts 
like  this  one  to  treat  them  like  pariahs.  Tfiey 
deserve  t)etter  than  ttiat  from  us.  They  de- 
sen/e  some  fairness,  and  at  tt>e  very  least 
some  consideration. 

I  urge  you  to  sourxjiy  reject  ttus  terrible 
amendment 

Mr.  ROSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaiming 
my  time,  I  too  want  my  colleague::  tu 


think  twice  before  they  vote  for  this 
amendment.  We  have  got  so  many  bat- 
tles to  fight  around  here.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois [Mr.  Durbin]  we  have  whiskey  ads 
back  on  TV  again.  Whiskey  ads  back 
on  television.  Seagrams  is  down  in 
Texas  showing  television  ads  of  Crown 
Royal  whiskey. 

Now  all  of  my  good  health  friends 
who  are  going  to  speak  about  the  prob- 
lems of  smoking,  which  this  amend- 
ment has  nothing  to  do  with,  for  the 
Lord's  sake,  over  the  night  and  over 
the  weekend  go  back  and  get  busy  on 
demon  rum  and  whiskey  that  is  going 
to  be  shown  to  the  children  of  this 
country. 

Please  vote  against  this  amendment. 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  here  we  are  again.  To- 
bacco has  surfaced  as  the  perennial 
convenient  whipping  boy.  Tobacco,  the 
"golden  weed''  we  used  to  affection- 
ately call  it  in  the  Tobacco  Belt.  Whip- 
ping up  on  tobacco  again. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  was  not  even  going 
to  get  into  this  until  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Rose)  men- 
tioned about  teenage  smoking.  Some 
days  ago  a  fellow  in  my  district  came 
up  to  me  and  said.  "I  have  a  cure  for 
teenage  consumption  of  tobacco.  Why 
do  you  all  in  Congress  not  enact  legis- 
lation requiring  teenagers  to  consume 
tobacco?"  He  said,  "Given  the  ingenu- 
ity of  American  teenagers,  they  will 
manage  to  violate  that  law  some  way, 
and  the  problem  is  cured." 

He  said  that,  of  course,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, with  tongue  in  cheek,  but  it 
makes  about  as  much  sense  as  what  we 
are  about  today.  The  Durbin  amend- 
ment, and  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Rose]  said  it,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Rogers] 
said  it  very  adeptly,  it  will  do  nothing 
to  discourage  smoking  or  reduce  to- 
bacco consvunption. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  tell  my  col- 
leagues what  it  will  do.  It  will  unfairly 
attack  and  penalize  small  farmers  by 
denying  them  critical  agricultural  ad- 
ministrative services  available  to 
every  other  family  farmer  known  to  me 
producing  agricultural  conunodities 
under  a  Federal  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  tell  my  col- 
leagues what  it  will  do.  It  singles  out 
tobacco  farmers,  particularly  small 
ones,  and  tramples  upon  their  right  to 
earn  a  living  in  regions  often  inhos- 
pitable to  growing  alternative  crops. 

This  amendment  damages,  emas- 
culates the  small  tobacco  farmer,  not 
the  industry  at  large.  The  amendment 
imdermines  a  decades-old  relationship 
between  farmers  and  the  U.S.  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture,  destroying  the 
farmers'  safety  net  and  placing  tobacco 
farmers  at  the  mercy  of  the  elements, 
the  weather,  diseases,  pests. 

The  demise,  Mr.  Chairman,  of  the  to- 
bacco program  would  destroy,  I  repeat. 


destroy  the  nature  and  structure  of  ag- 
riculture in  the  southeast  farm  area, 
what  we  commonly  know  as  the  to- 
bacco belt. 

Tobacco,  my  friends,  is  a  crop  that  is 
lawfully  grown,  lawfully  cured,  law- 
fully marketed,  lawfully  processed, 
lawfully  sold  in  the  marketplace,  law- 
fully consumed.  And  Americans  bene- 
fit. Lord  only  knows  how  much,  from 
this  product. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  to  my  col- 
leagues, do  not  permit  this  antitobacco 
propaganda  to  damage  innocent  farm- 
ers who  are  trying  their  best  to  keep 
their  heads  above  water,  to  provide  for 
their  families  by  growing  a  legal  and 
marketable  commodity.  I  urge  defeat 
of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  FOGLIETTA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Durbin-Hansen  amendment.  At  a  time 
when  critical  funding  for  children,  for 
health  care,  for  education  is  being 
slashed  to  the  bone,  how  can  we  even 
think  of  providing  even  another  cent  to 
the  tobacco  industry?  Smoking  and  its 
impact  on  health  costs  billions  of  dol- 
lars every  year,  and  it  costs  thousands 
of  lives  in  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica. 

The  prior  speaker  said  that  it  is  law- 
fully grown,  it  is  lawfully  sold,  it  is 
lawfully  consumed.  I  agree  to  that,  and 
that  is  one  of  the  sad  problems  that  we 
have  in  this  Nation  today,  because  it  is 
lawfully  grown,  lawfully  sold,  and  law- 
fully consumed. 

Just  ask  one  of  the  members  of  the 
thousands  of  families,  many  of  whom 
we  know  very  well,  who  have  lost  a 
parent,  a  daughter,  a  son.  or  a  wife  to 
smoking-related  cancer,  and  they  will 
give  you  the  straight  answer.  No  more 
money  for  tobacco.  Simply,  no  more 
money  for  tobacco. 

Yet.  in  vote  after  vote  on  the  House 
floor  and  in  committee,  aid  to  the  to- 
bacco industry  stays  alive.  This  is 
wrong.  Let  us  make  some  smart 
choices  on  how  we  spend  our  Federal 
dollars.  This  amendment  gives  us  a 
choice.  We  can  vote  for  tol>acco  and 
smoking,  or  we  can  invest  in  health. 

This  amendment  takes  the  money 
the  bill  would  spend  on  tobacco  and  in- 
vests these  dollars  in  linking  rural  im- 
derserved  educational  and  medical  fa- 
cilities to  more  advanced  urban  cen- 
ters. Moreover,  it  would  make  signifi- 
cant investment  in  the  rural  water  and 
sewer  grant  and  loan  programs. 

The  choice  is  clear.  Vote  for  the  Dur- 
bin amendment  and  end  the  subsidies 
to  this  killing  industry. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGLIETTA.  I  s^eld  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  his  support  of  this 
amendment,  and  say  to  earlier  speak- 
ers that  someone  has  noted  the  fact 
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that  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
voted  agrainst  this  amendment,  and 
that  is  true.  The  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations also  voted  against  an  amend- 
ment which  I  had  several  years  ago  to 
ban  smoking  on  airplanes.  Fortu- 
nately, this  House  of  Representatives 
came  together  in  a  bipartisan  fashion 
overruling  the  decision  by  the  Commit- 
tee on  Appropriations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  defy  all  my 
friends  on  the  side  of  tobacco  today  to 
stand  up  and  say  that  was  the  wrong 
decision.  It  was  the  right  decision.  No 
one,  no  one  would  consider  turning 
back  the  hands  of  the  clock  to  the  day 
when  people  could  smoke  on  an  aur- 
plane  and  pass  along  secondhand 
smoke  to  innocent  people.  The  fact  of 
the  matter  is,  this  has  been  accepted 
conduct  now  across  the  United  States 
and  we  are  now  applying  it  to  inter- 
national flights. 

I  might  also  thank  the  gentleman  for 
noting  that  the  money  saved  from  the 
Durbin  amendment  will  be  reinvested 
in  the  same  rural  communities  that  we 
have  talked  about  here  during  the 
course  of  this  debate,  providing  in  the 
southeastern  United  States  and  across 
the  country,  opportunities  for  medical 
telecommunications  links  so  that  com- 
munity hospitals  can  have  professional 
medical  care,  providing  rural  water  and 
sewer  grants  so  that  a  lot  of  small 
town  America  will  be  able  to  modern- 
ize its  infrastructure. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  final  point  I  would 
like  to  make  is,  my  friends  on  the 
other  side  of  this  debate  continue  to  ig- 
nore the  reality  that  we  subsidize  to- 
bacco growers  in  this  country.  The  gen- 
tleman shakes  his  head,  but  I  would 
like  to  tell  the  gentleman  the  exact 
dollars.  Ninety-eight  million  dollars 
will  be  put  in  Federal  subsidies  to  to- 
bacco growers  this  year;  J68  million  for 
crop  insurance  losses  beyond  premiums 
paid;  $10  million  overhead  costs  of  ad- 
ministering the  program.  If  this  is  not 
a  Federal  subsidy,  I  tell  the  gentleman, 
nothing  is.  It  is  $78  million  for  those 
two  items  and  $700,000  for  extension 
agents. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  forbearance,  and  say  that  any 
farmer  who  grows  other  crops  will  not 
be  prohibited  from  speaking  to  exten- 
sion agents.  We  just  do  not  want  the 
Federal  Government  encouraging  the 
growth  of  tobacco  in  this  country,  a 
deadly  product  which  is  killing  so 
many  innocent  people. 

Mr.  EWING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGLIETTA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  EWING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
we  ought  to  make  it  absolutely  plain, 
at  least  unless  my  memory  is  totally 
gone,  that  smoking  on  airplanes  was 
legislation  that  came  through  the  Pub- 
lic Works  Committee.  It  was  not  done 
on  an  appropriation  bill.  We  may  have 
had  it  as  an  amendment,  but  I  know  it 
came  through  Public  Works. 


Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGLIETTA.  I  jrield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  was 
before  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
EwiNG]  arrived  here,  and  the  amend- 
ment came  through  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations. 

Mr.  JONES.  Madam  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Madam  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in 
strong  opposition  to  the  Durbin  amend- 
ment. The  denial  of  Federal  crop  insur- 
ance will  destroy  the  tobacco  farmer 
and  the  economy  of  rural  America.  Be- 
sides being  excluded  from  common 
USDA  services  provided  to  all  other 
farmers,  this  will  be  an  economic 
nightmare.  It  is  no  way  of  doing  busi- 
ness. 

The  denial  of  crop  insurance  does  not 
seem  like  much.  However,  most  farm- 
ers have  entered  into  loan  agreements 
requiring  them,  the  farmers,  to  obtain 
crop  insurance.  This  amendment  will 
place  the  farmer  in  violation  with  their 
current  and  future  lenders.  Who  will 
help  the  fajnily  farmers  then? 

Let  me  repeat  that.  Most  farmers 
have  entered  into  loan  agreements  re- 
quiring them,  meaning  the  farmer,  to 
obtain  crop  insurance.  This  amend- 
ment will  place  the  farmer  in  violation 
with  their  current  and  future  lenders. 
Who,  again,  will  help  the  family  farm- 
er? 

Most  importantly  I  believe  this 
amendment  is  aimed  at  the  cigarette 
industry.  However,  the  victim  will  not 
be  the  industry,  it  will  be  the  small  to- 
bacco farmer.  In  my  State  of  North 
Carolina  the  production  of  tobacco  em- 
ploys approximately  260,000  people. 
More  specifically.  1  in  12  people  have  a 
tobacco-related  job.  A  "yes"  vote  will 
be  a  vote  to  destroy  the  North  Carolina 
economy. 

Madam  Chairman,  in  closing  I  want 
to  make  two  points  that  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Rose]  and 
others  have  made  on  the  floor  of  this 
House. 

Since  1982.  the  tobacco  program  has 
been  a  voluntary  farmer-run  program 
that  is  operated  through  farmer-]?aid 
assessment  and  fees.  I  am  going  to  re- 
peat that  again.  Madam  Chairman. 
Since  1982,  the  tobacco  program  has 
been  a  voluntary  farmer-run  progrram 
that  is  operated  through  farmer-paid 
assessment  and  fees. 

The  second  point  I  would  like  to 
make.  CBO  estimates  the  concurrent 
tobacco  program  will  result'  in  a  $1.4 
billion  gain  for  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment over  the  next  7  years.  I  am  going 
to  repeat  that  again.  CBO  estimates 
the  current  tobacco  program  will  re- 
sult in  a  $1.4  billion  gain  for  the  Fed- 
eral Government  over  the  next  7  years. 

D  1600 

I  ask  the  House  to  vote  against  the 
Durbin  amendment. 


Mr.  HEFNER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  opposi- 
tion to  this  amendment,  but  I  do  con- 
gratulate the  gentleman  for  trying  to 
do  something  to  put  some  money  back 
into  an  area  that  should  never  have 
been  taken  out  to  start  with,  it  is  sore- 
ly needed,  into  the  Rural  Utilities  As- 
sistance Program.  I  commend  him  for 
that.  But  I  do  not  commend  him  for 
where  he  would  like  to  get  it. 

This,  I  do  not  think  there  is  anybody 
in  this  body  that  would  encourage 
young  people  to  smoke.  It  would  make 
the  health  argument  as  far  as  tobacco 
goes,  but  to  me  this  is  a  punitive 
amendment.  It  does  harm  to  small 
farmers.  Make  no  doubt  about  this.  It 
is  not  going  to  cause  one  person  not  to 
smoke.  It  is  not  going  to  spend  any 
money  for  the  health  care  for  people 
that  do  smoke,  if  that  be  the  cause.  It 
is  not  going  to  do  anything  to  keep 
people  from  smoking  cigarettes. 

WTiat  it  is  going  to  do  is  to  those 
small  farmers,  it  is  going  to  say  to 
them,  you  are  not  going  to  have  the 
same  privileges  that  everybody  else 
that  is  engaged  in  agriculture  has. 
whether  you  are  soybeans,  whatever, 
peanuts,  sugar,  whatever,  you  axe  not 
going  to  have  the  same  privileges  these 
other  folks  have.  You  are  going  to  be  a 
second-class  farmer.  If  you  happen  to 
be  a  small  tobacco  farmer  that  maybe 
grows  some  other  crops  and  you  use  to- 
bacco, that  is  going  to  be  something 
that  you  have  done  that  you  are  going 
to  put  my  kids  through  college.  You 
are  going  to  say,  we  are  going  to  cut 
off.  this  is  going  to  take  away  a  part  of 
your  income. 

It  is  not  going  to  affect  the  big  pic- 
ture. It  is  not  going  to  convince  any- 
body not  to  smoke.  It  is  just  an  attack 
on  the  small  tobacco  farmers  all  across 
the  South  that  raise  tobacco  and  count 
on  it  for  their  livelihood.  So  make  no 
mistake  about  it.  The  only  people  that 
are  going  to  be  harmed  are  going  to  be 
the  small  tobacco  farmers.  We  have 
thousands  of  them  in  the  great  State  of 
North  Carolina  and  Kentucky  and 
Georgia  and  Alabama,  all  across  the 
South. 

I  might  add.  there  is  no  place  that 
these  folks  say:  Hey,  what  we  are  going 
to  do;  we  are  going  to  diversify.  There 
is  no  crop  that  they  can  say  in  the 
short  run  next  year  they  will  not  plant 
tobacco,  we  will  plant  blueberries  or  we 
will  plant  something  else.  They  cannot 
diversify.  This  is  something  that  is 
going  to  have  an  impact  on  the  small 
farmers  in  North  Carolina  and  all  over 
the  South.  Make  no  mistake  about  it. 

I  would  not  call  this  a  mean-spirited 
amendment.  I  have  known  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  DURBIN]  ever 
since  he  came  here.  He  is  a  fine  gen- 
tleman. But  he  is  just  misdirected  in 
his  avenue  that  he  has  taken  as  far  as 
the  Tobacco  Program.  We  are  talking 
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about  a  legal  product  that  the  tobacco 
farmer  has  just  as  much  right  to  grow 
tobacco  as  people  have  to  grow  soy- 
beans, cotton,  com.  wheat,  any  other 
crop  in  these  great  United  States. 

This  is  a  punitive  amendment,  and  I 
would  urge  the  Members  of  this  great 
body  to  vote  this  amendment  down  and 
get  on  with  their  business. 

As  far  as  the  Rural  Assistance  Pro- 
gram, that  should  be  put  back  in  the 
bill.  This  is  something  that  should  be 
funded.  It  should  not  have  been  taken 
out.  It  is  a  disgrace  that  it  was,  but 
this  is  not  the  way  to  address  some- 
thing that  is  bad  in  the  bill  to  make  it 
even  worse  by  adopting  the  Durbin 
amendment. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  Kentucky.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

I  am  here  today  in  strong  opposition 
to  the  Durbin  an  ti  tobacco  farmer 
amendment,  which  was  already  sound- 
ly defeated  in  committee  and  last  year 
on  this  floor. 

Let  me  tell  you  about  the  family 
farmer  in  Kentucky's  Second  District. 
He  grows  several  crops — soybeans, 
com.  wheat,  whatever — but  most  often, 
he  grows  tobacco. 

In  fact,  for  thousands  of  families 
back  home,  it's  tobacco  that  puts  food 
on  the  table  and  clothes  on  the  kids' 
backs. 

Sometimes,  that  farmer  needs  advice 
on  crop  production,  diseases,  or  fer- 
tilizer. The  extension  services  across 
rural  America  are  often  the  only 
source  of  this  type  of  information.  This 
amendment  denies  tobacco  farmers 
that  advice. 

Now  I  would  assume  supporters  of 
this  antitobacco  farmer  amendment 
would  say  they  care  about  the  environ- 
ment. They  should  consider  this  ques- 
tion: What  if  a  tobacco  farmer  misuses 
pesticides  because  the  expert  at  his 
local  extension  office  wasn't  allowed  to 
talk  to  him? 

This  amendment  also  prevents  hard- 
working tobacco  farmers  from  buying 
the  same  crop  insurance  that  farmers 
in.  say.  Dlinois  have. 

Think  about  it:  Tobacco  is  a  legal 
crop.  And  we  are  sasring  to  the  farmers, 
when  they  need  assistance,  that  they 
are  second-class  citizens. 

The  Durbin  amendment  does  away 
with  a  critical  part  of  the  Federal  safe- 
ty net  for  farmers  who  grow  tobacco.  It 
is  a  discriminatory  amendment. 

Each  year,  tobacco  contributes  near- 
ly $15  billion  to  Federal.  State,  and 
local  government  in  taxes.  It  adds  an- 
other $6  billion  in  exports.  That's  $21 
billion. 

The  gentleman  fi"om  Illinois  should 
consider  what  liberal  social  programs 
he'd  do  away  with  without  those  $21 
billion.  Tobacco  farmers  also  pay  an 
additional  33  million  for  various  assess- 
ments to  allow  the  Tobacco  Program 
to  operate  at  no  net-cost  to  the  tax- 
payer. 


Mr.  Chairman,  we  shouldn't  single 
out  the  farmers  who  grow  tobacco.  We 
shouldn't  hurt  the  many  families  who 
are  just  barely  getting  by  with  a  few 
acres  of  this  legal  product.  And  we 
shouldn't  pretend  that  this  aimendment 
will  stop  one  person  from  smoking,  be- 
cause it  won't. 

The  health  risks  associated  with  to- 
bacco are  well  known,  and  not  the 
issue  today.  The  issue  is  the  thousands 
of  independent  decisions  made  by  farm 
families. 

The  Durbin  amendment  would  be  a 
disaster  for  tens  of  thousands  of  small 
family  farmers.  Vote  against  this  anti- 
tobacco  farmer  amendment. 

Mr.  BAESLER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  probably  have  a  lit- 
tle more  unique  position  or  consider- 
ation of  this  amendment  than  most 
Members  because  I  am  the  only  to- 
bacco farmer  in  this  House. 

Let  me  tell  you  what  this  amend- 
ment does.  I  am  not  going  to  get  into 
all  the  money  everybody  else  has 
talked  about.  It  is  telling  every  to- 
bacco farmer  in  Kentucky  today,  we 
have  had  rain  for  the  last  4  or  5  weeks, 
we  now  have  the  possibility  of  a  blue 
mold  coming  in  on  our  plants,  which 
could  very  well  devastate  our  crop  as 
we  move  along  from  June.  July,  and 
Augrust.  We  wajit  to  tell  that  farmer, 
with  the  Durbin  amendment,  we  want 
to  tell  him,  Mr.  Farmer,  you  do  not 
have  any  protection  for  that. 

We  might  be  devastated.  If  the  blue 
mold  does  not  get  us  later  in  the  sum- 
mer, we  have  a  disease  called  black 
shank  which  could. 

Why  do  I  mention  these  two  diseases? 
First  of  all.  it  is  the  extension  services 
which  go  to  the  farmer  who  does  not 
have  to  go  to  anybody  else  and  say.  Mr. 
Farmer,  here  is  what  you  put  on  your 
tobacco  plant  to  try  to  prevent  blue 
mold,  try  to  prevent  black  shank.  What 
do  they  do?  They  wither  up  the  plants. 
They  give  you  absolutely  no  produc- 
tion at  the  end  of  the  year.  But  guess 
what,  you  have  already  put  in  several 
thousand  dollars  per  acre.  You  have  al- 
ready put  in  the  fertilizer  cost.  You 
have  already  put  in.  in  some  cases 
right  before  a  harvest,  you  have  put  in 
most  of  your  labor,  a  great  deal  of  your 
labor. 

Under  the  Durbin  amendment,  he 
wants  to  tell  this  farmer,  this  farmer, 
you  cannot  have  a  safety  net.  You  go 
on  and  go  broke.  We  do  not  care. 

Just  two  or  three  amendments  ago,  I 
heard  Mr.  Durbin  himself  talking 
about  the  disaster  we  had  in  the  wheat. 
Why  didn't  those  people  go  get  insur- 
ance? I  would  be  more  interested  in 
hearing  them,  if  they  go  insurance. 

We  are  telling  my  farmers  they  can- 
not have  insurance.  It  has  nothing  to 
do  with  smoking.  You  are  basically 
telling  the  farmers  in  Kentucky  and 
North  Carolina,  we  cannot  have  the 


safety  net  that  we  need  to  make  sure 
we  do  not  go  broke.  We  are  not  talking 
just  about  landowners  here.  Do  not 
think  you  are  talking  about 
farmowners  who  just  have  a  lot  of  land. 
We  are  talking  about  yoimg  tenant 
farmers  who  maybe  do  not  have  any 
land  but  have  over  $100,000.  $200,000  in- 
vested in  equipment.  We  are  going  to 
tell  him  and  her,  a  lot  of  women,  going 
right  on  that  farm,  do  not  worry  about 
it.  folks,  you  do  not  need  a  safety  net, 
you  are  going  to  go  broke.  Andy  by  the 
way,  you  cannot  go  talk  to  the  exten- 
sion service  about  how  to  make  your 
crop  better.  Are  you  going  to  use  Clo- 
rox?  That  is  illegal.  You  cannot  do 
that.  The  extension  service  cannot  tell 
you  that.  You  have  got  to  know  it. 

This  is  mean  spirited.  It  is  hypocrisy 
at  the  highest  level.  Two  or  three  votes 
ago,  two  of  the  sponsors  of  these 
amendments  voted  to  keep  on  pajring 
the  funds  necessary  to  nMJket  alcohol. 
They  voted  against  the  Kennedy 
amendment.  I  voted  against  it,  too. 
But  now  is  not  that  something,  we  are 
saying  here  to  the  tobacco  farmer, 
somehow  you  cause  health  problems. 
Mr.  Farmer.  We  are  not  even  asking  for 
money  to  help  us  market.  We  are  going 
to  tell  the  alcohol  folks,  fine.  I  voted 
for  it  and  think  it  is  the  right  thing  to 
do,  we  are  going  to  help  our  market, 
yours  and  nobody  is  going  to  deny  that 
aicohol  has  some  problems  with  health. 

What  disappoints  me  about  this  is  it 
has  nothing  to  do  with  smoking.  It  has 
nothing  to  do  with  what  is  going  to 
happen.  The  gentleman  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Rogers]  and  others  have  said  it. 
The  Mexicans  are  going  to  love  it.  The 
Brazilians  are  going  to  love  it.  The  Af- 
ricans are  going  to  love  it  because  they 
are  going  to  be  able  to  market  their 
products. 

Who  is  not  going  to  love  it?  Farmers 
in  Kentucky  and  throughout  the 
South,  because  we  are  telling  them 
today,  if  this  amendment  passes,  we  do 
not  care  about  you.  We  do  not  care  if 
you  go  broke.  We  do  not  care  if  you 
cannot  get  insurance.  We  pay  our 
taxes;  you  pay.  The  university  has  got 
an  extension  service;  Federal  Govern- 
ment has  extension  services.  You  can- 
not go  see  them. 

This  is  a  mean-spirited  amendment. 
It  is  the  most  hypocrisy  that  I  have 
ever  seen,  over  two  or  three  votes  ago. 
I  am  disappointed  by  the  fact  that  we 
do  not  care  about  these  people. 

What  is  the  next  small  farmer  we  are 
going  to  kick  in  the  shins?  What  is  the 
next  small  farmer  we  are  going  to 
hurt?  Who  are  we  going  to  pick  on 
next?  Tobacco  is  an  easy  target  for  you 
folks.  Tobacco  is  an  easy  target  for  the 
urban  areas  because  they  do  not  care 
about  it.  Tobacco  is  an  easy  target  be- 
cause they  do  not  think  about  the  bil- 
lions of  dollars  they  get. 

I  am  disappointed.  Vote  no  because 
this  is  very  mean  spirited  and  the 
height  of  hypocrisy. 
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Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Durbin-Hansen  amendment.  This 
amendment  prohibits  the  use  of  Fed- 
eral funds  for  tobacco-related  exten- 
sion services  and  crop  insurance.  It  is 
needed  because  the  current  so-called  no 
net  cost  tobacco  price  support  program 
does  not  eliminate  Federal  spending  re- 
lated to  tobacco. 

Tobacco  products,  as  the  medical 
profession  has  repeatedly  emphasized, 
kill.  Tobacco  is  frequently  used  as  a 
pesticide,  thus  it  is  no  wonder  that  al- 
most one  half  million  Americans  die 
each  year  from  tobacco  use.  This,  along 
with  tobacco-related  illnesses,  costs 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  approximately 
S15.3  billion  each  year. 

The  Durbin  proposal  would  not  cause 
tobacco  farmers  to  lose  their  jobs.  It 
does  not  affect  the  tobacco  price  sup- 
port program;  debate  on  that  issue  is 
deferred  to  the  farm  bill.  Rather,  the 
Durbin  proposal  continues  to  align  our 
agricultural  policies  with  our  health 
policies. 

As  part  of  this  sensible  undertaking, 
the  proposal  would  reallocate  funds 
from  the  tobacco  industry  to  more 
health  conscious  interests.  One  part  of 
Mr.  DURBlN's  proposal  would  help  to 
provide  safe  and  aiffordable  drinking 
water  to  the  400,000  rural  households 
currently  without  it.  Mr.  Durbin  also 
proposes  to  reallocate  money  to  the 
Distance  Learning/Medical  Link  pro- 
gram. This  is  another  important  pro- 
gram which  offers  valuable  opportuni- 
ties to  rural  residents  though  increased 
educational  venues  and  better  access  to 
health  care. 

It  is  time  for  governmental  policies 
to  work  together,  and  for  us  to  get  out 
of  the  tobacco  business.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  seize  the  opportunity  to 
move  one  more  step  toward  that  goal 
by  supporting  the  Durbin-Hansen 
amendment. 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  chart  that  I 
want  to  display  so  that  Members  can 
see  the  full  consequences  of  this  to- 
bacco issue. 

This  chart  indicates  the  causes  of 
death  in  the  United  States.  Deaths  re- 
lated to  tobacco  come  close  to  20  per- 
cent. It  is  higher  than  the  combination 
of  deaths  due  to  illicit  drugs,  motor  ve- 
hicle accidents,  sexual  behavior,  guns 
and  firearms,  toxic  agents,  microbial 
agents,  and  alcohol:  all  of  them  com- 
bined. 

This  is  a  major  health  problem  in 
this  country.  We  need  to  address  it. 
The  Centers  for  Disease  Control  came 
out  with  a  report  a  couple  of  weeks 
ago.  They  have  indicated  to  us  that  we 
are  losing  this  war  against  smoking  in 
America. 
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Forty  percent  of  white  teenaged  girls 
are  smoking.  Three  thousand  new  kids 
are  taking  up  smoking  each  day. 

What  are  we  are  going  to  do  about  it? 
What  is  a  commonsense  rational  policy 
for  this  Nation  to  avoid  the  con- 
sequences of  400,000  people  dying  each 
year?  How  do  we  stop  our  kids  from 
taking  up  smoking? 

Now,  the  Durbin  amendment  is  not  a 
solution.  We  need  some  commonsense 
solutions,  but  it  is  a  reasonable  step 
that  we  ought  to  take. 

I  have  listened  to  the  discussions  of 
the  representatives  from  the  tobacco 
growing  areas.  They  say  that  we  are 
treating  their  farmers  like  second-class 
citizens,  we  are  saying  that  they  are 
criminals.  No  one  is  saying  that.  They 
have  a  legal  right  to  grow  those  crops 
and  to  sell  them. 

But  the  fact  of  the  matter  is,  why 
should  taxpayers  help  them  when  we 
face  this  kind  of  consequence  from  this 
product?  We  ought  to  be  talking  about, 
if  we  really  care  about  those  farmers, 
how  to  make  a  transition  to  other 
crops  as  we,  as  a  nation,  try  to  discour- 
age people  from  smoking.  That  is  what 
we  ought  to  be  doing,  and  if  the  gen- 
tleman wanted  to  deal  with  the  prob- 
lem, we  would  try  to  come  to  terms 
with  it. 

We  have  enormous  pressures  to  keep 
the  status  quo.  Do  not  touch  the  sub- 
sidies going  to  tobacco  farmers.  People 
say.  "Well,  let's  deal  with  alcohol." 
Well,  let  us  deal  with  alcohol,  but  let 
us  recognize  the  disproportionate 
deaths  from  tobacco.  They  say,  "Well, 
let's  do  something  about  kids  smok- 
ing," but  those  same  people  that  said 
that  on  the  House  floor  object  to  the 
Food  and  Drug  Administration  promul- 
gating regulations.  They  are  in  favor  of 
some  voluntary  effort  by  the  tobacco 
industry  which,  as  an  industry,  has  a 
conflict  of  interest.  The  industry  does 
not  want  to  discourage  kids  from 
smoking  because  those  kids  that  take 
up  smoking  as  13-.  14-year-olds  are 
their  customers  when  they  are  adults. 
They  are  the  ones  who  get  hooked  on 
nicotine. 

I  urge  that  we  support  this  amend- 
ment. It  is  a  good  first  step.  We  ought 
to  do  it.  There  is  no  reason  not  to  do  it. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Now.  the  gentleman 
from  California  mentioned  that  there 
are  other  measures  besides  this  amend- 
ment which  only  keeps  us  from  wasting 
a  certain  amount  of  public  moneys  in 
support  of  death  that  ought  to  be 
taken.  Are  there  going  to  be  any  of 
those  measures  coming  out  of  the  sub- 
committee that  the  gentleman  from 
California  has  served  on  and  focused  so 
much  attention  in  prior  Congresses  to 
this  tremendous  tobacco  epidemic  in 
the  country? 


Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  well  knows,  the 
most  powerful  special  interest  in  this 
country  is  the  tobacco  industry.  They 
have  invariably  gotten  their  way  in  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States.  The  in- 
quiry that  our  subcommittee  con- 
ducted about  tobacco  industry  prac- 
tices was  stopped.  The  tobacco  indus- 
try is  a  major  campaign  contributor. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  How  does  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  mean  it  was 
stopped? 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  The  new  leadership  of 
the  committee  decided  that  there  was 
no  reason  for  this  country  and  this 
Congress  to  look  into  tobacco  industry 
practices. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  So  even  though  to- 
bacco is  the  No.  1  cause  of  preventable 
death  in  the  United  States,  this  Con- 
gress, this  House  under  the  Gingrich 
leadership,  is  not  doing  anything  about 
it? 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  The  gentleman  is  ab- 
solutely correct.  This  Congress  and  the 
leadership  of  this  Congress  has  done  ex- 
actly what  the  tobacco  industry  has 
wanted  it  to  do.  It  has  stopped  any  in- 
vestigation of  the  tobacco  industry.  It 
has  condemned  the  Food  and  Drug  Ad- 
ministration as  it  attempts  to  deal 
with  the  problems  of  children  being  se- 
duced into  smoking.  It  has  supported 
the  continued  subsidies  of  the  tobacco 
industry  and  its  farmers.  We  are  losing 
the  war.  and  the  people  who  have  been 
elected  to  be  responsible  for  the  Nation 
are  turning  their  backs  on  that  whole 
effort. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Wax- 
man]  has  expired. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Waxman]  be 
granted  3  additional  minutes  to  re- 
spond. 

Mr.  ROGERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ob- 
ject. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
have  been  no  objections  to  anyone  else 
getting  unanimous-consent  extensions 
on  this. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  the  gentleman  identified 
under  the  rules  because  they  may  want 
to  speak  again  and  I  may  want  to  ob- 
ject. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Rogers]  has  ob- 
jected. 

Mr.  WHITFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

It  is  impossible  today  in  today's  cli- 
mate to  discuss  anything  relating  to 
tobacco  without  discussing  the  politi- 
cal correctness  of  the  issue,  and  I  think 
that  all  of  us  would  agree  with  that, 
and  I  do  not  think  there  is  anybody  in 
this  Chamber,  or  anybody  that  I  know 
of,  that  wants  young  people  to  smoke 
any  tobacco  product,  and  every  tobacco 
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product  today  has  on  the  package  that 
it  may  be  dangerous  to  one's  health  to 
smoke  the  product  or  to  chew  the  prod- 
uct, and  we  all  know  that,  and  all  of  us 
know  that  there  are  many  things  in 
our  society  that  it  is  harmful  for  us  to 
engage  in.  Many  things:  drinking  alco- 
holic beverages,  drinking  and  driving, 
dropping  out  of  school.  But  we  also 
know  that  individuals  make  individual 
choices  about  what  they  do,  and  the 
same  thing  takes  pla.ce  on  this  issue  of 
tobacco. 

We  know  historically  that  prohibi- 
tion did  not  work  in  the  alcohol  busi- 
ness, we  know  that  it  is  illegal  to  sell 
and  buy  cocaine  and  heroin  on  the 
streets  of  America,  and  yet  we  know 
that  it  is  done  all  over  the  streets  of 
America,  and  we  know  that  organized 
crime  is  involved  in  the  selling  of  those 
products.  But  one  thing  that  we  also 
know  is  that  tobacco  is  a  legal  product, 
and  it  is  a  regulated  product.  It  is  not 
regulated  by  FDA,  as  the  President  and 
other  Members  of  this  body  would  like 
it  to  be,  but  it  is  regulated  by  the  De- 
partment of  Agriculture,  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission,  HHS  and  other 
agencies  of  the  Government,  and  it  is  a 
legal  crop. 

Now,  over  the  past  8  years  two  agen- 
cies of  the  Federal  Government  have 
taken  real  reductions  in  appropria- 
tions. That  has  been  Agriculture  and 
Defense.  And  the  farmers  throughout 
America  stepped  up  to  the  plate  on  this 
Freedom  to  Farm  bill  and  volunteered 
that  over  the  next  5  years  all  of  their 
price  support  systems  would  be  elimi- 
nated. And  in  tobacco  there  is  no  price 
support  system  today  that  is  paid  for 
by  the  Government.  The  tobacco  farm- 
ers and  the  tobacco  industry,  manufac- 
turers, pay  for  that  price  support  sys- 
tem. 

And  this  amendment  simply  dis- 
criminates against  over  140,000  small 
farmers  in  23  States,  many  of  whom 
only  have  1  or  2  acres  of  land  to  grow 
this  legal  product,  and  this  amendment 
basically  says  that  if  someone  grrows 
this  product,  this  crop,  they  cannot  use 
the  facilities  of  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  advise  them  on  the  pes- 
ticides or  the  insecticides  that  they 
should  use  on  this  product,  and  all  of 
us  recognize  that  there  are  some  dan- 
gers in  the  chemicals  being  used  today, 
and  we  need  advice  from  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  on  those  types  of 
issues,  and  so  this  amendment  would 
prohibit  that. 

And  in  addition,  this  amendment 
would  also  prohibit  farmers  from  buy- 
ing crop  insurance.  Now,  up  until  this 
freedom  to  farm  bill,  it  was  required 
that  farmers  buy  catastrophic  crop  in- 
surance. Most  of  them  really  did  not 
want  to.  And  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois [Mr.  Durbin]  mentioned  awhile 
ago,  he  said  that  the  Government  will 
spend  S97  million  this  year,  but  the  es- 
timate is  that  it  will  be  $97  million, 
and  most  of  that  is  on  crop  insurance 


that  farmers  themselves  paid  the  pre- 
mium, they  paid  the  premium  for  it, 
and  if  anything  happened  to  the  crop, 
they  will  be  reimbursed.  And  some 
things  did  happen.  As  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky  mentioned  earlier,  blue 
mold  hit,  and  it  about  destroyed  the 
crop  this  year,  and  so  they  paid  for  a 
premium  to  be  covered.  Blue  mold  hit 
the  crop,  and  now  they  are  going  to  be 
compensated.  And  this  amendment 
would  prohibit  that  from  taking  place 
in  the  future. 

And  so  I  would  just  say  it  is  an 
amendment  that  discriminates  against 
140,000  small  farmers  in  23  States 
around  this  country. 

Now,  if  my  colleagues  want  to  make 
tobacco  illegal,  then  let  us  bring  it  up 
for  a  vote.  Let  us  not  try  to  harm  these 
small  farmers  and  let  the  big  manufac- 
turers get  off.  And  furthermore,  I 
would  challenge  my  colleagues  that 
Government  cannot  control  the  actions 
of  people  on  everything  that  they  do. 
We  cannot  control  that  somebody  is 
going  to  smoke.  We  cannot  control  if 
somebody  is  going  to  contact  AIDS 
through  illicit  sexual  contact  or  kill 
themselves  while  driving  intoxicated. 

So  that  is  what  this  amendment  is 
all  about,  and  I  would  urge  all  of  us  to 
vote  against  the  Durbin  amendment. 

Mr.  BISHOP.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  Durbin  amendment.  I  feel  that  this 
amendment  is  unfair,  it  is  discrimina- 
tory, and  it  will  create  a  bureaucratic 
nightmare. 

I  represent  tobacco  growers.  I  rep- 
resent tobacco  warehouses,  and  I  rep- 
resent the  largest  cigarette  manufac- 
turing plant  in  the  country.  What  I  see 
this  debate  about  is  not  whether  to 
outlaw  tobacco,  which  perhaps  would 
be  more  of  an  appropriate  debate,  not 
whether  to  smoke  or  not  to  smoke, 
which  perhaps  would  be  an  appropriate 
debate,  but  here  we  are  talking  about 
taking  away  crop  insurance  and  the  ad- 
vice of  extension  agents  from  people 
who  are  scratching  out  a  living  from 
the  soil  in  the  hardest  of  possible  ways 
to  just  to  make  ends  meet. 

It  is  not  right,  it  is  not  fair,  and  I 
just  think  that  we  ought  not  be  doing 
that. 

What  we  are  talking  about  here  are 
jobs.  What  we  are  talking  about  are 
families.  We  are  talking  about  college 
tuition.  We  are  talking  about  hospital 
bills,  doctor  bills.  We  are  talking  about 
health  insurance  even,  derived  from 
the  hard  work  that  these  families 
scratch  out  from  the  soil. 

I  had  the  good  fortune  to  marry  a 
young  lady  who  grew  up  on  a  tobacco 
farm,  and  we  spent  hours  and  hours 
talking  about  what  it  was  like  growing 
up  on  that  tobacco  farm  when  her  fa- 
ther would  have  to  go  and  mortgage 
the  land  to  plant  his  crop  and  how 
when  the  crop  came  in  and  after  they 


got  through  curing  it  and  they  got 
through  selling  it.  how  he  would  go 
back  to  the  bank,  if  they  had  a  good 
year,  and  pay  off  the  mortgage.  And 
she  talked  about  how  many  years  they 
would  have  to  go  back  and  renew  that 
mortgage  and  hope  that  they  could 
make  a  better  crop  the  next  year,  and 
in  the  meantime  the  land  did  not  get 
foreclosed  on. 

Her  father  always  said.  "I  hope  that 
life  for  our  children  won't  be  as  bad  on 
this  tobacco  farm  as  it  has  been  for 
me." 

The  advent  of  crop  insurance  im- 
proved that  lot  for  that  tobacco  farm 
in  North  Carolina.  I  believe  that  we 
ought  not  to.  as  long  as  this  product  is 
legal,  discriminate,  be  unfair  and  cre- 
ate a  nightmare,  as  this  amendment 
would  do. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  North  Carolina  [Mrs. 
Clayton]. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  to 
me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  Durbin  amendment  and  say  this 
really  is  not  about  whether  one  smokes 
or  not.  I  am  not  in  denial  that  smoking 
harms.  I  am  not  one  who  says  that 
smoking  should  not  be  for  children.  I 
do  not  advocate.  So  it  is  difficult  to 
follow  Mr.  Waxman's  startling  statis- 
tic. 

But  this  is  not  about  smoking.  This 
is  about  discriminating  against  the 
poorest  of  the  poor  of  that  industry. 
Our  colleagues  are  not  attacking  the 
big  boy.  They  really  are  attacking  the 
small  farmer. 

This  is  a  vested  interest.  I  represent 
the  largest  amount  of  farmers  who 
grow  flue-cured  tobacco  in  the  country. 

D  1630 

Obviously,  I  feel  for  them.  I  also  feel 
for  those  who  may  see  this  as  a  moral 
issue.  I  commend  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois,  who  has  consistently  been 
about  this. 

However,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
tell  the  Members,  this  is  not  the  way 
to  go  about  it.  We  should  not  discrimi- 
nate against  farmers  who  happen  to  be 
growing  tobacco,  soybeans,  cotton,  and 
to  say  that  they  should  not  have  the 
assistance  of  our  Government,  or  we 
should  not  find  a  way  where  they  can- 
not insure  their  crops.  Go  after  it  as  a 
moral  issue.  This  is  not  the  way  to  do 
it. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  our  colleagues 
to  understand,  they  are  not  making  the 
decision  around  smoking  or  not  smok- 
ing, they  are  really  making  the  deci- 
sion about  whether  they  want  to  be  fair 
to  farmers,  regardless  of  what  legal 
crop  they  are  growing.  I  urge  the  de- 
feat of  the  Durbin  amendment. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  a 
vmanimous  consent  request.  I  would 
ask  the  gentleman  from  Illinois,  we 
have  been  at  this  for  about  an  hour  and 
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15  minutes.  I  do  not  want  to  cut  any- 
body off,  but  I  think  at  least  we  ought 
to  have  some  parameters.  How  about  80 
minutes? 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SKEEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  agree 
with  the  gentleman.  If  the  gentleman 
would  agree  to  90  minutes,  I  think  we 
might  be  able  to  wrap  it  up. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  We  will  go  90  minutes. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Forty-five  minutes  on 
each  side.  Will  the  gentleman  control 
those  in  opposition  to  the  amendment? 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  I  will  control  those  in 
favor  of  it. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  90  minutes  and  that 
the  time  be  equally  divided. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  under- 
stands that  the  time  will  be  divided,  45 
minutes  to  be  managed  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dxjrbin]  and 
45  minutes  to  be  managed  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  SKEEa*]. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of 
the  gentleman  from  New  Mexico? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Funderburk]. 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
here  we  go  again  with  the  constant  at- 
tack on  tobacco  in  the  form  of  another 
Durbin  amendment.  This  amendment  is 
being  sold  as  an  attempt  to  change 
smoking  habits.  As  usual  the  label  is 
misleading.  It  won't  change  smoking 
habits  one  bit.  This  legislation  breaks 
a  complex  and  time-honored  agreement 
between  the  farmer,  the  CJovemment, 
and  the  manufacturer.  If  this  amend- 
ment passes,  tobacco  farmers  would  be 
the  only  farmers  in  America  denied  ac- 
cess to  Government-funded  research, 
education,  and  extension  services  for 
their  crop.  This  amendment  even  de- 
nies tobacco  farmers  Federal  crop  in- 
surance and  sets  up  the  taxpayers  to 
absorb  millions  of  dollars  in  defaulted 
farm  loans.  It  imposes  a  politically 
correct  gag  rule  on  USDA  officials  by 
preventing  southern  farmers  from  ac- 
cessing information  which  they  paid 
for  with  their  own  tax  dollars. 

K  the  authors  also  intend  to  wound 
multinational  corporations  they  are  off 
the  mark.  The  big  companies  won't  be 
hurt  by  this  amendment.  They  will 
simply  pack  their  bags,  move  off  shore, 
and  sell  us  foreign  tobacco.  So,  the  peo- 
ple this  amendment  really  hurts,  live 
in  the  small  towns  in  my  State  and 
across  the  country.  These  law-abiding 
citizens  don't  sit  on  corporate  boards 
or  drive  big  cars,  they  merely  ask  the 
Congress  to  treat  them  fairly  and  on 
that  count  the  Durbin  amendment  fails 
miserably. 

It  is  time  for  Durbin,  Waxman, 
Kessler,  and  Clinton  to  stop  picking  on 


small  tobacco  farmers.  Where  is  their 
substitute  for  $15  billion  to  the  Fed- 
eral. State,  and  local  governments  in 
the  form  of  sales  and  excise  taxes?  Six 
billion  dollars  in  exports — that's  a  lot 
of  jobs. 

Over  530  million  to  the  U.S.  Treasury 
for  deficit  reduction. 

Prohibition,  crop  diversification — it's 
simple  to  say  but  not  to  do. 

This  amendment  is  bad  legislation.  It 
does  nothing  the  authors  claim  and 
punishes  no  one  the  authors  want  to 
punish.  So,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  next 
time  a  Member  of  Congress,  on  either 
side  of  the  aisle,  talks  about  protecting 
the  little  man  and  small  businesses 
take  a  look  at  how  he  voted  on  the 
Durbin  amendment  and  see  how  his 
claim  stands  up. 

Mr.  CHAMBLISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  CHAMBLISS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  to 
me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  none  of  us  disagree 
with  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Durbin]  that  we  ought  not  to  encour- 
age children  from  smoking.  We  ought 
to.  This  amendment  will  do  nothing 
about  that.  All  of  us  agree  that  smok- 
ing presents  hazards  to  one's  health. 
This  amendment  does  nothing  about 
that.  This  amendment  is,  pure  and  sim- 
ple, about  corporate  America  versus 
little  farm  family  America. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  very  few  big 
farmers  in  my  district.  Most  of  my 
farmers  are  small  farmers.  The  big 
farmers,  the  conwrate  farmers,  do  not 
depend  on  the  county  agent  for  advice. 
They  dei>end  on  the  experts,  the  high- 
priced  experts  from  Lexington,  from 
Raleigh,  from  Athens.  They  can  afford 
that.  The  small  family  farmer  depends 
on  that  extension  service  agent,  the 
Gary  Gloes,  the  Scott  Browns,  to  come 
out  and  examine  their  fields,  be  it  com, 
be  it  peanuts,  be  it  cotton,  be  it  to- 
bacco. 

What  you  are  doing  is  saying  it  is  all 
right  for  you  to  look  at  your  com 
patch  but  I  cannot  look  at  your  to- 
bacco patch  and  tell  you  what  is  wrong 
or  what  you  need  to  do.  The  gentleman 
and  I  know  that  the  management  of 
that  will  never  work.  It  simply  cannot 
work.  I  urge  the  defeat  of  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  1 3aeld  5 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Washington  [Mrs.  Smith]. 

Mrs.  SMITH  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of  the  Dur- 
bin amendment  to  cut  the  tobacco  sub- 
sidy and  transfer  the  money  saved  into 
the  rural  development  programs. 

This  is  just  one  of  the  many  steps 
this  body  needs  to  take  to  balance  the 
budget.  Members  have  a  clear  choice 
today.  They  can  choose  to  subsidize  to- 
bacco growing  or  they  can  vote  to  give 
rural   areas  safe   drinking  water.   We 


need  to  spend  the  taxpayers'  money 
very,  very  carefully.  I  think  if  we  took 
a  poll  of  America  today,  we  would  find 
that  99  percent  would  not  choose  to 
subsidize  tobacco. 

Do  not  think  for  a  minute  this  is 
about  the  small  farmer.  Last  year 
when  we  took  this  vote,  the  three 
major  tobacco  lobbies  cut  135  checks, 
half  of  them  on  top  of  the  markup  and 
the  other  half  within  48  hours  of  the 
vote.  The  time  for  the  vote  came  and  it 
went  down.  These  are  business  people. 
They  had  every  intention  of  affecting 
the  vote.  I  do  not  question  each  Mem- 
ber's vote,  but  a  good  businessman  or 
woman  does  not  give  money  to  any- 
thing that  they  do  not  expect  a  return 
on. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  big  tobacco  indus- 
tries are  a  $45  billion  industry.  They 
are  fighting  this  vote  and  they  aire 
fighting  it  because  they  do  not  wamt  to 
lose  one  toehold  they  have  on  this 
place,  or  at  least  they  believe  they 
have  on  this  place,  because  they  are 
major,  major  contributors  to  cam- 
paigns, and  mostly  right  around  the 
votes. 

Last  year,  we  even  had  tobacco 
checks,  as  we  read  in  the  news  a  couple 
of  weeks  ago,  passed  out  on  the  floor  of 
this  Chamber.  This  is  serious,  Mr. 
Chairman.  Tobacco  companies  know 
that  they  are  in  trouble.  Why  not  give 
the  $23  million  to  clean  water?  Does 
that  not  make  more  sense?  I  think  it 
makes  more  sense.  I  think  the  Amer- 
ican people  think  it  makes  more  sense. 

We  have  had  conflicting  stories  on 
the  floor  today  about  how  lucrative  it 
is  or  not,  and  how  in  jeopardy  the 
small  farmers  are.  I  have  looked.  You 
can  grrow  a  little  tobacco,  for  a  lot  of 
money,  practically  in  your  backyard.  I 
understand  that  that  is  a  good  way  for 
some  families  to  make  their  living,  but 
it  also  costs  America  very  dearly. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  argrument  of  com, 
let  us  talk  about  the  argument  of  com. 
Why  do  we  continue  with  crop  insur- 
ance for  com?  By  the  way,  I  am  for 
getting  rid  of  all  agriculture  and  all 
corporate  subsidies  eventually.  If  we 
Republicans  believe  in  getting  rid  of 
the  debt,  we  have  to  stop  subsidizing  a 
lot  of  things  we  have  been  subsidizing 
over  the  years;  by  the  way,  started  by 
the  Democrats. 

But  I  believe  that  starting  with  to- 
bacco makes  a  whale  of  a  lot  of  sense, 
whether  it  is  $20,  $21,  or  $90  million,  be- 
cause the  difference  between  com  and 
tobacco  is  very  simple.  My  grandkids 
need  com  to  eat.  Tobacco  is  going  to 
kill  them.  It  killed  my  mother.  It  has 
killed  my  relatives.  It  could  kill  my 
grandchildren.  That  is  a  lot  of  dif- 
ference there — 400,000  deaths  each  year. 
Com  does  not  cause  emphysema  or 
lung  cancer.  It  might  make  you  fat, 
but  in  general  you  can  only  eat  so 
much  of  it,  and  3,000  children  a  day  do 
not  become  addicted  to  com. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  certainly  do  not 
want  to  be  in  a  position  with  my  con- 
stituents of  going  home  and  saying  "I 
subsidized  tobacco,  but  I  did  not  have 
any  money  for  clean  water  for  your 
communities."  I  have  27  pending  appli- 
cations for  water  and  sewer  grants.  We 
need  that  money.  That  is  good,  healthy 
money.  It  could  be  used  for  that.  Mr. 
Chairman,  let  us  vote  today  to  free  up 
that  money  for  clean  water.  This  is 
just  one  of  several  farm  and  corporate 
subsidies  we  need  to  get  rid  of  to  bal- 
ance the  budget. 

The  main  cry  we  came  in  with,  in 
fact,  I  waved  a  flag  at  the  Contract 
With  America  that  said  "I  am  going  to 
balance  the  budget.  I  am  going  to  clean 
up  the  corruption."  We  stood  there  to- 
gether and  we  said  that.  We  have  to  do 
it  even  to  things  that  are  in  our  back- 
yard, folks.  I  have  done  them  to  things 
in  my  backyard.  You  have  to,  too. 

The  argument  that  tobacco  is  legal 
makes  little  sense  to  me.  There  are  a 
lot  of  legal  things,  but  we  do  not  sub- 
sidize them.  Especially  we  do  not  sub- 
sidize those  things  that  are  destroying 
Americans  and  costing  the  Medicare 
system  enough  to  bankrupt  it.  Today,  I 
ask  Members  to  think  very  carefully 
about  where  they  have  their  priorities 
in  this  body.  We  all  have  to  have  their 
priorities,  but  this  one  has  a  lot  of 
problems.  I  ask  today  that  Members 
support  the  Durbin  amendment. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  EwiNG]. 

Mr.  EWING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  try 
not  to  use  all  that  time  so  others  can. 

First  of  all,  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment,  I  would  say  to  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Durbin],  is  somewhat  confusing.  If 
we  were  to  adopt  it,  I  am  not  sure  ex- 
actly how  it  would  be  administered  or 
what  would  be  carried  out.  I  am  some- 
what confused  between  crop  insurance 
and  rural  utilities.  I  would  have 
thought,  and  I  have  many  of  these 
same  co-ops  in  my  district  that  the 
gentleman  has,  but  I  would  have 
thought  if  the  gentleman  really  wanted 
to  fund  this,  he  would  have  cut  crop  in- 
surance for  com  and  soybeans,  corn 
and  soybeans  in  the  gentleman's  dis- 
trict. Then  we  would  have  probably  all 
come  to  the  floor  and  discussed  that.  I 
do  not  see  the  connection  between  tak- 
ing crop  insurance  from  one  crop  and 
not  from  another. 

It  is  about  small  farmers.  The  debate 
here  is  totally  off  what  we  are  talking 
about,  what  this  amendment  does.  This 
amendment  takes  from  the  Crop  Insur- 
ance Program  and  puts  it  into  another 
area:  maybe  a  very  deserving  area,  but 
one  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
has  already  decided  has  been  ade- 
quately funded.  Now  we  are  going  to 
take  it  away. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  that  a  lot  of 
this  is  very  self-serving  and  political. 
The  debate  is  not  about  tobacco.  Yes, 


it  is  about  small  farmers  that  will  be 
hurt,  in  this  case,  tobacco  farmers;  not 
com  and  soybean  farmers,  tobacco 
farmers,  because  that  is  who  the 
amendment  is  aimed  at.  Yet,  we  con- 
tinue just  to  ignore  the  fact  that  these 
same  farmers  are  paying  their  way. 
paying  their  way,  and  then  we  are 
going  to  take  away  what  little  govem- 
ment  is  left  for  them,  and  we  are  not 
going  to  take  away  the  assessment 
that  they  pay,  it  is  going  to  continue 
to  be  there,  that  tax  on  them. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  just,  in  closing, 
say  that  this  amendment  is  confusing. 
I  do  not  think  it  is  easy  to  enforce.  I 
think  it  is  time  to  vote  it  down.  But 
the  issue  of  smoking,  not  one  person 
has  gotten  up  and  said,  "I  like  to 
smoke."  I  am  not  going  to,  either.  I  am 
a  reformed  smoker.  I  do  not  think  we 
should  smoke.  My  children  do  not 
smoke.  I  did  not  want  them  to  smoke. 
But  the  point  is,  if  you  want  to  legis- 
late on  that  issue,  the  appropriation 
process  is  not  the  place  for  the  debate 
and  not  the  place  to  decide  that.  We 
should  do  that  in  the  substantive  com- 
mittee. That  is  where  it  ought  to  go. 

We  ought  to  decide  what  we  can  do  to 
address  this  problem  in  America.  We 
ought  to  remember  that  we  only  should 
put  into  law  what  we  can  do  and  what 
we  can  aifford  to  do,  because  we  put 
into  law  an  awful  lot  of  things  that  we 
do  an  awful  poor  job  of  enforcing,  and 
then  we  wonder  why. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  suggest  that  this 
amendment  is  ill-advised,  terribly  hard 
to  follow,  unable  to  be  enforced,  and 
should  be  voted  down.  If  we  want  to  de- 
bate this  issue,  do  it  in  the  proper 
form. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5V4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  DOGGETT]. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  leadership. 
I  join  him  today  in  offering  this 
amendment,  because  it  is  time  for  our 
Government  to  stop  subsidizing  death. 
That  is  really  what  this  is  all  about.  A 
government  subsidy  to  promote  the 
growth  of  tobacco  makes  as  little  sense 
as  a  government  subsidy  to  promote 
the  production  of  the  plants  and  the 
seeds  from  which  strychnine  is  derived. 
In  either  case,  it  uses  public  money  to 
deliver  poison  to  the  American  people. 
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The  only  difference  is  that  the  to- 
bacco kills  a  little  more  slowly  and  a 
little  more  painfully  than  the  strych- 
nine. And  tobacco  ultimately  costs  our 
American  taxpayers  literally  billions 
of  dollars  in  additional  health  and  dis- 
ability claims  that  we  end  up  having  to 
pay  rather  than  a  swift  strychnine 
death. 

Tobacco  is  the  leading  cause  of  pre- 
ventable death  in  this  country.  Yet 
there  are  people  on  this  floor  today  op- 
posing this  aimendment  who  are  at  this 
moment  expending  public  money   to 


promote  the  production  of  even  more 
tobacco. 

Some  80  percent  of  adult  smokers 
begin  as  children  in  their  smoking  hab- 
its. That  is  why  it  has  been  described 
as  a  pediatric  disease  by  the  American 
Academy  of  Pediatrics.  Every  day  more 
than  3,000  young  people  take  up  smok- 
ing. The  average  age,  according  to  one 
study  in  Texas,  was  a  little  under  13 
years  old  to  begin  this  terrible  situa- 
tion that  ultimately  leads  to  death  for 
so  many.  But  the  opponents  of  this 
amendment  say,  "Keep  the  Govern- 
ment in  the  driver's  seat.  That's  the 
only  way  to  make  it  fair." 

Well,  the  Government  is  in  the  driv- 
er's seat  all  right.  It  is  in  the  driver's 
seat  of  a  hearse.  That  hearse  is  carry- 
ing and  transporting  400,000  Americans 
directly  who  are  smokers  and  about  an- 
other 50.000  every  year  who  die  from 
the  indirect  consequences  of  second- 
hand smoke. 

This  amendment  eliminates  the  pub- 
lic funding  of  tobaw:co-related  exten- 
sion services  and  it  eliminates  Federal 
funding  for  tobacco  crop  insurance  sub- 
sidies. 

But  this  amendment  is  more  than 
just  one  of  fiscal  responsibility.  It  is 
more  than  just  one  of  saving  lives.  It  is 
about  breaking  the  stranglehold  that 
one  of  the  most  powerful  lobbies  in  the 
country  has  on  this  Congress. 

As  always,  the  purveyors  of  poison 
are  hiding  behind  the  small  farmer. 
They  picture  some  fellow  with  a  big 
plug  of  chewing  tobacco  in  his  cheek  in 
an  old  beat-up  pickup  truck  rumbling 
down  some  back  road. 

This  is  not  about  that  guy.  This  is 
about  the  most  pernicious  lobby  in  this 
country  today.  If  our  citizens  could 
vote  directly  on  this  issue,  they  would 
see  right  through  this  sham.  They  rec- 
ognize that  the  tobacco  companies  are 
going  to  continue  to  peddle  this  poison 
as  long  as  they  can  pay  for  the  right  to 
do  so. 

And  my  how  they  have  been  paying. 
For  while  I  recognize  that  they  have 
exerted  tremendous  influence  over 
both  parties  in  the  past  and  while  I  ap- 
plaud my  Republican  colleagues  like 
the  last  gentlewoman  who  rose  to  sup- 
port this  amendment,  I  think  we  have 
got  to  be  clear  that  the  Republican  Na- 
tional Committee  these  days  is  like  a 
giant  cigarette  vending  machine.  The 
tobacco  companies  put  in  their  money 
and  they  pull  out  the  influence  they 
want. 

In  the  first  6  months  of  1995  alone, 
the  tobacco  companies  poured  more 
than  S1.5  million  into  the  national 
treasury  of  the  Republican  Party  in  so- 
called  soft  money.  By  the  end  of  the 
year  they  had  gotten  up  to  almost  $2.5 
million.  Who  knows,  now  that  we  are 
finally  in  an  election  year,  how  much 
money  they  have  been  able  to  dump 
over  there. 

With  those  kinds  of  dollars,  you  can 
bet  that  when  a  tobacco  lobbyist  calls 
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the  National  Republican  Party  that 
they  do  not  get  put  on  hold  or  get  for- 
warded to  voice  mail. 

No,  they  get  Haley  to  pick  up  the 
phone  as  he  did  and  call  the  Governor 
of  Texas.  They  get  him  to  call  all  over. 
As  far  as  the  soft  money  is  concerned, 
then  there  is  the  hard  money.  Of  course 
the  tobacco  lobby  does  not  make  it  too 
hard  on  Members  of  Congress  to  get 
their  largesse.  Indeed,  they  had  the 
head  of  the  Republican  conference  run- 
ning around  here  on  the  floor  of  this 
body,  on  this  very  floor,  acting  as  an 
errand  boy  for  them  so  that  the  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  that  want  that  to- 
bacco money  will  not  even  have  to 
walk  across  the  street  to  get  it. 

All  during  1995,  tobacco  interests 
gave  a  total  to  people  of  ail  parties  as- 
sociated with  Congress  in  soft  money 
auid  PAC  money  over  $4  million.  That 
is  a  pretty  good  harvest.  I  would  say  it 
is  a  very  bountiful  harvest. 

It  was  Mark  Twain  who  said,  "It's 
easy  to  give  up  smoking.  I  know  so  be- 
cause I  have  done  it  a  hundred  times." 
Well,  we  only  need  to  give  up  this  pub- 
lic largesse  in  return  for  the  favors 
Crom  the  tobacco  lobby  one  time. 

Let  us  do  it  today.  Let  us  get  out  of 
the  hearse  and  get  this  program  revised 
and  the  public  out  of  the  business  of 
promoting  death. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  7 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  BURR]. 

Mr.  BURR.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  New  Mexico  for  yielding  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  sat  here  for  an 
hour  and  a  half,  maybe  a  little  bit 
longer.  Thank  goodness  we  have  a  time 
frame  on  it.  I  have  waited  for  the  mer- 
its of  why  this  bill,  a  bill  that  puts  a 
gag  order  on  extension  agents  in  this 
coimtry,  is  good.  I  have  heard  about 
smoking  and  I  have  heard  about  this 
and  I  have  heard  about  that,  and  now 
we  have  heard  about  PAC  money  and 
we  have  heard  about  influence.  We  still 
have  not  heard  any  merits  on  why  ex- 
tension agent  gag  is  an  appropriate 
method. 

In  fact,  tobacco  is  an  attractive  tar- 
get these  days.  The  administration  is 
on  it.  We  have  got  the  Durbin-Waxman 
two  shoe  again.  It  is  consistent.  In  due 
respect  to  them,  they  are  consistent. 
They  continue  to  do  it.  Why  do  they  do 
it?  For  the  same  reason  my  colleague 
from  Texas  was  just  up  here.  Because  it 
is  profitable  for  them.  Because  they  do 
not  talk  about  the  money  they  raise 
from  the  people  that  fight  this  indus- 
try day  in  and  day  out. 

Congress  has  the  jurisdiction  on  what 
the  legal  status  of  it  is.  If  the  Amer- 
ican people  want  it  changed,  I  will  as- 
sure my  colleagues  they  zxe  a  much 
more  powerful  lobby  than  is  any  single 
interest  group  here  in  Washington  or 
the  whole  interest  groups  here  in 
Washington  combined.  We  give  the 
American  people  the  wrong  impression 
when  we  say  that  they  do  not  have  a 
voice  here. 


Well,  they  do  have  a  voice  in  the 
Fifth  District  of  North  Carolina  and 
they  elected  me  to  be  here.  They  elect- 
ed me  to  protect  their  livelihood.  The 
fact  is  that  this  amendment  is  not 
about  tobacco  and  it  is  not  about 
smoking.  This  is  about  killing  the  live- 
lihoods of  families.  It  is  about  destroy- 
ing communities  throughout  the  South 
because  we  will  drive  farmers  out  of 
business. 

My  colleagues  are  offering  to  kill 
programs  from  which  tobacco  farmers 
in  my  district  benefit,  while  they  are 
proposing  to  maintain,  as  my  other 
colleagues  have  mentioned,  their  own 
programs. 

I  would  say  this  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Maryland  [Mrs.  Morella],  and  I 
am  sorry  she  is  not  here,  if  she  believes 
that  doing  away  with  the  extension 
agents  for  tobacco  is  in  fact  that  prof- 
itable, then  why  does  she  not  propose 
that  we  do  away  with  extension  agents, 
period? 

It  is  very  simple.  It  is  because  the  as- 
sault here  is  tobacco.  It  is  under  as- 
sault under  the  auspices  of  Federal 
spending.  There  is  not  a  crop  in  this 
country  that  has  done  more  to  be  self- 
sufficient  than  has  tobacco.  They  have 
reached  out  every  time  that  this  body 
has  suggested  that  in  fact  the  Federal 
Government  had  too  great  a  share  and 
they  have  cleaned  it  up.  They  have  a 
no  net  cost  program  for  the  stabiliza- 
tion side  of  it. 

And  yes,  there  is  some  Federal 
money  that  is  there  for  extension 
agents  to  talk  to  farmers,  to  help  them 
move  from  a  one-crop  farm  to  a  multi- 
crop  farm.  As  a  matter  of  fact.  North 
Carolina  used  to  be  a  one-crop  State. 
Today  we  are  the  third  most  diverse 
State  in  this  country  behind  California 
and  Texas.  Why?  Because  extension 
agents  have  helped  us  to  make  that 
transition.  Without  them,  our  farmers 
are  dead,  and  you  can  bet  on  it. 

It  is  unbelievable  to  think  that  we 
would  in  fact  sit  here  and  pass  a  law 
that  would  say  to  extension  agents, 
"You  can  talk  to  a  farmer  about  the 
azalea  bushes  and  when  to  clip  them, 
about  the  grass  and  how  to  make  it 
green,  you  can  talk  about  cotton  and 
pigs  and  everything  else,  but  you  can't 
talk  about  tobacco."  How  insane  we 
would  be  to  even  consider  something 
like  this. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  if  I  were  a  farmer 
in  Dlinois  today,  as  my  deal  colleague 
Mr.  EwiNG  said,  I  would  be  scared  to 
death  of  what  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois, Mr.  DURBIN  may  do. 

The  reality  is  that,  as  in  the  past, 
this  amendment  amounts  to  plain  dis- 
crimination against  our  farmers  who 
depend  on  tobacco  to  put  food  on  their 
tables.  In  fact,  earlier,  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  DURBiN]  said,  look  at 
the  kids  visiting  us  today.  My  only  re- 
gret at  that  time,  I  was  sorry  that  the 
children  of  tobacco  farmers  were  not 
here  today,  because  they  are  just  as 


important.  Are  their  lives  not  as  im- 
portant for  us  to  protect  as 
everybody's  in  this  country? 

We  will  solve  the  smoking  issue.  We 
will  do  it  responsibly.  We  will  debate 
the  issue.  But  we  do  not  do  it  by  dis- 
guising an  attack  on  the  industry  and 
by  destro3ring  people  who  in  fact  are 
just  plain  farmers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  Congress  were  to 
say  today  that  tobacco  could  not  be 
grown  anymore,  it  would  take  at  least 
3  growing  seasons  to  prime  soil  for  new 
crops,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
most  tobacco  farmers  have  neither  the 
acreage  or  the  proper  soil  to  prosper 
with  different  crops. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  average  to- 
bacco farm  in  my  district  is  3  acres. 
Three  acres  is  not  enough  to  even  take 
a  good-sized  tractor  and  get  it  going 
before  you  have  got  to  turn  it  around. 
Needless  to  say,  they  do  not  have  the 
up-front  capital  to  start  raising  chick- 
ens or  hogs.  Given  the  same  cir- 
cumstances, I  am  sure  that  most  other 
farmers  would  face  a  similar  situation. 

But  Congressman  DtniBiN  would 
eliminate  crop  insurance  for  tobacco. 
He  may  not  like  tobacco,  but  it  is 
downright  cruel  to  pull  the  rug  out 
from  under  farmers  whose  crops  fall 
victim  to  such  plagues  as  blue  mold 
which  has  wiped  out  hundreds  of  acres 
of  burley  tobacco. 

Will  we  not  cause  a  nightmare  for  ex- 
tension agents  when  they  cannot  con- 
trol disease  in  one  crop  and  all  of  a 
sudden  it  begins  to  affect  others?  Will 
we  not  do  a  terrible  thing  to  our  envi- 
ronment in  this  country  if  we  do  not 
have  agricultural  agents  who  are  work- 
ing with  farmers  as  it  relates  to  pes- 
ticides and  to  other  things  that  they 
use  on  their  crops,  and  farmers  do  it 
out  of  igrnorance  versus  out  of  edu- 
cation? Do  we  not  do  an  injustice  by 
not  allowing  the  latest  in  research  and 
technology  to  drive  what  they  do?  How 
can  it  be  good  policy  to  put  agricul- 
tural extension  agents  under  a  gag 
order? 

Good  policy  would  be  to  control  dis- 
ease, to  monitor  pesticide  usage,  to 
protect  workers  and  the  environment. 
The  Durbin  amendmient  is  bad  legisla- 
tion. It  threatens  the  environment,  it 
threatens  the  livelihood  of  thousands 
of  families,  and  it  threatens  American 
jobs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  here  today  to  de- 
feat the  Durbin  amendment.  I  am  here 
to  defeat  the  Durbin  amendment  for 
one  primary  reason,  because  it  is  what 
is  right. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  jrield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Utah 
[Ms.  Greene],  who  is  in  support  of  this 
bipartisan  amendment. 

Ms.  GREENE  of  Utah.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  rise  in  strong  support  of  the  Durbin- 
Hansen  amendment.  This  amendment 
would  prohibit  the  use  of  funds  for  to- 
bacco-related extension  services  and 
for  tobauiCo  crop  insurance. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  had  to  make 
many  difficult  choices  in  the  appro- 
priations process  in  this  Congress,  but 
this  amendment  should  be  offering  us 
an  easy  choice.  We  simply  have  to  ask 
ourselves  the  following  question:  Why 
is  the  Federal  Government  subsidizing 
the  tobacco  industry? 

We  now  have  incontrovertible  evi- 
dence regarding  the  catastrophic  dam- 
age tobacco  use  does  to  our  citizens,  to 
our  economy,  and  to  our  Federal  budg- 
et. More  than  400,000  Americans  die 
every  year  because  of  cancer,  heart  dis- 
ease, and  other  smoking-related  ill- 
nesses. Smoking  costs  our  economy  ap- 
proximately $50  billion  a  year  in  direct 
health  care  costs  and  another  $50  bil- 
lion in  indirect  costs  such  as  lost  pro- 
ductivity through  sickness  and  pre- 
mature deaths.  It  is  estimated  that 
Medicare  will  be  forced  to  spend  ap- 
proximately 800  billion  taxpayer  dol- 
lars over  the  next  20  years  to  care  for 
people  with  smoking-related  illnesses. 
Given  these  profoundly  troubling  facts, 
how  can  we  ask  this  House  to  appro- 
priate another  dime  for  the  tobacco  in- 
dustry? 

Setting  aside  the  individual  health 
concerns  for  a  moment,  let  us  look  at 
this  issue  from  a  purely  economic  per- 
spective. How  can  this  House  ever  jus- 
tify subsidizing  a  product  that  directly 
increases  our  Federal  health  expendi- 
tures so  dramatically,  let  alone  during 
such  challenging  budgetary  times? 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  takes 
another  critical  step  toward  bringing 
our  budget  priorities  in  line  with  the 
realities  of  the  danger  and  the  expense 
of  tobacco.  Previous  Congresses  have 
already  prohibited  USDA  funding  for 
tobacco-related  research  and  export  as- 
sistance. This  amendment  is  the  over- 
due next  step. 

The  $25  million  that  the  Durbin-Han- 
sen  amendment  will  save  will  be  used 
to  restore  cuts  in  funding  for  rural  de- 
velopment and  health  programs.  For 
example,  this  amendment  will  increase 
rural  water  and  sewer  assistance  by 
$22.5  million.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  USDA 
has  estimated  that  over  400,000  rural 
households  are  still  without  safe  and 
affordable  water.  Addressing  that  prob- 
lem should  take  priority  over  subsidiz- 
ing one  of  America's  most  lucrative  in- 
dustries. 
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This  year  the  Federal  Government  is 
spending  $98  million  on  a  variety  of 
taxpayer-supported  programs  for  the 
tobacco  industry.  We  have  heard  that 
this  is  discrimination,  that  this  should 
be  treated  like  any  other  crop,  but  un- 
like other  crops,  tobacco  has  no  safe 
level  of  use,  and  of  all  the  crops  grown 
in  this  great  country  only  tobacco  has 
a  body  count.  This  crop  should  not 
enjoy  the  same  Federal  assistance  and 
protection  that  other  crops  do. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
in  the  House  to  support  the  Durbin- 
Hansen  amendment. 


Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ken- 
tucky [Mr.  Ward]. 

Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  Durbin  amendment, 
and  I  do  so  reluctantly  because  I  ad- 
mire the  gentleman  and  have  worked 
with  him  and  have  enjoyed  getting  to 
know  him  since  I  got  here,  but  I  think 
this  amendment  is  really  not  aimed  at 
the  right  folks,  and  I  mean  this  sin- 
cerely. 

This  amendment  is  going  to  be  aimed 
at  the  people  who  produce  tobacco  on 
farms,  and  those  are  not  the  people 
who  are  getting  rich  on  tobacco;  those 
are  not  the  people  who  we  hear  about 
when  we  hear  about  the  tobacco  issue 
being  discussed;  rather;  these  are  the 
people  who  are  able  to  stay  on  their 
family  farms  because  of  the  income 
they  derive  from  their  tobacco  allot- 
ment, and  these  are  not  large  farmers. 

As  we  heard  from  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  BURR],  these  are 
people  who  are  farming,  2,  3,  and  4 
acres.  The  size  of  their  acreage  is  com- 
parable to  home  sites  in  some  parts  of 
this  country.  These  are  not  big  agri- 
business folks,  these  are  regular  peo- 
ple, and  it  is  these  tobacco  crops  that 
are  allowing  them  to  keep  these  fsmns 
in  the  family. 

The  reason  that  I  know  that,  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  that  I  know  these  people 
from  my  community.  Mostly  they  do 
not  live  in  Louisville,  KY,  but  they 
work  in  Louisville.  KY.  And  Members 
might  say  to  me  how  do  they  work  in 
Louisville  if  they  farm  tobacco?  Well, 
the  reason  they  work  in  Louisville  is 
that  the  tobacco  income  is  what  keeps 
them  on  the  farm,  but  what  keeps  their 
families  going  is  their  factory  job  in- 
come. They  work  in  Louisville  at 
United  Parcel  Service  or  General  Elec- 
tric or  one  of  the  other  manufacturers 
in  Louisville,  one  of  the  other  large 
business  enterprises,  to  keep  their  fam- 
ily farm  and  their  way  of  life. 

So  as  we  have  heard  today,  this 
amendment  is  not  about  attacking  to- 
bacco, this  amendment  is  not  about  at- 
tacking the  large  tobacco  companies: 
the  brunt  of  this  amendment  will  land 
on  the  small  farmers. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  HINCHEY]. 

Mr.  HINCHEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
very  much  in  support  of  the  amend- 
ment of  the  gentleman  from  Illinois, 
and  I  commend  him  for  offering  before 
the  House. 

Over  and  over  this  afternoon  we  have 
heard  the  opponents  of  this  amendment 
attempt  to  equate  tobacco  vrith  other 
products,  with  com,  wheat,  and  soy- 
beans, but  there  is  no  equation  of  to- 
bacco with  those  products.  Those  prod- 
ucts provide  the  food  and  fiber  which 
sustains  our  health  and  our  lives. 

Tobacco  is  fundamentally  different. 
Tobacco  promotes  dependency,  addic- 
tion and  death.  There  is  hardly  a  fam- 


ily in  America  that  has  not  been  af- 
fected by  this  addictive  drug  and  the 
health  consequences  that  it  causes.  In 
my  own  family  we  have  been  robbed  of 
the  counsel  and  comfort  of  members 
who  have  been  taken  prematurely  as  a 
result  of  the  addiction  to  tobacco.  That 
affects  everyone  and  that  is  what  this 
amendment  is  all  about. 

Tobacco  costs  us.  It  costs  us  billions 
of  dollars,  several  hundred  billions  of 
dollars  a  year  in  health  care  costs  re- 
lated to  the  effects  of  tobacco. 

We  send  a  contradictory  message.  We 
tell  people  they  should  not  smoke,  but 
we  are  here  subsidizing  the  essence  of 
that  smoking.  Cigarettes  and  smoke- 
less tobacco,  which  is  the  basis  of  this 
amendment,  causes  addiction  and 
causes  death.  We  say  to  our  kids,  do 
not  smoke.  And  they  say  to  us:  "If 
smoking  is  so  bad.  why  is  the  Govern- 
ment paying  people  to  help  them  grow 
tobacco?  Why  is  the  Government  pay- 
ing people  to  go  out  and  help  them 
grow  better  crops  and  grow  more  to- 
bacco? Why  is  the  Government  subsi- 
dizing insurance  if  it  is  so  bad?  I  do  not 
understand  what  is  going  on  here," 
they  say  to  us.  "You  are  telling  me  two 
different  things." 

If  we  are  sincere  about  dealing  with 
the  problems  of  tobacco  in  our  society, 
which  are  costing  us  so  much,  robbing 
us  of  productive  people,  causing  enor- 
mous expenditures  in  our  health  care 
delivery  system,  which  affects  our 
budget  deficit  on  a  daily  and  yearly 
basis,  then  we  need  to  be  consistent  in 
the  message  we  are  sending  and  we 
need  to  support  this  amendment  which 
will  help  us  bring  about  that  consist- 
ency. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  jrield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Dela- 
ware [Mr.  Castle]. 

Mr.  CASTLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  this 
time,  and  I  rise  in  support  of  his 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, as  has  been  stated  earlier  today, 
spends  roughly  $98  billion  on  a  variety 
of  subsidies  for  tobacco.  Tobacco  use  is 
responsible  for  one  out  of  every  five 
deaths  in  America.  Tobacco  products 
are  responsible  for  more  than  400.000 
deaths  each  year  due  to  cancer,  res- 
piratory illness,  heart  disease,  and 
other  health  problems. 

Cigarettes  kill  more  Americajis  each 
year  than  AIDS,  alcohol,  car  accidents, 
murders,  suicides,  illegal  drugs,  and 
fires  combined.  Smokers  who  die  as  a 
result  of  smoking  would  have  lived  on 
average  12  to  15  years  longer  if  they 
had  not  smoked.  Smokers  are  50  per- 
cent more  likely  to  bear  mentally  re- 
tarded children,  and  on  an  economic 
basis  smoking  costs  our  economy  over 
$50  billion  a  year  in  direct  medical 
costs. 

Then  there  are  the  young  people. 
Smoking  is  also  a  major  issue  for  our 
young  people.  An  estimated  one  out  of 
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every  six  American  teenagers  are  regu- 
lar smokers.  Every  day  approximately 
3,000  people  begin  smoking  and  over 
half  of  them  have  become  addicted. 
Over  70  percent,  it  has  been  said  80  per- 
cent on  this  floor,  of  adults  who  smoke 
started  smoking  daily  before  age  18. 
One  quarter  of  these  new  smokers  will 
eventually  be  among  the  more  than 
400,000  who  die  of  tobacco-related  ill- 
nesses each  year. 

One  day  in  Delaware  I  was  going 
through  a  pharmaceutical  supply  house 
and  they  had  a  room  called  the  smok- 
ers room,  and  it  was  all  liquid  food,  ba- 
sically for  people  who  had  smoked  and 
no  longer  could  eat  regular  food  as  a 
result  of  that  smoking. 

Given  these  facts,  the  amendment  we 
are  considering  today  is  a  very  modest 
one.  It  would  simply  reprogram  S25 
million  of  tobacco  subsidies  from  to- 
bacco-related extension  services  and 
tobacco  crop  insurance  to  rural  devel- 
opment and  health  programs,  a  very 
good  cause,  by  the  way,  giving  rural 
areas  safe  drinking  water. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  difficult  to  jus- 
tify using  scarce  taxpayer  dollars  on  a 
product  which  literally  kills  those  who 
use  it  as  directed.  I  strongly  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  the  Durbin 
amendment. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Geor- 
gia [Mr.  Kingston]. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  me 
this  time  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
Durbin  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  heard  a  num- 
ber of  good  arguments  today  on  both 
sides.  I  know  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois [Mr.  DUKBIN]  is  very  sincere  in  his 
beliefs,  as  are  the  other  folks  who  have 
spoken  with  their  various  issues.  We 
have  heaird  debate,  though,  that  I  think 
should  be  categorized  in  two  areas,  one 
is  philosophical  and  one  is  specific  to 
the  amendment. 

Philosophically,  we  do  have  a  debate 
of  the  U.S.  role  in  the  tobacco  indus- 
try. What  is  the  proper  Government 
role?  The  Government,  for  example, 
spends  millions  of  dollars  on  the  AS- 
SIST program  and  on  the  DARE  pro- 
gram, which  are.  among  other  things. 
tobacco-oriented  education  programs 
that  teach  people,  students,  not  to  get 
involved  with  illegal  drugs  and  then 
some  of  the  legal,  I  do  not  know  if  they 
are  drugs,  but  alcohol  and  tobacco  and 
other  habits  that  young  people  can,  all 
people  can  fall  into. 

We  spend  lots  of  money  on  these  pro- 
grams and  we  do  spend  money  in  an  in- 
direct fashion  on  tobacco,  yet  we  also 
have  heard  many  times  that  that  pro- 
gram brings  in  S1.4  billion  in  revenue. 
So  it  is  certainly  not  a  perfect  program 
the  way  it  is  handled  right  now.  and 
yet.  as  we  look  at  farm  programs  in 
general,  none  of  them  are  perfect  and 
often  we  do  have  some  inconsistencies 
in  what  we  are  trying  to  do  in  the  big 
picture. 


But  if  we  get  away  from  the  philo- 
sophical debate,  and  I  think  we  should 
have  the  philosophical  debate,  for  ex- 
ample, one  of  the  things  that  has  not 
been  brought  up,  in  my  opinion,  is  the 
freedom  argument.  I  think  that  people 
in  America  do  have  a  freedom  to  en- 
gage in  smoking  or  not  to  engage  in 
smoking,  a  freedom  to  overeat  or  not 
to  overeat,  a  freedom  to  exercise  or  not 
to  exercise.  And  I  would  also  submit  to 
my  colleagues  that  the  statistics  that  1 
read,  which  are  often  attributed  to 
smoking  in  terms  of  illnesses,  often  the 
person  who  is  that  statistic  is  not  eat- 
ing right  and  is  not  exercising  right  as 
well,  but  it  is  the  cigarette  industry 
that  always  gets  blamed  for  it. 

But  let  us  move  away  from  the  philo- 
sophical debate,  because  what  we  are 
arguing  here  is  not  philosophy,  what 
we  are  debating  here  is  the  Durbin 
amendment.  And  the  Durbin  amend- 
ment says  that  farmers  cannot  partici- 
pate in  the  Federal  crop  insurance  pro- 
gram and  they  cannot  have  commu- 
nication with  the  extension  service 
folks. 

Now,  as  long  as  tobacco  is  a  legal 
crop,  does  it  make  sense  to  say  the 
farmers  in  America  cannot  do  what 
other  farmers  are  doing  who  farm  cot- 
ton, wheat,  com,  soybeans,  i)eanuts, 
sugar,  and  so  forth;  they  cannot  par- 
ticipate in  a  subsidized  crop  insurance 
program? 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
note  one  fact  that  was  brought  up  early 
in  the  debate,  there  au-e  1,500  legal 
crops  in  the  United  States,  only  60  of 
the  1,500  are  covered  by  crop  insurance. 
There  are  many  things  the  gentleman 
and  I  could  grow  that  would  not  even 
qualify  for  crop  insurance,  and  that  is 
the  basis  for  this  amendment. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  that  is  correct,  but 
I  believe  the  ones  that  are  subsidized 
are  ones  that  have  Federal  Government 
programs,  and  so  the  ones  I  have 
named  are  the  ones  where  there  is  a 
Federal  Government  program. 

My  point  is,  as  long  as  it  is  legal,  is 
it  right  to  tell  a  farmer  that  he  cannot 
participate  in  it?  I  am  not  sure  that  it 
is  right.  I  think  it  is  a  tad  punitive,  al- 
though I  certainly  know  that  the  gen- 
tleman's target  is  not  the  farmer. 

The  other  thing  is  this  communica- 
tion with  the  extension  service  agents. 
These  are  the  agents  who  tell  folks  how 
to  apply  pesticides  and  fertilizers  and 
so  forth,  and  often,  as  the  gentleman 
knows,  because  he  is  a  gentleman  who 
likes  to  protect  the  environment,  mis- 
use of  pesticides  and  fertilizers  can 
lead  to  environmental  impairment,  and 
yet  tobacco  farmers  would  be  unable  to 
get  the  needed  expertise  from  the  ex- 
tension service  agents. 

There  are  also  ramifications  on  the 
loan  program  and  so  forth.  So  I  would 


say  that  what  the  Durbin  amendment 
does  is,  while  philosophically  this  is 
not  its  intent,  in  reality  it  has  the  ef- 
fect of  hurting  farmers  and  I  think  is 
somewhat  punitive.  I  believe  that  a 
better  approach  would  be  the  general 
philosophical  debate  on  tobacco  at  the 
proper  time  and  also  continuation  of 
programs  like  the  DARE  Progrram,  the 
ASSIST  Program,  possibly  looking 
into  the  outlawing  of  cigarette  vending 
machines,  because  they  are  readily 
available  to  minors,  and  maybe  having 
some  tricky  debate  about  first  amend- 
ment rights  in  terms  of  advertising 
that  entices  young  children  to  get  in- 
volved in  cigarette  smoking,  and  so 
forth. 

These  things  the  gentleman  and  I 
have  talked  informally  on.  We  are  not 
really  on  the  proper  conmiittee  of  au- 
thorization for  it,  but  I  think  it  is 
something  this  House  should  hold  a  de- 
bate on.  But  on  the  current  amend- 
ment that  is  pending  I  believe  the  prop- 
er vote,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  "no." 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Con- 
necticut [Ms.  DeLaxiro]. 

Ms.  DELAURO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  leadership, 
and  I  rise  in  support  of  the  Durbin- 
Hansen  amendment  because  it  is  time 
to  stop  spending  the  taxpayers'  hard- 
earned  money  to  subsidize  a  product 
that  kills  over  1.000  Americans  every 
single  day. 

Each  year  more  than  400.000  people 
die  prematurely  of  tobacco  use.  As  my 
colleague  from  Delaware  pointed  out. 
cigarettes  kill  more  Americans  each 
year  than  AIDS,  alcohol,  car  accidents, 
murders,  suicide,  illegal  drugs,  and 
fires  combined.  Fifty  billion  dollars  is 
spent  on  health  care  related  to  tobacco 
use. 

Despite  all  that  we  know  about  the 
health  hazards  of  tobacco,  too  many  of 
our  young  people,  especially  the  young 
ones,  continue  to  light  up.  In  my  own 
State  of  Connecticut,  one  out  of  three 
9th  through  12th  graders  have  smoked 
a  cigarette  in  the  past  month.  About 
one  out  of  five  9th  through  12th  graders 
smoke  regularly. 

D  1715 

More  preschoolers  in  this  country 
recognize  Joe  Camel  than  they  do 
Mickey  Mouse.  We  have  a  problem  in 
this  country.  And  industry,  like  big  to- 
bacco, that  can  find  the  money  to  run 
ads  so  convincing  to  appeal  especially 
to  young  people  about  the  glamour  of 
tobacco  surely  does  not  need  tax- 
payers' money. 

About  3.000  young  people  across  the 
Nation  under  age  18  become  regular 
smokers  every  day.  On  average,  they 
start  smoking  at  age  14.  Tragically, 
one  out  of  three  of  tnese  teenagers  will 
die  of  a  tobacco-related  illness.  We 
must  stop  this  killing  of  our  family 
members  and  our  friends. 

I  am  doing  all  I  can  to  prevent  these 
tragic  deaths.  At  home  I  started  a  cam- 
paign called  Kick  Butts  Connecticut, 
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targeted  at  middle  and  elementary 
school  kids  to  prevent  them  from  ever 
starting  to  smoke. 

More  than  80  percent  of  all  adult  to- 
bacco smokers  had  tried  smoking  be- 
fore their  18th  birthday  and  more  than 
half  of  them  had  already  become  regu- 
lar smokers  by  that  age.  Studies  show 
that  if  people  do  not  begin  smoking  as 
teenagers  or  as  children,  it  is  very  un- 
likely that  they  ever  will  do  so. 

I  think  public  education  campaigns 
are  vital  to  the  war  that  we  are  waging 
against  cancer  in  this  country.  We 
truly  do  need  to  do  more  if  we  are  to 
cut  the  number  of  tobacco-related 
deaths  in  this  country. 

And  despite  the  deadly  impact  of  to- 
bacco, some  have  argued  that  we  can- 
not simply  abandon  our  Nation's  to- 
bacco farmers.  This  amendment  does 
not  abandon  them.  It  takes  the  S25  mil- 
lion in  savings  from  the  elimination  of 
the  tobacco  subsidy  and  puts  it  into 
productive  uses  in  agricultural  regions 
all  over  this  country.  The  money  saved 
would  be  used  to  improve  water  and 
wastewater  for  development  purposes, 
expand  the  use  of  technology  and  ad- 
vance education  and  medicine  in  rural 
areas. 

These  funds  would  create  great  alter- 
natives for  struggling  areas  of  our 
country,  without  reljring  on  taxpayer- 
funded  subsidies  to  promote  an  indus- 
try that  kills.  This  appropriations  bill, 
like  all  appropriations  bills,  is  really 
about  out  Nation's  priorities,  and  I  do 
not  understand  how  we  can  support  the 
tobacco  subsidies  in  this  bill  and  at  the 
same  time  are  proposing  in  other  areas 
to  gut  and  decimate  Medicare. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  the  oppor- 
tunity today  to  send  a  very  clear  mes- 
sage to  the  cigarette  industry  and  to 
the  grim  reaper,  big  tobacco.  Let  us 
stop  wasting  taxpayers'  money  to  pro- 
mote an  industry  that  has  been  truly 
so  costly  to  this  Nation.  It  is  time  that 
big  tobacco  learned  to  get  along  in  this 
business  without  the  taxpayers'  hard- 
earned  dollars.  It  is  time  that  we  get 
the  tobacco  industry  off  of  the  Federal 
Treasury,  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
vote  "yes"  on  this  amendment. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Wise]. 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  always 
hesitate  to  enter  this  debate,  but  I 
think  it  is  an  important  one.  I  always 
put  out  my  caveats  to  begin  with.  First 
of  all,  I  do  not  smoke;  I  do  not  counsel 
anybody  to  smoke. 

Second,  I  support  the  basic  thrust  of 
the  FDA  regulations  that  would  pre- 
vent young  people  or  seek  to  prevent 
young  people  from  smoking  or  having 
accessibility  to  cigarettes. 

And.  third,  so  that  this  issue  of  who 
gets  what  campaign  contributions  is 
off  the  table.  I  have  declined  to  accept 
tobacco  contributions  so  that  when  I 
argue  this  no  one  can  charge  any  kind 
of  financial  motivation. 


But.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposi- 
tion to  this  amendment  because  this  is 
not  about  big  tobacco.  No.  1.  Big  to- 
bacco is  the  tobacco  company  that 
makes  the  product.  This  is  about  a  lot 
of  small  farmers,  of  which  there  are 
himdreds  in  West  Virginia.  We  are  pale 
in  comparison  to  the  Kentuckys  and 
North  and  South  Carolinas  of  the 
world,  but  yet  we  do  have  a  large  num- 
ber of  small  tobacco  farmers  that  are 
making  this  as  a  part-time  living. 

But  I  simply  do  not  understand  what 
is  gained  by  kicking  a  lot  of  small  to- 
bacco farmers  in  the  teeth.  I  guess  I  re- 
sent the  fact  that  this  would  say  to 
them,  "You  are  not  going  to  be  able  to 
derive  the  services  of  the  agricultural 
extension  service  who  can  drive  by 
your  place,  stop  off  and  see  this  person 
raising  this  crop,  and  this  one  raising 
that  one,  but  you.  who  also  pay  taxes, 
you  who  are  trying  to  send  your  kids  to 
school,  you  who  are  probably  working 
some  regular  job  in  addition  to  trying 
to  work  nights  to  get  this  crop  in,  you 
do  not  get  the  benefit  of  that  agricul- 
tural extension  agent.  You  do  not  get 
to  learn  about  the  latest  pesticides  or 
fertilization  or  whatever  it  is.  You  do 
not  get  any  of  the  assistance  that  ev- 
erybody else  that  raises  a  crop  does." 

If,  indeed,  as  many  of  us  predict,  that 
we  drive  this  production  overseas,  that 
is  that  now  we  are  buying  more  and 
more  foreign  tobacco,  tell  me  what  as- 
svirance  that  we  have  got  that  the 
farmer  in  the  developing  nation  is 
using  the  latest  scientific  techniques 
that  we  would  want  to  have  our  farmer 
using? 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  concerns  me 
most  about  this  is  that  I  do  not  see 
where  this  stops  one  cigarette  from 
being  produced.  There  are  going  to  be 
the  same  number  of  cigarettes  come 
rolling  off  the  lines.  There  is  going  to 
be  one  difference:  There  is  not  going  to 
be  any  American  content  in  there.  It  is 
going  to  be  foreign  content.  And  so 
what  that  means  is  that  we  are  sup- 
porting a  whole  host  of  foreign  nations. 

My  understanding,  and  I  have  no  rea- 
son to  doubt  it,  is  that  if  we  pass  this, 
this  is  actually  in  some  way  a  big-to- 
bacco amendment  because  what  it  does 
is  it  permits  without  any  hesitation,  it 
permits  the  large  tobacco  company  to 
go  buy  what  they  would  like  to  do,  the 
cheaper  foreign  tobacco. 

And  so  what  we  have  done  here  is  to 
not  prevent  one  cigarette,  not  de- 
creased one  cigarette  from  being  pro- 
duced, but  added  greatly  to  the  foreign 
balance-of-trade  deficit. 

Restore  S25  million.  Boy.  I  would  love 
to  have  additional  money  for  rural 
water  and  sewer.  I  would  love  to  have 
that  money.  The  reality  is  it  has  been 
cut  far  too  much;  $25  million  over  the 
country  is  not  going  to  go  very  far.  But 
I  have  a  question:  Who  is  that  rural 
water  going  to  serve  in  a  lot  of  areas  if 
we,  indeed,  pass  this  amendment  ajid 
make  in  many  parts  of  our  country  the 


rural  tobacco  farmer  and  the  small  to- 
bacco farmer  that  much  poorer? 

There  is  a  final  point.  Here  I  got  real 
conservative.  At  some  point  people 
choose.  And  we  are  not  stopping  the  to- 
bacco extension  agent  from  visiting  the 
person  who  raises  grain  or  other  prod- 
ucts that  might  eventually  find  their 
way  into  the  alcohol  consumption 
chain?  Perhaps  we  ought  to  require 
them  to  sign  a  certificate  that  it  will 
not  be  used  for  any  alcohol  products  so 
at  some  point  people  choose  what  it  is 
they  are  going  to  do. 

So  by  passing  this,  we  perhaps  go  and 
get  a  bunch  of  small  tobacco  farmers 
but  have  not  made  it  illegal,  we  have 
not  reduced  one  cigarette,  all  we  have 
done  is  to  grant  a  large  number  of  peo- 
ple who  are  eking  out  relatively  small 
livings  have  that  much  more  difficult 
time  to  do  of  it  and  we  have  not  re- 
duced cigarette  consumption  one  bit.  I 
do  not  understand  it. 

I  appreciate  the  motivation  that  the 
gentleman  and  other  supporters  of  it 
have.  I  support  education,  every  kind 
of  effort  possible  so  that  people,  when 
they  make  choice,  make  it  on  an  in- 
formed basis.  But  going  after  the  small 
tobacco  farmer  and  saying  that  we 
have  done  something,  I  just  do  not 
think  that  is  what  this  amendment 
does,  and  I  would  urge  defeat  of  it. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  jrield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  RIGGS],  who  is  a  Republican 
cosponsor  of  this  amendment,  and  I 
thank  him  for  his  patience. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  and  for  his 
very  strong  leadership  on  this  particu- 
lar issue. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  feel  this  is  a  very 
important  initiative,  and  at  the  outset 
of  my  remarks,  in  the  spirit  of  full  dis- 
closure. I  have  an  admission  to  make.  I 
was  bom  and  raised  in  Louisville,  KY, 
and  I  have  never  used  these  a  day  of 
my  life.  Yet,  as  I  listen  to  this  debate. 
I  realize  that  there  is  a  tremendous 
contradiction,  a  dissonance  that  sur- 
rounds this  debate,  because  right  on 
the  side  of  this  packet  of  cigarette  it 
says:  "The  Surgeon  General's  warning: 
Quitting  smoking  now  greatly  reduces 
serious  risks  to  your  health." 

So  the  Government  already  warns 
citizens  of  the  harmful  effects  of  to- 
bacco, yet  the  Government,  or  more  ac- 
curately the  taxpayers,  partially  sub- 
sidize the  production  of  tobacco.  The 
Government  gives  a  tacit  acceptance  to 
the  production  of  this  crop  even  though 
on  the  other  hand  it  warns  against  its 
use. 

Now.  colleagues,  we  should  be  con- 
sistent here.  This  is  not  a  discrimina- 
tory or  hypocritical  or  mean-spirited 
amendment.  This  is  about  right  and 
wrong. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  other  thing  that  I 
want  to  add  to  this  debate,  we  have 
heard  speaker  after  speaker  come  down 
to  this  well,  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 
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and  remind  us  of  what  we  already 
know,  which  is  that  smoking  is  the 
leading  cause  of  avoidable  premature 
death  in  this  country  today.  Using  this 
product,  which  may  well  have  been  pro- 
duced or  made  at  least  through  partial 
subsidies  from  Federal  taxpayers,  is 
the  leading  cause  of  avoidable  pre- 
mature death  in  our  country  today. 

And  it  is  taking  an  enormous  and 
growing  and  deadly  toll  each  year.  To- 
bacco products  are  responsible  for  more 
than  400,000  deaths  each  year  in  Amer- 
ica due  to  cancer,  respiratory  illness, 
heart  disease,  and  other  health  prob- 
lems. Cigarette  use  and  use  of  other  to- 
bacco products  kill  more  Americans 
each  year  than  AIDS,  alcohol,  car  acci- 
dents, murders,  suicides,  illegal  drugs, 
and  fires  combined. 

Smokers  who  die  as  a  result  of  smok- 
ing would  have  lived  on  an  average  12 
to  15  years  longer  if  they  had  not 
smoked.  And  that  results  in  a  loss  to 
society  of  roughly  $40.3  billion  in  lost 
productivity. 

Now,  I  mentioned  the  health  care 
costs  associated  with  the  tobacco  use 
are  rising.  Hence,  good  reason  for  the 
warning  on  this  packet  of  cigarettes. 
The  Centers  for  Disease  Control  esti- 
mate that  the  health  care  cost  associ- 
ated with  smoking,  and  this  is  just  for 
the  year  1993,  total  S50  billion.  $26.9,  or 
$30  billion  for  hospital  costs,  $15.5  bil- 
lion for  doctors,  $4.9  billion  in  nursing 
home  costs,  $1.8  billion  for  prescription 
drugs,  and  $900  million  for  home  health 
care  expenditures. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman  and  colleagues,  I 
think  we  should  be  concerned  about 
helping  tobacco  farmers  make  a  transi- 
tion to  other  crops,  but  right  now  we 
have  a  fundamental  choice  that  in- 
volves right  or  wrong  and,  I  believe,  a 
responsibility  to  be  accountable  to  the 
people  who  elected  us,  the  people  we 
represent,  and  the  American  citizens 
who  overwhelmingly  favor  elimination 
of  Federal  taxpayer  subsidies  for  to- 
bacco farmers. 

So  while  I  empathize  with  my  col- 
leagues who  represent  tobacco  districts 
and  tobacco  States,  let  us  work  to- 
gether, let  us  pass  this  amendment, 
then  we  can  work  perhaps  to  help  the 
farmers  that  we  represent  make  a  tran- 
sition to  good  alternative  crops  that  do 
not  require  Government  warnings  and 
are  not  inherently  injurious  to  the  pub- 
lic health. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Florida  [Mrs.  MEEK]. 

Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, this  is  an  issue  that  whenever  it 
comes  to  the  floor,  I  always  speak  out. 
And  my  reasoning  is  quite  a  bit  dif- 
ferent from  any  of  my  colleagues.  I 
have  a  tremendous  respect  for  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  Durbin],  and 
whatever  he  says  is  correct.  I  do  not 
disagree  with  him,  nor  do  I  disagree 
with  any  of  the  others  who  spoke  for 
this  amendment.  But  I  am  against  this 


amendment.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  must  ask 
my  colleagues  not  to  support  it,  and  I 
will  tell  them  why. 

First  of  all,  if  I  thought  the  Durbin 
amendment  would  reduce  or  stop 
smoking,  I  would  vote  for  it  and  get 
other  people  to  vote  for  it.  But  the 
Durbin  amendment  will  not  stop  smok- 
ing and  it  will  not  reduce  smoking  at 
all. 

Philosophically  or  morally,  it  is  ex- 
cellent. I  wish  we  could  legislate  mor- 
als and  keep  people  from  doing  things 
that  would  kill  them.  I  wish  we  had 
that  power.  If  we  had  the  power  in  this 
Congress  to  legislate  initiatives  that 
would  stop  people  from  doing  things 
which  kill  them,  we  would  do  a  mar- 
velous job,  and  I  appreciate  anyone 
trying  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  remember  when  my 
father  used  to  pull  tobacco  over  there 
in  Quincy  in  Monticello,  FL.  That  is 
the  only  place  my  daddy  could  get  a 
job.  I  am  from  Tallahassee,  FL.  During 
those  days,  black  Americans  could  not 
get  a  job  in  north  Florida  doing  any- 
thing, but  he  was  able  to  go  on  to  this 
farmer  industry  and  get  a  job.  They  did 
not  ask  him  if  he  came  from  Carroll's 
Quarters.  They  did  not  ask  him  any- 
thing. I  will  never  forget  that.  These 
small  farmers,  I  think  many  of  us  do 
not  understand  what  it  means  to  be 
economically  viable  by  using  the  farm. 
And  this  country  was  built  on  the 
farming  industry.  It  helps  to  keep  us 
all  going.  I  will  vote  against  anything. 
If  Members  go  against  peanuts,  I  will 
vote  against  them  there.  If  Members  go 
against  tobacco,  I  will  vote  against 
them  there. 

But,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  thought  this 
amendment  were  doing  anything  good, 
I  would  vote  with  my  colleagues  in 
favor  of  it.  This  Durbin  amendment 
should  be  defeated  because  it  discrimi- 
nates against  these  small  farmers  and 
the  small  communities.  If  my  col- 
leagues think  it  is  going  to  do  any- 
thing with  the  big  tobacco  industry, 
then  they  are  wrong.  They  may  be 
thinking  that  we  can  legislate  it,  but 
we  cannot.  If  we  do  not  let  them  con- 
sult with  their  extension  service  peo- 
ple, we  are  leaving  a  big  educational 
void  out  there.  They  can  help  prevent 
some  of  the  things  that  we  are  talking 
about.  Education  is  the  key. 

I  heard  my  colleague,  the  gentle- 
woman from  Connecticut  [Ms. 
DeLauro]  talk  about  what  she  has 
done  in  prevention  programs  in  her 
community.  That  is  it. 

D  1730 

She  did  not  need  any  legislation  to 
do  those  things.  She  knows  that  what 
turns  this  country  around  is  to  turn 
the  mindset  around.  The  mindset  has 
to  be  turned  around.  You  cannot  turn 
that  mindset  around  through  legisla- 
tion. We  think  we  can  but  we  cannot. 

Now,  the  program  that  we  are  talk- 
ing about  has  its  merit.  It  does  not  cost 


this  Congress  or  this  Nation  anything. 
We  are  watching  the  budget  as  much  as 
we  can.  We  all  are  watching  our  health, 
and  we  must  continue  to  do  that,  Mr. 
Chairman.  Government  cannot  do  this 
for  us.  You  can  cut  the  subsidy  if  you 
want  to.  But  it  will  make  no  changes 
in  the  people  who  smoke  cigarettes. 
Vote  against  this  amendment. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts [Mr.  Olver]. 

Mr.  OLVER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me. 
I  certainly  commend  him  for  his  lead- 
ership on  this  issue  in  all  the  years 
that  we  have  served  together. 

Since  so  many  Members  here  have 
given  their  own  little  personal  disclo- 
sures, I  will  give  one,  too.  I  was  bom 
and  brought  up  on  a  farm  in  Pennsyl- 
vania. At  a  particular  time  in  my  life, 
I  found  some  cigarettes  in  the  dairy 
bam.  My  father.  I  believe,  had  care- 
fully soaked  those  in  horse  urine,  and  I 
did  not  find  much  further  temptation 
in  the  matter.  In  any  case,  so  much  for 
the  disclosure. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  issue  today  is  not 
a  question  of  the  number  of  dollars,  the 
$15  billion  of  revenues  that  are  lost  by 
the  Federal  or  State  governments  in 
relation  to  the  tobacco  industry,  al- 
though it  is  easy  to  show  that  the 
health  care  costs  to  the  public  as  a 
whole  are  at  least  $100  billion  a  year, 
taking  the  direct  and  the  indirect 
costs.  At  least  half  of  that  comes  di- 
rectly out  of  the  public  treasuries  of 
the  same  Federal  Government  and  the 
State  government.  So  it  is  many  times 
the  tax  revenues  that  are  gained  in  the 
process. 

Nor  is  the  question  the  one  of  politi- 
cal correctness.  The  question  really  is 
that  we  are  using  Federal  dollars.  Fed- 
eral expenditures  to  assist  in  the  pro- 
duction of  tobacco,  which  is  the  prod- 
uct with  the  greatest  threat  to  the  pub- 
lic health.  One  other  previous  speaker 
pointed  out  that  this  is  a  legal  product, 
tobacco  is.  that  every  farmer  has  a 
legal  right  to  grow  as  well  as  they  have 
the  right  to  grrow  corn  and  wheat  as 
soybeans.  He  was  right.  There  is  no 
question  he  was  right. 

The  difference  is  that  none  of  those, 
neither  com  nor  wheat  nor  soybeans 
has  the  effect  that  tobacco  has.  Only 
tobacco  ends  up  representing  the  great- 
est threat  to  the  public  health  in  this 
country.  The  difference  is  that  we  are 
using  Federal  dollars  to  continue  that 
assistance  to  the  tobacco  industry  to 
continue  this  crop  which  represents  the 
greatest  threat  to  our  public  health. 

I  really  wanted  to  dwell  for  a  mo- 
ment on  what  these  funds  would  be 
used  for  it  we  switched  the  fund  to  a  le- 
gritimate  purpose.  Within  this  last  dec- 
ade, all  over  this  country,  in  at  least 
1000  communities  in  this  decade  alone, 
communities  with  fewer  than  10,000 
people  have  had  public  safe  drinking 
water  supplies  and  wastewater  disposal 
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facilities  and  solid  waste  disposal  fa-  First  of  all,  I  think  we  have  noted 

cilities   subsidized   with    the   help   of  that  this  amendment  dealing  with  this 

moneys.  Most  of  the  money  that  would  particular  industry  responds  to  just  a 

be  saved  from,  if  we  passed  this  amend-  snM.ll  comer  of  the  tobacco  industry, 

ment  as  we  should,  most  of  that  money  which  happens  to  be  one  of  the  fastest 


would  go  to  helping  other  small  com- 
munities to  build  those  public  safe 
drinking  water  supplies  and  waste  dis- 
posal supplies. 

In  my  district  alone,  in  my  State 
alone,  over  $100  million  has  gone  into 
those.  We  desperately  need,  there  are 
hundreds  of  other  conmiunities  that 
are  looking  for  that  sort  of  assistance, 
both  in  grants  for  the  poorer  commu- 
nities and  in  loans  at  low  interest  for 
the  less  poor  communities  of  small  size 
to  be  able  to  build  those  public  facili- 
ties for  safe  drinking  water  and  for 
wastewater  disposal. 

What  I  am  asking  here  is  that  we 
vote  for  this  amendment  and  use  these 
moneys  for  the  public  health  in  rural 
communities  all  over  this  country, 
rather  than  for  the  assistance  to  the 
production  of  the  product  which  is  so 
devastating  the  public  health  in  this 
country. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Ken- 
tucky [Mr.  Lewis]. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  Kentucky.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  thank  the  chairman  for  yielding 
time  to  me. 

I  would  just  like  to  take  a  minute 
and  talk  about  my  colleague  from  Cali- 
fornia that  spoke  a  little  while  ago  on 
the  floor.  He  held  up  a  package  of  ciga- 
rettes and  talked  about  the  warning 
label.  He  asked  why  should  the  Govern- 
ment support  the  tobacco  farmer  with 
the  fact  that  there  is  a  warning,  a 
health  warning  on  the  side  of  that  ciga- 
rette package.  I  wish  that  he  would 
have  brought  along  a  wine  bottle  also 
because  on  the  side  of  the  wine  bottle 
there  is  a  warning  label  concerning 
that  person's  health. 

Since  the  gentleman  represents  a  dis- 
trict where  there  are  grape  growers  and 
he  represents  the  wine  industry,  I  won- 
der why  it  is  different  that  there  is 
support  for  the  wine  industry.  I  noticed 
he  voted  for  the  Kennedy  amendment. 
Why  should  there  be  a  difference  in 
that  and  the  tobacco  farmer?  I  just 
thought  that  would  be  a  good  question 
to  ask. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Texas  [Ms.  Jackson-Lee]. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  want  to  address  the  gen- 
tleman, Mr.  Durbin,  directly,  because  I 
would  like  to  thank  him  for  his  leader- 
ship. Frankly,  I  think  it  is  important 
that  this  debate  be  noted,  that  you 
have  actually  been  very  kind,  fair 
minded,  and  oaianced.  I  am  somewhat 
dismayed  as  I  listen  to  this  debate,  the 
accusations  about  those  who  would  be 
put  in  harm's  way  because  of  this 
amendment.  Maybe  I  need  to  just  for  a 
moment  detail  what  we  are  talking 
about. 


growing  and  most  lucrative  industries 
in  the  nation.  Might  I  say  that,  in  addi- 
tion to  being  lucrative,  it  has  a  world- 
wide market.  We  can  find  in  Asia  and 
in  India  and  Africa,  in  the  European 
continent  that  tobacco  is  doing  quite 
well.  So  this  is  really  a  kind  amend- 
ment. It  is  a  sensible  amendment,  and 
it  is  a  fair-minded  amendment. 

What  it  does  for  those  who  are  whin- 
ing on  the  other  side,  it  does  nothing 
to  deal  with  Federal  price  supports. 
The  industry  still  has  that.  Being  very 
lucrative,  I  would  argue  very  vigor- 
ously for  the  amount  of  costs  that  it 
costs  us  in  health  care  costs,  we  really 
should  take  away  Federal  price  sup- 
ports. But  this  amendment  does  not  do 
that.  It  simply  takes  away  from  a  very 
prosperous  industry  those  Government 
subsidies  that  help  in  the  administra- 
tion of  crop  insurance,  which  by  the 
way  it  does  not  hinder  a  farmer  from 
going  into  the  private  sector  for  that. 
It  also  takes  away  certain  extension 
services  as  well  as  certain  promotion 
services.  Do  you  not  understand  how 
kind  we  are  being  to  an  industry  that 
promotes  death  and  devastation  in  our 
community? 

Again,  this  is  a  first  step  in  saying 
that  we  recognize  that  we  have  a  prob- 
lem with  tobacco.  It  is  addictive.  What 
it  does  do,  it  provides  for  us  good  re- 
sults. I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois [Mr.  DURBIN]  for  it  because  he 
comes  from  a  State  such  as  Illinois, 
like  Texas,  that  combines  rural  and 
urban  centers.  Time  after  time  I  have 
heard  from  our  rural  communities 
coming  from  Texas  how  they  are  at  a 
disadvantage  for  educational  resources 
and  health  resources. 

In  fact,  I  have  spent  a  nimiber  of 
years  on  an  indigent  health  care  task 
force  in  the  State  of  Texas.  We  were 
trying  to  prevent  hospitals  in  rural 
areas  from  closing.  Unfortunately,  we 
were  not  all  that  successful.  This  legis- 
lation will  allow  moneys  to  be  used  to 
help  communities  obtain  the  facilities 
and  equipment  to  link  rural  education 
and  medical  facilities  with  more  urban 
centers  and  other  facilities.  These  tele- 
communications linkages  provide  rural 
residents  access  to  increasing  edu- 
cational opportunities  and  to  access 
better  health  care. 

I  hope  that  my  collea^rues  will  really 
look  at  what  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois, [Mr.  Durbin]  and  his  colleagues 
have  done  in  this  legislation,  for  they 
have  given  the  tobacco  industry  a  real 
break,  unfortunately.  They  have  al- 
lowed them  to  keep  Federal  support 
systems,  price  support  systems,  but  in 
fact  they  have  begun  to  make  the 
statement  in  a  fair  and  balanced  way 
that  enough  is  enough. 

This  is  a  lucrative  industry.  This  is 
an   industry   that  can  support  itself. 


Why  should  we  promote  the  devasta- 
tion that  this  creates?  Why  not  help 
end  the  400.000  deaths  that  we  have 
every  year  from  cancer  and  heart  dis- 
ease and  other  illnesses?  Why  not  begin 
the  diminishing  of  the  promotion  that 
already  exists  in  this  industry? 

I  would  simply  say.  if  all  of  us  would 
be  fair  and  balanced  and.  yes.  a  little 
kind  today,  we  would  support  the  Dur- 
bin amendment,  for  the  Durbin  amend- 
ment stands  for  where  we  need  to  go  in 
this  country.  That  is  for  good  health.  It 
does  not  in  any  way  diminish  the  op- 
portunities for  those  small  farmers 
who  insist  on  and  must  stay  in  this 
business.  What  it  does  say  to  America 
is  that  we  believe  that  it  is  time  now 
to  end  the  promotion  of  something 
that  causes  400,000  deaths  every  year  in 
this  Nation. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ten- 
nessee [Mr.  Gordon]. 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Chairman,  today's 
debate  is  a  classic  example  of  the  cli- 
che that  everything  has  been  said,  it  is 
just  everyone  has  not  had  a  chance  to 
say  it.  In  that  tradition,  let  me  give 
my  quick  synopsis  of  how  I  view  this 
debate,  what  it  is  about  and  what  it  is 
not  about.  It  certainly  is  not  about 
smoking.  It  certainly  has  nothing  to  do 
with  reducing  the  size  of  Government. 
It  has  nothing  to  do  with  tobacco  com- 
pany products.  What  does  it  have  to  do 
with? 

Well,  if  the  Durbin  amendment 
passes,  it  has  to  do  a  lot  with  American 
jobs,  the  loss  of  American  jobs.  If  the 
Durbin  amendment  passes,  then  there 
is  going  to  be  a  lot  of  small  tobacco 
farmers  that  are  going  to  go  out  of 
business.  Now,  how  does  this  affect  the 
tobacco  companies:  fine  with  them, 
foreign  tobacco  is  cheaper  anyway.  So 
their  profit  goes  up.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  it  is  cheaper  to  produce  cigarettes 
offshore,  so  let  us  just  go  offshore  and 
produce  them  and  you  save  even  more 
money.  There  are  more  American  jobs 
that  go  offshore. 

Let  us  make  no  mistake  about  this 
debate  today.  It  has  nothing  to  do  with 
smoking.  It  has  nothing  to  do  with  re- 
ducing the  size  of  Government.  It  has 
to  do  with  jobs.  American  jobs.  A  vote 
for  the  Durbin  amendment  means  ship- 
ping American  fiarming  jobs  overseas. 
American  manufacturing  jobs  overseas. 
A  vote  against  the  amendment  means 
keeping  those  jobs  here  in  America. 
That  is  what  this  debate  is  all  about. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  thank  my  col- 
leagues, particularly  the  gentleman 
from  New  Mexico,  for  his  patience.  I 
think  this  has  been  an  important  de- 
bate. It  has  gone  on  longer  than  any 
other  debate  on  this  bill,  but,  frankly, 
I  think  the  issue  at  hand  is  one  of  the 
most  important  facing  us  today. 

I  wanted  to  acknowledge  two  people: 
one  who  is  not  here  and  one  who  is.  The 
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one  I  would  like  to  acknowledge  who  is 
here  is  my  staff  assistant,  Tom  Faletti. 
Tom  Faletti  has  been  standing  by  my 
side  on  this  tobacco  issue  for  10  years. 
He  has  covered  me  with  glory  in  those 
rare  moments  when  we  have  defied  the 
tobacco  lobby.  He  has  stood  by  me  loy- 
ally and  forgiven  me  my  defeats  and 
my  failings  in  the  course  of  this  experi- 
ence, taking  on  the  most  powerful 
lobby  in  Washington. 

I  know  the  results  of  the  vote  last 
year.  We  were  defeated  with  the  same 
amendment.  I  sense  today  that  it 
might  be  better.  I  hope  it  is.  But  let  me 
just  say  this:  One  of  the  reasons  I  am 
involved  in  this  debate  is  because  an- 
other person  I  served  with  is  not  here 
today.  His  name  was  Mike  Synar  of 
Oklahoma. 

Mike  SsmaLT  was  a  tiger  on  this  issue. 
He  paid  for  it  dearly  in  terms  of  losing 
his  congressional  seat  when  the  to- 
bacco companies  turned  on  him  and 
managed  to  defeat  him.  Mike  gave  up 
one  of  the  most  precious  things  to  him, 
next  to  his  family,  his  congrressional 
career,  because  he  believed  so  intensely 
in  this  issue.  Those  of  us  who  come  to 
this  side  of  the  table  have  that  same 
passion. 

D  1745 

I  respect  those  on  the  other  side,  too, 
because  they  speak  with  conviction 
and  passion  as  well. 

I  listened  to  this  debate  today  and 
jotted  down  a  few  of  the  words  that 
have  been  used  to  describe  either  me  or 
my  amendment.  I  say  to  my  col- 
leagues: You  have  to  have  a  pretty 
tough  mental  hide  to  be  in  politics,  to 
hear  people  get  up  on  the  floor  and  call 
you  or  your  amendment,  in  full  view  of 
the  C-SPAN  audience  and  the  people 
here,  "mean-spirited,  punitive,  mis- 
directed, hypocrisy  at  the  highest 
level,  self  serving,  political  and  cruel," 
and  I  think  they  were  warming  up  to 
some  stronger  words  before  they  fi- 
nally had  to  sit  down.  I  understand 
that  the  emotions  really  run  high  on 
this  issue.  They  certainly  run  high  on 
this  side  of  the  issue,  those  of  us  who 
have  fought  the  tobacco  companies  for 
so  long. 

First,  let  me  say  a  word  about  to- 
bacco farmers  and  growers.  For  as  long 
as  I  have  been  involved  in  this  debate, 
from  the  very  beginning,  I  have  made 
known  to  every  congressman  and  con- 
gresswoman  from  a  tobacco-producing 
State:  "I  will  join  you  at  the  table  to 
find  transitions  for  these  tobacco  grow- 
ers to  go  into  some  other  crop.  I  will 
work  with  you,  I'll  subsidize  it."  I  do 
not  have  any  battle  with  these  poor 
men  and  women  who  are  struggling  to 
make  a  living,  but  I  can  tell  my  col- 
leagues honestly  no  one  ever  takes  me 
up  on  my  invitation.  The  reason  they 
do  not  take  me  up  on  the  invitation: 
there  is  no  crop  that  one  can  legally 
grow  in  America  that  is  as  profitable 
as  tobacco;  not  one. 


For  example,  the  gross  receipts  per 
acre,  on  tobacco,  are  $4,000;  the  net  re- 
ceipts from  51,400  to  S800.  In  my  part  of 
the  world  we  grow  a  lot  of  com  and 
soybeans.  Com,  gross  receipts  per  acre 
will  run  $400  to  5800.  A  farmer  might 
take  half  of  that  away. 

So  look  at  the  difference  here.  It  is 
anywhere  from  3  to  10  times  as  lucra- 
tive as  growing  some  other  crop.  That 
is  why  the  tobacco  farmers  do  not  want 
to  leave  it.  They  cannot  make  any  kind 
of  money  close  to  that  growing  any  an- 
other crop  on  their  land.  They  just  do 
not  want  to  grive  it  up. 

But  quite  honestly,  I  think  it  is  time 
for  the  Federal  Government  to  say  to 
them,  "You're  on  your  own,"  and  that 
is  what  this  amendment  starts  to  do.  It 
takes  away  the  subsidy  for  crop  insur- 
ance and  the  subsidy  for  the  extension 
service  for  these  tobacco  farmers. 

Let  me  also  mention  this  argrument 
about  jobs.  The  previous  speaker,  my 
friend  from  Tennessee,  stood  up  and 
said  the  Durbin  amendment  will  cost 
jobs.  It  will.  It  will.  Because  if  we  can 
diminish  the  use  of  tobacco  in  this 
country,  we  will  have  fewer  respiratory 
therapists,  we  will  have  fewer  cancer 
specialists,  we  will  have  fewer  surgeons 
operating  on  people  who  are  devastated 
by  the  diseases  attached  to  tobacco. 
Make  no  mistake  about  it.  The  jobs  as- 
sociated with  tobacco  in  this  country, 
the  best-paying  jobs,  are  associated 
with  the  victims  of  tobacco  in  this 
country,  and  we  have  to  be  sensitive  to 
that  fact  as  well. 

I  feel  sorry  for  those  working  in  to- 
bacco companies,  but  let  me  tell  my 
colleagrues:  The  product  they  are  sell- 
ing is  killing  people  every  single  day. 

The  gentlewoman  from  Utah  said 
earlier  there  are  a  lot  of  agricultural 
products.  There  is  only  one  agricul- 
tural product  in  America  that  has  a 
body  count,  and  it  is  tobacco.  That  is 
why  it  is  different,  and  that  is  why  it 
should  be  treated  differently. 

Forty-seven  of  my  colleagues  from 
both  parties  have  joined  me  in  a  task 
force  taking  on  the  tobacco  industry. 
Let  me  say  to  my  colleagues  when  I 
first  got  to  Congrress,  that  was  un- 
thinkable. No  one  came  out  publicly 
against  the  tobacco  lobby.  Now  there 
are  47  of  us,  and  occasionally  we  can 
put  a  majority  together  on  the  floor. 

For  those  who  argue,  and  one  of  my 
colleagues  did.  well,  these  folks  who 
oppose  tobacco,  they  get  a  lot  of  big 
political  contributions  too.  Let  me  tell 
my  colleagues  I  am  still  waiting  in  my 
office  for  my  first  PAC  check  from  the 
American  Cancer  Society,  the  Amer- 
ican Heart  Association,  the  American 
Lung  Association,  the  Coalition  on 
Smoking  and  Health.  These  health 
groups  give  away  a  lot  of  psychic  in- 
come, they  do  not  write  the  checks  like 
the  tobacco  lobby  will  for  the  people 
who  vote  against  the  Durbin  amend- 
ment today.  On  the  political  ledger  all 
the  money  is  on  the  other  side.  We 


have  to  strugrgle  and  put  this  battle  up 
because  it  is  something  we  believe  in. 

Now  let  me  close  by  saying  this.  I 
certainly  hope  that  my  colleagues  will 
take  this  amendment  very  seriously.  I 
do.  This  has  been  a  10-year  battle  that 
this  Congressman  has  waged  on  this 
floor  of  the  House.  We  started  off  with 
a  victory  banning  smoking  on  air- 
planes. We  extended  it  to  flights  all 
across  the  United  States.  The  tobacco 
companies  said  it  v/as  the  end  of  the 
world;  try  to  stop  smoking  on  air- 
planes, they  are  going  to  be  beating  up 
the  flight  attendants  and  smoking  in 
the  restrooms.  It  never  happened.  It 
never  happened.  People  knew  that  sen- 
sible regulation  of  smoking  is  some- 
thing that  this  country  ought  to  be 
doing,  and  now  it  is  time  for  us  to  get 
out  of  the  business  of  subsidizing  to- 
bacco. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  Durbin  amend- 
ment will  give  to  my  colleagues  the 
right  answer  to  the  question:  Congress- 
man, if  this  product  kills  so  many 
Americans,  why  in  God's  name  does  the 
Federal  Treasury  subsidize  it? 

By  voting  for  the  Durbin  amendment, 
my  colleagues  who  support  me  will  be 
able  to  say  to  those  colleagues  we 
ended  it,  and  we  ended  it  in  the  right 
way,  saying  to  tobacco  growers;  find 
another  line  of  work,  or  at  least  sup- 
port your  production  of  tobacco  on 
your  own  dollar,  not  on  the  dollar  of 
taxpayers. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  balance  of  my  time  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Rogers]. 

Mr.  ROGERS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  sdelding  this  time  to 
me  and  thank  him  for  his  work  on  the 
bill  to  which  this  amendment  has  been 
attached. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  not  to  consume 
the  entire  time  because  I  think  we 
have  had  a  good  debate  and  we  have 
heard  practically  every  point  that  con- 
ceivably could  be  made  on  both  sides  of 
the  issue. 

Mr.  Chairman,  one  could  have 
thought  by  listening  to  this  debate 
that  there  was  an  amendment  on  the 
floor  to  abolish  smoking  or  an  amend- 
ment that  would  have  declared  smok- 
ing to  be  the  most  dangerous  thing  one 
can  do  or  an  amendment  that  would 
have  prohibited  the  big  cigarette  com- 
panies from  deducting  the  advertising 
costs,  or  some  such  thing,  because  we 
have  heard  all  of  these  arguments 
about  whether  or  not  smoking  is  good 
for  us,  which  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  amendment. 

We  have  heard  all  of  the  attacks  on 
big  tobacco  as  if  it  was  one  big  mono- 
lithic thing,  and  if  we  attack  one  part 
of  it.  we  are  attacking  the  whole  thing. 
The  gentleman  maybe  does  not  under- 
stand, that  offered  the  amendment, 
what  tobacco  is,  the  industry,  if  we 
want  to  call  it  that:  there  is  big  to- 
bacco, the  cigarette  companies,  per- 
haps big  cigar  companies,  perhaps  big 
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chewing  tobacco  companies  and  the 
like.  They  are  big  worldwide.  Philip 
Morris  is  a  huge  corporation. 

Then  there  is  little  tobacco  that  is 
grown  in  the  districts  of  these  Mem- 
bers who  have  spoken.  They  are  not 
big.  It  is  a  family.  The  average  acreage 
is  probably  2  acres  on  red  clay  on  a  35- 
degree-angle  farm,  and  they  cannot 
grow  anything  else.  They  are  trying; 
believe  me  they  are  trying.  There  are 
experiments  on  aquaculture,  growing 
fish,  and  they  are  trying  to  grow  other 
types  of  crops  all  over  tobacco  land. 
But  right  now  these  are  poor  dirt  farm- 
ers. 

My  colleagues  are  not  attacking 
Philip  Morris  here  with  your  amend- 
ment. They  are  not  attacking  big  to- 
bacco. They  are  attacking  little  to- 
bacco. These  are  the  most  vulnerable 
people  that  we  could  possibly  talk 
about  when  we  talk  about  tobacco. 

I  grew  up  on  a  hillside  farm.  We  grrew 
rocks  on  a  very  small  farm.  We  also 
have  a  small  patch  of  tobacco,  and  that 
was  the  only  way  that  my  father  could 
raise  this  family,  and  send  us  to  school, 
and  buy  the  food  on  which  we  lived. 
That  story  is  repeated  100,000  times 
around  this  country  every  year.  We  are 
not  Philip  Morris.  We  are  not  big  to- 
bacco. We  are  little.  And  we  are  poor. 
And  we  are  scrapping,  just  trying  to 
earn  a  living  on  2  acres  or  1  acre  of  to- 
bacco. That  is  the  average  crop.  We  do 
not  grow  tobacco  like  they  grow  com 
in  Illinois,  by  the  thousands  of  acres. 
There  is  no  way  to  conceive  of  a  scale 
when  growing  crops  on  that  scale  with 
a  2-acre  patch  of  tobacco  on  a  hillside 
in  the  hills  of  Kentucky  or  Tennessee 
or  North  Carolina  or  Georgia  or  wher- 
ever. 23  States. 

Yet,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman's 
amendment  does  not  try  to  outlaw 
smoking.  Perhaps  he  should  try  that. 
It  does  not  try  to  outlaw  the  Tobacco 
Price  Support  Program  which  protects 
big  growers  as  well  as  small  growers. 
No,  the  gentleman  just  singles  out  the 
most  vulnerable  people  that  we  have, 
the  little  tobacco  people,  and,  yes,  we 
are  emotional  about  it;  yes,  that  is  the 
reason  for  encountering  people  who  are 
fighting  fiercely  because  we  are  trjring 
to  defend  people  who  are  defenseless 
but  for  us. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Dlinois  does  away  with  this  program 
for  these  small  farmers,  and  ironically 
and  paradoxically  he  is  helping  big  to- 
bacco. Only  then  will  tobacco  be  grown 
by  big  tobacco,  and  they  would  love 
that.  They  have  been  trying  to  do  that 
for  years.  But  for  us  here,  tobacco 
would  be  grown  by  the  big  companies, 
most  of  it  imported,  grown  on  patches 
or  fields  or  plantations  across  the  sea 
where  they  do  not  regulate  what  they 
can  spray  on  the  crop,  and  we  will  be 
bringing  in  poisoned  tobacco  for  people 
to  smoke  here. 

People  are  going  to  smoke,  they  are 
going  to  smoke  something  for  the  time 


being.  Maybe  it  is  not  good  for  them; 
that  is  not  the  question  here.  They  are 
going  to  smoke.  Question  is:  Who  is 
going  to  grow  it;  the  small  growers  or 
Philip  Morris?  The  gentleman's  amend- 
ment says  Philip  Morris.  He  may  not 
intend  that,  but  that  is  exactly  what 
he  is  doing,  believe  me. 

The  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Rose]  said  it  better  than  I  do. 
Other  speakers  have  said  it  better  than 
I  did.  But  that  is  precisely  where  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Durbin]  is 
headed  with  this  amendment. 

His  amendment  does  not  deny  de- 
ductibility of  advertising  expenses  to 
big  tobacco,  does  not  try  to  abolish  the 
Tobacco  Price  Support  Program  which 
protects  big  growers  as  well  as  small,  it 
does  not  deny  crop  insurance  or  agri- 
cultural advice  to  Philip  Morris.  No,  it 
denies  crop  insurance  to  the  poorest 
people,  and  the  gentleman  is  allowing 
them  to  become  the  victims  of  the  ele- 
ments. 

Does  not  hurt  Philip  Morris.  In  fact, 
it  probably  helps  them  because  they 
would  grow  what  we  cannot  if  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  knocks  us  out  of 
the  business. 

So  I  think  the  amendment  is  mis- 
directed, Mr.  Durbin.  The  gentleman 
ignores  all  the  questions  I  have  just 
asked,  and  he  picks  out  the  least 
among  us,  he  tackles  the  poorest.  He 
would  cripple  those  who  cannot  help 
themselves  by  this  amendment.  He 
jerks  away  the  only  safety  net,  the 
crop  insurance,  for  families,  kids,  chil- 
dren, and  leave  them  to  the  mercy  of 
the  elements. 

The  large  corporate  growers  do  not 
need  crop  insurance.  The  large  cor- 
porate growers  do  not  need  expert  agri- 
cultural advice  which  this  amendment 
would  deny.  They  do  not  need  it.  The 
only  people  that  need  it  are  the  small 
growers,  and  those  are  the  ones  that 
would  be  impacted  the  most  severely 
by  the  gentleman's  amendment.  By 
driving  out  small  growers,  as  this 
amendment  would  do,  putting  them  on 
welfare  in  the  name  of  trying  to  harm 
big  tobacco,  ironically  will  help  big  to- 
bacco becaxise  when  the  small  growers 
are  gone,  big  tobacco  will  do  what  they 
have  long  wanted  to  do.  and  that  is 
grow  and  import  tobacco. 

Last  year  the  House  realized  this 
very  point.  We  argued  these  types  of 
things  just  last  year  on  the  floor  of  the 
House,  and  our  colleagues  wisely  said. 
"No,  we  will  not  do  the  Durbin  amend- 
ment, it  harms  the  peoplp  who  we  do 
not  want  to  harm.  It  is  misdirected." 

Last  week  the  full  Committee  on  Ap- 
propriations denied  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Durbin]  his  amend- 
ment in  full  committee,  voted  it  down 
29  to  19  in  committee. 

I  ask  our  colleagues  again  on  the 
House  floor,  "When  you  vote  in  a  few 
minutes,  think  about  who  you  are 
harming." 
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Think  about  the  question  that  is  not 
being  addressed  by  this  amendment. 
This  is  not  a  smoking  issue.  It  is  not  a 
health  issue.  It  is  not  a  question  of 
whether  we  are  harming  big  tobacco. 
We  are  not.  We  are  harming  little  to- 
bacco. We  are  harming  the  people  that 
none  of  us.  I  think,  want  to  hurt.  I  urge 
Members  when  they  vote  again  in  a  few 
minutes,  vote  "no."  and  help  the  peo- 
ple who  cannot  help  themselves. 

Mr.  HEINEMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
strong  opposition  to  the  Durbin  aniendment 
This  is  nothing  more  than  a  pxjnrtive  attack  on 
hard  working  farmers.  North  Carolina  is  the 
leading  producer  of  tobacco,  and  if  the  Durtjin 
amendment  passes  it  will  drastically  hurt  farm- 
ers in  my  State.  This  amendment  is  misguided 
and  unfairly  attacks  small  family  tobacco  farm- 
ers by  denying  them  important  services  that 
are  available  to  every  other  family  farmer  who 
produces  agricultural  commodities.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  starxj  up  for  famiers  and  oppose 
this  draconian  amendment 

Mr.  PA"yNE  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  strong  opposition  to  the  Durtatn  amendment 
to  H.R.  3603. 

This  an«rxjment  would  eliminate  all  support 
services  provided  to  tobacco  famfiers  by  the 
USDA  and  its  county  agents. 

It  woukj  prohibit  the  USDA  from  using  funds 
to  provide  extension  services,  market  news, 
and  analysis  to  tot>acco  tampers. 

It  would  not  allow  farmers  to  call  upon  tt^ 
guidance  of  their  local  USDA  agent  about  how 
to  distribute  fertilizer  without  causing  damage 
to  the  soil  or  water  or  how  to  apply  insecti- 
cides safely  or  how  to  combat  agricultural 
plagues  such  as  blue  mokj. 

It  woukJ  also  strip  from  the  iarmer  his  right 
to  purchase  Federal  crop  insurance. 

Eliminating  tobacco  crop  insurarKe  is  simply 
unfair. 

In  1994,  Congress  mandated  the  purchase 
of  crop  insurance  for  farmers  parbcipating  in 
the  Tobacco  Program. 

Denying  tobacco  farmers  is  unfair  because 
tfiey.  like  other  farmers,  rely  on  this  insurance 
wtien  their  crops  fall  victim  to  droughts,  fkxjds, 
hail,  and  winds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  is  simply  a 
mean-spirited,  direct  assault  on  the  hard  vwxk- 
ing  fanT)ers  arxj  their  families  who  grow  to- 
tjacco  in  rural  America. 

Even  worse,  some  would  have  you  believe 
this  amendment  eliminates  a  Federal  subsidy 
to  tobacco  farmers. 

Let  me  set  the  record  straight — there  is  no 
direct  Govemment  subsidy  for  totjacco. 

Since  1982,  when  Congress  passed  the  No 
Net  Cost  Totacco  Act,  all  costs,  except  USDA 
administrative  costs,  shifted  from  tf>e  Govenv 
ment  and  taxpayers  directed  to  farrners  and 
tobacco  companies. 

Since  that  time,  the  program  has  been  one 
of  ttie  more  effjcient  agricultural  programs,  es- 
pecially compared  to  similar  price  support  pro- 
grams for  other  crops. 

Not  only  does  the  Tobacco  Program  take 
care  of  itself — it  is  doing  nmre  than  its  fair 
share  to  reduce  the  Federal  defk:it.  Each  year, 
growers  and  companies  pay  assessments  that 
goes  directly  to  tt>e  U.S.  Treasury  for  defidt 
reduction. 
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Annually,  this  deficit  reduction  assessment 
returns  almost  S30  million  to  the  U.S.  Treas- 
ury. 

That's  right,  almost  S30  million  directly  going 
to  deficit  reduction. 

Tobacco's  Importance  to  our  Federal,  State, 
and  local  governments  can  be  summed  up  in 
one  impressive  figure— 362,000;  562,000  is 
the  amount  of  money  per  acre  tobacco  gen- 
erates for  the  public  sector. 

It  generates  almost  Si  5  billion  to  Federal, 
State,  and  local  governments  in  the  form  of 
excise  and  sales  taxes. 

It  contributes  36  billion  in  exports. 

By  any  measure,  tobacco  makes  a  huge 
economic  contribution  to  our  Nation's  econ- 
omy. 

I  believe  the  numbers  and  facts  speak  for 
themselves. 

The  Federal  Govemment  does  not  subsidize 
farmers  or  the  tobacco  program. 

And  tobacco  contributes  very  positively  to 
the  U.S.  Treasury  and  that  of  State  and  local- 
ities. 

However,  this  amendment  would  allow 
every  farmer  in  America— except  tobacco 
farmers — the  right  to  use  USDA  extension 
service  agents  and  guidance. 

And  this  amendment  would  allow  every 
farmer  in  America — except  tobacco  farmers — 
the  right  to  purchase  Federal  crop  insurance. 

Do  not  be  fooled  by  this  amendment 

It  is  not  about  punishing  the  tobacco  compa- 
nies or  stopping  smoking. 

It  is  atxjut  blatant  discrimination  against  to- 
bacco farmers. 

Simply  put,  the  amendment  is  not  fair,  it  is 
punitive,  and  It  should  be  defeated. 

As  a  Member  of  Cor>gress  who  is  proud  to 
represent  almost  5,000  honest  hard  working 
tobacco  farmers  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  de- 
feat the  Durbin  amendment. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in 
support  of  the  Durt>in  amendment.  It  defies 
common  sense  that  our  Government  supports 
tobacco  while  simulatenously  spending  billions 
of  dollars  to  combat  the  public  health  prob- 
lems it  creates.  Tobacco  use  causes  400,000 
deaths  in  America  each  year — and  every  sirv 
gle  death  is  preventable. 

Last  year,  a  remarkable  young  woman  in 
n:iy  district  Sarah  Weller,  got  together  with  her 
friend  Jessica  Harding  and  created  an  action 
plan  to  spread  the  word  about  the  dangers  of 
smoking  and  tobacco  use.  Sarah  knows  that 
tobacco  use  causes  massive  health  problems 
in  America,  and  she  has  t)een  working  to  cre- 
ate a  healthier,  more  productive  future.  Sarah 
and  her  friends  know  what  the  entire  Con- 
gress should  know:  we  should  stop  supporting 
tobacco  at  taxpayer  expense. 

The  Durbin  amendment  will  take  the  savings 
from  tobacco  subsidies  arvj  increase  furxjing 
for  sorely  needed  rural  water  and  sewer 
projects,  as  well  as  rural  medical  access  pro- 
grams. I  strongly  support  this  amendment,  and 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  it 

JtniE  26. 1995. 
Rep.  Elizabeth  Furse, 
Cannon  Office  Bmlding. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Representative  Furse:  Thank  you 
for  meeting  with  me  recently  about  tobacco 
prevention  iisues.  All  102  Smoke-Free  Am- 
bassadors worked  at  the  Forum  in  Washing- 
ton. DC  to  develop  a  national  Smoke-Free 


Contract  With  America.  I  have  enclosed  a 
copy  of  this  document.  Most  of  what  we  be- 
lieve in  the  Contract  requires  support  from 
our  Senators  and  Representatives.  I  realize 
the  difficulty  of  passing  these  ideas  into  law. 

Jessica  Harding  and  I.  the  two  Smoke  Free 
ambassadors  from  Oregon,  will  be  doing  our 
best  to  alert  other  students  and  media  about 
what  happens  to  tobacco  prevention  bills  in 
Congress.  It  is  hard  for  students  to  under- 
stand why  it  is  so  difficult  to  pass  law  which 
would  save  tens  of  thousands  of  lives. 

Jessica  and  I  also  have  developed  a  state 
plan  of  action  which  is  enclosed.  Our  main 
concern  is  with  illegal  sales  of  tobacco  to 
children.  We  will  be  working  hard  locally  to 
reduce  sales  of  tobacco  to  kids. 

Thanks  again  for  meeting  with  us.  Maybe 
when  you  are  in  Oregon  we  could  meet  to  up- 
date each  other  on  Congressional  and  local 
tobacco  activities. 
Sincerely. 

Sarah  Weller. 

State  Plan  of  Action,  Smoke-Free  Class 
OF  2000,  June  1995 

STATE  of  OREGON 

The  Smoke-Free  Class  of  2000  are  all  8th 
graders  in  the  United  States  who  will  grad- 
uate in  the  year  2000  who  have  learned  about 
the  dangers  of  smoking  and  tobacco  use 
since  1st  grade.  The  students  of  the  Smoke- 
Free  Class  OF  2000  have  pledged  their  com- 
mitment to  lead  the  younger  graduating 
classes  and  future  generations  into  a 
healthier,  more  productive  and  informed  21st 
century. 

We.  of  the  State  of  Oregon  Smoke-Free 
Class  of  2000,  consider  the  most  important 
tobacco  issues  in  our  state  to  be:  accessibil- 
ity to  teens. 

As  advocates  for  all  8th  graders  and  all 
students  in  the  future  grraduating  classes,  we 
are  asking:  heavier  fines  and  penalties  to 
stores  that  sell  tobacco  to  minors. 

The  way  we  plan  to  accomplish  our  goals  is 
to:  Start  petitions,  do  sting  operations,  tes- 
timonies, letter  writing. 

Thank  you  for  helping  us  make  our  state  a 
healthier  place  for  children!! 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on- 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  Durbin]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.   DURBIN.   Mr.   Chairman,   I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  210,  noes  212, 
not  voting  12,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  233] 
AYES— 210 


AckennaQ 

Browoback 

Davis 

Andrews 

Brj-ant  (TX) 

DeFazio 

Archer 

Bunn 

DeLauro 

Armey 

Burton 

Dellums 

Bachas 

Campbell 

Deutsch 

Baldacci 

Canady 

Dicks 

Barrett  (WI) 

Cardin 

Doreett 

BarUett 

Castle 

Doman 

Bass 

Chris  tensen 

Dunn 

Becena 

Cobum 

Durbin 

Beilenson 

Coleman 

Ehlers 

Bereuter 

Collins  (IL) 

En^el 

Bennan 

Conyers 

Ensign 

Bilbray 

CosteUo 

Eshoo 

Blumenauer 

Cox 

Evans 

Blute 

Coyne 

Fan- 

Borski 

Commines 

FatULh 

Fawell 

Lewis  (GA) 

Roemer 

Fields  (LA) 

Lipinski 

Rohrabacher 

Foglietta 

LoBiondo 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Fort 

Lofgren 

Roth 

Fowler 

Lowey 

Roukema 

Fox 

Luther 

Roybal-AlUrd 

Frank  (MA) 

Maloney 

Royce 

Franks  (NJ) 

ManzuUo 

Rush 

Furse 

Markey 

Sabo 

Gallegly 

Martini 

Salmon 

Ganske 

Mascara 

Sanders 

Gejdenson 

McCarthj- 

Sawyer 

Gibbons 

.McDermott 

Scarborx>ugh 

GUchrest 

McHale 

Schiir 

Oilman 

McHugh 

Schroeder 

(doodling 

Mclnnis 

Schumer 

Goss 

McKeon 

Seastrand 

Greene  (UT) 

McKinney 

Sensenbrenner 

Greenwood 

McNuIty 

Shadegg 

Gutierrez 

Meeban 

Shaw 

Gutknecht 

Menendez 

Shays 

Hall  (OH) 

MetcaU 

Shuster 

Hansen 

Meyers 

Smith  (NJ) 

Harman 

Mica 

Smith  (TX) 

Hayworth 

MUlender- 

Smith  (WA) 

Heney 

McDonald 

Souder 

Hincbey 

MUler  (CA) 

Stark 

Hobson 

MiUer  (FL) 

Stokes 

Hoekstra 

Minge 

Studds 

Holden 

Moakley 

Stupak 

Horn 

Molinari 

Talent 

Hutchinson 

Moran 

Taylor  (MS) 

Hyde 

Morella 

Tiahrt 

Jackson  (IL) 

Nadler 

Torkildsen 

Jackson-Lee 

Neal 

Torricelli 

(TX) 

Neumann 

Traficant 

Jacobs 

Oberstar 

Upton 

Johnson  (CT) 

Obey 

Velazquez 

Johnson  (SD) 

Olver 

Vento 

Johnston 

Orton 

Visclosky 

Kanjoiski 

Owens 

Wamp 

Kasich 

Pallone 

Waters 

Kelly 

Payne  (NJ) 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Pelosi 

Weldon  (FL) 

Kildee 

Petri 

Weldon  (PA) 

King 

Porter 

White 

Kleczka 

Poshard 

Wilson 

Klug 

Pryce 

Wolf 

Kolbe 

Quinn 

Woolsey 

LaFalce 

Ramstad 

Yates 

Laigent 

Rangel 

Young  (FL) 

Lazio 

Reed 

ZelifT 

Leach 

Riggs 

Zimmer 

Levin 

Rivers 
NOES— 212 

.\bercrombie 

Clement 

Foley 

AUard 

Clinger 

Forbes 

Baesler 

(Hybum 

Franks  (CT) 

Baker  (CA) 

Coble 

Frisa 

Baker  (LA) 

Collins  (GA) 

Frost 

Ballenger 

Collins  (MI) 

Funderburk 

Barcia 

Combest 

Gekas 

Ban- 

Condit 

Gephardt 

Barrett  (NE) 

Cooley 

Geren 

Barton 

Cramer 

.Gonzalez 

Bateman 

Crane 

cSodlatte 

Bentsen 

Crapo 

Gordon 

Bevill 

Cremeans 

Graham 

Bilirakis 

Cubin 

Green  (TX) 

Bishop 

Gunderson 

Bliley 

Danner 

HalKTX) 

Boehlert 

de  la  Garza 

Hamilton 

Boehner 

Deal 

Hancock 

Bonilla 

DeLay 

Hasten 

Boxiior 

Diaz-Balart 

Hastings  (FL) 

Bono 

Dickey 

Hastings  (W.\| 

Boucher 

Dingell 

Hefner 

Brewster 

Dixon 

Heineman 

Browder 

Dooley 

Herger 

Brown  (CA) 

DooUttle 

Hilleary 

Brown  (FL) 

Doyle 

Hilliarxl 

Bryant  (TN) 

Dreier 

Hostettler 

Bunning 

Duncan 

Houghton 

Bun- 

Edwards 

Hoyer 

Buyer 

Ehrlich 

Hunter 

Callahan 

Emerson 

Inglis 

Camp 

EngUsh 

Istook 

Chabot 

Everett 

Jefferson 

Chambliss 

Ewing 

Johnson.  E.B. 

Chapman 

Fazio 

Johnson.  Sam 

Chenoweth 

Fields  (TX) 

Jones 

Chrysler 

Filner 

Kaptor 

CUy 

Flake 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Clayton 

Flanagan 

Kennelly 
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Kim 

Nussle 

Solomon 

Kingston 

Ortiz 

Spence 

Klink 

Oiley 

Spratt 

Knollenberg 

Packard 

Steams 

LaHood 

Parker 

Stenholm 

Latham 

Pastor 

Stockman 

LaTourette 

Paxon 

Stump 

Laughlin 

Peterson  (FL) 

Tanner 

Lewis  (CA) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Tauzin 

Lewis  (KY) 

Pickett 

Taylor  (NC) 

Lightfoot 

Pombo 

Tejeda 

Linder 

Pomeroy 

Thomas 

Livingston 

Portman 

Thompson 

Longley 

Quillen 

Thomberry 

Lucas 

Radanovich 

Thornton 

Man  ton 

Rahall 

Thurman 

Martinez 

Regula 

Torres 

Matsui 

Richardson 

Towns 

McCoUum 

Roberts 

Volkmer 

McCrery 

Rogers 

Vucanovich 

Mcintosh 

Rose 

Walker 

Meek 

Sanford 

Walsh 

Mink 

Saxton 

Watt  (NC) 

MoUohan 

Scbaefer 

Watts  (OK) 

Montgomery 

Scott 

Weller 

Moorhead 

Serrano 

Whitneld 

Murtha 

Sisiskj- 

Wicker 

Myers 

Skaggs 

Williams 

MjTick 

Skeen 

Wise 

Nethercntt 

Skelton 

Wynn 

Ney 

Slaughter 

Young  (AK) 

Norwood 

Smith  (MI) 

NOT  VOTING— 12 

Brown  (OH) 

Hayes 

McDade 

Calvert 

Hoke 

Payne  (VA) 

Frelinghuj-sen 

Lantos 

Tate 

Gillmor 

Lincoln 

Ward 

D  1819 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 
On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio  for.  with  Mr.  Payne  of 
Virginia  against. 

Mr.  Tate  for.  with  Mr.  Calvert  against. 

Mr.  NEUMANN  and  Mr.  HUTCH- 
INSON changed  their  vote  from  "no" 
to  "aye." 

Mr.  MATSUI  changed  his  vote  from 
"aye"  to  "no." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  TATE.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  rollcall  No. 
233,  I  was  inadvertently  detained.  Had  I  been 
present,  I  vrould  have  voted  "aye." 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  the  Record  to  reflect  that  while  I 
was  not  recorded  as  voting  on  the  Dur- 
bin amendment  that  was  just  consid- 
ered, I  would  have  voted  "no."  I  was  in 
fact  on  the  floor,  working  the  door,  to 
the  extent  that  I  neglected  to  vote. 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  last 
word. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  call  Members'  atten- 
tion to  something  that  we  just  discov- 
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ered  this  afternoon.  Those  of  us  that 
have  been  working  on  the  Conservation 
Reserve  Program,  members  of  the 
Sportsmen's  Caucus,  the  gentleman 
from  Texas,  Mr.  Pete  Geren,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oklahoma,  Mr.  Brewster, 
and  others  are  concerned  about  some 
language.  I  wanted  to  enter  into  a  col- 
loquy with  the  distinguished  chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  we  are  con- 
cerned about  is  some  report  language 
that  appeared  in  the  bill  that  affects 
the  conservation  part  of  this  bill,  but  it 
was  not  under  that  part  of  the  report 
language.  It  was  under  the  part  that 
had  to  do  with  the  farm  service  agen- 
cies. What  it  does  is,  it  requires  that 
they  take  a  look  at  the  criteria  for  the 
Conservation  Reserve  Program  in  a 
specific  way. 

The  USDA  is  right  at  this  time  pro- 
mulgating rules  to  extend  this  pro- 
gram. What  this  report  language  does 
is,  it  provides  specific  instructions  to 
USDA  as  to  how  to  proceed.  What  I  am 
most  concerned  about  is  that  it  says  in 
this  report  language  that  the  commit- 
tee directs  that  all  acres  are  to  be  rebid 
and  evaluated  using  the  same  criteria 
that  was  used  during  the  13th  sign-up, 
a  sign-up  that  was  held  last  fall. 

My  district  in  northwestern  Min- 
nesota has  the  ninth  most  conservation 
reserve  acres  in  the  United  States. 
Last  year  imder  the  13th  sign-up,  only 
700  acres  in  my  district  qualified.  If 
this  language  goes  forward  and  if  we 
reauthorize  the  program  using  this 
13th  sign-up,  what  we  are  going  to  do  is 
we  are  going  to  eliminate  all  the  big 
tracts  of  CRP,  we  are  going  to  elimi- 
nate most  of  the  wildlife  benefits  that 
we  have  seen  in  the  Conservation  Re- 
serve Program,  and  I  do  not  believe 
that  that  is  what  we  want  to  do  in  this 
House. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  I  am  asking  is 
that  the  gentleman  take  another  look 
at  this  and  consider  the  possibility  in 
conference  coimmittee  of  deleting  this 
language.  I  do  not  think  it  makes  any 
sense  for  us  to  be  going  in  and  prescrib- 
ing to  the  Department  what  is  going  to 
be  the  criteria  when  they  are  in  the 
middle  of  deciding  that.  They  have  not 
even  at  this  point  put  forward  the  pro- 
posed rule.  There  has  been  no  public 
comment.  It  just  seems  to  me  that  we 
are  jumping  the  gim.  I  would  appre- 
ciate it  if  the  gentleman  would  look  at 
that. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlemaui  yield? 
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Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  cer- 
tainly understand  the  gentleman's  con- 
cern and  his  consternation  over  finding 
this  kind  of  language  and  what  it  will 
do.  We  will  be  happy  to  try  to  address 
the  gentleman's  concern  when  we  get 
to  conference  with  the  Senate. 

Mr.  PETE  GEREN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  PETE  GEREN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  I  could  comment  on  this 
briefly  as  well,  I  just  want  to  express 
appreciation  as  a  cochair  of  the  Sports- 
men's Caucus  for  your  looking  into 
this  matter. 

The  Conservation  Reserve  Program  is 
a  top  priority  for  the  Sportsmen's  Cau- 
cus, something  we  have  worked  on  for 
the  last  2  years  in  this  reauthorization. 
It  is  so  important  to  the  development 
for  habitat  for  wildlife  in  our  country. 
It  has  been  tremendously  successful  as 
a  habitat  development  program.  It  is 
an  issue  that  the  caucus  has  worked  on 
very  hard,  and  we  appreciate  very 
much  your  interest  in  working  to  as- 
sure that  the  concerns  are  addressed. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  I  share  the  gentleman's 
concern.  Certainly  those  programs  are 
of  great  value  to  both  of  us.  We  will  do 
our  best  to  get  something  worked  out. 

Mr.  POMEROY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  POMEROY.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding.  I  would  just  also 
ask  the  chairman  to  address  this  in 
conference  committee.  This  is  an  ex- 
traordinarily consequential  policy 
change  to  try  and  be  moved  forward  in 
report  language.  That  just  is  not  right. 
It  ought  to  come  back  to  the  author- 
ization committee  if  this  is  going  to  be 
tackled  head-on. 

I  trust  that,  therefore,  this  record 
will  establish  that  there  is  not  clear 
legislative  intent  following  the  report 
language.  I  hope  we  finally  get  it 
worked  out  in  a  more  appropriate  way 
in  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Once  again,  we  share  the 
gentleman's  concern.  We  are  certainly 
going  to  work  with  him  every  way  we 
can  to  come  to  some  resolution  of  this 
problem.  I  will  include  a  table  that 
have  the  Committee's  bill  totals. 
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June  12,  1996 


AGRICULTURE,  RURAL  DEVELOPMENT,  FOOD  AND  DRUG  ADMINISTRATION,  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 

APPROPRIATIONS  BILL,  1997  (H.R.  3603) 


FY  1996 
Enacted 


FY  1997 
Estimate 


Bill 


Bill  compared  wiith 
Enacted 


Bill  compared  iMith 
Estimate 


TIRE  I  -  AGRCULTURAL  PHOGRAMS 

Production.  Processing,  and  Martiating 

Office  of  the  Sactetaiy - 

ExaculiM  Operations: 
Cfiief  Economist  ....,_———.—...—«.««—.—•—«-..—•———..•—. 

NaUonal  Appeals  Division 

Office  of  Budget  and  Program  Analysis 

Otiiee  of  Smtf  and  Disadvantaged  Business  Utilization 

Total.  ExecutJM  Opefations 

Oief  Fmandal  Ctltoar 

Office  of  the  Owiitant  Secrataiy  lor  Administration 

Agtieuaui*  IwiWings  and  (actlities  (USOA) 

Payiiieite  to  (aSA 

Buildir<g  upemkins  and  maintenanoe 

Rspan,  lenoKitioni.  and  construction 

Adutsoiy  oonmMaas  (USOA) 

Hafairlwis  maale  management — 

Depaftmenlal  administralion  ..„..„.....„....»..«..«...„ „. 

Office  of  the  Hwiitint  Secrataiy  (or  Congressional  Relations 

OfTioe  of  GorrwTHjmciiKwis...^ ..> 

OfRce  of  the  Inspector  Ger^erai.. ..^....m..— ...—.......... 

Office  of  the  General  Crwjnwl  __..».......»....».....»..» .«.. ™...- 

Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  for  Research.  Education 

and  EconomiCiS     .^.....i * 

EconcTOC  Rssearch  Genflce ..^ 

Nadontf  AgricuHural  Statistics  Service 

AoricuWunl  RnMBch  Sftfvw#--xx...., 

BuMdiny  Mid  fBciHbss..»..»»»...-....'»..»~...«>...»»..~...~— ».»..»..»«... 

Total,  AaricuRunri  nttoarch  Ssfvico .»..».... ™.. 

CooparilNe  State  rtewrch.  Education,  and  Extension  Service: 

Hi  March  and  education  activities 

Ntfiwe  Americans  Institutions  Endowmtenl  Fund 

DuWdingi  and  facililiei^ — .» 

Extension  Activities  ..^.^. w..w^— .— »■......■« 

Total,  Cooperative  State  Research,  Education, 

ano  extension  oeoAce  •«•>•>*•>«*•»•***•«*••*••**•>*•««*•*«•••*  p*****««*>««  ■••*■••••< 

Office  of  the  Asaislant  Secretary  for  Mantling  and  Regulatory 
Piuyiams       .       »...^.....»...«...— .. — ...._......»»..».»»..._»...»....... 

Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection  Service: 
Solaries  and  emieinei 

AOI  user  teas  1/ 

BuBdktgs  end  taciMties.— .«.»..  ....w....^-..  »...^.mm— »^«..  ^ *...... 

Total,  Animal  and  Plan!  Health  Inspection  Service 

Agricuttural  MartMling  Sendee: 
MailiBliiiy  Saivioes 

(LjmJtabon  on  administrifews  expenses,  from  fees  coHeded)  ».»• 
Funds  fof  siFsnQtHeninQ  maftvls,  income,  and  supply 

n^ansvsf  wo^B  section  3Zi  ••*••*«*•■•«*••**•***«**«••*••••«*••»**•••******••*•««•••**« 
Payments  to  Mstes  and  possessions .»»...»»..«...».. ». 

Total,  Agricultural  Marketing  Service. 

Srain  Inspection,  Paclan  and  Stocliyards  Administration 

Inspection  and  Weighing  Services  (timitation  on  administrative 

exponaes,  from  taes  coliectod) .-....—».... ».....« 

Office  of  the  Under  Secratwy  for  Food  Safety 

Food  Svsly  arxl  hnipection  Service — .... — . . . .  »..„».._.m.-...— ........ 

L^  aeciedilation  fees  2/ 

Total.  Production.  Processing,  and  Moflieting 

Form  Assistance  Programs 
OfOee  of  the  Under  Secretary  for  Farm  and  Foreign  Agricultural 

Farm  Service  Agerwy: 

Soloiiss  and  ai^enisi 

(TiarMfarfrem  export  loans) 

(Ttansfsr  from  PJ_  480) 

(Transfer  from  AOf) 

Total,  I 


10.227,000 

3.948,000 

11,846.000 

5399.000 


10,336,000 

4.292.000 

13.363,000 

5,986,000 

804,000 


2.836,000 

4.231.000 
11,718,000 
5.966.000 


-7,391,000  -7.500.000 

«^  283,000  -61,000 

-128,000  -1,645.000 

+87,000      - 

-804,000 


21 .693.000 

24,445,000 

21335.000 

+242,000 

-2,510,000 

4,133,000 
596.000 
135.774.000 
(89.971,000) 
(20.216,000) 
(25,587,000) 
650,000 

4,437,000 

613.000 

149,635,000 

(103,754.000) 

(20.294.000) 

(25,587,000) 

856,000      .... 

4.283,000 

613,000 

125.548,000 

(103,754.000) 

(16,794.000) 

(5,000,000) 

+  150.000 

+  17,000 

•10^26,000 

(+13,783.000) 

(■3,422,000) 

(-20,587.000) 

-650.000 

-68,000 

-60,000 

-611,000 

-111.000 

-154,000 

-24,087,000 

(-3,500.000) 

(-20387.000) 

-856.000 

15.700,000 
27.986.000 
3.797.000 
8,198.000 
63.639.000 
27.860,000 

15,700.000 
29,137,000 
3,842.000 
8,317.000 
64,523,000 
29,249,000 

15,700.000      .... 
28304.000 

3.728.000 

8.136.000 
63.028.000 
27.749.000 

-833.000 

-114.000 

-179.000 

-1,495.000 

-1.500,000 

520,000 
53,131.000 
81,107,000 

540,000 

54,947,CX)0 

102,624,000 

540.000 

54.176.000 

100.221.000 

+20.000 

+  1,045.000 

+  19,114,000 

-771.000 
•2,403.000 

710,000.000 
30.200,000 

728,853,000 
80,100,000 

702.831.000 
59.600,000 

-7,169,000 

+29,400,000 

-26,022.000 
-20.500,000 

740.200,000 

808,953,000 

762,431,000 

+  ???31.000 

-46,522.000 

421,929,000 

(4.900,000) 

57338,000      ... 
427.750,000 

418,572,000 
(4,600,000) 

423,488,000 

411,849,000 
(4.600.000)      „. 
30,449,000 
409.670,000 

-10,080,000 

-27.389,000 
-18,080,000 

-6.723.000 

+  X.449.000 
-13,818,000 

907.517.000 

842,060,000 

851,968,000 

-55,549,000 

+9.9O8.00O 

605.000 

618,000 

616.000 

+  13,000 

431,921,000 

(100.254.000) 

8,757,000 

439,033,000 

(100,000,000) 

3.200.000 

435.428.000 
3.200300 

+  3,507,000 
(-2,254,000) 
-5.557.000 

-3.605.000 
°      (-2.000,000) 

440.678,000 

442.233,000 

438.628.000 

-2.050,000 

-3.605.000 

46,517,000 
(3387.000)      ... 
(58.461.000) 

48311/100 
(59,012,00(^ 

37392.000 
(3387300)      ... 
(59312.tX30) 

-8,925.000 
(+551.000) 

-10.719.000 
(+3387.000) 

10.451,000 
1,200,000 

10,576,000 
1,200,000 

10.576.000 
1200.000      ... 

+  1?!5,000 



58,168,000 
23,058,000 

(42.784,000) 

440,000 

544,906,000 

(1.000.000) 


60,087,000 
24.505,000 

(43,207,000) 

576.000 

574,000,000 

(1.000.000) 


49368,000 
22,728,000 

(43.207.000) 

446,000 

574.000,000 

(1,000,000) 


-8,800,000 
-330,000 

(+423,000) 

+  6.000 

+  29.094,000 


-10.719.000 
-1.867,000 


-130.000 


3,170383,000 


549.000 

795,000.000 

(589.000) 

(745,000) 

(208,446,000) 

(1,004,780.000) 


3,252323,000 


572.000 

820.495.000 

(623.000) 

(783,000) 

(209,485,000) 

(1,031.386.000) 


3,1^6.986.000 


-13.597.000 


-95.337.000 


572,000 

746.440.000 
(589.000) 
(745,000) 

(208,446,00(q 

(956.220.000) 


+  23.000 
-48,560,000 


-74,056,000 
(-34.000) 
(-38.000) 

(-1.039.000) 


(-48.560.000) 


(-75,166.00(9 
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AGRICULTURE,  RURAL  DEVELOPMENT,  FOOD  AND  DRUG  ADMINISTRATION,  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS  BILL.  1997  (H.R.  3603)— Continued 


state  mediation  grants- 
Dairy  indemnity  program. 


CMreach  lor  socially  disadvantaged  farmers  and  ranctien . 


Total,  Farm  Service  Agency _. 

Agricultural  Credit  kmjrartce  Fur>d  Program  Account: 
Loan  authorizations: 
Farni  OM*iership  loans: 

Direct 


Guaranteed. 


Subtotal. 


Operating  loans: 

Direct 

Guaranteed  unsulisidized . 


Guaranteed  subsidized.. 


Sut)lotal. 


Ir>dian  tn'be  land  acquisition  loara . 

EmergerKy  disaster  loans 

Credit  sales  of  acquired  property  „. 


Total,  Loon  authorizMions. 

Loan  subsidies; 
Farm  owncrsfup: 
Direct  


Guaranteed  - 


Sutitotal. 


Farm  operating: 
Direct 


Guararrteed  unsubsidized . 
Guarsnteed  sutieidized 


Subtotal- 


Indian  tribe  land  acquisition . 
Emergency  < 


Credit  sales  of  acquired  property . 
Total,  Loan  subsidies 


AOF  expenses: 
Salaries  arx)  expenses.-. 
Administrative  expenses. 


Total,  ACtF  expenses- 


Total,  Agricultural  Credit  Insurance  Fund- 
(Loan  auttwrization) , 


Office  of  r%sk  Management . 


Total.  Farm  AssistarKe  Programs- 


Corporations 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation: 
Federal  crop  irtsuiarwe  corporation  fund 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation  Fund: 

Reimbuisement  tor  net  realized  liiiini 

Hazardous  waste  (limitation  on  administrative  expenses) . 

Total,  Corporations 


Total,  title  I,  Agricultural  Programs.- 
(By  transfer) 


(Loan  authorization) 

(Limitition  on  administiative  expenses). 


TTTLE  n  -  CONSERVATION  PFOGfUMS 

Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  tor  fMural  Resources 
and  EnvirorMTienI  —,—-.....——,—..—,—...,—.—,—.—. 


Natural  Resources  Conservation  Seivice: 
Conservabon  operations.. 


Watershed  suMys  and  planning 

Walersfied  and  ftood  piwMntion  operafiorv. 
Emergency  appropriations  (P.L  104-134). 

Resource  eoraewwtion  and  development. 

Forestry  incentives  program 


FY  1986 
Enacted 


2.000300 

100300 

1300.000 


796,100300 


(80,000,000) 
(550,000,000) 

(610,000,000) 

(550.000300) 

(1.700,000,000) 

(200,000.000) 

(2.450.000.000) 

(750.000) 
(100,000.000) 


(3,160,750,000) 


14,034,000 
20,019300 

34,053.000 

75,185,000 

18.360.000 
17380.000 

111305.000 

206.000 
3236O3OO 


177344300 

208.935.000 
12.606,000 

221341.000 

369385.000 
P,ie0.750.000) 


1.198.034300 


1.263.708,000 

10,400,000,000 
(5,000300) 

11.663,708.000 


16.032325300 
(209.780300) 

P,  160,750,000) 
(106.245300) 


677,000 

629366300 

14,000,000 

100.000300 

80314300 

29,000.000 
6.325.000 


FY  1997 


Bai 


Bill  compared  with 
Enacted 


Bill 


3300300 

100.000 

3300300 


-2300300 


828,585.000 


(50,000,000) 
(650,000,000) 

(700,000.000) 

(445371.000) 

(1,750300300) 

(250300300) 

(^445371300) 
(1300,000) 

(50,000300) 

(3,196,071300) 


5320.000 
26.065300 

31365300 

59,150.000 
19.775.000 
23.100.000 

102325300 
54300 

5.060300 

138,124300 

209,485300 
12306,000 

222381300 


361.215.000 
(3.196.071,00(9 


1,188382300 


1,591,000,000 

1 .500.000.000 
(15.750.000) 

3.091,000,000 


7331,705300 

(210391300) 

(3,196,071300) 

(117369,000) 


883.000 

662310300 

19.188.000 

116336,000 

29377,000 

8325.000 


100300 
1,000,000 


747340300 


(50.000.000) 
(550,000.000) 

(600,000,000) 

(445.071300) 

(1 ,700300300) 

(200.000,000) 

(2345371.000) 

(1,000.000) 
C2530D.0OO) 
(25.000300) 

(2396,071,000) 


5320.000 
22.065.000 

27.975300 

59.150300 
19210300 
18.480.000 

96340300 

54300 

fl.MS,000 
2330300 

133,764.000 

208,446,000 
12.800300 

221346.000 

354310.000 
(2306.071.000) 

62.196300 


1,165.120.000 


1,581.000.000 

1300300300 

(5,000,000) 

3,091300.000 


7,413,106.000 
(208,780300) 

(2386371300) 
(107.219.000) 


6IW,000 

619302.000 

10,762.000 

101,036.000 

29,377,000 
6.325.000 


-50360,000 


(-IO3OO.OIXI) 


(-10,000,000) 
(-104329.000) 


(-104.929,000) 

(+250.000) 

(-75.000,000) 

(  +  25300,000) 


(-164.679,000) 


-8,114,000 
+  2.036300 


-6.078.000 

-16.035.000 

+  8SO3OO 
+  520300 


-14,886300 

-152300 
-25.715300 
+2330.000 


■44,080.000 

-488,000 
-6,000 


-496,000 


-44375300 
(-164,679.000) 


+62.198300 


-32.914.000 


-^  327392.000 
-6,900,000,000 

-8,572.708.000 

-8,619319.000 

(-164,679300) 
(+874300) 


+  16.000 

-10.584.000 

-3338.000 

+  1.036300 

-80314.000 

+377,000 


-3300.000 
-2.000.000 


-78,065,000 


(-100300.000) 
(-10O.0IX).O0O) 


(-S0300300) 

(-50300300) 
(-100300300) 

(+25300.000) 
(-253OO3OO) 

(-200  000  OOQI 


-4310300 


-4310300 


■9eB3(X> 

-4320300 

-5,186.000 

+6385300 
-2330300 

-5380300 

-1338300 
-6300 


^,4061,000 

(-200,000,0001 


+62.186300 


-23362300 


(-10.750300) 


-118388300 

(-I.III3OO) 

(-200.000300) 

(-10.750300) 


-433IS.OQO 

-6.426300 

-15,000300 
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FY  1986 
Enacted 


FY  1987 
Esiifnal* 


Colnado  Rk«r  BMin  MlinXy  eonUol  pfogranu. 


National  NalunI  flaioureei  Comaivatton  Service  Foundation.. 


Total,  Natufal  Rnouicas  Coneenation  Service . 

Fann  Saiwca  Agency: 

Agricutuial  eonaeivaion  program 

WiAar  quaMy  incanlMes  progfam 

ConeenMUon  feaefve  progfain . 


Emeigency  approprirtians  (P.L  104-134).. 
Total,  Fami  Saiviea  Agency 


Total,  tjile  H.  Conaervation  Programs 

TTOE  M  -  RURAL  ECONOtuUC  AND 
COMMUNnY  DEVELOPMOfT  PROGRAMS 

Otiice  of  the  Under  Sacrataiy  tor  Rural  Dewlopment 

F^Jtal  HouMng  Saivtea: 
Rural  Homing  tnaurance  Fund  Piogrwn  Account- 
Loan  aulhoitnltonc 
UMHnooina  nouMng  (mc  503}  , 


Hoiaing  lapair  (mc  504) 

Farm  labor  (wc  514) 

RsnW  homing  (mc  515) 

Sie  loans  (mc  52^ . 


Sa»  halp  housing  land  developmenHund- 

Crsdi  aalas  of  aoquirad  prapstty 

Emsiaency  appropriiiions  (P J-  104-134). 


Total,  Loan  aulhonzalions„ 

Loan  tubsidissc 
Singie<smily(ascS(B): 
Diraei 


Uraubsidtad  guaranteed . 
Housing  lapair  (mc  504) 


.  514).. 


RsnIsI  housing  (sec  51^: 
Oraet 


SeWialp  housing  land  dawstopmsnt  fund- 
Osda  salsa  of  aGquitsd  pcopeity 


emergency  appropiiitons  (P.L  104-134).. 


Total.  Loan  sufaaidias„ 


2.681,000 
77,000,000 


838,506,000 

75,000,000 

(11,000,000) 

1,781.785,000 

30,000,000 

1,886,785,000 
2,826.968,000 


War  admmiatrslwe  expanses . 


868,000 


(1 ,000,000,00(^ 

(1 ,700,000,000) 

(36,000,000) 

(15,000,000) 

(150,000,000) 

(600.000) 

(603,000) 

(38,960,00(4 

(2,940,163,000) 


145.833,000 

2.880,000 

14,183,000 

8,629,000 

82.035,000 

(1.000,000) 

31.000 

6.500,000 

260,111,000 
385,888,000 


188,000,000 
500,000 


1,022,336,000 


(15,000,00(9 
1,924,850,000 


1,924.850,000 


2,&47,879,000 


588,000 


(1,320,000,000) 

(2,300,000.000) 

(35,000,000) 

(16.482,000) 

(58,654,000) 

(600,000) 

(600.000) 

(75.000,000) 


(3.806.336.000) 


109.560,000 

6,210,000 

11,081,000 

7,565,000 

28,987.000 

17,000 
6,088,000 


169,518,000 
366,205,000 


BiU 


Bill  compared  with 
Enacted 


766,882.000 


767.585.000 


588.000 


(1,000,000,000) 

(2.300.000.000) 

(35,000,000) 

(15,000,000) 

(58,654,000) 

(600,000) 

(600,000) 

(50,000,000) 


(3,459,854,000) 


83,(XX),0(X) 
6.210.000 

11,061.000 
6385.000 

28,887,000 

(1,000,000) 

17,000 

4.050,000 


140230.000 
366.206,000 


-2.681.000 
-77.000.000 


-172,614.000 

-75,000,000 

(-11,000,000) 

-1,781,785,000 

-30,000,000 

-1,886,785,000 
-2,059,383,000 


+20,000 


(+600.000,000) 


(-91.346,000) 

(-3,000) 

(+50.000,000) 

(-38,960,000) 

(+519,691,000) 


-6a833,000 
+3,320,000 
-3,112.000 
-1,744.000 

-53,048,000 

-14,000 
+  4,050,000 
•6,500,000 

-119,881.000 
-19.684.000 


Bill  compared  wHh 
Estimate 


-188.000.000 
-500,000 


-255,444,000 


(-15,000,00(9 
-1,924,850,000 


-1,924,850,000 


■2,180,294,000 


(-320.000,000) 
(-1.482.000) 


(-25.000,000) 


(-346,482,000) 

-26.560.000 

•680,000 

(+1,000.000) 
-2.048.000 


•29.288,000 


(Sec  521) -_ 
(Sec508(c)(5J<D». 


Total.  Rental  assistance  program  „ 


Total.  Rural  Housing  insursnoe  Fund . 
(Loan  authocization)......................... 


Communlly  FacMy  Loans  Program  Aeeourt 
Loan  autftorizstions: 
Direct 


(juararSead- 


Total.  Loan  authorizations. 


Lowi 
Dirsct 


Ciiwranleed- 


Total,  Loan  subsidies.. 


Vsiy  laxlneonia  housing  rspair  grants 

Emergency  approprisfluns  (PJ_  104-134)_ 
Rural  housing  tar  domestic  (srml^or 


Mutual  and  sa»  help  housing  grants- 
Rural  oommunly  lb*  prolectiuii  gnnts.. 
Pnmpenestlon  tor  eonsttuction  detocts  - 

Rual  housing  praMmatiun  grants 

Rural  houaing  aMlilsiii.t  program  3/ 

Subtotal,  grants  and  payments 


535.000.000 
5.9(X).00O 


540.900,000 


1,186,900,000 
P.940,163,000) 


(200,000,000) 
(75,000,000) 

(275,000,000) 

34,880,000 
3,555.000 

38.435.000 
8,836.000 

24,900.000 
1,100.000 

10.000,0(X) 

12.860,000 

2.000,000 

485,000 

11,000,000 


62.145^)0 


487.970.000 
5,900,000 


483370,000 

1,029,583,000 
(3,806336,000) 


24,900,000 

10,(X)0300 
26,000,0(X) 


11,000,000 
136.435,000 

208,335,000 


487,970,000 
SJKOJOCX) 


483370,000 

1,000305,000 
P,45e,854300) 


26.000,000 


73,190,000 


•47,030,000 


•47,030,000 


98,190,000 


•186,585,000 
(+519,681,000) 


(•200,000.000) 
(-75,000,000) 

(-275,000,000) 

-34,880,000 
•3356.(Xn 

•38,435,000 

•8,836,000 

•24,900,000 

-1,100,000 

-10,(XX>,(XX) 

+  13,350,000 

-2,000,(X)0 

-486,000 

-11,000.000 

+73,190,000 

+  37,045,000 


-29,288,000 
(-346,482,000) 


-24,900,000 


•10,000,000 


•11,000,000 
-63,245,000 


-109,145,000 
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FY  1986 
Ensdsd 


FY  1997 


em 


RHS< 
AdminiMritive  experiMi .. 


SHI  comperad  with 
Enacted 


Bill 


(Transfer  from  RHIF)  „ 
(Transfer  from  AaF).„ 
(Transfer  from  CFLP)„ 


Total,  RHS  expenses . 


TotaL  Rural  Housirtg  Senica .. 


(Loen  authorization).. 


Rural  BusinsM  Cooperalive  Service: 

Rural  Businen  and  Industry  Loans  Program  Account: 

Ijoen  authorization:  Guaranteed 

Loan  subsidy:  Guaranteed. 

Administrstive  expenses 


Rural  Dewtopmerrl  Ijoan  Fund  Program  Account: 

(Loan  auttwrization) 

Loan  subsidy. 


Rural  Economic  Dewslopment  Loans  Program  Account 

Direct  loans  (limitation  on  ntiligstions) 

Direct  subsidy .. 


Administralws  expenses.. 


AHemitNe  AgricuKural  fTsMafch  and  Conunercialization 
RevoMngFurKl.. 


Rural  busirten  enlerprbe  grants 

Appropriate  technology  transfer  for  rtjral  araas . 
Rural  business-cooperative  assistarKe  3/ 

RBCS  expenses: 

Salaries  and  expenses 

(Transfer  from  RBILP) 

(Transfer  from  Rul.F^  »—»—.—...—.—_....„.....„, 
(Transfer  from  REDLI^ ..„. 


Total,  R8CS  expenMS .. 


Total.  Rural  Businese  (Suuper  alive  Service- 

(By  transfer) 

(Loan  authorization) 


Rural  Utilities  Service: 
Rural  Electrification  and  Telecommunications  Ijoans  Program 
Account 
Loan  authorizations: 
Oirsct  loam: 
Elsetric  5% 


TAwphonc  5%» 


Subtotal.. 


Treasury  rate:  Taiephons- 
Muni-fste:  Electric 


FFBt 
Electric,  regular. 
Telephone — 


SubMid.. 


Total,  Loan  authorizilions. 

Loan  subcidiss: 
Direct  torn: 
Etodnc  ^^       IT 


TstcphofM  5%» 


Subtotal- 


Treasury  rate:  Telephorw- 
Muni-rste,  electric 


FFBIoars:  Electric,  regular  . 


Total.  Loan  subsidies.. 


RETuP  administraMw  expenses  . 


Total,  Rural  Electrification  and  Telecommunications 

Loans  Program  ArrntMiA  

(Loan  authorization) 


46363300 

(377374300) 

(171300) 

(8.731300) 

(4323S9300) 


1342,889.000 
(3.215,163.000) 


(500,000.000) 
6,437300 

14368,000 


(37.544300) 

22J3B6J0O0 

1,476,000 

(123663(X)) 

3,7283(X> 

654,000 

6.500,000 

45,000,000 

2300,000 


9313300 

(14,747300) 

(1,478,000) 

(864300) 

(25(060*000) 

112372300 

(16377300) 

(537344300) 


88360,0(X> 
(366^06,000) 


(455366,(XX)) 

1327388,000 
(3.806336,000) 


*>i.BfP.nn(i 


(420384300) 

1,153384,000 
(3,456,854,000) 


+7306300 

(-10368300) 

(-171300) 

(-8,731300) 


ei2,4e5300) 


(80,(XX)3(X)) 
363B6300 


(14300300) 

3,086300 

686300 

6375,000 

1300,0(X} 
53,750,000 

27.068300 

(688,000) 
(27,767,000) 


129315300 

(888300) 

(8O.(XX)30O) 


(40,(XX)300) 
18.400300 


(12365300) 

23X300 

654,000 

6300300 

51,400,000 
25,680,000 

(864300) 
(26,334,000) 

104364300 

(864300) 

(40300300) 


-188,515,000 
(+244,881,000) 


(-5(X>,0(X)300) 
-6,437,000 

•14368300 

(+2.456300) 
-1.476300 


•688300 


•500.000 

•45,000300 

-2,300,000 

+  51,400,000 

+  16,667300 

(-14,747300) 

(-1,476300) 


(+ 


-7,406300 

(-16323300) 

(-487344300) 


-36,771300 


(-35.771300) 


-174304300 
(-346,482300) 


(-40300300) 
•18326300 


(-1.136300) 

•265,000 

-45300 

•875300 


•1300300 
-23603IX} 

-1388,000 


\  40,WA^ 


ei, 433300) 


-24361300 
(-45300) 


(90,000300) 
(70.000,(AJU) 

1                                     1 
II      III        II      1 

i^  lu  ul 

(125,000.000) 
(75,000,000) 

(300,000,000)      -. 

(3(X),0003(M)     — 
(420,000300)      ... 

(+3e,0003(X)) 

(+5300300)     .._ 



(160  300300) 

(+40,000300)      

(525,0003UJ) 

(120,000,000) 

(1,406300,000) 
21,168.000 

(1,620,000,000) 
1,183300 

(1,445,000.000) 

3,625,000 
1,183300 

(+40300300) 
-17343300 

13358,000 

35,126.0(n 

4318.OOO 

60300 

32360300 

3,720,000 

4,818.000 

60,000      .... 
28345,000 
Z7SO,000 

-30  308000 

6O3OO 

56358300 
2320300 

■28313300 
+270300 

-B303(X) 

94364300 
29362.000 

40378,000 
33,070,000 

36313,000 
29362,000      _- 

-58,651,000 

-4366300 

-notmnno 

124346.000 

73,948,000 
(1,620300300) 

66366.0(X> 
(1.445.000.000) 

-58361.000 
(  +  40,(XX),0(XJ) 

-8363300 
(-175.000300) 

13886 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


June  12,  1996 


AGRICULTURE,  RURAL  DEVELOPMENT,  FOOD  AND  DRUG  ADMINISTRATION,  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 

APPROPRIATIONS  BILL,  1997  (H.R.  3603)— Continued 


FY  1996 
Enacted 


FY  1997 
Estimate 


BiH 


Bill  compared  with 
Enacted 


Rural  Talaphona  Bank  Progiam  Account 
Oiract  loans  (limitlion  on  oUigitfion^- 
Diraci  loan  subsidy .. 
RTBi 

Oisune* 
Solid  «Ma 
giants,  and 


and  madicai  link  grants  and  loons 

grants,  rural  water  and  waste  disposal 
and  waits  disposal  taciNty  loar» 


Elsctric  and  telaphooe  loans  (by  transfer) 

Rural  tetsphens  bank  (by  tianaler) 

Asitcultural  CradK  Insurance  Fund  Program  Account 
(bytiwnfar). 


Rural  paitrwntnp  (by  traratar)_ 
T0M.RLIS 


Total,  Rual  LWttias  Service. 
(By  tranafar).. 


(Loan  aultwrfzalion)«»....«« 
(LuriWion  on  obligitiortt) - 


Total,  tilto  IH,  Rural  Economic  and  Community  Development 
Programs,^» 
(By  baiulsi).. 


(Loan  authorization) 

(Limilation  on  ot>ligatiora). 


(175,000,000) 
5,023,000 
3>«1,000 

7,500,000 


12.740,000 

487368,000 

11.000,000 

18,448,000 

(29,982.000) 

(3,541,000) 

P18,000) 
(1Z623.000) 


(64313.000) 


670.667,000 

(46.464.000) 

(1.406,000.000) 

(175,000,000) 


2,126306,000 
(449,317,000) 

(5.157,707,000) 
(187,865,000) 


(175,000,00(^ 
2,328,000 
3300,000 

20,261,000 


661,560,000 


33,873,000 

(33.070,000) 
(3.500,000) 


(70,443300) 


795,470,000 

(36,570,000) 

(1,620,000,000) 

(175,000,000) 


2.253.461.000 
(403.474,000) 

(5,506,336,000) 
(189.000,000) 


(175,000,000) 
2,328,000 
3300,000 

7300,000 


486.868.000 


33,195,000 

(29,962,000) 

(3300,OOC^ 


(66,677,000) 

606,286.000 

(33,482,000) 

(1,445,000,000) 

(175,000,000) 


1,868,222.000 

(400,341.000) 

(4.944,854.000) 

(187,865,000) 


-2,695,000 
-41,000 


-12,740,000 
+  9,000.000 
-11.000.000 

+  14.746,000 
(-41.000) 


(-318,000) 
(-12,623,000) 


(+1,764,000) 


-61,381,000 

(-12.982,000) 

(+40,000,000) 


-258,284,000 

(■46,976,000) 
(-212,853,000) 


Bill  compared  with 
Estimate 


-12,761,000 


-164,682,000 


-678,000 
(-3,088,000) 


(-3,766,000) 


-186,184,000 

(-3,088,000) 

(-175.000.000) 


-385.238,000 
(-3,133,000) 

(-561,482,000) 
(-1,135,000) 


TTTU IV  ■  CXJMESnC  FOOD  PROGRAMS 
Office  of  the  Under  Saerslary  for  Food,  Nutrition  arxj  Corttumer 

Food  and  Conaumar  Sendee: 
Cntid  nulmion  programs.. 
uacrationafy  ipafwSng«„ 
TfaralBr  Irani  aaction  32.. 


Total,  CNU  nutrition  pro^fvns.. 


Spacial  lupplamantal  nutrition  pragnm  for  woman,  infants, 
I  CMC) 


(Byt 

Food  stamp  program! 
Expsnaas. 


NuUHiun 


tor  Puerto  Rtoo_ 


ToCil.  Focxf  stamp  program. 
Commoaay  i 


Food  dorMDOos  programs  for  selected  groupsi 
Naady  ramay  program .. 


Eldarly  fsading  program .» 

Total,  Food  donations  programs.. 
Food  program  aJriis  islrstlur  i« 


Ttie  Caraar  for  Nutrition  Poliey  and  Promotion .. 
Total,  Food  and  Consumer  SerMce _. 


440,000 

2348,166.000 
5.507,858.000 
7,946,024,000 

3,729,807,000 
(4.000.000) 

25354328.000 

500,000,000 

1,143,000,000 

27387,828,000 
166,000,000 

65300,000 
150,000,000 

215,000,000 
107,768,000 

38.762,428.000 


554,000 

3,251,215,000 

4,000,000 

5,413,453,000 

8,668,868,000 

3,780300,000 
100,000,000 


26,353355,000 
2,461,200,000 
1,174,000,000 

29,988.755,000 
172.000,000 

65,000,000 
150,000,000 

215,000,000 

110362,000 
4,470,000 

43,038,875,000 


454,000 

3,218344,000 
5,433,753,000 
8,652387,000 

3,729,807,000 


26,341,028,000 

m,ooo,ooo 
1,174,000300 

27,615,028300 
166,000300 

65,000,000 
140,000,000 

205,000,000 
104,487,000 


40,472320300 


+  14,000 

+870,678.000 
-164,106,000 


+  706,573,000 


(-4,000,000) 

+  386,201,000 
-400,000,000 
+31,000,000 


I- 17,201 ,000 


-10,000,000 


-10,000,000 
-3,282,000 


+710,482,000 


-100,000 

-32.371,000 
-4,000,000 

+20300,000 


-16,071,000 

-50,183,000 
-100,000.000 


-12,526,000 
-2361,200,000 


-2,373,726,000 
-6,000,000 


-10,000,000 


•10,000,000 

-6,486,000 
-4,470,000 


-2,566,965,000 


Total,  UHe  IV,  Domestic  Food  Programs.. 


36,762368,000 


43.040,429,000 


40,473374.000 


+710.506.000 


-2,567,056,000 


TTTLE  V  -  FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  AND 
neATED  PROGRAMS 


Foreign  Agricultural  Service: 

115302,000 

(5,176,000)      ... 

(2,792,000) 

(1.005,000) 

(124,775300) 

132375300 

(3.231,000) 
(1,035,000) 

(137,141,000) 

124208,000 

+8,406,000 
(-5,176.000) 

(+3.230,000) 

-8,667.000 

(Tiantfsr  from  ao^ort  loans).                     _ 

(2,792,000)      .... 
(1305,000)      ™ 

(128,006,000) 

(-438.000) 
(-30,000) 

(-8.136,000) 

Public  LlM  480  Program  Account: 
Title  I-Ciadit  sales: 

P16.342,000) 

(291.342.000) 

25.000,000 

(232.849,000) 

(218.944.000) 

13,905,000 

(230,305,000) 
(216,400,000) 

(-86.037.000) 
(-74.942.000) 
-11.005.000      . 

(-2,544,000) 
(-2,544,000) 

ninellnM» 

Ocaan  fiai^nt  dnrefantial  rt-nr.......... r 
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Tide  II  -  Commodities  for  disposition  abroad: 

Program  level 

Appropriation 

Title  III  -  Commodity  grants: 

Program  level 

Appropriation ________ 

Loan  subsidies _ 


Salaries  and  expenses: 

General  Sales  Mariager 

Farm  Service  Agency 

Subtotal 


Total.  Public  Low  480: 
Program  Iw^  .„.«««, 


Appropriation.. 


CCC  Export  Loans  Program  Account: 
Loan  guarantees: 

Slxjrrteiiii  export  credit......»........M.. 

Iiilernieiilale  lenii  export  credit ......... 

Loan  iiihsiffy  ... ._.».. 

Salaries  and  expenses  (Export  Loam): 

General  Sales  Manager 

ASCS _ 


Total.  CCC  Export  Loans  Program  Account- 


Total,  title  V,  Foreign 
(By  transfer) 


assistance  and  related  programs.. 


FY  1886 
Enacted 

FY  1907 
Estimste 

Bill 

Bill  compared  «wth 
Enacted 

Bill  compared  with 
EstimHe 

(821,100,000) 
821,100,000 

(50,000,000) 

50,000,000 

236,162.000 

1.005.000 
745.000 

(837.000.00C9 
837300300 

(40.000.000) 

40.000.000 

179382.000 

1.035.000 
783.000 

(837.000300) 
837,000300 

(28300.000) 

28300.000 

1 77.000.000 

1.005.000 
745.000 

(+193OO3OO) 
+  15300300 

(-20300,000) 
-20.500.000 
-58,162.000 

(-IO3003OO) 

-10300.000 

-2362300 

-30.000 
-38.000 

1.750.000 

131 8.000 

1.750.000 

•••- -- ~ 

-68.000 

(1.1S7.442300) 
1,134,01%000 

(1,100348300) 
1371306,000 

(1.086.806,000) 
1,050,156300 

(-90,637,000) 
-74.857,000 

(-13.044.000) 
-12.660300 

(500,00030C9 
374347300 

2,792,000 
589,000 

(500,000,000) 
300300,000 

3,231,000 
623.000 

(  +  300300,000) 

(-500,000,000) 

■>  15,653.000 

(  +  500.000300) 
(-500.000300) 

380,000,000 

2.792.000 
588.000 

-430jOOO 

-34300 

377,728,000 

383354.000 

383.381.000 

+  15.663.000 

473.000 

1.627342.000 
(8373.000) 

1306334.000 
(4.266.000) 

1.576,744.000 
P.797.000) 

-50,796.000 
(-5.176.000) 

-21,790.000 
(-469300) 

TTTLE  VI  -  RELATED  AGENCIES  AND 
FOOD  AND  DRUG  ADMINISTBATION 

DEPARTMEKfT  OF  HEALTH 
AND  HUMAN  SERVICES 

Food  arxf  Drug  AtHiwiistraUui 

Salaries  and  expenses,  direct  appropriaten.. 

Prescription  drug  user  fee  act 

Mammography  clinics  user  fee 


Total,  Program  level .. 

Buildings  and  faculties.... 
Rental  payments 


Total,  Food  arid  Drug  AijriilnistrMion- 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  TREASURY 

Financial  Managemerrt  Service:  Payments  to  the  Farm 
Credit  System  Finarxaal  AssistarK*  Corporation 

MOEPEhOENT  AGENCES 

Commodity  Futures  Trading  Commission 

Farm  Credit  Administntion  (limitation  on  administrative 


Total,  titte  VI,  ReWed  Agendas  and  Food  and  Drug 
Administraticn _ 


Scorekeepirtg  adjustments 

Grand  total: 
New  budget  (oMigstional)  authority. 
(By  transfer).. 


(Loan  auttwrization) 

(Limitabon  on  administrative  expenses) . 
(Limitation  on  obligations) 


819371 300 
(84,723300) 
(13300,000) 


(917304,000) 

1%150,000 
46394.000 


878.415300 

15,453,000 
53301300 

947,468,000 
-235,780,000 


63.087386,000 
(672,070,000) 

(14,018.457300) 
(106,245300) 
(187,665300) 


823,771,000 
(87328,00(^ 
(13,403,000) 


819371,000 
(87328300) 
(13,403300) 


■3300j000 


(+2306,000) 
(+403,000) 


(924,702,000) 

6360.000 
46394,000 

878,415.000 

10390,000 

56301,000 
(37,478,000) 

945306,000 
127360,000 


58,444364,000 
(618,631,000) 

(14302,407,000) 
(155,447300) 
(180,O(X>,OOO) 


(920302300) 

21350,000 
46394.000 


(  +  3306.000) 
+  9300,000 


(-33OO3OO) 
+  13300300 


867315,000 

10390,000 

56,101300 
(37,478,000) 


+9300.000 

-5.163.000      

+  1,500.000 
(+37,478.000)     . 


+  9300300 


-1J900300 


953.006300 


-368.000300 


52.684.037.000 
(613318.000) 

(13.440325.000) 
(14.^.607300) 
(187366.000) 


+  5337300 


+  7.700.000 


-132320.000 


-486350.000 


-10.403.861.000 

(-58.152.000) 

(-577.532.000) 

(+38.452.000) 


-5.760327300 

(-4.713300) 

(-781.482300) 

(-10.750300) 

(-1.136,000) 


1/ Such  sums  as  avaHablB  from  AQI  user  fee  account  for  FY  1906.  In  addition.  S24357.000  is  antieipstsd  from  farm  bin  direct  appropriations. 

2/  In  addition  to  appropriation. 

3/  The  Administration  proposed  funding  lor  this  account  under  the  name  "Rural  performance  partnership  program*. 
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(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  ARMEY 
was  allowed  to  speak  out  of  order.) 

LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  our 
hope  that  we  can  complete  this  bill  by 
7  p.m.  tonight,  at  which  time  we  would 
intend  to  take  up  the  budget.  After  the 
budget  we  would  intend  to  take  up  the 
rule  on  the  shipbuilding  bill. 

D  1830 

It  is  our  hope  and  our  belief  that  we 
could,  under  those  circumstances,  com- 
plete our  work  on  shipbuilding  and 
DOD  tomorrow  and  avoid  the  need  for 
us  to  be  here  in  session  on  Friday. 

In  consideration  of  these  opportuni- 
ties that  would  make  themselves  avail- 
able in  the  schedule,  I  am  going  to  be 
asking  the  managers  of  the  bill  and 
those  who  have  amendments  to  offer,  if 
it  would  be  possible,  perhaps,  for  them 
to  work  out  a  time  agreement  to  com- 
plete any  consideration  of  amendments 
on  this  bill  and  move  us  to  final  pas- 
sage by  7  o'clock. 

Obviously,  it  is  within  their  preroga- 
tives to  work  out  such  an  sufrangement, 
but  I  would  encourage  them  to  do  so.  I 
would  like  to  remind  the  Chairman  and 
Members  that  I  do  have,  under  the 
rule,  the  option  to  rise  and  report.  I 
would,  of  course,  prefer  not  to  exercise 
that  option  and,  for  that  reason,  would, 
to  the  maximum  of  my  ability,  encour- 
age the  bill  managers  and  perhaps 
those  with  amendments,  if  at  all  pos- 
sible, if  they  could  work  out  this  time 
arrangement  so  we  can  complete  work 
on  this  bill  and  move  on  to  the  rest  of 
the  schedule. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  Mexico  to  see  if 
perhaps  he  might  want  to  explore  that 
opportunity. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  certainly 
we  would  be  willing  to  do  that,  and  I 
assure  the  leader  that  we  would  get  it 
done. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  debate  on  all  amendments 
close  at  7  p.m.  and  that  the  time  from 
this  point  on  be  equaily  divided. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  Mexico? 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  I  want  to 
discuss  that.  That  is  a  problem.  We 
have  an  amendment  that  is  ready  to  be 
offered  that,  to  me,  is  more  important 
than  the  tobacco  amendment  that  took 
up  over  an  hour  and  a  half  or  2  hours, 
or  the  previous  amendment  that  took  a 
long  time,  because  it  has  to  do  with 
rural  America. 

My  district  is  rural.  Rural  water  and 
sewer  is  very  important  to  my  district. 
The  amendment  is  to  be  able  to  restore 
some  of  the  money  that  we  need  in 
rural  water  and  sewer,  and  to  say  to 
that  we  are  not  going  to  even  get  to 
speak  on  it  unless  we  do  it  in,  say,  a 
half-hour,  means  15  minutes  on  each 
side.  There  are  any  number  of  Members 


who  wanted  to  speak  on  it  because  it  is 
important  to  their  district  and  we  are 
being  told  we  cannot  do  that. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Further  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are 
not  saying  the  gentleman  cannot  do 
something.  What  we  are  telling  him  is 
something  he  can  do,  and  what  he  can 
do  is  this:  We  want  to  give  the  other 
side  every  opportunity.  How  many 
amendments  is  the  gentleman  talking 
about? 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  One  amendment  that 
I  know  of  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Under  my  reserva- 
tion, I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
my  colleague  for  yielding  to  me.  There 
is  one  amendment  left  from  the  distin- 
gxiished  gentleman  from  South  Caro- 
lina, and  all  we  ask  is  that  we  have  as- 
surances from  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle  that  we  have  a  proper  amount  of 
time  to  debate  that  amendment. 

If  I  am  wrong,  I  would  ask  my  col- 
league from  Wisconsin  to  correct  me, 
but  as  I  understand  it.  that  is  the  only 
pending  amendment  that  remains  for 
the  evening. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  continue  to  yield,  we 
are  talking  30  minutes.  Can  we  do  it  in 
30  minutes? 

Mr.  BONIOR.  We  would  prefer  to 
have  a  half-hour  on  each  side. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Let  us  go  40  minutes. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Would  the  gentleman 
give  us  30  minutes  and  you  take  10? 
That  is  40  minutes. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
not  a  hog  swap. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  That  is  40  minutes. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  How  about  45  minutes: 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Why  do  we  not  split  45 
minutes? 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Make  it  46. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Forty-five  equally  di- 
vided. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Make  it  46,  23  on 
each  side. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  the  gentleman 
to  repeat  his  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  withdraw  my  res- 
ervation of  objection. 

Mr.  SKEEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  bill  and  all  ajnendments  thereto 
occur  within  45  minutes  and  that  the 
time  be  equally  divided. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  Mexico? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SPRATT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  an  amendment 
at  the  desk,  but  I  have  decided  not  to 


ask  for  the  amendment  to  be  consid- 
ered. Mr.  Chairman,  I  withdraw  the 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  other 
amendments  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  that  it  would 
be  worthwhile  for  some  of  the  Members  ■ 
to  know  why  many  of  us  on  this  side  of 
the  aisle  are  not  going  to  vote  for  this 
bill.  I  know  that  the  gentleman  from 
New  Mexico,  who  I  very  strongly  sup- 
port in  all  the  work  that  he  has  tried 
to  do.  is  working  under  constraints  not 
of  his  own  making.  It  is  the  budget, 
which  we  are  going  to  take  up  next,  or 
sometime  this  evening,  that  is  causing 
all  the  problems,  but  that  budget  cuts 
back  severely  on  agriculture  programs 
that  will  impact  adversely,  severely,  on 
many  rural  districts,  including  my 
own. 

We  need  more  money  in  here  for 
rural  water  and  sewer,  for  economic  de- 
velopment in  the  rural  areas.  That  all 
is  possible  and  would  have  been  pos- 
sible under  the  coalition  or  the  blue 
dog  budget.  But.  no.  we  had  to  do  the 
Republican  budget,  and  it  makes  these 
severe  cuts  in  agriculture.  It  is  not 
only  in  the  rural  water  and  sewer 
areas,  but  it  is  also  in  rural  housing 
that  is  cut  back. 

I  do  not  know  why  the  Republican 
majority  wants  to  devastate  rural 
America,  but  it  seems  that  they  are 
bound  and  determined  to  do  so. 

If  we  look  at  another  area  of  that 
budget,  at  the  Medicare  area,  we  will 
find  what  the  cuts  in  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  will  mean.  In  my  district,  in 
rural  areas,  we  are  going  to  have  hos- 
pitals close.  So  I  am  going  to  have  hos- 
pitals closing  down.  I  will  not  be  able 
to  provide  housing  for  many  of  my  peo- 
ple, and  I  am  going  to  continue  to  have 
communities  that  do  not  have  ade- 
quate sewer  systems,  do  not  have  any 
sewer  system  at  the  present  time,  can- 
not afford  it  on  their  own,  and  yet  they 
do  not  want  to  provide  the  funds  that 
would  be  necessary. 

I  had  hoped  that  the  gentleman  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Spratt]  would 
have  offered  his  amendment  to  restore 
$27  million;  $27  million  is  vitally  need- 
ed in  this  program  but  we  do  not  have 
it. 

I  do  not  have  any  alternative,  Mr. 
Chairman,  but  to  vote  in  protest 
against  this  bill.  I  recognize  that  the 
gentleman  from  New  Mexico  and  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  have  done 
their  best  within  the  framework  of 
what  the  budget  of  the  Republican  ma- 
jority has  given  them,  but  I  say  to 
them  that  that  is  not  enough. 

I  do  not  blame  the  gentleman  from 
New  Mexico.  I  blame  his  leadership, 
not  only  for  coming  down  on  agri- 
culture, but  later  on  education  and 
other  programs  as  well.  I  do  not  plan  to 
vote  on  those  tyipes  of  things  either. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  ill-con- 
ceived that  they  are  trying  to  dev- 
astate rural  America  rather  than  help- 
ing it  to  grow,  at  the  same  time  they 
say  what  they  are  doing  is  good  for  the 
country.  I  tell  my  colleagues  this  bill 
is  not  good  for  rural  America.  I  believe 
that  we  have  no  alternative  but  to  de- 
feat the  bill.  I  wish  we  could,  but  I 
know  we  will  not  be  able  to  because  we 
do  not  have  the  votes,  the  votes  are 
over  there  to  do  it,  but  I  want  the  peo- 
ple to  know,  the  people  of  this  House  to 
know,  that  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
souri, Harold  Volkmer,  is  not  going  to 
vote  for  a  bill  that  devastates  rural 

Mr.  POMEROY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today 
in  reluctant  opposition  to  the  fiscal  year  1997 
Agricultural  Appropriations  Act  I  would  like  to 
commend  the  Agriculture  Appropriations  Sub- 
committee chairman,  Mr.  Skeen,  for  doing  a 
trerDendous  job  in  Ijalancing  the  many  de- 
mands for  furxJs  in  this  bill  with  a  severe  re- 
duction in  discretionary  authority.  I  am  espe- 
cially pleased  with  the  attention  given  to 
projects  and  programs  which  benefit  produc- 
ers in  North  Dakota  and  the  upper  Great 
Plains.  The  support  given  to  all  aspects  of  ag- 
ricultural research  and  the  funding  of  corv- 
servalion  programs  certainly  represent  signifi- 
cant achievements  in  this  tiill.  Finally  I  am  re- 
lieved the  committee  restored  funding  to  the 
market  transitions  payments  the  Agriculture 
Appropriations  Sutxxjmmittee  had  cut. 

In  the  final  analysis,  however,  I  find  that  I 
cannot  support  final  passage  for  a  few  rea- 
sons. The  main  reason  is  the  severe  and  urv 
warranted  nrxxjifications  made  to  the  sugar 
program.  Language  inserted  in  the  appropria- 
tions bill  would  cap  the  price  of  raw  sugar  at 
21  cents  per  pound,  a  cent  lower  than  the  cur- 
rent domestic  market  price.  Mandating  what 
arTX)unts  to  a  price  control  on  sugar  at  a  time 
when  in  all  other  industries  we  continually  call 
for  free  and  open  markets  makes  no  sense. 
This  provision  will  actually  increase  the 
amount  of  foreign  sugar  imported  into  the 
United  States.  Why  we  would  want  to  increase 
sugar  imports  at  the  expense  of  our  domestic 
sugar  producers  defies  comprehension. 

During  the  farm  biW  debate  Congress 
passed  a  7-year  sugar  reform  program  that 
raised  import  levels,  removed  marketing  allot- 
ments, and  assigned  penalties  for  forfeiture  of 
sugar.  These  reforms  withstood  tough  votes 
on  both  the  House  and  Senate  floor.  Now, 
less  than  2  months  after  passage  of  those  re- 
forms, the  Appropriations  Committee  has — at 
least  in  the  language  before  us — decided  to 
atandon  the  reform  and  make  further  modi- 
fications to  the  sugar  program.  If  this  action 
represents  ttie  commitment  of  Congress  to  the 
7-year  farm  bill  I  truly  fear  for  the  rest  of  the 
guarantees  in  that  law.  Modification  of  com- 
plex and  critical  programs  such  as  the  sugar 
program  in  the  closed  rooms  of  the  Appropria- 
tions Committee  represents  a  dangerous 
precedent  that  shoukj  not  be  upheld.  This  at- 
tack on  the  sugar  producers  and  sugar  indus- 
try workers  in  the  United  States  must  not 
stand. 

Additionally,  the  elimination  of  $2  million  in 
funding  for  the  agricultural  mediation  program 
is  particularly  troublesome.  In  North  Dakota 


the  mediation  program  has  helped  hundreds 
of  farmers  work  through  difficult  credit  prob- 
lems, usually  allowing  them  to  service  their 
loans  without  resorting  to  bankruptcy.  With  this 
elimination  of  the  mediation  grants  these  pro- 
ducers will  have  nowfiere  else  to  turn.  This 
highly  successful  program  certainly  deserves 
continuing  funding. 

Finally,  the  Appropriations  Committee,  in  re- 
port language,  instructed  the  Secretary  of  Ag- 
rk:ulture  on  how  to  conduct  signups  for  the 
Conservation  Reserve  Program.  The  Sec- 
retary currently  is  preparing  regulations  for  the 
next  signup  for  CRP.  To  specify  in  this  bill 
wfiat  the  rule  will  be  for  the  next  signup  could 
throw  the  process  into  a  tailspin. 

For  these  reasons  I  must  oppose  this  bill. 
Despite  the  many  good  things  in  this  bill,  I 
cannot  support  such  a  brazen  attack  on  the 
hard-working  sugarbeet  farmers  in  North  Da- 
kota and  the  thousands  of  North  Dakotans 
employed  in  the  sugar  industry,  and  I  canrwt 
support  the  elimination  of  the  highly  successful 
North  Dakota  Ag  Mediation  Program.  I  hope 
these  problems  and  the  CRP  provisions  can 
be  corrected  in  tfte  Seriate  and  in  conference 
so  I  can  support  the  necessary  fundir>g  of  ttie 
Nation's  No.  1  industry — agriculture. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  that  this 
summary  of  the  U.S.  AID'S  Inspector  Gen- 
eral's report  be  included  in  the  Record.  This 
summary  deals  exclusively  with  the  Pul^lic 
Law  480  program  and  details  some  of  the  title 
III  failures  as  well  as  title  II  successes. 

U.S.  AGENCY  FOR  INTERNATIONAL  DEVELOP- 
MENT. Office  of  the  Inspector  General. 
JUNE  11.  1996.  TO  Darren  willcox.  From 
Paul  Armstrong,  acting  AIG/A 

reql-ested  examples  of  PL-mo  ALTirrs 
As  requested.  I'm  sending:  you  some  write- 
ups  on  recent  PL-480  audits  which  were  in- 
cluded in  our  most  recent  Semiannual  Re- 
ports to  the  Congress.  The  audits  are  listed 
below: 


Rtpoft  No. 


Oatf 

tssutd 


Report  titit 


S-286-94-       a-IO-    Audit  ot  USMVInaia's  Honitoniit  ot  ttic  Pl-ttO 

014  J5        TMe  II  PTBtnxi 

3-«S0.9S-     $-&-95    Audit  ol  REDStVBA's  PI-ISO  Title  II  PiSfiiiti 

18  in  Southern  Sudin 
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I  hope  this  information  is  helpful. 

P.L.  480  TITLE  ni  program  IN  MOZAMBIQUE 

In  an  effort  to  help  alleviate  poverty  and 
liberalize  commodity  markets  in  Mozam- 
bique, the  United  States  donated  over  458.000 
metric  tons  of  commodities  under  the  P.L. 
480  Title  in  Program.  These  commodities 
(mostly  prain).  valued  at  S88  million,  were 
donated  to  the  Government  of  Mozambique 
between  1991  and  1994  on  the  condition  that 
the  commodities  be  used  to  generate  local 
currency  for  the  purpose  of  funding  various 
governmental  ministries,  as  well  as  support- 
ing private  voluntary  organization  activi- 
ties. 

An  audit  of  this  program  found  that 
USAID  had  established  a  system  to  monitor 
the  receipt,  storage,  and  sale  of  commodities 
as  required  by  Agency  policies  and  proce- 
dures; however,  the  following  problems  were 
reported:  poor  quality  commodities,  subse- 
quently determined  by  USAJD  mana^ment 
to  be  "unfit  for  human  consumption,"  ar- 


rived in  Mozambique,  resulting  in  a  loss  of  S8 
million  for  purchase,  transport  and  disposal 
costs;  and  pilferage  of  $1,376,378  worth  of 
commodities  occurred  at  Mozambique  ports 
during  the  unloading  of  shipments — often  in 
plain  view  of  port  security  guards. 

USAID  in  Mozambique  had  complained 
about  the  poor  quality  of  commodities  being 
received  and  the  U.S.  Ajnbassador  had  re- 
ported that  the  shipments  had  1)  a  higher 
moisture  content  than  allowed  under  regula- 
tions and  2)  insect  infestation  so  t>ad  that 
the  entire  cargo  and  ship  had  to  be  fumi- 
gated several  times.  A  response  from  USAID 
and  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  in 
Washington  stated  that  the  cause  for  xhis 
problem  as  the  floods  of  the  Mississippi  wa- 
tershed and  suggested  that  the  Mission  up- 
grade its  standard  specifications  for  com 
transports  to  Mozambique.  The  Mission  did 
so  and  the  quality  of  commodities  has  since 
improved.  The  audit  made  no  recommenda- 
tions in  this  area. 

Regarding  the  commodity  thefts,  the  audit 
recommended  that  USAID  condition  future 
shipments  of  P.L.  480  Title  m  commodities 
on  improvements  in  port  security,  warehouse 
facilities,  and  operating  procedures  for  the 
handling  of  bulk  grain  commodities  in  order 
to  minimize  the  opportunity  to  future  thefts. 
The  Mission  agreed  and  has  suspended  a 
shipment  of  18.000  tons  of  com  (and  all  fu- 
ture shipments)  until  such  improvements  are 
made.  The  Mission  is  also  requesting  that 
the  Government  of  Mozambique  compensate 
the  U.S.  government  for  the  loss. 

The  audit  could  not  assess  whether  local 
currency  generated  from  the  sale  of  com- 
modities was  used  for  its  intended  purposes 
because  the  Mission  had  not  assessed  the  re- 
liability of  the  Mozambique  government's 
accounting  systems,  nor  had  audits  been  per- 
formed on  local  currency  expenditures.  The 
Mission  stated  that  a  previously  scheduled 
assessment  had  been  postponed  due  to  the 
signing  of  Mozambique's  UN-brokered  peace 
accord  in  1992  and  the  first  multi-party  elec- 
tions in  October  1994.  In  addition,  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Mozambique's  princii)al  audit 
agency  was  considered  incapable  of  conduct- 
ing the  audits.  The  OIG  recommended  that 
the  Mission  conduct  an  accountability  as- 
sessment and  financial  audits  as  required.  If 
the  local  audit  agency  cannot  be  relied  upon, 
the  independent  public  accounting  firms  or 
other  alternative  means  should  be  pursued. 
USAID  concurred  with  all  the  recommenda- 
tions and  initiated  corrective  actions.  (Atuiit 
Report  No.  3-6S6-96-003) 

MONTTORING  OF  THE  P.L.  «0  TTTLE  D  PROGRAM 
IN  INDIA 

A  recent  audit  of  the  Food  for  Peace  Pro- 
gram in  India  showed  that  USAID/India  has 
corrected  problems  previously  identified  by  a 
prior  audit,  and  has  taken  additional  steps 
to  improve  the  program.  The  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  Assistance  Act  of  1990. 
Public  Law  480  (P.L.  480).  is  the  statutory  au- 
thority for  the  Food  for  Peace  I*rogram.  Dur- 
ing fiscal  years  1993  and  1994.  $135  million  in 
food  aid  was  delivered  to  8.3  million  poverty- 
stricken  people  in  India.  This  food  was  main- 
ly administered  through  two  private  vol- 
untary organizations  (PVOs>— Cooperative 
for  Assistance  and  Relief  Everywhere 
(CARE)  and  Catholic  Relief  Services  (CRS). 

The  audit  found  that  USAID/lndia  gen- 
erally ensured  that  the  objective  of  the  P.L. 
480  Title  II  program  was  being  achieved, 
losses  were  being  reported,  that  claims  were 
submitted  on  time,  and  claims  were  eventu- 
ally being  resolved.  (A  prior  audit  bad  found 
problems  with  one  of  the  PVOs  failing  to  re- 
port food  losses  or  resolving  claims).  Finally. 
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the  Mission  ensured  that  losses  were  held  to 
reasonable  levels,  although  improvements 
could  be  made  in  mohitorin?  the  ordering 
and  allocating  of  food  by  one  of  the  two 
PVOs. 

The  audit  report  recognized  USAID/India's 
efforts  to  correct  problem  areas  previously 
reported  and  the  Mission's  ongoing  efforts  to 
improve  the  P.L.  480  Program.  One  rec- 
ommendation was  made  for  USAID/Indla  to 
improve  its  monitoring  over  the  PVO's  or- 
dering and  allocation  of  food.  Mission  offi- 
cials generally  concurred  with  the  report's 
conclusions  and  the  recommendation  was 
closed  upon  report  issuance.  (Audit  Report 
No.  5-336-95-014) 

REDSO/ESA'S  P.L.  480  TITLE  D  PROGRAM  DJ 
SOUTHERN  SUDAN 

USAID's  Title  n  Emergency  Relief  pro- 
gram in  Sudan  is  an  ongoing  effort  to  allevi- 
ate the  suffering  of  the  southern  Sudanese 
people  following  the  war  between  the  Chris- 
tian South  and  the  Islamic  govenmient  in 
Khartoum.  An  audit  of  this  program  found 
that  USAID  made  a  significant  impact  in  its 
effort  through  the  delivery  of  large  amounts 
of  food  aid  to  the  needy.  Considering  the  war 
conditions,  the  Regional  Economic  Develop- 
ment Support  Office  (REDSO/ESA)  had  been 
successful  in  minimizing  the  food  losses,  al- 
though some  food  diversions  did  occur.  For 
instance,  financial  difficulties  forced  a  small 
non-governmental  organization  (NGO)  to 
withdraw  from  the  relief  effort,  putting  war 
victims  of  two  displacement  camps  at  risk  of 
starvation.  The  OIG  brought  this  matter  to 
the  attention  of  REDSO/ESA  and  food  aid 
was  immediately  delivered  to  the  camps.  In 
another  instance,  inadequate  transport  fund- 
ing by  the  Bureau  for  Humanitarian  Re- 
sponse bad  forced  another  NGO  to  suspend 
food  aid  distribution,  putting  150,000  war  vic- 
tims at  risk  of  hunger.  Again.  REDSO 
promptly  resumed  the  delivery  of  emergency 
supplies.  Finally,  the  audit  found  inaccura- 
cies in  recipient  population  estimates.  With- 
out accurate  estimates,  excess  food  aid  deliv- 
eries to  areas  with  over-stated  populations 
would  lead  to  the  diversion  of  food  to  mili- 
tary personnel  or  market  profiteers,  while  a 
shortage  to  areas  with  under-stated  popu- 
lations would  deny  starving  people. 

The  audit  recommended  that  REDSO/ESA 
take  steps  to  ensure  the  NGOs  obtain  reason- 
able population  estimates,  recover  claims  for 
losses  of  food  aid  commodities,  and  improve 
on  the  system  for  reporting  and  recovering 
losses.  REDSO/ESA  management  concurred 
with  the  audit  findings  and  promptly  took 
action  to  close  the  recommendations.  All 
recommendations  had  been  closed  upon  re- 
port issuance.  (Audit  Report  No.  3-650-95-^18) 

LOSSES  OF  PUBUC  LAW  480  TITLE  H 
COMMODITIES  IN  HAITI 

The  OIG  conducted  an  audit  survey  of  al- 
leged losses  of  Public  Law  (P.L.)  480  Title  n 
commodities  in  Haiti.  The  survey  included  a 
review  of  the  physical  security  environment 
and  control  structure  of  the  feeding  program 
and  a  partial  assessment  of  whether  USAID/ 
Haiti  can  provide  reasonable  assurances  that 
program  commodities  are  adequately  safe- 
guarded and  used  for  intended  purposes.  The 
survey  was  conducted  between  September 
1994  and  January  1995.  when  Haiti  was  in 
trsmsition  from  a  military  to  a  civilian  gov- 
ernment. 

The  survey  found  that  the  P.L.  430  Title  n 
food  program  incurred  substantial  commod- 
ity losses  due  to  theft  during  the  political 
transition  period.  Three  Title  n  cooperating 
sponsors  reported  2.732  metric  tons  of  com- 
modity losses  valued  at  Sl.l  million  or  16  per- 


cent of  the  total  commodities  while  report- 
ing 14,259  metric  tons  of  commodities  distrib- 
uted during  the  first  quarter  of  fiscal  year 
1995. 

Although  civil  unrest  has  subsided  and 
general  stability  has  returned  to  Haiti,  the 
situation  remains  somewhat  volatile  and  un- 
certain. The  OIG  believes  that  a  normal  P.L. 
480  Title  II  control  structure  is  not  designed 
to  function  under  the  absence  of  civil  au- 
thority and  the  type  of  civil  instability  that 
occurred:  therefore,  the  report  recommended 
that  USAID/Haiti  establish  procedures  for 
determining  the  extent  and  causes  of  com- 
modity losses  in  order  to  formalize  alter- 
natives for  providing  additional  security 
measures  to  prevent  future  losses.  USAID/ 
Haiti  generally  agreed  with  our  report  find- 
ings. (Audit  Report  No.  1-521-95-008) 

Mr.  EMERSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  In  sup- 
port of  this  appropriations  bill,  which  provides 
funding  for  many  of  the  important  agricultural 
programs  that  have  helped  to  make  our  Na- 
tion's farming  Industry  strong.  While  the  fund- 
ing that  is  provided  in  this  bill  is  reduced  from 
last  year  for  many  programs,  I  am  also  sup- 
portive of  the  effort  to  reign  in  Federal  spend- 
ing and  balance  the  Federal  budget.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  join  with  me  in  support  of  the 
tough  fiscal  decisions  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee has  made. 

Particularly  important  for  Missouri  agriculture 
is  the  inclusion  of  funding  for  soybean  cyst 
nematode  research.  This  funding  supports  re- 
search which  is  conducted  at  the  University  of 
Missouri's  Delta  Area  Agricultural  Research 
Center  in  Portageville.  Last  year,  American 
soytjean  famners  lost  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollar  of  farm  income  because  of  soybean 
yield  losses.  Fortunately,  the  Delta  Center  has 
made  significant  advarx;es  in  order  to  help  the 
many  U.S.  soyt>ean  farmers  fighting  this  profit 
destroying  cyst  nematode. 

I  am  also  particulariy  supportive  of  the  as- 
pects of  this  bill  which  will  facilitate  a  growing 
export  market  for  agricultural  goods.  Without  a 
doubt,  worid  trade  is  the  key  to  the  future  of 
American  Agriculture.  Within  our  borders,  U.S. 
consumers  enjoy  an  aburvjant  supply  of  food 
at  a  price  lower  than  neariy  anywhere  else  on 
earth.  Therefore,  in  order  to  expand,  American 
agriculture  must  look  to  foreign  populations 
arxJ  consumers  ttiat  are  anxious  to  obtain  a 
higher  quality  and  a  wider  variety  of  foodstuffs. 

Agricultural  exports  are  expected  to  grow 
rapklly  in  the  near  future  in  certain  mari<ets, 
especially  in  the  Pacific  Rim.  However,  in 
otfier  markets  that  are  developing  less  rapidly, 
assistance  through  PL-480,  or  Food  for 
Peace,  will  pave  the  way  to  greater  U.S.  ex- 
ports in  the  long  term.  I  have  a  longstanding 
interest  in  food  aid  and  have  observed  many 
examples  of  countries  that  successfully  have 
made  the  transition  from  a  concessional  to  a 
cash  buyer.  And,  as  we  help  these  countries 
meet  their  basic  food  needs,  we  also  help 
U.S.  farmers  who  grow  the  commodities  and 
those  who  process,  bag,  can.  rail,  and  ship 
the  food  to  developing  countries. 

Accordingly.  I  am  especially  supportive  of 
the  funding  that  H.R.  3603  provides  for  Uie 
Food  for  Peace  program  and  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  vote  in  favor  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  rise  in  support  of  this  bill.  But,  while  I  do  sup- 
port this  bill,  due  to  the  full  committee's  cor- 
rection of  a  major  flaw  in  the  measure  origi- 


nally reported  by  the  subcommittee,  I'm  still 
very  concerned  that  agriculture,  year  after 
year,  is  asked  to  do  more  than  its  fair  share 
to  help  balance  the  budget. 

Balancing  the  budget  must  remain  a  priority, 
and  I'm  a  strong  supporter  of  balancing  the 
budget  However,  the  bill  before  us  reduces 
spending  for  USDA,  FDA,  and  related  agen- 
cies by  1 6  percent— over  31 0  billion! 

Unfortunately,  not  only  are  the  spending  re- 
ductions in  this  bill  excessive,  the  appropria- 
tions subcommittee  on  agriculture  attempted 
to  revisit  nrany  of  the  issues  we  debated  and 
voted  on  during  the  farm  bill  debate.  For  ex- 
ample, the  House  has  spoken  on  the  sugar 
program,  which  I  remind  you  is  mandated  to 
operate  at  no  net  cost  to  the  Government,  and 
on  granting  farmers  true  freedom  to  manage 
their  land.  I'm  afraid  some  in  this  urtjan-domi- 
nated  Cksngress  do  not  understand  the  nature 
of  farming  or  agriculture  programs. 

The  Federal  Agricultural  Improvement  and 
Reform  Act  of  1996,  the  FAIR  Act,  was  the 
first  real  refomi  of  Federal  farm  programs  in 
60  years,  and  the  only  entitiement  reform  bill 
to  be  signed  into  law  during  the  104th  Con- 
gress. I'm  proud  to  have  joined  with  Agri- 
culture Chairman  Roberts  in  this  historic  legis- 
lation that  b-ansitions  fanners  from  depend- 
ence on  Government  subsidies  to  independent 
planting  and  marketing  decisions.  Enactinent 
of  the  FAIR  Act  was  a  great  accomplishment 
for  this  Congress,  and  the  final  vote  reflected 
true  bipartisan  support. 

However,  it's  time  to  move  on.  With  the 
farm  bill  signed  into  law  and  with  the  passage 
of  the  fiscal  year  1997  agriculture  appropria- 
tions bill,  I  believe  we  nujst  rebuild  the  part- 
nership of  all  rural  districts  in  support  of  agri- 
culture— ^the  largest  single  sector  of  the  econ- 
omy. I  look  forward  to  working  with  my  col- 
leagues as  this  Congress  comes  to  an  end 
and  into  the  future  to  raise  the  voice  of  rural 
America. 

The  appropriations  sutx»mmittee  on  agri- 
culture was  put  In  a  difficult  position  with  its 
low  budget  allocation.  I  respect  your  work  and 
thank  you  for  making  the  best  of  a  bad  situa- 
tion. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this  bill. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Chaimian,  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  3603.  the  Agriculture  Appro- 
priations bill  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

First,  I  need  to  tfnank  my  chaimnan,  JOE 
Skeen,  and  the  ranking  Democrat,  Dick  Dur- 
BiN,  for  their  assistance  during  the  last  few 
weeks.  I  only  recently  became  a  member  of 
this  subcommittee,  although  it  is  one  I  have 
admired  for  many  years.  My  admiration  stems 
from  the  bipartisanship  b'aditionally  displayed 
by  this  subcommittee,  and  exemplified  by  the 
Skeen-Durbin  team,  and  it  is  truly  a  model  for 
the  House,  so  I  am  proud  to  join  the  sub- 
committee's ranks. 

H.R.  3603  is  not  a  perfect  bill.  In  fact,  our 
bill  continues  an  alarming  trend  in  providing 
the  absolute  minimum  resources  to  USDA  to 
accomplish  their  important  missions  in  the 
areas  of  agriculture  research,  animal  and  plant 
inspection,  food  safety  and  inspection,  con- 
servation progreims,  and  rural  housing  and  de- 
velopment. 

The  Agriculture  Appropriations  Subcommit- 
tee is  a  vk:tim  of  our  budget-balancing  efforts, 
which,  of  course,  we  all  support.  But  the  impli- 
cations of  our  balanced  budget  efforts  have 
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manifested  themselves  in  several  disagreeable 
ways: 

First  we  had  perhaps  an  unnecessary  con- 
frontation with  our  brethren  on  the  Agriculture 
Committee  when  our  subcommittee  acted  in  a 
manner  which  I  thought  appropriate  under  the 
circumstances,  to  ask  farmers  to  share  some 
of  the  burden  demanded  by  our  budget  alloca- 
tion— which  was  neariy  SI  billion  below  last 
year. 

Second,  our  budget  allocation  has  been 
changed  at  least  twice — the  first  in  response 
to  complaints  abut  our  action  which  cut  just 
1 .5  percent  from  the  farm  transition  payments, 
and  second,  the  result  of  a  scoring  problem 
pointed  out  by  the  Congressional  Budget  Of- 
fice. 

But  these  problems  point  to  the  overall  dif- 
ficulty with  the  Republican  budget  resolution, 
arxj  the  inadequate  domestic  budget  alloca- 
tions, and  the  real  impact  it  has  on  our  agri- 
culture programs  and  other  important  functions 
of  GovemmenL 

Despite  some  of  these  reservations,  I  sup- 
port the  bill  and  I  think  JOE  Skeen  and  Dick 
DuRBiN  have  done  a  good  job  under  demand- 
ing circumstarKes. 

I  have  particular  praise  for  several  items  of 
importance  to  California  agriculture  and  to  my 
disti'ict. 

First,  funds  have  t)een  included  for  buildings 
and  facilities  construction  within  the  Coopera- 
tive State  Research  Service,  including  funds 
for  an  important  integrated  pest  management 
research  facility  at  the  University  of  Califomia 
at  Davis. 

A  new  pest  is  introduced  into  Califomia 
every  60  days,  and  it  is  imperative  that  we 
have  the  up-to-date  facilities  to  develop  effec- 
tive methods  to  deal  with  them.  This  facility 
will  support  and  accelerate  research  needed 
for  environmentally  compatible  pest  manage- 
ment strategies. 

These  institutions — such  as  the  University  of 
Califomia  at  Davis — are  required  to  provide  a 
specific  and  verifiable  cost-share.  So  this  pro- 
gram represents  a  real  commitment  by  State 
governments  and  the  Federal  Government  to 
developing  the  successful  agriculture  strate- 
gies of  the  future. 

Secorxj,  the  t)ill  provides  funds  mandated  by 
the  Agriculture  Committee  for  the  Market  Ac- 
cess Program  (MAP). 

I  anticipate  that  this  program  will  come 
under  attack  again  this  year  by  an  amendment 
seeking  to  eliminate  it. 

But  there  is  probably  no  iDore  important  tool 
for  export  promotion  than  MAP.  In  Califomia, 
wtiere  specialty  crop  agriculture  is  the  rule,  ex- 
port promotion  is  exti^emely  important. 

Agriculture  exports,  projected  to  exceed  S50 
billion  again  this  year — up  from  S43.5  billion 
fiscal  year  1994 — are  vital  to  the  United 
States. 

Agriculture  exports  strengthen  farm  income. 

Agriculture  exports  provide  jobs  for  nearly  a 
million  Americans. 

Agriculture  exports  generate  nearly  SI  00  bil- 
lion in  related  economic  activity. 

Agriculture  exports  produce  a  positive  ti^ade 
balance  of  neariy  $20  billion. 

If  U.S.  agriculture  is  to  remain  competitive 
urxler  GATT,  we  must  have  policies  and  pro- 
grams thaX  allow  us  to  remain  competitive  with 
our  competitors  abroad. 


GATT  did  not  eliminate  export  subskjies,  it 
only  reduced  them. 

The  European  Union  spent,  over  the  last  5 
years,  an  average  of  Si  0.6  billion  in  annual 
export  susidies— the  United  States  spent  less 
than  S2  billion. 

The  EU  spends  more  on  wine  exports — S89 
milton — tfian  the  U.S.  cunently  spends  for  al- 
most all  comnrKxJities  under  the  Mari<et  Pro- 
motion Program. 

MAP  is  critical  to  U.S.  agriculture's  at>ility  to 
develop,  maintain  and  expand  export  market 
in  the  new  post-GATT  environment,  and  MAP 
is  a  proven  success. 

In  Califomia,  MAP  has  been  tremendously 
successful  in  helping  promote  exports  of  Cali- 
fornia citrus,  raisins,  walnuts,  almonds,  peach- 
es, and  other  specialty  crops. 

We  have  to  remember  that  an  increase  in 
agriculture  exports  means  jobs:  a  10  percent 
increase  in  agrcultural  exports  creates  over 
13,000  new  jot)s  in  agriculture  and  related  in- 
dustries like  manufacturing,  processing,  mar- 
keting, and  distribution. 

For  every  Si  we  invest  in  MAP,  we  reap  a 
SI  6  return  in  additional  agriculture  exports.  In 
short,  the  Market  Promotion  Program  is  a  pro- 
gram that  performs  for  American  taxpayers. 

Third,  the  committee  has  continued  to  pro- 
vide the  greatest  possible  funding  for  research 
in  two  main  forms:  through  the  agricultural  re- 
search stations  of  tfie  Agricultural  Research 
Service,  and  through  the  special  grants  and 
competitive  grants  in  the  (Cooperative  State 
Research  Education  and  Extension  Service. 

I  am  concerned  that  formula  funding  for  our 
land-grant  colleges  and  universities  tias  t^een 
affected  by  our  low  budget  allocation — requir- 
ing about  a  three-percent  reduction  from  last 
year's  levels.  All  of  us  wtx)  represent  land- 
grant  institutions  know  that  State  governments 
are  having  the  same  difficulties  as  ttie  Federal 
Government  in  provkling  the  resources  these 
institutions  deserve. 

Our  future  success  in  agriculture,  especially 
market-oriented  agriculture  as  envisioned  by 
the  Farm  Bill  enacted  just  a  few  months  ago, 
will  require  an  on-going  commitment  to  re- 
search if  we  are  to  maintain  the  U.S.  lead. 

Nevertfieless,  the  committee  has  done  a 
good  job  in  keeping  those  resources  as  gener- 
ous as  possible  under  the  circumstances.  And 
I'm  especially  pleased  that  the  committee  was 
able  to  provide  an  increase  for  research  into 
altematives  to  mettiyl  bromide  and  has  initi- 
ated a  special  research  grant  to  develop  alter- 
natives to  rice-straw  burning. 

In  summary,  this  is  not  a  perfect  bill,  but  it 
is  a  fair  bill  given  the  many  needs  and  many 
issues  virithin  ttie  committee's  jurisdiction.  I 
commend  Chairman  JOE  Skeen  and  ranking 
member  Dick  Durbin  for  their  efforts  in  sup- 
port of  American  agriculture,  and  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  H.R.  3603,  the  Agri- 
culture Appropriations  bill  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  K  there  are  no 
other  amendments,  under  the  rule  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose:  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Dreier) 
having  assumed  the  chair.  Mr.  GooD- 
LATTE,  Chairman  of  the  Comm:iittee  of 
the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having   had   under   consideration   the 
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bill,  (H.R.  3603)  making  appropriations 
for  Agriculture,  Rural  Development, 
Food  and  Drug  Administration,  and 
Related  Agencies  programs  for  the  fis- 
cal year  ending  September  30,  1997,  and 
for  other  purposes,  pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  451.  he  reported  the  bill 
back  to  the  House  with  sundry  amend- 
ments adopted  by  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  rule,  the  previous  question  is  or- 
dered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment?  If  not,  the  Chair  will  put 
them  en  gros. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  and 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEIAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Pursuant  to  clause  7  of  rule  XV.  the 
yeas  and  nays  are  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  351,  nays  74, 
not  voting  9,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  234] 
yEAS-351 


Ackerman 

Cho'sler 

FUner 

Allun 

Clayton 

Flake 

Archer 

Clement 

Flanacan 

Armey 

CI  inter 

Foley 

B&chiu 

Clybnm 

Forbes 

Biesler 

Coble 

Fowler 

B»ker  (CA) 

Cobom 

Fox 

Biker  (LA) 

Franks  (CD 

B&ld&cci 

Collins  (CA) 

Fiua 

Ballenrer 

Collins  (MI) 

Frost 

Bucia 

Combest 

Fnnderbork 

But 

Condit 

FvTte 

Birrett  (NE) 

Costello 

Callecly 

Bartlett 

Cox 

Ganske 

BartoD 

C^ramer 

Cejdenson 

Bau 

Crane 

Cekas 

Batcnun 

Ceren 

BeDtsen 

Cabin 

GUchrest 

Bereater 

Commings 

Oilman 

Bevill 

Connin^ham 

Gonzalez 

Bllbruy 

Goodlatte 

BillnLkis 

Davis 

Goodlinc 

Bishop 

de  laGana 

Gordon 

BlUey 

Deal 

Goss 

Blnmenauer 

DeLaoro 

Graham 

Boehlert 

DeLay 

Greene  (UT) 

Boehner 

Deatscb 

Greenwood 

BonilU 

Cnnderson 

Bonior 

Dickey 

Gutierrez 

Bono 

Dicks 

Cutksecht 

Bonki 

Dinrell 

Hall  (OH) 

Boucher 

Dixon 

HalKTX) 

Brewsier 

Dooley 

Hamilton 

Browder 

DooUtUe 

Hansen 

Brown  (CA) 

Doraan 

Hsrmin 

Brown  (FL) 

Doyle 

Kastert 

Brown  (OH) 

Dreier 

Hastings  (FLi 

Brownback 

Duncan 

Hastings  (W  A) 

Bryant  (TN) 

Dunn 

Hayworth 

Bryant  (TX) 

Durbin 

Heney 

Bunn 

Edwards 

Hefner 

Bunnia; 

Ehleis 

Hsioeman 

Burr 

Ehrlich 

Herger 

Burton 

Emerson 

HUleary 

Bayer 

English 

HUliard 

Callahan 

Ensirn 

Hinchey 

Camp 

Evans 

Hobson 

Campbell 

Everett 

Hoekstra 

Canad}- 

Ewing 

Holden 

Cardin 

Farr 

HostetUer 

Castle 

Fawell 

Houghton 

Chambliss 

Fazio 

Hoyer 

Chapman 

Fields  (LA) 

Hunter 

Christensen 

Fields  (TX) 

Hntrhinson 
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Hyde 

MetcaU 

Infflis 

Meyers 

Istook 

Mica 

Jackson  (IL) 

MlUender- 

Jackson-Lee 

McDonald 

<TX) 

MlUer  (FL) 

Jefferson 

Moakley 

Johnson  (CD 

Molinari 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

MoUohan 

Johnson,  Sam 

Montgomery 

Jones 

Moorhead 

Kanjorski 

MoreUa 

Kaptur 

Martha 

Kasich 

Myen 

Kelly 

Mj-rtck 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Nadler 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Neal 

Rennelly 

Nethercutt 

KUdee 

Ney 

Kim 

Norwood 

Kinc 

Nossle 

Kingston 

Obeistar 

Klink 

Obey 

King 

Olver 

KnoUenbeis 

Ortiz 

Kolbe 

Orton 

LaFalce 

Oxley 

LaHood 

Packard 

Lantos 

Pallone 

Lairent 

Parker 

Pastor 

LaTour«tte 

Pazon 

Laochlin 

Payne  (VA) 

Lazio 

Pelosi 

I^^h 

Peterson  (FL) 

Levin 

Pickett 

Lewis  (CA) 

Porter 

Lewis  (GA> 

Portman 

Lewis  (KY) 

Poshard 

Llshtfoot 

Pryce 

Linder 

Qtiillen 

Upinski 

C^uinn 

Livingstoa 

Lonsley 

RahaU 

Lowey 

Ramstad 

Lacas 

Rasgel 

Luther 

Reed 

Maloney 

Regnla 

Manton 

Richardson 

ManzuUo 

Riggs 

MartlJiez 

Rivers 

Mascan 

Roemer 

Matsoi 

Rogers 

McCarthy 

Ros-Lehtinen 

McCoUom 

Rose 

McCrery 

Roth 

McHale 

Sabo 

McHivh 

Salmon 

Mclnnis 

SanTord 

Mcintosh 

Sawyer 

McKeon 

SaztOD 

McKinney 

Schaefer 

McNulty 

Schiff 

Meek 

Schmner 

Abercrombie 

NAYS— 74 
Gephardt 

Andrews 

Gibbons 

Barrett  (Wl) 

Green  (TX) 

Becerra 

Hancock 

Beilenson 

Hoke 

Berman 

Jacobs 

Blate 

Johnson  (SD) 

cniatwt 

Johnston 

(nienoweth 

Kleczka 

Clay 

LoBiondo 

Collins  (IL) 

Lofgren 

Conyers 

Markey 

Cooley 

Martini 

Coyne 

McDermott 

Crapo 

Meehan 

DeFazio 

Menendez 

Dellums 

MiUer  (CA) 

Doggett 

Minge 

Engel 

Mink 

Eshoo 

Moran 

Fattah 

Neumann 

FoglietU 

Owens 

Ford 

Payne  (N  J) 

Frank  (MA) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Scott 

Seastrand 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

Sisisky 

Skaggs 

Skeen 

SkeltOD 

Slaughter 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stokes 

Stomp 

Stupak 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Taylor  (NO 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Tiahrt 

Torres 

Towns 

Trafioant 

Upton 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Vucanovich 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Ward 

Watt  (NO 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Williams 

Wise 

Wolf 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

ZeUir 

Zimmer 


Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Roberts 

Rohrabacher 

Roybal-Allard 

Royce 

Rush 

Sanders 

Scarborough 

Schroeder 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Stark 

Stockman 

Studds 

Tanzin 

Taylor  (MS) 

Torkildsen 

Torricelli 

Velazquez 

Volkmer 

Waters 

Waxman 

Yates 


Calvert 

Frelinghuysen 

Gillmor 


NOT  VOTING— 9 

Hayes 

Horn 

Lincoln 


McDade 

Roukema 

Wilson 
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Messrs.  COOLEY  of  Oregon,  MINGE, 
and  FATTAH  changed  their  vote  from 
"yea"  to  "nay." 

Mr.  BONILLA  changed  his  vote  from 
"nay"  to  "yea." 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 
Mr.  HORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  rollcall  No.  234, 
I  was  unavoidably  detained  on  official  busi- 
ness and  unable  to  vote  for  ttie  agricultural 
appropriations  bill.  Had  I  been  present,  I  would 
have  voted  "aye." 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  PROVID- 
ING FOR  CONSIDERATION  OF 
H.R.  3610,  DEPARTMENT  OF  DE- 
FENSE APPROPRIATIONS  ACT, 
FISCAL  YEAR  1997 

Mr.  SOLOMON,  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  submitted  a  privileged  report 
(Rept.  No.  104-619)  on  the  resolution  (H. 
Res.  453)  providing  for  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.R.  3610)  making  appropria- 
tions for  the  Department  of  Defense  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30, 
1997,  and  for  other  purposes,  which  was 
referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  or- 
dered to  be  printed. 


AUTHORIZING     RUNNING  OF     1996 

SUMMER          OLYMPIC  TORCH 

RELAY          THROUGH  CAPITOL 
GROUNDS 

Mr.  GELCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker's  table  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion (H.  Con.  Res.  172)  authorizing  the 
1996  Summer  Olympic  Torch  Relay  to 
be  run  through  the  Capitol  Grounds, 
and  for  other  purposes,  with  a  Senate 
amendment  thereto,  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  con- 
current resolution. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend- 
ment, as  follows: 

Senate  amendment: 

Page  2.  line  8,  strike  out  all  after 
"Grounds"  down  to  and  including  "over- 
night." in  line  9. 

The  SPEAKER  (Mr.  DREIER).  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland? 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object,  I  do  so  for  the 
purpose  of  asking  the  gentleman  for  an 
explanation  of  the  proceeding. 

I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Mary- 
land [Mr.  GILCHREST]. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
would  like  to  expedite  this  bill.  There 


is  only  a  minor  change  between  what 
we  did  in  the  House  and  what  they  did 
in  the  Senate.  The  torch  is  going  to 
move  on.  It  will  not  spend  the  night 
here  so  the  Senate  bill  did  not  reflect 
the  House  bill  in  that  way.  So  we 
would  like  to  expedite  the  process  and 
agree  with  the  Senate  version  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
no  objection  to  the  changes  in  the  leg- 
islation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reserva- 
tion of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland? 

There  was  no  objection. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  during  rollcall  vote  No.  211  on 
H.R.  3540,  the  foreign  operations  appro- 
priations bill,  I  was  absent  due  to  the 
death  of  my  father. 

Had  I  been  present,  I  would  have 
voted  "no." 

Mr.  Speaker,  during  rollcall  vote  No. 
212  on  H.R.  3540,  the  foreign  operations 
appropriations  bill,  I  was  absent,  due 
to  the  death  of  my  father.  Had  I  been 
present,  I  would  have  voted  "no." 

Mr.  Speaker,  during  rollcall  vote  No. 
214  on  H.R.  3540,  the  foreign  operations 
appropriations  bill,  due  to  the  death  of 
my  father,  I  was  absent.  If  I  had  been 
present,  I  would  have  voted  "yes." 

Mr.  Speaker,  during  rollcall  vote  No. 

216  on  H.R.  3540,  the  foreign  operations 
appropriations  bill,  due  to  the  death  of 
my  father,  I  was  absent.  Had  I  been 
present,  I  would  have  voted  "yes". 

Mr.  Speaker,  during  rollcall  vote  No. 

217  on  H.R.  3540,  the  foreign  operations 
appropriations  bill,  I  was  absent  due  to 
the  death  of  my  father.  Had  I  been 
present,  I  would  have  voted  "yes". 

Mr.  Speaker,  during  rollcall  vote  No. 

218  on  H.R.  3540.  the  foreign  operations 
appropriations  bill.  I  was  absent  due  to 
the  death  of  my  father.  Had  I  been 
present,  I  would  have  voted  "no". 

Mr.  Speaker,  during  rollcall  vote  No. 

219  on  H.R.  3562,  I  was  absent  due  to  the 
death  of  my  father.  Had  I  been  present, 
I  would  have  voted  "yes". 


CONFERENCE    REPORT    ON    HOUSE. 
CONCLTRRENT     RESOLUTION      178, 
CONCURRENT      RESOLUTION      ON 
THE  BUDGET,  FISCAL  YEAR  1997 
Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc- 
tion of  the  Committee  on  Rules.  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  450  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  RES.  450 
Resolved.  That  upon  adoption  of  this  reso- 
lution it  shall  be  in  order  to  consider  the 
conference  report  to  accomi>any  the  concur- 
rent resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  178)  establish- 
ing the  congressional  budget  for  the  United 
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States  Government  for  fiscal  year  1997  and 
setting  forth  appropriate  budgetary  levels 
for  fiscal  years  1998.  1999,  2000.  2001.  and  2002. 
All  points  of  order  against  the  conference  re- 
port and  against  its  consideration  are 
waived.  The  conference  report  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  read.  The  conference  report  shall 
be  debatable  for  one  hour  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  mi- 
nority member  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
EwiNG).  The  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  DREIER]  is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  pur- 
poses of  debate  only,  I  yield  the  cus- 
tomary 30  minutes  to  my  very  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  South  Bos- 
ton. MA  [Mr.  Moakley],  pending  which 
I  jrield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. All  time  yielded  is  for  the  pur- 
poses of  debate  only. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  nile  provides  for 
consideration  of  the  conference  report 
on  House  Concurrent  Resolution  178, 
the  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budg- 
et for  fiscal  year  1997,  which  sets  out  a 
fiscally  sound  and  responsible  path  to  a 
balanced  budget  in  6  years.  The  rule 
waives  all  points  of  order  against  the 
conference  report  and  its  consider- 
ation. The  rule  provides  that  the  con- 
ference report  will  be  considered  as 
read  and  provides  1  hour  of  general  de- 
bate divided  equally  between  the  chair- 
man and  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget. 

Mr.  Speaker,  one  of  the  most  impor- 
tant things  we  can  do  for  future  gen- 
erations of  Americans  is  balance  the 
Federal  budget.  Big  government  lib- 
erals controlled  Congress  for  decades 
leaving  two  legacies  that  plague  Amer- 
ica's children.  One  is  a  welfare  state 
that  impoverishes  millions,  trapping 
them  in  lives  of  despair,  dependent  on 
ineffective  bureaucratic  institutions. 
The  second  is  a  $5  trillion  Federal  debt 
that  drags  down  our  private  sector 
economy  and  forces  scarce  resources — 
scarce  Federal  resources — to  be  used  to 
pay  interest  on  debt  rather  than  to 
solve  problems. 

Last  year,  Congress  passed  the  first 
balanced  budget  in  a  generation.  It  was 
designed  to  address  these  critical  prob- 
lems. That  balanced  budget  let  the 
President  meet  his  two  major  cam- 
paign promises  from  1992,  providing  a 
middle  class  tax  cut  and  ending  welfare 
as  we  know  it. 

Finally,  it  is  worth  noting  that  the 
balanced  budget  saved  Medicare  from 
the  bankruptcy  that  the  Medicare 
trustees  now  foresee  as  being  just  5 
years  away,  just  5  years  away. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  President  lobbied  to 
kill  the  balanced  budget  amendment  to 
the  Constitution  over  in  the  Senate. 
President  Clinton  vetoed  the  balanced 
budget  that  was  passed  last  year  by 
this  Congress.  He  vetoed  the  middle 
class  tax  cut.  He  vetoed  the  welfare  re- 
form plan  twice.  He  vetoed  legislation 
to  protect  Medicare.  In  the  words  of 
our   dear   friends   at   the   Washington 


Post,  he  encouraged  Medagogrues  to 
"scare  America's  senior  citizens  for  po- 
litical gain." 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  some  might  say  it 
is  unfair  to  claim  that  this  veto  pat- 
tern reflects  the  President's  views  on 
these  issues.  He  claims  to  support  a 
badanced  budget.  At  least  two  of  the 
eight  Clinton  budgets  released  at  as- 
sorted times  over  the  last  year  and  a 
half  were  balanced,  at  least  in  a  tech- 
nical sense. 

The  President  claims  to  support  tax 
cuts  and  has  announced  a  dozen  or  so 
ideas  for  tax  cuts  over  the  past  2  years, 
even  some  of  them  in  the  past  2  weeks, 
as  we  have  all  seen.  Of  course,  the  only 
tax  bill  that  the  President  has  actually 
implemented  and  signed  is  the  largest 
tax  increase  in  American  history. 

He  says  he  wants  to  reform  the  wel- 
fare system.  The  President  spoke  at 
length  recently  in  support  of  the  Wis- 
consin welfare  reform  plan.  Regret- 
tably, the  administration  has  failed  to 
approve  the  implementation  of  even 
that  same  Wisconsin  reform  plan. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  nothing  else,  this 
budget  process  is  showing  the  Amer- 
ican people  who  is  serious  about  the 
issues  of  balanced  budgets,  tax  cuts, 
and  welfare  reform.  While  the  Presi- 
dent down  there  at  1600  Pennsylvania 
Avenue  talks,  the  Congress  delivers  se- 
rious, thoughtful,  responsible  propos- 
als. 

This  budget  conference  report  sets 
out  a  6-year  budget  plan  that  results  in 
a  balanced  budget  by  the  year  2002.  It 
accomplishes  this  in  a  responsible 
manner  that  results  in  lower  deficits 
each  year  than  those  proposed  by  the 
President. 

The  President's  version  of  a  balanced 
budget  is  just  the  opposite.  It  is  a 
budget  fiction  that  proposes  to  dra- 
matically increase  spending  for  5  years 
and  then  slash  spending  in  the  last 
year  to  balance  the  budget. 

That  proposal  is  a  joke  that  mocks 
the  efforts  of  those  who  are  serious 
about  addressing  oxir  chronic  budget 
deficits  to  save  the  future  of  our  chil- 
dren. 

Recent  testimony  before  the  House 
and  Senate  Appropriations  Committees 
on  discretionary  spending  illustrates 
the  budget  games  being  played  by  the 
Clinton  administration.  In  short,  the 
administration  budget  proposes  to  in- 
crease spending  for  1  year  in  areas  such 
as  veterans  and  space  programs,  put- 
ting off  all  the  cuts  to  the  following 
years.  The  administration's  own  rep- 
resentatives claim  that  these  budget 
numbers  are  not  serious,  that  the 
President  only  cares  about  the  first 
year's  spending  proposal  and  that  cuts 
in  the  coming  years  will  be  abandoned 
each  year  as  the  time  comes.  In  this 
way.  the  budget  is  scored  as  reaching 
balance  in  6  years,  but  the  administra- 
tion's OMm  officials  say  it  will  never 
come  to  pass. 

Clearly,  the  balanced  budget  proposal 
offered   in   the   conference   report   on 


House  Concurrent  Resolution  178  is  the 
only  serious  balanced  budget  offered  to 
the  American  people.  Of  course,  the 
American  people  deserve  more  from 
the  Federal  Government  than  a  bal- 
anced budget.  We  must  address  the  fact 
that  American  families  now  pay  a 
higher  percentage  of  their  income  in 
taxes.  34.2  percent,  than  at  any  time  in 
American  history.  This  balanced  budg- 
et cuts  the  tax  burden  on  American 
families  by  $122.4  billion. 

This  budget  also  solves  the  problem 
of  the  impending  bankruptcy  of  Medi- 
care which,  as  I  said,  the  administra- 
tion has  indic:ated  is  just  5  years  away. 
It  does  this  by  updating  a  Federal 
health  care  program  largely  unchanged 
since  its  creation  over  three  decades 
ago.  By  bringing  Medicare  into  the  21st 
century,  America's  seniors  will  be  of- 
fered increased  choices  and  the  poten- 
tial to  add  new  areas  of  coverage. 

D  1915 

Medicare  spending  grows  by  6.2  per- 
cent per  year,  increasing  spending  per 
beneficiary  from  S5,200  in  1996  to  S7,000 
in  2002.  By  addressing  this  problem  in  a 
serious  manner,  rather  than  following 
the  Washington  status  quo  band-aid 
method.  Medicare  will  be  healthy  for 
at  least  10  years. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a  cliche  to  say 
Talk  is  cheap.  The  President  has  prov- 
en time  and  again  that  talking  about 
balancing  the  budget,  cutting  taxes 
and  reforming  welfare  is  easy  to  do. 
However,  he  has  also  proven  that  get- 
ting the  job  done  is  very  hard.  He  has 
had  both  Democrat  and  Republican 
Congresses  to  work  with,  and  he  has 
failed  miserably  with  both.  There  is  no 
other  option. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  failure  to 
match  talk  of  balanced  budgets  with 
action  is  very  expensive;  it  is  very  dif- 
ficult. We  are  passing  a  massive  debt 
burden  on  to  the  children  of  this  coun- 
try, and  we  are  not  preparing  them  to 
pay  the  bill.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  this  rule  and  to 
support  the  conference  report  so  that 
we  can  move  forward  and  proceed  with 
the  concrete  actions  needed  to  match 
words  with  deeds. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  submit  for  the  RECORD 
the  following: 

[The  Budget  Conference  Report  for  Fiscal 
Year  1997,  June  12,  1996] 

Making  Life  Bettr  for  all  Americans 

(Prepared  by  the  House  Budget  Committee. 

John  R.  Kasich.  Chairman) 

balances  the  BUDGCT  by  2002 

Reverses  ohe  trend  of  heaping  debt  on  our 
children  an'^  grandchildren. 

Will  &i.ve  the  average  family  S2.a00  on  the 
cost  of  a  student  loan.  S900  on  an  auto  loan, 
and  137,000  on  the  mortgage  of  a  small  home. 

PROVIDES  much-needed  TAX  RELIEF 

Provides  desperately  needed  tax  relief  for 
middle-income,  working  families  with  chil- 
dren, who  are  paying  more  in  Federal.  State, 
and  local  taxes  than  they  spend  on  food. 
clothing,  and  shelter  combined. 

Puts  an  extra  Sl.ono  in  the  hands  of  a  fam- 
ily of  four. 
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Helps  improve  the  standard  of  living  and 
saving  rate  for  American  families,  who  for 
years  have  seen  their  real  incomes  decline. 

MAINTAINS  A  STRONG  NATION.\L  DEFENSE 

Stabilizes  national  security  while  revers- 
ing the  administration's  damagringr  defense 
cuts. 

Makes  funds  available  for  a  cost-effective 
and  reliable  missile  defense  to  protect  the 
American  people. 

Provides  funding  for  a  3-percent  military 
pay  raise,  increased  construction  of  family 
housing  and  child  development  centers  for 
dependent  children  of  the  military,  and  full 
funding  of  readiness  objectives. 

EXPANDS  VETERANS'  BENEFITS 

Provides  $10.6  billion  more  than  the  Presi- 
dent over  6  years  to  provide  veterans'  medi- 
cal care,  to  conduct  prosthetic  research,  to 
run  the  National  Cemetery  system. 

Improves  other  services  for  veterans:  rais- 
ing disabled  veterans'  auto  allowance;  im- 
proving compensation  for  surviving  spouses; 
extending  back  benefit  payment  limits;  pro- 
viding scholarships  for  college  seniors;  con- 
verting certain  education  benefits  to  the  GI 
Bill;  making  permanent  the  Alternative 
Teacher  Certification  Program;  and  funding 
the  Pro  Bono  Program;  at  the  Court  of  'Vet- 
erans Appeals. 

PRESERVES  AND  IMPROVES  MEDICARE 

Ensures  that  hospital  care  will  be  available 
to  seniors  and  disabled  beneficiaries  by  sav- 
ing the  Medicare  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  from  imminent  bankruptcy,  extending 
its  life  for  10  years. 

Increases  Medicare  spending  per  bene- 
ficiary from  an  55.200  in  1996  to  $7,000  in  2002. 
without  raising  deductibles  or  copayments. 

Keeps  the  Medicare  Part  B  premium  at  the 
current  25  percent  of  program  costs. 

Expands  the  health  care  options  Medicare 
beneficiaries  can  choose  from:  remaining  in 
traditional  Medicare  or  choosing  HMOs, 
point  of  service  plans,  provider  service  orga- 
nization, medical  savings  accounts,  and  fee- 
for-service  plans. 

Opens  the  potential  for  new  benefits,  such 
as  preventive  services,  prescriptions  or  eye- 
glasses. 

IMPROVES  EDUCATION 

Protects  loans  for  college,  allowing  growth 
in  total  volume  from  $26  billion  this  year  to 
$37  billion  in  2002. 

Saves  taxpayers  money  by  capping  the 
government-run  direct  lending  program  and 
achieving  modest  savings  from  lenders  in  the 
guaranteed  lending  program— but  no  student 
will  be  denied  access  to  a  loan  because  of 
this. 

Protects  education  for  disadvantaged  stu- 
dents (TiUe  1),  Special  Education.  Head 
Start,  Pell  Grants,  and  Impact  Aid. 

Delivers  more  job  training  with  fewer  dol- 
lars by  consolidating  70  separate  programs. 

ENHANCES  LAW  ENFORCEMENT 

Increases  the  Violent  Crime  Reduction 
Trust  Fund  in  1997  by  almost  $600  million 
compared  with  this  year. 

Fully  funds  the  Antiterrorism  and  Effec- 
tive Death  Penalty  Act  of  1996.  giving  the 
Federal  Government  significant  new  re- 
sources to  fight  domestic  and  international 
terrorism. 

Protects  the  Nation's  borders  by  support- 
ing the  Immigration  in  the  National  Interest 
Act. 

PROTBCTINC  OUR  PARKS  AND  NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Provides  additional  funds  each  year  to  im- 
prove the  National  Parks. 


Recommends  safe  drinking  water  and 
strong  clean  water  programs. 

Calls  for  Superfund  reforms  and  provides 
funding  to  facilitate  hazardous  waste  clean- 
up. 

REFOR.MS  WELFARE  AND  MEDICAID 

Encourages  SUtes  to  move  families  off  of 
welfare  and  into  the  workforce. 

Provides  $4.5  billion  more  than  current  law 
to  assist  persons  on  welfare  in  obtaining 
child  care  so  they  can  enter  the  workforce. 

Allows  States  to  consolidate  12  separate 
child  protection  programs  to  better  address 
the  problem  of  child  abuse  and  neglect. 

Improves  the  collection  of  delinquent  child 
support  by  establishing  uniform  SUte  track- 
ing procedures  to  find  and  crack  down  on 
deadbeat  non-custodial  parents. 

Improves  the  system  for  establishing  pa- 
ternity in  cases  of  out-of-wedlock  birth  to 
increase  the  likelihood  that  fathers  of  ille- 
gitimate children  will  contribute  to  their 
children's  well-being. 

Allows  States  to  offer  health  insurance  to 
millions  uninsured  people. 

Eliminates  Federal  micromanagement  of 
Medicaid. 

Allows  States  greater  flexibility  to  tailor 
health  programs  to  their  needs  while  pro- 
tecting vulnerable  populations. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank  my  colleagrue 
and  my  dear  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Dreier],  for  yield- 
ing me  the  customary  half  hour. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  very  sorry  to  see 
that,  for  the  second  year  in  a  row,  the 
Republicans  in  this  Congress  are  pro- 
posing Medicare  cuts  to  pay  for  tax 
breaks  for  the  very  rich. 

Although  these  cuts  are  much  better 
disguised  this  year  than  they  were  last 
year,  they  nevertheless  are  still  there. 

And,  make  no  mistake  about  it:  this 
$168  billion  Medicare  cut  is  to  pay  for 
at  least  $122  billion  in  tax  breaks  for 
the  very  rich,  just  like  last  year,  and 
that  is  too  bad,  Mr.  Speaker.  It  is  too 
bad  that,  after  this  country  responded 
to  last  year's  bad  ideas  with  a  resound- 
ing "No,"  my  Republican  colleagues 
are  still  determined  to  cut  billions 
from  Medicare  to  help  pay  for  billions 
in  tax  breaks  for  the  richest  Ameri- 
cans. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  was  a  terrible  idea 
last  year,  and  it  is  an  even  worse  idea 
this  year. 

This  Republican  budget  plan  will  cut 
Medicare  by  SI.  100  per  senior  by  the 
year  2002,  all  to  pay  for  those  same  tax 
breaks  for  that  same  very  rich  group. 
Seniors  will  get  fewer  services  for  their 
money;  doctors  will  be  allowed  to  over- 
charge; low-income  children  could  be 
denied  health  care;  and  many  hospitals 
could  close. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I,  and  the  rest  of  the 
country,  want  to  ask  my  Republican 
colleaigues  to  stop  this  horrible  budget. 
It  will  have  very  bad  consequences  for 
the  most  needy  Americans,  especially 
children  and  senior  citizens,  and  no  tax 
cut  for  the  rich,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  worth 
that  price. 


I  would  also  like  to  ask  my  Repub- 
lican colleagues  to  please  talk  to 
Speaker  Gingrich  and  ask  him  not  to 
rob  Medicare  for  seniors  and  pass  out 
tax  breaks  again  to  that  very  elite 
group,  the  very  richest  Americans,  par- 
ticularly when  working  Americans 
earning  less  than  $28,000  are  going  to 
see  their  taxes  rise  under  this  bill. 

For  all  their  talk  of  reversing  the 
deficit,  Mr.  Speaker,  my  Republican 
colleagues  have  come  up  with  a  budget 
that  will  actually  raise  the  deficit 
—now  listen  very  closely — the  budget 
that  we  have  before  us  now  will  actu- 
ally raise  the  deficit  $40  billion  over 
the  next  2  years.  This  budget  will  re- 
verse the  remarkable  progress  that 
President  Clinton  has  made  in  lowering 
the  deficit  from  $290  billion  to  $130  bil- 
Uon. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  irresponsible,  it  is 
shortsighted. 

And  that  is  not  all  this  bill  does,  Mr. 
Speaker.  The  Republican  budget  will 
limit  student  loans.  Now  please  listen 
to  this  figure:  forcing  700,000  students 
out  of  the  student  loan  program  this 
year  alone.  It  will  freeze  Superfund 
cleanui)s,  leaving  dangerous  toxic 
waste  in  our  land  and  our  water.  And  I 
am  disappointed  to  see  that  my  Repub- 
lican colleagues  are  including  that 
same  poison  pill  of  Medicare  cuts  they 
did  in  last  year's  budget.  They  are 
going  down  the  exact  same  road  that 
they  did  last  year,  a  road  that  ended  up 
in  unprecedented  Government  shut- 
downs and  unprecedented  wastes  of 
taxpayer  money.  In  fact,  my  Repub- 
lican colleagues  have  even  added  a  sec- 
tion to  the  budget  just  in  case  they 
cannot  get  their  work  done.  They 
would  actually  add  $1.3  billion  to  the 
deficit  in  this  budget  to  govern  them- 
selves in  case  they  decide  to  shut  down 
the  Government  again. 

So  make  no  mistake  about  it,  Mr. 
Speaker.  Any  Member  who  votes  for 
this  conference  report  is  voting  to  in- 
crease the  deficit  by  $40  billion  over 
the  next  2  years. 

Now  I  want  to  repeat  that  so  nobody 
has  any  false  ideas.  Any  Member  who 
votes  for  this  conference  report  is  vot- 
ing to  increase  the  deficit  by  $40  billion 
over  the  next  2  years. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
oppose  this  budget.  We  should  protect 
our  Medicare.  We  should  protect  our 
student  loans.  We  should  not  raid  them 
for  tax  cuts  for  the  rich. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Let  me  just  say  it  is  very  interesting 
that  the  term  "rich"  has  been  used, 
and  I  understand  that  momentarily  we 
will  be  getting  a  report  on  the  number 
of  times  it  was  used,  but  I  would  like 
to  say  that  in  looking  at  this  budget 
proposal  there  is  nothing  in  here  for  a 
tax  cut  for  the  rich.  We  have  the  fam- 
ily tax  credit,  per  child  tax  credit,  $500 
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in  here,  and  I  do  not  know  that  that  is 
a  great  big  windfall  for  the  rich.  It  is 
for  the  working  American  out  there. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DREIER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just 
want  to  read  from  the  record  before  the 
Committee  on  Rules.  The  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Solomon] 
says: 

Any  other  questions  of  the  witness? 

Mr.  Linder  (questioning):  "Will  capital 
gains  cuts  come  in  next?" 

Mr.  Kasich:  "It  will  be  in  the  loophole-clos- 
ing section." 

So  do  not  say  there  is  no  tax  break 
for  the  very  rich  in  here. 

Mr.  DREIER.  So  it  is  completely  paid 
for. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Glens  Falls.  NY  [Mr.  Sol- 
omon], chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Rules. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
my  colleague  from  Claremont,  CA,  and 
the  vice  chairman  of  our  Committee  on 
Rules,  for  his  excellent  opening  state- 
ment, and  I  guess  I  should  not  be  taken 
aback  by  the  speech  I  have  just  heard 
by  my  good  friend,  the  ranking  demo- 
crat from  Boston,  MA  [Mr.  Moakley], 
but,  yes,  he  mentioned  that  we  are 
helping  the  very  rich,  he  says  that  six 
times,  and  he  says  we  are  cutting  Medi- 
care six  times. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  my  colleagues, 
isn't  that  funny?,  because  the  liberal 
New  York  Times  says  that  is  not  so. 
The  liberal  Washington  Post  says  that 
is  not  so.  The  liberal  Los  Angeles 
Times  says  that  is  not  so.  And  edi- 
torials all  across  this  country  say  that 
is  not  so  and  it  is  not. 

Now  I  also  want  my  colleagues  to 
keep  track  of  those  that  are  going  to 
get  up  and  speak  tonight  on  that  side 
of  the  aisle  accusing  us  Republicans  of 
raising  a  deficit,  because  my  good 
friend,  Mr.  MOAKLEY,  appears  on  the 
list  of  the  biggest  spenders  in  the  Con- 
gress, according  to  the  National  Tax- 
payers Union,  and  so  will  just  about 
every  other  speaker  that  rises  against 
our  budget  today.  Keep  that  in  mind, 
my  colleagues. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  begin  by 
first  commending  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  and  particularly  its  chair- 
man, the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Kasich].  for  making  the  very  tough 
choices  necessary  to  balance  this  budg- 
et. While  this  conference  report  does 
allow  the  deficit  to  go  up  from  $145  bil- 
lion this  year  to  $153  billion  next  year, 
it  does  get  us  to  a  balanced  budget  by 
strictly  adhering  to  the  balanced  budg- 
et glidepath  that  we  adopted  last  year, 
and  that  is  why  I  am  such  a  strong  sup- 
porter of  this  budget  here  today.  This 
predicted  increase  follows  the  extraor- 
dinary work  at  cutting  spending  done 
by  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 


last  year,  over  $30  billion,  the  largest 
single-year  reduction  in  spending  since 
World  War  n.  Cutting  that  spending 
early  on  in  this  glidepath  actually  re- 
duced the  deficit  for  last  year  more 
than  was  originally  predicted. 

Nevertheless,  I  believe  any  increase 
this  year  can  be  further  reduced  by 
cutting  more  spending  during  the  ap- 
propriation process.  That  is  what  we 
did  last  year  after  we  adopted  the 
budget,  by  passing  our  entitlement  re- 
forms and  by  producing  a  stronger 
economy  as  a  result  of  our  continued 
dedication  to  a  balanced  budget.  The 
result  of  that  dedication,  Mr.  Speaker, 
has  already  brought  about  a  deficit 
that  is  the  lowest  percentage  of  the 
GDP  since  1974.  That  is  decades  ago. 

I  would  also  note  that  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget  of  the  104th  Congress, 
under  the  leadership  of  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Kasich].  has  produced 
only  budget  resolutions  with  a  glide- 
path  to  a  balanced  budget  demonstrat- 
ing their  deep-rooted  dedication  to  get- 
ting our  fiscal  house  in  order,  and  that 
is  what  this  debate  is  all  about  today. 
As  we  all  know,  this  has  not  always 
been  the  case  arotmd  here.  In  the  past 
there  have  been  efforts  to  reach  a  bal- 
anced budget  by  setting  statutory  defi- 
cit reduction  levels,  like  the  Gramm- 
Rudman  statute  in  1985,  but  the  E>emo- 
crat-controlled  Congress  proved  unable 
to  maintain  the  path  to  a  balanced 
budget,  and  the  quest  for  that  goal  was 
abandoned  after  just  2  years.  This  con- 
ference report  before  us  today  contin- 
ues to  press  toward  our  balanced  budg- 
et mark  for  the  second  consecutive 
year,  and  we  will  keep  doing  it  for  5 
more  years  in  a  row. 

In  March,  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  projected  that  absent  any  sub- 
stantive spending  reform,  the  Federal 
budget  will  carry  a  deficit  of  $209  bil- 
lion in  the  year  2002.  However,  under 
the  budget  blueprint  before  us  today 
right  here  on  this  floor,  in  the  year  2002 
we  will  see  the  death  of  the  deficit.  In 
fact,  this  budget  provides  a  $5  billion 
surplus  in  that  year,  and,  as  my  col- 
leagues know,  I  just  can  hardly  wait 
for  that  to  happen. 

This  budget  also  contrasts  sharply 
with  the  Clinton  administration's 
budget,  which  is  being  sold  as  leading 
to  a  balanced  budget  on  this  floor  to- 
night. As  we  all  know,  the  President's 
budget,  when  added  up  by  the  non- 
partisan Congressional  Budget  Office, 
still  falls  short  of  that  balanced  budg- 
et. In  fact,  it  leaves  the  budget  $81  bil- 
lion in  deficit  7  years  down  the  road. 

So  what  did  we  gain  after  all  this 
over  7  years?  Nothing.  A  balanced 
budget  is  achieved  only  after  adding  in 
the  President's  contingency  proposals, 
which  call  for  $67  billion  in  unspecified 
spending  cuts,  and,  my  colleagues,  that 
is  a  copout  because,  if  we  do  not  speci- 
fy, we  know  we  are  never  going  to  get 
them  down  the  road.  It  also  provides 
for  a  sunset  of  his  tax  proposal  so  that 


he  raises  taxes  once  again  in  the  years 
2001  and  2002.  well  after  he  leaves  of- 
fice. His  budget  is  going  to  raise  out 
taxes  even  after  he  is  gone. 

We  are  not  going  to  let  that  happen, 
my  colleagues.  In  stark  contrast,  this 
budget  resolution  is  backed  up  by  a  se- 
ries of  assumptions  showing  writh  great 
specificity  how  it  is  possible  to  imple- 
ment these  numbers  in  the  resolution. 

For  example,  and  my  colleagues  all 
ought  to  listen  to  this  back  in  their  of- 
fices or  wherever  they  are  tonight,  this 
budget  resolution  calls  for  tax  relief  of 
$122.4  billion  centered  around,  and  not 
for  the  very  rich  now.  not  that  term 
my  good  friend  Mr.  Moakley  likes  to 
use.  but  it  is  centered  around  a  perma- 
nent $500  per  child  tax  credit  for  mid- 
dle-class American  families.  Is  that  for 
the  very  rich?  It  sure  is  not  in  my  dis- 
trict. It  has  teeth  by  calling  for  com- 
prehensive, yet  responsible  reform  of 
the  Nation's  failed  welfare  system,  and 
we  are  going  to  get  that,  my  col- 
leaigues. We  are  going  to  drive  that 
through  this  year,  slowing  the  growth 
of  the  Federal  welfare  spending  by  $53 
billion. 

I  mean  that  is  what  we  have  been  at- 
tempting to  do  here  for  the  last  2 
years.  Tonight  we  are  going  to  get  it 
done. 

a  1930 

Also  with  Medicaid  for  the  poor, 
spending  is  growing  at  the 
unsustainable  rate  of  9  percent  a  year. 
This  budget  slows  that  growth  of  Med- 
icaid spending  by  $72  billion  over  the 
next  7  years  by  allowing  it  to  go  from 
$96  billion  in  1996  to  $140  billion  in  2002. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  budget  also  ensures 
the  provisions  of  quality  medical  care 
for  senior  citizens  of  this  country  by, 
listen  to  this  now,  because  this  is  what 
the  New  York  Times,  the  Washington 
Post,  and  all  the  editorials  across  the 
country  say;  not  cutting  Medicare,  but 
by  increasing  Medicare  spending  per 
beneficiary  from  $5,200  in  1996  to  over 
$7,000  in  the  year  2002.  It  preserves 
Medicare  from  its  pending  bankruptcy. 
That  is  what  the  media  out  there  and 
what  the  American  people  are  asking 
us  to  do.  to  preserve  Medicare.  This 
budget  does  it. 

Furthermore.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  budg- 
et reflects  Congress"  emphasis  on  na- 
tional priorities  such  as  strengthening 
our  nationaJ  defense,  enhancing  veter- 
ans' benefits  and  medical  care,  boost- 
ing law  enforcement  and  crime  preven- 
tion, improving  the  quality  of  edu- 
cation, and  preserving  student  loans, 
preserving  it  so  we  do  not  fund  it  by 
deficit  spending,  protecting  the  envi- 
ronment and  the  Nation's  parks,  ad- 
vancing basic  research  to  create  new 
knowledge,  and  transitioning  agri- 
culture to  a  market-oriented  system, 
something  that  has  been  long  overdue; 
and  we  do  it  in  this  budget. 

Finally.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  feel  com- 
pelled to  answer  the  question,  why  are 
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Republicans  seeking  to  balance  the 
budget  and  provide  tax  relief  for  mid- 
dle-class Americans;  why,  why,  why, 
are  we  doing  this?  Contrary  to  the 
claims  of  the  Democrats,  it  is  not  be- 
cause we  oppose  popular  Government 
programs,  not  because  we  seek  to  pay 
off  influential  political  friends,  or  not 
because  we  lack  any  compassion  or 
care  for  those  less  fortunate.  In  fact,  it 
is  precisely  because  we  are  compas- 
sionate and  because  we  favor  increased 
economic  opportunity  and  mobility  for 
all  Americans  that  we  are  doing  this. 

We  firmly  believe  slowing  the  growth 
of  spending,  lowering  taxes,  increasing 
family  responsibility  and  transferring 
portions  of  Government  from  Washing- 
ton to  the  State  capitals  and  local  gov- 
ernments will  create  a  better  society 
for  all.  That  is  what  we  believe  in. 

To  further  demonstrate  how  the  Re- 
publican vision  provides  this  positive 
change,  just  consider  some  of  the  bene- 
fits of  balancing  the  budget,  as  deter- 
mined by  not  us,  not  the  Republicans, 
but  by  the  Federal  Reserve  and  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office  and  the 
Joint  Economic  Committee.  Listen  to 
what  they  say.  The  Republican  bal- 
anced budget,  and  the  American  people 
ought  to  listen  to  this,  because  some- 
times we  wonder  what  will  a  balanced 
budget  do  for  the  average  American 
family,  first  of  all,  it  lowers  long-term 
interest  rates  by  at  least  2  percent  on 
mortgages,  auto  loans,  school  loans, 
and  credit  cards.  Think  about  that,  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  America.  It  allows  the  private 
sector  to  create  4.25  million  new  jobs 
over  10  years.  That  is  really  what  we 
ought  to  be  about  here  in  this  Congress 
is  helping  the  private  sector  create  new 
jobs. 

It  increases  per  capita  income  by  16.1 
percent.  What  American  family  cannot 
use  that?  It  adds  S235  billion  more  reve- 
nue to  the  Federal  Government  and 
S232  billion  more  revenue  to  State  and 
local  governments,  both  without  rais- 
ing taxes.  That  is  the  way  Government 
ought  to  function,  not  raising  taxes. 

It  adds  an  additional  S32.1  billion  in 
real  disposable  income  to  put  in  the 
pockets  of  the  American  people.  It  adds 
an  additional  $66.2  billion  in  consumer 
spending.  That  creates  jobs  by  creating 
this  spending.  It  adds  an  additional 
S88.2  billion  in  capital  investment,  so 
badly  needed,  especially  by  small  busi- 
ness, which  creates  75  percent  of  all  the 
new  jobs  In  America  every  year.  It  pro- 
vides the  average  family  with  S2,300 
economic  bonus.  It  raises  real  incomes 
of  American  families  by  10  percent  due 
to  permanent  balanced  budgets.  It  frees 
up  crowded-out  capital  for  private  in- 
vestment and  job  creation.  It  strength- 
ens the  American  dollar.  It  accelerates 
long-term  economic  growth. 

This  is  not  me  sajdng  this,  this  is  the 
Federal  Reserve  and  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  sasring  this.  It  lowers  in- 
flation and  unemployment.  That  is 
what  we  are  all  about.  It  increases  pro- 


ductivity and  exports  of  American 
goods.  It  strengthens  financial  mar- 
kets, both  stocks  and  bonds.  It  frees  up 
our  annual  $200  billion  in  interest  pay- 
ments for  other  priority  items  in  the 
budget,  for  those  people  that  truly 
need  help,  because  we  are  reducing  that 
annual  deficit  dollar  that  we  have  to 
pay  every  year. 

It  expands  the  Federal  tax  base, 
thereby  increasing  Government  reve- 
nues. It  prevents  future  tax  increases 
to  finance  a  growing  Government,  be- 
cause we  are  shrinking  that  Govern- 
ment and  returning  it  back  to  the 
States.  It  strengthens  U.S.  credibility 
in  international  markets.  It  ensures 
the  long-term  ability  of  governments 
to  be  compassionate.  It  turns  America 
around  and  stops  our  fiscal  decline. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  just  conclude  by 
saying  this  budget  restores  the  moral 
responsibility  on  fiscal  issues.  It  saves 
our  children  and  grandchildren  from 
bankruptcy,  and  it  strengthens  the 
American  family  by  preserving  their 
future.  Mr.  Speaker,  these  benefits  are 
not  economic  statistics  or  intellectual 
theories,  they  are  basic  kitchen  table 
benefits  for  every  American  family  in 
this  country. 

I  commend  my  Republican  colleagues 
for  their  resilience  and  dedication  to 
their  core  principles,  and  the  chair- 
man, the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Kasich],  for  his  leadership,  and  for  put- 
ting wheels  onto  the  efforts  to  fulfill 
this  vision  that  I  have  just  outlined  for 
America. 

Mr.  Speaker,  every  Member  of  this 
Congress  ought  to  come  over  here  and 
vote  for  this  rule  and  vote  for  this  bill. 
It  is  the  right  thing  to  do  for  our  chil- 
dren and  grandchildren.  Please  come 
over  here  and  support  it. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Obey],  the  ranking  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  simply 
want  to  note  that  one  of  the  previous 
speakers  mentioned  the  House  passage 
of  the  Wisconsin  welfare  reform  pro- 
posal last  week.  As  Members  know, 
what  happened  laist  week  is  the  House 
passed  the  waiver  request  sent  in  by 
the  State  of  Wisconsin,  eliminating  the 
30-day  public  comment  period. 

The  Milwaukee  Journal  carried  a 
story  yesterday  that  hidden  in  those 
waiver  requests  were  provisions  that 
allowed  employers  to  scale  back  em- 
ployment for  regular  workers,  to  cut 
their  hours,  to  cut  their  benefits,  to 
interfere  with  their  scheduled  pro- 
motions in  order  to  hire  welfare  recipi- 
ents. The  main  Wisconsin  bureaucrat 
who  was  supposed  to  be  in  charge  of  ad- 
ministering the  program  said  in  the 
Milwaukee  Journal,  "Gee,  we  had  no 
idea  why  that  provision  is  there."  The 
main  legislative  sponsor  in  the  pro- 
posal in  the  State  assembly  was  quoted 
as  saying  that  he  did  not  know  that 
that  was  in  the  waiver  request  until  he 


read  it  for  the  first  time  over  the  week- 
end. 

Today,  Wisconsin  announced  that  it 
was  a  big  mistake  and  that  they  were 
going  to  have  to  change  their  waiver 
request.  What  this  means  is  that  the 
proposal  which  the  House  voted  to 
bless  just  a  week  ago  tells  workers  that 
we  do  not  like  the  fact  that  welfare 
workers  are  going  to  be  unnecessarily 
gobbling  their  tax  dollars,  but  instead 
we  are  going  to  allow  them  to  unneces- 
sarily gobble  their  jobs.  I  do  not  think 
those  workers  are  going  to  be  very 
pleased  about  that. 

I  think  what  happened  last  week,  in 
fact,  showed  the  wisdom  of  those  in  the 
House  who  supported  the  substitute 
that  we  proposed,  which  asked  to  main- 
tain the  regular  waiver  process,  and 
which  allowed  the  public  to  continue  to 
be  able  to  comment  for  30  days  so  just 
that  kind  of  problem  could  be  avoided. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  point  out  it  was 
not  any  Wisconsin  politician  who  dis- 
covered the  problem,  it  was  a  member 
of  the  general  public,  a  member  of  the 
press.  So  much  for  rubberstamping 
what  we  get  sent  by  legislators  these 
days. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Pallone]. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to 
oppose  the  rule.  Once  again,  the  Repub- 
lican leadership  is  determined  to  make 
unnecessary  cuts  in  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram in  the  name  of  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthy.  Incredibly,  this  Republican 
budget  actually  increases  the  deficit 
while  making  major  changes  in  the 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  Programs  that 
will  ultimately  destroy  their  effective- 
ness. If  there  is  any  doubt  about  that, 
I  would  mention  that  one  of  my  col- 
leagues from  the  other  side,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Neumann], 
actually  passed  out  a  Dear  Colleague 
yesterday  where  he  asked  the  Mem- 
bers, his  colleagues,  not  to  vote  for  the 
budget  resolution,  the  conference  re- 
port, because  it  increases  the  deficit 
from  $145  billion  in  fiscal  1996  to  $153 
billion  in  fiscal  1997. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  cannot  support  a 
budget  that  cuts  Medicare  and  bla- 
tantly raises  the  deficit  after  so  much 
progress  has  been  made.  We  have  been 
through  4  years  now  where  the  deficit 
has  steadily  been  going  down.  Yet,  at 
the  same  time  now,  our  Republican  col- 
leagues are  saying  to  us  that  is  OK,  we 
are  going  to  raise  it  again  for  another 
year  or  possibly  beyond,  but  at  the 
same  time  we  are  going  to  make  these 
drastic  cuts  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
that  primarily  pay  for  tax  breaks  for 
the  wealthy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  there  be  no  doubt 
about  it.  these  cuts  go  into  a  slush  fund 
that  will  be  used  for  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthy. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  firom  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Wise]. 
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Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  op- 
position to  this  budget  proposal.  First 
of  all,  I  am  not  voting  for  a  budget  pro- 
posal that  actually  raises  the  deficit  in 
the  first  2  years,  meaning  that  we  are 
going  to  have  to  borrow  more  and  put 
it  on  the  national  debt  in  order  to  pay 
for  it  over  time. 

Second,  I  am  not  voting  for  a  pro- 
posal that  cuts  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
far  more  than  is  necessary,  presumably 
to  pay  for  tax  cuts,  and  some  of  those 
tax  cuts,  if  not  many,  are  going  to  end 
up  in  the  pockets  of  the  wealthiest.  In 
West  Virginia  we  did  an  analysis. 
Three  hundred  twenty-five  thovisand 
senior  citizens  could  see  their  Medicare 
premiums  or  other  costs,  out  of  pocket, 
increased  somewhere  between  $800  and 
$1,000  by  the  year  2002.  Three  hundred 
sixty  thousand  West  Virginians  are  on 
Medicaid,  of  which  one-quarter  of  our 
children  depend  upon  Medicaid,  yet 
this  program  is  being  cut  far  more  than 
is  necessary,  probably  in  order  to  pay 
for  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthiest.  The  Tri- 
County  Health  Clinic  in  Rock  Cave, 
WV,  I  think  said  it  well,  its  adminis- 
trator, when  he  said,  "This  means  a  re- 
duction in  uncompensated  care,  a  re- 
duction in  services  and  increased 
charges,  a  reduction  in  the  community 
services."  This  is  not  a  good  budget. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jaeld 
1  minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Texas  [Ms.  Jackson-Lee]. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
yielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  sad  time  to 
come  to  the  floor  of  the  House,  pri- 
marily because  I  would  like  to  say  that 
we  have  done  better  than  we  did  last 
year.  Maybe  we  will  entertain  the  op- 
portimity  for  not  closing  the  Govern- 
ment down,  but  it  is  like  a  second  place 
finish;  better  than  a  third  place  finish, 
but  not  good  enough. 

This  bill  increases  the  deficit,  this 
budget.  It  likewise  says  to  seniors,  the 
heck  with  you  on  being  able  to  stay 
with  your  physician.  The  heck  with 
you  in  terms  of  the  Medicare  costs  that 
are  increasing,  for  we  are  not  going  to 
provide  you  with  the  resources  for  good 
health  care. 

As  millions  of  Americans  are  trying 
to  educate  their  children,  we  begin  to 
cut  Medicaid  so  those  families  who 
need  nursing  home  care  for  their  par- 
ents have  no  help.  Likewise,  we  say  to 
throngs  of  children  and  pregnant 
women  that  "Your  health  care  is  not  at 
the  cornerstone  of  our  concerns.  ' 

Then  what  the  Republicans  do  is 
something  quite  interesting.  It  is 
called  magic.  They  have  a  big  pool  of 
money  that  is  unnamed,  called  tax 
breaks  for  the  rich,  the  crown  jewel  of 
the  contract,  hidden  and  unseen.  That 
is  what  the  budget  resolution  is  all 
about.  I  would  ask  my  colleagues  to 
vote  it  down. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  conference  report  that  we 
have  before  us  is  a  lot  like  a  second  place  firv 


ish  in  a  race — it's  better  than  third  place  finish 
of  tfie  House-passed  bill,  but  its  not  good 
enough.  There  is  indeed  more  money  in  this 
conference  report  than  the  bill  passed  out  of 
this  body,  but  there  are  budget  reductiorts  and 
policy  changes  which  I  not  only  find  objectiorv 
able  but  homble.  Seemingly  in  almost  all 
areas,  txjt  especially  the  entitlement  programs, 
this  budget  resoJution  directs  policy  changes 
which  I  can  only  believe  will  cause  much 
greater  harm  to  those  it  is  supposed  to  help. 

While  Medicare  is  no  longer  slashed  by 
S270  billion  as  it  was  last  year,  the  CBO  has 
projected  that  under  ttie  current  Reputjiican 
plan,  not  enough  money  is  spent  to  maintain 
the  current  level  of  benefits.  As  common 
sense  will  tell  any  of  us,  that  means  this  Na- 
tion's seniors  will  be  shortchanged,  and  less 
care  given.  And  while  part  B  premiums  will 
stay  at  25  percent,  this  legislation  will  allow 
providers  to  engage  in  tialance  billing — the 
charging  of  seniors  above  what  Medicare  will 
pay. 

Under  these  Medicaid  provisions,  the  Fed- 
eral Government  will  abdicate  its  responsibil- 
ity, and  millions  of  low-income  children,  preg- 
nant women,  disabled  people  and  senior  citi- 
zens will  be  denied  access  to  the  basic  health 
care  which  we  all  take  for  granted.  States  will 
be  allowed  to  reduce  their  maintenance  of  ef- 
fort requirements  and  define  who  they  con- 
sider to  be  "disabled." 

May  I  remind  my  colleagues,  that  it  is  Med- 
icakJ  which  helps  millions  of  American  families 
pay  for  the  nursing  home  care  that  their  par- 
ents need.  Without  that  help  from  this  Goverrv 
ment,  those  families  will  be  saddled  with  these 
additional  costs,  just  as  they  are  trying  to  cope 
with  the  price  of  college  education  for  tfieir 
children,  increased  uncertainty  about  their  jobs 
and  ever  increasing  burdens  that  American 
families  will  face  at  the  turn  of  the  century. 

VETERANS 

And  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  say  woe  to  our  dis- 
tinguished and  hor>orable  veterans,  for  this 
conference  report  provides  small  increases  to 
several  veterans'  programs,  including  the 
Montgomery  Gl  bill  education  tsenefits,  the  al- 
ternative teacher  certification  program,  the  pro 
bono  legal  program  at  the  Court  of  Veterans 
Appeals,  surviving  spouse  compensation,  and 
the  auto  allowarx»  for  severely  disat)led  veter- 
ans. But  overall,  it  reduces  veterans'  programs 
by  S5.3  billion  over  the  next  6  years. 

WELFARE 

The  most  harmful  provision  of  this  bill  is  its 
welfare  provision.  This  package  will  effectively 
eliminate  the  Federal  guarantee  of  assistance 
for  poor  children  in  this  country  for  the  first 
time  in  60  years. 

The  Reput)lican  budget  folds  20  separate 
child  protection  programs  into  two  block  grants 
at  a  time  when  GAO  and  others  report  that 
current  resources  are  failing  to  keep  pace  with 
the  needs  of  a  national  child  protection  system 
in  crisis.  Under  this  plan,  funds  could  be  inad- 
equate to  respond  to  rapidly  increasing  reports 
of  abuse  and  neglect,  arvj  insufficient  to  pro- 
tect abused  children  and  find  them  safe,  loving 
arxj  permanent  homes.  The  plan  potentially 
guts  accountability  for  State  child  orotection 
systems,  over  20  of  wtiich  are  operating  under 
court  mandates  for  failing  to  provkje  adequate 
service  to  atxjsed  and  neglected  chikjren. 

Once  again,  the  Republican  majority  has 
produced  a  budget  ttiat  fails  to  provide  ade- 


quate resources  for  work  programs  and  chiW 
care  which  are  critical  to  effectuate  a  transition 
from  welfare  to  work.  Tfie  Republican  plan  sig- 
nificantly inaeases  the  need  for  child  care 
while  reducing  the  resources  for  chiM  care 
services  as  well  as  the  funds  availatile  to 
States  to  improve  the  quality  of  care. 

Mandatory  welfare-to-work  programs  can 
get  people  off  welfare  arKJ  into  jobs,  txjt  only 
if  the  program  is  well  designed  and  is  given 
the  resources  to  be  successful.  The  GOP  plan 
is  punitive  and  wrong-headed.  It  will  not  put 
people  to  work,  it  will  put  them  on  tf>e  street 
Any  restructuring  of  the  welfare  system  must 
move  people  away  from  dependency  arxl  to- 
ward self-sufficiency.  Facilitating  ttie  transitkyi 
off  welfare  requires  job  training,  guaranteed 
child  care  and  health  insurance  at  an  afford- 
able price. 

Even  though  this  resolution  presents  us  with 
a  t>alanced  budget,  it  is  ttie  wrong  t>aiance  of 
needs  and  responsfcilities.  I  urge  rejection  of 
this  Republk:an  visnn  of  America  and  ask  my 
colleagues  to  reconskler  our  priorities  and  our 
future. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Mary- 
land [Mr.  Wynn]. 

Mr.  WYNN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
ranking  member  for  yielding  time  to 
me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  just  heard  de- 
scribed a  pie-in-the-sky  budget  that 
can  do  just  aljout  everything  but  leap 
tall  buildings.  The  fact  remains,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  budget  they  are  i>re- 
senting  increases  the  deficit.  The  peo- 
ple who  claim  to  be  deficit  hawks,  the 
people  who  claim  to  want  to  reduce  the 
deficit  and  balance  the  budget,  are  in 
fact  presenting  us  with  a  budget  today 
which  will  increase  the  deficit  by  $40 
billion  in  the  course  of  the  next  2 
years.  What  they  have  done  is  front- 
loaded  this  budget  with  tax  breaks  for 
the  wealthy.  Those  front-loaded  tax 
breaks  will  kick  in,  and  that  will  cause 
us  to  increase  the  deficit,  also  causing 
us  to  make  deep  cuts  in  Medicare. 

Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  budget  con- 
tains cuts  in  Medicare  far  deeper  than 
the  President's  budget  and  far  deeper 
than  the  coalition  budget,  which  40 
newspapers  said  is  the  only  true  budg- 
et. With  these  deep  cuts  in  Medicare, 
seniors  will  experience  a  loss  of  choice 
of  their  doctors.  Seniors  will  experi- 
ence higher  out-of-pocket  costs.  Sen- 
iors will  experience  a  reduction  in  the 
quality  of  their  medical  care.  They  will 
also  lose  the  benefits  of  Medicaid  and 
the  protect-ion  for  nursing  home  care. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  bad  budget,  a 
pie-in-the-sl£y  budget  that  increases 
the  deficit. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mrs.  Clayton]. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  this  rule  and  in  opposi- 
tion to  this  budget. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  budget,  though  the 
numljers  may  he  a  little  better,  actu- 
ally the  results  are  the  same.  It  is 
more  of  the  same  all  over  again.  In 
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spite  of  the  Republicans  saying  that 
they  got  it,  that  Medicare  was  a  con- 
cern and  they  are  trying  to  save  it,  I 
will  have  Members  know  that  if  the 
Medicare  cuts  persist,  rural  hospitals 
where  I  am  from  will  more  thaui  likely 
go  out  of  business,  because  over  half  of 
their  revenues  now  are  dependent  on 
Medicare;  so  indeed,  pushing  this  budg- 
et win  see  the  demise  of  rural  hos- 
pitals, where  health  care  is  already  in 
a  deficit. 
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In  addition.  Medicare  is  bad  but  Med- 
icaid is  even  worse  because  we  depend 
more  on  Medicaid  for  care  for  women 
and  children.  Three  out  of  every  five 
children  in  rural  areas  depend  on  Med- 
icaid. 

Moving  toward  this  budget  means 
that  you  deny  poor  children  and  moth- 
ers an  opportunity  to  have  health  care. 
This  is  the  wrong  budget.  In  moves  in 
the  wrong  direction.  I  urge  defeat  of 
the  rule  and  also  defeat  of  the  budget. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Klink]. 

Mr.  KLINK.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  3rielding  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  a  little  confused.  I 
was  listening  to  my  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  talking  about  this  budget 
and  what  it  is  going  to  do.  We  have  just 
gone  through  4  consecutive  years  of 
lowering  the  deficit.  This  began  in  1993 
with  a  very  tough  vote  for  some  of  us 
on  this  side  of  the  aisle.  Not  one  Re- 
publican voted  for  that  budget  back  in 
1993.  In  fact  they  stood  up  one  after  the 
other  preaching  doom  and  gloom,  that 
the  country  was  going  to  fall  apart. 

This  is  the  first  time  since  FDR  and 
Harry  Truman  that  we  have  had  4 
straight  years  of  deficit  reduction.  It 
was  started  by  President  Clinton.  In 
fact,  the  budget  today  would  be  bal- 
anced if  we  were  not  paying  the  inter- 
est on  the  debt  of  12  years  of  Reagan 
and  Bush  running  up  the  debt,  quad- 
rupling the  deficit  in  this  country.  If  it 
were  not  for  the  interest  on  the  Reagan 
and  Bush  debt,  the  budget  indeed  would 
be  balanced. 

Here  come  the  Republicans.  Not  one 
vote  did  they  give  us  in  1993,  but  they 
are  telling  us.  "If  you  allow  us  to  in- 
crease the  deficit  next  year,  we'll  bal- 
ance the  budget  6  years  from  now.  If 
you  allow  us  to  increase  the  deficit  the 
following  year,  we'll  balance  the  budg- 
et." 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  this  the  wimpy 
budget:  You  will  gladly  pay  us  in  2002  if 
we  give  you  a  vote  today. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  would 
the  Chair  inform  my  dear  friend,  Mr. 
Dreier,  and  myself  how  much  time  we 
have  remaining? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
EwiNG).  The  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts [Mr.  MOAKLEY]  has  17  minutes, 
and  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
DREiEr.]  has  9  minutes. 


Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 

1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Ken- 
tucky [Mr.  Ward]. 

Mr.  WARD.  I  thank  my  friend  from 
Massachusetts  for  the  time  to  speak  on 
this  rule  and  to  speak  on  the  budget. 

Mr.  Speaker,  after  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration has  worked  so  hard  to  re- 
duce the  deficit  by  over  50  percent,  this 
budget  actually  raises  the  deficit  a  bil- 
lion dollars.  Instead  of  being  fiscally 
responsible  and  reducing  the  deficit, 
the  Republicans  are  cramming  tax 
breaks  into  the  first  3  years  of  their  6- 
year  budget.  The  deep  changes  in  the 
projected  growth  of  Medicare  will  turn 
the  balance  against  our  seniors.  Life 
will  be  different  for  our  seniors  when 
they  must  pay  doctors  and  hospitals  up 
to  40  percent  of  the  cost  of  their  medi- 
cal procedure  and  when  rural  hospitals 
have  to  close  because  they  rely  on  Fed- 
eral funds. 

I  urge  a  "no"  vote  on  this  rule  and  a 
"no"  vote  on  this  budget. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  feel 
compelled  to  yield  myself  10  seconds  to 
respond  to  the  statements  of  my  dear 
friend  from  Kentucky  and  before  that 
to  the  statements  of  my  friend  from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  Si)eaker,  the  fact  of  the  matter  is 
that  our  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  voted  for  budgets  which  in- 
crease, at  an  even  higher  level  than 
this  one.  the  deficits  over  the  next  2 
years.  They  are  higher  each  of  the  next 

2  years.  We  cannot  forget  that. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Col- 
orado [Mrs.  SCHROEDER]. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  actually  the  fact  of  the 
matter  is  a  lot  of  us  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle,  and  none  of  us  on  that  side  of  the 
aisle,  voted  to  cut  the  deficit  in  half  in 
the  first  year  of  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration by  putting  a  gas  tax  on. 

One  of  the  reasons  we  got  into  all 
this  trouble  is  somebody  decided  then 
they  would  lift  it.  Everybody  wants  to 
lift  taxes  and  not  cut  programs.  But 
the  bottom  line  here  for.  I  think. 
Americans  is  to  hear  this  body  talking 
about  how  we  have  to  have  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  to  balance  the  budg- 
et, we  have  to  do  all  of  that,  but  we 
cannot  balance  the  budget  here. 

Here  we  are  considering  a  deficit  that 
is  going  to  be  higher  than  the  one  we 
have  this  year.  How  can  we  have  a 
higher  one  next  yeax  than  the  one  we 
have  this  year  and  then  stand  there 
and  say  it  passes  the  straight-faced 
test,  to  stand  around  and  look  at  peo- 
ple and  say.  "We're  really  for  balancing 
the  budget."  This  does  not  work. 

The  real  issue  is  not  whether  you  are 
for  amendment,  it  is  whether  you  can 
get  the  deficit  under  control.  I  urge  a 
"no"  on  this  rule. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas. 
Mr.  Gene  Green. 


Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  rise  and  thank  my  colleague 
from  Massachusetts  for  yielding  me  the 
1  minute,  and  oppose  the  resolution, 
for  many  reasons,  including  the  unnec- 
essary deep  cuts  in  the  Medicare  needs 
totaling  S168  billion. 

I  also  oppose  the  resolution  because 
it  increases  the  budget  deficit  by  en- 
acting fiscally  irresponsible  tax  cuts 
costing  $176  billion.  After  3  years  of 
progress  on  deficit  reduction  in  which 
the  President  kept  his  promise  in  cut- 
ting the  deficit  in  half,  the  Republicans 
now  want  to  reverse  the  trend  and  add 
$23  billion  to  the  deficit  next  year. 

Three  years  ago  Republican  after  Re- 
publican came  to  this  well  to  talk 
about  the  sky  would  fall  if  we  passed 
the  President's  economic  plan  in  1993. 
Since  then  the  deficit  has  been  cut  in 
half  and  millions  of  jobs  created.  In- 
stead of  continuing  the  work  that  was 
started  in  1993,  the  Republicans  want 
to  give  tax  cuts  and  raise  the  deficit. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the  Republicans 
should  listen  to  the  majority  leader 
now  in  the  Senate,  Trent  Lott,  who 
said  that  one  solution  to  the  budget 
problem  is  to  reduce  the  tax  cut.  I 
would  hope  that  we  would  remember 
that  the  budget  is  so  important.  We 
need  to  make  sure  we  prioritize. 

ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER  PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
membership  should  avoid  references  to 
Senators. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
souri [Mr.  VOLKMER]. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish 
to  echo  the  words  of  those  that  we  have 
heard  from  this  side.  I.  too,  rise  in  op- 
position to  this  budget  which  unneces- 
sarily makes  deep  cuts  in  Medicare,  in 
agricultural  programs — we  just  went 
through  that  bill— and  others. 

I  say  unnecessarily  because  it  is  not 
necessary  to  make  these  cuts  in  order 
to  balance  the  budget  by  2002.  We  have 
proven  that  through  the  coalition 
budget.  You  do  not  have  to  have  the 
big  tax  cuts.  All  you  have  to  do  is  for- 
get the  big  tax  cuts  and  then  you  do 
not  have  to  make  those  cuts.  But  on 
the  other  hand,  I  see  where  Speaker 
Gingrich  and  the  Republican  radical 
right,  they  not  only  want  to  make  cuts 
in  Medicare  and  agriculture  and  other 
things,  but  they  also  still  insist  on  giv- 
ing the  big  tax  cut  to  the  wealthy. 

I  rise  strongly  in  opposition  to  the 
budget. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  my  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Sanibel,  FL  [Mr.  Goss],  chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Legislative 
and  Budget  Process. 

Mr.  GOSS.  I  thank  my  distinguished 
colleague  from  greater  metropolitan 
San  Dimas.  Claremont  County,  CA,  for 
srlelding  me  the  time. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  guess  after  listening 
to  the  commentary  and  the  steady 
string  and  the  balance  of  time,  I  am  be- 
ginning to  understand  chose  polls  that 
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are  coming  out  in  the  newspapers  these 
days  that  show  Americans  trust  Repub- 
licans a  lot  more  to  handle  the  budget 
and  economic  matters  than  they  do 
others.  I  am  not  sure  what  the  Boston 
Globe  is  showing  but  then  again,  they 
do  not  always  get  the  word  up  there  as 
I  understand  there  is  a  lot  of  snow. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  say,  yes,  we 
could  have  done  a  lot  more,  and  we 
will.  Yes.  we  could  have  gone  a  lot  fur- 
ther in  this  budget  resolution.  But  I 
am  extremely  proud  of  this  budget  res- 
olution because  it  goes  a  very,  very 
long  way  toward  the  goals  that  we  have 
said  we  espouse.  It  shows  that  we  will 
stick  to  our  convictions  and  that  we 
will  stay  on  a  glide  path  towards  bal- 
ancing the  budget  by  2002,  even  in  the 
face  of  election-year  politicking  which 
is  creeping  into  this  conversation,  and 
despite  the  very  manifest  intransigence 
from  the  White  House  and.  some  might 
say,  from  the  President's  party  in  the 
people's  House. 

The  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Ka- 
SICH]  and  the  members  of  this  commit- 
tee have  demonstrated  unending  per- 
sistence, in  my  view,  in  presenting  this 
budget.  His  hard  work  ensures  that  this 
Congress  will  keep  faith  with  the 
American  people,  continuing  on  course 
for  a  balanced  budget,  something  we 
started  last  year  under  the  Contract 
With  America  and  are  moving  forward 
in  an  orderly  way. 

Of  course,  we  still  hope  the  President 
will  join  us  in  this  effort — it  is  not  too 
late — taking  the  concrete  action  nec- 
essary to  match  his  words  of  resolve 
that  we  hear  so  often  and  we  fail  to  see 
the  actions,  as  my  good  friend  from 
California  has  pointed  out. 

Although  President  Clinton  vetoed 
major  components  of  our  budget  last 
year,  we  did  make  significant  progress 
toward  our  goal  of  balance  by  our  sheer 
staying  power  on  this,  enough  so  that 
this  year  we  can  still  fulfill  our  prom- 
ise that  by  2002  we  will  no  longer  be 
adding  annual  deficits  to  the  huge  na- 
tional debt  we  have  and  leave  to  our 
children  and  grandchildren  and  great 
grandchildren  and  their  children. 

This  budget  assumes  the  termination 
or  privatization  of  130  low-priority  or 
unnecessary  Federal  programs,  while 
outlining  responsible  reforms  to  pre- 
serve and  strengthen  Medicare.  And, 
yes,  I  care  about  that  because  I  am 
going  to  need  it.  I  am  getting  close. 
And,  yes,  the  people  I  represent  are 
very  Interested  in  Medicare  in  my  part 
of  the  world. 

This  is  a  crucial  component  needed 
to  save  that  program  from  certain  fis- 
cal disaster,  which  is  what  will  befall  it 
if  we  stick  with  the  status  quo.  In  addi- 
tion, this  budget  provides  for  revamp- 
ing Medicaid  and  welfare  to  give  great- 
er flexibility  and  control  to  the  States, 
shrinking  the  size  And  scope  of  the  Fed- 
eral bureaucracy  so  that  people  closer 
to  home  can  Implement  programs  to 
meet    their   imique    needs.    And    this 


budget  paves  the  way  for  tax  relief  for 
American  families  so  that  Americans 
can  keep  more  of  what  they  earn,  a 
good  idea. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  rule  providing  for 
consideration  of  this  budget  is  the 
standard  one  for  budget  resolution  con- 
ference reports  and  it  deserves 
everybody's  support.  But  while  we  are 
making  progress — and  we  are  making 
progress,  I  want  to  point  out — just  lis- 
ten to  our  friends  on  the  Democratic 
side  of  the  aisle. 

After  40  years  of  Democratic  House 
rule  and  multi-trillions  of  tax  dollars 
later,  supporting  even  bigger  bloated 
government.  Republicans  can  report  a 
major  achievement  to  the  American 
people.  We  now  have  the  biggest  spend- 
ers in  the  House  publicly  asking  for 
lower  deficits,  and  that  is  an  achieve- 
ment. We  are  proud  that  they  have 
come  around  to  that  point  of  view.  Now 
if  we  can  just  get  them  to  ask  for  lower 
taxes,  we  will  have  indeed  accom- 
plished our  mission. 

I  urge  support  of  the  rule. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
gentleman  has  given  a  very  trying 
speech,  but  the  still  has  to  admit  that 
this  budget  package  that  he  is  pushing 
forward  raises  the  deficit  by  $40  billion 
over  the  next  2  years  after  President 
Clinton  has  reduced  it  over  the  last  4 
years. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Connecticut  [Ms. 
DeLauro]. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
today  in  strong  opposition  to  the  rule, 
and  I  do  this  on  behalf  of  the  millions 
of  seniors  across  this  great  country  of 
ours  that  will  be  hurt  by  this  budget 
and  its  sweeping  cuts  to  Medicare  and 
Medicaid. 

The  stakes  in  this  debate  are  high, 
very  high,  because  Medicare  and  Med- 
icaid have  provided  essential  support 
to  our  seniors  so  that  they  may  live  in 
some  dignity.  Today  37  million  seniors 
depend  on  Medicare,  and  we  in  the  Con- 
gress have  a  solemn  obligation  to  make 
sure  that  they  can  count  on  it.  People 
who  work  hard  and  save  for  a  lifetime 
should  have  the  chance  for  a  dignified, 
a  secure,  a  safe  and  a  decent  retire- 
ment, and  Medicare  must  be  protected. 

Think  about  the  difference  that 
Medicare  has  made  in  the  lives  of  sen- 
iors. In  1959  only  46  percent  of  Ameri- 
cas seniors  had  any  health  insurance  in 
this  country.  Today  99  percent  are  cov- 
ered. In  1966  the  poverty  rate  for  sen- 
iors was  almost  30  percent.  Today 
fewer  than  10  percent  of  our  Nation's 
elderly  live  in  poverty. 

Despite  these  great  achievements. 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  are  one  more 
time  on  that  chopping  block.  The  budg- 
et conference  report  that  we  consider 
tonight  proposes  S168  billion  in  cuts  in 
Medicare  over  the  next  6  years. 

These  cuts  are  not  to  be  used  for  the 
solvency  of  the  Medicare  trust  fund  or 
to  contribute  to  the  needea  deficit  re- 


duction that  we  have  been  talking 
about.  In  fact,  by  their  own  admission, 
the  Republicans  have  said  that  this 
budget  resolution  will  Increase  the  def- 
icit. A  number  of  their  members  have 
said  that  it  will  Increase  the  deficit. 
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These  cuts  are  to  be  used  to  finance 
tax  breaks,  including  those  that  are 
skewed,  to  help  the  most  privileged 
people  in  our  society.  This  is  plain 
wrong. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
reject  this  rule  and  to  reject  these 
cuts.  It  truly  is  unacceptable  for  us  as 
a  society  to  sacrifice  America's  sen- 
iors" security  and  their  standard  of  liv- 
ing. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 

1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Schumer]. 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts  for 
yielding  me  this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  budget  has  a  lot  of 
problems,  and  they  probably  almost  all 
stem  from  the  fact  that  our  friends  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  have  tried  to 
do  it  alone.  There  is  no  element  of  bi- 
partisanship here  and,  as  a  result,  the 
budget  gets  skewed.  A  small  wing  at 
the  right  end  of  the  party  has  to  be  pla- 
cated and,  therefore,  the  budget  drifts 
away  from  what  the  American  people 
want. 

Let  me  tell  my  friends  we  speak  from 
experience.  We  tried  to  do  a  budget  in 
1993  without  any  Republicans,  and 
while  we  were  able  to  pass  it  and 
squeak  it  through,  it  ended  up  being, 
most  people  I  think  would  say,  a  mis- 
take to  not  do  it  in  a  more  bipartisan 
way. 

And  so  I  would  say  to  my  colleagues 
on  this  side  of  the  aisle,  rip  it  up,  start 
over,  reach  out  to  the  many  of  us  on 
this  side  who  have  voted  for  a  balanced 
budget,  who  believe  we  must  balance 
the  budget,  and  if  we  can  do  it  in  a  bi- 
partisan way,  we  can  get  a  lasting  doc- 
ument rather  than  a  political  one. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 

2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Ohton]. 

Mr.  ORTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  this  rule.  A  little  over  a 
year  ago  this  battle  was  first  joined  as 
we  began  talking  about  cutting  taxes, 
dramatically  cutting  taxes,  even  before 
we  started  locking  In  any  sort  of  plan 
to  balance  the  budget. 

A  promise  was  made  at  that  time,  be- 
cause there  were  many  people  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  who  said  the  most 
critical  thing  to  do  is  balance  the  budg- 
et, and  the  promise  was  made  by  the 
majority  that  we  would  not  cut  taxes 
unless,  and  until  CBO  certified  that  in 
fact  we  were  obtaining  a  balanced 
budget:  that  we  had  evenrthing  locked 
in,  all  of  the  laws  passed  to  get  us  to 
balance. 
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This  budget  plan  not  only  increases 
the  deficit  by  a  net  S27  billion  over  the 
next  3  years,  but  the  very  first  part  of 
three  reconciliation  bills  that  will  be 
sent  forward,  which  tag  a  5122  billion 
tax  cut  to  the  welfare  and  the  Medicaid 
cut  plan,  according  to  the  Republican 
numbers,  will  increase  the  deficit  an 
additional  $33  billion.  That  is  $60  bil- 
lion higher  deficits  through  the  first 
reconciliation  plan.  It  is  $30  billion 
over  the  baseline  in  the  Republican 
budget.  That  is  what  CBO  says. 

And  the  Republican  baseline  budget 
actually  increases  in  the  first  fiscal 
year,  next  year,  from  $130  to  $153  bil- 
lion; the  year  after  that  from  $130  to 
$147  biUion. 

And  so  here  we  are,  promises  made, 
promises  broken,  is  the  actual  theme  of 
this  Congress,  because  we  promised  the 
people  we  would  not  go  forward  cutting 
taxes  without  it  being  part  of  an  over- 
all plan  to  balanced  the  budget.  Reject 
this  rule  and  reject  this  bill. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mas- 
sachusetts, the  Honorable  JOE  Ken- 
NEDY. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  think  when  we  look  at  what 
is  contained  in  this  budget  bill  perhaps 
what  is  the  most  onerous  and  difficult 
to  accept,  aside  firom  the  mean-spirited 
cuts  on  welfare,  the  tough  spirit  that 
we  have  toward  the  cleanup  of  toxic 
waste,  the  limitations  on  student 
loans,  the  tax  increases  on  working 
families  while  providing  tax  breaks  to 
the  wealthy,  vmdemeath  all  of  these 
provisions  is  probably  the  most  dev- 
astating provision  of  all,  and  that  is 
the  terrible  effect  that  this  budget  will 
have  on  the  veterans  of  this  country. 

Having  served  for  10  years  on  the 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs  and 
watching  as  we  see  a  health  care  sys- 
tem for  our  Nation's  veterans  that  has 
been  chronically  underfunded,  seeing  a 
$570  million  cut,  $100  million  less  in 
outlays,  $700  million  less  in  budget  au- 
thority, when  we  recognize  that  we  did 
not  ask  our  veterans  when  they  went 
off  to  war,  when  they  stood  up  for 
America,  how  much  it  was  going  to 
cost  in  terms  of  their  own  lives,  we  just 
sent  them  into  battle.  But  once  they 
come  back,  what  we  are  not  doing  is  we 
are  saying  that  their  budget  has  to  fit 
within  the  budgetary  aspects  of  all  of 
the  considerations  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States. 

What  we  say  to  them  is  a  broken 
promise,  a  promise  that  said  we  will 
take  care  of  your  health  care  needs  if 
you  are  willing  to  go  off  and  fight  for 
this  country,  but  when  you  come  back, 
what  we  are  saying  is  we  are  no  longer 
going  to  meet  that  obligation.  What  we 
are  going  to  do  is  to  see  whether  or  not 
the  health  care  budget  of  the  VA  fits 
within  how  much  money  we  are  willing 
to  raise  in  taxes  and  fits  into  how 
much  money  we  want  to  provid*^  the 


wealthiest  Americans  in  the  form  of  a 
tax  cut. 

That  is  what  is  going  on  here.  We 
will  be  sending  veterans  home,  we  will 
be  raising  the  number  of  veterans  that 
are  not  going  to  be  served  by  this  by 
48,000  over  the  course  of  the  next  10 
years.  Forty-eight  thousand  veterans 
are  going  to  be  cut  as  a  result  of  the 
actions  taken  in  this  budget.  It  is  an 
outrage. 

We  should  reject  this  budget  and  we 
should  send  this  budget  back  to  the 
budget  cutters  and  tell  them  to  cut 
somebody  other  than  our  Nations'  vet- 
erans. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  my  friend  the  gentleman 
from  Jonesville,  WI  [Mr.  Neumann]. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
to  support  the  rule  and  commend  the 
chairmaji  for  putting  this  out.  I  would 
also  like  to  issue  some  praise  for  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget,  the  gentleman  from  Ohio,  John 
Kasich,  tonight.  I  have  the  greatest  re- 
spect for  this  man.  of  any  man,  and  it 
is  only  after  very,  very  careful  thought 
and  consideration  that  I  rise  to  oppose 
the  budget  deal  tonight  because  of  the 
fact  that  I  do  have  such  great  respect. 
And  all  the  people  in  America  should 
respect  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  and 
praise  him  for  the  work  he  has  done. 
But  tonight  I  feel  compelled,  even  with 
this  respect,  to  rise  and  speak  against 
the  budget,  because  tonight  we  have  an 
historical  occasion  staring  us  in  the 
face. 

In  1990,  I  sold  my  business  to  run  for 
Congress  because  I  had  watched  what 
past  Congresses  had  done  on  balancing 
the  budget.  They  ha4  pleased  the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings  Act,  and  in 
the  Gramm-Rudman-Hollings  Act  they 
were  going  to  balance  the  budget  by 
1991.  They  went  1  year,  then  they  went 
off  their  track  and  it  started  going 
back  up  again.  Then  they  revised  the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings  Act  and  they 
went  1  year  and  it  started  going  back 
up  again. 

I  want  to  make  sure  everyone  in  this 
room  and  all  my  colleagues  can  see 
this  because  we  are  at  this  historical 
point  once  again  this  evening.  Once 
again  this  evening  we  are  at  this  point. 
We  have  been  successful  in  our  first 
year  of  reaching  our  budget  targets,  we 
have  been  successful  at  bringing  the 
deficit  down,  and  we  have  done  it  with- 
out raising  taxes,  like  was  done  in  1993. 
We  do  not  have  to  raise  the  taxes. 

What  are  we  going  to  vote  on  this 
evening?  This  evening  we  are  going  to 
vote  on  a  bill  that  puts  this  thing 
going  back  up  again.  We  are  going  to 
vote  on  a  bill  that  sends  the  deficit 
from  $145  billion  in  1996  back  to  $153 
billion  in  1997. 

I  cannot  emphasize  how  strongly  I 
feel  about  this.  I  had  a  great  business 
out  there  in  the  private  sector,  and  I 
could  still  be  doing  that  business,  pro- 
viding jobs  for  250  people,  but  I  came  to 


this  city  because  I  knew  that  Congress 
had  to  be  different  if  we  were  actually 
going  to  balance  the  budget.  Tonight  I 
ask  my  coUeagrues  to  have  the  courage 
of  their  convictions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  cannot  let  this  hap- 
pen. Tonight  is  a  vote  about  the  cour- 
age of  our  convictions  to  keep  the  defi- 
cit going  down  and  to  be  different  from 
past  Congresses. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  com- 
mend the  last  speaker  for  his  wisdom. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  4  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Olver]. 

Mr.  OLVER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  this 
time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  conference  report 
before  us  is  little  more  than  a  repeat  of 
last  year's  attack  on  rational  national 
public  policy.  Tens  of  billions  of  dollars 
in  overspending  on  defense,  raising 
taxes  on  working  families  whose  only 
sin  is  to  make  less  than  $25,000  a  year, 
and  a  large  tax  cut  on  the  front  end  of 
what  is  supposed  to  be  a  balanced  budg- 
et glidepath. 

Think  what  happened  to  the  Federal 
budget  during  the  Reagan  era.  This 
chart  shows  the  very  low.  nearly  bal- 
anced budgets  \mtil  we  get  into  the 
1980's.  The  1980's  deficits  were  touched 
off  by  an  up-front  tax  cut  and  promises 
of  future  spending  cuts,  promises  which 
went  unkept.  The  result  is  $5  trillion  of 
accumulated  debt  to  pass  on  to  our 
children  and  to  our  children's  children. 

When  we  begin  our  balanced  budget 
plan  with  a  big  tax  cut,  as  this  bill 
does,  we  invite  failure. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OLVER.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen- 
tleman is  going  to  give  me  more  time, 
so  whatever  we  are  doing  we  can  come 
up  with  it.  This  is  all  I  have  of  my 
time. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
want  to  ask  the  gentleman  who  prom- 
ised those  cuts  after  the  tax  cuts  went 
into  place?  Who  promised  those  spend- 
ing cuts? 

Mr.  OLVER.  The  President.  The 
President,  as  part  of  his  plan. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Article  I,  section  7  of 
the  Constitution  places  £l11  that  au- 
thority right  here  in  this  room. 

Mr.  OLVER.  As  the  gentleman  under- 
stands, the  Senate  of  the  United  States 
was  in  the  hands  of  the  Republican 
Party,  his  party.  As  the  gentleman  also 
understands,  the  bill  was  also,  was  also 
passed  in  this  House  by  the  whole  of 
the  gentleman's  party,  then  in  the  mi- 
nority, plus  a  modest  number  of  the 
Democrats,  not  with  the  Democratic 
leadership. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Has  the  Democratic 
Party  ever  passed  a  balanced  budget? 

Mr.  OLVER.  Mr.  Speaker,  reclaiming 
my  time,  the  Republicans  then  make 
extreme  cuts  in  health  care,  in  edu- 
cation, in  job  traihing,  in  environ- 
mental protection,  in  research  and  de- 
velopment,   in    public    transportation 
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and  economic  development,  and  they 
leave  the  Nation  in  the  year  2002  with 
over  $6  trillion  of  debt  and  no  revenue 
to  pay  it  back  because  they  have  cut 
up  front  the  revenue  that  would  be  pos- 
sibly usable  for  paying  that  debt  back, 
and  that  leaves  us  with  $240  billion  at 
least  of  interest  payments  on  that  debt 
year,  after  year,  after  year,  without 
hope  of  an  end  to  it. 

But  such  extrenusm  really  is  not  nec- 
essary to  balance  the  budget.  Both  the 
coalition  budget  and  the  President's 
balanced  budget  prove  that.  So  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  reject  this  rule  and 
this  blueprint  for  failure.  Vote  no  on 
this  rule  and  on  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  how 
much  time  remains  on  each  side. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
EwiNG).  The  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts [Mr.  MOAKLEY]  has  2%  minutes 
remaining,  and  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  DREIER]  has  3  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  my  very  good  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Tucson,  AZ  [Mr. 
KOLBE],  a  free  trader. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Speaker,  here  we  go 
again.  The  last  speaker  just  said  ex- 
treme budget  cuts.  We  have  heard  that. 
How  many  times  have  we  heard  that? 
But  we  know  that  is  not  what  we  are 
talking  about  here.  Let  us  keep  our  eye 
on  this  ball  during  this  debate  that  we 
are  going  to  have  in  the  next  hour 
when  we  actually  talk  about  the  con- 
ference report  and  not  about  the  rule, 
and  I  will  have  an  opportunity  to  talk 
about  some  of  that. 

But  the  bottom  line  is  that  we  are 
changing  the  direction  of  government. 
My  friends  over  on  this  side  just  can- 
not seem  to  come  to  terms  with  the 
fact  that  the  election  2  years  ago  was 
about  changing  the  direction  of  this 
government.  And  that  is  what  we  are 
doing  with  this  budget,  we  are  giving 
power  back  to  people,  power  back  to 
families,  power  back  to  states,  power 
back  to  localities. 

We  are  changing  programs  so  that 
they  are  streamlined.  We  are  getting 
the  Federal  Government  out  of  these 
programs.  We  are  putting  more  money 
back  in  people's  pockets  rather  than 
taking  it  out,  bringing  it  to  Washing- 
ton and  sending  it  back  to  States. 

D  2015 

That  is  what  this  is  all  about.  It  is 
not  about  a  number,  whether  it  is  up  a 
little  bit,  down  a  little  bit.  We  know 
these  numbers  can  change  dramati- 
cally as  economic  conditions  change. 
This  budget  is  about  changing  the  di- 
rection of  government,  and  I  urge  that 
we  support  the  rule  and  support  the 
conference  report. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
California  [Ms.  Woolsey]. 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
strong  opposition  to  this  rule. 


Remember  when  your  mother  said 
"You  can  tell  a  lot  about  someone  by 
the  company  he  or  she  keeps?"  Well, 
this  rule  is  keeping  company  with  a 
pretty  shady  budget  resolution. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  new  majority  just 
can't  keep  its  hands  off  Medicare.  For 
the  second  year  in  a  row,  they  are  try- 
ing to  pay  for  special  interest  tax 
breaks  by  forcing  drastic  cuts  in  Medi- 
care. 

After  shutting  the  Government  down 
twice  and.  after  the  near  collapse  of 
their  legislative  agenda  you  would 
think  they  would  learn. 

Well,  my  friends,  our  colleagues  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  remain 
clueless.  They  remain  clueless  that 
seniors  are  not  willing  to  pay  more  to 
receive  less. 

They  remain  clueless  that  their  plan 
will  force  hospitals  to  close  all  over  our 
country. 

So  get  a  clue,  ladies  and  gentlemen. 
Remember  what  our  mother  would  say: 
Vote  down  this  nile  and  reject  it's  pal. 
"the  budget  resolution"  a  resolution 
that  harms  our  seniors  to  help  special 
interests. 

Vote  against  this  nile! 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  srield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  talked  about 
reduction  of  deficit.  I  want  to  reempha- 
size  so  that  all  the  Members  in  the 
Chamber  and  those  in  their  offices  will 
know.  President  Clinton  reduced  the 
deficit  from  $290  billion  to  $130  billion. 
a  reduction  of  $160  billion.  That  I  want 
everybody  to  know.  This  budget  in- 
creases the  deficit  by  $40  billion  over 
the  next  2  years. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  anybody  who  votes 
for  this  budget,  amongst  the  other 
things  it  does,  this  does  increase  the 
deficit  by  $40  billion  over  the  next  2 
years.  I  hope  the  rule  is  not  adopted. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Solomon]. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  my 
good  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr.  Kennedy]  earlier  had 
criticized  this  budget  as  not  being  help- 
ful to  veterans.  I  guess  according  to 
the  Almanac  of  American  Politics.  I 
am  one  of  those  Members,  over  the  last 
18  years,  most  supporting  to  veterans 
according  to  them. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  budget  is  helpful  to 
veterans.  The  President's  budget  rec- 
onmiends  no  improvement  to  veteran's 
benefits.  That  is. a  fact.  This  budget 
that  my  colleagues  are  going  to  be  vot- 
ing on  has  a  number  of  improvements, 
including  raising  one-time  auto  allow- 
ances for  veterans,  allowing  a  surviv- 
ing spouse  to  retain  compensation,  pro- 
viding a  $500  scholarship  for  college 
seniors  of  veterans.  It  goes  on  and  on 
and  on. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  budget  is  good  for 
veterans.  I  say  to  my  colleagues,  come 


over  here  and  vote  for  this  rule  and 
then  vote  for  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  submit  the  following 
for  the  Record: 

Veteraks 

Outlays  (billions)  FY  1997  spending^  totals 
on  veterans  programs: 

Budget  Resolution  Conference  Report: 
J39.561  billion. 

President's  proposal:  J39.557  billion. 

Six  Year  Total  on  veterans  programs: 

Budget  resolution  conference  report 
J234.271  billion. 

President's  proposal:  S228.088  billion. 

The  President's  budget  recommends  no  im- 
provements in  veterans'  benefits.  The  Con- 
gressional budget  agreement  recommends 
seven  extra  improvements: 

(1)  Baiaiag  the  one-time  auto  allowance 
for  veterans  with  service-connected  loss  of 
one  or  both  hands  or  feet,  or  other  severe 
disability  from  J5.500  to  SIO.OOO; 

(2)  Allowing  a  surviving  spouse  to  retain 
compensation  or  pension  payment  pro-rated 
to  the  day  of  death  instead  of  cutting  off  at 
the  end  of  the  previous  month,  as  required 
by  current  law; 

(3)  Eixtending  current  law  limits  on  pay- 
ment of  back  benefits  to  surviving  spouses  of 
those  who  die  while  their  claim  is  being  ad- 
judicated from  one  year  to  two  years: 

(4)  Providing  a  S500  scholarship  for  college 
seniors  of  vets  with  at  least  a  "B"  average 
under  the  GI  Bill  or  the  Post  Vietnam  Era 
Education  Assistance  Program  (VXAP): 

(5)  Improve  educational  benefits  by  con- 
verting those  participating  in  VEAP  edu- 
cation benefits  program  to  the  Montgomery 
GI  Bill: 

(6)  Making  permanent  the  Alternative 
Teacher  Certification  Program,  which  en- 
courages veterans  to  become  teachers:  and 

(7)  Funding  the  Pro  Bono  Program  at  the 
Court  of  Veterans  Appeals. 

Both  the  Congressional  and  the  President's 
budgets  extend  the  expiring  VA  OBRA  1993 
provisions  of  current  law;  rei>eal  the  Gardner 
decision,  bring  VA  liability  for  disabilities  as 
a  consequence  of  VA  medical  care  more 
closely  parallel  to  the  private  sector  liabil- 
ity law:  and  repeal  the  Davenport  decision 
(This  1995  decision  by  the  Court  of  Veterans 
Appeals  Invalidated  VA  regulations  that 
based  a  veteran's  entitlement  to  vocational 
rehabilitation  services  on  a  finding  that  the 
veteran's  service-connected  disability  mate- 
rially contributed  to  the  veteran's  employ- 
ment handicap). 

For  VA  discretionary  spending,  the  Presi- 
dents  budget  recommends  $102.2  billion  in 
budget  authority  spending  over  the  next  six 
years,  compared  with  S107.6  billion  under  the 
conference  agreement.  But,  the  Clinton 
budget  still  does  not  balance.  To  balance  his 
budget,  the  President  would  have  to  cut  VA 
spending  by  an  additional  S515  billion. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  just  say  in  clos- 
ing here  that  my  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  do  this  almost, 
not  quite  but  almost  as  well  as  Presi- 
dent Clinton  does  when  it  comes  to  this 
issue  of  twisting  and  twisting  and 
twisting. 

The  budget  before  this  House  bal- 
ances within  6  years,  and  it  has  lower 
deficits  each  year  than  the  President's 
budget,  the  budget  that  was  voted  for 
by  my  colleague  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle. 
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My  friend  from  California  talked 
about  Medicare.  The  budget  before  this 
House  does  not  cut  Medicare.  That 
charge  is  fiction.  It  increases  Medicare 
spending  from  $5,200  per  beneficiary  to 
$7,000  per  beneficiary. 

This  budget  does  cut  taxes  and  we 
are  proud  of  it.  It  cuts  taxes  for  fami- 
lies. Mr.  Speaker,  89  percent  of  the  tax 
cuts  go  to  families  earning  less  than 
$75,000  per  year. 

We  have  had  the  Congress  controlled 
for  decades  by  my  frtends  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  trag- 
ically, they  have  never  brought  a  bal- 
anced budget  to  us.  We  have  done  it  for 
the  first  time  in  three  decades  and  they 
have  the  temerity  to  come  down  here 
and  criticize  us  for  doing  just  that. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  we  need  to 
pass  this  thing  now.  The  big  spenders 
are  opposed  to  a  balanced  budget,  even 
though  they  say  they  are  for  it.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  say  to  my  colleagues,  pass 
this  rule,  pass  the  resolution. 

Mr.  Speaker,  1 3rleld  back  the  balance 
of  my  time,  and  I  move  the  previous 
question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
EwDJG).  The  question  is  on  the  resolu- 
tion. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quonim  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- 
dently a  quonim  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  232,   nays 
190,  not  voting  12,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  235] 
YEAS— 232 


AUud 

Archer 

Aimey 

Bachus 

B»ier  (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Ballencer 

BazT 

Barrett  (NE) 

Bartlett 

Barton 


Bateman 

Bereuter 

Btlbray 

BtUrakls 

BlUey 

Blate 

Boehlen 

Boelmer 

Bonllla 

Bono 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TNT 

Bunn 

Running 

Bnrr 

Burton 

Buyer 

Callalian 

Camp 

Camptell 


Canady 

Castle 

Cbabot 

CtuunbUss 

Chenoweth 

Clulstensen 

Chrysler 

Cllsrer 

Coble 

Cobum 

Collins  (GA) 

Combest 

Cooley 

Cox 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cubln 

Cunningham 

Davis 

Deal 

DeLay 

Dlaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dooltttle 

Doman 

Dreler 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Ehlers 

Ehrllch 

Emerson 


English 

Einslgn 

Everett 

Ewlng 

Fawell 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  (CD 

Franks  (NJ) 

Fnsa 

Funderbork 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gekas 

GUchrest 

GUman 

Goodlatte 

GoodUng 

Goss 

Graham 

Greene  (ITT) 

Greenwood 

Gnnderson 

Gatknecht 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WA) 


Hayworth 

Hefley 

Helnenum 

Herger 

Hllleary 

HobsoD 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Istook 

Jacobs 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kaslch 

Kelly 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klug 

KnoUenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughltn 

Lazlo 

Leach 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Ughtfoot 

Llnder 

Livingston 

LoBlondo 

Longley 

Lucas 

ManzuUo 

Martini 

McCollum 


Abercromble 

Ackerman 

Andrews 

Baesler 

Baldaccl 

Barcia 

Barrett  (Wi) 

Becerra 

BellensoD 

Bentsen 

BevlU 

Bishop 

Blumenauer 

Bonlor 

Borskl 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Cardln 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

Clybum 

Coleman 

CoUlns  (IL) 

CoUlns  (MI) 

Condlt 

Conyers 

Ck>stello 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Cummlngs 

Danner 

de  la  Garza 

DeFazlo 

DeLauro 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

Dicks 

Dlngell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Dooley 

Doyle 


McCrery 

McHugh 

Mclnnls 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Mollnan 

Moorhead 

Morella 

Myers 

Myrlck 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Paxon 

Petri 

Pombo 

Porter 

Portman 

Pryce 

(julllen 

Qulnn 

Radanovlch 

Ramstad 

Regula 

Rlggs 

Roberts 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Roth 

Rookema 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Saxton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

NAYS— 190 

Durbln 

Edwards 

Engel 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Farr 

Fattah 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Fllner 

Flake 

FogUetU 

Ford 

Frank  (MA) 

Frost 

Furse 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Geren 

Gibbons 

Gonzalez 

Gordon 

Green  (TX) 

Gutierrez 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall(TX) 

Hamilton 

Harman 

Hastings  (FL) 

Heftier 

HlUlard 

Hlnchey 

Holden 

Hoyer 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson  (SD) 
Johnson.  E.  B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorskl 
Kaptur 

Kennedy  (MA) 
Kennedy  (RI) 
Kennelly 
Klldee 


Schlff 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

Skeen 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Steams 

Stockman 

Stomp 

Talent 

Tate 

Tauzln 

Taylor  (NO 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Tlahrt 

Torklldsen 

Traflcant 

Upton 

Vucanovlch 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Wolf 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

ZellfT 

Zlmmer 


Kleczka 

Kllnk 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Levin 

Lewis  (GA) 

Llplnskl 

Lofgren 

Lowey 

Luther 

Maloney 

Man  ton 

Markey 

Martinez 

Mascara 

Matsul 

McCarthy 

McDennott 

McHale 

McKlnney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

MUlender- 

McDonald 
Miller  (CA) 
Mlnge 
Mink 
Moakley 
MoUohan 
Montgomery 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne  (NJ) 
Payne  (VA) 
Pelosl 
Peterson  (FL) 


Peterson  (MN) 

Pickett 

Pomeroy 

Poshard 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Reed 

Richardson 

Rivers 

Roemer 

Roybal-AUard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Schumer 


Berman 
Boucher 
Calvert 
CHiapman 


Scott 

Serrano 

Slslsky 

Skaggs 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stenholm 

Stokes 

Stadds 

Stupak 

Tanner 

Taylor  (MS) 

Tejeda 

Thompson 

Thornton 

NOT  VOTING— 12 


Thurman 

Torres 

Torrtcelll 

Towns 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Vlsclosky 

Volkmer 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

WaxRian 

Williams 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Yates 


Frellnghuysen  McDade 

Glllmor  Moran 

Hayes  Rose 

Lincoln  Wilson 


D  2038 


Mr.  GORTON  and  Mr.  RUSH  changed 
their  vote  from  "yea"  to  "nay." 

Mr.  CHRISTENSEN  and  Mrs. 
CHENOWETH  changed  their  vote  from 
"nay"  to  "yea." 

So  the  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursuant 
to  House  Resolution  450,  I  call  up  the 
conference  report  on  the  concurrent 
resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  178)  establish- 
ing the  congressional  budget  for  the 
U.S.  Government  for  the  fiscal  year 
1997  and  setting  forth  appropriate 
budgetary  levels  for  fiscal  years  1998, 
1999,  2000,  2001,  and  2002. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  con- 
current resolution. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Taylor  of  North  Carolina).  Pursuant 
to  House  Resolution  450,  the  conference 
report  is  considered  as  having  been 
read. 

(For  conference  report  and  state- 
ment, see  proceedings  of  the  House  of 
Friday,  Jime  7,  1996,  at  page  13433.) 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  KASi(m]  and  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Sabo] 
each  will  control  30  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Kasich]. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Franks]. 

Mr.  FRANKS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Speaker,  last  year  we  passed  the  first 
balanced  budget  in  a  generation.  While 
the  President  vetoed  that  plan,  this 
Congress  has  changed  Washington  for- 
ever. 

The  debate  today  and  from  now  on  is 
not  whether  we  need  a  balanced  budg- 
et, it  is  about  the  best  way  to  achieve 
one.  The  plan  before  us  tonight  has  one 
overriding  goal:  To  save  our  children's 
future.  It  does  so  by  emi>owering  people 
to  become  self-reliant.  It  reduces  the 
power  and  influence  of  Washington 
over  our  everyday  lives. 
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Then  it  spends  less  while  enabling 
families  to  keep  more  of  their  hard- 
earned  money. 

This  Congress  has  already  made  dra- 
matic progress.  Over  the  past  year  we 
have  fought  for  and  won  the  largest  re- 
duction in  Washington  spending  since 
World  War  II,  a  savings  to  taxpayers  of 
S43  billion.  That  amounts  to  a  savings 
of  S688  for  the  average  American  family 
of  four. 

This  budget  will  stop  forcing  our 
children  to  pay  for  our  reckless  spend- 
ing. 

It  makes  the  most  sweeping  changes 
in  30  years  by  shifting  money,  power 
and  influence  out  of  Washington  and 
back  into  the  hands  of  the  American 
people  in  the  States  and  in  their  com- 
munities. Under  this  plan  States  would 
have  the  freedom  to  develop  welfare 
programs  that  require  work,  that  pro- 
mote personal  responsibility  and  break 
the  cycle  of  welfare  dependency.  Par- 
ents, principals  and  local  school  boards 
would  have  the  authority  and  respon- 
sibility for  public  education,  not  the 
civil  servants  in  Washington,  DC,  local 
decisionmakers,  not  faceless  Washing- 
ton bureaucrats,  would  have  the  power 
to  design  Medicaid  programs  that  are 
tailored  to  meet  the  very  special  needs 
of  the  poor  and  the  elderly. 

And  while  we  meet  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment's important  responsibilities, 
this  plan  helps  America's  families 
move  ahead  by  providing  for  a  well-de- 
served $500  per  child  family  tax  break. 

Equally  imiwrtant.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
budget  continues  our  attack  on  waste- 
ful Washington  spending.  It  eliminates 
over  a  hundred  unnecessary  Federal 
programs,  and  it  puts  an  end  to  billions 
of  dollars  in  corporate  welfare  and  spe- 
cial-interest tax  breaks. 

Tonight  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port this  budget  and  continue  on  our 
efforts  to  save  the  American  dream. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self 3V^  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker  and  Members,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  this  resolution.  I  am  not 
really  certain  what  this  resolution  is.  I 
know  one  thing  for  sure:  It  is  not  a 
blueprint  for  how  we  deal  with  the 
budget  over  the  next  6  years.  It  may  be 
a  document  for  how  we  deal  with  the 
politics  over  the  next  several  months, 
but  I  am  not  certain.  But  there  are 
some  things  I  know  for  sure  from  read- 
ing the  document,  and  that  is  that  it 
increases  the  deficit  in  the  next  2  fiscal 
years. 

Mr.  Speaker,  3  years  ago  I  had  the 
privilege  of  presenting  a  budget  resolu- 
tion in  this  House.  The  deficit  was 
something  like  $294  billion,  and  I  do 
not  expect  my  Republican  friends  to 
say  that  they  were  wrong  and  that  our 
plan  worked  or  anything  like  that.  But 
I  see  this  resolution  which  increases 
the  deficit  for  the  next  2  fiscal  years, 
and  I  think  back  to  1993,  and  I  wonder 
what  would  have  happened  if  we  had 


come  to  the  House  floor  and  said,  "We 
have  this  great  budget  resolution  that 
is  going  to  reduce  the  deficit  over  the 
next  5  years.  But,  folks,  in  1994  the  def- 
icit is  going  to  go  up:  1995,  the  deficit 
is  going  to  go  up.  but  trust  us.  In  the 
last  3  years  it  will  go  down." 

I  think  my  Republican  friends  would 
have  laughed  us  off  the  floor,  and  prob- 
ably should  have.  That  is  not  what  our 
plan  did  in  1994.  It  brought  the  deficit 
down  from  $294  billion.  Now  we  are 
looking,  and  last  we  are  told.  $130  bil- 
lion in  1996. 

But  our  colleagues  come  with  this 
document  that  says  trust  it,  trust 
them.  They  are  going  to  raise  the  defi- 
cit in  the  next  2  years  and  then  some 
good  things  will  happen.  I  have  seen 
those  promises  come  and  be  broken  too 
many  times  in  the  past. 

So  to  my  friends  I  say  It  is  a  resolu- 
tion that  is  not  going  to  work,  does  not 
do  what  they  say  it  is  going  to  do,  but 
even  after  all  of  that,  it  still  has  all 
those  little  ingredients  in  there  that  is 
sort  of  mean  to  people,  and  there  are 
different  things  that  hit  different  ones 
of  us. 

I  heard  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts [Mr.  Kennedy]  talk  about 
what  it  does  to  veterans.  I  happen  to 
have  lots  of  elderly  women  who  live  in 
my  district,  not  very  much  income,  in- 
come between  $7,700  and  $9,300;  and  I 
looked  at  their  Medicaid  reform,  and 
thefr  Social  Security  premiums  are 
going  to  be  up  by  over  $500  a  year  be- 
cause they  change  the  requirements  of 
Medicaid.  That  is  over  5  percent  a  year 
for  people  who  are  struggling  to  pay  a 
food  bill,  and  what  I  discover  in  many 
cases,  worrying  with  these  little 
changes  whether  they  can  continue  to 
give  5  or  10  bucks  a  week  to  church, 
and  those  folks  again  are  their  targets. 

So  they  have  a  plan  that  increases 
the  deficit,  is  not  going  to  work,  but 
keeps  picking  away  at  the  most  vulner- 
able in  our  society.  We  should  say  "no" 
to  this  budget  resolution. 

Mr.  FRANKS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  yield  mjrself  30  seconds. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  choose  to  re- 
mind my  colleagues  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle,  including  the  previous 
speaker,  that  there  are  two  bucigets  be- 
fore this  House  that  the  American  peo- 
ple are  taking  notice  of.  One  is  the  one 
prepared  by  the  majority  in  this  body, 
the  other  one  comes  from  the  White 
House.  The  fawit  of  the  matter  is  that  in 
each  of  the  6  years  covered  under  the 
terms  of  this  budget  resolution  the 
congressional  budget  has  lowered  defi- 
cits in  each  of  the  next  6  years  than  in 
the  6  years  covered  by  the  President's 
budget.  Lowered  deficits  in  the  Repub- 
lican budget  each  and  every  year. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  2  minutes  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  KOLBE]. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  heard 
already  this  evening,  the  very  clear  dif- 
ferences between  these  two  budgets. 


These  two  budgets,  the  one  presented 
by  the  White  House,  by  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration, and  that  one  which  has 
been  prepared  by  the  majority  in  the 
House  and  the  Senate  are  very  dif- 
ferent in  the  philosophy  they  suggest 
for  this  country.  I  thiiik  our  budget  re- 
flects what  the  American  people  said 
they  wanted  to  have  in  this  last  elec- 
tion: less  government,  returning  re- 
sponsibility to  citizens.  But  tonight  I 
want  to  focus  my  comments  on  one 
part  of  this.  That  is  the  tax  relief  that 
we  provide  to  families,  the  $500  tax 
credit  that  we  give  to  families,  an  oi>- 
portunity  to  keep  some  of  the  money, 
their  hard-earned  money,  in  their 
pockets.  We  say,  "Earn  more,  keep 
more,  and  do  more  yourself." 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  say  that  one  should 
not  have  to  send  that  money  to  Wash- 
ington, one  should  not  have  to  give  it 
up,  one  should  not  have  to  take  it  out 
of  their  family's  well-being,  out  of 
their  education,  their  health  care, 
their  housing  and  recreation.  They 
should  not  have  to  send  it  to  Washing- 
ton to  support  Washington's  programs. 
We  say.  "Keep  some  of  that  money 
yourself." 

And  that  is  why  this  is  so  fundamen- 
tally different  from  the  President's 
proposal.  The  President's  budget  gives 
some  very  small  amount  of  tax  relief 
but  then  takes  it  all  away,  takes  it  all 
away  in  the  year  2002  in  order  to  bal- 
ance the  budget.  It  takes  all  the  tax  re- 
lief away.  We  say  this  tax  relief  should 
be  permanent.  We  say  American  fami- 
lies should  know  they  can  have  these 
dollars  in  thefr  pockets,  that  they  can 
keep  this  money  so  that  they  can  spend 
it  on  what  they  know  is  best  for  thefr 
families. 

Tax  relief  is  critical  to  the  growth, 
the  economic  growth,  of  this  country. 
Tax  relief  is  not  just  something  to  do  if 
there  is  a  surplus.  It  is  about  giving 
money  back  to  people,  about  reducing 
the  size  of  government,  about  saying 
that  people  have  a  better  idea  of  what 
they  do  with  the  dollars  they  earn  than 
the  Federal  Government  does. 

That  is  why  tax  relief  is  a  critical 
cornerstone  of  this  legislation,  and 
that  is  why  this  budget  conference  re- 
port should  be  so  supported  by  this 
body.  I  urge  its  support. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  my  good  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Stenholm]. 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
in  strong  opposition  to  the  budget  be- 
fore us  tonight  and  would  like  to  re- 
mind my  colleague  from  New  Jersey 
there  is  a  thfrd  budget  that  we  all 
ought  to  be  supporting.  This  rhetoric 
of  talking  only  about  the  majority  and 
the  President  reminds  me  that  there 
was  one  budget  that  received  biparti- 
san support  that  reduced  the  deficit 
over  the  next  6  years.  The  budget  be- 
fore us  tonight  increases  the  deficit  by 
$63  billion  over  the  next  2  years  over 
the  constructive  alternative  put  for- 
ward by  the  minority  side  of  the  aisle. 
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I  do  not  know  why  we  cannot  bring 
ourselves  to  talk  about  the  one  budget 
that  continues  the  4  years  of  success  of 
bringing  down  the  deficit. 

As  someone  that  was  here  in  1981 
that  worked  in  a  bipartisan  way  to 
help  nay  colleagues  on  this  side  when 
their  President,  my  President  from 
their  side  of  the  aisle,  was  in  charge,  I 
only  say  this:  "Fool  me  once,  shame  on 
you;  fool  me  twice,  shame  on  me."  To 
buy  into  another  budget  that  postpones 
82  percent — 82  percent  of  the  budget 
deficit  reduction  is  postponed  until  the 
year  2000,  2001  and  2002— how  anyone 
can  come  to  this  floor  tonight  and  say 
that  they  are  serious  about  deficit  re- 
duction and  talk  about  the  President's 
budget  that  has  been  defeated,  and  the 
coalition  budget  that  has  been  de- 
feated, the  only  honest  budget  that  re- 
duces the  deficit  every  single  year 
starting  this  year  and  next  year  in  an 
election  year. 

Mr.  SCARBOROUGH.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida. 

Mr.  SCARBOROUGH.  Because  I  am  a 
little  confused  here,  Mr.  Speaker,  be- 
cause for  a  year  and  a  half  I  have  been 
hearing  about  how  the  Republicans 
have  cut  too  much.  Now  tonight  I  am 
being  reeducated,  and  I  find  out  that 
we  are  not  cutting  enough. 

Can  the  gentleman  from  Texas  ex- 
plain it  to  a  freshman  who  is  confused? 
How  do  we  on  one  hand  cut  too  much, 
and  we  are  too  savage  for  a  year  and  a 
half,  and  now  I  hear  the  ranking  mem- 
ber sajang  that  we  are  going  too  far.  If 
the  gentleman  can  clarify  that  point,  I 
would  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  I  will  be  happy  to 
answer  the  gentleman's  question.  For 
of  the  last  year  and  a  half  all  we  have 
talked  about  is  CBO  scoring.  CBO  scor- 
ing, CBO  scoring.  The  President  finally 
submitted  a  budget  that  was  C60- 
scored  and  balanced,  but  that  did  not 
suit  the  gentleman,  did  not  suit  me. 

Mr.  SCARBOROUGH.  And  was  it  not 
back-loaded  with  cuts?  Would  the  gen- 
tleman yield?  Was  that  back-loaded 
with  cuts? 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  I  will  be  happy  to 
3rield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  SCARBOROUGH.  OK.  My  ques- 
tion is  this:  The  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  STENHOLM]  was  attacking  the  Re- 
publican budget,  saying  all  the  cuts 
was  the  end.  Now  the  gentleman  is 
talking  about  the  President's  budget. 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  No,  sir.  No,  sir.  I 
take  back  my  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  take  back  my  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  only  have  a  minute  re- 
maining. I  will  answer  the  gentleman's 
question. 

What  I  am  sasing  tonight  is  if  my 
colleague  is  concerned  about  reducing 
the  deficit,  there  is  only  one  budget 
that  has  been  before  the  House  this 
year  that  will  reduce  the  deficit  by  $150 
billion  more  than  what  we  are  consid- 


ering tonight.  We  were  precluded  be- 
cause we  do  not  have  the  votes;  that  is 
clear.  And  for  anyone  to  stand  on  the 
floor  tonight  and  to  say  that  we  are 
concerned  about  the  deficit  and  then 
look  at  the  CBO  scoring  for  the  budget 
and  the  comparison  with  the  coalition, 
the  Republican  budget  deficit  goes  up 
to  $153  billion  in  1997.  The  coalition 
budget  stays  the  same.  That  is  the  bot- 
tom line  and  the  fact. 

D  2100 

Mr.  FRANKS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  am  pleased  to  yield  2  min- 
utes to  the  gentlewoman  firom  New 
York  [Ms.  MOUNARI]. 

Ms.  MOLINARI.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is 
our  chance,  this  is  our  historic  oppor- 
tunity to  return  the  future  to  our  chil- 
dren, to  give  the  American  people  more 
of  their  money  back,  to  reform  welfare 
and  Medicare,  to  be  honest  with  tax- 
payers, to  balance  our  budget. 

For  all  these  very  real  reasons.  I  be- 
lieve there  is  no  more  compassionate 
vote  that  we  can  cast.  Every  genera- 
tion's success  depends  on  us  tonight,  if 
we  do  the  right  thing.  If  we  do  the 
right  thing,  our  newest  generation  will 
not  be  saddled  with  interest  payments 
on  the  debt  of  nearly  $200,000.  If  we  do 
the  right  thing,  senior  citizens  will  see 
an  improved,  responsive,  and  solvent 
Medicare.  If  we  do  the  right  thing,  to- 
day's working  families  will  see  their 
interes"  payments  go  down  as  tax  cred- 
its for  their  children  go  up,  all  if  we 
have  the  courage  to  do  the  right  thing. 
Americans  will  finally  see  their  dreams 
and  believe  in  their  hearts  and  souls 
that  they  will  have  the  ability  to  reach 
them. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  just  conclude  by 
stating  that  it  is  sad  in  this  Chamber 
that  we  are  debating  another  budget 
that  did  come  up  in  the  past,  and  un- 
fortunately only  89  Members  supported 
that  budget,  with  the  majority  of  the 
Democrat  Members,  including  their 
leadership,  failing  to  have  enough  con- 
fidence to  engender  their  support.  To- 
night we  have  the  majority  of  our 
Members  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  be- 
lieving in  a  balanced  budget  and  one 
proposal  that  will  achieve  that  in  the 
near  future  if  we  can  in  fact  do  the 
right  thing. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  newest  mother  in  the 
House  yield? 

Ms.  MOLINARI.  I  jrield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  would  say  to  the  gentle- 
woman, she  is  looking  out  for  her  chil- 
dren, her  child,  but  she  is  increasing 
the  annual  operating  deficit.  That  is 
not  balancing  the  budget,  that  is  in- 
creasing the  deficit. 

Ms.  MOLINARI.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
have  a  budget  that  is  compassionate, 
that  reaches  a  balance  by  the  year  2002. 
that  restores  tax  credits  to  new  moth- 
ers and  families  throughout  this  Na- 


tion. That  will  save  Medicare  for  my 
little  girl  by  the  time  she  grows  old.  I 
am  proud  to  vote  for  this  budget. 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
IVi  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
New  York  [Ms.  Slaughter]. 

Ms.  SLAUGHTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  time 
to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  conference  report  on  the  fis- 
cal year  1997  budget  resolution.  As  a 
conferee,  I  am  pleased  that  we  were 
able  to  increase  overall  nondefense  dis- 
cretionary spending  by  $3.5  billion  over 
the  House-passed  resolution.  But,  make 
no  mistake  about  it:  This  budget  con- 
tains the  same  lack  of  vision  and  as- 
sault on  investment  spending,  that  we 
saw  in  the  fiscal  year  1996  Budget  pro- 
posal, which  has  been  rejected  by  the 
President  and  the  American  public.  In 
addition,  this  budget  turns  back  the 
clock  on  deficit  reduction.  For  the 
fourth  straight  year  in  a  row,  the  defi- 
cit has  declined.  Let's  not  reverse  this 
trend  and  act  to  increase  the  deficit  by 
$60  billion  in  2  years.  The  stakes  are 
too  high. 

The  overall  adjustment  in  domestic 
discretionary  spending  is  an  improve- 
ment. But.  the  budget  before  us  today 
still  assumes  a  sizable  tax  cut  for  the 
wealthy:  deep  reductions  in  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  and  critical  investment 
programs  to  off-set  the  tax  cut;  and  a 
sizable  increase  in  taixes  for  working 
individuals.  The  $3.5  billion  offers  some 
relief,  but  it  should  be  pointed  out  that 
if  this  6-year  plan  is  adopted,  the  pur- 
chasing power  of  overall  nondefense 
discretionary  appropriations  will  be  24 
percent  below  fiscal  year  1996  levels. 
This  will  require  deep  cuts  in  edu- 
cation, environmental  protections,  bio- 
medical research,  nutritional  assist- 
ance, and  criminal  justice.  At  a  time 
when  we  should  be  enhancing  our  in- 
vestment in  these  programs,  we  are 
acting  to  impose  an  overall  reduction 
of  24  percent  by  the  year  2002. 

While  the  agreement  assumes  tax 
cuts  targeted  to  the  affiuent,  it  does 
not  treat  working  families  and  individ- 
uals the  same  way. 

You  can  call  the  cuts  in  the  earned  income 
tax  credit  an  adjustment,  but  this  adjustment 
will  result  in  approximately  a  S18.5  billion  tax 
increase  for  working  families  and  those  indi- 
viduals struggling  to  remain  self  sufficient  If 
we  truly  want  real  welfare  reform  that  rewards 
work,  we  cannot  reduce  the  size  of  the  very 
tax  credit  which  does  reward  work.  This  budg- 
et proposal  is  filled  with  these  types  of  con- 
tradictions arKJ  irxx)nsistencies.  Arx]  that  is 
why  we  should  reject  this  conference  report 

We  can  t>alance  the  budget  without  imple- 
menting radical  and  unnecessary  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  cuts  and  dismantling  the  core 
social  responsibilities  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. I  beg  my  colleagues  to  vote  "no"  on  this 
conference  report  and  send  a  message  that 
extreme  policies  will  not  work.  We  can  do  a 
better  job. 
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Mr.  FRANK  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  am  delighted  to  yield  2  min- 
utes to  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Smith]. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, a  lot  of  Americans  know  taJk  is 
cheap  with  a  lot  of  politicians.  I  think 
it  is  good  that  we  review  what  has  ac- 
tually happened  in  the  last  couple  of 
years.  Two  years  ago,  nobody  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  was  talking 
about  the  need  for  a  balanced  budget. 
They  were  saying,  it  was  reasonable  to 
borrow  and  spend  for  investment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  review  for  the 
American  people  what  happened  about 
a  year  and  half  ago.  Republicans  took 
the  majority.  They  cut  $9  billion  out  of 
the  1995  budget.  Then  in  1996  we  had  a 
budget  that  was  $23  billion  less  than 
the  1995  budget.  This  budget  deficit  has 
come  down  for  these  last  2  years  large- 
ly because  of  tough  decisions  on  spend- 
ing cuts.  The  deficit  was  reduced  in 
1993  and  1994  because  of  a  huge  tax  in- 
crease. 

Let  us  review  for  the  American  peo- 
ple what  is  happening  in  terms  of  the 
real  reduction  in  the  size  of  the  Federal 
Government.  I  think  one  way  to  meas- 
ure that  is  as  a  percentage  of  GDP 
[Gross  Domestic  Product].  If  we  look  at 
what  happened  in  1995,  we  had  about  22 
percent  of  GDP.  In  1996  we  had  about  21 
percent  of  GDP.  This  resolution  that 
came  out  of  conference  committee  has 
20.4  percent  of  GDP.  That  is  the  lowest 
percent  of  GDP  since  1974. 

This  is  a  budget  that  moves  us  ag- 
gressively in  the  right  direction.  In 
1996  we  passed  a  budget  resolution  that 
said  we  were  going  to  have  $4  billion 
more  spending  in  1997  than  this  con- 
ference report  resolution.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  am  one  of  the  tough  guys  as  far  as 
cutting  spending.  I  voted  for  many 
more  spending  cuts  in  Budget  Commit- 
tee than  were  in  this  resolution.  I  said 
let  us  put  pressure  on  this  President 
and  have  the  kind  of  budget  that  is 
going  to  be  fair  to  our  kids  and  our 
grandkids. 

That  did  not  happen  because  the 
President  vetoed  our  legislation  to  bal- 
ance the  budget.  Fifty-four  million  dol- 
lars' worth  of  publicity  by  the  liberals 
ended  up  leaving  many  Americans  in 
doubt.  Some  Republicans  and  a  lot  of 
the  Democrats  decided  it  was  not  po- 
litically popular  to  cut  spending. 
Today  let  us  really  roll  up  our  sleeves 
and  just  do  it — this  conference  report 
in  6  years  balances  with  a  budget  that 
is  18  percent  of  GDP— the  lowest  since 
1965. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  the  Members  to 
vote  for  this  budget.  Let  us  move  on 
and  get  to  a  balance.  Be  fair  to  our 
kids,  do  what's  right  for  America. 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
IVi  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Orton]. 

Mr.  ORTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  budget  conference  re- 
port. House  Concurrent  Resolution  178. 


We  have  heard  a  lot  of  rhetoric  over 

the  past  1¥2  years  about  balancing  the 

budget— and  we  will  hear  more  tonight. 

I  want  to  share  with  my  colleagues  a 

few  facts  rather  than  rhetoric. 

While  the  American  people  are  told 
that  this  proposal  will  balance  the 
budget— the  fact  is  that  budget  deficits 
increase  dramatically  and  immediately 
in  this  Republican  budget  plan. 

CBO  currently  projects  that  this 
year's  budget  deficit  will  be  $130  bil- 
lion. 

The  Republican  budget  will  increase 
the  deficit  next  year  by  $23  billion;  and 
the  year  after,  by  another  $17  billion. 

While  Republicans  increase  the  defi- 
cit by  $27  billion  through  the  rest  of 
this  century  the  coalition  budget  cuts 
the  deficit  by  $72  billion.  The  Repub- 
lican budget  will  result  in  $100  billion 
more  public  debt  over  3  years— $150  bil- 
lion more  debt  over  6  years  than  the 
coalition  budget. 

The  American  people  are  told  that 
this  is  a  real  plan  which  will  actually 
result  in  a  balanced  budget.  The  fact  is. 
that  82  percent  of  the  deficit  reduction 
will  only  come  in  the  last  3  years  of  the 
plaji — after  the  turn  of  the  century — 
when  some  future  Congress  will  make 
the  tough  choices  to  achieve  those 
cuts. 

If  Democrats,  who  actually  cut  the 
deficit  in  half  in  3  years,  had  proposed 
this  plan,  they  would  be  laughed  out  of 
this  Chamber.  I  ask  my  Republican  col- 
leagues, if  Democrats  had  proposed  this 
plan,  would  any  of  you  vote  for  it? 

So  much  for  balancing  the  budget — so 
much  for  cutting  the  deficit.  Tonight, 
Congress  is  going  to  increase  the  defi- 
cit and  borrow  hundreds  of  billions  of 
dollars  more  from  our  children.  Why? 
So  they  can  pander  to  the  voters  with 
a  tax  cut  6  months  before  standing  for 
reelection. 

Stay  tuned— in  the  next  few  weeks 
you  will  see  more  promises  broken. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  1  minute  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Hoke]. 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  budget  plan  is  the 
only  plan,  only  plan,  that  fulfills  the 
commitment  to  balance  the  budget  by 
2002  with  lower  deficits  than  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  in  every  single  year.  It 
provides  a  $500  per  child  tax  credit  for 
working  families.  It  in  fact  reforms 
Medicare.  It  preserves  it  and  protects 
it,  and  it  will  extend  the  solvency  of 
the  trust  fund  for  the  next  10  years,  a 
trust  fund  we  all  know  is  not  going 
broke  by  2002.  It  is  probably  not  even 
going  broke  by  2001,  but  will  go  broke 
before  the  end  of  this  century,  accord- 
ing to  the  worst-case  scenario  of  the 
trustees'  plans. 

It  has  broad  coalition  support  from  a 
large  numl>er  of  groups  that  represent 
the  entire  spectrum  of  thinking:  The 
NTU,    Citizens    Against    Government 


Waste,  Americans  for  Tax  Reform,  the 
United  States  Chamt)er  of  Commerce, 
the  United  States  Seniors'  Association. 
Associated  Builders  and  Contractors, 
and  so  forth,  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
IVi  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
California  [Ms.  WOOLSEY]. 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  L  for 
one.  give  the  new  majority  credit  for 
finding  creative  things  to  do  with  cold 
leftovers.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  budget  they 
are  serving  the  American  people  today 
is  nothing  but  a  warmed-over  version 
of  the  same  misplaced  priorities  that 
were  rejected  and  sent  back  to  the 
kitchen  last  year.  That  is  right;  take 
away  the  sugar  coating  and  you  have 
caps  on  the  direct  student  loan  pro- 
gram, caps  that  will  increase  costs  and 
add  red  tape,  and  over  7  million  college 
students  in  the  year  2002  will  be  left  be- 
hind. 

Minus  the  garnish,  we  end  up  with 
the  same  welfare  plan,  still  weak  on 
work,  still  tough  on  children.  When  we 
remove  the  trimmings  on  this  turkey 
of  a  budget,  we  have  another  Medicare 
plan  that  will  make  seniors  pay  more 
for  less  while  their  hospitals  close.  And 
make  no  mistake.  Mr.  Speaker,  those 
Medicare  cuts  are  being  made  in  order 
to  put  the  cl^erry  on  top  of  the  Con- 
tract With  America,  or  the  crown 
jewel,  as  Speaker  Gingrich  calls  it: 
huge  tax  breaks  for  special  interests. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  not  a  blueprint 
for  balancing  the  budget,  it  is  a  recipe 
for  disaster.  I  say  to  the  new  majority, 
they  can  keep  their  cold  leftovers, 
their  mashed  Medicare,  chopped  chil- 
dren's programs,  and  rotten  welfare  re- 
form. The  American  people  want  a  new 
menu. 

Mr.  FRANKS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  yield  30  seconds  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona  [Mr.  KOLBE]. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just 
wanted  to  respond  to  the  last  speaker 
who  said  we  are  cutting  education, 
that  we  are  cutting  student  loans.  It  is 
not  true.  Mr.  Speaker,  under  our  budg- 
et proposal,  the  total  volume  of  stu- 
dent loans  will  go  from  $26  billion  in 
1996  to  $37  billion  in  the  year  2002.  I  do 
not  know  how  that  is  translated  into  a 
cut.  but  it  is  not  a  cut  where  I  come 
from,  in  Arizona. 

We  are  going  to  save  taxpayers" 
money  by  capping  the  Government-run 
direct  lending  program  and  achieve 
some  savings  from  lenders  in  the  guar- 
anteed lending  program,  but  we  are  not 
cutting  the  volume  of  student  loans, 
and  do  not  let  anybody  tell  you  we  are. 

Mr.  FRANKS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to  yield  2  min- 
utes to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hobson],  a  member  of 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget. 

Mr.  HOBSON.  Ivlr.  Speaker,  my  third 
grandchild  was  bom  June  1.  and  as  I 
welcome  him  into  the  world,  I  can't 
help  but  wonder  what  kind  of  future  he 
will  face.  How  much  will  prices  rise 
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during  his  lifetime?  Will  the  country 
still  be  a  place  of  opportunity?  Will 
there  be  a  thriving  economy  to  support 
his  generation? 

When  I  think  about  the  answers  to 
these  questions,  it  becomes  increas- 
ingly clear  to  me  that  the  best  thing  I 
can  do  for  my  new  grandson  is  to  vote 
"yes"  for  the  conference  agreement  on 
the  budget  resolution. 

We're  a  year  into  balancing  the  budg- 
et, and  the  sky  has  not  fallen  like  some 
said  it  would.  Our  budget  has  matured 
over  the  past  year,  but  the  quality  of 
the  debate  about  it  has  not.  We  moved 
on  while  our  critics  hung  on  to  year- 
old  arguments  that  don't  fit  the  facts. 
They  claim  the  sky  is  falling  because 
they  know  it  is  easier  to  generate  fear 
than  understanding. 

Our  budget  is  about  conquering 
fear — conquering  the  fear  that  the  next 
generation  will  have  less  opportunities 
than  we've  had.  Over  the  past  year, 
we've  taken  some  good  ideas  and  made 
them  better.  We've  listened  to  our  crit- 
ics, and  where  they  made  a  valid  point, 
we  compromised.  And  we've  watched 
President  Clinton  distance  himself 
from  outdated  ideas  about  big  govern- 
ment and  embrace  Republican  ideas  as 
his  own. 

But  let's  be  clear:  There  are  some 
real  differences.  President  Clinton 
raised  taxes  in  1993  and  would  raise 
them  again  in  his  latest  budget.  We 
provide  permanent  tax  relief.  President 
Clinton  would  increase  discretionary 
spending  over  the  next  3  years,  and  put 
off  decisions  about  cuts  to  his  succes- 
sor. We  decrease  discretionary  spend- 
ing every  year. 

The  most  dramatic  difference,  how- 
ever, is  that  President  Clinton  and  our 
friends  in  the  minority  tell  you  to  fear 
our  budget  and  to  put  your  faith  in 
Washin«rton  spending  and  bigger  Gov- 
ernment. Instead,  we  take  a  view  they 
consider  extreme — we  put  our  faith  in 
the  American  people. 

Protect  our  children's  and  grand- 
children's future  and  shift  power, 
money  and  influence  out  of  Washington 
and  back  to  Americans.  Join  me  in 
passing  the  1997  budget  resolution. 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1V4  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Florida  [Mrs.  Meek]. 

Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker, 
there  are  many  reasons  why  common- 
sense  people  would  oppose  this  con- 
ference report.  Just  look  at  the  $158 
billion  cut  in  Medicare  and  $72  billion 
cut  in  Medicaid,  with  all  of  the  prob- 
lems in  that. 

I  want  to  talk  about  the  huge  tax  in- 
crease on  almost  7  million  hardworking 
American  families  who  have  chosen 
work  over  welfare.  The  original  House 
bill  contained  a  $20  billion  tax  hike  and 
the  original  Senate  bill  contained  a  $17 
billion  tax  hike.  Do  Members  know 
what  they  did?  They  separated  the  two 
and  cut  them  up.  so  now  they  comeup 
an  $18.5  billion  tax  increase. 


They  told  us  in  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget  during  the  markup  that  this  is 
essentially  the  same  tax  increase  as 
the  one  in  last  year's  reconciliation 
bill.  The  President  vetoed  that.  That  is 
history.  This  chart  shows  the  details. 
As  I  said  before,  who  will  be  paying 
those  taxes?  Let  me  tell  the  Members 
who  is  going  to  pay  those  taxes:  2.7 
million  workers  with  incomes  below 
$10,000  will  pay  a  higher  average  tax; 
1.8  million  workers  with  incomes  be- 
tween $10,000  and  $20,000  will  pay  a 
higher  tax  under  this  Republican  budg- 
et. 
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Look  at  it  this  way.  Almost  half  of 
these  workers  have  children.  The  Re- 
publicans are  doing  a  good  thing  when 
they  put  in  this  $500  per  child  tax  cred- 
it, but  they  have  taken  it  away.  They 
gave  back  and  they  took  away  the  rest 
of  it. 

I  am  sasring  that  this  conference  re- 
port should  not  be  passed  by  this  Con- 
gress. We  owe  it  to  the  American  pub- 
lic to  be  sure  that  the  balance  budget 
is  a  true  balanced  budget  and  the 
tricks  should  not  be  tolerated. 

Mr.  FRANKS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walk- 
er], the  distinguished  vice  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  rea- 
son this  budget  should  be  passed  this 
evening  is  not  just  numbers.  It  is  be- 
cause it  has  real  effects  on  real  people. 
Under  the  budget  before  the  House  this 
evening,  real  people  will  get  to  earn 
more,  keep  more  and  do  more.  That  is 
what  we  should  be  all  about. 

If  we  listen  to  what  the  other  side  is 
telling  us,  remember  what  their  eco- 
nomics is  doing  to  real  people.  Accord- 
ing to  Investors  Business  Daily,  under 
the  Clinton  economic  program  we  are 
now  back  to  a  situation  where  the  rich 
are  getting  richer  and  the  poor  are  get- 
ting poorer. 

Let  me  quote  from  Investors  Busi- 
ness Daily.  They  point  out  that  during 
the  Bush  years  the  average  real  pretax 
incomes  for  the  very  top  income  earn- 
ers dropped,  but  they  shot  up  in  the 
first  2  years  of  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion. As  a  result,  the  top  5  percent  saw 
their  average  incomes  climb  more  than 
$30,000  between  1992  and  1994,  a  21-per- 
cent hike,  even  after  controlling  for  in- 
flation. The  bottom  fifth,  meanwhile, 
saw  their  average  real  incomes  barely 
budge  over  those  years,  and  they  are 
about  $1,000  lower  than  they  were  in 
1989. 

The  typical  measure  to  gauge  what 
happens  to  middle-income  wage  earn- 
ers shows  that  their  actual  income  has 
dropped  slightly  despite  2  solid  years  of 
economic  growth.  As  for  the  poor  in 
this  country,  we  are  now  at  14.5  percent 
of  the  population  at  the  poverty  rate  in 
1994,  the  last  year  for  which  the  data  is 
available,  and  that  is  higher  than  all 


but  3  years  of  the  Reagan  and  Bush  ad- 
ministrations. 

This  is  a  program  which  is  creating 
an  economic  disaster.  The  rich  are  get- 
ting richer,  the  poor  was  getting  poor- 
er, and  the  middle  class  is  getting 
squeezed. 

What  do  the  Democrats  tell  us?  The 
Democrats  tell  us  that  in  their  budget, 
in  the  Blue  Dog  budget,  no  tax  break 
for  middle-class  Americans.  Zero.  Why? 
So  they  can  spend  more.  And  the  Clin- 
ton budget  actually  increases  taxes. 
They  want  to  actually  increase  taxes 
and  squeeze  the  middle  class  more. 

In  our  budget,  what  we  are  doing  is, 
we  are  giving  a  tax  break  to  middle 
class  Americans.  We  recognize  that  it 
is  wrong  to  squeeze  the  middle  class  in 
the  midst  of  economic  recovery.  We  re- 
alize that  what  we  ought  to  have  is  a 
situation  where  people  earn  more,  keep 
more  and  do  more.  That  is  what  we 
ought  to  be  doing.  That  is  how  we  af- 
fect the  lives  of  real  people  in  this  soci- 
ety. 

What  the  Democrats  are  telling  peo- 
ple is  that  they  are  going  to  con- 
centrate only  on  numbers,  bring  only 
numbers  before  the  House,  let  the  rich 
get  richer,  let  the  poor  get  poorer,  and 
squeeze  the  middle  class.  That  is  their 
recipe.  That  is  what  the  Clinton  admin- 
istration has  been  doing.  We  have  got 
to  stop  that  here  tonight. 

This  is  a  budget  that  balances  the 
budget  over  the  next  6  years,  that  al- 
lows people  a  tax  break  so  that  we  do 
not  squeeze  the  middle  class,  that  al- 
lows us  to  move  toward  a  situation 
where  people  earn  more,  keep  more  and 
do  more.  That  is  what  we  should  be  all 
about  in  this  society.  Pass  this  budget, 
reject  what  the  Democrats  are  telling 
us. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  30 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
sissippi [Mr.  Taylor]. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  Mississippi.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Sabo]  for  yielding  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  remind 
my  friend  that  the  reason  the  wealthi- 
est Americans  are  doing  better  is  they 
are  the  ones  who  buy  the  T-bills  and  in 
effect  loan  money  to  the  government, 
so  that  the  rest  of  us  can  pay  more  in 
interest  payments  as  the  Nation  gets 
deeper  in  debt.  The  budget  you  are  pro- 
posing tonight  increases  the  annual  op- 
erating deficit  and  gets  the  Nation 
deeper  in  debt.  If  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvajiia  [Mr.  Walker]  will  re- 
member, just  a  few  months  ago  he 
voted  to  raise  the  Nation's  debt  !imit 
from  about  $5  trillion  to  almost  S6  tril- 
lion. I,  on  the  other  hand,  did  not. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1V4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ten- 
nessee [Mr.  Tanner]. 

Mr.  TANNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  all  of 
those  debates  seem  to  be  about  black 
and  white.  Democrat  and  Republican. 
There  is  a  gray  area  called  the  Blue 
Dog  Democratic  Coalition  budget  that 
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borrows  less,  cuts  spending  and  the 
deficits  immediately,  and  we  do  not 
hear  much  about  it. 

We  tried  to  get  it  to  the  floor  a  time 
or  two.  There  are  not  many  of  us,  21  or 
22  at  last  count.  We  have  tried  to  come 
here  and  master  a  difficult  situation 
and  not  be  held  hostage  by  it.  Demo- 
crat and  Republican,  black,  white, 
blah,  blah,  blah.  People  are  tired  of 
that. 

We  have  a  plan,  the  Coalition  plan, 
that  begins  deficit  reduction  imme- 
diately. This  does  not.  This  asks  the 
American  people  to  borrow  more 
money  next  year  and  the  next  year  and 
does  not  reduce  the  deficit  until  the 
year  1999  and  2000.  That  is  not  what  our 
country  is  about.  We  are  trying  to  get 
our  financial  house  in  order.  The  Coali- 
tion budget,  as  has  been  alluded  to  be- 
fore, borrows  $150  billion  less  than  this 
bill  right  now  we  are  going  to  vote  on. 

It  seems  to  me  a  clear  choice.  If  we 
want  to  balance  the  country's  books, 
there  is  a  way  to  do  it.  As  the  Nash- 
ville Tennessean,  one  of  my  hometown 
papers,  said  some  time  ago,  conserv- 
ative economics  and  a  compassionate 
government  are  not  mutually  exclu- 
sive. It  can  be  done. 

Twenty-three  major  publications 
across  this  country  have  recommended 
this  to  the  Congress  and  we  cannot  get 
it  to  a  vote.  I  wish  Members  would  con- 
sider it. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Fazio]. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  look  at  the  Republican  proposal 
tonight  and  I  see  that  the  deficit  goes 
up  next  year,  not  like  the  Blue  Dog 
Democratic  alternative  which  they 
refuse  to  consider.  This  reverses  for  the 
first  time  a  4-year  downward  trend  of 
deficit  spending,  the  first  time  we  have 
had  that  since  the  Tnrnian  administra- 
tion. This  begins  more  deficits  in  order, 
of  course,  ultimately  to  do  better.  I 
think  we  have  all  been  through  that 
before. 

The  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Walker]  talks  about  real  people. 
Let  me  tell  my  colleagues  about  some 
of  the  real  people  who  are  really  hurt 
in  this  budget. 

The  Republican  budget  is  going  to  in- 
crease taxes  on  millions  of  working 
families  earning  less  than  $28,000  a 
year.  Their  tax  credit  does  not  go  to  33 
percent  of  all  the  children  in  this  coun- 
try. Why?  Because  it  is  not  a  refund- 
able tax  credit.  That  means  their  par- 
ents do  not  pay  enough  taxes  to  bene- 
fit. 

Who  are  the  real  people?  They  are 
seniors  who  earn  between  $7,700  and 
$9,000  a  year,  who  are  going  to  pay  $500 
more  because  their  Medicare  premium 
part  B  will  not  be  paid  for  by  Medicare. 
Those  are  the  real  people  who  are  hurt 
in  this  budget. 

Mr.  FRANKS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayworth]. 


Mr.  HAYWORTH.  I  thank  my  col- 
league from  New  Jersey  for  yielding 
time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it  is  important 
to  focus  on  the  real  world,  because  I 
represent  a  slice  of  the  real  world,  the 
Sixth  Congressional  District  of  Ari- 
zona. As  a  private  citizen,  now  that  I 
am  a  newcomer  to  Congress,  I  watched 
what  happened  here  for  the  better  part 
of  4  decades. 

The  real  debate  tonight  needs  to  be 
put  in  perspective.  Who  is  really  bal- 
ancing the  budget,  despite  the  articu- 
late arguments  of  the  minority  within 
the  minority  that  wants  no  tax  relief 
for  the  American  people?  The  majority 
on  that  side,  the  liberal  folks,  did  not 
want  to  do  a  thing,  did  not  want  to 
touch  it.  The  deficit  would  have  been 
astronomical. 

Now  our  President,  who  tells  us  the 
era  of  big  government  is  over,  does  a 
little  bit  better  but  he  does  not  really 
lower  these  deficits,  nor  does  he  pro- 
vide the  kind  of  contmionsense  tax  re- 
lief that  the  real  people  of  this  country 
deserve.  Instead,  it  is  this  budget  reso- 
lution which  delivers.  Lower  deficits, 
balancing  the  budget,  lower  taxes. 
That  is  reality,  that  is  the  truth.  Vote 
'■yes"  on  this  plan. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  15 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  STENHOLM]. 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  wish 
the  chart  were  still  up  because  I  really 
get  frustrated  when  I  continue  to  see 
always  talking  about  lines  that  do  not 
represent  the  facts  based  on  CBO. 

Let  me  remind  my  friend  from  Ari- 
zona, a  majority  of  Democrats  voted, 
rollcall  177,  for  a  budget  that  balanced 
and  has  the  line  going  down  in  a  true 
and  honest  way.  A  majority  on  this 
side  voted  for  that  budget.  And  quit 
saying  they  did  not. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Con- 
necticut [Mrs.  KENNEli.y]. 

Mrs.  KENNELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  budget  resolution 
conference  report. 

We  will  hear  much  today  about  the 
majority's  $500  per  child  tax  credit  for 
families  with  annual  incomes  of  less 
than  $110,000.  But  there  will  be  omis- 
sion after  omission. 

Because  it  will  not  be  made  clear 
that  millions  of  American  families  who 
earn  far  less  than  $110,000  will  not  ben- 
efit from  the  tax  credit.  Why?  Because 
they  earn  far  too  little.  Fully  one-third 
of  American  families  will  receive  no 
benefit  at  all. 

Unfortunately,  the  majority  will  not 
discuss  its  $18  billion  tax  increase  on 
working  families  with  children  as  a  re- 
sult of  deep  cuts  in  the  earned  income 
tax  credit.  Raising  taxes  on  working 
American  families  trying  to  raise  chil- 
dren on  less  than  $30,000  is  plain  wrong. 

And  imfortunately,  there  will  not  be 
much  discussion  about  the  1.8  million 
children  who  will  lose  health  care  cov- 


eraige  as  a  result  of  the  majority's  pu- 
nitive welfare  reform  package.  And  it 
is  anyone's  guess  how  many  more  chil- 
dren will  lose  coverage  as  a  result  of 
the  majority's  $72  billion  Medicaid 
block  grant  proposal. 

Let  there  be  no  mistake,  every  Mem- 
ber in  this  Chamber  cares  about  chil- 
dren. But  this  conference  report  is  no 
friend  of  children.  Support  America's 
children.  Oppose  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  FRANKS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Radano- 

VICH]. 

Mr.  RADANO-VICH.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
am  ajnazed  that  whenever  we  come  to 
budget  discussions  and  a  balanced 
budget  that  the  minority  party  seems 
to  trot  out  the  blue  dog  budget,  which 
was  created  by  20  Members  of  the  mi- 
nority party  and  supported  by  not 
much  more,  in  order  to  show  that  they 
are  so  much  for  a  balanced  budget. 

It  strikes  to  me  the  issue.  I  think 
what  the  American  people  used  to  de- 
cide is  who  is  really  serious  about  bal- 
ancing this  budget. 

Now  we  come  back  to  the  budget  res- 
olution that  we  have  before  us.  It  in- 
cludes tax  cuts,  something  that  I  sup- 
port and  I  think  something  that  is 
very,  very  necessary  in  order  to  gen- 
erate economic  growth  and  get  us  to  a 
balanced  budget  sooner,  even  if  that 
means  increasing  the  debt  in  the  sec- 
ond year. 

I  am  not  real  happy  about  the  fact 
that  the  Senate  stuffed  about  $2.8  bil- 
lion more  worth  of  spending  in  this 
bill.  But  the  American  people  need  to 
realize  who  they  are  going  to  trust  to 
eventually  get  to  a  balanced  budget  in 
7  years.  It  sure  as  heck  ain't  going  to 
be  these  people.  It  is  going  to  be  us. 
That  is  why  I  support  this  budget  reso- 
lution and  I  support  every  other  mem- 
ber of  this  conference  in  supporting  it 
so  that  we  can  go  on  and  continue  on 
toward  a  balanced  budget. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  DOGGETT]. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  once 
again  our  Republican  friends  dem- 
onstrate they  do  not  know  up  from 
down.  Talk  is  not  cheap  in  this  body. 
Mr.  Radanovich,  because  the  gap  be- 
tween the  reality  and  the  rhetoric  that 
has  come  out  here  tonight  is  several 
billion  dollars  extra  this  year  and  sev- 
eral billions  dollars  next  year  because 
you  increase  this  budget  deficit  during 
all  the  time  you  have  this  great  talk 
about  trust  and  care  and  concern  for 
future  generations. 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  Will  the  gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  No,  I  will  net.  With  1 
minute  to  speak,  there  is  the  matter  of 
correcting  the  misstatements  that  you 
just  made. 

Mr.  RADANO"VTCH.  Will  the  gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Regular  order, 
please. 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Taylor  of  North  Caxolina).  The  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  does  not  yield. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  You  have  had  your 
opportunity  to  misrepresent  the  facts, 
including  the  fact  that  only  a  handful 
of  Democrats  supported  the  conserv- 
ative coalition  budget  when  well  over  a 
majority  of  our  caucus  supported  that 
budget.  It  gets  the  budget  deficit  down 
this  year,  it  gets  the  budget  deficit 
down  next  year,  and  every  year  until  it 
achieves  true  balajice.  It  does  not  talk. 
It  has  real  action  in  the  numbers  and 
the  real  numbers. 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  Will  the  gen- 
tleman jrield? 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  It  does  all  of  that 
without  wrecking  the  Medicare  system. 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  Will  the  gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  I  know  you  want  to 
let  Medicare  wither  on  the  vine.  You 
let  Medicare  wither  on  the  vine. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Regu- 
lar order,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  Bill  Clinton  ve- 
toed that  budget,  I  say  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  Doggett]. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Regular  order.  He  has 
not  vetoed  this  budget,  because  it  was 
never  offered,  and  you  know  it,  just 
like  your  last  misrepresentation,  sir. 

POINT  OF  ORDER 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Point 
of  order,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman will  state  his  point  of  order. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  The 
point  of  order  is  that  two  Republican 
Members  in  this  debate  have  violated 
the  rules  by  interrupting  Members 
when  they  did  not  have  the  floor  in  a 
limited  time.  That  is  inappropriate, 
and  I  ask  that  you  enforce  the  rules 
against  it. 
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Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  10  seconds  to  say  that  I  would 
ask  my  colleagues  to  let  the  other  side 
have  their  say.  We  do  not  want  to  be 
interrupted,  we  do  not  need  to  inter- 
rupt them,  and  we  will  have  a  good  de- 
bate. 

Mr.  FRANKS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  4  minutes  to  the  dis- 
tinguished gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 

BOEHNER]. 

Mr.  BOEHNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
first  commend  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio,  Chairman  Kasich,  and  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Committee  on  the  Budget 
for  doing  an  outstanding  job  in  bring- 
ing this  budget  together  and  bring  it  to 
the  floor  tonight.  Let  me  also  thank 
and  congratulate  virtually  all  of  my 
colleagues  in  this  Chamber  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle,  because  for  the  first 
time  in  the  generation  Members  from 
both  sides  of  the  aisle,  virtually  every- 
one in  the  House,  is  debating  how  to 
balance  the  budget. 


Over  the  last  25  years  there  has  not 
been  much  discussion  of  this  issue  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle,  and  that  is  the 
big  change  that  has  occurred  over 
these  last  18  months.  The  agenda  in 
Washington  is  a  lot  different  now  than 
it  was  because  we  are  talking  about 
how  to  balance  the  budget,  not  the  age- 
old  debate  that  went  on  here  about 
whether  we  should  balance  the  budget. 

For  months  Republicans  in  Congress 
have  talked  about  doing  the  right 
thing  for  our  children's  future,  bal- 
ancing the  budget,  stopping  the  bor- 
rowing from  their  futures  and  giving 
them  a  chance  to  live  the  American 
dream.  Why?  Because  today's  kids  will 
not  be  able  to  live  the  American  dream 
if  they  have  to  pay  back  everything 
that  big  government  has  borrowed 
from  them. 

All  of  us  have  seen  the  most  expen- 
sive credit  card  in  the  history  of  the 
world,  a  credit  card  that  has  a  $5  tril- 
lion balance  and  budget  deficits  of  an- 
other $150  billion  a  year  for  as  far  as 
the  eye  can  see;  $260  billion  a  year  is 
the  interest  cost  on  this  credit  card 
and  we  have  all  got  one.  It  is  our  vot- 
ing card. 

This,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  is  the 
most  unconscionable  thing  that  we  are 
doing  to  our  children  and  their  chil- 
dren because  it  will  not  be  those  of  us 
in  this  ChajTiber  that  pay  off  the  debt 
on  this  credit  card;  it  will  be  our  kids 
and  our  grandkids. 

That  is  why  over  the  last  year  and  a 
half  Republicans  in  Congress  have  kept 
our  word.  We  have  passed  legislation 
last  year  that  would  balance  the  budg- 
et by  the  year  2002,  that  would  have  re- 
formed welfare,  would  have  saved 
Medicare  for  the  next  generation  and 
given  the  American  families  tax  relief. 

But  instead  of  being  constructive, 
the  White  House  and  their  liberal  allies 
have  waged  a  campaign  of  fear  aind 
demagoguery.  But  once  again  we  are 
keeping  our  word  and,  unfortunately, 
we  believe  the  White  House  is  continu- 
ing to  play  games.  No  one  in  this 
Chamber  can  doubt  the  fact  that  the 
President's  budget  is  nothing  more 
than  a  joke.  Nobody  in  this  room  and 
nobody  in  this  town  believes  that  we 
can  balance  the  budget  the  way  the 
President  has  tried  to  present  to  all  of 
us. 

The  resolution  that  we  have  here  be- 
fore us  tonight  shows  the  hard  work 
that  we  have  all  been  at  on  both  sides 
of  the  Chamber,  and  it  also  shows  that 
we  are  able  to  have  the  courage  to 
make  the  tough  choices  that  it  is  going 
to  take  to  balance  the  budget  by  the 
year  2002.  No  gimmicks  and  no  blue 
smoke  and  mirrors;  honest  choices, 
tough  choices  for  the  American  people. 

It  preserves  and  protects  Medicare 
for  another  10  years.  And  if  we  do  not 
do  something,  we  all  know  what  will 
happen.  It  is  not  only  going  to  wreck 
Medicare  for  senior  citizens,  it  will 
wreck  the  Federal  budget  in  the  future 


and  provide  more  payments,  more  debt 
for  our  kids,  and  for  theirs.  This  budget 
reforms  welfare  and  it  reforms  Medic- 
aid, moves  power  out  of  Washington 
and  back  to  States  and  local  commu- 
nities where  real  reform  can  come, 
where  we  can  actually  be  more  compas- 
sionate in  helping  our  fellow  citizens. 

But  most  importantly,  our  $500  per 
child  tax  credit  lets  American  families 
earn  more,  keep  more,  and  do  more  for 
themselves  and  for  their  children.  And 
ladies  and  gentlemen,  if  we  are  serious 
about  moving  power  out  of  Washing- 
ton, the  way  we  have  to  do  it  is  to 
move  money  out  of  Washington  and 
allow  the  American  people  to  keep 
more  money  in  their  own  pockets. 

As  I  said  before,  our  opponents,  espe- 
cially at  the  White  House,  are  playing 
games.  Last  weekend's  Washington 
Post,  I  think,  outlined  it  pretty  clearly 
in  Dave  Broder's  column  when  he 
pointed  out  the  President  it  telling  us 
and  the  American  people  he  is  willing 
to  make  tough  choices  to  balance  the 
budget,  but  in  fact  is  telling  his  own 
administration  do  not  worry  about  it. 

Let  us  do  the  right  thing  for  our  chil- 
dren's future  and  pass  this  budget  reso- 
lution. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  my- 
self 30  seconds  to  suggest  this  budget 
the  Republicans  present  tonight  not 
only  increases  the  deficit  for  the  first  2 
years  but  it  is  also  loaded  with  gim- 
micks. The  tax  cut  all  of  a  sudden  costs 
less  in  2002  than  it  does  in  2000.  Medi- 
care cuts  explode  in  the  last  year. 

Nonattainable.  The  defense  budget 
increases  in  the  early  years  in  and  then 
decreases  below  the  President's  number 
in  the  last  few  years.  I  could  go  on  and 
on. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1  minute  to  my 
good  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr.  Markey]. 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  has 
been  said  that  fanaticism  consists  of 
redoubling  your  efforts  when  you  have 
forgotten  your  aim. 

The  aim  of  the  Republican  Party  is 
to  reduce  the  deficit.  They  have  forgot- 
ten what  they  were  aiming  at,  and  that 
is  why  the  freshmen  Republican  foot 
soldiers  have  been  revolting  against 
their  Gingrichian  generals  over  the 
last  24  hours  because  the  budget  they 
have  here  on  the  floor  increases  the 
deficit. 

They  have  forgotten  their  Holy  Grail 
of  reducing  the  Federal  deficit.  And 
why?  Why?  As  the  new  majority  leader 
in  the  Senate  said  today,  because  we  do 
not  want  to  touch  the  tax  breaks  for 
the  rich.  So,  in  other  words,  they  have 
given  up  on  the  Holy  Grail  of  reducing 
the  deficit  in  order  to  protect  the 
crown  jewel  of  tax  breaks  for  the  rich. 

Now.  I  think  if  the  American  people 
understand  this  debate,  they  would 
want  a  no  tonight  on  this  Republican 
rejection  of  a  balanced  budget. 

Mr.  FRANKS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  myself  10  seconds  to 
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merely  remind  the  previous  speaker 
and  all  the  speakers  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle  that  each  of  the  next  6 
years  the  Republican  budget  carries 
lower  deficits  than  the  President's 
budget. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Mica]. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  been 
here  and  we  have  done  that.  These 
folks  on  this  side  has  40  years  to  get 
the  finances  of  this  Nation  in  order. 

We  are  here  tonight,  we  have  pre- 
sented a  balanced  budget.  The  first 
thing  this  side  did  when  we  took  over 
was  we  cut  $20  billion  worth  of  spend- 
ing over  the  last  Democrat  Congress' 
spending.  Last  year  we  cut  $23  billion, 
and  we  have  already  heard  the  Presi- 
dent taking  credit  for  reductions.  The 
only  reason  these  reductions  have 
taken  place  is  because  we  have  been 
here  and  we  kept  our  word. 

We  came  here  and  we  did  what  we 
said  we  were  going  to  do.  and  tonight 
we  are  going  to  do  it  again.  We  are 
going  to  bring  the  finances  of  this  Na- 
tion in  order.  They  may  have  to  do  it 
kicking  and  screaming  and  using  false 
statistics  and  accusations,  but  we  are 
sobering  up  aind  tonight  is  part  of  that 
process. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  how  much 
time  is  remaining  on  each  side? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Sabo]  has 
10%  minutes  remaining,  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Franks] 
has  6^2  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  my- 
self 15  seconds  to  say  to  my  friend  from 
New  Jersey,  although  he  has  dis- 
appeared, our  numbers  would  show  the 
President  is  actually  $100  million  less 
in  deficit  than  the  Republicans  are  in 
1997.  so  the  6-year  claim.  I  think,  is 
slightly  off  in  the  first  year. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1  n^nute  to  my 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts [Mr.  Frank]. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  rarely  disagree  with  my 
good  friend  from  Massachusetts  who 
preceded  me.  but  he  was  much  too 
harsh  toward  the  Republicans.  He 
should  not  have  chided  them  for  voting 
for  a  budget  that  would  bring  the  defi- 
cit up  rather  than  down  next  year. 
They  have  learned. 

Last  year,  they  tried  to  impose  them- 
selves on  the  U.S.  Senate,  their  col- 
leagrues  over  there,  and  what  happened 
but  a  shutdown  of  the  Government,  a 
lot  of  political  problems,  a  lot  of  gov- 
ernmental problems.  They  have  learned 
the  advantage  of  flexibility,  of  com- 
promise. A  year  in  Washington  makes 
a  difference. 

The  firebrands  of  last  year  have  be- 
come now  those  who  listen  to  leader- 
ship, who  back  down,  who  accommo- 
date. And  when  they  are  told  we  need 
to  have  the  deficit  go  up,  when  they 
are  told  we  have  to  put  several  billion 


dollars  more  in.  when  the  Senate  says 
that,  the  president  of  the  freshman 
class  says  he  does  not  like  to  but  he 
will  accommodate. 

I  do  not  think  my  friend  should  be  so 
harsh.  I  think  when  the  firebrands  of 
yesteryear  learn  flexibility,  accommo- 
dation, compromise,  deferring  to  their 
elders  across  the  hall  so  they  can  help 
the  Presidential  campaign  of  our  re- 
cently departed  majority  leader,  they 
should  be  encouraged. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  my  good  friend,  the  gentle- 
woman from  Florida  [Ms.  Brown]. 

Ms.  BROWN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker, 
to  whom  God  has  given  much,  much  is 
expected.  These  cuts  in  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  are  simply  unacceptable. 

Well,  I  know  my  Republican  col- 
leagues do  not  like  the  word  "cuts."  so 
let  me  try  this.  This  gutting  of  Medi- 
care and  Medicaid  is  simply  unaccept- 
able, especially  when  they  are  the  re- 
sult of  a  huge  tax  break  for  the 
wealthy. 

This  budget  conference  proposal  cuts 
Medicare  funds  by  $168  billion  over  the 
next  6  years,  and  the  Medicaid  fund  by 
$72  billion.  Approving  this  budget  is 
promising  this  country  that  in  the  next 
6  years  the  most  needy  people  in  this 
country  will  not  receive  health  care. 

Perhaps  the  most  confusing  of  all 
these  proposals  is  the  cuts  to  student 
loans.  More  than  35  schools  in  my 
State,  the  great  State  of  Florida,  in- 
cluding the  University  of  Florida,  will 
be  hurt  by  these  cuts. 

Let  me  close  by  saying  once  again  to 
whom  God  has  given  much,  much  is  ex- 
pected. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  my  good  friend  from  North 
Carolina,  Mrs.  Clayton. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
disagree  a  little  bit  with  my  colleague 
from  Massachusetts,  Mr.  Frank.  I 
would  say  that  the  Republicans  did  not 
hear,  or  maybe  they  did  not  listen  and 
did  not  want  to  hear  the  American  peo- 
ple when  they  said  indeed  that  what 
they  were  doing  in  the  budget  was  ex- 
treme. They  wanted  the  deficit  to  go 
down,  but  they  did  not  like  their  prior- 
ities. 

Indeed,  the  Republicans  refuse  to 
hear  because  again  they  are  cutting 
Medicaid,  Medicaid  severely.  $72  billion 
in  the  next  6  years,  which  will  hurt 
pregnant  women,  hurt  children,  hurt 
those  in  rural  hospitals.  It  means  they 
have  not  heard  the  American  people 
when  they  do  not  want  these  extreme 
priorities. 

What  we  do  on  the  budget  says  vol- 
umes about  who  is  important  and  who 
is  not,  and  what  the  Republicans  have 
said  through  this  budget  resolution  is 
if  you  are  poor  and  live  in  rural  areas 
you  are  not  important:  if  you  are 
wealthy  and  if  you  are  healthy  and  you 
want  to  be  in  a  health  plan,  then  you 
have  all  the  benefits. 

I  would  say  that  is  the  wrong  prior- 
ity. I  urge  a  no  vote  on  this  budget  res- 
olution. 


13909 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  srield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  DiNGELL],  my  good  friend  the 
ranking  member,  and  I  forget  the  name 
of  that  committee  these  days.  It  used 
to  be  Energy  and  Coramerce.  He  does  a 
great  job. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  well,  it 
is  deja  vu  all  over  again,  or,  more  like- 
ly, Rea^anomics  part  11:  Increase 
spending,  lower  taxes,  and  hope  the  big 
budget  deficit  goes  down.  But  it  does 
not. 

Under  the  Republican  plan,  and  I 
hope  my  Republican  colleagues  will  lis- 
ten to  this,  the  budget  deficit  increases 
by  $23  billion  the  first  year  and  by  $17 
blllioti  in  the  second  year.  After  4  years 
of  declining  budget  deficits  under  the 
leadership  of  President  CUnton.  the  Re- 
publicans have  decided  to  change 
course. 

I  studied  this  well  3  years  ago  and  lis- 
tened to  my  Republican  colleagues 
complain  about  the  awful  things  that 
might  happen  under  the  Clinton  budget 
plan.  In  fact.  Speaker  Gingrich  said  it 
would  actually  increase  the  budget  def- 
icit. Well,  the  Republican  budget  defi- 
cit is  going  to  increase  under  this  pro- 
posal. They  were  wrong  then  and  they 
are  wrong  now.  They  are  fiscally  irre- 
sponsible. 

I  would  point  out  that  this  is  a  fis- 
cally irresponsible  budget.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  vote  no  on  it.  and  I  quote 
a  great  former  President  of  the  United 
States.  Gerry  Ford,  in  describing  situa- 
tions like  this,  who  said.  "Things  are 
more  like  they  are  now  than  they  have 
ever  been." 

D  2145 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  Levin]. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  want 
to  talk  for  my  1  minute  about  my  Re- 
publican colleagues'  mind-boggling  in- 
consistencies. They  say  they  invented 
deficit  reduction:  they  come  here  with 
a  budget  that  increases  the  deficit. 
They  are  suffering  from  amnesia  or  ar- 
rogance. Who  was  President  when  these 
deficits  exploded? 

And  in  1993,  many  of  us  had  the  cour- 
age to  vote  for  deficit  reduction  and 
every  Republican  voted  "no."  And  one 
of  them  comes  forth  now  and  says 
under  Democrats,  the  rich  are  getting 
richer  and  the  poor  are  getting  poorer. 
But  what  are  they  suggesting?  Increas- 
ing taxes  on  poor  working  families. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  their  message 
does  not  ring.  There  is  economic  pros- 
perity imder  Democrats.  We  have  to  do 
better.  We  cannot  trust  the  party  that 
will  make  it  worse. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Edwards]. 

Mr.  EDWARDS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
kind  of  curious  what  happened  tonight 
to  the  House  Republican  voices  who 
have  been  saying  all  week  that  it  is 
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wrong  to  pass  a  budget  that  increases 
the  deficit  over  the  next  2  years.  Since 
those  voices  have  gone  silent  tonight 
on  the  Republican  side,  let  me  say  it: 
This  budget  increases  the  deficit  over 
the  next  2  years,  and  it  is  wrong. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  a  difference  a 
month  makes.  Just  last  month.  House 
Republicans  bragged  their  VA  budget 
included  $100  million  more  for  veter- 
ans' health  care  than  the  President's 
budget,  yet  somehow  between  giving 
our  Memorial  Day  speeches  and  writing 
our  Fourth  of  July  speeches,  the  Re- 
publican leadership  cut  VA  discre- 
tionary programs,  important  programs 
for  veterans  by  $645  million. 

One  month  ago,  they  claimed  and 
bragged  about  the  fact  they  were 
spending  more  money  than  the  Presi- 
dent's inadequate  budget  for  VA  health 
care.  And  yet  this  budget  has  cut  VA 
health  care  dramatically  by  freezing 
VA  health  care  programs. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  budget  will  leave 
our  Nation's  veterans  out  in  the  cold, 
and  it  is  wrong. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Ken- 
tucky [Mr.  Ward]. 

Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  op- 
position to  this  budget,  and  I  remind 
my  colleagues  that  we  had  a  chance  to 
vote  for  a  budget  that  would  balance 
without  increasing  the  deficit  in  the 
short  term.  That  proposal  was  sup- 
ported by  a  majority  of  the  Democrats 
in  this  House.  That  is  right,  a  majority 
of  the  Democrats. 

Mr.  Speaker,  to  hear  my  colleagues 
get  up  from  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
and  talk  about  it  as  if  it  did  not  happen 
sorely  disappoints  me.  I  do  not  under- 
stand why  we  cannot  stand  here  and 
tell  the  American  people  the  truth.  I  do 
not  understajid  why  we  cannot  stand 
here  and  tell  the  people  what  this 
budget  will  do. 

I  know  why  the  majority  will  not  do 
it:  Because  it  increases  the  deficit  be- 
fore it  brings  it  down.  I  read  in  the 
paper  today.  "It  is  like  gaining  weight 
before  you  start  to  diet:  So  it  feels  bet- 
ter." I  heard  that  from  a  Republican 
colleague  of  ours.  I  will  let  that  speak 
for  itself. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Stenholm]. 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  Mr.  Speaker,  again 
we  are  getting  to  the  end  of  the  debate, 
and  I  think  it  is  awfully  important  to 
have  the  record  and  all  of  our  col- 
leagues clearly  understand  that  there 
was  one  vote  this  year,  it  was  rollcall 
No.  1T7,  in  which  a  majority  of  my  col- 
leagues on  this  side  of  the  aisle  voted 
for  a  deficit  reduction  package  that 
lowers  the  deficit,  the  total  debt  com- 
pared to  what  we  will  be  voting  on  in  a 
minute,  by  $150  billion  less. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  too  have  a  grandson, 
and  I  fail  to  understand  how  we  are 
going  to  do  more  for  the  grandchildren 
by  borrowing  more  money   over  the 


next  6  years  than  if  we  just  bit  the  bul- 
let and  started  having  some  honest  dis- 
cussions about  how  we  aure  going  to 
meet  some  of  the  differences  that  we 
have  across  the  aisle  and  do  it  in  a 
more  rational  way,  but  that  seems  to 
have  escaped  us  tonight. 

But  I  think  it  is  awfully  important  to 
understand  that  if  we  want  the  deficit 
to  come  down  every  year,  not  go  up  for 
the  next  2,  we  do  not  vote  for  this  reso- 
lution tonight;  we  vote  "no"  tonight. 
We  go  back  to  conference  and  we  say 
let  us  get  serious  about  deficit  reduc- 
tion. 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  my- 
self the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  a  "no"  vote  on 
this  resolution.  We  can  do  better  than 
passing  a  budget  resolution  in  1996  that 
increases  the  deficit  for  the  next  2 
years.  We  have  had  lots  of  Members 
talk  about  how  it  can  be  done.  It  has 
been  offered.  It  has  been  voted  on.  It 
has  not  passed,  but  it  can  be  done. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  had  hopes 
through  this  session,  starting  back  in 
1995,  that  somehow  before  this  year  was 
over  we  would  continue  on  the  track 
we  started  in  1993  which  involved  very 
substantial  deficit  reduction  and  find 
some  way  across  the  aisles  to  pass  a 
real  budget  for  1995  and  now  1996  to  put 
our  fiscal  house  more  in  order,  brought 
us  to  balance,  made  sensible  and  prac- 
tical reforms  of  a  whole  series  of  pro- 
grams which  need  to  be  done. 

I  told  my  Republican  colleagues 
early  on  this  in  process  that  I  hoped  at 
some  point  we  will  get  beyond  ideology 
and  would  get  to  pragmatic  solutions.  I 
still  have  a  glimmer  of  hope  that  some- 
how that  can  happen  between  the  Con- 
gress and  the  President  and  before  we 
adjourn  in  1996. 1  tend  to  be  an  optimis- 
tic person.  That  optimism  is  dwindling 
week  by  week. 

One  thing  I  know  for  certain,  and 
that  is  that  this  budget  resolution  and 
how  it  was  put  together  does  not  rep- 
resent that  hope  for  a  solution  of  our 
basic  fiscal  problems  in  1996.  It  contin- 
ues the  ideology.  It  does  not  continue 
and  move  to  pragmatic  solutions  to 
problems.  I  am  not  sure  what  happens 
tonight.  I  expect  it  passes.  I  expect  it 
will  be  used  for  a  variety  of  political 
purposes  the  next  several  weeks,  the 
next  several  months.  But  somehow  if 
we  are  not  this  year,  we  will  be  back  to 
this  problem  in  1997. 

We  have  to  find  answers  that  are 
real,  that  are  pragmatic,  not  ideologi- 
cal. And,  unfortunately,  we  are  not 
moving  closer  this  evening.  I  think  we 
are  moving  further  away.  And  I  frankly 
think  this  country  woxild  be  much  bet- 
ter served  if  we  simply  voted  "no"  to- 
night and  started  all  over  again  in  real 
attempts  to  reach  across  the  partisan 
aisle  to  face  more  problems  that  still 
confront  us  in  this  country.  So  I  urge  a 
"no"  vote. 

Mr.  KASICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  we  came  here  18  months 
ago  to  do  a  few  things  dramatic  things: 
balance  the  budget  in  real  numbers; 
tax  relief  for  America's  hard-pressed 
families  who  spend  more  money  paying 
off  the  tax  man  than  they  do  on  food, 
clothing,  and  shelter. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  also  wanted  a  strong 
defense.  But  we  wanted  to  transform 
the  very  operation  of  this  government 
by  transferring  power,  money  and  in- 
fluence out  of  this  city.  Now  we  hear 
all  of  this  talk  about  all  of  these  num- 
bers. Let  us  get  to  the  bottom  line. 

The  President  of  the  United  States 
spends  $190  billion  more,  $190  billion 
more  than  the  Congress.  And  the  blue 
dogs,  they  spend  $57  billion  more  over 
the  next  6  years  than  we  do.  Know 
why?  Bigger  government.  Bigger  gov- 
ernment. They  believe  in  bigger  gov- 
ernment. 

Now  let  us  talk  about  the  other  side 
of  the  formula  here.  Tax  cuts.  Tax  re- 
lief for  Americans.  Not  only  does  the 
President  spend  $190  billion  more  in 
Washington  than  we  do,  but  he  only 
gives  Americans  $6  billion  worth  of  tax 
cuts.  The  blue  dogs  si)end  $57  billion 
more  than  we  spend  in  Washington 
spending,  and  they  have  zero  tax  relief 
for  America's  families. 

We  not  only  spend  much  less,  but  we 
give  Americans  more  in  their  pay- 
checks. And.  frankly,  that  is  what  it 
comes  down  to.  About  the  size  of  this 
government  and  about  the  size  of  peo- 
ple's paychecks  and  about  individual 
empowerment  to  let  people  keep  their 
money  rather  than  taking  their  money 
and  giving  it  to  government. 

That  is  the  bottom  line.  Mr.  Speaker, 
if  we  want  to  tax  more  and  we  want  to 
spend  more,  then  defeat  our  resolution, 
but  if  we  want  a  smaller  Washington 
and  less  taxes,  we  come  to  the  floor 
and  we  proudly  vote  for  this  resolution. 

Now,  last  year  we  passed  a  $23  billion 
cut  in  Washingrton  spending.  We  denied 
the  bureaucracy  $23  billion.  Guess 
what?  It  had  never  been  done  before. 
Never  been  done  before.  I  have  been 
here  14  years.  For  the  first  12  years  we 
did  not  get  a  dime.  But  in  the  course  of 
just  1  year,  we  brought  the  liberals  who 
believe  in  Washington  kicking  and 
screaming  to  the  trough,  and  guess 
what?  At  the  end  of  the  day  we  cut 
spending  under  the  Republican  pro- 
gram. 

Now,  did  we  get  the  entitlements  re- 
formed? Were  we  able  to  shift  the 
power  and  the  money  and  the  influence 
and  say  to  people  locally,  "We  want 
you  to  design  local  solutions  for  local 
problems?  Oh,  yes,  we  passed  it,  and, 
gruess  what?  The  President  vetoed  it. 
Know  why?  Because  he  does  not  want 
to  give  Americans,  he  does  not  want  to 
give  Americans  their  power  back.  And 
neither  do  liberals  in  Washington. 
They  do  not  want  people  to  write  wel- 
fare at  home. 

Now,  I  would  suggest  that  we  have 
got  a  ways  to  go.  We  have  got  to  get 
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these  entitlements  done,  but  I  want  to 
tell  an  interesting  story.  In  Tennessee, 
Tennessee  got  to  write  their  own  Med- 
icaid plan.  They  got  to  do  what  was 
going  to  work  in  Tennessee.  And  guess 
what  happened?  They  saved  money, 
they  saved  the  Tennessee  education 
program,  and  they  covered  more  people 
who  needed  health  care.  Know  how 
they  did  it?  They  did  it  because  Wash- 
ington took  their  hands  off  of  them  and 
they  let  Tennessee  design  a  Tennessee 
solution. 

That  is  what  we  want  to  do  with  wel- 
fare. We  want  to  tell  people  in  neigh- 
borhoods that  if  Mrs.  Jones  is  sick  with 
a  couple  of  kids,  we  are  going  to  help 
her.  but  if  Mr.  Smith  does  not  want  to 
go  to  work,  we  are  going  to  show  up 
and  we  are  going  to  teach  him  about 
work. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  what  America  is 
about.  And  know  what  else  it  is  about? 
K  Americans  save  and  work  hard  and 
go  the  extra  mile,  they  get  rewarded. 
That  is  the  Republican  plan.  It  is  about 
shifting  power,  money,  and  influence; 
not  just  welfare  and  programs  to  the 
poor  and  the  disabled  and  not  just  sav- 
ing Medicare  by  letting  our  senior  citi- 
zens make  good  choices.  But  it  is  also 
about  letting  Americans  have  more  of 
the  money  they  earn  to  spend  on  their 
families,  their  children,  their  commu- 
nity. That  is  what  it  is  all  about  into 
the  21st  century. 

No.  we  reject  more  Washington 
spending  and  we  reject  the  idea  of  high- 
er taxes.  We  are  for  less  government, 
more  tax  relief. 

Now,  is  this  a  perfect  bill?  Of  course 
it  is  not.  Are  some  of  my  colleagues 
upset  we  did  not  get  everything  done? 
Of  course  they  are.  And  know  what?  I 
am  upset,  too.  But  what  we  are  doing  is 
historic,  and  we  will  get  there.  And  for 
those  who  are  frustrated,  I  just  ask  my 
colleagues,  in  closing,  to  remember 
George  Washington.  Because  he  was 
standing  in  a  driving  rain,  he  was 
standing  in  a  driving  rain  and  he  began 
to  wonder  why  he  was  doing  what  he 
was  doing,  because  he  realized  that 
only  a  third  of  the  colonists  even  knew 
we  were  in  a  revolution,  and  of  the 
third  that  knew,  only  10  percent  cared. 
And  of  the  10  percent  who  cared,  more 
than  half  were  for  the  British. 

Mr.  Speaker,  know  what?  They 
moved  further  as  an  army.  They  stayed 
together  as  an  army  with  one  goal  in 
mind:  establishing  this  precious  Repub- 
lic. And  I  ask  my  colleagues  and  my 
friends  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  to 
be  part  of  this  army  to  change  Amer- 
ica. K  we  stay  together,  we  will  get  to 
the  end  of  this  long  and  winding  road 
and  we  will  save  our  children,  we  will 
empower  America,  and  America  will  be 
stronger  in  the  21st  century  for  what 
we  did  today. 

Mrs.  MINK  of  Hawaii.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to 
oppose  House  Concurrent  Resolution  1 78.  the 
conference  report  on  the  budget  resolution. 

The  fiscal  year  1997  budget  resolution  ap- 
pears to  tje  an  improvement  over  the  budget 


proposed  by  the  majority  party  last  year  in  that 
it  scales  back  proposed  Medicare  spending  re- 
ductions from  S288  bilton  over  7  years  to 
SI  68  billion  over  6  years,  and  scales  back  the 
proposed  Medicaid  spending  reductions  from 
Si  86  billion  over  7  years  to  S72  billion  over  6 
years.  House  Cofwunent  Resolution  178  also 
reduces  the  size  of  a  proposed  package  of  tax 
cuts  from  S345  billion  over  7  years  to  some- 
thing between  $122  and  Si  76  billran  over  6 
years.  However,  these  cfianges  do  not  mask 
the  fact  that  the  budget  embraces  assump- 
tions that  will  reduce  dramatically  the  role  of 
the  Federal  Government  in  guaranteeing  med- 
ical coverage  for  the  poor,  maintaining  afford- 
able health  coverage  for  seniors,  and  in  ex- 
panding educational  opportunities  for  all. 

With  respect  to  Medicakl,  House  Concurrent 
Resolution  178  embraces  structural  changes 
to  the  program  that  will  transform  it  from  an  in- 
dividual entitlement  into  a  block  grant.  In  addi- 
tion, the  proposed  structural  changes  to  Med- 
icaid will  allow  States  to  lower  their  contnbu- 
tions  to  the  program  without  losing  Federal  re- 
sources; eliminate  Federal  disat)ility  standards 
that  will  leave  States  free  to  establish  their 
own  disability  definitions;  drop  \he  requirenr»ent 
that  health  care  be  provided  to  chikjren  aged 
13  through  18  living  in  poverty;  and  eliminate 
the  guarantee  that  low-income  seniors  who 
cannot  afford  Medk:are  will  have  their  Medi- 
care premiums  pakj  by  Medk:akj. 

In  restructuring  the  MedicakJ  Program,  S72 
billion  in  proposed  Federal  Medrcaid  sperxjing 
reductions  coukj,  when  combined  with  State 
Medicaid  spending  reductions,  result  in  a  Fed- 
eral/State Medicaid  spending  reduction  over 
the  next  6  years  of  as  much  as  S250  billion. 
Such  a  scale  t}ack  will  leave  poor  children, 
disabled  persons,  and  k>w-income  Medcare 
beneficiaries  at  risk. 

With  respect  to  Medicare,  the  tiudget  em- 
braces policies  that  will  restructure  the  pro- 
gram to  create  incentives  for  seniors  to  partici- 
pate in  managed  care  piarts  and  open  medical 
savings  accounts,  and  permit  physicians  to 
charge  patients  the  balance  above  Medicare's 
set  fees  in  the  new  plar».  In  addition,  the  con- 
ference report  cuts  the  reimbursement  rates 
paid  to  various  providers  such  as  hospitals, 
doctors,  arxj  skilled  nursing  facilities. 

Managed  care  plans  and  medk^al  sav)r>gs 
accounts  are  not  designed  to  address  the 
needs  of  tfie  poorest  and  least  healthy  Medi- 
care ber)efictaries.  And.  cuts  to  ttie  reimburse- 
ment rates  paid  to  health  providers  may  well 
force  marginal  hospital,  particulariy  In  tf>e  Na- 
tion's rural  areas  and  inner  cities,  to  close.  By 
embracing  managed  care  plans  and  medical 
savings  accounts,  and  by  reducing  reimtjurse- 
ments  to  health  providers,  this  budget  will,  I 
believe,  isolate  Medicare's  least  healthy  and 
least  affluent  beneficiaries  at  the  core  of  Vhe 
existing  system,  and  force  them  to  pay  higher 
out-of-pocket  costs  for  reduced  levels  of  medi- 
cal services. 

House  Concurrent  Resolution  178  continues 
to  assume  that  tax  cuts,  intended  primarily  for 
the  affluent  arxJ  urxJerwritten  by  the  less  afflu- 
ent, represent  the  tiest  means  of  maintaining 
what  many  of  my  Republican  colleagues  de- 
scribe as  the  glide  path  to  a  balanced  budget. 
While  this  txxlget  cuts  the  size  of  the  GOP 
package  of  tax  cuts,  the  t>enefits  of  tfie  tax 
package  continue  to  be  cfistributed  very  ur>- 
evenly. 


PutJiic  and  private  studies,  as  well  as  innu- 
merable books,  have  documented  eitlier  how 
the  gulf  between  the  richest  and  poorest 
Americans  widened  or  how  the  irx»mes  of  the 
rich  grew  significantly  as  the  incomes  of  the 
middle  class  and  the  woricing  poor  stagnated 
over  the  course  of  the  past  two  decades.  Yet. 
the  majority  party  insists  on  directing  most  of 
the  benefits  of  its  proposed  tax  cuts  not  to  the 
middle  class  or  the  poor,  bm  to  the  rich. 

For  example,  the  conference  report  cuts  Si  8 
t)illion  from  the  earned  irKome  tax  crecit  for 
the  working  poor  while  providing  irKreased 
capital  gains  benefits  for  the  most  affluent  It 
is  a  cruel  irony  that  the  majority  party  wtuch 
insists  tfiat  it  wants  to  get  people  off  welfare 
and  into  jobs  wouM  propose  to  cut  the  earned 
income  tax  credit  that  benefits  the  working 
poor,  tfiat  is.  indivkJuals  wfv3  fiave  stayed  off 
welfare  by  working. 

Mr.  Speaker,  members  of  tt>e  Republican 
Party  daim  that  they,  not  President  Clinton 
arx)  not  tfie  Democratic  Members  of  Con- 
gress, know  best  how  to  balance  tfie  Federal 
budget  by  2002.  However,  members  of  tfie 
GOP  conveniently  overtook  the  fact  that  it  was 
a  succession  of  Reputjiican  PreskJents  that 
caused  tfie  deficits  to  spiral  out  of  control  t>y 
first  enacting  and  then  maintaining  the  borrow- 
and-spend  fiscal  policies  now  known  collec- 
tively as  Reaganomics.  In  additwn,  they  forget 
ttiat  every  single  ReputJiican  menr*er  of  tfie 
103d  Corigress  opposed  the  Omnibus  Budget 
Reconciliation  Act  [OBRA]  of  1993.  Most  of  all, 
they  overtook  tfie  fact  that  OBRA  1993  has 
not  only  managed  to  cut  the  deficits  in  half  but 
also  made  tfie  very  kjea  of  acfiteving  a  t>ai- 
arK:ed  txxjget  in  6  years  a  distinct  possibility. 

I  believe  we  can  continue  on  the  path  to 
balancing  tfie  Federal  budget  begun  by  OBRA 
1 993.  That  path  most  assuredly  does  not  lead 
to  the  dismantling  of  tfie  Federal  Government 
nor  to  the  Federal  Government's  abdication  of 
its  responsibility  to  continue  its  efforts  to  erv 
sure  that  all  Americans  are  provkled  equal 
educational  opportunities,  adequate  fiealth 
care,  and  a  decent  standard  of  living. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  conference  agreement  on  tfie  1 997 
budget  resolution.  Like  last  year's  budget,  tfie 
plan  is  out  of  touch  with  tfie  American  people 
and  shoukj  be  rejected  by  the  House. 

In  1993,  PreskJent  Clinton,  working  with 
Congress,  began  a  process  of  deficit  reduction 
tfiat  has  reduced  Federal  defkats  for  4  years 
in  a  row.  In  fact  the  Federal  budget  deficit  has 
t>een  cut  in  half  since  tfie  t>eginning  of  tfie 
Clinton  Presidency.  We  need  a  continuation  of 
the  moderate  proposals  wtiich  tiave  been 
working.  We  do  not  need  anotfier  extreme 
budget  plan  to  foster  bitter  confrontatkjn  be- 
tween the  Congress  and  tfie  administration. 
The  Amencan  people  reject  tfiis  tactk:;  tfiey 
want  bipartisan  cooperation  in  solving  prob- 
lems. 

The  Republican  pilan  proposes  to  cut  Medn 
care  by  Si  58  billion  over  the  next  6  years. 
Even  worse,  the  plan  proposes  to  end  30 
years  of  universal  coverage  for  senior  citizens 
and  allow  tfie  healthy  and  wealthy  to  opt  out 
of  tfie  program  causing  disruptwn  and  placing 
the  entire  Medicare  Program  at  risk.  Medicare 
cuts  are  still  used  to  finarx^e  tax  breaks  for  ttie 
wealtfiy. 

The  budget  plan  for  Medk:akj  is  even  more 
extreme.  Catting  S72  billion  over  6  years,  and 


13912 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORI>— HOUSE 


June  12,  1996 


allowing  the  States  to  cut  even  more  in  State 
payments,  would  be  severely  destructive  to 
the  program.  The  plan  also  would  eliminate 
the  current  guarantees  of  health  coverage  for 
low-income  children,  pregnant  women,  dis- 
abled people,  and  senior  citizens.  Thankfully, 
the  President  has  already  rejected  this  drastic 
approach  and  proposed  a  reasonable  plan  to 
cap  individual  benefits  resulting  in  comparable 
savings  without  millions  of  Americans  losing 
health  coverage. 

Likewise,  the  txjdget  resolution  includes 
much  of  the  Republican  welfare  plan  which 
was  vetoed  by  the  President  because  it  was 
too  extreme  and  dkJ  little  to  move  people  from 
welfare  to  work.  There  appears  to  be  littte  to 
recommend  proceeding  with  the  same  plan 
erxxHiraging  a  race  to  ttie  bottom  for  State 
welfare  programs. 

With  regard  to  discretionary  spending,  the 
budget  plan  is  once  again  extreme.  For  1 997, 
funding  for  defense  programs  is  increased 
more  than  $1 1  billion  over  the  Pentagon's  re- 
quest On  the  other  harxj,  nondefense  spend- 
ing falls  dramatically — a  decrease  of  $15 
t>ek>w  the  President's  request  for  1997.  Over 
the  6  years,  the  tiudget  resolution  would  cut 
purchasing  power  for  domestic  programs  by 
25  percent. 

For  health  programs,  the  tiudget  plan  calls 
for  drastic  cuts  to  programs  like  community 
health  centers,  family  planning  and  biomedical 
research.  The  plan  to  cut  purchasing  power 
for  the  National  Institutes  of  Health  [NIH]  is  ex- 
treme and  lacking  in  an  understanding  of  the 
importarx^e  of  investment  in  t)iomedical  re- 
seardt 

The  rrxKt  extreme  and  short-sighted  part  of 
the  budget  plan  is  the  limitation  on  funding  for 
education  and  job  training  programs.  Essen- 
tially, these  vital  programs  to  prepare  ttie 
American  people  for  the  challenges  of  a  new 
global  economy  are  frozen  for  6  years.  The 
successful  direct  student  loan  program  is 
capped,  forcing  700.000  students  out  of  the 
program  in  1997  alone.  This  renewed  attack 
on  education  places  ttie  Congress  on  a  colli- 
sion course  with  the  Clinton  administration, 
which  has  proposed  S61  billion  more  in  invest- 
ments for  education  and  job  training. 

Again,  the  budget  plan  fails  to  adequately 
protect  ttie  environment  The  plan  would  cut 
purchasing  power  for  natural  resources  and 
environmental.  The  American  people  want  the 
environment  protected.  They  want  clean 
water,  clean  air,  and  access  to  well-kept  na- 
tional parks. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  budget  agreement  is  es- 
sentially the  same  as  last  year's  Gingrich 
budget  This  budget  sets  in  motion  the  same 
failed  tactic  of  confrontation  that  resulted  in 
the  longest  and  most  destructive  Government 
shutdowns  in  our  Nation's  history.  I  fear  that 
not  enough  was  learned  by  the  Republican 
leadership  from  last  year's  failures. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  reject  this  fun- 
damentally flawed  budget  resolution  and  insist 
that  a  bipartisan  budget  proposal  be  adopted 
to  move  us  on  an  orderly  course  to  complete 
the  important  txjdget  work  of  this  Congress. 

Mr.  THOMPSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
strong  opposition  to  this  txxJget  resolution  be- 
cause of  Its  deep  cuts  in  education.  In  the 
House  Reput)dcans'  report  on  the  budget  for 
fiscal  year  1997,  they  stated  that 


[£]ducation  is  a  top  priority  for  the  Na- 
tion. It  is  the  means  by  which  individuals  de- 
velop the  skills,  knowledge,  and  sense  of  re- 
sponsibility to  pursue  their  own  personal 
destinies  and  participate  in  their  commu- 
nities. It  is  the  key  that  unlocks  the  door  to 
higher-skilled,  better-paying  jobs  for  those 
seeking  to  break  out  of  poverty.  It  is  the 
source  of  highly  trained  workers,  who  are 
crucial  to  keeping  the  Nation  competitive  in 
an  increasingly  technical  global  economy. 

Then  why  are  my  Republican  colleagues 
seeking  a  decrease  of  S2.1  billion  compared 
to  the  freeze  level  for  discretionary  education, 
b'aining,  employment  and  social  services  pro- 
grams? These  cuts  will  include  the  elimination 
of  31  education  programs  including  furxJing  for 
Howard  University,  Innovative  Education  Pro- 
gram Strategies,  State  Student  Incentive 
Grants,  and  new  funding  for  student  loans. 

Furthermore,  they  are  seeking  to  cut  funding 
for  student  loans  by  S3.7  billion  over  the  next 
6  years.  Cutting  the  job  training  and  education 
programs  by  S1.1  billion  t>elow  the  1996  en- 
acted levels.  How  can  Irxjividuals  break  out  of 
poverty  through  education  if  they  cannot  afford 
to  enroll  in  school  or  receive  job  training. 

Is  this  how  tiney  treat  a  top  priority  for  the 
Nation  that  is  the  means  by  which  individuals 
develop  the  skills,  knowledge,  and  sense  of 
responsibility  to  pursue  their  own  personal 
destinies? 

Now,  I  truly  understand  why  I  was  taught 
growing  up  in  Mississippi  tfiat  you  listen  to  a 
person's  words  but  you  judge  him  by  his  ac- 
tions. Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope  tinat  in  November 
the  American  public  will  use  my  childhood  les- 
son and  listen  to  the  words  of  the  Republicans 
but  vote  based  on  their  actions.  Finally,  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  vote  against  this  bill. 

Mr.  COSTELLO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  op- 
position to  the  conference  report  on  the  fiscal 
year  1997  budget  resolution  offered  today. 
This  conference  report  represents  a  continued 
attack  on  the  health,  safety,  and  well-b»eing  of 
the  majority  of  the  American  people.  While  not 
as  drastic  as  the  budget  proposed  by  the  Re- 
publican majority  last  year  or  the  House- 
passed  version  of  the  fiscal  year  1997  budget 
resolution,  this  budget  conference  agreement 
also  is  too  extreme.  By  cutting  Medicare  and 
Medicaid,  the  safety  net  for  vulnerable  popu- 
lations— the  elderly,  disabled,  and  poor  chil- 
dren and  families — will  be  in  jeopardy.  I  can- 
not support  a  budget  that  includes  massive 
Federal  spendirig  for  new  tax  breaks  while 
other  critical  programs — including  Medicare, 
Medicaid,  and  the  eamed  income  tax  credit — 
are  greatly  weakened.  This  is  not  a  realistic 
budget.  We  cannot,  and  should  not  enact  a 
budget  such  as  this  that  promises  to  txith  cut 
spending  and  cut  taxes.  If  we  are  serious 
atxjut  reducing  the  deficit — as  I  am— we 
should  make  the  hard  choices  to  bring  our 
Federal  spending  in  line.  This  budget,  how- 
ever, promises  to  make  life  easier  for  the  afflu- 
ent while  balancing  the  budget  on  the  backs 
of  the  poor  and  disadvantaged. 

I  support  a  balanced  budget  In  fact,  I  have 
cosponsored  and  voted  in  favor  of  amending 
the  U.S.  Constitution  to  mandate  a  balanced 
Federal  budget  However,  while  the  fiscal  year 
1997  txjdget  resolution  conference  report 
achieves  balance  on  paper,  I  cannot  support 
the  calk>us  and  irresponsible  polk:y  assump- 
tions it  uses  to  achieve  these  savings.  The 


policy  implications  have  very  real  con- 
sequences to  the  citizens  of  this  Nation. 

I  am  especially  concerned  about  the  deep 
cuts  in  discretionary  spending  included  in  this 
budget  Certainly,  we  must  take  serious  steps 
to  carefully  scrutinize  every  portion  of  our  Fed- 
eral budget  in  order  to  conti-ol  Federal  spend- 
ing and  bring  our  deficit  under  control.  How- 
ever, the  cuts  in  discretionary  spending  in- 
cluded here  are  too  harsh  and  will  have  a  seri- 
ous impact  on  millions  of  Americans,  most  no- 
tably the  vulnerable  populations  that  continue 
to  be  left  behind  as  we  change  our  Federal 
priorities. 

For  example,  the  cuts  in  education  leave  me 
very  concerned  atxiut  the  f  utijre  of  tills  Nation. 
The  education  of  our  children  must  be  a  top 
priority.  The  education  our  children  receive 
should  be  adequate  in  keeping  the  U.S.  econ- 
omy competitive  as  we  move  into  the  next 
century.  American  children  rank  dismally  in 
math  and  science  achievement  compared  with 
students  from  other  Nations.  The  proportion  of 
young  people  completing  high  school  has  re- 
mained stagnant  for  a  decade,  despite  the 
ever-increasing  demands  for  education  in  ttie 
job  market  Having  all  our  students  starting 
school  ready  to  leam.  increasing  the  high 
school  graduation  rate,  teaching  every  adult  to 
read  and  keeping  drugs  and  violence  out  of 
schools  are  not  goals  we  should  at>andon. 
While  our  deficit  needs  to  be  eliminated,  we 
must  not  decimate  ttie  education  of  future 
generations,  in  particular  cutting  S4  billion  from 
our  Natron's  student  loan  program. 

In  addition,  a  well-maintained  transportation 
network  is  essential  for  economic  develop- 
ment. If  highways  cannot  t>e  maintained,  our 
goods  cannot  move  in  commerce.  Similariy, 
without  continued  attention  to  our  Nation's  air- 
ports, delays  and  other  difficulties  will  slow  our 
economy's  growth.  In  addition,  toansit  funding 
provides  immediate  benefits  for  economic  de- 
velopment carrying  low-income  people  to  their 
place  of  work  and  reducing  congestion  in  met- 
ropolitan areas.  This  conference  agreement 
would  cut  transportation  funding  in  1997,  lower 
than  Its  funding  level  this  year. 

Transportation  should  not  bear  higher  cuts 
than  ottier  programs.  The  House  budget 
phases  out  Federal  assistance  the  operation 
of  mass  transit  systems,  and  the  conference 
agreement  takes  no  position  contrary  to  this 
stance.  Operating  assistance  is  essential  to 
transit  systems  across  the  Nation.  Transit  sys- 
tems are  already  taking  serious  steps  to  cope 
with  Federal  operating  cuts  of  neariy  50  per- 
cent in  fiscal  year  1996  and  12  percent  in  fis- 
cal year  1995.  Transit  systems,  by  necessity, 
are  operating  more  efficientfy  yet  still  must  cut 
services  and  increase  fares.  The  complete 
elimination  of  operating  assistance  would  have 
a  drastic  impact  and  could  eliminate  nec- 
essary public  transportation  in  communities 
across  our  Nation. 

The  cuts  in  transportation  funding  is  just  one 
example  of  the  hypocrisy  of  this  budget.  As 
this  budget  pushes  people  into  the  workforce 
it  takes  away  their  means  of  getting  to  work. 
This  budget  is  unfair  and  should  not  be 
passed  by  this  House. 

Mr.  COYNE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today  in  op- 
position to  the  conference  report  on  the  fiscal 
year  1997  t}udget  resolution. 

As  with  the  version  of  the  budget  Uiat  the 
House  voted  on  back  in  May,  ttie  budget  plan 
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outiined  in  the  conference  report  is  horribly 
flawed. 

If  is  flawed  because  it  fails  to  address  the 
Nation's  most  pressing  concems— concerns 
like  affordable  health  care,  high-quality  edu- 
cation, community  development  a  healthy  en- 
vironment and  important  investments  in  re- 
search and  infrastiucture  ttiat  will  increase 
economic  productivity  and  improve  our  stand- 
ard of  living  in  years  to  come. 

It  if  flawed  because  it  irresponsibly  cuts 
taxes  and  increases  ttie  deficit  at  a  time  when 
we  should  be  addressing  our  concerns  to  t)al- 
ancing  the  budget 

It  is  flawed  because  it  unwisely  cuts  spend- 
ing for  domestk:  programs  in  order  to  increase 
spending  on  defense  at  a  time  when  ttie  most 
important  challenges  facing  the  country  are 
economic  rattier  than  military. 

Finally,  it  is  flawed  t)ecause  It  cruelly  redi- 
rects Federal  resources  away  from  safety  net 
programs  for  ttie  poor,  the  elderty,  and  the  dis- 
abled— and  into  the  portfolios  and  safe-deposit 
boxes  of  the  well-to-do. 

In  short,  this  budget  has  its  priorities  all 
wrong — just  like  the  Republican  Party.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  reject  this  conference  report 
and  to  start  again.  Let's  put  together  a  budget 
that  invests  in  our  future,  maintains  a  Federal 
safety  net  for  ttie  needy,  and  reduces  the  defi- 
cit 

Mr.  PACKARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  The  Repub- 
lican budget  is  the  only  honest  plan  that  bal- 
ances. It  allows  people  to  earn  more,  keep 
more,  and  do  more  with  their  families  and 
communities. 

The  budget  that  my  Republican  colleagues 
and  I  have  crafted  symbolizes  the  historic 
changes  and  continuous  process  of  shifting 
power  out  of  Washington  and  back  where  it 
t)elongs — in  ttie  hands  of  the  people. 

The  Clinton  administration  does  not  seem  to 
realize  ttiat  every  dollar  counts  to  working 
American  families.  If  we  had,  right  now.  a 
budget  that  balanced,  mortgage  interest  rates 
woukj  be  one  point  lower.  That  one  point 
might  only  be  S65,  but  that  365  means  the  dif- 
ference bletween  home  ownership  arxj  renting 
for  many  families. 

The  Republican  proposal  fulfills  our  commit- 
ment to  talance  the  txjdget  by  2002,  with 
lower  deficits  than  the  PreskJenfs  proposal 
every  year.  It  provides  a  S500-per-child  tax 
credit  for  working  families,  reforms  welfare, 
and  protects  Medk^are,  extending  the  solvency 
of  the  frust  fund  for  10  years.  In  short  this 
budget  will  improve  the  lives  of  every  Amer- 
ican. In  addition,  it  enforces  a  hard  freeze  on 
nondefense  discretionary  spending  in  1997 
and  achieves  balance  by  reducing  deficits 
every  year  from  1 997  through  2002. 

Last  year,  the  House-passed  budget  resolu- 
tion projected  a  deficit  of  Si  73.5  billion  in 
1997.  Today's  txxJget  resolution  projects  a 
deficit  that  is  S20  billion  lower.  It  would  be 
even  lower  if  the  President  were  as  committed 
to  a  balanced  budget  as  he  claims. 

Mr.  Speaker,  for  far  too  long.  American  fam- 
ilies have  worked  to  provkJe  for  the  Govern- 
ment. It  is  time  they  worked  to  provkJe  for 
themselves. 

D  2200 

The  SPEAKER  pio  tempore  (Mr. 
Taylor  of  North   Carolina).  Without 


objection,  the  previous  question  is  or- 
dered on  the  conference  report. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.    The 
question  is  on  the  conference  report. 

Pursuant  to  clause  7  of  rule  XV,  the 
yeas  and  nays  are  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice,  and   there  were — yeas  216,   nays 
211,  not  voting  8,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  236] 
YEAS— 216 


Allan! 

Funderburk 

Montgomen" 

Archer 

Callegly 

Moorhead 

Aimey 

Ganske 

Morella 

Gekas 

Myers 

Baker  (CA) 

Geren 

Nethercutt 

Baker  (LA) 

Gllchrest 

Ney 

BaUever 

Oilman 

Norwood 

Barr 

Ginciich 

Nussle 

Barrett  (NE) 

Goodlatte 

Oxley 

Bartlett 

Goodllng 

Packard 

Bass 

Gcss 

Parker 

BatemaB 

Graham 

Paxos 

Bereuter 

Greene  (UT) 

Pombo 

Bilbraj- 

Greenwood 

Porter 

Bllirakis 

Gunderson 

Portman 

Bliley 

Hall  (TX) 

Pryce 

Blute 

Hancock 

Quillen 

Boehlert 

Hansen 

Quisn 

Boehner 

Hastert 

Radanovich 

Bonllla 

Hastings  (WA) 

Rams  tad 

Bono 

Hayworth 

Regula 

Brownback 

HeHey 

Riggs 

Bryant  (TN) 

Helneroan 

Roberts 

Banning 

Herger 

Rogers 

Ban- 

Hilleary 

Rohrabacher 

Burton 

Hobson 

Ros-Lehtinen 

Bayer 

Hoekstra 

Roth 

Callaluin 

Hoke 

Roukema 

Camp 

Horn 

Royce 

Campbell 

Houghton 

Sazton 

Canady 

Hunter 

Scarborough 

Castle 

Hutchinson 

Schaefer 

Chambliss 

Hyde 

Schifl 

Chrysler 

Inglis 

Seastrand 

CUnrer 

Johnson  (CT) 

Senaenbrenaer 

Coble 

Johnson.  Sam 

Shaw 

Collins  (CA) 

Jones 

Shays 

Combest 

Kasich 

Shuster 

CODdlC 

Kelly 

Skeen 

Cooley 

Kim 

Smith  (MI) 

Cox 

King 

Smith  (SJ) 

Crane 

Kingston 

Smith  (TX) 

Ciapo 

Klug 

Smith  (WA) 

Cremeans 

KnoUenberg 

Solomon 

Cubin 

Kolbe 

Spence 

Cunningham 

LaHood 

Steams 

Davis 

Latham 

Stockman 

Deal 

LaTourette 

Stump 

DeLay 

Laughlin 

Talent 

Diaz-Balan 

Liiio 

Tate 

Dickey 

Leach 

Doolittle 

Lewis  (CA) 

Taylor  (NO 

Doman 

Lewis  (KY) 

'nomas 

Dreier 

Lightloot 

Thombem- 

Duncan 

Linder 

Torkildsen 

Dunn 

Livingston 

Upton 

Ehlers 

LoBiondo 

Vucanovich 

Ehrlich 

Longley 

Walker 

Emerson 

Lucas 

Walsh 

English 

Manzullo 

Wamp 

Ensign 

Martini 

Watts  (OK) 

Everett 

.McCkJllum 

Weldon  (FL) 

Ewing 

McCrerj- 

Weldon  (FA) 

Fawell 

McHugh 

Weller 

Fields  (TX) 

Mclnnis 

White 

Foley 

Mcintosh 

Whitfield 

Forbes 

McKebn 

Wicker 

Fowler 

Meccalf 

Wolf 

Fox 

Meyers 

Young  (AK) 

Franks  (CT) 

Mica 

Young  (FL) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Miller  (FL) 

Zeliff 

Frisa 

Molinari 
NAYS— 211 

Zimmer 

Abercrombie 

Barcia 

Bentsen 

Ackeman 

Barrett  (WI) 

Berman 

Andrews 

Barton 

BeviU 

Baesler 

Becerra 

Bishop 

Balrtarri 

Beilenson 

Blumenauer 

Bonior 

Hamilton 

Owens 

Borsld 

Haiman 

Pallone 

Boucher 

Hastings  (FL) 

Pastor 

Brewster 

Hefner 

Payne  (NJ) 

Browder 

HilUairl 

Payne  (VA) 

Brown  (CA) 

Hincbey 

Pelosi 

Brown  (FL) 

Holden 

Peterson  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Hostettler 

Peterson  (MX) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Hoyer 

Petri 

Bunn 

Istook 

Pickett 

Cardin 

Jackson  (IL) 

Pomeroy 

Chabot 

Jackson-Lee 

Poshard 

Chapman 

(TX) 

Rahall 

Chenoweth 

Jacobs 

Rangel 

Chrislensen 

Jeffenon 

Reed 

CUy 

Johnson  (SD) 

Richardson 

Clayton 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Rivers 

Clement 

Roemer 

Clybum 

Kanjorski 

Rose 

Cobum 

Kaptur 

Roybal-Allard 

Coleman 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Rash 

Collins  (IL) 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Sabo 

CoUios  (HI) 

Kennelly 

Salmon 

Conyers 

Klldee 

Sanders 

CosteUo 

Kleczka 

Sanford 

Coyne 

Klink 

Sawyer 

Cramer 

LaFaW 

Scfaroeder 

Cummings 

Lastos 

Schumer 

Danner 

Largent 

Scott 

de  la  Garza 

Levin 

Serrano 

DeFazio 

Lewis  (GA) 

Shadegg 

DeLaoro 

Llpintki 

Sisuky 

Dellums 

Lofgren 

Skaggs 

Deulsch 

Lowey 

Skelton 

Dicks 

Lather 

Slaughter 

Diagell 

Maloney 

Souder 

Dixon 

Markey 

Spratt 

Doggett 

Martinez 

Stark 

Dooley 

Mascara 

Stenholm 

Doyle 

Mauui 

Stokes 

Durbin 

McCarthy 

Edwards 

McDermott 

Stapak 

Engel 

McHale 

Tanner 

Eshoo 

McKianey 

Taylor  (MS) 

Evans 

McNulty 

Tejeda 

Farr 

Meehan 

Thompson 

Fattah 

Meek 

Thornton 

Fazio 

Menendez 

Thonnan 

Fields  (LA) 

Mlllender- 

Tiahrt 

Filner 

McDonald 

Torres 

Flake 

Miller  (CA) 

Torricelli 

Flanagan 

Minge 

Towns 

FogUetta 

Mink 

Traficant 

Ford 

Moakley 

Velazqaez 

Frank  (MA) 

Mollohan 

Vento 

Froat 

Moran 

Visclosky 

Furse 

Martha 

Volkmer 

C^jdenson 

Myrtck 

Ward 

Gephardt 

Nadler 

Waters 

Gibbons 

Neal 

Watt  (NO 

Goaaltz 

Neumann 

(Gordon 

Oberstar 

Williams 

Green  (TX) 

Obey 

Wise 

Gutierrez 

Olver 

Woolsey 

Gutknecht 

Ortiz 

Wynn 

Hall  (OH) 

Orton 

Yates 

NOT  VOTING— 8 

CUJvert 

Hayes 

McDade 

Frelinghuysen 

Lincoln 

WUson 

Gillmnr 

Man  ton 

D  2220 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 

pair: 
On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Freling-huysen  for.  with  Mrs.  Lincoln 
against. 

Mr.  ALLARD,  Mrs.  CUBIN,  Mr. 
METCALF,  and  Mr.  COOLEY  changed 
their  votes  from  "nay"  to  "yea." 

So  the  conference  report  was  agreed 
to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.    KASICH.    Mr.    Speaker,    I    ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
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may  have  5  legislative  days  to  revise 
and  extend  their  remarks  on  the  con- 
ference report  which  has  just  been 
adopted. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 


REMOVAL  OF  NAME  OF  MEMBER 
AS  COSPONSOR  OF  H.R.  2951 

Mr.  BACHUS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  my  name  be 
removed  as  cosponsor  of  H.R.  2951. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama? 

There  was  no  objection. 


ANNUAL  REPORT  OF  THE  NA- 
TIONAL ENDOWMENT  FOR  THE 
ARTS— MESSAGE  FROM  THE 
PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED 
STATES 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Taylor  of  North  Carolina)  laid  before 
the  House  the  following  message  from 
the  President  of  the  United  States; 
which  was  read  and,  together  with  the 
accompanying  papers,  without  objec- 
tion, referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Economic  and  Educational  Opportuni- 
ties: 
To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

It  is  my  pleasure  to  transmit  here- 
with the  Annual  Report  of  the  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts  for  the  fiscal 
year  1995. 

On  September  29,  1995,  at  the  close  of 
the  fiscal  year,  the  Arts  Endowment 
celebrated  its  30th  anniversary.  A 
young  man  or  woman  bom  at  the  same 
time  as  this  Federal  agency's  establish- 
ment has  enjoyed  access  to  the  arts 
and  culture  unparalleled  in  the  history 
of  the  country.  The  National  Endow- 
ment for  the  Arts  has  helped  bring  tens 
of  thousands  of  artists  into  schools, 
teaching  tens  of  millions  of  students 
about  the  power  of  the  creative  imagi- 
nation. This  small  Federal  agency  has 
helped  launch  a  national  cultural  net- 
work that  has  grown  in  size  and  qual- 
ity these  past  30  years. 

This  Annual  Report  is  another  chap- 
ter in  a  great  success  story.  In  these 
pages,  you  will  find  projects  that  bring 
the  arts  to  people  in  every  State  and  in 
thousands  of  communities  from 
Putney.  Vermont,  to  Mammoth  Lakes. 
California.  The  difference  art  makes  in 
our  lives  is  profound;  we  see  more 
clearly,  listen  more  intently,  and  re- 
spond to  our  fellow  man  with  deeper 
understanding  and  empathy. 

In  these  challenging  times,  when 
some  question  the  value  of  public  sup- 
port for  the  arts,  we  should  reflect 
upon  our  obligation  to  the  common 
good.  The  arts  are  not  a  luxury,  but  a 
vital  part  of  our  national  character  and 
our  individual  human  spirit.  The  poet 
Langston  Hughes  said,  "Bring  me  all  of 
your  dreams,  you  dreamers.  Bring  all 
of  your  heart  melodies  .  .  ."  For  30 
years,  the  Arts  Endowment  has  helped 
keep  those  dreams  alive  for  our  artists 
and  our  audiences.  May  it  long  con- 
tinue to  do  so. 

wnxiAM  J.  Clinton. 

THE  White  House,  June  12. 1996. 


PROVIDING  FOR  CONSIDERATION 
OF  H.R.  2754,  SHIPBUILDING 
TRADE  AGREEMENT  ACT 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc- 
tion of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  448  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  RES.  448 

Resolved.  That  at  any  time  after  the  adop- 
tion of  this  resolution  the  Speaker  may.  pur- 
suant to  clause  Kb)  of  rule  XXm,  declare  the 
House  resolved  into  the  Connmittee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  state  of  the  Union  for 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  2754)  to  ap- 
prove and  implement  the  OECD  Shipbuilding 
Trade  Agreement.  The  first  reading  of  the 
bill  shall  be  dispensed  with.  All  points  of 
order  against  consideration  of  the  bill  are 
waived.  General  debate  shall  be  confined  to 
the  bill  and  shall  not  exceed  one  hour  equal- 
ly divided  among  and  controlled  by  the 
chairmen  and  ranking  minority  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  and  the 
Committee  on  National  Security.  After  gen- 
eral debate  the  bill  shall  be  considered  for 
amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  It 
shall  be  in  order  to  consider  as  an  original 
bill  for  the  purpose  of  amendment  under  the 
five-minute  rule  the  amendment  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  substitute  recommended  by  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  now  printed 
in  the  bill,  modified  by  the  amendment 
printed  in  part  1  of  the  report  of  the  Com- 
mittee in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  shall  be 
considered  as  read.  All  points  of  order 
against  that  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute  are  waived.  No  other  amendment 
shall  be  in  order  except  the  amendment 
printed  in  part  2  of  the  report  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules.  That  amendment  may  be 
offered  only  by  a  Member  designated  in  the 
report,  shall  be  considered  as  read,  shall  be 
debatable  for  one  hour  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  proponent  and  an  oppo- 
nent, shall  not  be  subject  to  amendment,  and 
shall  not  be  subject  to  a  demand  for  division 
of  the  question  in  the  House  or  in  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole.  All  points  of  order 
against  that  amendment  are  waived.  At  the 
conclusion  of  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  re- 
port the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amend- 
ments as  may  have  been  adopted.  Any  Mem- 
ber may  demand  a  separate  vote  in  the 
House  on  any  amendment  adopted  in  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  to  the  bill  or  to  the 
amiendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
made  in  order  as  original  text.  The  previous 
question  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on 
the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final 
passage  without  intervening  motion  except 
one  motion  to  recommit  with  or  without  in- 
structions. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Dreier]  is 
recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  pur- 
poses of  debate  only,  I  yield  the  cus- 


tomary 30  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  south  Boston,  MA,  Mr.  Moakley. 
pending  which  I  yield  myself  such  time 
as  I  may  consume.  During  consider- 
ation of  this  resolution,  all  time  yield- 
ed is  for  the  purpose  of  debate  only. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  rule  provides  for 
consideration  of  H.R.  2754,  legislation 
to  implement  the  multilateral  trade 
agreement  entered  into  by  the  Presi- 
dent to  phase  out  shipbuilding  sub- 
sidies and  create  an  international  envi- 
ronment conducive  to  the  restoration 
of  a  healthy  commercial  shipbuilding 
industry  in  this  country. 

House  Resolution  448  is  a  modified 
closed  rule,  providing  1  hour  of  general 
debate  divided  equally  among  the 
chairmen  and  ranking  minority  mem- 
bers of  the  Committees  on  Ways  and 
Means  and  National  Security.  The  res- 
olution waives  all  points  of  order 
against  consideration  of  the  bill. 

The  resolution  makes  in  order  the 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitute as  recommended  by  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means,  as  modified 
by  the  amendment  printed  in  part  1  of 
the  rejxjrt  of  the  Committee  on  Rules, 
as  an  original  bill  for  purpose  of 
amendment.  The  amendment  shall  be 
considered  as  read.  All  points  of  order 
are  waived  against  the  amendment  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute  as  modified. 

The  rule  further  provides  for  consid- 
eration of  an  amendment  printed  in 
part  2  of  the  report  of  the  Committee 
on  Rules  and  waives  all  points  of  order 
against  the  amendment.  The  amend- 
ment to  be  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Bateman]  shall  be 
considered  as  read,  shall  be  debatable 
for  1  hour  equally  divided  and  con- 
trolled by  the  proponent  and  an  oppo- 
nent, shall  not  be  subject  to  amend- 
ment, and  shall  not  be  subject  to  a  de- 
mand for  division  of  the  question  in  the 
House  or  the  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

D  2230 

Finally,  the  rule  provides  for  one  mo- 
tion to  recommit  with  or  without  in- 
structions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  for  many  years,  some 
foreigm  governments  have  employed 
subsidies  to  protect  their  commercial 
shipbuilders  from  international  com- 
petition. It  was  the  policy  of  the 
United  States  not  to  respond  in  kind, 
and  I  strongly  support  that  policy. 
Manufacturing  subsidies  are  a  wasteful 
drain  on  the  economy  and  on  tax- 
payers. We  should  not  fall  victim  to 
these  insidious  policies  simply  because 
other  countries  employ  them. 

Seven  years  ago,  rather  than  throw 
money  away  in  a  race  to  see  who  could 
provide  the  largest  subsidy  to  commer- 
cial shipbuilders,  the  United  States  ini- 
tiated multilateral  negotiations  with 
the  major  shipbuilding  nations  to  come 
to  an  agreement  to  end  subsidies.  Mr. 
Speaker,  this  effort  was  supported  by 
our  commercial  shipbuilders  who  real- 
ized that  the  only  long-term  hope  for 
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the  industry  in  the  United  States  was 
to  reach  an  agreement. 

In  December  1994,  after  5  years  of  ne- 
gotiations, an  agreement  was  reached 
with  the  European  Commission,  Nor- 
way, South  Korea,  and  Japan,  the 
world's  major  shipbuilding  nations. 
The  meticulously  negotiated  agree- 
ment to  end  shipbuilding  subsidies  was 
scheduled  to  enter  effect  on  January  1, 
1996  and  the  start  date  was  extended  to 
July  15  due  to  delays  in  congressional 
approval. 

In  past  years  this  trade  agreement 
implementing  bill  would  have  been 
considered  by  the  Congress  under  what 
are  known  as  fast-track  procedures. 
Congress  would  have  a  clean  up-or- 
down  vote  on  the  agreement  reached  by 
the  administration.  Regrettably,  the 
Clinton  administration  has  refused  for 
3  years  to  compromise  with  those  in 
Congress  who  support  trade  agree- 
ments and  support  fast-track  author- 
ity, but  who  refuse  to  give  the  adminis- 
tration carte  blanche  to  include  any 
social  policy  whim  they  desire  in  trade 
agreements.  Clearly,  this  trade  agree- 
ment and  this  implementing  bill  is  the 
type  of  trade  legislation  envisioned 
when  Congress  established  the  fast 
track  procedure. 

Under  fast  track.  Congress  votes  up- 
or-down  on  legislation,  crafted  by  con- 
gressional committees  and  the  admin- 
istration, to  implement  an  agreement. 
Amendments  are  not  permitted  be- 
cause they  can  violate  the  negotiated 
agreement,  killing  the  deal  by  forcing 
all  the  tough  issues  back  onto  the  bar- 
gaining table. 

This  rule  attempts  to  limit  that  pos- 
sibility, while  giving  the  House  a  clear 
vote  on  the  negotiated  agreement.  The 
bill  reported  by  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  will  implement  the 
agreement  negotiated  by  the  President. 
The  provisions  from  the  Committee  on 
National  Security,  which  ajre  consist- 
ent with  the  negotiated  agreement,  are 
included  as  base  text.  However,  the 
provisions  of  the  Committee  on  Na- 
tional Security  which  violates  the 
agreement  are  offered  to  the  House  in 
one  amendment.  The  choice  is  very 
clear:  Approve  or  reject  the  agreement. 

Mr.  Speaker,  make  no  mistake,  the 
vote  on  the  Committee  on  National  Se- 
curity amendment  is  the  vote  on  the 
shipbuilding  agreement.  If  the  amend- 
ment is  approved,  we  will  not  be  in 
compliance  with  the  agreement,  and  it 
is  highly  unlikely  that  negotiations  on 
the  agreement  will  be  reopened. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  include  for  the 
Record  letters  from  the  Government  of 
Norway,  the  Government  of  Japan,  and 
the  European  Commission,  each  of 
which  state  the  negotiations  in  this 
agreement  will  not  be  reopened. 

I  also  include  a  letter  in  opposition 
to  the  national  security  agreement 
which  came  up  to  us  by  Ambassador 
Charlene  Barshefsky,  our  U.S.  Trade 
Representative. 


The  material  referred  to  is  as  follows: 
Roy.u.  Norwegian  Embassy. 
Washington,  DC,  June  5, 1996. 
Hon.  Charlene  Barshefsky. 
Acting  U.S.  Trade  Representative. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  ambassador  Barshefsky.  I  am  writ- 
ing to  you  to  express  the  Norwegian  Govern- 
ment's grave  concern  regarding  the  amend- 
ments passed  by  the  National  Security  Com- 
mittee of  the  House  of  Representatives  in  its 
mark-up  last  week  of  the  legislation  for  im- 
plementation of  the  OECD  Shipbuilding 
Agreement. 

Several  of  the  amendments,  most  notably 
the  provisions  for  extending  the  Title  XI 
shipbuilding  loan  guarantee  program  and  the 
provisions  for  removing  the  applicability  of 
the  Agreement  with  respect  to  the  building 
of  Jones  Act  vessels,  are  clearly  inconsistent 
with  the  terms  of  Agreement. 

The  OECD  Shipbuilding  Agreement  is  the 
result  of  many  years  of  complex  negotiations 
and  represents  a  carefully  crafted  com- 
promise between  the  parties  to  the  Agree- 
ment. My  Government  holds  the  view  that 
the  Agreement  is  of  vital  importance  for  the 
return  to  normal  competitive  conditions  in 
the  commercial  shipbuilding  industry. 

Norway  has  ratified  the  OECD  Agreement, 
and  would  find  that  the  introduction  of 
amendments  such  as  those  proposed  by  the 
National  Security  Committee  would  destroy 
the  balance  of  obligations  and.  thus,  under- 
mine the  foundation  upon  which  the  Agree- 
ment was  built.  On  the  Norwegian  side,  we 
do  not  foresee  circumstances  whereby  the 
signatories  of  the  OECD  Agreement  would  be 
prepared  to  reopen  negotiations. 

Hoping  that  you  will  convey  to  Congress 
Norway's  concern  that  adoption  of  the  afore- 
mentioned    amendments     would     seriously 
jeopardize  the  OECD  Agreement.  1  remain. 
Sincerely  yours. 

Karsten  Klepsvik. 
Charge  d'  Affaires  a.i. 

Delegation  of  the 
European  Commission. 
Washington.  DC,  May  31. 1996. 
Hon.  Herbert  h.  Bateman, 
House  of  Representatiixs, 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Congressman,  I  am  writing  on  behalf 
of  the  European  Commission  to  express  our 
considerable  concern  with  respect  to  the 
amendment  passed  by  the  House  National 
Security  Committee  in  its  mark-up  of  the 
OECD  shipbuilding  implementing  legisla- 
tion. The  amendment  calls  for  an  extension 
of  the  terms  of  Title  XI  financing  for  ship 
construction  for  thirty  months.  Furthermore 
the  amendment  would  clearly  state  that  the 
agreement  does  not  require  changes  in  the 
Jones  Act  and  that  certain  Department  of 
Defence  procurements  are  not  covered. 

This  amendment  clearly  is  inconsistent 
with  the  terms  of  the  agreement  as  nego- 
tiated between  the  parties. 

The  agreement  is  the  result  of  five  years  of 
complex  negotiations  which  have  led  to  the 
adoption  of  the  basic  principles  originally 
proposed  by  the  United  States  (i.e.  the  prohi- 
bition of  virtually  all  forms  of  future  govern- 
ment subsidies).  Therefore  this  significant 
amendment  would  not  be  acceptable  to  the 
European  Community  since  it  would  be  con- 
trary to  the  basic  objectives  and  balance  of 
mutual  concessions  contained  in  the  agree- 
ment. I  cannot  envisage  the  circumstances 
under  which  signatories  of  the  OECD  agree- 
ment would  be  willing  to  reopen  negotia- 
tions. 

The  adoption  of  the  amendment  would  put 
the  agreement  in  serious  jeopardy.  There- 


fore, I  should  like  to  urge  you  to  take  the 
above  into  account  in  future  consideration  of 
the  bill. 

Sincerely  yours. 

Hugo  Paemen. 

Ambassador. 

June  5. 1996. 
Mr.  Ronald  Johnston. 
Secretary-General.  OECD. 

Dear  Mr.  Johnston,  as  you  know,  the  tar- 
get date  for  the  ratification  of  the  OECD 
Shipbuilding  Agreement  is  fast  approaching. 
In  this  regard.  I  am  pleased  to  report  that 
Japan  is  making  steady  progress  towards 
ratification  of  the  Agreement,  and  we  hope 
to  have  Diet  approval  by  15th  June. 

Despite  this  optimistic  picture,  recent  de- 
velopments in  the  United  States  are  clouding 
the  horizon  and  are  a  source  of  grave  concern 
to  us.  On  29  May.  the  US  House  National  Se- 
curity Committee  passed  an  amendment  to 
the  OECD  Shipbuilding  Agreement  which 
would  change  the  terms  of  the  US  participa- 
tion in  the  ban  to  subsidise  global  shipbuild- 
ing. This  amendment  provides  for  the  exten- 
sion of  the  Title  XI  Loan  Guarantee  Pro- 
gramme until  January  1999.  Title  XI.  which 
provides  subsidised  financing  for  maritime 
vessels,  is  in  contradiction  with  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Agreement,  and  its  prolongation 
by  the  House  of  Representatives  would  clear- 
ly jeopardise  the  entry  into  force  of  the 
Agreement. 

Let  me  make  it  very  clear  that  Japan  is 
opposed  to  this  amendment  which  goes 
against  the  spirit  and  letter  of  the  Agree- 
ment, and  would  be  unwilling  to  reopen  ne- 
gotiations. The  Agreement,  fruit  of  five  long 
years  of  negotiations,  was  initially  proposed 
by  the  United  States  and  had  ai  objective 
the  elimination  of  all  forms  of  government 
subsidies  to  shipyards,  a  principle  supported 
by  the  United  States.  It  is  clear  that  the 
Agreement  will  bring  long-term  benefit  to 
all  signatory  countries  whereas  passage  of 
the  Bateman  amendment  will  open  the  door 
for  a  new  round  of  subsidisation  and  anti- 
dumping movements,  actions  that  will  hurt 
all  countries. 

Japan  is  using  all  available  channels  to  di- 
rectly convey  our  concern  to  American  law- 
makers on  this  issue.  As  the  OECD  as  the 
home  of  the  negotiations,  we  believe  that 
you.  as  Secretary-General  of  the  OECD, 
share  our  displeasure.  We  would  therefore 
ask  you  to  use  all  your  influence  to  convey 
our  own  concern  to  the  United  States. 
Sincerely  yours. 

Masaji  Takahashi. 

Ambassador. 

Executive  Office  of  the  Presi- 
dent. Ofhce  of  the  Untted 
St.^tes  Trade  Representative. 

Washington.  DC.  June  5. 1996. 
Herbert  H.  Bateman. 

Chairman,  Special  Oversight  Panel  on  the  Mer- 
chant Marine.  Committee  on  National  Secu- 
rity. Washington.  DC. 
DE.UI  Chairman  Bateman:  I  want  to  thank 
you  for  the  opportunity  for  (General  Counsel 
Jennifer  Hillman  to  appear  as  an  Adminis- 
tration witness  before  your  Special  Over- 
sight Panel  regarding  H.R.  2754  which  would 
implement  the  OECD  Shipbuilding  Agree- 
ment and  for  the  House  National  Security 
Committee  taking  timely  action  on  the  bill. 
1  remain  optimistic  that  the  United  States 
will  be  able  to  ratify  this  important  agree- 
ment, which  will  eliminate  large  foreign  sub- 
sidies for  shipbuilding  and  provide  new  sales 
and  employment  opportunities  for  U.S.  ship- 
yards. 
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At  the  same  time,  however,  I  want  to  make  the  balance  of  mutual  concessions  and  com-  Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  quite 

clear  that  the  substitute  amendment  to  H.R.  mitments  contained  in  the  Agreement,  and  pi-o-  <f  von  inritrp  t-hp  aoToomont-  !.=  na 

2754  approved  by  the  National  Security  Com-  is  therefore  unacceptable.  It  would  require  a  ^  /  w      ^vT       h     ."^r        '               Jf' 

mittee  on  May  30  modifies  the  legislation  in  complete  renegotiation  of  the  Agreement—  &otiatea   Dy  tne  admimstration  to  be 

ways  that  are  clearly  incompatible  with  the  something  that  they  are  unwilling  to  con-  insufficient,  then  the  national  security 

Agreement  and  unacceptable  to  the  other  sider  at  this  late  stage.  I  would  note  in  this  amendment  offers  a  vehicle  to  kill  it. 

Signatories.                                        '  regard  that,  with  the  exception  of  Japan,  all  However   I  sunnort  endine-  forpien  <?iihl 

The  Agreement  requires  that  its  Members  other  Members  of  the  Agreement  have  com-  ^        t  ^  i  .^"^^^"^^     v     ^   \a 

bring  their  government  support   programs  pleted  their  internal  parliamentary  process  Sidies.  I  Delieve  this  smpbuilding  agrree- 

into  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  and  ratified  the  Agreement;  final  Japanese  nient  will  achieve  that  goal.  Approving 

Agreement  as  of  entry  into  force  (now  sched-  approval  of  the  Agreement  and  its  imple-  this   implementing  bill   is   critical    to 

ri^^irr"^^  «lL\^^p'^^P^n^rtm?nV  fl^S  Efnting  legislation  is  expected  this  week,  bringing  this  agreement  into  force,  so  I 

Committee  substitute  amendment  (Section  Thus,  aside  from  policy  objections,  the  sub-  »>r      i,        T        ■          v 

205)  would  delay  the  required  modification  of  stitute  amendment  would  invalidate  time-  ^^®  Members  to  reject  the  amendment 

our  Title  XI  loan  guarantee  program  until  consuming  foreign  ratification  efforts.  You  of  the   Committee   on  National    Secu- 

January  1. 1999.  The  Agreement  also  provides  can  readily  imagine  the  legal  difficulties  of  rity. 

for  an  exemption  for  the  home-build  require-  seeking  to  reopen  these  parliamentary  proc-  ,,     ,,       ,           ,_■,■,_« 

ments  of  U.S.  coastwise  laws  ("Jones  Act"),  esses.  ^^-  Speaker,  while  the  Committee  on 

these  requirements  are  allowed  to  continue  In  sum,  I  believe  the  substitute  amend-  Ways  and  Means  and  the  Committee  on 

indefinitely  while  the  home-build  require-  ment  approved   by    the   National    Security  National  Security  hold  very  different 

ments  of  the  other  members  must  be  elimi-  Committee  will,  if  adopted,  end  the  United  vh-wc  nn  t-hp  onhct-iTiop  r,f  f->,<c  on-xop 

nated  as  of  entry  into  force.  To  address  the  States"  chance  to  impose  strong  disciplines  ''  "^      Jf  5>uD5tance  oi  tnis  a^ee- 

concems  of  the   other  Members,   however,  on  foreign  subsidies  and  other  unfair  trading  nnent,  they  both  support  this  fair  floor 

provisions  were  painstakingly  negotiated  to  practices  in  the  shipbuilding  sector.  Aside  procedure.    It    offers    the    Members    a 

provide  a  means  of  redress  in  the  unlikely  from  its  adverse  implications  for  our  ship-  clear   and    understandable    choice'    On 

event  this  exemption  were  determined  to  sig-  building  industry  itself,  we  need  to  secure  one  hand,  the  agreement,  and  on  the 

nificantly  undermine  the  balance  of  rights  passage  of  unencumbered  legislation  to  as-  ,         >,      h           i--               t-v,    tt  c     i 

and  obligations  under  the  Agreement.  Sec-  sure  our  trading  partners  of  our  ability  to  O^ner   nana,    continue   with    U.S.    loan 

tion  207  of  the  substitute  amendment  would  implement  tough  agreements  that  the  U.S.  gruarantee  subsidies,  which  will  require 

negate  these  provisions— which  are  the  basis  initiated.  this  agreement  to  be  renegotiated, 

on  which  we  obtained  an  exemption  for  the  I  appreciate  your  hard  work  on  the  bill  and  tii*-           j^               o^,. 

Jones  Act.  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  to  ensure  ^  ^°°^  forward  to  a  good  debate  when 

Other  Signatories  to  the  Agreement  have  that  implementing  legislation  that  is  con-  we  move  to  this  issue,  and  I  urge  all 

been  quick  to  contact  us  in  the  wake  of  the  sistent  with  the  Agreement  is  passed  prior  to  Members  to  support  this  rule  so  we  can 

May  30  action  by  the  National  Security  Com-  June  15.  ggj;  (q  tj^at  debate 

mittee.  Their  message  has  been  uniform:  the  Sincerely, 

substitute  amendment  is  inconsistent  with  Charlene  Barshefsky.  Mr-     Speaker,     I     include     for     the 

the  Agreement,  fundamentally  undermines  Acting  United  States  Trade  Representative.  RECORD  the  following  materials: 

THE  AMENDMENT  PROCESS  UNDER  SPECIAL  RULES  REPORTED  BY  THE  RULES  COMMirTEE.'  103D  CONGRESS  V.  104TH  CONGRESS 

(As  of  June  12.  19961 

103d  ionttii  I04tli  Cwircss 

Rule  Hue  

NumDet  ot  rules        Percent  of  total        Numl>er  of  rules        Percent  of  total 

Oflen/Mooified-Ooen ' _ _  4S  it  73  59 

atwtiicti/lfWified  Ciosed' 49  47  33  27 

Ctam ' 9 9 17 -     14 

Total 104 100 m 100 

I  Tbis  table  apples  only  to  rales  Btiich  pnwOe  tor  tHe  onjinal  consjderation  ot  bills,  joint  resolutions  of  budjet  resolutions  and  wliidi  provide  for  an  amendment  prxess.  It  does  not  apply  to  speaal  rules  wtiicli  only  waive  points  of 
order  atainst  appropriations  bills  Htiicli  are  already  privileged  and  are  considered  under  an  open  amendment  process  under  House  rules. 

'»(i  open  rule  is  one  under  wbicd  any  Member  may  otter  a  jermane  amendment  under  tlie  five-minute  rule.  A  modified  open  rule  is  one  under  utiicb  any  Member  may  offer  a  jermane  amendment  under  tlie  ti«»-mioute  rule  subiect  only 
to  an  owtall  lime  limit  on  tne  amendment  pnoss  and/or  3  reouirement  tbat  ttie  amendment  be  preprinted  m  the  Con;rtssional  Record. 

'k  structured  or  modified  closed  rale  is  one  under  wtiich  the  Rules  Committee  limits  the  amendments  Wat  may  be  offered  only  to  those  amendments  desijnated  in  the  special  rule  or  the  Rules  Committee  report  to  accompany  it  or 
•bicb  preclude  amendments  to  a  particular  portion  of  a  bill,  even  though  the  rest  ot  the  Sill  may  be  completely  open  to  amendment. 

•A  closed  rule  is  one  under  wliicli  no  amendments  may  be  offered  (other  than  amendments  recommended  by  the  committee  m  reporting  ttie  bill). 
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H.  Res.  31  (UiaflSl 0  HJ!.  5 Unfunded  Mandate  Reform  ._ A:  350-71  (1/19/95) 

H.  Res.  a  (1/24/95) HC  H.  Con.  Res.  17 Social  Security k  255-172  (l/25fl5) 

HJ.  Res.  1  Balanced  Budget  Amdt 

H.  Res.  51  (1/31/95) 0 Hi!.  101 Land  Transfer.  Taos  Pueblo  Indians A:  voice  vote  (2/1/95) 

H.  Res.  52  (1/31/951 0 HA  400 Land  Eicliange.  Arctic  Natl  Park  and  Preserve A;  voice  vote  (2/1/95) 

H.  Res.  53  (1/31/95) 0 HJt.  440 Land  Comeyance.  Butte  County.  Calif  A:  voice  vote  (2/1/95) 

H.  Res.  55  (2/1/95) 0 HJl.  2  bne  Item  Veto  A:  voice  vote  (2/2fl5)' 

H.  Res.  60  (2/W5)  0 HJJ.  665  Viaim  Restitution A:  voice  vote  (2/7/95) 

H.  Res  51  (2/6fl5) 0 HJJ.  666 Exclusionaiy  Rule  Reform A:  voice  vole  (2/7/95) 

H.  Res.  53  (2/8/95) HO  HJl  667  Violent  Criminal  Incarceration A:  voice  vote  (2/9/95) 

H.  Res.  59  (2/9/95) 0 HJJ.  668  Cnmmal  Alien  Deportation ;_ _  A:  voce  vote  (2/10/95) 

H.  Res.  79  (2/10/95) HO H.R.  728  law  Enforcement  Block  Grants A  voice  vote  (2/13/95) 

R  Res  83  (2/13/95) HO H.R.  7 National  Security  Revitalaation PQ  229-199  A:  227-197  (2/15/95) 

H,  Res.  88  (2/16/95) HC HJJ.  831  Health  Insurance  Deductibility PQ-  230-191  A:  229-188  (2/21/95) 

H.  Res.  91  (2/2L/95) 0 H.R.  830  Paoerworli  Reduction  Ad  A:  voice  vote  (2/22/95) 

a  Res.  92  (2/21/95) HC HJt.  889  Defense  Suoolemental A:  282-1 W  (2/22/95) 

H.  Res.  93  (2/22/95) HO HJJ.  450 Regulatory  Transition  Act A:  252-175  (2/23fl5) 

H.  Res  96  t2/24rtS) HO HJJ.  1022 Risk  Assessment J  ^=^j^^  (^^j/«). 

H  Res.  lOO  (2/27/95) 0 HJJ.  926 Regulatory  Reform  and  Relief  Jtt  A:  voice  vote  (2/28/95) 

H  S?-  ISl  22^?' !fi "•"•  ^ ^™"  f'™'*'^  Protection  Act A:  271-151  (3/2^5). 

H.  Ris.  103  anni) MO HJJ.  1058  Secunties  Litigation  Reform 

u  ^  !Sf  SS!f! !5 •**■  **  *"°™'*  Accountability  Act  — Ai  voice  vote  (3rtfl5) 

H  Res.  105  (3/*/95) MO „ n  257-155  (3/7/95) 

u5"1292«?! SS** "^■'" Pnduct  lability  Retonn Z ZZ  A;  voice  vote  (3*95) 

H  Res.  109  (3/8/95) MC „ PC  234-191  A:  217-181  (3/*95) 

u  2"-  !!!  2(iJ2l! !5 "•"■  "*' '**'""»  Emergency  Supp  Approps A:  212-190  (3/15rt5) 

u  V^     5  9!  ?2? ?^ "■'•  "^  " '*™  '•'"""  '^^'  ^^i"*  - 1^  wice  vote  (3/28/951 

u  S°-  \\l  9'ifS 2?*" "•"■  '  ^"^"'^  BtsWS'ti'lity  tel  ot  1995 A:  voice  vote  (3«l/95). 

N  Res.  119  (3/21/95) MC _.  „ A;  217-211  (3/22/95) 

USSl^Si^^! 2 •"•"" family  Pnvacy  Protection  A<9  .::..„.:_....::: IZZZZZIZilZZIZ:  A  423-1  (VV95). 

u  S-  \^  !^t L. •*•"■  "" ""'•'  ^'^^  *"""!  *"  A:  voce  vote  («/8fl5) 

S  ^  2  '"i^? * ''■''•  '215  ContrKt  W.th  Amenca  Tai  Relief  Act  ot  1995 A:  228-204  (4/5/95) 

H  Res.  130  (4/V95) HC  HJJ.  483 Medicare  Select  bpansion  _.. ;_ A:  253-172  (4/6«5) 
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136  (5/1/95)  0  ... 

139  (5*95)  0  -. 

140  (5flfl5)  0  .. 

144  (5/11/95)  0  -, 

145  (VI  1^5)  0  „, 

146  (S/Il/95)  0  ... 

119  (5/16ffl5)  HC 

155  (S/22fl5)  HO 

164  (6W95) HC 

167  (6/15fl5) 0  ... 

169  (6/19fl5)  HC 

170  (6i70fl5)  0  „ 

171  (V22/95)  0  _ 

173  (6/27/95)  C  _ 

176  (6/28ffl5) MC 

185  (7/11/95)  0  _, 

187  (7/12ffl5)  0  _, 

188  (7/12fl5)  0  _ 

190  (7/17/95) 0  _ 

193  (7/19rt5) C  _ 

194  (7/19rt5)  0  _ 

197  (7/21/95) 0  _ 

198  (7/21/95) 0  _ 

201  (7/25fl5) 0  _ 

204  (7/28«5) MC  . 

205  (7/28fl5)  0  _ 

207  (8/1/95) HC 

208  (a/W5) 0 

215  (9/7/95) 0 

216  (9ff/95) HO 

218  (9/12fl5) 0 

219  (9/12fl5) 0 

222  mmi) 0 

224  (9/19fl5)  0 

225  (9/19fl5) HC 

226  (9/2W5) 0 

227  (5/21/95) 0 

228  mmi) 0 

230  (9i/27/95) C 

234  (9/29fl5) 0 

237  (10/17/95) HC 

238  (10/18^5) HC 

239  m\V)i) C 

245  (10/25/95)  HC 

251  (10/31/95) C 

252  (10/31/95) HO 

257  (11/7/95) C 

258(11*95) HC  

259(11*95) 0 

262  (11*95) C  

269  (IU15/95) 0 

270  (11/15/95) C 

273  (ll/16rt5) HC 

284(11/29/95) 0 

287  (11/30^5) 0  

293  (12/7/95) C  

303  (12/13/95) 0 

309  (12/ia«5) C 

313  (12/19^5) 0 

323  (12/21/95)  C  

366  (2/27/96) HC 

368  (2/28fl6) 0 

371  (3*96)  C 

372  (3*96) HC 

380  (i/12/96) C 

384  (3/14fl6) HC 

386  (3«lfl6) C 

388  (3/21fl6) C 

391  (3/27/96)  C 

392  (3/27/96)  HC 

395  (3i79fl6)  HC 

396  (3/29fl6)  0 

409  (4/23fl6) 0 

410  (4/23fl6) 0  

411  (4/23fl6) C 

418  14/30fl6)  ., 0 

419  (4/30rt6) 0 

421  (5*96) 0  

422  (5*96) 0 

426  (5/7/96) 0 

427  (5/7/96) 0 

428  (5/7/96) HC 

430  (5*96) S 

435  (5/15fl6) HC 

436  (5/16«6) C 

437  (V16fl6) HO  

438  (5/16fl6) HC 

440  (5/2W6) HC 

HC 

0 

0 

HC 


442  (5/29fl6] 

445  5/30fl6 

446  6*961 
448  6*96l 


HJJ.  655 

HR.  1361   

H.R.  961   

H.R.  535 

HR.  584  

HR.  614  

H  Con.  Res.  67 

H.R.  1561  

H.R.  1530 

H.R.  1817  

HR.  1854 

H.R.  1868 

H.R.  1905  

HJ.  Res.  79 

H.R.  1944  

HR.  1977  

HJt.  1977  

HR.  1976  

HJt.  2020 

HJ.  Res.  96 

H.R.  2002  

H.R.  70 

HJJ.  2076  

HJI.  2099 

S.  21 


HJl.  2126  

HJl  1555  

MR  2127  ..._ 

HR.  1594 

HR  1655  

HR.  1162 

HR.  1670 

HJt.  1617 

HR.  2274 

H  R.  927  

HR.  743 

HR.  1170  

HJJ.  1601 

HJ.  Rh.  108 

HJl.  2405 

H.R.  2259  

HR.  2425 

H.R.  2492  

H.  Con.  Rts.  109  . 

HJl.  2491 

HR.  1833 

H.R.  2546 

HJ.  Res.  115 

HR.  2586 

HR.  2539 

HJt.  2586 

HJt.  2564 

HJ  Res.  122  

HJt.  2606 

HR.  1788 

HJl.  1350 

HJI.  2621   __ 

HR.  1745  _- 

H  Con.  Res.  122  . 

H.R.  558 

RR.  2677 

HJt.  2854 

H.R.  994 

HR.  3021  -.- 

HJt.  3019  

HJJ.  2703 

HJJ.  2202 

HJ  Res.  165 

HJt.  125 

HJJ.  3136 
HJt.  3103 


HJ.  Res.  159 

HR.  842  

HJI.  2715 

HJI.  1675 

HJ.  Res  175 

HJI  2641 


450  6/10rt6) 

(6/12ffl6) . 


HC  

0 

0  


Hydroien  Future  Act  of  1995 

Coast  (Miard  Autfi.  FY  1996 

Clean  Water  Amendments 

Fish  Hatctierf— Artiansos 

Fish  HatOiety — Iowa 

MSh  Hatcheiy— Minnesota  

Budget  Resolutw  FY  1996  

Amencan  Overseas  Interests  Act  , 

Nat  Defense  Autti  FY  1996 

MilCon  Aopnpnations  FY  1996  _ 
Ifg  Branch  Approps  FY  1996  _. 
For  Ops,  Approps.  FY  1996  . 


Energy  I  Water  «ooroos  FY  1996  - 

Flag  Constitutional  Amendment 

Emer.  Supp  Approps 

Intencr  Approps  FT  1996  

Interior  Approps.  FY  1996  »2 

Agriculture  Approps.  FY  1996 

Treasuiy/Tteal  Approps.  FY  1996  _.. 

Diupproval  of  MFN  to  China  

Transportation  Approps.  FY  1996  _... 
Exports  ot  Alaskan  Crude  Oil  ...._... 
Commerce.  State  Approps.  FY  1996  . 
VArttUO  Approps  FY  1996 


Terminating  U.S  Arms  Embargo  on  Bosn  . 

Defense  Appreps.  FY  1996  

Communicjtions  Act  o<  1995 

Labor,  HHS  Approps  FY  1996  

Economically  Targeted  Immtfflents 

Intelligence  Authonzation  FY  1996 

DefKit  Reduction  Lockbci 

Federal  Acquisition  Retomi  Act 

CAREERS  Act  


Hatl.  Higliwey  System  

Cuban  Ubefty  8  Dem.  Sokdanty 
Team/U 


3-Jud|e  Court 

Intematl.  Spaa  Station 

Continuing  Resolution  FY  1996  

Omnibus  Science  Autfi 

Disapptoiie  Sentencing  Goideiines  . 

Medicare  Presevation  Act 

Lej.  Branct  Appreps 

Social  Socunty  Earnings  Reform  _ 

Scven-Year  Balanced  Budget 

Partial  Birtti  Abortion  Ban 

DC.  Appnps. 

Cont.  Res.  FY  1996 

Debt  Umit 

ICC  Termination  Act 

Increase  Debt  Limit 

lobbying  Retoim  . 


FurttKT  ConL  Resolution 
Prokibitm  on  Funds  tor 

Affltrafi  Reform 

Mintiiw  Smnty  Act 

Pretact  Fedtnl  Trvst  Finds  _ 

UUh  Public  Unds  ...__ 

Budget  Res  W/Fhtsidcnt 

Teias  Low-level  Radioactne  _ 
Natl  PariB  t  Wildlite  Retu|e . 

farm  Bill ._ 

Small  Business  Groalli 

DeM  Umit  Increase 

Cont.  Ap«nps  FY  1996 

Effective  Oeatli  Pcullr 

Immigration  __„__ 

Further  Cont.  Approps  . 


Gun  Crime  Enforcement 

Contract  w/Amenca  Advancement  . 

Health  Covctaie  Affoidability 

Tai  Umitatm  Const  Amdmt  

Trutfi  in  Budgeting  Act  

Paperent  Elimmatan  Act 

Natl.  Midlife  Refuge  . 


Furtlier  Coot  Aoprops  FY  1996 

U.S.  Marshals  Service 

Ocean  Snipping  Reform 


Dimes  Afainst  Children  (  EMBllr . 

Wtness  t  Jury  Tampong  

Ui  Honing  Act  of  1996 

Omnibus  Civilian  Science  Auth 

Adoption  Promotion  8  Stability 

OoDAutn  FY  1957  . 


Con.  Res  on  the  Budget.  1997  . 
Repeal  4J  cent  fuel  tai  ..___ 

Intell.  Auth.  FY  1997 

Defend  Amenca  Act ._ 

Snail  Bus.  Job  Prenctwi 

Employee  Commuting  Flnibility  . 


Mil  Const  Approps  FY  1997 

for.  Ops.  Appnps  fY  1997 

Wl  Wbtlts  waner  Approval 

Sfiipbuildmi  Trade  ureement 

Atricalture  Apprepnatiors.  FY  1997  . 
O^ense  Appmpnations.  FY  1997 


A  voce  vote  (V2/95) 

A  voce  vole  (5*95) 

A  414-1  (VlO/Sil 

Amee  vote  (5/15/95). 

A  voice  vote  (5/15/95) 

A  vo«  vole  (5/15/95) 

«:  252-170  A  255-168  (5/17/J5). 

A  233-176(5/21%) 

PQ:  225-191  A  233-183  (6/!3fl5). 

PQ:  223-180  k  245-155  (6/16«5) 

PQ  232-196  A  236-191  [6/20ffli) 

PQ:  221-178  A  217-175  (6raW). 

A  voce  vote  (7/12«) 

PQ  258-170  A  271-152  (6/28/9:) 

PQ  236-194  A  234-192  (6/29/951 

PQ.  235-193  0  192-238  (7/12«5! 

PQ.  230-194  A  22S-195  (7/13/95; 

FQ:  242-185  A  voce  vote  (7/18%). 

PQ:  232-192  A  voKC  vole  (7/18/95). 

A  voce  »gte  (7/2t»5). 

Pft  217-202  (7/21rt5). 

A  voce  vote  (7/24/95). 

A  voce  vote  !7,7V95) 

A  230-!  89  (7/25/95). 

A  vDCf  vote  (8n/95). 

A  409-1  (7/31fl5i 

A  255-156  (8*95). 

A  323-104  lW9i) 

A  voce  vole  (S/12/95) 

A  voce  vote  (3/12/951. 

A'  voce  vote  (9/1V951. 

A  414-0  (9/13/95) 

A  388-2  (S/!9fl5) 

PQ:  241-173  A  375-39-1  (SW95). 

A  304-118  (9^95). 

A  344-66-1  (9/27/95). 

A  voce  vote  (V28/95). 

A  voce  vole  (9/27/95). 

A  voce  vole  (9/28/95) 

Avon  voU(i;yiL/95). 

A  voce  vote  (llV18r95l 

f^  231-194  k  227-192  (10/18«). 

ra  235-184  fc  ma  note  (l(V31/%). 

PQ:  228-191  k  235-185  (10/26/95). 

A  237-190  (11*95). 
A  241-181  (11/1/95). 
A  21»-210  (11*95). 
A:  220-2K  (11/10%). 
AmaiaKdl/lAAS). 
A  22D-1IS  (11/10/95). 

kiaaimavxtnst. 

k  249-176  (linyK) 

k  239-181  (11/17/K). 

A«BaHle(ll/3IV95) 

A  van  Nie  (12«K). 

PQ:  223-183  k  221-184  (12/14/95). 

PQ:  221-197  Jk  ma  vale  (VlVXl. 

r<k  230-188  k  229-189  (12/1M5). 

A  ma  me  (12/20/95). 

TabM  amnet 

t(k  228-182  k  244-168  (2/28/96) 

TabM  (4/17/90. 

A  voce  vole  (3/7/96) 

Pa  ma  me  A:  235-175  (3/7/96). 

A  251-157  (V13fl6). 

PQ:  233-152  A:  voce  Mto  (3n9«). 

PQ:  234-187  A  237-183  (3/21/Kl. 

k  244-166  omnBi 

Pft  232-180  A  232-177.  (3fl8«) 

pa  229-186  A:  Voce  Wole  (3/2»96|. 

PQ:  232-168  k  234-162  (4/15/96). 

A  voce  vole  (4/17/96) 

A:  voce  Nie  (4/24A6). 

A  von  «K  (4/24/96). 

A  von  vale  (4/74/961 

PQ:  219-203  A  ma  uele  (5*K). 

A  422-C  (5/1/96! 

A  vaa  vote  (5/7/96) 

A  «na  vale  (V7/96). 

Pft  218-208  A  ma  «Ma  (5*96). 

A  voce  volt  (M/96). 

A  VDO  vote  (V9/96). 

A  23^149  (5^0/96). 

Pft  227-196  A  ma  vol 

Pft  221-181  A  «ea  vol 

A  ma  volt  (5/21/96). 

A  219-211  (5/22^6). 

A  voce  vote  (5/30/96). 

A  vKt  vole  16/5/96) 
A  363-59  (6*96) 

A  voce  vote  (6/1 1/96] 


t(yi6/K). 
I  (5/21/96). 


Codes:  0-open  rule:  HO-modified  open  nile.  UC-modifwd  closed  rule-.  S/C-structured/closcd  rule:  A-adopbon  wtr.  D-defeated.  PQ-prevnus  guestnn  vote.  Soura:  Notos  of  Acton  Tabtn.  Conmitiac  on  Rules.  104th  Congitss 


Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to  say  I 
support  this  rule,  which  gives  people  on 
both  sides  of  this  issue  a  chance  to  be 
heard. 


It  will  allow  the  supporters  of  this 
shipbuilding  trade  {igreement  a  chance 
to  vote  for  the  agreement  and  it  will 
give  others  a  chance  to  make  changes. 
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So.  although  I  count  myself  as  one  of 
the  people  who  would  like  to  make 
changes,  I  am  happy  to  say  I  support 
this  nile  because  it  will  allow  us  to  do 
so. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  shipping  agreement 
is  a  good  start.  It  takes  some  serious 
steps  toward  making  the  international 
business  of  shipbuilding  fair  for  all 
shipbuilders — regardless  of  their  na- 
tionality. It  seeks  to  eventually  elimi- 
nate shipbuilding  subsidies;  prevent 
dumping;  ami  settle  disputes. 

But,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  shipbuilding 
trade  agreement  is  unbalanced.  It  does 
not  do  enough  to  protect  American 
shipbuilders  from  unfair  international 
shipbuilding  subsidies. 

Unless  we  change  that  aspect  of  the 
agreement,  unless  we  adopt  the  Bate- 
man  amendment,  this  agreement  is  un- 
fair to  American  shipbuilders  and 
shouldn't  go  any  further. 

The  Bateman  amendment  continues 
the  title  11  loan  guarantees  at  their 
current  levels.  In  other  words  it  will 
even  the  playing  field  for  American 
shipbuilders  in  light  of  continued  sub- 
sidies by  foreign  governments. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  agreement  is  the 
result  of  5  years  of  negotiations  among 
the  major  shipbuilding  countries  of  the 
world.  The  goal  is  a  very  noble  one. 
namely  to  end  all  shipbuilding  sub- 
sidles  in  the  year  1999.  But,  unfortu- 
nately, it  appears  that  we  have  given 
away  nearly  the  whole  store  and  gotten 
just  about  nothing  in  return. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  creation  of  the  title 
11  loan  guarantee  program  has  jump 
started  the  American  shipbuilding  in- 
dustry in  recent  years.  It  enables  quali- 
fied shipbuilders  to  receive  substantial 
loan  guarantees  from  our  Government 
for  up  to  87.5  percent  of  a  loan  over  a 
25-year  period. 

Thanks  to  this  program  previously 
defunct  shipyards,  like  the  Quincy 
Shipyard  in  Massachusetts,  have  been 
able  to  get  back  on  their  feet. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  the  only  govern- 
ment program  designed  to  help  U.S. 
shipbuilders,  and  it  carries  a  price  tag 
of  $50  million  annually.  Other  coun- 
tries such  as  Japan.  South  Korea  and 
Germany  subsidize  their  shipyards 
with  nearly  200  times  that  amount — ap- 
proximately S8  billion  annually.  In- 
stead of  asking  the  other  countries  to 
stop  their  subsidies  now.  this  agree- 
ment slashes  the  title  11  loan  guaran- 
tees by  IVi  percent. 

Meanwhile,  several  countries  are 
using  loopholes  to  continue  using  gov- 
ernment subsidies  to  modernize  their 
shipyards. 

Although  these  subsidies  will  end  in 
1999,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  worry  that  1999  will 
be  too  late.  By  that  time,  our  European 
competitors  will  have  used  these  sub- 
sidy loopholes  to  modernize  their  ship- 
yards. The  level  plajring  field  envi- 
sioned by  the  creators  of  this  agree- 
ment will  have  evaporated  because 
American  shipyards  won't  be  able  to 
compete  with  these  fully  moderr  yards. 


If  we  aren't  going  to  give  our  ship- 
builders loan  guarantees.  Mr.  Speaker, 
then  we  shouldn't  sign  an  agreement 
that  leaves  open  loopholes  through 
which  other  countries  can  subsidize 
their  shipbuilding. 

Hard  working  Americans  in  places 
like  the  Quincy  Shipyard  deserve  their 
chance  to  compete  in  today's  global 
economy— without  having  to  worry 
about  competing  against  subsidized 
foreign  shipbuilders. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
rule  because  it  allows  both  sides  a 
chance  to  offer  their  proposals.  I  also 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Bateman  amendment  to  help  even  the 
playing  field  for  American  ship- 
builders. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  first  say  that  I 
disagree  with  my  dear  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  South  Boston,  MA.  when 
he  says  that  President  Clinton  sold  out 
the  store  on  this  issue. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  I  did  not  say  Presi- 
dent Clinton.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield. 

Mr.  DREIER.  I  think  it  was  President 
Clinton  who  put  this  agreement  to- 
gether. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  happy  to  yield  6 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New- 
port News.  VA  [Mr.  Bateman].  a  distin- 
guished member  of  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  srielding  time  to  me, 
and  I  also  want  to  commend  him  on  the 
rule  which  he  has  brought  for  consider- 
ation of  this  very,  very  important  mat- 
ter. It  is  a  fair  rule,  it  is  an  appropriate 
rule.  It  does  give  to  those  who  have 
concerns  about  this  agreement  the  op- 
portunity to  debate  it  and  to  address 
the  means  by  which  the  agreement  can 
be  improved  to  a  point  where  it  would 
be  worthy  of  the  support  of  the  rep- 
resentatives of  the  American  people. 

It  is  perhaps  strange  to  many  that  a 
bill  that  started  in  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  and  is,  in  essence,  a 
trade  agreement  would  come  to  the 
floor  with  some  input  from  the  Com- 
mittee on  National  Security.  But  when 
we  think  of  the  basic  subject  matter  of 
this  particulaj  trade  agreement,  it  is 
more  than  appropriate  that  the  Com- 
mittee on  National  Security  have  a 
voice  in  whether  or  not  that  treaty  or 
that  agreement  should  be  implemented 
legislatively,  for  this  agreement  deals 
with  shipbuilding,  and  when  we  deal 
with  shipbuilding,  we  deal  with  some- 
thing which  is  absolutely  vital  to  the 
national  security  interests  of  the 
United  States  of  America. 

When  the  United  States  of  America  is 
no  longer  a  maritime  power,  the  United 
States  of  America  is  no  longer  a  world 
power.  It  is  just  in  the  nature  of  the 
world  we  live  in  and   the  geography 


that  we  deal  with  that  we  must  be  a 
maritime  power.  We  cannot  be  a  mari- 
time power  if  we  do  not  have  the  capa- 
bility to  build  and  maintain  a  mer- 
chant fleet  and  to  have  the  capability 
to  build  in  our  country  naval  combat- 
ant vessels. 

I  can  say  to  the  Members  that  their 
large  shipyards  in  the  United  States, 
the  ones  which  do  and  can  build  naval 
combatant  vessels,  are  opposed  to  his 
agreement  if  implemented  according  to 
the  terms  of  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  bill.  They  have  sought  and  I 
have  been  proud  to  author  an  amend- 
ment which  would  make  this  agree- 
ment more  fair  and  more  protective  of 
the  legitimate  Interests  of  American 
shipbuilding  and  of  America's  national 
security. 

The  amendments  which  I  will  be  of- 
fering would  include  an  extension  for  30 
months  of  our  existing  title  XI  pro- 
gram, because  it  is  a  program  that  is 
working,  and  because  it  is  a  program 
that  is  essential  to  a  transition  period 
so  our  shipbuilding  can  play  on  an  even 
playing  field  when  this  agreement  is 
fully  implemented  and  all  of  the  sub- 
sidies go  away,  very  appropriate  in 
light  of  the  fact  that  there  are  other 
nations  who  are  parties  to  this  agree- 
ment who  have  special  transition  pro- 
visions allowing  them  hundreds  of  mil- 
lions of  dollars  in  continued  subsidiza- 
tion of  their  shipyards. 

The  trade  representatives  have  as- 
sured us,  according  to  their  interpreta- 
tion, that  this  agreement  has  nothing 
to  do  with,  has  no  effect  upon,  the 
Jones  Act.  Yet,  the  letter  cited  by  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia, from  various  embassies  who  are 
parties  to  this  agreement,  says  that 
my  amendment,  because  it  makes  it 
explicit  that  the  agreement  shall  not 
affect  the  Jones  Act,  is  totally  unac- 
ceptable to  them. 

D  2245 

I  would  say  to  you  that  that  is  a 
very,  very  strong  reason  why  the 
amendments  which  I  will  offer  tomor- 
row ought  to  be  enacted,  because  it 
must  be  unequivocally  clear  that  the 
Jones  Act  is  not  affected  by  this  agree- 
ment. 

We  also  must  make  it  perfectly  clear 
that  we  reserve  the  right  to  define 
ships  that  are  built  for  a  national  de- 
fense purpose  and  that  someone  else 
cannot  say  that  our  Marine  and  Army 
prepositioned  vessels  and  other  ships 
which  discharge  a  vital  national  secu- 
rity interest  must  be  regarded  as  com- 
mercial vessels  and  cannot  be  built  in 
American  shipyards  but  must  be  made 
available  for  bid  to  the  lowest  bidder 
from  any  Nation  in  the  world.  We  can- 
not make  our  national  defense  capa- 
bilities dependent  upon  that. 

Mr.  Speaker,  when  this  debate  is 
heard  tomorrow,  I  would  implore  the 
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Members  of  the  House  to  remember 
that  they  are  representing  the  vital  in- 
terests of  the  United  States  of  America 
and  its  capability  to  remain  a  mari- 
time power.  In  doing  that,  they  must 
look  upon  this  agreement  as  what  is 
fair  and  what  serves  the  interest  of  the 
people  whom  we  represent.  Based  on 
that  standing,  I  believe  the  Members  of 
the  House  will  support  the  Bateman 
amendment  when  offered  and  with  that 
amendment  we  can  go  on  to  perfect 
this  agreement  if  the  parties  are  will- 
ing to  do  so. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
9  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Flor- 
ida [Mr.  GffiBONS],  the  ranking  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  support 
this  rule.  I  had  not  wajited  to  use  this 
much  time  to  debate  this  rule  but  since 
we  got  into  the  merits  of  the  bill.  I 
think  it  is  appropriate  that  someone 
who  is  connected  with  the  bill  since  its 
inception  explain  the  position  of  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  and  the 
position  adopted  by  the  administration 
in  negotiating  this  agreement. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  a  lot  of  ship- 
building business  out  there  to  be  had 
by  Americans  if  we  can  just  get  the 
rest  of  the  world  to  do  away  with  their 
subsidies.  Here  on  this  floor  in  1981.  the 
Congress  adopted  the  Gramm-Latta 
substitute  to  the  budget  reconciliation 
bill  and  wiped  out  all  U.S.  subsidies. 
One  tiny  little  subsidy,  almost  insig- 
nificant subsidy,  survived  that  on- 
slaught. There  is  a  great  obsolescence 
coming  about  on  all  the  conmiercial 
ships  that  have  been  built  in  the  world. 
The  amount  of  shipbuilding  that  will 
be  done  by  the  rest  of  the  world  in  the 
next  few  years  is  going  to  be  tremen- 
dous. It  is  important  that  America  get 
its  fair  share.  We  are  very  competitive 
in  commercial  shipbuilding,  due  large- 
ly to  the  value  of  our  dollar.  And  we 
can  compete,  so  our  shipbuilders  tell 
us.  on  a  level  playing  field.  That  is 
what  this  agreement  provides  for. 

I  began  this  action  about  7  or  8  years 
ago  and  for  the  last  5  years  we  have 
been  negotiating  furiously  with  all  the 
other  shipbuilders.  We  wore  out  4  sets 
of  negotiators  and  we  finally  reached 
an  agreement.  But  a  minority  of  the 
shipbuilders  in  this  country  have  de- 
cided that  they  do  not  like  the  agree- 
ment, that  they  could  do  better.  But  I 
doubt  that  they  can.  The  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  DREIER]  has  put 
into  the  Record  responses  from  the 
other  parties  to  this  agreement  that  if 
this  agreement  is  amended  by  the 
Bateman  amendment  that  they  will 
walk  away  from  the  agreement  and 
will  not  further  negotiate.  These  are 
not  little  bitty  insignificant  nations, 
they  are  the  280  million  people  of  the 
European  community,  the  nations  of 
Japan  and  South  Korea  and  other 
countries  that  have  said  that  if  we  tear 
up  this  agreement  by  amending  it  with 
the  Bateman  ajnendment.  it  is  all  over. 


they  will  go  back  to  their  subsidies. 
They  are  having  trouble  getting  rid  of 
their  subsidies  in  their  countries.  But 
all  of  those  other  countries  have  al- 
ready approved  this  agreement.  Even 
though  we  pushed  the  agreement  to  ne- 
gotiation, we  originated  all  of  this,  we 
are  the  last  to  ratify  it.  The  day  to  rat- 
ify it  is  this  week.  On  the  15th  of  this 
month,  the  extensions  that  we  have 
gotten  run  out. 

No  agreement  is  perfect.  No  agree- 
ment is  going  to  be  100  percent  agreed 
to  by  everyone.  But  this  is  a  good 
agreement.  It  will  put  us  back  in  the 
shipbuilding  business.  And  it  will  do 
away  with  foreign  subsidies. 

Why  will  the  Batemam  amendment 
not  work?  The  Bateman  amendment  is 
presently  law  in  the  United  States 
hangring  by  one  thin  thread,  a  thread 
about  as  thick  as  a  spider's  thread.  The 
only  thing  that  saves  what  Mr.  B.\te- 
MAN  would  like  to  do  today  is  a  stand- 
still agreement  in  this  agreement  that 
we  are  ratifying.  What  is  a  standstill 
agreement?  When  we  finally  sign  an 
international  agreement,  all  countries 
customarily  agree  to  stand  still  and 
not  to  escalate,  in  this  case,  the  sub- 
sidies that  we  have  cut  off.  At  the  time 
that  this  agreement  was  signed,  the 
United  States  was  slightly  ahead  in  the 
subsidy  race  in  ship  purchasing  financ- 
ing. In  other  words,  we  gave  a  better 
subsidy  to  ship  purchasers  than  did  any 
other  nation.  But  the  only  reason  they 
have  not  matched  or  beaten  our  sub- 
sidy is  because  they  have  agreed  to 
stand  still.  That  agreement  expires 
Friday. 

Come  Friday,  all  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Bateman]  is  trying  to 
save  will  go  up  in  thin  air.  because  all 
the  other  countries  on  Earth  that  are 
parties  to  this  agreement  can  start  the 
subsidy  race  again.  I  do  not  see  in  the 
United  States  any  desire  to  enter  into 
shipbuilding  subsidies.  We  thought  we 
were  getting  rid  of  all  of  them  in  1981. 

It  is  just  dreaming  to  say  that  we  can 
go  our  own  separate  way  on  this  agree- 
ment, that  we  can  continue  our  sub- 
sidies and  everybody  else  will  fall  in 
line.  That  is  just  pure  imagination. 

So  the  chance  is  here.  We  can  get 
America  back  into  the  shipbuilding  in- 
dustry, the  commercial  shipbuilding 
industry.  This  is  a  good  agreement.  We 
ought  to  take  this  opportunity  while 
we  have  got  it. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  never  been  any 
more  sincere  about  anything  I  have 
said  on  this  floor  than  I  am  about  this 
agreement.  I  have  followed  it.  started 
it  way  back  in  the  beginning.  I  know 
what  is  in  it.  We  cannot  improve  it  at 
this  stage  of  it.  It  is  good  for  America 
to  do  this. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume  to 
simply  rise  and  associate  myself  with 
the  remarks  of  the  distinguished  rank- 
ing minority  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  and  the  former 


chairman  not  only  of  the  full  commit- 
tee but  of  the  Trade  Subcommittee. 
The  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Gib- 
bons] has.  as  he  said,  followed  this 
issue  very,  very  closely  from  its  incep- 
tion and  he  understands  that  doing  ev- 
erything that  we  possibly  can  to  push 
those  other  countries  that  have  been 
involved  in  subsidization  will  do  noth- 
ing but  enhance  the  ability  of  ship- 
builders here  in  the  United  States,  and 
I  think  that  that  is  something  that  we 
all  want  to  do.  But  certainly  there  are 
differences  of  opinion  on  it  and  this 
rule  will  allow  a  chance  to  bring  that 
up. 

I  certainly  concur  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Gibbons]  as  a 
fellow  free-trader  that  doing  every- 
thing that  we  possibly  can  to  ensure 
that  the  amendment  of  my  very  good 
friend  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Bateman] 
does  not  carry.  I  think.  wiD  go  a  long 
way  toward  assisting  a  shipbuilding  in- 
dustry in  this  country. 

With  that.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  my  very  good  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Portland.  ME,  former 
marine.  Mr.  LONGLEY. 

Mr.  LONGLEY.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  for  yielding 
time. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
rule  that  has  been  written  on  this  bill. 
Again  I  would  echo  a  number  of  the 
comments  that  have  been  made  this 
evening  but  perhaps  with  a  slightly  dif- 
ferent twist.  I  think  it  is  important  to 
understand  that  the  steps  that  led  to 
this  agreement  were  begun  in  1989  at 
the  urging  of  the  sixth  largest  U.S. 
shipyairds,  including  the  Bath  Iron 
Works  located  in  my  district.  The  ne- 
gotiations were  initiated  following  the 
withdrawal  of  a  section  301  trade  com- 
plaint that  had  been  filed  by  these 
shipyards  charging  that  foreign  ship- 
builders had  been  engaging  in  unfair 
competitive  practices. 

As  we  know,  many  of  the  govern- 
ments in  Europe.  Korea  and  Japan 
have  been  subsidizing  commercial  ship- 
yards for  decades  and  these  subsidies 
have  been  nmning  into  the  billions  of 
dollars.  Unfortunately  in  the  view  of 
the  six  major  yards,  the  agreement  has 
not  accomplished  what  it  set  out  to  do 
and  it  has  left  major  discrepancies  in 
terms  of  the  interpretation  and  how 
the  agreement  might  be  interpreted 
and  how  that  might  apply  to  American 
shipyards. 

On  that  basis,  I  support  the  commit- 
tees  conclusion  to  provide  for  a  rule 
that  will  allow  a  vote  on  the  Bateman 
amendment.  I  wiU  later  be  speaking  in 
support  of  the  Bateman  amendment 
and  perhaps  later  even  questioning  the 
other  aspects  of  the  agreement. 

But  I  think  the  one  note  that  I  would 
want  to  urge  in  this  debate  as  we  con- 
sider the  rule  and  get  ready  for  the  de- 
bate on  the  measure  itself  is  that  the 
United  States  which  at  one  time  was 
the  greatest  sea  power  in  the  world  has 
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now  reached  the  point  where  the  num- 
ber of  workers  employed  in  industrial 
shipyards  that  make  the  major  surface 
military  and  commercial  vessels  for 
this  great  country  have  now  reached  a 
point  where  their  employment  is  at  an 
all-time  low  of  about  78,000  jobs,  far 
lower  than  it  has  ever  been  in  our  his- 
tory. 

Furthermore,  our  share  of  the  inter- 
national shipping  market,  commercial 
shipbuilding  market,  is  barely  1  to  2 
percent.  Clearly  there  is  an  issue  here 
as  to  an  agreement  and  whether  or  not 
that  agreement  has  actually  achieved 
the  level  playing  field  that  our  domes- 
tic shipbuilders  will  need  if  they  are 
going  to  compete  equitably  in  the 
world  shipbuilding  market. 

On  that  basis,  I  would  end  what  I 
have  to  say  tonight.  I  want  to  com- 
pliment the  gentleman  from  California 
and  the  ranking  member  for  what  I 
think  is  a  good  rule  that  will  lead  to  a 
good  debate.  I  look  forward  to  that  to- 
morrow. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
8  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
sissippi [Mr.  Taylor]. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  Mississippi.  I  thank 
the  ranking  member  for  yielding  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  bad  rule  and 
following  this  rale  it  is  a  bad  bill.  It  is 
a  bad  rule  because  the  greatest  law- 
making body  in  the  world  will  start  its 
day  tomorrow  waiving  the  rules  that  it 
lives  by.  One  of  those  rules  would  allow 
the  435  Members  of  this  body  to  come 
forward  to  try  to  perfect  this  bill.  But 
under  the  rule  as  envisioned  by  the 
Rules  Committee,  they  cannot  do  so. 
They  have  to  take  it  all  or  leave  it  all. 

So  what  is  it  that  we  are  being  asked 
to  take  or  leave?  It  is  a  measure  that 
affects  our  national  sovereignty  and  it 
is  a  measure  that  affects  our  national 
security. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  gentleman  from 
Maine  [Mr.  LONGLEY]  touched  on  it  but 
I  will  take  it  a  step  further.  On  the  day 
that  I  was  bom,  this  was  the  undis- 
puted greatest  maritime  power  in  the 
world.  We  had  more  ships  than  anyone 
and  we  built  more  ships  than  anyone. 
That  continued  for  a  long  time.  But 
the  real  decline  started  around  1981 
when  this  Congress,  for  whatever  rea- 
son— it  probably  made  sense  at  the 
time — decided  to  stop  helping  our  do- 
mestic shipbuilders.  There  was  a  wink 
to  them,  because  the  Reagan  defense 
buildup  was  coming  along,  that  they 
would  build  a  lot  of  naval  ships.  But 
the  600-ship  Navy  that  was  spoken 
about  by  President  Reagan  is  now  rap- 
idly becoming  a  150-ship  Navy.  The 
help  that  was  promised  has  rapidly 
evaporated  and  along  with  it  the  abil- 
ity of  this  Nation  to  protect  itself. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  an  island  nation. 
This  island  Nation  that  was  defended 
by  people  like  Sam  Gibbons  at  Nor- 
mandy had  to  build  16,000  ships  during 
World  War  n,  because  when  you  go  to 
war,  one  of  the  things  that  happens  is 


people  sink  your  ships.  As  recently  as 
Desert  Storm,  our  Nation  had  to  go  out 
and  charter  85  foreign  flagged  vessels 
to  resupply  our  troops.  We  did  not  lose 
a  single  ship  to  a  foreign  casualty,  yet 
even  in  peacetime  we  did  not  have 
enough  ships  to  resupply  our  troops. 

Now  we  are  being  told  that  we  want 
to  not  only  lose  the  fleet  but  lose  the 
ability  to  ever  build  that  fleet  again. 
Who  is  telling  us  this?  It  is  the  same 
folks  who  brought  us  NAFTA. 

You  remember  NAFTA.  Back  in  No- 
vember 1983  when  we  had  a  S6  billion 
trade  surplus  with  Mexico,  they  said,  it 
would  help  our  trade  situation.  It  hzis 
not.  It  hjis  increased  our  deficit.  We 
went  from  a  surplus  to  a  deficit.  You 
remember  how  they  talked  about  the 
jobs  that  would  be  created.  Well, 
maybe  they  have  been,  but  they  have 
not  been  created  in  this  country.  They 
were  created  in  Mexico. 

If  anyone  in  this  room  needs  any  evi- 
dence, I  will  invite  you  to  visit 
Wiggins,  MS;  or  Gulfwood,  MS;  or 
Poplarville,  MS;  or  Neely,  MS,  and  see 
the  empty  garment  plants.  In  places 
like  Neely,  MS,  when  they  shut  down 
the  garment  plant,  there  is  no  place 
else  to  go.  There  is  no  reason  for  work- 
er retraining.  It  was  the  only  business 
in  town.  Or,  for  that  matter.  I  would 
like  to  invite  you  to  Lucedale  or 
Poplarville  or  Hattiesburg  and  go  to 
the  livestock  auction.  Before  NAFTA 
an  average  calf  was  selling  for  about 
$1.10  a  pound.  Right  now  when  the 
farmers  can  find  a  buyer,  cattle  is 
going  for  about  55  cents  a  pound.  Peo- 
ple's entire  lifetime  investments  cut  in 
half  since  the  passage  of  NAFTA  and 
the  beef  that  has  come  up  from  Mexico. 
So  the  same  folks  who  brought  us 
NAFTA  now  want  to  take  it  a  step  fur- 
ther, and  they  want  to  do  away  with 
the  ability  of  this  Nation  to  defend 
itself. 

D  2300 

Something  that  we  did  in  1993,  and  I 
am  very  proud  of,  with  broad  biparti- 
san support,  recognizing  that  our  Na- 
tion has  to  have  shipbuilders  and  that 
we  are  down  to  only  six,  is  we  passed 
the  National  Shipbuilding  Initiative.  It 
is  an  expansion  of  the  title  XI  program 
which  was  begun  under  President  Roo- 
sevelt when  our  Nation,  prior  to  World 
War  II.  found  itself  in  the  same  situa- 
tion, and  that  is  an  island  nation  that 
did  not  have  enough  ships  to  support 
itself.  They  started  a  program  of  loan 
guarantees  to  help  our  shipbuilders 
build  commercial  ships,  the  kind  of 
ships  we  need  to  move  goods  during 
time  of  war. 

We  passed  it  again  in  1993,  and  we 
went  from  building  no  ships  a  year  up 
to  having  13  on  order,  and  with  an  in- 
credible market  opportunity  out  there. 
Because  with  the  passage  of  the  Oil 
Pollution  Act  of  1990,  2,000  tanker  ships 
will  have  to  be  replaced  in  about  the 
next  10  years.  We   could  be  building 


those  ships  but,  instead,  this  measure 
is  going  to  deprive  the  American  ship- 
yards of  any  help  at  all,  even  if  it  is  a 
loan  guarantee,  to  try  to  go  after  that 
2,000  ship  market. 

In  effect,  what  we  are  saying  is  that 
just  like  our  garments  and  just  like 
our  beef,  we  are  now  going  to  import 
ships.  We  are  going  to  be  a  Third  World 
country  because  we  will  lose  our  ship- 
yards, and  from  now  on,  when  we  need 
a  destroyer  or  a  carrier  or  a  submarine, 
we  will  call  up  someone  else  to  sell 
them  to  us. 

Now  that  might  have  worked  in 
Desert  Storm,  but  I  would  remind 
those  people  who  have  lived  a  little 
longer,  that  many  of  those  nations  that 
lined  up  with  us  during  Desert  Storm 
were  on  the  other  side  during  Vietnam. 
They  could  be  on  the  other  side  again. 

It  affects  our  sovereignty  because  for 
the  first  time  in  the  history  of  our  Na- 
tion, if  we  want  to  do  something  to 
help  our  domestic  shipbuilders  stay  in 
business,  and  incidentally,  every  one  of 
the  major  shipbuilders  is  against  this 
proposal,  and  they  testified  before  the 
Committee  on  National  Security  to 
that  effect,  so  the  people  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  DREIER] 
says  he  wants  to  help  are  all  against  it, 
without  exception.  But  it  would  re- 
quire this  Nation  to  go  seek  the  per- 
mission of  about  20  other  nations  just 
to  help  our  own  shipbuilders  so  that 
they  can  be  in  business  when  we  need 
them,  because  there  is  going  to  be  an- 
other war. 

Since  the  fall  of  the  Iron  Curtain  we 
have  had  a  war  in  Panama,  we  have 
had  a  war  in  the  desert,  and  we  have 
had  a  situation  in  Bosnia.  It  is  going  to 
happen  again.  I  have  kids,  and  I  wish  it 
would  not  happen  again,  but  the  his- 
tory of  this  Nation  is  that  it  is  and  it 
happens  whenever  we  let  our  guard 
down,  and  this  is  letting  our  guard 
down. 

It  affects  our  national  security,  be- 
cause if  we  cannot  build  ships  this  is- 
land Nation  cannot  defend  itself.  It  is 
that  simple. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  for  all  of  these  rea- 
sons, this  is  a  bad  agreement  at  the 
wrong  time  in  our  Nation's  history. 
The  great  nations  of  the  world  have  al- 
ways been  great  manufacturers  and 
been  great  maritime  powers.  With 
NAFTA,  we  have  murdered  American 
manufacturing.  There  have  been  10,000 
new  factories  build  on  this  continent  in 
the  past  10  years,  but  they  have  all 
been  built  in  Mexico,  and  now  the  peo- 
ple who  brought  us  NAFTA  want  to  do 
away  with  what  is  left  of  American 
shipbuilding  and  send  it  overseas. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  the  defeat  of  the 
rule  and  I  would  strongly  urge  the  de- 
feat of  the  measure. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time  and  await 
my  dear  friend's  closing  argument. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  the  remainder  of  my  time.  I 
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would  like  to  close  by  simply  respond- 
ing to  some  of  the  remarks  that  were 
made  by  my  friend  from  Mississippi 
and  to  extend  hardy  congratulations  to 
my  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Tampa, 
FL  [Mr.  Gibbons]. 

Over  the  last  three  decades,  in  a  bi- 
partisan way,  the  United  States  of 
America  has  stood  for  free  trade.  There 
has  been  no  Member  of  Congress  who 
has  been  more  diligent  in  the  pursuit  of 
those  policies  than  Sam  Gibbons.  The 
benefits  to  the  consumer  in  the  United 
States  have  been  overwhelming  be- 
cause of  the  fact  that  we  have  success- 
fully broken  down  barriers.  And  elimi- 
nating those  barriers  has  improved  the 
standard  of  living  and  at  the  same  time 
it  has  created  jobs. 

The  gentleman  from  Florida  has  been 
intimately  involved  in  just  the  last  few 
years  with  implementation  of  the 
North  American  Free-Trade  Agreement 
and  with  the  Uruguay  round  of  the 
General  Agreement  on  Tariffs  and 
Trade.  And  I  would  say,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  both  of  those  items  have  been  job 
creators  here  in  the  United  States. 

I  differ  with  my  friend  fi-om  Mis- 
sissippi. I  happen  to  believe  that  the 
facts  show  that  over  336,000  jobs  here  in 
the  United  States  have  been  saved  be- 
cause of  the  North  American  Free- 
Trade  Agreement.  I  also  feel  very 
strongly  that  if  we  look  at  the  difficul- 
ties that  existed  in  Mexico,  and  we  jux- 
taposed those  to  the  peso  crisis  of  1982. 
we  would  have  seen  a  much  different 
response  if  we  had  not  had  the  North 
American  Free-Trade  Agreement  as 
Sam  Gibbons  and  I  and  others  fought 
on  behalf  of. 

I  also  believe  that  this  may  be  the 
last  trade  agreement  of  the  very  distin- 
guished career  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida,  and  so  I  think  that  it  is  impor- 
tant for  us  as  a  nation,  having  bene- 
fited from  his  three  decades  of  work  on 
this  issue,  to  ensure  that  we  move 
ahead  and  realize,  realize  that  for  our 
consumer,  for  those  who  are  trying  to 
find  new  markets  by  creating  jobs  with 
exports,  that  we  are  doing  the  right 
thing  by  passing  this  agreement.  If  we 
pass  an  amendment  to  it,  it  will  kill  it, 
and  so  I  hope  very  much  that  we  will 
move  ahead  and  do  the  right  thing 
here. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  miy  time  and  I  move  the  previous 
question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Taylor  of  North  Carolina).  The  ques- 
tion is  on  the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, this  afternoon  and  evening  we  have 
discussed  a  budget  resolution  in  our 
goals  to  eventually  achieve  a  balanced 
budget.  It  makes  me  think,  after  lis- 
tening to  much  of  the  discussion  of 
what  we  should  do,  of  the  Nike  rxinning 
shoe  ad  that  says,  "Just  do  it". 

We  hear  a  lot  of  rhetoric  about  the 
fact  that  we  should  cut  down  on  some 
of  the  wasteful  spending.  I  say  just  do 
it.  We  hear  a  lot  of  discussion  about  let 
us  lower  some  of  those  overwhelming 
taxes  that  we  have  imposed  on  the 
American  working  people.  I  say  let  us 
just  do  it.  We  have  heard  a  lot  of  talk 
about  how  we  change  welfare,  how  we 
admit  that  welfare  programs  have  been 
unsuccessful  for  the  last  40  years  and 
they  need  changing  because  we  have 
taken  the  spirit  away  from  people  by 
giving  them  something  for  nothing.  In 
changing  the  welfare  program,  I  say 
just  do  it. 

It  is  like  the  Nike  ad  on  just  doing  it. 
It  is  not  ea^y.  it  is  going  to  be  tough, 
but  we  have  to  just  clench  up  our  fists. 
we  have  to  tighten  up  our  stomachs 
and  tighten  up  our  dedication  and  just 
do  it. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Chabot).  Under  the  Speakers  an- 
nounced policy  of  May  12.  1995.  and 
under  a  previous  order  of  the  House, 
the  following  Members  will  be  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes  each. 


THE  TAX  TRAP 


JUST  DO  IT 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  SMITH]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, when  I  am  back  in  Michigan  in  our 
7th  Congressional  District,  around  Bat- 
tle Creek  and  Jackson  and  Hillsdale 
and  Adrian,  not  a  day  goes  by  but  a 
young  mother  or  a  young  father  comes 
up  to  me  and  says,  you  know,  we  are 
working  very  hard  and  we  can  hardly 
get  by.  We  are  both  working  now.  Or 
sometimes  it  is  a  young  mother,  all  by 
herself  trying  to  support  her  kids,  and 
they  say  why  is  it  so  difficult  now 
when  my  mom  and  dad,  when  I  was 
growing  up,  only  one  of  them  worked 
and  we  still  ended  up  with  enough 
money  to  go  on  vacations,  to  have  good 
food,  and  to  have  good  housing? 

You  know  what  I  have  concluded.  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  large  part  of  today's  prob- 
lem is?  The  tax  trap.  Back  in  the  1950's 
and  the  1960's  the  taxes  only  took  a 
small  part  of  our  earnings,  but  today 
taxes  take  almost  50  percent  of  what 
we  earn.  Taxes  at  the  local.  State  and 
national  level  take  41  percent  of  what 
we  earn.  And  then,  if  we  earn  more 
money  and  work  harder,  and  we  get 
into  those  higher  tax  brackets,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  15  percent  that  goes  into 


FICA,  we  can  go  as  high  as  39  percent 
on  our  income  tax. 

I  call  it  the  tax  trap  because  people 
may  remember  that  old  song  that  says 
the  more  you  study,  the  more  you 
learn;  the  more  you  learn,  the  more 
you  forget;  the  more  you  forget,  the 
less  you  know;  so  why  study?  It  is  sort 
of  true  on  taxes.  The  harder  you  work 
ajid  the  more  you  earn,  the  higher  your 
taxes  are  and  the  more  you  have  to  pay 
the  Federal  Government  to  spend  the 
money  that  you  worked  so  hard  to 
earn. 

I  wonder  if  people  know  that  today 
we  spend  more  on  food  and  clothing 
and  shelter.  The  taxes  that  we  pay  to 
the  government  is  more  than  we  spend 
on  food  and  clothing  and  shelter.  I 
wonder  if  people  know  that  there  is 
about  70  percent  of  the  hard-working 
American  people  that  pay  more  in  the 
FICA  taxes,  that  15  percent  that  is 
tacked  on  to  our  wages,  than  they  do  in 
the  Federal  income  tax. 

n  2315 

Let  us  look  at  the  FICA  taxes  a 
minute.  Most  of  that,  12.4  percent,  goes 
to  pay  Social  Security  taxes.  How 
many  of  the  people  under  40  today 
think  that  Social  Security  is  going  to 
be  around  when  they  are  ready  to  re- 
tire? 

We  have  got  some  real  problems  with 
Social  Security.  Back  in  the  early 
1980's  and  1982.  they  apjwinted  the 
Greenspan  Commission  because  at  that 
time  they  published  reports  that  the 
unfunded  liability  of  Social  Security 
was  1.82  percent  of  payroll.  In  other 
words,  taxes  would  have  to  be  raised 
that  much  more  to  cover  the  unfunded 
liability  of  Social  Security. 

Guess  what  it  is  today.  Today  the  un- 
funded liability  of  Social  Security  is 
2.17  percent.  So  when  we  hear  people 
say,  "Don't  worry  about  Social  Secu- 
rity because  it  is  going  to  have  enough 
money  until  the  year  2029,"  what  hap- 
pened is  the  actuaries  just  recently 
came  and  said  it  is  not  going  to  be  2030. 
but  it  is  going  to  be  2029.  but  the  fact 
is  that  is  only  if  somehow  Government 
pays  back  all  the  money  that  it  has 
been  taking  out  of  the  Social  Security 
surpluses. 

Since  we  changed  the  Social  Security 
taxes  in  1983,  and  at  that  time  the  esti- 
mate was  that  they  would  be  solvent 
for  65  years,  well,  guess  what  one  of  the 
former  commissioners,  Dorcas  Hardy, 
said  a  couple  of  weeks  ago?  She  esti- 
mated that  sometime  during  the  year 
2005  there  would  be  less  money  coming 
in  for  Social  Security  than  was  re- 
quired for  the  payout. 

There  is  no  trust  fund.  There  is  no  re- 
serve. The  Federal  Government  has 
taken  every  cent  of  the  surplus  every 
year,  written  out  an  lOU.  and  spent 
that  money  for  general  fund  spending, 
expanding  Government  spending,  ex- 
panding programs,  taking  more  of 
Americans'  individual  decisionmaking 
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away  from  them  and  putting  it  in  this 
Chamber  and  over  in  the  Senate  Cham- 
ber and  having  Grovemment  make  the 
decisions  that  they  used  to  decide. 

So  when  that  young  mother  and 
young  father  come  to  me  and  say, 
"What  are  your  suggestions,  what  are 
we  going  to  do,"  my  suggestion  is  to 
slow  down  on  the  borrowing  and  even- 
tually balance  this  budget.  Slow  down 
on  those  taxes.  Let  people  keep  some  of 
that  hard-earned  money  in  their  own 
pockets  and  decide  how  to  spend  that 
money,  rather  than  sending  it  to  this 
kind  of  Chamber  to  let  Government  de- 
cide how  to  spend  your  hard-earned 
dollar. 

Somehow,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  got 
to  have  a  tax  system  where  the  people 
that  work  hard  and  try  and  save,  end 
up  better  off  than  those  that  do  not. 
That  is  the  goal  of  our  budget  resolu- 
tion, and  our  budget  projection  for  the 
future  of  saying  cut  spending,  do  it 
now.  do  not  put  it  off  and  let  us  get  to 
a  balanced  budget.  Let  us  quit  borrow- 
ing and  taking  the  future  away  from 
our  kids. 
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IN  OPPOSITION  TO  NUCLEAR 
WASTE  STORAGE  ON  PALMYRA 
ATOLL.  A  POSSESSION  OF  THE 
UNITED  STATES  IN  THE  PACIFIC 
OCEAN 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Chabot).  Under  a  previous  order  of  the 
House,  the  gentleman  from  American 
Samoa  [Mr.  Faleomavaega]  is  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  FALEOMAVAEGA.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  come  before  my  colleagues  and  ovu- 
great  Nation  today  to  state  my  strong- 
est opposition  to  a  proposal  that  some 
people  view  as  nuclear  lunacy.  Some  of 
my  colleagues  may  have  heard  of  this 
reckless  initiative  circulating  around 
Capitol  Hill,  that  would  give  birth  to 
the  world's  largest  nuclear  waste  cess- 
pool— right  smack  in  the  middle 
amongst  Pacific  island  nations  and  in 
the  middle  of  the  Pacific  Ocean. 

Mr.  Speaker,  after  approximately  50 
years  of  nuclear  testing  in  the  Pacific, 
where  hundreds  of  the  world's  most  le- 
thal nuclear  weapons  have  been  deto- 
nated, would  you  not  think  Mr.  Speak- 
er, that  the  peoples  and  the  environ- 
ment of  the  Pacific  have  suffered 
enough  from  nuclear  poisoning  and 
contamination?  Apparently  not — as  a 
group  of  investors  from  New  York  and 
Russia— yes,  Russian— are  pushing  the 
idea  of  commercially  developing  Pal- 
myra Atoll,  a  United  States  possession 
in  the  Pacific,  as  an  international  stor- 
age site  for  spent  nuclear  fuel  and  Plu- 
tonium. These  investors  are  prepared 
to  sacrifice  the  health  and  welfare  of 
millions  of  men,  women,  and  children 
who  reside  in  the  Pacific,  for  the  bil- 
lions of  dollars  these  investors  intend 
to  make  in  annual  revenues. 

According  to  these  investors,  their 
commercial  enterprise  would  bring  to- 


gether the  Governments  of  the  United 
States,  Russia  and  others  to  jointly 
store  over  200,000  metric  tons  of  spent 
nuclear  fuel  and  excess  weapons  Pluto- 
nium on  Palmyra  Atoll.  Although 
making  money  is  the  primary  motive, 
they  also  proclaim  altruistic  objec- 
tives, such  as:  First,  securing  Russia's 
fissile  materials  from  the  nuclear 
black  market,  while  restraining  Mos- 
cow's spread  of  nuclear  technology  to 
suspect  regimes;  Second,  discouraging 
the  reprocessing  of  spent  nuclear  fuel 
by  nations  for  plutonium;  and  Third, 
materially  aiding  global  efforts  to  stop 
nuclear  proliferation. 

Although  I  find  these  nonprolifera- 
tion  objectives  to  be  admirable.  I  take 
great  exception  to  the  investors'  deci- 
sion to  locate  their  international  nu- 
clear storage  site  on  Palmsrra  Island— 
a  volcanic  island.  Hawaii's  distin- 
guished Senator.  Daniel  Akaxa,  has 
recently  opposed  the  plan,  calling  it 
nuclear  nonsense,  and  I  cannot  more 
wholeheartedly  agrree  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  Hawaii. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  the  height  of  folly 
and  sheer  nonsense  to  build  the  plan- 
et's largest  nuclear  wastedump  on  a 
geologically-suspect.  dormant  vol- 
cano— a  volcanic  formation  that  is  sur- 
rounded by  swirling  Pacific  currents, 
storms,  cyclones,  and  hurricanes.  Or 
how  about  these  freak  waves  that  trav- 
el in  the  Pacific  at  60  mph  and  at  60 
feet  in  height? 

As  many  of  us  know,  the  Pacific 
Basin  is  afflicted  by  shifting  tectonic 
plates,  and  volcanoes  erupt  regularly. 
With  the  State  of  Hawaii  less  than  1000 
miles  away  and  my  district.  American 
Samoa,  also  close  by — who  can  guaran- 
tee that  Americans  will  not  suffer  from 
the  environmental  firestorm  to  erupt  if 
Palmyra  Atoll  is,  again,  subjected  to 
geologic  movement?  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
are  talking  about  the  storage  here  of 
200.000  tons  of  nuclear  materials  that 
shall  remain  radioactive,  toxic  and 
hazardous  for  over  100,000  years — in  es- 
sence, for  all  time,  as  far  as  I  am  con- 
cerned. Mr.  Speaker,  the  menace  to 
surrounding  Pacific  island  nations, 
such  as  Kiribati  less  than  200  miles 
away,  is  obviously  the  greatest.  I 
would  not  want  my  family  to  live  on  is- 
lands anywhere  close  to  Palmyra.  What 
guarantees  are  there  for  the  lives  of 
some  1.2  million  American  citizens  who 
live  in  the  State  of  Hawaii,  which  is  lo- 
cated less  than  1.000  miles  north  of  Pal- 
myra Island? 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Palmyra  proposal 
subjects  Pacific  residents  to  additional 
dangers,  as  ships  carrying  spent  nu- 
clear fuel  and  plutonium  from  all  cor- 
ners of  the  world  shall  traverse  the  Pa- 
cific to  reach  the  island.  The  threat  of 
accidental  vessel  sinkings  and  terrorist 
hijackings  of  the  deadly  nuclear  car- 
goes are  only  the  beginning  of  prob- 
lems to  anticipate  and  are  surely  to 
come  if  this  body  ever  approves  this 
proposal. 


After  review  of  proposed  legislation 
that  would  facilitate  Palmyra  Atoll's 
development  as  a  private  nuclear  stor- 
age site.  I  believe  that,  in  addition  to 
the  concerns  I  have  already  raised,  the 
proposal  is  grossly  unsound  on  its  face. 
I  have  attached  a  copy  of  the  draft  leg- 
islation for  the  Record. 

The  bill  directs  the  Nuclear  Regu- 
latory Commission  [NRC]  to  expedi- 
tiously review  the  issuance  of  a  license 
to  the  owners  of  Palmjrra  to  operate  a 
spent  nuclear  fuel  storage  facility, 
thereby  applying  undue  pressure  upon 
the  NRC  to  circumvent  normal  envi- 
ronmental, engineering  and  safety  re- 
quirements for  such  storage  facilities. 

The  bill  further  provides  that  key 
sections  of  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  [NEPA]  and  the  Clean 
Water  Act  sheill  not  apply  to  the  Pal- 
myra facility,  thereby  sidestepping 
legal  requirements  for  an  environ- 
mental impact  statement  to  be  pre- 
pared. What  are  they  trying  to  hide? 

The  bill  also  makes  no  provision 
whatsoever  for  the  ultimate  disposition 
of  the  200.000-plus  tons  of  nuclear  mate- 
rial to  be  stored  on  Palmj^a.  From  my 
understanding.  Palmyra  is  not  to  be  a 
permanent  repository  like  Yucca 
Mountain,  which  has  entailed  years  of 
study  and  analyses  which  are  still  on- 
going. 

Nor  is  there  any  provision  that  ad- 
dresses who  will  be  liable  in  the  event 
that  a  nuclear  accident  occurs  at  Pal- 
myra or  while  nuclear  materials  are  in- 
transit  through  the  Pacific  region.  Can 
these  investors  cover  this  enormous  li- 
ability, or  are  the  United  States  and 
Russia  expected  to  do  so? 

Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  makes 
no  mention  of  who  will  provide  the  nec- 
essary security  and  protection  of  these 
deadly  fissile  materials.  The  Palmyra 
storage  facility  will  constitute  a  pluto- 
nium mine  for  centuries  that  will  at- 
tract every  rogue  government  and  ter- 
rorist group  with  nuclear  weapons  am- 
bitions. Who  is  to  provide  for  the  long- 
term  security  of  Palmyra? 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  said  in  the  begrin- 
ning,  this  Palmyra  Atoll  initiative  is 
nuclear  lunacy.  Rather  than  govern- 
ments putting  the  responsibility  of 
storing  dangerous  nuclear  materials  in 
the  hands  of  a  private  company,  per- 
haps we  should  consider  having  the 
International  Atomic  Energry  Agency 
[IAEA]  perform  this  crucial  function 
for  the  world  community. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Palmyra  Atoll  pro- 
posal is  the  work  of  individuals  who  see 
only  profits  and  outright  greed,  at  the 
expense  of  the  lives  of  the  millions  of 
people  who  live  throughout  the  Asia- 
Pacific  regions.  These  profiteers  now 
see  that  by  throwing  to  the  Pacific  Is- 
lands a  few  bones  to  chew  on— that  this 
will  satisfy  their  needs.  Is  S250  million 
enough?  What  happened  to  the  initial 
offer  for  $750  million? 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  cannot  more  strongly 
urge  our  colleagues  to  stand  with  me  in 
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opposing  this  reckless  legislation  when 
and  if  it  is  introduced  to  be  considered 
by  this  body. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  submit  the  following 
for  the  Record: 

Draft  Bill 

To  facilitate  the  ability  of  private  owners 
to  site,  design,  license,  construct,  operate 
and  decommission  a  private  facility  for  the 
interim  or  permanent  storage  of  commercial 
high-level  spent  nuclear  fuel  on  the  Pacific 
Atoll  of  Palmyra  subject  to  licensing-  by  the 
Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  I.  SHORT  TITLE  AND  TABLE  OF  CON- 
TENTS. 

(a)  Short  Title— This  Act  may  be  cited  as 
the  "Private  Storage  Facility  Authorization 
Act  of  1996." 

(b)  Table  of  Contents.— The  table  of  con- 
tents for  this  Act  is  as  follows: 

Sec.  1.  Short  title  and  table  of  contents. 

Sec.  2.  Findings  and  purposes. 

Sec.  3.  Definitions. 

Sec.  4.  Authorization  and  siting  of  private 
storage  facility. 

Sec.  5.  Funding  of  private  storage  facility. 

Sec.  6.  Design  of  private  storage  facility. 

Sec.  7.  Transfer  of  ownership  of  spent  nu- 
clear fuel. 

Sec.  8.  Transportation. 

Sec.  9.  Activities  of  the  Commission. 

Sec.  10.  Participation  in  the  project  by 
Minatom. 

Sec.  11.  Plutonium  processing  facility. 

Sec.  12.  Trust  fund  to  cover  cost  of  final 
disposal. 

Sec.  13.  Trust  fund  for  benefit  of  Pacific 
island  nations. 

SEC.  2.  FINDINGS  AND  PtniPOSES. 

(a)  Findings.— Congress  finds  that: 

(1)  The  age  of  nuclear  energy  has  brought 
with  it  three  worldwide  problems  that  may 
be  summarized  as  follows: 

(A)  Safely  disposing  of  high-level  spent  nu- 
clear fuel  which  is  necessarily  generated  in 
the  process  of  producing  electrical  energy  by 
nuclear  technology  and  which  is  dangerous 
to  life  and  ecology. 

(B)  Safeguarding  of  high-level  spent  nu- 
clear fuel  so  that  its  by-products  cannot  be 
used  to  produce  and  proliferate  weapons 
grade  nuclear  material. 

(C)  Safe  storage  and/or  processing  of  pluto- 
nium that  is  surplus  to  legitimate  national 
security  requirements  to  insure  that  it  does 
not  fall  into  the  bands  of  rogue  governments 
and  terrorists. 

(2)  Because  of  siting  problems  it  has  so  far 
not  been  possible  to  begin  construction  of  a 
repository  for  storage  of  high-level  spent  nu- 
clear fuel  in  the  United  States  even  though 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Energy  is  contrac- 
tually obligated  to  have  such  a  facility 
available  by  January  31.  1998. 

(3)  Facilities  for  the  temporary  storage  of 
spent  nuclear  fuel — primarily  at  the  power 
plants  that  used  the  fuel — are  virtually  ex- 
hausted, a  problem  that  affects  the  nuclear 
power  industry  all  over  the  world. 

(4)  Reprocessing  of  spent  nuclear  fuel  is  a 
method  of  separating  the  components  of  that 
fuel  so  that  the  uranium  it  contains  can  be 
reused  to  generate  electric  power,  but  this 
method  is  not  approved  in  the  United  States 
because  it  yields  by-products  that  can  be 
used  to  produce  weapons  grade  nuclear  mate- 
rials. 

(5)  Prompt  implementation  of  the  plan  for 
building  a  private  storage  facility  will  make 
it  possible  to  include  Minatom.  th  .  Ljclear 


energy  facility  of  the  Russian  Federation,  as 
an  equity  partner  in  the  project,  a  move  that 
will  greatly  reduce  the  threat  of  weapons- 
grade  nuclear  materials  falling  into  the 
hands  of  irresponsible  nations  while  at  the 
same  time  benefiting  the  ecology  by  provid- 
ing the  Russian  Federation  a  safe  repository 
for  its  high-level  nuclear  spent  fuel.  Partici- 
pation by  Minatom  as  an  equity  partner  will 
enable  Minatom  to  share  substantially  in  the 
profits  realized  by  the  project. 

(b)  Purposes.— The  purposes  of  this  Act 
are— 

(1)  to  facilitate  the  ability  of  private  own- 
ers to  site,  design,  license,  construct,  operate 
and  decommission  a  facility  for  the  safe 
storage  of  high-level  commercial  spent  nu- 
clear fuel  and  to  establish  procedures  that 
will  make  such  a  facility  available  In  the 
shortest  possible  time.  The  existence  of  this 
facility  will  provide  adequate  and  safe  stor- 
age space  for  all  commercial  high-level  spent 
nuclear  fuel  and  will  render  unnecessary  and 
uneconomical  the  reprocessing  of  spent  nu- 
clear fuel:  and 

(2)  to  authorize  private  owners  to  des- 
ignate and  develop  a  site  for  a  private  stor- 
age facility  on  Palmyra  Atoll  for  high-level 
spent  nuclear  fuel  and  facilities  for  storage 
and  processing  of  surplus  plutonium. 

SEC.  3.  DEFINrriONS. 

In  this  Act: 

(1)  Palmyra  Atoll.— Palmyra  Atoll  is  a 
small  group  of  coral  islets  of  volcanic  origin 
that  surround  a  shallow  lagoon  and  is  lo- 
cated In  the  Pacific  Ocean  at  5  degrees.  52 
minutes,  north  latitude  and  162  degrees.  30 
minutes,  west  longitude.  The  atoll  is  classi- 
fied as  an  Incorporated  possession  of  the 
United  States  and  is  privately  owned. 

(2)  COMEMRCIAL     HIGH-LEVEL     SPENT     NU- 

cle.\r  Fuel.— The  term  "commercial  high- 
level  spent  nuclear  fuel"  means  fuel  that  has 
been  withdrawn  from  a  nuclear  reactor  pri- 
marily dedicated  to  the  production  of  elec- 
tric power  following  Irradiation,  the  con- 
stituent elements  of  which  have  not  been 
separated  by  reprocessing. 

(3)  Plutonr™.— The  term  "plutonium"  re- 
fers to  one  of  the  by-products  of  nucleair  fis- 
sion that  in  its  refined  form  is  essential  to 
the  production  of  nuclear  weapons. 

(4)  COMMISSION.— The  term  "Commission" 
means  the  United  States  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission. 

(5)  Private  Owners.— The  term  "private 
owners"  means  a  group  of  investors  orga- 
nized into  three  corporations  formed  for  the 
purpose  of  developing  and  operating  a  pri- 
vate storage  facility  for  commercial  high- 
level  spent  nuclear  fuel  and  surplus  pluto- 
nium in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
this  Act. 

(6)  Private  Storage  FACiUTf.- The  term 
"private  storage  facility"  means  a  facility 
designed,  constructed  and  operated  by  pri- 
vate owners  for  the  receipt,  handling,  posses- 
sion, safeguarding  and  storage  of  commercial 
high-level  spent  nuclear  fuel  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

(7)  Storage.— The  term  "storage"  means 
retention  of  commercial  high-level  spent  nu- 
clear fuel  with  the  intention  of  recovering 
the  components  of  that  fuel  for  subsequent 
use,  processing  or  disposal.  This  term  is  not 
to  be  confused  with  the  term  "final  dis- 
posal." which  refers  to  high-level  spent  nu- 
clear fuel  whose  toxicity  has  been  reduced  to 
an  as  yet  theoretical  level  that  poses  no  pos- 
sible danger  to  life,  health  or  environment. 
SEC.  4.  AUTHOUZAIION  FOR  SFITNG,  CONSTRUC- 
TION AND  <M>ERATION  OF  A  PRIVATE 
STORAGE  FACnjTY. 

(A)  AUTHORIZATION.— 


(1)  The  private  owners  may  site,  design,  li- 
cense, construct,  operate  and  decommission 
a  private  storage  facility  on  Palmyra  Atoll 
for  the  storage  of  commercial  high-level 
spent  nuclear  fuel  in  accordance  with  the 
regulations  of  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Com- 
mission. 

(2)  In  order  to  facilitate  this  authorization, 
title  VI,  section  605(a)  of  Public  Law  96-205 
(48  U.S.C.  1491(a))  is  amended  by  adding  the 
words  "or  to  the  Atoll  know  as  Palmyra"  to 
the  end  of  the  last  line  of  section  605(a). 

(3)  LICENSE. — On  application  by  the  private 
owners,  the  private  storage  facility  shall  be 
licensed  by  the  Commission  In  accordance 
with  its  regulations  governing  the  licensing 
of  independent  spent  fuel  installations  as 
modified  In  accordance  with  section  9  infra. 

(b)  DESIGNATION  OF  PRIVATE   STORAGE  FA- 

ciLmr  SrrE.— The  site  designated  by  the  pri- 
vate owners  for  a  private  storage  facility  is 
Palmyra  Atoll,  which  is  owned  in  fee  by 
them  and  Is  not  under  the  jurisdiction  of  any 
State. 

(c)  Alti V ITIES.— The  private  owners  shall 
be  authorized  to  conduct  specified  activities 
at  the  private  storage  facility  site,  including 
the  design,  licensing,  construction,  operation 
and  decommissioning  of  the  private  storage 
facility,  with  the  scope  of  activities  to  be  de- 
termined by  the  private  owners. 

SEC.  5.  FUNDLNG  OF  THE  PRIVATE  STORAGE  FA- 
CUJTY. 

SOURCE  OF  FUNDING.— The  private  owners 
will  obtain  funding  for  the  design,  licensing, 
construction  and  operation  of  the  private 
storage  facility  from  private  sources.  Income 
will  be  derived  from  user  fees. 

SEC.  6.  DESIGN  OF  PRIVATE  STORAGE  FACILnT. 

(A)  STORAGE  CAPACTTi-.— The  private  stor- 
age facility  shall  have  a  storage  capacity  of 
not  less  than  200.000  metric  tons  of  commer- 
cial high-level  spent  nuclear  fuel  and  pluto- 
nium. This  capacity  shall  be  expandable  as 
necessary  to  meet  storage  requirements. 

(b)  Camster  System.— the  design  of  the 
private  storage  facility  shall  provide  for  the 
use  of  such  containment  and  transportation 
technologies  as  are  licensed  and  certified  by 
the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission  for  use 
in  handling  transportation  and  storage  of 
high-level  spent  nuclear  fuel. 

SEC.  7.  TRANSFER  OF  OWNERSHIP  OF  SPENT  NU- 
CLEAR FUEI. 

At  the  time  that  spent  nuclear  fuel  is 
transferred  to  the  canisters  belonging  to  the 
private  owners,  ownership  of  that  fuel  shall 
vest  in  the  private  owners. 

SEC.  &  TRANSPORTATION. 

Upon  acceptance  by  the  ijrivate  owners  of 
spent  nuclear  fuel,  the  spent  nuclear  fuel 
shall  be  transported  to  the  private  storage 
facility  in  the  safest,  most  cost-efficient 
manner  in  accordance  with  the  regulations 
for  such  transit  of  the  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission  and  the  Department  of  Trans- 
portation. 

SEC.  9.  ACTIVITIES  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

(a)  Regulations.— Not  later  than  180  days 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  the 
Commission  shall  amend  its  regulations  gov- 
erning the  licensing  of  Independent  spent  nu- 
clear fuel  storage  installations,  as  necessary, 
to  provide  for  the  licensing  of  the  private 
storage  facility  upon  application  by  the  pri- 
vate owners. 

(b)  Contents. — The  regulations  issued 
under  subsection  (a)  shall  incorporate  the 
following  provisions: 

(1)  Location  of  FACiLm-.— The  private 
storage  facility  shall  be  located  at  the  site 
specified  in  section  4  supra. 

(2)  Term  of  ucxnse.- The  private  storage 
facility  shall  be  licensed  for  the  mazimuin 
period  consistent  with  applicable  law. 
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(c)  Licensing.— On  application  by  the  pri- 
vate owners  for  a  license  for  construction 
and  operation  of  the  private  storage  facility 
at  the  designated  site,  the  Commission  shall 
review  the  license  application  and  issue  a 
final  decision  on  it  at  the  earliest  prac- 
ticable date,  to  the  extent  permitted  by  law 
and  regulation,  but  not  later  than  18  months 
after  receipt  of  the  license  application. 

(d)  Compliance  With  the  National  Envi- 
ronmental POLICY  ACT  OF  1969.— Preparation 
of  an  environmental  impact  statement  by 
the  Commission  under  section  102(2)(C)  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969 
(42  U.S.C.  4332(2)(C))  in  conjunction  with  the 
licensing  of  the  private  storage  facility  au- 
thorized by  this  Act  shall  not  be  required. 

(e)  Dredging  Permit.— The  issuance  of  a 
permit  under  section  404  of  the  Clean  Water 
Act  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  for  dredging  of  the  lagoon 
in  the  Palmjrra  Atoll  in  conjunction  with 
this  project  shall  not  be  required. 

SEC.   10.   PARTICIPATION   IN  THE   PROJECT  BY 
MINATOM. 

It  shall  be  a  condition  binding  on  the  pri- 
vate owners  that  Minatom,  the  nuclear  en- 
ergy facility  of  the  Russian  Federation,  be 
offered  a  substantial  equity  position  in  the 
real  estate  and  global  services  of  this  project 
in  exchange  for  its  agreement  to  deny  nu- 
clear weapons  technology  and  materials  to 
any  nation  whose  interests  and  policies  are 
inimical  to  the  security  interests  of  either 
the  United  States  or  the  Russian  Federation 
as  determined  by  their  respective  heads  of 
state.  In  exchange  for  equity  participation  in 
the  iiroject,  Minatom  also  will  not  make  any 
conunitment  for  reprocessing  high  level 
spent  nuclear  fuel  from  sources  outside  of 
the  Russian  Federation  after  the  time  that 
this  Act  becomes  law. 

SEC  IL  PLUTONIUM  STORAGE  AND  PROCESSING 
FACTUTV. 

For  the  purpose  of  implementing  a  global 
policy  of  nuclear  non-proliferation,  the  pri- 
vate owners  will  design  and  build  at  their 
own  cost,  using  revenues  derived  Crom  stor- 
age fees,  a  facility  for  storage,  conditioning, 
stabilizing  and  conversion  of  plutonium  that 
is  surplus  to  the  security  requirements  of 
the  United  States  and  Russia.  The  private 
owners  will  not  operate  this  facility,  but  it 
will  be  available  for  joint  operation  by  the 
United  States  Department  of  Energy  and 
Minatom. 

SEC  13.  TRUST  FUND  FOR  FINAL  DISPOSITION. 

From  revenues  received  from  storage  fees, 
the  owners  will  contribute  to  a  trust  fund  to 
be  administered  by  the  United  States  De- 
partment of  Energy  the  sum  of  J1(X),(X)0  for 
each  metric  ton  of  high  level  spent  nuclear 
fuel  deposited  in  the  private  storage  facility, 
which  fund  shall  be  used  to  defray  the  cost  of 
making  final  disposition  of  the  high-level 
spent  nuclear  fuel  existing  in  the  private 
storage  facility  at  the  time  the  disposition 
decision  is  made. 

SEC  11  TRUST  FUND  FOR  BENEFIT  OF  PACIFIC 
ISLAND  NATIONS. 

In  recognition  of  the  interest  in  and  sup- 
port of  this  project  on  the  part  of  the  Pacific 
Island  nations,  the  private  owners  will  estab- 
lish a  trust  fund,  to  be  administered  by  the 
OfDce  of  Insular  Affairs  of  the  United  States 
Department  of  the  Interior  and  based  in  Ha- 
waii, that  will  receive  a  share  of  the  profits 
ftom  each  metric  ton  of  spent  nuclear  fuel 
placed  in  the  private  storage  facility.  This 
trust  will  be  funded  by  an  initial  contribu- 
tion of  S100.(X)0.(XX)  plus  an  increment  of 
S2S,(XX)  for  each  metric  ton  deposited  in  the 
private  storage  facility  up  to  a  maximum 
payout  of  J250,(X)0,(X)0  per  annum.  This  fund 
will  be  used  to  assist  the  Pacific  Island  Na- 


tions in  economic  development,   education 
and  environmental  protection. 


THE   BURNING  OF   AFRICAN-AMER- 
ICAN CHURCHES  m  THE  SOUTH 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  Gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  FOX]  is 
recogrnized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, from  Johnson  Grove  Baptist  Church 
in  Tennessee  in  January  1995,  to  the 
Church  of  the  Living  God  in  Greenville, 
TX,  just  this  week,  America's  black 
churches  are  under  siege.  The  recent 
outbreak  of  arson  crimes  throughout 
the  United  States  recalls  a  dark  era  in 
the  history  of  our  great  Nation.  In  all, 
33  black  churches  have  been  torched  in 
the  past  18  months  in  a  rash  of  disturb- 
ing acts  of  violence,  racism,  and  ha- 
tred. This  cannot  be  tolerated. 

The  pain  and  anguish  of  these  fires 
can  be  felt  here  in  Washington  and 
throughout  the  Nation  by  people  of  all 
races  and  creeds  who  value  tolerance 
and  diversity.  While  there  is  no  clear 
evidence  of  a  national  conspiracy,  it  is 
clear  that  racial  hostility  is  the  driv- 
ing force  behind  these  reprehensible  in- 
cidents. This  must  and  will  stop. 

It  is  hard  to  imagine  a  more  depraved 
and  senseless  act  of  violence  than  the 
destruction  of  a  place  of  worship.  In 
this  Nation,  black  churches  were 
burned  in  the  1950's  and  1960's  to  in- 
timidate civil  rights  workers.  The 
sight  of  a  Southern  black  church  burn- 
ing is  part  of  a  hateful  mosaic  which 
includes  beatings,  murders,  and 
lynchings.  It  is  easy  to  try  and  relegate 
these  memories  to  the  past.  Yet,  the 
recent  crimes  show  that  there  is  jnuch 
work  to  be  done  when  it  comes  to  the 
end  of  discrimination  and  the  pro- 
motion of  civil  rights  for  all. 

As  many  oppressed  races  and  reli- 
gions know,  the  specter  of  hatred  can 
rise  at  any  time  and  in  any  place.  We 
must  always  remain  vigilant  if  all 
Americans  are  to  have  an  equal  oppor- 
tunity to  taste  the  sweet  fruit  of  free- 
dom. 

These  fires  struck  at  the  very  heart 
and  soul  of  the  black  community. 
Every  family,  without  regard  to  race, 
has  a  right  to  expect  that  when  they 
walk  into  a  church,  synagogue, 
mosque,  or  other  place  of  worship,  they 
will  find  a  place  of  prayer  and  quiet 
contemplation  and  not  the  charred 
remnants  of  a  hateful  act  perpetrated 
by  cowards  in  the  night. 

We  must  work  f^gcther  as  a  nation 
to  safeguard  the  right  of  every  Amer- 
ican to  pray  in  safety  in  their  own 
house  of  worship.  That  is  what  Amer- 
ica stands  for.  That  is  why  thousands 
of  Americans  have  laid  down  their  lives 
over  the  centuries,  Mr.  Speaker:  to  pro- 
tect the  lives  of  all  Americans  to  wor- 
ship as  they  choose,  if  they  choose,  to 
worship  in  safety,  peace,  and  free  of  vi- 
olence. 


Ultimately,  it  is  up  to  us  to  end  this 
senseless  violence.  We  must  say  to 
those  who  would  feed  upon  what  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  called  the 
"stale  bread  and  spoiled  meat  of  rac- 
ism" that  they  have  lost  sight  of  what 
America  stands  for.  That  is  not  the 
American  way.  Together,  we  can 
smother  the  fires  of  racial  hatred 
which  fuel  this  violence. 

Religious  freedom  is  one  of  the 
founding  principles  of  our  democracy 
and  the  black  church  has  historically 
been  the  center  of  worship,  self-help, 
and  community  life  for  millions  of 
Americans.  In  my  own  home  of  Mont- 
gomery County,  PA,  some  of  my 
fondest  memories  are  of  the  fellowship 
and  friendship  I  have  shared  with  my 
friends  in  many  of  the  black  congrega- 
tions of  my  district. 

We  must  all  do  our  part  to  end  this 
rash  of  violence.  In  Congress,  Mr. 
Speaker,  we  have  introduced  legisla- 
tion to  deter  these  arson  crimes  and  to 
increase  the  penalties  for  those  who 
would  perpetrate  them.  Americans 
must  rise  up  and  show  the  forces  of  ha- 
tred they  cannot  win  and  are  not  wel- 
come here. 

The  United  States  is  a  great  nation 
because  for  more  than  200  years  we 
have  worked  together  to  honor  the  reli- 
gious convictions  of  freedom  and  cele- 
brated the  extraordinary  religious  di- 
versity of  our  people.  By  unleashing 
the  full  strength  of  that  freedom  and 
diversity  we  can  ensure  that  nothing 
will  be  able  to  divide  us  or  defeat  us. 


DAMAGING  CHANGES  PROPOSED 
TO  U.S.  PATENT  LAW 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  California 
(Mr.  ROHRABACHER)  is  recognized  for  30 
minutes  as  the  designee  of  the  major- 
ity leader. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  here  tonight  to  discuss  a  bill  that 
will  be  coming  to  this  body  next  week 
or  the  week  thereafter.  A  bill  that  will 
dramatically— dramatically — change 
the  patent  laws  of  this  country. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a  bill  that  I  believe 
is  part  of  an  insidious  attack  on  the 
well-being  of  the  American  people. 
They  will  not  even  realize  how  horrible 
it  is  and  the  impact  that  it  will  have 
on  their  way  of  life  until  many  years 
after.  Only  when  it  has  long  since  been 
passed  will  the  American  people  won- 
der what  it  was  that  hit  them,  why 
their  standard  of  living  is  going  down, 
why  America  is  no  longer  able  to  com- 
pete. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  American  people 
are  used  to  being  the  leaders  on  this 
planet.  We  have  been,  and  this  has  been 
called  the  American  Century.  But  let 
us  never  forget  that  America  used  to  be 
the  most  underdeveloped  country  in 
the  world.  We  were  a  desolate  frontier, 
and   now   the   American   people   have 
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turned  a  desolate  frontier  into  a  house 
of  freedom  and  opportunity  in  which 
the  common  man  in  the  United  States 
Of  America  lives  a  decent  life  and 
knows  that  his  children  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  improve  their  well-being  as 
well  through  a  system  that  encourages 
innovation. 

Yet  there  are  those  who  seek  to 
change  some  of  the  fundamental 
underpinnings  of  American  prosperity, 
and  at  times  they  are  not  always  up 
front  with  their  goals.  Today,  I  believe 
the  incredible  attack  that  we  see  com- 
ing on  the  patent  system  of  the  United 
States  of  America  is  part  of  this  type 
of  approach  where  people  are  seeking  a 
change  in  America,  but  we  are  not  cer- 
tain exactly  where  they  are  coming 
from. 

D  2330 

One  thing  is  for  certain.  Bill  Clinton, 
shortly  after  becoming  President,  sent 
Bruce  Lehman,  his  appointee  to  head 
America's  patent  office,  to  Japaii. 
There  Bruce  Lehman,  now  the  head  of 
the  American  Patent  Office,  concluded 
a  hushed  agreement  to  harmonize 
America's  patent  laws  with  those  of 
Japan. 

It  may  sxirprise  those  who  are  hear- 
ing this  speech  tonight  that  an 
unelected  official — the  head  of  our  Pat- 
ent Office,  Bruce  Lehman — signed  an 
agreement  and  that  an  agreement  has 
been  reached.  It  is  in  writing:  to  har- 
monize American  law,  change  our  law 
so  that  it  is  in  harmony  with  Japanese 
law  in  terms  of  the  patent  law. 

What  we  got.  by  the  way,  for  agree- 
ing that  our  law  would  change  and  har- 
monize with  Japan,  is  almost  no 
change  in  the  Japanese  law  in  return, 
except  for  an  anemic  restriction  on 
corporate  Japan's  interferences  with 
the  patent  process.  But  like  Japan's 
promise  to  open  its  markets  decades 
ago — I  remember  this  25  years  ago 
when  they  were  talking  about  opening 
their  markets — no  one  has  any  idea 
when  their  weak  concessions  will  actu- 
ally be  put  into  effect  or  whether  those 
weak  concessions  are  simply 
scribblings  on  pieces  of  jiaper  until 
they  are  forced,  decades  from  now,  to 
actually  pull  back  from  the  things  that 
they  agreed  to  if  we  would  change  our 
law. 

In  the  meantime,  however,  Bruce 
Lehman  and  the  multinational  cor- 
porations are  doing  their  god-awful 
best  to  change  our  fundamental  patent 
law.  to  harmonize  it  to  make  it  look 
exactly  like  the  law  of  Japan  over 
these  many  years.  They  have  tried  to 
do  this  as  quickly  as  possible  and  as 
quietly  as  possible. 

Step  No.  1  was  eliminating  the  guar- 
anteed patent  term  of  17  years  which 
has  been  a  right  that  Americans  have 
enjoyed — American  inventors  and  in- 
vestors have  had  as  a  right— for  134 
years.  Before  that,  there  was  a  guaran- 
teed patent  term  of  14  years,  from  the 


time  of  the  founding  of  our  country 
until  134  years  ago.  This  guaranteed 
patent  term  has  been  part  of  our  rights 
and  part  of  something  that  has  actu- 
ally been  virritten  into  the  Constitu- 
tion. Trying  to  keep  this  downgrading 
of  the  American  patent  rights  quiet — 
instead  of  coming  to  Congress  with  leg- 
islation changing  our  patent  laws— a 
provision  was  snuck  into  the  imple- 
mentation legislation  for  the  General 
Agreement  on  Trade  and  Tariffs 
[GATT].  That  may  sound  odd,  but  Con- 
gress could  only  vote  up  or  down  on 
this  one  omnibus  bill  that  came  before 
us,  the  GATT  implementation  legisla- 
tion. No  amendments  were  allowed. 

Thus,  a  Member  of  Congress  would  be 
forced  to  vote  against  the  entire  world 
trading  system  in  order  to  vote  against 
this  insidious  change  of  our  patent  law. 
This  tactic  was  a  total  betrayal  of 
those  of  us  who  voted  for  the  fast  track 
process  of  GATT,  because  we  knew  that 
we  would  only  get  an  up  or  down  vote. 
That  is  what  the  fast  track  was  all 
about.  But  we  were  told  if  we  would 
vote  for  fast  track,  then  nothing  would 
be  included  in  the  GATT  implementa- 
tion legislation  except  for  that  which 
was  absolutely  necessary  and  required 
by  the  GATT  agreement  itself. 

That  is  not  what  happened  because 
this  change  was  not  required  by  GATT. 
This  insidious,  absolutely  underhanded 
way  of  passing  this  change  in  our  pat- 
ent law,  should  tip  off  our  citizens  and 
should  have  tipped  off  Members  of  Con- 
gress that  there  is  something  that  has 
gone  afoul. 

GATT  did  not  require  eliminating 
this  patent  change  so  it  should  never 
have  been  in  the  legislation  imple- 
menting GATT. 

I  created  a  stir  when  GATT  came  to 
a  vote.  That  was  over  IVi  years  ago.  I 
was  promised  a  chance  to  correct  this 
part  of  the  implementing  legislation. 
We  can  take  it  out  of  the  implementing 
legislation.  We  can  change  the  law  and 
still  be  GATT  consistent,  because  this 
was  never  required  by  GATT  in  the 
first  place. 

Changes  in  the  patent  term,  of 
course,  are  not  easy  to  understand. 
Most  people  do  not  understand  the  im- 
portance of  them.  They  know  it  is  im- 
portant for  America  to  be  the  No.  1 
technological  power  in  the  world.  But 
patent  term:  That  is  kind  of  confusing. 
That  is  exactly  the  area  where  Ameri- 
ca's enemies  know  they  can  strike  and 
know  they  can  get  away  with  this  type 
of  effort— a  blow  to  the  well-being  of 
the  American  ■  people — because  the 
American  people  will  not  realized  what 
is  happening. 

Traditionally,  when  an  American  in- 
ventor or  investor  filed  or  a  patent,  no 
matter  how  long  it  took  that  patent  to 
be  issued  by  the  Patent  Office,  once  it 
was  issued,  the  owners  had  a  guaran- 
teed patent  term  of  17  years  to  reap  the 
benefits  of  their  new  technology.  They 
actually  owned  the  technology  for  17 


years.  Anyone  who  would  use  it  would 
have  to  give  them  some  sort  of  a  fee  for 
using  it.  a  royalty,  it  is  called.  They 
created  the  technology.  It  would  not 
exist  writhout  them.  This  was  a  wonder- 
ful way  to  promote  innovation  in  our 
society.  It  was,  again,  their  right  to  a 
guaranteed  patent  term  that  was  the 
basis  of  our  system.  We  had  the  strong- 
est patent  protection  of  any  country  in 
the  world. 

I  will  say  it  worked  so  well  for  the 
United  States,  almost  all  of  the  major 
inventions  of  our  age  and  of  the  last 
century  came  from  America,  which  was 
a  very  small  and  weak  country  at  the 
time.  The  light  bulb,  the  telephone,  the 
reaper,  the  steamboat,  of  course,  the 
airplane,  all  of  these  things  came  from 
Americans  because  we  had  a  strong 
patent  system. 

During  the  time  before  the  patent 
was  issued.  Americans  knew,  under  the 
old  system,  that  they  were  secure,  that 
even  though  it  would  take  a  long  time 
for  them  to  get  issued  that  patent,  that 
they  would  have  a  full  17  years  to  bene- 
fit. So  people  knew  they  would  invest 
in  something  and  they  would  expect  a 
reward.  That  is  why  we  invented  all 
those  wonderful  things  that  changed 
our  lives  and  uplifted  the  standard  of 
living  of  our  people. 

This  system  not  only  encouraged  in- 
ventors but  also  investors.  Private  dol- 
lars by  the  billions  have  been  allocated 
in  our  society  for  developing  new  tech- 
nologies. We  did  not  rely  on  govern- 
ment bureaucracy  or  taxes  or  govern- 
ment interference.  We  relied  on  free- 
dom and  the  profit  motive.  It  worked 
for  the  United  States. 

The  new  system,  which  is  being  foist- 
ed on  us,  is  nothing  more  than  the  Jap- 
anese system  superimposed  on  us. 
Again,  it  is  very  difficult  to  understand 
this  and  understand  the  significance  of 
the  changes,  these  changes  in  our  sys- 
tem and  what  it  will  mean  in  changes 
in  our  lives. 

Under  the  new  code,  meaning  the  old. 
the  Japanese  code  superimposed  on  us. 
the  day  an  inventor  files  for  a  patent. 
20  years  later  his  time  is  up.  If  it  took 
20  years,  if  it  took  10  years  for  a  patent 
to  be  issued  in  the  past,  the  investor 
still  knew  he  had  17  years  because 
when  it  was  issued,  he  had  17  hears  to 
reap  the  benefit.  Under  this  new  sys- 
tem, meaning  the  Japanese  system, 
after  10  years  one-half  of  the  inventor's 
patent  term  is  gone.  It  is  eaten  up.  He 
or  she  only  has  10  years  left.  The  clock, 
in  other  words,  is  always  ticking 
against  the  inventor  and  not  the  bu- 
reaucracy. 

Anyone  who  has  studied  the  process 
knows  that  it  is  not  abnormal  for 
breakthrough  technologies,  meaning 
technologies  that  will  change  our  lives 
and  change  the  world,  innovations  that 
will  create  tens  of  billions  of  dollars  of 
new  wealth,  it  is  not  odd  for  them  to 
take  5.  10.  or  15  years  to  go  through  the 
patent  process.  There  are  many,  many 
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examples  of  this.  Yet  these  people 
under  this  system  now,  with  their  pat- 
ent terms  eaten  away,  would  have  no 
time  to  benefit  from  it.  What  kind  of 
incentive  does  that  give  for  investors 
who  invest  in  people's  breakthrough 
technology  in  their  ideas? 

Now,  what  else  does  it  mean?  What 
does  it  mean  for  the  clock  to  be  ticking 
against  the  inventor?  It  means  the  bu- 
reaucracy and  special  interests  now 
have  leverage  on  the  inventor  that 
they  never  had  before.  During  negotia- 
tions which  are  part  of  the  patent 
granting  process,  the  inventor  can  be 
ground  down  because  he  or  she  is  now 
vulnerable.  And  a  patent  can  be  de- 
layed and  the  time  shortened.  And 
what  does  that  mean?  It  means  that  all 
of  those  royalties,  if  now  you  only  get 
10  years  of  patent  protection,  really, 
that  is  left  on  your  clock  because  it 
has  taken  that  much  time  to  get  the 
patent  issued  and  you  only  have  10 
years  left,  what  does  that  mean? 

It  means  that  royalties  that  were 
once  going  into  the  bank  account  of 
American  inventors  are  now  rerouted 
into  the  bank  accounts  of  huge  foreign 
and  domestic  and  multinational  cor- 
porations. These  people  who  used  to 
have  to  pay  royalties  the  whole  time 
now  will  end  up  having  to  pay  royalties 
only  part  of  the  time,  if  any  of  the 
time,  because  there  might  not  be 
enough  time  for  the  inventor  to  recoup 
the  money  necessary  to  fight  in  court 
the  big  corporations  who  are  ripping 
off  his  product. 

To  claim  stolen  royalties,  an  individ- 
ual American  must  pay  lawyers  then 
and  legal  specialists  and  go  to  court. 
Under  the  old  system,  the  Americans 
were  protected.  Under  the  new  system 
that  is  being  installed,  the  Japanese 
system,  Americans  are  at  risk.  The  lit- 
tle guy  gets  ground  down. 

Under  the  old  system,  the  Wright 
Brothers  invented  airplanes  and  lifted 
mankind  into  the  heavens.  Under  this 
system,  the  Wright  Brothers  would 
have  been  ground  down  by  Mitsubishi 
who  would  have  probably  ended  up  con- 
trolling their  technology.  And  we 
would  have  gone  to  airports  filled  with 
Japanese  airplanes  reaping  the  benefits 
for  that  society. 

This  system,  which  our  patent  com- 
missioner wants  America  to  emulate, 
has  ill-served  the  Japanese  people  be- 
cause what  has  happened,  although 
they  have  been  able  to  grrasp  tech- 
nology from  others,  there  has  been  al- 
most no  innovation  and  creativity  in 
Japan.  The  fact  is.  the  Japanese  are 
rightfully  known  as  copiers  and  im- 
provers, not  innovators  and  inventors. 
This  is  because  new  inventions  basi- 
cally benefit  a  very  small  elite  in 
Japan. 

Their  laws,  which  Bruce  Lehman 
wants  America  to  emulate,  would  have 
permitted  and  has  permitted  in  Japan 
powerful  business  conglomerates  to  run 
roughshod  over  the  people.  They  have 


been  beaten  down,  when  anyone  raises 
his  head.  And  those  very  same  inter- 
ests now  will  be  able  to  come  to  the 
United  States  of  America  and  run 
roughshod  over  our  inventors. 

As  far  as  technological  development, 
as  I  say,  Japan  basically  has  shown 
very  little,  very  little,  very  little  ex- 
ample of  innovation  in  their  own  soci- 
ety because  once  an  innovator  does 
step  forward,  once  an  inventor  does 
produce  some  sort  of  significant  inven- 
tion and  tries  to  patent  it  in  Japan,  all 
of  a  sudden  that  inventor  experiences 
pressures,  official  and  unofficial,  that 
are  applied  to  beat  him  down.  And  so 
his  rewards  are  limited. 

However,  the  rewards  of  the  big  guys, 
the  giant  corporations,  are  very  great 
there  because  they  can  envelope  new 
innovation  and  pay  very  little  in  royal- 
ties as  compared  to  their  counterparts 
in  the  United  States. 

Unfortunately,  we  now  are  having 
that  system  superimposed  on  us.  It  is 
the  difference  between  a  society  that  is 
based  on  individual  freedom  versus  col- 
lectivism and  egalitarianism. 

During  the  patent  debate,  Mr.  Leh- 
man constantly  claimed  the  purpose  of 
strong  patent  laws  is  to  facilitate  dis- 
semination of  information  to  the  soci- 
ety as  a  whole.  That  is  the  ultimate  in 
antifreedom  collectivist  thinking  and 
has  nothing  to  do  with  what  our 
Founding  Fathers  had  in  mind.  In  our 
country  the  rights  of  the  individual  are 
paramount. 

These  patent  laws  were  meant  to  pro- 
tect individual  property  rights  over 
those  supposed  needs  of  the  society  be- 
cause we  understood  that  protecting 
the  rights,  the  property  rights  of  the 
small  farmer  and  the  individual,  the  in- 
dividual businessman,  that  this  will  in- 
deed benefit  all  of  us  in  the  long  run 
because  individuals  will  then  put  out 
the  maximum  of  effort.  And  they  will 
have  more  personal  responsibility,  and 
it  will  create  a  prosperous  citizenry. 

This  is  what  creates  a  prosperous 
country.  Mr.  Lehman's  approach  treats 
the  individual  as  secondary,  ants  in  a 
collective  hole  who.  if  they  insist  on 
their  rights,  must  be  smashed  by  the 
boots  of  those  in  power. 

Of  course,  those  trying  to  challenge 
our  system  will  never  admit  this. 
Those  trying  to  superimpose  this  Japa- 
nese system  on  us.  The  change  is  com- 
ing not  as  part  of  a  democratic  process, 
of  course,  so  they  do  not  have  to  tell  us 
about  it.  It  is  coming  by  subterfuge, 
sneaking  provisions  into  a  treaty  legis- 
lation or  an  omnibus  bill  so  that  basi- 
cally this  evil  will  be  obscured  from 
view. 

When  one  can  force  the  advocates 
into  a  debate,  what  they  say  is  the  rea- 
son why  they  are  pushing  all  of  these 
things  is  the  fact  that  there  is  a  sub- 
marine patent  threat  out  there.  Well,  a 
submarine  patenter  is  someone  who 
has  tried  to  elongate  the  system  here. 
They  have  gamed  the  system.  Thus, 


the  date  for  a  patent  being  issued  to 
them  is  put  off  and  they  have  a  few 
more  years  in  the  outyears  to  collect 
some  royalties.  That  is  what  a  sub- 
marine patenter  is. 
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Now,  there  have  been  some  examples 
of  that,  and  the  fact  is  that  that  is  a 
problem  that  can  easily  be  corrected 
administratively,  but  this  problem  has 
been  put  up  as  a  straw  man  to  excuse 
this  incredible  fundamental  change  in 
our  society  and  the  dinMnishing  of 
American  patents  rights. 

Basically,  they  could  have  corrected 
the  problem.  It  is  like  someone  with  a 
sore  toe  and  someone  telling  them.  "In 
order  to  get  rid  of  your  sore  toe  we  are 
going  to  cut  your  leg  off."  "No,  no,  no. 
Please.  I  can  correct  the  sore  toe.  I  will 
put  something  on  it  that  will  make  it 
better."  "No,  no.  We  are  going  to  cut 
your  leg  off  to  get  rid  of  your  sore 
toe." 

Now,  when  someone  tells  you  that, 
maybe  you  have  to  question  they  do 
not  have  your  best  interests  at  heart, 
and  that  is  what  is  happening  with  the 
submarine  patent  issue. 

You  see,  the  vast  majority  of  all  pat- 
ent applicants,  95  percent  and  up  if  not 
99  percent,  do  everything  in  their 
power  to  get  their  patent  issued.  You 
know,  please  issue  it  now,  right  away, 
because  that  is  when  they  will  start  to 
benefit,  when  their  patent  is  issued. 
They  know  that  if  they  hold  off,  they 
may  be  left  behind  by  other  innova- 
tions, and  let  us  note  this: 

Those  people  claiming  that  the  sub- 
marine patent  is,  in  fact,  the  reason 
why  we  have  to  change  the  patent  law, 
do  they  not  realize  these  are  part  of 
the  very  same  forces  that  were  trying 
to  change  the  patent  law  before  anyone 
ever  talked  about  submarine  patents, 
before  anyone  ever  knew  what  that 
meant. 

No,  the  fact  is  the  real  motive  behind 
most  of  those  people  who  want  to 
change,  the  real  motive  is  they  want  to 
harmonize  our  system  with  Japan  be- 
cause it  will  create  a  more  global  trad- 
ing system. 

Well,  history  will  judge  what  happens 
by.  you  know,  what  they  accomplish, 
by  what  they  are  trying  to  do  and  what 
happens  to  the  American  people. 

Let  us  note  that  this  is  the  first  step 
in  harmonizing  our  trade  with  Japan, 
and  I  will  have  to  say  that  Mr.  Lehman 
has  used  the  bogeyman  of  submarine 
patents  to  get  some  Members  of  Con- 
gress to  believe  that  that  is  a  reason 
for  this  terrible  change  in  our  system 
that  will  have  such  a  horrible  impact 
on  our  society. 

But  again,  if  a  submarine  patent  is  a 
problem,  we  could  work  together  and 
get  it  cured  and  get  it  corrected  with 
just  administrative  changes  within  the 
system. 

I,  in  fact,  had  a  bill,  H.R.  359.  which 
would  reinstate  the  17  years  of  a  guar- 
anteed patent,  but  at  the  same  time  we 
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included  a  provision  that  would  basi- 
cally stop  the  manipulation  of  the  sys- 
tem. Yet  when  I  put  the  provision  in 
when  it  was  suggested  by  others,  that 
was  not  enough,  and  then  again  I  said, 
well,  let  us  put  more  things  into  this 
bill,  let  us  put  more  things  into  this 
bill  which  will  guarantee  you  cannot 
have  a  submarine  patent  just  so  long  as 
you  do  not  eliminate  the  guaranteed 
patenter,  just  as  long  as  you  do  not  cut 
your  leg  off  in  order  to  cure  the  sore 
toe.  But,  no.  no  one  was  ever  willing  to 
offer  that  as  an  alternative.  No  one 
ever  came  up  with  suggestions  for  me 
with  that,  because  the  real  purpose  was 
to  eliminate  the  guaranteed  patent 
term. 

Now,  we  face  another  piece  of  legisla- 
tion. The  fact  is  the  guaranteed  patent 
term  was  eliminated  by  the  GATT  im- 
plementation legislation.  Well,  I  will 
be  trjring  to  restore  that  as  a  sub- 
stitute for  a  bill  which  will  come  to  the 
floor  next  week,  H.R.  3460.  It  is  a  pat- 
ent bill  that  is  basically  designed,  their 
patent  bill.  H.R.  3460  which  will  come 
to  the  floor,  and  I  have  a  substitute 
which  I  want  to  substitute  for  that  bill, 
but  their  bill  basically  is  designed  to 
complete  the  destruction  of  our  patent 
system,  and  basically  it  is  the  next 
step  from  what  they  did  when  they 
snuck  this  first  provision  into  GATT 
which  will  then  totally  harmonize  us 
with  Japan. 

H.R.  3460.  which  I  call  the  Steal 
American  Technologies  Act,  is  being 
put  forward.  Now,  the  official  title  is 
the  Moorhead-Schroeder  Patent  Act. 
Well,  better  than  anything  else  it  dem- 
onstrates what  is  going  on.  It  is  very 
understandable  to  see  what  some  of  the 
provisions  do,  and  it  is  very  under- 
standable to  see  the  powerful  inter- 
national interests  that  are  at  work  in 
this  legislation. 

H.R.  3460  is  a  package  that  obscures 
some  of  the  mind-boggling  provisions, 
but  if  you  look  closely  you  will  be  able 
to  see  it.  One  of  the  provisions  was  in- 
troduced last  year  in  a  bill  entitled  the 
Patent  Publication  Act.  See,  they  had 
to  change  that  now.  They  had  to  make 
it  the  Moorhead-Schroeder  Act  because 
the  Patent  Publication  Act  is  too  bla- 
tant a  description.  The  title  was  too 
self-explanatory,  in  other  words.  That 
provision,  which  is  part  of  this  bill. 
H.R.  3460.  mandates  that  after  18 
months  every  American  patent  applica- 
tion, whether  or  not  it  has  been  issued, 
will  be  published  for  the  world  to  see. 

Please  try  to  understand  what  I  ajn 
telling  you  today.  We  have  a  bill  that 
is  insisting  that  every  new  idea  of 
American  technology  will  be  made  pub- 
lic, will  be  public,  and  thus  every  thief 
and  brigand  and  pirate  and  multi- 
national corporation  and  Asian  copy- 
cat in  the  world  will  be  handed  the  de- 
tails of  every  idea  that  we  have  got. 
They  will  be  standing  in  line.  The 
Xerox  machines  will  be  running,  the 
fax  machines  will  be  running,  and  our 


ideas  will  be  overseas,  and  they  will  be 
in  production  of  our  new  technology  to 
use  against  us  before  our  own  people 
are  issued  the  patents. 

It  is  incredible,  but  of  course  that  is 
part  of  the  Japanese  system,  so  we 
have  to  have  it  here  too.  That  is  part  of 
the  Japanese  system.  Everything  is 
public,  and  thus  they  can  beat  down 
the  individuals  who  are  creating  new 
technologies.  Our  newest  and  creative 
ideas,  as  I  say,  will  be  out  before  the 
public  and  out  before  our  adversaries 
even  before  our  own  people  can  go  into 
production,  and  H.R.  3460,  as  I  say,  is 
entitled  to  Moorhead-Schroeder  Patent 
Act,  and  this  provision,  as  I  say  again, 
it  is  almost  too  mind-boggling  for  the 
public  to  believe,  but  please  believe  it. 
That  is  part  of  the  bill,  that  is  the  pur- 
pose of  the  bill,  and  basically  this  bill 
is  passed,  has  already  passed  sub- 
committee and  full  conmiittee. 

When  it  was  going  through  the  sub- 
committee, I  will  never  forget  it.  I  was 
in  my  office,  and  there  was  a  man  from 
a  medium-sized  solar  energy  company 
from  Ohio  in  my  office,  a  president  of 
his  company.  He  had  helped  start  that 
company  and  built  it  on  his  own  cre- 
ative ideas,  they  had  lots  of  patents, 
and  I  told  him  what  the  provision  of 
this  bill  was  as  it  was  going  through 
subcommittee  at  the  moment  that  I 
talked  to  him.  I  said,  what  if  you  have 
to  publish  your  patent  application  be- 
fore the  patent  is  issued,  and  he  said, 
"My  gosh,  our  Asian  competitors  will 
have  it  in  production,  they  will  be 
making  profit  on  my  technology.  It  I 
try  to  go  to  court,  what  they  will  do  is 
they  will  used  the  money,  the  profit 
they  receive  from  my  technology,  to 
beat  me  down  and  destroy  my  com- 
pajiy." 

He  was  right.  That  is  what  will  hap- 
pen if  we  let  them  get  away  with  it, 
and  this  is  something  we  cannot  let 
happen. 

Now,  when  ftill  committee,  which 
this  bill  has  already  passed  through 
full  conmiittee,  when  someone  was 
asked,  when  an  advocate  of  this  bill 
was  asked,  is  that  true?  Everyone  will 
have  to  publish  their  patent  applica- 
tion? They  were  told.  "Oh.  no."  That 
has  been  taken  care  of.  Yeah,  do  you 
know  how  that  has  been  taken  care  of? 
In  order  not  to  get  it  published,  a  pat- 
ent applicant  has  to  withdraw  his  pat- 
ent. That  is  all.  You  just  have  to  with- 
draw your  application,  meaning  you 
have  to  give  up  on  getting  a  patent. 

That  was  an  untruth.  That  was  an 
untruth.  That  was  something  that  was 
wrong  information  that  the  people  had 
in  the  full  committee.  They  were  told 
that  it  was  taken  care  of,  but  that  was 
not  what  they  consider  being  taken 
care  of,  that  unless  you  withdraw  and 
do  not  push  forward  for  a  patent  that 
your  patent  will  be  published. 

a  2355 

This  is  the  nightmare  that  will  face 
every   small-   and   medium-size    com- 


pany, that  they  will  have  their  own 
technologies  used  against  them  by  for- 
eigners and  they  will  be  put  out  of 
business.  Anyone  who  cannot  afford  a 
stable  of  expensive  lawyers  will  be  at 
the  mercy  of  the  worst  thieves  in  the 
world,  and  the  big  guys  are  the  ones,  of 
course,  our  big  companies  have  the 
contacts  overseas.  They  can  defend 
themselves.  In  fact,  they  would  not 
mind  stealing  some  of  the  technology 
from  the  little  guys  here  themselves.  It 
will  be  open  season  in  our  country  on 
the  little  guy. 

Of  course,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  told 
we  have  to  do  this  to  prevent  this  evil, 
the  submarine  patents.  There  are  a  few 
people  who  are  elongating  their  pat- 
ents by  a  few  years,  and  that  is  very 
evil.  Thus,  we  have  to  do  all  this  other 
stuff  and  permit  this  other  vulner- 
ability for  everybody  in  our  country  in 
order  to  solve  that  problem.  We  have  to 
cut  your  leg  off  in  order  to  correct  that 
hangnail  that  you  have  on  your  toe. 

Another  major  provision  of  H.R.  3460 
is  now  basically,  hold  onto  your  hats, 
is  the  abolition  of  the  U.S.  Patent  Of- 
fice. They  are  advocating  we  eliminate 
the  U.S.  Patent  Office,  which  has  been 
part  of  our  Government  since  the 
founding  of  our  country  in  1790.  Yes, 
under  H.R.  3460.  basically  our  Govern- 
ment will  eliminate  the  patent  office, 
which  eliminates  congressional  over- 
sight, by  the  way.  because  they  are 
going  to  set  up  a  new  patent  corpora- 
tion, sort  of  a  quasi-indei)endent  gov- 
ernment corporation  like  the  Post  Of- 
fice. 

Members  know  I  am  in  favor  of  pri- 
vatization. I  am  a  conservative  Repub- 
lican. But  this  coriporatization  of  a 
Government  function,  of  a  core  Gov- 
ernment function,  it  is  the  Govern- 
ment's job  to  protect  our  individual 
rights.  It  has  been  part  of  our  system 
since  the  founding  of  our  country.  This 
is  not  the  way  to  privatize  Govern- 
ment. We  cannot  do  that,  because  that 
is  the  job  of  the  Government. 

Mr.  Speaker,  basically  the  patent  ex- 
aminers, and  by  the  way.  by  making  it 
a  quasi-corporate  structure,  congres- 
sional oversight  is  taken  back,  bat 
what  also  happens  is  that  the  patent 
examiners,  these  men  and  women  who 
have  dedicated  themselves  to  a  fair  ad- 
judication of  American  applications  for 
patents,  these  people  work  hard  and 
they  struggle,  and  it  is  a  tough  job.  bat 
it  is  a  judicial  function,  because  they 
are  making  decisions  as  to  who  owns 
billions  of  dollars  of  technology. 

These  people  are  going  to  be  stripped, 
they  will  be  stripped  of  their  civil  serv- 
ice protection.  This  opens  up  every- 
thing to  corruption.  It  opens  it  up  to 
outside  influences.  Why  are  we  doing 
this?  Why  are  we  doing  this?  If  the  pat- 
ent office  is  corporatized,  Bruce  Leh- 
man, the  minister  of  harmonization 
with  our  laws  with  Japan,  he  is  going 
to  head  the  patent  office,  and  he  will  be 
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a  virtual  dictator  of  that  office  com- 
pared to  what  now  it  is.  when  we  basi- 
cally have  it  being  part  of  the  Govern- 
ment rather  than  a  semi-private  oper- 
ation. 

These  changes  are  destructive.  They 
will  work  against  the  best  interests  of 
the  United  States.  It  is  transparent, 
the  corruption  that  will  be  created,  and 
the  special  interests  from  all  over  the 
world  who  will  be  trying  to  interfere 
with  a  system,  a  system  which  has 
served  us  so  well  and  kept  America 
ahead  of  the  pack,  ensured  that  the 
United  States  of  America  had  a  middle 
class,  people  who  had  decent  lives  be- 
cause we  had  technology  that  per- 
mitted us  to  outcompete  our  adversar- 
ies economically  and  defeat  our  mili- 
tary adversaries  when  our  coimtry  was 
in  trouble. 

H.R.  3460,  the  Steal  American  Tech- 
nologies Act,  that  is  the  Moorhead- 
Schroeder  bill,  patent  act,  it  must  be 
defeated.  The  Rohrabacher  substitute, 
which  I  will  offer  on  the  floor,  which 
restores  American  patent  rights,  must 
be  passed.  It  is  something  we  have  to 
do  to  protect  the  well-being  of  our  citi- 
zens. 

Huge  companies  have  been  opposed  to 
this  proposal.  It  is  up  to  the  American 
people.  The  American  people  have  to 
weigh  in,  or  huge  corporations,  multi- 
national corporations,  will  have  their 
way.  So  far  we  have  the  support  of 
small  business,  the  little  guys,  every 
small  Inventors  organization  in  the 
country,  even  American  universities. 
But  the  big  corjxjrations  of  the  United 
States  of  America  have  weighed  in  be- 
cause they  have  a  vision  of  a  global 
market,  and  who  cares  about  the  rights 
of  the  American  people  or  the  standard 
of  living  of  the  American  people.  It  is 
this  global  marketplace  which  is  more 
important. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  can  make  democ- 
racy work  here.  We  can  defeat  the  big 
guys  if  the  little  guys  get  together  and 
make  sure  that  they  are  contacting 
their  Representatives  in  Washington 
and  demanding  that  a  piece  of  legisla- 
tion so  detrimental  to  our  country's 
well-being,  the  Steal  American  Tech- 
nologies Act,  is  defeated.  H.R.  3460,  and 
that  the  substitute  that  I  am  propos- 
ing, the  Rohrabacher  substitute,  is 
placed  in  its  stead. 

Now  is  the  time  for  us  as  Americans 
to  stand  together  and  tell  the  elites  of 
the  world  we  will  never  see  our  rights 
diminished  by  any  kind  of  global  vi- 
sion. We  will  make  sure  that  our  chil- 
dren have  a  better  life,  because  we  are 
all  the  children,  and  all  of  Americans 
will  always  be  the  children,  of  Ben 
Franklin  and  Thomas  Jefferson.  We 
will  never  give  up  the  rights  that  they 
gave  us  as  their  legacy. 


Mr.  Emerson  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
ARMEY)  for  today  imtil  3  p.m.,  on  ac- 
count of  attending  his  daughter's  grad- 
uation. 

Mr.  Martini  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Armey)  until  2  p.m.  today,  on  account 
of  attending  his  daughter's  graduation. 

Mr.  Bass  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Armey)  imtil  2:30  p.m.  today,  on  ac- 
count of  attending  a  funeral. 

Mr.  iNGLis  of  South  Carolina  (at  the 
request  of  Mr.  Armey)  for  today  until  5 
p.m.,  on  account  of  traveling  to 
Greelyville.  SC,  to  join  the  President 
in  standing  against  arson  attacks  on 
places  of  worship. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Faleomavaega)  to  revise 
and  extend  their  remarks  and  include 
extraneous  material:) 

Ms.  Kaptur,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Volkmer,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Faleomavaega,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 

Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 

Ms.  DeLauro,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  FiLNER.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  ROHRABACHER)  to  revise 
and  extend  their  remarks  and  include 
extraneous  material:) 

Mr.  Manzullo,  for  5  minutes  each 
day,  on  Jime  18  and  19. 

Mrs.  Kelly,  for  5  minutes  each  day, 
on  June  13  and  19. 

Mr.  Wamp,  for  5  minutes  each  day,  on 
June  12  and  13. 

Mr.  GimcNECHT,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Metcalf,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mrs.  Johnson  of  Connecticut,  for  5 
minutes  on  June  13. 

Mr.  Weller,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Ms.  Dunn  of  Washington,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 

Mr.  Hilleary.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Fox  of  Pennsylvania,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 

Mr.  Dornan,  for  5  minutes,  today. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Faleomavaega)  and  to  in- 
clude extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Dellums. 

Mr.  Hamilton. 

Mr.  Gejdenson. 

Mr.  Jacobs. 

Mr.  Rahall. 

Ms.  DeLauro. 

Ms.  Norton. 

Mr.  Torres. 

Mr.  Vento. 

Mr.  LaFalce. 


Mr.  Reed. 

Mr.  Pallone. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Rohrabacher)  and  to  in- 
clude extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  King. 

Mr.  Boehlert. 

Mr.  Graham. 

Mr.  Delay. 

Mr.  Davis. 

Mr.  Rohrabacher. 

Mr.  Spence. 

Mr.  Hoke. 

Mr.  Young  of  Florida. 

Mrs.  MORELLA. 

Mr.  Nethercutt. 

Mr.  BILIRAKIS. 

Mr.  Cunningham  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  ALLARD. 

Mr.  Young  of  Alaska. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Rohrabacher)  and  to  in- 
clude extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Gordon. 

Mr.  Parker. 

Mr.  Dornan. 

Mr.  Thompson. 

Mr.  Farr  of  California. 

Mr.  Knollenberg. 

Mr.  Gilman. 

Mrs.  Fowler. 

Mr.  Latham. 

Mr.  Flake. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  11  o'clock  and  59  minutes 
p.m.).  the  House  adjourned  until  to- 
morrow, Thursday,  June  13,  1996,  at  10 
a.m. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXTV,  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

3517.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Adminis- 
trator, Agricultural  Marketing  Service, 
transmitting  the  Service's  final  rule— Spear- 
mint Oil  Produced  In  the  Far  West;  Revision 
of  the  Salable  Quantity  and  Allotment  Per- 
centages for  Class  1  (Scotch)  Spearmint  Oil 
the  1995-96  Marketing  Year  [Docket  No. 
FV96-985-1FIR.]  (7  CFR  Part  985)  received 
June  11.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture. 

3518.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Adminis- 
trator, Agricultural  Marketing  Service, 
transmitting  the  Service's  final  rule— Honey 
Research.  Promotion,  and  Consumer  Infor- 
mation Order— Amendment  of  the  Rules  and 
Regulations  to  Add  HTS  Code  for  Flavored 
Honey  [AMS-FV-96-701.FR]  (7  CFR  Part  1240) 
received  June  11,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Conimittee  on  Agri- 
culture. 

3519.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense, transmitting  certification  that  the  de- 
tail of  88  DOD  personnel  to  other  Federal 
agencies,  under  the  DOD  Counterdrug  Detail 
Program,  are  in  the  national  security  inter- 
est of  the  United  States,  pursuant  to  Public 
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Law  103-337.  section  1011(c)  (108  Stat.  2836);  to 
the  Committee  on  National  Security. 

3520.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense, transmitting  the  Secretary's  report 
entitled  "Defense  Nuclear  Agency  Long- 
Term  Radiation  Tolerant  Microelectronics 
Program."  pursuant  to  Public  Law  104-106. 
section  217(c)(2)  (110  Stat.  222):  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  National  Security. 

3521.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Hous- 
ing and  Urban  Development,  transmitting 
the  Department's  report  entitled  "Assess- 
ment of  the  Comprehensive  Grant  Program." 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  101-625.  section 
509(i)(l)  (104  Stat.  4193);  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Financial  Services. 

3522.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Edu- 
cation, transmitting  final  regulations— Wil- 
liam D.  Ford  Federal  Direct  Loan  Program; 
Institutional  Eligibility  Under  the  Higher 
Education  Act  of  1965.  as  Amended;  Student 
Assistance  General  Provisions— received 
June  10,  1996.  pursuant  to  20  U.S.C.  1232(d)(1); 
to  the  Conunittee  on  Econonuc  and  Edu- 
cational Opportunities. 

3523.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  General 
Counsel  for  Regulations.  Department  of  Edu- 
cation, transmitting  the  Department's  final 
rule— William  D.  Ford  Federal  Direct  Loan 
Program;  Institutional  Eligibility  Under  The 
Higher  Education  Act  of  1965.  As  Amended; 
Student  Assistance  General  Provisions  (RIN: 
1840-AC18)  received  June  10.  1996,  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Economic  and  Educational  Opportunities. 

3524.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Regu- 
latory Management  and  Information,  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency,  transmitting 
the  Agency's  final  rule — Approval  and  Pro- 
mulgation of  Air  Quality  Implementation 
Plans;  Pennsylvania:  Partial  Approval  of 
PM-10  Implementation  Plan  for  the  Liberty 
Borough  Area  of  Allegheny  County  (FRL- 
5463-3)  received  June  11,  1996.  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

3525.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Regu- 
latory Management  and  Information.  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency,  transmitting 
the  Agency's  final  rule — Approval  and  Pro- 
mulgation of  Air  Quality  Implementation 
Plans;  Tennessee;  Approval  of  Revisions  to 
Process  Gaseous  Emission  Standards  for 
Total  Reduced  Sulfur  Emissions  from  Kraft 
MUls  (FRL-5519-6)  received  June  U,  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce. 

3526.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Regu- 
latory Management  and  Information.  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency,  transmitting 
the  Agency's  final  rule— Quizalofop-P  Ethyl 
E^ter:  Pesticide  Tolerance  and  Feed  Additive 
Regulation  (FRL-5375-6)  received  June  11. 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce. 

3527.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Regu- 
latory Management  and  Information.  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency,  transmitting 
the  Agency's  final  rule — Outer  Continental 
Shelf  Air  Regulations  Consistency  Update 
for  California  (FRL-5515-7)  received  June  5, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce. 

3528.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Regu- 
latory Management  and  Information.  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency,  transmitting 
the  Agency's  final  rule — 48  CFR  Parts  1501, 
1509, 1510,  1515.  1532.  1552,  and  1553  Acquisition 
Regulation  (FRL-5516-4)  received  June  5. 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Conunittee  on  Commerce. 

3529.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Regu- 
latory Management  and  Information.  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency,  transmitting 


the  Agency's  final  rule — Prohibition  on  Gas- 
oline Containing  Lead  or  Lead  Additives  for 
Highway  Use  (FRL-5513-3)  received  June  5. 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce. 

3530.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Regu- 
latory Management  and  Information,  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency,  transmitting 
the  Agency's  final  rule— Approval  and  Pro- 
mulgation of  Air  Quality  Implementation 
Plans;  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania:  Rev- 
ocation of  Determination  of  Attainment  of 
Ozone  Standard  by  the  Pittsburgh-Beaver 
Valley  Ozone  Nonattainment  Area  and  Rein- 
statement of  Applicability  of  Certain  Rea- 
sonable Further  Progress  and  Attainment 
Demonstration  Requirements  (FRL-S511-2) 
received  June  5,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3531.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Regu- 
latory Management  and  Information,  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency,  transmitting 
the  Agency's  final  rule — Description  of  Areas 
for  Air  Quality  Planning:  State  of  Idaho; 
Correction  to  Boundary  of  the  Power-Ban- 
nock Counties  Particulate  Matter  Non- 
attainment  Area  to  Exclude  the  Inkom  Area 
(FRL-5515-1)  received  June  5.  1996.  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

3532.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Regu- 
latory Management  and  Information.  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency,  transmitting 
the  Agency's  final  rule — Pesticide  Tolerance: 
l-[[2-(2.4-Dichlorophenyl)-4-Propyl-l,3- 
Dioxolan-2-yl]Methyl]-lH-l,2.4-Triazole 
(FRL-5368-4)  received  June  5,  1996.  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

3533.  A  letter  trom  the  Managing  Director. 
Federal  Communications  Commission,  trans- 
mitting the  Conunission's  final  rule — Defini- 
tion of  Markets  for  Purposes  of  the  Cable 
Television  Mandatory  Television  Broadcast 
Signal  Carriage  Rules— Implementation  of 
Section  301(d)  of  the  Telecommunications 
Act  of  1996:  Market  Determinations  [CS 
Docket  No.  95-178)  received  June  11.  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce. 

3534.  A  letter  from  the  Managing  Director. 
Federal  Communications  Commission,  trans- 
mitting the  Ckjmmission's  final  rule — Imple- 
mentation of  Sections  of  the  Cable  Tele- 
vision Consumer  Protection  and  Competition 
Act  of  1992:  Rate  Regulation— Leased  Com- 
mercial Access  [MM  Docket  No.  92-266];  [CS 
Docket  No.  96-60]  received  June  11.  1996.  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce. 

3535.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Health 
and  Human  Services,  transmitting  the  Ad- 
ministration's proposals  for  the  reauthoriza- 
tion of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health;  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3536.  A  letter  trom  the  Director,  Defense 
Security  Assistance  Agency,  transmitting 
notification  of  a  cooperative  framework  to 
facilitate  any  future  United  States/United 
Kingdom  cooperative  activity  in  the  ad- 
vanced concept  technology  demonstration 
[ACTD]  area  (Transmittal  No.  13-96)  Re- 
ceived June  11,  1996,  pursuant  to  22  U.S.C. 
2767(f):  to  the  Conunittee  on  International 
Relations. 

3537.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Defense 
Security  Assistance  Agency,  transmitting 
notification  concerning  the  Department  of 
the  Navy's  proposed  Letterts)  of  Offer  and 
Acceptance  [LOA]  to  Brunei  for  defense  arti- 
cles and  services  (Transmittal  No.  96-51)  re- 
ceived June  II,  1996.  pursuant  to  22  U.S.C. 
2776(b);  to  the  Committee  on  International 
Relations. 


3538.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Legislative  Affairs.  Departr 
ment  of  State,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule— Shipping  and  Seamen  (Bu- 
reau of  Consular  Affairs)  (22  CFR  Parts  81 
through  88)  [Public  Notice  2406]  received 
June  10.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations. 

3539.  A  letter  from  the  Director  of  Finan- 
cial Management  and  Deputy  C^ef  Finan- 
cial Officer.  Department  of  the  Interior, 
transmitting  the  Secretary's  revised  semi- 
annual report  on  audit  foUowup  for  the  pe- 
riod April  1,  1995.  through  September  30.  1995. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  app.  (Insp.  Gen.  Act) 
section  5(b);  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3540.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Board  of 
Directors.  Corporation  for  Public  Broadcast- 
ing, transmitting  the  semiannual  report  on 
activities  of  the  inspector  general  for  the  pe- 
riod October  1.  1995.  through  March  31.  1996. 
and  the  semiannual  management  report  on 
audit  followup  for  the  same  period,  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  app.  (Insp.  Gen.  Act)  section  5(b); 
to  the  Committee  on  Government  Reform 
and  oversight. 

3541.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Personnel  Management,  transmitting  notifi- 
cation that  0PM  has  approved  a  proposal  for 
a  personnel  management  demonstration 
project  for  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force, 
submitted  by  the  Department  of  Defense, 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  103-337.  section  342(b) 
(108  Stat.  2721);  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3542.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman.  Securi- 
ties and  Exchange  Commission,  transmitting 
a  copy  of  the  annual  report  in  compliance 
with  the  Government  in  the  Sunshine  Act 
during  the  calendar  year  1995.  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  552b(j);  to  the  Conunittee  on  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3543.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman,  Board  of 
Directors.  Tennessee  Valley  Authority. 
transmitting  a  copy  of  the  annual  report  in 
compliance  with  the  Government  in  the  Sun- 
shine Act  during  the  calendar  year  1995,  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  552b(j);  to  the  Committee 
on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3544.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks.  Department 
of  the  Interior,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule— Powerless  Flight  (Na- 
tional Park  Service,  Appalachian  National 
Science  Trail)  (RIN:  1024-AC23)  received 
June  12,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3545.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks,  Department 
of  the  Interior,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule — Conveyance  of  Freehold 
and  Leasehold  Interest.  36  CFR  Part  17  (Na- 
tional Park  Service)  (RtN:  1024-AC27)  re- 
ceived June  12.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3546.  A  letter  trom  the  Program  Manage- 
ment Officer.  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service,  transmitting  the  Service's  final 
rule— Atlantic  Swordfish  Fishery;  1996 
Quotas,  Minimum  Size.  Adjustment  [Docket 
No.  960314073-6145-02:  I.D.  030e96E]  received 
June  11.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3547.  A  letter  trom  the  Program  Manage- 
ment Officer.  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service,  transmitting  the  Service's  final 
rule — Atlantic  Striped  Bass  Fishery:  Atlan- 
tic Coastal  Fisheries  Cooperative  Manage- 
ment; Consolidation  and  Revision  of  Regula- 
tions [Docket  No.  950915230-6123-03;  LD. 
022796D]  received  June  II,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  SOKaXlXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Re- 
sources. 
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3548.  A  letter  flrom  the  Assistant  Attorney 
General  of  the  United  States,  transmitting  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  entitled  the 
"Enhanced  Prosecution  and  Pimishment  of 
Armed  Dangerous  Felons  Act  of  1996":  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

3549.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Establishment 
of  Class  D  Airspace:  Minneapolis.  Anoka.  MN 
(Federal  Aviation  Administration)  (RIN: 
2120-AA66)  (1996-0055)  received  June  10.  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Transportation  and  Infrastruc- 
ture. 

3550.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Establishment 
of  Class  B  Airspace:  Boone.  lA— Docket  No. 
96-ACE-6  (Federal  Aviation  Administration) 
(RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0054)  received  June  10. 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

3551.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Use  of  Safety 
Belts  and  Motorcycle  Helmets  (National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration  and 
Federal  Highway  Administration)  (Docket 
No.  92-40:  Notice  3)  (RIN:  2127-AG23)  received 
June  10,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3552.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Highway  Safety 
Program  Standards— Applicability  to  Feder- 
ally Administered  Areas  (National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration  and  Federal 
Highway  Administration)  [NHTSA  Docket 
No.  95-83:  Notice  1]  (RIN:  2127-AGlO)  received 
June  10,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3553.  A  letter  ftt>m  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Rules  of  Proce- 
dure for  Invoking  Sanctions  under  the  High- 
way Safety  Act  of  1966  (National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration  and  Federal 
Highway  Administration)  [Docket  No.  96-02; 
Notice  2]  (RIN:  2127-AGlO)  received  June  10, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the 
Comrnittee  on  Transportation  and  Infira- 
structure. 

3554.  A  letter  from  the  C^eneral  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Safety  Zone: 
San  Francisco  Bay,  CA  (United  States  Coast 
Guard)  [COTP  San  Francisco  Bay  96-003) 
(RIN:  2115-AA97)  received  June  10,  1996.  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3555.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Safety  Zone: 
Chesapeake  Bay.  Hampton  Roads.  Elizabeth 
River.  Norfolk.  VA  (United  States  Coast 
Guard)  (CGD05-96-038]  (RIN:  2115-AA97]  re- 
ceived June  10,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lKA):  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3556.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Drawbridge  Op- 
eration Regulations:  Atlantic  Intrau:oastal 
Waterway.  FL  (United  States  Coast  Guard) 
[CGD07-95-057]  (RIN:  2115-AE47)  received 
June  10,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Inf^^istructure. 

3557.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportr.tion.  transmitting 


the  Department's  final  rule— Airworthiness 
Directives;  Airbus  Industries  Model  A300, 
A310,  and  A300-600  Series  Airplanes  (Federal 
Aviation  Administration)  [Docket  No.  93- 
NM-133-AD;  Amendment  39-9658;  AD  96-12-15) 
(RIN:  2120-AA64)  received  June  10,  1996,  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3558.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Airworthiness 
Directives:  Beech  (Raytheon)  Model  BAe  125 
Series  800A  and  lOOOA,  and  Model  Hawker  800 
and  1000  Airplanes  (Federal  Aviation  Admin- 
istration) [Docket  No.  95-NM-43-AD:  Amend- 
ment 39-9660;  AD  96-12-17]  (RIN:  2120-AA64) 
received  June  10.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infirastructure. 

3559.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Airworthiness 
Directives;  Beech  (Raytheon)  Model  BAe  125 
Series  800A  and  Model  Hawker  800  Airplanes 
(Federal  Aviation  Administration)  [Docket 
No.  95-NM-122-AD:  Amendment  39-9659:  AD 
96-12-16)  (RIN:  2120-AA64)  received  June  10, 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

3560.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Airworthiness 
Directives;  Domier  Model  328-100  Series  Air- 
planes (Federal  Aviation  Administration) 
[Docket  No.  96-NM-109-AD;  Amendment  39- 
9655;  AD  9&-11-17]  (RIN:  2120-AA64)  received 
June  10.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3561.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Airworthiness 
Directives;  Fokker  Model  F28  Mark  0100  Se- 
ries Airplanes  (Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion) [Docket  No.  95-NM-164-AD;  Amend- 
ment 39-9662;  AD  96-12-19]  (RIN:  2120-AA64) 
received  June  10,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3562.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Airworthiness 
Directives;  Lockheed  Model  382,  382B.  382E, 
382F.  and  382G  Series  Airplanes  (Federal 
Aviation  Administration)  [Docket  No.  95- 
NM-IO-AD:  Amendment  39-9663;  AD  96-12-20] 
(RIN:  2120-AA64)  received  June  10,  1996,  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3563.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Airworthiness 
Directives:  Textron  Lycoming  Reciprocating 
Engines  (Federal  Aviation  Administration) 
[Docket  No.  93-ANE-48-AD;  Amendment  39- 
9586;  AD  96-09-10]  (RIN:  2120-AA64)  received 
June  10,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3564.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Airworthiness 
Directives:  Domier  Model  328  Series  Air- 
planes with  Honeywell  GP-300  Guidance  Dis- 
play Controller  (Federal  Aviation  Adminis- 
tration) [Docket  No.  96-NM-112-AD;  Amend- 
ment 39-9656:  AD  96-12-13]  (BIN:  2120-AA64) 
received  June  10,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3565.  A  letter  from  the  CJeneral  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Airworthiness 


Directives;  Cessna  Aircraft  Company  150  and 
A150  Series  and  Model  152  and  A152  Airplanes 
(Federal  Aviation  Administration)  [Docket 
No.  95-CE-14-AD;  Amendment  39-9666;  AD  96- 
12-23)  (RIN:  2120-AA64)  received  June  10,  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Transportation  and  Infrastruc- 
ture. 

3566.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Airworthiness 
Directives;  Fokker  Model  F28  Mark  0100  Se- 
ries Airplanes  (Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion) [Docket  No.  92-NM-71-AD;  Amendment 
39-9657;  AD  96-12-14]  (RIN:  2120-AA64)  re- 
ceived June  10.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3567.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulations  Management,  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule — Investigation  Regulations 
(RIN:  2900-AI25)  received  June  11,  1996,  pursu- 
ant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Committee 
on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

3568.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulations  Management,  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule — Information  Law;  Mis- 
cellaneous (RIN:  2900-AI23)  received  June  U, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Veterans:  Affairs. 

3569.  A  letter  from  the  Chief.  Regulations 
Unit,  Internal  Revenue  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule — Part  HI  Administra- 
tive, Procedural,  and  Miscellaneous  (Reve- 
nue Procedure  96-34)  received  June  11,  1996, 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means. 

3570.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Director, 
Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Organization,  De- 
partment of  Defense,  transmitting  a  copy  of 
Presidential  Determination  No.  96-27:  United 
States-Israel  Arrow  Deployability  Program, 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  103-160,  section 
238(d)(2)  (107  Stat.  1601);  jointly,  to  the  Com- 
mittees on  National  Security  and  Inter- 
national Relations. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  Xm,  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  McCOLLUM:  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. H.R.  2803.  A  bill  to  amend  the  anti-car 
theft  provisions  of  title  49,  United  States 
Code,  to  increase  the  utility  of  motor  vehicle 
title  Information  to  State  and  Federal  law 
enforcement  officials,  and  for  other  purposes 
(Rept.  104-618).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  SOLOMON:  Committee  on  Rules. 
House  Resolution  453.  Resolution  providing 
for  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  3610)  mak- 
ing appropriations  for  the  Department  of  De- 
fense for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30, 
1997.  and  for  other  purposes  (Rept.  104-619). 
Referred  to  the  House  Calendar. 


TIME  LIMITATION  OF  REFERRED 
BILL 

Pursuant  to  clause  5  of  rule  X  the  fol- 
lowing action  was  taken  by  the  Speak- 
er: 

[Omitted  from  the  Record  of  June  II,  1996] 
H.R.  3107.  Referral  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  extended  for  a  period  ending 
not  later  than  June  14, 1996. 


June  12,  1996 

PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 
Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXn,  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mr.  DUNCAN: 
H.R.  3617.  A  bill  to  amend  the  National 
Highway  System  Designation  Act  of  1995  re- 
lating to  metric  highway  signing  require- 
ments; to  the  Committee  on  Transportation 
and  Infrastructure. 

By     Mr.     RUSH     (for     himself.     Mr. 
PosHARD,  Mr.  Towns.  Mr.  Visclosky. 
Mrs.  (Collins  of  Illinois.  Ms.  Furse. 
Mr.  Matsui.  Ms.  Pelosi,  Mr.  Condft. 
Mr.  DDCON,  Mr.  BoNiOR,  Mr.  LaHood, 
Mr.   Thompson.   Mr.   Clyburn,   Mrs. 
Meek  of  Florida,  Mr.  Gutierrez.  Mr. 
ROEMER,  and  Ms.  ESHOO): 
H.R.  3618.  A  bill  to  amend  title  49,  United 
States  Code,  to  prohibit  the  transportation 
of  chemical  oxygen  generators  as  cargo  on 
any  aircraft  carrying  itassengers  or  cargo  In 
air  commerce,  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the 
Committee    on    Transportation    and    Infra- 
structure. 

By  Mr.  CAMPBELL: 
H.R.  3619.  A  bill  to  provide  off-budget 
treatment  for  the  land  and  water  conserva- 
tion fund;  to  the  Committee  on  Resources, 
and  In  addition  to  the  Committees  on  the 
Budget,  and  Government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight, for  a  period  to  be  subsequently  deter- 
mined by  the  Speaker.  In  each  case  for  con- 
sideration of  such  provisions  as  fall  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  concerned. 
By  Mr.  GOSS: 
H.R.  3620.  A  bill  to  amend  the  act  of  Octo- 
ber 11.  1974  (Public  Law  93-440;  88  Stat.  1257). 
to  provide  for  the  continued  operation  of  cer- 
tain tour  businesses  in  recently  acquired 
areas  of  Big  Cypress  National  Preserve:  to 
the  Committee  on  Resources. 

By  Mr.  ENGEL  (for  himself,  Mr.  King. 
Mr.  Manton.  Mr.  Walsh,  Mr.  Neal  of 
Massachusetts,    Mr.    Lazio    of    New 
York,  Mr.  Torricelli,  Mrs.  Roukema. 
and  Mrs.  LOWEY): 
H.R.  3621.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Anglo-Irish 
Agreement  Support  Act  of  1986  to  require 
that  disbursements  from  the  International 
Fund  for  Ireland  are  distributed  in  accord- 
ance with  the  MacBride  principles  of  eco- 
nomic justice,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations. 

By  Mr.  CHRYSLER  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Camp,    Mr.    Bunn    of    Oregon,    Mr. 
Heineman,  Mr.  Jones.  Mr.  Bono.  Mr. 
RIGGS,  Mr.  McCOLLUM,  Mr.  Bartlett 
of   Maryland,    Mr.    Gutknecht.    Mr. 
Ehlers.  Mr.  Gingrich,  Mr.  Bilbray. 
Mr.      ROGERS,      Mr.      KOLBE.      Mr. 
Laughlin,        Mr.        Tauzin.        Mr. 
WHrrriELD,    Mrs.    Johnson    of   Con- 
necticut,    Mr.     Upton,     and     Mr. 
Hastert): 
H.R.  3622.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  substi- 
tution  of  the  term   "standard   trade   rela- 
tions" in  lieu  of  "nondiscriminatory  treat- 
ment"    and     "most-favored-nation     treat- 
ment", and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means,  and  in  addition 
to  the  Committee  on  Rules,  for  a  period  to  be 
subsequently  determined  by  the  Speaker,  in 
each  case  for  consideration  of  such  provi- 
sions as  fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
committee  concerned. 
By  Mr.  FARR: 
H.R.  3623.  A  bill  to  require  the  Federal 
Communications  Commission  to  revise  Its 
television  duopoly  rules  to  require  public 
comment  on  certain  local  marketing  agree- 
ments; to  the  Conunittee  on  Commerce. 
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By  Mr.  FORBES: 
H.R.  3624.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1986  to  establish,  and  provide  a 
checkoff  for,  a  biomedical  research  fund,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means,  and  In  addition  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce,  for  a  period  to  be  sub- 
sequently determined  by  the  Speaker,  In 
each  case  for  consideration  of  such  provi- 
sions as  fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
committee  concerned. 
By  Mr.  MICA: 
H.R.  3625.  A  bill  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  the  National  Historical  Publica- 
tions and  Records  Commission  for  fiscal 
years  1998.  1999.  2000.  and  2001;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight. 

By    Mr.    NADLER    (for    himself.    Mr. 
Schaefer,  Mr.  BoRSKi,  Mr.  Farr.  Mr. 
Frost,  Mr.  Hejchey.  Mr.  Johnston  of 
Florida.  Mr.  Kennedy  of  Massachu- 
setts, Mr.  Lantos.  Mrs.  Lowey'.  Ms. 
McKdjney'.  Mr.  Moran.  Ms.  Rivers. 
Mr.  Sanders,  and  Ms.  Woolsey'): 
H.R.  3626.  A  bill  to  direct  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion to  issue  regulations  relating  to  recir- 
culation of  fresh  air  in  commercial  aircraft, 
and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Ckimmittee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 
By  Mr.  ORTON: 
H.R.  3627.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  transfer 
of  certain  lands  near  Myton.  UT.  to  the  Utah 
Division  of  Wildlife  Resources;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Resources. 

By  Ms.  VELAZQUEZ  (for  herself  and 
Ms.  MOLINARI): 
H.R.  3628.   A  bill  to  establish  the  Lower 
East  Side  Tenement  Museum  National  His- 
toric Site,   and  for  other  purposes:   to  the 
Committee  on  Resources. 
By  Mr.  VENTO: 
H.R.  3629.  A  bill  to  amend  title  39.  United 
Slates  Code,   to  require   that  photographic 
evidence  of  a  person's  Identity  be  presented 
before  a  change-of-address  order  shall  be  ac- 
cepted by  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  for  proc- 
essing: to  the  Committee  on  Government  Re- 
form and  Oversight. 

By  Mr.  FOX  (for  himself.  Mr.  GREEN  of 
Texas.  Mr.  Lipinski.  Mrs.  Roukema, 
Mr.  Davis,  and  Mr.  Forbes): 
H.R.  3630.  A  bill  to  require  coverage  for 
screening   mammography    and    pap   smears 
under  health  plans;   to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce,  and  In  addition  to  the  Committee 
on  Economic  and  Educational  Opitortunities. 
for  a  period  to  be  subsequently  determined 
by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for  consider- 
ation of  such  provisions  as  fall  within  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  committee  concerned. 

By  Mr.  DAVIS  (for  himself.  Mr.  Moran. 
Mr.  Bateman,  Mr.  Pickett,  Mr.  Bou- 
cher. Mr.  SisiSKY,  Mr.  Pa^tce  of  Vir- 
ginia. Mr.  Duncan,  Mr.  Frost.  Mr. 
Fazio  of  California.   Mr.  Young  of 
Alaska.  Mr.  Wolf.  Mr.  Wilson.  Mr. 
WnnriELD,  Mr.  Stearns.  Mr.  Scott. 
Mr.    ROEMER.    Mr.    Moorhead.    Mr. 
Montgomery,  Mr.  Markey.  Mr.  Man- 
ton.  Mr.  Lantos,  Mr.  Conters,  Mr. 
COSTELLO.  Mr.  Gejdenson,  Mr.  Dur- 
blv,    Mr.    Bereuter,   and   Mr.   BlU- 
Rakis): 
H.R.  3631.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  recogni- 
tion and  designation  of  the  official  society  to 
administer  and  coordinate  the  United  States 
of  America  activities  to  commemorate  and 
celebrate  the  achievements  of  the  second 
millennium,     and    promote     even     greater 
achievements  in  the  millennium  to  come  by 
endowing    an    international    cross-cultural 
scholarship  fund  to  further  the  development 


and  education  of  the  world's  future  leaders; 
to  the  Committee  on  Government  Reform 
and  (Oversight,  and  in  addition  to  the  Com- 
mittees on  International  Relations,  and 
Banking  and  Financial  Services,  for  a  period 
to  be  subsequently  determined  by  the  Speak- 
er, in  each  case  for  consideration  of  such  pro- 
visions as  fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
committee  concerned. 
By  Mr.  EHRLICH: 
H.R.  3632.  A  bill  to  amend  title  XIX  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  repeal  the  require- 
ment for  annual  resident  review  for  nursing 
facilities  under  the  Medicaid  Program  and  to 
require  resident  reviews  for  mentally  ill  or 
mentally  retarded  residents  when  there  is  a 
significant  change  in  physical  or  mental  con- 
dition; to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

H.R.  3633.  A  bill  to  amend  title  XVm  and 
XIX  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  permit  a 
waiver  of  the  prohibition  of  offering  nurse 
aide  training  and  competency  evaluation 
programs  in  certain  nursing  facilities:  to  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  and  in  addi- 
tion to  the  Committee  on  Commerce,  for  a 
period  to  be  subsequently  determined  by  the 
Speaker,  in  each  case  for  consideration  of 
such  provisions  as  fall  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  committee  concerned. 

By  Mr.  CAMPBELL  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Jacobs): 
H.J.  Res.  180.  Joint  resolution  proixjsing  an 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  to  abolish  the  Electoral  Col- 
lege and  to  provide  for  the  direct  election  of 
the  President  and  Vice  President  of  the 
United  States:  to  the  Committee  on  the  Ju- 
diciary. 

by  Mr.  WALKER: 
H.J.  Res.  181.  Joint  resolution  disapproving 
the  extension  of  nondiscriminatory  treat- 
mentr— most-favored-nation  treatment — to 
the  products  of  the  People's  Republic  of 
China;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

By    Mr.    SERRANO    (for   himself.   Mr. 
Studds.  Mr.  HiLLiARD.  Mr.  Yates, 
Mr.  McDERMOTT.  Ms.  Velazquez,  hli. 
HiNCHEY.  Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Green  of 
Texas,    Ms.    Pelosi.    Mr.    Romeso- 
Barcelo.  Mr.  Waxman,  Ms.  Jackson- 
Lee,  Mr.  Miller  of  California.  Mr. 
Dellums.  Mr.  Johnston  of  Florid*. 
Mr.    Gonzalez.    Mr.    Pallone,    Mr. 
Towns,  Mr.  ackerman.  Mr.  Filner. 
Mr.  Stokes.  Mr.  Cummings.  Mr.  Mar- 
tinez. Mrs.  Maloney.  Mrs.  MEEK  of 
Florida.  Ms.  Eddie  Bernice  Johnson 
of  Texas.  Mr.  Manton.  Mr.  Owens, 
and  Mr.  Nadler): 
H.  Con.  Res.  184.  Concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  the  Congress  with  re- 
spect to  pediatric  and  adolescent  AIDS;  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

By  Mr.  CAMPBELL  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Farr.  Mr.  Cunningham.  Mr.  Calvekt. 
Mr.  Waxman.  Mr.  Pombo.  Mrs.  Sea- 
strand.   Mr.  RiGGS.   Mr.  Gallecly. 
Mr.  Baker  of  California.  Ms.  EsHOO, 
and  Mr.  Doouttle): 
H.  Res.  452.  Resolution  expressmg  the  sense 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  that  Colom- 
bian fresh  cut  flowers  should  not  receive 
preferential  tariff  treatment;  to  the  Ck>mmit- 
tee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Ms.  LOFGREN  (for  herself  and  Mr. 
Farr): 
H.  Res.  454.  Resolution  directing  the  Com- 
mittee on  House  Oversight  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  to  take  all  necessary  steps 
to  make  voting  records  of  members  of  the 
House  and  other  Information  on  the  legisla- 
tive activities  of  the  House  accessible  on  the 
Internet  through  the  official  homepage  of 
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Che  House  of  Represencatives.  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Rules. 


H.R.  2951:  Mr.  Bjvchus. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows: 

H.R.  118:  Mr.  PETRI. 

H.R.  1023:  Mrs.  VucANOViCH. 

H.R.  1230:  Mrs.  Meyers  of  Kansas. 

H.R.  2011:  Mr.  Reed  and  Mr.  Campbell. 

H.R.  2019:  Mr.  Hayworth. 

H.R.  2090:  Ms.  Ros-Lehtinen  and  Mr.  Klug. 

H.R.  2260:  Mr.  Ughtfoot. 

H.R.  2272:  Mr.  COYNE. 

H.R.  2472:  Mrs.  Mink  of  Hawaii,  Mr.  Mar- 
tinez, Mr.  Payne  of  New  Jersey,  and  Mr. 
Thompson. 

H.R.  2508:  Mr.  KNOLLENBERG. 

H.R.  2652:  Mr.  Saw^-er. 

H.R.  2727:  Mr.  Graham,  Mr.  Horn,  Mr. 
Christensen,  and  Mr.  Brewster. 

H.R.  2827:  Mr.  LoBioNDO  and  Mr.  Edwards. 

H.R.  2834:  Mr.  Mascara. 

H.R.  2925:  Mr.  Billiard. 

H.R.  2931:  Mr.  Baldacci. 

H.R.  3118:  Mr.  DooLEY,  Mr.  Spratt.  and  Mr. 
English  of  Pennsylvania. 

H.R.  3161:  Mr.  Manzullo. 

H.R.  3168:  Mr.  BORSKI. 

H.R.  3195:  Mr.  LaTourette,  Mr. 
HosTETTLER.  and  Mr.  Taylor  of  North  Caro- 
lina. 

H.R.  3226:  Mr.  KING  and  Mr.  Castle. 

H.R.  3303:  Mr.  Thompson.  Mr.  Romero- 
Barcelo,  and  Mr.  Foley. 

H.R.  3316:  Ms.  FLTISE  and  Mr.  DeFazio. 

H.R.  3393:  Mr.  Traficant. 

H.R.  3396:  Mr.  Hayes,  Mr.  Radanovich.  Mr. 
Bliley,  Mr.  Whttfield,  and  Mrs.  Vucano- 
vich. 

H.R.  3398:  Ms.  MOLINARI,  Mr.  Davis,  Mr. 
Ballenoer,  Mr.  Goodlatte,  Ms.  DeLauro, 
Mr.  Jacobs,  and  Mr.  Klug. 

H.R.  3401:  Mr.  Farr  and  Mr.  Baker  of  Cali- 
fornia. 

H.R.  3433:  Mr.  DUNCAN,  Mr.  KLUG,  and  Mr. 
Hansen. 

H.R.  3462:  Mr.  DeFazio,  Mr.  Lazio  of  New 
York,  Mr.  Sanders,  and  Mr.  Sisisky. 

H.R.  3477:  Mr.  DELLUMS,  Mr.  Studds.  Mr. 
Markey.  Mr.  Watt  of  North  Carolina,  Mr. 
Green  of  Texas.  Mr.  Bonior.  and  Ms.  Nor- 
ton. 

H.R.  3508:  Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  Ms. 
Lofgren.  Mr.  LiPiNSKi,  and  Ms.  Rivers. 

H.R.  3514:  Mr.  Hayes. 

H.R.  3525:  Mr.  COBLE,  Mr.  McCOLLUM,  Mr. 
Jacobs,  Mr.  Wolf,  Mr.  Gekas,  Mr.  Lazio  of 
New  York.  Ms.  GREENE  of  Utah,  Mr.  Tejeda, 
Mr.  Taylor  of  North  Carolina,  Mr.  DaoN, 
Mr.  SMrPH  of  Texas,  and  Mr.  Buyer. 

H.R.  3548:  Mr.  Barr.  Mr.  Incus  of  South 
Carolina,  Mr.  Livingston,  and  Mr.  Blute. 

H.R.  3556:  Mr.  Weldon  of  Florida.  Mrs. 
Schroeder,  and  Mr.  Tauzin. 

H.R.  3566:  Mr.  Meehan,  Mr.  Holden,  Mr. 
DeFazio,  and  Mr.  Lipinski. 

H.R.  3577:  Mr.  LlPDJSKi. 

H.R.  3586:  Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana  and  Mr. 
Herger. 

H.R.  3596:  Mr.  GOODLING  and  Mr.  HOLDEN. 

H.R.  3604:  Mr.  GiLLMOR.  Mr.  Klug,  and  Mrs. 
COLLINS  of  Illinois. 

H.  Con.  Res.  175:  Mr.  M.^NTON,  Mr.  FORBES, 
and  Mr.  Sam  Johnson. 

H.  Res.  286:  Mr.  FROST  and  Ms.  Pelosi. 


DELETIONS  OF  SPONSORS  FROM 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 
Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXn.  sponsors 
were  deleted  from  public  bills  and  reso- 
lutions as  follows: 


AMENDMENTS 

Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXm,  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H.R.  3610 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Bereuter 

Amendment  No.  4:  Page  87,  after  line  3,  in- 
sert the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  8095.  Hereafter,  the  Air  National 
Guard  may  assume  primary  or  sole  respon- 
sibility for  providing  firefighting  and  rescue 
services  in  response  to  all  aircraft-related 
emergencies  at  the  Lincoln  Municipal  Air- 
port in  Lincoln.  Nebraska. 

H.R.  3610 
Offered  By:  Mr.  DeFazio 
Amendment  No.  5:  Page  30,  line  1.  insert 
after  "9,068,558,000"  the  following:  "(reduced 
by  $350,000,000)". 

H.R.  3610 
Offered  By:  Mr.  DeFazio 

Amendment  No.  6:  At  the  end  of  the  bill 
(before  the  short  title),  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

Sec.  .  None  of  the  funds  provided  in  this 
Act  for  the  National  Missile  Defense  pro- 
gram may  be  obligated  for  space-based  inter- 
ceptors or  space-based  directed-energy  weap- 
ons. 

H.R.  3610 
Offered  By:  Mb.  Frank  of  Massachusetts 

Amendment  No.  7:  At  the  end  of  the  bill, 
insert  after  the  last  section  (preceding  the 
short  title)  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  New  budget  authority  provided  in 
this  Act  shall  be  available  for  obligation  in 
fiscal  year  1997  only  to  the  extent  that  obli- 
gation thereof  will  not  cause  the  total  obli- 
gation of  new  budget  authority  provided  in 
this  Act  for  all  operations  and  agencies  to 
exceed  J234,678,433,(X)0. 

H.R.  3610 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Frank  of  Massachusetts 

amendment  No.  8:  At  the  end  of  the  bill, 
insert  after  the  last  section  (preceding  the 
short  title)  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.    .  Total  appropriations  made  in  this 
Act  are  hereby  reduced  by  1  percent. 
H.R.  3610 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Hoke 

amendment  No.  9:  At  the  end  of  the  bill, 
(before  the  short  title),  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

Sec.  8095.  None  of  the  funds  available  to 
the  Department  of  Defense  under  this  Act 
may  be  obligated  or  expended  to  procure 
landing  gear  for  aircraft  except  when  it  is 
made  known  to  the  Federal  official  having 
authority  to  obligate  or  expend  such  funds 
that^- 

(1)  the  manufacturer  of  the  item  is  part  of 
the  national  technology  and  industrial  base: 

(2)  the  landing  gear  is  manufactured  and 
assembled  in  the  United  States;  and 

(3)  the  contract  through  which  the  pro- 
curement is  made  is  entered  into  more  than 
30  days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

H.R.  3610 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Kennedy  of 
Massachusetts 
amendment  No.  10:  Page  87,  after  line  3,  in- 
sert the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
or  otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  for 


the  Department  of  Defense  specimen  reposi- 
tory described  in  subsection  (b)  may  be  used 
for  any  purpose  except  in  accordance  with 
the  requirement  in  paragraph  numbered  3  of 
the  covered  Department  of  Defense  policy 
memorandum  that  specifically  provides  that 
permissible  uses  of  specimen  samples  in  the 
repository  are  limited  to  the  following  pur- 
poses: 

(1)  Identification  of  human  remains. 

(2)  Internal  quality  assurance  activities  to 
validate  processes  for  collection,  mainte- 
nance and  analysis  of  samples. 

(3)  A  purpose  for  which  the  donor  of  the 
sample  (or  surviving  next-of-kin)  provides 
consent. 

(4)  As  compelled  by  other  applicable  law  in 
a  case  in  which  all  of  the  following  condi- 
tions are  present: 

(A)  The  responsible  Department  of  Defense 
official  has  received  a  proper  judicial  order 
or  judicial  authorization. 

(B)  the  specimen  sample  is  needed  for  the 
investigation  or  prosecution  of  a  crime  pun- 
ishable by  one  year  or  more  of  confinement. 

(C)  No  reasonable  alternative  means  for 
obtaining  a  specimen  for  DNA  profile  analy- 
sis is  available. 

(D)  The  use  is  approved  by  the  AssisUnt 
Secretary  of  Defense  (Health  Affairs)  after 
consultation  with  the  Department  of  Defense 
General  Counsel. 

(b)  The  specimen  repository  referred  to  in 
subsection  (a)  is  the  repository  that  was  es- 
tablished pursuant  to  Deputy  Secretary  of 
Defense  Memorandum  47803.  dated  December 
16.  1991.  and  designated  as  the  "Armed 
Forces  Repository  of  Specimen  Samples  for 
the  Identification  of  Remains"  by  paragraph 
numbered  4  in  the  covered  Department  of  De- 
fense policy  memorandum. 

(c)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  cov- 
ered Department  of  Defense  policy  memoran- 
dum is  the  memorandum  of  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  (Health  Affairs)  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  dated  April  2,  1996. 
issued  pursuant  to  law  which  states  as  its 
subject  "Policy  Refinements  for  the  Armed 
Forces  Repository  of  Specimen  Samples  for 
the  identification  of  Remains". 

H.R.  3610 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Menendez 
amendment  no.  11:  Page  82.  strike  lines  12 
through  15. 

H.R.  3610 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Obey 
amendment  no.  12:  Page  22.  line  6,  strike 
54,719,930,000"  and  insert  "$4,215,930,000". 
H.R.  3610 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Obey 
Amen-dment  No.  13:  Page  22,  line  6.  after 
the  dollar  amount,  insert  the  following:  "(re- 
duced by  $504,000,000)". 

H.R.  3610 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Obey 
AMENDME-VT  no.  14:  Page  22.  line  6.  after 
the  dollar  amount,  insert  the  following:  "(re- 
duced by  $404,000,000)". 

H.R.  3610 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Obey 
AMENDMENT  NO.  15:  Page  24,  line  17.  strike 
"$7,326,628,000"  and  insert  "$6,960,528,000". 
H.R.  3610 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Obey 
AMENDMENT  No.  16:  Page  24,  line  17,  after 
the  dollar  amount,  insert  the  following:  "(re- 
duced by  $366,100,000)". 

H.R. 3610 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Obey 
AMENDMENT  No.  17:  Page  24,  line  17,  after 
the  dollar  amount,  insert  the  following:  "(re- 
duced by  $314,100,000)". 
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H.R.  3610 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Obey 
AMENDMENT  No.  18:  Page  29.  line  10,  strike 
"$14,969,573,000"  and  insert  "$13,969,573,000". 
H.R. 3610 
Offered  Fi':  Mr.  Obey 
AMENDMENT  No.  19:  Page  29,  line  10.  after 
the  dollar  amount,  insert  the  following:  "(re- 
duced by  $1,000,000,000)". 

H.R.  3610 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Sanders 
AMENDME.vr  No.  20:  Page  87,  after  line  3.  in- 
sert the  following  new  section 

Sec.  .  None  of  the  funds  available  to  the 
Department  of  Defense  under  this  Act  may 
be  obligated  or  expended  to  pay  a  contractor 
under  a  contract  with  the  Department  of  De- 
fense for  any  costs  incurred  by  the  contrac- 
tor when  it  is  made  known  to  the  Federal  of- 
ficial having  authority  to  obligate  or  expend 
such  funds  that  such  costs  are  restructuring 
costs  associated  with  a  business  combination 
that  were  incurred  on  or  after  August  15, 
1994. 

H.R.  3610 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Sanders 
amendment  No.  21:  At  the  end  of  the  bill 
(before  the  short  title),  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

Sec.  .  None  of  the  funds  available  to  the 
Department  of  Defense  under  this  Act  may 
be  obligated  or  expended  to  pay  a  contractor 
under  a  contract  with  the  Department  when 
it  is  made  known  to  the  Federal  official  hav- 
ing authority  to  obligate  or  expend  such 
funds  that  the  pajrment  is  for  the  costs  of 
compensation  with  respect  to  the  services  of 
any  one  individual  at  a  rate  in  excess  of 
$200,000  per  year. 

H.R.  3610 
Offered  Bi-:  Mrs.  Schroeder 
amendment  No.  22:  At  the  end  of  the  bill 
(before  the  short  title),  add  the  following 
new  section: 

Sec.  .  The  amount  of  appropriations  pro- 
vided by  this  Act  is  hereby  reduced  by 
$7,080,000,000. 

H.R.  3610 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Shays 
Amendment  No.  23:  Page  36,  after  line  5.  in- 
sert the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  8001A.  Each  amount  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  in  titles  I  through 
VH  of  this  Act  is  hereby  reduced  by  0.74  per- 
cent. 

H.R.  3610 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Shays 
Amendment  No.  24:  At  the  end  of  the  bill, 
inset  after  the  last  section  (preceding  the 
short  title)  the  following  new  section: 


Sec.  .  Total  appropriations  made  in  this 
Act  are  hereby  reduced  by  $2,508,406,000  so  as 
to  conform  to  total  appropriations  made  in 
the  Department  of  Defense  Appropriations 
Act.  1996. 

H.R.  3610 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Shays 

AME.\-DMENT  No.  25:  At  the  end  of  the  bill, 
insert  after  the  last  section  (preceding  the 
short  title)  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  Total  appropriations  made  in  this 
Act  are  hereby  reduced  by  $2,008,406,000  so  as 
to  conform  to  total  appropriations  made  in 
the  Department  of  Defense  Appropriations 
Act,  1996. 

H.R.  3610. 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Shays 

A.MENDMENT  No.  26:  At  the  end  of  the  bill, 
insert  after  the  last  section  (preceding  the 
short  title)  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  Total  appropriations  made  in  this 
Act  are  hereby  reduced  by  $1,708,406,000  so  as 
to  conform  to  total  appropriations  made  in 
the  Department  of  Defense  Appropriations 
Act.  1996. 

H.R.  3610 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Shays 

AME.VDMENT  No.  27:  At  the  end  of  the  bill. 
insert  after  the  last  section  (preceding  the 
short  title)  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  New  budget  authority  provided  in 
this  Act  shall  be  available  for  obligation  in 
fiscal  year  1997  only  to  the  extent  that  obli- 
gation thereof  will  not  cause  the  total  obli- 
gation of  new  budget  authority  provided  in 
this  Act  for  all  operations  and  agencies  to 
exceed  $243,251,297,000.  which  amount  cor- 
responds to  the  new  budget  authority  that 
was  provided  in  the  Department  of  Defense 
Appropriations  Act.  1996. 

H.R.  3610 
Offered  B^-  Mr.  Shays 

A.MENDMENT  No.  28:  At  the  end  of  the  bill. 
insert  after  the  last  section  (preceding  the 
short  title)  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  New  budget  authority  provided  in 
this  Act  shall  be  available  for  obligation  in 
fiscal  year  1997  only  to  the  extent  that  obli- 
gation thereof  will  not  cause  the  total  obli- 
gation of  new  budget  authority  provided  in 
this  Act  for  all  operations  and  agencies  to 
exceed  the  amount  of  new  budget  authority 
that  was  provided  in  the  Department  of  De- 
fense Appropriations  Act.  1996  (Public  Law 
104-61). 

H.R.  3610 
OFFERED  By  Mr.  Shays 

AMEN-DMENT  No.  29:  At  the  end  of  the  bill, 
after  the  last  section  (and  before  the  short 
title),  insert  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  Total  appropriations  made  in  this 
Act  are  hereby  reduced  by  $1,813,703,000  . 


H.R.  3610. 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Skelton 

AMENDMENT  No.  30:  Page  87,  after  line  3,  in- 
sert the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  Of  the  funds  provided  in  title  IV  for 
"Research,  Development,  Test,  and  Eval- 
uation. Defense-Wide",  the  amount  avail- 
able for  National  Missile  Defense  shall  not 
exceed  $802,437,000. 

H.R.  3610 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Smtth  of  New  jersey 

amendment  No.  31:  At  the  end  of  the  bill 
(before  the  short  title)  (page  87.  after  line  3). 
insert  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  8095.  (a)  Except  as  provided  in  sub- 
section (b),  none  of  the  funds  available  to  the 
Department  of  Defense  under  this  Act  may 
be  obligated  or  exi>ended  to  reimburse  a  de- 
fense contractor  when  it  is  made  known  to 
the  Federal  official  having  authority  to  obli- 
gate or  expend  such  funds  that  such  reim- 
bursement is  for  restructuring  costs  associ- 
ated with  a  merger,  acquisition,  or  other 
business  combination  of  the  defense  contrac- 
tor. 

(b)  Subsection  (a)  does  not  apply  when  it  is 
made  known  to  the  Federal  official  having 
authority  to  obligate  or  expend  such  funds 

that— 

(1)  the  reporting  requirement  in  section 
818(e)  of  Public  Law  103-337  (108  Stat.  2821;  10 
U.S.C.  2324  note)  has  been  completed. 

(2)  the  decision  by  the  defense  contractor 
to  undertake  the  merger,  acquisition,  or 
other  business  combination  was  primarily 
based  on  the  availability  of  Federal  restruc- 
turing payments  as  certified  by  the  Comp- 
troller General  based  on  the  best  available 
information: 

(3)  the  reimbursement  will  reduce  the  over- 
all budget  deficit  for  fiscal  years  1996  and 
1997,  as  certified  in  writing  to  Congress  by 
the  Director  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Of- 
fice based  on  the  approximate  number  of  per- 
sons to  be  laid  off  or  dismissed  as  a  result  of 
the  combination;  an  estimate  of  the  reduc- 
tion of  Federal  tax  revenues  that  such  unem- 
ployment will  produce;  and  an  estimate  of 
the  increase  in  Federal  expenditures  in  other 
Federal  adjustment  programs,  including  food 
stamps,  housing  assistance,  the  program  of 
aid  to  families  with  dependent  children, 
medicaid  programs,  and  any  other  programs 
the  Director  determines  that  unemployed 
persons  are  likely  to  use  at  a  rate  higher 
than  employed  persons;  and 

(4)  the  merger,  acquisition,  or  other  busi- 
ness combination  with  respect  to  which  the 
restructuring  costs  are  associated  took  place 
after  July  1,  1993. 
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BELARUS  FREEDOM  FIGHTER  DE- 
SERVES UNITED  STATES  SUP- 
PORT 


HON.  TOM  DeLAY 

OF  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 
Mr.  Delay.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today  to  join 
the  growing  chorus  of  protest  against  the  in- 
creasingly violent  and  chaotic  situation  in  the 
former  Soviet  satellite  nation  of  Belarus. 

As  many  of  my  colleagues  know,  Russian 
President  Boris  Yeltsin  arxJ  Belarusan  Presi- 
dent Alexander  Lukashenko  last  month  signed 
an  agreement  that  would  reintegrate  ttie  politi- 
cal, economic,  arxl  social  ties  between  the  two 
nations.  While  I  realize  the  importance  of 
neighborty  alliances,  I  am  afrakj  that  this  new 
treaty  has  ominous  implications  for  emerging 
denxKracies  in  the  newly  independent  nations 
of  Eastern  Europe.  In  point  of  fact,  the  agree- 
ment has  alreac^  produced  frightening  results. 
Tens  of  thousands  of  Belarusans,  realizing 
tfie  very  real  threat  to  their  new-found  inde- 
pendence, have  taken  to  the  streets  of  Minsk 
to  protest  the  agreement  In  response,  Presi- 
dent Lukashenko  has  initiated  a  campaign  of 
fear  and  terror  meant  to  intimidate  the 
Belarusan  people  into  silence.  Lukashenko 
has  placed  former  members  of  the  Soviet 
Armed  Forces  in  top  posts  ttwoughout  the 
Belarusan  secret  police  and  military,  sending 
them  out  into  the  streets  to  arrest  thousands 
of  his  own  people  and  to  raid  their  homes  and 
places  of  business.  The  Belarusan  Presidents 
regard  for  his  own  countrymen,  fighting  home- 
spun terrorism  at  the  hands  of  their  fongtime 
oppressors,  is  so  k}w  that  he  has  referred  to 
them  as  "  *  *  *  sick  people  who  have  placed 
themselves  outskie  of  the  law." 

Star)ding  in  stark  contrast  to  Presklent 
Lukashenko's  repressive  tactKS  is  Yury 
Khadyka,  a  ksngtime  Belarusan  freedom  fight- 
er. Mr.  Khadyka  fought  ttie  heavy  yoke  of 
communism  when  Belarus  was  a  Soviet  sat- 
ellite and  now  that  his  homelarxl  has  tasted 
freedom,  he  has  become  a  leading  figure  in 
the  fight  to  preserve  Belarusan  independence. 
Distressingly,  Mr.  Khadyka  has  been  impris- 
oned since  April  27  for  standing  up  to  Presi- 
dent Lukashenko's  growing  campaign  of  terror 
and  intimklatfon. 

Unfortunately,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  saddest 
chapter  in  this  sordkj  story  is  the  complicity  of 
the  Clinton  administration  in  Mr.  Khadyka's  im- 
prisonment To  fulfill  a  political  agenda,  this 
administration  has  stood  kJly  t>y  while  the  frag- 
ile framework  of  a  newly  independent  natk>n 
crumbles  arxj  innocent  people  like  Mr. 
Khadyka  are  imprisoned  at  the  hands  of  a 
present-day  dKtator. 
In  order  to  prop  up  Boris  Yeltsin's  reelection 
'  campaign,  this  administration  has  signaled  its 
tacit  approval  of  ttie  reintegration  of  Russia 
and  Belarus.  In  fact,  Preskjent  Lukashenko,  a 


career  Communist  Party  bureaucrat,  has  given 
every  indication  that  he  would  prefer  to  see 
one  of  President  Yeltsin's  more  hard-line  rivals 
prevail  in  the  upcoming  elections.  If  that  hap- 
pens, and  if  the  Communist  Party  orKe  again 
takes  the  reigns  of  power  in  Moscow,  this 
agreement  will  signal  the  functronal  end  of 
independence  in  Belarus.  I  support  President 
Yeltsin's  efforts  to  implement  democratic  and 
free-market  reforms  in  Russia,  but  I  would 
urge  Mr.  Yeltsin  to  recognize  that  Belarus  has 
the  right  to  pursue  these  same  goals  on  its 
own  terms. 

As  Thomas  Jefferson  wrote  in  ttie  Declara- 
tion of  Independence,  "We  hoW  these  truths  to 
be  self-evkjent  that  all  men  are  created  equal, 
that  they  are  endowed  by  their  Creator  with 
certain  unalienable  Rights,  that  among  these 
are  Life.  Liberty,  and  the  pursuit  of  Happi- 
ness." I  do  not  quote  this  famous  document 
lightly— the  simple  truth  is  that  these  words 
represent  a  plain,  concise  distillation  of  what 
we.  as  Americans,  t)elieve  to  be  true  for  all 
people,  everywtiere.  That  is  why  I  urge  Presi- 
dent Clinton  to  put  political  maneuvering  aside 
and  to  support  those  kjeals  upon  which  ttie 
United  States  was  founded.  Now,  as  freedom 
takes  root  throughout  Eastern  Europe,  the 
United  States  must  support  the  standard-bear- 
ers of  liberty  on  this  democratk:  frontier.  Yury 
Khadyka  is  such  an  indivkjual.  and  he  de- 
sen/es  our  support  and  assistance  as  he 
strives  to  preserve  democracy  in  his  befoved 
homeland. 


from  the  city,  the  county,  or  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. 

Rescue  squads  are  funded  in  the  same  spir- 
it of  community  volunteerism  which  rrwves 
them  to  serve.  Family,  friends,  and  neighbors 
pitch  in  at  bake  sales,  road  blocks,  and  fish 
frys  to  help  ttx)se  who  sacrifice  their  time  for 
the  benefit  of  the  whole  community. 

Committing  such  an  amount  of  spare  time 
and  energy  to  a  job  so  emotionally  and  phys- 
k:ally  taxing  requires  a  sense  of  devotion  and 
duty  for  which  we  are  all  grateful. 


HONORING  THE  RUTHERFORD 
COUNTY  RESCUE  SQUAD 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 
Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  ttie  invaluable  servk;es 
provided  by  ttie  Rutherford  County  Rescue 
Squad.  These  brave,  civic-minded  people  give 
freely  of  their  time  so  that  shoukJ  disaster 
strike,  we  know  ttiat  our  friends  and  neighbors 
are  ttiere  to  help. 

Few  realize  the  depth  of  training  and  hard 
work  ttiat  goes  into  being  a  member  of  ttie 
rescue  squad.  Rescue  squad  members 
undergo  a  training  series  over  a  4-  to  6-month 
period  whrch  includes  instruction  in 
cardiopulmonary  resuscitation  [CPR],  vehwle 
extrication,  emergency  driving,  and  rescue  ori- 
entatton.  In  addition  to  this  training,  rescue 
squad  memtiers  also  meet  monthly  to  address 
business  concems  as  well  as  hear  guest 
speakers. 

Rescue  squad  meoitiers  are  volunteers. 
Ttiey  receive  no  pay  for  wtiat  they  do.  What 
also  makes  their  service  especially  outstand- 
ing is  ttiat  ttie  organizatkins  themselves  re- 
ceive no  funding.  They  receive  no  funding 


WHITI'IER  CITY  SCHOOL  DISTRICT 
HONORS  NEAL  J.  AVERY  FOR  45 
YEARS  SERVICE 


HON.  ESTBAN  EDWARD  TORRES 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  TORRES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  my  col- 
leagues to  join  me  today  in  honoring  Whittier 
City  School  District  Superintendent  Neal  J. 
Avery  as  he  retires  after  45  years  of  servk» 
in  public  education.  On  Wednesday,  June  12, 
distoict  employees  and  friends  will  gather  to 
celetyate  and  honor  Neal  for  his  commitment 
to  ttie  education  of  our  students. 

Bom  in  Salt  Lake  City,  UT,  Neal  moved  to 
Califomia  to  attend  the  University  of  Southern 
California,  earning  his  bachetor's  degree  in 
education  in  1951  and  his  master's  degree  in 
1956.  In  September  1951,  he  began  his  teach- 
ing career  in  the  Whittier  City  School  Distrfct 
at  Lydia  Jackson  School,  teaching  fifth  and 
sixth  grade  students.  In  1954,  he  transfeaed 
to  Longfellow  School  as  a  teaching  w\ce  prin- 
cipal and  received  his  tenure  also  ttiat  year.  In 
1956,  he  was  appointed  principal  of  George 
Washington  School,  and  by  1959  was  serving 
as  principal  of  two  schools,  Lou  Henry  Hoover 
and  Abratiam  Lincoln  schools.  In  1981,  he 
was  appointed  superintendent  of  ttie  district 
His  entire  career  has  tjeen  spent  dedicated  to 
the  students  of  the  Whittier  City  School  Dis- 
trict 

In  addition  to  his  service  to  the  school  dis- 
tiict  Neal  has  served  on  ttie  Whittier  YMCA 
board  of  directors  for  many  years.  He  helped 
to  estatJiish  the  Whittier  Youth  Networtt  Club  in 
cooperation  with  ttie  city  of  Whittier,  which  is 
held  at  several  school  sites.  He  received  the 
PTA  Honorary  Service  Award  in  1 993  from  the 
Whittier/Pico  Rivera  Council  PTA.  He  and  his 
wife.  Nedine,  tiave  two  chikjren. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  pride  that  I  congratu- 
late my  friend.  Superintendent  Neal  Avery,  on 
ttie  occasion  of  his  retirement  from  Whittier 
City  School  District  after  45  years  of  dedicated 
servk:e  to  our  students  and  to  our  community. 


•  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  suiements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 
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A  TRIBUTE  TO  EDWIN  SCHNECK 


HON.  CONSTANCE  A.  MORELLA 

OF  MARIXAND 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  I  rise  to  salute  a  long-term 
educator  in  my  distiict.  Mr.  Edwin  Schneck. 
He  has  taught  science  for  over  35  years;  32 
of  the  years  were  spent  in  Bethesda.  MD. 
Since  1964.  Edwin  Schneck  has  been  a 
science  teacher  at  Bethesda-Chevy  Chase 
High  School. 

In  order  to  further  education  in  Montgomery 
County,  Mr.  Schneck  focused  on  the  rewriting 
of  curriculum  and  also  took  a  variety  of  leader- 
ship positions  in  the  county.  One  of  the  found- 
ing members  of  Homework-Hottine.  Edwin 
Schneck  never  tired  of  helping  students  learn, 
even  if  it  was  not  in  the  classroom.  He  tire- 
lessly took  on  a  variety  of  roles  so  that  the 
needs  of  the  diverse  stixlent  body  of  Be- 
thesda-Chevy Chase  High  School  could  tie 
met. 

A  coach  as  well  as  a  teacher,  Mr.  Schneck 
coached  baskettiall,  baseball,  and  golf  during 
his  tenure  at  Bethesda-Chevy  Chase  High 
School.  Whether  on  ttie  playing  fieW  or  in  ttie 
classroom,  Edwin  Schneck  gave  of  himself  for 
ttie  sake  of  his  students. 

Mr.  Schneck's  conscientiousness  as  an  edu- 
cator stioukf  be  an  example  for  all  of  us;  tie 
was  a  teactier  wtiose  community  was  a  t>etter 
place  for  his  servce. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ttiank  you  for  the  opportunity 
to  pay  tribute  to  this  devoted  educator. 


SUPPORT  IMPROVEMENTS  TO  OUR 
NATION'S  MEAT  AND  POULTRY 
INSPECTION  SYSTEM 


HON.  RANDY  "DUKE"  CUNNINGHAM 

OFCAUFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  to 
commend  Chaimnan  Skeen  and  members  of 
ttie  Appropriations  Suticommittee  on  Agri- 
culture for  supporting  full  funding  for  ttie  Food 
Safety  and  Inspection  Servk:e  [FSIS].  Amer- 
ican rely  on  FSIS  to  assure  ttiat  meat  and 
poultry  products  meet  Federal  quality,  latieling. 
and  packaging  standards.  I  sti-ongly  support 
ttie  S574  million  provkjed  in  ttie  fiscal  year 
1997  Agriculture  appropriations  bill  for  FSIS, 
wfuch  will  work  to  improve  our  90-year-ok] 
meat  and  pouttry  inspection  system.  In  the 
near  future.  FSIS  will  initiate  the  Hazard  Anal- 
ysis and  Critical  Control  Point  [HACCP]  sys- 
tem, a  new  mettiod  of  meat  aixJ  pouttry  in- 
spection. This  new  inspection  system  is  need- 
ed to  prevent  harmful  tiacteria  from  ever  erv 
tering  ttie  food  supply,  thus  protecting  ttie 
health  of  America  citizens. 

As  many  are  aware,  an  outtxeak  of  the 
E.coli  bacteria  hit  ttie  west  coast  over  3  years 
ago.  This  outtxeak  infected  700  people  and 
killed  4  chikJren.  Some  of  the  vk:tims  lived  in 
my  distoict  Following  ttiis  tragedy,  families  and 
friends  of  victims  joined  together  to  estatilish 
"Safe  Tables  Our  Priority,"  whose  goal  is  to 
educate  ttie  publk;  and  legislators  about  ttie 
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deadly  E.coli  bacteria  They  are  committed  to 
improving  the  safety  of  ttie  Natkm's  meat  and 
poultry  system.  I  am  proud  to  have  worthed 
very  ctosely  with  ttiis  organization  over  the  last 
3  years,  and  I  am  pleased  that  they  join  me 
in  supporting  full  funding  of  FSIS. 
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STATEMENT  OF  LECH  WALESA 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  SENATOR  BOB 
DOLE 


HON.  HUE  K.  FOWLER 

OF  FLORIDA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mrs.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday,  as 
I  stood  on  the  floor  of  the  ottier  txxJy  watching 
my  friend  Bob  Dole  say  farewell.  I  was  inv 
pressed,  as  always,  by  his  remarks — whch 
were  delivered  with  his  toademark  sincerity 
and  self-depredating  humor.  But  I  was  just  as 
impressed  witti  ttie  response  he  got  from  ttie 
crowd,  which  ran  ttie  gamut  from  Senators 
and  House  Memtiers  to  capitol  tour  gukles, 
pages,  and  Senate  staff. 

It  was  clear  to  me  ttiat  everyone  present,  re- 
gardless of  party  affiliation,  age  or  importance, 
hekj  ttiis  man  in  high  regard.  Ttiere  was  a  pal- 
patile  sense  of  affectkxi  and  respect  in  that 
room— ttie  kind  of  affection  and  respect  ttiat  is 
only  given  to  someone  wtx)  lias  earned  it  over 
the  years. 

I  would  venture  to  say  ttiat  although  most 
Americans  know  atxxjt  Bob  Dole's  leadership; 
his  record  of  service;  his  keen  intellect,  and 
his  commitment  to  making  a  difference  for 
America,  many  of  ttiem  do  not  know  what  ttie 
crowd  in  ttie  Senate  Chamber  knew— ttiat  Bob 
Dole  is  a  man  witti  tremendous  heart  and  ttiat 
he  has  served  the  American  people,  and  ttie 
institution  of  the  Senate  for  many  years  with 
everything  tie  tiad  to  give. 

Bob  is  known  around  tiere  as  one  of  ttie 
kindest  most  generous  people  in  Washing- 
tor>— ttie  man  wtio  knows  everyone  in  ttie 
Capitol,  from  ttie  plumtjers  and  ttie  carpenters 
to  ttie  Senators  and  the  reporters — and  treats 
everyone  ttie  same.  He  is  known  as  a  leader 
of  great  skill,  vision,  and  rock-solkl  integrity, 
and  he  is  known  as  a  man  with  heart 

It  was  Bob's  heart  that  led  him  to  serve  our 
Nation  during  war,  and  ttiat  gave  him  the 
strength  to  recover  from  injuries  ttiat  vmxjkj 
have  killed  many  men. 

It  is  his  heart  that  makes  him  someone  wtio 
is  consistentty  rated  as  a  favorite  by  Capitol 
emptoyees,  arxJ  wtio  has  gone  out  of  his  way 
time  and  again  to  help  me  since  I  came  to 
Wastiington.  It  is  his  heartfelt  belief  in  ttie 
American  kleals  of  hard  work,  indivkJual  re- 
sponsitiility  and  tielping  ottiers  ttiat  tias  led 
him  to  work  night  and  day  to  make  a  dif- 
ference for  ttiis  Nation. 

Bob  Dote  is  a  proven  leader  and  a  true 
Anfierican  hero.  He  has  ttie  character,  ttie 
courage,  the  corrpasskm— and  ttie  heart— to 
lead  this  Nation  into  the  next  century,  and  I 
join  with  all  his  ottier  friends,  and  colleagues 
in  wishing  him  well  as  he  departs  Capitol  Hill 
to  move  on  to  his  next  challenge. 


HON.  MARUN  R.  HOKE 

OFOffiO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  great  tvnlight 
struggle  against  the  increditite  evil  of  conv 
munism  produced  some  of  history's  most  ex- 
b-aordinary  peopte.  But  If  you  had  to  choose 
the  ttiree  people  who  played  ttie  biggest  role 
in  relegating  communism  to  ttie  dustt>in  of  his- 
tory it  would  have  to  be  Ronakj  Reagan,  Pope 
John  Paul  II.  and  a  shipyard  worker  from 
Gdansk  named  Lech  Walesa— die  ttiree  men 
Time  Magazine  dubbed  The  Holy  Alhance." 

The  centerpiece  of  ttie  operatton  to  free 
Eastern  Europe  from  ttie  ctiains  of  corrv 
munism  was  Solklarity.  ttie  workers'  union 
founded  by  Lech  Walesa.  Everything  else 
flowed  from  ttiat.  Solklarity  was  ttie  weapon 
ttiat  ttie  Pope  and  Presklent  Reagan  nurtured 
and  protected  and  eventually  used  to  help 
bring  about  communism's  collapse,  first  in  Po- 
land, ttien  in  ttie  rest  of  Eastern  Europe. 

None  of  wtiat  was  accomplistied,  tiowever, 
coukj  ttave  happened  wittiout  Lech  Walesa.  It 
was  his  txavery,  his  skill,  his  dedk:ation,  and 
his  tove  for  his  country  and  its  peopte  ttiat 
showed  the  way.  The  worM  owes  an  detit  of 
gratitude  to  ttvs  common  man  with  uncommon 
vakx. 

Last  week  a  ceremony  was  heM  in  Wastv 
ington  both  to  horxx  this  hero,  as  wen  as  to 
celebrate  ttie  introduction  of  ttie  NATO  Exparv 
sion  Act  a  bill  that  will  bring  Poland,  Hungary, 
and  the  Czech  Republic  into  NATO.  In  many 
ways  ttiis  bill  is  ttie  culmination  of  all  ttie  Mr. 
Walesa  has  worked  for  and  I  am  proud  not 
only  to  be  an  original  cosponsor  of  ttiis  bill,  but 
also  ttiat  I  had  a  tiand  in  drafting  some  of  ttie 
language.  I  urge  ttie  Congress  to  pass  ttiis  im- 
portant bill  and  ttie  Presklent  to  sign  it 

I  woukj  like  to  submit  a  copy  of  Mr.  Wa- 
lesa's inspiring  remarks  for  ttie  RECORD. 
Statement  of  the  Honorable  lech  Walesa. 
Washington,  June  4. 1996 
Mr.  Speaker.  Members  of  Congress,  Ladies 
and  GentlemeD,  Dear  Friends. 

First  and  above  all.  I  would  like  to  say  how 
very  grateful  I  am  for  being  invited  here 
today.  Being  here  again  brings  back  cher- 
ished memories  of  tliat  day  six  years  ago, 
when,  as  we  were  all  witnessing  the  end  of 
the  communist  empire  and  of  the  Cold  War, 
I  had  the  honor  of  addressing  the  joint  ses- 
sion of  the  United  States  Congress.  It  was 
one  of  those  rare  moments  when  we  all  felt 
that  history  was  iteing  made.  There  are  in- 
deed very  few  such  great  landmarks  to  one's 
lifetime. 

But  this  was  not  the  first  time  Poles  and 
Americans  shared  such  moments.  It  was  two 
centuries  ago  when,  by  a  historical  coinci- 
dence, our  ancestors  both  in  America  and  in 
Poland  were  simultaneously  experiencing 
momentous  changes  in  the  lives  of  their  na- 
tions. America  had  just  won  her  independ- 
ence and  in  1790  ratified  a  democratic  con- 
stitution. A  year  later  and  an  ocean  away  on 
May  3rd.  the  Polish  Parliament  also  passed 
its  own  constitution,  a  grand  design  for  mod- 
cm  political  reform. 

There  were  striking  similarities  between 
them.  The  basic  concept  of  the  American 
constitution,  ttiat  the  source  of  govern- 
mental power  stems  from  the  will  of  the  peo- 
ple, was  also  embodied  in  the  Polish  one. 
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Both  stated  the  same  basic  objective:  liberty 
and  general  welfare  of  the  people.  The  Polish 
reformers  were  spiritually  at  home  with  the 
American  Founding  Fathers;  they  shared  the 
same  fundamental  ideals.  America  was 
viewed  as  a  model:  it  was  certainly  not  an 
accident  that  Polish  Reformer-King 
Stanislaw  August  had  put  a  bust  of  George 
Washington  in  his  study  at  the  Warsaw  Cas- 
tle. And  it  was  certainly  not  accidental  that 
Polish  volunteers  participated  in  the  Amer- 
ican Revolution.  At  this  point  I  must  express 
my  most  sincere  gratitude  for  the  recent 
joint  resolution  of  the  United  States  Con- 
gress commemorating  the  two  hundred  fifth 
anniversary  of  the  adoption  of  Poland's  first 
constitution. 

But  while  the  America  envisaged  by  the 
Founding  Fathers  has  become  a  great  democ- 
racy and  still  governs  itself  by  the  same  con- 
stitution. Poland  had  spent  most  of  the  last 
two  centuries  relentlessly  struggling  to 
achieve  among  the  nations  of  the  earth  that 
which  your  Declaration  of  Independence 
called  "a  separate  and  equal  station  to  which 
laws  of  nature  and  Nature's  God  entitle 
them".  I  am  not  a  historian,  as  you  know, 
but  sometimes  I  think  that,  perhaps,  apart 
from  the  right  ideals  and  stubborn  resolve, 
nations  need  a  bit  of  luck  too.  For  instance, 
I  would  have  liked  Fortune  to  have  placed 
the  Poland  of  the  1791  Constitution  some- 
where on  the  map  of  North  America  and  not 
in  the  center  of  Europe,  between  autocratic 
and  imperial  Russia  and  Prussia. 

It  was  exactly  200  years  ago  that  President 
George  Washingrton  was  retiring.  Having  led 
a  victorious  fight  against  the  imperial  tjrr- 
anny  of  Britain  and  ensured  America's  inde- 
pendence, he  could  withdraw  into  the  peace 
tmd  tranquillity  of  his  beloved  Mount  Ver- 
non. He  cautioned  that  tr^e  people  must  al- 
ways remain  wary  of  potential  threats,  but 
be  was  convinced  that  what  he  called  Ameri- 
ca's "detached  and  distant  position"  offered 
hope  that  the  republic  would  endure.  As  you 
well  know,  my  country,  inhabiting  the  heart 
of  EuroiK.  unfortunately  had  not  the  luxury 
of  such  a  "distant  and  detached  position" 
over  the  past  two  centuries.  The  tough  expe- 
riences of  our  history  do  not  make  a  retire- 
ment in  true  peace  of  mind  a  very  likely  pos- 
sibility for  any  leader.  Perhaps  that  is  why 
Poles  love  liberty  as  one  loves  a  bride  but 
Americans  love  her  more  as  a  grandmother. 

But  I  believe  that,  although  we  cannot  af- 
fect Fortune,  we  can  and  should  help  it. 
From  1989.  liberty  in  Central  Europe  had 
been  given  a  new.  historic  chance,  a  chance 
preceded  by  a  very,  very  long  and  bitter 
struggle,  and,  as  such,  deserving  the  needed 
nourishment  of  peace  and  security.  May  I 
point  out  that  Poland  is  today  the  fastest 
growing  economy  in  Europe  a  remarkable 
evidence  of  fruits  bom  of  regained  liberty. 

We  have  before  us  a  rare  window  of  oppor- 
tunity to  help  preserve  both  peace  and  free- 
dom—and the  former  depends  much  on  the 
latter— and  ensure  that  it  extends  well  into 
the  twenty  first  century.  Just  as  the  eight- 
eenth-century constitutions  opened  a  new 
epoch,  the  fall  of  totalitarianism  in  Europe 
offers  a  similar  prospect  today.  But  many  a 
great  battle  in  history  had  been  ultimately 
lost  due  to  a  lack  of  follow  up  by  the  victors 
to  ensure  a  durable  success.  I  strongly  be- 
lieve that  this  is  such  a  moment  requiring  a 
follow  up  in  the  form  of  providing  NATO  se- 
curity to  ensure  the  durs-oility  of  the  demo- 
cratic revolutions  of  1^69.  Only  United  States 
has  the  power  and  authority  today  to  lead 
towards  this  goal.  I  am  particularly  pleased 
that  this  cause  has  found  much  bipartisan 
support  In  the  United  States  Congress.  It 
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gives  me  much  faith  and  hope  that  the  lib- 
erty for  which  so  many  have  struggled  for  so 
long  will  be  given  the  protection  and  oppor- 
tunity it  merits. 

I  wish  to  thank  you  once  again  for  your 
kind  invitation  and  for  your  inestimable  sup- 
port now  as  in  the  past. 


HONORING  THE  SHACKLE  ISLAND 
VOLUNTEER  FIRE  DEPARTMENT 
AND  RESCUE  SQUAD 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  the  Invaluable  sen/ices 
provided  by  the  Shackle  Island  Volunteer  Fire 
Department  and  Rescue  Squad.  These  brave, 
civic-minded  people  give  freely  of  their  time  so 
that  should  disaster  strike,  we  know  that  our 
friends  and  neighbors  are  there  to  help. 

Few  realize  the  depth  of  training  and  hard 
work  that  goes  into  t)eing  a  member  of  the 
rescue  squad.  Rescue  squad  members  under- 
go a  training  series  over  a  4-  to  6-month  pe- 
riod which  includes  instruction  in 
Cardiopulmonary  Resuscitation  [CPR],  vehicle 
extrication,  emergency  driving,  arxj  rescue  ori- 
entation. In  addition  to  this  training,  rescue 
squad  members  also  meet  monthly  to  address 
business  concerns  as  well  as  hear  guest 
speakers. 

Rescue  squad  members  are  volunteers. 
They  receive  no  pay  for  what  they  do.  What 
also  makes  their  sennce  especially  outstand- 
ing is  that  the  organizations  themselves  re- 
ceive no  funding.  They  receive  no  funding 
from  the  city,  the  county,  or  the  Federal  Gov- 
emment 

Rescue  squads  are  furxjed  in  the  same  spir- 
it of  community  vdunteerism  which  moves 
them  to  serve.  Family,  friends,  and  r>eighbors 
pitch  in  at  bake  sales,  road  blocks,  and  fish 
frys  to  help  those  who  sacrifice  their  time  for 
tf>e  Ijenefit  of  tfie  wtiole  community. 

Committing  such  an  amount  of  spare  time 
and  energy  to  a  job  so  emotionally  and  phys- 
k:alty  taxing  requires  a  sense  of  devotion  and 
duty  for  whk:h  we  are  all  grateful. 


THE  MILLENNIUM  ACT  OF  1996 


HON.  THOMAS  M.  DAVIS 

OF  VIRGINIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  DAVIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  am  intro- 
ducing the  Millennium  Act  of  1996  along  with 
my  colleagues.  Representatives  Moran,  Bate- 
man,  Pickett,  Scott,  Sisisky,  l.F.  Payne, 
Boucher,  wolf,  Gejdenson,  Frost,  Wilson, 
Moorhead,  Fazio.  Bereuter,  Roemer,  Man- 
ton,  Montgomery,  lantos,  Stearns, 
Costeuo,  Conyers,  Durbin,  Markey,  D. 
Young.  Whitfield,  and  Bilirakis. 

This  bill  is  a  bipartisan  effort  to  focus  the 
Nation's  attentton  on  what  may  become  one  of 
the  rrxjst  antk:ipated  events  in  history — ^the  be- 
ginning of  a  new  millennium.  As  the  new  mil- 
lennium nears,  this  bill  hopes  to  focus  our  at- 
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tention  on  the  achievements  of  the  past  1 ,000 
years  and  help  to  foster  educational  opportuni- 
ties for  those  who  may  take  on  leadership  re- 
sponsibilities in  the  next  1 ,000  years. 

Since  its  founding  In  1979  by  a  group  of  col- 
lege students  from  around  the  work],  the  Mil- 
lennium Society  has  wori<ed  successfully  to 
organize  a  glotial  celet)ration  and  commemo- 
ration of  humankind's  achievements  during 
this  millennium  and  to  endow  a  crosscultural 
scholarship  program  to  help  educate  future 
leaders.  I  believe  it  is  the  okjest  organization 
in  the  country  formed  for  the  specific  purpose 
of  celebrating  arxl  commemorating  the  histori- 
cal significance  of  the  millennium.  The  society 
was  Incorporated  as  a  501(c)(3)  nonprofit, 
charitable  organization  In  1984  for  the  purpose 
of  establishing  and  administering  the  Mlllerv 
nlum  Society  scholarship  Program. 

The  Millennium  Society  plans  to  organize 
and  telecast  "Countdown  2000"  celebrations 
here  and  around  the  worid  to  permanently 
endow  its  Millennium  Scholars  Program. 

Unlike  the  Bicentennial  Commission  which 
required  Federal  funding,  this  bill  asks  for  no 
Federal  funds.  Title  I  of  this  bill  provides  the 
society  with  the  official  authorization  and  des- 
ignation to  administer  millennium  activities 
both  here  and  abroad  and  ensures  that  chari- 
table proceeds  will  go  to  the  Millennium  Schol- 
ars Program.  The  organizers  hope  that  this 
designation  can  operate  much  like  the  U.S. 
Olympk;  trademaric.  Mr.  President,  to  the  best 
of  my  knowledge,  there  are  no  other  organiza- 
tions that  are  competing  for  this  designation 
nor  have  any  indk:ated  any  specifk:  Interest  in 
doing  so. 

The  second  title  authorizes  the  minting  of 
commemorative  coins.  This  bill  incorporates 
some  of  ttie  language  from  the  House  com- 
memorative coin  reform  legislative  package, 
H.R.  2614.  Specifically,  the  Millennium  Society 
agrees  not  to  derive  any  proceeds  until  all  the 
numismatic  operatkxi  and  program  costs  allo- 
cable to  the  program  have  been  recovered  by 
the  U.S.  Mint.  Moreover,  it  embodies  sonne  of 
tfie  key  criteria  and  recommendations  of  the 
Citizens  Commemorative  Coin  Advisory  Com- 
mission. The  minting  of  the  millennium  coins 
will  not  begin  until  July  1999.  Further,  through 
its  own  fundraising  efforts,  the  Millennium  So- 
ciety will  match  the  funds  received  tiirough 
commemorative  coin  sales  for  its  scholarship 
program. 

The  third  title  expresses  the  sense  of  Con- 
gress that  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  should  con- 
sider the  issuaiKe  of  stamps  to  commemorate 
the  close  of  the  second  millennium  and  the 
advent  of  the  third  millennium. 

The  Millennium  Society  was  established  as 
an  International,  charitable  organization  dedi- 
cated to  giving  students  from  around  the  wortd 
a  chance  to  go  on  to  college  and  to  promote 
international  fellowship  and  understanding 
among  the  workj's  peoples  on  an  unofficial 
and  nongovernmental  basis. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope  my  colleagues  will  join 
us  in  supporting  this  legislation  to  both  com- 
memorate tfie  coming  millennium  and  help 
provkle  scholastic  furxjing  for  its  future  lead- 
ers. 


June  12,  1996 
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TRIBUTE  TO  JULIAN  CERVANTES 
ON  HIS  RETIREMENT  FROM  UAW 
LOCAL  509 


HON.  ESTEBAN  EDWARD  TORRES 

OF  CAUFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  TORRES.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  rise  to 
recognize  a  dear  friend  arxf  tireless  advocate 
for  the  woridng  men  arxj  women  of  America. 
Next  Tuesday,  June  18,  1996,  Julian  Cervan- 
tes will  retire  from  ttie  United  Auto  Workers 
Amalgamated  Local  Union  No.  509  after  43 
years  of  dedicated  and  exemplary  servce. 

I  have  had  the  distinct  pleasure  of  knowing 
Julian  for  most  of  his  43  years  of  membership 
in  the  UAW.  We  started  our  careers  together, 
organizing  hard  working  Americans  under  the 
banner  of  trade  unionism  and  figfiting  to  en- 
sure workers  woukj  receive  a  decent  wage  for 
jobs  welt  done. 

Following  his  graduation  from  Roosevelt 
High  School  In  east  Los  Angeles,  Julian  began 
his  career  at  ITT  Cannon  Elecbic.  In  1956,  he 
was  drafted  and  served  with  distinctin  in  the 
U.S.  Army.  Julian  returned  to  ITT  Cannon 
Electric,  after  his  tenure  in  the  Army. 

After  serving  as  UAW  committeeperson,  in 
1968  Julian  was  elected  chairperson  of  over 
3,000  members  to  help  with  organizing  drives 
for  UAW  RegkHi  Six.  He  also  served  until 
1974  on  the  staff  of  the  International  Unkins 
Manpower  O.J.T.  and  an  east  Los  Angeles 
community  devek)pment  corporation  as  an  in- 
sti'uctor  for  on-ttie-job  training  program. 

In  1975,  Julian  was  elected  Local  509's  vk:e 
president  and  servk^e  representative.  Among 
his  otfier  duties  at  local  509  have  Included:  co- 
coordinator  of  community  servk:es;  the  CAP 
Council;  recreation  committee;  retires  commit- 
tee; and  the  F.E.P.C. 

Currently,  Julian  serves  as  an  intemational 
trustee,  a  position  he  was  elected  to  at  the 
Intemational  UAW  Convention,  and  as  kx:al 
509's  president 

Julian  and  his  loverly  wife  of  28  years,  Mar- 
lene,  have  four  children,  Lorraine.  Larry, 
James,  and  Mart<,  three  grandchikJren  and 
one  great  granddaughter. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Julian  Cervantes  lias  been  a 
tine  chaimpon  for  America's  working  men  arxJ 
women.  His  legacy  of  fair  and  decisive  leader- 
ship will  serve  as  a  guiding  light  for  k)cal  509's 
nnemtjership  in  the  days  to  come.  I  ask  my 
colleagues  to  join  me  in  saluting  this  great 
American  and  wishing  him  well  in  his  retire- 
ment. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  ED  MULLANEY 


HON.  CONSTANCE  A.  MORELIA 

OF  MARYLAND 

m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take  this  op- 
portunity to  acknowledge  one  of  Montgomery 
County's  finest  teachers,  Ed  Mullaney,  on  the 
occasion  of  his  retirement  For  30  years,  he 
has  ensured  that  the  students  of  the  Mont- 
gomery County  school  system  received  edu- 
cations of  ttie  highest  standard.  First  a  geog- 


raphy and  histixy  teacher  at  Leiand  Junia 
High  School  and  later  a  social  studies  teacher 
at  Bethesda-Chevy  Chase  High  School,  Mr. 
Mullaney  energetically  devoted  himself  to  the 
students  he  taught  Yet  far  more  than  just 
teaching  them  academics,  he  educated  stu- 
dents about  community  servk%. 

As  a  founder  of  teen  organizations,  sponsor 
of  yeartMoks,  student  governments,  and 
sports  programs.  Ed  Mullaney  gave  of  himself 
so  ttiat  tfie  communities  of  the  scfiools  in 
whk:h  he  worked  wouU  be  stixjnger.  At  B-CC, 
he  was  often  recognized  as  the  spirit  of  tfie 
school,  a  teacher  who  made  students  realize 
how  fortunate  tfiey  were  to  attend  Bethesda- 
Chevy  Cfiase  High  School.  Even  wfien  they 
left,  students  couW  not  forget  Mr.  Mullaney,  for 
fie  even  organized  alumni  events  during  his 
past  7  years  at  B-CC. 

Wherever  Mr.  Mullaney  has  been,  he  has 
encouraged  his  students  to  involve  themselves 
in  tfieir  communities.  He  realizes  tfiat  commu- 
nity spirit  is  the  key  to  a  successful  education. 

I  fondly  remember  that  wfien  1  was  a  Mary- 
land State  Legislator,  Mr.  Mullaney  couM  be 
depended  upon  to  bring  students  of  tfie  high- 
est calitser  to  tfie  State  capitd.  His  organiza- 
tK)n  of  tfiese  excursk>ns  was  always  beyond 
tfie  duty  of  a  teactier,  but  he  wanted  to  give 
his  students  sometfiing  more  tt^an  a  classroom 
education. 

Ed  Mullaney  will  be  missed  bath  as  a  teach- 
er and  a  leader  in  Montgomery  County.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  honored  to  add  my  voice  to  tfie 
praises  of  his  students  and  colleagues  who 
gatfier  to  salute  Nm. 


SAVING  MEDICARE  IS  "MISSION: 
IMPERATIVE" 


HON.  MARUN  R.  HOKE 

OF  OHIO  f> 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Medicare  tnjst- 
ees  have  just  issued  their  annual  report  and 
the  news  isn't  good. 

Medk:are  is  now  tosing  money  for  tfie  first 
time  ever,  and  will  be  completely  broke  t>y 
2001  unless  prompt  effective,  and  decisive 
actkxi  is  taken  to  control  costs. 

Last  year  tfie  trustees— who  include  three 
members  of  tfie  Clinton  Cabinet — projected 
Medcare  wouklnl  rxjn  out  of  money  until 
2002.  So  tfie  situation  has  worsened. 

But  as  bad  as  tfie  news  is,  tfie  American 
people  need  to  know  tfiat  regardless  of  wfio 
wins  in  November,  Medicare's  financial  crisis 
will  be  solved. 

Letting  Medicare  go  bankrupt  simply  is  not 
an  option. 

Both  Congress  and  the  White  House  have 
offered  plans  ttiat  limit  tfie  rate  of  growth  in 
Medk:are  spending^-by  strikingly  similar 
amounts.  The  White  House  would  increase 
spending  7.2  percent  annually,  Congress  7.0 
percent.  To  put  this  in  perspective,  tiear  in 
mind  tfiat  private  sector  health  care  spending 
is  now  growing  at  less  tfian  3  percent  annu- 
ally. 

This  no  dout>t  comes  as  a  surprise  to  those 
wfio  already  have  suffered  from  overexposure 
to  the  semihysterical,  patentty  false,  and  politi- 


cally motivated  marrtra  of  "cuts,  cuts,  cuts." 
President  Clinton  himself  put  it  weB:  '"Wfien 
you  hear  all  tfiis  txisiness  about  cuts,  let  me 
caution  you  tfiat  tfiat  is  not  what  is  going  oa 
We  are  going  to  have  irx:reases  in  f^4edicare." 

While  the  skies  essentially  are  in  agreement 
with  respect  to  how  much,  tfiere  are  significant 
differences  as  to  how. 

The  PreskJent  arxJ  those  wfio  t>eiieve  Wasfv 
ington  knows  tiest  are  committed  to  a  top- 
down,  bureaucratic  solution  tfiat  would  in- 
crease the  GovemmenTs  role  in  tfie  fiealth 
care  of  our  seniors,  essentially  klentical  to 
Mrs.  Qinton's  defeated  health  care  plan  of 
1994. 

The  far  better  solution  is  to  modernize  Medi- 
care by  giving  seniors  tfie  kinds  of  options,  in- 
cluding medical  savings  accounts,  now  avail- 
able in  some  of  tfie  best  private  sector  plans, 
while  presennng  tfieir  rigfit  to  stay  with  trad^ 
tional  Medcare.  In  addMon,  we  must  mount 
the  first  ever  attack  on  tfie  waste  and  fraud 
ttiat  have  helped  bring  Medkare  to  ttie  brink 
of  bankruptcy.  Tfie  congressional  plan  to  pre- 
serve Medk:are  contains  botti  of  these  ele- 
ments. 

Unfortunately,  some  folks,  including  poiti- 
clans,  Washington  special  interests  groups, 
even  the  President  fiave  indulged  tfieir  par- 
tisan ambitions  tiy  intentionally  trying  to  scare 
senkjrs  into  tielieving  tfiat  Corigress  might 
take  tfieir  Medkiare  tienefits  away  from  tfiem. 
Helping  to  spread  ttie  poison  are  ttie  big  tabor 
txisses  in  Washington,  wfio  fiave  spent  mil- 
lions of  dollars  confiscated  from  their  own  rank 
and  file  memtiership  on  advertisements  pusing 
tfiat  same  t>tg  lie. 

Yet  wfien  you  cut  through  all  tfie  political 
grarxjstanding,  one  tiling  becomes  crystal 
clear  the  longer  a  Medk:are  solution  is  put  off, 
tfie  fiarder  and  more  unpalatable  the  choices 
become. 

We  need  all  skies  working  together  now— 
not  as  Repubicans  and  Democrats,  but  as 
Americans — to  solve  ttiis  problem. 

So  ttie  next  time  you  fiear  someone  attack 
Congress  for  killing  Medcare,  ask  ttiem  to 
show  you  their  plan  to  save  It  Cfiances  are 
they  won't  have  one.  That's  because  ttiey"re 
thinking  more  about  tfie  next  election  tfian  tfie 
next  generation. 


A  RECOGNIZED  HERO 


HON.  JOE  KNOLLENBERG 

OF  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  KNOLLENBERG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  honor  a  special  person  and  true 
hero— Chief  Warrant  Officer  2  Wade  Chappie 
of  Milford. 

The  operations  group  sokier  was  recenOy 
awarded  tfie  SokJier's  Medal  of  Honor  for  an 
act  of  heroism  tfiat  saved  a  Cotombian  man's 
Life. 

Serving  a  3-year  tour  as  a  tactical  tiaining 
advisor  to  tfie  Cokimbian  Army  10th  Airborne 
Division  in  Malgar,  Colombia,  Cfiapple  and  his 
crew  rescued  an  injured  Cokimbian  man  who 
fiad  fallen  off  a  cliff. 

First  Chappie  was  atile  to  diptomaticalfy 
convince  the  base  commander  to  provide  a 
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helicopter  for  the  rescue.  After  landing  on  a 
small  finger  of  open  space  nearly  700  feet 
below  the  injured  victim.  Chappie  and  his  crew 
of  two  men  went  to  w'orfc. 

Chappie  scaled  the  vertical  dimb  dragging  a 
stretcher  that  was  tied  to  his  waste. 

Upon  arriving  at  the  injured  man,  Chappie 
notice  multiple  injuries  and  the  man  in  shock. 
Working  quickly  to  immobilize  the  man. 
Chappie  and  his  crew  eased  the  injured  man 
slowly  down  the  steep  face  of  the  mountain 

The  helicopter  rushed  the  victim  back  to  the 
base  and  there  a  waiting  ambulance  rushed 
the  man  to  the  hospital.  Three  months  later. 
Chappie  met  the  man  who  was  beginning  to 
walk  again  and  has  since  recovered. 

Tlie  Incident  was  reported  to  Chappie's 
commanders  by  the  Colombian  Army  without 
his  knowledge. 

Chappie  is  a  symtxil  of  today's  military. 
Compassionate,  skilled  and  heroic.  Wade  put 
his  life  on  the  line  to  save  a  man  he  didnl 
even  know.  I  am  proud  of  Wade  Chappie.  His 
great  and  noble  rescue  has  made  our  commu- 
nity smile. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

STOP  ATTACK  ON  CALIFORNIA 
AVOCADO  JOBS 


June  12,  1996 

HONORING  THE  SMTTHVILLE- 
DeKALB  COUNTY  RESCUE  SQUAD 


THE    50TH    ANNIVERSARY    OF    HIS 
MAJESTY,  KING  BHUMIBOL 

ADULYADEJ'S       ACCESSION       TO 
THE  THRONE 


HON.  BENJAMIN  A.  GUMAN 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  June  9,  1996. 
citizens  of  Thailand  celebrated  the  50th  anni- 
versary of  the  accession  to  the  throne  of  His 
Majesty,  King  Bhumibol  Adulyadej.  This  is  a 
joyous  moment  for  the  people  of  Thailand  and 
the  people  of  the  United  States  join  with  them 
on  this  special  auspkaous  occasbn. 

The  King  is  a  good  friend  of  the  United 
States.  He  permitted  ThailarKJ  to  t>e  the  most 
supportive  natkxi  in  the  region  throughout  the 
Vietnam  war.  He  always  makes  sure  that 
Thailand  is  a  tremendous  refuge  for  people 
fleeing  repressive  governments  in  the  region. 

The  King  has  underscored  that  Thailand  is 
a  democracy  in  an  otherwise  undemocratic  re- 
gion. His  tact,  intelligence,  and  grace  has  en- 
abled Thailand  to  grow  and  prosper.  He  is  in 
constant  touch  with  his  people  and  he  travels 
regularly  throughout  Thailemd. 

The  King  was  bom  68  years  ago  here  in  the 
United  States  and  he  is  the  world's  longest 
serving  living  monarch.  He  is  known  as  the 
"working  king"  because  of  his  extensive  trav- 
els throughout  Thailand  and  the  2,000  projects 
in  Thailand  that  he  initiated. 

Because  of  his  diligent  work,  Thailand  is  a 
beacon  of  hope  and  serves  as  an  example  for 
other  natnns  in  the  region. 

Accordingly,  I  invite  my  colleagues  to  join 
me  In  wishing  His  Majesty,  King  Bhumitxsl 
Adulyadej's  a  tong,  healthy,  and  prosperous 
life  on  this  auspKious  occasion  of  ttie  50th  an- 
niversary of  his  accession  to  the  throne. 


HON.  RANDY  "DUKE"  CUNNINGHAM 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATTVES 

Wednesday.  June  12. 1996 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  we 
consider  the  fiscal  year  1997  Agriculture  Ap- 
propriations Act,  I  want  to  take  this  opportunity 
to  inform  my  colleagues  of  another  Clinton  ad- 
ministration attack  on  California  agricultural 
jobs.  Six  thousand  American  avocado  growers 
and  21,000  avocado  industry  workers  are  in 
danger  of  losing  their  livelihood  should  the 
USDA  Implement  its  proposed  plan  to  modify 
the  quarantine  on  Mexican  Hass  avocados. 
The  quarantine  was  placed  in  1914  to  protect 
our  avocado  crops  from  Mexican  pests  and 
fruit  flies. 

During  a  trip  to  Mexico  City,  USDA  Sec- 
retary Dan  Glickman  spoke  about  lifting  the 
current  ban.  He  continues  to  tell  me  that  he  is 
"absolutely  committed  to  a  sound,  well-found- 
ed, science-based  decision  on  this  proposal." 
This  is  what  I  expect  from  the  USDA.  How- 
ever, Secretary  Glickman  continues  to  ignore 
the  warnings  of  independent  scientists  at  the 
University  of  California  Riverside  and  ebe- 
vifhere  that  infestation  of  pests  from  Mexico  is 
very  likely  if  the  quarantine  is  lifted.  The  USDA 
believes  that  Mexico  can  handle  their  serious 
pest  problem.  But,  science  has  proven  that 
Mexico  has  failed  for  years  to  destroy  pests. 
NAFTA  specifically  left  the  quarantine  intact 
because  our  Government  knows  that  Mexican 
pests  wouM  devastate  American  avocados. 
The  University  of  California  Center  for  Exotic 
Pest  Research  released  an  important  report 
based  on  their  studies,  entitled  "Risks  of  Ex- 
otic Pest  Introductions  from  Importation  of 
Fresh  Mexican  Hass  Avocados  into  the  United 
States."  Secretary  Glickman  must  carefully 
consider  the  results  of  this  report  before  a  final 
rule  is  made. 

Mexican  pest-infested  avocados  have  al- 
ready been  smuggled  across  our  txsrder.  On 
January  5,  1996,  the  U.S.  Customs  Service 
confiscated  and  destroyed  3,337  pounds  of 
Mexican  Hass  avocados  at  the  Otay  Mesa 
commercial  facility  in  San  Diego  County.  The 
driver,  who  had  previously  been  arrested  for 
the  same  offense,  admitted  to  similar  smug- 
gling activities  in  recent  months.  Although  U.S. 
Customs  officials  thought  they  were  seizing  a 
truck  loaded  with  drugs,  they  definitely 
touched  on  a  problem  of  significant  concern  to 
California's  avocado  growing  region. 

It  is  evident  that  the  USDA  proposal  will 
only  harm  our  country.  I  encourage  my  col- 
leagues to  give  me  a  call,  should  any  of  you 
have  questions  about  this  plan  to  destroy  the 
crops  and  lives  of  American  avocado  growers 
and  wori<ers.  We  must  stop  this  attack  against 
California  jobs. 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  12. 1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  the  invaluable  services 
provided  by  the  Smithville-DeKalb  County 
Rescue  Squad.  These  brave,  civic-minded 
people  give  freely  of  their  time  so  that  should 
disaster  strike,  we  know  that  our  friends  and 
neighbors  are  there  to  help. 

Few  realize  the  depth  of  training  and  hard 
work  that  goes  into  being  a  member  of  the 
rescue  squad.  Rescue  squad  members  under- 
go a  training  series  over  a  4-  to  6-month  pe- 
riod which  includes  instruction  in 
cardiopulmonary  resuscitation  [CPR],  vehicle 
extrication,  emergency  driving,  and  rescue  ori- 
entation. In  addition  to  this  training,  rescue 
squad  members  also  meet  monthly  to  address 
business  concerns  as  well  as  hear  guest 
speakers. 

Rescue  squad  members  are  volunteers. 
They  receive  no  pay  for  what  they  do.  What 
also  makes  their  service  especially  outstand- 
ing is  that  the  organizatkjns  themselves  re- 
ceive no  funding.  They  receive  no  funding 
from  the  city,  the  county,  or  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. 

Rescue  squads  are  funded  in  the  same  spir- 
it of  community  voluntarism  which  moves  them 
to  serve.  Family,  friends,  and  neighbors  pitch 
in  at  bake  sales,  road  blocks,  and  fish  frys  to 
help  those  who  sacrifice  their  time  for  the  berv 
efit  of  the  whole  community. 

Committing  such  an  amount  of  spare  time 
and  energy  to  a  job  so  emotwnally  and  phys- 
kxilly  taxing  requires  a  sense  of  devotion  and 
duty  for  which  we  are  all  grateful. 


GILBERT  DE  LA  ROSA  HONORED 
FOR  LIFETIME  OF  SERVICE  TO 
CITY  OF  PICO  RIVERA 


HON.  ESIEBAN  EDWARD  TORRES 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  TORRES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  my  col- 
leagues to  join  me  today  in  paying  tribute  to 
a  friend  of  mine,  the  Honorable  Gilbert  "Gil" 
De  La  Rosa,  Pico  Rivera  City  Councilman.  On 
Saturday,  June  8,  1996,  the  board  of  directors 
of  the  Intercommunity  Blind  Center  will  recog- 
nize Gil  for  his  many  years  of  dedk^ted  serv- 
ice to  the  city  by  honoring  him  with  its  Distin- 
guished Leadership  Award. 

Gil  served  on  the  Pico  Rivera  City  Council 
from  1982  to  1990.  He  served  as  mayor  in 
1986,  and  is  currently  mayor  pro-tempore.  He 
was  elected  again  to  the  council  in  1994. 

He  also  was  elected  to  the  El  Rancho  Uni- 
fied School  District  Board  of  Education  in 
1966,  and  was  reelected  to  this  position  four 
times,  serving  until  1982.  He  was  appointed  to 
a  management  skills  team  to  represent  the 
California  School  Boards  Association,  and  ad- 
vised districts  throughout  the  State  on  good 
management    techniques.    Gil    was    elected 
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president  of  the  Mexican-American  School 
Boards  Association  in  1981,  and  was  ap- 
pointed by  the  Natksnal  School  Boards  Presi- 
dent to  a  10  person  task  force  that  developed 
an  investnnent  procedure  for  school  districts 
throughout  the  United  States. 

Gil  is  an  active  member  of  the  Pk»  Rivera 
Lions  Club,  and  served  as  its  preskJent  in 
1984-85.  His  extensive  work  with  the  SL 
Francis  of  Xavier  Holy  Name  Society,  and  the 
Beveriy  Hospital  Foundation,  on  wtx>se  board 
he  has  served  for  16  years,  are  well  krtown 
and  respected  throughout  the  community.  His 
involvenwnt  in  the  community  also  includes 
membership  on  the  board  of  directors  of  the 
Pico  Rivera  Redevelopment  Agency,  and  the 
P«X)  Rivera  Housing  AssistarKe  Agency;  he 
also  serves  with  the  League  of  California  Cit- 
ies Environmental  Quality  Committee,  the 
United  Way  Board,  Pico  Rivera  Transportation 
Committee,  arxj  is  a  member  of  the  Southeast 
Mosquito  Abatenrient  DistrKl 

Gil  has  received  three  gubernatorial  appoint- 
ments as  a  probate  referee,  and  has  been 
honored  as  a  life  member  of  the  California 
Parents  arxJ  Teachers  Association.  He  is  a 
member  and  now  serves  as  immediate  past 
president  of  tfie  Intercommunity  Blind  Center. 
Gil  is  a  veteran  of  the  U.S.  Army,  having 
sensed  in  WWII.  He  and  his  lovely  wife,  Sylvia, 
live  in  Pk»  Rivera. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  pride  that  I  ask  my 
colleagues  to  join  me  in  saluting  the  Honor- 
able Gilbert  De  La  Rosa  for  his  many  years  of 
selfless  service  to  the  Intercommunity  Blind 
Center,  the  city  of  Pico  Rivera,  and  to  our  Na- 
tk>n. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

LEGISLATION  TO  IMPROVE  THE 
LMA  PROCESS 
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I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this  legisla- 
tion. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  LESTER  OLINGER 


HON.  CONSTANCE  A.  MORELLA 

OF  MARYLAND 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  12, 1996 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  pay  tritxjte  to  Lester 
dinger,  a  highly  esteemed  teacher  who  has 
taught  U.S.  history  at  Bethesda-Chevy  Chase 
High  School  for  more  tfian  35  years.  As  he  re- 
tires this  year,  he  leaves  behind  generations 
of  students  who  woukl  never  fiave  had  such 
an  exceptional  appreciation  and  understanding 
of  American  history  were  it  not  for  Lester 
dinger. 

At  Bethesda-Chevy  Chase  High  Schooi,  his 
teaching  style  was  legendary.  Students  knew 
that  they  would  not  leave  his  classroom  with- 
out enhancing  their  knowledge  of  the  history 
of  their  country.  As  a  result,  Mr.  dinger's  stu- 
dents were  krx>wn  to  have  some  of  the  high- 
est test  results  in  the  Nation.  He  also  taught 
advarKed  placement  classes  on  U.S.  history 
arxl  American  government 

As  well  as  being  an  exceptional  teacher, 
Lester  dinger  gave  time  to  a  variety  of  clubs. 
A  sponsor  of  both  the  frist>ee  and  the  ski 
teams,  he  could  always  be  depended  upon  to 
cheer  Bethesda-Chevy  Chase's  athletes  to 
success. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ttiank  you  for  the  opportunity 
to  salute  a  phenomenal  teacher,  Lester 
Olinger. 


HON.  SAM  FARR 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  12. 1996 

Mr.  FARR  of  California  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
I  am  introducing  legisiatK>n  to  address  a  seri- 
ous flaw  in  the  mles  governing  kxal  marketing 
agreements  for  television  statk>ns. 

Current  FCC  rules  alk>w  television  stations 
to  enter  into  wtiat  are  called  "local  mari<eting 
agreements",  or  LMA's.  An  LMA  allows  a  tele- 
viskjn  station  or  other  entity  to  manage  pro- 
gramming, sales,  and  operations  at  another 
statk>n. 

For  troubled  statkxis,  the  LMA  can  provkje 
needed  assistance  to  maintain  both  ttieir  oper- 
ations arxJ  independence.  However,  as  they 
have  t)ecome  more  frequent,  so  have  they  be- 
come txoader  arti  more  comprehensive  in 
tfteir  scope. 

Strangely,  although  FCC  mles  are  clear  with 
respect  to  TV  statkm  ownership— owing  tvw) 
stations  in  the  same  market  is  illiegal — they 
are  extremely  vague  with  respect  to  television 
LMA's. 

For  example,  cunent  FCC  regulations  do 
not  take  into  account  the  size  of  a  kx^  mar- 
keting agreement  the  anrwunt  of  operatkjns 
managed  through  an  LMA.  or  the  size  of  the 
media  market  affected.  Nor  do  they  require 
prior  notk^e  or  public  comment  from  the  com- 
munities that  might  be  impacted. 

My  own  community  has  tieen  affected  t>y 
this  ambiguity  in  FCC  mles.  Recently,  two 
local  statkxis  in  Monterey,  CA  reached  a  local 
marketing  agreement  whrch  affected  a  size- 
at}ie  portkxi  of  the  programming  and  oper- 
ations of  one  of  ttie  stations.  No  prior  notce 
was  given  or  required:  no  pubik:  input  was  re- 
quested; and  there  were  no  studies  or  conskl- 
eration  of  the  possible  impact  positive  or  neg- 
ative, of  the  LMA  on  ttie  regioa 

Unfortunately,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  growing 
problenx  Although  radk)  LMA's  account  for  the 
majority  of  such  agreements,  the  expanding 
number  of  consolidatrons  and  mergers  in  ttie 
television  industry  have  put  greater  economic 
pressures  on  small  stations.  LMA's  have  be- 
come an  increasingly  attractive  alternative  to 
bankruptcy — but  also,  for  some,  a  useful  loop- 
hole in  the  duopoly  laws. 

My  bill  will  resolve  this  problem  by  exterxJ- 
ing  the  nrore  exact  and  time-tested  LMA  mles 
for  radio  to  television  as  well.  As  tor  radio,  tel- 
eviskxi  LMA's  affecting  15  percent  or  less  of 
broadcast  time  on  a  station  woukj  not  require 
prior  notk%  or  approval  t>y  ttie  FCC.  However, 
more  compretiensive  LMA's  wouM  require 
prior  notice  and  putjilc  comment  before  ttie 
FCC  couk]  approve  ttiem.  Such  approval 
woukJ  have  to  be  made  on  ttie  t>asis  of  public 
interest,  convenience,  arxl  necessity. 

My  bill  will  resolve  the  cun^ent  ambiguity  in 
FCC  rules — ambiguity  which  leaves  the  LMA 
process  open  to  broad  interpretation,  and 
makes  no  allowance  for  the  needs,  interests, 
or  concerns  of  local  comnxjnities.  Making  LMA 
mles  clear  and  fair  will  benefit  ttie  station  own- 
ers who  tienefit  from  ttiese  agreements,  as 
well  as  televiskm  viewers  and  kx:al  commu- 
nities affected  t>y  ttiem. 


A  POEM  OF  REMEMBRANCE 


HON.  CW.  BILL  YOUNG 

OF  FLORIDA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  12. 1996 

Mr.  YOUf^  of  Ftorida.  Mr.  Speaker,  Memo- 
rial Day  has  just  passed,  but  we  shouM  al- 
ways hold  in  our  hearts  tfie  memory  of  ttiose 
who  came  tiefore  us  offering  ttieir  servk^e  to 
our  country.  Ttiey  made  many  a  sacrifice, 
none  small,  some  ultimate,  for  ttie  greatness 
of  our  Nation. 

My  constituent  Mr.  Curt  Perdetwitz.  a  re- 
tired U.S.  Air  Force  Master  Sergeant  has  writ- 
ten a  very  poignant  poem  to  remind  us  of  our 
obligation  to  honor  ttieir  memory.  The  poem. 
"We  Remember."  wtirch  I  will  indude  fo<k>wing 
my  remari<s.  was  selected  as  ttie  Editor's 
Chok»  by  the  National  Library  of  Poetry  and 
putslished  in  the  "Path  Not  Taken."  I  commend 
it  to  my  colleagues  and  all  Amerk^ans  as  a 
constant  reminder  of  the  great  price  we  pay  to 
defend  freedom  thrciugtxHJt  ttie  worW. 
We  Remember 
(By  Curt  W.  Perdelwite) 

Tbe  guns  of  the  t>attle  are  now  silent. 

The  cries  of  the  wounded  no  longer  are  beard 

The  flelds  at  Verdun  and  Bastogne  are  now 
peaceful. 

Antietam  and  the  Hue  are  history  remem- 
bered. 

Inchon  and  Desert  Storm  but  memories  of 
conflicts, 

Iwo  Jima  and  Guadalcanal  are  part  of  our 
lore. 

But,  for  those  whose  blood  turned  battle- 
fields red. 

And  those  who  now  rest  in  Valhalla. 

We,  on  this  day.  offer  this  prayer— 

Oh  Father  in  heaven!  Lord  of  all  living 
things! 

Bestow  on  Your  lowly  human  mortals 

The  wisdom  and  strength  to  lay  aside 

Our  greed,  and  power,  and  desire  for  material 
things. 

Awake  within  us.  the  sights  of  those  crosses 
en  row. 

Remind  us  of  the  souls  who  rest  beneath — 
those 

Who  gave  their  lives  for  us  who  now  remain. 

It  is  for  us  to  keep  alive  their  spirits  and 
hopes 

For  those  ft-eedoms  that  shall  never  die. 

Grant  us  the  ability  to  keep  the  faith  and 
our  promises 

To  those  who  gave  so  much  to  us  who  now 
sujTvlve. 


TRIBUTE  TO  FIFTH  DISTRICT  BOY 
SCOUTS 


HON.  GEORGE  R.  NEraEROnT,  JR. 

OF  WASHINGTON 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  NETHERCUn.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wouU 
fike  to  take  ttvs  opportunity  to  recognize  ttie 
achievements  of  several  Boy  Scouts  from  my 
district  Erk:  Jordan  arxj  Kevin  Engtxetson 
were  recently  recognized  in  a  Natkxial  Court 
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of  Honor  Ceremony,  and  Travis  Passey  re- 
ceived his  Eagle  ScoiA  Award,  joining  his  five 
brothers  in  receiving  this  honor. 

In  the  early  morning  of  February  19,  1994, 
Scout  Eric  Jordan,  of  Walla  Walla,  WA,  awoke 
to  find  his  bedroom  filled  with  smoke.  Eric 
shared  the  bedroom  with  his  younger  brother 
Kristopher,  and  heard  him  gasping  from  the 
dense  snxjke.  Crawling  along  \he  floor,  Eric 
found  his  brother's  electric  blanket  burning 
and  ttie  younger  boy  unconscious.  He 
dragged  Kristopher  from  the  room  and  closed 
9\e  bedroom  door  to  suffocate  ttie  fire.  For  his 
quick  thinkirig  in  averting  the  potential  tragedy, 
Eric  was  awarded  the  relational  Heroism 
Medal. 

On  May  27,  1994,  Scot  Kevin  Engbretson, 
also  of  Walla  Walla,  was  on  a  fiekl  trip  with  his 
severrth  grade  class  at  Chartx>nneau  State 
Park.  When  one  of  his  classmates  was 
playfully  pushed  off  a  dock  into  the  Snake 
River,  and  it  became  apparent  ttiat  she  coukJ 
not  swim,  Kevin  quickly  waded  into  the  river 
and  towed  the  girt  to  safety.  For  his  efforts  in 
rescuing  his  classmate,  Kevin  was  awarded 
the  National  Certificate  of  Merit. 

Travis  Passey,  of  Cheney,  WA,  recently 
earned  his  Eagle  Scout  Award  for  organizing 
a  project  that  raised  funds  for  area  libraries. 
Travis  deserves  recognition  for  his  service,  but 
equally  deserving  are  his  five  txothers:  Jared, 
Ryan  Nathan,  Allan,  and  David.  Each  of  Glenn 
and  Joan  Passey's  six  sons  have  earned  the 
rank  of  Eagle  Scout,  arxj  I  wouM  like  to  con- 
gratulate this  family's  accomptishmenL  The 
young  men  homred  their  tattler's  guidance 
over  the  years  with  a  flag  flown  over  the  Cap- 
itol, arKJ  I  think  the  accompanying  certificate 
precisely  summarizes  ttieir  appreciation  for  his 
support  The  certificate  read,  "Your  six  Eagles 
Scouts  sons  horxx  you  for  your  dedication,  irv 
spiration  and  tove." 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  feel  privileged  to  recognize 
the  achievements  of  ttvese  young  men.  I  was 
a  Life  Scout,  and  I  know  of  the  significant  per- 
sonal dedkiatkyi  ttiat  is  required  of  Boy 
Scouts.  The  lessons  learned  in  Scouting  are 
of  great  personal  benefit  but  as  these  men 
have  demonstrated,  our  families  and  commu- 
nities are  even  greater  beneficiaries  Eric  Jor- 
dan and  Kevin  Engtxetson  calmly  reacted  to 
crises  ttiat  couM  have  become  tragedies. 
Travis,  Jared,  Ryan,  Nattian,  Allan,  and  David 
Passey,  through  their  service  as  Eagle  Scouts, 
tiave  contributed  lasting  community  servk:e 
projects.  I  am  proud  of  the  contributkxis  that 
ttiese  young  men  have  made,  and  grateful  for 
their  commitment  to  ttieir  families  and  commu- 
nities. 


HONORING  THE  SMYRNA  RESCUE 
SQUAD 

HON.  BmCORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  12, 1996 
Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  the  invaluatiie  servnes 
provided  by  the  Smyrna  Rescue  Squad. 
These  brave,  dvkwnnded  people  give  freely 
of  their  time  so  ttiat  strauld  disaster  strike,  we 
know  ttiat  our  friends  and  neighbors  are  there 
to  help. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

Few  realize  ttie  depth  of  training  and  hard 
work  ttiat  goes  into  being  a  member  of  the 
rescue  squad.  Rescue  squad  memt>ers  under- 
go a  training  series  over  a  four  to  six-month 
period  which  Includes  instruction  in 
Cardiopulrrxinary  Resuscitation  [CPR],  vehk:le 
extrication,  emergency  driving,  and  rescue  ori- 
entation. In  addition  to  this  training,  rescue 
squad  memtiers  also  meet  monthly  to  address 
business  concerns  as  well  as  hear  guest 
speakers. 

Rescue  squad  members  are  volunteers. 
They  receive  no  pay  for  what  they  do.  What 
also  makes  ttieir  servk:e  especially  outstand- 
ing is  that  the  organizations  themselves  re- 
ceive no  funding.  They  receive  no  funding 
from  ttie  city,  the  county,  or  ttie  Federal  Gov- 
ernment 

Rescue  squads  are  funded  in  ttie  same  spir- 
it of  community  volunteerism  which  moves 
them  to  sen/e.  Family,  friends,  and  neightxjrs 
pitch  in  at  bake  sales,  road  blocks,  and  fish 
frys  to  help  those  wtio  sacrifice  their  time  for 
the  benefit  of  the  wtiole  community. 

Committing  such  an  amount  of  spare  time 
and  energy  to  a  job  so  emotionally  and  phys- 
ically taxing  requires  a  sense  of  devotion  and 
duty  for  whk:h  we  are  all  grateful. 


TRIBUTE  TO  BRIG.  GEN.  ANDREW 
P.  GROSE 


HON.  FIOYD  SPENCE 

OF  SOUTH  CAROLINA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12. 1996 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
recognize  Brig.  Gen.  Andrew  P.  Grose  upon 
his  retirement  from  the  U.S.  Air  Force  after  33- 
years  of  exemplary  service.  General  Grose  is 
cunently  ttie  Air  Force  Reserve  mobilization 
assistant  to  the  director  of  legislative  liaison 
for  ttie  U.S.  Air  Force.  Since  assuming  this 
post  in  1991,  General  Grose  has  dem- 
onstrated sound  judgement  and  a  keen  sense 
of  priority.  His  in-depth  knowledge  of  the  Air 
Force  and  the  Congress  has  been  of  great 
t>enefit  to  Members  of  ttie  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives as  we  have  delSserated  issues  re- 
lating to  our  natrenal  security  interests. 

General  Grose  has  served  with  distinction  in 
demanding  positions.  The  leadership  and 
commitment  that  he  has  demonstrated 
throughout  his  career  have  earned  for  him  the 
respect  and  gratitude  of  ttiose  who  have  had 
the  privilege  of  working  with  him.  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  behalf  of  my  colleagues  on  the  Committee 
on  Natk>nal  Security,  I  bid  General  Grose  a 
forxj  farewell  and  wish  he  and  his  family  the 
very  tiest  as  they  move  on  to  face  new  ctial- 
lenges  and  rewards. 


CARRYING  THE  TORCH  FOR  THE 
1996  OLYMPICS 


HON.  SHERWOOD  L  BOEHLERT 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  11, 1996 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Spe&Xer,  I  would  like 
to  congratulate  the  individuals  in  my  district 
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who  tiave  been  honored  to  carry  the  torch  in 
the  Olympic  Torch  Relay. 

Tliese  individuals  have  distinguished  them- 
selves in  ttie  community  by  helping  others 
who  have  t>een  less  fortunate.  This  group 
comt)ines  people  of  all  ages,  men  and  women 
for  one  purpose,  to  help  txing  ttie  Olympic 
flame  to  Atlanta. 

The  Olympk»  are  held  only  rarely  in  the 
United  States.  We  should  take  advantage  of 
this  great  opportunity  to  showcase  tnje  patri- 
ots of  this  country.  Once  again  I  congratulate 
these  individuals  on  ttieir  achievement. 

The  individuals  from  my  district  are:  James 
Barefoot,  Sauquoit;  Darrell  Bruder,  Rome; 
John  Cribbs,  Sidney;  Judith  Greiner,  Clinton; 
Leo  Hofmeister,  Utrca;  Carlton  Jarvis,  III,  Bath- 
er, Jeffrey  Jost,  Wampsville;  Derek  Macero, 
Utk:a;  Dick  Mattia,  Utica;  Robert  Merritt,  Utica; 
Allen  Pylman,  New  Hartford;  Kristina  Rk», 
Rome;  Sandy  Shivas,  llion;  James  Suriano, 
Skjney;  Russell  Brooks,  II,  Utica;  Tim  Catella. 
Oneonta;  Eugene  A.  DiFondi,  Jr.,  Utica;  Dustin 
Hite,  Camden;  Scott  Huges,  Heri^imer;  David 
Jones,  Utk»;  Joe  Kelly,  Whitestxiro;  Ward 
Mack,  Sidney;  Steven  Mac,  Utica;  Thomas 
Mirabito,  Jr.,  Sidney;  Davkl  Rich,  Utica;  Wil- 
liams Ptys,  New  Hartford;  James  Simpson, 
New  Hartford;  and  Bob  Wood,  Sauquoit 


PRINTING  ALL  THE  NEWS  THAT 
FITS  AN  AGENDA 


HON.  ROBERT  K.  DORNAN 

OFCAUFOROTA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  just  when  I 
thougtit  ttiat  Wes  Pruden  could  not  t>e  more 
incisive  in  his  commentary,  he  out  does  him- 
self again.  I  submit  for  the  Record  his  column 
whk;h  was  printed  in  the  June  1 1  Washington 
Times. 

Printdjo  All  the  News  That  Fits  an 

AGENDA 

(By  Wesley  Pruden) 

Bill  Clinton  and  Us  boys  on  the  bus  are 
grettin?  a  hard  lesson  atx>ut  bow  times  have 
changed. 

They  can't  any  longer  decide  what  news  is 
fit  to  print— and  more  to  the  point,  they 
can't  any  lon^r  prevent  news  they  think  is 
not  fit  to  print  from  gretting  printed  anyway. 
TlUs  will  become  even  more  important  three 
months  hence. 

The  story  about  how  the  White  House  was 
building  an  enemies  list  from  secret  FBI  flies 
first  broke  on  Thursday,  with  the  revelation 
that  Bernard  Nussbaum,  or  someone  using 
tiis  name,  asked  the  FBI  to  supply  its  dos- 
siers on  Billy  Dale  seven  months  after  Mr. 
Dale,  the  head  of  the  White  House  travel  of- 
fice until  Hillary  Rodham  Clinton  ordered 
the  president's  men  to  delivery  his  head,  was 
beheaded. 

This  was  the  main,  or  lead,  story  in  this 
newspaper,  stretched  across  the  top  of  Page 
One.  The  Washington  Post  put  it  on  Page  4, 
a  decorous  announcement  to  the  reporters 
around  town,  who  imagine  The  Post  to  t>e 
the  arbiter  of  what's  news,  that  it  wasn't 
much  of  a  story.  The  New  York  Times, 
couldn't  find  any  room  at  all  for  it  on  Thurs- 
day or  Friday.  But  in  fairness  to  the  New 
York  Times,  there  was  a  crush  of  other  stuff 
of  compelling  interest  to  its  constituency. 
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mostly  news  about  how  mayl>e  you  can,  too. 
catch  AIDS  by  taking  unclean  foreign  ob- 
jects in  your  mouth.  There  was  even  a  story 
about  how  monkeys,  if  forced  to  by  lab  at- 
tendants, can  catch  AIDS  this  way. 

The  Associated  Press,  no  doubt  influenced 
by  The  Post  and  the  New  York  Times,  at 
first  paid  grudging  attention  to  the  story. 
But  when  the  story  grew,  and  it  became 
clear  that  the  White  House  had  more  in  mind 
than  merely  seeking  dirt  on  Billy  Dale,  the 
story  sprouted  legs. 

By  Saturday  morning  it  was  in  full  gallop, 
with  the  disclosure  that  the  White  House  had 
obtained  FBI  dossiers  on  339— or  341.  the  fig- 
ure grew  by  the  hour — Republicans.  The 
White  House  explanations  grew  flrom  improb- 
able to  unlikely  and  then  to  fanciful:  It  was 
of  course  "an  innocent  mistake."  made  l>e- 
cause  maybe  they  needed  to  know  just  who 
these  people  were,  men  like  James  Baker, 
the  former  secretary  of  state;  Marlin 
Fitzwater,  the  press  secretary  for  both  Presi- 
dent Reagan  and  President  Bush;  and  Tony 
Blankley,  the  press  secretary  for  Newt  Ging- 
rich. They  might  want  to  offer  them  jobs. 
Mr.  Clinton  is  determined  to  keep  the  unem- 
ployment rate  down,  and  you  never  know 
when  these  guys  might  be  out  of  work. 

By  now  the  story  was  getting  out  of  hand. 
The  silence  of  the  lambs  at  the  New  York 
Times  and  the  reticence  of  the  wolves  at  The 
Post  was  supposed  to  tell  everyone  that  this 
was  not  news  fit  to  print,  but  some  people 
(like  us)  never  seem  to  get  the  word.  The 
New  York  times  put  it  plain  enough  for  ev- 
eryone but  people  like  us  on  Saturday:  "Sen- 
ior White  House  officials  said  tonight  that 
they  have  discovered  new  facts  about  a 
White  House  request  to  the  Federal  Bureau 
of  Investigation  for  information  about  a 
fired  employee,  showing  that  the  reqtiest  was 
an  innocent  mistake."  (Emphasis  mine.)  Ev- 
erybody could  now  go  back  to  sleep,  and  send 
your  apologies  to  Bill  and  Hillary. 

Too  bad  for  Mr.  Clinton  and  his  pals,  but 
now  the  story  was  racing  on  its  little  baby 
legs  to  ftant  pages  across  the  country,  and 
by  Sunday  morning  the  TV  talk  shows 
couldn't  get  enough  of  it.  Even  Ann  Lewis, 
the  deputy  director  of  the  Clinton  re-elec- 
tion campaign,  in  a  fit  of  uncontrolled  can- 
dor, likened  the  Clinton  list  to  the  enemies 
list  compiled  for  Richard  Nizon. 

"That's  the  point  we've  been  trying  to 
make,"  said  Tony  Blankley. 

"I  was  trying  to  be  funny,"  replied  Miss 
Lewis,  frostily.  (The  resident  wit,  she's  fa- 
mous for  cracking  everybody  up  at  the  White 
House.) 

"Oh,"  said  Mr.  Blankley.  Being  one  of  na- 
ture's gentlemen,  he  obliged  with  a  laugh. 

President  Clinton,  no  doubt  irritated  that 
his  pals  had  not  contained  the  story,  at- 
tempted a  diversion  on  the  weekend  with  his 
radio  speech  decrying— as  he  should  have, 
but  in  a  less  blatantly  political  way— the 
torching  of  black  churches  in  the  South.  He 
told  reporters  that  the  torchings  particu- 
larly upset  him  because  when  he  was  just  a 
little  shaver  in  Hot  Springs  he  was  saddened 
by  the  smoking  ruins  of  black  churches  in 
Arkansas. 

This  was  too  much  for  the  home  folks, 
black  and  white.  None  of  them  rememl>ered  a 
black  church  l>eing  torched,  ever.  Well,  never 
mind.  The  story  sounded  good  at  the  time, 
and  since  he  had  long  since  sliredded  the 
good  name  of  his  native  state,  what  dif- 
ference could  it  make? 

His  hometown  paper,  the  Arkansas  Demo- 
crat Gazette,  called  him  on  it  the  next  day. 
quoting  skepticism  and  outrage  from  the 
state  historian  and  a  collection  of  ksowl- 
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edgeable  black  ministers  and  NAACP  offi- 
cials. Washington  read  about  it  in  the  pages 
of  this  newspaper,  which,  like  his  hometown 
paper,  knows  him  best.  The  news  didn't  fit  in 
certain  other  famous  places. 


TRIBUTE  TO  TODD  KAMINSKY 


HON.  PEIIR  T.  KING 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  KING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  corrv 
mend  Mr.  Todd  Kaminsky  of  Long  Beach  High 
School  for  ttie  outstanding  leadership  which 
he  lias  stiown  as  a  columnist  and  political  ac- 
tivist to  his  sctiool  and  community.  It  is  en- 
couraging to  see  an  active,  independent 
young  man  playing  such  a  leading  role  in  our 
political  process. 

Mr.  Kaminsky  will  be  graduating  this  month 
from  LxHig  Beach  High  Sctiool  and  plans  to  at- 
tend ttie  University  of  Michigan.  I  am  certain 
ttiat  he  will  have  a  particularly  successful  aca- 
demic career. 

I  am  pleased  to  insert  in  ttie  Congres- 
sional Record  a  recent  column  which  Mr. 
Kaminsky  wrote  for  ttie  April  1996  edition  of 
the  Tide"  whk*  is  ttie  student  newspaper  for 
Long  Beach  High  Sctiool. 

King  Calls  for  Student  Involvement 
(By  Todd  Kaminsky) 

For  a  few  months  a  year,  a  couple  of  hun- 
dred of  men  and  women  gather  in  a  neatly 
assembled,  large,  white  building  to  discuss  a 
few  matters  concerning  the  state  of  our  na- 
tion's well  being.  Welfare  reform,  gun  con- 
trol, the  environment,  and  even  the  occa- 
sional blurb  on  nuclear  weapons  are  some  of 
the  random  sounds  you  might  hear  bounce 
off  the  inner  walls  of  this  stately  building. 

These  are  just  some  of  the  great  topics 
most  teenagers  couldn't  care  less  about.  But 
these  men  and  women  are  our  Congressmen, 
easily  some  of  the  most  important  people  in 
our  country.  Although  the  attitude  on  politi- 
cians reflected  in  the  prior  paragraph  may  be 
the  prevailing  one  amongst  teenagers,  the 
teens  of  Long  Beach  liave  reason  to  breathe 
a  little  easier. 

Of  the  near  500  members  of  Congress, 
struggling  to  tackle  daily  important  foreign 
and  domestic  issues  that  fkce  this  nation, 
you  will  see  that  at  least  one  of  these  brave 
souls  is  looking  out  for  the  future  of  our  na- 
tion. Congressman  Peter  T.  King,  who  rep- 
resents Long  Beach  among  other  areas  in  the 
House  of  Representatives,  knows  how  impor- 
tant teenagers  are  to  a  prosperous  democ- 
racy. 

"E^en  when  I  was  very  small,  I  was  still  in- 
terested in  political  events.  I  guess  it  was  a 
natural  Interest,"  said  King,  who  is  one  of 
the  few  politicians  who  realizes  how  vital  a 
role  teens  actually  play  in  our  government. 

In  Congress  right  now.  there  are  many  im- 
portant domestic  issues  that  our  Congress- 
men vote  on.  Some  of  ttus  legislation  effects 
teens  directly,  and  some  will  affect  them 
later  on  down  the  road.  This  is  why  King 
feels,  "Teens  owe  it  to  themselves  to  get  in- 
volved." 

King  has  gained  most  of  his  fame  in  Con- 
gress, by  passing  or  being  the  sponsor  of  bills 
that  dfrectly  affect  teenagers.  Recently,  he 
was  given  much  attention  for  a  bill  which 
would  make  English  the  officia'  language, 
and   would   end   bilingual    educat'on.    Rej>- 
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resentative  King  tas  always  been  involved  in 
naaking  important  educational  decisions.  "I 
feel  that  my  greatest  work  as  a  Congressman 
was  done  with  the  English  bill.  It  has  been 
one  of  my  greatest  accomplishments,"  said 
King. 

There  is  a  great  variety  of  things  a  teen- 
ager can  do  to  make  a  difference  in  his  or  her 
community.  Most  political  meetings,  (school 
board,  or  otherwise)  are  held  publicly.  Just 
by  attending  a  few  of  these  meetings,  you 
can  become  aware  of  what  is  taking  place  in 
your  community. 

It  is  almost  considered  a  fact,  that  most 
teenagers  would  rather  play  sports  than  fol- 
low the  nation's  political  affairs.  We  have  a 
whole  slew  of  sports  teams  in  LBPS.  but  do 
we  have  a  Young  Republican  Club?  Of  course, 
we  don't. 

Congressman  King  played  basketball  in 
high  school  and  boxed  as  well.  He  admits  to 
never  being  great  at  these  sports,  but  he  al- 
ways tried  his  hardest.  If  you  ask  any  coach 
what  makes  a  great  athlete,  he  will  tell  you 
hard  work,  good  thinking,  and  perseverance. 
It  is  no  coincidence  that  when  I  asked  Ck>n- 
gressman  King  what  are  the  characteristics 
one  needs  to  be  successful  in  Congress,  he  re- 
plied, "hard  work,  smarts,  and  persever- 
ance." 

Of  all  the  characteristics  King  described, 
he  felt  that  perseverance  was  the  most  im- 
portant. He  lost  a  race  for  State  Attorney 
General  a  number  of  years  ago.  Not  only  did 
he  lose,  but  he  got  clobbered.  He  lost  by  al- 
most 1  million  votes.  But  King  kept  coming 
back  again,  and  again,  and  again.  Now  he  is 
among  the  most  powerful  in  Washington. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  BEVERLY  FIEGE 


HON.  CONSTANCE  A.  MORELLA 

OFMARTLAND 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  pay 
tribute  to  Beverly  Fiege  on  the  occasion  of  her 
retirement  A  teacher  at  both  Richard  Mor«- 
gomery  High  School  and  Bethesda-Chevy 
Chase  High  School,  Ms.  Fiege  has  taught 
French  in  the  Montgomery  County  sctiool  sys- 
tem for  over  15  years. 

At  Bethesda-Chevy  Chase  High  Sctxxsl,  Ma- 
dame Fiege  was  t>ek>ved  by  her  students.  A 
joyful,  cheerful  educator,  stie  transformed  ttie 
learning  of  a  language  from  ttie  mundane 
memorization  of  grammar  and  vocabulary  to  a 
creative,  enjoyat>le  learning  experience.  Her 
enthusiasm  for  tier  work  was  undeniatsle  to 
tiiose  who  saw  her  teach.  In  addKion,  her  re- 
markat)ie  attentiveness  to  every  one  of  her 
students  was  never  forgotten  by  ttiose  wfio 
were  memt^ers  of  her  class. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  tttank  you  for  this  opportunity 
to  salute  Beverly  Fiege,  an  outstanding  educa- 
tor. 


"TEENS  ASSISTING  SENIOR  CITI- 
ZENS" VOLUNTEERS  RECOG- 
NIZED 


HON.  ESUBAN  EDWARD  TORRES 

OFCALIFOBNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 
Mr.  TORRES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  my  cot- 
leagues  to  join  with  me  today  in  honoring  and 
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thanking  the  volunteers  at  Teens  Assisting 
Senior  Citizens  [TASC],  located  in  Pico  Ri- 
vera. On  Friday.  June  14,  1996.  TASC  will 
hokj  its  annual  recognition  dinner  to  acknowl- 
edge and  thank  the  volunteers  who  make  this 
program  successful  year  after  year. 

TASC  is  a  program  that  serves  ttie  needs  of 
Senior  citizens  while  allowing  kx:al  youth  to 
berwiit  from  sen/ice  and  involvement  in  ttie 
community.  It  began  in  1983.  with  kx:al  youth 
and  adult  volunteers  being  recruited  arxj 
trair)ed  in  aging,  communication.  arxJ  emer- 
gemy  management  The  volunteers  were  then 
sent  to  the  homes  of  oWer  community  mem- 
tiers  wtx)  could  benefit  from  help  in  their 
homes  and  sharing  with  youth.  Volunteers  pro- 
vide frierxjiy  visiting,  light  fxiusekeeping,  shop- 
ping assistance,  and  yard  work. 

inie  goal  of  the  program  is  to  help  okler  in- 
divkjuals  of  tfie  community  to  remain  inde- 
perxjent  and  avoid  unnecessary  or  premature 
Institutkxializatkxi.  TASC  is  a  program  of 
Cathdk;  Charities  Aging  Services  Department, 
a  United  Way  Agency,  and  is  supported  by 
funds  from  the  city  of  Pico  Rivera.  Kiwanis  of 
Pico  Rivera,  and  private  donations. 

The  volunteers  who  desen/e  special  rec- 
ognition are:  Rosa  Ak^cer;  Lonaine 
AMarondo;  Frank  Alvarez;  Sergio  Aguilar.  Tif- 
fany Avila;  Adriana  Bagues;  Stephanie  Bart>a; 
Cheriy  Bautista;  Elizabeth  Blanco;  Omar 
Bravo;  Cesar  Chavez;  Fabiola  Chavez;  Rtch- 
ard  Chavez;  Greg  Cordova;  Carios 
Covarrubias;  Diana  De  La  Rosa;  Araceli 
Delfin;  Janice  Diaz;  Monk|ue  Dovalina;  Marie 
Elias;  Janet  Gallogos;  Gabriela  Garcia; 
Mk^helle  Garcia;  Sarxjra  Garcia;  Ernie  Gevara; 
Huge  Gomez;  Sally  Gomez;  Carolina  Gorv 
zaiez;  Matthew  Heilgeist;  Gia  Hua;  Sakina 
Hussain;  Luis  Jiminez;  Stephanie  Kary;  Lendy 
Le;  Tanya  Lopez;  Jessica  Mecado;  Eric 
Medrano;  Davkj  Morales;  Patty  Morales; 
Sandy  Mudry;  Mary  Nguyen;  Fernando  Or- 
tega; Susana  Ortega;  Chantha  Ouk;  Priya 
Pateh  Andy  Perez;  Rchard  Perez;  Erin  Perez; 
Carmen  Ramirez;  Janet  Renteria;  Fabiola 
RoUes;  Armarxlo  Rodriguez;  Rock)  Rodriguez; 
Yaznin  Romero;  Cesar  Ruiz;  Jennifer 
Satantat  Veroruca  Singh;  Frances  Sdiz; 
Rosemary  Soliz;  Jesica  Tapia;  Andy  Torres; 
Peter  Ubugen;  Lisa  Valles;  Elizabeth  Vasquez; 
Mk:hael  Velasquez;  Linh  Vuoung,  and  TASC 
program  drector  Cristina  Quijada. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  pride  that  I  ask  my 
colleagues  to  join  me  in  honoring  the  volun- 
teers in  our  community  who  have  dedicated 
themselves  to  selfless  service  by  participating 
in  Teens  Assistir)g  Senior  Citizens. 


HONORING  THE  WILLIAMSON 
COUNTY  RESCUE  SQUAD 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  taking  this 
opportunity  to  applaud  tiie  invaluable  servces 
provkled  by  the  Williamson  County  Rescue 
Squad.  These  brave,  civk>minded  people  give 
freely  of  their  time  so  that  should  disaster 
strike,  we  know  ttiat  our  friends  and  neightx>rs 
are  there  to  help. 
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Few  realize  the  depth  of  training  and  hard 
work  that  goes  into  being  a  member  of  the 
rescue  squad.  Rescue  squad  members  under- 
go a  training  series  over  a  4-  to  6-month  pe- 
riod whKh  includes  instruction  in 
cardiopulmonary  resuscitation  [CPR],  vehicle 
extrication,  emergerKy  driving,  and  rescue  ori- 
entation. In  addition  to  this  training,  rescue 
squad  members  also  meet  monthly  to  address 
business  corx^ems  as  well  as  hear  guest 
speakers. 

Rescue  squad  memt>ers  are  volunteers. 
They  receive  no  pay  for  what  they  do.  What 
also  makes  their  service  especially  outstand- 
ing is  that  the  organizatksns  themselves  re- 
ceive no  funding.  They  receive  no  funding 
from  the  city,  the  county,  or  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment 

Rescue  squads  are  funded  in  the  same  spir- 
it of  community  voluntarism  whk:h  moves  them 
to  serve.  Family,  frierxjs,  arxJ  neighbors  pitch 
in  at  bake  sales,  road  blocks,  and  fish  frys  to 
help  those  wtx>  sacrifice  their  time  for  the  ben- 
efit of  the  whole  community. 

Committing  such  an  amount  of  spare  time 
and  energy  to  a  job  so  emotionally  arxl  phys- 
ically taxing  requires  a  sense  of  devotion  arxl 
duty  for  whk:h  we  are  all  grateful. 


TRIBUTE  TO  LARRY  E.  GRIFFIN 


HON.  MIKE  PARKER 

OF  MISSISSIPPI 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  PARKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  come  t»efore 
tfie  House  to  ask  you  to  join  me  in  honoring 
Mr.  Larry  E.  Griffin,  the  current  preskJent  of 
the  Intematkxial  Right  of  Way  AssociatkMi  and 
a  reskjent  of  Laurel,  MS. 

Bom  on  December  28,  1949,  in  Laurel.  Mr. 
Griffin  earned  his  bachelor  of  sderx^  degree 
from  the  University  of  Southem  Mississippi. 
Foltowing  his  graduation  he  began  his  career 
as  a  specialist  in  the  acquisition  of  power  line 
and  pipeline  rights-of-way.  While  serving  In  the 
Mississippi  highway  department.  Griffin  eamed 
his  senior  right-of-way  designatkin  arxJ  worked 
to  ensure  that  his  peers  were  recognized  and 
rewarded  for  their  achievement  After  12  years 
of  dedcated  senrice  to  the  department  and  the 
people  of  Mississippi,  Mr.  Griffin  moved  on  in 
1987  to  tjecome  the  (Srector  of  lands  at  the 
South  Mississippi  Electric  Power  Associatron. 

Mr.  Griffin  has  been  active  with  the  Inter- 
r)atk)nal  Right  of  Way  Association  serving  in 
many  capacities — ^treasurer,  memtjership 
chairman,  k)cal  president  director,  publk: 
awareness  chairman,  course  coordinator, 
nominatkin  arxj  election  committee,  liaison 
committee,  preskjent's  club,  a  course  coordi- 
nator, nominatk>n  and  election  committee,  liai- 
son committee,  president's  club,  a  representa- 
tive for  tfie  pacesetter  campaign,  and  as  vk»- 
cfiair  and  cfiair  of  tfie  Southeast  United  States 
Region.  In  1985.  he  received  his  chapter's 
Professional  of  the  Year  Award.  He  also  has 
been  recognized  by  two  intematnnal  awards: 
the  Gene  L.  Land  award  for  the  greatest  per- 
centage increase  in  chapter  membership,  and 
the  Frank  C.  Balfour  professk>nal  of  the  year 
award. 

A  year  ago,  I  had  the  privilege  of  Installing 
Mr.  Griffin  as  the  41st  president  and  the  first 
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Mississippian  to  be  president  of  the  Inter- 
natk>nal  Right  of  Way  Association.  In  addition 
to  holding  this  prestigious  positk)n,  he  has 
continued  his  daily  responsibilities  to  the  peo- 
ple of  Mississippi,  and  his  otfier  commitments 
to  his  church  and  family,  his  chiklren's  schools 
and  civic  organizations.  He  Is  an  advisory 
board  member  of  the  Word  of  Life  Church, 
Parent  Teacher  Organization  president,  and 
director  of  the  Kiwanis  Club  of  Laurel. 

Mr.  Speaker  and  colleagues.  I  ask  you  to 
join  with  me  in  thanking  Mr.  Griffin  for  his 
dedk^ted  servee  and  in  wishing  his  continued 
success.  Mr.  Griffin,  thank  you  for  all  you  have 
done  for  Mississippi  and  our  Nation. 


DEJA  VU  BUDGET 


HON.  BENNIE  G.  "fflOMPSON 

OF  MISSISSIPPI 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  THOMPSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  1  rise  today 
out  of  deep  concern  for  our  chiklren,  senior 
citizens  and  the  working  poor.  This  budget  Is 
deja  VU  all  over  again.  I  thought  that  the  lead- 
ership learned  a  lesson  last  year  wfien  they 
shut  down  the  Govemment  and  lost  favor  in 
the  eyes  of  the  American  people  but  here  we 
go  again  with  the  same  old  gimmickry.  Just 
like  last  year,  ttiey  are  using  the  annual  report 
published  by  the  Medicare  Board  of  Trustees 
to  justify  these  extreme  cuts  In  Medicare, 
while  everyone  knows  tfiat  these  cuts  are 
going  to  used  to  pay  for  the  tax  cuts  tliey  plan 
to  bestow  on  their  wealthy  friends. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  colleagues  on  the  other 
skJe  of  tfie  aisle  woukJ  liave  the  American 
people  believe  tfiat  they  are  doing  seniors  a 
favor  by  causing  them  to  have  to  choose  be- 
tween going  to  the  doctor  and  buying  grocer- 
ies. This  is  no  favor  it  is  a  vkkmjs  attack  on 
the  Nation's  ekieriy.  There  are  over  388,000 
medicare  benefictaries  in  Mississippi  arxJ  this 
bill  will  have  a  devastating  impact  on  them. 

Mr.  Speaker,  because  this  budget  is  just  like 
the  okj  one,  more  than  6  million  families  with 
chiklren  will  see  a  reduction  in  the  eamed  in- 
come tax  credit.  This  Ls  a  credit  tfiat  goes  to 
working  families  and  is  not  a  welfare  payment 
To  take  this  credit  away  from  working  families 
makes  about  as  much  sense  as  asking  the 
Bulls  to  play  witfiout  Mchael  Jordan  tonight. 

Mr.  Speaker,  It  is  a  sad  day  when  we  are 
forced  to  stand  before  the  American  people  as 
leaders  arxl  speak  out  to  protect  the  most  vul- 
nerable people  in  our  society  against  an  irre- 
sponsible plan  tfiat  woukl  cause  undue  pain.  I 
urge  a  "no"  vote  on  this  budget  resolution. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  UNITED 
FAMILY  COALITION 


HON.  ELEANOR  HOLMES  NORTON 

OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Ms.  NORTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
recognize  tfie  United  Family  Coalitk>n  for  its 
commitment  to  regaining  control  of  their  com- 
munity in  Ward  7.  Washington,  DC.  On  June 
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13,  1996,  UFC  will  courageously  march 
against  drug  offenders  in  their  neighborhood. 
The  organizatron  will  march  from  60th  and 
East  Capitol  Streets  to  the  U.S.  Capitol 
Grounds  as  a  symbolk:  show  of  tfieir  solkjarity 
and  determination  to  rkl  tfie  community  of 
dmg  dealers  and  their  illegal  activity.  The 
United  Family  Coalition  will  put  all  drug  deal- 
ers and  atxjsers  on  notk»  that  tfie  sale  of  nar- 
cot«s  and  violent  behavior  will  not  be  toler- 
ated in  Ward  7.  UFC  and  march  participants 
will  announce  to  Congress  that  Ward  7  can 
govern  itself. 

UFC's  mission  is  to  enhance  the  quality  of 
life  for  chiklren,  youth,  and  families  in  at-risk 
communities.  This  organization  provkJes  indi- 
vklual  and  group  counseling  on  substance 
abuse,  AIDS,  emptoyment,  and  parenting 
skills.  They  also  provkle  tutoring  and  college 
preparatkin  referrals. 

We  shoukj  all  applaud  the  United  Family 
Coalition  for  its  efforts  to  regain  control  of  their 
community.  I  enthusiastk^ly  support  the 
march's  objective  to  create  safer  communities 
for  our  chiklren  and  families.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues on  Capitol  Hill  to  make  a  similar  com- 
mitment. 


TRIBUTE  TO  MARTHA  M.  RICH  OF 
EDGEFIELD.  SC 


HON.  UNDSEY  0.  GRAHAM 

OF  SOUTH  CAROLINA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  Martha  M. 
Rrch,  who  is  known  affectkinately  througfxjut 
Edgefield  County  as  Miz  Martfia,  has  served 
the  people  of  Edgefield  County  in  many  ways 
since  rrxiving  here  in  1956.  In  that  year  she 
began  work  with  the  South  Carolina  Highway 
Department.  Prevk)usly,  she  had  wori<ed  as  a 
bank  teller  in  Augusta.  GA,  arxl  operated  a 
restaurant  arxl  motel  in  McConnck  County. 

It  was  in  1963  that  Martha  Rk:h  was  asked 
by  thervCounty  Commissioner  Frank 
Timmerman  to  consider  working  for  EdgefieW 
County.  Starting  her  county  work  in  the  tax  as- 
sessor's office,  she  was  involved  tfiat  year  in 
the  very  first  property  value  reassessment  pro- 
gram. In  1970,  sfie  was  named  assistant 
county  administrator.  During  her  33  years  with 
tfie  county,  sfie  has  sensed  tfie  publk:  on  mat- 
ters as  diverse  as  roads  and  bridges,  emer- 
gency medk:al  and  fire  operatk>ns,  and  waste 
disposal.  Ms.  Rich  was  a  key  figure  in  tfie 
transitk>n  to  fiome  rule,  when  county  govern- 
ments were  gaining  \ocai  control  under  new 
laws  enacted  at  the  State  level.  In  the  often 
trying  political  environment  of  country  govern- 
ment. Ms.  Rk:h  has  sen/ed  six  county  adminis- 
trators and  numerous  kxal  elected  offkaals. 
She  fias  also  remained  a  key  contact  person 
with  State  and  Federal  offce  holders  on  t>ehalf 
of  Edgerfield  County.  Her  professionalism  and 
historical  perspective  of  our  county  govem- 
ment will  be  missed  tremendously  now  that 
sfie  has  deckled  to  retire. 

Though  her  work  schedule  has  remained 
heavy  throughout  tfie  years,  Mr.  Rch  has  al- 
ways made  time  for  community  arxl  family. 
She  has  been  active  in  tfie  Senk>r  Citizens' 
Advisory  Council,  Ptednxxit  Technical  College, 
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the  EdgefieW  County  Red  Cross,  the  Edgefield 
County  Transportatran  Committee,  and  the 
Governor's  Beautification  Task  Force.  She  is 
also  a  fixture  at  Red  Oak  Grove  Baptist 
Church,  where  she  partk:ipates  in  the  WMU 
and  the  EdgefieW  Baptist  Association.  Away 
from  publk;  life  and  civk:  pursuits,  Martfia  Rk:h 
occupies  herself  with  family.  She  has  a  son, 
Jackie,  and  three  daughters:  Patsy  Smith, 
Greenie  Crowder,  and  Georgia  Moms,  she 
has  one  brotfier,  Kenneth  Morgan.  Six  grand- 
chiWren  also  keep  here  quite  txjsy  arxl  bring 
her  a  great  deal  of  joy.  Ms.  Rich  looks  to  fanv 
ily  as  a  first  priority  in  her  retirement. 

We  wish  Miz  Martha  tfie  t>est  in  retirement 
and  we  tfiank  her  for  the  work  she  has  done 
on  the  behalf  of  EdgefieW  County. 


IN  HONOR  OF  FIRE  CHIEF  PETER 
PHELAN 


HON.  ROSA  L  DeLAURO 

OF  coNNEcncirr 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Ms.  DELAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Wednes- 
day, June  12,  1996,  the  Milford  Fire  Depart- 
ment will  hoW  a  testimonial  dinner  to  honor 
Chief  Peter  Phelan  wfx)  is  retiring.  It  is  with 
great  pleasure  that  I  salute  Chief  Phelan  and 
his  distinguished  career  of  service  to  tfie  Mil- 
ford  Fire  Department 

Chief  Pfielan's  career  as  a  firefighter  began 
in  1944  wfien  he  joined  tfie  Milford  Fire  De- 
partment as  a  volunteer  firefighter  with  tfie 
former  Myrtle  Beach  Volunteer  Engine  Com- 
pany No.  3.  He  was  following  a  long  family 
history  of  firefighting  for  the  town  of  Milford  as 
both  his  father  arxl  grarxlfatfier  had  served  in 
the  same  company.  Chief  Phelan  was  per- 
mitted to  join  even  though  he  was  only  17 
years  oW  and  stia  in  high  school  at  the  time. 
Worid  War  II  had  created  a  manpower  short- 
age within  the  fire  department  so  the  chiefs 
young  age  was  overiooked. 

In  Novemtjer  of  1948  Chief  Pfielan  was  ap- 
pointed to  the  Career  Department  He  left 
briefly  from  1951  to  1953  to  sen/e  with  distinc- 
tion in  tfie  Korean  conflk:t  The  chiefs  early 
career  included  wortc  with  the  late  Fire  Chief 
Rk:hard  Coley  to  reorganize  the  oW  civil  de- 
fense programs  into  the  Milford  Civil  Prepared- 
ness Agency.  Chief  Phelan  was  responsitJte 
for  preparing  plans  to  put  tfie  city  of  Milford  in 
line  for  Federal  grant  programs. 

In  1966,  Chief  Phelan  was  promoted  to  the 
rank  of  lieutenant  He  was  prorrxjted  again  in 
1 967  to  tfie  newly  estal)lished  rank  of  captain. 
The  chief  became  a  battalion  chief  In  1972 
and,  in  1977.  became  the  assistant  chief/fire 
marshal.  When  the  department  was  reorga- 
nized, he  was  named  assistant  chief/oper- 
atxxis.  On  January  1,  1996,  he  was  appointed 
to  tfie  offk»  of  fire  chief. 

Chief  Phelan  has  eamed  a  number  of 
awards  during  the  course  of  his  career.  Tfie 
most  outstanding  awards  are  the  Ryder  Fire- 
man of  tfie  Year  Award  and  a  bronze  medal 
from  the  Connectkxit  Humane  Society  for  his 
part  in  tfie  rescue  of  a  fiandk:apped  person 
from  tfie  second  fkx>r  of  a  ouming  buikHng. 
Tliese  awards  illustrate  Chief  Phelan's  dedlca- 
txxi  to  firefighting  and  tfie  saiety  of  tfie  resi- 
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dents  of  Milford.  He  is  witfiout  doubt  one  of 
Milford's  nx5st  important  puWk;  servants. 

In  additkjn  to  his  involvement  with  a  nurrtier 
of  community  organizatk>ns.  Chief  Pfielan  has 
served  as  chairman  of  tfie  Connectcut  Fire 
Marshal's  Association's  Annual  Educational 
Seminar  for  the  past  15  years.  He  is  also  a 
member  of  the  New  England  Diviskm  of  the 
intematWnal  Association  of  Fire  Chiefs  and 
was  a  member  of  the  first  group  of  tfie  Fair- 
fieW  County  Arson  Task  Force.  He  is  a  past 
preskJent  of  tfie  ConnectkJut  State  Fireman's 
Associatkm,  has  served  as  presWent  of  ttie 
Connecticut  Fire  Marshal's  Associatk>n  and 
has  been  a  member  of  the  txiard  of  directors 
of  the  New  Englarxl  Fire  Marsfials  Association 
and  the  New  Haven  County  Fire  Chiefs  Emer- 
gency Plan. 

I  am  so  pleased  to  join  Chief  Phelan's  cot- 
leagues  at  ttie  Milford  Fire  Department  his 
wife  Catfierine,  and  his  chiklren  arxl  grarxl- 
cfiiWren  in  congratulating  him  on  his  retire- 
ment. His  departure  is  a  great  toss  to  the  town 
of  Milford  and  the  Fire  Department  1  thank 
Chief  Phelan  for  a  lifetime  of  extraorcfinary 
servce  to  tfie  putslc  arW  wish  him  enjoyment 
in  his  retirement. 


THE  WINNING  TRADITION  OF  HUN- 
TINGTON HIGH  SCHOOL  TENNIS 


HON.  NICK  J.  RAHALL,  D 

OF  WEST  VTRCINIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  RAHALL  Mr.  Speaker,  tor  years  we 
have  heard  that  nattonal  sports  figures  have 
been  role  models  to  young  Americans  alt 
arourxl  the  country.  Tfiere  has  been  a  great 
debate  centering  around  academes  versus 
athlettos  and  wfiat  takes  precedent  in  tfie  lives 
of  young  adults.  I  rise  today  to  honor  a  group 
of  indivkluals  from  my  r'istrict  tfiat  I  am  proud 
to  say  have  excelled  on  both  tfie  atfiietk;  fieW 
and  in  tfie  classroom. 

The  Huntington  High  Scfxiol  Pony  Express 
boys  and  girts  tennis  teams  have  won  a  total 
of  three  State  cfiampionships  in  a  span  of  2 
years.  The  school  won  dual  titles  in  1995  and 
tfie  girts  team  won  again  in  1996.  Altliough 
they  may  not  be  as  well  known  as  Andre 
Agassi  or  Steffi  Graf,  tfiey  are  great  exampte 
of  wfiat  one  can  acfiieve  tfirough  hard  work 
and  dedcation. 

Under  tfie  guWance  of  coach  Roberta 
Bunch,  the  teams  combined  have  attained  a 
record  of  68  wins  and  2  tosses  in  2-year  spaa 
They  are  tfie  true  definitton  of  wfiat  one  wouU 
call  exceptional  athletes. 

But  tfieir  perfomiarxx  does  not  stop  be- 
tween the  baselines.  In  the  classroom,  tfiis 
group  of  players  is  among  tfie  best  in  the 
school.  All  of  tfie  players  are  college  bound  to 
schools  such  as  Marsfiall  University,  West  Vir- 
ginia University,  Duke  University,  Wake  Forest 
University,  arxl  Indiana  University.  The  grade 
point  averages  among  these  players  consist- 
entfy  rank  in  tfie  top  10  percent  of  their  re- 
spective classes.  Tfiey  are  tfie  taie  definitton 
of  wtiat  one  wouW  call  excepttonai  students. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  that  their  names  be  erv 
tered  into  the  Record  at  this  time;  Jeff  Morri- 
son, Kyle  Foster,  Adam  Woodruff,  Jay  hiatten. 
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Jimmy  Leach,  Ellie  Eartes,  Taryn  Foster, 
AsMeigh  Harrison,  Lirxlsay  Wilson,  Tiffany 
Kassab,  Erin  Allen,  Lauren  Oxiey,  Jenna 
Hegg,  Kate  Denman.  Ramsey  Ckxak,  Katie 
Twohig,  Lynsey  Jenkins,  and  Sabrina  Copley. 
I  am  proud  to  recognize  tfiese  individuals 
wtx)  have  striven  for  and  attained  the  highest 
peak  possible  in  the  Mountain  State.  I  con- 
gratulate and  salute  tfiem. 
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THE  25TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  THE 
CLOSE  UP  FOUNDATION 


OFFICER  SORRY  FOR  ATTACK  ON 
NAVY  CHIEF 


HON.  ANDREW  JACOBS,  JR. 

OF  INDIANA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Speaker,  ttie  foltowing  is 
an  article  published  by  the  Indianapolis  Star 
on  May  29. 

Our  Center  Township  assessor,  Jim  Maley, 
says,  "Sticks  and  stones  may  have  broken  his 
bones,  but  names  and  words  broke  his  heart 
We  good  guys  are  proud  of  Big  Mike  Boorda." 

An  honest  mistake  which  hurts  no  one  else 
does  not  deserve  dishonor,  much  less  death. 

At  ttie  airport,  sometimes  they  turn  the 
metal  detector  up  too  high  and  it  even  picks 
up  the  ring  on  your  finger,  if  anything,  Adm. 
Jeremy  Boorda's  sense  of  honor  was  too  high. 
AiKl  whatever  that  is,  it  is  certainly  not  dis- 
honor. 

[From  the  Indianapolis  Star.  May  29. 1996] 

Officer  Sorry  for  attack  on  Navt  chief 
(By  Robert  Bums) 

Washington.— A  Navy  officer  whose  un- 
signed letter  attacking  Adm.  Jeremy  M. 
"Mike"  Boorda  was  published  in  the  Navy 
Times  three  days  before  Boorda's  suicide  has 
come  forward  and  apologized. 

"I  am  sorry  for  Admiral  Boorda's  family 
and  for  the  sailors  he  loved."  Cmdr.  John  E. 
Carey  wrote  in  a  letter  to  the  editor  of  the 
Navy  Times. 

The  newspaper,  too,  said  it  regretted  pub- 
lishing the  earlier  letter,  which  it  called  a 
"cheap  shot."  It  promised  to  stop  publishing 
letters  containing  personal  attacks. 

In  a  related  development,  the  Navy  distrib- 
uted to  all  sailors  a  message  from  Boorda's 
widow,  Bettie  Moran  Boorda,  expressing 
thanks  for  their  support. 

In  publishing  Carey's  attack  against  the 
chief  of  naval  operations  Navy  Times  did  not 
mention  that  Carey  had  been  relieved  of 
command  of  the  guided-missile  destroyer 
USS  Curtis  Wilbur.  He  was  punished  for  ver- 
bally abusing  his  crew. 

In  a  suicide  note  left  at  his  residence  at 
the  Washington  Navy  Yard,  Boorda  ex- 
pressed distress  over  what  he  apparently  felt 
would  become  a  media  scandal  over  ques- 
tions about  the  propriety  of  two  combat  pins 
he  had  worn  on  his  chest. 

In  the  unsigned  May  13  letter.  Carey  said 
Boorda  had  lost  respect  of  his  fellow  officers 
and  asked  him  to  resign.  He  wrote  that  ad- 
mirals often  referred  to  the  5-foot-4-inch 
Navy  chief  as  "Little  Mikey  Boorda"  out  of 
disrespect. 

New  York's  Newsday.  reported  that  Carey 
told  one  of  Its  reporters  he  planned  to  leave 
the  Navy  soon. 


HON.  DON  YOUNG 

of  ALASKA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
to  call  the  attention  of  my  colleagues  to  a  very 
special  event  that  is  taking  place,  the  25th  Ar>- 
niversary  of  the  Close  Up  Foundation. 

As  many  of  you  know,  the  Ctose  Up  Foun- 
dation is  the  largest  civic  education  organiza- 
tion in  the  country.  It  has  not  always  been  that 
vray,  when  Close  Up  started  25  years  ago 
their  first  program  included  25  participants 
from  14  States.  Today,  Close  Up  brings  ap- 
proximately 25.000  participants  annually  to 
Washington.  DC,  on  ttieir  various  programs. 
They  have  participants  from  all  50  States,  the 
District  of  Columbia,  Puerto  Rk»,  and  the  Pa- 
cific Island  territories. 

These  achievements  are  of  themselves 
enough  to  make  an  organization  arxJ  tfiose 
wtK)  have  supported  it  very  proud;  however,  it 
does  not  stop  there.  Close  Up  has  remained 
true  to  its  mission  over  these  25  years.  Their 
focus  has  been  on  efforts  to  be  all  inclusive 
arxl  reach  students  who  are  undersen/ed,  ei- 
ther because  of  ttieir  economic,  cultural,  or  ge- 
ographic isolation.  I  am  personally  familiar  with 
the  difference  Close  Up  has  made  to  those 
wfx)  are  geographcaliy  isolated. 

Since  1979,  more  than  9,200  Alaska  stu- 
dents and  educators  have  participated  in 
Ctose  Up's  programs.  In  1987,  Qose  Up 
began  an  effort  to  focus  on  including  Alaska 
Native  students  in  the  Washington,  D.C.  High 
School  Program.  Since  that  time,  approxi- 
mately 685  Alaska  Native  students  have  taken 
part  in  the  Ctose  Up  program.  These  students, 
from  every  comer  of  Alaska  including  our  most 
remote  villages,  corT>e  to  Washington  and  mix 
with  their  peers  both  from  within  Alaska  and 
throughout  the  United  States.  While  ttiey  are 
here,  they  are  able  to  contribute  to  as  well  as 
team  from  the  diverse  population  of  Close 
Up's  student  participants.  By  including  Alaska 
Native  students,  young  people,  wtK>  rarely,  if 
ever,  have  been  outside  of  their  villages,  get 
the  opportunity  to  expand  their  civic  literacy  as 
well  as  learn  about  the  rest  of  the  country  and 
its  citizens.  We,  in  Alaska,  are  very  proud  of 
ttie  input  all  of  our  Alaskan  students  bring  to 
ttieir  peers  from  ttie  rest  of  the  country. 

The  contribution  nnade  by  Alaska's  students 
and  educators  takes  many  stiapes,  irx^uding 
returning  to  Alaska  to  become  involved  in  and 
to  organize  Close  Up  local  programs.  These 
kxal  programs  provide  civic  education  oppor- 
tunities for  all  members  of  the  community  not 
just  those  students  who  were  lucky  enough  to 
get  to  Washington,  DC,  to  benefit  from  the 
Close  Up  experience.  In  this  way,  the  Close 
Up  message  of  informed,  responsible  citizerv 
ship  is  multiplied  many  times  over  to  the  great 
benefit  of  my  State  and  ttie  country. 

In  this  time  of  distrust  and  cynicism.  Close 
Up's  program  works  to  break  down  suspicion 
and  to  show  high  school  students  that  govern- 
ment is  relevant  to  ttieir  lives  and  important  to 
ttiem  as  citizens.  With  the  recent  disturi}ing  re- 
sults of  a  study  of  peoples'  public  opinton  of 
Congress  and  tfie  Government,  we,  as  elected 


June  12,  1996 

offlcials,  stiould  make  it  our  goal  to  raise  stu- 
dent interest  in  government  tjecause  ttie  future 
of  this  Nation  depends  on  ttieir  civic 
involvement 

As  we  all  know,  Close  Up's  message  of 
civic  involvement  is  directed  toward  all  stu- 
dents, not  just  the  academic  elite  or  the  afflu- 
ent The  federally  funded  Ellender  Fellowship 
Program,  along  with  Close  Up  generated  fel- 
lowship funds,  has  made  the  Close  Up  civic 
learning  opportunity  a  reality  for  students  who 
woukj  not  otherwise  be  able  to  afford  a  trip  to 
Washington,  DC.  In  Alaska,  students  from 
families  with  limited  means  face  an  additional 
hurdle  of  very  high  travel  costs.  The  Ellender 
fellowships  help  to  level  ttie  playing  field  and 
provide  civic  educational  opportunities  to  many 
students  wtio  might  otherwise  be  overiooked 
or  left  behind. 

Mr.  Speaker,  1  have  been  a  longtime  sup- 
porter of  ttie  Close  Up  Foundation,  and  I  am 
delighted  to  be  able  to  send  my  heartiest  con- 
gratulations to  them  on  the  celebration  of  their 
25th  anniversary.  The  congratulations  are  for 
a  job  well  done,  and  one  I  hope  will  continue 
for  another  25  years. 


AN  EASY  WAY  TO  REDUCE  MAIL 
FRAUD 


HON.  BRUCE  F.  VENTO 

OF  MINNESOTA 

DJ  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today  to  in- 
troduce legislation,  the  Mail  Fraud  Prevention 
Act,  which  will  serve  to  increase  the  security 
of  mail  delivery  for  every  individual  wtio  relies 
on  the  services  of  the  U.S.  Postal  Service 
[USPS]. 

Cun^nt  policies  at  ttie  USPS  allow  an  indi- 
vidual or  household  to  change  their  address, 
and  therefore  forward  their  mail,  to  a  new  lo- 
catxxi  simply  by  filling  out  a  form  and  sutimit- 
ting  it  to  the  USPS.  Ttie  forms  can  even  be 
mailed  to  the  postal  service.  This  policy  cer- 
tainly makes  service  delivery  more  fluid  for  the 
estimated  42  million  individuals  or  households 
who  move  and  file  mail  forwarding  orders 
each  year.  That  convenience,  however,  hias  a 
price.  That  price  may  well  be  the  security  of 
personal  and  financial  information  delivered  by 
the  USPS  to  individuals  and  families  across 
the  Nation. 

Because  the  USPS  does  not  verify  that  ttie 
person  submitting  the  forwarding  order  actu- 
ally resides  at  ttie  original  address  before 
processing  the  order  and  rerouting  mail,  crimi- 
nals can  fraudulentiy  fonward  another  individ- 
ual or  tiousetiold's  mail  to  a  new  address.  The 
only  information  needed  to  submit  a  fraudutent 
fonvarding  order  is  the  okj  address  and  a  sig- 
nature, which  can  be  forged  since  the  USPS 
does  not  check  ttie  identity  of  Hie  individual  at 
ttie  time  it  accepts  the  completed  form. 

This  policy  gives  criminals  easy  access  to 
vital  personal  and  financial  information  of 
every  USPS  customer,  virtually  every 
houshold  in  the  Nation.  Once  bank  account 
credit  card,  or  Social  Security  numtiers  fall  into 
the  hands  of  the  thieves,  it  does  not  take  long 
for  them  to  drain  finances  and  desti^oy  credit 
histories  that  tool  a  lifetime  of  fiscal  planning 
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and  saving  to  txjikJ.  The  USPS  estimates  that 
1,000  peopte  annually  are  victimized  by  this 
form  of  postal  fraud. 

To  the  credit  of  the  USPS,  they  do  eventu- 
ally attempt  to  verify  mail  forwarding  orders; 
however,  this  action  comes  only  after  the  mail 
has  been  rerouted.  Ttie  USPS  mails  letters  to 
tx)th  addresses,  new  and  oM,  telling  residents 
ttiat  a  forwarding  order  has  been  processed  in 
their  name.  The  flaw  in  this  system,  however, 
is  tfiat  in  the  days  or  weeks  it  takes  to  send 
these  verification  notices,  mail  ftows  to  ttie 
new  address,  sending  sensitive  arxj  vaiuaiAe 
information  into  ttie  hands  of  ttie  fraudulent 
filers. 

Ttie  USPS  has  a  responsibility  to  provide 
ttie  highest  level  of  security  to  its  customers, 
and  current  policy  regarding  changes  in  ad- 
dress clearly  ignores  ttiat  responsit}ility.  That 
is  why  I  am  introducing  this  legislation  on  ttie 
issue.  This  measure  woukJ  require  the  USPS 
to  ctieck  the  identification  of  indivudals  suixnit- 
ting  change  of  address  forms  at  the  time  the 
form  is  sutxnitted,  before  mail  is  rerouted. 
Only  forms  that  are  sutimitted  by  residents  of 
ttie  original  adcfa'ess  will  be  proc^sed. 

There  is  an  exception  for  hometxxjnd  indi- 
viduals and  ottiers  who  vyoukj  have  a  difficult 
time  getting  to  a  USPS  branch  to  submit  ttie 
form,  although  the  bill  requires  ttie  USPS  to 
develop  policies  to  increase  ttie  security  of 
ttiese  indivkluals'  mail  delivery  as  well.  By 
verifying  an  individual's  identity  t>efore  mail  is 
actually  forwarded,  criminals  have  tess  oppor- 
tunity to  access  personal  or  financial  informa- 
tion. With  so  many  personal  and  financial  doc- 
uments t>eing  sent  ttvough  ttie  mail  in  toda/s 
society,  we  must  ensure  ttiat  ttiese  documents 
are  as  safe  as  we  can  make  them.  Tliis  legis- 
lation would  take  a  large  tNte  out  of  postal 
fraud  crime  and  go  a  long  way  in  increasing 
ttie  security  of  mailed  documents  and 
information. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  LEDYARD  HIGH 
SCHOOL  GIRLS  SOFTBALL  TEAM 


HON.  SAM  GEJDENSON 

OF  CONNECTICUT 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  commend  the  Ledyard  High  Sctiod  giris 
softtiall  team  which  hais  won  four  consecutive 
State  championships,  most  recentiy  on  June 
8,  when  it  defeated  Amity  by  a  score  of  4  to 
3  in  ttie  finals. 

Coactied  by  Ellen  Mationey,  a  member  of 
the  school's  faculty,  Ledyard's  program  has 
compiled  a  remarl^abte  record  since  it  was 
started  at  the  club  level  in  ttie  1970'S.  The 
sctiod  has  posted  five  State  championships  in 
the  1990's  and  had  undefeated  seasons  in 
1991  arxJ  1993.  This  year  saw  yet  another 
undefeated  season,  with  an  amazing  record  of 
26  to  0,  and  a  first  place  finish  in  ttie  Hartford 
Couranfs  poll  of  girls'  softt>all  teams  in  Con- 
necticut Ledyard's  record  in  ttie  1990's  is  a 
remarkable  165  victories  and  10  k»ses.  Dur- 
ing ttie  regular  season  ttiis  spring,  the  team 
compiled  16  shutouts  in  20  games  and  al- 
towed  only  17  runs  in  the  year's  entire  26 
game  campaign. 
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Coach  Matxxiey  says  a  dedicated  coaching 
staff,  fan  support,  and  commitment  from  ttie 
kkJs  contritxjte  to  the  success  of  ttie  Ledyard 
program. 

The  wonderful  record  of  ttie  giris  softt>all 
team  is  one  of  ttie  many  etements  on  ttie  aca- 
demic and  athletic  fronts  ttiat  makes  Ledyard 
High  School  the  exceltent  institution  that  it  is. 
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HONORING  THE  RED  BOILING 
SPRINGS  FIRE  AND  RESCUE 
SQUAD 


TRIBUTE  TO  STAN  HALL 


HON.  RONALD  V.  DELLUMS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  rise  to 
share  with  you  and  my  colleagues  the  out- 
standing professional  career  and  community 
service  of  a  cfistinguished  constituent  who  has 
resided  in  ttie  dty  of  Oakland  for  over  25 
years,  Mr.  Stan  Hall.  On  ttie  occasion  of  his 
50th  birttxjay,  I  wish  to  join  with  ttie  commu- 
nity to  pay  tritxjte  to  his  dedication  and  com- 
mitment that  has  endeared  him  to  ttiose  he 
had  worked  with  and  earned  him  well-de- 
served accolades  for  over  two  decades. 

Stan  Hall  was  txxn  in  Rictimond,  CA,  to  Wil- 
liam and  Hazel  Hall.  He  is  ttie  seventh  of  eight 
chiklren.  Stan  attended  tocal  schools  in  the 
Rchmorxj  Unified  Sctiod  District  graduating 
from  Harry  Ells  High  Sctiool.  He  was  a  mem- 
ber of  the  student  council,  drama  class,  ttie 
sctiool  band,  ttie  school's  State  championship 
baskett>all  team  and  ttie  Forensk;  Soaety. 
Stan  received  ttie  State  Championship  Award 
for  Oratorical  Interpretation. 

He  obtained  his  B.A.  degree  from  San  Fran- 
cisco State  University  and  his  M.PX  from 
Golden  Gate  University.  He  served  as  a  fac- 
ulty member  of  ttie  Graduate  School  of  Putiiic 
Administration  at  Goklen  Gate  University 
wtiere  tie  auttxxed  and  publistied  munictpal 
management  articles  and  presentations. 

Throughout  his  life,  Stan  has  been  active  in 
the  community,  serving  as  a  member  or  in 
leaderstiip  positions  with  a  number  of  profes- 
sional and  community  organizations.  Some  of 
ttie  organizations  of  wtiich  tie  tias  tiekj  or  cur- 
rentiy  holds  positions  with,  are  ttie  United  Way 
of  ttie  Bay  Area,  Bay  Area  Urt>an  League,  Mt 
Diabto  Ttierapy  Center,  CHAD,  the  NAACP. 
Munkapal  Management  Assistants  of  Norttiem 
California,  ttie  American  Society  of  Public  Ad- 
ministration, ttie  t^tional  Forum  for  Black 
Put>lic  Administrators,  and  ttie  International 
City  Management 

In  recognition  of  his  actiievements  and  dedi- 
cation to  the  community,  Stan  was  twice 
named  an  Outstanding  Young  Man  of  Amer- 
m,  named  in  Who's  Who  in  Black  America, 
arxl  Who's  Wtio  in  California.  Among  ttie  nu- 
merous awards  for  actiievement  and  commu- 
nity service  of  which  Stan  has  been  ttie  recipi- 
ent are  the  Meritorious  Service  Awards  from 
ttie  city  of  Richmond,  CA,  from  ttie  Seaside 
Masonic  Lodge,  and  from  ttie  U.S.  Department 
of  Labor. 

Stan  is  an  active  memt>er  of  ttie  Allen  Tem- 
ple Church  of  Oakland,  CA,  wtiere  he  serves 
as  a  member  of  ttie  pubik;  ministries  commit- 
tee, community  devehapment  committee,  ttie 
mate  ctiorus.  and  ttie  sanctuary  ctioir. 

I  join  in  celetxation  of  Stan's  50tti  birthday 
and  his  more  ttian  20  years  of  public  service. 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  taking  ttiis 
opportunity  to  applaud  ttie  invaluatsle  services 
provkled  by  ttie  Red  Boiling  Springs  Fire  and 
Rescue  Squad.  These  brave,  civic-minded 
people  give  freely  of  ttieir  time  so  ttiat  shoukj 
disaster  strike,  we  know  ttiat  our  friends  and 
neighlxxs  are  there  to  help. 

Few  realize  ttie  depth  of  brining  and  hard 
wori(  ttiat  goes  into  t)eing  a  memtier  of  ttie 
rescue  squad.  Rescue  squad  members  under- 
go a  to^ainmg  series  over  a  4-  to  6-month  pe- 
riod whtoh  includes  instruction  in 
Cardiopulmonary  Resuscitation  [CPR],  vehicle 
extrication,  emergency  driving,  and  rescue  ori- 
entation. In  addition  to  ttiis  training,  rescue 
squad  members  also  meet  monthly  to  address 
business  concerns  as  well  as  hear  guest 
speakers. 

Rescue  squad  memtiers  are  volunteers. 
They  receive  no  pay  for  wtiat  ttiey  do.  What 
also  makes  ttieir  service  especially  outstand- 
ing is  ttiat  ttie  organizations  ttiemselves  re- 
ceive no  funding.  Ttiey  receive  no  funding 
from  ttie  city,  the  county,  or  ttie  Federal  Gov- 
ernment 

Rescue  squads  are  funded  in  the  same  spir- 
it of  community  voiunteerism  wtiich  move 
them  to  serve.  Family,  friends,  and  neigtibors 
pitch  in  at  bake  sales,  road  btocks,  and  fish 
frys  to  help  ttiose  wtio  sacriftoe  ttieir  time  for 
the  tjenefit  of  ttie  wtiole  community. 

Committing  such  an  amount  of  spare  time 
arKJ  energy  to  a  job  so  emotionally  and  ptiys- 
ically  taxing  requires  a  sense  of  devotion  and 
duty  for  whnh  we  are  al  grateful. 


COMMENDING  JENNIFER  TUTAK 
ON  HER  ESSAY  "THE  BEST  OF 
THE  BEST" 


HON.  MICHAE  BHIRAKIS 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 
Mr.  BIURAKIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wiould  like  to 
stiare  with  my  colleagues  an  exceltent  essay 
from  an  intelligent  young  student  in  my  district 
named  Jennifer  Tutak.  Stie  writes  ttiat  tooking 
back  over  ttie  past  200  plus  years  of  our 
country's  history,  we  have  made  remaricabte 
advarx^s  and  are  indeed  ttie  t>est  of  ttie  t>est 
I  woukJ  encourage  my  colteagues  to  take  a 
moment  and  read  her  very  optimistic  and  up- 
lifting account  of  wtiat  we  as  Americans  ttave 
accompiistied  since  ttie  t)eginrHng  of  our  coun- 
try. I  certainly  agree  ttiat  ttie  United  States  is 
ttie  best  country  in  ttie  world,  and  Jennifer 
does  well  in  remirxling  us  of  ttiat 
The  best  of  the  Best 
(By  Jennifer  Tutak) 
Just  over  two  hundred  years  ago.  America 
was  noUiing  more  than  a  small  band  of  colo- 
nies lacking  unity  and  a  strong  government. 
Yet  today  we  are  leading  the  world  in  tech- 
nological advances,  medical  breakthroughs. 
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agricultural  production,  and  global  politics. 
A  universal  superpower,  we  bave  tremendous 
amounts  of  food,  rich,  vast  lands,  superb 
military  forces,  and  a  successful  g-ovem- 
ment.  How  did  this  happen?  In  two  centuries, 
how  did  we  surpass  countries  which  bave  ex- 
isted for  thousands  of  years?  The  answer  lies 
in  the  stron?  governmental  and  moral  values 
of  dedicated  citizens  which  have  pushed  us  to 
the  top  and  continue  to  bring  us  to  new 
heights  and  achievements. 

It  takes  proficiency  to  make  an  adminis- 
tration strong,  and  our  federal  system  of 
government  provides  just  that.  The  ethical 
codes  of  each  of  the  three  branches  have 
built  up  a  stable  governing  body  which  meets 
the  needs  of  its  people  and  serves  as  a  model 
for  the  rest  of  the  world.  The  judicial  branch 
protects  the  rights  of  all  United  States  citi- 
zens, declaring  them  "innocent  until  proven 
guilty".  Both  the  legislative  and  executive 
branches  create  laws  to  produce  new  benefits 
for  the  country,  like  safety  regulations  and 
trade  agreements. 

We  hold  public  votes  for  our  representa- 
tives in  accord  with  the  belief  that  the  gov- 
ernment directly  serves  us.  They  reflect  our 
values  and  wishes  and  work  to  institute 
them.  The  United  States  strongly  advocates 
world  peace  and  belongs  to  a  myriad  of  orga- 
nizations and  committees  to  promote  good- 
will, assistance,  and  trade  between  coun- 
tries. We  value  our  environment,  the  clean, 
crystal  water,  fresh  air,  and  lush  forests.  The 
country  recognizes  the  resources  which  we 
take  for  granted  actually  belong  to  our  chil- 
dren's children's  children.  The  government 
likewise  has  set  up  national  parks,  land  re- 
serves, pollution  regulations,  and  created 
protection  for  endangered  species.  A  third 
standard  demanded  by  the  people  involves 
that  of  education.  Our  government  provides 
public  schooling  for  every  child  in  this  coun- 
try, so  that  they  may  grow  up  with  the 
means  to  make  bright  futures  for  them- 
selves. 

Another  area  in  which  the  American  public 
and  their  administration  have  used  strong 
ideals  lies  in  the  economy.  We  have  always 
fiercely  believed  in  a  tne  enterprise  system. 
The  incentives  of  owning  a  private  business 
and  making  profit  Instigated  millions  of  citi- 
zens to  work  hard  and  develop  the  country. 
In  doing  so,  the  United  States  started  grow- 
ing as  a  capitalist  giant  through  mining, 
farming,  trade,  industry,  entertainment,  and 
building,  to  name  a  few.  The  money  brought 
in,  new  inventions,  and  immigrants  eager  to 
try  their  own  hand  in  business  never  let  the 
country  look  back. 

The  government  did  uphold  and  expand  on 
such  values,  but  it  was  the  American  voices 
behind  them  who  presented  these  ideals  and 
their  own  customary,  unwritten  morals.  As 
already  shown  in  the  example  on  fi^e  enter- 
prise, U.S.  citizens  have  been  zealous  believ- 
ers of  hard  work  since  the  country's  forma- 
tion. The  Founding  Fathers  set  up  a  govern- 
ment and  turned  a  loose  group  of  states  into 
a  nation.  Pioneers  opened  up  the  West.  Im- 
migrants introduced  their  ideas  and  joined 
the  fight  to  advance  America.  Oil  was  found, 
railroads  were  connected,  the  Wright  broth- 
ers flew  the  first  airplane,  women  won  the 
right  to  vote,  America  met  victories  in  both 
World  Wars,  Dr.  Jonas  Salk  found  the  polio 
vaccine,  man  landed  on  the  moon,  computers 
were  invented,  and  we  continue  to  speed 
down  the  Information  Superhighway  to  new 
prospects  on  the  horizon.  The  determination 
and  devoted  labor  of  all  Americans  has 
proved  quite  possible  to  be  our  greatest 
strength. 

Besides  working  hard,  the  policy  of  helping 
others  has  long  been  a  value  which  has  made 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

America  great.  Whether  it  be  a  neighbor  in 
trouble  like  Mexico,  a  devastating  earth- 
quake in  southern  California,  or  the  atro- 
cious Oklahoma  City  bombing,  Americans 
have  come  to  the  rescue.  The  Red  Cross,  911 
Emergency  Medical  Services,  police  depart- 
ments, fire  stations,  and  a  multitude  of 
other  volunteer  organizations  come  forth  in 
times  of  need.  We  care  about  our  brothers 
and  sisters.  U.S.  citizens  give  money,  volun- 
teer time  and  talent,  spread  hope,  and  even 
donate  their  own  blood  and  organs  for  each 
other.  In  a  country  where  Good  Samaritans 
live,  good  things  are  bound  to  happen. 

Thus,  by  supporting  the  ethics  of  the  Con- 
stitution and  the  values  of  hard  work  and 
love,  the  American  people  and  their  govern- 
ment have  made  our  country  the  inter- 
national force  it  is  today.  We  value  our  free- 
doms and  friends  as  much  as  hard  work  and 
free  enterprise.  We  value  education,  the  en- 
vironment, and  a  peaceful  world.  We  value 
all  of  these  because  we  value  the  future  of 
America.  As  the  21st  century  arrives,  we 
shall  accomplish  new  feats  and  set  new  goals 
and  continue  to  make  our  great  country 
even  better. 


REFORMING  GOVERNMENT 
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HON.  LEE  H.  HAMILTON 

OF  INDIANA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 19% 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to 
insert  my  Washington  Report  for  Wednesday, 
June  12,  1996,  into  ttie  ConGRESSKDNAL 
Record. 

Making  Govhinment  Work  for  Hoosiers 

Hoosiers  often  tell  me  how  they  feel  shut 
out  from  the  political  process.  They  say  that 
Washington  does  not  listen  to  them,  and  is 
more  responsive  to  special  interests  than  to 
their  own  concerns.  Many  have  concluded 
that  government  either  makes  things  worse 
or  is  incapable  of  making  them  better. 

It  has  always  been  true  that  people  in  this 
country  have  been  skeptical  of  power,  and 
our  system  of  government,  with  its  checks 
and  balances,  reflects  that  view.  Our  citizens 
have  long  cherished  the  right  to  strongly 
criticize  their  leaders,  and  that  attitude  can 
be  a  healthy  one. 

But  public  cynicism  today  is  severe,  in- 
tense, and  stronger  than  it  once  was.  A  top 
priority  for  elected  officials  must  be  to  re- 
store confidence  in  government.  People  want 
to  see  that  the  government  is  on  their  side, 
working  to  help  not  hurt  them. 

A  key  element  of  any  reform  program 
must  be  to  make  government  more  respon- 
sive to  the  needs  and  concerns  of  its  citizens. 
That  means  opening  up  the  political  process, 
reducing  the  role  of  special  interests,  and 
making  elected  officials  more  accountable. 
Congress,  with  my  support,  has  taken  steps 
to  these  ends,  but  more  needs  to  be  done. 

MAKING  voting  EASIER 

Congress,  with  my  support,  approved  a  law 
in  1993  to  ease  voter  registration  procedures, 
and  the  results  have  been  encouragring.  Since 
the  law  went  into  effect  in  1995.  almost  10 
million  more  Americans  registered  to  vote, 
including  about  500.000  Hoosiers. 

BANNING  GIFTS 

The  House,  with  my  support,  passed  a  bill 
last  year  to  ban  all  gifts  to  Members,  with 
limited  exceptions  for  close  family  and 
friends. '  There  is  simply  no  reason  to  take 


valuable  gifts,  meals  or  vacations  from  lob- 
byists. 

STRENGTHENING  LOBBYING  RESTRICTTIONS 

I  voted  for  a  tough  lobbying  reform  law 
last  year  that  requires  paid  lobbyists  to  dis- 
close who  pays  them,  whom  they  lobby,  what 
issues  they  lobby  for,  and  how  much  they  are 
paid  to  influence  the  government.  This 
should  help  make  the  system  more  open  and 
accountable. 

APPLYING  WORKPLACE  UiWS  TO  CONGRESS 

Last  January  Congress  passed  a  law  to 
apply  private  sector  laws  to  Congress.  This 
law  was  based  on  a  recommendation  of  the 
Joint  Committee  on  the  Organization  of  Con- 
gress, which  I  co-chaired.  The  legislation  ap- 
plies key  workplace  laws  to  Congress,  includ- 
ing overtime,  workplace  safety  and  anti-dis- 
crimination rules. 

REFORMING  CAMPAIGN  FINANCE  LAWS 

The  House  leadership  has  pledged  to  take 
up  campaign  finance  reform  this  July.  I  re- 
gret it  has  taken  the  leadership  so  long  to 
bring  this  priority  item  to  the  floor.  My  view 
is  that  genuine  reform  must  include  the  fol- 
lowing elements. 

First,  the  importance  of  political  action 
committees  (PACs)  should  be  reduced.  We 
should  cap  total  PAC  contributions  to  a  can- 
didate and  reduce  the  limit  on  contributions 
from  a  single  PAC. 

Second,  Members  of  Congress  should  be 
prohibited  from  running  "leadership  PACs," 
which  a  few  Members,  including  leaders  in 
both  parties,  use  to  gain  power  and  influence 
over  other  Members  for  their  own  personal 
agenda. 

Third,  Congress  should  limit  the  flow  of 
"soft  money"  and  "independent"  spending 
into  political  campaigns.  Such  spending, 
which  is  made  by  or  on  behalf  of  corpora- 
tions, wealthy  Individuals,  and  other  organi- 
zations, falls  outside  normal  federal  cam- 
paign finance  restrictions,  and  has  been 
abused  by  both  parties  in  recent  years. 

Fourth,  reforms  should  emphasize  the  im- 
portance of  grassroots  political  fundraising 
over  big-ticket  donors.  The  number  of  large 
contributions  should  be  capped. 

Fifth,  Congress  should  examine  ways  to  en- 
courage voluntary  campaign  spending  limits, 
such  as  providing  reduced-cost  television  and 
radio  time  to  candidates  who  abide  by  the 
limits. 

Sixth.  Congress  must  give  more  authority 
and  support  to  the  Federal  Election  Commis- 
sion to  crack  down  on  election  law  viola- 
tions. 

FREEZING  CONGRESSIONAL  SALARIES 

I  have  consistently  voted  against  congres- 
sional pay  raises  during  my  time  in  Con- 
gress. Including  the  most  recent  increase  in 
1989;  and  for  the  last  several  years,  have  sup- 
ported the  freeze  on  Members'  salaries. 

CUTTING  CONGRESSIONAL  PENSIONS 

The  House  will  likely  consider  proposals 
this  summer  to  reduce  congressional  pension 
benefits,  and  ban  pensions  to  Members  con- 
victed of  crimes.  Possible  reforms  include  in- 
creasing Members'  personal  contributions 
and  capping  total  pension  benefits.  I  voted 
last  year  to  reduce  congressional  pensions. 

UMTUNG  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  FRANK 

Since  1992,  with  my  support,  the  House  has 
cut  its  mailing  budget  by  more  than  70%. 
banned  mass  mailings  within  90  days  of  an 
election,  and  required  all  mass  mailings  to 
be  approved  by  a  bii)artisan  franking  com- 
mission to  ensure  they  are  substantive  and 
non-partisan. 
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REFORMING  ETHICS  PROCESS 

I  have  introduced  a  bill  to  create  an  out- 
side panel  to  investigate  charges  of  mis-con- 
duct against  Members.  The  Ethics  Commit- 
tee has  increasingly  been  unable  to  fully  and 
fairly  investigate,  prosecute  and  judge  ethics 
complaints  against  fellow  Members. 

REGULARIZING  REFORM 

In  early  1995  the  House,  with  my  support, 
approved  several  internal  House  reforms,  in- 
cluding proposals  to  eliminate  three  com- 
mittees and  cut  committee  staff  by  one- 
third.  I  have  introduced  a  bill  to  regularize 
this  type  of  reform  effort  by  having  Congress 
take  up  reform  proposals  every  two  years, 
rather  than  do  one-shot,  omnibus  packages 
every  twenty  or  thirty  years. 

CONCLUSION 

No  issue  is  more  important  than  the  res- 
toration of  the  confidence  of  Americans  in 
their  government.  Americans  will  forgive 
government's  honest  failings  if  they  believe 
that  it  cares  about  their  needs  and  is  trying 
to  do  a  better  job.  Members  of  Congress  have 
an  obligation  to  earn  the  public's  respect  and 
trust.  Congress  has  taken  some  important 
steps,  but  other,  broader  reforms  are  nec- 
essary if  Congress  is  to  be  the  truly  rep- 
resentative body  the  people  deserve  and  the 
nation's  founders  intended. 


TRIBUTE  TO  MAJ.  SCOTT  BURAN 


HON.  JAOC  REED 

OF  RHODE  ISLAND 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  rec- 
ognize an  exceptJoTTal  officer  of  the  U.S.  Ma- 
rines in  Maj.  Scott  Buran.  This  week.  Major 
Buran  completes  a  highly  successful  tour  as 
tt>e  Marine  Corps'  assistant  liaison  officer  to 
this  body  over  the  past  4  years.  It  is  tnily  a 
pleasure  for  me  to  recognize  a  few  of  his 
many  outstanding  achievements. 

A  native  of  Vestal,  NY,  Major  Buran  tiecame 
dedicated  to  the  service  of  this  country  tjy  fol- 
k>wing  the  fine  example  of  his  father.  Lt.  Col. 
Frank  Buran.  A  retired  Marine  officer  with  his 
own  impressive  achievements,  the  eWer  Buran 
led  marines  during  the  amphibious  assault  on 
Iwo  Jima  during  WorkJ  War  II  and  later  during 
tf>e  Korean  war.  Foltowing  in  his  tattler's  foot- 
steps. Major  Buran  was  commissioned  in  the 
Marine  Corps  on  May  15,  1982,  upon  his 
graduation  from  tiie  State  University  of  New 
York  via  the  Platoon  Leaders  Course  Pro- 
gram. 

Upon  completion  of  The  Basic  School  in 
Quantico.  VA,  Second  Lieutenant  Buran  at- 
terxJed  the  Artillery  Officer  Basic  Course  at 
Fort  Sill.  OK.  before  reporting  for  duty  with  the 
First  Battalion,  Eleventh  Marines  at  Camp 
Pendleton,  CA,  in  August  1983.  With  1/11,  he 
sensed  successively  as  a  forward  observer, 
adjutant,  arxl  t>attery  executive  officer. 

In  July  1985.  First  Lieutenant  Buran  joined 
Marine  Barracks  Subic  Bay,  Reputdic  of  the 
Philippines,  for  duty  as  a  platoon  commander 
and  guard  officer.  Completing  a  successful  1 4 
nKXTths  in  the  Philippines,  he  returr^  state- 
side in  the  winter  of  1986  for  his  new  assigrv 
merit  at  the  Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  San 
Diego,  CA.  Here,  newly  promoted  Captain 
Buran  contributed  immeasurat)ly  to  the  proc- 
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ess  of  making  marines  while  sen/ing  succes- 
sively as  a  platoon,  series,  arxj  company  conv 
mander,  and  finally  as  the  S-3  training  officer. 

After  a  6-month  return  to  school  at  Fort  Sill 
for  ttie  artillery  officers  advanced  course.  Cap- 
tain Buran  returned  to  the  Fleet  Marine  Force 
in  November  1989.  Just  4  months  later,  he  de- 
ptoyed  with  3rd  Battalion,  10th  Marines  as  an 
artillery  battery  commander  for  duty  in  Oper- 
ations Desert  Shield  and  Desert  Storm.  Serv- 
ing with  distinction.  Captain  Buran  participated 
in  ttie  liberation  of  Kuwait  City. 

Captain  Buran  arrived  at  the  Capitol  in  Au- 
gust 1992  for  duty  as  the  Marine  Corps  assist- 
ant congressional  liaison  officer.  Soon  ttiere- 
after,  he  was  advanced  to  ttie  grade  of  major. 
In  this  capacity  he  has  been  instrumental  in 
provkling  Cor)gress  with  a  woridng  krxjvirtedge 
of  the  Marine  Corps.  Most  importantly,  Mr. 
Speaker,  Maj.  Scott  Buran  has  come  to  epito- 
mize tfK>se  qualities  that  we  as  a  nation  have 
come  to  expect  from  our  marines — impeccat)te 
integrity,  moral  character,  and  absolute  profes- 
sionalism. 

I  had  tfie  privilege  of  traveling  with  Major 
Buran  to  Somalia  and  to  the  former  Yugo- 
slavia. His  superb  professionalism,  mature 
judgment,  and  tireless  effort  arxJ  enthusiasm 
made  this  trip  not  only  possible,  but  extraor- 
dinarily useful  as  a  means  of  informing  the 
Congress  of  the  situation  in  these  troubled 
lands.  Major  Buran  consistently  exceeds  the 
very  high  expectations  of  an  offrcer  of  ttie  Ma- 
rines. 

Major  Buran's  personal  awards  include  ttie 
Combat  Action  Ribbon,  the  Navy-Marine 
Corps  Achievement  Medal  with  two  goW  stars 
in  lieu  of  second  and  third  awards,  and  the 
Meritorious  Service  Medal.  Mr.  Speaker,  Maj. 
Scott  Buran  has  served  tiiis  Nation  with  dis- 
tinctkjn  in  war  and  in  peace  for  the  last  14 
years.  As  he  continues  to  do  so,  I  call  upon 
my  colleagues  from  both  sides  of  the  aisle  to 
wish  him,  his  k)vely  wife  Ann,  and  tfieir  three 
beautiful  children,  Elizatieth,  Sydney,  and 
Samuel,  every  success  as  well  as  fair  winds 
and  following  seas. 


A  COLORADO  AVALANCHE  IN 
MIAMI 


HON.  WAYNE  ALLARD 

OF  COLORADO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 

Mr.  ALLARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  woukJ  like  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  congratulate  the  Colo- 
rado Avalanche  on  their  Stanley  Cup  cham- 
pionship. Colorado  has  had  a  king  and  illus- 
trious history  with  all  of  its  professional  sports 
teams,  yet  the  Avs  are  the  first  to  bring  home 
the  top  prize.  While  it  has  been  almost  14 
years  since  Colorado  has  had  an  NHL  team, 
we  are  now  able  to  appreciate  Joe  Sake  put- 
ting the  biscuit  in  ttie  basket  and  Patrick  Roy's 
sterting  defense  in  the  neL 

Coloradans  ctosely  associate  themselves 
with  the  fortunes  of  our  professk>nal  sports 
franchises,  but  it  was  the  new  kkj  on  ttie 
bkxK  the  Avalanche,  who  ovenvhelmed  the 
best  team  in  NHL  history,  the  Detroit  Red 
Wings,  for  a  shot  at  the  NHL's  most  coveted 
prize.  Marc  Crawford  and  his  Avalanche  did 
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not  dsappoint  their  frenzied  fans  at  home. 
After  hard  fought  vctories  in  games  one  and 
three  of  the  championship  series,  Uwe  Krupp 
scored  the  final  goal  in  the  third  overtime  of 
the  fourth  game  to  complete  a  sweep  of  ttie 
Florida  Panttiers  and  bring  the  hardware 
home. 

Mr.  Speaker,  since  the  Colorado  Rockies 
hockey  club  left  for  New  Jersey  in  1982,  NHL 
fans  in  Cotorado  have  had  little  to  celetxate. 
I  can  happily  say  that  NHL  hockey  has  re- 
turned to  Colorado  with  a  vengeance.  With  a 
team  this  young  and  talented,  we  kx)k  forward 
to  many  nx)re  championship  seasons  from  the 
Colorado  Avalancfie. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  REV.  AARON 
GIBSON,  SR. 


HON.  FRANK  PALLONE,  JR. 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12, 1996 
Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  pay 
tribute  to  ttie  Rev.  Aaron  Nathaniel  Gitison. 
Sr.,  pastor  of  the  Second  Baptist  Church  of 
Long  Branch,  NJ.  Reverend  Gibson  was  over- 
whelmingly elected  pastor  tjy  the  members  of 
the  congregation  on  February  21.  1996.  Ash 
Wednesday,  after  a  17-year  association. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Second  Baptist  Church  of 
Long  Branch  has  a  long  and  illustiious  history, 
going  back  more  ttian  a  century.  In  the  1880's. 
a  group  of  t)eiievers  in  the  Baptist  faith  settled 
in  Long  Branch.  Finding  no  church,  ttiey  met 
in  ttie  home  of  Mrs.  Blen  Hill  of  Brook  Street, 
witin  Brottier  William  BkxxJsaw  as  ttieir  leader. 
As  ttie  group  of  worshipers  grew  too  large  lor 
the  txxjse  on  Brook  Street,  the  congregation 
moved  to  Liberty  HaH  on  Broadway,  and,  from 
there,  back  to  Brook  Stieet  in  the  pubbc  pri- 
mary school  buikJing,  and  ttien  on  to  Layton 
Hall  on  Broadway.  Brottier  BkxxJsaw  was  suc- 
ceeded by  Reverend  Jones,  who  was  foOowed 
by  Reverend  Jeffries.  It  was  during  the  tenure 
of  RevererxJ  Jeffries  ttiat  the  present  site,  93 
Liberty  Sti^eet  was  purctiased  and  a  frame 
buikUng  was  constnx^ted.  The  current  stone 
buikJing  in  which  tiie  congregation  now  wor- 
ships was  built  in  1904.  The  church  subse- 
quently purchased  a  parish  home  on  Liberty 
Street  The  Reverend  C.P.  Wiliiams  was  in- 
stalled as  pastor  in  1 934,  arxJ  served  continu- 
ously more  than  50  years.  During  ttiese  some- 
times difficult  years  of  growth,  expanskxi,  and 
stability,  ttie  Second  Baptist  Ctxjrch  distin- 
guistied  itself  not  only  for  providing  its  menv 
bers  with  spiritual  inspiration  and  sustenance, 
but  also  for  civic,  humanitarian,  educational, 
and  community  endeavors. 

Reverend  Gibson,  a  native  of  Baltimore,  has 
great  experience  not  only  as  a  minister,  txjt 
also  as  an  educator,  put}lished  writer,  human 
resource  manager,  and  Army  chaplain.  He  has 
studied  at  Brookdale  Community  College,  El 
Paso  Community  College,  Newark  State  Col- 
lege, and  the  University  of  Marylarxl  He  has 
sensed  as  an  associate  minister  of  Futton  Bap- 
tist Church  in  Baltimore,  assistant  pastor  of  a 
750-member  church  in  Vogelweh,  Qermany, 
and  as  ttie  director  of  parish  devekipment  for 
the  Amiy  Chaplaincy.  Reverend  Gfcson  is 
married  to  Sheila  Alexander,  and  they  have 
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three  children:  Aaron  Nathaniel,  Jr.,  Damon 
Garrick,  and  Rachel  Renee. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Reverend  Gibson  is  seeking  to 
lead  the  people  of  the  Second  Baptist  Church 
of  Long  Branch  on  a  spiritual  pilgrimage  of 
t>eing  "A  Church  Led  By  The  Spirit  Of  God." 
Given  the  proud  history  of  Second  Baptist,  the 
strong  bonds  of  family  and  community  of  its 
members,  and  the  inspired  and  devoted  lead- 
ership of  Reverend  Gibson,  I  am  confident 
that  this  spiritual  journey  will  continue  for 
many  years  to  come. 


QUEENS  LIBRARY  CELEBRATES  100 
YEARS  OF  SERVICE  TO  RESIDENTS 


HON.  FLOYD  H.  FLAKE 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  12. 1996 

Mr.  FLAKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  rec- 
ognize one  of  the  oldest  and  most  remarkable 
residents  of  my  district.  This  constituent  has 
lived  in  Queens  for  100  years  and  has  tire- 
lessly given  to  many  communities  in  the  bor- 
ough, reaching  out  to  young  and  old  of  all 
faiths  and  ethnic  groups.  This  constituent 
speaks  dozens  of  languages,  knows  ancient 
history,  understands  the  cultures  of  the  world, 
and  surfs  the  Intemet. 

This  constituent  of  mine  is  the  Queens  Bor- 
ough Public  Library,  which  recently  celebrated 
its  centennial.  Last  month  it  marked  1 00  years 
of  growth  in  size  and  servk:es.  It  now  boasts 
a  central  library  and  62  branches  within  walk- 
ing distance  of  almost  the  entire  population  of 
Queens,  the  highest  circulation  per  capita  of 
any  pubik:  library,  and  more  than  18,000  free 
cuitural  and  educational  programs  each  year. 

After  100  years  of  growth  and  success,  one 
coukj  justifiably  say  that  the  library  has  hit  its 
targets,  it  has  made  its  mark,  and  it  can  rest 
on  its  laurels.  The  library  has  no  such  inten- 
tions. In  the  coming  months,  the  library  will 
open  its  new  Asian  center  at  the  Flushing 
branch,  a  unique  facility  servicing  the  heart  of 
the  Asian  community  east  of  the  Mississippi 
River;  expand  its  highly  popular  and  success- 
fully latchkey  and  homework  assistance  pro- 
grams that  cunently  helps  35,000  children  a 
year;  and  complete  the  networking  of  its 
branches  with  the  main  library  to  make  even 
more  resources  avaiiat)le  via  computers  to  the 
community  at  large. 

The  Queens  Library  is  simply  an  amazing 
place.  Last  year,  it  developed  a  special  exhibit 
on  Lewis  Lattimer,  an  African-American  inven- 
tor and  engineer  who  worked  with  Edison  on 
devek>ping  the  electric  light.  It  also  displayed 
the  okJest  books  printed  with  metal  moveat^le 
type,  brought  all  the  way  from  Korea.  It  set  up 
a  database  of  community  sen/ices  for  Queens 
residents,  and  even  won  the  annual  dragon 
boat  race. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  bring  the  library  to  our  atten- 
tion today  with  the  utmost  pride  in  its  accom- 
plishments. I  congratulate  the  library  on  its 
century  of  service,  and  look  forward  to  its  sec- 
ond hundred  years  with  great  antic)patk}n. 


SENATE  COMMITTEE  MEETINGS 

Title  rv  of  Senate  Resolution  4, 
agreed  to  by  the  Senate  on  February  4, 
1977,  calls  for  establishment  of  a  sys- 
tem for  a  computerized  schedule  of  all 
meetings  and  hearings  of  Senate  com- 
mittees, subcommittees,  joint  commit- 
tees, and  committees  of  conference. 
This  title  requires  all  such  committees 
to  notify  the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest--designated  by  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee— of  the  time,  place,  and  purpose 
of  the  meetings,  when  scheduled,  and 
any  cancellations  or  changes  in  the 
meetings  a^  they  occur. 

As  an  additional  procedure  along 
with  the  computerization  of  this  infor- 
mation, the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest  will  prepare  this  information  for 
printing  in  the  Extensions  of  Remarks 
section  of  the  Congressional  Record 
on  Monday  and  Wednesday  of  each 
week. 

Meetings  scheduled  for  Thursday, 
June  13. 1996,  may  be  found  in  the  Daily 
Digest  of  today's  Record. 

MEETINGS  SCHEDULED 

JUNE  14 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  Gscal  year  1997  for  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office,  and  the  Archi- 
tect of  the  Capitol. 

S-I28,  Capitol 
1:00  p.m. 
Foreign  Relations 

Western  Hemisphere  and  Peace  Corps  Af- 
fairs Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  status 
of  the  hemisphere. 

SEM19 

JUNE  18 
9:00  a.m. 
Rules  and  Administration 
To  hold  hearings  on  public  access  to  gov- 
ernment Information  In  the  21st  cen- 
tury,   focusing    on    the    Government 
Printing  Office  depository  library  pro- 
gram. 

SRr-301 
9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Research,  Nutrition,  and  General  Legisla- 
tion Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  to  review  a  report  to 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  by  the 
Advisory   Committee  on   Agrricultural 
Concentration,  and  to  examine  other 
livestock  industry  Issues. 

SR-328A 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  Fed- 
eral Communications  Commission. 

SR^253 
Environment  and  Public  Works 
Business  meeting,   to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SrM06 

Labor  and  Human  Resources 

To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1035.  to  permit  an 

Individual  to  be  treated  by  a  health 

care  practitioner  with  any  method  of 


medical  treatment  such  Individual  re- 
quests. 

SD-430 
10:00  a.m. 
Judiciary 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  oversight  of 
the  Department  of  Justice  witness  se- 
curity program. 

SH-216 
Commission  on  Security  and  Cooperation 
in  Europe  Briefing  to  assess  the  Impact 
of  recent  Albanian  elections  and  pros- 
pects for  its  future. 

2255  Rayburn  Building 
2:00  p.m. 
Judiciary 
To   hold   hearings   on   pending   nomina- 
tions. 

SD-226 
2:30  p.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  defense 
programs. 

SD-138 

JUNE  19 
9:30  a.m. 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation 
Science,    Technology,    and    Space     Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  issues  relat- 
ing to  salmon  recovery  research. 

SR^253 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business  meeting,   to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-366 
Rules  and  Administration 
To  continue  hearings  on  public  access  to 
government  information  In  the  21st 
century,  focusing  on  the  Government 
Printing  Office  depository  library  pro- 
gram. 

SR-301 
10:00  a.m. 
Judiciary 
To  hold  bearings  on  S.  1740,  to  define  and 
protect  the  Institution  of  marriage. 

SD-226 

JUNE  20 
10:00  a.m. 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  with  the  Committee  on 
Indian  Affairs  on  provlsons  of  H.R.  2406, 
United  States  Housing  Act.  relating  to 
Native  American  housing  assistance. 

SD-538 
Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  with  the  Committee  on 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs 
on  provlsons  of  H.R.  2406,  United  States 
Housing  Act.  relating  to  Native  Amer- 
ican housing  assistance. 

SD-538 

JUNE  21 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  projwsed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Senate,  the  Sergeant  At 
Arms,  and  the  Government  Printing 
Office. 

S-128.  Capitol 
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JUNE  25 
9:30  a.m. 

Governmental  Affairs 

Permanent    Subcommittee    on    Investiga- 
tions 
To  resume  hearings  to  examine  the  secu- 
rity status  of  national  computer  infor- 
mation systems  and  networks. 

SD-342 
10:00  a.m. 

Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Li- 
brary of  Congress. 

S-128,  Capitol 

JUNE  26 
9:30  a.m. 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation 
Science.    Technology,    and    Space     Sub- 
committee 
To  resume  hearings  on  S.  1726,  to  pro- 
mote electronic  commerce  by  facilitat- 
ing the  use  of  strong  encryption. 

SR^253 

Energy  and  Natural  Resources 

To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1804,  to  make 

technical    and   other   changes   to   the 

laws  dealing  with  the  territories  and 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

freely  associated  States  of  the  United 
States,  on  a  proposed  amendment  re- 
lating to  Bikini  and  Enewetak  medical 
care,  and  to  hold  oversight  hearings  on 
the  law  enforcement  initiative  in  the 
Commonwealth  of  the  Northern  Mari- 
ana Islands. 

SD-366 

Governmental  Affairs 
Permanent    Subcommittee    on    Investiga- 
tions 
To  continue  hearings  to  examine  the  se- 
curity status  of  national  computer  in- 
formation systems  and  networks. 

SD-342 

Rules  and  Administration 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
authorizing  funds  for  the  Federal  Elec- 
tion Commission,  and  on  campaign  fi- 
nance reform  proposals. 

SBr-301 

Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposals  to  reform 
the  Indian  Child  Welfare  Act. 

SRr-485 
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JULY  16 
2:00  p.m. 
Appropriations 

Labor,  Health  and  Human   Services,  and 
Education  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  De- 
partment of  Education. 

SD-138 

SEPTEMBER  17 
9:30  a.m. 
Veterans"  Affairs 
To  hold  joint  hearings  with  the  House 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs  to  re- 
view the  legrislative  recommendations 
of  the  American  Legion. 

334  Cannon  Building 

CANCELLATIONS 

JUNE  13 
2:00  p.m. 
Appropriations 

Treasury,  Postal  Service,  and  General  Gov- 
ernment Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Of- 
fice of  National  Drug  Control  Policy. 

SD-192 
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The  Senate  met  at  10  a.m.,  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  Thurmond]. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogllvie,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Almighty  God.  make  us  maximum  by 
Your  Spirit  for  the  demanding  respon- 
sibilities and  relationships  of  this  day. 
We  say  with  the  psalmist,  "Blessed  be 
the  Lord,  who  daily  loads  us  with  bene- 
fits, the  God  of  our  salvation!" — Psalm 
68:19. 

We  praise  You  that  it  is  Your  will  to 
give  good  things  to  those  who  ask  You. 
You  give  strength  and  power  to  Your 
people  when  we  seek  You  above  any- 
thing else.  You  guide  the  humble  and 
teach  them  Your  way.  You  know  what 
we  need  before  we  ask  You,  and  yet,  en- 
courage us  to  seek,  knock,  and  ask  in 
our  prayers.  When  we  truly  seek  You 
and  really  desire  Your  will,  You  do 
guide  us  in  what  to  ask.  Our  day  is 
filled  with  challenges  and  decisions  be- 
yond our  own  knowledge  and  exi)eri- 
ence.  We  dare  not  press  ahead  on  our 
own  resources.  In  the  quiet  of  this 
magnificent  moment  of  conversation 
with  You  we  commit  this  day  and  ask 
for  the  wisdom  of  Your  Holy  Spirit. 
Thank  You  in  advance  for  a  great  day 
lived  for  Your  glory.  Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  MAJORITY 

LEADER 
The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
able  majority  leader.  Senator  Lott,  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Good  morning,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. Thank  you  very  much. 


SCHEDULE 


Mr.  LOTT.  This  morning,  the  Senate 
will  begin  consideration  of  the  budget 
conference  report,  and  will  continue 
the  discussion.  Under  the  consent 
agreement  reached  yesterday,  there 
will  be  2  hours  for  debate  on  the  con- 
ference report,  with  the  time  equally 
divided  between  Senators  Domenici  and 
EXON.  All  Senators  should  be  aware 
that  a  vote  will  occur  on  the  adoption 
of  the  budget  at  12  noon  today. 

The  House  did  act  last  night— it  must 
have  been  close  to  10  o'clock  or  so — but 
they  did  pass  the  budget  resolution.  We 
will  have  the  papers,  and  we  will  be 
prepared  to  vote  at  12  noon.  Following 
that  vote,  there  will  be  a  period  for 
morning  business  to  acconmiodate  a 
number  of  requests  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle.  I  emphasize  that  morning  busi- 
ness will  be  after  the  12  o'clock  vote, 
not  in  the  morning  as  we  begin,  as  is 
quite  often  the  case. 


It  is  also  possible  later  today  the 
Senate  will  consider  other  legislative- 
executive  items.  Therefore,  Senators 
should  be  aware  that  additional  rollcall 
votes  are  possible  during  today's  ses- 
sion. We  are  very  hopeful  that  some 
agreement,  perhaps,  could  be  worked 
out  on  how  we  would  handle  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Board  appointees.  We  will 
have  further  information  on  that  when 
we  have  the  vote  at  12  o'clock. 

I  yield  the  floor. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR 
1997— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
INHOFE).  Under  the  previous  order,  the 
Senate  will  now  move  to  consideration 
of  the  conference  report.  House  Report 
104-612,  accompanjring  House  Concur- 
rent Resolution  178,  which  the  clerk 
will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis- 
agreeing votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  to  the  bill  (H.  Con.  Res.  178),  a 
concurrent  resolution  establishing  the  con- 
gressional budget  for  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment for  fiscal  year  1997  and  setting  forth 
appropriate  budgetary  levels  for  fiscal  years 
1998,  1999.  2000,  2001,  and  2002.  having  met, 
after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to 
recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  re- 
spective Houses  this  report,  signed  by  a  ma- 
jority of  the  conferees. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  Senate  will  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  the  conference  re- 
port. 

(The  conference  report  is  printed  in 
the  House  proceedings  of  the  RECORD  of 
June  7,  1996.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
will  now  be  2  hours  of  debate  equally 
divided  between  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  Senator  Domenici,  and  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska,  Mr.  ExoN. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  Mr.  ExON.  who  controls  the  time  on 
this  side,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I 
may  consume.  It  will  not  be  30  min- 
utes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  am  con- 
vinced that  if  this  budget  resolution 
conference  agreement  is  fully  imple- 
mented over  the  next  6  years,  it  will 
lead  the  Nation  into  far  more  serious 
fiscal  difficulty  than  we  are  in  today. 
It  follows  the  familiar  supply-side  poli- 
cies of  the  Reagan  administration, 
which,  as  we  all  recall,  promised  to  bal- 
ance the  Federal  budget  while  at  the 
same  time  enacting  massive  tax  cuts, 
it  calls  for  increases  in  defense  spend- 
ing even  when  the  Pentagon  says  it 


does  not  need  the  money,  and  cuts  in 
entitlements — which  never  came  to 
pass  under  the  Reagan  administration. 
President  Reagan's  policies  did  not  re- 
sult in  the  economy  growing  itself  out 
of  deficits  or  in  balancing  the  budget.  I 
voted  with  the  President,  Mr.  Reagan, 
in  support  of  his  massive  tax  cuts  and 
I  also  supported  his  buildup  of  a  bloat- 
ed defense  budget.  Instead,  what  did  we 
see?  We  saw  a  massive  increase  in  the 
national  debt,  which  rose  from  vmder  $1 
trillion  in  the  previous  200  years  of  the 
Nation  to  over  $2.6  trillion  on  January 
20.  1989.  the  day  President  Reagan  left 
office. 

Astoundingly  to  me,  the  fiscal  blue- 
print contained  in  this  budget  resolu- 
tion conference  agreement  is  remark- 
ably similar  to  those  failed  Reagan 
policies  which  nearly  bankrupted  the 
Nation,  and  from  which  we  are  still 
suffering,  and  which  are  still  placing  us 
in  desperate  straits  with  respect  to  our 
fiscal  situation.  For  example,  unlike 
the  Senate-passed  budget  resolution, 
which  allowed  a  tax  cut  to  occur  in  a 
third  reconciliation  measure  only  after 
enactment  into  law  of  the  first  two  rec- 
onciliation measvires  which  contained 
deficit  reduction,  this  conference 
agreement  moves  the  tax  cuts  forward 
to  the  first  reconciliation  bill.  The  in- 
structions for  that  first  reconciliation 
bill  call  for  the  relevant  Senate  com- 
mittees to  report  their  proposals  by 
June  21.  Those  instructions  go  to  those 
committees  with  jurisdiction  over  wel- 
fare, Medicaid,  and  tax  breaks. 

So  what  we  see  then  is  that  this  first 
reconciliation  bill  will  presumably  cut 
Medicaid  spending,  cut  welfare  spend- 
ing, and  use  those  savings  to  finance  a 
massive  tax  cut.  That  first  reconcili- 
ation bill,  I  am  advised,  will  reduce  the 
deficit  by  a  mere  $2  billion  over  the  en- 
tire 6  years,  because  the  savings  from 
welfare  reform  and  Medicaid  will  be 
used  to  finance  a  huge  tax  cut. 

I  think  it  is  utter  folly  to  be  talking 
about  a  tax  cut  at  this  time  in  our  fis- 
cal history.  I  say  that  with  respect  not 
only  to  the  Republican  tax  cut,  but 
also  to  the  tax  cut  that  is  proposed  by 
the  Clinton  administration.  I  was  the 
one  Democrat  who  voted  against  the 
President's  budget,  so  I  think  I  come 
into  court  here  with  fairly  clean  hands. 
I  voted  against  that  budget  for  two  rea- 
sons: One,  it  cut  taxes;  and,  two,  it  cut 
discretionary  fimding  a  great  deal. 

So  if  that  were  not  enough,  this  con- 
ference agreement  also  allows  for  fur- 
ther tax  breaks  in  the  third  reconcili- 
ation bill.  Presumably,  the  purpose  for 
this  process  is  to  allow  the  majority  in 
the  Congress  to  have  another  bite  at 
the  apple,  should  the  President  veto 


•  T*"*  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
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the  first  tax-break  bill,  or.  if  the  ma- 
jority finds  that  they  did  not  do 
enough  tax  cutting  in  the  first  meas- 
ure, even  if  the  President  signs  it,  they 
will  have  the  opportunity  to  provide 
more  tax  cuts  in  the  third  reconcili- 
ation bill. 

I  do  not  try  to  second-guess  the  lead- 
ership or  the  other  party  in  this  mat- 
ter. I  have  tremendous  respect  for  Sen- 
ator Domenici  and  Senator  Exon.  They 
provide  a  great  service  to  the  people  of 
this  country  and  to  the  Senate,  and  the 
Senate  is  in  their  debt.  I  respect  them 
for  their  sincere  judgments.  But  to 
those  of  us — I  am  one — who  partici- 
pated in  the  river  boat  gamble.  So  I 
come  into  court  with  unclean  hands.  I 
voted  for  the  massive  tax  cuts  over  a  3- 
year  period.  I  voted  for  them,  although 
I  did  offer  an  amendment  to  provide 
that  the  tax  cut  for  the  third  year,  I 
believe,  would  not  go  into  effect  until 
such  time  as  we  coiild  see  what  the  im- 
pact of  the  tax  cuts  in  the  first  2  years 
would  be  on  our  budgetary  and  fiscal 
situation.  But  I  voted  for  those.  So  I 
participated  in  that  river  boat  gamble 
of  tax  cuts  and  a  defense  buildup  first. 
I  supported  those  two  things  as  strong- 
ly as  did  the  Republicans  in  this  body. 
So  I  am  not  a  Johnny-come-lately  after 
the  fact  complaining  about  what  the 
Republicans  did  on  that  occasion.  I 
voted  with  them.  I  have  been  sorry  for 
it. 

To  those  of  us  who  participated  in 
the  river  boat  gamble  of  tax  cuts  and 
spending  cuts  later  as  proposed  by 
President  Reagan,  this  conference 
agreement's  proposed  tax  cuts  now  and 
spending  cuts  later  is  all  too  familiar 
to  us.  Have  we  not  learned  our  lesson? 
It  is  all  too  easy  to  enact  tax  cuts  and 
save  the  pain  for  later.  I  have  voted  for 
a  good  many  tax  cuts  in  my  50  years  of 
politics,  and  I  have  voted  against  them. 
I  said  to  the  administration  people 
that  it  is  folly  to  talk  about  cutting 
taxes  now  with  the  colossal  deficits 
that  we  have  and  the  colossal  debt  that 
we  have;  the  colossal  pasnments  of  in- 
terest that  we  have  to  make  on  that 
colossal  debt.  If  we  follow  the  policies 
proposed  in  this  budget  resolution,  we 
are  about  to  do  it  again.  What  wlU 
keep  the  results  from  being  the  same 
at  the  end  of  this  7-year  period  as  they 
were  when  we  followed  the  policies  pro- 
posed by  the  Reagan  administration? 

This  budget  resolution  calls  for  $11 
billion  more  in  defense  spending  just  in 
fiscal  year  1997  alone  than  has  been 
proposed  by  the  President.  It  proposes 
tax  cuts  ranging  from  $100  to  $200  bil- 
lion or  more.  It  proposes  terrible  devas- 
tation on  the  domestic  discretionary 
part  of  the  budget.  I  have  been  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Appropriations  Committee 
longer  than  anybody  else  in  this  body. 
I  have  been  chairman  of  the  Appropria- 
tions Committee  for  6  years,  and  I  have 
been  a  member  of  the  Defense  Appro- 
priations Subconrniittee  for  quite  a 
long  time.  So  I  view  these  reductions 


in  discretionary  funding  of  exceedingly 
important  programs  to  our  people  and 
to  our  country  with  a  great  deal  of  re- 
gret. It  proposes,  as  I  say,  a  terrible 
devastation  on  the  domestic  discre- 
tionary part  of  the  budget— that  por- 
tion which  funds  our  investment  in  our 
Nation's  education,  environmental 
cleanup,  clean  air  and  water,  highways, 
bridges  and  airports,  flood  prevention, 
crime  control,  war  against  drugs,  plus 
the  operations  of  the  entire  Federal 
budget.  For  that  portion  of  the  budget, 
this  agreement,  according  to  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  in  a  table  pro- 
vided to  me  just  last  evening,  proposes 
real  cuts  in  domestic  discretionary 
budget  authority  of  $254.9  billion  below 
inflation  over  the  period  of  fiscal  years 
1997-2002— $254.9  billion  below  inflation 
for  domestic  discretionary  budget  au- 
thority. 

The  people  of  this  country  are  going 
to  wake  up  one  day.  and  they  are  going 
to  say.  "We  are  tired  of  having  our  do- 
mestic discretionary  programs  cut  to 
the  bone."  It  is  already  into  the  mar- 
row of  the  bone,  and  discretionary 
spending  has  taken  it  on  the  nose  for 
several  years.  Discretionary  funding  of 
domestic  programs  has  borne  the  brunt 
of  the  budget  cuts  and  will  continue  to 
bear  the  brunt  of  those  cuts  under  this 
measure  that  is  before  us.  One  day  the 
American  people  will  say,  "Where  have 
you  been?  What  is  happening  to  our  in- 
frastructure—our highways,  our  sewage 
and  water  projects?"  We  need  more 
money  in  West  Virginia  and  in  other 
rural  areas  to  update  our  sewerage  and 
water  systems,  and  in  some  instances 
to  install  systems  for  the  first  time. 

I  am  sure  West  Virginia  is  not  alone 
in  this.  Why  cannot  we  help  our  peo- 
ple? That  is  pretty  important  busi- 
ness—having clean  water  to  drink.  I  of- 
fered an  amendment  twice  here  just  in 
the  last  few  days  to  provide  for  addi- 
tional funding  for  States  and  for  com- 
munities that  need  help  with  respect  to 
their  water  and  sewerage  problems. 
Those  amendments  were  defeated.  Ev- 
erything is  being  sacrificed  here  on  the 
altar  of  a  balanced  budget.  I  do  not 
decry  the  need  to  work  toward  our  bal- 
ancing the  budget.  But  the  way  we  are 
doing  it,  the  way  we  are  going  about  it, 
I  object  to. 

Under  this  budget  resolution,  we  will 
be  able  to  purchase  nearly  $255  billion 
less  in  the  year  2002  for  domestic  dis- 
cretionary investments  than  we  can 
today.  The  needs  will  be  greater.  The 
funding  will  be  less  than  today. 

I  would  point  out  that  this  budget 
resolution  conference  agreement  cuts 
domestic  discretionary  budget  author- 
ity below  a  freeze  by  $33  billion.  That  is 
a  real  cut.  That  is  a  cut  from  which  the 
American  people  suffer,  and  they  are 
going  to  be  asking  some  questions 
down  the  road.  They  will  be  shaken  out 
of  their  lethargy  when  they  wake  up 
one  day  and  see  that  we  are  continuing 
to  cut  funding  for  domestic  programs 


that  mean  so  much  for  the  health  and 
well-being  of  the  American  people 
themselves.  It  is  an  outrage.  It  is  a  dis- 
grace for  American  communities  in 
this  day  and  time  not  to  have  modem 
water  systems.  They  need  them  in 
those  rural  areas  to  have  pure  water. 
Not  to  have  clean  water  to  drink — what 
is  more  important  than  that?  In  other 
words,  under  this  budget  resolution,  $33 
billion  less  will  be  available  than 
would  be  required  to  fund  the  invest- 
ments contained  in  the  domestic  dis- 
cretionary portion  of  the  budget  at  a 
hard  freeze  level  over  the  next  6  years. 

For  fiscal  year  1997  alone.  Dr.  Rivlin, 
the  Director  of  0MB.  points  out  in  her 
letter  to  the  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee  dated  June  11.  1996.  non- 
defense  discretionary  spending  is  cut 
by  more  than  $15  billion  below  the 
President's  request.  The  President's  re- 
quest was  not  anything  to  boast  about. 
I  can  tell  you  that.  The  President's  re- 
quest was  too  low.  The  President's 
budget  over  the  6  years  is  $230  billion 
below  inflation.  So  that  is  why  I  voted 
against  them.  It  was  not  anything  to 
beat  one's  chest  over  when  it  came  to 
discretionary  programs  by  President 
Clinton. 

Furthermore,  there  is  a  peculiar  sec- 
tion in  this  agreement  as  it  relates  to 
discretionary  outlays  for  fiscal  year 
1997.  According  to  page  28  of  this  con- 
ference report,  section  307  is  entitled 
"Government  Shutdown  Prevention  Al- 
lowance." That  section  will  hold  in  re- 
serve $1,337,000,000  in  nondefense  discre- 
tionary outlays  which  will  only  be 
made  available  in  the  Senate  pursuant 
to  section  307(b).  That  paragraph  reads 
as  follows: 

(b)  Reviseo  allocations.— In  the  Senate, 
upon  the  consideration  of  a  motion  to  pro- 
ceed or  an  agreement  to  proceed  to  a  resolu- 
tion making  continuing  appropriations  for 
flsc&l  year  1997,  or  in  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives, upon  the  filing  of  a  conference  report 
thereon,  that  complies  with  the  fiscal  year 
1997  discretionary  limit  on  nondefense  budg- 
et authority,  the  Chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Budget  of  the  appropriate  House 
may  submit  a  revised  outlay  allocation  for 
such  committee  and  appropriately  revised 
aggregates  and  limits  to  carry  out  this  sec- 
tion. 

In  other  words,  if  I  understand  it  cor- 
rectly, this  section  will  allow  the 
chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee  to 
provide  additional  nondefense  outlay? 
of  up  to  $1,337,000,000  to  the  Appropria- 
tions Committee  "upon  the  consider- 
ation of  a  motion  to  proceed  or  an 
agreement  to  proceed  to  a  resolution 
making  continuing  appropriations  for 
fiscal  year  1997." 

This  is  getting  curiouser  and 
curiouser.  Section  307  virtually  ensures 
that  there  will  be  at  least  one  continu- 
ing resolution  for  1997.  How  else  can 
the  Appropriations  Committee  receive 
the  $1.3  billion  in  outlays?  What  is 
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this?  This  is  an  attempt  by  the  major- 
ity to  bludgeon  the  President  into  sign- 
ing appropriation  bills  which  will  con- 
tain S15  billion  less  than  he  has  re- 
quested for  public  investments  in  edu- 
cation, environmental  cleanup,  clean 
air  and  water,  crime  fighting,  and  a 
host  of  other  programs.  We  faced  this 
same  problem  in  fiscal  year  1996  and 
the  President  refused  to  accept  cuts  of 
this  magnitude,  and  we  ended  up  with 
total  gridlock.  Government  shutdowns, 
and  a  record-setting  13  continuing  reso- 
lutions to  keep  the  Government  func- 
tioning. 

What  we  have  in  this  agreement,  it 
appears  to  me,  is  a  blatant  attempt  to 
bsrpass  the  regular  appropriations  proc- 
ess even  before  it  begins.  Anyone  can 
see  that  the  President  will  not  agree  to 
sign  regular  1997  appropriation  bills 
when  he  is  assured  of  getting  S1.337  bil- 
lion more  in  outlays  if  he  waits  for  a 
continuing  resolution.  So  the  Repub- 
lican majority  has  thrown  up  its  hands 
and  given  up  before  it  even  begins  to 
fight  for  the  enactment  of  the  13  regu- 
lar appropriation  bills.  They  have  tried 
to  save  themselves  by  creating  a  "(Sov- 
emment  Shutdown  Prevention  Allow- 
ance." 

This  just  will  not  wash.  Does  the  ma- 
jority think  that  the  President  will 
just  roll  over  and  play  dead  on  his 
budget  priorities  this  year— with  cuts 
of  S15  billion  as  this  resolution  re- 
quires? Do  they  think  that  I  and  others 
who  oppose  such  devastation  in  domes- 
tic Investments  will  be  satisfied  with 
such  cuts  simply  because  we  have  a 
new  Government  shutdown  prevention 
allowance?  Well,  let  the  majority  pro- 
ceed with  their  proposals  and  we  will 
meet  them  one  at  a  time  and  see  how 
it  turns  out. 

I  can  tell  every  Senator  with  com- 
plete confidence  that  this  Nation  can- 
not sustain  the  levels  of  cuts  to  the  do- 
mestic discretionary  portion  of  the 
budget  over  this  6-year  period  that  are 
contained  in  this  budget  resolution 
without  destroying  the  hopes  of  the 
American  people  for  the  betterment  of 
their  children  and  grandchildren.  The 
money  will  not  be  there  for  increased 
investments  in  education.  The  money 
will  not  be  there  for  an  adequate  trans- 
portation system  to  move  our  goods  to 
market  and  our  people  to  and  from 
work  in  an  efficient  manner.  The 
money  will  not  be  there  for  the  safety 
and  increased  capacity  of  our  national 
airi>ort  system,  for  improvement  in 
flood  prevention,  cleaning  up  the  envi- 
ronment, better  water  and  sewage 
treatment  for  communities  throughout 
the  Nation.  These  will  not  be  possible. 
There  will  be  no  improvement  to  these 
infrastructure  systems,  which  are  al- 
ready in  a  state  of  serious  deteriora- 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  like  other  budget  reso- 
lutions before  this  which  claimed  to 
balance  the  Federal  budget,  several  of 
which  were  put  before  the  Senate  by 


the  present  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee,  Mr.  Domenici,  this  con- 
ference agreement  contains  no  enforce- 
ment mechanism  for  any  area  of  the 
budget  except  discretionary  spending. 
We  have  operated  under  enforceable 
caps  with  across-the-board  sequester 
mechanisms  for  a  number  of  years.  So 
that  Senators  can  be  sure  that  the  dev- 
astation proposed  by  the  cuts  proposed 
in  this  budget  resolution  to  the  domes- 
tic discretionary  portion  of  the  budget 
will  occur.  Enforcement  mechanisms 
make  that  a  virtual  certainty. 

But,  like  all  of  its  predecessors,  this 
budget  resolution  conference  agree- 
ment contains  no  such  enforcement 
mechanisms  for  entitlement  spending 
or  for  revenues.  In  other  words,  there  is 
no  assurance  that  the  spending  cuts 
proposed  in  any  reconciliation  measure 
that  may  be  enacted  into  law  pursuant 
to  this  budget  resolution  will  actually 
result  in  the  savings  claimed.  Tradi- 
tionally, those  savings  have  been  far 
less  than  predicted.  Similarly,  any  rev- 
enue increase  measures  that  may  occur 
in  any  of  these  reconciliation  bills  may 
not  achieve  the  levels  projected  and 
the  tax  cuts  may  actually  cost  more 
than  is  being  projected.  If  so,  there  is 
no  method  in  this  resolution  to  make 
certain  that  the  revenue  projections 
are,  in  fact,  achieved  or  that  the  enti- 
tlement savings  are,  in  fact,  achieved. 

There  is  no  sequester  mechanism  or 
automatic  tax-surcharge  mechanism  so 
that  we  may  be  certain  that  the  enti- 
tlement spending  cuts  or  any  revenue 
increases  will  be  achieved,  or  that  any 
tax  cuts  will  cost  no  more  than  is  pro- 
jected. So  to  all  Senators  who  support 
this  budget  resolution  today,  I  ask 
where  will  you  be  when  the  numbers  go 
south  in  the  future  years  as  they  did  in 
the  Reagan  budgets?  Where  will  you 
be?  There  is  nothing  here  to  ensure 
that  these  deficit  projections  will  be 
reached.  The  only  sure  achievements 
will  be  the  devastation  in  discretionary 
spending — that  is  a  sure  achievement — 
because  of  the  cai>s  for  each  of  the  next 
6  years. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  in  closing  let 
me  point  out  that,  despite  all  the  rhet- 
oric to  the  contrary,  this  budget  reso- 
lution conference  agreement  does  not 
result  in  a  balanced  budget  in  the  year 
2002.  To  confirm  this  fact  one  simply 
needs  to  turn  to  pages  3  and  4  of  the 
conference  report.  At  the  bottom  of 
page  3  one  will  see  under  Section  101(4) 
a  heading  entitled,  deficits. 

For  purposes  of  the  enforcement  of  this 
resolution,  the  amounts  of  the  deficits  are  as 
follows: 

flscal  year  1997:  $227,283,000,000. 

fiscal  year  1996:  $224,399,000,000. 

fiscal  year  1999:  S206.405.000.000. 

fiscal  year  2000:  $185,315,000,000. 

fiscal  year  2001:  5141.762.000,000. 

Qscal  year  2002:  S103.854.000.000. 

So.  apparently,  there  will  still  be  a 
deficit  of  over  $100  billion  in  fiscal  year 
2002  under  this  conference  agreement. 

No  matter  how  hard  this  thing  tries 
to  impress  by  sticking  out  its  chest 


and  spreading  its  tail  feathers,  it  is 
stiU  a  turkey  and  it  will  not  fly. 

I  say  this  again  to  emphasize,  with 
great  respect  to  all  of  the  Senators  who 
have  had  a  part  in  developing  this  con- 
ference agreement.  We  sometimes  do 
the  best  we  can,  and  then  we  are  not 
able  to  do  enough.  I  was  not  entitled  to 
sit  in  on  the  conference.  I  do  not  know 
what  arguments  were  made  and  what 
arguments  were  made  and  lost.  I  am 
simply  looking  at  the  agreement  as  I 
find  it  here  today  and  making  my  own 
personal  judgment  concerning  it. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  time  have  I 
used? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  used  29  minutes. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  Chair.  I  kept 
my  word. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator ftom  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  say 
to  Senator  Byrd,  I  purposely  came  to 
the  floor  so  I  could  hear  his  remarks, 
and  I  was  here  for  all  of  them.  I  cazmot 
respond  right  now,  because  the  call  of 
duty  has  me  going  somewhere  else.  But 
four  or  five  of  the  points  the  Senator 
makes,  I  will  state  our  versions  of 
them,  which  I  think  are  different  than 
your  assumptions. 

I  share  some  concerns.  It  is  clear 
that  if  I  were  producing  a  budget  and  I 
were  the  king  and  all  I  had  to  do  was 
do  it  myself,  while  I  might  come  and 
confer  with  you,  it  would  not  be  this 
budget.  But  we  have  to  get  a  majority 
of  the  Senators  to  vote  to  reduce  this 
deficit. 

Frankly,  I  believe  it  is  a  pretty  good 
plan.  I  think  your  analysis  of  the 
taxes,  the  tax  cuts — I  think  we  have  an 
explanation  that  is  slightly  different, 
maybe  in  some  respects  greatly  dif- 
ferent, than  you  assume. 

I  would  say  one  thing  with  reference 
to  the  appropriated  accounts — well,  let 
me  say  two  things.  It  is  most  interest- 
ing, you  have  properly  stated  how 
much  the  President  cuts  discretionary 
programs.  You  would  then,  I  am  sure, 
agree  that  if  we  took  the  triggered  part 
of  his  budget,  it  even  cuts  it  more. 
That  is  the  one  that  is  on  par — or  did 
you  use  the  triggered  numbers?  It 
would  be  more. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  already  took  that  into 
account  in  my  numbers. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  There  are  two  budg- 
ets, one  which  uses  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  assumptions  and  one 
which  iises  the  President's  own  as- 
sumptions. In  each  instance,  the 
amount  of  the  cuts  are  different. 

But  I  would  say  one  answer  to  your 
concern  might  be  that  you  might  adopt 
some  of  the  President's  Cabinet's  ap- 
proach to  out-year  appropriated  ac- 
counts, for  they  come  arovmd  and  tes- 
tify they  are  meaningless;  it  goes  1 
year  at  a  time,  and  not  to  worty  about 
it.  Frankly,  we  have  not  done  that  be- 
cause we  figure  we  need  some  of  the 
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savings.  But  when  you  put  a  budget 
down,  you  have  to  stand  by  it.  You  can- 
not find  excuses  and  say  it  really  is  not 
real. 

The  second  point  is,  we  are  fully 
aware  that  it  would  be  grossly  unfair, 
and  probably  not  good  for  the  country, 
to  not  get  the  entitlement  cuts  and  in- 
sist on  all  of  the  discretionary.  You 
would  have  some  things  out  of  propor- 
tion, and  you  probably  would  not  get  a 
balance.  If  you  read  the  report  and  the 
resolution,  it  says  if,  in  1998,  the  enti- 
tlement savings  have  not  occurred, 
then  the  caps  are  off  discretionary  ac- 
counts. That  is  not  of  great  help,  but  it 
does  at  least  make  the  point  that  we 
are  fully  aware  that  to  get  the  balance, 
you  have  to  have  the  entitlement  sav- 
ings; you  cannot  just  do  the  discre- 
tionary accounts. 

I  will  return  and  have  a  few  addi- 
tional comments.  I  jrield  the  floor  at 
this  point. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  while  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  Mex- 
ico, the  chairman  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee, is  on  the  floor,  I  would  like  to 
ask  him  a  question. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  has  yielded  the 
floor. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  do  I  have 
the  floor? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  notwithstanding  I 
have  the  floor,  I  may  ask  a  question  of 
another  Senator  without  losing  my 
right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  am  really  going  to 
be  in  a  meeting.  I  will  come  back  and 
answer  any  questions  the  Senator  has 
within  the  next  30  or  40  minutes.  I  am 
supposed  to  be  in  Representative 
Armey's  office  at  this  moment,  but  I 
will  come  back,  if  the  Senator  has 
some  questions. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time?  If  neither  side  yields  time, 
time  will  be  charged  to  both  sides 
equally. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quonmi  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  the  time  be 
charged  equally  against  both  sides. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  CONRAD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CONRAD.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
noted  with  interest  over  the  last  sev- 
eral weeks  that  our  colleagues  on  the 


other  side  of  the  aisle  have  repeatedly 
spoken  of  the  need  for  a  balanced  budg- 
et amendment  to  the  Constitution. 
They  have  talked  repeatedly  about  the 
need  for  deficit  reduction. 

I  believe  we  do  need  to  balance  the 
budget.  I  believe  we  do  need  significant 
deficit  reduction,  because  we  face  a  de- 
mographic time  bomb  in  this  country. 
That  demographic  time  bomb  is  the 
baby  boom  generation.  When  they 
begin  to  retire,  they  will  double,  in 
very  short  order,  the  number  of  people 
eligible  for  Social  Security  and  Medi- 
care, and  that  is  going  to  put  severe 
pressure  on  the  finances  of  the  United 
States.  So  it  is  critically  imjKjrtant 
that  we  get  our  fiscal  house  in  order. 

Mr.  President,  given  all  the  rhetoric 
that  has  come  from  the  Republican 
side  of  the  aisle  about  the  need  to  bal- 
ance the  budget,  about  the  need  for  def- 
icit reduction,  I  looked  with  anticipa- 
tion at  their  budget  proposal  that  is. 
after  all,  the  work  that  they  now  con- 
trol. They  control  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. They  control  the  U.S. 
Senate.  As  everyone  in  this  Chamber 
knows,  and  everyone  knows  in  the 
other  House,  the  President  is  not  in- 
volved with  the  budget  resolution.  He 
cannot  veto  it.  He  plays  no  role  in  it. 
This  is  completely  a  creature  of  the 
two  Chambers,  the  House  and  the  Sen- 
ate, controlled  by  the  Republican 
Party. 

So  I  think,  given  the  rhetoric,  one 
would  anticipate  that  if  you  look  at 
the  budget  proposal,  the  Republicans 
would  be  reducing  the  deficit.  What  a 
shock  it  is  to  look  at  the  budget  pro- 
posal before  us  and  find  out  that  our 
Republican  friends,  instead  of  reducing 
the  deficit,  are  increasing  the  deficit. 

Let  me  repeat  that,  because  I  am  cer- 
tain a  lot  of  people  wUl  find  that  hard 
to  believe.  After  all  of  the  rhetoric, 
after  all  of  the  discussion  that  said  we 
are  going  to  reduce  the  deficit,  that 
that  is  the  priority,  if  you  look  at  the 
plan  before  us,  it  does  not  reduce  the 
deficit,  it  increases  the  deficit. 

Mr.  President,  this  year  the  deficit  is 
going  to  come  in  at  S130  to  $140  billion. 
Next  year  under  this  plan,  the  deficit 
will  not  go  down,  will  not  be  decreased, 
will  not  be  cut,  the  deficit  will  go  up. 
The  deficit  will  go  up  to  J153  billion. 
The  next  year  it  will  be  $147  billion, 
both  higher  than  the  deficit  we  have 
now. 

Sometimes  I  think  the  popular  image 
is  the  Democrats  are  less  in  favor  of 
deficit  reduction  than  our  friends  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  but  if  one 
looks  at  the  record,  one  finds  quite  a 
different  result. 

When  President  Clinton  came  into  of- 
fice, he  inherited  a  deficit  of  S290  bil- 
lion. That  was  the  deficit  in  1992.  In 
1993,  we  passed  a  plan  that  not  a  single 
Republican  supported,  and  that  plan 
led  to  a  reduction  in  the  deficit  the 
next  year  of  $255  billion.  The  next  year 
it  was  further  reduced  to  $203  billion. 


The  next  year  it  was  reduced  to  $164 
billion,  and  now  this  year.  $130  to  $140 
billion — 4  years  of  deficit  reduction, 
the  first  time  since  the  administration 
of  Benjamin  Harrison. 

I  think  in  fairness,  one  has  to  say  the 
Democratic  record  of  deficit  reduction 
in  the  Clinton  administration  has  been 
a  good  one.  And  I  must  say.  I  am  dis- 
appointed our  friends  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle,  when  they  have  a  chance 
to  exercise  control  over  the  budget, 
come  in  with  a  proposal  that,  instead 
of  reducing  the  deficit,  raises  the  defi- 
cit. That  is  not  the  direction  we  ought 
to  be  going. 

I  am  still  hopeful  that  we  will  go 
back  to  an  approach  of  a  bipartisan  at- 
tempt to  do  what  we  all  know  must  be 
done,  which  is  to  put  this  country  on  a 
path  to  fiscal  responsibility.  Not  just 
rhetoric,  but  the  reality. 

I  must  say,  I  read  in  the  paper  this 
morning  that  some  House  Republicans 
were  in  revolt,  because  they  did  not 
come  here  to  raise  the  deficit,  but  that 
is  precisely  what  their  plan  does.  Mr. 
President,  I  intend  to  vote  against  that 
plan.  I  hope  other  of  my  colleagues  will 
vote  against  that  plan  as  well,  because 
not  only  does  it  raise  the  deficit,  but  it 
contains  a  set  of  priorities  that  are  vir- 
txially  the  same  set  of  priorities  that 
we  were  confronted  with  last  year 
which  the  American  people  soundly  re- 
jected— soundly  rejected. 

We  should  not  go  on  that  path  again 
this  year,  and  we  certainly  should  not 
be  voting  for  a  plan  that  raises  the  def- 
icit. 
I  thank  the  Chair  and  yield  the  floor. 
Mr.  DORGAN  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  if  my 
colleague  will  stay  just  for  a  moment. 
I  would  like  to  engage  in  a  colloquy 
with  him  about  a  iMint  the  Senator 
ftom  West  Virginia  made. 

I  have  been  listening  to  part  of  the 
debate  and  participating  in  part  of  the 
debate.  I  found  the  representation  both 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  and  even  in 
the  newspaper  this  morning  very  inter- 
esting. It  says  ''House  Narrowly  Passes 
Balanced  Budget  Plan,"  which  is  the 
plan  we  are  talking  about  here.  This  is 
the  plan  the  House  narrowly  passed 
yesterday,  described  as  a  "balanced 
budget  plan." 

This  piece  of  paper  is  on  every  Senate 
desk.  It  is  lajring  here  on  mine,  but 
every  Senate  desk  has  it,  and  this  is 
the  actual  conference  report.  On  page  4 
of  the  actual  conference  report,  it  says. 
"Deficits."  and  then  in  the  year  2002.  it 
says.  "$103  billion  in  deficits." 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota. 
Senator  Conrad,  has  spoken  on  this  be- 
fore as  well,  but  it  seems  to  me  what 
this  does  is  technically  comply  with 
the  law.  because  the  law  says  that  you 
cannot  use  Social  Security  trust  ftmds 
to  portray  in  a  piece  of  legislation  like 
this  that  you  have  balanced  the  budg- 
et. But  with  the  exception  of  this  nota- 
tion on  page  4  that  the  deficit  is  going 
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to  be  $108  billion  in  2002.  with  the  ex- 
ception of  that  one  notation,  every 
other  piece  of  information  given  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate,  every  speech  given 
by  the  majority  that  brings  this  to  the 
floor  alleges  this  is  a  balanced  budget. 

Is  it  just  out  of  step.  I  guess,  with 
common  practice  to  be  able  to  ignore 
what  you  put  in  the  legislation  and 
claim  something  different?  Can  Sen- 
ator Conrad  answer  that  question?  I 
guess  the  question  I  would  ask  is,  what 
is  the  circumstance  that  allows  this 
kind  of  hoax  to  continue? 

Mr.  CONRAD.  In  answer,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  might  just  say  it  is  perhaps  one 
of  the  most  perplexing  stories  in  this 
town,  because  this  is  not  a  balanced 
budget  plan.  I  mean,  honestly  stated, 
to  take  the  retirement  funds  of  the 
people  of  the  United  States  and  throw 
those  into  the  pot  and  call  it  a  bal- 
anced budget,  firankly,  borders  on 
laughable.  There  is  a  $103  billion  deficit 
by  the  year  2002  under  this  plan. 

Sometimes  I  think  the  media  just  do 
not  get  it.  They  are  reporting  on  what 
we  call  the  unified  budget.  The  unified 
budget  is  when  you  put  everything  into 
the  same  pot  and  then  you  see  whether 
you  have  balance  or  not.  The  problem 
with  that,  of  course,  is  that  includes 
Social  Security,  all  of  the  receipts  and 
all  of  the  expenditures.  Social  Security 
is  not  contributing  to  the  deficit,  as 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  knows. 
Social  Security  is  in  surplus,  substan- 
tial surplus.  And  that  is  going  to  con- 
tinue. In  fact,  those  surpluses  are  going 
to  grow,  and  the  reason  we  put  a  plan 
in  place  to  have  Social  Security  sur- 
pluses grow  is  because  we  are  getting 
ready  for  when  the  baby  boom  genera- 
tion retires. 

But,  of  course,  we  are  not  getting 
ready;  we  are  spending  every  dime.  As 
a  result,  to  call  these  balanced  budgets 
is  not  accurate.  It  is  misleading. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  If  the  Senator  will 
3rield  further,  on  the  same  page  it  says. 
"Social  Security  revenues."  and  they 
are  anticipating  how  much  in  revenues 
will  come  in  to  the  Social  Security 
Program  during  the  next  6  years. 

Dtiring  the  6  years,  the  revenues  from 
Social  Security,  which  is  the  pasrroU 
tax  everyone  pays  from  their  paycheck 
while  they  are  working,  will  increase 
by  $100  billion  over  the  6  years.  It  will 
go  from  $385  to  $487  billion.  In  other 
words,  this  contemplates  that  from  the 
I>ayroll  taxes,  which  are  regressive 
taxes,  will  rise  by  $100  billion.  People 
talk  about  fiat  taxes.  These  are  the  fiat 
taxes.  This  is  totally  flat.  Every  work- 
er, no  matter  what  their  income  is, 
pasrs  the  identical  percentage  of  pay- 
roll tax.  That  payroll  tax  will  increase 
the  proceeds  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment by  $100  billion  in  the  6  years. 

The  solemn  promise  that  has  been 
made  in  law  is  that  increase  in  the  re- 
gressive pajrroll  tax  is  designed  to  be 
put  in  a  trust  fund  to  be  saved  for  when 
it  is  needed  when  the  Social  Security 


System  will  exhibit  some  strains  when 
the  war  babies  retire.  It  is  interesting 
to  me  that  the  $100  billion  increase  in 
the  regressive  payroll  tax  is  clearly  not 
going  to  be  saved,  if  you  listen  to  the 
other  side  claim  they  now  have  bal- 
anced the  budget,  because  they  clearly 
are  taking  that  $100  billion  on  the  bot- 
tom of  page  4  and  saying.  "Well,  we 
don't  care  what  the  promise  is  with  re- 
spect to  taking  that  from  workers  and 
putting  it  in  the  trixst  fund,  we  intend 
to  use  it  to  balance  the  budget." 

At  the  same  time  they  want  to  con- 
struct a  budget  they  say  needs  bal- 
ancing, they  want  to  reduce  taxes.  Yes, 
they  want  to  cut  the  alternative  mini- 
mum tax  for  corporations,  they  want 
to  make  it  easier  to  move  your  plant 
overseas  by  giving  a  tax  break,  they 
want  to  enact  a  whole  series  of  tax 
cuts.  Most  of  those  tax  cuts  will  bene- 
fit upper  income  people. 

They  want  to  bring,  next,  to  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  a  proposal  to  build  up  to 
a  $60  billion  star  wars  program.  There 
is  an  unending  appetite  to  spend  money 
on  the  part  of  even  those  who  claim 
they  are  balancing  the  budget,  but  are 
not  balancing  the  budget  in  this  pro- 
posal. 

I  ask  Senator  Conrad  about  the  $100 
billion  increase  in  Social  Security  rev- 
enues that  are  anticipated  in  this  budg- 
et. Does  it  not  appear  as  if  those  are 
the  revenues  that  they  would  then  use 
to  claim  they  have  balanced  the  budg- 
et, when  in  fact  they  have  not? 

Mr.  CONRAD.  In  fact,  if  you  take  the 
amount  of  money  over  the  6  years,  it  is 
$525  billion  of  Social  Security  surpluses 
that  are  going  to  be  used  to  say  that 
the  budget  has  been  balanced.  So  $525 
billion  of  Social  Security  surpluses  are 
going  to  be  looted  or  raided,  or  what- 
ever terminology  one  wants  to  apply  in 
order  to  claim  a  balanced  budget. 

This  is  not  a  balanced  budget.  In  fair- 
ness, I  think  one  ought  to  say  the 
President's  plan  is  also  not  a  balanced 
budget.  Even  the  plan  that  I  was  i>art 
of,  part  of  the  centrist  coalition,  was 
not  truly  a  balanced  budget.  None  of 
these  plans  are  truly  balanced  budgets. 

In  fact,  the  only  plan  that  we  have 
had  a  chance  to  vote  on  in  the  last  2 
years  that  was  truly  a  balanced  budget 
was  the  one  I  offered  last  year,  and  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  supported 
it.  the  fair  share  balanced  budget  plan. 
That  did  balance  without  counting  So- 
cial Security  surpluses.  It  is  the  only 
budget  that  has  been  voted  on  on  the 
floor  on  the  Senate  that  was  a  true  bal- 
amced  budget  plan.  That  got  39  votes 
here  in  the  U.S.  Senate.  Obviously.  39 
votes  does  not  prevail. 

I  just  say.  the  media,  when  they  re- 
port, ought  to  tell  the  people  accu- 
rately and  honestly  what  has  hap- 
pened. Because  to  take  retirement 
funds  and  throw  those  into  the  pot  and 
call  it  a  balanced  budget,  if  we  were 
doing  that  in  the  private  sector,  if  in 
any  company  you  took  the  retirement 


funds  of  employees,  threw  those  into 
the  pot,  ajid  said  you  were  balancing 
the  budget,  you  would  be  headed  for  a 
Federal  institution.  It  would  not  be  the 
U.S.  Congress.  It  would  be  a  Federal  fa- 
cility, a  law  enforcement  facility.  You 
would  be  headed  for  Federal  prison  be- 
cause that  is  a  violation  of  Federal 
law. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Let  me  make  one  addi- 
tional comment. 

Mr.  President.  I  know  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  wishes  to  contribute  on 
these  subjects.  But  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  says  something  I  said 
yesterday.  The  President's  budget  also 
is  not  in  balance,  nor  was  the  biparti- 
san budget  in  balance.  I  have  never 
claimed  they  were.  But  those  who 
bring  this  to  the  floor  who  claim  they 
are  in  balance  are  wrong.  This  is  not  a 
balanced  budget. 

I  only  make  the  point  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  has  been  on  the 
floor  talking  about  this  budget  issue.  I 
read  his  statement  yesterday.  I  did  not 
hear  his  statement  when  he  made  it. 
but  I  read  it  in  the  Congressional 
Record.  He  makes  the  point  that  I 
think  is  very  important. 

We  ought  not  be  talking  about  tax 
cuts.  I  know  that  might  be  popular.  We 
ought  to  set  the  issue  of  tax  cuts  aside, 
talk  seriously  about  how  do  you  hon- 
estly and  really  balance  the  budget,  do 
that  job,  finish  that  job,  then  come 
back  to  the  question  of  how  do  you 
construct  a  tax  system  that  eliminates 
or  reduces  some  of  the  burden  on  mid- 
dle-income people?  That  is  what  we 
ought  to  do. 

But  instead  of  that,  we  have  a  bunch 
of  folks  out  here  who  wave  their  arms 
and  flail  around  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  and  claim  they  have  a  balanced 
budget,  which  is  not  in  balance;  and 
then  in  the  next  breath  say,  "We  not 
only  have  a  badanced  budget" — that  is 
not  in  balance — "but  we  want  to  cut 
taxes  and  Increase  spending." 

What  on  Earth  kind  of  priorities  are 
those?  That  does  not  make  any  sense.  I 
could  understand  if  there  was  a  con- 
sistent approach,  even  if  it  was  wrong. 
I  can  understand  consistency.  But  to  be 
consistently  inappropriate  in  the  way 
you  approach  this  issue  just  makes  no 
sense. 

How  can  you  be  for  a  balanced  budget 
and  then  come  to  the  floor  with  this 
and  be  consistent  about  wanting  to  do 
the  things  that  reach  a  balanced  budg- 
et? This  is  not  advertising.  I  mean,  this 
is  not  some  marketing  game  we  are 
playing.  The  issue  is,  are  we  going  to 
solve  this  problem? 

This  document  is  a  remarkable  docu- 
ment, not  only  for  what  it  says,  but  for 
what  it  does  not  say.  What  it  says  is, 
"There  they  go  again."  That  is  what  it 
says.  That  is  what  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  said.  It  is  the  same  tired,  old 
set  of  priorities.  "Let's  take  money 
from  the  health  care  for  the  elderly 
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and  give  it  for  tax  breaks  for  upper  in- 
come folks."  There  they  go  again;  the 
same  set  of  priorities. 

But  even  more  important  than  that, 
the  inconsistency  here  is  stark,  the  in- 
consistency of  saying  we  want  a  bal- 
anced budget,  then  proposing  one  that 
is  not  in  balance  and  then  in  the  same 
breath  saying  let  us  reduce  revenue  by 
giving  tax  cuts  to  those,  especially 
those  at  the  upper  end.  who  do  not  need 
it.  And  then  let  us  spend  more  money 
especially  on  things  like  star  wars  and 
other  defense  boondoggles  that  cost 
tens  and  tens  of  billions  of  dollars.  The 
inconsistency  is  incomprehensible. 
Senator  Conrad  made  that  point  and 
Senator  Exon  has  made  the  point  as 
well. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chafr. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  how  much 
time  is  left? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  has  13  minutes  re- 
maining. 

Mr.  EXON.  How  much? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  TMrteen 
minutes. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
three  other  speakers  who  wanted  5 
minutes  each,  including  the  leader. 

At  this  point,  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  senior  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
for  the  kind  remarks  that  he  made 
about  this  individual  with  regard  to 
the  budget.  He  is  a  real  stalwart.  I  have 
enjoyed  working  very  much  with  Sen- 
ator Byrd  over  the  years. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  an  analysis  of  the  Republican 
budget,  prepared  by  the  Democratic 
staff  of  the  Senate  Budget  Conmiittee, 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  analy- 
sis was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
Analysis  of  the  Repubucan  Conference 

Report  on  the  Fiscal  Year  1997  budget 

Resolution  Prepared  by  the  Democratic 

Staff  of  the  Senate  Budget  Coboottee 
introduction 

With  the  fllingr  of  this  conference  report, 
all  of  the  efforts  of  the  Republican  majority 
to  portray  their  budg-et  as  moderate  are  in 
vain.  The  Republican  majority  have  done  a 
superb  job  to  airbrush  their  budgret.  but  the 
American  people  can  see  the  real  thing- 
warts  and  all. 

It  retains  the  same  unflattering  profile  as 
its  predecessor:  unnecessary  reductions  in 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  paying  for  tax  breaks 
for  the  wealthy.  This  is  in  fact  the  Newt 
Gingrich  Budget.  And  as  Senator  Dole  leaves 
Capitol  Hill  for  the  campaign  trail,  he  leaves 
whatever  is  left  of  his  budget  to  the  tender 
mercies  of  the  extreme  right.  They  will  give 
it  their  full  attention. 

This  rehashed  budget  is  part  and  parcel  of 
the  Republican  strategy  of  no-work  and  all- 
political-play.  They  wanted  to  ram  through 
their  failed  and  stale  political  agenda  and 
confront  the  President  at  every  turn  of  this 
crooked  legislative  road.  Worst  of  all.  two  of 
the  three  baby  reconciliation  bills  the  con- 
ference report  creates  will  be  devoted  largely 


to  cutting  taxes— an  act  that  will  worsen  the 
deficit. 

The  House  is  already  working  its  voodoo  in 
this  conference  report.  At  least  the  Senate 
language  required  that  all  the  entitlement 
spending  reductions  be  enacted  into  law  be- 
fore we  considered  the  tax  breaks.  The  House 
shamelessly  tossed  that  requirement  out  the 
window  and  the  Senate  concurred. 

The  first  reconciliation  bill  contains  Med- 
icaid, welfare,  and  tax  breaks.  So  much  for 
performing  deficit  reduction  before  doling 
out  the  tax  breaks.  So  much  for  fiscal  con- 
servatism. The  first  reconciliation  bill  will 
reduce  the  deficit  by  just  S2  billion,  if  it  re- 
duces the  deficit  at  all.  This  is  as  plain  as 
the  light  of  day.  The  majority  now  want  to 
eliminate  the  Medicaid  guarantee  of  mean- 
ingful health  care  benefits  for  18  million 
children.  6  million  disabled  Americans,  mil- 
lions of  nursing  home  residents.  36  million 
people  In  all.  to  fund  their  tax  breaks. 

The  conferees  assume  a  net  tax  cut  of  S122 
billion,  yet  Chairman  Kasich  maintains  that 
the  cuts  will  be  as  large  as  S180  billion.  There 
is  not  a  single  specific  mention  of  closing  tax 
loopholes  or  of  ending  corporate  tax  give- 
aways. The  same  budget  that  eagerly  reduces 
funding  for  our  Medicare  and  Medicaid  pro- 
grams cannot  find  the  courage  to  call  upon 
the  special  interests  to  assume  any  of  the 
burden  of  balancing  the  budget. 

The  Republicans  cling  to  the  tax  breaks— 
the  tax  breaks  that  fuel  the  reductions  in 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  and  divide  our  great 
Nation.  That  is  why  they  and  this  budget 
will  ultimately  fail.  And  that  is  not  only  a 
tragedy  for  the  departing  Majority  Leader 
but  for  the  American  people  as  well. 
medicare 

The  reduction  in  projected  spending  for 
Medicare  is  still  too  large.  The  Republican 
budget  reduces  Medicare  spending  by  S168 
billion  and  proposes  SIO  billion  in  new  spend- 
ing for  a  graduate  medical  education  trust 
fund.  Under  these  assumptions.  Medicare 
spending  per  beneficiary  falls  dramatically 
below  comparable  jirivate  sector  growth 
rates,  reducing  quality  and  access  to  health 
care  for  millions  of  middle-class  Americans. 
Private  health  care  costs  are  expected  to  in- 
crease by  7.1  percent  per  beneficiary  com- 
pared to  a  4.7  percent  per-person  rate  in  the 
Republican  plait-^t  34  percent  difference. 
The  GOP  plan  will  dramatically  cut  the  pur- 
chasing power  that  seniors  have  for  health 
care. 

The  plan  also  includes  a  premium  increase 
for  high-income  beneficiaries  and  a  S123  bil- 
lion reduction  in  Part  A.  Details  on  the  pre- 
mium increase  are  not  available.  The  Amer- 
ican Academy  of  Physicians,  the  American 
Hospital  Association,  and  the  American  As- 
sociation of  Retired  Persons  concur,  how- 
ever, that  the  proposal  contains  deeps  cuts 
in  payments  to  hospitals,  which  could  result 
in  cost^shifting,  undermine  quality,  and 
threaten  the  finance  viability  of  many  rural 
and  urban  hospitals. 

Damaging  structural  chang-es  proposed  by 
the  Republicans  will  risk  turning  Medicare 
into  a  second-class  system  for  seniors  who 
cannot  afford  to  opt  out  of  traditional  Medi- 
care through  Medical  Savings  Accounts. 
These  changes  would  segregate  the  sickest 
and  least  affluent  beneficiaries  into  in  a  se- 
verely weakened  fee-for-service  program. 

The  President  proved  you  can  balance  the 
budget  with  far  less  Medicare  savings  while 
keeping  Medicare  solvent  and  protecting 
seniors  Crom  new  costs.  The  President's 
budget  cuts  Medicare  by  $50  billion  less  than 
the  Republican  plan  but  maintains  solvency 
for  10  years.  The  President's  budget  shows 


that  premium  hikes,  deep  reductions,  and 
damaging  structural  changes  are  not  nec- 
essary to  balance  the  budget  and  guarazKee 
the  life  of  the  Medicare  trust  fund.  By  pre- 
serving cuts  in  corporate  subsidies  for  tax 
cuts  for  the  rich,  the  Republicans  are  forced 
to  reduce  the  growth  of  programs  for  middle- 
class  Americans  far  deeper  than  the  Presi- 
dent's plan. 

reductions  from  low-income  programs 

Although  the  Republican  budget  does  not 
identify  all  of  the  assumptions  behind  cuts 
in  mandatory  programs,  more  than  42  per- 
cent of  these  savings  come  from  programs 
that  help  low-income  Americans. 
medicaid 

The  Republican  bud^t  includes  $72  billion 
in  Medicaid  cuts.  This  could  translate  into 
total  cuts  of  more  than  S2S0  billion  if  states 
spend  only  the  minimum  required  to  receive 
their  full  allocations.  If  this  occurs,  spending 
growth  per  person  would  be  reduced  to  a 
level  below  the  general  rate  of  inflation. 

Recently  introduced  Republican  legisla- 
tion shows  that  they  have  not  backed  down 
from  their  proposal  to  block  grant  Medicaid 
and  to  eliminate  health  care  guarantees  for 
the  elderly,  disabled,  and  pregnant  women 
and  children.  The  Republican  bill  distributes 
more  than  96  percent  of  the  funding  in  ex- 
actly the  same  way  as  last  year's  Medignat 
proposal. 

As  the  Democratic  Governors  have  pointed 
out,  these  Medicaid  provisions  do  not  reflect 
the  bipartisan  National  Governors'  Associa- 
tion proposal,  because  the  NGA  agreed  that 
States  must  be  protected  from  unanticipated 
program  costs  resulting  from  economic  fluc- 
tuations in  the  business  cycle,  changing  de- 
mographics, and  natural  disasters.  The  um- 
brella fund  included  in  the  new  Republican 
proposal  is  not  sufficient  to  achieve  that 
goal. 

Under  this  proposal.  36  million  people  will 
lose  their  guaranteed  access  to  health  care. 
Those  who  do  receive  coverage  will  no  longer 
be  guaranteed  a  basic  level  of  benefits. 
States  could  be  forced  to  deny  covers^  to 
millions  of  children  and  people  with  disabil- 
ities, and  to  older  Americans  who  rely  on 
Medicaid  to  pay  for  nursing  home  and  long- 
term  care. 

WelfuTB 

The  Republicans  claim  to  adopt  the  Na- 
tional Governors'  Association's  welfare  re- 
form recommendations.  Tlie  Republican 
budget  cuts  S53  billion  from  welfare  pro- 
grams, however,  significantly  more  than  the 
S43  billion  in  savings  attributed  to  the  bipar- 
tisan NGA  proposal.  Recently  introduced  Re- 
publican welfare  reform  legrislation  does  in- 
clude several  provisions  requested  by  the 
Governors.  But.  as  the  Democratic  Gov- 
ernors have  pointed  out.  the  Republican  plan 
cuts  food  stamps  more  than  the  NGA  pro- 
posal, rejects  the  NGA's  work  requirements, 
and  includes  a  20-percent  cut  in  the  Social 
Services  Block  Grant,  which  will  undermine 
states'  efforts  to  make  sure  that  adequate 
child  care  will  be  available.  The  Republican 
bill  also  eliminates  the  provi&ion  supported 
by  the  NGA  that  States  maintain  their  cur- 
rent level  of  effort  in  order  to  receive  Fed- 
eral foster  care  funding. 

The  Republican  Medicaid  and  welfare  bill 
was  crafted  with  no  Democratic  input.  It 
would  appear  that  the  Republicans  would 
rather  play  election-year  politics  than  work 
toward  real,  bipartisan  reforms  that  could  be 
signed  into  law. 

Earned  Income  Tax  Credit 
The  Republican  plan  includes  S18.5  billion 
in  cuts  to  the  Earned  Income  Tax  Credit 
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(ETTC).  The  ETTC  helps  low-income  worlcing 
families  stay  off  welfare  and  out  of  poverty. 
The  conference  report  does  indicate  that  the 
tax  credit  would  end  for  4  million  childless 
workers,  and  states  that  the  ETTC  would  be 
"coordinated"  with  the  S500-per-child  tax 
credit.  Most  families  who  receive  the  ETTC, 
however,  would  be  iseliglble  for  much,  if  not 
all,  of  the  child  tax  credit.  The  same  claims 
were  made  last  year,  but  analysis  of  the  final 
proposal  indicated  that  more  than  7  million 
working  households  would  have  had  their 
taxes  increased  under  the  ETTC  provisions  in 
the  vetoed  reconciliation  conference  report. 

EDUCATION 

No  Real  Investment  in  Edtication  and  Training 

The  S1.3  billion  by  which  the  Republicans 
increase  education  funding  trom  1996  to  1997 
is  wholly  Insuflicient  to  maintain  the  levels 
agreed  to  in  the  1996  omnibus  appropriations 
bill.  In  fact,  over  6  years,  the  conference  re- 
port is  below  a  CBO  1996  freeze  by  $11  billion 
for  Function  500  (Education,  Training,  Em- 
ployment, and  Social  Services)  discretionary 
spending.  It  is  clear  that  the  Republicans 
have  still  not  learned  that  the  American  peo- 
ple, a  majority  of  Congress,  and  the  Presi- 
dent believe  that  adequate  funding  for  edu- 
cation iax>grams  is  essential. 

The  trivial  Increase  Included  in  the  con- 
ference report  of  $2.6  billion  over  6  years  over 
the  Republicans  baseline  for  Function  500 
discretionary  spending  is  shameful  given 
how  important  education  and  training  is  to 
our  Nation.  The  President's  budget,  by  con- 
trast, invests  SS9.4  billion  more  than  the  Re- 
publican budget.  In  real  terms,  the  con- 
ference report  reduces  education  and  train- 
ing spending  by  S25  billion  over  6  years. 
Capping  the  Direct  Student  Loan  Program 

The  conference  report  proposes  capping  the 
Federal  direct  student  loan  program,  crip- 
pling this  successful  program.  (The  con- 
ference report  does  not  provide  a  volume 
amount  at  which  this  cap  would  be  set.  The 
House-passed  budget  resolution  eliminated 
the  program,  while  the  Senate  capped  it  at  20 
percent.)  Since  schools  participating  in  the 
direct  loan  program  currently  handle  nearly 
40  i>ercent  of  loan  volume,  hundreds  of 
schools  will  be  forced  out  of  the  program. 
This  will  lead  to  disruptions  and  disarray  for 
colleges  and  universities  and  considerable 
headache  and  uncertainty  for  students.  The 
Republican  majority  does  not  believe  that 
competition  and  choice  belong  in  the  student 
loan  market;  they  want  to  assure  banks  and 
guarantee  agencies  continued  access  to  Fed- 
eral subsidies. 

Even  though  the  Republicans  claim  out- 
lays savings  of  $3.7  billion  over  6  years  itom 
their  cap  on  direct  lending,  their  proposal 
would  cost,  not  save  billions,  if  it  were 
scored  under  the  existing  rules  of  the  Credit 
Reform  Act.  The  Republicans  add  $5.8  billion 
in  outlays  to  the  deficit  through  a  "baseline 
adjustment"  directing  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  to  override  the  Credit  Reform 
Act  in  its  scoring  of  student  loan  programs. 

THE  ENVIRONMENT 

Over  the  next  6  years,  the  Republican 
budget  cuts  $3.8  billion  fjrom  essential  envi- 
ronmental and  natural  resources  programs,  a 
17  percent  cut  below  the  President's  level  by 
the  year  2002,  including  a  23  percent  reduc- 
tion for  the  EPA's  enforcement  and  oper- 
ations activities  and  a  36  percent  reduction 
for  the  energy  conservation  programs.  The 
Republican  plan  uses  these  reductions  to  let 
polluters  off  the  hook,  to  the  tune  of  $5.4  bil- 
lion, by  financing  taxpayer  spending  for 
Superfund  cleanups  rather  than  requiring  re- 
sponsible parties  to  pay  the  cost. 


The  Republican  budget  plan  also  assumes  a 
$1  billion  of  savings  will  be  achieved  from 
the  opening  of  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  (ANWR)  to  oil  and  gas  development, 
putting  at  risk  one  of  our  national  treasures. 
The  Republican  plan  would  weaken  EPA's 
ability  to  protect  public  health  and  the  envi- 
ronment and  lead  to  further  deterioration  of 
the  National  Parks.  The  Republican  plan 
jeopardizes  administration  priorities  such  as 
the  environmental  cops  on  the  beat  program, 
the  Partnership  for  a  new  Generation  of  Ve- 
hicles, and  the  Climate  Change  Action  plan. 

CRIME  AND  JUSTICE 

The  Republican  budget,  as  approved  by  the 
conferees,  actually  decreases  the  funding 
level  from  both  the  House  and  Senate  budg- 
ets for  the  Administration  of  Justice  func- 
tion (Function  750).  The  proposed  funding 
level  is  $20.9  billion,  and  is  well  below  the 
House  level  of  $22.1  billion  and  the  Senate 
resolution  of  $21.7  billion,  and  considerably 
below  the  $23.5  billion  requested  by  the 
President. 

The  Violent  Crime  Reduction  Fund 
(VCRTF)  would  be  funded  at  only  $4.7  billion, 
which  is  $300  million  below  the  $5  billion  au- 
thorized level.  The  President  requested  that 
the  Trust  Fund  be  funded  at  the  full  $5  bil- 
lion level,  in  addition,  funding  for  the 
VCRTF  is  not  included  for  the  years  2000  and 
2001.  The  President's  budget  assumes  contin- 
ued funding  for  the  Trust  Fund  in  those 
years.  It  is  unlikely  that  our  need  to  commit 
adequate  resources  to  fighting  crime  will  end 
after  the  year  2000. 

At  a  time  when  Americans  continue  to  ex- 
press concerns  about  the  level  of  violent 
crime  and  the  need  to  continue  an  aggressive 
war  on  drugs,  this  Republican  budget  would 
actually  spend  less  money  ($20,924  billion)  in 
1997  than  was  allocated  in  1996  ($20,969  bil- 
lion). 

The  Republicans  continually  depict  the 
President  as  soft  on  crime  and  not  aggres- 
sively pursuing  the  drug  war.  This  Repub- 
lican budget  at  $2.6  billion  below  the  Presi- 
dent's request,  however,  clearly  dem- 
onstrates that  Congress,  not  the  President, 
is  placing  a  low  priority  on  fighting  crime 
and  achieving  justice  in  America. 

TAX  BREAKS 

No  one  should  be  fooled  into  believing  that 
the  Republicans  intend  to  limit  their  tax 
breaks  to  $122.4  billion,  as  claimed  by  the 
conferees.  The  Republicans  try  to  hide  the 
size  of  their  tax  breaks  by  not  including  in 
their  baseline  the  extension  of  three  expired 
excise  taxes  dedicated  to  trust  funds  and  by 
counting  the  cuts  over  6  years  as  opposed  to 
last  year's  7  years.  The  Republicans  are  not 
backing  off  of  their  huge  tax  breaks;  they 
are  merely  disguising  them  with  clever  gim- 
micks. Simply  extending  the  excise  taxes 
will  raise  the  tax  cut  to  $155  billion.  House 
Budget  Committee  Chairman  Kasich  claims 
that  the  tax  breaks  will  be  in  the  range  of 
$180  billion. 

On  its  face,  this  budget  does  not  even  pay 
for  the  one  tax  cut  it  endorses,  as  the  child 
tax  credit  costs  about  $137  billion.  Unlike  the 
cost  of  the  child  tax  credit  that  grows  incre- 
mentally each  year,  the  Republican  tax  cut 
in  2002  is  reduced  to  $16.6  billion  from  a  2001 
level  of  $22.6  billion.  If  the  child  tax  credit  is 
indeed  the  only  assumed  tax  cut,  then  it 
must  be  sunsetted  or  triggered-off  in  some 
way  in  2002.  perhaps  by  lowering  the  size  of 
the  credit. 

The  Republican  budget  does  not  call  upon 
special  interests  to  assume  any  of  the  burden 
of  balancing  our  budget.  While  President 
Clinton   has  proposed   that  $40  billion   be 


raised  firom  corporate  reforms  and  loophole 
closing  legislation,  the  Republican  budget 
lists  no  savings  ffom  those  categories. 

The  Republican  budget  allows  for  a  "defi- 
cit neutral"  tax  relief  bill  that  will  most 
likely  include  capital  gains  tax  breaks  and 
other  tax  cuts.  Chairman  Domenlci  has  re- 
peatedly asserted  that  tax  increases  can  be 
used  by  the  Finance  Committee  to  offset  ad- 
ditional tax  decreases.  If  the  past  is  any 
guide,  the  Republicans  will  soon  be  propos- 
ing to  raid  pension  funds  for  working  fami- 
lies as  a  way  to  pay  for  tax  cuts  that  benefit 
primarily  our  wealthiest  citizens.  As  many 
of  the  other  corporate  reform  provisions  In 
the  Balanced  Budget  Act  have  already  been 
promised  to  pay  for  other  legislation  before 
the  Senate,  it  remains  unclear  what  will  be 
used  to  offset  the  costs  of  any  additional  tax 
breaks. 

Experience  tells  us  to  be  very  wary  of  Re- 
publican promises  of  who  will  benefit  from 
their  tax  breaks.  Last  year's  vetoed  Repub- 
lican reconciliation  bill  devoted  47  percent  of 
its  tax  cuts  to  people  making  more  than 
$100,000.  Chairman  Kasich  has  already  prom- 
ised that  this  year's  tax  breaks  will  likely  be 
more  of  the  same. 

NATIONAL  DEFENSE  AND  INTERNATIONAL 
AFFAIRS 

For  1997,  the  Republican  conferees  adopt 
the  Senate  position  and  increased  defense 
spending  over  the  Pentagon's  1997  request  by 
$11.3  biUlon.  In  1998-2002,  the  conferees  more 
or  less  split  the  difference  between  the  House 
and  the  Senate  resolutions.  This  $11.3  billion 
increase  in  1997  tops  last  year's  Republican 
budget,  which  increased  spending  over  the 
Pentagon's  request  by  $6.9  billion.  As  dem- 
onstrated by  recent  action  in  the  House  and 
Senate  authorizing  conunlttees,  much  of  this 
increase  will  go  toward  wasteful  programs 
that  the  Defense  Department  does  no  want 
and  did  not  request.  In  1996-2002,  the  con- 
ferees allow  the  defense  budget  to  grow  at  a 
rate  slower  than  inflation,  yielding  spending 
levels  that  are  well  below  the  President's  re- 
quest for  2001  and  2002.  In  comparison  to  last 
year's  budget  resolution,  this  year's  effort 
provides  defense  with  $7.7  billion  more  in 
real  purchasing  power. 

For  International  Affairs,  the  conference 
report  provides  $18.2  billion  for  1997,  which 
exceeds  what  was  recommended  in  both  the 
House  and  Senate  resolutions.  Despite  this 
relative  increase  in  funding,  this  allocation 
is  still  $1.0  billion  less  than  the  President  re- 
quested and  $260  million  less  than  appro- 
priated last  year.  For  the  period  1997  through 
2002,  the  Republican  budget  provides  over  $18 
billion  less  than  the  President  requested  for 
International  Affairs.  These  reductions  will 
undermine  our  global  leadership  resi»nsibil- 
ities  and  compromise  our  ability  to  advance 
core  national  interests.  Republicans  once 
again  talk  the  talk  of  being  a  global  super- 
power, but  then  refuse  to  walk  the  walk  by 
allocating  the  funds  necessary  to  act  like 
one. 

FROCSSS  IN  THE  BUDGET  RESOLUTION 

The  Republican  budget  contains  instruc- 
tions for  three  different  reconciliation  bills 
to  try  to  maximize  Republican  exposure  dur- 
ing this  election  year. 

The  first  reconciliation  bill  addresses  wel- 
fare, Medicaid,  and  tax  breaks.  The  resolu- 
tion moves  the  tax  breaks  up  into  the  first 
bill,  which  will  barely  reduce  the  deficit,  if  it 
does  at  all.  The  House  committee  reporting 
date  is  this  coming  Thursday.  June  13,  and 
the  Senate  committee  reporting  date  is  June 
21.  The  Senate  committees  instructed  are 
Agriculture  and  Finance  (both  direct  spend- 
ing and  revenue  reductions). 
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The  second  reconciliation  bill  is  devoted 
solely  to  Medicare.  The  House  committee  re- 
porting date  is  July  18,  and  the  Senate  com- 
mittee reporting  date  is  July  24.  The  only 
Senate  committee  Instructed  is  the  Finance 
Committee,  and  for  only  direct  spending. 

The  third  reconciliation  bill  addresses  mis- 
cellaneous direct  spending  and,  once  again, 
tax  breaks.  This  way,  if  the  President  vetoes 
the  first  tax  break  bill.  Congress  can  send 
him  another.  The  House  committee  report- 
ing date  is  September  6.  and  the  Senate  com- 
mittee reporting  date  is  September  18,  not 
even  a  month  and  a  half  before  the  election! 
Senate  committees  instructed  for  this  bill 
include  Agriculture,  Armed  Services,  Bank- 
ing, Commerce,  Energy.  Environment,  Fi- 
nance (both  direct  spending  and  revenue  re- 
ductions). Governmental  Affairs,  Judiciary, 
Labor,  Veterans.  Reporting  is  no  longer  con- 
tingent on  passage  of  the  is-ior  two  reconcili- 
ation bills,  as  it  was  in  the  Senate-passed 
reconciliation  bill. 

You  can  bet  that  there  will  be  a  continuing 
resolution— a  C.R.— this  year.  That's  because 
section  307  of  the  budget  resolution— comi- 
cally named  the  "Government  Shutdown 
Prevention  Allowance" — provides  that  the 
Budget  Committee  Chairman  can  boost  the 
allocations  to  the  appropriators  and  lift  the 
appropriations  caps  by  $1.3  billion  in  outlays 
(enough  to  get  to  a  CBO  freeze)  if  and  only  if 
the  appropriators  report  out  a  C.R.  The  only 
question  now  is,  will  the  FIRST  appropria- 
tions bill  be  a  C.R.? 

The  Republican  budget  contains  a  tax  re- 
serve fund  that  allows  tax  cut  legislation  to 
be  offset  by  spending  cuts.  The  types  of  tax 
breaks  allowable  show  the  Republican  prior- 
ities: family  tax  relief,  fuel  tax  relief,  and  in- 
centives to  stimulate  savings,  investment, 
job  creation,  and  economic  growth — read 
capital  gains — so  long  as  the  legislation  does 
not  increase  the  deficit. 

The  Republican  budget  contains  a  reserve 
tuai  to  reauthorize  superfund.  This  will 
allow  discretionary  spending  to  be  moved  off 
budget  to  pay  for  cleanup  without  holding 
original  polluters  responsible. 

The  Republican  budget  contains  a  provi- 
sion requiring  that  asset  sales  be  counted, 
rejecting  the  compromise  present-value  lan- 
guage agreed  to  on  the  Senate  floor. 

The  Republican  majority  has  given  us  an- 
other extreme  budget,  and  the  Senate  should 
reject  it. 

Mr.  EIXON.  Mr.  President,  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  we  have  roughly  10  min- 
utes left — as  I  understand  it.  we  are 
planning  to  vote  at  noon,  I  ask  the 
Senator  from  Washington. 

Mr.  GORTON.  The  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska is  correct. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  in  order  to 
expedite  the  proceedings,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  final  10  to  12 
minutes,  whatever  time  is  left  on  the 
Democratic  side,  be  reserved  for  use  be- 
tween 11:40  and  11:55  this  morning. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  would  the  Senator  fl-om  Ne- 
braska make  that  period  of  time  end  at 
11:50  so  that  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  as  the  proponent,  may  have 
the  last  10  minutes?  Can  the  Senator 
move  it  forward  a  little  and  end  at 
11:50? 

Mr.  EXON.  Yes,  if  the  Senator  wants 
that.  I  agree  to  amend  the  unanimous 
consent  request  as  suggested  by  the 
Senator  from  Washington. 


The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Would  the  Senator 
withhold? 

Mr.  EXON.  I  withhold. 

Mr.  GORTON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  regret 
the  absence  from  the  floor  of  the  two 
Senators  from  North  Dakota  who  just 
engaged  in  a  discussion  of  this  and  of 
other  budget  proposals.  But  even  in 
their  absence,  their  statements  should 
not  go  without  response. 

At  one  level,  the  so-called  Social  Se- 
curity argument,  the  proposition  that 
these  budgets  are  not  balanced,  we  are 
dealing  with  mere  debating  points,  and 
relatively  outrageous  debating  points 
at  that. 

At  a  second  level,  the  concerns  of  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota,  Mr. 
Conrad,  who  was  a  part  of  the  same  bi- 
partisan group  attempting  to  reach  a 
common  ground  on  that  issue,  as  I  was, 
I  wish  my  remarks  to  be  more  serious. 
I  think  his  were  more  pointed  and  more 
thoughtful.  I  will  try  to  do  the  same. 

More  than  a  year  ago,  at  the  time  at 
which  this  argument  about  whether  or 
not  pajrroU  taxes  and  Social  Security 
benefits  should  be  counted  when  we  de- 
termine whether  or  not  the  budget  was 
balanced,  Charles  Krauthammer,  in  his 
column  in  the  Washington  Post,  wrote: 

In  my  17  years  in  Washington,  this  is  the 
single  most  fraudulent  argument  I  have 
heard.  I  do  not  mean  politically  fraudulent, 
which  is  routine  in  Washington,  in  a  judg- 
ment call  anyway;  I  mean  logically,  demon- 
strably, mathematically  fraudulent,  a  condi- 
tion rare  even  in  Washington,  and  a  judg- 
ment call  not  at  all. 

Why  did  Mr.  Krauthammer,  an  out- 
side observer,  write  about  this  argu- 
ment in  this  fashion?  For  one  simple 
reason,  Mr.  President.  The  budget  defi- 
cit of  the  United  States  of  America, 
however  many  billions  of  dollars  we  are 
speaking  of,  is  an  exceedingly  simple 
concept,  readily  understood  by  any  cit- 
izen of  this  country.  It  is  the  difference 
between  the  amount  of  money  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  spends 
every  year  and  the  amount  of  money 
the  United  States  takes  in  every  year. 

Unfortunately,  for  various  and  sun- 
dry pur];>oses,  some  good,  some  not  so 
good,  we  have  frequently  passed  laws 
that  put  some  of  tjiese  receipts  into  a 
particular  fund,  spend  out  of  that  par- 
ticular fund,  and  then  we  have  gone  be- 
yond that  process  to  pretend  they  are 
not  a  part  of  the  budget  or  of  the  budg- 
et deficit.  But  they  are. 

The  pajrroU  tax  is  a  tax  which  the 
Presiding  Officer  pays  and  I  pay  and 
every  other  working  American  pays, 
just  to  exactly  the  same  extent  that 
the  income  tax  is  a  tax  or  an  excise  tax 
is  a  tax.  The  money  spent  by  the  Fed- 
eral Government  is  a  Federal  expendi- 
ture, however  worthy  or  unworthy  its 


purpose,  whether  it  is  wasted  or  spent 
highly  constructively. 

When  we  speak  of  a  balanced  budget 
in  the  year  2002,  we  speak  of  it  in  the 
sense  of  how  much  money  we  are 
spending  and  how  much  money  we  are 
taking  in.  When  President  Clinton  says 
that  he  has  a  balanced  budget  in  the 
year  2002,  he  speaks  of  it  in  the  sense  of 
how  much  money  we  spend  and  how 
much  money  we  take  in.  When  the  bi- 
partisan group,  of  which  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  was  a  part,  speaks 
of  a  balanced  budget,  it  uses  exactly 
that  same  concept. 

My  gosh,  Mr.  President,  by  the  argu- 
ment that  we  received  over  here,  we 
can  balance  the  budget  this  year.  All 
we  have  to  say  is  that  $150  billion  of 
money  we  spend  is  not  on  the  budget. 
Let  us  pass  a  law.  Just  i>ass  a  law.  Let 
us  say  all  the  money  that  we  spend  on 
national  defense  is  not  counted  on  the 
budget.  Presto,  we  would  have  a  sur- 
plus, and  we  could  all  go  home,  and  the 
budget  would  not  be  unbalanced. 

Mr.  President,  obviously,  it  is  not  as 
easy  as  that.  The  money  we  spend  on 
national  defense  does  count.  The 
money  we  spend  on  Social  Security 
does  count.  The  money  that  comes  in 
our  pa3rroll  taxes  does  count.  When  we 
count  everything,  the  budget  is  passed. 

Even  worse,  Mr.  President,  some 
Members  voted  against  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  to  balance  the  budg- 
et unless  we  included  in  it  this  fiction 
that  payroll  taxes  for  Social  Security 
purposes  and  payments  to  Social  Secu- 
rity recipients  did  not  count.  Mr. 
President,  that  is  especially  out- 
rageous because  by  the  time  the  con- 
stitutional amendment  was  ratified 
and  became  fully  effective  in  this  coun- 
try, it  would  have  exactly  the  opposite 
effect  that  the  proposal  has  today. 

Today,  the  proposal  outlined  by  the 
two  Members  firom  North  Dakota 
would  say  we  cannot  count  as  balanced 
a  budget  that  is,  in  fact,  balanced.  We 
have  to  state  there  is  a  $100  billion  def- 
icit because  in  that  particular  year, 
the  Social  Security  taxes  are  taking  in 
SlOO  billion  more  than  is  being  paid  out 
in  benefits. 

We  all  know,  we  have  been  told,  we 
know  inevitably  that  sometime  rel- 
atively early  in  the  next  century,  ex- 
actly the  opposite  will  be  the  case:  The 
Social  Security  trust  fUnd  will  be  pay- 
ing out  more  money  than  it  is  taking 
in. 

So  if  these  Senators  have  their  way, 
in  10  or  15  years  we  will  be  able  to 
claim  a  budget  is  balanced  while  the 
Social  Security  trust  fund  is  going 
bankrupt  and  while  the  country  is,  in 
fact,  obligated  to  spend  hundreds  of  bil- 
lions of  dollars  every  year  that  it  does 
not  have.  The  books  will  say  the  budg- 
et is  balanced  in  exactly  the  same  way 
that  it  would  say  that  they  were  bal- 
anced today  if  we  just  decided  to  take 
national  defense  off  budget  and  claim 
the  money  we  were  spending  on  it  did 
not  count,  for  some  reason  or  another. 
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It  is  for  that  reason.  Mr.  President, 
that  Charles  Krauthammer,  a  year  and 
a  half  ago,  said  this  was  the  most 
fraudulent  argument  he  bad  ever  heard 
in  17  years  in  Washington,  DC.  That  is 
not  the  real  issue  before  the  Senate,  in 
our  judgment,  as  to  whether  or  not  to 
pass  this  budget  resolution.  That  judg- 
ment really  rests  solely  on  the  ques- 
tion, is  it  time  to  begin  to  move  hon- 
estly toward  a  balanced  budget?  Is  it 
time  to  arrest  the  growth  rate  of  a 
handful  of  entitlements  which  each 
year  take  a  larger  percentage  of  our 
budget  and  each  year  contribute  more 
to  our  budget  deficit?  Is  it  time  to  as- 
sure that  we  are  going  to  have  enough 
money  for  the  very  appropriated  ac- 
counts about  which  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  was  so  eloquent,  or  are 
we  going  to  allow  them  to  be  eaten  up 
completely  by  these  entitlements  to 
the  point  which  we  will  have  no  money 
for  any  of  those  purposes — for  edu- 
cation, for  the  environment,  for  a  park 
system,  for  the  Department  of  Justice, 
because  we  are  simply  unwilling  to 
deal  with  these  entitlements? 

In  fact.  Mr.  President,  it  is  true 
under  this  budget  resolution,  the  defi- 
cit in  1997  will  be  larger,  by  a  small 
margin,  than  the  deficit  in  1996.  The 
deficit  in  1998  will  begin  to  go  down,  it 
will  be  about  the  same  as  the  1996  defi- 
cit, and  then  it  will  go  down  more  rap- 
idly thereafter. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  were  to  adopt 
President  Clinton's  budget,  the  in- 
crease in  the  deficit  in  1997  would  be 
even  greater,  and  in  every  single  year 
it  would  be  significantly  more  than  it 
is  under  the  proposal  before  the  Senate 
now.  Why?  Because  he  does  not  arrest 
the  growth  of  entitlements  in  the  way 
we  do.  In  the  early  years,  at  least,  he 
proposes  to  spend  much  more  in  discre- 
tionary spending. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  what  I  prin- 
cipally regret  about  the  argument  of 
the  Senator  firom  North  Dakota.  The 
bipartisan  budget,  which  the  two  of  us 
supported,  also  has  a  higher  deficit 
using  these  figures  in  1997  than  in  1996. 
It  has  a  higher  one  in  1998  than  in  1997. 
Yet,  the  Senator  firom  North  Dakota 
and  I  both  supported  it.  Why?  Because, 
in  my  opinion,  it  does  a  better  job  in 
the  long-term  control  of  entitlement 
programs.  Thereafter,  it  allows  for  at 
least  as  much  in  tax  relief  to  working 
Americans  as  does  ours,  and  allows  for 
more  in  the  way  of  discretionary 
spending  on  education,  law  enforce- 
ment and  the  like.  I  felt  it  preferable 
to  the  one  we  have  before  the  Senate 
now,  but  we  did  not  win.  This  one  is  in- 
finitely preferable  to  the  proposal  of 
the  President,  and  it  is  infinitely  pref- 
erable to  doing  nothing  and  allowing 
the  status  quo  to  continue  and  engag- 
ing in  fruitless  debate-point  kinds  of 
argrmients. 

Mr.  President,  the  job  would  have 
been  easier  had  we  started  a  year  ago. 
The   President's   veto   of  a   balanced 


budget  then  frustrated  that  goal.  It 
would  have  been  easier  still  if  we  had 
started  2  years  before  that,  at  the  be- 
ginning of  the  Clinton  administration, 
or  2  years  before  that  in  the  Bush  ad- 
ministration. For  one  reason  or  an- 
other, we  did  not.  Now  we  have  a  series 
of  excuses  as  to  why  we  should  not 
start  now  or,  more  precisely,  why  we 
should  do  it  differently. 

Everyone  is  for  a  balanced  budget. 
Everyone  is  for  a  balanced  budget,  Mr. 
President.  It  is  always  a  different  one. 
It  is  never  the  one  they  have  before 
them.  That,  accumulated  over  30  years, 
is  the  reason  we  find  ourselves  in  our 
present  position. 

I  believe  this  resolution  is  going  to 
pass.  I  think  that  will  be  a  good  thing. 
I  believe  the  President  of  the  United 
States  is  almost  certain  to  veto  the  en- 
forcement mechanisms  which  would 
make  it  a  reality.  That  will  be  a  bad 
thing. 

We  are  likely  to  be  back  here  next 
year,  whoever  is  President,  faced  with 
the  same  challenge,  but  a  more  dif- 
ficult challenge.  We  will  be  further  in 
debt,  it  will  be  more  difficult  to  bring 
these  spending  programs  under  control, 
but  we  will  have  the  same  debate  once 
again  as  we  do  now.  It  will  not  be  won 
by  debating  points.  It  will  only  be  won 
by  a  support  of  something  that  is  actu- 
ally before  the  Senate  and  something 
that  will  actually  work,  that  this 
present  resolution  most  certainly  is. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum, 
and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  it  be 
charged  equally  against  both  sides. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Frist).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESrOING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Parliamentary  in- 
quiry, how  much  time  does  the  minor- 
ity have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  mi- 
nority has  10  minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  On  this  side  we  have 
how  much? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority has  39  minutes. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  any  time  charged  to  the 
minority  in  the  immediate  past 
quorum  call  be  charged  to  the  major- 
ity, because  they  are  very  short  of 
time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  voted 
against  the  Republican  budget  resolu- 
tion when  it  came  before  the  Senate.  I 
told  this  body  my  reason  which  distills 
to  one  simple  truth:  It  does  not  reflect 
the  priorities  of  the  American  people. 
Sadly,  as  soon  as  Members  of  the  House 


of  Representatives  had  their  say  in  the 
budget,  as  soon  as  the  influence  of  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  was  brought  to 
bear  in  the  conference  committee,  a 
bad  budget  was  rendered  even  worse. 

Mr.  President,  the  bill  which  lies  be- 
fore us  is  in  fact  the  Newt  Gingrich 
budget.  After  the  drubbing  the  Repub- 
lican Party  took  last  year  for  holding 
hostage  the  Government  and  those  its 
services  help  as  those  Republicans 
sought  their  scorched  Earth  budget  at 
all  costs,  some  of  the  rougher  edges 
have  been  slightly  rounded,  some  of  the 
more  severe  slashes  have  been  mod- 
erated. But  this  is  unmistakably  a 
budget  without  a  heart,  a  budget  that 
has  no  concept  of  investment  for  the 
future  of  our  coimtry  and  its  people. 

When  we  first  considered  the  budget 
for  the  next  fiscal  year,  I  tried  to  im- 
prove the  bill  by  restoring  funds  for  en- 
vironmental protection  and  conserva- 
tion efforts,  for  education — the  Ging- 
rich budget  marks  the  largest  edu- 
cation cut  in  history — and  I  tried  to 
trim  unnecessary  defense  spending  to 
the  level  requested  by  the  President. 

But  then  as  now.  the  Republican 
Party  has  moved  in  lockstep  to  prevent 
us  from  providing  services  that  the 
American  people  urgently  need. 

As  an  alternative,  the  President's 
budget  continues  the  sound  economic 
and  fiscal  policy  put  in  place  in  1993 
which  has  halved  the  deficit,  kept  in- 
terest rates  and  inflation  low  and  cre- 
ated more  than  8  million  jobs.  His 
budget  is  the  right  way  to  balance  the 
budget. 

But  this  resolution  is  shameful.  The 
Gingrich  budget  continues  the  smoke- 
and-mirror  gimmicks  vetoed  by  the 
President  and  rejected  by  the  Amer- 
ican people.  It  slashes  Medicare,  crip- 
ples education  programs,  and  opens  tax 
loopholes  for  big  corporations.  This  is 
the  wrong  way. 

Despite  continuous  and  strong  eco- 
nomic news,  American  workers  feel  in- 
secure. Working  families  worry  about 
their  economic  security;  they  worry 
about  their  retirement  security.  As  I 
travel  across  Massachusetts,  people 
tell  me  they  are  worried  about  their 
physical  safety  and  their  ability  to  af- 
ford health  care. 

This  Republican  budget  will  only  ex- 
acerbate this  pervasive  sense  of  insecu- 
rity. At  a  time  when  we  are  fearful 
about  the  level  of  violent  crime  and  the 
need  to  conduct  a  real  war  on  drugs, 
the  Gingrich  budget  would  spend  less 
in  1997  than  was  allocated  in  1996  for 
crime  prevention.  At  a  time  when 
Americans  believe  that  their  only 
chance  to  realize  the  American  dream 
is  through  education,  the  Republican 
budget  gives  education  and  training 
funding  short  shrift— $56  billion  less 
than  the  President's  balanced  budget. 
At  a  time  when  Americans  look  toward 
their  senior  years  and  see  an  uncertain 
future,  the  Republican  conference  re- 
port slashes  Medicare  spending  by  $168 
billion. 
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That  is  the  wrong  set  of  priorities  for 
our  Nation,  for  our  economy,  and  for 
hard-working  American  families,  Mr. 
President.  I  reject  this  conference  re- 
port as  I,  the  President  and  the  Amer- 
ican people  rejected  the  Republican 
plan  last  year,  and  as  I  rejected  only  2 
weeks  ago  this  year's  Republican  plan. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  oppose  the  Re- 
publican conference  report.  We  can  do 
better  for  the  country  and  we  ought  to. 
I  yield  the  floor. 

WRONG  BUDGET  PRIORmES 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  the  budget 
resolution  conference  report  now  be- 
fore us  once  again  reflects  the  impact 
of  what  I  fear  is  an  extreme  conserv- 
ative agenda  that  I  believe  is  not 
shared  by  the  majority  of  my  constitu- 
ents, or  indeed  of  the  Nation.  I  cannot 
support  it. 

I  note  at  the  outset  that  I  was  happy 
to  support  the  bipartisan  centrist  al- 
ternative budget  that  was  offered  last 
month  by  Senators  Chafee  and 
Breaux.  In  my  view,  the  alternative 
plan  took  a  more  moderate  approach 
based  on  a  far  more  reasonable  ranking 
of  priorities. 

I  should  also  note  that  the  budget 
resolution  which  passed  the  Senate  on 
May  23  was  somewhat  better  than  the 
pending  conference  report.  Although  I 
did  not  vote  for  the  bill,  I  was  pleased 
that  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee,  Mr.  DOMENICI, 
a4ded  $5  billion  to  discretionary  spend- 
ing, of  which  $1.7  billion  was  ear- 
marked for  education. 

Unfortunately,  that  enlightened  step 
was  quickly  undone  by  the  conferees, 
and  the  budget  now  before  us  resembles 
all  too  clearly  last  year's  ill-conceived 
and  misguided  reconciliation  bill  that 
resulted  in  2  Govenunent  shutdowns 
and  13  continuing  resolutions.  It  is  dis- 
maying to  contemplate  a  repetition. 

The  budget  before  us  is  all  wrong,  in 
my  view.  It  continues  the  preposterous 
inconsistency  of  scheduling  tax  cuts 
and  continuing  tax  breaks  while  at  the 
very  same  time  purporting  to  move  to- 
ward a  balanced  budget.  It  pads  the  de- 
fense budget  by  more  than  $11  billion. 
And  to  offset  these  costly  steps,  it  de- 
pends on  excessive  and  unwise  cuts  in 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  as  well  as  in 
welfare  and  education. 

I  am,  of  course,  most  particularly 
distressed  by  the  cavalier  and  to  my 
mind  dangerous  treatment  of  the  Fed- 
eral investment  in  education,  which 
this  budget  would  cut  by  20  percent 
across  the  board  by  2002.  The  impact 
would  be  felt  at  all  levels  of  education, 
at  a  time  when  enrollments  particu- 
larly at  the  secondary  levels  are  climb- 
ing to  historic  highs. 

At  the  college  level,  the  Republican 
budget  would  cut  the  Pell  grant  pro- 
gram by  $6.2  billion  over  6  years.  An  es- 
timated 1.3  million  students  would  lose 
Pell  grants,  and  the  value  of  the  maxi- 
mum grant  would  decline  by  $400  per 
student. 


College  work  study  opportunities 
would  be  lost  by  800,000  students  by 
2002.  The  Direct  Student  Loan  Program 
would  be  capped,  forcing  colleges  and 
students  out  of  the  program.  And  na- 
tional service  would  be  cut,  denying 
opportvmity  to  some  40,000  over  the  6- 
year  period. 

At  the  secondary  level,  in  fiscal  year 
1997  alone,  the  pending  budget  will 
have  a  very  harmful  effect  on  several 
programs  of  proven  merit: 

Cuts  in  education  for  disadvantaged 
children  would  deny  funding  for  math 
and  reading  skills  for  some  344.000  chil- 
dren. 

Safe  and  drug  free  school  antidrug 
and  antiviolence  programs  would  be 
cut  by  $30  million  next  year. 

Cuts  in  Head  Start  would  deny  pre- 
school education  to  at  least  12.500  chil- 
dren next  year. 

Funding  under  Goals  2000  would  be 
cut  for  500  schools  helping  250.000  stu- 
dents meet  higher  education  standards. 

Reduction  in  funding  for  bilingual 
education  would  eliminate  services  for 
some  38,000  students  with  limited  pro- 
ficiency in  English. 

Cuts  in  summer  jobs  for  youth  and 
dislocated  workers  assistance  will  re- 
sult in  lost  opportunities  for  skill  en- 
hancement for  some  81,000  young  peo- 
ple. 

Mr.  President,  these  reductions 
might  have  been  justified  if  every  last 
dollar  had  been  shaved  from  programs 
less  essential  than  education,  or  if  na- 
tional defense  was  seriously  at  risk  or 
If  every  taxpayer  in  the  country  was 
being  taxed  to  the  limit  of  his  ability 
to  pay. 

But  the  fact  is  that  none  of  these 
conditions  obtain.  On  the  contrary, 
this  budget  provides  tax  cuts  and  tax 
breaks  that  may  reach  $180  billion  for 
the  wealthiest  individuals  in  the  Na- 
tion while  at  the  same  time  cutting 
education  programs  by  $25  billion,. 

This  is  an  unconscionable  inversion 
of  reasonable  priorities  and  it  ought  to 
be  rejected  out  of  hand.  I  can  only  hope 
that  our  successors  will  bring  a  more 
enlightened  and  responsible  attitude  to 
the  task. 

Ms.  SNOWE.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
this  morning  in  strong  support  of  the 
conference  budget  resolution.  I  believe 
it  provides  us  yet  another  opportunity 
in  the  104th  Congress  to  put  our  Na- 
tion's budget  on  a  path  toward  balance, 
and  does  so  in  the  spirit  of  com- 
promise. 

Mr.  President,  as  if  we  needed  any 
further  proof  of  the  difficulty  we  face 
in  balancing  the  budget  after  27  con- 
secutive years  of  fiscally  irresponsible 
behavior,  the  last  year  and  a  half  has 
further  highlighted  the  challenges  we 
face  in  achieving  this  goal.  Even  with 
an  overwhelming  majority  in  this  Con- 
gress expressing  strong  support  for  a 
balanced  budget— indeed,  64  Members 
of  this  body  even  voted  for  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  just  this  past 


week — and  a  President  expressing  the 
same  support,  we  have  still  not  enacted 
the  legislation  necessary  to  put  us  on  a 
path  to  balance. 

K  there  is  anything  that  we  have 
learned  during  these  past  17  months,  it 
is  that  some  measure  of  compromise 
win  be  needed  by  all  of  us  in  order  to 
get  to  what  we  claim  to  be  a  shared 
goal.  The  Democratic  Party  may  con- 
trol the  White  House,  but  they  do  not 
control  the  Congress.  By  the  same 
token,  the  Republican  Party  controls 
the  Congress,  but  not  with  a  margin 
sufficient  to  unilaterally  override  a 
Presidential  veto.  Therefore,  with  nei- 
ther side  having  control  sufficient  to 
simply  make  happen  whatever  they 
would  like,  we  are  forced  to  exercise 
give-and-take  if  we  truly  wish  to  move 
forward  at  all. 

Mr.  President.  I  believe  that  the 
budget  conference  report  that  has  been 
crafted  demonstrates  give-and-take, 
and  is  a  sincere  effort  to  forge  a  com- 
promise before  the  104th  Congress  ad- 
journs sine  die.  By  doing  so,  this  reso- 
lution gives  us  a  chance  to  move  the 
process  forward.  And  through  contin- 
ued compromise  in  reconciliation,  leg- 
islation could  then  be  enacted  that 
would  put  us  on  a  path  toward  balance 
in  2002. 

Therefore.  I  would  like  to  commend 
the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Budget 
Committee,  Mr.  Doiienici.  and  all  of 
the  members  of  the  House-Senate  con- 
ference committee  for  their  efforts  in 
crafting  this  conference  budget  resolu- 
tion. Their  willingness  and  ability  to 
put  together  a  budget  that  strikes  a 
compromise  between  the  positions 
taken  by  the  President  and  congres- 
sional leaders  during  months  of  often 
acrimonious  negotiations  is  a  testa- 
ment to  their  commitment  to  bal- 
ancing the  budget  sooner  rather  than 
later. 

Mr.  President,  during  the  debate  on 
the  Senate  budget  resolution  just  this 
past  month,  I  was  part  of  a  bipartisan 
group  of  Senators  that  offered  an  alter- 
native budget  resolution  that  split  the 
differences  on  contentious  issues  such 
as  Medicare,  Medicaid,  and  tax  cuts. 
Although  that  resolution  was  ulti- 
mately defeated  by  a  narrow  margin,  it 
proved  that  compromise  was  possible 
and  that  Republicans  and  Democrats 
could  work  together  and  find  common 
ground. 

After  the  defeat  of  that  bipartisan 
resolution.  I  voted  in  favor  of  the  budg- 
et resolution  crafted  by  Senator 
DOMENICT  because  I  felt  it  offered  a 
sound  and  reasoned  approach  to  bal- 
ancing the  budget — and  could  also  war- 
rant bipartisan  support.  I  regret  that 
none  of  my  Democratic  colleagues 
voted  in  fjavor  of  that  resolution  be- 
cause I  believed  that  it  not  only  offered 
a  fiscally  responsible  and  realistic  path 
to  achieving  balance  in  6  years,  but  it 
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also  demonstrated  the  ongoing  com- 
mitment to  compromise  by  the  chair- 
man of  the  Senate  Budget  Committee, 
Senator  DOMENICI. 

In  an  effort  to  gain  support  from 
Democrats  as  well  as  Republicans, 
Chairman  Domenici  incorporated  a  va- 
riety of  the  bipartisan  budget  group's 
7-year  savings  targets  in  his  6-year 
Senate  budget  resolution.  Now,  follow- 
ing negotiations  with  the  House,  the 
Chairman  is  again  presenting  us  with  a 
plan  that  contains  many  of  these  simi- 
lar savings  targets.  I  therefore  give 
this  conference  report  my  support— and 
am  hopeful  that  my  Democratic  col- 
leagues will  reconsider  their  prior  op- 
position to  the  Senate  budget  resolu- 
tion. 

To  reach  balance,  the  total  level  of 
savings  derived  in  the  most  conten- 
tious categories  of  the  1997  conference 
report  are  very  similar  to  those  con- 
tained in  the  bipartisan  budget  pro- 
posal. SpeciHcally,  the  bipartisan 
budget  assumed  S154  billion  of  savings 
in  Medicare.  $62  billion  in  Medicaid,  S58 
billion  in  welfare  and  the  ETTC,  and 
cut  taxes  by  S130  billion.  In  compari- 
son, the  conference  report  would  slow 
the  growth  of  Medicare  by  S158  billion 
over  6  years,  slow  Medicaid  growth  by 
$72  billion,  derive  savings  of  $70  billion 
firom  reforms  to  the  welfare  and  the 
ETTC  programs,  and  cut  taxes  by  a  net 
total  of  S122  billion. 

Mr.  President,  despite  these  similar- 
ities, I  am  sure  that  there  are  those 
who  will  criticize  this  conference  budg- 
et resolution  on  the  grounds  that  the 
policies  that  back  the  numbers  are 
wrong.  I  would  simply  remind  my  col- 
leagues that  a  budget  resolution  is  a 
blueprint  and  not  a  nnal  package  of 
policies  for  balancing  the  budget.  The 
policies  that  embrace  these  targets 
will  be  crafted  during  the  reconcili- 
ation process.  We  will  have  ample  time 
to  debate  the  specific  policies  that 
achieve  these  targets  in  the  coming 
months. 

Still  others  will  argue  that  the  sav- 
ings targets  contained  in  the  1997  con- 
ference report  are  unrealistic  or  hurt- 
ful. To  those  I  would  ask:  Is  it  hurtful 
to  save  the  Nation's  Medicare  Program 
from  bankruptcy?  Is  it  unrealistic  to 
believe  that  Medicaid  and  welfare  can 
be  reformed  in  a  manner  that  improves 
the  delivery  of  services  to  those  in 
need— especially  the  poor  and  elderly? 

The  answer  to  all  of  these  questions 
is  the  same:  "Of  course  not." 

One  striking  example  of  the  unjusti- 
fied vilifying  of  this  budget  resolution 
is  In  the  Medicare  program.  As  we  all 
learned  from  the  Medicare  trustees  this 
past  week,  the  Medicare  trust  fund  is 
now  expected  to  go  insolvent  in  5  short 
years— which  is  1  year  less  than  we 
were  told  just  over  12  months  ago — and 
perhaps  in  as  quickly  as  4  years.  We 
have  a  responsibility  and  an  obligation 
to  make  the  changes  necessary  to  en- 
sure that  this  program — which  provides 


essential  health  care  for  millions  of 
our  Nation's  senior  citizens — be  pre- 
served for  10  years. 

Rather  than  embrace  a  broad  budget 
goal  for  Medicare  that  would  allow  us 
to  craft  a  package  of  reforms  to  pre- 
serve this  program  for  10  years,  oppo- 
nents contend  that  the  President's  plan 
— which  contained  real  reforms  that 
would  only  extend  solvency  of  this 
trust  fund  for  1  additional  year 
— should  be  embraced.  We  owe  it  to  our 
senior  citizens  of  today — and  to  those 
of  tomorrow- that  this  vital  program 
will  not  be  imperiled  simply  because  it 
appeared  to  be  a  good  "wedge  issue" 
for  an  upcoming  election. 

By  the  same  token,  Mr.  President, 
the  entire  balanced  budget  debate  is 
not  only  about  today,  but  also  about 
tomorrow.  We  must  never  forget  that 
balancing  the  budget  is  not  merely  an 
exercise  in  national  accounting,  rather 
it  is  about  improving  the  lives  of  every 
American  both  now  and  in  the  future. 
Today,  a  balanced  budget  would  mean 
improved  financial  conditions  for  our 
Nation's  workers  and  families  by  pro- 
viding for  higher  growth  and  lower  in- 
terest rates.  We  would  effectively  be 
putting  money  in  the  bank  accounts  of 
working  Americans  because  they  would 
be  pajring  less  interest  on  their  mort- 
gages, less  on  their  student  loans,  and 
less  on  their  car  loans. 

At  the  same  time,  balancing  the 
budget  is  about  preserving  the  future 
by  ensuring  that  our  children  and 
grandchildren  would  not  be  subjected 
to  an  82-percent  tax  rate  or  a  50-per- 
cent cut  in  benefits  to  pay  for  our  prof- 
ligate spending  today.  Every  genera- 
tion of  Americans  has  sought  to  pro- 
vide a  brighter  economic  future  for  the 
next — but  our  unwillingness  to  exercise 
self  control  today  is  Imperiling  this 
goal  for  the  generation  of  tomorrow. 

I  believe  John  F.  Kennedy  said  it 
most  succinctly:  "It  is  the  task  of 
every  generation  to  build  a  road  for  the 
next  generation."  I  do  not  believe  that 
building  this  road  for  the  next  genera- 
tion can  be  put  off  any  longer.  I  do  not 
believe  that  we  can  stand  idly  by  while 
our  children's  inheritance  is  squan- 
dered. 

This  budget  resolution  provides  us 
with  an  opportunity.  An  opportunity  to 
forge  a  compromise  now — not  after  the 
next  election.  We  should  not  allow  the 
forces  of  politics  to  overcome  the  force 
of  responsibility. 

Mr.  President,  I  support  this  budget 
agreement. 

Mr.  FEINGOLD.  Mr.  President,  the 
finishing  touches  have  been  applied  to 
the  leadership's  Presidential  election 
year  budget,  and  as  many  of  us  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  feared,  the  comer- 
stone  of  that  election  year  budget  is 
not  balancing  the  books  but  cutting 
taxes. 

Even  the  few  fig  leaves  that  were 
carefully  placed  on  last  year's  budget 
resolution  have  been  removed.  The  spe- 


cial reserve  fund  from  which  tax  cuts 
were  to  be  funded  only  after  CBO  cer- 
tified that  we  were  on  a  glidepath  to  a 
balanced  budget  has  been  removed. 

Instead  we  have  a  Rube  Goldberg 
construction  of  reconciliation  bills, 
leading  to  a  massive  tax  cut  which,  we 
are  told,  totals  $122  billion,  but  which 
might  actually  be  closer  to  $180  billion 
if  one  believes  the  Chairman  of  the 
other  body's  Budget  Committee. 

If  anything,  the  conference  version  of 
the  budget  resolution  provides  even 
more  opportunities  for  enacting  a  tax 
cut  before  the  budget  is  balanced.  As  I 
understand  the  conference  report.  Con- 
gress can  now  consider  tax  cuts  as  part 
of  the  welfare-Medicaid  reconciliation 
bill,  or  as  part  of  a  separate  tax  cut 
reconciliation  bill.  It  is  readily  appar- 
ent that  the  goal  of  this  year's  budget 
resolution  is  not  to  balance  the  budget 
in  7  years,  in  6  years,  or  even  sooner. 

The  goal  is  to  pass  an  election  year 
tax  cut. 

Mr.  President,  the  goal,  and  thus  the 
budget  as  a  whole,  is  entirely  politi- 
cal— a  defect  that  is  not  unique  to  this 
budget  resolution.  The  tax  cut  bidding 
war  that  has  been  heating  up  for  the 
past  2V!i  years  is  now  white  hot.  The 
President  is  proposing  tax  cuts.  The 
Republican  congressional  leadership 
are  proposing  tax  cuts.  The  GOP  can- 
didate for  President  is  about  to  propose 
tax  cuts.  Even  the  bipartisan  coalition 
of  Senators  proposed  a  significant  tax 
cut  as  part  of  their  own  budget  plan, 
though  I  think  many  in  that  coalition 
would  have  preferred  no  tax  cuts  at  all 
until  we  balanced  the  budget. 

Mr.  President,  every  time  you  turn 
around  you  bump  into  somebody  about 
to  propose  a  tax  cut.  Last  week,  the 
President  proposed  a  $1,500  education 
tax  credit,  and  there  are  reports  that 
he  may  propose  a  tax  break  for  first- 
time  homebuyers.  The  Republican  con- 
gressional leadership  is  pushing  a  gas 
tax  cut,  ajid  has  also  proposed  an  adop- 
tion tax  credit  and  a  series  of  business 
tax  cuts.  And  the  Republican  Presi- 
dential nominee  is  expected  to  propose 
a  significant  tax  cut,  reportedly  as 
much  as  a  15-percent  across-the-board 
cut  in  income  taxes,  a  cut  that  would 
cost  about  $90  billion  a  year  according 
to  one  report. 

Mr.  President,  we  may  need  an  envi- 
ronmental impact  statement  reviewing 
the  loss  of  all  those  trees  that  will  be 
used  to  make  the  paper  for  this  bliz- 
zard of  tax  cut  bills.  The  Washington 
Post  took  both  Presidential  candidates 
to  task  for  their  election  year  tax  cut 
proposals.  That  June  4  editorial  noted 
that  "both  men  know  better,"  and 
went  on  to  say  that  "the  candidates 
are  moving,  both  of  them,  against  what 
we  persist  in  regarding  as  their  own 
better  instincts  toward  a  bidding  war 
on  taxes." 

Mr.  President,  I  think  that  is  a  fair 
characterization. 

I  respect  both  President  Clinton  and 
Senator  Dole,  and  I  think  they  both 
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know  better  than  to  engage  in  this  bid- 
ding war  on  taxes.  It  is  driven  purely 
by  political  winds.  With  continuing 
budget  deficits  facing  the  Nation,  our 
focus  must  remain  on  balancing  the 
budget,  not  on  cutting  taxes. 

This  is  true  not  only  for  the  Federal 
budget  as  a  whole,  but  also  within  the 
budget  in  areas  such  as  Medicare.  The 
recent  report  of  the  Medicare  trustees 
came  as  no  surprise.  We  have  known 
for  some  time  that  the  Medicare  trust 
fund  would  be  insolvent  in  a  few  years, 
a  projection  that  has  been  all  too  com- 
mon over  the  past  25  years. 

We  need  to  devote  our  economic  re- 
sources toward  stabilizing  that  trust 
fUnd  in  the  short  term,  and  ensuring  its 
solvency  in  the  long  term.  I  regret  that 
the  path  of  this  budget  resolution  is  in- 
stead to  further  undermine  that  trust 
fund  by  putting  tax  cuts  ahead  of  both 
balancing  the  Federal  budget  and  the 
long-term  solvency  of  Medicare. 

Mr.  President,  the  bipartisan  budget 
plan  that  was  debated  here  last  month 
also  had  this  fatal  fiaw.  That  plan, 
which  held  much  promise  in  so  many 
areas,  was  fatally  flawed  by  having  to 
provide  funding  for  a  tax  cut  that  was 
neither  politically  necessary  nor  fis- 
cally responsible.  That  it  used  as  its 
funding  source  an  across-the-board  cut 
In  Social  Security  COLA'S  not  only 
friistrated  the  rest  of  the  plan,  it  also 
may  have  jeopardized  efforts  to  reforai 
the  Consumer  Price  Index  which  so 
many  respected  authorities  maintain 
overstates  the  cost  of  living.  Making  a 
case  that  the  CPI  needs  to  be  modified 
will  only  suffer  if  the  savings  realized 
firom  reform  are  used  to  cut  taxes  rath- 
er than  to  secure  the  fiscal  stability  of 
Social  Security. 

Mr.  President,  there  was  absolutely 
no  need  for  that  bipartisan  plan  to  in- 
clude a  tax  cut,  and  I  very  much  hope 
that  any  future  bipartisan  actions 
which  may  flow  fSrom  that  important 
effort  begin  by  dumping  those  tax  cuts 
and  focusing  every  last  dime  of  savings 
on  balancing  the  budget. 

Mr.  President,  I  regret  that  so  many 
have  been  Infected  by  this  tax  cut 
fever.  Its  symptoms  seem  to  cloud  the 
mind.  Even  those  who  persist  in  believ- 
ing the  thoroughly  disproven  voo  doo 
economics  of  the  early  1980's  can  find 
little  on  which  to  launch  their  argu- 
ments for  a  so-called  pro-growth  tax 
cut. 

As  some  have  noted,  whether  or  not 
the  "pro-growth"  set  believe  in  those 
discredited  policies,  there  is  little 
doubt  that  the  Federal  Reserve  and  the 
financial  markets  do  not,  and  the  ef- 
fects of  any  tax  cut  that  might  be  en- 
acted would  be  countered  in  short 
order  with  an  offsetting  rise  in  interest 
rates. 

Mr.  President,  we  can  barely  cut 
taxes  and  balanre  the  budget  on  paper, 
let  alone  actually  putting  such  a  plan 
into  effect.  Maintaining  the  fiscal  dis- 
cipline needed  to  eliminate  the  deficit 


is  hard  enough  for  Congress.  Adding  a 
tax  cut  on  top  of  that  goal  is  fiscally 
irresponsible. 

Mr.  President,  this  budget  resolution 
invites  mischief.  It  provides  multiple 
opportunities  to  stray  from  what  must 
be  our  most  important  economic  goal, 
namely  a  balanced  budget.  And  by 
opening  up  these  new  fronts,  it  further 
escalates  a  tax  cut  bidding  war  that  is 
already  getting  out  of  control. 

Mr.  President,  we  can  expect  a  long, 
hot  simimer  of  tax  cut  proposals  flsring 
back  and  forth. 

Mr.  President,  it  may  have  appeal  in 
some  quarters,  but  the  great  bulk  of 
the  American  people  would  much  rath- 
er be  dealt  with  honestly  and  respon- 
sibly. They  know  that  you  cannot  bal- 
ance the  budget  and  cut  taxes  at  the 
same  time.  Tou  have  to  choose  one 
road  or  the  other. 

Mr.  President,  let  us  choose  the  road 
to  a  balanced  budget. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  as  I  come 
to  the  floor  today  to  speak  on  this 
budget  conference  report  I  am  re- 
minded of  the  immortal  words  of  Yogi 
Berra:  "It  feels  like  deja  vu  all  over 
again." 

Because,  contrary  to  my  colleagues' 
protestations  of  moderation,  this  con- 
ference report  repeats  the  same  mis- 
takes of  last  year's  failed  budget  proc- 
ess, which  twice  shut  the  Government 
down.  Last  year's  plan  gutted  Medi- 
care, Medicaid,  education,  and  the  en- 
vironment and  was  soundly  rejected  by 
the  American  people  and  this  con- 
ference report  seems  to  be  no  different. 

Frankly,  I'm  amazed  that  after  the 
lessons  of  last  year  the  Republicans 
would  try  to  hoodwink  the  American 
people  into  thinking  that  they  have 
changed  their  stripes.  But  this  budget 
does  just  that  by  presenting  the  thin 
veneer  of  compromise  and  moderation, 
while  at  the  same  time  maintaining 
draconlan  spending  cuts  in  America's 
priorities  and  tax  cuts  for  Americans 
who  don't  need  them. 

But  the  American  people  will  not  be 
fooled.  They  learned  long  ago  that 
when  it  comes  to  the  Republican's 
budget-cutting  efforts,  "All  that  glit- 
ters is  not  gold." 

Unfortunately,  the  only  thing  that 
shines  in  this  budget  is  the  repetition 
of  the  same  mistakes  that  gave  us  13 
continuing  resolutions  and  2  Govern- 
ment shutdowns  last  year. 

For  example,  on  Medicare  this  con- 
ference report  calls  for  cuts  of  up  to 
$168  billion.  These  reductions  would 
leave  seniors  with  an  increasingly  sec- 
ond-class health  care  system.  The  en- 
actment of  the  accompanying  profound 
policy  changes  would  leave  the  sickest 
and  poorest  Americans  in  a  weakend 
and  toothless  Medicare  program. 

This  conference  report  also  rep- 
resents a  $123  billion  reduction  in  part 
A.  These  cuts  would  litaxt  beneficiary 
access  to  hospital  health  services  and 
limit  payments  to  hospitals.  These  re- 


ductions could  result  in  cost-shifting, 
affect  quality  and  leave  in  serious  jeop- 
ardy the  continuing  viability  of  many 
rural  and  urban  hospitals. 

But,  Republicans  don't  stop  with 
Medicare.  Medicaid,  too,  would  be  gut- 
ted by  $72  billion  in  cuts  and  block 
grants  that  would  threaten  this  Na- 
tion's guarantee  to  provide  health  care 
for  children  and  the  poor.  In  fact, 
under  the  Republicans'  block  grant  ap- 
proach, these  Medicaid  reductions 
could  total  $250  billion  if  States  spend 
only  the  minimum  required. 

If  this  conference  report  were  en- 
acted, more  than  36  million  Medicaid 
beneficiaries,  including  18  million  chil- 
dren, more  than  6  million  people  with 
disabilities  and  millions  of  older  Amer- 
icans who  rely  on  Medicaid,  would  lose 
their  guarantee  of  adequate  health 
care. 

But  these  Medicaid  costs  are  an  inte- 
gral part  of  a  conference  report  that 
finds  more  than  42  percent  of  its  sav- 
ings by  cutting  priorities  that  affect 
low-income  Americans.  Is  this  any  way 
to  balance  the  budget — on  the  backs  of 
America's  poorest  citizens  while  at  the 
same  time  including  sizable  tax  cuts 
for  wealthy  Americans? 

Additionally.  I  hear  a  lot  of  rhetoric 
from  across  the  aisle  about  moving 
Americans  from  welfare  to  work  and 
making  the  opportunity  of  the  Amer- 
ican Dream  available  to  millions  of 
Americans.  Maybe  one  of  my  Repub- 
lican colleagues  could  explain  to  me 
how  we  are  supposed  to  do  that  when 
we're  taking  away  the  tools  to  make 
those  dreams  a  reality? 

In  my  opinion,  there  is  no  better  ex- 
ample of  the  Republicans'  insensitive 
attitude  to  the  working  poor  than  their 
proposed  cuts  in  the  earned  income  tax 
credit.  [ETTC]. 

Here  we  have  a  program  that  benefits 
millions  of  America's  working  poor 
that  in  the  past  has  had  sweeping  bi- 
partisan support  and  that  provides  an 
essential  lifeline  for  those  Americans 
trying  to  escape  poverty. 

But.  while  most  Americans  would 
look  at  the  earned  Income  tax  credit 
and  say  "Here's  a  Government  program 
that  works,"  my  Republican  colleagues 
look  at  the  ETTC  and  say,  "Here's  a 
place  to  save  money."  This  is  akin  to 
raising  taxes  on  the  working  poor. 

At  at  time  when  growing  wage  in- 
equalities threaten  to  segregate  Ameri- 
cans by  economics,  it  is  beyond  my 
ability  to  understand  how  my  Repub- 
lican colleagues  could  pass  a  con- 
ference report  that  raises  taxes  on  the 
working  poor  while  cutting  taxes  for 
wealthy  Americans.  But.  it  seems 
those  kind  of  skewed  priorities  have 
become  the  norm  is  this  body. 

Additionally,  this  budget  continues 
the  Republican  assault  on  education 
and  job  training.  The  overwhelming  de- 
sire of  the  American  people  to  see  Con- 
gress maintain  our  national  commit- 
ment to  education  has  led  my  Repub- 
lican colleagues  to  increase  funding. 
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But,  Americans  won't  be  fooled  by 
these  hollow  increases. 

In  real  terms.this  conference  report 
would  mean  $25  billion  less  in  edu- 
cation and  training  spending  over  the 
next  6  years.  On  the  other  hand.  Presi- 
dent Clinton  understands  the  need  for 
maintaining  our  commitment  to  edu- 
cation and  job  training.  That's  why  his 
budget  includes  nearly  S60  billion,  more 
than  the  GOP  budget,  in  new  invest- 
ments in  priorities  such  as  Head  Start, 
Goals  2000,  Pell  grants,  school-to-work, 
summer  jobs,  and  dislocated  worker 
training. 

The  President's  budget  also  main- 
tains our  national  commitments  to  the 
environment  and  to  crime  fighting, 
which  suffer  serious  blows  under  the 
GOP  conference  report. 

For  example,  the  Republican  budget 
cuts  nearly  $4  billion,  fi:>om  the  Presi- 
dent's request  for  environmental  prior- 
ities such  as  energy  conservation  and 
EPA  enforcement  and  maintains  the 
GOP  commitment  to  open  up  one  of 
America's  last  great  enviroiunentaJi 
treasures,  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Refuge,  to  oil  and  gas  drilling. 

On  the  crime  front,  while  Repub- 
licans like  to  portray  this  President  as 
soft  on  crime,  it  is  Republicans  who  are 
actually  cutting  money  that  helps  keep 
our  streets  safe  from  the  scourge  of 
drugs  and  violent  crime.  For  example, 
the  Violent  Crime  Reduction  fund 
would  see  serious  cutbacks  and  the 
total  funding  for  the  Administration  of 
Justice  function  would  be  cut  by  more 
tan  S2.5  billion  than  the  President  re- 
quested. 

Tet.  at  the  same  time  they're  cutting 
money  for  crime,  education,  the  envi- 
ronment and  job  training,  this  con- 
ference report  still  finds  enough  money 
to  provide  J11.3  billion  more  in  defense 
funding  than  the  Pentagon  even  re- 
quested. 

This  additional,  unrequested  funding, 
along  with  another  iGO  billion  boon- 
doggle for  a  Star  Wars  missile  system 
serves  as  a  vivid  reminder  of  where  the 
priorities  of  my  colleagues  across  the 
aisle  lie.  And  to  be  honest  with  this 
much  in  additional  spending  it's  hard 
to  take  seriously  Republican  assertions 
that  they  truly  want  to  balance  the 
budget. 

There's  an  inherent  hsrpocrisy  in  sug- 
gesting that  on  one  hand  we  need  to 
balance  the  budget— even  amending  the 
Constitution  if  need  be — while  on  the 
other  hand  calling  for  additional, 
unrequested  defense  spending  and  a  re- 
peal of  the  gas  tax,  which  will  only 
drive  up  the  deficit. 

What's  more,  these  spending  in- 
creases come  on  the  heels  of  Repub- 
licans' continued  insistence  that  this 
Congress  pass  tax  cuts  for  wealthy 
Americans  who  don't  need  them.  Last 
year's  budget  devoted  47  percent  of  its 
tax  cuts  to  people  making  more  than 
$100,000  and  there  is  little  reason  to  be- 
lieve that  this  year  is  any  different. 


Stop  me  if  this  agenda  sounds  famil- 
iar. As  one  of  the  11  Senators  to  vote 
against  the  1991  Reagan  budget  plan 
that  cut  taxes,  raised  defense  spending 
and  plunged  this  Nation  into  deeper 
and  deeper  debt  the  similarities  are  all 
too  familiar. 

It  was  that  plan  that  brought  this 
Nation  to  the  point  we're  at  today.  If 
we  hadn't  exploded  the  deficit  during 
the  1980s  this  debate  would  not  nec- 
essary. But,  it  seems  some  people  never 
learn. 

If  my  Republican  colleagues  were 
truly  intent  on  balancing  the  budget  in 
a  fair  and  equitable  manner  they  might 
want  to  look  down  Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue to  the  White  House. 

President  Clinton  has  presented  a 
budget  that  puts  our  fiscal  house  in 
order  while  protecting  our  values  and 
priorities  as  a  Nation.  But,  it  seems 
Republicans  are  more  intent  on  playing 
politics  with  this  issue,  rather  than 
taking  up  the  President's  offer  to  con- 
tinue the  negotiations. 

This  conference  reiwrt  puts  us  in  the 
wrong  direction  toward  compromise, 
but  more  importantly  it  puts  us  on  the 
wrong  path  toward  making  a  better  fu- 
ture for  our  children.  It  is  my  inten- 
tion to  vote  against  this  conference  re- 
port and  I  urge  all  my  colleagues. 
Democrats  and  Republicans,  to  reject 
it  as  well. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  express  my  disappointment 
that  the  fiscal  year  1997  budget  resolu- 
tion alters  my  sense-of-the-Senate 
amendment  in  a  way  that  completely 
changes  the  intent  of  the  amendment 
agreed  to  by  57  Senators. 

In  February  I  introduced  legislation 
that  would  create  a  dedicated  trust 
fund  for  Amtrak.  As  chairman  of  the 
Finance  Conunlttee,  I  reported  out  this 
legislation  with  the  support  of  my  col- 
leagues on  both  sides  of  the  isle.  On  the 
budget  resolution  I  offered  a  sense-of- 
the-Senate  amendment  that  expressed 
support  for  this  legislation — for  direct 
funding  for  Amtrak — and  it  was  over- 
whelmingly approved  by  the  Senate. 

While  my  sense-of-the-Senate  amend- 
ment received  strong  support  in  the 
Senate,  my  amendment  was  drastically 
changed  while  in  conference  with  the 
House.  My  amendment  was  supported 
by  57  Senators  who  voted  for  direct 
funding  for  capital  improvements  to 
Amtrak.  My  legislation  would  have 
been  offset  according  to  the  budget 
rules,  therefore,  it  would  not  have  had 
an  affect  on  the  deficit.  It  would  fund 
Amtrak  without  raising  taxes,  without 
increasing  the  deficit,  and  without  cut- 
ting funding  for  other  forms  of  trans- 
portation. 

Unfortunately,  my  amendment  was 
modified  in  conference.  The  modified 
version  of  my  amendment  would  only 
create  an  authorization,  with  no  direct 
spending  for  Amtrak.  These  are  two 
different  amendments  with  two  dif- 
ferent  meanings.    However,    only   my 


amendment  was  voted  on  by  the  full 
Senate  and  only  my  amendment  re- 
ceived overwhelming  support  from  this 
body. 

Mr.  President,  the  57  Senators  that 
voted  in  favor  of  direct  spending  knew 
what  they  were  voting  on.  These  Mem- 
bers know  that  if  Amtrak  is  to  survive, 
it  will  need  direct  spending  to  make 
the  needed  capital  improvements  and 
upgrades  to  equipment  and  shops.  They 
also  know  that  another  authorization 
will  not  help  Amtrak  secure  the  money 
needed  for  long  term  capital  invest- 
ments. 

What  Amtrak  needs  and  what  the 
Senate  voted  on  is  direct  funding  for 
capital  improvements.  I  conclude  by 
expressing  my  profound  disappoint- 
ment that  the  conference  report  for  the 
fiscal  year  1997  budget  resolution  does 
not  reflect  the  will  of  the  Senate  on 
this  issue. 

Let  me  also  point  out  that  my  pref- 
erence for  the  overall  budget  resolution 
would  have  been  the  lower  discre- 
tionary levels  as  contained  in  the 
House-passed  version  of  the  budget  res- 
olution. 

Thank  you  Mr.  President  and  I  yield 
the  floor. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President.  I  know 
there  is  a  lot  of  redundancy  in  what  we 
all  say  around  here,  and  certainly  I 
have  tried  to  make  these  points  before, 
but  we  had  quite  a  discussion  this 
morning  debating  the  budget  resolu- 
tion. During  that  time.  I  guess  one  of 
the  most  eloquent  Senators  in  the  his- 
tory of  this  body.  Senator  Byrd  from 
West  Virginia,  had  some  comments 
that  I  want  to  respond  to. 

One  was  he  commented  on  the  mis- 
take that  he  made  when  he  voted  for 
tax  cuts  back  in  the  1980's.  I  suggest 
that  there  is  a  basic  difference  in  phi- 
losophy. I  hope  it  came  out.  I  think 
people  have  to  weigh  this  on  their  own. 

I  can  remember,  in  1992,  a  quote  I  at- 
tribute to  Laura  Tyson,  the  chief  eco- 
nomic adviser  to  President  Clinton, 
who  said,  "There  is  no  relationship  be- 
tween the  level  of  taxation  that  a  na- 
tion pays  and  its  productivity."  I  think 
that  is  the  crux  of  where  we  are  now  in 
our  debate,  whether  it  is  about  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  or  just  a  bal- 
anced budget.  If  you  really  believe 
that,  then  I  can  understand  why  people 
would  not  want  to  have  tax  cuts  and 
why  they  would  vote  the  way  they  do. 

But  I  have  to  remind  the  distin- 
guished Senator  that  there  is  no  period 
of  time  in  history  when  we  had  greater 
tax  cuts  than  there  was  in  the  1980's. 
That  is  when  we  had  our  marginal 
rates  coming  down  so  dramatically.  In 
1980,  the  total  revenues  for  Govern- 
ment were  $517  billion.  In  1990.  it  was 
$1.03  trillion.  It  doubled  in  that  period 
of  time.  During  that  period  of  time,  we 
had  the  greatest  tax  decreases  of  any 
10-year  period  in  America's  history. 
The  revenues  from  marginal  rates 
went,  in  1980,  from  $244  to  $466  billion. 
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That  is  where  the  basic  difference  of 
opinion  is.  People  want  to  have  more  of 
their  money  to  invest.  For  each  1  per- 
cent increase  in  the  economy,  it  devel- 
ops an  additional  $26  billion  of  new 
funds. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  said — and  this  is  a  quote,  I 
wrote  it  down— he  said,  "The  people  of 
America  are  going  to  wake  up  and  say 
we  are  tired  of  cutting  domestic  discre- 
tionary programs."  I  think  that  is  a 
basic  difference  of  opinion  among 
many  of  us  here.  I  think  perhaps  the 
majority  of  us  do  not  believe  that.  We 
think  the  people  of  America  are  not 
tired  of  cutting  domestic  progrrams. 
They  are  tired  of  tax  increases.  They 
are  tired  of  deficit  increases.  They  are 
tired  of  having  their  children  and  their 
grandchildren  bom  into  an  environ- 
ment where  they  immediately  inherit  a 
$19,000  debt,  and  if  we  do  not  do  some- 
thing to  change  it,  they  will  end  up 
having  to  pay  82  percent  of  their  entire 
lifetime  Income  just  to  support  Gov- 
ernment. 

Another  thing  that  was  said  was  said 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
North  Dakota,  who  again  used  the  "S" 
word,  I  call  it,  star  wars.  I  have  to  say, 
and  I  firmly  believe  it— I  am  on  the 
Senate  Armed  Services  Committee  and 
the  Intelligence  Committee  and  I  was 
on  the  same  committees  over  in  the 
House  of  Representatives — I  believe 
there  is  a  greater  threat  facing  Amer- 
ica today  than  there  has  been,  cer- 
tainly, since  World  War  n,  maybe  since 
the  Revolutionary  War:  the  prolifera- 
tion of  nuclear  weapons,  weapons  of 
mass  destruction,  and  the  lack  of  de- 
fense against  delivery  of  those  weap- 
ons. As  the  distinguished  Presiding  Of- 
ficer knows,  because  he  is  on  the  same 
conmiittees  I  am,  we  are  in  an  environ- 
ment where  we  have  had  slashes  in  the 
military  budget  for  12  consecutive 
years.  So  now  we  are  essentially  where 
we  were  in  buying  power  in  1980  when 
we  could  not  afford  spare  parts. 

So  I  think  it  is  doing  a  disservice  to 
the  American  people  to  use  such  terms 
as  star  wars.  When  you  realize  it  is  not 
$70  or  $80  or  $90  billion,  we  are  talking 
about  an  investment  that  the  Amer- 
ican people  have  made  in  national  mis- 
sile defense  today  of  about  $50  billion. 
Just  take  the  Aegis  ships,  22  Aegis 
ships,  already  paid  for,  already  float- 
ing, that  have  launching  capability,  all 
we  have  to  do  is  spend  about  $4  billion 
more  to  give  them  the  capability  of 
getting  into  the  upper  tier  to  give  us 
the  defense  system  that  we  have  to 
have. 

We  have  rogue  nations,  as  James 
Woolsey  said,  some  25  to  30  rogue  na- 
tions, nations  that  have  weapon*;  of 
mass  destruction,  not  the  obvious  ones 
of  Russia  and  China  and  North  Korea, 
but  Iran.  Iraq,  and  all  the  ocber  na- 
tions. Ssrria,  Libya.  I  think  a'uout  the 
war  that  took  place,  the  Persian  Gulf 
war,  where  Saddam  Hussein  said,  "If 


we  could  have  waited  for  5  more  years 
before  we  invaded  Kuwait,  we  would 
have  been  able  to  have  the  missile  ca- 
pability of  delivering  a  weapon  of  mass 
destruction  at  the  United  States  of 
America."  This  is  coming  from  a  guy 
who  murdered  his  own  grandchildren, 
so  we  are  not  talking  about  normal 
people  who  think  like  we  do. 

So  I  would  say  I  wanted  to  respond  to 
those  two  statements  made  by  those 
two  very  distinguished  Senators  from 
West  Virginia  and  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  our  committee. 

Mr.  I*resident,  I  ask  imanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Recx)rd  at 
this  point  an  article  in  the  Wall  Street 
Journal  of  June  6  entitled,  "A  Tax  Cut 
Trap,"  by  the  distinguished  journalist 
Albert  R.  Hunt. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Wall  Street  Journal.  June  6, 1996] 
The  Tax  Cut  Trap 
(By  Albert  R.  Hunt) 

[No  matter  how  many  consultants  told  him  to 
make  his  message  more  upbeat .  .  .  no  one  could 
ever  conviTUx  Dole  that  deficits  would  simply 
"grow  away."  Bobby  Joe  Dole  grew  up  in  Rus- 
sell, Kansas.  He  saw  people  die  from  debt.— 
From  "Bob  Dole."  a  1992  biography  by  Rich- 
ard Ben  Cramer.] 

Bobby  Joe  Dole  is  on  the  verge  of  an  epiph- 
any on  huge  tax  cuts  aimed  at  helping  the 
federal  budget  deficit  simply  grow  away,  ac- 
cording to  Republican  bigwigs  who  are  prod- 
ding him  in  that  direction.  Running  16  points 
behind  President  Clinton,  they  want  their 
nominee  to  return  to  those  salad  days  when 
the  GOP  won  elections  by  promising  to  cut 
taxes  for  everybody. 

If  a  tax  exists.  Sen.  Dole  is  being  urged  to 
cut  it.  ranging  fi-om  lower  capital  gains  rates 
to  bigger  write-offs  for  personal  savings  and 
donating  to  charities  that  help  the  poor. 
Overlaying  this  would  be  the  big  ticket:  ei- 
ther an  across-the-board  15%  reduction  in  in- 
come taxes  or  a  flatter  income  tax  with  only 
a  few  politically  necessary  exemptions. 

The  total  tab  over  seven  years  could  reach 
three-quarters  of  a  trillion  dollars,  or  three 
times  as  much  as  the  huge  GOP-drafted  tax 
cut  that  played  such  a  pivotal  role  in  unrav- 
eling the  Republican's  budget  plans  this  Con- 
gress. 

Sen.  Dole,  who  undoubtedly  will  propose  a 
major  tax  reduction  plan,  probably  in  July, 
is  more  cautious  than  those  giving  him  ad- 
vice. And  for  good  reason;  skeptical  voters 
may  spot  the  fallacies  in  this  supposed  free 
lunch: 

(1)  It  would  be  sayonara  both  to  the  center- 
piece of  the  Republican  revolution,  a  bal- 
anced budget,  and  to  deficit  cutting,  a  hall- 
mark of  Sen.  Dole's  3$-year  congressional  ca- 
reer (which  is  slated  to  end  next  Tuesday). 


The  Kansas  Republican's  contempt  for  sup- 
ply-side tax  cutters  in  the  19eOs  was  legend- 
ary. In  1992  he  assailed  a  proposed  Bush  tax 
cut  as  "bad  medicine,"  and  last  year  he  was 
quoted  as  saying  that  in  the  19605  the  tax 
cutters  said.  "'Everything's  going  to  be 
fine."  Well  ...  it  wasn't.  You  see  how  the 
debt  went  up  during  those  years." 

Dole  advisers  insist  he'll  accompany  tax 
reductions  with  spending  cutbacks,  likely  to 
include  tax  loophole  closings  too.  and  they 
note  there'll  be  some  stimulus  effect  of  the 
massive  tax  cuts.  But  a  quick  glance  at  last 
year's  budget  battle  shows  just  how  tough 
this  is.  To  finance  a  S245  billion  tax  cut  the 
Republicans  had  to  propose  politically  un- 
popular cutbacks  in  Medicare  and  slash  so 
many  social  service  programs  that  cumula- 
tively their  plan  amounted  to  an  assault  on 
the  poor.  The  conservative  House  Democrats, 
the  so-called  Blue  Dogs,  have  proposed  a  fed- 
eral budget  that  would  balance  in  six  years 
with  no  tax  cut. 

(2)  The  economic  rationale  for  these  cuts  is 
full  of  snake  oil.  Proponents  contend  that 
the  1981  Reagan  tax  cuts  produced  a  surge  in 
revenues— rising,  in  real  terms,  an  average  of 
3.8%  a  year  from  1982  to  1989— and  that  the 
1993  Clinton-engineered  tax  increase  was  a 
disaster. 

Tax  revenues  did  rise  in  the  iseos  for  one 
primary  reason:  Payroll  taxes  were  boosted 
six  times  during  that  period,  and  rose  an  av- 
erage of  4.8%  from  1962  to  1989.  Individual  in- 
come tax  revenues  rose  only  an  average  of 
2.2%  and  most  of  that  was  after  passage  of 
the  1986  tax  refonn  act. 

Since  the  1993  act.  tax  revenues  have  risen 
4.8%  a  year.  Back  in  1993  Republicans  warned 
of  the  dire  consequences  of  that  deficit  re- 
duction/tax hike  legislation.  Newt  Gingrich 
said  it  would  "lead  to  a  recession  .  .  .  and 
will  actually  Increase  the  deficit."  Bep.  Dick 
Armey  (R..  Texas)  called  it  a  "job  killer." 
Sen.  Phil  Gramm  (R.,  Texas)  was  even  more 
apocalyptic. 

Here  are  the  facts:  The  unemployment  rate 
today  is  5.4%;  three  years  ago  it  was  7.1%. 
Since  August  1993,  seven  mlllioo  new  jobs 
have  been  created,  and  the  budget  deficit  has 
been  more  than  cut  in  half  to  S130  billion. 
The  Dow  Jones  Industrial  Average  has 
soared  more  than  20(X)  points,  with  relatively 
low  infiation  and  interest  rates. 

(3)  Under  the  proposed  tax  plans,  the  GOP 
can  forget  about  emphasizing  Income  in- 
equality or  the  lagging  middle  class,  issues 
that  featured  so  prominently  in  the  early 
primary  contests. 

When  Sen.  Spencer  Abraham  fR.,  Mich.) 
and  others  complain  that  Individual  taxes 
have  risen  25%  under  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion, they  omit  some  pertinent  particulars. 
The  1993  tax  increase  raised  tax  rates  for 
only  the  wealthiest  1.2*/o  of  Americans.  That 
legislation  also  Included  a  tax  cut  for  15  mil- 
lion poor  workers  and  their  families.  The  av- 
erage federal  Income  tax  rate  for  the  tyincal 
family  of  four  today  is  lower  than  it  was  four 
years  ago,  and  lower  than  during  much  of  the 
Reagan  administration. 

The  Republican  tax  proposals  being  urged 
on  Bob  Dole — despite  some  window  dress- 
ing—would amount  to  a  considerable  redis- 
tribution of  Income  to  the  znatt  affluent.  If 
the  Republican  nominee  opts  for  a  flatter, 
two-tier  tax,  remember  he  already  has  vowed 
to  retain  the  home  mortgage  deduction, 
charitable  write-offs  and  deductions  for  state 
and  local  taxes.  Thus  he  is  left  with  three 
choices:  (a)  adopt  rates  so  high  that  his  plan 
loses  any  political  appeal;  (b)  bust  the  budg- 
et; or  (c)  sock  it  to  the  middle  class.  More 
than  47%  of  the  benefits  of  a  15%  across-the- 
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board  cut  would  go  to  individuals  making 
over  $100,000  a  year;  less  than  8%  would  go  to 
people  making  less  than  £30.000. 

Yeah,  some  Republicans  counter,  but  the 
Republican  nominee  is  so  far  behind  he  needs 
to  try  something  audacious:  Moreover,  they 
relish  the  idea  of  switching  the  political  ter- 
rain to  a  fight  with  President  Clinton  over 
tax  cuts.  One  example:  Privately,  Treasury 
Secretary  Bob  Rubin — once  a  towering  flgrure 
on  Wall  Street— is  telling  the  president  the 
evidence  is  that  a  capital  gains  tax  cut 
would  do  little  to  stimulate  the  economy. 
Political  strategist  Dick  Morris— with  no  ex- 
perience in  either  tax  policy  or  economics- 
is  whispering  it  could  undercut  the  Repub- 
licans and  appeal  to  contributors.  The  Re- 
publicans figure  the  president  will  side  with 
the  politics  and  then  they  can  outbid  him. 

But  the  GOP  confidence  that  the  tax  issue 
always  works  to  their  advantage  may  be  out- 
dated. It  may  be  more  like  generals  who  are 
always  fighting  the  last  war,  even  in  the  face 
of  changing  circumstances.  Few  voters  love 
paying  taxes,  but  polls  suggest  taxes  are  not 
a  high  priority  for  the  vast  majority  of 
Americans. 

Bob  Dole  hopes  to  capitalize  on  the  char- 
acter issue.  Yet  he's  about  to  present  a 
whopping  tax  cut  that  would  be  antithetical 
to  much  of  what  he  has  championed  for 
years.  This  may  gain  Mr.  Dole  some  pre- 
viously skeptical  converts,  but  he  risks  los- 
ing something  far  more  valuable  in  this  con- 
test: his  credibility. 

Mr.  ROLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  been  so  frustrated  in  trying  to  get 
the  truth  out.  I  am  not  amazed  that 
colleagues  on  the  floor  differ  with  my 
views  on  a  tax  cut,  but  my  frustration 
has  been  with  the  media's  coverage  of 
this  issue.  When  I  find  the  truth  I  want 
to  include  it  in  the  Record,  and  this  is 
not  only  a  very,  very  good  analysis  of 
the  false  promise  of  a  tax  cut.  but  also 
outstanding  advice  for  our  distin- 
guished friend.  Senator  Dole. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Senator  HOL- 
LDJOS'  time  be  charged  to  the  majority. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I 
srield  myself  5  minutes  of  our  time. 

I  am  not  sure  I  am  going  to  have  a 
chance,  just  before  the  vote,  to  thank 
people,  but  I  want  to  thank  Senator 
EXON.  His  last  budget  resolution  and 
conference  agreement  is  this  one. 
Members  of  the  Budget  Committee 
come  and  go,  but  he  has  been  a  member 
since  the  96th  Congress,  January  1979, 
when  it  was  then  chaired  by  Senator 
Muskie. 

I  want  to  recognize  other  departing 
members  of  the  Budget  Committee: 
Senator  BENNETT  Johnston,  who  has 
been  a  member  of  the  conrniittee  since 
January  1975.  the  95th  Congress,  when 
it  was  under  the  chairmanship  of  Sen- 
ator Muskie — 19  years  on  the  commit- 
tee; Senator  Smon  of  Illinois,  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Budget  Committee  since  the 
100th  Congress,  January  1987,  when 
Senator  Chiles  was  chairman,  and  a 
member  on  the  House  Budget  Commit- 
tee, also,  when  he  served  there;  and,  fi- 


nally. Senator  Brown  from  Colorado,  a 
dedicated  member  of  the  committee 
who  has  been  on  this  committee  for  a 
short  period  of  time,  comparatively 
speaking,  during  all  his  tenure  with  us 
in  the  Senate.  His  tenure  began  in  the 
102d  Congress,  in  January  1991. 

I  thank  each  of  the  Senators  for  his 
distinguished  service  and  hard  efforts 
with  reference  to  the  budget. 

Senator  ExoN,  in  your  absence  I  had 
extended  my  congratulations  and  ap- 
preciation to  you  and  including  other 
members  who  are  leaving  the  Budget 
Committee  in  my  congratulations. 

I  understand.  Senator  ExoN,  that  you 
have  10  minutes  remaining.  We  have  es- 
sentially 20  minutes  at  this  point.  I  am 
trjring  to  find  out  if  Republicans  are 
meeting,  in  which  event  I  will  leave  for 
a  while,  but  we  will  try  to  arrange  the 
last  20  minutes  in  some  kind  of  se- 
quence. I  have  not  had  a  chance  to  talk 
to  our  leader,  but  I  am  hopeful  since 
you  would  have  10  of  that  20,  we  would 
at  that  point  presumably  have  10,  that 
we  might  divide  it  up  in  some  kind  of 
equal  proportions,  with  the  majority 
obviously  being  entitled  to  the  last  5 
minutes  of  any  such  arrangement.  I  am 
unable  to  do  that  for  a  while,  but  I 
hope  you  understand  that  is  my  inten- 
tion. 

Mr.  EXON.  Will  the  Senator  3rield  for 
a  question?  We  certainly  want  to  ac- 
commodate all  parties  as  best  we  can. 
We  had  earlier  assumed  that  we  would 
have  a  vote  at  12.  Is  that  still  the  in- 
tention? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Absolutely.  I  think 
that  is  the  unanimous  consent  agree- 
ment. 

Mr.  EXON.  Therefore,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  we  have  10  minutes  left  and 
we  are  to  use  that  10  minutes  under  the 
unanimous  consent  from  11:40  to  11:50, 
and  then  you,  the  majority,  would  have 
the  last  10  minutes,  is  that  the  under- 
standing? 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  do  not  know  if  that 
is  the  consent  agreement.  We  can  ask 
the  Presiding  Officer.  What  does  the 
consent  agreement  says  in  terms  of  the 
allocation  of  the  last  20  minutes? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Senator 
ExON  will  have  from  11:40  to  11:50, 
under  the  previous  unanimous  consent. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  What  we  are  trjring 
to  do  is  do  you  a  little  better  than 
that.  When  I  get  hold  of  Senator  LOTT, 
if  there  are  four  speakers  who  want  to 
wrap  up,  I  am  hoping  to  have  them 
speak  for  5  minutes  each,  not  the  full 
10  first,  but  5  from  you  and  5  from  us. 

Mr.  EXON.  We  have  no  objection  to 
that  whatevei.  I  thank  my  colleague 
from  New  Mexico.  All  these  years  we 
have  worked  on  the  committee  to- 
gether we  have  had  an  exceptionally 
fine  relationship.  He  has  always  been 
kind  and  understanding  before  he  was 
in  the  leadership  position,  and  he  has 
been  even  more  kind  and  more  under- 
standing since  he  has  been  my  chair- 
man of  the  Budget  Committee.  I  thank 
Mm  for  his  fine  remarks. 


Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum  and  ask 
the  time  be  charged  to  the  majority. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  pro- 
pose the  following  unanimous-consent 
request.  I  ask  vmanimous  consent  that 
at  11:40,  Senator  ExoN  be  recognized  for 
up  to  5  minutes,  to  be  followed  by  Sen- 
ator DOMENICI  from  New  Mexico  for  up 
to  5  minutes,  to  be  followed  by  the 
Democratic  leader  for  up  to  5  minutes, 
with  the  majority  leader  recognized  for 
the  final  5  minutes  prior  to  the  vote  on 
the  adoption  of  the  conference  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  EXON.  We  have  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  ROBB.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ROBB.  Mr.  President,  I  also  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  be  allowed  to 
speak  as  in  morning  business  for  up  to 
3  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ROBB.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  oppose  the  budget  resolution 
conference  report  advanced  by  our  Re- 
publican colleagues.  I  do  so,  not  be- 
cause I  object  to  implementing  plans 
for  a  balanced  Federal  budget.  My  com- 
mitment to  that  objective  remains 
unshakeable.  I  oppose  this  plan  because 
it  is  tied  to  a  political  agenda,  not  a 
substantive  one,  and  because  it  opens 
the  door  to  huge  tax  cuts  even  before 
we  make  and  lock  in  the  tough  prin- 
cipled choices  necessary  to  actually 
balance  the  budget.  The  sad  truth 
about  this  plan  is  that  its  proponents 
know  it  will  be  vetoed  by  the  Presi- 
dent, and  budget  gridlock  will  con- 
tinue. This  whole  exercise  is  not  about 
balancing  the  budget,  which  I  have 
done  everything  I  can  to  advance  on  a 
bipartisan  basis.  It's  about  political  po- 
sitioning for  this  fall's  election.  I  know 
of  no  precedent  under  either  party's 
control  of  Congress  for  the  present 
course  we  are  following. 

This  budget  proposal  has  split  up  the 
reconciliation  process  into  three  dif- 
ferent bills.  The  first  bill  will  encom- 
pass both  Medicaid  and  welfare  reform. 
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While  the  President  has  indicated  his 
willingness  to  enact  a  welfare  reform 
bill  this  year,  this  budget  resolution 
calls  for  the  attachment  of  a  Medicaid 
reform  plan  that  our  Republican  col- 
leagues know  the  President  will  veto. 
By  combining  these  elements  into  the 
same  package,  the  Republican  major- 
ity precludes  any  chance  for  positive 
action  on  welfare  reform  this  year. 

The  second  reconciliation  bill  is  di- 
rected at  reform  of  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram. Given  the  recent  report  of  the 
trustees,  action  is  clearly  needed  to  ad- 
dress the  finances  of  the  program. 
While  the  Republicans  deserve  credit 
for  tackling  this  issue  head  on,  the  fact 
of  the  matter  is  that  the  actions  they 
have  proposed  for  shoring  up  Medi- 
care's finances  threaten  the  effective 
delivery  of  the  very  health  care  serv- 
ices to  our  seniors  that  they  say  they 
want  to  preserve. 

Mr.  President,  the  bottom  line  is 
that  the  proposed  reductions  in  Medi- 
care, Medicaid,  and  welfare  wouldn't 
have  to  be  as  large  if  they  weren't 
needed  to  finance  a  large  tax  cut  at  a 
time  we're  trying  to  balance  the  budg- 
et, and  their  refusal  to  consider  an  ad- 
justment to  the  consumer  price  index 
in  order  to  spread  the  burden  of  deficit 
reduction  more  equitably  across  the 
entire  Federal  budget  may  be  good  pol- 
itics but  it's  not  good  policy. 

Not  only  are  the  reductions  in  Medi- 
care, Medicaid,  and  welfare  programs 
unneccessarily  large  in  this  budget  pro- 
posal, we  are  going  to  have  to  vote  on 
discretionary  spending  levels  in  this 
resolution  which  are  both  unwise  as  a 
matter  of  policy,  and  unattainable  po- 
litically. While  the  conference  commit- 
tee has  attempted  to  provide  a  suffi- 
cient amount  for  fiscal  year  1997,  not  a 
single  appropriator,  from  either  side  of 
the  aisle,  can  tell  you  how  those  out- 
year  numbers  can  be  achieved  which 
means  that  the  pressure  of  future  Con- 
gresses to  ignore  the  proposed  re- 
straints will  be  overpowering — and 
most  of  the  savings  a  sham. 

Mr.  President,  the  events  of  the  past 
year  have  confirmed  that  the  only  way 
to  solve  our  major  fiscal  problems, 
both  short  term  and  long  term,  is  on  a 
bipartisan  basis.  The  difficulty  is  that 
enacting  a  credible,  fair,  and  bipartisan 
budget  proposal  will  require  tough 
medicine  for  both  sides.  Republicans 
will  have  to  come  down  on  their  de- 
mands for  tax  cuts,  and  Democrats  will 
have  to  be  more  willing  to  oonfront 
entitlment  reform,  including  Social  Se- 
curity. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  been  fortunate 
this  past  year  to  work  with  a  group  of 
bipartisan  Senators,  dubbed  the  cen- 
trist coalition,  to  produce  a  credible 
balanced  budget  proposal — a  proposal 
with  a  realistic  discretionary  spending 
pattern,  one  with  significant  entitle- 
ment reform  which  continues  to  pro- 
tect our  most  vulnerable  citizens,  and 
one      which      noakes      a      justified 


modifcation  of  the  consumer  price 
index.  This  plan,  offered  as  a  substitute 
during  the  consideration  of  the  current 
budget  resolution,  was  the  only  pro- 
posal to  receive  significant  bipartisan 
support  this  year,  garnering  24  Demo- 
cratic votes  and  22  Republican  votes. 

While  I  cetainly  understand  the  in- 
ability to  move  this  proposal  this  year 
given  election  year  politics,  I  am  hope- 
ful that  it  will  provide  the  seeds  for  an 
effective  compromise  early  in  the  next 
Congress  since  the  budget  resolution 
before  us  does  not  move  us  any  closer 
toward  long-term  balanced  budgets 
than  we  are  today. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  very  finistrated 
by  the  process  that  we  are  engaged  in 
at  the  moment.  We  have  an  oppor- 
tunity, if  we  can  work  on  a  bipartisan 
basis,  to  advance  the  cause  of  a  bal- 
anced budget  and  fiscal  responsibility, 
and  we  are  missing  that  opportunity. 

I,  for  one,  am  prepared  to  make  sub- 
stantial reductions  in  spending  in  the 
entitlement  areas — in  Medicaid,  in 
Medicare  and  in  Social  Security.  I  am 
also  prepared  to  address  the  very  po- 
litically sensitive  area  of  adjustments 
to  the  Consumer  Price  Index  to  more 
accurately  reflect  inflation.  But  at  this 
point,  we  are  not  going  to  do  that. 

The  current  resolution  is  designed  to 
split  the  reconciliation  process  into 
three  different  pieces.  The  most  objec- 
tionable part,  firom  my  point  of  view,  is 
we  put  tax  cuts  right  up  at  the  ffont  so 
that  we  undermine  any  public  con- 
fidence that  we  are  really  serious  about 
deficit  reduction. 

We  are  making  bigger  reductions  in 
the  projected  spending  in  some  of  the 
entitlements  than  we  need  to  because 
we  are  planning  to  put  that  money  into 
a  tax  cut  before  we  have  actually 
locked  in  the  tough,  principled  choices 
that  are  going  to  be  necessary  if  we  are 
going  to  achieve  the  stated  objective  of 
a  balanced  budget. 

This  resolution  also  substantially  re- 
duces the  chance  of  ever  getting  any 
meaningful  welfare  reform  in  this  Con- 
gress by  linking  Welfare  reform  with  a 
Medicaid  reform  package  that  the 
President  is  committed  to  vetoing. 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  ought  to  be 
able  to  get  together;  indeed,  24  Demo- 
crats and  22  Republicans  found  com- 
mon cause  with  respect  to  a  budget  res- 
olution that  was  submitted  earlier.  If 
we  are  serious  about  solving  this  par- 
ticular problem,  the  Resolution  before 
us  is  not  the  way  to  do  it. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  regret  very  much 
that  I  am  going  to  have  to  vote  against 
the  pending  measure,  notwithstanding 
my  long-term  commitment  to  deficit 
reduction  and  a  balanced  budget. 

For  the  opportunity  to  express  my 
views,  I  thank  the  Presiding  Officer 
and  I  thank  the  ranking  member  of  the 
Budget  Committee  for  suggesting  this 
approach  for  getting  my  views  on  the 
record. 

With  that,  Mr.  President,  I  yield  the 
floor  and  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
is  controlled  by  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska, and  under  the  previous  unani- 
mous consent  agreement,  he  is  to  be 
recognized  now  for  5  minutes. 

Mrs.  BOXER  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  California. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  be  al- 
lowed to  speak  as  in  morning  business 
for  6  minutes. 

I  make  a  unanimous-consent  request 
I  be  allowed  to  speak  as  in  morning 
business  for  4  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered: 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Thank  you  very  much. 
Mr.  President.  I  spoke  yesterday  on  the 
budget,  and  I  will  not  reiterate  that.  I 
wanted  to  make  a  very  brief  statement 
about  two  issues. 


BURNING  OF  CHURCHES 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
seen  in  recent  weeks  a  series  of  attacks 
on  black  churches  in  the  south.  At 
least  33  churches  have  been  set  ablaze 
in  a  campaign  of  terror. 

Mr.  President,  every  one  of  us  has  to 
make  his  or  her  voice  heard  in  opposi- 
tion to  this  wave  of  terror.  These 
churches  have  been  sources  of  stabil- 
ity, of  kindness,  of  moral  and  spiritual 
guidance  for  their  congregations. 

These  fires  are  a  chilling  reminder  of 
a  period  that  we  all  thought  bad 
passed.  A  period  marked  by  some  of  the 
most  shameful.  hatefUl  acts  ever  per- 
petrated by  Americans  against  Ameri- 
cans. A  period  in  which  bombings, 
fires,  beatings,  and  shootings  were 
tools  to  prevent  African- Americans 
from  realizing  equal  status  in  our  soci- 
ety. A  "dark  era  in  our  Nation's  his- 
tory," the  President  recently  called  it. 

I  want  to  praise  President  Clinton  for 
his  leadership  in  mobilizing  Federal  in- 
vestigators while  at  the  same  time  of- 
fering solace  to  the  people  whose 
churches  have  been  burned.  It  is  the 
business  of  the  president  to  offer  moral 
leadership,  to  console  the  victims  of 
racists  attacks,  to  call  the  cowards  out 
for  what  they  have  done. 

I  also  praise  Ross  Perot  for  his  lead- 
ership in  calling  on  his  Reform  Party 
members  to  guard  the  churches. 

I  also  wish  to  praise  Senator 
Moseley-Braun  for  offering  a  resolu- 
tion, of  which  I  am  a  cosponsor,  con- 
demning the  church  fires  and  urging 
the  administration  to  mobilize  all  ap- 
propriate resources  to  put  the  people 
who  set  these  fires  behind  bars. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
sta^e  that  this  is  a  problem  not  just  for 
African-Americans,  but  for  all  Ameri- 
cans. We  should  speak  with  one  voice 
and  pass  the  Moseley-Braun  resolution 
unanimously,  so  that  our  message  is 
clear. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 
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(The  remarks  of  Mrs.  Boxer  pertain- 
ing to  the  introduction  of  S.  Res.  262 
are  located  in  today's  Record  under 
"Submissions  of  Concurrent  and  Sen- 
ate Resolutions.") 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  ON 
THE  BUDGET  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR 
1997— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  conference  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  as  I  under- 
stand the  situation  now,  under  the  pre- 
vious unanimous-consent  request,  we 
have  10  minutes  equally  divided  on 
each  side  remaining  before  the  vote. 
We  have  about  16  minutes,  17  minutes 
before  noon,  according  to  my  clock.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  sched- 
uled vote  at  noon  be  extended  to  3  min- 
utes past  noon  so  that  the  previous 
unanimous  consent  request  can  be 
abided  with  regard  to  time  allotted  by 
6&cli  side 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  a  table  showing 
how  the  deficit  in  this  budget  increases 
because  of  its  tax  breaks  be  printed  in 
the  RECORD. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

REPUBUCAN  DEFICITS  WITH  AND  WITHOUT  THE  TAX  CUT 
(h  man  of  dollinl 


1996 

1997 
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CM  Btatim  Mots 

Wpiil)' 

130 

165 

175 

182 

192 

194 

210 

RtMMcaii  «(ficiti 

Mtttacat     .. 

130 

153 

U7 

117 

89 

42 

5 

Rtpobicii)  deficits 

aAtaot 

130 

135 

129 

97 

63 

11 

-39 

Adtfcndtifli: 

RemibfcM  ta 

cut  ..     -.  . 

0 

18 

16 

18 

23 

26 

28 

McnstoatB 

cut 

0 

1 
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5 
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34 

>ne  1996  deficit  (tfmffi  u  >  pittimiuiy  revision  hon  C80  based  on 
cvnent  Tteasny  did.  Tlie  1996  estiiute  inctaided  in  tlier  official  Apnl  tore- 
cast  ns  S144  Mlm. 

Mr.  EKGS.  Mr.  President,  as  we  wrap 
up  the  debate  on  the  budget  conference 
report,  I  would  like  to  make  a  few  final 
observations,  if  I  might. 

If  last  year  was  the  Republicans'  win- 
ter of  discontent,  this  is  their  spring  of 
missed  opportunities.  I  know  the  Re- 
publicans wanted  to  hit  one  out  of  the 
ballpark  with  this  budget,  but  what 
they  did  reminds  me  more  of  the  Red 
Sox's  Bill  Buckner  in  the  infamous  6th 
game  of  the  1986  World  Series.  That  is 
when  he  let  Mookie  Wilson's  grounder 
roll  through  his  legs.  The  Mets  rallied 
and  eventually  won  the  series.  That 
was  a  missed  opportunity  on  a  grand 
scale:  so  is  this  budget. 

There  was  a  chance — granted  a  small 
one — to  craft  a  compromise  on  a  bal- 
anced budget  this  year.  To  his  credit, 
the  President  has  repeatedly  o^ered  to 


come  back  to  the  bargaining  table.  As 
he  has  pointed  out,  at  the  very  least, 
we  could  have  agreed  on  the  conmion 
savings  in  both  the  Republican  and  the 
Democratic  plans.  But  the  Republicans 
rebuffed  the  President,  and  now  we  are 
saddled  with  this  GOP  budget  retread. 

It  still  has  too  many  reductions  in 
Medicare — ^reductions  that  are  not  nec- 
essary to  maintain  the  solvency  of  the 
trust  fund.  As  much  as  the  Republicans 
bridle  at  the  suggestion,  the  size  of  the 
tax  breaks  always  has  and  still  does  de- 
termine the  size  of  the  Medicare  reduc- 
tions. The  Medicaid  provisions  still 
jeopardize  the  guarantees  to  health  for 
our  most  vulnerable  citizens.  The  cuts 
to  education  and  the  environment  are 
still  too  severe,  and  they  got  worse  in 
this  conference  report. 

So  much  time  has  passed  since  we 
first  saw  this  Republican  budget  18 
months  ago,  and  so  Little  has  really 
changed.  We  can  see  from  this  same 
tired  budget  that  the  majority's  cup- 
board is  bare;  they  are  bereft  of  new 
ideas.  This  conference  report  is  just  a 
sorry  addendum  to  last  year's  budget 
fiasco.  I  think  we  all  know  it,  and  I 
urge  my  coUeaigues  to  vote  against  it. 

In  closing,  Mr.  President,  let  me 
thank  all  of  the  members  of  the  Budget 
Committee  on  both  sides,  of  which  the 
distinguished  presider  of  the  Chair  is 
one.  On  my  side  of  the  aisle,  I  have  had 
nothing  but  cooperation  from  all  the 
Democrats  on  the  Budget  Committee, 
and  I  particularly  thank  all  of  them  for 
all  of  their  efforts. 

I  want  to  take  just  a  moment,  if  I 
can,  to  thank  Bill  Dauster,  who  heads 
up  our  great  staff  on  this  side  of  the 
committee.  We  worked  well  with  the 
other  side  and  staff  as  well. 

I  simply  say,  while  we  do  not  agree 
on  this  budget,  there  has  been  a  lot  of 
good-faith  effort  and  good  intentions  to 
try  to  work  this  out  the  best  we  could. 
I  am  sorry  that  we  do  not  have  a  better 
product. 

I  reserve  any  balance  of  my  time  that 
I  have. 

May  I  inquire  of  the  Chair,  do  I  have 
any  time  left  of  my  5  minutes? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  1  minute,  30  seconds. 

Mr.  EXON.  How  much? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  One  and 
a  half  minutes. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent,  although  we  have  had 
very  great  difficulty  this  morning  in 
coming  to  an  agreement  in  breaking  it, 
that  those  who  are  scheduled  to  make 
speeches  at  this  time,  to  call  to  their 
attention  time  is  running  out.  I  will 
suggest  at  this  time  the  absence  of  a 
quorum,  and  that  the  first  3  minutes  of 
the  quonim  would  be  charged  equally 
to  the  time  remaining  on  both  sides.  I 
withdraw  my  request.  The  chairman  of 
the  committee  has  arrived  on  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 


Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  am  sorry  I  was  late. 
I  apologrize  to  the  Senate.  How  much 
time  does  the  Senator  from  New  Mex- 
ico have? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Four 
minutes,  50  seconds. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Thank  you  very 
much. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  have  said  fre- 
quently, if  I  were  a  king  I  would  not 
write  this  budget.  But  we  do  not  have 
any  kings  in  the  United  States.  We 
have  a  U.S.  Congress.  That  means  we 
have  Senators  from  very  different 
States.  That  is  the  way  our  Founding 
Fathers  decided  to  run  this  Republic. 
And  there  are  very  differing  views, 
even  among  Republicans  and  certainly 
among  Democrats  and  Democrats  and 
Republicans. 

I  believe,  however,  that  other  than 
having  some  kind  of  mandate  from  on 
high  on  how  to  do  it,  I  believe  this  is  as 
good  as  we  can  do  this  year.  And  to  tell 
you  the  truth,  I  have  been  at  budgeting 
for  a  long  time.  For  those  who  would 
call  this  a  budget  that  perhaps  does  not 
reduce  spending  enough,  or  counts  on 
too  many  thingrs  happening  next  year 
and  the  year  after  that,  let  me  suggest, 
it  would  be  beyond  the  comprehension 
of  the  Senate  10  years  ago  to  think 
they  could  vote  up  or  down  and  pass  a 
budget  resolution  with  this  much  sav- 
ings in  it. 

We  have  never  come  to  grips  with  the 
real  problems.  And  this  budget  resolu- 
tion at  least  says,  "We  know  the  prob- 
lems. We  know  we  can't  continue  this 
deficit  spending.  And  let's  try  it  this 
way." 

As  I  said,  it  is  not  perfect,  but  it 
takes  the  main  problems  with  deficit 
spending,  the  big  ones  that  everybody 
knows  about,  and  it  begins  to  say, 
"Let's  try  to  spend  less.  Let's  try  to 
send  some  of  them  closer  to  home 
where  more  efficiencies  can  be  adopt- 
ed." 

It  sasrs  to  Medicaid,  which  is  bur- 
geoning beyond  what  the  States  will  be 
able  to  pay,  "Let's  ratchet  it  down.  Let 
it  increase,  but  not  as  much  as  it 
would.  Let  the  States  make  some  deci- 
sions to  see  if  they  can't  save  signifi- 
cant amounts  of  money  and  still  cover 
our  poor  people  with  health  care." 

On  welfare  reform  it  is  not  only  say- 
ing we  are  spending  too  much,  it  is  say- 
ing the  program  is  broken.  Let  us  do  a 
new  one,  give  the  States  more  author- 
ity, and  build  it  around  the  premise  of 
5  years  instead  of  a  lifetime  on  welfare; 
and  those  who  are  on  welfare  have  to 
get  educated  and  work  at  preparing  to 
get  a  job,  and  then  get  jobs.  That  is 
doing  what  the  American  people  want. 

Ten  years  ago  if  that  were  all  the  re- 
form we  had  in  the  budget  we  would 
have  been  heralding  it  as  something 
great  for  America.  In  addition,  we  try 
to  make  Medicare  solvent  for  10  years 
without  hurting  senior  citizens. 

Our  budget  also  recognizes  that  in 
addition  to  a  deficit  up  here,  there  is  a 
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deficit  in  the  checkbook  of  working    ican  people,  with  distinction  and  Intel-    provides  for  the  opportunity  to 


Americans.  Especially  those  with  chil-  ligence. 

dren.  Their  taxes  are  too  high  and  their  Let  me  also  thank  the  distinguished 

credits  for  having  to  raise  children  are  chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee.  He 

too  low.  So  we  say,  let  us  fix  one  other  works  diligently  and  with  passion  and 

deficit.  Let  us  fix  the  deficit  in  the  conviction.  I  oftentimes  remark  about 


checkbooks  of  working  men  and  women 
who  have  children  under  18.  Let  us  give 
them  a  $500  tax  break  for  each  child 
that  they  are  raising.  This  is  a  deficit 
that  is  going  to  destroy  family  life  un- 
less we  work  at  trying  to  solve  it. 
We  have  left  only  122  billion  dollars 


the  real  contribution  he  makes.  I  may 
find  myself  in  disagreement  with  him 
on  many  occasions,  but  not  with  him 
personally.  He  carries  out  his  duties 
admirably.  I  commend  him  for  his 
work. 


propose 
tax  cuts.  At  least  in  the  Senate  bill  the 
tax  cuts  were  contingent  on  the  pas- 
sage of  two  other  bills  which  actually 
cut  the  deficit  and  achieved  balance. 

The  reconciliation  prescription  in 
this  budget  conference  report  does  not 
even  do  that.  The  conference  agree- 
ment drops  all  contingencies.  It  pro- 
poses that  major  tax  reduction  propos- 
als for  those  at  the  very  highest  in- 
come levels  be  dealt  with  in  the  very 


worthjjf  tax  relief  in  this  budget.  Most    his  leadership,  the  fact  is  that  he  pro 

"'"      "       -- -'^  ^  - poses  to  move  this  process  in  the  wrong 

direction.  He  and  his  colleagues  have 
produced  a  budget  that  is  designed  to 
appear  more  moderate,  but  it  contains 
the  same  failed  policies  that  the  Presi- 
dent was  forced  to  veto  last  winter. 


In  this  case,  Mr.  President,  in  spite  of    first  reconciliation  package  that  comes 


of  it  will  go  to  that  cause.  I  think  when 
you  add  it  all  up— and  one  salient 
point,  that  for  all  of  the  discretionary 
spending,  we  are  at  a  freeze.  We  have 
asked  the  Congressional  Budget  Office, 
how  much  should  we  spend  in  1997  if  we 
want  to  spend  at  a  freeze  level?  They 
gave  us  the  dollar  numbers,  and  that  is 
what  we  settled  with  the  U.S.  House  in 
conference. 

So  hopefully  we  will  get  appropria- 
tions done  and  we  can  tell  Americans 
we  have  frozen  it.  We  have  not  in- 
creased it,  and  we  have  not  cut  it.  That 
is  a  pretty  good  approach  to  a  year 
when  you  really  say  you  are  trjring  to 
balance  the  budget.  When  you  add  that 
all  up,  it  seems  to  me  this  budget  reso- 
lution not  only  deserves  a  majority 
vote,  but  I  am  very  hopeful  that  the 
President  will  sign  much  of  the  legisla- 
tion that  comes  from  it  because  I  think 
we  have  the  right  message.  We  are  de- 
livering in  a  way  that  is  good  for 
Americans,  be  they  young  or  old  or 
those  who  are  out  there  working  to 
make  sure  their  children  and  their  sen- 
iors are  taken  care  of.  It  is  a  good 
budget.  I  yield  the  floor. 
Mr.  DASCHLE  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Democratic  leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
begin  by  complimenting  the  distin- 
guished ranking  member  of  the  Budget 
Committee,  Senator  ElxoN.  This  will  be 
the  last  budget  he  works  on  in  his  ca- 
pacity as  ranking  member  of  the  Sen- 
ate Budget  Committee.  I  must  say  no 
one  has  put  more  effort,  more  work, 
and  more  real  leadership  into  this 
whole  process  than  has  he  over  the  last 
many  years.  He  is  an  extraordinary 
member  of  the  caucus.  It  has  been  my 
good  fortune  to  work  with  him  very 
closely  and,  fortunately,  with  great  ef- 
fectiveness as  a  result  of  his  participa- 
tion. I  thank  him,  not  only  for  his 
work  in  this  Congress,  but  for  all  the 
years  that  he  has  worked  so  diligently 
as  a  very  key  member  of  the  Budget 
Committee. 

Let  me  also  commend  his  excellent 
staff,  led  by  Staff  Director  Bill 
Dauster,  for  the  outstanding  work  they 
have  done  in  presenting  our  case  on 
this  budget  and  throughout  the  many 
difficult  budget  battles  in  this  Con- 
gress. They  do  exemplary  staff  work, 
and  they  have  served  this  Senator,  and 
indeed  our  entire  caucus  and  the  Amer- 


before  the  Senate. 

The  first  bill  could  be  a  $122  billion 
net  tax  cut  in  addition  to  the  deep  cuts 
in  Medicaid  and  welfare.  The  actual 
tax  breaks,  Mr.  President,  will  actually 
add  up  to  $180  billion  in  that  bill,  ac- 
cording to  the  Chairman  of  the  Budget 


In  fact,  this  budget,  in  spite  of  all  of    Committee  in  the  other  body. 


the  good  work  and  rhetoric  of  the  dis- 
tinguished chairman,  contains  the 
same  extreme  proposals  relating  to 
Medicare,  Medicaid,  education,  the  en- 
vironment, and  the  other  issues  we  de- 
bated so  vociferously  last  winter.  It  is 
just  as  extreme  if  you  follow  it  out  to 
take  into  account  the  7-year  budget 
timefi-ame  that  we  had  to  work  with 
last  year.  The  numbers  are  hardly  dif- 
ferent. So  no  one  should  be  misled. 
This  is  almost  identical  to  what  we 
were  presented  last  year.  Because  of 
the  extreme  and  harmful  policies  it 
contains,  the  President  had  to  veto  it 
last  year. 

The  President  has  offered  a  plan  that 
balances  the  budget  without  resorting 
to  such  extremism.  The  deficit  as  a  re- 
sult of  his  efforts  and  our  efforts  over 
the  last  4  years  has  been  cut  by  more 
than  half.  The  deficit  was  $290  billion 
in  1992.  The  deficit  this  year  is  $130  bil- 
lion. For  4  years  in  a  row,  the  first 
time  since  the  1940's,  we  have  cut  the 
deficit  dramatically.  This  resulted 
from  real  leadership,  and  because  we 
did  what  we  said  we  were  going  to  do. 
This  deficit  will  actually  go  back  up 
under  the  Republican  budget  plan  for 
the  next  2  years.  So  instead  of  this  hy- 
perbole and  instead  of  all  of  the  par- 
tisan rhetoric,  we  ought  to  be  negotiat- 
ing downtown  with  the  White  House, 
sitting  down  with  the  President  and 
the  bipartisan  congressional  leader- 
ship, and  finding  an  agreement  that 
will  balance  the  budget  by  2002. 

Instead,  as  is  often  the  case  in  this 
Congress,  Democrats  have  been  locked 
out:  locked  out  of  the  budget  negotia- 
tions, locked  out  of  the  budget  process 
almost  entirely,  and  locked  out  of  any 
real  effort  to  try  to  resolve  these  mat- 
ters in  a  bipartisan  way. 

There  are  many  problems  with  this 
budget.  But  I  want  to  cite  very  briefly 
just  six. 

First  of  all,  this  budget  reveals  again 
what  is  really  at  the  heart  of  the  Re- 
publican priority  list:  more  tax  breaks 
for  those  who  do  not  need  them.  The 
conference  agreement  drops  any  pre- 
tense of  balancing  the  budget  before  it 


This  arrangement  will  force  a  veto.  It 
is  designed  to  include  devastating  Med- 
icaid cuts  that  will  act  as  a  poison  pill. 
There  is  no  doubt  in  my  view  that  the 
tax  cuts  that  we  are  going  to  be  con- 
fronted with  are  the  same  kind  that 
created  the  deficit.  Just  after  we  have 
been  able  to  deal  so  effectively  with 
the  deficit  over  the  last  4  years  is  no 
time  to  turn  back  the  clock  and  pro- 
pose budget-busting  tax  breaks  before 
any  serious  effort  to  cut  the  deficit. 

So  that  is  problem  No.  1:  approving 
tax  cuts  before  we  actually  make  room 
for  them;  tax  cuts  in  many  cases  that 
are  not  necessary;  tax  cuts  that  are 
going  to  drive  up  the  deficit  all  over 
again  in  the  not-too-distant  future. 

The  second  problem  is  the  excessive 
Medicare  cuts  that  we  all  know  are  in- 
corporated in  this  plan.  The  tax  cuts, 
in  large  measure,  to  the  extent  they 
are  paid  for  at  all,  are  paid  for  out  of 
Medicare  cuts,  $168  billion  in  Medicare 
cuts.  We  know  these  deep  cuts  will 
lower  quality  of  health  care  provided 
to  millions  of  seniors  and  individuals 
with  disabilities.  We  know  they  threat- 
en the  solvency  of  many  rural  hos- 
pitals, who  may  be  forced  close  their 
doors.  We  know  they  will  undercut  the 
ability  of  many  beneficiaries  to  gain 
access  to  care,  and  we  know  they  will 
create  real  problems  for  many  who  ob- 
tain their  health  only  through  the 
Medicare  ssrstem  today. 

Mr.  President,  these  issues  will  go 
away.  They  must  be  addressed  in  a 
comprehensive  way.  We  know  we  have 
to  deal  with  solvency.  The  President's 
budget  proposal  maintains  the  sol- 
vency of  Medicare  for  the  next  10  years. 
Yet,  the  pending  budget  resolution  con- 
tains $50  billion  more  in  Medicare  re- 
ductions than  the  President's  plan.  The 
only  purpose  of  such  unnecessary  re- 
ductions in  Medicare  is  to  finance  the 
excessive  tax  breaks  proposed  in  this 
resolution.  We  simply  cannot  accept  a 
willingness  on  the  part  of  some  to  use 
deep  Medicare  cuts  to  pay  for  the  tax 
cuts  in  this  budget  plan. 

The  third  problem  is  that  this  bill 
virtually  destroys  Medicaid — it  pro- 
poses $72  billion  in  Medicaid  cutb.  We 
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are  also  concerned  about  the  way  In 
which  these  cuts  are  provided.  It  pro- 
poses to  turn  the  Medicaid  Program 
into  block  grants.  This  approach  does 
not  reflect  the  bipartisan  plan  proposed 
by  the  National  Governors  Association. 
It  has  been  opposed  by  Democratic 
Governors.  Block  grants  would  create  a 
tremendous  inconsistency  in  the  avail- 
ability of  benefits  under  Medicaid,  re- 
gardless of  what  other  assurances  were 
being  given  by  the  Republican  major- 
ity. These  cuts  are  not  just  $72  billion 
as  they  relate  directly  to  the  budget. 
Because  of  the  ability  for  States  to 
dramatically  reduce  the  availability  of 
ftmding,  the  cuts  could  actually  reach 
S250  billion  if  the  States  maximize 
their  ability  to  reduce  the  commit- 
ment to  health  care. 

This  will  undercut  the  availability, 
and  in  some  cases  completely  elimi- 
nate the  availability  for  millions  of 
children,  and  for  persons  with  disabil- 
ities. It  threatens  seniors  in  nursing 
homes  and  the  financial  well-being  of 
their  spouses.  All  this  devastation  and 
sacrifice  is  being  asked  for  in  order  to 
provide  for  tax  breaks  in  many  cases 
for  those  who  do  not  need  them  at  all. 
The  fourth  problem  is  this  budget  pro- 
posal dramatically  shortchanges  edu- 
cation. It  reduces  education  and  train- 
ing by  a  full  20  percent  in  real  dollars, 
or  $25  bilUon  by  the  year  2002.  When  we 
vote  on  this  resolution,  keep  in  mind 
that  it  incorporates  the  largest  edu- 
cation cuts  in  history.  Over  the  same 
time  period,  in  spite  of  the  fact  this 
rein^sents  the  most  dramatic  reduc- 
tion in  the  availability  of  funding  for 
education  in  our  history,  school  enroll- 
ments are  going  to  rise  to  historic 
highs.  Every  school  is  going  to  be  faced 
with  the  prospect  of  increasing  enroll- 
ment, and  greater  demands  for  real 
budgets,  at  the  same  time  the  Federal 
Government  is  reducing  its  commit- 
ment to  the  very  schools  it  claims  to 
support.  The  President's  budget,  on  the 
other  hand,  invests  $57  billion  more 
than  what  this  budget  resolution  pro- 
vides. 

The  fifth  problem,  Mr.  President,  is 
this  resolution  dramatically  harms  the 
environment.  It  cuts  $3.8  billion  from 
environmental  protection  and  natural 
resources.  That  is  17  percent  below  the 
President's  commitment  to  the  envi- 
ronment into  the  year  2002.  We  cannot 
all  talk  about  how  much  of  an  advocate 
we  are  to  the  environment  if  we  are  not 
willing  to  commit  the  resources  to  en- 
sure that  environmental  protection  can 
become  a  reality.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  to  address  environmental  funding 
in  a  way  that  ensures  the  ability  to  im- 
plement comprehensive  environmental 
protection. 

Finally,  the  sixth  problem,  is  that  it 
raises  taxes  on  working  families.  It 
proposes  an  $18.5  billion  in  increase  in 
taxes  on  working  families  through  the 
cutting  back  on  the  eamed-income  tax 
credit.   It  raises  taxes  on   7  million 


working  families  in  the  next  7  years. 
As  the  President's  budget  makes  clear, 
we  can  balance  the  budget  without 
raising  taxes  on  working  people. 

Mr.  President,  we  can  do  a  lot  better 
than  this.  This  is  an  extreme  budget. 
This  budget  takes  money  from  health, 
education,  the  environment,  and  work- 
ing families.  Those  priorities,  we  have 
said  from  the  beginning,  are  our  prior- 
ities. This  budget  attacks  those  prior- 
ities in  ways  that  we  do  not  believe  are 
wise  for  this  country  or  for  the  people 
affected.  Obviously,  this  budget  contin- 
ues the  great  debate  about  where  we 
ought  to  be  taking  this  country.  Do  we 
really  want  to  make  the  dramatic  and 
draconian  cuts  in  health  and  in  edu- 
cation, in  Medicare  and  in  Medicaid,  in 
the  Eire,  to  provide  for  the  tax  breaks 
for  many  people  who  simply  do  not 
need  them  today?  I  do  not  think  the 
American  people  want  that.  I  know 
members  of  our  caucus  do  not  want  it, 
either. 

This  budget  resolution  represents  an 
abandonment  of  any  pretense  of  bal- 
ancing the  budget  before  cutting  taxes. 
As  a  result  of  this  fiscal  irresponsibil- 
ity and  the  cruelty  of  its  priorities, 
this  budget  is  dead.  The  reconciliation 
process  that  will  be  carried  out  as  a  re- 
sult of  this  budget  resolution  is  going 
nowhere. 

The  only  way  that  we  can  resolve 
this  matter  is  to  do  what  we  talked 
about  doing  yesterday,  to  work  to- 
gether, to  resolve  our  differences,  and 
in  a  bipartisan  way  to  come  up  with  an 
agreement  on  a  plan  that  details  ways 
with  which  to  balance  the  budget.  We 
should  build  on  the  record  of  the  last  4 
years,  and  guarantee  the  kind  of  eco- 
nomic growth  and  the  protection  of 
priorities  that  we  all  know  are  so  criti- 
cal to  the  long-term  best  interests  of 
this  Nation. 

I  urge  all  of  our  colleagues  to  look  at 
this  resolution  very  carefully  and  to 
join  us  in  opposition  when  we  have 
that  opportunity  a  few  moments  firom 
now.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  have  1 
minute  remaining.  I  will  stay  within 
that  1  minute.  I  thank  my  Democratic 
leader,  my  good  friend  from  the  neigh- 
boring State  of  South  Dakota  for  his 
kind  remarks.  I  thank  the  chairman  of 
my  conrmiittee  for  all  that  he  has  done 
over  the  years. 

This  is  my  last  part  in  managing  a 
budget  resolution.  I  simply  say  in  leav- 
ing, while  I  am  not  satisfied  with  what 
we  have  done  and  while  I  will  be  in- 
volved, I  am  sure,  in  the  months  to 
come  this  year  in  trying  to  bring  some 
resolution  to  the  remaining  dif- 
ferences, I  wauQt  to  say  it  has  been  a 
thrill  and  an  honor  to  work  with  so 
many  outstanding  people  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle.  I  only  wish  my  friends  on 
the  Republican  side  could  have  been  a 
little  bit  more  understanding.  But  I 
simply  say  we  have,  in  the  last  3  years, 
cut  the  deficit  from  about  $300  billion 


to  about  $140  billion.  We  are  on  the 
road  to  the  right  course.  We  should  not 
give  up. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  1  know  the 
hour  of  the  vote  has  arrived.  I  believe 
we  have  5  minutes'  time  remaining.  I 
will  use  leader  time  if  that  is  nec- 
essary. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  proud  to  be  here 
today  to  endorse  this  budget  resolution 
conference  report.  It  is  obviously  the 
thing  we  need  to  do.  It  is  the  first  criti- 
cal step  in  the  process  this  year.  After 
we  pass  this  budget  resolution  con- 
ference report,  we  can  then  quickly 
move  to  the  reconciliation  bills  that, 
in  fact,  enforce  the  things  that  we  say 
we  are  going  to  do  in  this  bill,  and  we 
can  begin  passing  the  appropriations 
bills  because  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittees will  then  have  the  numbers 
they  need  to  mark  to,  and  we  can  move 
this  process  forward  as  we  need  to  in  a 
cooperative  way.  But  first,  we  must 
pass  this  conference  report. 

I  begin  by  again  recognizing  the  out- 
standing work  of  the  distinguished 
chairman,  the  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee.  I  daresay  there  is  no  Sen- 
ator that  knows  more  about  the  budget 
rules  and  the  budget  itself  than  Sen- 
ator Pete  Domenici  of  New  Mexico.  He 
does  outstanding  work,  here  in  this 
body,  on  that  committee,  and  working 
with  Members  across  the  aisle  and  with 
the  other  body.  I  congratulate  him  for 
the  fine  job  he  has  done,  once  again, 
this  year. 

I  also  want  to  extend  my  congratula- 
tions and  best  wishes  to  our  good 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Nebraska, 
Senator  Exon.  He  certainly  epitomizes 
the  old  sasang,  "you  can  disagree  with- 
out being  disagreeable,"  and  particu- 
larly this  year  we  have  found  that 
while  he  made  his  points  and  offered 
some  amendments  he  has  worked  with 
us  to  move  the  process  along.  I  know 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  al- 
ready pointed  that  out.  We  appreciate 
the  very  fine  work  of  Senator  Exon. 

Also,  I  naight  note  today,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  this  the  last  budget  resolu- 
tion other  Senators  who  are  members 
of  the  Budget  Committee  will  work  on, 
too.  Senator  Bennett  Johnston  of 
Louisiana  has  been  an  excellent  mem- 
ber of  the  Budget  Committee  since  the 
95th  Congress,  January  1977,  I  believe 
under  the  chairmanship  of  Senator 
Muskie.  Mr.  President,  19  years  on  the 
committee  is  almost  a  sentence,  but  he 
has  done  excellent  work  as  a  member 
of  the  Budget  Committee.  He  also  has 
been  a  pleasure  to  work  with  and  has 
been  helpful  on  many  occasions. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Illi- 
nois with  the  bow  tie.  Senator  Simon, 
has  always  worked  as  a  really  good 
member  of  the  Budget  Conmiittee,  and 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Colo- 
rado, Senator  Brown,  has  worked  on 
budgets  many  times  in  the  past  and 
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has  been  a  great  member  of  the  Budget 
Committee.  I  commend  them  all  for 
their  fine  work  and  what  they  have 
done. 

It  has  not  been  easy  to  reach  this 
budget  conference  report,  to  get  to  this 
point.  We  have  had  disagreements 
along  the  way.  In  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee and  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  ef- 
forts were  made  to  amend  it,  substitute 
alternatives  were  offered,  and  the  Sen- 
ate passed  an  amendment  that  added 
some  additional  funds  for  nondefense 
discretionary  spending.  When  the  con- 
ference work  was  going  on.  that  was 
not  received  with  a  great  deal  of  pleas- 
ure in  some  circles,  but  we  worked  it 
out  and  we  came  up  with  a  reasonable 
agreement  that  will  allow  us  to  do 
what  we  need  to  do  for  our  country  and 
continue  to  move  us  toward  our  ulti- 
mate important  goal  of  a  balanced 
budget  by  the  year  2002. 

We  do  have  a  budget  resolution  con- 
ference report  here  before  the  Senate 
that  continues  to  represent  dramatic 
changes  in  the  way  we  govern.  If  you 
want  to  continue  to  build  a  monument 
to  status  quo,  the  way  things  have  been 
done  around  here  for  years,  that  basi- 
cally always  seems  to  lead  to  more 
spending,  then  you  do  not  want  to  be 
for  this  budget  resolution.  This  budget 
resolution  continues  the  good  work 
that  was  started  last  year,  that  moves 
us  in  a  different  direction,  that  moves 
toward  giving  some  relief  to  the  Amer- 
ican people  that  work  and  pay  taxes, 
and  moves  toward  some  real  reform  in 
the  entitlement  areas,  where  we  need  it 
so  badly. 

It  does  continue  to  restrain  spending. 
It  does  allow  enough  funds  for  a  strong 
national  defense,  but  it  will  continue  a 
pattern  overall,  in  that  period  of  years, 
of  less  spending  for  defense.  We  have 
worked  on  that  very  carefully,  and  I 
think  this  conference  report  does  an 
adequate  job  there. 

This  conference  report  reflects  our 
beliefs  in  a  balanced  budget  and  lower 
taxes  for  families  with  children.  When 
I  hear  these  accusations  about  tax  re- 
lief for  those  that  do  not  need  it,  I  won- 
der first  of  all,  whose  taxes  are  they, 
anjrway?  Whose  money  is  it?  It  is  the 
people's  money.  We  are  talking  about 
allowing  families  with  children  to  have 
just  a  little  help  in  raising  their  chil- 
dren with  their  own  money,  a  $500  tax 
credit— which,  by  the  way,  is  limited  to 
people  under  a  certain  income  level. 

So  I  do  not  apologize  at  all  for  want- 
ing to  help  families  with  children,  for 
wanting  to  help  children  with  some  tax 
relief  instead  of  it  coming  to  Washing- 
ton and  letting  Washington  decide, 
"Oh,  yes,  we  will  send  it  back  the  way 
that  we  determine  is  best  for  your  chil- 
dren." We  say,  "How  about  letting  the 
families  make  that  determination?" 

With  regard  to  the  Medicare  issue,  we 
have  seen  recently  that  the  decline  in 
the  Medicare  Trust  Fund  is  greater 
than  we  had  anticipated,  greater  than 


even  a  year  ago.  We  can  stand  here  and 
ignore  this  problem.  But  what  we  are 
threatening  is  our  parents',  our  grand- 
parents', and  our  children's  future,  and 
their  ability  to  depend  on  this  pro- 
gram. 

The  bipartisan  substitute  that  was 
offered,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  had  pro- 
posed Medicare  reforms  that  would 
lead  to  a  savings  over  the  6-year  period 
of  $154  billion.  In  this  conference  re- 
port, the  proposed  savings  are  $158  bil- 
lion. As  you  can  see,  the  numbers  on 
Medicare  are  very  close.  Over  a  7-year 
period,  I  think  the  difference  between 
the  administration's  proposal  and  ours 
is  around  2  percent.  Yet,  we  are  still  all 
talking  about  an  increase  every  year — 
every  year  for  this  important  program. 

So  I  think  that  we  are  doing  the 
right  thing  here.  It  provides  for  re- 
duced Government  speiKling  and  less 
Government  intervention.  It  lays  out  a 
blueprint  for  what  we  need  to  do,  but  it 
continues  the  path  we  started  with  last 
year.  By  the  year  2002,  we  will  have  the 
first  balanced  budget  since  1969. 

With  regard  to  what  the  President 
has  proposed,  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  submit  for  the  Record  a  chart 
which  shows  budget  deficits,  and  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  it  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

BUDGET  DEFICITS 
[In  biKois  o<  dollanl 
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Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  this  chart 
shows  that  every  year — every  year — the 
President's  proposals  would  have  the 
deficits  that  our  package  has  over 
these  6  years.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  there 
has  been  this  reference  to  the  spike  we 
have  in  the  next  fiscal  year.  Yes,  there 
is  a  spike  in  our  budget  in  the  next  fis- 
cal year,  but  there  is  also  one  in  the 
President's  budget,  and  it  is  $2  billion 
higher  than  our  proposal. 

So  if  you  want  to  compare  the  pro- 
posals, I  invite  you  to  do  so.  This  chart 
will  be  in  the  Record. 

I  am  proud  to  support  this  package. 
It  is  fair.  It  is  what  we  need  to  do. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  today  to  stand 
up.  do  the  right  thing,  and  vote  for  this 
budget  resolution.  Let  us  move  the 
process  forward.  Let  us  do  what  is  right 
for  our  children  and  for  our  country. 

I  yield  the  floor,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  President,  I  understand  the  yeas 
and  nays  have  not  been  requested.  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 


There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  con- 
ference report.  On  this  question,  the 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator fi-om  Arkansas  [Mr.  Bumpers]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Bumpers]  would  vote  "no." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
ASHCROJT).  Are  there  any  other  Sen- 
ators in  the  Chamber  who  desire  to 
vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  53, 
nays  46.  as  follows: 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  159  Leg.] 
YEAS— S3 


Atemhun 

AshCTOtl 

Benoetc 

Bond 

Brown 
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Cohen 
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Domesici 
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Biden 
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Boxer 

Bradley 

Bnaoz 

Brran 

Byrd 

Conrad 
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Dodd 

Dorsao 

Exon 

Feinrold 

Feinstein 


Friit 

Gorton 

Granun 

Grams 

Graisley 
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Batch 

Hatfleld 
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Hatchiaon 

Inhofe 
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Lott 
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NAYS— 46 
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Johnston 
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NOT  VOTING— 1 


McCain 
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Markowski 

NlcUes 
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Shelby 

Slmpaon 

Smith 

Snowe 
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Stevens 

Tlioinas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 

Warner 
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Moyalhan 

Murray 

Nnnn 

PeU 

Pryor 
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Simon 

Wellstone 
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Bnmpen 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  con- 
current resolution  was  agreed  to.  and  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President.  I  am  dis- 
appointed and  disillusioned  by  this 
conference  report  on  the  budget  resolu- 
tion for  the  1997  fiscal  year. 

I  am  disappointed  that  the  con- 
ference report  lowered  next  year's  dis- 
cretionary spending  by  $1.3  billion  from 
the  Senate-passed  budget  resolution.  I 
applaud  Senate  Budget  Committee 
Chairman  Pete  Domenici  and  ranking 
member  James  Exon  for  their  strong 
support  of  adequate  funding  for  pro- 
grams that  invest  in  our  country.  Un- 
fortunately, the  House  of  Representa- 
tives refused   to  accept  the   Senate's 
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more  responsible  discretionary  spend- 
ing levels. 

Moreover,  I  am  disillusioned  that  the 
House  budget  conferees  have  resorted 
to  a  new  budget  gimmick.  Instead  of 
showing  leadership  to  produce  a  more 
moderate  budget  resolution,  they  have 
added  a  new  smoke  and  mirror— the 
Government  shutdown  prevention  al- 
lowance. This  section  of  the  conference 
report  will  free  up  $1.3  billion  more  in 
spending  only  if  Congress  decides  to 
pass  a  continuing  resolution  to  fund 
the  Crovemment.  This  is  a  billion-dol- 
lar incentive  for  Members  to  pass  a 
continuing  resolution. 

After  two  unnecessary  and  expensive 
Government  shutdowns  and  more  than 
a  dozen  continuing  resolutions  last 
year,  I  have  had  enough  of  this  piece- 
meal approach  to  budgeting.  Budgeting 
by  continuing  resolutions  is  a  true  fail- 
ure in  leadership.  Instead  of  passing 
the  buck  by  passing  continuing  resolu- 
tions, we  should  make  the  tough  budg- 
et decisions  and  then  vote  on  them  in 
appropriations  bills.  Unlike  short-term 
continuing  resolutions,  year-long  ap- 
propriations bills  aUow  Federal.  State, 
and  local  agencies  to  plan  their  budg- 
ets and  make  Government  more  effec- 
tive. 

This  conference  report  also  makes 
harmful  short-term  cuts  in  important 
programs  that  will  have  devastating 
consequences  over  the  long-term.  It 
cuts  Medicare  and  Medicaid  more  than 
is  necessary  to  achieve  a  balanced 
budget.  These  cuts  would  reduce  Medi- 
care spending  growth  per-beneficiary 
far  below  projected  private  sector 
growth  rates.  I  am  disappointed  that 
the  majority  persists  in  cutting  a  pro- 
gram that  is  vital  to  83,000  Vermonters, 
12  percent  of  whom  live  below  the  pov- 
erty level. 

And  it  cuts  environment  funding 
while  increasing  defense  spending  by 
Sll  billion  for  1997— which  is  imaccept- 
able  in  today's  post-cold-war  world. 
The  people  of  the  United  States  never 
voted  to  gut  environmental  spending  in 
the  last  election.  They  overwhelmingly 
want  to  make  sure  Government  pro- 
vides basic  safeguards  for  a  clean  envi- 
ronment. This  is  a  job  that  Govern- 
ment can  do  and  needs  to  do. 

Mr.  President,  this  budget  resolution 
is  better  than  last  year's  extreme  budg- 
et, but  it  still  cuts  programs  for  elder- 
ly, young  and  low-income  Vermonters 
more  than  is  necessary  to  balance  the 
budget.  And  it  hurts  the  environment 
while  resorting  to  budget  gimmicks. 

We  can  do  better  than  this  dis- 
appointing and  disillusioning  budget. 

Mr.  LOTT  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  we  hope  to 
have  some  aimouncement  about  pro- 
ceeding for  the  remainder  of  the  day 
and  week  momentarily.  We  are  work- 
ing on  that  right  now.  I  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 


The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 


FEDERAL  RESERVE  SYSTEM  NOM- 
INATION OF  ALAN  GREENSPAN 
TO  BE  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  FED- 
ERAL RESERVE  SYSTEM 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  as  in  exec- 
utive session,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  Senate  now  proceed  to  execu- 
tive session  to  consider  the  nomination 
of  Alan  Greenspan,  to  be  the  Chairman 
of  the  Federal  Reserve  System,  and  it 
be  considered  under  the  following  time 
agreement:  The  time  beginning  at  2 
p.m.,  today,  for  the  remainder  of  to- 
day's session,  and  all  debate  time  dur- 
ing Friday's  session  be  equally  divided 
between  Senators  D'Amato  and  Harkin 
or  their  designees;  at  9:30  a.m.,  on 
Thursday,  Jime  20,  there  be  3  hours  re- 
maining on  the  nomination,  to  be 
equally  divided  between  Senators 
D'Amato  and  Harkin;  and  that  the  vote 
occur  on  confirmation  of  Alan  Green- 
span at  2  p.m.,  on  Thursday,  June  20, 
1996. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  further 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  inune- 
diately  following  the  confirmation  of 
Alan  Greenspan,  the  Senate  proceed  to 
the  vote  on  the  nomination  of  Lau- 
rence Meyer  to  be  a  member  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  System,  to  be  followed 
immediately  by  a  vote  on  the  con- 
firmation of  Alice  Rivlin  to  be  a  mem- 
ber and  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  System. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Finally,  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  follovning 
the  confirmation  vote  of  Alice  Rivlin, 
the  President  be  immediately  notified 
that  the  Senate  has  given  its  consent 
to  these  nominations  and  the  Senate 
then  resume  legislative  session. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  ic  is  so  ordered. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  there  now  be  a  pe- 
riod for  morning  business,  with  Sen- 
ators allowed  to  speak  for  up  to  5  min- 
utes each;  and,  further,  that  Senator 
Thomas  be  in  control  of  the  first  30 
minutes,  and  Senator  Daschle  or  his 


designee  be  in  control  of  up  to  30  min- 
utes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  to  update 
Jill  Senators,  following  morning  busi- 
ness, the  Senate  will  then  move  to  the 
consideration  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
nominations  that  are  on  the  Executive 
Calendar.  The  agreement  reached, 
therefore,  will  provide  that  no  further 
votes  will  be  called  for  today  or  during 
tomorrow's  session  of  the  Senate.  We 
have  discussed  this  with  the  Demo- 
cratic leader  and  worked  it  out  very 
carefully. 

This  matter  has  been  delayed  far  too 
long  already,  and  we  need  to  take  up 
these  very  serious  nominations.  So  we 
now  have  reached  a  process  that  allows 
us  to  do  that.  I  assume  there  will  be  3 
hours  or  so  of  debate  today,  and  then 
debate  again  on  Friday  on  these  nomi- 
nations, and  then,  of  course,  the  vote 
for  them  would  occur  on  Thursday,  at  2 
p.m.,  of  next  week.  That  is  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  Democratic  leader. 

We  will  be  looking  at  what  issues  will 
be  taken  up  on  Monday  and/or  Tues- 
day, and  we  will  notify  the  Members 
once  an  agreement  has  been  reached  on 
that.  I  yield  the  floor,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  THOMAS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wyoming  is  recognized. 


"ME,  TOO"  POLITICS 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President,  we  ap- 
preciate the  opportunity  to  take  some 
time  this  afternoon.  This  is  a  continu- 
ation of  our  effort  among  the  freshmen 
to  have  a  freshman  focus  and  to  bring 
what  is  often  a  unique  perception  of 
Senate  Members,  those  of  us  who  just 
came  less  than  2  years  ago,  on  the  top- 
ics of  today.  So  we  appreciate  that. 
Some  of  my  colleagues  will  join  in. 

Mr.  President,  we  want  to  talk  a  lit- 
tle today  about  me,  too  politics.  I 
think  it  is  a  timely  topic.  It  is  one  that 
has  been  very  prominent  here  in  this 
body  over  the  last  several  months  or 
even,  in  fact,  year. 

It  sounds  kind  of  good^me,  too.  It 
sound  like  that  ought  to  give  us  an  op- 
portunity to  agree.  We  will  order  some- 
thing and  there  will  be  a  resounding, 
me,  too. 

Unfortunately,  that  is  not  the  way  it 
works.  Unfortunately,  me,  too  politics 
means  when  there  is  an  idea  that 
comes  up,  I  say,  me,  too,  and  then  find 
lots  of  reasons  why  you  cannot  do  it,  so 
that  there  is  a  very  difficult  problem  in 
determining— walking  one  way  and 
talking  another,  saying,  "I'm  for  it," 
but  making  sure  that  it  never  happens. 
That  is  what  we  increasingly  are  seeing 
with  this  administration.  President 
Clinton,  and  with  the  minority  here  in 
the  Senate. 
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There  are,  of  course,  real  choices  to 
be  made.  There  is  nothing  wrong  with 
choices.  That  is  what  politics  is  about. 
It  gives  you  and  me,  as  voters,  a 
chance  to  choose  because  various  can- 
didates are  for  various  things.  That  is 
how  the  system  works.  When  those 
choices  are  made  indistinguishable, 
then  it  is  very  difficult.  It  is  very  dif- 
ficult to  have  politicians  who  say  one 
thing  and  do  another,  and  continuously 
do  that. 

So  there  are  basic  decisions  that 
have  to  be  made.  Are  we  going  to  have 
more  Government,  more  Federal  Gov- 
ernment or  less?  Are  we  going  to  move 
in  the  direction  of  having  more  taxes, 
or  are  we  going  to  move  in  the  direc- 
tion of  having  American  families  spend 
more  of  their  money  themselves?  Those 
are  basic  decisions.  Are  we  going  to 
spend  more?  Are  we  going  to  borrow  to 
spend  more  so  that  the  credit  card  can 
go  to  our  kids,  or  are  we  going  to  re- 
duce spending? 

These  are  tough  decisions,  but  they 
are  fairly  clear  decisions.  What  is  hap- 
pening is  they  are  being  blurred  by  this 
me,  too  politics.  The  technique,  of 
course,  is  that  whatever  is  suggested  as 
fundamental  change,  then  the  others 
say,  "Well,  I'm  for  that  as  well,"  and 
then  go  about  making  sure  it  never 
happens. 

"The  technique,  of  course,  is  to  speak 
for  it,  and  then  decide,  "Well,  but  it 
goes  a  little  too  far,"  or,  "There  are 
some  details  here  that  we  can't  do.  I 
want  a  balanced  budget,  but  this  isn't 
the  right  way."  So  it  is  a  way  of  say- 
ing, "I'm  for  it,"  but  making  sure  you 
never  have  to  vote  for  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  that  is  trou- 
blesome. I  think  that  is  troublesome  in 
terms  of  the  system.  It  is  troublesome 
certainly  in  terms  of  elections  where, 
at  least  in  my  view,  the  purpose  of 
elections  is  to  give  some  direction  to 
our  Government. 

We  have  to  generally  do  it  in  fairly 
broad  areas.  Certainly  no  one  talks 
about  800  different  votes  that  you  take 
in  a  year,  but  they  do  talk  about  your 
philosophy.  Are  you  for  less  Govern- 
ment or  for  more?  More  spending  or 
less?  A  balanced  budget  or  not?  Term 
limits  or  not? 

Unfortunately,  the  President  has  be- 
come a  me,  too  President.  There  are 
countless  examples  of  echoing  the  fun- 
damental changes  that  have  been 
brought  about  by  the  Republican 
Party,  or  by  Bob  Dole,  almost  like  a 
shadow.  Every  time  the  Republicans 
come  out  with  a  plan  to  make  fun- 
damental change,  to  bring  about  the 
reforms  that  people  have  asked  for, 
why,  we  see  the  President  standing  up 
and  saying  he  agrees;  but  when  the 
chips  are  down,  he  goes  the  other  way. 
It  is  no  longer  "Me,  too."  It  is  more 
like  the  old  Frank  Sinatra  song,  the 
old  tune  of  "My  way."  "Do  it  my  way." 
So  it  is  easy  to  say,  "Well,  I'm  for 
that,  but,  you  know,  it's  not  the  right 


way  to  do  It,"  or.  "I'm  for  that,  but  it 
goes  too  far."  or,  "I'm  for  that,  but 
there  are  the  details."  So  it  confuses 
where  we  really  are. 

Balancing  the  budget  and  cutting 
taxes  and  reforming  welfare,  ending 
the  days  of  big  Government,  why,  the 
President  continues  to  soimd  in  tune 
with  fundamental  change,  but  when 
the  reform  comes  around,  then  his  po- 
sition shifts  and  it  does  not  happen. 
That  has  happened  so  many  times  this 
year. 

For  example,  he  vetoed  the  balanced 
budget  after  sasring  he  was  for  a  bal- 
anced budget.  After  running  on  a  bal- 
anced budget,  after  sasring,  we  can  do  it 
in  5  years,  in  8  years,  in  10  years,  in  7 
years,  he  vetoes  a  balanced  budget. 

He  vetoed  welfare  reform  after  pledg- 
ing to  change  welfare  as  we  know  it.  He 
vetoed  legislation  that  would  have 
kept  Medicare  solvent  for  the  next  gen- 
eration after  promising  to  save  the  pro- 
gram. These  are  the  issues  that  we  are 
seeing  too  much  of  "Me,  too"  instead 
of  reform. 

We  need  to  really  bear  down  on  the 
idea  of  people  saying  one  thing  and 
doing  another.  I  am  pretty  proud  of 
this  body  and  of  the  majority  in  this 
body  who  came  here  a  year  and  a  half 
ago  and  said  we  believe  that  voters 
want  some  fundamental  change  in 
terms  of  the  direction  of  this  country, 
a  balanced  budget  being  one  of  them. 

Of  course,  the  idea  of  moving  welfare 
and  many  of  the  programs  closer  to 
people  by  moving  them  to  the  States, 
these  are  fundamental  changes  that 
people  talk  about.  We  have  done  many 
of  those  things,  but  unfortunately,  the 
"Me,  too"  politics  has  kept  them  from 
being  completed.  We  have  sent  the  first 
balanced  budget  in  25  years  to  the 
White  House— the  first  time.  Vetoed. 

So  we  need  to  really  take  a  look  at 
what  we  are  for.  If  people  disagree,  if 
people  want  more  government— and 
there  are  those  who  do,  a  legitimate 
point  of  view.  I  do  not  happen  to  share 
it.  But  you  can  argue  that,  "Yes,  there 
are  more  things  Government  can  do. 
Yes,  we  ought  to  take  more  money 
from  folks  because  we  can  spend  it  bet- 
ter in  the  Government."  That  is  a  le- 
gitimate point  of  view;  not  one  I  share. 
But  we  at  least  ought  to  decide  where 
we  are  on  those  things  so  that  what  we 
say  and  what  we  do  are  the  same. 

Welfare  reform  is  one  that  comes,  of 
course,  to  mind.  We  provided  the  Presi- 
dent an  opportunity  to  reform  the  Na- 
tion's welfare  system,  not  just  once, 
but  twice.  On  both  occasions  the  Presi- 
dent said  no;  first,  as  part  of  the  Bal- 
anced Budget  Act  in  November  and 
then  a  bill  that  stood  on  its  own  in 
January. 

Just  last  month  the  President  issued 
an  Executive  order  requiring  States  to 
end  welfare  payments  to  teenaged  par- 
ents who  quit  school  or  refuse  to  live 
with  a  responsible  adult,  language  in 
part  that  was  part  of  the  proposal.  Now 


the  "Me,  too"  politics  will  say,  "Yeah, 
I'm  for  that.  I  agree  with  that.  Look 
what  I've  done."  which  is  about  one- 
hundredth  of  the  total  package.  We  see 
more  and  more  of  that. 

Another  flip-flop  occurred  on.  of 
course,  announcing  support  for  Wiscon- 
sin's historic  welfare  reform  plan  to 
put  able-bodied  recipients  to  work, 
something  the  Republican  welfare  pro- 
gram that  was  vetoed  would  have  ac- 
complished. Now  the  administration  is 
backing  off  of  that,  flip-flopping  again, 
saying  there  are  some  details  in  the 
Wisconsin  plan  that  need  to  be  nego- 
tiated. 

Let  me  tell  you,  the  people  in  Wis- 
consin have  a  better  idea  of  what  needs 
to  be  done  to  deliver  services  in  their 
State  than  bureaucrats  here  do. 

I  come  from  a  State  that  Is  small.  We 
need  a  different  system  than  you  need 
in  a  large  State.  The  States  are  the 
only  place  to  do  that.  So  you  cannot 
talk  one  way  and  walk  another.  Bal- 
ancing the  budget  clearly  has  been  the 
most  significant  issue  over  the  last 
year  and  a  half,  not  simply  because  of 
the  numbers,  not  simply  because  of  the 
arithmetic,  but  because  the  budget  re- 
flects the  kind  of  approach  we  take  to 
govern,  whether  we  are  fiscally  respon- 
sible, whether  we  say,  "Yes,  we  will 
spend  more  than  we  take  in,"  whether 
we  say  it  is  morally  correct  if  you  want 
services,  those  people  who  receive 
them  ought  to  pay  for  them,  rather 
than  putting  it  on  the  credit  card  for 
the  kids.  Those  are  basic  issues. 

We  cannot  balance  the  budget  unless 
we  are  willing  to  adjust  and  make  fun- 
damental changes  in  Government. 
Budgets  are  vital  to  where  we  are 
going.  The  first  2%  years  the  adminis- 
tration never  submitted  a  balanced 
budget  to  the  Congress  despite  all  of 
the  talk,  and  opposed  a  balanced  budg- 
et amendment  to  the  Constitution,  ar- 
guing we  do  not  need  to  do  this.  "Just 
balance  the  budget,"  the  same  argu- 
ment that  has  been  going  on  25  years 
right  here  in  this  place,  and  we  have 
not  balanced  it.  Of  course  we  need  the 
discipline  of  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment. 

Finally,  under  the  pressure  to 
produce  a  balanced  budget,  but  not  ba- 
sically making  the  changes  that  have 
to  be  made  to  do  it.  You  have  to  deal 
with  entitlements.  Two-thirds  of  the 
expenditures  are  in  entitlements.  If 
you  do  not  deal  with  entitlements,  sev- 
eral things  happen.  One  is  that  you 
never  balance  the  budget.  The  other  is 
that  programs  we  want  to  strengthen 
and  save,  like  Medicare,  cannot  exist 
unless  you  make  some  fundamental 
changes  in  them. 

Tax  cuts,  promises  to  cut  taxes— in- 
stead, what  do  we  get?  The  largest  tax 
increase  in  the  history  of  this  country. 
Last  year,  we  came  forward  with  plans 
to  reduce  taxes — vetoed,  of  course. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  great  con- 
fldence  in  the  American  people.  I  have 
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great  confidence  in  voters  that  they 
will  make  decisions  based  on  fun- 
damental direction.  I  certainly  hope  so. 
That  is  our  job  as  voters,  to  decide 
where  we  want  to  go  and  then,  of 
course,  have  to  decide  who  the  can- 
didates are  that  are  groing:  in  the  same 
direction  we  are,  not  that  any  party  or 
any  politician  is  going  to  represent 
every  detail  of  our  point  of  view,  but  in 
general  this  party,  this  party,  this  can- 
didate or  that  candidate  comes  closer 
to  representing  my  view  than  the 
other.  That  is  the  choice  we  have. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  we  all  under- 
stand this  business  of  "Me,  too,  poli- 
tics" is  not  leadership.  It  is  not  deci- 
siveness. It  is  a  matter  of  avoiding  tak- 
ing strong  positions.  It  is  a  matter  of 
sajring,  "Yes,  this  is  a  good  idea.  I  am 
for  it.  I  want  to  balance  the  budget, 
but  I  just  cannot  vote  for  it  the  way  it 
is,"  and  never  will. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  dis- 
cuss this.  I  see  my  associates  have 
come  forward.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
f^om  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SANTORUM.  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator. On  the  issue  of  the  President, 
which  is  a  discussion  that  many  of  us 
are  scratching  our  head  about  with  re- 
spect to  the  rhetoric  we  are  hearing 
from  the  White  House  on  issues— very, 
very  Important  issues — that  face  this 
country,  where  Republicans  here  in  the 
Congress  and  in  many  places,  on  a  bi- 
partisan basis,  are  trying  to  move  for- 
ward with  programs  we  believe  will 
move  this  country  forward.  We  have 
been  met  with  very  stiff  resistance 
trom  the  White  House. 

Yet  when  the  campaign  that  has  now 
conunenced — the  speeches;  the  Presi- 
dent is  out,  making  the  campaign 
speeches — you  would  think  from  the 
speeches  that  he  grlves  that  all  of  the 
things  that  we  are  pursuing,  that  the 
American  public  is  in  general  agree- 
ment with,  like  balancing  the  budget, 
Uke  cutting  taxes,  like  having  smaller 
Government,  like  giving  more  power 
back  to  State  and  local  governments, 
like  welfare  reform,  all  of  those  things 
that  are  very  much  supported  by  the 
American  public  and  have  been 
stopped,  clearly  been  stopped  by  this 
White  House,  because  we  have  passed 
all  of  those  things,  and  they  have  been 
vetoed  down  at  the  Oval  Office,  the 
President  is  now  campaigning  in  his 
speeches  that  he  is  for  all  of  this.  In 
fact,  he  is  the  one  who  is  trying  to 
make  these  things  happen. 

It  is  particularly  difficult  for  me,  as 
someone  who  has  worked  extensively 
in  the  area  of  welfare  reform,  to  hear 
the  President  of  the  United  States  not 
only  giving  speeches  on  the  issue  about 
how  he  is  in  support  of  the  welfare  sys- 
tem, but  we  have  a  President  of  the 
United  States  running  ads  on  tele- 
vision talking  about  his  welfare  plan. 
Let  me  remind  the  President  and  my 
colleagues  that  the  President  of  the 
United  States  has  introduced  one  wel- 


fare reform  proposal.  It  was  introduced 
in  June  1994,  some  18  months  into  the 
President's  term. 

As  you  may  recall,  in  1992  when  he 
ran  for  election,  he  promised  to  end 
welfare  as  we  know  it  and  made  it  a 
centerpiece  of  the  campaign — he  was  a 
new  Democrat,  someone  who  under- 
stood that  big  Government  policies  of 
the  Great  Society  were,  in  fact,  hurt- 
ing the  very  people  they  intended  to 
help,  and  that  we  had  to  do  something 
different.  We  had  to  do  something  dra- 
matically different.  As  a  Governor 
from  Arkansas,  he  saw  the  need  for  de- 
centralizing welfare  back  to  the  States, 
into  the  communities,  where  anti- 
poverty  programs  have  been  more  ef- 
fective and  more  tailored  to  the  needs 
of  the  people  in  those  conmiunities. 

So  he  said  he  wanted  to  end  welfare 
as  we  know  it.  I  think  that  was  a  very 
significant  component  of  putting  to- 
gether the  Clinton  majority  that 
earned  him  the  electoral  votes  nec- 
essary to  win  the  Presidency.  Mr. 
President,  18  months  later,  he  intro- 
duced in  that  interim  period  of  time 
massive  health  reform,  tax  increases, 
further  spending  increases,  new  entitle- 
ment programs,  a  whole  lot  of  other 
things  were  introduced  in  the  first  18 
months.  He  tried  to  do  the  gays  in  the 
military  and  other  things  that  were  ob- 
viously higher  in  priority  because  they 
certainly  came  before  any  initiative  on 
welfare.  He  took  no  initiative. 

The  103d  Congress,  from  1993  and  1994, 
introduced  no  legislation,  the  Demo- 
cratic majority  in  both  Houses  intro- 
duced no  legislation  to  move  the  wel- 
fare debate  forward.  In  June  1994,  it 
was  introduced.  It  was  a  pathetic  bill 
by  everyone's  estimate.  It  was  panned 
by  both  sides  as  being  no  sigmificant  re- 
form at  all.  In  fact,  they  had  trouble 
finding  Democratic  cosponsors  of  the 
bill.  Someone  even  introduced  the  leg- 
islation for  the  President  because  it 
was  considered  such  a  minimal,  incre- 
mental, insigrnificant  reform  of  a  sys- 
tem that  was  in  terrible  need  of  re- 
form. 

This  is  the  plan — I  assume  this  is  the 
plan— that  the  President  now  is  going 
around  the  country  suggesting  ends  to 
welfare  as  we  know  it.  No  one  from  the 
left  or  the  right,  whether  you  are  for 
welfare  as  it  is  or  would  like  to  see  sub- 
stantial changes,  would  indicate  that 
the  President's  plan  of  1994  ended  wel- 
fare as  we  know  it.  Yet,  we  have  the 
President  of  the  United  States  out  on 
television,  out  in  speeches,  suggesting 
that  he  is  trying  to  end  welfare  as  we 
know  it. 

He  had  an  opportunity  to  end  welfare 
as  we  know  it.  Last  year,  we  worked  on 
a  bipartisan  basis  here  in  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate and  passed,  I  think,  a  very  strong 
bill,  one  that  attacked  the  significant 
problems  in  the  welfare  system,  began 
to  attack  them.  I  do  not  see  this  as  the 
final  solution,  by  any  stretch.  But,  in 
fact,  it  began  to  take  us  into  a  new 


course,  where  we  focus  more  on  allow- 
ing individual  communities  and  States 
to  fashion  their  own  welfare  programs 
with  more  flexibility.  We  put  some 
work  requirements  in  there,  because 
we  believe  that  is  absolutely  essential 
to  transition  people  off  of  welfare.  If 
you  are  going  to  transition  people  off 
of  welfare,  you  have  to  grive  them  work 
experience  and  teach  them  the  skills 
necessary  to  work,  and  you  have  to  put 
in  time  limits.  If  you  do  not  put  time 
limits  in,  you  have  a  system  that  per- 
petuates nonwork,  perpetuates  a  whole 
lot  of  values  which  I  do  not  believe 
make  for  successful  Americans. 

We  worked  together  on  a  bipartisan 
basis  here  in  the  Senate  and  came  up 
with  a  bill  that  got  87  votes  on  the 
floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate— 87  out  of  99 
votes;  there  were  12  who  voted  against 
it.  That  is  an  enormous  bipartisan  ef- 
fort. In  a  year  or  two,  now,  where  you 
have  seen  claims  and  disgust  from  the 
public  about  the  intense  partisanship, 
about  the  serious  issues  that  face  the 
country,  here  in  the  U.S.  Senate,  the 
issue  that  I  think  is  one  of  the  most 
pressing  and  important  Issues  to  this 
country  and  to  our  culture,  to  helping 
those  who  are  in  need,  we  were  able  to 
get  87  votes  for  a  bipartisan  bill. 

The  President  of  the  United  States, 
who  originally  said,  "This  is  a  great 
bill  and  I  like  it,"  as  time  went  by,  as 
we  were  working  on  this  bill  in  con- 
ference, the  President  said  he  would 
veto,  in  fact,  the  Senate  bill,  that  he 
would  not  support  the  Senate  bill,  even 
though  it  got  87  votes  here  in  the  U.S. 
Senate.  So  the  President  again  very 
clearly  signaled  to  the  other  side  that 
he  was  not  for  anything  that  looked 
like  the  Senate  bill  or  certainly  not 
the  House  bill,  and  sent  the  signal  to 
block  whatever  came  out  of  conference 
as  unacceptable  welfare  reform,  even 
though  there  were  87  votes  here. 

Now.  this  is  the  President  who  is  run- 
ning ads  sajring  he  wants  to  end  wel- 
fare as  we  know  it.  having  torpedoed  a 
bUl  that  got  87  votes  here  in  the  U.S. 
Senate,  having  not  offered  any  sub- 
stantive proposal  in  this  session  of 
Congress,  having  offered  a  weak  pro- 
posal in  1994  that,  again,  was  panned  by 
both  left  and  right  as  insignificant. 

This  is  the  President  who  now  wants 
you  to  believe  that  he  is  for  us;  he  is 
for  the  same  things  that  we  are  for  and 
that  you  are  for  in  welfare  reform.  The 
fact  is  on  this  "me.  too"  he  is  not 
"me."  He  is  not  "us."  He  is  "them."  He 
is  the  status  quo.  He  is  for  perpetuat- 
ing a  system  that  while  well  meaning 
in  its  inception — and  certainly  the  peo- 
ple who  put  these  programs  together 
did  not  put  these  programs  together 
because  they  thought  they  were  going 
to  hurt  the  poor,  or  because  they 
thought  they  were  going  to  hurt  the 
children,  or  they  thought  were  going  to 
destroy  communities,  or  thought  they 
were  going  to  create  a  culture  of  de- 
spair, or  thought  that  they  were  going 
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to  really  begin  to  tear  apart  families, 
or  thought  they  were  going  to  see  fa- 
thers becoming  less  and  less  respon- 
sible for  thefr  children.  None  of  those 
things  were  intended  consequences  of 
the  Great  Society  programs  and  the 
other  welfare  programs  we  passed.  But 
they  surely  have  contributed  to  all  of 
those  things. 

What  we  are  sasring  is  that  it  is  time 
to  do  things  differently  that  we  know 
work  in  rebuilding  those  institutions. 
The  Institutions  of  family,  of  parental 
responsibility  to  children,  of  conunu- 
nlty  organization  that  builds  values  in 
the  commvmities  like  churches  and 
nonprofit  organizations,  and  civic  asso- 
ciations that  build  a  sense  of  commu- 
nity and  set  standards  and  values  for 
this  community  so  people  can  relate 
to— in  fact,  not  only  do  they  relate  to 
but  they  participate  in  establishing. 

We  believe  that  sending  welfare  back 
down  is  not  just  substituting  a  State 
bureaucrat  for  a  Federal  bureaucrat, 
but  substituting  the  neighbor  down  the 
street  who  works  at  the  local  commu- 
nity center,  or  the  pastor  of  the 
church,  or  the  social  worker  at  the 
nonprofit  mission  helping  the  poor. 
That  is  what  we  are  talking  about  in 
the  welfare  reform  that  is  envisioned  in 
the  bills.  I  am  hopeful  that  we  can  see 
that  kind  of  progress  in  this  area. 

I  am  also  hopeful  that  the  President 
will  own  up  to  the  fact  that  he  is  not 
for  welfare  reform  as  that  envisioned 
that  I  have  just  given  you.  That  is  not 
his  vision  of  welfare  reform.  His  vision 
of  welfare  reform  is  ensuring  Federal 
control  over  these  programs,  guaran- 
teeing that  you  will  hear  very  much. 
"Well  the  Republican  plan  didn't  guar- 
antee this;  it  cannot  guarantee  that."  I 
can  tell  you  what  all  of  these  Federal 
guarantees  have  gotten  us  over  the 
past  30  years:  Guaranteed  failure.  Fed- 
eral guarantees  failures  of  families  and 
commimities  and  culture.  We  want  to 
get  rid  of  the  Federal  guarantees.  Yes, 
because  we  believe  it  is  much  more  im- 
portant that  instead  of  having  the  bu- 
reaucrat guarantee  that  someone  gets 
a  check  passed  out  by  someone  who 
sits  behind  bulletproof  glass  and  you 
receive  the  check  because  the  number 
that  you  have  on  your  card  is  the  num- 
ber that  matches  that  computer.  Who 
you  are  does  not  matter.  What  yoxir 
concerns  are,  does  not  matter.  What 
your  needs  are,  does  not  matter.  You 
are  a  number  in  a  computer  and  you 
get  processed  like  it.  That  is  not  the 
kind  of  guarantee  that  I  think  the  poor 
want  in  this  country.  What  they  want 
is  the  guarantee  that  someone  loves 
them,  cares  for  them,  who  sees  them  as 
a  neighbor,  who  sees  them  as  part  of 
what  they  are  in  a  community,  and  has 
the  resources  available  to  them  to  help 
them.  That  is  the  guarantee  that  we 
want  to  provide.  That  is  the  kind  of 
program  envisioned  that  we  see  for 
helping  the  poor  in  this  country,  and  it 
is  not  about  the  Federal  Government 


taking  care  of  people.  It  is  about  neigh- 
bors taking  care  of  each  other  which  is 
about  the  goodness  of  America  and  the 
culture  that  we  so  much  want  to  re- 
build in  this  country. 

Mr.  President,  I  srield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Thomas).  The  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Thank  you  very  much, 
Mr.  President. 

I  just  wanted  to  add  a  few  words  to 
what  my  colleagues  have  been  talking 
about  here  this  afternoon — about  lead- 
ership that  I  believe  the  American  peo- 
ple have  been  calling  for,  leadership  in 
areas  such  as  a  balanced  budget,  lead- 
ership of  Federal  spending  reforming 
our  welfare  system,  and,  yet,  leader- 
ship in  providing  tax  relief  to  Ameri- 
ca's hard  working  families.  That  is 
what  people  think  about  leadership  on 
these  tjrpe  of  issues.  They  usually  first 
think  of  the  President  because  he  natu- 
rally, after  all,  is  our  chief  executive 
officer  of  the  country;  the  person  who 
delivers  the  State  of  the  Union  Address 
every  year;  the  one  required  by  law  to 
begin  the  budget  process  by  submitting 
that  proposal  to  Congress.  The  Presi- 
dent is  elected  to  lead.  But  that  is  not 
what  President  Clinton  has  done  over 
the  last  3V^  years.  Instead  of  leading 
the  Nation  he  has  been  more  of  one 
that  is  following  in  the  footsteps  of 
Congress.  Whatever  we  do  the  Presi- 
dent now  especially  in  this  campaign 
year  is  saying  "me,  too"  as  we  have 
noted  in  other  things.  But  his  propos- 
als in  comparison  with  ours  are  really 
just  pale  examples  of  what  needs  to  be 
done. 

We  talk  about  welfare  reform.  He 
says  "me.  too."  But  he  does  not  pro- 
vide adequate  reform  that  we  need  to 
save  and  provide  for  that  system  of 
Medicare.  We  say  we  need  to  save 
Medicare.  He  says  "me,  too"  but  does 
not  provide  the  basic  reform  and 
changes  in  the  Medicare  system  to  en- 
sure that  it  is  going  to  be  here  for  the 
seniors  who  rely  on  it  today  and  for  the 
generations  to  come. 

Few  issues  S3rmbollze  the  me-too  re- 
sponse better  than  what  has  hapi>ened 
to  tax  relief.  This  President  in  1992  as 
candidate  Bill  Clinton  for  President 
campaigned  on  the  issue  of  tax  relief 
for  American  families.  In  fact,  then 
even  called  for  tax  relief  as  high  as 
Sl.OOO  per  child  tax  credit.  He  said 
American  families  need  tax  relief.  But 
what  did  the  President  do  after  the 
election?  Did  he  come  to  Congress?  Did 
he  come  with  a  budget  that  said,  "Now 
I  am  going  to  do  what  I  promised  to  do, 
and  that  is  to  provide  tax  relief  in 
some  form  to  America's  families?"  No. 
He  did  not.  In  fact,  in  1993  the  Presi- 
dent proposed  and  this  Congress 
passed— again  without  one  Republican 
vote  because  we  did  not  want  to  add  to 
the  tax  burden  of  the  American  fami- 
lies— a  S265  billion  tax  increase:  not  tax 
relief  for  families,  but  tax  increases.  Of 
course,  we  are  going  to  hear  the  rhet- 


oric all  the  time  that  it  was  targeted 
for  the  rich  so  they  can  pay  their  fair 
share.  If  that  is  true,  why  is  the  aver- 
age tax  burden  on  Americans  today  at 
all  levels  higher  than  it  was  just  3 
years  ago?  Why  is  tax  freedom  day  now 
on  May  7  and  not  May  1  as  it  was  3 
years  ago?  It  is  because  the  avenge 
American  in  this  country  is  paying 
more  taxes  today  than  at  any  time  in 
history. 

Our  tax  levels  are  higher  today  than 
at  any  time  in  history  for  average 
Americans — not  just  for  a  few  but  for 
all  Americans.  This  flies  in  the  face  of 
what  President  Clinton  said  just  3% 
years  ago  in  1992  that  be  was  going  to 
provide  tax  relief. 

In  1993  while  a  Member  of  the  House 
I  introduced  a  budget  called  families 
first,  and  among  the  budget  proposals 
included  was  tax  relief,  and  specifically 
S500  per  child  in  that  tax  relief  pack- 
age, half  of  what  the  FYesident  had 
talked  about  but  as  much  as  we  can  get 
a  consensus  on.  We  thought  that  was 
important.  But  when  it  reached  the 
White  House  as  part  of  our  budget  plan 
last  year  what  did  the  President  do? 
The  President  vetoed  that.  The  Presi- 
dent did  not  carry  through  on  his 
promise  of  providing  tax  reUef  as  I 
said,  in  fact  he  added  more  taxes  to  the 
average  American  family's  debt. 

In  doing  so,  I  was  hoping  that  we 
could  win  the  President  back  over  by 
providing  for  and  including  this  tax  cut 
in  our  budget.  For  nearly  3  years  we 
have  been  fighting  that.  As  I  said,  the 
President  has  vetoed  every  attempt 
that  we  have  made. 

So  the  President  keeps  saying— and 
we  will  hear  it  on  the  floor  here  as 
well,  again  as  I  mentioned — that  this  is 
just  tax  relief  for  the  rich.  I  do  not 
know  where  that  comes  from.  When  av- 
erage American  families  in  this  coun- 
try—in my  State  of  Minnesota  alone 
$500  million  a  year  for  average  families 
could  stay  in  their  pockets  rather  than 
being  sent  to  Washington.  You  will 
hear  a  lot  of  those — "Well,  Washington 
speaks,  and  we  can't  afford  here  in 
Washington  to  give  this  type  of  tax  re- 
lief." Well,  the  question  is:  Whose 
money  is  it?  It  is  not  Washington  being 
able  to  afford  to  give  tax  relief.  The 
question  should  be:  Should  American 
families  be  able  to  keep  more  of  the 
money  that  they  worked  hard  for  every 
day?  How  much  can  we  allow  them  to 
keep?  That  should  be  the  question 
rather  than  saying,  "How  much  is  this 
going  to  cost  Washington?" 

The  President  though  in  his  me-too 
efforts  says,  "Well,  I  do  want  to  give 
tax  relief  now."  This  is  an  election 
year.  But  now  he  is  saying  in  his  latest 
budget,  "Yes.  I  want  to  give  tax  relief. 
Me,  too.  I  want  to  give  a  family  tax 
credit,  $500  per  child.  Me,  too."  But 
what  is  the  President's  proposal?  It  is 
not  S500,  and  it  is  not  for  all  children. 
It  starts  out  as  a  S300  tax  break  for 
children,  and  it  is  phased  In  over  5 
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years.  But  at  the  end  of  5  years  it  dies 
again.  So  he  gives  it  and  takes  it  away. 

Is  it  for  all  children?  No.  It  is  for 
children  up  to  the  age  of  and  including 
the  age  of  12.  So  it  is  not  for  the  same 
t3rpe  of  a  tax  relief  that  we  have  offered 
across  the  board  of  S500  per  child  tax 
credit. 

So,  in  other  words,  when  it  comes  to 
$500  and  the  tax  credit,  the  President 
has  said  "me,  too"  but  only  for  a  few 
years,  not  for  children  over  the  age  of 
13,  and  I  guess  not  for  real. 

So  today,  still  4  years  after  that 
promise  was  made,  3  years  after  we 
begran  the  fight  of  offering  tax  credit 
and  tax  relief  for  American  families, 
taxpayers  still  find  themselves  now 
caught  between  the  rhetoric  and  re- 
ality. We  have  tried.  We  have  included 
tax  relief  in  our  budgets.  The  President 
has  vetoed  it. 

So  when  Bill  Clinton  took  offlce  in 
1993  we  said  then  the  taxes  were  too 
high,  we  believed  Government  was  too 
big,  and  that  spending  was  out  of  con- 
trol. Nearly  3V4  half  years  into  the 
Clinton  Presidency,  and  despite  all  the 
efforts  that  we  have  made,  taxes  are 
still  higher  than  they  were  3  years  ago, 
Government  is  bigger  than  it  was  3 
years  ago,  and  spending.  Well,  I  think 
you  get  the  message.  Spending  has  in- 
creased over  the  last  3  years. 

The  bottom  line  Is  this  cannot  con- 
tinue. We  cannot  give  up  on  our  efforts 
to  return  to  the  American  people  their 
hard-earned  tax  dollars.  If  the  Presi- 
dent is  not  willing  to  exercise  the  re- 
sponsibilities of  leadership  handed  to 
him  by  the  voters,  then  we  must.  We 
are  going  to  continue  our  efforts  when 
it  comes  to  carrying  out  the  taxpayers' 
agenda.  Their  demand  for  a  balanced 
budget,  less  Government  spending,  and 
tax  relief  is  what  we  are  going  to  con- 
tinue to  work  for.  We  cannot  afford  to 
simply  sit  back  and  say,  "Me,  too," 
like  the  President  has  done.  We  have  to 
say  we  can  and  we  will  do  this. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator firom  Arizona. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
continue  this  same  theme  of  discussing 
ideas  that  have  been  put  forth  by  Re- 
publicans in  the  Congress  and  which 
the  President  has  claimed  he  also  sup- 
ports, though  in  some  cases  the  record 
would  suggest  otherwise. 

Former  Congressman  and  HUD  Sec- 
retary Jack  Kemp  has  said  something 
that  I  alwajrs  thought  was  very  wise. 
He  said  that  campaigns  are  not  so 
much  about  defeating  an  opponent  as 
they  are  about  providing  leadership 
and  new  ideas. 

The  Republican  Congress,  particu- 
larly under  the  leadership  of  then  Ma- 
jority Leader  Bob  Dole  and  Speaker 
Newt  Gingrich,  have  provided  the  lead- 
ership and  the  new  ideas  that  have  ani- 
mated the  agenda  here  In  Washington 
for  the  last  year  and  a  half.  It  began 
with  the  Contract  With  America,  and  it 


followed  through  with  many  of  the 
ideas  that  have  just  been  discussed  by 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  and  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota. 

One  of  those  was  the  Idea  of  tax  cuts 
that  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  was 
just  talking  about.  These  were  pro- 
posed, of  course,  by  Republicans.  The 
President  said,  "Me,  too,  but  not  as 
much." 

With  regard  to  welfare  reform,  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  talked 
about  that.  I  remember  when  President 
Clinton  said,  "Me,  too"  on  that,  and 
tried  to  steal  the  thunder,  apparently, 
from  Majority  Leader  Bob  Dole,  who 
was  prepared  to  talk  about  welfare  re- 
form, when  President  Clinton  said,  "I 
like  that  Wisconsin  State  plan.  That  is 
the  kind  of  real  welfare  reform  we 
need,"  in  a  Saturday  morning  radio  ad- 
dress. Then,  when  it  came  time  for  fol- 
lowing through  and  signing  the  waiver 
that  would  allow  Wisconsin  to  follow 
through  with  Its  welfare  reform,  the 
White  House  said,  "Well,  we  are  not 
quite  ready  to  do  that,  yet.  We  want  to 
think  about  It  a  while."  So  one  is  not 
even  certain  whether,  when  the  Presi- 
dent says,  "Me,  too,"  he  really  means 
It. 

In  any  event,  taxes  and  welfare  have 
been  discussed.  Let  me  mention  quick- 
ly three  other  subjects  that  fall  into 
the  same  category.  One  Is  the  subject 
of  defense  and.  In  particular,  ballistic 
missile  defense.  This  is  something  that 
has  concerned  Republicans  in  the  Con- 
gress, and  some  Democrats,  for  a  long 
time.  It  was  a  particular  challenge 
when,  during  the  cold  war,  the  Soviet 
Union  had  the  capability  of  raining  on 
the  United  States  the  ultimate  in 
weapons  of  mass  destruction,  the  abil- 
ity to  destroy,  literally,  the  United 
States  and,  if  we  retaliated,  eventually 
the  world. 

President  Reagan  decided  that  the 
best  way  to  deal  with  this  was  through 
the  development  of  a  defense,  so  that 
no  longer  would  the  world  be  threat- 
ened with  annihilation  as  a  result  of 
two  superpowers  killing  each  other  and 
every  other  living  thing  on  the  face  of 
the  Earth;  that  we  would  provide  a  de- 
fense for  ourselves  so  no  nation  would 
want  to  attack  us  because  they  would 
know  they  could  not  succeed  and  they 
would  simply  be  wasting  their  money 
to  try. 

That  work  on  star  wars,  as  opponents 
called  it— it  was  really  called  the  Stra- 
tegic Defense  Initiative  [SDI] — is  cred- 
ited by  many  Russians  as  being  one  of 
the  things  which  finally  caused  the  So- 
viet Union  to  throw  in  the  towel  in  the 
cold  war,  to  acknowledge  they  could 
never  compete  with  us,  not  only  eco- 
nomically but  also  militarily  in  these 
sophisticated  high-tech  areas,  and, 
therefore,  they  may  as  well  decide  to 
be  our  friend  rather  than  our  enemy. 

Today's  ballistic  missile  threat  is  a 
little  different.  It  does  not  come  from  a 
country  like  Russia.  It  comes  from  a 


lot  of  so-called  rogue  nations  around 
the  world  who  are  acquiring  the  tech- 
nology to  deliver  weapons  of  mass  de- 
struction by  ballistic  missiles,  perhaps 
a  little  shorter  range  than  the  Russian 
missiles,  but  still  with  the  capacity  to 
rain  harm  on  their  neighbors,  on  neigh- 
boring states,  on  the  capitals  of  our  al- 
lies, capital  cities,  on  troops  deployed 
abroad. 

The  administration  said,  "We  are  for 
that,  too.  But  we  do  not  really  want  to 
spend  as  much  money  as  it  would  take 
to  develop  the  systems,  at  least  as  soon 
as  you  would  like  to  see  them  devel- 
oped." So  it  has  been  distressing  to 
those  of  us  who  tried  to  support  these 
programs  to  see  the  administration 
delay  them  and  delay  them  and  delay 
them,  while  all  the  time  suggesting 
that  nevertheless  they  do  support 
them.  Specifically,  I  have  in  mind  two 
very  important  theater  ballistic  mis- 
sile programs,  the  so-called  THAAD 
Program  and  the  Navy  Upper  Tier  Pro- 
gram. 

Both  of  these  are  designed  to,  when 
they  are  deployed,  intercept  missiles 
that  would  be  delivered  by  an  enemy  in 
some  theater  around  the  world.  One 
reason  for  the  Navy  program  is  that 
you  could  send  the  Aegis  cruisers  all 
over  the  world,  literally,  and  defend 
against  such  a  situation.  For  example. 
If  the  North  Koreans  decided  to  launch 
one  of  their  new  missiles  against  Japan 
or  against  South  Korea,  or  even,  as 
they  will  have  the  capability  of  doing 
after  the  turn  of  the  century,  against 
the  United  States— say  Alaska  or  Ha- 
waii— positioning  those  Aegis  cruisers 
somewhere  In  the  western  Pacific 
would  permit  us  to  intercept  such  a 
missile. 

The  administration,  however,  has  re- 
fused to  comply  with  the  law  of  the 
land  in  spending  the  money  necessary 
to  develop  those  programs  within  the 
timeframe  called  for  by  the  legislation 
that  was  adopted  by  the  Congress  and 
signed  by  the  President  last  year. 
Therefore,  it  is  another  example  of  an 
idea  where  the  President  has  said,  "I 
am  for  that,  too,"  but  he  is  not  willing 
to  back  up  the  words  with  actions. 

Quickly,  Mr.  President,  two  other  ex- 
amples I  wanted  to  mention.  One  is  one 
where  I  really  hope  we  can  have  a  bi- 
partisan effort,  because  this  should 
know  no  partisanship.  It  deals  with  the 
question  of  victims'  rights.  People  who 
have  been  victimized  by  violent  crime 
ought  to  have  some  constitutional 
rights  in  our  criminal  justice  system.  I 
say  criminal  justice  system  because 
that  is  what  It  has  come  to  be  called. 
But  in  a  perverse  way,  it  also  expresses 
what  has  really  happened  to  our  sys- 
tem, where  justice  is  provided  to  crimi- 
nals— and  we  would  have  it  no  other 
way— but  it  is  not  provided  to  the  vic- 
tims of  crime.  We  need  to  right  that 
imbalance  right  now. 

Our  society  believes  in  the  rights  of 
innocent  people  so  strongly  that  we 
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even  say  we  would  rather  have  nine 
guilty  people  go  free  than  have  one  in- 
nocent person  convicted  of  a  crime.  So 
we  protect  the  rights  of  defendants, 
people  who  are  accused  of  crimes.  But 
we  do  not  provide  similar  protections 
to  those  people  who  are  Innocent  and 
have  already  been  victimized.  Senator 
Feinstetn,  a  Democrat,  and  myself 
have  Introduced  a  constitutional 
amendment  to  protect  victims  of 
crime.  We  hope  this  will  be  a  bipartisan 
effort. 

Recently,  we  find  that  sounds  coming 
from  the  White  House  suggest,  again, 
the  President  is  for  this.  I  am  hoping 
this  time  he  will  not  only  be  for  it  in 
his  expressions,  but  that  he  will  sup- 
port us  in  our  effort  to  get  this  con- 
stitutional amendment  adopted.  The 
former  majority  leader.  Bob  Dole,  is  a 
cosponsor  of  our  legislation.  I  would  be 
very,  very  pleased  if  President  Bill 
Clinton  would  join  with  us  in  support- 
ing this  constitutional  amendment  so 
Republicans  and  Democrats  alike  could 
provide  real  protection  for  the  victims 
of  crime.  This  should  be  a  real  test  for 
the  President.  Will  he  not  just  say, 
"Me,  too."  but  come  aboard  and 
achieve  the  goal. 

Finally,  I  just  wanted  to  mention  the 
flfth  item,  and  that  is  the  balanced 
budget.  The  President  has  been  very, 
very  willing  to  say  he.  too,  is  for  a  bal- 
anced budget.  The  problem  is  that 
every  effort  that  we  have  undertaken 
to  try  to  achieve  that  balanced  budget 
he  has  thwarted. 

We  tried  to  do  It  first  through  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution, because  we  knew  it  would  be 
difficult  to  get  the  Congress  to  actu- 
ally pass  a  balanced  budget.  He  lobbied 
several  Senators  on  the  Democratic 
side  who  had  previously  supported  the 
balanced  budget  amendment,  urged 
them  to  oppose  it,  and  it  failed  by  one 
vote,  as  we  all  know.  So  we  did  not  get 
a  balanced  budget  amendment  to  the 
Constitution,  even  though  the  Presi- 
dent said  he  was  for  a  balanced  budget. 

He  said  that  ought  to  be  the  job  of 
the  House  and  Senate,  so  we  took  him 
up  on  his  word.  On  November  17  of  last 
year,  the  Senate  of  the  United  States 
passed  a  balanced  budget,  the  first  one 
in  20-some  years,  I  think  it  is  28  years. 
The  House  did  the  same  thing.  We  sent 
that  balanced  budget  to  the  President. 
On  December  6  last  year,  he  vetoed  it. 

He  is  for  a  balanced  budget,  but  when 
it  came  time  to  actually  sign  it,  he  was 
not  ready  to  do  that.  So,  once  again, 
we  have  an  example — this  is  the  fifth 
one,  as  I  said- where  the  President  is 
very  quick  to  say,  "Me,  too,"  but  when 
it  comes  time  to  follow  through,  he  is 
not  there. 

I  will  return  to  the  beginning  of  my 
remarks.  As  Jack  Kemp  said,  cam- 
paigns are  about  providing  leadership 
and  new  ideas.  The  Republicans  have 
provided  this  leadership.  We  have  pro- 
vided the  new  ideas.  We  have  really 


won  this  campaign  of  ideas  because  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  President  and 
many  of  our  Democratic  friends  are 
now  agreeing  with  us  that  welfare  re- 
form, Medicaid  reform,  tax  relief  for 
American  families,  a  strong  national 
defense,  a  balanced  budget,  regulatory 
reform— which  I  have  not  even  talked 
about — all  of  these  things  are  good 
ideas  and  they  should  be  Implemented. 

The  President  says,  "I  agree."  The 
problem  is  that  we  cannot  get  him  to 
follow  through  with  this.  That  Is  what 
this  next  election  probably  is  going  to 
be  all  about.  Will  we  follow  our  leader- 
ship? Do  you  agree  with  our  ideas?  If 
you  do,  Mr.  President,  what  we  will  be 
saying  is  elect  the  kind  of  people  who 
will  follow  through  on  those  Ideas.  If 
you  do  not  agree  with  those  ideas,  of 
course,  then  you  are  going  to  want  to 
support  someone  else.  But  I  think  poll- 
tics  is  about  providing  leadership  and 
new  ideas.  These  are  the  right  Ideas, 
and  it  is  time  for  us  to  get  support,  not 
just  in  the  House  and  in  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States,  but  from  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


BUDGET  RESOLUTION 
CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  cannot 
support  the  budget  resolution  which 
the  majority  has  presented  to  us.  First, 
it  reduces  funding  for  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  more  than  is  necessary  in 
order  to  provide  dollars  for  tax  cuts 
which  are  likely  to  benefit  most  of  the 
wealthiest  among  us. 

The  budget  also  reduces  discre- 
tionary funding  for  education  from  cur- 
rent levels— and  I  emphasize  that — the 
funding  for  education  is  being  reduced 
in  this  budget  from  current  levels  for  5 
of  the  next  6  years.  It  does  that  at  the 
same  time  that  it  Increases  the  funding 
for  defense  each  and  every  year  during 
that  period,  including  Sll  billion  more 
for  next  year  than  the  Pentagon  re- 
quested. 

Those  are  not  the  right  priorities. 
Last  year  we  fought  long  and  hard  be- 
fore succeeding  in  restoring  funding  for 
education,  such  as  Head  Start,  voca- 
tional education,  the  title  I  reading, 
writing  and  math  skills  program.  Per- 
kins loans  and  the  State  student  Incen- 
tive grants  for  college  students.  I  be- 
lieve it  would  be  shortsighted  to  now 
retreat  f^m  a  firm  commitment  to  the 
best  investment  in  our  future,  and  that 
is  education. 

We  have  now  reduced  the  deficit  for 
three  straight  years,  and  we  are  on  the 


verge  of  a  fourth.  We  are  doing  that- 
reducing  the  deficit  for  three  straight 
years— for  the  first  time  since  World 
War  n.  During  those  same  years,  the 
deficit  has  been  cut  by  more  than  half, 
from  $290  billion  in  1992  to  less  than 
$145  billion  in  1996. 

We  should  build  on  that  progress,  and 
we  should  continue  that  progress.  That 
is  why  I  supported  two  alternative 
budget  resolutions,  each  of  which 
would  have  balanced  the  Federal  budg- 
et within  7  years. 

Those  budgets  would  do  so.  however, 
without  providing  large  tax  cuts  to  the 
wealthiest  among  us  at  the  expense  of 
children,  seniors  and  students.  We  can 
balance  the  budget  without  riamaging 
cuts  to  health  care  for  the  elderly,  edu- 
cation funding  and  environmental  pro- 
tection, and  those  are  among  the  top 
priorities  of  American  working  fami- 
lies. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor  and 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAUN.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
proceedings  under  the  quorum  call  be 
dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAUN.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  I 
be  allowed  to  speak  as  in  morning  busi- 
ness. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  remarks  of  Ms.  Moselet-Braun 
and  Mrs.  Murray  pertaining  to  the 
submission  of  263  are  located  in  today's 
Record  under  "Submission  of  Concur- 
rent and  Senate  Resolutions.") 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  as  in 
morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  G<«- 
TON).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 


THE  POWER  OF  RELEVANT 
EDUCATION 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  yes- 
terday, I  was  privileged  to  see  and  hear 
a  drajnatic  presentation  by  four  high 
school  sophomores  from  my  home 
State  of  Washington.  They  performed  a 
short  dramatic  work,  with  choral 
music,  in  my  office  for  me  and  my 
staff.  They  had  no  fancy  stage  lights  or 
microphones  or  curtains.  They  had 
simple  costumes,  and  no  stage  make- 
up. Yet,  they  created  true  magic.  It 
was  emotional,  powerful,  and  indic- 
ative of  what  young  people  can  do  if 
given  half  a  chance. 

These  four  young  women,  Dallas 
Milholland,  Cynthia  Ward,  Kristin 
Allen-Zlto,  and  Malissa  Kobbevlk. 
came  to  Washington,  DC.  from  their 
home  3.000  miles  away  in  BelUngham. 
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WA.  to  compete  in  the  National  His- 
tory Day  Finals.  The  presentation  they 
created  was  entitled  "Focus  of  Con- 
cern: Breaking  the  Silence  Surround- 
ing Battered  Women." 

They  researched  the  plight  of  bat- 
tered women  throughout  history.  They 
examined  the  accounts  of  women's  ill- 
treatment,  and  the  silence,  ignorance, 
and  approval  of  such  treatment.  They 
also  looked  at  the  rise  of  concern  about 
domestic  violence  and  passage  and  en- 
forcement of  laws  to  protect  women 
against  it. 

These  four  young  women  wrote  the 
script,  adapted  the  accompanying 
music  for  beautiful  three-part  har- 
mony, chose  the  subdued  black  cos- 
tumes, and  did  the  understated  block- 
ing and  choreography.  They  performed 
before  national  judges,  and  other  stu- 
dents from  around  the  country. 

This  morning,  they  called  and  told 
me  that  they  have  been  chosen  as  the 
National  Champions  of  the  National 
History  Day  Competition.  I  know  the 
Presiding  OfHcer  is  as  proud  of  these 
four  young  women  from  Washington 
State  as  I  am. 

The  teachers  and  students  of  Bel- 
lingham  High  School,  and  those  on 
Vashon  Island,  in  Port  Angeles,  and 
Richland,  who  also  brought  their  ter- 
rific History  Day  projects  to  the  com- 
petition, should  all  be  proud.  The  peo- 
ple of  Bellingham,  of  Washington 
State,  and  all  Americans  should  be 
very  proud  of  these  four  young  women 
f^om  Bellingham,  and  all  those  who 
made  their  great  victory  possible. 

What  their  performance  teaches 
every  person  who  sees  it  is  that  domes- 
tic violence  is  an  overpowering  pres- 
ence in  the  lives  of  too  many  women 
and  children,  almost  as  hard  to  outlive 
as  his  to  live  through.  As  these  young 
women  point  out  in  their  presentation, 
"During  the  10  minutes  of  (our)  presen- 
tation, 66  women  have  been  beaten. 
Sometime  during  the  next  3  hours,  one 
of  these  women  will  die." 

To  quote  further  "During  the  13 
years  of  the  Vietnam  war.  58,000  Amer- 
ican service  personnel  died  on  the  bat- 
tlefield. During  the  same  time  period, 
54,000  American  women  were  killed  by 
their  domestic  partners." 

Their  performance  teaches  that  with 
brutality  a^rainst  women,  as  with  all 
brutality  in  the  human  experience, 
there  are  times  of  concern,  when  ac- 
tions happen,  and  there  are  times  of  si- 
lence, or  worse,  times  when  brutality  is 
condoned.  Each  of  us  needs  to  be  re- 
sponsible to  call  911  when  we  hear  the 
sounds  of  domestic  violence  in  our 
neighborhoods.  Each  of  us  needs  to  be 
responsible  to  value  women  and  their 
young  children.  Each  of  us  needs  to  tell 
young  girls  that  they  deserve  and 
should  expect  better. 

We  must  become  aware  that  every 
day  women  are  beaten,  pushed,  and 
threatened  by  those  they  love:  and 
they  are  too  afiraid  to  admit  "someone 
I  love  is  hurting  me." 


This  performance  also  teaches  some- 
thing about  the  power  of  a  relevant 
education.  Young  people  learn  best 
when  they  see  relevance  to  their  own 
lives  outside  the  classroom,  relevance 
to  their  current  interests,  and  rel- 
evance to  their  future  causers. 

These  young  women  are  talented,  in- 
terested, and  powerful.  They  are  not, 
however,  alone,  and  they  are  not 
unique.  Behind  these  four  yoimg 
women  are  four  families,  and  at  least 
one  great  teacher  who  gave  them  a 
chance.  A  chance  to  do  something 
adults  these  days  don't  seem  to  expect 
from  American  students — strive  for  ex- 
cellence. 

Every  student  can  benefit  from  see- 
ing this  performance.  Every  student 
can  also  benefit  from  being  given  a 
chance  to  work  hard  for  something 
that  they  truly  care  about.  Whether 
it's  a  book,  a  social  cause,  a  business 
idea,  a  sport  or  hobby — we  must  en- 
courage young  people  to  see  the  con- 
nections. 

These  young  people  from  my  State 
are  incredible.  They  can  help  us  solve 
the  problems  facing  this  country,  so 
can  all  the  other  children  in  this  coun- 
try today. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent the  text  of  the  script  from  the  stu- 
dents at  Bellingham  High  School  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

"Battered  Women"— Script 

4  ^rls  standiQC  in  darkness  with  backs  to 
audience. 

C/D/K:  Open  with  songr:  "Can  You  Hear  the 
Prayer  of  the  Women." 

[single  spotlight  on.] 

M:  My  heart  is  in  anguish  within  me.  The 
terrors  of  death  have  fallen  on  me.  Fear  and 
trembling  come  upon  me  and  horror  over- 
whelms me.  It  is  not  enemies  who  taunt  me. 
I  could  bear  that:  It  is  not  adversaries  who 
deal  Insolently  with  me.  I  could  hide  from 
them,  but  it  is  you,  my  equal.  My  compan- 
ion, my  familiar  friend  with  whom  I  kept 
pleasant  company— Psalm  55. 

[spot  off.] 

C/D/K:  Song:  "Crying  Jesus  Help  me  to  see 
the  morning  light  of  one  more  day.  But  if  I 
should  die  before  I  wake.  I  pray  my  soul  to 
take." 

M:  I  was  charged  with  first  degree  murder. 
I  have  15  to  life:  I  killed  my  husband. 

K:  I  was  charged  with  murder  in  the  first. 
I  have  life  without:  I  killed  my  husband. 

D:  I  was  charged  with  second  degree  mur- 
der. I'm  serving  15  to  life:  1  killed  my  hus- 
band. 

C:  I  was  charged  with  first  degree  murder. 
I'm  doing  life  without.  I  killed  my  husband. 

[4  spots  on.] 

All:  I  killed  my  abuser. 

C:  During  the  13  years  of  the  Vietnam  war 
58,000  American  service  personnel  died  on  the 
batUefield. 

D:  During  the  same  time  period  54.000 
American  women  were  killed  by  their  domes- 
tic i>artners. 

All:  Beaten  to  death. 

K:  Stomped. 

C:  Kicked. 

M:  Choked. 


D:  Their  head  bashed  repeatedly  against 
solid  stationary  objects. 
All:  Battered. 

C:  Every  fourth  woman  who  enters  a  hos- 
pital is  there  because  of  injuries  sustained 
during  an  attack  by  her  domestic  partner. 

D:  Every  9  seconds  in  America  a  woman  is 
beaten  by  her  husband:  The  flash  of  the  red 
light  is  indicative  of  this  time  of  violence. 

M:  Seven  women  die  each  day  as  a  result  of 
these  beatings. 

K:  For  1,000's  of  years  society  has  not  only 
allowed,  but  has  tacitly  encouraged  the  bat- 
tering of  women. 
D:  The  Old  Testament. 
C:  "The  Levlte  picks  up  his  battered  wife 
and  cutting  her  into  12  pieces  he  sends  her 
remains  throughout  the  land."  Judges  19:30 
D:  300  A.D. 

M:  In  Rome  the  Emperor  has  his  young 
wife  boiled  to  death  when  she  is  no  longer  of 
any  political  use  to  him.  Constantine  1st 
Christian  Emperor. 

D:  1517. 

K:  "When  my  wife  gets  saucy,  she  gets 
nothing  but  a  box  on  the  ear."  (German  re- 
former, Martin  Luther. 

D:1804. 

M:  "Women  are  like  walnut  trees,  they 
should  be  beaten  daily."  Napoleon  Bonapart. 

C:  Throughout  history  a  man's  right  to 
beat  his  wife  was  clearly  acknowledged  in 
the  law. 

M:1395. 

D:  It  is  the  husband's  right  to  inflict  ex- 
treme punishment  on  his  wife  because  it  is 
reasonable  and  solely  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
ducing her  from  her  errors. 

C:  Supported  by  the  Church  as  his  spiritual 
duty. 

M:1850. 

K:  "Woman  was  created  after  man,  there- 
fore she  is  a  byproduct  of  him.  She  was  cre- 
ated in  response  to  his  needs.  She  was  the 
agent  of  his  downfall  and  the  cause  of  his 
banishment  from  paradise.  All  of  these 
things  are  proof  of  her  inferiority." 

C:  And  implicitly  condoned  by  society. 

M:  1791:  French  citizen.  Lavacher  batters 
his  wife  during  a  meal  with  two  male  guests. 
Their  response. 

D/K:  It  is  not  appropriate  to  ill-treat  your 
wife  in  front  of  your  friends. 

K:  Because  society  believes. 

M:  It  Is  his  right. 

K:  It  is  his  duty. 

D:  It  is  God's  will. 

C:  It  is  her  fault. 

M:  It  is  her  cross. 

All:  She  must  bear  it. 

K:  Perpetrators  and  victims  also  believe. 

D:  1963:  the  Perpetrator. 

M:  "I'm  sorry  I  hit  you,  but  it  was  your 
fault,  you  provoked  me.  You'll  just  have  to 
learn  that  I'm  the  boss."  Mickey/Michigan. 

D:  1996:  The  victim. 

C:  "All  the  time  he  was  beating  me  I  be- 
lieved his  mind  games  and  thought  this  is 
my  fault  maybe  if  I  try  harder  to  be  what  he 
wants."  Heather/Bellingham. 

M:  For  lOO's  of  years  wife  abuse  has  cycled 
through  the  public  awareness. 

0:  A  focus  of  concern. 

K:  The  early  1600's. 

D:  PuriUn  leaders  take  a  stand  against 
family  violence  because  they  believe  that  it 
weakens  the  community  and  offends  God. 
Citizens  are  encouraged  to  watch  neighbors. 
To  stop  domestic  violence  as  it  occurs  and 
report  these  cases  to  the  authorities. 

K:  The  church  strongly  supports  this 
stand.  Puritan  Preacher  Cotton  Mather. 

M:  "For  a  man  to  beat  his  wife  Is  as  baU  as 
any  sacrilege.  Any  such  rascal  were  better 
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buried  alive  than  to  show  his  face  among  his 
neighbors. 

D:  This  stand  by  community  and  church 
eventually  impacts  the  law. 

K:  1641. 

C:  The  Massachusetts  Body  of  Liberties.  A 
Civil  and  Criminal  Code,  becomes  the  first 
American  reform  making  domestic  violence 
illegal. 

M:  "Every  married  woman  shall  be  free 
ftom  bodily  correction  or  stripes  by  her  hus- 
band." 

C:  Over  time  this  defense  of  women  be- 
comes clouded  in  a  confusion  of  perspective. 

K:  From  the  late  1600's  to  the  mid  1800's 

D:  A  time  of  silence. 

C:  "What  goes  on  behind  closed  doors 
should  stay  behind  closed  doors." 

K:  This  social  attitude  weaves  a  fabric  of 
silence  surrounding  the  issue  of  wife  abuse. 

M:  I  do  not  see  it. 

D:  I  do  not  hear  it. 

K:  I  do  not  know  it. 

C:  I  do  not  feel  it. 

All:  I  cannot  help  it. 

C/D/K:  Song:  "Can  You  Hear  the  Voice  of 
the  Women  Softly  Pleading.  No  More  Silence 
in  Their  Shattered  World." 

M:  A  focus  of  concern. 

C:  The  mid-1800's  to  the  turn  of  the  cen- 
tury. 

M:  Taking  a  stand,  women  begin  campaign- 
ing for  radical  social  change,  one  of  their 
issues. 

D:  Belief  for  battered  women. 

K:  1871:  The  court  rules: 

M:  "The  privilege,  ancient  though  it  may 
be.  to  beat  her  with  a  stick,  to  pull  out  her 
hair,  to  choke  her.  to  spit  in  her  face,  to 
kick  her  about  the  floor.  Is  not  acknowl- 
edged by  law." 

D:  Suffragists  realize  that  although  this 
law  clearly  forbids  wife  abuse,  society  does 
not  consider  wife  abuse  a  crime  and  so  it 
goes  unpunished  and  unabated. 

K:  1876. 

C:  Lucy  Stone,  editor  of  the  Women's  Jour- 
nal takes  a  stand  against  the  ineffectiveness 
of  these  laws  by  demanding  that  they  be 
backed  by  appropriate  penalties. 

D:  "The  law  for  the  use  of  the  whipping 
post  should  exist  in  every  State.  An  abusive 
husband  will  not  fear  a  month  in  jail  nor  a 
fine,  but  he  will  dread  the  pain  and  disgrace 
of  a  whipping." 

M:  Laws  specifying  punishments  for  wife 
beaters  are  passed. 

D:  But  over  time,  public  interest  wanes. 
Althoa^  laws  exist  to  protect  women,  pub- 
lic apathy  renders  these  mandates  useless 
and  for  the  next  70  years  a  silence  of  indiffer- 
ence drowns  out  the  prayers  of  women. 

CDK:  Song:  "Empty  Eyes  With  No  More 
Tears  To  Cry." 

M:  A  time  of  silence. 

D:  1967.  A  desperate  woman  calls  the  po- 
lice. 

C:  "My  bojrfriend  is  mad  at  me,  he's  going 
to  beat  me  up." 
D:  The  dispatcher  replies: 
K:  "Call  us  again  when  he  does." 
M:  The  Civil  Rights  movement  of  the  1960's 
focuses  public  attention  on  the  rights  of  mi- 
norities including  the  rights  of  women.  The 
feminists  movement  of  the  1970's  continues 
this  struggle.  One  of  it's  issues,  public  and 
judicial  support  for  battered  women. 

D:  Time  and  time  again  the  terror  of  abuse 
pushes  women  to  desperation.  Without  sup- 
port from  neighbors,  police,  or  the  judicial 
system.  Women  arc  pushed  into  violent  acts 
of  their  own. 
K:  A  focus  of  concern:  1977. 
C:  Francine  Hughes,  battered  wife  of  15 
years  takes  the  only  stand  she  can.  She 


douses  her  husband's  bed  with  gas  while  he 
sleeps.  Francine  lights  a  match  and  is  finally 
freed  from  his  abuse. 

K:  Jennifer  Patri.  Eveljm  Ware.  Sharon 
McNeamy. 

M:  Patricia  Ross.  Marlene  Roan-Eagle. 
Barbara  Jean  Gilbert. 

D:  Idelia  Meija.  Hazel  Morris.  Bemestine 
Taylor. 

C:  Elsie  Monic.  Shirley  Martin.  Martha 
Hutchinson. 

All:  Shot  and  killed  her  husband. 

K:  It  is  tragic  that  these  women  are  left 
alone  to  take  such  drastic  measures.  How- 
ever the  stands  which  they  take  shatter  the 
silence  surrounding  wife  abuse  and  screams 
for  society's  intervention. 

D:  Eventually  society  does  intervene  and 
significant  changes  occur. 

K:  Public  awareness,  concern  and  support 
for  battered  women. 

M:  The  Issuance  of  ex  parte  protection  or- 
ders. 

C:  Mandatory  arrest  laws  and  criminal 
penalties  for  perpetrators. 

M:  Shelters  and  legal  services  for  women  in 
crisis. 

K:  We  are  told  that  history  repeats  itself 
and  we  have  seen  how  the  issue  of  wife  abuse 
has  cycled  through  the  public's  conscience. 
The  time  to  stop  that  cycle  Is  now  while  bat- 
tered women  are  still  a  focus  of  concern. 

M:  During  the  10  minutes  of  this  presen- 
tation. 66  women  have  been  beaten. 

K:  Sometime  during  the  next  3  hours  one 
of  these  women  will  die. 

D:  Will  we  again  allow  the  silence  to  fall? 

[All  spots  off.] 

CDK:  Song:  "Crying  Jesus  Help  Me." 

[single  spot  on.] 

M:  "Today  in  my  small  natural  body  I  sit 
and  learn,  my  woman's  body,  like  yours,  tar- 
get on  any  street  taken  from  me  at  the  age 
of  12.  I  watch  a  woman  dare.  I  dare  to  watch 
a  woman,  we  dare  to  raise  our  voices."  Vic- 
tim 1975. 

C:  Song:  "Can  You  Hear  •  *  •" 

K:  Can  you  hear  the  prayers  of  the  women? 

D:  or  is  the  silence  too  loud? 

[spot  off/close.] 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  I  encourage  all  Mem- 
bers to  read  these  young  women's  pow- 
erful work,  and  I  encourage  you  all  to 
help  all  our  students  strive  to  be  the 
best. 

Mr.  LIEBERMAN  addressed  the 
Chair. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Lieberman  per- 
taining to  the  submission  of  263  are  lo- 
cated in  today's  Record  under  "Sub- 
mission of  Concurrent  and  Senate  Res- 
olutions.") 

Mr.  GRASSLEY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator fhjm  Iowa. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
imanimous  consent  to  set  aside  the 
pending  business  so  that  I  may  speak 
as  if  in  morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


STANLEY  R.  BROWNE 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  mourn  the  untimely  passing 
of  a  former  Senate  staff  member,  great 
lowan,  and  personal  friend.  Stanley 
Brovme  started  from  very  humble 
roots,  one  of  six  children  bom  to  a 


school  administrator  and  housewife  in 
Sioux   FaUs,   SD,   in   1923.   His  father 
Walter  died  suddenly  when  Stan  was 
just  6  years  old.  From  that  day  on,  he 
watched  the  determination  and  selfless 
dedication  of  not  only  his  mother  Ida. 
as  she  cared  for  the  family  all  day. 
then  scrubbed  floors  and  cleaned  homes 
evenings,  but  also  his  oldest  brothers 
as  they  dropped  out  of  school,  and  sac- 
rificed   their    futures — all    to    enable 
their  family  to  stay  together.  He  grew 
up  rather  quickly,   acutely  aware   of 
both    the    value    of    hard    work    and 
money,   for  then  there  was  no  such 
thing  as  welfare.  He  became  an  Eagle 
Scout  and  served  in  various  leadership 
roles  in  Scouting  as  an  adult.  He  served 
our  country  in  World  War  n.  as  a  Para- 
trooper with  the  13th  Airborne  Divi- 
sion. 326th  Glider  Infantry  in  central 
Europe.  European  African  Middle  East 
theater.  After  the  war.  he  rekindled  an 
acquaintance   with   a   wonderful   lady 
named    Coral    Jane    Freeman.    They 
would  have  celebrated  their  48th  wed- 
ding anniversary  this  Thursday.  June 
13.  Stan  Browne,  both  with  the  help  of 
this  great  country's  GI  bill  and  the 
hard  work  ethic  installed  upon  him  and 
embedded  in  his  mind  as  a  young  child, 
went  on  to  graduate  ftom  Drake  Uni- 
versity Law  School  in  Des  Moines.  lA. 
while  simultaneously  juggling  several 
part-time    jobs    to   make    ends   meet. 
While  at  Drake  he  was  president  of  the 
Delta  Theta  Phi  law  fraternity.  Upon 
graduation,  he  practiced  in   the  law 
firm  of  Wilson  and  Browne.  He  was  ac- 
tive in  Republican  politics  as  both  a 
candidate     and     campaign     manager. 
After  a  victorious  Senate  campaign, 
Stan    Browne    became    Senator   Jack 
Miller's  administrative  assistant  for  12 
years.  He  served  as  president  of  the  Ad- 
ministrative    Assistants     Association 
and  was  a  member  of  St.  Marks  Pres- 
byterian Church  in  Bethesda,  MD.  As 
current  member  and  post  chairman  of 
the  116  Club,  he  was  especially  proud  to 
have  been  responsible  for  admitting  the 
very  first  woman  to  this  formerly  male 
dominated  organization  during  his  ten- 
ure. After  his  departure  ftom  the  Hill, 
Stan  Browne  entered  the  private  sec- 
tor, joining  the  DuPont  Corp..  serving 
as  its  Washington  counsel  until  his  re- 
tirement  in   1986.    He   served   on   the 
board  of  directors  for  the  PUBCO  and 
Bobbie  Brooks  Corp..  based  in  Cleve- 
land. OH.  He  was  also  a  former  member 
of  the   Iowa   State   Bar   Association. 
Polk  County  Bar  Association  and  the 
Jr.  Bar  Association.  Worshipful  Master 
of  New  Century  Masonic  Lodge,  past 
president  of  the  Central  Iowa  Multiple 
Sclerosis  Society,  and  a  member  of  the 
Landings  Club  in  Savannah.  GA.  Both 
on  and  off  "the  Hill."  Stan  Browne  was 
known  for  his  modesty,  humbleness, 
honesty  and  integrity.  With  his  calm 
and  cool  demeanor,  he  was  highly  re- 
spected and  well  known  for  his  effec- 
tive low-key  and  behind-the-scene  ac- 
complishments. In  addition  to  his  wife 


13978 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECOREX— SENATE 


June  13,  1996 


of  nearly  48  years.  Coral,  he  leaves  be- 
hind two  children;  Laurel  Bigrelow  and 
Neal  Browne— currently  in  the  Senate 
Document  Room— 14  years  service- 
daughter-in-law  Lisa  Browne,  three 
surviving-  siblings;  Norma  Elglajid,  Bar- 
bara Fonder,  and  Miles  Browne,  seven 
grandchildren;  Daniel  Bigelow,  Thom- 
as, Scott,  and  Joshua  Trickett,  Adam 
and  Rachel  Browne,  Skylar  Hattrich; 
and  one  gri^at  grandson,  Christopher 
Bigelow. 


"IOWA  SPIRIT"  SALUTE  TO 
EDUCATION 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  for 
those  awaiting  the  floor,  I  will  only  be 
here  for  another  3  or  4  minutes.  I  start- 
ed a  week  ago  to  speak  about  the  150th 
anniversary  of  the  State  of  Iowa,  which 
we  are  celebrating  with  a  congressional 
reception  on  June  26  on  The  Mall  out- 
side the  Smithsonian  Institution.  I 
hope  all  of  my  colleagues  will  come  to 
that  and  see  some  of  the  exhibits  over 
the  next  2  weeks  honoring  our  150th  an- 
niversary of  our  State. 

I  had  a  chance  earlier  this  week  to 
speak  about  the  only  lowan  to  become 
President,  Herbert  Hoover.  I  want  to 
speak  today  about  something  that  is 
really  great  about  Iowa,  our  edu- 
cational system. 

Our  country's  Founding  Fathers,  of 
course,  had  a  very  clear  vision  about 
America's  public  schools  and  firmly  be- 
lieved that  excellence  in  education  is 
paramount  to  the  growth  and  prosper- 
ity of  America.  Iowa  benefited  firom  a 
pattern  that  was  set  by  the  central 
government,  even  before  we  had  a  U.S. 
Constitution,  when  the  Northwest 
Compact  was  adopted  in  1786.  when 
land  was  set  aside  for  public  education 
in  the  new  territories.  That  tradition 
continued  west  of  the  Northwest  Com- 
pact area  to  be  included  in  the  tradi- 
tions of  education  throughout  the 
upper  Midwest. 

Today,  in  honor  of  Iowa's  sesqui- 
centennial  celebration,  I  am  proud  to 
be  able  to  tell  you  that  Iowa's  edu- 
cational S3rstem  is  a  working  example 
of  what  our  Founders  had  in  mind. 
Iowa's  high  standard  of  excellence  in 
education  began  in  one-room  rural 
school  houses  on  the  prairie.  That 
same  standard  can  now  be  seen  in  ad- 
vanced academic  settings  across  our 
State,  both  in  the  urban  areas  as  well 
as  the  rural  areas  and  small  towns  of 
Iowa. 

The  one-room  rural  school  environ- 
ment ended  in  the  1950's,  but  there  is 
still  the  foundation  in  today's  edu- 
cational S3rstem  of  the  personal  inter- 
est of  teacher  and  student  in  each 
other  that  comes  from  that  one-room 
rural  tradition. 

Today,  though,  I  am  proud  to  share 
with  you  accomplishments  of  Iowa's  in- 
creasingly diverse  student  population. 
I  commend  the  continued  dedication  to 
education   not   only   of  students   and 


teachers,  as  I  have  already  said,  but  of 
parents  and  the  volunteer  school  board 
members  as  well  as  school  administra- 
tors across  the  State.  Their  combined 
daily  efforts  are  a  key  part  in  the  con- 
tinued success  of  the  Iowa  public 
school  system  and  the  Iowa  private 
school  system. 

lowans  are  proud  of  our  commitment 
to  quality  education  for  all  children.  It 
is  a  commitment  that  has  earned  na- 
tional and  international  respect.  Iowa's 
excellence  in  education  is  a  direct  re- 
sult of  its  local  control  of  schools  and 
community-level  responsibility.  For 
decades,  Iowa  students  have  received 
the  highest  quality  education  and  per- 
formed well  above  national  averages  in 
academic  assessment. 

It  is  estimated  that  88  percent  of 
Iowa  students  graduate  from  high 
school.  What's  more,  each  year  Iowa's 
rate  of  students  pursuing  post-second- 
ary education  and  other  post-high 
school  training  continues  to  grow. 

Iowa's  high  literacy  rate  is  a  key 
component  of  the  success  of  Iowa's  stu- 
dents. We  rank  as  No.  1  of  the  50  States 
in  literacy.  And,  individuals  in  Iowa 
read  more  books  than  those  in  any 
other  State  on  a  per  capita  basis.  The 
active  involvement  of  some  525  public 
libraries,  7  regional  libraries,  and  62 
academic  libraries  is  testimony  to 
Iowa's  commitment  to  the  advance- 
ment of  knowledge. 

Iowa's  young  scholars  have  ranked  at 
the  highest  level  in  the  Nation  for  a 
number  of  years  in  college  testing  as- 
sessments. In  fact,  for  6  of  the  last  7 
years,  Iowa  has  ranked  first  of  all  the 
50  States  in  the  SAT  tests— and  either 
first  or  second  vis-a-vls  Minnesota  or 
Wisconsin,  depending  upon  what  year 
you  are  looking  at,  as  tops  in  the  ACT 
test. 

In  addition  to  Iowa's  390  public 
school  districts  and  235  non-public 
school  districts,  educators  across  the 
Nation  rely  on  the  Iowa  Tests  of  Basic 
Skills  and  Iowa  Tests  of  Eklucational 
Development  to  assess  student  achieve- 
ment in  grades  3  through  12.  These  two 
standardized  achievement  tests,  devel- 
oped by  the  Iowa  Testing  Program  in 
Iowa  City,  where  our  university  is  lo- 
cated, provide  teachers  nationwide 
with  unique  supplementary  informa- 
tion of  the  students  that  are  in  their 
organizations.  This  information  bears 
on  decisions  about  academic  objec- 
tives, instructional  materials,  and 
learning  environments  for  students  in 
elementary  and  secondary  schools. 

I  also  want  to  acknowledge  the  proud 
tradition,  although  it  is  a  relatively 
new  tradition  of  about  30  years,  of 
Iowa's  15  community  colleges.  Prior  to 
the  community  college  we  had  a  stu- 
dent system  of  junior  colleges  through- 
out Iowa.  But  it  was  not  statewide.  The 
community  college  system  developed 
30  years  ago  is  a  statewide  system  of 
community  colleges  so  that  all  stu- 
dents throughout  the  entire  State  of 


Iowa  have  access  to  a  commvinity  col- 
lege. 

Each  year,  thousands  of  students  in 
Iowa  have  successful  academic  experi- 
ences through  one  of  Iowa's  15  commu- 
nity college  districts.  Last  year,  over 
50  percent  of  the  new  freshmen  in  Iowa 
colleges  and  universities  were  enrolled 
at  public  community  colleges.  Year 
after  year,  these  conmiunlty  colleges 
award  thousands  of  high  school  equiva- 
lency GED  diplomas  for  that  12  percent 
of  our  students  who  do  not  graduate 
from  high  school.  Iowa's  community 
colleges  provide  a  myriad  of  curricula 
options  for  students  whether  they  are 
seeking  a  degree  or  whether  they  want 
just  a  few  courses.  Our  State's  commu- 
nity colleges  promote  the  concept  that 
is  a  fact  of  life  in  our  technological 
age — that  education  does  not  begin  at 
kindergarten  and  stop  with  a  college 
degree.  Today,  for  people  of  all  ages, 
education  is  a  continuing  process 
throughout  life,  including  the  formal- 
ized aspect  of  education  that  comes 
through  an  institution. 

So  access,  quality,  and  responsive- 
ness, are  the  three  fundamental  con- 
cepts upon  which  the  community  col- 
leges' mission  was  developed  and  the 
principles  which  guide  their  growth 
and  development  that  began  30  years 
ago  and  is  aji  expanding  and  more  in- 
fluential aspect  of  education  in  Iowa 
all  the  time. 

Iowa's  long  history  of  academic  ex- 
cellence meets  the  high  standards  that 
our  Founding  Fathers  set  over  150 
years  ago  when  our  State  was  estab- 
lished. With  ongoing  dedication  from 
students,  parents,  teachers  ajid  school 
officials,  I  am  conHdent  that  Iowa's 
education  system  will  continue  its 
path  of  growth  and  success  as  we  con- 
tinue our  history  and  development  as  a 
leading  State  in  the  Nation. 

I  look  forward  to  these  new  develop- 
ments in  education  for  today's  leaders 
and  future  generations  of  American 
students. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada. 

Mr.  BRYAN.  Mr.  President,  I  preface 
my  comment  by  joining  with  my  friend 
and  colleague  from  Iowa,  congratulat- 
ing his  great  State  on  the  sesqui- 
centennial  of  admission  to  the  Union. 
As  he  and  I  discussed  before,  I  have  a 
good  many  relatives  who  live  in  his 
State.  I  have  had  the  privilege  of 
spending  a  good  bit  of  time  over  the 
years  in  Iowa.  I  enjoy  the  State,  the 
people,  and,  again,  I  express  my  con- 
gratulations to  them  on  the  occasion  of 
their  celebration. 


LEGAL  GAMING  ENTERTAINMENT 

INDUSTRY 

Mr.  BRYAN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 

discuss  the  issue  about  which  much  has 

been  said  recently,  the  so-called  need 

for  a  Federal  gaming  study. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada  is  advised  that  some 
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time  ago  we  were  to  have  gone  to  cer- 
tain Federal  Reserve  Board  nomina- 
tions. 

Mr.  BRYAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  we  set  aside 
the  pending  business  and  that  I  be  able 
to  speak  as  in  morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BRYAN.  I  thank  the  Chair  for  ad- 
vising me  of  the  parliamentary  situa- 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  I  was  commenting,  we 
have  had  much  discussion  in  the  media, 
on  the  floor  and  as  part  of  the  national 
dialog  of  the  need  for  a  so-called  Fed- 
eral study  of  gaming.  The  integrity  of 
the  legal,  legitimate  entertainment  in- 
dustry, one  which  is  of  primary  impor- 
tance to  the  economy  of  my  State,  has 
been  repeatedly  impugned. 

One  Member  of  the  other  body  took 
the  House  floor  to  call  those  who  work 
in  the  gaming  entertainment  industry 
a  group  of  "roaches." 

I  want  to  cut  through  some  of  this 
rhetoric  and  set  the  record  straight. 
Excessive  rhetoric  has  been  used  to 
drown  out  a  constructive  dialog  and  a 
careful  deliberation  about  a  legitimate 
issue:  the  rapid  growth  of  gaming 
across  America. 

Opponents  of  legalized  gaming  have 
resorted  to  character  assassination, 
gmlt  by  association,  and  distortion  of 
the  views  of  those  with  whom  they  dis- 
agree. 

The  time,  Mr.  President,  has  come  to 
say,  "Enough  is  enough." 

At  the  outset,  it  is  imperative  to  step 
back  from  this  emotional  rhetoric  by 
gaming  critics  and  to  observe  that 
gaming  entertaimnent  in  all  forms 
would  not  be  expanding  without  de- 
mand for  this  form  of  entertainment. 
Simply  stated,  the  American  con- 
sumer, not  the  Government,  has  de- 
cided to  spend  his  or  her  precious  rec- 
reational dollar  in  this  fashion.  For  ex- 
ample, 30  percent,  or  32  million  house- 
holds, made  a  total  of  125  million  visits 
to  casinos  across  America  in  1994.  The 
total  number  of  casino  visits  rose  to 
150  million  in  the  following  year  of 
1995.  In  many  respects,  this  growth  in 
casino  visits  is  not  surprising,  given 
the  changing  nature  of  gaming  enter- 
tainment in  general  and  casino  gaming 
in  particular. 

Since  the  late  1980's,  casinos  have  be- 
come what  the  experts  characterize  as 
"destination  resorts"  which  offer  more 
than  the  various  games  of  chance  nor- 
mally associated  with  the  casino. 
These  destination  resorts  now  offer  a 
range  of  additional  entertainment  ex- 
periences, including  a  variety  of  sport- 
ing events  and  recreational  activities, 
theme  dining  experiences,  unique  shop- 
ping, Broadway-quality  shows,  and 
many  other  attractions. 

If  casino  entertainment  was  not  pro- 
viding solid  value  for  the  dollar  spent, 
consumers  would  not  be  patronizing 
these  establishments.  It  is  somewhat 


puzzling  that  those  who  are  defenders 
of  the  free  market  and  proponents  of 
State  regulation  are  quick  to  second- 
guess  consumers  and  States  on  this 
policy  question. 

Advocates  of  legislation  to  create  a 
Federal  gaming  study  commission  have 
stressed  in  their  public  statements  and 
in  testimony  before  various  congres- 
sional committees  that  the  limited 
purpose  of  this  conmiission  was  to 
study  the  socioeconomic  effects  of  all 
forms  of  gambling  and  to  give  policy- 
makers at  the  local.  State,  and  Federal 
level  the  data  they  need  to  make  edu- 
cated decisions. 

I  might  just  say  parenthetically  that 
there  has  been  no  request  generated  by 
local  or  State  government,  that  I  am 
aware  of,  of  calling  upon  the  Federal 
Government  to  conduct  such  a  study. 
But  that  is  ostensibly  what  they  claim. 

They  have  consistently  emphasized 
that  no  one.  least  of  all  the  legal  gam- 
ing industry,  should  fear  anjrthing  that 
is  just  a  study. 

Mr.  President,  the  gaming  entertain- 
ment industry  in  my  own  State  has  ab- 
solutely nothing  to  fear  from  a  fair  and 
unbiased  study.  Nevada's  tough  regula- 
tion has  made  this  industry  a  model  for 
other  States,  which  have  adopted  gam- 
ing, to  follow  and,  indeed,  is  an  inter- 
national or  global  model. 

However,  what  is  going  on  here  is  a 
crusade  by  those  who  want  to  destroy 
an  activity  that  they  do  not  like,  and 
that,  Mr.  President,  is  dangerous.  The 
principal  premise  for  the  proposed 
commission  advanced  by  its 
antigaming  opponents  is  that  States 
and  local  governments  lack  the  ability 
to  acquire  and  act  on  objective  infor- 
mation in  the  face  of  well-financed  at- 
tempts to  put  casinos  in.  This  simply 
does  not  square  with  reality. 

No  State — and  I  repeat,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, no  State— has  approved  new  ca- 
sino gaming  for  several  years.  For  ex- 
ample, 7  of  10  gaming  initiatives  were 
defeated  in  1994,  and  no  new  casino 
gaming  was  approved  by  a  new  jurisdic- 
tion in  1995. 

Let  me  just  comment  parentheti- 
cally. From  a  parochial  perspective, 
representing  my  State,  I  am  not  an  ad- 
vocate for  the  exi>ansion  of  casino  gam- 
ing in  other  jurisdictions.  But  the 
point  needs  to  be  made  that  that  is  a 
decision  which  States,  local  govern- 
ments, free  from  Federal  interference, 
ought  to  be  able  to  make  on  its  own. 

Those  who  have  an  established  agen- 
da decided  to  elevate  this  commission 
from  one  to  study  the  impact  of  gam- 
ing to  one  that  is  designed  to  inves- 
tigate the  operation  of  a  legalized  gam- 
ing industry. 

While  many  of  those  who  support  a 
study  have  good  intentions  and  prefer  a 
reasonable  approach,  they  are  being 
drowned  out  by  those  extremists  whose 
goal  is  the  destruction  of  this  industry. 
The  loudest  voices  calling  for  a  gaming 
study  are  those  who  want  to  shut  down 


a  legal  industry  in  a  State  which  has 
chosen  to  allow  gaming.  They  believe 
they  possess  a  superior  moral  barom- 
eter and  should  tell  us  what  is  right 
and  what  is  wrong. 

They  feel  the  same  way  on  other  as- 
pects of  our  society,  and  we  know  not 
what  will  be  their  next  target.  What  I 
want  to  do  today  is  to  give  you  a  more 
fair  picture  of  the  legal  and  highly  reg- 
ulated gaming  industry  in  my  own 
State. 

In  Nevada,  the  gaming  entertainment 
industry  provides  43  percent  of  the  $1.2 
billion  annual  State  general  revenue. 
This  is  the  source  that  finances  the  es- 
sential operations  of  State  govern- 
ment; first  and  foremost,  education. 

The  gaming  entertainment  industry 
accounts  for  more  than  50  percent  of 
Nevada's  employment,  either  directly 
or  indirectly.  The  gaming  industry  in 
Nevada  has  today  extensive  regulation 
and  oversight,  involving  day-to-day  on- 
site  supervision  by  State  gaming  con- 
trol authorities,  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service,  and  the  Treasury  Department 
unit  which  handles  currency  trans- 
action Issues. 

In  fact,  when  the  Treasury  Depart- 
ment testified  before  the  U.S.  Senate 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs 
Committee  recently,  they  had  high 
praise  for  the  regulation  of  currency 
transactions  in  the  State  of  Nevada. 

The  regulation  of  gaming  is  not  per- 
fect. We  have  worked  long  and  hard  in 
Nevada  to  establish  a  tough  regulatory 
sjrstem  that  is  a  model  for  how  such  a 
sjrstem  should  be  run. 

The  State  of  Nevada  employs  372  reg- 
ulators and  charges  the  gaining  indus- 
try S19  million  on  an  annual  basis  to 
see  that  only  legitimate  interests  are 
involved  in  gaming  and  that  the  games 
of  chance  are  conducted  honestly  and 
fairly. 

Despite  Nevada's  success  with  gam- 
ing, I  would  be  the  first  to  admit  that 
legalized  gaming  may  not  be  the  best 
choice  for  every  community,  and  I  have 
repeatedly  expressed  my  concern  that 
Indian  gaming  regulation  in  some 
States  is  far  too  lax. 

Some  States  have  unrealistically 
looked  at  gaming  to  solve  all  of  their 
financial  problems;  a  panacea,  if  you 
will.  And  some  States  have  rushed  into 
gaming  without  the  proper  regulatory 
controls,  and  the  results  have  been  dis- 
astrous. Any  State  or  community  that 
chooses  to  legalize  gaming  should  do  so 
with  its  eyes  open  and  with  a  strong 
commitment  to  strict  regulation  and 
control. 

I  am  confident,  however,  that  States 
are  more  than  qualified  to  make  these 
tyipe  of  decisions  on  their  own  without 
the  intrusion  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

I  am  proud  of  what  I  did  in  Nevada  in 
my  6  years  as  Governor  at  a  time  when 
the  industry  worked  with  me  to  im- 
prove the  industry's  operation.  The 
chairman  of  the  Nevada  Gaming  Con- 
trol Board  is  Bill  Bible,  the  son  of  a 
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hig-hly  respected  coUeague  of  ours,  U.S. 
Senator  Alan  Bible.  Bill  Bible  is  tough, 
be  is  honest,  and  he  is  effective.  Ne- 
vada's graming  regrulations  reflect  his 
commitment  to  making  sure  that  our 
industry  is  regulated  completely  and 
thoroughly. 

The  fact  is  that  today  the  legalized 
ganoing  industry  is  a  legitimate  busi- 
ness, as  legitimate  as  any  business  on 
the  Fortune  500  list.  More  than  50  pub- 
licly traded  companies,  all  regulated 
by  the  Securities  and  Elzchange  Com- 
mission, own  gaming  interests.  The  fi- 
nancial operations  of  these  concerns 
are  carefully  scrutinized  by  market  an- 
alysts, market  regulators  and  investors 
of  all  kinds.  All  these  companies  file 
lOK's,  or  similar  forms,  with  the  SEC. 

The  stocks  of  these  companies  are 
widely  traded  on  major  public  stock  ex- 
changes, including  the  New  York  Stock 
Exchange  and  overseas  markets. 
Stocks  of  gaming  and  gaming-related 
companies  are  broadly  held  by  major 
institutional  investors,  such  as  pension 
f^inds  and  other  retirement-related 
funds,  including  the  California  Public 
Employees  Retirement  System,  the 
Colorado  Public  Employees  Retirement 
Sjrstem,  the  New  York  State  Teachers 
Retirement  Fund,  the  Wisconsin  In- 
vestment Board  and  Harvard  Univer- 
sity. 

The  gaming  entertainment  industry 
employs  over  1  million  people  through- 
out the  United  States,  paying  S6.8  bil- 
lion in  salaries  in  1994.  The  industry 
paid  more  than  S1.4  billion  in  taxes  to 
State  and  local  governments  in  1995, 
along  with  an  estimated  S6  billion  to  $7 
billion  more  paid  by  other  forms  of 
gaming  entertainment,  such  as  State 
lotteries,  sports  betting,  horse  and  dog 
racing. 

While  Las  Vegas  is  proud  to  be  the 
gaming  entertaiimient  capital  of  the 
world,  Nevada  is  far  from  alone  as  a 
gaming  industry  base.  Jobs,  entertain- 
ment, taxes  and  positive  economic  ef- 
fects are  felt  in  States  as  economically 
and  politically  diverse — New  Jersey, 
Mississippi,  Illinois,  Connecticut,  Min- 
nesota and  Iowa.  Indeed,  some  forms  of 
gaming  entertainment  are  legal  in  48  of 
the  50  States. 

The  industry  will  spend  an  estimated 
S3  billion  on  new  construction  in  1996, 
with  billions  more  slated  to  be  spent  on 
construction  projects  over  the  next 
several  years.  This  construction  cre- 
ates demands  for  goods  and  services 
sold  by  companies  around  the  country 
for  everything  from  construction  mate- 
rials to  architectural  services. 

The  true  agenda  of  the  industry's 
critics  is  an  agenda  of  ending  legalized 
gaming,  as  the  title  of  the  group  "Na- 
tional Coalition  Against  Legalized 
Gaming"  states  in  bold  letters. 

My  response  is  simple:  in  this  coun- 
try, adults  are  free  to  make  their  own 
decisions  about  where,  when,  and  how 
to  spend  their  entertainment  dollars. 

It  is  indeed  ironic,  at  a  time  when 
many  decry  the  power  of  the  Federal 


Government  and  seek  a  return  to  more 
State  and  local  control  and  personal 
freedom,  that  some  of  the  very  same 
people  who  assert  this  as  their  philoso- 
phy are  people  who  seek  to  establish  a 
national  commission  in  this  case,  with- 
out requiring  involvement  of  State 
government  officials,  to  determine  how 
best  to  oversee  a  State-regulated  in- 
dustry. 

None  of  this  is  to  suggest  that  gam- 
ing entertainment,  like  any  other 
major  business,  particularly  one  which 
hosts  millions  of  visitors  each  year, 
does  not  have  its  share  of  public  issues 
and  challenges.  For  example,  in  all  of 
the  recent  commentary,  little  if  any- 
thing has  been  said  about  the  serious 
effort  made  by  individual  companies 
and  the  industry  as  a  whole  to  address 
concerns  about  problem  gaming. 

The  industry  recently  annoimced  the 
creation  of  a  multimilUon  dollar  com- 
mitment to  the  new  National  Center 
for  Responsible  Gaming. 

The  companies  involved  in  gaming 
entertainment  are  recognizable  names 
like  Hilton,  ITT,  and  Harrah's. 

These  companies  engage  in  a  wide 
range  of  community  activities. 

These  companies  are  run  by  highly 
resi>ected  business  leaders  such  as 
Terry  Lanni,  Bill  Bennett,  Clyde  Turn- 
er, Dan  Reichartz,  Bill  Boyd,  and  many 
others  I  could  mention  who  are  recog- 
nized for  the  business  acumen  well  be- 
yond gaming  circles. 

When  a  Member  takes  the  floor  to 
call  a  hard-working,  law  abiding  indus- 
try a  group  of  "roaches",  it  is  time  for 
a  return  to  civility,  to  disagreeing 
without  being  disagreeable  or  disingen- 
uous, in  order  to  permit  a  rational  de- 
bate on  matters  pertaining  to  the  gam- 
ing industry. 

I  thank  the  Chair  and  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  CHAFEE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator ftom  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  I*resident,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  proceed 
as  in  morning  business  for  5  mdnutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  thank  the  Senator  from  Iowa  for 
permitting  me  to  go  on  his  time. 


THE  OUTRAGEOUS  ABUSE  OF 
POWER  BY  THE  WHITE  HOUSE 
Mr.  CHAFEE.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
learned  that  an  extraordinary  number 
of  highly  confidential  FBI  files  were 
improperly  obtained  by  the  White 
House.  I  do  not  know  what  I  find  more 
appalling:  the  fact  that  the  White 
House  requested,  received  and  kept  the 
confidential  files  of  more  than  300 
Reagan  and  Bush  administration  work- 
ers—that is  appalling  enough — but  is 
that  more  appalling  than  the  fact  that 
the  FBI  turned  them  over  to  the  White 
House  these  files  without  an  apparent 
second  thought? 


This  latest  White  House  mishap,  or 
snafu,  or  outrageous  abuse  of  power 
raises  serious  questions  about  the 
White  House,  the  FBI,  the  Secret  Serv- 
ice, and  the  Department  of  Justice.  I 
caimot  help  wondering  if  anyone  is  in 
charge. 

I  have  no  doubt  that  if  this  kind  of 
misadventure  occurred  on  the  watch  of 
a  Republican  President,  it  would  create 
a  tremendous  furor.  The  irony  is  that 
it  was  discovered  during  an  investiga- 
tion into  the  Travel  Office  affair  which 
also  involved  the  admitted  misuse  of 
the  FBI  by  the  White  House.  It  seems 
as  though  this  White  House  views  the 
FBI  as  its  own  personal  private  inves- 
tigator. This  is  the  kind  of  arrogant 
abuse  of  power  that  led  to  the  fall  of 
the  Nixon  White  House.  Mr.  President, 
this  is  what  Watergate  was  all  about. 

FBI  files  on  individuals  should  be  the 
most  private  and  confidential  of  all 
documents.  They  are  not  compiled  for 
political  purposes,  and  they  should 
never  be  used  for  political  reasons. 
They  certainly  should  not  be  easily 
provided  to  partisan  political  ap- 
pointees. 

What  was  actually  in  these  files? 
They  were  summaries  of  comprehen- 
sive FBI  files  on  Reagan  and  Bush  Ad- 
ministration employees  whose  last 
names  began  with  the  letters  A  though 
G.  They  include  James  A.  Baker, 
former  White  House  Chief  of  Staff  and 
Secretary  of  State  in  the  Bush  admin- 
istration. They  include  another  former 
chief  of  staff  of  the  White  House,  Ken 
Duberstein;  and  the  fired  Travel  Offlce 
Director  Bill  Dale. 

These  files  contained  summaries  of 
interviews  with  neighbors,  friends,  co- 
worker going  way  back  to  the  high 
school  years  of  those  upon  whom  the 
files  were  complied.  Some  of  those 
interviewed  might  be  individuals  with 
an  ax  to  grind.  They  can  contain  any 
bizarre  allegation  that  such  an  individ- 
ual may  concoct.  This  is  the  type  of  in- 
formation that  the  Clinton  White 
House  thought  should  be  trusted  to  a 
low-level  civilian  detailed  from  the 
Army  who  answered  to  a  partisan,  po- 
litical appointee. 

This  all  come  up  because  of  the  in- 
ability of  the  White  House  to  admit 
that  it  fired  Billy  Dale  to  make  room 
for  the  President's  Arkansas  cousin 
and  his  Hollywood  fi-iends.  For  months, 
the  White  House  has  refused  to  comply 
with  the  Clinger  committee's  subjwena 
of  all  documents  related  to  the  Travel 
Office  firings.  When  Billy  Dale  cried 
foul  upon  learning  that  his  FBI  file  had 
been  turned  over  to  the  White  House, 
the  White  House  claimed  it  received 
his  file  as  part  of  a  routine  investiga- 
tion of  employees.  That  was  the  origi- 
nal explanation.  Suddenly  the  Billy 
Dale  file  shows  up  in  the  White  House. 
How  did  it  get  there?  As  part  of  a  rou- 
tine investigation  of  an  employee? 
Then  the  story  changed.  The  White 
House  tri^d  to  claim  that  it  was  not  its 
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request  after  all.  The  GAO  had  asked 
for  the  FBI  files.  "No,  no,  no,"  said  the 
GAO,  "not  us!"  Suddenly  the  whole 
thing  became  an  innocent  mistake  that 
involves  trampling  on  the  fundamental 
right  to  privacy  of  330  loyal  public 
servants. 

I  applaud  Representative  Cunger, 
chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Government  Reform  and  Oversight,  for 
his  commitment  to  untangling  this 
web  of  misinformation,  claims  of  exec- 
utive privilege,  and  rationalizations.  I 
believe  that  his  matter  is  serious 
enough  to  warrant  a  full  congressional 
investigation.  Unfortunately.  this 
White  House  has  dodged  the  truth  for 
too  long. 

I  remember  when  an  overzealous 
Bush  supporter.  Elizabeth  Tamposi, 
who  was  an  Assistant  Secretary  of 
State,  decide  to  search  the  passport 
records  of  a  young  Governor  from  Ar- 
kansas, Bill  Clinton.  The  press  was 
outraged.  Bill  Clinton  was  outraged, 
but.  most  of  all,  President  Bush  was 
outraged.  He  fired  Elizabeth  Tamposi. 

What  have  we  heard  from  this  admin- 
istration about  this  latest  scandal? 
Mark  Fabiani,  a  White  House  attorney 
hired  to  answer  questions  about 
Whitewaster  and  the  Travel  Office 
matter,  believing  that  the  best  defense 
is  a  good  offense,  said,  "Instead  of  at- 
tacking, Clinger  and  Speaker  Ging- 
rich should  be  apologizing."  Now  that 
is  chutzpa  if  I  ever  heard  it. 

This  is  a  serious  matter  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. We  cannot  have  the  FBI  used  as 
a  private  research  agency  for  the  White 
House.  I  think  this  matter  needs  imme- 
diate attention. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor  and 
again  want  to  thank  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  for  permitting  me  to  go  before 
him. 


NOMINATION  OF  ALAN  GREEN- 
SPAN, OF  NEW  YORK,  TO  BE 
CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  BOARD  OF 
GOVERNORS  OF  THE  FEDERAL 
RESERVE  SYSTEM 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  pro- 
ceed to  the  nomination  of  Alan  Green- 
span, to  be  Chairman  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  System.  The  clerk  will  report 
the  nomination. 

The  bill  clerk  read  the  nomination  of 
Alan  Greenspan,  of  New  York,  to  be 
Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Governors  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  System  for  a  term 
of  4  years. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kempthorne).  Under  the  previous 
order,  time  is  equally  divided  under  the 
control  of  Senator  D'Amato  and  Sen- 
atoi  Harkin.  Senator  Harkin  is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  finally 
we  have  gotten  to  the  nomination  of 
Alan  Greenspan  to  be  Chairman  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board.  I  have  been 
waiting  for  several  months  for  this  op- 


portunity, to  have  the  opportunity  to 
debate  not  just  the  nomination  but 
what  this  nomination  means  for  the 
American  people. 

I  am  very  pleased  that  we  finally 
have  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  de- 
bate this  nomination,  the  nomination 
of  the  most  important  Presidential 
nomination  to  come  before  this  Con- 
gress, the  nomination  of  Alan  Green- 
span to  serve  as  Chairman  of  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  System.  I  have  been  push- 
ing for  this  debate  for  months,  and  I 
want  to  thank  the  Republican  and 
Democratic  leaders  for  scheduling  this 
3-day  debate. 

This  debate  about  Chairman  Green- 
span's policies  and  their  impact  on  our 
economy,  about  how  we  can  get  our 
economy  to  grow  faster,  about  how  we 
can  create  more  jobs  and  raise  in- 
comes, zeros  in  on  the  most  important 
issues  that  we  face. 

Before  we  get  into  substance,  I  want 
to  be  clean  about  one  thing.  This  issue 
has  never  been  about  personalities.  It 
is  about  policy.  It  is  about  making  sure 
that  this  body  gives  thorough  consider- 
ation to  the  nomination  of  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Federal  Reserve  System, 
the  single  most  important  economic 
decisionmaker  in  our  land. 

Over  the  course  of  today  and  tomor- 
row and  next  Thursday.  I  and  others  on 
our  side  hope  to  cover  at  least  the  fol- 
lowing areas. 

First,  we  want  to  talk  about  a  policy 
of  growth  versus  a  policy  of  no  growth 
that  has  been  prevalent  at  the  Fed  for 
the  last  several  years  and  that  is  prev- 
alent today.  We  wish  to  talk  about  the 
record  of  Alan  Greenspan.  I  will  go  into 
his  record  at  some  length.  Why?  Be- 
cause he  has  been  Chairman  of  the  Fed 
now  for  two  terms. 

I  think  it  is  legitimate  for  us  to  ask: 
Has  his  stewardship,  has  his  running  of 
the  Federal  Reserve,  been  such  that 
we,  the  Congress  and  the  Senate, 
should  reward  him  with  another  4-year 
term?  We  would  ask  that  of  any  person 
nominated  by  the  President  to  fill  an 
important  position.  We  certainly 
should  ask  it  of  Alan  Greenspan  and 
look  at  his  record. 

Third,  we  hope  to  talk  about  the  im- 
pact on  our  budget  and  what  we  do  here 
over  the  next  several  years  and  the  im- 
pact on  our  economy  of  decisions  made 
by  the  Federal  Reserve  Board,  espe- 
cially the  Open  Market  Committee. 

Fourth,  a  recent  GAO  study  that  re- 
cently came  out  in  preliminary  form— 
the  final  version  of  that,  I  guess,  will 
be  out  next  Thursday — I  believe  raises 
substantial  questions  about  how  the 
Federal  Reserve  System  is  operating. 
Let  us  also  be  clear  about  another 
thing,  Mr.  President.  The  Federal  Re- 
serve Board  is  a  creature  of  Congress. 

Yes,  it  is  independent,  and  I  believe 
it  should  be  independent,  but  it  is  not 
a  separate  branch  of  Goverzmient  en- 
shrined in  the  Constitution.  It  is  not 
like  the  judiciary  or  like  the  executive 


branch  or  the  legislative  branch.  It  is, 
in  whole,  a  creature  of  the  U.S.  Con- 
gress. As  such,  it  must  be  responsive  to 
the  Congress,  responsive  to  the  Amer- 
ican people  through  Congress.  I  believe 
it  is  our  duty  to  examine  closely  the 
policies  of  the  Federal  Reserve  and  to 
suggest  through  the  legislative  process 
changes  that  we  may  wish  to  make  In 
the  Federal  Reserve  System. 

I  will  be  talking  about  one  thing 
later,  for  example,  the  fact  that  the 
minutes  of  the  Federal  Open  Market 
Committee  are  held  secret  for  5  years. 
Why  5  years?  Maybe  there  is  a  legiti- 
mate reason  to  keep  them  withheld  for 
a  i)eriod  of  time,  but  certainly  not  5 
years.  I  think  that  needs  to  be  reexam- 
ined. Maybe  1  year,  but  not  5  years. 
Having  said  that,  I  will  say  we  have 
gone  back  in  the  minutes  of  5  years,  8 
years,  and  10  years  ago  and  looked  at 
the  minutes,  that  quite  frankly  re- 
vealed some  pretty  interesting  com- 
ments by  the  nominee  now  before  the 
Senate.  We  will  be  talking  about  that 
at  some  length  later,  also.  Those  are 
the  items  we  wish  to  cover  in  this  de- 
bate. 

Again.  I  want  to  thank  both  the  Re- 
publican and  Democratic  leaders  for 
working  this  out.  It  is  something  that 
is  going  to  take  some  time  because  this 
is  a  complex  subject,  but,  I  believe,  a 
very  important  subject,  one  that  really 
ought  to  command  the  attention  not 
only  of  the  Senate,  but  of  the  Amer- 
ican people. 

The  real  point,  I  believe  here,  Mr. 
President,  is  to  start  a  national  dialog 
and  to  deliberate  and  not  simply 
rubberstamp  this  important  nomina- 
tion, as  well  as  other  nominations  to 
the  Federal  Reserve.  The  Chairman  is 
the  single  most  Important.  Again,  I 
think  that  is  our  duty  and  our  obliga- 
tion. Let  me  say  I  consider  this  debate 
that  we  begin  today  a  victory  for  this 
body  and  a  victory  for  the  American 
people.  So  we  did  not  just  rubberstamp 
and  put  someone  through  of  this  im- 
portance without  raising  serious  policy 
questions  about  the  Federal  Reserve 
and  how  it  is  operated. 

Mr.  President,  raising  the  living 
standards  and  real  wages  of  ordinary 
Americans  stands  as  our  primary  eco- 
nomic challenge.  The  policy  of  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  under  Chairman  Green- 
span has  stood  in  the  way.  Under  cur- 
rent law,  the  Federal  Reserve  is  obli- 
gated to  conduct  a  balanced  monetary 
policy,  so  as  to  reconcile  reasonable 
price  stability  with  full  employrnent 
and  strong,  stable,  economic  growth, 
and  balance.  But  under  the  Greenspan 
Fed,  job  growth  and  the  living  stand- 
ards of  average  Americans  have  been 
sacrificed  in  the  blind  pursuit  of  infla- 
tion control.  The  Greenspan  Fed  has 
raised  interest  rates  not  when  inflation 
was  knocking  at  the  door  or  threaten- 
ing, but  when  there  was  not  even  any 
specter  of  inflation. 

In  1994,  in  the  midst  of  six  straight 
rate    increases.    Chairman   Greenspan 
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himself  acknowledged  there  was  no  evi- 
dence of  rising  inflation.  Mr.  President. 
I  raise  a  lot  of  eyebrows  at  a  lot  of 
meetings  when  I  talk  about  the  Fed 
and  why  I  wanted  to  have  this  debate. 
When  I  tell  people,  Mr.  President,  In  1 
year,  from  February  1994  to  February 
1995.  that  Alan  Greenspan  raised  inter- 
est rates  100  percent,  people  look  at  me 
like  I  arrived  from  another  planet. 
They  say,  "That  is  impossible."  It  is 
true.  Look  at  the  record.  The  Federal 
flinds  rate  went  from  3  percent  in  Feb- 
ruary 1994  to  6  percent  In  1995,  a  100- 
percent  increase  In  1  year,  with  no  In- 
flation threatening.  I  will  have  more  to 
say  about  that  later.  Since  that  time, 
it  has  only  come  down  three-quarters 
of  a  point.  Agrain,  no  Inflation  threat- 
ening. I  believe  that  Is  leading  this 
country  to  an  economy  where  we  see 
more  and  more  millionaires  every 
month,  but  average  working  families 
are  stuck  in  a  rut.  They  are  working 
harder,  spouses  are  working,  and  yet 
they  are  not  getting  ahead.  I  will  have 
more  data  on  that  as  we  go  through  the 
debate  in  terms  of  what  wage  increases 
have  been  in  the  last  few  months,  sev- 
eral months,  last  couple  of  years,  what 
prices  have  done,  to  show  the  average 
working  family  is  not  only  not  getting 
ahead,  they  are  falling  behind  in  this 
great  economy.  Our  stores  are  chock 
full  of  goods,  and  yet  for  some  reason, 
the  American  family  is  not  getting 
ahead. 

One  of  the  reasons  they  are  not  get- 
ting ahead  is  because  their  debt  load  Is 
too  great.  We  hear  a  lot  of  talk  around 
here  about  cutting  taxes,  because  the 
American  people  feel  they  are  overbur- 
dened with  taxes.  They  do  and  they 
are.  I  submit  there  is  another  burden 
that  they  are  carrying  that  Is  weighing 
them  down,  and  that  is  the  burden  of 
debt  and  the  high  Interest  rates  that 
they  are  paying.  There  is  no  reason  for 
those  high  interest  rates  now.  Again,  I 
intend  to  go  into  this  in  great  depth 
over  the  next  few  days.  Mr.  President, 
100-percent  Increase  in  interest  rates  in 
1  year,  and  they  are  still  there. 

Mr.  President,  the  decisions  of  a  Fed 
Chairman  touch  every  pocketbook  and 
every  family  budget  In  America.  The 
decisions  of  this  Chairman  have  cost 
American  families  in  lost  wages  and 
lost  opportunities.  The  Greenspan  Fed 
has  stifled  economic  growth  and  the  in- 
comes of  average  Americans.  Interest 
rates  have  been  kept  artificially  high, 
and  middle-class  families  and  busi- 
nesses have  been  forced  to  pay  the 
price.  It  Is  time  for  the  Federal  Reserve 
to  pursue  a  more  balanced  policy  based 
on  raising  economic  growth  and  in- 
creasing jobs  alongside  continued  vigi- 
lance against  inflation. 

America  at  this  point  in  our  history 
ought  to  have  a  forward-looking  Fed 
Chairman  who  recognizes  the  impor- 
tance of  expanding  opportunities  for 
our  economy  and  our  people  in  today's 
global  market.  We  do  not  live  in  the 


1970's.  We  have  changed  considerably 
since  that  time.  We  need  strong  leader- 
ship, committed  to  higher  growth  and 
incomes,  fuller  emplojrment,  and  lower, 
more  stable  interest  rates  to  Improve 
the  quality  of  life  for  average  Ameri- 
cans. We  have  not  gotten  that  with 
Alan  Greenspan.  There  Is  what  I  call  a 
common  thread.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
thinking  and  the  actions,  and  the  poli- 
cies of  Mr.  Greenspan  over  the  years.  It 
did  not  start  yesterday.  It  will  not  end 
tomorrow  or  next  week. 

Ripe  from  his  days  as  Chairman  of 
the  Counsel  of  Economic  Advisers 
under  President  Ford,  until  today,  Mr. 
Greenspan  has  consistently  shown  the 
same  two  tendencies,  as  evidenced  by 
the  public  record.  First,  he  often  mis- 
judges the  signs  of  an  oncoming  reces- 
sion. Second,  he  does  not  act  decisively 
enough  to  pull  the  economy  out  of  re- 
cession because  of  an  inordinate  fear  of 
inflation. 

Again.  I  will  discuss  both  of  these 
issues  in  greater  detail  throughout  my 
remarks.  Let  me  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point,  Mr.  President,  a  guest  edi- 
torial that  was  in  the  Investor's  Busi- 
ness Dally,  May  1,  1996.  It  Is  headlined 
"Greenspan's  Rotten  Record,"  by  Mr. 
Don  Hay^.  I  do  not  know  Mr.  Hays. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Investor's  Business  Daily,  May  1. 

1996] 

Greenspan's  Rotten  Record 

(By  Don  Hays) 

We  may  have  an  exciting  new  contrary  In- 
dicator: Alan  Greenspan's  inredictions.  Our 
search  of  the  record  has  never  found  him  to 
be  right  about  what  the  economy,  inflation 
or  interest  rates  were  going  to  do. 

We  could  go  back  further,  but  let's  begin 
with  a  much-noted  1981  speech.  As  a  private 
and  well-connected  economist.  Greenspan  de- 
clared that  inflation  would  not  decline  any- 
time soon.  Whoops — inflation  was  about  to 
drop  from  12%  a  year  down  to  4%. 

In  1982.  he  wrote  a  letter  of  commendation 
for  Charles  Keating.  He  also  made  an  impas- 
sioned plea  to  Congress,  asking  for  more 
freedom  for  the  savings  and  loan  industry. 
Years  later,  the  S&Ls  went  bust  at  great 
cost  to  the  taxpayers.  Keating  wound  up  in 
jail. 

The  same  year.  Greenspan's  published  eco- 
nomic forecast  said  bond  jrields  would  fall 
Vt'/o  from  the  previous  year-end  level.  In.  fact, 
they  fell  3Vi%. 

But  the  drop  in  inflation  was  only  tem- 
porary, he  argued  in  May  1983.  The  extraor- 
dinary Volcker-induced  inflation  calm,  he 
insisted,  was  about  to  end.  In  fact,  inflation 
stayed  quite  steady  at  4%  through  1987  and 
the  end  of  the  Volcker  regime. 

Also  in  1983,  Greenspan  said  long-term  in- 
terest rates  would  increase  20  basis  points. 
This  proved  to  be  his  best  forecast  ever: 
Rates  did  rise — but  by  1%.  not  the  meager 
0.2%  he  predicted. 

At  the  start  of  1984.  he  forecast  that  for  the 
next  three  years,  bond  yields  would  rise  IJrom 
5  to  55  basis  points.  They  actually  dropped 
each  year,  from  123  to  199  basis  points. 

Perhaps  because  he  spent  more  time 
schmoozing  the  halls  of  the  White  House  and 


Congress  than  he  did  in  his  ofllce.  in  1987 
Greenspan  was  chosen  to  be  chairman  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board.  He  promptly  got  in  a 
contest  with  the  Bundesbank  to  see  who 
could  raise  interest  rates  faster,  and  also 
squabbled  flagrantly  with  Treasury  Sec- 
retary James  Baker.  Some  would  argue  that 
the  conditions  fostered  by  these  conflicts  ul- 
timately let  to  the  October  1987  stock  mar- 
ket crash. 

Greenspan  answered  the  crash  with  a  flood 
of  monetary  easing.  But  by  mid-88,  he  was 
right  back  to  the  battle,  raising  the  fed 
funds  level  flrom  6%  to  9%%  by  mid  1980. 

He  seemed  to  think  this  famine-feast-fam- 
ine was  Just  the  thing  for  the  economy.  In 
February  1990,  he  told  Congress  the  economic 
weakness  had  stopped.  In  fact,  it  continued 
to  weaken,  and  a  recession  began  in  August. 

On  top  of  his  chaotic  monetary  reversals, 
he  launched  a  regulatory  war.  In  1990-91.  he 
bought  the  claim  that  banks  held  too  many 
real  estate  loans.  In  concert  with  Treasury, 
he  sent  swat  teams  of  auditors  through  the 
banking  system,  totally  wrecking  banks  sen- 
timent to  loan. 

As  a  result,  when  Greenspan  tried  to  drive 
the  economy  away  f^m  the  ditch  be  had 
steered  it  into  in  1992  and  1993,  he  found  the 
vehicle  extremely  sluggish,  unresimnsive  to 
the  lower  fed  funds  rate.  He  had  to  ratchet 
them  down  until  he'd  achieved  the  steepest 
yield  curve  in  history.  With  short-term  rates 
at  3%  and  the  long  bond  up  close  to  8%,  Or- 
ange County  and  many  corporations  and 
hedge  funds  leveraged  their  bond  positions  to 
the  hilt. 

Let's  jump  ahead  to  a  more  recent  exam- 
ple. In  1995,  a  sales  slump  moved  auto  dealers 
to  offer  the  biggest  rebates  in  history  to 
tempt  consumers.  In  September,  Greenspan 
saw  the  temporary  hike  in  auto  sales  in  his 
rear-view  mirror— and  declared  that  his  mon- 
etary policy  and  the  economy  were  right  on 
track.  So  he  refused  to  lower  interest  rates. 
That  Christmas  was  the  weakest  in  at  least 
four  years.  Judging  by  the  bellwether  Wal- 
Mart  earnings,  it  could  be  argued  that  it  was 
the  weakest  in  25  years. 

Greenspan's  rear-view  mirror  finally 
cleared  up  in  late  December,  with  the  econ- 
omy about  to  drive  once  again  into  the 
ditch.  He  reversed  course,  cutting  interest 
rates  by  V*%  in  December  and  again  in  Janu- 
ary. 

It  looks  like  we  can  go  in  a  direction  al- 
ways opposite  to  Greensi>an's  current  mes- 
sage and  look  like  an  economic  genius. 

So  why  did  Republicans  leave  President 
Clinton  no  choice  but  to  reappoint  Green- 
span? Maybe  they  thought  Clinton  should 
have  to  suffer  the  same  election-year  treat- 
ment the  Fed  chief  had  dished  out  to  GOP 
presidents.  More  likely,  they  are  just  more 
proof  of  his  amazing  ability  to  mesmerize 
the  herd— despite  a  record  that  has  virtually 
never  been  right. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  I  wanted  to  read  a  few 
of  the  lines  firom  this  editorial. 

We  may  have  an  exciting  new  contrary  in- 
dicator: Alan  Greenspan's  predictions.  Our 
search  of  the  record  has  never  found  him  to 
be  right  about  what  the  economy,  inflation 
or  interest  rates  were  going  to  do. 

We  could  go  back  further  back,  but  let's 
begin  with  a  much  noted-1981  speech.  As  a 
private  and  well-connected  economist. 
Greenspan  declared  that  inflation  would  not 
decline  any  time  soon.  Whoops,  inflation  was 
about  to  drop  from  12  percent  a  year  down  to 
4  percent. 

In  1982  he  wrote  a  letter  of  commendation 
for  Charles  Keating.  He  also  made  an  impas- 
sioned plea  to  Congress,  asking  for  more 
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freedom  for  the  savings  and  loan  industry. 
Years  later,  the  S&L's  went  bust  at  great 
cost  to  the  taxpayers.  Keating  wound  up  in 
jail. 

The  same  year.  Mr.  Greenspan's  published 
economic  forecasts  said  bond  yields  would 
fall  one-quarter  of  a  percent  from  the  pre- 
vious year-end  level.  In  fact,  they  fell  3V4 
percent. 

But  the  drop  in  inflation  was  only  tem- 
porary, he  argued  in  May  of  1983.  The  ex- 
traordinary Volcker-induced  inflation  calm, 
he  insisted,  was  about  to  end.  In  fact,  infla- 
tion stayed  quite  steady  at  4  percent  through 
1987  and  the  end  of  the  Volcker  regime. 

Also  in  1983.  Mr.  Greenspan  said  long-term 
interest  rates  would  increase  20  basis  points. 
This  proved  to  be  his  best  forecast  ever: 
Rates  did  rise— but  by  1  percent,  not  the 
meager  .2  percent  that  he  predicted. 

At  the  start  of  1964.  he  forecast  that  for  the 
next  3  years  bond  yields  would  rise  from  5  to 
55  basis  points. 

Listen  to  this.  At  the  start  of  1984.  he 
forecast  that  for  the  next  3  years  bond 
yields  would  rise  firom  5  to  55  basis 
points.  They  actually  dropped  each 
year  from  123  to  199  basis  points. 

Well,  the  article  goes  on.  I  will  have 
more  to  say  about  this  article.  I  do  not 
know  the  author  of  the  article,  but  he 
correctly,  I  think,  captured  the  record 
of  Mr.  Greenspan. 

Again,  I  want  to  talk  about  this  be- 
cause the  bottom  line  is  that  Chairman 
Greenspan  has  this  long  history  of  fo- 
cusing solely  on  inflation  to  such  an 
extent  that  all  focus  on  expanding  our 
economy  has  been  lost. 

So  what  do  we  have  todasr?  We  have 
a  mindset  at  the  Fed  that  2-percent 
grrowth  is  acceptable — 2  percent — that 
the  economy  cannot  grow  any  faster; 
maybe  2.5.  but  that  is  getting  close  to 
the  limits,  but  that  we  cannot  have  the 
3-percent  growth  of  the  1970's  or  the  4 
percent  growth  of  the  1960's.  That  Is 
the  mindset  at  the  Fed. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  we  ought  to 
do  more  to  promote  stronger  economic 
growth,  and  at  the  very  least  we  should 
not  put  our  economy  in  a  harness  when 
there  is  such  a  tremendous  potential 
for  growth  in  America  today.  Sasrlng 
that  America  can  grow  at  2  or  2.5  per- 
cent is  like  sa3ang  that  we  are  going  to 
accept  a  C  average  when  we  know  we 
can  do  a  B-plus  or  an  A.  I  would  not  let 
my  kids  get  by  with  that,  and  neither 
would  you,  and  neither  would  anyone 
else.  We  should  not  let  America  get 
harnessed  in  these  shackles  when  all  of 
the  indications  are  out  there  that,  with 
a  better  monetary  policy  at  the  Fed. 
our  manufacturing  sector  will  expand, 
we  will  get  new  plant  and  new  equip- 
ment, we  will  have  some  wage  growth 
for  average  working  families  that  wiU 
not  be  inflationary,  and  our  farmers 
will  be  able  to  have  a  better  deal,  be- 
cause they  borrow  a  lot  of  money,  and 
especially  our  small  main  street  busi- 
nesses. They  are  the  ones  in  our  main 
streets  of  our  small  towns  that  have  to 
borrow  money  at  higher  rates  of  Inter- 
est. They  need  a  break,  too.  It  is  small 
businesses  that  employ  most  of  the 


people,  the  ones  that  are  getting  the 
new  jobs  out  there.  They  should  not  be 
shackled  by  this  low-growth  mentality 
that  we  see  evidenced  by  the  Chairman 
of  the  Fed. 

I  urged  President  Clinton  to  appoint 
someone  with  a  greater  orientation  to- 
ward economic  growth,  someone  with  a 
greater  concern  for  the  need  to  In- 
crease the  Incomes  of  average  Ameri- 
cans, and  someone  who  would  strive  to- 
ward keeping  the  unemplojrment  low. 

There  Is  a  constant  flow  of  articles 
written  about  relatively  minor  changes 
in  tax  policy  or  in  the  amount  of 
spending  for  a  number  of  relatively 
trivial  Federal  programs.  Yet.  the 
questions  of  our  monetary  policy  and 
what  we  do  about  the  supply  of  money 
and  Interest  rates  are  just  not  being 
written  about  or  discussed.  That  is  one 
of  the  reasons  I  took  the  position 
which  I  did  when  this  nomination  came 
to  the  Senate  back  in  March — that  we 
needed  articles  written  about  him.  that 
we  needed  voices  heard  around  the 
country  to  start  talking  about  the 
monetary  policy  of  the  Fed,  to  bring  it 
out  of  the  shadows  and  into  the  sun- 
light. We  have  seen  more  and  more  ar- 
ticles and  more  and  more  economists 
speaking  out  and  business  people 
speaking  out  saying  that  we  ought  to 
have  a  better  growth  policy  at  the  Fed. 

Because  of  the  huge  deficits  run  up  in 
the  1980's  to  the  present,  fiscal  policy 
changes  In  the  amount  of  Government 
spending  and  taxes  have  become  pretty 
ineffective  In  our  efforts  to  stimulate 
the  economy  during  poor  economic 
times.  We  cannot  afford  to  increase  the 
deficit  even  when  we  are  entering  a  re- 
cession. One  of  the  reasons,  I  feel,  for 
reaching  a  balanced  budget  and  then  to 
perhaps  run  a  small  surplus  is  so  that 
we  can  restore  this  capability — this  ca- 
pability of  the  Federal  Government  to 
be  able  to  respond  to  recessions  In  a 
meaningful  manner.  So  with  such  a 
huge  deficit  and  high  debt  load,  we  can- 
not do  that.  We  need  to  get  to  that  bal- 
anced budget  and  reduce  the  debt  load 
of  the  United  States  so  that  we  can 
begin  to  Invest  more  in  our  infrastruc- 
ture. I  do  not  mean  just  our  physical 
infrastructure;  I  mean  our  human  in- 
frastructure such  as  education. 

This  dependence  that  we  have  today 
on  monetary  policy  and  the  extent  that 
we  have  any  control  over  it  whatsoever 
is  set  by  the  Federal  Reserve  System. 
There  is  little  doubt  that  the  Chairman 
of  the  Federal  Reserve  and  the  policies 
he  espouses  are  crucial  to  our  econ- 
omy. 

What  will  be  the  balance  between  our 
concerns  for  inflation  and  our  concern 
about  economic  growth  and  unemploy- 
ment? Rising  interest  rates  mean  a  tre- 
mendous downward  pressure  causing 
the  economy  to  slow.  Higher  Interest 
rates  mean  higher  costs  of  doing  busi- 
ness, or  running  a  farm.  It  means 
smaller  profits.  It  means  bujring  a 
home  or  a  car  is  more  difficult  for 


working  families.  If  you  have  an  ad- 
justable rate  mortgage,  as  more  and 
more  people  do  these  dajrs.  It  means  a 
bigger  chunk  of  money  will  be  going  to 
the  mortgage  and  less  money  wUl  be 
available  to  your  family  for  other 
needs  like  education.  It  also  means  we 
have  rising  interest  rates;  high  Interest 
rates.  It  means  more  unemployed  peo- 
ple and  the  social  imrest  and  harm  that 
this  causes. 

When  we  talk  about  family  values, 
few  things  are  as  destructive  to  a  fam- 
ily as  unemplojTnent.  It  strains  mar- 
riages, causes  divorces,  and  our  chil- 
dren suffer.  This  stricture  on  our  mon- 
etary policy  also  means  fewer  pay  in- 
creases and  a  lower  standard  of  living 
even  for  those  who  do  not  lose  their 
jobs.  People  ask  a  lot  of  times,  and  I 
read  articles,  about  why  in  America 
today  with  our  seemingly  wonderl\il 
economy  that  the  stores  are  full  of 
goods,  and  prices  in  most  cases  are 
pretty  decent,  why  Is  it  that  there 
seems  to  be  this  unrest  among  the 
American  people?  Mr.  President,  It  was 
there  In  1992.  It  was  there  in  1994,  and 
It  is  still  there  in  1996.  It  can  all  be 
summed  up  by  saying  that  the  average 
working  families  are  stagnant  In  their 
incomes.  Their  wages  are  not  increas- 
ing as  fast  as  prices.  They  are  incur- 
ring more  and  more  of  a  debt  load  and 
paying  higher  and  higher  interest  rates 
for  the  money  they  borrow.  I  believe 
this  is  leading  to  great  social  unrest 
and  will  continue  to  lead  to  great  so- 
cial imrest  unless  we  have  a  change  in 
monetary  policy  at  the  Fed. 

Federal  Reserve  policy  has  a  consid- 
erable impact  on  the  health  of  the 
economy,  the  level  of  unemployment, 
and  the  ability  of  average  Americans 
to  improve  their  incomes. 

So  I  am  happy  to  say  that  I  have  seen 
some  Increase  in  the  number  of  sub- 
stantive articles  in  this  area  over  the 
past  few  months.  I  believe  that  Is  one 
of  the  benefits  of  the  delay  that  we 
have  had.  I  hope  that  we  see  more  arti- 
cles in  the  future. 

Mr.  President,  Mr.  Greenspan  has  had 
a  long  history  in  key  economic  posi- 
tions; as  chairman  of  the  Council  of 
Economic  Advisers  under  President 
Ford,  and  as  Chairman  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  since  1987.  He  is  a  known  quan- 
tity. He  is,  I  believe,  proud  of  his  rep- 
utation as  a  so-called  inflation  hawk. 
By  that  I  mean  he  consistently  empha- 
sizes the  need  to  fight  Inflation.  Unfor- 
tunately, his  policies  seem  cold  to  the 
needs  of  families  to  see  a  little  more 
Income  come  in  and  to  not  lose  their 
job.  I  am  not  sasring  he  does  not  care. 
I  am  just  saying  that  his  orientation 
toward  fighting  inflation  is,  in  my 
view,  almost  obsessive.  It  seems  to 
blind  him  to  the  need  to  react  to  signs 
of  recession  or  to  the  societal  inequi- 
ties that  his  policies  lead  to. 

Mr.  President,  the  current  law  of  the 
land  Is  that  the  Federal  Reserve  is  to 
balance  concerns  about  inflation  on  the 
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one  side  and  fall  employment  and  pro- 
duction on  the  other.  These  goals  are 
in  law,  placed  in  law  by  the  Full  Em- 
ployment and  Balanced  Growth  Act  of 
1978.  It  is  stiU  the  law  of  the  land. 

Prior  to  the  1978  act,  I  understand 
there  was  no  specific  mention  of  infla- 
tion in  the  law  at  all.  It  was  not  in  the 
Employment  Act  of  1946  or  laws  prior 
to  that,  going  all  the  way  to  the  found- 
ing law  of  the  Federal  Reserve  in  1913. 

Now  Mr.  Greenspan  wants  to  over- 
turn that  balance.  He  actually  supports 
the  concept  of  eliminating  the  require- 
ment that  the  Federal  Reserve  consider 
the  need  for  full  employment  and  pro- 
duction. He  wants  to  focus  solely  on 
the  goal  of  very  low  inflation.  That  is 
not  a  balanced  policy,  in  my  view,  and 
I  think  we  need,  at  this  point  in  our 
history,  a  Federal  Reserve  Chairman 
with  more  balance. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  want  to  get 
back  to  looking  at  the  results  of  some 
of  Mr.  Greenspan's  policies  at  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  and  what  have  been  the 
results  of  his  policies  during  his  tenure 
at  the  Federal  Reserve  System.  I  have 
a  series  of  charts  and  some  other 
things  I  would  like  to  refer  to  here  at 
this  point  in  time. 

Let  us  take  a  look,  first,  at  this 
chart.  This  is,  "Economic  Performance 
Under  Greenspan."  We  have  compared 
the  years  1959  through  1987,  in  aggre- 
gate, versus  his  tenure  at  the  Fed  from 
1987  to  the  present.  We  have  different 
indices  here.  We  have:  GDP,  real  GDP, 
income  per  capita,  pajrroU  jobs,  and 
productivity.  The  green  bar  represents 
the  pre-Greenspan  years.  The  orange 
bar  depicts  the  Greenspan  years. 

Let  us  look  at  real  GDP.  During  the 
years,  cumulative  years — and  there 
were  some  that  were  pretty  bad  in 
there,  too.  There  were  some  good  and 
some  bad.  But  during  the  years  prior  to 
Mr.  Greenspan,  real  GDP  averaged  3.4 
percent  per  year.  That  is  from  1959.  The 
only  reason  we  picked  1959  is  because 
we  changed  the  way  we  calculate  the 
GDP.  Those  figures  only  go  back  to 
1959.  GDP  averaged  3.4  percent.  Under 
Mr.  Greenspan,  it  has  only  averaged  2.2 
percent  grrowth,  in  real  GDP. 

Let  us  look  at  per  capita  income.  The 
avenge  prior  to  Mr.  Greenspan's  ten- 
ure, 2.5  percent  growth  in  per  capita  in- 
come; under  Mr.  Greenspan,  1.2  percent 
average  growth  in  per  capita  income. 

Let  us  look  at  payroll  jobs,  growth  of 
jobs,  new  jobs.  Prior  to  Mr.  Greenspan, 
an  annual  average  of  2.4  percent 
growth  in  new  jobs;  with  Mr.  Green- 
span, 1.7  percent  growth  in  real  jobs. 

But  this  is  one  of  the  most  telling  of 
all,  and  that  is  the  last  bar  on  this 
graph.  It  has  to  do  with  productivity. 
Productivity  prior  to  Mr.  Greenspan 
averaged  2.3  percent.  Under  him,  it  has 
averaged  1.1  percent.  That  is  crucial.  It 
is  through  productivity  growth  that  we 
get  our  ability  to  increase  incomes  of 
people  with  little  inflation  risk. 

I  suppose  there  are  some  who  say 
there  are  other  reasons  for  this.  That 


may  be  true  that  there  are  other  fac- 
tors that  influence  this,  but  I  believe 
that  in  each  one  of  these,  the  key,  let 
us  say  the  one  domino  that  you  push 
that  knocks  over  all  the  rest,  is  the  ac- 
tions taken  by  the  Federal  Reserve  in 
each  one  of  these  areas,  because  it  has 
to  do  with  the  monetary  policy  and 
what  our  monetary  policy  is. 

I  would  like  to  turn  to  another  chart, 
which  was  in  an  article  written  by 
Rosanne  Cahn.  I  will  read  parts  of  that 
article.  This  article  was  in  a  publica- 
tion, issued  by  CS  First  Boston.  This  is 
an  economic  treatise  put  out  by  CS 
First  Boston,  May  31,  1996,  by  Ms. 
Rosaime  Cahn.  Again.  I  do  not  know 
Ms.  Cahn.  Let  me  read  some  of  this  be- 
fore I  turn  to  the  chart,  because  it  will 
tell  you  what  this  chart  shows.  Ms. 
Kahn  writes,  in  the  May  31,  1996,  CS 
First  Boston  report  on  the  economy, 
"Grow  Is  Not  a  Four-Letter  Word." 

The  Federal  Reserve  acts  like  it's  vrong 
for  the  economy  to  grow  at  a  reasonable 
rate.  The  bond  niarket.  conditioned  by  a 
stem  parent,  deteriorates  so  rapidly  in  re- 
sponse to  strong  growth  that  it  may  not  even 
be  necessary  for  the  Fed  to  raise  short-term 
rates  anymore.  Like  a  child  catching  itself 
in  a  naughty  deed,  it  punishes  itself  by  sit- 
ting in  the  comer  in  advance  of  a  parent's 
reprimand. 

Between  1950  and  1989.  U.S.  annual  growth 
averaged  3.6  percent,  with  one-third  of  the 
years  above  4  percent.  The  1990's.  at  a  1.8  per- 
cent average  annual  rate,  have  been  the 
slowest  6-year  period  since  1950. 

We  wonder  why  there  is  unrest 
around  America? 

The  immediate  post-war  recession  and  the 
beginning  of  the  Great  Depression  were  the 
only  6-year  periods  with  worse  records  since 
1929.  The  rate  that  rocked  the  bond  market 
this  year  was  first  published  at  2.8  per- 
cent. .  .  . 

That  was  first  arter.  I  remember 
when  it  came  out,  oh,  my  gosh,  a  huge 
surge  in  growth,  2.8  percent.  Later  on 
we  found  out  that  it  had  to  be  revised 
down  to  2.3  percent.  Ms.  Cahn  asked, 
"Can't  we  grow  faster  without  jacking 
up  bond  yields  by  a  percentage  point?" 
These  are  not  this  Senator's  words. 
These  are  words  written  by  Rosanne 
Cahn  in  this  article. 

Chairman  Alan  Greenspan's  record  on 
growth  is  the  worst  of  all  post-war  Fed 
Chairmen,  with  no  meaningful  progress  on 
inflation. 

Maybe,  Mr.  Greenspan  argued,  we 
have  not  had  growth  because  we  have 
had  great  progress  on  inflation.  Well, 
that  is  not  so.  As  shown,  growth  during 
his  leadership  has  been,  as  I  pointed 
out  on  the  earlier  chart,  a  paltry  2.2 
percent— right  down  here,  real  GDP 
growth,  2.2  percent,  with  inflation  in 
the  year  before  he  took  over  at  4.1  per- 
cent and  inflation  averaging  3.2  per- 
cent. 

Paul  Volcker,  right  before  him,  real 
GDP  growth,  2.5  percent,  kind  of  paltry 
but  a  little  bit  better  than  Green- 
span's. But  look  what  Mr.  Volcker  did 
with  inflation.  You  can  say,  "Yeah,  he 
didn't  have  much  growth,"  but  look  at 
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inflation.  The  year  before  he  came  in, 
inflation  was  13.2  percent.  He  brought 
it  down  to  6.2  percent  during  his  term. 
He  cut  it  in  half. 

If  you  go  back  through,  you  can  see 
the  same  thing.  What  has  happened  is 
in  each  of  these  cases— then  you  see 
here  the  real  higher  GDP  growth  rates 
during  the  other  terms— what  happened 
is  that  Mr.  Greenspan  really  has  not 
cut  inflation  by  that  much,  but  he  has 
stifled  the  economy  with  low  growth. 

So,  if  we  are  going  to  be  suffering 
with  low  growth,  well,  inflation  4.1,  we 
should  probably  be  down  to  zero  infla- 
tion. We  are  not.  So,  again,  we  are  suf- 
fering low  growth  without  any  real  at- 
tack on  inflation  and  no  reaJ  headway 
made  there  at  all. 

Ms.  Cahn  goes  on  to  say: 

Some  would  assert  that  the  U.S.  economy's 
rate  of  expansion  is  constrained  by  its  matu- 
rity. That  argument  has  been  made  through- 
out history. 

I  particularly  like  this  part. 

For  example,  after  the  invention  of  the 
wheel,  cavepeople  presumably  thought  that 
there  was  nothing  more  they  needed.  Today, 
penetration  of  cellular  phones  and  home 
computers  is  low,  so  buying  them  should 
keep  consumers  busy  until  the  next  new 
products/services  are  invented. 

By  some  measure,  there's  not  much  wrong 
with  the  U.S.  economy.  For  example,  full 
employment  has  been  achieved  according  to 
some  experts.  Why  quibble  over  one  percent? 
Anyone  who  is  willing  to  give  up  a  percent- 
age point  per  year  of  income  growth  for  the 
next  six  years  can  stop  reading  now.  Mul- 
tiply that  by  100  million  households  and  it 
adds  up  to  real  money. 

Other  wonderful  things  happen  with  a 
strong  economy.  The  Federal  budget  deficit 
shrinks  .  .  .  For  example,  if  growth  were  1 
percentagre  point  per  year  faster  for  the  next 
6  years,  that  would  reduce  the  deficit  by  S120 
billion,  according  to  Congressional  Budget 
Office  (CBO)  estimates,  or  bring  it  close  to 
balance. 

Households'  debt  problems  evaporate  if  In- 
comes grow  without  new  debt  being  added. 
Income  distribution  disparities  might  or 
might  not  narrow,  depending  on  structural 
factors  behind  the  higher  growth.  However, 
the  poor  would  certainly  become  less  poor  as 
the  economy  expanded  rapidly. 

So  what  is  the  problem?  Why  not  go  for 
growth? 

Ms.  Cahn  goes  on  to  say: 

Prices  are  determined  by  the  intersection 
of  supply  and  demand.  As  demand  gets  closer 
to  supply,  inflation  heats  up.  Inflation  is  bad 
because  it  allegedly  causes  distortions  in  the 
economy,  and  eventually  accelerates  enough 
to  destabilize  the  economy.  Most  problems 
caused  by  inflation  are  infeaslble  to  quan- 
tify; many  are  subtle  or  hidden.  Therefore, 
no  one  has  taken  a  stab  at  measuring  the 
costs  of  inflation.  However,  adults  who  lived 
through  the  1970s  and  early-19eOs  recognize 
double-digit  inflation  imposes  serious  bur- 
dens on  the  U.S.  economy. 

Without  quantifying  the  cost  of  inflation, 
it  is  impossible  to  determine  the  rational 
policy  choice  between  inflation  and  growth. 

Besides,  no  one  knows  what  number  to  put 
on  full  resource  utilization,  though  many 
will  argue  vigorously  for  or  against  a  specific 
one.  In  1993  most  analysts  contend  that 
NAIRU  (non-accelerating  inflation  rate  of 
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unemployment)  was  above  6  percent:  now 
some  say  6  percent  and  many  say  5V4  percent. 
In  niid-1960s,  debate  focused  on  5  percent.  4% 
percent  and  4  percent. 
The  ixjlicy  dilemma  is  compounded  by  the 


era!  Government  in  order  to  avoid  de- 
faulting in  its  financial  obligations.  I 
did  not  have  much  interest  in  that.  In 
fact,  I  was  predisposed  to  vote  agrainst 


long  lag  between  when  the  economy  reaches     ^^^  so-called  bailout  of  New  York  City. 


full  employment  and  when  wage  inflation 
picks  up. 

Under  such  uncertainty,  what  is  a  wise 
monetary  policymaker  to  do?  We'll  never 
know,  because  the  Feds'  anti-inflationary 
fervor  is  more  religious  than  intellectual. 

Even  if  the  above  difficulties  are  serious, 
perhaps  there  is  a  more  favorable  inflation/ 
employment    trade-off   than    the    Fed    will 


Then  Mr.  Rohatyn— I  do  not  know 
what  his  position  was  at  the  time- 
came  down  to  speak  to  us  on  behalf  of 
the  city  government  of  New  York  City 
at  the  time.  For  a  very  then-young 
freshman  Member  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives who  was  very  much  pre- 
disposed to  vote  against  a  bailout  of 


allow,  without  taking  too  much  risk  in  the    New  York  City,  I  listened  with  great 


area  of  uncertainty. 

I  think  what  Ms.  Cahn  basically  has 
said  here  is  that  you  have  to  have  a 
balance,  you  have  to  have  a  balance  be- 
tween caution  on  inflation  and  making 
sure  that  we  have  adequate  growth, 
and  to  just  have  this  almost  religious 
fervor  against  inflation  can  send  us 
into  a  tailspin  in  terms  of  real  GDP 
growth  per  capita  income  and  the  well- 
being  of  working  Americans. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  talk  just  a 
minute  more  about  NAIRU,  the  non- 
accelerating  inflation  rate  of  unem- 
plojrment,  and  what  that  means.  A  lot 
of  people  say,  "Well,  we  can't  have 
lower  unemplojrment  because  that  will 
push  wages  up  and  that  will  cause  in- 
flation." Maybe  that  might  have  been 
true  in  the  sixties,  and  it  may  have 
been  true  in  the  seventies,  but  we  live 


attention  to  what  Mr.  Rohatyn  had  to 
say  about  New  York,  why  it  was  in  the 
position  it  was  in,  how  it  was  going  to 
get  out,  why  it  was  in  the  best  interest 
of  our  country  to  pass  the  New  York 
City  bailout  bill  and  how  New  York 
would  pay  back  every  dime  on  the  dol- 
lar and  how  it  would  lead  to  greater 
growth  in  the  future  for  that  city. 

I  voted  for  the  New  York  City  bail- 
out. It  probably  was  not  the  smartest 
thing  for  a  Congressman  from  a  rural 
district  in  Iowa  to  do,  but  I  did,  and  I 
defended  It. 

It  turns  out  he  was  right  and  we  were 
right  to  do  what  we  did  at  that  time. 
So  I  have  had  a  great  deal  of  respect 
for  Mr.  Rohatyn  over  all  those  years, 
because  I  felt  he  had  a  commonsense, 
hands-on  judgment  of  really  what  was 
happening  in  the  marketplace.   I  be- 


will  soon  be  "forced"  to  raise  short-term  in- 
terest rates  in  order  to  prevent  an  outbreak 
of  inflation,  rush  to  sell  bonds.  This  pushes 
long-term  interest  rates  up.  The  result  is 
that  prospects  for  future  growth  are  damp- 
ened. 

And  he  points  out  parenthetically— 
"(And  should  the  Fed  do  nothing,  bond- 
holders sell  because  they  fear  the  cen- 
tral bank  is  no  longer  vigilant  against 
inflation.)" 

The  irony  is  that  these  economic  statis- 
tics, which  so  Mghtened  the  markets,  actu- 
ally tell  us  that  higher  growth  is  possible 
without  inflation.  The  real  rate  of  inflation 
for  the  first  quarter  was  2.1%.  with  no  sign  of 
any  upward  pressure;  actual  growth  was  un- 
derstated because  of  the  General  Motors 
strike  and  the  winter  blizrard.  And  remem- 
ber, inflation  statistics  are  generally  be- 
lieved to  be  overstated  at  least  0.5%. 

So  perhaps  the  real  rate  of  inflation 
was  not  2.1  percent.  It  could  have  been 
closer  to  about  1.5  or  1.6  percent. 

What  the  GrstHjuarter  results  make  clear- 
er is  that  the  economy  can  grow  more  than 
3%  while  holding  real  inflation  below  2%. 
The  same  can  be  said  about  unemployment. 
The  latest  unemployment  figures  came  in  at 
5.4%:  that's  well  below  the  6%  unemploy- 
ment figure  that  is  supposed  to  trigger  infla- 
tion through  demands  for  higher  wages,  ac- 
cording to  the  standard  view. 

That  is  the  NAIRU  view. 
.  .  .  This  view  fails  to  take  Into  account  the 
forces    of    global     competition.     American 
workers  no  longer  compete  for  jobs  only  with 


in  a  different  global  economy  today    lieve  he   understands  economics  very    one  another,  but  with  workers  worldwide 
that  a  lesser  unemployment  rate  and        - 
concurrently  some  wage  increases  for 
hard-working  Americans  can  be  offset. 

We  are  in  a  global  market.  If  they 
push  too  high,  obviously  businesses 
will  tend  to  take  their  jobs  offshore. 
Likewise,  if  the  price  of  goods  gets  too 
high  because  the  supply  and  demand  is 
getting  too  close,  well,  then,  because  of 
the  global  economy,  more  goods  can 
come  in  from  overseas.  So  we  do  not 
have  the  kind  of  economic  mix  that  we 
had  in  the  sixties  and  seventies. 

I  might  add  one  other  thing.  We  did 
not  have  in  those  years  either  the  kind 
of  mass  marketing  and  mass  whole- 
saling that  we  have  today,  like  the 
Wal-Mart  syndrome  that  we  have  in 
America  today.  That,  too,  acts  as  a 
buffer,  as  a  damper  on  the  push  on  in- 
flation if,  in  fact,  supply  and  demand 
gets  too  close. 

I  now  want  to  turn  to  a  couple  of  ar- 
ticles by  Mr.  Felix  Rohatsm.  The  first 
appeared  in  Time  magazine  in  May, 
May  20,  1996.  Mr.  Rohatyn  is  a  well-re- 
spected investment  banker,  perhaps 
the  best  kind  of  an  economist,  not  one 
who  lives  in  an  ivory  tower  but  one 
who  is  out  there  in  the  real  world  and 
has  been  very  successful  in  what  he 
does. 

I  first  met  Mr.  Rohatsm  over  20  years 
ago.  Actually  it  has  been  21  years  ago, 
I  think,  when  I  was  a  Member  of  the 
House  of  Representatives.  I  represented 
a  very  rural  district  in  Iowa,  and  that 
was  about  the  time  when  New  York 
City  needed  some  help  from  the  Fed- 


well,  but  he  understands  it  both  in  the 
theoretical  aspect  and  in  the  actual  as- 
pect. 

The  one  thing  I  have  always  admired 
about  Mr.  Rohatsm  is  that  he  has  al- 
ways believed  that  America  can  do  bet- 
ter, that  we  can  grow  better  and  not  be 
just  obsessed  with  the  fear  of  inflation. 

Anyway  on  May  20,  in  Time  magazine 
Mr.  Rohatyn  wrote  the  following— I 
will  not  read  it  all,  but  I  think  there 
are  some  passages  in  here  I  want  to 
read  for  the  Record.  The  title  is  "Fear 
of  Inflation  Is  Stifling  the  Nation.  An 
outdated  obsession  is  depriving  us  of 
greater  wealth." 

Mr.  Rohatyn  writes,  on  May  20,  not 
even  a  month  ago — 

As  recently  as  March,  most  observers  were 
concerned  that  the  economy  might  be  headed 
for  recession.  Many  expected  the  Federal  Re- 
serve to  lower  interest  rates.  Suddenly  the 
great  concern  is  that  the  economy  may  be 
growing  too  fast.  Earlier  this  month,  the 
Commerce  Department  reported  that  the 
economy  grew  at  a  rate  of  2.8%  during  the 
first  quarter  of  the  year.  The  bond  and  stock 
markets  treated  this  very  good  news  as  if  it 
were  an  unwelcome  visitor,  and  declined 
sharply.  Fickle  behavior  in  financial  mar- 
kets is  nothing  new.  but  this  latest  episode 
illustrates  a  deeper  problem. 

It  has  become  an  article  of  faith  among 
policymakers  and  on  Wall  Street  that  if  the 
economy  grows  at  an  annual  rate  above  2% 
or  2>i^%,  inflation  will  rise,  perhaps  uncon- 
trollably. As  illustrated  by  recent  events, 
such  conventional  wisdom  has  become  al- 
most a  self-fulfilling  limitation.  When 
growth  rises  above  this  level,  investors. 
spooked  by  a  belief  that  the  Federal  Reserve 


and  that  tends  to  d*mi>en  wage  demands  at 
home.  Wage  inflation  is  not  a  real  threat, 
but  we  keep  treating  it  as  such. 

Sure,  one  quarter  isn't  a  trend,  but  there  is 
nothing  in  these  numbers  to  provoke  fear  of 
inflation:  on  the  contrary,  they  should  have 
been  the  basis  for  satisfaction  and  the  deter- 
mination to  do  better. 

I  guess  that  is  what  I  like  about  Mr. 
Rohatyn.  He  believes  we  can  do  better, 
that  a  C  average  is  not  good  enough  for 
America. 

The  conventional  wisdom,  however,  is  so  em- 
bedded in  the  financial  community  that  the 
National  Economic  Council  chairman,  Laura 
D'Andrea  Tyson,  felt  understandably  com- 
pelled to  reassure  the  markets  by  announc- 
ing that  the  Administration's  growth  fore- 
cast for  the  year  was  unchanged  from  its 
original  2.2%.  It  should  not  be  necessary  to 
tell  Wall  Street  that  the  economy  isn't  as 
good  as  it  looks. 

Perhaps  this  is  an  argument  I  have 
with  the  Clinton  administration.  If 
they  are  accepting  a  2.2-percent  growth 
forecast,  and  if  that  is  acceptable  to 
the  Clinton  administration,  all  I  can 
say  is  it  is  unacceptable  to  me,  and  it 
ought  to  be  unacceptable  to  this  coun- 
try. We  need  a  higher  growth  rate  than 
that. 
Mr.  RohatjTi  goes  on  to  say: 
There  was  a  time  when  2.8%  would  have 
been  considered  a  modest  rate  of  growth; 
today  it  is  considered  dangerously  robust. 
The  sad  reality  is  that  it  is  still  below  oar 
real  needs.  Many  corporate  leaders  don't 
agree  with  this  notion  of  dragging  the  an- 
chor just  as  soon  as  the  economy  has  the 
wind  behind  it.  They  understand  how  we  can 
sustain  high  growth  based  on  the  muscular 
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productivity  improvements  they  are  gener- 
ating in  their  own  businesses.  In  today's  en- 
vironment of  rapid  technological  innovation 
and  international  integration,  we  should  be 
willing  to  be  bolder,  both  in  fiscal  and  mone- 
tary policy. 

Our  excessive  fear  of  inflation  has  a  huge 
price:  stagnating  wages  for  the  vast  majority 
of  American  workers,  the  decline  of  our  cit- 
ies and  the  deepening  of  our  social  and  eco- 
nomic Ills.  Although  there  is  no  single  an- 
swer to  these  problems.  Increasing  wealth 
and  incomes  hardly  seems  like  a  bad  way  to 
start.  As  President  Kennedy  said,  "A  rising 
tide  lifts  all  boats."  The  difference  between 
then  and  now  is  that  the  tide  Is  not  rising  as 
fast— and  it  certainly  is  not  raising  all  boats 
equally.  Without  more  growth  we  are  simply 
setting  the  stage  for  a  battle  over  the  same 
pie. 

We  need  higher  growth  if  we  are  to  balance 
the  budget  without  unacceptable  cuts  to  so- 
cial programs,  or  without  letting  our  infta- 
structure  crumble.  Only  a  growing  economy 
lets  us  generate  the  revenues  needed  by  the 
public  sector  while  reducing  the  tax  burden 
on  the  private  sector. 

The  Clinton  Administration  is  entitled  to  a 
great  deal  of  credit  for  cutting  the  federal 
deficit  in  half,  while  putting  the  economy  on 
a  path  of  stable,  moderate  growth.  But  it's 
time  for  Administration  and  congressional 
leaders  to  take  advantage  of  the  current  mo- 
mentum to  reach  for  a  higher  level.  It's  also 
time  for  Wall  Street  and  the  Federal  Reserve 
to  stop  kicking  up  interest  rates  reflexively 
every  time  the  economy  shows  signs  of  mo- 
mentum. The  notion  that  we  must  choose  be- 
tween growth  and  inflation  is  a  false  choice. 
Global  competition  as  well  as  new  tech- 
nologies has  set  new  parameters  on  every  as- 
pect of  the  economy.  A  Z%-Xjo-ZW/o  growth 
rate  Is  not  only  an  achievable  national  objec- 
tive; it  is  an  economic  and  social  necessity. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  that  article  be  printed  in  its 
entirety  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  Time  Magazine.  May  20,  1996] 
Fear  of  Intxation  Is  Stifung  the  Nation- 
am  Outdated  Obsession  is  Depriving  Us 
OF  Greater  Wealth 

(By  Felix  G.  Rohatyn) 
As  recently  as  March,  most  observers  were 
concerned  that  the  economy  might  be  headed 
for  recession.  Many  expected  the  Federal  Re- 
serve to  lower  interest  rates.  Suddenly  the 
great  concern  is  that  the  economy  may  be 
growing  too  fast.  Earlier  this  month,  the 
Commerce  Department  reported  that  the 
economy  grew  at  a  rate  of  2.8%  during  the 
first  quarter  of  the  year.  The  bond  and  stock 
markets  treated  this  very  good  news  as  if  it 
were  an  unwelcome  visitor,  and  declined 
sharply.  Fickle  behavior  in  financial  mar- 
kets is  nothing  new,  but  this  latest  episode 
illustrates  a  deeper  problem. 

It  has  become  an  article  of  faith  among 
policymakers  and  on  Wall  Street  that  if  the 
economy  grows  at  an  annual  rate  above  2% 
or  2V4%,  inflation  will  rise,  perhaps  uncon- 
trollably. As  illustrated  by  recent  events, 
such  conventional  wisdom  has  become  al- 
most a  self-fulfilling  limitation.  When 
growth  rises  above  this  level,  investors, 
spooked  by  a  belief  that  the  Federal  Reserve 
will  soon  be  "forced"  to  raise  short-term  In- 
terest rates  in  order  to  prevent  an  outbreak 
of  inflation,  rush  to  sell  bonds.  This  pushes 
long-term  interest  rates  up.  The  result  is 


that  prospects  for  future  growth  are  damp- 
ened. (And  should  the  Fed  do  nothing,  bond- 
holders sell  because  they  fear  the  central 
bank  is  no  longer  vigilant  against  inflation.) 
The  irony  Is  that  these  economic  statis- 
tics, which  so  frtghtened  the  markets,  actu- 
ally tell  us  that  higher  growth  is  possible 
without  Inflation.  The  real  rate  of  Inflation 
for  the  first  quarter  was  2.1%,  with  no  sign  of 
any  upward  pressure;  actual  growth  was  un- 
derstated because  of  the  General  Motors 
strike  and  the  winter  blizzard.  And  remem- 
ber, Inflation  statistics  are  generally  be- 
lieved to  be  oversuted  at  least  0.5%. 

What  the  first-quarter  results  make  clear- 
er is  that  the  economy  can  grow  more  than 
3%  while  holding  real  inflation  below  2%. 
The  same  can  be  said  about  unemployment. 
The  latest  unemployment  figures  came  in  at 
5.4%;  that's  well  below  the  6%  unemploy- 
ment figure  that  Is  supposed  to  trigger  infla- 
tion through  demands  for  higher  wages,  ac- 
cording to  the  standard  view.  This  view  fails 
to  take  into  account  the  forces  of  global 
competition.  American  workers  no  longer 
compete  for  jobs  only  with  one  another,  but 
with  workers  worldwide,  and  that  tends  to 
dampen  waige  demands  at  home.  Wage  infla- 
tion is  not  a  real  threat,  but  we  keep  treat- 
ing It  as  such. 

Sure,  one  quarter  Isn't  a  trend,  but  there  is 
nothing  in  these  numbers  to  provoke  fear  of 
inflation;  on  the  contrary,  they  should  have 
been  the  basis  for  satisfaction  and  the  deter- 
mination to  do  better.  The  conventional  wis- 
dom, however.  Is  so  embedded  In  the  finan- 
cial community  that  the  National  Economic 
Council  chairman,  Laura  D'Andrea  Tyson, 
felt  understandably  compelled  to  reassure 
the  markets  by  announcing  that  the  Admin- 
istration's growth  forecast  for  the  year  was 
unchanged  trom  its  original  2.2%.  It  should 
not  be  necessary  to  tell  Wall  Street  that  the 
economy  isn't  as  good  as  It  looks. 

There  was  a  time  when  2.8%  would  have 
been  considered  a  modest  rate  of  growth; 
today  it  is  considered  dangerously  robust. 
The  sad  reality  is  that  it  Is  still  below  our 
real  needs.  Many  corporate  leaders  don't 
agree  with  this  notion  of  dragging  the  an- 
chor just  as  soon  as  the  economy  has  the 
wind  behind  it.  They  understand  how  we  can 
sustain  high  growth  based  on  the  muscular 
productivity  improvements  they  are  gener- 
ating In  their  own  businesses.  In  today's  en- 
vironment of  rapid  technological  innovation 
and  International  Integration,  we  should  be 
willing  to  be  bolder,  both  in  fiscal  and  mone- 
tary policy. 

Our  excessive  fear  of  inflation  has  a  huge 
price:  stagnating  wages  for  the  vast  majority 
of  American  workers,  the  decline  of  our  cit- 
ies and  the  deepening  of  our  social  and  eco- 
nomic Ills.  Although  there  is  no  single  an- 
swer to  these  problems,  increasing  wealth 
and  incomes  hardly  seems  like  a  bad  way  to 
start.  As  President  Kennedy  said,  "A  rising 
tide  lifts  all  boats."  The  difference  between 
then  and  now  Is  that  the  tide  Is  not  rising  as 
fast— and  It  certainly  Is  not  raising  all  boats 
equally.  Without  more  growth  we  are  simply 
setting  the  stage  for  a  battle  over  the  same 
pie. 

We  need  higher  growth  If  we  are  to  balance 
the  budget  without  unacceptable  cuts  to  so- 
cial programs,  or  without  letting  our  infra- 
structure crumble.  Only  a  growing  economy 
lets  us  generate  the  revenues  needed  by  the 
public  sector  while  reducing  the  tax  burden 
on  the  private  sector. 

The  Clinton  Administration  Is  entitled  to  a 
great  deal  of  credit  for  cutting  the  federal 
deficit  in  half,  while  putting  the  economy  on 
a  path  of  stable,  moderate  growth.  But  It's 


time  for  Administration  and  congressional 
leaders  to  take  advantage  of  the  current  mo- 
mentum to  reach  for  a  higher  level.  It's  also 
time  for  Wall  Street  and  the  Federal  Reserve 
to  stop  kicking  up  interest  rates  reflexively 
every  time  the  economy  shows  signs  of  mo- 
mentum. The  notion  that  we  must  choose  be- 
tween growth  and  Inflation  is  a  false  choice. 
Global  competition  as  well  as  new  tech- 
nologies has  set  new  parameters  on  every  as- 
pect of  the  economy.  A  3%-to-3Vi%  growth 
rate  is  not  only  an  achievable  national  objec- 
tive; it  is  an  economic  and  social  necessity. 
Mr.  HARKIN.  There  was  another  arti- 
cle by  Mr.  Rohatyn.  This  one  was  in 
the  Wall  Street  Journal,  last  Decem- 
ber. In  this  article  he  talks  about  the 
growth  assumptions  that  we  have  made 
and  the  affect  it  has  on  policy.  I  just 
want  to  read  a  couple  of  parts  of  it.  I 
will  not  read  the  whole  article,  but  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  it  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Asian  Wall  Street  Journal,  Dec.  7, 
1995] 
Cut  and  Be  Prosperous 
(By  Felix  G.  Rohatyn) 
The  current  budget  debate  In  the  U.S.  be- 
tween the  Clinton  administration  and  Con- 
gress has  an  air  of  unreality  about  it.  First, 
the  debate  is  dominated  by  economic  num- 
bers to  which  all  sides  cling  with  theological 
devotion,  despite  the  lack  of  any  evidence 
that  they  correspond  to  events  in  the  real 
world.  Second,  the  debate  focuses  on  only 
one  part  of  the  budget-balancing  equation- 
controlling  expenditures.  Nobody  is  talking 
about  growing  revenues  by  growing  the  econ- 
omy, yet  this  is  certainly  more  important 
than  any  other  part  of  the  budget  equation. 
Start  with  the  numbers.  Both  the  Presi- 
dent and  Congress  have  signed  off  on  a  seven- 
year  goal  to  balance  the  budget.  But  there  is 
nothing  magical  about  the  number  seven. 
Whether  the  budget  is  balanced  in  seven 
years  or  six  or  eight  has  no  economic,  finan- 
cial or  Intellectual  relevance;  the  financial 
markets  will  react  no  differently  if,  ulti- 
mately, there  Is  an  eight-year  or  even  nine- 
year  agreement.  What  is  critical  to  the  mar- 
kets is  the  certainty  of  the  outcome.  In  the 
present  seven-year  plan  there  is  no  certainty 
whatsoever;  the  only  certainty  is  that  things 
will  undoubtedly  turn  out  differently  than 
the  budget  forecast. 

That's  because  the  economic  assumptions 
made  by  both  sides  are  faulty.  The  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  forecast  Is  for  2.3%  an- 
nual growth  for  the  seven-year  period;  the 
administration's  Is  for  2.5%  annual  growth. 
Both  forecasts  are  undoubtedly  wrong.  That 
Is  not  their  greatest  sin.  however,  because 
all  forecasts  are  wrong,  especially  when  they 
go  beyond  next  year.  Their  greatest  sin  is  to 
accept,  and  implicitly  condemn,  the  U.S.  to 
our  present  growth  rate.  Despite  Wall 
Street's  love  affair  with  slow  growth,  the 
vast  majority  of  the  business  community  be- 
lieves this  to  be  far  short  of  the  economy's 
real  capacity  for  nonlnflatlonary  growth,  as 
well  as  being  Inadequate  to  meet  the  na- 
tion's private  and  public  investment  needs. 

What's  pushing  us  toward  accepting  lower 
growth?  Part  of  the  problem  is  faulty  eco- 
nomic measurements.  Both  Federal  Reserve 
Chairman  Alan  Greenspan  and  a  distin- 
guished panel  of  economists  have  said  that 
U.S.  actual  inflation  rate  may  be  more  than 
50%  below  the  official  measurement  of  the 
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consumer  price  index.  This  means  inflation 
may  be  a  less  Immediate  danger.  Further- 
more, the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  has  de- 
cided that  the  methodology  of  growth  rate 
measurements  Is  faulty  and  needs  to  be  re- 
vised downward.  Once  this  is  adjusted,  it 
may  ease  fears  that  we're  growing  "too 
fast." 

Another  factor  pushing  the  U.S.  toward 
lower  growth  Is  Its  foreign  trade  partners.  In 
Western  Europe,  the  goal  of  a  single  Euro- 
pean currency,  requiring  lower  budget  defi- 
cits and  lower  debt,  is  given  priority  over 
growth  and  employment  In  every  country  ex- 
cept Britlan.  Both  Germany  and  France, 
with  Inflation  rates  around  2%  and  unem- 
ployment rates  of  9%  and  12%  respectively, 
are  running  deflationary  policies  of  high  in- 
terest rates  together  with  budgetary  con- 
traction. Japan  is  effectively  in  a  no-growth, 
asset-deflation  mode. 

I  would  be  a  tragic  mistake  for  the  U.S.  to 
join  the  rest  of  the  developed  world  In  a  set 
of  economic  policies  combining  low  growth, 
high  real  Interest  rates  and  fiscal  contrac- 
tion— the  prescription  seemingly  favored  by 
both  Congress  and  the  White  House.  The  net 
result  of  these  policies  will  not  be  balanced 
budgets  but  higher  deficits  and  serious  social 
strains,  because  they  will  lead  to  less  growth 
and  hence  lower  government  revenues. 

Every  major  American  social  and  eco- 
nomic problem  requires  stronger  economic 
growth  for  Its  solution.  This  Includes  im- 
provements In  public  education  as  well  as  In- 
creasing private  capital  Investment  and  sav- 
ings; balancing  the  budget  and  maintaining  a 
social  safety  net;  Improving  the  economic 
conditions  in  the  big  cities  and  reducing  ra- 
cial tensions  as  a  result.  The  economic  and 
social  pressures  of  global  capitalism  can  be 
offset  only  by  higher  rates  of  economic 
growth.  Even  when  global  competition  was 
less  severe  and  social  problems  less 
daunting,  the  U.S.  did  not  generate  suffi- 
cient jobs  and  government  revenues  at  less 
than  3%  to  3Vi%  annual  growth  in  gross  do- 
mestic product. 

There  Is  only  one  explanation  for  the  U.S. 
government's  reluctance  to  adopt  a  higher 
growth  objective:  The  Inordinate  fear  of  In- 
fiatlon  resulting  from  higher  growth.  The 
view  that  the  economy's  capacity  for  non- 
inflationary  growth  In  limited  to  2V4%  is 
strongly  supported  by  the  financial  commu- 
nity, the  Treasury  and  the  Federal  Reserve, 
all  rightly  anxious  to  protect  the  securities 
and  currency  markets.  But  business  leaders 
strongly  believe  that  we  can  achieve  higher 
growth  with  little  risk  of  higher  Inflation. 
The  latest  economic  statistics  seem  to  con- 
firm this:  The  last  quarter  saw  4.2%  growth 
and  less  than  2%  Inflation.  It  Is  totally  ap- 
propriate to  fight  Inflation;  It  is  counter- 
productive to  limit  economic  growth  unnec- 
essarily. 

It  is  obviously  not  possible,  overnight,  to 
try  to  raise  the  growth  rate  without  raising 
the  fear  of  renewed  inflation;  global  capital 
markets  are  very  nervous,  and  maintaining  a 
strong  dollar  is  fundamental  to  U.S.  prosper- 
ity. But  a  number  of  policy  changes  should 
be  considered— but  aren't  at  the  moment. 

First,  the  U.S.'s  European  and  Japanese 
partners  should  be  persuaded  to  set  a  par- 
allel course  and  coordinate  lower  interest 
rates  while  promoting  domestic  growth  poli- 
cies of  their  own.  At  home,  the  U.S.  should 
consider  tax  reform  to  promote  Investment 
and  savings.  It  should  make  appropriate  in- 
creases in  public  investment,  even  sls  It  re- 
duces the  cost  of  social  programs  and  defense 
spending.  It  should  make  improvements  in 
public  education  an  Integral  component  of  a 


strategy  of  higher  growth  and  higher  produc- 
tivity. Hard  money,  higher  rates  of  growth, 
low  interest  rates  and  low  inflation  should 
be  the  economic  platform. 

There  will  be  obviously  be  vigorous  dif- 
ferences between  Republicans  and  the  ad- 
ministration about  the  tax  and  spending 
policies  needed  to  achieve  these  goals.  How- 
ever, since  there  is  no  real  argument  any 
more  about  the  goal  of  a  balanced  budget  let 
us,  at  least,  agree  that  balance  must  be 
achieved  by  higher  growth  and  retrench- 
ment. There  is  an  excellent  precedent  for 
this  strategy:  New  York  City's  experience  in 
1975.  when  it  teetered  on  the  edge  of  bank- 
ruptcy. How  did  the  city  balance  its  budget 
in  five  years  and  regain  access  to  the  credit 
markets?  Through  a  combination  of  rapid 
and  sustained  economic  growth,  on  the  one 
hand,  and,  on  the  other,  year-by-year  com- 
pliance with  tough  budget  targets  enforced 
by  an  Emergency  Financial  Control  Board. 

At  the  federal  level,  no  new  agency  Is  need- 
ed— but  a  new  mechanism  is  required  to  keep 
the  budget  plan  on  track  year  to  year  First, 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  would  deter- 
mine the  actual  deficit,  as  opposed  to  the 
projected  one.  Second,  the  President  and  the 
congressional  leadership  would  agree  on 
measures  to  resolve  differences  between  the 
predicted  deficit  and  the  real  one;  this  could 
include  additional  si>ending  cuts  or  new 
taxes,  or  a  combination  of  the  two.  This 
agreement  would  be  subject  to  ratification 
by  Congress.  Third,  if  no  agreements  was 
reached,  automatic  across-the-board  cuts  in 
the  budget  (Interest  payments  on  the  debt 
alone  would  be  exempt)  would  come  Into  ef- 
fect to  comply  with  the  forecast.  Of  course, 
provisions  would  have  to  be  made  to  defer 
cuts  in  case  of  a  serious  recession  or  a  na- 
tional emergency,  but  this  plan  would  reas- 
sure financial  markets  far  more  than  any 
seven-year  budget  goal. 

As  a  final  step,  both  the  administrative 
and  the  congressional  Republicans  should 
agree  on  an  objective  of  at  least  3%  annual 
growth  to  be  reached  In  the  next  two  or 
three  years.  The  difference  between  2.3%  and 
2.5%  growth  over  the  seven-year  period  is 
$475  billion  of  added  revenues;  the  difference 
between  2.5%  and  3%  is  more  than  Jl  trillion. 
There  are  stakes  worth  fighting  for.  The  na- 
tional debate  should  now  focus  on  the  most 
important  issue  facing  America:  not  wheth- 
er, but  how,  to  generate  the  growth  that  is 
adequate  to  the  country's  needs. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  This  was  in  the  Decem- 
ber 7,  Asian  Wall  Street  Journal. 

Mr.  Rohatyn  is  tAlking  about  budget 
forecasts.  Let  me  just  start  where  he 
says: 

That's  because  the  economic  assumptions 
made  by  both  sides  are  faulty.  The  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  forecast  Is  for  2.3  per- 
cent samual  growth  for  the  seven-year  pe- 
riod; the  administration's  is  for  2.5  percent 
annual  growth.  Both  forecasts  are  undoubt- 
edly wrong.  That  Is  not  their  greatest  sin, 
however,  because  all  forecasts  are  wrong,  es- 
pecially when  they  go  beyond  next  year. 
Their  greatest  sin  is  to  accept,  and  implic- 
itly condemn,  the  United  States  to  our 
present  growth  rate. 

Let  me  repeat  that.  What  Mr. 
Rohat3m  said  is  that  to  forecast  and  to 
set  our  policies  based  upon  2.3  percent 
or  2.5  percent  growth  for  several  years, 
that  is  not  the  greatest  sin,  be  says,  he 
stated  the  greatest  sin  is  to  accept  and 
implicitly  condemn  the  United  States 
to  our  present  growth  rate. 


Despite  Wall  Streets  love  affair  with  slow 
growth,  the  vast  majority  of  the  business 
community  believes  this  to  be  far  short  of 
the  economy's  real  capacity  for  non- 
Inflationary  growth,  as  well  as  being  Inad- 
equate to  meet  the  Nation's  private  and  pub- 
lic investment  needs. 

Mr.  Rohatyn  goes  on,  he  says: 
What  Is  pushing  us  toward  accepting  lower 
growth?  Part  of  the  problem  Is  faulty  eco- 
nomic measurements.  Both  Federal  Reserve 
Chairman  Alan  Greenspan  and  a  distin- 
guished panel  of  economists  have  said  that 
U.S.  actual  Infiatlon  rate  may  be  more  than 
50  percent  below  the  official  measurement  of 
the  Consumer  Price  Index.  This  means  infla- 
tion may  be  a  less  Immediate  danger.  Fur- 
thermore, the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  has 
decided  that  the  methodology  of  growth  rate 
measurements  is  faulty  and  needs  to  be  re- 
vised downward.  Once  this  is  adjusted  it  may 
ease  fears  that  we're  growing  "too  fast." 

Mr.  Rohatsm  goes  on  to  say: 

It  would  be  a  tragic  mistake  for  the  U.S.  to 
join  the  rest  of  the  developed  world  in  a  set 
of  economic  policies  combining  low  growth, 
high  real  Interest  rates,  and  fiscal  contrac- 
tion—the prescription  seemingly  favored  by 
both  Congress  and  the  White  House.  The  net 
result  of  these  policies  will  not  be  balanced 
budgets,  but  higher  deficits  and  serious  so- 
cial strains,  because  they  will  lead  to  less 
growth,  and  hence  lower  Government  reve- 
nues. 

Every  major  American  social  and  eco- 
nomic problem  requires  stronger  economic 
growth  for  its  solution.  This  includes  im- 
provements in  public  education  as  well  as  in- 
creasing private  capital  Investment  and  sav- 
ings; balancing  the  budget  and  maintaining  a 
social  safety  net:  improving  the  economic 
conditions  in  the  big  cities  and  reducing  ra- 
cial tensions  as  a  result.  The  economic  and 
social  pressures  of  global  capitalism  can  be 
offset  only  by  higher  rates  of  economic 
growth.  Even  when  global  competition  was 
less  severe,  and  social  problems  less 
daunting,  the  U.S.  did  not  generate  suffi- 
cient jobs  In  Government  revenues  at  less 
than  3  percent  to  3Vi  percent  annual  growth 
in  gross  domestic  product. 

There  is  only  one  explanation,  for  the  U.S. 
government's  reluctance  to  adopt  a  higher 
growth  objective:  the  inordinate  fear  of  in- 
flation resulting  l^m  higher  growth.  The 
view  that  the  economy's  capacity  for  non- 
inflationary  growth  is  limited  to  2V4  percent 
is  strongly  supported  by  the  financial  com- 
munity and  the  treasury  and  the  Federal  Re- 
serve, all  rightly  anxious  to  protect  the  secu- 
rities and  currency  markets.  But  business 
leaders  strongly  believe  we  can  achieve  high- 
er growth  with  little  risk  of  higher  Inflation. 

It  is  totally  appropriate  to  fight  Inflation. 
It  is  counterproductive  to  limit  econooiic 
growth  unnecessarily. 

(Mr.  THOMPSON  assumed  the  chair.) 
Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
Mr.  Rohatyn.  really  in  both  those  arti- 
cles, has  really  outlined  what  our  pol- 
icy ought  to  be  at  the  Federal  Reserve. 
That  is.  a  policy  of  balance.  That  is 
what  he  is  arguing  for.  He  is  not  say- 
ing, forget  about  inflation.  He  is  say- 
ing, when  there  is  no  inflation,  when 
the  fear  of  inflation  is  low  and  infla- 
tion is  way  down,  below  2  percent,  we 
can  take  some  risks  for  more  growth. 

Like  the  story  about  the  turtle  that 
only  makes  progress  when  he  sticks  his 
head  out  from  imdemeath  the  shell.  Of 
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course,  be  is  most  vulnerable  at  that 
point.  The  turtle  could  live  bis  entire 
life  closed  up  in  a  shell.  He  would  not 
gret  very  far,  but  be  would  be  safe.  Like 
the  turtle,  we  have  to  stick  our  necks 
out  once  in  a  while  for  growth.  If  we 
see  inflation  coming,  yes,  then  we  can 
retreat.  But  to  retreat  before  inflation 
is  threatened  is  to  condemn  America  to 
slow  growth,  is  to  condemn  American 
families  to  low  wages  and  high  unemr 
ployment.  It  means  that  we  will  have  a 
tougher  time  balancing  our  budget,  or 
it  means  if  we  do  want  to  balance  the 
budget,  we  are  going  to  cut  very  deeply 
into  social  safety  net  programs.  We 
will  cut  into  education,  we  will  cut 
into  health,  we  will  cut  into  Medicare, 
and  we  will  start  cutting  to  balance 
the  budget.  That  will  exacerbate  and 
make  worse  social  unrest  that  we  al- 
ready see  starting  out  there. 

We  must  have  a  policy  of  growth.  The 
Federal  Government  cannot  do  it  by 
itself.  We  have  no  magic  here  to  do 
that.  Yes,  we  can  cut  budgets,  and  we 
are.  We  can  cut  the  deficit,  and  we  are. 
We  can  streamline  Government. 

I  commend  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion for  what  it  has  done  to  streamline 
Government.  It  was  the  Clinton  admin- 
istration that  started  the  reorganiza- 
tion of  the  Federal  Government.  It  was 
President  Clinton  who  suggested  we 
trim  the  size  of  the  Federal  bureauc- 
racy to  its  lowest  point  since  John 
Kennedy  was  President. 

Yes,  we  can  take  those  steps,  and  we 
are  taking  those  steps,  but  unless  we 
have  growth  in  our  economy,  those 
cats  are  going  to  get  harder  and  harder 
in  the  future.  It  will  be  harder  to  make 
politically,  but  it  will  be  harder  on  peo- 
ple with  real  needs,  whether  it  is  an  el- 
derly pers'  n  who  is  ill  or  maybe  an  el- 
derly person  that  needs  heating  oil  in 
the  wintertime  and  we  do  not  have 
enough  money  to  pay  and  to  help  them 
buy  that  heating  oil  to  keep  warm  in 
the  winter.  It  is  a  family  that  has  a 
child  that  needs  a  Head  Start  Program 
and  cannot  get  it  because  we  do  not 
have  the  money  for  it.  We  simply  do 
not.  Or  maybe  it  is  a  young  couple 
starting  out,  both  of  them  are  working, 
and  they  would  like  to  save  to  buy  a 
new  home.  They  cannot  to  it  because 
the  interest  rates  are  too  high.  That  is 
what  is  ahead  for  us  if  we  do  not  have 
growth  in  our  economy. 

As  I  said,  we  have  limited  resources 
at  oar  fingertips  here  in  the  Congress 
to  do  that.  We  cut  the  deficit,  we  cut 
the  size  of  the  Federal  Government,  we 
can  streamline,  but  in  the  end  it  has  to 
be  the  Federal  Reserve  and  its  mone- 
tary policy  to  reduce  the  interest  rates 
that  will  allow  the  private  sector  to  ex- 
pand. By  allowing  the  private  sector  to 
expand  and  grow  with  new  plants  and 
new  equipment  and,  yes,  wage  growth 
for  hard-working  families,  that  will 
create  the  kind  of  revenues  that  the 
Federal  Government  takes  in  to  help 
meet  our  obligations  to  those  less  for- 
tunate. 


Mr.  President,  Rohatyn  points  out 
the  increasing  social  unrest  that  will 
happen  if  we  continue  on  with  the  tight 
money  policy  imder  Mr.  Greenspan.  Mr. 
President,  I  do  think  we  should  have 
monetary  goals  that  allow  for  3  per- 
cent, maybe  3V^  percent  growth,  a  per- 
cent higher  than  what  we  have.  Of 
course,  as  I  said,  if  it  was  achieved,  we 
would  see  our  revenues  climb  as  profits 
and  income  increase,  and  many  pro- 
gram costs  would  fall.  Again,  I  com- 
mend President  Clinton  for  the  ap- 
proaches he  has  taken  to  reduce  the 
budget  deficit  and  to  reduce  the  size  of 
the  Government. 

Next,  I  want  to  discuss  some  of  the 
recent  news  impacting  on  interest 
rates,  how  the  perceptions  of  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  and  its  actions  have 
shaped  the  market's  reaction  to  the 
news,  and  why  I  believe  Alan  Green- 
span's historic  pattern  of  actions  is  not 
helpful  for  our  economy  to  grow.  I 
would  like  to  know  how  approving  his 
renomination  and  his  hair-trigger  reac- 
tion toward  raising  interest  rates 
makes  talk  of  a  growing  economy  from 
a  supply  side  tax  cut  totally  impos- 
sible. 

There  are  those  who  say  we  need  to 
have  this  big  tax  cut  now,  as  if  some- 
how this  tax  cut  is  goixig  to  lend  itself 
to  a  supply  side  growth  in  our  econ- 
omy. But  if  you  have  high  interest 
rates,  unreasonably  high  interest  rates, 
tight  money  policy,  then  that  will  not 
happen.  Tax  cuts  will  just  simply  go 
for  higher  interest  payments.  That  is 
all  they  will  go  for.  If  you  want  to  real- 
ly get  the  economy  moving,  yes,  you 
should  get  our  rate  of  interest  down, 
and  then  have  targeted  tax  cuts  to 
working  families.  That  would  really 
spur  the  economy.  To  do  it  without 
lowering  interest  rates  is  counter- 
productive. 

If  the  Federal  Reserve  is  going  to 
look  at  a  reduction  of  revenue  without 
immediate  offsetting  reductions  in 
spending  as  inflationary,  then  interest 
rates  are  likely  to  increase  and  higher 
interest  rates  will  send  the  economy 
into  a  dive,  further  exacerbating  the 
deficit.  In  that  environment,  the  abil- 
ity to  promote  any  kind  of  a  supply 
side  tax  reduction  that  benefited  the 
economy  becomes  highly  suspect. 

One  of  the  very  strange  things  to 
most  people  who  read  the  newspapers  is 
how  the  bond  and  stock  markets  now 
tend  to  go  down  when  there  is  signifi- 
cant good  news  about  the  economy  as  a 
whole,  as  I  just  read  from  a  couple  of 
articles.  The  reason  is  because  they  be- 
lieve as  soon  as  the  economy  gets  bet- 
ter, interest  rates  will  rise. 

Will  they  rise  because  of  fear  of  infla- 
tion, or  do  they  think  they  will  rise  be- 
cause of  a  hair-trigger  orientation  to- 
ward raising  interest  rates  at  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve?  I  believe  a  very  large 
component  is  the  fear  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  increases  in  its  interest  rates 
and  not  the  fear  of  inflation. 
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I  suppose  Mr.  Greenspan's  supporters 
would  say  the  answer  is  if  the  economy 
overheats,  there  will  be  a  bottleneck  in 
the  economy,  shortages  of  goods,  the 
inability  to  deliver  them  on  time, 
shortages  in  employees.  This,  of 
course,  will  result  in  higher  prices  for 
wages  paid,  and  thus  inflation.  Infla- 
tion will  increase  and  erode  the  value 
of  long-term  bonds.  The  bond  market 
will  therefore  demand  higher  interest 
rates  to  slow  the  economy  and  reduce 
inflation,  and  clearly  higher  interest 
rates  reduce  consumer  demands,  in- 
crease business  costs  and  lower  profits. 

Under  Mr.  Greenspan's  Federal  Re- 
serve. I  believe  there  is  a  perception, 
cultivated  by  him,  that  he  does  have  a 
hair  trigger  and  if  there  is  ever  any 
early  sign  at  all  of  any  Inflation,  they 
will  raise  interest  rates.  Unfortu- 
nately, it  is  more  than  true.  He  may 
claim  it  calms  the  markets,  but  I  think 
he  is  leading  the  charge  to  higher  rates 
in  a  slower  economy. 

Sometimes  we  have  seen  this  hair 
trigger  operate  when  signs  of  inflation 
are  ephemeral,  at  best.  The  bonds  and 
stock  markets  both  initially  hit  the 
skids  when  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statis- 
tics issued  its  report  on  May  unem- 
ployment last  Friday.  What  did  the  re- 
port say?  Mr.  President,  348,000  jobs 
were  added  to  the  payroll.  In  addition, 
there  was  an  upward  revision  in  the 
April  emplosrment  figures  by  163,000; 
about  500,000  additional  jobs  in  Amer- 
ica over  a  2-month  period.  There  was 
about  40,000  less  than  that  because  sta- 
tistics counted  higher  for  election  day 
in  many  States,  so  we  are  talking 
about  460,000. 

There  was  a  huge  549,000  increase  in 
the  work  force  in  May.  Half  a  million 
people  wanted  to  get  into  the  job  mar- 
ket. They  wanted  to  work  in  April. 
Only  two-thirds  found  jobs. 

I  hear  people  say,  "My  gosh,  look  at 
all  the  new  jobs  we  have  created.  We 
are  up  to  500,000  in  a  couple  of 
months."  But  what  they  point  out  is 
that  in  May,  there  was  a  549,000  in- 
crease in  the  work  force,  and  what  we 
found  is  that  over  that  period  of  time, 
about  460,000  new  jobs. 

So  only  about  two-thirds  of  the  peo- 
ple looking  for  work  found  work.  So,  in 
actuality,  the  unemployment  rate  in- 
creased from  3.6  to  5.6  percent  in  May. 
Again  when  you  tell  people  that,  they 
say,  "Wait  a  minute.  I  have  been  read- 
ing about  all  of  these  new  jobs  cre- 
ated." That  is  true.  That  is  only  one 
side  of  the  ledger.  You  must  look  at 
the  other  side  of  the  ledger  and  how 
many  people  are  looking  for  work.  This 
is  about  a  third  more  looking  for  work 
than  actually  found  jobs.  So  unemploy- 
ment actually  increased.  With  a  fear 
that  increased  jobs  will  yield  to  bottle- 
necks, this  news  says  there  are  a  lot 
more  people  looking,  providing  com- 
petition for  the  growing  number  of  job 
positions  that  become  available. 

What  about  the  direct  measure  of  in- 
flation—rising wages?  We  talked  about 
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unemployment:  let  us  talk  about 
wages.  In  the  March  figxires  released  in 
April,  wages  increased  by  7  cents.  On 
Friday,  the  new  figure  said,  after  ad- 
justments after  the  past  2  months, 
wages  only  increased  by  a  jsenny  an 
hour.  The  economy,  they  said,  did  very 
well  in  April.  CJenerally,  economists 
felt  it  was  a  pretty  good  month  and  a 
pretty  good  quarter  of  the  year.  There 
is  a  widely  held  view  that  the  economy 
will  not  do  as  well  in  the  second  half. 

What  is  the  problem  with  rising  bond 
prices?  It  is  the  Federal  Reserve.  Ev- 
eryone in  the  market  understands  Mr. 
Greenspan's  character.  So  the  30-year 
Federal  bond  interest  rate  increased  by 
13  basis  points  last  Friday  largely  on 
the  bet  that  the  Federal  Reserve  rate 
increase  was  on  the  way.  We  keep  hear- 
ing that,  at  the  next  meeting  of  the 
Federal  Open  Market  Committee,  there 
is  going  to  probably  be  an  increase. 

First  of  all,  unemployment  actually 
went  up.  Rising  wages  is  only  about  a 
penny  an  hour.  Whjr?  Yet,  bond  interest 
rates  increased  by  13  basis  points.  Why 
is  all  of  this  important?  It  is  important 
because,  in  the  short  term,  the  fear  and 
the  expectation  of  Federal  Reserve  rate 
hikes  mean  higher  mortgage  rates  and 
other  interest  costs  even  before  pos- 
sible Federal  Reserve  action.  If  the 
Federal  Reserve  increases  the  interest 
rates,  which  in  recent  years  is  almost 
automatically  followed  by  increases  in 
the  prime  rates  of  banks,  then  the  cost 
of  doing  business  or  operating  a  farm 
will  increase.  The  cost  to  consumers 
who  want  to  buy  things  increases. 

But  the  most  important  effect  of  Mr. 
Greenspan's  Federal  Reserve  policy  is 
it  blocks  faster  economic  growth.  As  I 
said,  Mr.  Greenspan  talked  about  the 
desirable  growth  at  a  bit  over  2  percent 
a  year.  Many  economists  say  that  our 
economy  could  grow  well  over  3  per- 
cent, as  Mr.  Rohatsm  does,  without 
triggering  higher  inflation.  Many  say 
we  could  sustain  that  rate  for  a  longer 
period  of  time. 

But  I  think  it  can  be  said  with  cer- 
tainty, a  1-percent  increase  in  growth 
for  1  year  means  an  extra  $75  billion 
added  to  the  economy  and  the  follow- 
ing year  and  each  year  thereafter.  If  we 
sustain  that  higher  growth  for  2  years, 
then  we  are  talking  about  an  extra  S150 
billion  in  the  size  of  the  economy  per 
year;  3  years,  S225  billion  a  year  added; 
4  years — you  get  my  point.  What  this 
would  mean  in  cumulative  effects  to 
the  economy  is  nothing  short  of  star- 
tling. 

A  larger  economy  means  more  in 
wages  and  a  better  quality  of  life  for 
Americans.  I  believe  it  is  worth  a  try. 
Mr.  Rohatyn  believes  it  is  worth  a  try, 
and  so  do  many,  many  economists.  Es- 
pecially business  people  think  it  is 
worth  a  try.  I  think  we  should  allow 
the  economy  to  grow  at  the  strongest 
rate  possible.  Of  course,  this  means  we 
must  lower  interest  rates. 

Again,  is  there  a  risk  of  inflation? 
Yes;  not  as  great  as  the  risk  would 


have  been  20  years  ago  in  the  1970's.  As 
I  pointed  out,  we  have  a  world  market 
in  goods,  we  have  a  world  market  in 
labor,  and  we  have  new,  more  massive 
retailing  and  discounting  in  America 
that  we  never  had  20  years  ago.  Plus  we 
have  a  large  pool  not  only  of  unem- 
ployed but  underemployed. 

That  is  another  point  that  I  am  going 
to  be  talking  about  later.  We  can  look 
at  the  unemployed  figures.  They  say, 
"Well,  it  is  5.6-percent  unemployment. 
But  there  are  a  lot  of  people — and  we 
all  know  it  because  we  talked  to  our 
constituents— there  are  a  lot  of  people 
out  there  who  are  underemployed. 
They  have  a  job,  but  it  is  not  the  job 
they  want,  and  it  is  not  the  job  paying 
them  the  wage  that  their  education 
and  their  abilities  might  otherwise 
argue  for.  But  they  are  taking  it  be- 
cause there  is  nothing  else.  It  is  not 
uncommon  for  a  family  with  the  hus- 
band working  one  or  two  jobs,  the 
spouse,  the  wife,  working  one  or  two 
jobs,  and  one  or  more  of  the  children 
working.  Many  of  those  second  jobs  are 
lower  wage,  many  times  minimum- 
wage,  jobs.  So  there  is,  I  think,  a  great 
deal  of  underemplosrment. 

So,  if  we  were  able  to  spur  economic 
growth  to  buy  new  plants  and  equip- 
ment, new  opportunities,  I  believe  that 
a  lot  of  the  underutilized  jobs  would 
move  to  other  sectors  and  a  lot  of  the 
underemployed  people  would  take 
those  jobs.  So  again,  it  argues  against 
any  kind  of  tightness  in  the  labor  marr 
ket  that  would  argue  for  inflation.  So, 
yes.  there  is  a  chance,  there  is  a  risk. 

As  I  said,  it  is  like  the  turtle.  The 
turtle  never  makes  progress  until  it 
sticks  its  neck  out.  Of  course,  that  is 
when  it  is  most  vulnerable.  A  turtle 
can  spend  its  whole  life  clammed  up  in 
its  shell,  but  it  would  never  get  any- 
where. We  can  spend  the  rest  of  this 
century  and  a  good  portion  of  the  early 
part  of  the  next  century  clammed  up  in 
our  shell,  too,  while  other  nations  out- 
strip us,  while  other  nations'  growth 
rates  exceed  ours,  and  while  we  con- 
demn our  people  to  a  lower  standard  of 
living.  That  is  really  what  this  is 
about. 

Some  people  say,  "Well,  you  mean  to 
tell  me  it  is  all  wrapped  up  in  one  per- 
son. Mr.  Greenspan?"  My  answer  is. 
yes,  a  lot  of  it;  not  all  of  it,  but  a  lot 
of  it  because  of  the  power  of  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Chairman  and  because  of 
the  monetary  policy  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve. 

Some  would  say  that  cannot  be  true. 
Alan  Greenspan  does  not  want  the 
economy  to  grow  more  quickly?  Is  that 
a  fair  statement?  Mr.  Greenspan  does 
not  believe  that  the  risk  of  inflation  is 
worth  what  could  be  substantial  job 
growth  and  higher  income.  He  has 
spent  his  entire  professional  life  fight- 
ing for  that  view.  I  believe  he  is  so  ori- 
ented toward  that  view,  blinded  by 
that  view,  that  he  failed  to  act  deci- 
sively to  bring  the  U.S.  economy  out  of 


two  of  the  most  serious  recessions  in 
the  post-World  War  II  era. 

In  1974,  while  chairman  of  President 
Ford's  Council  of  Economic  Advisers, 
and  in  1990.  as  Chairman  of  the  Federal 
Reserve,  both  times  he  failed  to  act  de- 
cisively to  bring  the  U.S.  economy  out 
of  serious  recessions.  In  February  1994, 
he  started  a  series  of  seven  interest- 
rate  increases  with  no  real  sense  of  in- 
flation. Perhaps  on  the  horizon  there 
may  have  been  a  mirage  of  inflation 
sometime  in  the  future. 

Last  Thursday's  Washington  Post 
had  an  interesting  article  written  by 
John  Berry.  It  said  the  Federal  Reserve 
officials  did  not  intend  to  orchestrate  a 
signal  on  the  prior  Wednesday,  on  May 
29.  that  the  Fed  wanted  to  raise  inter- 
est rates  at  their  July  3  meeting.  But 
we  have  seen  a  number  of  statements 
last  week  on  exactly  that  point,  a  few 
days  before  the  article.  Some  of  those 
statements  said  that  the  Federal  Re- 
serve was  not  intending  to  raise  rates, 
and  inflation  looks  like  it  is  under  con- 
trol; the  economy  is  not  going  out  of 
hand.  But  I  note  that  the  bond  and 
stock  markets  did  take  some  of  the  re- 
marks made  by  Fed  officials  made  on 
May  29  very  seriously. 

Susan  Phillips,  a  member  of  the 
board,  and  Al  Brodous  a  member  of  a 
Richmond  bank,  indicated  that  they 
were  seeing  inflationary  pressures  in 
the  economy.  When  the  news  came  out 
that  the  30-year  bond  moved  up,  stocks 
quickly  dipped  when  the  economists 
were  heard  on  Wall  Street.  Speaking  In 
Washington,  according  to  the  Wall 
Street  Journal,  Phillips  was  concerned 
about  rising  commodity  prices  and 
Brodous  was  concerned  about  the 
tightness  in  the  labor  market.  On  Fri- 
day. 2  days  later,  the  30-year  bond  was 
still  13  basis  points  higher,  affecting 
real  people.  Mortgage  rates  were  also 
up  sharply.  The  beginning  of  last  week 
saw  lots  of  statements  of  denial,  and 
the  culmination  was  John  Berry's  piece 
in  the  Washington  Post,  and  the  30- 
year  bond  returned  to  near  its  prior 
level. 

My  point  in  telling  this  is  not  to  say 
that  Fed  officials  purposely  organized 
an  effort  to  send  a  signal  or  not.  That 
is  not  the  point.  It  is  to  say  that  every- 
one in  the  market  knows  about  Mr. 
Greenspan's  hair  trigger.  If  you  are 
going  to  have  large  sums  that  will  be 
invested  in  the  bond  market,  that  view 
is  highly  to  your  advantage.  It  keeps 
the  chances  of  inflation  way  down.  Un- 
fortunately, it  keeps  the  economy  hob- 
bling along  and  wages  close  to  stag- 
nant. What  is  good  for  bondholders  is 
not  necessarily  always  good  for  Amer- 
ica, and  not  necessarily  always  good 
for  the  average  American. 

At  the  end  of  last  week  the  30-year 
bond  was  about  15  basis  points  higher 
than  it  was  a  few  days  before.  Mort- 
gage rates  went  up.  And,  unfortu- 
nately, there  is  now  a  reasonable 
chance  that  the  Federal  Reserve  might 
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increase  rates  on  July  3.  That  is  all 
being  bandied  about.  Again,  why?  What 
is  there  out  there  that  would  even 
cause  someone  to  think  that  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  might  raise  interest  rates? 
The  labor  market  is  not  tight.  There  is 
no  inflation  inherently  threatening  at 
all.  Yet  they  are  talking  about  it. 

What  was  the  truth,  anyway — com- 
modity prices?  They  have  been  stable 
for  months.  On  the  day  Ms.  Phillips 
made  her  comments,  the  IPC  stood  at 
253.  A  month  before,  at  the  end  of 
April,  it  was  around  256.  This  is  the 
Index  of  Prices  for  Commodities.  So 
how  could  that  statement  be  made  that 
there  is  a  tightening  in  commodities 
when,  in  fact,  the  index  came  down 
three  points,  from  1  month  to  the 
other? 

Oil  came  down  to  about  S20  a  barrel 
from  its  peak  of  about  $25  a  couple  of 
months  ago.  Oil  prices  are  coming 
down,  to  the  refinery.  Unfortunately 
we  have  not  seen  much  at  the  gas  pump 
yet. 

So  where  is  the  climb  in  commodity 
prices?  They  are  generally  going  down 
more  than  up. 

Let  us  look  at  the  labor  markets. 
Again,  what  do  we  see?  Unemployment 
was  up.  Unemplosonent  was  up  5.4  per- 
cent for  April,  but  unemplojmient  has 
been  in  a  range  of  5.4  to  5.8  percent 
since  October,  1994.  And  in  1994  many 
at  the  Fed  were  saying  that  ansrthing 
below  6-percent  unemployment  would 
likely  cause  higher  inflation.  Wrong. 
Perhaps,  if  we  would  not  send  interest 
rates  sksrrocketing,  we  might  discover 
we  could  sustain  strong  growth  with- 
out accelerating  inflation,  bringing  un- 
employment down  actually  to  5  per- 
cent. 

In  recent  months  the  Help  Wanted 
Index  has  also  been  low.  This  is  a  clear 
indication  that  employers  are  not  hav- 
ing difficulty  finding  employees.  A 
weak  Help  Wanted  Index  is  something 
that  might  be  expected  in  a  slumping 
economy.  More  important,  a  weak  Help 
Wanted  Index  is  also  one  more  indica- 
tion that  inflation  is  not  threatening 
because  employers  will  not  have  to  in- 
crease wages  and  benefits  to  attract 
employees.  And  we  all  know  that  em- 
ployee wages  and  compensation  are  one 
of  the  greatest  causes  of  inflation.  So 
why  the  hair  trigger?  There  is  little 
reason,  in  my  view,  that  fair-minded, 
balanced  experts  should  want  to  raise 
interest  rates  at  this  time. 

Just  over  the  last  couple  of  days  we 
have  received  some  good  news  about  in- 
flation. The  CPI  went  up  by  .3  percent, 
core  CPI  went  up  only  .2  percent,  pro- 
ducer prices  went  down  .1  percent.  Yet 
the  airwaves  have  been  all  filled  with 
talk  that  the  Fed  may  raise  rates. 
Why?  Because  of  Mr.  Greenspan's  hair 
trigger. 

I  would  like  to  now  go  through  some 
of  Alan  Greenspan's  actions  in  the  past 
concerning  interest  rates,  that  might 
explain  the  perceptions  of  the  bond  and 
stock  markets. 


First  I  want  to  talk  briefly  about  a 
constant  called  NAIRU.  I  referred  to  it 
earlier,  the  nonaccelerating  inflation 
rate  of  unemployment.  Under  this  con- 
cept, as  unemplojrment  falls  below  a 
certain  point,  bottlenecks  occur  be- 
cause the  country  runs  out  of  skilled 
employees.  As  a  result,  employers  must 
begin  to  offer  increased  pay  and  great- 
er benefits  to  attract  employees.  As  a 
result  of  this,  producers  must  raise 
their  prices  to  keep  pace  with  the  in- 
creased costs  of  doing  business.  Thus, 
this  leads  to  inflation. 

This  model  argues  that  if  monetary 
policy  is  structured  in  such  a  way  as  to 
keep  unemployment  below  its  natural 
level,  runaway  inflation  will  result  at 
an  accelerating  rate  that  could  be  re- 
versed by  only  painfully  high  levels  of 
unemployment.  The  conventional  wis- 
dom held  by  Mr.  Greenspan  is  that  the 
current  natural  rate  of  unemployment 
is  aroimd  6  percent.  I  want  to  be  as  fair 
as  I  can.  Mr.  Greenspan  said  he  has  no 
specific  rate  in  mind,  that  he  just 
watches  the  details.  But  for  a  long 
time  the  word  was  that  this  NAIRU,  if 
I  can  call  it  that,  was  at  least  6  per- 
cent. Below  that  rate,  we  would  see  es- 
calating inflation.  But  imemplojrment 
went  below  6  percent  about  20  months 
ago  and  there  is  still  no  impact.  Now 
the  accountants  are  saying  that 
NAIRU  is  maybe  5.8  percent,  or  5.5  per- 
cent. 

There  was  an  interesting  article  by 
Patrice  Hill  earlier  this  month  in  the 
June  4  Washington  Times  on  that 
point.  I  just  wanted  to  read  a  little  bit 
from  that  article.  This  was  in  the 
Washington  Times  dated  June  4,  by 
Patrice  Hill. 

Is  the  Federal  Reserve  keeping  unemploy- 
ment unnecessarily  higrh  and  preventing' 
more  than  a  million  workers  from  finding 
jobs? 

A  number  of  analysts  say  yes,  the  Fed  may 
be  depriving  workers  because  of  a  too-cau- 
tious belief  that  if  it  loosen  the  money  tap 
and  lets  the  unemployment  rate  fall  below 
its  current  level  of  5.4  percent,  the  would 
trigger  wage  and  price  inflation. 

"The  Fed  is  probably  shortchanging  the 
economy."  said  Maury  Harris,  chief  econo- 
mist with  Paine  Webber  Inc.  in  New  York 
pointing  to  a  succession  of  relatively  infla- 
tion-free economic  reports. 

In  the  19e0's,  inflation  reared  Its  ugly  head 
when  unemployment  dropped  to  between  5.5 
and  6  percent,  so  the  Fed  and  many  econo- 
mists still  see  that  level  of  unemployment  as 
a  "danger  zone"  where  inflation  lurks.  They 
fear  the  demand  for  workers  will  start  out- 
stripping the  number  of  people  seeking  work, 
driving  up  wages,  the  cost  of  business,  and 
ultimately,  fueling  inflation. 

But  Fed  critics  in  Congress  and  in  eco- 
nomic circles  note  that  unemplojrment  has 
hovered  in  the  5.5  percent  range  for  two 
years  now,  with  little  sign  of  a  pickup  in 
wage  growth  or  inflation.  In  fact,  "wage 
stagnation"  is  frequently  singled  out  as  a 
problem. 

Mr.  Harris  and  a  growing  number  of  promi- 
nent analysts  say  unemployment  could  drop 
still  further— to  between  4  percent  and  5  per- 
cent—without triggering  inflation.  And  that 
would  make  life  better  for  a  lot  of  people— a 


one-xwint  drop  in  unemployment  puts  a  little 
over  a  million  back  to  work. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  article  be  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Washington  Times,  June  4, 1996] 

Inflation-Wary  Fed  Costs  Jobs,  CRmcs 

Say 

(By  Patrice  Hill) 

Is  the  Federal  Reserve  keeping  unemploy- 
ment unnecessarily  high  and  preventing 
more  than  a  million  workers  from  finding 
jobs? 

A  number  of  analysts  say  yes,  the  Fed  may 
be  depriving  workers  because  of  a  too-cau- 
tious belief  that  if  it  loosens  the  money  tap 
and  lets  the  unemployment  rate  fall  below 
its  current  level  of  5.4  percent,  that  would 
trigger  wage  and  price  inflation. 

"The  Fed  is  probably  shortchanging  the 
economy."  said  Maury  Harris,  chief  econo- 
mist with  Paine  Webber  Inc.  in  New  York, 
pointing  to  a  succession  of  relatively  infla- 
tion-free economic  reports. 

In  the  iseos,  inflation  reared  its  ugly  head 
when  unemployment  dropped  to  between  5.5 
and  6  percent,  so  the  Fed  and  many  econo- 
mists still  see  that  level  of  unemployment  as 
a  "danger  zone"  where  inflation  lurks.  They 
fear  the  demand  for  workers  will  start  out- 
stripping the  number  of  people  seeking  work, 
driving  up  wages,  the  cost  of  business,  and 
ultimately,  fueling  inflation. 

But  Fed  critics  in  Congress  and  in  eco- 
nomic circles  note  that  unemployment  has 
hovered  in  the  5.5  percent  range  for  two 
years  now,  with  little  sigrn  of  a  pickup  in 
wage  growth  or  Inflation.  In  fact,  "wage 
stagnation"  is  frequently  singled  out  as  a 
problem. 

Mr.  Harris  and  a  growing  number  of  promi- 
nent analysts  say  unemployment  could  drop 
still  further— to  between  4  percent  and  5  i)er- 
cent— without  triggering  inflation.  And  that 
would  make  life  better  for  a  lot  of  people — a 
one-point  drop  in  unemployment  puts  a  little 
over  a  million  back  to  work. 

Their  theory  gives  fuel  to  a  handful  of  lib- 
eral senators  who  have  been  holding  up  Alan 
Greenspan's  nomination  to  remain  as  Fed 
chairman,  arguing  that  his  unnecessarily 
high  interest  rate  policies  have  held  back 
growth  and  employment. 

Mr.  Harris  said  the  Fed  is  just  being  cau- 
tious because  "they  don't  want  to  take  any 
chances  of  setting  o^  inflation"  after  bring- 
ing It  down  to  the  lowest  levels  in  decades. 

He  held  out  hope  that  as  the  Fed  sees  un- 
employment go  down  gradually  without  ig- 
niting price  increases,  it  may  be  more  con- 
tent to  sit  on  the  sidelines  and  not  raise 
short-term  interest  rates. 

Mr.  GREENSPAN,  in  appearances  before 
Congress,  Insists  that  the  Fed  is  open  to 
higher  growth  and  employment  and  is  not 
tei-geting  any  specific  unemplojrment  rate 
such  as  5.5  percent.  But  he  defends  the  Ted's 
decision  to  dramatically  raise  interest  rat3S 
in  1994  when  unemployment  fell  belcw  6  per- 
cent, saying  it  was  accompanied  by  a  Mg 
pickup  in  commodity  prices. 

Some  Fed  members  have  been  more 
straightforward  about  tying  the  central 
bank's  actions  to  the  level  of  unemployment. 

"The  unemplosnnent  rate  Is  about  as  low 
as  you  can  expect  It  to  go  without  a  worry  of 
inflation,"  said  Cathy  Mlnehan.  the  presi- 
dent of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Boston, 
last  week,  while  admitting  that  inflation,  as 
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measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  re- 
mains well-behaved. 

San  Francisco  reserve  bank  President  Rob- 
ert T.  Parry  has  told  reporters  that  he  be- 
lieves the  unemployment  rate  below  which 
inflation  becomes  a  problem— in  technical 
jargon  known  as  the  "non-accelerating  infla- 
tion rate  of  unemplojrment"- is  around  5.75 
percent.  He  says  the  economy  is  already  op- 
erating in  the  inflation  "danger  zone." 

"It  would  surprise  me  if  '96  and  '97  didn't 
show  some  pickup"  in  inflation,  he  said  last 
week.  "It  would  probably  be  wrong  to  think 
that  the  lack  of  influence  of  wage  pressures 
will  continue  indefinitely." 

While  many  economists  agree  with  the 
Fed,  some  say  it  has  not  fully  taken  into  ac- 
count two  factors  that  have  increased  the 
economy's  employment  potential:  the  aging 
of  Baby  Boom  workers  and  the  stiff,  world- 
wide competition  in  trade  that  has  unfolded 
since  the  end  of  the  Cold  War. 

Mr.  Harris  and  Ed  Yardenl.  chief  economist 
with  C.J.  Lawrence  Inc.  in  New  York,  say  the 
unprecedented  trade  competition  has  held 
down  prices  and  wages,  while  the  aging  of 
the  baby  boom  has  brought  more  experience 
to  the  work  force  and  is  driving  down  the  un- 
employment rate. 

When  the  large  baby  boom  generation  was 
young  and  less  skilled  in  the  1970s  and  1980s, 
they  had  a  harder  time  finding  jobs,  causing 
the  unemployment  rate  to  drift  higher.  But 
now,  the  reverse  may  be  happening,  the  ana- 
lysts say. 

Mr.  Harris  points  to  the  low.  4.5  percent 
unemployment  rate  in  the  Midwest  manufac- 
turing belt— accompanied  by  low,  2.7  percent 
wage  Inflation— as  evidence  that  unemploy- 
ment nationwide  could  drop  further  without 
setting  off  a  wage-price  inflation  spiral. 

Mr.  Yardenl  notes  that  unempl03rment 
dropped  as  low  as  4  percent  in  the  1960s  with- 
out inflation.  The  same  thing  could  happen 
in  the  1990s,  but  for  different  reasons,  he 
said. 

"The  world  has  changed.  The  end  of  the 
Cold  War  is  a  major  shock"  that  has  brought 
with  it  a  flood  of  trade  and  cheap  imported 
goods,  but  along  with  it  the  fierce  competi- 
tion that  has  kept  a  lid  on  prices  and  wages, 
he  said. 

David  Wyss.  economist  with  DRI/McGraw- 
Hill  Inc.  In  Boston,  defended  the  Fed  and  dis- 
missed as  "wishful  thinking"  the  theory 
that  unemployment  could  go  much  lower 
without  inflation. 

Some  one-time  factors  have  been  aiding 
employers  in  holding  jobs  costs  down,  he 
said,  including  a  recent  dramatic  drop  in 
health  care  inflation,  and  recessions  in  Eu- 
rope and  Japan  that  have  held  down  world- 
wide demand  and  prices  for  raw  materials. 
Those  helpful  developments  could  soon  sub- 
side, he  said. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  I  just  want  to  read  one 
other  part  of  that  article.  Ms.  Hill  said 
that: 

Mr.  Greenspan,  in  appearances  before  Con- 
gress, insists  that  the  Fed  is  open  to  higher 
growth  and  employment  and  is  not  targeting 
any  specific  unemployment  rate  such  as  5.5 
percent.  But  he  defends  the  Fed's  decision  to 
dramatically  raise  interest  rates  in  1994 
when  unemployment  fell  below  6  percent, 
saying  it  was  accompanied  by  a  big  pickup  in 
commodity  prices. 

*  «  *  *  • 

While  many  economists  agree  with  the 
Fed,  some  say  it  has  not  fully  taken  into  ac- 
count two  factors  that  have  increased  the 
economy's  employment  potential:  the  aging 
of  Baby  Boom  workers  and  the  stiff,  world- 


wide competition  in  trade  that  has  unfolded 
since  the  end  of  the  Cold  War. 

She  quotes  Mr.  Ed  Yardeni,  chief 
economist  with  C.J.  Lawrence,  Inc.,  in 
New  York  who  said: 

Mr.  Yardeni  notes  that  unemployment 
dropped  as  low  as  4  percent  in  the  1960s  with- 
out inflation.  The  same  thing  could  happen 
in  the  1990s,  but  for  different  reasons,  he 
said. 

So,  again,  I  said  at  the  outset  of  my 
comments,  I  think  Mr.  Greenspan's 
economic  perceptions  are  locked  in  the 
1960's  and  1970's.  And  the  world  has 
changed  dramatically  since  that  point 
in  time. 

So,  let  us  say— let  us  assume  that  the 
floor  on  unemployment  is  not  5.5  per- 
cent. Let  us  just  say  it  is  5  percent, 
half  a  percent  lower.  The  National  Bu- 
reau of  Economic  Research,  a  distin- 
guished group  that  is  recognized  as  the 
arbiter  of  when  recessions  begin  and 
end,  recently  published  a  working 
paper  which  might  explain  part  of  the 
problem.  It  is  entitled,  "How  Precise 
are  Estimates  of  the  Natural  Rate  of 
Unemployment,"  NAIRU. 

To  explain  this  point  I  would  like  to 
use  the  hypothetical  example  of  a  po- 
litical poll,  which  we  are  kind  of  all  fa- 
miliar with.  For  example,  if  a  poll  says 
that  60  percent  of  the  American  people 
believe  x,  it  basically  means  that  60 
percent  plus  or  minus  a  certain  per- 
centage actually  believe  x.  NAIRU, 
nonacceleiuting  inflation  rate  of  unem- 
ployment, and  other  economic  statis- 
tics, work  the  same  way.  So  I  was  sur- 
prised to  learn  that  the  range  of 
NAIRU  is  plus  or  minus  2.6  percent  of 
unemployment.  That  means  that  when 
NAIRU  is  assumed  to  be  6.2  percent  in 
1990,  the  natural  rate  of  unemplosrment 
is  actually  somewhere  between  5.1  per- 
cent and  7.7  percent. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  each 
one-tenth  of  one  point  of  imemploy- 
ment  represents  about  132,000  people 
who  do  not  have  a  job,  nmny  of  whom 
have  families.  What  this  means  is  that 
a  Federal  Reserve  decision  to  tighten 
credit  through  higher  interest  rates  to 
slow  the  economy  down  does  a  couple 
of  things  that  impact  Americans.  Some 
become  unemployed,  more  than  would 
otherwise  have  become  unemployed. 
Every  tenth  of  a  percent  almost  equals 
more  than  the  entire  working  age  pop- 
ulation of  the  capital  city  of  Iowa,  Des 
Moines. 

Second,  it  keeps  the  cost  of  wages 
down.  That  is  the  real  goal.  Increased 
unemployment  is  an  indirect  goal,  al- 
though it  is  not  stated  that  way,  but 
what  they  are  really  after  is  keeping 
wages  from  rising  to  prevent  inflation. 
We  must  keep  in  mind,  however,  that 
employees'  hourly  wages  have  fallen  in 
1995  dollars  ftom  S12.85  in  1978  to  S11.46 
per  hour  in  1995,  a  drop  of  II  percent. 
And  while  that  is  happening,  our  pro- 
ductivity is  going  up.  Not  as  much  as  it 
should.  But  productivity  is,  in  fact, 
going  up  in  our  country  at  a  time  when 
wages  are  going  down. 


So  now  we  are  told  we  have  to  keep 
tight  reins  on  the  economy  or  it  will 
overheat  and  damage  the  economy.  At 
what  point  will  the  economy  overheat 
and  damage  our  economsr?  Should  we 
really  be  worried  if  unemployment 
comes  down  to  5  percent,  4.8,  4.6  or 
maybe  even  4.5  percent?  Is  there  really 
any  fear  that  that  will  cause  inflation? 

There  are  many  who  do  not  believe 
so,  and  I  happen  to  be  one  of  those.  I 
believe  we  can  reduce  the  rate  of  unem- 
ployment in  this  country,  provide  for 
more  jobs  and  better  wages  without  in- 
creasing inflation. 

I  guess  the  concern  I  have  with  Mr. 
Greenspan  is  he  always  seems  to  come 
down  on  one  side  of  this  debate,  stop- 
ping inflation  at  any  cost,  and  will  not 
let  the  economy  grow  as  it  should. 

Mr.  President,  I  said  when  I  started 
my  comments  that  I  would  at  some 
point  go  over  Mr.  Greenspan's  history, 
and  I  do  want  to  do  that,  but  I  see  in 
the  Chamber  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota,  who  has  been  a  great  leader  in 
this  effort  to  get  a  more  reasonable 
balance  at  the  Fed,  who  has  been  an  el- 
oquent spokesman  for  a  more  balanced 
policy  and  for  lower  rates  of  interest 
and  for  a  growth  in  our  economy.  I  see 
the  Senator  is  present  on  the  floor. 

At  the  conclusion  of  his  remarks,  or 
perhaps  tomorrow,  when  we  are  in  ses- 
sion tomorrow,  I  wish  to  trace  for  the 
record  and  for  Senators  and  for  the 
public  Mr.  Greenspan's  record  from  the 
time  that  he  was  Chairman— well,  I 
may  even  go  back  further  when  he  was 
one  of  A3m  Iland's  disciples  in  New 
York.  I  may  even  go  back  to  that.  But 
I  want  to  trace  his  history  ftom  the 
time  he  was  chairman  of  the  Council  of 
Economic  Advisers  through  his  private 
years,  when  he  was  private  and  he  was 
stating  what  the  economy  would  do, 
and  to  show  also  through  this  period  of 
time  as  Chairman  of  the  Fed  how,  quite 
frankly.  Mr.  Greenspan  just  simply  has 
been  wrong. 

I  say  that  with  no  malice.  I  just  say 
that  is  the  record.  I  wish  to  trace  that 
record  in  some  detail  in  the  hours  and 
days  that  follow.  I.  again,  see  my  col- 
league and  again,  as  I  say,  one  of  the 
great  spokesman  for  a  better  balance 
at  the  Fed  and  for  more  growth  in  our 
economy  and  one  of  the  great  fighters 
for  small  businesses  and  our  farmers 
present  on  the  floor. 

I  yield  whatever  time  he  might  con- 
sume. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
very  much  the  Senator  troin  Iowa.  I 
have  listened  to  his  comments.  I  know 
that  he  has  taken  some  criticism  for 
his  position  that  there  ought  to  be  a 
debate  about  monetary  policy  here  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate.  But  I  admire 
the  fact  that  he  will  not  back  down. 
There  are  big  economic  interests  out 
there  who  want  to  say  to  the  Senator 
from  Iowa.  "Back  away  from  this,  back 
down  or  else." 
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The  Senator  from  Iowa  has  one  of 
those  stubborn  streaks  that  says  if 
something  is  right  and  it  ought  to  be 
done,  he  is  going  to  miake  sure  it  is 
done.  I  say  to  him  I  appreciate  the  fact 
he  stood  strong  and  said,  "We  demand 
an  opportunity  to  debate  on  the  floor 
of  this  Senate,"  something  that  is  as 
important  to  every  family  and  to  our 
economy  as  this  subject  is. 

A  century  and  a  half  ago,  from  bar- 
bershops to  barrooms  in  this  country, 
people  would  talk  about  interest  rate 
policy  and  monetary  policy.  It  was 
enormously  important.  In  fact,  if  you 
study  the  two  centuries  of  economic  or 
financial  history  of  this  country,  you 
find  that  there  has  always  been  a  con- 
stant wrestling  match  between  those 
who  produce  and  those  who  Hnance 
production.  Sometimes  you  go  for  a 
decade  or  two  and  the  financiers  have 
the  upper  hand.  Then  it  switches  and 
the  producers  have  the  upper  hand.  But 
always  this  tension  and  this  wrestling 
back  and  forth  for  economic  power. 

In  1913.  we  created  something  called 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board.  It  was 
promised  at  the  point  of  its  creation 
not  to  become  a  central  bank  account- 
able to  no  one.  It  was  promised  that 
would  not  happen.  Of  course,  what  has 
happened  at  the  end  of  this  century  is 
it  is  a  strong  central  bank  accountable 
to  no  one,  serving  its  interests  as  it 
sees  its  interests  in  dealing  with  mone- 
tary policy  and  interest  rates  with  re- 
spect to  the  American  economy. 

I  thought  it  would  be  helpful  just  to 
begin  this  discussion  to  put  up  on  a 
poster  board  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board.  Almost  no  one  ever  sees  these 
folks.  They  are  undoubtedly  wonderful 
people.  I  have  only  met  a  few  of  them. 

This  is  Alan  Greenspan,  appointed  in 
1987.  He  has  been  in  and  out  of  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  System  in  the  field  of  eco- 
nomics and  doing  consulting  work,  and 
so  on,  for  many  years. 

Let  me  say  at  the  start,  we  are  talk- 
ing about  confirming  Alan  Greenspan, 
Chairman  of  the  Fed.  for  another  term. 
I  admire  him.  and  I  respect  him.  How- 
ever. I  fundamentally  disagree  with 
him  about  monetary  policy  and  about 
his  stewardship  at  the  Fed.  He  knows  I 
disagree  with  him,  because  we  have  had 
these  discussions  back  and  forth  when 
I  was  on  the  Joint  Economic  Commit- 
tee, when  I  was  on  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  in  the  House  and  in  other 
venues.  But  because  I  disagree  with 
him  on  interest  rate  policy,  no  one 
ought  to  interpret  that  to  mean  that  I 
do  not  admire  him.  I  do.  I  just  think  he 
is  wrong. 

How?  Alan  Greenspan  is  the  person 
who  heads  the  Federal  Reserve  Board. 
He  believes  that  America's  unemploy- 
ment really  should  not  drop  below  5Vi 
percent  because  that  would  cause  us  a 
lot  of  trouble.  He  also  thinks  that  eco- 
nomic growth  should  really  not  go 
much  above  2  or  2%  percent,  because 
that  would  cause  us  trouble.  He  be- 


lieves largely  in  a  high-interest-rate, 
slow-economic-growth  policy. 

It  does  not  take  great  creativity  to 
pursue  a  slow-growth  economic  policy. 
My  Uncle  Joe  could  do  that.  If  I  said. 
Look,  our  goal  is  to  slow  the  American 
economy  down,  my  Uncle  Joe  could 
slow  it  down,  and  he  does  not  have  a 
Ph.D.  in  economics.  He  has  no  experi- 
ence at  the  Fed,  but  my  uncle  Joe 
could  slow  the  economy  down. 

My  point  is,  the  current  Federal  Re- 
serve Board  strategy,  stemming  from 
the  Chairman,  is  a  strategy  that  says, 
"Let's  keep  economic  growth  rates  in 
this  country  slow,"  because  they  be- 
lieve that  that  represents  the  right  bal- 
ance in  dealing  with  the  kind  of  issues 
they  ought  to  deal  with,  the  twin  eco- 
nomic goals  of  stable  prices  and  full 
employment. 

The  goal  of  price  stability  now  is  the 
overriding  goal  of  the  Fed,  and  the  Fed 
will  probably  say,  "Well,  we  have  cut 
inflation  5  years  in  a  row,  inflation  is 
down  and  it  continues  to  come  down. 
Look  at  what  a  wonderful  job  we've 
done."  And  I  say  to  them,  my  uncle 
Joe  could  have  done  that  as  well. 
Bringing  inflation  down  was  not  your 
success.  The  global  economy  has  re- 
duced the  rate  of  inflation.  You  don't 
see  wages  in  America  increasing;  you 
see  wages  coming  down. 

Why?  Because  two-thirds  of  the 
American  work  force  are  now  compet- 
ing with  2  to  3  billion  other  people  half- 
way aroimd  the  world,  some  of  whom 
will  work  for  10  cents,  20  cents  and  a 
half  dollar  an  hour.  This  global  work 
force  has  put  downward  pressure  on 
American  wages.  And  as  a  result,  too 
many  families  now  are  working  for 
fewer  wages  or  fewer  dollars  than  they 
used  to  earn  in  the  same  job. 

So  inflation  is  coming  down,  wages 
are  coming  down,  and  the  Fed  will  say, 
"Gee,  look  at  what  a  great  job  we've 
done."  I  do  not  know  that  they  ought 
to  claim  credit  for  lowering  inflation 
when  the  global  economy  is  what  has 
resulted  in  lower  wage  rates  in  Amer- 
ica. 

But  I  will  say  this:  While  they  have 
been  about  whatever  job  it  is  they  are 
doing,  America  has  sustained  a  rate  of 
economic  growth  that  is  simply  ane- 
mic. This  economy  has  the  capacity  of 
producing  economic  growth  and  new 
jobs  and  new  opportunities  at  a  much 
greater  rate  than  now  exists. 

Why  does  it  not?  Because,  in  my 
judgment,  the  Chairman  and  the  cur- 
rent Federal  Reserve  Board  see  them- 
selves as  a  set  of  human  brake  pads 
whose  job  it  is  to  slow  down  the  Amer- 
ican economy. 

Let  me  read  something  from  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Manufacturers.  I 
sometimes  agree  and  sometimes  dis- 
agree with  them.  Jerry  Jasinowski, 
who  is  the  president  of  the  NAM  and  a 
friend  of  mine,  an  awfully  good  thinker 
and  author,  writes  the  following,  along 
with  Dana  Mead,  who  is  chairman  and 


chief  executive  officer  of  Tenneco. 
They  coauthored  a  guest  editorial  in 
Investors'  Business  Daily.  Let  me  read 
what  he  says: 

Whether  it's  balancing-  the  budg-et,  raising- 
worker  compensation  or  paying  for  tax  cuts 
or  social  and  environmental  programs,  the 
answer  to  most  of  our  difflcult  problems  is 
higher  economic  growth.  Raising  economic 
growth  by  a  mere  one-half  of  a  percentage 
point  would  generate  nearly  S200  billion  in 
increased  tax  revenue  over  the  next  8  years. 
Personal  disposable  income  would  be  $180  bil- 
lion higher  in  2003  than  1995,  which  brings  us 
to  one  of  the  great  mysteries  of  the  late  20th 
century:  Why  is  the  world's  most  competi- 
tive economy  restricting  itself  to  economic 
growth  rates — 

Or  he  says  "anemic  growth  rates" — 
of  2  percent  to  2.5  percent? 

That  is  the  key  question  posed  by  the 
president  of  the  National  Association 
of  Manufacturers.  "Why  is  the  world's 
most  competitive  econonay  restricting 
itself  to  anemic  growth  rates  of  2  per- 
cent to  2.5  percent?" 

The  answer,  he  sasrs: 

The  Federal  Reserve  Board.  They  all  seem 
to  buy— not  only  the  Fed,  but  the  CBO.  0MB, 
and  the  forecasters — the  prevailing  wisdom 
that  higher  growth  rates  will  trigger  infla- 
tion. That  recalls  Mark  Twain's  observation 
about  the  cat  who  once  sat  on  a  hot  stove. 
He'll  never  sit  on  a  hot  stove  again,  but  he'll 
never  sit  on  a  cold  one  either. 

This  from  a  producer,  the  National 
Association  of  Manufacturers,  and  the 
chief  executive  officer  of  Tenneco.  ask- 
ing the  question,  why  should  we  be 
content,  as  the  most  competitive  econ- 
omy in  the  world,  with  2  to  2Vt!  percent 
rates  of  economic  growth?  We  are  con- 
tent with  that,  or  at  least  some  are 
content  with  that,  because  that  is  what 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board  determines 
our  economic  growth  rate  will  be. 

That  is  what  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board  has  managed  to  do.  They  make 
interest  rate  decisions  in  secret.  They 
do  it  in  a  closed  room  with  the  door 
shut,  and  with  no  debate  that  the 
American  public  can  become  a  part  of. 
There  is  no  public  discussion  that  rep- 
resents any  form  of  democratic  notion 
at  all.  They  do  it  in  private. 

This  is  the  dinosaur  of  public  policy 
institutions.  It  is  the  only  one  left  that 
is  highly  secretive,  and  does  all  of  its 
business  in  secret.  In  fact,  here  are  the 
Fed's  Board  of  Governors. 

Then  you  have  the  presidents  of  the 
regional  Reserve  banks.  They  partici- 
pate on  a  rotating  basis,  I  believe  five 
at  a  time.  They  join  the  Board  of  Gov- 
ernors in  what  is  called  an  Open  Mar- 
ket Conmiittee.  They  decide  what  the 
interest  rates  will  be.  They  vote  in  a 
closed  room  with  the  door  closed.  You 
and  I  are  not  a  part  of  it.  The  Amer- 
ican people  are  not  a  part  of  it.  They 
vote. 

Who  do  the  bank  presidents  report 
to?  Who  are  they  accountable  to?  Well, 
they  come  from  the  regrional  Fed 
banks,  and  they  are  accountable  to 
their  boards  of  directors.  They  are  ac- 
countable to  the  boards  of  directors. 
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Who  are  the  boards  of  directors  of 
these  regional  Fed  banks?  Bankers.  So 
these  folks  come  to  Washington,  DC, 
and  in  the  Open  Market  Committee 
vote  on  interest  rate  policies.  They 
have  neither  been  appointed  nor  con- 
firmed by  Congress.  There  is  no  peo- 
ple's involvement  or  people's  input 
here.  They  owe  their  job  to  their 
boards  of  directors,  which  are  bankers. 

Now,  what  interests  are  they  going  to 
represent  when  they  are  in  this  closed 
room  with  the  Board  of  Governors  vot- 
ing on  interest  rate  issues?  The  inter- 
est of  the  money  center  banks,  I  think. 

The  point  I  am  making  here  is,  this 
represents  the  closed  system  by  which 
monetary  policy  is  dealt  with  in  this 
country.  It  is  not  democratic.  It  is  not 
open.  There  are  many  imperfections  in 
this  system  today. 

Would  I  suggest  we  get  rid  of  it?  No, 
I  do  not  suggest  that.  I  suggest  we 
make  some  substantial  changes.  Do  I 
believe  we  should  give  monetary  policy 
to  the  Congress?  No,  I  do  not  believe 
that  either.  Should  monetary  policy  be 
part  of  the  normal  politics  of  this 
country?  No;  it  is  too  important  for 
that  as  well. 

But  should  it  be  closed  off,  isolated, 
insulated,  and  away  from  the  view  or 
input  of  the  American  people?  Of 
course  not.  This  is  a  dinosaur,  one  of 
the  last  remaining  dinosaurs  in  our 
country.  Change  needs  to  occur  with 
respect  to  the  workings  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board.  A  little  fresh  air  and  a 
few  rays  of  light  creeping  through  the 
doors  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board 
would  be  good  for  this  Board  and  good 
for  this  country. 

But  that  is  not  the  issue.  The  Federal 
Reserve  Board  reform  issue  is  not  the 
issue  today.  Today's  issue  is  the  nomi- 
nation of  Chairman  Greenspan  for  an- 
other term  as  Chairman  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board. 

About  2  weeks  ago,  there  was  a  story 
in  the  Washington  Post.  They  were 
talking  about  the  political  campaign 
that  is  now  going  on  in  this  country — 
President  Clinton  and  Senator  Dole — 
and  they  were  talking  about  the  pro- 
posals for  tax  cuts  that  are  ricocheting 
around  and  the  proposition  that  Sen- 
ator Dole  may  or  may  not  propose 
some  across-the-board  tax  cuts. 

I  thought  it  was  interesting  that  the 
former  CBO  Director,  Robert 
Reischauer,  said  something  that  re- 
lates to  this  discussion  today.  He  said: 

Whether  or  not  the  supplysiders  think  cut- 
ting taxes  will  make  the  economy  grow  fast- 
er does  not  really  matter,  said  former  CBO 
Director  Robert  Reischauer.  now  of  the 
Brookings  Institution.  The  Fed  Chairman, 
Alan  Greenspan,  thinks  the  economy  can't 
grow  faster  than  2.2  percent  a  year  without 
triggering  inflation.  It  is  not  going  to  hap- 
pen. 

No  matter  what  anyone  thinks  about 
monetary  policy  issues  here  in  the  Con- 
gress or  what  they  try  to  do  with  re- 
spect to  fiscal  policy  issues,  if  Alan 
Greenspan  does  not  believe  the  econ- 


omy should  grow  faster  than  2.2  per- 
cent, it  is  not  going  to  happen,  Mr. 
Reischauer  alleges.  Of  course,  he  is  ab- 
solutely correct. 

I  will  talk  just  a  bit  about  what  has 
happened  in  recent  years.  I  will  talk 
about  the  high  interest  rate  policies 
now  pursued  by  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board.  I  have  a  chart  that  shows  the 
current  Federal  funds  rate.  That  is  the 
rate  that  the  Federal  Reserve  Board 
sets  by  itself.  It  says,  "Here  is  what 
our  rate  is  going  to  be."  And  all  other 
interest  rates  come  off  of  this  rate, 
with  the  exception  of  long-term  rates, 
which  are  set  by  the  market  but  are  in- 
fluenced by  this. 

But  the  fact  is,  all  other  interest 
rates — credit  cards,  business  loans,  the 
prime  rate — all  follow  the  Federal 
funds  rate.  Historically,  the  Federal 
funds  rate  has  been  1.77  jwrcent  above 
the  rate  of  inflation.  In  other  words, 
the  rent  that  is  incorporated  in  the 
Federal  funds  rate  above  the  rate  of  in- 
flation is  1.77  percent.  These  are  very 
shojrt-term  funds,  as  you  know.  Since 
Chairman  Greenspan  came  to  the  Fed, 
the  average  has  been  2.18  percent,  and 
the  current  rate  is  2.32  percent  above 
inflation. 

In  other  words,  all  other  interest 
rates  in  this  country  that  virtually  ev- 
eryone pays — consumers  and  business 
men  and  women  and  farmers  and  oth- 
ers— is  now  higher  than  it  should  be  be- 
cause the  Federal  Reserve  Board  is 
keeping  the  current  Federal  funds 
rates  much  higher  than  in  the  past. 

Why  are  they  doing  that?  Well,  be- 
cause I  guess  they  fear,  if  they  would 
cut  the  Federal  funds  rates,  someone 
would  believe  they  have  given  up  their 
fight  against  inflation.  Despite  the  fact 
that  the  Fed  has  said  that  they  see  no 
troubling  signs  of  inflation  over  the  ho- 
rizon. They  believe  the  long-term  mar- 
ket in  which  you  have  a  spikeup  of 
long-term  rates,  or  had  a  spikeup  of 
long-term  rates,  the  assessment  by  the 
market  is  wrong. 

I  asked  the  Fed,  "If  you  believe  that, 
if  you  believe  there  is  not  a  credible 
long-term  threat  of  inflation  or  a  cred- 
ible threat  of  inflation  just  over  the 
horizon,  why.  then,  are  you  delib- 
erately keeping  the  Federal  funds  rates 
at  a  level  that  is  historically  a  fair 
amount  higher  than  it  has  been  in  the 
past  and,  therefore,  causing  every 
American  to  be  taxed— yes.  taxed— 
with  an  interest  charge  that  they  did 
not  have  any  part  in  being  able  to  de- 
bate or  talk  about  or  wonder  about 
whether  they  should  be  paying?"  It  is  a 
tax  in  the  form  of  an  Interest  charge 
extracted  from  every  single  American 
family,  higher  than  it  should  be,  be- 
cause the  Federal  Reserve,  sitting  be- 
hind their  closed  doors,  decides  they 
want  higher  interest  rates.  Presumably 
they  want  higher  interest  rates  be- 
cause they  want  to  continue  to  dampen 
the  rate  of  economic  growth. 

If  you  said  to  Mr.  Greenspan  or  many 
of  the  other  members  of  the  Fed,  why 


can't  we  have  more  economic  growth, 
which  would  produce  more  jobs  at  bet- 
ter pay  and  more  expansion  and  more 
opportunity  in  our  country?  Why  can- 
not we  do  better  than  2  or  2.5  percent? 
They  would  probably  say  to  us,  well,  it 
is  because  of  inflation.  If  we  have  high- 
er economic  growth,  then  we  overheat 
the  economy  and  get  more  inflation. 
"Look  what  we  have  done  with  infla- 
tion," they  would  say.  "Look  at  what 
has  happened  in  5  years.  Inflation  has 
come  down,  down,  down,  down,  down, 
all  the  way  down  to  2.5  percent."  Be- 
cause Alan  Greenspan  has  said  publicly 
he  thinks  the  CPI  overstates  the  rate 
of  inflation  by  as  much  as  1  or  1.5  per- 
cent, one  would  conclude  that  in  his 
mind  inflation  is  somewhere  around  1.5 
percent  or  1  percent  in  our  country 
today. 

So,  they  say,  we  cannot  have  a 
healthy  rate  of  economic  growth.  We 
cannot  have  robust  expansion  of  new 
jobs  in  our  country  because  they  are 
worried  about  inflation,  despite  the 
fact  that  inflation  has  come  down  for  5 
straight  years,  not  because  of  the  Fed 
but  because  the  global  economy  has 
put  downward  pressure  on  wages  by 
and  large,  in  my  judgment.  But  that  is 
what  the  Fed  would  say:  No,  we  cannot 
have  more  robust  economic  growth  be- 
cause we  are  worried  about  inflation. 

Well,  I  am  worried  about  inflation  as 
well.  I  think  we  ought  to  fight  infla- 
tion. But  I  think  the  twin  economic 
goals  that  we  ought  to  be  pursuing  in 
monetary  policy  are  not  only  stable 
prices,  but  also  ftill  employment,  which 
means  a  robust  growing  economy.  To 
focus  on  one  exclusively,  which  I  think 
is  what  is  happening  at  the  Fed,  I 
think  is  unfair  to  the  American  people. 

Let  me  provide  a  record  of  the  eco- 
nomic performance  of  this  country 
under  this  monetary  policy  scheme.  I 
should  say  that  not  only  monetary  pol- 
icy affects  our  economic  performance; 
so  does  our  fiscal  policy.  I  am  not  one 
who  wants  to  pat  Congress  on  the  back 
for  its  wonderful  fiscal  policy.  I  under- 
stand that  we  have  also  caused  prob- 
lems. But  let  us  talk  a  little  about 
what  is  happening  with  respect  to  the 
economy. 

Real  gross  domestic  product.  I*rior  to 
the  Greenspan  years — I  think  it  is 
about  a  20-year  period — the  average 
was  3.4  percent  of  economic  growth  per 
year;  Greenspan  years,  only  2.2  per- 
cent. This  difference  is  substantial. 
This  might  look  like  a  bar  chart  to 
most  people.  This  looks  like  unemploy- 
ment to  many  people.  This  looks  like 
families  without  jobs.  This  looks  like 
lost  opportunity.  This  looks  like  lower 
income.  This  looks  Like  kids  coming 
out  of  college  that  cannot  find  work  to 
some  people.  But  this  difference  is  sub- 
stantial. A  3.4-percent  average  yearly 
rate  of  economic  growth  prior  to  Mr. 
Greenspan  going  to  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Board  and  2.2  percent  following, 
and  since  and  during. 
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Income  per  capita;  2.5  percent  to  1.3 
percent.  I  should  note  this  is  not 
wages.  Wages  would  look  different  than 
this.  This  is  aggregate  income  per  cap- 
ita. 

Payroll  jobs;  2.4  to  1.7  percent. 

Productivity;  2.3  to  1.1  percent. 

The  record  demonstrates  a  slow- 
growth  economic  policy  that  squeezes 
our  economy  and  dampens  our  oppor- 
tunity to  produce  the  kinds  of  jobs  and 
the  kind  of  opportunity  we  should  have 
in  this  country. 

Another  chart  shows  the  con- 
sequences of  this  kind  of  strategy.  The 
consequences  of  someone  saying  we 
should  slow  the  rate  of  economic 
growth  might  not  seem  like  very  much 
today.  The  difference  between  2.2  per- 
cent growth  and  3.2  percent  might  not 
seem  like  very  much  next  month  or 
next  year,  but  if  you  take  a  look  in  the 
outyears,  what  you  have,  the  difference 
in  these  rates  of  growth  of  2.3  percent 
annual  rate  of  growth  versus  3.3  per- 
cent, you  will  see  that  in  the  outyears, 
20  years,  you  are  talking  about  nearly 
S3  trillion  in  additional  economic  op- 
portunity and  output.  What  is  $3  tril- 
lion converted  to  jobs,  to  hope,  to  a 
brighter  future? 

So  while  some  people  may  think  this 
is  fairly  irrelevant  whether  you  have  a 
2.3  percent  rate  of  economic  growth  or 
3.3  percent,  it  is  an  equation  that  will 
determine  our  place  in  the  world  as  an 
economic  power. 

To  develop  a  strategy  that  says, 
"Let's  get  reasonable  rates  of  economic 
growth  out  of  our  economy  so  our 
economy  can  grow  and  provide  jobs  and 
opportunity,"  that  is  not  going  to  hap- 
pen with  respect  to  this  Federal  Re- 
serve Board  and  its  leadership. 

I  previously  used  a  chart  that  showed 
the  real  Federal  funds  rate.  I  also  have 
a  chart  that  shows  the  difference  in  the 
real  prime  rate.  The  prime  rate,  the 
rate  the  very  best  customers  of  the 
lending  institutions  get  their  money 
at,  shows  pre-Greenspan,  3.09;  current, 
5.35;  the  average  Greenspan  is  4.63.  Ev- 
eryone borrowing  at  prime  rate  is  pay- 
ing a  higher  prime  rate  than  they 
ought  to  because  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board  decides  they  want  to  slow  the 
economy  down  by  extracting  from  the 
economy  a  higher  interest  charge  and 
slowing  growth  rates  as  a  result. 

I  have  spoken  some  about  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Board's  policies,  and  espe- 
cially the  monetary  policies  with 
which  I  disagree.  I  expect  some  will 
substantially  disagree  with  me.  They 
will  say,  "We  like  the  Fed  as  it  is;  2.3 
or  3.3  economic  growth  are  irrelevant 
issues.  We  want  to  vote  to  confirm  Mr. 
Greenspan."  When  this  debate  is  over.  I 
expect  Mr.  Greenspan  will  be  confirmed 
and  will  likely  be  confirmed  with  a 
rather  substantial  vote.  I  do  not  intend 
to  join  in  the  vote  in  favor  of  confirma- 
tion. I  will  restate  again,  lest  anyone 
think  differently,  it  is  not  personal.  I 
admire  Mr.  Greenspan  and  his  public 


record.  I  disagree  substantially  with 
the  policies  he  is  pursuing  at  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Board,  and  I  believe  Presi- 
dent Clinton  would  have  done  better 
for  this  country  by  offering  a  candidate 
with  a  chairmanship  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve who  would  pursue  more  balanced 
policies,  policies  that  do  not  so  clearly 
benefit  one  part  of  the  economy  at  the 
expense  of  the  other,  policies  that  do 
not  so  clearly  benefit  the  bigger  banks 
at  the  expense  of  this  country's  produc- 
tive capability  and  at  the  exi>ense  of 
this  country's  worries. 

I  will  speak  for  a  couple  of  minutes 
about  a  GAO  report  that  Senator  Reid 
and  I  requested  be  done  about  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Board.  It  is  another  ele- 
ment that  ought  to  be  discussed  with 
respect  to  a  discussion,  not  only  of  the 
confirmation  of  Chairman  Greenspan 
but  the  appointment  of  two  other 
members  of  the  Board  of  Governors  at 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board.  W^e  asked 
the  GAO  to  do  an  evaluation  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  System  largely  be- 
cause it  sits  out  there  apart  from  other 
Government  institutions.  It  operates 
by  itself  and  chooses  how  much  money 
it  wishes  to  spend,  and  takes  the 
money  from  the  interest  charges  it  lev- 
ies and  makes  its  own  judgments  about 
how  many  people  it  wants  to  hire  and 
how  it  wants  to  spend  its  money. 

We  have  not  really  had  any  indepth 
audits  of  the  Federal  Reserve  System. 
There  is  very  little  information  about 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board  available  to 
Congress.  Senator  Reid  and  I  asked  for 
information  to  be  made  available 
through  the  General  Accounting  Office. 
We  asked  the  GAO  to  do  the  audit.  And 
it  took  them  some  2  years  to  do  it.  It 
was  interesting  what  we  discovered. 

The  first  thing  we  discovered  was  a 
cash  stash,  we  call  it,  actually,  a  sur- 
plus account  at  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board.  I  suppose  some  were  aware  of  it. 
I  was  not  aware  of  the  surplus  account 
that  had  been  accrued  at  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board.  This  Federal  Reserve 
Board  has  put  away  nearly  S4  billion  in 
a  surplus  accoimt.  They  have  done  so 
in  order,  they  say,  to  have  it  available 
to  offset  any  losses  they  might  incur. 
The  Federal  Reserve  Board  has  been  in 
existence  for  80  years.  In  79  years  they 
have  not  ever  had  a  loss.  In  79  consecu- 
tive years  they  have  always  had  a  sur- 
plus, they  have  made  money,  had  no 
loss",  and  there  is  no  expectation  in  the 
next  79  years  that  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board  would  have  a  loss. 

Yet  they  have  captured  some  $3.7  bil- 
lion—not million,  billion — and  put  it 
into  an  account  called  a  surplus  re- 
serve account.  It  has  grown  more  re- 
cently because  they  want  to  offset 
against  any  losses  they  might  have.  An 
agency  that  has  never  had  a  loss  and  is 
never  going  to  have  a  loss  squirrels 
away  S3. 7  billion  as  a  hedge  against 
loss?  That  seems  incredible  to  me. 

We  have  a  big  debt  with  big  deficits. 
We  have  a  lot  of  needs.  We  are  in  a  sit- 


uation in  this  country  where  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Board  has  counseled,  ap- 
propriately so,  everyone,  including  the 
rest  of  the  Government,  to  tighten 
their  belt,  and  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board,  behind  closed  doors,  decided  to 
overeat.  We  should  tighten  our  belt; 
they  want  to  expand. 

I  have  a  picture  of  a  building  that  the 
Fed  had  built.  Here  is  the  outside  of 
the  building,  a  beautiful  building.  I 
would  not  suggest  they  build  an  ugly 
building.  It  is  a  beautiful  building  built 
in  Dallas,  TX.  Next,  I  want  to  show  you 
the  lobby  of  the  building,  because  one 
of  the  things  the  GAO  pointed  out  was 
that  this  Dallas  Federal  Reserve  Bank, 
they  purchased  more  land  than  they 
needed  for  it.  The  original  square  foot- 
age approved  for  the  lobby  area  was  ex- 
ceeded by  250  percent.  I  thought  the 
picture  was  interesting  because  they 
were  going  to  build  a  bank  with  a  lobby 
that  had  7,800  square  feet.  If  you  can 
see  this  picture,  we  ended  up  with  a 
lobby  with  27,000  square  feet.  This  is  a 
giant  lobby  with  all  these  wonderful 
windows  and  shiny  marble,  and  this 
tiny  little  desk,  two  tiny  chairs  and  a 
coffee  table  that  could  fit  into  a  trail- 
er, even  if  it  was  not  a  double  wide. 
They  put  it  in  a  27,000  square  foot  lobby 
in  a  building  they  built  suggesting 
they  would  have  a  lobby  of  7,000  feet. 
The  GAO  says — I  guess  the  taxpayer 
here  ends  up  pajrlng  for  a  27,000  square 
foot  lobby.  Who  is  accountable  for 
that?  Where  does  it  come  from?  I  do 
not  want  to  spend  a  lot  of  time  on  the 
lobby  in  Dallas.  I  haVe  never  been 
there.  I  do  not  expect  to  go  there.  I 
wish  them  well.  In  the  meantime, 
somebody  had  to  pay  the  bill  to  build  a 
27.000  square  foot  lobby.  Some  wonder 
if  that  is  a  useful  approach  to  using 
taxpayers'  money. 

Perhaps  we  could  talk  about  the  cu- 
mulative percentage  increase  in  Fed- 
eral Reserve  expenses  that  the  GAO 
found.  The  GAO  is  fairly  critical  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board,  saying  at  a 
time  when  the  rest  of  the  Government 
is  told,  "Tighten  your  belt,"  the  blue 
line  on  this  chart  suggests  their  oper- 
ating expenses  far  exceed  the  Federal 
discretionary  spending.  If  you  included 
some  entitlement  spending  here  with 
health  care  costs  that  are  automati- 
cally increasing,  you  have  a  different 
chart.  This  is  a  chart  the  GAO  made. 
They  point  out  in  the  areas  where 
there  is  discretionary  spending  deci- 
sions that  are  made,  while  the  rest  of 
the  Government  is  told  to  tighten  their 
belt,  the  Fed  is  substantially  increas- 
ing its  spending. 

The  next  chart  shows  again,  while 
the  rest  of  the  Government  is  being 
asked  to  tighten  its  belt,  benefits  per 
employee  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board 
in  a  6-year  period  increased  91  percent. 
Benefits  per  employee  increased  91  per- 
cent in  a  6-year  period,  at  a  time  when 
others  are  being  told,  "You  should 
tighten  your  belt." 
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The  GAO  report  raises  a  series  of 
questions  about  the  stewardship  and 
the  management  of  the  Fed.  We  intend 
to  address  some  of  those  questions 
through  legislation.  I  think  it  is  useful 
for  the  Congress  to  read  it  and  to 
evaluate  it  and  have  a  discussion  about 
it  when  we  are  discussing  the  confirma- 
tion of  Mr.  Greenspan,  the  other  nomi- 
nees and  discussing  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Board  generally. 

I  have  more  to  say,  and  there  is  more 
time  to  say  it  at  a  later  time.  I  will  be 
happy  to  jrield  the  floor.  I  will  be  back 
on  the  floor  at  a  later  point  and  finish 
my  statement.  I  jrield  the  floor,  and  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
ABRAHAM).  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President.  I  thank 
my  colleague  from  North  Dakota  for 
his  eloquent  remarks  a  few  moments 
ago  in  regard  to  the  pending  nomina- 
tion of  Mr.  Alan  Greenspan  to  continue 
as  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board,  a  position  he  has  now  held  for  8 
years.  The  nomination  is  for  another  4 
years. 

When  I  turned  over  the  floor  to  Mr. 
DORGAN  I  had  said  at  the  time  that  I 
wanted  to  begin  a  process  of  going 
through  Mr.  Greenspan's  history  and  I 
thought  I  might  do  it  somewhat  se- 
quentially and  then  tomorrow  I  will 
pick  up  on  a  little  bit  more  of  his  back- 
ground regarding  his  early  years.  Be- 
cause, not  that  I  want  to  go  back  into 
ancient  history,  but  I  think  you  can 
see  a  pattern  here  throughout  his  en- 
tire adult  lifetime  of,  quite  frankly, 
being  wrong  on  the  economy  and  mis- 
judging what  is  taking  place. 

Again,  it  is  my  observation  that, 
when  you  find  people  who  are  consist- 
ently wrong  in  a  certain  area,  more 
often  than  not  it  happens  because,  I 
think,  that  person  is  more  closely 
linked  with  an  ideology  or  a  certain 
philosophy,  and  therefore  cannot  ac- 
cept facts  as  they  really  are,  but  they 
tend  to  be  molded  into  an  ideology, 
they  tend  to  be  molded  into  a  concep- 
tual framework  and  it  impacts  their 
view  of  the  actual  or  real  facts  or  real 
world  as  it  might  be. 

I  think  Mr.  Greenspan's  focus  on  get- 
ting as  close  to  zero  inflation  as  pos- 
sible has  molded  his  economic  think- 
ing, forecasting  views,  observations, 
prognostications,  in  such  a  way  that 
they  do  not  really  comport  with  what 
is  happening.  Thus,  the  seemingly  eud- 
less  string  of  errors  that  he  has  m;.,de 
since  the  earliest  times. 

I  quoted  earlier  from  the  Investors 
Business  Daily  about  some  of  those 
items.  I  will  now  go  over  a  few  more, 
before  I  yield  the  floor  for  the  day.  But 
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let  us  start  here  with  the  time  when 
Mr.  Greenspan  was  the  head  of  the 
Council  of  Elconomic  Advisers  for 
President  Ford. 

President  Ford  introduced  his  whip 
inflation  now,  plan.  I  remember  the  lit- 
tle buttons,  the  "WIN"  buttons:  whip 
inflation  now.  He  took  a  lot  of  his  ad- 
vice and  consultation  from  Alan  Green- 
span. Let  me  say  Jerry  Ter  Horst, 
Jerry  Ford's  press  secretary,  said  this 
about  Mr.  Greenspan  and  the  WIN  plan, 
whip  inflation  now.  and  I  am  quoting 
Mr.  Ter  Horst.  who  was  President 
Ford's  press  secretary. 

To  be  blunt  about  it,  the  President  has  lost 
confidence  in  their  ability,  [meaning  the  eco- 
nomic advisers'  ability]  to  predict  the  fu- 
ture. He  feels  he  has  received  inaccurate  ad- 
vice and,  having  been  burned  politically  and 
publicly  because  of  it.  Ford  has  adopted  a 
"show  me"  attitude  toward  his  economic 
counselors  while  listening  more  seriously  to 
the  advocates  of  direct  Federal  action  to 
overcome  the  country's  economic  crisis.  This 
fall,  when  he  fashioned  the  anti-inflation 
package  he  presented  Congress  following  his 
series  of  economic  summit  meetings,  Ford 
relied  heavily  on  the  forecasts  of  his  consult- 
ants, including  economic  council  chairman 
Alan  Greenspan.  They  assured  him  that  ris- 
ing prices  and  production  costs  were  the 
prime  enemy  of  a  healthy  America.  He  was 
advised  that,  while  a  recession  lurked  dis- 
tantly on  the  horizon,  it  was  not  an  immi- 
nent prospect  that  would  confront  him  im- 
mediately. 

Well,  what  happened  is  just  the  oppo- 
site of  what  was  happening— what  Mr. 
Greenspan  had  predicted.  Let  us  look 
here  at  the  recession  of  1974-1975.  This 
is  a  question  in  an  interview  with  U.S. 
News  &  World  Report.  November  4. 
1974.  Keep  in  mind  the  P>resident  intro- 
duced his  plan  in  October. 

Question.  Are  you  prepared  to  say  we  are 
in  a  recession  now? 

Answer.  1  would  say  that  as  of  September, 
the  last  month  for  which  we  have  actual  fig- 
ures— the  answer  is  no. 

That  is  November  4.  The  fact  is  that 
GDP  fell  at  a  rate  of  4.2  percent  in  the 
third  quarter  of  1974,  it  fell— not  grew— 
fell  2.8  percent  in  the  fourth  quarter  of 
1974,  and  it  fell  5.8  percent  in  the  first 
quarter  of  1975. 

So,  here  we  are,  we  have  a  GDP  fall- 
ing at  these  rates  in  the  third  quarter, 
which  he  had  the  figures  then,  and  the 
fourth  quarter  in  which  he  was  in  the 
middle  of  at  this  time.  GDP  is  falling 
and  he  says  no,  we  do  not  have  a  reces- 
sion. There  is  no  recession  out  there. 

So,  again,  I  think  that  is  why  Presi- 
dent Ford  lost  confidence. 

Let  us  look  at  unemployment.  Mr. 
Greenspan  was  completely  off  in  his  es- 
timates for  the  unemployment  level  for 
mid-1975.  Instead  of  the  6.5  percent  ceil- 
ing as  he  predicted,  imemployment 
reached  9  percent  in  May  1975.  It  should 
be  noted  that  when  President  Ford  in- 
troduced his  "Whip  Inflation  Now"  in 
October  1974,  the  unemployment  rate 
was  6  percent. 

Here  again,  the  same  U.S.  News  & 
World  Report  interview.  November 
1974. 


Question.  Do  you  have  a  projection  for  un- 
employment for  mid-1975? 

Answer.  I  have  several,  and  they  all  show 
an  unemployment  rate  of  more  than  6  per- 
cent. It  could  be  as  high  as  6.5  percent. 

Reality:  For  December  1974,  the  next 
month,  the  unemplo3rment  rate 
reached  7.2  percent.  For  May  1975,  the 
unemployment  rate  reached  9  percent. 
Again,  Mr.  Greenspan  was  off  by  more 
than  a  considerable  amount. 

In  a  March  16.  1975.  editorial,  the  New 
York  Times  stated: 

But  the  administration  has  consistently 
underestimated  the  force  of  the  recession 
and  the  rise  of  unemployment.  The  first  ver- 
sion of  President  Ford's  economic  program 
offered,  after  his  time-wasting  economic 
summits  last  fall,  would  have  deepened  the 
recession  by  going  all  out  against  inflation, 
just  as  inflation  was  starting  to  slacken  and 
the  recession  worsen. 

Again,  who  was  advising  the  Presi- 
dent to  go  all  out  against  inflation? 
Mr.  Alan  Greenspan.  At  a  time  when 
we  were  going  into  a  recession — we  al- 
ready had  the  figures — at  a  time  when 
unemployment  was  increasing  dra- 
matically, Mr.  Greenspan  says  that  we 
have  to  whip  inflation — forget  about 
unemployment — and  we  fell  into  a  very 
bad  recession. 

This  editorial  went  on  to  criticize  the 
tight  money  policies  and  the  lack  of 
focus  on  unemplo3nnent  of  the  Ford  ad- 
ministration that  lasted  into  1975. 
Again,  I  will  finish  the  quote  from  this 
article.  It  sajrs: 

But  why  should  inflation  be  a  threat  to  an 
economy  functioning  far  below  its  full  capac- 
ity? The  administration's  own  economic  as- 
sumptions, stated  in  his  fiscal  1976  budget 
projections,  are  that  nnemplojrment  will 
continue  to  hover  around  8  percent  for  the 
next  3  years. 

Mr.  Greenspan  says  it  is  only  going 
to  be  6.5  percent,  do  not  forget. 

If  the  administration  were  to  walk  away 
from  its  own  long-term  forecast  of  unem- 
ployment, it  cannot  walk  away  from  the  ex- 
isting joblessness,  the  worst  in  the  postwar 
period,  and  the  high  probability  that  unem- 
ployment will  increase  over  the  next  few 
months. 

In  fact,  unemployment  stayed  high 
and  did  not  get  back  down  to  6  percent 
until  May  1978.  So,  we  had  a  long  reces- 
sionary period  there. 

Summarizing  the  strategy  of  Green- 
span and  Ford,  the  economist  Hobart 
Rowan  noted: 

Ford  and  Greenspan  were  willing  to  drag 
the  Nation  through  a  long  period  of  recession 
and  stagnation  in  which  layoffs  would 
mount,  profits  shrink  and  business  expansion 
be  postponed,  all  in  the  hope  that  austerity 
would  cure  the  inflationary  mess. 

That  is  a  quote  from  the  Nation,  by 
Hobart  Rowan. 

The  concern  about  inflation  over  em- 
plojmient  continued  well  into  1975 
when  the  Ford  administration  was  be- 
ginning its  economic  plans  and  pre- 
dictions for  1976.  Now  we  are  past  1974; 
we  are  now  into  1975. 

Walter  Heller,  who  was  President 
Kennedy's  chairman  of  CouncU  of  Eco- 
nomic Advisers,  said: 
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The  fear  of  inflation  is  still  so  dominant  in 
Washington  today  that  it  is  evidently  de- 
stroying: policymakers'  faith  in  the  recuper- 
ative powers  of  the  American  economy  and 
blinding  their  sensitivity  to  the  governing 
plight  of  the  unemployed. 

Transfixed  by  this  fear,  the  White  House 
and  Federal  Reserve  authorities  are  greeting 
the  earliest  signs  of  modest  recovery  from 
the  deepest  of  all  postwar  recessions  as  if 
prosperity  was  just  around  the  comer.  The 
hellilres  of  a  new  inflation  are  about  to  en- 
grulf  us  and  let  the  devil  take  the  hindmost 
the  job  beast. 

President  Ford  justifies  his  veto  of  the 
emergency  jobs  bill  last  month  in  good  part 
that  economic  recovery  would  be  well  along 
by  the  end  of  1975,  and  much  of  the  bill's  im- 
pact would  not  be  felt  until  1976. 

As  we  know,  unemplojrment  did  not 
come  back  down  again  until  1978. 

Those  are  a  few  of  the  things  that 
Mr.  Greenspan  said  during  the  reces- 
sion of  1974-75.  Inflation  was  at  a  high 
period  and  should  have  been  of  concern. 
But,  Greenspan's  focus  was  only  on 
that  point.  It  was  not  balanced. 

Let  us  jump  ahead  to  the  recession  of 
1990-91.  This  is  the  transcript  from  the 
minutes  of  the  Federal  Open  Market 
Committee,  August  21,  1990.  Earlier  in 
the  day,  I  said  they  keep  these  minutes 
sealed  for  5  years.  We  now  have  these 
minutes  from  that  August  21  meeting. 
Mr.  Greenspan  says: 

I  think  there  are  several  things  we  can 
stipulate  with  some  degree  of  certainty; 
namely,  that  those  who  argue  that  we  are  al- 
ready in  a  recession  I  think  are  reasonably 
certain  to  be  wrong. 

August  21,  1990. 

The  reality:  The  National  Bureau  of 
Econonaic  Research,  the  official  arbiter 
of  when  recessions  begin  and  end,  de- 
termined the  recession  began  in  July 
1990. 

In  fact,  Mr.  Greenspan  went  on  after 
that,  later  on — and  I  will  get  those 
minutes — ^when  he  went  clear  into  No- 
vember basically  stating  that  there 
was  really  no  recession  at  hand. 

In  his  testimony  at  his  confirmation 
hearings  in  1987  before  the  Senate 
Banking  Committee.  Senator  Riegle 
had  the  following  exchange  with  Mr. 
Greenspan.  This  is  Mr.  Riegle: 

Now,  in  the  first  place,  when  you  were 
chairman  of  the  Council  of  Economic  Advis- 
ers during  the  Ford  administration,  the 
council  had  a  dismal  forecasting  record.  I 
have  here  a  study  by  the  Joint  Economic 
Committee  which  showed  in  3  years— 1976, 
1977.  1978— the  forecasts  of  the  agency  which 
you  headed.  Mr.  Greenspan,  were  wrong  by 
the  biggest  margin  of  any  in  the  11  years  1976 
through  1966.  They  tied  the  record  for  being 
wrong  in  1978.  They  were  almost  as  bad  in 
1977,  and  they  were  way  off  In  1976.  That's  on 
growth. 

I  am  still  quoting  from  Mr.  Riegle's 
question. 

When  it  comes  to  Treasury  bill  rate  fore- 
casting interest  rates,  there  you  broke  all 
records  for  the  entire  period  .  .  .  when  you 
estimated  that  you  predicted  that  the  Treas- 
ury bill  rate  in  1978  would  be  4.4  percent.  It 
actually  was  9.8  percent.  You  were  off  by  a 
huge  margin. 

In  1977,  you  predicted  it  would  be  5.3  per- 
cent; it  was  8.8  percent.  Again,  way  off.  1976 
wasn't  quite  as  bad,  but  you  were  off  then. 


Again,  Mr.  Riegle,  continuing  on 
with  his  question,  says: 

Then  we  come  to  your  forecast  on  inflation 
of  the  Consumer  Price  Index.  There,  again. 
Mr.  Greenspan,  you  broke  all  records.  1978 
was  the  worst  forecasting  year  that  you  had. 
You  estimated  the  rate  of  increase  in  the 
CPI  would  be  4.5  percent.  It  was  9.2  percent. 
And  you  were  way  off  in  1977  and  1976. 

What  was  Dr.  Greenspan's  response? 
Well,  if  they're  written  down,  those  are  the 
numbers. 

As  if  it  just  did  not  matter.  The 
source  of  this  is  testimony  of  Alan 
Greenspan  before  the  Senate  Banking 
Committee  on  July  21, 1987. 

So,  Mr.  Greenspan's  private  record  in 
the  early  I980's  was  just  as  bad. 

After  Ford's  defeat  in  1976,  Greenspan 
returned  to  his  economic  consulting 
firm:  Townsend,  Greenspan.  There  he 
continued  to  make  Inaccurate  pre- 
dictions about  which  direction  the 
economy  was  heading.  In  1982,  Mr. 
Greenspan's  published  economic  fore- 
Cfists  said  bond  yields  would  fall  one- 
quarter  of  a  percent  from  the  previous 
year-end  level.  In  fact,  they  fell  3Vi  per- 
cent. But  the  drop  in  inflation  was  only 
temporary,  he  argued,  in  1983. 

The  Fed-Volcker-induced  inflation 
calm,  he  insisted,  was  about  to  end.  In 
fact,  inflation  stayed  quite  steady  at  4 
percent  to  the  end  of  1987  and  the  end 
of  the  Volcker  regime  at  the  Fed. 

Also  in  1983,  Mr.  Greenspan  said: 

Long-term  interest  rates  would  increase  20 
basis  points. 

This  proved  to  be  his  best  forecast 
ever.  Rates  did  rise,  but  by  a  full  1  per- 
cent, not  the  meager  two-tenths  of  a 
percent  that  he  predicted. 

At  the  start;  of  1984,  Mr.  Greenspan 
forecast  that  for  the  next  3  years,  bond 
3aelds  would  rise  from  5  to  55  basis 
points.  They  actually  dropped  firom  123 
to  199  basis  points.  So  even  in  his  pri- 
vate years,  when  we  look  at  his  fore- 
casts, they  were  way,  way  off. 

Let  us  look  at  the  rate  increases  in 
1990.  As  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve, Greenspan's  forecasting  abilities 
continued  to  leave  much  to  be  desired. 
Again,  according  to  the  June  9,  1995  In- 
vestors' Business  Daily: 

In  February  1989.  despite  clear  evidence  of 
a  slowdown,  the  Greenspan  Fed  pushed  its 
benchmark  interest  rate  higher,  to  9.75  per- 
cent. The  Federal  Open  Market  Committee 
based  its  decision  on  staff  advice  that  the  re- 
cession was  low.  according  to  the  minutes 
from  that  period.  The  Fed  did  not  start  eas- 
ing rates  again  until  June,  too  late  to  avoid 
a  recession.  In  fact,  transcripts  Indicate  that 
the  Fed  was  contemplating  interest  rate  in- 
creases for  much  of  the  earlier  part  of  1990. 

During  the  August  21,  1990  Federal 
Open  Market  Committee  hearing,  there 
was  much  discussion  about  the  possi- 
bility that  the  U.S.  economy  had 
slipped  into  a  recession.  Backed  up  by 
his  economists,  Greenspan  believed 
there  was  significant  evidence  that 
showed  the  economy  was  not  in  a  re- 
cession; it  was  merely  sluggish.  And 
thus  his  quote  here: 


I  think  there  are  several  things  we  can  say 
with  some  degree  of  certainty;  namely,  that 
those  who  argue  that  we  are  already  in  a  re- 
cession I  think  are  reasonably  certain  to  be 
wrong. 

He  goes  on  to  say  in  the  sense  that 
we  do  have  weekly  data  that  suggests, 
as  others  have  mentioned,  that  there 
was  no  evidence  of  deterioration  In 
what  was  a  very  sluggish  pattern.  Yet, 
the  recession  started  in  July  of  1990. 
Now,  you  might  say  this  is  a  little 
early. 

Two  months  later,  at  an  October  2, 
1990,  Federal  Open  Market  Committee 
hearing,  Mr.  Greenspan  used  a  mete- 
orological analogy  to  strengthen  his 
argument  that  the  U.S.  economy  had 
not  slipped  into  recession.  Mind  you, 
we  started  the  recession  in  July.  We 
are  now  in  October,  about  3  months 
into  the  recession.  And  here  is  what 
Mr.  Greenspan  said: 

I  still  think  we're  in  a  situation  in  which 
there  are  forecasts  of  thunderstorms,  and  ev- 
eryone is  sajring,  "Well,  the  thunder  has  oc- 
curred and  the  lightning  has  occurred  and 
it's  raining,"  but  nobody  has  stuck  his  hand 
out  the  window.  And  the  point  is,  it  isn't 
raining.  The  point  is.  as  best  I  can  judge, 
that  the  third  quarter  GNP  figures  in  the 
green  book  are  not  phony.  I  think  they  are 
relatively  hard  numbers.  They  can  get  re- 
vised. They  are  being  put  down  more  and 
more,  but  the  economy  has  not  yet  slipped 
into  a  recession. 

The  actual  words  of  Mr.  Greenspan, 
October  2,  1990.  I  will  not  get  into  the 
thunder  and  lightning  and  the  rain  and 
all  that  kind  of  stuff.  What  he  was  say- 
ing is,  oh,  there  is  all  this  talk  about  a 
recession  but,  he  said,  I  have  looked  at 
the  numbers  and  it  is  not  there.  We  had 
been  in  a  recession  for  3  months.  He 
was  very  wrong. 

The  economy  actually  went  into  a  re- 
cession in  July  1990,  a  month  before 
Iraq  invaded  Kuwait,  by  the  way.  Not 
only  did  Mr.  Greenspan  miss  the  on- 
conning  recession,  he  missed  it  when  he 
was  in  the  middle  of  it.  And  he  did  lit- 
tle to  reverse  its  negative  effects. 

In  testimony  before  the  Senate  Bank- 
ing Committee  he  rejected  measures  to 
put  Americans  back  to  work  by  sajring 
proposals  by  Democrats  to  stimulate 
economic  growth  by  pumping  more 
Federal  money  into  public  works  pro- 
grams were  "risky"  and  "probably 
counterproductive."  Instead,  he  denied 
the  economy  had  gone  flat  and  pre- 
dicted a  moderate  2.5  percent  growth 
rate  that  year  rising  as  high  as  3  per- 
cent in  1993.  The  GDP  only  grew  2.2 
percent  in  1993. 

Even  Senator  D'Amato  said  at  a  July 
1992  hearing: 

I  believe  the  Federal  Reserve  has  acted  in 
an  almost  timid  manner.  You.  (Mr.  Green- 
span) don't  know  what's  taking  place  on 
Main  Street. 

That  is  a  quote  of  my  colleague  from 
New  York,  Senator  D'Amato.  That  was 
quoted  in  the  Indianapolis  Star,  July 
22, 1992. 

I  think  that  brings  us  to  a  period  of 
time  that  I  want  to  dwell  on  at  some 
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length  tomorrow,  that  is,  the  period  of 
1994  into  1995.  As  I  said  earlier  today, 
when  I  tell  people  that  Mr.  Greenspan 
raised  interest  rates  100  percent  in  one 
year,  February  1994  to  February  1995, 
people  cannot  believe  it.  They  have 
never  heard  of  such  a  thing. 

Yet,  here  is  what  happened.  The  Fed- 
eral funds  rate  In  February  1994  was 
3.05  percent.  In  May  they  went  to  4.25; 
March  they  went  to  3.5;  April,  3.75;  in 
May  of  1994  to  4.25.  So  from  February 
to  May,  that  is  one,  two,  three— that  is 
four  increases  already.  And  in  August 
another  increase.  November  ainother 
increase.  February  another  increase. 
By  the  time  February  of  1995  came 
around,  the  Federal  funds  rate  was  6 
percent,  up  from  3.05  percent  1  year 
earlier.  A  100  percent  increase  in  1 
year. 

And  again,  why?  Was  there  inflation? 
Even  Mr.  Greenspan  during  that  period 
of  time  said  he  did  not  really  see  infla- 
tion. I  will  have  those  quotes  and  I  will 
have  those  words. 

But  I  just  wanted  to  make  the  point 
here  before  I  close — I  see  I  have  some 
other  people  on  the  floor  who  want  to 
speak;  probably  about  other  items— 
that  Mr.  Greenspan  was  wrong  when  he 
was  head  of  the  Council  of  Economic 
Advisers.  He  was  wrong  when  he  was  in 
private  business.  Now  as  Chairman  of 
the  Fed.  when  we  are  in  the  midst  of  a 
recession,  he  says  he  does  not  see  it 
happening.  Then  in  1994,  with  little 
threat  of  increasing  Inflation,  he  raises 
interest  rates  100  percent.  That  hit 
working  families  hard.  It  slowed  our 
economy  down.  I  think  it  is  a  large 
part  of  some  of  the  problems  we  have 
now  with  the  stagnation  in  our  wages. 

Mr.  Greenspan  can  have  all  kinds  of 
reasons  why  he  raised  the  interest 
rates.  But  the  fact  is,  there  was  abso- 
lutely no  inflation  threatening  at  all  at 
that  period  of  time.  I  am  going  to  have 
more  to  say  tomorrow  about  1994  and 
1995.  I  will  have  the  quotes  from  Mr. 
Greenspan  when  he  basically  said  that 
he  did  not  think  there  was  any  infla- 
tion threatening.  But  he  went  ahead 
and  raised  interest  rates. 

What  has  happened?  You  might  say, 
OK,  interest  rates  went  up  100  percent. 
But  that  was  February  1995.  Since  Feb- 
ruary 1995,  throughout  now,  we  have 
had  not  seen  inflation  increase.  So 
have  interest  rates  come  back  down? 
Three-quarters  of  a  point.  Three-quar- 
ters of  a  point. 

In  fact,  the  last  time  they  came 
down,  in  January,  I  believe  a  quarter  of 
a  point,  there  was  all  this  talk  about 
how  the  Fed  was  now  reducing  interest 
rates.  But  the  fact  is.  as  Mort 
Zuckerman  pointed  this  out  in  his  edi- 
torial— I  will  read  that  tomorrow 
also — in  U.S.  News  &  World  Report, 
pointing  out  that  actually  there  was 
not  a  decrease  in  interest  rates.  It  was 
an  increase  in  interest  rates.  Why?  Be- 
cause during  the  previous  period  of 
time,  inflation  had  fallen  more  than  a 


quarter  of  a  point.  Inflation  fell  by 
more  than  a  quarter  of  a  point  and  in- 
terest rates  only  came  down  a  quarter 
point.  Real  interest  rates  were  still 
high.  It  was  not  a  real  reduction,  a  re- 
duction in  real  interest  rates. 

We  have  had  this  100  percent  increase 
in  interest  rates,  1994  to  1995.  Since 
that  time  Mr.  Greenspan  has  only  re- 
duced Interest  rates  three-quarters  of  a 
point.  So  I  believe  American  working 
families,  American  workers,  the  middle 
class,  the  real  middle  class  in  America, 
is  overburdened  by  too  much  debt  and 
too  high  interest  rates.  It  is  sapping 
our  economy  and  hurting  our  small 
businesses.  It  is  hurting  our  productive 
sector,  and  it  is  hurting  farming  and 
manufacturing. 

As  I  said,  it  is  hurting  our  working 
families.  It  is  hurting  the  real  middle- 
class  America,  not  Congressman 
Heinemak's  mdddle  class,  but  the  real 
middle  class.  The  Congressman  from 
North  Carolina  stated  last  year  that  he 
believed  the  real  middle  class  were  peo- 
ple who  made  between  $300,000  and 
$700,000  a  year.  That  is  not  the  real 
middle  class. 

The  real  middle  class  is  feeling  really 
pinched  these  dajrs.  They  are  pinched 
by  high  interest  rates  that  do  not  need 
to  be  there.  They  are  only  there  be- 
cause Mr.  Greenspan.  I  believe,  has  an 
inordinate,  unhealthy  fear  of  the  spec- 
ter of  inflation.  That  has  caused  the 
kind  of  hair-trigger  approach  that  they 
have  at  the  Fed  that  any  time  there  is 
even  the  specter  on  the  horizon  of  in- 
flation, they  will  move  to  increase  in- 
terest rates,  to  the  point  now,  that  the 
bond  markets  react  even  before  they  do 
it  because  they  think  they  aire  going  to 
do  it. 

So  I  am  going  to  discuss  the  100  per- 
cent increase  in  Interest  rates,  1994  to 
1995,  why  that  happened,  why  at  least  I 
think  it  happened,  and  the  fact  that  in- 
terest rates  should  have  come  back 
down  to  that  previous  level  by  now  and 
could  come  down,  not  in  one  fell  swoop, 
but  could  have  over  a  period  of  time. 
That  could  have  really  strengthened 
our  economy. 

As  I  said,  that  is  nothing  personal.  I 
agree  with  Mr.  Dorgan.  1  have  nothing 
personal  against  Mr.  Greenspan.  I  as- 
sume he  is  a  very  bright,  intelligent  in- 
dividual. But  I  believe  that  his  policies, 
I  believe  that  his  mindset,  are  locked 
in  the  past.  After  all,  this  is  an  individ- 
ual who  as  late  as  last  year  in  commit- 
tee on  the  record  said  that  he  did.  In- 
deed, believe  in  going  back  to  the  gold 
standard,  he  would  support  going  back 
to  the  gold  standard. 

Well,  I  do  not  know  how  many  econo- 
mists believe  that.  But  I  think  you  get 
that  kind  of  mindset  that  says,  yes,  he 
would  like  to  be  on  the  gold  standard 
again.  Well,  that  may  have  been  a  good 
thing  at  one  time,  but  the  world  has 
moved,  the  economy  has  moved.  We  are 
in  a  little  different  situation  today.  I 
daresay  anyone  who  believes  that  we 


ought  to  go  back  to  the  gold  standard 
is  the  same  kind  of  person  who  would 
have  this  inordinate  attitude  that  we 
must  keep  relatively  high  Interest 
rates  no  matter  what,  even  if  inflation 
is  less  than  2  percent. 

I  believe  it  does  a  disservice  to  our 
economy,  it  does  a  disservice  to  Amer- 
ica, and  it  does  a  disservice  to  our  next 
generation  of  young  people  coming 
along.  We  need  to  grow  this  economy. 
We  can  do  all  we  want  here  in  the  Con- 
gress. Because  of  budget  constraints, 
there  is  nothing  we  are  going  to  do 
that  could  in  any  way  affect  the 
growth  of  our  economy  as  much  as  low- 
ering Interest  rates  by  the  Fed  could. 
That  probably  will  not  happen  as  long 
as  we  have  Mr.  Greenspan. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  HARKIN  per- 
taining to  the  introduction  of  S.  1876 
are  located  in  today's  Record  under 
"Statements  on  Introduced  Bills  and 
Joint  Resolutions.") 


BOSNIA 


Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
been  very  distressed,  as  many  people 
have,  over  the  recent  developments  in 
Bosnia,  statements  that  have  been 
made,  attributed  to  a  number  of  our 
high-ranking  officials,  including  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  William  Perry. 

Many  of  us  were  quite  outspoken  in 
our  opposition  to  sending  troops  into 
Bosnia  back  when  the  decision  was 
made  by  the  President  and  his  adminis- 
tration. I  can  remember  having  the  res- 
olution of  disapproval  that  I  had  with 
Senator  Hutchison.  We  only  lost  that 
by  four  votes.  One  of  the  selling  points 
on  the  floor  was  this  is  going  to  be  a 
mission  that  will  be  completed,  suc- 
cessfully completed,  and  the  troops 
will  be  out  in  a  period  of  12  months. 
None  of  us  believed  that  at  that  time. 

I  can  remember  so  well  on  October  17 
of  1995.  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico, 
Senator  Bingaman.  asked  the  question 
of  Secretary  Perry:  "What  do  we  con- 
template as  far  as  a  remaining  pres- 
ence once  the  one-year  period  is  up,  or 
once  the  IFOR  troop  development  is 
complete?  Would  we  expect  to  see  some 
residual  NATO  force  remain?" 

Secretary  Perry  responded: 

"I  expect  that  the  security—  that  the  func- 
tion of  external  forces  maintaining  security 
will  be  accomplished  by  then  .  .  .  The  IFOR. 
the  NATO  force  which  is  responsible,  an  ex- 
ternal force  for  maintaining  security — we  ex- 
pect that  function  to  be  completed  in  one 
year  and  the  forces  to  be  completely  re- 
moved." 

Later  in  testimony  before  the  Senate 
Armed  Services  Committee,  he  said: 
"The  Implementation  force  will  com- 
plete its  mission  in  a  period  not  to  ex- 
ceed 12  months.  We  believe  this  will  be 
more  than  adequate  to  accomplish  the 
needed  tasks  that  will  allow  the  peace 
to  be  self-sustaining.  As  we  did  in 
Haiti,  we  anticipate  the  IFOR  will  go 
in  heavy   and.   if  successful" — a   key 
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phrase — "would  begin  drawing  down 
significantly  far  in  advance  of  the  final 
exit  date."  that  exit  date  being  12 
months. 

We  keep  hearing  how  successful  the 
operation  is,  so  we  assume,  if  success- 
ful, that  condition  has  been  met.  He 
was  talking  about  drawing  down  the 
forces  far  in  advance  of  the  12-month 
period  that  he  committed  to. 

I  suggest  the  conunitment  was  much 
stronger.  I  asked  in  that  conmiittee 
meeting:  "Are  you  saying  to  this  com- 
mittee on  the  record  that  12  months  is 
it,  and  after  12  months  we  are  out  of 
there?" 

I  remember  that  distinctly  because  I 
asked  the  question  of  General 
Shalikashvili:  "Can  you  tell  me  any 
time  in  military  history  when  you  had 
an  exit  strategy  that  is  geared  to  time 
as  opposed  to  events."  That  was  Octo- 
ber 17. 

General  Shalikashvili,  the  Chairman 
of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  StaH',  also  re- 
sponded at  that  time  to  a  question 
asked  by  Senator  Robb  of  Virginia.  The 
response  was:  "From  a  military  per- 
spective," this  is  General 
Shalikashvili,  Chairman  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff,  the  top  guy,  "From  a 
military  perspective,  as  I  evaluated  the 
tasks  we  wished  this  force  to  accom- 
plish, it  was  my  judgment  that  in  fact 
can  be  done  in  12  months  or  less." 

Right  after  that,  Mr.  President,  I 
wanted  to  see  for  myself,  and  I  spent 
some  time  and  went  over  to  Bosnia, 
went  alone,  and  talked  to  a  number  of 
the  commanders.  Not  a  single  U.S. 
NATO  or  U.N.  commander  thought  the 
peace  in  Bosnia  could  be  achieved  in 
anything  close  to  12  months.  I  thought 
I  would  talk  to  the  people  in  the  north- 
east sector,  which  is  that  sector  as- 
signed for  our  troops,  our  thousands  of 
troops  that  would  go  over  there  and  ac- 
complish some  mission  that  is  still  not 
real  clear  to  me.  I  could  not  get  there, 
only  to  find  out  that  no  American  had 
been  up  there  in  the  northeast  sector. 

I  remember  so  well  a  very  attractive 
British  general  by  the  name  of  Rupert 
Smith,  who  we  will  be  hearing  a  lot 
from.  He  is  quite  a  figure.  He  took  pity 
on  me  after  the  second  or  third  day  and 
agreed  to  help  me  get  up  there.  So  we 
did,  in  a  driving  snowstorm,  go  up  to 
the  northeast  sector,  where  we  talked 
to  those  individuals  up  there  with  the 
United  Nations. 

The  commander  at  that  time,  from 
Norway,  was  General  Haukland,  who 
said  at  that  time  when  I  said,  "Can  you 
assure  us  that  our  participation  up  in 
this  northeast  sector  can  be  done  and 
the  mission  accomplished  and  we  can 
be  out  of  here  in  12  months,"  and  they 
all  started  laughing.  General  Haukland 
used  the  analogy,  he  said,  "Senator,  it 
is  like  putting  your  hand  in  water  and 
then  leaving  it  there  12  months,  and 
you  take  it  out  of  there  and  everything 
is  back  the  way  it  was,  and  you  cannot 
tell  your  hand  was  there  in  the  first 


place."  He  started  talking  about  the 
responsibilities  we  would  have  to  keep 
peace  up  there.  At  one  time,  when  I 
said,  "12  months,"  he  said.  "You  mean 
12  years." 

"No,  we  mean  12  months." 

It  was  a  very  distressing  experience. 
When  we  came  back,  we  had  another 
Senate  Armed  Services  Committee, 
and  we  repeated  the  questions  to  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  Bill  Perry  and  Gen- 
eral John  Shalikashvili.  Again,  they 
were  emphatic  that  it  would  be  done. 
Of  course,  that  is  when  we  had  the 
lengthy  debate  on  the  resolution. 

I  will  read  to  you  out  of  the  Congres- 
sional Record  from  December  13  from 
this  floor,  right  here,  quoting  myself: 

But  the  administration  cannot  have  it 
both  ways.  President  Clinton  cannot  say 
that  our  vital  interests  are  threatened  in 
Bosnia  and  at  the  same  time  pledge  that  we 
will  be  out  of  Bosnia  in  a  year.  If  two  vital 
interests — European  security  and  NATO  alli- 
ance— are  truly  threatened  in  Bosnia,  how 
can  there  be  a  one-year  statute  of  limita- 
tions on  our  response?  Since  when  are  Amer- 
ican vital  interests  only  worth  one  year's 
commitment?  ...  If  there  are  vital  interests 
at  stake,  the  administration  should  be  hon- 
est and  tell  the  American  people  that  we  are 
committed  to  Bosnia  for  a  longer  period  of 
time. 

In  the  last  few  days,  Tuesday's  Wash- 
ington Post:  "  *  *  *  A  consensus  is 
growing  among  senior  NATO  officials 
that  a  substantial  NATO-led  follow-on 
force  will  likely  patrol  Yugoslavia  well 
into  1997,  according  to  alliance  officials 
in  and  Western  diplomats." 

Strong  indications  are  that  United 
States  troops  will  stay  in  Bosnia  for 
much  longer  than  1  year. 

Finally,  yesterday,  the  other  shoe 
dropped,  and  Secretary  Perry  said, 
"NATO  will  not  want  simply  to  give  up 
on  the  investment  that  we  have  made 
in  Bosnia." 

This  is  a  kind  of  a  creep  that  we  get 
into.  We  make  a  commitment,  and 
while  mission  creep  is  a  very  realistic 
thing,  this  is  commitment  creep.  We 
are  now  saying  we  will  be  there  for  a 
longer  period  of  time. 

I  wanted  to  be  proven  wrong,  but  I 
was  right  when  I  said  on  this  floor  on 
December  13,  1995,  and  I  have  to  repeat 
it  now  because  this  will  become  a 
major  issue: 

The  simple  truth,  Mr.  President,  is  that 
the  Republic  of  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina  is 
about  to  become  America's  pet  country.  The 
United  States  of  America  is  going  to  own 
Bosnia  and  all  of  her  problems  just  as  soon 
as  the  1st  armored  division  sets  up  in  Tuzla. 
Does  anyone  really  believe  that  we  will  leave 
Bosnia  in  a  year  if  the  threat  to  her  stability 
remains?  Does  anyone  really  believe  after 
arming,  training,  and  equipping  the  Bosnian 
army  for  a  year  that  we  will  stand  by  and 
watch  if  our  pet  army  is  on  the  verge  of  de- 
feat? Of  course  not;  if  Bosnia  is  as  important 
as  the  administration  says  it  is.  we  will  stay 
in  Bosnia  as  long  as  we  have  to  ...  I  say  to 
my  colleagues — 

December  13. 

We  are  on  the  verge  of  what  may  be  a  very 
long  commitment. 


I  am  not  sajring  that  to  say  we  were 
prophetic  at  that  time,  Mr.  President.  I 
am  only  sasring  that  we  made  that 
statement.  I  firmly  believe  there  are 
more  than  four  Senators  who  would 
have  voted  for  the  resolution  of  dis- 
approval if  the  administration  had 
been  honest  with  us  and  admitted  to  us 
that  our  commitment  was  going  to  be 
longer  than  1  year.  They  were  not  hon- 
est with  us.  They  were  not  honest  with 
America.  That  was  just  a  commitment 
that  happens  to  coincide  with  the  re- 
election in  November  of  this  current 
year. 

I  think  it  is  something  we  have  to  ad- 
dress. We  will  have  to  make  a  decision. 
Are  we  going  to  stay  in  until  some 
tragedy  takes  place?  I  remember  so 
well— I  am  not  being  partisan,  I  am  not 
just  being  a  Republican  on  this  floor — 
it  was  George  Bush  in  December  1992 
that  sent  the  first  American  troops 
over  to  another  commitment  that  we 
had,  with  the  idea  they  would  be  com- 
ing back  in  90  days,  and  of  course  Bill 
Clinton  took  office  in  January  1993, 
and  the  troops  stayed  over  in  Somalia. 
It  was  not  until  18  of  our  troops  were 
brutally  murdered  and  their  corpses 
dragged  through  the  streets  of 
Mogadishu  that  the  American  people 
finally  put  enough  pressure  on  the  ad- 
ministration to  bring  our  troops  home. 

I  see  the  same  type  of  analogy  right 
here,  that  we  could  leave  them  there 
indefinitely.  I  can  tell  you  right  now  if 
they  do  not  stay  with  that  1-year  com- 
mitment, it  will  not  be  just  another 
few  days,  another  week  or  another 
month;  it  will  be  exactly  as  every  U.N. 
commander,  U.N.  and  NATO  force  that 
we  dealt  with  said  it  was  going  to  be 
and  predicted,  as  we  told  the  American 
people. 

It  is  going  to  be  a  much  longer  period 
of  time.  This  is  a  very  serious  thing. 
We  are  going  to  have  American  troops 
at  risk.  It  is  far  more  serious  than  the 
other  one;  that  is,  while  we  are  deploy- 
ing troops  all  around  the  world  on  mis- 
sions that  are  either  peacemaking  or 
peacekeeping — and  the  world  is  expect- 
ing us  to  do  this  now  all  the  way  from 
the  Near  East  to  the  Far  East  to  the 
Middle  East — now  they  are  expecting 
us  to  come  in  on  the  Golan  and  come 
into  the  Gaza  on  peacemaking  and 
peacekeeping  missions  at  the  same 
time  we  are  sending  our  American 
troops.  We  are  depleting  our  very 
scarce  resources.  As  I  said  earlier  on 
the  floor  today,  we  have  been  cutting 
our  military  budgets  each  year  for  12 
consecutive  years,  and  we  are  in  the 
same  position  we  were  back  in  1980. 

So  it  exacerbates  that  problem  to 
think  we  are  going  to  be  leaving  troops 
over  there  longer  than  this  period  of 
time.  I  am  deeply  distressed  about  de- 
velopments in  the  Middle  East,  and 
about  the  things  we  are  hearing  out  of 
Iraq. 

I  remember  so  well  when  the  Saddam 
Hussein— the  guy  who  murders  his  own 
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grandchildren — made  a  statement  5 
years  ago  that  if  we  had  waited  5  years 
to  invade  Kuwait  he  would  have  had 
the  capability  of  reaching  the  United 
States  with  a  missile  with  a  weapon  of 
mass  destruction.  This  is  a  very  serious 
thing. 

So  we  are  making  it  even  worse  by 
leaving  troops  in  place  where  the  Presi- 
dent conmiitted  to  the  American  peo- 
ple the  troops  would  be  out  in  a  period 
of  12  months.  I  never  believed  they 
would.  Most  of  the  people  here  never 
believed  they  would.  I  suggested  there 
are  many  people  who  would  have  voted 
in  favor  of  a  resolution  of  disapproval 
to  keep  our  troops  out  of  it.  Now  we 
are  in  the  position  where  I- would  lead 
the  charge  to  support  our  troops  over 
there,  but  we  have  to  go  back  to  the 
original  mission,  keep  our  commit- 
ment to  the  American  people,  and  keep 
our  commitment  to  this  Congress  and 
to  the  Senate  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee. 

So  I  serve  notice  to  the  administra- 
tion at  this  time  that  it  is  not  going  to 
be  easy  for  them  to  leave  our  troops 
over  there  past  the  time  that  they 
promised  and  conrmiitted  to  us  the 
troops  would  be  back. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa  is  recognized. 


NOMINATION  OF  ALAN  GREEN- 
SPAN TO  BE  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE 
BOARD  OF  GOVERNORS  OF  THE 
FEDERAL  RESERVE  SYSTEM 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  nomination. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  pleased  to  support  the  reappoint- 
ment of  Alan  Greenspan  to  the  chair- 
manship of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board. 
If  we  want  to  do  something  about  the 
economy,  if  we  want  to  do  something 
about  creating  jobs  and  keeping  the 
economy  moving,  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  first  step  we  can  take  is  the  quick 
approval  of  the  nomination  of  Alan 
Greenspan.  It  has  been  on  the  agenda 
quite  a  while.  I  think  that  we  ought  to 
move  forward. 

I  have  had  a  chance  to  observe  sev- 
eral Chairmen  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board.  I  look  at  what  these  Chairmen 
do  not  in  the  way  of  specific  policy  but 
in  the  way  of  bringing  stability,  in  the 
way  of  bringing  confidence,  to  the  sys- 
tem. It  seems  to  me  that  Alan  Green- 
span has  been  very  good  at  bringing 
confidence  to  the  system.  Confidence  is 
very  important  in  a  free  market  econ- 
omy. Particularly  where  a  Government 
like  ours  is  so  dominate  in  the  econ- 
omy, with  about  23  percent  of  the  gross 
national  product  being  our  Federal 
budget.  The  fact  that  we  may  make  er- 
ratic decisions  in  Government,  or  un- 
predictable decisions,  or  even  send  the 
signal  that  we  might  be  about  to  make 
some  bad  decision,  can  have  a  very  tre- 


mendous impact  upon  the  economy; 
whether  the  President  makes  the  deci- 
sion, or  whether  the  Congress  makes  it. 
The  public  is  very  suspicious  of  the 
Government  making  irresponsible  deci- 
sions in  an  election  year.  All  of  this 
brings  a  lack  of  confidence  in  Govern- 
ment action,  having  a  very  detrimental 
impact  upon  the  economy. 

So  when  you  have  a  steady  hand  like 
Chairman  Greenspan  tends  to  have,  it 
seems  to  me  that  it  builds  confidence. 
He  has  given  a  very  good  stewardship 
to  the  American  financial  system.  He 
has  had  a  very  consoling  influence  over 
the  economy.  He  has  had  a  sound  pol- 
icy. 

If  we  are  going  to  build  the  economy 
and  create  jobs,  it  means  that  we  need 
to  approve  this  type  of  steady  person 
to  be  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Boaird.  The  fact  that  we  are  raising 
some  questions  about  whether  he 
should  be  confirmed  and  that  we  are 
taking  so  long  to  get  him  confirmed, 
seems  to  me  to  be  disconcerting  to  a 
lot  of  people  who  otherwise,  if  they  had 
confidence  that  Congress  is  going  to 
make  responsible  decisions,  would 
move  forward  with  those  business,  eco- 
nomic, and  investment  decisions  that 
are  going  to  create  jobs. 

So  I  think  the  reappointment  of  Alan 
Greenspan  is  nothing  but  good  news  for 
jobs  and  for  the  economy.  He  has  had 
the  confidence  of  three  Presidents  of 
different  philosophies.  I  believe  he  has 
proven  himself  to  be  an  effective  infla- 
tion fighter.  Big  Government  types 
might  be  disappointed  in  the  announce- 
ment. But  the  fact  is  that  Chairman 
Greenspan  has  held  the  line  on  infla- 
tion, and  that  has  been  a  big  part  of 
helping  the  economy  grow. 

The  economy  I  believe  grows  because 
Greenspan  himself  is  a  personality. 
There  is  a  certain  amount  of  con- 
fidence building  in  what  he  does.  He 
kind  of  leadership  exudes  confidence 
through  his  personality.  This  con- 
fidence is  so  necessary  for  job  creation, 
or  I  should  say  for  the  investment  that 
brings  about  job  creation. 

We  have  just  spent  a  lot  of  time  talk- 
ing about  balancing  the  budget.  This 
very  day  we  passed  a  budget  resolution 
balancing  the  budget  in  6  years.  Unfor- 
tunately, not  7  years  like  we  were  talk- 
ing about  last  year,  because  we  lost 
that  opportunity  when  the  President  of 
the  United  States  vetoed  the  first  bal- 
anced budget  act  that  a  Congress  had 
passed  in  a  generation.  He  vetoed  it  on 
December  5. 

If  you  wonder  if  Congress  can  pass  a 
balanced  budget,  yes.  Congress  can  do 
it.  But  we  cannot  do  it  over  a  Presi- 
dential veto.  So  we  start  out  again  as 
we  did  today  to  balance  the  budget. 

If  we  balance  the  budget,  if  we  create 
a  situation  where  Government  is  going 
to  live  within  its  means — and  a  policy 
of  living  within  our  means  is  a  much 
more  predictable  policy  and  sends  a 
more  clear  signal  about  the  economy- 


then  people  are  going  to  have  more 
confidence  in  what  Congress  is  going  to 
be  doing  in  the  future.  Just  balancing 
the  budget  will  reduce  interest  rates  by 
2  percent.  Chairman  Greenspan  has 
said  that.  That  is  going  to  have  a  very 
positive  impact  upon  investment  and 
job  creation,  particularly  in  small 
business  where  70  percent  of  the  jobs 
are  created  in  our  economy. 

But  when  Congress  has  not  balanced 
the  budget  for  a  generation— 27  years 
to  be  exact^when  Congress  is  fiscally 
irresponsible  over  such  a  long  period  of 
time,  the  public  has  to  have  confidence 
that  there  is  some  nonpolitical  entity 
out  there  that  is  going  to  be  a  counter- 
balance to  the  irresponsible  fiscal  deci- 
sions made  by  the  elected  branch  of 
Government — the  Congress  and  the 
President. 

The  more  Congress  acts  with  fiscal 
responsibility,  the  less  significant  is 
the  job  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  to 
offset  the  bad  decisions  made  by  the 
Congress. 

If  the  people  who  raise  questions 
about  the  impact  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve, and  what  they  would  consider 
negative  impacts  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve on  the  economy,  would  put  their 
muscle  and  shoulder  behind  having  a 
sound  fiscal  policy  passed  by  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States,  then  they 
would  not  have  to  be  so  concerned 
about  the  Federal  Reserve.  There 
would  be  less  concern  of  inflation  and 
less  for  the  Federal  Reserve  to  do.  The 
more  satisfied  the  Chairman  would  be, 
and  the  less  there  would  be  observation 
by  the  financial  centers  of  the  world 
about  what  be  might  be  saying.  We 
would  all  be  working  together  to  build 
the  confidence  that  it  takes  to  create 
jobs  and  to  encourage  investment  to  do 
it. 

So  we.  in  this  body,  ought  to  be  put- 
ting our  energy  to  not  so  much  fight- 
ing the  appointment  of  Chairman 
Greenspan  but  to  being  more  fiscally 
responsible.  Those  particularly  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  should  have  en- 
couraged their  President  to  sign  the 
first  Balanced  Budget  Act  that  had 
been  passed  in  a  generation  to  get  us 
on  the  road  to  fiscal  responsibility  and 
to  build  the  confidence  that  encourages 
investment  and  creates  jobs.  Further, 
they  should  stop  putting  on  the  shoul- 
ders of  our  children  and  grandchildren 
our  living  high  on  the  hog  in  this  gen- 
eration. The  immoral  aspect  of  our 
being  materialistic  and  not  caring 
about  who  pajrs  for  the  bill  has.  more 
sadly,  deprived  our  children  and  grand- 
children of  the  American  dream.  They 
deserve  a  life  without  being  saddled 
with  paying  for  an  out-of-control  Gov- 
ernment. 

Alan  Greenspan  has  been  a  strong 
and  consistent  advocate  of  our  bal- 
ancing the  budget.  While  we  have  been 
spending  time  debating.  Chairman 
Greenspan  has  been  on  the  front  line 
fighting  the  results  of  big  Government 
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spending,  the  deficit  and  the  potential 
inflation  that  that  brings  about,  espe- 
cially high  interest  rates.  The  Federal 
Government  is  more  and  more  every 
day  in  the  line  seeking  credit— we  al- 
ways tend  to  be  first  in  the  credit  line 
and  the  Federal  Government  will  pay 
whatever  it  takes  to  borrow  what  is 
needed— affecting  interest  rates.  And 
the  private  sector  borrowers,  who  are 
next  in  line,  are  going  to  pay  more 
than  what  the  Federal  Government 
pays  to  borrow  money.  There  is  going 
to  be  less  investment  and  less  jobs  cre- 
ated because  of  that.  Because  he  is  an 
inflation  fighter,  because  he  helps 
build  confidence,  he  has  saved  jobs  by 
keeping  inflation  in  check  and  he  has 
helped  to  provide  a  steady  climate  for 
business  to  grow. 

There  is  a  recent  Journal  of  Com- 
merce editorial  that  states,  "the  Fed 
and  Mr.  Greenspan  have  done  their  jobs 
well.  The  economy  has  been  growing  at 
a  decent  rate." 

The  editorial  goes  on  to  quote  the 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Banking  Com- 
mittee, Senator  D'Amato,  that  Ameri- 
cans have  "benefited  from  a  lengthy 
period  of  stable,  predictable  prices, 
making  purchase  and  investment  deci- 
sions much  more  efficient." 

The  big  Government  tyiws  in  Wash- 
ington think  that  only  the  Federal 
Government  can  spend  money  effi- 
ciently. The  Federal  Government  can 
spend  money  very  efficiently,  but  the 
efficiency  with  which  we  spend  the 
money  is  more  related  to  the  rapidity 
with  which  we  spend  money,  and  not 
the  efficiency  with  how  much  we  get 
out  of  each  dollar  that  is  being  spent. 
There  is  going  to  be  more  economic 
progress  made  by  that  dollar  being 
spent  in  the  private  sector  than  being 
spent  in  the  public  sector.  More  jobs 
will  be  created  as  a  result  of  the  pri- 
vate sector,  and  that  is  the  efficiency 
that  Senator  D'AMATO  speaks  about. 

I  know  there  are  those  who  would 
still  like  nothing  more  than  to  start  up 
the  Government  printing  presses  and 
to  push  more  money  into  the  economy, 
to  reflate,  as  some  people  would  say. 
But  infiation  is  the  result.  And  infla- 
tion is  a  sales  tax  on  the  consumers  of 
America.  It  is  an  expense  on  interest 
being  borrowed.  It  is  just  another  tax 
that  is  the  most  regressive  tax  that 
you  can  have.  It  is  a  tax  applied  re- 
gardless of  ability  to  pay. 

For  those  people  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  who  are  always  talking  about: 
We  have  to  tax  the  high  incomes,  tax 
the  wealthy,  tax  the  corporations,  be 
progressive  in  the  taxation— I  wish 
they  were  as  concerned  in  the  war 
against  infiation  as  Chairman  Green- 
span is,  of  how  regressive  the  tax  of  in- 
flation is  upon  the  poor  people  of 
America. 

Those  who  want  to  start  up  the  print- 
ing presses  believe  that  is  the  way  to 
make  the  economy  grow,  a  way  to 
solve  economic  problems.  That  was  the 


old  way  for  Government  to  do  business. 
It  is  still  too  much  a  part  of  Govern- 
ment, but  not  as  much  of  a  part,  as  it 
has  been  under  a  lot  of  other  people. 
All  of  the  previous  Chairmen's  jobs 
were  more  difficult  because  of  an  irre- 
sponsible Congress  for  a  generation,  I 
might  say.  I  do  not  tend  to  blame  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board.  They  are  al- 
ways acting  after  the  fact.  They  are  al- 
ways looking  at  what  is  a  responsible 
Congress  doing,  or,  rather  is  it  being  ir- 
responsible? The  blame  ought  to  rest 
with  us.  but  it  is  always  easier  to  push 
it  off  onto  somebody  else. 

So,  all  Americans  can  be  thankful 
that  Chairman  Greenspan  does  not 
walk  down  the  path  of  inflation,  of  in- 
flating our  way  out  of  the  problem.  For 
all  Americans  today  recognize  the  wis- 
dom of  fiscal  responsibility.  That  is 
why  we  have  80  percent  of  the  people  of 
America  who  expect  us  to  pass  a  con- 
stitutional amendment  requiring  a  bal- 
anced budget.  It  does  not  matter 
whether  that  is  fiscal  responsibility  in 
the  Congress  or  in  the  administration, 
because  they  know,  if  we  do  that,  we 
are  going  to  have  a  responsible  mone- 
tary policy. 

It  is  ironic,  perhaps,  that  when  he 
was  first  nominated  to  the  Federal  Re- 
serve by  President  Reagan,  many 
thought  that  Mr.  Greenspan  would  not 
be  aggressive  enough  against  inflation. 
We  must  remember  that  he  was  replac- 
ing one  of  those  legendary  inflation 
fighters  of  all  times,  former  Chairman 
Paul  Volcker.  All  of  us  remember  how 
Chairman  Volcker  tamed  sky-high  in- 
terest rates  that  were  hurting  ordinary 
Americans.  Many  were  fearful  of  a  re- 
turn to  that  time.  Now,  being  nomi- 
nated to  a  third  term,  the  criticism  is 
being  leveled  from  the  opposite  direc- 
tion. "Alan  Greenspan  is  being  too 
tough  on  inflation,"  these  critics  say. 
"Alan  Greenspan  shoiild  lower  interest 
rates  and  free  up  money,"  they  say. 

There  is  one  way  to  lower  interest 
rates  effectively  to  the  benefit  of  the 
American  people  and  American  busi- 
nesses. That  way  is  to  have  a  sound  fis- 
cal policy  in  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States.  It  is  the  best  way  to  build  con- 
fidence. I  suppose  somebody  could 
argue  you  do  not  always  have  to  have 
a  balanced  budget  to  have  a  sound  fis- 
cal policy  because  I  suppose  you  could 
measure  it  over  the  long  haul,  but  over 
the  long  haul  we  have  been  totally  irre- 
sponsible, year  after  year,  for  27  years. 

It  might  sound  idealistic,  but  at 
least,  if  you  have  a  balanced  budget 
and  the  public  can  predict  you  are 
going  to  live  within  a  balanced  budget, 
that  helps  to  build  confidence.  Because 
the  more  we  can  do  in  Government 
that  lends  to  predictability,  the  more 
confidence  we  are  going  to  build.  So, 
that  way  is  to  balance  the  Federal 
budget.  Nothing  could  be  more  bene- 
ficial to  the  American  economy  than  if 
we  in  Congress  could  get  our  own 
spending  habits  under  control. 


During  the  debate  on  the  farm  bill 
last  year,  and  this  gets  back  to  interest 
rates  being  lower  as  a  result  of  our  bal- 
ancing the  budget,  I  had  an  oppor- 
tunity to  ask  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Policy  Research  Institute,  an  institute 
working  in  tandem  between  the  Uni- 
versity of  Missouri  and  Iowa  State  Uni- 
versity—I asked  the  Institute  what 
benefit  it  would  be  to  agriculture  if 
Congress  balanced  the  budget.  This  in- 
stitute replied  that,  if  the  Federal 
budget  were  balanced  by  the  year  2002, 
the  yearly  benefit  to  agricultural  econ- 
omy would  be  $2.3  billion  due  to  inter- 
est rate  reductions.  On  top  of  that  in- 
creased cash  flow  from  increased  eco- 
nomic activity  would  be  another  $300 
million  yearly  into  the  profitability  of 
agriculture.  So  this  adds  up  to  a  total 
increase  of  $2.6  billion  per  year,  just  for 
agriculture,  if  Congress  balauaces  the 
budget. 

The  Institute's  findings  are  based  on 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  esti- 
mate that  short-term  interest  rates 
would  decrease  1.1  percent,  and  long- 
term  interest  rates  would  decline  1.7 
percent.  That  is  still  under  what  Chair- 
man Greenspan  said  that  interest  rates 
would  go  down  to  if  we  were  to  balance 
the  budget.  Everybody  knows,  whether 
it  is  small  business  or  agriculture,  in- 
terest rates  are  extremely  important 
to  profitability.  Farming  happens  to  be 
a  very  highly  capital  intensive  indus- 
try. Land  is  expensive  and  getting 
more  expensive,  and  farm  machinery  is 
expensive.  The  lower  the  interest  rates 
the  better  for  our  farmers.  Small  busi- 
ness benefits  as  well.  We  all  understand 
the  need  of  lower  interest  rates. 

But,  again,  it  is  better  to  achieve 
those  lower  interest  rates  through  con- 
gressional action  on  a  balanced  budget, 
not  on  some  inflationary  action  by  the 
Federal  Reserve. 

A  recent  editorial  in  the  Washington 
Post  said  it  so  well — that  editorial 
states: 

There  will  always  be  a  debate  about  how 
fast  the  economy  can  safely  be  allowed  to 
grow  and  where  the  balance  point  exists  be- 
tween the  risk  of  renewed  inflation  and  lin- 
gering slack.  The  more  success  the  Fed  has 
had  in  combating  inflation,  lately,  the  more 
that  risk  has  seemed  to  recede.  But  that 
hardly  means  that  the  board's  poUcies  have 
been  wrong. 

The  editorial  continues: 

Our  own  sense  is  that  the  board  has  both 
less  latitude  and  less  Hne  control  of  the 
economy  than  some  of  the  rhetoric  surround- 
ing its  decisions  would  suggest.  Its  ability  to 
tilt  in  the  direction  of  growth  is  further  con- 
strained by  Congress  itself.  The  budget  defi- 
cit they  have  compiled  in  recent  years  has 
given  the  board  little  choice  but  to  lean  on 
the  brakes  as  an  offset.  Mr.  Greenspan  seems 
to  have  done  the  job  in  navigating  a  narrow 
channel. 

I  think  that  says  it  better  than  any- 
thing I  can  say.  But  it  reemphasizes, 
from  the  Washington  Post  editorial, 
the  significant  difficulty  of  Chairman 
Greenspan's  job  and  the  Federal  Re- 
serve's job  of  fighting  inflation  when 
Congress  is  fiscally  irresponsible. 
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K  we  want  the  economy  to  grow,  we 
do  that  by  having  a  predictable  fiscal 
policy,  and  that  is  best  done  when  we 
are  committed  to  balancing  the  budget 
year  after  year  after  year.  In  turn,  peo- 
ple then  can  look  at  the  Federal  Re- 
serve and  say  they  do  not  have  a  very 
important  job;  their  job  is  less  signifi- 
cant than  our  decisionmaking  of  busi- 
ness investment  and  the  number  of  jobs 
that  would  be  created,  bringing  about  a 
stable  economy. 

Congress  has  not  been  responsible.  So 
in  the  meantime,  we  have  to  have  a 
master  who  can  stabilize  the  economy. 
It  seems  to  me  that  Alan  Greenspan 
serves  that  purpose.  We  have  seen  real 
growth.  We  have  seen  real  confidence. 
We  have  seen  people  investing  more 
money  in  the  stock  market  daily.  We 
have  seen  new  highs  achieved  in  the 
stock  market.  K  you  do  not  think  that 
is  an  important  indicator,  the  Presi- 
dent is  talking  about  it  all  the  time  as 
a  measure  of  why  he  should  be  re- 
elected. 

But  if  we  want  to  encourage  growth, 
we  have  no  further  to  look  than  our- 
selves in  this  body  and  the  other  body. 
Balancing  the  Federal  budget  will  pro- 
mote and  ensure  economic  growth. 
Confirming  Alan  Greenspan  to  a  new 
term  as  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve will  keep  inflation  under  control 
and  promote  economic  stability.  The 
American  people  need  this  stability  be- 
cause it  is  the  only  way  we  are  going  to 
create  the  jobs  we  have  to  create  to 
keep  the  American  dream  alive. 

I  jrield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Hawaii  is  recognized. 

Mr.  AKAKA.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  speak  as  in 
morning  business  for  10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  AKAKA.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Akaka  pertain- 
ing to  the  introduction  of  S.  1878  are 
located  in  today's  Record  under 
"Statements  on  Introduced  Bills  and 
Joint  Resolutions.") 

Mr.  AKAKA.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
the  floor. 

Mr.  President.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rascinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  there  now  be  a  pe- 
riod for  the  transaction  of  morning 
business  with  Senators  permitted  to 
speak  for  up  to  5  minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


SENSELESS  BURNING  OF 
CHURCHES 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President.  I 
have  introduced  a  resolution  against 
the  senseless  burning  of  churches  that 
we  have  witnessed  and,  really,  just  be- 
come aware  of  in  recent  weeks.  The 
latest  one,  imfortunately,  is  in  my 
State.  So  I  want  to  speak  out  on  this 
issue  for  a  few  minutes. 

Let  me  say,  I  think  all  of  us  have 
been  horrified  that  a  place  of  worship 
would  be  a  place  to  be  chosen  by  ter- 
rorists to  desecrate.  We  all  know  in 
this  country,  whatever  our  religious 
preference  is,  how  important  a  part  of 
our  lives  the  place  of  worship  is,  that  it 
is  a  part  of  our  communities,  part  of 
our  families  and  part  of  what  makes 
America  so  wonderful,  that  we  do  have 
the  freedom  of  religion  and  the  ability 
to  come  together  to  worship  God  in  a 
way  that  we  want  to  do. 

It  is  because  of  that  very  special 
place  that  churches  hold  in  our  society 
that  it  is  particularly  awful  that  we 
see  a  burning  of  churches  in  any  way, 
but  especially  in  what  seems  to  be  a 
pattern.  In  fact,  since  1991,  there  have 
been  110  such  incidents  of  church  arson 
that  have  been  reported. 

I  picked  up  the  phone  this  week  and 
called  Chester  Thomas,  who  is  the  pas- 
tor at  the  New  Light  House  of  Prayer 
in  Greenville,  TX.  This  church  was 
burned  to  the  ground.  Mr.  President,  I 
never  cease  to  be  amazed  at  how  won- 
derfiil  people  can  be  in  a  time  of  crisis. 
And,  truly.  Pastor  Thomas  is  a  person 
that  inspires  me  because  he  is  so  up- 
beat about  the  experience  that  he  has 
just  had.  He  told  me  that  they  have 
been  experiencing  burglaries  in  the 
church  and  vandalism.  But  now,  of 
course,  they  have  lost  the  church.  It 
was  burned  to  the  ground.  But  he  said 
that  he  had  just  come  from  a  service 
that  was  put  together  by  another 
church  in  Greenville,  TX,  a  church  that 
said,  "Come  and  worship  with  us.  Bring 
your  congregation  to  our  congregation, 
and  we  are  going  to  work  together  to 
rebuild  what  you  have  lost." 

You  know,  that  is  what  America  is— 
reaching  out  in  a  time  of  crisis  that 
helps  heal  the  wounds  for  something 
that  really  is  unexplainable  such  as 
burning  down  a  place  of  worship.  But 
Pastor  Thomas  was  very,  very  upbeat 
about  it.  He  said,  "We  are  going  to 
come  together,  and  this  is  going  to 
make  us  stronger,  and  I  love  the  people 
of  this  community.  I  even  love  the  per- 
son that  did  this  terrible  act,  because  I 
know  whoever  it  is  is  a  troubled  per- 
son." 

Well,  we  can  learn  a  lot  from  Pastor 
Thomas.  I  am  here  today  to  say  to  Pas- 
tor Thomas  and  to  all  of  the  people 
who  worship  at  the  New  Light  House  of 
Prayer  in  Greenville,  TX,  as  well  as  the 
people  who  worship  in  the  Church  of 
the  Living  God  in  Greenville,  TX, 
which  was  not  destroyed  but  which  was 
burned  and  is  badly  damaged,  I  am  here 


to  say  to  them  that  all  of  America 
cares,  that  this  is  not  right,  and  we 
must  condemn  the  burning,  the  dese- 
crating and  the  destruction  of  religious 
property. 

In  fact,  I  am  reading  trom  the  resolu- 
tion that  condemns  the  burning,  dese- 
crating, and  destruction  of  religious 
property.  We  urge  Federal  law  enforce- 
ment authority  to  expeditiously  and 
vigilantly  investigate  and  appro- 
priately punish  the  perpetrators  of 
these  heinous  crimes. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  something  that 
we  can  all  come  together  and  fight  for. 
We  will  work  with  the  President.  We 
will  work  with  the  entire  U.S.  Senate 
and  the  entire  U.S.  Congress  to  say 
that  we  want  to  put  teeth  in  the  laws 
that  would  keep  this  fi^m  happening, 
because  you  are  tearing  down  the  very 
spirit  of  a  community  when  you  dese- 
crate a  place  of  worship.  We  do  not 
want  to  do  that.  We  want  to  speak  out 
against  it. 

So  I  say  to  Pastor  Thomas  and  to  his 
whole  congregation,  to  the  people  who 
also  worship  at  the  Church  of  the  Liv- 
ing God  in  Greenville,  TX,  that  we 
must  to  stand  together  against  this, 
and  by  doing  so,  we  will  leam  the  les- 
son from  Pastor  Thomas.  We  will  be 
stronger.  We  will  be  stronger  as  com- 
munities. We  will  be  stronger  as  a 
country. 

Mr.  President,  I  wanted  to  read  the 
list  of  the  cosponsors  of  this  resolu- 
tion. Besides  myself,  they  are  Senators 
Gramm,  Faircloth,  mcConnell.  Coch- 
ran, Thurmond,  Coverdelx,  Helms, 
d'amato,  murkowski,  warner,  nlck- 
LEs,  and  Abraham. 


COMMENDING  BECKY  CAIN 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  take  a  moment  to  commend  the 
efforts  of  a  fellow  West  Virginian. 
Becky  Cain,  for  her  enormous  contribu- 
tion to  her  State  and  country.  Since 
Ms.  Cain's  days  as  a  high  school  civics 
and  American  government  teacher,  she 
has  worked  to  reverse  the  trend  of  low 
voter  turnout  and  the  lack  of  citizens' 
participation  in  politics. 

In  the  1970"s,  Ms.  Cain  began  to  vol- 
unteer for  the  League  of  Women's  Vot- 
ers, a  nonprofit  organization  aimed  at 
increasing  the  political  participation 
of  American  women.  Constantly  on  the 
search  for  new  voters,  she  did  not  leave 
her  days  of  manning  voter  registration 
tables  behind  when  she  became  presi- 
dent of  the  League  in  1992. 

Mr.  President,  as  president  of  the 
League,  a  volunteer  post.  Ms.  Cain  de- 
cided that  the  organization  should  un- 
dertake projects  that  would  rebuild 
voters'  faith  in  the  political  system. 
She  has  made  it  her  mission  to  attack 
the  apathy  and  distance  between  citi- 
zens and  their  government,  a  recurring 
problem  that  the  League  hopes  to  cure. 
Becky  Cain  and  the  League  of  Women 
Voters  of  the  United  States  have  made 
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great  strides  toward  this  goal  with  the 
passage  of  the  National  Voter  Registra- 
tion Act.  or  the  "motor-voter"  law,  in 
1995.  The  "mo tor- voter"  law  has  gen- 
erated the  greatest  increase  in  voter 
registration  since  the  late  19th  cen- 
tury, registering  some  eleven  million 
voters. 

Ms.  Cain  and  the  League  are  now  fo- 
cusing on  encouraging  registered  vot- 
ers to  take  the  second  step  and  to  re- 
sponsibly vote.  They  have  joined  the 
Ladies'  Home  Journal  in  an  effort  to 
educate  women  voters  by  running  po- 
litical features  aimed  at  women's 
issues. 

Ms.  Cain  has  been  active  in  West  Vir- 
ginia for  more  than  20  years,  working 
on  numerous  advisory  boards  to  the 
government  on  issues  such  as  environ- 
mental protection  and  health  care  re- 
form. Her  experience  in  grass  roots 
movements  has  helped  her  to  keep  in 
touch  with  the  voters  as  she  fulfills  the 
responsibilities  of  her  national  position 
in  the  League. 

Mr.  President,  Ms.  Becky  Cain  has 
ably  served  her  fellow  West  Virginians 
and  the  American  people  through  her 
participation  on  advisory  boards,  as 
well  as  her  volunteer  work  for  the 
League  of  Women  Voters  for  the  United 
States.  She  is  a  West  Virginian  who 
embodies  the  qualities  and  character  of 
a  leader,  and  I  salute  her  for  her  com- 
mitment to  the  American  political 
process.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
a  recent  article  in  the  National  Jour- 
nal, entitled  "She's  in  a  League  of  Her 
Own,"  be  printed  in  the  Rjbcord. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[Prom  the  Natural  Joomal.  May  4. 1996] 

SHE'S  IN  A  League  of  Her  Own 

(By  Eliza  Mewlio  Carney) 

When  Becky  Cain  started  staffing  voter 
registration  tables  for  the  League  of  Women 
Voters  of  the  U.S.  In  the  1970s,  she  frequently 
ran  into  people  who  were  embarrassed  to 
admit  that  they  had  failed  to  sign  up  to  vote. 

Now  that  she's  president  of  the  league,  one 
of  the  nation's  oldest  nonprofit  dedicated  to 
citizen  political  participation.  Cain  still  goes 
to  malls  and  state  fairs  in  search  of  new  vot- 
ers. But  these  days  the  public  reaction  is  dif- 
ferent. 

"We  get  people  saying:  'No.  No  way.  I  don't 
want  to  legitimize  that  system  with  my  par- 
ticipation.' That's  a  whole  different  change 
in  attitude."  Cain  said.  "They  are  choosing— 
deliberately  choosing— not  to  participate  in 
a  system  that  they  think  is  broken. 

To  Cain,  a  former  teacher  of  high  school 
civics  and  American  government,  that 
change  is  alarming.  Cain's  concern  has 
helped  prompt  the  league  this  year  to  pursue 
several  projects  aimed  at  rebuilding  voters' 
faith  in  the  political  system  and  at  closing 
the  golf  between  citizens  and  their  govern- 
ment. 

Since  1992.  when  Cain  became  president,  a 
volunteer  post,  the  league  has  scored  one  of 
its  most  important  victories:  the  passage  of 
the  National  Voter  Registration  Act.  or 
"motor-voter"  law,  which  took  effect  last 
year.  Some  11  million  citizens  registered  to 
vote  in  1996.  and  another  9  million  are  ex- 


pected to  do  so  by  November — the  largest  in- 
crease since  the  late  19th  century,  the  league 
maintains. 

Now  it's  time  to  make  sure  that  those  vot- 
ers take  the  next  stop  and  actually  pull  the 
lever.  Cain  said.  In  addition  to  a  full  roster 
of  league  pet-out>the-vote  and  voter  edu- 
cation activities,  Cain's  group  has  teamed  up 
with  the  Ladies'  Home  Journal  on  a  massive 
"Power  the  Vote!"  campaign  to  increase 
women's  political  participation,  which  poll 
show  has  recently  declined.  (For  more  on  the 
drop  in  women's  voting,  see  NJ  4/13/96,  p.  824.) 

The  league  and  the  New  York  City-based 
Journal  have  set  up  a  toll-free  number  to 
help  people  register  and  vote,  as  well  as  a 
World  Wide  Web  site  that  offers  how-to  tips 
on  rating  debates,  understanding  political 
polls  and  interpreting  campaign  ads.  Be- 
tween now  and  November,  the  Journal, 
which  has  a  circulation  of  4.5  million,  will 
also  run  political  features  aimed  at  women. 

It's  one  of  dozens  of  ambitious  league  part- 
nerships formed  under  Cain,  48,  who  has  been 
working  her  way  up  the  group's  ranks  since 
1975.  A  citizen  activist  in  West  Virginia  for 
more  than  two  decades,  her  eclectic  back- 
ground includes  grass-roots  political  work 
and  a  stint  as  West  Virginia's  deputy  sec- 
retary of  state.  She's  also  served  on  dozens 
of  government  advisory  boards  set  up  to 
tackle  issues  ranging  from  environmental 
protection  to  health  care  reform. 

Her  hands-on  political  savvy  has  helped 
Cain  win  powerful  allies  and  raise  the 
league's  profile.  The  nonprofit,  nonpartisan 
organization  enjoys  credibility  on  both  ends 
of  the  political  spectrum,  and  a  healthy 
budget  adds  to  its  clout.  The  organization 
and  its  educational  affiliate,  the  Leagrue  of 
Women  Voters  Education  Fund,  spent  up- 
wards of  S5  million  last  year. 

But  Cain's  down-to-earth,  ebullient  person- 
ality has  never  allowed  her  to  lose  touch 
with  voters  and  their  day-to-day  concerns, 
her  colleagues  say.  Cain  still  lives  in  West 
Virginia,  in  a  town  outside  the  capital  called 
St.  Albans,  and  commutes  by  plane  two  or 
three  days  a  week  to  the  league's  Washing- 
ton headquarters.  (The  league  reimburses 
her  for  the  propeller  plane  rides,  which  offi- 
cials say  are  cheaper  than  if  Cain  rented  an 
apartment  in  WsLShingrton.)  Much  of  her  time 
is  spent  on  the  road  visiting  the  league's 
1,200  affiliates. 

"She  is  very  much  in  touch  with  not  only 
what  league  members  are  doing,  but  with  the 
politics  of  the  country,  which  I  think  is  an 
extremely  important  thing  to  bring  into  an 
organization,"  said  Ann  McBride,  president 
of  Common  Cause,  which  is  collaborating 
with  the  league  and  other  like-minded 
groups  on  a  grass-roots  lobbying  drive  to 
promote  campaign  finance  reform. 

The  league's  education  fund  is  helping  to 
host  a  series  of  "citizen  assemblies"  nation- 
wide that  explore  the  relationship  between 
money  and  politics.  Dubbed  "Money  +  Poli- 
tics: People  Change  the  Equation,"  the 
project  is  a  team  effort  with  the  Harwood 
Group,  a  Bethesda  (Md.)-ba8ed  research  firm. 
The  idea  is  to  improve  public  understanding 
and  to  brainstorm  new  solutions  to  the  cam- 
paign reform  quandary. 

If  the  league  can  help  fight  the  malaise 
that's  driving  citizens  from  politics,  Cain 
said,  the  76-year-old  organization  will,  in  a 
sense,  have  come  full  circle.  Originally 
launched  by  women  who'd  recently  won  the 
right  to  vote,  the  league  has  long  sought  to 
educate  voters  about  citizenship  and  coax 
them  to  the  polls.  To  Cain,  that  mandate  is 
timelier  than  ever. 

"We're  seeing  this  erosion  of  people's  trust 
and  faith  in  the  democratic  process,  in  the 


health  of  our  democracy,"  Cain  said.  "Right 
now,  Americans  are  opting  out  of  the  sys- 
tem. That's  new,  and  that  scares  us.  Because 
we  believe  in  the  conmion  good.  And  you 
can't  get  the  common  good  if  we're  not  all  at 
the  table." 


HONORING  SENATOR  MARK 
HATFIELD 

Mr.  B"5rRD.  Mr.  President,  on  June  11, 
1996,  a  dinner  honoring  Senator  Mark 
Hatfield,  who  will  be  retiring  from 
the  U.S.  Senate  in  January,  was  hosted 
by  Senator  Stevens  and  myself  in  the 
National  Archives  Rotunda.  I  was  priv- 
ileged to  make  remarks  at  this  salute 
to  my  good  friend  and  colleague,  Sen- 
ator Hatfield.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  my  remarks,  as  delivered,  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  re- 
marks were  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Remarks  of  Senator  Byrd 

The  great  Supreme  Court  Justice  Oliver 
Wendell  Holmes  once  observed  that,  "Life  is 
painting  a  picture,  not  doing  a  sum." 

And.  indeed,  the  transcendent  life  requires 
much,  much  more  than  a  mere  balance  sheet 
of  wins  versus  losses.  Just  as  shade,  hue  and 
the  subtle  use  of  light  distinguish  great  art, 
delicate  nuances  of  character,  honor  and  in- 
tellect provide  the  defining  elements  of  a 
sublime  human  existence. 

The  man  we  honor  here  tonight  has  paint- 
ed a  life  portrait  worthy  of  Rembrandt.  A 
deeply  religious  man,  Mark  Hatfield  has 
done  one  of  the  hardest  things  in  life  for 
mere  mortals  to  do.  He  has  actually  lived, 
and  even  more  incredibly  conducted  a  politi- 
cal career  in  near-perfect  accordance  with 
the  teachings  of  his  personal  faith. 

Mark  Hatfield  has  been  a  faithful  disciple 
of  his  own  conscience.  He  has  maintained 
that  fidelity  despite  intense  pressure  some- 
times flrom  his  own  party.  He  has  gone 
against  the  grain  of  popular  public  opinion. 
He  was  right  about  Vietnam  when  most  of 
the  rest  of  us,  including  myself,  were  wrong. 
He  has  sailed  his  boat  against  the  wind  time 
and  time  again,  and  only  grown  stronger 
from  the  experience.  He  has  been  called  a 
"maverick;"  yet,  the  quiet  demeanor  and 
ever  gentle  way  of  his  conversation  belie 
none  of  the  steel  in  his  spine. 

The  blind  poet,  Milton,  wrote,  "Give  me 
the  liberty  to  know,  to  utter,  and  to  argue 
freely,  according  to  conscience  above  all  lib- 
erties." We  celebrate  tonight  the  life  and 
achievements  of  a  man  who  has  always 
known,  and  uttered,  and  argued  freely  from 
the  dictates  of  his  own  keen  inner  voice.  He 
is  an  inspiration  to  anyone  who  has  been  for- 
tunate enough  to  watch  him  or  to  serve  with 
him  in  public  life.  His  kind  is  rare  and  grow- 
ing rarer  still  in  this  vast  city  of  towering 
egos,  silly  pretensions,  and  paper-mache  val- 
ues. Senator  Hatfield  is,  in  the  words  of 
Edwin  Markham.  "a  man  to  hold  against  the 
world,  a  man  to  match  the  mountains  and 
the  sea." 

Mark  Hatfield's  decision  to  return  to  the 
peaceful  Oregon  countryside  leaves  the 
United  States  Senate  and  this  great  country 
with  a  special  kind  of  uneasy  void.  The  polit- 
ical landscape  of  this  nation  will  be  suddenly 
starker  for  his  leaving.  Markham's  woids 
come  once  again  to  mind: 

".  .  .  He  held  the  ridgepole  up.  and  spiked 
again 
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The   rafters   of  the  Home.   He   held   his 

place — 
Held  the  long  purpose  like  a  growing  tree- 
Held  on  through  blame  and  faltered  not  at 

praise. 
And  when  he  fell  in  whirlwind,  he  went 

down 
As  when  a  lordly  cedar,  green  with  boughs. 
Goes  down  with  a  great  shout  upon  the 

hills. 
And  leaves  a  lonesome  place  against  the 

sky." 


RECOGNIZING  THE  25TH  ANNIVER- 
SARY OF  THE  CLOSE  UP  FOUN- 
DATION 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  take  this  opportunity  to  congratu- 
late the  Close  Up  Foundation  on  the 
celebration  of  its  25th  anniversary. 

I  would  like  to  start  this  tribute  by 
recognizing  Close  Up's  Oklahoma  roots. 
A  fellow  Oklahoman,  Harry  Janger,  en- 
couraged and  guided  his  son,  Steve,  in 
the  creation  of  the  Close  Up  Founda- 
tion. While  we  are  saddened  by  Harry's 
passing  earlier  this  year,  his  legacy 
lives  on.  Steve  Janger,  the  president 
and  founder  of  Close  Up,  is  a  native 
Oklahoman.  He  is  a  graduate  of  the 
University  of  Oklahoma,  the  former 
president  of  the  iiniversity's  alumni  as- 
sociation, and  a  continuing  supporter 
of  the  university.  Steve's  family  still 
resides  in  Oklahoma  and  he  visits  home 
as  often  as  possible. 

The  strength  Oklahoma  gives  to 
Close  Up  does  not  end  with  Steve 
Janger.  He  has  involved  many  other 
Oklahomans  on  the  foundation's  board 
of  directors.  From  the  beginning.  Close 
Up  has  benefitted  from  several  distin- 
guished graduates  of  the  University  of 
Oklahoma— Tom  Kenan,  Max  Berry, 
and  Gordon  Zuber.  Several  years  later, 
Joel  Jankowsky,  another  distinguished 
Oklahoman,  joined  the  Close  Up  board. 
These  Oklahomans  and  the  other  board 
members  serve  without  compensation 
and  devote  many  hours  of  work  to  en- 
sure the  well-being  of  the  foundation. 

Their  hard  work  and  commitment 
has  paid  off.  Close  Up  is  the  Nation's 
largest  civic  education  organization, 
bringing  approximately  25,000  partici- 
pants a  year  to  Washington  for  its  var- 
ious citizenship  education  programs. 
Close  Up  has  participants  from  all  50 
States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  Puer- 
to Rico,  and  the  Pacific  Island  terri- 
tories. Their  principal  program  is  the 
Washington  High  School  Program.  In 
axldition.  Close  Up  has  developed  pro- 
grams for  various  special  constitu- 
encies, in  keeping  with  their  mission  of 
trying  to  reach  at-risk  or  underserved 
students.  This  commitment  has  re- 
sulted in  the  creation  of  the  program 
for  new  Americans,  the  program  for 
Older  Americans,  a  progrram  for  Amer- 
ican Indians  and  Alasl:a  Natives,  and  a 
program  for  Pacific  Inlanders. 

Close  Up's  participants  include  all 
kinds  of  kids,  from  the  academically 
gifted  to  those  who  struggle  to  stay  in 


school.  There  are  students  with  disabil- 
ities, students  from  inner  cities,  rural 
areas  and  suburban  areas.  There  are 
students  from  all  ethnic  backgrounds 
and  from  all  economic  situations  that 
are  served  by  Close  Up's  efforts.  Con- 
gress has  appropriately  recognized  the 
importance  of  Close  Up  Foimdation's 
work  with  students  from  virtually 
every  background  ima^nable. 

The  uniqueness  of  Close  Up  is  that  it 
takes  all  of  these  students  and  puts 
them  together  for  a  week  of  learning. 
What  results  are  strangers  becoming 
best  friends,  young  people  breaking 
down  stereotypes,  and  all  of  them 
learning  the  important  lesson  that  as 
different  as  we  all  are,  we  all  share  the 
common  bond  of  American  citizenship 
and  the  responsibility  for  ensuring  its 
continued  greatness. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  congratulate 
Steve  Janger,  all  of  the  other  Oklaho- 
mans, and  the  thousands  of  people  who 
have  been  associated  with  Close  Up  for 
the  past  25  years.  I  wish  them  great 
success  as  they  begin  their  work  for 
another  25  years. 


FOREIGN  OIL  CONSUMED  BY  THE 
UNITED  STATES?  HERE'S  WEEK- 
LY BOX  SCORE 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  the 
American  Petroleum  Institute  reports 
that  for  the  week  ending  June  7,  the 
United  States  imported  8,000,000  barrels 
of  oil  each  day,  1.100,000  barrels  more 
than  the  6.900,000  barrels  imported  dur- 
ing the  same  week  a  year  ago. 

Americans  relied  on  foreign  oil  for  56 
percent  of  their  needs  last  week,  and 
there  are  no  signs  that  this  upward  spi- 
ral will  abate.  Before  the  Persian  Gulf 
war,  the  United  States  obtained  about 
45  percent  of  its  oil  supply  from  foreign 
countries.  During  the  Arab  oil  embargo 
in  the  1970's.  foreign  oil  accounted  for 
only  35  percent  of  America's  oil  supply. 

Anybody  else  interested  in  restoring 
domestic  production  of  oil?  U.S.  pro- 
ducers provide  jobs  for  American  work- 
ers. Politicians  had  better  ponder  the 
economic  calamity  sure  to  occur  in 
America  if  and  when  foreign  producers 
shut  off  our  supply — or  double  the  al- 
ready enormous  cost  of  imported  oil 
flowing  into  the  United  States— now 
8.000,000  barrels  a  day. 


INDIANAPOLIS  500  WINNER  BUDDY 
LAZIER 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Mr.  President,  as  a 
sports  enthusiast,  I  take  great  pride  on 
coming  to  the  floor  today  to  acknowl- 
edge the  extraordinary  accomplish- 
ments of  members  of  the  sports  com- 
munity from  my  home  State  of  Colo- 
rado. 

To  begin,  I  would  like  to  pay  tribute 
to  Buddy  Lazier,  winner  of  the  80th  an- 
nual Indianapolis  500  which  took  place 
this  past  Memorial  Day.  Buddy,  a  resi- 
dent of  Vail,  CO,  comes  from  a  family 


with  a  history  in  race  car  driving,  his 
father  also  being  an  Indy  car  competi- 
tor and  finisher. 

Winning  this  event  would  be  a  tre- 
mendous achievement  for  any  race  car 
driver.  What  makes  Buddy's  victory  so 
special  is  the  personal  courage  and 
strength  that  it  took  for  him  to  even 
compete  in  the  race,  for  it  was  only 
this  past  March  that  Buddy  suffered  a 
broken  back  as  the  result  of  a  crash 
that  occurred  in  Phoenix,  AZ. 

Barely  9  weeks  prior  to  the  Indy  500, 
Buddy  was  still  in  the  hospital  recover- 
ing, feeling  no  sensation  in  either  his 
hands  or  feet.  And,  yet.  Buddy  arrived 
at  the  Indy  500  prepared  to  compete 
with  erery  other  driver,  and  in  the  end, 
was  victorious  in  race  car  driving's 
most  prestigious  race.  It  takes  an  enor- 
mous amount  of  strength,  both  emo- 
tional and  physical,  for  someone  to 
overcome  obstacles  such  as  these.  How- 
ever, the  recovery  period  for  Buddy  is 
far  from  over.  He  still  exiwriences  pain 
from  his  back  injury.  In  fact,  he  had  to 
be  assisted  out  of  the  cockpit  of  his  car 
when  he  reached  the  winner's  circle 
that  day. 

As  a  motor  sports  enthusiast,  I  would 
like  to  commend  Buddy  on  his  skill 
and  courage,  and  I'm  certain  all  Colo- 
radans  will  join  with  me  in  congratu- 
lating Buddy  and  wishing  him  well  for 
a  full  and  speedy  recovery. 


COLORADO  AVALANCHE  VICTORY 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  recognize  the  recent  suc- 
cess of  Colorado's  national  hockey 
league,  the  Colorado  Avalanche.  As 
many  in  this  Chamber  already  know, 
the  Colorado  Avalanche  won  the  Stan- 
ley Cup  during  the  early  morning  hours 
of  Wednesday  the  12th,  after  an  incred- 
ible triple-overtime  1  to  0  win  over  the 
Florida  Panthers.  This  victory  marks 
the  first  world  championship  in  a 
major  sport  for  Colorado,  the  Centen- 
nial State. 

We  were  fortunate  enough  to  have 
the  Avalanche  move  to  Colorado  from 
Quebec,  where  they  were  known  as  the 
Nordiques.  This  last  year  was  their 
very  first  season  plajring  in  Colorado, 
and  their  defeat  of  the  Panthers  make 
the  Avalanche  only  the  second  expan- 
sion team  in  professional  sports  his- 
tory to  win  a  championship  in  its  open- 
ing season. 

During  the  course  of  the  playoffs,  the 
Avalanche  also  set  a  number  of  other 
records.  For  instance,  the  final  game 
against  the  Panthers  is  now  on  record 
as  being  the  longest  scoreless  game  in 
finals  history,  with  Uwe  Krupp's  win- 
ning goal  coming  after  104  minutes  and 
31  seconds  of  play. 

In  closing,  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  commend  both  the  Colorado  Av- 
alanche and  the  Florida  Panthers  on  an 
exciting  Stanley  Cup  final,  and  I  con- 
gratulate the  Avalanche  on  a  job  well 
done.  I  yield  the  floor. 
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THE  VERY  BAD  FEDERAL  DEBT 
BOXSCORE 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  in  mak- 
ing these  daily  reports  about  the  Fed- 
eral debt,  which  I  begran  on  February 
27,  1992,  I  have  tried  to  avoid  partisan 
comment.  But  if  I  were  a  young  Amer- 
ican, just  beginning  my  career,  or  just 
beginning  to  set  up  my  family,  I  would 
be  greatly  concerned  at  the  breakdown 
of  the  Senate  vote  on  the  budget  reso- 
lution earlier  today. 

No,  I  would  be  more  than  concerned. 
I  would  be  angry.  The  American  people 
have  demonstrated  a  hundred  times  in 
countless  different  ways  that  they 
want  the  tragic  finances  of  the  Federal 
Government  cleaned  up.  They  want  a 
balanced  Federal  budget.  They  want 
Federal  spending  to  be  brought  under 
control. 

But  in  all  fairness,  Mr.  President, 
when  one  looks  at  the  53  to  46  vote 
today  on  the  budget  resolution,  it  is 
apparent  that  the  finances  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government  are  not  going  to  be 
cleaned  up,  and  the  Federal  budget  is 
not  going  to  be  balanced,  and  Federal 
spending  is  not  going  to  be  brought 
under  control.  Not  by  the  104th  Con- 
gress in  any  event. 

Mr.  President,  the  budget  resolution 
approved  today  by  the  votes  of  53  Re- 
publicans is  not  really  going  to  help 
the  young  people  of  America  who  are 
now  moving  into  maturity.  The  best 
that  can  be  said  of  it  is  that  it's  better 
than  doing  nothing.  None  of  the  46  Sen- 
ators who  today  voted  against  the  reso- 
lution has  made  any  noticeable  effort 
to  cut  Federal  spending  except  for  oc- 
casional efforts  to  try  to  downgrade 
our  Nation's  national  defense. 

As  a  result,  the  Federal  debt,  which 
today  exceeds  S5  trillion  by  more  than 
$100  billion,  will  stand  at  a  minimum  of 
S6.5  trillion  shortly  after  the  tvim  of 
the  century.  Even  under  the  resolution 
approved  today,  the  interest  on  the 
Federal  debt  in  1997  will  cost  the  tax- 
payers more  than  S282  billion;  and  in 
the  year  2002,  the  American  taxpayers 
will  be  socked  for  a  minimum  of  S302 
billion  just  to  pay  the  interest  on  the 
debt  that  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  will  have  run  up  by  that  time. 

Where  did  I  get  these  figures?  I  got 
them  by  calling  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  which  acknowledged  that 
the  sad  story  I've  outlined  here  prob- 
ably will  be  even  worse  on  the  tax- 
payers than  today's  CBO's  computa- 
tions. 

Mr.  President,  4  years  ago  when  I 
commenced  these  daily  reports  to  the 
Senate  it  was  my  purpose  to  make  a 
matter  of  daily  record  the  exact  Fed- 
eral debt  as  of  the  close  of  business  the 
previous  day. 

In  that  first  report  on  February  27, 
1992,  the  Federal  debt  at  the  close  of 
business  the  previous  day  stood  at 
$3,825,891,293,066.80.  Fast  forward  to 
yesterday  when,  at  the  close  of  busi- 
ness, a  total  of  $1,315,395,536,138.33  had 


been  added  to  the  Federal  debt  since 
February  26, 1992. 

Yesterday,  Wednesday,  June  12,  1996, 
the  exact  Federal  debt  stood  at 
$5,141,286,829,205.13  at  the  close  of  busi- 
ness. On  a  per  capita  basis,  every  man, 
woman,  and  child  in  America  owes 
$19,396.59  as  his  or  her  share  of  the  Fed- 
eral debt.  But  since  the  majority  of 
Americans  are  children,  or  are  unem- 
ployed, or  pay  only  a  small  amount  of 
taxes,  the  "per  capita"  computation  is 
almost  meaningless.  You  might  want 
to  ponder  what  your  share  of  the  debt 
really  is. 

And  today's  young  people  really  have 
an  enormous  burden  facing  them  in  the 
20th  century. 


As  a  result  of  their  initiative  and  dedi- 
cation, the  Buttolphs  produce  a  quality 
product,  provide  excellent  service,  and 
run  a  profitable  business  that  benefits 
their  27  employees  and  the  Sioux  Falls 
community. 


LABELCRAFTERS  OF  SOUTH 
DAKOTA,  me. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  share  a  story  of  how  one  South  Da- 
kota family  turned  their  vision  and  en- 
trepreneurial drive  into  a  thriving 
business.  "We  had  one  press,  one  em- 
ployee, and  zero  customers."  That 
statement  tells  the  story  of  the  begin- 
ning of  Labelcrafters  of  South  Dakota, 
Inc.,  the  Sioux  Falls-based  company 
honored  by  the  Small  Business  Admin- 
istration. Del  and  Janice  Buttolph 
started  Labelcrafters  in  1987  and  9 
years  later  are  being  named  the  South 
Dakota  Small  Business  Persons  of  the 
Year.  They  manufacture  pressure-sen- 
sitive labels  for  a  variety  of  manufac- 
turers in  the  four-State  region. 

The  Buttolphs  met  with  me  here  in 
Washington,  DC,  during  Small  Business 
Week.  That  statement  about  their  be- 
ginning is  indicative  of  the  risk-tak- 
ing, entrepreneurial  spirit,  and  dedica- 
tion small  business  owners  like  Del  and 
Janice  Buttolph  bring  to  a  business 
startup.  I  know  from  my  discussions 
with  them  that  they  brought  great  tal- 
ent and  experience  to  this  venture. 

The  Labelcrafter  motto  is  "Quality 
and  Service — Our  Priority."  Acting  on 
this  motto  has  resulted  in  growth  to  27 
employees  and  three  state-of-the-art 
presses  with  a  fourth  on  the  way.  In 
fact,  they  plan  on  expanding  into  a 
larger  building  next  year. 

We  all  strive  to  learn  the  ingredients 
of  a  successful  business  startup.  Be- 
sides their  commitment  to  quality  and 
service,  I  was  most  impressed  by  their 
conmiitment  to  treating  their  employ- 
ees well.  They  provide  employees  with 
health,  life,  and  disability  insurance,  a 
401(k)  plan  matched  by  the  company, 
and  well-pajring  jobs.  I  hope  their  expe- 
rience is  an  inspiration  not  only  to 
budding  entrepreneurs,  but  to  estab- 
lished companies  as  well. 

The  Buttolphs  were  helped  in  this 
venture  by  the  Small  Business  Admin- 
istration, which  provided  timely  and 
technical  advice  and  cost-sensitive  cap- 
ital through  the  local  bank.  This  pub- 
lic-private collaboration  worked  ex- 
actly as  it  was  designed  by  Congress. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

At  10:58  a.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Ms.  Goetz,  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  House  agrees  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  con- 
current resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  172) 
authorizing  the  1996  Summer  Olympic 
Torch  Relay  to  be  run  through  the  Cap- 
itol Grounds,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  agrees  to  the  report  of  the  com- 
mittee of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  to  the  concurrent 
resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  178)  establish- 
ing the  congressional  budget  for  the 
U.S.  Government  for  fiscal  year  1997 
and  setting  forth  appropriate  budg- 
etary levels  for  fiscal  years  1998.  1999, 
2000,  2001,  and  2002. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  House  agrees  to  the  following  con- 
current resolution,  without  amend- 
ment: 

S.  Con.  Res.  63.  Concurrent  resolution  to 
express  the  sense  of  Congress  tbat  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  should  dispose  of  all  re- 
maining' commodities  in  the  disaster  reserve 
maintained  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1970  to  relieve  the  distress  of  livestock  pro- 
ducers whose  ability  to  maintain  livestock  is 
adversely  affected  by  disaster  conditions  ex- 
isting in  certain  areas  of  the  United  States, 
such  as  prolonged  drought  or  flooding,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  has  passed  the  following  bills,  in 
which  it  requests  the  concurrence  of 
the  Senate: 

H.R.  2909.  An  act  to  amend  the  Silvio  O. 
Conte  National  Pish  and  Wildlife  Refuge  Act 
to  provide  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
may  acquire  lands  for  purposes  of  that  Act 
only  by  donation  or  exchange,  or  otherwise 
with  the  consent  of  the  owner  of  the  lands. 

H.R.  3603.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  Agriculture,  Rural  Development,  Food 
and  Drug  Administration,  and  Related  Agen- 
cies programs  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Sep- 
tember 30, 1997,  and  for  other  purposes. 


MEASURES  REFERRED 

The  following  bills  were  read  the  first 
and  second  times  by  unanimous  con- 
sent and  referred  as  indicated: 

H.R.  2909.  An  tu;t  to  amend  the  Silvio  O. 
Conte  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Refuge  Act 
to  provide  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
may  acquire  lands  for  purposes  of  that  Act 
only  by  donation  or  exchange,  or  otherwise 
with  the  consent  of  the  owner  of  the  lands: 
to  the  Committee  on  Environment  and  Pub- 
lic Works. 

H.R.  3608.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  Agriculture,  Rural  Development,  Food 
and  Drug  Administration,  and  Related  Agen- 
cies programs  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Sep- 
tember 30,  1997,  and  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations. 
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Pursuant  to  the  order  of  May  23,  1996, 
the  following  bill  was  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Indian  Affairs  for  a  pe- 
riod not  to  exceed  10  session  days: 

H.R.  3286.  An  act  to  help  families  defray 
adoption  costs,  and  to  promote  the  adoption 
of  minority  children. 


EXECUTIVE  AND  OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The  following  conmiunications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  with 
accompanying  papers,  reports,  and  doc- 
uments, which  were  referred  as  indi- 
cated: 

EC-3026.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Department  of  Education, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  report  en- 
titled "Semiannual  Report  to  Congress  on 
Audit  Pollow-Up";  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 

EC-3027.  A  communication  firom  the  Sec- 
retary of  Education,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law,  the  report  of  the  Office  of  Inspector 
General  for  the  period  October  1,  1995 
through  March  31,  1996:  to  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-3028.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Securities  and  Exchange  Com- 
mission, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the 
report  under  the  Government  in  the  Sun- 
shine Act  for  calendar  year  1994;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-3029.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Labor,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  report  under  the  Inspector  General 
Act  for  the  period  October  1,  1995  through 
March  31,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-3030.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Conunerce,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law,  the  report  under  the  Inspector  Gen- 
eral Act  for  the  period  October  1,  1995 
through  March  31, 1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-3031.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Energy,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  the  report  under  the  Inspector  General 
Act  for  the  period  October  1.  1995  through 
March  31.  1996;  to  the  Conunittee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-3032.  A  communication  from  the  Attor- 
ney General,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law. 
the  report  under  the  Inspector  General  Act 
for  the  period  October  1.  1995  through  March 
31.  1996;  to  the  Conmiittee  on  Governmental 
Affairs. 

EC-3033.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  under 
the  Inspector  General  Act  for  the  period  Oc- 
tober 1,  1995  through  March  31,  1996;  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-3034.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Veterans'  Affairs,  transmitting, 
pursuant  to  law.  the  report  under  the  Inspec- 
tor General  Act  for  the  period  October  1. 1995 
through  March  31.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-3035.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Council  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  copies  of 
D.C.  Act  11-268  adopted  by  the  Council  on 
May  5.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-3096.  A  conununlcatlon  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  notice  of 
approval  for  a  personnel  mtmagement  dem- 
onstration project  for  the  Department  of  the 
Air  Force;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 


EC-3037.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  semi- 
annual report  of  the  Inspector  General  and 
the  Management  Response  for  the  period  Oc- 
tober 1.  1995  through  March  31.  1996:  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-3038.  A  communication  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  U.S.  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  the  report  of  the  Office  of  Inspector 
General  for  the  period  October  1.  1995 
through  March  31.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-3039.  A  communication  from  the  Fed- 
eral Co-Chairman  of  the  Appalachian  Re- 
gional Commission,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law,  the  report  of  the  Office  of  Inspector 
General  for  the  period  October  1.  1995 
through  March  31.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-3040.  A  communication  from  the  Ten- 
nessee Valley  Authority,  transmitting,  pur- 
suant to  law.  the  report  under  the  Govern- 
ment in  the  Sunshine  Act  for  calendar  year 
1994;  to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs. 

EC-3041.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Panama 
Canal  Commission,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law.  the  report  of  the  Office  of  Inspector 
General  for  the  period  October  1.  1995 
through  March  31.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-3042.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Smithsonian  Institution,  trans- 
mltting.  pursuant  to  law.  the  report  of  the 
Office  of  Inspector  General  for  the  period  Oc- 
tober 1,  1995  through  March  31.  1996;  to  the 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-3043.  A  communication  from  the  Execu- 
tive Director  of  the  Committee  For  Purchase 
From  People  Who  Are  Blind  Or  Severely  Dis- 
abled, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  rule 
relative  to  additions  to  the  procurement  list, 
received  on  June  4.  1996;  to  the  Committee 
on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-3044.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
Operating  Officer  and  President  of  the  Reso- 
lution Funding  Corporation,  transmitting, 
pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  financial 
statements  and  other  reports  for  calendar 
years  1994  and  1995;  to  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs. 


PETITIONS  AND  MEMORIALS 

The  following  petitions  and  memori- 
als were  laid  before  the  Senate  and 
were  referred  or  ordered  to  lie  on  the 
table  as  indicated: 

POM-584.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  California;  to  the 
Conmiittee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

"Senate  Joint  Resolution  No.  13 

"Whereas,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
has  proposed  rules  concerning  R.S.  2477, 
rights-of-way  on  public  lands,  and  these  pro- 
posed rules  would  create  a  hardship  on  the 
state;  and 

"Whereas,  longstanding  and  previously  ac- 
cepted public  property  rights  could  be  legis- 
latively extinguished,  because  the  rule  re- 
quires all  public  rights-of-way  across  lands 
administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment, National  Park  Service,  and  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  to  be  reclaimed  within  two 
years,  and  a  failure  to  reclaim  these  lands 
would  constitute  an  automatic  relinquish- 
ment of  the  rights-of-way;  and 

"Whereas,  the  burden  of  proving  the  valid- 
ity of  all  existing  public  rights-of-way  Is 


placed  upon  the  local  government  and  the 
proposed  rules  would  require  local  govern- 
ments to  Immediately  Initiate  a  labor-inten- 
sive and  time-consuming  validity  determina- 
tion process:  and 

"Whereas,  In  view  of  the  fact  that  mo«t 
rural  governmental  agencies  would  not  have 
sufficient  staff  or  funding  to  comply  with  the 
proposed  federal  validity  requirements,  the 
likely  result  is  a  loss  of  many  public  rights- 
of-way:  and 

"Whereas,  where  a  valid  right-of-way  is 
subsequently  recognized  by  the  Department 
of  the  Interior,  maintenance  or  reconstruc- 
tion activities  associated  with  the  right-of- 
way,  that  occurred  after  October  1976.  may 
be  deemed  an  unauthorized  use  or  trespass; 
and 

"Whereas,  the  determination  of  vtaidlty 
will  be  vested  in  the  "authorized  officer" 
which  is  defined  as  the  Director  of  the  Bu- 
reau of  Land  Management,  the  Regional  Di- 
rector of  the  United  States  Department  of 
Fish  and  Wildlife,  and  the  Regional  Director 
of  the  National  Parks  Service,  or  a  combina- 
tion of  those  officials;  and 

"Whereas,  compliance  with,  and  interpre- 
tation of.  those  validity  determination  re- 
quirements will  most  likely  result  in  a  com- 
plex bureaucratic  process  for  local  govern- 
mental agencies;  and 

"Whereas,  during  the  validity  determina- 
tion process,  routine  maintenance  activities 
could  be  denied  because  they  would  be  sub- 
ject to  review  and  approval  by  the  appro- 
priate federal  agency;  and 

"Whereas,  in  the  event  of  an  accident,  that 
delay  could  result  in  serious  liability  issues 
for  the  local  government  previously  respon- 
sible for  maintenance  of  the  rightK>f-way; 
and 

"Whereas.  R.S.  2477.  constitutes  another 
significant  unfunded  federal  mandate,  and  il- 
lustrates the  problems  created  by  the  pro- 
liferation of  unfunded  mandates;  and 

"Whereas,  the  costs  incurred  as  a  result  of 
the  validity  determination  process  would  not 
be  reimbursed  by  the  federal  government  and 
the  process  could  result  in  forfeiture  of 
rights-of-way  by  those  local  governments  un- 
able to  bear  the  costs  of  the  process:  Now. 
therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  bv  t?ie  Senate  and  Assembly  of  the 
State  of  California,  jointly,  that  the  Legisla- 
ture of  the  State  of  California  respectfully 
memorializes  the  President  and  Congress  of 
the  United  States  to  enact  legislation  that 
would  temporarily  prevent  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  trom  Implementing  the  proposed 
rule  changes  regarding  R.S.  2477.  as  pub- 
lished August  1.  1994.  in  the  Federal  Register 
governing  rights-of-way  access  across  federal 
public  lands,  until  such  time  that  Congress 
can  reexamine  the  issue  of  public  rights-of- 
way  In  collaboration  with  affected  states, 
local  governments,  landowners,  and  the  gen- 
eral public;  and  be  it  further 

"Resolved,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Sen- 
ate transmit  copies  of  this  resolution  to  the 
President  and  Vice  President  of  the  United 
States,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  and 
to  each  Senator  and  Representative  from 
California  in  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States." 

POM-585.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Vir- 
ginia; to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Nat- 
ural Resources. 

"House  Joint  Resolution  No.  159 

"Whereas,  the  Federal  Surface  Mining  Act 
of  1977  has  been  adopted  by  the  Common- 
wealth of  Virginia:  and 
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"Whereas,  the  current  reclamation  laws  re- 
quire complete  elimination  of  all  highwalls; 
and 

"Whereas,  this  requirement  discourages 
the  use  and  economical  remining  of  aban- 
doned strip  mine  sites  in  southwest  Virginia; 
and 

"Whereas,  the  remining  of  such  abandoned 
sites  would  increase  employment  and  pro- 
vide usable  reclaimed  property  for  housing 
and  industrial  development:  and 

"Whereas,  the  General  Assembly  of  Vir- 
ginia appreciates  and  supports  reasonable 
safeguards  to  protect  watershed,  streams, 
water  supplies  and  citizens:  and 

"Whereas,  the  General  Assembly  of  Vir- 
ginia believes  that  government  funds  now 
being  used  to  reclaim  abandoned  sites  should 
be  substantially  used  to  supply  potable 
water  to  coalfield  residents:  and 

"Whereas,  the  General  Assembly  of  Vir- 
ginia supiwrts  the  appropriate  amendments 
to  all  applicable  federal  and  state  laws  and 
regulations  which  would  encourage  and 
allow  the  remining  of  previously  strip-mined 
sites  under  the  appropriate  safeguards  to  en- 
sure protection  of  the  public  safety  and  wel- 
fare: Now,  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  House  of  Delegates,  the  Sen- 
ate concurring.  That  the  Congress  be  urged  to 
support  appropriate  amendments  to  federal 
laws  to  encourage  the  remining  of  previously 
strip-mined  sites:  and.  be  it 

"Resolved  further.  That  the  Clerk  of  the 
House  of  Delegates  transmit  copies  of  this 
resolution  to  the  Speaker  of  the  United 
States  House  of  Representatives,  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  Senate,  the  Vir- 
ginia Liaison  Office,  and  the  members  of  the 
Virgrinia  Congressional  Delegation  so  that 
they  may  be  apprised  of  the  sense  of  the  Gen- 
eral Assembly  of  Virginia." 

POM-586.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Vir- 
ginia; to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Nat- 
ural Resources. 

"Senate  Joint  Resolution  No.  64 

"Whereas,  the  Federal  Surface  Mining  Act 
of  1977  has  been  adopted  by  the  Common- 
wealth of  Virginia;  and 

"Whereas,  the  current  reclamation  laws  re- 
quire complete  elimination  of  all  highwalls: 
and 

"Whereas,  this  requirement  discourages 
the  use  and  economical  re-mining  of  aban- 
doned strip  mine  sites  in  Southwest  Vir- 
ginia; and 

"Whereas,  the  re-mining  of  such  abandoned 
sites  would  Increase  employment  and  pro- 
vide usable  reclaimed  property  for  housing 
and  industrial  development:  and 

"Whereas,  the  General  Assembly  of  Vir- 
ginia appreciates  and  supports  reasonable 
safeguards  to  protect  watersheds,  streams, 
water  supplies  and  citizens:  and 

"Whereas,  the  General  Assembly  believes 
that  government  funds  now  being  used  to  re- 
claim abandoned  sites  should  be  substan- 
tially used  to  supply  potable  water  to  coal- 
field residents;  and 

"Whereas,  the  General  Assembly  of  Vir- 
ginia supports  the  appropriate  amendments 
to  all  applicable  federal  and  state  laws  and 
regulations  which  would  encourage  and 
allow  the  re-mining  of  previously  strip- 
mined  sites  under  the  appropriate  safegiuirds 
to  ensure  protection  of  the  public  safety  and 
welfare:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  Senate  the  House  of  Dele- 
gates concurring.  That  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  be  urged  to  support  appro- 
priate amendments  to  federal  laws  to  en- 
courage the  re-mining  of  previously  strip- 
mined  sites;  and.  be  it 


"Resolved  further.  That  the  Clerk  of  the 
Senate  transmit  copies  of  this  resolution  to 
the  President  of  the  United  States  Senate, 
the  Speaker  of  the  United  States  House  of 
Representatives,  and  the  members  of  the 
Virginia  Congressional  Delegation  in  order 
that  they  may  be  apprised  of  the  sense  of  the 
General  Assembly  of  Virginia." 

POM-587.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Sen- 
ate of  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Georgia 
to  the  Conmilttee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

"Senate  Resolution  No.  433 

"Whereas  a  proposal  has  been  made  to  the 
United  States  Congress  to  sell  facilities  used 
by  the  Southeastern  Power  Administration 
(SEPA)  which  Is  headquartered  in  Elbert 
County.  Georgia;  and 

"Whereas,  these  facilities,  which  include 
nine  hydroelectric  dams,  provide  electric 
power  and  reservoirs  for  Georgia:  and 

"Whereas,  all  of  these  facilities,  operated 
by  the  United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers, also  provide  the  public  with  needed 
fish  and  wildlife  resources,  municipal,  indus- 
trial, and  agricultural  water  supplies,  flood 
control,  reservoir  and  downstream  rec- 
reational uses,  and  river  water  level  regula- 
tion: and 

"Whereas,  such  proposed  sale  would  give 
too  little  assurance  that  these  assets  will  be 
administered  with  due  consideration  to  the 
purposes  of  the  facilities  not  related  to 
power  production,  such  as  water  supply, 
flood  control,  navigation,  recreation,  and  en- 
vironmental protection:  and 

"Whereas,  the  revenue  from  the  electricity 
generated  by  the  hydroelectric  dams  exceeds 
the  retirement  obligations  of  the  construc- 
tion bonds  and  costs  of  operation  and  main- 
tenance for  these  facilities:  and 

"Whereas,  many  Georgrians  served  by  these 
facilities  could  likely  experience  significant 
rate  increases  in  electricity  and  water  as  a 
result  of  this  sale:  Now,  therefore,  be  it. 

"Resolved  by  the  Senate.  That  the  members 
of  this  body  urge  the  United  States  Congress 
to  reevaluate  the  negative  Impacts  of  this 
proposal  and  avoid  any  transfer  of  federal 
dams,  resources,  turbines,  generators,  trans- 
mission lines,  and  related  power  marketing 
association  facilities. 

"Resolved.  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Sen- 
ate is  authorized  and  directed  to  transmit  an 
appropriate  copy  of  this  resolution  to  the 
Speaker  of  the  United  States  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, and  presiding  officer  of  the 
United  States  Senate,  and  members  of  the 
Georgia  congressional  delegation." 

POM-588  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Arizona  to 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

"House  Concurrent  Memorial  2001 

"Whereas,  wise  and  enlightened  manage- 
ment is  vital  to  preserving  the  vital  re- 
sources of  the  vast  rural  areas  of  the  west  in 
general  and  the  state  of  Arizona  in  particu- 
lar, including  environmental,  scenic,  wild- 
life, habitat,  land  and  water  resources;  and 

"Whereas,  most  of  Arizona's  rural  lands 
are  characterized  by  a  patchwork  of  federal, 
state  and  private  land  ownership  patterns, 
resulting  in  divergent  uses  and  management 
goals  and  practices:  and 

"Whereas,  the  disunity  of  management 
fails  the  public  interest  and  the  public  expec- 
tation of  the  optimal  use  and  protection  of 
the  land  and  its  resources:  and 

"Whereas,  holistic  resource  management 
practices  have   proven   to   be   a  successful 


method  of  incorporating  the  critical  environ- 
mental and  habitat  requirements  of  plant 
and  animal  species  with  the  resource  re- 
quirements of  the  public;  and 

"Whereas,  holistic  practices  involve  the 
participation  and  sponsorship  of  all  parties 
with  an  interest  in  resource  management 
and  thus  bring  together  otherwise  competing 
and  opposing  interests  to  work  cooperatively 
toward  a  united  goal;  and 

"Whereas,  federal  land  managers,  vital  ele- 
ments in  achieving  overall  consistency,  are 
frequently  constrained  lirom  participating  in 
comprehensive  resource  planning  because  of 
narrowly  focused  policies  imposed  by  remote 
and  hierarchical  organizational  orientation: 
and 

"Whereas,  federal  resource  management 
needs  to  be  incorporated  into  a  broader,  com- 
munity based  approach  to  reach  the  best 
public  good. 

"Wherefore  your  memorialist,  the  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  State  of  Arizona,  the 
Senate  concurring,  prays: 

"1.  That  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
enact  legislation  to  allow  comprehensive  ho- 
listic resource  management  of  federal  lands 
along  with  state  and  private  lands  and  au- 
thorize federal  land  management  agencies  to 
study  and  determine  the  management  prac- 
tices that  provide  a  comprehensive  overview 
to  benefit  all  resources,  including  plant  and 
animal  species. 

"2.  That  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the 
State  of  Arizona  transmit  copies  of  this  Me- 
morial to  the  President  of  the  United  States 
Senate,  the  Speaker  of  the  United  States 
House  of  Representatives  and  to  each  Mem- 
ber of  the  Arizona  Congressional  Delega- 
tion." 

POM-589.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Arizona:  to 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

House  Concurrent  memorial  2002 

"Whereas,  on  July  18,  1995  Governor  Fife 
Symington  established  the  Arizona  preserve 
initiative  task  force  to  evaluate  and  rec- 
ommend appropriate  ownership  and  manage- 
ment alternatives  for  environmentally  sen- 
sitive state  trust  lands;  and 

"Whereas,  the  task  force  Identified  over  six 
hundred  thousand  acres  of  state  trust  lands 
that  have  unique  and  significant  public  val- 
ues; and 

"Whereas,  the  task  force  recommended 
that  these  lands  be  conserved  and  protected 
from  incompatible  use  so  that  their  value  as 
undeveloped  open  land  can  be  enjoyed  by  fu- 
ture generations;  and 

"Whereas,  the  task  force  considered  many 
factors,  including  the  potential  threats  to 
the  land,  potential  uses  of  the  land,  the  open 
space  value  of  the  land,  conservation  strate- 
gies and  alternative  management  options, 
entities  and  agencies,  in  order  to  arrive  at 
the  optimum  recommendations  with  regard 
to  the  several  study  areais;  and 

"Whereas,  several  areas  of  state  trust  land 
are  adjacent  to  and  within  federal  manage- 
ment areas  and  suitable  for  conveyance  to 
the  federal  government  in  order  to  preserve 
them  from  uses  that  are  Incompatible  with 
their  preservation  value:  and 

"Whereas,  the  federal  government  has  used 
a  condemnation  process  in  the  past  to  ac- 
quire state  property  and  provide  pajmient 
with  federal  lands  of  equal  value  that  are 
more  suitable  for  lease  or  sale  for  revenue 
purposes  for  the  state  trust  beneficiaries; 
and 

"Whereas,  the  condemnation  process  has 
had  and  could  have  significant  environ- 
mental benefits  for  land  management  and 
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major  financial  benefits  for  the  trust  bene- 
ficiaries: and 

"Whereas,  meetings  on  this  issue  have  oc- 
curred between  state  and  federal  land  man- 
agement agencies  over  several  years  and  a 
tentative  condemnation  package  has  been 
discussed;  and 

"Whereas,  the  condemnation  process  re- 
quires congressional  authorization. 

"Wherefore,  your  memorialist,  the  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  State  of  Arizona, 
the  Senate  concurring,  prays: 

"1.  That  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
enact  legislation  to  authorize  federal  acqui- 
sition of  designated  environmentally  sen- 
sitive state  trust  lands  in  the  State  of  Ari- 
zona that  are  best  suited  for  conservation  by 
condemnation  and  repayment  to  the  state 
trust  with  federal  lands  of  equal  value  that 
are  suitable  for  future  lease  or  sale  for  reve- 
nue generation  for  the  trust  beneficiaries, 
and  which  are  acceptable  to  the  state,  except 
that  state  trust  land  shall  not  be  condemned 
for  expansion  of  the  Buenos  Aires  national 
wildlife  refuge. 

"2.  That  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the 
State  of  Arizona  transmit  copies  of  this  Me- 
morial to  the  President  of  the  United  States 
Senate,  the  Speaker  of  the  United  States 
House  of  Representatives  and  to  each  Mem- 
ber of  the  Arizona  Congressional  Delega- 
tion." 

POM-590.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Arizona;  to 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

"House  CoNomiiENT  Memorial  2007 

"Whereas,  livestock  production  and  open 
range  grazing  have  played  a  major  role  in 
the  cultural  and  economic  development  of 
the  western  states  and.  along  with  mining, 
timbering  and  homesteading,  were  a  prin- 
cipal incentive  for  western  settlement. 
Today,  many  western  ranchers  depend  on 
designated  federal  lands  to  graze  their  live- 
stock, and  meat  production  is  an  important 
use  of  federal  lands  that  benefits  the  public 
at  large;  and 

"Whereas,  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  of  1934 
put  grazing  resources  under  federal  govern- 
ment supervision  and  authorized  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  to  charge  reasonable 
fees  for  grazing  on  federal  lands.  Since  then, 
federal  legislation  such  as  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Act  of  1969.  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  and 
the  Public  Rangelands  Improvement  Act  of 
1978  have  maintained  restrictions  on  live- 
stock grazing  on  federal  lands  and  have  rein- 
forced the  intent  of  the  federal  government 
to  retain  ownership  of  these  public  lands: 
and 

"Whereas,  grazing  regulations  must  strike 
a  fair  balance  between  the  concept  of  com- 
pensating the  public  for  use  of  its  lands  and 
ensuring  proper  protection  of  these  resources 
while  considering  the  implications  of  grazing 
fees  or  restrictions  on  individual  ranching 
operations.  Recently,  however,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  implemented  new  public 
rangeland  regulations  that  severely  restrict 
livestock  grazing  on  federal  lands:  and 

"Whereas,  both  houses  of  the  Congress 
have  proposed  legislation  that  would  replace 
these  regulations  with  others  that  balance 
both  environmental  and  livestock  grazing  in- 
terests by  promoting  better  management 
techniques  that  do  not  penalize  western  live- 
stock ranchers.  This  legislation  would, 
among  other  things,  require  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  after  consulting  with  relevant 
state  officials,  to  set  standards  and  guide- 
lines for  rangeland  management  at  a  re- 


gional, state  or  county  level,  allow  nongraz- 
ing  parties  from  the  affected  rangeland  areas 
to  participate  in  resource  advisory  councils 
that  would  advise  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior on  federal  land  use  and  provide  for  a 
modest  increase  in  grazing  fees  that  does  not 
threaten  the  livelihood  of  western  ranchers: 
and 

"Whereas,  many  of  the  issues  related  to 
grazing  on  public  lands  are  of  regional  and 
state  concern,  yet  the  new  regulations  im- 
plemented by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
include  minimum  national  standards,  cover- 
ing all  federal  grazing  areas,  that  fail  to  con- 
sider the  specific,  varying  rangeland  condi- 
tions in  the  individual  states.  In  deference  to 
state  and  local  interests,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  should  issue  grazing  guidelines 
on  a  state  or  regional,  not  national,  basis,  in 
consultation  with  the  states'  agricultural 
authorities;  and 

"Whereas,  the  members  of  the  Forty-sec- 
ond Legislature  of  the  State  of  Arizona  sup- 
port this  state's  ranchers  and  find  that  the 
grazing  regulations  recently  adopted  by  the 
current  administration  impose  extreme  re- 
strictions that  threaten  to  shut  down  their 
ranching  operations.  If  the  federal  govern- 
ment is  unable  to  maintain  equitable  and 
productive  multiple  uses,  including  grazing, 
on  federal  lands,  this  state  willingly  accepts 
the  responsibility  to  do  so. 

"Wherefore  your  memorialist,  the  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  State  of  Arizona,  the 
Senate  concurring,  prays: 

"1.  That  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
provide  needed  relief  to  the  ranching  indus- 
try by  enacting  legislation  that  protects  the 
use  of  federal  lands  for  livestock  grazing. 

"2.  That  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
encourage  federal  agencies.  Including  the 
United  States  Forest  Service  and  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Services,  to  adopt  a 
cooperative  approach,  when  feasible,  in 
promptly  resolving  livestock  grazing  issues. 

"3.  That  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the 
State  of  Arizona  transmit  copies  of  this  Me- 
morial to  the  President  of  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States,  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  and 
each  Member  of  the  Arizona  Congressional 
Delegation." 

P0M-S91.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Arizona;  to 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

"House  Concurrent  memorial  2006 

"Whereas,  millions  of  acres  of  trees  and 
brush  are  at  unnaturally  high  densities  that 
choke  the  national  forests  in  Arizona  where 
dead,  downed  vegetation  and  foliage  provide 
high  hazard  conditions  for  catastrophic 
wildfires:  and 

"Whereas,  fire  suppression  capability  can- 
not provide  adequate  fire  protection  for  the 
vast  expanse  of  national  forest  land  and  tens 
of  thousands  of  private  homes  within  Ari- 
zona: and 

"Whereas,  with  the  current  situation  of 
Arizona's  national  forest  land,  the  question 
is  not  whether  we  will  have  catastrophic 
fires  but  rather  when  and  where  these  fires 
will  occur,  threatening  not  only  this  state's 
abundant  natural  resources,  but  its  citizens 
and  communities  as  well. 

"Wherefore  your  memorialist,  the  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  State  of  Arizona,  the 
Senate  concurring,  prays: 

"1.  That  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
immediately  encourage  the  United  States 
Forest  Service  to  implement  already  author- 
ized emergency  timber  sales  to  reduce  fire 
hazard  in  the  many  communities  that  inter- 


face with  national  forests,  reduce  continuous 
landscape  forest  fuel  loads,  widen  the  high- 
way corridors  that  pass  through  Arizona's 
national  forests,  prepare  emergency  access 
and  egress  routes  through  the  national  for- 
ests where  local  fire  fighting  agencies  deem 
it  necessary  and  to  provide  forest  fuel  breaks 
around  populated  areas  located  adjacent  to 
high  risk  national  forest  lands. 

"2.  That  the  Secretary  of  Stete  of  the 
State  of  Arizona  transmit  copies  of  this  Me- 
morial to  the  President  of  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States,  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  and 
each  Member  of  the  Arizona  Congressional 
Delegation." 

POM-592.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Arizona:  to 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

"House  Concurrent  Memorial  2005 

"Whereas,  the  government  of  the  United 
States  has  recognized  the  Tohono  O'Odham 
tribe  of  Indians  and  has  established  the 
Tohono  O'Odham  Indian  reservation  on 
which  the  tribe  may  exist  and  preserve  its 
identity,  society  and  culture:  and 

"Whereas,  the  reservation  contains  many 
sites  that  are  significant  to  the  tribe's  tradi- 
tional cultural  and  religious  heritage:  and 

"Whereas,  a  particular  site  that  is  sacred 
to  the  Tohono  O'Odham  Indians.  Baboquivari 
peak,  is  only  partially  included  in  the  res- 
ervation; and 

"Whereas,  a  portion  of  Baboquivari  peak. 
adjacent  to  the  reservation,  is  owned  by  the 
federal  government,  and  is  thus  not  cur- 
rently protected  or  preserved  for  the  benefit 
of  the  Tohono  O'Odham  people. 

"Wherefore  your  memorialist,  the  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  State  of  Arizona,  the 
Senate  concurring,  prays: 

"1.  That  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
enact  legislation  to  transfer  in  trust  that 
portion  of  Baboquivari  peak  consisting  of 
federal  lands  for  inclusion  In  the  Tohono 
O'Odham  Indian  reservation. 

"2.  That  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the 
State  of  Arizona  transmit  certified  copies  of 
this  Memorial  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States  Senate,  the  Speaker  of  the  United 
States  House  of  Representatives  and  to  each 
Member  of  the  Arizona  Congressional  Dele- 
gation." 

POM-593.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Louisiana; 
to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

"Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  No.  19 

"Whereas,  Vernon,  Beauregard,  and  the 
surrounding  parishes  rely  heavily  on  the 
continuing  economic  support  of  Fort  Polk: 
and 

"Whereas,  the  potential  transfer  of  por- 
tions of  the  Kisatchie  National  Forest  should 
ensure  the  stability  and  permanence  of  the 
Fort  Polk  military  base  and  possibly  lead  to 
its  future  expansion:  and 

"Whereas,  the  potential  transfer  of  lands 
of  the  Kisatchie  National  Forest  should  not 
result  in  the  expropriation  of  any  ;»ivately 
owned  property:  and 

"Whereas,  if  Congress  transfers  these 
lands,  there  should  be  no  infringement  upon 
private  landowners'  rights  to  their  property 
by  the  military  presence:  and 

"Whereas,  the  stewardship  of  the  lands  of 
Kisatchie  National  Forest  should  remain 
with  the  United  States  Forest  Service  in  the 
event  of  such  land  transfer:  and 
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"Whereas,  If  the  transfer  occurs.  Fort  Polk 
should  ensure  that  the  forest  lands  be  sub- 
ject to  periodic  inspection  by  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  to  address  envi- 
ronmental concerns;  and 

"Whereas,  if  Congress  transfers  the  lands. 
Fort  Polk  should  use  the  land  for  maneuver- 
ing exercises  without  the  use  of  live  artillery 
or  toxins  which  may  endanger  the  public  and 
indigenous  wildlife:  and 

"Whereas,  if  the  land  transfer  occurs.  Fort 
Polk  will  give  the  public  access  to  the  forest 
at  times  it  deems  prudent:  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved,  That  the  Legislature  of  Louisi- 
ana memorializes  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  to  tnmsfer  certain  portions  of  the 
lands  of  the  Kisatchie  National  Forest  to  the 
Fort  Polk  military  base  provided  that  the  vi- 
ability of  the  military  base  is  ensured,  that 
there  will  be  no  infringement  upon  property 
owners'  rights  to  their  land,  and  that  envi- 
ronmental concerns  will  be  addressed:  be  it 
further 

"Resolved,  That  a  copy  of  this  Resolution 
sitall  be  transmitted  to  the  secretary  of  the 
United  States  Senate  and  the  clerk  of  the 
United  States  House  of  Representatives  and 
to  each  member  of  the  Louisiana  congres- 
sional delegation." 

POW-594.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  New  Hampshire 
to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

"House  Joint  Resolution 

"Whereas,  much  of  New  Hampshire's  air 
pollution  results  from  air  pollutants  and 
their  iirecarsors  transported  into  the  state 
firom  uinrind  sources  including  electricity 
generation  stations:  and 

"Whereas,  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992 
requires  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory 
Commission  (FERC)  to  implement  increased 
competition  in  the  electric  utility  industry, 
but  does  not  relieve  FERC  or  other  federal 
agencies  of  their  responsibility  and  obliga- 
tion to  act  in  the  public  interest  and  to  care- 
fully review  and  mitigate  critical  environ- 
mental and  health  impacts  that  may  result 
from  open  access  to  transmission  services: 
and  

"Whereas,  FERC's  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  on  its  Notice  of  Proposed 
Rulemaking  Promoting  Wholesale  Competi- 
tion Through  Open  Access  Non-Discrimina- 
tory Transmission  Service  by  Public  Utili- 
ties (the  "Mega-NOPR"),  asserts  that  sizable 
increases  in  air  pollution  could  occur  due  to 
a  shift  firom  cleaner  generation  sources  to 
cheaper  and  dirtier  generators,  but  then 
greatly  underestimates  FERC's  obligation  to 
mitigate  the  impact  of  its  proposed  Mega- 
NOPR  actions,  by  selecting  an  inappropriate 
base  case  which  assumes  incremental  imple- 
mentation of  the  same  policy  of  open  trans- 
mission access,  instead  of  selecting  the  more 
apjiropriate  base  case  of  no  action  and  cur- 
rent air  quality  trends:  and 

"Whereas,  there  is  sufficient  underutilized 
electric  generating  capacity  in  midwestem 
states,  subject  to  much  lower  air  emissions 
standards  than  competitors  in  northeastern 
states,  so  that  implementing  open  trans- 
mission access,  without  more  appropriate, 
comparable  and  equitable  environmental 
regulation,  could  result  in  increased  elec- 
tricity generation  in  midwestem  states  and 
significant  additional  air  pollution  transport 
to  northeastern  states;  and 

"Whereas,  federal  air  pollution  regulation 
of  electric  generators  has  too  often  been  in- 
appropriately based  almost  exclusively  on 
air  quality  in  the  vicinity  of  the  generator, 
without  sufficient  consideration  of  the  ef- 


fects of  transport  of  pollutants  to  downwind 
areas:  and 

"Whereas,  a  considerable  burden  has  been 
placed  on  New  Hampshire  by  its  designation 
as  part  of  the  Ozone  Transport  Region  delin- 
eated by  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of 
1990.  despite  considerable  evidence  that  New 
Hampshire's  exceedances  of  federal  ambient 
air  quality  standards  are  overwhelmingly 
due  to  transported  air  pollution  from  upwind 
states:  and 

"Whereas.  New  Hampshire's  electric  rates 
have  been  much  higher  than  the  national  av- 
erage for  many  years,  a  substantial  cause  of 
which  has  been  New  Hampshire's  pursuit 
over  many  years  of  lesser-polluting  elec- 
tricity sources  as  alternatives  to  construc- 
tion of  additional  lower-cost,  higher  pollut- 
ing coal-fired  stations;  and 

"Whereas,  New  Hampshire,  as  a  result  of 
its  Reasonably  Available  Control  Tech- 
nology (RACT)  requirements  for  its  own 
electrical  generating  stations,  has  shown 
that  state-of-the-art  selective  catalytic  re- 
duction (SCR)  RACrr  equipment  installed  at 
New  Hampshire's  largest  coal-fired  electrical 
generating  station  is  a  cost-effective  method 
for  reducing  emissions  of  oxides  of  nitrogen 
(NOx),  and  would  be  cost-effective  in  other 
states  as  well;  and 

"Whereas,  the  costs  for  upwind  electric 
generators  to  make  similar  source  emission 
reductions,  particularly  in  coal-fired  sta- 
tions, typically  appear  to  be  significantly 
smaller  than  the  costs  to  northeastern  states 
to  compensate  for  transported  air  pollution 
by  imposing  more  expensive  mitigation 
measures  on  other  sources  of  pollution;  and 

"Whereas,  such  source  mitigation  costs 
also  appear  to  be  only  a  small  fraction  of  the 
potential  additional  revenue  from  increased 
generation  by  low  cost  coal-fired  generators 
as  a  result  of  FERC's  Mega-NOPR;  and 

"Whereas,  Governor  Stephen  Merrill  indi- 
cated in  a  July  20,  1995  letter  to  EPA  Admin- 
istrator Carol  Browner  that  New  Hampshire 
is  not  willing  to  subsidize  the  economy,  envi- 
ronment, health  and  quality  of  life  of  upwind 
states  at  the  expense  of  those  aspects  of  its 
own  citizens'  lives;  aoid 

"Whereas,  the  state  of  New  Hampshire 
would  strongly  prefer  to  avoid  suing  the  fed- 
eral government  and  upwind  states  to  take 
actions  to  mitigate  increased  air  pollution 
resulting  from  FERC's  actions,  pursuant  to 
the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990  and 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act: 
Now,  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives in  General  Court  convened: 

"That  the  state  of  New  Hampshire  peti- 
tions the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Com- 
mission to  implement  open  access  to  trans- 
mission services  and  increased  competition 
in  the  electric  utility  industry  in  a  manner 
that  supports  and  furthers  the  goals  of  envi- 
ronmental improvement,  such  as  by  stipulat- 
ing that  all  electricity  generators  transmit- 
ting power  under  FERC  open  access  rules 
comply  with  equitable  and  appropriate  envi- 
ronmental regulation  to  reduce  interstate 
transport  of  air  pollutants;  and 

"That  the  state  of  New  Hampshire  further 
petitions  the  United  States  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  the  Council  on  Environ- 
mental Quality,  the  Federal  Energy  Regu- 
latory Commission,  the  Congress,  and  the 
President  of  the  United  States  to  work  to- 
gether to  ensure  that  increased  competition 
in  electricity  markets  be  truly  full,  free,  and 
fair,  including  equitable  and  appropriate  en- 
vironmental regulation,  based  on  com- 
parable scientific  criteria,  for  all  electricity 
generators  and  consumers:  and  to  carefully 


consider  as  alternatives  to  existing  regu- 
latory controls,  innovative  market-driven 
forms  of  environmental  regulation,  such  as 
valuing  the  costs  of  pollution  and  using  pol- 
lution control  offsets:  and 

"That  copies  of  this  resolution,  signed  by 
the  president  of  the  senate,  the  speaker  of 
the  house,  and  the  governor  be  forwarded  by 
the  house  clerk  to  each  member  of  the  New 
Hampshire  Congressional  delegation,  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  the  President 
Pro-Tempore  of  the  United  States  Senate, 
the  Speaker  of  the  United  States  House  of 
Representatives,  the  Federal  Energy  Regu- 
latory Commission,  the  United  States  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency,  and  the  Coun- 
cil on  Environmental  Quality:  and 

"That  this  resolution  is  intended  to  be 
read  in  conjunction  with  HB  1392,  which  es- 
tablishes principles  for  restructuring  the 
New  Hampshire  utility  industry,  if  and  when 
it  has  been  signed  into  law." 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committees 
were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  ROTH,  flrom  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance, with  amendments: 

H.R.  3286.  A  bill  to  help  families  def^y 
adoption  costs,  and  to  promote  the  adoption 
of  minority  children  (Rept.  No.  104-279). 

By  Mr.  HATCH.  Crom  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary,  without  amendment: 

H.R.  419.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Benchmark 
Rail  Group.  Inc.. 

By  Mr.  HATCH,  from  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary,  with  an  amendment  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  substitute: 

H.R.  1533.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  to  increase  the  penalty  for  es- 
caping trom  a  Federal  prison. 

By  Mr.  HATCH,  ffom  the  Conmiittee  on 
the  Judiciary,  without  amendment: 

S.  Res.  226.  A  resolution  to  proclaim  the 
week  of  October  13  through  October  19,  1996, 
as  "National  Character  Counts  Week." 

By  Mr.  HATCH,  firom  the  Conunittee  on 
the  Judiciary,  with  an  amendment  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  substitute: 

S.  1559.  A  bill  to  make  technical  correc- 
tions to  title  11,  United  States  Code,  and  for 
other  purposes. 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF 
COMMITTEES 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  for 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  I 
report  favorably  the  attached  listing  of 
nominations.  Those  identified  with  a 
double  asterisk  (**)  are  to  lie  on  the 
Secretary's  desk  for  the  information  of 
any  Senator  since  these  names  have  al- 
ready appeared  in  the  Congressional 
RECORDS  of  January  22,  March  20.  April 
15,  19.  25,  May  6,  14,  17,  and  22.  1996.  and 
ask  unanimous  consent,  to  save  the  ex- 
pense of  reprinting  on  the  Executive 
Calendar,  that  these  nominations  lie  at 
the  Secretary's  desk  for  the  informa- 
tion of  Senators. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  nominations  ordered  to  lie  on 
the  Secretary's  desk  were  printed  in 
the  RECORDS  of  January  22.  March  20. 
April  15.  19,  25.  May  6.  14.  17.  and  22. 
1996.  at  the  end  of  the  Senate  proceed- 
ings.) 
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**In  the  Army  there  are  133  promotions  to 
the  grade  of  colonel  (list  begins  with  Loren 
D.  Alves).  (Reference  No.  836.) 

**In  the  Army  there  are  1.210  promotions 
to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  colonel  (list  begins 
with  Daniel  F.  Abahazy).  (Reference  No.  965.) 

**in  the  Army  there  are  27  promotions  to 
be  grade  of  lieutenant  colonel  (list  begins 
with  Glen  L.  Bloomstrom).  (Reference  No. 
1019.) 

**In  the  Army  there  is  1  promotion  to  the 
grade  of  lieutenant  colonel  (Robert  A. 
Chiiders).  (Reference  No.  1037.) 

**In  the  Army  Reserve  there  are  3  appoint- 
ments to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  colonel  (list 
begins  with  CTarl  E.  Dawklns.  Jr.).  (Reference 
No.  1038.) 

**In  the  Air  Force  there  are  11  appoint- 
ments to  the  grade  of  colonel  and  below  (list 
begins  with  Kathleen  S.  Bohanon).  (Ref- 
erence No.  1050.) 

**In  the  Air  Force  Reserve  there  are  19  pro- 
motions to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  colonel 
(list  begins  with  James  C.  Bair).  (Reference 
No.  1051.) 

**In  the  Navy  there  are  49  appointments  to 
the  grade  of  lieutenant  (list  begins  with 
James  A.  Cavlness).  (Reference  No.  1052.) 

•*In  the  Army  there  is  1  promotion  to  the 
grade  of  lieutenant  colonel  (Wayne  E.  Ander- 
son). (Reference  No.  1072.) 

**In  the  Army  Reserve  there  are  10  ap- 
pointments to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  colo- 
nel (list  begins  with  Timothy  J.  Coen).  (Ref- 
erence No.  1073.) 

••In  the  Army  there  are  174  promotions  to 
the  grade  of  lieutenant  colonel  (list  begins 
with  Garry  F.  Atkins).  (Reference  No.  1074.) 

••In  the  Air  Force  Reserve  there  are  2  ap- 
pointments to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  colo- 
nel (list  begins  with  Thomas  R.  Bird).  (Ref- 
erence No.  1092.) 

**ln  the  Air  Force  Reserve  there  are  18  pro- 
motions to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  colonel 
(list  begins  with  Warren  J.  Andersen).  (Ref- 
erence No.  1093.) 

**In  the  Air  Force  Reserve  there  are  79  pro- 
motions to  the  grade  of  colonel  (list  begins 
with  Kenneth  D.  Allen.  Jr.).  (Reference  No. 
1094.) 

••In  the  Marine  Corps  there  is  1  promotion 
to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  colonel  (E.  D. 
EUek).  (Reference  No.  1102.) 

**In  the  Marine  Corps  there  is  1  promotion 
to  the  grade  of  colonel  (Wade  C.  Straw).  (Ref- 
erence No.  1103.) 

••In  the  Marine  Corps  there  is  1  promotion 
to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  colonel  (Thomas  J. 
Felts).  (Reference  No.  1104.) 

••In  the  Marine  Corps  there  is  1  promotion 
to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  colonel  (Patrick 
A.  Sivigny).  (Reference  No.  1105.) 

••In  the  Army  Reserve  there  are  72  pro- 
motions to  the  grade  of  colonel  and  below 
(list  begins  with  CHiarles  C.  Appleby).  (Ref- 
erence No.  1106.) 

**in  the  Army  Reserve  there  are  90  pro- 
motions to  the  grade  of  colonel  and  below 
(list  begins  with  Mitchell  L.  Brown).  (Ref- 
erence No.  1107.) 

••In  the  marine  Corps  there  are  41  pro- 
motions to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  colonel 
and  below  (list  begins  with  Ronald  J. 
Crabbs).  (Reference  No.  1112.) 

Total:  1.994. 

DJ  THE  Am  FORCE 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general 
while  assigned  to  a  position  of  importance 
and  responsibility  under  Title  10.  United 
States  Code,  section  601: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 
Maj.  Gen.  Ronald  T.  Kadish.  177-38-0901:  U.S. 
Air  Force 


The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  general  in  the  U.S.  Air 
Force  while  assigned  to  a  position  of  impor- 
tance and  responsibility  under  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  section  601: 

To  be  general 
Lt.  Gen.  Walter  Kross.  113-34-0276 

IN  THE  ARMY 

The  following-named  officer  for  reappoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  general  in  the  U.S. 
Army  while  assigned  to  a  position  of  impor- 
tance and  responsibility  under  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  section  6Dl(a): 
To  be  general 

Gen.  John  H.  TileUi,  Jr.,  152-30-5952,  U.S. 
Army 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  general  in  the  U.S. 
Army  while  assigned  to  a  position  of  impor- 
tance and  responsibility  under  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  section  601(a): 

To  be  general 
Lt.  Gen.  Wesley  K.  Clark,  432-80-5682,  U.S. 
Army 

The  following  U.S.  Army  Reserve  officers 

for  promotion  in  the  Reserve  of  the  Army  to 

the  grades  indicated  under  title  10.  United 

States  Code,  sections  3371.  3384.  and  12203(a): 

To  be  major  general 

Brig.  Gen.  Paul  C.  Bergson,  219-42-4718 
Brig.  Gen.  Douglas  E.  Caton,  228-56-3994 
Brig.  Gen.  Anthony  R.  Kropp.  132-36-2954 
Brig.  Gen.  John  M.  O'Connell.  471-60-0097 

To  be  brigadier  general 
Col.  Voneree  Deloatch.  245-56-3340 
Col.  Robert  M.  Diamond.  176-40-5525 
Col.  Alfonsa  Gilley.  267-94-9002 
Col.  Haywood  S.  Gilliam.  223-58-7878 
Col.  Pierce  A.  Roan,  Jr.,  518-48-4710 
Col.  Alfired  T.  Rossi.  121-34-4242 
Col.  Richard  G.  Simmons,  42^72-0501 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  general  in  the  United 
States  Army  while  assigned  to  a  position  of 
importance  and  responsibility  under  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  section  601(a): 

To  be  general 
Lt.  Gen.  David  A.  Bramlett.  561-58-9889,  U.S. 
Army 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general  in 
the  United  States  Army  while  assigned  to  a 
position  of  importance  and  responsibility 
under  title  10,  United  States  Code,  section 
601(a): 

To  be  lieutenant  general 
Maj.  Gen.  Peter  J.  Schoomaker.  514-44-3788 

IN  THE  UAROTE  CORPS 

The  following-named  brigadier  generals  of 
the  U.S.  Marine  Corps  for  promotion  to  the 
grade  of  major  general,  under  the  provisions 
of  section  624  of  title  10,  United  States  Code: 

To  be  major  general 
Brig.  (Sen.  Thomas  A.  Braaten.  526-76-3443. 

USMC 
Brig.  Gen.  Michael  P.  DeLong,  368-46-5191. 

USMC 
Brig.  Gen.  Edward  Hanlon.  Jr..  231-58-2430. 

USMC 
Brig.  Gen.  Geoffrey  B.  Higginbotham.  29*-38- 

8936.  USMC 
Brig.  Gen.  George  M.  Karamarkovich,  184-32- 

2460.  USMC 
Brig.  Gen.  Jack  W.  Kllmp.  386-44-5723.  USMC 
The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  genera:  in 
the  U.S.  Marine  Corps  while  assigned  to  a  po- 
sition of  importance  and  responsibility  under 


the  provisions  of  section  601,  title  10.  United 
States  Code: 

To  be  lieuteruint  general 
Maj.  Gen.  Carol  A.  Mutter.  521-60-7992 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment as  Assistant  Commandant  of  the  Ma- 
rine Corps,  Headquarters.  U.S.  Marine  C^rps. 
and  appointment  to  the  grade  of  general 
while  serving  in  that  position  under  the  pro- 
visions of  section  5044.  title  10.  United  States 
Code: 

To  be  Assistant  Commandant  of  the  Marine 
Corps 

Lt.  Gen.  Richard  L  Neal.  023-30-0571 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general  In 
the  U.  S.  Marine  Corps  while  assigned  to  a 
position  of  importance  and  responsibility 
under  section  601.  title  10.  United  States 
Code: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 
Maj.  Gen.  Terrence  R.  Dake.  514-50-6646 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general  in 
the  U.S.  Marine  Corps  while  assigned  to  a  po- 
sition of  importance  and  responsibility  under 
section  601,  title  10.  United  States  Code: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 
Maj.  Gen.  Jeffrey  W.  Oster.  462-56-4022 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general  in 
the  U.S.  Marine  Corps  while  assigned  to  a  ix>- 
sition  of  importance  and  responsibility  under 
section  601.  title  10.  United  States  Code: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 
Maj.  Gen.  James  L.  Jones.  Jr..  579-64-2699 

DC  THE  NAVY 

The  following-named  officers  for  pro- 
motion in  the  U.S.  Navy  to  the  grade  indi- 
cated under  title  10,  United  States  Code,  sec- 
tion 624: 

To  BE  REAR  ADiaRAL 

Rear  Adm.  (Ih)  Edward  R.  Chamberlln,  033- 

32-9933,  U.S.  Navy 

To  be  rear  admiTal 
Rear  Adm.  (Ih)  Noel  K.  Dysart,  Jr..  ITS-te- 

0597,  U.S.  Navy 
Rear  Adm.  (Ih)  Dennis  I.  Wright.  426-78-9063, 

U.S.  Navy 

The  following-named  officers  for  pro- 
motion in  the  staff  corps  in  the  U.S.  Navy  to 
the  grade  indicated  under  title  10.  United 
States  Corps,  section  624: 

To  be  rear  admiral  (lover  half) 
Capt.    Alberto    Diaz,    Jr.,    214-58-0577,    U.S. 
Navy 

To  be  rear  admiral  (lower  half) 
Capt.  David  P.  Keller,  210-3&-7903,  U.S.  Navy 

To  be  rear  admiral  (lower  half) 

Capt.    Peter  W.    Marshall.  015-36-0438.   U.S. 

Navy 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  vice  admiral  in  the  U.S. 
Navy  while  assigned  to  a  position  of  impor- 
tance and  responsibility  under  title  10 
United  States  Code,  section  601: 
To  be  vice  admiral 

Rear  Adm.  (selectee)  Thomas  B.  Fargo,  559- 
66-9953 
The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  admiral  in  the  U.S. 
Navy  while  assigned  to  a  position  of  impor- 
tance and  responsibility  under  title  10 
United  States  Code  section  601: 

To  be  admiral 
Vice  Adm.  Archie  R.  Clemlns,  344-34-5833 
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The  followingr-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  vice  admiral  in  the  U.S. 
Navy  while  assigmed  to  a  position  of  impor- 
tance and  responsibility  under  title  10 
United  States  Code,  section  601: 
To  be  vice  admiral 

Rear  Adm.  (selectee)  Robert  J.  Natter,  419- 
60-0422 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  vice  admiral  in  the  U.S. 
Navy  while  assigned  to  a  position  of  impor- 
tance and  responsibility  under  title  10 
United  States  Code,  section  601: 
To  be  vice  admiral 
Rear  Adm.  James  B.  Perkins  m,  004-42-7739 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  vice  admiral  in  the  U.S. 
Navy  while  assigned  to  a  position  of  impor- 
tance and  responsibility  under  title  10 
United  States  Code,  section  601: 
To  be  vice  admiral 
Rear  Adm.  Herbert  A.  Browne  H,  460-72-4815 

The  following-named  officers  for  pro- 
motion in  the  U.S.  Navy  Reserve  to  the 
grade  indicated  under  title  10  United  States 
Code,  section  S912: 

To  be  rear  admiral  (loioer  half) 

Capt.  John  Nicholas  Costas,  465-6&-6461,  U.S. 

Naval  Reserve 
Capt.  Joseph  Coleman  Hare.  192-36-2723,  U.S. 

Naval  Reserve 
Capt.  Daniel  Lawrence  Kloeppel,  486-52-8985, 

U.S.  Naval  Reserve 
Capt.  Henry  Francis  White,  Jr.,  081-36-1061. 
U.S.  Naval  Reserve 

To  be  rear  admiral  (lower  half) 
Capt.  John  Francis  Brunelli.  027-82-8026.  U.S. 
Naval  Reserve 
The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  admiral  in  the  U.S. 
Navy  while  assigned  to  a  position  of  impor- 
tance and  responsibility  under  title  10 
United  States  Code,  section  601,  and  title  42 
United  States  Code  section  7158: 

To  be  admiral 
Vice  Adm.  Frank  L.  Bowman,  411-64-5146 

The  following-named  officer  for  reappoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  vice  admiral  in  the  U.S. 
Navy  while  assigned  to  a  position  of  impor- 
tance and  responsibility  under  title  10. 
United  States  Code  section  601: 
To  be  vice  admiral 
Vice  Adm.  Arthur  K.  Cebrowski.  147-32-9746 

The  following-named  officers  for  pro- 
motion in  the  U.S.  Naval  Reserve  to  the 
grade  indicated  under  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  section  SS12: 

To  be  rear  admiral  (lower  half) 
Capt.  Vernon  Paul  Harrison.  259-64-2188.  U.S. 
Naval  Reserve 

To  be  rear  admiral  (lower  half) 
Capt.    Clifford    Joseph    Sturek.    505-50-3187. 
U.S.  Naval  Reserve 

To  be  rear  admiral  (loioer  half) 

Capt.    Steven   Robert   Morgan.   275-48-1542. 
U.S.  Naval  Reserve 

To  be  rear  admiral  (loxoer  half) 
Capt.  Robert  Charles  Marlay.  213-48-9681. 
U.S.  Naval  Reserve 
The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  admiral  in  the  U.S. 
Navy  while  assigned  to  a  position  of  impor- 
tance and  responsibility  under  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  section  601: 

To  be  admiral 
Vice  Adm.  J.  Paul  Reason,  578-56-5763 

The  'ollowing-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  vice  admiral  in  the 


United  States  Navy  while  assigned  to  a  posi- 
tion of  importance  and  responsibility  under 
title  10  United  States  Code,  section  601: 

To  be  vice  admiral 
Rear  Adm.  (selectee)  Patricia  A.  Tracey.  084- 
40-3579 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  vice  admiral  in  the  U.S. 
Navy  while  assigned  to  a  position  of  impor- 
tance and  responsibility  under  title  10 
United  States  Code,  section  601: 
To  be  vice  admiral 
Rear  Adm.  (selectee)  James  O.  Ellis.  Jr..  252- 
76-4995 

By  Mr.  ROTH,  ft-om  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance: 

Raymond  W.  Kelly,  of  New  York,  to  be 
Under  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  Enforce- 
ment. 

Marcia  E.  Miller,  of  Indiana,  to  be  a  mem- 
ber of  the  U.S.  International  Trade  Commis- 
sion for  the  term  expiring  December  16,  2003. 

(The  above  nominations  were  re- 
ported with  the  recommendation  that 
they  be  confirmed,  subject  to  the  nomi- 
nees' comnutment  to  respond  to  re- 
quests to  appear  and  testify  before  any 
duly  constituted  committee  of  the  Sen- 
ate.) 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BELLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

By    Mr.    McCAIN    (for    himself.    Mrs. 
Kassebauu.    Mr.    Murkowski,    Mr. 
Stevens,  and  Mr.  Simon): 
S.  1869.  A  bill  to  make  certain  technical 
corrections  in  the  Indian  Health  Care  Im- 
provement Act,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Indian  Affairs. 
By  Mr.  MOYNIHAN: 
S.  1870.  A  bill  to  establish  a  medical  edu- 
cation trust  fund,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance. 
By  Mr.  CHAFEE: 
S.      1871.      A      bill      to      expand      the 
Pettaquamscutt  Cove  National  Wildlife  Ref- 
uge, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Environment  and  Public  Works. 
By  Mr.  SIMON: 
S.  1872.  A  bill  to  amend  section  922(x)(5)  of 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  relating  to  the 
prohibition  of  possession  of  a  handgun  by  a 
minor,   to  change  the  definition  of  minor 
from  under  18  years  of  age  to  under  21  years 
of  age:  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By    Mr.    INHOFE    (for    himself.    Mr. 

CHAFEE.    Mr.    LIEBERMAN,    Mr.    FAIR- 
CLOTH,    Mr.    KEMPTHORNE,    Mr.    MOY- 

NIHAN,  Mr.  Reid.  and  Mr.  Lugar): 
S.  1873.  A  bill  to  amend  the  National  Envi- 
ronmental Education  Act  to  extend  the  pro- 
grams under  the  act,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Environment  and  Pub- 
lic Works. 

By  Mr.  JOHNSTON: 
S.  1874.  A  bill  to  amend  sections  of  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  Organization  Act  that 
are  obsolete  or  inconsistent  with  other  stat- 
utes and  to  repeal  a  related  section  of  the 
Federal  Energy  Administration  Act  of  1974; 
to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

By  Mr.  HATFIELD  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Wyden): 
S.   1875.   A  bill   to   designate   the  United 
States  Courthouse  in  Medford,  Oregon,  as 


the  "James  A.  Redden  Federal  Courthouse"; 
to  the  Committee  on  Environment  and  Pub- 
lic Works. 

By  Mr.  HARKIN  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Baucus): 

S.  1876.  A  bill  to  amend  chapter  89  of  title 
5,  United  States  Code,  to  end  health  insur- 
ance portability  for  Members  of  Congress 
and  eliminate  continued  coverage  for  depart- 
ing Members  of  Congress  until  health  insur- 
ance portability  for  other  United  States  citi- 
zens is  enacted  into  law,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Governmental 
Affairs. 

By  Mr.  MURKOWSKI  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Stevens): 

S.  1877.  A  bill  to  ensure  the  proper  steward- 
ship of  publicly  owned  assets  in  the  Tongass 
National  Forest  in  the  State  of  Alaska,  a  fair 
return  to  the  United  States  for  public  timber 
in  the  Tongass,  and  a  proper  balance  among 
multiple  use  interests  in  the  Tongass  to  en- 
hance forest  health,  sustainable  harvest,  and 
the  general  economic  health  and  growth  in 
southeast  Alaska  and  the  United  States;  to 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

By  Mr.  AKAKA: 

S.  1878.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Nuclear  Waste 
Policy  Act  of  1982  to  prohibit  the  licensing  of 
a  permanent  or  interim  nuclear  waste  stor- 
age facility  outside  the  50  States  or  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works. 


SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT  AND 
SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  concurrent  resolutions 
and  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 
referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  indicated: 
By  Mrs.  BOXER  (for  herself  and  Mr. 
Gregg): 
S.  Res.  262.  A  resolution  expressing  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  sanctions  should  be 
imposed  on  the  People's  Republic  of  China 
until  the  United  States  Trade  Representa- 
tive certifies  that  the  People's  Republic  of 
China  is  complying  with  its  agreement  with 
the  United  States  regarding  the  protection 
of  intellectual  property  rights;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

By  Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAXTO  (for  herself, 
Mr.  Levin,  Mr.  Daschle.  Mr.  Kemp- 
THORNE,  Mrs.  Boxer,  Mrs.  Fedjstein. 
Mr.    KiaiRY,    Mr.    Wellstone,    Mr. 

LIEBERMAN,  MrS.  MURRAY.  Mr.  PELL, 

Mr.  Lautenberg,  and  Mr.  Inhofe): 
S.  Res.  263.  A  resolution  relating  to  church 
burning;  ordered  held  at  the  desk. 

By     Mr.     MACK     (for     himself.     Mr. 
LIEBERMAN,  Mr.  CRAIG,  and  Mr.  Jef- 
fords): 
S.  Res.  264.  A  resolution  to  designate  May 
14. 1997.  and  May  14, 1998,  as  "National  Speak 
No  Evil  Day",  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  INOUYE  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
AKAKA): 
S.  Con.  Res.  64.  A  concurrent  resolution  to 
recognize  and  honor  the  Filipino  World  War 
n  veterans  for  their  defense  of  democratic 
ideals  and  their  important  contribution  to 
the  outcome  of  World  War  11;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  PRESSLER  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Leahy): 
S.  Con.  Res.  65.  A  concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  Mem- 
bers should  understand  and  use  the  Internet 
to  improve  the  democratic  process  and  to 
c^nununicate  with  the  Internet  community; 
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STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  McCAIN  (for  himself.  Mrs. 
Kassebaum,    Mr.    Murkowski, 
Mr.  Stevens  and  Mr.  Simon): 
S.  1869.  A  bill  to  make  certain  tech- 
nical corrections  in  the  Indian  Health 
Care  Improvement  Act,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Indian 
Affairs. 

THE  INDIAN  HEALTH  CARE  IMPROVEMENT 
TECHNICAL  CORRECTIONS  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  McCAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  on  behalf  of  myself  and  Senators 
Kassebaum,  Murkowski,  Stevens,  and 
SIMON  to  introduce  legislation  to  make 
various  technical  amendments  to  the 
Indian  Health  Care  Improvement  Act. 

The  bill  we  are  introducing  today 
will  simply  make  technical  changes  to 
certain  provisions  of  the  act  and  ex- 
tend the  authorization  for  several  In- 
dian health  care  demonstration  pro- 
grrams. 

Mr.  President,  the  Congress  passed 
the  Indian  Health  Care  Improvement 
Act  in  1976  to  raise  the  level  of  health 
care  provided  to  American  Indians  and 
Alaska  Native  communities.  While  the 
health  status  of  Indian  people  has  gen- 
erally improved  since  its  enactment,  it 
still  lags  far  behind  any  other  segment 
of  our  population.  Health  crises  in 
every  possible  problem  area  continue 
to  afflict  majiy  reservation  commu- 
nities at  alarming  rates.  The  mortality 
rate  for  diabetes  exceeds  the  national 
average  by  139  percent.  American  Indi- 
ans are  four  times  more  likely  to  die 
from  alcoholism  than  other  Americans. 
The  incidence  rates  for  fetal  alcohol 
syndrome  among  native  Americans  is 
six  times  the  national  average. 

The  Indian  Health  Care  Improvement 
Act  was  enacted  to  meet  the  fundamen- 
tal trust  obligation  of  the  United 
States  to  ensure  that  comprehensive 
health  care  would  be  provided  to  Amer- 
ican Indians  and  Alaska  Natives  as  it  is 
provided  to  all  other  Americans.  The 
act  was  amended  in  1992  to  extend  most 
of  the  authorized  programs  through  the 
year  20(X),  at  which  time  the  Indian 
Health  Service  is  required  to  report  to 
Congress  on  the  progress  of  meeting 
the  health  objectives  outlined  in  the 
act.  Until  such  time,  we  are  seeking  to 
make  minor  changes  to  certain  provi- 
sions of  the  act  to  allow  maximum 
flexibility  in  the  delivery  of  health 
services  to  American  Indians  and  Alas- 
ka Natives  and  to  ensure  that  several 
important  tribal  programs  can  con- 
tinue through  the  year  20(X). 

First,  the  bill  amends  section  4(n), 
the  Indian  health  scholarship  and  loan 
repayment  fund,  by  modifying  the  defi- 
nition of  the  term  "Health  Profession." 
This  modification  will  provide  greater 
flexibility  to  the  IHS  to  determine  eli- 
gibility for  financial  assistance  to  Indi- 


ans enrolled  in  health  degree  programs. 
Second,  the  bill  amends  section  104(b). 
the  Indian  health  professions  scholar- 
ship, to  maximize  opportunities  for 
scholarship  recipients  to  meet  their 
service  obligations  to  the  IHS.  It  also 
authorizes  the  Secretary  to  waive  or 
suspend  a  service  or  payment  obliga- 
tion upon  death,  extreme  hardship  con- 
ditions or  bankruptcy.  Next,  the  bill 
amends  section  206  regarding  reim- 
bursement from  certain  third  parties  of 
costs  of  health  sei^ces  to  clarify  the 
provisions  for  individuals  in  collection 
actions  for  services  provided  by  IHS  or 
tribal  health  facilities.  These  provi- 
sions were  previously  adopted  by  the 
Senate  on  October  31,  1995  as  part  of  S. 
325,  the  Native  American  Technical 
Corrections  Act.  However,  the  House 
has  not  yet  acted  upon  S.  325  because 
the  bill  contained  provisions  resulting 
in  joint  referrals  to  a  number  of  House 
committees.  The  bill  I  am  introducing 
today  has  been  drafted  to  permit  refer- 
ral to  just  one  House  Committee. 

The  bill  also  amends  section  405  to 
continue  the  Medicare/Medicaid  Dem- 
onstration Program  for  direct  billing  of 
Medicaid,  Medicare  and  other  third 
party  payers.  The  demonstration  pro- 
gram authorizes  up  to  four  tribally-op- 
erated  IHS  hospitals  or  clinics  to  par- 
ticipate directly  in  the  billing  and  re- 
ceipt of  Medicare/Medicaid  payments 
rather  than  through  the  current  sys- 
tem of  channeling  payments  through 
the  IHS.  The  four  participating  tribes 
including  Mississippi  CJhoctaw  Health 
Center,  Bristol  Bay  Area  Health  Cor- 
poration, C^hoctaw  Tribe  of  Oklahoma 
and  South  East  Alaska  Regional 
Health  Consortium,  unanimously  re- 
port successful  results  and  satisfaction 
with  the  program.  Collections  for  some 
of  these  tribes  have  since  doubled  due 
to  the  implementation  of  the  program. 
I  have  also  received  a  strong  interest 
from  other  Indian  tribes  in  expanding 
this  program  so  that  other  eligible 
tribal  operators  may  participate  in  this 
direct  billing  process. 

The  Medicare/Medicaid  Demonstra- 
tion Program  is  set  to  expire  on  Sep- 
tember 30,  1996  at  which  time  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  will  evaluate  the  pro- 
gram and  provide  a  recommendation  on 
whether  the  program  should  be  made  a 
permanent  program.  However,  without 
this  proposed  extension,  the  four  tribal 
participants  will  be  forced  to  shut 
down  their  direct  billing/collection  de- 
partments and  return  to  the  old  system 
of  IHS-managed  collections. 

Given  the  hig-hly  favorable  reports  of 
the  participating  tribal  programs,  we 
are  proposing  to  continue  the  program 
through  the  year  2000  and  expand  the 
number  of  eligible  tribal  facilities  from 
four  to  twelve.  The  Congress  will 
evaluate  the  future  of  the  program 
when  the  Secretary  has  submitted  the 
final  report  on  the  project. 

Finally,  the  act  extends  the  author- 
ization for  several  innovative  health 


care  demonstration  projects  that  were 
established  as  model  programs  to  be 
replicated  on  other  Indian  reserva- 
tions. Several  of  these  demonstration 
projects,  including  the  California  Con- 
tract Health  Services  Demonstration 
I*rogram.  the  Gallup  Alcohol  and  Sub- 
stance Abuse  Demonstration  Program, 
the  Substance  Abuse  Counselor  Edu- 
cation Demonstration  Program  and  the 
Home  and  Community  Based  Care 
Demonstration  Program,  are  due  to 
sunset  in  this  fiscal  year. 

While  the  programs  expire  in  fiscal 
year  1997,  the  Secretary  is  not  required 
to  provide  a  report  on  these  programs 
until  1999.  I  believe  that  these  pro- 
grams should  be  reauthorized  through 
the  year  2000  in  order  to  continue  the 
important  health  care  services  pro- 
vided by  these  programs  and  to  achieve 
consistency  with  other  portions  of  the 
act.  The  bill  will  simply  extend  the  au- 
thorization for  these  programs  through 
the  year  2000  until  such  time  that  the 
Secretary  prepares  his  report  on  the 
entire  Indian  Health  Care  Improvement 
Act. 

Mr.  President,  this  legislation  is  nec- 
essary to  ensure  the  continuation  of 
these  important  health  care  programs 
for  Indian  people.  It  is  my  hope  that  we 
can  move  this  bill  quickly  and  favor- 
ably. I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
the  immediate  passage  of  this  legisla- 
tion. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
full  text  of  this  bill  and  the  section-by- 
section   summary   be   printed  in   the 

RECORD. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordei^  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1869 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  L  SBOKt  TTTLE;  REFERENCEa 

(a)  Short  TTTLE.— This  Act  may  be  cited  as 
the  "Indian  Health  Care  Improvement  Tech- 
nical Corrections  Act  of  1996". 

(b)  REFERENCES.— Whenever  in  this  Act  an 
amendment  or  repeal  is  expressed  in  terms  of 
an  amendment  to  or  repe^  of  a  section  or 
other  provision,  the  reference  shall  be  con- 
sidered to  be  made  to  a  section  or  other  pro- 
vision of  the  Indian  Health  Care  Improve- 
ment Act. 

SEC.  2.  TECHNICAL  CORRECTIONS  IN  THE  IN- 
DIAN HEALTH  CARE  IMFROVElfENT 
ACT. 

(a)  DEFiNmoN  OF  Health  Profession.— 
Section  4(n)  (25  U.S.C.  1603(n))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "allopathic  medicine."  be- 
fore "family  medicine";  and 

(2)  by  striking  "and  allied  health  profes- 
sions" and  inserting  "an  allied  health  profes- 
sion, or  any  other  health  profession". 

(b)  Indian  Health  Professions  Scholar- 
ships.—Section  104(b)  of  the  Indian  Health 
Care  Improvement  Act  (25  U.S.C.  1613a<b))  is 
amended — 

(1)  in  paragraph  (3)— 

(A)  in  subparagraph  (A)— 

(i)  by  striking  the  matter  preceding  clause 
(i)  and  inserting  the  following: 

"(3)(A)  The  active  duty  service  obligation 
under  a  written  contract  with  the  Secretary 
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under  section  338A  of  the  Public  Health  Serv- 
ice Act  (42  U.S.C.  2541)  that  an  individual  has 
entered  into  under  that  section  shall,  if  that 
individual  is  a  recipient  of  an  Indian  Health 
Scholarship,  be  met  in  full-time  practice,  by 
service — "; 

(ii)  by  striking  "or"  at  the  end  of  clause 
(iii): 

(ill)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
clause  (iv)  and  inserting  ";  or";  and 

(iv)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
clause: 

"(v)  in  an  academic  setting  (including  a 
program  that  receives  funding  under  section 
1(J2, 112,  or  114.  or  any  other  academic  setting 
that  the  Secretary,  acting  through  the  Serv- 
ice, determines  to  be  appropriate  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  clause)  in  which  the  major  du- 
ties and  responsibilities  of  the  recipient  are 
the  recruitment  and  training  of  Indian 
health  professionals  in  the  discipline  of  that 
recipient  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the 
purpose  of  this  title,  as  speciHed  in  section 
101."; 

(B)  by  redesignating  subparagraphs  (B)  and 
(C)  as  subparagraphs  (C)  and  CD),  respec- 
tively; 

(C)  by  insez^ng  after  subparagraph  (A)  the 
following  new  subparagraph: 

"(B)  At  the  request  of  any  individual  who 
has  entered  into  a  contract  referred  to  in 
subparagraph  (A)  and  who  receives  a  degree 
in  medicine  (including  osteopathic  or 
allopathic  medicine),  dentistry,  optometry, 
podiatry,  or  pharmacy,  the  Secretary  shall 
defer  the  active  duty  service  obligation  of 
that  individual  under  that  contract,  in  order 
that  such  Individual  may  complete  any  in- 
ternship, residency,  or  other  advanced  clini- 
cal training  that  is  required  for  the  practice 
of  that  health  profession,  for  an  appropriate 
period  (in  years,  as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary), subject  to  the  following  conditions: 

"(1)  No  iwriod  of  internship,  residency,  or 
other  advanced  clinical  training  shall  be 
counted  as  satisfying  any  period  of  obligated 
service  that  is  required  under  this  section. 

"(11)  The  active  duty  service  obligation  of 
that  Individual  shall  commence  not  later 
than  90  days  after  the  completion  of  that  ad- 
vanced clinical  training  (or  by  a  date  speci- 
fied by  the  Secretary). 

"(Ill)  The  active  duty  service  obligation 
will  be  served  in  the  health  profession  of 
that  individual,  in  a  manner  consistent  with 
clauses  (1)  through  (v)  of  subparagraph  (A)."; 

(D)  in  subparagraph  (C),  as  so  redesignated, 
by  striking  "prescribed  under  section  338C  of 
the  Public  Health  Service  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
2S4m)  by  service  in  a  program  specified  in 
subparagraph  (A)"  and  inserting  "described 
in  subiiaragraph  (A)  by  service  in  a  program 
specified  in  that  subparagraph";  and 

(E)  in  subparagraph  (D).  as  so  redesig- 
nated— 

(1)  by  striking  "Subject  to  subparagraph 
(B)."  and  Inserting  "Subject  to  subparagraph 
(C),";  and 

(ii)  by  striking  "prescribed  under  section 
338C  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  254m)"  and  inserting  "described  in 
subparagraph  (A)"; 

(2)  in  paragraph  (4)— 

(A)  In  subparagraph  (B).  by  striking  the 
matter  preceding  clause  (1)  and  inserting  the 
following: 

"(B)  the  period  of  obligated  sernce  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (3)(A)  shall  be  equal  to 
the  greater  of—";  and 

(B)  in  subparagraph  (C).  by  striking  "(42 
U.S.C.  254m(g)(l)(B))"  and  inserting  "(42 
U.S.C.  2541(g)(lXB))"; 

(3)  in  paragraph  (5).  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  subparagraphs: 


"(C)  Upon  the  death  of  an  individual  who 
receives  an  Indian  Health  Scholarship,  any 
obligation  of  that  individual  for  service  or 
pasrment  that  relates  to  that  scholarship 
shall  be  canceled. 

"(D)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the 
partial  or  total  waiver  or  suspension  of  any 
obligation  of  service  or  payment  of  a  recipi- 
ent of  an  Indian  Health  Scholarship  if  the 
Secretary  determines  that— 

"(i)  it  is  not  possible  for  the  recipient  to 
meet  that  obligation  or  make  that  payment; 

"(ii)  requiring  that  recipient  to  meet  that 
obligation  or  make  that  payment  would  re- 
sult in  extreme  hardship  to  the  recipient;  or 

"(ill)  the  enforcement  of  the  requirement 
to  meet  the  obligation  or  make  the  payment 
would  be  unconscionable. 

"(E)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  in  any  case  of  extreme  hardship  or  for 
other  good  cause  shown,  the  Secretary  may 
waive,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  right  of  the 
United  States  to  recover  funds  made  avail- 
able under  this  section. 

"(F)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  with  respect  to  a  recipient  of  an  In- 
dian Health  Scholarship,  no  obligation  for 
payment  may  be  released  by  a  discharge  in 
bankruptcy  under  title  11,  United  States 
Code,  unless  that  discharge  is  granted  after 
the  expiration  of  the  5-year  period  beginning 
on  the  initial  date  on  which  that  payment  is 
due,  and  only  if  the  bankruptcy  court  finds 
that  the  nondlscharge  of  the  obligation 
would  be  unconscionable.". 

(c)  Reimbursement  From  Certain  Third 
Parties  of  (X)sts  of  Health  Services.— 
Section  206  (16  U.S.C.  1621e)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a) — 

(A)  in  the  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1)— 
(i)  by  striking  "Except  as  provided"  and 

inserting  "(a)  Right  of  Recovery.— Except 
as  provided"; 

(ii)  by  striking  "the  reasonable  expenses 
incurred"  and  inserting  "the  reasonable 
charges  billed"; 

(iii)  by  striking  "in  providing"  and  insert- 
ing "for  providing";  and 

(iv)  by  striking  "for  such  expenses"  and  in- 
serting "for  such  charges";  and 

(B)  in  paragraph  (2),  by  striking  "such  ex- 
penses" each  place  it  appears  and  inserting 
"such  charges"; 

(2)  in  subsection  (b).  by  striking  "(b)  Sub- 
section (a)"  and  inserting  "(b)  Recovery 
against  State  Wrrn  Workers'  Compensa- 
tion Laws  or  No-Fault  automobile  Aca- 
DENT  iNsiniANCE  PROGRAM.— Subsectlon  (a)"; 

(3)  in  subsection  (c),  by  striking  "(c)  No 
law"  and  inserting  "(c)  PROHiBrnoN  of 
State  Law  or  Contract  Provision  Impedi- 
ment to  Right  of  Recovery.— No  law"; 

(4)  in  subsection  (d).  by  striking  "(d)  No  ac- 
tion" and  inserting  "(d)  Right  to  Dam- 
ages.—No  action"; 

(5)  in  subsection  (e) — 

(A)  in  the  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1). 
by  striking  "(e)  The  United  States"  and  in- 
serting "(e)  Intervention  or  Separate  Civil 
action.— The  United  SUtes";  and 

(B)  by  striking  paragraph  (2)  and  inserting 
the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(2)  while  making  all  reasonable  efforts  to 
provide  notice  of  the  action  to  the  individual 
to  whom  health  services  are  provided  prior 
to  the  filing  of  the  action,  instituting  a  civil 
action."; 

(6)  in  subsection  (f).  by  striking  "(f)  The 
United  States"  and  inserting  "(f)  Services 
Covered  Under  a  Self-Insurance  Plan.— 
The  United  States";  and 

(7)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsections: 

"(g)  <^STS  of  Action.— In  any  action 
brought  to  enforce  this  section,  the  court 


shall  award  any  prevailing  plaintiff  costs,  in- 
cluding attorneys'  fees  that  were  reasonably 
incurred  in  that  action. 

"(h)  Right  of  Recovery  for  Failure  To 
Provide  Reasonable  Assurances.— The 
United  States,  an  Indian  tribe,  or  a  tribal  or- 
ganization shall  have  the  right  to  recover 
damages  against  any  fiduciary  of  an  insur- 
ance company  or  employee  benefit  plan  that 
is  a  provider  referred  to  in  subsection  (a) 
who — 

"(1)  fails  to  provide  reasonable  assurances 
that  such  insurance  company  or  employee 
benefit  plan  has  funds  that  are  sufficient  to 
pay  all  benefits  owed  by  that  insurance  com- 
pany or  employee  beneflt  plan  in  its  capacity 
as  such  a  provider;  or 

"(2)  otherwise  hinders  or  prevents  recovery 
under  subsection  (a),  including  hindering  the 
pursuit  of  any  claim  for  a  remedy  that  may 
be  asserted  by  a  beneficiary  or  participant 
covered  under  subsection  (a)  under  any  other 
applicable  Federal  or  State  law.". 

(d)  California  Contract  Health  Services 
Demonstration  Program.- Section  211(g)  (25 
U.S.C.  1621j(g))  is  amended  by  striking  "1993. 
1994.  1995,  1996,  and  1997"  and  inserting  "1996 
through  2000". 

(e)  MEDICARE  AND  MEDICAID  DEMONSTRA- 
TION Program.— Section  405(c)  (42  U.S.C. 
1395qq  note)  is  amended — 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1)(D),  by  striking  "prior 
to  (October  l,  1990"  and  inserting  "on  or  be- 
fore the  date  which  is  1  year  after  the  date  of 
submission  of  the  plan";  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (2>— 

(A)  by  striking  ".  prior  to  October  1,  1989, 
select  no  more  than  4"  and  inserting  "select 
no  more  than  12";  and 

(B)  by  striking  "September  30,  1996"  and 
inserting  "September  30.  2000". 

(0  Gallup  alcohol  and  Substance  abuse 
Treatment  Center.— Section  706(d)  (25 
U.S.C.  1665e(d))  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(d)  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. — 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  for 
each  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  2000,  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  sub- 
section (b).". 

(g)  Substance  Abuse  Counselor  Edu- 
cation Demonstration  Program.— Section 
711(h)  (25  U.S.C.  1665j(h))  is  amended  by 
striking  "1993.  1994,  1995,  1996,  and  1997"  and 
inserting  "1996  through  2000". 

(h)  Home  and  Community-Based  Care  Dem- 
onstration Program. — Section  821(1)  (25 
U.S.C.  1680k(i))  is  amended  by  striking  "1993. 
1994,  1995,  1996,  and  1997"and  inserting  "1996 
through  2000". 

Section-by-Section  Summary— Indlan 

Health    Care    Improvement    Technical 

Corrections  Act  of  1996 

Section  1(a)  sets  forth  the  short  title  of  the 
Act. 

Section  Kb)  provides  that  wherever  a  sec- 
tion or  other  provision  is  amended  or  re- 
pealed in  this  Act,  such  amendment  shall  be 
considered  made  to  the  referenced  section  or 
provision  of  the  Indian  Health  Care  Improve- 
ment Act  (25  U.S.C.  1601  et.  seq.). 

Section  2(a)  amends  Section  4(n)  of  the  In- 
dian Health  Care  Improvement  Act  to  mod- 
ify the  definition  of  "Health  Profession"  to 
specify  that  "allopathic  medicine"  shall  be 
added  as  an  eligible  degree  program  for  indi- 
viduals to  qualify  for  scholarships  and  loan 
repayment  programs.  This  section  also  modi- 
fies the  definition  by  striking  the  current 
language  of  "and  allied  health  professions" 
and  inserting  "an  allied  health  profession,  or 
any  other  health  profession"  to  allow  the 
IHS  additional  fiexlbility  to  determine  eligi- 
bility for  scholarships  and  loan  repayments 
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for  Individuals  enrolled  in  health  professions 
not  specified  under  this  section. 

Section  2(b)  amends  Section  104(b)  of  the 
Indian  Health  Care  Improvement  Act  to  add 
a  new  provision  that  clarifies  that  an  indi- 
vidual serving  in  an  academic  setting  that  is 
funded  under  sections  102.  112.  or  114  of  the 
Act  who  is  responsible  for  the  recruitment 
and  training  of  Indian  Health  Professionals 
shall  be  considered  to  be  meeting  their  serv- 
ice obligations  under  section  338A  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act.  This  provision 
will  allow  an  individual  to  meet  their  service 
obligation  to  the  IHS  by  working  at  a  uni- 
versity or  other  academic  setting  which  is 
responsible  for  recruiting  and  training  Amer- 
ican Indians  in  the  health  professions.  This 
is  also  intended  to  clarify  that  the  Secretary 
may  defer  an  individual's  service  obligation 
during  the  term  of  an  internship,  residency 
or  other  advanced  clinical  program.  Section 
104(b)  is  further  amended  by  adding  new  sub- 
sections to  address  unique  circumstances 
under  which  the  Secretary  to  authorized  to 
waive  or  suspend  service  or  payment  obliga- 
tions due  to  death  or  the  Secretary's  deter- 
mination that  it  would  cause  extreme  bard- 
ship  or  to  enforce  such  a  requirement  would 
be  unconscionable.  An  additional  subsection 
is  added  to  clarify  the  terms  under  which  an 
individual's  payment  obligation  may  be  dis- 
charged in  a  bankruptcy  proceeding. 

Section  2(c)  amends  Section  206  of  the  In- 
dian Health  Care  Improvement  Act  to  clarify 
the  notice  provisions  for  individuals  in  col- 
lection actions  for  services  provided  by  IHS 
or  tribal  health  facilities  and  recoverable 
costs  in  such  a  collection  action  and  the 
right  of  the  United  States  and  Indian  tribes 
to  recover  against  an  insurance  company  or 
employee  benefit  plan. 

Section  2(d)  amends  Section  211(g)  of  the 
Indian  Health  Care  Improvement  Act  to  ex- 
tend the  authorization  for  the  California 
Contract  Health  Services  Demonstration 
Program  until  the  year  2000. 

Section  2(e)  amends  Section  405(c)  of  the 
Indian  Health  Care  Improvement  Act  to  pro- 
vide that  applicants  for  the  Medicare  and 
Medicaid  Demonstration  Program  must  be 
accredited  by  the  Joint  Commission  on  Ac- 
creditation of  Hospitals  within  one  year  of 
submission  of  an  application.  Section  405(c) 
is  amended  to  increase  the  number  of  eligi- 
ble tribal  health  facilities  Crom  four  to 
twelve.  The  authorization  for  the  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  Demonstration  Program  is  ex- 
tended until  the  year  2000. 

Section  2(f)  amends  Section  706(d)  of  the 
Indian  Health  Care  Improvement  Act  to 
strike  out  706(d)  in  its  entirety  and  add  a 
new  subsection  that  will  extend  the  author- 
ization for  the  Gallup  Alcohol  and  Substance 
Abuse  Treatment  Center  until  the  year  2000. 

Section  2(g)  amends  Section  711(h)  of  the 
Indian  Health  Care  Improvement  Act  to  ex- 
tend the  authorization  for  the  Substance 
Abuse  Counselor  Education  Demonstration 
Program  until  the  year  2000. 

Section  2(h)  amends  Section  821(1)  of  the 
Indian  Health  Care  Improvement  Act  to  ex- 
tend the  authorization  for  the  Home  and 
Community-Based  Care  Demonstration  Pro- 
gram until  the  year  2000. 


By  Mr.  MOYNIHAN: 
S.  1870.  A  bill  to  establish  a  medical 
education  trust  fund,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 
the  medical  education  trust  fund  act  of 

1996 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  introduce  legislation  that  would  es- 


tablish a  Medical  Ekiucation  Trust 
Fund  to  support  America's  124  medical 
schools  and  1,250  teaching  hospitals. 
These  institutions  are  national  treas- 
ures; they  are  the  very  best  in  the 
world.  Yet  today  they  nnd  themselves 
in  a  precarious  financial  situation  as 
market  forces  reshape  the  health  care 
delivery  ssrstem  in  the  United  SUtes. 
Elxplicit  and  dedicated  funding  for 
these  institutions,  which  this  legisla- 
tion will  provide,  will  ensure  that  the 
United  States  continues  to  lead  the 
world  in  the  quality  of  its  health  care 
system. 

This  legislation  requires  that  the 
public  sector,  through  the  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  programs,  and  the  pri- 
vate sector,  through  an  assessment  on 
health  insurance  premiums,  will  con- 
tribute broad-based  and  fair  financial 
support.  Over  the  5-year  period.  1997  to 
2001,  the  Medical  Education  Trust  Fund 
established  under  this  legislation 
would  provide  average  aimual  pay- 
ments of  about  $17  billion,  roughly  dou- 
bling the  funding  that  we  currently 
provide  for  medical  education. 
brief  history 

My  particular  interest  in  this  subject 
began  in  1994.  when  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee took  up  the  President's  Health 
Security  Act.  I  was  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  at  the  time.  In  January  of 
that  year.  I  asked  Paul  Marks,  M.D., 
President  of  Memorial  Sloan-Kettering 
Cancer  Center  in  New  York  City,  if  he 
would  arrange  a  "seminar"  for  me  on 
health  care  issues.  He  agreed,  and  gath- 
ered a  number  of  medical  school  deans 
together  one  morning  in  New  York. 

Early  on  in  the  meeting,  one  of  the 
seminarians  remarked  that  the  Univer- 
sity of  Minnesota  might  have  to  close 
its  medical  school.  In  an  instant  I  real- 
ized I  had  heard  something  new.  Min- 
nesota is  a  place  where  they  open  medi- 
cal schools,  not  close  them.  How,  then, 
could  this  be?  The  answer  was  that 
Minnesota,  being  Minnesota,  was  a 
leading  state  in  the  growth  of  Health 
Maintenance  Organizations,  and  HMO's 
do  not  send  patients  to  teaching  hos- 
pitals, absent  which  you  cannot  have  a 
medical  school. 

We  are  in  the  midst  of  a  great  age  of 
discovery  in  medical  science.  It  is  cer- 
tainly not  a  time  to  close  medical 
schools.  This  great  era  of  medical  dis- 
covery is  occurring  right  here  in  the 
United  States,  not  in  Europe  like  past 
ages  of  scientific  discovery.  And  it  is 
centered  in  New  York  City.  This  heroic 
age  of  medical  science  started  in  the 
late  1930's.  Before-  then,  the  average  pa- 
tient was  probably  as  well  off.  perhaps 
better,  out  of  a  hospital  as  in  one. 
Progress  from  that  point  60  years  ago 
has  been  remarkable.  The  last  few  dec- 
ades have  brought  us  images  of  the  in- 
side of  the  human  body  based  on  the 
magnetic  resonance  of  bodily  tissues; 
laser  surgery;  micro  surgery  for  re- 
attaching limbs;  and  organ  transplan- 
tation,  among   other   wonders.   I  fj^r\ 


hardly  imagine  what  might  be  next. 
Physicians  are  now  working  on  a  gene 
therapy  that  might  eventually  replace 
bypass  surgery. 

After  months  of  hearings  and  debate 
on  the  President's  Health  Security  Act, 
I  became  convinced  that  special  provi- 
sions would  have  to  be  made  for  medi- 
cal schools,  teaching  hospitals,  and 
medical  research  if  we  were  not  to  see 
this  great  moment  in  medical  science 
suddenly  constrained.  To  that  end. 
when  the  Committee  on  Finance  voted 
12  to  8  on  July  2.  1994.  to  report  the 
Health  Security  Act.  it  included  a 
graduate  medical  education  and  aca- 
demic health  centers  trust  fund.  The 
trust  fund  provided  an  8D-percent  in- 
crease in  Federal  funding  for  academic 
medicine;  as  importantly,  it  rei>- 
resented  stable,  long-term  funding. 
While  nothing  came  of  the  effort  to 
enact  universal  health  care  coverage, 
the  medical  education  trust  fund  en- 
joyed widespread  support.  An  amend- 
ment by  then-Senator  Malcolm  Wallop 
of  Wyoming  to  kill  the  trust  fund  by 
striking  the  source  of  its  revenue — a 
1.75-percent  assessment  on  health  in- 
surance premiums— failed  on  a  7  to  13 
vote  in  the  Finance  Committee. 

I  continued  to  press  the  issue  in  the 
first  session  of  the  104th  Congress.  On 
September  29.  1995,  during  Finance 
Committee  consideration  of  the  budget 
reconciliation  legislation,  I  offered  an 
amendment  to  establish  a  similar  trust 
fund.  With  a  new  majority  in  control 
and  the  committee  in  the  midst  of  con- 
sidering a  highly  partisan  budget  rec- 
onciliation bill,  my  amendment  failed 
on  a  tie  vote.  10  to  10.  Notably,  how- 
ever, the  House  version  of  the  rec- 
onciliation bill  did  include  a  graduate 
medical  education  trust  fund.  That 
provision  ultimately  passed  both 
Houses  as  part  of  the  conference  agree- 
ment, which  was  subsequently  vetoed 
by  President  Clinton. 

The  conference  agreement  on  the 
budget  resolution,  being  considered  by 
the  Senate  and  House  this  week,  also 
apparently  assumes  that  this  year's 
Medicare  reconciliation  bill  will  in- 
clude a  similar  trust  fund. 

That  is  the  history  of  this  effort, 
briefly  stated. 

.s'eed  for  legislation 

Medical  education  is  one  of  Ameri- 
ca's most  precious  public  resources.  It 
should  be  explicitly  financed  with  con- 
tributions f^om  all  sectors  of  the 
health  care  ssrstem.  not  just  the  Medi- 
care Program  as  is  the  case  today.  The 
fiscal  pressures  of  a  competitive  health 
care  market  are  increasingly  closing 
off  traditional  implicit  revenue 
sources — such  as  additional  payments 
from  private  payers— that  have  in  the 
past  supported  medical  schools,  grad- 
uate medical  education,  and  research. 
This  legislation  provides  alternative 
funding  to  prevent  the  deterioration  of 
these  institutions  and  the  invaluable 
services  they  provide. 


14014 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  13,  1996 


Events  in  Rochester,  NY.  a  commu- 
nity with  a  long  and. proud  tradition  of 
quality,  cost-effective  health  care,  pro- 
vide a  good  example  of  how  market 
forces  are  reshaping  the  health  care  de- 
livery system.  Last  year,  the  only  op- 
tion available  to  retirees  of  Kodak  at 
no  additional  cost  was  a  managed  care 
plan.  Unfortunately,  that  managed 
care  plan  excluded  Strong  Memorial, 
Rochester's  prestigious  teaching  hos- 
pital. Strong  Memorial  was  established 
in  1920  with  the  help  of  George  East- 
man and  was  named  for  Henry  Strong, 
a  financier  of  Eastman.  Yet  ironically, 
75  years  later,  Eastman  Kodak's  retir- 
ees could  not  get  care  at  Strong  Memo- 
rial Hospital. 

After  much  protest,  the  managed 
care  plan  brought  Strong  Memorial 
into  its  provider  network,  but  only 
after  Kodak  agreed  to  make  separate 
payments  for  1  year  to  supi)ort  the 
costs  of  graduate  medical  education  at 
Strong.  The  Rochester  community 
worked  out  a  solution,  however  tem- 
porary, to  the  problems  faced  by  its 
primary  teaching  hospital,  but  we  can- 
not, and  should  not,  rely  on  the  Kodaks 
of  the  world  to  finance  medical  edu- 
cation. We  must  adopt  a  comprehensive 
Federal  strategy. 

Other  teaching  hospitals  are  facing 
similar  difficulties.  In  its  Jime  1995 
"Report  to  Congress,"  the  Prospective 
Payment  Assessment  Commission 
[ProPAC],  the  Commission  which  ad- 
vises Congress  on  Medicare  hospital  in- 
surance part  A  pasrment,  summarized 
the  situation  of  teaching  hospitals  as 
follows: 

As  competition  in  tbe  health  care  system 
intensifies,  the  additional  costs  borne  by 
teaching  hospitals  will  i>lace  them  at  a  dis- 
advantage relative  to  other  facilities.  The 
role,  scale,  function,  and  number  of  these  in- 
stitutions increasingly  will  be  chal- 
lenged. .  ..  Accelerating  price  competition  in 
the  private  sector  ...  is  reducing  the  ability 
of  teaching  hospitals  to  obtain  tbe  higher  pa- 
tient care  rates  from  other  payers  that  tradi- 
tionally have  contributed  to  financing  the 
costs  associated  with  graduate  medical  edu- 
cation. 

ProPAC's  June  1996  "Report  to  Con- 
gress," issued  just  last  week,  confirmed 
that  "major  teaching  hospitals  have 
the  dual  problems  of  higher  overall 
losses  from  uncompensated  care  and 
less  above  cost  revenue  from  private 
insurers." 

It  is  obvious  that  teaching  hospitals 
can  no  longer  rely  on  higher  pasnments 
from  private  payers  to  cover  the  costs 
of  their  teaching  programs.  Nor  should 
they.  The  establishment  of  this  trust 
fund,  which  reimburses  teaching  hos- 
pitals for  the  costs  of  graduate  medical 
education,  will  ensure  that  teaching 
hospitals  can  pursue  their  vitally  im- 
portant patient  care,  training,  and  re- 
search missions  in  the  face  of  an  in- 
creasingly competitive  health  system. 

Medical  schools  also  face  an  uncer- 
tain future.  There  are  many  policy 
issues  that  need  to  be  examined  regard- 


ing the  role  of  medical  schools  in  our 
health  system,  but  two  threats  faced 
by  medical  schools  now  require  inmie- 
diate  attention.  This  legislation  ad- 
dresses both.  First,  many  medical 
schools  are  immediately  threatened  by 
the  dire  financial  condition  of  their  af- 
filiated teaching  hospitals.  Medical 
schools  rely  on  teaching  hospitals  to 
provide  a  place  for  their  faculty  to 
practice  and  perform  research,  a  place 
to  send  third-  and  fourth-year  medical 
school  students  for  training,  and  for 
some  direct  revenues.  By  improving 
the  financial  condition  of  teaching  hos- 
pitals, this  legislation  significantly  im- 
proves the  outlook  for  medical  schools. 

The  second  immediate  threat  faced 
by  medical  schools  stems  from  their  re- 
liance on  a  portion  of  the  clinical  prac- 
tice revenue  generated  by  their  fac- 
ulties to  support  their  operations.  As 
competition  within  the  health  system 
intensifies  and  managed  care  pro- 
liferates, these  revenues  are  shrinking. 
This  legrislation  provides  payments  to 
medical  schools  from  the  trust  fund 
that  are  designed  to  partially  offset 
this  loss  of  revenue. 

None  of  the  foregoing  is  meant  to 
suggest  that  the  new  competitive 
forces  reshaping  health  care  have 
brought  only  negative  results.  To  the 
contrary,  the  onset  of  competition  has 
had  many  beneficial  effects,  the  dra- 
matic curtailing  of  growth  in  health 
insurance  premiums  being  the  most  ob- 
vious. But  as  Msgr.  Charles  J.  Fahey  of 
Fordham  University  warned  in  testi- 
mony before  the  Finance  Committee  in 
1994,  we  must  be  wary  of  the 
"commodificatlon  of  health  care,"  by 
which  he  meant  that  health  care  is  not 
just  another  commodity.  We  can  rely 
on  competition  to  hold  down  costs  in 
much  of  the  health  system,  but  we 
must  not  allow  it  to  bring  a  premature 
end  to  this  great  age  of  medical  discov- 
ery, an  age  made  possible  by  this  coun- 
try's exceptionally  well-trained  health 
professionals  and  superior  medical 
schools  and  teaching  hospitals.  This 
legislation  complements  a  competitive 
health  market  by  providing  tax-sup- 
ported funding  for  the  public  services 
provided  by  teaching  hospitals  and 
medical  schools. 

DESCRIPTION  OF  LEGISLATION 

The  medical  education  trust  fund  es- 
tablished in  the  legrislation  I  have  just 
introduced  would  receive  funding  from 
three  sources  broadly  representing  the 
entire  health  care  system:  A  1.5-per- 
cent tax  on  health  insurance  pre- 
miums, the  private  sector's  contribu- 
tion; Medicare,  and  Medicaid,  the  lat- 
ter two  sources  comprising  the  public 
sector's  contribution.  The  relative  con- 
tribution from  each  of  these  sources 
will  be  in  rough  proportion  to  the  med- 
ical education  costs  attributable  to 
their  respective  covered  populations. 

Over  the  5-year  period  1997  to  2001, 
the  medical  education  trust  fund  will 
provide   average  annual   payments   of 


about  $17  billion.  The  tax  on  health  in- 
surance premiums,  including  self-in- 
sured health  plans,  raises  approxi- 
mately $4  bUlion  per  year  for  the  trust 
fund.  Federal  health  programs  contrib- 
ute about  $13  billion  per  year  to  the 
trust  fund:  $9  billion  in  transfers  of 
Medicare  graduate  medical  education 
payments  and  $4  billion  in  Federal 
Medicaid  spending. 

This  legislation  is  only  a  first  step.  It 
establishes  the  principle  that,  as  a  pub- 
lic good,  medical  education  should  be 
supported  by  dedicated,  long-term  Fed- 
eral funding.  To  ensure  that  the  United 
States  continues  to  lead  the  world  in 
the  quality  of  its  medical  education 
and  its  health  system  as  a  whole,  the 
legislation  would  also  create  a  medical 
education  advisory  commission  to  con- 
duct a  thorough  study  and  make  rec- 
ommendations, including  the  potential 
use  of  demonstration  projects,  regard- 
ing the  following:  alternative  and  addi- 
tional sources  of  medical  education  fi- 
nancing; alternative  methodologies  for 
financing  medical  education;  policies 
designed  to  maintain  superior  research 
and  educational  capacities  in  an  in- 
creasingly competitive  health  system; 
the  appropriate  role  of  medical  schools 
in  graduate  medical  education;  and 
policies  designed  to  expand  eligibility 
for  graduate  medical  education  pay- 
ments to  institutions  other  than  teach- 
ing hospitals. 

Mr.  President,  the  services  provided 
by  this  Nation's  teaching  hospitals  and 
medical  schools — groundbreaking  re- 
search, highly  skilled  medical  care, 
and  the  training  of  tomorrow's  physi- 
cians—are vitally  important  and  must 
be  protected  in  this  time  of  intense 
economic  competition  in  the  health 
system.  I  therefore  urge  Senators  to 
support  the  Medical  Education  Trust 
Fund  Act  of  1996. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  sum- 
mary and  a  copy  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Recxdrd. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1870 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TTTLE;  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 

(a)  Short  Tttle.— This  Act  may  be  cited  as 
the  "Medical  Education  Trust  Fund  Act  of 
1996  . 

(b)  Table  of  Contents.— The  table  of  con- 
tents of  this  title  is  as  follows: 

Sec.  1.  Short  title;  table  of  contents. 

Sec.  2.  Medical  Education  Trust  Fund. 

Sec.  3.  Amendments  to  medicare  prograjn. 

Sec.  4.  Amendments  to  medicaid  program. 

Sec.  5.  Assessments  on  insured  and  self-in- 
sured health  plans. 

Sec.  6.  Medical  Education  Advisory  Commis- 
sion. 

Sec.  7.  Demonstration  projects. 

SEC.  2.  MEDICAL  EDUCATION  TRUST  FUND. 
The  Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  300  et 

seq.)  is  amended  by  adding  after  title  XX  the 

following  new  title: 
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'TITLE  XXI— MEDICAL  EDUCATION 
TRUST  FUND 


"TABLE  OF  contents  OF  TrrLE 

"Sec.  2101.  Establishment  of  Trust  Fund. 
"Sec.  2102.  Payments  to  medical  schools. 
"Sec.  2103.  Payments   to   teaching  hos- 
pitals. 
■SEC  2101.  ESTABLISHMENT  OF  TRUST  FUND. 

"(a)  In  General.— There  is  established  in 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  a  fund  to 
be  known  as  tbe  Medical  Education  Trust 
Fund  (in  this  title  referred  to  as  the  'Trust 
Fund'),  consisting  of  the  following  accounts: 
"(1)  The  Medical  School  Account. 
"(2)  The  Medicare  Teaching  Hospital  Indi- 
rect Account. 

"(3)  The  Medicare  Teaching  Hospital  Di- 
rect Account. 

"(4)  The  Non-Medicare  Teaching  Hospital 
Indirect  Account. 

"(5)  The  Non-Medicare  Teaching  Hospital 
Direct  Account. 

Each  such  account  shall  consist  of  such 
amounts  as  are  allocated  and  transferred  to 
such  account  under  this  section,  sections 
1876(a)(7).  1886(j)  and  1931,  and  section  4503  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986.  Amounts 
in  the  accounts  of  the  Trust  Fund  shall  re- 
main available  until  expended. 

"(b)  Expendftures  From  Trust  Fund.— 
Amounts  in  the  accounts  of  the  Trust  Fund 
are  available  to  the  Secretary  for  making 
payments  under  sections  2102  and  2103. 

"(c)  Investment.— 

"(1)  In  general.— The  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  shall  invest  amounts  in  the  ac- 
counts of  the  Trust  Fund  which  the  Sec- 
retary determines  are  not  required  to  meet 
current  withdrawals  from  the  Trust  Fund. 
Such  investments  may  be  made  only  In  in- 
terest-bearing obligations  of  the  United 
States.  For  such  purpose,  such  obligations 
may  be  acquired  on  original  issue  at  the 
issue  price,  or  by  purchase  of  outstanding  ob- 
ligations at  the  market  price. 

"(2)  Sale  of  obligations.— The  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  may  sell  at  market  price  any 
obligation  acquired  under  paragraph  (1). 

"(3)  AvAiLABiLTiT  OF  INCOME.— Any  interest 
derived  from  obligations  held  in  each  such 
account,  and  proceeds  from  any  sale  or  re- 
demption of  such  obligations,  are  hereby  ap- 
propriated to  such  account. 

"(d)  Monetary  Gifts  to  Trust  Fund.— 
There  are  appropriated  to  the  Trust  Fund 
such  amounts  as  may  be  unconditionally  do- 
nated to  the  Federal  Government  as  gifts  to 
the  Trust  Fund.  Such  amounts  shall  be  allo- 
cated and  transferred  to  the  accounts  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (a)  in  the  same  propor- 
tion as  the  amounts  in  each  of  the  accounts 
bears  to  the  total  amount  in  all  the  accounts 
of  the  Trust  Fund. 

■SEC.  2102.  PAYMENTS  TO  MEDICAL  SCHOOL& 

"(a)  Federal  Payments  to  Medical 
Schools  for  Certain  Costs.— 

"(1)  In  general. — In  the  case  of  a  medical 
school  that  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (2) 
submits  to  the  Secretary  an  application  for 
fiscal  year  1997  or  any  subsequent  fiscal  year, 
the  Secretary  shall  make  payments  for  such 
year  to  the  medical  school  for  the  purpose 
specified  in  paragraph  (3).  The  Secretary 
shall  make  such  payments  from  the  Medical 
School  Account  in  an  amount  determined  in 
accordance  with  subsection  (b),  and  may  ad- 
minister the  payments  as  a  contract,  grant, 
or  cooperative  agreement. 

"(2)  Appucation  for  payments.— For  pur- 
poses of  paragraph  (1).  an  application  for 
payments  under  such  paragraph  for  a  fiscal 
year  is  in  accordance  with  this  paragraph 
if— 


"(A)  the  medical  school  involved  submits 
the  application  not  later  than  the  date  speci- 
fied by  the  Secretary;  and 

"(B)  the  application  is  in  such  form,  is 
made  in  such  manner,  and  contains  such 
agreements,  assurances,  and  information  as 
the  Secretary  determines  to  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  this  section. 

"(3)  Purpose  of  payments.- The  purpose 
of  payments  under  paragraph  (1)  is  to  assist 
medical  schools  in  maintaining  and  develop- 
ing quality  educational  programs  in  an  in- 
creasingly competitive  health  care  system. 

"(b)  availabiuty  of  Trust  Fund  for  Pay- 
MEjrrs;  Annual  Amount  of  Payments.— 

"(1)  AVAILABUJTY  of  TRUST  FUND  FOE  PAY- 
MENTS.—The  following  amounts  shall  be 
available  for  a  fiscal  year  for  making  pay- 
ments under  subsection  (a)  from  the  amount 
allocated  and  transferred  to  the  Medical 
School  Account  under  sections  1876(a)(7). 
1886(j),  1981.  2101(cK3)  and  (d).  and  section 
4503  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986: 

"(A)  In  the  case  of  fiscal  year  1997, 
S200,000.000. 

"(B)  In  the  case  of  fiscal  year  1996. 
S300.000.000. 

"(C)  In  the  case  of  fiscal  year  1999. 
S400.000.000. 

"(D)  In  the  case  of  fiscal  year  2000. 
S500.000,000. 

"(E)  In  the  case  of  fiscal  year  2001, 
S600.000.000. 

"(F)  In  the  case  of  each  subsequent  fiscal 
year,  the  amount  specified  in  this  paragraph 
in  the  previous  fiscal  year  updated  through 
the  midpoint  of  the  year  by  the  estimated 
percentage  change  in  the  general  health  care 
infiation  factor  (as  defined  in  subsection  (d)) 
during  the  12-month  period  ending  at  that 
midpoint,  with  api)ropriate  adjustments  to 
reflect  previous  underestlmations  or  over- 
estlRUitions  under  this  subparagraph  in  the 
projected  health  care  inflation  factor. 

"(2)  AMOUNT  OF  PAYMENTS  FOR  MEDICAL 
SCHOOLS.— 

"(A)  In  general. — Subject  to  the  annual 
amount  available  under  paragraph  (1)  for  a 
fiscal  year,  the  amount  of  payments  required 
under  subsection  (a)  to  be  made  to  a  medical 
school  that  submits  to  the  Secretary  an  ap- 
plication for  such  year  in  accordance  with 
subsection  (aX2)  Is  an  amount  equal  to  an 
amount  determined  by  the  Secretary  in  ac- 
cordance with  subparagraph  (B). 

"(B)  Development  of  formula.— The  Sec- 
retary shall  develop  a  formula  for  allocation 
of  funds  to  medical  schools  under  this  sec- 
tion consistent  with  the  purpose  described  in 
subsection  (aK3). 

"(c)  Medical  School  DEFDfED.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  section,  the  term  'medical 
school'  means  a  school  of  medicine  (as  de- 
fined In  section  799  of  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act)  or  a  school  of  osteopathic  medi- 
cine (as  defined  in  such  section). 

"(d)  General  Health  Care  Inflation  Fac- 
tor.—The  term  'general  health  care  infia- 
tion factor'  means  the  consumer  price  index 
for  medical  services  as  determined  by  tbe 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 

"SEC.  210S.  PAYMENTS  TO  TEACHING  HOSPfTALS. 

"(a)  Formltj^  Payments  to  Eugible  Enti- 
ties.— 

"(1)  In  general.— In  the  case  of  any  fiscal 
year  beginning  after  September  30.  1996,  the 
Secretary  shall  make  payments  to  each  eli- 
gible entity  that,  in  accordance  with  para- 
graph (2).  submits  to  the  Secretary  an  appli- 
cation for  such  fiscal  year.  Such  payments 
shall  be  made  from  the  Trust  Fund,  and  the 
total  of  the  payments  to  the  eligible  entity 
for  the  fiscal  year  shall  equal  the  sum  of  the 
amounts  determined  under  subsections  (b), 
(c).  (d),  and  (e). 


"(2)  APPUCATION.— For  purposes  of  para- 
graph (1).  an  application  shall  contain  such 
Information  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  Sec- 
retary to  make  payments  under  such  para- 
graph to  an  eligible  entity  during  a  fiscal 
year.  An  application  shall  be  treated  as  sub- 
mitted in  accordance  with  this  paragraph  If 
it  is  submitted  not  later  than  the  date  speci- 
fied by  tbe  Secretary,  and  is  made  in  such 
form  and  manner  as  the  Secretary  may  re- 
quire. 

"(3)  Periodic  payments.— Payments  under 
paragraph  (1)  to  an  eligible  entity  for  a  fiscal 
year  shall  be  made  periodically,  at  such  in- 
tervals and  in  such  amounts  as  the  Secretary 
determines  to  be  appropriate  (subject  to  ap- 
plicable Federal  law  regarding  Federal  pay- 
ments). 

"(4)  Administrator  of  programs.- Tbe 
Secretary  shall  carry  out  responsibility 
under  this  title  by  acting  through  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Health  Care  Financing 
Administration. 

"(5)  Eligible  enttty.- For  purposes  of  this 
title,  the  term  'eligible  entity',  with  respect 
to  any  fiscal  year,  means— 

"(A)  for  payment  under  subsections  (b)  and 
(c).  an  entity  which  would  be  eligible  to  re- 
ceive payments  for  such  fiscal  year  under— 

"(i)  section  1886(d)(5)(B).  if  such  payroents 
had  not  been  terminated  for  discharges  oc- 
curring after  September  30,  1996; 

"(ii)  section  lS86(h).  if  such  payments  had 
not  been  terminated  for  cost  reporting  peri- 
ods beginning  alter  September  30, 1996;  or 

"(ili)  both  sections;  or 

"(B)  for  payment  under  subsections  (d)  and 
(e)- 

"(i)  an  entity  which  meets  the  requirement 
of  subparagraph  (A);  or 

"(ii)  an  entity  which  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines should  be  considered  an  eligible  en- 
tity. 

"(b)  Determination  of  Amount  From 
Medicare  Teaching  HosprTAL  Indirect  Ac- 
count.— 

"(1)  In  general.— The  amount  determined 
for  an  eligible  entity  for  a  fiscal  year  under 
this  subsection  is  the  amount  equal  to  the 
applicable  percentage  of  the  total  amount  al- 
located and  transferred  to  the  Medicare 
Teaching  Hospital  Indirect  Account  under 
sections  1876(aK7)  and  18860X1),  and  sub- 
sections (cX3)  and  (d)  of  section  2101  for  such 
fiscal  year. 

"(2)  APPUCABLE  percentage.— For  pur- 
poses of  paragraph  (1),  the  applicable  per- 
centage for  any  fiscal  year  is  equal  to  the 
percentage  of  the  total  payments  which 
would  have  been  made  to  the  eligible  entity 
in  such  fiscal  year  under  section  1886(d)(5XB) 
if— 

"(A)  such  payments  had  not  been  termi- 
nated for  discharges  occurring  after  Septem- 
ber 30.  1996:  and 

"(B)  such  payments  Included  pajrments  for 
individuals  enrolled  in  a  plan  under  section 
1876.  except  that  for  fiscal  years  1997.  1998. 
and  1999.  only  the  applicable  percentage  (as 
defined  in  section  1876(a)(7)(B))  of  such  pay- 
ments shall  be  taken  Into  account. 

"(c)  Determination  of  amount  From 
Medicare  Teaching  HosprrAL  Direct  ac- 
count.— 

"(1)  In  general.— The  amount  determined 
for  an  eligible  entity  for  a  fiscal  year  under 
this  subsection  is  the  amount  equal  to  the 
applicable  percentage  of  the  total  amount  al- 
located and  transferred  to  the  Medicare 
Teaching  Hospital  Direct  Account  under  sec- 
tions 1876(a)(7)  and  1886(jX2).  and  subsections 
(cX3)  and  (d)  of  section  2101  for  such  fiscal 
year. 
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"(2)     APPUCABLE     PERCENTAGE.— For     PUT- 

poses  Of  paragraph  (1),  the  applicable  per- 
centage for  any  fiscal  year  is  equal  to  the 
percentage  of  the  total  payments  which 
would  have  been  made  to  the  eligible  entity 
in  such  fiscal  year  under  section  1886(h)  if— 

"(A)  such  payments  had  not  been  termi- 
nated for  cost  reporting  periods  beginning 
after  September  30. 1996;  and 

"(B)  such  payments  included  payments  for 
individuals  enrolled  in  a  plan  under  section 
1876.  except  that  for  fiscal  years  1997,  1998. 
and  1999.  only  the  applicable  percentage  (as 
defined  in  section  1876(aK7)(B))  of  such  pay- 
ments shall  be  taken  into  account. 

"(d)  Determination  of  amount  From  Non- 
Medicare  Teaching  Hospital  Indirect  Ac- 
count.— 

"(1)  In  general.- The  amount  determined 
for  an  eligible  entity  for  a  fiscal  year  under 
this  subsection  is  the  amount  equal  to  the 
applicable  percentage  of  the  total  amount  al- 
located and  transferred  to  the  Non-Medicare 
Teaching  Hospital  Indirect  Account  for  such 
fiscal  year  under  section  1931.  subsections 
(c)(3)  and  (d)  of  section  2101.  and  section  4503 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986. 

"(2)  Applicable  percentage.— For  pur- 
poses of  paragraph  (1).  the  applicable  per- 
centage for  any  fiscal  year  for  an  eligible  en- 
tity is  equal  to  the  percentage  of  the  total 
payments  which,  as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary, would  have  been  made  in  such  fiscal 
year  under  section  1886(d)(5XB)  if— 

"(A)  such  payments  had  not  been  termi- 
nated for  discharges  occurring  after  Septem- 
ber 30. 1996:  and 

"(B)  non-medicare  patients  were  taken 
into  account  in  lieu  of  medicare  patients. 

"(e)  Determination  of  amount  From  Non- 
Medicare  Teaching  Hospital  Direct  ac- 
count.— 

"(1)  In  general.— The  amount  determined 
for  an  eligible  entity  for  a  fiscal  year  under 
this  subsection  is  the  amount  equal  to  the 
applicable  percentage  of  the  total  amount  al- 
located and  transferred  to  the  Non-Medicare 
Teaching  Hospital  Direct  Account  for  such 
fiscal  year  under  section  1931.  subsections 
(c)(3)  and  (d)  of  section  2101.  and  section  4503 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986. 

"(2)     APPUCABLE     PERCENTAGE.— For     pUT- 

poses  of  paragraph  (1).  the  applicable  per- 
centage for  any  fiscal  year  for  an  eligible  en- 
tity is  equal  to  the  percentage  of  the  total 
payments  which,  as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary, would  have  been  made  in  such  fiscal 
year  under  section  1886(h)  if— 

"(A)  such  payments  had  not  been  termi- 
nated for  cost  reporting  periods  beginning 
after  September  30. 1996;  and 

"(B)  non-medicare  patients  were  taken 
into  account  in  lieu  of  medicare  patients.". 

SEC  X  AMBtaSESTS  TO  MEDICARE  PROGRAM. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  1886  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1395ww)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (d)(5)(B).  in  the  matter 
preceding  clause  (i).  by  striking  "The  Sec- 
retary shall  provide"  and  inserting  the  fol- 
lowing: "For  discharges  occurring  before  Oc- 
tober 1. 1996.  the  Secretary  shall  provide"; 

(2)  in  subsection  (h) — 

(A)  in  paragraph  (1).  in  the  first  sentence, 
by  striking  "the  Secretary  shall  provide" 
aind  inserting  "the  Secretary  shall,  subject 
to  paragraph  (6).  provide";  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
pamgraph: 

"(6)  LnOTATION.- 

"(A)  In  general.— The  authority  to  make 
payments  under  this  subsection  shall  not 
apply  with  respect  to— 

"(i)  cost  reporting  periods  beginning  after 
September  30, 1996;  and 


"(ii)  any  portion  of  a  cost  reporting  period 
beginning  on  or  before  such  date  which  oc- 
curs after  such  date. 

"(B)  Rule  of  construction.— This  para- 
graph may  not  be  construed  as  authorizing 
any  payment  under  section  1861(v)  with  re- 
spect to  graduate  medical  education.";  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(j)  Transfers  to  Medical  Education 
Trust  Fund.— 

"(1)  Indirect  costs  of  medical  edu- 
cation.— 

"(A)  Transfer.— 

"(i)  In  general.— From  the  Federal  Hos- 
pital Insurance  Trust  Fund,  the  Secretary 
shall,  for  fiscal  year  1997  and  each  subse- 
quent fiscal  year,  transfer  to  the  Medical 
Education  Trust  Fund  an  amount  equal  to 
the  amount  estimated  by  the  Secretary 
under  subparagraph  (B). 

"(ii)  Allocation.— Of  the  amount  trans- 
ferred under  clause  (i>— 

"(I)  there  shall  be  allocated  and  trans- 
ferred to  the  Medical  School  Account  an 
amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  the 
total  amount  available  under  section 
2102(b)(1)  for  the  fiscal  year  (reduced  by  the 
balance  in  such  account  at  the  end  of  the 
preceding  fiscal  year)  as  the  amount  trans- 
ferred under  clause  (i)  bears  to  the  total 
amounts  transferred  to  the  Medical  Edu- 
cation Trust  Fund  under  title  XXI  (excluding 
amounts  transferred  under  subsections  (c)(3) 
and  (d)  of  section  2101)  for  such  fiscal  year 
and 

"(II)  the  remainder  shall  be  allocated  and 
transferred  to  the  Medicare  Teaching  Hos- 
pital Indirect  Account. 

"(B)  Determination  of  amounts.— The 
Secretary  shall  make  an  estimate  for  each 
fiscal  year  involved  of  the  nationwide  total 
of  the  amounts  that  would  have  been  paid 
under  subsection  (dK5)(B)  to  hospitals  during 
the  fiscal  year  if  such  payments  had  not  been 
terminated  for  discharges  occurring  after 
September  30, 1996. 

"(2)  Direct  costs  of  medical  education.— 

"(A)  Transfer.— 

"(i)  In  general.— Prom  the  Federal  Hos- 
pital Insurance  Trust  Fund  and  the  Federal 
Supplementary  Medical  Insurance  Trust 
Fund,  the  Secretary  shall,  for  fiscal  year  1997 
and  each  subsequent  fiscal  year,  transfer  to 
the  Medical  Education  Trust  Fund  an 
amount  equal  to  the  amount  estimated  by 
the  Secretary  under  subparagraph  (B). 

"(ii)  Allocation.— Of  the  amount  trans- 
ferred under  clause  (i) — 

"(I)  there  shall  be  allocated  and  trans- 
ferred to  the  Medical  School  Account  an 
amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  the 
total  amount  available  under  section 
2102(b)(1)  for  the  fiscal  year  (reduced  by  the 
balance  in  such  account  at  the  end  of  the 
preceding  fiscal  year)  as  the  amount  trans- 
ferred under  clause  (1)  bears  to  the  total 
amounts  transferred  to  the  Medical  Edu- 
cation Trust  Fund  under  title  XXI  (excluding 
amounts  transferred  under  subsections  (c)(3) 
and  (d)  of  section  2101)  for  such  fiscal  year; 
and 

"(II)  the  remainder  shall  be  allocated  and 
transferred  to  the  Medicare  Teaching  Hos- 
pital Direct  Account. 

"(B)  Determdjatios  of  amounts.— For 
each  hospital,  the  Secretary  shall  make  an 
estimate  for  the  fiscal  year  involved  of  the 
amount  that  would  have  been  paid  under 
subsection  (h)  to  the  hospital  during  the  fis- 
cal year  if  such  payments  had  not  been  ter- 
minated for  cost  reporting  periods  beginning 
after  September  30,  1996. 

"(C)  Allocation  between  funds.— In  pro- 
viding for  a  transfer  under  subparagraph  (A) 


for  a  fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  shall  provide 
for  an  allocation  of  the  amounts  involved  be- 
tween part  A  and  part  B  (and  the  trust  funds 
established  under  the  respective  parts)  as 
reasonably  reflects  the  proportion  of  direct 
graduate  medical  education  costs  of  hos- 
pitals associated  with  the  provision  of  serv- 
ices under  each  respective  part.". 

(b)  Medicare  HMO's.— Section  1876(a)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1395mm(a)) 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (6) 
the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(7)(A)  In  determining  the  adjusted  aver- 
age per  capita  cost  under  paragraph  (4)  for 
fiscal  years  after  1996,  the  Secretary  shall 
not  take  into  account  the  applicable  per- 
centage of  costs  under  sections  1886(d)(5)(B) 
(indirect  costs  of  medical  education)  and 
1886(b)  (direct  graduate  medical  education 
costs). 

"(B)  For  purposes  of  subparagraph  (A),  the 
applicable  percentage  is — 

"(1)  for  fiscal  year  1997,  25  percent; 

"(ii)  for  fiscal  year  1998,  50  percent; 

"(lii)  for  fiscal  year  1999,  75  percent;  and 

"(iv)  for  fiscal  year  2000  and  each  subse- 
quent fiscal  year.  100  percent. 

"(C)(i)  There  is  appropriated  and  trans- 
ferred to  the  Medical  Education  Trust  Fund 
each  fiscal  year  an  amount  equal  to  the  ag- 
gregate amounts  not  taken  into  account 
under  paragraph  (4)  by  reason  of  subpara- 
graph (A). 

"(ii)  Of  the  amounts  transferred  under 
clause  (i)— 

"(I)  there  shall  be  allocated  and  trans- 
ferred to  the  Medical  School  Account  an 
amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  the 
total  amount  available  under  section 
2102(b)(1)  for  the  fiscal  year  (reduced  by  the 
balance  in  such  account  at  the  end  of  the 
preceding  fiscal  year)  as  the  amount  trans- 
ferred under  clause  (i)  bears  to  the  total 
amounts  transferred  to  the  Medical  Eklu- 
cation  Trust  Fund  under  section  2101  (ex- 
cluding amounts  transferred  under  sub- 
sections (c)(3)  and  (d)  of  such  section)  for 
such  fiscal  year:  and 

"(II)  the  remainder  shall  be  allocated  and 
transferred  to  the  Medicare  Teaching  Hos- 
pital Indirect  Account  under  such  section 
and  the  Medicare  Teaching  Hospital  Direct 
Account  under  such  section  in  the  same  pro- 
portion as  the  amounts  attributable  to  the 
costs  under  sections  1886(d)(5)(B)  and  1886(h) 
were  of  the  amounts  transferred  under  clause 
(i). 

"(iii)  The  Secretary  shall  make  i>a]rments 
under  clause  (i)  from  the  Federal  Hospital 
Insurance  Trust  Fund  and  the  Federal  Sup- 
plementary Medical  Insurance  Trust  Fund, 
in  the  same  manner  as  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines under  section  1886(j).". 
SEC.  4.  AMENDIrlENTS  TO  MEDICAID  PROGRAM. 

(a)  In  General.— Title  XIX  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1396  et  seq.)  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  section  1981  as  section 
1932;  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  section  1930,  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

"transfer  of  funds  to  accounts 
"Sec.  1931.  (a)  Transfer  of  Funds.— 
"(1)  In  general.— For  fiscal  year  1997  and 
each  subsequent  fiscal  year,  the  Secretary 
shall  transfer  to  the  Medical  Education 
Trust  Fund  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount 
determined  under  subsection  (b). 

"(2)  Allocation.— Of  the  amount  trans- 
ferred under  paragraph  (1)— 

"(A)  there  shall  be  allocated  and  trans- 
ferred to  the  Medical  School  Account  an 
amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  the 
total     amount     available     under     section 
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2102(b)(1)  for  the  fiscal  year  (reduced  by  the 
balance  in  such  account  at  the  end  of  the 
preceding  fiscal  year)  as  the  amount  trans- 
ferred under  paragraph  (1)  bears  to  the  total 
amounts  transferred  to  the  Medical  Edu- 
cation Trust  Fund  under  title  XXI  (excluding 
amounts  transferred  under  subsections  (cK3) 
and  (d)  of  section  2101)  for  such  fiscal  year; 
and 

"(B)  the  remainder  shall  be  allocated  and 
transferred  to  the  Non-Medicare  Teaching 
Hospital  Indirect  Account  and  the  Non-Medi- 
care Teaching  Hospital  Direct  Account,  in 
the  same  proportion  as  the  amounts  trans- 
ferred to  each  account  under  section  1886(j) 
relate  to  the  total  amounts  transferred 
under  such  section  for  such  fiscal  year. 

"(b)  AMOUNT  Determined.— 

"(1)  Outlays  for  acttte  medical  services 
DURING  preceding  FISCAL  YEAR.— Beginning 
with  fiscal  year  1997,  the  Secretary  shall  de- 
termine 5  percent  of  the  total  amount  of 
Federal  outlays  made  under  this  title  for 
acute  medical  services,  as  defined  in  para- 
graph (2).  for  the  preceding  fiscal  year. 

"(2)    ACXTTE    MEDICAL    SERVICES    DEFINED.— 

The  term  'acute  medical  services'  means 
items  and  services  described  in  section 
1905(a)  other  than  the  following: 

"(A)  Nursing  facility  services  (as  defined  in 
section  1905(0). 

"(B)  Intermediate  care  facility  for  the 
mentally  retarded  services  (as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 1905(d)). 

"(C)  Personal  care  services  (as  described  in 
section  1905(a)(24)). 

"(D)  Private  duty  nursing  services  (as  re- 
ferred to  in  section  1905(aX8)). 

"(E)  Home  or  community-based  services 
furnished  under  a  waiver  granted  under  sub- 
section (c).  (d),  or  (e)  of  section  1915. 

"(F)  Home  and  community  care  furnished 
to  functionally  disabled  elderly  individuals 
under  section  1929. 

"(G)  Community  supported  living  arrange- 
ments services  under  section  1930. 

"(H)  Case-management  services  (as  de- 
scribed in  section  1915(g)(2)). 

"(I)  Home  health  care  services  (as  referred 
to  in  section  1905(a)(7)).  clinic  services,  and 
rehabilitation  services  that  are  furnished  to 
an  individual  who  has  a  condition  or  disabil- 
ity that  qualifies  the  individual  to  receive 
any  of  the  services  described  in  a  previous 
subparagraph. 

"(J)  Services  furnished  in  an  institution 
for  mental  diseases  (as  defined  in  section 
1905(i)). 

"(c)  Entitlement.— This  section  con- 
stitutes budget  authority  in  advance  of  ap- 
propriations Acts  and  represents  the  obliga- 
tion of  the  Federal  (Sovemment  to  provide 
for  the  payment  to  the  Non-Medicare  Teach- 
ing Hospital  Indirect  Account,  the  Non-Medi- 
care Teaching  Hospital  Direct  Account,  and 
the  Medical  School  Account  of  amounts  de- 
termined in  accordance  with  subsections  (a) 
and  (b).". 

(b)  EFFECTIVE  Date.— The  amendment 
made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  be  effective  on 
and  after  October  1,  1996. 

SEC.  5.  ASSESSMENTS  ON  INSURED  AND  SELF-IN- 
SURED HEALTH  PLANS. 

(a)  General  Rule.— Subtitle  D  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1986  (relating  to  mis- 
cellaneous excise  taxes)  is  amended  by  add- 
ing after  chapter  36  the  following  new  chap- 
ten 

"CHAPTER  37— HEALTH  RELATED 
ASSESSMENTS 


'Subchapter  a.   Insured 
health  plans. 


and    self-insured 


'^obchapter  A— Insured  and  Setf-Insntvd 
Health  Plans 

"Sec.  4501.  Health  insurance  and  health-re- 
lated administrative  services. 
"Sec.  4502.  Self-insured  health  plans. 
"Sec.  4503.  Transfer  to  accounts. 
"Sec.  4504.  Definitions  and  special  rules. 
"SEC.  4S01.  health  INSURANCE  AND  HEALTH-RE- 
LATED ADMINICTRATTVE  SERVICES. 

"(a)  IMPOSITION  OF  Tax.— There  is  hereby 
imposed— 

"(1)  on  each  taxable  health  insurance  pol- 
icy, a  tax  equal  to  1.5  percent  of  the  pre- 
miums received  under  such  policy,  and 

"(2)  on  each  amount  received  for  health-re- 
lated administrative  services,  a  tax  equal  to 
1.5  i)ercent  of  the  amount  so  received. 

"(b)  LiABiLm-  FOR  Tax.— 

"(1)  Health  insurance.— The  tax  imposed 
by  subsection  (a)(1)  shall  be  paid  by  the 
issuer  of  the  policy. 

"(2)  Health-related  administrative 
services.— The  tax  imposed  by  subsection 
(a)(2)  shall  be  paid  by  the  person  providing 
the  health-related  administrative  services. 

"(c)  Taxable  Health  Insurance  Poucy.— 
For  purposes  of  this  section— 

"(1)  In  general.— Except  as  otherwise  pro- 
vided in  this  section,  the  term  'taxable 
health  insurance  policy'  means  any  insur- 
ance policy  providing  accident  or  health  in- 
surance with  respect  to  individuals  residing 
in  the  United  States. 

"(2)  Exemption  of  certain  poucies.— The 
term  'taxable  health  insurance  policy'  does 
not  include  any  Insurance  policy  if  substan- 
tially all  of  the  coverage  provided  under  such 
policy  relates  to— 

"(A)  liabilities  incurred  under  workers' 
compensation  laws. 

"(B)  tort  liabiUties, 

"(C)  liabiUties  relating  to  ownership  or  use 
of  property. 

"(D)  credit  insurance,  or 

"(E)  such  other  similar  liabilities  as  the 
Secretary  may  specify  by  regulations. 

"(3)  Special  rule  where  poucy  provtoes 
other  coverage. — In  the  case  of  any  taxable 
health  insurance  policy  under  which 
amounts  are  payable  other  than  for  accident 
or  health  coverage,  in  determining  the 
amount  of  the  tax  imposed  by  subsection 
(a)(1)  on  any  premium  paid  under  such  pol- 
icy, there  shall  be  excluded  the  amount  of 
the  charge  for  the  nonaccident  or  nonhealth 
coverage  if— 

"(A)  the  charge  for  such  nonaccident  or 
nonhealth  coverage  is  either  separately  stat- 
ed in  the  policy,  or  furnished  to  the  policy- 
holder in  a  separate  statement,  and 

"(B)  such  charge  is  reasonable  in  relation 
to  the  total  charges  under  the  policy. 

In  any  other  case,  the  entire  amount  of  the 
premium  paid  under  such  policy  shall  be  sub- 
ject to  tax  under  subsection  (a)(1). 

"(4)  Treatment  of  prepaid  health  cov- 
erage ARRANGEMEN'TS.— 

"(A)  In  general. — In  the  case  of  any  ar- 
rangement described  in  subparagraph  (B>— 

"(i)  such  arrangement  shall  be  treated  as  a 
taxable  health  insurance  policy. 

"(ii)  the  payments  or  premiums  referred  to 
in  subparagraph  (B)(i)  shall  be  treated  as 
premiums  received  for  a  taxable  health  in- 
surance policy,  and 

"(iii)  the  person  referred  to  in  subpara- 
graph (B)(i)  shall  be  treated  as  the  issuer. 

"(B)  Description  of  arrangements.— An 
arrangement  is  described  in  this  subpara- 
graph if  under  such  arrangement— 

"(i)  fixed  payments  or  premiums  are  re- 
ceived as  consideration  for  any  person's 
agreement  to  provide  or  arrange  for  the  iu^> 


vision  of  accident  or  health  coverage  to  resi- 
dents of  the  United  SUtes.  regardless  of  bow 
such  coverage  is  provided  or  arranged  to  be 
provided,  and 

"(ii)  substantially  all  of  the  risks  of  the 
rates  of  utilization  of  services  is  assumed  by 
such  person  or  the  provider  of  such  services. 

"(d)  Health-Related  ADMnnsTRATivE 
Services.— For  purposes  of  this  section,  the 
term  'health-related  administrative  services" 
means — 

"(1)  the  processing  of  claims  or  perform- 
ance of  other  administrative  services  in  con- 
nection with  accident  or  health  coverage 
under  a  taxable  health  insurance  policy  if 
the  charge  for  such  services  is  not  included 
in  the  premiums  under  such  policy,  and 

"(2)  processing  claims,  arranging  for  pnjvi- 
sion  of  accident  or  health  coverage,  or  per- 
forming other  administrative  services  in 
connection  with  an  applicable  self-insured 
health  plan  (as  defined  in  section  4502(0)  es- 
tablished or  maintained  by  a  person  other 
than  the  person  performing  the  services. 

For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1),  rules  similar 
to  the  rules  of  subsection  (cK3)  shall  apply. 

-SEC.  45<tt.  SELF-INSURED  HEALTH  PLANS. 

"(a)  iMPOsmoN  OF  Tax.— in  the  case  of  any 
applicable  self-insured  health  plan,  there  is 
hereby  Imposed  a  tax  for  each  month  equal 
to  1.5  percent  of  the  sum  of— 

"(1)  the  accident  or  health  coverage  ex- 
penditures for  such  month  under  such  plan, 
and 

"(2)  the  administrative  expenditures  for 
such  month  under  such  plan  to  the  extent 
such  expenditures  are  not  subject  to  tax 
under  section  4501. 

In  determining  the  amount  of  expenditures 
under  paragraph  (2).  rules  similar  to  the 
rules  of  subsection  (d)(3)  apply. 

"(b)  Liability  for  Tax.— 

"(1)  In  general.— The  tax  imposed  by  sub- 
section (a)  shall  be  paid  by  the  plan  sponsor. 

"(2)  Plan  sponsor.- For  purposes  of  para- 
graph (1),  the  term  'plan  sponsor'  means — 

"(A)  the  employer  in  the  case  of  a  plan  es- 
tablished or  maintained  by  a  single  em- 
ployer, 

"(B)  the  employee  organization  in  the  case 
of  a  plan  established  or  maintained  by  an 
employee  organization,  or 

"(C)  in  the  case  of— 

"(i)  a  plan  established  or  maintained  by  2 
or  more  employers  or  jointly  by  1  or  more 
employers  and  1  or  more  employee  organiza- 
tions, 

"(ii)  a  voluntary  employees"  beneficiary 
association  under  section  S01(c)(9),  or 

"(iii)  any  other  association  plan. 

the  association,  committee,  joint  board  of 
trustees,  or  other  similar  group  of  represent- 
atives of  the  parties  who  establish  or  main- 
tain the  plan. 

"(c)  APPUCABLE  Self-Insured  Health 
Plan. — For  purposes  of  this  section,  the 
term  "applicable  self-insured  health  plan' 
means  any  plan  for  providing  accident  or 
health  coverage  if  any  portion  of  such  cov- 
erage is  provided  other  than  through  an  in- 
surance policy. 

"(d)  ACCIDENT  or  Health  Odverage  Ex- 
PENDITURES.— For  purposes  of  this  section — 

"(1)  In  GENERAL.— The  accident  or  health 
coverage  expenditures  of  any  applicable  self- 
insured  health  plan  for  any  month  are  the 
aggregate  expenditures  paid  in  such  month 
for  accident  or  health  coverage  provided 
under  such  plan  to  the  extent  such  expendi- 
tures are  not  subject  to  tax  under  section 
4501. 
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"(2)  Treatment  of  reimbursements.— In 
determining  accident  or  health  coverage  ex- 
penditures daring  any  month  of  any  applica- 
ble self-insured  health  plan,  reimbursements 
(by  insurance  or  otherwise)  received  during 
such  month  shall  be  taken  into  account  as  a 
redaction  in  accident  or  health  coverage  ex- 
penditures. 

"(3)  Certain  expenditures  disregarded.— 
Paragraph  (1)  shall  not  apply  to  any  expendi- 
ture for  the  acquisition  or  improvement  of 
land  or  for  the  acquisition  or  improvement 
of  any  property  to  be  used  in  connection 
with  the  provision  of  accident  or  health  cov- 
erage which  is  subject  to  the  allowance 
under  section  167,  except  that,  for  purposes 
of  paragraph  (1),  allowances  under  section 
167  shall  be  considered  as  expenditures. 

■SEC  4SaS.  TRANSFER  TO  ACCOUNTS. 

"For  fiscal  year  1997  and  each  subsequent 
fiscal  year,  there  are  hereby  appropriated 
and  transferred  to  the  Medical  Education 
Trust  Fund  amounts  equivalent  to  taxes  re- 
ceived in  the  Treasury  under  sections  4501 
and  4502,  of  which— 

"(1)  there  shall  be  allocated  and  trans- 
ferred to  the  Medical  School  Account  an 
amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  the 
total  amount  available  under  section 
2102(b)(1)  for  the  fiscal  year  (reduced  by  the 
balance  in  such  account  at  the  end  of  the 
preceding  fiscal  year)  as  the  amount  trans- 
ferred to  the  Medical  Education  Trust  Pond 
under  title  XXI  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
under  this  section  bears  to  the  total 
amounts  transferred  to  such  Trust  Fund  (ex- 
cluding amounts  transferred  under  sub- 
sections (cX3)  and  (d)  of  section  2101  of  such 
Act)  for  such  fiscal  year:  and 

"(2)  the  remainder  shall  be  allocated  and 
transferred  to  the  Non-Medicare  Teaching 
Hospital  Indirect  Account  and  the  Non-Medi- 
care Teaching  Hospital  Direct  Account,  in 
the  same  proportion  as  the  amounts  trans- 
ferred to  such  account  under  section  1886(j) 
relate  to  the  total  amounts  transferred 
under  such  section  for  such  fiscal  year. 
Such  amounts  shall  be  transferred  in  the 
same  manner  as  under  section  9601. 

*8EC.  4S04.  DEFlNnKmS  AND  SPECIAL  RULE& 

"(a)  DEFDrmoNS. — For  purposes  of  this 
subchapter— 

"(1)  Accident  or  health  coverage.— The 
term  'accident  or  health  coverage'  means 
any  coverage  which,  if  provided  by  an  insur- 
ance policy,  would  cause  such  policy  to  be  a 
taxable  health  insurance  policy  (as  deAned 
in  section  4S01(c)). 

"(2)  Insurance  poucy.— The  term  'insur- 
ance policy'  means  any  policy  or  other  in- 
strument whereby  a  contract  of  insurance  is 
issued,  renewed,  or  extended. 

"(3)  Premidm.— The  term  'premium'  means 
the  gross  amount  of  premiums  and  other 
consideration  (including  advance  premiums, 
dejxjsits,  fees,  and  assessments)  arising  from 
policies  issued  by  a  person  acting  as  the  pri- 
mary insurer,  adjusted  for  any  return  or  ad- 
ditional premiums  paid  as  a  result  of  en- 
dorsements, cancellations,  audits,  or  retro- 
spective rating.  Amounts  returned  where  the 
amount  is  not  fixed  in  the  contract  but  de- 
pends on  the  experience  of  the  insurer  or  the 
discretion  of  management  shall  not  be  in- 
cluded in  return  premiums. 

"(4)  United  states.— The  term  'United 
States'  includes  any  possession  of  the  United 
States. 

"(b)  Treatment  of  (Jo\'ernmental  Enti- 
ties.— 

"(1)  In  general.— For  purposes  of  this  sub- 
chapter— 

"(A)  the  term  'person'  includes  any  govern- 
mental entity,  and 


"(B)  notwithstanding  any  other  law  or  nile 
of  law,  governmental  entities  shall  not  be  ex- 
empt from  the  taxes  imposed  by  this  sub- 
chapter except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2). 

"(2)  Exempt  governmental  programs.— In 
the  case  of  an  exempt  governmental  pro- 
gram— 

"(A)  no  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  section 

4501  on  any  premium  received  pursuant  to 
such  program  or  on  any  amount  received  for 
health-related  administrative  services  pursu- 
ant to  such  program,  and 

"(B)  no  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  section 

4502  on  any  expenditures  pursuant  to  such 
program. 

"(3)  Exempt  governmental  program.— For 
purposes  of  this  subchapter,  the  term  'ex- 
empt governmental  program'  means— 

"(A)  the  insurance  programs  established  by 
parts  A  and  B  of  title  XVm  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act. 

"(B)  the  medical  assistance  program  estab- 
lished by  title  XIX  of  the  Social  Security 
Act. 

"(C)  any  program  established  by  Federal 
law  for  providing  medical  care  (other  than 
through  insurance  policies)  to  individuals  (or 
the  spouses  and  dependents  thereof)  by  rea- 
son of  such  Individuals  being — 

"(i)  members  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the 
United  States,  or 

"(ii)  veterans,  and 

"(D)  any  program  established  by  Federal 
law  for  providing  medical  care  (other  than 
through  insurance  policies)  to  members  of 
Indian  tribes  (as  deHned  in  section  4(d)  of  the 
Indian  Health  Care  Improvement  Act). 

"(c)  No  Cover  Over  to  Possessions.— Not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  law,  no 
amount  collected  under  this  subchapter  shall 
be  covered  over  to  any  possession  of  the 
United  Stotes.". 

(b)  Clerical  amendment.— The  table  of 
chapters  for  subtitle  D  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  item  relating  to  chapter  36  the  fol- 
lowing new  item: 

"Chapter  37.  Health  related  assessments." 

(c)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  premiums  received,  and  expenses  in- 
curred, with  respect  to  coverage  for  periods 
after  September  30.  1996. 

SEC.  S.  MEDICAL  EDUCATION  ADVISORY  COMMIS- 
SION. 

(a)  Estabushment.— There  is  hereby  es- 
tablished an  advisory  conunission  to  be 
known  as  the  Medical  Education  Advisory 
Commission  (in  this  section  referred  to  as 
the  "Advisory  Commission"). 

(b)  Duties.— 

(1)  In  general.— The  Advisory  Commission 
shall— 

(A)  conduct  a  thorough  study  of  all  mat- 
ters relating  to— 

(1)  the  operation  of  the  Medical  Education 
Trust  Fund  established  under  section  2; 

(ii)  alternative  and  additional  sources  of 
graduate  medical  education  funding; 

(ill)  alternative  methodologies  for  com- 
pensating teaching  hospitals  for  graduate 
medical  education; 

(iv)  policies  designed  to  maintain  superior 
research  and  educational  capacities  in  an  in- 
creasing competitive  health  system; 

(V)  the  role  of  medical  schools  in  graduate 
medical  education:  and 

(vi)  policies  designed  to  expand  eligibility 
for  graduate  medical  education  payments  to 
institutions  other  than  teaching  hospitals: 

(B)  develop  recommendations,  including 
the  use  of  demonstration  projects,  on  the 
matters  studied  under  subparagraph  (A)  in 


consultation  with  the  Secretary  of  Health 
and  Human  Services  and  the  entities  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (2): 

(C)  not  later  than  January  1998.  submit  an 
interim  report  to  the  Committee  on  Finance 
of  the  Senate,  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  and 
the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services: 
and 

(D)  not  later  than  January  2000,  submit  a 
final  report  to  the  Committee  on  Finance  of 
the  Senate,  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  and 
the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services. 

(2)  Entities  described.— The  entities  de- 
scribed in  this  paragraph  are — 

(A)  other  advisory  groups,  including  the 
Council  on  Graduate  Medical  Education,  the 
Prospective  Payment  Assessment  Commis- 
sion, and  the  Physician  Payment  Review 
Commission: 

(B)  interested  parties,  including  the  Asso- 
ciation of  American  Medical  Colleges,  the 
Association  of  Academic  Health  Centers,  and 
the  American  Medical  Association: 

(C)  health  care  insurers,  including  man- 
aged care  entities:  and 

(D)  other  entities  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services. 

(c)  Number  and  appointment.— The  mem- 
bership of  the  Advisory  Commission  shall  in- 
clude 9  individuals  who  are  appointed  to  the 
Advisory  Commission  from  among  individ- 
uals who  are  not  officers  or  employees  of  the 
United  States.  Such  individuals  shall  be  ap- 
pointed by  the  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services,  and  shall  include  individ- 
uals from  each  of  the  following  categories: 

(1)  Physicians  who  are  faculty  members  of 
medical  schools. 

(2)  Officers  or  employees  of  teaching  hos- 
pitals. 

(3)  Officers  or  employees  of  health  plans. 

(4)  Such  other  individuals  as  the  Secretary 
determines  to  be  appropriate. 

(d)  Terms.— 

(1)  In  general.— Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2),  members  of  the  Advisory  Com- 
mission shall  serve  for  the  lesser  of  the  life 
of  the  Advisory  Commission,  or  4  years. 

(2)  Service  beyond  term.— a  member  of 
the  Advisory  Ck>mmission  may  continue  to 
serve  after  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  the 
member  until  a  successor  is  appointed. 

(e)  Vacancies.— If  a  member  of  the  Advi- 
sory Commission  does  not  serve  the  full  term 
applicable  under  subsection  (d),  the  individ- 
ual appointed  to  fill  the  resulting  vacancy 
shall  be  appointed  for  the  remainder  of  the 
term  of  the  predecessor  of  the  individual. 

(f)  Chair.— The  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  shall  designate  an  individ- 
ual to  serve  as  the  Chair  of  the  Advisory 
Comjnission. 

(g)  Meetings.— The  Advisory  Commission 
shall  meet  not  less  than  once  during  each  4- 
month  period  and  shall  otherwise  meet  at 
the  call  of  the  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  or  the  Chair. 

(h)  Compensation  and  Reimbursement  of 
EScpenses.— Members  of  the  Advisory  Com- 
mission shall  receive  compensation  for  each 
day  (including  travel  time)  engaged  in  carry- 
ing out  the  duties  of  the  Advisory  Commis- 
sion. Such  compensation  may  not  be  in  an 
amount  in  excess  of  the  maximum  rate  of 
basic  pay  payable  for  level  IV  of  the  Execu- 
tive Schedule  under  section  5315  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code. 

(i)  Staff.— 

(1)  Staff  director.— The  Advisory  Com- 
mission shall,  without  regard  to  the  provi- 
sions of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  relating 
to  competitive  service,  appoint  a  Staff  Direc- 
tor who  shall  be  paid  at  a  rate  equivalent  to 
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a  rate  established  for  the  Senior  Executive  will  receive  funding  from  three  sources:  a  1.5  payment  calculation.  These  funds  are  depos- 

Service  under  5382  of  title  5,  United  States  percent  assessment  on  health  insurance  pre-  ited  into  the  Medical  Education  Trust  Fund 

Code.  miums  (the  private  sector's  contribution),  and  paid  directly  to  teaching  hospitals. 

(2)  additional  staff.— The  Secretary  of  Medicare,  and  Medicaid  (the  public  sector's  medical  education  advisory  commission 

Health  and  Human  Services  shall  provide  to  contribution).     The     relative     contribution  Th-  legislation  also  establishes  a  M*diail 

the   Advisory  Commission   such   addiUonal  from  each  of  these  sources  is  in  rough  pro-  Edurltinn  Ad^^,T?n^^r«fon  r^  ^^,^t 

staff,  information,  and  other  assistance  as  pori:ion  to  the  medical  education  cc^ts  at-  fji^v  iS,d  mX^2^^^^rin^«  i?HnS 

SfA?v^o^Sn^ss^  °"'  '"^  '"""  °'  fi'"'*''^  "^  ""'^^  ""'^"'^  *=°'^"'^  ^^-  inrSe"iSS?arr"oTTrnsSon 

the  Advisory  Commission.  lations.  nmi»/.i-c  T^mfAino^  ty,^  rnun-^na- 

(j)  termination  of  the  ADVISORY  CoMMis-  Over  the  five  year  period  1997-2001.   the  ^^Sl^f^ft^e  Medical  Education  Tm« 

SiON.-The  Advisory  Commission  shall  termi-  Medical  Education  Tnist  Fund  will  provide  FuM   al^raai^  and  iStS^T^tS^^^ 

nate  90  days  after  the  date  on  which  the  Ad-  average  annual  payments  of  about  J17  bil-  S^    eStfon    fi^ci^R     a!^tive 

Tn^i^^^i^^n^Mnfm  ""  '"^  "°^  "'*°"  "°^-  ^"^^y  f°"»>"°«  f«l«"^  f*"*""*  fo";  methodologies  for  distributing  medical  edu- 

under  subsection  (b)(1)(D).  medical  education.  The  assessment  on  health  g- ^ion  oavments-  nolicles  desimed  to  main- 

(k)  AUTHORIZATION   OF  APPROPRL.TIONS.-  insurance  premiums  (including  self-insured  Sin  suSr^^c?^d  Xlti^niTS 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  health  plans)  contributes  approximately  H  S^^ies    "n    ^^^nsi^nKlv   ?omSti>e 

nX,^s^fYhifsi:.«or^  "^  "^  °"  ''''  ^'"i??  "^^  """^  "•  '^.^'^'J'^e/K^r^  Kh  syst^m^e^^SLcal  Sl^^ 

purposes  of  this  section.  health  programs  contribute  about  $13  billion  graduate  medical  education-  and  nolicies  d*- 

8EC.7.DEMONsnuiiiONPRoaEC«.  per  year  to  the  Trust  Fund:  S9  biUion  in  fjne^lo  tJSd   eS^Muiy   Jor^JSSLa^ 

(a)  ESTABUSHMEOT.-The  Secretary  of  transfers  of  current  Medicare  graduate  medi-  medical  education  payments  to  institutions 
Health  and  Human  Services  (m  this  section  cal  education  payments  and  $4  billion  in  fed-  other  than  teaching  hospitals 

referred  to  as  the  "Secretary")  shall  estab-  eral  Medicaid  spending.  The  Commission    comprised  of  nine  indi- 

Ush,  by  regulation,  guidelines  for  the  estab-  Estimated  Average  Annual  Trust  Fund  Revenue  viduals  appointed  by  the  Secretary  of  Health 

lishment   and   operation   of  demonstration  By  Source.  1997-2001  and   Human   Services,  wiU   be  required   to 

projects  which  the  Medical  Education  Advi-  On  bUiion.  of  dolUra)  issue  an  interim  report  no  later  than  Jann- 

sory   Commission   recommends   under   sub-  Assessment                                               4  »^  1-  l^*-  "^^  »  ^'^  repo"  no  later  than 

section  (b)(1)(B)  of  section  6.                                 Mediae               I  January  1  2000 

(b)  FUNDING.—  MPdi        d   4  

(1)  In  general.— For  any  fiscal  year  after     '"®'"'^<i  *  By  Mr  CHAFEE" 

lM6,^oimts   in    the   Medical    Education       Total „ 17  S.     1871.   '  A     bill    'to     expand     the 

Trust  Fund  under  title  XXI  of  the  Social  Se-               ,v„™^^.  ,>.^-^-.  ..„,^.,.v^ o<>»<-«n,,«^<,«...<.«.  r-^.,-  xr-M^-riTiT^ijijr-. 

curity  Act  shall  be  available  for  use  by  the  interim  payment  methodologies  Pettaquamscutt  Cove  National  Wildlife 

Secretary  in  the  establishment  and  oper-  Payments  to  Medical  Schools  Refuge,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 

ation  of  demonstration  projects  described  in  Medical  schools  rely  on  a  portion  of  the  Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 

subsection  (a).  clinical  practice  revenue  generated  by  their  Works. 

(2)  FinfDS  available.—  faculties   to   support   their  operations.   As  the  pettaquamscutt  cove  national 

(A)  Limitation.— Not  more  than  Wo  of  1  competition  within  the  health  system  inten-  wildlife  refuge  expansion  act  of  im 
percent  of  the  funds  in  such  trust  fund  shall  sifies  and  managed  care  proliferates,  these  \j[j.    CHAFEE    Mr    President    today  I 
be  available  for  the  purposes  of  paragraph  revenues  are  being  constrained.  Payments  to  ^^  pleased  to  introduce  a  bill  to  en- 
<1>-  medical  schools  lix)m  the  Trust  Fund  are  de-  ^^^    leeislation   I   authored   in   Uffi 

(B)  ALLOCATiON.-Amounts  under  para-  signed  to  partiaUy  offset  this  loss  of  revenue.  °*°^  f^ff  v^  ,1  autnorea  m  u«8 
graph  (1)  shall  be  paid  from  the  accounts  es-  Initially,  these  payments  will  be  based  upon  ^^^^  established  ttie  PettaquaiMCUtt 
tablished  under  paragraphs  (2)  through  (5)  of  an  interim  methodology  developed  by  the  Cove  National  Wildlife  Refuge  in  Rhode 
section  2101(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act.  in  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services.  Island. 

the  same  proportion  as  the  amounts  trans-  Payments  to  Teaching  Hospitals  Pettaquamscutt  Cove — a  cove  which 

ferred  to  such  accounts  bears  to  the  total  of  to  cover  the  costs  of  education,  teaching  divides  the  towns  of  Narragansett  and 

amounts  transferred  to  all  4  such  accounts  hospitals  have  traditionally  charged  higher  South    Kingstown,    RI — is   one    of  the 

for  such  fiscal  year.  rates  than  other  hospitals.  As  private  payers  State's     natural     jewels.     The     tidal 

(c)  LnirrATiON.-Nothing  in  this  section  become  increasingly  unwilling  to  pay  these  marshes  and  mudflats  in 
!^th^'n^^*t^h^^^*^o?^^«^^  ^^^"^  ^^-  "**  '""^""  °^  '^^^  important  Pettaquamscutt  Cove  are  home  to  a  di- 
LSLr^ml<u"cLTh°c!o^esSbire5^  Inf^^h  Sy'So^Td?  is  p^!^":^^!'  ^^^    '^'^    °'    ^-''^°^''     ^^^ 

w  — ■    ^               ^  teaching  hospitals  for  both  the  direct  and  in-  ^mall  mammals,  reptiles,  and  amphib- 

SUMMARY  OF  TOE  MEDICAL  EDUCATION  TRUST  direct  costs  of  graduate  medical  education.  lans- 

FUND  ACT  OF  1996  Payments  for  direct  costs  are  based  on  the  Pettaquamscutt  Cove  has  been  iden- 

ovERViEW  actual  costs  of  employing  medical  residents,  tified  as  the  most  important  migration 

The  legislation  establishes  a  Medical  Edu-  Payments  for  indirect  costs  are  based  on  the  and  wintering  habitat  in  Rhode  Island 
cation  Trust  Fund  to  support  America's  124  number  of  patients  cared  for  in  each  hospital  for  the  black  duck  population  under 
medical  schools  and  1.250  teaching  hospitals,  and  the  severity  of  their  illnesses  as  well  as  ^ihe  North  American  waterfowl  man- 
These  institutions  are  in  a  precarious  finan-  a  measure  of  the  teaching  load  in  that  hos-  agement  plan.  I  might  mention  that 
cial  situation  as  market  forces  reshape  the  pital.  For  the  purposes  of  payments  to  teach-  "?  ,  *r  ^^  *  tr..mpn/lnn«  snr 
health  care  delivery  system.  Explicit  and  ing  hospitals,  the  aUocation  of  Medicare  "-"^  P**^  nas  oeen  a  tremenaous  sue 
dedicated  funding  for  these  institutions  will  funds  is  based  on  the  number  of  Medicare  pa-  c®^-  capitalizing  on  tne  cooperative  ef- 
guarantee  that  the  United  Sutes  continues  tients  in  each  hospital;  the  allocation  of  the  forts  of  the  Federal  Government  work- 
to  lead  the  world  in  the  quality  of  its  health  tax  revenue  and  Medicaid  funds  is  based  on  ing  with  nonprofit  groups  and  local 
care  system.  the  number  of  non-Medicare  patients  in  each  governments.  These  efforts  to  protect 

The  Medical  Education  Trust  Fund  Act  of  hospital.  wetlands — ^through  establishment  of 
1996  recognizes  the  need  to  begin  moving  The  legislation  also  Includes  a  "carve  out"  national  wildlife  refuges  such  as 
away  trom  existing  medical  education  pay-  of  graduate  medical  education  payments  petta.aufljnscutt  throueh  conservation 
ment  policies.  Funding  would  be  provided  for  from  Medicare's  payment  to  HMOs.  Under  f^^^^'^^f^",!'  ;„  ^^f  Z^^^^^ 
demonstration  projects  and  alternative  pay-  current  law.  this  payment  is  based  on  Medi-  ^^o'^^'^o  implement  the  North  Amer- 
ment  methods,  but  permanent  policy  care's  average  fee-for-service  costs— includ-  lean  Wetlands  Conservation  Act.  and 
changes  would  await  a  report  li-om  a  new  ing  graduate  medical  education  costs.  There-  through  Other  statutes  like  the  Wet- 
Medical  Education  Advisory  Commission  es-  fore,  every  time  a  Medicare  beneficiary  en-  lands  Reserve  Program  that  was  re- 
tablished  by  the  bill.  The  primary,  and  im-  rolls  in  an  HMO.  money  that  was  being  paid  cently  expanded  in  t^e  farm  bill  that 

mediate,  purpose  of  the  legislation  is  to  es-  to  teaching  hospitals  for  medical  education     protect    our    Nation's    wetlands ^have 

tabllsh  as  Federal  policy  that  medical  edu-  in  the  form  of  additional  payments  for  direct  ij^en  a  great  success   Add  to  this  some 

cation  is  a  public  good  which  should  be  sup-  and  indirect  costs,  is  paid  instead  to  an  HMO  d«»cpnt  ra.infall   and  the  waterfowl  not>- 

ported  by  all  sectors  of  the  health  care  sys-  as  part  of  a  monthly  premium.  There  is  no  "Trr^^tvr^^t'^xl,,^^-,!  ♦Z^Z,l!,^j^„V1i^ 

tem  requirement  that  HMOs  use  any  of  this  pay-  Nations  have  rebounded  tremendously. 

To  ensure  that  the  burden  of  financing  ment  to  support  medical  education.  Over  a  4-  Not  since  1955  have  wt.  witnessed  such  a 

medical  education  is  shared  equitably  by  all  year  period,  the  legislation  removes  grad-  spectacular  migration  of  waterfowl  as 

sectors,  the  Medical  Education  Trust  Fund  uate  medical  education  payments  from  HMO  this  past  year. 
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Rhode  Island  has  lost  almost  40  per- 
cent of  its  orl^nal  wetlands.  It  is  es- 
sential that  we  do  all  we  can  to  hold 
the  line  on  continued  losses  of  wet- 
lands througrh  preservation  of  eco- 
systems such  as  Pettaquamscutt  Cove. 
By  expanding  Pettaquamscutt  Cove 
Refuge,  this  bill  will  protect  the  fertile 
marsh  habitat  that  supports  a  mul- 
titude of  fish  and  wildlife  and  plants 
along  Rhode  Island's  coast  and  provide 
more  recreational  opportunities  for 
Rhode  Islanders  and  other  visitors. 

Currently,  the  Pettaquamscutt  Cove 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  boundary  en- 
compasses 460  acres  of  salt  marsh  and 
surrounding  forest  habitat.  One  hun- 
dred seventy-five  acres  of  habitat  have 
already  been  acquired  by  the  Service. 
This  bill  expands  the  Pettaquamscutt 
Cove  National  Wildlife  Refuge  bound- 
ary to  include  a  100-acre  parcel,  known 
as  foddering  farm  acres  and;  allows  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  expand  the 
refuge  boundary  to  include  other  im- 
portant habitat  if  and  when  suitable 
properties  become  available  in  the  fu- 
ture. 

Mr.  President,  the  expansion  of 
Pettaquamscutt  Cove  Refuge  to  in- 
clude the  foddering  farm  acres  property 
provides  a  wonderful  example  of  co- 
operation between  the  Fish  and  Wild- 
life Service  and  private  citizens.  The 
100-acre  foddering  farm  property— adja- 
cent to  long  pond — contains  valuable 
wetland  habitat  for  waterfowl  and 
other  species.  The  Rotelli  family  who 
owns  the  property  has  been  worlcing 
with,  and  waiting  patiently  for.  the 
U.S.  Pish  and  Wildlife  Service  for  sev- 
eral years.  The  Rotellis  have  indicated 
their  willingness  to  donate  a  portion  of 
the  value  of  the  property  to  the  Serv- 
ice. Through  their  partial  donation, 
the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System 
gains  valuable  habitat  at  a  bargain 
price.  Three  cheers  for  the  Rotellis.  It 
is  just  this  kind  of  private  conserva- 
tion effort  and  public  spiritedness  that 
has  enabled  us  to  preserve  important 
open  space  throughout  Rhode  Island. 

This  bill  will  enable  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  to  continue  their  ef- 
forts to  work  with  Rhode  Islanders  like 
the  Rotellis  to  protect  the  beautiful 
and  important  natiiral  resources  along 
Rhode  Island's  coast. 

Mr.  President.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  this  legislation  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  text  of  the 
bill  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1871 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION    1.  EXPANSION   OF  PETTAQUAMSCUTT 
COVE  NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE. 

Section  204  of  Public  Law  100-610  (16  U.S.C. 
668dd  note)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

"(e)  Expansion  of  Refuge.— 

"(1)  ACQUismoN.— The  Secretary  may  ac- 
quire for  addition  to  the  refuge  the  area  in 


Rhode  Island  known  as  'Foddering  Farm 
Acres',  consisting  of  approximately  100  acres, 
adjacent  to  Long  Cove  and  bordering  on 
Foddering  Farm  Road  to  the  south  and  Point 
Judith  Road  to  the  east,  as  depicted  on  a 
map  entitled  'Pettaquamscutt  Cove  NWR  Ex- 
pansion Area."  dated  May  13,  1996,  and  avail- 
able for  inspection  in  appropriate  offices  of 
the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 
"(2)  Boundary  adjustment.— After  making 
the  acquisition  described  in  paragraph  (1), 
the  Secretary  shall  revise  the  boundaries  of 
the  refuge  to  reflect  the  acquisition. 

"(f)  FUTURE  EXPANSION.— 

"(1)  In  GENERAL.— The  Secretary  may  ac- 
quire for  addition  to  the  refuge  such  lands, 
waters,  and  Interests  in  land  and  water  as 
the  Secretary  considers  appropriate  and 
shall  adjust  the  boundaries  of  the  refuge  ac- 
cordingly. 

"(2)  APPUCABLE  LAWS.— Any  acquisition 
described  in  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  carried 
out  in  accordance  with  all  applicable  laws.". 

SEC  2.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section  206(a)  of  Public  Law  100-610  (16 
U.S.C.  668dd  note)  is  amended  by  striking 
"designated  in  section  4(a)(1)"  and  inserting 
"designated  or  identified  under  section  204". 

SEC  3.  TECHNICAL  AMENDMENTS. 

Public  Law  100-610  (16  U.S.C.  668dd  note)  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  section  201(1)— 

(A)  by  striking  "and  the  associated"  and 
inserting  "including  the  associated";  and 

(B)  by  striking  "and  dividing"  and  insert- 
ing "dividing"; 

(2)  in  section  203,  by  striking  "of  this  Act" 
and  inserting  "of  this  title"; 

(3)  in  section  204 — 

(A)  in  subsection  (a)(1),  by  striking  "of  this 
Act"  and  inserting  "of  this  title";  and 

(B)  in  subsection  (b),  by  striking  "purpose 
of  this  Act"  and  inserting  "purposes  of  this 
title"; 

(4)  in  the  second  sentence  of  section  205,  by 
striking  "of  this  Act"  and  inserting  "of  this 
title";  and 

(5)  in  section  207,  by  stalking  "Act"  and  in- 
serting "title". 


By  Mr.  SIMON: 
S.  1872.  A  bill  to  amend  section 
922(x)(5)  of  title  18,  United  Stetes  Code, 
relating  to  the  prohibition  of  posses- 
sion of  a  handgun  by  a  minor,  to 
change  the  definition  of  minor  from 
under  18  years  of  age  to  under  21  years 
of  age:  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 

AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  YOUTH  HANDGUN  SAFETY 
ACT 

Mr.  SIMON.  Madam  President.  I 
know  that  all  of  my  colleagues  share 
my  concern  about  the  increasing  vio- 
lence committed  by  and  against  young 
people  in  our  Nation.  There  are  many 
factors  contributing  to  youth  crime 
and  violence  and,  as  legislators,  it  is 
essential  that  we  consider  them  not 
only  as  a  whole  but  also  individually. 
One  of  the  contributing  factors  is 
clearly  the  easy  access  to  handguns  by 
young  people.  According  to  ""Violence 
by  Young  People:  Why  the  Deadly 
Nexus?"  by  Prof.  Alfred  Blumstein  of 
Carnegie  Mellon  University,  the  num- 
ber of  murders  committed  by  juveniles 
involving  a  gun  has  doubled  since  1985, 
while  there  has  been  no  such  shift  in 
the    number    of    non-gun    homicides. 


Guns  are  therefore  playing  a  dispropor- 
tionate role  in  the  juvenile  murder 
rate. 

The  legislation  I  am  introducing 
amends  the  Youth  Handgvm  Safety 
Act.  Senator  KOHL  sponsored  this  im- 
portant act,  which  was  passed  as  part 
of  the  1994  crime  bill,  to  establish  a 
minimum  age  requirement  of  18  years 
old  for  the  possession  of  a  handgun. 
Specifically,  the  act  makes  it  illegal 
for  anyone  under  age  18  to  possess  a 
handgun  and  for  anyone  to  knowingly 
transfer  a  handgun  to  a  juvenile.  There 
are  exceptions  for  ranching  or  farming, 
and  when  the  juvenile  has  written  con- 
sent from  a  parent  and  is  in  compliance 
with  all  State  and  local  laws.  The  act 
makes  handgun  possession  and  trans- 
ferring a  handgun  to  a  juvenile  a  mis- 
demeanor crime  punishable  by  fines 
and  up  to  1  year  imprisonment.  Of 
course.  Congress  intends  this  measure 
to  apply  to  handguns  that  have  trav- 
eled in  interstate  commerce. 

Before  the  act  became  law.  it  was  il- 
legal for  a  licensed  dealer  to  sell  a 
handgun  to  anyone  under  age  21  and  a 
long  grun  to  anyone  under  age  18.  How- 
ever, there  were  no  Federal  penalties 
for  the  under-age  person  who  bought 
the  gun  or  for  private  transfers  of  a 
handgun.  I  applaud  Senator  Kohl  for 
his  sponsorship  of  this  important  ini- 
tiative. 

As  it  now  stands,  however,  the  Youth 
Handgun  Safety  Act  defines  the  term 
"juvenile"  as  a  person  who  is  less  than 
18  years  of  age.  My  proposal  would 
amend  the  definition  of  "juvenile"  in 
this  measure  to  mean  a  person  who  is 
less  than  21  years  of  age. 

Unfortunately,  more  and  more  fre- 
quently we  hear  stories  about  juvenile 
brawls  which  turn  into  deadly  battles. 
Increasing  the  age  limit  for  possession 
of  a  handgun  to  21  is  one  step  we  can 
take  to  try  to  reduce  this  bloody  cycle. 
Recognizing  that  alcohol  and  teenagers 
can  be  a  deadly  combination.  Congress 
wisely  amended  the  highway  fund  to 
include  penalties  for  States  that  did 
not  raise  the  drinking  age  to  21.  We 
should  follow  this  example  when  it 
comes  to  guns  and  teens  as  well.  By  in- 
troducing this  measure  I  hope  to  en- 
courage my  colleagues  to  think  about 
how  we  might  help  our  teens  to  grow 
into  responsible  young  adults.  As  lim- 
iting access  to  alcohol  has  certainly 
saved  lives,  so  too  will  limiting  access 
to  handguns. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
text  of  this  bill  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1872 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  AMENDMENT  TO  THE  YOUTH  HAND- 
GUN SAFETY  LAW. 

Section  922(x)(5)  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  "18  years"  and 
inserting  "21  years". 
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By  Mr.  INHOFE  (for  himself,  Mr. 
CHAFEE,     Mr..   LIEBERMAN,    Mr. 

Faircloth,    Mr.    Kempthorne, 
Mr.  MOYNIHAN,  Mr.  REID,  and 
Mr.  LUGAR): 
S.  1873.  A  bill  to  amend  the  National 
Environmental   Education  Act  to  ex- 
tend the  programs  under  the  act,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee 
on  Environment  and  Public  Works. 

THE  NATIONAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  EDUCATION 
AMENDMENTS  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  I  intro- 
duce legislation  to  reauthorize  the  Na- 
tional Environmental  Education  Act.  I 
am  joined  by  my  colleagues.  Senators 
CHAFEE,  LIEBERMAN,  FAIRCLOTH,  KEMP- 
THORNE, MOYIHHAN,  REID,  and  LUGAR. 
And  I  am  joined  on  the  House  side  by 
my  colleague,  Congressman  ScoTT 
Klug  of  Wisconsin,  who  is  introducing 
an  identical  bill  in  the  House  today. 

This  bill  will  reauthorize  the  edu- 
cational efforts  at  the  National  Envi- 
ronmental Education  and  Training 
Foundation  and  the  EPA's  Office  of  En- 
vironmental Education.  These  pro- 
grams support  environmental  edu- 
cation at  the  local  level.  They  provide 
grant  money  and  seed  money  to  en- 
courage local  primary  and  secondary 
schools  and  universities  to  educate 
children  on  environment  issues. 

With  the  importance  of  the  environ- 
ment and  the  continuing  debate  on  how 
best  to  protect  it,  it  is  vital  to  educate 
our  children  so  that  they  truly  under- 
stand how  the  environment  functions. 

Over  the  last  few  years  environ- 
mental education  has  been  criticized 
for  being  one-sided  and  heavy-handed. 
People  have  accused  environmental  ad- 
vocates of  trying  to  brainwash  children 
and  of  pushing  an  environmental  agen- 
da that  is  not  supported  by  the  facts  or 
by  science.  They  also  accuse  the  Fed- 
eral Government  of  setting  one  cur- 
riculum standard  and  forcing  all 
schools  to  subscribe  to  their  views. 
This  is  not  how  these  two  environ- 
mental education  programs  have 
worked,  and  I  have  taken  specific  steps 
to  ensure  that  they  never  work  this 
way. 

The  programs  that  this  act  reauthor- 
izes have  targeted  the  majority  of  their 
grants  at  the  local  level,  ail  owing  tbe 
teachers  in  our  community  schools  to 
design  their  environmental  programs 
to  teach  our  children,  and  this  is  where 
the  decisions  should  be  made.  In  addi- 
tion, the  grants  have  not  been  used  for 
advocacy  or  to  lobby  the  Government, 
as  Other  grant  programs  have  been  ac- 
cused of  doing. 

This  legislation  accomplishes  two 
important  functions.  First,  it  cleans  up 
the  current  law  to  make  the  programs 
run  more  efficiently.  And  second,  it 
places  two  very  important  safeguards 
in  the  program  to  ensure  its  integrity 
in  the  future. 

I  have  placed  in  this  bill  language  to 
ensure  that  the  EPA  programs  are  bal- 
anced and  scientifically  sound.  It  is  im- 


portant that  environmental  education 
is  presented  in  an  unbiased  and  bal- 
anced manner.  The  personal  values  and 
prejudices  of  the  educators  should  not 
be  instilled  in  our  children.  Instead  we 
must  teach  them  to  think  for  them- 
selves after  they  have  been  presented 
with  all  of  the  facts  and  information. 
Environmental  ideas  must  be  grounded 
in  sound  science  and  not  emotional 
bias.  While  these  programs  have  not 
been  guilty  of  this  in  the  past,  this  is 
an  important  safeguard  to  protect  the 
future  of  environmental  education. 

Second,  I  have  included  language 
which  prohibits  any  of  the  funds  to  be 
used  for  lobbying  efforts.  While  these 
programs  have  not  used  the  grant  proc- 
ess to  lobby  the  Government,  there  are 
other  programs  which  have  been  ac- 
cused of  this  and  this  language  will  en- 
sure that  this  program  never  becomes  a 
vehicle  for  the  executive  branch  to 
lobby  Congress. 

This  bill  also  makes  a  number  of 
housekeeping  changes  to  the  programs 
which  are  supported  by  both  the  EPA 
and  the  Ekiucation  Foundation  which 
will  both  streamline  and  programs  and 
make  them  more  efficient. 

The  grants  that  have  been  awarded 
under  this  program  have  gone  to  a 
number  of  local  groups.  In  Oklahoma 
alone  such  organizations  as  the  Still- 
water 4-H  Foundation;  Roosevelt  Ele- 
mentary School  in  Norman,  OK;  Okla- 
homa State  University;  the  Kaw  Na- 
tion of  Oklahoma;  and  the  Osa^e  Coun- 
ty Oklahoma  Conservation  District 
have  received  grants  for  environmental 
education  under  these  programs. 

This  is  an  important  piece  of  legisla- 
tion, and  I  hope  both  the  Senate  and 
the  House  can  act  quickly  to  reauthor- 
ize these  programs. 


By  Mr.  JOHNSTON: 
S.  1874.  A  bill  to  amend  sections  of 
the  Department  of  Energy  Organiza- 
tion Act  that  are  obsolete  or  inconsist- 
ent with  other  statutes  and  to  repeal  a 
related  section  of  the  Federal  Energy 
Administration  Act  of  1974;  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natviral  Re- 
sources. 

THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 
STANDARDIZATION  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  the 
bill  that  I  have  just  introduced,  which 
is  strongly  supported  by  the  adminis- 
tration, amends  or  repeals  a  number  of 
sections  in  the  Department  of  Energy 
Organization  Act  and  the  Federal  En- 
ergy Administration  Act  of  1974  that 
are  obsolete  or  that  are  duplicative  or 
inconsistent  with  other.  Government- 
wide  statutes  governing  rulemaking 
and  advisory  committee  management. 

Over  the  past  3  years,  I  have  pro- 
posed, on  a  number  of  occasions, 
amendments  to  remove  administrative 
requirements  of  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy Organization  Act  that  are  more 
onerous  than  similar  Govemmentwide 
requirements  contained  in  more  gen- 


eral statutes.  For  example,  with  the 
support  of  the  Department  of  Energy 
[DOE]  and  the  Office  of  Government 
Ethics,  I  have  successfully  promoted 
the  repeal  of  financial  disclosure  and 
divestiture  requirements  affecting  DOE 
employees  that  were  more  stringent 
than  the  comparable  requirements  of 
the  Ethics  in  Government  Act  and  that 
provided  potent  recruitment  disincen- 
tives for  outstanding  potential  employ- 
ees for  the  Department. 

This  bill  continues  the  process  of 
placing  DOE  on  a  similar  footing  in  ad- 
ministrative law  to  other  Federal  agen- 
cies. The  first  subsection  in  section  2  of 
the  bill  repeals  redundant  and  obsolete 
requirements  affecting  DOE  rule  mak- 
ing imder  the  Administrative  Proce- 
dure Act,  and  places  DOE  procurement 
rulemaking  under  the  same  statutory 
basis,  that  is,  the  Office  of  Federal  Pro- 
curement Policy  Act,  as  all  other  Fed- 
eral agencies.  The  second  subsection 
repeals  a  restriction  on  DOE  advisory 
committees  that  effectively  prevents 
DOE  from  using  committees  under  the 
Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  for 
peer  review  of  scientific  and  technical 
proposals  and  the  selection  of  awardees 
for  such  departmental  scientific  honors 
as  the  Fermi  Award  and  the  E.O.  Law- 
rence Award. 

The  proposals  are  noncontroversial, 
the  Department  of  Elnergy  has  rendered 
technical  assistance  in  their  drafting, 
and  the  administration  has  indicated 
its  strong  supi>ort  for  these  provisions 
in  a  letter  dated  June  10,  1996.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  this  letter  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

THE  Secretary  of  Energy, 
Washington.  DC.  June  10. 1996. 
Hon.  J.  Bennett  Johnston, 
Ranking  Democrat  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources.  C/.5.  Senate.   Washing- 
ton, DC. 

Dear  Senator  Johnston:  This  responds  to 
your  request  for  Department  of  Energy  views 
on  proposed  amendments  to  the  Department 
of  Elnergy  Organization  Act  (DOE  Organiza- 
tion Act).  These  amendments  would  repeal 
subsections  624(b)  and  501(b)  and  (d)  of  tbe 
Act.  The  Department  strongly  supports 
these  amendments. 

The  first  amendment  would  repeal  section 
624(b)  of  the  DOE  Organization  Act  (DOE 
Act)  and  section  17  of  the  Federal  Energy 
Administration  Act.  The  amendment  would 
place  DOE  advisory  committees  on  the  same 
legal  and  procedural  basis  as  all  committees 
covered  by  the  Federal  Advisory  Conunictee 
Act.  Under  current  law  DOE  advisory  com- 
mittees are  required  to  meet  in  public  ses- 
sion, while  other  agencies  may  close  meet- 
ings to  protect  Information  exempt  from  dis- 
closure under  the  Administrative  Procedure 
Act.  DOE'S  more  stringent  requirement  was 
justified  at  the  Ume  of  its  enactment  by  the 
economic  regulatory  role  of  the  Depart- 
ment's predecessor,  the  Federal  Energy  Ad- 
ministration. 

The  second  amendment  would  repeal  sub- 
sections 501(b)  and  (d)  of  the  DOE  Organiza- 
tion Act.  Subsections  SOl(b)  and  (d)  elaborate 
on  requirements  in  the  Administrative  Pro- 
cedure Act  interpreted  by  the  Supreme  Court 
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to  require  agencies  to  provide  the  basis  or 
purpose  of  the  rule  in  their  rulemaking 
iMotOT  Vehicle  Manufacturers  Association  v. 
State  Farm.  463  U.S.  29.  43  (1983).  With  repeal 
of  subsections  SOUb)  and  (d).  the  Department 
would  be  governed  by  the  same  standard  pro- 
cedural requirements  as  other  agencies 
in  conducting  notice-and-comment 

rulemakings.  The  Department  supports  this 
change. 

The  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  ad- 
vises that  there  is  no  objection  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  President's  program  to 
submission  of  this  report  for  the  Commit- 
tee's consideration. 

If  you  have  further  questions,  please  con- 
tact me.  or  have  a  member  of  your  staff  con- 
tact  Douglas   W.    Smith,    Deputy    General 
Counsel  for  Energy  Policy,  at  (202)  586-3410. 
Sincerely. 

Hazel  R.  O'Leary. 


By  Mr.  HATFIELD  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  WYDEN): 
S.  1875.  A  bill  to  designate  the  U.S. 
Courthouse  in  Medford.  OR,  as  the 
"James  A.  Redden  Federal  Court- 
house"; to  the  Committee  on  Environ- 
ment and  Public  Works. 

THE  JAMES  A.  REDDEN  FEDERAL  COURTHOUSE 
ACT 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
my  pleasure  to  introduce  today  legisla- 
tion to  name  a  Federal  courthouse  in 
my  State  after  a  fine  lawyer,  judge  and 
Oregon  citizen,  U.S.  District  Judge 
James  Anthony  Redden.  My  legislation 
would  rename  the  currently  uimamed 
Federal  courthouse  in  Medford,  OR,  the 
James  A.  Redden  Federal  Courthouse. 

Over  the  years  Judge  Redden's  many 
accomplishments  have  made  him  wor- 
thy of  this  tribute.  Judge  Redden  prac- 
ticed law  in  Medford,  OR,  from  1956-72. 
While  practicing  law  he  was  elected  to 
the  Oregon  State  House  of  Representa- 
tives, in  which  he  served  from  1963-69. 
During  the  1967  session  he  served  as  the 
minority  leader  of  the  Oregon  House  of 
Representatives. 

Judge  Redden  left  private  practice  in 
1973  to  serve  as  the  Oregon  State  treas- 
urer. In  1977,  he  began  serving  as  Or- 
egon attorney  general.  He  served  as  Or- 
egon's attorney  general  until  1980, 
when  President  Jimmy  Carter  ap- 
pointed him  to  the  position  of  U.S.  Dis- 
trict Judge.  He  was  also  appointed  to 
serve  on  the  U.S.  Judicial  Conference 
Committee  in  1990  and  reappointed  to 
another  3  year  term  in  1993. 

Judge  Redden  is  a  charter  member  of 
the  American  Board  of  Trial  Advo- 
cates. In  1954,  he  was  admitted  to  the 
Massachusetts  State  bar  followed  by 
the  Oregon  Bar  in  1955.  In  1955,  he  was 
also  admitted  to  the  bars  of  the  U.S. 
District  Court  of  Oregon  and  Court  of 
Appeals,  and  finally,  in  1979,  to  the  bar 
of  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court. 

The  most  important  of  Judge  Red- 
den's accomplishments  is  that  he  prac- 
ticed law  for  20  years  in  the  Federal 
courthouse  my  legislation  proposes  to 
name  in  his  honor.  This  courthouse  is 
located  in  Judge  Redden's  beloved 
Jackson  County.  During  his  political 
life,  he  represented  the  people  of  Jack- 


son County  for  6  years,  and  now  as  a 
senior  judge,  he  plans  to  try  cases  in 
Jackson  County  again.  He  has  also 
taken  a  special  interest  in  the  ongoing 
renovation  of  the  fine  old  building. 

Once  again  I  believe  that  it  would  be 
a  highly  appropriate  honor  to  name 
this  courthouse  after  an  individual  who 
has  done  so  much,  and  who  has  had 
such  a  successful  career. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  my 
colleagues  on  the  Senate  EInvironment 
and  Public  Works  Committee  to  ad- 
vance this  important  proposal  through 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1875 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  DESIGNATION. 

The  United  States  courthouse  at  310  West 
Sixth  Street  in  Medford.  Oregon,  shall  be 
known  and  designated  as  the  "James  A.  Red- 
den Federal  Courthouse". 

SEC  2.  REFERENCES. 

Any  reference  in  a  law,  map,  regulation, 
document,  paper,  other  record  of  the  United 
States  to  the  United  States  courthouse  re- 
ferred to  in  section  1  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
a  reference  to  the  "James  A.  Redden  Federal 
Courthouse". 

Mr.  WYDEN.  Mr.  President.  It  is  my 
pleasure  to  cosponsor  legislation  to 
name  a  Federal  courthouse  in  my  State 
after  a  fine  soldier,  lawyer,  and  judge, 
U.S.  District  Judge  James  Anthony 
Redden.  This  legislation  would  name 
the  Federal  courthouse  in  Medford,  OR, 
the  "James  A.  Redden  Federal  Court- 
house." 

Judge  Redden  has  made  public  serv- 
ice the  centerpiece  of  his  life.  He 
served  his  country  in  the  U.S.  Army 
from  1946  to  1948.  He  honed  his  legal 
skills  practicing  law  from  1956  to  1972 
in  Medford,  OR.  He  then  left  his  private 
practice  to  serve  the  people  of  Oregon 
as  the  Oregon  State  treasurer  in  1973 
and  as  the  Oregon  attorney  general  in 
1977.  In  1980.  President  Jimmy  Carter 
appointed  him  to  the  position  of  U.S. 
District  Judge. 

For  20  years.  Judge  Redden  practiced 
law  in  the  courthouse  that  Senator 
Hatfield  and  I  propose  to  rename 
today.  Judge  Redden  and  Senator  Hat- 
field have  worked  together  over  the 
years  to  renovate  this  courthouse,  and 
now  I,  as  a  Member  of  the  Senate,  am 
pleased  to  join  in  the  effort  to  rename 
this  courthouse  after  Judge  Redden,  a 
great  Oregonian  and  a  great  American. 


By  Mr.  HARKIN  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Baucus); 
S.  1876.  A  bill  to  amend  chapter  89  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code,  to  end 
health  insurance  portability  for  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  and  eliminate  contin- 
ued coverage  for  departing  Members  of 


Congress  until  health  insurance  port- 
ability for  other  U.S.  citizens  is  en- 
acted into  law,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs. 

THE  MOVE  rr  OR  LOSE  IT  HEALTH  COVERAGE  ACT 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  offer  the  Move  It  or  Lose  It 
Health  Coverage  Act.  This  is  a 
straightforward  bill  that  says  if  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  fail  to  move  health  in- 
surance portability  for  Americans  in  a 
way  that  can  be  signed  into  law,  then 
they  will  lose  the  health  insurance 
portability  that  they  now  enjoy.  K  we 
don't  pass  it  for  America,  we  lose  it  for 
ourselves. 

My  legislation  is  designed  with  one 
goal  in  mind:  to  build  up  the  pressure 
to  provide  greater  health  security  for 
millions  of  American  families. 

Mr.  President,  when  many  Members 
of  Congress  leave  office  today,  they  can 
take  their  health  care  with  them.  No 
need  to  worry  about  preexisting  condi- 
tion exclusions  or  waiting  periods  or 
cancellations  of  policy  if  they  become 
sick.  It's  all  taken  care  of.  Every- 
thing's covered. 

Not  so  for  far  too  many  working  fam- 
ilies. Millions  of  Americans  today  face 
preexisting  condition  exclusions  be- 
cause they  change  jobs,  lose  jobs,  or 
work  for  employers  who  change  insur- 
ance policies. 

The  legislation  I  offer  today  says 
plain  and  simple — as  long  as  health  in- 
surance portability  is  denied  to  work- 
ing Americans,  it  ought  to  be  denied  to 
Members  of  Congress  as  well.  Holding 
office  shouldn't  insulate  anyone  from 
all  the  health  insurance  concerns  that 
face  working  families  in  America  every 
day. 

And  I  am  hopeful  that  this  bill  I  offer 
today  will  provide  the  incentive  needed 
for  all  of  us  to  come  together  and  pass 
responsible  health  insurance  reform 
legislation  for  all  Americans. 

So  my  bill  says  that  until  Congress 
passes  the  Kassebaum-Kennedy  health 
insurance  measure  or  similar  legisla- 
tion, the  coverage  provided  to  Members 
of  Congress  through  the  Federal  Em- 
ployees Health  Benefits  Program 
[FEHBP]  will  be  modified  in  several 
ways  so  that  we  know  what  so  many 
others  are  facing. 

First,  health  insurers  participating 
in  the  FEHBP  would  be  allowed  to  in- 
clude preexisting  condition  exclusions 
in  health  plans  covering  Members  of 
Congress.  Second,  insurers  would  be 
free  to  refuse  to  issue  coverage  or 
renew  coverage  provided  to  a  Member 
because  of  current  health,  or  preexist- 
ing medical  condition.  Carriers  would 
be  free  to  include  these  restrictions 
and  limitations  in  any  health  plan  cov- 
ering a  current  or  retired  Member  of 
Congress. 

And,  third,  current  Members  of  Con- 
gress would  no  longer  receive  taxiMiyer- 
subsidized  health  coverage  after  leav- 
ing office. 
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Mr.  President,  the  Kassebaum-Ken- 
nedy health  insurance  reform  bill 
passed  this  body  100  to  0.  Not  one  Sen- 
ator voted  against  it.  But  now  that  leg- 
islation— ajid  those  important  re- 
forms— are  languishing. 

It  is  time  to  unite  together  to  give 
the  American  people  some  of  the  same 
protections  and  health  security  that 
we  have.  K  health  insurance  port- 
ability is  good  enough  for  Members  of 
Congress,  it  ought  to  be  good  enough 
for  working  Americans,  too. 

And  we  must  go  about  passing  the 
Kassebaum-Kennedy  reform  in  the 
same  spirit  that  it  was  introduced  and 
approved  by  the  Senate  the  first  time 
around— with  strong  bipartisan  support 
and  without  controversial  provisions 
that  will  keep  it  from  being  signed  into 
law. 

Let  us  pass  what  the  American  peo- 
ple want:  a  clean  bill  of  health.  A  clean 
bill  of  security  for  American  families. 

And  make  no  mistake,  Mr.  President. 
If  the  Kassebaum-Kennedy  legislation 
is  reduced  from  the  commonsense  bill 
that  it  was  when  it  left  the  Senate  to 
merely  a  partisan,  political  bill,  then 
there  will  be  no  winners  and  American 
families  will  lose. 

There  is  plenty  of  room  to  reach 
conmion  ground  by  using  conunon 
sense.  It  was  in  that  spirit  that  I  acted 
over  1  month  ago  to  call  for  a  carefully 
designed  pilot  project  for  medical  sav- 
ings accounts.  And  it  is  in  that  spirit 
that  I  offer  my  legislation  today. 

The  Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill  which 
passed  the  Senate  unanimously  is  truly 
a  modest  proposal.  It  does  not  fix  many 
of  the  flaws  in  the  current  health  care 
system.  But  it  represents  an  important 
step  toward  reforming  health  care  and 
injecting  some  fairness  into  the  sys- 
tem. It  would  offer  some  welcome  relief 
for  American  families  worried  about 
losing  their  health  insurance. 

Specifically,  it  would  allow  families 
to  switch  health  plans  without  facing 
preexisting  conditions.  And  it  would 
assure  that  they  won't  be  dropped  and 
their  coverage  will  be  renewed  even  if 
they  become  sick. 

The  General  Accovinting  Office  esti- 
mates that  25  million  Americans  would 
be  helped  by  portability  refonns  con- 
tained in  the  Kassebauim-Kennedy 
health  insurance  bill. 

We  can  not  afford  to  deny  this  basic 
reform  to  the  American  people.  We 
have  passed  common  sense  change  be- 
fore. We  must  do  so  again.  The  Amer- 
ican people  demand  and  deserve  no 
less.  It  is  time  to  deliver. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  bill 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

"There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1876 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 


SECTION  1.  UMITAnONS  OF  HEALTH  CARE  COV- 
ERAGE   FOR    MEMBERS     OP     CON- 


(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  an  estimated  81,000.000  United  States 
citizens  suffer  from  some  type  of  preexisting 
medical  condition  that  could  make  it  dif- 
ficult to  obtain  health  coverage,  especially 
for  that  condition; 

(2)  millions  of  citizens  are  at  risk  of  being 
subjected  to  preexisting  condition  exclusions 
under  current  law  because  they  change  jobs, 
lose  jobs,  or  work  for  employers  who  change 
insurance  policies; 

(3)  Members  of  Congress  may— 

(A)  choose  to  receive  a  health  plan  through 
the  Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits  Pro- 
gram; and 

(B)  enroll  in  a  plan  without  facing  restric- 
tions because  of  health  status  or  preexisting 
medical  conditions: 

(4)  health  care  coverage  for  Members  of 
Congress  under  such  program — 

(A)  is  portable  because  Members  can 
change  plans  without  worry  of  preexisting 
condition  exclusions  or  waiting  periods:  and 

(B)  cannot  be  canceled  and  is  required  to 
be  renewed; 

(5)  Members  of  Congress  are  often  eligible 
to  continue  to  receive  health  care  through 
the  Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits  Pro- 
gram after  they  leave  Congress:  and 

(6)  Congress  should  pass  legislation  to  en- 
sure health  insurance  portability  for  United 
States  citizens. 

(b)  Ending  Health  Insurance  Portabiuty 
AND  Other  Protections  for  Members  of 
Congress.— 

(1)  In  general.— Section  8902  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(oKD  Notwithstanding  subsection  (f)  or 
(h),  or  any  other  provision  of  this  chapter,  a 
contract  for  a  plan  under  this  chapter  shall 
provide  that  a  carrier  may — 

"(A)  Include  in  a  plan  offered  to  an  individ- 
ual described  under  paragraph  (2)  preexisting 
condition  exclusions  and  impose  a  limitation 
or  exclusion  of  benefits  relating  to  treat- 
ment of  a  preexisting  condition  based  on  the 
fact  that  the  condition  existed  prior  to  en- 
rollment; 

"(B)  exclude  trom  enrollment  an  individual 
described  under  paragraph  (2)  due  to  health 
status  or  preexisting  condition;  or 

"(C)  refuse  to  renew  the  health  plan  of  an 
individual  described  under  paragraph  (2)  due 
to  health  status  or  preexisting  condition. 

"(2)  Paragraph  (1)  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  the  health  status  or  preexisting  condition 
of  a  member  of  family  of  an  individual  de- 
scribed under  paragraph  (3). 

"(3)  An  individual  referred  to  under  para- 
graphs (1)  and  (2)  is — 

"(A)  a  Member  of  Congress:  or 

"(B)  an  annuitant  who  on  the  date  imme- 
diately preceding  the  date  of  retirement  de- 
scribed under  section  8901(3)(A)  was  a  Mem- 
ber of  Congress. 

"(4)  This  subsection  shall  cease  to  be  effec- 
tive on  and  after  the  date  on  which  the  Di- 
rector of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Manage- 
ment has  received  certification  txnm  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  that  a  statute  has  been 
enacted  into  law  that— 

"(A)  makes  health  coverage  for  United 
States  citizens  portable  by  limiting  exclu- 
sions for  preexisting  conditions; 

"(B)  guarantees  avaulability  of  health  in- 
surance to  United  States  citizens;  and 

"(C)  guarantees  renewability  of  health  cov- 
erage to  employers  and  individuals  as  long  as 
premiums  are  paid.". 

(2)  Effective  date.— This  subsection  shall 
take  effect  30  days  after  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  section. 


(c)  Elimination  of  coverage  for  Depart- 
ing Members  of  Congress.- Section  8905  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (b)  by  striking  "An  annu- 
itant" and  inserting  "Subject  to  subsection 
(g).  an  annuitant";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(g)(1)  This  section  shall  not  apply  to  any 
annuitant  who — 

"(A)  on  the  date  immediately  preceding 
the  date  of  retirement  described  under  sec- 
tion 8901(3)(A)  was  a  Member  of  Congress; 
and 

"(B)  becomes  an  annuitant  on  or  after  the 
date  which  occurs  30  days  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  subsection. 

"(2)  This  subsection  shall  cease  to  be  effec- 
tive on  and  after  the  date  on  which  the  Di- 
rector of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Manage- 
ment has  received  certification  from  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  that  a  statute  has  been 
enacted  into  law  that— 

"(A)  makes  health  coverage  for  United 
States  citizens  portable  by  limiting  exclu- 
sions for  preexisting  conditions: 

"(B)  guarantees  availability  of  health  In- 
surance to  United  States  citizens:  and 

"(C)  guarantees  renewability  of  health  cov- 
erage to  employers  and  individuals  as  long  as 
premiums  are  paid.". 


By  Mr.  MURKOWSKI  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Stevens): 
S.  1877.  A  bill  to  ensure  the  proper 
stewardship  of  publicly  owned  assets  in 
the  Tongass  National  Forest  in  the 
State  of  Alaska,  a  fair  return  to  the 
United  States  for  public  timber  in  the 
Tongass,  and  a  proper  balance  among 
multiple  use  interests  in  the  Tongass 
to  enhance  forest  health,  sustainable 
harvest,  and  the  general  economic 
health  and  growth  in  southeast  Alaska 
and  the  United  States;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPROVEMENT  TDCBEE 
CONTRACT  EXTENSION  ACT  OF  UM 

•  Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President, 
today  along  with  Senator  Stevens  and 
Congressman  YOUNG.  I  am  introducing 
the  Environmental  Improvement  Tim- 
ber Contract  Extension  Act  of  1996. 
This  bill  would  extend  for  15  additional 
years  the  long-term  timber  sale  con- 
tract on  the  Tongass  National  Forest 
between  the  Forest  Service  and  the 
Ketchikan  Pulp  Corp.  [KPC].  The  ex- 
tension would  i»rovide  KPC  with  a  sta- 
ble timber  supply  over  a  sufficient 
length  of  time  to  amortize  the  cost  of 
new  environmental  improvements  and 
energy  efficiency  equipment.  KPC's  sit- 
uation is  unique  because  all  of  its  tim- 
ber comes  from  the  Forest  Service. 
There  is  no  State  or  private  timber 
available  to  the  company. 

I  am  introducing  this  bill  as  a  result 
of:  First,  the  important  role  that  KPC 
plays  in  the  social,  economic,  and  envi- 
ronmental vitality  of  southeast  Alas- 
ka; second,  the  strong,  bipartisan  sup- 
port within  the  State  for  this  action; 
third,  the  record  from  field  hearings  I 
held  last  month  in  southeast  Alaska 
which  overwhelmingly  supports  intro- 
duction; and  fourth,  the  performance  of 
the  Forest  Service  which  strongly  indi- 
cates    that,     without     congressional 
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intervention,  the  KPC  mill  cannot  sur- 
vive. Let  me  elaborate  on  each  of  these 
factors. 

First,  let  me  describe  the  nature  of 
the  forest  in  southeast  Alaska.  Thirty 
percent  of  the  trees  are  dead  or  dying. 
The  fiber  is  suitable  only  for  p\ilp. 
Without  a  pulp  mill,  lumber  mills 
would  be  less  profitable  and  the  pulp 
would  have  to  be  exported,  creating  no 
domestic  jobs.  Let  me  also  share  with 
my  colleagues  what  the  Forest  Service 
told  us  about  the  evolution  and  impor- 
tance of  KPC's  long-term  contract  to 
southeast  Alaska.  Here  is  what  the 
Agency  told  us  at  a  May  28  oversight 
hearing  in  Ketchikan,  AK: 

The  long-term  contracts  in  Alaska  which 
reQoired  the  construction  and  operation  of 
manofacturin^  facilities  such  as  sawmills 
and  pulp  mills  facilitated  the  establishment 
of  a  timber  Industry  in  southeast  Alaska. 

Prior  to  the  19S0's.  economic  conditions  in 
southeast  Alaska  were  characterized  as 
boom-bast.  Federal  Government  employ- 
ment, mining  and  salmon  {jrocessing  were 
the  economic  mainstays.  After  World  War  U, 
mining  was  essentially  gone,  leaving  a  small 
local  timber  industry  and  commercial  fish- 
ing in  the  natural  resources  sector.  Both  the 
timber  and  commercial  fishing  industries 
were  subject  to  market  swings  from  year  to 
year  and  were  seasonal  in  terms  of  employ- 
ment. The  United  States  favored  the  expan- 
sion of  the  timber  industry  through  several 
long-term  timber  sales  on  the  Tongass  Na- 
tional Forest  to  stabilize  employment  in 
southeast  Alaska. 

Making  the  best  use  of  the  timber  on  the 
Tongass  required  having  suitable  markets 
for  both  high  and  low  quality  timber  and 
species.  The  markets  were  largely  export 
markets  In  the  Pacific  Rim  and  were  some- 
what limited  by  the  need  to  use  most  of  the 
timber  for  pulp.  The  Forest  Service  advo- 
cated the  use  of  long-term  sales  to  establish 
a  pulp  industry  that  would  bring  greater  eco- 
nomic diversity  to  the  region  and  more  year- 
round  employment.  If  successful,  more  serv- 
ice and  trade  establishments  were  expected 
to  follow — creating  greater  tax  bases,  which 
would  provide  opportunities  for  improved 
services,  such  as  schools,  water,  fire  protec- 
tion, and  the  like.  For  all  of  this  to  come  to- 
gether, however,  the  Forest  Service  had  to 
guarantee  a  long-term,  stable  timber  supply 
to  attract  outside  capital  investment. 

I  found  this  testimony  compelling. 
The  Forest  Service  witnesses  recounted 
the  decisions  of  their  predecessors — far- 
sighted  people  recognizing  the  nature 
and  importance  of  the  resource  and 
planning  for  an  environmentally  and 
economically  secure  future.  The  Forest 
Service  recogmized  that,  as  the  sole 
owner  of  land  and  timber,  it  controlled 
the  economic  and  environmental  vital- 
ity of  the  region. 

Well  what  is  the  situation  today? 
Today.  KPC's  operations  directly  or  in- 
directly provide  25  percent  of  the  total 
annual  employment  wages  in  Ketch- 
ikan. KPC's  municipal  real  estate  and 
sales  taxes  generated  $13.6  million  in 
revenues  in  1992. 

More  broadly,  the  southeast  Alaska 
timber  industry  is  the  dominant  con- 
tributor to  real  estate  development  in 
Ketchikan.  More  than  25  percent  of  all 


households  aire  timber  dependent,  and 
the  typical  timber  employee  can  pur- 
chase more  than  90  percent  of  the  ex- 
isting housing  units.  KPC  comprises 
more  than  50  percent  of  the  total  bor- 
ough's industrial  assessed  valuation. 

Tourism  and  fishing  are  also  impor- 
tant to  the  economy  of  Ketchikan  and 
southeast  Alaska.  We  need  all  three  of 
our  basic  industries — timber,  fishing, 
and  tourism — to  be  healthy  if  we  are  to 
have  a  healthy  economy  in  the  region. 
But  quite  simply,  without  some  stabil- 
ity of  timber  supply,  the  economies  of 
the  region  generally,  and  Ketchikan 
specifically,  are  doomed. 

Perhaps  that  is  why  the  proposal  to 
extend  the  KPC  contract  has  received 
broad,  bipartisan  support  from  elected 
officials  throughout  the  State.  Earlier 
this  year,  the  Alaska  Senate  voted  18 
to  1  to  support  a  resolution  urging  the 
Congress  to  extend  the  contract.  The 
Alaska  House  voted  34  to  3  to  support 
the  same  measure.  These  are  extraor- 
dinary margins  of  support.  I  will  sub- 
mit the  resolution  for  the  record. 

Then,  the  Governor  joined  in.  offer- 
ing his  support  for  congressional  action 
to  extend  the  contract.  In  a  May  23  let- 
ter to  me.  Gov.  Tony  Knowles  informed 
me  that: 

The  State  of  Alaska  supports  a  KPC  con- 
tract extension,  contingent  on  KPC's  agree- 
ment with  the  following  five  principles:  To 
protect  the  environment,  Alaska  jobs,  and 
other  forest  users;  and  to  utilize  the  Tongass 
Land  Management  Planning  [TLMP]  process 
and  value-added  processing  techmques. 

I  am  pleased  to  say  that  these  condi- 
tions have  been  agreed  to  by  KPC  and 
are  included  in  the  compromise  legrisla- 
tion  I  am  introducing  today.  I  will  in- 
clude the  Governor's  letter  for  the 
Record. 

After  receiving  these  views  from  the 
legislature  and  the  Governor.  I  sched- 
uled two  oversight  hearings  on  May  28 
and  May  29  in  Ketchikan  and  Juneau, 
respectively.  What  I  heard  at  these 
hearings  wais  overwhelming  support  for 
the  legislature's  resolution,  the  Gov- 
ernor's action,  and  the  extension  of  the 
KPC  contract.  I  heard  ftom  tourism  in- 
terests, bankers,  and  fishermen  who 
supported  the  contract  extension. 
While  not  unanimous,  the  preponder- 
ance of  testimony  offered  over  the  2 
days — and  all  of  the  demonstrators  who 
marched  in  Ketchikan,  as  well  as  most 
or  them  in  Juneau— called  for  congres- 
sional action  to  extend  the  contract. 
These  people  recognize  that  there  is  no 
alternative  source  of  timber  available. 

Last.  I  am  introducing  this  legisla- 
tion today  because  I  have  finally  lost 
confidence  in  the  ability  of  the  Forest 
Service  to  provide  a  stable  and  sustain- 
able supply  of  timber  for  southeast 
Alaska.  Over  the  past  few  years,  the 
agency  has  fallen  further  behind  in 
keeping  a  working  timber  sale  pipeline. 
This  problem  has  worsened  despite  the 
efforts  of  Senator  Stevens  to  provide 
the  agency  with  additional  funding  for 


timber  sale  preparation.  Consequently, 
more  than  half  of  the  operating  mills 
in  southeast  Alaska  have  closed  their 
doors  during  the  last  few  years  during 
this  administration's  watch.  KPC  is 
the  last  remaining  pulp  mill  in  the 
State. 

This  situation  is  absolutely  tragic. 
The  Tongass  is  our  Nation's  largest  na- 
tional forest.  Yet  the  level  of  economic 
activity  associated  with  the  production 
of  forest  products  is  very  small,  and 
sinking.  We  have  only  one  pulpmill  and 
a  few  scattered  sawmills  left.  Employ- 
ment in  the  industry  has  fallen  40  per- 
cent since  1990.  New  Yorkers  bum  more 
wood  in  their  fireplaces  and  stoves 
than  we  harvest  in  southeast  Alaska 
each  year. 

In  its  May  25  testimony,  the  Forest 
Service  acknowledged  that  "the  con- 
tract with  Ketchikan  Pulp  Co.  [KPC] 
has  played  an  important  role  in  the  de- 
velopment of  Alaska's  resources  in 
southeast."  Given  this  admission,  one 
would  think  that  the  Forest  Service 
would  want  to  see  the  mill  stay.  One 
would  expect  the  Forest  Service  to 
weigh-in  in  favor  of  a  contract  exten- 
sion. But  not  so. 

In  very  disappointing  testimony,  the 
agency  maintained  that  "the  terms  of 
the  existing  contract  provide  that  all 
obligations  and  requirements  of  the 
long-term  contract  must  be  satisfied 
on  or  before  June  30,  2004."  In  response 
to  questions  about  any  future  obliga- 
tions past  that  date,  the  agency  in- 
sisted that  it  has  none — none.  This  tes- 
timony was  offered  even  though  the 
preamble  to  the  contract  discusses  a 
commitment  to  a  permanent  economic 
base; 

On  the  question  of  whether  Congress 
should  extend  the  contract,  the  Forest 
Service  testified  that  "a  long-term 
commitment  of  resources  through  a 
timber  contract  could  further  affect 
the  flexibility  of  management  on  the 
Tongass."  and  that  "we  are  committed 
to  completing  the  Revision  of  the 
Tongass  Land  Management  Plan  before 
we  begin  any  discussion  of  future  long- 
term  commitments  to  timber  related 
industries  in  Southeast."  Yet.  in  re- 
sponse to  questions,  the  agency  wit- 
nesses could  not  tell  me:  First,  whether 
such  conmiitments  could  be  made 
within  the  latitude  provided  by  the 
range  of  alternatives  in  the  draft 
TLMP;  second,  whether  additional  Na- 
tional Environmental  Policy  Act  anal- 
ysis would  be  required;  or  third,  wheth- 
er such  conunitments  would  actually 
be  precluded  by  the  selected  alter- 
native of  the  final  plan.  The  testimony 
was  extremely  unsettling.  It  convinced 
me  that  either  the  Forest  Service  and/ 
or  the  administration  would  like  to  see 
the  KPC  mill  go  away. 

They  have  apparently  no  interest  in 
seeing  KPC  invest  $200  million  to  pio- 
neer chlorine-free  manufacturing  tech- 
nology that  could  benefit  environ- 
mental control  efforts  nationwide. 
That  is  also  tragic. 
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Mr.  President,  the  simple  facts  are 
that — without  the  contract  extension — 
KPC  will  be  unable  to  amortize  the  re- 
quired capital  investments  for  environ- 
mental improvements,  and  it  will  go 
away.  The  company's  new  CEO  also 
testified  on  May  28.  He  was  refresh- 
ingly, if  not  reassuringly,  frank.  He 
said: 

In  the  very  near  future,  we  have  to  decide 
whether  to  continue  the  large  investments 
required  to  make  KPC  viable  or  whether  the 
losses  currently  being  inflicted  by  the  appro- 
priate implementation  of  the  contract  can  be 
carried  any  longer.  Now,  we  are  going  to 
make  that  decision  relatively  soon.  This  is 
not  an  issue  for  the  year  2003.  This  is  a  1996 
Issue  and  decision. 

We  will  make  that  decision,  first  of  all, 
based  on  just  to  keep  running  today  we  must 
have  the  Forest  Service  meet  the  intent  of 
the  long-term  bilateral  contract,  including 
the  volume  and  pricing  provisions.  And, 
then,  secondly,  to  continue  to  invest  at  the 
rapid  rate  that  we  are  right  now,  millions  of 
dollars  per  quarter,  this  revised  version  of 
the  long-term  contract  must  be  extended  a 
minimum  of  15  years  at  an  offering  level  of 
192  nnillion  board  feet  per  year. 

The  people  of  KPC  and  the  thousands  of 
people  who  have  worked  with  us  have  met 
its— their  contractual  obligations  to  develop 
the  economy  and  provide  permanent,  year- 
round  employment  for  southeast  Alaska.  We 
want  the  government  to  meet  its  contractual 
obligation  to  provide  a  sufficient  volume  of 
economically  viable  timber  in  a  timely  fash- 
Ion. 

Some  in  southeast  Alaska  suggest 
that  the  region  does  not  need  the  KPC 
pulpmill  to  have  a  successful  and  sus- 
tainable timber  industry.  What  is  need- 
ed they  opine,  is  to  eliminate  the  mo- 
nopoly contract  and  develop  more 
small,  value-added  manufacturing  fa- 
cilities. 

This  is  wishful  thinking.  The  inde- 
pendent mill  witnesses  at  our  hearings 
indicated  that  the  lack  of  a  stable  tim- 
ber supply  will  preclude  any  additional 
investments  in  southeast  Alaska.  The 
manufacture  of  pulp  is  a  higher  value 
added  process  than  any  of  the  alter- 
natives suggested  by  opponents  of  the 
pulpmill.  The  loss  of  the  pulpmill  will 
destabilize  the  industry  and  the  infra- 
structure of  the  region,  and  have  a 
chilling  effect  on  future  industry  in- 
vestments. Available  capital  will  mi- 
grate to  other  regions. 

Mr.  President,  I  cannot  stand  idly  by 
and  watch  the  town  of  Ketchikan  die.  I 
will  not.  I  am  introducing,  and  ask  re- 
spectful consideration  of,  the  Environ- 
mental Improvement  Timber  Contract 
Extension  Act. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  additional  material  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1877 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TTTLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Environ- 
mental Improvement  Timber  Contract  Ex- 
tension Act." 


SEC  2.  MODmCATION  OF  IjONG-TERM  CON- 
TRACT  REGARDING  TONGASS  NA- 
TIONAL ftMtEST. 

(a)  DEFiNrnoNS.— In  this  section: 

(1)  The  term  "board  feet"  means  net 
scribner  long-log  scale  for  all  sawlogs  and  all 
hemlock  and  spruce  utility  grade  logs. 

(2)  The  term  "contract"  means  the  timber 
sale  contract  numbered  AlOfs-1042  between 
the  United  States  and  the  Ketchikan  Pulp 
Company. 

(3)  The  term  "contracting  officer"  means 
the  Regional  Forester  of  Region  10  of  the 
United  States  Forest  Service. 

(4)  The  term  "mid-market  criteria"  means 
an  appraisal  that  ensures  an  average  timber 
oi>erator  will  have  a  weighted  average  profit 
and  risk  margin  of  at  least  60  percent  of  nor- 
mal in  a  mid-market  situation,  representa- 
tive of  the  most  recent  10  years  of  actual 
market  data. 

(5)  The  term  "proportionality"  means  the 
proportion  of  high  volume  stands  (sunds  of 
30,000  or  more  board  feet  per  acre)  to  low  vol- 
ume stands  (stands  of  8,000  to  30.000  board 
feet  i>er  acre.) 

(6)  The  term  "purchaser"  means  the  Ketch- 
ikan Pulp  Company. 

(b)  Findings.— Congress  finds  the  follow- 
ing: 

(1)  On  July  26,  1951,  the  Forest  Service,  on 
behalf  of  the  United  States,  and  the  pur- 
chaser entered  into  a  contract  to  harvest 
8.2SO.000.000  board  feet  of  timber  from  the 
Tongass  National  Forest  in  the  State  of 
Alaska.  While  the  contract  is  scheduled  to 
end  June  30,  2004.  it  acknowledges  an  inten- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  Forest  Service  to  sup- 
ply adequate  timber  thereafter  for  perma- 
nent operation  of  the  purchaser's  facilities 
on  a  commercially  sound  and  permanently 
economical  basis.  This  legislation  is  nec- 
essary to  effectuate  that  intent. 

(2)  A  pulp  mill  or  similar  facility  is  nec- 
essary in  southeast  Alaska  to  optimize  the 
level  of  year-round,  high-paying  jobs  in  the 
area,  to  provide  high  value  added  use  of  low- 
grade  wood  and  by-product  material  from 
sawmilling  operations,  and  to  maintain  a 
stable  regional  economy. 

(3)  The  purchaser  plans  to  make  environ- 
mental and  operational  improvements  to  its 
pulp  mill,  including  conversion  to  an  ele- 
mentally chlorine  free  bleaching  process,  ex- 
pansion of  wastewater  treatment  facilities, 
relocation  of  the  existing  wastewater  outfall, 
and  improvements  to  chemical  recovery  and 
power  generation  Improvements  to  chemical 
recovery  and  power  generation  equiianent. 
Total  capital  expenditures  are  estimated  to 
be  $200,000,000.  S25.000.000  of  which  the  pur- 
chaser has  already  invested. 

(4)  Elxtension  of  the  contract  for  15  years  is 
the  minimum  reasonable  extension  period  to 
allow  amortization  of  these  environmental 
improvement  and  energy  efficiency  projects. 

(5)  Ketchikan  is  the  fourth  largest  city  of 
Alaska.  Its  economic  and  job  base  are  ex- 
tremely dependent  upon  the  continuation  of 
the  contract,  which  provides  the  principal 
source  of  year-round  employment  in  the 
area.  The  purchaser  has  stated  among  its 
goals  and  objectives  the  following: 

(A)  Continuation  of  a  long-term  commitr 
ment  to  Ketchikan  and  southeast  Alaska,  in- 
cluding maintenance  of  a  stable  Alaskan 
workforce,  utilization  of  Alaskan  contrac- 
tors, vendors,  and  suppliers  to  permit  those 
businesses  to  hire  and  nuuntain  Alaskan  em- 
ployees. 

(B)  Participation  In  the  Forest  Service's 
land  management  planning  process  with 
other  users  so  that  the  process  may  be  com- 
pleted expeditiously  with  maximum  informa- 
tion. 


(C)  Adherence  to  sound  principles  of  mul- 
tiple-use and  sustained  yield  of  forest  re- 
sources providing  for  the  production  of  sus- 
tainable contract  volumes  for  the  purchaser 
and  the  other  timber  operators  in  southeast 
Alaska  and  the  i>rotection  and  promotion  of 
other  forest  uses,  including  tourism,  fishing, 
subsistence,  hunting,  mining,  and  recreation. 

(D)  Protection  of  air.  water,  and  land,  in- 
cluding fish  and  wildlife  habitat,  through 
compliance  with  applicable  Federal,  State, 
and  local  laws. 

(E)  Commitment  to  continue  to  explore 
new  processes  and  technology  to  maximize 
the  use  of  timber  harvested  and  increase  the 
value  of  products  manufactured  In  southeast 
Alaska. 

(6)  The  national  interest  Is  served  by  a  pol- 
icy that  accomplishes  the  proper  stewardship 
of  publicly  owned  assets  in  the  Tongass  Na- 
tional Forest,  a  Ikir  return  to  the  United 
States  for  public  timber  in  the  Tongass  Na- 
tional Forest,  and  a  proper  balance  among 
multiple  use  interests  in  the  Tongass  Na- 
tional Forest  to  enhance  forest  health,  sus- 
tainable harvest,  and  the  general  economic 
health  and  growth  in  southwest  Alaska  and 
the  United  States  in  order  to  improve  na- 
tional economic  benefits.  The  national  inter- 
est is  best  achieved  by  fostering  domestic 
forest  product  markets  and  by  modifying  the 
terms  of  the  contract  pursuant  to  subsection 
(c). 

(c)  CONTRACT  Fairness  Changes.— The  con- 
tract is  hereby  modified  as  follows: 

(1)  Extension.— The  term  of  the  contract  Is 
extended  by  15  years  from  June  30,  2004. 

(2)  Sai£  offering  plan.— The  contract 
shall  include  a  plan  describing  the  amount  of 
volume,  location,  and  the  schedule  by  which 
the  purchaser  shall  receive  the  timber  re- 
quired by  paragraph  (3)  for  the  remainder  of 
the  contract  term.  The  plan  shall  be  coordi- 
nated with  the  Tongass  Land  Management 
Plan. 

(3)  Volume  requireicents.- The  volume  of 
timber  required  under  the  contract  shall  be 
provided  in  5-year  increments  of  962.500,000 
board  feet,  which  the  purchaser  shall  be  obli- 
gated to  harvest  in  an  orderly  manner,  sub- 
ject to  the  foUowing: 

(A)  Until  March  1.  1999.  when  the  next  5- 
year  increment  is  inT>vlded  to  the  purchaser, 
the  Forest  Service  shall  ;HX)vide  the  pur- 
chaser with  at  least  192.500,000  board  feet  per 
year  of  available  timber  at  a  date  certain 
each  year  and  shall  maintain  a  supply  of 
timber  adequate  to  insure  the  purchaser  can 
reasonably  harvest  192,500.000  board  feet  each 
year. 

(B)  To  ensure  harvest  in  an  orderly  man- 
ner, the  contracting  officer  shall  provide  for 
the  construction  by  the  purchaser  of  roads  in 
portions  of  the  5-year  increment  area  of  Um- 
ber in  advance  of  the  5-year  operating  period 
by  including  such  roads  in  the  environ- 
mental impact  statement  prepared  for  the  5- 
year  operating  period. 

(C)  Timber  selected  for  inclusion  in  the  5- 
year  increment  shall  meet  the  mid-market 
criteria.  / 

(4)  APPRAISALS  and  rates.— The  contract- 
ing officer  shall  perform  appraisals  using 
normal  independent  national  forest  timber 
sale  procedures  and  designate  rates  for  the 
increments  of  timber  to  be  provided.  The 
rates  shall  not  be  designated  at  a  level  that 
places  the  purchaser  at  a  competitive  dis- 
advantage to  a  similar  enterisrise  in  the  Pa- 
cific Northwest  and  those  rates  shall  be  the 
sole  charges  the  purchaser  shall  be  required 
to  pay  for  timber  provided. 

(5)  MEASUREMENT    OF    PROPORTION ALTTT.- 

The   Forest  Service  shall  measure  propor- 
tionality using  the  following  criteria: 
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(A)  Measure  for  groups  of  all  contiguous 
management  areas. 

(B)  Measure  proportionality  by  acres. 

(C)  Measure  proportionality  over  the  entire 
rotation  age. 

(6)  Conversion  or  replacement  of  puip 
MHi.— The  purchaser  may  convert  or  re- 
place, in  part  or  in  whole,  its  pulp  mill  with 
a  facility  that  manufactures  any  other  value 
added  product  that  utilizes  pulp  logs  as  a 
raw  material  component. 

(7)  Unilateral  termination.— The  unilat- 
eral termination  clause  of  the  contract  is 
eliminated. 

(8)  Subsequent  modifications.— Any 
clause  in  the  contract,  as  modified  by  this 
subsection,  may  be  further  modified  only  by 
mutual  agreement  of  the  Forest  Service  and 
the  purchaser  and  may  be  so  modlHed  with- 
out further  Act  of  Congress. 

(d)  Effective  Date  for  Contract  Modi- 
fication.— 

(1)  Effective  date.— The  modifications 
made  by  subsection  (c)  shall  take  effect  45 
days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

(2)  Ministerial  duty  to  modift  the  con- 
tract.— Not  later  than  such  effective  date, 
the  contracting  officer  shall  revise,  as  a  min- 
isterial function,  the  text  of  the  contract  to 
conform  with  the  modifications  made  by 
subsection  (c)  and  implement  the  modified 
contract.  The  contracting  officer  shall  make 
conforming  changes  to  provisions  of  the  con- 
tract that  were  not  modified  by  subsection 
(c)  in  order  to.  ensure  that  the  modifications 
made  by  such  subsection  are  implemented. 

(e)  TRANsmoN  Timber  Supply.- Timber 
volume  available  or  scheduled  to  be  offered 
to  the  purchaser  under  the  contract  in  effect 
on  the  day  before  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act  shall  continue  to  be  offered  and 
scheduled  under  the  contract  as  modified  by 
subsection  (c)  along  with  such  additional 
timber  volume  as  is  necessary  to  satisfy  the 
timber  volume  requirement  of  192.500,000 
board  feet  per  year. 

Senate  Joint  resolution  No.  40  in  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Alaska 

Whereas,  for  the  last  40  years,  the  timber 
industry  operating  on  national  forest  land  in 
Southeast  Alaska  has  been  the  largest  pri- 
vate employer  in  Southeast  Alaska;  and 

Whereas  the  United  States  Forest  Service 
strategy  for  creating  permanent  year-round 
employment  through  a  timber  industry  in 
Southeast  Alaska  has  been  to  offer  long- 
term  contracts  to  attract  pulp  mills  to  use, 
and  add  value  to,  low-grade  and  by-product 
materials  from  timber  harvesting;  these  pulp 
mills  serve  as  a  market  for  pulp  logs  and 
chips  ftom  the  sawmills  in  Southeast  Alas- 
ka; and 

Whereas  pulp  mills  assure  full  utilization 
and  protect  forest  health  by  using  that  sig- 
nificant portion  of  the  Tongass  National 
Forest  that  consists  of  dead,  dying-,  and  over- 
mature timber;  and 

Whereas,  since  passage  of  the  Tongass  Tim- 
ber Reform  Act  of  1990  (TTRA).  a  pulp  mill 
and  a  niajor  sawmill  have  closed,  and  more 
than  40  percent  of  the  timber  industry  has 
been  lost  due,  in  part,  to  the  failure  of  the 
United  States  Forest  Service  to  make  avail- 
able the  approximately  420.000.000  board  feet 
per  year  needed  to  meet  the  jobs  protection 
promises  made  by  those  who  sought  passage 
of  the  TTRA.  all  of  which  has  created  severe 
social  and  economic  harm  to  the  timber  in- 
dustry, its  workers,  and  timber-dependent 
communities  in  Southeast  Alaska;  and 

Whereas  another  of  the  reasons  for  the  clo- 
sure of  the  Sitka  pulp  mill  was  the  adverse 


economic  impacts  of  unilateral  changes  to 
its  long-term  contract  made  by  the  TTRA. 
those  unilateral  changes  also  adversely  im- 
pact the  economics  of  the  Ketchikan  Pulp 
Company  (KPD)  contract;  and 

Whereas  KPC.  which  obtained  a  long-term 
contract  to  help  create  year-round  jobs  in 
Southeast  Alaska,  is  the  sole  remaining  pulp 
mill  in  Alaska,  a  mjor  employer  in  South- 
east Alaska,  and  the  market  for  pulp  logs 
and  chips  from  all  the  other  sawmills  in 
Southeast  Alaska;  and 

Whereas  the  loss  of  the  KPC  pulp  mill 
would  lead  to  the  loss  of  the  entire  industry 
now  operating  on  the  Tongass  National  For- 
est with  devastating  social  and  economic  ef- 
fects on  families  and  communities  through- 
out Southeast  Alaska;  and 

Whereas,  KPC  pulp  mill  faces  an  uncertain 
future,  not  of  its  own  making,  as  a  result  of 
the  continuing  log  shortage  created  by  the 
failure  of  the  United  States  Forest  Service 
to  meet  its  volume  requirements  under 
KPC's  contract  and  the  TTRA,  as  a  result  of 
the  adverse  economic  impacts  to  its  long- 
term  contract  caused  by  the  unilateral 
TTRA  changes,  and  as  a  result  of  the  re- 
quirement that  more  than  S155.000.000  in  cap- 
ital expenditures  be  made  over  the  next  few 
years  to  meet  new  and  ever  changing  federal 
environmental  standards  and  operating 
needs;  and 

Whereas,  as  a  matter  of  economic  common 
sense.  KPC  cannot  make  all  the  necessary 
expenditures  without  the  federal  government 
extending  its  contract  for  a  sufficient  period 
to  amortize  those  expenditures,  without  an 
adequate  supply  of  timber,  and  without 
modifying  those  portions  of  the  unilateral 
TTRA  contract  changes  that  have  adversely 
impacted  the  contract's  economics;  and 

Whereas  the  legislature  finds  that  an  addi- 
tional 15  years  is  a  minimum  reasonable  pe- 
riod to  extend  the  KPC's  timber  sale  con- 
tract to  allow  such  amortization  and  to  pro- 
vide opportunities  for  value-added  alter- 
natives that  maximize  the  number  of  jobs 
and  assures  environmentally  sound  oper- 
ations; and 

Whereas  the  legislature  finds  that  suffi- 
cient timber  must  be  made  available  to 
nmintain  the  KPC  contract,  to  provide 
100.000.000  board  feet  for  the  contracts  to 
small  business,  and  to  reopen  the  Wrangell 
facility  and  a  by-product  facility  in  Sitka;  be 
it 

Resolved,  That  the  Alaska  State  Legisla- 
ture respectfully  urges  the  Alaska  delegation 
in  Congress  and  the  Governor  to  take  all 
steps  necessary,  this  year,  to  extend  the 
Ketchikan  Pulp  Company  long-term  con- 
tract for  an  additional  15  years  and  modify 
those  portions  of  the  contract  which  the 
TTRA  unilaterally  impacted,  because  such 
an  extension  and  modification  are  critical  to 
the  environmental,  social,  and  economic 
well-being  of  the  Tongass  National  Forest 
timber  workers,  their  families,  and  timber- 
dependent  communities  in  Southeast  Alaska 
and  because  such  an  extension  is  in  the  pub- 
lic interest  of  the  State  of  Alaska:  and  be  it 
further 

Resolved,  That  the  Tongass  National  Forest 
should  be  managed  for  a  healthy  and  diversi- 
fied economy  for  the  benefit  of  all  users,  in- 
cluding value-added  forest  products,  com- 
mercial and  sport  fishing,  seafood  process- 
ing, tourism,  subsistence,  sport  hunting,  and 
local  businesses  that  provide  goods  and  serv- 
ices; and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  the  Alaska  State  Legisla- 
ture also  respectfully  urges  the  Alaska  Con- 
gressional Delegation,  the  Governor,  and  the 
United  States  Forest  Service  to  take  action 


this  year  to  assure  that  sufficient  timber  be 
made  available  as  i>art  of  any  revision  of  the 
Tongass  Land-Use  Management  Plan  to 
maintain  the  Ketchikan  Pulp  Company  con- 
tract, to  provide  100.000.000  board  feet  for 
small  business  contracts,  and  to  reopen  the 
Wrangell  facility  and  a  by-product  facility  in 
Sitka. 

Copies  of  this  resolution  shall  be  sent  to 
the  Honorable  Bill  Clinton.  President  of  the 
United  States;  the  Honorable  Daniel  R. 
Glickman,  Secretary  of  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture;  the  Honorable  Bruce  Babbitt, 
Secretary  of  the  U.S.  I>epartment  of  the  In- 
terior; the  Honorable  Newt  Gingrich.  Speak- 
er of  the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives;  the 
Honorable  Strom  Thurmond.  President  Pro 
Tempore  of  the  U.S.  Senate;  and  to  the  Hon- 
orable Ted  Stevens  and  the  Honorable  Frank 
Murkowski,  U.S.  Senators,  and  the  Honor- 
able Don  Young.  U.S.  Representative,  mem- 
bers of  the  Alaska  delegation  in  Congress. 

State  of  Alaska. 
Office  of  the  Governor. 
Washington,  DC,  May  23, 1996. 
Hon.  Frank  Murkowski. 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Murkowski:  On  behalf  of 
Governor  Tony  Knowles.  I  hereby  submit,  for 
the  hearing  record,  the  attached  letter  from 
the  Governor  to  Mr.  Mark  Suwyn,  Chairman 
of  Liouisiana-Pacific  Corporation,  concerning 
a  possible  contract  extension  for  the  Ketch- 
ikan Pulp  Company  (KPC). 

As  the  attached  letter  indicates,  the  State 
of  Alaska  supports  a  KPC  contract  exten- 
sion, contingent  on  KPC's  agreement  with 
the  following  five  principles:  to  protect  the 
environment,  Alaska  jobs,  and  other  forest 
users;  and  to  utilize  the  Tongass  Land  Man- 
agement Planning  (TLMP)  process  and 
value-added  processing  techniques.  The 
State's  support  for  a  contract  extension, 
however,  leaves  for  the  federal  public  process 
to  resolve  the  issues  of  volume,  contract  du- 
ration, and  pricing  structure. 

With  resi>ect  to  the  TXiMP  process,  which 
we  understand  you  are  also  having  hearings 
on,  the  State  continues  to  provide  informa- 
tion and  comments  to  the  United  States  For- 
est Service  in  an  effort  to  develop  a  manage- 
ment plan  for  the  Tongass  that  is  based  on 
sound  science,  prudent  management,  and 
meaningful  public  participation. 

In  addition  to  this  letter  for  the  record, 
the  State  plans  to  be  represented  at  the 
hearings  by  Veronica  Slajer,  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce  and  Economic  Develop- 
ment, who  will  be  in  attendance  to  listen  to 
the  testimony  of  the  witnesses.  As  we  in- 
formed your  staff  earlier.  Ms.  Slajer  will  not 
be  testifying  at  the  hearings,  but  the  State 
is  interested  in  learning  about  what  others 
think  about  these  issues  so  that  the  State 
can  incorporate  these  thoughts  in  the  formu- 
lation of  State  policy. 

Thank  you  for  considering  the  State's 
views. 

Sincerely. 

John  W.  Katz, 
Director  of  State/Federal  Relations  and 
Special  Counsel  to  the  Governor. 

State  of  Alaska, 
Office  of  the  Governor. 

Juneau,  April  26, 1996. 
Mr.  Mark  Suw^'n, 

Chairman  and  CEO,  Louisiana  Pacific  Corpora- 
tion, Portland,  OR. 
Dear  Mark:  Thank  you  for  our  recent  dis- 
cussions about  the  future  of  the  Ketchikan 
Pulp  Company  (KPC). 
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As  you  know,  my  Administration  has  con- 
sistently supported  a  sustainable  timber  in- 
dustry in  the  Tongass.  including  a  predict- 
able timber  supply  to  meet  the  terms  of  the 
KPC  contract  and  100  million  board  feet  for 
small  operators  through  Small  Business  Ad- 
ministration sales.  Thousands  of  Alaskan 
families  depend  on  the  Tongass  for  their 
livelihoods,  subsistence  bunting  and  fishing, 
recreation,  and  other  uses. 

With  this  letter.  I  want  to  inform  you  my 
Administration  supports  a  KPC  contract  ex- 
tension, contingent  on  the  five  principles 
outlined  below.  As  you  mentioned  during  our 
recent  meeting,  a  decision  to  extend  KPC's 
current  contract  is  a  federal  one.  While  the 
state  has  no  authority  to  grant  an  extension, 
the  long-term  partnership  between  the  peo- 
ple of  Southeast  Alaska  and  the  timber  in- 
dustry and  between  the  City  of  Ketchikan 
and  KPC  gives  us  an  important  Interest  in 
the  extension  issue.  This  partnership  has 
benefited  the  jobs  and  families  of  Southeast 
Alaska  and  has  helped  maintain  healthy, 
safe,  and  stable  communities. 

Inherent  in  this  long-term  partnership  are 
five  principles: 

1.  EnviroTunental  Protection.  Protection  of 
air.  water,  and  land,  including  fish  habitat 
through  compliance  with  applicable  federal, 
state,  and  local  laws.  This  means  KPC  should 
develop  a  plan  to  achieve  full  compliance 
with  environmental  laws  within  three  years. 
This  would  include  a  meaningful  public  proc- 
ess that  resolves  public  health  and  environ- 
mental issues. 

2.  Commitment  to  Ketchikan.  A  long-term 
commitment  to  Ketchikan  and  the  mainte- 
nance of  a  stable  workforce,  including  the 
hiring  and  training  of  resident  Alaskans  and 
a  willingness  to  hire  Alaska  contractors. 
KPC  should  have  longer  terms  contracts 
with  Alaska  timber  businesses  to  provide 
them  the  certainly  to  hire  permanent  em- 
ployees from  Alaska.  KPC  should  support  a 
policy  for  directing  50  percent  of  the  timber 
ftom  SBA  sales  to  in-state  secondary  proc- 
essing through  contracts  with  SBA  timber 
businesses. 

3.  Multiple  Use.  Adherence  to  sound  prin- 
ciples of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  of 
forest  resources.  This  means  the  production 
of  sustainable  contract  volumes  for  KPC  and 
the  small  timber  operators  in  southeast  and 
the  protection  and  promotion  of  other  forest 
uses  and  users,  including  tourism,  fishing, 
subsistence,  hunting,  mining,  and  recreation. 

The  planning  process  is  of  little  value  if  in- 
dividual sales  remain  mired  in  controversy 
and  litigation.  Therefore,  timber  offerings  in 
areas  of  high  community  interest  and  impor- 
tant fish  habitat,  such  as  Cleveland  Penin- 
sula. Honker  Divide.  East  Kuiu.  and  Poison 
Cove,  should  be  avoided.  In  addition,  every 
effort  should  be  made  to  bring  about  a  tran- 
sition from  the  harvest  of  old  growth  to  sec- 
ond growth  timber. 

4.  TLMP  Process.  The  Tongass  Land  Man- 
agement Plan,  including  full  participation 
by  the  timber  industry  and  other  forest 
users,  must  be  completed  expeditiously.  The 
timber  volume  available  for  harvest  must  be 
determined  through  the  TLMP  planning 
process. 

5  Value-Added.  The  timber  industry  should 
continue  to  explore  new  processes  and  tech- 
nology to  maximize  the  use  of  timer  har- 
vested and  increase  the  value  of  products. 

As  we  discussed,  the  matter  of  volume, 
contract  duration,  and  price  must  be  deter- 
mined by  the  federal  public  process. 

I  look  forward  to  our  continued  coopera- 
tion. 

Sincerely, 

ToNTi-  Knowles. 

Governor.  • 


By  Mr.  AKAKA: 
S.  1878.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Nuclear 
Waste  Policy  Act  of  1982  to  prohibit  the 
licensing  of  a  permanent  or 
interimnuclear  waste  storage  facility 
outside  the  50  States  or  the  District  of 
Columbia,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Environment  and 
Public  Works. 

THE  NUCLEAR  WASTE  POUC^"  ACT  OF  1962 
AMENDMENT  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  AKAKA.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
am  introducing  an  amendment  to  the 
Nuclear  Waste  Policy  Act  to  prohibit 
an  interim  or  permanent  nuclear  waste 
storage  facility  outside  of  the  50 
States.  My  bill  would  prevent  the  Nu- 
clear Regulatory  Commission  from 
issuing  a  license  to  store  nuclear  waste 
in  any  of  the  territories,  or  on  U.S. 
possessions  such  as  Midway  Island  or 
Palmyra  Atoll. 

Some  of  my  Senate  colleagues  may 
wonder  whether  this  is  a  bill  in  search 
of  a  problem  that  does  not  exist.  Until 
a  few  weeks  ago,  I  would  have  never 
imagined  that  legislation  such  as  this 
was  necessary.  However,  based  on  in- 
formation I  have  compiled,  it  is  clear 
that  the  bill  I  am  proposing  is  urgently 
needed. 

Earlier  this  year,  the  Honolulu  pa- 
pers reported  that  Palmyra  Island,  a 
Pacific  atoll  located  900  miles  south- 
west of  Hawaii,  was  sold  to  a  New  York 
investment  firm  known  as  KVR.  Inc. 
The  reason  KVR  purchased  Palmyra 
has  always  been  vague  and  uncertain. 
However,  2  weeks  ago  details  of  a 
scheme  for  Palmyra  were  uncovered 
when  the  island's  new  owners  quietly 
circulated  legislation  that  would  direct 
the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission  to 
issue  a  license  for  high-level  nuclear 
fuel  storage  on  Palmyra.  The  State  of 
Hawaii  and  its  delegation  in  Congress 
strongly  oppose  this  proposal. 

I  have  recently  discovered  that  Pal- 
myra was  not  the  only  island  targeted 
for  nuclear  storage.  Midway  Island  and 
sites  in  the  Republic  of  the  Marshall  Is- 
lands were  also  proposed  for  nuclear 
waste  storage  by  the  owners  of  Pal- 
myra and  their  associates. 

As  more  and  more  information  sur- 
faces about  the  activities  of  Palmjrra's 
new  owners,  their  business  associates, 
and  the  web  of  corporations  they  con- 
trol, the  true  picture  of  their  scheme 
emerges.  When  you  fit  all  the  pieces  of 
the  puzzle  together,  you  find  that  a 
group  of  nuclear  entrepreneurs  have 
been  combing  the  Pacific  for  the  past  2 
years,  searching  for  a  home  for  their 
nuclear  waste  dump.  It  is  an  affront  to 
Hawaii  and  the  Pacific  that  they  would 
hatch  this  scheme  and  operate  in  the 
shadows  for  so  long. 

Let  me  present  the  facts  in  greater 
detail.  In  October  1994,  the  developers 
of  this  nuclear  waste  initiative  wrote 
the  President  of  the  Republic  of  the 
Marshall  Islands  to  propose  that  high- 
level  nuclear  waste  be  stored  in  the 
Marshall  Islands.  Prior  to  sending  their 


letter,  representatives  from  both  sides 
met  in  Washington  to  discuss  the  pro- 
posal. In  exchange  for  providing  exclu- 
sive use  of  an  island  for  storing  nuclear 
fuel,  the  Republic  of  the  Marshall  Is- 
lands Government  would  receive  $160 
million  in  concession  payments  as  well 
as  a  share  of  any  profits  from  the  ven- 
ture. 

Fortunately  this  initiative  did  not 
succeed.  The  plan  to  store  nuclear  ma- 
terials in  the  Republic  of  the  Marshall 
Islands  was  opposed  by  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration and  prompted  Congress  to 
enact  legislation  prohibiting  the  De- 
partment of  Elnergy  from  negotiating 
such  an  arrangement  with  the  Republic 
of  the  Marshall  Islands  Government. 

At  this  point  the  scheme  to  build  a 
nuclear  waste  dump  on  a  low-lying  Pa- 
cific atoll  appeared  dead.  But  the  pro- 
posal resurfaced  when  a  group  of  Wash- 
ington lobbyists  and  Wall  Street  fin- 
anciers purchased  Palmyra  Atoll  ear- 
lier this  year. 

The  bill  drafted  by  the  new  owners  of 
Palmyra  is  one  of  the  most  remarkable 
legislative  proposals  I  have  seen  in  my 
20  years  in  Congress.  It  is  a  legislative 
blank  check,  granting  carte  blanche 
authority  to  the  owners  of  Palmjrra  to 
become  the  world's  only,  privately 
owned  nuclear  fuel  storage  and  reproc- 
essing enterprise.  This  proposal  would 
vastly  increase  the  risk  of  nuclear  pro- 
liferation by  placing  the  critical  ele- 
ments of  weapons  of  mass  destruc- 
tion—Plutonium  and  uranium— in  pri- 
vate hands. 

The  bill  directs  the  Nuclear  Regu- 
latory Commission  to  issue  a  license  to 
store  200.000  tons  of  nuclear  fuel  on 
Palmyra.  The  license  shall  be  granted 
for  the  maximum  period  permitted  by 
law.  By  directing  the  NRC  to  license 
nuclear  waste  storage  on  Palmsrra,  the 
draft  legislation  would  circumvent 
NRC  licensing  standards  and  waive  en- 
vironmental, engineering,  and  safety 
requirements  that  normally  apply  to 
the  storage  of  spent  nuclear  fuel. 

One  of  the  boldest  elements  of  the 
bill  grants  the  owners  of  Palmjrra  the 
exclusive  right  to  determine  the  scope 
of  activities  on  the  atoll.  Why  should 
anyone,  whether  a  private  individual  or 
an  arm  of  government,  be  granted  un- 
fettered authority  over  an  island  where 
200.000  tons  of  nuclear  fuel  is  being 
stored  and  reprocessed?  This  would  be 
nuclear  madness. 

Another  flaw  of  this  proposal  is  that 
atolls  like  Palmyra  are  environ- 
mentally sensitive  and  prone  to  erosion 
and  extreme  weather  conditions.  East- 
em  Island,  the  highest  point  on  the 
atoll,  is  less  than  6  feet  above  sea  level. 

Any  nuclear  material  stored  at  Pal- 
myra would  eventually  have  to  be  relo- 
cated. The  National  Academy  of 
Sciences  and  the  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission  have  determined  that 
above-ground  storage  of  nuclear  mate- 
rials can  only  be  an  interim  solution. 
Spent  nuclear  fuel  stored  at  Palmyra 
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would  eventually  have  to  be  relocated 
to  a  permanent  storage  site.  K  this  pro- 
posal succeeds,  ships  canying  spent 
nuclear  fuel  from  all  comers  of  the 
globe  will  transect  the  Pacific  to  de- 
posit nuclear  material  at  Palmyra, 
only  to  transport  this  fuel  once  again 
to  a  permanent  storage  site  at  another 
location.  If  the  plan  for  nuclear  reproc- 
essing goes  forward,  the  traffic  in  nu- 
clear cargo  would  increase  dramati- 
cally. 

The  bill  further  declares  that  the 
owners  of  Palmyra  shall  have  title  to 
any  nuclear  fuel,  commencing  at  the 
time  waste  is  transferred  to  containers 
bound  for  Palmyra.  It  would  sum- 
marily select  a  site  for  storing  nuclear 
waste  without  scientific  or  technical 
evaluation  of  the  geologic,  hydrologic, 
seismic  or  other  conditions  of  the  atoll. 
It  negates  decades  of  research,  plan- 
ning, and  development  we  have  in- 
vested in  achieving  an  acceptable  ap- 
proach to  our  nuclear  waste  problem. 

Of  course,  in  order  to  achieve  this  re- 
markable plan,  the  bill  waives  the 
Clean  Water  Act  and  the  National  En- 
vironmental Policy  Act.  These  laws  are 
the  hallmark  of  our  Nation's  commit- 
ment to  protecting  the  environment 
and  enjoy  broad,  bipartisan  support. 
The  notion  that  these  fundamental  en- 
vironmental laws  should  be  waived  dur- 
ing the  licensing  of  a  high-level  nu- 
clear waste  storage  site  is  simply  irre- 
sponsible. The  American  people  will 
never  accept  such  a  proposal,  no  mat- 
ter how  well  it  is  sugarcoated. 

The  revelation  this  week  that  Mid- 
way, an  island  that  is  part  of  the  Ha- 
waiian chain,  was  also  sought  by  the 
owners  of  Palmyra  is  an  especially 
firightening  development  for  the  people 
of  Hawaii.  In  December  1995,  the  chair- 
man of  U.S.  Fuel  and  Security  re- 
quested that  the  Navy  allow  high-level 
nuclear  fuel  storage  on  Midway  Island. 
U.S.  Fuel  and  Security  is  a  company 
affiliated  with  the  new  purchasers  of 
Palmyra.  The  company  has  a  business 
plan  that  calls  for  storing  nuclear  ma- 
terials on  a  privately  owned  island  in 
the  Pacific  Ocean,  which  we  now  know 
to  be  Palmyra. 

Fortunately,  the  request  was  denied 
and  the  Navy  transferred  operational 
control  of  Midway  to  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  in  May  of  this  year. 
The  purchase  of  Palmyra  was  con- 
summated only  after  it  became  clear 
that  the  Navy  would  not  approve  the 
proposal  for  Midway  storage. 

Weeks  ago,  when  details  first  sur- 
faced about  establishing  a  nuclear 
waste  dump  on  Palmyra,  it  was  dif- 
ficult to  believe  that  there  was  any 
truth  to  these  proposals.  But  as  I  un- 
covered more  and  more  information,  I 
began  to  realize  that  this  story  was 
fact,  and  not  fiction.  This  tale  of  nu- 
clear intrigue  is  like  a  bad  onion.  Each 
time  you  peel  away  another  layer  it 
smells  even  more.  You  begin  to  wonder 
what  else  this  group  is  up  to  that  we  do 
not  know  about. 


That  is  why  I  am  introducing  legisla- 
tion to  prohibit  the  storage  of  nuclear 
waste  in  any  of  the  Pacific  territories 
or  on  U.S.  islands  such  as  Midway  or 
Palmjrra.  My  bill  is  a  preemptive 
strike  against  proposals  to  store  nu- 
clear waste  on  Palmjnra.  It  would  shut 
the  door  on  any  possibility  of  turning 
these  Pacific  islands  into  a  nuclear 
waste  dump. 

I  also  want  to  put  the  Senate  on  no- 
tice that  I  am  examining  legislation  to 
transfer  jurisdiction  of  Palmyra,  Mid- 
way, and  five  other  U.S.  possessions  to 
the  State  of  Hawaii.  This  proposal 
would  give  Hawaii  legal  authority  over, 
but  not  title  to,  these  islands. 

When  a  similar  proposal  surfaced  last 
year  in  the  House  of  Representatives, 
legitimate  concerns  were  raised  about 
the  potential  liability  associated  with 
such  a  transfer.  In  light  of  efforts  to 
store  nuclear  fuel  on  some  of  these  is- 
lands, I  believe  that  we  should  revisit 
the  idea  of  placing  these  Pacific  is- 
lands, which  are  geographically  close 
to  Hawaii,  under  the  State's  jurisdic- 
tion. I  will  closely  examine  the  ques- 
tion of  liability  and  take  steps  to  en- 
sure that  the  Federal  Government  is 
responsible  for  cleanup  of  any  hazard- 
ous or  toxic  substances  on  these  is- 
lands, and  that  the  State  of  Hawaii  is 
indemnified  from  future  liability. 

Transferring  jurisdiction  of  islands 
like  Palmyra  and  Midway  to  the  State 
of  Hawaii  would  mean  that  our  Gov- 
ernor, the  State  legislature,  and  ulti- 
mately the  people  of  Hawaii  would 
have  a  greater  say  in  determining  the 
future  of  these  islands.  This  legislation 
could  be  a  substitute  for,  or  an  addi- 
tion to,  the  bill  I  have  introduced 
today. 

My  colleagues,  the  nuclear  era  began 
in  the  Pacific  when  the  first  atomic 
bomb  was  dropped  on  Hiroshima.  Since 
that  time,  more  than  150  nuclear  de- 
vices have  been  detonated  in  the  re- 
gion. The  United  States  conducted  66 
tests  in  the  Marshall  Islands  and  John- 
ston Atoll  during  the  1940's  and  1950's. 
The  British  conducted  21  tests  on 
Christmas  Island  and  in  Australia  dur- 
ing the  1950's.  The  French  detonated 
more  than  180  devices  on  Mururoa  and 
Fangataufa  Atolls  under  a  nuclear 
testing  program  that  began  in  1974  and 
ended  in  February  1996.  The  environ- 
mental consequences  of  this  nuclear 
legacy  are  evident  throughout  the  Pa- 
cific to  this  day. 

Given  the  international  outpouring 
of  criticism  during  the  recent  French 
testing,  it  is  inconceivable  that  anyone 
would  consider  establishing  the  world's 
largest  spent  nuclear  fuel  dump  at  Pal- 
myra. The  Pacific  has  been  under  as- 
sault since  the  dawn  of  the  nuclear  era 
and  should  not  become  a  future  dump- 
ing ground  for  the  world's  nuclear 
problems.  Half  a  century  of  nuclear 
testing  is  enough. 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  2S8 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  PRYOR,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Stevens]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  258,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  provide  addi- 
tional safeguards  to  protect  taxpayer 
rights. 

S.  1610 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bond,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Ms.  Snowe] 
was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S.  1610,  a 
bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1986  to  clarify  the  standards 
used  for  determining  whether  individ- 
uals are  not  employees. 

S.  1S28 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Brown,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Santorum]  was  added  as  a 
cosponsor  of  S.  1628,  a  bill  to  amend 
title  17,  United  States  Code,  relating  to 
the  copjrright  interests  of  certain  musi- 
cal i)erformances,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  1689 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Gramm,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Burns]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1689,  a  bill  to  provide  regidatory 
fairness  for  crude  oil  producers,  and  to 
prohibit  fee  increases  under  the  Haz- 
ardous Materials  Transportation  Act 
without  the  approval  of  Congress. 

S.  1713 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Frist,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  South  Caro- 
lina [Mr.  Thurmond],  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Jeffords],  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  California  [Mrs.  Boxer]  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  1713,  a  bill  to 
establish  a  congressional  commemora- 
tive medal  for  organ  donors  and  their 
families. 

S.  173S 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Pressler,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Leahy]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1735,  a  bill  to  establish  the  United 
States  Tourism  Organization  as  a  non- 
governmental entity  for  the  purpose  of 
promoting  tourism  in  the  United 
States. 

S.  1741 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  ASHCROFT,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  COCHRAN]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1741,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  allow  a  de- 
duction for  the  old-age,  survivors,  auid 
disability  insurance  taxes  paid  by  em- 
ployees and  self-employed  individuals, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1794 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Gregg,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Jeffords],  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Helms],  and  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mrs.  Boxer] 
were  added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  1794,  a 
bill  to  amend  chapter  83  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code,  to  provide  for  the 


June  13,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


14029 


forfeiture  of  retirement  benefits  in  the 
case  of  any  Member  of  Congress,  con- 
gressional employee,  or  Federal  justice 
or  judge  who  is  convicted  of  an  offense 
relating  to  official  duties  of  that  indi- 
vidual, and  for  the  forfeiture  of  the  re- 
tirement allowance  of  the  President  for 
such  a  conviction. 

S.  1809 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Murkowski,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Stevens]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  1809,  a  bill  entitled  the  "Aleutian 
World  War  II  National  Historic  Areas 
Act  of  1996." 

S.  1815 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  GRAMM,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Mack]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  1816,  a  bill  to  provide  for  Improved 
regulation  of  the  securities  markets, 
eliminate  excess  securities  fees,  reduce 
the  costs  of  investing,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

S.  1845 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Gregg,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Grassley]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  1845,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 
Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971  to  re- 
quire written  consent  before  using 
union  dues  and  other  mandatory  em- 
ployee fees  for  political  activities. 

S.  18S3 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Faircloth,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Warner],  the  Senator  from  Mis- 
souri [Mr.  ASHCROFT],  and  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  D'Amato]  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  1853,  a  bill  to 
amend  title  18,  United  States  Code,  to 
clarify  the  Federal  jurisdiction  over  of- 
fenses relating  to  damage  to  religious 
property. 

SENATE  CONCtJRRENT  RESOLUTION  42 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Kassebaum, 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  Senate  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 42,  a  concurrent  resolution  con- 
cerning the  emancipation  of  the  Ira- 
nian Baha'i  commimlty. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION  247 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  SPECTER,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Santorum]  was  added  as  a 
cosi>onsor  of  Senate  Resolution  247,  a 
resolution  expressing  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  regarding  a  resolution  of  the 
dispute  between  Greece  and  Turkey 
over  sovereignty  to  the  islet  in  the  Ae- 
gean Sea  called  Imia  by  Greece  and 
Kardak  by  Turkey. 

senate  resolution  2S0 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Brown,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Hatfield]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
Senate  Resolution  250,  a  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  the  Senate  re- 
garding tactile  currency  for  the  blind 
ana  visually  impaired. 


SENATE      CONCURRENT      RESOLU- 
TION  64— RELATIVE  TO   FILIPINO 
WORLD  WAR  n  VETERANS 
Mr.    INOUYE   (for  himself  and   Mr. 
AKAKA)  submitted  the  following  con- 
current resolution;  which  was  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary: 

S.  con.  res.  64 

Whereas  the  Commonwealth  of  the  Phil- 
ippines was  strategically  located  and  thus 
vital  to  the  defense  of  the  United  States  dur- 
ing World  War  11; 

Whereas  the  military  forces  of  the  Com- 
monwealth of  the  Philippines  were  called 
into  the  United  States  Armed  Forces  during 
World  War  n  by  Executive  order  and  were 
put  under  the  command  of  General  Douglas 
Mac  Arthur; 

Whereas  the  participation  of  the  military 
forces  of  the  Commonwealth  of  the  Phil- 
ippines in  the  battles  of  Bataan  and  Corregl- 
dor  and  in  other  smaller  skirmishes  delayed 
and  disrupted  the  initial  Japanese  effort  to 
conquer  the  Western  Pacific; 

Whereas  that  delay  and  disruption  allowed 
the  United  States  the  vital  time  to  prepare 
the  forces  which  were  needed  to  drive  the 
Japanese  from  the  Western  Pacific  and  to  de- 
feat Japan; 

Whereas  after  the  recovery  of  the  Phil- 
ippine Islands  from  Japan,  the  United  States 
was  able  to  use  the  strategically  located 
Commonwealth  of  the  Philippines  as  a  base 
from  which  to  launch  the  final  efforts  to  de- 
feat Japan; 

Whereas  every  American  deserves  to  know 
the  important  contribution  that  the  military 
forces  of  the  Commonwealth  of  the  Phil- 
ippines made  to  the  outcome  of  World  War 
II;  and 

Whereas  the  Filipino  World  War  n  veter- 
ans deserve  recognition  and  honor  for  their 
important  contribution  to  the  outcome  of 
World  War  II:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  (the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives concurring).  That  it  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that  the  President  should 
issue  a  proclamation  which  recognizes  and 
honors  the  Filipino  World  War  n  veterans 
for  their  defense  of  democratic  ideals  and 
their  important  contribution  to  the  outcome 
of  World  War  IL 

Mr.  INOUYE.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
submit  a  concurrent  resolution  which 
recognizes  the  valiant  military  service 
of  Filipino  soldiers  during  World  War 

n. 

The  Philippine  Islands  were  the  pos- 
sessions of  the  United  States  from  the 
end  of  the  Spanish-American  War  in 
1898  until  shortly  after  the  end  of 
World  War  n  in  1946.  On  December  8, 
1941.  the  Japanese  Invaded  the  Phil- 
ippine Islands.  The  invasion  delayed 
the  islands'  independence  from  the 
United  States  for  2  years. 

On  July  26,  1941,  4  months  before  the 
invasion  of  the  Philippines,  President 
Roosevelt  issued  a  military  order  call- 
ing members  of  the  Philippine  Com- 
monwealth Army: 

into  the  service  of  the  armed  forces  of  the 
United  States  for  the  period  of  the  existing 
emergency,  and  placed  under  the  command 
of  a  general  ofQcer,  United  States  Army 
*  *  •  ail  of  the  organized  military  forces  of 
the  Government  of  the  Philippines  •  *  * 

On  December  18,  1941,  General  Mac- 
Arthur  issued  General  Order  No.  46 
which  provided  that: 


Pursuant  to  provisions  of  the  Proclama- 
tion of  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
dated  July  26,  1941.  all  personnel  of  the  Phil- 
ippine Airoy  on  active  duty  and  all  active 
units  of  the  Philippine  Army,  less  personnel 
and  units  already  accepted  for  service  with 
the  United  States  Armed  Forces,  are  hereby 
called  into  the  service  of  the  armed  forces  of 
the  United  Sutes  in  the  Philippines  •  •  • 

Among  the  fierce  battles  fought  was 
the  battle  at  Bataan,  which  could  not 
have  been  maintained  without  the  val- 
iant efforts  of  Filipino  servicemen  who 
constituted  more  than  75  percent  of  the 
troops  and  incurred  a  disproprionate 
number  of  deaths.  During  the  Bataan 
Death  March  and  subsequent  intern- 
ment, Japanese  brutality  toward  Fili- 
pino solders  f^  exceeded  those  of 
American  prisoners.  For  example,  ap- 
proximately one-half  of  the  60,000  Fili- 
pino servicemen  died  at  Bataan  in  con- 
trast to  one  quarter  of  the  10,000  United 
States  servicemen  who  lost  thefr  lives 
while  imprisoned. 

According  to  a  June  1973  Philiplne 
study  entitled  "The  Status  of  Members 
of  Philippine  Military  Forces  During 
World  War  n."  Filipino  guerilla  resist- 
ance movements  arose  prior  to  the  May 
7.  1942.  surrender  to  the  Japanese. 
These  movements  comprised  of  person- 
nel from  the  Philippine  Anny.  the  Old 
Philippine  Scouts  and  other  units  of 
the  United  States  Army.  These  guerilla 
forces  engaged  in  overly  aggressive 
moves  against  the  Japanese  that  re- 
sulted in  heavy  losses  and  the  capture 
of  many  of  the  movement's  leaders. 
From  his  headquarters  In  Australia. 
General  MacArthur.  in  March  1943.  in- 
structed the  guerillas  to  limit  combat 
contact  to  the  minimum  necessary  for 
self-protection,  and  to  concentrate  in- 
stead of  improving  organizational  and 
intelligence-gathering  abilities.  During 
May  1942  to  May  1944.  the  Japanese 
could  only  maintain  control  over  the 
major  cities  and  towns  because  guerilla 
forces  controlled  the  countryside. 
Without  the  combat  and  support  con- 
tributions of  the  guerilla  forces  before 
and  during  General  MacArthur's  return 
to  the  Philippines  in  October  1944, 
the  task  of  reoccupylng  the  Islands  would 
have  been  vastly  more  costly  to  the  United 
States  in  terms  of  time,  money,  manpower, 
and  casualties. 

On  October  28.  1944,  Philippine  Com- 
monwealth President  Osmena  Issued 
Executive  Order  No.  21.  which  recog- 
nized the  military  service  of  guerilla 
forces  as  active  service  in  the  Phil- 
ippine Army,  the  date  of  entry  into 
such  active  service  being  the  date  of 
joining  a  recognized  guerilla  force. 
General  MacArthur  subsequently 
issued  retroactive  recognition  orders 
dating  back  to  the  times  when  the  var- 
ious guerilla  units  began  to  fight, 
thereby  bringing  them  within  the 
terms  of  President  Roosevelt's  order 
calling  Philippine  forces  into  the  serv- 
ice of  the  United  States.  Elffective  June 
30, 1946,  after  cessation  of  hostilities  in 
the  Philippine  Islands,  the  Philippine 
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Army  and  its  recognized  gnierilla  units 
were  released  from  service  in  the 
armed  forces  of  the  United  States  by 
military  order  of  the  President. 

The  Philippine  Army  and  its  recog- 
nized guerilla  units,  loyally  and  val- 
iantly fought,  suffered,  and  in  many  in- 
stances, died  in  the  service  of  our  coun- 
try, in  the  same  manner  as  other  mem- 
bers of  our  armed  forces  during  World 
War  n.  We  must  not  ignore  the  rec- 
ognition they  duly  deserve  as  United 
States  veterans.  Accordingly,  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  this  resolu- 
tion which  recognizes  the  valiant  mili- 
tary service  of  the  Filipino  World  War 
n  soldiers. 

Mr.  AKAKA.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
join  my  colleague,  the  senior  Senator 
firom  Hawaii,  to  recognize  and  honor 
World  War  n  Filipino  veterans.  The 
concurrent  resolution  we  submit  today 
is  the  first  step  In  acknowledging  the 
contributions  made  by  Filipino  veter- 
ans to  the  United  States  during  World 
Warn. 

Few  Americans  realize  the  pivotal 
role  Filipinos  played  during  World  War 
n.  From  1898  to  1946.  the  Philippines 
were  a  U.S.  possession.  Although  the 
Philippine  Independence  Act  of  1934  es- 
tablished a  10  year  timetable  for  inde- 
pendence and  bestowed  the  Common- 
wealth of  the  Philippines  with  certain 
powers  over  internal  affairs,  its  full 
independence  was  delayed  until  1946  be- 
cause of  the  Japanese  occupation  from 
1942  to  1945. 

Between  1934  and  1946,  the  United 
States  retained  certain  sovereign  pow- 
ers over  the  Philippines.  President 
Roosevelt  invoked  an  executive  order 
on  July  26,  1941,  which  ordered  the 
Philippine  Commonwealth  Army  into 
the  service  of  the  U.S.  Army  Forces  of 
the  Far  East  under  the  command  of 
Lieutenant  General  Douglas  Mac- 
Arthur. 

Thousands  of  Filipinos  served  with 
United  States  military  personnel  in  the 
Pacific  during  World  War  n.  Of  the 
nearly  142,000  Filipino  veterans  who 
fought  during  World  War  n,  only  70,000 
survivors  remain  today.  From  the  Jap- 
anese landing  at  Llngayen  to  the  lib- 
eration of  the  Philippines  in  1944,  Fili- 
pino Army  units  gave  their  all  to  repel 
Japanese  forces.  Filipinos  forces 
marched  alongside  Americans  in  the 
Death  March  after  the  surrender  at  Ba- 
taan  and  Corregldor.  Thousands  of  Fili- 
pinos continued  to  resist  Japanese  oc- 
cupation and  continued  to  assist  the 
United  States  through  Intelligence 
gathering  throughout  the  war. 

In  return  for  their  service,  Filipino 
veterans  were  granted  benefits 
amounting  to  only  fifty  cents  on  the 
dollar  compared  to  other  veterans. 
President  Truman  objected  to  the  re- 
strictions on  benefits  for  the  Common- 
wealth Army  veterans.  The  Filipino 
veterans  who  were  called  into  service 
by  the  United  States  served  just  as 
honorably  and  faithfully  as  American 


veterans  and  deserve  to  be  treated  with 
respect  and  dignity. 

Recognition  of  the  Filipino  veterans 
who  served  during  World  War  n  is  long 
overdue  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  resolution. 


SENATE  CONCURRENT  RESOLU- 
TION 65-RELATIVE  TO  THE 
INTERNET 

Mr.  PRESSLER  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Leahy)  submitted  the  following  resolu- 
tion; which  was  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation: 

s.  Con.  Res.  65 

Whereas  approximately  18,000,000  people 
use  the  Internet  and  nearly  100,000,000  expect 
to  use  it  by  1998; 

Whereas  the  Internet  is  changing  the  way 
the  world  communicates,  conducts  business, 
and  educates; 

Whereas  the  Internet  can  lead  to  a  more 
open  democratic  process  if  fully  utilized  by 
elected  representatives; 

Whereas  many  Members  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  Senate  do  not  use  elec- 
tronic mail  or  World  Wide  Web  sites; 

Whereas  an  increase  in  the  usage  and 
knowledge  by  Members  of  the  Internet  will 
lead  to  better  policy  decisions  regarding  the 
Internet  and  better  communications  with 
the  Internet  community:  Now,  therefore,  be 
it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  (the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives concurring).  That  it  is  the  sense 
of  Congress  that— 

(1)  Congress  should  educate  itself  about  the 
Internet  and  use  the  technology  in  personal, 
committee,  and  leadership  offlces; 

(2)  Congress  should  work  in  a  bipartisan 
and  bicameral  fashion  to  facilitate  the 
growth  and  advancement  of  the  Internet; 

(3)  Congress  should  maximize  the  oi)enness 
of  and  participation  in  government  by  the 
people  via  the  Internet  so  that  our  constitu- 
ents can  have  more  information  from  and 
more  access  to  their  elected  representatives; 

(4)  Congress  should  promote  commerce  and 
free  flow  of  information  on  the  Internet; 

(5)  Congress  should  advance  the  United 
States'  world  leadership  in  the  digital  world 
by  avoiding  the  passage  of  laws  that  stifle 
innovation  and  increase  regulation  of  the 
Internet:  and 

(6)  Congress  should  work  with  the  Internet 
community  to  receive  its  input  on  the  issues 
affecting  the  Internet  that  come  before  Con- 
gress. 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  am  submitting  a  senate  concur- 
rent resolution  along  with  an  Identical 
concurrent  resolution  to  be  submitted 
in  the  other  body. 

Yesterday,  Wednesday,  June  12,  the 
committee  I  am  proud  to  chair,  the 
Senate  Commerce  Committee,  held  a 
subcommittee  hearing  on  the  vital  im- 
portance of  making  strong  enciyptlon 
available  so  that  future  electronic 
services  will  come  into  being.  Indeed, 
the  very  future  of  the  Internet  hangs  In 
the  balance  with  respect  to  the  avail- 
ability of  strong  encryption.  But  at 
that  hearing,  I  noted  that  I'm  an  indus- 
trial age  man  trying  to  make  sense  of 
the  current  information  age  we  now 
find  ourselves  in.  I'm  an  industrial  age 


legislator  making  decisions  about  in- 
formation age  issues. 

This,  of  course,  describes  almost  ev- 
eryone else  in  the  Senate  and  in  the 
House,  so  at  least  I  am  not  alone.  But 
it  is  this  dyiiamic,  where  industrial  age 
legislators  are  making  information  age 
decisions,  that  has  caused  us  to  found 
the  Congressional  Internet  Caucus. 

We  all  know  that  the  Internet  will 
change  beyond  all  Imagining  the  way 
we  will  all  work  and  play.  Already, 
tens  of  millions  of  Americans  are  using 
the  Internet  to  communicate  and  to 
conduct  Important  business.  Cyber- 
space has  even  become  important  in 
politics,  where  it  is  now  a  vital  tool  in 
many  areas. 

Congress  has  to  be  computer  and 
Internet  literate  if  we  are  to  be  a  Con- 
gress for  the  21st  century.  This  Is  why 
we  have  founded  the  Congressional 
Internet  Caucus.  It  is  our  Intention  to 
try  to  help  to  provide  for  our  other 
congrressional  colleagues  navigation 
tools  with  which  to  find  their  way 
across  the  information  landscape. 

And  that  is  why  today  we.  the  found- 
ing members  of  the  Internet  Caucus, 
are  introducing  this  joint  concurrent 
resolution  on  the  Internet  in  both  the 
House  and  the  Senate  today. 

This  House  and  Senate  concurrent 
resolution  urges  our  colleagues  to  get 
on-line  and  use  the  Net.  It  calls  on 
Members  of  Congress  to  develop  a  bet- 
ter personnel  understanding  of  the  Net 
and  how  it  operates.  And,  finally,  it 
calls  on  Congress  to  start  to  use  the 
Net  in  order  to  better  communicate 
with  the  voters  of  this  country. 

The  Internet  and  other  information 
technology  issues  will  only  grow  in  Im- 
portance as  time  goes  by.  Congress  will 
be  seeing  more  and  more  issues  coming 
before  it  involving  these  new  informa- 
tion technologies.  We'd  better  be  pre- 
pared. 

This  concurrent  resolution  is  a  good 
begrlnnlng  step  in  that  direction. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  262— REL- 
ATIVE TO  THE  PEOPLE'S  REPUB- 
LIC OF  CHINA 

Mrs.  BOXER  (for  herself  and  Mr. 
Gregg)  submitted  the  following  resolu- 
tion; which  was  referred  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance: 

S.  Res.  262 

Whereas  violations  by  the  People's  Repub- 
lic of  China  of  United  States  intellectual 
property  rights  cost  the  United  States  econ- 
omy an  estimated  $2,300,000,000  in  1995; 

Whereas  in  1991,  1992,  and  1994,  the  office  of 
the  United  States  Trade  Representatives  ini- 
tiated special  section  301  investigations  of 
the  People's  Republic  of  China's  intellectual 
property  rights  violations,  but  did  not  im- 
pose sanctions; 

Whereas  in  1995  the  People's  Republic  of 
China  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the 
United  States  that  called  for  the  closing  of. 
or  cessation  of  illegal  activities  in.  factories 
that  were  pirating  American  videotapes, 
computer  software.  CD-ROMs,  compact 
disks,  and  laser  disks: 
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Whereas  despite  the  terms  of  the  1995  Intel- 
lectual Property  Rights  Agreement,  piracy 
of  intellectual  property  rights  has  continued 
in  the  People's  Republic  of  China: 

Whereas  while  United  States  officials  re- 
port that  officials  of  the  People's  Republic  of 
China  have  recently  raided  and  closed  a  few 
factories  engaged  in  piracy,  in  the  past  such 
actions  have  been  cosmetic  and  only  tem- 
porai7;  and 

Whereas  the  United  SUtes  Trade  Rep- 
resentative has  determined  that  the  People's 
Republic  of  China  tolerates  the  greatest  vol- 
ume of  intellectual  property  rights  piracy  of 
all  of  the  United  States  trading  partners: 
Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
that  sanctions  should  be  imposed  upon  the 
People's  Republic  of  China  for  its  failure  to 
comply  with  the  1995  Intellectual  Property 
Rights  Agreement  which  it  entered  into  with 
the  United  States  and  that  such  sanctions 
should  remain  in  effect  until  the  United 
States  Trade  Representatives  certifies  to  the 
Congress  that  the  People's  Republic  of  China 
is  complying  with  all  of  the  terms  of  that 
Agreement  by  either— 

(1)  closing  all  factories  that  are  engaged  in 
piracy,  or 

(2)  assuring  such  factories  operate  only 
pursuant  to  joint  ventures  or  licensing 
agreements  with  United  States  companies. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
been  calling  on  the  administration  to 
Impose  sanctions  on  China  if  they  do 
not  live  up  to  the  intellectual  property 
agreement  that  they  willingly  signed. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is,  they  have 
approximately  31  factories  that  are 
tiimlng  out  laser  disks  and  CD's.  They 
are  supposed  to  destroy  these  factories. 
I  spoke  to  the  U.S.  Trade  Representa- 
tive. They  seem  to  be  making  some 
progress,  but  not  enough. 

And  so,  Mr.  President,  I  will  be  push- 
ing hard  for  these  sanctions.  As  the 
MFN  debate  comes  up,  I  will  support 
MFN.  I  also  am  pleased  to  say  Senator 
Judd  Gregg  is  a  coauthor  of  my  sanc- 
tions resolution. 

Mr.  President,  in  January  1992  the 
United  States  and  China  signed  a 
Memorandum  of  Understanding  obli- 
gating China  to  strengthen  its  patent, 
copjrright  and  trade  secret  laws  and  to 
Improve  the  protection  of  United 
States  intellectual  property. 

On  April  30.  1994  the  United  States 
Trade  Representative,  or  USTR,  an- 
nounced that  while  China  had  made 
significant  progress  toward  implement- 
ing the  1992  agreement — by  enacting 
new  laws  on  intellectual  property 
rights — China's  enforcement  of  those 
laws  was  weak  and  sporadic. 

In  February  1995  the  United  States 
and  China  reached  an  agreement, 
signed  in  Beijing,  in  which  China 
pledged  to  substantially  reform  its  in- 
tellectual property  rights  and  to  im- 
prove market  access.  It  is  under  this 
agreement,  the  1995  Intellectual  Prop- 
erty Rights  Agreement,  that  the 
United  States  and  China  currently  op- 
erate. 

The  USTR  has  determined  that  Chi- 
na's overall  implementation  of  its  obli- 
gations under  the  1995  agreement  fall 
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far  short  of  the  requirements  of  the 
agreement. 

The  manufacture  of  pirated  U.S.  in- 
tellectual property,  particularly  com- 
puter software,  compact  discs,  laser 
discs  and  videos,  continues  to  be  ramp- 
ant. Moreover,  China's  efforts  to  stop 
the  manufacture  of  pirated  United 
States  products  has  been  utterly  inad- 
equate. 

A  delegation  from  the  office  of  the 
United  States  Trade  Representative 
traveled  to  China  on  Thursday,  June  6 
and  Friday,  June  7,  to  reiterate  to  Chi- 
nese officials  the  United  States'  re- 
solve in  holding  China  to  the  commit- 
ments it  made  in  the  1995  Intellectual 
Property  Rights  Agreement. 

Ambassador  Barshefsky  is  joining 
that  delegation  today  and  they  will  be 
meeting  with  Chinese  officials  in  Bei- 
jing over  the  next  several  days. 

The  United  States  delegation,  led  by 
Ambassador  Barshefsky,  is  seeking 
China's  commitment  to  close  compact 
disc  plants  producing  pirated  software, 
tighten  customs  controls  on  exports  of 
pirated  goods  and  to  give  greater  ac- 
cess to  the  Chinese  markets  for  United 
States  music,  film  and  computer  soft- 
ware firms. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the 
USTR  is  not  seeking  new  concessions 
on  the  part  of  the  Chinese  CJovemment. 
Rather,  Chinese  officials  made  all  of 
these  conmiitments  in  the  Intellectual 
Property  Agreement  signed  last  year. 

It  has  been  reported  that  Chinese  of- 
ficials have  Indicated  progress  could  be 
made  on  most  of  the  United  States  de- 
mands— closing  compact  disc  factories 
producing  pirated  software  and  tight- 
ening controls  on  exports  of  pirated 
goods.  However,  Chinese  officials  have 
apparently  said  that  United  States  de- 
mands of  freer  access  to  the  Chinese 
publication,  music  and  software  mar- 
kets may  not  be  met. 

Chinese  officials  have  also  balked  at 
United  States  demands  to  open  their 
markets  and  to  allow  United  States 
companies  to  engage  in  joint  ventures 
with  Chinese  companies  to  produce  le- 
gitimate copies  of  music,  films  and 
books. 

Yesterday  China's  propaganda  de- 
partment reported  that  it  had  ordered 
all  CD  plants  opened  in  recent  months, 
not  approved  by  Beijing,  closed.  China 
reports  that  at  least  12  plants  have 
been  closed. 

Elxactly  how  many  plants  have  been 
closed,  will  be  closed  and  most  impor- 
tant will  remain  closed  remains  the 
subject  of  verification  efforts  by  the 
USTR  delegation  and  the  subject  of 
Ambassador  Barshefsky's  talks  with 
Chinese  officials. 

Ambassador  Barshefsky  has  said  that 
"it  remains  to  be  seen  whether  the  Chi- 
nese effort  in  this  and  other  areas  is 
sufficient  to  meet  the  terms  of  our 
agreement.  I  also  want  to  ensure  that 
there  is  an  enforcement  sjrstem  in 
place  to  crack  down  on  intellectual 
property  piracy  in  the  future." 


Among  the  seven  factories  which 
were  closed  last  spring  when  the  agree- 
ment was  initially  signed,  all  but  one 
has  re-opened.  There  are  currently 
about  31  factories,  operating  through- 
out China,  churning  out  pirated  United 
States  computer  software,  compact 
discs,  laser  discs,  videos,  movies,  and 
other  products. 

The  USTR  has  recently  estimated 
that  United  States  companies  lose 
more  than  S2  billion  annually  as  a  re- 
sult of  the  pervasive  piracy  of  United 
States  products  in  China. 

The  United  States  software  industry 
estimates  that  piracy  of  computer  soft- 
ware is  in  excess  of  95  percent  In  China. 
The  piracy  of  United  States  CDs,  laser 
discs,  cassette  tapes,  videos,  and  mov- 
ies is  close  to  100  percent  in  many  parts 
of  China. 

The  USTR  reports  that  in  the  past  2 
years,  Chinese  companies  have  begun 
to  export  pirated  products  in  fairly  sig- 
nificant quantities.  For  example,  29 
compact  disc  and  laser  disc  factories  in 
China  have  a  production  capacity  of  as 
much  as  75  million  CDs  for  a  domestic 
market  that  can  absorb  only  5  million 
CDs. 

Similarly,  China's  exportation  of  CD 
ROMs,  which  can  hold  dozens  of  com- 
puter software  programs,  and  other 
copj^ghted  works,  on  a  single  disc 
continues  to  increase. 

Some  of  the  fastest  growing  and  most 
competitive  industries  in  the  United 
States-^and  ones  in  which  we  fre- 
quently have  a  trade  surplus — are  lo- 
cated in  my  home  State  of  California. 
These  companies  have  l>een  particu- 
larly devastated  by  China's  failure  to 
adequately  enforce  intellectual  prop- 
erty rights.  The  California  economy 
has  also  been  affected. 

California  is  the  leading  producer  of 
movies,  computer  software,  recordings, 
video  games,  and  other  creative  works. 
California's  movie  and  television  in- 
dustries employed  almost  165,000  Call- 
fomlans  last  year.  The  combined  pay- 
roll of  those  industries  was  almost  $7.5 
billion. 

California,  while  in  the  midst  of  an 
economic  recovery,  was  gripped  by  a 
recession  from  1990  through  early  1995. 
Much  of  the  success  of  this  recovery  is 
largely  dependent  upon  the  continued 
growth  and  expansion  of  California's 
entertainment  and  high  technology  in- 
dustries. Industries  which  produce  pat- 
ented and  copyrighted  material  to  be 
sold  domestically  and  internationally. 

I  would  note  that  the  entertainment 
and  high  technology  industries  have 
also  helped  spurn  the  Nation's  econ- 
omy. Moreover,  these  industries  have 
provided  more  jobs  and  more  high  wage 
jobs  in  California  than  almost  any 
other  industries. 

These  companies  cannot  continue  to 
flourish,  however,  if  their  intellectual 
property  rights  are  not  vigilantly  en- 
forced and  protected  throughout  the 
world. 
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I  iinderstand  that  the  United  States- 
China  relationship  is  a  multifaceted 
and  important  relationship  for  reasons 
beyond  economics.  However,  China's  ef- 
fective enforcement  of  intellectual 
property  protections  is  critical  to  the 
future  success  of  that  relationship  and 
is  also  a  clear  test  of  our  resolve  to  en- 
force our  trade  agreements. 

That  is  why  I,  along  with  my  co- 
sponsor  Senator  Gregg,  am  introduc- 
ing this  resolution,  expressing  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  sanctions 
should  be  Imposed  on  China  until  the 
USTR  certifies  that  China  is  complying 
with  the  1995  agreement— whether  by 
closing  all  pirate  factories,  or  by  allow- 
ing such  factories  to  operate  pursuant 
to  joint  venture  or  licensing  agree- 
ments with  U.S.  companies. 

The  USTR  initiated  special  section 
301  investigations  of  China's  intellec- 
tual property  rights  violations  in  1991, 
1992.  and  1994,  but  no  sanctions  were 
imposed. 

The  USTR  has  determined  that  China 
tolerates  the  greatest  volume  of  intel- 
lectual property  rights  piracy  of  all  of 
other  United  States  trading  partners. 

Therefore,  I  think  it  is  imperative 
that  we  pass  this  resolution.  The  pas- 
sage of  this  resolution  will  send  a  clear 
message  that  the  U.S.  Senate  is  firmly 
committed  to  protecting  U.S.  intellec- 
tual property  throughout  the  world. 

The  passage  of  this  resolution  will 
also  let  the  Chinese  government  know 
that  the  United  States  Senate  is  firmly 
resolved  to  effectuating  and  enforcing 
our  trade  agreements. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  263— 
RELATING  TO  CHURCH  BURNING 

By  Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAUN  (for  her- 
self, Mr.  Levin,  Mr.  Daschle,  Mr. 
Kemfthorne,  Mrs.  Boxer,  Mrs.  Fedj- 
STEIN,  Mr.  Kerry,  Mr.  Wellstone,  Mr. 
LiEBERAiAN,  Mrs.  Murray,  Mr.  I*ell, 
Mr.  Ladtenberg,  and  Mr.  Inhofe)  sub- 
mitted the  following  resolution;  which 
was  held  at  the  desk: 

S.  Res.  263 

Wbereas  there  have  been  at  least  32  fires  of 
suspicious  origin  at  churches  serving  Afri- 
can-American communities  in  the  last  18 
months; 

Whereas  these  churches  are  a  vital  part  of 
the  life  of  these  communities; 

Wbereas  intentionally  burning  churches  is 
a  very  heinous  crime  in  these  communities, 
and  all  across  America,  because  church  burn- 
ing was  used  during  the  civil  rights  struggle 
in  an  attempt  to  intimidate  African-Ameri- 
cans ITom  exercising  their  Constitutional 
rights; 

Wbereas  there  have  been  at  least  60  fires 
and  incidents  of  desecration  in  houses  of 
worship  in  15  different  States  since  1990; 

Wbereas  intentionally  burning  churches, 
wben  done  to  intimidate  any  American  from 
the  free  exercise  of  his  or  her  rights  as  an 
American,  is  inconsistent  with  the  First 
Amendment  to  the  United  States  Constitu- 
tion, which  guarantees  every  American  the 
right  to  the  free  exercise  of  his  or  her  reli- 
gion: 


Whereas  intentionally  burning  churches, 
when  done  to  intimidate  any  American  from 
the  free  exercise  of  his  or  her  rights  as  an 
American  is  also  inconsistent  with  the  First 
Amendment  guarantee  that  ensures  that 
Americans  can  freely  and  peaceably  assem- 
ble together;  and 

Whereas  intentionally  burning  churches, 
when  done  to  intimidate  any  American  fTom 
the  free  exercise  of  his  or  her  rights  is  a  seri- 
ous national  problem  that  must  be  expedi- 
tiously and  vigorously  addressed:  Now, 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That— 

(1)  the  Senate  condemns  arson  against 
churches  as  being  totally  inconsistent  with 
American  values: 

(2)  the  Senate  believes  that  the  investiga- 
tion and  prosecution  of  those  who  are  re- 
sponsible for  fires  at  churches,  and  espe- 
cially any  incidents  of  arson  whose  purpose 
is  to  divide  communities  or  to  intimidate 
any  Americans,  should  be  a  high  national 
priority;  and 

(3)  the  Senate  commends  the  President  for 
devoting  all  Federal  resources  necessary  to 
bring  those  responsible  for  committing  any 
act  of  arson  against  churches  to  justice,  and 
urges  that  all  investigations  of  fires  at 
churches  which  are  of  suspicious  origin  are 
conducted  in  a  sensitive  manner  that  reflects 
the  special  character  of  churches  and  the 
rule  they  play  in  American  communities. 

Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAUN.  Yesterday, 
Mr.  President,  I  came  to  the  floor  and 
spoke  about  what  I  called  the  domestic 
terrorism  that  we  are  suffering  in  this 
country  with  the  burning  of  churches 
and  other  hate  crimes  in  our  Nation.  I 
spoke  at  some  length  about  it  and  men- 
tioned a  time  that  I  will  submit  a  reso- 
lution pertaining  to  the  church  burn- 
ings. I  am  submitting  that  legislation 
now,  Mr.  President.  I  would  like  it  held 
at  the  desk  until  the  time  of  adoption. 

Mr.  President,  I  know  there  will  be 
other  legislative  activity  associated 
with  this  issue  in  the  days  to  come. 
But  as  the  Chair  is  no  doubt  aware, 
since  yesterday,  when  I  first  took  to 
the  floor,  there  has  been  yet  another 
church  burning  in  this  country. 

As  I  said  yesterday,  the  people  who 
are  perpetrators  of  this  rash  of  hate 
crimes  and  church  burnings  are  no 
more  than  cowardly  domestic  terror- 
ists. These  are  people  who  work  under 
cover  of  darkness  and  anonsmiity  to  in- 
timidate some  and  encourage  others, 
and  it  is  out  of  cowardice. 

However,  in  spite  of  the  objective  of 
these  actions,  which  it  has  been  sug- 
gested are  intended  to  start  a  race  war, 
there  is  every  indication  that  these 
arsonists  are  confused  about  the  coun- 
try in  which  their  crimes  are  taking 
place. 

Most  Americans— I  reiterate,  most 
Americans— are  appalled  and  outraged. 
The  fact  of  the  matter  is,  there  is  in 
this  darkness  some  light  coming 
through.  The  light  relates,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, to  the  efforts  of  Americans,  from 
the  President  of  the  United  States 
down  to  ordinary  people,  to  stand  up, 
to  speak  out,  to  be  heard  and  to  dem- 
onstrate that  this  kind  of  crime,  this 
kind  of  heinous  crime  and  this  kind  of 
domestic  terrorism  is  not  to  be  toler- 
ated in  this  America. 


I  have  been  encouraged,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, by  some  of  the  reports  from  my 
home  State.  In  Glenn  Carbon,  IL,  there 
had  been  a  cross  burning.  In  one  of  the 
newspapers  in  Illinois,  the  headline 
there  was  "Neighbors  Comfort  Black 
Family  Who  Found  Cross  in  Yard."  The 
story  goes  on  to  say  that  the  people, 
white  and  black  alike,  who  live  in  the 
community  came  to  the  aid  of  the  indi- 
viduals who  suffered  the  cross  burning 
to  indicate  their  support,  to  indicate 
their  reassurance  that  the  racial  ha- 
tred that  was  symbolized  by  the  cross 
burning  did  not  reflect  the  feelings  of 
the  neighborhood  or  of  that  commu- 
nity. I  think  that  is  a  very  positive  and 
powerful  thing. 

Another  article,  Mr.  President,  from 
the  Alton  Telegraph,  "Neighbors  show 
good  will  to  victims  of  cross  burning," 
makes  the  same  point.  This  article 
goes  on  to  say  that  neighbors  delivered 
flowers  and  food,  cards,  plants  and 
other  gifts  to  the  family  on  Monday, 
people  reaching  outside  of  themselves 
to  stand  up  against  hatred,  to  stand  up 
against  racism,  to  stand  up  against  the 
evil  that  this  church  burning  rep- 
resents. 

I  think  therein  lies  the  key.  We  can 
take  action  here  in  this  U.S.  Congress, 
the  Senate  and  the  House,  and  the 
President  can  take  action.  We  can  all 
come  together  as  a  collective  conrniu- 
nlty  through  our  Government  to  take 
leadership  in  showing  that  in  this 
America  this  kind  of  criminality  will 
not  be  tolerated,  but  we  can  only  do 
that,  and  it  only  takes  real  meaning 
when  we  are  joined  in  our  official  ca- 
pacity by  individual,  unofficial  action, 
when  the  churches,  themselves,  come 
together  to  participate  in  ceremonies 
and  services  and  marches  and  dem- 
onstrations in  favor  of  unity  and  in 
favor  of  love. 

When  we  really  focus  in  on  the  fact 
that  this  rash  of  hate  crimes  is  just 
that,  a  rash  of  evil  afoot  in  the  land, 
and  that  good  people  of  all  races  will 
make  it  a  point  to  be  heard,  not  to  sit 
back  in  silence  and  to  allow  this  evil  to 
take  seed  among  us,  but,  rather,  that 
we  will  all  stand  up  as  individual  citi- 
zens to  say,  "This  America,  in  this 
time,  is  putting  the  ugly  legacy  of  rac- 
ism and  racial  hatred  behind.  We  will 
not  go  back  to  the  days  when  these 
kinds  of  things  can  happen  with  impu- 
nity." 

We  will  engage  every  asset,  every  re- 
source at  our  disposal  to  see  to  it  that 
these  criminals  are  brought  to  justice, 
that  the  truth  is  uncovered,  that  no 
stone  will  be  left  unturned  in  our  ef- 
forts to  prosecute  the  perpetrators  of 
these  crimes,  because  they  are  crimi- 
nals. We  will  make  it  very  clear  as  a 
national  community,  all  of  us,  that  we 
will  not  tolerate  this  kind  of  conduct, 
and  that  the  people  who  have  tried  to 
foist  this  horror  on  our  conmiunlty.  on 
our  country,  will  be  prosecuted  to  the 
fullest  extent  of  the  law. 
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Mr.  President,  I  also  say  after  the 
speech  that  I  gave  yesterday,  which  is 
already  in  the  Record,  I  was  just  really 
taken  personally  by  the  expressions  of 
support,  expressions  of  concurrence 
and  the  expressions  from  my  colleagues 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  people  com- 
ing up  to  say,  "We  think  it  is  just  ter- 
rible what  is  going  on.  We  want  to  do 
something  about  it.  We  want  to  be 
heard.  We  want  to  make  certain  that 
everybody  understands  that  this  kind 
of  activity  has  no  place  in  America."  I 
am  encouraged  and  heartened  by  that, 
because  I  think,  if  anything,  that 
change  of  heart,  that  change  of  collec- 
tive consciousness,  that  change  in  the 
climate  of  opinion  is  precisely  the  vic- 
tory that  reflects  the  moral  victory 
that  the  civil  rights  movement 
achieved. 

We  have  a  mindset  in  this  country 
that  does  not  tolerate  this  kind  of  hor- 
ror, that  not  only  does  not  tolerate  it, 
but  is  ashamed  by  it.  Out  of  our  repudi- 
ation, out  of  our  rejection  of  these  ex- 
pressions of  evil,  I  believe  we  will  find 
a  new  birth  as  an  American  commu- 
nity. We  will  find  a  new  level,  frankly, 
of  coming  together  and  of  working  to- 
gether, and  of  unity  in  this  country, 
and  will,  I  think,  set  the  stage  so  the 
young  people  that  are  here  today  will 
begin  to  ask  the  question,  in  their 
time:  "I  remember  the  days  when  race 
was  a  debate  in  the  United  States,  but 
we  got  past  that.  We  got  smarter,  we 
matured,  we  moved  beyond  that."  That 
is  my  hope  for  these  young  people. 

If  anjrthing,  I  think  with  the  expres- 
sions of  support,  the  expressions  of 
love,  the  expressions  of  \mity,  the  good 
will  that  is  being  shown  all  over  this 
country  in  reaction  and  in  response  to 
the  hatred  we  have  seen,  the  cross 
burnings  and  the  church  burnings,  the 
moral  victory  will  be  ours  as  a  Nation, 
and  we  will  move  forward  as  a  Nation 
together,  a  stronger  country  because  of 
It. 

Mr.  President,  I  understand  the  reso- 
lution will  be  adopted  or  can  be  adopt- 
ed later  this  evening.  I  wanted  to  bring 
to  my  colleagues'  attention  the  fact 
that  this  resolution  is  pending.  I  under- 
stand there  will  be  other  legislative 
initiatives  in  this  regard.  I  am  de- 
lighted to  join  with  those,  as  well,  be- 
cause I  think  it  is  very  important  ais  a 
body  we  speak  with  one  voice,  that 
these  people  who  are  doing  this  are  not 
Americans.  Their  activities  fly  in  the 
face  of  the  America  that  we  believe  in, 
fly  in  the  face  of  the  values  that  this 
America  represents  to  the  world,  and 
that  we  will  not  allow  their  evil  to 
shame  all  of  us,  and  we  will  not  allow 
them  to  get  away  with  it.  From  that, 
Mr.  President,  I  believe  we  will  be  a 
greater  Nation,  and  we  will  have  found, 
out  of  this  horror,  some  light,  and  from 
that  light  we  will  be  able  to  build  a 
stronger  Nation. 

I  commend  my  colleagues  who  have 
already  joined  me.  Again,  thanks  to  ev- 


eryone who  has  stepped  up  and  said 
something.  One  other  word:  There  is  a 
tradition  that  the  only  thing  that  al- 
lows evil  to  prevail  is  for  good  people 
to  say  nothing.  Now  is  the  time  for 
good  people  to  be  heard.  Now  is  the 
time  for  good  people  to  stand  up  and 
say,  "The  America  that  we  know  and 
the  America  we  believe  in  is  an  Amer- 
ica that  cherishes  the  value  of  brother- 
hood and  love  and  unity." 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
associate  my  remarks  with  my  col- 
league from  Illinois,  Senator  Carol 
Moseley-Braun.  I  am  delighted  that  I 
had  the  opportunity  to  be  on  the  floor 
to  hear  the  very,  very  important  words 
that  the  Senator  from  Illinois  has 
shared  with  all  of  us  today  about  this 
extremely  important  issue. 

I  am  delighted  that  the  citizens  of  Il- 
linois had  the  intelligence  to  send  her 
here  so  that  she  could  be  a  leader  and 
a  voice  that  all  of  us  could  follow.  I  am 
delighted  to  support  the  Senator  with 
the  resolution,  and  I  am  delighted  to 
stand  shoulder  to  shoulder  as  we  pur- 
sue this  very,  very  important  issue  in 
this  country  and  put  to  rest  the  racism 
that  we  see. 

Mr.  LIEBERMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  speak  following  the  very  elo- 
quent words  of  our  friend  and  colleague 
from  Illinois,  Senator  Moseley-Braun, 
about  the  wave  of  church  burnings  in 
the  South.  There  is  a  way  in  which  it 
would  be  assumed  that  all  of  us  here  in 
this  Chamber,  reflecting,  representing, 
as  we  do  the  American  people  through- 
out the  50  States,  would  naturally  be 
outraged  by  these  church  burnings.  But 
this  Is  one  of  those  cases  where  it  is 
important  not  to  leave  the  assumption 
not  testified  to,  not  to  leave  the  feel- 
ings unexpressed,  not  to  leave  the 
Chamber  as  a  body  silent.  Therefore,  I 
commend  the  Senator  from  Illinois  for 
introducing  the  resolution  which  she 
will. 

I  have  asked  her  and  she  has  agreed 
to  add  me  as  a  cosponsor.  At  this  point, 
Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  be  added  as  a  cosponsor. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LIEBERMAN.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President,  last  night,  as  we 
know,  a  fire  broke  out  in  the  First  Mis- 
sionary Baptist  Church  in  Enid,  OK, 
which  brings  now  to  more  than  30  the 
number  of  African-American  churches 
that  have  been  burned  by  arsonists 
over  the  past  18  months,  and.  of  course, 
the  pace  seems  to  be  quickening  in  the 
last  couple  of  weeks. 

This  outrage  recalls  memories  of 
similar  attacks  on  religious  people  and 
religious  institutions  throughout  the 
centuries.  Sadly,  they  continue  in  the 
other  places  in  our  world  today.  Chris- 
tians, Jews,  Moslems,  and  others  have 
all  suffered  for  their  faith  in  many  hor- 
rible ways.  The  details  of  the  acts  of 
persecution  vary  widely,  but  the  seeds 
of  hatred  that  underlie  the  terror  are 
sadly  and  tragically  quite  the  same. 


The  sheer  blasphemy— I  use  the  word 
intentionally— the  blasphemy  of  these 
church  burnings  must  chill  our  souls. 
We  do  not  know  if  the  acts  of  arson  are 
the  result  of  some  horrible  conspiracy. 
But  in  some  measure,  it  would  be  a  lit- 
tle bit  easier  to  grasp  the  enormity  of 
this  evil  if  it  were  the  result  of  the 
work  of  a  single  group  of  criminals  be- 
cause we  cam  crush  such  a  small  band 
of  terrorists,  which  is  what  they  are. 
But,  if  these  arsonists  are  not  con- 
nected in  some  organized  way,  we  have 
to  ask  ourselves  again,  as  we  have  be- 
fore in  our  history,  "How  do  we  fight 
back  against  the  larger  stain  of  racism 
that  exists  in  so  many  individual 
hearts  consumed  by  the  shared  desire 
to  destroy  the  spirit  of  those  they 
hate?"  The  answer,  I  want  to  suggest 
to  my  colleagues  today,  to  this  con- 
spiracy of  crime  and  hate  is  to  enter 
into  our  own  conspiracy  of  law  and 
love. 

By  law  I  mean  we  must — and  I  am 
confident  we  are  using — use  every  legal 
weapon  in  our  arsenal,  in  society's  ar- 
senal, to  investigate  every  fire  and  fol- 
low every  lead  until  the  perpetrators  of 
these  Injustices  are  brought  to  justice. 
We  must  consider  these  to  be  acts  of 
terrorism  and  use  the  most  sophisti- 
cated techniques  at  our  disposal  to 
hunt  down  those  who  have  perpetrated 
them. 

By  love  what  do  I  mean?  I  mean 
reaching  into  ourselves  and  as  a  coun- 
try enveloping  the  victims  of  the 
church  burnings  with  our  own  prayers 
and  support  and  acts  of  kindness  to 
make  up,  as  best  we  can,  not  just  for 
their  tragic  loss  of  their  houses  of  yror- 
ship  but  to  respond  to  the  sense  of  fear 
and  alienation  that  go  with  those  burn- 
ings. 

Mr.  President,  the  ties  that  bind  as 
as  Americans— particularly  our  shared 
faith  in  God — are  greater  than  this 
evil.  By  coming  together  now,  we  can 
guarantee  that  these  acts  of  evil  will 
gain  no  ground. 

In  a  sense,  all  of  us  who  worship  God 
and  try  to  love  our  neighbors  as  God's 
children  are  the  targets  of  these  hate 
crimes,  these  arsonists.  Yes;  we  may 
have  different  backgrounds  and  come 
from  different  denominations,  but  we 
are  bound  by  a  common  faith— the 
same  faith  that  helped  inspire  the 
founding  of  this  Nation,  as  is  clear 
from  the  first  words  of  the  Declaration 
of  Independence;  that  the  rights  with 
which  we  are  endowed  do  not  come 
from  some  conmilttee  of  lawyers  or 
constitutional  theorists;  that  we  are 
endowed  by  these  rights  by  our  Cre- 
ator. That  is  the  source  of  our  liberty, 
the  driving  idea  of  our  democracy.  Re- 
ligion has  always  been  a  source  of 
strength  and  purpose  and,  indeed,  of 
unity  in  America.  Religious  people 
have  carried  some  of  the  most  noble 
acts  of  citizenship  and  leadership 
across  the  history  of  our  country. 

So  when  these  arsonists  strike  at 
houses  of  worship  in  America,  they 


14034 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORI>— SENATE 


June  13,  1996 


strike  at  the  heart  of  America,  the 
source  of  America's  strength.  Those 
who  are  full  of  such  hate  must  fear 
that  which  poses  the  greatest  threat  to 
them.  The  spirit  of  faith  that  inhabits 
those  who  worship  in  the  churches  that 
have  been  burned  must  strike  great 
fear  in  the  hearts  of  those  who  have 
burned  them.  But  the  spirit  of  faith 
that  has  been  expressed  in  those 
churches  is  not  only  strong;  it  is,  as 
the  arsonists  will  learn,  a  spirit  that  is 
unbreakable. 

So,  though  the  church  is  burned,  the 
light  of  faith  that  has  burned  within 
that  church  will  grow  stronger  and 
spread  in  the  minds  and  souls  of  those 
who  have  worshiped  there  and,  I  be- 
lieve, in  the  minds  and  souls  of  the 
great  majority  of  the  American  people. 

So  I  look  forward  to  the  resolution 
coming  forth  and  to  whatever  other 
ways  in  which  this  Senate  can  express 
its  outrage  at  the  acts  of  arson  and  its 
sense  of  fellowship  and  brotherhood  in 
the  most  profound  sense  for  those  who 
have  worshipped  at  these  churches. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  264— REL- 
ATIVE TO  NATIONAL  SPEAK  NO 
EVIL  DAY 

Mr.  MACK  (for  himself,  Mr. 
LiEBERMAN,  Mr.  CRAIG,  and  Mr.  Jef- 
fords) submitted  the  following  resolu- 
tion; which  was  considered  and  referred 
to  the  Conrunittee  on  the  Judiciary: 
S.  RES.  264 

Whereas  words  used  unfairly,  whether  ex- 
pressed througli  excessive  anger,  unfair  criti- 
cism, public  and  private  bumlUatlon,  bigoted 
comments,  cruel  jokes,  or  rumors  and  mall- 
clous  gossip,  traumatize  and  destroy  many 
lives; 

Whereas  an  unwillingness  or  inability  of 
many  parents  to  control  what  the  parents 
say  when  angry  causes  the  infliction  of  often 
Irrevocably  damaging  verbal  abuse  on  the 
children: 

Whereas  bigoted  words  are  often  used  to 
dehumanize  entire  religious,  racial,  and  eth- 
nic groups,  and  inflame  hostility  In  a  man- 
ner that  may  lead  to  physical  attacks; 

Whereas  the  spreading  of  negative,  often 
unfair,  untrue,  or  exaggerated,  comments  or 
rumors  about  others  often  inflicts  irrev- 
ocable damage  on  the  victim  of  the  gossip, 
the  damage  epitomized  in  the  expression 
"character  assassination":  and 

Whereas  the  inability  of  a  person  to  refrain 
for  24  hours  from  speaking  unkind  and  cruel 
words  demonstrates  a  lack  of  control  as 
striking  as  the  inability  of  an  alcoholic  to 
refrain  for  24  hours  from  drinking  liquor: 
Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Senate  designated  May 
H,  1997,  and  May  14, 1998.  as  "National  Speak 
No  Evil  Day".  The  Senate  requests  that  the 
President  issue  a  proclamation  calling  on 
the  people  of  the  United  States  to  observe 
the  days  with  appropriate  ceremonies,  ac- 
tivities, and  educational  endeavors. 


NOTICE  OF  HEARING 

COMJOTTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATURAL  RE- 
SOURCES. SUBCOMMTTTEE  ON  PARKS.  HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION.  AND  RECREATION 

Mr.    CAMPBELL.    Mr.    President,    I 
would  like  to  announce  for  the  public 


that  a  hearing  has  been  scheduled  be- 
fore the  Subcommittee  on  Parks,  His- 
toric Preservation,  and  Recreation  of 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources. 

The  hearing  will  take  place  on  Thurs- 
day, June  20,  1996,  at  9:30  a.m.  in  room 
SD-366  of  the  Dirksen  Senate  Office 
Building  in  Washington,  DC. 

The  purpose  of  this  hearing  is  to  re- 
vise S.  1424,  a  bill  to  redesignate  the 
Black  Canyon  of  the  Gunnison  Na- 
tional Monument  as  a  national  park,  to 
establish  the  Gunnison  Gorge  National 
Recreation  Area,  to  establish  the 
Curecanti  National  Recreation  Area,  to 
establish  the  Black  Canyon  of  the  Gun- 
nison National  Park  complex. 

Because  of  the  limited  time  available 
for  the  hearing,  witnesses  may  testify 
by  invitation  only.  However,  those 
wishing  to  submit  written  testimony 
for  the  hearing  record  should  send  two 
copies  of  their  testimony  to  the  Sub- 
committee on  Parks,  Historic  Preser- 
vation, and  Recreation,  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources,  U.S. 
Senate,  364  Dirksen  Senate  Office 
Building,  Washington,  DC  20510-^150. 

For  further  information,  please  con- 
tact Jim  O'Toole  of  the  subcommittee 
staff. 

COMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  announce  for  the  public  that  a 
hearing  has  been  scheduled  before  the 
Subcommittee  on  Forests  and  Public 
Land  Management. 

The  hearing  will  take  place  Thurs- 
day, July  11,  1996,  at  2  p.m.  in  room 
SD-366  of  the  Dirksen  Senate  OfHce 
Building  in  Washington,  DC. 

The  purpose  of  this  hearing  is  to  re- 
ceive testimony  on  S.  1738.  a  bill  to 
provide  for  improved  access  to  and  use 
of  the  Boundary  Waters  Canoe  Area 
Wilderness,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Those  who  wish  to  submit  written 
statements  should  write  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources, U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC 
20510.  For  further  information,  please 
call  Judy  Brown  or  Mark  Rey. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 

MEET 

COMMHTEE  ON  COMMERCE.  SCIENCE,  AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Committee  on 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transpor- 
tation be  allowed  to  meet  during  the 
Thursday,  June  13,  1996,  session  of  the 
Senate  for  the  purpose  of  conducting 
an  executive  session  and  markup. 

THE  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMnTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources  be 
granted  permission  to  meet  during  the 


session  of  the  Senate  on  Thursday, 
June  13,  1996,  for  purposes  of  conduct- 
ing a  full  committee  hearing  which  is 
scheduled  to  begin  at  9:30  a.m.  The  pur- 
pose of  this  hearing  is  to  consider  S. 
1844,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  to  direct 
a  study  of  the  opportunities  for  en- 
hanced water  based  recreation  and  for 
other  purposes. 

THE  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMnTEE  ON  FINANCE 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  requests  unanimous 
consent  to  conduct  a  hearing  on  Thurs- 
day, June  13,  1996,  beginning  at  10  a.m. 
in  room  SD-215. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMnTEE  ON  FOREIGN  RELATIONS 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Thursday,  June  13,  1996,  at  10  a.m. 
to  hold  a  briefing. 

COMMITTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIARY 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary  be  authorized  to  meet 
during  the  session  of  the  Senate  on 
Thursday,  June  13,  1996,  at  10:30  a.m.  to 
hold  an  executive  business  meeting. 

COMMTTTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIARY 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Conmiittee  on 
the  Judiciary  Subcommittee  on  Con- 
stitution, Federalism,  and  Property 
Rights  be  authorized  to  meet  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  on  Thursday, 
June  13,  1996,  at  2  p.m.  to  hold  an  exec- 
utive business  meeting. 

SUBCOMMriTEE  ON  AGING 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Hvunan  Resources  Sub- 
committee on  Aging  be  authorized  to 
meet  for  a  hearing  during  the  session 
of  the  Senate  on  Thursday,  June  13, 
1996,  at  9  a.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection.it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  TOWN  OF  HUD- 
SON. NH  ON  ITS  250th  ANNIVER- 
SARY 

•  Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  pay  tribute  to  the  people  of 
Hudson,  NH,  on  their  town's  250th  anni- 
versary. The  town's  residents  will 
begin  celebrating  this  historic  occasion 
on  June  21  with  a  number  of  festivities 
including  a  grand  ball,  parade,  and 
block  party  events.  I  was  proud  to  par- 
ticipate in  this  meaningful  celebration. 
Hudson's  history  first  dates  back  to 
the  year  1672  when  families  first  settled 
in  the  Hudson  area.  On  July  5,  1746. 
then  Governor  and  Command  in  Chief 
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Benning  Wentworth  signed  the  town's 
first  charter.  As  Hudson  and  the  sur- 
roimding  areas  began  to  grow,  the  first 
bridge  was  built  across  the  Merrimack 
River  there  in  1827. 

Many  descendants  of  the  town's  first 
settlers  still  live  in  Hudson.  Near  the 
end  of  the  18th  century,  Simon  Robin- 
son settled  on  the  north  side  of  the 
pond  later  named  the  Robinson  Pond. 
Originally,  the  pond  was  called  Little 
Massabesic  meaning  the  place  of  much 
water.  Some  of  Simon  Robinson's  de- 
scendants still  reside  there.  In  addi- 
tion, James  Hills  was  one  of  the  three 
brothers  credited  with  being  the  first 
settlers  in  the  town  and  his  great- 
grandson  settled  on  Alvime,  the  old  181 
acre  Derry  Road  homestead,  and  had 
several  children. 

Hudson  opened  their  first  library  in 
1797.  The  Nottingham  West  Social  Li- 
brary was  founded  during  that  year, 
and  served  the  town  residents  for  50 
years.  In  1856,  the  Hudson  Center  Li- 
brary opened  its  doors.  Then,  in  1891, 
Adoniram  Greeley  gave  his  private  col- 
lection of  1,878  books  to  the  town.  The 
library  was  renamed  the  Greeley  Pub- 
lic Library  and  in  1908,  Alfred  Hills  do- 
nated money  for  the  construction  of  a 
new  library,  the  Hills  Memorial  Li- 
brary. 

Today,  the  20,000  people  of  Hudson 
still  exhibit  the  Yankee  traditions  and 
commonsense  values  of  their  fore- 
fathers. The  first  school  houses  were 
built  in  Hudson  in  1806.  Since  then,  the 
school  system  has  grown  steadily  to  in- 
clude three  elementary  schools,  one 
middle  school,  and  one  high  school. 
Alvime  High  School  has  1,032  students 
in  grades  9  through  12,  including  349 
students  from  Litchfield.  The  police 
department  has  50  officers  and  staff, 
the  fire  department  has  28  full-time 
firemen  and  26  volunteer  firemen.  The 
town  also  has  a  board  of  selectmen 
form  of  government. 

I  congratulate  the  town  of  Hudson, 
and  all  of  the  dedicated  and  patriotic 
citizens  there.  I  am  proud  to  be  their 
Senator.* 


PLAYING  IT  CLOSE  TO  THE  VEST 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr  President,  Richard 
Cohen,  the  thoughtful  columnist  at  the 
Washington  Post,  recently  had  an  op- 
ed piece  on  gambling  in  the  United 
States  titled,  "Playing  It  Close  to  the 
Vest."  It  is  a  hard  hitting,  but  factual 
presentation  of  the  situation  that  we 
face  today. 

One  of  the  things  that  I  noted,  was 
the  reference  to  the  lottery  in  Mary- 
land. He  writes: 

Gambling  has  yet  another  dirty  secret.  It 
makes  a  lot  of  money  from  those  who  can 
least  afford  to  lose  it.  For  Instance,  residents 
of  Baltimore.  Maryland's  poorest  jurisdic- 
tion, wager  $316  per  capita  on  the  State  lot- 
tery; for  Montgomery  County,  the  State's 
richest  jurisdiction,  the  flg\ire  is  $115.  Lest 
you  think  that  phenomenon  applies  only  in 
Maryland,  look  anywhere  lottery  tickets  are 
sold. 


The  problem  with  the  lottery  is  only 
a  snoall  tip  of  a  much  bigger  iceberg. 

I  ask  that  the  op-ed  piece  written  by 
Richard  Cohen  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  op-ed  follows: 

(Prom  the  Washington  Post,  May  28. 1996] 

Playing  It  Close  to  the  Vest 

(By  Richard  Cohen) 

I  am  thinking  now  of  one  of  the  "God- 
father" movies  in  which  the  young  Michael 
Corleone,  having  transplanted  his  family  and 
operations  to  Nevada,  bluntly  tells  a  U.S. 
senator  what  to  do  and  how  to  do  It.  That 
sort  of  thing,  of  course,  could  never  happen 
today.  Instead,  the  gambling  industry  mere- 
ly makes  political  contributions  and  hosts 
fund-raisers.  For  most  politicians,  that's  the 
offer  they  can't  refuse. 

By  way  of  illustration  let  us  look  at  the 
progress  of  a  proposal  to  establish  a  national 
commission  to  study  gambling.  This  is  not 
the  worst  idea  to  come  out  of  Washington, 
because  not  much  is  known  about  gambling's 
real  impact.  Twenty  years  ago,  only  two 
states  had  some  form  of  gambling;  now  only 
two  states  do  not.  So  it  seemed  to  Rep. 
Frank  Wolf  (R-Va.)  and  Sen.  Paul  Simon  (D- 
ni.)  that  a  study  was  in  order. 

That,  though,  was  easier  proposed  than 
done.  The  resolution  passed  the  House,  but 
the  Senate  has  been  a  different  story.  There, 
opposition  of  the  gambling  industry  has 
slowed  things  down,  and  the  post-Dole  lead- 
ership reportedly  is  hostile  to  the  study.  The 
American  Gaming  Association  ("Gaming?") 
has  bought  itself  a  trifecta  of  top  lobbyists 
and  has  thrown  oodles  of  money  into,  par- 
ticularly, the  Republican  Party. 

Steve  Wynn.  owner  of  Las  Vegas'  Mirage 
casino  company,  now  has  the  sort  of  entry 
into  GOP  circles  that  was  once  reserved  for 
captains  of  industry.  Little  wonder.  Last 
June,  he  hosted  a  fund-raiser  for  Bob  Dole. 
The  take:  S478.(X)0.  In  June  1994.  he  raised 
$540,000  for  the  GOP.  Just  possibly  for  this 
reason.  Newt  Gingrich  recently  proposed 
that  the  gambling  commission  not  even  have 
subpoena  power.  Just  by  coincidence,  he 
made  this  proposal  in  Las  Vegas.  Family  val- 
ues at  work  again. 

The  "gaming"  industry  insists  that  there 
is  really  nothing  to  study.  Gambling — er. 
gaming— is  heavily  regulated  and  state  con- 
trolled and  so  clean  that  you  can  see 
mommies  with  their  kiddies  at  the  slots  in 
Vegas.  But  that,  of  course,  is  the  problem.  It 
would  be  interesting  to  know  just  how  many 
mommies  are  gambling  away  their  kids' 
milk  money  as  they  feed  the  slots  or,  worse, 
video  poker  machines.  The  poker  machines, 
in  particular,  are  known  for  their  addictive 
charm. 

Gambling  is  a  huge  business.  It  takes  in 
more  money  than  the  movies,  baseball,  foot- 
ball, theme  parks  or  just  about  anything  else 
you  can  name.  About  70  million  people  at- 
tend professional  baseball  games  annually, 
but  125  million  go  to  casinos,  where  there  is 
never  a  rainout,  but  then  the  sun  never 
shines,  either. 

Americans  wagered  nearly  $500  billion  in 
1994  and  lost  about  S40  billion  of  that  total. 
Most  of  the  losers  could  afford  what  they  left 
on  the  table,  but  some,  clearly,  could  not. 
These  compulsive  gamblers— maybe  no  more 
than  4  percent  to  6  percent  of  all  players- 
may  well  account  for  at  least  25  percent  of 
the  gambling  industry's  profits.  They  are  to 
gambling  what  pint  buyers  arc  to  the  liquor 
industry:  a  gold  mine  and  a  dirty  shame. 

Gambling  has  yet  another  dirty  secrct.  It 
makes  a  lot  of  money  from  those  who  can 


least  afford  to  lose  it.  For  instance,  residents 
of  Baltimore.  Maryland's  poorest  jurisdic- 
tion, wager  S316  per  capita  on  the  state  lot- 
tery: for  Montgomery  County,  the  state's 
richest  jurisdiction,  the  figure  Is  $115.  Lest 
you  think  that  phenomenon  applies  only  in 
Maryland,  look  anywhere  lottery  tickets  are 
sold. 

Here  and  there  in  this  country,  in  weird 
pockets  of  liberalism  and  in  homes  for  the 
aged,  some  people  can  be  found  who  still  care 
about  the  poor.  As  for  the  rest,  we  mostly 
don't  care  if  they  spend  more  than  they  can 
afford  or  if  the  government,  through  the 
false  hope  of  a  lottery,  imposes  what 
amounts  to  a  "dream  tax"  on  those  who  can 
least  afford  it.  No  more  government  as 
nanny.  If  people  want  to  gamble,  let  them 
gamble. 

But  let  us  not  fool  ourselves.  Some  of  them 
win  gamble  the  rent  money,  and  some  will 
become  addicted  to  games  like  Keno  and 
after  a  while,  maybe  the  money  that  states 
collect  from  gambling  in  going  out  in  social 
services.  It's  one  thing  for  the  mob  to  bleed 
the  poor;  it's  quite  another  thing  for  the 
state  to  do  the  same  thing. 

Whatever  the  case,  little  is  known  about 
gambling's  impact,  and,  it  seems,  the  gam- 
bling industry  likes  it  that  way.  It  pretends 
that  what  was  once  an  industry  dominated 
by  the  mob  is  now  the  equivalent  of  a  state 
fair.  Not  quite.  Politicians  still  are  on  the 
take,  and  the  poor  are  still  being  victimized. 
Little  wonder  the  gaming  industry  is  so  re- 
luctant to  have  the  feds  take  a  look.  It  sells 
fantasy,  but  often  delivers  misery.* 


VIRGINIA  GIRLS  STATE 
•  Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  I»resident.  I  am 
pleased  today  to  applaud  the  50th  anni- 
versary of  the  Virginia  Girls  State. 
Sponsored  by  the  American  Legion 
Auxiliary,  the  Virginia  Girls  State  ik"0- 
vides  high  school  girls  with  leadership 
and  citizenship  training  during  a  week- 
long  program  held  on  collie  campuses 
across  the  country.  This  program  fea- 
tures learning  by  doing  activities 
which  teach  young  women  the  duties, 
privileges,  and  rights  of  American  citi- 
zenship—the backbone  of  democracy. 

This  magnificent  program  reinforces 
to  our  young  citizens  the  notion  that 
they  are  an  essential  part  of  their  gov- 
ernment and  responsible  for  its  char- 
acter and  success.  Through  the  pro- 
gram, the  young  women  are  taught  the 
value  of  individual  responsibility  to 
the  community.  State,  and  Nation. 

The  United  States  of  America  was 
foimded  on,  and  will  flourish  because 
of,  the  principles  of  democracy.  I 
strongly  believe  in  the  lessons  of  de- 
mocracy handed  down  ftom  our  fore- 
fathers. The  more  our  young  people 
know  about  the  Constitution  and  the 
Bill  of  Rights,  the  stronger  our  great 
Nation  becomes.  Remember  that 
knowledge  is  power.  Through  learning, 
the  young  women  of  Virginia  Girls 
State  add  to  the  vitality  and  strength 
of  America. 

Mr.  President,  as  you  know,  there  is 
no  stronger  foundation  for  democracy 
an3rwhere  in  the  world  than  the  U.S. 
Constitution.  I  commend  the  partici- 
pants, supporters  and  founders  of  Vir- 
ginia Girls  State  for  their  dedication  to 
American  citizensliip  and  democracy. 
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Again,  I  extend  a  happy  50tli  anniver- 
sary to  the  Virginia  Girls  State.* 


AUNG  SAN  SUU  KYI 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  one  of  the 
most  impressive  political  leaders  in 
our  world  today  is  the  courageous 
Aung  San  Suu  Kyi  of  Burma,  who  has 
quietly,  consistently  but  firmly,  stood 
for  democracy  for  Burma,  now  called 
Myanmar  by  its  present  leaders,  but 
still  called  Burma  by  Aung  Sam  Suu 
Kyi. 

The  military  government  there 
which  still  does  not  permit  fi^e  assem- 
bly or  a  multiparty  system,  or  other 
things  that  democracies  take  for  grant- 
ed, to  its  credit,  has  released  Aung  San 
Suu  Kyi  from  house  arrest. 

Recently,  the  Los  Angeles  Times 
published  an  interview  with  her  by 
Scott  Kraft,  which  said  something 
about  her  courage  and  her  country. 

I  particularly  like  his  question  "How 
does  it  feel  to  be  a  tree  citizen?"  She 
replied: 

I'm  a  free  citizen  but  the  country  is  not 
tree.  So  I  feel  like  a  tree  citizen  in  an  unfree 
country.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  be 
in  touch  with  the  people.  That  is  what  our 
work  is  all  about. 

You  know,  I  always  felt  free.  I  felt  free 
when  I  was  under  house  arrest  because  It  was 
my  choice.  I  chose  to  do  what  I'm  doing  and 
because  of  that,  I  found  peace  within  myself. 
And  I  suppose  that  is  what  freedom  is  all 
about. 

I  ask  that  the  Los  Angeles  Times  ar- 
ticle be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  article  follows: 
AUNO  San  Suu  Kti— Stetvinc  to  Bunjj  a  De- 

mocract    alod   "the    harsh    regime    of 

Mtanmar 

(By  Scott  Kraft) 

Aung  San  Suu  Kjrl  had  a  rigid  routine  dur- 
ing the  six  years  she  spent  under  arrest  in 
her  family's  lakeside  home.  She  would  rise 
at  4:30  a.m.  for  exercise  and  meditation,  then 
spend  the  day  reading  biographies  or  auto- 
biographies and  listening  to  the  radio.  The 
only  boman  being  she  would  see  was  the 
maid. 

Though  free  for  eight  months  now,  she  still 
spends  most  of  her  days  in  that  two-story 
house.  But  the  1991  Nobel  Peace  Prize  winner 
is  hardly  isolated.  Two  appointments  sec- 
retaries, one  for  foreign  dignitaries  and  the 
other  for  fellow  party  members,  have  guided 
thousands  of  visitors  to  meet  her. 

"I'm  afraid  I  can  no  longer  keep  to  a  strict 
timetable,"  Suu  Kjri  says.  "I  can't  get  up  at 
4:30  anymore  because  there  are  times  I  don't 
get  to  bed  until  2  a.m.  If  I  got  up  early.  I 
wouldn't  be  able  to  operate  full-steam  for  12 
hours." 

Many  here  hoped  her  release  was  a  first 
step  toward  democracy  in  Myanmar.  But  the 
military  regime,  which  nullified  her  party's 
victory  in  the  1990  elections,  still  runs  the 
country.  It  is  stage-managing  a  constitu- 
tional convention  while  trying  to  attract 
foreign  investment. 

Suu  Kyi  is  biding  her  time  and  rebuilding 
her  party  network.  Her  weekdays  are  filled 
with  appointments  and  on  weekends,  hun- 
dreds of  supporters  gather  outside  the  gated 
compound  to  hear  her  speak  and  answer 
their  questions.  Soon,  she  says,  the  govern- 
ment will  come  to  its  senses. 


Even  as  the  government  tries  to  ignore 
her,  Suu  Kyi,  50,  remains  the  most-respected 
political  figure  in  Myanmar.  Her  father, 
Aung  San.  is  considered,  even  by  her  detrac- 
tors, as  the  greatest  hero  of  Burmese  inde- 
pendence. He  was  assassinated  in  1947,  when 
she  was  2. 

Suu  Kyi  left  Burma  in  1960,  at  age  15,  and 
later  received  a  degree  from  Oxford  Univer- 
sity. She  married  a  Briton,  Michael  Aris. 
who  is  now  a  professor  and  specialist  in  Ti- 
betan studies  at  Oxford.  In  1988,  she  returned 
to  Burma  to  tend  to  her  ailing  mother  and 
became  a  leader  of  the  pro-democracy  move- 
ment. 

Aris  and  the  couple's  two  sons,  Kim.  18, 
and  Alexander.  22.  who  are  in  school  abroad, 
usually  visit  Suu  Kyi  at  holidays,  as  they  did 
during  her  years  of  house  arrest,  if  the  gov- 
ernment grants  them  vlsais.  Suu  Kyi  is  pre- 
vented from  leaving  Myanmar  only  by  the 
certainty  that  she  would  never  be  allowed  to 
return. 

In  person,  Suu  Kyi  is  low-key  and  polite, 
though  her  determination  is  evident.  She  al- 
ways refers  to  the  country  as  Burma  and  the 
capital  as  Rangoon,  purposefully  ignoring 
the  government  decree  that  this  nation  be 
called  Myanmar  and  the  city,  Yangon. 

She  meets  visitors  at  home  in  a  square 
room  surrounded  by  1940s-era  photographs  of 
her  family  and  a  wall-sized  painting  of  her 
father.  "The  painting  is  a  bit  Andy  Warhol, 
don't  you  think?"  she  says,  "But  it's  really 
a  very  good  likeness." 

Q.  How  would  you  assess  the  eight  months 
since  you've  been  released?  What  are  the 
positive  developments  and  the  disappoint- 
ments? 

A.  Well,  in  politics.  I  don't  think  you  ever 
get  disappointed  as  such.  It's  an  occupa- 
tional hazard  that  things  don't  always  turn 
out  as  you  would  wish  them  to.  You  hope  for 
the  best  and  prepare  for  the  worst.  That's 
politics. 

The  most  positive  aspect  of  things  since 
my  release  is  the  fact  that  our  party  has  be- 
come far  more  active.  We've  been  reorganiz- 
ing and  reconsol  Ida  ting.  We've  been  sub- 
jected to  a  lot  of  restrictions.  There  continue 
to  be  intimidations  and  harassment. 

But  we  still  have  the  strong  support  of  the 
people  and  we  manage  to  get  along  with  our 
party  building. 

Q.  Many  in  the  West  thought  that  when 
you  were  released,  everything  would  begin  to 
improve. 

A.  I  don't  think  it's  as  simple  as  that. 
There  are  some  people  who  say  I  was  re- 
leased because  the  government  thought  the 
National  League  for  Democracy  was  dead. 
But  in  fact,  it  is  far  from  dead.  There  have 
been  miscalculations  like  that  in  the  past  by 
this  government. 

In  the  1990  elections,  the  government 
thought  we  might  win  a  plurality  but  not  an 
absolute  majority.  In  fact,  we  got  82%,  with 
the  result  that  those  elections  have  been  to- 
tally ignored  and  our  members  persecuted. 

Q.  So  you  aren't  disappointed  in  the  slow 
pace  of  change? 

A.  I  wouldn't  say  "disappointed"  is  the 
word.  There  is  so  much  happening  within  our 
party  that  it  does  compensate  for  what  is  not 
happening  on  the  other  side. 

Of  course,  we  know  that  the  best  thing  for 
the  country  is  national  reconciliation,  which 
can  only  take  place  through  dialogue.  And 
we  hope  that  it  will  take  place  sooner  rather 
than  later.  But  that  doesn't  mean  we  just  sit 
and  hope.  We  have  other  work  to  do  and  we 
carry  on. 

Q.  So  you  aren't  impatient  with  the  pace  of 
things? 


A.  If  you  are  very  busy,  you  have  no  time 
to  be  impatient.  If  you  ask  us  when  do  we 
want  democracy,  well,  we  want  it  now,  of 
course.  I  feel  just  as  strongly  about  that  as 
anybody  else.  But  because  we  are  so  occupied 
with  our  numerous  jobs,  we  are  not  that  im- 
patient. 

Q.  Do  you  think  the  cuirent  constitutional 
conference,  in  which  your  party  is  not  par- 
ticipating. Is  a  step  in  the  right  direction? 

A:  No.  That  constitution  is  not  headed  for 
democracy.  In  the  first  place,  they  are  not 
allowing  political  parties  to  operate  effec- 
tively, and  without  political  parties  operat- 
ing effectively  there  can  be  no  multiparty 
democracy. 

The  constitution  they  are  writing  really 
doesn't  mean  anything.  A  constitution  Is 
just  a  piece  of  paper  unless  it  has  the  support 
of  the  people,  and  many  a  country  has  gone 
through  many  a  constitution  that  Is  unac- 
ceptable to  the  people.  Such  constitutions  do 
not  last. 

Q:  So  what  can  you  do  to  get  this  govern- 
ment to  change  direction? 

A:  It  is  the  will  of  the  people  that  the 
country  should  become  a  democracy,  and  I'm 
sure  the  people  will  join  me  in  guiding  the 
country  to  its  democracy.  We  will  do  what 
we  can  as  a  legally  registered  party.  We  will 
use  political  means  of  reaching  our  goal. 
This  is  our  constant. 

Q:  So  you  are  talking  about  passive  resist- 
ance. 

A:  We  don't  really  believe  that  the  way  to 
bring  about  democracy  is  by  encouraging 
popular  uprisings.  We  believe  that  democ- 
racy will  come  through  the  strength  of  the 
political  will  of  the  people,  expressed 
through  political  parties. 

Q:  How  does  it  feel  to  be  a  free  citizen? 

A:  I'm  a  free  citizen  but  the  country  is  not 
free.  So  I  feel  like  a  free  citizen  in  an  unfree 
country.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  be 
in  touch  with  the  people.  That  is  what  our 
work  is  all  about. 

You  know,  I  always  felt  free.  I  felt  free 
when  I  was  under  house  arrest  because  it  was 
my  choice.  I  chose  to  do  what  I'm  doing  and 
because  of  that,  I  found  peace  within  myself. 
And  I  suppose  that  is  what  freedom  Is  all 
about. 

Q:  Do  you  think  that  it  is  possible  the  gov- 
ernment thought  it  could  make  you  a  non- 
person  by  releasing  you? 

A:  Sounds  likely,  doesn't  It?  Yes,  It  seems 
likely. 

Q:  The  government  often  points  out  that 
you  are  married  to  a  foreigner.  How  impor- 
tant is  that  criticism  to  the  average  Bur- 
mese? 

A:  I  don't  think  it  means  very  much.  If  I 
were  married  to  a  Burmese,  they'd  probably 
attack  my  husband's  family  for  other  rea- 
sons than  that  he  was  foreign.  Don't  forget 
that  they  are  also  attacking— very,  very  vi- 
ciously—other party  leaders  who  are  not 
married  to  foreigners. 

Q:  Is  your  husband  able  to  visit  you? 

A:  He  came  for  Christmas,  but  last  year  he 
was  refused  a  visa  for  the  Easter  holidays.  So 
he  comes  if  he  gets  a  visa. 

Q:  You  have  frequently  called  for  dialogue 
with  the  government. 

A:  Yes,  we  believe  in  dialogue  and  we  will 
always  believe  in  dialogue  because  that's  the 
way  all  political  problems  end  up. 

Q:  Has  the  government  made  any  overtures 
to  you? 

A:  Our  party  has  a  policy  that  we  will 
make  no  statements  about  dialogue  until  we 
decide  we  are  ready  to  bring  out  an  official 
version. 

Q:  So  you're  saying  .  .  .  ? 
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A:  What  I'm  saying  Is  that  I'm  not  answer- 
ing your  question  (laughs). 

Q:  If  there  is  an  election  based  on  the  gov- 
ernment's new  constitution,  would  your 
party  participate? 

A:  We  don't  even  know  whether  there  is 
going  to  be  a  constitution  or  what  sort  of 
constitution.  In  any  case.  I  don't  think  we 
should  be  talking  about  the  next  elections 
when  the  Issue  of  the  last  elections  has  not 
yet  been  resolved. 

Q:  Currently,  the  government  is  promoting 
foreign  Investment,  and  many  companies,  in- 
cluding Unocal  in  Los  Angeles,  have  invest- 
ments here.  What's  your  message  to  those 
companies? 

A:  We  have  always  said— very,  very  clear- 
ly—that Burma  is  not  right  for  investment. 
The  climate  is  not  right  because  the  struc- 
tural changes  necessary  to  make  an  invest- 
ment really  profitable  are  not  yet  in  place. 

We  have  now  acquired  in  Burma  a  small 
group  of  very,  very  rich  people.  We  did  not 
have  such  people  eight  years  ago — people 
who  could  go  to  a  hotel  and  spend  $1,000  on 
a  meal.  That  was  unheard  of.  And  the  gap  be- 
tween the  haves  and  the  have-nots  is  increas- 
ing. That  does  not  make  for  social  stability. 

Q:  Do  you  think  the  government's  hold  on 
power  will  be  strengthened  as  it  opens  up  the 
economy? 

A:  Well,  it's  not  a  free  market.  Some  are 
freer  than  others  in  their  access  to  the  mar- 
ket. The  mechanism  necessary  for  a  really 
healthy  open  economy  does  not  yet  exist. 
And  one  of  the  most  Important  parts  of  that 
is  the  rule  of  law.  You  have  to  know  where 
you  stand.  .  .  .  Without  that,  there  can  be 
neither  credibility  nor  confidence.  And  every 
businessman  must  agree  that  good  business 
cannot  be  done  without  credibility  and  con- 
fidence. 

Q:  What  do  you  do  to  discourage  invest- 
ment? 

A:  It's  not  just  what  I  say  and  it's  not  just 
the  support  there  is  abroad  for  the  move- 
ment for  democracy.  Potential  Investors  who 
really  study  the  situation  in  depth,  who 
don't  just  take  a  superficial  view,  will  come 
to  their  own  conclusion  that  the  time  is  not 
yet  right. 

They  may  want  to  put  a  little  bit  here  so 
they  can  have  a  toe  hold,  waiting  for  the  day 
when  Burma  takes  off  Of  course,  that  day 
will  be  when  democracy  comes. 

Q:  In  your  heart,  when  do  you  think  that 
win  come?  Are  we  talking  five  years? 

A:  I  can't  really  say.  But  certainly  I  don't 
think  it  will  be  that  long. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  know  there  will  be  a 
lot  of  problems  to  deal  with  once  we  have  de- 
mocracy. In  fact,  I  think  we'll  probably  have 
more  problems  after  we  have  democracy 
than  before.  This  is  always  the  case  when  a 
system  changes  from  an  authoritarian  sys- 
tem to  an  open  and  transparent  one. 

Q:  You  tell  the  crowds  that  democracy  is 
DO  panacea. 

A:  Yes,  I  tell  them  that  under  a  democ- 
racy, we  will  have  to  be  prepared  to  take  re- 
sponsibility for  our  country's  problems.  Once 
they  have  democracy,  they  can  no  longer 
blame  the  government  because  they  are  real- 
ly the  government. 

Q:  But  won't  there  need  to  be  pressure  to 
bring  about  change  here? 

A.  There  is  international  pressure.  But  of 
course  what  is  more  important  is  that  there 
is  pressure  from  within. 

The  Burmese  people  are-  tired  of 
authoritarianism,  and  they  have  seen  for 
themselves  that  the  authoritarian  system 
has  not  done  the  country  any  good  at  all. 
Our    standards    of    education    are    falling. 


Standards  of  health  are  falling.  The  face  that 
we  have  new  hotels  does  not  make  up  for  the 
fact  that  our  children  are  less  well-educated. 

Q:  Were  you  surprised,  after  your  release, 
that  there  was  still  strong  support  for  you? 
Did  you  worry  that  you  might  have  been  for- 
gotten? 

A:  No,  no.  I  was  not  that  surprised.  It's 
nothing  to  do  with  me.  It  has  more  to  do 
with  the  desire  of  the  people  for  a  system 
that  gives  them  both  liberty  and  security. 
This  is  what  people  want,  isn't  it?  People 
want  to  be  free  and  at  the  same  time  they 
want  to  be  secure. 

Q:  And  you  personally? 

A:  It's  not  me  they  are  supporting  in  par- 
ticular. The  government  seems  to  think  it's 
me  personally  that  the  people  arc  support- 
ing. This  government  always  gets  things 
wrong. 

We  won  the  election  in  1990  because  the 
people  wanted  democracy.  It  was  not  because 
of  me. 

Q:  Do  you  worry  about  your  safety? 

A:  No,  I  don't  worry  very  much  at  all.  It's 
not  because  I'm  all  that  courageous  or  any- 
thing. It's  just  that  there  is  no  point  in  it.  If 
they  want  to  do  anything  to  me  they  can  do 
it  any  time  they  like.* 


COLLEGE  NATIONAL  FINALS 
RODEO 
•  Mr.  BURNS.  Mr.  President,  I  stand 
today  to  wish  all  those  young  cowboys 
and  cowgirls  that  are  participating  in 
the  College  National  Finals  Rodeo  good 
luck.  These  fine  young  men  and  women 
are  at  the  heart  of  the  sport  of  rodeo 
and  deserve  to  be  commended  for  their 
hard  work  and  determination. 

The  CNFR  is  especially  important  to 
all  these  young  riders  because  of  the 
great  opportunity  for  college  scholar- 
ships and  prizes.  For  many,  this  com- 
petition will  determine  which  school 
they  will  be  able  to  afford,  if  any. 
These  generous  scholarships  are  pro- 
vided by  the  U.S.  Tobacco  Association 
and  they  should  be  given  applause  for 
their  work  to  strengthen  the  sport  and 
help  these  young  riders  obtain  a  col- 
lege education. 

The  city  of  Bozman  has  also  contrib- 
uted a  great  deal  to  the  CNFR.  Cele- 
brating the  25th  anniversary  of  hosting 
the  rodeo,  the  Brick  Breeden  Field 
House  has  provided  the  perfect  location 
for  the  finals  and  hopefully  will  con- 
tinue to  do  so  well  into  the  future. 

You  have  good  reason  to  be  proud  of 
your  sport  and  what  you  do.  As  the 
only  original  America  sport,  you  are 
carrying  on  a  tradition  that  was  start- 
ed over  100  years  ago.  When  the  cow- 
boys of  the  Old  West  were  driving  their 
herds  across  the  plains,  little  did  they 
know  that  their  friendly  competitions 
would  become  a  multimillion  dollar 
sport.  Your  dedication  to  the  rodeo 
honors  them  and  their  hard  work  and 
commitment  to  the  land. 

My  hats  off  to  you  and  the  best  of 
luck.* 


AND  IN  THE  LONG  RUN- 
SHOULD  WIN 


-WE 


•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  recently 
the  New  York  Times  carried  an  item  in 


its  business  section,  written  by  Rich- 
ard H.  Koppes,  deputy  executive  officer 
and  general  counsel  of  the  California 
Public  Employees  Retirement  System, 
the  Nation's  largest  public  employee 
pension  fund  with  almost  $100  billion  in 
assets. 

What  he  writes  makes  a  huge  amount 
of  good  sense. 

He  calls  on  corporate  America  to 
look  long  term  rather  than  short  term. 
Both  in  politics  and  in  business  we 
have  the  tendency  to  look  short  term. 

I  ask  that  the  New  York  Times  arti- 
cle be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  article  follows: 

[From  the  New  York  Times,  May  19.  1996) 

AND  DJ  THE  Long  Run  We  Should  Win 

(By  Richard  H.  Koppes) 

Last  Thursday,  President  Clinton  put  the 
spotlight  on  excessive  corporate  profits  and 
exorbitant  layoffs  by  holding  a  party  at  the 
White  House  to  congratulate  those  compa- 
nies that  "do  well"  by  thefr  employees  and 
their  shareholders. 

The  Administration,  however,  may  want  to 
take  to  the  woodshed  the  real  culprits  of  cor- 
porate greed:  the  boards  of  directors  that 
have  allowed  "the  hollowing  out"  of  Ameri- 
ca's corporations  to  obtain  short-term  in- 
crease in  stock  prices. 

That  statement  may  be  surprising,  coming 
from  the  Nation's  largest  public  pension  fund 
and  one  of  this  country's  strongest  advocates 
for  good  performance.  But  contrary  to  as- 
sumptions being  made  in  some  board  rooms 
of  the  United  States.  Calpers.  the  California 
Public  Employees  Retirement  System,  is  not 
pushing  to  bump  up  short-term  stock  prices. 
We  are  a  company's  long-term  patient  cap- 
ital and  are  troubled  when  companies  sell 
out  to  short-term  Wall  Street  traders. 

So  let  me  set  the  record  straight:  Calpers 
opposes  layoffs  to  lift  stock  prices  in  the 
near  term.  This  is  wrong  and  will  not  work 
to  create  wealth  over  the  long  run.  One  pub- 
lic pension  fund  official  put  it  best  recently 
when  he  said,  "You  can  shrink  your  way  to 
profitability  in  the  short  term,  but  it  isn't 
the  road  to  greatness  in  the  long  run." 

Calpers  doesn't  condone  what's  going  on. 
We  won't  participate  in  that  kind  of  greed. 
And  we  intend  to  be  a  constructive  voice  to 
change  it,  by  demanding  high-quality,  inde- 
pendent directors. 

How  did  America's  corporations  get  to  this 
point?  To  understand,  we  need  only  examine 
the  evolution  of  the  balance  of  corporate 
power  over  the  last  decade. 

When  investors  began  to  zero  in  on  cor- 
porate governance  issues  in  the  early  1980's 
management  held  most  of  the  power  that 
might  rightfully  have  belonged  to  the  com- 
pany's directors  and  its  share  owners. 

As  corporate  governance  activism  grew, 
share  owners,  from  the  short- term  Wall 
Street  traders  to  the  long-term  investors 
like  Calpers.  became  increasingly  infiuen- 
tial,  and  managers  began  to  heed  their  share 
owners'  bidding.  Some  managements  over-re- 
sponded to  the  point  that  they  were  willing 
to  slash  human  assets  to  improve  stock 
prices. 

Either  way.  the  balance  of  power  is  out  of 
whack,  this  time  have  swung  too  far  toward 
share  owners.  Institutional  investors  recog- 
nize it  is  not  their  role  to  govern  the  com- 
pany. That  is  the  responsibility  of  the  board. 
Only  the  directors  can  insure  that  neither 
managem<:nt  nor  share  owners  bold  an  un- 
equal share  of  the  i»wer. 
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How  do  they  do  that?  They  can  learn  a  lot 
from  the  Chrysler  Corporation  and  what 
transpired  when  Kirk  Kerkorian  vigrorously 
sought  to  distribute  more  of  Chrysler's  $7.5 
bUlion  in  cash  to  shareholders  last  year. 

Chrysler  is  led  by  a  strong:.  Independent 
board  that  is  strategically  focused  and 
knows  the  business.  It  could  resist  Mr. 
Kerkorian's  proposal  because  it  engraged  its 
directors,  mana^rs  and  investors  in  debat- 
ing what  was  best  for  the  company.  "None  of 
our  institutional  owners  asked  us  to  changre 
directions,"  Chrysler's  chairman,  Robert  J. 
Eaton,  said  in  recent  speech  to  the  Bk:onomic 
Club  of  Detroit.  "Not  one  of  them  told  us  to 
compromise  the  future  for  the  sake  of 
today."  In  the  last  five  years,  Chrysler  has 
added  more  than  15.000  hourly  workers  while 
creating  impressive  shareowner  value.  At  its 
own  pace,  it  has  moved  to  give  share  owners 
more  money,  including  another  dividend  in- 
crease last  week. 

The  approach  taken  by  Chrysler's  board 
thus  serves  as  a  model  for  how  to  remedy  the 
needles  "hollowing  out"  of  the  corporation. 
Strong,  independent  boards  must  be  formed 
with  directors  who  will  individually  and  col- 
lectively ask  questions  about  proposed  lay- 
offs to  satisfy  themselves  that  the  layoffs 
are  motivated  by  a  strategic  plan  for  long- 
term  growth,  not  a  desire  to  increase  the 
stock  price. 

What  critics  of  public  pension  fund  inves- 
tors do  not  realize  is  that  we  don't  care 
about  next  quarter's  stock  price  or  even  this 
year's  stock  price.  At  the  company's  patient 
capital,  we  hold  our  positions  for  a  decade  or 
longer. 

Therein  lies  Calper's  next  stage  of  cor- 
porate governance  activism.  We  will  be  look- 
ing for  measures  of  performance  that  are 
based  not  simply  on  quarterly  earnings  and 
the  most  recent  rise  in  the  stock  price. 

We  will  be  examining  how  a  corporation  is 
positioned  for  the  long  term.  Part  of  that 
screen  will  be  an  evaluation,  for  example,  of 
whether  executive  compensation  is  reward- 
ing short-tennism  and  whether  the  company 
has  placed  true  value  on  its  workers. 

Calpers  will  continue  its  focus  on  board 
structural  issues  with  an  expansion  into 
board  performance,  evaluating  directors  in- 
dividually and  collectively.  Among  the  key 
questions  it  will  ask  is  whether  the  position 
of  board  chairman  or  chairwoman  is  separate 
fi^m  that  of  the  chief  executive.  If  the  posi- 
tions are  combined,  is  there  an  independent 
director  as  lead  outside  director  to  act  as  a 
counterbalance  to  the  power  of  the  chief  ex- 
ecutive? We  will  also  want  to  know  if  direc- 
tors own  enough  stock  to  make  themselves 
meaningful  owners. 

When  we  meet  with  directors,  we'll  be  ask- 
ing them  what  they  have  done  to  add  value 
to  the  their  company.  We  will  look  at  issues 
that  affect  their  own  objectivity  and  their 
ability  to  devote  sufQcient  time  to  board 
work:  the  number  of  boards  they  serve  on 
and  whether  they  represent  cross-director- 
ships, for  example. 

We  shouldn't  let  the  underperfonners  with 
bloated  payrolls  off  the  hook.  But  Calpers 
and  many  other  institutional  investors  will 
continue  to  advocate  real  long-term  growth 
and  recognize,  as  Mr.  Clinton  did  on  Thurs- 
day, those  who  resist  short-termism.  We  will 
listen  to  quality  boards  that  commit  to  ac- 
tively pursue  long-term  growth. 

With  this  structure  in  place.  America  will 
see  an  end  to  what's  been  called  the  "looting 
of  corporate  America's  human  capital."  It 
can't  happen  soon  enough.* 


THE  1995  FEDERAL  AVIATION  AD- 
MINISTRATION EN  ROUTE  FACIL- 
ITY  OF  THE  YEAR 

•  Mr.  GREGG.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
pay  tribute  to  an  outstanding  group  of 
Federal  Aviation  Administration  offi- 
cials—the air  traffic  controllers  at  Bos- 
ton Center  Local  in  Nashua,  NH.  This 
outstanding  group  of  dedicated  Federal 
employees  has  been  awarded  by  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Transportation, 
Federal  Aviation  Administration,  the 
1995  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
En  Route  Facility  of  the  Year  Award. 

Keeping  our  skyways  safe  for  both 
national  and  international  nights  is 
what  this  group's  work  is  all  about.  I 
applaud  all  of  the  hard  work  and  dedi- 
cation they  have  demonstrated  in  serv- 
ing the  public.  I  wish  to  extend  my 
most  sincere  congratulations  to  the 
employees  of  the  Boston  Air  Route 
Traffic  Control  Center,  in  Nashua,  NH. 
I  am  confident  that  this  distinguished 
group  of  individuals  will  continue  to 
enjoy  continued  success  in  the  future.  I 
ask  that  the  attached  commendation 
reflecting  the  sentiments  of  both  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  Sen- 
ate be  printed  in  the  Record. 
The  commendation  follows: 
A  Commendation— Boston  Am  Route  Traf- 
fic Control  Center:  1995  Federal  avia- 
tion   ADMINISTRATION    EN    ROUTE    FACIUTy 

OF  THE  Year 

Whereas.  The  Boston  Air  Route  Traffic 
Control  Center,  located  in  Nashua,  New 
Hampshire,  has  been  awarded  the  United 
States  Department  of  Transportation,  Fed- 
eral Aviation  Administration's  1995  En  route 
Facility  of  the  Year  Award;  and 

Wheres,  The  employees  of  the  Boston  Air 
Route  Traffic  Control  Center  are  recognized 
nationally  for  their  exemplary  service  pro- 
vided to  the  fljring  public  of  New  Hampshire, 
New  England,  and  worldwide:  and 

Whereas.  The  employees  of  the  Boston  Air 
Route  Traffic  Control  Center  have  focused  on 
being  proactive  in  their  mission  to  effi- 
ciently serve  the  public  and  on  improving 
the  total  service  to  the  aviation  industry, 
flying  public,  local  community,  and  Federal 
Government;  and 

Whereas,  Boston  Air  Route  Traffic  Control 
Center  employees  have  made  extensive  con- 
tributions to  our  local  communities  and  are 
actively  involved  in  charitable  organiza- 
tions: and  < 

Whereas,  the  Boston  Air  Route  Traffic 
Control  Center  level  of  operations,  employee 
activities,  and  special  projects  in  1995  were 
unprecedented:  therefore  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  employees  of  the  Boston 
Air  Route  Traffic  Control  Center  are  com- 
mended by  the  104th  Congress  of  the  United 
States  for  their  service  cited  by  this  award.* 


NATIONAL  ENVIRONMENTAL 
EDUCATION  AMENDMENTS  ACT 

•  Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  National  Environ- 
mental Education  Amendments  Act,  a 
measure  which  I  am  proud  to  cospon- 
sor.  I  was  also  proud  to  support  the 
original  enacting  legislation  in  1990. 
This  bill  is  designed  to  extend  the  life 
of  the   National   Environmental   Edu- 


cation and  Training  Foundation 
[NEETF],  which  was  established  in  1990 
to  meet  critical  environmental  needs 
in  the  very  best  way  we  know  how.  It 
relies  on  solid,  reputable  science  to 
bring  broad-based  environmental  edu- 
cation to  citizens  and  workers  across 
the  country  and  around  the  world. 

Specifically,  the  Foundation  serves 
as  a  link  between  public  and  private  re- 
sources. It  administers  a  matching 
grant  program  to  encourage,  leverage, 
and  manage  private  gifts  for  environ- 
mental education.  Those  funds  are 
spent  on  school  projects,  after-school 
activities,  worker  training,  and  adult 
education. 

In  my  home  State  of  New  York,  the 
Foundation  has  sponsored  approxi- 
mately 80  projects,  which  I  expect  will 
have  tremendous  impact  on  the  partici- 
pants and  many  others.  One  grant  was 
awarded  to  the  High  School  for  Envi- 
ronmental Studies  Project,  sponsored 
by  the  Council  on  the  Environment  of 
New  York  City,  to  infuse  environ- 
mental awareness  into  all  subjects  in 
the  9th  through  12th  grade  curricula. 
The  NEETF  also  sponsored  a  bilingual 
program  addressing  environmental 
issues  affecting  Harlem  residents 
through  the  waste  reduction  dem- 
onstration project,  which  is  part  of  the 
Harlem  environmental  impact  project. 
In  Cortland,  NY,  NEETF  operates  an 
environmental  education  after-school 
program  for  elementary  students. 
These  projects  share  a  common  theme: 
They  are  visionary  and  proactive  ef- 
forts to  make  citizens  better  Informed 
about  issues  which  affect  them. 

In  the  June  10th  issue  of  US  News  & 
World  Report,  Michael  Satchell  writes 
about  the  growing  criticism  of  environ- 
mental education  in  this  coimtry.  Al- 
though some  20  States  now  require  or 
strongly  encourage  environmental  edu- 
cation, the  quality  of  the  education  is 
spotty  and  the  criticism  from  some 
camps  has  been  overly  pointed.  The  an- 
swer is  not  to  abandon  environmental 
education;  there  are  identifiable  risks 
about  which  the  public  deserves  honest 
information.  Rather,  we  should  encour- 
age fair,  credible  education  based  on 
solid  science — a  philosophy  which  is 
very  much  consistent  with  the  mission 
of  the  NEETF. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
support  of  this  program.* 


CONGRATULATIONS  TO  SOCIAL  SE- 
CURITY ADMINISTRATION'S 
TAMPA  TELESERVICE  CENTER 

•  Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  for 
years,  many  of  us  have  urged  the  Fed- 
eral Government  to  revamp  the  way  it 
provides  services.  Three  years  ago. 
Vice  President  Al  Gore  made  this  mis- 
sion his  own.  And  In  that  time,  the  Na- 
tional Performance  Review — better 
known  as  Reinventing  Government — 
has  brought  about  notable  improve- 
ments in  the  way  our  Government  does 
business. 
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Today,  I  am  very  proud  to  recognize 
one  of  the  brightest  stars  in  the  Rein- 
venting Government  initiative:  the  So- 
cial Security  Administration's  Tampa 
Teleservice  Center. 

Last  month.  Vice  President  GORE  se- 
lected the  Tampa  Teleservice  Center  as 
a  recipient  of  his  Hanmier  Award.  Mr. 
President,  the  Hammer  Award  recog- 
nizes both  individuals  and  teams  of 
Government  workers  who  have  made  a 
significant  contribution  to  the  Na- 
tional Performance  Review  principles 
of  putting  customers  first,  cutting  red 
tape,  empowering  employees,  and  get- 
ting back  to  basics. 

Mr.  President,  the  Tampa  Teleservice 
Center's  commitment  to  serving  cli- 
ents in  a  timely,  helpful,  and  courteous 
manner  is  exactly  the  kind  of  service 
that  Reinventing  Government  in- 
tended. 

In  a  cynical  era  where  Government 
agencies  are  frequently  accused  of 
being  unresponsive,  the  Tampa  Tele- 
service Center  is  proof  that  services 
can  be  delivered  quickly  and  skillfully. 
Over  90  percent  of  the  calls  it  receives 
each  year  are  handled  to  completion, 
with  no  need  for  further  contact. 

That's  an  incredible  record.  And  per- 
haps the  most  impressive  part  is  that 
the  Sociad  Security  Administration  has 
improved  its  performance  so  much  that 
is  now  rated  as  the  best  in  telephone 
customer  service  from  a  list  of  nine 
service  providers— including  respected 
companies  Uke  Nordstrom  L.L  Bean, 
Disney,  and  Federal  Express,  these 
companies  are  in  a  league  of  their  own 
when  it  comes  to  customer  service,  and 
even  they  are  not  in  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Administration's  league. 

This  achievement  is  particularly  im- 
pressive when  one  considers  the  dif- 
ficult task  assigned  to  Social  Security 
telephone  agents.  The  sheer  volume  of 
calls  that  these  agents  handle  is 
daunting.  So  is  the  complex  nature  of 
many  of  the  customers'  questions. 

The  Tampa  Teleservice  Center  is  to 
be  commended  for  its  skill  in  handling 
this  difficult  task.  Last  year,  its  agents 
assisted  over  one  million  satisfied  cus- 
tomers. 

I  join  Vice  President  GORE  in  salut- 
ing this  significant  achievement.  The 
workers  of  the  Social  Security  Admin- 
istration's Tampa  Teleservice  Center 
truly  embody  the  best  principles  of 
public  service.* 


CONVERSION  OF  POSITIONS  IN 
THE  U.S.  FIRE  ADMINISTRATION 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Senate  proceed 
to  the  immediate  consideration  of  Cal- 
endar No.  432.  which  is  S.  1488. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  bill  (S.  1488)  to  convert  certain  excepted 
service  positions  in  the  United  States  Fire 
Administration  to  competitive  service  posi- 
tions, and  for  other  purposes. 


The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  bill  be  deemed 
read  three  times,  passed,  the  motion  to 
reconsider  be  laid  upon  the  table,  and 
that  any  statements  relating  thereto 
appear  at  the  appropriate  place  in  the 
Record  as  if  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  bill  (S.  1488)  was  deemed  read  for 
a  third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 
S.  1488 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  CONVEHSION  OF  CEBTAIN  EXCEPTED 
SERVICE  POSmONS  IN  THE  UNITED 
STATES  FIRE   ADMINISTRATION  TO 

comvnnvE  service  positions. 

(a)  In  General.— No  later  than  the  date  de- 
scribed under  subsection  (d)(1),  the  Director 
of  the  Federal  Emergency  Management 
Agency  and  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Per- 
sonnel Management  shaU  take  such  actions 
as  necessary  to  convert  each  excepted  serv- 
ice position  established  before  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act  under  section 
7(cK4)  of  the  Federal  Fire  Prevention  and 
Control  Act  of  1974  (15  U.S.C.  2206(cX4))  to  a 
competitive  service  position. 

(b)  Effect  on  Emplotees.— Any  employee 
employed  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act  in  an  excepted  service  position  con- 
verted under  subsection  (a) — 

(1)  shall  remain  employed  in  the  competi- 
tive service  position  so  converted  without  a 
break  in  service: 

(2)  by  reason  of  such  conversion,  shall  have 
no— 

(A)  diminution  of  seniority; 

(B)  reduction  of  cumulative  years  of  serv- 
ice; and 

(C)  requirement  to  serve  an  additional  pro- 
bationary period  applied:  and 

(3)  shall  retain  their  standing  and  partici- 
pation with  respect  to  chapter  83  or  84  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code,  relating  to  Fed- 
eral retirement. 

(c)  Prospective  Competttive  Service  Po- 
sitions.—Section  7(c)(4)  of  the  Federal  Fire 
Prevention  and  Control  Act  of  1974  (15  U.S.C. 
2206(0(4))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(4)  appoint  faculty  members  to  competi- 
tive service  positions  and  with  respect  to 
temporary  and  intermittent  services,  to 
make  appointments  of  consultants  to  the 
same  extent  as  is  authorized  by  section  3109 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code;". 

(d)  Effective  Date. — (l)  Except  as  pro- 
vided under  paragraph  (2).  this  Act  shall 
take  effect  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay 
period,  applicable  to  the  positions  described 
under  subsection  (a),  b(»g:lnning  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)(A)  The  Director  of  the  Federal  Emer- 
gency Management  Agency  and  the  Director 
of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management  shall 
take  such  actions  as  directed  under  sub- 
section (a)  on  and  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act. 

(B)  Subsection  (c)  shall  take  effect  on  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 


17,  the  Special  Committee  on  White- 
water have  until  midnight  to  file  any 
reported  items. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.        " 


RESOLUTION  ON  CHURCH 
BURNINGS 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  under- 
stand that  perhai>s  there  had  been 
some  misinformation  about  passing  a 
resolution  with  regard  to  the  church 
burnings  that  have  been  occurring.  We 
all  agree  this  is  a  despicable  act  and 
one  that  the  Senate  wants  to  speak  on 
in  a  resolution. 

I  have  discussed  this  matter  with  the 
distinguished  Democratic  leader.  It  is 
our  intent  to  work  together  to  see  if  we 
cannot  come  to  an  agreement  on 
whether  there  would  be  a  bipartisan 
bill  tomorrow  so  that  we  can  express 
ourselves  and  express  the  Senate's  feel- 
ing on  this  very  important  matter.  It  is 
our  intent  to  pursue  that  with  those 
who  have  offered  resolutions  to  address 
this  issue. 

Mr.  DASCHLE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  mi- 
nority leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
express  my  hope  that  we  can  do  just  as 
the  majority  leader  has  suggested. 
There  is  great  interest  in  the  Senate  in 
putting  this  body  on  record  in  a  way 
that  will  allow  us  to  express  ourselves 
on  these  hideous  fires.  We  can  do  that, 
and  I  hope  we  can  work  together  to 
find  a  way,  a  resolution,  that  will  allow 
us  to  do  that  as  early  as  tomorrow.  I 
intend  to  talk  to  Senator  Moselet- 
Braun  and  Members  on  my  side.  We 
will  work  with  the  majority  leader  to 
see  if  we  can  make  that  happen. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  note  that 
Senator  Hutchison,  the  Senator  from 
Texas,  has  been  very  interested  in  this. 
She  will  be  involved  in  trying  to  work 
that  issue  out.  Also,  Senator  Fair- 
CLOTH  has  some  legislation  in  this  area. 
We  will  be  working  on  this  together  to 
get  it  done  in  a  very  quick  fashion. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEE  TO 
REPORT 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  on  Monday.  June 


UNANIMOUS  CONSENT 
AGREEMENT— S.  1745 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  at  10  a.m.  on  Tues- 
day. June  18.  1996,  the  Senate  proceed 
to  the  consideration  of  Calendar  No. 
433.  S.  1745.  the  DOD  authorization  bill 
for  debate  only  prior  to  recess. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  Mr.  President,  let  me  just 
point  out  that  when  we  considered  the 
scheduling  of  the  State  Department  au- 
thorization bill  some  time  ago— in  fact, 
as  I  understand  it,  it  was  December  7. 
1995—1  had  an  opportunity  to  conduct  a 
colloquy  with  the  majority  leader  at 
the  time.  Senator  Dole.  I  asked  him  if 
it  was  his  intention  to  bring  up  the 
chemical  weapons  convention  at  some 
point  during  the  second  session  of  Con- 
gress. His  answer  was  that  it  was  his 
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intention  to  consider  the  convention  in 
a  reasonable  time  period,  once  the  con- 
vention is  on  the  Executive  Calendar. 

It  has  been  on  the  calendar  now  since 
April  30.  I  fully  appreciate  that  the  dis- 
tingTiished  majority  leader  is  just  be- 
ginning to  put  his  plans  for  the  legisla- 
tive schedule  together  and  I  would  not 
expect  that  he  would  have  a  date  cer- 
tain, but  I  ask  the  majority  leader 
whether  the  chemical  weapons  conven- 
tion could  be  considered,  and  if  it  is  his 
intention  to  consider  the  treaty  at 
some  point  in  the  future  as  we  take  up 
this  particular  bill  that  is  very  impor- 
tant to  many  of  our  Members,  and  I 
think  some  clarification  with  regard  to 
his  intent  would  be  very  helpful. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  respond  to  the  distinguished 
Democratic  leader.  I  think  that  is  a 
reasonable  request. 

He  is  right.  I  have  been  on  the  job  as 
majority  leader  for  a  little  more  than 
24  hours,  and  there  are  a  lot  of  issues 
that  we  are  working  together  on.  We 
are  making  some  progress  on  those.  We 
will  continue  to  work  on  the  health 
care  reform,  and  we  have  not  been  able 
to  get  the  budget  resolution  passed  so 
we  can  move  on  to  the  appropriations 
calendar. 

This  is  an  issue  that  I  had  done  some 
work  on  as  the  whip,  just  trying  to  get 
an  agreement  on  some  other  issues,  in- 
cluding the  missile  defense  issue.  I  had 
never  really  discussed  it,  in  terms  of 
its  relationship  to  the  DOD  authoriza- 
tion bill.  I  know  that  there  are  a  cou- 
ple of  Senators  who  have  some  con- 
cerns about  it.  I  have  not  had  a  chance 
to  sit  down  and  be  briefed  with  them. 

I  have  a  meeting  of  our  committee 
chairmen  scheduled  for  early  next 
week,  Tuesday.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  exactly 
what  his  situation  is  on  this  legisla- 
tion. It  is  obviously  very  important. 
The  chemical  weapons  convention  is 
something  that  we  are  all  concerned 
about.  I  think  it  should  be  given  proper 
consideration.  I  hate  to  use  the  words 
reasonable  time,  because  that  is  what 
the  leader  did  use  in  his  response  to 
your  Question  at  that  time,  and  I  be- 


lieve it  was  reported  out  of  committee 
on  April  30. 

It  is  not  my  intention  to  withhold 
this  convention,  but  I  do  wsmt  to  un- 
derstand what  the  problems  are,  how 
much  time  we  would  be  talking  about 
in  bringing  it  up.  As  the  Senator 
knows,  we  have  a  limited  number  of 
days  in  which  to  do  a  lot  of  important 
work.  But  I  will  say  this,  I  am  going  to 
talk  to  those  Senators,  hopefully  to- 
morrow if  they  are  here,  but  certainly 
early  next  week.  And  I  will  get  back  to 
the  Democratic  leader  and  we  will  talk 
about  how  we  can  work  out  an  agree- 
ment on  this  issue. 

I  cannot  make  a  commitment  on  a 
date  certain  at  this  time  because  I  do 
not  know  what  the  situation  is.  If  you 
will  give  me  the  benefit  of  a  few  days, 
I  will  try  to  give  a  more  responsive  an- 
swer at  that  time. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  under 
the  circumstances  think  that  is  an  ap- 
propriate answer  and  I  appreciate  the 
majority  leader's  willingness  to  work 
with  us  in  finding  a  mutually  accept- 
able time. 

With  that.  I  have  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  thank  very  much  the 
distingmshed  Democratic  leader. 


ORDERS  FOR  TUESDAY.  JUNE  18, 
1996 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  further 
ask  the  Senate  stand  in  recess  between 
the  hours  of  12:30  p.m.  and  2:15  p.m.  on 
Tuesday  in  order  for  the  weekly  party 
caucuses  to  meet. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  further  ask  when  the 
Senate  reconvenes  at  2:15  on  Tuesday, 
the  majority  leader  be  recognized. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDERS  FOR  FRIDAY,  JUNE  14.  1996 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  now  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  Sen- 
ate completes  its  business  today  it 
stand  in  adjournment  until  the  hour  of 


9:30  a.m.  on  Friday.  June  14;  further, 
that  immediately  following  the  prayer, 
the  Journal  of  proceedings  be  deemed 
approved  to  date,  that  no  resolutions 
come  over  under  the  rule,  the  call  of 
the  calendar  be  dispensed  with,  the 
morning  hour  be  deemed  to  have  ex- 
pired, and  the  time  for  the  two  leaders 
be  reserved  for  their  use  later  in  the 
day  and  that  there  then  be  a  period  for 
morning  business  until  the  hour  of  12 
noon,  with  Senators  to  speak  for  up  to 
5  minutes  each  with  the  following  ex- 
ceptions: Senator  Coverdell  or  his 
designee  to  have  up  to  90  minutes 
under  his  control,  from  9:30  to  11;  Sen- 
ator BiNGAMAN.  15  minutes;  Senator 
MXJRKOWSKI,  15  minutes;  Senator  Kemp- 
THORNE  for  10  minutes;  Senator 
Daschle  or  his  designee.  20  minutes. 

I  further  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
at  12  noon  the  Senate  resume  executive 
session  and  the  consideration  of  the 
nomination  of  Alan  Greenspan. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr.  LOTT.  For  the  information  of  all 
Senators,  tomorrow,  following  the  pe- 
riod for  morning  business,  the  Senate 
will  resume  debate  on  the  Greenspan 
nomination.  No  roUcall  votes  will 
occur  during  Friday's  session  of  the 
Senate,  and  the  Senate  may  consider 
any  other  executive  or  legislative 
items  that  can  be  cleared  for  action. 

Also,  it  is,  I  believe,  after  discussion 
with  the  Democratic  leader,  our  intent 
that  there  not  be  a  session  on  Monday. 

Then  we  will  go  in,  I  believe,  at  9:30 
on  Tuesday,  for  the  action  under  the 
agreement  just  reached. 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  9:30  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  LOTT.  K  there  is  no  further  busi- 
ness to  come  before  the  Senate,  I  now 
ask  that  the  Senate  stand  in  adjourn- 
ment under  the  previous  order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  7:28  p.m,  adjourned  until  Friday, 
June  14, 1996,  at  9:30  a.m. 
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The  House  met  at  10  a.m. 

The  Reverend  Colin  Kelly  m,  Trin- 
ity-on-the-Hill  Episcopal  Church,  Los 
Alamos.  NM,  offered  the  following 
prayer: 

Gracious  God.  bless  these  men  and 
women  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. Endow  them  with  wisdom,  cour- 
age, and  strength  to  know  and  to  do 
Your  will.  Inspire  them  to  rise  above 
differences  and  see  common  tasks  with 
Your  vision. 

We  pray  for  the  President  of  these 
United  States,  and  all  in  authority, 
that  they  may  always  remember  to 
look  in  trust  to  You  as  they  fulfill 
their  daily  responsibilities. 

We  pray  also  for  all  the  people  of  our 
country.  We  seek  justice,  freedom,  and 
peace.  Help  us  always  to  remember 
that  freedom  comes  with  responsibility 
and  peace  comes  at  the  price  of  lives 
sacrificed.  Give  us  Your  peace. 

Purify  our  hearts,  O  God,  and  renew 
a  right  spirit  within  us.  Through  Christ 
Jesus  we  pray.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 


The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  has  exam- 
ined the  Journal  of  the  last  day's  pro- 
ceedings and  announces  to  the  House 
his  approval  thereof. 

Piirsuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I,  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 

Mr.  HEFLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursuant 
to  clause  1,  rule  I,  I  demand  a  vote  on 
agreeing  to  the  Speaker's  approval  of 
the  Journal. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  Chair's  approval  of  the  Journal. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  HEFLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Pursuant  to  the  pro- 
visions of  clause  5  of  rule  I,  further  pro- 
ceedings on  this  question  will  be  post- 
poned. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 

The  SPEAKER.  Will  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Watts]  come  for- 
ward and  lead  the  House  in  the  Pledge 
of  Allegiance. 

Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma  led  the 
Pledge  of  Allegiance  as  follows: 

I  pledge  allegiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United    States    of    America,    and    to    the 


Republic  for  which  It  stands,  one  nation 
under  God.  Indivisible,  with  liberty  and  jus- 
tice for  all. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  enter- 
tain fifteen  1-minutes  on  each  side. 


WELCOMING  THE  REVEREND 
COLIN  P.  KELLY  m 

(Mr.  RICHARDSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
gives  me  great  pleasure  to  formally 
welcome  and  introduce  today's  guest 
chaplain,  the  Reverend  Colin  P.  Kelly 
in  of  Trinity-on-the-Hill  Episcopal 
Church  in  Los  Alamos.  NM. 

Reverend  Kelly  has  had  a  long  and 
distinguished  career  of  service  to  his 
congregants  and  to  this  Nation.  A  West 
Point  graduate,  he  served  his  country 
in  Germany  and  at  Fort  Riley,  KS. 
After  receiving  a  master  of  divinity  de- 
gree from  Philadelphia  Divinity 
School,  he  returned  to  active  duty 
military  for  extensive  pastoral  experi- 
ence. Among  his  duties,  he  served  as 
assistant  chaplain  at  the  Military 
Academy  and  also  served  as  division 
chaplain  at  Fort  Carson  where  he  su- 
I)ervised  21  Army  chaplains  who  were 
responsible  for  the  spiritual  welfare  of 
over  16,000  soldiers  and  their  families. 

After  retiring  from  the  Army,  he  set- 
tled in  Los  Alamos  where  he  assumed 
duties  as  rector  of  Trinity-on-the-Hill 
Episcopal  Church.  He  is  married  to  Sue 
Ellen  Kelly  who  just  joined  him  on  this 
mission  to  Washington  and  they  have 
five  children. 

While  we  in  New  Mexico  know  and  re- 
spect Colin  P.  Kelly  m  for  his  pastoral 
duties,  others  around  the  country 
might  recognize  his  name — his  father 
was  a  World  War  n  hero.  Colin  P. 
Kelly,  Jr.,  was  shot  down  over  the  Phil- 
ippines in  December  1941,  shortly  after 
the  attack  on  Pearl  Harbor.  He  had  en- 
gaged the  enemy  in  what  was  the  first 
strike  back  by  the  United  States  in 
World  War  n. 

In  recognition  of  the  outstanding 
service  offered  by  the  Kelly  family  to 
this  great  Nation,  it  is  only  fitting 
that  Reverend  Kelly  be  given  the  op- 
portunity to  offer  his  prayers  before 
the  House.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join 
me  in  welcoming  and  honoring  Rev- 
erend Colin  P.  Kelly  m. 


HEALTH  INSURANCE 

(Mr.  GINGRICH  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  GINGRICH.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  sim- 
ply wanted  to  rise  to  note  that  we  are 
on  the  verge  of  a  historic  achievement. 
We  have  a  bill  which  will  extend  guar- 
anteed portability  of  health  insuramce 
to  every  American  in  the  health  insur- 
ance system.  That  is,  you  will  never 
again  have  to  worry  about  changing 
jobs.  You  will  never  again  have  job 
lock  because  of  a  precondition.  You 
will  never  again  have  to  worry  about  a 
precondition  stopping  you  from  getting 
health  insurance  once  you  are  in  the 
system.  You  can  change  jobs;  you  can 
move  around;  you  can  do  what  you 
need  to  do. 

This  is  a  vital,  vital  improvement  for 
the  people  of  America.  It  is  the  No.  1 
concern  of  working  Americans  in 
health  care. 

In  addition,  this  bill  includes  lower 
cost  insurance  for  family  farms,  for 
small  businesses,  and  for  the  self-em- 
ployed; that  is.  the  groups  that  have 
the  lowest  level  of  insurance  participa- 
tion, those  who  are  the  least  covered 
by  insurance. 

We  have  developed  a  medical  savings 
account  plan  which  allows  them  to  buy 
lower  cost  health  insurance  to  cover 
any  kind  of  major  illness  they  might 
have.  So  this  is  a  wlnAvin.  It  is  better 
health  coverage  for  families  already  in 
the  insurance  system  because  it  elimi- 
nates preconditions,  and  it  is  lower 
cost  health  insurance  for  the  self-em- 
ployed family  farms  and  small  busi- 
nesses. 

I  simply  hope  that  the  liberals  in  the 
Senate  who  are  blocking  it  will  get  out 
of  the  way  and  allow  the  American  peo- 
ple to  have  better  health  insurance 
with  better  coverage  at  lower  cost. 


THE  IRS 


(Mr.  TRAFICANT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
IRS  does  not  tolerate  mistakes.  The 
IRS  expects  taxpayers  to  have  every 
single  receipt.  But  check  this  out.  The 
GAO  did  an  audit  of  the  IRS,  and  guess 
what  they  found;  the  IRS  cannot  even 
tell  the  difference  between  income 
taxes  and  Social  Security  taxes.  Also, 
the  IRS  cannot  account  for  S3  billion  of 
spending.  Also,  the  IRS  says  taxpayers 
owe  $130  billion  in  overdue  taxes,  but 
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the  GAO  says  they  could  find  no  proof 
of  that. 

Just  think  about  it.  K  you  could  not 
account  for  massive  spending,  if  your 
books  were  in  a  shambles,  what  would 
the  IRS  do  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker?  You 
would  be  guilty,  guilty,  guilty.  They 
would  take  you  to  court  and  you  would 
have  to  prove  yourself  innocent. 

Beam  me  up.  No  wonder  the  Amer- 
ican people  are  taxed  off.  I  think  Con- 
gress should  take  the  IRS,  handcuff 
them  to  a  chain-link  fence,  and  flog 
them  with  their  own  damn  Tax  Code. 

That  is  what  the  Congress  should  do. 
Yield  back  the  balance  of  the  taxes. 


WHITE  HOUSE  AND  CONFIDENTIAL 
FBI  FILES 

(Mr.  CHABOT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  CHABOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday 
we  learned  that  among  those  former 
Reagan  and  Bush  officials  whose  con- 
fidential FBI  background  files  have 
been  pawed  through  by  the  Clinton 
White  House  is  a  distinguished  Cin- 
cinnatian,  Mr.  Joseph  W.  Haigln. 

The  search  of  Mr.  Hagin's  file  is  note- 
worthy not  only  because  Joe  is  a  well 
respected  member  of  my  community 
but  also  because  the  White  House  ini- 
tially had  said  that  it  had  only  gotten 
through  files  from  A  through  G.  Mr. 
Hagin's  last  name,  of  course,  begins 
with  the  letter  "H"  and  I'm  willing  to 
bet  that  the  FBI  is  good  enough  to 
have  figured  that  out. 

Now  Mr.  Speaker,  President  Clinton 
has  said  that  the  White  House  never 
should  condone  an  enemies  list  and 
that  all  of  this  vast  intrusion  into  the 
privacy  of  former  public  servants  is 
simply  the  result  of  administration  in- 
competence. I  sure  hope  that's  the 
case.  But  I  can  understand  why  some  of 
the  victims  are  skeptical.  After  all  this 
administration  had  turned  the  Justice 
Department  over  to  a  political  crony 
named  Webster  Hubble  who  now  stands 
convicted  of  various  felonies.  And  the 
administration  had  done  little  to  quell 
suspicion  that  the  FBI  was  urged  to 
target  and  harass  Mr.  Billy  Dale.  The 
President  has  apologized  to  Billy  Dale. 
He  also  should  apologize  to  Mr.  Hagin. 

The  whole  thing  stinks  to  high 
heaven. 


HEALTH  CARE  REFORM 

(Mr.  PALLONE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  heard 
what  Speaker  Gingrich  said  about  the 
health  care  reform  bill.  My  concern  is 
that  what  he  mentioned  really  is  vsry 
far  from  the  truth.  The  fact  of  the  mat- 
ter is  the  Democrats  and  Republicans 
want  to  see  a  bill  passed  that  would  in- 
crease portability  and  eliminrte 
preeezisting  conditions  as  a  factor.  But 


the  Republican  leadership  has  insisted 
on  the  poison  pill  of  MSA's  medical 
savings  accounts. 

The  effect  of  including  medical  sav- 
ings accounts  in  this  legislation  is  ba- 
sically to  drive  up  the  cost  of  insurance 
for  the  average  person.  Instead  of  ex- 
panding the  opportunities  of  health 
care  coverage  and  eliminating  the 
ranks  of  the  uninsured,  by  including 
medical  savings  accounts  only  the 
healthy  and  the  wealthy  will  be  able  to 
take  advantage  of  that.  The  cost  for 
the  average  person  of  health  insurance 
will  go  up.  Instead  of  having  more  peo- 
ple covered  by  health  insurance,  the  ef- 
fect is  that  there  will  be  less  and  less 
people  covered  by  health  insurance  be- 
cause they  will  not  be  able  to  afford 
the  higher  premiums. 

The  poison  pill  in  MSA's  is  still 
there.  The  suggestion  by  the  Speaker 
that  somehow  this  legislation,  if  it  in- 
cludes the  MSA's  is  going  to  solve  the 
health  care  problem,  is  not  true. 


BUREAUCRATIC  SNAFUS 

(Mr.  HEFLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  HEFLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Clin- 
ton administration  is  quickly  becom- 
ing a  litany  of  bureaucratic  snafus  and 
mistakes.  Clinton  responds  to  all  of 
these  mishaps  the  same  way — "I  was 
not  aware  of  any  wrongdoing."  Notice 
that  Clinton  never  says  that  the 
charges  are  completely  false,  they  are 
just  someone  else's  fault  not  his. 

When  Bill  Clinton  campaigned  it  wais 
"I  didn't  inhale." 

When  Whitewater  developed,  it  was 
"I  am  not  aware  of  any  wrongdoing." 

Finally,  as  the  X-files  scandal  has  de- 
veloped, Clinton's  response:  "It  appears 
to  have  been  a  completely  honest  bu- 
reaucratic snafu." 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe  it  was  a  com- 
pletely bureaucratic  snafu.  But  this  ad- 
ministration has  had  far  too  many  sna- 
fus to  fool  the  American  people  into  be- 
lieving that  these  are  all  honest  bu- 
reaucratic snafus.  It  is  time  for  this  ad- 
ministration to  start  taking  a  small 
measure  of  responsibility  for  its  uneth- 
ical actions.  "The  people  want  honesty 
and  integrity  from  the  President. 


EXTREME.  EXTREMER,  AND 
EXTREMIST 

(Mr.  SCHUMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
election  in  the  Senate  yesterday  gives 
the  American  people  some  idea  of 
where  the  Republican  Party  is  going. 
The  three  top  leaders  in  the  Senate 
now,  like  the  three  top  leaders  in  the 
House,  are  far  over  on  the  far  right  ex- 
treme, far  away  from  the  mainstream 
American.  Not  a  single  moderate  Re- 


publican is  in  the  House  leadership  or 
the  Senate  leadership.  That  relates  to 
what  the  Speaker  came  to  talk  about 
today. 

Americans  want  portability.  They 
want  portability  in  health  care.  They 
do  not  know  about  any  newfangled  pro- 
posal on  MSA's  that  have  come  up  be- 
cause some  big  insurance  magnet  is 
pushing  it  with  big  contributions. 
Move  portability  without  any  of  these 
other  ideological  bells  and  whistles, 
and  you  will  help  the  American  people. 
I  say,  in  conclusion,  we  now  have  three 
leaders  in  the  House  and  Senate:  ex- 
treme, extremer.  extremist.  Do  not  let 
that  vitiate  the  kind  of  mainstream 
health  care  policy  that  the  American 
people  want. 


ABUSIVE  CLINTON 
ADMINISTRATION 

(Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  was  bom  in  Eufaula,  OK,  on  No- 
vember 18,  1957.  I  graduated  from  Okla- 
homa University  in  May  1981.  I  was 
married  on  May  7,  1977,  to  Frankie 
Jean  Jones. 

I  had  three  fights  when  I  was  in  the 
third  grade,  and  I  was  3  and  0  for  the 
year.  My  high  school  football  coach 
was  Paul  Bell.  My  high  school  basket- 
ball coach  was  Perry  Anderson,  and  my 
college  football  coawh  was  Barry 
Swltzer. 

n  1015 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  order  to  prevent  tax- 
payers' hard-earned  dollars  from  being 
wasted  on  this  tyiie  of  information 
from  my  FBI  background  check,  I 
thought  I  would  voluntarily  hand  this 
over  to  the  White  House.  By  giving  this 
to  the  White  House,  they  would  be  able 
to  save  time  and  money  on  helping  us 
to  save  to  balance  the  budget. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  to  this 
Chamber  that  valuable  taxpayer  money 
has  been  wasted  time  and  time  again 
by  this  White  House  on  politically  mo- 
tivated shenanigans  such  as  these  FBI 
files,  their  travel  office  and  helicopter 
follies  to  golf  courses  by  White  House 
personnel. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  problems  will 
continue  to  happen.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues and  the  American  people  to  re- 
alize that  this  abuse  of  our  Govern- 
ment by  this  administration  and  their 
liberal  buddies  is  not  the  first,  nor  will 
It  be  the  last. 


REPUBLICANS  MORE  INTERESTED 
IN  REDUCING  TAXES  FOR  THE 
WEALTHY  THAN  REDUCING  THE 
DEFICIT 

(Mr.  VOLKMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 
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Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  Mem- 
bers of  the  House,  the  cat  is  out  of  the 
bag.  The  radical  Republican  extremists 
are  not  in  favor  of  reducing  the  defi- 
cits. They  do  want  a  tax  cut,  a  massive 
tax  cut,  for  the  wealthy.  We  saw  it  last 
night. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  my  colleagues  lis- 
tened to  the  chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Budget,  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Kasich],  he  never  once  in 
this  closing  argxmient  for  that  budget, 
never  once,  mentioned  the  word  'defi- 
cit.'" In  fact,  under  their  budget,  the 
reason  he  did  not,  under  their  budget 
next  year  the  deficit  goes  up;  the  fol- 
lowing year,  the  deficit  goes  up.  It  does 
not  go  down.  They  need  to  do  that  in 
order  to  give  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy. 

The  spending  cut  for  Medicare;  where 
is  that  going  to  go?  The  spending  cuts 
for  food  stamps;  where  is  that  going  to 
go?  Tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy,  not  to  re- 
duce the  deficit,  because  the  deficit  is 
going  to  go  up. 

Mr.  Speaker,  they  are  more  inter- 
ested in  reducing  taxes  for  wealthy 
than  they  are  in  reducing  the  deficits. 
I  say  let  us  reduce  the  deficits  before 
we  give  any  tax  cuts  for  anybody.  That 
is  my  position.  Let  us  get  a  balanced 
budget  first.  Then  we  reduce  the  defi- 
cits. 


BROKEN  ARMS  AND  BROKEN 
PROMISES 

(Ms.  DeLAURO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  late  last 
night  the  House  passed  the  1997  budget, 
after  an  intense  battle.  The  Republican 
leadership  spent  an  entire  day  twisting 
arms  to  get  the  votes  they  needed.  The 
result:  A  House  Chamber  filled  with 
broken  arms  and,  most  important,  bro- 
ken promises. 

Some  freshman  Republicans  who 
came  to  Washington  to  balance  the 
budget  ended  up  voting  to  actually  in- 
crease the  deficit.  Two  in  particular. 
Representatives  Cooley  and  Cubin,  ac- 
tually voted  "no"  on  passing  the  budg- 
et amd  then  switched  their  votes.  They 
were  joined  by  two  other  switchers. 
Representatives  Allard  and  Metcalf. 
Clearly  there  wais  a  lot  of  pressure  in 
this  Chamber  yesterday. 

Pressure  to  approve  a  budget  that  in- 
creases the  deficit,  cuts  the  Medicare 
Program  by  $168  billion  over  a  6-year 
jjerlod  to  pay  for  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthy,  limits  student  loans,  taxes 
working  families,  and  closes  rural  hos- 
pitals. 

Now  the  drama  of  the  budget  battle 
is  over  and  the  Republican  leadership 
has  made  one  thing  explicitly  clear: 
Promises  can  be  made  and  promises 
can  be  broken. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Hastings  of  Washington).  The  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  will  state 
his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  it 
within  the  rules  of  the  House  for  Mem- 
bers to  ascribe  motivation  to  other 
Members  and  identify  them  by  name? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Political 
motivations  can  be  suggested,  but  not 
personal  motivations. 

Mr.  WALKER.  And  the  use  of  names 
is  an  appropriate  kind  of  behavior  on 
the  House  floor? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  There  is 
nothing  per  se  a  violation  by  using  an- 
other Member's  name  in  describing  a 
political  action  or  motive.  However, 
tradition  has  been  to  refer  to  Members 
by  the  State  of  origin  rather  than  by 
personal  names. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Montana  will  state  his 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  it 
within  the  rules  of  the  House  for  Mem- 
bers during  1-minutes  to  question  the 
motivation  of  the  President? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Again, 
in  debate  it  would  be  allowable  to  ques- 
tion political  motivation.  What  the 
gentleman  raised  as  a  parliamentary 
inquiry  was  on  personal  motivation. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  it 
within  the  rules  for  a  Member  of  the 
House  during  1-minutes,  or  at  any 
other  time,  to  question  whether  or  not 
a  President  is  acting  within  the  law  in 
his  own  or  her  own  personal  activities? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  will  not  make  a  judgment  on 
what  the  charges  may  be  or  the  moti- 
vations behind  that,  but  the  Members 
should  refrain  from  personalities  in  de- 
bate. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  would  encourage 
that  as  well. 


PARLIAMENTARY  INQIHRIES 

Mr.    WALKER.    Mr.    Speaker,    par- 
liamentary inquiry. 


WHAT  IF  A  REPUBLICAN  PRESI- 
DENT WERE  ACCUSED  OF  RAID- 
ING FBI  FILES? 

(Mrs.  SEASTRAND  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks. ) 

Mrs.  SEASTRAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
other  day  in  the  Washington  Post, 
Mary  McGrory  brought  up  a  point 
about  the  Filegate  controversy  that  I 
thought  was  very  relevant.  What  if  this 
had  been  a  Republican  administration? 
Think  about  it,  Mr.  Speaker;  every 
member  of  the  liberal  media  would  be 
at  their  wits  end.  CNN  would  have  spe- 
cial Filegate  music  and  would  break  in 
every  10  minutes  with  a  special  report. 
Dan  Rather  and  Peter  Jennings  would 
be  breathless  in  thefr  zeal  to  find  out 
the  truth  about  what  was  going  on  in 
the  White  House. 

"60  Minutes"  and  "20/20"  would  do 
special    interviews    with    the    people 


whose  FBI  files  were  investigated. 
They  would  ask  sensitive  questions 
like.  "How  does  it  feel  to  have  your 
FBI  file  looked  into  by  the  White 
House?" 

But  this  is  not  what  is  happening. 
Mr.  Speaker.  Of  course,  there  is  media 
coverage  of  Filegate.  I  do  not  deny 
that.  But  there  is  a  different  standard 
applied  to  liberal  Democrats  by  the 
media.  K  a  Republican  President  were 
accused  of  raiding  FBI  files  of  Demo- 
crats, the  liberal  media  would  be  in  ab- 
solutely apoplexy. 


AFRICAN-AMERICAN  CHURCHES 
UNDER  SIEGE  IN  AMERICA 

(Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  her  remarks.) 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  the  1960's,  as  the  civil 
rights  journey,  bloody  though  it  might 
have  been,  unfolded  in  this  Nation  the 
eyes  of  most  of  America  were  riveted 
on  those  who  were  seeking  simply  free- 
dom. Today  we  are  under  siege  as  the 
most  recent  church  burned  in  Enid, 
OK.  African-American  churches  across 
this  Nation  are  under  siege  through  the 
tragedy  of  church  burnings.  Some  of 
my  colleagues  have  disdained  to  call 
this  political.  I  cry  out  in  outrage. 

As  a  cosponsor  of  the  Church  Arson 
Prevention  Act,  I  asked  the  Speaker  of 
the  House  in  posthaste  to  bring  this  to 
the  floor.  In  joining  the  gentlewoman 
from  North  Carolina  who  sponsored  a 
resolution  for  this  Nation  to  denounce 
this  tragedy,  I  asked  for  its  immediate 
attention  in  this  House,  and  I  ask 
America  not  to  sleep  at  night  while 
these  tragedies  are  occurring,  for  I  ask 
whether  or  not  our  colleagues  are  will- 
ing to  entertain  the  possible  loss  of 
life.  I  ask  America  to  have  a  day  of 
prayer  this  coming  Sunday  to  join  for 
peace  and  freedom  and  the  end  of  racial 
hostilities  and  this  tragedy  and  blight 
on  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  of  America. 


BART  SIMPSON  AND  THE  WHITE 
HOUSE:  "I  DIDN'T  DO  IT" 

(Mr.  TIAHRT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  TLAHRT.  Mr.  Speaker,  Bart 
Simpson  said.  "I  didn't  do  it.  nobody 
saw  me.  you  can't  prove  anything." 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  what  we  are 
hearing  out  of  the  White  House  when  it 
comes  to  the  files  that  were  requested 
from  the  FBI:  I  did  not  do  it.  Bernard 
Nussbaum  says,  and  he  was  White 
House  counsel,  he  says  he  did  not  re- 
quest these  FBI  files;  yet  341  of  them 
were  sent  to  the  White  House  on  a  let- 
ter with  his  name  on  it:  Nobody  saw 
me.  The  President  says  he  did  not  read 
the  files. 
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But  that  is  kind  of  wliat  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas,  Dick  Armey,  said: 
"That  is  like  the  President  saying  he 
did  not  inhale." 

You  can't  prove  anything.  That  is  be- 
cause the  White  House  is  withholding 
2,000  pages  of  information  related  to 
Travelgate  documents,  which  is  what 
spurred  the  request  for  the  FBI  files  to 
begin  with. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  time  for  the  White 
House  to  come  clean  about  Travelgate 
and  about  Filegate  because  the  Amer- 
ican people  deserve  to  know  the  truth 
about  what  is  going  on  within  those 
walls. 


TIME  FOR  THE  WHITE  HOUSE  TO 
COME  CLEAN  ON  THE  FBI  FILE 
SEARCH 

(Mr.  GUTKNECHT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  Is 
interesting  that  the  gentlewoman  from 
Colorado  [Mrs.  Schroeder]  talks  about 
the  Nixon  White  House,  because  as  far 
as  the  latest  White  House  blunder  the 
President's  silence  has  been  almost 
deafening.  The  unanswered  questions 
keep  piling  up,  and  the  President  still 
has  not  taken  responsibility.  What  was 
the  White  House  doing  with  over  340 
private  citizens'  FBI  nies?  How  did 
these  files  just  happen  to  be  of  mem- 
bers of  the  former  Bush  and  Reagan  ad- 
ministration? And  why  is  the  President 
not  taking  responsibility  for  these  ac- 
tions? 

Mr.  Speaker,  once  again  we  have  a 
case  of  feigned  Innocence  by  higher-ups 
at  the  White  House,  but  this  is  one 
time  too  many  that  lower  level  staffers 
have  had  to  take  the  blame  for  major 
mixups.  The  excuses  are  running  thin, 
the  coverup  game  has  gone  on  a  little 
too  long.  It  is  time  for  the  White  House 
and  the  President  to  come  clean  about 
the  FBI  search.  The  American  people 
demand  no  less. 


tax  on  our  working  families  and  limit- 
ing direct  student  loans. 

n  1030 

Today  I  hear  that  Medicaid  is  on  the 
chopping  block  in  the  Committee  on 
Commerce.  I  have  one  question  to  ask 
my  colleague  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle:  How  far  will  you  go,  attacking 
the  elderly,  the  poor,  our  children,  and 
the  disabled? 

Completely  repealing  the  Medicaid 
Program  will  mean  that  18  million 
children  will  lose  their  health  coverage 
if  we  turn  what  is  now  a  responsibility 
and  conrmiitment  on  the  part  of  the 
Federal  Government  into  a  State 
block-granted  program.  Four  million 
seniors  and  disabled  will  lose  their 
guaranteed  coverage  needed  for  doctor 
and  hospital  care.  I  ask,  when  will  this 
stop? 


CONCERN  ABOUT  REPUBLICAN 
BUDGET  PRIORITIES 

(Mr.  WARD  asked  and  was  given  per- 
noission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WARD.  I  3rield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Colorado. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
just  wanted  to  state  that  the  President 
of  the  United  States  did  apologize  yes- 
terday, and  I  think  it  is  very  Important 
to  have  that  on  the  record. 

Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  express  my  concern  over  the  major- 
ity's priorities.  Last  night  the  budget 
resolution  was  passed  by  z.  slini  mar- 
gin, changing  Medicare  in  ways  that 
will  hurt  our  working  families,  raising 


Well,  1983  came  along  and  our  deficit 
exploded  to  S207  billion  in  just  the  first 
2  years  of  the  Reagan  administration. 

Yesterday,  Mr.  Speaker,  Republican 
leaders  did  the  exact  same  thing.  The 
Republican  budget  resolution  passed 
last  night  actually  increases  the  deficit 
by  $40  billion  over  the  next  2  years, 
just  to  pay  for— you  guessed  it— tax 
breaks  and  star  wars. 

In  summary,  Mr.  Speaker,  Repub- 
lican leaders  shut  down  the  Govern- 
ment twice  just  so  they  could  increase 
the  deficit  by  $40  billion,  leaving  real 
deficit  reduction  to  future  congresses. 

As  Forrest  Gump  said,  Mr.  Speaker, 
"stupid  is,  as  stupid  does." 


AN  APOLOGY  BY  THE  PRESIDENT 
IS  NOT  ENOUGH 

(Mr.  WALKER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  Colorado  suggested  an 
apology  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  is  enough;  enough,  when 
340  people  have  had  thefr  lives  stripped 
bare  for  purely  political  reasons,  their 
FBI  files  open  for  purely  political  rea- 
sons, and  an  apology  is  enough. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  not  enough,  par- 
ticularly when  we  have  an  FBI  official 
today  who  tells  us  about  the  situation 
as  it  may  relate  to  the  Nixon  adminis- 
tration. He  says,  "Some  Presidents 
have  made  good  use  of  FBI  background 
investigations  and  some,  to  thefr  re- 
gret, have  not.  But  never  before  has 
any  administration  used  background 
investigations  of  another  President's 
political  staff.  FBI  employees  knew  it 
would  be  wrong  to  give  raw  FBI  files  on 
political  opponents  to  the  other  party. 
In  fact,  they  knew  it  would  be  illegal, 
each  disclosure  a  violation  of  the  Fed- 
eral Privacy  Act." 

We  are  talking  about  a  very  serious 
matter,  Mr.  Speaker.  It  deserves  full 
investigation.  I  am  shocked  to  hear 
Democrats  who  came  to  this  floor, 
time  and  time  again,  telling  us  how 
Reagan  administration  officials  should 
be  investigated.  Bush  administration 
officials  should  be  investigated,  how 
telling  us  that  an  apology  by  the  Presi- 
dent is  enough. 


STUPID  IS  AS  STUPID  DOES 

(Ms.  McKINNEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Ms.  MCKINNEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  1981, 
President  Reagan  convinced  Congress 
to  increase  military  spending  and  cut 
taxes  for  the  wealthy,  claiming  this 
would   balanced   the   budget   by   1983. 


THE  LIBERAL  DEMOCRATS  IN  THIS 

HOUSE   WERE  RESPONSIBLE   FOR 

OUR    HUGE    DEFICITS,    NOT    THE 

REAGAN  ADMINISTRATION 

(Mr.  WELDON  of  Florida  asked  and 

was  given  i)ermlssion  to  address  the 

House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 

extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  want  to  address  the  comments  of 
the  gentlewoman  who  just  spoke.  The 
Reagan  administration  was  not  respon- 
sible for  those  huge  deficits.  It  was  this 
House,  the  liberal  Democrats  in  this 
House,  who  repeatedly  served  up  to 
that  President  increasing  levels  of 
spending,  the  creation  of  new  programs 
and  new  departments,  which  President 
Reagan  repeatedly  vetoed  those  appro- 
priations bills,  and  it  resulted  in  the 
Government  being  closed  down.  Yes; 
the  Government  was  closed  down  17 
times  during  the  Reagan  and  Bush  ad- 
ministrations. Whsr?  Because  the  lib- 
eral Democrats  in  the  House  wanted  to 
spend  more  money. 

Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  first  time,  we 
have  a  House  of  Representatives  that 
wants  to  spend  less  and  a  liberal  Demo- 
crat President  in  the  White  House  who 
is  closing  down  the  Government  with 
his  vetoes  because  he  wants  to  spend 
more  money.  We  need  to  set  the  record 
straight  for  the  American  people. 
Those  deficits  that  were  created  in  the 
1980's  were  created  while  Federal  reve- 
nues to  the  Treasury  increased  $600  bil- 
lion. It  is  because  this  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives spent  $800  billion  more 
over  that  time  period,  creating  the 
hugest  deficits  this  Nation  has  ever 
known. 


WE  MUST  INVEST  IN  EDUCATION, 
NOT  STEAL  FROM  IT 

(Ms.  ESHOO  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  ESHOO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  this 
morning  to  comment  on  more  than  one 
thing.  First,  Mr.  Speaker,  make  no 
mistake  about  It,  I  say  to  the  Amer- 
ican people,  the  deficit  was  Increased 
last  night  with  the  vote  that  was 
taken. 
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Something  extraordinary  happened 
in  the  14th  Congressional  District,  just 
as  something  extraordinary  happened 
last  night  in  this  Chamber,  but  it  is  far 
more  positive.  It  happened  a  week  ago 
this  last  Tuesday,  June  2,  where  the 
voters  of  the  14th  Congressional  Dis- 
trict, in  community  after  community, 
voted  and  passed  four  school  bond 
measures. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  extraordinary, 
not  only  for  what  I  said,  but  in  Califor- 
nia there  Is  a  requirement  that  there 
be  a  two- thirds  vote,  a  two-thfrds  vote 
in  order  to  make  that  happen.  So  the 
people  of  my  congressional  district, 
Mr.  Speaker,  understand  that  we  will 
end  up  with  many  deficits  in  this  coun- 
try if  we  do  not,  in  fact,  invest  in  edu- 
cation. 

On  Sunday,  Tomorrow's  Leaders 
Today,  in  Sunnyvale,  CA,  graduated  36 
young  people  by  investing  in  their  edu- 
cation. Mr.  Speaker,  take  notice  from 
the  people  of  the  14th  Congressional 
District:  Education,  education,  edu- 
cation. Invest  in  it,  do  not  steal  from 
it. 


IT  IS  TIME  TO  FIX  THE  PROBLEMS 
WITH  MEDICAID  AND  MEDICARE 
(Mr.  HASTERT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HASTERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  in- 
teresting to  hear  our  firiends  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  talk  about  an  in- 
crease In  the  deficit,  where  we  all  know 
the  deficits  have  been  increased,  driven 
by  entitlements,  Medicaid  and  Medi- 
care. 

Mr.  Speaker,  sometimes  we  can  stick 
our  heads  in  the  sand  or  put  our  hands 
over  our  eyes  and  not  see  the  problems, 
but  I  think  it  also  pairs  up  with  a  phi- 
losophy on  this  other  side  of  the  aisle 
that  big  government  does  better,  big 
government  knows  more;  that  we 
should  not  let  people  at  home  in  our 
States,  our  elected  representatives,  our 
Governors,  happen  to  fashion  those 
Medicare  plans  or  Medicaid  plans  that 
fit  best  in  thefr  own  States. 

Also,  Mr.  Speaker,  somebody  putting 
their  hands  over  thefr  eyes  and  saying 
there  is  not  really  a  problem  with 
Medicare,  it  is  only  going  to  go  broke 
a  year  or  two  earlier  than  we  thought 
it  was  going  to  go  broke;  it  is  only  $100 
billion  more  in  debt  than  we  thought  it 
was  going  to  be  last  year.  That  is  what 
the  President's  own  board  of  trustees 
said.  It  is  time  that  somebody  fixes  it. 
We  should  not  have  this  class  warfare 
or  geriatric  warfare  that  tries  to  come 
from  the  other  side  of  the  aisle. 


for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  class 
warfare  began  when  the  Republicans 
took  control  of  this  House,  when  they 
decided  it  was  a  higher  priority  to  cut 
taxes  for  the  wealthiest  1  percent  in 
America  and  leave  seniors  and  children 
behind.  They  want  to  take  seniors  and 
leave  them  in  a  position  where  Medi- 
care will  no  longer  cover  thefr  health 
bills.  They  will  walk  in  and  the  Gov- 
ernment may  pay  half,  $10,000  for  a  hip 
replacement,  and  then  the  senior  will 
be  billed  the  remainder  of  $5,000  or 
$10,000.  They  want  kids  not  to  be  able 
to  get  a  college  education  unless  they 
are  part  of  that  1  percent. 

Where  was  the  assault  on  welfare  on 
the  other  side  when  cori)orate  welfare 
was  on  the  table,  when  subsidies  to  bil- 
lionaire corporations  and  multimillion- 
aire farmers  were  on  the  floor?  The 
other  side  refused  to  look  at  thefr  wel- 
fare. When  it  comes  to  senior  citizens 
and  the  health  care  they  paid  for  and 
the  health  care  they  have  a  right  to  ex- 
pect, that  is  what  they  want  to  cut. 
They  have  declared  war  on  the  classes 
in  this  society. 


THE     BEGINNING      OF      FILEGATE. 
AND     REQUESTING    THE     HOUSE 
OF    REPRESENTATIVES    TO    ACT 
TO  OBTAIN  ADDITIONAL  FILES 
(Mr.  MICA  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address   the  House   for   1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  serve  on 
the  Committee  on  Grovemment  Reform 
and  Oversight.  Members  have  heard 
speeches  today  about  filegate.  I  just 
wanted  to  tell  my  colleagues  how  this 
started.  This  started  as  a  result  of  our 
inquiry  into  travelgate,  which  was  an 
examination  of  misuse  of  the  FBI,  and 
also  of  the  IRS,  by  the  White  House. 

As  Members  will  recall,  we  asked  for 
the  release  of  documents  that  we  found 
out  about  by  accident,  and  we  got  1,000 
pages.  That  is  how  we  found  out  about 
this.  We  stopped  a  contempt  proceeding 
without  receiving  the  other  2,000  pages. 
I  think  it  is  time  that  we  bring  that 
contempt  citation  back  before  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  get  the 
rest  of  the  information  about  this  dis- 
aster. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  read  this  matter  and  I 
thought  I  was  reading  about  the  KGB, 
the  way  this  operation  took  place.  I 
ask  the  House  to  Immediately  take  ac- 
tion, and  if  necessary,  enact  a  con- 
tempt citation  and  obtain  this  infor- 
mation. 


CLASS  WARFARE  CREATED  BY  RE- 
PUBLICAN PRIORITIES  AND  LEG- 
ISLATION 

(Mr.    GEJDENSON    asked    and    was 
given  i>ermission  to  address  the  House 


THE  HOUSE-PASSED  BUDGET  RES- 
OLUTION IS  INHUMAN  TO  CHIL- 
DREN 

(Mr.  McDERMOTT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 


Mr.  McDERMOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  last 
night  we  passed  a  budget  resolution  in 
this  House  which  is  predicated  on  the 
passage  of  welfare  reform.  I  sat  in  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  as  we 
took  away  the  economic  security  for 
children  and  women  in  this  country. 

I  want  to  use  just  the  example  of  the 
State  of  Washington.  If  today  every 
one  of  the  100.000  people  on  welfare 
said,  "I  am  going  to  quit  being  shiftless 
and  not  caring,  and  I  am  going  to  go 
down  and  get  a  job,"  they  would  meet 
the  173.000  people  who  are  on  unem- 
ployment In  our  State.  If  we  count  all 
those  people,  it  is  about  200.000  people 
in  the  State  of  Washington  today  that 
do  not  have  a  job. 

Last  year  we  created  people  44,000 
jobs.  Those  44.000  jobs  clearly  are  not 
going  to  take  care  of  the  200,000  people 
who  would  be  standing  in  line  asking 
for  a  job.  Thefr  children  would  have  no 
guarantee  of  food  and  no  guarantee  of 
health  care.  That  budget  resolution 
was  Inhuman  to  kids  in  this  country. 


PERMISSION  FOR  SUNDRY  COM- 
MITTEES AND  THEIR  SUB- 
COMMITTEES TO  SIT  TODAY 
DURING  5-MINUTE  RULE 
Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  following 
committees  and  thefr  subcommittees 
be  permitted  to  sit  today  while  the 
House  Is  meeting  in  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House  under  the  5-minute 
rule:  The  Committee  on  Agriculture; 
the  Committee  on  Commerce;  the  Com- 
mittee on  Economic  and  Educational 
Opportunities:  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Reform  and  Oversight;  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations; 
the  Committee  on  National  Security; 
the  Committee  on  Resources;  the  Com- 
mittee on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

It  is  my  imderstanding  that  the  mi- 
nority has  been  consulted  and  there  are 
no  objections  to  these  requests. 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore    (Mr. 
Hastings  of  Washington).  Is  there  ob- 
jection to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota? 
There  was  no  objection. 


SHIPBUILDING  TRADE 
AGREEMENT  ACT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  House  Resolution  448  and  rule 
KXin,  the  Chafr  declares  the  House  in 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consider- 
ation of  the  bill,  H.R.  2754. 

D  1041 

IN  THE  COMMTTTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
Into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (H.R.  2754)  to  ap- 
prove and  Implement  the  OECD  Ship- 
building Trade  Agreement,  with  Mr. 
GUTKNECHT  In  the  chair. 
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The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  the  bill  is  considered  as  having 
been  read  the  first  time. 

The  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  AR- 
CHER], the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Gibbons],  the  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Spence],  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Dellums] 
will  each  be  recognized  for  15  minutes. 

The  Chair  understands  the  Commit- 
tee on  Ways  and  Means  will  use  all  its 
time  first. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Archer]. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  must  take  a  moment 
to  commend  our  colleague,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida.  Sam  Gibbons,  for 
his  hard  work,  leadership,  and  exper- 
tise, not  only  on  this  bill  but  on  all  of 
the  trade  bills  that  we  have  worked  on 
together  for  so  many  years.  Sam,  you 
have  been  a  rock,  a  solid  free  trader, 
and  over  these  years,  you  have  been  a 
real  leader  in  forcing  open  markets,  re- 
ducing trade  barriers,  and  thereby  cre- 
ating greater  opportunity  for  all  work- 
ing Americans  in  the  next  century. 
That  is  what  this  is  all  about:  eco- 
nomic improvement  and  opportunity 
for  all  American  workers. 

I  realize  that  this  may  be  the  last 
time  that  we  will  be  here  on  the  floor 
together  working  to  achieve  freer  trade 
and  opportunity  for  working  Ameri- 
cans. I,  for  one,  am  going  to  miss  your 
leadership,  your  vision,  and  your  exper- 
tise, your  experience,  your  unsurpassed 
knowledge  in  these  trade  issues. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly  support 
H.R.  2754  to  implement  the  OECD 
agreement  on  shipbuilding  negotiated 
by  the  administration.  It  has  taken  us 
over  6  years  from  the  beginning  of  the 
negotiations  to  get  to  this  point.  We 
are  presented  with  a  unique  oppor- 
tunity to  allow  U.S.  shipyards  to  com- 
pete in  a  global  market  without  losing 
out  to  companies  from  countries  that 
are  only  too  willing  to  provide  billions 
of  dollars  in  subsidies. 

This  is  a  good  agreement  that  accom- 
modates the  priorities  of  a  broad  bipar- 
tisan cross-section  of  the  House.  It 
adds  a  new  trade  remedy  to  our  arsenal 
for  U.S.  shipbuilders  that  are  injured 
by  unfafr  pricing  of  ships  around  the 
world.  It  preserves  our  national  secu- 
rity interest,  and  it  preserves  the 
Jones  Act. 

D  1045 

We  may  continue  our  Title  XI:  Loan 
Guarantee  Program,  although  under 
the  international  standards  set  forth  in 
the  agreement.  Our  trading  partners 
have  to  give  up  far  more  than  we  do.  In 
fact,  our  trading  partners,  many  of 
them  have  already  approved  this  agree- 
ment and  others  are  in  the  process  of 
approving  it  and  looking  to  us  and 
what  we  are  going  to  do  today. 

There  is  strong  bipartisan  support  for 
the    agreement.    The    Committee    on 


Ways  and  Means,  which  has  primary 
jurisdiction,  approved  it  by  a  vote  of 
27-4.  The  administration  is  strongly  in 
support,  as  well,  because  it  accurately 
reflects  the  negotiated  agreement. 

I  aun  opposed  to  the  one  amendment 
that  will  be  offered  to  this  bill  because 
it  is  clearly  inconsistent  with  the 
agreement.  In  extending  the  time  pe- 
riod in  which  we  can  offer  title  XI  loan 
guarantees  that  exceed  the  terms  of 
the  agreement,  the  amendment  would 
put  us  in  direct  violation  of  the  inter- 
national standards  set  forth  in  the 
agreement. 

This  amendment  is  being  presented 
as  a  compromise  because  it  would  keep 
the  current  title  XI  program  in  effect 
for  only  30  months,  yet  would  not  go  so 
far  as  to  maintain  the  current  program 
indefinitely.  But  whatever  the  jus- 
tification, it  represents  a  clear  and  un- 
mistakable violation  of  the  agreement. 
In  fact,  our  trading  partners,  in  a  mat- 
ter of  hours  after  the  ink  was  dry  on 
this  amendment,  wrote  to  tell  us  in  no 
uncertain  terms  that  they  view  the 
amendment  as  violating  the  agree- 
ment. 

In  implementing  this  agreement  we 
are  hamstnmg  by  the  fact  that  we  do 
not  have  fast  track  procedures  in  place 
that  limit  amendments  once  the  legis- 
lation has  been  formally  introduced. 
Nevertheless,  we  must  show  our  trad- 
ing partners  that  we  have  the  ability 
to  implement  agreements  that  are  ne- 
gotiated by  representatives  of  this 
country. 

If  we  fail  to  implement  the  agree- 
ment, or  if  we  adopt  the  amendment 
which  is  inconsistent  with  the  agree- 
ment, we  lose  twice.  First,  we  will  have 
lost  the  considerable  opportunity  to 
enable  U.S.  shipbuilders  to  reenter  the 
worldwide  commercial  market  and  to 
compete  on  a  level  playing  field.  Sec- 
ond, such  an  outcome  will  reflect  poor- 
ly upon  the  credibility  of  the  United 
States. 

Ours  wais  the  country  that  initiated 
the  negotiations  on  behalf  of  its  indus- 
try in  the  first  place  and  was  the  driv- 
ing force  during  the  5-year  negotiating 
process.  We  must  not  lose  our  reputa- 
tion as  a  country  that  is  able  to  imple- 
ment the  agreements  that  it  negotiates 
and  signs.  The  negotiations  must  end 
at  the  negotiating  table  and  any  con- 
gressional concern  should  be  taken  up 
at  that  point.  We  cannot  redo  our 
agreements  in  the  implementation 
process. 

Accordingly,  I  believe  that  it  is  im- 
portant to  the  future  of  our  trade  goals 
that  we  want  to  accomplish  that  we 
Implement  the  agreement  cleanly  and 
quickly,  without  amendment.  If  Mem- 
bers vote  for  H.R.  2754  and  against  the 
amendment,  they  can  be  assured  they 
are  voting  for  faithful  implementation 
of  the  agreement  that  the  administira- 
tion  negotiated. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  the  balance  of 
my  time  for  distribution  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  Crane]. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  Chair  will  recognize  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  to  control  the  balance  of 
the  time. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes. 

First  let  me  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  ARCHER]  for  his  gener- 
ous comments  about  my  service. 

Let  me  say  that  the  debate  here 
today  goes  far  past  this  agreement. 
One  of  the  reasons  we  have  such  a  dif- 
ficult time  in  international  agreements 
is  because  the  rest  of  the  world  says  to 
America,  "As  soon  as  we  Jigree  with 
you  on  something,  you  will  unravel  it 
in  the  ratification  process."  Let  me 
make  it  clear  that  on  this  agreement, 
every  other  nation  that  is  involved  has 
already  ratified  this  agreement  and  we 
face  a  deadline  of  tomorrow  on  ratify- 
ing this  agreement. 

I  want  to  talk  about  the  Bateman 
amendment,  with  no  animosity  to  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Bate- 
man] or  any  of  the  supporters  of  his 
amendment.  But  the  Bateman  amend- 
ment, if  adopted,  will  kill  this  agree- 
ment. The  evidence  is  in  yesterday's 
Record  if  my  colleagues  want  to  reaui 
it,  all  of  the  signatories  of  this  agree- 
ment that  said  they  will  back  out  if  we 
ratify  the  Bateman  amendment,  and 
tomorrow  is  the  deadline. 

So  this  is  a  crucial  historic  point  for 
this  Congress.  Can  we  enter  into  an 
international  agreement  without  un- 
raveling it  here  on  the  floor? 

The  Bateman  amendment  itself,  it 
adopted,  will  be  ineffective.  The  Bate- 
man amendment  itself  hangs  on  the 
slim  gossamer  thread  of  a  standstill  ar- 
rangement that  is  in  the  basic  agree- 
ment and  tomorrow  is  the  deadline  on 
the  basic  agreement.  So  if  we  signify 
today  that  we  are  not  going  ahead  with 
this  agreement  as  negotiated,  the  Bate- 
man amendment  stands  no  chance  of 
having  any  influence  upon  shipbuilding 
in  America. 

The  standstill  agreement  is  some- 
thing that  is  common  to  every  inter- 
national agreement.  That  is.  when  we 
sign  those  agreements,  all  nations 
agree  to  not  escalate  the  practice  that 
we  are  outlawing. 

At  best  the  Bateman  amendment  will 
be  ineffective.  At  worst  it  will  kill  the 
agreement.  We  must  vote  down  the 
Bateman  amendment. 

The  people  that  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Bateman]  represents 
have  had  some  7  years  to  adjust  to  the 
changes  that  are  coming  about.  The  po- 
sition he  attempts  to  ratify  and  move 
forward  is  only  short-term.  On  its  face 
it  looks  reasonable,  but  there  is  more 
at  stake  than  just  the  reasonableness 
of  the  Bateman  amendment  here.  It  is 
the  credibility  of  America  in  negotiat- 
ing an  International  agreement.  We 
cannot  negotiate  then  with  anyone. 
People  will  refuse  to  negotiate  any 
agreements  with  us  if  we  are  going  to 
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unravel  them  here  on  the  floor.  That  is 
the  issue  that  is  before  us  today. 

Please  vote  "'no"  on  the  Bateman 
amendment  and  support  this  agree- 
ment when  it  comes  up  for  final  ratifi- 
cation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  support  of 
H.R.  2754,  the  OECD  Shipbuilding  Trade 
Agreement  Act.  This  legislation  would  imple- 
ment under  U.S.  law  an  international  agree- 
ment reached  after  5  long  years  of  negotia- 
tions earned  out  by  both  the  Bush  and  Clinton 
administrations.  The  agreement  would  elimi- 
nate the  destructive  pattern  of  heavy  Govem- 
ment  subsidies  and  chronic  predatory  pricing 
that  has  long  characterized  the  glotjal  com- 
mercial shipbuilding  industry. 

H.R.  2754  was  favorably  reported  by  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  on  March  21  by 
a  bipartisan  vote  of  27  to  4.  It  was  also  favor- 
ably reported  as  an  amendment  in  the  nature 
of  a  substitute  by  the  National  Security  Com- 
mittee by  voice  vote  on  May  29.  Unfortunately, 
several  key  provisions  of  the  National  Security 
Committee's  version  of  the  legislation  are  in- 
consistent with  the  agreement.  These  provi- 
sions will  be  offered  as  a  National  Security 
Committee  amendment  by  Mr.  Bateman.  Make 
no  mistake  about  it,  the  Bateman  amendment, 
if  enacted  into  law,  will  kill  the  agreement. 

The  administration  strongly  supports  this 
legislation  as  does  the  Shipbuilders  Council  of 
America.  The  Shipbuilders  Council  includes  17 
companies  operating  44  shipyards  in  13 
States  across  the  country.  In  addition  to  SCA 
members,  a  large  coalition  of  leading  shippers, 
ports,  and  U.S.-flag  operating  companies  sup- 
port the  agreement,  including  the  American 
Watenways  Shipyard  Conference,  the  Amer- 
kan  Association  of  Port  Authorities,  the  Amer- 
ican Institute  of  Merchant  Shipping,  and  the 
Labor  Management  Maritime  Committee. 

THE  OECO  SHIPBUILDING  AGREEMENT  ON  H.R.  2754— THE 
KEY  ELEMENTS 

To  give  Members  an  kJea  of  what  is  con- 
tained in  the  OECD  Shipbuilding  Agreement 
and  H.R.  2754.  I  would  like  to  briefly  outline 
the  key  elements  of  the  agreement  and  H.R. 
2754,  which  implements  that  agreement. 

Generally  speaking,  the  OECD  agreement 
contains  four  major  elements — 

First,  the  eliminatk>n  of  virtually  all  subsidies 
granted  either  directly  to  shipbuilders  or  indi- 
rectly through  ship  operators; 

Second,  an  injurious  pncing  code  designed 
to  prevent  dumping  in  the  commercial  ship- 
building Industry; 

Third,  a  comprehensive  discipline  on  Gov- 
ernment financing  for  exports  and  domestic 
ship  sales  designed  to  avoid  trade-distortive  fi- 
nancing; and 

Fourth,  an  effective  and  binding  dispute  set- 
tlement mechanism. 

H.R.  2754  wouW  implement  the  OECD 
Shipbuilding  Agreement  under  U.S.  law.  By 
enacting  H.R.  2754  into  law.  Congress  would 
approve  the  agreement  and  make  the  nec- 
essary statutory  changes  to  conform  U.S.  law 
to  the  agreement. 

Title  t  would  establish  a  new  title  Vill  to  the 
Tariff  Act  of  1930,  as  amended,  in  order  to 
create  an  injurious-pricing  mechanism  applica- 
ble to  commercial  shipbuikjing,  anak>gous  to 
current  U.S.  antidumping  law. 

Title  II  woukl  eliminate  the  current  50-per- 
cent repair  duty  for  repairs  made  to  U.S.-flag 


vessels  repaired  in  a  country  party  to  the 
agreement.  Title  II  woukJ  also  amend  certain 
provisions  of  the  Merchant  Marine  Act  of  1936 
to  bring  U.S.  law  into  conformity  with  the 
agreement.  In  this  regard,  title  II  would  amend 
the  operational  differential  subsidies,  capital 
construction  fund,  capital  reserve  fund,  and 
cargo  preference  programs  so  that  such  pro- 
grams would  be  available  both  to  U.S.-built 
vessels  as  well  as  to  vessels  built  in  countnes 
party  to  the  agreement.  Title  II  would  also 
amend  the  title  XI  loan  guarantee  program  to 
bring  its  terms  into  conformity  with  the  agree- 
ment. 

Title  III  contains  a  revenue  offset  provision 
in  the  amount  of  S36  million  over  5  years  by 
amending  the  penalty  provisions  for  failure  to 
file  a  disclosure  of  exemption  for  shipping  in- 
come of  foreign  persons. 

THE  BATEMAN  AMENDMENT 

The  Bateman  amendment  contains  those 
provisions  of  the  National  Security-reported  bill 
not  included  as  original  text  in  the  version  of 
H.R.  2754  being  considered  by  the  House 
today.  I  strongly  oppose  the  Bateman  amend- 
ment because  it  will  effectively  kill  the  OECD 
agreement.  I  would  like  to  focus  on  the  two 
key  provisions  of  the  Bateman  amendment 
that  are  inconsistent  with  the  agreement. 

The  first  inconsistent  provision  would  extend 
the  current  title  XI  toan  guarantee  program  for 
an  additional  30  months.  The  cun^ent  title  XI 
program,  passed  in  1994.  provides  Govern- 
ment guarantees  to  finance  the  purchase  of  a 
ship  for  up  to  87.5  percent  of  the  ship's  value 
over  25  years.  The  agreement,  however,  only 
altows  financing  for  up  to  80  percent  of  the 
ship's  value  over  12  years.  By  passing  H.R. 
2754  without  the  Bateman  amendment,  the 
United  States  will  continue  to  operate  title  XI 
financing  on  these  terms. 

Unfortunately,  if  this  provision  of  the  Bate- 
man amendment  is  enacted  into  law,  it  will 
scuttle  the  agreement  I  have  received  letters 
from  the  chairman  of  the  OECD  negotiating 
group  and  high  level  officials  from  the  EU, 
Japan,  and  Nonway  stating  that  continuation  of 
the  current  title  XI  program  is  inconsistent  with 
the  agreement  and  therefore  unacceptable. 
The  administration  also  objects  to  this  provi- 
sion. We  have  had  a  temporary  advantage 
with  the  current  title  XI  program  because 
every  signatory  to  the  agreement  has  been 
operating  since  the  agreement  was  signed  in 
December  1994  under  a  standstill,  pending 
ratification  of  the  agreement.  If  the  agreement 
is  not  faithfully  implemented,  our  trading  part- 
ners will  match,  or  better,  our  current  title  XI 
program  and  go  back  to  provkiing  other  sub- 
sidies as  well. 

The  second  inconsistent  provision  in  the 
Bateman  amendment  would  be  contrary  to  the 
section  of  the  agreement  the  United  States 
negotiated  to  preserve  the  home  build  require- 
ments of  the  Jones  Act  Under  the  agreement, 
every  counti^,  except  the  United  States, 
agreed  to  eliminate  their  home  buikl  requue- 
ments  for  ships  operating  in  the  coastwise 
trades.  The  United  States  took  a  full  and  per- 
manent exceptk>n  for  the  Jones  Act.  which 
means  that  the  Jones  Act  will  never  be 
touched  by  the  agreement.  In  exchange  for 
protecting  fully  the  Jones  Act,  however,  the 
United  States  had  to  agree  to  a  mechanism 
that  would  adjust  downward,  in  certain  ar- 


cumstances,  benefits  that  U.S.  shipyards  ben- 
efiting from  the  Jones  Act  would  be  entitled  to 
under  the  agreement.  Conceptually,  ttie  notion 
is  that  U.S.  shipyards  that  receive  increasing 
benefits  because  of  exempted  Jones  Act  corv 
tracts  would  t>e  entitled  to  correspondingly 
fewer  benefits  under  the  provisions  of  the 
agreement  in  order  to  maintain  an  overall  bal- 
ance of  advantages  under  the  agreerrient. 
Given  that  potential  Jones  Act  contracts  are 
prot>ably  less  than  1  percent  of  total  woridwkle 
ship  tonnage  built  every  year,  U.S.  shipyards 
benefiting  from  the  Jones  Act  woukJ  potentially 
have  to  give  up  1  percent  of  the  international 
market.  This  trade-off  seemed  reasonable  in 
order  to  fully  exempt  the  Jones  Act  from  the 
agreement.  Unfortunately,  the  Bateman 
amendment  wouM  unilaterally  negate  this  sec- 
ton  of  the  agreement 

CONCLUSON 

Mr.  Chairman,  ttie  OECD  Shipbuikjing 
Agreement  took  5  long,  hard  years  of  negotia- 
tk>ns.  It  is  our  best  hope  for  creating  a  level 
playing  field  internationally  for  our  commercial 
shipbuilders.  Without  this  agreement,  we  will 
be  back  where  we  started  some  15  years 
ago— with  massive  subskjies  and  unfair  pnc- 
ing practices  by  our  tradtrig  partners.  1  strongly 
urge  this  House  to  oppose  the  Bateman 
amendment  and  to  vote  in  favor  of  H.R.  2754. 
Nothing  less  will  save  this  agreement 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
H.R.  2754.  the  Shipbuilding  Trade 
Agreement  Act.  This  legislation  would 
Implement  the  OECD  Agreement  on 
Shipbuilding.  H.R.  2754.  and  the  agree- 
ment it  implements,  are  the  culmina- 
tion of  many  years  of  effort  to  level  the 
playing  field  worldwide  for  the  ship- 
building industry.  I  sponsored  H.R. 
2754,  along  with  my  colleagues,  Mr. 
Gibbons  and  Ms.  Dxrtm,  and  Ways  and 
Means  favorably  reported  this  legisla- 
tion by  an  overwhelming  bipartisan 
vote  of  27  to  4.  I  strongly  believe  that 
this  agreement  will  open  up  trade  in 
shipbuilding  for  our  industry  by  elimi- 
nating virtually  all  government  sub- 
sidies and  creating  equitable  terms  of 
competition  in  the  international  ship- 
building market  for  U.S.  shipbuilders. 
The  agreement  represents  the  best 
chance  that  our  industry  has  to  com- 
pete on  a  worldwide  basis  without  hav- 
ing to  contend  with  the  huge  subsidies 
offered  by  other  governments  to  their 
shipbuilding  Industries. 

In  addition,  the  agreement  and  im- 
plementing bill  would  provide  a  new 
remedy  to  U.S.  shipyards  that  have 
been  injured  by  unfair  pricing.  Unless 
this  legislation  is  passed,  our  shipyards 
will  not  have  access  to  this  valuable 
remedy,  which  would  force  offending 
shipyards  to  pay  a  charge  in  the 
amount  of  injurious  pricing  or  face  sig- 
nificant trade  restrictions. 

Of  course,  any  international  agree- 
ment must  be  fair  and  balanced,  and  I 
personally  took  care  to  assure  that  the 
agreement  is  truly   sjrmmetrical  and 
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that  no  special  deals  were  cut  to  the 
detriment  of  the  U.S.  shipping  indus- 
try. Any  subsidies  that  are  grand- 
fathered under  the  agreement  are  lim- 
ited and  mainly  in  the  form  of  worker 
assistance  related  to  reducing  capacity 
within  these  countries.  Of  course,  ca- 
pacity reduction  benefits  shipbuilding 
industries  worldwide. 

You  will  hear  debate  today  that  we 
should  not  cut  back  our  title  XI  loan 
guarantee  program  to  conform  to  the 
agreement  because  it  would  take  away 
the  one  subsidy  that  our  shipyards 
have.  Do  not  be  misled  by  this  argu- 
ment. If  we  do  not  implement  this 
agreement  out  of  fear  of  having  to 
scale  back  on  our  title  XI  and  other 
programs,  we  will  permit  our  trading 
partners  to  increase  the  level  of  sub- 
sidies that  they  provide  to  their  indus- 
tries to  a  level  far  beyond  any  U.S.  sub- 
sidies—and the  U.S.  industry  will  not 
be  able  to  compete  under  those  cir- 
cumstances. The  simple  fact  is  that  it 
is  highly  unlikely  that  Congress  will 
vote  to  increase  subsidies  for  the  U.S. 
shipbuilding  industry  to  naake  it  more 
competitive  with  highly  subsidized  for- 
eign shipyards.  As  a  result,  the  only 
way  our  industry  can  be  competitive  is 
to  force  its  competitors  to  give  up 
their  subsidies  and  their  ability  to  en- 
gage in  unfair  pricing  practices.  That 
is  precisely  what  this  agreement  does. 

You  win  aJso  hear  debate  today  that 
we  should  simply  reject  the  agreement 
we  have  and  return  to  the  negotiating 
table  in  an  attempt  to  cut  an  even  bet- 
ter deal  for  our  industry.  This  argu- 
ment is  misguided  as  well.  The  sigree- 
ment  took  5  years  to  conclude  and  was 
the  product  of  hard  bargaining  and 
concessions  on  all  sides.  Our  trading 
partners  are  giving  up  billions  of  dol- 
lars in  subsidies.  The  biggest  change 
that  we  have  to  make  is  to  change  the 
terms  of  our  loan  guarantee  program. 
Our  trading  partners  have  told  us  that 
if  we  do  not  implement  this  agreement 
in  a  timely  manner,  support  for  the 
agreement  in  their  coimtries  will  erode 
and  vanish.  In  fact.  I  have  letters  from 
the  European  Conunvmity,  Japan.  Nor- 
way, and  the  OECD  itself  stating  that 
renegotiating  the  agreement  is  simply 
imiwssible.  If  we  fail,  we  will  return  to 
the  days  when  the  foreign  industries 
are  heavily  subsidized  but  the  U.S.  in- 
dustry is  not. 

You  will  also  hear  that  this  bill 
forces  us  to  eliminate  our  title  XI  pro- 
gram in  order  to  comply  with  the 
agreement.  That  is  not  the  case.  We 
are  able  to  retain  title  XI,  although  we 
have  to  scale  it  back  to  meet  the  agree- 
ment requirements,  just  as  every  other 
signatory  must  do.  We  can  even  main- 
tain the  same  funding  levels  as  we  cur- 
rently have. 

Opponents  to  the  agreement  are  rais- 
ing the  specter  that  our  national  de- 
fense is  somehow  at  risk  unless  we 
adopt  the  amendment.  That  is  simply 
untrue.  The  agreement  itself  contains 


an  exception  that  allows  a  government 
to  back  away  if  it  believes  its  national 
security  interests  are  at  stake.  The  De- 
partment of  Defense  has  also  sent  us  a 
letter  stating,  and  I  quote,  that  "the 
agreement  will  not  adversely  affect  our 
national  security."  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
our  own  Defense  Department  can  make 
such  a  bold  statement,  it  is  powerful 
evidence  that  the  agreement  does  not 
threaten  our  national  security. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  shipbuilding 
agreement  represents  a  good  deal.  In 
an  effort  to  save  our  shipbuilding  in- 
dustry and  in  the  spirit  of  bipartisan- 
ship, I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for 
H.R.  2754. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Waish- 
ington  [Mr.  MCDermott]. 

Mr.  McDERMOTT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  2754,  the  Ship- 
building Trade  Agreement  Act,  and  in 
opposition  to  the  Bateman  amendment. 

I  think  the  chairman  and  the  ranking 
member  have  made  the  arguments,  but 

1  think  it  is  important  to  say  that  this 
implements  under  U.S.  law  an  inter- 
national agreement  that  sets  out  the 
most  effective  subsidy  discipline  ever 
included  as  part  of  a  multilateral  trade 
agreement.  It  also  creates  under  U.S. 
law  an  imfair  pricing  remedy  similar  to 
our  antidumping  laws  for  ships  engaged 
in  international  trade. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  is  unique.  It 
has  bipartisan  support  both  from  the 
Bush  and  the  Clinton  administrations 
and  from  the  Democrats  and  the  Re- 
publicans in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. Supporters  of  this  legislation  in- 
clude a  diverse  coalition  of  maritime 
interests  in  this  country,  including  the 
Shipbuilders  Council  whose  member- 
ship includes  17  companies  operating  44 
shipyards  in  13  States.  This  agreement 
will  create  the  necessary  conditions  for 
our  commercial  shipyards  to  begin  to 
compete  once  again  in  the  world  ship- 
building industry.  Foreign  subsidies 
have  completely  forced  U.S.  ship- 
builders out  of  the  international  mar- 
ket to  the  point  that  today  U.S.  yards 
have  less  than  1  percent  of  the  world 
market.  The  Bateman  amendment  is 
inconsistent  with  the  aigreement  and 
will  kill  it  and  should  be  rejected.  If  we 
do  not  pass  H.R.  2754,  we  will  be  back 
to  where  we  were  in  the  1980's.  Our 
trading  partners  will  continue  their 
subsidizing  ways  and  we  will  continue 
to  engage  in  predatory  pricing  prac- 
tices with  impunity. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  reject  the  Bateman  amendment  and 
pass  H.R.  2754. 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 

2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Rangel]. 

Mr.  RANGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  2754,  in  opposition  to 


the  Bateman  amendment,  and  also  to 
thank  Sam  Gibbons  who  for  so  many 
years  has  been  active  in  these  very  sen- 
sitive negotiations  which  involve  not 
just  shipbuilding  today  but  shipbuild- 
ing tomorrow. 
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We  are  all  pleased  that  America  now 
is  going  into  an  era  of  peace,  that  we 
are  moving  swiftly  from  defense  into 
commercial  shipping,  and  that  we  now 
are  going  to  have  to  make  certain  that 
we  can  have  a  plane,  an  equal,  a  flat 
playing  field  as  we  move  forward  in 
economic  competition  with  other  ship- 
builders, and  that  is  exactly  what  this 
agreement  has  done. 

It  prevents  other  countries  from 
manufacturing,  making  ships,  and 
dumping  them  on  our  markets  for  less 
than  the  price  that  they  actually  paid 
for  it.  It  really  sets  the  rules  for  all  of 
the  countries  that  have  sat  down  and 
realized  that  there  are  pluses  and 
minuses  in  every  agreement.  The  sub- 
sidies that  we  have  now,  sure,  we  can 
continue  those,  which  are  higher  than 
other  countries,  but  that  does  not 
mean  that  other  countries  cannot 
change  if  there  is  no  agreement  and 
put  in  for  deeper  subsidies. 

So  what  we  are  talking  about  is  a 
war  between  which  country  is  prepared 
to  subsidize  this  industry  more  than 
the  other.  We  know  that  we  have  the 
expertise,  we  have  the  ability  to  excel, 
and  all  we  ask  is  that  other  govern- 
ments play  by  the  same  rules. 

It  took  5  years  for  the  Bush  adminis- 
tration, the  Clinton  administration, 
and  for  other  countries  to  try  to  figure 
out  what  is  in  their  best  interests,  and 
that  is  what  international  treaties  are 
all  about.  It  means  that  those  who 
have  an  advantage  now  will  not  have 
that  advantage  next  year. 

So  I  think  that  after  all  of  these 
years,  we  cannot  have  America  say, 
yes,  we  agree;  yes.  we  spent  time  at  the 
table;  but  here  again  we  find  some  peo- 
ple that  believe  that  they  got  a  little 
edge  now  but  are  not  looking  at  the 
long  picture  as  to  where  America  will 
be  if  we  do  not  restrict  other  countries 
from  depending  on  subsidies  and  allow 
us  to  depend  on  our  expertise,  our  expe- 
rience, our  high-technology,  and  know 
that  those  people,  whether  they  are  in 
military  vessels  or  not  can  succeed  in  a 
fair  market. 

Mr.  CARDIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  H.R.  2754  and  against 
the  Bateman  amendment,  which  would 
basically  defeat  the  bill. 

First,  I  really  want  to  compliment 
the  gentleman  from  Florida,  Congress- 
man Gibbons,  for  the  work  that  he  has 
done  for  so  many  years  to  bring  us  to 
this  point  by  bringing  forward  legrisla- 
tlon  in  this  Chamber  that  have  brought 
our  Europesin  friends  to  the  table  so 
that  we  could  enter  into  this  agree- 
ment. We  are  here  today  because  of  his 
good  work  and  we  all  appreciate  that 
very  much. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  the  Port  of  Baltimore 
was  once  a  great  center  for  commercial 
shipbuilding.  During  the  Second  World 
War  we  were  producing  the  Liberty 
ships  after  just  a  few  days  of  work.  We 
had  many  commercial  shipyards  lo- 
cated in  the  harbor  area  of  Baltimore. 
Well,  today,  we  have  one  major  com- 
mercial shipbuilding  yard  that  re- 
mains, and  that  yard  basically  com- 
petes for  repair  work. 

The  reason  why  Baltimore  lost  its 
shipbuilding  was  not  because  it  was  in- 
efficient: it  lost  its  shipbuilding  be- 
cause of  international  subsidies.  Other 
countries  were  willing  to  put  up  tre- 
mendous subsidies  for  thefr  shipbuild- 
ing and  we  in  this  Nation  thought  that 
was  wrong  and  we  protested  and  pro- 
tested, but  the  jobs  were  lost  in  this 
country. 

If  we  can  return  to  an  even  playing 
field,  remove  the  international  sub- 
sidies, we  can  compete.  We  are  finding 
commercial  shipbuilding  coming  back 
in  this  Nation,  but  it  will  only  come 
back  if  we  remove  the  international 
subsidies.  We  cannot  outcompete  the 
Europeans  and  Korea  and  Japan  in  the 
amount  of  subsidies  that  they  will  put 
forward  to  thefr  shipbuilding.  We  want 
a  level  playing  field.  This  bill  gives  us 
that  level  playing  field. 

If  the  Bateman  amendment  is  adopt- 
ed, we  have  lost  this  opportunity  to 
eliminate  the  international  subsidies 
in  this  area.  Let  our  communities  re- 
build commercial  shipbuilding.  Sup- 
port this  legislation  and  vote  against 
the  Bateman  amendment. 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  for  purposes  of  control  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Gibbons]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Gib- 
bons] will  control  2  additional  minutes. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  srielding  me 
that  time,  and  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Levin]. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee and  to  the  ranking  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
for  yielding  me  this  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to  say  a 
couple  of  words  on  this  bill  in  favor  of 
it  and  against  the  proposed  amend- 
ment. This  is  not  a  perfect  solution, 
but  I  think  it  is  clear  it  is  the  best  we 
are  going  to  be  able  to  do  under  these 
cfrcimistances,  and  the  alternatives, 
really,  are  quite  a  bit  worse,  unravel- 
ing this  entire  structure. 

I  mainly  want  to  focus  on  a  provision 
that  has  received  very  little  attention 
and  it  relates  to  what  is  called  injuri- 
ous pricing  mechanisms.  We  have 
fought  long  and  hard  in  international 
agreements  to  make  sure  that  there 
are  some  strong  antidumping  provi- 
sions. 

These  provisions  are  most  beneficial 
to  companies  in  the  United  States  and 


their  workers  because  it  is  the  United 
States  which  has  been  the  place  where 
other  countries  have  tried  to  dump.  We 
have  had  open  markets,  and  other 
countries  have  tried  to  take  advantage 
of  that. 

This  bill  incorporates,  in  essence,  the 
work  that  we  have  been  doing  all  these 
years  to  try  to  have  a  strong  antidump- 
ing regimen.  And  as  I  said,  in  this  case, 
it  is  framed  somewhat  differently  be- 
cause we  are  talking  about  ships,  but 
the  thrust  of  it  is  the  same  under  the 
terminology  "injurious  pricing  mecha- 
nism." 

So  this  is  a  step  forward.  It  is  the 
best  we  can  do,  and  it  is  surrounded  by 
provisions  that  will  try  to  prevent 
other  countries  injuring  our  shipbuild- 
ing by  essentially  dumping  or  under- 
cutting through  unfair  price  mecha- 
nisms. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  support  of  the 
bill  and  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

I  regret  that  the  debate  is  arranged 
such  as  it  is  today  because  I  would  like 
to  have  had  the  gentleman  from  Vir- 
ginia [Mr.  Bateman]  and  others  par- 
ticipate in  this  debate  so  that  we  could 
respond  to  issues  that  are  bound  to  be 
raised.  So  let  me  raise  some  of  the 
issues. 

First  of  all.  they  will  say  that  this 
agreement  does  not  play  fairly  with 
the  United  States.  The  United  States 
had  no  subsidies  or  practically  had  no 
subsidies  when  we  entered  into  this 
agreement.  In  1981.  here  on  this  floor  in 
the  Gramm-Latta  amendment,  we  abol- 
ished practically  all  the  subsidies  that 
could  be  found.  One  little  subsidy 
slipped  through,  that  is  the  title  XI 
subsidy.  It  just  was  not  seen  and  was 
not  operative  at  that  time,  and  we  did 
not  take  any  advantage  of  it. 

Because  of  the  standstill  arrange- 
ment in  this  agreement,  we  were  able 
to  exploit  the  title  XI  subsidy  and 
some  small  contracts  were  garnered  by 
some  of  the  big  navy  yards  in  this 
country.  But  the  big  navy  yards  are 
not  really  the  huge  commercial  bufld- 
ers  in  this  country.  They  represent  a 
very  small  part  of  the  commercial  ca- 
pacity. The  commercial  capacity  and 
the  Navy  capacity  is  really  somewhat 
different  because  of  specialization  of 
labor  and  work. 

So  we  face  it  today.  The  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Bateman]  is  trying 
to  defend  his  big  Navy  yard.  I  do  not 
blame  him;  I  would  too  if  I  had  one  of 
those  things.  But  most  of  the  commer- 
cial shipbuilders  are  in  non-Navy  yards 
and  they  are  the  ones  that  will  profit, 
along  with  the  yard  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia  represents.  It 
will  also  profit  from  all  of  this  arrange- 
ment if  we  can  get  it  into  position. 

The  problem  is  we  have  delayed  so 
long,  because  of  the  legislative  process 
in  Congress,  getting  this  matter  to  the 
floor,  all   the  other  nations  have  al- 


ready ratified  the  agreement.  We  have 
had  to  seek  extension,  and  our  exten- 
sion runs  out  tomorrow,  and  this  agree- 
ment is  in  the  best  interest  of  the 
greatest  number  of  Americans.  We  are 
having  to  give  up  very  little. 

The  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Bateman]  only  wants  to  extend  his 
slight  preference  fore  another  30 
months.  Sounds  reasonable  on  its  face. 
The  only  trouble  is  the  other  nations  of 
the  world  just  do  not  trust  us.  Every 
time  we  bring  agreements  to  the  floor 
for  ratification,  we  have  to  bring  them 
under  a  fast  track  procedure  or  they 
will  unravel  here  on  the  floor. 

This  agreement  was  not  brought 
back  under  a  fast  track  arrangement 
and,  therefore,  it  is  being  unraveled  on 
the  floor  by  what  looks  like  harmless 
little  amendments,  and  that  is  what 
the  issue  is  here  today. 

All  of  the  industrialized  nations  that 
build  ships  have  already  served  notice 
on  us  in  writing  that  if  we  adopt  the 
Bateman  amendment  today  this  agree- 
ment is  dead.  Let  me  repeat  that.  All 
of  the  other  signatories  to  this  pact 
have  agreed  to  this  proposal,  and  they 
have  served  notice  on  us  in  writing 
that  if  we  agree  to  the  Bateman 
amendment  this  whole  agreement  is 
dead. 

We  do  not  have  any  choice.  And  it 
would  not  be  a  good  choice  anyway,  be- 
cause if  the  Bateman  amendment  ever 
becomes  law  the  standstill  arrange- 
ment that  is  in  this  pact  will  have  ex- 
pfred  and  other  nations  can  meet  or 
match  or  better  the  Bateman  subsidies. 
It  will  not  work. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1%  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Studds]  for  a  colloquy. 

Mr.  STUDDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  engage  the  manager  of  the  bill,  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Crane],  for  one  moment. 

When  the  agreement  was  negotiated, 
it  was  agreed  that  U.S.  shipbuilders 
would  have  a  full  3  years  to  deliver  ves- 
sels financed  with  favorable  lending 
terms  under  title  XI.  This  is  critical  to 
many  of  our  shipyards,  including  one 
in  my  district.  Since  we  are  late  in 
passing  implementing  legislation,  some 
have  suggested  our  yards  will  have 
only  2  or  2.5  years  to  deliver  the  ves- 
sels. 

I  know  the  U.S.  Trade  Representative 
has  taken  steps  to  make  sure  that  our 
yards  have  a  full  3  years  from  the  effec- 
tive date  of  the  agreement  to  deliver 
the  so-called  subsidized  vessels.  I  want- 
ed to  confirm  that  this  is  the  under- 
standing of  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
and  that  he  can  give  us  his  assurance 
that  he  will  do  everything  he  can  to  en- 
sure U.S.  yards  have  the  3-year  deliv- 
ery window. 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  STUDDS.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Dlinois. 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  un- 
derstanding is  if  before  July  15  this 
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were  to  occur,  that  it  would  be  in 
order,  but  that  ultimately  is  an  admin- 
istration decision,  and  I  have  no  input 
whatsoever  that  they  would  have  any 
objections  to  that. 

Mr.  STUDDS.  I  appreciate  that. 

My  second  point  is  MarAd  has  a  num- 
ber of  title  XI  applications  in  the  pipe- 
line, ones  submitted  many  months  ago 
and  are  substantially  completed.  Is  it 
the  gentleman's  understanding  that 
MarAd  will  be  allowed  to  offer  the  fa- 
vorable terms,  depending  on  title  XI 
applications  which  are  substantially 
complete,  and  to  work  with  me  to  en- 
sure that  applications,  such  as  that 
from  the  Quincy  shipyard,  are  eligible 
for  the  favorable  terms  before  the 
agreement  enters  into  effect? 

Mr.  CRANE.  That  is  my  understand- 
ing. As  I  say,  it  would  be  an  adminis- 
tration interpretation,  but  I  do  not 
think  there  would  be  a  problem. 

Mr.  STUDDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman,  and  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  for  the  time. 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Gibbons] 
has  expired;  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois pir.  Crane]  srields  back  the  bal- 
ance of  his  time. 

The  gentleman  from  South  Carolina 
[Mr.  Spence]  will  be  recognized  for  15 
minutes  and  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  Dellums]  will  be  recog- 
nized for  15  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Spence]. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  myself  such 
time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  now  it 
is  time  to  hear  the  other  side  of  the 
story.  Today  I  rise  to  express  my  sup- 
port not  for  the  OECD  shipbuilding 
trade  agreement,  or  H.R.  2754,  but  for 
the  amendment  that  will  be  offered  by 
my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Vir- 
ginia [Mr.  Bateman]. 

H.R.  2754,  the  Shipbuilding  Trade 
Agreement  Act,  would  implement  the 
Organization  for  Economic  Coopera- 
tion and  Development,  or  OECD,  agree- 
ment on  shipbuilding.  This  agreement, 
which  was  signed  in  December  1994  by 
the  United  States  and  other  major 
shipbuilding  countries,  eliminates 
most  shipbuilding  subsidies  provided 
by  signatory  countries  to  their  ship- 
building industry  or  ship  operators. 
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The  OECD  agreement  also  includes 
provisions  designed  to  eliminate  anti- 
competitive pricing  practices  which 
would  have  allowed  some  countries  to 
sell  ships  on  the  open  market  at  un- 
fairly low  prices. 

Many  Members  of  the  House,  and  cer- 
tainly the  Committee  on  National  Se- 
curity, consider  the  base  bill  to  be  seri- 
ously flawed.  Many  believe  that  the 
agreement  negotiated  by  the  adminis- 
tration  contains   loopholes   that   will 


allow  foreign  shipyards  to  continue  to 
receive  subsidies,  while  we  will  have 
abolished  our  successful  loan  guarantee 
program  for  struggling  U.S.  shipK 
bullders. 

Many  believe  that  the  OECD  agree- 
ment does  not  give  America's  major 
shipyards,  most  of  which  have  pri- 
marily been  in  the  business  of  building 
U.S.  Navy  ships,  sufficient  time  to 
transition  form  military  to  commer- 
cial work. 

Still  others  are  concerned  that  the 
agreement  will  adversely  affect  the 
Jones  Act  and  could  prevent  shipyards 
from  building  vessels  for  domestic 
shipping  without  penalty. 

Finally,  many  are  concerned  that  the 
existing  OECD  agreement  does  not 
allow  the  United  States  adequate  flexi- 
bility to  protect  its  national  security 
interests  and  to  exempt  from  the 
agreement  ships  that  serve  military 
purposes.  In  short,  many  Members  be- 
lieve that  the  agreement  negotiated  by 
the  administration  is  seriously  flawed. 

The  Bateman  amendment,  which  was 
agreed  to  in  the  Committee  on  Na- 
tional Security  and  enjoys  strong  bi- 
partisan support,  attempts  to  correct 
many  of  the  flaws  I  have  described.  In 
the  debate  ahead,  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Bateman]  and  others  will 
address  the  constructive  fixes  his 
amendment  proposes  for  the  title  XI 
prograjTi,  the  Jones  Act,  and  important 
definitional  issues.  It  is  an  important 
amendment  that  deserves  Members'  at- 
tention and  support. 

Suffice  it  to  say,  Mr.  Chairman.  H.R. 
2754  is  a  flawed  bill  that  would  imple- 
ment an  imperfect  agreement.  Regard- 
less of  how  Members  feel  about  voting 
on  final  passage  of  this  bill,  I  strongly 
encourage  my  colleagues  to  vote  in 
favor  of  the  Bateman  amendment, 
which  goes  a  long  way  toward  protect- 
ing our  national  security  interests. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  I  be  permitted  to  yield  the  re- 
mainder of  my  general  debate  time  to 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Bateman]  and  that  he  be  perinitted  to 
manage  and  control  such  debate  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
South  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  7  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  too  join  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  in  his  concern 
with  respect  to  the  nature  of  this  proc- 
ess. We  were  told  that  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  wanted  to  exercise 
their  option  to  debate  on  this  niatter 
for  the  first  30  minutes,  otherwise  this 
gentleman  would  have  been  more  than 
willing  to  engage  in  significant  debate 
because  I  think  this  is  an  important 
issue. 

Obviously,  the  bill  before  us  is  de- 
signed to  put  the  Congress  in  the  posi- 
tion to  ratify  an  agreement,  the  pur- 
pose of  which  is  to  end  subsidies.  Gov- 


ernment subsidies,  in  the  shipbuilding 
industry  across  the  world. 

There  have  been  great  allusions  to 
the  amendment  that  will  be  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Bateman].  They  have  suggested  that  in 
offering  the  amendment,  the  ratifica- 
tion of  this  amendment  would  kill  the 
agreement.  Let  us  step  back  for  a  mo- 
ment. 

First  of  all,  we  believe  that  what  we 
are  being  asked  to  agree  to  is  a  flawed 
agreement.  Congress  does,  indeed,  have 
a  role  in  this  process  to  ratify.  Are  we 
simply  rubber  stamps,  or  do  we  have 
the  option  to  exercise  our  intellectual 
and  political  responsibilities  in  this 
matter?  K  we  do,  then  it  seems  to  me 
that  it  is  perfectly  within  our  right  and 
prerogatives  to  offer  an  amendment. 
Now,  that  is  the  nature  of  the  process, 
otherwise  why  have  the  agreement 
here? 

We  think  that  it  is  indeed  flawed. 
The  stakeholders  in  this  issue,  the 
workers,  the  union  people,  the  ship- 
builders looked  at  this  agreement  and 
said  long  term  they  agree  with  the  pur- 
pose. But  the  problem  with  this  agree- 
ment is  in  the  transition.  We  believe 
that  the  U.S.  shipbuilders  have  been 
grossly  disadvantaged. 

Now,  we  believe  that  in  offering  this 
amendment  and  accepting  this  amend- 
ment, it  would  be  not  unlike  many 
other  exceptions  and  exemptions  from 
other  countries,  and  I  will  point  them 
out  in  a  moment.  If  we  pass  it,  they 
will  simply  go  back  with  the  exception, 
exemption,  and  renegotiate,  because  it 
is  in  the  world's  collective  interest  to 
stop  subsidies.  Other  countries,  other 
governments  do  not  wish  to  continue. 
That  Is  the  imperative.  That  is  the 
self-interest  that  will  drive  everyone 
back. 

Now,  are  we  doing  something  dif- 
ferent, Mr.  Chairman,  than  any  other 
country?  Example:  Foreign  govern- 
ments were  granted  the  following  sub- 
sidy packages  and  the  authority  to 
continue  pasring  out  existing  subsidies 
for  ships  delivered  up  until  January  1, 
1999:  Spain,  $1.4  billion  in  restructuring 
aid;  Portugal,  $110  million  in  restruc- 
turing aid;  Belgium,  $74  million  in  re- 
structuring aid;  South  Korea,  restruc- 
turing aid  amount  unknown,  but  based 
on  information  we  have  received  it  in- 
cludes the  $750  million  plus  govern- 
ment bailout  of  Daeoo  Shipyard  begun 
in  1990. 

With  respect  to  France,  unknown  at 
this  time  in  terms  of  the  overall 
amount,  but  special  offers  are  cur- 
rently being  made  by  other  Members  of 
the  European  Conmiunity  to  gain 
France's  support  for  the  agreement; 
minimally,  $480  million.  Germany:  Ger- 
many has  a  package  for  exemption. 
Germany's  package  to  modernize,  re- 
structure and  cover  the  loss  of  the 
shipyards  in  former  East  Germany,  we 
believe  that  that  figure  adds  up  to  ap- 
proximately $4  billion. 
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So,  what  the  United  States  is  asking 
In  comparison  to  these  other  countries, 
they  went  back  in.  Mr.  Chairman,  and 
renegotiated  these  exceptions  and 
these  exemptions.  Title  XI  did  not  just 
happen;  it  just  did  not  sneak  in 
through  the  back-door.  The  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Taylor]  and  this  gentleman,  dur- 
ing the  time  when  this  party  was  in 
control  of  the  Congress,  put  $50  million 
in  loan  guarantees  in  title  XI  because 
we  saw  that  we  cannot  specialize  in 
these  shipyards  because  not  enough 
work  is  being  done. 

So  we  took  DOD  money,  put  it  into 
loan  guarantees,  leveraged  it.  Do  my 
colleagues  know  what  happened?  Ship- 
building began  on  a  commercial  level 
in  this  country  unprecedented  in  the 
last  one  or  two  decades. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  simply 
saying  that  we  would  like  to  be  on  a 
level  playing  field.  Ultimately,  let  us 
end  all  subsidies,  but  in  the  transition 
give  us  the  opportunity  to  make  the 
transition  correctly.  Leave  title  XI  in 
for  3  years.  That  simply  puts  us  on  a 
level  playing  field,  not  only  at  the  end 
of  the  day  but  in  the  transition  period. 

Now,  we  need  to  understand  Mr. 
Chairman,  90  percent  of  the  American 
workers  in  this  country  work  in  the 
top  six  shipyards  in  America.  So  if  my 
colleagues  care  about  working-class 
people,  if  they  care  about  the  working 
people  in  this  country,  they  work  in 
the  top  six  yards  in  America. 

There  is  no  such  thing  anjrmore  as 
specialized  shipbuilding.  We  do  not  do 
as  much.  At  one  point  we  were  moving 
toward  a  600-ship  Navy.  The  cold  war  is 
over,  the  military  budget  is  coming 
down,  and  we  are  battling  over  how 
fast  and  how  deep  that  it  does  come 
down.  Shipbuilding  is  coming  down  in 
terms  of  military  activity,  so  where  do 
we  have  to  balance  that  out?  With 
commercial  development. 

We  simply  say  at  the  end  of  the  day, 
my  conclusion  is  this.  We  are  simply 
asking  for  what  other  signatories  went 
in  and  renegotiated.  This  is  not  going 
to  kill  this  agreement.  It  is  in 
everybody's  interest  to  get  to  the 
table. 

We  are  simply  saying  let  us  not  be 
fools.  Let  us  go  in  intelligently,  with 
our  self-interest  involved,  and  let  us 
make  this  decision  here.  That  is  what 
our  responsibility  is.  We  have  a  fidu- 
ciary responsibility  to  the  American 
people.  Let  us  carry  it  out.  K  the  other 
coimtries  do  not  particularly  like  this, 
then  let  us  ask  them,  "Why  did  you 
ratify  these  other  exceptions?"  They 
will  not  do  it.  They  will  come  back  to 
the  table  because  it  is  in  thefr  self-in- 
terest. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  my  colleagues 
will  support  the  Bateman  amendment. 
Without  it,  it  seems  that  this  agree- 
ment is  not  supportable. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 


Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  3  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  first 
associate  myself  with  the  splendid  re- 
marks of  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Dellums],  who  I  think  has 
very  well  articulated  what  is  before  the 
House  today.  Let  me  say.  in  order  to 
try  and  reinforce  and  to  place  this  de- 
bate in  context,  that  I  heard  today  that 
the  amendments  which  I  will  offer  are 
reasonable  and  they  are  modest,  and 
yet  I  am  told  that  we  will  unravel  the 
agreement  if  this  House,  in  pursuit  of 
what  it  conceives  to  be  sound  public 
policy  for  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica, were  to  adopt  those  amendments. 

This  presimiably  is  a  meaningful 
process.  If  this  agreement  is  flawed, 
and  I  put  it  to  my  colleagues  that  it  is 
very  seriously  flawed,  then  we  should 
not  approve  it  and  implement  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  asking  this 
House  to  reject  this  amendment.  I  am 
asking  this  House  to  adopt  amend- 
ments which  would  remove  the  flaws 
and  the  warps  from  this  agreement  so 
that  it  at  least  is  arguably  in  the  best 
interest  of  the  people  of  the  United 
States  and  our  national  security. 

To  do  less,  Mr.  Chairman,  would  in 
my  view  be  an  abdication  of  our  re- 
sponsibility. Much  has  been  said  about 
how  long  this  agreement  was  in  process 
of  negotiation.  I  think  there  is  some- 
thing that  needs  to  be  said  about  that. 

During  the  course  of  the  Bush  admin- 
istration, no  agreement  could  be 
struck,  and  the  reason  it  could  not  be 
struck  is  because  there  was  an  insist- 
ence on  the  part  of  this  country  that 
we  protect  and  preserve  the  Jones  Act 
for  our  domestic  internal  trade. 

This  agreement  does  not  protect  the 
Jones  Act,  as  least  according  to  all  of 
the  people  who  have  said  my  amend- 
ment undermines  the  agreement,  be- 
cause we  make  it  explicit  by  my 
amendment  that  the  Jones  Act  shall 
not  be  affected  because  that  is  what 
the  U.S.  Trade  Representative  told  us. 

But  now  even  they  are  saying  the 
Bateman  amendment,  by  making  it  ex- 
plicit that  the  Jones  Act  will  be  pro- 
tected, is  going  to  unravel  the  agree- 
ment. This  is  not  a  treaty  or  an  agree- 
ment that  I  think  has  been  dealt  with 
very  uprightly  in  terms  of  what  it  does 
and  does  not  include.  Clearly,  we 
should  insist  through  my  amendment 
that  we  preserve  the  Jones  Act  invio- 
late. 

To  say  that  we  should  have  no  in- 
terim transition  provisions  protecting 
our  shipbuilding  is,  I  think,  again  a 
terrible  mistake,  especially  when  we 
look  at  It  In  the  context  that  has  been 
pointed  out,  that  numerous  other  par- 
ties who  are  signatories  to  this  agree- 
ment were  taken  care  of  by  tramsition 
provisions  for  their  shipyards  while  we 
have  none. 

Our  trade  representative  came  back 
after  he  signed  this  agreement  in  De- 
cember and  admitted  to  me  that  they 


had  not  even  sought  any  transition 
provisions  for  this  country's  ship- 
builders, even  though  the  other  parties 
to  this  sigreement  had  been  subsidized 
to  the  tune  of  as  much  as  $8  billion  a 
year  when  we  were  not  subsidizing  at 
all.  and  yet  they  sought  no  concession 
or  transition  provision  for  American 
shipbuilders. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  why  this 
agreement  is  flawed.  That  is  why  It 
needs  the  amendments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Qiollen]. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
National  Security  Committee  amend- 
ment to  H.R.  2754.  The  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  National  Security  Com- 
mittee will  mitigate  the  damage  this 
shipbuilding  trade  agreement  will  have 
on  our  national  security  interests  and 
our  defense  shipbuilding  industrial 
base.  No  commercial  trade  agreement 
should  place  restrictions  on  our  domes- 
tic Jones  Act  trade.  The  Jones  Act 
fleet  and  the  industrial  base  sustained 
through  construction  of  ships  for  this 
trade  is  an  essential  arm  of  our  mili- 
tary in  a  contingency. 

During  the  Gulf  war,  shipyards 
worked  around  the  clock  to  activate 
moth-balled  ships  to  transport  our 
tanks  and  helicopters  to  our  forward 
deployed  troops,  and  the  mariners  who 
operated  our  Jones  Act  fleet  in  peace- 
time were  called  upon  to  crew  these 
military  reserve  vessels.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  has  stated  that  the 
Jones  Act  is  essential  to  our  national 
security  interests.  The  House  National 
Security  Comn^ttee  amendment  will 
ensure  that  the  Jones  Act  ship  con- 
struction and  operating  requirement  Is 
not  jeopardized  by  this  agreement. 

It  will  also  clarify  that  noncombat- 
ant  military  auxiliary  and  sealift  ships 
are  not  covered  by  this  agreement.  No 
commercial  trade  agreement  should  re- 
strict the  U.S.  Department  of  Defense 
from  procuring  surge  and 

prepositioning  sealift  ships  needed  to 
meet  our  Army  and  Marine  Corps  re- 
quirements. This  was  not  the  intent  of 
these  negotiations;  however,  this  will 
be  the  case  unless  the  National  Secu- 
rity Committee  amendment  Is  passed. 

I  also  support  the  30-month  extension 
of  our  title  XI  ship  loan  guarantee  pro- 
gram which  has  enabled  our  navy  ship- 
builders to  transition  back  into  the 
business  of  building  large  ocean-g'oing 
commercial  ships.  This  conunerclal 
work  has  created  4,000  jobs  in  our  ship- 
yards, and  helped  to  sustain  our  criti- 
cal Navy  shipbuilding  base  during  a 
historical  low  in  Navy  shipbuilding  or- 
ders. This  limited  extension  of  title  XI 
is  very  modest  compared  to  the  3-  and 
4-year  transition  subsidies  granted  to 
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foreign  signatories  of  this  trade  agree- 
ment— subsidies  above  and  beyond 
their  already  massive  subsidies. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for  the 
National  Security  Committee  amend- 
ment. 

D  1130 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  advises 
that  the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Bateman]  has  5^/2  minutes  remaining, 
auid  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
DF.T.T.UMS]  has  8  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
Shield  4  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Tay- 
lor]. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  thank  the  distinguished 
Member  for  yielding  the  time. 

No  one  comes  here  to  increase  the 
deficit.  No  one  comes  here  to  dismantle 
America's  might.  But  just  last  night, 
the  new  majority  voted  for  a  budget  for 
the  next  2  years  that  increases  the  an- 
nual operating  deficit  and  in  turn  the 
national  debt.  Today  we  are  going  to 
have  a  choice  of  whether  or  not  we  are 
going  to  dismantle  America's  indus- 
trial might.  I  have  to  my  left,  and  I 
hope  the  television  camera  can  show 
this,  one  of  the  66  jewels  of  America's 
industrial  might.  It  is  so  huge  that  this 
990-foot  warship  appears  to  be  but  a  toy 
when  compared  to  that  overall  indus- 
trial facility.  It  is  called  Ingalls  Ship- 
building and  is  one  of  the  six  remaining 
shipyards  in  America  that  build  ships 
to  defend  our  country. 

This  agreement  would  preclude  any 
chance  Ingalls  Shipbuilding  ever  has  of 
in  the  long  run  staying  in  business. 
And  that  is  what  it  comes  down  to.  You 
see,  as  mentioned  before,  during  the 
Reagan  years  there  was  talk  of  a  600- 
shlp  Navy  and  therefore  people  like 
Ingalls  and  Newport  News  would  have 
plenty  of  work  building  those  ships.  We 
are  now  looking  at  a  150-ship  Navy, 
which  means  there  is  not  work  for  all 
six  of  them.  If  we  do  not  find  commer- 
cial work  for  those  yards,  they  will 
simply  go  out  of  business.  Why  is  that 
important? 

This  island  nation  during  World  War 
n  had  to  build  16,000  ships  to  save  itself 
from  Japan  and  Nazi  Germany.  We  are 
now  down  to  what  will  be  in  the  near 
future  a  150-ship  fleet  so,  if  we  lose  our 
ability  in  the  meantime  between  wars 
to  do  some  commercial  work,  those 
yards  will  not  be  around.  If  you  had  to 
start  this  yard  from  scratch,  you  would 
have  to  find  S800  million.  That  just  is 
not  going  to  happen. 

So  why  is  the  aigreement  bad?  The 
agreement  is  bad  because  we  are  count- 
ing on  about  20  other  nations  to  quit 
subsidizing  their  yards  unilaterally.  It 
is  not  going  to  happen.  It  has  not  hap- 
pened. Even  today  in  the  Journal  of 
Conmierce,  here  is  the  story,  that  the 
Danes,  even  before  the  ink  on  this 
agreement  is  dry,  are  already  cheating 
on   this   agreement.    The   reason    the 


Danes  say  that  they  are  cheating  is  be- 
cause the  Germans  are  cheating. 

So  we  are  being  asked  by  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means  to  imilater- 
ally  disarm,  to  give  away  the  ability  of 
our  Nation  to  defend  itself  in  future 
wars.  So  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  can  proudly  proclaim  that  they 
have  passed  another  failed  trade  agree- 
ment. May  I  remind  them  of  their  tre- 
mendous success  of  NAFTA?  May  I  in- 
vite the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
to  come  to  Lucedale,  MS,  or  to  Hatties- 
burg,  MS,  or  Poplarville,  MS,  and  go  to 
the  cattle  auction  and  see  the  cattle- 
men who  cry  because  they  are  selling 
their  calves  for  one-half  of  the  price 
that  they  were  just  3  years  ago  before 
NAFTA.  Or  maybe  once  again  to  go  to 
Lumberton,  MS,  or  Poplarville,  MS  or 
Wiggins,  MS  or  Neely,  MS,  or  Gulfport, 
MS  and  visit  the  empty  garment  plants 
where  thousands  of  people  have  been 
laid  off  as  a  direct  result  of  NAFTA.  In 
Neely,  MS,  when  you  lose  your  job,  job 
retraining  does  not  matter  because 
there  is  no  other  factory  in  Neely,  MS. 
The  only  business  in  town  shut  down. 

So  based  on  the  success  of  NAFTA 
and  our  ability  to  pass  an  agreement 
that  hurts  only  us  and  helps  only  our 
competitors,  we  want  to  do  this  again, 
except  this  time  we  want  to  do  it  with 
regard  to  national  defense.  We  want  to 
take  the  magnificent  machine  built  up 
over  the  course  of  the  past  century, 
first  by  Democrats  like  FDR  and  later 
by  Republicans  like  Ronald  Reagan  and 
George  Bush,  and  we  want  to  put  it  out 
of  business  so  that  when  the  next  war 
comes  we  will  not  have  a  yard.  And 
maybe  if  we  are  lucky,  the  Germans 
will  sell  us  a  ship.  Maybe  if  we  are 
lucky  the  Japanese  will  sell  us  a  ship. 
But  maybe  if  we  are  not  lucky,  they 
will  be  on  the  other  side.  Then  what  do 
we  do? 

The  great  powers  of  the  world  have 
always  been  great  manufacturers,  and 
they  have  been  great  maritime  powers. 
Those  two  things  go  hand  in  hand  dur- 
ing the  course  of  recorded  history. 
With  NAFTA,  we  have  given  away  a  lot 
of  our  manufacturing  might.  With  this 
agreement,  they  are  trying  to  give 
away  our  maritime  might,  what  is  left 
of  it,  and  our  ability  to  get  back  in  the 
business. 

Title  XI  works.  It  is  a  loan  guarantee 
program  that  works.  We  are  building 
ships  in  this  country,  and  now  they  are 
saying,  let  us  take  it  away.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia  [Mr.  Bateman]  is 
saying,  let  us  slow  that  down  a  little 
bit. 

I  encourage  Members  to  vote  for  the 
Bateman  amendment.  At  the  very  least 
it  will  slow  it  down  a  little  bit.  And 
then  I  encoui-age  Members  to  vote 
against  this  entire  agreement  because 
we  do  not  need  to  give  up  our  sov- 
ereignty to  20  other  countries  to  tell  us 
where  and  when  we  can  Invest  in  the 
industrial  might  of  this  Nation. 


Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Hunter]. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  thank  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Virginia  for  yielding  to  me.  I 
want  to  note  to  my  colleagues  in  the 
full  committee  and  all  the  Members 
that  this  is  one  of  those  occasions,  as 
you  can  see  with  respect  to  this  sub- 
stitute amendment,  there  is  solidarity 
in  the  Committee  on  National  Secu- 
rity, on  the  Democrat  side,  on  the  Re- 
publican side,  on  all  shades  of  the  po- 
litical spectrum.  This  is  the  reason:  No 
matter  how  much  we  disagree  about 
weapons  systems  and  about  strategies 
and  about  budget  numbers,  we  all  agree 
on  one  thing,  one  fact  that  comes  home 
to  us  every  time  we  have  a  conflict. 
When  we  move  out  to  project  American 
power,  we  carry  that  power,  whether  it 
is  marines  or  soldiers  or  ammunition 
or  aircraft  and  all  the  logistics  that 
you  have  to  take  to  a  foreign  place  to 
fight  a  war  on  ships. 

In  Desert  Storm  we  carried  95  per- 
cent of  our  war  materiel  on  ships,  not 
on  airplanes,  and  everybody  knows 
that.  The  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  DELLUMS]  knows  that.  The  gen- 
tleman from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Spence]  knows  that.  Every  member  of 
the  committee  knows  that.  Every 
Member  of  the  House  knows  that.  With 
respect  to  our  ability  to  move  to 
change  this  amendment,  all  of  our  al- 
lies know  that.  All  of  the  signatories  of 
this  agreement  know  that. 

South  Korea  is  not  going  to  complain 
because  we  want  to  maintain  our  ship- 
building base.  South  Korea  exists  be- 
cause we  had  a  shipbuilding  base.  We 
saved  them  as  the  North  Koreans  were 
driving  down  the  Korean  Peninsula  and 
the  Chinese  shortly  thereafter  because 
we  were  able  to  move  an  American 
blocking  force  in  there,  hold  the  line 
and  gradually  push  it  back. 

Our  European  allies  are  not  going  to 
complain  because  two  times  in  this 
century  we  have  saved  Europe  with 
American  ships  carrying  American  per- 
sonnel and  war  materiel.  Our  allies 
who  depended  on  the  lifeline  in  the 
Gulf  war  understand  that,  while  we  had 
to  rely  on  rent-a-ships  in  that  case,  95 
percent  of  the  American  equipment 
that  was  carried  to  that  war  was  car- 
ried on  ships. 

Now,  this  bill,  if  it  is  not  amended  by 
the  national  security  substitute,  is 
going  to  do  some  bad  things  because 
theoretically  it  excludes  military  con- 
struction but  it  reserves  for  foreign 
judges  the  definition  of  what  is  a  mili- 
tary program.  It  warns  us  against  "dis- 
guising commercial  shipbuilding  in 
military  programs."  That  means  some- 
body else  is  going  to  be  interpreting 
what  is  an  American  military  program. 

Is  a  prepositloning  ship  an  American 
military  program  or  just  another  way 
to  have  .commercial  cargo  or  to  have 
logistics  that  you  might  be  taking  on  a 
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rent-a-ship?  Is  that  an  American  mili- 
tary program?  In  the  WTO  we  are  now 
seeing  these  decisions  come  home 
where  they  have  enforced  Brazil's  right 
to  send  dirty  gas  into  the  United 
States  because  foreign  judges  have  said 
American  enviroimiental  laws  are  in- 
valid. We  have  seen  the  problem  with 
griving  to  foreign  judges  the  right  to  ar- 
bitrate and  to  determine  what  is  an 
American  military  program. 

Let  me  urge  all  of  my  colleagues  to 
support  the  national  security  position 
on  this  and  vote  against  the  full  bill  on 
final  passage. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Dellums]  is  rec- 
ognized for  4  minutes. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
bill,  H.R.  2754,  provides  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  with  the  opportunity 
to  ratify  an  agreement,  the  purpose  of 
which  is  to  end  government  subsidies 
in  shipbuilding.  I  believe  that  it  is  in 
the  interest  of  the  shipbuilding  indus- 
try and  in  the  interest  of  the  American 
worker  and  ultimately  the  American 
people  that  we  ratify  a  treaty,  the  pur- 
pose of  which  is  to  end  Government 
subsidies.  That  is  indeed  in  our  inter- 
est. 

I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity 
to  applaud  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Gibbons],  who  has  perhaps  beyond 
any  other  Member  of  this  body  worked 
tirelessly  to  get  such  an  agreement  be- 
cause he  had  the  wisdom  and  the  vision 
to  understand  that  it  is  indeed  in  the 
interest  of  the  United  States  to  end 
Government  subsidy.  For  that,  I  ap- 
plaud the  gentleman.  I  am  one  of  the 
gentleman's  greatest  fans. 

My  point  of  departure  today  with  my 
distinguished  colleague  is  very  simple 
and  very  straightforward.  I  believe 
that  the  agreement  is  flawed  in  its 
transition  implications.  We  are  simply 
saying  that  we  need  to  put  the  United 
States  in  a  better  position  in  this  tran- 
sition period,  as  we  move  from  a  heavy 
reliance  on  military  dollars,  building 
hundreds  of  military  ships,  to  building 
commercial  ships. 

As  I  look  at  the  experience  around 
this  agreement,  I  have  come  to  the 
startling  realization  but  the  comfort- 
ing realization  that  other  countries 
saw  problems  in  the  transition  and 
sought  exemptions  and  exceptions 
prior  to  signing  the  agreement  that 
would  allow  them  to  step  forward  and 
then  sign  the  agreement. 

I  believe  that  the  notion  that  if  the 
Bateman  amendment  passed  that  it 
would  kill  the  agreement  is  hyperbole. 
But  I  have  been  here  going  on  26  years, 
and  I  know  how  we  can  engage  in  hy- 
perbole in  this  institution.  The  amend- 
ment will  kill  the  bill.  But  that  is  hy- 
perbole, and  I  love  the  Members  that 
say  it,  but  we  often  practice  overstate- 
ment and  hsrperbole. 

You  have  to  be  bright  enough  to  cut 
through  the  weed  and  get  to  the  real 


issue.  It  is  not  going  to  kill  this  agree- 
ment, because  it  is  in  the  world's  col- 
lective interest  to  end  government  sub- 
sidies. That  imperative  and  that  imper- 
ative alone  will  drive  everybody  back 
to  the  table. 

If  we  pass  this  agreement,  the  world 
is  not  going  to  step  back  and  say,  well, 
you  guys  are  going  to  do  this.  I  am 
going  to  spend  S2  billion  a  year  subsi- 
dizing shipbuilding.  That  is  bizarre,  ex- 
treme and  absurd.  What  they  will  do  is 
sit  down  and  try  to  work  it  out.  That 
is  all  we  are  simply  saying. 

D  1145 

Finally,  ais  I  said  in  my  opening  re- 
marks, if  the  Congress  did  not  have 
any  role,  then  why  are  we  here  to  rat- 
ify it?  And  I  think  our  role  should  go 
beyond  simply  rubber  stamping  when 
we  believe  substantively,  economi- 
cally, politically  and  intellectually 
that  there  is  something  wrong  with  the 
agreement.  Working  people  in  this 
country  looked  at  it  and  said  it  is 
flawed  in  the  transition.  Shipbuilding 
people  looked  at  it  and  said  it  is  flawed 
in  its  transition.  These  are  two  major 
stakeholders  who  believe  ultimately 
that  we  ought  to  end  government  sub- 
sidy. 

So  we  stepped  up  to  the  plate  and 
said,  "Let's  correct  it,  let's  clarify  on 
the  Jones  Act,  let's  clarify  some 
boilerplate  language  with  respect  to 
national  security  issues. 

That  is  all  this  amendment  does.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  listen  carefully 
to  the  debate  around  the  Bateman 
amendment,  not  be  guided  by  hsrper- 
bole  and  overstatement,  and  look  at 
the  facts,  and  I  believe  that  they  will 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  we  are  cor- 
rect. Adopt  the  Bateman  amendment, 
and  go  forward  to  pass  H.R.  2754.  as 
amended. 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Maine  [Mr.  Longley]. 

Mr.  LONGLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
reason  we  are  debating  these  amend- 
ments to  this  trade  agreement  today  is 
that  we  are  seeking  at  least  some  ele- 
ment of  fairness  to  our  shipbuilders. 
The  reason  we  are  debating  these 
amendments  is  that  we  believe  it  is  im- 
portant to  maintain  these  critical 
manufacturing  jobs  that  shipbuilding 
and  the  supplier  base  provides.  The  rea- 
son we  are  debating  these  amendments 
is  that  many  of  us  fear  this  trade 
agreement  will  be  like  so  many  before 
it^-one  that  is  unfair  to  the  United 
States  and  that  will  send  these  jobs  to 
other  countries. 

But  let  us  not  lose  sight  of  the  most 
important  reason  we  are  debating  these 
amendments:  and  that  is.  that  we  are 
concerned  about  the  national  security 
of  this  country.  You  see,  we  have  got- 
ten to  the  point  where  the  shipbuilding 
industrial  base  that  embodies  the  criti- 
cal skills  and  facilities  needed  to 
produce  our  Navy's  ships  has  shrunken 


to  just  six  shipyards  and  70,000  employ- 
ees. These  same  shipyards  are  the  ones 
that  have  historically  produced  most  of 
the  large,  oceangoing  ships  built  in 
this  country  for  both  our  domestic  and 
international  trades.  Commercial  ship- 
building has  always  been  essential  to 
helping  level  out  the  valleys  when  the 
government's  purchase  of  ships  has  de- 
clined. 

We  are  at  this  very  moment  consider- 
ing Navy  shipbuilding  budgets  that  are 
the  lowest  in  over  40  years!  And  while 
the  Congress  is  attempting  to  increase 
that  level  slightly,  the  numbers  of 
ships  being  ordered  by  the  Navy  are 
simply  not  sufficient  to  sustain  the 
bare  minimum  shipbuilding  base  we 
now  have.  And  if  we  are  going  to  even 
come  close  to  maintaining  the  346-ship 
Navy  that  forms  the  basis  of  our  cur- 
rent warfighting  strategy,  we  are  going 
to  ask  these  same  shipbuilders  a  few 
years  fi-om  now  to  increase  their  rate 
of  shipbuilding  to  two  to  three  times 
what  it  is  today. 

Even  with  these  amendments,  we  are 
perilously  close  to  signing  away  our  ca- 
pability to  ensure  economic  and  na- 
tional security  through  our  shipbuild- 
ing industrial  base. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
voting  for  jobs  and  for  national  secu- 
rity. Vote  for  the  National  Security 
Committee  amendments. 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  the  30  seconds  remaining 
only  to  remind  the  Members  of  the 
House  that  the  six  major  shipyards 
who  are  diametrically  opposed  to  this 
agreement  in  its  present  form  rep- 
resent 300,000  jobs  at  their  shipyards 
and  in  the  companies  that  service  and 
work  with  them.  This  is  over  90  percent 
of  all  the  workers  engaged  in  ship  con- 
struction in  the  United  States,  and 
these  shipyards  build  98  percent  of  all 
ships  for  the  United  States  Navy.  We 
are  speaking  not  just  for  those  ship- 
yards, but  for  all  of  the  unions  and  the 
workers  who  are  employed  in  those 
shipyards  and  for  whom  my  amend- 
ments to  this  bill  are  extremely  sig- 
nificant and  are  very  intensely  sup- 
ported by  those  people. 

Mr.  BLtLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support 
of  the  efforts  of  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Bateman]  regarding  our  Nation's  ship- 
building industrial  base  by  ensuhng  that  irxjus- 
tr/s  success  in  its  endeavor  to  participate  in 
commercial  shiptxiikjing  on  VOe  international 
level.  I  speak  on  this  matter  to  support  my  col- 
league, and  to  note  my  interest  as  chainnan  of 
the  Committee  on  Commerce  in  the  issue  of 
dumping. 

In  support  of  my  colleague,  f  signed  a  letter 
delineating  the  problem  created  by  the  OECO 
Shlpbukjing  Agreemenx  that  H.R.  2754  would 
implement.  The  agreement  fails  to  remedy  the 
historical  advantage  foreign  shipbulders  have 
maintained  over  the  U.S.  shipbuilding  industry 
through  government  subsidies.  AKtxxjgh  the 
agreement  does  eliminate  certain  aspects  of 
foreign  government  subsidies,  it  still  does  not 
place  U.S.  shipbuilders  on  equal  footing  with 
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foreign  shiptxjilders  in  the  international  market. 
Therefore,  I  support  Mr.  Bateman's  efforts  to 
create  an  even  playing  fiekj. 

My  interest  in  the  matter  as  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Commerce  stems  from  my 
committee's  extensive  work  in  the  area  of 
trade.  H.R.  2754  would  add  a  new  title,  "Title 
VIII — Injurious  Pricing  and  Countermeasures 
Relating  to  Shipbuilding"  to  the  Tariff  Act  of 
1930,  The  new  title  VIII  would  provide  a  mech- 
anism, tailored  to  the  unique  situation  of  the 
shipbuilding  industry,  to  address  concerns  re- 
garding the  practice  of  dumping — selling 
goods,  in  this  case  ships,  for  less  than  their 
fair  value. 

Without  recounting  the  lengthy  history  of  my 
committee's  work  in  the  area  of  trade,  I  will 
point  out  just  a  few  previous  legislative  initia- 
tives—focusing on  the  100th  Congress— that 
addressed  dumping.  During  the  100th  Con- 
gress, at  least  four  trade  measures  considered 
by  the  Commerce  Committee  were  incor- 
porated into  the  Omnibus  Trade  Reform  Act  of 
1988.  Aithough  other  measures  included  provi- 
sions on  the  issue  of  dumping,  H.R.  268— no- 
tably— addressed  only  the  issue  of  dumping. 
Through  that  measure,  my  committee  and  oth- 
ers sought  to  amend  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  "to 
provide  private  remedies  for  injury  caused  by 
unfair  foreign  competition  and  violations  of 
certain  customs  fraud  provisions." 

Just  as  H.R.  268  establishes  remedies 
where  an  article  "is  imported  or  sold  within  the 
United  States  at  a  United  States  price  which 
is  less  than  the  foreign  market  value  or  con- 
stnjcted  value  of  such  article,''  H.R.  2754  pro- 
vides for  remedies  where  "a  foreign  vessel 
has  been  sold  directly  or  indirectly  to  one  or 
more  United  States  buyers  at  less  than  its  fair 
value."  Therefore,  my  interest  in  this  measure 
is  twofotd.  First,  I  want  to  support  my  col- 
league Mr.  Bateman;  and  secorKJ,  I  want  to 
express  my  committee's  jurisdictional  interest 
in  the  dumping  provisions  of  this  measure. 
Based  on  my  committee's  lengthy  history  of 
work  in  the  area  of  trade,  and  on  the  issue  of 
dumping.  I  would  like  to  note  our  intent  to  con- 
tinue in  the  exercise  of  our  authority  in  these 
areas. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  for  general 
debate  has  expired. 

Pursuant  to  the  rule,  the  amendment 
in  the  nature  of  a  substitute,  rec- 
ommended by  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means,  modified  by  the  amend- 
ment printed  in  part  1  of  House  Report 
104-606,  is  considered  as  an  original  bill 
for  the  purpose  of  amendment  and  is 
considered  read. 

The  text  of  the  committee  amend- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  substitute,  as 
modified,  is  as  follows: 
H.R.  2754 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 
SSCnON  i.  SBOItT  niXJE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Shipbuilding 
Trade  Agreement  Act". 

SEC.  Z.  APPBOVAL  OF  THE  SHIPBVIUUSG  AGREE- 
UENT. 

The  Congress  approves  The  Agreement  Re- 
specting Normal  Competitive  Conditions  in  the 
Commercial  Shipbuilding  and  Repair  Industry 
(hereafter  in  this  Act  referred  to  as  the  "Ship- 
building Agreement"),  a  reciprocal  trade  agree- 


ment which  resulted  from  negotiations  under 
the  auspices  of  the  Organization  for  Economic 
Cooperation  and  Development,  and  was  entered 
into  on  December  21, 1994. 
SEC.  3.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

This  Act  and  the  amendments  made  by  this 
Act  take  effect  on  the  date  that  the  Shipbuilding 
Agreement  enters  into  force  with  respect  to  the 
United  States. 

TITLE  I— INJURIOUS  PRICING  AND 
COUNTERMEASURES 

SEC.    101.   D/JUSIOUS  PRICmG  AND   COUNTER- 
MEASURES  PROCEEDINGS 

The  Tariff  Act  of  1930  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  title: 
•TITLE    Vni— INJURIOUS    PRICING    AND 
COUNTERMEASURES       RELATING        TO 
SHIPBUILDING 
"Subtitle  A— Injurious  Pricing  Charge  and 

Countermeasures 
"Sec.  801.  Injurious  pricing  charge. 
"Sec.  802.  Procedures  for  initiating  an  inju- 
rious pricing  investigation. 
"Sec.  803.  Preliminary  determinations. 
"Sec.  804.  Termination  or  suspension  of  in- 
vestigation. 
"Sec.  805.  Final  determinations. 
"Sec.  806.  Imposition  and  collection  of  inju- 
rious pricing  charge. 
"Sec.  807.  Imposition  of  countermeasures. 
"Sec.  808.  Injurious    pricing    petitions    by 
third  countries. 
"Subtitle  B— Special  Rules 
"Sec.  821.  Export  price. 
"Sec.  822.  Normal  value. 
"Sec.  823.  Currency  conversion. 
"Subtitle  C— Procedures 

"Sec.  841.  Hearings. 

"Sec.  842.  Determinations  on  the  basis  of 

the  facts  available. 
"Sec.  843.  Access  to  information. 
"Sec.  844.  Conduct  of  investigations. 
"Sec.  845.  Administrative   action   following 
shipbuilding  agreement  panel  re- 
ports. 
"Subtitle  D— Definitions 
"Sec.  861.  Definitions. 
"Subtitle  A — Injuriout  Pricing  Charge  and 
Countermeasurea 
'SEC.  801.  INJURIOUS  PRICING  CHARGE. 

"(a)  Basis  for  Charge.— If— 
"(1)   the  administering  authority  determines 
that  a  foreign  vessel  has  been  sold  directly  or  in- 
directly to  one  or  more  United  States  buyers  at 
less  than  its  fair  value,  and 
"(2)  the  Commission  determines  that — 
"(A)  an  industry  in  the  United  States— 
"(i)  is  or  has  been  materially  injured,  or 
"(ii)  is  threatened  with  material  injury,  or 
"(B)  the  establishment  of  an  industry  in  the 
United  States  is  or  has  been  materially  retarded, 
by  reason  of  the  sale  of  such  vessel,  then  there 
shall  be  imposed  upon  the  foreign  producer  of 
the  subject  vessel  an  injurious  pricing  charge,  in 
an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  by  which  the 
normal  value  exceeds  the  export  price  for  the 
vessel.  For  purposes  of  this  subsection  and  sec- 
tion 805(b)(1),  a  reference  to  the  sale  of  a  foreign 
vessel  includes  the  creation  or  transfer  of  an 
ownership  interest  in  the  vessel,  except  for  an 
ovmership  interest  created  or  acquired  solely  for 
the  purpose  of  providing  security  fo:  a  normal 
commercial  loan. 

"(b)  FOREIGN  Vessels  Not  Mepci'.asdise.— 
No  foreign  vessel  may  be  considered  to  be,  or  to 
be  part  of,  a  class  or  kind  of  merchandise  for 
purposes  of  subtitle  B  of  title  VII. 

"SEC  802.  PROCEDURES  FOR  INTTIATTNG  AN  IN- 
JURIOUS PRICING  INVESTIGATION. 

"(a)  IsrriATiON  by  administering  author- 
ity.- 


"(1)  General  rule.— Except  in  the  case  in 
which  subsection  (d)(6)  applies,  an  injurious 
pricing  investigation  shall  be  initiated  whenever 
the  administering  authority  determines,  from  in- 
formation available  to  it,  that  a  formal  inves- 
tigation is  warranted  into  the  question  of 
whether  the  elements  necessary  for  the  imposi- 
tion of  a  charge  under  section  801(a)  exist,  and 
whether  a  producer  described  in  section 
861(17)(C)  would  meet  the  criteria  of  subsection 
(b)(1)(B)  for  a  petitioner. 

"(2)  Time  for  initiation  by  administering 
AUTHORITY.— An  investigation  may  only  be  initi- 
ated under  paragraph  (1)  within  6  months  after 
the  time  the  administering  authority  first  knew 
or  should  have  knovm  of  the  sale  of  the  vessel. 
Any  period  in  which  subsection  (d)(6)(A)  applies 
shall  not  be  included  in  calculating  that  6- 
month  period. 

"(b)  Initiation  by  Petition.— 

"(1)  Petition  requirements.— (A)  Except  in 
a  case  in  which  subsection  (d)(6)  applies,  an  in- 
jurious pricing  proceeding  shall  be  initiated 
whenever  an  interested  party,  as  defined  in  sub- 
paragraph (C),  (D),  (E),  or  (F)  of  section 
861(17),  files  a  petition  with  the  administering 
authority,  on  behalf  of  an  industry,  which  al- 
leges the  elements  necessary  for  the  imposition 
of  an  injurious  pricing  charge  under  section 
801(a)  and  the  elements  required  under  subpara- 
graph (B),  (C),  (D),  or  (E)  of  this  paragraph, 
and  which  is  accompanied  by  information  rea- 
sonably available  to  the  petitioner  supporting 
those  allegations  and  identifying  the  trans- 
action concerned. 

"(B)(i)  If  the  petitioner  is  a  producer  de- 
scribed in  section  861(17)(C),  and— 

"(I)  if  the  vessel  was  sold  through  a  broad 
multiple  bid,  the  petition  shall  include  informa- 
tion indicating  that  the  petitioner  was  invited  to 
tender  a  bid  on  the  contract  at  issue,  the  peti- 
tioner actually  did  so,  and  the  bid  of  the  peti- 
tioner substantially  met  the  delivery  date  and 
technical  requirements  of  the  bid, 

"(II)  if  the  vessel  was  sold  through  any  bid- 
ding process  other  than  a  broad  multiple  bid 
and  the  petitioner  was  invited  to  tender  a  bid  on 
the  contract  at  issue,  the  petition  shall  include 
information  iruiicating  that  the  petitioner  actu- 
ally did  so  and  the  bid  of  the  petitioner  substan- 
tially met  the  delivery  date  arui  technical  re- 
quirements of  the  bid,  or 

"(III)  except  in  a  case  in  which  the  vessel  was 
sold  through  a  broad  multiple  bid,  if  there  is  no 
invitation  to  tender  a  bid.  the  petition  shall  in- 
clude information  indicating  that  the  petitioner 
was  capable  of  building  the  vessel  concerned 
and,  if  the  petitioner  knew  or  should  have 
knovm  of  the  proposed  purchase,  it  made  de- 
monstrable efforts  to  conclude  a  sale  with  the 
United  States  buyer  consistent  with  the  delivery 
date  and  technical  requirements  of  the  buyer. 

"(ii)  For  purposes  of  clatise  (i)(III),  there  is  a 
rebuttable  presumption  that  the  petitioner  knew 
or  should  have  known  of  the  proposed  purchase 
if  it  is  demonstrated  that— 

"(I)  the  majority  of  the  producers  in  the  in- 
dustry have  made  efforts  with  the  United  States 
buyer  to  conclude  a  sale  of  the  subject  vessel,  or 

"(II)  general  information  on  the  sale  was 
available  from  brokers,  financiers,  classification 
societies,  charterers,  trade  associations,  or  other 
entities  normally  involved  in  shipbuilding  trans- 
actiOTis  with  whom  the  petitioner  had  regular 
contacts  or  dealings. 

"(C)  If  the  petitioner  is  an  interested  party 
described  in  section  861(17)(D).  the  petition  shall 
include  information  indicating  that  members  of 
the  union  or  group  of  workers  described  in  that 
section  are  employed  by  a  producer  that  meets 
the  requirements  of  subparagraph  (B)  of  this 
paragraph. 

"(D)  If  the  petitioner  is  an  interests  party 
described  in  section  861(17)(E),  the  petition  shall 
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include  information  indicating  that  a  member  of 
the  association  described  in  that  section  is  a 
producer  that  meets  the  requirements  of  sub- 
paragraph (B)  of  this  paragraph. 

"(E)  If  the  petitioner  is  an  interested  party 
described  in  section  861(17)(F),  the  petition  shall 
include  information  indicating  that  a  member  of 
the  association  described  in  that  section  meets 
the  requirements  of  subparagraph  (C)  or  (D)  of 
this  paragraph. 

"(F)  The  petition  may  be  amended  at  such 
time,  and  upon  such  conditions,  as  the  admin- 
istering authority  and  the  Commission  may  per- 
mit. 

"(2)  Simultaneous  filing  with  commis- 
sion.—The  petitioner  shall  file  a  copy  of  the  pe- 
tition with  the  Commission  on  the  same  day  as 
it  is  filed  with  the  administering  authority. 

"(3)  DEADUNE  for  FlUNG  PETITION.— 

"(A)  DEADUNE.— {i)  A  petitioner  to  which 
paragraph  (1)(B)  (i)  or  (ii)  applies  shall  fUe  the 
petition  no  later  than  the  earlier  of— 

"(I)  6  months  after  the  time  that  the  petitioner 
first  knew  or  should  have  knoum  of  the  sale  of 
the  subject  vessel,  or 

"(II)  6  months  after  delivery  of  the  subject 
vessel. 

"(ii)  A  petitioner  to  which  paragraph 
(l)(B)(iii)  applies  shall— 

"(I)  file  the  petition  no  later  than  the  earlier 
of  9  months  after  the  time  that  the  petitioner 
first  knew  or  should  have  knoum  of  the  sale  of 
the  subject  vessel,  or  6  months  after  delivery  of 
the  subject  vessel,  and 

"(II)  submit  to  the  administering  authority  a 
notice  of  intent  to  file  a  petition  no  later  than 
6  months  after  the  time  that  the  petitioner  first 
knew  or  should  have  knovm  of  the  sale  (unless 
the  petition  itself  is  filed  vnthin  that  6-month 
period). 

"(B)  Presumption  of  knowledge.— For  pur- 
poses of  this  paragraph,  if  the  existence  of  the 
sale,  together  uiith  general  information  concern- 
ing the  vessel,  is  published  in  the  intematioruil 
trade  press,  there  is  a  rebuttable  presumption 
that  the  petitioner  knew  or  should  have  knoum 
of  the  sale  of  the  vessel  from  the  date  of  that 
publication. 

"(c)  ACTIONS  Before  Initiating  Investiga- 
tions.— 

"(1)  notification  of  governments.— Before 
initiating  an  investigation  under  either  sub- 
section (a)  or  (b),  the  administering  authority 
shall  notify  the  government  of  the  exporting 
country  of  the  investigation.  In  the  case  of  the 
initiation  of  an  investigation  under  subsection 
(b).  such  notification  shall  include  a  public  ver- 
sion of  the  petition. 

"(2)    ACCEPTANCE    OF   COMMUNICATIONS.— The 

administering  authority  shall  not  accept  any 
UTUolicited  oral  or  vmtten  communication  from 
any  person  other  than  an  interested  party  de- 
scribed in  section  S61(17)(C),  (D),  (E),  or  (F)  be- 
fore the  administering  authority  makes  its  deci- 
sion whether  to  initiate  an  investigation  pursu- 
ant to  a  petition,  except  for  inquiries  regarding 
the  status  of  the  administering  authority 's  con- 
sideration of  the  petition  or  a  request  for  con- 
sultation by  the  government  of  the  exporting 
country. 

"(3)  NONDISCLOSURE  OF  CERTAIN  INFORMA- 
TION.— The  administering  authority  and  the 
Commission  shall  not  disclose  information  unth 
regard  to  any  draft  petition  submitted  for  review 
and  comment  before  it  is  filed  under  subsection 
(b)(1). 

"(d)  Petition  determination.— 

"(1)  Time  for  initial  determination.— (A) 
Within  45  days  after  the  date  on  which  a  peti- 
tion is  filed  under  subsection  (b),  the  admin- 
istering authority  shall,  after  examining,  on  the 
basis  of  sources  readily  available  to  the  admin- 
istering authority,  the  accuracy  and  adequacy 
of  the  evidence  provided  in  the  petition,  deter- 
mine whether  the  petition — 


"(i)  alleges  the  elements  necessary  for  the  im- 
position of  an  injurious  pricing  charge  under 
section  801(a)  and  the  elements  required  under 
subsection  (b)(1)(B),  (C),  (D).  or  (E).  and  con- 
tains information  reasonably  available  to  the 
petitioner  supporting  the  allegations:  and 

"(ii)  determine  if  the  petition  has  been  filed  by 
or  on  behalf  of  the  industry. 

"(B)  Any  period  in  which  paragraph  (6)(A) 
applies  shall  not  be  included  in  calculating  the 
45-day  period  described  in  subparagraph  (A). 

"(2)  affirmative  determinations.— If  the 
determinations  under  clauses  (i)  and  (ii)  of 
paragraph  (1)(A)  are  affirmative,  the  admin- 
istering authority  shall  initiate  an  investigation 
to  determine  whether  the  vessel  was  sold  at  less 
than  fair  value,  unless  paragraph  (6)  applies. 

"(3)  Negative  determinations.— If— 

"(A)  the  determination  under  clause  (i)  or  (ii) 
of  paragraph  (1)(A)  is  negative,  or 

"(B)  paragraph  (6)(B)  applies, 
the  administering  authority  shall  dismiss  the  pe- 
tition, terminate  the  proceeding,  and  notify  the 
petitioner  in  writing  of  the  reasons  for  the  deter- 
mination. 

"(4)  Determination  of  industry  support.— 

"(A)  General  rule.— For  purposes  of  this 
subsection,  the  administering  authority  shall  de- 
termine that  the  petition  has  been  filed  by  or  on 
behalf  of  the  domestic  industry,  if— 

"(i)  the  domestic  producers  or  workers  who 
support  the  petition  collectively  account  for  at 
least  25  percent  of  the  total  capacity  of  domestic 
producers  capable  of  producing  a  like  vessel, 
and 

"(ii)  the  domestic  producers  or  workers  who 
support  the  petition  collectively  account  for 
more  than  50  percent  of  the  total  capacity  to 
produce  a  like  vessel  of  that  portion  of  the  do- 
mestic industry  expressing  support  for  or  opposi- 
tion to  the  petition. 

"(B)  Certain  positions  disregarded.— in  de- 
termining industry  support  under  subparagraph 
(A),  the  administering  authority  shall  disregard 
the  position  of  domestic  producers  who  oppose 
the  petition,  if  such  producers  are  related  to  the 
foreign  producer  or  United  States  buyer  of  the 
subject  vessel,  or  the  domestic  producer  is  itself 
the  United  States  buyer,  unless  such  domestic 
producers  demonstrate  that  their  interests  as  do- 
mestic producers  would  be  adversely  affected  by 
the  imposition  of  an  injurious  pricing  charge. 

"(C)  POLUNG  THE  INDUSTRY.— If  the  petition 
does  not  establish  support  of  domestic  producers 
or  workers  accounting  for  more  than  50  percent 
of  the  total  capacity  to  produce  a  like  vessel— 

"(i)  the  administering  authority  shall  poll  the 
industry  or  rely  on  other  information  in  order  to 
determine  if  there  is  support  for  the  petition  as 
required  by  subparagraph  (A),  or 

"(ii)  if  there  is  a  large  number  of  producers  in 
the  industry,  the  administering  authority  rruiy 
determine  industry  support  for  the  petition  by 
using  any  statistically  valid  sampling  method  to 
poll  the  industry. 

"(D)  Comments  by  interested  parties.— Be- 
fore the  administering  authority  makes  a  deter- 
mination with  respect  to  initiating  an  investiga- 
tion, any  person  who  would  qualify  as  an  inter- 
ested party  under  section  861(17)  if  an  investiga- 
tion were  initiated,  may  submit  comments  or  in- 
formation on  the  issue  of  industry  support. 
After  the  administering  authority  makes  a  deter- 
mination with  respect  to  initiating  an  investiga- 
tion, the  determination  regarding  industry  sup- 
port shall  not  be  reconsidered. 

"(5)  Definition  of  domestic  producers  or 
WORKERS. — For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the 
term  'domestic  producers  or  workers'  means  in- 
terested parties  as  defined  in  section  861(17)(C), 
(D),  (E),  or  (F). 

"(6)  Proceedings  by  wto  members.— The  ad- 
ministering authority  shall  not  initiate  an  inves- 
tigation under  this  section  if.  with  respect  to  the 


vessel  sale  at  issue,  an  antidumping  proceeding 
conducted  by  a  WTO  member  who  is  not  a  Ship- 
building Agreement  Party— 

"(A)  has  been  initiated  and  has  been  pending 
for  not  more  than  one  year,  or 

"(B)  has  been  completed  and  resulted  in  the 
imposition  of  antidumping  measures  or  a  nega- 
tive determination  with  respect  to  whether  the 
sale  was  at  less  than  fair  value  or  with  respect 
to  injury. 

"(e)  Notification  to  Commission  of  Deter- 
MINATION.—The  administering  authority  shall— 

"(1)  notify  the  Commission  immediately  of  any 
determination  it  makes  under  subsection  (a)  or 
<d).  and 

"(2)  if  the  determination  is  affirmative,  make 
available  to  the  Commission  such  information  as 
it  may  have  relating  to  the  matter  under  inves- 
tigation, under  such  procedures  as  the  admin- 
istering authority  and  the  Commission  may  es- 
tablish to  prevent  disclosure,  other  than  with 
the  consent  of  the  party  providing  it  or  under 
protective  order,  of  any  information  to  which 
confidential  treatment  has  been  given  by  the  ad- 
ministering authority. 

"SEC  003.  PRELOaNASr  DETBtMONATlONS. 

"(a)  Determination  by  Commission  of  Rea- 
sonable indication  of  Injury.- 

"(1)  General  rule.— Except  in  the  case  of  a 
petition  dismissed  by  the  administering  author- 
ity under  section  802(d)(3).  the  Commission, 
within  the  time  specified  in  paragraph  (2),  shall 
determine,  based  on  the  information  available  to 
it  at  the  time  of  the  determination,  whether 
there  is  a  reasonable  indication  that — 

"(A)  an  industry  in  the  United  States — 

'  (i)  is  or  has  been  materially  injured,  or 

"(ii)  is  threatened  with  material  injury,  or 

"(B)  the  establishment  of  an  industry  in  the 
United  States  is  or  fias  been  materially  retarded, 
by  reason  of  the  sale  of  the  subject  vessel.  If  the 
Commission  makes  a  negative  determination 
under  this  paragraph,  the  investigation  shall  be 
terminated. 

"(2)  Time  for  commission  determination.— 
The  Commission  shall  make  the  determination 
described  in  paragraph  (1)  within  90  days  after 
the  date  on  which  the  petition  is  filed  or,  in  the 
case  of  an  investigation  initialed  under  section 
802(a).  within  90  days  after  the  date  on  which 
the  Commission  receives  notice  from  the  admin- 
istering authority  that  the  investigation  has 
been  initiated. 

"(b)  Preliminary  Determination  by  admin- 
istering authority.- 

"(1)  Period  of  injurious  pricing  investiga- 
tion.— (A)  The  administering  authority  shall 
make  a  determination,  based  upon  the  informa- 
tion available  to  it  at  the  time  of  the  determxna- 
tion,  of  whether  there  is  a  reasonable  basis  to 
believe  or  suspect  that  the  subject  vessel  was 
sold  at  less  than  fair  value. 

"(B)  If  cost  data  is  required  to  determine  nor- 
mal  value  on  the  basis  of  a  sale  of  a  foreign  like 
vessel  that  has  not  been  delivered  on  or  before 
the  date  on  which  the  administering  authority 
initiates  the  investigation,  the  administering  au- 
thority shall  rnake  its  determination  within  160 
days  after  the  date  of  delivery  of  the  foreign  Wu 
vessel. 

"(C)  If  normal  value  is  to  be  determined  on 
the  basis  of  constructed  value,  the  administering 
authority  shall  make  its  determination  within 
160  days  after  the  date  of  delivery  of  the  subject 
vessel. 

"(D)  In  cases  in  which  subparagraph  (B)  or 
(C)  does  not  apply,  the  administering  authority 
shall  rnake  its  determination  vnthin  160  days 
after  the  date  on  which  the  administering  au- 
thority initiates  the  investigation  under  section 
802. 

"(E)  In  no  event  shall  the  administering  au- 
thority make  its  determination  before  an  affirm- 
ative determiruition  is  made  by  the  Commission 
under  subsection  (a). 
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"(2)  DE  MIStMIS  INJURIOUS  PRICING  MARGIN.— 

In  making  a  determination  under  this  sub- 
section, the  adrmnistering  authority  shall  dis- 
regard any  injurious  pricing  margin  that  is  de 
minimis.  For  purposes  of  the  preceding  sentence, 
an  injurious  pricing  margin  is  de  minimis  if  the 
administering  authority  determines  that  the 
margin  is  less  than  2  percent  of  the  export  price. 

"(C)  EXTENSION  OF  PERIOD  IN  EXTRAOR- 
DINARILY COMPUCATED  Cases  or  for  Good 
Cause.— 

"(I)  IN  GENERAL.— If— 

"(A)  the  administering  authority  concludes 
that  the  jxirties  concerned  are  cooperating  and 
determines  that— 

"(i)  the  case  is  extraordinarily  complicated  by 
reason  of— 

"(I)  the  novelty  of  the  issues  presented,  or 

'  (II)  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  information 
required,  and 

"(ii)  additional  time  is  necessary  to  make  the 
preliminary  determination,  or 

"(B)  a  party  to  the  investigation  requests  an 
extension  and  demonstrates  good  cause  for  the 
extension, 

then  the  administering  authority  may  postpone 
the  time  for  making  its  preliminary  determina- 
tion. 

"(2)  LENGTH  OF  POSTPONEMENT.— The  prelimi- 
nary determination  may  be  postponed  under 
paragraph  (I)(A)  or  (B)  until  not  later  than  the 
190th  day  after— 

"(A)  the  date  of  delivery  of  the  foreign  like 
vessel,  if  subsection  (b)(1)(B)  applies. 

"(B)  the  date  of  delivery  of  the  subject  vessel, 
if  subsection  (b)(1)(C)  applies,  or 

"(C)  the  date  on  which  the  administering  au- 
thority initiates  an  investigation  under  section 
802,  in  a  case  in  which  subsection  (b)(1)(D)  ap- 
plies. 

"(3)  Notice  of  postponement.— The  admin- 
istering authority  shall  notify  the  parties  to  the 
investigation,  not  later  than  20  days  before  the 
date  on  which  the  preliminary  determination 
would  otherwise  be  required  under  subsection 
(b)(1),  if  it  intends  to  postpone  rnaking  the  pre- 
liminary determination  under  paragraph  (1). 
The  notification  shall  include  an  explanation  of 
the  reasons  for  the  postponement,  and  notice  of 
the  postponement  shall  be  published  in  the  Fed- 
eral Register. 

"(d)  Effect  of  Determination  by  the  ad- 
ministering authority.— If  the  preliminary  de- 
termination of  the  administering  authority 
under  subsection  (b)  is  affirmative,  the  admin- 
istering authority  shall — 

"(1)  determine  an  estimated  injurious  pricing 
margin,  and 

"(2)  make  available  to  the  Commission  all  in- 
formation upon  which  its  determination  was 
based  and  which  the  Commission  considers  rel- 
evant to  its  injury  determination,  under  such 
procedures  as  the  administering  authority  and 
the  Commission  may  establish  to  prevent  disclo- 
sure, other  than  with  the  consent  of  the  party 
providing  it  or  under  protective  order,  of  any  in- 
formation to  which  confidential  treatment  has 
been  given  by  the  administering  authority. 

"(e)  Notice  of  Determination.— Whenever 
the  Commission  or  the  administering  authority 
makes  a  determination  under  this  section,  the 
Commission  or  the  administering  authority,  as 
the  case  may  be.  shall  notify  the  petitioner,  and 
other  parties  to  the  investigation,  and  the  Com- 
mission or  the  administering  authority  (which- 
ever is  appropriate)  of  its  determination.  The 
administering  authority  shall  include  vnth  such 
notification  the  facts  and  conclusions  on  which 
its  determination  is  based.  Not  later  than  5  days 
after  the  date  on  which  the  determination  is  re- 
quired to  be  made  under  subsection  (a)(2),  the 
Commission  shall  transmit  to  the  administering 
authority  the  facts  and  conclusions  on  which  its 
determination  is  based. 


'SEC.  804.  TERMINATION  OR  SUSPENSION  OF  IN- 
VESTIGATION. 

"(a)  Termination  of  Investigation  Upon 
Withdrawal  of  Petition.— 

"(1)  In  general.— Except  as  provided  in  para- 
graph (2).  an  investigation  under  this  subtitle 
may  be  terminated  by  either  the  administering 
authority  or  the  Commission,  after  notice  to  all 
parties  to  the  investigation,  upon  withdrawal  of 
the  petition  by  the  petitioner. 

"(2)  Limitation  on  termination  by  commis- 
sion.— The  Commission  may  not  terminate  an 
investigation  under  paragraph  (1)  before  a  pre- 
liminary determination  is  rnade  by  the  admin- 
istering authority  under  section  803(b). 

"(b)  Termination  of  Investigations  Initi- 
ated BY  ADMINISTERING  AUTHORITY.— The  ad- 
ministering authority  may  terminate  any  inves- 
tigation initiated  by  the  administering  authority 
under  section  802(a)  after  providing  notice  of 
such  termination  to  all  parties  to  the  investiga- 
tion. 

"(C)    ALTERNATE    EQUIVALENT    REMEDY.— The 

criteria  set  forth  in  subparagraphs  (A)  through 
(D)  of  section  806(e)(1)  shall  apply  to  any  agree- 
ment that  forms  the  basis  for  termination  of  an 
investigation  under  subsection  (a)  or  (b). 

"(d)  Proceedings  by  WTO  members.— 

"(1)  Suspension  of  investigation.— The  ad- 
ministering authority  and  the  Commission  shall 
suspend  an  investigation  under  this  section  if  a 
WTO  member  that  is  not  a  Shipbuilding  Agree- 
ment Party  initiates  an  antidumping  proceeding 
described  in  section  861(29)(A)  vAth  respect  to 
the  sale  of  the  subject  vessel. 

"(2)  Termination  of  investigation.— If  an 
antidumping  proceeding  described  in  paragraph 
(1)  is  concluded  by— 

"(A)  the  imposition  of  antidumping  measures, 
or 

"(B)  a  negative  determination  with  respect  to 
whether  the  sale  is  at  less  than  fair  value  or 
vnth  respect  to  injury, 

the  administering  authority  and  the  Commission 
shall  terminate  the  investigation  under  this  sec- 
tion. 

"(3)  CONTINUATION  OF  INVESTIGATION.— (A)  If 

such  a  proceeding — 

"(i)  is  concluded  by  a  result  other  than  a  re- 
sult described  in  paragraph  (2),  or 

"(ii)  is  not  concluded  viithin  one  year  from 
the  date  of  the  initiation  of  the  proceeding, 
then  the  administering  authority  and  the  Com- 
mission shall  terminate  the  suspension  and  con- 
tinue the  investigation.  The  period  in  which  the 
investigation  was  suspended  shall  not  be  in- 
cluded in  calculating  deadlines  applicable  with 
respect  to  the  investigation. 

"(B)  Notwithstanding  subparagraph  (A)(ii),  if 
the  proceeding  is  concluded  by  a  result  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (2)(A).  the  adrmnistering 
authority  and  the  Commission  shall  terminate 
the  investigation  under  this  section. 

'SEa  80S.  FINAL  DETERUINATIONS. 

"(a)  Determinations  by  administering  au- 
thority.— 

"(1)  In  general.— Within  75  days  after  the 
date  of  its  preliminary  determination  under  sec- 
tion 803(b).  the  administering  authority  shall 
make  a  final  determination  of  whether  the  ves- 
sel which  is  the  subject  of  the  investigation  has 
been  sold  in  the  United  States  at  less  than  its 
fair  value. 

"(2)  Extension  of  period  for  determina- 
tion.— (A)  The  administering  authority  may 
postpone  making  the  final  determination  under 
paragraph  (1)  until  not  later  than  290  days 
after— 

"(i)  the  date  of  delivery  of  the  foreign  like  ves- 
sel, in  an  investigation  to  which  section 
803(b)(1)(B)  applies. 

"(ii)  the  date  of  delivery  of  the  subject  vessel, 
in  an  investigation  to  which  section  803(b)(1)(C) 
applies,  or 


"(Hi)  the  date  on  which  the  administering  au- 
thority initiates  the  investigation  under  section 
802.  in  an  investigation  to  which  section 
803(b)(1)(D)  applies. 

"(B)  The  administering  authority  may  apply 
subparagraph  (A)  if  a  request  in  writing  is  made 
by- 

"(i)  the  producer  of  the  subject  vessel,  in  a 
proceeding  in  which  the  T>reliminary  determina- 
tion by  the  administering  authority  under  sec- 
tion 803(b)  was  affirmative,  or 

"(ii)  the  petitioner,  in  a  proceeding  in  which 
the  preliminary  determination  by  the  admin- 
istering authority  under  section  803(b)  was  neg- 
ative. 

"(3)  De  minimis  injurious  pricing  .margin.— 
In  making  a  determination  under  this  sub- 
section, the  administering  authority  shall  dis- 
regard any  injurious  pricing  margin  that  is  de 
minimis  as  defined  in  section  803(b)(2). 

"(b)  Final  Determination  by  Co.\tMissiON.— 

"(1)  In  general. — The  Commission  shall  make 
a  final  determination  of  whether— 

"(A)  an  industry  in  the  United  States— 

"(i)  is  or  has  been  materially  injured,  or 

"(ii)  is  threatened  with  material  injury,  or 

"(B)  the  establishment  of  an  industry  in  the 
United  States  is  or  has  been  materially  retarded, 
by  reason  of  the  sale  of  the  ■vessel  with  respect 
to  which  the  administering  authority  has  made 
an  affirmative  determination  under  subsection 
(a)(1). 

"(2)  Period  for  injury  determination  fol- 
lowing AFFIRMATIVE  PRELIMINARY  DETERMINA- 
TION BY  ADMINISTERING  AUTHORITY.— If  the  pre- 
liminary determination  by  the  administering  au- 
thority under  section  803(b)  is  affirmative,  then 
the  Commission  shall  make  the  determination 
required  by  paragraph  (1)  before  the  later  of— 

"(A)  the  120th  day  after  the  day  on  which  the 
administering  authority  makes  its  affirmative 
preliminary  determination  under  section  803(b), 
or 

"(B)  the  45th  day  after  the  day  on  which  the 
administering  authority  makes  its  affirmative 
final  determination  under  subsection  (a). 

"(3)  Period  for  injury  determination  fol- 
lowing NEGATIVE  PRELIMINARY  DETERMINATION 
BY  ADMINISTERING  AUTHORITY.— If  the  prelimi- 
nary determination  by  the  administering  au- 
thority under  section  803(b)  is  negative,  and  its 
final  determination  under  subsection  (a)  is  af- 
firmative, then  the  final  determination  by  the 
Commission  under  this  subsection  shall  be  made 
within  75  days  after  the  date  of  that  affirmative 
final  determination. 

"(c)  Effect  of  Final  Determinations.— 

"(I)  Effect  of  affirmative  determination 
BY  THE  AD.MINISTERING  AUTHORITY.— If  the  de- 
termination of  the  administering  authority 
under  subsection  (a)  is  affirmative,  then  the  ad- 
ministering authority  shall— 

"(A)  make  available  to  the  Contmission  all  in- 
formation  upon  which  such  determination  was 
based  and  which  the  Commission  considers  rel- 
evant to  its  determination,  under  such  proce- 
dures as  the  administering  authority  and  the 
Commission  may  establish  to  prevent  disclosure, 
other  tfian  viith  the  consent  of  the  party  provid- 
ing it  or  under  protective  order,  of  any  informa- 
tion to  which  confidential  treatment  has  been 
given  by  the  administering  authority,  and 

"(B)  calculate  an  injurious  pricing  charge  in 
an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  by  which  the 
normal  value  exceeds  the  export  price  of  the 
subject  vessel. 

"(2)  issuance  of  ORDER:  EFFECT  OF  NEGATIVE 

DETERMINATION.— If  the  determinations  of  the 
administering  authority  and  the  Convnission 
under  subsections  (a)(1)  and  (b)(1)  are  affirma- 
tive, then  the  adnanistering  authority  shall 
issue  an  injurious  pricing  order  under  section 
806.  If  either  of  such  determinations  is  negative, 
the  investigation  shall  be  terminated  upon  the 
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publication  of  notice  of  that  negative  determina- 
tion. 

"(d)  Publication  of  Notice  of  Determina- 
tions.—Whenever  the  administering  authority 
or  the  Commission  makes  a  determination  under 
this  section,  it  shall  notify  the  petitioner,  other 
parties  to  the  investigation,  and  the  other  agen- 
cy of  its  determination  and  of  the  facts  and  con- 
clusions of  law  upon  which  the  determination  is 
based,  and  it  shall  publish  notice  of  its  deter- 
mination in  the  Federal  Register. 

"(e)  Correction  of  ministerial  Errors.— 
The  administering  authority  shall  establish  pro- 
cedures for  the  correction  of  ministerial  errors  in 
final  determinations  within  a  reasoriable  time 
after  the  determinations  are  issued  under  this 
section.  Such  procedures  shall  ensure  oppor- 
tunity for  interested  parties  to  present  their 
views  regarding  any  such  errors.  As  used  in  this 
subsection,  the  term  'ministerial  error'  includes 
errors  in  addition,  subtraction,  or  other  arith- 
metic function,  clerical  errors  resulting  from  in- 
accurate copying,  duplication,  or  the  like,  and 
any  other  type  of  unintentional  error  which  the 
administering  authority  considers  ministerial. 
"SEC.  SOS.  MPOSmON  AND  COLLECTION  OF  IN- 
JURIOUS PRICING  CHARGE. 

"(a)  IN  General.— Within  10  days  after  being 
notified  by  the  Commission  of  an  affirmative  de- 
termination under  section  805(b).  the  admin- 
istering authority  shall  publish  an  order  impos- 
ing an  injurious  pricing  charge  on  the  foreign 
producer  of  the  subject  vessel  which— 

"(1)  directs  the  foreign  producer  of  the  subject 
vessel  to  pay  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
or  the  designee  of  the  Secretary,  toithin  180  days 
from  the  date  of  publication  of  the  order,  an  in- 
jurious pricing  charge  in  an  amount  equal  to 
the  amount  by  which  the  normal  value  exceeds 
the  export  price  of  the  subject  vessel. 

"(2)  includes  the  identity  and  location  of  the 
foreign  producer  and  a  description  of  the  subject 
vessel,  in  such  detail  as  the  administering  au- 
thority deems  necessary,  and 
"(3)  informs  the  foreign  producer  that— 
"(A)  failure  to  pay  the  injurious  pricing 
charge  in  a  timely  fashion  may  result  in  the  im- 
position of  countermeasures  with  respect  to  that 
producer  under  section  807, 

"(B)  payment  made  after  the  deadline  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  subject  to  in- 
terest charges  at  the  Commercial  Interest  Ref- 
erence Rate  (CIRR),  and 

"(C)  the  foreign  producer  may  request  an  ex- 
tension of  the  due  date  for  payment  under  sub- 
section (b). 

"(b)  Extension  of  Due  Date  for  Payment 
IN  Extraordinary  Circumstances.— 

"(1)  EXTE.\SION.—Upon  request,  the  admin- 
istering authority  may  amend  the  order  under 
subsection  (a)  to  set  a  due  date  for  payment  or 
payments  later  than  the  date  that  is  180  days 
from  the  date  of  publication  of  the  order,  if  the 
administering  authority  determines  that  full 
payment  in  180  days  would  render  the  producer 
insolvent  or  would  be  incompatible  with  a  judi- 
cially supervised  reorganization.  When  an  ex- 
tended payment  schedule  provides  for  a  series  of 
partial  payments,  the  administering  authority 
shall  specify  the  circumstances  under  which  de- 
fault on  one  or  more  payments  will  result  in  the 
imposition  of  countermeasures. 

"(2)  INTEREST  CHARGES.— If  a  request  is  grant- 
ed under  paragraph  (1).  payments  made  after 
the  date  that  is  180  days  from  the  publication  of 
the  order  shall  be  subject  to  interest  charges  at 
the  CIRR. 

"(c)  NOTIFICATION  OF  ORDER.— The  admin- 
istering authority  shall  deliver  a  copy  of  the 
order  requesting  payment  to  the  foreign  pro- 
ducer of  the  subject  vessel  and  to  an  appropriate 
representative  of  the  government  of  the  export- 
ing country. 

"(d)  REVOCATION  OF  ORDER.— The  administer- 
ing authority— 
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"(1)  may  revoke  an  injurious  pricing  order  if 
the  administering  authority  determines  that  pro- 
ducers accounting  for  substantially  all  of  the 
capacity  to  produce  a  domestic  like  vessel  have 
expressed  a  lack  of  interest  in  the  order,  and 

"(2)  shall  revoke  an  injurious  pricing  order — 

"(A)  if  the  sale  of  the  vessel  that  was  the  sub- 
ject of  the  injurious  pricing  determination  is 
voided, 

"(B)  if  the  injurious  pricing  charge  is  paid  in 
full,  including  any  interest  accrued  for  late  pay- 
ment, 

"(C)  upon  full  implementation  of  an  alter- 
native equivalent  remedy  described  in  subsection 
(e),  or 

"(D)  if.  with  respect  to  the  vessel  sale  that 
was  at  issue  in  the  investigation  that  resulted  in 
the  injurious  pricing  order,  an  antidumping  pro- 
ceeding conducted  by  a  WTO  member  who  is  not 
a  Shipbuilding  Agreement  Party  has  been  com- 
pleted and  resulted  in  the  imposition  of  anti- 
dumping measures. 

"(e)  ALTERNATIVE  EQUIVALENT  REMEDY.— 
"(1)    AGREEMENT   FOR    ALTERNATE   REMEDY.— 

The  administering  authority  may  suspend  an 
injurious  pricing  order  if  the  administering  au- 
thority enters  into  an  agreement  with  the  for- 
eign producer  subject  to  the  order  on  an  alter- 
native equivalent  remedy,  that  the  administer- 
ing authority  determines — 

"(A)  is  at  least  as  effective  a  remedy  as  the  in- 
jurious pricing  charge. 

"(B)  is  in  the  public  interest. 

"(C)  can  be  effectively  monitored  and  en- 
forced, and 

"(D)  is  otherwise  consistent  with  the  domestic 
law  and  international  obligations  of  the  United 
States. 

"(2)  Prior  consultations  and  submission  of 
COMMENTS.— Before  entering  into  an  agreement 
under  paragraph  (1),  the  administering  author- 
ity shall  consult  leith  the  industry,  and  provide 
for  the  submission  of  comments  by  interested 
parties,  with  respect  to  the  agreement. 

"(3)  Material  violations  of  agreement.— if 
the  injurious  pricing  order  has  been  suspended 
under  paragraph  (1),  and  the  administering  au- 
thority determines  that  the  foreign  producer 
concerned  has  materially  violated  the  terms  of 
the  agreement  under  paragraph  (1),  the  admin- 
istering authority  shall  terminate  the  suspen- 
sion. 

'SBC.  807.  IMPOSITION  OF  COUNTBRMEASURSS. 

"(a)  General  Rule.— 

"(1)  Issuance  of  order  imposing  counter- 
measures. — Unless  an  injurious  pricing  order  is 
revoked  or  suspended  under  section  806  (d)  or 
(e),  the  administering  authority  shall  issue  an 
order  imposing  countermeasures. 

"(2)  CONTENTS  OF  ORDER.— The  counter- 
measure  order  shall — 

"(A)  state  that,  as  provided  in  section  468,  a 
permit  to  lade  or  unlade  passengers  or  merchan- 
dise may  not  be  issued  with  respect  to  vessels 
contracted  to  be  built  by  the  foreign  producer  of 
the  vessel  with  respect  to  which  an  injurious 
pricing  order  was  issued  under  section  806,  and 

"(B)  specify  the  scope  and  duration  of  the 
prohibition  on  the  issuance  of  a  permit  to  lade 
or  unlade  passengers  or  merchandise. 

"(b)  Notice  of  I.vtent  To  Lmpose  Counter- 
measures.— 

"(1)  General  rule.— The  administering  au- 
thority shall  issue  a  notice  of  intent  to  impose 
countermeasures  not  later  than  30  days  before 
the  expiration  of  the  time  for  payment  specified 
in  the  injurious  pricing  order  (or  extended  pay- 
ment provided  for  under  section  906(b)).  and 
shall  publish  the  notice  in  the  Federal  Register 
within  7  days  after  issuing  the  notice. 

"(2)  Elements  of  the  notice  of  intent.- 
The  notice  of  intent  shall  contain  at  least  the 
following  elements: 

"(A)  Scope. — A  permit  to  lade  or  unlade  pas- 
sengers or  merchandise  may  not  be  issued  with 
respect  to  any  vessel— 


14057 

"(i)  built  by  the  foreign  producer  subject  to 
the  proposed  countermeasures.  and 

"(ii)  with  respect  to  wfiich  the  material  terms 
of  sale  are  established  within  a  period  of  4  con- 
secutive years  beginning  on  the  date  that  is  30 
days  after  publication  in  the  Fedeal  Register  of 
the  notice  of  intent  described  in  paragraph  (1). 

"(B)  Duration  .—For  each  vessel  described  in 
subparagraph  (A),  a  permit  to  lade  or  unlade 
passengers  or  merchandise  may  not  be  issued  for 
a  period  of  4  years  after  the  date  of  delivery  of 
the  vessel. 

"(C)  DETERMINATION  TO  IMPOSE  COUNTER- 
MEASURES:  Order.— 

"(1)  General  rule.— The  administering  au- 
thority shall,  within  the  time  specified  m  jnra- 
graph  (2).  issue  a  determination  and  order  im- 
posing countermeasures. 

"(2)  Time  for  determination.— The  deter- 
mination shall  be  issued  within  90  days  after  the 
date  on  which  the  notice  of  intent  to  impose 
countermeasures  under  subsection  (b)  is  pub- 
lished in  the  Federal  Register.  The  administer- 
ing authority  shall  publish  the  determination, 
and  the  order  described  in  paragraph  (4),  in  the 
Federal  Register  within  7  days  after  issuing  the 
final  determination,  and  shall  provide  a  copy  of 
the  determination  and  order  to  the  Customs 
Service. 

"(3)  Content  of  the  determination.— In  the 
determination  imposing  countermeasures.  the 
administering  authority  shall  determine  wheth- 
er, in  light  of  all  of  the  circumstances,  an  inter- 
ested party  has  demonstrated  that  the  scope  or 
duration  of  the  counterrrKOsures  described  in 
subsection  (b)(2)  should  be  narrower  or  shorter 
than  the  scope  or  duration  set  fonh  in  the  no- 
tice of  intent  to  impose  countermeasures. 

"(4)  Order.— At  the  same  time  it  issues  its  de- 
termination, the  administering  authority  shall 
issue  an  order  imposing  countermeasures,  con- 
sistent with  its  determination. 

"(d)  administrative  review  of  Determina- 
tion To  Impose  Countermeasures.- 

"(I)  Request  for  review.— Each  year,  in  the 
anniversary  month  of  the  issuance  of  the  order 
imposing  countermeasures  under  subsection  (c), 
the  administering  authority  shall  publish  in  the 
Federal  Register  a  notice  providing  that  inter- 
ested parties  may  request— 

"(A)  a  review  of  the  scope  or  duration  of  the 
countermeasures  determined  under  subsection 
(c)(3).  and 

"(B)  a  hearing  in  connection  with  such  a  re- 
view. 

"(2)  Review.— If  a  proper  request  has  been  re- 
ceived under  paragraph  (1).  the  adrmnistering 
authority  shall— 

"(A)  publish  notice  of  initiation  of  a  review  in 
the  Federal  Register  not  later  than  15  days  after 
the  end  of  the  anntversary  month  of  the 
issuance  of  the  order  imposing  countermeasures, 
and 

"(B)  review  and  determine  whether  the  re- 
questing party  has  demonstrated  that  the  scope 
or  duration  of  the  countermeasures  is  excessive 
in  light  of  all  of  the  circumstances. 

"(3)  Time  for  review.— The  administering 
authority  shall  make  its  determination  under 
paragraph  (2)(B)  within  90  days  after  the  dau 
on  which  the  notice  of  initiation  of  the  review  is 
published.  If  the  determination  under  para- 
graph (2)(B)  is  affirmative,  the  administering 
authority  shall  amend  the  order  accordingly. 
The  administering  authority  shall  promptly 
publish  the  determination  and  any  amendment 
to  the  order  in  the  Federal  Register,  and  shall 
provide  a  copy  of  any  amended  order  to  the 
Customs  Service.  In  extraordinary  cir- 
cumstances, the  administering  authority  may 
extend  the  time  for  its  determination  under 
paragraph  (2)(B)  to  not  later  than  ISO  days 
after  the  dau  on  which  the  notice  of  initiation 
of  the  review  is  jmblished. 
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"(e)  EXTESSIOS  OF  COUKTER\fEASURES.— 

"(I)  Request  for  EXTEXsiON.—Wuhin  the 
time  described  in  paragraph  (2),  an  interested 
party  may  file  with  the  administering  authority 
a  request  that  the  scope  or  duration  of  counter- 
measures  be  extended. 

"(2)  DEADLISE  for  request  FOR  EXTESSIOS.— 

"(A)  Request  for  extessiok  beyosd  4 
YEARS.— If  the  request  seeks  an  extension  that 
would  cause  the  scope  or  duration  of  counter- 
measures  to  exceed  4  years,  including  any  prior 
extensions,  the  request  for  extension  under 
paragraph  (I)  shall  be  filed  not  earlier  than  the 
date  that  is  15  months,  and  not  later  than  the 
date  that  is  12  months,  before  the  date  that 
marks  the  end  of  the  period  that  specifies  the 
vessels  that  fall  within  the  scope  of  the  order  by 
virtue  of  the  establishment  of  material  terms  of 
sale  within  that  period. 

"(B)  Other  requests.— If  the  request  seeks 
an  extension  under  paragraph  (I)  other  than 
one  described  in  subparagraph  (A),  the  request 
shall  be  filed  not  earlier  than  the  date  that  is  6 
months,  and  not  later  than  a  date  that  is  3 
months,  before  the  date  that  marks  the  end  of 
the  period  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (A). 

"(3)  DBTERMISATIOK.— 

(A)  Notice  of  request  for  EXTEssiON.—If 
a  proper  request  has  been  received  under  para- 
graph (1).  the  administering  authority  shall 
publish  notice  of  initiation  of  an  extension  pro- 
ceeding in  the  Federal  Register  not  later  than  15 
days  after  the  applicable  deadline  in  paragraph 
(2)  for  requesting  the  extension. 

"(B)  Procedures.— 

"(i)  Requests  for  extbssiok  beyond  4 
YEAXS.—If  paragraph  (2)(A)  applies  to  the  re- 
guest,  the  administering  authority  shall  consult 
with  the  Trade  Representative  under  paragraph 
(4). 

"(ii)  Other  requests.— if  paragraph  (2)(B) 
applies  to  the  request,  the  administering  author- 
ity shall  determine,  within  90  days  after  the 
date  on  which  the  notice  of  initiation  of  the  pro- 
ceeding is  published,  whether  the  requesting 
party  lias  demonstrated  that  the  scope  or  dura- 
tion of  the  countermeasures  is  inadequate  in 
light  of  all  of  the  circumstances.  If  the  admin- 
istering authority  determines  that  an  extension 
is  warranted,  it  shall  amend  the  countermeasure 
order  accordingly.  The  administering  authority 
shall  promptly  publish  the  determination  and 
any  amendment  to  the  order  in  the  Federal  Reg- 
ister, and  shall  provide  a  copy  of  any  amended 
order  to  the  Customs  Service. 

"(4)  COSSULTATION  WITH  TRADE  REPRESESTA- 

TIVE.—If  paragraph  (3)(B)(i)  applies,  the  admin- 
istering authority  shall  consult  with  the  Trade 
Representative  concerning  whether  it  would  be 
appropriate  to  request  establishment  of  a  dis- 
pute settlement  panel  under  the  Shipbuilding 
Agreement  for  the  purpose  of  seeking  authoriza- 
tion to  extend  the  scope  or  duration  of  counter- 
measures  for  a  period  in  excess  of  4  years. 

"(5)  Decision  not  to  request  panel.— If, 
based  on  consultations  under  paragraph  (4),  the 
Trade  Representative  decides  not  to  request  es- 
tablishment of  a  panel,  the  Trade  Representa- 
tive shall  inform  the  party  requesting  the  exten- 
sion of  the  countermeasures  of  the  reasons  for 
its  decision  in  uniting.  The  decision  shall  not  be 
subject  to  judicial  review. 

"(6)  Panel  proceedings.— if,  based  on  con- 
sultations under  paragraph  (4),  the  Trade  Rep- 
resentative requests  the  establishment  of  a  panel 
under  the  Shipbuilding  Agreement  to  authorize 
an  extension  of  the  period  of  countermeasures, 
and  the  panel  authorizes  such  an  extension,  the 
administering  authority  shall  promptly  amend 
the  countermeasure  order.  The  administering 
authority  shall  publish  notice  of  the  amendment 
in  the  Federal  Register. 

"(f)  List  of  Vessels  Subject  to  Counter- 
measures.- 


"(1)  General  rule.— At  least  once  during 
each  12-month  period  beginning  on  the  anniver- 
sary date  of  a  determination  to  impose  counter- 
measures  under  this  section,  the  administering 
authority  shall  publish  in  the  Federal  Register  a 
list  of  all  delivered  vessels  subject  to  counter- 
measures  under  the  determination. 

"(2)  Content  of  list.— The  list  under  para- 
graph (1)  shall  include  the  following  informa- 
tion for  each  vessel,  to  the  extent  the  informa- 
tion is  available: 

"(A)  The  name  and  general  description  of  the 
vessel. 

"(B)  The  vessel  identification  number. 

"(C)  The  shipyard  where  the  vessel  was  con- 
structed. 

"(D)  The  last-known  registry  of  the  vessel. 

"(E)  The  name  and  address  of  the  last-known 
owner  of  the  vessel. 

"(F)  The  delivery  date  of  the  vessel. 

"(G)  The  remaining  duration  of  counter- 
measures  on  the  vessel. 

"(H)  Any  other  identifying  information  avail- 
able. 

"(3)  Amendment  of  list. — The  administering 
authority  may  amend  the  list  from  time  to  time 
to  reflect  new  information  that  comes  to  its  at- 
tention and  shall  publish  any  amendments  in 
the  Federal  Register. 

"(4)  Service  of  list  and  amendments.— (A) 
The  administering  authority  shall  serve  a  copy 
of  the  list  described  in  paragraph  (1)  on — 

"(i)  the  petitioner  under  section  802(b), 

"(ii)  the  United  States  Customs  Service, 

"(Hi)  the  Secretariat  of  the  Organization  for 
Economic  Cooperation  and  Development, 

"(iv)  the  owners  of  vessels  on  the  list, 

"(v)  the  shipyards  on  the  list,  and 

"(vi)  the  government  of  the  country  in  which 
a  shipyard  on  the  list  is  located. 

"(B)  The  administering  authority  shall  serve 
a  copy  of  any  amendments  to  the  list  under 
paragraph  (3)  or  subsection  (g)(3)  on— 

"(i)  the  parties  listed  in  clauses  (i),  (ii),  and 
(Hi)  of  subparagraph  (A),  and, 

"(ii)  if  the  amendment  affects  their  interests, 
the  parties  listed  in  clauses  (iv),  (v),  and  (vi)  of 
subparagraph  (A). 

"(g)  Administrative  Review  of  List  of  Ves- 
sels Subject  to  Coustermeasures.— 

"(1)  Request  for  review.— (A)  An  interested 
party  may  request  in  writing  a  review  of  the  list 
described  in  subsection  (f)(1).  including  any 
amendments  thereto,  to  determine  whether— 

"(i)  a  vessel  included  in  the  list  does  not  fall 
within  the  scope  of  the  applicable  counter- 
measure  order  and  should  be  deleted,  or 

"(ii)  a  vessel  not  included  in  the  list  falls 
within  the  scope  of  the  applicable  counter- 
measure  order  and  should  be  added. 

"(B)  Any  request  seeking  a  determination  de- 
scribed in  subparagraph  (A)(i)  shall  be  made 
within  90  days  after  the  date  of  publication  of 
the  applicable  list. 

"(2)  Review.— If  a  proper  request  for  review 
has  been  received,  the  administering  authority 
shall— 

"(A)  publish  notice  of  initiation  of  a  review  in 
the  Federal  Register— 

"(i)  not  later  than  15  days  after  the  request  is 
received,  or 

"(ii)  if  the  request  seeks  a  determination  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (l)(A)(i),  not  later  than  15 
days  after  the  deadline  described  in  paragraph 
(1)(B).  and 

"(B)  review  and  determine  whether  the  re- 
questing party  has  demonstrated  that — 

"(i)  a  vessel  included  in  the  list  does  not  qual- 
ify for  such  inclusion,  or 

"(ii)  a  vessel  not  included  in  the  list  qualifies 
for  inclusion. 

"(3)  Time  for  determination.— The  admin- 
istering authority  shall  make  its  determination 
under  paragraph  (2)(B)  within  90  days  after  the 


date  on  which  the  notice  of  initiation  of  such  re- 
view is  published.  If  the  administering  authority 
determines  that  a  vessel  should  be  added  or  de- 
leted from  the  list,  the  administering  authority 
shall  amend  the  list  accordingly.  The  admin- 
istering authority  shall  promptly  publish  in  the 
Federal  Register  the  determination  and  any 
such  amendment  to  the  list. 

"(h)  Expiration  of  Countermeasures.— 
Upon  expiration  of  a  countermeasure  order  im- 
posed under  this  section,  the  administering  au- 
thority shall  promptly  publish  a  notice  of  the 
expiration  in  the  Federal  Register. 

"(i)  SusPE.\siON  OR  Termination  of  Pro- 
ceedings OR  Coustermeasures;  Temporary 
Reduction  of  Countermeasures.— 

"(1)  If  injurious  pricing  order  revoked  or 
SUSPENDED. — //  an  injurious  pricing  order  has 
been  revoked  or  suspended  under  section  806(d) 
or  (e).  the  administering  authority  shall,  as  ap- 
propriate, suspend  or  terminate  proceedings 
under  this  section  with  respect  to  that  order,  or 
suspend  or  revoke  a  countermeasure  order 
issued  UAth  respect  to  that  injurious  pricing 
order. 

"(2)  If  PAYMENT  DATE  AMENDED.— (A)  Subject 

to  subparagraph  (C),  if  the  payment  date  under 
an  injurious  pricing  order  is  amended  under  sec- 
tion 845,  the  administering  authority  shall,  as 
appropriate,  suspend  proceedings  or  modify 
deadlines  under  this  section,  or  suspend  or 
amend  a  countermeasure  order  issued  with  re- 
spect to  that  injurious  pricing  order. 

"(B)  In  taking  action  under  subparagraph 
(A),  the  administering  authority  shall  ensure 
that  countermeasures  are  not  applied  before  the 
date  that  is  30  days  after  publication  in  the  Fed- 
eral Register  of  the  amended  payment  date. 

"(C)  If- 

"(i)  a  countermeasure  order  is  issued  under 
subsection  (c)  before  an  amendment  is  made 
under  section  845  to  the  payment  date  of  the  in- 
jurious  pricing  order  to  which  the  counter- 
measure  order  applies,  and 

"(ii)  the  administering  authority  determines 
that  the  period  of  time  between  the  original  pay- 
ment date  and  the  amended  payment  date  is  sig- 
nificant for  purposes  of  determining  the  appro- 
priate scope  or  duration  of  countermeasures, 
the  administering  authority  may,  in  lieu  of  act- 
ing under  subparagraph  (A),  reinstitute  pro- 
ceedings under  subsection  (c)  for  purposes  of 
issuing  a  new  determination  under  that  sub- 
section. 

"(j)  Comment  and  Hearing.— In  the  course  of 
any  proceeding  under  subsection  (c),  (d),  (e),  or 
(g),  the  administering  authority — 

"(1)  sliall  solicit  comments  from  interested 
parties,  and 

"(2)(A)  in  a  proceeding  under  subsection  (c) 
or  (d),  upon  the  request  of  an  interested  party, 
shall  hold  a  hearing  in  accordance  with  section 
841(b)  in  connection  with  that  proceeding,  or 

"(B)  in  a  proceeding  under  subsection  (e)  or 
(g),  upon  the  request  of  an  interested  party, 
may  hold  a  hearing  in  accordance  tvith  section 
841(b)  in  connection  with  that  proceeding. 
'SEa  MS.  mnjsiovs  ptacmG  petitions  by 

THntD  COUNTKIBS. 

"(a)  FiUNG  of  Petition.— The  government  of 
a  Shipbuilding  Agreement  Party  may  file  with 
the  Trade  Representative  a  petition  requesting 
tfiat  an  investigation  be  conducted  to  determine 
if- 

"(1)  a  vessel  from  another  Shipbuilding  Agree- 
ment Party  has  been  sold  in  the  United  States  at 
less  than  fair  value,  and 

"(2)  an  industry,  in  the  petitioning  country, 
producing  or  capable  of  producing  a  like  vessel 
is  materially  injured  by  reason  of  such  sale. 

"(b)  Initiation.— The  Trade  Representative, 
after  consultation  toith  the  admtnistering  au- 
thority and  the  Commission  and  obtaining  the 
approval  of  the  Parties  Group  under  the  Ship- 
building Agreement,  shall  determine  whether  to 
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initiate  an  investigation  described  in  subsection 
(a). 

"(c)  Determinations.— Upon  initiation  of  an 
investigation  under  subsection  (a),  the  Trade 
Representative  shall  request  the  following  deter- 
minations be  made  in  accordance  uiith  sub- 
stantive and  procedural  requirements  specified 
by  the  Trade  Representative,  notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  this  title: 

"(1)  The  administering  authority  shall  deter- 
mine whether  the  subject  vessel  has  been  sold  at 
less  than  fair  value. 

"(2)  The  Commission  shall  determine  whether 
an  iruiustry  in  the  petitioning  country  is  materi- 
ally injured  by  reason  of  the  sale  of  the  subject 
vessel  in  the  United  States. 

"(d)  Public  Comment.— An  opportunity  for 
public  comment  shall  be  provided,  as  appro- 
priate— 

"(1)  by  the  Trade  Representative,  in  making 
the  determinations  required  by  subsection  (b), 
and 

"(2)  by  the  administering  authority  and  the 
Commission,  in  making  the  determinations  re- 
quired by  subsection  (c). 

"(e)  Issuance  of  Order.— If  the  administer- 
ing authority  makes  an  affirmative  determina- 
tion under  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (c).  and 
the  Commission  makes  an  affirmative  determina- 
tion under  paragraph  (2)  of  subsection  (c),  the 
administering  authority  shall— 

"(1)  order  an  injurious  pricing  charge  in  ac- 
cordance with  section  806,  and 

"(2)  make  such  determinations  and  take  such 
other  actions  as  are  required  by  sections  306  and 
807,  as  if  affirmative  determiruitions  had  been 
made  under  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  section 
805. 

"(D  Reviews  of  Determinations.— For  pur- 
poses of  review  under  section  516B,  if  an  order 
is  issued  under  subsection  (e) — 

"(1)  the  final  determinations  of  the  admin- 
istering authority  and  the  Commission  under 
subsection  (c)  shall  be  treated  as  final  deter- 
minations made  under  section  805,  and 

"(2)  determinations  of  the  administering  au- 
thority under  subsection  (e)(2)  shall  be  treated 
as  determiruitioris  made  under  section  806  or  807, 
as  the  case  may  be. 

"(g)  ACCESS  to  Information.— Section  843 
shall  apply  to  investigations  under  this  section, 
to  the  extent  specified  by  the  Trade  Representa- 
tive, after  consultation  vHth  the  administering 
authority  and  the  Commission. 

"Subtitle  B— Special  Rukt 
-SEC.  831.  EJOORT  PRICE. 

"(a)  Export  Price.— For  purposes  of  this 
title,  the  term  'export  price'  means  the  price  at 
which  the  subject  vessel  is  first  sold  (or  agreed 
to  be  sold)  by  or  for  the  account  of  the  foreign 
producer  of  the  subject  vessel  to  an  unaffiliated 
United  States  buyer.  The  term  'sold  (or  agreed 
to  be  sold)  by  or  for  the  account  of  the  foreign 
producer'  includes  any  transfer  of  an  ownership 
interest,  including  by  way  of  lease  or  long-term 
bareboat  charter,  in  conjunction  tcith  the  origi- 
nal transfer  from  the  producer,  either  directly  or 
indirectly,  to  a  United  States  buyer. 

"(b)    ADJUST.VENTS    TO    EXPORT    PRICE.— The 

price  used  to  establish  export  price  shall  be— 

"(I)  increased  by  the  amount  of  any  import 
duties  imposed  by  the  country  of  exportation 
which  have  been  rebated,  or  which  have  not 
been  collected,  by  reason  of  the  exportation  of 
the  subject  vessel,  and 

"(2)  reduced  by — 

'  (A)  the  amount,  if  any,  included  in  such 
price,  attributable  to  any  additional  costs, 
charges,  or  expenses  which  are  incident  to 
bringing  the  subject  vessel  from  the  shipyard  in 
the  exporting  country  to  the  place  of  delivery, 

"(B)  the  amount,  if  included  in  such  price,  of 
any  export  tax,  duty,  or  other  charge  imposed 
by  the  exporting  country  on  the  exportation  of 
the  subject  vessel,  and 


"(C)  all  other  expenses  incidental  to  placing 
the  vessel  in  condition  for  delivery  to  the  buyer. 

'SEC.  822.  NORMIAL  VALVE. 

"(a)  DETER.\tiNATiON.—ln  determining  under 
this  title  whether  a  subject  vessel  has  been  sold 
at  less  than  fair  value,  a  fair  comparison  shall 
be  made  between  the  export  price  and  normal 
value  of  the  subject  vessel.  In  order  to  achieve 
a  fair  comparison  with  the  export  price,  normal 
value  shall  be  determined  as  follows: 

"(1)  DETERMINATION  OF  NORMAL  VALUE.— 

"(A)  In  GENERAL.— The  normal  value  of  the 
subject  vessel  shall  be  the  price  described  in  sub- 
paragraph (B),  at  a  time  reasonably  correspond- 
ing to  the  time  of  the  sale  used  to  determine  the 
export  price  under  section  821(a). 

"(B)  Price.— The  price  referred  to  in  subpara- 
graph (A)  is— 

"(i)  the  price  at  which  a  foreign  like  vessel  is 
first  sold  in  the  exporting  country,  in  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  trade  and,  to  the  extent  prac- 
ticable, at  the  same  level  of  trade,  or 

"(ii)  in  a  case  to  which  subparagraph  (C)  ap- 
plies, the  price  at  which  a  foreign  like  vessel  is 
so  sold  for  consumption  in  a  country  other  than 
the  exporting  country  or  the  United  States,  if— 

"(I)  such  price  is  representative,  and 

"(II)  the  administering  authority  does  not  de- 
termine that  the  particular  market  situation  in 
such  other  country  prevents  a  proper  compari- 
son with  the  export  price. 

"(C)  Third  country  SALSS.-This  subpara- 
graph applies  when— 

"(i)  a  foreign  like  vessel  is  not  sold  in  the  ex- 
porting country  as  described  in  subparagraph 
(B)(i),  or 

"(ii)  the  particular  market  situation  in  the  ex- 
porting country  does  not  permit  a  proper  com- 
parison urith  the  export  price. 

"(D)  Contemporaneous  sale.— For  purposes 
of  subparagraph  (A),  'a  time  reasonably  cor- 
responding to  the  time  of  the  sale'  means  within 
3  months  before  or  after  the  sale  of  the  subject 
vessel  or.  in  the  absence  of  such  sales,  such 
longer  period  as  the  administering  authority  de- 
termines would  be  appropriate. 

"(2)  Fictitious  markets.— No  pretended  sale, 
and  no  sale  intended  to  establish  a  fictitious 
market,  shall  be  taken  into  account  in  determin- 
ing normal  value. 

"(3)  USE  OF  constructed  VALUE.— If  the  ad- 
ministering authority  determines  that  the  nor- 
mal value  of  the  subject  vessel  cannot  be  deter- 
mined under  paragraph  (1)(B)  or  (1)(C).  then 
the  normal  value  of  the  subject  vessel  shall  be 
the  constructed  value  of  that  vessel,  as  deter- 
mined under  subsection  (e). 

"(4)  Indirect  sales.— If  a  foreign  like  vessel 
is  sold  through  an  affiliated  party,  the  price  at 
which  the  foreign  like  vessel  is  sold  by  such  af- 
filiated party  may  be  used  in  determining  nor- 
mal value. 

"(5)  ADJUSTMENTS.— The  price  described  in 
paragraph  (1)(B)  shall  be— 

"(A)  reduced  by— 

"(i)  the  amount,  if  any,  included  in  the  price 
described  in  paragraph  (1)(B).  attributable  to 
any  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  incident  to 
bringing  the  foreign  like  vessel  from  the  ship- 
yard to  the  place  of  delitxry  to  the  purchaser. 

"(ii)  the  amount  of  any  taxes  imposed  directly 
upon  the  foreign  like  vessel  or  components 
thereof  which  have  been  rebated,  or  which  have 
not  been  collected,  on  the  subject  vessel,  but 
only  to  the  extent  that  such  taxes  are  added  to 
or  included  in  the  price  of  the  foreign  like  ves- 
sel, and 

"(Hi)  the  amount  of  all  other  expenses  inci- 
dental to  placing  the  foreign  like  vessel  in  con- 
dition for  delivery  to  the  buyer,  and 

"(B)  increased  or  decreased  by  the  amount  of 
any  difference  (or  lack  thereof)  between  the  ex- 
port price  and  the  price  described  in  paragraph 
(l)(B)  (other  than  a  difference  for  which  allow- 


ance is  otherwise  provided  under  this  section) 
that  is  established  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  ad- 
ministering authority  to  be  wholly  or  partly  due 
to— 

"(i)  physical  differences  between  the  subject 
vessel  and  the  vessel  used  in  determining  normal 
value,  or 

"(ii)  other  differences  in  the  circumstances  of 
sale. 

"(6)  ADJUSTME.KTS  FOR  LEVEL  OF  TRADE.— The 

price  described  in  paragraph  (1)(B)  shall  also  be 
increased  or  decreased  to  make  due  allowance 
for  any  difference  (or  lack  thereof)  between  the 
export  price  and  the  price  described  in  para- 
graph (1)(B)  (other  than  a  difference  for  which 
allowance  is  otherwise  made  under  this  section) 
that  is  shown  to  be  wholly  or  partly  due  to  a 
difference  in  level  of  trade  between  the  export 
price  and  normal  value,  if  the  difference  in  level 
of  trade— 

"(A)  involves  the  performance  of  different 
selling  activities,  arid 

"(B)  is  demonstrated  to  affect  price  com- 
parability, based  on  a  pattern  of  consistent  price 
differences  between  sales  at  different  levels  of 
trade  in  the  country  in  which  normal  value  is 
determined. 

In  a  case  described  in  the  preceding  sentence, 
the  amount  of  the  adjustment  shall  be  based  on 
the  price  differences  betieeen  the  two  levels  of 
trade  in  the  country  in  which  normal  value  is 
determined. 

"(7)  ADJUSTMENTS  TO  CONSTRUCTED   VALUE.— 

Constructed  value  as  determined  under  sub- 
section (d)  may  be  adjusted,  as  appropriate, 
pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

"(b)  Sales  at  Less  Than  c:ost  of  Produc- 
tion.— 

"(1)  Determination:  sales  disregarded.— 
Whenever  the  administering  authority  has  rea- 
sonable grounds  to  believe  or  suspect  that  the 
sale  of  the  foreign  like  vessel  under  consider- 
ation for  the  determination  of  normal  value  has 
been  made  at  a  price  which  represents  less  than 
the  cost  of  production  of  the  foreign  like  vessel, 
the  administering  authority  shall  determine 
whether,  in  fact,  such  sale  was  made  at  less 
than  the  cost  of  production.  If  the  administering 
authority  determines  that  the  sale  was  made  at 
less  than  the  cost  of  production  and  was  not  at 
a  price  which  permits  recovery  of  all  costs  irith- 
in  5  years,  such  sale  may  be  disregarded  in  the 
determination  of  normal  value.  Whenever  such 
a  sale  is  disregarded,  normal  value  shall  be 
based  on  another  sale  of  a  foreign  like  vessel  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  trade.  If  no  sales  made  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  trade  remain,  the  normal 
value  shall  be  based  on  the  constructed  value  of 
the  subject  vessel. 

"(2)  Definitio.vs  and  special  rules.— For 
purposes  of  this  subsection: 

"(A)  Reason  ABU  grounds  to  beueve  or 
suspect.— There  are  reasonable  grounds  to  be- 
lieve or  suspect  that  the  sale  of  a  foreign  like 
vessel  was  made  at  a  price  tfiat  is  less  than  the 
cost  of  production  of  the  vessel,  if  an  interested 
party  descrU>ed  in  subparagraph  (C).  (D),  (E), 
or  (F)  of  section  861(17)  provides  information, 
based  upon  observed  prices  or  constructed  prices 
or  costs,  that  the  sale  of  the  foreign  like  vessel 
under  consideration  for  the  determination  of 
normal  value  has  been  made  at  a  price  which 
represents  less  than  the  cost  of  production  of  the 
vessel. 

"(B)  Recovery  of  costs.— If  the  price  is 
below  the  cost  of  production  at  the  time  of  sale 
but  is  above  the  weighted  average  cost  of  pro- 
duction for  the  period  of  investigation,  such 
price  shall  be  considered  to  provide  for  recovery 
of  costs  within  5  years. 

"(3)  Calculation  of  cost  of  production.- 
For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  cost  of  produc- 
tion shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  the  sum  of— 

"(A)  the  cost  of  materials  and  of  fabrication 
or  other  processing  of  any  kind  employed  m  pro- 
ducing the  foreign  like  vessel,  during  a  period 
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which  would  ordinarily  permit  the  production  of 
that  vessel  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business, 
and 

"(B)  an  amount  for  selling,  general,  and  ad- 
ministrative expenses  based  on  actual  data  per- 
taining to  the  production  and  sale  of  the  foreign 
like  vessel  by  the  producer  in  question. 
For  purposes  of  subparagraph  (A),  if  the  normal 
value  is  based  on  the  price  of  the  foreign  like 
vessel  sold  in  a  country  other  than  the  exporting 
country,  the  cost  of  materials  shall  be  deter- 
mined wit?iout  regard  to  any  internal  tax  in  the 
exporting  country  imposed  on  such  materials  or 
on  their  disposition  which  are  remitted  or  re- 
funded upon  exportation. 

••(C)  NOSMARKET  ECONOMY  COUNTRIES.— 

'•(1)  In  general.— If— 

'•(A)  the  subject  vessel  is  produced  in  a  non- 
market  economy  country,  and 

"(B)  the  administering  authority  finds  that 
available  information  does  not  permit  the  nor- 
mal value  of  the  subject  vessel  to  be  determined 
under  subsection  (a), 

the  administering  authority  shall  determine  the 
normal  value  of  the  subject  vessel  on  the  basis 
of  the  value  of  the  factors  of  production  utilized 
in  producing  the  vessel  and  to  which  shall  be 
added  an  amount  for  general  expenses  and  prof- 
it plus  the  cost  of  expenses  incidental  to  placing 
the  vessel  in  a  condition  for  delivery  to  the 
buyer.  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2),  the 
valuation  of  the  factors  of  production  shall  be 
based  on  the  best  available  information  regard- 
ing the  values  of  such  factors  in  a  market  econ- 
omy country  or  countries  considered  to  be  ap- 
propriate by  the  administering  authority. 

••(2)  EXCEPTION. — //  the  administering  author- 
ity finds  that  the  available  information  is  inad- 
equate for  purposes  of  determining  the  normal 
value  of  the  subject  vessel  under  paragraph  (1). 
the  administering  authority  shall  determine  the 
normal  value  on  the  basis  of  the  price  at  which 
a  vessel  that  is— 

"(A)  comparable  to  the  subject  vessel,  and 
(B)  produced  in  one  or  more  rnarket  economy 
countries  that  are  at  a  level  of  economic  devel- 
opment comparable  to  that  of  tfie  nonmarket 
economy  country, 

is  sold  in  other  countries,  including  the  United 
States. 

"(3)  Factors  of  PRODVcrioN.-For  purposes 
of  paragraph  (1),  the  factors  of  production  uti- 
lized in  producing  the  vessel  include,  but  are  not 
limited  to— 

••(A)  hours  of  labor  required, 

"(B)  Quantities  of  raw  materials  employed, 

••(C)  amounts  of  energy  and  other  utilities 
consumed,  and 

•'(D)  representative  capital  cost,  including  de- 
preciation. 

"(4)  Valuation  of  factors  of  produc- 
tion.— The  administering  authority,  in  valuing 
factors  of  production  under  paragraph  (1),  shall 
utilize,  to  the  extent  possible,  the  prices  or  costs 
of  factors  of  production  in  one  or  more  market 
economy  countries  that  are— 

•'(A)  at  a  level  of  economic  development  com- 
parable to  that  of  the  nonmarket  economy  coun- 
try, and 

'•(B)  significant  producers  of  comparable  ves- 
sels. 

•'(d)  Special  Rule  for  Certain  Multi- 
national Corporations.— Whenever,  in  the 
course  of  an  investigation  under  this  title,  the 
administering  authority  determines  that — 

"(1)  the  subject  vessel  was  produced  in  facili- 
ties which  are  owned  or  controlled,  directly  or 
indirectly,  by  a  person,  firm,  or  corporation 
which  also  oums  or  controls,  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, other  facilities  for  the  production  of  a 
foreign  Wee  vessel  which  are  located  in  another 
country  or  countries, 

"(2)  subsection  (a)(1)(C)  applies,  and 

"(3)  the  normal  value  of  a  foreign  like  vessel 
produced  in  one  or  more  of  the  facilities  outside 


the  exporting  country  is  higher  than  the  normal 
value  of  the  foreign  like  vessel  produced  in  the 
facilities  located  in  the  exporting  country, 
the  administering  authority  shall  determine  the 
normal  value  of  the  subject  vessel  by  reference 
to  the  normal  value  at  which  a  foreign  like  ves- 
sel is  sold  from  one  or  more  facilities  outside  the 
exporting  country.  The  administering  authority, 
in  making  any  determination  under  this  sub- 
section, shall  make  adjustments  for  the  dif- 
ference between  the  costs  of  production  (includ- 
ing taxes,  labor,  materials,  and  overhead)  of  the 
foreign  like  vessel  produced  in  facilities  outside 
the  exporting  country  and  costs  of  production  of 
the  foreign  like  vessel  produced  in  facilities  in 
the  exporting  country,  if  such  differences  are 
demonstrated  to  its  satisfaction. 

••(e)  Constructed  Value.— 

••(1)  In  general.— For  purposes  of  this  title, 
the  constructed  value  of  a  subject  vessel  shall  be 
an  amount  equal  to  the  sum  of— 

"(A)  the  cost  of  materials  and  fabrication  or 
other  processing  of  any  kind  employed  in  pro- 
ducing the  subject  vessel,  during  a  period  which 
would  ordinarily  permit  the  production  of  the 
vessel  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  and 

"(B)(i)  the  actual  amounts  incurred  and  real- 
ized by  the  foreign  producer  of  the  subject  vessel 
for  selling,  general,  and  administrative  ex- 
penses, and  for  profits,  in  connection  with  the 
production  and  sale  of  a  foreign  like  vessel,  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  trade,  in  the  domestic 
market  of  the  country  of  origin  of  the  subject 
vessel,  or 

••(ii)  if  actual  data  are  not  available  with  re- 
spect to  the  amounts  described  in  clause  (i), 
then — 

••(I)  the  actual  amounts  incurred  and  realized 
by  the  foreign  producer  of  the  subject  vessel  for 
selling,  general,  and  administrative  expenses, 
and  for  profits,  in  connection  with  the  produc- 
tion and  sale  of  the  same  general  category  of 
vessel  in  the  domestic  market  of  the  country  of 
origin  of  the  subject  vessel, 

"(II)  the  weighted  average  of  the  actual 
amounts  incurred  and  realized  by  producers  in 
the  country  of  origin  of  the  subject  vessel  (other 
than  the  producer  of  the  subject  vessel)  for  sell- 
ing, general,  and  administrative  expenses,  and 
for  profits,  in  connection  vrith  the  production 
and  sale  of  a  foreign  like  vessel,  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  trade,  in  the  domestic  market,  or 

"(III)  if  data  is  not  available  under  subclause 
(I)  or  (II),  the  arrwunts  incurred  and  realized  for 
selling,  general,  and  administrative  expenses, 
and  for  profits,  based  on  any  other  reasonable 
method,  except  that  the  amount  allowed  for 
profit  may  not  exceed  the  amount  normally  real- 
ized by  foreign  producers  (other  than  the  pro- 
ducer of  the  subject  vessel)  in  connection  unth 
the  sale  of  vessels  in  the  same  general  category 
of  vessel  as  the  subject  vessel  in  the  domestic 
market  of  the  country  of  origin  of  the  subject 
vessel. 

The  profit  shall,  for  purposes  of  this  paragraph, 
be  based  on  the  average  profit  realized  over  a 
reasonable  period  of  time  before  and  after  the 
sale  of  the  subject  vessel  and  shall  reflect  a  rea- 
sonable profit  at  the  time  of  such  sale.  For  pur- 
poses of  the  preceding  sentence,  a  'reasonable 
period  of  time'  shall  not,  except  where  otherwise 
appropriate,  exceed  6  months  before,  or  6 
months  after,  the  sale  of  the  subject  vessel.  In 
calculating  profit  under  this  paragraph,  any 
distortion  which  would  result  in  other  than  a 
profit  which  is  reasonable  at  the  time  of  the  sale 
shall  be  eliminated. 

"(2)  Costs  and  profits  based  on  other  rea- 
sonable METHODS.— When  costs  and  profits  are 
determined  under  paragraph  (l)(B)(ii)(III),  such 
determination  shall,  except  where  otherwise  ap- 
propriate, be  based  on  appropriate  export  sales 
by  the  producer  of  the  subject  vessel  or,  absent 
such  sales,  to  export  sales  by  other  producers  of 


a  foreign  like  vessel  or  the  same  general  cat- 
egory of  vessel  as  the  subject  vessel  in  the  coun- 
try of  origin  of  the  subject  vessel. 

•'(3)  Costs  of  materials.— For  purposes  of 
paragraph  (1)(A),  the  cost  of  materials  shall  be 
determined  without  regard  to  any  internal  tax 
in  the  exporting  country  imposed  on  such  mate- 
rials or  their  disposition  which  are  remitted  or 
refunded  upon  exportation  of  the  subject  vessel 
produced  from  such  materials. 

"(f)  special  Rules  for  Calculation  of 
Cost  of  Production  and  for  Calculation  of 
Constructed  Value.— For  purposes  of  sub- 
sections (b)  and  (e) — 

"(I)  Costs.— 

"(A)  In  general.— Costs  shall  normally  be 
calculated  based  on  the  records  of  the  foreign 
producer  of  the  subject  vessel,  if  such  records 
are  kept  in  accordance  with  the  generally  ac- 
cepted accounting  principles  of  the  exporting 
country  and  reasonably  reflect  the  costs  associ- 
ated loith  the  production  and  sale  of  the  vessel. 
The  administering  authority  shall  consider  all 
available  evidence  on  proper  allocation  of  costs, 
including  that  which  is  made  available  by  the 
foreign  producer  on  a  timely  basis,  if  such  allo- 
cations have  been  historically  used  by  the  for- 
eign producer,  in  particular  for  establishing  ap- 
propriate amortization  and  depreciation  periods, 
and  allowances  for  capital  expenditures  and 
other  development  costs. 

"(B)  Nonrecurring  costs.— Costs  shall  be 
adjusted  appropriately  for  those  nonrecurring 
costs  that  benefit  current  or  future  production, 
or  both. 

"(C)  Startup  costs.— 

'  (i)  In  general. — Costs  shall  be  adjusted  ap- 
propriately for  circumstances  in  which  costs  in- 
curred during  the  time  period  covered  by  the  in- 
vestigation are  affected  by  startup  operations. 

"(ii)  Startup  operations.— Adjustments 
shall  be  made  for  startup  operations  only 
where— 

"(I)  a  producer  is  using  new  production  facili- 
ties or  producing  a  new  type  of  vessel  that  re- 
quires substantial  additional  investment,  and 

"(II)  production  levels  are  limited  by  technical 
factors  associated  with  the  initial  phase  of  com- 
mercial production. 

For  purposes  of  subclause  (II),  the  initial  phase 
of  commercial  production  ends  at  the  end  of  the 
startup  period.  In  determining  whether  commer- 
cial production  levels  have  been  achieved,  the 
administering  authority  shall  consider  factors 
unrelated  to  startup  operations  that  might  af- 
fect the  volume  of  production  processed,  such  as 
demand,  seasonality,  or  business  cycles. 

"(iii)  ADJ^ST.MENT  FOR  STARTUP  OPER- 
ATIONS.— The  adjustment  for  startup  operations 
shall  be  made  by  substituting  the  unit  produc- 
tion costs  incurred  with  respect  to  the  vessel  at 
the  end  of  the  startup  period  for  the  unit  pro- 
duction costs  incurred  during  the  startup  pe- 
riod. If  the  startup  period  extends  beyond  the 
period  of  the  investigation  under  this  title,  the 
administering  authority  shall  use  the  most  re- 
cent cost  of  production  data  that  it  reasonably 
can  obtain,  analyze,  and  verify  without  delay- 
ing the  timely  completion  of  the  investigation. 
For  purposes  of  this  subparagraph,  the  startup 
period  ends  at  the  point  at  which  the  level  of 
commernial  production  that  is  characteristic  of 
the  vessel,  the  producer,  or  the  industry  is 
achieved. 

"(D)  COSTS  DUE  TO  EXTRAORDINARY  CIR- 
CUMSTANCES NOT  INCLUDED.— Costs  Shall  not  in- 
clude actual  costs  which  are  due  to  extraor- 
dinary circumstances  (including,  but  not  limited 
to.  labor  disputes,  fire,  and  natural  disasters) 
and  which  are  significantly  over  the  cost  in- 
crease which  the  shipbuilder  could  have  reason- 
ably anticipated  and  taken  into  account  at  the 
time  of  sale. 

"(2)  TRANSACTIONS  DISREGARDED.— A  trans- 
action directly  or  indirectly  between  affiliated 
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persons  may  be  disregarded  if,  in  the  case  of 
any  element  of  value  required  to  be  considered, 
the  amount  representing  that  element  does  not 
fairly  reflect  the  amount  usually  reflected  in 
sales  of  a  like  vessel  in  the  market  under  consid- 
eration. If  a  transaction  is  disregarded  under 
the  preceding  sentence  and  no  other  trans- 
actions are  available  for  consideration,  the  de- 
termination of  the  amount  shall  be  based  on  the 
information  available  as  to  what  the  amount 
would  have  been  if  the  transaction  had  occurred 
between  persons  who  are  not  affiliated. 

"(3)  Major  input  rule.— If,  in  the  case  of  a 
transaction  between  affiliated  persons  involving 
the  production  by  one  of  such  persons  of  a 
major  input  to  the  subject  vessel,  the  administer- 
ing authority  has  reasonable  grounds  to  believe 
or  suspect  that  an  amount  represented  as  the 
value  of  such  input  is  less  than  the  cost  of  pro- 
duction of  such  input,  then  the  administering 
authority  may  determine  the  value  of  the  major 
input  on  the  basis  of  the  information  available 
regarding  such  cost  of  production,  if  such  cost  is 
greater  than  the  amount  that  would  be  deter- 
mined for  such  input  under  paragraph  (2). 
SSa  823.  CimRBNCr  CONVERSION. 

"(a)  In  General. — In  an  injurious  pricing 
proceeding  under  this  title,  the  administering 
authority  shall  convert  foreign  currencies  into 
United  States  dollars  using  the  exchange  rate  in 
effect  on  the  date  of  sale  of  the  subject  vessel, 
except  that  if  it  is  established  that  a  currency 
transaction  on  forward  rnarkets  is  directly 
linked  to  a  sale  under  consideration,  the  ex- 
change rate  specified  ivith  respect  to  such  for- 
eign currency  in  the  forward  sale  agreement 
shall  be  used  to  convert  the  foreign  currency. 

"(b)  Date  of  Sale.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, 'date  of  sale'  means  the  date  of  the  con- 
tract of  sale  or,  where  appropriate,  the  date  on 
which  the  material  terms  of  sale  are  otherwise 
established.  If  the  material  terms  of  sale  are  sig- 
nificantly changed  after  such  date,  the  date  of 
sale  is  the  date  of  such  change.  In  the  case  of 
such  a  change  in  the  date  of  sale,  the  admin- 
istering authority  shall  make  appropriate  ad- 
justments to  take  into  account  any  unreason- 
able effect  on  the  injurious  pricing  margin  due 
only  to  fluctuations  in  the  exchange  rate  be- 
tween the  originxil  date  of  sale  and  the  new  date 
of  sale. 

"SubtUle  C—Proeedure» 
"SEC.  841.  HEAKINGS. 

"(a)  Upon  Request.— The  cuiministering  au- 
thority and  the  Commission  shall  each  hold  a 
hearing  in  the  course  of  an  investigation  under 
this  title,  upon  the  request  of  any  party  to  the 
investigation,  before  making  a  final  determina- 
tion under  section  805. 

"(b)  Procedures.— Any  hearing  required  or 
permitted  under  this  title  shall  be  conducted 
after  notice  published  in  the  Federal  Register, 
and  a  transcript  of  the  hearing  shall  be  pre- 
pared and  made  available  to  the  public.  The 
hearing  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
subchapter  II  of  chapter  5  of  title  5.  United 
States  Code,  or  to  section  702  of  such  title. 

'SBC.  M2.  DETERMZNAnONS  ON  TBS  BASIS  OF 
TBE  FACTS  AVAILABLE. 

"(a)  In  General.— If— 

"(1)  necessary  information  is  not  available  on 
the  record,  or 

"(2)  an  interested  party  or  any  other  person— 

"(A)  withholds  information  that  has  been  re- 
quested by  the  administering  authority  or  the 
Commission  under  this  title, 

"(B)  fails  to  provide  such  information  by  the 
deadlines  for  the  submission  of  the  information 
or  in  the  form  and  manner  requested,  subject  to 
subsections  (b)(1)  and  (d)  of  section  844, 

"(C)  significantly  impedes  a  proceeding  under 
this  title,  or 

"(D)  provides  such  information  but  the  infor- 
mation cannot  be  verified  as  provided  in  section 
844(g), 


the  administering  authority  and  the  Commission 
shall,  subject  to  section  844(c).  use  the  facts  oth- 
erwise available  in  reaching  the  applicable  de- 
termination under  this  title. 

"(b)  ADVERSE  Inferences.— If  the  administer- 
ing authority  or  the  Commission  (as  the  case 
may  be)  finds  that  an  interested  party  has  failed 
to  cooperate  by  not  acting  to  the  best  of  its  abil- 
ity to  comply  unth  a  request  for  information 
from  the  administering  authority  or  the  Commis- 
sion, the  CLdministering  authority  or  the  Com- 
mission (as  the  case  may  be),  in  reaching  the  ap- 
plicable determination  under  this  title,  rnay  use 
an  inference  that  is  adverse  to  the  interests  of 
that  party  in  selecting  from  among  the  facts 
otherwise  available.  Such  adverse  inference  may 
include  reliance  on  information  derived  from- 

"(1)  the  petition,  or 

"(2)  any  other  information  placed  on  the 
record. 

"(c)  Corroboration  of  Secondary  Informa- 
tion.— When  the  administering  authority  or  the 
Commission  relies  on  secondary  information 
rather  than  on  information  obtained  in  the 
course  of  an  investigation  under  this  title,  the 
administering  authority  and  the  Commission,  as 
the  case  may  be.  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable, 
corroborate  that  information  from  independent 
sources  that  are  reasonably  at  their  disposal. 

'SSa  84S.  ACCESS  TO  DiFORUATION. 

"(a)  Information  generally  .Made  avail- 
able.— 

"(I)  Progress  of  investigation  reports.— 
The  administering  authority  and  the  Commis- 
sion shall,  from  time  to  time  upon  request,  in- 
form the  parties  to  an  investigation  under  this 
title  of  the  progress  of  that  investigation. 

"(2)  Ex  PARTE  MEETINGS.— The  administering 
authority  and  the  Commission  shall  maintain  a 
record  of  any  ex  parte  meeting  between — 

"(A)  interested  parties  or  other  persons  pro- 
viding factual  information  in  connection  unth  a 
proceeding  under  this  title,  and 

"(B)  the  person  charged  with  making  the  de- 
termination, or  any  person  charged  icith  making 
a  final  recommendation  to  that  person,  in  con- 
nection with  t?iat  proceeding, 
if  information  relating  to  that  proceeding  was 
presented  or  discussed  at  such  meeting.  The 
record  of  such  an  ex  parte  meeting  shall  include 
the  identity  of  the  persons  present  at  the  meet- 
ing, the  date,  time,  and  place  of  the  meeting, 
and  a  summary  of  the  matters  discussed  or  sub- 
mitted. The  record  of  the  ex  parte  meeting  shall 
be  included  in  the  record  of  the  proceeding. 

"(3)  SU.M MARIES:  NON-PROPRIETARY  SUBMIS- 
SIONS.—The  administering  authority  and  the 
Commission  shall  disclose— 

"(A)  any  proprietary  information  received  in 
the  course  of  a  proceeding  under  this  title  if  it 
is  disclosed  in  a  form  which  cannot  be  associ- 
ated with,  or  otherwise  be  used  to  identify,  oper- 
ations of  a  particular  person,  and 

"(B)  any  information  submitted  in  connection 
icith  a  proceeding  which  is  not  designated  as 
proprietary  by  the  person  submitting  it. 

"(4)  Maintenance  of  pubuc  record.— The 
administering  authority  and  the  Commission 
shall  maintain  and  make  available  for  public  in- 
spection and  copying  a  record  of  all  information 
which  is  obtairied  by  the  administering  author- 
ity or  the  Commission,  as  the  case  may  be,  in  a 
proceeding  under  this  title  to  the  extent  that 
public  disclosure  of  the  information  is  not  pro- 
hibited under  this  chapter  or  exempt  from  dis- 
closure under  section  552  of  title  5,  United  States 
Code. 

"(b)  Proprietary  Infor.vation.— 

"(1)  Proprietary  STATUS  maintained.- 

"(A)  In  general. — Except  as  provided  m  sub- 
section (a)(4)  and  subsection  (c).  information 
submittal  to  the  administering  authority  or  the 
Commission  which  is  designated  as  proprietary 
by  the  person  submitting  the  information  shall 


not  be  disclosed  to  any  person  urithout  the  con- 
sent of  the  person  submitting  the  information, 
other  than— 

"'i)  to  an  officer  or  employee  of  the  admin- 
istering authority  or  the  Commission  who  is  di- 
rectly concerned  with  carrying  out  the  inves- 
tigation in  connection  unth  which  the  informa- 
tion is  submitted  or  any  other  proceeding  under 
this  title  covering  the  same  subject  vessel,  or 

"(ii)  to  an  officer  or  employee  of  the  United 
States  Customs  Service  who  is  directly  involved 
in  conducting  an  investigation  regarding  fraud 
under  this  title. 

"(B)  ADDITIONAL  REQUIREMENTS.— The  ad- 
ministering authority  and  the  Commission  shall 
require  that  information  for  which  proprietary 
treatment  is  requested  be  accompanied  by— 

"(i)  either— 

"(I)  a  nonproprietary  summary  in  sufficient 
detail  to  permit  a  reasonable  understanding  of 
the  substance  of  the  information  submitted  in 
confidence,  or 

"(II)  a  statement  that  the  information  is  not 
susceptible  to  summary,  accompanied  by  a  state- 
ment of  the  reasons  in  support  of  the  conten- 
tion, and 

"(ii)  either— 

"(I)  a  statement  which  permits  the  administer- 
ing authority  or  the  Commission  to  release 
under  administrative  protective  order,  in  accord- 
ance icith  subsection  (c),  the  information  sub- 
mitted in  confidence,  or 

"(II)  a  statement  to  the  administering  author- 
ity or  the  Commission  t?iat  the  business  propri- 
etary information  is  of  a  type  that  shoidd  not  be 
released  under  administrative  protective  order. 

"(2)  Un-*arra.\TED  DESIGNATION.— If  the  ad- 
ministering authority  or  the  Commission  deter- 
mines, on  the  basis  of  the  nature  and  extent  of 
the  information  or  its  availability  from  public 
sources,  that  designation  of  any  information  as 
proprietary  is  univarranted,  ttien  it  shall  notify 
the  person  who  submitted  it  and  ask  for  an  ex- 
planation of  the  reasons  for  the  designation. 
Unless  that  person  persuades  the  administering 
authority  or  the  Commission  tftat  the  desigria- 
tion  is  warranted,  or  withdraws  the  designation, 
the  administering  authority  or  the  Commission, 
as  the  case  may  be,  shall  return  it  to  the  party 
submitting  it.  In  a  case  in  which  the  administer- 
ing authority  or  the  Commission  returns  the  in- 
formation to  the  person  submitting  it.  the  person 
may  thereafter  submit  other  material  concerning 
the  subject  matter  of  the  returned  information  if 
the  submission  is  made  icithin  the  time  other- 
wise provided  for  submitting  such  material. 

"(c)  Limited  Disclosure  of  Certain  Propri- 
etary Information  Under  Protective 
Order.— 

"(1)  Disclosure  by  administering  author- 
ity OR  COMMISSION.— 

"(A)  In  general. — Upon  receipt  of  an  appli- 
cation (before  or  after  receipt  of  the  information 
requested)  which  describes  in  general  terms  Vie 
information  requested  and  sets  forth  the  reasons 
for  the  request,  the  administering  authority  or 
the  Commission  shall  make  all  business  propri- 
etary information  presented  to,  or  obtained  by 
it,  during  a  proceeding  under  this  title  (except 
privileged  information,  classified  information, 
and  specific  information  of  a  type  for  which 
there  is  a  clear  and  compelling  need  to  withhold 
from  disclosure)  available  to  all  interested  par- 
ties who  are  parties  to  the  proceeding  under  a 
protective  order  described  in  subparagraph  (B). 
regardless  of  when  the  information  is  submitted 
during  the  proceeding.  Customer  names  (other 
than  the  name  of  the  United  States  buyer  of  the 
subject  vessel)  obtained  during  any  investiga- 
tion which  requires  a  determination  under  sec- 
tion 805(b)  may  not  be  disclosed  by  the  admin- 
istering authority  under  protective  order  until 
either  an  order  is  published  under  section  806(a) 
as  a  result  of  the  investigation  or  the  investiga- 
tion is  suspended  or  terminated.  The  Commis- 
sion may  delay  disclosure  of  customer  names 
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(other  than  the  name  of  the  United  States  buyer 
of  the  subject  vessel)  under  protective  order  dur- 
ing any  such  investigation  until  a  reasonable 
time  before  any  hearing  provided  under  section 
841  is  held. 

"(B)  Protective  order.— The  protective 
order  under  which  information  is  made  avail- 
able shall  contain  such  requirements  as  the  ad- 
ministering authority  or  the  Commission  may 
determine  by  regulation  to  be  appropriate.  The 
administering  authority  and  the  Commission 
shall  provide  by  regulation  for  such  sanctions  as 
the  administering  authority  and  the  Commission 
determine  to  be  appropriate,  including  disbar- 
ment from  practice  before  the  agency. 

"(C)  Time  Li.viTATio.>is  o.v  deter.w\ations.— 
The  administering  authority  or  the  Commission, 
as  the  case  may  be,  shall  determine  whether  to 
make  information  available  under  this  para- 
graph— 

"(i)  not  later  than  14  days  (7  days  if  the  sub- 
mission pertains  to  a  proceeding  under  section 
803(a))  after  the  date  on  which  the  information 
is  submitted,  or 

"(ii)  if— 

"(I)  the  person  submitting  the  information 
raises  objection  to  its  release,  or 

"(11)  the  information  is  unusually  voluminous 
or  complex, 

not  later  than  30  days  (10  days  if  the  submission  ■ 
pertains  to  a  proceeding  under  section  803(a)) 
after  the  date  on  which  the  information  is  sub- 
mitted. 

"(D)  AVAILABIUTY  AFTER  DETER.\tl\ATlO\.—If 

the  determination  under  subparagraph  (C)  is  af- 
firmative, then— 

"(i)  the  business  proprietary  information  sub- 
mitted to  the  administering  authority  or  the 
Commission  on  or  before  the  date  of  the  deter- 
mination shall  be  made  available,  subject  to  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  the  protective  order,  on 
such  date,  and 

"(ii)  the  business  proprietary  information  sub- 
mitted to  ttie  administering  authority  or  the 
Commission  after  the  date  of  the  determination 
shall  be  served  as  required  by  subsection  (d). 

"(E)  Failure  to  disclose.— if  a  person  sub- 
mitting information  to  the  administering  author- 
ity refuses  to  disclose  business  proprietary  infor- 
mation which  the  administering  authority  deter- 
mines should  be  released  under  a  protective 
order  described  in  subparagraph  (B),  the  admin- 
istering authority  shall  return  the  information, 
and  any  nonconfidential  summary  thereof,  to 
the  person  submitting  the  information  and  sum- 
mary and  shall  not  consider  either. 

"(2)  Disclosure  uxder  court  order.— If  the 
administering  authority  or  the  Commission  de- 
nies a  request  for  information  under  paragraph 
(1),  then  application  may  be  made  to  the  United 
States  Court  of  International  Trade  for  an  order 
directing  the  administering  authority  or  the 
Commission,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  make  the  in- 
formation available.  After  notification  of  all 
parties  to  the  investigation  and  after  an  oppor- 
tunity for  a  hearing  on  the  record,  the  court 
may  issue  an  order,  under  such  conditions  as 
the  court  deems  appropriate,  which  shall  not 
have  the  effect  of  stopping  or  suspending  the  in- 
vestigation, directing  the  administering  author- 
ity or  the  Commission  to  make  all  or  a  portion 
of  the  requested  information  described  in  the 
preceding  sentence  available  under  a  protective 
order  and  setting  forth  sanctions  for  violation  of 
such  order  if  the  court  finds  that,  under  the 
staruiards  applicable  in  proceedings  of  the 
court,  such  an  order  is  warranted,  and  that— 

"(A)  the  administering  authority  or  the  Com- 
mission has  denied  access  to  the  information 
under  subsection  (b)(1), 

"(B)  the  person  on  whose  behalf  the  informa- 
tion is  requested  is  an  interested  party  who  is  a 
party  to  the  investigation  in  connection  with 
which  the  information  loas  obtained  or  devel- 
oped, and 


"(C)  the  party  which  submitted  the  informa- 
tion to  which  the  request  relates  has  been  noti- 
fied, in  advance  of  the  hearing,  of  the  request 
made  under  this  section  and  of  its  right  to  ap- 
pear and  be  heard. 

"(d)  Service. — Any  party  sutmiitting  written 
information,  including  business  proprietary  in- 
formation, to  the  administering  authority  or  the 
Commission  during  a  proceeding  shall,  at  the 
same  time,  serve  the  information  upon  all  inter- 
ested parties  who  are  parties  to  the  proceeding, 
if  the  information  is  covered  by  a  protective 
order.  The  administering  authority  or  the  Com- 
mission shall  not  accept  any  such  information 
that  is  not  accompanied  by  a  certificate  of  serv- 
ice and  a  copy  of  the  protective  order  version  of 
the  document  containing  the  information.  Busi- 
ness proprietary  information  shall  only  be 
served  upon  interested  parties  who  are  parties  to 
the  proceeding  that  are  subject  to  protective 
order,  except  that  a  nonconfidential  summary 
thereof  shall  be  served  upon  all  other  interested 
parties  who  are  parties  to  the  proceeding. 

"(e)  ISFORMATIOS  RELATISG  TO  VIOLATIONS 
OF  PROTECTIVE   ORDERS   AND   SANCTIONS.-The 

administering  authority  and  the  Commission 
may  withhold  from  disclosure  any  correspond- 
ence, private  letters  of  reprimand,  settlement 
agreements,  and  documents  and  files  compiled 
in  relation  to  investigations  and  actions  involv- 
ing a  violation  or  possible  violation  of  a  protec- 
tive order  issued  under  subsection  (c),  and  such 
information  shall  be  treated  as  information  de- 
scribed in  section  552(b)(3)  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code. 

"(f)  Opportunity  for  Comment  by  Vessel 
Buyers.— The  administering  authority  and  the 
Commission  shall  provide  an  opportunity  for 
buyers  of  subject  vessels  to  submit  relevant  in- 
formation to  the  administering  authority  con- 
cerning a  sale  at  less  than  fair  value  or  counter- 
measures,  and  to  the  Commission  concerning 
material  injury  by  reason  of  the  sale  of  a  vessel 
at  less  than  fair  value. 

"(g)  Publication  of  determinations:  Re- 
quirements FOR  Final  Determinations.— 

"(1)  In  general. — Whenever  the  administer- 
ing authority  makes  a  determination  under  sec- 
tion 802  whether  to  initiate  an  investigation,  or 
the  administering  authority  or  the  Commission 
makes  a  preliminary  determination  under  sec- 
tion 803.  a  final  determination  under  section 
805.  a  determination  under  subsection  (b).  (c). 
(d).  (e)(3)(B)(ii),  (g).  or  (i)  of  section  807.  or  a 
determination  to  suspend  an  investigation  under 
this  title,  the  administering  authority  or  the 
Commission,  as  the  case  may  be,  shall  publish 
the  facts  and  conclusions  supporting  that  deter- 
mination, and  shall  publish  notice  of  that  deter- 
mination in  the  Federal  Register. 

"(2)  Contents  of  notice  or  determina- 
tion.— The  notice  or  determination  published 
under  paragraph  (1)  shall  include,  to  the  extent 
applicable— 

"(A)  in  the  case  of  a  determination  of  the  ad- 
ministering authority— 

"(i)  the  names  of  the  foreign  producer  and  the 
country  of  origin  of  the  subject  vessel, 

"(ii)  a  description  sufficient  to  identify  the 
subject  vessel, 

"(Hi)  with  respect  to  an  injurious  pricing 
charge,  the  injurious  pricing  margin  established 
and  a  full  explanation  of  the  methodology  used 
in  establishing  such  margin, 

"(iv)  with  respect  to  countermeasures,  the 
scope  and  duration  of  countermeasures  and,  if 
applicable,  any  changes  thereto,  and 

"(V)  the  primary  reasons  for  the  determina- 
tion, and 

"(B)  in  the  case  of  a  determination  of  the 
Commission — 

"(i)  considerations  relevant  to  the  determina- 
tion of  injury,  and 

"(ii)  the  primary  reasons  for  the  determina- 
tioji. 


"(3)  ADDITIONAL  REQUIREMENTS  FOR  FINAL  DE- 
TERMINATIONS.— In  addition  to  the  requirements 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (2) — 

"(A)  the  administering  authority  shall  include 
in  a  final  determination  under  section  805  or 
807(c)  an  explanation  of  the  basis  for  its  deter- 
mination that  addresses  relevant  arguments, 
made  by  interested  parties  who  are  parties  to 
the  investigation,  concerning  the  establishment 
of  the  injurious  pricing  charge  with  respect  to 
which  the  determination  is  made,  and 

"(B)  the  Commission  shall  include  in  a  final 
determination  of  injury  an  explanation  of  the 
basis  for  its  determination  that  addresses  rel- 
evant arguments  that  are  made  by  interested 
parties  who  are  parties  to  the  investigation  con- 
cerning the  effects  and  impact  on  the  industry 
of  the  sale  of  the  subject  vessel. 

'SBC.  844.  CONDUCT  OF  INVESTIGATIONS. 

"(a)     CERTIFICATION    OF    SUB.VISSIONS.—Any 

person  providing  factual  information  to  the  ad- 
ministering authority  or  the  Commission  in  con- 
nection with  a  proceeding  under  this  title  on  be- 
half of  the  petitioner  or  any  other  interested 
party  shall  certify  that  such  information  is  ac- 
curate and  complete  to  the  best  of  that  person's 
knowledge. 

"(b)  Difficulties  in  Meeting  Require- 
ments.— 

"(1)  notification  by  interested  party.— if 
an  interested  party,  promptly  after  receiving  a 
request  from  the  administering  authority  or  the 
Commission  for  information,  notifies  the  admin- 
istering authority  or  the  Commission  (as  the 
case  may  be)  that  such  party  is  unable  to  submit 
the  information  requested  in  the  requested  form 
and  manner,  together  with  a  full  explanation 
and  suggested  alternative  forms  in  which  such 
party  is  able  to  submit  the  information,  the  ad- 
ministering authority  or  the  Commission  (as  the 
case  may  be)  shall  consider  the  ability  of  the  in- 
terested party  to  submit  the  information  in  the 
requested  form  arui  manner  and  rnay  modify 
such  requirements  to  the  extent  necessary  to 
avoid  imposing  an  unreasonable  burden  on  that 
party. 

"(2)  Assistance  to  interested  parties.— The 
administering  authority  and  the  Commission 
shall  take  into  account  any  difficulties  experi- 
enced by  interested  parties,  particularly  small 
companies,  in  supplying  information  requested 
by  the  administering  authority  or  the  Commis- 
sion in  connection  with  investigations  under 
this  title,  and  shall  provide  to  such  interested 
parties  any  assistance  that  is  practicable  in  sup- 
plying such  information. 

"(c)  Deficient  SuB.vissiONS.—lf  the  admin- 
istering authority  or  the  Commission  determines 
that  a  response  to  a  request  for  information 
under  this  title  does  not  comply  with  the  re- 
quest, the  administering  authority  or  the  Com- 
mission (as  the  case  may  be)  shall  promptly  in- 
form the  person  submitting  the  response  of  the 
nature  of  the  deficiency  and  shall,  to  the  extent 
practicable,  provide  that  person  with  an  oppor- 
tunity to  remedy  or  explain  the  deficiency  in 
light  of  the  time  limits  established  for  the  com- 
pletion of  investigations  or  reviews  under  this 
title.  If  that  person  submits  further  information 
in  response  to  such  deficiency  and  either— 

"(1)  the  administering  authority  or  the  Com- 
mission (as  the  case  may  be)  finds  that  such  re- 
sponse  is  not  satisfactory,  or 

"(2)  such  response  is  not  submitted  unthin  the 
applicable  time  limits, 

then  the  administering  authority  or  the  Commis- 
sion (as  the  case  may  be)  may,  subject  to  sub- 
section (d),  disregard  all  or  part  of  the  original 
and  subsequent  responses. 

"(d)  Use  of  Certain  Information.— In 
reaching  a  determination  under  section  803,  805, 
or  807,  the  administering  authority  and  the 
Commission  shall  not  decline  to  consider  infor- 
mation that  is  submitted  by  an  interested  party 
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and  is  necessary  to  the  determination  but  does 
not  meet  all  the  applicable  requirements  estab- 
lished by  the  administering  authority  or  the 
Commission  if— 

"(1)  the  information  is  submitted  by  the  dead- 
line established  for  its  submission, 

"(2)  the  information  can  be  verified, 

"(3)  the  information  is  not  so  incomplete  that 
it  cannot  serve  as  a  reliable  basis  for  reaching 
the  applicable  determination. 

"(4)  the  interested  party  has  demonstrated 
that  it  acted  to  the  best  of  its  ability  in  provid- 
ing the  information  and  meeting  the  require- 
ments established  by  the  administering  author- 
ity or  the  Commission  with  respect  to  the  infor- 
mation, and 

"(5)  the  information  can  be  used  unthout 
undue  difficulties. 

"(e)  NONACCEPTANCE  OF  SUBMISSIONS.— If  the 

administering  authority  or  the  Commission  de- 
clines to  accept  into  the  record  any  information 
submitted  in  an  investigation  under  this  title,  it 
shall,  to  the  extent  practicable,  provide  to  the 
person  submitting  the  information  a  written  ex- 
planation of  the  reasoris  for  not  accepting  the 
information. 

"(f)  Public  Comment  on  information.— in- 
formation that  is  submitted  on  a  timely  basis  to 
the  administering  authority  or  the  Commission 
during  the  course  of  a  proceeding  under  this 
title  shall  be  subject  to  cornment  by  other  parties 
iDithin  such  reasonable  time  as  the  administer- 
ing authority  or  the  Commission  shall  provide. 
The  administering  authority  and  the  Commis- 
sion, before  rnaking  a  final  determination  under 
section  805  or  807,  shall  cease  collecting  informa- 
tion and  shall  provide  the  parties  vnth  a  final 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  information  ob- 
tained by  the  administering  authority  or  the 
Commission  (as  the  case  may  be)  upon  which 
the  parties  have  not  previously  had  an  oppor- 
tunity to  comment.  Comments  containing  new 
factual  information  shall  be  disregarded. 

"(g)    Verification.— The  administering   au- 
thority shall  verify  all  information  relied  upon 
in  making  a  final  determination  under  section 
805. 
"SEC.  845.  ADmNISTBATTVE  ACTION  FOLLOWING 

SHwauaioNG  agreeusnt  panel 

REPORTS. 

"(a)  ACTION  BY  United  States  Inter- 
national Trade  Commission.— 

"(1)  advisory  report.— If  a  dispute  settle- 
ment panel  under  the  Shipbuilding  Agreement 
finds  in  a  report  that  an  action  by  the  Commis- 
sion in  connection  with  a  particular  proceeding 
under  this  title  is  not  in  conformity  with  the  ob- 
ligations of  the  United  States  under  the  Ship- 
building Agreement,  the  Trade  Representative 
may  request  the  Commission  to  issue  an  advi- 
sory report  on  whether  this  title  permits  the 
Commission  to  take  steps  in  connection  with  the 
particular  proceeding  that  would  render  its  ac- 
tion not  inconsistent  with  the  findings  of  the 
panel  concerning  those  obligations.  The  Trade 
Representative  shall  notify  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives and  the  Committee  on  Finance  of  the  Sen- 
ate of  such  request. 

"(2)  TIME  LIMITS  FOR  REPORT.— The  Commis- 
sion shall  transmit  its  report  under  paragraph 
(1)  to  the  Trade  Representative  within  30  cal- 
endar days  after  the  Trade  Representative  re- 
quests the  report. 

"(3)  Consultations  on  request  for  commis- 
sion DETERMINATION.— If  a  majority  of  the  Com- 
missioners issues  an  affirmative  report  under 
paragraph  (1),  the  Trade  Representatives  shall 
corisult  unth  the  congressional  committees  listed 
in  paragraph  (1)  concerning  the  matter. 

"(4)  COMMISSION  DETERMINATION.— Notwith- 
standing any  other  provision  of  this  title,  if  a 
majority  of  the  Commissioners  issues  an  affirma- 
tive report  under  paragraph  (1),  the  Commis- 


sion, upon  the  written  request  of  the  Trade  Rep- 
resentative, shall  issue  a  determination  in  con- 
nection vnth  the  particular  proceeding  that 
would  render  the  Commission's  action  described 
in  paragraph  (1)  not  inconsistent  with  the  find- 
ings of  the  panel.  The  Commission  shall  issue  its 
determination  not  later  than  120  calendar  days 
after  the  request  from  the  Trade  Representative 
is  made. 

"(5)   CONSULTATIONS  ON  IMPLEMENTATION   OF 

COMMISSION  DETERMINATION.— The  Trade  Rep- 
resentative shall  consult  tcith  the  congressional 
committees  listed  in  paragraph  (1)  before  the 
Commission's  determination  under  paragraph 
(4)  is  implemented. 

"(6)  Revocation  of  order.— If,  by  virtue  of 
the  Commission's  determination  under  para- 
graph (4),  an  injurious  pricing  order  is  no 
longer  supported  by  an  affirmative  Commission 
determination  under  this  title,  the  Trade  Rep- 
resentative may,  after  consulting  with  the  con- 
gressional committees  under  paragraph  (5),  di- 
rect the  administering  authority  to  revoke  the 
injurious  pricing  order. 

"(b)  action  by  ADMINISTERING  AUTHORITY.— 
"(1)  CO.SSULTATIONS  WITH  ADMINISTERING  AU- 
THORITY    AND     CONGRESSIONAL     COMMITTEES.— 

Promptly  after  a  report  or  other  determination 
by  a  dispute  settlement  panel  under  the  Ship- 
building Agreement  is  issued  that  contains  find- 
ings that— 

"(A)  an  action  by  the  administering  authority 
in  a  proceeding  under  this  title  is  not  in  con- 
formity unth  the  obligations  of  the  United  States 
under  the  Shipbuilding  Agreement, 

"(B)  the  due  date  for  payment  of  an  injurious 
pricing  charge  contained  in  an  order  issued 
under  section  806  should  be  amended. 

"(C)  countermeasures  provided  for  in  an  order 
issued  under  section  907  should  be  provisionally 
suspended  or  reduced  pending  the  final  decision 
of  the  panel,  or 

"(D)  the  scope  or  duration  of  countermeasures 
imposed  under  section  807  should  be  narrowed 
or  shortened, 

the  Trade  Representative  shall  consult  with  the 
administering  authority  and  the  congressional 
committees  listed  in  si^section  (a)(1)  on  the 
matter. 

"(2)  DETER.MINATION  BY  AD.VINISTERINC  AU- 
THORITY.— Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  this  title,  the  administering  authority  shall, 
in  response  to  a  written  request  from  the  Trade 
Representative,  issue  a  determination,  or  an 
amendment  to  or  suspension  of  an  injurious 
pricing  or  countermeasure  order,  as  the  case 
may  be.  in  connection  with  the  particular  pro- 
ceeding that  would  render  the  administering 
authority's  action  described  in  paragraph  (1) 
not  inconsistent  with  the  findings  of  the  panel. 

"(3)   Time  limits  for  DETER.VINATIONS.—The 

administering  authority  shall  issue  its  deter- 
mination, amendment,  or  suspension  under 
paragraph  (2)— 

"(A)  with  respect  to  a  matter  described  in  sub- 
paragraph (A)  of  paragraph  (1).  within  180  cal- 
endar days  after  the  request  from  the  Trade 
Representative  is  made,  and 

"(B)  with  respect  to  a  matter  described  in  sub- 
paragraph (B),  (C),  or  (D)  of  paragraph  (1), 
within  15  calendar  days  after  the  request  from 
the  Trade  Representative  is  made. 

"(4)  Consultations  before  implementa- 
tion.— Before  the  administering  authority  im- 
plements any  determination,  amendment,  or  sus- 
pension under  paragraph  (2),  the  Trade  Rep- 
resentative shall  consult  with  the  administering 
authority  and  the  congressional  committees  list- 
ed in  subsection  (a)(1)  leith  respect  to  such  de- 
termination, amendment,  or  suspension. 

"(5)    IMPLEMENTATION    OF    DETERMINATION.— 

The  Trade  Representative  may,  after  consulting 
with  the  administering  authority  arui  the  con- 
gressional committees  under  paragraph  (4).  di- 


rect the  administering  authority  to  implement. 
in  whole  or  in  part,  the  determination,  amend- 
ment, or  suspension  made  under  paragraph  (2). 

"(6)  Implementation  of  determination;  no- 
tice OF  IMPLEMENTATION.— The  administering 
authority  shall  implement  the  determination, 
amendment,  or  suspension  under  paragraph 
(2/- 

"(A)  with  respect  to  a  matter  described  in  sub- 
paragraph (A)  of  paragraph  (1).  only  if  the  in- 
jurious pricing  margin  determined  under  para- 
graph (2)  differs  from  the  injurious  pricing  mar- 
gin in  the  determination  reviewed  by  the  panel, 
and 

"(B)  unth  respect  to  a  matter  described  m  sub- 
paragraph (B).  (C),  or  (D)  of  paragraph  (1), 
upon  issuance  of  the  determination,  amend- 
ment, or  suspension  under  paragraph  (2). 
The  administering  authority  shall  publish  notice 
of  suck  implementation  in  the  Federal  Register. 

"(c)  Opportunity  for  Comment  by  Inter- 
ested Parties.— Before  issuing  a  determination, 
amendment,  or  suspension,  the  administering 
authority,  in  a  matter  described  in  subsection 
(b)(1)(A).  or  the  Commission,  in  a  matter  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (a)(1),  as  the  case  may  be. 
shall  provide  interested  parties  with  an  oppor- 
tunity to  submit  written  comments  and.  in  ap- 
propriate cases,  rnay  hold  a  hearing,  icith  re- 
spect to  the  determination. 

'SuMiU  D—Depnitiotu 
"SEC.  861.  DEFINinONS. 

"For  purposes  of  this  title: 

"(1)     ADMINISTERING    AUTHORITY.— The    term 

'administering  authority '  means  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce,  or  any  other  officer  of  the  United 
States  to  whom  the  responsibility  for  carrying 
out  the  duties  of  the  administering  auUtority 
under  this  title  are  transferred  by  law. 

"(2)  Commission.— The  term  Commission' 
means  the  United  States  International  Trade 
Commission. 

"(3)  Country. — The  term  'country'  means  a 
foreign  country,  a  political  subdivision,  depend- 
ent territory,  or  possession  of  a  foreign  country 
and,  except  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(16)(E)(iii),  may  not  include  an  association  of  2 
or  more  foreign  countries,  political  subdivisions, 
dependent  territories,  or  possessions  of  countries 
into  a  customs  union  outside  the  United  States. 

"(4)  INDUSTRY.— 

"(A)  In  general. — Except  as  used  in  section 
908,  the  term  'industry'  means  the  producers  as 
a  whole  of  a  domestic  like  vessel,  or  those  pro- 
ducers whose  collective  capability  to  produce  a 
domestic  like  vessel  constitutes  a  major  propor- 
tion of  the  total  domestic  capability  to  produce 
a  domestic  like  vessel. 

"(B)  PRODUCER.— A  producer'  of  a  domestic 
like  vessel  includes  an  entity  that  is  producing 
the  domestic  like  vessel  and  an  entity  unth  the 
capability  to  produce  the  domestic  like  vessel. 

"(C)  Capability  to  produce  a  domestic 
LIKE  VESSEL.— A  producer  has  the  capability  to 
produce  a  domestic  like  vessel'  if  it  is  capable  of 
producing  a  domestic  like  vessel  with  its  present 
facilities  or  could  adapt  its  facilities  in  a  timely 
manner  to  produce  a  domestic  like  vessel. 

"(D)  Related  parties.— <i)  In  an  investiga- 
tion under  this  title,  if  a  producer  of  a  domestic 
like  vessel  and  the  foreign  producer,  seller 
(other  than  the  foreign  producer),  or  United 
States  buyer  of  the  subject  vessel  are  related 
parties,  or  if  a  producer  of  a  domestic  like  vessel 
is  also  a  United  States  buyer  of  the  subject  ves- 
sel, the  domestic  producer  may.  in  appropriate 
circumstances,  be  excluded  from  the  industry. 

"(ii)  For  purposes  of  clause  (i).  a  domestic 
producer  and  the  foreign  producer,  seller,  or 
United  States  buyer  shall  be  considered  to  be  re- 
lated parties,  if— 

"(I)  the  domestic  producer  directly  or  indi- 
rectly controls  the  foreign  producer,  seller  or 
United  States  buyer. 
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"(II)  the  foreign  producer,  seller,  or  United 
States  buyer  directly  or  indirectly  controls  the 
domestic  producer, 

"(III)  a  third  party  directly  or  indirectly  con- 
trols the  domestic  producer  and  the  foreign  pro- 
ducer, seller,  or  United  States  buyer,  or 

"(IV)  the  domestic  producer  and  the  foreign 
producer,  seller,  or  United  States  buyer  directly 
or  indirectly  control  a  third  party  and  there  is 
reason  to  believe  that  the  relationship  causes 
the  producer  to  act  differently  than  a  non- 
related  producer. 

For  purposes  of  this  subparagraph,  a  party 
shall  be  considered  to  directly  or  indirectly  con- 
trol another  party  if  the  party  is  legally  or  oper- 
ationally in  a  position  to  exercise  restraint  or  di- 
rection over  the  other  party. 

"(E)  Product  uses. — in  an  investigation 
under  this  title,  the  effect  of  the  sale  of  the  sub- 
ject vessel  shall  be  assessed  in  relation  to  the 
United  States  production  (or  production  capa- 
bility) of  a  domestic  like  vessel  if  available  data 
permit  the  separate  identification  of  production 
(or  production  capability)  in  terms  of  such  cri- 
teria as  the  production  process  or  the  producer's 
profits.  If  the  domestic  production  (or  produc- 
tion capability)  of  a  domestic  like  vessel  has  no 
separate  identity  in  terms  of  such  criteria,  then 
the  effect  of  the  sale  shall  be  assessed  by  the  ex- 
amination of  the  production  (or  production  ca- 
pability) of  the  narrowest  group  or  range  of  ves- 
sels, which  includes  a  domestic  like  vessel,  for 
which  the  necessary  information  can  be  pro- 
vided. 

"(5)  Buyer.— The  term  'buyer'  means  any  per- 
son who  aajuires  an  ownership  interest  in  a  ves- 
sel, including  by  way  of  lease  or  long-term 
bareboat  charter,  in  conjunction  with  the  origi- 
nal transfer  from  the  producer,  either  directly  or 
indirectly,  including  an  individual  or  company 
which  owns  or  controls  a  buyer.  There  may  be 
more  than  one  buyer  of  any  one  vessel. 

"(6)  United  states  buyer.— The  term  'United 
States  buyer'  means  a  buyer  that  is  any  of  the 
following: 

"(A)  A  United  States  citizen. 

'(B)  A  juridical  entity,  including  any  cor- 
poration, company,  association,  or  other  organi- 
zation, that  is  legally  constituted  under  the 
laws  and  regulations  of  the  United  States  or  a 
political  subdivision  thereof,  regardless  of 
whether  the  entity  is  organized  for  pecuniary 
gain,  privately  or  government  ovmed,  or  orga- 
nized ujith  limited  or  unlimited  liability. 

"(C)  A  juridical  entity  that  is  oumed  or  con- 
trotted  by  nationals  or  entities  described  in  sub- 
paragraphs (A)  and  (B).  For  the  purposes  of 
this  subjxiragTaph — 

"(i)  the  term  'oion'  means  having  more  than  a 
50  percent  interest,  and 

"(ii)  the  term  'control'  means  the  actual  abil- 
ity to  have  substantial  influence  on  corporate 
behavior,  and  control  is  presumed  to  exist  where 
there  is  at  least  a  25  percent  interest. 
If  ownership  of  a  company  is  established  under 
clause  (i),  other  control  is  presumed  not  to  exist 
unless  it  is  otherwise  established. 

"(7)  Ownership  interest.— An  'ownership  in- 
terest' in  a  vessel  incluxies  any  contractual  or 
proprietary  interest  which  allows  the  bene- 
ficiary or  beneficiaries  of  such  interest  to  take 
advantage  of  the  operation  of  the  vessel  in  a 
manner  substantially  comparable  to  the  way  in 
which  an  owner  may  benefit  from  the  operation 
of  the  vessel.  In  determining  whether  such  sub- 
stantial comparability  exists,  the  administering 
authority  shall  consider — 

"(A)  the  terms  and  circumstances  of  tfie  trans- 
action which  conveys  the  interest, 

"(B)  commercial  practice, 

"(C)  whether  the  vessel  subject  to  the  trans- 
action is  integrated  into  the  operations  of  the 
beneficiary  or  beneficiaries,  and 

"(D)  whether  in  practice  there  is  a  likelihood 
that  the  beneficiary  or  beneficiaries  of  such  in- 


terests will  take  advantage  of  and  the  risk  for 
the  operation  of  the  vessel  for  a  significant  part 
of  the  life-time  of  the  vessel. 

"(8)  VESSEL.— 

"(A)  In  GENERAL. — Except  as  otherwise  spe- 
cifically provided  under  international  agree- 
ments, the  term  'vessel'  means — 

"(i)  a  self-propelled  seagoing  vessel  of  100 
gross  tons  or  more  used  for  transportation  of 
goods  or  persons  or  for  performance  of  a  special- 
ized service  (including,  but  not  limited  to.  ice 
breakers  and  dredgers),  and 

"(ii)  a  tug  of  365  kilowatts  or  more, 
that  IS  produced  in  a  Shipbuilding  Agreement 
Party  or  a  country  that  is  not  a  Shipbuilding 
Agreement  Party  and  not  a  WTO  member. 

"(B)  Exclusions.— The  term  'vessel'  does  not 
include — 

"(i)  any  fishing  vessel  destined  for  the  fishing 
fieet  of  the  country  in  which  the  vessel  is  built, 

"(ii)  any  military  vessel,  and 

"(Hi)  any  vessel  sold  before  the  date  that  the 
Shipbuilding  Agreement  enters  into  force  vsith 
respect  to  the  United  States,  except  that  any 
vessel  sold  after  December  21.  1994,  for  delivery 
more  than  5  years  after  the  date  of  the  contract 
of  sale  shall  be  a  'vessel'  for  purposes  of  this 
title  unless  the  shipbuilder  demonstrates  to  the 
administering  authority  that  the  extended  deliv- 
ery date  was  for  normal  commercial  reasons  and 
not  to  avoid  applicability  of  this  title. 

"(C)  Self-propelled  seagoing  vessel.— a 
vessel  is  'self-propelled  seagoing'  if  its  perma- 
nent propulsion  and  steering  provide  it  all  the 
characteristics  of  self-navigability  in  the  high 
seas. 

"(D)  Military  vessel.— a  'mUitary  vessel'  is 
a  vessel  which,  according  to  its  basic  structural 
characteristics  and  ability,  is  intended  to  be 
used  exclusively  for  military  purposes. 

"(9)  Like  vessel.— The  term  'like  vessel' 
means  a  vessel  of  the  same  type,  same  purpose, 
and  approximate  size  as  the  subject  vessel  and 
possessing  characteristics  closely  resembling 
those  of  the  subject  vessel. 

"(10)  Domestic  like  vessel.— The  term  'do- 
mestic like  vessel'  means  a  like  vessel  produced 
in  the  United  States. 

"(11)  foreign  like  vessel.— Except  as  used 
in  section  822(e)(I)(B)(ii)(II).  the  term  'foreign 
like  vessel'  means  a  like  vessel  produced  by  the 
foreign  producer  of  the  subject  vessel  for  sale  in 
the  producer's  domestic  market  or  in  a  third 
country. 

"(12)  Same  general  category  of  vessel.— 
The  term  'same  general  category  of  vessel' 
means  a  vessel  of  the  same  type  and  purpose  as 
the  subject  vessel,  but  of  a  significantly  dif- 
ferent size. 

"(13)  Subject  vessel.— The  term  'subject  ves- 
sel' means  a  vessel  subject  to  investigation 
under  section  801  or  808. 

"(14)  Foreign  producer.— The  term  'foreign 
producer'  means  the  producer  or  producers  of 
the  subject  vessel. 

"(15)  Exporting  country.— The  term  'export- 
ing country'  means  the  country  in  which  the 
subject  vessel  was  buUt. 

"(16)  Material  injury.— 

"(A)  In  general. — The  term  'material  injury' 
means  harm  which  is  not  inconsequential,  im- 
material, or  unimportant. 

"(B)  Sau  and  consequent  impact.— In  mak- 
ing determinations  under  sections  803(a)  and 
805(b),  the  Commission  in  each  case — 

"(i)  shall  consider — 

"(I)  the  sale  of  the  subject  vessel, 

"(II)  the  effect  of  the  sale  of  the  subject  vessel 
on  prices  in  the  United  States  for  a  domestic  like 
vessel,  and 

"(III)  the  impact  of  the  sale  of  the  subject  ves- 
sel on  domestic  producers  of  the  domestic  like 
vessel,  but  only  in  the  context  of  production  op- 
erations urithin  the  United  States,  and 


"(ii)  may  consider  such  other  economic  factors 
as  are  relevant  to  the  determination  regarding 
whether  there  is  or  has  been  material  injury  by 
reason  of  the  sale  of  the  subject  vessel. 
In  the  notification  required  under  section 
805(d),  the  Commission  shall  explain  its  analysis 
of  each  factor  considered  under  clause  (i),  and 
identify  each  factor  considered  under  clause  (ii) 
and  explain  in  full  its  relevance  to  the  deter- 
mination. 

"(C)  Evaluation  of  relevant  factors.— For 
purposes  of  subparagraph  (B) — 

"(i)  Sale  of  the  subject  vessel.— In  evalu- 
ating the  sale  of  the  subject  vessel,  the  Commis- 
sion shall  consider  whether  the  sale,  either  in 
absolute  terms  or  relative  to  production  or  de- 
mand in  the  United  States,  in  terms  of  either 
volume  or  value,  is  or  has  been  significant. 

"(ii)  Price.— In  evaluating  the  effect  of  the 
sale  of  the  subject  vessel  on  prices,  the  Commis- 
sion shall  consider  whether — 

"(I)  there  has  been  significant  price  undersell- 
ing of  the  subject  vessel  as  compared  with  the 
price  of  a  domestic  like  vessel,  and 

"(II)  the  effect  of  the  sale  of  the  subject  vessel 
otherwise  depresses  or  has  depressed  prices  to  a 
significant  degree  or  prevents  or  has  prevented 
price  increases,  which  otherwise  would  have  oc- 
curred, to  a  significant  degree. 

"(Hi)  Impact  on  affected  domestic  indus- 
try.—In  examining  the  impact  required  to  be 
considered  under  subparagraph  (B)(i)(III),  the 
Commission  shall  evaluate  all  relevant  economic 
factors  which  have  a  bearing  on  the  state  of  the 
industry  in  the  United  States,  incltiding,  but  not 
limited  to — 

"(I)  actual  aiui  potential  decline  in  output, 
sales,  market  share,  profits,  productivity,  return 
on  investments,  and  utilization  of  capacity, 

"(II)  factors  affecting  domestic  prices,  includ- 
ing with  regard  to  sales, 

"(III)  actual  and  potential  negative  effects  on 
cash  fiow,  employment,  wages,  growth,  ability 
to  raise  capital,  and  investment, 

"(IV)  actual  and  potential  negative  effects  on 
the  existing  development  and  production  efforts 
of  the  domestic  industry,  including  efforts  to  de- 
velop a  derivative  or  more  advanced  version  of 
a  domestic  like  vessel,  and 

"(V)  the  magnitude  of  the  injurious  pricing 
margin. 

The  Commission  shall  evaluate  all  relevant  eco- 
nomic factors  described  in  this  clause  within  the 
context  of  the  business  cycle  and  conditions  of 
competition  that  are  distinctive  to  the  affected 
industry. 

"(D)  Standard  for  determination.— The 
presence  or  absence  of  any  factor  which  the 
Commission  is  required  to  evaluate  under  sub- 
paragraph (C)  shall  not  necessarily  give  decisive 
guidance  with  respect  to  the  determination  by 
the  Commission  of  material  injury. 

"(E)  Threat  of  material  injury.— 

'  (i)  In  general.— In  determining  whether  an 
industry  in  the  United  States  is  threatened  u^ith 
material  injury  by  reason  of  the  sale  of  the  sub- 
ject vessel,  the  Commission  shall  consider, 
among  other  relevant  economic  factors — 

"(I)  any  existing  unused  production  capacity 
or  imminent,  substantial  increase  in  production 
capacity  in  the  exporting  country  indicating  the 
likelihood  of  substantially  increased  sales  of  a 
foreign  like  vessel  to  United  States  buyers,  tak- 
ing into  account  the  availability  of  other  export 
markets  to  absorb  any  additional  exports, 

"(II)  whether  the  sale  of  a  foreign  like  vessel 
or  other  factors  indicate  the  likelihood  of  sig- 
nificant additional  sales  to  United  States  buy- 
ers, 

"(III)  whether  sale  of  the  subject  vessel  or  sale 
of  a  foreign  like  vessel  by  the  foreign  producer 
are  at  prices  that  are  likely  to  have  a  significant 
depressing  or  suppressing  effect  on  domestic 
prices,  and  are  likely  to  increase  demand  for 
further  sales. 
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"(IV)  the  potential  for  product-shifting  if  pro- 
duction facilities  in  the  exporting  country, 
which  can  presently  be  used  to  produce  a  for- 
eign like  vessel  or  could  be  adapted  in  a  timely 
manner  to  produce  a  foreign  like  vessel,  are  cur- 
rently being  used  to  produce  other  types  of  ves- 
sels, 

"(V)  the  actual  and  potential  negative  effects 
on  the  existing  development  and  production  ef- 
forts of  the  domestic  indtistry,  including  efforts 
to  develop  a  derivative  or  more  advanced  version 
of  a  domestic  like  vessel,  and 

"(VI)  any  other  demonstrable  adverse  trends 
that  indicate  the  probability  that  there  is  likely 
to  be  material  injury  by  reason  of  the  sale  of  the 
subject  vessel. 

"(ii)  Basis  for  determination.— The  Com- 
mission shall  consider  the  factors  set  forth  in 
clause  (i)  as  a  whole.  The  presence  or  absence  of 
any  factor  which  the  Commission  is  required  to 
corisider  under  clause  (i)  shall  not  necessarily 
give  decisive  guidance  with  respect  to  the  deter- 
mination. Such  a  determination  may  not  be 
made  on  the  basis  of  mere  conjecture  or  suppo- 
sition. 

"(iU)  EFFECT  OF  INJURIOUS  PRICING  IN  THIRD- 
COUNTRY  MARKETS.— 

"(I)  In  GENERAL.— The  Commission  shall  con- 
sider whether  injurious  pricing  in  the  markets  of 
foreign  countries  (as  evidenced  by  injurious 
pricing  findings  or  injurious  pricing  remedies  of 
other  Shipbuilding  Agreement  Parties,  or  anti- 
dumping determinations  of,  or  measures  imposed 
by,  other  countries,  against  a  like  vessel  pro- 
duced by  the  producer  under  investigation)  sug- 
gests a  threat  of  material  injury  to  the  domestic 
industry.  In  the  course  of  its  investigation,  the 
Commission  shall  request  information  from  the 
foreign  producer  or  United  States  buyer  con- 
cerning this  issue. 

"(II)  EUROPEAN  COMMUNITIES.— For  purposes 
of  this  clause,  the  European  Communities  as  a 
whole  shall  be  treated  as  a  single  foreign  coun- 
try. 

"(F)  CUMULATION  FOR  DETERMINING  MATERIAL 
INJURY.— 

"(i)  In  GENERAL.— For  purposes  of  clauses  (i) 
and  (ii)  of  subparagraph  (C),  and  subject  to 
clause  (ii)  of  this  subparagraph,  the  Commission 
shall  cumulatively  assess  the  effects  of  sales  of 
foreign  like  vessels  from  all  foreign  producers 
with  respect  to  which— 

"(I)  petitions  were  filed  under  section  802(b) 
on  the  same  day, 

"(II)  investigations  were  initiated  under  sec- 
tion 802(a)  on  the  same  day,  or 

"(III)  petitions  were  filed  under  section  802(b) 
and  investigations  were  initiated  under  section 
802(a)  on  the  same  day, 

if,  with  respect  to  such  vessels,  the  foreign  pro- 
ducers compete  with  each  other  and  with  pro- 
ducers of  a  domestic  like  vessel  in  the  United 
States  market. 

"(ii)  EXCEPTIONS.— The  Commission  shall  not 
cumulatively  assess  the  effects  of  sales  under 
clause  (i) — 

"(I)  with  respect  to  which  the  administering 
authority  has  made  a  preliminary  negative  de- 
termination, unless  the  administering  authority 
subsequently  made  a  final  affirmative  deter- 
mination with  respect  to  those  sales  before  the 
Commission's  final  determination  is  made,  or 

"(II)  from  any  producer  with  respect  to  which 
the  investigation  has  been  terminated. 

"(Hi)  RECORDS  IN   FINAL   INVESTIGATIONS.— In 

each  final  determination  in  which  it  cumula- 
tively assesses  the  effects  of  sales  under  clause 
(i),  the  Comnission  may  make  its  determinations 
based  on  the  record  compiled  in  the  first  inves- 
tigation in  which  it  makes  a  final  determina- 
tion, except  that  when  the  administering  au- 
thority issues  its  final  determiruition  in  a  subse- 
quently completed  investigation,  the  Commission 
shall  permit  the  parties  in  the  subsequent  inves- 
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tigation  to  submit  comments  concerning  the  sig- 
nificance of  the  administering  authority's  final 
determiruition,  and  shall  include  such  comments 
and  the  administering  authority's  final  deter- 
mination in  the  record  for  the  subsequent  inves- 
tigation. 

"(G)  Cumulation  for  determining  threat 
OF  MATERIAL  INJURY.— To  the  extent  practicable 
and  subject  to  subparagraph  (F)(ii),  for  pur- 
poses of  clause  (i)  (II)  and  (III)  of  subparagraph 
(E),  the  Commission  may  cumulatively  assess 
the  effects  of  sales  of  like  vessels  from  all  coun- 
tries with  respect  to  which— 

"(i)  petitions  were  filed  under  section  802(b) 
on  the  same  day. 

"(ii)  investigations  were  initiated  under  sec- 
tion 802(a)  on  the  same  day,  or 

"(Hi)  petitions  were  filed  under  section  802(b) 
and  investigations  were  initiated  under  section 
802(a)  on  the  same  day, 

if,  with  respect  to  such  vessels,  the  foreign  pro- 
ducers compete  urith  each  other  and  with  pro- 
ducers of  a  domestic  like  vessel  in  the  United 
States  market. 

"(17)  Interested  party.— The  term  'inter- 
ested party'  means,  in  a  proceeding  under  this 
title— 

"(A)(i)  the  foreign  producer,  seller  (other  than 
the  foreign  producer),  and  the  United  States 
buyer  of  the  subject  vessel,  or 

"(ii)  a  trade  or  business  association  a  majority 
of  the  members  of  which  are  the  foreign  pro- 
ducer, seller,  or  United  States  buyer  of  the  sub- 
ject vessel, 

"(B)  the  government  of  the  country  in  which 
the  subject  vessel  is  produced  or  manufactured, 

"(C)  a  producer  that  is  a  member  of  an  indus- 
try. 

"(D)  a  certified  union  or  recognized  union  or 
group  of  workers  which  is  representative  of  an 
industry, 

"(E)  a  trade  or  business  association  a  majority 
of  whose  members  are  producers  in  an  industry, 

"(F)  an  association,  a  majority  of  whose  rnem- 
bers  is  composed  of  interested  parties  described 
in  subparagraph  (C),  (D),  or  (E),  and 

"(G)  for  purposes  of  section  807.  a  purchaser 
who,  after  the  effective  date  of  an  order  issued 
under  that  section,  entered  into  a  contract  of 
sale  with  the  foreign  producer  that  is  subject  to 
the  order. 

"(18)  AFFIRMATIVE  DETERMINATIONS  BY  DI- 
VIDED COMMISSION.— If  the  Commissioners  vot- 
ing on  a  determination  by  the  Commission  are 
evenly  divided  as  to  whether  the  determiruition 
should  be  affirmative  or  negative,  the  Commis- 
sion shall  be  deemed  to  have  made  an  affirma- 
tive determination.  For  the  purpose  of  applying 
this  paragraph  when  the  issue  before  the  Com- 
mission is  to  determine  whether  there  is  or  has 
been— 

"(A)  material  injury  to  an  industry  in  the 
United  States, 

"(B)  threat  of  material  injury  to  such  an  in- 
dustry, or 

"(C)  material  retardation  of  the  establishment 
of  an  iruiustry  in  the  United  States, 
by  reason  of  the  sale  of  the  subject  vessel,  an  af- 
firmative vote  on  any  of  the  issues  shall  be 
treated  as  a  vote  that  the  determination  should 
be  affirmative. 

"(19)  Ordinary  course  of  trade.— The  term 
ordinary  course  of  trade'  means  the  conditions 
and  practices  which,  for  a  reasonable  time  be- 
fore the  sale  of  the  subject  vessel,  have  been 
normal  in  the  shipbuilding  industry  with  respect 
to  a  like  vessel.   The  administering  authority 
shall  consider  the  following  sales  and  trans- 
actions, among  others,  to  be  outside  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  trade: 
"(A)  Sales  disregarded  under  section  822(b)(1). 
"(B)  Transactions  disregarded  under  section 
822(f)(2). 
"(20)  Nonmarket  economy  country.— 


"(A)  In  general.— The  term  'nonmarket  econ- 
omy country'  means  any  foreign  country  that 
the  administering  authority  determines  does  not 
operate  on  market  principles  of  cost  or  pricing 
structures,  so  that  sales  of  vessels  in  such  coun- 
try do  not  reflect  the  fair  value  of  the  vessels. 

"(B)  Factors  to  be  considered.— in  making 
determinations  under  subparagraph  (A)  the  ad- 
ministering authority  shall  take  into  account — 
"(i)  the  extent  to  which  the  currency  of  the 
foreign  country  is  convertible  into  the  currency 
of  other  countries, 

"(ii)  the  extent  to  which  wage  rates  in  the  for- 
eign country  are  determined  by  free  bargaining 
between  labor  and  management, 

"(iU)  the  extent  to  which  joint  ventures  or 
other  investments  by  firms  of  other  foreign 
countries  are  permitted  in  the  foreign  country, 

"(iv)  the  extent  of  government  ownership  or 
control  of  the  means  of  production. 

"(V)  the  extent  of  government  control  over  the 
allocation  of  resources  and  over  the  price  and 
output  decisions  of  enterprises,  and 

"(vi)  such  otfier  factors  as  the  administering 
authority  considers  appropriate. 
"(C)  Determination  in  effect.— 
"(i)  Any  determination  that  a  foreign  cotmtry 
is  a  nonmarket  economy  country  shall  remain  in 
effect  until  revoked  by  the  administering  au- 
thority. 

"(ii)  The  administering  authority  may  make  a 
determination  under  subparagraph  (A)  with  re- 
spect to  any  foreign  country  at  any  time. 

"(D)  deter-i^inations  not  in  ISSVE.—Not- 
withstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  any 
determination  made  by  the  administering  au- 
thority under  subparagraph  (A)  shall  not  be 
subject  to  judicial  review  in  any  investigation 
conducted  under  subtitle  A. 

"(21)  Shipbuilding  agreement.— The  term 
'Shipbuilding  Agreement  means  The  Agreement 
Respecting  Normal  Competitive  Conditions  in 
the  Commercial  Shipbuilding  and  Repair  Indus- 
try, resulting  from  negotiations  under  the  aus- 
pices of  the  Organization  for  Economic  Coopera- 
tion and  Development,  and  entered  into  on  De- 
cember 21.  1994. 

"(22)  Shipbuilding  agree.vent  party.— The 
term  'Shipbuilding  Agreement  Party'  means  a 
state  or  separate  customs  territory  that  is  a 
Party  to  the  Shipbuilding  Agreement,  and  with 
respect  to  which  the  United  States  applies  the 
Shipbitilding  Agreement. 

"(23)  WTO  agreement.— The  term  'WTO 
Agreement '  means  the  Agreement  defined  in  sec- 
tion 2(9)  of  the  Uruguay  Round  Agreements  Act. 
"(24)  WTO  MEMBER.— The  term  WTO  mem- 
ber' means  a  state,  or  separate  customs  territory 
(within  the  meaning  of  Article  XII  of  the  WTO 
Agreement),  with  respect  to  which  the  United 
States  applies  the  WTO  Agreement. 

"(25)  Trade  representative.— The  term 
'Trade  Representative'  means  the  United  States 
Trade  Representative. 

"(26)  AFFiUATED  persons.— The  following 
persons  shall  be  considered  to  be  'affiliated'  or 
'affiliated  persons': 

"(A)  Members  of  a  family,  including  brothers 
and  sisters  (whether  by  the  whole  or  half  blood), 
spouse,  ancestors,  and  lineal  descendants. 

"(B)  Any  officer  or  director  of  an  organiza- 
tion and  such  organization. 
"(C)  Partners. 

"(D)  Employer  and  employee. 
"(E)  Any  person  directly  or  indirectly  owning, 
controlling,  or  holding  with  power  to  vote.  5 
percent  or  more  of  the  outstanding  voting  stock 
or  shares  of  any  organization,  and  such  organi- 
zation. 

"(F)  Two  or  more  persons  directly  or  indi- 
rectly controlling,  controlled  by,  or  under  com- 
mon control  with,  any  person. 

"(G)  Any  person  who  controls  any  other  per- 
son, and  such  other  person. 
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For  purposes  of  this  paragraph.,  a  person  shall 
be  considered  to  control  another  person  if  the 
person  is  legally  or  operationally  in  a  position 
to  exercise  restraint  or  direction  over  the  other 
person. 

"(27)  ISJVRIOOS  PRICING.— The  term  'injurious 
pricing '  refers  to  the  sale  of  a  vessel  at  less  than 
fair  value. 

"(28)  INJVRIOVS  PRICKG  MARGIN.— 

"(A)  In  general.— The  term  'injurious  pricing 
margin '  means  the  amount  by  which  the  normal 
value  exceeds  the  export  price  of  the  subject  ves- 
sel. 

"(B)  Magnitude  of  the  injurious  pricing 
MARGIN. — The  magnitude  of  the  injurious  pric- 
ing margin  used  by  the  Commission  shall  be — 

"(i)  in  making  a  prelirmnary  determination 
under  section  803(a)  in  an  investigation  (includ- 
ing any  investigation  in  which  the  Commission 
cumulatively  assesses  the  effect  of  sales  under 
paragraph  (16)(F)(i)).  the  injurious  pricing  mar- 
gin or  margins  published  by  the  administering 
authority  in  its  notice  of  initiation  of  the  inves- 
tigation; and 

"(ii)  in  maJcing  a  final  determination  under 
section  805(b).  the  injurious  pricing  margin  or 
margins  most  recently  published  by  the  admin- 
istering authority  before  the  closing  of  the  Com- 
mission's adrmnistrative  record. 

"(29)  Commercial  interest  reference 
RATE. — The  term  'Commercial  Interest  Reference 
Rate'  or  'CIRR'  means  an  interest  rate  that  the 
administering  authority  determines  to  be  con- 
sistent with  Annex  HI,  and  appendices  and 
notes  thereto,  of  the  Understanding  on  Export 
Credits  for  Ships,  resulting  from  negotiations 
under  the  attspices  of  tlie  Organization  for  Eco- 
nomic Cooperation,  and  entered  into  on  Decem- 
ber 21. 1994. 

"(30)  ANTIDUMPING.- 

"(A)  WTO  MEMBERS.— In  the  case  of  a  WTO 
member,  the  term  'antidumping'  refers  to  action 
taken  pursuant  to  the  Agreement  on  Implemen- 
tation of  Article  VI  of  the  General  Agreement  on 
Tariffs  and  Trade  1994. 

"(B)  Other  cases.— In  the  case  of  any  coun- 
try that  is  not  a  WTO  member,  the  term  'anti- 
dumping' refers  to  action  taken  by  the  country 
against  the  sale  of  a  vessel  at  less  than  fair 
value  that  is  comparable  to  action  described  in 
subparagraph  (A). 

"(31)  BROAD  MULTIPLE  BID.— The  term  'broad 
multiple  bid'  means  a  bid  in  which  the  proposed 
buyer  extends  an  invitation  to  at  least  all  the 
producers  in  the  industry  known  by  the  buyer 
to  be  capable  of  building  the  subject  vessel. ". 
SK:.  ua.  ENFORCBttBST  OF  COVyTBS- 
URASUSSS. 

Part  II  of  title  IV  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"SBC  468.  SHIPBVnJMNG  AGREEMENT  COUNTER- 
MEASURES. 

"(a)  In  General.— Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law.  upon  receiving  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Commerce  a  list  of  vessels  subject  to 
countermeasures  under  section  807.  the  Customs 
Service  shall  deny  any  request  for  a  permit  to 
lade  or  unlade  passengers,  merchandise,  or  bag- 
gage from  or  onto  those  vessels  so  listed. 

"(b)  Exceptions.— Si^section  (a)  shall  not  be 
applied  to  deny  a  permit  for  the  following: 

"(1)  To  unlade  any  United  States  citizen  or 
permanent  legal  resident  alien  from  a  vessel  in- 
cluded in  the  list  described  in  subsection  (a),  or 
to  unlade  any  refugee  or  any  alien  who  would 
otherwise  be  eligible  to  apply  for  asylum  and 
withholding  of  deportation  under  the  Immigra- 
tion and  Nationality  Act. 

"(2)  To  lade  or  unlade  any  cretomember  of 
such  vessel. 

"(3)  To  lade  or  unlade  coal  and  other  fuel 
supplies  (for  the  operation  of  the  listed  vessel), 
ships'  stores,  sea  stores,  and  the  legitimate 
equipment  of  such  vessel. 


"(4)  To  lade  or  unlade  supplies  for  the  use  or 
sale  on  such  vessel. 

"(5)  To  lade  or  unlade  such  other  merchan- 
dise, baggage,  or  passenger  as  the  Customs  Serv- 
ice shall  determine  necessary  to  protect  the  im- 
mediate health,  safety,  or  welfare  of  a  human 
being. 

"(C)  CORRECTION  OF  MINISTERIAL  OR  CLERI- 
CAL ERRORS.— 

"(I)  PETITION  FOR  CORRECTION  .—If  the  master 
of  any  vessel  whose  application  for  a  permit  to 
lade  or  unlade  has  been  denied  under  this  sec- 
tion believes  that  such  denial  resulted  from  a 
ministerial  or  clerical  error,  not  amounting  to  a 
mistake  of  law,  committed  by  any  CustorTis  offi- 
cer, the  master  may  petition  the  Ctistoms  Service 
for  correction  of  such  error,  as  provided  by  regu- 
lation. 

"(2)  INAPPLICABILITY  OF  SECTIONS  5U  AND 
520. — Nottmthstanding  paragraph  (1),  imposition 
of  countermeasures  under  this  section  shall  not 
be  deemed  an  exclusion  or  other  protestable  de- 
cision under  section  514,  and  shall  not  be  subject 
to  correction  under  section  520. 

"(3)  PETITIONS  SEEKING  ADMINISTRATIVE  RE- 
VIEW.— Any  petition  seeking  administrative  re- 
view of  any  matter  regarding  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce's  decision  to  list  a  vessel  under  sec- 
tion 807  must  be  brought  under  that  section. 

"(d)  Penalties.— In  addition  to  any  other 
provision  of  law,  the  Customs  Service  may  im- 
pose a  civil  penalty  of  not  to  exceed  S10,000 
against  the  master  of  any  vessel— 

"(1)  who  submits  false  information  in  request- 
ing any  permit  to  lade  or  unlade:  or 

"(2)  who  attempts  to,  or  actually  does,  lade  or 
unlade  in  violation  of  any  denial  of  such  permit 
under  this  section.". 

SEC.  103.  JUDICIAL  REVIEW  IN  INJURIOUS  PRIC- 
ING AND  COUNTERMEASURE  PRO- 
CEEDINGS. 

(a)  JUDICIAL  review.— Part  III  of  title  IV  of 

the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  is  amended  by  inserting 

after  section  516A  the  folloieing: 

SEC.    516B.    JimiCIAL    REVIEW   IN   INJURIOUS 

PRICING     AND     COUNTERMEASURE 

PROCEEDINGS. 

"(a)  REVIEW  OF  Determination.— 

"(1)  IN  general.— Within  30  days  after  the 
date  of  publication  in  the  Federal  Register  of— 

"(A)(i)  a  determination  by  the  administering 
authority  under  section  802(c)  not  to  initiate  an 
investigation, 

"(ii)  a  negative  determination  by  the  Commis- 
sion under  section  803(a)  as  to  whether  there  is 
or  has  been  reasonable  indication  of  material  in- 
jury, threat  of  material  injury,  or  rruxterial  re- 
tardation, 

"(iU)  a  determination  by  the  administering 
authority  to  suspend  or  revoke  an  injurious 
pricing  order  under  section  806(d)  or  (e). 

"(iv)  a  determination  by  the  administering  au- 
thority under  section  807(c), 

"(v)  a  determination  by  the  administering  au- 
thority in  a  review  under  section  807(d), 

"(vi)  a  determination  by  the  administering  au- 
thority concerning  whether  to  extend  the  scope 
or  duration  of  a  countermeasure  order  under 
section  807(e)(3)(B)(ii). 

"(vii)  a  determination  by  the  administering 
authority  to  amend  a  countermeasure  order 
under  section  807(e)(6). 

"(viii)  a  determination  by  the  administering 
authority  in  a  review  under  section  807(g). 

"(ix)  a  determination  by  the  administering  au- 
thority under  section  807(i)  to  terminate  pro- 
ceedings, or  to  amend  or  revoke  a  counter- 
measure  order, 

"(X)  a  determination  by  the  administering  au- 
thority under  section  845(b),  with  respect  to  a 
matter  described  in  paragraph  (1)(D)  of  that  sec- 
tion, or 

"(B)(i)  an  injurious  pricing  order  based  on  a 
determination  described  in  subparagraph  (A)  of 
paragraph  (2). 


"(ii)  notice  of  a  determination  described  in 
subparagraph  (B)  of  paragraph  (2), 

"(Hi)  notice  of  implementation  of  a  determina- 
tion described  in  subparagraph  (C)  of  para- 
graph (2),  or 

"(iv)  notice  of  revocation  of  an  injurioiis  pric- 
ing order  based  on  a  determination  described  in 
subparagraph  (D)  of  paragraph  (2), 
an  interested  party  who  is  a  party  to  the  pro- 
ceeding in  connection  with  which  the  matter 
arises  may  commence  an  action  in  the  United 
States  Court  of  International  Trade  by  filing 
concurrently  a  summons  and  complaint,  each 
with  the  content  and  in  the  form,  manner,  and 
style  prescribed  by  the  rules  of  that  court,  con- 
testing any  factual  findings  or  legal  conclusions 
upon  which  the  determination  is  based. 

"(2)  reviewable  determinations.— The  de- 
terminations referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)(B) 
are — 

"(A)  a  final  affirmative  determination  by  the 
administering  authority  or  by  the  Commission 
under  section  805.  including  any  negative  part 
of  such  a  determination  (other  than  a  part  re- 
ferred to  in  subparagraph  (B)). 

"(B)  a  final  negative  determination  by  the  ad- 
ministering authority  or  the  Commission  under 
section  805, 

"(C)  a  determination  by  the  administering  au- 
thority under  section  845(b).  vjith  respect  to  a 
matter  described  in  paragraph  (1)(A)  of  that  sec- 
tion, and 

"(D)  a  determination  by  the  Commission 
under  section  845(a)  that  results  in  the  revoca- 
tion of  an  injurious  pricing  order. 

"(3)  Exception.— Notwithstanding  the  30-day 
limitation  imposed  by  paragraph  (1)  with  regard 
to  an  order  described  in  paragraph  (I)(B)(i).  a 
final  affirmative  determination  by  the  admin- 
istering authority  under  section  805  may  be  con- 
tested by  commencing  an  action,  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (I),  within  30 
days  after  the  date  of  publication  in  the  Federal 
Register  of  a  final  negative  determination  by  the 
Commission  under  section  805. 

"(4)  Procedures  and  fees.— The  procedures 
and  fees  set  forth  in  chapter  169  of  title  28. 
United  States  Code,  apply  to  an  action  under 
this  section. 

"(b)  STANDARDS  OF  REVIEW.— 

"(I)  Remedy.— The  court  shall  hold  unlawful 
any  determination,  finding,  or  conclusion 
found — 

"(A)  in  an  action  brought  under  subpara- 
graph (A)  of  subsection  (a)(1).  to  be  arbitrary, 
capricious,  an  abuse  of  discretion,  or  otherwise 
not  in  accordance  with  law,  or 

"(B)  in  an  action  brought  under  subpara- 
graph (B)  of  subsection  (a)(1),  to  be  unsup- 
ported by  substantial  evidence  on  the  record,  or 
otherwise  not  in  accordance  vrith  law. 

"(2)  Record  for  review.— 

"(A)  In  general.— For  purposes  of  this  sub- 
section, the  record,  unless  otherwise  stipulated 
by  the  parties,  shall  consist  of— 

"(i)  a  copy  of  all  information  presented  to  or 
obtained  by  the  administering  authority  or  the 
Commission  during  the  course  of  the  administra- 
tive proceeding,  including  all  governmental 
memoranda  pertaining  to  the  case  and  the 
record  of  ex  parte  meetings  required  to  be  kept 
by  section  843(a)(2):  and 

"(ii)  a  copy  of  the  determination,  all  tran- 
scripts or  records  of  conferences  or  hearings, 
and  all  notices  published  in  the  Federal  Reg- 
ister. 

"(B)  Confidential  or  privileged  mate- 
rial.— The  confidential  or  privileged  status  ac- 
corded to  any  documents,  comments,  or  informa- 
tion shall  be  preserved  in  any  action  under  this 
section.  Notwithstanding  the  preceding  sen- 
tence, the  court  may  examine,  in  camera,  the 
confidential  or  privileged  material,  and  may  dis- 
close such  material  under  such  terms  and  condi- 
tions as  it  may  order. 
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"(c)  Standing. — Any  interested  party  who 
was  a  party  to  the  proceeding  under  title  VIII 
shall  have  the  right  to  appear  and  be  heard  as 
a  party  in  interest  before  the  United  States 
Court  of  International  Trade  in  an  action  under 
this  section.  The  party  filing  the  action  shall 
notify  all  such  interested  parties  of  the  filing  of 
an  action  under  this  section,  in  the  form,  man- 
ner, and  within  the  time  prescribed  by  rules  of 
the  court. 

"(d)  Definitions.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion: 

"(1)     AD.\tINISTERING    AUTHORITY.— The    term 

'administering  authority '  has  the  meaning  given 
that  term  in  section  861(1). 

"(2)  Co.v.wssiON.—The  term  'Commission' 
means  the  United  States  International  Trade 
Commission. 

"(3)  Interested  party.— The  term  'interested 
party'  means  any  person  described  in  section 
861(17).". 

(b)  CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS.— 

(1)  Jurisdiction  of  the  court.— Section 
1581(c)  of  title  28.  United  States  Code,  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  "or  516B"  after  "section  516 A". 

(2)  REUEF.— Section  2643  of  title  28,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended — 

(A)  in  subsection  (c)(1)  by  striking  "and  (5)" 
and  inserting  "(5),  and  (6)";  and 

(B)  in  subsection  (c)  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

"(6)  In  any  civil  action  under  section  5I6B  of 
the  Tariff  Act  of  1930,  the  Court  of  Inter- 
national Trade  may  not  issue  injunctions  or  any 
other  form  of  equitable  relief,  except  with  regard 
to  impleinentation  of  a  countermeasure  order 
under  section  468  of  that  Act,  upon  a  proper 
showing  that  such  relief  is  warranted.". 

TITLE  n— OTHER  PROVISIONS 
SEC.  tax.  EQUIPMENT  AND  REPAIR  OF  VESSELS. 

Section  466  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  (19  U.S.C. 
1466),  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection: 

"(i)  The  duty  imposed  by  subsection  (a)  shall 
not  apply  with  respect  to  activities  occurring  in 
a  Shipbuilding  Agreement  Party,  as  defined  in 
section  861(22),  with  respect  to— 

"(1)  self-propelled  seagoing  vessels  of  100  gross 
tons  or  more  that  are  used  for  transportation  of 
goods  or  persons  or  for  performance  of  a  special- 
ized service  (including,  but  not  limited  to,  ice 
breakers  and  dredges),  and 

"(2)  tugs  of  365  kilowatts  or  more. 

A  vessel  shall  be  considered  'self-propelled  sea- 
going' if  its  permanent  propulsion  and  steering 
provide  it  all  the  characteristics  of  self-naviga- 
bility in  the  high  seas.". 

SBC.  SOi.  EFFECT  OF  AGREEMENT  WTTB  RESJVCT 
TO  PRIVATE  REMEDIES. 

No  person  other  than  the  United  States— 

(1)  shall  have  any  cause  of  action  or  defense 
under  the  Shipbuilding  Agreement  or  by  virtue 
of  congressional  approval  of  the  agreement,  or 

(2)  may  challenge,  in  any  action  brought 
under  any  provision  of  law,  any  action  or  inac- 
tion by  any  department,  agency,  or  other  instru- 
mentality of  the  United  States,  the  District  of 
Columbia,  any  State,  any  political  subdivision 
of  a  State,  or  any  territory  or  possession  of  the 
United  States  on  the  ground  thJat  such  action  or 
inaction  is  inconsistent  with  such  agreement. 
SBC.  HO.  IMPLEMENTING  REGULATIONS 

After  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
the  heads  of  agencies  with  functions  under  this 
Act  and  the  amendments  made  by  this  Act  may 
issue  such  regulations  as  may  be  necessary  to 
ensure  that  this  Act  is  appropriately  imple- 
mented on  the  date  the  Shipbuilding  Agreement 
enters  into  force  with  respect  to  the  United 
States. 

SEC.  lot.  AMENDMENTS  TO  TBE  MERCBANT  MA- 
RINE ACT,  1936. 

The  Merchant  Marine  Act,  1936,  is  amended 
as  follows: 


(1)  Section  511(a)(2)  (46  App.  U.S.C. 
1161(a)(2))  is  amended  by  inserting  after  "1939." 
the  follounng:  "or.  if  the  vessel  is  a  Shipbuilding 
Agreement  vessel,  constructed  in  a  Shipbuilding 
Agreement  Party,  but  only  with  regard  to  mon- 
eys deposited,  on  or  after  the  date  on  which  the 
Shipbuilding  Trade  Agreement  Act  takes  effect, 
into  a  construction  reserve  fund  esUiblished 
under  subsection  (b)". 

(2)  Section  601(a)  (46  App.  U.S.C.  1171(a))  is 
amended  by  striking  ",  and  that  such  vessel  or 
vessels  were  built  in  the  United  States,  or  have 
been  documented  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  not  later  than  February  1.  1928.  or  actu- 
ally ordered  and  under  construction  for  the  ac- 
count of  citizens  of  the  United  States  prior  to 
such  date"  and  inserting  "and  that  such  vessel 
or  vessels  were  built  in  the  United  States,  or.  if 
the  vessel  or  vessels  are  Shipbuilding  Agreement 
vessels,  in  a  Shipbuilding  Agreement  Party". 

(3)  Section  606(6)  (46  App.  U.S.C.  1176(6))  is 
amended  by  inserting  "or,  if  the  vessel  is  a  Ship- 
buUding  Agreement  vessel,  in  a  Shipbuilding 
Agreement  Party  or  in  the  United  States"  before 
",  except  in  an  emergency.". 

(4)  Section  607  (46  App.  U.S.C.  1177)  is  amend- 
ed as  follows: 

(A)  Subsection  (a)  is  amended  by  inserting 
"or,  if  the  vessel  is  a  Shipbuilding  Agreement 
vessel,  in  a  Shipbuilding  Agreement  Party," 
after  "built  in  the  United  States". 

(B)  Subsection  (k)  is  amended  as  follows: 

(i)  Paragraph  (1)  is  amended  by  striking  sub- 
paragraph (A)  and  inserting  the  folloieing: 

"(A)(i)  constructed  in  the  United  States  and, 
if  reconstructed,  reconstructed  in  the  United 
States  or  in  a  Shipbuilding  Agreement  Party,  or 

"(ii)  that  is  a  Shipbuilding  Agreement  vessel 
and  is  constructed  in  a  Shipbuilding  Agreement 
Party  and,  if  reconstructed,  is  reconstructed  in 
a  Shipbuilding  Agreement  Party  or  in  the 
UrUted  States,". 

(ii)  Paragraph  (2)(A)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(A)(i)  constructed  in  the  United  States  and, 
if  reconstructed,  reconstructed  in  the  United 
States  or  in  a  Shipbuilding  Agreement  Party,  or 

"(ii)  that  is  a  Shipbuilding  Agreement  vessel 
and  is  constructed  in  a  Shipbuilding  Agreement 
Party  and.  if  reconstructed,  is  reconstructed  in 
a  Shipbuilding  Agreement  Party  or  in  the 
United  States,  but  only  with  regard  to  rnoneys 
deposited  into  the  fund  on  or  after  the  date  on 
which  the  Shipbuilding  Trade  Agreement  Act 
takes  effect,". 

(5)  Section  610  (46  App.  U.S.C.  1180)  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  "shall  be  built  in  a  domestic  yard 
or  shall  have  been  documented  under  the  laws 
of  the  United  States  not  later  than  February  1, 
1928,  or  actually  ordered  and  under  construc- 
tion for  the  account  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States  prior  to  such  date."  and  inserting  "shall 
be  built  in  the  United  States  or,  if  the  vessel  is 
a  Shipbuilding  Agreement  vessel,  in  a  Shipbuild- 
ing Agreement  Party,". 

(6)  Section  901(b)(1)  (46  App.  U.S.C.  1241(b)(1)) 
is  amended  by  strUcing  the  third  sentence  and 
inserting  the  following: 

"For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  'pri- 
vately owned  United  States-flag  commercial  ves- 
sels' shall  be  deemed  to  include— 

"(A)  any  privately  owned  United  States-flag 
commercial  x)essel  constructed  in  the  United 
States,  and  if  rebuilt,  rebuilt  in  the  United 
States  or  in  a  Shipbuilding  Agreement  Party  on 
or  after  the  date  on  which  the  Shipbuilding 
Trade  Agreement  Act  takes  effect,  and 

"(B)  any  priTiately  otvned  vessel  constructed 
in  a  Shipbuilding  Agreement  Party  on  or  after 
the  date  on  which  the  Shipbuilding  Trade 
Agreement  Act  takes  effect,  and  if  rebuilt,  re- 
built in  a  Shipbuilding  Agreement  Party  or  in 
the  United  States,  that  is  documented  pursuant 
to  chapter  121  of  title  46,  United  States  Code. 


The  term  'privately  owned  United  States-flag 
commercial  vessels'  shall  also  be  deemed  to  in- 
clude any  cargo  vessel  that  so  qualified  pursu- 
ant to  section  615  of  this  Act  or  this  paragraph 
before  the  date  on  which  the  Shipbuilding  Trade 
Agreement  Act  takes  effect.  The  term  'privately 
owned  United  States-flag  commercial  vessels' 
shall  not  be  deemed  to  include  any  liquid  bulk 
cargo  vessel  that  does  not  meet  the  requirements 
of  section  3703a  of  title  46,  United  States  Code.". 

(7)  Section  905  (46  App.  U.S.C.  1244)  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(h)  The  term  'Shipbuilding  Agreement' 
means  the  Agreement  Respecting  Sormal  Com- 
petitive Conditions  in  the  Commercial  Shipbuild- 
ing and  Repair  Industry,  which  resulted  from 
negotiations  under  the  auspices  of  the  Organi- 
zation for  Economic  Cooperation  and  Develop- 
ment, and  u>as  entered  into  on  December  21. 
1994. 

"(i)  The  term  'Shipbuilding  Agreement  Party' 
means  a  state  or  separate  customs  territory  that 
is  a  Party  to  the  Shipbuilding  Agreement,  and 
with  respect  to  which  tfie  United  States  applies 
the  Shipbuilding  Agreement. 

"(j)  The  term  'Shipbuilding  Agreement  vessel' 
means  a  vessel  to  which  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines Article  2.1  of  the  Shipbuilding  Agreement 
applies. 

"(k)  The  term  Export  Credit  Understanding' 
means  the  Understanding  on  Export  Credits  for 
Ships  which  resulted  from  negotiations  unJder 
the  auspices  of  the  Organization  for  Economic 
Cooperation  and  Development  and  was  entered 
into  on  December  21. 1994. 

"(I)  The  term  'Export  Credit  Understanding 
vessel'  means  a  vessel  to  which  the  Secretary  de- 
termines the  Export  Credit  Understanding  ap- 
plies.". 

(8)  Section  1104A  (46  App.  U.S.C.  1274)  is 
amended  as  follows: 

(A)  Paragraph  (5)  of  subsection  (b)  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"(5)  shall  bear  interest  (exclusive  of  charges 
for  the  guarantee  and  service  charges,  if  any)  at 
rates  not  to  exceed  such  percent  per  annum  on 
the  unpaid  principal  as  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines to  be  reasonable,  taking  into  account  the 
range  of  interest  rates  prevailing  in  the  private 
market  for  similar  loans  and  the  risks  assumed 
by  the  Secretary,  except  that,  with  respect  to 
Export  Credit  Understanding  vessels,  arul  Ship- 
building Agreement  vessels,  the  obligations  shall 
bear  interest  at  a  rate  the  Secretary  determines 
to  be  consistent  with  obligations  of  the  United 
States  under  the  Export  Credit  Understanding 
or  the  Shipbuilding  Agreement,  as  the  case  may 
be:". 

(B)  Subsection  (i)  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(i)(l)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2), 
the  Secretary  may  not.  with  respect  to — 

"(A)  the  general  75  percent  or  less  limitation 
contained  in  subsection  (b)(2). 

"(B)  the  87'/2  percent  or  less  limitation  con- 
tained in  the  1st,  2nd.  4th,  or  5th  proviso  to  sub- 
section (b)(2)  or  in  section  1112(b),  or 

"(C)  the  80  percent  or  less  limitation  in  the  3rd 
proviso  to  such  subsection, 
establish  by  rule,  regulation,  or  procedure  any 
percentage  within  any  such  limitation  that  is.  or 
is  intended  to  be.  applied  uniformly  to  all  guar- 
antees or  commitments  to  guarantee  made  under 
this  section  that  are  subject  to  the  limitation. 

"(2)  With  respect  to  Export  Credit  Under- 
standing vessels  and  Shipbuilding  Agreement 
vessels,  the  Secretary  may  establish  by  rule,  reg- 
ulation, or  procedure  a  uniform  percentage  that 
the  Secretary  determines  to  be  consistent  with 
obligations  of  the  United  States  under  the  Ex- 
port Credit  Understanding  or  the  Shipbuilding 
Agreement,  as  the  case  may  be. ". 

(C)  Section  1104B(b)  (46  App.  U.S.C.  I274a(b)) 
is  amended  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  and 
inserting  t?ie  following: 
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",  except  that,  with  respect  to  Export  Credit  Un- 
derstanding vessels  and  Shipbuilding  Agreement 
vessels,  the  Secretary  may  establish  by  rule,  reg- 
ulation, or  procedure  a  uniform  percentage  that 
the  Secretary  determines  to  be  consistent  imth 
obligations  of  the  United  States  under  the  Ex- 
port Credit  Understanding  or  the  Shipbuilding 
Agreement,  as  the  case  may  be.". 

SEC  205.  WITHDRAWAL  FROM  THE  AGREEMENT. 

(a)  Withdrawal.— 

(1)  NOTICE.— The  President  shall  give  notice, 
under  Article  14  of  the  Shipbuilding  Agreement, 
of  intent  of  the  United  States  to  vxithdraw  from 
the  Shipbuilding  Agreement,  as  soon  as  is  prac- 
ticable after  one  or  more  Shipbuilding  Agree- 
ment Parties  give  notice,  under  such  article,  of 
intent  to  withdraw  from  the  Shipbuilding  Agree- 
ment, if  paragraph  (2)  applies. 

(2)  TONSAGE  OF  NEW  CONSTRUCTIOS  IX  WITH- 

DRAWixa  PARTIES.— This  paragraph  applies  if 
the  combined  gross  tonnage  of  new  Shipbuilding 
Agreement  vessels  constructed  in  all  Shipbuild- 
ing Agreement  Parties  who  have  given  notice  to 
withdraw  from  the  Shipbmlding  agreement, 
which  were  delivered  in  the  calendar  year  pre- 
ceding the  calendar  year  in  which  the  notice  is 
given,  is  15  percent  or  more  of  the  gross  tonnage 
of  new  Shipbuilding  Agreement  vessels  that 
were  constructed  in  all  Shipbuilding  Agreement 
Parties  and  were  delivered  in  the  calendar  year 
preceding  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  notice 
is  0ven. 

(3)  TERMINATION  OF  WITHDRAWAL.— If  o  Ship- 
building Agreement  Party  described  in  para- 
graph (2)  takes  action  to  terminate  its  with- 
drawal from  the  Shipbuilding  Agreement,  so 
that  paragraph  (2)  would  not  apply  if  that 
Party  had  not  given  the  notice  to  unthdraw,  the 
President  may  take  the  necessary  steps  to  termi- 
nate the  notice  of  withdrawal  of  the  United 
States  from  the  Shipbuilding  Agreement. 

lb)  REINSTATEMENT  OF  LAWS.— If  the  United 
States  withdraws  from  the  Shipbuilding  agree- 
ment on  the  date  on  which  such  withdrawal  be- 
comes effective,  the  amendments  made  by  sec- 
tion 204  s)iatt  be  deemed  not  to  have  been  made, 
and  the  provisions  of  law  amended  by  section 
204  shall,  on  and  after  such  date,  be  effective  as 
if  this  Act  had  not  been  enacted. 
SBC.  U6.  ixriNmoNs. 
As  used  in  this  title- 
ID  the  terms  "Shipbuilding  Agreement". 
"Shipbuilding  agreement  Party",  and  "Ship- 
building Agreement  vessel"  have  the  meanings 
given  those  terms  in  stibsections  (h),  (i),  and  (j), 
respectively,  of  section  905  of  the  Merchant  Ma- 
rine Act,  1936,  as  added  by  section  204(7)  of  this 
Act:  and 

(2)  the  terms  "CATT  1994"  and  "Uruguay 
Round  Agreements"  have  the  meanings  given 
those  terms  in  section  2  of  the  Uruguay  Round 
Agreements  Act. 

TTTLE  m— REVENUE  OFFSET 
SBC  301.  PENALTIES  FOR  FAILURE  TO  DISCLOSE 
POSITION    THAT    CERTAIN    INTER- 
NATIONAL SHIPPING  INCOME  IS  NOT 
INCLUDIBLE  IN  GROSS  INCOME 

(a)  In  General.— Section  883  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(d)  Penalties  for  Failure  to  Disclose  po- 
sition THAT  Certain  International  Shipping 
Income  Is  Not  Includible  in  Gross  Income.— 

"(1)  In  general.— a  taxpayer  who,  with  re- 
spect to  any  tax  imposed  by  this  title,  takes  the 
position  that  any  of  its  gross  income  derived 
from  the  intematioruil  operation  of  a  ship  or 
ships  is  not  includible  in  gross  income  by  reason 
of  subsection  (a)(1)  or  section  872(b)(1)  shall  be 
entitled  to  such  treatment  only  if  such  position 
is  disclosed  (in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary 
may  prescribe)  on  the  return  of  tax  for  such  tax 
(or  any  statement  attached  to  such  return). 

"(2)  Additional  penalties  for  faiung  to 
disclose  position.— If  a  taxpayer  fails  to  meet 


the  requirement  of  paragraph  (1)  with  respect  to 
any  taxable  year— 

"(A)  the  amount  of  the  income  from  the  inter- 
national operation  of  a  ship  or  ships — 

"(i)  which  is  from  sources  without  the  United 
States,  and 

"(ii)  which  is  attributable  to  a  fixed  place  of 
business  in  the  United  States, 
shall  be  treated  for  purposes  of  this  title  as  ef- 
fectively connected  vnth  the  conduct  of  a  trade 
or  business  within  the  United  States,  and 

"(B)  no  deductions  or  credits  shall  be  allowed 
which  are  attributable  to  income  from  the  inter- 
national operation  of  a  ship  or  ships. 

"(3)  Reasonable  cause  exception.— This 
subsection  shall  not  apply  to  a  failure  to  dis- 
close a  position  if  it  is  shown  that  such  failure 
is  due  to  reasonable  cause  and  not  due  to  willful 
neglect." 

(b)  Conforming  A!^endments.— 

(1)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  872(b)  of  such 
Code  is  amended  by  striking  "Gross  income" 
and  inserting  "Except  as  provided  in  section 
883(d),  gross  income". 

(2)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  883(a)  of  such 
Code  is  amended  by  striking  "Gross  income" 
and  inserting  "Except  as  provided  in  subsection 
(d),  gross  income". 

(c)  Effective  Date.— 

(1)  In  general. — Notvnthstanding  section  3. 
the  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall 
apply  to  taxable  years  beginning  after  the  later 
of- 

(A)  December  31, 1996,  or 

(B)  the  date  that  the  Shipbuilding  Agreement 
enters  into  force  with  respect  to  the  United 
States. 

(2)  Coordination  with  treaties.— The 
amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  not 
apply  in  any  case  where  their  application  would 
be  contrary  to  any  treaty  obligation  of  the 
United  States. 

(d)  Information  To  Be  Provided  by  Cus- 
toms Service.— The  United  States  Custom  Serv- 
ice shall  provide  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
or  his  delegate  with  such  information  as  may  be 
specified  by  such  Secretary  in  order  to  enable 
such  Secretary  to  determine  whether  ships 
which  are  not  registered  in  the  United  States 
are  engaged  in  transportation  to  or  from  the 
United  States. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  No  other  amend- 
ment is  in  order  except  the  amendment 
printed  in  part  2  of  the  report.  That 
amendment  may  be  offered  only  by  a 
member  designated  in  the  report,  shall 
be  considered  read,  shall  be  debatable 
for  1  hour,  equally  divided  and  con- 
trolled by  the  proponent  and  an  oppo- 
nent, shall  not  be  subject  to  amend- 
ment, and  shall  not  be  subject  to  a  de- 
mand for  division  of  the  question. 

It  is  now  in  order  to  consider  the 
amendment  printed  in  part  2  of  the  re- 
port. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BATEMAN 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Bateman:  In 
section  3  (page  2.  line  15).  strike  "This"  and 
insert  "Except  as  provided  In  section  206, 
this". 

Redeslgmate  section  206  as  section  209.  and 
insert  the  following  after  section  205: 

SEC.  S96.  APPUCABILITY  OF  TITLE  ZI  AMEND- 
MENTS. 

(a)  EFFECTIVE  Date.— 


(1)  In  GENERAL.— Notwithstanding  any  pro- 
vision of  the  Shipbuilding  Agreement  or  the 
Export  Credit  Understanding,  the  amend- 
ments made  by  paragraph  (8)  of  section  204 
shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  any  commit- 
ment to  guarantee  made  under  title  XI  of  the 
Merchant  Marine  Act,  1936.  before  January  1, 
1999,  with  respect  to  a  vessel  delivered- 

(A)  before  January  1,  2002,  or 

(B)  In  the  case  of  unusual  circumstances  to 
which  paragraph  (2)  applies,  as  soon  after 
January  1,  2002,  as  is  practicable. 

(2)  Unusual  circumstances.- This  para- 
graph applies  m  a  case  in  which  unusual  cir- 
cumstances beyond  the  control  of  the  parties 
concerned  prevent  the  delivery  of  a  vessel  by 
January  1.  2002.  As  used  In  this  paragraph, 
the  term  "unusual  circumstances"  means 
acts  of  God  (other  than  ordinary  storms  or 
inclement  weather  conditions),  labor  strikes, 
acts  of  sabotage,  explosions,  fires,  or  vandal- 
ism, and  similar  circumstances. 

SEC.  207.  OTHER  LAWS  NOT  AFFECTED. 

The  Shipbuilding  Agreement  shall  not  af- 
fect, directly  or  Indirectly,  the  Merchant 
Marine  Act,  1920,  the  Act  of  June  19,  1886  (46 
U.S.C.  App.  289),  or  any  other  provision  of 
law  set  forth  In  Accompanying  Note  2  to 
Annex  n  to  the  Shipbuilding  Agreement,  and 
shall  not  provide  any  mechanism  to  subject 
any  producer  of  vessels  in  the  United  States 
to  financial  penalties,  duties,  bid  restric- 
tions, unfavorable  bid  preferences,  or  with- 
drawal of  concessions  under  the  GATT  1994 
or  other  Uruguay  Round  Agreements,  in  the 
competition  for  International  commercial 
vessel  construction  or  reconstruction  orders 
because  of  construction  of  vessels  by  United 
States  shipbuilders  for  operation  In  the 
coastwise  trade  of  the  United  States. 

SEC.  208.  PROTECTION  OF  UNITED  STATES  IN- 
TERESTS. 

Nothing  In  the  Shipbuilding  Agreement 
shall  be  construed  to  prevent  the  United 
States  from  taking  any  action  which  It  con- 
siders necessary  for  the  protection  of  essen- 
tial security  interests  or  from  Invoking  its 
sovereign  authority  to  define,  for  purposes  of 
exclusion  from  coverage  under  the  Ship- 
building Agreement  and  from  any  dispute  or 
challenge  based  on  Annex  I  to  the  Shipbuild- 
ing Agreement,  "military  vessel",  "military 
reserve  vessel",  or  "essential  security  Inter- 
est" on  a  case  by  case  basis,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

In  paragraph  (1)  of  section  209  (as  redesig- 
nated by  this  amendment),  strike  "and 
'Shipbuilding  Agreement  vessel'  have  the 
meanings  given  those  terms  In  subsections 
(h),  (1),  and  (j)"  and  Insert  "'Shipbuilding 
Agreement  vessel',  and  'Export  Credit  Under- 
standing' have  the  meanlngrs  given  those 
terms  In  subsections  (h).  (I),  (j),  and  (k)" 

Page  6,  strike  line  19  and  all  that  follows 
through  page  7,  line  2. 

Page  7.  line  3.  Insert  "(I)  If  before  "the  pe- 
titioner". 

Page  7,  strike  lines  9  through  11  and  Insert 
the  following: 

"(II)  If  the  petitioner  was  not  Invited  to 
tender  a  bid,  the  petition". 

Page  7,  line  19,  strike  "(l)(m)"  and  Insert 
"(IXn)". 

Page  9,  line  10.  strike  "(1)  or  (11)"  and  in- 
sert "(1)(I)". 

Page  9,  line  18,  strike  "(1){B)(111)"  and  in- 
sert "(l)(B)(l)(n)". 

Page  49.  add  the  following  after  line  24: 

"SEC.  809.  THIRD  COUNTRY  SALES. 

"(a)  Filing  of  PETmoN.— Any  interested 
party  that  would  be  eligible  to  file  a  petition 
under  section  802(b)(1)  with  respect  to  a  sale 
If  such  sale  had  been  to  a  United  States 
buyer  may.  with  respect  to  a  sale  of  a  vessel 
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by  a  foreign  producer  in  a  Shipbuilding 
Agreement  Party  to  a  buyer  in  a  third  coun- 
try that  Is  a  Shipbuilding  Agreement  Party, 
flle  with  the  Trade  Representative  a  petition 
alleging  thav- 

"(1)  such  vessel  has  been  sold  at  less  than 
fair  value:  and 

"(2)  the  Industry  In  the  United  States  pro- 
ducing or  capable  of  producing  a  like  vessel 
Is  materially  Injured  by  reason  of  such  sale. 

"(b)  Determination.— Upon  receipt  of  a  pe- 
tition under  subsection  (a),  the  Trade  Rep- 
resentative shall  request  the  following  deter- 
minations to  be  made  in  accordance  with 
substantive  and  procedural  requirements 
specified  by  the  Trade  Representative,  not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  this 
title: 

"(1)  The  administering  authority  shall  de- 
termine whether  there  is  reasonable  cause  to 
believe  that  the  subject  vessel  has  been  sold 
at  less  than  fair  value. 

"(2)  The  Commission  shall  determine 
whether  there  is  reasonable  cause  to  believe 
that  the  industry  in  the  United  States  is  ma- 
terially Injured  by  reason  of  such  sale. 

"(c)  Complaint  by  Trade  Representa- 
TTVE.- If  the  administering  authority  makes 
an  affirmative  determination  under  para- 
graph (1)  of  subsection  (b).  and  the  Commis- 
sion makes  an  affirmative  determination 
under  paragraph  (2)  of  subsection  (b).  the 
Trade  Representative  shall  make  application 
to  the  country  of  the  buyer  of  the  subject 
vessel  for  an  injurious  pricing  action  and  re- 
lief similar  to  that  available  under  section 
808.  The  Trade  Representative  shall  advise 
the  petitioner  of  the  proceedings  undertaken 
by  the  third  country  in  response  to  such  ap- 
plication and  shall  permit  the  petitioner  to 
participate  In  such  proceedings  to  the  great- 
est extent  practicable." 

Page  102,  line  9.  strike  "or  808"  and  Insert 
",808,  or  809". 

in  the  table  of  contents  for  chapter  8  of 
title  Vn  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  (page  3, 
after  line  9),  Insert  the  following  after  the 
Item  relating  to  section  806: 
"Sec.  809.  Thfrd  country  sales." 

Page  100,  line  20,  strike  "and":  on  line  21. 
strike  "(111)"  and  Insert  "(iv)",  and  Insert 
the  following  after  line  20: 

"(ill)  a  military  reserve  vessel,  and". 

Page  101,  insert  the  following  after  line  15: 

"(E)  MIUTVUIY  RESERVE  VESSEL.— A  'mili- 
tary reserve  vessel'  is  a  vessel  that  has  been 
constructed  with  national  defense  features 
and  characteristics  required  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  for  the  purpose  of  support- 
ing the  United  States  Armed  Forces  In  a  con- 
tingency. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Bateman]  and  a  Member  opposed  will 
each  control  30  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Bateman]. 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  15  minutes  of 
the  time  allotted  to  me  on  the  Com- 
mittee on  National  Security  be  as- 
signed to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Dellums]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  myself  as  much  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  amendment  will 
address  a  number  of  deficiencies  in  the 


underlying  text  of  H.R.  2754.  Again  I 
wish  to  emphasize  that  my  complaints 
with  this  agreement  are  not  over  the 
pros  and  cons  of  subsidizing  this  indus- 
try or  any  other  industry.  This  is  not  a 
fight  over  subsidies.  It  is,  however,  a 
fight  over  the  fairness  of  this  agree- 
ment as  it  relates  to  our  large  domes- 
tic shipyards. 

This  amendment  will  not  make  the 
agreement  perfect,  but  it  will  negate  to 
some  degree  its  negative  impact  on  the 
large  shipyards  which  have  been  com- 
mitted to  building  naval  vessels. 

Let  me  explain  how  this  agreement 
works  from  the  perspective  of  our  ship- 
yards during  the  process  of 
transitioning  from  100  percent  Navy 
work  to  a  combination  of  Navy  and 
commercial  work.  Take,  for  example, 
the  title  XI  loan  guarantee  program 
which  my  amendment  addresses.  Under 
the  agreement  in  H.R.  2754,  as  pres- 
ently before  my  colleagues,  the  favor- 
able terms  are  offered  effective  July  15. 
1996.  Current  law,  which  my  amend- 
ment seeks  to  retain  for  a  period  of  30 
months,  allows  U.S.  Maritime  Adminis- 
tration to  issue  loan  guarantees  for  the 
construction  of  vessels  in  U.S.  yards. 
Those  guarantees  allow  for  a  loan  re- 
pajrment  period  of  up  to  25  years  and  a 
downpasmaent  required  of  12.5  percent. 
Under  this  agreement  this  will  change 
to  a  repajrment  term  of  only  12  years 
and  require  a  downpayment  of  20  per- 
cent. 

In  simple  terms,  the  shipowner  will 
have  to  pay  off  the  mortgage  twice  as 
fast  and  will  have  to  come  up  with  al- 
most double  the  downpayment  if  he 
chooses  to  build  in  a  U.S.  shipyard. 

The  more  favorable  terms  which  my 
amendment  seeks  to  retain  for  only  30 
additional  months  was  the  product  of 
extensive  debate  between  the  House 
and  the  Senate  during  consideration  of 
the  fiscal  year  1994  defense  authoriza- 
tion bill.  The  Senate  had,  at  the  urging 
of  the  administration,  sought  to  adopt 
at  that  time  the  less  favorable  terms 
which  we  are  being  asked  to  adopt  now. 
The  House  version  recognized  that  if 
we  were  to  offer  any  chance  to  our 
large  U.S.  yards  to  move  to  commer- 
cial ship  construction,  that  we  had  to 
offer  a  program  to  encourage  foreign 
purchases  to  at  leaist  give  U.S.  ship- 
yards one  competitive  tool. 

The  Committee  on  National  Security 
was  well  aware  that  our  foreign  com- 
petitors had  received  literally  billions 
of  dollars  annually  in  subsidies.  We 
also  knew  that  It  would  take  more 
than  24  months  to  have  our  yards  re- 
tooled and  market  a  totally  new  prod- 
uct. Remarkably  two  of  our  shipyards, 
Newport  News  in  Virginia  and 
Avondale  in  Louisiana  are  making  the 
transition  having  recently  begun  con- 
struction, thanks  to  title  XI  loan  guar- 
antees, on  double-hull  commercial 
tankers. 

It  is  important  to  keep  in  mind  that 
our  northern  competitors  have  bene- 


fited from  literally  billions  of  dollars 
in  subsidies  over  the  years.  As  my  col- 
leagues can  see  from  charts  that  we 
put  before  them,  the  annual  average 
has  exceeded  58  billion  for  our  six 
major  competitors.  Our  title  XI  pro- 
gram has  amounted  to  an  average  of 
only  $50  billion  since  fiscal  year  1994. 

The  advantage  of  my  amendment  is 
severalfold.  It  brings  to  an  end  sub- 
sidies. Yes.  it  is  a  compromise.  It  also 
recognizes  that  we  cannot  wish  budg- 
ets, as  tight  as  they  are.  to  afford  to 
get  in  subsidy  battles  with  other  na- 
tions. With  the  compromise  here  is 
that  it  recognizes  that  our  foreign 
competitors  were  able  to  retain  under 
the  guise  of  restructuring  a  large  pack- 
age which  lasts  well  into  1999. 

In  other  words,  my  amendment,  as  it 
addresses  title  XI.  brings  some  measure 
of  fairness  to  this  agreement,  fairness 
which  our  negotiators  choose  not  to  in- 
sist on.  It  is  now  up  to  the  Congress  to 
step  up  and  correct  the  deficiency. 

Let  me  briefly  respond  to  charges 
that  this  amendment  will  result  in  the 
agreement  falling  apart.  Our  nego- 
tiators are  already  at  work  getting  an 
extension  of  the  delivery  date  on  ves- 
sels which  are  built  using  the  title  XI 
guarantees.  They  have  already  gained  a 
delay  of  6  months  from  the  original  ef- 
fective date. 

Now.  I  appreciate  that  they  do  not 
wish  to  approach  our  trading  partners 
again  but  for  what  is,  by  any  fair  as- 
sessment, a  very  modest  extension. 
However,  it  is  the  obligation  and  the 
duty  of  Congress  not  to  accept  every 
agreement  that  has  been  negotiated. 
We  are  not  here  to  simply  rubber 
stamp  an  agreement  if  we  think  it  is 
wrong. 

Finally,  my  amendment  corrects  sev- 
eral other  deficiencies,  particularly  as 
they  relate  to  the  Jones  Act  and  DOD 
procurements.  As  presently  drafted, 
this  agreement  may  be  used  as  a  wedge 
against  the  Jones  Act.  The  Jones  Act 
requires  that  all  merchandise  trans- 
ported to  points  in  the  United  States 
must  be  carried  on  U.S.-reglstered  and 
U.S.-built  vessels.  This  agreement  ap- 
pears to  allow  foreign  countries  to  re- 
taliate against  U.S.  companies  if  U.S. 
shipbuilders  construct  more  than 
200,000  tons  of  Jones  Act  trade  vessels 
annually  for  the  first  3  years.  After  3 
years,  any  construction  creates  a  pre- 
sumption that  the  rights  and  balances 
of  the  parties  is  upset  and  sanctions 
can  be  imposed. 

This  part  of  the  en  bloc  amendment 
simply  assures  that  exemption  from 
the  Jones  Act.  which  our  trade  nego- 
tiators tell  us  is  consistent  with  the 
agreement  even  though  the  OECD  rep- 
resentatives insist  the  Jones  Act  must 
go  away.  The  U.S.  Trade  Representa- 
tives noted  in  our  hearing  that  Euro- 
pean Union  interpretation  of  the  Jones 
Act  provisions  were  wrong.  We  are  sim- 
ply making  it  absolutely  clear  that 
nothing  in  this  agreement  affects  the 
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Jones  Act.  The  Committee  on  National 
Security  believes  the  changres  to  do- 
mestic law  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Congress  and  the  imposition  of  pen- 
alties by  foreign  entities  for  compli- 
ance with  the  domestic  statute  is  inap- 
propriate. My  amendment  prevents 
this  from  happening.  If  our  Trade  Rep- 
resentative is  correct  and  the  Jones 
Act  is  not  affected,  my  amendment 
clearly  can  do  no  harm.  If  they  are  in- 
correct, my  amendment  is  critically 
needed.  We  should  protect  the  Jones 
Act  and  do  so,  and  to  do  so  my  col- 
leagues should  vote  for  my  amend- 
ment. 

Last,  my  amendment  would  clarify 
that  nothing  in  the  agreement  should 
be  construed  as  preventing  the  United 
States  from  taking  any  action  which  it 
considers  necessary  for  the  protection 
of  its  essential  security  interests.  This 
part  of  the  amendment  would  allow  the 
United  States  to  invoke  its  sovereign 
authority  to  define  for  the  purposes  of 
exclusion  from  the  agreement  the 
terms,  quote,  military  vessel,  unquote, 
military  reserve  vessel,  or,  quote,  es- 
sential security  interests  on  a  case-by- 
case  basis  as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense.  This  part  of  the 
amendment  would  prevent  an  inter- 
national trade  organization  from  defin- 
ing what  is  or  is  not  in  the  national  se- 
curity interests  of  the  United  States. 

Finally,  this  amendment  would  allow 
greater  rights  for  U.S.  shipbuilders  to 
petition  the  U.S.  Trade  Representative 
if  they  believe  other  countries  are  sell- 
ing ships  at  less  than  the  cost  to  for- 
eign countries. 

In  conclusion,  the  Committee  on  Na- 
tional Security  changes  are  modest, 
reasonable,  and  crucial.  They  will  not 
bring  down  this  agreement  as  the  oppo- 
nents would  have  us  believe.  If  it  does, 
it  demonstrates  the  signatories  are  not 
seriously  interested  in  ending  ship- 
building subsidies,  and  if  they  are  not 
so  interested,  then  the  agreement  is 
worthless. 

I  urge  my  colleagues'  support  if  they 
believe  it  is  important  to  preserve  a 
strong  defense  industrial  base  that  will 
be  available  if,  God  forbid,  we  ever 
need  to  mobilize  our  shipbuilders. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Crane]  opposed  to 
the  amendment? 

Mr.  CRANE.  I  am,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Illinois  is  recognized  for  30  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  adamantly  op- 
posed to  this  amendment.  If  imple- 
mented, it  would  cause  the  agreement 
to  disintegrate,  leaving  us  with  noth- 
ing but  many  wasted  years.  Make  no 
mistake:  the  amendment  violates  the 
agreement  in  a  fatal  way.  We  have  re- 
ceived letters  from  a  number  of  our 


trading  partners  telling  us  that  if  this 
amendment  is  adopted,  we  will  not 
have  implemented  the  agreement  and 
that  they  will  not  renegotiate  the 
agreement.  We  cannot  afford  to  have 
them  walk  away. 

Let  me  rebut  the  arguments  raised 
by  the  supporters  of  this  amendment. 
First,  we  do  not  need  to  eliminate  our 
title  XI  program  in  order  to  comply 
with  the  agreement.  We  merely  have  to 
scale  it  back  to  meet  the  agreement  re- 
quirements, just  as  our  trading  part- 
ners must.  We  will  achieve  balance  in- 
stead of  a  war  of  escalation  that  we 
cannot  and  will  not  win. 

Second,  our  national  security  is  com- 
pletely protected  under  the  agreement. 
The  agreement  contains  an  exception 
that  allows  a  government  to  back  away 
if  it  believes  its  national  security  in- 
terests are  at  stake.  The  Department 
of  defense  has  also  sent  us  a  letter  stat- 
ing, and  I  quote,  that  "the  Agreement 
will  not  adversely  affect  our  national 
security."  This  statement  is  powerful 
evidence  that  the  agreement  does  not 
threaten  our  national  security. 

Third,  our  negotiators  were  able  to 
achieve  an  exception  for  the  Jones  Act, 
something  no  other  country  was  able 
to  achieve.  Although  I  agree  that  the 
Jones  Act  is  not  affected,  I  do  not  be- 
lieve that  we  need  specific  statutory 
language  that  says  so.  But  more  impor- 
tantly, I  believe  that  this  amendment 
goes  too  far.  I  am  concerned  that  we 
could  potentially  violate  a  whole  series 
of  agreements,  let  alone  the  Shipbuild- 
ing Agreement,  by  prohibiting  such 
measures  from  taking  effect.  There  is 
no  need  to  put  us  at  such  risk.  As  the 
Defense  Department  stated  in  the  let- 
ter I  quoted  earlier,  the  agreement 
"does  not  change  cabotage  laws,  that 
are  clearly  vital  to  our  national  secu- 
rity." 

We  have  heard  some  discussion  that 
the  amendment  represents  a  com- 
promise position  because  there  are 
some  members  that  wanted  even 
tougher  language.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  se- 
rious violation  is  still  a  serious  viola- 
tion. Merely  because  the  amendment 
keeps  the  current  title  XI  program  in 
effect  for  30  months  as  opposed  to  a 
longer  period  of  time  does  not  change 
the  fact  that  any  extension  of  the  cur- 
rent title  XI  program  violates  the 
agreement. 

Nor  can  it  be  said  that  the  amend- 
ment merely  extends  the  transition  pe- 
riod. Let  us  not  be  naive.  We  would  be 
asking  for  more  benefits  than  we  cur- 
rently have  but,  at  the  same  time, 
would  be  requiring  our  trading  part- 
ners to  implement  all  of  the  terms  of 
the  agreement  immediately.  But  trade 
agreements  do  not  work  that  way.  We 
have  to  give  up  something,  too.  But  the 
reality  is  that  our  shipyards  will  feel 
the  pinch  considerably  less  than  our 
trading  partners:  Our  550  million  in 
title  XI  loan  guarantees  compared  to 
billions  of  dollars  in  foreign  subsidies. 


And  we  do  not  even  have  to  give  up  our 
$50  million.  Instead,  we  just  have  to 
make  sure  that  we  do  not  make  guar- 
antees in  a  manner  that  violates  the 
agreement. 

Let  me  read  what  our  administration 
and  some  of  our  trading  partners  have 
said  about  the  amendment.  U.S.  Trade 
Representative  Charlene  Barshefsky 
has  stated: 

I  want  to  make  clear  that  the  substitute 
amendment  to  H.R.  2754  approved  by  the  Na- 
tional Security  Committee  *  •  *  modifies 
the  legislation  In  ways  that  are  clearly  In- 
compatible with  the  agreement  and  unac- 
ceptable to  the  other  signatories. 

The  EU  Ambassador  to  the  United 
States  has  stated: 

This  amendment  clearly  Is  Inconsistent 
with  the  terms  of  the  agreement  as  nego- 
tiated between  the  parties.  •  *  *  This  signifi- 
cant amendment  would  not  be  acceptable  to 
the  European  Community  since  It  would  be 
contrary  to  the  basic  objectives  and  balance 
of  mutual  concessions  contained  in  the 
agreement.  I  caimot  envisage  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  signatories  of  the 
OECD  agreement  would  be  willing  to  reopen 
negotiations.  The  adoption  of  the  amend- 
ment would  put  the  agreement  In  serious 
jeopardy. 

The  OECD  hais  stated: 

If  this  amendment  is  attached  to  H.R.  2754 
and  passed  by  the  House  of  Representatives, 
the  United  States  is  putting  in  jeopardy  the 
entry  into  force  of  the  Agreement. 

For  all  of  these  reasons,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, let  me  be  clear  that  a  vote  for  the 
amendment  is  a  vote  against  the  agree- 
ment. Contrary  to  what  the  supporters 
are  arguing,  this  amendment  would  not 
improve  the  agreement;  it  would  de- 
stroy it.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join 
together  in  a  bipartisan  effort  to  sup- 
port our  shipbuilding  industry  and  to 
oppose  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  include  the  following 
information  for  the  Record: 

Organisation  for  Economic 
co-operation  and  development, 

Paris,  June  4, 1996. 
Hon.  Herbert  H.  Bateman, 
House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Congressman:  I  understand  that  the 
mark-up  by  the  House  National  Security 
Committee  of  HR  2754.  a  bill  to  approve  and 
implement  the  provisions  of  the  1994  "Agree- 
ment Respecting  Normal  Competitive  Condi- 
tions in  the  Commercial  Shipbuilding  and 
Repair  Industry"  has  led  to  an  amendment 
by  yourself,  among  others,  that  would  ex- 
tend the  provisions  of  the  present  Title  XI 
Loan  Guarantee  Program  until  January  1999, 
with  the  vessels  constructed  using  these 
terms  being  required  to  be  delivered  by  Jan- 
uary 1,  2002.  It  is  clear  that  this  proposal  will 
be  in  contradiction  to  the  Agreement  and  a 
breach  of  Its  provisions.  As  you  know,  the  es- 
sential approach  to  shipbuilding  subsidiza- 
tion in  the  Agreement  and  a  guarantee  of  its 
effectiveness  Is  equal  treatment  of  all  Par- 
ties and  quick  elimination,  i.e.  by  entry  into 
force,  of  all  existing  support  measures. 

Let  me  therefore  express  my  great  concern 
that  if  this  amendment  is  attached  to  HR 
2754  and  passed  by  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, the  United  States  is  putting  in  jeop- 
ardy the  entry  Into  force  of  the  Agreement. 

Failure  to  bring  the  AgiecAnent  into  effect, 
though  possibly  of  some  advantage  for  the 
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US  shipbuilding  industry  in  the  very  short- 
term,  will  be  of  great  harm  to  it  in  the 
longer-term.  Failure  will,  inter  alia,  prompt 
a  resui^ence  of  shipbuilding  subsidies  in  the 
other  countries — which  as  you  know  have  se- 
verely affected  the  competitiveness  of  US 
yards  in  the  past.  Furthermore,  it  would  de- 
prive the  United  States  shipbuilding  indus- 
try of  the  tool  to  act  against  dumping  in  the 
world  shipbuilding  market. 

1  therefore  urge  you  to  reconsider  your 
amendment  as  the  legislation  makes  its 
progress  on  the  floor  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. Strict  and  immediate  imple- 
mentation of  the  Agreement  seems  to  me  to 
be  the  way  of  ensuring  the  long-term  viabil- 
ity of  the  shipbuilding  industries  in  the 
United  States,  as  well  as  those  of  the  other 
Parties  to  the  Agreement. 
Sincerely, 

P.M.  Olberg, 

Ambassador. 

European  Union,  Delegation 
OF  THE  European  Commission, 

Washington.  DC.  May  31. 1996. 
Hon.  Herbert  H.  Bateman, 
House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Congressman:  I  am  writing  on  behalf 
of  the  European  Commission  to  express  our 
considerable  concern  with  respect  to  the 
amendment  passed  by  the  House  National 
Security  Committee  in  its  mark-up  of  the 
OECD  shipbuilding  implementing  legisla- 
tion. The  amendment  calls  for  an  extension 
of  the  term  of  Title  XI  financing  for  ship 
construction  for  thirty  months.  Furthermore 
the  amendment  would  clearly  state  that  the 
agreement  does  not  require  changes  in  the 
Jones  Act  and  that  certain  Department  of 
Defense  procurements  are  not  covered. 

This  amendment  clearly  is  inconsistent 
with  the  terms  of  the  agreement  as  nego- 
tiated between  the  parties. 

The  agreement  is  the  result  of  five  years  of 
complex  negotiations  which  have  led  to  the 
adoption  of  the  basic  principles  originally 
proposed  by  the  United  States  (i.e.  the  prohi- 
bition of  virtually  all  forms  of  future  govern- 
ment subsidies).  Therefore  this  significant 
amendment  would  not  be  acceptable  to  the 
European  Community  since  it  would  be  con- 
trary to  the  basic  objectives  and  balance  of 
mutual  concessions  contained  in  the  agree- 
ment. I  cannot  envisage  the  circumstances 
under  which  signatories  of  the  OECD  agree- 
ment would  be  willing  to  reopen  negotia- 
tions. 

The  adoption  of  the  amendment  would  put 
the  agreement  in  serious  jeopardy.  There- 
fore, 1  should  like  to  urge  you  to  take  the 
above  into  account  in  future  consideration  of 
the  bill. 

Sincerely  Yours, 

Hugo  Paemen, 

Ambassador. 

Embassy  of  Japan. 
Washington,  DC,  June  5, 1996. 
Hon.  Philip  M.  Crane. 
House  of  Representatives, 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Congressman  Crane:  Upon  the  in- 
struction fhjm  my  government.  I  wish  to 
draw  your  attention  to  an  important  and  ur- 
gent matter  concerning  the  "OECD  Ship- 
building Agreement"  (the  Agreement  re- 
specting Normal  Competitive  Conditions  in 
the  Commercial  Shipbuilding  and  Repair  In- 
dustry) which  is  to  be  ratified  by  15  June. 

Recently  we  were  informed  that  the 
amendments  of  the  implementing  bill,  which 
would  not  be  consistent  with  the  obligations 


under  the  Agreement,  was  made  in  a  U.S. 
House  committee.  We  noted  with  surprise 
that  such  an  action  has  been  taken  in  the 
U.S..  which  was  the  initiator  and  driving 
force  behind  the  negotiations  of  the  Agree- 
ment. 

This  Agreement  was  negotiated  for  several 
years  and  aims  to  reach  normal  competitive 
conditions  in  the  world  commercial  ship- 
building and  repair  industry.  We  are  gravely 
concerned  that  amending  the  Agreement 
would,  in  fact,  make  it  impossible  to  enter 
into  force.  It  would  seriously  undermine  the 
credibility  of  the  U.S..  if  the  Agreement, 
made  by  the  U.S.  initiatives,  would  not  enter 
into  force  due  to  the  U.S.  failure  to  conclude 
it. 

In  Japan,  this  Agreement  was  approved  by 
the  House  of  Representatives  on  31  May  and 
is  to  be  put  to  a  vote  in  the  responsible  com- 
mittee of  the  House  of  Councilors  in  the  very 
near  future.  The  implementing  legislation 
was  already  approved  by  the  Diet  on  5  June. 
Thus,  we  are  approaching  to  the  goal  in  time 
for  the  target  date  of  15  June. 

I  would  like  to  invite  you  to  review  the 
above  situations  and  impacts  and  strongly 
encourage  the  U.S.  to  quickly  conclude  this 
Agreement  as  it  is. 
Sincerely. 

Kunihiko'  Satto. 
Ambassador  of  Japan. 

Royal  Norwegian  Embassy. 
Washington.  DC,  June  5. 1996. 
Hon.  Charlene  Barshefsky. 
Acting  17.5.  Trade  Representative, 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  ambassador  Barshefsky:  I  am  writ- 
ing to  you  to  express  the  Norwegian  Govern- 
ment's grave  concern  regarding  the  amend- 
ments passed  by  the  National  Security  Com- 
mittee of  the  House  of  Representatives  in  its 
mark-up  last  week  of  the  legislation  for  im- 
plementation of  the  OECD  Shipbuilding 
Agreement. 

Several  of  the  amendments,  most  notably 
the  provisions  for  extending  the  Title  XI 
shipbuilding  loan  guarantee  program  and  the 
provisions  for  removing  the  applicability  of 
the  Agreement  with  respect  to  the  building 
of  Jones  Act  vessels,  are  clearly  inconsistent 
with  the  terms  of  Agreement. 

The  OECD  Shipbuilding  Agreement  is  the 
result  of  many  years  of  complex  negotiations 
and  rejjresents  a  carefully  crafted  com- 
promise between  the  parties  to  the  Agree- 
ment. My  Government  holds  the  view  that 
the  Agreement  is  of  vital  importance  for  the 
return  to  normal  competitive  conditions  in 
the  commercial  shipbuilding  industry. 

Norway  has  ratified  the  OECD  Agreement, 
and  would  find  that  the  introduction  of 
amendments  such  as  those  proposed  by  the 
National  Security  Committee  would  destroy 
the  balance  of  obligations  and.  thus,  under- 
mine the  foundation  upon  which  the  Agree- 
ment was  built.  On  the  Norwegian  side,  we 
do  not  foresee  circumstances  whereby  the 
signatories  of  the  OECHD  Agreement  would  be 
prepared  to  reopen  negotiations. 

Hoping  that  you  will  convey  to  Congress 
Norway's  concern  that  adoption  of  the  afore- 
mentioned    amendments    would    seriously 
jeopardize  the  OECD  Agreement.  I  remain. 
Sincerely  yours. 

Karsten  Klepsvik. 
Charge  d' Affaires  ai. 

D  1200 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  1  minute  to  my  distinguished  col- 


leagrue.  the  gentlewoman  from  Oregon 

[Ms.  FURSE]. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  the  Bateman  amend- 
ment. It  is  absolutely  essential  for  our 
national  security  and  the  security  of 
our  economy  that  we  continue  to  have 
a  shipbuilding  industry.  It  seems  to 
me.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  there  is  no  bet- 
ter public-private  partnership  than  the 
loan  guarantee.  I  want  to  congratulate 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Bateman]  for  having  brought  this  abso- 
lutely vital  amendment  to  us.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  it.  both  for 
the  economy  and  for  our  national  secu- 
rity. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  4  minutes  to  my  distinguished 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  LlPlNSKl]. 

Mr.  LIPINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  thank  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia for  yielding  this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  the  former  chair- 
man of  the  Committee  on  Merchant 
Marine  and  Fisheries,  or  as  the  chair- 
man of  the  late  Committee  on  Mer- 
chant Marine  and  Fisheries,  I  rise 
today  in  very  strong  support  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Bateman].  Mr. 
Bateman  and  I,  when  we  had  the  Com- 
mittee on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fish- 
eries, worked  very,  very  hard  on  behalf 
of  the  maritime  industry.  I  am  very 
happy  that  he  has  continued  to  do  so 
over  on  the  Committee  on  National  Se- 
curity, as  I  have  tried  to  do  on  the 
Committee  on  Infrastructure  and 
Transportation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  commend  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia  and  the  other 
members  of  the  National  Security 
Committee  for  recognizing  the  need  to 
improve  the  OECD  Shipbuilding  Trade 
Agreement  to  make  it  more  equitable 
for  the  United  States  shipbuilding  in- 
dustry. 

The  United  States  initiated  negotia- 
tions for  the  OECD  Shipbuilding  Trade 
Agreement  5  years  ago  in  order  to  end 
the  massive  government  subsidies  that 
give  foreign  shipbuilders  an  unfafr 
competitive  advantage.  Unfortunately, 
the  final  OECD  agreement  fails  to  meet 
the  objective  of  eliminating  foreign 
government  shipbuilding  subsidies.  For 
instance,  the  agreement  contains  a 
major  restricting  loophole  which  Euro- 
pean Governments  are  using  to  spend 
millions  of  dollars  for  the  moderniza- 
tion of  their  shipyards.  In  fact,  the 
French  Government  refused  to  even 
sign  the  agreement  until  it  was  allowed 
to  spend  $480  million  for  such  restruc- 
turing of  its  shipyards.  In  addition. 
United  States  trade  negotiators  agreed 
to  grandfather  certain  subsidy  pro- 
grams by  South  Korea  and  Germany, 
which  were  initiated  during  the  nego- 
tiations. Yet,  the  United  States  is  ex- 
pected to  immediately  depredate  the 
title  XI  loan  guarantee  program  for 
U.S.  shipbuilders — despite  the  fact  that 
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U.S.  shipbuilders  have  not  enjoyed  a  di- 
rect Government  subsidy  in  over  a  dec- 
ade. 

The  OECD  agreement  is  full  of  loop- 
holes and  exemptions  that  will  benefit 
foreign  shipbuilders.  Moreover,  the 
agreement  does  not  even  cover  such 
major  shipbuilding  nations  such  as  Po- 
land, China.  Taiwan,  and  Russia,  allow- 
ing those  countries  to  continue  their 
direct  and  substantial  subsidization  of 
their  domestic  shipbuilding.  Yet,  the 
United  States  is  expected  to  imme- 
diately reduce  the  current  Title  XI: 
Loan  Guarantee  Program.  This  will 
cause  immediate  harm  to  the  U.S.  ship- 
building industry. 

With  Navy  shipbuilding  at  an  all 
time  low,  it  is  critical  for  our  yards  to 
secure  commercial  work.  And,  for  the 
first  time  in  35  years,  American  ship- 
builders are  experiencing  a  resurgence 
in  commercial  business.  These  recently 
signed  commercial  contracts  were 
made  possible  by  the  Title  XI:  Ship 
Loan  Guarantee  Program.  Yet,  the 
OECD  agreement  and  the  bill  would 
bring  a  screeching  halt  to  this  resur- 
gence by  rendering  the  title  XI  pro- 
gram ineffective. 

A  30-month  extension  of  the  modest 
title  XI,  as  provided  in  the  Bateman 
amendment,  is  needed  to  give  U.S. 
shipyards  an  adequate  transition  pe- 
riod to  ensure  their  continued  viabil- 
ity. This  is  a  reasonable  request  when 
compared  to  the  unfair  competitive  ad- 
vantage subsidized  foreign  shipbuilders 
have  enjoyed  for  the  past  decade — and 
will  continue  to  enjoy  in  China,  Po- 
land, and  other  nonsignatory  nations. 

This  amendment  is  the  absolute  min- 
imum we  can,  and  must,  enact.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  the  Bateman 
amendment. 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Washington  [Ms.  Dunn]. 

Ms.  DUNN  of  Washington.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
H.R.  2754  as  approved  by  the  Commit- 
tee on  Ways  and  Means,  and  to  com- 
mend the  chairman  of  the  committee 
and  the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Gibbons]  for  their  steadfast  work  in  se- 
curing enactment  of  this  historic 
agreement. 

Unfortunately,  in  spite  of  their  ef- 
forts, some  individuals  argue  that  no 
agreement  is  better  than  this  agree- 
ment. In  reality,  if  the  Bateman 
amendment  is  adopted,  that  is  exactly 
what  we  would  have:  No  agreement. 

To  all  those  people,  I  say,  take  off 
your  blinders  and  recognize  that,  em- 
bodied in  this  agreement,  is  our  best 
chance  to  revitalize  our  domestic  in- 
dxiBtry.  For  years  we  have  witnessed 
the  continued  decline  of  the  U.S.  ship- 
building industry  at  the  hands  of  mas- 
sive foreign  subsidization.  The  remain- 
ing American  commercial  shipbuilders 
have  become  the  most  efficient  in  the 


world.  Yet  no  amount  of  belt-tighten- 
ing could  ever  overcome  the  enormous 
subsidy  margins  provided  by  their  for- 
eign competitors. 

Over  the  past  several  years,  many 
have  expressed  frustration  with  the  ne- 
gotiating of  this  agreement.  I  must  say 
that  while  the  road  to  this  final  agree- 
ment has  been  extremely  difficult,  I 
am  confident  that  this  agreement  pro- 
vides our  domestic  shipbuilders  with 
the  best  opportunity  to  compete  in  a 
fair  world  market. 

K  Members  believe  they  are  helping 
our  domestic  shipbuilding  industry  by 
voting  for  the  Bateman  amendment, 
let  me  tell  the  Members,  I  believe  they 
are  wrong.  Our  failure  to  pass  this 
measure  as  approved  by  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  will  likely  spur  ex- 
isting subsidies  by  our  foreign  competi- 
tors to  record  levels,  and  this  would 
certainly  be  the  final  and  fatal  blow  to 
our  domestic  shipbuilding  industry. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  defeat  the  Bateman  amendment  and 
adopt  this  historic  and  sound  inter- 
national agreement. 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2^2  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Cunningham]. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
commend  the  loyalty  of  the  gentle- 
woman from  Washington  [Ms.  Dunn]  to 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  she 
serves  on,  but  I  believe  she  is  wrong. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  go  to  a  little 
different  direction.  I  truly  believe  that 
both  under  Republican  and  Democrat 
administrations,  our  State  Department 
has  been  the  weak  link  of  this  country. 
While  we  have  strong  militaries,  the 
American  worker  can  compete  against 
any  nation  in  the  world,  but  yet  our 
trade  agreements  which  I  supported, 
NAFTA  and  GATT,  they  have  been 
treated  very,  very  poorly  as  far  as  the 
administration  of  them.  Who  ends  up 
paying  for  that?  The  American  worker, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

If  we  take  a  look  in  which  title  XI 
uses  $50  million,  why  wais  it  created  In 
the  last  couple  of  years?  Under  OPA  90 
we  wanted  to  build  dual  hull  tankers. 
There  is  no  money  to  build  ships  in  the 
United  States,  because  foreign  nations 
have  subsidized  by  billions  of  dollars 
and  cut  on  the  west  coast.  NASCO  is 
the  only  shipbuilder  left  on  the  west 
coast.  We  only  built  one  ship  in  this 
decade,  because  foreign  nations,  with 
their  cutthroat  economic  tactics,  have 
cut  and  killed  the  American  worker.  So 
we  established  it  not  only  to  help  the 
environment,  so  we  could  build  tank- 
ers, but  to  neutralize  that  system. 

In  the  meantime,  while  we  build  one 
ship,  they  build  100.  I  cannot  tell  the 
Members  just  the  economy  of  scale.  If 
you  build  100  shijjs,  it  is  much  cheaper 
to  build  those  ships.  They  say  let  us  do 
away  with  title  XI,  and  that  will  neu- 
tralize this  situation.  No,  it  will  not, 
Mr.  Chairman,  because  they  still  have 
the  advantage  of  all  of  these  orders  and 


all  of  these  ships  they  are  building, 
which  makes  our  ships  cost  much 
more,  which  we  cannot  sell.  All  we  are 
asking  is  to  give  us  a  level  playing 
field. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  for  the  first 
time  this  country  has  a  chance  to  walk 
softly  and  carry  a  big  stick.  Let  us  ap- 
proach this  trade  agreement  for  a 
change  with  a  benefit  to  the  American 
worker,  not  to  the  benefit  of  foreign 
trading  interests.  The  President  was 
right  on  his  trading  policies,  but  we 
have  to  get  tough. 

Do  Members  think  the  Secretary  of 
State,  under  either  Republican  or 
Democratic  administrations,  is  going 
to  push  and  support  this?  No,  they  are 
not.  Let  us  support  the  American 
worker,  let  us  support  the  Bateman 
amendment. 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Deutsch]. 

Mr.  DEUTSCH.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
agreement  that  is  really  before  us,  the 
OECD  agreement,  is  an  agreement 
which  I  think  all  of  us  would  argue,  at 
least  the  concept  of  the  agreement, 
will  greatly  benefit  the  United  States 
of  America.  It  would  end  the  subsidies 
that  other  countries  have  been  doing 
for  years,  the  dumping  that  other 
countries  have  done  for  years  to  ad- 
versely affect  the  American  shipbuild- 
ing industry. 

All  we  need  to  do  is  look  at  the  facts 
on  the  ground  in  this  country  today,  or 
the  facts  in  the  shipyards.  Those  facts 
are  that  the  United  States  right  now 
does  not  sell  very  many  ships  in  terms 
of  the  world  market,  an  infinitesimal 
percentage  of  those  ships  in  the  world 
market,  because  of  the  type  of  system 
that  exists  today  and  that  this  agree- 
ment is  trjring  to  end. 

Now  in  front  of  us,  the  Bateman 
amendment  says,  well,  this  agreement 
is  going  to  adversely  affect  the  defense 
of  the  United  States  of  America,  our 
national  security.  That  is  why  we  need 
the  Batement  amendment.  I  would  re- 
iterate what  actually  has  been  pointed 
out  by  the  chairman  of  the  subcommit- 
tee previously,  the  gentleman  from  Il- 
linois [Mr.  Crane],  that  the  Defense 
Department,  the  Joint  Chiefs,  have  ob- 
viously gone  through  this  agreement, 
have  sent  correspondence  to  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee  the  gentleman 
from  South  Carolina,  [Mr.  Spence]  spe- 
cifically, categorically  stating  that 
there  would  be  no  adverse  effect.  There 
is  a  specific  national  defense  exemp- 
tion that  exists  in  the  agreement. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  really  un- 
fortunate to  raise  this  issue,  really  al- 
most as  a  scare  tactic,  versus  what  the 
facts  are  as  based  through  the  Joint 
Chiefs. 

D  1215 

The  other  issue  that  I  would  raise  is, 
it  has  been  brought  out,  the  whole 
issue  that  this  is  a  jobs  loss  issue  for 
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the  United  States  of  America.  Let  us 
look  at  the  facts.  The  facts  are  we  are 
not  producing  a  heck  of  a  lot  of  jobs  in 
tenns  of  commercial  production  and, 
in  fact,  the  commercial  production 
that  would  exist,  the  potential  for  us 
to  compete  in  that  market  is  far  great- 
er than  really  any  potential  loss  that 
exists. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
srield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  surface  an 
issue  that  has  not  been  dealt  with  and 
just  put  it  on  the  table  so  we  all  can 
look  at  it.  That  is  that  this  bill,  there 
is  joint  jurisdiction  on  this  piece  of 
legislation. 

The  tragedy  of  this  institution  is 
that  we  tend  to  get  caught  up  and  see 
the  world  in  very  narrow  terms,  and 
that  is  through  the  narrow  prism  of  our 
committee  jurisdiction.  But  someone 
was  wise  enough,  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
refer  this  bill  to  two  committees. 

I  would  hope  that  the  process  would 
allow  us  to  bring  together  the  perspec- 
tives and  the  perceptions  of  both  com- 
mittees in  the  hope  that  in  joining 
those  two  perceptions,  we  will  arrive  at 
the  wisest  decision,  so  we  do  not  get 
caught  up  in  knee-jerk  responses  on 
the  basis  of  a  committee  jurisdiction.  I 
do  not  know  taxes.  I  am  not  on  Ways 
and  Means.  But  I  will  debate  anyone  in 
this  town  on  national  security  matters, 
because  that  has  been  my  job  for  25 
years  here. 

We  looked  at  this  bill.  Where  are  we 
In  agreement?  First,  that  this  is  a  mar- 
itime nation.  Second,  that  we  need  to 
stimulate  shipbuilding.  Third,  that  we 
need  to  stimulate  commercial  ship- 
building. Fourth,  that  American  work- 
ers and  shipbuilders  believe  that  it  is 
in  their  mutual  self-interest  to  end 
govenmient  subsidies  of  shipbuilding. 
So  let  us  take  that  off  the  table.  We  all 
agree  with  that,  so  we  do  not  have  to 
sword  fight  over  these  issues. 

Where  is  the  area  of  disagreement? 
The  area  of  disagreement  is  that  we  be- 
lieve that  this  agreement  is  flawed 
with  respect  to  its  transition  implica- 
tions. When  speaking  to  the  persons 
that  negotiated  the  agreement,  they 
admitted  that  they  never  sought  tran- 
sition assistance  to  the  American  ship- 
building industry. 

Did  other  countries  do  it?  The  answer 
Is  yes.  I  repeat,  and  underscore  for  the 
purposes  of  emphasis:  Spain,  S1.4  bil- 
lion in  restructuring  aid;  Portugal,  SllO 
million  in  restructuring  aid;  Belgium, 
S74  million  in  restructuring  aid;  South 
Korea,  restructuring  aid,  we  believe 
that  that  amount  is  somewhere  around 
$750  million  plus  bailout  guarantees  to 
the  Daewoo  shipbuilding  Industry. 

France,  unknown  total  amount  at 
this  time,  but  we  know  minimally  S480 
million.  Special  offers  are  currently 
being  made  by  other  members  of  the 
European  Community  to  gain  France's 
support  for  this  agreement.  Germany,  a 


package  to  modernize,  restructure,  and 
cover  losses  of  shipyards  in  the  former 
East  Germany. 

So  some  other  Nation's  negotiators 
looked  at  transition,  and  these  sub- 
sidies that  I  spoke  to  were  granted  to 
January  31,  1999,  Mr.  Chairman.  So 
somebody  saw  the  need  for  transition. 

We  are  being  asked  to  ratify  an 
agreement,  as  I  have  said  on  more  than 
one  occasion  today,  and  we  have  a  re- 
sponsibility to  bring  our  intellectual 
capacity,  our  economic  understanding 
and  our  political  prowess  to  this  situa- 
tion and  make  the  best  decision.  We 
tend  to  engage  in  hyperbole  around 
here.  "Killer  amendment."  I  have  not 
seen  anything  die  in  the  25  years  I  have 
been  around  here,  and  I  have  gone  after 
some  things  to  try  to  kill  them,  so  that 
is  a  bunch  of  hyperbole.  Mr.  Chairman. 

As  I  said  before,  the  world  wants  this 
agreement,  we  want  this  agreement,  I 
want  this  agreement,  the  shipbuilders 
want  the  agreement,  and  thousands 
and  thousands  of  American  workers 
want  this  agreement.  They  are  the 
stakeholders.  But  when  they  looked  at 
the  agreement,  they  said,  "Hey,  fel- 
lows, what  about  the  transition?  What 
about  us  until  January  1999?  '  All  the 
Bateman  amendment  does  is  says. 
"Here  is  some  transition  assistance,  30 
months." 

Loan  guarantee  program.  Where  were 
all  the  people  around  here  when  we  put 
in  this  loan  guarantee  program  and 
fought  to  get  a  measly  $50  million  in 
loan  guarantees  for  an  economic  con- 
version program  because  a  lot  of  people 
said,  "Wait  a  minute,  you're  spending 
DOD  dollars  to  stimulate  commercial 
shipbuilding  development?"  We  said 
that  if  we  do  not  build  some  kind  of 
ships,  we  are  going  to  lose  our  indus- 
trial base. 

That  is  why  we  have  a  National  Secu- 
rity Committee.  That  is  why  we  have 
Ways  and  Means.  We  study  certain 
things,  but  our  collective  perception  is 
where  the  great  wisdom  is. 

We  are  simply  saying  that  this  is  an 
important  agreement,  it  is  a  wonderful 
agreement.  I  have  complimented  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  and  I  said, 
without  equivocation,  I  am  one  of  his 
greatest  fans  on  the  floor  of  this  Con- 
gress. There  is  no  finer  person  in  this 
institution. 

I  am  simply  sasrlng  that  my  point  of 
departure  is  on  the  basis  of  the  prob- 
lems that  it  gives  our  American  ship- 
building Industry  in  the  transition,  and 
our  American  workers,  who  are  ex- 
tremely sensitive  to  these  issues.  They 
have  all  communicated  with  all  of  us 
here  and  said,  "We  want  the  agree- 
ment, the  intent  makes  sense,  but  in 
the  transition,  we  feel  disadvantaged." 

I  do  not  think  this  agreement  dies, 
because  there  is  an  imperative  larger 
than  this  amendment.  It  is  the  world 
community  coming  together.  But  we 
can  enter  that  stage,  that  world  stage, 
as  rational  and  intelligent  people  and 


say.  just  as  these  other  nations  did  in 
their  restructuring  aid.  that  we  can  re- 
structure as  well. 

That  is  what  this  gentleman's  argu- 
ment is  all  about,  not  to  kill  the  agree- 
ment. That  would  be  stupid.  It  would 
be  bizarre.  It  would  be  extreme.  It 
would  be  self-defeating.  But  it  would 
seem  to  me  to  allow  it  to  go  forward 
when  other  nations  continue  to  have 
this  kind  of  extraordinary  advantage 
to  January  1999  stabs  at  the  agreement, 
the  very  people  we  choose  to  help,  the 
American  shipbuilding  industry,  the 
American  worker,  and  at  the  end  of  the 
day  the  American  citizen,  because  we 
are  a  maritime  Nation. 

That  is  this  gentleman's  argument, 
so  I  am  not  trying  to  engage  in  any 
scare  tactics,  but  I  would  make  this 
point.  We  have  six  major  shipbuilding 
industries,  £md  when  Ronald  Reagan 
was  spending  $300  billion  a  year  on  the 
military  budget,  everybody  was  build- 
ing ships,  they  were  coming  out  of  our 
ears.  That  day  is  over.  There  is  no  such 
thing  as  a  600-ship  Navy  anjrmore.  The 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  pointed 
out  we  are  moving  toward  a  150-ship 
Navy. 

So  if  we  are  not  going  to  build  naval 
ships  because  we  are  cutting  the  mili- 
tary budget,  we  have  got  to  build  some 
other  kind  of  ships  to  keep  this  going, 
keep  these  people  working,  keep  the 
economy  moving.  It  is  in  the  area  of 
commercial  ships,  in  a  post-cold-war 
environment,  where  our  future  lies.  So 
we  want  to  see  this  agreement,  but  we 
want  to  see  the  transition  period  speak 
to  us  as  eloquently  as  this  restructur- 
ing speaks  to  these  other  countries 
that  are  moving  toward  signing  this 
agreement. 

A  final  point.  One  of  my  colleagues 
said  that  this  amendment  would  vio- 
late the  agreement.  We  cannot  violate 
anjrthing  that  we  have  not  agreed  to  as 
yet.  That  is  why  we  are  here,  to  use  our 
brains,  to  use  our  ingenuity,  to  use  our 
competence  to  decide  how  and  what  we 
will  agree  with. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  join  me  in 
overwhelming  support  of  the  Bateman 
amendment,  overwhelming  support  of 
the  American  shipbuilding  industry, 
overwhelming  support  of  the  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  American  workers  who 
desperately  need  us  to  do  this,  and 
overwhelming  support  for  a  transition 
period  that  speaks  to  the  dignity  of  the 
respect  and  the  reality  of  the  American 
shipbuilding  industry. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  3rteld  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Sawyer]. 

Mr.  SAWYER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
comments  of  our  colleague  from  Cali- 
fornia are  eloquent  as  always.  I  take  a 
back  seat  to  no  one  in  my  admiration 
of  the  work  that  be  has  done  In  the  in- 
terests of  economic  conversion.  Noth- 
ing could  be  more  important  to  the 
economy  of  this  Nation. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  in  many  areas,  Amer- 
ican industries  and  their  workers  have 
had  to  complete  against  heavily  sub- 
sidized European  firms.  Even  where  the 
gap  between  the  level  of  subsidies  has 
been  the  greatest — most  notably  in  the 
areas  of  aerospace  and  agriculture — 
American  industries  have  largely  been 
able  to  overcome  this  added  challenge. 

However,  in  shipbuilding,  American 
firms  have  simply  been  at  too  great  a 
disadvantage.  We  have  two  choices  of 
actions  to  address  this:  complete  by  en- 
acting— and  inevitably  increasing — our 
own  subsidies,  or  use  our  economic  le- 
verage to  convince  our  trading  part- 
ners to  reduce  their  own  subsidies. 

As  public  sector  deficits  have 
emerged  as  an  increasing  drag  on  the 
economies  of  all  nations,  those  part- 
ners have  seen  the  advantages  of  reduc- 
ing their  spending  on  subsidies.  That  is 
part  of  the  reason  we  have  this  agree- 
ment before  us  today. 

We  must  also  recognize  the  reality 
that  we  cannot  afford  a  subsidy  war. 
The  continuation  of  the  title  XI  pro- 
gram unchanged  for  another  3  years,  as 
the  Bateman  amendment  would  accom- 
plish, will  not  alter  that  fact.  It  will 
only  convince  our  trading  partners  to 
resurrect  the  subsidies  that  have  crip- 
pled our  ability  to  compete  in  the  past. 

The  complexities  and  challenges  of 
international  competition  will  con- 
tinue to  cause  pain  and  disruption  in 
this  country  and  across  the  world.  But 
when  we  can  convince  other  nations  to 
level  the  international  playing  fiend, 
the  opportunities  of  trade  become  that 
much  more  apparent.  The  decision  we 
face  today  is  between  seizing  such  an 
opportunity  or  hanging  on  to  the 
vestiges  of  a  disappointing  past.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  oppose  the  Bateman 
amendment  and  support  the  bill. 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  IVt  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Maine  [Mr.  Longi^ey]. 

Mr.  LONGLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will 
be  supporting  the  Bateman  amend- 
ments, but  I  also  want  to  make  clear 
that  I  do  not  think  the  shipbuilding 
agreement  itself  is  the  solution.  It  will 
in  all  likelihood  make  much  more  dif- 
ficult if  not  impossible  U.S.  ship- 
builders' pursuit  of  commercial  ship- 
building orders  in  the  international 
market. 

This  agreement  is  fatally  flawed  In 
that  it  permits  other  governments  to 
continue  direct  subsidy  shipbuilding 
payments  to  their  yards  until  1999  as 
long  as  those  subsidies  are  committed 
by  the  end  of  this  year.  The  last  direct 
U.S.  commercial  subsidy  program  was 
unilaterally  terminated  by  our  Govern- 
ment in  1981,  a  full  15  years  ago.  I  find 
It  appalling  that  U.S.  negotiators  took 
part  in  formulation  of  an  agreement  in 
which  numerous  exceptions  are  granted 
to  specific  subsidizing  foreign  govern- 
ments totaling  billions  of  dollars.  How 
this  combination  of  provisions  does 
anything  other  than  make  the  inter- 


national commercial  playing  field  even 
more  lopsided  against  unsubsidized 
American  shipbuilders  escapes  me. 

A  French  shipyard  received  a  subsidy 
package  in  the  range  of  $480  million 
after  the  agreements  were  concluded 
and  our  negotiators  had  returned 
home.  That  event  alone  should  have 
provided  more  than  ample  grounds  for 
our  Government  to  insist  on  reopening 
the  negotiations  for  the  purpose  of 
gaining  more  equitable  treatment  for 
the  unsubsidized  U.S.  industry.  Other 
subsidies  are  actvially  provided  for  in 
the  agreement,  including  subsidies  to 
Spain,  Portugal,  and  Belgium. 

It  is  unfortunate,  to  say  the  least, 
that  the  administration  chose  to  ig- 
nore this  information  and  not  respond 
favorably  last  December  to  the  formal 
request  of  the  six  major  U.S.  ship- 
builders which  represent  95  i)ercent  of 
all  active  American  shipbuilding  work- 
ers that  the  United  States  not  sign  the 
agreement  in  its  present  form. 

I  will  support  the  Bateman  amend- 
ments but  I  will  also  oppose  final  pas- 
sage. Bateman  will  fix  some  of  the 
weaknesses  in  the  bill,  but,  by  the 
same  token,  they  do  not  go  far  enough. 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Richardson]. 

(Mr.  RICHARDSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

D  1230 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
speak  as  a  14-year  member  of  the 
Democratic  Party  with  a  90-percent 
labor  voting  record.  The  AFL-CIO  has 
been  mentioned  here.  Yes,  they  are  op- 
posed, but  let  me  state  that  their  oppo- 
sition stems  from  following  the  lead  of 
the  big  Navy -oriented  yards. 

Mr.  Chairman,  while  80  percent  or 
more  of  total  emplojrment  in  shipbuild- 
ing is  in  these  big  yards,  these  yards 
primarily  build  Navy  ships,  not  com- 
mercial ships.  Over  90  percent  of  com- 
mercial ships  are  build  in  yards  other 
than  these  Navy  yards.  The  bill  does 
not  affect  military  ships.  The  big  Navy 
yards  are  hopeful  for  big  new  subsidies 
for  commercial  ships.  That  is  very  en- 
lightening. Jobs  would  be  created  for 
commercial  yards  to  build  more,  but 
they  cannot  compete  with  the  much 
larger  subsidies  from  foreigners. 

Foreign  subsidies  are  more  than  $4 
billion.  U.S.  subsidies  are  $50  million. 
This  is  the  reason  for  the  agreement  to 
eliminate  these  subsidies,  so  we  can 
create  more  American  jobs,  so  our 
shipbuilders  are  more  active  and  can 
compete  more.  The  agreement  would 
eliminate  these  unfair  subsidies  that 
we  cannot  compete  with. 

This  is  a  good  bill,  this  is  an  amend- 
ment that  would  violate  the  fair  trade 
agreement. 

Significant  growth  is  projected  for  the  highly 
competitive  international  shipbuilding  market, 
while  domestic  military  and  commercial  mar- 


kets are  expected  to  be  small.  The  commer- 
cial shipbuilding  market  Is  projected  to  be 
S265  billion  for  the  period  1992  to  2001. 

American  shipbuilders  are  being  squeezed 
out  of  this  market  by  heavy  foreign  govem- 
ment  shipyard  subsidiaries.  This  agreement 
eliminates  those  subsidies  and  allows  the 
American  builders  to  compete  on  a  level  play- 
ing field  with  the  major  shipbuilding  countries 
of  the  worid. 

We  are  in  the  midst  of  tight  fiscal  pressures 
to  reduce  our  own  spending,  we  cannot  com- 
pete with  major  industrialized  nations  in  a  race 
to  sutjsidize  our  shipping  industries. 

The  United  States  must  take  the  lead  in  im- 
plementing this  agreement.  It  will  signal  our 
commitment  to  freer  markets  to  the  inter- 
national community.  The  strength  of  U.S.  in- 
dustry is  its  ability  to  compete.  This  agreement 
will  give  American  shipbuilders  the  opportunity 
to  expand  operations  and  increase  their  pro- 
duction. 

International  leadership  requires  courage 
and  vision.  Let's  demonstrate  to  the  worid  that 
we  are  looking  forward  and  embracing  the 
principles  that  have  made  America  great. 

Mr.  STUDDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  STUDDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  to  me,  and 
I  want  to  associate  myself  with  his  re- 
marks and  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment  and  in  support  of  the  bill. 

Let  me  say  sadly  and  somewhat  so- 
berly that  we  have  been  here  before.  In 
the  early  1980's,  this  country  decided 
that  it  could  no  longer  afford  to  and  no 
longer  wished  to  try  to  compete  with 
the  subsidies  of  foreign  nations  for  the 
construction  of  vessels.  We  withdrew 
and,  ironically,  this  agreement  before 
us,  the  ratification  of  It,  is  a  result,  ul- 
timately, of  a  suit  brought  under  our 
own  trade  laws  by  our  own  shipbuilding 
industry,  which  concluded  they  could 
not  possibly  win  a  battle  of  competi- 
tion with  the  subsidies  of  foreign  na- 
tions. 

We  cannot  afford  to  go  back  there.  I 
think  in  the  long  run  our  best  bet  is  a 
world  without  these  subsidies  and, 
therefore,  I  complement  the  gentleman 
and  join  him  in  his  remarks. 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

The  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Bateman]  stated  earlier  that  because 
the  USTR  is  reopening  the  agreement 
to  add  6  months  to  the  delivery  date, 
that  it  can  renegotiate  to  permit  us  to 
retain  title  XI.  And  I  want  to  explain 
to  colleagues  that  is  not  correct.  It  will 
be  impossible  to  reopen  the  agreement, 
as  Mr.  Bateman  suggests. 

The  agreement  currently  provides 
that  no  subsidies  may  be  awarded 
under  the  agreement  after  the  effective 
date  of  the  agreement,  July  15.  Sub- 
sidies may  be  granted  before  that  point 
as  long  as  the  vessel  is  constructed  by 
December  31,  1998.  The  signatories  had 
originally  agreed  that  the  agreement 
would  take  effect  on  February  1,  1996. 
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That  date  had  to  be  delayed  6  months 
because  the  United  States  was  not 
ready  to  implement.  However,  the  De- 
cember 31,  1998,  delivery  date  remained 
in  place. 

The  administration  is  merely  seeking 
a  change  applicable  to  all  countries 
that  would  extend  the  delivery  date  6 
months  to  match  the  delayed  starting 
date.  The  administration  is  not  renego- 
tiating the  agreement.  This  change  can 
be  made  merely  through  an  under- 
standing. 

Our  trading  partners  appear  to  be 
willing  to  discuss  this  limited  change 
that  applies  to  all  countries  equally. 
However,  our  trading  partners  have 
told  us  that  they  will  not  renegotiate 
the  agreement  under  the  terms  set 
forth  in  the  Bateman  amendment  be- 
cause it  would  destroy  the  balance  in 
the  agreement  and  give  the  United 
States  an  undue  advantage. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Hunter]. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  this 
time.  I  want  to  make  a  couple  of  clos- 
ing remarks,  first  to  my  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Crane],  a 
dear  friend  and  one  of  the  real  leaders 
in  this  Congress  with  respect  to  trade. 
I  know  that  the  President's,  the  Clin- 
ton administration's  appointees  in  the 
Pentagon  have  said  there  is  no  threat 
to  national  security.  They  also  told  us 
the  other  day  and  repeated  in  a  state- 
ment there  is  no  threat  to  this  country 
in  terms  of  incoming  ballistic  missiles. 
Both  of  us  disagree  with  the  second 
statement  that  they  made,  and  I  think 
we  should  both  disagree  with  the  first 
statement  they  have  made. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  remind  my 
colleagues  that  all  of  the  nations  which 
are  signatories  to  this  agreement,  all 
the  major  nations  that  are  asking  us  to 
give  up  our  national  shipbuilding  pro- 
gram, are  nations  that  in  this  century 
have  been  saved  militarily  or  protected 
militarily  by  America's  national  ship- 
building program.  They  will  wait  for  us 
to  work  this  agreement  and  make  it 
right  before  they  sign  it. 

Second,  my  colleagues,  this  is  a  sov- 
ereignty issue.  We  are  doing  the  same 
thing  we  did  in  the  World  Trade  Orga- 
nization, where  we  are  giving  up  the 
right  to  a  foreign  judge  to  decide  what 
Is  a  military  program.  And  I  would  just 
remind  Members  that  the  latest  World 
Trade  Organization  ruling  under  WTO, 
in  which  foreign  judges  said  Brazil  and 
Venezuela  can  send  dirty  gas  into  the 
United  States  and,  in  the  absence  of 
that,  retaliate  against  Americans,  be- 
cause they  said  that  our  environmental 
laws  were  in  conflict  with  the  World 
Trade  Organization's  ideas  of  what 
those  laws  should  be.  We  will  see  ex- 
actly the  same  thing  here  because 
these     foreign    tribunals     reserve     to 


themselves  the  definition  of  what  is  an 
American  military  shipbuilding  pro- 
gram. 

This  is  a  sovereignty  issue.  Every 
single  conservative  should  vote  against 
the  bill  and  for  the  Bateman  amend- 
ment because  it  fixes  some  of  those 
sovereignty  problems  on  that  basis. 
This  is  also  predominantly  a  national 
security  issue.  I  would  hope  that  when 
national  security  goes  head  to  head 
with  economic  considerations,  national 
security  with  respect  to  maritime 
power  should  predominate.  Please  vote 
for  the  Batenaan  amendment. 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

On  the  question  of  whether  the  agree- 
ment unfairly  disadvantages  the 
United  States,  let  me  reassure  col- 
leagues that  other  countries  are  not 
permitted  to  transition,  as  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Dellums] 
had  earlier  suggested.  The  agreement 
does  provide  for  some  existing  shii>- 
building  restructuring  programs  to  be 
phased  out  in  Spain.  Portugal,  and  Bel- 
gium; however,  these  programs  are  pri- 
marily for  the  express  purpose  of  re- 
ducing capacity  in  the  respective  ship- 
building industries  of  these  nations, 
not  for  expanding  the  industry  or  sup- 
porting specific  ship  construction  ac- 
tivities. 

The  precise  terms  of  these  programs, 
the  amounts  of  funding,  the  purpose 
and  deadlines  for  completion  of  these 
programs  are  spelled  out  in  the  agree- 
ment. The  downsizing  of  European 
shipbuilding  capacity  is  in  the  best  in- 
terest of  this  Nation  and  the  United 
States  shipbuilding  industry  and 
should  be  encouraged.  The  special  pro- 
visions result  in  an  advantage,  not  a 
disadvantage  to  United  States  ship- 
builders that  wish  to  compete  in  the 
world  shipbuilding  marketplace. 

No  other  countries  have  received  spe- 
cial deals.  Without  the  OECD  agree- 
ment there  would  be  no  way  to  monitor 
or  control  these  programs.  They  could 
continue  indefinitely  at  any  level  of 
funding  for  whatever  purpose  they 
chose.  The  Bateman  amendment  would 
not  provide  us  with  transition;  it  would 
completely  and  unequivocally  kill  the 
agreement  and  all  we  have  achieved. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
inquire  as  to  the  remaining  amount  of 
time  on  either  side? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Dellums]  has  IVz 
minutes  remaining;  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Bateman]  has  2 
minutes  remaining;  and  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Crane]  has  14V4  min- 
utes remaining. 

Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  the  balance  of  my  time.  1V4  min- 
utes, to  my  distinguished  colleague, 
the  gentlewoman  from  Ohio  [Ms.  Kap- 
tur]. 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the    gentleman   for   3rielding   me    this 


time  and  I  rise  in  strong  support  of  the 
Bateman  amendment  and  want  to  talk 
a  little  bit  with  the  membership  about 
why  the  agreement  without  this 
amendment  is  so  fiawed. 

The  agreement  essentially  will  not 
end  foreign  subsidy  and  dumping  prac- 
tices, it  will,  however,  kill  the  recent 
rebirth  of  commercial  shipbuilding  in 
our  country.  It  will  eliminate  thou- 
sands of  highly  skilled  jobs  in  our  ship- 
yards and  in  the  thousands  of  indus- 
tries throughout  46  States  which  sui>- 
ply  our  shipyards. 

While  our  Trade  Representative  was 
at  the  negotiating  table,  it  is  impor- 
tant to  point  out  that  South  Korea  an- 
nounced a  $750  million  bailout  of  its 
Daewoo  Shipyard,  which  has  been 
dumping  ships  on  the  world's  market: 
Germany  granted  a  $4  billion  shipyard 
modernization  subsidy  to  its  shipyards, 
monies  which  are  still  being  disbursed. 

Our  negotiators  agreed  to  grand- 
father these  special  subsidies,  and 
though  our  trade  negotiator  maintains 
that  restructuring  is  supposed  to  be 
tied  to  closure  of  facilities  and  associ- 
ated worker  restraining,  that  is  not 
how  foreign  governments  see  it.  In 
fact,  Spain  is  spending  $723  million  to 
modernize  all  of  its  existing  facilities 
with  no  closures  planned. 

Further,  the  overall  agreement  falls 
to  discipline  the  ship  dumping  prac- 
tices of  Japan  and  South  Korea,  and 
even  though  China  has  just  begun  to 
target  shipbuilding  as  a  means  to  de- 
velop its  manufacturing  industries, 
China  is  not  a  signatory  to  this  agree- 
ment, nor  is  Poland,  nor  is  Russia. 

So  what  did  America  get  out  of  this 
deal?  Nothing.  What  did  American 
shipbuilders  get  out  of  this  deal?  Noth- 
ing. And  what  did  American  workers 
get  out  of  this  deal?  Nothing.  In  fact, 
our  negotiators  agreed  to  inmiedlately 
gut  the  modest  title  XI  ship  loan  pro- 
gram that  is  Included  in  the  Bateman 
amendment.  So  without  the  Bateman 
amendment  we  will  kiss  more  U.S. 
shipyard  jobs  goodbye. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  the  Bateman  amendment 
and.  without  its  inclusion,  to  oppose 
the  bill. 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
srield  myself  the  remainder  of  my  time, 
and  say  in  closing  the  debate  on  behalf 
of  the  Committee  on  National  Security 
that  it  is  passing  strange  to  have  heard 
my  amendment  referred  to  as  reason- 
able on  its  face  and  modest,  and  at  the 
same  time  be  told  that  we  are  going  to 
unravel  an  agreement  and  that  we  are 
violating  an  agreement. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  will  not  be  violat- 
ing an  agreement.  What  we  are  con- 
templating is  essentially  a  proposed 
agreement  until  and  unless  this  Con- 
gress, in  the  exercise  of  its  sovereign 
right  for  the  people  of  the  United 
States,  determines  that  this  is  an 
agreement  that  should  be  imple- 
mented. 
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My  amendment,  contrary  to  some 
who  would  have  me  taking  a  position 
of  total  opposition  to  any  agreement, 
is  a  midpoint.  It  simply  says  there  are 
flaws  in  this  proposed  agreement  which 
had  been  identified,  and.  in  the  interest 
and  protection  of  American  shipbuild- 
ing because  of  its  importance  to  Amer- 
ican national  security,  need  to  be 
modified. 

If  the  other  nations  who  purport  to 
be  in  agreement  on  this  agreement  are 
unwilling  to  accept  these  modest  tran- 
sition provisions,  it  speaks  volumes  to 
me  as  to  whether  or  not  they  were  seri- 
ously interested  in  ending  shipbuilding 
subsidies.  I  am.  We  should  be. 

This  is  not  about  doing  that.  This  is 
about  modest,  reasonable  transition 
provisions  in  protection  of  the  core 
American  shipbuilding  capability, 
which  is  absolutely  essential  to  our  na- 
tional security.  And  it  is  those  ship- 
yards and  the  workers  in  those  ship- 
yards and  the  merchant  mariners  who 
man  American  ships,  and  because  of 
the  importance  of  that  merchant  ma- 
rine to  the  United  States,  that  ask  that 
Members  vote  for  the  Bateman  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  y^eld 
the  remainder  of  my  time  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida,  Sam  Gibbons,  our 
distinguished  ranking  minority  mem- 
ber for  closing  remarks,  and  I  want  to 
pay  tribute  to  him  again  as  the  man 
who  served  for  so  long  as  chairman  of 
the  trade  subcommittee  on  which  I 
serred  in  my  ranking  minority  posi- 
tion. We  have  worked  collegially  for 
years  together  and  I  pay  tribute  to  this 
great  man  from  Florida. 

D  1245 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Crane]  and  others  of  my  colleagues 
who  have  recognized  my  service  here, 
and  I  want  to  say  to  them  I  close  this 
debate  with  certainly  no  personal  ran- 
cor toward  them  or  to  the  cause  that 
they  advocate. 

I  am  here  to  give  the  best  of  my 
knowledge  to  the  Members  of  this 
House,  and  the  best  of  my  judgment 
about  the  outcomes  of  actions  we  may 
take,  what  will  follow. 

Mr.  Chairman,  over  the  years,  ever 
since  World  War  n,  the  United  States 
has  been  backing  out  of  the  subsidy  in 
shipbuilding.  Through  the  1950's  and 
the  1960's  we  cut  back  on  our  appro- 
priations to  commercial  shipbuilding 
subsidies.  Through  the  1970's  we  did  the 
same  thing,  and  finally  in  the  1980's, 
under  a  procedure  here  on  the  budget 
reconciliation  bill,  the  minority,  to- 
gether with  some  Members  of  the  ma- 
jority, got  control  of  the  situation 
through  the  Gramm-Latta  substitute 
and  actually  abolished  all  the  ship- 
building subsidies  they  could  find.  So 
since  the  1980's  the  United  States  has 
had  absolutely  np  shipbuilding  sub- 
sidies of  any  consequence. 


Now,  as  I  sat  here  attentively  listen- 
ing to  this  debate  today.  I  had  been 
hoping  that  I  would  find  something 
that  I  had  not  heard  before  that  per- 
haps I  could  respond  to  or  answer  a 
question  about. 

Now,  I  know  that  negotiations  are  a 
tedious  process.  I  participated  in  the 
launching  of  these  negotiations  many, 
many  years  ago.  The  negotiations  have 
actually  gone  on  for  more  than  5  years. 
Prior  to  that.  I  met  with  all  of  the 
shipbuilding  industry  in  the  United 
States.  They  all.  because  of  my  respon- 
sibilities, came  by  to  see  me.  I  sat 
down  with  them  all  in  my  office  over 
here  in  the  Rayburn  building  and  we 
agreed  to  launch  these  negotiations. 

Now.  as  I  hear  these  negotiations  dis- 
cussed, I  would  have  to  believe  that 
they  were  not  even  a  party  to  the  nego- 
tiations, but  they  sent  representatives 
to  these  negotiations  that  sat  there 
with  our  negotiators  and  participated 
in  all  of  these  negotiations.  Nobody 
was  surprised  about  anything  that  was 
brought  up.  They  would  come  back 
from  these  negotiations  and  come  to 
see  me  and  we  would  discuss  these 
points. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  started  unilateral 
U.S.  action  against  these  countries  be- 
cause at  first  they  would  not  even  ne- 
gotiate with  us  on  this.  They  would 
just  come  to  the  sessions  and  say  no. 
Finally,  they  got  concerned  enough 
about  the  actions  of  Congress  here  to 
come  to  the  negotiations  and  really 
truthfully  begin  the  negotiations,  and  5 
tortuous  years  of  negotiations  took 
place. 

During  those  5  tortuous  years,  every- 
body in  the  shipbuilding  industry  had 
somebody  around  the  negotiating  table 
there  to  kibitz  and  to  add  their  sugges- 
tions as  to  what  should  be  done.  Con- 
cessions were  made  back  and  forth. 
Deals  were  entered  into  and  agreed  to. 
Finally,  all  of  these  mutual  conces- 
sions and  negotiations  came  to  an 
agreement. 

I  celebrated,  as  did  the  shipbuilding 
industry  at  that  time,  because  we 
thought  we  had  a  good  agreement  and 
I  believe  we  still  do  have  a  good  agree- 
ment. 

One  thing  was  overlooked.  The  Com- 
mittee on  National  Security  found  and 
rejuvenated  an  old,  old  subsidy  that 
goes  back  to  1936;  one  that  had  been 
overlooked  in  the  1981  abolishment  of 
all  subsidies.  Perfectly  all  right. 

Under  the  standstill  agreement  that 
is  a  part  of  the  general  agreement  we 
are  calking  about  here  today,  all  coun- 
tries agreed  to  stand  still  and  not  to  go 
out  and  create  new  additional  sub- 
sidies, and  this  little  subsidy  for  S50 
million  that  the  Committee  on  Na- 
tional Security  found  qualified  as  one 
of  those  that  could  still  be  used.  So, 
Mr.  Chairman,  some  of  our  yards  got  a 
little  jump  out  of  that. 

But  tomorrow.  Mr.  Chairman.  June 
15.  is  the  deadline  for  us  to  take  affirm- 


ative action  on  this  agreement.  If  we 
do  not  take  affirmative  action  in  this 
House  today  to  ratify  this  agreement, 
all  of  the  other  nations  that  have 
agreed  to  this  agreement  will  back  out 
of  it.  They  have  not  just  told  us  that; 
they  put  it  in  writing,  and  it  is  in  yes- 
terday's Congressional  Record  there 
for  my  colleagues'  examination. 

Now.  I  know  my  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Dellujis], 
believes  that  they  will  come  back  to 
the  negotiating  table.  Well,  I  do  not 
have  the  optimism  that  he  has.  Per- 
haps my  lack  of  optimism  is  caused  by 
having  followed  this  agreement  so 
closely  over  the  years.  All  of  these 
other  nations  are  having  trouble  with 
their  own  shipbuilders,  and  the  only 
reason  they  are  standing  still  is  be- 
cause their  word  is  good.  But  once  we 
back  out  of  the  agreement,  I  do  not  see 
them  coming  back  to  the  negotiating 
table  to  do  what  the  gentleman  from 
Vii^nia  [Mr.  Bateman]  wants  to  do 
here. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  this.  This 
agreement  was  negotiated  with  every- 
body participating.  Every  American 
shipbuilder  in  the  United  States  had  an 
opportunity  and  most  of  them  did  par- 
ticipate in  this  agreement.  It  was  an 
agreement  that  had  concessions  on  all 
sides.  On  our  side,  the  Jones  Act  people 
put  up  a  good  case,  and  every  other  na- 
tion on  E^arth  that  participated  in  this 
agreement  got  rid  of  their  so-called 
Jones  Act  subsidies  or  protection  ex- 
cept the  United  States.  We  got  a  con- 
cession there.  But  a  resulting  conces- 
sion had  to  come  in,  and  that  is  that 
the  Jones  Act  people,  acting  under  the 
protection  that  they  get  from  the 
Jones  Act,  would  not  take  the  eco- 
nomic advantage  that  they  got  from 
their  Jones  Act  protection  and  go  out 
and  get  a  double  dip  under  the  inter- 
national marketplace  agreement  that 
was  negotiated  here.  That  is  all  that  is 
involved  here. 

Now,  the  Department  of  Defense  has 
signed  off  on  this  agreement.  They  fol- 
lowed the  negotiation,  both  Republican 
and  Democratic  administrations.  They 
have  been  a  part  of  it.  They  know  the 
consequences  of  it,  and  they  are  not 
concerned  about  it  at  all.  The  letter 
from  the  Secretary  of  Defense  is  also  in 
the  record. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  not  a  na- 
tional security  issue;  it  is  an  economic 
issue  for  America.  We  stand  on  the 
verge  of  entering  into  the  international 
shipbuilding  mau-ket  for  the  first  time 
since  1981.  If  we  do  not  take  this  advan- 
tage, we  are  going  to  lose  a  lot  of  jobs 
that  we  already  have  in  the  United 
States,  and  we  are  not  going  to  take 
the  opportunity  to  get  the  new  jobs 
that  are  coming  about  because  of  the 
rapid  obsolescence  of  the  world's  mer- 
chant marine  fleet.  American  ship- 
yards are  competitive.  They  can  com- 
pete against  the  best  shipyards  around 
the  world.  Oxir  labor  costs  are  low.  Let 
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me  repeat  that:  Our  labor  costs  are  low 
and  our  technology  is  high. 

What  has  defeated  us  all  these  years 
Is  that  all  of  the  other  nations  on 
Earth  continued  their  subsidies,  con- 
tinued their  unfair  pricing,  and  we  sat 
with  our  hands  tied.  Do  not  let  us  go 
down  today  with  our  hands  continually 
tied  behind  us.  Give  our  yards  an  op- 
portunity to  get  out  and  compete. 

Shipbuilders  from  all  over  the  United 
States  have  come  and  talked  to  me 
about,  "Mr.  Gibbons,  if  we  could  only 
get  there  subsidies  ended,  we  can  com- 
pete. But  if  we  cannot  end  these  sub- 
sidies right  now,  we  are  going  to  have 
to  go  on  welfare." 

Now,  that  is  not  fair.  There  are  many 
conflicting  interests  in  all  of  this  in 
the  United  States,  and  I  respect  every- 
one's interest  in  this.  I  accuse  no  one 
of  any  unfair,  undemocratic  practices. 
But  the  problem  is  we  have  got  a  once- 
in-a-lifetime  opportunity  to  get  rid  of 
these  pernicious  worldwide  subsidies.  If 
we  do  not  do  it  now.  the  Record  al- 
ready reflects  that  our  trading  part- 
ners will  back  out.  We  cannot  afford  to 
do  that. 

It  is  really  bigger  than  this  ship- 
building issue.  Ever  since  I  have  had  a 
responsibility  for  monitoring  our  inter- 
national trade  negotiations,  the  rest  of 
the  world  is  structured  politically  dif- 
ferent than  we.  No  one  has  a  Congress 
or  a  lawmaking  body  that  is  as  power- 
ful and  as  intrusive  in  the  process  as 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  and 
all  of  the  rest  of  the  world  understands 
that  and  knows  that. 

That  is  the  reason  why  they  wiU  not 
deal  with  us  on  any  kind  of  inter- 
national agreement  unless  we  have 
what  we  call  fast  track.  A  horrible  mis- 
nomer, but  I  think  all  of  us  know  what 
it  is.  They  accuse  us  time  and  time 
again,  in  all  international  negotia- 
tions, of  coming  back  to  the  House 
floor  and  the  Senate  floor  and  unravel- 
ing all  of  the  mutual  concessions  that 
were  made  in  the  agreement. 

That  is  really  what  we  are  doing  here 
today.  I  know  we  do  not  recognize  it 
but  they  recognize  it.  They  are  resist- 
ing that,  not  only  because  of  shipbuild- 
ing but  because  of  all  of  the  other  ne- 
gotiations that  they  have  carried  on 
with  us  and  will  carry  on  with  us  over 
the  period  of  time. 

So  this  is  a  big  issue.  It  is  a  big  issue 
about  how  we  organize  a  peaceful 
world,  a  world  that  lives  under  law,  a 
world  that  lives  under  law  openly  de- 
veloped and  put  forward  and  negotiated 
and  agreed  to  by  the  different  bodies  of 
this  country. 

Certainly  the  Committee  on  National 
Security  has  a  role  in  all  of  this.  I 
guess  I  regret  as  I  stand  here  now  that 
they  probably  were  not  involved  in  it 
enough  during  the  negotiating  process. 
I  am  sorry  I  did  not  call  it  to  their  at- 
tention. But  I  though  that  all  of  the 
shipbuilders  in  this  country,  particu- 
larly the  large  Navy  yards  that  are  so 


dependent  on  national  security  con- 
tracts, were  keeping  in  touch  with 
their  other  Members  of  Congress.  I  can 
tell  my  colleagues  that  I  spent  a  lot  of 
other  time  with  them,  time  that  I 
could  have  better  spent  on  Florida  con- 
cerns rather  than  on  national  concerns. 

So  believe  me.  we  have  got  an  oppor- 
tunity here  today.  We  have  got  an  op- 
portunity to  get  a  good  agreement. 
This  is  the  best  agreement  that  Amer- 
ican negotiators,  including  the  private 
sector  in  all  of  these  negotiations, 
could  work  out  in  5  tortuous  years. 
Four  sets  of  negotiators,  Republican 
and  Democrat.  We  wore  out  in  these 
negotiations.  We  cannot  go  back  and 
undo  all  of  that  again  because  of  these 
rather  last-minute  concessions. 

At  best,  if  the  Bateman  amendment 
succeeds,  it  will  last  until  Monday.  It 
will  last  until  Monday,  and  then  it  is 
gone,  because  it  is  only  protected  by 
the  standstill  agreement  that  is  in  this 
basic  agreement.  The  other  nations 
have  told  us.  "If  you  are  not  going  to 
agree  to  it.  we  are  not  going  to  stand 
still."  and  they  will  meet  and  match  on 
Monday  the  Bateman  amendment  sub- 
sidy, and  there  will  be  no  more  advan- 
tage, as  temporary  as  it  is,  for  the 
United  States  under  the  Bateman 
amendment.  That  is  what  all  of  this  is 
about. 

This  is  perhaps  my  swan  song  on 
trade.  I  may  have  a  few  words  on  some 
other  things  around  here  before  my 
term  expires,  but  I  want  to  thank  the 
Members  of  Congress  for  listening  to 
me.  and  I  want  to  thank  you  also  for 
this  opportiinlty  to  participate. 

Mr.  CRAIrt:.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  jrield  30 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Ala- 
bama [Mr.  Callahan]. 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
just  want  to  echo  what  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Gibbons]  was  talking 
about,  and  to  tell  the  gentleman  that 
the  day  has  already  arrived. 

Mr.  Chairman,  just  yesterday  in  my 
district,  a  press  release  came  from  the 
Alabama  shipyard,  and  it  is  based  upon 
whether  or  not  this  agreement  is  en- 
acted, where  they  signed  a  contract  for 
five  Russian  tankers  to  be  built  in  the 
State  of  Alabama.  We  are  talking 
about  600  new  jobs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  chair  or  have 
chaired  for  the  past  8  years,  the  revi- 
talization  of  the  shipbuilding  industry 
in  this  country.  This  is  the  biggest 
thing  that  we  have  going  for  us.  We  are 
now  here.  We  already  have  achieved 
contracts,  created  jobs.  If  we  turn  this 
back,  then  we  are  going  to  lose  Amer- 
ican jobs. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  encourage 
my  colleagues  to  vote  against  the 
Bateman  amendment  and  encourage 
them  to  support  the  bill  once  the  Bate- 
man amendment  is  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  "nas  ex- 
pired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Bateman]. 


The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  demand 
a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  278.  noes  149. 
not  voting  7,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  237] 
AYES— 278 


Abercromble 

McKeon 

Ackemus 

FogUetU 

McKlnney 

Andrews 

Forbes 

McNulty 

Busier 

Ford 

Meehan 

Fox 

Meek 

B&l(Uccl 

Fruk  (MA) 

Menendez 

Ballenser 

Franks  (CD 

Metcalf 

Barcla 

Franks  (NJ) 

Mica 

But 

Frost 

MUlender- 

Barrett  (WI) 

Fonderburk 

McDonald 

Butlett 

Furse 

.Vlnk 

BatenuLB 

GaUegly 

Moakley 

Becerra 

Ge)denson 

Mollnan 

Blllnkls 

Gekas 

Mollohan 

Bishop 

Gephardt 

Montgomery 

BUley 

Geren 

Moorhead 

Blute 

GUman 

Moran 

Boehlen 

Gonzalez 

MorelU 

Bonlor 

Goodlatte 

Mnnha 

Borskl 

Goodllnr 

Myers 

Boucher 

Gordon 

Nadler 

Brown  (CA) 

Neal 

Brown  (FL) 

Green  (TX) 

Neumann 

Brown  (OH) 

Greenwood 

Ney 

Bryjjjt  (TN) 

Conderson 

Bryiat  (TX) 

Gutierrez 

Oberstar 

Burr 

BaU(OH) 

Obey 

Barton 

Hansen 

Olver 

Buyer 

Hanxian 

Ortiz 

Calvert 

Hayes 

Owens 

Chambllss 

Haywortb 

Packard 

Chenowetb 

Heftier 

PaUone 

Clay 

.  HlUear>- 

Pastor 

Clayton 

Hlochey 

Payne  (NJ) 

Clement 

Hoke 

Payne  (VA) 

Clybora 

Holden 

Pelosi 

Cobom 

Horn 

Peteraon(MN) 

Colenun 

Hostettler 

Pickett 

CoUUlt  (IL) 

Hunter 

CoUlBS  (MI) 

Hutchinson 

PDmertqr 

ConiUt 

Hyde 

Porter 

Conyers 

Inrlls 

Poshaid 

Ck)oley 

Jackson  (XL) 

QulUen 

Costello 

Jackson-Lee 

Rahall 

Coyne 

(TX) 

Reed 

Crapo 

Jefferson 

RecnU 

Comnungs 

Johnson  (SD) 

Rlns 

Cunntnffham 

Jones 

Rivers 

Danner 

Eaajorskl 

Roberts 

Davis 

Kaptur 

Roemer 

Deal 

Kelly 

Rorers 

DeFazlo 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

DeLaoro 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Rose 

Dellnms 

KUdee 

Roukema 

Dlaz-Balart 

Kleczka 

Roybal-Allard 

Dickey 

KltBk 

Rush 

Dlnrell 

LaFUoe 

Sabo 

Dixon 

LABood 

Sanders 

Dogrett 

Lutot 

Sazton 

Dooley 

LaToorette 

Snarboroocfa 

Doollttle 

Laxlo 

SdiMfer 

Domao 

LewU(CA) 

.SrhlfT 

Doyle 

Lewis  (CA) 

Schomer 

Duncan 

Llplnskl 

Scott 

Dnrbln 

Uviacston 

Seaatrand 

Edwards 

Lolcren 

Serrano 

Ehrllch 

Shttster 

Emerson 

Lovey 

Slslsky 

Enrel 

LacM 

Skeen 

Eshoo 

Maloney 

Skelton 

Evans 

Man  toe 

Slaufhter 

Ewlng 

Markey 

.Smith  (MI) 

Fair 

Martinez 

Smith  (NJ) 

Fattah 

Martini 

Solomon 

Fazio 

SoDder 

Fields  (LA) 

McHale 

Spence 

Fields  (TX) 

McBOKh 

Spratt 

Fllner 

Mclnnls 

Stark 

Flake 

Mcintosh 

stockman 

14078 

stokes 

Stamp 

Stapak 

Tilent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tauzln 

Taylor  (MS) 

Tejeda 

Thompson 

Thornberry 

Thornton 

Tlahrt 

Torklldsen 

Torres 


AlUrd 

Archer 

Aimey 

Bachus 

Baker  (CA) 

Barrett  (NE) 

Barton 

Bass 

Bellenson 

Bentsen 

Bereater 

Bermao 

BevlU 

BUbray 

Blumenauer 

Boehner 

Bonllla 

Bono 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brownback 

Bunn 

Riinnlny 

Callahan 

Camp 

Campbell 

Canady 

Cardlo 

CasUe 

Chabot 

Chapman 

Chrtstensen 

Chrysler 

CUncer 

Coble 

Collins  (GA) 

Combest 

Cox 

Cramer 

Crane 

Cremeans 

Cubln 

de  la  Garza 

DeLay 

Deutsch 

Dicks 

Dreler 

Dunn 

Ehlers 

English 


GUlmor 
Greene  <UD 
Hoo^ton 


Torrlcelll 

Towns 

Traflcant 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Watts  (OK) 

NOES— 149 

Ensign 

Everett 

Fawell 

Foley 

Fowler 

Frellnghuysen 

Frlaa 

Gaaske 

Gibbons 

GUchrest 

Goss 

Cstknecht 

Ball(TX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hastert 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hastings  (WA) 

Heney 

Helneman 

Herger 

Hilliard 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoyer 

Istook 

Jacobs 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Johnson.  Sam 

Johnston 

Kaslch 

Kenselly 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Klug 

KnoUenberg 

Kolbe 

Largent 

T.at.h«yrT 

LaogUln 

Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  (KT) 

Llghtfoot 

Under 

LoBlondo 

Lather 

Manzullo 

NOT  VOTING— 7 

Lincoln 
McDade 
MlUer  (CA) 
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Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

Wicker 

WlUUms 

Wilson 

Wise 

WoU 

Woolsey 

Wjmn 

Yates 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 


Matsul 

McCarthy 

McCoUum 

McCrery 

McDermott 

Meyers 

MlUer  (FL) 

Mlnge 

Mynck 

Nethercutt 

Nussle 

Orton 

Parker 

Paxon 

Peterson  (FL) 

Petri 

Portman 

Pryce 

Qulnn 

Radanovlch 

Ramstad 

R&Dgel 

Richardson 

Rohrabacher 

Roth 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Skaggs 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stodds 

Taylor  (NC) 

Thomas 

Thurman 

Walker 

Wazman 

White 

Whltneld 

Zellff 

Zlmmer 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose:  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Barrett 
of  Nebraska)  having  assumed  the  chair. 
Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union,  reported  that  that  Com- 
mittee, having  had  under  consideration 
the  bill  (H.R.  2754),  to  approve  and  im- 
plement the  OECD  Shipbuilding  Trade 
Agreement,  pursuant  to  House  Resolu- 
tion 448,  he  reported  the  bill  back  to 
the  House  with  an  amendment  adopted 
by  the  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  rule  the  previous  question  is  or- 
dered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  the 
amendment  to  the  Committee  amend- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
adopted  by  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole?  If  not,  the  question  is  on  the 
Committee  amendment  in  the  nature 
of  a  substitute. 

The  Committee  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  and 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  temi>ore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

PJX:ORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  DAVIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  demand  a 
recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  325,  noes  100, 
not  voting  9,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  238] 
AYES-325 
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Oxley 


Messrs.  KIM,  KNOLLENBERG, 
FOLEY,  MCCOLLUM,  ZELIFF,  SHAD- 
EGG.  CANADY  of  Florida,  and  HOYER 
changed  their  vote  from  "aye"  to  "no." 

Messrs.  OILMAN,  EWENG,  WELLER, 
Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida,  and  Mr.  BAR- 
RETT of  Wisconsin  changed  their  vote 
from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  committee  amendment  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  substitute,  as  amended. 

The  Committee  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 


Ackerman 

Allard 

Andrews 

Baesler 

Baker  (LA) 

Baldaccl 

Ballenger 

Barcla 

Barrett  (NE) 

Barrett  (WI) 

Bartlett 

Bass 

Bateman 

Becerra 

Bellenson 

Bentsen 

Bereuter 

Herman 

Bllbray 

Blllrakls 

Bishop 

BlUey 

Blumenauer 

Blute 

Boehlert 

Bonlor 

Bono 

Borskl 

Boucher 

Brewster 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 


Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Bunn 

Burr 

Calvert 

Campbell 

Canady 

Canlln 

Castle 

Chabot 

Chambllss 

Chapman 

Chrtstensen 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

Cllnger 

Clybum 

Coble 

Cobum 

Coleman 

Collins  (MI) 

Condlt 

Conyers 

Crane 

Cremeans 

Cummings 

Cunningham 

Danner 

Davis 

Deal 

DeFazlo 


DeLauro 

Delloms 

Deutsch 

Dickey 

Dlngell 

Dlzon 

Doggett 

Dooley 

Doyle 

Dreler 

Duncan 

Durbln 

Ehlers 

Ehrllch 

Emerson 

Engel 

Ensign 

Eshoo 

Ewlng 

Farr 

Fattah 

Fawell 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Fields  (TX) 

Fllner 

Flake 

Flanagan 

FogUetta 

Forbes 

Ford 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 


Franks  (CT) 

Lewis  (GA) 

Rivers 

Franks  (NJ) 

Llghtfoot 

Roberts 

Frellnghuysen 

Llnder 

Roemer 

Frlsa 

Llplnskl 

Rogers 

Frost 

Livingston 

Roth 

Funderburk 

Lofgren 

Roukema 

Furse 

Lowey 

Roybal-AUard 

Gallegly 

Lucas 

Sabo 

Gaoske 

Luther 

Sanders 

Gejdenson 

Maloney 

Sawyer 

Gekas 

Man  ton 

Saxton 

Gephardt 

Manzullo 

Scarborough 

Geren 

Markey 

Schaefer 

Gibbons 

Martinez 

Schlff 

GUchrest 

Martini 

Schumer 

Oilman 

Mascara 

Scott 

Gonzalez 

.Matsul 

Seastrand 

Goodlatte 

McCarthy 

Sensenbrenner 

(k>odllng 

McCoUum 

Serrano 

Gordon 

McHale 

Shaw 

Goss 

McHugh 

Shays 

Greene  (UT) 

McInnlR 

Shuster 

Greenwood 

Mcintosh 

SIslsky 

Gutierrez 

McKeon 

Skaggs 

Gatknecht 

McKlnney 

Skeen 

Hall  (OH) 

McNulty 

Skelton 

Hamilton 

Meehan 

Slaughter 

Hancock 

Meek 

Smith  (MI) 

Hansen 

Menendez 

Smith  (TX) 

Harman 

Metcalf 

Solomon 

Hastings  (FL) 

Mica 

Souder 

Hayes 

MlUender- 

Spence 

Hayworth 

McDonald 

Spratt 

Hefley 

MlUer  (CA) 

Stark 

Hemer 

MlUer  (FL) 

Stenholm 

Helneman 
Herger 

Mlnge 
Mink 

Stokes 
Studds 

Hlnchey 

Moakley 

Stupak 

Hoekstra 

MoUnarl 

Talent 

Hoke 

Moorhead 

Tate 

Horn 

Moran 

Tauzln 

Hostettler 

Morella 

Taylor  (NC) 

Hoyer 

Murtha 

Tejeda 

Hutchinson 

Myers 

Thomas 

Hyde 

Myrtck 

Thornberry 

IngUs 

Nadler 

Thornton 

Istook 

Neal 

Tborman 

Jackson  (IL) 

Ney 

Torklldsen 

Jackson-Lee 

Norwood 

Torres 

(TX) 

Olver 

Towns 

Jefferson 

Ortiz 

Upton 

Johnson  (SD) 

Orton 

VelazQuez 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Owens 

Vento 

Johnston 

Packard 

Visclosky 

Jones 

Pallone 

Volkmer 

Kanjorskl 

Parker 

Vucanovich 

Kaptur 

Pastor 

Walker 

Kaslch 

Paxon 

Walsh 

Kelly 

Payne  (NJ) 

Wamp 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Payne  (VA) 

Ward 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Pelosl 

Waters 

Kennelly 

Peterson  (FL) 

Watt  (NO 

Klldee 

Peterson  (MN) 

Watts  (OK) 

Kim 

Petri 

Waxman 

King 

Pickett 

Weldon  (FL) 

Kleczka 

Pomeroy 

Weldon  (PA) 

KnoUenberg 

Porter 

Weller 

LaFalce 

Pryce 

Wicker 

LaHood 

Qulllen 

WUUams 

Largent 

Qulnn 

Wilson 

Latham 

Radanovlch 

Wolf 

LaTourette 

Rangel 

Woolsey 

Lazlo 

Reed 

Wynn 

Leach 

Regola 

Young  (AK) 

Levin 

Richardson 

Young  (FL) 

Lewis  (CA) 

Rlggs 
NOES— 100 

ZeUfT 

Abercromble 

ColUns  (GA) 

English 

Archer 

ColUns  (IL) 

Evans 

Armey 

Combest 

Everett 

Bachus 

Cooley 

Foley 

Baker  (CA) 

CosuUo 

Fowler 

Barr 

Cox 

Graham 

Barton 

Coyne 

Gunderson 

BevlU 

Cramer 

Hall(TX) 

Boehner 

Crapo 

Hastert 

BonlUa 

Cubln 

Hastings  (WA) 

Browder 

de  la  Garza 

HUleary 

Bunnlng 

DeLay 

HlUlard 

Burton 

Dlaz-Balart 

Hobson 

Callahan 

Dicks 

Holden 

Camp 

DooUttle 

Hunter 

Chenoweth  . 

Donian 

Jacobs 

Chrysler 

Dunn 

Johnson  (CT) 
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Johnson.  Sam 

Oberstar 

Smith  (WA) 

Kingston 

Obey 

Steams 

KUnk 

Pombo 

Stockman 

Klug 

Portman 

Stump 

Kolbe 

Poshard 

Tanner 

I.antos 

RAhall 

Taylor  (MS) 

Laughlln 

Ramstad 

Thompson 

Lewis  (KY) 

Rohrabacher 

Tlahrt 

LoBlondo 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

TorrtceUl 

Longley 

Rose 

Traflcant 

McCrery 

Royce 

White 

McDermott 

Rash 

Whltneld 

MoUohan 

Salmon 

wise 

Montgomery 

Sanford 

Yates 

Nethercutt 

Schroeder 

Zlmmer 

Neumann 

Shadegg 

Nussle 

Smith  (NJ) 

NOT  VOTING-9 

Buyer 

Green  (TX) 

McDade 

Edwards 

Houghton 

Meyers 

GUlmor 

Lincoln 

Oxley 

D  1342 

Mr.  McNULTY  changed  his  vote  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  rollcall  vote  No.  238  earlier 
today  I  was  unavoidably  detained.  Had 
I  been  present,  I  would  have  voted 
"aye." 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks and  include  extraneous  material 
on  H.R.  2754,  the  bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Barrett  of  Nebraska).  Is  there  objec- 
tion to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PROVIDING  FOR  CONSIDERATION 
OF  H.R.  3610,  DEPARTMENT  OF 
DEFENSE  APPROPRIATIONS  ACT, 
1997 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di- 
rection of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I 
call  up  House  Resolution  453  and  ask 
for  Its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  453 

Resolved,  That  at  any  time  after  the  adop- 
tion of  this  resolution  the  Speaker  may,  pur- 
suant to  clause  Kb)  of  rule  Xxiu.  declare  the 
House  resolved  Into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  state  of  the  Union  for 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  3610)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of  De- 
fense for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September 
30,1997.  and  for  other  purposes.  The  first 
reading  of  the  bill  shall  be  dispensed  with. 
Points  of  order  against  consideration  of  the 
bill  for  failure  to  comply  with  clause  2(1X6) 
of  rule  XL  clause  7  of  rule  XXL  or  section 
302(c)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974 
are  waived.  General  debate  shall  be  confined 


to  the  bin  and  shall  not  exceed  one  hour 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chair- 
man and  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations.  After  general 
debate  the  bill  shall  be  considered  for 
amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule. 
Points  of  order  against  provisions  In  the  bill 
for  failure  to  comply  with  clause  2  or  6  of 
rule  XXI  are  waived.  Before  consideration  of 
any  other  amendment  It  shall  be  In  order 
without  intervention  of  any  point  of  order  to 
consider  the  amendment  printed  In  the  re- 
port of  the  Committee  on  Rules  accompany- 
ing this  resolution.  If  offered  by  Representa- 
tive Young  of  Florida  or  his  designee.  That 
amendment  shall  be  considered  as  read,  may 
amend  portions  of  the  bill  not  yet  read  for 
amendment,  shall  be  debatable  for  twenty 
minutes  equally  divided  and  controlled  by 
the  proponent  and  an  opponent,  shall  not  be 
subject  to  amendment,  and  shall  not  be  sub- 
ject to  a  demand  for  division  of  the  question 
In  the  House  or  In  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole.  If  that  amendment  Is  adopted,  the 
bin,  as  amended,  shall  be  considered  as  the 
original  bill  for  the  purpose  of  further 
amendment.  After  disposition  of  that  amend- 
ment, during  further  consideration  of  the 
bin  pursuant  to  this  resolution,  the  appro- 
priate allocation  of  new  discretionary  budget 
authority  within  the  meaning  of  section 
302(f)(1)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974  shall  be  $245,065,000,000.  The  correspond- 
ing level  of  budget  outlays  shall  be 
1243,372.000,000.  During  further  consideration 
of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Chairman  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  may  accord  pri- 
ority in  recognition  on  the  basis  of  whether 
the  Member  offering  an  amendment  has 
caused  it  to  be  printed  In  the  portion  of  the 
Congressional  Record  designated  for  that 
purpose  in  clause  6  of  rule  XXm.  Amend- 
ments so  printed  shall  be  considered  as  read. 
The  Chairman  of  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  may  postpone  until  a  time  during  fur- 
ther consideration  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  a  request  for  a  recorded  vote  on  any 
amendment.  The  Chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  may  reduce  to  not  less  than 
five  minutes  the  time  for  voting  by  elec- 
tronic device  on  any  postponed  question  that 
Immediately  follows  another  vote  by  elec- 
tronic device  without  intervening  business, 
provided  that  the  time  for  voting  by  elec- 
tronic device  on  the  first  in  any  series  of 
questions  shall  not  be  less  than  fifteen  min- 
utes. After  the  reading  of  the  final  lines  of 
the  bill,  a  motion  that  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House 
with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been 
adopted  shall,  if  offered  by  the  majority 
leader  or  a  designee,  have  precedence  over  a 
motion  to  amend.  At  the  conclusion  of  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  for  amendment  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted.  The  previous  question 
shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and 
amendments  thereto  to  final  passage  with- 
out intervening  motion  except  one  motion  to 
recommit  with  or  without  Instructions. 

a  1345 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Hastings  of  Washington).  The  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Solomon] 
is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  pur- 
poses of  debate  only.  I  yield  the  cus- 
tomary 30  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  FROST),  pending  which 
I  yield  myself  such  tune  as  I  may  con- 
sume. During  consideration  of  the  reso- 


lution, all  time  yielded  Is  for  debate 
purposes  only. 

Mr.  Speaker.  House  Resolution  453  is 
an  open  rule  providing  for  the  consider- 
ation H.R.  3610.  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment appropriations  bill  for  fiscal  year 
1997. 

The  rule  provides  for  1  hour  of  gen- 
eral debate  equally  divided  between  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  mem- 
ber of  the  Appropriations  Committee. 
The  rule  waives  the  3-day  availability 
requirements  for  the  committee  report 
and  the  published  hearings. 

The  report  was  filed  Tuesday  morn- 
ing and  was  available  to  Members  yes- 
terday. So  today  is  the  second  day  of 
its  availability. 

The  rule  contains  a  technical  waiver 
of  section  302(c)  of  the  Budget  Act 
which  prohibits  consideration  of  an  ap- 
propriations bill  until  the  committee 
has  made  allocations  pursuant  to  the 
most  recent  budget  resolution.  Since 
the  House  just  last  night  adopted  the 
conference  report  on  the  budget  resolu- 
tion for  fiscal  1997.  and  the  Appropria- 
tions Committee  has  not  yet  flled  its 
new  subcommittee  allocations  based  on 
that  resolution,  this  technical  waiver 
is  necessary. 

However,  the  rule  does  provide  a 
mechanism  for  bringing  the  bill  within 
its  new  suballocations  which  were 
voted  on  in  committee  this  morning. 

Under  the  rule,  a  manager's  amend- 
ment by  Subcommittee  Chairman 
Young,  which  is  printed  in  the  report 
on  the  rule,  will  be  considered  at  the 
outset. 

That  amendment  reduces  the  funding 
level  in  the  bill  by  another  S500  mil- 
lion, thereby  bringing  the  bill  back 
under  its  new  602(b)  allocations. 

The  manager's  amendment  will  be 
debated  for  20  minutes  divided  between 
the  proponent  and  opponent. 

While  it  is  nonamendable  at  the  out- 
set, if  it  is  adopted  its  provisions  will 
be  folded  into  the  base  text  for  pur- 
poses of  further  amendment  under  the 
open  amendment  process. 

In  addition,  if  the  amendment  is 
adopted,  the  rule  provides  that  the  new 
discretionary  ceilings  for  budget  au- 
thority and  outlays  will  be  in  effect  for 
the  consideration  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  rule  further  waives 
clauses  2  and  6  of  House  Rule  XXI 
against  provisions  in  the  bill.  Those 
rules  prohibit  the  consideration  of  un- 
authorized and  legislative  provisions  in 
appropriations  bills,  and  the  transfers 
of  unobligated  balances. 

While  the  House  has  passed  Its  de- 
fense authorization  bill,  it  has  not  yet 
become  law.  However,  we  are  informed 
that  this  bill  closely  tracks  the  deci- 
sions we  made  on  that  authorization 
bill,  and  that  the  chairman  of  the  Na- 
tional Security  Committee  has  no  ob- 
jection to  these  waivers.  The  rule  fur- 
ther provides  priority  in  recognition  to 
Members  whose  amendments  have  been 
pre-prlnted     in     the     Congressional 
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Record.  It  allows  the  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  to  postpone 
and  cluster  recorded  votes  to  save  the 
time  of  the  House. 

In  addition,  the  rule  permits  the  ma- 
jority leader  to  offer  the  privileged  mo- 
tion to  rise  and  report  the  bill  back  to 
the  House  at  any  time  after  the  final 
lines  of  the  bill  have  been  read.  Fi- 
nally, the  rule  provides  for  one  motion 
to  recommit,  with  or  without  instruc- 
tions. 

In  summary  on  the  rule,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, this  is  a  complicated  rule,  admit- 
tedly, given  the  transition  we  are  mak- 
ing from  the  previous  budget  alloca- 
tions to  the  new  ones.  But  in  so  doing, 
the  rule  brings  the  bill  into  conformity 
with  the  budget  conference  report 
adopted  yesterday  and  the  new  alloca- 
tions proposed  by  the  Appropriations 
Committee  today. 

It  is  important  that  we  comply  with 
our  budgetary  decisions,  and  this  rule 
makes  that  possible. 

In  the  final  analysis,  this  is  a  fair 
and  open  rule.  That  was  reflected  in 
the  rule's  unanimous  adoption  by  voice 
vote  in  the  Rules  Committee  yester- 
day, and  its  support  by  Chairman  Bux 
Young  and  Ranking  Member  John 
MURTHA  who  have  worked  very  hard  to- 
gether to  conform  this  bill  to  the  budg- 
et conference  agreement.  In  that  same, 
bipartisan  spirit,  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
the  rule  by  the  House  today. 

On  the  bill  itself.  I  would  like  to 
commend  Chairman  Young  and  Mr. 
MURTHA  for  once  again  putting  to- 
gether an  excellent  bill  that  takes  care 
of  this  Nation's  defense  needs  within 
the  very  tight  budget  constraints  we 
all  face. 

Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  fourth  year  in  a 
row,  the  Clinton  administration  has 
sent  to  Congress  a  defense  budget  re- 


quest that  is  simply  inadequate  to  this 
country's  needs. 

Of  particular  note  was  this  year's 
weapons  procurement  requests  of  only 
S39  billion,  which  is  S21  billion  short  of 
where  the  joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  tell  us 
that  we  need  to  be  in  just  a  few  years. 

And  that  is  important,  Mr.  Speaker. 
The  joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  this  Na- 
tion's military  commanders  are  telling 
us  that  the  modernization  of  our  weap- 
onry is  grossly  underfunded.  So  let's 
remember  that  when  we  here  the  cat- 
calls that  we  are  going  beyond  the  Pen- 
tagon request  in  this  bill. 

It  is  the  President's  political  request 
that  we  are  going  beyond,  and  well  we 
should,  because  the  needs  of  our  men 
and  women  in  uniform  outweigh  any 
political  need.  So  I  commend  the  com- 
mittee for  adding  $5.7  billion  dollars  to 
the  President's  weapons  procurement 
request. 

Mr.  Speaker,  weapons  purchases  have 
declined  by  70  percent  since  1985,  and 
that  is  precisely  what  has  led  to  to- 
day's severe  modernization  problems. 

This  increase,  along  with  a  large  in- 
crease in  the  President's  ammunition 
request,  will  help  fulfill  one  of  the 
most  sacred  obligations  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment has:  Elnsuring  that  American 
soldiers  and  sailors  have  a  plentiful 
supply  of  the  best  weapons  and  equip- 
ment available  so  that  they  can  ade- 
quately defend  themselves  in  battle. 

Anything  less  than  that  is  unforgiv- 
able. 

Our  military  personnel  are  also 
helped  in  this  bill  by  a  full  3  percent 
pay  increase  as  well  as  a  4.6  percent  in- 
crease in  the  basic  housing  allowance. 

This  bill  makes  positive  strides  in 
other  categories  as  well.  The  Appro- 
priations Committee  added  $2.9  billion 
to  the  President's  request  for  Research 


and  Development,  including  $704  mil- 
lion for  missile  defense. 

On  that  note,  let  me  just  say  that  it's 
high  time  for  this  President  to  commit 
himself  to  defending  the  American  peo- 
ple against  ballistic  missiles.  The  time 
for  talk  is  over.  There  are  no  more  ex- 
cuses for  not  protecting  ourselves  from 
this  threat. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  long  slide  in  defense 
spending  must  come  to  an  end.  The  end 
of  the  cold  war  did  not  mean  that 
American  forces  don't  need  the  best 
equipment  and  weaponry  they  can  pos- 
sibly get.  They  do.  And  the  end  of  the 
Cold  War  certainly  didn't  mean  that 
there  are  no  threats  to  peace  in  the 
world.  There  are. 

Anybody  reading  the  papers  lately 
knows  that  Communist  China,  for  in- 
stance, is  both  massively  increasing  its 
own  military  and  helping  to  transfer 
the  technology  to  build  weapons  of 
mass  destruction  to  rogue  nations  like 
Iran. 

Slashing  our  defense  budget,  refusing 
to  build  missile  defenses  and  appeasing 
countries  like  Communist  China  is  no 
way  to  deal  with  these  threats.  Unfor- 
tunately, that  is  precisely  what  Presi- 
dent Clinton  is  doing.  Fortunately, 
however,  we  are  beginning  to  take 
steps  in  this  Congress  to  reverse  this 
situation.  And  we  can  continue  that  re- 
versal by  adopting  this  bill  before  us 
today. 

Once  a^ain.  Chairman  Young,  Mr. 
MuRTHA.  and  their  staffs  deserve  high 
praise  for  their  work  and  I  urge  sup- 
port for  this  rule  and  this  critical  legis- 
lation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  include  the  following 
material  for  the  Record: 
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Mr.  Speaker,  I  srield  1  minute  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  YotJNG], 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee, 
who  has  done  such  a  great  job  here  to 
explain  the  necessity  and  the  brevity  of 
this  bill. 

Mr  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  point  out  this 
is  an  open  roile,  and  we  ought  to  be  able 
to  expedite  the  consideration  of  the 
rule  and  even  adopt  it  by  a  voice  vote, 
I  would  hope.  We  are  already  an  hour 
past  the  time  we  expected  to  be  start- 
ing this  bill.  I  know  that  Members  have 
plans  for  tomorrow  that  do  not  involve 
being  here  in  the  Chamber,  so  our  plan 
is  to  finish  this  bill  tonight.  The  sooner 
we  can  expedite  it,  the  sooner  Members 
can  get  about  their  other  plans,  and  I 
know  at  the  White  House,  the  Presi- 
dent is  having  a  significant  function 
there  tonight  that  some  Members  who 
have  been  invited  would  like  to  get  to. 
Hopefully,  we  can  expedite  the  rule, 
move  on  to  the  bill  and  get  into  the 
substance  of  the  bill  without  any 
delay. 

Mr.  SALMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consumie. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  this 
rule  and  of  this  bill.  Maintaining  a 
strong  defense  of  our  Nation  is  one  of 
the  paramount  responsibilities  of  Con- 
gress, and  I  am  pleased  that  this  bill 
meets  that  responsibility  head  on. 

As  reported,  H.R.  3610  provides  appro- 
priations of  S245.8  billion  for  the  func- 
tions of  the  Department  of  Defense  in 
fiscal  year  1997  which  is  $11.1  billion 
above  the  administration's  request. 
While  some  may  disagree  with  the 
funding  levels  and  priorities  estab- 
lished by  this  bill,  the  simple  fact  is 
that  in  end,  these  priorities  will  pro- 
tect the  best  interests  of  the  United 
States.  These  priorities  will  keep  us 
strong  and  deserve  our  support. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  rule  will  allow  any 
Member  to  offer  amendments  to  cut 
funding  levels  in  the  bill  and  thus  en- 
sures that  we  will  have  a  full  and  fair 
debate  on  the  defense  programs  funded 
here.  In  addition,  the  manager's 
amendment  made  in  order  in  the  rule 
will  cut  an  additional  $800  million  from 
the  reported  bill  to  bring  it  in  line  with 
the  conference  agreement  on  the  budg- 
et for  fiscal  year  1997.  I  commend 
Chairman  Young  and  his  ranking  mem- 
ber, Mr.  MURTHA,  for  their  willingness 


to  adjust  this  bill  to  meet  the  require- 
ments of  the  budget  resolution. 

I  would  also  like  to  commend  the  Ap- 
propriations Committee  for  not  includ- 
ing in  the  bill  the  social  issues  that 
generated  such  controversy  in  the  fis- 
cal year  1996  appropriation.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, the  purpose  of  this  appropriation  is 
to  fund  progrrams  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  that  relate  to  our  military  pre- 
paredness. Passage  of  this  appropria- 
tion for  those  Important  programs 
should  not  be  slowed  by  adding  to  them 
social  issues  that  are  of  importance  to 
a  certain  extreme  element  of  the  Re- 
publican Party.  I  am  gratified  that  this 
year  my  Republican  colleagues  have 
seen  the  wisdom  of  adhering  to  the 
rules  of  the  House  and  have  kept  those 
controversial  issues  out  of  the  appro- 
priations bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  3610  is  a  forward 
looking  appropriation.  This  bill  accel- 
erates the  acquisition  of  several  impor- 
tant weapons  systems,  accelerates  the 
research  and  development  programs  re- 
lating to  the  next  generation  of  several 
others,  and  funds  quality-of-life  pro- 
grams that  insure  that  we  will  be  able 
to  recruit  and  keep  the  young  men  and 
women  who  serve  as  our  soldiers,  air- 
men, sailors,  and  marines.  I  am  par- 
ticularly gratified  that  the  committee 
has  provided  advance  funding  for  the 
acquisition  of  additional  C-17's  and  V- 
22's.  The  accelerated  acquisition  of 
these  two  aircraft  systems  will  save 
the  U.S.  Treasury  nearly  $9  billion. 
Saving  $9  billion  while  ensuring  for  our 
Nation's  defense  is  no  mean  feat  and  I 
congratulate  the  Defense  Subcommit- 
tee for  making  these  recommendations 
to  the  full  House. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  good  bill  and  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  H.R.  3610 
and  the  rule  providing  for  its  consider- 
ation. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  DIAZ-BALART.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
jrield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  this 
open  rule  as  well  as  the  imderlsrlng  bill, 
the  Defense  Appropriations  Act  for  fis- 
cal 1997.  It  would  be  shortsighted  and 
reckless  to  underestimate  the  national 
security  dangers  that  face  the  United 
States. 

Yes,  the  Soviet  Union  collapsed,  but 
Russia  remains  engaged  in  serious  in- 


ternal debates  that  will  decide  its  fu- 
ture course  of  behavior  in  the  world 
conmiunity.  China,  as  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Solomon]  recently 
stated,  is  acquiring  wealth  at  an  ex- 
traordinary rate.  Some  project  that  it 
may  even  surpass  the  United  States  in 
gross  domestic  product  in  the  next  cen- 
tury, and  with  wealth  inevitably  comes 
vast  military  power. 

If  we  take  specific  examples,  for  ex- 
ample. Mr.  Speaker,  North  Korea, 
though  the  Clinton  administration  is 
providing  massive  amounts  of  oil  and 
technical  assistance  to  North  Korea, 
that  regime  remains  an  enemy  of  the 
United  States.  The  regime  in  Iran  is  a 
deadly  enemy  of  the  United  States  as 
well,  with  enormous  oil  resemres.  And 
there  remain  many  other  enemies  of 
this  great  Nation  throughout  the 
world. 

Many  would  love  to  see  the  United 
States  on  its  knees,  our  youth  de- 
stroyed by  drugs,  our  economy  shat- 
tered by  debt.  Here  in  this  hemisphere 
the  regime  in  Havana  is  one  such 
enemy  of  the  American  people.  In  1982, 
four  senior  aides  to  the  Cuban  dictator 
were  indicted,  Mr.  Speaker,  for  drug 
smuggling  in  the  United  States. 

The  U.S.  attorney  in  the  Southern 
District  of  Florida  has  ready  another 
indictment,  this  time  of  15  high-rank- 
ing officials  in  the  Castro  government, 
including  Castro's  brother,  Raul,  for 
trafficking  cocaine  into  the  United 
States.  For  unexplained  and  unsatis- 
factory reasons  the  administration  has 
refused  to  authorize  the  issuance  of 
that  indictment. 

We,  in  Congress,  passed  a  tough  sanc- 
tions law  3  months  ago  against  the 
Cuban  regime.  Some  of  our  trading 
partners,  ixresponsibly,  have  criticized 
us  for  doing  so.  Last  week  the  Organi- 
zation of  American  States  came  out 
against  our  sanction  against  Castro.  It 
is  very  interesting  that  at  that  time 
the  brother  of  the  Secretary  General  of 
the  OAS,  Mr.  Gavlria,  was  being  held 
captive  by  Communist  terrorists  In  Co- 
lombia. 

Mr.  Gavlria  was  very  happy  last  week 
after  the  OAS  criticized  our  sanction  of 
Castro,  known  as  the  Helms-Burton 
law.  Mr.  Gavlria  also  asked  Castro  at 
that  time  to  get  his  brother  freed. 
Again,  his  brother,  at  that  time,  was 
being  held  by  Communist  terrorists  in 
Colombia.  Yesterday,  the  Communist 
terrorists  freed  Gavlria's  brother  and 
all  the  terrorists  flew  to  Havana,  where 
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they  arrived,  weapons  and  all,  and  were 
given  sanctuary  by  Castro. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Congress  has  the  obliga- 
tion to  find  out  what  the  terms  of  the 
deal  between  Gavlria  and  the  Castro 
government  that  got  Castro  to  first  re- 
quest and  then  obtain  the  release  of 
Gaviria's  brother  and  to  accept  the 
kidnappers  into  Cuba.  So  I  call  upon 
this  Congress,  through  our  Subcommit- 
tee on  the  Westera  Hemisphere  and  its 
distinguished  chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton],  to  sum- 
mons the  OAS  Secretary  General  in 
order  to  ask  him  the  following  ques- 
tions. 

And  If  there  is  a  jurisdictional  prob- 
lem with  a  summons,  then  demand,  re- 
quest, or  ask,  because  we  have  a  right 
to  know,  being  the  country  that  most 
pays  for  the  OAS.  to  know  the  answers 
to  the  following  questions. 

In  addition  to  looking  into  the  terms 
of  the  deal  between  the  OAS  Secretary 
General  and  Castro  to  get  Gaviria's 
brother  freed,  we  need  to  know,  first, 
what  relation  was  there  between  the 
action  of  the  OAS  in  Panama  last  week 
against  the  Helms-Burton  law  and  the 
release  of  the  Secretary  General's 
brother  at  Castro's  request  this  week? 

Second,  does  Gavlria  support  the  im- 
punity and  protection  given  to  his 
brother's  kidnappers  by  the  Castro  gov- 
ernment; in  other  words,  of  the  terror- 
ists who  were  received  and  given  sanc- 
tuary yesterday  in  Cuba? 

Third,  can  Gavlria  act  impartially  as 
the  OAS  Secretary  General  after  hav- 
ing made  a  deal  with  his  brother's  kid- 
nappers and  with  Castro  for  his  broth- 
er's freedom? 

We  must  investigate  the  relationship 
between  Latin  American  governments 
who  attack  our  Helms-Burton  law  and 
guerrillas  and  kidnapers  controlled  by 
Castro  who  blackmaiil  those  govern- 
ments. They  key  question  is,  in  fact, 
who  is  the  leader  in  this  hemisphere? 
Who  is  the  boss,  Castro  and  his  guerril- 
las? Can  Castro  also  kidnap  in  the 
United  States?  Is  that  next,  Mr.  Speak- 
er? K  so,  will  the  United  States  also  ac- 
knowledge his  authority  over  all  the 
hemisphere's  terrorists? 

America  has  plenty  of  enemies,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  this  hemisphere  is  obvi- 
ously suffering  a  crisis  of  leadership.  In 
Congress,  we  can,  at  least,  provide  the 
means  for  the  protection  of  the  Amer- 
ican people  from  all  possible  threats  to 
their  security. 

Furthermore,  Mr.  Speaker,  military 
strength  and  the  ability  to  project 
military  power  are  closely  connected 
to  economic  infiuence  and,  con- 
sequently, to  the  opportunity  for  solid 
economic  development  and  its  accom- 
panying jobs  and  protection  of  a  strong 
middle  class. 

For  many  reasons  and,  for  the  most 
important  reason  of  all,  because  secu- 
rity is  Government's  main  responsibil- 
ity, we  need  a  strong  national  defense 
and  this  bill  is  a  necessary  ingredient 


in   a   strong   posture    for   the   United 
States  of  America. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconin  [Mr.  Obey]. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  do  not 
think  I  will  take  the  full  5  minutes,  but 
I  did  want  to  take  some  time  to  sug- 
gest that  this  bill  today  has  two  fun- 
damental problems: 

First  of  all,  it  is,  in  my  view,  reflec- 
tive of  a  view  that  somehow  the  United 
States  is  under  serious  duress  and,  in 
fact,  is  falling  behind  potential  mili- 
tary competitors. 

The  fact  is,  it  is  not.  The  fact  is  that 
right  now  we  spend  two-and-a-half 
times  as  much  as  all  of  our  military 
adversaries  combined  and  this  bill  will 
add  to  that  lead,  not  subtract  from  it. 

Second,  I  would  like  to  point  out 
that  a  little  known  fact  about  the  de- 
fense budget  is  that  while  both  parties 
are  talking  about  proceeding  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  in  7  years,  the  fact  is 
that  by  the  seventh  year  the  defense 
budget,  reflected  by  the  budget  resolu- 
tion that  passed  yesterday,  the  major- 
ity party's  defense  budget,  is  in  fact 
lower  than  the  budget  provided  by  the 
President.  Yet,  at  the  same  time  that 
these  outyear  numbers  are  substan- 
tially lower  than  the  President's,  for 
the  first  2  or  3  years  this  committee  Is 
insisting  on  adding  billions  of  dollars 
above  the  President's  request. 

That  makes  absolutely  no  sense.  It 
meajis  that  we  will  be  continuing  to 
avoid  the  tough  choices  that  are  need- 
ed on  the  kind  of  weapons  that  are 
going  to  be  bought,  and  as  long  as  we 
avoid  those  tough  decisions,  it  means 
that  we  will  be  buying  more  than  we 
can  afford  just  a  few  years  down  the 
line. 

That  will  mean  that  if  the  Congress, 
in  fact,  sticks  to  its  outyear  budget 
ceilings  it  will  be  forced  to  either  can- 
cel programs  or  make  substantial  re- 
ductions in  operation  and  maintenance 
and  other  key  items  at  a  later  point  in 
the  cycle,  precisely  at  the  time  when 
we  ought  to  be  not  doing  that. 

That  is  why  Secretary  of  Defense 
Perry  has  described  what  is  happening 
as  a  catastrophe,  and  that  is  why  it  is 
Important  to  understand  that  this  is 
not  just  an  argument  between  the  tra- 
ditional doves  and  hawks,  it  is  not  just 
an  argument  about  whether  this  budg- 
et ought  to  spend  more  money  or  less 
money.  It  is  an  argument  about  wheth- 
er or  not  it  makes  sense  to  grossly  in- 
flate the  military  budget  today  when 
we  know  that  we  will  have  to  produce 
substantial  reductions  in  the  outyears 
to  meet  the  targets  under  the  budget 
resolution. 

I  submit  to  my  colleagues  that  we 
are  fooling  OTirselves  and  the  American 
people  when  we  pass  legislation  such  as 
this,  and  I  do  not  think  we  should  do  it. 
I  will,  during  the  course  of  the  debate. 


be  offering  a  number  of  amendments  to 
try  to  bring  it  in  line,  but  I  think  it  is 
important,  before  we  begin  the  debate 
on  the  amendment  process,  to  imder- 
stand  the  context  in  which  those 
amendments  are  offered. 

As  I  have  said,  the  context  is  that, 
very  clearly,  this  bill  is  janrmiing  far 
too  much  money  into  the  bill  the  first 
2  or  3  years  of  this  so-called  7-year 
budget  cycle.  It  will  require  all  kinds 
of  reductions  3  and  4  years  down  the 
line.  We  could  make  our  job  a  whole  lot 
easier  in  the  future  if  we  would  make 
the  choices  today  that,  unfortunately, 
this  committee  has  refused  to  make. 

Mr.  DIAZ-BALART.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
3rleld  1  minute  to  my  distinguished 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  DORNAN]. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is 
not  a  controversial  rule,  it  is  a  good 
open  rule,  but  I  may  not  be  available  to 
talk  during  the  appropriations  bill  dis- 
cussion itself,  so  I  wanted  to  make  a 
few  points. 

I  am  extended  for  2  years  on  the  Per- 
manent Select  Committee  on  Intel- 
ligence. It  is  my  eighth  year.  And  there 
will  not  be  a  single  Republican  member 
of  the  Permanent  Select  Committee  on 
Intelligence  who  will  argue  with  the 
figures  provided  for  our  defense  and  na- 
tional security  structure  in  this  bill  or. 
for  that  matter,  in  the  authorization 
bill,  which  is  a  bit  higher. 

I  do  not  believe  any  Democrat  who 
serves  on  the  Permanent  Select  Com- 
mittee on  Intelligence,  who  has  a  rei>- 
utation  of  working  consistently  and 
hard  on  defense,  will  either  find  any 
question  that  the  funding  levels  here 
are  exaggerated. 

We  may  be  the  sole  standing  surviv- 
ing superpower,  but  when  there  is  as 
much  nuclear  weaponry  around  the 
world  as  still  exists,  that  do  not  have 
the  checks  and  balances  that  we  have 
in  our  governmental  system,  then  we 
do  still  live  in  a  severely  dangerous 
world.  And  I  would  ask  everybody  to 
reject  all  the  amendments  coming  up 
that  cut  our  defense  budget. 

Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  srield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Col- 
orado [Mrs.  SCHROEDEB]. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  me 
this  time,  and  I  must  say  I  am  pleased 
that  this  Is  an  open  rule. 

As  one  who  has  sat  on  the  defense  au- 
thorization committee  for  now  24 
years,  when  that  bill  came  to  the  floor 
we  had  a  closed  rule  and  we  were  not 
allowed  to  offer  one  substantive  cut- 
ting amendment.  Not  one.  I  find  that 
outrageous.  So  at  least  so  far  today, 
unless  we  do  something  else,  it  appears 
we  are  going  to  get  to  have  some  de- 
bate about  what  is  the  right  level. 

The  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  just 
pointed  out  that  this  bill  equals  two- 
and-a-half  times  what  all  of  our  adver- 
saries together  are  spending,  so  one 
would  think  that  we  ought  to  be  able 
to  make  a  few  cuts  in  here. 


14084 

I  have  an  amendment  that  several 
other  distinguished  Members  are  co- 
sponsoring  with  me  that  would  bring 
the  level  of  this  bill  down  to  the  bipar- 
tisan Coalition  budget  number.  That 
number  is  what  the  administration 
asked  for  plus  3  percent  for  the  pay 
raise. 

I  think  that  makes  a  tremendous 
aunount  of  sense.  I  would  save  $7  billion 
and.  if  it  were  adopted,  it  would  almost 
make  the  budget  that  we  adopted  Isist 
night,  without  my  vote  because  the 
deficit  is  higher  than  it  is  this  year, 
but  it  would  almost  bring  that  deficit 
down  to  the  level  of  this  year. 

So  I  would  hope  Members  who  voted 
for  the  Coalition  budget,  as  I  did,  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle,  would  listen  to 
this.  I  think  it  makes  a  lot  of  sense  and 
it  is  really  where  we  should  go. 

I  must  say  the  reason  I  am  speaking 
on  the  rule  is  I  hear  some  nmiblings 
that  there  may  be  some  steamrollers 
starting  up  outside  to  try  and  limit  the 
time  overall.  So  those  of  us  who  have 
limiting  amendments  at  the  end  of  the 
bill  may  never  be  able  to  present  them 
or  have  to  present  them  just  boom, 
boom,  boom,  without  being  able  to  ex- 
plain them. 
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I  hope  that  does  not  happen. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentlewoman  srield? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  would  like  to  assure  the  gentlewoman 
we  have  no  intention  of  denying  any- 
one the  opportxmity  to  speak  to  the  ex- 
tent that  they  must.  So,  the  gentle- 
woman naight  be  assured  of  that. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  re- 
claiming my  time,  I  am  happy  to  hear 
that.  I  assume  that  the  gentleman 
means  that  we  will  not  be  having  aji 
overall  limit  so  that  those  of  us  at  the 
end  win  not  be  steamroUed  out  as  peo- 
ple run  for  their  airplanes. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker, 
if  the  gentlewoman  will  continue  to 
yield,  I  am  not  assuring  her  how  we  are 
accomplishing  this,  but  I  will  assure 
her  that  we  are  not  going  to  deny  le- 
gitimate debate  on  this  bill  or  the 
amendments. 
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Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Florida  be- 
cause I  think  these  are  very  critical 
issues.  This  is  the  largest  spending  bill, 
as  the  gentleman  knows,  that  we  are 
probably  going  to  be  dealing  with  that 
is  discretionary  spending.  And  because 
we  did  not  get  to  deal  with  it  at  all  on 
the  authorization  side.  I  think  it 
makes  it  all  the  more  important  that 
we  be  allowed  to  carry  it  on  here. 

If  we  do  not  get  it  finished  now,  let 
us  carry  it  over  to  next  week  or  let  us 
do  something.  But  I  think  this  stam- 
pede out  of  here  would  be  unfair. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  very  much  for  his 
agreement. 

Mr.  DIAZ-BAL.ART.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
have  no  further  speakers  on  this  side  of 
the  aisle.  There  is  great  consensus  on 
our  side  of  the  aisle  in  favor  of  the  rule 
and  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  DeFazio]. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
like  to  reiterate  some  of  the  points 
made  by  the  gentlewoman  from  Colo- 
rado. There  is  a  concern  that  a  number 
of  amendments  that  might  come  to- 
ward the  ends  of  consideration  as  we 
adopt  a  3-  or  4-hour  limit  will  get  short 
shift  if  we  spend  a  predominant 
amount  of  time  on  amendments  that 
do  not  have  much  significance  to  some 
Members. 

The  point  is,  we  adopted  a  bill  au- 
thorizing over  $240  billion  of  expendi- 
tures for  the  Pentagon  with  not  one 
single  cutting  amendment  allowed.  In 
fact,  the  gentlewoman  from  Oregon,  I 
recall,  wanted  to  offer  an  amendment, 
I  think,  to  cut  $1,  and  that  was  not  al- 
lowed, which  is  to  say  that  we  are  as- 
sured that  this  agency,  this  one  agency 
of  the  Government  is  so  unique.  The 
largest  agency  of  the  Government  with 
the  largest  budget  that  there  is,  not  a 
single  dollar  of  waste;  that  they  could 
not  benefit  from  any  oversight  from 
the  Congress  or  any  scrutiny  of  their 
programs  or  any  active  debate  on  some 
of  the  commitments  that  we  are  mak- 
ing that  we  will  carry  out  for  decades 


to  come  and  cost  tens  and  thousands  of 
billions  of  dollars. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  believe  that 
and  I  do  not  think  Members  on  that 
side  of  the  aisle  believe  that.  There  is 
$15  billion  that  has  gone  missing,  the 
accountants  cannot  find,  over  the  last 
10  years.  If  we  had  any  other  agency 
that  could  not  account  for  an  average 
of  $1.5  billion  a  year  of  expenditures 
without  any  sort  of  receipt,  I  believe 
we  would  have  special  investigators 
and  special  prosecutors  and  special 
hearings  and  special  committees.  But 
that  is  a  fact.  That  has  happened  at  the 
Pentagon. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  must  have  a  full,  ac- 
tive, and  open  debate  here  about  the 
largest  single  budget,  the  largest  single 
employer  in  the  Federal  Government. 
And  I  would  hope  that  we  do  not  find 
constraints  being  adopted. 

This  House  was  scheduled  to  be  in 
session  today,  it  was  scheduled  to  be  in 
session  tomorrow,  it  was  scheduled  to 
be  in  session  on  Monday.  And  now  we 
are  hearing  we  have  to  skate  out  here 
tonight  so  that  the  east  coast  Members 
can  catch  their  planes.  There  is  only 
one  an  hour.  Those  of  us  from  the  west 
coast,  it  is  just  about  too  late  to  get 
home  tonight.  Let  us  stay  here  as  late 
as  is  necessary  to  have  a  full  and  open 
debate. 

Mr.  DIAZ-BALART.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  simply  point 
out  that  this  is  an  open  rule  that  we 
are  bringing  to  the  floor,  and  no  limi- 
tations on  debate  nor  on  amendments. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  continue  to  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  at  the  beginning  of  this 
Congress,  the  Republican  majority 
claimed  that  the  House  was  going  to 
consider  bills  under  an  open  process.  I 
would  like  to  point  out  that  63  percent 
of  the  legislation  this  session  has  been 
considered  under  a  restrictive  process. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  submit  for  the  Record 
the  following  material: 
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Bill  No. 
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Resolution  No. 


Process  used  for  floor  consiOeralnn 


Amenilmeiits 
in  onler 


KB.  1*  

H.  Re.  6  .... 

H.(l.  5*  

HJ.(te.r 
H.  Res.  43  .. 
HR.  101  _ 

IU.4W  _ 

HR.  MO  _.. 

KR.  2* 

HJl.  665*  ... 
HJl.  666*  ... 
HJl.  667-  ... 
HR.  66r  ... 
MJ».  72S*  .. 
HJl.  7* 

H.R.  nr .. 

%  I 


Comolunct 

Opening  Day  Rules  Piduie 

Unfunded  Miodites  

Balinctd  Badiet 

Committie  Hianngs  Scheduling _ _ _ 

To  transfer  a  oaicei  of  land  to  the  Taos  Pueblo  Indians  of  New  Mb- 

ico. 
To  otDtnde  lot  tlie  esnange  of  lands  ntlim  Gates  of  the  Aretjc  Na- 

tnnai  Pari  Preserve 
To  pnmde  for  tlie  conveyance  of  lands  to  certain  indmduals  in 

Butte  County.  California 

Line  Item  Veto - 

Victim  Restitution  Act  of  1995 

Ettlusanaty  Rule  Refoim  Act  of  1995 

Violent  Cnminal  Incarceration  Act  of  1995  

Tlie  Cnmmal  Alien  Bexrtation  Improvement  Act  

Local  Govermnent  Law  Enforeement  Block  Grants 

National  Seconty  Rewtalaation  Act 

Death  PenaltyHaOeas 

Senate  Compliance 


H.  Res.  6 
H.Res.  5 
H.  Res.  38 
H.  Res.  44 
H.  Res.  43  (Oil 
H.  Res.  51 

H.  Res.  52 

H.  Res  53 

H.  Res.  55 
H.  Res.  61 
H.  Rei  63 
H.  Res.  63 
H.  Res.  69 
H.  Res.  79 
H.  Res.  83 
N/A 


aosed 

Qosed 

Restnctive . 
Restnctne . 
Restnctnie . 
Open  


Open 
Open 


Open  

Open  

Open  

Restnctne . 

Open 

Restnctive  . 
Restnctive  . 
Restnctne  . 
Closed 


None. 

Nofll. 

WK 

2R:«0. 

«K 

WK 

WA. 

IV*. 

WA. 
WK 
WA. 
WK 
WK 
N/A. 
WK 
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Bill  No. 


Title 


Resolution  No. 


H.R.  831  _ _ 

HJi.  830-  

H.R.  889  

H.R.  450-  _ 

H.R.  1022*  

H.R.  926'  

H.R.  925'  

H.R.  1058*  

H.R.  988'  

H.R.  956'  

H.R.  1158  

HJ.  Res.  73- 

H.R  4-  

H.R.  1271-  

HJl.  660*  

HJ!.  1215*  

H.R.  483 

H.R.  655  

H.R  1361  

H.R.  961  

H.R.  535  

H.R.  584  _ „ 

HJI.  614 

H  Con.  Res.  67 

H.R.  1561  

H.R.  1530  

H.R.  1817  _.. 

H.R.  1854  

HJl.  1868  

H.R  1905  

HJ.  Res.  79 

H.R  1944  

H.R  1868  (2nd  nile) 

H.R.  1977  *Ruie  Defeated' 

H.R.  1977  _ 

H.R.  1976 _... 

H  R.  1977  (3rd  nilc)  . 

H.R.  2020  _. 

HJ.  Res  96 

H.R.  2002  

H.R  70  

H.R.  2076  

HJl.  2099  

HJl.  2r26"~;zii;zz" 

HJl.  1555  

HJl.  2127  

H.R.  1594  

H.R.  1655 

H.R.  1162  _ 

HJl.  1670 

HJJ.  1617 

HJl.  2274  

HJl.  927  

HJJ.  743  

HJl.  1170  

H.R.  1601  

HJ.  Res.  108 

H.R  2405  

H.R.  2259  

H.R.  2425 

H.R.  2492 

H.R.  2491  

H.  Con.  Res.  109 

H.R  1833  

H.R.  2546  

HJ.  Res.  115 

H.R.  2586  

H.R.  2539  

HJ.  Res.  115 

H.R.  2586  

H  Res.  250  

H.R.  2564  

H  R.  2606 

H.R.  1788  .._ 

H.R.  1350  _ 

H.R.  2621  

H.R  1745  

H.  Res.  304 

H.  Res.  309 

H.R.  558  

HJl.  2677 


lo  Permanently  Extend  tne  Healtti  Insurance  Deduction  for  the  Self- 
Employed 

The  Papenmrti  Reduction  Act 

Emergency  Supplemental/Rescinding  Certain  Budget  Auttionty  

Regulatory  Moratorium 

R:sli  Assessment  _ 

Regulatory  Fleiibility  

Prmte  Property  Protection  Act 

Secunties  Litigation  Reform  Act  . 


The  Attorney  AcajuntaUility  Act  of  1995 

Product  Liability  and  Legal  Reform  Act _ 

Maung  Emergency  Supplemental  Apptopnations  and  Rescissions 

Term  bmits  _ _ 

Welfare  Reform  _ _ _ 

Family  Pnvacy  Act  

Housing  for  Oldr  Persons  fct 

The  Contract  With  Amenca  Tai  Relief  Act  of  1995 

Medicare  Select  E«Sension  _ _. 

HyUrogen  Future  Ad  

Coast  Guard  Authoruation  „ 

Clean  Water  Act 


Coming  National  Fish  Hatctieiy  Comeyance  Act 

Conveyance  of  the  Fairport  National  Fish  Hatctiery  to  tlie  State  of 

Iowa 
Conveyance  of  the  New  London  National  Fish  Hatcliety  Production  Fa- 

ality. 

Budget  Resolution  

Amencan  Oveneas  Interests  Act  of  1995  

National  Defense  Authonzation  Act.  FT  1996 


Military  Construction  Agpnopnabons.  FY  1996  . 
Legislatne  Branch  Appropnalions  


Foreign  Operations  Aporopnations  _ 

Energy  I  Water  Appnionatioiis  _ _ 

Constitutional  Amendment  to  Permit  Congress  and  StaMs  to  PrehilM 
the  Physical  Desecration  of  tlie  Amencan  Flag. 

Recissions  Bill  

Foreign  Operations  ApprDpnations 

Intenor  Appropnations 

Intenor  Appropnations 

Agriculture  Appropnations 

Interior  Appropnations  . 


Treasuiy  Postal  Appropnations  

Disapproving  MFN  tor  China 

Transportation  Appropnations  _. 

Eipoits  of  Alaskan  North  Slope  Oil . 
Commeice.  Justice  Appropnations  .. 

VA/HUD  Appropnations  

Termination  of  US  Anns  Embargo  on  Bosnia  . 

Defense  Appropnations  

Communications  Act  of  1995  


Labor/HHS  Appropnations  tet  

Economically  Targeted  Imestmetits  . 

Intelligence  Authoruatioo  ...„ 

Deficit  Reduction  Lock  Bon 


Federal  Acquisition  Refoffli  Act  of  1995 

To  Consolidate  and  Refomi  Workforce  Development  and  Literacy  Pro- 
grams Act  (CAREERS) 

National  Highway  System  Designation  Act  of  1995 
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m  order 


Title 


Resolution  No. 
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The  Gun  Crime  Entoftement  and  Second  Amendment  Restmtion  Act  H.  Res.  388 
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The  Adoption  Promotion  and  Stability  tet  of  1996 H.  Res.  428 

Defense  Authoruation  Bill  FY  1997  ...._ H.  Res  430 


Repeal  of  the  4.3-Cent  Increase  m  Transporjtioii  Fuel  Taxes  .._ H,  Res.  436 

IntelhgeiKe  Authoruation  Act  for  FY  1997  _ _ H.  Res.  437 

The  Defend  AmerKa  tet H.  Res  438 

The  Small  Business  Job  Protection  Act  of  1996.  and  The  Employee  H.  Res.  440 
Commuting  Flexibility  Act  of  1996. 

Military  Construction  Appropriations  FY  1997 _ _ H.  Res.  442 
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Mr.  FROST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge 
adoption  of  the  rule,  and  I  yield  back 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  DIAZ-BALART.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reiterate  our  strong 
commitment  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  to 
a  strong  defense,  and  reiterate  the  fact 
that  this  is  an  open  rule  not  closing  de- 
bate in  any  way  nor  prohibiting 
amendments  in  any  way. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time,  and  I  move  the  previous 
question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Hastings  of  Washington).  The  question 
is  on  the  resolution. 

The  resolution  wais  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  Mem- 
bers may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  H.R.  3610,  making  appropria- 
tions for  the  Department  of  Defense  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30, 
1997,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  that  I 
may  be  permitted  to  include  tabular 
and  extraneous  materials. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman for  Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS  ACT,  1997 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Hastings  of  Washington).  Pursuant  to 
House  Resolution  453  and  rule  XXm, 
the  Chair  declares  the  House  in  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consider- 
ation of  the  bill,  H.R.  3610. 

D  1420 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (H.R.  3610)  mak- 
ing appropriations  for  the  Department 
of  Defense  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
September  30,  1997,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses, with  Mr.  Camp  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  the  bill  is  considered  as  having 
been  read  the  first  time. 

Under  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Young]  and  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Murtha]  each 
will  control  30  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Young]. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  jrield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  very  happy  to 
present  to  the  House  what  I  think  is  an 
excellent  national  defense  appropria- 
tions bill.  There  will  be  those  who  dis- 
agree with  that  statement,  but  I  have 
to  say  this,  that  this  bill  was  created 
by  Members  of  both  parties  in  a  bipar- 
tisan fashion  and  the  bill  that  we  bring 


to  the  floor  is  agreed  to  by  the  vast 
majority  of  the  subcommittee  and  the 
full  Committee  on  Appropriations. 

We  did  this  because  of  the  tremen- 
dous cooperation  that  the  Members 
showed  toward  each  other  in  dealing 
with  the  issues.  And  those  issues  were 
decided  based  on  the  merit,  based  on 
whether  or  not  they  contributed  some- 
thing to  our  national  security,  and 
based  on  whether  or  not  there  actually 
was  a  requirement  for  what  we  in- 
cluded in  the  bill. 

There  was  no  question  about  who  did 
it  help  politically  or  where  did  it  cre- 
ate jobs  or  not  create  jobs.  The  deci- 
sions were  based  on  what  is  good  to 
provide  for  the  security  of  this  Nation, 
and  our  interests,  wherever  they  might 
be. 

And  not  only  the  Members  who  are 
outstanding  members  of  this  commit- 
tee on  both  sides,  I  wanted  to  take  just 
a  minute  and  call  attention  to  those 
who  serve  us  at  the  staff  level,  those 
staffers  who  work  here  hours  and  hours 
late  at  night  after  we  have  done  our 
work  and  gone  home. 

And  I  want  to  point  out  Kevin  Roper, 
for  whom  this  Congress  is  his  first  time 
as  the  chief  clerk  of  this  subcommittee 
and  has  done  such  an  outstanding  job. 
His  brain  is  like  a  computer.  He  is  able 
to  call  up  information  without  any  hes- 
itation when  he  is  called  upon  to  do 
that. 

John  Plashal,  Dave  Kilian,  Alicia 
Jones,  Juliet  Pacquing,  Greg  Walters, 
Trish  Keenan,  Doug  Gregory,  Paul 
Juola,  Tina  Jonas,  Steve  Nixon,  Stacy 
Trimble;  Paige  Schreiner,  who  by  the 
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way  is  on  maternity  leave,  just  having 
had  a  lovely  new  daughter;  and  Cyn- 
thia Hill,  who  was  a  detailee  from 
Navy;  and  Mr.  Greg  Dahlberg,  who 
works  as  a  partner  with  Kevin  Roper, 
who  also_is  a  tremendous  asset  to  the 
work  of  this  subcommittee;  and  Car- 
men Scialabba,  who  is  in  Mr.  Murtha's 
office. 

These  ladies  and  gentlemen  have  all 
made  tremendous  contributions  to 
helping  this  subcommittee  do  its  work 
with  the  thousands  and  thousands  of 
items  and  thousands  and  thousands  of 
decisions  that  we  have  make  during 
our  markup. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted  to  say  this: 
This  bill  that  we  present,  we  started 
with  the  President's  budget  request. 
There  are  those  who  say  that,  "Well, 
you  are  a  Republican  Congress.  When 
the  President's  budget  gets  there,  it  is 
going  to  be  dead  on  arrival."  And  we 
assured  them  all  that  is  not  the  case. 

We  worked  in  cooperation  with  the 
administration.  We  began  with  the 
President's  budget.  We  believed  then, 
and  we  still  believe,  that  it  was  short 
in  a  number  of  areas;  so  we  made  some 


additions.  But  basically  and  budget  re- 
quested by  the  President  is  provided 
for  in  this  bill. 

But  I  will  call  to  the  attention  of  the 
Members  some  of  the  adds  that  we  in- 
cluded, but  let  me  tell  Members  about 
the  numbers.  We  began  with  a  602(b)  al- 
location of  $246.6  billion  and  we  marked 
to  that  amount,  and  we  did  the  best  we 
could  to  get  the  most  for  the  money 
that  we  possibly  could.  At  that,  based 
on  real  growth,  counting  for  inflation, 
is  actually  $4  billion  under  last  year's 
bill. 

By  the  time  we  got  to  the  full  com- 
mittee, we  had  to  make  another  $800 
million  reduction.  So  again  we  stood 
up  to  the  plate,  and  we  made  that  $800 
billion  reduction  based  on  what  the 
leadership  thought  would  be  the  budget 
split  between  the  House  number  and 
the  Senate  number. 

Well,  now  we  come  to  the  floor,  and 
that  number  is  not  low  enough,  based 
on  the  budget  resolution  we  passed  yes- 
terday. So  we  will  have  to  offer  an 
amendment  today  that  will  cut  an  ad- 
ditional $500  million  out  of  this  bill, 
and  that  amendment  has  been  prepared 


with  the  cooperation  and  work  of  all  of 
the  members  of  the  subcommittee.  By 
the  time  we  finish  with  that  amend- 
ment, this  bill  will  be  down  to  $245.3 
billion.  That  is  $4.7  billion  under  last 
year  if  we  adjust  for  inflation,  which  is 
the  realistic  thing  to  do.  and  it  is  $1.6 
billion  under  the  authorized  levels. 

We  have  worked  closely  with  the  au- 
thorizers,  with  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  National  Security  and 
with  the  chairman  of  the  Permanent 
Select  Committee  on  Intelligence,  to 
fashion  this  bill.  We  have  worked  In 
lock  step.  We  cannot  provide  every- 
thing that  they  authorize  because  we 
do  not  have  that  much  money  avail- 
able. But  the  bill  we  are  going  to  vote 
on  today  is  very  close  to  the  bill  that 
Members  have  already  voted  in  large 
numbers  to  support  for  the  intelligence 
authorization  bill  and  as  well  as  the 
national  security  authorization  bill.  As 
we  get  into  the  amendments,  we  will 
then  get  into  more  debate  about  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  submit  the  following 
tabular  material  for  the  Record: 
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6,102.108,000 

1 7.043. 1SO.0OO 

2,043,679.000 

1,386,306.000 

381.143.000 

775.967,000 

3.242.493,000 

1,284.290.000 

69.782.830,000 


20.692338,000 

17,000,856.000 

6.103,808.000 

17.099,550.000 

2.083,379.000 

1,392,406,000 

387.943,000 

780,497,000 

3.279.393.000 

1,294.490.000 

70,115,160.000 


Bill  compared  wiith 
Enacted 


+746.651.000 

-7.707,000 

+  218.068.000 

•108.193,000 

•39.087,000 

+  36,883,000 

+9,792,000 

-4,089,000 

+  36.971,000 

+  34.863,000 

+  924,152.000 


Bill  compared  iwitti 
Estimate 


+  112.100.000 

+  57.900.000 

+  1,700,000 

+  56,400,000 

+  38.700.000 

+  6,100,000 

+  6,800,000 

+  4.530.000 

+  36.900.000 

+  10.200,000 


+  332.330,000 


TITLE  li 

0PERATX3N  AND  MAINTENANCE 

Operation  and  MaiiitenaiKe.  Amiy 

(By  transfer  -  National  CManse  Stodqaile) 

Opanten  artd  Maintenance.  Navy.. 


(By  transfer  -  National  Oetsnse  Stockpile)- 
Opsntian  and  Mairtsnaiica.  Marine  Corps— 
Oparabon  and  Malnlenance,  Air  Force  »«»»*. 

(By  transfer  -  National  Defense  StocKpile)- 
Openlion  and  ll4aMer«artoe.  Defense- Wide.. 

(Byt 


Operation  arxl  Maintertance.  Amiy  Reserve  _. 

Operation  and  t4aintenance.  Navy  Reserve 

Operation  artd  lylaintenance.  Marine  Corps  Reserve.. 

Operation  and  Mair4enarKe,  Air  Force  Reserve 

Operation  and  Maintenance.  Army  National  Guard.... 


Operation  and  IMaintenarKe.  Air  National  Guard.. 
United  Stales  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Armed  Forces .. 

Envlionmerm  Restoration,  Army 

EflMrorwnental  Restoration,  Navy 

Enviionmartfal  Restoration.  Air  Force 


18.321.965.000 

(50,000.000) 

21.279.425.000 

(50,000.000) 

2.392,522,000 

18.606,167,000 

(50,000.000) 

10.388,565,000 

(15,000,000) 

1,119.191.000 

859.542.000 

100.283,000 

1.519.287,000 

2.440.808.000 

2.776.121.000 

6,521.000 


Enwironmartal  Restoration,  Defense-Wide . 

ErMirofimartal  Restoration,  Defense 

Summer  Olympics .. 


Former  Soviet  Union  threat  reduction 

Orerssas  Humanitafian,  Disaster,  and  Civic  Aid ... 
(Ttansfsrouq.. 


Oualif,-  9f  Life  Enliancaments,  Defense.. 


Total,  title  tl.  Operation  and  maintenance.. 
(By  transfer) 


1.422,200.000 

15,000,000 

300.000,000 

50.000.000 

(•t  5.000.000) 


81,597.627.000 
(150.000.000) 


18,031.145.000 
(83.334.000) 

20.112,864.000 

(83,333,000) 

2,203.777,000 

17.830,122,000 
(83.333,00(9 

10.156.468,000 

1,084.436.000 

843.927.000 

99.667,000 

1,488,553.000 

2.208,477.000 

2.654.473,000 

6.797.000 

356.916.000 

302,900,000 

414.700.000 

258.500.000 


327,900.000 
80.544.000 


78.462.166.000 
(250.000.000) 


18,365,679,000 
(50,000,000) 

20,360,367,000 

(50.000,000) 

2,465,077,000 

17,938.755,000 
(50.000.000) 

10,212,985,000 

1.116,436.000 

882.927.000 

108.467,000 

1,491.553.000 

2.268,477.000 

2,671,373.000 

6,797,000 


1.333.016.000 

302,900.000 
60.544,000 

975.000.000 

80,590,383,000 
(150,000,000) 


+  43,714.000 
-889.028,000 

+ra,ss5.ooo 

-667.412,000 

-175,610,000 

(-15.000,000) 

-2.756,000 

+23.385.000 

+  8.184,000 

-27.734,000 

-172,331,000 

-104.748.000 

+276,000 


-69.184.000 

-15.000.000 

+2,900.000 

+ 10.544,000 

(  +  15,000.000) 

+  975.000.000 

-1,007.244,000 


+  334,534.000 
(-33,334,000) 

+277,533,000 
(-33,333,000) 

+  261.300,000 

+  108.633.000 
(•33.333,000) 
+  56.517.000 

+32.000.000 
+  39,000.000 
+8.800,000 
+  3,000,000 
+  60.000.000 
+  16.900.000 

-356.916.000 
-302,900.000 
-414.700,000 
-258.500.000 
+  1.333,016,000 

-25.000.000 
-20.000.000 

+  975,000.000 

+2.128.217.000 
(-100,000.000) 


TITLE  Ml 

PROCUREMENT 

AiiciiA  Procurement.  Army 

Miseie  Procurement,  Amiy 

Pmeusment  of  Weapons  and  Traclted  Comt>al  Vehicles,  Army 

PtDCuramerM  of  Ammunition,  Army 

Other  Procurement,  Army 

AtKnit  Precurament,  Nevy 

Weapeni  Piocurement,  Navy_ 


Proewement  of  Ammunition.  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  _ 
Shipbuilding  artd  Convanion,  Navy_ 

Other  Procurement,  Navy___-_ 

Ptoeuramer*,  Marine  Corps  . 


Aiicnft  Proeuiament,  Air  Force 

Mttsile  Procurement,  Air  Force .».».......» 

Procurement  of  Ammunition,  Air  Force.. 

Other  Procurement,  Air  Force 

Procurement,  Defense-Wide 


National  Guard  and  Reserve  Equipment. 


Total,  title  HI,  Procurement.. 


1.558.805.000 

865.555,000 
1.652,745,000 
1.110,685,000 
2,709.443,000 
4.586.364.000 
1.669.o;:7.000 

430,053.000 
6.643358.000 
2,483,581.000 

458347.000 
7.367383,000 
2,943.931,000 

338,800.000 
6.284.230.000 
2,124.379.000 

777.000.000 

44,069.316,000 


970.815.000 
766.329.000 
1.102.014.000 
853,428.000 
2.627,440.000 
5.881.952,000 
1.400.363.0CC 

4,911,930,000 
2,714.195,000 
555.507,000 
5.779.228.000 
2.733,877.000 

5,998,819.000 
1,841,212.000 


38.137.106.000 


1.308.709.000 
1.044.767.000 
1,500.414.000 
1.150,128,000 
2.889.040.000 
6.896,552,000 
1.oo4.<;^^,000 

341.689.000 
4,719.930.000 
2.889.591,000 

623,973.000 
7.326.628.000 
2.279.500.000 

272.177,000 
6.078.539.000 
2,247,812,000 

908.000,000 

43.871.857.000 


-250,096.000 

+  179,212.000 

-152,331.000 

+36,443,000 

+  126,567,000 

i^2,X7,15e,000 

-2^,419,000 

-88,364.000 

•1,924.028.000 

+406.010.000 

+  165.026,000 

•41.355.000 

-664.431.000 

-66.623.000 

-205.691.000 

+ 123.433.000 

+  131.000.000 

-197.459.000 


+337,894.000 

+  278,438,000 

+398,400.000 

+296.700.000 

+271,600.000 

+  1.014.600.000 

-15,355,000 

+341.689.000 

-192.000.000 

+  175.386,000 

+  68,466.000 

+  1.547.400.000 

-454.377.000 

+  272,177.000 

+  79,720,000 

+406,600,000 

+  908,000.000 

+5.734.748.000 


TITLE  IV 

RESEARCH.  DEVELOPMENT.  TEST 
AND  EVALUATION 

Research.  Development.  Test  and  Evaluation.  Amiy.. 
(By  transfer).. 


Research,  Development,  Test  and  Evaluation,  Navy 

Resaaich,  Development,  Test  and  Evaluation.  Air  Force 

Research,  Devaloixnant,  Test  and  Evaluation.  Defense-Wide.. 
Dewstapmerttl  Test  and  Evaluation,  Defertse 


Operational  Test  and  Evaluation,  Defense. 


Total.  tWe  IV,  Research,  Development,  Test  and  Evaluation.. 


4.870.684.000 

(8.000,000) 

8.756,132,000 

13,126.567,000 

9,461,057,000 

251,082.000 

22,587.000 

36.490.109,000 


4.320.640.000 

7.334,734.000 

14.417,456.000 

8,398,836,000 

252.038,000 

21,968.000 

34.745.672,000 


4.874.537.000 

8.399.357.000 

14,969,573,000 

9,068,558.000 

272.038.000 

26.968.000 

37,611,031,000 


+  3,853.000 

(-8.000.000) 

-358.775,000 

1-1,843,006,000 

-392.499.000 

+  20.956,000 

+  4,381.000 

M.I  20,922,000 


+  553.897.000 

+  1.064.623.000 

+  552.117.000 

+  669.722.000 

+  20.000.000 

+  5.000.000 

+2.865,356.000 
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FY  1996 
Enacted 


FY  1987 
Estimate 


BiK 


Bill  compared  Mlh 
EnKled 


Bit 


TTTUV 

REVOLVING  AND  MANAGEMENT  FUNDS 

Defense  business  operations  fund 

National  Defense  Saalifl  Fund: 
Ready  Reserve  Force- 


Acquisition, 
Total. 


878.700,000 

269,000,000 
735,220,000 


1.024.220.000 


947.900,000 

261 .000.000 
702,002,000 


963,002.000 


947300.000 

261 .000.000 
1343.002,000 

1 ,904,002,000 


+66.200300 

-20300300 
+  907.7823(X) 


+  879.782300 


»  941300300 
»941,OIX)300 


Total,  title  V.  Revolving  and  Management  Funds.- 


1302320,000 


1.910.902.000 


2351302,000 


•^948362300 


4^941300300 


TITLE  VI 

OTHER  DEPAFTTMENTOF 
DEFENSE  PROGRAMS 


Defense  health  program: 
Operation  arxj  maintenance- 
(Transfer  out) 


Procurement .. 


Total,  Defense  Heatti  Program . 


Ctiermcal  AgerMs  and  Munitions  Destruction.  Defertss: 

Operation  and  maintenance 

Procurement -..—— ......-..........._..-.—._-..—. 


1/ 


Research,  development,  test,  and  eMiluation . 


Total.  Chemical  Agents.. 
Drug  Interdiction  Defense.. 


Office  of  tfie  Inspector  General 


Total,  title  VI.  Olfier  Department  of  Defense  Programs  .„ 

TITLE  VH 

REUTED  AGENCIES 

Central  IrMlligenee  Agency  rietlrement  artd  Disability  System  Fund 

IfteHigertce  Community  Management  Account —..-—....-.-.. 

National  Security  Education  Trust  Furtd 

Payment  to  Kaho'elaaw  Wand  conwyanee  remediation  and 
EnyiiurMrter«al  ITeiteration  Fund- 

Total.  title  VII.  Related  ^endes 

TTOJEVUl 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Addilianal  transfer  authority  (sec  8006)- 
Contiactor  ADP 


Inflation  Reestimite 

Management  efficiencies.. 
FFROCs  labs 


Oversea*  MiMary  Fac  Investment  Recovery  (sec  8045) . 
Nationel  Scienc*  Center.  Army  (sec  805^- 


Oisoosal  &  lease  of  DOO  real  property  (sec  8042) 

Air  Force  DBOF  pass  through  (sec  8082)- 

Spare  parts  inventories  (sec  8088) 

Excess  funded  canyover  (sec  8076) 


Total.  titteVn- 


933832S300 

(-8,000300) 

288333,000 

10.226358.000 

353350300 

266,000300 

53.400.000 

672,250.000 

688,432.000 
178,226.000 

11.765366.000 


213300300 

90383300 
7,500,000 

25,000300 

337383300 


P.  100.000,000) 

-30,OIX>300 

-561317300 

SSZJOOOJOOO 

-442300,000 

-90300.000 


85.000 
8,000,000 


GRAND  BILL  TOTAI 

Total,  Depaitment  of  Defense: 
Bill  total 


Scorstoeping  adjustments 

Grand  total 


•1347,132,000 
243,406,197.000 

243.406.197,000 
-1338300,000 

242,067397.000 


9358388.000 


269.470300 

9,627,758.000 

477347.000 

273,600300 

48300.000 

798.847,000 

642.724,000 
138.501,000 


11308,830.000 


196.400.000 

91.739300 

5.100.000 

10.000300 

303.239.IXX) 


(2.000.0(X)300) 


1300300 

120,000 

26.565300 


27,685,000 
234.578,433,000 

234,578,433.000 
100,000.000 

234,678.433.000 


9366.188300 
268.470300 

9,667.658.000 

477,947,000 

273,800300 

48300300 

799.847.000 

774.724.000 
138301.000 

11.380.730.000 


196.400,000 
149355,000 


10,000,000 


355,955300 


(2,000,000.000) 


1.000300 

120300 

26365,000 

-195.000,000 

-350,000,000 

-500.000.000 


-1.017315,000 
245.759.703.000 
245.759.703.000 


-540.137300 
(+8300300) 
-18383300 

-558,700.000 
*  124,087.000 

+8,eoo,(X]o 
-5.ira,ooo 

♦127.567.000 

+  86392.000 
-39.725,000 


245.759.703.000 


-384336.000 


-17.500,000 

+  58372300 

-7.500.000 

-15.000300 

+  18372300 


(-1.100.000,000) 

+  303IX),000 

+561317300 

+83231X1300 

+442,000300 

^80,000*000 

•f  1,000.000 

•4-36,000 

+  16,565,000 

- 1 9ft  ^000^000 

*3S0 ,000 ,000 

-500,000,000 

+  909317.000 
+2.363306.000 

+2353306.000 
+  1338300.000 

+  3.682.406.000 


+38300300 


+  36300300 


>'132,OIX>300 


M71300300 


+  57316300 
-5.100300 


+5^716300 


-196300300 
•3S0300300 
-900.000300 

-1.045.000,000 
♦11.181370300 

♦  II.I8137O3OO 

- 1 00.ftOO.fTOO 

♦  11.061370.000 


fKTTE:  Grand  total  does  not  include  $820  million  in  emergency  appropriations  enacted  in  PL  104-134.  The  FY  1996  grand  total  includmg  titese  appropnatrans  is  S242.887 397,000. 
1/ ktcluded  in  Budget  under  Procurement  title. 
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FY  1996 
Enacted 


FY  1997 

Estimate 


Bill 


Bill  compared  with         Bill  compared  with 
Eriacted Estimate 


BECAPfTUATXJN 

TOe  I  -  Uiiilary  Pweoonel 

TOe  ■  -  Openiion  and  Maintertance 

Tde  III  -  Procuiament 


TiBaiV-Reiaareh,  Dawlopment.  Test  and  Evaluation.. 
THw  V '  Re¥OMnQ  and  ManaQei  i  lei  it  Funds .............. 


ma  VI  -  Olhar  Oapaitmant  of  Oafansa  Programs.. 
TlUa  VM  -  naimd  ^ancias 


TiHe  VW  -  Genaial  prowsiorw .. 


(Additional  transfer  authority) -.. 

Total,  Department  of  Defanaa.. 
Soonaeapirtg  adjustmertts^ 

Grand  total 


68.191,006,000 
81,587,627,000 
44,069,316,000 
36.490,108,000 
1,902,920,000 
11,765,266,000 
337,083,000 
-1,947,132,000 
P,  100,000.000) 

243,406,197,000 
-1,336,900,000 

242,067,297,000 


69,782,830,000 

78,462,166,000 

36,137,108,000 

34,745,672,000 

1,910,902,000 

11,208,830,000 

303,239,000 

27,685.000 

(2,000,000,000) 

234,578,433,000 
100,000,000 

234,678,433,000 


70,115,160,000 
80,580,383.000 
43,871,857,000 
37,611,031,000 
2.851,902,000 
11,380,730,000 
356,956,000 
-1,017,315.000 
(2.000,000,000) 

245,758,703.000 


245.759,703.000 


-1-924,152,000 

-1,007^44,000 

-197,459,000 

+  1,120,922.000 

+  948.982.000 

-384.536.000 

+  18.872.000 

+929,817,000 

(-1,100,000,000) 

+2,353,506,000 
+  1,338,900,000 

+  3,682,406,000 


+  332,330,000 

+2,128517.000 

+  5,734,748,000 

+2,865,358,000 

+941,000,000 

+  171,900,000 

+  52,716,000 

-1,045,000.000 

+  11,181^70,000 
-100,000,000 

+  11,081,270,000 


NOTE;  Grand  total  does  not  include  S820  million  in  emergency  appropriations  enacted  in  PL  104-134.  The  FY  1986  grand  total  irwluding  these  appropriations  is  $242,887,297,000. 
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Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  reserve  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  MURTHA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  POMEROY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  sup- 
port of  the  fiscal  year  1997  Department  of  De- 
fense appropriations  bill. 

The  bill  before  contains  many  valuable  pro- 
visions that  vtrill  enhance  the  readiness  of  our 
Armed  Forces  and  improve  the  quality  of  life 
for  the  men  and  women  who  serve  in  our  Na- 
tion's military.  The  3  percent  pay  raise  for  mili- 
tary personnel,  the  additional  funding  for  medi- 
cal care  for  active  duty  members  and  military 
retirees,  and  the  resources  dedicated  to  repair 
and  upgrade  substandard  military  barracks  are 
three  important  provisions  that  will  strengthen 
troop  morale  and  in  turn  improve  the  combat 
readiness  of  our  military. 

I  also  take  this  opportunity  to  highlight  two 
items  in  this  bill  that  are  critically  important  to 
the  Nation's  defense  and  to  my  State  of  North 
Dakota.  First,  this  bill  fully  funds  the  Minute- 
man  III  life  extension/modemization  program 
to  preserve  the  viability  and  reliat>ility  of  our 
ICBM  force  well  into  the  next  century  as  rec- 
ommended by  the  Nuclear  Posture  Review. 
Second,  the  legislation  maintains  the  number 
of  fighters  assigned  to  the  Nation's  general 
purpose  Air  National  Guard  fighter  units  at  15 
Primary  Assigned  Aircraft.  Given  the  inaeas- 
ing  reliance  on  the  Natk>nal  Guard  to  defend 
our  natnnal  interest,  it  makes  good  sense  to 
maintain  current  fighter  force  levels. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  disappointed  that  this 
bill  does  not  include  a  provision  similar  to  Sec- 
tion 1302  of  the  fiscal  year  1997  Defense  Au- 
thorization bill  to  strictly  prohibit  the  retirement 
of  B-52  bombers.  The  B-52  remains  our  Na- 
tion's most  combat  capable  bomber  and 
shoukJ  not  be  prematurely  retired  as  proposed 
by  the  administratk>n.  While  f  understand  that 
the  Appropriation  bill  provision  may  suffk»  in 
bkx*ing  the  retirement  of  B-52s.  I  am  hopeful 
and  confident  that  the  final  Defense  Appropria- 
tions will  include  a  similar  provision. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  have  concern  re- 
garding the  SI  0.2  billk>n  increase  this  bill  pro- 
vides over  jmd  above  the  Pentagon's  request. 
I  voted  in  favor  of  both  the  Schroeder  and  the 
Shays  amendments  to  reduce  bill's  funding 
and  make  it  more  consistent  with  our  effort  to 
balance  the  Federal  budget.  Although  I  am 
disappointed  that  these  amendments  failed.  I 
will  support  passage  of  the  bill  because,  in  the 
final  analysis,  it  fulfills  an  important  commit- 
ment to  our  troops  and  the  Nation's  defense. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this  legisla- 
tion. 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Mr.  Chaimian,  I  rise  In 
support  of  H.R.  3610,  the  National  Security 
Appropriations  bill,  and  to  thank  my  friend  and 
colleague  from  the  great  State  of  Florida. 
Chairman  Bill  Young,  for  all  his  good  work  on 
this  bill  that  is  so  important  to  U.S.  interests  at 
home  and  abroad. 

Defense  spending,  adjusted  for  inflation,  has 
been  cut  each  and  every  year  since  1985.  De- 
spite this  decline,  the  President's  budget 
called  for  a  $10  billbn  cut  in  fiscal  year  1997. 
During  testimony  before  the  House  Committee 
on  National  Security,  all  of  the  Joint  Chiefs 
have  suggested  the  President's  budget  was 
not  adequate  to  address  the  needs  of  our  na- 
tk>nal  defense. 


Mr.  Chairman,  H.R.  3610  provides  the  funds 
needed  to  ensure  that  we  have  the  best 
equipped  troops  in  the  wortd  prepared  to  de- 
fend our  Nation.  Chairman  Young  has  made 
great  strides  at  Increasing  military  readiness 
by  increasing  the  quality  of  life  for  our  troops. 
The  worid  remains  a  dangerous  place  at  the 
same  time  the  U.S.  force  structure  has  hit  its 
lowest  level  in  50  years.  The  frequent  deploy- 
ment of  our  troops  has  created  many  prot>- 
lems  for  our  soldiers  and  their  families.  To  ad- 
dress this  situatk>n.  this  bill  provides  a  needed 
3  percent  pay  raise  for  the  brave  men  and 
women  who  have  volunteered  to  defend  our 
Nation. 

Another  important  issue  addressed  in  this 
bill  is  the  need  to  maintain  adequate  health 
care  for  our  soldiers.  By  adding  $475  millton  to 
the  President's  request  for  defense  health 
care,  we  are  insuring  that  our  troops  will  be 
ready  for  whatever  mission  might  surface.  If 
this  House  had  not  supported  a  higher  level  of 
health  care  funding,  the  services  would  have 
had  to  make  deep  reductions  In  the  medical 
care  we  promised  our  service  memt)ers. 

This  bill  also  adds  $400  millk>n  for  the  repair 
and  upgrade  of  military  tjarracks.  Two-thirds  of 
this  housing  is  currently  rated  by  the  DOD  as 
substandard.  This  is  an  important  component 
of  maintaining  a  high  level  of  readiness  for  our 
Armed  Forces.  Our  saitors  and  sokjiers  make 
many  personal  sacrifices  to  provkie  for  our 
Nation's  defense.  We  owe  it  to  them  to  pro- 
vide a  decent  place  for  these  men  and  women 
and  their  families  to  Nve. 

H.R.  3610  also  addresses  the  concerns  of 
the  Joint  Chiefs  by  adding  necessary  funds  for 
the  weapons  procurement  needs  identified  by 
our  fieW  commanders.  The  Joint  Chiefs  and 
the  Chairman  know  that  funding  for  weapons 
procurement  has  declined  by  nearly  75  per- 
cent in  real  terms  over  the  past  1 1  years.  With 
a  smaller  force  structure,  our  troops  will  have 
an  even  greater  need  for  the  most  modem 
and  capable  weapons  available.  This  bill  en- 
sures that  our  troops  will  be  equipped  with 
these  weapons. 

I  will  gladly  support  this  bill  and  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  do  the  same.  Again,  thank  you,  Mr. 
Chairman,  for  your  hard  work  on  this  t>JII  that 
t>alances  the  need  for  a  fiscally  sound  defense 
program  with  the  needs  our  men  and  women 
who  serve  our  great  Nation.  Your  work  is  truly 
appreciated. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  3610,  and  partkxjlarty  want  to 
commend  the  Committee  for  including  funds 
for  cooperative  DODA/A  medical  research.  In 
providing  $25  million  in  funding  for  this  impor- 
tant activity,  the  Committee  is  helping  foster 
valuable  research  that  serves  not  only  our  ac- 
tive duty  personnel,  but  veterans  as  well. 

These  moneys  will  help  fund  research  into 
such  areas  as  combat  casualty  care,  Persian 
Gulf  veterans'  illnesses,  and  post-traumatic 
stress  disorder. 

Members  may  not  be  fully  aware  of  the  kind 
of  bang  Congress  and  the  Nation  have  gotten 
from  putting  bucks  into  VA  research.  By  way 
of  example,  the  contributions  VA  research  pro- 
gram has  given  us  over  the  years  include 
such  developments  as: 

Surgical  transplanting  of  kkJneys  using 
drugs  to  suppress  organ  rejection;  an  artifkaal 
foot  that  alk}ws  amputees  to  jog  and  play 


sports:  daigs  for  the  treatment  of  diseases  in- 
cluding tut>ercuk>sis:  and  a  taking  computer  for 
the  blind. 

The  military  and  this  Natkxi  will  benefit  by 
providing  funds  that  encourage  cooperative 
VA  and  DOD  research  efforts. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my 
time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  for  general 
debate  has  expired. 

Pursuant  to  the  rule,  the  bill  shall  be 
considered  for  amendment  imder  the  b- 
minute  rule. 

Before  consideration  of  any  other 
amendment,  it  shall  be  in  order  to  con- 
sider the  amendment  printed  in  House 
Report  104-619  if  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Young]  or  his 
designee.  That  amendment  shall  be 
considered  reaid,  may  amend  portions 
of  the  bill  not  yet  read  for  amendment, 
shall  be  debatable  for  20  minutes, 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
proponent  and  an  opponent,  shall  not 
l>e  subject  to  amendment,  and  shall  not 
be  subject  to  a  demand  for  division  of 
the  question. 

If  that  amendment  is  adopted,  the 
bill,  as  amended,  shall  be  considered  as 
an  original  bill  for  the  purpose  of  fur- 
ther amendment. 

During  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment,  the  Chair  may  accord  pri- 
ority in  recognition  to  a  Member  offer- 
ing an  amendment  that  he  has  printed 
in  the  designated  place  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record.  Those  amendments 
will  be  considered  read. 

The  Chairman  of  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  may  postpone  until  a  time 
during  further  consideration  in  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  a  request  for  a 
recorded  vote  on  any  amendment  and 
may  reduce  to  not  less  that  5  minutes 
the  time  for  voting  by  electronic  de- 
vice on  any  postponed  question  that 
inmiediately  follows  another  vote  by 
electronic  device  without  intervening 
business,  provided  that  the  time  for 
voting  by  electronic  device  on  the  first 
in  any  series  of  questions  shall  not  be 
less  than  15  minutes. 

After  the  reading  of  the  final  lines  of 
the  bill,  a  motion  that  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as 
may  have  been  adopted  shall,  if  offered 
by  the  majority  leader  or  a  designee, 
have  precedence  over  a  motion  to 
simend. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BT  BCR.  YODNO  OF 
FLORIDA 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  offer  an  amendment  made  In 
order  by  the  rule. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  Is  a^  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Young  of  Flor- 
ida: On  page  17,  line  9,  strike  "Jl,044,767,000" 
and  Insert  "$968,567,000". 

On  pa«e  17,  line  10,  strike  all  after  "1999" 
throog'h  the  end  of  line  12,  except  the  period. 
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On  pa«re  22,  line  6.  strike  •'$4,719,930,000" 
and  Insert  ■•$4.469.930.000-. 

On  pagre  24.  line  17.  strike  "$7,326,628,000" 
and  insert  "$7,274,628,000". 

On  page  24.  line  19.  strike  "$54,700,000"  and 
Insert  "$2,700,000". 

On  page  29.  line  10.  strike  "$14,969,573,000" 
and  Insert  "$14,869,573,000". 

On  page  29.  line  15.  strike  "$1,698,486,000" 
and  insert  "$1,598,486,000". 

On  page  82.  line  6,  strike  "$350,000,000"'  and 
Insert  "$400,000,000". 

On  page  82.  line  11.  strike  "$226,400,000"  and 
Insert  "$276,400,000". 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Young]  and  a  Member  opposed  will 
each  control  10  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
flrom  Florida  [Mr.  Young]. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  explained  during 
general  debate,  in  order  to  conform 
this  bill  to  the  budget  resolution  that 
was  adopted  yesterday  in  the  House,  it 
was  necessary  to  cut  another  $500  mil- 
lion, actually  S508  million,  over  a  half 
billion,  from  this  bill,  and  that  is  the 
purpose  of  the  amendment  that  I  just 
offered,  and  I  will  submit  a  statement 
that  will  explain  in  detail  how  we  had 
to  arrive  at  this  point.  But  I  wanted  to 
point  out  for  the  Record  so  that  it 
would  be  clear  exactly  what  it  is  that 
we  are  doing  so  that  no  one  has  any 
questions. 

We  have  reduced  the  MLRS  launcher 
line  by  $56.2  million.  That  leaves  an  in- 
crease over  the  budget  of  $10  million. 
We  eliminate,  basically  eliminate  the 
TAGS  ship.  We  leave  $4  million  in  that 
account  but  we  take  $50  million.  The 
third  Seawolf.  we  reduce  by  $100  mil- 
lion. That  still  leaves  $599  million  in 
the  budget.  The  new  attack  submarine 
program  line,  we  have  reduced  by  $100 
million;  that  still  leaves  $704  million  in 
that  account. 
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The  C-130,  the  airborne  command  and 
control  version  of  that  aircraft,  we 
would  eliminate  one  that  we  had  added. 
That  is  $52  million.  And  then  we  have  a 
classified  item  that  we  are  not  able  to 
discuss  on  the  floor  but  those  Members 
cleared  for  the  information  are  aware 
of  it.  That  is  another  $100  million  cut. 
That  comes  to  $508  million.  I  would 
hope  that  we  could  expedite  the  consid- 
eration of  this  amendment.  It  is  nec- 
essary to  conform  this  bill  to  the  budg- 
et request  or  to  the  budget  resolution 
as  passed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  pursuant  to  the  rule,  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  made  in  order  by 
the  mle. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  explained  during  general 
debate,  in  order  to  conform  this  bill  to  the  con- 
ference agreement  on  the  budget  resolution,  it 
is  necessary  to  cut  the  funds  in  this  bill  by  an 
addtional  S500  million. 

That  is  the  purpose  of  the  amendment  I  just 
off  jred— to  bring  this  bill  in  line  with  the  budg- 
et resolution. 


In  the  budget  resolution  process,  the  House 
originally  recommended  a  total  for  Defense 
which  was  S1.6  billion  higher  than  the  Senate. 

The  House  position  was  higher.  And  when 
we  passed  the  Defense  authorization  bill  4 
weeks  ago,  that  bill  was  marked  to  the  higher 
House  level. 

And  when  we  marked  up  this  bill,  we  also 
went  to  the  original  House-passed  level. 

We  brought  this  bill  to  the  full  Appropriations 
Committee  last  week.  Based  on  tentative  dis- 
cussions in  the  budget  conference,  we  were 
led  to  believe  the  House  and  Senate  would 
split  the  difference  in  the  defense  number. 
That  meant  the  House  numt)er  would  come 
down  by  S800  million. 

So  in  full  committee,  I  offered  an  amend- 
ment which  cut  our  subcommittee  bill  by  S800 
million. 

So  the  bill  before  the  House  right  now  is  a^ 
ready  S800  million  under  our  original  target. 

But  when  the  final  budget  agreement  was 
reached,  it  tums  out  we  did  not  get  a  split,  we 
went  all  the  way  to  the  lower  Senate  figure. 

That  means  we  have  to  cut  this  bill,  again. 

So,  I  find  myself  in  the  somewhat  awkward 
position  of  offering  this  amendment. 

For  those  of  you  who  know  me,  I  think  if 
you  had  approached  me  a  few  years  ago,  or 
even  a  few  weeks  ago,  and  said  Bill,  we  want 
you  to  offer  amendments  to  cut  your  commit- 
tee's Defense  appropriatrans  bill  by  SI  .3  bil- 
lion, I  prot>ably  woukj  have  told  you  not  on 
your  life. 

Our  subcommittee  wrote  a  good  bill.  Floyd 
Spence,  and  his  committee,  and  Larry  Com- 
BEST  and  the  Intelligence  Committee,  they 
wrote  good  bills. 

We  are  trying  to  take  care  of  the  troops  and 
their  families.  We  are  trying  to  make  sure  our 
personnel  have  the  best  equipment,  the  best 
training,  the  best  intelligence  to  do  their  jobs 
around  the  world. 

So  when  as  chainnan  of  this  subcommittee, 
I  get  the  pleasure  of  trying  to  find  S1 .3  billion 
in  cuts  to  what  we  thought  was  a  pretty  good 
Defense  appropriations  bill,  it  is  not  a  job  I 
enjoy. 

But  we  all  have  to  deal  with  the  hand  we 
have  been  dealt.  So  here  we  are,  cutting  half 
a  billion  dollars  out  of  the  Defense  bill. 

Finding  this  money  has  not  been  easy.  We 
have  been  working  over  a  week  to  come  up 
with  a  balanced  package,  one  that  does  not 
do  in-eparable  hami. 

And  when  I  say  we,  I  mean  myself  and  our 
rar>king  minority  member,  Mr.  Murtha.  I 
woriced  with  Mr.  Murtha  from  the  start  on  this. 
We  went  back  and  forth,  and  tielieve  me,  nei- 
ther of  us  enjoyed  it  because  we  had  to  make 
some  tough  decisions.  Everybody  had  to  give 
something. 

We  also  ran  this  past  our  subcommittee, 
getting  their  input  as  well  as  the  members  of 
the  committee. 

So  this  is  not  a  perfect  amendment,  but  it  is 
one  we  tried  to  devetop  on  a  bipartisan  basis, 
one  that  was  fair  and  that  did  the  least  harm. 

This  amendment  cuts  a  total  of  S508.2  mil- 
lk}n. 

We  propose  cutting  S50  million  out  of  ex- 
cess spare  parts  inventories.  This  a  cut  we 
found  based  on  audit  work  done  at  the  Penta- 
gon that  shows  in  certain  instances  we  have 
overbudgeted  for  spare  parts. 


That  was  the  easy  one.  To  find  the  other 
S458  million,  we  had  to  cut,  or  trim  back, 
money  we  recommended  in  modernization 
programs,  each  one  important  to  the  services. 

The  amendment  cuts  S56.2  million  from 
Army  missile  procurement,  which  we  rec- 
ommend to  come  from  the  total  in  the  bill  for 
MLRS  launchers. 

We  originally  proposed  an  add  over  the 
President's  budget  of  S66.2  million — ^we  would 
cut  that  back  by  356  million. 

We  take  out  S52  million  from  Air  Force  air- 
craft procurement,  that  being  for  one  airtwme 
command,  control,  and  communications  air- 
craft— or  A-B-Triple  C. 

This  was  on  the  Air  Force  shortfall  list,  as  a 
top  unfunded  item.  We  originally  added  funds 
for  three  A-B-Triple  C's,  but  the  amendment 
takes  out  money  for  one  of  the  three. 

Navy  shipbuilding — ^there  would  be  a  reduc- 
tran  of  S250  million. 

This  comes  in  three  pieces. 

Rfty  million  dollars  is  from  an  oceano- 
graphic  ship,  the  TAGS  ship.  Again,  this  was 
on  the  Navy's  shortfall  list  so  we  had  S54  mil- 
lion in  the  bill.  We  take  out  S50  million  in  the 
amendment,  which  leaves  34  million  which 
could  be  used  with  money  we  provided  last 
year  for  long-lead  purchases  needed  to  build 
a  TAGS  ship. 

One  hundred  million  dollars  comes  from  the 
new  attack  submarine  line.  Right  now  the  bill 
has  S800  million  for  the  new  attack  submarine, 
providing  long  lead  money  for  the  first  sub, 
which  is  being  built  in  Groton,  CT,  and  the 
second  sub  which  will  t>e  done  at  Newport 
News,  VA. 

The  amendment  cuts  this  back  by  S100  mil- 
lion. It  does  not  specify  which  sub  it  will  come 
out  of.  This  leaves  S700  million,  still  an  in- 
crease of  S404  million  over  the  budget  which 
we  think  is  ertough  to  keep  this  program  un- 
derway. 

And  the  final  shipbuilding  piece  comes  from 
the  SSN-23,  the  third  Seawolf. 

Before  this  year,  we  had  appropriated  31. 6 
billion  for  the  third  SeawoH. 

The  budget  for  this  year  requested  3699 
million.  The  last  increment  for  the  Seawolf  is 
budgeted  for  next  year,  at  3100  millk>n  for  a 
total  cost  of  32.4  billion. 

We  think  we  can  take  3100  million  out  from 
the  3699  million  in  the  bill,  without  really  dis- 
rupting the  program. 

Most  of  the  money  in  the  request  this  year 
is  for  Govemment-fumished  equipment,  or 
GFE,  which  means  components  like  pumps 
and  valves,  and  electronics.  These  go  into  the 
submarine  after  it  Is  basically  built  and  so  we 
think  taking  this  money  out  will  not  really  iPD- 
pact  the  construction  schedule. 

That  brings  us  to  one  last  item,  a  3100  mil- 
lion reduction  in  Air  Force  research  and  devel- 
opment 

This  is  for  classified  activities,  and  I'm  con- 
strained from  describing  what  this  is  because 
of  the  sensitivity  of  the  Issues. 

Let  me  just  say  the  bill  had  recommended 
additions  over  the  budget  to  accelerate  certain 
activities.  This  reduction  of  3100  mllllcn  will 
not  stop  this  effort,  and  in  fact  still  allows 
these  projects  to  move  out 

On  all  these  items,  we  krraw  we  may  need 
to  make  adjustments  down  the  line  and  I  ex- 
pect if  we  have  taken  out  too  much  we  will 
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have  another  chance  to  deal  with  them  in  con- 
ference. 

That's  our  proposal,  a  3508.2  million  cut. 

If  adopted,  this  would  bring  the  bill  down  to 
a  total  of  3245.3  billion. 

This  level  is  significantly  less  than  last  year, 
if  you  adjust  for  inflation. 

We  would  be  2  percent  less  than  fiscal  year 
1996,  or  about  34.7  billion  less  than  1996 
when  adjusted  for  inflation. 

In  fact,  if  this  amendment  is  adopted,  we  will 
be  at  a  level  which  you  could  consider  as 
being  below  the  1996  enacted  level,  if  you 
back  out  the  pay  raise  and  the  extra  3475  mil- 
lion for  medical  care  we  have  in  the  bill  to  re- 
store the  cuts  for  medkal  care  proposed  by 
the  President. 

I  mention  all  this  because  you  will  hear 
throughout  the  debate  today  that  this  bill  is 
over  last  year's  level — and  you  will  be  asked 
to  vote  on  any  number  of  cutting  amendments 
to  bring  the  bill  down  even  further. 

I  want  to  say  again — if  you  vote  for  this 
amendment,  then  we  will  be  neariy  35  billion 
less  than  last  year,  adjusting  for  inflation.  The 
DOD  will  be  asked  to  operate  with  34.7  billion 
less  in  terms  of  txjying  power.  This  will  be  the 
twelfth  straight  year  Defense  budgets  will  have 
lost  ground. 

And  we  will  actually  be  below  a  hard  freeze, 
if  you  give  us  credit  for  the  pay  raise  and  the 
medical  funding  in  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  smy  Member 
seek  time  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my 
time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Young]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  aimounced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  demand  a  recorded  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  further  proceedings  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.YotTNG]  will  be  postponed. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled.  Tbat  the  following  sums 
are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the 
Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  Septeml)€r  30,  1997,  for 
military  functions  administered  by  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  and  for  other  purposes, 
namely: 

TTTLEI 

MILITARY  PERSONNEL 

MiLrrARY  Personnel.  AR-my 

For  pay,  allowances.  Individual  clothing, 
subsistence.  Interest  on  deposits,  gratuities, 
permanent  change  of  station  travel  (includ- 
ing all  expenses  thereof  for  organizational 
movements),  and  expenses  of  temporary  duty 
travel  between  permanent  duty  stations,  for 
members  of  the  Army  on  active  duty  (except 
members  of  reserve  components  provided  for 
elsewhere),  cadets,  and  aviation  cadets:  and 
for  payments  pursuant  to  section  156  of  Pub- 
lic Law  97-377,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  402 
note),  to  section  229(b)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  429(b)).  and  to  the  Department 


of     Defense     Military     Retirement     Fund; 
$20,692,838,000. 

Mu-rTARY  Personnel,  Navy 
For  pay.  allowances,  individual  clothing, 
subsistence.  Interest  on  deposits,  gratuities. 
permanent  change  of  station  travel  (Includ- 
ing all  expenses  thereof  for  organizational 
movements),  and  expenses  of  temporary  duty 
travel  between  permanent  duty  stations,  for 
members  of  the  Navy  on  active  duty  (except 
members  of  the  Reserve  provided  for  else- 
where), midshipmen,  and  aviation  cadets; 
and  for  payments  pursuant  to  section  156  of 
Public  Law  97-377,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  402 
note),  to  section  229(b)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  429(b)).  and  to  the  Department 
of  Defense  Military  Retirement  Fund; 
$17,000,856,000. 

MnjTARY  Personnel.  Marc'e  Corps 
For  pay.  allowances,  individual  clothing, 
subsistence.  Interest  on  deposits,  gratuities, 
permanent  change  of  station  travel  (Includ- 
ing all  expenses  thereof  for  organizational 
movements),  and  expenses  of  temporary  duty 
travel  between  permanent  duty  stations,  for 
members  of  the  Marine  Corps  on  active  duty 
(except  members  of  the  Reserve  provided  for 
elsewhere);  and  for  payments  pursuant  to 
section  156  of  Public  Law  97-377,  as  amended 
(42  U.S.C.  402  note),  to  section  229(b)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C.  429(b)),  and  to 
the  Department  of  Defense  Military  Retire- 
ment Fund;  $6,103,808,000. 

MILITARY  PERSO.VNEL,  AIR  FORCE 

For  pay,  allowances.  Individual  clothing, 
subsistence,  interest  on  deposits,  gratuities, 
permanent  change  of  station  travel  (includ- 
ing all  expenses  thereof  for  organizational 
movements),  and  expenses  for  temporary 
duty  travel  between  permanent  duty  sta- 
tions, for  memlwrs  of  the  Air  Force  on  active 
duty  (except  members  of  reserve  components 
provided  for  elsewhere),  cadets,  and  aviation 
cadets;  and  for  payments  pursuant  to  section 
156  of  public  Law  97-377.  as  amended  (42 
U.S.C.  402  note),  to  secUon  229(b)  of  the  So- 
cial Secvirity  Act  (42  U.S.C.(b)).  and  to  the 
Department  of  Defense  Military  Retirement 
Fund;  $17,099,550,000. 

Reserve  Personnel  army 

For  pay.  allowances,  clothing,  subsistence, 
gratuities,  travel,  and  related  expenses  for 
personnel  of  the  Army  Reserve  on  active 
duty  under  sections  10211,  10302,  and  3038  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code,  or  while  serving 
on  active  duty  under  section  12301(d)  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code,  or  while  serving  on 
active  duty  under  section  12301(d)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  in  connection  with  per- 
forming duty  specified  in  section  12310(a)  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  or  while  under- 
going reserve  training,  or  while  performing 
drills  or  equivalent  duty  or  other  duty,  and 
for  memljers  of  the  Reserve  Officers'  Train- 
ing Corps,  and  expenses  authorized  by  sec- 
tion 16131  of  title  10,  United  States  Code;  and 
for  payments  to  the  Department  of  Defense 
Military  Retirement  Fund;  $2,083,379,000. 
Reserve  Personnel.  Navy 

For  pay.  allowances,  clothing,  subsistence, 
gratuities,  travel,  and  related  expenses  for 
personnel  of  the  Navy  Reserve  on  active  duty 
under  section  10211  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  or  while  serving  on  active  duty  under 
secUon  12301(d)  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  in  connection  with  performing  duty 
specified  in  section  12310(a)  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  or  while  undergoing  reserve 
training,  or  while  performing  drills  or  equiv- 
alent duty,  and  for  members  of  the  Reserve 
Officers'  Training  Corps,  and  expenses  au- 
thorized by  section  16131  of  title  10.  United 


States  Code:  and  for  payments  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  Military  Retirement  Fund; 
$1,392,406,000. 

reserve  Personnel.  Marine  Corps 

For  pay.  allowances,  clothing,  subsistence, 
gratuities,  travel,  and  related  expenses  for 
personnel  of  the  Marine  Corps  Reserve  on  ac- 
tive duty  under  section  10211  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  or  while  serving  on  ac- 
tive duty  under  section  12301(d)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code.  In  connection  with  per- 
forming duty  specified  in  section  12310(a)  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  or  while  under- 
going reserve  training,  or  while  performing 
drills  or  equivalent  duty,  and  for  members  of 
the  Marine  Corps  platoon  leaders  class,  and 
expenses  authorized  by  section  16131  to  title 
10,  United  States  Code;  and  for  payments  to 
the  Department  of  Defense  Military  Retire- 
ment Fund;  $387,943,000. 

Reserve  Personnel,  air  Force 

For  pay,  allowances,  clothing,  subsistence, 
gratuities,  travel,  and  related  exiwnses  for 
personnel  of  the  Air  Force  Reserve  on  active 
duty  under  sections  10211.  10305,  and  8098  of 
title  10,  United  States  code,  or  while  serving 
on  active  duty  under  section  12301(d)  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code,  in  connection  with 
performing  duty  specified  In  section  12310(a) 
of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  or  while  un- 
dergoing reserve  training,  or  while  perform- 
ing drills  or  equivalent  duty  or  other  duty, 
and  for  members  of  the  Air  Reserve  Officers' 
Training  Corps,  and  exjwnses  authorized  by 
section  16131  of  title  10.  United  States  Code; 
and  for  payments  to  the  Department  of  De- 
fense Military  Retirement  Fund:  $780,497,000. 
National  Guard  Personnel,  aiuty 

For  pay.  allowances,  clothing,  subsistence, 
gratuities,  travel,  and  related  expenses  for 
personnel  of  the  Army  National  Guard  while 
on  duty  under  section  10211,  10302.  or  12402  of 
title  10  or  section  708  of  title  32.  United 
States  Code,  or  while  serving  on  duty  under 
section  12301(d)  of  title  10  or  section  502(f)  of 
title  32.  United  States  Code.  In  connection 
with  performing  duty  specified  In  section 
12310(a)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  or 
while  undergoing  training,  or  while  perform- 
ing drills  or  equivalent  duty  or  other  duty, 
and  expenses  authorized  by  section  16131  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code;  and  for  pay- 
ments to  the  Department  of  Defense  Military 
Retirement  Fund;  $3,279,393,000. 
National  Guard  Personnel.  Am  Force 

For  pay.  allowances,  clothing,  subsistence, 
gratuities,  travel,  and  related  expenses  for 
personnel  of  the  Air  National  Guard  on  duty 
under  section  10211.  10305.  or  12402  of  tlUe  10 
or  section  708  of  title  32.  United  States  Code, 
or  while  serving  on  duty  under  section 
12301(d)  of  title  10  or  section  502(f)  of  title  32. 
United  States  Code,  in  connection  with  per- 
forming duty  specified  in  section  12310(a)  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  or  while  under- 
going training,  or  while  performing  drills  or 
equivalent  duty  or  other  duty,  and  expenses 
authorized  by  section  16131  of  Utle  10.  United 
States  Code;  and  for  payments  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  Military  Retirement  Fond; 
$1,294,490,000. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  title  I  of  the  bill  be 
considered  as  read,  printed  in  the 
Record,  and  open  to  amendment  at 
any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any 
amendments  to  title  I? 

If  not,  the  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

TITLE  n 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  army 

(including  transfer  of  funds) 

For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for, 
necessary  for  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  the  Army,  as  authorized  by  law;  and  not 
to  exceed  $11,437,000  can  be  used  for  emer- 
gencies and  extraordinary  expenses,  to  be  ex- 
pended on  the  approval  or  authority  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  and  payments  may 
be  made  on  his  certiflcate  of  necessity  for 
confidential  military  purposes:  $18,365,679,000 
and.  in  addition.  $50,000,000  shall  be  derived 
by  transfer  trom  the  National  Defense  Stock- 
pile Transaction  Fund:  Provided.  That  of  the 
funds  appropriated  In  this  paragraph,  not 
less  than  $300,000,000  shall  be  made  available 
only  for  conventional  ammunition  care  and 
maintenance:  Provided  further,  That  of  the 
funds  appropriated  In  this  paragraph. 
$12,064,000  shall  not  be  obligated  or  expended 
until  authorized  by  law. 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Navy 
(including  transfer  of  funds) 

For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for, 
necessary  for  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  the  Navy  and  the  Marine  Corps,  as  author- 
ized by  law;  and  not  to  exceed  $3,995,000,  can 
be  used  for  emergencies  and  extraordinary 
expenses,  to  be  expended  on  the  approval  or 
authority  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  and 
payments  may  be  made  on  his  certificate  of 
necessity  for  confidential  military  purposes; 
$20,390,397,000  and,  in  addition,  $50,000,000 
shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  Na- 
tional Defense  Stockpile  Transaction  Fund: 
Provided.  That  of  the  funds  appropriated  In 
this  paragraph,  $39,933,000  shall  not  be  obli- 
gated or  expended  until  authorized  by  law. 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE,  MARINE  CORPS 

For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for, 
necessary  for  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  the  Marine  Corps,  as  authorized  by  law; 
$2,465,077,000. 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE,  AIR  FORCE 
(INCLUDING  TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS) 

For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for. 
necessary  for  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  the  Atr  Force,  as  authorized  by  law;  and 
not  to  exceed  $8,362,000  can  be  used  for  emer- 
gencies and  extraordinary  expenses,  to  be  ex- 
pended on  the  approval  or  authority  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  and  payments 
may  be  made  on  his  certificate  of  necessity 
for  confldentlal  military  purposes; 
$17,938,755,000  and,  in  addition.  $50,000,000 
shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  Na- 
tional Defense  Stockpile  Transaction  Fund: 
Provided.  That  of  the  funds  appropriated  In 
this  paragraph.  $39,133,000  shall  not  be  obli- 
gated or  expended  until  authorized  by  law. 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE,  DEFENSE-WIDE 

For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for. 
necessary  for  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  activities  and  agencies  of  the  Department 
of  Defense  (other  than  the  military  depart- 
ments), as  authorized  by  law;  $10,212,985,000, 
of  which  not  to  exceed  $25,000,000  may  be 
available  for  the  CINC  initiative  fund  ac- 
count; and  of  which  not  to  e.xceed  $28,500,000 
can  be  used  for  emergencies  and  extraor- 
dinary expenses,  to  be  expended  on  the  ap- 
proval or  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense, and  payments  may  be  made  on  his  cer- 
tificate of  nececslty  for  confidential  military 
purposes. 


OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE,  ARMY 
RESERVE 

For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for, 
necessary  for  the  operation  and  mainte- 
nance, including  training,  organization,  and 
administration,  of  the  Army  Reserve;  repair 
of  facilities  and  equipment;  hire  of  passenger 
motor  vehicles;  travel  and  transportation; 
care  of  the  dead;  recruiting;  procurement  of 
services,  supplies,  and  equipment;  and  com- 
munications; $1,116,436,000. 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE.  NAVY  RESERVE 

For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for, 
necessary  for  the  operation  and  mainte- 
nance, including  training,  organization,  and 
administration,  of  the  Army  Reserve;  repair 
of  facilities  and  equipment;  hire  of  passenger 
motor  vehicles;  travel  and  transportation; 
care  of  the  dead;  recruiting;  procurement  of 
services,  supplies,  and  equipment;  and  com- 
munications; $882,927,000:  Provided.  That  of 
the  funds  appropriated  in  this  paragraph, 
$24,000,000  shall  not  be  obligated  or  expended 
until  authorized  by  law. 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE.  MARINE  CORPS 
RESERVE 

For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for, 
necessary  for  the  operation  and  mainte- 
nance, including  training,  organization,  and 
administration,  of  the  Marine  Corps  Reserve; 
repair  of  facilities  and  equipment;  hire  of 
passenger  motor  vehicles;  travel  and  trans- 
portation; care  of  the  dead;  recruiting;  pro- 
curement of  services,  supplies,  and  equip- 
ment; and  communications;  $108,467,000:  Pro- 
vided. That  of  the  funds  appropriated  in  this 
paragraph,  $2,000,000  shall  not  be  obligated  or 
expended  until  authorized  by  law. 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  air  Force 
Reserve 

For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for, 
necessary  for  the  operation  and  mainte- 
nance, including  training,  organization,  and 
administration,  of  the  Air  Force  Reserve;  re- 
pair of  facilities  and  equipment;  hire  of  pas- 
senger motor  vehicles;  travel  and  transpor- 
tation; care  of  the  dead;  recruiting;  procure- 
ment of  services,  supplies,  and  equipment; 
and  communications;  $1,491,553,000. 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Army 
National  Guard 

For  expenses  of  training,  organizing,  and 
administering  the  Army  National  Guard,  in- 
cluding medical  and  hospital  treatment  and 
related  expenses  in  non-Federal  hospitals; 
maintenance,  operation,  and  repairs  to 
structures  and  facilities;  hire  of  passenger 
motor  vehicles;  personnel  services  In  the  Na- 
tional Guard  Bureau;  travel  expenses  (other 
than  mileage),  as  authorized  by  law  for 
Army  personnel  on  active  duty,  for  Army 
National  Guard  division,  regimental,  and 
battalion  commanders  while  inspecting  units 
in  compliance  with  National  Guard  Bureau 
regulations  when  specifically  authorized  by 
the  Chief,  National  Guard  Bureau;  supplying 
and  equipping  the  Army  National  Guard  as 
authorized  by  law;  and  expenses  of  repair, 
modification,  maintenance,  and  Issue  of  sup- 
plies and  equipment  (Including  aircraft); 
$2,268,477,000. 

Operation  and  Maintenance.  Am  National 
Guard 

For  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Air 
National  Guard,  including  medical  and  hos- 
pital treatment  and  related  expenses  in  non- 
Federal  hospitals:  maintenance,  operation, 
repair,  and  other  necessary  expenses  of  fa- 
cilities for  the  training  and  administration 
of  the  Air  National  Guard.  Including  repair 
of  facilities,  maintenance,  operation,  and 
modification  of  aircraft;  transportation  of 


things;  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles;  sup- 
plies, materials,  and  equipment,  as  author- 
ized by  law  for  the  Air  National  Guard;  and 
expenses  Incident  to  the  maintenance  and 
use  of  supplies,  materials,  and  equipment,  in- 
cluding such  as  may  be  furnished  from 
stocks  under  the  control  of  agencies  of  the 
Department  of  Defense;  travel  expenses 
(other  than  mileage)  on  the  same  basis  as  au- 
thorized by  law  for  Air  National  Guard  per- 
sonnel on  active  Federal  duty,  for  Air  Na- 
tional Guard  commanders  while  inspecting 
units  in  compliance  with  National  Guard  Bu- 
reau regulations  when  specifically  author- 
ized by  the  Chief,  National  Guard  Bureau; 
$2,671,373,000. 

United  States  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
ARMED  Forces 

For  salaries  and  expenses  necessary  for  the 
United  States  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Armed  Forces;  $6,797,000,  of  which  not  to  ex- 
ceed $2,500  can  be  used  for  official  represen- 
tation purposes. 

Environmental  Restoration,  Defense 

(INCLUDING  transfer  OF  FUNDS) 

For  the  Department  of  Defense; 
$1,333,016,000,  to  remain  available  until  trans- 
ferred: Provided.  That  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense shall,  upon  determining  that  such 
funds  are  required  for  environmental  res- 
toration, reduction  and  recycling  of  hazard- 
ous waste,  removal  of  unsafe  buildings  and 
debris  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  or  for 
similar  purposes  (including  programs  and  op- 
erations at  sites  formerly  used  by  the  De- 
partment of  Defense),  transfer  the  funds 
made  available  by  this  appropriation  to 
other  appropriations  made  available  to  the 
Department  of  Defense,  as  the  Secretary 
may  designate,  to  be  merged  with  and  to  be 
available  for  the  same  purposes  and  for  the 
same  time  periods  as  the  appropriations  of 
funds  to  which  transferred:  Provided  further. 
That  upon  a  determination  that  all  or  part 
of  the  funds  transferred  from  this  appropria- 
tion are  not  necessary  for  the  purjxjses  pro- 
vided herein,  such  amounts  may  be  trans- 
ferred back  to  this  appropriation. 

Overseas  Humanitarian,  Disaster,  and 
Cmc  AID 

For  expenses  relating  to  the  Overseas  Hu- 
manitarian, Disaster,  and  Civic  Aid  pro- 
grams of  the  Department  of  Defense  (consist- 
ing of  the  ijrogramis  provided  under  sections 
401,  402,  404,  2547,  and  2551  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code);  $60,544,000.  to  remain  available 
until  September  30, 1996. 

former  Soviet  union  Threat  Reduction 

For  assistance  to  the  republics  of  the 
former  Soviet  Union,  including  assistance 
provided  by  contract  or  by  grants,  for  facili- 
tating the  elimination  and  the  safe  and  se- 
cure transportation  and  storage  of  nuclear, 
chemical  and  other  weapons;  for  establishing 
programs  to  prevent  the  proliferation  of 
weapons,  weapons  components,  and  weapon- 
related  technology  and  expertise:  for  pro- 
grams relating  to  the  training  and  support  of 
defense  and  military  personnel  for  demili- 
tarization and  protection  of  weapons,  weap- 
ons components  and  weapons  technology  and 
expertise;  $302,900,000.  to  remain  available  for 
obligation  until  September  30, 1999. 

QUAUTY  OF  LIFE  ENHANCEMENTS, 

DEFENSE 

(INCLUDING  transfer  OF  FUNDS) 

For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for, 
resulting  from  unfunded  shortfalls  in  medi- 
cal programs  and  the  repair  and  mainte- 
nance of  real  property  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  (including  military  housing  and  bar- 
racks); $975,000,000,  of  which— 
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(1)  $475,000,000  shall  be  transferred  to  funds 
made  available  under  the  heading  "Defense 
Health  Program"  in  title  VI  of  this  Act  and 
be  available  for  operation  and  maintenance: 
and 

(2)  $500,000,000  shall  be  available  for  the 
maintenance  of  real  property  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  (including  minor  construc- 
tion and  major  maintenance  and  repair)  and 
shall  remain  available  for  obligation  until 
September  30. 1998.  as  follows: 

Army.  $165,000,000: 

Navy,  $75,000,000; 

Marine  Corps.  $40,000,000; 

Air  Force.  $120,000,000; 

Army  Reserve.  $20,000,000; 

Navy  Reserve,  $20,000,000: 

Marine  Corps  Reserve.  $2,000,000; 

Air  Force  Reserve.  $16,000,000: 

Army  National  Guard,  $29,000,000;  and 

Air  National  Guard.  $13,000,000. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  title  n  be  consid- 
ered as  read,  printed  in  the  Record, 
and  open  to  amendment  at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

amendment  offered  by  MS.  FiniSE 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Ms.  Furse:  At  the 
end  of  title  n  (page  16,  after  line  3),  add  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

Reduction  of  Funds 

Amounts  appropriated  in  other  paragraphs 
of  this  title  are  hereby  reduced  as  follows: 

From  Operation  and  Maintenance,  army, 
$12,950,000. 

From  Operation  and  Maintenance,  Navy. 
$3,500,000. 

From  Operation  and  Maintenance.  Ma- 
rine CORPS,  $1,750,000. 

From  Operation  and  Maintenance,  air 
Force,  $7,700,000. 

From  Operation  and  Maintenance,  De- 
fense-Wide, $9,1M,000. 

Mr.  MURTHA  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  just 
going  to  thank  the  chairman  and  the 
ranking  member  for  accepting  the 
amendment.  I  will  not  take  any  more 
of  the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to  offer  an  amendment 
that  makes  sense  for  the  U.S.  taxpayer  and 
that  makes  sense  for  our  military  transpor- 
tation system.  First,  however,  I  want  to  ex- 
press my  appreciation  for  the  excellent  leader- 
ship of  Chaimian  Young  and  Ranking  Mem- 
ber MuRTHA.  Their  cdlegiality  is  the  hallmark 
of  this  fine  institution  in  which  we  work. 

My  amendment  reduces  funding  for 
USTRANSCOM— the  transportation  com- 
mand— by  an  additional  S35  million.  It  will  cut 
out  layers  of  unnecessary  wasteful  bureauc- 
racy so  that  the  Department  of  Defense  trans- 
portation system  can  operate  more  effiaently 
and  adopt  practices  more  similar  to  those  uti- 
lized in  the  private  sector. 


The  U.S.  Transportation  Command  budget 
Is  estimated  at  34  billion  for  fiscal  year  1997. 
The  General  Accounting  (Dffice  recommended 
reducing  that  budget  In  order  to  encourage 
making  needed  organizational  changes. 

Our  defense  transportation  costs  are  much 
higher  than  necessary.  The  Department  of  De- 
fense frequently  pays  double  or  triple  the  cost 
of  the  basic  transportation,  ocean  freight,  for 
example,  because  of  redundant  bureaucratic 
structures. 

DOD's  transportation  system  Is  organized  in 
substantially  the  same  way  it  was  more  than 
a  decade  ago  before  the  era  of 
containerization.  (Zkintainers  are  a  much  more 
efficient  means  of  moving  cargo  intermod- 
ally — a  container  can  be  trucked  overland, 
shipped  across  the  ocean  and  then  trucked  to 
its  ultimate  destination  without  being  unpacked 
at  transfer  points. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  State  of  Oregon  that  Is 
perched  on  the  Padfic  rim  knows  about  trade. 
Our  industries  know  how  to  move  our  products 
arour>d  the  worid  in  an  efficient  manner.  I 
know  that  we  can  create  a  seamless, 
intemodal  transportation  system  that  best 
serves  our  national  security  needs.  DOD  has 
begun  to  make  some  efforts  in  that  directkKi, 
but  I  believe  organizational  changes  are  need- 
ed in  order  to  achieve  real  savings. 

I  urge  support  for  my  amendment  whk^  will 
buikj  upon  the  outstanding  work  of  the  sut>- 
(xmmittee  in  implementing  ttrase  changes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Committee  will 
rise  informally  in  order  that  the  House 
may  receive  a  message. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
McCrery)  assumed  the  chair. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 
A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Lundregan,  one  of  its  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  Senate  agrees  to  the 
report  of  the  committee  of  conference 
on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Sen- 
ate to  the  concurrent  resolution  (H. 
Con.  Res.  178)  '•Concurrent  resolution 
establishing  the  congressional  budget 
for  the  United  States  Government  for 
fiscal  year  1997  and  setting  forth  appro- 
priate budgetary  levels  for  fiscal  years 
1998,  1999.  2000.  2001,  and  2002.". 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.    The 
Committee  will  resume  its  sitting. 


DEPARTMEN"r  OF  DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS  ACT,  1997 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Young]. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment  because  we  are  not  ex- 
actly sure  what  the  effect  of  it  would 
be.  Basically  these  cuts  come  firom  op- 
eration and  maintenance  for  all  the 
services.  We  have  made  substantial  ef- 
forts to  substantially  improve  quality 
of  life  for  the  people  who  serve  us  in 
the  military. 


Mr.  Chairman,  having  just  been 
handed  a  different  copy  of  the  amend- 
ment, let  me  ask  the  question,  is  this 
one  not  operational  now? 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman to  answer  the  question.  We  are 
not  sure  what  amendment  is  pending. 
It  is  difficult  to  get  these  amendments 
at  the  last  minute  and  not  know  ex- 
actly what  the  effect  might  be.  We 
have  been  very  careful  in  crafting  the 
bill  to  pretty  much  know  what  the  ef- 
fect of  what  we  did  might  be. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  gentlewoman  from  Oregon  [Ms. 
Furse],  to  give  us  some  assurance  that 
her  amendment  is  not  directed  at  oper- 
ation and  maintenance  for  the  services 
that  would  affect  barracks  repair,  for 
example,  or  quality  of  life  issues,  edu- 
cation, things  of  this  nature. 

I  yield  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Or- 
egon [Ms.  FlTRSE]. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  would 
help  the  Department  of  Defense  trans- 
portation system  operate  more  effi- 
ciently. It  would  be  just  directly  at 
that  efficiency  of  operation  for  U.S. 
Transcom. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, just  to  make  sure  that  we  under- 
stand, the  paper  that  I  was  given  origi- 
nally as  the  gentlewoman's  amendment 
that  did  relate  to  operations  and  main- 
tenance, that  is  not  the  operational 
amendment  that  we  are  dealing  with 
now? 

Mr.  FURSE.  That  is  correct,  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  apologize  that  I  caused 
that  confusion.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  patience  with  me. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, we  are  willing  to  accept  this 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  Oregon  [Ms.  Furse]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

amendment  offered  by  MR.  YOUNG  OF 
FLORIDA 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Young]  on 
which  further  proceedings  were  post- 
poned and  on  which  the  ayes  prevailed 
by  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  redesignate  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  redesignated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  396,  noes  25, 
not  voting  13,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  239] 
AYES— 396 


Archer 

Baker  (CA) 

Ackernuuj 

Arm»y 

Baker  (LA) 

AlUrd 

Bac'-iu 

BaUicd 

Andrews 

BA£sler 

Balleofer 

14096 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


June  13,  1996 


BarcU 

Emenon 

LaFalce 

Barrett  (NE) 

Engel 

LaHood 

Barrett  (WI) 

English 

Ijintos 

Barton 

Ensign 

Largent 

Bass 

Eshoo 

Latham 

Baceman 

Evans 

LaTouretle 

Becerra 

Fan- 

Laoghlm 

Bellensoo 

Fattah 

Lazlo 

Bentsen 

FaweU 

Leach 

Bereuter 

FaHo 

Levin 

BemuLB 

Fields  (LA) 

Lewis  (CA) 

BeTlU 

Fields  (TX) 

Lewis  (GA) 

BlUrakls 

Fllner 

Lewis  (KY) 

BUley 

Flake 

Llghtfoot 

Blumenauer 

Flanagan 

Llnder 

Blute 

FogUetU 

Llplnskl 

Boehlert 

Foley 

Livingston 

Boehner 

Fort 

LoBlondo 

Bonllla 

Fowler 

Lofgren 

Bono 

Fox 

Longley 

BorsU 

Frank  (MA) 

Lucas 

Boucber 

Franks  (CT) 

Luther 

Brewster 

Franks  (NJ) 

Maloney 

Browder 

Frellngbuysen 

Man  ton 

Brown  (CA) 

Frlsa 

Manzullo 

Frost 

Markey 

Brown  (OH) 

Funderburk 

Martinez 

Biownhar.k 

Forse 

Martlin 

Bryant  (TN) 

Gallegly 

Mascara 

Bryant  (TX) 

Ganske 

Matsul 

Biinn 

Gekas 

McCarthy 

Gephardt 

McCoUum 

Ban- 

Gibbons 

McCrery 

Barton 

GUchrest 

McDermott 

Buyer 

Gllman 

McHale 

Calvert 

Gonzalez 

McHugh 

Camp 

Goodlatte 

Mclnnls 

CampbeU 

Goodllng 

McKeon 

Canady 

Cordon 

McKlnney 

Canlin 

Goss 

McXulty 

CasUe 

Graham 

Meehan 

Chatnt 

Green  (TX) 

Menendez 

Chambllss 

Greene  (UT) 

Metcalf 

Chapman 

Greenwood 

Meyers 

Cbenoweth 

Gunderson 

Mica 

Chrlstensen 

Gutierrez 

MUlender- 

Clirysler 

Gutknecht 

McDonald 

Clay 

Hall  (OH) 

MUler  (CA) 

Clayton 

HaU(TX) 

MUler  (FL) 

Clement 

Hamilton 

Mlnge 

Cllnger 

Hancock 

Mink 

Coble 

Harman 

Moakley 

Cobnm 

Hasten 

Mollnarl 

Coleman 

Hastings  (FL) 

MoUohan 

CoUlns  (GA) 

Hastings  (WA) 

Moorhead 

Collins  (IL) 

Hayworth 

MorelU 

CoUlns  (MI) 

Heiaer 

Murtha 

Combest 

H<>ln«m>n 

Myers 

Condlt 

Herger 

Myrlck 

Conyers 

HlUeaiy 

Nadler 

Cooley 

Hllllard 

Neal 

Costello 

Hlnchey 

Nethercutt 

Cox 

Hobson 

Neumann 

Coyne 

Hoekstra 

Ney 

Cramer 

Hoke 

Norwood 

Crane 

Holden 

Nossle 

Crapo 

Horn 

Oberstar 

Cremeans 

Hoyer 

Obey 

Cabin 

Hutchinson 

Olver 

Cammln«s 

Hyde 

OrtU 

Inglls 

Orton 

Danner 

Istook 

Owens 

Davis 

Jackson  (IL) 

Oxley 

de  la  Garza 

Jackson-Lee 

Packard 

Deal 

(TX) 

Pallone 

DeFaHo 

Jacobs 

Parker 

DeLay 

Jefferson 

Pastor 

Delloms 

Johnson  (CT) 

Paxon 

Deatadi 

Johnson  (SD) 

Payne (NJ) 

Johnson,  E.  B. 

Payne  (VA) 

Dickey 

Johnston 

Pelosl 

Dicks 

Jones 

Peterson  (FL) 

DlnceU 

Kanjorskl 

Peterson  (MN) 

Dixon 

Kaptar 

Petri 

Dogpjtt 

Kaslch 

Pombo 

Dooley 

Kelly 

Pomeroy 

DooUttle 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Porter 

Doman 

Klldee 

Portman 

Doyle 

Kim 

Poshard 

Dreler 

King 

Pryce 

Duncan 

Kingston 

QuUlen 

Dunn 

Kleczka 

Qulnn 

Durbln 

Kllnk 

Radanovlch 

Edwards 

Klug 

Rahall 

Ehlers 

KnoUenberg 

Ramstad 

Ehrllcb 

Kolbe 

Rangel 

Regula 

Skaggs 

Trailcant 

Richardson 

Skeen 

Upton 

Rlggs 

Slaughter 

Velazquez 

Rivers 

Smith  (MI) 

Vento 

Roberts 

Smith  (NJ) 

Vlsclosky 

Roemer 

Smith  (TX) 

Volkmer 

Rogers 

Smith  (WA) 

Vuoanovlch 

Rohrabacher 

Solomon 

Walker 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Souder 

Walsh 

Rose 

Spence 

Wamp 

Roth 

Spratt 

Ward 

Roukenu 

Stark 

Waters 

Roybal-Allard 

Steams 

Watt  (NO 

Royce 

Stenholm 

Watts  (OK) 

Rush 

Stockman 

Waxman 

Sabo 

Stokes 

Weldon  (FL) 

Salmon 

Studds 

Weldon  (PA) 

Sanders 

Stupak 

Weller 

Sanford 

Tanner 

White 

Sawyer 

Tate 

Whitfield 

SaxtoD 

Tauzln 

Wicker 

Scarborough 

Taylor  (NO 

Williams 

Schaefer 

Te]eda 

Wilson 

Schlff 

Thomas 

Wise 

Schroeder 

Thompson 

Wolf 

Scott 

Thomberry 

Woolsey 

Seastrand 

Thornton 

Wynn 

Sensenbrenner 

Thurman 

Yates 

Serrano 

Tlahrt 

Young  (AK) 

Shadegg 

Torklldsen 

Young  (FL) 

Shaw 

Torres 

Zeliff 

Shays 

TorrlcelU 

Zlnuner 

Shuster 

Towns 

NOES— 25 

Barr 

Heney 

Pickett 

Bartlett 

Hostettler 

Reed 

Bishop 

Hunter 

Slslsky 

Clybum 

Johnson.  Sam 

Skelton 

DeLauro 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Stump 

Everett 

KenneUy 

Talent 

Gejdenson 

Mcintosh 

Taylor  (MS) 

Geren 

Meek 

Hansen 

Montgomery 

NOT  VOTING— 13 

Bllbray 

Glllmor 

McDade 

Bonlor 

Hayes 

Moran 

Callahan 

Houghton 

Schumer 

Ewlng 

Lincoln 

Forbes 

Lowey 

D  1459 

Messrs.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland, 
PICKETT,  and  EVERETT  changed 
their  vote  from  "aye"  to  "no." 

Mrs.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON  of 
Texas  and  Mr.  YATES  changed  their 
vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  during  roll- 
cail  vote  No.  239  on  H.R.  3610  t  was  unavoid- 
ably detained.  Had  I  been  present,  I  would 
have  voted  "aye." 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word  for  the  purpose  of 
entering  into  a  colloquy  with  the 
chairman  of  the  committee.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  wish  to  engage  the  chairman, 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Flor- 
ida [Mr.  Young],  in  a  colloquy  of  im- 
portance to  my  district  and  to  the  Na- 
tion as  a  whole. 

I  would  say  to  the  chairman  of  the 
committee,  it  had  been  my  intention  to 
come  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Na- 
tional Security,  which  the  gentleman 
chairs,  to  ask  for  his  support  of  an  en- 
vironmental restoration  database  cen- 
ter at  the  Superfund  site  of  the  former 
Olmsted  Air  Force  base,  now  the  Har- 
risburg  International  Ainrort,  which  is 
in  my  congressional  district  in  Penn- 


sylvania. However,  knowing  that  the 
committee's  preference  was  to  proceed 
without  such  amendments,  I  have  in- 
stead come  to  the  floor  of  the  House  to 
discuss  my  concerns  about  the  data- 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GEKAS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  for  yielding  to  me. 

I  have  read  the  information  the  gen- 
tleman has  provided  to  me  about  the 
need  for  the  database  center  at  the 
Harrisburg  International  Airport.  We 
see  merit  with  the  gentleman's  conclu- 
sions that  such  a  database  center  is,  in 
fact,  necessary  for  the  continued  envi- 
ronmental restoration  of  the  former 
Olmstead  Air  Force  Base  and  that  the 
Air  Force  should  fund  such  a  database 
center. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  I  thank  the  chairman.  In 
fact,  for  a  sum  of  S123.000  over  5  years, 
the  Pennsylvania  State  Data  Center 
has  proposed  to  professionally  manage 
and  maintain  the  mountains  of  Super- 
fund  data  that  have  been  collected.  I 
doubt  that  a  better  choice  could  be 
made,  since  this  is  the  only  data  center 
for  the  entire  Commonwealth  of  Penn- 
sylvania, and  is  also  lociated  adjacent 
to  the  said  Harrisburg  International 
Ain)ort. 

I  pledge  to  the  distinguished  chair- 
man of  the  Subconmiittee  on  National 
Security  that  I  will  report  to  him  regu- 
larly on  the  progress  we  are  making 
with  the  Air  Force  on  this  matter,  as 
this  appropriation  bill  makes  it  way  to 
conference. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  and  will 
look  forward  to  the  gentleman  keeping 
the  committee  informed. 

Mr.  GEKAS.  Mr.  Chaimian,  as  previously 
discussed  with  Subcommittee  Chainnan 
YOUNG  of  Florida,  I  had  intended  to  offer  an 
amendment  to  title  II,  Air  Force  Operation  and 
Maintenance,  of  H.R.  3610,  the  fiscal  year 
1997  Department  of  Defense  Appropriations 
Act.  My  amendment  would  have  addressed  Air 
Force  funding  for  the  operation  and  mainte- 
nance of  an  environmental  restoration  data- 
base center  on  the  site  of  the  former  Olmsted 
Air  Force  Base,  a  current  Superfund  site  in 
Middletown,  PA. 

The  Air  Force,  which  has  been  fully  funded 
by  past  Congresses  to  complete  the  environ- 
mental restoration  of  the  former  Olmsted  Air 
Forc»  Base — now  the  Harrisburg  International 
Airport  and  other  properties — refuses  to  fund  a 
site  database  center.  The  center,  which  would 
serve  as  the  final  step  in  the  site's  complete 
restoration  and  deletion  from  the  Superfund 
list,  would  incorporate  data  from  all  cun-ent 
and  future  environmental  investigations.  There 
are  two  options  available  to  the  Congress:  ei- 
ther compel  the  Air  Force  to  use  the  funds  it 
has  already  been  appropriated,  or  obtain  an 
additional  appropriation. 

The  Harrisburg  International  Airport  [HIA]  lo- 
cated in  Middletown,  PA,  near  the  State  cap- 
ital of  Harrisburg,  is  situated  on  the  immediate 
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and  surrounding  grounds  of  the  former 
Olmsted  Air  Force  Base.  The  former  Air  Force 
base  is  now  a  1984-designated  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  Superfund  site — referred  to 
as  the  Middletown  Airfield  Site.  The  site's  ex- 
istence is  due  directly  to  the  activities  that  took 
place  during  the  operation  of  Olmsted  Air 
Force  Base  from  1917  to  1967.  For  the  last  13 
years,  an  intense  effort  has  been  undertaken 
at  the  local,  State  and  Federal  level  to  deter- 
mine the  nature  of  the  hazardous  waste  left  by 
the  Air  Force  when  it  closed  Olmsted,  the  ori- 
gins and  locations  of  its  spread,  and  the  prop- 
er remediation  of  the  waste,  all  within  the  dic- 
tates of  the  EPA  Superfund  designation  and 
with  the  goal  of  getting  HIA  deleted  off  the 
Superfund  list  by  the  end  of  this  year. 

I  have  been  involved  with  the  HIA/Olmsted 
waste  site  since  1983  when  it  was  thought 
that  its  inclusion  on  the  Superfund  list  would 
be  the  fastest,  cheapest  and  best  way  to  dean 
up  the  waste  left  by  the  Air  Force.  In  the  years 
since  HIA  was  put  on  ttte  Superfund  list,  the 
Air  Force,  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  the 
Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania — ^the  current 
owner  of  the  land — kxal,  regional  and  private 
entities,  our  late  U.S.  Senator  John  Heinz, 
former  Senator  Wofford,  current  Senators 
Specter  and  Santorum,  Congressmen  Mur- 
tha, McDade,  G(X>dung,  Walker,  and  this 
Member  of  Congress — ak>ng  with  many  others 
too  numerous  to  mention  at  this  time — have 
sought  to  make  the  efforts  at  HIA  a  model  site 
cleanup  program  for  emulation  by  other  for- 
merty  used  defense  sites  [FUDS]  across  the 
United  States. 

As  part  of  the  cleanup  effort,  ade- 
quate funds  were  dedicated  in  several 
Defense  Appropriations  bills  to  provide 
for  a  full  cleanup  of  the  site.  At  this 
moment  it  is  doubtful  that  all  those 
funds  have  been  expended.  All  parties 
have  understood  that  full  cleanup 
meant  that  follow  up  Superfund 
delisting  the  land  in  question  would  be 
available  for  public  and  private  devel- 
opment. 

Throughout  the  cleanup  process,  a 
huge  amount  of  data  has  been  collected 
from  the  several  public  and  private  en- 
vironmental investigations  conducted. 
A  crucial  part  of  the  current  EPA-man- 
dated  delisting  effort — and  any  post- 
delisting  development  that  occurs — is 
the  continued  interpretation  and  man- 
agement of  this  data.  Remediation 
could  not  occur  under  Superfund  with- 
out the  requisite  interpretations  of  site 
data.  Personnel  at  the  Harrisburg 
International  Airport  and  post-Super- 
fund  developers  must  be  able  to  deter- 
mine what  happened  on  the  site,  and 
any  future  environmental  questions 
that  arise  at  HIA  must  refer  back  to 
the  data  from  the  current  cleanup  ef- 
fort. When  all  the  current  participants 
have  left  the  site,  the  only  reliable  ref- 
erence source  will  be  a  database. 

If  new  contamination  is  discovered  at 
HIA  in  the  future,  the  current  data  will 
be  consulted  to  determine  how  to  re- 
spond. In  fact,  if  any  new  contamina- 
tion is  found  and  determined  to  be 
from  the  same  source — Olmsted — as 
was  the  previous  contamination,  the 


Air  Force  may  be  called  back  to  con- 
duct new  remediation  efforts.  Or,  in  a 
worst  case  scenario,  on-site  personnel 
from  the  airport  and  localities  might 
have  to  make  quick  decisions  about 
how  to  deal  with  an  emergency  situa- 
tion. To  adequately  and  accurately  do 
this  will  require  a  fully  functioning 
and  accessible  site  database.  If  no  data- 
base is  centrally  maintained  after  HIA 
Superfund  delisting— that  is,  after  the 
Air  Force  discontinues  its  work — the 
new  remediation  efforts  will  be  much 
more  difficult,  much  more  costly,  and 
take  much  longer  to  accomplish,  and 
any  emergency  response  effort  may  be 
critically  flawed  by  the  lack  of  nec- 
essary data. 

But,  unfortunately,  as  we  near  the 
end  of  the  long  march  to  delisting,  the 
issue  of  who  will  fund  and  maintain 
this  database  has  arisen  as  a  very  seri- 
ous bar  to  post-cleanup  development. 
The  Air  Force,  through  the  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers,  refuses  to  either  main- 
tain or  pay  for  the  maintenance  of  a 
site  database.  The  Air  Force  is  wrong 
in  their  refusal.  From  the  very  begin- 
ning, in  the  many  meetings  with  var- 
ious Assistant  aind  Under  Secretaries  of 
Defense  regarding  HIA,  it  was  fully  un- 
derstood that  post-Superfund  site 
maintenance  would  include  a  managed 
database  and  appropriations  were  made 
with  the  database  in  mind. 

The  "Report  of  the  Defense  Environ- 
mental Response  Task  Force"  of  Octo- 
ber, 1991,  submitted  by  then-Chairman 
Thomas  E.  Baca,  recommended  that 
"*  *  *  adequate  resources  [be]  avail- 
able *  *  *  for  environmental  restora- 
tion and  oversight  at  closing  bases." 

As  recently  as  this  year,  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  stated  its  support  for 
the  tsrpe  of  post-remediation  followup 
the  HIA  database  would  allow.  A  Feb- 
ruary 22.  1996  letter  from  Sherri  W. 
Goodman,  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of 
Defense — Environmental  Security- 
cites  her  support  for  the  annual  report 
to  Congress  of  the  Defense  Environ- 
mental Response  Task  Force  [DERTF], 
which  she  chairs:  "The  purpose  of  the 
DERTF  is  to  study  and  provide  find- 
ings and  recommendations  for  expedit- 
ing and  improving  environmental  re- 
sponse actions  at  military  installations 
being  closed  or  realigned."  Further, 
section  3.3  of  the  DERTF  report  states: 
"Effective  measures  must  be  in  place 
before  transfer  of  property  to  ensure 
adequate  protection  of  human  health 
and  the  environment."  And.  in  the 
same  report,  section  3.4 — Liability  For 
Subsequent  Response  Actions:  "How- 
ever, further  cleanup  may  be  required 
if  the  land  use  changes  and  the  original 
remedy,  although  protective  for  the  an- 
ticipated land  use,  is  not  fully  protec- 
tive under  the  new  land  use." 

And,  finally,  and  most  importantly.  I 
offer  excerpts  from  the  April,  1996, 
"Final  Report  of  the  Federal  Facilities 
EInvironmental  Restoration  Dialogue 
Committee,"  which  is  an  EPA  advisory 


committee  whose  participants  include 
the  Department  of  Defense.  In  its  re- 
port, the  committee  notes  the  impor- 
tance of  the  role  of  local  governments 
in  Federal  facility  environmental  res- 
toration, stating  that  "local  govern- 
ments very  often  serve  as  first  respond- 
ers  in  emergency  response  situations." 
In  discussing  the  role  of  the  Federal 
Government  in  the  Federal  facility 
cleanup  process,  the  committee  states 
that  policies  should  include: 

"The  identification  and  characteriza- 
tion of  contamination  and  the  evalua- 
tion of  health  impacts  on  human  popu- 
lations are  essential  parts  of  the  clean- 
up process." 

"*  *  *  provid[ing]  access  to  re- 
sources, information,  and  training  so 
all  stakeholders  are  able  to  participate 
in  decision  making." 

"Designating  locations  for  access  to 
information  appropriate  and  conven- 
ient for  the  affected  commu- 
nities.* *  *" 

"*  *  *  funding  of  preventative  pollu- 
tion control  activities  should  be  viewed 
as  a  cost  of  doing  business  and  funded 
in  conjunction  with  the  activity  caus- 
ing the  problem." 

Mr.  Chairman,  how  can  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  in  publication  after 
publication,  express  a  need  for  and  re- 
sponsibility of  site  maintenance  in  the 
future  and  then  deny  such  maintenance 
as  is  proposed  with  the  site  database 
for  Harrisburg  International  Alnwrt? 
And,  further,  the  Commonwealth  of 
Pennsylvania  has  offered  the  Pennsyl- 
vania State  Data  Center,  located  next 
to  HIA,  to  manage  and  maintain  the 
HIA  site  database  for  5  years  for  under 
$123,000.  The  State  data  center  is  a  pub- 
lic entity,  a  professional  data  center, 
and  an  on-site  location  which  has  of- 
fered to  manage  a  database  for  a  very 
reasonable  cost. 

The  phrase  "penny  wise,  pound  fool- 
ish" seems  appropriate  here. 

The  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania 
is  on  record  in  complete  support  of  the 
database  center,  especially  as  it  im- 
pacts the  Harrisburg  International  Air- 
port. In  a  recent  letter  to  Senator  Rick 
SANTORtnu,  Elizabeth  Sarge  Voras,  Dep- 
uty Secretary  for  Aviation,  states: 

The  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania  con- 
siders this  matter  to  be  of  paramount  Impor- 
tance m  meeting  the  airport's  operaUonal. 
preventive  maintenance  and  repair,  health 
and  safety,  and  developmental  requirements. 

The  facts  are  these:  I  believe  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  made  a  conunit- 
ment  to  this  and  other  Members  of 
Congress  and  the  Commonwealth  of 
Pennsylvania  to  manage  and  maintain 
a  post-cleanup  database;  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  has  stated  in  a  report 
to  Congress  this  year  its  commitment 
to  post-cleanup  development  and  data- 
base management  at  its  waste  sites; 
and,  the  Pennsylvania  State  Data  Cen- 
ter has  offered  the  best  database  man- 
agement service  at  the  best  location 
for  the  best  price.  Mr.  Chairman,  based 
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on  the  simple  facts,  I  believe  that  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  may 
want  to  take  action  in  the  future  to 
persuade  the  Department  of  Defense  to 
fund  this  site  database.  We  hope  that 
the  Department  of  Defense — and  spe- 
cifically the  Air  Force  and  Corps  of  En- 
gineers— will  see  that  the  Pennsylvania 
State  Data  Center  is  the  best  way  to 
proceed  and  will  make  available  funds 
for  the  database  from  the  appropria- 
tions it  has  already  been  given  by  the 
Congress. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows. 
TlTLEin 
PROCtJElEMENT 
AIRCRAFT  Procurement,  army 

For  construction,  procurement,  produc- 
tion, modification,  and  modernization  of  air- 
craft, equipment.  Including  ordnance,  ground 
handling  equipment,  spare  parts,  and  acces- 
sories therefor:  specialized  equipment  and 
training  devices:  expansion  of  public  and  pri- 
vate plants.  Including  the  land  necessary 
therefor,  for  the  foregoing  purposes,  and 
such  lands  and  interests  therein,  may  be  ac- 
quired, and  construction  prosecuted  thereon 
prior  to  approval  of  title:  and  procurement 
and  Installation  of  equipment,  appliances, 
and  machine  tools  In  public  and  private 
plants;  reserve  plant  and  Government  and 
contractor-owned  equipment  layaway:  and 
other  expenses  necessary  for  the  foregoing 
purposes:  $1,308,709,000,  to  remain  available 
for  obligation  until  September  30, 1999. 

MISSILE  PROOmEMENT,  ARMY 

For  construction,  procurement,  produc- 
tion, modification,  and  modernization  of 
missiles,  equipment,  including  ordnance, 
ground  handling  equipment,  spare  parts,  and 
accessories  therefor;  specialized  equipment 
and  training  devices:  expansion  of  public  and 
private  plants,  including  the  land  necessary 
therefor,  for  the  foregoing  purposes,  and 
such  lands  and  Interests  therein,  may  be  ac- 
quired, and  construction  prosecuted  thereon 
prior  to  approval  of  title;  and  procurement 
and  Installation  of  equipment,  appliances, 
and  machine  tools  in  public  and  private 
plants:  reserve  plant  and  Government  and 
contractor-owned  equipment  layaway;  and 
other  expenses  necessary  for  the  foregoing 
purposes:  $1,044,767,000,  to  remain  available 
for  obligation  until  September  30,  1999:  Pro- 
vided. That  of  the  funds  appropriated  In  this 
paragraph,  $16,938,000  shall  not  be  obligated 
or  expended  until  authorized  by  law. 

Procurement  of  weapons  and  tracked 
Combat  vehicles,  army 

For  construction,  procurement,  produc- 
tion, and  modification  of  weapons  and 
tracked  combat  vehicles,  equipment,  includ- 
ing ordnance,  spare  parts,  and  accessories 
therefor,  specialized  equipment  and  training 
devices:  expansion  of  public  and  private 
plants.  Including  the  land  necessary  there- 
for, for  the  foregoing  purposes,  and  such 
lands  and  Interests  therln.  may  be  acquired, 
and  construction  prosecuted  thereon  prior  to 
approval  of  title;  and  procurement  and  In- 
stallation of  equipment,  appliances,  and  ma- 
chine tools  In  public  and  private  plants;  re- 
serve plant  and  Government  and  contractor- 
owned  equipment  layaway;  and  other  ex- 
penses necessary  for  the  foregoing  purposes: 
$1,500,414,000,  to  remain  available  for  obliga- 
tion until  September  30,  1999:  Provided,  That 
of  the  funds  appropriated  in  this  paragraph, 
$175,600,000  shall  not  be  obligated  or  ex- 
panded until  authorized  by  law. 


Procurement  of  AMMUNmoN,  Army 

For  construction,  procurement,  produc- 
tion, and  modification  of  ammunition,  and 
accessories  therefor;  specialized  equipment 
and  training  devices;  expansion  of  public  and 
private  plants,  including  ammunition  facili- 
ties authorized  by  section  2854,  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  and  the  land  necessary 
therefor,  for  the  foregoing  purposes,  and 
such  lands  and  interests  therein,  may  be  ac- 
quired, and  construction  prosecuted  thereon 
prior  to  approval  of  title;  and  procurement 
and  Installation  of  equipment,  appliances, 
and  machine  tools  in  public  and  private 
plants;  reserve  plant  and  Government  and 
contractor-owned  equipment  layaway:  and 
other  expenses  necessary  for  the  foregoing 
purposes:  $1,150,128,000,  to  remain  available 
for  obligation  until  September  30, 1999. 
Other  Procurement,  army 

For  construction,  procurement,  produc- 
tion, and  modification  of  vehicles,  including 
tactical,  support,  and  nontracked  combat  ve- 
hicles: the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  14  pas- 
senger motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only; 
communications  and  electronic  equipment; 
other  support  equipment:  spare  parts,  ord- 
nance, and  accessories  therefor:  speciaJlzed 
equipment  and  training  devices:  expansion  of 
public  and  private  plants,  including  the  land 
necessary  therefor,  for  the  foregoing  pur- 
poses, and  such  lands  and  interests  therein, 
may  be  acquired,  and  construction  pros- 
ecuted thereon  prior  to  approval  of  title:  and 
procurement  and  Installation  of  equipment, 
appliances,  and  machine  tools  in  public  and 
private  plants:  reserve  plant  and  government 
and  contractor-owned  equipment  layaway; 
and  other  expenses  necessary  for  the  fore- 
going purposes;  $2,899,040,000,  to  remain 
available  for  obligation  until  September  30, 
1999:  Provided,  That  of  the  funds  appropriated 
In  this  paragraph,  $86,800,000  shall  not  be  ob- 
ligated or  expended  until  authorized  by  law. 
Aircraft  Procurement,  Navy 

For  construction,  procurement,  produc- 
tion, modification,  and  modernization  of  air- 
craft, equipment,  including  ordnance,  spare 
parts,  and  accessories  therefor:  specialized 
equipment;  exjjanslon  of  public  and  private 
plants,  including  the  land  necessary  there- 
for, and  such  lands  and  Interests  therein, 
may  be  acquired,  and  construction  pros- 
ecuted thereon  ■prior  to  approval  of  title;  and 
procurement  and  Installation  of  equipment, 
appliances,  and  machine  tools  in  public  and 
private  plants;  reserve  plant  and  Govern- 
ment and  contractor-owned  equipment  lay- 
away; $6,896,552,000,  to  remain  available  for 
obligation  until  September  30,  1999:  Provided, 
That  of  the  funds  appropriated  in  this  para- 
graph. $227,600,000  shall  not  be  obligated  or 
expended  until  authorized  by  law. 

Weapons  Procurement,  Na\'y 

For  construction,  procurement,  produc- 
tion, modification,  and  modernization  of 
missiles,  torpedoes,  other  weapons,  and  re- 
lated support  equipment  including  spare 
parts,  and  accessories  therefor;  expansion  of 
public  and  private  plants,  including  the  land 
necessary  therefor,  aind  such  lands  and  Inter- 
ests therein,  may  be  acquired,  and  construc- 
tion prosecuted  thereon  prior  to  approval  of 
title;  aoid  procurement  and  installation  of 
equipment,  appliances,  and  machine  tools  In 
public  and  private  plants;  reserve  plant  and 
Government  and  contractor-owned  equip- 
ment layaway;  $1,384,408,000.  to  remain  avail- 
able for  obligation  until  September  30,  1999: 
Provided,  That  in  addition  to  the  foregoing 
purposes,  the  funds  appropriated  above  under 
this  heading  shall  be  available  to  liquidate 
reported  deficiencies  in  appropriations  pro- 


vided under  this  heading  in  prior  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  appropriations  acts,  to  the 
extent  such  deficiencies  cannot  otherwise  be 
liquidated  pursuant  to  31  U.S.C.  1553(b):  Pro- 
vided further.  That  of  the  funds  appropriated 
in  this  paragraph,  $79,100,000  shall  not  be  ob- 
ligated or  expended  until  authorized  by  law. 
Procurement  of  AMMUNmoN,  Navy  and 

Marine  Corps 
For  construction,  procurement,  produc- 
tion, and  modification  of  ammunition,  and 
accessories  therefor:  specialized  equipment 
and  training  devices;  expansion  of  public  and 
private  plants.  Including  ammunition  facili- 
ties authorized  by  section  2854,  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  and  the  land  necessary 
therefor,  for  the  foregoing  purposes,  and 
such  lands  and  Interests  therein,  may  be  ac- 
quired, and  construction  prosecuted  thereon 
prior  to  approval  of  title;  and  procurement 
and  installation  of  equipment,  appliances, 
and  machine  tools  In  public  and  private 
plants;  reserve  plant  and  Government  and 
contractor-owned  equipment  layaway;  and 
other  expenses  necessary  for  the  foregoing 
purposes:  $341,689,000,  to  remain  available  for 
obligation  until  September  30, 1999. 

Shipbuilding  and  Co.nversion,  Navy 

For  expenses  necessary  for  the  construc- 
tion, acquisition,  or  conversion  of  vessels  as 
authorized  by  law,  including  armor  and  ar- 
mament thereof,  plant  equipment,  appli- 
ances, and  machine  tools  and  installation 
thereof  In  public  and  private  plants:  reserve 
plant  and  Government  and  contractor-owned 
equipment  layaway;  procurement  of  critical, 
long  leadtlme  components  and  designs  for 
vessels  to  be  constructed  or  converted  in  the 
future;  and  expansion  of  public  and  private 
plants.  Including  land  necessary  therefor, 
and  such  lands  and  interests  therein,  may  be 
acquired,  and  construction  prosecuted  there- 
on prior  to  approval  of  title;  $4,719,930,000.  to 
remain  available  for  obligation  until  Sep- 
tember 30,  2001:  Provided,  That  additional  ob- 
ligations may  be  Incurred  after  September 
30,  2001,  for  engineering  services,  tests,  eval- 
uations, and  other  such  budgeted  work  that 
must  be  performed  in  the  flnal  stage  of  ship 
construction:  Provided  further.  That  none  of 
the  funds  herein  provided  for  the  construc- 
tion or  conversion  of  any  naval  vessel  to  be 
constructed  in  shipyards  in  the  United 
States  shall  be  expended  In  foreign  facilities 
for  the  construction  of  major  components  of 
such  vessel:  Provided  further.  That  none  of 
the  funds  herein  provided  shall  be  used  for 
the  construction  of  any  naval  vessel  In  for- 
eign shipyards. 

Other  Procurement,  Navy 

For  procurement,  production,  and  mod- 
ernization of  support  equipment  and  mate- 
rials not  otherwise  provided  for.  Navy  ord- 
nance (except  ordnance  (except  ordnance  for 
new  aircraft,  new  ships,  and  ships  authorized 
for  conversion):  expansion  of  public  and  pri- 
vate plants,  including  the  land  necessary 
therefor,  and  such  lands  and  Interests  there- 
in, may  be  acquired,  and  construction  pros- 
ecuted thereon  prior  to  approval  of  title;  and 
procurement  and  installation  of  equipment, 
appliances,  and  machine  tools  In  public  and 
private  plants;  reserve  plant  and  Govern- 
ment and  contractor-owned  equipment  lay- 
away: $2,889,591,000,  to  remain  available  for 
obligation  until  September  30,  1999:  Provided, 
That  of  the  funds  appropriated  In  this  para- 
graph, $18,096,000  shall  not  be  obligated  or  ex- 
pended until  authorized  by  law. 

Procurement,  Marine  Corps 

For  expenses  necessary  for  the  procure- 
ment, manufacture,  and  modification  of  mis- 
siles, armament,  military  equipment,  spare 
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parts,  and  accessories  therefor:  plant  equip- 
ment, appliances,  and  machine  tools,  and  In- 
stallation thereof  In  public  and  private 
plants:  reserve  plant  and  Government  and 
contractor-owned  equipment  layaway;  vehi- 
cles for  the  Marine  Corps.  Including  the  pur- 
chase of  not  to  exceed  88  passenger  motor  ve- 
hicles for  replacement  only;  and  expansion  of 
public  and  private  plants.  Including  land 
necessary  therefor,  and  such  lands  and  inter- 
ests therein,  may  be  acquired  and  construc- 
tion prosecuted  thereon  prior  to  approval  of 
title:  $623,973,000,  to  remain  available  for  ob- 
ligation until  September  30.  1999:  Provided, 
That  of  the  funds  appropriated  in  this  para- 
graph, $77,225,000  shall  not  be  obligated  or  ex- 
pended until  authorized  by  law. 

aircraft  Procltiement,  Air  Force 
For  construction,  procurement,  and  modi- 
fication of  aircraft  and  equipment,  including 
armor  and  armament,  specialized  ground 
handling  equipment,  and  training  devices, 
spare  parts,  and  accessories  therefor:  special- 
ized equipment:  expansion  of  public  and  pri- 
vate plants.  Government-owned  equipment 
and  Installation  thereof  In  such  plants,  erec- 
tion of  structures,  and  acquisition  of  land, 
for  the  foregoing  purposes,  and  such  lands 
and  Interests  therein,  may  be  acquired,  and 
construction  prosecuted  thereon  prior  to  ap- 
proval of  title:  reserve  plant  and  Govern- 
ment and  contractor-owned  equipment  lay- 
away; and  other  expenses  necessary  for  the 
foregoing  purposes  Including  rents  and  trans- 
portation of  things:  $7,326,628,000,  to  remain 
available  for  obligration  until  September  30, 
1999:  Provided,  That  of  the  funds  appropriated 
In  this  paragraph,  $54,470,000  shall  not  be  ob- 
ligated or  expended  until  authorized  by  law. 
Missile  Procurement,  Am  force 
For  construction,  procurement,  and  modi- 
fication of  missiles,  spacecraft,  rockets,  and 
related  equipment,  including  spare  parts  and 
accessories  therefor,  ground  handling  equip- 
ment, and  training  devices;  expansion  of  pub- 
lic and  private  plants,  (Government-owned 
equipment  and  installation  thereof  in  such 
plants,  erection  of  structures,  and  acquisi- 
tion of  land,  for  the  foregoing  purposes,  and 
such  lands  and  Interest  therein,  may  be  ac- 
quired, and  construction  prosecuted  thereon 
prior  to  approval  of  title:  reserve  plant  and 
Government  amd  contractor-owned  equip- 
ment layaway:  and  other  expenses  necessary 
for  the  foregoing  purposes  including  rents 
and  transportation  of  things;  $2,279,500,000,  to 
remain  available  for  obligation  until  Sep- 
tember 30. 1999. 

Proc:urement  of  AMMUNmoN.  Am  force 
For  construction,  procurement,  produc- 
tion, and  modification  of  ammunition,  and 
accessories  therefor;  specialized  equipment 
and  training  devices:  expansion  of  public  and 
private  plants,  including  ammunition  facili- 
ties authorized  by  section  2854,  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  and  the  land  necessary 
therefor,  for  the  foregoing  purposes,  and 
such  lands  and  Interests  therein,  may  be  ac- 
quired, and  construction  prosecuted  thereon 
prior  to  approval  of  title:  and  procurement 
and  Installation  of  equipment,  appliances, 
and  machine  tools  in  public  and  private 
plants:  reserve  plant  and  Government  and 
contractor-owned  equipment  layaway:  and 
other  expenses  necessary  for  the  foregoing 
purposes;  $272,177,000,  to  remain  available  for 
obligation  until  September  30, 1999. 

Other  PBOomEMENT,  Am  Force 

For    procureoMnt    and    modification    of 

equipment  (Including  ground  guidance  and 

electronic   control   equipment,   and   ground 

electronic  and  communication  equipment). 


and  supplies,  materials,  and  spare  parts 
therefor,  not  otherwise  provided  for;  the  pur- 
chase of  not  to  exceed  506  passenger  motor 
vehicles  for  replacement  only;  the  purchase 
of  1  vehicle  required  for  physical  security  of 
personnel,  notwithstanding  price  limitations 
applicable  to  passenger  vehicles  but  not  to 
exceed  $287,000  per  vehicle;  and  expansion  of 
public  and  private  plants.  (Jovemment- 
owned  equipment  and  Installation  thereof  in 
such  plants,  erection  of  structures,  and  ac- 
quisition of  land,  for  the  foregoing  purposes, 
and  such  lands  and  Interests  therein,  may  be 
acquired,  and  construction  prosecuted  there- 
on, prior  to  approval  of  title:  reserve  plant 
and  Government  and  contractor-owned 
equipment  layaway:  $6,078,539,000.  to  remain 
available  for  obligation  until  September  30. 

1999. 

Procurement,  Defense-wide 
For  expenses  of  activities  and  agencies  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  (other  than  the 
military  departments)  necessary  for  procure- 
ment, production,  and  modification  of  equip- 
ment, supplies,  materials,  and  spare  parts 
therefor,  not  otherwise  provided  for;  the  pur- 
chase of  not  to  exceed  389  passenger  motor 
vehicles  for  replacement  only;  the  purchase 
of  2  vehicles  required  for  physical  security  of 
personnel,  notwithstanding  price  limitations 
applicable  to  passenger  vehicles,  but  not  to 
exceed  $200,000  per  vehicle:  expansion  of  pub- 
lic and  private  plants,  equipment,  and  instal- 
lation thereof  In  such  plants,  erection  of 
structures,  and  acquisition  of  land  for  the 
foregoing  purposes,  and  such  lands  and  inter- 
ests therein,  may  be  acquired,  and  construc- 
tion prosecuted  thereon  prior  to  approval  of 
title;  reserve  plant  and  CSovemment  and  con- 
tractor-owned equipment  layaway: 
$2,247,812,000,  to  remain  available  for  obliga- 
tion until  September  30,  1999:  Provided.  That 
of  the  funds  appropriated  In  this  paragraph. 
$357,600,000  shall  not  be  obligated  or  ex- 
pended until  authorized  by  law. 
National  Guard  and  Reserve  Equipment 
For  procurement  of  aircraft,  missiles, 
tracked  combat  vehicles,  ammunition,  other 
weapons,  and  other  procurement  for  the  re- 
serve components  of  the  Armed  Forces; 
$908,000,000.  to  remain  available  for  obliga- 
tion until  September  30,  1999:  Provided,  That 
the  Chiefs  of  the  Reserve  and  National  Guard 
components  shall,  not  later  than  30  days 
after  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  Individually 
submit  to  the  congressional  defense  commit- 
tees the  modernization  priority  assessment 
for  their  respective  Reserve  or  National 
Guard  component:  Provided  further.  That  of 
the  funds  appropriated  In  this  paragraph. 
$103,000,000  shall  not  be  obligated  or  ex- 
pended until  authorized  by  law. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  remainder  of 
title  m  be  considered  as  read,  printed 
in  the  Recxsrd,  and  open  to  amendment 
at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  OBEY 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 


Amendment  No.  14  offered  by  Mr.  Obey: 
Page  22,  line  6.  after  the  dollar  amount,  in- 
sert the  following:  "(reduced  by 
$404.000.000)-. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  with  the 
end  of  the  cold  war,  the  Navy  acknowl- 
edges that  they  have  no  military  re- 
quirement for  an  additional  nuclear  at- 
tack submarine.  At  the  present  time 
we  are  cutting  up  dozens  of  sub- 
marines, including  a  number  of  Los  An- 
geles class  submarines,  but  the  Navy 
nonetheless  decided  that  they  were 
going  to  proceed  to  spend  billions  of 
dollars  to  build  a  new  attack  sub- 
marine because  they  wanted  to  main- 
tain the  Industrial  base. 

That  is  not  a  bad  reason.  I  do  not 
argue  with  that.  But  the  fact  is  that 
from  there  on.  what  the  Pentagon 
wanted  to  do  has  been  sidetracked  by 
the  Congress  and  by  the  authorizing 
committee.  DOD  essentially  wanted  to 
build  two  submarines.  They  paid  for 
one  last  year.  They  wanted  to  do  an- 
other one,  not  this  year  but  the  coming 
year  after  this,  but  the  committee  in- 
stead decided  what  they  wanted  them 
to  do  is  to  build  four  different  proto- 
type submarines. 

End  result:  We  are  going  to  be  spend- 
ing $4  billion  more  than  the  Pentagon 
wanted  us  to  spend  to  determine  what 
kind  of  attack  submarines  we  ought  to 
be  building  in  the  future.  My  amend- 
ment simply  removes  $404  million  to 
eliminate  the  congressional  expansion 
of  what  was  originally  a  limited  De- 
partment of  Defense  decision  in  terms 
of  proceeding  with  the  construction  of 
attack  submarines. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  absolutely  no 
reason  why  we  are  building  more  than 
two  submarines  except  pork.  The  only 
reason  is  that  we  have  a  competition 
between  a  number  of  shipyards.  Con- 
necticut and  Virginia  being  the  two  in 
question  here,  and  as  a  result,  we  are 
going  to  wind  up  keeping  both  happy  at 
an  additional  cost  of  S4  billion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  this  bill  is  done 
today,  we  are  going  to  go  over  to  the 
Rayburn  Building  and  we  are  going  to 
be  voting  on  the  Labor.  Health.  Edu- 
cation bill  that  requires  us  to  squeeze 
education,  squeeze  student  loans, 
squeeze  job  training,  squeeze  social 
services,  and  yet  we  are  buying  into,  in 
this  bill,  the  idea  that  we  ought  to  pro- 
ceed with  this  expanded  acquisition  of 
attack  submarines.  That  does  not 
make  any  financial  sense,  it  does  not 
make  military  sense;  it  may  make  a 
lot  of  political  sense  for  the  people  in- 
volved in  the  decision,  but  it  is  a 
cockamamie  way  to  go  about  meeting 
a  threat  that  does  not  even  exist. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  suggest  that 
is  all  there  is  to  the  argument.  People 
will  know  where  they  are  going  to 
come  from.  I  do  not  see  any  reason  to 
take  more  time.  I  would  simply  urge 
the  Members,  if  they  are  interested  in 
meeting  the  requirement  laid  down  by 
DOD.  rather  than  meeting  the  political 
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requirement  laid  down  by  the  Congress, 
they  will  save  $404  million  by  voting 
for  this  amendment. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  vote  we  have  just 
had  already  reduced  this  submarine 
line  by  $100  million.  Without  going  into 
a  lot  of  detail  why  we  need  the  new 
submarines,  the  old  submarines  are 
getting  older  and  older.  The  fact  is 
that  the  Navy  had  planned  to  build  30 
of  these  new  attack  submarines  and  do 
them  at  one  yard.  We  believe  that  the 
idea  of  building  all  of  the  submarines 
in  one  yard  is  not  good  for  the  tax- 
payer. We  believe  that  competition  is 
the  smart  way  to  go  in  dealing  with 
large  military  procurement  programs. 
The  program  in  this  bill  provides  for 
competition.  If  we  do  not  have  the 
competition,  it  is  going  to  cost  us  a  lot 
more  per  submarine  as  we  get  into  the 
future. 

I  would  just  give  one  big  example.  A 
few  years  back  we  were  having  a  major 
battle  over  aircraft  jet  engines.  One 
supplier,  one  manufacturer,  was  mak- 
ing basically  all  of  the  jet  aircraft  en- 
gines. 

We  decided  to  go  into  competition 
and  we  ended  up  with  a  strong  competi- 
tion between  two  aircraft  jet  engine 
builders,  and  we  got  a  better  engine  for 
less  money.  The  same  thing  will  happy 
to  the  submarines.  So  let  us  defeat  this 
amendment.  Let  us  continue  the  pro- 
gram as  we  have  worked  it  out  in  the 
committee  and  with  the  administra- 
tion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  jrield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia  [Mr.  Bateman]. 

Mr.  BATEMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  distinguished  gentleman 
firom  Florida  for  srielding  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  important 
to  understand  that  this  amendment 
undoes  the  agreement  that  was  struck 
last  year,  not  just  here  in  the  Congress, 
but  between  the  Congress,  the  adminis- 
tration, the  Secretary  of  Defense,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy,  and  the  Chief  of 
Naval  Operations  of  the  Navy.  This 
completely  undermines  that  agree- 
ment, which  would  have  the  future  sub- 
marine construction  program  of  Amer- 
ica developed  in  two  shipyards  with  a 
competition  for  a  series  of  the  later  at- 
tack submarines  following  the  procure- 
ment of  the  first  four.  This  totally 
undoes  that. 

The  gentleman  speaks  in  terms  of  the 
economy  of  having  all  submarines  con- 
structed in  one  shipyard.  There  is  a  lot 
of  logic  to  that,  but  his  amendment 
flies  in  the  teeth  of  the  logic  by  basi- 
cally consigning  all  future  submarine 
construction  to  the  yard  which  would 
be  the  most  expensive  yard  in  which  to 
build.  Every  expert,  everyone  in  the 
Navy,  has  conceded  that  if  we  are  going 
to  have  but  one  yard  to  build  sub- 
marines, it  could  be  built  more  eco- 
nomically   in    Newport    News,    where 


there  is  no  overhead  of  other  naval  ship 
construction  and  commercial  ship- 
building to  spread  the  cost,  whereas  at 
the  other  remaining  yard  capable  of 
building  a  nuclear  attack  submarine, 
all  of  the  overhead  is  attributable  just 
to  the  submjirines. 

The  amendment  makes  no  sense  in 
terms  of  a  single  purpose  yard.  It 
makes  no  sense  in  terms  of  we  in  the 
Government  mandating  where  future 
submarines  will  be  built,  rather  than 
having  them  built  where  competition 
says  they  can  be  built  at  the  most  eco- 
nomical basis  for  the  taxpayers  of 
America.  Heaven  only  knows,  we  need 
the  submarines. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  wrote  us, 
saying  that  funding  for  this  submarine 
that  he  was  eliminating  was  the  high- 
est priority  for  the  Navy.  The  Sec- 
retary of  the  Navy  said  the  same  thing. 
The  Secretary  of  Defense  reaffirmed 
his  support  for  last  year's  agreement. 
Let  us  not  undo  it. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, this  amendment  was  offered  in 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  and 
it  was  defeated  on  a  very  strong  bipar- 
tisan vote  of  35  against,  12  for.  I  hope 
the  ratio  is  equally  strong  here.  I  ask 
the  Members  to  oppose  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  MURTHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment,  and 
ask  for  a  vote  on  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  further  de- 
bate on  the  amendment? 

If  not,  the  question  is  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
chairman  annoimced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  further  proceedings  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]  will  be  post- 
poned. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 

Are  there  further  amendments  to 
title  m? 

Mr.  BONILLA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
H.R.  3610  the  fiscal  year  1997  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  Appropriations  Act.  I 
ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  sup- 
porting this  bill,  which  provides  the 
bare  minimum  to  k^'ep  the  peace  and 
ensure  that  America's  military  re- 
mains second  to  none. 

I  am  troubled  that  some  fail  to  recog- 
nize that  the  only  guarantee  of  peace  is 
a  strong  America.  Those  who  would 
disarm,  those  who  would  further 
downsize  the  military  fail  to  under- 
stand the  basic  concept  of  cause  and  ef- 
fect. Like  most  dreamers  they 
steadfastedly    refuse    to    cloud    their 


crystal  clear  vision  with  reality.  Oth- 
ers argue  we  can't  afford  our  military. 
They  argue  that  America  cannot  con- 
tinue to  spend  funds  on  our  defense. 
This  view  is  as  dangerous  as  it  is  irre- 
sponsible. 

But  don't  take  my  word  for  it.  Walk 
across  the  street.  Go  to  the  Library  of 
Congress.  Pick  up  any  history  book 
and  read  about  the  past.  I  ask  the 
dreamers  to  read  about  Nazi  Germany's 
respect  for  their  disarmament  treaties; 
read  about  imperial  Japan's  respect  for 
other's  independence.  Read  this  before 
you  vote.  I  ask  the  penny  pinchers  to 
read  about  how  unprepared  America 
and  democracies  were.  To  read  about 
how  small  our  military  was,  to  think 
about  what  kind  of  world  we  would  live 
in  today  if  that  decade's  penny  pinch- 
ers had  won  their  argument  and 
stopped  the  modernization  of  the 
R.A.F.  I  shudder  to  think  who  would 
have  won  the  Battle  of  Britain  and  ul- 
timately the  war  in  Europe  if  they  had 
won  that  debate.  These  are  the  facts, 
it's  history,  it's  there  in  black  and 
white  for  each  and  every  one  of  you  to 
read. 

I  am  disturbed  that  some  of  you  ig- 
nore these  exi)eriences  saying  that's 
old  news.  History  is  for  the  past  and 
mankind  is  different  today.  My  friends 
you  are  playing  with  fire.  Remember 
we  have  a  sacred  responsibility  to  up- 
hold the  Constitution  and  defend  our 
Nation.  If  you  remain  unconvinced 
take  a  few  minutes  and  go  to  Arlington 
National  Cemetery.  Listen  to  those 
who  speak  so  articulately  in  their  si- 
lence. Remember  their  sacrifices  and 
remember  your  responsibility  to  those 
who  are  following  in  their  footsteps  by 
serving  America  and  defending  free- 
dom. Then  stop  and  visit  the  Archives. 
Look  at  our  Declaration  of  Independ- 
ence and  our  glorious  Constitution  and 
remember  your  responsibility.  These 
are  not  mere  pieces  of  papers.  These 
are  the  heart  and  soul  of  what  America 
is. 

As  Americans  we  can  make  only  one 
choice  if  we  are  to  remain  true  to  those 
heroes  who  fell  defending  our  freedom. 
Our  only  choice  is  to  vote  for  this  bill. 
A  "no"  vote  betrays  those  who  have 
made  the  ultimate  sacrifice.  A  "no" 
vote  jeopardizes  the  freedoms  we  hold 
so  dear.  A  "no"  vote  is  wrong  for 
America.  My  friends  as  we  vote  today 
under  the  watchful  gaze  of  our  first 
Commander  in  Chief— our  greatest 
leader — George  Washington — be  true  to 
his  legacy — be  true  to  America— and 
vote  "yes"  for  this  Defense  appropria- 
tions bill. 

D  1515 

Mr.  MURTHA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amend- 
ment of  the  gentleman  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Sanders]  numbered  20  may  be 
considered  as  the  Smith-Sanders 
amendment  at  this  point,  notwith- 
standing it  addresses  a  portion  of  the 
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bill  not  yet  read,  because  one  of  the 
Members  cannot  be  on  the  floor  later 
on. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, reserving  the  right  to  object,  I  do 
so  to  inquire  of  the  gentleman  if  this  is 
amendment  No.  20  as  printed  on  pa^^e 
6287  of  the  Congressional  Record  of 
June  12? 

Mr.  SANDERS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  withdraw  my  reservation  of  ob- 
jection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SMrTH  OF  NEW 
JERSEY 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  No.  20  offered  by  Mr.  Smtth  of 
New  Jersey:  Page  87,  after  line  3,  insert  the 
following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  None  of  the  funds  available  to  the 
Department  of  Defense  under  this  Act  may 
be  obligated  or  expended  to  pay  a  contractor 
under  a  contract  with  the  Department  of  De- 
fense for  any  costs  incurred  by  the  contrac- 
tor when  It  Is  made  known  to  the  Federal  of- 
ficial having  authority  to  obligate  or  expend 
such  funds  that  such  costs  are  restructuring 
costs  associated  with  a  business  combination 
that  were  Incurred  on  or  after  August  15, 
1994. 

Mr.  MURTHA  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  thank  my  friend  and  colleague 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders]  for  his 
cooperation  in  working  on  this  amend- 
ment. We  have  been  working  on  this 
for  some  time  now. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  you  thought  tax- 
payers were  outraged  and  dismayed 
over  the  revelation  that  the  Pentagon 
was  shelling  out  $500  for  hammers  and 
$600  for  toilet  seats,  wait  until  they 
learn  that  Uncle  Sam  is  now  subsidiz- 
ing big  corporate  mergers  and  acquisi- 
tions, which  by  design,  are  intended  to 
throw  thousands  of  people  out  of  work. 

That's  right,  American  taxpayers  are 
footing  the  bill  to  merge,  downsize,  and 
fire  people.  This  is  corporate  welfare  at 
it  worst. 

Wait  until  the  public  discovers,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  thousands  of  hard- 
working Americans  who  have  or  re- 
cently had  high  paying  defense  indus- 
try jobs,  got  pink  slips  not  necessarily 
because  of  fewer  purchase  orders,  but 
because  the  Clinton  administration's 
cjmlcal  policy  of  providing  huge  sub- 
sidies for  corporate  mergers. 


In  July  1994,  the  GAO's  first  and  only 
available  report  on  just  one  subsidy  ap- 
proved for  payment  makes  clear  a  con- 
nection between  payoffs  and  layoffs: 
"The  contractor's  proposed  savings 
were  based  entirely  on  workforce  re- 
ductions." (GAO/NSIAD-96-80) 

The  amendment  I  am  offering  today, 
which  is  cosponsored  by  Messrs.  Sand- 
ers, Duncan,  Minge,  DeFazio.  Klug, 
and  Neumann,  puts  a  stop  to  this  out- 
rageous and  largely  obscure  policy  of 
subsidized  downsizing  until  Congress 
and  the  taxpayers  receive  some  reliable 
data  on  how  much  has  been  spent  and 
what  the  human  and  budgetary  impact 
of  these  subsidies  are. 

Make  no  mistake:  Nobody  is  tr3ring 
to  interfere  with  legitimate  private 
business  decisions  to  merge.  Of  course, 
the  establishment  of  monopolies  is  a 
different  story.  And  nobody  denies  that 
leaner  defense  Arms  have  the  potential 
to  save  DOD  some  money  on  future 
cost-plus  contracts. 

But  when  Uncle  Sam  crosses  the  line 
between  simply  permitting  mergers, 
and  actively  promoting  and  partially 
underwriting  them,  we  have  strayed. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  amendment  will  end 
this  fatally  flawed  policy  from  inflict- 
ing any  more  damage  that  has  already 
been  done. 

The  Smith-Sanders-Duncan-Minge- 
DeFazio-Klug-Neumann  amendment  is 
based  on  common  sense — because  the 
proponents  of  the  Clinton  policy  have 
not  proven  their  case— they  have  not 
even  performed  the  duties  that  they 
were  required  by  law  to  do. 

Amazingly,  the  report  by  DoD  called 
for  in  section  818  of  Public  Law  103-337 
has  still  not  been  released,  even  though 
it  was  to  be  available  by  November 
1995.  This  report  was  at  the  heart  of 
congressional  demands  for  accountabil- 
ity over  these  merger  subsidies. 

And  when  the  hard  data  becomes 
available,  it  may  show  that  the  Clinton 
policy  isn't  just  antijobs,  but  a  net  loss 
to  taxpayers  as  well.  GAO's  testimony 
on  this  policy  said  the  amount  of  re- 
structuring costs  charged  to  DoD  con- 
tracts "could  be  substantial,  possibly 
involving  several  blUions  of  dollars." 
(GAO/T-NSIAD-94-247)  Furthermore, 
GAO  added  that  money  spent  on  merg- 
er subsidies  was  "likely  to  place  fur- 
ther increased  pressure  on  DoD  pro- 
curement budgets." 

How  can  we,  as  guardians  of  the  pub- 
lic purse,  just  watch  as  money  goes  out 
the  door  and  nobody  knows  who's  get- 
ting what  and  exactly  how  much  this  is 
costing  us? 

To  date,  some  32  defense  contractors 
have  lined  up  to  receive  some  of  Uncle 
Sam's  corporate  largess.  Lockheed- 
Martin  is  just  one  of  those  contractors, 
but  their  requests  could  cost  the  tax- 
payers $1.6  billion.  Among  Lockheed- 
Martin's  approved  requests  for 
downsizing  costs  is  a  proposal  submit- 
ted on  January  31,  1996,  to  close  down 
the  Astro  Space  facility  in  East  Wind- 


sor, NJ,  which  puts  3,200  jobs  in  jeop- 
ardy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  policy  is  the  direct 
cause  of  some  3.200  layoffs  in  my  dis- 
trict alone,  and  it  uses  the  tax  dollars 
of  these  every  same  people  to  do  It. 

Nor  does  anybody  know  what  the  net 
impact  of  these  layoffs  are  likely  to  be. 
The  premise,  behind  this  policy  are 
fundamentally  at  odds  with  America's 
free-market  economy.  Firms  merge 
and  restructure  when  they  believe  it  is 
in  their  best  interest  to  do  so.  If  Wall 
Street  lacks  the  confidence  to  under- 
write a  merger,  why  should  Uncle  Sam 
come  to  the  rescue,  doling  out  the  tax 
dollars  to  make  it  work? 

The  flaws  in  current  law  are  legion. 
Current  law  says  DOD  can  only  pay  out 
restructuring  costs  if  they  see  audited 
cost  savings.  That  sounds  nice,  but 
what  about  the  ripple  effects  of  all 
these  layoffs?  What  about  the  lower 
revenues  realized  and  higher  govern- 
ment services  needed  to  assist  those 
thrown  out  of  work?  What  about  the 
reduction  in  competition  as  mergers 
lead  to  monopolies? 

This  amendment  is  supported  by  a 
wide  variety  of  organizations  and  indi- 
viduals. Charlie  Marciante  of  the  New 
Jersey  State  AFL-CIO  says  "Repub- 
lican Smith's  amendment  ensures  that 
Uncle  Sam's  reimbursement  offers  do 
not  prompt  otherwise  unlikely  layoffs 
and  it  also  ensures  that  taxpayers  are 
not  forced  to  pay  for  i>rograms  that  put 
people  out  of  work." 

Steve  Moore  of  the  CATO  Institute 
described  the  policy  as  "an  egregious 
example  of  unwarranted  corporate  wel- 
fare in  our  budget."  Dr.  Lawrence 
Korb,  a  former  Under  Secretary  of  De- 
fense during  the  Reagan  administra- 
tion, said,  "By  this  policy  of  subsidiz- 
ing defense  mergers  and  acquisitions, 
the  Clinton  administration  has  already 
created  megacompanies  that  will  stifle 
competition  and  wield  tremendous  po- 
litical power." 

Defenders  of  merger  subsidies  argue 
that  putting  taxpayer  money  up  front 
to  pay  for  restructuring  will  lead  to 
cost  savings  on  future  contracts.  My 
question  is:  Since  when  is  it  the  obliga- 
tion of  the  Federal  Government  to  in- 
ject itself  into  a  firm's  decisionmaking 
process  by  offering  multimillion  dollar 
inducements  to  merge  and  downsize? 

For  defense  contractors,  the  only 
thing  that  seems  to  separate  a  good 
business  deal  from  a  bad  business  deal 
is  how  much  money  Uncle  Sam  injects 
into  the  process.  In  £act,  the  former 
CEO  of  Lockheed-Martin,  Norman  Au- 
gustine, stated  in  congressional  testi- 
mony: "specifically,  had  [DOD]  refused 
to  [subsidize  or  reimburse]  Martin 
Marietta's  proposed  General  Djmamics 
Space  Division  acquisition  loe  toould 
not  have  made  the  purchase,  certainly  not 
because  of  spite,  but  simply  because  it 
would  have  been  a  bad  business  deal." 
(emphasis  added)  (HASC  108-56,  page 
45). 
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Furthermore,  why  should  taxpayers 
give  a  windfall  to  companies  to  merge 
if  it  can  be  shown  that  they  would  have 
merged  anyway?  And  the  idea  that 
Uncle  Sam  must  share  savings  on  cost- 
plus  contracts  in  order  to  give  incen- 
tives to  defense  contractors  is  seri- 
ously flawed. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  when  a 
contractor  restructures,  they  save 
money  for  themselves  and  potentially 
to  DOD.  With  lower  overhead  costs  dis- 
tributed throughout  the  newly  merged 
organization,  contractors  pick  up  big 
savings  on  both  fixed  and  cost-plus 
government  contracts. 

So  when  contractors  tell  you  how 
much  money  DOD  may  or  may  not 
save,  what  they  conveniently  leave  out 
is  how  much  money  they — not  us— are 
going  to  save  on  existing  fixed-price 
contracts. 

In  fact,  Secretary  Deutch  actually 
conceded  in  congressional  testimony 
that  lower  overhead  costs  for  contrac- 
tors will  lead  to  windfalls  on  existing 
fixed-price  contracts. 

My  colleagues,  this  issue  should  be  a 
no-brainer.  We  need  to  put  a  stop  to 
merger  subsidy  payments  until  we  ac- 
tually get  some  hard  evidence  that  this 
policy  even  comes  close  to  being  what 
its  proponents  suggest.  I  think  when 
all  the  facts  are  in,  you  will  agree  with 
me  to  kill  this  policy  outright.  Let's 
take  a  breather  from  government-sub- 
sidized "merger  mania"  and  assess  the 
damage  already  been  done.  Support 
the  Smith-Sanders  amendment  to 
H.R.  3610. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  for  his  strong  efforts  and  will- 
ingness to  work  with  us  on  this  very 
important  amendment,  and  also  point 
out  that  the  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota [Mr.  MINGE],  the  gentleman 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio]  ajid  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Neu- 
mann] are  also  cosponsors  and  working 
with  us  on  this  effort. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  begin  by 
thanking  the  chairman,  Mr.  Young, 
and  the  ranking  member,  Mr.  Murtha, 
and  all  the  Members  of  the  House  for 
the  support  that  they  gave  me  last 
year  for  an  amendment  which  I  suc- 
cessfully offered,  which  stopped  the 
disgrace  of  the  Pentagon  providing  a 
S32-niillion  bonus  for  the  CEO's  and 
board  members  of  Martin-Marietta  for 
their  merger,  and  that  is  a  merger 
which  ended  up  laying  off  at  least 
19,000  American  workers. 

Well,  if  my  colleagues  think  the  $32 
million  was  a  waste  of  taxpayers'  dol- 
lars, then  they  better  listen  up,  be- 
cause what  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Smith]  and  I  are  talking 
about  today  amounts  to  billions  of  dol- 
lars. Yes,  the  taxpayers  are  providing 
payoff^  for  layo^.  We  are  actually  giv- 
ing    multiblllion-dollar     cori>orations 


huge  amounts  of  money  in  order  to 
merge  their  companies,  stifle  competi- 
tion, and  lay  off  American  workers. 
This  is  an  absurd  policy,  it  is  a  dis- 
graceful policy,  it  is  the  worst  kind  of 
corporate  welfare,  and  it  is  a  policy 
that  we  should  end  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Members  who 
have  come  together  to  sponsor  the 
Smith-Sanders  amendment  have  dif- 
ferent philosophical  points  of  view,  but 
we  are  in  agreement  that  it  is  absurd 
that  the  U.S.  Government  is  providing 
billions  of  dollars  in  taxx)ayer  subsidies 
to  huge  profitable  corporations  so  that 
they  can  merge  and  then  lay  off  tens  of 
thousands  of  American  workers.  That 
makes  no  sense  to  anyone. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  has 
widespread  support.  It  is  supported  by 
the  Taxpayers  for  Common  Sense,  the 
CATO  Institute,  the  Project  on  Govern- 
ment Oversight,  and  also  supported  by 
Lawrence  J.  Korb,  the  former  Under 
Secretary  of  Defense  under  President 
Reagan. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  a  number  of 
reasons  why  we  should  support  this 
amendment.  First,  we  have  a  $5-trillion 
national  debt.  We  should  not  be  provid- 
ing billions  of  dollars  in  subsidies  to 
large  corjxDrations  to  lay  off  American 
workers.  Second  of  all,  we  have  re- 
ceived almost  no  documentation  from 
these  companies  as  to  what  they  are 
doing.  What  they  are  saying  basically 
is,  "Don't  worry,  give  us  the  money, 
trust  us,  we're  going  to  save  the  gov- 
ernment money."  At  the  very  lesist,  we 
must  have  a  clear  outline  of  the  net 
savings,  and  we  want  to  know  what 
savings  will  be  effectuated. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  can  believe  this, 
the  Pentagon  has  never  submitted  any 
of  the  annual  reports  required  by  law 
on  this  program,  and  the  first  report 
was  scheduled  to  be  due  in  November 
1995.  It  has  never  been  filed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  August  1995  the 
GAO  began  their  own  investigation  in 
spite  of  the  inaction  of  the  Pentagon. 
The  GAO's  first  and  only  report  on  the 
two  companies  that  applied  for  and  re- 
ceived these  payments  stated  that,  and 
I  quote,  the  contractors  proposed  sav- 
ings were  based  entirely  on  work  force 
reductions,  end  quote. 

The  GAO  also  found  that  in  exchange 
for  free  taxpayer  cash  up  front,  the 
same  companies — FMC  Corp.  and 
Harsco  Corp.  BMY — projected  out-year 
savings  f<=!ll  8.S  percent  short  of  what 
they  originally  presented  to  DOD.  Fur- 
ther, the  GAO  reported  that  only  one 
hearing  has  ever  been  held  on  a  policy 
the  GAO  has  said  could  cost,  quote, 
several  billions  of  dollars.  The  GAO 
also  reported  that  32  contractors  have 
already  lined  up  and  put  in  requests  to 
receive  merger  subsidies.  One  hearing. 
Billions  of  dollars. 

Third,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  can  agree 
about  the  wisdom  or  lack  of  wisdom  of 
industrial  policy,  but  I  think  every- 
body here  understands  that  it  makes 


no  sense  for  the  government  to  get  in- 
volved in  the  private  sector  so  that  we 
can  lose  American  jobs.  That  is  insane. 

I  would  support  industrial  policy  if  it 
created  decent-paying  jobs.  Some  in 
this  body  would  not  support  any  indus- 
trial policy.  The  thing  they  must  ask 
themselves  is  why  is  the  government 
selecting  certain  very  large  corpora- 
tions and  saying  to  them,  quote,  the 
taxpayers  are  going  to  help  your  com- 
pany engender  certain  efficiencies,  end 
quote. 

Essentially  what  the  Pentagon  is 
doing  is  saying  to  this  company, 
"We're  going  to  help  you,  we're  not 
going  to  help  the  other  company." 
They  are  encouraging  mergers.  I  think 
there  is  a  lot  to  be  discussed  in  terms 
of  this  whole  issue. 

Last,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  seems  to  me 
that  at  a  time  when  real  wages  in  this 
country  for  working  people  are  in  de- 
cline, at  a  time  when  people  are  scared 
to  death  about  whether  or  not  they  are 
going  to  have  their  decent  paying  jobs, 
they  do  not  want  to  see  their  tax  dol- 
lars going  to  large  multibillion-dollar 
corporations  so  that  these  companies 
can  then  merge  and  lay  off  American 
workers. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Sand- 
ers] has  expfred. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Sanders 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  SANDERS.  In  fact,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, we  should  be  standing  in  opposi- 
tion to  that  policy.  Our  tax  dollars 
should  not  be  going  to  that  policy. 
Imagine  the  worker  from  Lockheed- 
Martin  who  has  been  laid  off  because  of 
the  merger  sajring,  "My  tax  dollars 
went  to  lasrlng  me  off  and  to  hurt  my 
family."  That  makes  no  sense. 

Mr.  DUNCAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  be  very  brief  be- 
cause I  understand  the  managers  of 
this  amendment  have  agreed  to  accept 
it.  I  appreciate  their  graciousness  in 
that  regard  very  much  but  I  also  want 
to  say  that  I  appreciate  Mr.  Smith's 
work  on  this  and  the  work  of  many 
others.  This  amendment,  I  think, 
would  have  received  widespread  sup- 
port on  both  sides  of  the  aisle.  I  have 
been  told  that  there  are  already  some 
32  companies  that  have  filed  approxi- 
mately 2  billion  dollars'  worth  of 
claims  under  this  program  and  I  think 
that  if  we  had  not  been  careful  that 
this  would  very  quickly  turn  into  one 
of  the  largest  boondoggles  in  the  entire 
Federal  Government. 

The  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  and  the  gentleman  from  Ver- 
mont [Mr.  Sanders]  both  made  ref- 
erence to  the  S92  niillion  in  bonuses 
that  were  paid  out  in  one  merger,  ap- 
proximately a  thfrd  of  those  paid  by 
the  taxpayers.  One  man  received  a 
bonus  of  S9.2  million.  I  do  not  believe 


June  13,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


14103 


there  is  any  way  that  he  could  have 
really  earned  that  type  of  bonus.  I 
think  this  is  a  program  that  really 
would  horrify  most  taxpayers  if  they 
realized  that  it  was  going  on  and  is 
something  that  we  have  never  done  and 
would  not  even  consider,  I  don't  be- 
lieve, for  99.9  percent  of  the  small  busi- 
nesses in  this  country.  I  am  pleased 
that  this  amendment  is  going  to  be  ac- 
cepted, and  I  hope  it  survives  in  con- 
ference. 

Mr.  SISISKY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reaUy  did  not  want 
to  get  into  this  fight  here,  but  I  have 
been  working  on  this  same  thing  for  3 
years.  It  seems  strange  that  somebody 
who  is  almost  fighting  a  single  battle 
about  privatization  in  this  country  and 
worried  about  Federal  employees  has 
to  come  up  here  and  try  to  bring  a  lot 
of  sensibility  into  this. 

The  gentleman  said  that  there  were 
no  documents  submitted  and  they  are 
right.  They  were  supposed  to  submit 
them  in  November  1995.  Today  I  talked 
to  the  Defense  Department.  0MB  held 
it  up  for  some  unknown  reason.  I  can- 
not imagine  that  long,  but  they  will  be 
in  in  2  weeks. 

D  1530 

As  far  as  no  documentation  that  the 
gentleman  said,  I  want  to  show  this 
body  section  818  and  what  we  did  in 
that,  and  then  with  the  Defense  De- 
partment. This  is  all  of  the  loops  before 
one  penny  can  come  out  that  they  have 
to  go  through  and  be  signed  off  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  or  an  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense. 

I  want  DOD  held  accountable  when 
they  reimburse  defense  contractors  for 
restructuring  costs.  Section  818 
achieves  this  goal.  And  I  think  the  gen- 
tleman from  Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders] 
and  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Smith]  fully  appreciate  that.  We 
have  certainly  briefed  their  staff  on 
that. 

They  object  to  the  payment  of  any 
reimbursement  whatever,  and  all  of  us 
understand  why.  I  know  in  the  case  of 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  I 
would  be  the  same  way  if  a  merger  or 
combination  led  to  a  plant  being  closed 
in  my  district,  and  that  is  how  I  got 
started  in  this  out  in  California  with 
former  Congresswoman  Schenk,  who 
came  to  me,  and  that  is  why  we  had 
hearings  on  it. 

But  the  question  is  whether  this  is  a 
good  policy.  Should  DOD  reimburse  re- 
structuring costs?  And  I  think  the  an- 
swer is  yes.  Perhaps  some  of  the  reason 
why  is  for  over  10  years  DOD  procure- 
ment spending  declined  more  than  60 
percent,  60  percent.  There  is  a  signifi- 
cant overcapacity  in  the  defense  indus- 
try, and  that  leads  to  higher  overhead 
and  higher  prices  for  defense  goods  and 
services. 

Yes,  it  is  sad  to  lay  off  people,  but  it 
is  also  sad  for  a  plant  to  go  into  bank- 


ruptcy and  lay  off  people.  We  just  do 
not  have  enough  business  for  all  the  de- 
fense contractors.  In  some  cases  the 
most  effective  restructuring  comes 
from  business  combinations,  acquisi- 
tions, and  mergers.  DOD  reimburses 
contractors  for  restructuring  after  ac- 
quisitions or  mergers  that  will  clearly 
result  in  overhead  savings  for  DOD. 
DOD  provides  this  incentive  because 
the  quicker  a  restructuring  occurs,  the 
sooner  the  Department  of  Defense  and 
this  Government  saves  money. 

Restructuring  costs  are  costs  the 
company  incurs  to  combine  facilities 
and  eliminate  layers  of  management. 
DOD  pays  a  share  of  allowable  costs, 
such  as  severance  pay,  retirement  in- 
centives, job  training,  moving  equip- 
ment, and  relocating  employees. 

Now,  listen  to  this  carefully.  This 
came  from  the  Department  of  Defense, 
I  have  not  had  GAO,  although  we  have 
had  a  report  which  came  from  GAO, 
but  DOD  does  not  pay  for  executive 
golden  parachutes,  good  will,  or  for 
gains  or  losses  resulting  from  the 
transfer  of  assets.  No  matter  what 
Members  read  in  the  paper,  and  I  just 
heard  it  now,  DOD  does  not  pay  for  ex- 
ecutive bonuses  that  are  contingent 
solely  on  merger  or  acquisitions. 

When  I  learned  about  DOD's  policy  of 
reimbursing  restructuring  costs,  I  held 
hearings  and  wrote  section  818.  GAO 
says  it  works  because  they  want  to  re- 
peal it.  The  industry  wants  to  repeal  it 
because  it  is  too  hard  to  get  that 
money.  Section  818  protects  taxpayers 
by  forcing  DOD  to  benefit  from  the  le- 
gitimate savings  of  restructuring. 

For  over  3  years  DOD  has  negotiated 
restructuring  agreements  that  will 
save  this  Government  over  J1.4  billion 
by  agreeing  to  pay  restructuring  costs 
of  about  S300  million.  I  think  that  is  a 
heck  of  a  deal  for  the  taxpayers,  and  I 
ask  Members  to  oppose  changes  in  a 
sound  policy  and  good  law. 

I  have  come  out  of  the  business  world 
and  I  think  I  know  a  little  bit  about 
what  is  happening.  I  have  a  lot  of  pub- 
lic facilities  down  my  way,  and  what 
we  are  trying  to  do  now  is  reduce  over- 
head, no  matter  how  we  have  to  do  it, 
to  reduce  overhead.  And  this  flies  raw 
in  the  face  of  just  that. 

I  ask,  and  I  know  that  Members  will 
accept  the  amendment  and  I  will  not 
argue  with  Members  on  that,  but  the 
argument  is  not  over  yet  because  this 
is  the  wrong  policy  that  we  are  getting 
ready  to  do. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  SlslSKY] 
has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Dicks,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Skisky  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SISISKY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
commend  the  gentleman  for  his  work 


on  this  thing,  and  I  have  great  sym- 
pathy for  what  the  gentleman  from 
Vermont,  Congressman  Sanders,  and 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey,  Con- 
gressman Smith,  are  doing,  but  I  think 
there  is  one  other  point  that  needs  to 
be  made  here.  When  we  go  from  $135 
billion  a  year  in  procurement  down  to 
$38.5  billion  a  year  in  procurement,  we 
need  less  infrastructure,  less  industrial 
base  to  handle  those  things,  and  it  will 
require  some  downsizing. 

I  think  one  of  the  things  I  have  been 
committed  to,  I  know  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  has  too,  is  to  help  when 
these  Government  workers,  and  other 
workers,  private  sector  workers,  get 
dislocated,  to  try  to  have  funds  to  help 
them  get  retrained  and  back  into  some 
new  endeavor.  But  to  think  we  can 
completely  avoid  any  downsizing  when 
we  go  from  $135  billion  a  year  in  pro- 
curement down  to  $38  billion,  I  think 
we  have  to  think  about  that. 

Mr.  SISISKY.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  therein  lies  the 
problem,  really.  It  is  not  an  easy  prob- 
lem to  solve,  but  we  just  cannot  afford 
to  save  everybody  and  save  every  com- 
pany. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chafr- 
man,  I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  to  my  col- 
leagues that  we  have  discussed  this, 
and  although  the  Department  of  De- 
fense strongly  opposes  this,  we  think 
there  is  some  merit  to  what  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Vermont  are  trying  to  do. 
We  have  agreed  to  accept  the  amend- 
ment with  the  understanding  that  we 
would  certainly  allow  the  Department 
of  Defense  to  come  back  to  us  with 
whatever  legal  information  that  they 
would  have  relative  to  this. 

One  of  the  reasons  we  did  this  was  to 
save  a  lengthy  debate.  If  we  are  going 
to  get  into  a  lengthy  debate,  we  may 
have  to  start  getting  into  the  details  of 
this  and  maybe  we  will  not  be  able  to 
accept  it. 

So  at  this  point  I  am  prepared  to  ac- 
cept it  with  the  understanding  that  we 
will  have  to  take  a  close  look  at  this 
between  now  and  conference,  because 
the  Department  of  Defense  is  definitely 
opposed  to  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the   amendment   offered   by   the   gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith]. 
The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

amendment  offered  by  MR.  OBEY 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Obey.  Page  24. 
line  17,  after  the  dollar  amount,  insert  the 
foUowlng^:  "(reduced  by  S3i4,100.000)". 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all 
debate    on    this    amendment    and    all 


14104 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


June  13,  1996 


amendments  thereto  close  in  10  min- 
utes, to  be  equally  divided. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chairman. 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  could  I 
ask  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Obey],  what  weapon  systems  are  cov- 
ered in  this? 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield,  I  do  not  want  to  im- 
pose on  the  House  a  lengthy  expla- 
nation, but  essentially  what  I  am  try- 
ing to  do  is  to  eliminate  six  C-130-J 
airplanes  from  this  bill  because  we  can 
save  $10  million  a  year  by  waiting  until 
next  year  to  buy  the  same  six  planes. 

So  that  is  basically  what  I  am  trjring 
to  do  with  the  amendment,  and  I  do 
not  really  much  care  how  much  time 
we  have  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chairman. 
how  much  time  was  asked  for? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  My  unani- 
mous consent  request  is  still  pending; 
correct,  Mr.  Chairman? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, does  the  gentleman  want  to 
change  the  time? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Montgomery] 
has  the  time. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Forty  minutes? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Twenty? 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Yes. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  withdraw  my  unanimous-con- 
sent request. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  there  are 
no  other  requests  pending,  might  I  be 
recognized? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  If  there  is  no  unani- 
mous consent,  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Obey]  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Air 
Force  wants  to  buy  C-13ft-J  transport 
aircraft  but  they  only  wanted  to  buy 
one  of  them.  The  Air  Force,  instead,  is 
getting  six  more  planes  than  they  ex- 
pected. 

I  do  not  really  know  whether  they 
need  those  additional  planes  or  not, 
that  is  up  to  somebody  who  knows  a 
whole  lot  more  about  the  military  re- 
quirements of  the  Air  Force  on  this 
point  than  I  do.  But  the  problem  is 
that  they  do  not  need  these  planes  for 
more  than  a  decade,  and  the  real  kick- 
er is  that  the  Air  Force  documents, 
which  were  obtained  by  the  General 
Accounting  Office,  indicated  that  the 
Air  Force  and  Lockheed  have  agreed 
that  the  price  will  drop  in  fiscal  1998  by 
S8.4  million  a  plane  or  S50  million  total 
for  the  six  aircraft. 

In  other  words,  all  we  have  to  do  to 
save  the  $50  million  is  to  wait  1  year. 
Now,  it  seems  to  me  under  those  cir- 
cumstances that  the  decision  to  buy  in 
bulk  before  the  discount  defies  com- 
mon sense,  but  that  is  exactly  what  we 
are  going  to  do. 


The  issue  here  is  very  simple.  There 
will  be  a  lot  of  people  who  will  want  to 
buy  these  planes.  I  am  not  getting  into 
that  argtiment.  All  I  am  saying  is  if  the 
Air  Force  needs  the  planes  they  can  get 
them  next  year  at  a  discount.  But  by 
buying  them  this  year  it  will  cost  us 
$50  million  more.  That  is  very  expen- 
sive $50  million  ride  the  taxpayers  are 
being  taken  on,  and  so  I  would  simply, 
in  the  interest  of  economy,  say  go 
ahead  and  buy  these  planes,  but  do  not 
buy  them  until  next  year  because  we 
can  save  $50  million  if  we  simply  wait 
1  year.  It  is  a  done  deal. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  gentle- 
man's amendment,  and  I  would  call  to 
the  attention  of  our  colleagues  that  we 
have  already  reduced  the  C-130  line  in 
the  manager's  sunendment  we  adopted 
earlier  today. 

Among  the  six  aircraft  that  the  Obey 
amendment  would  eliminate  are  four 
hurricane  hunters,  WC-30s.  These  hur- 
ricane hunters  are  extremely  impor- 
tant to  the  United  States  and  espe- 
cially axeas  that  are  subject  to  hurri- 
canes. The  other  two  of  those  aircraft 
would  be  airborne  command  and  con- 
trol aircraft.  We  have  already  elimi- 
nated one  of  those  in  the  amendment 
that  we  have  already  done. 

The  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Obey]  makes  the  case  that  the  Air 
Force  does  not  want  them.  Not  so.  Dur- 
ing our  hearings,  for  those  Members 
who  attended  the  hearings,  they  will 
recall  that  when  we  asked  the  Air 
Force  for  their  list  of  unfimded  require- 
ments, these  aircraft  were  on  that  list. 

So  the  Air  Force  does  not  want  these 
airplanes  and  those  of  us  who  are  con- 
cerned about  prediction  of  hurricane 
paths  and  things  of  this  nature,  we 
want  these  airplanes.  We  want  them  to 
be  able  to  fly,  to  give  us  advanced 
warning  to  protect  our  properties  and 
our  lives. 

So  I  hope  we  will  defeat  this  amend- 
ment. It  is  definitely  on  the  Air  Force's 
list  of  aircraft  they  would  have  funded 
if  they  did  not  have  a  political  number 
so  low  that  they  could  not  ask  for  it. 
But  it  is  on  their  list. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding,  and  let  me 
say  from  the  national  security  side  and 
the  procurement  subcommittee  we  also 
asked  the  Air  Force  what  they  needed, 
and  they,  in  fact,  sent  these  aircraft 
over  to  us  on  a  list.  They  do  want  it, 
and  we  are  having  that  list  sent  over 
here  and  we  will  supply  it  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  whenever  he 
wants  it. 

It  is  requested  and  it  is  very  Impor- 
tant to  the  Air  Force. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  thank  the  gentleman  for  those 
conunents,  but  I  have  the  list  here. 


This  is  a  copy  of  the  Air  Force  un- 
funded requirements  list,  and  the  C-130 
requirement  is  right  on  this  page. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  for  a  "no"  vote 
on  this  amendment. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment.  I  have  great  respect 
for  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  and 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania,  as 
well  as  the  chairman  of  this  sub- 
committee, they  have  done  well  on  the 
procurement  of  appropriations,  but  I 
am  worried  we  are  moving  a  little  too 
fast  on  this  amendment. 

We  have  already  cut  one  C-130  from 
this  bill  and  this,  now,  is  six  C-130's. 
Last  night  it  was  seven  C-130's.  Now  it 
is  cut  back  to  six.  Four  of  these  C-130's 
are  going  to  the  Air  Reserve  for  the 
hurricane  hunters  who  are  flying  40- 
year-old  C-130's  now. 

It  is  a  dangerous  mission  going  out 
and  looking  for  hurricanes,  seeing 
which  way  they  are  going,  how  much 
danger  is  in  the  turbulence  of  these 
hurricanes.  And  so  these  six  that  he  is 
eliminating,  four  will  go  to  the  Air  Re- 
serve. If  it  had  not  been  for  this  Con- 
gress, we  would  not  have  any  new 
equipment  for  the  Air  Guard  and  for 
the  Air  Reserve. 

I  think  this  is  a  mistake.  I  hope  we 
will  vote  against  the  amendment. 

D  1545 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  thank  the  dean  of  the  Mis- 
sissippi delegation.  It  is  common 
knowledge  that  world's  populations  are 
moving  to  the  shorelines.  Even  in  this 
country,  well  over  half  of  the  people  in 
this  coimtry  live  within  50  miles  of  the 
coast. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  means  that  every 
one  of  them  is  vulnerable  to  a  typhoon 
or  hurricane  and  every  one  of  them 
needs  to  know  when  to  leave  prior  to 
that  hurricane.  The  greatest  commis- 
sion that  these  planes  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey] 
would  do  away  with  serves  is  to  let 
people  know  where  and  when  a  killer 
storm  is  going  to  land. 

Coming  from  a  place  which  Hurricane 
Camille  literally  knocked  off  the  map, 
where  250  people  in  south  Mississippi 
were  murdered  in  one  night  by  a  storm, 
I  call  tell  my  colleagues  how  important 
it  is  that  people  know  where  and  when 
a  storm  hits.  People  thought  Hurricane 
Camille  was  going  to  hit  New  Orleans. 
It  did  not.  It  hit  Mississippi,  and  be- 
cause people  did  not  leave,  250  lives 
were  lost. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Young]  for  his  opposition  to  this 
amendment,  and  I  thank   the  senior 
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member  of  the  Mississippi  delegation 
for  standing  firm  in  trying  to  replace 
these  30-year-old  aircraft,  that  is  the 
newest,  where  people  are  literally  play- 
ing Russian  roulette  every  time  they 
fly  a  mission  because  they  are  the  most 
dangerous  peacetime  missions  that  the 
Air  Force  serves. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
point  out  that  we  are  not  eliminating 
the  hurricane-seeking  capability  that 
the  gentleman  is  talking  about.  They 
can  use  existing  aircraft  for  that,  and 
the  Air  Force  testified  to  that. 

All  we  are  saying  is  if  we  are  going  to 
buy  new  replacement  airplanes,  wait  1 
year  so  that  we  can  save  $8.5  million  a 
copy.  Given  the  squeeze  on  the  budget, 
I  do  not  think  that  is  an  unreasonable 
request  since  the  agreement  has  al- 
ready been  reached  that  any  planes 
that  are  bought  next  year  will  be  $8.5 
million  cheaper. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
reclaiming  my  time,  with  the  new 
equipment  that  we  have  given  the 
Guard  and  Reserve  in  the  Air  Force,  40 
percent  of  all  the  missions  of  the  Air 
Force  are  flown  by  the  Air  Reserve  and 
the  Air  Guard. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  step  back- 
ward. I  hope  Members  will  vote  against 
the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  demand  a 
recorded  vote,  and  pending  that,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  further  proceedings  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]  will  be  post- 
poned. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
is  withdrawn. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  other 
amendments  to  title  m? 

If  not,  the  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

TITLE  rv— RESEARCH.  DEVELOPMENT, 

TEST,  AND  EVALUATION 

research,  development,  test.  and 

Evaluation,  army 

For  expenses  necessary  for  basic  and  ap- 
plied scientific  research,  development,  test 
and  evaluation.  Including  maintenance,  re- 
habilitation, lease,  and  operation  of  facili- 
ties and  equipment,  as  authorized  by  law; 
$4,874,537,000,  to  remain  available  for  obliga- 
tion until  September  30.  1998:  Provided.  That 
of  the  funds  appropriated  In  this  paragraph, 
$194,558,000  shall  not  be  obligated  or  ex- 
pended until  authorized  by  law. 

Research,  Development,  Test,  and 
Evaluation,  Navy 

For  expenses  necessary  for  basic  and  ap- 
plied scientific  research,  development,  test 


and  evaluation.  Including  maintenance,  re- 
habilitation, lease,  and  operation  of  facili- 
ties and  equipment,  as  authorized  by  law; 
$8,399,357,000,  to  remain  available  for  obliga- 
tion until  September  30.  1998:  Provided,  That 
funds  appropriated  in  this  paragraph  which 
are  available  for  the  V-22  may  be  used  to 
meet  unique  requirements  of  the  Special  Op- 
erations Forces:  Provided  further.  That  of  the 
funds  appropriated  In  this  paragraph. 
$209,400,000  shall  not  be  obligated  or  ex- 
pended until  authorized  by  law. 

Research,  development,  test  and 
Evaluation,  Am  Force 

For  expenses  necessary  for  basic  and  ap- 
plied sclentlflc  research,  development,  test 
and  evaluation,  including  maintenance,  re- 
habilitation, lease,  and  operation  of  facili- 
ties and  equipment,  as  authorized  by  law; 
$14,969,573,000,  to  remain  available  for  obliga- 
tion until  September  30.  1998:  Provided,  That 
of  the  funds  made  available  In  this  para- 
graph, $25,000,000  shall  be  only  for  develop- 
ment of  reusable  launch  vehicle  tech- 
nologies: Provided  further.  That  of  the  funds 
appropriated  In  this  paragraph.  $1,698,486,000 
shall  not  be  obligated  or  expended  until  au- 
thorized by  law. 

Research.  Development,  Test,  and 
Evaluation.  defense-Wide 

For  expenses  of  activities  and  agencies  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  (other  than  the 
military  departments),  necessary  for  basic 
and  applied  scientific  research,  development, 
test  and  evaluation;  advanced  research 
projects  as  may  be  designated  and  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  pursuant 
to  law;  maintenance,  rehabilitation,  lease, 
and  operation  of  facilities  and  equipment,  as 
authorized  by  law:  $9,068,558,000.  to  remain 
available  for  obligation  until  September  30. 
1998:  Provided,  That  not  less  than  $304,171,000 
of  the  funds  approitriated  In  this  paragraph 
shall  be  made  available  only  for  the  Sea- 
Based  Wide  Area  Defense  (Navy  Upper-Tier) 
program. 

Developmental  Test  and  Evaluation, 

DEFENSE 

For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for, 
of  Independent  activities  of  the  Director, 
Test  and  Evaluation  in  the  direction  and  su- 
pervision of  developmental  test  and  evalua- 
tion, including  performance  and  joint  devel- 
opmental testing  and  evaluation;  and  admin- 
istrative expenses  in  connection  therewith; 
$272,038,000,  to  remain  available  for  obliga- 
tion until  September  30,  1998:  Provided.  That 
of  the  funds  appropriated  In  this  paragraph, 
$20,000,000  shall  not  be  obligated  or  expended 
until  authorized  by  law. 

Operational  Test  and  Evaluation, 
Defense 

For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for, 
necessary  for  the  independent  activities  of 
the  Director,  Operational  Test  and  Evacu- 
ation In  the  direction  and  supervision  of 
operational  test  and  evaluation,  including 
Initial  operational  test  and  evaluation  which 
Is  conducted  prior  to,  and  In  support  of,  pro- 
duction decisions;  joint  operational  testing 
and  evaluation;  and  administrative  expenses 
In  connection  therewith;  $26,968,000,  tu  re- 
main available  for  obligation  until  Septem- 
ber 30,  1996:  Provided,  That  of  the  funds  ap- 
propriated in  this  paragraph,  $5,000,000  shall 
not  be  obligated  or  expended  until  author- 
ized by  law. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  title  IV  of  the  biU 
be  considered  as  read,  printed  in  the 
Record,  and  open  to  amendment  at 
any  i>oint. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  OBEY 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignated the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  No.  19  offered  by  Mr.  OBEY: 
Page  29.  line  10.  after  the  dollar  amount,  in- 
sert the  following:  "(reduced  by 
$1.000.000.000)". 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  ask  imanlmous  consent  that  all 
debate  on  this  amendment,  and  all 
amendments  thereto,  close  in  10  min- 
utes and  that  the  time  be  equally  di- 
vided. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]  will  be  rec- 
ognized for  5  minutes,  and  a  Member 
opposed,  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Young]  will  be  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment 
would  simply  cut  $1  billion  of  the 
roughly  $2  billion  appropriated  in  the 
bill  to  continue  research  and  develop- 
ment for  the  F-22  fighter  aircraft.  The 
amendment  would  direct  the  Air  Force 
to  use  the  remaining  $1  billion  to  re- 
structure and  delay  the  program  by  5 
years  for  one  simple  reason:  Because 
the  General  Accounting  Office  said  it 
ought  to  be  delayed  7  years,  and  it 
seems  to  me  that  that  being  the  case, 
we  ought  to  delay  it  at  least  5  years. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  reason,  as  I  see  it. 
is  very  simple.  The  Air  Force  and  the 
F-22  supporters  want  us  to  spend  some 
$70  billion  to  buy  442  F-22  replacement 
planes  for  the  F-15E's.  The  fact  is  that 
we  right  now  have  734  F-15E's.  They 
are  estimated  to  have  a  military  useful 
shelf  life  to  at  least  2010. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  seems  to  me, 
therefore,  that  it  is  absurd  for  us  to 
buy  replacement  aircraft  for  the  best 
fighter  aircraft  in  the  world  7  years  or 
more  before  we  need  to. 

I  recognize  that  there  is  tremendous 
pressure  to  proceed  with  this  purchase 
and  this  expenditure.  They  have  sub- 
contracts salted  in  virtually  every 
State  in  the  Union,  and  I  understand 
why  so  few  people  are  going  to  vote  for 
this  amendment.  But  that  does  not 
mean  that  cutting  out  this  expenditure 
at  this  time  is  the  wrong  thing  to  do. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  the  right  thing  to 
do.  We  are  seeing  a  squeeze  on  the 
budget  all  over,  whether  we  are  looking 
at    what    is    happening    on    housing. 
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whether  we  are  looking  at  what  is  hap- 
pening on  the  environment,  on  edu- 
cation, and  in  fact  and  indeed  other  de- 
fense programs. 

It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  we 
ought  to  listen  to  the  accounting  arm 
of  the  Congress  itself,  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office,  when  it  says  that  we 
ought  not  to  replace  these  planes  early. 

I  reali2e  that  I  just  misspoke,  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  indicated  that  the  mili- 
tary useful  shelf  life  of  the  existing 
F-15E's  took  us  out  to  at  least  2010.  I 
misspoke.  It  takes  us  out  to  at  least 
2015,  so  we  have  plenty  of  margin.  We 
have  incredible  overlap  by  this  pur- 
chase. 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  ought  to  save 
the  billion  dollars  that  I  am  talking 
about  in  this  bill  by  stretching  out  the 
purchase  of  this  new  fighter  for  at  least 
5  of  the  7  years  recommended  by  the 
GAO. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  jrield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
this  amendment.  Agaun,  this  amend- 
ment was  defeated  in  the  full  commit- 
tee on  a  very  large  vote,  and  I  would 
ask  that  we  have  that  same  negative 
vote  on  this  amendment  now. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Dicks]. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  be 
very  brief,  and  I  appreciate  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  yielding  me  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  F-22  is  the  Air 
Force's  No.  1  priority.  I  think  this  has 
been  an  outstanding  program.  My  only 
concern  about  it,  frankly,  is  quite  the 
contrary  of  my  good  friend  from  Wis- 
consin. I  think  we  are  going  at  this 
program  too  slowly  and  we  are  going  to 
wind  up  spending  more  money  on  it  be- 
cause we  are  dragging  it  out. 

Mr.  Chairman,  to  cut  this  program 
this  significantly  this  year  would  delay 
it  even  further  and  completely  disrupt 
this  R&D  program.  This  plane  will  give 
us  stealth  capability  and  the  highest 
military  capability  for  the  future. 

Our  committee  is  just  as  concerned 
as  anyone  about  long-range  power  pro- 
jection and  tac  air,  and  we  have  or- 
dered a  study  to  look  at  these  two 
issues.  I  am  prepared  to  wait  and  see 
what  the  outcome  of  the  study  is,  but 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  stay  with  the 
committee,  support  the  F-22.  This  is  an 
outstanding  program  and  the  Air 
Force's  No.  1  priority. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  shield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Hunter],  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Committee  on  National  Se- 
curity. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
say  to  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Obey],  my  friend,  it  is  not  the 
shelf  life  of  the  aircraft  that  is  impor- 
tant; it  is  the  survival  time  and  the 


survivability  of  the  pilot  who  is  flying 
the  aircraft  who  may  happen  to  be  in  a 
kill  zone,  meaning  that  he  is  being 
tracked  by  a  SAM  system  with  a  mis- 
sile at  the  end  of  that  SAM  system. 

Now,  the  F-22  has  a  stealth  capabil- 
ity. That  means  if  we  have  people  with 
SAM'S  down  on  the  ground  aiming  at 
our  aircraft  with  an  American  pilot, 
they  have  a  much  smaller  chance  of 
being  able  to  hit  that  American  air- 
plane than  they  do  with  the  F-15's 
which  have  more  shelf  life. 

We  preserved  the  F-117  program,  we 
in  Congrress  preserved  it.  It  served  us 
well  in  Desert  Storm.  We  should  pre- 
serve the  F-22  program  because  that 
will  save  the  lives  of  American  pilots 
and  project  our  air  power. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Barr]. 

Mr.  BARR  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  thank  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Florida  for  yielding  me  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  representing  tens  of 
thousands  of  Americans  and  tens  of 
thousands  of  American  fighting  men 
and  women  all  across  the  world,  I  rise 
today  and  urge  strong  defeat  of  this 
amendment. 

Its  proponent,  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]  said  it  is  absurd 
to  buy  new  fighter  aircraft.  Hogwash. 
It  is  essential  that  we  purchase  these 
new  fighter  aircraft.  It  is  essential  that 
we  continue  the  efforts  to  develop  the 
next  generation  of  fighter  aircraft 
which  will  take  us  well  into  the  21st 
century. 

Mr.  Chairman,  while  the  gentleman 
is  busy  listening  to  the  accountants 
and  the  bean  counters,  I  am  listening 
to,  and  you  are  listening  to,  the  fight- 
ing men  auid  women  who  depend  on 
that  air  superiority  for  their  very  lives. 

This  is  a  foolish  amendment.  Let  us 
stand  up  for  a  program  that  is  recog- 
nized by  Presidents,  Republican  and 
Democrat  alike.  This  is  extremely  im- 
portant. This  is  bipartisan.  I  urge  de- 
feat of  this  wrong-headed  and  mis- 
guided amendment.  Support  the  F-22 
program.  Support  our  troops  in  the 
world,  and  support  air  superiority  into 
the  21st  century.  Defeat  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, might  I  inquire  as  to  how  much 
time  I  have  remaining? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Each  side  has  2 
minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  reserve  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  could  I  ask 
who  has  the  right  to  close? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  manager  of  the 
bill  has  the  right  to  close. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consxime. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  simply  read 
two  quotes  from  the  senior  DOD  offi- 
cial who  gave  the  background  briefing 
on  March  1,  1996,  who  said  the  follow- 
ing: "We're  comnrutted  to  it  (the  F-22) 


even  though  I  can't  project  a  threat 
right  now  that  justifies  an  F-22." 

That  was  said  by  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment official  who  provided  the  back- 
ground briefing.  The  GAO  report  in 
March  1994  said,  "Our  analysis  shows 
that  the  F-15  exceeds  the  most  ad- 
vanced threat  system  expected  to  exist 
*  *  *  Thus,  the  F-22  initial  operational 
capability  can  be  delayed  7  years." 

Now,  I  know  the  usual  game  on  this 
bill.  We  have  military  contractors  all 
over  the  country  and  because  this 
country  is  doing  very  little  else  to  gen- 
erate jobs  and  employment,  the  De- 
fense Department  is  having  its  budget 
used  as  a  fancy  public  works  program. 

But  the  fact  is,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
ludicrous  for  us  to  spend  $70  billion  on 
a  new  system  that  we  do  not  need  for 
at  least  7  years  and  probably  twice 
that  long.  It  is  absolutely  ludicrous. 
There  is  only  one  reason  that  this  Con- 
gress is  proceeding,  and  that  is  because 
it  is  being  lobbied  to  death  by  all  kinds 
of  contractors  and  subcontractors. 

I  do  not  doubt  that  there  are  some 
Members  of  the  House  who  intellectu- 
ally feel  that  this  is  a  good  system,  but 
we  are  going  to  be  in  a  budget  squeeze. 
We  have  to  recognize  that  just  because 
the  service  wants  something,  we  can- 
not necessarily  afford  to  give  them  ev- 
erything they  want.  The  fact  is  that  on 
the  merits,  especially  given  competing 
priorities  in  the  Defense  Department  as 
well  as  out,  we  ought  to  delay  this. 

That  is  what  this  does.  This  does  not 
end  the  program;  it  simply  delays  it. 
There  is  no  reason  to  rxish  to  building 
a  new  $70  billion  system  for  which,  in 
the  words  of  the  DOD  official  doing  the 
background  briefing,  there  is  no  threat 
that  he  can  cite  right  now  to  justify 
moving  ahead  with  this  aircraft. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  jrield  30  seconds  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington  [Mr.  Dicks]  a 
distinguished  member  of  the  sub- 
committee. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  point  out  that  both  the  F-15E 
and  the  F-16  are  not  stealthy  aircraft, 
and  there  has  been  a  proliferation  of 
surface-to-air  missiles,  including  the 
SA-10,  which  is  a  threat  to  any  non- 
stealthy  aircraft  that  flies  today. 

So  if  we  are  going  to  send  our  young 
men  and  women  into  combat  in  these 
aircraft,  we  need  to  have  a  stealthy 
airplane.  I  have  been  a  major  advocate 
for  stealth  because  it  saves  money  and 
it  saves  lives.  We  can  send  them  into 
the  most  heavily  defended  areas  and 
with  standoff  weapons  take  out  the 
surface-to-air  missiles  where  conven- 
tional planes  would  be  shot  down. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  srield  myself  the  balance  of  my 
time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  the  many  re- 
sponsibilities that  members  of  this  sub- 
committee have  is  to  look  out  for  the 
taxpayer  and  make  sure  that  their  tax 
dollars  are  spent  wisely,  and  at  the 
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same  time  make  sure  that  we  provide 
enough  money  to  ensure  our  national 
security. 

On  this  particular  program,  the  F-22, 
previous  program  stretchouts  have  de- 
layed completing  the  F-22  by  nearly  3 
years  with  a  cost  growth  of  $1.8  billion. 
We  could  have  used  that  $1.8  billion 
somewhere  else.  Additional  slowdowns 
or  growth  time  involved  in  the  pro- 
gram will  cost  additional  money. 

The  gentleman's  reduction,  as  rec- 
ommended by  the  Obey  amendment, 
would  postpone  indefinitely  the  deploy- 
ment of  the  F-22  at  the  time  we  are 
now  beginning  to  build  the  airplane. 
Any  reduction  in  this  program  could  be 
very  costly,  in  fact  it  could  lead  to  as 
much  as  a  40-percent  increase  in  the 
cost  of  the  balance  of  this  program. 

This  subcommittee  is  trying  to  play 
catchup.  We  are  trying  to  pay  off  some 
credit  card  bills  that  developed  over 
the  years. 

D  1600 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  trying  to  make 
sure  we  conduct  defense  procurement 
on  a  very  strict,  businesslike  basis. 
This  ajnendment  will  upset  all  of  those 
plans.  Let  us  defeat  this  aimendment, 
as  we  did  in  the  full  committee,  on  a 
strong  bipartisan  vote  and  guarantee 
that  the  flyers,  the  pilots,  the  aviators, 
the  warriors  of  just  a  few  years  from 
now  will  have  the  best  equipment  pos- 
sible should  they  be  required  to  risk 
their  life  in  the  defense  of  our  Nation. 
I  oppose  the  amendment  and  ask  for  a 
no  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  demand  a 
recorded  vote  and,  pending  that,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  further  proceedings  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]  will  be  post- 
poned. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 

SEQUENTUL  VOTES  POSTPONED  IN  COMMITTEE 
OF  THE  WHOLE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  453,  proceedings  will  now 
resume  on  those  amendments  on  which 
further  proceedings  were  postponed  in 
the  following  order: 

Amendment  No.  14  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]: 
amendment  No.  17  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]  and 
amendment  No.  19  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]. 

The  Chair  will  reduce  to  5  minutes 
the  time  for  any  electronic  vote  after 
the  first  vote  in  this  series. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  14  OFFEBED  BY  MR.  OBEY 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 


on  the  amendment  No.  14  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey] 
on  which  further  proceedings  were 
postponed  and  on  which  the  noes  pre- 
vailed by  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  redesignate  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  redesignated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 
A  recorded  vote  wais  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  143,  noes  285, 
not  voting  6,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  240] 
AYES— 143 


Barrett  (WI) 

Becerra 

BeUensoD 

Berman 

Blumen&uer 

Boacher 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (OH) 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TX) 

Bunn 

Campbell 

Castle 

Chabot 

Cbapman 

Clay 

Clayton 

Coble 

Cobum 

CoUins  (IL) 

Collins  (MI) 

Condlt 

Conyers 

Coyne 

Cummlngs 

Danner 

DeFazlo 

OeLauro 

Dellams 

Dlnfell 

Donett 

Dooley 

Duncan 

Dorbln 

EUers 

En^l 

Ensl^ 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Fattah 

Fllner 

Flake 

Foglletu 

Foley 

Ford 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Furse 


AbercTomble 

Ackerman 

Allard 

Andrews 

Archer 

Armey 

Bachos 

Baesler 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Baldaccl 

Ballenger 

Barcla 

Barr 

Barren  (NE) 

Bartlect 

Barton 

Baas 

Bateman 

Bentsen 

Berenter 


Ganske 

CieldensoD 

Gibbons 

Cunderson 

Catlerrez 

Gatksecbt 

Heineman 

Hlnchey 

Hoekstra 

Inclls 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jacobs 

Johnson  (SD) 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kennelly 

Kloc 

LaFalce 

Levin 

Llnder 

Llplnskl 

LoBlondo 

Lotpen 

Lowey 

Lather 

Maloney 

Markey 

Matsol 

McCarthy 

McDennott 

McEinney 

Meehan 

Menendez 

Meyers 

MUler  (CA) 

Mince 

Mink 

Moakley 

Morella 

Nadler 

Neal 

Neumann 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Owens 

Pallooe 

Pastor 

NOES— 285 

BevUl 

BUlrakls 

Bishop 

BUley 

Blute 

Boehlen 

Boehner 

Bonllla 

Bonlor 

Bono 

BorskI 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brown  (FL) 

Bryant  (TN) 

Banning 

Burr 

Burton 

Buyer 

r.»ii»>uti 

CalTert 


Paj-ne  (NJ) 

Pelosl 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Pomeroy 

Porter 

Poshard 

Ramstad 

Ran^l 

Reed 

Rlres 

Rivers 

Rohrabacher 

Rookema 

Roybal-AUard 

Royce 

Rush 

Sanders 

Sanlord 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Shays 

Skacgs 

Smith  (MI) 

Stark 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stokes 

Stadds 

Stupak 

Thonnan 

Torres 

Towns 

Upton 

Velazques 

Yen  to 

Volkmer 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Waxman 

WUUams 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

rates 

Zlmmer 


Camp 

Canaidy 

Cardls 

ChambUss 

Chenoweth 

Chnstensen 

Chrysler 

Clement 

Cllncer 

Clybura 

Coleman 

Collins  (GA) 

Combest 

Cooley 

Costello 

Cox 

Cramer 

Crane 

Ciapo 

Cremeaas 

Cabin 


Cunningham 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeLay 

Deutsch 

Dlaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

DLzon 

DooUttle 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreler 

Dunn 

Edwards 

Ehrllcb 

Emerson 

English 

Everett 

Ewlng 

Fan- 

Fawell 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  (CT) 

Frellnghuysen 

Frlsa 

Frost 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Gcren 

Gllchrest 

Oilman 

(3onzaie/ 

Goodlatte 

Goodllng 

Gordon 

Goss 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

Greene  (UT) 

Greenwood 

HaU(OH) 

HaUrnC) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hannan 

Hastert 

HasUngs(FL) 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Hefner 

Merger 

HUleary 

Hllllard 

Robson 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

HostetUer 

Houghton 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 


Bllbray 
Glllmor 


Istook 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson  (CD 
Johnson.  E.  B. 
Johnson.  Sam 
Johnston 
Jones 
Kanjorskl 
Kaptur 
Kaslch 
Kelly 
Klldee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Kllnk 

KnoUenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Largent 


LaToorette 

Laughlln 

Lazlo 

Leach 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Llghtfoot 

Livingston 

Longley 

Lucas 

Man  ton 

ManiuUo 

Martinez 

Martini 

Mascara 

McCoUum 

McCrery 

McHale 

McHugh 

Mclnnls 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

McNulty 

Meek 

Metcalf 

Mica 

MlUender- 

McDonald 
MlUer  (FL) 
Mollnan 
MoUohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Murtha 
Myers 
Mynck 
Nethercutt 
Ney 

Norwood 
Nnssle 
Oroz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Payne  (VA) 
Petetson  (FL) 

NOT  VOTING— 6 


Pickett 

Pombo 

Portman 

Pryce 

QolUen 

Qulnn 

Radanovich 

Rahall 

Regula 

Richardson 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Rose 

Roth 

Sabo 

Salmon 

Sazton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schlff 

Scott 

Seastrand 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shuster 

Slslsky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slaoghier 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Steams 

Stomp 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tantir 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO 

Te)eda 

Thomas 

Thompeon 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

Tlahrt 

Torklldaen 

TorrlceUl 

Traflcant 

Vtscloaky 

Vucasovich 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Ward 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

WUson 

Wise 

Wolf 

YoDnc(AK) 

Touog  (FU 

Zellff 


Hayes 
Lincoln 


McOade 
Schumer 


D    1623 

Mr.  GREENWOOD,  Mr.  HANCOCK, 
and  Ms.  MILLENTDER-McDONALD 
changed  their  vote  from  "aye"  to  "no." 

Messrs.  HERMAN.  TORRES.  INGLIS 
of  South  Carolina,  and  CASTLE 
changed  their  vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 
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PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  during  roll- 
call  vote  No.  240  on  H.R.  3610  I  was  unavoid- 
able detained.  Had  I  been  present,  I  would 
have  voted  "aye". 

AMENDMENT  NO.  17  OFFERED  BY  MR.  OBEY 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  amendment  number  17  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Obey]  on  which  further  proceedingrs 
were  postponed  and  on  which  the 
"noes"  prevailed  by  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  redesignate  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  redesignated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  This  is  a  5-minute 
vote. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice and  there  were — ayes  126.  noes  299. 
not  voting  9,  as  follows. 

[Roll  No.  241] 
AYES-126 


Baldaccl 

Ford 

Neal 

Barrett  (WI) 

Frank  (MA) 

Neunmnn 

Becerra 

Franks  (NJ) 

Obey 

Betlenson 

Fuse 

Olver 

Bentsen 

Ganske 

Owens 

Bemun 

Gephardt 

Payne  (NJ) 

Blumenaaer 

Gibbons 

Pelosl 

Borskl 

Goodlatte 

Porter 

Brown  (CA) 

Green  (TX) 

Ramstad 

BrowD  (OH) 

Gutierrez 

Rangel 

Rivers 

Bryant  (TX) 

HlUlard 

Rohrabacher 

Bonn 

Hoekstra 

Roukema 

CampbeU 

Jackson  (IL) 

Roybal-Allard 

Clay 

Jackson-Lee 

Royce 

Coble 

(TX) 

Rush 

Coborn 

Jacobs 

Sanders 

CoUlna(IL) 

Johnson  (SD) 

Schroeder 

CoUlos  (MI) 

Johnston 

Sensenbrenner 

Conyen 

Kanjorskl 

Serrano 

Cooley 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Shays 

Coyne 

KleoLka 

Slaughter 

Cummlngs 

Klug 

Smith  (MI) 

Danner 

Lantos 

Stark 

DeFazlo 

Levin 

Stockman 

DeLaoro 

Lewis  (GA) 

Stokes 

Delloms 

LoBlondo 

Studds 

DeaURh 

Lofgren 

Tlahrt 

Dlngell 

Lowey 

Torres 

Dogjett 

Lather 

Towns 

Doyle 

Maloney 

Upton 

Markey 

Velazquez 

Dorbln 

Martini 

Vento 

ESlers 

McCarthy 

Vlscloskj- 

Engel 

McDermott 

Waters 

English 

McKlnney 

Watt  (NO 

Kshoo 

Meehan 

Wazman 

Evans 

MlUer  (CA) 

Woolsey 

Fan- 

Mlnge 

Wynn 

Fattah 

Mink 

Yates 

Fllner 

Moakley 

Zlmmer 

Flake 

MorelU 

Foglletta 

Nadler 
NOES— 299 

Abercronble 

Barrett  (NE) 

Bonllla 

Ackernun 

Bartlett 

Bonlor 

AlUrd 

Barton 

Bono 

Andrews 

Bass 

Boucher 

Aicher 

Bateman 

Brewster 

Anney 

Bereuter 

Browder 

Bachns 

Bevlll 

Brown  (FL) 

Baesler 

BllUakls 

Bryant  (TN) 

Baker  (CA) 

Bishop 

Bunnlng 

Baker  (LA) 

BlUey 

Burr 

Ballenger 

Blnte 

Burton 

Barda 

Boehlert 

Buyer 

BaxT 

Boehner 

Callahan 

Calvert 

Camp 

C^anady 

Cardln 

Castle 

Chabot 

CHiambllss 

(Chapman 

Chenoweth 

Chrlstensen 

Chrysler 

Clayton 

Clement 

Cllnger 

Clybum 

Coleman 

Collins  (GA) 

Combest 

Condlt 

Costello 

Cox 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cubln 

Cunningham 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeLay 

Dlaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Dlzon 

Dooley 

DooUttle 

Ooman 

Dreler 

Dunn 

Edwards 

Ehrllch 

Emerson 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewlng 

Fawell 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  (CD 

Frellnghuysen 

Frlsa 

Frost 

Funderburk 

Gallegb- 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Geren 

Gllchrest 

Oilman 

Ckinzalez 

Goodllng 

(>ordoD 

C^ss 

Graham 

Greene  (LT) 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall(TX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Harman 

Hastert 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayworth 

Helley 

Heftier 


Bllbray 
Glllmor 

Hayes 


Herger 

HUleary 

Hlnchey 

Hobson 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglls 

Is  took 

Jefferson 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kaptur 

Kaslch 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kennelly 

Klldee 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Kllnk 

KnoUenberg 

Kolbe 

LaFalce 

LaHood 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlln 

Lazlo 

Leach 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Llghtfoot 

Llnder 

Llplnskl 

Livingston 

Longley 

Lucas 

Manton 

Manznllo 

Mascara 

Btatsol 

McCoUum 

McCrery 

McHale 

McHugh 

Mclnnls 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

McNulty 

Meek 

Menendez 

.Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mica 

Mlllender- 

McDonald 
Miller  (FL) 
MoUnan 
MoUohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrlck 
Nethercutt 
Ney 

Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 

NOT  VOTING— 9 


PaxoD 

Payne  (VA) 

Peterson  (FL) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 

QulUen 

Qulnn 

Radanovlch 

Rahall 

Reed 

Regula 

Richardson 

Rlggs 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Rose 

Roth 

Sabo 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schlff 

Scott 

Seastrand 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shuster 

Slslsky 

Skaggs 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stump 

Stupak 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Tauzln 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Torklldsen 

TorrtceUl 

Traflcant 

Volkmer 

Vucanovlch 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Ward 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whltneld 

Wicker 

Wilson 

Wise 

Wolf 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

zeiur 


D  1630 


Of 
to 


Mr.  DEUTSCH  and  Mr.  BRYANT 
Texas  changed  their  vote  from  "no" 
"aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mrs.  JOHNSON  of  Connecticut.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, on  rollcall  No.  241,  I  was  unavoidably 
detained.  Had  I  been  present,  I  would  have 
voted  "no". 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  during  roll- 
call  vote  No.  241  on  H.R.  3610  I  was  unavoid- 
ably detained.  Had  I  t>een  present,  I  would 
have  voted  "aye." 

AMENDMENT  NO.  19  OFFERED  BY  MR.  OBEY 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  amendment  No.  19  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey] 
on  which  further  proceedings  were 
postponed  and  on  which  the  noes  pre- 
vailed by  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  redesignate  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  redesignated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  This  is  a  5-minute 
vote. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  119,  noes  307, 
not  voting  8,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No  242] 
AYES— 119 


Johnson  (CD 

Lincoln 

Martinez 


McDade 

Schnmer 

Williams 


Barrett  (WI) 

Becerra 

Bellenson 

Blumenauer 

Bonlor 

Borskl 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (OH) 

Brownback 

Campbell 

Cardln 

Chapman 

Clay 

CoUlns  (IL) 

Collins  (MI) 

Conyers 

Cooley 

Coyne 

Cummlngs 

Danner 

DeFazlo 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

Dlngell 

Doyle 

Duncan 

Dorbln 

Eblers 

Engel 

English 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Fan- 

Fattah 

Fllner 

Flake 

FoglletU 

Ford 

Frank  (MA). 

Franks  (NJ) 


Fone 
Gephardt 

Gunderson 

Gutierrez 

HUllard 

Hoekstra 

Holden 

j2u:kson  (IL) 

Jacobs 

Johnston 

Kan]orskl 

Kennedj-  (MA) 

Kleczka 

Kllnk 

King 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lofgren 

Lowey 

Luther 

Maloney 

Markey 

Mascara 

McCarthy 

McDermott 

McHale 

McKlnney 

Meehan 

Menendez 

Miller  (CA) 

Mlnge 

Mink 

Moakley 

Morella 

Nadler 

Neal 

Neumann 

0^erstar 

Obey 


Olver 
Owens 

Pallone 

Payne (NJ) 

Pelosl 

Petri 

Rahall 

Ramstad 

Rangel 

Rivers 

Roukema 

Roybal-Allard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Shays 

Skaggs 

Smith  (MI) 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stupak 

Torres 

Towns 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Wazman 

Williams 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Yates 

Zlmmer 
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NOES— 307 


Abercromble 

Flanagan 

Martini 

Ackerman 

Foley 

Matsul 

Allard 

Forbes 

.McCoUum 

Andrews 

Fowler 

McCrerj- 

Archer 

Fox 

.McHugh 

Armey 

Franks  (CT) 

Mclnnls 

Rachus 

Frellnghuysen 

Mcintosh 

Baesler 

Frlsa 

McKeon 

Baker  (CA) 

Frost 

McNulty 

Baker (LA) 

Funderburk 

Meek 

Baldaccl 

Gallegly 

Met/ialf 

Ballenger 

Ganske 

Meyers 

Barcla 

GeJdensoD 

Mica 

Barr 

Gekas 

MlUender- 

Barrett  (NE) 

Geren 

McDonald 

Bartlett 

Gibbons 

MUler  (FL) 

Barton 

Gllchrest 

MoUnarl 

Bass 

Oilman 

.MoUohan 

Bateman 

Gonzalez 

.Montgomery 

Bentsen 

Goodlatte 

Moorhead 

Bereuter 

(doodling 

Moran 

Berman 

Gordon 

Murtha 

BevUl 

Goss 

Myers 

Blllrakls 

Graham 

MjTlck 

Bishop 

Green  (TX) 

Nethercutt 

BlUey 

Greene  (UT) 

Ney 

Blute 

Greenwood 

Nussle 

Boehlert 

Gutknecht 

Ortiz 

Boehner 

Hall  (OH) 

Orton 

Bonllla 

HaU(TX) 

Oxley 

Bono 

Hamilton 

Packard 

Boucher 

Hancock 

Parker 

Brewster 

Hansen 

Pastor 

Browder 

Harman 

Paxon 

Brown  (FL) 

Hastert 

Payne  (VA) 

Bryant  (TN) 

Hastings  (FL) 

Peterson  (FL) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Hastings  (WA) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Bunn 

Hajrworth 

Pickett 

Bunnlng 

Hefley 

Pombo 

Burr 

Hefner 

Pomeroy 

Burton 

Helneman 

Porter 

Buyer 

Herger 

Portman 

Callahan 

HUleary 

Poidiard 

Calvert 

Hlncbey 

Pryce 

Camp 

Hobson 

QulUen 

Cana4y 

Hoke 

Qulnn 

Castle 

Horn 

Radanovlch 

Chabot 

Hostettler 

Reed 

Chambllss 

Houghton 

Regula 

Chenoweth 

Hoyer 

Richardson 

Chrlstensen 

Hunter 

Rl«:gs 

(nirysler 

Hutchinson 

Roberts 

Clayton 

Hyde 

Roemer 

Clement 

Inglls 

Rogers 

Cllnger 

Istook 

Rohrabacher 

Clybum 

Jackson-Lee 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Coble 

(TX) 

Rose 

Cobura 

Jefferson 

Roth 

Coleman 

Johnson  (CD 

Royce 

Collins  (GA) 

John.v)n  (SD) 

Salmon 

Combest 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Sanford 

Condlt 

Johnson.  Sam 

Saxton 

Costello 

Jones 

Scarborough 

Cox 

Kaptur 

Schaefer 

Cramer 

Kaslch 

Schlff 

Crane 

Kelly 

Scott 

Crapo 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Seastrand 

Cremeans 

Kennelly 

Shadegg 

Cubln 

Klldee 

Shaw 

Cunningham 

Kim 

Shuster 

Davis 

King 

Slslsky 

Deal 

Kingston 

Skeen 

DeLauro 

KnoUenberg 

Skelton 

DeLay 

Kolbe 

Slaughter 

Dlaz-B&lart 

LaBood 

Smith  (NJ) 

Dickey 

Largent 

Smith  (TX) 

Dicks 

T  jiy.t^^iiw 

Smith  (WA) 

Dixon 

LaTourette 

Solomon 

Doggett 

Laughlln 

Souder 

Dooley 

Lazlo 

Spence 

DooUttle 

Leach 

Spratt 

Doman 

Levin 

Steams 

Dreler 

Lewis  (CA) 

Stenholm 

Dum 

Lewis  (KY) 

Stockman 

Edwards 

Llghtfoot 

Stomp 

Ehrllch 

Llnder 

Talent 

Emerson 

Llplnskl 

Tanner 

Livingston 

Tate 

Everett 

LoBlondo 

Tauzln 

Ewlng 

Longley 

Taylor  (MS) 

Fawell 

Lucas 

Taylor  (NO 

Fazio 

Manton 

Teleda 

Fields  (LA) 

ManzvUo 

Thomas 

Fields  (TX) 

Martinez 

Thompson 

Thomberry 

Vucanovlch 

White 

Thornton 

Walker 

Whitfield 

Thurman 

Walsh 

Wicker 

Tlahrt 

Wamp 

WUson 

Torklldsen 

Ward 

Wise 

TorrtceUl 

Watts  (OK) 

Wolf 

Traflcant 

Weldon  (FL) 

Young  (AK) 

Vlsclosky 

Weldon  (PA) 

Young  (FL) 

VoUoner 

WeUer 

ZeUff 

NOT  VOTING— 8 

Bllbray 

Hayes 

Norwood 

de  la  Garza 

Lincoln 

Schumer 

ClUmor 

McDade 

D  1639 

Mr.  ROYCE  and  Mr.  JOHNSON  of 
South  Dakota  changed  their  vote  from 
"aye"  to  'no." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Chaiman,  during  roll- 
call  vote  No.  242  on  H.R.  3610,  I  was  un- 
avoidably detained.  Had  I  been  present.  I 
would  have  voted  "aye." 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any  other 
amendments  to  title  IV? 
If  not,  the  Clerk  will  read. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

TITLE  V 

REVOLVING  AND  MANAGEMENT  FUNDS 

DEFENSE  BUSINESS  OPERATIONS  FUND 

For  the  Defease  Business  Operations  Fvmd; 
S947.900,000. 

NATIONAL  Defense  Sealift  Fiwd 
For  National  Defense  Seallft  Fund  pro- 
grams (Including  the  development  and  aoiul- 
sltlon  of  lighterage),  projects,  and  activities, 
and  for  expenses  of  the  National  Defense  Re- 
serve Fleet,  as  established  by  section  11  of 
the  Merchant  Ship  Sales  Act  of  1946  (50 
U.S.C.  App.  1744);  $1,904,002,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended:  Provided,  That 
none  of  the  funds  provided  in  this  paragraph 
shall  be  used  to  award  a  new  contract  that 
provides  for  the  acquisition  of  any  of  the  fol- 
lowing major  components  unless  such  com- 
ponents are  manufactured  In  the  United 
States:  auxiliary  equipment.  Including 
pumps,  for  all  shipboard  services;  propulsion 
system  components  (that  Is;  engines,  reduc- 
tion gears,  and  propellers);  shipboard  cranes: 
and  spreaders  for  shipboard  cranes:  Provided 
further.  That  the  exercise  of  an  option  In  a 
contract  awarded  through  the  obligation  of 
previously  appropriated  funds  shall  not  be 
considered  to  be  the  award  of  a  new  contract: 
Provided  further.  That  the  Secretary  of  the 
military  department  responsible  for  such 
procurement  may  waive  these  restrictions  on 
a  case-by-case  basis  by  certifying  in  writing 
to  the  (Committees  on  Appropriations  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  Senate, 
that  adequate  domestic  supplies  are  not 
available  to  meet  Department  of  Defense  re- 
quirements on  a  timely  basis  and  that  such 
an  acquisition  must  be  made  in  order  to  ac- 
quire capability  for  national  security  pur- 
poses: Provided  further.  That  of  the  funds  ap- 
propriated In  this  paragraph.  S781. 000.000 
shall  not  be  obligated  or  expended  until  au- 
thorized by  law. 

TITLE  VI 

OTHER  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 

PROGRAMS 

Defense  Health  program 

For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for, 

for  medical  and  health  care  programs  of  the 

Department  of  Defense,  as  authorized  by  law; 


19.667.658.000.  of  which  S9.398.188.000  shall  be 
for  Operation  and  maintenance,  of  which  not 
to  exceed  three  percent  shall  remain  avail- 
able until  September  30.  1998:  and  of  which 
5269.470.000.  to  remain  available  for  obliga- 
tion until  September  30.  1999.  shall  be  for 
Procurement:  Provided.  That  notwithstand- 
ing any  other  provision  of  law.  of  the  funds 
provided  under  this  heading,  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  is  directed  to  use  and  obligate,  with- 
in thirty  days  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  not 
less  than  J3.400.000  only  to  permit  private 
sector  or  non-Federal  physicians  who  have 
used  and  will  use  the  antibacterial  treat- 
ment method  based  upon  the  excretion  of 
dead  and  decaying  spherical  bacteria  to  work 
in  conjunction  with  the  Walter  Reed  Army 
Medieval  Center  on  a  treatment  protocol  and 
related  studies  for  Desert  Storm  Syndrome 
affected  veterans. 

Chemical,  agents  and  MuNmoNS 
Destruction.  Defense 
For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for. 
necessary  for  the  destruction  of  the  United 
States  stockpile  of  lethal  chemical  agents 
and  munitions  in  accordance  with  the  provi- 
sions of  section  1412  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  Authorization  Act,   1986  (50  U.S.C. 
1521).  and  for  the  destruction  of  other  chemi- 
cal warfare  materials  that  are  not  in  the 
chemical    weapon   stockpile.   $799,847,000.   of 
which  $477,947,000  shall  be  for  Operation  and 
maintenance,  $273,600,000  shall  be  for  Pro- 
curement to  remain  available  until  Septem- 
ber 30.  1999.  and  $48,300,000  shaU  be  for  Re- 
search, development,  test  and  evaluation  to 
remain  available  until  September  30.  1996. 
Drug  Interdiction  and  Counter-Drug 
Activities,  defense 
(including  transfer  of  funds) 
For  drug  interdiction  and  counter-drug  ac- 
tivities of  the  Department  of  Defense,  for 
transfer  to  approin^ations  available  to  the 
Department  of  Defense  for  military  person- 
nel of  the  reserve  components  serving  under 
the  provisions  of  title  10  and  title  32.  United 
States  Code;  for  Operation  and  maintenance; 
for  Procurement;  and  for  Research,  develop- 
ment, test  and  evaluation;  $774,724,000:  Pro- 
vided. That  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
paragraph  shall  be  available  for  obligation 
for  the  same  time  period  and  for  the  same 
purpose  as  the  appropriation  to  which  trans- 
ferred: Provided  further.  That  the  transfer  au- 
thority provided  In  this  paragraph  Is  In  addi- 
tion  to   any   transfer  authority   contained 
elsewhere  in  this  Act:  Provided  further.  That 
of  the  funds  appropriated  In  this  paragraph. 
$92,000,000  shall  not  be  obligated  or  expended 
until  authorized  by  law. 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General 
For  expenses  and  activities  of  the  Office  of 
the  Inspector  General  In  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  the  Inspector  General  Act  of 
1978,  as  amended:  $138,501,000.  of  which 
$136,502,000  shall  be  for  Operation  and  main- 
tenance, of  which  not  to  exceed  $400,000  is 
available  for  emergencies  and  extraordinary 
expenses  to  be  expended  on  the  approval  or 
authority  of  the  Inspector  General,  and  pay- 
ments may  be  made  on  his  certificate  of  ne- 
cessity for  confidential  military  purposes: 
and  of  which  $2,000,000.  to  remain  available 
until  September  30.  1999.  shall  be  for  Pro- 
curement. 

TITLE  Vn 

related  agencies 

Ce-vtral  Intelligence  agency  Retirement 

AND  DiSABiLmr  System  Fund 
For  payment  to  the  Central  Intelligence 
Agency  Retirement  and  Disability  System 
Fimd.  to  maintain  proi>er  funding  level  for 
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continuing  the  operation  of  the  Central  In- 
telligence Agency  Retirement  and  Disability 
System;  $196,400,000. 

INTELLIGENCE  COMMXJNITY  MANAGEMENT 
ACCOUNT 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Intelligence 
Community  Management  Account; 

S149.555.000. 

Payment  to  Kaho'olawe  island  Convey- 
ance. Remediation,  and  Environment.^l 

restoration  FL'ND 

For  payment  to  Kaho'olawe  Island  Convey- 
ance, Remediation,  and  Environmental  Res- 
toration Fund,  as  authorized  by  law; 
$10,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Chainnan,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  remainder  of 
title  V.  title  VI  and  title  vn  be  consid- 
ered as  read,  printed  in  the  Record, 
and  open  to  amendment  at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any 
£unendments  to  that  portion  of  the 
bUl? 

If  not,  the  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
TITLE  vm 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  8001.  No  part  of  any  appropriation 
contained  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  for  pub- 
licity or  propaganda  purposes  not  authorized 
by  the  Congress. 

Sec.  8002.  During  the  current  fiscal  year, 
provisions  of  law  prohibiting  the  pajrment  of 
compensation  to,  or  employment  of,  any  per- 
son not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  shall 
not  apply  to  personnel  of  the  Department  of 
Defense:  Provided.  That  salary  increases 
granted  to  direct  and  Indirect  hire  foreign 
national  employees  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense funded  by  this  Act  shall  not  be  at  a 
rate  In  excess  of  the  percentage  increase  au- 
thorized by  law  for  civilian  employees  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  whose  pay  Is  com- 
puted under  the  provisions  of  section  5332  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code,  or  at  a  rate  in  ex- 
cess of  the  percentage  increase  provided  by 
the  appropriate  host  nation  to  its  own  em- 
ployees, whichever  is  higher:  Provided  fur- 
ther. That  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  De- 
partment of  Defense  foreign  service  national 
employees  serving  at  United  States  diplo- 
matic missions  whose  pay  Is  set  by  the  De- 
partment of  State  under  the  Foreign  Service 
Act  of  1980:  Provided  further.  That  the  limita- 
tions of  this  provision  shall  not  apply  to  for- 
eign national  employees  of  the  Department 
of  Defense  in  the  Republic  of  Turkey. 

Sec.  8003.  No  part  of  any  appropriation 
contained  in  this  Act  shall  remain  available 
for  obligation  beyond  the  current  fiscal  year, 
unless  expressly  so  provided  herein. 

Sec.  8004.  No  more  than  20  per  centum  of 
the  approi>riatlons  in  this  Act  which  are  lim- 
ited for  obligation  during  the  current  fiscal 
year  shall  be  obligated  during  the  last  two 
months  of  the  fiscal  year:  Provided,  That  this 
section  shall  not  apply  to  obligations  for 
support  of  active  duty  training  of  reserve 
components  or  summer  camp  training  of  the 
Reserve  Officers'  Training  Corps. 

(TRANSFER  OF  FITODS) 

Sec.  8005.  Upon  determination  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  that  such  action  is  nec- 
essary in  the  national  interest,  he  may,  with 


the  approval  of  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget,  transfer  not  to  exceed 
52.000.000,000  of  working  capital  funds  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  or  funds  made  avail- 
able In  this  Act  to  the  Department  of  De- 
fense for  military  functions  (except  military 
construction)  between  such  appropriations 
or  funds  or  any  subdivision  thereof,  to  be 
merged  with  and  to  be  available  for  the  same 
purposes,  and  for  the  same  time  period,  as 
the  appropriation  or  fund  to  which  trans- 
ferred: Provided.  That  such  authority  to 
transfer  may  not  be  used  unless  for  higher 
priority  items,  based  on  unforeseen  military 
requirements,  than  those  for  which  origi- 
nally appropriated  and  in  no  case  where  the 
item  for  which  funds  are  requested  has  been 
denied  by  Congress:  Provided  further.  That 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  notify  the 
Congress  promptly  of  all  transfers  made  pur- 
suant to  this  authority  or  any  other  author- 
ity in  this  Act:  Provided  further.  That  no  part 
of  the  funds  in  this  Act  shall  be  available  to 
prepare  or  present  a  request  to  the  Commit- 
tees on  Appropriations  for  reprogramming  of 
funds,  unless  for  higher  priority  Items,  based 
on  unforeseen  military  requirements,  than 
those  for  which  originally  appropriated  and 
In  no  case  where  the  Item  for  which  re- 
programming  is  requested  has  been  denied  by 
the  Congress. 

(TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS) 

Sec.  8006.  During  the  current  fiscal  year, 
cash  balances  in  working  capital  funds  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  established  pursuant 
to  section  2208  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  may  be  maintained  In  only  such 
amounts  as  are  necessary  at  any  time  for 
cash  disbursements  to  be  made  from  such 
funds:  Provided,  That  transfers  may  be  made 
between  such  funds  and  the  "Foreign  Cur- 
rency Fluctuations.  Defense"  and  "Oper- 
ation and  Maintenance"  appropriation  ac- 
counts in  such  amounts  as  may  be  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  with  the 
approval  of  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget,  except  that  such  transfers  may  not 
be  made  unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  has 
notified  the  Congress  of  the  proposed  trans- 
fer. Except  in  amounts  equal  to  the  amounts 
appropriated  to  working  capital  funds  in  this 
Act,  no  obligations  may  be  made  against  a 
working  capital  fund  to  procure  or  increase 
the  value  of  war  reserve  material  Inventory, 
unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  has  notified 
the  Congress  prior  to  any  such  obligation. 

Sec.  8007.  Funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 
may  not  be  used  to  initiate  a  special  access 
program  without  prior  notification  30  cal- 
endar days  In  session  in  advance  to  the  con- 
gressional defense  committees. 

Sec.  8008.  None  of  the  funds  contained  in 
this  Act  available  for  the  Civilian  Health  and 
Medical  Program  of  the  Uniformed  Services 
shall  be  available  for  payments  to  physicians 
and  other  non-institutional  health  care  pro- 
viders in  excess  of  the  amounts  allowed  in 
fiscal  year  1996  for  similar  services,  except 
that:  (a)  for  services  for  which  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  determines  an  increase  is  justified 
by  economic  circumstances,  the  allowable 
amounts  may  be  increased  in  accordance 
with  appropriate  economic  index  data  simi- 
lar to  that  used  pursuant  no  title  XVni  of 
the  Social  Security  Act;  and  (b)  for  services 
the  Secretary  determines  are  overpriced 
based  on  allowable  payments  under  title 
XVm  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  the  allow- 
able amounts  shall  be  reduced  by  not  more 
than  15  percent  (except  that  the  reduction 
may  be  waived  if  the  Secretary  determines 
that  it  would  impair  adequate  access  to 
health  care  services  for  beneficiaries).  The 
Secretary  shall  solicit  public  comment  prior 


to  promulgating  regulations  to  implement 
this  section.  Such  regulations  shall  include  a 
limitation,  similar  to  that  used  under  title 
XVni  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  on  the  ex- 
tent to  which  a  provider  may  bill  a  bene- 
ficiary an  actual  charge  in  excess  of  the  al- 
lowable amount. 

Sec.  8009.  None  of  the  funds  provided  In 
this  Act  shall  be  available  to  initiate  (1)  a 
multiyear  contract  that  employs  economic 
order  quantity  procurement  In  excess  of 
S20.000.000  in  any  one  year  of  the  contract  or 
that  includes  an  unfunded  contingent  liabil- 
ity in  excess  of  S20.000,000.  or  (2)  a  contract 
for  advance  procurement  leading  to  a 
multiyear  contract  that  employs  economic 
order  quantity  procurement  in  excess  of 
S20,000,000  in  any  one  year,  unless  the  con- 
gressional defense  committees  have  been  no- 
tified at  least  thirty  days  In  advance  of  the 
proposed  contract  award:  Provided.  That  no 
part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this 
Act  shall  be  available  to  initiate  a  multiyear 
contract  for  which  the  economic  order  quan- 
tity advance  procurement  is  not  funded  at 
least  to  the  limits  of  the  Government's  li- 
ability: Provided  further.  That  no  part  of  any 
appropriation  contained  in  this  Act  shall  be 
available  to  initiate  multiyear  procurement 
contracts  for  any  systems  or  component 
thereof  if  the  value  of  the  multiyear  con- 
tract would  exceed  S500.000,000  unless  specifi- 
cally provided  in  this  Act:  Provided  further. 
That  no  multiyear  procurement  contract  can 
be  terminated  without  10-day  prior  notifica- 
tion to  the  congressional  defense  commit- 
tees: Provided  further.  That  the  execution  of 
multiyear  authority  shall  require  the  use  of 
a  present  value  analysis  to  determine  lowest 
cost  compared  to  an  annual  procurement. 

Funds  appropriated  in  title  m  of  this  Act 
may  be  used  for  multiyear  procurement  con- 
tracts as  follows: 

Javelin  missiles; 

Army  Tactical  Missile  System  (ATACMS); 

MK19-3  grenade  machine  guns; 

M16A2  rifles; 

M249  Squad  Automatic  Weapons: 

M4  carbine  rifles;  and 

M240B  machine  guns. 

Sec.  8010.  Within  the  funds  appropriated 
for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the 
Armed  Forces,  funds  are  hereby  appropriated 
pursuant  to  section  401  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  for  humanitarian  and  civic  as- 
sistance costs  under  chapter  20  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code.  Such  funds  may  also  be 
obligated  for  humanitarian  and  civic  assist- 
ance costs  incidental  to  authorized  oper- 
ations and  pursuant  to  authority  granted  in 
section  401  of  chapter  20  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  and  these  obligations  shall  be 
reported  to  Congress  on  September  30  of  each 
year:  Provided,  That  funds  available  for  oper- 
ation and  maintenance  shall  be  available  for 
providing  humanitarian  and  similar  assist- 
ance by  using  Civic  Action  Teams  in  the 
Trust  Territories  of  the  Pacific  Islands  and 
freely  associated  states  of  Micronesia,  pursu- 
ant to  the  Compact  of  Free  Association  as 
authorized  by  Public  Law  99-239:  Provided 
further.  That  upon  a  determination  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  that  such  action  is 
beneficial  for  graduate  medical  education 
programs  conducted  at  Army  medical  facili- 
ties located  in  Hawaii,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  may  authorize  the  provision  of  medi- 
cal services  at  such  facilities  and  transpor- 
tation to  such  facilities,  on  a  nonreimburs- 
able basis,  for  civilian  patients  from  Amer- 
ican Samoa,  the  Commonwealth  of  the 
Northern  Mariana  Islands,  the  Marshall  Is- 
lands, the  Federated  States  of  Micronesia, 
Palau,  and  Guam. 
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Sec.  8011.  (a)  During  fiscal  year  1997.  the  ci- 
vilian personnel  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense may  not  be  managed  on  the  basis  of 
any  end-strength,  and  the  management  of 
such  personnel  during  that  fiscal  year  shall 
not  be  subject  to  any  constraint  or  limita- 
tion (known  as  an  end-strength)  on  the  num- 
ber of  such  personnel  who  may  be  employed 
on  the  last  day  of  such  fiscal  year. 

(b)  The  fiscal  year  1998  budget  request  for 
the  Department  of  Defense  as  well  as  all  jus- 
tification material  and  other  documentation 
supporting  the  fiscal  year  1998  Department  of 
Defense  budget  request  shall  be  prepared  and 
submitted  to  the  Congress  as  if  subsections 
(a)  and  (b)  of  this  provision  were  effective 
with  regard  to  fiscal  year  1998. 

(c)  Nothing  m  this  section  shall  be  con- 
strued to  apply  to  military  (civilian)  techni- 
cians. 

Sec.  8012.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law.  none  of  the  funds  made  avail- 
able by  this  Act  shall  be  used  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  to  exceed,  outside  the  fifty 
United  States,  its  territories,  and  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  125.000  civilian  workyears: 
Provided,  That  workyears  shall  be  applied  as 
defined  in  the  Federal  Personnel  Manual: 
Provided  further.  That  workyears  expended  in 
dependent  student  hiring  programs  for  dis- 
advantaged youths  shall  not  be  included  in 
this  workyear  limitation. 

Sec.  8013.  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
by  this  Act  shall  be  used  in  any  way,  directly 
or  indirectly,  to  influence  congressional  ac- 
tion on  any  legislation  or  appropriation  mat- 
ters pending  before  the  Congress. 

Sec.  8014.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appro- 
priated by  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  make 
contributions  to  the  Department  of  Defense 
Education  Benefits  Fund  pursuant  to  section 
2006(g)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  rep- 
resenting the  normal  cost  for  future  benefits 
under  section  3015(c)  of  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  for  any  member  of  the  armed 
services  who.  on  or  after  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  Act— 

(1)  enlists  in  the  armed  services  for  a  i>e- 
riod  of  active  duty  of  less  than  three  years: 
or 

(2)  receives  an  enlistment  bonus  under  sec- 
tion 308a  or  308f  of  title  37,  United  States 
Code, 

nor  shall  any  amounts  representing  the  nor- 
mal cost  of  such  future  benefits  be  trans- 
ferred from  the  Fimd  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  to  the  Secretary  of  Veterans  Af- 
fairs pursuant  to  section  2006(d)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code;  nor  shall  the  Secretary 
of  Veterans  Affairs  pay  such  benefits  to  any 
such  member:  Provided,  That  in  the  case  of  a 
member  covered  by  clause  (1),  these  limita- 
tions shall  not  apply  to  members  in  combat 
arms  skills  or  to  members  who  enlist  in  the 
armed  services  on  or  after  July  1,  1989.  under 
a  program  continued  or  established  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  in  fiscal  year  1991  to 
test  the  cost-effective  use  of  special  recruit- 
ing Incentives  involving  not  more  than  nine- 
teen noncombat  arms  skills  approved  in  ad- 
vance by  the  Secretary  of  Defense:  Provided 
further.  That  this  subsection  applies  only  to 
active  components  of  the  Army. 

(b)  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  shall  be  available  for  the  basic  pay  and 
allowances  of  any  member  of  the  Army  i>ar- 
tlclpating  as  a  full-time  student  and  receiv- 
ing benefits  paid  by  the  Secretary  of  Veter- 
ans Affairs  from  the  Department  of  Defense 
Education  Benefits  Fund  when  time  spent  as 
a  full-time  student  is  credited  toward  com- 
pletion of  a  service  commitment:  Provided. 
That  this  subsection  shall  not  apply  to  those 
members  who  have  reenlisted  with  this  op- 


tion prior  to  October  1.  1987:  Provided  further. 
That  this  subsection  applies  only  to  active 
components  of  the  Army. 

Sec.  8015.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
by  this  Act  shall  be  available  to  convert  to 
contractor  performance  an  activity  or  func- 
tion of  the  Department  of  Defense  that,  on 
or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  is 
performed  by  more  than  ten  Department  of 
Defense  civilian  employees  until  a  most  effi- 
cient and  cost-effective  organization  analy- 
sis is  completed  on  such  activity  or  function 
and  certification  of  the  analysis  is  made  to 
the  Committees  on  Appropriations  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  Senate: 
Provided.  That  this  section  shall  not  apply  to 
a  conimercial  or  industrial  type  function  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  that:  (1)  is  in- 
cluded on  the  procurement  list  established 
pursuant  to  section  2  of  the  Act  of  June  25. 
1938  (41  U.S.C.  47),  popularly  referred  to  as 
the  Javlts-Wagner-O'Day  Act;  (2)  is  planned 
to  be  converted  to  performance  by  a  quali- 
fied nonprofit  agency  for  the  blind  or  by  a 
qualified  nonprofit  agency  for  other  severely 
handicapped  individuals  in  accordance  with 
that  Act;  or  (3)  is  planned  to  be  converted  to 
performance  by  a  qualified  Arm  under  51  per- 
cent Native  American  ownership. 

(TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS) 

Sec.  8016.  Funds  appropriated  In  title  m  of 
this  Act  for  the  Department  of  Defense  Pilot 
Mentor-Protege  Program  may  be  transferred 
to  any  other  appropriation  contained  in  this 
Act  solely  for  the  purpose  of  Implementing  a 
Mentor-Protege  Program  developmental  as- 
sistance agreement  pursuant  to  section  831 
of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act 
for  Fiscal  Year  1991  (Public  Law  101-510;  10 
U.S.C.  2301  note),  as  amended,  under  the  au- 
thority of  this  provision  or  any  other  trans- 
fer authority  contained  in  this  Act. 

Sec.  8017.  None  of  the  funds  In  this  Act 
may  be  available  for  the  purchase  by  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  (and  its  departments 
and  agencies)  of  welded  shipboard  anchor  and 
mooring  chain  4  inches  in  diameter  and 
under  unless  the  anchor  and  mooring  chain 
are  manufactured  In  the  United  States  from 
components  which  are  substantially  manu- 
factured in  the  United  States:  Provided,  That 
for  the  purpose  of  this  section  manufactured 
will  Include  cutting,  heat  treating,  quality 
control,  testing  of  chain  and  welding  (Includ- 
ing the  forging  and  shot  blasting  process): 
Provided  further.  That  for  the  purpose  of  this 
section  substantially  all  of  the  components 
of  anchor  and  mooring  chain  shall  be  consid- 
ered to  be  produced  or  manufactured  in  the 
United  States  if  the  aggregate  cost  of  the 
components  produced  or  manufactured  in  the 
United  States  exceeds  the  aggregate  cost  of 
the  components  produced  or  manufactured 
outside  the  United  States:  Provided  further. 
That  when  adequate  domestic  supplies  are 
not  available  to  meet  Department  of  Defense 
requirements  on  a  timely  basis,  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  service  responsible  for  the  pro- 
curement may  waive  this  restriction  on  a 
case-by-case  basis  by  certifying  In  writing  to 
the  Committees  on  Appropriations  that  such 
an  acquisition  must  be  made  in  order  to  ac- 
quire capability  for  national  security  pur- 
poses. 

Sec.  8018.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
by  this  Act  available  for  the  Civilian  Health 
and  Medical  Program  of  the  Uniformed  Serv- 
ices (CHAMPUS)  shall  be  available  for  the 
reimbursement  of  any  health  care  provider 
for  inpatient  mental  health  service  for  care 
received  when  a  patient  is  referred  to  a  pro- 
vider of  inpatient  mental  health  care  or  resi- 
dential treatment  care  by  a  medical  or 
health  care  professional  having  an  economic 


Interest  in  the  facility  to  which  the  patient 
is  referred;  Provided.  That  this  limitation 
does  not  apply  in  the  case  of  inpatient  men- 
tal health  services  provided  under  the  pro- 
gram for  the  handicapped  under  subsection 
(d)  of  section  1079  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  provided  as  partial  hospiul  care,  or 
provided  pursuant  to  a  waiver  authorized  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  because  of  medical 
or  psychological  circumstances  of  the  pa- 
tient that  are  confirmed  by  a  health  profes- 
sional who  is  not  a  Federal  employee  after  a 
review,  pursuant  to  rules  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary,  which  takes  into  account  the  ap- 
propriate level  of  care  for  the  patient,  the  in- 
tensity of  services  required  by  the  patient, 
and  the  availability  of  that  care. 

Sec.  8019.  Funds  available  in  this  Act  may 
be  used  to  provide  transportation  for  the 
next-of-kin  of  Individuals  who  have  been 
prisoners  of  war  or  missing  in  action  from 
the  Vietnam  era  to  an  annual  meeting  in  the 
United  States,  under  such  regulations  as  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  may  prescribe. 

Sec.  8020.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law.  during  the  current  Hscal  year, 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  may.  by  Executive 
Agreement,  establish  with  host  nation  gov- 
ernments In  NATO  member  states  a  separate 
account  into  which  such  residual  value 
amounts  negotiated  in  the  return  of  United 
States  military  installations  in  NATO  mem- 
ber states  may  be  deposited,  in  the  currency 
of  the  host  nation,  in  lieu  of  direct  monetary 
transfers  to  the  United  States  Treasury:  Pro- 
vided. That  such  credits  may  be  utilized  only 
for  the  construction  of  facilities  to  support 
United  States  military  forces  In  that  host 
nation,  or  such  real  property  maintenance 
and  base  operating  costs  that  are  currently 
executed  through  monetary  transfers  to  such 
host  nations:  Provided  further.  That  the  De- 
partment of  Defense's  budget  submission  for 
fiscal  year  1998  shall  identify  such  sums  an- 
ticipated in  residual  value  settlements,  and 
identify  such  construction,  real  property 
maintenance  or  base  operating  costs  that 
shall  be  funded  by  the  host  nation  through 
such  credits:  Provided  further.  That  all  mili- 
tary construction  projects  to  be  executed 
from  such  accounts  must  be  previously  ap- 
proved in  a  prior  Act  of  Congress:  Provided 
further.  That  each  such  Executive  Agreement 
with  a  NATO  member  host  nation  shall  be 
reported  to  the  congressional  defense  com- 
mittees, the  Committee  on  International  Re- 
lations of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the 
Senate  thirty  days  prior  to  the  conclusion 
and  endorsement  of  any  such  agreement  es- 
tablished under  this  provision. 

Sec.  8021.  None  of  the  funds  available  to 
the  Department  of  Defense  may  be  used  to 
demilitarize  or  dispose  of  M-1  Carbines.  M-1 
Garand  rifles.  M-14  rifles,  .22  caliber  rifles,  or 
M-19n  pistols. 

Sec.  8022.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law,  none  of  the  funds  appropriated 
by  this  Act  shall  be  available  to  pay  more 
than  50  percent  of  an  amount  paid  to  any 
person  under  section  306  of  title  37,  United 
States  Code,  in  a  lump  sum. 

SEC.  8023.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
by  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  payments 
under  the  Department  of  Defense  contract 
with  the  Louisiana  State  University  Medical 
Center  Involving  the  use  of  cats  for  Brain 
Missile  Wound  Research,  and  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  shall  not  make  payments 
under  such  contract  from  funds  obligated 
prior  to  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act.  except  as  necessary  for  costs  Incurred 
by  the  contractor  prior  to  the  enactment  of 
this  Act:  Provided.  That  funds  necessary  for 
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the  care  of  animals  covered  by  this  contract 
aire  allowed. 

SEC.  8024.  None  of  the  funds  provided  In 
this  Act  or  any  other  Act  shall  be  available 
to  conduct  bone  trauma  research  at  any 
Army  Research  Laboratory  until  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  certifies  that  the  syn- 
thetic compound  to  be  used  in  the  experi- 
ments Is  of  such  a  type  that  its  use  will  re- 
sult In  a  significant  medical  finding,  the  re- 
search has  military  application,  the  research 
will  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the 
standards  set  by  an  animal  care  and  use 
committee,  and  the  research  does  not  dupli- 
cate research  already  conducted  by  a  manu- 
facturer or  any  other  research  organization. 

SEC.  8025.  No  more  than  $500,000  of  the 
funds  appropriated  or  made  available  In  this 
Act  shall  be  used  for  any  single  relocation  of 
an  organization,  unit,  activity  or  function  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  into  or  within  the 
National  Capital  Region:  Provided.  That  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  may  waive  this  restric- 
tion on  a  case-by-case  basis  by  certlfsrlng  In 
writing  to  the  Committees  on  Appropria- 
tions of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
Senate  that  such  a  relocation  is  required  in 
the  best  interest  of  the  Government. 

Sec.  8026.  During  the  current  fiscal  year, 
funds  appropriated  or  otherwise  available  for 
any  Federal  agency,  the  Congress,  the  judi- 
cial branch,  or  the  District  of  Columbia  may 
be  used  for  the  pay,  allowances,  and  benefits 
of  an  employee  as  defined  by  section  2105  of 
title  5  or  an  individual  employed  by  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  District  of  Columbia,  perma- 
nent or  temporary  Indefinite,  who— 

(1)  is  a  member  of  a  Reserve  component  of 
the  Armed  Forces,  as  described  in  section  261 
of  title  10.  or  the  National  Guard,  as  de- 
scribed In  section  101  of  title  32; 

(2)  performs,  for  the  purpose  of  providing 
military  aid  to  enforce  the  law  or  providing 
assistance  to  civil  authorities  in  the  protec- 
tion or  saving  of  life  or  property  or  preven- 
tion of  Injury— 

(A)  Federal  service  under  section  331.  332. 
333,  or  12406  of  title  10.  or  other  provision  of 
law,  as  applicable,  or 

(B)  full-time  military  service  for  his  State, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth 
of  Puerto  Rico,  or  a  territory  of  the  United 
States;  and 

(3)  requests  and  is  granted— 

(A)  leave  under  the  authority  of  this  sec- 
tion; or 

(B)  annual  leave,  which  may  be  granted 
without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  sections 
5519  and  6323(b)  of  title  5,  if  such  employee  is 
otherwise  entitled  to  such  annual  leave: 
Provided.  That  any  employee  who  requests 
leave  under  subsection  (3)(A)  for  service  de- 
scribed In  subsection  (2)  of  this  section  is  en- 
titled to  such  leave,  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  this  section  and  of  the  last  sentence  of 
section  6323(b)  of  title  5,  and  such  leave  shall 
be  considered  leave  under  section  6323(b)  of 
titles. 

Sec.  8027.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
by  this  Act  shall  be  available  to  perform  any 
cost  study  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  OMB 
Circular  A-76  if  the  study  being  performed 
exceeds  a  period  of  twenty-four  months  after 
Initiation  of  such  study  with  respect  to  a 
single  function  activity  or  forty-eight 
months  after  Initiation  of  such  study  for  a 
moltl-fonction  activity. 

Sec.  8028.  Funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 
for  the  American  Forces  Information  Service 
shall  not  be  used  for  any  national  or  Inter- 
national political  or  psychological  activities. 

Sec.  8029.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law  or  regulation,  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  may  adjust  wage  rates  for  civilian 


employees  hired  for  certain  health  care  occu- 
pations as  authorized  for  the  Secretary  of 
Veterans  Affairs  by  section  7455  of  title  38, 
United  States  Code. 

Sec.  8030.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
or  made  available  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  to 
reduce  or  disestablish  the  operation  of  the 
53rd  Weather  Reconnaissance  Squadron  of 
the  Air  Force  Reserve,  if  such  action  would 
reduce  the  WO130  Weather  Reconnaissance 
mission  below  the  levels  funded  in  this  Act. 

Sec.  8031.  (a)  Of  the  funds  for  the  procure- 
ment of  supplies  or  services  appropriated  by 
this  Act,  qualified  nonprofit  agencies  for  the 
blind  or  other  severely  handicapped  shall  be 
afforded  the  maximum  practicable  oppor- 
tunity to  participate  as  subcontractors  and 
suppliers  in  the  performance  of  contracts  let 
by  the  Department  of  Defense. 

(b)  During  the  current  fiscal  year,  a  busi- 
ness concern  which  has  negotiated  with  a 
military  service  or  defense  agency  a  sub- 
contracting plan  for  the  participation  by 
small  business  concerns  pursuant  to  section 
8(d)  of  the  Small  Business  Act  (15  U.S.C. 
637(d))  shall  be  given  credit  toward  meeting 
that  subcontracting  goal  for  any  purchases 
made  from  qualified  nonprofit  agencies  for 
the  blind  or  other  severely  handicapped. 

(c)  For  the  purpose  of  this  section,  the 
phrase  "qualified  nonprofit  agency  for  the 
blind  or  other  severely  handicapped"  means 
a  nonprofit  agency  for  the  blind  or  other  se- 
verely handicapped  that  has  been  approved 
by  the  Committee  for  the  Purchase  from  the 
Blind  and  Other  Severely  Handicapped  under 
the  Javlts-Wagner-O'Day  Act  (41  U.S.C.  46- 
48). 

Sec.  8032.  Ehiring  the  current  fiscal  year, 
net  receipts  pursuant  to  collections  from 
third  party  payers  pursuant  to  section  1095  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  shall  be  made 
available  to  the  local  facility  of  the  uni- 
formed services  responsible  for  the  collec- 
tions and  shall  be  over  and  above  the  facili- 
ty's direct  budget  amount. 

Sec.  8033.  During  the  current  fiscal  year, 
the  Department  of  Defense  is  authorized  to 
Incur  obligations  of  not  to  exceed  J350.000.000 
for  purposes  specified  in  section  2350J(c)  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code.  In  anticipation 
of  receipt  of  contributions,  only  from  the 
CJovemment  of  Kuwait,  under  that  section: 
Provided,  That,  upon  receipt,  such  contribu- 
tions from  the  Government  of  Kuwait  shall 
be  credited  to  the  appropriation  or  fund 
which  incurred  such  obligations. 

Sec.  8034.  Of  the  funds  made  available  In 
this  Act,  not  less  than  $22,700,000  shall  be 
available  for  the  C^vil  Air  Patrol,  of  which 
$15,426,000  shall  be  available  for  Operation 
and  Maintenance. 

Sec.  8035.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appro- 
priated in  this  Act  are  available  to  establish 
a  new  Department  of  Defense  Federally 
Funded  Research  and  Development  Center 
(FFRDC).  either  as  a  new  entity,  or  as  a  sep- 
arate entity  administered  by  an  organization 
managing  another  FFRDC,  or  as  a  nonprofit 
membership  corporation  consisting  of  a  con- 
sortium of  other  FFRDCs  and  other  non- 
profit entitles. 

(b)  LnnTATiON  ON  Compensation.— No 
member  of  a  Board  of  Directors,  Trustees, 
Overseers,  Advisory  Group,  Special  Issues 
Panel.  Visiting  Committee,  or  any  similar 
entity  of  a  defense  FFRDC,  and  no  paid  con- 
sultant to  any  defense  FFRDC,  may  be  com- 
pensated for  his  or  her  services  as  a  member 
of  such  entity,  or  as  a  paid  consultant,  ex- 
cept under  the  same  conditions,  and  to  the 
same  extent,  as  members  of  the  Defense 
Science  Board:  Provided.  That  a  member  of 
any  such  entity  referred  to  previously  in  this 


subsection  shall  be  allowed  travel  expenses 
and  per  diem  as  authorized  under  the  Federal 
Joint  Travel  Regulations,  when  engaged  in 
the  performance  of  membership  duties. 

(c)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law.  none  of  the  funds  available  to  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  from  any  source  during 
fiscal  year  1997  may  be  used  by  a  defense 
FFRDC,  through  a  fee  or  other  payment 
mechanism,  for  charitable  contributions,  for 
construction  of  new  buildings,  for  payment 
of  cost  sharing  for  projects  funded  by  govern- 
ment grants,  or  for  absorption  of  contract 
overruns. 

Sec.  8036.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
or  made  available  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  to 
procure  carbon,  alloy  or  armor  steel  plate  for 
use  in  any  Government-owned  facility  or 
property  under  the  control  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  which  were  not  melted  and 
rolled  in  the  United  States  or  Canada:  Pro- 
vided. That  these  procurement  restrictions 
shall  apply  to  any  and  all  Federal  Supply 
Class  9515,  American  Society  of  Testing  and 
Materials  (ASTM)  or  American  Iron  and 
Steel  Institute  (AISI)  specifications  of  car- 
bon, alloy  or  armor  steel  plate:  Provided  fur- 
ther. That  the  Secretary  of  the  military  de- 
partment responsible  for  the  procurement 
may  waive  this  restriction  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  by  certifying  in  writing  to  the  Commit- 
tees on  Appropriations  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  the  Senate  that  adequate 
domestic  supplies  are  not  available  to  meet 
Department  of  Defense  requirements  on  a 
timely  basis  and  that  such  an  acquisition 
must  be  made  in  order  to  acquire  capability 
for  national  security  purposes:  Provided  fur- 
ther. That  these  restrictions  shall  not  apply 
to  contracts  which  are  in  being  as  of  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  8037.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the 
term  "congressIonaJ  defense  committees" 
means  the  National  Security  Committee  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  the  Armed 
Services  CommJttee  of  the  Senate,  the  sub- 
committee on  Defense  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  of  the  Senate,  and  the  sub- 
committee on  National  Security  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  of  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

Sec.  8038.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law,  during  the  current  fiscal  year, 
the  Department  of  Defense  may  acquire  the 
modification,  depot  maintenance  and  repair 
of  aircraft,  vehicles  and  vessels  as  well  as  the 
production  of  components  and  other  Defense- 
related  articles,  through  competition  be- 
tween Department  of  Defense  depot  mainte- 
nance activities  and  private  firms:  Provided. 
That  the  Senior  Acquisition  Executive  of  the 
military  department  or  defense  agency  con- 
cerned, with  power  of  delegation,  shall  cer- 
tify that  successful  bids  include  comparable 
estimates  of  all  direct  and  indirect  costs  for 
both  public  and  private  bids:  Provided  further. 
That  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  Cir- 
cular A-76  shall  not  apply  to  competitions 
conducted  under  this  section. 

Sec.  8039.  (a)(1)  If  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
after  consultation  with  the  United  States 
Trade  Representative,  determines  that  a  for- 
eign country  which  is  party  to  an  agreement 
described  in  paragraph  (2)  has  violated  the 
terms  of  the  agreement  by  discriminating 
against  certain  types  of  jx-oducts  produced  in 
the  United  States  that  are  covered  by  the 
agreement,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  re- 
scind the  Secretary's  blanket  waiver  of  the 
Buy  American  Act  with  respect  to  such 
types  of  products  produced  In  that  foreign 
country. 

(2)  An  agreement  referred  to  In  paragraph 
(1)  is  any  reciprocal  defense   procurement 
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memorandum  of  understanding,  between  the 
United  States  and  a  foreign  country  pursu- 
ant to  which  the  Secretary  of  Defense  has 
prospectively  waived  the  Buy  American  Act 
for  certain  products  in  that  country. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  submit 
to  Congress  a  report  on  the  amount  of  De- 
partment of  Defense  purchases  from  foreign 
entities  in  fiscal  year  1997.  Such  report  shall 
separately  Indicate  the  dollar  value  of  Items 
for  which  the  Buy  American  Act  was  waived 
pursuant  to  any  agreement  described  in  sub- 
section (a)(2).  the  Trade  Agreement  Act  of 
1979  (19  U.S.C.  2501  et  seq.),  or  any  inter- 
national agreement  to  which  the  United 
States  is  a  party. 

(c)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term 
"Buy  American  Act"  means  title  in  of  the 
Act  entitled  "An  Act  making  appropriations 
for  the  Treasury  and  Post  Office  Depart- 
ments for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1934,  and  for  other  purposes",  approved 
March  3. 1933  (41  U.S.C.  10a  et  seq.). 

Sec.  8040.  Appropriations  contained  in  this 
Act  that  remain  available  at  the  end  of  the 
current  fiscal  year  as  a  result  of  energy  cost 
savings  realized  by  the  Department  of  De- 
fense shall  remain  available  for  obligation 
for  the  next  fiscal  year  to  the  extent,  and  for 
the  purposes,  provided  in  section  2865  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code. 

Sec.  8041.  During  the  current  fiscal  year 
and  hereafter,  voluntary  separation  incen- 
tives payable  under  10  U.S.C.  1175  may  be 
paid  in  such  amounts  as  are  necessary  from 
the  assets  of  the  Voluntary  Separation  In- 
centive Fund  established  by  section 
1175(h)(1). 

(INCLUDING  TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS) 

Sec.  8042.  Amounts  deposited  during  the 
current  fiscal  year  to  the  special  account  es- 
tablished under  40  U.S.C.  485(h)(2)  and  to  the 
special  account  established  under  10  U.S.C. 
2667(d)(1)  are  appropriated  and  shall  be  avail- 
able until  transferred  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  to  current  applicable  appropriations 
or  funds  of  the  Department  of  Defense  under 
the  terms  and  conditions  specified  by  40 
U.S.C.  485(h)(2)  (A)  and  (B)  and  10  U.S.C. 
2667(d)(1)(B).  to  be  merged  with  and  to  be 
available  for  the  same  time  period  and  the 
same  purposes  as  the  appropriation  to  which 
transferred. 

Sec.  8043.  During  the  current  fiscal  year, 
appropriations  available  to  the  Department 
of  Defense  may  be  used  to  reimburse  a  mem- 
ber of  a  reserve  component  of  the  Armed 
Forces  who  is  not  otherwise  entitled  to  trav- 
el and  transportation  allowances  and  who  oc- 
cupies transient  government  housing  while 
performing  active  duty  for  training  or  inac- 
tive duty  training:  Provided.  That  such  mem- 
bers may  be  provided  lodging  In  kind  If  tran- 
sient government  quarters  are  unavailable  as 
If  the  member  was  entitled  to  such  allow- 
ances under  subsection  (a)  of  section  4(M  of 
title  37,  United  States  Code:  Provided  further. 
That  if  lodging  in  kind  is  provided,  any  au- 
thorized service  charge  or  cost  of  such  lodg- 
ing may  be  paid  directly  from  funds  appro- 
priated for  operation  and  maintenance  of  the 
reserve  component  of  the  member  concerned. 

Sec.  8044.  The  President  shall  Include  with 
each  budget  for  a  fiscal  year  submitted  to 
the  Congress  under  section  1105  of  title  31. 
United  States  Ckxle,  materials  that  shall 
Identify  clearly  and  separately  the  amounts 
requested  in  the  budgret  for  appropriation  for 
that  fiscal  year  for  salaries  and  expenses  re- 
lated to  administrative  activities  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  the  military  depart- 
ments, and  the  Defense  Agencies. 

Sec.  8045.  During  the  current  fiscal  year, 
amounts  contained  in  the  Dejjartment  of  De- 


fense Overseas  Military  Facility  Investment 
Recovery  Account  established  by  section 
2921(c)(1)  of  the  National  Defense  Authoriza- 
tion Act  of  1991  (Public  Law  101-510;  10  U.S.C. 
2687  note)  shall  be  available  until  expended 
for  the  payments  specified  by  section 
2921(c)(2)  of  that  Act. 

Sec.  8046.  During  the  current  fiscal  year 
and  hereafter,  annual  payments  granted 
under  the  provisions  of  section  4416  of  the 
National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fis- 
cal Year  1993  (Public  Law  102-428;  106  Stat. 
2714)  shall  be  made  from  appropriations  in 
this  Act  which  are  available  for  the  pay  of 
reserve  component  personnel. 

Sec.  8047.  Of  the  funds  appropriated  or  oth- 
erwise made  available  by  this  Act.  not  more 
than  $119,200,000  shall  be  available  for  pay- 
ment of  the  operating  costs  of  NATO  Head- 
quarters; Provided.  That  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense may  waive  this  section  for  Department 
of  Defense  support  provided  to  NATO  forces 
in  and  around  the  former  Yugoslavia. 

SEC.  8048.  During  the  current  fiscal  year, 
appropriations  which  are  available  to  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  for  operation  and  main- 
tenance may  be  used  to  purcha.se  items  hav- 
ing an  investment  item  unit  cost  of  not  more 
than  SIOO.OOO. 

SEC.  8049.  During  the  current  fiscal  year 
and  hereafter,  appropriations  available  for 
the  pay  and  allowances  of  active  duty  mem- 
bers of  the  Armed  Forces  shall  be  available 
to  pay  the  retired  pay  which  is  payable  pur- 
suant to  section  4403  of  Public  Law  102-484 
(10  U.S.C.  1293  note)  under  the  terms  and  con- 
ditions provided  In  section  4403. 

Sec.  8050.  (a)  During  the  current  fiscal 
year,  none  of  the  appropriations  or  funds 
available  to  the  Defense  Business  Operations 
Fund  shall  be  used  for  the  purchase  of  an  In- 
vestment item  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  a 
new  Inventory  item  for  sale  or  anticipated 
sale  during  the  current  fiscal  year  or  a  sub- 
sequent fiscal  year  to  customers  of  the  De- 
fense Business  Operations  Fund  if  such  an 
item  would  not  have  been  chargeable  to  the 
Defense  Business  Operations  Fund  during  fis- 
cal year  1994  and  if  the  purchase  of  such  an 
Investment  item  would  be  chargeable  during 
the  current  fiscal  year  to  apivopriations 
made  to  the  Department  of  Defense  for  pro- 
curement. 

(b)  The  fiscal  year  1996  budget  request  for 
the  Department  of  Etefense  as  well  as  all  Jus- 
tification material  and  other  documentation 
supporting  the  fiscal  year  1998  Department  of 
Defense  budget  shall  be  prepared  and  submit- 
ted to  the  Congress  on  the  basis  that  any 
equipment  which  was  classified  as  an  end 
item  and  funded  In  a  procurement  appropria- 
tion contained  in  this  Act  shall  be  budgeted 
for  in  a  proposed  fiscal  year  1998  procure- 
ment appropriation  and  not  in  the  supply 
management  business  area  or  any  other  area 
or  category  of  the  Defense  Business  Oper- 
ations Fund. 

Sec.  8051.  None  of  the  funds  provided  in 
this  Act  shall  be  available  for  use  by  a  Mili- 
tary Department  to  modify  an  aircraft, 
weapon,  ship  or  other  item  of  equipment, 
that  the  Military  Department  concerned 
plans  to  retire  or  otherwise  dispose  of  within 
five  years  after  completion  of  the  modifica- 
tion: Provided.  That  this  prohibition  shall 
not  apply  to  safety  modifications:  Provided 
further.  That  this  prohibition  mav  be  waived 
by  the  Secretary  of  a  Military  Department  if 
the  Secretary  determines  it  is  Ir  the  best  na- 
tional security  Interest  of  the  United  States 
to  provide  such  waiver  ana  so  notifies  the 
congressional  defense  committees  in  writing. 

Sec.  8052.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
by  this  Act  for  tffograms  of  the  Central  In- 


telligence Agency  shall  remain  available  for 
obligation  beyond  the  current  fiscal  year,  ex- 
cept for  funds  appropriated  for  the  Reserve 
for  Contingencies,  which  shall  remain  avail- 
able until  September  30.  1998. 

Sec.  8053.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law.  funds  made  available  In  this 
Act  for  the  Defense  Intelligence  Agency  may 
be  used  for  the  design,  development,  and  de- 
ployment of  General  Defense  Intelligence 
Program  intelligence  communications  and 
Intelligence  information  systems  for  the 
Services,  the  Unified  and  Specified  Com- 
mands, and  the  component  commands. 

Sec.  8054.  (a)  High  performance  Comput- 
ing MODERNIZATION  PROGRAM.— Of  the  fundS 

appropriated  in  this  Act  under  the  heading 
"Procurement.  Defense-Wide ".  S143.235.000 
shall  be  made  available  for  the  High  Per- 
formance Computing  Modernization  Pro- 
gram (referred  to  in  this  section  as  the  "pro- 
gram"). Of  the  funds  appropriated  in  this  Act 
under  the  heading  "Research,  Development, 
Test  and  Evaluation,  Defense-Wide". 
S6l.380.000  shall  be  made  available  for  the 
program.  Of  the  total  funds  made  available 
for  the  program  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 
$20,000,000  shall  be  for  the  Army  High  Per- 
formance Computing  Research  Center. 

(b)      IMPLEMENTATION     OF      PROGRAM.— The 

procurement  funds  made  available  for  the 
program  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  shall  be 
used  only  for  the  procurement  of  computer 
hardware  and  ancillary  equipment  for  the 
high  performance  computing  facilities  of  the 
Department  of  Defense. 

(C)      ANNUAL      PUBUCA'nON      OF      PROGRAM 

Plans.— Hereafter,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  annually  prepare,  and  make  available 
to  the  public,  an  updated  and  unclassified 
program  plan  and  in-ogram  Implementation 
plan. 

(d)  Reduction  of  acquisition  Delays.— 
Hereafter,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  «haii 
take  such  actions  as  may  be  necessary  to 
minimize  delays  in  the  acquisition  of  com- 
puter hardware  under  the  program. 

Sec.  8055.  Amounts  collected  for  the  use  of 
the  facilities  of  the  National  Science  Center 
for  Communications  and  Electronics  during 
the  current  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  section 
1459(g)  of  the  Department  of  Defense  Author- 
ization Act.  1966  and  deposited  to  the  special 
account  established  under  subsection 
1459(g)(2)  of  that  Act  are  appropriated  and 
shall  be  available  until  expended  for  the  op- 
eration and  maintenance  of  the  Center  as 
provided  for  in  subsection  1459(g)(2). 

Sec.  8056.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  in 
this  Act  may  be  used  to  fill  the  commander's 
position  at  any  military  medical  facility 
with  a  health  care  professional  unless  the 
prospective  candidate  can  demonstrate  pro- 
fessional administrative  skills. 

Sec.  8057.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appro- 
priated in  this  Act  may  be  expended  by  an 
entity  of  the  Department  of  Defense  unless 
the  entity.  In  exi>ending  the  funds,  complies 
with  the  Buy  American  Act.  For  purposes  of 
this  subsection,  the  term  "Buy  American 
Act"  means  title  m  of  the  Act  entitled  "An 
Act  making  appropriations  for  the  Treasury 
and  Post  Office  Departments  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30.  1934.  and  for  other  pur- 
poses", approved  March  3.  1933  (41  U.S.C.  10a 
et  seq.). 

(b)  If  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines 
that  a  person  has  been  convicted  of  Inten- 
tionally affixing  a  label  bearing  a  "Made  in 
America"  Inscription  to  any  product  sold  in 
or  shipped  to  the  United  States  that  Is  not 
made  In  America,  the  Secretary  shall  deter- 
mine, in  accordance  with  section  2410f  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code,  whether  the  per- 
son should  be  debarred  from  contracting 
with  the  Dejartment  of  Defense. 
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(c)  In  the  case  of  any  equipment  or  prod- 
ucts purchased  with  appropriations  provided 
under  this  Act,  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  any  entity  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense. In  expending  the  appropriation,  pur- 
chase only  American-made  equipment  and 
products,  provided  that  American-made 
equipment  and  products  are  cost-competi- 
tive, quality-competitive,  and  available  In  a 
timely  fashion. 

Sec.  8058.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
by  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  a  contract 
for  studies,  analyses,  or  consulting  services 
entered  into  without  competition  on  the 
basis  of  an  unsolicited  proposal  unless  the 
head  of  the  activity  responsible  for  the  pro- 
curement determines— 

(1)  as  a  result  of  thorough  technical  eval- 
uation, only  one  source  is  found  fully  quali- 
fied to  perform  the  proposed  work,  or 

(2)  the  purpose  of  the  contract  is  to  explore 
an  unsolicited  proposal  which  offers  signifi- 
cant scientific  or  technological  promise,  rep- 
resents the  product  of  original  thinking,  and 
was  submitted  in  confidence  by  one  source, 
or 

(3)  the  purpose  of  the  contract  is  to  take 
advantage  of  unique  and  significant  indus- 
trial accomplishment  by  a  specific  concern, 
or  to  insure  that  a  new  product  or  idea  of  a 
specific  concern  is  given  financial  support: 
Provided,  That  this  limitation  shall  not 
apply  to  contracts  in  an  amount  of  less  than 
S25,000,  contracts  related  to  improvements  of 
equipment  that  is  In  development  or  produc- 
tion, or  contracts  as  to  which  a  civilian  offi- 
cial of  the  Department  of  Defense,  who  has 
been  confirmed  by  the  Senate,  determines 
that  the  award  of  such  contract  is  in  the  in- 
terest of  the  national  defense. 

Sec.  805S.  Funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 
for  intelligence  activities  are  deemed  to  be 
specifically  authorized  by  the  Congress  for 
purposes  of  section  504  of  the  National  Secu- 
rity Act  of  1947  (50  U.S.C.  414)  during  fiscal 
year  1997  until  the  enactment  of  the  Intel- 
ligence Authorization  Act  for  fiscal  year 
1997. 

SEC.  8060.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  made  avail- 
able by  this  Act  may  be  obligated  for  design, 
development,  acquisition,  or  operation  of 
more  than  47  Titan  IV  expendable  launch  ve- 
hicles, or  for  satellite  mission-model  plan- 
ning for  a  Titan  IV  requirement  beyond  47 
vehicles. 

(b)  S5a.600.000  made  available  in  this  Act 
for  Research,  Development,  Test  and  £>valua- 
tion.  Air  Force,  may  only  be  obligated  for 
development  of  a  new  family  of  medium-lift 
and  heavy-lift  expendable  launch  vehicles 
evolved  from  existing  technologies. 

Sec.  8061.  None  of  the  funds  available  to 
the  Department  of  Defense  in  this  Act  may 
be  used  to  establish  additional  field  operat- 
ing agencies  of  any  element  of  the  Depart- 
ment during  fiscal  year  1997,  except  for  field 
oi)erating  agencies  funded  within  the  Na- 
tional Foreign  Intelligence  Program:  Pro- 
vided, That  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may 
waive  this  section  by  certifying  to  the  House 
and  Senate  Committees  on  Appropriations 
that  the  creation  of  such  field  operating 
agencies  will  reduce  either  the  personnel 
and/or  financial  requirements  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense. 

Sec.  8062.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law,  for  resident  classes  entering 
the  war  colleges  after  September  30, 1997,  the 
Department  of  Defense  shall  require  that  not 
less  than  20  percent  of  the  total  of  United 
States  military  students  at  each  war  college 
shall  be  from  military  departments  other 
than  the  hosting  military  department:  Pro- 
vided, That  each  military  department  will 


recognize  the  attendance  at  a  sister  military 
department  war  college  as  the  equivalent  of 
attendance  at  its  own  war  college  for  pro- 
motion and  advancement  of  personnel. 

Sec.  8063.  None  of  the  funds  provided  in 
this  Act  may  be  obligated  for  payment  on 
new  contracts  on  which  allowable  costs 
charged  to  the  government  include  payments 
for  Individual  compensation  at  a  rate  in  ex- 
cess of  J2SO.000  per  year. 

Sec.  8064.  None  of  the  funds  available  in 
this  Act  may  be  used  to  reduce  the  author- 
ized positions  for  military  (civilian)  techni- 
cians of  the  Army  National  Guard,  the  Air 
National  Guard,  Army  Reserve  and  Air  Force 
ReseiTre  for  the  purpose  of  applying  any  ad- 
ministratively imposed  civilian  i)ersonnel 
celling,  freeze,  or  reduction  on  military  (ci- 
vilian) technicians,  unless  such  reductions 
are  a  direct  result  of  a  reduction  in  military 
force  structure. 

Sec.  8065.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
or  otherwise  made  available  in  this  Act  may 
be  obligated  or  expended  for  assistance  to 
the  Democratic  People's  Republic  of  North 
Korea  unless  specifically  appropriated  for 
that  purpose. 

Sec.  8066.  During  the  current  fiscal  year, 
funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  are  available 
to  compensate  members  of  the  National 
Guard  for  duty  performed  pursuant  to  a  plan 
submitted  by  a  Governor  of  a  State  and  ap- 
proved by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  under 
section  112  of  title  32,  United  States  Code: 
Provided.  That  during  the  performance  of 
such  duty,  the  members  of  the  National 
Guard  shall  be  under  State  command  and 
control:  Provided  further.  That  such  duty 
shall  be  treated  as  full-time  National  Guard 
duty  for  purposes  of  sections  12602  (a)(2)  and 
(b)(2)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 

Sec.  8067.  Funds  appropriated  in  this  Act 
for  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Mili- 
tary Departments,  Unified  and  Specified 
Conunands  and  Defense  Agencies  shall  be 
available  for  reimbursement  of  pay,  allow- 
ances and  other  exi)enses  which  would  other- 
wise be  incurred  against  appropriations  for 
the  National  Guard  and  Reserve  when  mem- 
bers of  the  National  Guard  and  Reserve  pro- 
vide intelligence  support  to  Unified  Com- 
mands, Defense  Agencies  and  Joint  Intel- 
ligence Activities,  including  the  activities 
and  programs  Included  within  the  General 
Defense  Intelligence  Program  and  the  Con- 
solidated Cryptologic  Program:  Provided, 
That  nothing  in  this  section  authorizes  devi- 
ation from  established  Reserve  and  National 
Guard  personnel  and  training  procedures. 

Sec.  8068.  During  the  current  fiscal  year, 
none  of  the  funds  appropriated  in  this  Act 
may  be  used  to  reduce  the  civilian  medical 
and  medical  support  personnel  assigned  to 
military  treatment  facilities  below  the  Sep- 
tember 30,  1996  level. 

SEC.  8069.  All  refunds  or  other  amounts  col- 
lected in  the  administration  of  the  Civilian 
Health  and  Medical  Program  of  the  Uni- 
formed Services  (CHAMPUS)  shall  be  cred- 
ited to  current  year  appropriations. 

(INCLUDING  TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS) 

Sec.  8070.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  in 
this  Act  may  be  transferred  to  or  obligated 
from  the  Pentagon  Reservation  Maintenance 
Revolving  Fund,  unless  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense certifies  that  the  total  cost  for  the 
planning,  design,  construction  and  installa- 
tion of  equipment  for  the  renovation  of  the 
Pentagon  Reservation  will  not  exceed 
$1,218,000,000. 

SEC.  8071.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  available  to 
the  Department  of  Defense  for  any  fiscal 
year  for  drug  interdiction  or  counter-drug 
activities  may  be  transferred  to  any  other 


department  or  agency  of  the  United  States 
except  as  specifically  provided  in  an  appro- 
priations law. 

(b)  None  of  the  funds  available  to  the  Cen- 
tral Intelligence  Agency  for  any  fiscal  year 
for  drug  interdiction  and  counter-drug  ac- 
tivities may  be  transferred  to  any  other  de- 
partment or  agency  of  the  United  States  ex- 
cept as  specifically  provided  in  an  appropria- 
tions law. 

(TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS) 

Sec.  8072.  Appropriations  available  in  this 
Act  under  the  heading  "Operation  and  Main- 
tenance, Defense-Wide"  for  increasing  en- 
ergy and  water  efficiency  in  Federal  build- 
ings may,  during  their  period  of  availability, 
be  transferred  to  other  appropriations  or 
funds  of  the  Department  of  Defense  for 
projects  related  to  increasing  energy  and 
water  efficiency,  to  be  merged  with  and  to  be 
available  for  the  same  general  purposes,  and 
for  the  same  time  period,  as  the  appropria- 
tion or  fund  to  which  transferred. 

Sec.  8073.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
by  this  Act  may  be  used  for  the  procurement 
of  ball  and  roller  bearings  other  than  those 
produced  by  a  domestic  source  and  of  domes- 
tic origin:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary  of 
the  military  department  responsible  for  such 
procurement  may  waive  this  restriction  on  a 
case-by-case  basis  by  certifying  in  writing  to 
the  Committees  on  Appropriations  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  Senate, 
that  adequate  domestic  supplies  are  not 
available  to  meet  Department  of  Defense  re- 
quirements on  a  timely  basis  and  that  such 
an  acquisition  must  be  made  in  order  to  ac- 
quire capability  for  national  security  pur- 
poses. 

Sec.  8074.  None  of  the  funds  in  this  Act 
may  be  used  to  purchase  any  supercomputer 
which  is  not  manufactured  in  the  United 
States,  unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  cer- 
tifies to  the  congressional  defense  commit- 
tees that  such  an  acquisition  must  be  made 
in  order  to  acquire  capability  for  national  se- 
curity purposes  that  is  not  available  from 
United  States  manufacturers. 

SEC.  8075.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
by  this  Act  shall  be  available  to  lease  or 
charter  a  vessel  in  excess  of  seventeen 
months  (inclusive  of  any  option  periods)  to 
transport  fuel  or  oil  for  the  Department  of 
Defense  if  the  vessel  was  constructed  after 
October  1,  1995  unless  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense requires  that  the  vessel  be  constructed 
in  the  United  States  with  a  double  hull 
under  the  long-term  lease  or  charter  author- 
ity provided  in  section  2401  note  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code:  Provided.  That  this  limi- 
tation shall  not  apply  to  contracts  in  force 
on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  by  1997  at  least  20  percent 
of  annual  leases  and  charters  must  be  for 
ships  of  double  hull  design  constructed  after 
October  1,  1993  if  available  In  numbers  suffi- 
cient to  satisfy  this  requirement:  Provided 
further.  That  the  Military  Seallft  Command 
shall  plan  to  achieve  the  goal  of  eliminating 
single  hull  ship  leases  by  the  year  2015. 

SEC.  8076.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision in  this  Act,  the  total  amount  appro- 
priated in  this  Act  is  hereby  reduced  by 
$500,000,000  to  refiect  savings  Crom  reduced 
carryover  of  activities  funded  through  the 
Defense  Business  Operations  Fund,  to  be  dis- 
tributed as  follows:  "Operation  and  Mainte- 
nance, Army",  160,000,000;  and  "Operation 
and  Maintenance.  Navy",  $440,000,000. 

Sec.  8077.  During  the  current  fiscal  year, 
the  Army  shall  use  the  former  George  Air 
Force  Base  as  the  airhead  for  the  National 
Training  Center  at  Fort  Irwin:  Provided, 
That  none  of  the  funds  in  this  Act  shall  be 
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obligated  or  expended  to  transport  Army 
personnel  into  Edwards  Air  Force  Base  for 
training  rotations  at  the  National  Training 
Center. 

Sec  8078.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  submit,  on  a  quarterly  basis,  a  report 
to  the  congressional  defense  committees,  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  setting 
forth  all  costs  (including  incremental  costs) 
incurred  by  the  Department  of  Defense  dur- 
ing the  preceding  quarter  in  implementing 
or  supporting  resolutions  of  the  United  Na- 
tions Security  Council,  including  any  such 
resolution  calling  for  international  sanc- 
tions, international  peacekeeping  oper- 
ations, and  humanitarian  missions  under- 
taken by  the  Department  of  Defense.  The 
quarterly  report  shall  include  an  aggregate 
of  all  such  Department  of  Defense  costs  by 
operation  or  mission. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  detail  in 
the  quarterly  reports  all  efforts  made  to  seek 
credit  against  past  United  Nations  expendi- 
tures and  all  efforts  made  to  seek  compensa- 
tion from  the  United  Nations  for  costs  in- 
curred by  the  Department  of  Defense  in  im- 
plementing and  supporting  United  Nations 
activities. 

Sec.  8079.  (a)  limitation  on  Transfer  of 
Defense  articles  and  services.— Notwith- 
standing any  other  provision  of  law,  none  of 
the  funds  available  to  the  Department  of  De- 
fense for  the  current  fiscal  year  may  be  obli- 
gated or  expended  to  transfer  to  another  na- 
tion or  an  international  organization  any  de- 
fense articles  or  services  (other  than  intel- 
ligence services)  for  use  in  the  activities  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (b)  unless  the  congres- 
sional defense  committees,  the  Committee 
on  International  Relations  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  and  the  Committee  on  For- 
eign Relations  of  the  Senate  are  notified  15 
days  in  advance  of  such  transfer. 

(b)  Covered  AcnvmES.— (l)  This  section 
applies  to— 

(A)  any  international  peacekeeping  or 
peace-enforcement  operation  under  the  au- 
thority of  chapter  VI  or  chapter  VH  of  the 
United  Nations  Charter  under  the  authority 
of  a  United  Nations  Security  Council  resolu- 
tion; and 

(B)  any  other  international  peacekeeping, 
peace-enforcement,  or  humanitarian  assist- 
ance operation. 

(c)  required  Notice.— a  notice  under  sub- 
section (a)  shall  include  the  following: 

(1)  A  description  of  the  equipment,  sup- 
plies, or  services  to  be  transferred. 

(2)  A  statement  of  the  value  of  the  equip- 
ment, supplies,  or  services  to  be  transferred. 

(3)  In  the  case  of  a  proposed  transfer  of 
equipment  or  supplies— 

(A)  a  statement  of  whether  the  Inventory 
requirements  of  all  elements  of  the  Armed 
Forces  (including  the  reserve  components) 
for  the  type  of  equipment  or  supplies  to  be 
transferred  have  been  met;  and 

(B)  a  statement  of  whether  the  items  pro- 
posed to  be  transferred  will  have  to  be  re- 
placed and,  if  so,  how  the  President  proposes 
to  provide  funds  for  such  replacement. 

Sec.  8060.  None  of  the  funds  available  to 
the  Department  of  Defense  .shall  be  obligated 
or  expended  to  make  a  financial  contribution 
to  the  United  Nations  for  the  cost  of  an 
United  Nations  peacekeeping  activity 
(whether  pursuant  to  assessment  or  a  vol- 
untary contribution)  or  for  payment  of  any 
United  States  arrearage  to  the  United  Na- 
tions. 

Sec.  8061.  None  of  the  funds  available  to 
the  Department  of  Defense  under  this  Act 


shall  be  obligated  or  expended  to  i>ay  a  con- 
tractor under  a  contract  with  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  for  costs  of  any  amount  paid 
by  the  contractor  to  an  employee  when— 

(1)  such  costs  are  for  a  bonus  or  otherwise 
in  excess  of  the  normal  salary  paid  by  the 
contractor  to  the  employee;  and 

(2)  such  bonus  is  part  of  restructuring  costs 
associated  with  a  business  combination. 

Sec.  8082.  The  amount  otherwise  provided 
by  this  Act  for  "Operation  and  Maintenance, 
Air  Force"  is  hereby  reduced  by  $195,000,000. 
to  reflect  a  reduction  in  the  passthrough  to 
the  Air  Force  business  areas  of  the  Defense 
Business  Operations  Fund. 

Sec.  8083.  None  of  the  funds  provided  in 
title  n  of  this  Act  for  "Former  Soviet  Union 
Threat  Reduction"  may  be  obligated  or  ex- 
pended to  finance  housing  for  any  individual 
who  was  a  member  of  the  military  forces  of 
the  Soviet  Union  or  for  any  individual  who  is 
or  was  a  member  of  the  military  forces  of  the 
Russian  Federation. 

Sec.  8084.  Beginning  in  fiscal  year  1997  and 
thereafter,  and  notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law,  fixed  and  mobile  tele- 
communications support  shall  be  provided  by 
the  White  House  Communications  Agency 
(WHCA)  to  the  United  States  Secret  Service 
(USSS),  without  reimbursement,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  Secret  Service's  duties  directly 
related  to  the  protection  of  the  President  or 
the  Vice  President  or  other  officer  imme- 
diately next  in  order  of  succession  to  the  of- 
fice of  the  President  at  the  White  House  Se- 
curity Complex  in  the  Washington,  D.C.  Met- 
ropolitan Area  and  Camp  David.  Maryland. 
For  these  purposes,  the  White  House  Secu- 
rity Complex  includes  the  White  House,  the 
White  House  grounds,  the  Old  Executive  Of- 
fice Building,  the  New  Executive  Office 
Building,  the  Blair  House,  the  Treasury 
Building,  and  the  Vice  President's  Residence 
at  the  Naval  Observatory:  Provided.  That 
funds  made  available  to  the  WHCA  (or  any 
successor  agency)  for  support  services  for  the 
President  from  funds  appropriated  for  the 
Department  of  Defense  for  any  fiscal  year 
(beginning  with  fiscal  year  1997)  may  be  used 
only  for  the  provision  of  telecommunications 
support  to  the  President  and  Vice  President 
and  related  elements  (as  defined  in  regula- 
tions of  that  agency  and  specified  by  the 
President  with  respect  to  particular  individ- 
uals within  those  related  elements). 

Sec.  8085.  For  purposes  of  section  1553(b)  of 
title  31.  United  States  Code,  any  subdivision 
of  appropriations  made  in  this  Act  under  the 
heading  "Shipbuilding  and  Conversion, 
Navy"  shall  be  considered  to  be  for  the  same 
purpose  as  any  subdivision  under  the  heading 
"Shipbuilding  and  Conversion.  Navy"  appro- 
priations in  any  iwlor  year,  and  the  one  per- 
cent limitation  shall  apply  to  the  total 
amount  of  the  appropriation. 

Sec.  8086.  During  the  current  fiscal  year, 
and  notwithstanding  31  U.S.C.  1552(a).  funds 
appropriated  under  the  heading  "Aircraft 
Procurement.  Air  Force  "  in  Public  Laws  102- 
172  and  102-396  which  were  available  and  obli- 
gated for  the  B-2  aircraft  program  shall  re- 
main available  for  expenditure  and  for  ad- 
Justing  obligations  for  such  program  until 
September  30,  2002. 

Sec.  8087.  During  the  current  fiscal  year,  in 
the  case  of  an  appropriation  account  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  for  which  the  period 
of  availability  for  obligation  has  expired  or 
which  has  closed  under  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 1552  of  title  31.  United  States  Code,  and 
which  has  a  negative  unliquidated  or  unex- 
pended balance,  an  obligation  or  an  adjust- 
ment of  an  obligation  may  be  charged  to  any 
current  appropriation  account  for  the  same 
purpose  as  the  expired  or  closed  account  if— 


(1)  the  obligation  would  have  been  properly 
chargeable  (except  as  to  amount)  to  the  ex- 
pired or  closed  account  before  the  end  of  the 
period  of  availability  or  closing  of  that  ac- 
count; 

(2)  the  obligation  is  not  otherwise  properly 
chargeable  to  any  current  appropriation  ac- 
count of  the  Department  of  Defense:  and 

(3)  In  the  case  of  an  expired  account,  the 
obligation  is  not  chargeable  to  a  current  ap- 
propriation of  the  Department  of  Defense 
under  the  provisions  of  section  1405(b)(8)  of 
the  National  Defense  AuthorlzatioD  Act  for 
Fiscal  Year  1991,  Public  Law  101-510,  as 
amended  (31  U.S.C.  1551  note):  Provided.  That 
in  the  case  of  an  expired  account,  if  subse- 
quent review  or  investigation  discloses  that 
there  was  not  in  fact  a  negative  unliquidated 
or  unexpended  balance  in  the  account,  any 
charge  to  a  current  account  under  the  au- 
thority of  this  section  shall  be  reversed  and 
recorded  against  the  expired  account:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  the  total  amount  charged 
to  a  current  appropriation  under  this  section 
may  not  exceed  an  amount  equal  to  one  per- 
cent of  the  total  appropriation  for  that  ac- 
count. 

Sec.  8088.  During  the  current  fiscal  year 
the  Marine  Security  Guard  Program  shall  be 
administered  under  the  terms  and  conditions 
of  the  March  29.  1994  Memorandum  of  Under- 
standing between  the  Department  of  Defense 
and  the  Department  of  State  concerning 
such  program  and  the  Department  of  State 
shall  continue  to  pay,  or  provide  reimburse- 
ment for.  Marine  Security  Guard  costs  which 
are  the  responsibility  of  the  State  Depart- 
ment under  the  provisions  of  such  Memoran- 
dum. 

SEC.  8089.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision In  this  Act,  the  total  amount  apiH-o- 
prlated  In  this  Act  Is  hereby  reduced  by 
$350,000,000  to  reflect  savings  ftom  Improved 
management  of  spare  and  repair  parts  Inven- 
tories of  the  Department  of  Defense,  to  be 
distributed  as  follows:  "Operation  and  Main- 
tenance, Army",  $91,000,000;  "Operation  and 
Maintenance,  Navy",  $32,600,000;  and  "Oper- 
ation and  Maintenance,  Air  Force". 
$226,400,000. 

SEC.  8090.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law,  the  Air  Force  shall  not  intro- 
duce any  new  supplier  for  the  remaining  pro- 
duction units  for  the  AN/ALE-47  Counter- 
measure  Dispenser  System. 

Sec.  8091.  In  applying  section  9005  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  Appropriations  Act. 
1993  (Public  Law  102-396)— 

(1)  synthetic  fabric  and  coated  synthetic 
fabric  shall  be  deemed  to  include  synthetic 
fiber  and  yam  and  their  products;  and 

(2)  such  section  shall  (notwithstanding  sec- 
tion 34  of  Public  Law  93-400)  be  treated  as 
being  applicable  to  contracts  and  sub- 
contracts for  the  procurement  of  commercial 
items  that  are  articles  or  items,  specialty 
metals,  or  tools  covered  by  that  section  9005. 

Sec.  8092.  Trade-off  Study  of  Current 
AND  Future  deep-Strike  CAPABiunES.— 

(1)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  carry 
out  the  deep-strike  tradeoff  study  announced 
by  the  President  to  study  tradeoffs  between 
bombers,  land  and  sea-based  tactical  air- 
craft, and  missiles  capable  of  striking  tar- 
gets in  an  enemy's  rear  area. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  establish 
an  ad  hoc  review  committee  under  the  aus- 
pices of  the  Defense  Science  Board  to  estab- 
lish the  methodological  approach  to  the 
tradeoff  study,  to  establish  a  broad  range  of 
stressing  scenarios  of  Interest,  and  to  review 
assumptions  regarding  the  analyses  to  be 
conducted. 

(3)  The  ad  hoc  review  committee  to  be  es- 
tablished under  paragraph  (2)  shall  Include 
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among  Its  members  analysts  who  have  per- 
formed or  participated  In  bomber  trade-off 
analysis,  retired  military  personnel  with 
broad  experience  In  recent  conventional  war- 
fare operations,  and  experts  on  the  lo^stlcs 
of  both  Initial  deployment  and  sustaining 
support.  These  members  shall  be  selected 
without  regard  for  current  service  on  the  De- 
fense Science  Board. 

(4)  After  submitting  Its  recommendations 
for  the  conduct  of  the  deep-strike  tradeoff 
study  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  the  ad  hoc 
review  committee  shall  continue  to  meet 
regularly  to  review  preliminary  results  of 
the  analysis  and  to  recommend  additional 
variations  In  assumptions  that  raiay  be  re- 
quired to  Illuminate  particular  force  trade- 
off Issues. 

Sec.  8093.  Tactical  aircraft  REQumEMEN-r 
STUDY.— The  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the 
Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  shall 
carry  out  a  Joint  study  luader  the  direct  su- 
pervision of  the  Joint  Requirements  Over- 
sight Council  (JROC)  assessing  future  tac- 
tical aircraft  requirements  across  service  ju- 
risdictions. This  study  shall  determine  the 
best  and  most  affordable  mix  of  weapon  sys- 
tems to  carry  out  different  mission  areas  and 
shall  Include  recommendations  for  changes 
to  the  planned  numbers  and  types  of  tactical 
aircraft  to  be  developed  and  procured  over 
the  next  ten  years  If  appropriate.  Such  re- 
port shall  be  submitted  to  the  Congressional 
defense  committees  no  later  than  March  30. 
1997. 

Sec.  8094.  (a)  Consideration  of  Percent- 
age OF  WORK  performed  IN  THE  UNITED 
States.— None  of  the  funds  available  to  the 
Department  of  Defense  under  this  Act  may 
be  obligated  or  expended  to  evaluate  sealed 
bids  and  competitive  proposals  for  a  contract 
for  the  procurement  of  property  or  services 
except  when  it  is  made  known  to  the  Federal 
official  having  authority  to  obligate  or  ex- 
pend such  funds  that — 

(1)  a  factor  la  such  evaluation  Is  the  per- 
centage of  work  under  the  contract  that  the 
bidder  or  offeror  plans  to  perform  in  the 
United  States:  and 

(2)  a  high  importance  Is  assigned  to  such 
factor. 

(b)  Breach  of  Contract  for  transfer- 
ring WORK  OUTSIDE  THE  UNITED  STATES.— 
None  of  the  funds  available  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  under  this  Act  may  be  obli- 
gated or  expended  to  procure  property  or 
services  except  when  It  Is  made  known  to  the 
Federal  official  having  authority  to  obligate 
or  expend  such  funds  that  each  contract  for 
the  procurement  of  property  or  services  in- 
cludes a  clause  providing  that  the  contractor 
Is  deemed  to  have  breached  the  contract  If 
the  contractor  performs  less  work  in  the 
United  States  than  the  contractor  stated,  in 
Its  response  to  the  solicitation  for  the  con- 
tract, that  It  planned  to  perform  in  the 
United  States. 

(C)  iNEUGIBILnT  FOR  CONTRACT  RENFU'AL.— 

(1)  None  of  the  funds  available  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  under  this  Act  may  be  obli- 
gated or  expended  to  renew  a  covered  con- 
tract when  it  is  Riade  known  to  the  Federal 
offlclal  having  authority  to  obligate  or  ex- 
pend such  funds  that  the  amount  of  work 
performed  outside  the  United  States  under 
the  covered  contract  exceeded  the  maximum 
amount  of  work  that  the  contractor  was  ex- 
pected to  perform  outside  the  United  States, 
based  on  the  amount  of  work  that  the  con- 
tractor stated,  in  Its  response  to  the  solicita- 
tion for  the  contract,  that  It  planned  to  per- 
form Inside  the  United  States. 

(2)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  a  covered 
contract  is  a  contract  for  the  procurement  of 


property  or  services  that  Is  made  pursuant 
to  a  solicitation  described  In  subsection  (a). 

(d)  Waiver.— Subsections  (a),  (b),  and  (c) 
shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  funds  avail- 
able to  the  Department  of  Defense  under  this 
Act  when  It  Is  made  known  to  the  Federal  of- 
flclal having  authority  to  obligate  or  expend 
such  funds  that  an  emergency  situation  or 
the  national  security  interests  of  the  United 
States  requires  the  obligation  or  expenditure 
of  such  funds. 

(e)  Exception  for  Co.vtracts  Below  Sim- 
plified acquisition  Threshold.— This  sec- 
tion does  not  apply  to  contracts  for  amounts 
not  greater  than  the  simplified  acquisition 
threshold  (as  specified  in  section  2302(7)  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code). 

(t)  Effective  Date.— This  section  shall 
apply  with  respect  to  contracts  entered  into 
more  than  60  days  after  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  Act. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  remainder  of 
title  Vn  through  page  87,  line  3,  be  con- 
sidered as  read,  printed  in  the  RECORD, 
and  open  to  amendment  at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any 
amendments  to  that  portion  of  the 
bill? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  OBEY 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Obey:  Page  87, 
after  line  3.  Insert  the  following  new  section: 

PROHIBrnON  against  UNNEEDED  AND  HIGH 
COST  ACQUISmONS 

SEC.  8095.  None  of  the  funds  in  this  Act 
may  be  made  available  for  any  acquisition 
program,  project  or  activity  under  Title  in 
of  this  Act  (except  under  the  appropriation 
"National  Guard  and  Reserve  Equipment")  if 
It  Is  made  known  to  the  Federal  offlcial  hav- 
ing authority  to  obligate  or  expend  such 
funds  that  such  acquisition— 

(a)  has  no  documented  military  require- 
ment under  established  Department  of  De- 
fense procedures;  and 

(b)  ha^  a  cost  per  job  created  of  more  than 
SIOO.OOO  according  to  documentation  submit- 
ted to  the  staff  of  the  House  National  Secu- 
rity Committee  by  the  military  services. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  reserve  a  point  of  order  on  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  in 
my  hand,  as  Senator  McCarthy  from 
my  home  State  used  to  say,  a  pork  bar- 
rel catalog.  What  happened  this  year  is 
that  the  authorizing  committee  asked 
the  various  services  at  the  Pentagon  to 
prepare  a  list  of  projects  in  the  author- 
ization bill,  by  Member  of  Congress,  in- 
dicating what  the  economic  impact 
would  be  for  each  of  the  items  in  the 
bill  in  each  Member's  congressional 
district. 
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They  were  also  asked  to  estimate 
how  many  jobs  were  created  by  the 
projects  in  each  Member's  congres- 
sional district.  Again,  there  is  nothing 
wrong  with  that.  But  what  this  amend- 


ment says  is  very  simple,  and  I  offer  it 
with  absolutely  no  expectation  it  will 
be  adopted  because  I  understand  how 
much  pressure  thee  is  on  this  bill. 

But  nonetheless,  the  amendment 
says  something  very  simple:  It  simply 
says  if  there  is  a  project  in  this  bill  and 
if  the  military  says  it  hats  no  military 
value,  that  it  has  no  documented  mili- 
tary requirement  under  their  formal 
mission  needs  statement  process,  and. 
second,  if  it  is  so  extremely  high  in 
cost,  as  defined  by  this  pork  catalog 
put  together  by  the  national  security 
authorizing  committee,  that  the  cost 
per  job  of  that  project  would  exceed 
SIOO.OOO,  then  we  should  not  do  it.  That 
is  all  it  says. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  YOUNG]  insist  on  his 
point  of  order? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  withdraw  my  reservation  of  the 
point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  point  of  order 
is  wit^lidjr&wii 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  opposition  to  this  amend- 
ment. 

I  do  so  mainly  because  we  are  having 
a  hard  time  figuring  out  what  the 
amendment  would  really  do  or  what 
the  effect  of  this  ajnendment  would  be. 
The  way  it  is  written,  it  is  hard  to  fig- 
ure that  out. 

I  do  not  know  what  this  means,  who 
establishes  what,  whether  he  is  talking 
about  by  law,  by  regulation,  by  policy. 
We  have  no  idea  what  the  list  is  that 
he  is  waving  around  over  there,  the  list 
of  projects  that  are  so-called  pork 
projects.  This  could  be  very  disruptive 
of  this  entire  legislation  which  has 
been  crafted  with  great  sensitivity. 

But  I  want  to  make  this  point,  and  I 
wish  the  gentleman  would  listen.  I 
have  discussed  it  with  him  before. 
When  the  members  of  this  committee 
sat  down  to  prepare  this  bill  to  present 
to  the  committee,  the  full  committee 
and  to  the  House,  we  were  extremely 
cautious.  We  applied  a  number  of  tests. 

One  is,  does  whatever  is  gong  into 
this  bill  have  an  application  to  our  na- 
tional defense,  national  security  or 
quality  of  life  for  our  military  forces? 

No.  2.  is  there  a  requirement  for  it? 

And,  No.  3.  how  do  we  do  it,  if  it 
should  be  done,  in  the  most  cost-effec- 
tive way? 

I  can  assure  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin that  nothing  in  the  bill  that  we 
present  today  is  going  to  fall  into  any 
category  of  being  a  political  addition 
for  some  Member  of  Congress  or  for 
some  contractor.  We  have  been  ex- 
tremely careful  not  to  do  that.  I  say 
that  to  the  gentleman  with  all  sincer- 
ity. He  has  waved  this  little  booklet 
around  before.  I  do  not  know  what  is  in 
it  and  I  do  not  know  where  it  came 
from.  We  certainly  never  asked  for  any 
information  of  this  type. 

I  would  have  to  oppose  the  amend- 
ment at  this  time. 
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Mr.  MURTHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word  and  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  sounds  like  a 
good  government  amendment  and  we 
always  try  to  accommodate  Members, 
but  on  the  other  hand  we  make  sure 
that  it  is  something  that  the  services 
need,  something  that  is  important  to 
the  services,  before  we  accept  any 
amendment. 

This  amendment  is  so  widespread, 
and  I  understand  the  point  he  is  mak- 
ing. We  certainly  never  ask  where  the 
jobs  come  from,  we  do  not  ask  whose 
district  creates  how  many  jobs.  We  ask 
what  is  military  implication,  how  does 
it  apply  to  the  threat,  how  important 
it  is  to  our  national  security.  That  is 
what  we  ask  when  we  are  doing  any 
kind  of  amendment  to  the  bill. 

I  would  ask  the  gentleman  to  give  us 
an  opportunity  to  study  this.  This  is 
the  first  we  have  seen  it.  I  have  to  op- 
pose this  as  it  is  now.  Maybe  we  can 
work  something  like  this  out  in  the 
bill,  if  the  gentleman  would  give  us  an 
opportunity  to  take  a  look  at  this 
thing  and  work  it  out  as  we  move  to 

Mr.  Dicks.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MURTHA.  I  srield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  concur  with  the  gen- 
tleman. I  think  we  should  try  to  work 
with  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Obey].  But  the  one  think  I  do 
worry  about  is  sometimes  there  are  oc- 
casions when  Congress  says  we  want 
them  to  build  something  or  buy  some- 
thing. 

I  remember  the  SLi-7  incident  where 
the  Navy  steadfastly  said,  "We  don't 
need  to  have  these  faist  sealift  ships" 
and  Congress  said.  "Yes,  you  must  buy 
them."  They  probably  did  not  have  a 
mission  statement  or  something  like 
that.  Therefore,  we  would  have  not  got- 
ten the  ships  that  were  absolutely  es- 
sential to  moving  the  forces  out  to  the 
gulf. 

I  worry  that  without  knowing  the 
implications  of  this  or  having  talked  to 
the  Pentagon  about  this,  and  I  do  not 
believe  this  amendment  was  offered  ei- 
ther in  the  subcommittee  or  in  the  full 
committee  where  we  would  have  had  an 
opportunity  to  really  take  a  look  at  it. 

I  would  not  forgo  the  opportunity  of 
trjrlng  to  work  something  out  with  the 
gentleman,  but  I  think  this  is  very 
dangerous  when  we  do  not  know  the 
full  implications. 

Mr.  MURTHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
ask  if  the  gentleman  would  withdraw 
this,  give  us  an  opportunity  to  look  at 
this  amendment,  see  what  the  gen- 
tleman is  trying  to  do.  and  see  if  we 
cannot  work  something  out. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words 
and  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  address  my 
friend  firom  Wisconsin  who  has  held 


that  list  up.  which  incidentally  I  have 
not  seen  yet,  but  I  as  the  chairman  of 
the  procurement  subcommittee  in  Na- 
tional Security  requested  the  informa- 
tion from  DOD  that  the  gentleman  has 
in  that  book.  I  am  the  guy  that  asked 
for  that  information.  Although  I  have 
not  yet  received  my  copy  of  the  book. 
I  am  glad  he  has  got  it. 

But  let  me  just  say.  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  we  put  a  request  together  after  we 
had  held  extensive  hearings,  after  all 
the  services  had  come  in,  after  the 
services  made  their  requests  for  what 
they  needed,  and  the  chiefs  of  the  serv- 
ices requested  some  S15  billion  in  addi- 
tional modernization  above  and  beyond 
what  President  Clinton  presented  for 
them  in  his  budget.  When  they  did 
that,  we  held  extensive  hearings.  We 
had  3  major  themes.  One  of  our  themes 
was  first  to  give  enough  ammo  to  the 
troops  so  they  could  carry  out  the  two- 
MRC  scenario.  We  plused  up  the  ammo 
accounts  with  the  Marines  and  with 
the  Army.  We  put  in  precisely,  in  those 
ammunition  accounts,  what  they  asked 
for. 

Second,  we  wanted  to  arm  the  bomb- 
ers with  precision-gruided  munitions  be- 
cause we  have  no  precision-guided  mu- 
nitions to  speak  of  in  our  bomber  force 
today.  We  put  that  together. 

Third,  we  had  hearings  on  aviation 
safety.  After  the  crashes  of  the  F-14s 
and  the  AV-«Bs.  we  said  to  the  Navy 
and  the  Marine  Corps.  "What  do  you 
need  to  make  your  planes  safer?"  They 
said.  "Here  it  is"  and  we  went  down 
from  there  and  asked  the  services  to 
give  us  their  request.  When  they  gave 
us  their  requests,  the  bill  that  we  built 
was  95  percent,  in  the  additions.  95  per- 
cent consistent  with  what  was  re- 
quested by  the  services.  In  some  cases. 
I  believe  the  Navy,  it  was  as  high  as  99 
percent  requested. 

Having  said  that,  at  the  same  time  I 
thought  that  it  was  important,  since 
our  President  was  going  to  places  like 
California  and  standing  before  all  the 
McDonnell  Douglas  workers  and  say- 
ing, "My  defense  bill  means  jobs."  that 
they  should  have  additional  informa- 
tion, the  rest  of  the  story. 

The  rest  of  the  story  is  that  while  the 
President's  bill  might  mean  jobs,  so  did 
the  bill  that  we  were  putting  together 
in  the  Armed  Services  Committee.  So  I 
asked  our  staff  to  put  together  the 
number  of  businesses  and  the  number 
of  jobs  that  would  be  increased  in  the 
defense  plus-up  that  is  manifest  in  the 
bill  before  us  today.  We  wanted  that  to 
be  put  together  by  the  same  gentlemen 
who  put  together  the  President's  brag 
sheet  that  he  was  using  at  McDonnell 
Douglas  in  California  and  other  places. 

That  is  a  fact.  It  is  a  fact  that  de- 
fense spending  is  different  from  foreign 
aid  spending,  for  example,  in  that  it 
does  produce  jobs  in  the  defense  indus- 
trial base  and  the  Members  of  this 
House  have  a  right  to  know  what  that 
is.  But  if  the  gentleman  is  Implying 


that  somehow  we  put  together  a  list 
after  we  had  gone  through  and  ana- 
Ijrzed  districts,  that  is  absolutely 
wrong. 

The  chairman  of  the  full  committee 
said  the  most  important  thing  we  have 
got  here  is  what  the  services  want.  He 
asked  the  services  to  go  on  record. 
They  went  on  record.  We  gave  them 
what  they  asked  for.  For  example,  in 
the  ammunition  account,  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey] 
mentioned  a  few  items  himself  to  me 
that  were  important  items,  we  looked 
at  some  of  those  items,  and  some  of 
them  we  were  responsive  to  the  request 
because  he  was  right,  the  services  did 
not  need  them.  So  we  did  precisely 
what  the  services  needed. 

In  the  ammo  accoimt,  for  example, 
every  single  "T"  that  was  crossed  and 
"I"  that  was  dotted  in  type  of  muni- 
tion was  given  that  was  requested  by 
the  Marine  Corps  or  by  the  Army. 
There  is  nothing  inappropriate  about 
that  list.  I  would  be  happy  to  take  a 
look  at  it. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HUNTER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  only 
thing  I  would  say  to  the  gentleman  is 
that  the  President  went  out  to  Califor- 
nia, but  what  he  was  out  there  talking 
about  is  a  program  that  enjoys  biparti- 
san support  in  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives, and  that  is  the  C-17,  unques- 
tioned military  value.  They  had  some 
problems  producing  it  for  several 
years,  but  they  finally  got  their  act  to- 
gether and  it  is  now  a  very  good  air- 
craft. I  think  we  have  got  to  be  careful 
here  in  trying  to  justify  defense  ex- 
penditures based  on  companies  and 
jobs.  If  we  start  doing  that.  I  think  we 
get  into  the  public  works  scam. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  If  I  could  take  back 
my  time,  I  agree  with  the  gentleman, 
but  I  think  it  is  also  important  to  have 
the  facts  on  the  table.  The  facts  on  the 
table,  according  to  the  report  I  have 
gotten  back,  is  the  increase  in  defense 
expenditures  we  put  in  this  year,  along 
with  making  the  country  more  secure, 
provides  an  additional  200,000  plus  jobs 
above  and  beyond  the  level  that  the 
President  was  talking  about  in  Califor- 
nia. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  have  a 
complete  record,  and  I  might  remind 
my  friend  that  the  President  did  not 
make  that  speech  to  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff  or  to  a  security  group.  He  made  it 
to  workers  who  were  concerned  about 
their  jobs.  He  was  plainly  making  a 
pitch  to  aerospace  workers  to  the  ef- 
fect that  the  Clinton  administration  is 
going  to  maintain  aerospace  jobs.  We 
say  fine.  We  would  also  like  to  put  on 
the  record  exactly  how  many  jobs  are 
created  by  this  defense  bill. 

Mr.  MINGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words 
and  in  support  of  the  amendment  that 
has  been  offered. 
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Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
g^entleman  srleld? 

Mr.  MINGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  OBEY.  I  thank  the  grentleman  for 
yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  simply  say 
that  I  will  simply  repeat  what  the 
amendment  does,  because  I  do  not 
know  how  else  to  make  clear  that  it  is 
so  simple.  What  this  amendment  says 
is  that  if  there  is  a  project  in  the  bill 
which  has  no  documented  military  re- 
quirement under  their  formal  mission 
needs  statement  process,  and  if  any 
project  is  so  high  in  cost  per  job  that  it 
exceeds  SIOO.OOO  per  job  as  defined  by 
this  project  which  was  requested  by  the 
House  authorizing  committee,  that 
they  simply  not  proceed  with  the 
project.  That  is  all  it  says. 

I  make  no  value  judgment  about  any- 
one's project  in  this  bill.  This  applies 
to  all  procurement  except  Guard  and 
Reserve.  All  I  am  sasring  is  that  if 
there  is  no  mission  needs  statement  for 
the  project  in  question,  and  when  they 
total  up  the  total  number  of  jobs  cre- 
ated by  the  project  and  divide  it  into 
the  total  number  of  dollars  for  the 
project,  if  that  cost  exceeds  S100,000  per 
job,  they  do  not  go  ahead  with  it.  It 
seems  to  me  that  that  is  a  rational 
thing  to  do. 

I  did  not  ask  each  service  to  provide 
this  information.  The  gentleman  did.  I 
have  a  copy  of  a  letter  from  the  Navy 
to  a  person  who  I  believe  is  his  staffer, 
Mr.  Steve  Thompson,  dated  May  13, 
transmitting  this  information,  so  he 
knows  as  much  about  it  as  I  do. 

Mr.  MINGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  support  the  amendment  that 
has  been  offered.  What  we  have  here  is 
a  commonsense  proposal.  There  is  con- 
cern that  common  sense  if  applied  to 
the  defense  budget  might  result  in 
some  untowar^  conclusion. 

Certainly  we  ought  to  let  this  pro- 
ceed as  proposed.  If  indeed  there  is 
something  that  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment has  not  been  able  to  justify  that 
is  in  the  bill,  that  should  be  justified,  I 
suggest  that  there  is  ample  oppor- 
tunity in  the  conference  committee 
process  or  in  the  Senate  for  the  De- 
fense Department  to  identify  this. 

But  it  certainly  does  not  make  sense 
for  the  United  States  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives to  be  appropriating  bil- 
lions of  dollars  or  millions  of  dollars, 
whatever  it  may  be,  for  military  ex- 
penditures that  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment has  not  said  are  necessary.  I  can- 
not overemphasize  this.  Here  we  are, 
one  day  after  we  have  passed  a  budget 
resolution  which  increases  the  Federal 
deficit  from  the  fiscal  1996  to  the  fiscal 
1997  years.  This  is  an  amazing  result, 
that  the  majority  in  this  body  would 
increase  the  deficit  when  we  are  trying 
to  eliminate  the  deficit.  This  amend- 
ment is  but  one  humble  way  to  try  to 
achieve  that  conclusion. 


D  1700 

Mr.  EVERETT.  Mr.  Speaker  I  move 
to    strike    the    requisite    number    of 

words.       

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EVERETT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California,  the  chairman 
of  the  procurement  committee. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
my  friend  for  getting  this  time  for  me. 

Let  me  just  say  that  under  the  for- 
mula that  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin has  offered,  that  if  a  job,  if  a  par- 
ticular defense  job  amounts  to  $100,000 
or  more  per  job,  and  if  it  is  not  re- 
quested by  the  services  that  it  should 
not  be  authorized  and  appropriated,  let 
me  just  suggest  that  under  the  formula 
he  has  offered  the  F-117  stealth  aircraft 
would  not  be  with  us  in  the  numbers  it 
is  with  us  today  because  of  the  fact 
that  program  was  put  forth  by  Con- 
gress over  the  objections  of  the  admin- 
istration and  because  it  is  such  a  high- 
tech  program  it  cost  a  lot  per  job. 

But  that  aircraft  did  much  more 
work  in  the  Desert  Storm  operation 
than  any  of  the  conventional  aircraft. 
It  had  stealth  capability.  It  was  highly 
valuable.  So  we  have  a  very  arbitrary 
equation  that  the  gentleman  has  tried 
to  stick  in  in  an  attempt  to  embarrass 
the  Committee  on  National  Security, 
and  I  am  just  here  to  tell  the  gen- 
tleman we  took  requests  from  all  the 
services.  We  had  $15  billion  in  requests 
on  system;  over  95  percent  conmional- 
ity  of  the  additional  spending  was  in 
fact  spending  that  was  requested  by 
the  services,  and  ultimately  we  only 
put  in  about  56  billion  in  additional 
funds  in  modernization. 

So  the  services  requested  $15  billion, 
far  more  than  we  put  in,  we  put  in 
about  $6  billion,  and  our  budget  was 
put  together  before  that  analysis  was 
done.  We  put  the  budget  together  and 
we  said  we  want  to  do  the  same  thing 
the  President  does,  we  want  you  to  tell 
us  how  many  jobs  are  in  our  budget 
just  like  he  goes  out  and  talks  about 
how  many  jobs  are  in  his  budget. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chafrman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EVERETT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
ask  the  gentleman  if  it  is  true  if  there 
was  such  an  expenditure,  that  the  ad- 
ministration, the  Defense  Department, 
could  seek  a  rescission  on  it  under  cur- 
rent law.  Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  continue  to  yield,  abso- 
lutely. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EVERETT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  what  level 
would  the  gentleman  from  California 
feel  is  appropriate? 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  continue  to  yield,  first. 


here  is  what  is  appropriate  to  this  gen- 
tleman. What  is  appropriate  to  this 
gentleman  is  to  put  in  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices bill  what  we  need  to  defend  the 
country.  That  means  we  hold  hearings 
like  the  ones  we  had  on  aircraft  safety, 
on  Army  and  Marine  ammo,  on  the 
needs  of  the  Navy,  on  the  needs  of  the 
bomber  force,  and  we  put  together  a 
bill  that  we  think  does  that.  And  some- 
times, as  in  the  case  of  the  F-117,  Con- 
gress is  right  and  the  Pentagon  is 
wrong. 

When  we  said  we  need  F-117's,  they 
said,  no,  you  can  kill  the  program  now. 
We  said,  no,  we  need  them.  So  we  do 
not  always  agree.  But  the  idea  the  gen- 
tleman has  put  forth  that  the  Pentagon 
is  always  right  and  that  Congress  can- 
not have  any  different  idea  about  a 
weapon  system,  so  if  we  are  off  1  per- 
cent, we  are  wrong,  I  think  the  idea  the 
gentleman  puts  forth  is  highly  invalid. 

I  am  telling  the  gentleman  again,  the 
increases  we  put  together  were  95  per- 
cent requested  by  the  Army,  the  Air 
Force,  and  the  Marines. 

Mr.  MURTHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EVERETT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MURTHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
hope  we  can  come  to  a  vote  here  be- 
cause we  are  trying  to  get  this  thing 
over.  A  lot  of  people  have  commit- 
ments and  so  forth,  and  I  just  wonder  if 
we  could  not  get  a  vote  here. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EVERETT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida,  the  chairman. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing. 

I  want  to  give  one  example  of  why  I 
am  concerned  about  this  amendment, 
since  we  really  have  not  had  a  chance 
to  totally  understand  its  effect:  The 
tragedy  of  Secretary  Ron  Brown  flsring 
in  an  OSA  afrcraft  into  Croatia,  losing 
his  life  and  that  of  the  crew  and  those 
with  him,  because  the  aircraft  did  not 
have  certain  types  of  safety  equipment, 
including  global  positioning  systems. 

Now,  in  this  bill  we  provide  money  to 
outfit  that  fleet  with  GPS,  a  safety  up- 
grade. Now,  is  that  documented  by 
something  in  the  service?  Did  the  Air 
Force  ask  for  it?  No.  But  we  put  it  in 
and  we  think  it  is  a  good  add. 

I  just  think  we  really  need  to  know 
who  would  do  the  documentation,  how 
will  they  do  the  documentation.  I 
think  there  are  too  many  questions  un- 
answered in  this,  and  I  am  like  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Mur- 
tha],  I  would  like  to  move  along. 
Maybe  we  can  address  this  in  con- 
ference. 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EVERETT.  I  srield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Pennsylvania.  I 
thank  my  friend  for  yielding. 
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I  do  not  know  whether  this  amend- 
ment applies  to,  for  instance,  the  $200 
million  that  we  have  put  in  the  bill, 
the  defense  bill  in  the  past,  for  breast 
cancer  research.  Is  that  part  of  the  doc- 
umentation for  job  creation  that  the 
gentleman  is  trying  to  get  at?  Is  that 
one  of  the  items  we  will  use  this  cri- 
teria against  in  terms  of  jobs? 

And  my  second  point  is  what  do  we 
mean  by  job  creation?  Does  that  mean 
subcontracting  job  and  sub-sub- 
contracting job?  There  is  so  much  am- 
biguity here  it  is  very  difficult  to  un- 
derstand what  we  are  voting  on. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Ever- 
ett] has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Obey,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Everett  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  EVERETT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
simply  like  to  make  the  point  that  on 
the  item  that  the  gentleman  men- 
tioned in  connection  with  Secretary 
Brown  there  is,  in  fact,  a  request  from 
the  Pentagon  on  that  point,  and  that 
would  not  be  covered  by  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  EVERETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  I  urge  a  "no"  vote 
against  this  strictly  political  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

The  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  is 
correct.  Mr.  Perry  changed  the  require- 
ment just  a  few  dajrs  ago,  but  up  to 
that  point  they  said  they  do  not  need 
this  equipment  and  they  did  not  put  it 
on  these  planes  because  of  monetary 
considerations. 

K  we  had  the  Obey  amendment  in 
place,  if  that  had  been  the  policy  and 
Congress  had  added  the  money,  to  fix 
the  problem  it  might  not  have  been 
spent.  And  what  bothers  me  the  most  is 
this  looks  like  a  line-item  veto.  Giving 
the  Defense  Department  the  ability  to 
go  in  and  pick  out  items  it  does  not 
want  and  strike  them  out  without  Con- 
gress having  a  chance  to  reconsider  it. 
That  is  why  I  think  DOD  should  send 
up  a  rescission.  If  it  is  as  bad  as  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey] 
points  out.  they  should  send  up  a  re- 
scission and  we  should  consider  it. 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  jrield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  make  this  point  to 
the  distinguished  ranking  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations.  Is 
he  aware  that  the  administration  has 
yet  to  request  one  dollar  of  funding  for 
the  Nautilus  program,  that  he  has  told 
the  Israelis  is  the  highest  priority  for 
their  national  security? 

Is  the  gentleman  aware  there  has 
been  no  request  for  that  funding,  yet 


we  in  this  bill  and  the  authorization 
bill  are  taking  the  lead  to  provide  that 
funding? 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chafrman,  let  me 
simply  say  I  find  this  discussion  highly 
interesting  and  entertaining.  The  fact 
is  that  the  Item  mentioned  as  far  as 
the  Commerce  Secretary's  plane  is  con- 
cerned is  a  hypothetical  with  respect 
to  this  bill.  The  Congress  never  put 
that  money  in.  This  amendment  does 
not  apply  to  something  that  Congress 
does  not  do,  it  only  applies  to  some- 
thing Congress  does  do. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing my  time.  Congress  thought  these 
planes  had  the  equipment  on  them.  We 
could  not  believe  the  Air  Force  had  not 
put  the  equipment  on  the  planes.  We 
gave  them  directives  to  do  it.  We  told 
them  to  put  this  equipment  on  and 
they  refused  to  do  it. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gen- 
tleman would  continue  to  yield,  again, 
this  amendment  cannot  make  up  for 
congressional  lack  of  effectiveness,  but 
this  amendment  does  not  attack  some- 
thing Congress  has  not  done. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  once 
again  reclaiming  my  time,  I  think  it  is 
a  lack  of  effectiveness  on  the  part  of 
the  Air  Force  and  the  Department  of 
Defense  for  not  having  put  it  on  in  the 
first  place.  They  should  have  known, 
because  the  equipment  is  available. 
They  just  did  not  do  it  for  budgetary 
reasons. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gen- 
tleman would  yield  once  more,  the  gen- 
tleman firom  Wisconsin  is  hardly  a 
Member  who  always  takes  the  advice  of 
the  Pentagon  over  the  services,  but  I 
would  simply  say  that  this  is  an  honest 
attempt  to  try  to  save  some  money. 
For  every  project  the  gentleman  can 
point  out  that  might  be  essential  to 
national  interest,  I  will  show  you  50 
that  are  straight  pork,  and  I  would 
urge  a  vote  on  this  amendment. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  once 
again  reclaiming  my  time,  I  would  as- 
sume we  could  again  take  a  look  at 
this  list,  and  I  think  we  should  try  to 
cut  these  things  out,  if  they  are  unnec- 
essary, in  the  conference  committee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  demand  a 
recorded  vote,  and  pending  that,  I 
make  a  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  further  proceedings  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]  will  be  post- 
poned. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 


AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MRS.  SCHROEDER 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mrs.  Schroeder:  At 
the  end  of  the  bill  (before  the  short  title). 
add  the  following  new  section. 

SEC.  .  The  amount  of  appropriations  pro- 
vided by  this  Act  is  hereby  reduced  by 
56,572.000. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chafr- 
man. I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all 
debate  on  this  amendment  and  all 
amendments  thereto  close  in  20  min- 
utes and  that  the  time  be  equally  di- 
vided. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  we  have 
had  many  people  say  they  want  to 
speak,  but  because  of  the  confusion  of 
the  scheduling  I  do  not  know  if  they 
will  get  here  or  not.  So  I  am  a  little 
troubled  about  what  to  do  on  time. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chafr- 
man, will  the  gentlewoman  jrield? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  jrield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chafr- 
man, ffrst  off,  I  thought  there  had  been 
an  agreement  reached  on  the  2&-minute 
time  limit,  is  the  reason  I  made  the  re- 
quest. If  the  gentlewoman  would  like 
me  to  withdraw  it,  I  will  do  so,  but  we 
are  attempting,  as  diligently  as  we  can. 
to  complete  this  bill  this  evening,  be- 
cause I  know  that  Members  have  com- 
mitments for  tomorrow. 

Again,  I  thought  we  had  an  agree- 
ment on  the  20  minutes. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  as  the  gentleman 
knows,  there  are  three  authors  to  this 
amendment,  and  so  I  hesitate  to  speak 
for  all  three.  But  I  think  if  we  could 
maybe  not  put  a  time  limit  on  this  one. 
it  would  be  helpful.  I  do  not  think  it 
will  take  a  tremendous  amount  of 
time.  I  think  it  is  very  clear  what  we 
are  doing,  but  I  just  hesitate  to  shut 
people  off  if  people  do  come  over. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, if  the  gentlewoman  will  continue 
to  jrield.  as  I  told  the  gentlewoman  ear- 
lier in  the  discussion  of  this  on  the 
rule,  we  would  not  attempt  to  deny 
anyone  the  opp(»tunity  to  speak,  but 
we  would  hope  that  we  would  get  co- 
operation to  continue  to  expedite  the 
bill  as  well  as  we  have. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  withdraw  my  unani- 
mous-consent request. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  gentlennan  is  indeed  a  gentleman 
and  has  stuck  by  his  word  and  I  appre- 
ciate that  very,  very  much. 

Members  of  this  body,  my  amend- 
ment is  really  quite  simple.  It  is  dif- 
ferent from  the  one  that  was  in  the 
Record  because  I  just  amended  it  to 
make  it  in  line  with  the  distingiiished 
gentleman  from  Florida's  amendment, 
the  manager's  amendment,  that  did  cut 
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the  spending.  So  what  my  amendment 
does  now  is  what  it  was  supposed  to  do 
from  the  very  beginning:.  We  have 
changed  the  numbers  to  make  sure  it  Is 
right  on  point,  and  that  is  it  lowers  the 
amount  of  this  bill  to  what  was  in  the 
blue  dog  coalition  budget.  I  am  one  of 
the  people  who  voted  for  the  coalition 
budget.  I  think  newspaper  editorials  all 
over  the  covmtry  backed  the  coalition 
budget  and  said  that  this  was  a  very 
fair  number. 

What  is  this  number?  This  number  is 
more  than  the  Defense  Department  and 
the  President  asked  for  and  it  is,  obvi- 
ously, less  than  what  is  in  this  bill, 
this  number  is  what  the  administration 
requested  plus  3  percent  because  we 
care  very  much  and  want  to  guarantee 
that  the  pay  raise  is  included. 

I  think  everyone  understands  one  of 
the  most  important  things  for  any 
fighting  force  is  morale,  morale,  mo- 
rale, morale,  and  whatever  happens  we 
want  to  be  absolutely  assured  that  we 
do  not  end  up  with  a  shortfall  for  the 
pay  raise.  So  this  is  the  administration 
plus  a  guarantee  by  the  3  percent  that 
there  will  be  money  for  a  pay  raise. 

Now,  that  still  leaves  megabucks  and 
glgabucks  in  the  whole  budget.  We  still 
end  up  spending  2.3  times  more  than  all 
of  our  adversaries  combined  and,  actu- 
ally, we  spend  more  than  all  of  our  al- 
lies combined.  And  there  comes  a  point 
when  we  begin  to  say  how  much  more 
money  should  we  throw  at  this. 

I  want  to  back  up,  however,  and  re- 
mind people  of  the  debate  we  had  yes- 
terday and  how  difflcult  it  was  to  get 
people  to  vote  in  the  end  for  that  budg- 
et, because  the  budget  that  was  adopt- 
ed yesterday  had  a  higher  deficit  than 
the  one  that  we  had  this  year.  Now,  if 
my  amendment  passes,  it  would  mean 
that  this  year's  budget  deficit  would  be 
almost  equal  to  the  one  that  we  now 
have.  I  mean,  next  year's  budget  deficit 
would  be  almost  equal  to  the  one  we 
have  now.  We  would  still  be  a  couple 
billion  more,  but  is  would  be  down 
from  the  budget  resolution  that  was 
adopted  last  night. 

I  think  when  we  look  at  the  coalition 
budget,  when  we  listen  to  the  cries  of 
civility  and  a  bipartisan  approach  to 
these  thingrs,  this  makes  an  incredible 
amount  of  sense.  This  was  the  biparti- 
san attempt  to  try  to  come  together, 
and  it  says  we  should  be  spending  this 
money  but  we  also  must  be  sure  our 
personnel  do  not  get  squeezed. 

Now,  If  we  cannot  get  a  defense  budg- 
et that  will  defend  this  country  for 
that  kind  of  money,  we  ought  to  throw 
in  the  towel. 

D  1715 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  listen  every  day  to 
debates  about  children  who  are  not 
doing  as  well,  so  we  are  going  to  cut 
back  their  school  lunches  and  cut  back 
this  person  and  cut  back  that.  But 
when  it  comes  to  defense  it  seems  no 
matter  what  happens,   it   never   ever 


transpires  that  we  bring  it  down.  They 
have  been  the  sacred  cows  in  this  whole 
budget  debate.  I  have  pointed  out  that 
the  British  have  been  affected  by  the 
mad  cow  disease,  but  this  House  seems 
to  be  affected  by  the  sacred  cow  disease 
every  time  the  defense  budget  comes  to 
the  floor.  And  I  think  that  this  amend- 
ment that  is  coauthored  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota  [Mr.  MiNGE] 
and  the  gentleman  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
DeFazio]  makes  a  tremendous  amount 
of  sense. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  everyone 
who  voted  for  the  coalition  budget  to 
please  stand  for  what  we  said  we  stand 
for.  And  I  ask  every  other  Member  to 
look  at  this  amendment  with  an  open 
mind.  If  Members  do  not  think  this  is 
enough,  why  is  it  not  enough?  Why  can 
the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  the  Presi- 
dent not  be  trusted  with  a  plus-up  for  3 
percent  just  in  case  they  are  wrong? 
When  we  look  at  how  we  are  treating 
every  other  aspect  of  the  budget,  chop, 
chop,  chop,  chop,  chop,  and  when  we  re- 
alize this  is  over  half  of  the  discre- 
tionary spending,  half,  that  we  are  de- 
bating today,  we  really  need  to  look  at 
this  as  sensibly  and  reasonably  as  ev- 
erything else. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  stand  here 
proudly  with  my  other  two  coauthors.  I 
certainly  hope  the  body  will  adopt  this 
amendment.  And  I  think  what  we  will 
find  is  that  we  will  be  moving  forward 
and  it  will  really  help  the  deficit.  It 
will  put  next  year's  budget  much  more 
in  line  this  this  year's. 

I  urge  an  "aye"  vote  on  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  opposition  to  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  question  to 
begin  with.  The  gentlewoman  said  that 
her  amendment  would  exempt  this  cut 
applying  to  the  pay  for  military.  I  have 
read  the  amendment  three  or  four 
times  now  and  I  do  not  see  any  exemp- 
tion in  this  amendment  to  exempt  pay 
for  military. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  I  yield  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Colorado. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
basically,  what  I  said  was  it  was  the 
figure  that  was  utilized  in  the  coalition 
budget,  which  was  the  administration 
plus  3  percent.  This  does  not  exempt, 
but  what  the  purpose  was,  wais  to  make 
sure  that  there  was  adequate  pay  for 
the  pay  raise.  We  wanted  to  make  sure 
that  did  not  come  out  without  being 
covered. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  did  not  want  anyone  to  mis- 
understand. This  did  not  exempt  any- 
thing. This  could  be  across  the  board. 
What  would  it  cut?  How  about  the  $475 
million  that  we  had  to  add  for  medical 
care  that  was  identified  by  the  Surgeon 
General,  a  serious  addition  that  we 
made  that  the  President  did  not  ask 


for;  the  billion  dollars  that  we  added 
for  barracks  renovation  and  real  prop- 
erty at  bases;  $125  million  for  breast 
cancer  research  and  treatment? 

Mr.  Chafrman,  all  of  these  things 
would  be  gone,  because  what  we  would 
do  under  her  amendment  was  to  allow 
the  Pentagon  officials  to  decide  where 
to  make  these  cuts.  The  items  that  I 
just  mentioned  were  not  on  the  Penta- 
gon's list,  so  obviously  would  be  on  the 
top  of  their  list  to  cut. 

So  I  say  we  should  not  spend  any 
time  on  this  amendment.  We  ought  to 
go  to  a  vote  and  defeat  it  soundly  be- 
cause it  is  not  workable. 

Mr.  MINGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  begin 
by  making  a  brief  comment  on  the  re- 
marks of  the  distinguished  chafr  of  the 
subcommittee.  I  do  not  believe  that  we 
are  just  giving  this  to  the  Pentagon  to 
make  the  decisions  and  acting  irre- 
sponsibly in  that  sense.  We  certainly 
have  ample  opportunity  in  the  con- 
ference committee  process  and  at  the 
Senate  to  deal  with  this  amendment. 

Second,  I  would  note  that  the  Chair 
actxially  reduced  the  level  of  expendi- 
tures by  $500  million  as  a  manager's 
amendment  at  the  outset  of  the  debate 
today.  And  certainly  this  change  is 
parallel  to  the  proposal  in  that  respect. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  dfrect 
my  comments  this  afternoon  to  the 
Members  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  who 
voted  against  the  budget  resolution 
last  night,  because  we  recognized  in 
that  vote  that  the  budget  resolution 
actually  increased  the  deficit  for  the 
1997  fiscal  year. 

This  amendment  gives  those  of  us 
who  are  imcomfortable  with  a  deficit 
increase  an  opportunity  to  follow 
through  with  our  concern.  The  Schroe- 
der-Minge-DeFazio  amendment  would 
reduce  spending  in  the  Department  of 
Defense  appropriations  by  6.58  billion. 
Adoption  of  our  amendment  would  re- 
duce the  deficit  to  $146  biUion  and 
would  eliminate  virtually  all  of  the  in- 
crease in  the  1997  deficit  that  was  pro- 
posed in  the  budget  resolution.  Here  we 
have  a  chance  to  redeem  ourselves. 

This  amendment  would  also  elimi- 
nate 60  percent  of  the  increased  spend- 
ing above  what  the  administration  re- 
quested. And  I  certainly  think  that  it 
behooves  us  to  listen  to  the  Defense 
Department  and  the  administration 
when  it  comes  to  defense  spending. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  certainly  would 
like  to  think  that  wisdom,  truth,  and 
justice  all  resides  in  this  Chamber,  but 
on  the  other  hand  we  cannot  micro- 
manage  an  agency  of  that  size.  I  think 
that  if  we  exercise  good  oversight  func- 
tion we  have  played  a  critical  role,  but 
to  determine  the  exact  level  of  expend- 
iture and  then  increase  it  over  what 
the  Defense  Department  has  asked  I 
think  is  irresponsible. 

I  also  am  disturbed  when  I  look  at 
the  appropriations  bill  that  we  consid- 
ered last  night,  which  was  the  House 
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agricultural  appropriations  bill.  We  re- 
duced the  outlay  for  the  U.S.  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  by  a  very  substan- 
tial amount  over  1996  fiscal  year  ex- 
penditure levels. 

It  is  certainly  something  that  needed 
to  be  looked  at,  and  it  was  done.  But  at 
a  time  when  we  are  at  peace  with  our 
former  enemies  in  this  world,  the  world 
war  is  over,  why  is  it  that  we  need  to 
make  an  increase  in  defense  spending 
above  what  the  Pentagon  asks,  and  at 
the  same  time  cut  expenditures  in 
other  sectors  of  our  economy? 

I  submit  that  this  is  not  responsible 
budgeting.  We  certainly  ought  to  treat 
all  sectors  of  the  budget  proportion- 
ately and  appropriately. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  remind 
every  Member  that  this  amendment 
still  allows  for  an  increase  in  defense 
spending  by  $5  billion  over  the  Presi- 
dent's request.  I  must  confess  that  I 
am  uncomfortable  in  doing  this;  how- 
ever, I  am  a  member  of  the  blue  dog  co- 
alition and  I  feel  that  what  we  at- 
tempted to  do  in  the  blue  dog  coalition 
report  was  to  strike  a  balance  between 
what  the  adn:iinistration  requested  and 
what  the  Republican  leadership  is  sub- 
mitting. 

I  also  feel  it  is  only  responsible  to  at- 
tempt to  avoid  a  veto.  What  sense  does 
it  make  to  submit  to  the  President  a 
defense  appropriation  which  he  has 
said  he  expects  to  veto  and  then  start 
the  shutdown  dance  all  over  again? 

We  certainly  ought  to  listen  to  the  19 
freshman  Republicans  who  voted  to 
hold  the  line  on  the  deficit.  This  is  a 
common  sense  compromise. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  call  to  the 
attention  of  the  Members  of  this  Cham- 
ber this  chart,  which  shows  military 
spending  comparisons,  U.S.  spending 
versus  potential  threats. 

We  are  spending  approximately  75 
percent  of  this  pie,  whereas  the  poten- 
tial threats  to  this  country  are  spend- 
ing approximately  25  percent  of  this 
pie. 

And  when  you  look  at  what  Russia  is 
getting  in  Chechnya  for  its  defense  ex- 
penditures, I  think  you  can  see  that 
this  comparison  is  not  irrelevant. 
There  is  no  reason  why  we  need  to  con- 
tinue this  massive  level  of  expendi- 
tures when  we  find  that  the  potential 
threats  to  this  country  are  spending 
such  an  insignificant  amount. 

And  I  certainly,  Mr.  Chairman,  have 
a  great  deal  of  trust  in  the  Pentagon 
and  defense  contractors  that  the 
money  that  we  are  appropriating  is  at 
least  as  well  spent  as  the  money  that  is 
being  appropriated  in  those  other  coun- 
tries. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HUNTER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chafr- 
man, I  think  this  might  be  a  good  time 


to  address  this  issue  that  we  heard  all 
last  year,  and  we  are  hearing  it  again 
now,  that  we  are  talking  about  things 
that  the  Pentaigon  does  not  want.  That 
is  not  true. 

I  want  to  unroll  this  scroll  sometime 
during  the  debate,  and  I  am  going  to 
show  you  several  thousand  items  that 
the  Pentagon  said  they  really  needed 
but  could  not  be  included  in  the  budget 
because  they  had  a  political  number 
that  said  they  could  not  go  beyond  that 
number. 

Here  is  what  Secretary  Perry  said 
when  he  presented  the  fiscal  year  1997 
budget.  He  said: 

If  there's  more  money  put  Into  the  defense 
budget,  I  would  urge  that  it  be  done  the 
same  as  they  did  last  year,  which  Is  not  add 
new  program  •  •  •  but  rather  move  forward 
programs  that  are  already  In  the  budget. 

That  Is  what  I  asked  them  to  do  last  year, 
when  they  were  putting  more  money  In.  And 
by  and  large,  they  did  that. 

And  that  is  what  we  did  this  yejir.  So 
do  not  come  on  the  floor  and  try  to  tell 
our  colleagues  that  the  military  does 
not  need  these  things  or  does  not  want 
them.  They  were  given  an  artificial  po- 
litical dollar  amount  and  they  had  to 
abide  by  that.  We  do  not  have  to  abide 
by  that. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  for  his  point,  and 
he  makes  it  so  well. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  who  was  just  talking  would 
just  listen  for  1  minute,  we  added  in 
procurement  about  $6  billion  to  the  re- 
quest that  was  made  by  the  services. 
Now,  the  entfre  approximately  $40  bil- 
lion in  request  that  was  made  by  the 
services,  that  is  about  a  70-percent  cut 
under  what  we  used  to  spend  in  the 
Reagan  years.  That  was  all  requested 
by  the  services.  So,  the  base  budget 
that  was  requested  by  the  services  was 
approved. 

We  then  asked  the  services,  after  Mr. 
Perry  said  we  really  need  an  additional 
$20  billion  in  modernization  spending, 
we  then  added  $6  billion  after  we  asked 
the  services  what  they  wanted.  They 
came  up  with  a  list  of  $15  billion.  The 
increased  $6  billion  that  we  added  was 
95  percent  requested  by  the  services. 

So  if  my  friend  looks  at  the  total 
procurement  bill  that  we  have  before 
us  right  now,  less  than  1  percent  of 
that  bill  is  congressional  initiatives 
that  were  not  requested  by  the  serv- 
ices. And  I  would  just  ask  the  gen- 
tleman if  he  listened  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  YOUNG],  he  listens  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
MuRTHA]  and  other  leaders  on  the  com- 
mittee. The  gentleman  says  he  trusts 
the  Pentagon.  Fine.  The  Pentagon  has 
99  percent  of  this  budget,  1  percent, 
like  the  smart  guys  in  Congress  who 
kept  the  F-117  Stealth  program  going 
when  the  Pentagon  said  stop;  those 
were  people  like  Mr.  Murtha,  Mr. 
Young,  and  other  people.  Don't  you 
trust  your  own  leadership  in  the  com- 


mittee and  in  the  Congress  to  even  add 
or  even  participate  in  1  percent  of  the 
defense  damage,  or  do  you  want  to  take 
a  total  veto  from  the  Pentagon?  What 
is  the  answer  to  that?  Do  you  trust 
them? 

Mr.  MINGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HUNTER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  MINGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  first  I  no- 
tice there  was  a  discrepancy.  The  gen- 
tleman said  it  was  95  percent  and  now 
he  says  it  was  99  percent. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time.  If  the  gentleman 
will  listen  carefully  to  me.  I  am  talk- 
ing about  90  percent  of  the  add-on.  The 
add-on  is  approximately  $6  billion.  But 
that  is  not  the  $39  billion  that  the  Pen- 
tagon sent  over  to  us  under  the  Clinton 
budget. 

If  the  gentleman  would  add  all  of 
that  together,  take  95  percent  of  the 
add-on  of  the  total  procurement  bill, 
that  is,  everything  we  buy  in  the  mod- 
ernization accounts,  roughly  1  percent 
or  less  is  done  purely  by  congressional 
initiative.  All  of  the  rest  of  the  items 
have  been  requested  by  the  services. 

Mr.  MINGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HUNTER.  And  I  would  ask  the 
gentleman,  and  I  have  yielded  to  the 
gentleman  a  lot  more  than  he  yielded 
to  me. 

Mr.  MINGE.  The  gentleman  has 
asked  me  a  question.  I  have  not  asked 
the  gentleman  any  questions. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want 
to  get  the  same  courtesy  I  gave  the 
gentleman  when  he  did  not  want  to 
yield.  We  have  a  budget  that  is  99  per- 
cent put  together  by  the  Pentagon,  1 
percent  put  together  by  the  members 
of  the  defense  conmiittees  and  the 
Members  of  Congress.  I  think  that  is  a 
pretty  good  balance,  and  I  think  the 
good  judgment  and  wisdom  of  Members 
Uke  the  ones  who  wanted  to  see  the 
changes  in  the  aircraft  that  would 
bring  about  greater  safety,  like  those 
who  wanted  to  see  greater  ammunition 
accounts  should  be  listened  to  and  re- 
lied on  by  our  fellow  Members  of  Con- 
gress. I  thank  the  gentleman. 

MODIFICATION  TO  AMENDJIENT  OFFERED  BY 
MRS.  SCHROEDER 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  modify  the 
amendment  by  correcting  the  clerical 
error  in  the  dollar  figure.  I  confess  to 
the  body  I  am  a  math  neird. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re- 
port the  modification. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Modification  to  amendment  offered  by 
Mrs.  SCHROEDER:  At  the  end  of  the  bill  (be- 
fore the  short  title),  add  the  following  new 
sectloE: 

Sec.  .  The  amount  of  appropriations  pro- 
vided by  this  Act  Is  hereby  reduced  by 
16.572,000.000. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman 
from  Colorado? 
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Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Reserving  the 
right  to  object.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
like  to  point  out  that  the  effect  of  this 
amendment  is  to  take  this  from  a  S6 
million  cut  to  a  $6  billion  cut.  And  I 
would  rather  deal  with  a  $6  million  cut. 
But  to  extend  the  courtesies  that  the 
gentlewoman  will  extend  to  us 
throughout  the  day,  I  will  not  object. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  and  I  owe  him  a 
plate  of  cookies. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman 
from  Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

D  1730 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  question  before 
the  Members  of  the  House  is  quite  sim- 
ple. Will  the  Pentagon  be  exempt  from 
the  cuts  which  we  are  going  to  exact  on 
every  other  part  of  the  Government  as 
we  move  toward  a  balanced  budget  in 
the  year  2002,  something  that  is  abso- 
lutely essential  to  the  economic  secu- 
rity of  our  Nation?  Is  the  Pentagon 
spending  every  penny  and  has  it  spent 
so  well  every  penny  in  its  whole  budget 
that  it  should  be  exempt  and  not  only 
exempt  but  it  should  get  an  add-on 
over  and  above  that  requested  by  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  and  the  President  of  the 
United  States? 

Should  they  be  exempt  from  procure- 
ment reform,  prioritization,  new  effi- 
ciencies? I  think  not.  I  will  use  a  cou- 
ple of  examples.  I  mentioned  one  ear- 
lier. 

In  a  GAD  audit  of  procurement  by 
the  Department  of  Defense  over  the 
last  decade,  there  is  S15  billion,  B,  bil- 
lion dollars  totally  unaccounted  for, 
S15  billion  was  spent  for  which  no  one 
can  find  a  receipt,  a  disbursement  or  a 
purpose,  $15  billion.  What  was  it  spent 
on? 

Was  it  spent  on  essential  things,  per- 
haps it  could  have  acquired  the  GPS 
little  handout  units  and  the  little 
laptop  computers  that  will  cost  about 
5,000  bucks  a  plane  for  the  500  planes  in 
the  fleet,  S2.5  million.  That  would  be  a 
tiny  fraction  of  the  missing  $15  billion, 
but  it  was  not  spent  there. 

I  believe  if  Congress  begins  to  clamp 
down  a  little  bit  on  the  mismanage- 
ment at  the  Pentagon  that  they  will 
si>end  the  money  more  wisely  and  ef- 
fectively and  defend  America  even  bet- 
ter than  they  have  in  the  past,  cer- 
tainly more  cost  effectively. 

Fifteen  billion  dollars.  K  any  other 
agency  of  the  Government  could  not 
account  for  $15  billion  of  spending  over 
the  last  decade,  there  would  be  an  up- 
roar like  we  would  not  believe,  but 
here  it  is  ho  hum,  give  them  more 
money.  If  they  cannot  account  for  $15 
billion,  let  us  increase  their  budget 
this  year  by  $11  billion. 


Then  there  is  the  warehouse  situa- 
tion. We  have  done  a  little  bit  of  look- 
ing at  what  is  in  the  warehouses.  It  is 
essential  that  we  must  have  more 
money  this  year.  Well,  there  is  $36  bil- 
lion of  equipment  in  the  warehouses 
that  exceeds  the  100-year  requirement 
of  the  Pentagon  for  operations,  includ- 
ing wartime  contingencies.  This  is  $36 
billion  of  wasteful  acquisition,  things 
sitting  in  warehouse,  vacuum  tubes  for 
equipment  that  no  longer  exists.  They 
did  get  rid  of  the  leather  stock,  I  be- 
lieve, for  chaps  for  the  cavalry,  but 
there  is  still  other  things  in  10  million 
cubic  feet  of  warehouses.  Yet  this  is 
the  same  agency  that  we  are  told  has 
to  be  able  to  write  its  own  ticket  that 
comes  forward  and  tells  us  what  addi- 
tional acquisitions  they  need  with  no 
scrutiny. 

Now,  I  believe  the  original  request 
was  excessive,  given  these  points.  But 
certainly  the  request  before  this  body 
which  busts  the  budget  and  puts  us  on 
an  upward  trend  in  the  deficit  next 
year  is  not  warranted  nor  necessary.  I 
believe  that  the  Pentagon,  the  defense 
of  the  United  States  and  certainly  the 
taxpayers  of  the  United  States,  we 
would  all  benefit  if  very  simply  we  just 
said  no.  You  got  a  lot  of  money  over 
there.  Spend  it  a  little  more  effec- 
tively. Figure  out  what  you  did  with 
that  $15  billion  and  maybe  you  can 
spend  it  again,  or  how  about  you  figure 
out  what  to  do. 

Let  us  have  a  garage  sale  with  the  $36 
billion  of  equipment  that  exceeds  the 
100-year  operational  requirement  of  the 
military  even  in  wartime  contingency. 
Maybe  there  are  some  antique  collec- 
tors somewhere  that  would  Like  to  buy 
some  of  that  stuff. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  req- 
uisite number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  impressed  with 
the  candor  of  the  explanation  as  to  how 
the  appropriations  subcommittee  budg- 
ets for  the  Pentagon.  They  ask  them 
what  they  want;  they  give  them  most 
of  it.  That  is  a  pleasant  way  to  spend 
one's  time  but  not  a  wise  way  to  spend 
one's  money. 

Let  us  understand  a  couple  of  points. 
First  of  all,  the  price  of  this  budget, 
absent  the  amendment  of  the  gentle- 
woman from  Colorado,  who  spent  more 
than  20  years  on  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services  and  has  time  and  again 
demonstrated  the  wisdom  of  her  judg- 
ments in  this  area,  the  price  of  this 
amendment  being  defeated  is  cutbacks 
everyTvhere  else. 

We  are  going  to  balance  the  budget. 
We  are  going  to  reduce  spending.  If  you 
continue  the  pattern  of  insulating  the 
pentagon  and  the  CIA  and  the  intel- 
ligence agencies,  which  are  included  in 
this  budget,  from  any  significant  budg- 
etary discipline,  and  it  does  not  seem 
to  me  that  it  is  budgetary  discipline 
when  the  justification  for  the  budget 
is,  that  is  what  the  agency  wanted,  if 


you  continue  to  insult  the  Pentagon 
from  that,  then  every  other  area  gov- 
ernment gets  hurt. 

Now  there  are  Members  in  the  House 
who  do  not  care  much  about  environ- 
mental programs.  There  are  Members 
who  think  that  we  should  not  be  spend- 
ing as  much  money  to  help  young  peo- 
ple to  go  to  college.  There  are  Members 
who  do  not  like  the  community  devel- 
opment block  grant  progrram.  I  assume 
they  can  easily  vote  against  this 
amendment. 

But  any  Member  who  has  told  people 
in  his  or  her  district,  I  am  sorry  we 
cannot  do  more  in  Medicare,  I  regret 
that  we  have  to  cut  back  as  much  as  we 
have  in  Medicaid,  I  wish  we  could  do 
more  for  this  program,  I  am  sorry 
about  it,  vote  against  this  amendment 
and  you  have  undercut  the  accuracy  of 
these  statements,  because  if  you  give 
the  Pentagon  an  additional  $6.5  billion 
because  they  want  it,  then  that  $6.5  bil- 
lion will  come  from  education,  from 
the  environment,  from  public  safety. 

Yes,  this  is  a  dangerous  world.  But  I 
believe  $6.5  billion  could  be  far  better 
spent  protecting  Americans  against 
crime  in  their  cities,  against  drug-in- 
duced problems,  against  serious  envi- 
ronmental hazards  than  it  would  be 
against  foreign  enemies  who  are  al- 
ready dwarf  with  our  military  power. 

That  is  the  choice.  Do  you  think  peo- 
ple are  endangered  by  hazardous  waste 
or  are  they  endangered  by  crimes,  by 
drugs,  or  by  outdated  infrastructure,  or 
are  they  endangered  by  the  covmtries 
which  collectively  spend  a  very  small 
percentage  of  what  we  spend? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  I  yield 
to  the  gentlewoman  from  Colorado. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  to 
me. 

I  thought  of  one  more  thing.  The  gen- 
tleman has  such  an  active  mind,  but 
there  is  also  the  threat  of  the  debt.  We 
could  decide  not  to  spend  it  at  all  and 
assigrn  it  to  the  debt. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  understand  that,  but  the 
Pentagon  wants  it.  What  is  debt  reduc- 
tion compared  against  the  desires  of 
the  Pentagon?  The  gentlewoman  must 
understand  what  is  going  to  win  around 
here.  So  I  assume  we  are  not  going  to 
do  that. 

This,  of  course,  is  the  account  in 
which  the  magical  increasing  missing 
intelligence  pot  comes.  You  remember 
that.  That  was  the  $1  billion  that  we 
checked  into,  and  we  made  it  $2  billion. 
Then  our  diligent  overseers  checked 
into  it  and  it  became  $4  billion.  That  is 
hidden  in  here.  Who  knows  how  much 
it  is? 

You  are  saying  now  that,  gee,  we  can- 
not afford  to  take  away  $6  billion 
which  is  what  happened  when  we 
caught  them  with  money  that  they 
were  withholding.  We  let  them  spend  it 
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elsewhere.  So  the  first  part  is  the  real 
cost  of  this.  Second,  let  us  also  retitle 
this  bill.  This  is  the  foreign  aid  bill.  We 
spend  more  in  foreign  aid  in  one  mili- 
tary budget  than  we  spend  in  all  the 
so-called  foreign  aid  budgets  because, 
as  was  noted.  Japan  and  England  and 
Germany  and  France  and  Norway  and 
Belgium  and  all  of  the  other  wealthy 
countries  in  the  world  are  the  bene- 
ficiaries of  those  who  vote  to  kill  this 
amendment  because  none  of  them  have 
military  budgets  as  a  percentage  of 
their  governments,  of  their  gross  prod- 
uct like  ours.  We  confer  on  them  this 
great  benefit. 

Of  course,  there  are  bad  people  in  the 
world.  But  there  are  also  some  good 
countries  in  the  world  that  are  the  po- 
tential victims.  They  understand  that 
they  do  not  have  to  do  things.  Vir- 
tually, all  of  our  allies  are  making  very 
significant  military  cutbacks.  Why? 
Because  the  Soviet  Union  has  collapsed 
and  because  the  Pentagon  wants  more 
money.  Therefore,  since  we  will  give 
the  Pentagon  what  they  want,  they  do 
not  have  to  do  it  in  Elngland,  in  Ger- 
many, and  elsewhere. 

This  is  the  subsidy  to  our  competi- 
tors economically.  It  is  an  imposition 
on  every  other  Government  program.  It 
undercuts  one  basic  point.  People  have 
said  we  have  to  tell  the  American  peo- 
ple they  have  to  sacrifice,  we  have  to 
cut  back  on  Medicare.  They  cannot 
have  Social  Security.  Give  the  Penta- 
gon everything  it  wants,  and  you  un- 
dercut your  ability  to  get  other  people 
to  accept  sacrifice. 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  Schroeder-Minge-DeFazio 
amendment.  This  is  a  sound  amaend- 
ment  that  should  appeal  to  Members 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle.  This  amend- 
ment cuts  the  bloated  military  budget 
by  just  under  $7  billion  and  brings  it  in 
line  with  the  conservative  blue  dog 
budget  and  closer  to  the  President's 
budget  and  the  Pentagon's  own  re- 
quest. Cutting  $6,572,000,000  is  not  a 
radical  proposal,  not  at  all.  It  is  one 
small  step  for  fiscal  sanity  at  a  time 
when  we  really  should  be  taking  a 
giant  leap. 

Right  now  we  are  considering  a  de- 
fense bill  which  is  loaded  up  with  ex- 
pensive cold  war  hardware  like  seven 
Trident  D-5  missiles  which  will  cost 
$267  billion  in  1997,  and  continuation  of 
the  Seawolf  submarine  program  at  the 
outrageous  price  of  $699  million  in  1997. 
For  the  price  of  continuing  the  Seawolf 
submarine  program,  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
could  send  over  200,000  children  to  Head 
Start  for  a  full  year. 

Think  about  it.  We  waste  money  on 
weapons  we  do  not  need  which  in  turn 
prevents  us  from  spending  money  on 
our  children,  our  families,  our  seniors, 
and  our  environment.  Those  are  invest- 
ments we  do  need.  Just  last  night  the 


majority  passed  a  budget  agreement 
which  cuts  college  loans  for  students, 
raises  taxes  on  poor  working  families 
and  eliminates  the  guarantee  of  health 
care  for  low-income  seniors. 

Just  last  night,  the  Gingrich  major- 
ity told  children:  If  you  are  poor,  do 
not  get  sick,  do  not  get  hungry,  do  not 
get  cold,  because  we  really  do  not 
think  you  are  important.  In  fact,  we 
will  no  longer  guarantee  health  care 
for  you  if  you  are  poor.  But,  on  the 
other  hand,  if  you  are  a  defense  con- 
tractor, you  are  really  important.  This 
budget  provides  $246  billion  for  defense 
programs,  $11.1  billion  more  than  the 
President's  request  and  $3.7  billion 
more  than  last  year's  budget. 

Let  us  get  our  priorities  straight.  Let 
us  add  back  some  sanity  to  the  defense 
budget  by  subtracting  $6.5  billion  in 
wasteful  spending.  And  for  heaven's 
sakes,  let  us  invest  in  our  children  and 
their  education,  our  seniors  and  their 
health  care,  and  our  families  and  their 
security  while  we  invest  wisely  in  our 
military. 

Vote  for  the  Schroeder-Minge- 
DeFazio  amendment. 

Mr.  OLVER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  about  10  legisla- 
tive weeks  left  in  the  104th  Congress,  I 
think  it  is  a  good  time  to  examine  the 
priorities  of  the  new  majority.  The  Re- 
publicans have  relentlessly  attacked 
education  and  health  care  and  environ- 
mental protection,  energy  conserva- 
tion, crime  control.  The  minimum 
wage  remains  unlivable,  corporate  wel- 
fare unstoppable.  The  deficit  is  going 
to  go  up  each  of  the  next  2  years  under 
the  plan  that  was  adopted  last  night 
while  taxes  are  deliberately  increased 
on  working  faimiUes  who  earn  under 
$25,000  a  year.  But  spending  on 
unrequested  and  unneeded  weapons 
systems  is  off  the  charts:  billions  of 
dollars  for  new  missile  defense  systems 
to  defend  against  hypothetical  or  imag- 
ined enemies  that  do  not  exist,  mil- 
lions for  further  development  of  the  B- 
2  bomber,  many  millions  more  for 
other  aircraft  and  hardware  the  Penta- 
gon says  it  does  not  need  to  defend  ei- 
ther our  shores  or  our  interests. 

This  defense  budget  is  an  utter  per- 
verse reading  of  the  peace  dividend  the 
end  of  the  cold  war  was  supjxjsed  to 
produce.  It  makes  you  wonder  who 
really  wants  to  balance  the  budget. 
Makes  you  wonder  who  is  really  willing 
to  make  tough  choices  of  shared  sac- 
rifice. 

Both  the  President's  budget  and  the 
coalition  budget  are  fair  and  more 
human,  more  honest,  more  realistic 
plans  to  balance  the  budget  in  6  years. 
The  amendment  by  the  gentlewoman 
from  Colorado  brings  defense  spending 
in  line  with  the  coalition's  budget,  al- 
most $7  billion  less  than  the  Repub- 
lican majority's  plan.  That  would  leave 
a  full  $238  billion  for  defense  and  might 
open  the  door  for  protection  for  work- 


ing families  that  the  President  right- 
fully demands.  If  we  would  do  that,  if 
we  would  pass  this  amendment,  we 
might  get  a  balanced  budget  agree- 
ment. 

D  1745 

Is  that  not  really  what  the  Repub- 
licans say  they  want? 

I  urge  all  of  us  to  take  a  constructive 
step  to  adopt  a  dose  of  common  sense 
to  put  our  children's  future  before  spe- 
cial interests,  and  the  next  time  we 
have  an  opportunity  to  take  a  com- 
monsense.  constructive  step  on  behalf 
of  our  children's  future,  we  find  it  easi- 
er. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
amendment  that  has  been  offered  by 
the  distinguished  gentlewoman  from 
Colorado  [Mrs.  SCHROEDER]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  Colorado  [Mrs.  Schroe- 
DER]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  annoimced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  further  proceedings  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentlewoman  from 
Colorado  [Mrs.  SCHROEDER]  will  be 
postponed. 

Mr.  ZIMMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  commend 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Young] 
for  his  work  on  this  legislation  and  for 
taking  action  to  reduce  the  funding  for 
the  Operational  Support  Airlift.  The 
OSA  provides  air  transport  for  senior 
military  officials.  Members  of  Con- 
gress, and  the  executive  branch.  Some 
of  these  trips  may  be  necessary,  but 
many  are  clearly  questionable. 

Mr.  Chairman,  each  year  the  Penta- 
gon spends  $300  million  on  military 
travel  for  top  Government  officials. 
According  to  the  General  Accounting 
Office,  roughly  $24  million  of  this 
amount  is  being  spent  needlessly  by 
government  officials  flying  military 
planes  rather  than  commercial  trans- 
port. 

The  press  regularly  reports  about 
abuses  by  congressional  junketeers 
who  use  military  planes  at  taxpayers' 
expense  to  fly  to  destinations  such  as 
Victoria  Falls.  Amsterdam  and  Bali. 

The  Defense  Department's  Inspector 
general  reprimanded  a  general  who 
used  a  C-141  cargo  jet  to  fly  from  Italy 
to  Colorado  with  only  his  personal 
aide,  his  cat  and  himself  as  passengers. 
The  cost  of  this  trip  was  estimated  at 
$120,000.  The  general  paid  the  Govern- 
ment $5,000,  but  the  rest  of  the  tab  was 
picked  up  by  the  taxpayers. 

The  GAO  has  reported  on  members  of 
the  executive  branch  utilizing  the  mili- 
tary airplanes  for  personal  purposes, 
like  the  White  House  staffers  who  in 
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1994  used  a  military  helicopter  for  a  fa- 
mous g-olf  outing. 

If  taxpayers  are  going:  to  pay  millions 
of  dollars  a  year  for  Government  trav- 
el, they  have  a  right  to  know  exactly 
who  is  running  up  the  tab,  where  they 
are  -going  and  why. 

Last  year  the  GAO  estimated  that 
the  Department  of  Defense  had  a  fleet 
of  600  aircraft  that  could  be  used  by  the 
OSA.  GAO  has  estimated  that  the  costs 
for  operating  military  aircraft  range 
from  $5,300  per  hour  to  $15,000  per  hour. 
Because  the  cost  of  operational  support 
aircraft  is  so  high,  members  of  the 
military.  Congress  and  the  executive 
branch  should  be  more  responsible 
when  requesting  trips. 

For  instance,  many  military  and  ci- 
vilian officials  take  frequent  trips  by 
military  helicopters  from  Andrews  Air 
Force  Base  in  Maryland  to  the  Penta- 
gon, which  is  15  miles  away.  The  cost 
of  some  of  these  military  helicopter 
flights  Is  $1,600.  A  Yellow  Cab  costs  $18 
for  the  same  trip. 

This  bill  reduces  the  funding  for  the 
OSA  by  $68  million.  Equally  important, 
it  calls  for  a  study  of  the  use  of  mili- 
tary aircraft.  I  believe  this  action  by 
the  committee  will  help  the  Pentagon 
to  better  manage  its  assets  and  save 
substantial  amounts  of  taxpayers' 
money,  but  I  would  urge  Congress  to 
take  an  important  step  beyond  this  and 
require  full  disclosure  of  all  air  trips 
taken  on  military  transport. 

In  this  regard  I  would  ask  to  engage 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Young]  in  a  colloquy  regarding  the  Op- 
eration Support  Airlift. 

I  have  expressed  concern  about  the 
use  and  possible  abuse  of  DOD  Oper- 
ational Support  Airlift  fleet.  I  am 
aware  that  the  chairman  of  the  Na- 
tional Security  Appropriations  Sub- 
committee shares  my  concern  and  has 
taken  measures  to  reduce  OSA  funding 
levels,  and  I  commend  him  for  his  ac- 
tions. I  am  also  aware  that  this  bill  di- 
rects DOD  to  prepare  a  thorough  report 
on  its  activities.  Nevertheless,  I  believe 
Congress  must  pursue  this  matter  fur- 
ther. 

As  Congress  proceeds  to  conference 
on  this  bill,  I  would  like  to  have  the  as- 
surance of  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
that  he  will  work  with  me  to  obtain  a 
complete  accounting  from  DOD  of  who 
is  taking  these  trips,  why,  where  they 
are  going  and  the  estimated  cost  of 
each  trip  when  Members  of  Congress 
and  the  executive  branch  use  Govern- 
ment aircraft. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, would  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ZIMMER.  I  srleld  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  thank  the  gentleman  for  shield- 
ing, and  I  would  like  to  thank  him  for 
raising  this  issue  and  respond  to  the 
gentleman  by  saying  that  in  the  fiscal 
year  1996  appropriation  bUl  we  reduced 
funding  for  this  type  of  travel  by  $50 
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million.  The  bill  that  we  have  before  us 
today  reduces  last  year's  level  by  an 
additional  $68  million. 

I  would  also  have  to  advise  the  gen- 
tleman that  getting  information  on  the 
specifics  that  he  is  asking  about  is  not 
really  easy,  but  we  are  trying,  and  we 
have  some  reviews  ongoing.  But  I  cer- 
tainly expect  to  continue  to  work  with 
him  and  others  who  are  interested  in 
this  issue  and  continue  to  do  what  we 
can  to  make  sure  that  whatever  is  done 
in  the  way  of  military  transportation 
is  done  properly. 

Mr.  ZIMMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  his  work  on  behalf  of 
the  taxpayers  in  this  connection. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  as  anxious  to 
conclude  this  bill  as  anyone  here,  but  I 
do  have  a  simple  amendment  that  ad- 
dresses a  very  serious  problem. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  all  my  colleagues 
know,  young  men  and  women  are  re- 
cruited into  the  military  service  with 
the  promise  that  they  will  receive  free 
health  care  for  life.  I  can  show  my  col- 
leagues dozens  of  brochures  where  this 
is  in  writing  that  they  will  get  free 
quality  medical  care  for  life.  Unfortu- 
nately, the  Government  has  decided  to 
renege  on  this  contract.  Military  retir- 
ees now,  once  they  turn  65,  are  kicked 
out  of  the  military  insurance  programs 
and  effectively  denied  treatment  at 
many  military  facilities. 

At  the  time  when  military  retirees 
need  medical  treatment  the  most,  our 
Government  gives  them  the  least. 
After  age  65,  military  retirees  are  not 
allowed  to  enroll  in  CHAMPUS,  they 
are  not  even  allowed  to  enroll  in  TRI- 
CARE,  and  even  worse  they  are  effec- 
tively denied  care  at  a  military  medi- 
cal treatment  facility  because  they  are 
last  on  the  priorities  list. 

I  have  heard  coimtless  stories,  and  I 
know  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
has,  the  chairman  of  the  subcommit- 
tee, the  ranking  member.  I  bet  most  of 
the  Members  of  this  body  have  heard 
countless  stories  of  people  over  the  age 
of  65  waiting  all  day  at  a  military  med- 
ical treatment  facility  having  younger 
people  than  them  brought  up  aiiead  of 
them.  People  that  come  in  much  later 
than  they  have  been  waiting  are 
brought  to  the  front  of  the  line  because 
the  policy  is,  if  they  are  over  the  age  of 
65,  they  go  to  the  back  of  the  line,  then 
have  to  wait  until  everyone  else  gets 
their  health  care.  They  only  get  health 
care  on  what  they  call  a  space-avail- 
able basis. 

So,  as  my  colleagues  know,  we  have 
got  to  do  something  about  this.  Medi- 
care is  available  to  them  under  Medi- 
care subvention.  It  is  not  adequate  in 
many  ways.  It  does  not  cover  prescrip- 
tion drugs.  Its  reimbursement  rates  are 
simply  too  low.  Our  amendment  ad- 
dresses this  inequity  and  honors  the 
conmaitment  made  to  military  retfrees 
by  creating  a  very  limited  demonstra- 


tion project  that  will  allow  military 
retirees  over  the  age  of  65  to  enroll  in 
the  Federal  employees  health  benefits 
program.  This  is  the  same  insurance 
program  that  all  of  us  have.  All  we 
want  to  do  is  to  make  it  available  to 
military  retfres  on  a  limited  dem- 
onstration basis  to  see  whether  this 
will  meet  the  demand.  We  want  to  de- 
termine what  the  cost  will  be,  how 
much  acceptance  there  will  be,  whether 
it  is  going  to  work. 

Now,  I  can  go  on  and  on,  I  have  got 
plenty  of  compelling  argimients.  I  am 
not  going  to,  because  I  know  there  is  a 
lot  of  support  for  this.  Let  me  just  say 
that  the  military  coalition  and  vir- 
tually every  military  group  has  en- 
dorsed this.  I  have  introduced  legisla- 
tion as  well  that  would  establish  the 
program  nationwide,  and  that  has  over 
75  co-sponsors.  But  this  amendment 
today  would  simply  give  us  the  kind  of 
information  that  we  need  to  make  sure 
we  are  doing  the  right  thing,  and  we 
know  it  is  the  fair  thing,  we  know  that 
there  is  some  urgency  to  do  it  because 
this  policy  is  effectively  excluding  peo- 
ple that  really  need  medical  treatment 
today. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  jrield? 

Mr.  MORAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing, and  I  appreciate  the  effort  that  he 
has  put  into  this  effort,  and  I  would  say 
to  him,  as  I  have  in  private,  that  I 
probably  have  the  privilege  of  rep- 
resenting more  retired  military  who 
fall  into  this  situation  than  anybody  in 
this  House,  and  I  made  a  conunitment 
to  my  constituents,  and  I  made  a  com- 
mitment to  the  members  of  the  mili- 
tary coalition  who  I  met  with  just  last 
week  to  discuss  this.  We  have  sent  the 
proposal  for  a  demonstration  program 
to  the  Congressional  Budget  Office. 
The  numbers  are  being  juggled  at  this 
point. 

What  I  would  say  to  the  gentleman  is 
that  we  are  going  to  do  everything  we 
can  to  solve  this  problem.  We  have  a 
shared  jurisdiction  situation  with  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  and 
also  with  the  subcommittee  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Mica],  but  we 
are  going  to  work  together.  When  we 
go  into  our  conference,  we  would  like 
to  address  this,  do  whatever  we  can  be- 
cause I  have  the  same  commitment 
that  the  gentleman  from  Virginia  has, 
and  we  are  going  to  make  this  happen 
because  it  has  to  happen,  it  is  only  fair. 
It  keei)s  our  commitment  that  we  have 
made  a  long  time  ago  to  those  who 
served  us  in  the  military  for  a  lifetime. 
Mr.  MORAN.  I  much  appreciate  the 
commitment  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida,  and  my  friend  and  colleague, 
the  chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Sub- 
committee, is  on  his  feet,  and  he  also 
would  have  authorizing  responsibility 
for  this,  is  very  supportive  as  well,  and 
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I  know  that  the  ranking  member  of  the 
Defense  Appropriations  Subcommittee, 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Murtha],  is  strongly  supportive  of 
doing  this  as  well. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MORAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
enter  into  a  colloquy  with  the  chair- 
man of  the  Appropriation  Subcommit- 
tee on  National  Security,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Young].  As 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
MORAJ^]  indicated,  we  have  agreed  to- 
night to  withdraw  this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Moran] 
has  expired. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word  and  continue  with 
my  colloquy. 

Again,  as  the  gentleman  from  Vfr- 
glnia  [Mr.  Moran]  has  indicated,  we 
have  agreed  to  withdraw  this  amend- 
ment because  we  have  an  understand- 
ing, we  believe,  with  him  that  this  will 
be  addressed  in  the  conference  conmiit- 
tee.  I  believe  the  amendment  that  was 
offered  needs  further  refinement,  and 
by  addressing  this  issue  in  conference 
we  will  have  the  time  necessary  to 
thoroughly  examine  all  the  ramifica- 
tions of  the  proposal.  It  may  be  nec- 
essary, in  fact,  to  expand  the  dem- 
onstration projects  in  the  amendment 
to  include  all  non-active-duty  individ- 
uals eligible  for  military  health  care. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  certainly  appreciate 
the  dedication  and  conmutment  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Young]  to 
resolving  the  deficiencies  in  the  mili- 
tary health  care  system  and  his  agree- 
ment to  address  these  problems  in  con- 
ference. I  have  the  honor  of  serving  as 
chairman  of  the  House  Subcommittee 
on  Civil  Service,  and  the  issue  of  im- 
proving access  to  health  care  for  mili- 
tary families  was  a  subject  of  our  sub- 
committee hearing  on  September  12. 
last  year.  We  have  gathered  informa- 
tion on  this  important  subject,  and.  as 
my  colleagues  know,  it  is  vital  to  our 
military  retirees,  their  survivors  and 
families,  and  we  ask  again  for  the  co- 
operation of  the  gentleman  as  this  leg- 
islation and  this  bill  move  on  to  con- 
ference in  trying  to  find  a  solution,  and 
we  understand  that  the  gentleman  in- 
tends to  cooperate. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICA.  I  3rleld  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Yes,  the  an- 
swer is  exactly  correct.  The  same  re- 
sponse that  I  made  to  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Moran].  Page  205  of 
our  committee  report,  there  is  a  page 
devoted  to  that  issue,  and  let  me  add  to 
this  further. 

This  is  just  one  of  the  reasons  that 
we  added  the  $475  million  over  the 
President's  budget  for  medical  health 


care,  for  members  of  the  military  and 
their  family,  and,  by  the  way.  that  is 
one  of  the  items  that  can  very  likely  be 
cut  by  the  amendment  offered  by  our 
colleague,  the  gentlewoman  from  Colo- 
rado [Mrs.  SCHROEDER],  Or  the  amend- 
ment that  will  be  offered  by  our  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Connecti- 
cut [Mr.  Shays],  and  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Frank].  We 
have  to  be  careful.  We  do  not  want  to 
give  anybody  the  opportunity  to  take 
those  moneys  out  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  MICA.  I  would  like  to  respond,  if 
I  may,  to  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Young]. 

First  of  all,  we  appreciate  the  gentle- 
man's leadership  on  the  issue,  the  lead- 
ership of  the  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Spence].  I  thank  the 
ranking  member  of  our  subcommittee, 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Moran],  who  has  worked  with  us.  Our 
intent  is  to  provide  health  care  to  as 
many  folks  who  served,  and  their  de- 
pendents, as  possible,  and  that  is  our 
sole  intent,  and  we  also  know  the  fiscal 
constraints  that  the  gentleman  is 
under.  I  intend  to  support  him  on  this 
next  measure  which  would  get  that, 
and  I  do  know  the  circumstances  of  our 
military  personnel  and  their  depend- 
ents who  do  not  have  this  health  care: 
visited  in  Europe  and  saw,  and  other 
places  where  our  military,  one-third  of 
them,  live  in  substandard  housing,  and 
I  know  the  damage  that  this  potential 
cut  could  do. 

D  1800 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  If  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield  further,  I  would  like 
to  say  this,  that  it  was  the  gentleman 
from  Peimsylvania  [Mr.  Murtha],  the 
ranking  member  of  our  subcommittee, 
who  first  raised  this  issue  in  the  sub- 
conmiittee  with  the  witnesses  who  ap- 
peared, and  he  has  been  the  driver  on 
this  issue  to  get  us  to  where  we  are. 
The  gentleman  has  our  commitment 
that  we  are  going  to  continue  on  this 
issue. 

Mr.  MICA.  Again.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman, I  thank  him  for  agreeing  to  the 
colloquy,  and  I  thank  the  ranking 
member. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  last 
word. 

I  want  to  comment  on  the  gentleman 
from  Florida's  threat  assessment  that 
the  amendment  of  the  gentlewoman 
from  Colorado  cuts  $6  billion  or  the 
amendment  that  will  be  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas,  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin,  myself,  and  others, 
our  amendment  would  cut  $1.8  billion 
from  this,  and  he  says  this  might  en- 
danger this  particular  project.  Only  if 
you  want  to. 

Our  amendment  gives  total  discre- 
tion to  the  defense  appropriators  and 
the  Defense  Department  as  to  where  to 
cut.  So  I  would  just  make  a  prediction 
to  Members.  As  we  talk  about  cutting 


$1.8  billion,  we  will  hear  people  oppos- 
ing this  threaten  that  it  is  going  to 
cost  about  $40  billion  in  cuts.  Add  up 
how  many  times  that  $1.8  billion  is 
going  to  be  spent.  In  fact,  a  $1.8  million 
cut  out  of  this  $240  billion  budget  in  no 
way,  shape,  or  form  would  threaten 
this  particular  program  unless  the  peo- 
ple involved  do  not  like  the  program 
and  want  to  threaten  it. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chafr- 
man.  the  $475  million  that  I  just  identi- 
fied that  we  added  for  medical  care  for 
military  and  their  families  was  not  in 
the  President's  request,  so  it  obviously 
would  be  at  the  top  of  the  list  of  those 
items  to  cut  if  the  cutting  amendment 
would  be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  I 
would  take  back  my  time  to  point  out 
to  the  gentleman  that  if  the  amend- 
ment that  the  gentlewoman  from  Colo- 
rado [Mrs.  SCHROEDER]  offered  passes, 
you  will  still  have  $5  billion  over  the 
President's  request.  If  the  amendment 
of  the  gentleman  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Shays],  I,  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Neumann],  and  others  is 
adopted,  you  will  have  $9  billion  over 
the  President's  request. 

The  fact  is  that  you  do  not  have  to 
listen  to  the  President's  request.  So 
the  notion  that  by  cutting  $1.8  billion, 
which  would  still  leave  it  $9  billion 
over  the  President's  request,  we  have 
endangered  that  $475  million,  I  guess 
that  is  the  kind  of  excessive  threat  as- 
sessment that  leads  you  to  think  that 
you  have  got  to  keep  pumping  this  bill 
up.  But  the  fact  is  that  there  is  no  ra- 
tional connection  between  the  two  and 
this  is  a  preview  of  coming  distrac- 
tions. 

Mr.  MURTHA.  If  the  gentleman  will 
}rield,  I  appreciate  all  the  compliments 
we  get  on  what  we  are  doing  here.  I 
wonder  if  we  could  not  move  along,  be- 
cause I  have  been  in  the  forefront  of 
health  care  all  these  years.  I  do  not 
think  anybody  has  done  any  more  than 
I  have  for  the  military  health  care. 
Bill  Young  and  I  have  worked  on  it 
constantly.  So  I  wonder,  instead,  if  we 
could  just  move  right  along  here  and 
go  to  the  next  amendment  here. 

Mr.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  move  to  strike  the  last 
word  to  enter  into  a  colloquy  with 
Chairman  YotWG. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  page  214  of  the  re- 
port accompanying  H.R.  3610  is  lan- 
guage that  says  that  the  conrmilttee  ex- 
pects the  President  to  notify  and  con- 
sult with  Congress  prior  to  any  such 
deplojmient  of  peace  enforcement, 
peacekeeping  or  international  humani- 
tarian assistance   operations:   is   that 

Mr.  "ifOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Florida. 
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Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  The  gren- 
tleman  is  correct. 

Mr.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  would  just  like  to  clarify 
and  make  absolutely  sure  that  this  lan- 
guage in  no  way  is  an  attempt  to 
broaden  the  President's  warmaking 
powers  by  contravening  existing  law. 

Under  the  U.N.  Participation  Act  of 
1945.  as  amended  in  1949.  Congress  must 
give  prior  approval  before  the  Presi- 
dent may  deploy  any  troops  to  peace- 
keeping operations.  His  advising  us  is 
not  adequate.  This  law  says  that  he 
must  get  prior  approval  from  Congress 
before  he  deploys  any  troops  to  peace- 
keeping operations  in  response  to  chap- 
ter vn  U.N.  resolutions. 

I  just  want  to  make  very  sure  that 
the  report  language  in  this  bill  is  not 
designed  in  any  way  to  change  the  re- 
quirement of  this  existing  law. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  I  would  re- 
spond that  the  gentleman  is  correct. 
The  U.N.  Participation  Act  requires 
prior  congressional  approval  before  the 
President  can  submit  any  troop  to 
peacekeeping  or  peace  enforcement  op- 
erations. So  the  answer  is  "no,"  the 
gentleman  is  correct. 

Mr.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  this  clarification. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any  other 
amendments  not  precluded  by  clause 
2(a)  or  2(c)  of  rule  XXI? 

AMENDJtENT  OFFEKED  BY  MR.  SHATS 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  No.  27  offered  by  Mr.  Shays: 
At  the  end  of  the  bill.  Insert  after  the  last 
section  (preceding-  the  short  title)  the  follow- 
ing: new  section: 

Sec.  .  New  budget  authority  provided  In 
this  Act  shall  be  available  for  obligation  in 
fiscal  year  1997  only  to  the  extent  that  obli- 
gation thereof  will  not  cause  the  total  obli- 
gation of  new  budget  authority  provided  In 
this  Act  for  all  operations  and  agencies  to 
exceed  S243.251,297.000.  which  amount  cor- 
responds to  the  new  budget  authority  that 
was  provided  in  the  Department  of  Defense 
Appropriations  Act.  1996. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all 
debate  on  this  amendment  close  in  1 
hour  and  that  the  time  be  equally  di- 
vided. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject, I  just  wanted  to  clarify  that  if  any 
amendments  to  the  amendment  were 
offered,  they  would  not  come  out  of  the 
hour.  We  certainly,  I  think,  would 
agree  to  the  hour  but  just  in  case  any 
amendments  to  the  amendment  were 
offered,  they  would  not  come  out  of  the 
boor. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  If  the  gen- 
tleman will  srield,  I  would  suggest  we 


deal  with  that  if  we  get  to  it.  As  we  did 
with  the  gentlewoman  from  Colorado 
[Mrs.  SCHROEDER],  we  are  not  going  to 
deny  anyone  the  opportunity  to  be 
heard. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  I  ap- 
preciate that,  and  I  would  not  object  if 
we  were  talking  about  1  hour  on  the 
amendment  that  the  gentleman  is  of- 
fering, and  any  amendment  to  the 
amendment  would  have  to  be  dealt 
with  separately,  that  it  would  not 
come  out  of  that  limit. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
state  that  that  is  the  way  the  request 
is  stated. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  withdraw  my  reservation 
of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  limitation 
on  the  Shays  ajnendment  is  1  hour. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  designate  15 
minutes  to  my  colleague  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Frank],  who  is  an  equal  cosponsor  of 
this  amendment  for  the  purposes  of 
jrielding  time. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  yield 
15  minutes  of  my  time  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  MUR- 

THA]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  time  will  be  divided  15  minutes  for 
the  gentleman  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Shays],  15  minutes  for  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Young],  15  minutes 
for  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  MtJRTHA],  and  15  minutes  for  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Frank]. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Shays]. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  very  simple 
amendment.  This  is  not  a  cutting 
amendment  nor  is  it  an  increasing 
amendment.  This  is  an  amendment 
that  says  that  this  Congress  will  au- 
thorize and  appropriate  the  same 
amount  next  year  as  we  have  appro- 
priated this  year,  $243,251,297,000. 

This  is  an  amendment  that  freezes 
defense  spending  for  next  year  at  the 
level  that  it  is  this  year. 

With  that.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  distin- 
guished    gentlewoman     from     Nevada 

[Mrs.  VUCANOVICH]. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  3610  and  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  Shays  amendment.  This 
amendment  proposes  to  cut  funds  in 
quality  of  life  programs  which  are  in 
the  bill. 
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Our  chairman.  Bill  Young,  should  be 
praised  for  putting  these  items  in  the 
bill.  Our  service  men  and  women  serve 
our  Nation  with  great  dignity,  and 
Congress  and  the  American  people 
should  respect  this  fact.  Of  particular 
importance  to  me,  and  women  through- 
out our  Nation,  is  the  conunitment  to 
breast  cancer  research,  prevention,  and 
treatment.  This  bill  provides  SlOO  mil- 
lion to  continue  the  Department  of  the 
Army's  peer-reviewed  breast  cancer  re- 
search program  and  $25  million  for  pre- 
vention and  education  programs.  More 
than  184,000  women  will  discover  they 
have  breast  cancer  this  year,  and  many 
of  those  women  will  be  members  of  our 
Armed  Forces  or  family  members. 

Beyond  this  funding,  the  committee 
has  restored  the  budget  shortfall  in  the 
Defense  Health  Program.  Any  reduc- 
tion to  this  account  would  drastically 
limit  medical  services  for  our  military 
faunilies  and  retfrees.  The  very  least  we 
can  do  is  show  our  support  for  our  men 
and  women  who  serve  our  Nation  with- 
out reservation. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
funding  levels  in  H.R.  3610,  and  oppose 
the  Shays  amendment. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  myself  2  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  now  have  the  question  as 
to  whether  this  is  a  Congress  seriously  dedi- 
cated to  reducing  the  budget  deficit,  under- 
standing that  that  causes  some  difficult 
choices  everywhere,  or  whether  we  will,  as 
this  appropriations  bill  does,  exempt  the  de- 
fense and  intelligence  budgets  together  from 
any  significant  budget  discipline. 

Refnemt>er,  we  talk  about  the  entitlements 
leaving  us  only  a  certain  amount  of  discre- 
tionary spending.  We  are  talking  about  ap- 
proximately half  the  discretionary  spending,  if 
you  go  forward  and  provide  this  significant  in- 
aease  for  the  defense  and  intelligence  budg- 
ets, an  intelligence  budget  whkdi  found,  and 
let  us  be  very  dear,  this  cut  would  be  S1.8  bil- 
lion from  the  appropriations  proposal,  which 
would  make  it  a  freeze.  It  is  acknowledged  by 
the  intelligence  agernaes  which  are  part  of  this 
budget  that  they  misplaced  more  than  twk:e 
this  amount.  More  than  twice  the  amount  of 
SI  .8  billion  was  kind  of  lost  because  they  have 
got  so  much  money  they  cannot  keep  track  of 
it.  So  that  notion  that  we  have  got  to  cut 
health  or  cut  this  or  cut  that,  we  will  hear  all 
kinds  of  exaggerations.  All  we  are  saying  to 
the  defense  and  intelligence  agencies  together 
is,  "No,  live  this  year  with  the  same  amount 
you  had  last  year  and  you  will  be  doing  better 
than  many,  many  other  agencies." 

Reject  this  amendment,  and  I  think  this  is 
too  small  of  a  cut,  but  if  this  ameridment  is  re- 
jected, then  you  have  said,  no,  we  will  get  into 
a  situatk>n  where  we  will  reduce  the  deficit,  re- 
duce every  other  discretionary  program  so  the 
Pentagon  can  go  up  and  up  and  up.  and  your 
ability  to  persuade  people  that  they  should  ac- 
cept sacrifices  elsewhere  will  be  substantially 
eroded. 

This  leaves  entire  disaetion  to  appropriators 
and  ttie  Defense  Department  to  make  this  cut 
of  less  than  1  percent.  1  hope  the  amendment 
is  adopted. 
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Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  myself  30 
seconds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  emphasize  again  that 
this  is  a  freeze  amendment.  We  are  not  advo- 
cating that  the  Department  of  Defense  spend 
less  than  we  spend  this  year  next  year.  We 
are  advocating  that  they  have  a  fi'eeze.  I  am 
a  member  of  the  Budget  Committee.  On  the 
Budget  (Committee  we  are  aUowing  entitle- 
ments to  grow.  We  are  allowing  the  growth  of 
entitlements  like  Medicare  and  Medicaid.  We 
advocate  freezing  defense  spending — at  least 
I  do— and  we  are  cutting  disaetionary  domes- 
tic spending.  We  are  having  real  and  absolute 
cuts  in  discretionary  spending. 

Mr.  Chairman.  1  yield  4  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  KluG]  for  our 
freeze  amendment  to  defense. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Chairman,  1  thank  my  col- 
league from  (Connecticut  and  my  colleague 
from  Massachusetts  for  leading  the  fight  on 
this  amendment  today.  It  parallels  the  fight  we 
actually  tried  to  do  several  weeks  ago  dunng 
the  defense  authorizatk>n  bill.  Unfortunately 
we  were  not  allowed  that  opportunity  on  the 
fkior  to  make  our  case. 

Let  me  really  simply  try  to  argue  that  there 
are  three  points  in  fi-ont  of  us  today  on  this. 
First  of  all,  1  think  it  is  a  test  for  Republk^ans, 
whether  we  are  going  to  apply  the  same  kind 
of  scnitiny  to  the  Pentagon  that  we  apply  to 
every  other  Federal  agency. 

I  heard  my  colleague  from  California,  Mr. 
Hunter,  come  to  the  well  a  few  minutes  ago 
and  say,  "Look,  we  came  up  with  this  list  of 
what  the  Department  of  Defense  needs  be- 
cause that's  what  the  Department  of  Defense 
told  us  they  needed." 

Do  we  really  deal  that  same  way  with  any 
other  Federal  agency?  If  the  Environmental 
ProtectKKi  Agency  came  in  and  said:  We  need 
this  money.  You  got  rt. 

Or  the  EPA  came  in  and  said:  We  need  this 
money.  You  got  it. 

Or  the  Interior  Department  came  in  and 
said:  We  need  this  money.  You  go  it. 

Of  course  not.  We  have  said  to  every 
single  one  of  those  Federal  agencies 
over  the  last  2  years,  "We're  broke." 

We  are  broke  as  a  country.  We  are 
hundreds  of  billions  of  dollars  in  the 
hole  this  year,  and  we  are  several  tril- 
lion dollars  in  the  hole  in  terms  of  the 
national  debt  itself.  And  so  we  have 
asked  every  one  of  those  agencies  to 
operate  more  intelligently  and  more  ef- 
ficiently. 

Somebody  please  explain  to  me 
where  the  Pentagon  suddenly  devel- 
oped this  reputation  as  the  poster  boy 
for  (Sovemment  efficiency.  This  idea 
that  somehow  the  Pentagon  is  sac- 
rosanct just  does  not,  I  think,  confront 
reality. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  second  point  is 
going  to  be  characterized  in  some  ways 
as  an  attack  on  our  ability  to  defend 
ourselves.  We  are  not  saying  you  can- 
not buy  bullets.  What  we  axe  suggest- 
ing is  maybe  you  already  have  enough 
pencils.  And  we  are  not  saying  you  can- 
not buy  tanks.  Maybe  you  already  have 
enough  offices  filled  with  enough  file 
cabinets. 

You  are  going  to  tell  me  in  a  S260  bil- 
lion   budget,    you    cannot    eliminate 


three-quarters  of  1  percent  through  ef- 
ficiency standards? 

Folks  will  say  if  you  do  not  pass  the 
bill  in  front  of  us  as  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  wrote  it,  that  means 
there  will  not  be  any  quality  of  life, 
there  will  not  be  raises  for  our  service 
men  and  our  service  women.  Set  that 
money  aside,  grive  them  the  raises,  then 
go  back  and  look  at  the  other  $250  bil- 
lion and  find  another  three-quarters  of 
1  percent. 

We  are  not  military  experts.  And  so 
we  did  not  come  to  the  floor  and  say. 
"Here  is  the  places  you  cut  in  order  to 
do  that."  We  came  to  the  floor  to  say, 
on  principle,  we  have  got  to  ask  the 
Pentagon  to  live  by  the  same  kind  of 
standards  we  have  asked  every  other 
Federal  agency. 

D  1815 

In  fact,  as  the  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut [Mr.  Shays]  has  correctly 
characterized  this  amendment,  it  is  not 
a  cut.  it  is  a  freeze.  We  are  saying  they 
get  the  same  amount  of  money  they 
got  last  year,  where  every  other  appro- 
priations bill  debated  on  the  floor  over 
the  last  several  weeks  and  over  the 
next  several  months  we  will  actually 
have  Federal  agencies  substantially 
cut.  Not  freezes,  but  cuts.  This  is  the 
same  money  they  got  last  year. 

Finally,  I  want  to  say  to  my  Repub- 
lican colleagues,  I  think  if  we  are  to 
earn  the  respect  of  the  American  public 
and  develop  the  sense  of  credibility  on 
other  deficit  issues,  we  have  to  apply 
the  same  kind  of  standards  to  the  U.S. 
military  and  to  the  Pentagon.  To 
somehow  say  we  are  going  to  look  ag- 
gressively at  every  program  and  to  say 
we  are  going  to  ask  Medicare  to  slow 
its  rate  of  growth  and  we  are  going  to 
ask  the  Envfronmental  Protection 
Agency  to  live  with  less  money,  and 
the  National  Park  Service  to  live  with 
less  money,  and  the  FBI,  and  every  sin- 
gle Federal  agency  across  the  board, 
but  then  say,  wait  a  minute,  wait,  the 
only  guys  who  get  more  money  are  the 
folks  at  the  Pentagon  because  they 
have  operated  so  efficiently  and  so  in- 
telligently over  the  years  that  they 
cannot  find  any  place  to  cut. 

I  find  that  absolutely  incredible,  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  I  think  every  single  one 
of  my  colleagues  should  ask  them- 
selves, if  they  are  serious  about  deficit 
reduction  and  if  they  want  a  balanced 
budget  and  they  want  to  provide  a  fu- 
ture for  our  children,  then  we  should 
ask  the  Pentagon  to  be  subject  to  the 
same  kind  of  scrutiny  we  ask  every 
other  Federal  agency  to  live  with,  and 
we  should  do  it  with  a  vote  early  this 
evening. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  vote  for  the  Shays  amendment. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  may  I  inquire  how  much 
time  is  remaining  on  both  sides? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  FliANK]  has  13 


minutes  remaining:  the  gentleman 
from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Shays]  has  10 
minutes  remaining;  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Young]  has  13f^  min- 
utes remaining:  and  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Murtha]  has 
15  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  myself  30  seconds  to 
say  I  am  struck  by  how  we  are  told 
that  cutting  $1.8  billion  could  cause 
such  havoc.  The  appropriations  sub- 
committee underestimated  its  own 
skill.  They  were  just  told  by  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget  cut  $700  million 
and  they  did  it  fairly  painlessly.  Appar- 
ently, they  were  able  to  get  rid  of  700 
million  and  America  is  still  secure;  no 
invasion  impends,  no  health  care  has 
been  cut  back. 

They  could  cut  700  million  appar- 
ently with  no  problem.  I  think  if  they 
worked  a  little  harder,  they  could  cut 
another  $1.8  billion,  which  is  still  less 
than  1  percent  of  the  total  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Meehan]. 

Mr.  MEEHAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise 
to  support  the  freeze  amendment.  That 
is  what  this  does.  It  is  a  freeze  amend- 
ment. 

Now,  it  is  interesting  to  me,  when  we 
voted  on  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment there  were  about  300  Members  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  who  came 
in  here  and  voted  for  a  balanced  budget 
amendment.  That  was  the  easy  part, 
come  in  a  vote  for  a  balance  budget 
amendment,  go  back  to  our  districts 
and  say,  well,  I  voted  for  a  balanced 
budget  amendment:  I  want  to  balance 
the  budget. 

We  tried  yesterday  to  cut  conwrate 
welfare  with  very  little  success,  then 
we  tried  to  cut  tobacco  subsidies  with 
a  little  more  success,  but  we  were  un- 
able to  do  it.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  de- 
fense appropriations  bill  adds  close  to 
$11  billion  more  than  what  the  Presi- 
dent requested,  $3.7  billion  more  than 
we  gave  the  Pentagon  last  year. 

Adding  $11  billion  to  the  defense 
budget  is  the  height  of  fiscal  irrespon- 
sibility; 15  percent  of  the  budget  is  the 
defense  budget.  How  in  the  world  are 
we  going  to  tell  the  American  people 
that  we  are  serious  about  balancing  the 
budget  when  we  do  not  have  the  cour- 
age to  make  the  difficult  choices  with 
defense? 

In  this  particular  option,  $1.8  billion, 
as  my  colleague  from  Massachusetts 
said,  we  cut  $800  million  just  with  the 
rule  that  we  passed.  This  is  an  easy 
amendment. 

I  hear  this  talk  about  we  are  going  to 
cut  health  care,  we  are  going  to  cut  the 
extra  money  for  the  troops  and  the 
extra  money  for  readiness.  This  bill  ap- 
propriates $6  billion  more  than  the 
President's  request  on  weapons  pro- 
curement. It  accelerates  the  purchases 
of  new  fighter  aircraft  and  submarines, 
items    that    the    Pentagon    had    not 
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planned  to  buy  for  years.  And  if  they 
had  not  planned  to  buy  them  for  years, 
how  in  the  world  will  we  pay  the  up- 
keep? 

It  does  not  make  any  sense.  This 
budget  sinks  $858  million,  69  percent 
more  than  the  President  requested, 
into  the  national  missile  defense  sys- 
tem. 

If  we  are  serious  about  balancing  the 
budget,  let  us  not  exempt  15  percent  of 
the  budget.  Let  us  pass  this  freeze 
amendment. 

Mr.  YOXJNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Lewis],  a 
distinguished  member  of  the  sub- 
committee. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  thank  the  chairman  and  the  dis- 
tinguished ranking  member,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania. 

I  first  want  to  say  to  both  my  col- 
leagues, my  chairman  as  well  as  the 
gentleman  firom  Pennsylvania,  that  I 
could  not  admire  more  the  work  of 
these  two  gentlemen  in  terms  of  the  ef- 
forts they  make  in  that  Committee  on 
Appropriations  on  behalf  of  the  coun- 
try. There  is  not  a  responsibility  at  the 
Federal  level  that  is  more  important, 
more  significant  to  this  country  and  to 
the  world  than  the  work  of  this  sub- 
committee, where  we  either  appro- 
priate the  money  or  we  do  not  appro- 
priate the  money  to  keep  America 
strong. 

In  my  time  in  the  Congress,  there  has 
been  nothing  more  important  that  we 
have  done  than  to  lay  a  foundation 
that  causes  us  to  be  strong,  as  the  one 
leader  in  the  entire  world.  It  is  the  re- 
sult of  their  work  that  indeed  the  So- 
viet Union  eventually  collapsed.  The 
pressure  it  put  on  that  process  brought 
an  end  to  the  East-West  confrontation. 
I  do  not  know  how  many  trillions  of 
dollars  that  effort  has  saved  this  coun- 
try. 

The  price  of  peace  is  great  but,  in- 
deed, the  price  of  not  having  it  could  be 
much,  much  greater.  To  suggest  that 
we  should  continue  to  reduce  this 
budget  is  almost  laughable  if  it  was  not 
so  important.  Indeed,  ladies  and  gentle- 
men, over  the  last  5  years  we  have  re- 
duced these  budgets  not  by  a  billion 
dollars  discussed  here,  but  by  $100  bil- 
lion. And  over  those  same  years,  every 
other  program  of  much  less  signifi- 
cance has  been  increased  beyond  infla- 
tion by  the  very  people  who  do  not 
want  to  supi>ort  defense. 

It  is  time  to  recognize  that  this  is 
one  of  the  critical  responsibilities  of 
the  Federal  Government.  It  is  appro- 
priate for  the  Congress  to  go  forward 
with  this  spending.  Indeed,  the  job 
being  done  here  should  be  commended; 
it  certainly  deserves  our  support. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Roth]. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
my  friend  firom  Connecticut  for  yield- 


ing me  this  time.  I  think  this  is  a  very 
important  amendment  not  only  be- 
cause of  the  money  involved,  but  I 
think  because  of  the  thought  process 
that  it  goes  into  when  we  vote  on  these 
amendments. 

As  I  interpret  this  amendment,  what 
we  will  be  doing  rather  than  spending 
$245  billion,  we  will  be  spending  $243 
billion.  That  seems  to  me  to  be  a  rath- 
er modest  cut. 

The  speaker  before  had  mentioned 
that  we  spent  a  lot  of  money  on  defense 
and  the  Soviet  Union  therefore  is  no 
longer.  One  of  the  reasons  the  Soviet 
Union  fell  is  not  because  we  spent  a  lot 
of  money  on  defense,  but  because  of 
what  technology  did  in  the  Soviet 
Union. 

But  it  is  true  we  spent  a  lot  of  money 
to  keep  our  country  strong.  I  served  in 
the  Army;  I  served  on  the  board  at 
West  Point.  I  am  very  partial  to  our 
military.  But  there  is  a  time  when  we 
start  asking  ourselves  why  are  we 
spending  these  billions? 

No  one  here  has  come  to  the  well, 
now  that  the  Soviet  Union  is  no  longer, 
no  one  has  come  to  the  well  and  said 
why  are  we  spending  this  money;  to  de- 
fend ourselves  from  who?  Who  is  the 
enemy?  Even  with  this  amendment  we 
are  spending  $243  billion.  That  is  a  lot 
of  money. 

If  we  want  to  protect  the  United 
States  of  America,  do  not  build  more 
planes  or  more  ships.  We  had  a  hearing 
today.  In  Odessa,  in  the  Ukraine,  there 
is  no  longer  communism  there.  They  do 
not  have  school  from  December 
through  March.  Why?  Because  there  is 
not  enough  heat  for  the  schools.  They 
do  not  have  pens  in  the  schools.  They 
do  not  have  paper.  They  are  here  in  the 
United  States  looking  for  old  books 
and  textbooks  to  send  to  Odessa  so  the 
kids  have  something  to  go  to  school 
with,  so  the  kids  have  something  to 
write  on,  and  we  are  spending  billions 
of  dollars  in  defense. 

If  we  want  to  do  something  in  defense 
of  America  we  should  start  sending 
some  textbooks,  sending  some  pencils, 
sending  some  school  supplies  to  Odessa 
and  to  the  regions  in  that  part  of  the 
world.  Do  not  send  more  missiles.  We 
are  spending  billions  of  dollars  to  help 
the  people  in  the  Ukraine  destroy  their 
weaponry  and  over  here  we  are  building 
more  weaponry.  It  does  not  make 
sense. 

The  problem,  as  I  see  it,  is  one  of 
thinking.  It  is  difficult  to  have  change. 
We  see  that  in  our  society  today.  The 
most  difficult  thing  to  do  is  to  change 
our  way  of  thinking.  I  have  been  here 
in  the  Congress  for  18  years.  When  I 
came  here  we  had  a  Soviet  Union.  I 
voted  for  all  the  defense  spending.  But 
that  enemy  is  gone.  It  is  a  different 
era,  it  is  a  different  time.  We  have  to 
bring  some  new  thinking  to  the  world. 

It  is  a  different  world  and  we  have  to 
acclimate  to  the  world  we  are  moving 
into  and  that  we  are  in  today.   The 


world  we  are  in  today  is  one  of  eco- 
nomic competition,  not  more  and  more 
military  planes  and  ships.  What  are  we 
going  to  do  with  more  subs  that  we  will 
have?  Who  are  we  defending  ourselves 
against? 

I  know  it  is  difficult  to  bring  in  new 
thinking,  to  change  one's  thinking,  but 
this  is  what  we  have  to  do  and  that  is 
why  this  amendment  is  important.  It  is 
not  only  that  we  are  saving  a  couple 
billion  dollars,  but  we  have  to  have  a 
different  mental  attitude,  a  different 
thinking  in  this  Congress.  We  are  not 
acclinmting  to  the  new  world. 

We  are  like  the  old  Comjnunists  try- 
ing to  get  back  in  power  against 
Yeltsin  in  Russia  today.  We  have  to 
have  some  new  thinking,  and  this 
amendment  goes  in  that  direction. 
That  is  why  it  is  important. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  myself  2Vi  minutes, 
because  I  want  to  comutnent  on  this  no- 
tion that  defense  and  intelligence  is 
somehow  an  obligation  different  than 
every  other. 

In  this  budget,  remember  the  intel- 
ligence agencies,  for  instance,  have 
now  gotten  into  economic  intelligence. 
The  budget  does  not  just  talk  about 
guns  and  ships  and  men  and  women  in 
uniform.  This  funds  the  intelligence 
agency,  where  we  have  been  told  the 
intelligence  agencies  have  decided  to 
do  economic  analysis.  I  am  glad  they 
are,  but  is  economic  analysis  in  the  in- 
telligence budget  of  a  qualitatively  dif- 
ferent nature  from  economic  analysis 
elsewhere  so  that  it  should  be  exempt- 
ed from  any  kind  of  budget  scrutiny? 
Because  all  this  is  a  freeze.  All  we  are 
saying  is  they  do  not  get  more  than 
they  got  last  year.  It  is  a  freeze,  not  a 
cut,  that  we  are  advocating. 

Let  us  talk  about  other  Government 
functions;  the  FBI,  faced  in  Montana 
with  a  difficult  situation.  We  are  told 
in  the  Judiciary  that,  yes,  they  did  not 
have  quite  as  many  agents  to  inves- 
tigate church  burnings.  We  were  going 
to  adjourn  temporarily  to  deal  with  the 
terrible  issue  of  church  burnings.  I 
think  putting  a  stop  to  church  burn- 
ings is  a  very  significant  Federal  re- 
sponsibility. That  takes  well-financed 
Federal  agencies. 

What  about  Inmiigration  protecting 
our  borders?  What  about  the  problem 
of  drug-induced  crime?  What  about  the 
problem  of  terrible  toxic  dumps?  We 
have  had  to  slow  down  the  money  we 
put  into  reducing  hazards  where  small 
children  live  because  we  have  said  to 
people  we  do  not  have  enough  money. 

All  we  are  sasring  is,  yes,  defense  is  a 
very  Important  fimctlon.  So  is  domes- 
tic law  enforcement.  So  Is  taking  poi- 
son away  from  small  children.  So  is 
having  adequate  control  of  our  borders. 
But  we  cannot  do  all  of  it  to  the  extent 
that  we  would  like.  And  a  freeze,  giving 
the  Defense  Department  the  same 
amount  of  money  this  year  in  this 
budget  as  they  had  in  the  year  before. 
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given  the  trends  the  gentlemam  from 
Wisconsin  quite  thoughtfully  pointed 
out,  given  the  fact  of  the  diminution  in 
the  exterior  threat,  indeed  if  we  look 
at  America  today  compared  to  8  years 
ago.  where  has  the  threat  to  our  secu- 
rity gotten  worse?  I  think  it  is  more 
domestic  than  exterior. 

Frankly,  I  think  with  the  collapse  of 
the  Soviet  Union,  we  are  somewhat 
safer  internationally  than  we  were  be- 
fore. I  wish  we  could  say  the  same 
about  crime  and  about  environmental 
problems.  So  does  it  make  sense  to  ex- 
empt from  the  process  of  freezing  and 
discipline  the  foreign  area,  where  we 
are  almost  certainly  safer,  and  take 
out  even  more  from  the  domestic  area 
where  the  threats  sadly  are  even  great- 
er? 

D  1830 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Mica]. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding.  I  serve  as 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Civil 
Service  of  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight,  and  I 
know  where  the  cuts  in  our  work  force 
are  taking  place.  We  have  heard  of 
273,000  employees  downsized;  80  percent 
of  the  cuts  in  this  administration  have 
come  out  of  the  civilian  defense  force. 

We  just  heard  the  last  speaker  say. 
What  is  the  threat?  The  threat  is  we 
have  had  the  largest  arms  sale  in  the 
'history  of  the  world,  and  we  have  mis- 
siles, and  we  have  subs,  and  we  have  all 
kinds  of  weapons.  Pick  up  the  news- 
paper today  and  we  see  the  potential  of 
the  threat.  And  our  No.  1  responsibility 
under  the  Constitution  is  what?  To  pro- 
vide for  the  defense  of  this  country.  It 
does  not  say  to  get  into  all  these  pro- 
grams. 

It  is  no  problem  for  us  to  come  here 
or  this  administration  to  come  here 
and  spend  $2  billion  on  Haiti;  $2  billion 
on  Somalia;  another  billion  in  Rwanda; 
Bosnia,  $5  to  $6  billion.  And  then  we 
talk  about  a  missile  defense  of  $5  bil- 
lion. We  are  really  standing  still.  We 
are  losing  ground. 

Mr.  Chairman,  two-thirds  of  our 
money  to  three-quarters  of  it  is  on  sal- 
aries and  retirement  benefits.  We  are 
now  paying  more  on  interest  on  the  na- 
tional debt  than  we  are  in  real  dollars 
for  our  national  security,  our  No.  1  re- 
sponsibility under  the  Constitution. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  cannot  afford  to 
err.  We  cannot  afford  as  a  Congress  to 
make  a  mistake.  That  is  the  threat. 
That  is  where  the  money  is  being  spent 
and  that  is  our  obligation  under  the 
Constitution. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  what  is  the  time  remaining, 
please? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
fi^m  Connecticut  [Mr.  Shays]  has  7 
minutes    remainingr:     the    gentleman 


from  Florida  [Mr.  Young]  has  9Vi  min- 
utes remaining;  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Frank]  has  8  min- 
utes remaining;  and  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Murtha]  has 
15  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  MURTHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Lou- 
isiana [Mr.  Livingston],  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  this  Jimendment.  I 
know  that  there  are  a  lot  of  folks  who 
believe  in  the  need  to  balance  the 
budget,  and  I  take  second  place  to  no 
one  in  that  belief.  The  fact  is  we  do 
need  to  balance  the  budget,  that  our 
children  and  our  grandchildren  are 
going  to  be  paying  for  our  profligacy  if, 
in  fact,  we  do  not  start  getting  our 
spending  in  line  with  our  in-flow. 

The  fact  is,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  for 
the  last  40  years  we  have  been  si>ending 
far  too  much,  running  deficits  of  $100 
billion  a  year,  $200  billion  a  year,  $300 
billion  a  year,  and  the  interest  within 
the  next  12  to  18  months,  the  interest 
on  the  debt  that  we  have  accumulated, 
that  $5  trillion  plus  debt  that  has  been 
accumulated  over  the  years,  will  soon 
exceed  what  we  spend  on  the  defense  of 
this  Nation. 

For  the  first  time  in  the  history  of 
the  country,  our  No.  1  priority,  provid- 
ing a  defense  for  our  people,  providing 
security  for  every  man,  woman,  and 
child  in  this  country,  will  come  second 
to  paying  interest  on  the  debt,  interest 
on  the  borrowings  that  we  have  had  in 
order  to  just  pay  for  government. 

So  there  is  no  doubt  that  we  have  got 
to  get  our  budget  under  control.  But 
the  fact  is  that  in  discretionary  spend- 
ing in  the  last  year  and  a  half,  we  have 
saved  roughly  $43  to  $50  billion  under 
what  was  appropriated  2  years  ago,  and 
by  the  end  of  this  appropriations  sea- 
son we  will  have  saved  about  $60  billion 
under  what  was  appropriated  2  years 
ago. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  Members  look  at 
the  trend  line  for  what  President  Clin- 
ton would  have  asked  this  Congress  to 
spend  had  we  not  had  the  change  in 
Congress  that  we  have  had,  the  savings 
have  run  about  $80  billion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  succeeding  in 
getting  the  discretionary  portion  of  the 
budget  under  control.  We  are  losing  the 
battle  still,  because  without  the  Presi- 
dent's agreement,  we  caimot  get  his 
consent  to  get  entitlements  or  the 
mandatory  portion  of  the  budget  under 
control.  That  is  no  reason,  absolutely 
no  reason  to  say  well,  therefore,  we 
should  take  extra  savings  out  of  the 
hide  of  the  defense  of  this  Nation. 

The  fact  is  that  we  need  a  ballistic 
missile  defense.  That  Is  still  in  conten- 
tion. It  is  opposed  by  Members  of  the 
House,  it  is  opposed  by  Members  of  the 
Senate,  and  it  is  opposed  by  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States.  Oh,  he  says 
we  need  to  work  on  the  development  of 
a  system,  but  he  says  we  do  not  want 


to  deploy  one.  I  happen  to  disagree 
with  him.  I  think  it  is  one  of  the  few 
threats  that  the  American  people  face. 
It  is  a  dangerous  world  when  we  look 
at  North  Korea,  when  we  look  at  China 
and  the  technological  advances  of 
China,  when  we  look  at  the  Iranians 
and  the  Muslim  governments. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Living- 
ston]. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
when  we  look  at  the  advances  of  a  hos- 
tile world  out  there,  we  begin  to  under- 
stand that  if  America  does  not  prepare 
for  what  threats  might  develop  in  the 
future,  that  we  may  well  find  ourselves 
underprepared  and  not  ready  for  those 
threats  when  they  occur.  That  would 
be  a  disaster.  We  owe  it  to  our  troops, 
we  owe  it  to  our  people  to  be  secure. 

As  this  chart  shows,  Mr.  Chairman, 
we  actually,  with  the  current  proposed 
spending,  after  we  take  off  medical 
spending  and  the  i>ay  raise  that  has 
been  built  into  the  system,  we  are  ac- 
tually going  down  under  last  year. 
When  the  Joint  Chiefs  have  said  we  ac- 
tually need  an  extra  $15  billion  in 
weapons  modernization,  we  are  not  giv- 
ing them  the  $15  billion  in  weapons 
modernization.  We  are  not  even  keep- 
ing even  with  where  we  were  last  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment 
would  cut  us  by  an  additional  $2  bil- 
lion. That  is  unwise,  it  cuts  our  seed 
com  so  that  we  cannot  sow  seeds  for 
the  future  and  be  prepared.  It  will 
leave  us  ill  prepared  to  meet  the 
threats  of  the  21st  century,  and  I  urge 
the  defeat  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  myself  10  seconds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  learning  the  lexi- 
con. Sometimes  a  freeze  is  a  cut,  and 
sometimes  a  freeze  is  a  freeze.  A  freeze 
is  a  cut  when  it  is  for  some  programs 
and  a  freeze  is  not  a  cut  or  is  just  a 
freeze  for  the  Pentagon. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2Vi  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Luther]^ 

Mr.  LUTHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  amendment  to  freeze 
Department  of  Defense  spending  at  the 
fiscal  year  1996  level. 

In  the  past  year  and  a  half  we  have 
seen  some  progress  in  reducing  our 
country's  deficit,  but  not  nearly 
enough.  With  the  budget  crisis  facing 
this  Nation,  we  must  look  for  every 
single  opportimity  we  have  to  reduce 
the  deficit.  And  we  simply  cannot  jus- 
tify spending  more  on  defense  than  our 
own  military  experts  believe  is  nec- 
essary. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  been  elected 
to  this  body  to  exercise  judgment,  com- 
mon sense,  and  courage  to  make  the 
hard  choices  necessary  to  achieve  a 
balanced  Federal  budget.  Freezing 
military  spending  would  demonstrate 
our  collective  commitment  to  getting 
our  Nation's  fiscal  house  in  order.  But 
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more  importantly,  it  will  set  the  stage 
for  asking  the  American  people  to 
make  sacrifices  in  other  important 
budget  areas. 

It  is  much  easier  to  discuss  the  idea 
of  shared  sacrifice  with  senior  citizens, 
children,  and  hardworking  American 
people  when  we  can  assure  them  that 
all  Federal  programs  and  ag:encies  are 
facing  the  same  budget  constraints. 

The  American  people  know  it  is 
wrong  to  ask  them  to  share  the  pain  of 
balancing  the  budget  when  a  big  part  of 
the  budget,  the  military  budget,  is 
being  increased.  The  bottom  line  is 
simple,  and  we  should  know  it  by  now 
after  eversrthing  we  have  gone  through 
in  the  last  year  and  a  half.  If  we  are  se- 
rious about  balancing  the  budget  of 
this  country,  it  is  essential  that  every 
Federal  program  and  Federal  agency 
share  in  the  sacrifice,  including  the  De- 
partment of  Defense. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  show  the  Amer- 
ican people  that  we  really  are  commit- 
ted to  fiscal  responsibility.  Let  us 
apply  the  same  belt  tightening  to  the 
military  budget  that  we  applied  to  the 
rest  of  the  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  my  fellow 
House  Members  to  vote  for  this  amend- 
ment and  freeze  military  spending  at 
the  1996  level. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Neumann]  in  support  of  the 
amendment  to  freeze  defense. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
is  an  amendment  to  freeze  defense 
spending  at  last  year's  levels.  It  is  no 
big  secret  in  this  Nation  that  elections 
are  coming  up  in  November  of  this  year 
and  I  have  become  accustomed  to  hear- 
ing an  awful  lot  of  demagoguing.  I  hope 
this  amendment  passes  so  that  there 
will  be  no  demagoguing  come  the  fall 
elections  this  year  about  defense 
spending  increasing. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  pass  this  amend- 
ment, defense  spending  is  frozen.  Pe- 
riod. It  is  not  an  increase  or  decrease. 
It  is  frozen,  period.  And  there  should  be 
no  demagoguing:  going  into  the  fall 
elections  after  we  pass  this  amend- 
ment. This  amendment  freezes  defense 
spending  at  last  year's  level. 

Last  year's  level  was  $243  billion. 
Next  year's  level  would  be  $243  billion 
if  this  is  passed.  What  about  defense 
spending  and  where  does  this  rate  in 
priorities  of  the  Nation?  I  think  de- 
fense spending  is  one  of  the  highest  pri- 
orities of  the  Nation  and  should  be 
treated  that  way.  But  does  that  mean 
defense  spending  should  not  be  treated 
with  the  same  scrutiny  that  all  other 
parts  of  the  budget  are? 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  personally  think  we 
need  to  develop  a  missile  defense  sys- 
tem for  this  Nation.  Many  of  the  Amer- 
ican people  do  not  realize  that  if  some- 
body launches  a  missile  against  the 
United  States  of  America,  we  have  no 
ability  to  shoot  that  missile  down  and 
to  protect  our  own  Nation.  So.  I  think 


we  do  need  to  develop  a  missile  defense 
system. 

If  we  freeze  defense  spending,  how 
can  we  go  about  developing  a  missile 
defense  system?  Well,  we  go  at  the  de- 
fense budget  the  same  way  we  have 
gone  after  all  the  other  parts  of  this 
budget.  We  find  the  programs  that  are 
not  absolutely  essential  and  we  take 
money  from  those  programs  that  are 
not  absolutely  essential  and  we  redi- 
rect the  funds  into  the  programs  that 
are  the  most  important. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  recommendation 
is  I  think  we  move  to  a  high-tech- 
nology military.  I  think  we  use  techno- 
logical advancements  the  best  we  pos- 
sibly can.  We  develop  the  systems  that 
are  necessary  to  preserve  and  protect 
this  Nation  for  our  children. 

But  when  we  are  doing  that,  at  the 
same  time  we  have  to  retire  planes 
that  are  too  old  to  service  properly, 
planes  that  are  too  dangerous  and 
other  equipment  that  is  too  old.  and 
properly  bring  down  the  support  for 
that  equipment  that  we  no  longer  need 
with  a  high-technology  military. 

What  is  happening  in  this  amend- 
ment? Defense  spending  will  be  frozen. 
The  National  Taxpayers  Union  sup- 
ports it.  and  I  would  like  to  quote  their 
letter  directly.  It  says,  "Congress  has 
committed  to  reining  in  wasteful 
spending.  We  cannot  afford  to  increase 
military  spending  if  we  are  to  gain  con- 
trol of  our  Federal  deficits  and  achieve 
a  balanced  budget." 

Last  night  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  we  had  a  very  inter- 
esting debate.  The  vote  outcome  indi- 
cated that  we  in  this  body  believed 
that  we  have  to  have  an  $8  billion  in- 
crease in  the  deficit  next  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  sug- 
gest to  my  colleagues  that  the  i>assage 
of  this  amendment  allows  us  to  move 
$1.8  billion  closer  to  a  balanced  budget. 
I  would  like  to  conclude  my  remarks 
this  evening  by  encouraging  the  people 
in  this  body  to  do  what  is  right  for  the 
future  of  our  Nation,  to  do  what  is 
right  for  our  children's  future. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  to  my  col- 
leagues, move  us  closer  to  a  balanced 
budget.  We  are  $5.2  trillion  in  debt. 
That  is  $20,000  for  every  man,  woman, 
and  child.  It  is  time  we  move  closer  to 
a  balanced  budget.  I  encourage  the  sup- 
port of  this  ajnendment  which  simply 
freezes  defense  spending. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Washington. 
[Mr.  Dicks],  a  member  of  the  sub- 
committee. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
wanted  to  make  sure  my  colleagues 
have  not  forgotten  a  little  history 
here.  I  have  heard  a  lot  of  talk  about 
the  defense  budget  not  having  been  cut. 
I  want  to  say  that  is  the  most  ridicu- 
lous thing  I  have  heard  all  night  to- 
night. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  cut  the  de- 
fense budget  by  $100  billion  a  year  since 


1985.  When  we  take  today's  budget,  it 
would  have  been  $350  billion.  Today,  it 
is  $250  billion.  We  have  cut  procure- 
ment by  70  percent.  The  Joint  Chiefs 
have  just  written  a  letter  to  Secretary 
Perry  saying  that  we  are  short  annu- 
ally $20  billion  in  procurement. 

n  1845 

We  have  downsized  the  military  since 
the  gulf  war  dramatically.  In  the  gulf 
war  we  had  1  million  men  in  the  U.S. 
Army.  Today  we  are  down  at  495,000. 
And  we  are  operating  at  a  higher  op 
tempo  than  at  any  point  between  the 
Vietnam  war  and  the  gulf  war. 

We  are  sending  these  kids,  these 
young  men  ajid  women  in  the  military, 
out  more  often  to  more  places.  The  op 
tempo  has  never  been  higher.  To  say  in 
the  face  of  that  evidence  that  we  do 
not  need  to  do  more  for  defense  is  sim- 
ply incorrect.  We  are  operating  in  a 
very  fragile  situation  here.  We  added 
about  $6  billion  to  procurement.  That 
takes  us  up  to  $44  billion.  The  Joint 
Chiefs  say  that  we  need  to  be  at  $60  bil- 
lion, and  Secretary  Perry  has  admitted 
the  fact  that  we  have  got  a  major 
shortfall  in  procurement.  This  budget 
does  not  really  come  close  to  meeting 
the  legitimate  requirement. 

Now.  I  understand  my  colleagues  who 
say  we  should  be  doing  more  on  domes- 
tic priorities.  I  wish  we  could  do  more 
in  domestic  priorities.  But  if  you  cut 
the  money  out  of  this  defense  budget, 
it  is  not  going  to  go  over  and  help  HEW 
or  other  bills.  It  is  going  to  go  to  defi- 
cit reduction,  which  is  a  very  impor- 
tant issue.  And  I  do  not  favor  tax  cuts, 
other  things  that  are  part  of  the  other 
side's  budget  that  will  make  the  deficit 
situation  worse.  But  to  say  that  we 
have  not  cut  defense,  we  have  cut  de- 
fense more  than  any  other  discre- 
tionary spending  issue  in  the  budget. 
Nothing  has  been  cut  more  than  de- 
fense over  the  last  decade. 

The  requfrements  today  on  the  mili- 
tary are  major.  So  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues not  to  forget  history  here.  We 
have  leveled  this  off  for  the  last  couple 
years.  We  have  not  really  done  what  is 
necessary.  I  just  urge  Members  not  to 
take  this  amendment,  because  it  will 
make  the  job  even  more  difficult  to  try 
and  have  adequate  procurement  fund- 
ing for  the  equipment  that  our  services 
need.  We  are  going  to  have  a  major 
problem  out  there  in  the  future  if  we 
do  not  have  adequate  funding  for  pro- 
curement. 

I  urge  Members  to  stay  with  this 
budget.  It  is  not  perfect,  but  it  is  cer- 
tainly a  step  in  the  right  direction. 
And  to  say  that  we  have  not  cut  de- 
fense is  just  ludicrous. 

Mr.  MURTHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
30  seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
souri [Mr.  Skelton]. 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  like  to  associate  myself  with  the 
remarks  of  the  gentleman  who  just 
spoke.  Vfe  cannot  cat  this  defense 
budget  anymore. 


June  13,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


14131 


It  is  interesting  in  all  this  debate, 
not  much  has  been  said  about  the  sol- 
dier. The  first  place  that  you  cut,  the 
easiest  place  that  you  cut  is  from  the 
soldier,  himself  or  herself  from  those 
who  are  on  the  high  seas,  who  keep  the 
airplanes  flsang.  We  should  not  forget 
those  because  they  are  the  first  to  be 
cut  in  an  event  of  a  cut  such  as  this 
amendment  would  provide. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  yield  myself  1  minute. 

Let  me  say  to  my  good  friend  from 
Washington,  I  do  not  disagree  with  his 
history.  It  is  his  mathematics  that  I 
want  to  focus  on.  The  gentleman  is  the 
most  honest  advocate  of  increased 
military  spending.  He  says  the  military 
budget  would  be  $340  billion.  But  it  was 
never  in  dollars  more  than  about  200 
bUlion. 

What  did  he  do?  He  used  an  inflation 
adjusted  figrure  and  that  is  at  the  heart 
of  this  discussion.  We  are  talking  about 
dollars  being  dollars.  The  gentleman 
from  Washington  says,  it  is  a  cut  in 
part  because  we  have  not  keep  up  with 
inflation.  So  I  ask.  particularly  Mem- 
bers on  the  other  side,  if  that  is  the  ac- 
counting they  want  to  go  back  to,  OK. 
But  understand  that  that  is  the  basis 
for  the  gentleman  from  Washington's 
argument. 

He  talks  about  a  reduction  from  $340 
billion,  but  we  never  got  to  $340  billion. 
It  is  the  inflation  adjustment. 

This  is  a  freeze.  This  is  the  same  dol- 
lars. That  is  the  issue  here.  Are  we 
going  to  adopt  a  whole  different  set  of 
accounting  for  the  military?  My  friend 
says,  340,  understand  that  that  is  get- 
ting you  into  inflation  adjusted  ac- 
counting. And  if  you  do  not  keep  up 
with  inflation,  it  is  a  cut. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  jrield  2  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
HINCHEY]. 

Mr.  HINCHEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  old 
habits  break  hard.  That  is  as  true  of 
nations  as  it  is  of  people.  We  are  in  the 
habit  of  spending  enormous  amounts  of 
money  on  the  military  budget.  Right 
now  we  are  spending  approximately  the 
same  amount  as  the  next  10  nations 
combined. 

It  is  simply  a  prudent  thing  to  freeze 
our  defense  spending  at  its  present 
level.  Some  might  argue  that  we  ought 
to  go  far  beyond  that  and  reduce  the 
military  budget  substantially.  There 
are  people  in  this  town,  responsible 
people  who  follow  the  military  expend- 
itures intimately,  who  would  argue 
that  you  could  safely  cut  $50  billion 
out  of  the  military  budget  without  af- 
fecting the  security  of  this  country  one 
iota.  No  one  there  is  proposing  any- 
thing like  that.  They  are  simply  pro- 
posing that  we  freeze  military  spending 
at  its  present  level  so  thr.t  we  can 
begin  to  establish  some  new  priorities. 

Our  priorities  approximaf^ly  have 
been  to  spend  for  the  military,  for  the 
Second  World  War  and  for  the  cold  war. 
All  of  that  is  behind  us  now.  The  major 
threats  to  our  countries  are  within. 


We  have  schools  in  this  country  that 
are  falling  apart.  We  have  children  who 
are  not  getting  decent  education.  We 
have  people  who  need  health  care.  We 
have  roads  and  bridges  which  &Te  fall- 
ing apart.  Half  of  the  bridges  in  this 
country  are  below  standards,  below 
safety  standards.  Eversrwhere  we  look 
the  basic  infrastructure  of  this  country 
is  in  dire  need.  W^e  continue  to  pour 
more  and  more  money  into  larger  and 
larger  military  budgets  against  an 
enemy  that  is  no  longer  extant.  They 
are  gone.  We  have  beat  them.  They  are 
defeated.  They  are  not  here  anymore. 

his  kind  of  military  has  got  to  be 
brought  in  line.  We  have  to.  this  Con- 
gress has  got  to  be  given  the  oppor- 
tunity to  establish  new  priorities,  rea- 
sonable priorities  that  meet  the  needs 
of  our  country.  We  have  got  to  begin  to 
focus  more  approximately  on  our  do- 
mestic needs. 

I  have  just  mentioned  a  few.  They  are 
legion.  They  go  far  beyond  those  few 
that  I  have  just  mentioned.  But  the 
best  priorities  of  this  country  are  hurt- 
ing and  wanting,  and  we  are  not  treat- 
ing them  appropriately.  This  amend- 
ment is  reasonable.  We  should  freeze 
military  spending  and  refocus  our  pri- 
orities appropriately. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  yield  myself  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Frank]  is  rec- 
ognized for  2V4  minutes. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  want  to  be  very  clear 
again  about  what  we  are  discussing. 
The  gentleman  from  Washington  was 
very  honest.  He  said  he  does  not  think 
this  budget  is  enough.  I  will  be  honest 
and  say  that,  even  if  this  amendment 
passes,  I  think  it  will  be  too  much.  I 
asked  for  a  realistic  threat  assessment. 
I  asked  the  same  intellectual  and 
mathematical  standards  be  applied  to 
the  Pentagon  as  elsewhere.  We  do  not 
do  enough  with  the  FBI.  We  do  not  do 
enough  to  reduce  serious  hazardous 
weight.  We  do  not  do  enough  to  im- 
prove afr  traffic  safety.  We  do  not  do 
enough  to  provide  health  care  for  older 
people. 

We  are  about  to  tell  older  people  they 
will  have  to  take  some  reduction  in  the 
kind  of  health  care  that  is  available  to 
them.  You  cannot  exempt  one  area 
from  that.  If  you  reject  this  amend- 
ment, that  is  what  you  do.  This  amend- 
ment does  not  cut  the  Pentagon.  It 
cuts  it  from  the  inflation  adjusted  fig- 
ure which  I  thought  we  were  not  using 
anymore. 

This  amendment  says  the  Pentagon 
and  the  intelligence  entities.  Let  us  be 
clear,  not  just  the  Pentagon.  It  is  all 
the  intelligence  agencies  as  well.  They 
will  get  the  same  amount  of  money 
this  year  as  they  had  last  year.  Unlike 
almost  any  other  agency  of  govern- 
ment, they  will  be  held  harmless 
against  the  reductions. 


Now  look  at  the  threats  in  the  world. 
Yes.  we  have  Iran  and  we  have  Iraq.  We 
had  them  when  we  had  the  Soviet 
Union  as  well.  I  do  not  believe  that 
they  are  at  this  point  a  greater  threat 
than  the  collectivity  of  crime,  hazard- 
ous waste,  air  traffic  problems,  terror- 
ism. We  have  serious  problems  here  at 
home  as  well.  Here  is  what  we  do  if  we 
reject  this  amendment.  We  say  to  the 
wealthy  European  and  Asian  nations  of 
this  world,  do  not  worry  about  defend- 
ing yourselves  because  that  is  what  we 
are  talking  about  here.  When  we  talk 
about  a  two-war  strategy,  had  we 
talked  about  the  broad  projections  of 
American  power,  we  are  talking  explic- 
itly in  defense  planning  of  saying  to 
Europe  and  Asia,  those  prosperous 
areas  of  the  world,  you  need  not  spend 
very  much  on  your  own  defense.  We 
will  do  it.  Save  your  money  to  become 
more  efficient.  Save  your  money  so  you 
can  outcompete  us. 

Let  us  adopt  this  amendment  as  a  be- 
ginning of  a  rational  decision  to  deal 
with  military  spending  in  the  same 
way  that  we  should  deal  with  other 
spending. 

Mr.  MURTHA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to  say  to 
the  Members,  this  is  an  across-the- 
board  cut.  We  have  rejected  several 
specific  cuts.  Over  the  years  we  have 
cut  substantial  amounts  from  defense. 
The  threat  has  changed  dramatically.  I 
think  this  would  be  a  mistake  for  us  to 
now  freeze  the  defense  spending  at  this 
level. 

We  go  to  conference,  we  may  have  to 
make  some  more  adjustments.  All  of  us 
know  how  difficult  it  is  to  make  sure 
the  troops  are  taken  care  of,  make  sure 
the  threat  is  taken  care  of.  All  of  us 
work  diligently  listening  to  hearings, 
listening  to  what  the  military  wants. 
They  have  long  lists  of  what  they 
would  like.  But  in  order  to  keep  our 
military  ready  to  respond  and  our  Na- 
tional Guard  and  Reserve  ready  to  re- 
spond, we  cannot  take  another  cut  at 
this  point  as  we  negotiate  through  this 
bill.  So  I  would  urge  Members  to  vote 
against  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  yield  1  minute  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Nethercxttt].  a  member  of  the 
subcommittee. 

Mr.  NETHERCLTT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  very  much  for 
yielding  time  to  me.  I  have  been  sitting 
in  my  office  listening  to  this  debate.  I 
felt  compelled  to  come  here  to  the 
floor  as  a  member  of  this  subcommit- 
tee who  sat  through  the  hearings  day 
after  day,  moment  after  moment,  lis- 
tening to  the  needs  expressed  by  the 
military  for  our  future  readiness  and 
our  current  readiness. 

I  want  to  speak  to  my  Republican 
freshman  colleagues.  Be  very  careful 
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about  what  we  do  here.  This  is  a  bad 
amendment.  This  is  something  that  is 
going  to  threaten,  in  my  judgment,  the 
future  of  this  Nation.  Think  back  just 
recently  when  we  were  so  proud  in  this 
country  to  have  our  military  forces  be 
able  to  go  to  Bosnia  and  rescue  Scott 
O'Grady,  a  constituent  of  mine  from 
Spokane,  WA.  Think  back  how  we  felt 
in  1978  and  1979  when  we  had  the  fiasco 
in  our  military  problems  in  the  Iran 
rescue  attempts.  All  the  reason  for 
that  success  in  the  Scott  O'Grady  case 
is  because  we  are  prepared. 

We  have  to  be  prepared  for  the  fu- 
ture. This  is  a  dangerous  world.  We 
have  heard  it  time  after  time  in  our 
subcommittee.  This  is  a  dangerous 
amendment.  In  my  judgment,  my  col- 
leagues, we  ought  to  reject  it  very, 
very  strongly. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Shays]  is  recog- 
nized for  4  minutes. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe 
with  all  my  heart  and  soul,  if  you  tell 
the  American  people  the  truth,  they 
will  have  you  do  the  right  thing.  If  you 
tell  your  colleagues  the  truth,  they 
will  have  you  do  the  right  thing,  too. 

It  is  truthful,  it  is  very  truthful,  as 
the  opponents  of  this  bill  point  out, 
there  have  been  cuts  in  defense.  In  1990, 
we  appropriated  $286  billion.  In  1991, 
$268  billion.  In  1992,  S269  billion.  In  1993, 
$253  billion.  In  1994,  we  spent,  appro- 
priated $240  billion.  Since  that  time, 
1995,  $243  billion.  1996,  the  budget  we 
are  in  now,  $243  billion. 

This  amendment  is  sasring  that  we 
should  not  cut  from  defense  anymore. 
We  should  not  add  to  defense  anymore. 
We  should  spend  $243  billion.  It  is  in 
truth  a  freeze. 

Now,  it  is  important  to  point  out 
that,  when  we  took  over,  I  speak  pri- 
marily to  my  Republican  colleagues 
and  to  those  who  might  be  watching  on 
TV.  especially  to  the  staff,  when  we 
took  over,  we  had  a  rescissions  bill 
that  cut  $20  billion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
should  address  his  remarks  to  the 
Chair  and  not  to  the  audience. 

Mr.  SHAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  none  of  it 
was  cutting  defense.  We  were  cutting 
discretionary  domestic  spending.  We 
added  back  $11  billion;  some  of  it  went 
to  defense,  for  very  necessary  things. 

In  1996.  the  President  wanted  to 
spend  S7  billion  more  than  1995  in  dis- 
cretionary spending.  We  spent  $23  bil- 
lion less.  All  cuts  to  domestic  discre- 
tionary spending.  No  cut  to  defense.  We 
cut  HUD  $6.3  billion  from  1995  to  1996. 
EPA  we  cut  $713  million.  FEMA  we  cut 
$143  million.  The  Department  of  Edu- 
cation, we  cut  $1.5  billion.  NASA,  we 
cut  $473  million.  The  National  Science 
Foundation,  we  cut  $141  million.  The 
summer  youth  program,  we  cut  $185 
million.  We  cut  from  legal  services  $122 
million.  We  did  cut  domestic  spending. 


We  have  to  be  truthful  about  it.  We  did 
not  cut  Medicare.  We  did  not  cut  Med- 
icaid. We  allowed  the  student  loan  pro- 
gram to  grow.  We  did  not  cut  the 
earned  income  tax  credit.  That  is  all 
going  up. 

D  1900 

Entitlement  are  going  up  under  our 
budget.  We  are  just  slowing  the 
growth.  Domestic  spending,  nondefense 
spending,  is  going  down.  We  are  cutting 
it.  And  some  of  us  happen  to  serve  on 
those  committees  where  we  would  have 
liked  to  have  spent  more,  but  we  knew 
we  had  to  cut  to  balance  this  budget  in 
7  years,  and  I  just  urge  my  colleagues 
to  recognize  that  we  need  to  get  our  fi- 
nancial house  in  order. 

If  my  colleagues  did  not  like  the 
bump  in  next  year's  budget  and  they 
were  tempted  to  vote  against  the  budg- 
et resolution,  that  was  a  plan,  that  was 
not  all  that  of  a  hard  vote  to  vote  "no" 
if  my  colleagues  thought  so.  What  is 
important  is  to  vote  to  actually  cut 
spending  where  we  can,  domestic 
spending,  to  freeze  it  where  we  can,  de- 
fense spending,  to  slow  the  growth  of 
entitlements. 

If  we  do  all  three  things,  we  will,  in 
fact,  balance  the  budget. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  recognize 
this  is  not  a  cut  from  next  year,  from 
this  year  to  next  year.  We  are  freezing 
defense  spending.  My  God,  if  we  cannot 
freeze  defense  spending,  how  the  heck 
can  we  continue  to  say  that  we  can  cut 
domestic  spending,  that  we  can  slow 
the  growth  of  entitlements? 

This  is  our  moment  of  truth  for  any- 
one who  wants  to  get  our  financial 
house  in  order  and  balance  the  Federal 
budget.  I  urge  adoption  of  this  freeze 
amendment. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  myself  the  balance  of  my 
time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Florida  is  recognized  for  4V4  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  just  think  it  is  time  now  to  get 
real  about  what  it  is  that  we  are  doing 
and  what  it  is  we  are  talking  about. 
We've  heard  all  of  the  facts  and  figures 
being  thrown  out.  This  $2  billion  cut 
will  have  the  effect  of  reducing  this 
budget  $6.7  billion  below  last  year's 
level,  adjusted  for  inflation.  Whether 
my  colleagues  like  it  or  not,  there  is  an 
inflation  factor  out  there  that  we  have 
to  take  into  account,  and  so  this  would 
not  be  a  freeze,  it  would  be  $6.7  billion 
below  last  year  in  terms  of  actual  buy- 
ing power. 

Now,  this  subcommittee  that  brings 
this  bill  here  today  has  already  cut  $1.3 
billion  out  of  the  original  number  that 
this  House  gave  us  to  work  with.  They 
gave  us  the  number,  and  we  worked 
from  that  number.  We  have  had  to  cut 
it  $1.3  billion  already,  from  subcommit- 
tee to  the  floor. 

Now  we  talk  about  the  defense  budg- 
et. For  the  last  12  years,  including  this 


year,  the  real  dollars  invested  in  our 
Nation's  security  have  declined  while 
almost  every  other  spending  account 
that  has  been  mentioned  in  that  same 
12-year  period  increased.  So,  in  effect, 
we  are  playing  catchup,  and  there  is  a 
lot  more  that  needs  to  be  done  than  we 
are  doing  here,  and  I  am  going  to  talk 
about  that  in  just  a  minute. 

But  I  think  it  is  important  that  the 
Members  know  that  two-thirds  of  the 
money,  listen  to  this,  two-thirds  of  the 
money  appropriated  by  this  bill  goes 
for  pay,  housing,  education,  medical 
care,  quality-of-life  issues  for  our  peo- 
ple in  the  military,  as  well  as  training 
and  readiness;  two-thirds  of  this  bill  go 
for  these  purposes.  Now,  why  is  that, 
and  why  is  it  we  spend  more  on  our 
military  than  other  nations? 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  because  we  have 
an  all-volunteer  military.  Those  men 
and  women  serving  in  uniform  today 
are  volunteers.  They  are  serving  their 
country  because  they  want  to.  They 
have  not  been  drafted  or  conscripted, 
they  are  a  volunteer  military,  and  we 
have  an  obligation  to  take  care  of 
them. 

Some  S540  million  of  the  money  in 
this  budget  is  going  to  pay  for  Bosnia, 
one  of  the  many  contingencies  that  our 
troops  have  been  involved  in.  With  all 
the  operational  tempo,  the  contin- 
gencies, we  are  wearing  out  our  equip- 
ment, and  we  need  to  replace  some  of 
that  equipment. 

What  do  we  do  today,  my  colleagues? 
What  we  do  today  not  only  determines 
where  we  are  in  our  military  capability 
in  1996  and  1997.  What  we  do  today  de- 
termines what  our  readiness  situation 
will  be  5  years  from  now  or  10  years 
from  now.  Let  us  not  take  the  chance. 
Let  us  be  prepared,  let  us  reject  this 
amendment,  and  let  us  get  on  with 
passing  this  bill  and  getting  to  con- 
ference with  the  Senate  and  getting  it 
to  the  President. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  jrleld  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

PARLIAMENTAKY  INQtnRY 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Par- 
liamentary inquiry,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  are  we  going  to  roll  this 
vote?  Just  for  the  guidance  of  the 
Members,  is  it  the  intention  of  the 
Chair  to  now  take  the  pending  votes 
and  go  on  to  the  next  amendment  in 
debate? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  request  for  a  re- 
corded vote  on  this  amendment  will  be 
postponed  until  after  disposition  of  the 
Schroeder  amendment. 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  But  we 
will  not  go  on  to  the  next  debate  until 
the  next  votes? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  That  is  correct. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut [Mr.  Shays]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 
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Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  demand  a  recorded  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  further  proceedings  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Shays]  will  be  post- 
poned. 

SEQUENTIAL  VOTES  POSTPONED  IN  COMMITTEE 
OF  THE  WHOLE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  453,  proceedings  will  now 
resume  on  those  amendments  on  which 
further  proceedings  were  postponed  in 
the  following  order:  an  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Obey];  an  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentlewoman  from  Colorado  [Mrs. 
Schroeder];  and  an  amendment  o^ered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Shays]. 

The  Ctialr  will  reduce  to  5  minutes 
the  tlirfe  for  any  electronic  vote  after 
the  first  vote  in  this  series. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  OBEY 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]  on 
which  further  proceedings  were  post- 
poned and  on  which  the  noes  prevailed 
by  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  designate  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  Clerk  designated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  101,  noes  319, 
not  voting  14,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  243] 


AckeniuD 

BarcU 

Barrett  (Wl) 

Becerra 

Bellenson 

Blomenauer 

Bonlor 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (OH) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Clay 

Collins  (IL) 

Collins  (MI) 

Conyers 

Coyne 

Cummlngs 

Danner 

DeFazlo 

Dellums 

Dintrell 

Dogpett 

Duncan 

Daibln 

Eblet* 

Evans 

Fattah 

Fllner 

Flake 

FofUetu 

Ford 

Frank  (MA) 

Fane 

Cepbardt 

Gutierrez 


AYES— 101 

HlUlard 

Hlnchey 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jacobs 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnston 

Kanjorskl 

Kaptur 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kleczka 

Lewis  (GA) 

Lofgren 

Lowey 

Luther 

Maloney 

Markey 

McCarthy 

McDermott 

McKlnney 

Meehan 

Menendez 

Miller  (CA) 

Mlnge 

Mink 

Nadler 

Neal 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Owens 

Payne  (NJ) 

Pelosl 

Petri 

Poshard 


Rams  tad 

Rangel 

Reed 

Rivers 

Roakema 

Roybal-AIlard 

Rush 

Sanders 

Schroeder 

Sohumer 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Shays 

Slaughter 

Stark 

Steams 

Stockman 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stupak 

Torres 

Towns 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Vlsclosky 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Wazman 

Williams 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Yates 

Zlmmer 


Abercromble 

Allard 

.\ndrews 

Archer 

Armey 

Bachus 

Baesler 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Baldaccl 

Ballenger 

Barr 

Barrett  (NE) 

Bartlett 

Barton 

Bass 

Bateman 

Bentsen 

Bereuter 

Blllrakls 

Bishop 

Bllley 

Blute 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

Bonllla 

Bono 

Borskl 

Boucher 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brown  (FL) 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bunn 

Bunnlng 

Burr 

Barton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Calvert 

Camp 

Campbell 

Canady 

Castle 

Chabot 

Chambllss 

Chapman 

Chenoweth 

Chnstensen 

Chrysler 

Clayton 

Clement 

dinger 

Clybum 

Coble 

Cobum 

Coleman 

Collins  (GA) 

Ck>mbest 

Condlt 

Cooley 

Costello 

Cox 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cabin 

Cunningham 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeLauro 

DeLay 

Deutsch 

Dlaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Dtzon 

Dooley 

Doollttle 

Donan 

Doyle 

Dreler 

Dunn 

Edwards 

Ehrllch 

Emerson 

Engel 

Ensign 

Eshoo 

Everett 

Ewlng 


NOES— 319 

Farr 

Fawell 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frellnghuysen 

Frlsa 

Frost 

FondeitMirk 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Geren 

Gibbons 

Gllchrest 

Oilman 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Goodllng 

Gordon 

Goss 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

Greene  (UT) 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall(TX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Harman 

Hastert 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Ketoei 

Helneman 

Herg«r 

Hllleary 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglls 

Is  took 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
JefTerson 
Johnson  (CD 
Johnson.  E.  B. 
Johnson.  Sam 
Jones 
Kaslch 
Kelly 

Kennedy  (HI) 
Kennelly 
Klldee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kllnk 
Klug 

Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Larrent 

LaTourette 

Lazlo 
Leach 
Lenn 
Lewis  (CA) 
Lewis  (KT) 


Llghtfoot 

Llnder 

Llplnskl 

Livingston 

LoBlondo 

Longley 

Lucas 

Man  ton 

Manzullo 

Martinez 

MarUnl 

Mascara 

Matsul 

McCoUum 

McCrery 

McHale 

McHugh 

Mclnnis 

McKeon 

McNulty 

Meek 

Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mica 

Mlllender- 

McDonald 
MUler(FL) 
.Moakley 
Mollnan 
MoUohan 
Montgomerj' 
Moorhead 
MorelU 
Munha 
Myers 
Myrtck 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 

Norwood 
Nossle 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne  (VA) 
Peterson  (FL) 
Peterson  (MN) 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce 
Qui  lien 
(jalnn 
Radanovlch 
RahaU 
Regnla 
Richardson 
Rlggs 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtlnen 
Rose 
Roth 
Royce 
Sabo 
Salmon 
SanXord 
Sawyer 
Scarboroofh 
Schaefer 
Schlff 
Scott 
Seastrand 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Slslsky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith  (MI) 
Smith  (TX) 
Smith  (WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 


Spence 

Thomberry 

Watts  (OK) 

Spratt 

Tburman 

Weldon  (FL) 

Stenholm 

Tlahrt 

Weldon  (PA) 

Stamp 

TorkUdsen 

Weller 

Talent 

TomcelU 

White 

Tanner 

Trail  cant 

Whlineld 

Tate 

Upton 

Wicker 

Tauzln 

Volkmer 

Wilson 

Taylor  (MS) 

Vucanovich 

Wise 

Taylor  (NO 

Walker 

Wolf 

Teleda 

Walsh 

Young  (AK) 

Thomas 

Wamp 

Young  (FL) 

Thompson 

Ward 

Zellff 

NOT  VOTING— 14 

Berman 

GUlmor 

Moran 

BevlU 

Hayes 

Sazton 

Bllbray 

Lincoln 

Smith  (NJ) 

Cardln 

McDade 

ThonitoD 

English 

Mcintosh 

D  1924 

Mr.  UPTON.  Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of 
Texas,  Mrs.  MYRICK,  and  Mrs.  CLAY- 
TON changed  their  vote  from  "aye"  to 
"no." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

AMENDMENT,  AS  MODIFIED,  OFFERED  BY  MBS. 
SCHROEDER 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  the  amendment,  as  modified,  offered 
by  the  gentlewoman  from  Colorado 
[Mrs.  Schroeder],  on  which  further 
proceedings  were  postponed  and  on 
which  the  noes  prevailed  by  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  designate  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  Clerk  designated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  This  will  be  a  5- 
minute  vote. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  148,  noes  265, 
not  voting  21,  as  follows: 
[RoU  No.  344] 
AYES— 148 


Ackerman 

Allard 

Baesler 

Baldaccl 

Barrett  (WI) 

Becerra 

Bellenson 

Bentsen 

Berman 

Blumenauer 

Blate 

Bonlor 

Borskl 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (OH) 

Bryant  (TX) 

CampbeU 

Chrysler 

Clay 

Clayton 

Collins  (IL) 

ColllttS(MI) 

Condlt 

Conyers 

Coyne 

Cummlngs 

Danner 

DeFazlo 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

DlngeU 

Doggett 


Dooley 
Doyle 
Dnacaa 
Dortm 
Ehlers 
Engel 
Esboo 
Evaas 
Farr 
Fattah 
Faao 
FUaer 
Flake 
FogUetu 
Ford 

Frank  (MA) 
Franks  (NJ) 
Fnrse 
Gejriiardt 
Green  (TX) 
Gutierrez 
HaU(TX) 
HlUlard 
Hlnchey 
Holden 
Jackson  (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 
<TK> 


Johnson  (SD) 

Johnston 

Kanjorskl 


Kapur 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Klectka 

Kllnk 

Dag 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Levin 

Lewis  (GA) 

Llplnskl 

LoBlondo 

Lolgren 

Lowey 

Luther 

Maloney 

Manton 

Markey 

Martini 

filascara 

McCarthy 

McDermott 

McBale 

McKlnney 

Meehan 

Menendez 

Miller  (CA) 

Mlwe 

Mink 

Moakley 

MoreUa 

Nadler 

Neal 
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N'eamajin 

Roukema 

Thunnan 

Smith  (MI) 

Taylor  (MS) 

Ward 

Klug 

Morella 

Schumer 

Oberstar 

Roybal-AUard 

Torres 

Smith  (TX) 

Taylor  (NO 

Watts  (OK) 

LaFalce 

Nadler 

Sensenbrenne 

Obey 

Rush 

Torrlcelll 

Smith  (WA) 

Tejeda 

Weldon  (FL) 

LaHood 

Neal 

Serrano 

Olver 

Sabo 

lowns 

Solomon 

Thomas 

Weldon  (PA) 

Lantos 

Neumann 

Shays 

Orton 

Sanders 

Velazquez 

Soader 

Thompson 

Weller 

Latham 

Ney 

Skaggs 

Owens 

Sawyer 

Vento 

Spence 

Thomberrj- 

White 

LaTourette 

Nussle 

Slaughter 

Pallone 

Schroeder 

Vlsclosky 

Spratt 

Tlahrt 

Whltfteld 

Leach 

Oberstar 

Smith  (MI) 

Pastor 

Schumer 

Volkmer 

Steams 

Torklldsen 

Wicker 

Levin 

Obey 

Smith  (WA) 

Pajme  (NJ) 

Sensenbrenner 

Waters 

Stockman 

Trail  cant 

Wilson 

Lewis  (GA) 

Olver 

Spratt 

Pelosl 

Serrano 

Watt  (NO 

Stump 

Upton 

Wolf 

Llplnskl 

Orton 

Stark 

Peterson  (MN) 

Shays 

Waxman 

Talent 

Vucanovlch 

Young  (AK) 

LoBlondo 

Owens 

Stokes 

Petri 

Ska^gs 

Williams 

Tanner 

Walker 

Young  (FL) 

Lofgren 

Pallone 

Studds 

Pomeroy 

Slaughter 

Wise 

Tate 

Walsh 

Zellff 

Lowey 

Pastor 

Stupak 

Poshard 

Stark 

Woolsey 

Wamp 

Luther 

Payne  (NJ) 

Thurman 

Rancel 

Stenholm 
Stokes 

Wynn 
Yates 

NOT  VOTING— 21 

Maloney 
Manton 

Pelosl 
Peterson  (MN) 

Tlahrt 
Torres 

Rivers 

Stndds 

Zlmmer 

BevlU 

GUlmor 

.Mcintosh 

Markey 

Petri 

TomceUl 

Roemer 

Stupak 

BUbray 

Gonzalez 

Meek 

Martini 

Pomeroy 

Towns 

Cardln 

Hayes 

Moran 

Porter 

Upton 

NOES— 265 

Cllnger 

King 

Qulnn 

MnCarthj- 

Portman 

Velazquez 

Cox 

Lincoln 

Saxton 

McDermott 

Poshard 

Vento 

Abercromble 

Everett 

LaTourette 

Davis 

McDade 

Smith  (NJ) 

McHale 

Ramstad 

Volkmer 

Andrews 

Ewlng 

Laughlln 

English 

McHngh 

Thornton 

Mclnnls 

Rangel 

Wamp 

Amher 
Armey 

Fawell 
Fields  (LA) 

Lazlo 
Leach 

McKlnney 

McNulty 

Mpp)iAn 

RigKS 
Rivers 

Waters 
Watt  (NO 

Bacbas 

Fields  (TX) 

Lewis  (CA) 

D  1931 

Roemer 

Waxman 

Baker  (CA) 
Baker  (LA) 

Flanagan 
Foley 

Lewis  (KY) 
Ughtfoot 

Mr.  GORDON  changed  his  vote  from 

Menendez 

MetcaU 

MlUender- 

Rohrabacher 

Roth 

Roukema 

Weller 
WUUams 

Ballenger 

Forbes 

Llnder 

"aye"  to  "no." 

Wise 

Barcla 

Fowler 

Livingston 

So  the  amendment  as 

modified  was 

McDonald 

Roybal-Allard 

Woolsey 

Barr 

Barrett  (NE) 
Bartlett 

Fox 

Franks  (CT) 
Frellnghuysen 

Longley 

Lucas 

Manzullo 

rejected. 
The  result  of  the  vote  was  annoimced 

Miller  (CA) 
Miller  (FL) 
Mlnge 
Mink 

Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sanford 

Wynn 
Yates 
Zlmmer 

Barton 

Frlsa 

Martinez 

as  above  recorded. 

Bass 
Bateman 

Frost 
Funderburk 

Matsul 
McCoUura 

.\MENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SHAYS 

Moakley 

Schroeder 

Berenter 

Galle«ly 

McCrery 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  ] 

pending  busi- 

NOES— 219 

Blllrakls 

Ganske 

Mclnnls 

ness  is  the  demand  for  a 

recorded  vote 

Bishop 
BlUey 

Gejdenson 
Gekas 

McKeon 
McNulty 

on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 

Abercromble 
AUard 

Doman 
Dreler 

Kim 
KUnk 

BoeUert 

Geren 

Metcalf 

tleman  from 

I  Connecticut 

.  [Mr.  Shays] 

Archer 

Dunn 

Knollenberg 

Boehner 

Gibbons 

Meyers 

on    which    further    proceedings    were 

Armey 

Edwards 

Kolbe 

Bonllla 

Bono 

Boacher 

Gllchrest 

Gtlman 

(Soodlatte 

Mica 

MUlender- 
McOonald 

postponed  and  on  which  the  ayes  pre- 
vailed by  voice  vote. 

Bachus 
Baker  (CA) 
Baker (LA) 

Ehrllch 

Emerson 

Everett 

Largent 

Laughlln 

Lazlo 

Brewster 

Goodllng 

MUler(FL) 

The     Clerk     will     redesignate     the 

Ballenger 

Fields  (TX) 

Lewis  (CA) 

Browder 

Gordon 

Mollnarl 

amendment. 

Barr 

Forbes 

Lewis  (KY) 

Brown  (FL) 
Brownback 

Goss 
Graham 

Mollohan 
Montgomery 

The  Clerk 

redesignated  the  amend- 

Barrett  (NE) 
Bartlett 

Fowler 
Franks  (CT) 

Llghtfoot 
Llnder 

Bryant  (TN) 

Greene  (CT) 

Moorhead 

ment. 

Barton 

Frellnghoysen 

Livingston 

Bonn 

Greenwood 

Murtha 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Bateman 

Frlsa 

Longley 

Bunnlns 
Burr 

Gundeison 
Gutknecht 

Myers 
Myrlck 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 

Bereuter 
Blllrakls 

Frost 
Funderburk 

Lucas 
Manzullo 

Barton 

HaU(OH) 

Nethercutt 

been  demanded. 

Bishop 

Gallegly 

Martinez 

Buyer 

Hamilton 

Ney 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

BUley 

Ge]denson 

Matsul 

Calvert 

Hancock 
Hansen 

Norwood 
Nussle 

The  CHAIRMAN.  This 

will  be  a  5- 

Boehlert 
Boehner 

Gekas 
(jeren 

McCoUum 
McCrery 

Camp 

Barman 

Ortiz 

minute  vote. 

Bonllla 

Gibbons 

McKeon 

Casady 

Hastert 

Oxley 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 

Bono 

Oilman 

Meek 

CasUe 
Chabot 
Chaznbllss 

Hastings  (FL) 
Hastings  (WA) 
Hayworth 

Packard 

Parker 

Pazon 

vice,  and  there  were — ayes 
not  voting  21,  as  follows: 

)  194,  noes  219. 

Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 

(^nzalez 
Goodllng 
Goss 

Meyers 

Mica 

.Mollnarl 

Cbapman 

Heney 

Payne  (VA) 

[Roll  No.  245] 

Brown  (FL) 

Graham 

Mollohan 

Ctaenowetb 
Chruteosen 

Heftier 
Helneman 

Peterson  (FL) 
Pickett 

AYES— 194 

Brownback 
Bryant  (TN) 

Greene  (UT) 
Hall  (OH) 

-Montgomery 
Moorhead 

Clement 

Herger 

Pombo 

Andrews 

Cummlngs 

Frank  (MA) 

Bunnlng 

Hamilton 

Moran 

Clybom 

HlUeary 

Porter 

Baesler 

Danner 

Franks  (NJ) 

Bun- 

Hancock 

Murtha 

Coble 

Hobson 

Porunan 

Baldaccl 

Deal 

Furse 

Burton 

Hansen 

Myers 

Cobom 

Hoekstra 

Pryce 

Barcla 

DeFazlo 

Ganske 

Buyer 

Harman 

.Myrlck 

Coleman 

Hoke 

()uUlen 

Barrett  (WI) 

Dellums 

Gephardt 

Callahan 

Hastert 

Nethercutt 

Collins  (GA) 

Horn 

Radanovlcb 

Bass 

Deutsch 

Gllchrest 

Calvert 

Hastings  (FL) 

Norwood 

Combest 

Hostettler 

Rahall 

Becerra 

Dlngell 

Goodlatte 

Canady 

Hastings  (WA) 

Ortiz 

Cooley 

Houghton 

Reed 

Bellenson 

DLxon 

Gordon 

Chambllss 

Hayworth 

Oxley 

Costello 

Hoyer 

Regula 

Bentsen 

Doggett 

Green  (TX) 

Chenowetb 

Heney 

Packard 

Cramer 

Hunter 

Richardson 

Berman 

Dooley 

Greenwood 

Chrtstensen 

Hefner 

Parker 

Crane 

Hutchinson 

Rl«» 

Blumenauer 

Doyle 

Gunderson 

Clement 

Helneman 

Paxon 

Crapo 

Hyde 

Roberts 

Blute 

Duncan 

Gutierrez 

Clybum 

Herger 

Payne  (VA) 

Cremeans 

Inglls 

Rogers 

Bonlor 

Durbtn 

Gutknecht 

Coble 

HlUeary 

Peterson  (FL) 

Cubln 

Istook 

Rohrabacher 

Borskl 

Ehlers 

HalKTX) 

Cobum 

Hobson 

Pickett 

Cunningham 

Jeflenon 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Brown  (CA) 

Engel 

HlUlard 

Coleman 

Horn 

Pombo 

de  la  Garza 

Johnson  (CT) 

Rose 

Brown  (OH) 

Ensign 

Hlnchey 

CoUlns  (GA) 

Hostettler 

Pryce 

Deal 

Johnson,  E.  B. 

Roth 

Bryant  (TX) 

Eshoo 

Hoekstra 

Combest 

Houghton 

QulUen 

DeLaoro 

Johnson.  Sam 

Royce 

Bonn 

Evans 

Hoke 

Cooley 

Hoyer 

Radanovlch 

DeLay 

Jones 

Salmon 

Camp 

Ewlng 

Holden 

Cox 

Hunter 

Rahall 

Dlaz-Balart 

Kaslch 

Sanford 

Campbell 

Farr 

Jackson  (IL) 

Cramer 

Hutchinson 

Reed 

Dickey 

Kelly 

Scarborough 

Castle 

Fattah 

Jackson-I<ee 

Crane 

Hyde 

Regula 

Dicks 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Schaefer 

Chabot 

Fawell 

(TX) 

Crapo 

Inglls 

Richardson 

Dlzon 

Kennelly 

SchlfT 

Chapman 

Fazio 

Jacobs 

Cremeans 

Istook 

Roberts 

DooUtUe 

Klldee 

Scott 

Chrysler 

Fields  (LA) 

Johnson  (SD) 

Cubln 

Jefferson 

Rogers 

Doman 

Kim 

CUy 

FUner 

Johnston 

de  laGarta 

Johnson  (CT) 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Dreler 

Kingston 

Shadegg 

Clayton 

Flake 

Kanjorskl 

DeLauro 

Johnson,  Sam 

Rose 

Dunn 

Knollenberg 

Shaw 

Collins  (U.) 

Flanagan 

Kaptur 

DeLay 

Jones 

Royce 

Edwards 

Kolbe 

Shuster 

CoUlns  (MI) 

FogUetu 

Kelly 

Dlas-Balart 

Kaslch 

Salmon 

EJirllch 

LaHood 

Slsisky 

Condlt 

Foley 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Dickey 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Sawyer 

Emerson 

largent 

bkeen 

Costello 

Ford 

Kingston 

Dicks 

Kennelly 

Scarborough 

Enal^ 

Latham 

Skelton 

Coyne 

Fox 

Kleczka 

Doollttle 

Klldee 

Schaefer 
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Schlff 

Stockman 

Vucanovlch 

Scott 

Stump 

Walker 

Seastrand 

Talent 

Walsh 

Shadegg 

Tanner 

Ward 

Shaw 

Tate 

Watts  (OK) 

Shuster 

Tauzln 

Weldon  (FL) 

Slslsk}- 

Taylor  (MS) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Skeen 

Taylor  (NO 

White 

Skelton 

Tejeda 

Whltneld 

Smith  (NJ) 

Thomas 

Wicker 

Smith  (TX) 

Thompson 

Wilson 

Solomon 

Thomberrj' 

Wolf 

Spence 

TorkUdsen 

Young  (AK) 

Steams 

Traflcant 

Young  (FL) 

Stenholm 

Vlsclosky 

ZeUff 

NOT  VOTINCJ— 21 

Ackerman 

Davis 

McDade 

BevlU 

English 

McHugh 

Bllbray 

Glllmor 

Mcintosh 

Cardln 

Hayes 

Qulnn 

Cllnger 

Johnson.  E.B. 

Saxton 

Conyers 

King 

Souder 

Cunningham 

Lincoln 

Thornton 

D  1939 

Mr.  PORTMAN  changed  his  vote 
from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  HOKE 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hoke:  At  the 
end  of  the  bill  (before  the  short  title),  insert 
the  following  new  section: 

Sec  8095.  None  of  the  funds  available  to 
the  Department  of  Defense  under  this  Act 
may  be  obligated  or  expended  to  procure 
landing  gear  for  aircraft  except  when  It  Is 
made  known  to  the  Federal  official  having 
authority  to  obligate  or  expend  such  funds 
that— 

(1)  the  manufacturer  of  the  Item  Is  part  of 
the  national  technology  and  Industrial  base; 

(2)  the  landing  gear  Is  manufactured  and 
assembled  In  the  United  States;  and 

(3)  the  contract  through  which  the  pro- 
curement is  made  is  entered  Into  more  than 
30  days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act:  Provided.  That  contracts  existing 
on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  and  ex- 
isting or  subsequent  options  In  such  con- 
tracts through  January  1,  2000  are  not  cov- 
ered by  this  section  if  the  Secretary  of  the 
military  department  which  issued  the  air- 
craft production  contract  certifies  to  the  Ap- 
propriations Committees  of  the  House  and 
Senate  that  purchasing  landing  gear  under 
the  terms  of  this  section  will  create  a  signifi- 
cant adverse  technical,  cost,  or  schedule  im- 
pact on  the  aircraft  production  program. 

Mr.  HOKE  (during  the  reading).  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendment  be  considered  as 
read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  the 
amendment  as  originally  published  in 
the  Record  with  an  addition  to  it  that 
clarifies  the  intent  that  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Traficant]  and  I  had 
with  respect  to  the  amendment. 

The  clarification  makes  it  clear  ex- 
pressly that  the  amendment  does  not 
apply  to  existing  contracts  on  the  date 
of  enactment  of  the  act  or  to  subse- 
quent    options     in     such     contracts 


through  January  1,  2000.  This  was  in- 
cluded at  the  request  of  the  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOKE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  reviewed  this 
amendment  and  asked  the  gentleman 
to  modify  his  amendment,  which  he 
did.  We  are  prepared  to  accept  it  on 
that  basis. 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  accepting  the 
amendment.  I  would  like  to  say  just 
very,  very  briefly  that  what  this  does 
is  essentially  it  is  a  "Buy  American" 
amendment  that  applies  to  landing 
geau:  with  certain  exceptions  and  its 
makes  it  clear  that  the  landing  gear 
that  will  go  on  our  military  aircraft 
will,  to  the  extent  possible,  be  manu- 
factured and  assembled  in  the  United 
States  of  America. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  jrleld  to  my  good 
friend  from  Youngstown,  OH,  Mr. 
Traficant. 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
is  a  good  amendment,  it  will  save  a  lot 
of  jobs,  and  I  appreciate  the  committee 
happily  accepting  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hoke]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  KENNEDY  OF 
MASSACHUSETTS 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Kennedy  of 
Massachusetts:  Page  87,  after  line  3.  insert 
the  following  new  section: 

Sec  .  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
or  otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  for 
the  Department  of  Defense  specimen  reposi- 
tory described  in  subsection  (b)  may  be  used 
for  any  purpose  except  in  accordance  with 
the  re(iulrement  in  paragraph  numbered  3  of 
the  covered  Department  of  Defense  policy 
memorandum  that  specifically  provides  that 
permissible  uses  of  specimen  samples  in  the 
repository  are  limited  to  the  following  pur- 
poses: 

(1)  Identification  of  human  remains. 

(2)  Internal  quality  assurance  activities  to 
validate  processes  for  collection,  mainte- 
nance and  analysis  of  samples. 

(3)  A  purpose  for  which  the  donor  of  the 
sample  (or  surviving  next-of-kin)  provides 
consent. 

(4)  As  compelled  by  other  applicable  law  in 
a  case  in  which  all  of  the  following  condi- 
tions are  present: 

(A)  The  responsible  Department  of  Defense 
official  has  received  a  proper  judicial  order 
or  judicial  authorization. 

(B)  The  specimen  sample  is  needed  for  the 
investigation  or  prosecution  of  a  crime  pun- 
ishable by  one  year  or  more  of  confinement. 

(C)  No  reasonable  alternative  means  for 
obtaining  a  specimen  for  DNA  profile  analy- 
sis Is  available. 

(b)  The  specimen  repository  referred  to  in 
Siibsectlon  (a)  Is  the  repository  that  was  es- 
tablished pursuant  ro  Deputy  Secretary  of 
Defense  Memorandum  47803,  dated  December 


16,  1991.  and  designated  as  the  "Armed 
Forces  Repository  of  Specimen  Samples  for 
the  Identification  of  Remains"  by  paragraph 
numbered  4  in  the  covered  Department  of  De- 
fense policy  memorandum. 

(c)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  cov- 
ered Department  of  Defense  policy  memoran- 
dum is  the  memorandum  of  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  (Health  Affairs)  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  dated  April  2,  1996, 
issued  pursuant  to  law  which  states  as  its 
subject  "Policy  Refinements  for  the  Armed 
Forces  Repository  of  Specimen  Samples  for 
the  Identification  of  Remains'". 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts 
(during  the  reading).  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
amendment  be  considered  as  reaul  and 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  have  spoken  with  my 
friend,  the  chairman  of  the  committee, 
as  well  as  Mr.  Mltitha  about  this  pro- 
vision. These  provisions  deal  with  what 
is  an  exciting  new  development  in  the 
human  genome  project  and  the  fact 
that  there  will  probably  be  no  larger 
group  of  donors  of  DNA  and  genetic  in- 
formation than  all  of  the  members  of 
our  military  that  will  be  required  to 
provide  DNA  samples. 

Under  current  Pentagon  policy,  the 
use  of  genetic  information  only  goes  to 
the  identiHcation  of  remains  or  for  the 
investigation  of  the  prosecution  of  a 
crime. 

Mr.  MURTHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEINNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  firom  Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Mr.  MURTHA.  Mr.  Cniaimmn,  I  know 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
YOUNG]  and  I  have  looked  at  this.  This 
is,  I  think,  an  important  safeguard 
that  is  necessary.  It  may  need  to  be 
cleaned  up,  but  I  certainly  have  no 
problem  with  it. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  I 
appreciate  that. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, if  the  gentleman  will  srield.  we 
are  prepared  to  auicept  it  and  move  on 
to  the  next  amendment. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  cooperation 
of  both  the  chairman  and  the  ranking 
member. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken- 
nedy]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

D  1945 

Mrs.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  for  the  purpose 
of  entering  into  a  colloquy  with  the 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Na- 
tional Security  on  the  question  of 
funding  reductions  to  Defense  Business 
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Operations  Fund  activities,  which  are 
included  in  his  bill. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentlewoman  jrield? 

Mrs.  FOWLER.  I  jrield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  would  be  more  than  happy  to 
engage  in  such  a  colloquy. 

Mrs.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  note 
that  the  committee  has  reduced  fund- 
ing for  Army  and  Navy  activities  in  the 
Defense  Business  Operations  Fund  by 
$500  million  to  reduce  funded  carryover 
of  these  activities.  I  hope  that  I  can  re- 
ceive some  clarification  from  the 
chairman  on  how  the  committee  in- 
tends to  distribute  this  reduction. 
Could  the  gentleman  provide  some  as- 
surance that  the  committee  intends  to 
apply  this  reduction  in  a  manner  that 
is  directly  proportionate  to  the  level  of 
projected  carryover  assignable  to  each 
of  the  various  kinds  of  DBOF  activi- 
ties? 

I  ask  this  because  I  am  aware  that 
the  Naval  Aviation  Depots'  budgets 
were  reduced  in  the  Department  of  De- 
fense review  of  the  Military  Services' 
budget  request.  I  am  concerned  about 
the  possibility  that  further  reductions 
could  be  applied  in  an  inequitable  man- 
ner. I  would  also  note  that  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  has  convened  a  study 
group  to  consider  modifications  to  the 
DOD  policy  in  this  area. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, if  the  gentlewoman  will  continue 
to  jrleld,  let  me  assure  my  colleague 
from  Florida  that  it  is  the  committee's 
Intent  to  reduce  these  accounts  in  a 
manner  that  reflects  the  various  DBOF 
activities'  proportionate  share  of  the 
total  carryover.  The  committee  does 
not  intend  to  Impose  an  excessive  or 
inappropriate  burden  on  any  one  kind 
of  DBOF  function  or  activity. 

Mrs.  FOWLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman from  his  clarification.  I  also 
want  to  praise  the  chairman  and  his 
committee  for  the  outstanding  product 
they  have  brought  us  today.  His  bill 
makes  significant  improvements  over 
the  administration's  request  by  en- 
hancing readiness,  modernization,  and 
military  quality  of  life. 

I  strongly  support  passage  of  this 
bill,  and  urge  my  colleagues  to  do  the 
same. 

Mr.  TORRES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  enter  into  a 
colloquy  with  the  gentleman  from 
Florida,  Chairman  Young,  at  this  time. 

I  deeply  appreciate  Chairman 
Young's  efforts  to  improve  the  readi- 
ness of  our  U.S.  Armed  Forces  to  con- 
duct operations  in  chemical  and  bio- 
logical operations  and  their  environ- 
ment. I  fully  support  the  chairman's 
request  for  increased  appropriations  for 
the  procurement  of  protective  chemi- 
cal-biological clothing. 


Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  brought  to  the 
subcommittee's  attention  an  offer  to 
provide  the  Armed  Services  with  just 
such  individual  protective  clothing 
which  may  result  in  a  cost  savings  to 
the  American  taxi)ayer.  Discussions 
which  are  ongoing  with  our  Armed 
Services  on  this  offer  require  addi- 
tional discussions,  and  I  am  seeking 
the  chairman's  support  in  assisting  me 
to  resolve  these  discussions  during  the 
conference  process. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TORRES.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  thank  the  gentleman  for  bring- 
ing this  matter  to  our  attention  and 
assure  him  that  we  will  look  forward  to 
working  with  him  between  now  and 
conference  to  come  to  a  final  resolu- 
tion on  this  matter. 

Mr.  TORRES.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  taking  this  under  consider- 
ation. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BT  MR.  DE  FAZIO 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  DeFAZIO:  At 
the  end  of  the  bill  (before  the  short  title),  in- 
sert the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  None  of  the  funds  provided  In  this 
Act  for  the  National  Missile  Defense  pro- 
gram may  be  obligated  for  space-based  Inter- 
ceptors or  space-based  dlrected-energy  weap- 
ons. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all 
debate  on  this  amendment  and  all 
amendments  thereto  close  in  20  min- 
utes and  that  the  time  be  equally  di- 
vided. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object,  we  talked  about 
30.  Did  the  gentleman  just  say  20? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  said  20,  and  that  was  my  pref- 
erence. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  when  I 
discussed  it  earlier  with  the  ranking 
member 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  All  right.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  withdraw  that  request,  and 
let  me  offer  another  unanimous-con- 
sent request. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  debate  on  this  amendment 
and  all  amendments  thereto  close  In  30 
minutes  and  that  the  time  be  equally 
divided,  and.  hopefully,  we  will  not  use 
all  the  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
fi-om  Oregon   [Mr.   DeFazio]   and   the 


gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.   Young] 
will  each  be  recognized  for  15  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio.] 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

The  amendment  before  the  House  is 
quite  simple.  It  says,  and  I  can  read  it 
because  it  is  so  brief,  "None  of  the 
funds  provided  in  this  act  for  the  na- 
tional missile  defense  program  may  be 
obligated  for  space-based  interceptors 
or  space-based  directed  energy  weap- 
ons."' 

The  Intent  of  this  amendment  is  to 
have  the  Pentagon  focus  on  effective 
missile  defense;  that  is,  theater  missile 
defense  and  other  national  missile  de- 
fense initiatives  which  have  great 
promise,  and  not  to  spin  off  back  into 
space  in  the  fantasy  of  star  wars  once 
again. 

As  we  know  from  our  last  experiences 
with  star  wairs,  it  has  an  infinite  capac- 
ity to  consume  funds.  We  have  had 
much  debate  here  today  about  scarce 
resources  at  the  Pentagon,  and  I  be- 
lieve adopting  this  amendment  will 
help  the  Pentagon  to  focus  more  effec- 
tively on  the  technologies  that  have 
the  most  promise  to  defend  the  United 
States  of  America  and  defend  our  al- 
lies. 

It  will  not  Impact  theater  missile  de- 
fense; it  will  not  Impact  the  Nautilus 
program,  which  is  being  developed  in 
concert  with  Israel;  it  will  not  Impact 
the  Navy  Upper  Tier  program;  it  will 
not  impact  the  three-plus-three  BMDO 
proposal;  it  will  not  impact  the  LEAP 
proposal  of  the  Navy;  it  will  not  impact 
the  EKV  proposal  of  the  Army.  But 
what  it  does,  within  the  context  of  this 
bill,  which  will  provide  $3.2  billion  for 
missile  defense  programs  of  all  types, 
it  will  prevent  movement  and  dispersal 
of  scarce  funds  into  space-based  fan- 
tasies. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman fi:om  Texas  [Mr.  Thornberry]. 

Mr.  THORNBERRY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  begin  by  putting  this 
amendment  In  a  little  bit  of  context, 
because  I  think  the  American  people  do 
not  understand  exactly  where  we  are 
with  regard  to  missile  defense. 

There  are  missiles  that  threaten  peo- 
ple in  the  United  States  today.  There 
are  some  now  and  there  will  be  more  in 
the  future.  There  gets  to  be  a  debate 
about  how  quickly  we  will  have  more 
and  how  quickly  other  countries  will 
have  this  capability,  but  there  will  be 
more  and  nobody  denies  that. 

Second,  there  is  absolutely  nothing 
that  we  can  do  today  to  stop  a  missile 
from  hitting  the  United  States.  That  is 
a  fact.  The  children  in  this  country  are 
absolutely  vulnerable,  as  is  everyone 
else,  to  a  missile  attack  by  a  country 
that  has.  missiles  now  or  someone  that 
may  have  missiles  in  the  future. 
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This  amendment  asks  us  to  tie  one 
hand  behind  our  back  as  we  seek  to 
find  the  best  way  to  meet  that  threat 
in  the  future.  The  truth  is  this  is  not 
the  area  where  most  of  the  work  is 
going  on  now.  It  is  not  the  area  that  of- 
fers the  best  possibility  for  an  Imme- 
diate kind  of  protection  against  a 
small  sort  of  launch,  but  it  is  some- 
thing we  should  explore. 

We  ought  to  look  ahead  to  the  kinds 
of  threats  we  will  have  in  the  future 
and  the  best  and  most  effective  ways  to 
prevent  it  in  the  future,  and  that  is 
why  I  think  it  is  foolish  for  us  to  tie 
one  hand  behind  our  back  as  this 
amendment  seeks  to  do.  We  should  ex- 
plore all  the  options  and  we  should 
take  advantage  of  the  best  option  to 
protect  our  people  and  our  children,  be- 
cause I  think  that  is  the  first  obliga- 
tion of  this  Congress  and  the  defense 
that  we  are  responsible  for. 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Spratt]. 

Mr.  SPRATT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
my  colleague  from  Oregon.  I  do  so  as  a 
supporter  of  ballistic  missile  defense, 
both  national  and  theater,  and  I  do  so 
as  a  supporter  of  the  plus-up  that  the 
Committee  on  National  Security  and 
the  appropriations  subcommittee  have 
given  national  missile  defense. 

Used  wisely,  this  extra  sum  of  $300 
million  to  $350  million  will  take  us.  I 
think,  to  the  point  in  3  years  where  we 
will  have  a  ground-based  Interceptor  to 
test,  and  once  we  have  it  to  test,  we 
can  decide  if  we  want  to  move  forward 
with  it  and  deploy  it  In  3  more  years. 

A  lot  of  people  in  this  institution, 
this  House,  like  the  last  speaker,  decry 
the  fact  that  we  do  not  have  ballistic 
missile  defense.  Let  me  tell  my  friends 
It  is  not  for  want  of  spending  money. 
Since  Ronald  Reagan  made  his  speech 
In  March  1983,  we  have  spent  over  $35 
billion  in  pursuit  of  ballistic  missile 
defenses,  strategic  defense.  And  a  good 
bit  of  that,  at  least  at  the  outset,  was 
spent  on  space-based  lasers. 

To  start  with,  there  was  the  x-ray 
laser,  which  was  to  be  the  coup  de 
grace.  It  was  to  be  the  ultimate  answer 
to  ballistic  missile  defense.  It  did  not 
pan  out.  Then  there  was  the  excimer 
laser,  and  the  free  electron  laser,  both 
of  which  would  have  been  ground- 
based,  but  they  could  not  propagate  a 
beam  through  the  atmosphere  without 
gross  corrections.  And  then  there  were 
three  or  four  or  five  different  kinds  of 
chemical  lasers,  and  none  of  them  has 
yet  come  to  fruition,  proved  its  effi- 
cacy as  a  system  that  can  be  so-called 
weaponlzed. 

We  have  spent  more  money  on  space- 
based  Interceptors,  something  called 
Brilliant  Pebbles.  The  idea  once  was  to 
launch  thousands  of  these  cheap  small 
satellites  encircling  the  globe  in  low- 
earth  orbit.  We  built  Endo-  and  Exo-at- 
mospheric  interceptors. 


U  there  is  any  lesson  learned  from  all 
of  this,  it  is  simply  this:  It  is  not  for 
lack  of  funding  but  lack  of  focus  that 
we  do  not  have  anything  to  deploy  that 
we  caai  call  strategic  or  national  mis- 
sile defense  today.  And  if  there  is  any- 
where that  the  lack  of  focus  has  cost  us 
more,  there  is  nowhere  more  that  it 
has  cost  us  and  bought  us  less  than  in 
the  area  of  directed  energy  systems  or 
spaced-based  laser  systems. 

Now,  I  support  a  reasonable  level  of 
research  on  these  space-based  systems, 
on  these  directed  energy  laser  systems. 
One  day  they  may  realize  their  ixDten- 
tial.  They  may  transform  missile  de- 
fense and  other  forms  of  military  de- 
fense. But  this  amendment,  the 
DeFazio  amendment,  does  not  preclude 
this  kind  of  research.  That  is  because 
this  amendment  does  not  cut  the  Presi- 
dent's request  for  research  in  another 
ballistic  missile  defense  account  called 
the  advanced  technology  line.  It  leaves 
that  line  untouched  and  unaffected. 

This  amendment  also  does  not  pro- 
hibit or  affect  at  all  tactical  laser  sys- 
tems, like  the  Nautilus,  which  we  are 
pursuing  jointly  with  Israel  right  now. 
That  is  because  this  is  funded  in  the 
Army's  R&D  budget.  This  applies  only 
to  national  missile  defense  and  says  as 
to  it,  we  can  do  research  but  we  cannot 
pursue  national  missile  defense  sys- 
tems which  include  a  space-based  laser. 

The  technology  to  make  space-based 
lasers  militarily  useful  is  simply  years, 
decades  away  from  friiition,  and  the 
cost  of  developing  and  deplojring  lasers 
or  interceptors  in  space  is  far  beyond 
anything  we  can  afford  in  this  tight 
budget.  If  we  try  it,  we  will  only  drain 
dry  our  conventional  military  systems. 

So  this  amendment  keeps  us  from 
going  down  a  very  costly  and  maybe  ul- 
timately fruitless  road. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SPRATT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appre- 
ciate the  gentleman's  yielding.  I  just 
want  to  associate  myself  with  the  gen- 
tleman's remarks. 

I  believe  that  we  should  move  for- 
ward with  a  treaty  compliant  ground- 
based  S3rstem.  I  am  not  at  all  opposed 
to  doing  research  on  advanced  systems, 
but  I  think  any  effort  to  procure  them 
or  to  move  aheaul  rapidly  to  a  space- 
based  system  violates 

Mr.  SPRATT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington  [Mr.  DiCKS]. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  said, 
that  would  violate  the  ABM  agreement 
and  would  be  a  very  serious  mistake. 

I  appreciate  the  gentleman,  all  his 
hard  work  and  his  efi'ort  and  expertise 
on  this  matter,  and,  in  my  judgment,  a 
ground-based  system  could  be  effective; 
and,  frankly,  I  think  the  real  threat  to 
America  is  terrorism  and,  in  my  judg- 
ment, we  should  be  doing  more  about 
that.  I  think  that  is  more  of  a  threat 
than  a  ballistic  missile  attack  from  an 
enemy. 


Mr.  SPRATT.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  I  would  say  that  for 
those  Members,  like  the  gentleman 
from  Washington  and  myself  who  sup- 
port some  form  of  ballistic  missile  de- 
fense, national  missile  defense,  the  way 
to  go.  the  sensible  approach  is  with  a 
ground-based  system.  That  is  the  near- 
term  system  that  is  attainable  right 
now. 

This  amendment  Is  important  be- 
cause it  keeps  us  focused  on  that  with 
limited  amounts  of  money  to  spend.  If 
we  are  going  to  have  a  ground-based 
system,  we  can  only  accomplish  it  by 
staying  focused  and  staying  dis- 
ciplined. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gen- 
tleman win  continue  to  srleld.  the 
other  thing  is,  our  first  priority  has  to 
be  theater  missile  defense  and 
CoriJsSAM.  When  we  deploy  troops,  we 
have  to  be  able  to  defend  those  troops, 
and  I  think  the  priorities  the  adminis- 
tration has  are  correct  on  this. 

D  2000 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  4  minutes  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Livingston],  chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Appropriations. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  it  is  interesting  just  to  listen  to 
that  conversation  that  just  preceded 
us.  The  two  gentlemen  were  talking 
past  each  other.  One  was  talking  about 
the  ground-based  system  and  the  other 
was  talking  about  some  system  that  is 
out  there  in  the  hinterlands  for  a  thea- 
ter-based defense,  and  they  are  not  nec- 
essarily the  same.  So,  they  were  not 
necessarily  in  agreement. 

Look,  the  liberals  have  been  saying 
since  Gen.  Daniel  Graham  came  out 
with  what  they  called  the  star  wars 
system,  they  have  been  sajring  it  does 
not  work.  Technology  is  not  capable  of 
delivering  such  a  system.  You  cannot 
possibly  shoot  down  an  Incoming  mis- 
sile. "They  said  that  all  the  way 
through  the  eighties. 

All  of  a  sudden,  in  the  nineties,  we 
started  developing  these  systems  and 
they  started  realizing,  well,  so  much 
for  that  argument.  It  is  gone.  Because 
it  is  technologically  capable.  Then 
they  said,  well,  we  cannot  develop  a 
space-based  system  or  lasers  will  never 
work. 

Well,  if  lasers  never  work,  how  come 
the  Israelis  want  one  right  now  that 
has  been  utilized  in  the  deserts  of  Ari- 
zona or  New  Mexico  and  actually  shot 
down  incoming  targets?  And  Israel 
says  that  is  so  neat,  we  would  like  Co 
have  it. 

The  liberals  are  sasrlng.  oh.  my  good- 
ness, we  cannot  have  a  space-based 
laser.  They  are  not  saying  it  is  not 
technologically  possible.  They  are  say- 
ing it  is  not  treaty-compliant.  What 
treaty  are  they  talking  about?  The 
ABM  Treaty.  The  treaty  that  was 
confected  between  the  United  States 
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and  a  country  that  used  to  be  called 
the  Soviet  Union,  a  monolithic  totali- 
tarian government  comprised  of  some 
16  entities,  some  of  which  do  not  even 
exist  today,  and  certainly  that  entity 
does  not  exist  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  even  if  we  were  com- 
pliant with  that  treaty,  which  was 
probably  bad  news  back  then,  it  cer- 
tainly did  not  apply  to  this  higrhly 
technological  age  of  ours  today  where 
the  North  Koreans,  the  Chinese,  the 
Iranians,  the  Iraqis  and  everybody  else 
who  is  of  ill  will  in  the  world  will  have 
the  capability  of  putting  ballistic  mis- 
siles together  with  nuclear  warheads, 
chemical  warheads,  or  biological  war- 
heads and  dropping  them  on  New  York. 
And  we  are  going  to  say  we  are  not 
going  to  deploy  those  space-based  op- 
portunities because  we  do  not  want  to 
spend  our  money? 

Everybody  knows  the  ground-based 
system  that  the  gentleman  already 
talked  about  is  the  most  expensive  sys- 
tem we  already  have.  The  space-based 
system  actually  is  the  cheapest.  The 
one  in  between  is  the  Navy  system, 
which  probably  could  be  deployed  by 
the  year  2000. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  has 
amended  the  Republican  plan  which 
would  call  for  deployment  by  the  year 
2003  by  saying,  well,  he  has  got  a  better 
amendment.  We  can  develop  a  system 
in  the  year  2000  which  may  or  may  not 
be  deployed  by  2003. 

Weasel  words.  We  will  never  deploy  it 
if  it  is  up  to  the  gentleman  who  pro- 
ceeded me  in  the  well.  The  fact  is  he 
does  not  want  an  antlballistic  missUe 
system.  He  does  not  want  to  protect 
the  American  people.  He  is  willing  to 
hide  behind  words  and  good  thoughts 
as  much  as  he  possibly  can,  but  he  does 
not  want  a  missile  defense  system  that 
will  protect  the  American  people  or  our 
troops,  as  was  indicated  was  the  pref- 
erence of  the  gentleman  from  Washing- 
ton. 

Now,  we  are  going  to  have  to  have  a 
system.  We  can  deploy  a  system.  And 
whether  it  is  space  based  or  sea  based 
or  land  based,  whether  it  is  lasers  or 
whatever  it  is.  It  ought  to  be  the  most 
effective  system  that  money  can  buy, 
and  it  ought  to  be  the  most  cost-effec- 
tive S3retem  that  we  can  get.  We  should 
not  be  standing  here  in  the  well  of  this 
House  of  Representatives  and  saying 
one  technology  is  off  limits  for  what- 
ever reason. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  insane.  We 
might  as  well  be  sajring  we  are  going  to 
tie  our  hands  behind  our  backs  and  not 
defend  the  American  people.  Is  that 
what  my  colleagues  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle  want?  If  that  is  what  they 
want,  they  should  vote  for  DeFazio.  If 
it  is  not  what  they  want,  they  should 
vote  against  it. 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Spratt]. 

Mr.  SPRATT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  began 
my  last  statement  by  sasring  I  am  a 


supporter  of  ballistic  missile  defense, 
and  in  years  past  when  our  side  was  in 
the  majority,  on  several  occasions  I 
came  to  the  floor  when  my  own  com- 
mittee had  cut  the  request  for  national 
missile  defense  and  offered  amend- 
ments which  plussed  it  back  up,  which 
prevailed  in  the  House. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  supported  ballistic 
missile  defense  and  support  it  now  on 
the  ground,  because  I  think  it  is  an  at- 
tainable system.  But  I  also  think,  and 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Ap- 
propriations knows  well,  that  we  have 
a  terribly  tight  defense  budget.  If  we 
are  going  to  put  national  defense,  mis- 
sile defense  in  place  by  the  year  2003. 
we  have  got  to  keep  it  focused  on  a 
basic  system  that  we  can.  indeed,  de- 
ploy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  very  close  to 
being  able  to  deploy  a  ground-based 
system  which  is  cheaper  thaji  a  laser- 
based  system.  BMDO  put  our  cost  esti- 
mates in  March  of  1995,  which  placed 
the  cost  of  space-based  lasers  at  S20  bil- 
lion, $30  billion,  $40  billion.  Those  were 
extrapolations.  Nobody  knows  for  sure, 
because  it  is  a  very,  very  embryonic 
technology.  We  have  years  to  go. 

There  is  another  problem  with  space- 
based,  or  any  kind  of  space-based  sys- 
tems, and  that  is  their  inherent  vulner- 
ability. Because  once  they  are  placed 
in  space  in  fixed  orbit,  then  they  can  be 
taken  out  in  fixed  orbit.  They  can  be 
taken  out  by  any  country  which  is  our 
adversary  and  can  launch  an  ICBM 
that  would  truly  be  a  threat  to  us. 
They  can  fire  an  ICBM  against  it.  or 
they  can  use  an  antisatellite  system 
which  itself  is  space-based.  They  could 
even  launch  a  space-based  laser  against 
it. 

So.  Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  the  reasons 
that  BMDO  abandoned  space-based  sys- 
tems some  time  ago  in  preference  for 
ground-based,  at  least  as  a  first  stages, 
is  the  inherent  vulnerability  of 
predeployed  assets  in  space,  lasers  and 
interceptors. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  against  wasting 
more  money  on  deployment;  not  on  re- 
search. I  specifically  made  that  clear. 
This  allows  research  to  continue.  But 
against  pursuing  the  deplosrment  of 
these  systems,  because  they  would  pre- 
clude the  one  thing  that  is  attainable 
in  the  near  term:  ground-based  inter- 
ceptors. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
say  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Livingston],  that 
the  gentleman  from  South  Carolina 
and  myself,  the  former  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Arms  Services  Committee,  are 
all  people  who  are  committed  to  de- 
ploying a  system.  We  think  that  a  thin 
system  that  is  treaty-compliant  is  the 
right  way  to  go  because  we  think  it  is 
attainable.  We  think  it  does  not  start 


an  arms  race  with  the  other  side,  and  it 
will  be  less  expensive. 

Now,  what  I  said,  and  I  think  the 
gentleman  misunderstood  me,  is  that  it 
is  crucial.  First  of  all.  if  we  are  going 
to  send  500,000  troops  to  the  Gulf  again, 
I  want  them  to  go  with  theater  missile 
defense,  PAC-3,  THAD,  and  using  Navy 
ships  with  the  standard  missile.  I  think 
that  is  a  good  approach  to  defending 
our  troops  in  the  field.  To  me,  that 
should  be  the  highest  priority. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  we  are  sending 
men  and  women  into  combat,  they 
have  to  have  protection  from  scud  mis- 
siles and  other  launchers.  That  should 
be  first. 

And  then,  second,  we  should  keep 
working  on  deploying  this  system.  We 
are  prepared  to  go  in  that  direction, 
and  we  should  continue  to  do  the  re- 
search on  the  other,  more  exotic  lay- 
ered systems,  but  I  think  we  should  not 
deploy  them;  as  long  as  we  are  going  to 
maintain  the  ABM  agreement.  I  do  not 
think  they  should  be  deployed. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Living- 
ston], chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
three  points.  First  of  all.  the  gen- 
tleman that  preceded  me  is  talking 
about  the  use  of  existing  technology, 
which  means  we  could  deploy  that 
right  now.  We  have  that  equipment. 
That  is  not  the  issue. 

The  gentleman  is  trying  to  sub- 
stitute existing  technology  for  future 
technology.  The  fact,  is  in  answer  to 
the  gentleman  who  preceded  him,  Mr. 
Spratt,  the  fact  is  any  system  is  vul- 
nerable to  some  degree.  I  mean,  you 
could  take  out  a  ground-based  system; 
you  could  take  out  a  sea-based  system; 
you  could  take  out  a  space-based  sys- 
tem. They  are  all  vulnerable.  The  point 
is,  are  we  going  to  provide  some  um- 
brella of  protection  for  the  American 
people? 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  happen  to  think  we 
should  look  for  the  best  technology  at 
the  best  available  price,  and  we  should 
not  start  blocking  out  certain  tech- 
nologies just  because  they  happen  to  be 
exotic  for  somebody  who  never  believed 
in  them  in  the  first  place.  That  is  ex- 
actly the  position  of  the  author  of  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  hope  that 
Members  would  understand,  we  are  not 
the  experts.  Let  us  develop  the  system. 
Actually,  I  have  read  the  language  very 
carefully,  from  the  gentleman  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Spkatt]  to  the 
ballistic  missile  defense  program  or  the 
bill  that  we  have  offered  on  the  Hoor, 
and  he  does  not  commit  to  dei)loylng. 
The  gentleman  says  he  looks  forward 
to  developing  a  system  that  may  be  de- 
ployed by  the  year  2003. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  say  we  will  deploy 
by  the  year  2003.  There  is  a  gulf  of  dif- 
ference between  those  two  i>ositions.  I 
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say  we  should  be  deploying  and  we 
should  be  looking  forward  to  the  best, 
cheapest,  most  effective  sjrstem  to  pro- 
tect the  American  people.  Anything 
less  than  that  is  an  abdication  of  our 
responsibility  to  them,  our  constitu- 
ents. 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
30  seconds  to  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Dicks]. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  ques- 
tion is,  what  are  we  going  to  deploy? 
What  is  there  to  deploy?  Are  we  going 
to  fly  before  we  have  done  the  tech- 
nology and  worked  it  out  and  proven  it 
will  work?  That  is  a  prescription  for 
throwing  money  at  the  problem  in  a 
ideological  overreaction. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  try  to  go  with 
technology  that  we  know  something 
about  that  will  work,  that  will  give  us 
limited  protection,  because  that  is  all 
we  are  going  to  get. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  reserve  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Edwards]. 

Mr.  EDWARDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  star 
wars  is  the  Freddie  Krueger  of  defense. 
It  simply  will  not  die. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  is 
very  simple.  If  Members  oppose  star 
wars,  vote  "yes"  on  this  amendment.  If 
they  want  to  revive  star  wars,  an  ill- 
fated  taxpayer  boondoggle  that  has 
never  done  anything  for  the  American 
people's  defense,  then  oppose  this 
amendment.  It  is  very  simple. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  Members  think  it 
was  not  enough  to  take  $30  billion  of 
taxpayers'  money  to  put  into  this  pro- 
gram that  never  proved  out,  was  never 
able  to  be  deployed  in  the  1980's.  then 
vote  "no"  on  this  amendment.  To 
spend  more  money  on  star  wars  is  like 
spending  more  money  on  the  Edsel.  It 
simply  will  not  work  no  matter  how 
hard  we  try.  It  is  very  simple. 

Finally,  if  we  want  to  take  limited 
defense  dollars  and  ultimately  put 
them  in  a  space-based  system  that  is 
unproven,  rather  than  military  con- 
struction, military  pay  raises,  theater 
missile  defense,  if  Members  want  to 
take  money  out  of  their  terribly  impor- 
tant defense  programs  and  put  it  once 
again  into  star  wars,  which  I  thought 
my  Republican  colleagues  said  in  the 
defense  bill  debate  right  on  this  floor 
last  year  they  had  no  interest  in,  if 
Members  want  to  do  all  of  that,  they 
should  vote  "no"  on  this  amendment. 

If  my  colleagues  think  it  is  time  to 
put  a  stake  in  the  heart  of  this  mod- 
em-day Dracula  known  as  star  wars, 
then  vote  "yes"  for  this  amendment. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  could  I 
inquire  as  to  the  reniaining  time? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio]  has  4% 
minutes  remaining,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Young]  has  8  min- 
utes remaining. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
California  [Ms.  Woolsey]. 


(Ms.  WOOLSEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  just 
when  we  thought  star  wars  was  rel- 
egated to  the  video  rental  store,  it 
comes  back  as  national  policy. 

Mr.  Chairman.  It  is  unbelievable  that 
in  the  same  week  that  the  Gingrich 
Congress  passed  a  budget  that  hurts 
seniors,  hurts  children,  and  hurts  the 
environment,  we  are  considering  spend- 
ing $245  billion  on  the  military.  This 
bill  that  we  are  talking  about  now  will 
accelerate  the  space-based  star  wars 
program  and  wind  up  costing  $30  billion 
to  $40  billion  by  the  time  the  project  is 
completed. 

That  is  not  science  fiction,  folks;  it  is 
double-feature  horror  show:  yester- 
day's conference  report  and  today's  de- 
fense bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
DeFazio  amendment  because  the  Na- 
tion cannot  waste  $30  billion  to  $40  bil- 
lion on  a  space-based  star  wars  system. 

When  our  seniors  are  losing  the  guar- 
antee of  high-quality  health  care,  this 
Nation  cannot  afford  to  waste  $30  bil- 
lion to  $40  billion  on  a  space-based  star 
wars  system  when  our  young  people 
cannot  afford  to  go  to  college. 

This  Nation  cannot  afford  to  waste 
$30  billion  to  $40  billion  on  a  space- 
based  star  wars  ssrstem  when  poor  chil- 
dren are  losing  the  guarantee  of  basic 
health  care. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  ground  our- 
selves in  reality  for  a  moment.  The 
United  States  spends  as  much  on  the 
military  as  all  of  our  allies  combined. 
We  si)end  100  times  more  money  on  the 
military  than  Iraq.  Iraq,  which  is  the 
biggest  spender  among  the  rogue  na- 
tions. 

This  Nation  cannot  afford  to  waste 
$30  billion  to  $40  billion  on  a  space- 
based  star  wars  system  when  the  threat 
of  a  missile  attack  has  been  reduced  by 
the  end  of  the  cold  war. 

Inventing  a  threat  in  order  to  justify 
this  star  wars  gravy  train  for  defense 
contractors  is  simply  irresponsible. 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  remember  the  debate 
last  year  when  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Edwards]  stood  on  this  side 
and  a  Member  on  the  other  side  kept 
saying,  "I  wish  you  would  not  say  star 
wars."  We  are  not  talking  about  star 
wars.  We  are  not  going  back  to  star 
wars.  Star  wars  was  a  failure.  We  are 
talking  about  ballistic  mi.ssile  defense 
and  things  that  are  workable. 

Mr.  Chairman,  here  we  are  now  a 
year  later,  and  we  want  to  open  that 
door  again.  As  we  heard  so  ably  dis- 
cussed by  the  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Spratt]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington  [Mr.  Dicks], 
there  is  technology  out  there  which  ex- 
ists, which  can  potentially  defend  the 
United  States  against  these  threats 
that  we  hear  so  much  about,  the  rogue 


nations  and  the  single  or  the  few  mul- 
tiple missiles. 

But  what  we  are  talking  about  here, 
if  this  amendment  is  defeated,  is  open- 
ing the  door  again  to  the  star  wars  fan- 
tasy to  spend  another  $30  billion  to  $60 
million,  which  is  estimated  by  the  ma- 
jority's own  Congressional  Budget  Of- 
fice. They  came  up  with  the  $30  billion 
to  $60  billion  estimate  for  star  wars. 

D  2015 

That  is  why  the  bill  was  pulled  about 
a  week  and  a  half  ago  from  the  floor  of 
the  House.  So  let  us  focus  our  scarce 
resources  on  something  that  might 
provide  benefit  for  the  United  States  of 
America  in  terms  of  defending  our  own 
Nation  against  rogue  nations,  which 
might,  in  fact  already  has  defended  our 
troops  when  they  are  deployed  overseas 
hopefully  defend  some  of  our  allies 
overseas  in  the  co-development  with 
Israel  of  the  Nautilus  program. 

This  amendment  allows  the  TMD.  the 
Nautilus,  the  Navy  Upper  Tier,  the  3 
plus  3  BMDO.  the  LEAP,  the  EKV;  all 
those  programs  can  go  forward.  They 
are  all  technologies  that  have  a  good 
chance  of  working. 

What  it  does  say  is  that  we  are  not 
going  to  move  ahead  to  deplojrment  of 
a  $30-  to  $60  billion  boondoggle  that 
will  not  do  anything  to  defend  our  Na- 
tion. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chafr- 
man,  I  yield  myself  the  balance  of  my 
time. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  wish 
you  could  understand  how  silly  it 
sounds,  all  these  references  to  star 
wars,  to  talk  about  all  these  other  the- 
ater missile  defense  systems  that  are 
working.  Where  do  my  colleagues  think 
all  that  technology  came  from? 

This  is  simply  a  funding  limitation, 
doing  something  to  ourselves  that  no 
other  Nation  is  doing  to  itself.  This  is 
an  R&D  program,  and  to  not  spend 
this,  and  this  is  why  I  am  shocked  by 
some  of  the  strong  Democrat  defense 
eagles  on  the  other  side,  not  clearing 
the  air  here.  Stop  this  silly  rhetoric, 
and  let  us  not  hamstring  ourselves  in  a 
dangerous  world.  Do  my  colleagues  not 
take  questions  at  townhall  meetings 
that  indicate  that  this  country  is  still 
undefended  from  a  rogue  missile? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chafr- 
man.  the  author  of  the  amendment  has 
suggested  all  the  things  that  we  can  do 
under  his  amendment.  But  there  are 
some  things  that  we  cannot  do.  We  re- 
strict the  ability  under  this  amend- 
ment to  move  into  some  tyi>es  of  tech- 
nology that  really  look  like  they  might 
be  very  promising  and  very  clean  and 
very  efficient. 

I  would  give  the  example,  the  U.S.- 
Israeli  program  referred  to  as  Nautilus, 
a  laser  program  missile  defense  pro- 
gram. It  seems  to  have  a  tremendous 
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amount  of  promise,  and  we  are  funding 
it  in  this  bill.  Except  for  the  range  in- 
volved, it  is  not  unlike  the  type  of 
laser  that  we  might  be  talking  about. 
The  point  is  that  may  or  may  not  be 
the  system  that  we  would  deploy  even- 
tually. But  we  should  not  deny  our- 
selves the  opportunity  to  investigate, 
to  search  out,  to  find  out  what  really 
would  be  the  best  way  to  defend  our 
Nation  against  a  rogue  attack  or  in  the 
future,  who  knows,  against  an  inten- 
tional attack. 

We  know  the  threat  is  growing.  The 
point  is  that  we  do  not  have  the  ability 
to  defend  this  Nation  against  an  in- 
coming missile.  We  all  know  that  in 
this  Chamber.  There  may  be  some  who 
do  not  believe  that.  But  that  is  the 
fact. 

The  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Murtha]  and  I,  because  of  the  po- 
sitions that  we  hold  in  this  Congress, 
have  the  opportunity  to  know  whether 
we  have  that  kind  of  a  protective  de- 
vice or  not.  The  answer  is  we  do  not. 

It  is  Interesting.  Just  about  3  weeks 
ago  I  was  talking  with  a  group  of  busi- 
ness people,  some  of  who  were  involved 
in  military  industry.  And  one  of  the 
persons  who  really  should  know  said  to 
me:  Look,  I  do  not  care  what  you  guys 
say.  I  know  you  have  something  out 
there  to  defend  us  if  the  enemy  should 
send  a  missile  or  whether  it  should 
come  by  mistake  or  however  it  might 
come. 

Of  course  we  know  that  the  North 
Koreans  are  developing  longer-range 
missiles  all  the  time.  We  know  that 
Libya  and  Iraq  and  countries  like  those 
are  and  have  been  developing  weapons 
of  mass  destruction  that  could  easily 
fit  on  a  North  Korean  No  Dong  missile. 

We  also  know  that  Iran  Is  willing  to 
pat  up  plenty  of  money  to  harass  the 
United  States  and  our  interests.  So  the 
threat  is  there,  and  the  threat  Is  grow- 
ing. 

We  ought  not  to  deny  ourselves  the 
opportunity  to  really  find  out  what  is 
the  best  way  to  defend  our  Nation.  The 
administration  says  we  do  not  have  to 
worry  about  this  for  at  least  15  years. 
I  disagree  with  that.  I  think  the  capa- 
bility on  the  part  of  a  rogue  nation  will 
be  there  long  before  the  15-year  period, 
and  I  think  even  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Dicks]  would  agree 
with  that. 

Here  is  what  I  want  to  tell  Members. 
Despite  the  gentlemen  in  industry  who 
told  me  we  really  have  something,  in 
your  town  hall  meetings,  in  your  meet- 
ing with  children  in  schools,  the  ques- 
tion comes  up  about  defending  America 
from  missile  attacks.  Most  of  the  peo- 
ple in  our  country  believe  that  some- 
where, someone  has  the  answer,  has 
something  to  pull  out  of  the  maigic  hat 
to  defend  our  Nation.  The  fact  is  we  do 
not. 

When  Pearl  Harbor  was  attacked,  I 
was  just  a  little  Md.  I  was  growing  up 
in  a  small  coal  mine  town  in  western 


Pennsylvania.  We  did  not  have  tele- 
vision back  then,  so  we  did  not  know 
too  much  about  what  was  happening. 
But  the  radio  accounts  and  the  news- 
paper accounts  were  frightening  to 
young  kids  who  wondered  if  we  were 
going  to  be  invaded  next  week  or  next 
month  because  we  had  suffered  such  a 
devastating  blow  in  Pearl  Harbor. 

As  I  began  to  learn  more  about  what 
was  happening,  as  our  Nation  rebuilt 
after  Peaxl  Harbor,  we  had  time  in 
those  days;  we  would  not  have  time 
today.  I  began  to  realize  that  in  Amer- 
ica someone  was  looking  out  for  me 
and  all  the  other  little  kids  in  my  same 
generation.  And  they  did.  They  came 
back  and  rebuilt  the  armies  and  the  na- 
vies and  the  air  forces.  After  a  tremen- 
dous struggle,  tremendous  sacrifice, 
tremendous  loss  of  life,  we  won  World 
War  n.  Today  those  kids  in  those 
schoolrooms  where  you  go  to  visit  be- 
lieve that  we  have  the  capability  to  de- 
fend your  Nation  against  an  incoming 
missile.  They  think  in  their  hearts, 
like  I  did  when  I  was  a  kid.  and  I  will 
bet  many  of  you  did,  that,  OK,  so  there 
is  a  threat  out  there;  but  someone 
somewhere  is  going  to  make  sure  that 
we  have  whatever  it  is  we  need  should 
the  time  ever  come. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  us.  We  are  the 
ones  that  those  young  kids  of  today  be- 
lieve have  something  somewhere  to 
take  care  of  the  Nation  should  that  at- 
tack ever  come.  That  is  us.  And  that 
vote  Is  here  today  on  this  amendment. 

Vote  no  on  this  amendment,  and  let 
us  prepare  this  Nation  to  defend  itself 
should  the  time  ever  come. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

AMENDMEhT  0FFi3lED  BY  MR.  DICKS  TO  THE 
AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  DE  FAZIO 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer  an 
amendment  to  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Dicks  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  Mr.  DeFazio:  On  line 
2,  add  at  the  end  "for  the  deployment  or*. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  explain  my 
amendment  for  1  minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Washington? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
make  it  perfectly  clear  that  what  we 
are  talking  about  in  this  amendment  is 
the  deployment  of  a  space-based  sys- 
tem, not  that  we  are  stopping  the  obli- 
gation of  money  for  an  R&D  approach. 
There  are  legitimate  R&D  programs 
that  should  go  forward,  and  I  would 
urge  the  chairman  and  the  ranking 
member  to  accept  the  amendment,  and 
my  colleague  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, is  this  intended  to  be  an  amend- 


ment to  the  amendment  or  an  amend- 
ment to  the  bill? 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  Is  an 
amendment  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, if  the  gentleman  will  continue  to 
yield,  the  amendment  says,  at  the  end 
of  the  bill  before  the  short  title.  It  does 
not  say  amendment  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  added 
at  the  end  of  line  2.  "for  the  deploy- 
ment of". 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  object.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ob- 
ject. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  amendment 
has  already  been  reported  and  is  pend- 
ing. The  unanimous-consent  request  of 
the  gentleman  from  Washington  was 
for  time  to  debate  the  amendment. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  for  a 
vote  on  my  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington  [Mr.  Dicks], 
to  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio]. 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio],  as 
amended. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote  and,  pending 
that,  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quonim  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  further  proceedings  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio],  as  amended,  will 
be  postponed. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BEREUTER 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Bereuter: 
Page  87,  after  line  3.  insert  the  following  new 
section: 

Sec  8095:  Hereafter,  the  Air  National 
Guard  may  assume  i>rlmary  or  sole  respon- 
sibility for  providing  fire  fighting  and  rescue 
services  In  response  to  all  aircraft-related 
emergencies  at  the  Lincoln  Municipal  Air- 
port In  Lincoln,  Nebraska. 

MODIFICATION  OF  AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR. 
BEREUTER 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amend- 
ment be  modified,  that  on  line  2  of  the 
amendment  the  words  "primary  or 
sole"  be  stricken. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re- 
port the  modification. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Modification  of  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
BEREUTER:  In  line  2  of  the  Bureuter  amend- 
ment No.  4.  strike  "primary  or  sole". 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  modification  is  agreed  to. 

There  was  no  objection. 

(Mr.  BEREUTER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 

ills  T*frmfl  T*lf  R   ) 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, we  have  a  few  problems  with  this 
amendment  but  would  be  prepared  to 
accept  it. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
light  of  the  chairman's  generous  agree- 
ment to  accept  the  amendment,  as 
modified.  I  will  not  complete  my  entire 
statement. 

I  will  say.  however,  that  this  should 
save  the  American  taxpayer  and  the 
taxpayers  of  Lincoln  a  substantial 
amount  of  money.  And  by  the  deletion 
of  the  three  words,  we  remove  any  kind 
of  direction  to  them  about  what  kind 
of  agreement  the  National  Guard  and 
the  city  of  Lincoln  acting  through  the 
Lincoln  Airport  Authority  may  agree 
to.  I  think  it  is  appropriate  to  leave 
complete  discretion  to  them  regarding 
the  amovmt  of  degree  of  responsibility 
that  may  be  assured. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  his  com- 
ments and  for  his  courtesy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  very  simple  and 
straightforward  amendment.  It  would  allow  the 
Air  National  Guard  to  assume  responsibility  for 
providing  firefighting  and  rescue  services  in  re- 
sponse to  all  aircraft-related  emergencies  at 
the  Lincoln  Municipal  Airport  in  Lincoln,  NE. 

This  amendment  offers  a  commonsense, 
cost-effective  solution  to  a  long-standing  prob- 
lem at  the  airport.  Currently,  the  Lincoln  Fire 
Department  and  the  Air  National  Guard  tx>th 
are  stationed  at  the  airport  and  respond  to  air- 
craft-related emergencies  at  the  airport.  This  is 
clearfy  an  inefficient  and  costly  situation  which 
does  nothing  to  increase  safety. 

The  airport,  the  city  of  Lincoln,  and  the  Ne- 
braska National  Guard  all  agree  that  it  makes 
more  sense  to  place  the  National  Guard  fire- 
fighting  personnel  with  their  matchlessly  su- 
perb equipment — 5  trucks  and  30  personnel — 
in  charge  of  all  aircraft-related  emergencies. 
Not  only  woukj  this  change  result  in  no  in- 
crease in  costs  to  the  National  Guard,  it  would 
actually  save  ttiem  money.  The  airport  has, 
preliminarily  agreed,  for  example,  to  cancel 
the  Natkjnal  Guard's  360,000  per  year  pay- 
ment to  the  Lincoln  Airport  if  the  Natkxial 
Guard  assumes  the  firefighting  responsibilities. 

This  would  dearly  be  a  win-win  situation  for 
everyone.  Unfortunately,  the  interested  parties 
are  running  into  a  bureaucratic  roadblock  be- 
cause there  is  no  explicit  congressional  au- 
thority to  ailow  this  arrangement.  This  amerxl- 
ment  fixes  the  problem  by  making  it  dear  with 
pemiissive  legislatkin  ttiat  the  National  Guard 
may  assume  responsibility  for  firefighting  and 
rescue  services  at  the  Lincoln  Munkapal  Air- 
port. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Berextter], 
as  modified. 


The  amendment,  as  modified,  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SKELTON 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  SKELTON: 
Page  87.  after  line  3,  insert  the  following  new 
section. 

Sec.  .  Of  the  funds  provided  In  title  IV  for 
•'Research,  Developme.nt,  Test,  and  Eval- 
uation, DEFENSE- Wide",  the  amount  avail- 
able for  National  Missile  Defense  shall  not 
exceed  S812.437.000. 

Mr.  SKELTON  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SKELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
with  an  amendment  to  modify  the 
funding  priorities  of  the  bill  for  missile 
defense  programs.  It  is  my  intention  to 
explain  this  and  to  discuss  it  briefly 
with  the  chairman  of  this  subcommit- 
tee. Mr.  Young,  and  then  it  is  my  in- 
tention to  withdraw  it.  But  I  wish  I 
could  explain  it  at  this  time. 

The  bill  before  us  contains  S350  mil- 
lion increase  for  national  missile  de- 
fense research  and  development  but 
eliminates  funding  for  the  only  emerg- 
ing technology  aimed  at  protecting  our 
front  line  troops  throughout  the  world. 
The  program  formerly  named  CORPS 
SAM  and  now  called  Medium  Extended 
Air  Defense  Systems,  or  MEADS,  is  a 
joint  research  and  development  pro- 
gram with  Germany  and  Italy.  The  ad- 
ministration's budget  request  Included 
S56  million,  but  this  bill  Includes  no 
funding,  no  funding.  My  amendment 
recommends  restoring  $46  million  to 
MEADS  from  the  National  Missile  De- 
fense Account. 

Our  forward  deployed  military  per- 
sonnel fa^e  a  critical  and  growing 
threat  from  the  air.  Today  short  range 
ballistic  missiles,  cruise  missiles  and 
unmanned  aerial  vehicles  threaten 
American  soldiers,  front  line  American 
soldiers.  Tomorrow  this  threat  will  cer- 
tainly be  greater.  We  live  in  a  dan- 
gerous world.  Our  troops  were  vulner- 
able to  missile  attack  in  Desert  Storm, 
and  further  proliferation  of  dangerous 
weapons  will  certainly  increase  the 
threat  tomorrow.  I  am  concerned  be- 
cause no  other  program.  Mr.  Chairman. 
no  other  program  promises  to  protect 
our  forward  deployed  troops  as  shown 
by  a  chart  that  I  have  available. 

I  might  say  that,  on  behalf  of  our  sol- 
diers and  our  marines,  three  of  our  re- 
gional commanders  have  written  about 
the  requirements  for  MEADS:  Generals 
Luck.  Peay.  and  Joulwan. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  include  for  the 
Record  the  following  correspondence: 


Department  of  the  ARMi*.  Office 
OF  the  Deputy  CmEF  of  Staff 
for  Operations  and  Plans. 

Washington.  DC.  May  1.  1996. 
Hon.  Floyd  Spence, 

Chairman,  House  SatiOTial  Security  Committee. 
House  of  Representatives.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  The  Army  under- 
stands that  the  House  National  Security 
Committee  (HNSC)  Research  &  Development 
Subcommittee  will  recommend  during  full 
committee  markup  that  Medium  Extended 
Air  Defense  System  (MEADS)  funding  be  cut. 
This  action  is  apparently  based  on  concerns 
surrounding  technical,  flscal.  and  coopera- 
tive Issues  surrounding  this  International  ef- 
fort. These  misconceptions  place  this  pro- 
gram in  severe  jeopardy  and  place  our  future 
deployed  forces  at  risk. 

The  MEADS  effort  was  undertaken  to  ex- 
plore a  cost  effective  international  solution 
to  the  need  for  defense  of  maneuver  forces 
against  the  full  threat  spectrum  to  include 
aircraft,  helicopters,  unmanned  aerial  vehi- 
cles (UAV),  cruise  missiles  (CM),  and  theater 
ballistic  missiles  (TBM).  This  need  was  re- 
emphaslzed  both  last  summer  In  a  series  of 
Senior  Department  level  and  CINC  letters  to 
Congress  and  In  DoDs  recently  completed 
Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Review  which  folly 
funded  the  programs"  Project  Definition  and 
Validation  (PD-V)  Phase.  Despite  the  poten- 
tial French  withdrawal  from  the  program, 
the  urgent  need  to  provide  maneuver  force 
protection  still  exists. 

The  United  States.  Germany,  and  Italy  re- 
cently committed  to  continue  the  inter- 
national program,  as  demonstrated  by  their 
22  April  1996  trilateral  Statement  of  Intent. 
The  Army  enthusiastically  supports  pursuit 
of  this  international  program  with  our 
NATO  allies  including  Germany,  one  of  our 
strongest  and  most  stable  air  defense  part- 
ners. The  lack  of  demonstrated  U.S.  finan- 
cial resolve  will  undoubtedly  send  a  perplex- 
ing signal  to  this  international  industrial 
and  governmental  partnership. 

MEADS  Is  recognized  as  a  vital  defense 
system  for  the  challenge  of  force  protection 
on  the  21st  century  battlefleld.  The  Army 
views  a  system  like  MEADS  as  the  eventual 
long  term  replacement  for  the  Patriot  sys- 
tem as  the  Army's  lower  tier  TBM  defense  in 
the  post  2010  time  frame.  The  current  Invest- 
ment in  the  PD-V  phase  will  ensure  that  Sol- 
diers, Marines,  Airmen,  and  Sailors  of  the  fu- 
ture will  be  protected  on  the  t>attlefield  by  a 
robust  system  capable  of  responding  to  the 
full  spectrum  of  threat. 

Request  your  support  for  this  critical  De- 
partment of  Defense  Army  air  and  missile 
defense  program. 
Respectfully. 

EDWARD  G.  Anderson  in. 
Major  General.  US.  Army. 

department  of  Defense.  Ballis- 
tic Missile  Defense  Organiza- 
tion. 

Washington.  DC.  May  1. 1996. 
Hon.  Floyd  Spence, 

Chairman,  House  S'ationaJ  Security  Committee. 
House  of  Representatives.  Washington.  DC. 
DEAR  Sir:  I  understand  that  the  R^cD  Sal>- 
committee  has  recommended  that,  in  the 
FY97  Authorization  Bill,  the  Medium  Ex- 
tended Air  Defense  (MEADS)  t>e  canceled.  I 
would  respectfully  ask  the  Conamlttee  not  to 
accept  this  recommendation  for  several  rea- 
sons. 

MEADS  is  an  absolutely  critical  element 
of  our  ballistic  missile  defense  architecture, 
providing  the  critical  protection  for  US  ma- 
neuver forces  as  they  engage  the  enemy.  It  is 
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stxoDgly  supported  by  both  the  U.S.  Army 
and  Marine  Corps.  In  last  year's  discussion  of 
MEADS,  General  Joulwan.  our  European 
CINC.  forwarded  a  particularly  strong  letter 
of  support  for  MEADS,  reflecting  the  views 
of  our  other  warflghters. 

It  is  the  only  system  that  will  have  the 
transportability  and  mobility  to  be  brought 
into  theater  and  to  forward  deploy  with  the 
troops.  Besides  its  capability  to  defend 
against  ballistic  missiles,  it  is  a  critical  sys- 
tem to  also  protect  these  forces  against  ad- 
vanced aircraft  and  cruise  missiles.  Patriot 
and  other  missile  defense  systems  In  our  the- 
ater architecture  cannot  fulfill  this  role. 

MEADS  is  envisioned  to  be  a  key  multi- 
national co-development  program  where  we 
will  leverage  Investment  by  European  part- 
ners, who  have  similar  military  require- 
ments, to  undertake  and  complete  the  sys- 
tem development.  We  are  responding  to  the 
direction  given  to  us  by  the  Congress  in  the 
FY96  Authorization  Act. 

As  I  have  indicated  to  the  Committee  in 
my  recent  testimony,  our  negotiations  with 
our  European  partners  are  complete  and  we 
should  sign  the  Memorandum  of  Understand- 
ing within  the  next  few  weeks.  Against  the 
backdrop  of  a  HNSC  cancellation  of  the  Pro- 
gram in  FY97,  the  credlbUlty  of  the  United 
States  vis-a-vls  armaments  cooperation  will 
be  called  into  question.  Additionally,  such  a 
cancellation  would  have  very  serious  rami- 
fications vls-a-vis  other  programs  where  the 
United  States  is  seeking  European  support. 
Sincerely, 

Mauxjlm  R.  O'Neill, 
Lieutenant  General.  USA,  Director. 

Department  of  the  ahmy,  U.S. 
ARMY  Space  and  Strategic  De- 
fense Command 

Arlington,  VA,  May  16, 1996. 
Hon.  Floyd  Spence. 

Chairman,  House  National  Security  Committee, 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  The  Army  under- 
stands that  the  House  National  Security 
Committee  has  recommended  that  funding 
for  the  Medium  Extended  Air  Defense  Sys- 
tem (MEADS)  be  cut  and  the  Senate  Armed 
Services  Comjnlttee  has  recommended  fund- 
ing be  reduced  below  the  level  negotiated  for 
the  International  program.  These  actions 
place  this  program  in  severe  Jeopardy  and,  as 
a  result,  place  our  deployed  forces  at  risk. 

The  threats  to  Army  and  Marine  Corps  ma- 
neuver forces  (short  range  tactical  ballistic 
missiles,  cruise  missiles  and  unmanned  aer- 
ial vehicles)  exist  today  and  will  grow  sig- 
nificantly as  we  enter  the  21st  Century.  The 
Joint  requirement  document  specifics  coun- 
tering these  threats  with  a  strategically 
deployable,  tactically  mobile  system  provid- 
ing 360  degree  coverage.  Existing  system  con- 
figurations fall  to  provide  the  required  pro- 
tection due  to  deployablllty  and  mobility 
limitations,  lack  of  360  degree  coverage,  and 
lack  of  growth  potential  to  meet  these  essen- 
tial requirements. 

As  envisioned,  this  requirement  will  pro- 
vide our  forces  the  mobile  protection  re- 
quired on  future  battlefields.  The  United 
States,  (Sermany  and  Italy  recently  commit- 
ted to  continue  the  international  program  as 
demonstrated  by  their  April  22,  1996  tri- 
lateral statement  of  Intent.  MEADS  is  the 
only  system  currently  being  designed  with 
the  mobility,  deployablllty,  target  set  and 
other  critical  characteristics  of  meet  the 
Corps  SAM  requirements. 

As  the  Theater  Missile  Defense  Advocate 
for  the  United  States  Army,  I  strongly  rec- 
ommend   that    the    Congress    consider    the 


MEADS/Corps  SAM  requirements  and  restore 
the  funding  necessary  for  this  system  des- 
ignated for  the  protection  of  our  maneuver 
forces. 

Sincerly. 

Jay  M.  Garner, 
Lieutenant  General.  U.S.  Army, 

Commanding  Officer. 

United  States  Army, 
The  Vice  Chief  of  Staff. 
Hon.  Floyd  Spence, 

Chairman,    Committee    on   National   Security, 
House  of  Rejiresentatives,  Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  I  understand  the 
House  National  Security  Committee  (HNSC) 
recommended  zeroing  the  funding  request  for 
the  Medium  Extended  Air  Defense  System 
(MEADS)  in  the  FY97  Defense  Authorization 
Bill.  As  its  Chief  of  staff  emphasized  last 
summer  following  the  SASC's  vote  to  termi- 
nate the  program,  the  critical  warflghtlng 
requirement  that  MEADS  intends  to  fill  re- 
mains completely  valid.  As  such,  further 
funding  disruptions  will  significantly  Impair 
our  ability  to  expeditiously  field  a  theater 
missile  defense  (TMD)  system  designed  to 
protect  our  maneuver  forces. 

The  threats  to  Army  and  Marine  Corps  ma- 
neuver forces  form  short  range  tactical  bal- 
listic missiles,  cruise  missiles  and  unmanned 
aerial  vehicles  exist  today  and  will  grow  sig- 
nificantly as  we  enter  the  21st  Century.  The 
MEADS  requirements  documents  specifies 
countering  these  threats  with  a  strategically 
deployable,  tactically  mobile  system  provid- 
ing 360  degree  defense  coverage.  Existing  sys- 
tem configurations  fail  to  provide  the  re- 
quired protection  due  to  deployablllty  and 
mobility  limitations,  lack  of  360  degree  de- 
fense coverage,  and  lack  of  growth  potential 
to  meet  these  essential  requirements. 

Despite  the  potential  French  withdrawal 
from  the  program,  the  Army  fully  supports 
the  MEADS  international  effort  with  our 
NATO  allies.  The  MEADS  program  improves 
both  US  and  NATO  operational  capability 
through  total  interoperability.  Having 
MEADS  deployed  with  our  allies  would  mean 
less  reliance  on  US  assets  to  defend  US  and 
Allied  forces  and  interests.  This  critical  pro- 
gram is  essential  to  further  NATO  coopera- 
tive efforts  and  a  strong  alliance.  We  support 
the  Department  of  Defense  decision  to  fully 
fund  the  MEADS  Project  Definition  and  Val- 
idation phase.  This  will  allow  international 
industry  teams  to  fully  explore  all  key  TMD 
technologies  and  recommend  robust,  cost-ef- 
fective solutions.  I  appreciate  your  support 
as  we  seek  to  provide  the  highest  quality 
TMD  force  protection  possible. 
Sincerely, 

Ronald  H.  GRmrrH, 
General,  United  States  Army, 

Vice  Chief  of  Staff  . 

Department  of  the  Navy, 
United  States  Marine  Corps, 

Washington,  DC. 
department  of  the  army, 
headquarters.  u.s.  army, 

Washington,  DC. 
Hon.  Ted  Stevens, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Defense,  U^.  Sen- 
ate. Washington,  DC. 
DEAR  Mr.  Chairman:  We  are  writing  to  re- 
affirm our  requirement  for  360  degree  protec- 
tion against  all  tactical  aircraft— from  su- 
personic Jets  to  attack  helicopters,  against 
advanced,  low  signature  cruise  missiles,  and 
against  medlimi  and  short  range  ballistic 
missiles.  Army  and  Marine  Cori>s  maneuver 
forces  face  these  threats  today  and  are  ex- 
pected to  face  an  expanding  threat  as  we 
enter  the  21st  Century. 


The  Army  and  Marine  Corps  are  in  agree- 
ment that  the  Initial  International  Common 
Operational  Requirements  for  the  Medium 
Extended  Air  Defense  System  (MEADS)  in- 
cludes features  necessary  to  meet  the  expedi- 
tionary nature  of  the  Marine  Corps,  and  will 
satisfy  future  Army  Air  Defense  require- 
ments. The  MEADS  program  will  involve 
participation  by  two  key  NATO  allies,  Italy 
and  Germany. 

We  are  very  concerned  that  the  Army  and 
the  Marine  Corps  currently  do  not  have  a 
system  to  meet  this  requirement.  MEADS  is 
projected  to  fulfill  this  requirement.  The 
Army  and  the  Marine  Corps  fully  support  the 
Department  of  Defense  decision  to  fully  fund 
the  MEADS  Project  Definition  and  Valida- 
tion phase.  Funding  will  allow  International 
industry  teams  to  fully  explore  all  key  thea- 
ter missile  defense  technologies  and  rec- 
ommend robust,  cost-effective  solutions. 

As  always,  we  appreciate  your  support  as 
we  seek  to  provide  the  highest  quality  Mis- 
sile Defense  protection  available  for  soldiers 
and  Marines. 
Sincerely, 

C.C.  KRULAK. 

General,   U.S.  Marine 
Corps, 

Commander  of  the  Ma- 
rine Corps. 
Denots  J.  Reimer, 

General.  U.S.  Army, 

Chief  of  Staff . 

headquarters, 
United  States  forces,  Korea, 

June  13, 1996. 
Hon.  Ike  Skelton, 

Ranking  Minority  Member,  Subcommittee  on 
Military  Procurement,  Committee  on  Na- 
tional Security,  U.S.  House  of  Representa- 
tives, Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Ranking  Minority  member:  On 
behalf  of  the  airmen,  soldiers,  sailors,  ma- 
rines and  civilians  serving  under  miy  com- 
mand in  the  Republic  of  Korea,  I  would  like 
to  thank  you  for  your  past  support.  I  again 
find  myself  coming  to  you  for  assistance  on 
a  matter  of  the  utmost  Importance  to  our 
mission  on  the  Korean  peninsula.  I  am  writ- 
ing you  because  of  the  threat  to  funding  of  a 
program  that  I  view  as  a  critical  component 
of  the  security  of  my  theater. 

As  I  stated  In  testimony  earlier  this  year 
and  in  a  letter  to  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  which  was  well  reported  in 
the  press,  "Theater  Missile  Defense  is  an- 
other key  area  where  we  must  improve  our 
cai>ablllty  on  the  Korean  peninsula.  DPRK 
missiles  threaten  all  our  major  ports,  air 
bases,  fielded  ROK  and  US  forces,  and  the 
population  at  large.  However,  even  after  up- 
grading to  the  PAC-3  configuration,  these 
missiles  can  not  cover  all  of  our  critical  lo- 
cations." Although  this  statement  was  di- 
rected toward  an  upper  tier  system,  I  empha- 
sized the  importance  of  an  upper  tier  system 
being  In  concert  with  an  effective  lower  tier 
system. 

The  threat  to  forward  ground  combat 
forces  in  this  theater  from  short  and  medium 
range  ballistic  naissiles,  unmanned  aerial  ve- 
hicles (UAV),  and  cruise  missiles  is  already 
formidable,  and  continues  to  grow.  The  only 
system  in  place  to  defeat  these  threats 
across  the  full  spectrum  is  Patriot,  which 
consumes  tremendous  amounts  of  lift  to  get 
to  the  theater,  lacks  the  mobility  to  support 
mobile  combat  forces  and  survive  on  the  for- 
ward battlefield,  and  can  only  provide  de- 
fense In  a  90  degree  sector. 

The  requirement  for  the  Medium  Extended 
Air    Defense    System    (MEADS),     formerly 
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known  as  Corps  SAM.  gives  the  corps  com- 
mander the  means  to  protect  his  warflghtlng 
capability,  and  would  also  protect  Marine 
amphibious  forces  from  forced  landing 
through  redeployment.  Compared  to  Patriot, 
MEADS/Corps  SAM  cuts  airlift  requirements 
In  half,  can  cover  twice  as  many  forces  in  a 
movement  to  contact,  with  a  third  of  the 
survival  risk,  and  provides  full  360  degree 
protection  against  all  airborne  threats.  The 
need  for  this  system  Is  clear  and  fielding  of 
this  capability  Is  vital  to  our  survival  and 
success  on  the  future  battlefield.  That  Is  pre- 
cisely why  this  requirement,  as  part  of  a 
complete  Theater  Missile  Defense  program. 
Is  In  the  top  10  of  our  integrated  priority 
list. 

The  Department  of  Defense  has  decided  to 
fully  fund  the  MEADS  Project  Deflnltlon  and 
Validation  Phase.  Again,  what  concerns  me 
is  that  funding  for  this  critical  program  Is 
threatened.  Request  your  immediate  support 
in  the  restoration  of  funding  to  the  DOD  re- 
quested level.  Thank  you  for  your  continued 
supiwrt  and  assistance  in  this  important  en- 
deavor. 

Sincerely, 

Gary  e.  Luck, 
General.  U.S.  Army, 
Commander  in  Chief. 

United  States  Central  Command. 
Office  of  the  Commander  in  Chief, 
MacDUl  Air  Force  Base,  FL.  June  12,  1996. 

Hon.  IKE  Skelton, 

Ranking  Member,  Subcommittee  on  Military 
Procurement,  Committee  on  National  Secu- 
rity, U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Wash- 
ington, DC. 

DEAR  Mr.  Skelton:  The  House  National 
Security  Committee's  1997  Defense  Author- 
ization BUI  currently  proposes  to  eliminate 
funding  support  of  the  Medium  Extended  Air 
Defense  System  (MEADS).  In  today's  in- 
creasingly complex,  unstable  world,  this  is 
unfortunate. 

In  the  Central  Region,  the  ability  to  defend 
against  an  ever  growing  threat  from  aircraft 
and  short/medium  range  ballistic  missiles  is 
one  of  our  highest  priorities.  In  our  view, 
key  capabilities  of  any  air/missile  defense 
system  are:  mobility.  360  degree  coverage, 
technical  performance  against  the  threat, 
and  interoperability  with  our  allies  as  well 
as  across  service  lines.  Systems  currently  In 
use  do  not  meet  these  essential  require- 
ments. More  importantly,  we  need  a  multi- 
layered  air  defense  system  that  has  as  a 
major  component  the  lower  altitude  capabil- 
ity to  protect  deep  and  fast  moving  land 
forces  (Army  and  Marine)  at  distance  from 
the  shore  or  land  entry  point. 

The  capabilities  Inherent  in  Corps  SAM' 
MEADS,  or  some  similar  derivative,  will  re- 
sult in  an  Increased  ability  to  defend  against 
current  and  future  threats  as  well  as  possess- 
ing the  characteristics  so  Important  in  to- 
day's Joint  environment:  mobility  and  inter- 
operability. Continued  funding  support  for 
this  capability  is  crucial  given  the  current 
threat  we  face  in  the  Central  Region  as  well 
as  the  prospects  afforded  by  the  proliferation 
of  ballistic  missile  technology.  In  sustaining 
an  international  coalition,  it  is  important 
that  we  be  capable  of  providing  a  viable  de- 
fense for  the  forces  committed  to  our  mutual 
objectives.  I  appreciate  ycur  support  in  re- 
storing funding  for  this  key  program  that 
will  help  defend  our  service  men  and  women. 
Sincerely. 

J.H.  BiNFORD  Peay  m. 
General,  USA,  Commander  in  Chief. 


Commander  in  chief. 
United  States  European  Command, 

June  13,  1996. 
Hon.  Ike  Skelton, 

Ranking  Member,  Subcommittee  on  .Military 
Procurement,  House  Committee  on  National 
Security,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Skelton:  The  President's  Budget 
request  for  fiscal  year  1997  included  $56.2  mil- 
lion for  the  multinational  Medium  Extended 
Air  Defense  (MEADS)  program,  but  the 
House  recently  passed  a  Department  of  De- 
fense Authorization  BUI  that  zeroes  the 
MEADS  program  funding.  In  the  short  time 
since  passage  of  the  Authorization  Bill,  the 
Bill's  key  concern,  expressed  In  the  House  re- 
port, has  been  addressed.  The  Memorandum 
of  Understanding  has  been  signed  by  the 
U.S.,  CJermany,  and  Italy.  Despite  the  with- 
drawal of  the  French  from  the  program, 
there  remains  solid  trilateral  support  for 
MEADS.  Continued  Congressional  support  of 
this  program  is  essential  for  our  Theater 
MlssUe  Defense  (TMD)  program. 

Theater  missile  defense  is  one  of  my  top 
priorities.  Many  nations  are  developing  and 
employing  theater  ballistic  missiles,  cruise 
missiles,  and  unmanned  aerial  vehicles 
which  threaten  U.S.  and  allied  security  in- 
terests. The  "core"  U.S.  TMD  systems  play  a 
central  role  in  defending  U.S.  interests  and 
forces,  but  these  systems  are  limited  by  ge- 
ography and  strategic  Ufe  requirements. 
Naval  systems  can  reach  only  so  far  inland, 
and  Patriot  battalions  require  almost  70  C-5 
sorties  to  deploy  and  offer  little  tactical  mo- 
bility. 

On  tracked  vehicles,  the  MEADS  system 
moves  forward  with  maneuver  forces  while 
protecting  against  low-level  aircraft  and 
cruise  missiles  as  weU  as  ballistic  missiles. 
It  requires  substantially  less  strategic  lift 
and  enables  the  U.S.  to  protect  both  its 
forces  and  its  regional  interests  against  a 
wide  spectrum  of  threats. 

MEADS  is  an  Integral  part  of  the  multi-na- 
tional, multi-service,  layered  defense  archi- 
tecture and  provides  cost-effective  defense  in 
our  constrained  flscad  environment.  Unilat- 
eral development  and  fielding  of  new  TMD 
systems  often  make  programs  unafiordable. 
Yet,  with  the  Germans  and  Italians  sharing 
the  MEADS  program  costs,  we  can  realize 
substantial  savings. 

I  urge  your  support  for  the  critical  TMD 
system. 

Sincerely, 

George  a.  joulwan. 

General  UJS.  Army. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  the  g-entleman 
from  Florida  if  he  understands  the  im- 
portance of  this  MEADS  proposal? 

D  2030 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SKELTON.  I  jrield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  would  respond  and  say  we  cer- 
tainly understand  the  importance  of 
CORPS  SAM.  We  also  know  there  are 
some  diCQculties  in  the  program  be- 
cause of  the  international  participa- 
tion in  the  program,  where  it  is  unclear 
if  some  of  the  sponsors  or  some  of 
those  who  are  involved  are  committed 
to  this  effort.  However,  we  will  work 
with  the  gentleman  to  make  sure  that 
the  right  thing  is  done  on  the  issue  of 
CORPS  SAM  because  I  think  it  is  an 
important  issue. 


Mr.  SKELTON.  I  appreciate  that. 
This  is  terribly  important.  In  all  of 
this  discussion  about  missile  defense, 
no  one  seems  to  be  looking  out  for  the 
front-line  American  troops.  That  is  the 
purpose  of  this  MEADS  proposal. 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  the  gentleman 
agreeing  to  work  with  me  and  looking 
forward  to  the  future  in  the  conference. 
I  will  at  this  time  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  withdraw  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  amendment  of 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Skelton]  is  withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SOLOMON 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Solomon:  At 
the  end  of  the  bill  (before  the  short  title).  In- 
sert the  following  new  section: 

SEC.  .  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
to  the  Department  of  Defense  under  this  Act 
may  be  obligated  or  expended  to  enter  into 
or  renew  a  contract  with  an  entity  when  It  is 
made  known  to  the  Federal  official  having 
authority  to  obligate  or  exi>end  such  funds 
that— 

(1)  such  entity  is  otherwise  a  contractor 
with  the  United  States  and  is  subject  to  the 
requirement  in  section  4212(d)  of  title  38, 
United  States  Code,  regarding  submission  of 
an  annual  report  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
concerning  employment  of  certain  veterans; 
and 

(2)  such  entity  has  not  submitted  a  report 
as  required  by  that  section  for  the  most  re- 
cent year  for  which  such  requirement  was 
applicable  to  such  entity. 

Mr.  SOLOMON  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  RECORD. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will 
be  very  brief.  Veterans  who  serve  in 
the  U.S.  Armed  Forces  over  all  the 
years  of  this  country  have  always 
lagged  behind  their  peers,  those  that 
did  not  serve  in  the  military.  They 
were  always  4  years  behind  going  to 
college,  4  years  behind  advancing  up 
the  ladder  of  success  and  promotion, 
and  because  of  that,  we  have  veterans 
preference  laws  in  this  county  to  try 
and  help  them  catch  up.  Many  times 
those  laws  are  disregarded. 

We,  in  the  middle  of  the  1970's,  when 
a  very  unpopular  war  bad  been  taking 
place  and  our  veterans  returning  home, 
we  enacted  title  38.  United  States  Code. 
which  required  contractors  or  entities 
who  received  contracts  or  grants  of 
moneys  from  this  defense  budget,  that 
they  be  required  to  file  a  report  to 
show  their  hiring  practices  and  poli- 
cies. Today  we  know  by  studies  that 
over  23.000  contractors  just  completely 
disregarded  this. 

What  this  amendment  says  is  that 
none  of  the  funds  can  be  used  for  any 
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gentleman    from 
Chairman,  I  ac- 


contractor  who  has  not  lived  up  to  the 
law  and  filed  that  report.  This  is  meant 
to  encourage  those  contractors  to  live 
under  the  law  and  treat  our  veterans 
fairly. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing and  say  to  hinn  that  we  have  re- 
viewed this  amendment  and  discussed 
it  with  him.  We  know  that  he  is  one  of 
the  many  Members  of  this  Chamber 
who  is  always  in  the  front  line  defend- 
ing the  rights  of  veterans  and  protect- 
ing veterans.  We  appreciate  that,  and 
we  are  prepared  to  accept  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  MURTHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
to    my    friend,    the 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MURTHA.  Mr. 
cept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Very  good,  and  I 
thank  both  those  great  Americans. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  troubling  to  thinly  that 
anyone  in  our  society  would  even  consider 
discriminating  against  our  veterans. 

However,  that  is  the  case  and  that's  why 
Congress  enacted  taws  to  help  them  find  em- 
ployment. 

But  now  those  laws  are  being  ignored. 

In  1972  the  Vietnam  Era  Veterans  Readjust- 
ment Assistance  Act  was  enacted  to  increase 
the  level  of  employment  of  veterans  by  Fed- 
eral contractors. 

In  1973,  concerns  raised  by  Congress  over 
the  continuir)g  high  rate  of  unemployment 
among  Vietnam  veterans  led  to  a  GAG  inves- 
tigation. 

GAG'S  report  in  1974  showed  serious  short- 
comings in  both  implemerrtation  and  enforce- 
ment of  the  statute  by  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Labor. 

Congress  then  responded  by  authorizing 
statutory  adjustments  that  gave  rise  to  the 
Vietnam  Era  Readjustment  Assistance  Act  of 
1974. 

Since  these  original  concerns  expressed  by 
the  GAG,  it  is  now  fair  to  note  that  22  years 
later,  there  is  still  evidence  of  D.G.L's  failure 
to  appropriately  enforce  the  provision  that 
Government  contractor's  file  reports  on  veter- 
ans employment. 

They  are  required  to  report  the  number  of 
Vietnam-era  veterans  and  special  disabled 
veterans  employed  by  job  category,  as  well  as 
the  total  numt>er  of  covered  veterans  hired. 

Since  1988  this  annual  report  has  been  re- 
quired of  Federal  contractors. 

The  Vets- 100  report  was  created  to  monitor 
veterans"  employment  and  meet  this  require- 
ment. 

However,  research  performed  by  the  center 
for  the  study  of  veterans  in  society  indicates 
that  a  large  number  of  contractors  have  failed 
to  file  the  required  Vets-100  report. 

In  1992,  a  F.O.I.A.  request  was  filed  with 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  by  the  Center  for  the 
Study  of  Veterans  in  Society. 

Resulting  analysis  showed  that  in  1990.  of 
130,930  Federal  contractors,  10,092  failed  to 


file  this  and  in  1991.  the  percentage  more 
than  doubled  to  15.9  percent,  with  23,664  of 
148,923  contractors  failing  to  file. 

This  disturbing  trend  must  be  changed. 

Information  on  the  employment  of  veterans 
is  essentia!  to  insure  they  are  not  forgotten, 
discarded  warriors. 

But  sadly  enough,  that's  exactly  what's  hap- 
pening. 

Less  than  1  percent  of  those  employed  by 
some  of  this  country's  largest  and  more  promi- 
nent universities  are  veterans. 

Just  listen  to  the  obstacles  faced  by  one 
such  distinguished  veteran,  who  holds  a  Ph.D 
in  his  field. 

This  particular  Vietnam  veteran  was  actually 
asked  to  leave  the  home  of  a  college  presi- 
dent during  an  inter\/iew,  when  he  let  it  slip 
that  he  had  served  in  Vietnam. 

In  addition,  in  80  instances  when  he  was 
asked  back  for  an  interview  after  applying  for 
a  job,  all  contact  ended  in  76  of  them  when 
his  military  service  was  revealed. 

Now  that  is  just  plain  unacceptable. 

From  now  on,  anyone  who  wants  to  forget, 
ignore,  or  just  plain  discriminate  against  our 
veterans  when  it  comes  to  hiring,  recommend- 
ing, promoting,  or  firing  workers  will  have  to 
go  without  any  Federal  tax  dollars. 

Eventually,  agencies  within  this  very  govern- 
ment— and  those  contracting  with  them — will 
get  the  message  that  our  veterans  helped  get 
us  where  we  are  today  and  have  a  great  deal 
to  offer  any  organization. 

Vote  for  my  amendment,  and  show  Ameri- 
ca's veterans  we  will  not  accept  discrimination 
against  them,  and  want  them  properly  rep- 
resented in  the  work  force. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Solomon]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any  fur- 
ther amendments? 

K  not.  pursuant  to  House  Resolution 
453.  the  Clerk  will  read  the  last  two 
lines  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Department 
of  Defense  Appropriations  Act.  1997". 

SEQUENTIAL  VOTES  POSTPONED  IN  COMMFTTEE 
OF  THE  WHOLE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  453,  proceedings  will  now 
resume  on  the  amendment  on  which 
further  proceedings  were  postponed: 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio],  as 
amended. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  DEFAZIO.  AS 
AMENDED 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  request  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio],  as 
amended,  on  which  further  proceedings 
were  postponed  and  on  which  the  noes 
prevailed  by  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  redesignate  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  redesignated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 


A  recorded  vote  vas  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  190,  noes  208, 
not  voting  37,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  246] 
AYES— 190 


Abercromble 

Gejdenson 

Giver 

Baesler 

Gephardt 

Ortiz 

Baldaccl 

Goodllng 

Orton 

Barrett  (WI) 

Gordon 

Owens 

Becerra 

Green  (TX) 

Pallone 

Bellenson 

Greenwood 

Pastor 

Bentsen 

Gutierrez 

Payne  (NJ) 

Bereuter 

Hall  (OH) 

Payne  (VA) 

Berman 

Hamilton 

Pelosl 

Blumenauer 

Harman 

Peterson  (FL) 

Blute 

Hastings  (FL) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Bonlor 

Hefner 

Pomeroy 

Borskl 

Hlnchey 

Poshard 

Boucher 

Hoekstra 

Rahall 

Brewster 

Hoyer 

Ramsud 

Browder 

Jackson (IL) 

Ransel 

Brown  (CA) 

Jackson-Lee 

Reed 

Brown  (FL) 

(TX) 

Regula 

Brown  (OH) 

Jefferson 

Richardson 

Br>-ant  (TX) 

Johnson  (SD) 

Rivers 

Campbell 

Johnston 

Roemer 

Castle 

Kan]orskl 

Rose 

Claj- 

Kaptur 

Roukema 

Clayton 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Roybal-Allard 

Clement 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Rush 

Clybum 

Kennelly 

Sabo 

Coble 

Klldee 

Sanders 

Collins  (IL) 

Kleczka 

Sawyer 

Collins  (MI) 

Kllnk 

Schroeder 

Costello 

Klu«: 

Schumer 

Coyne 

LaFalce 

Scott 

Cramer 

Lantos 

Serrano 

Cummlngs 

LaTourette 

Shays 

Danner 

Lazlo 

Skairss 

de  laGana 

Leach 

Skelton 

DeFazio 

Levin 

Slaughter 

DeLauro 

Lewis  (GA) 

Smith  (MI) 

Dellums 

Llplnskl 

Spratt 

Deutsch 

LoBlondo 

Stark 

Dicks 

Lofgren 

Stenholm 

Dlngell 

Lowey 

Stokes 

Dlzon 

Lather 

Studds 

Doggett 

Manton 

Stupak 

Dooley 

Martini 

Tanner 

Dorbln 

Mascara 

Te)eda 

Edwards 

Matsal 

Thompson 

Ehlers 

McDermott 

Thurman 

Engel 

McHale 

Torklldsen 

Eshoo 

McKlnney 

Torres 

Evans 

McNulty 

Towns 

Farr 

Meehan 

Upton 

Fattah 

Menendez 

Velazquez 

Fazio 

MlUender- 

Vento 

Fields  (LA) 

McDonald 

Vlsclosky 

Fllner 

Miller  (CA) 

Volkmer 

Flake 

MiDge 

Ward 

FogUetU 

Mink 

Waters 

Ford 

Moran 

Watt  (NO 

Fox 

Morella 

Whltfleld 

Frank  (MA) 

Nadler 

WUUams 

Franks  (NJ) 

Ney 

Wise 

Frost 

Nussle 

Woolsey 

Furse 

Oberstar 

Wynn 

Ganske 

Obey 
NOES— 208 

ZUnmer 

AUart 

Bono 

Cooley 

Andrews 

Brownback 

Cox 

Archer 

Bryant  (TN) 

Crane 

Armey 

Bonn 

Crapo 

Bachos 

Burr 

Cremeans 

Baker  (CA) 

Burton 

Cubln 

Baker  (LA) 

Buyer 

Deal 

Ballenser 

Callahan 

DeLay 

BarcU 

Calvert 

Dlaz-Balart 

BaiT 

Camp 

Dickey 

Barrett  (NE) 

Canady 

DooUttle 

Bartlett 

Chabot 

Doman 

Barton 

Chambllss 

Dreler 

Bass 

Chapman 

Duncan 

Bateman 

Chenoweth 

Dunn 

BlUrakls 

Chrlstensen 

Ehrllch 

Bishop 

Chrysler 

Emerson 

BlUey 

Cobum 

Ensign 

Boehlen 

Collins  (GA) 

Everett 

Boehner 

Combest 

Ewlng 

Bonllla 

Condlt 

FaweU 
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Fields  (TX) 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Franks  (CT) 

FrellD^huysen 

Frlsa 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Geka£ 

Gibbons 

Gllchrest 

Oilman 

Gingrich 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Goss 

Graham 

Greene  (UT) 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

HalKTX) 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Helneman 

Herger 

HUlearj- 

HllUard 

Hobson 

Hoke 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

IngUs 

Istook 

Jacobs 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kaslch 

Kelly 


Ackerman 

BevlU 

Bllbray 

Bunnlng 

Cardln 

Cllnger 

Coleman 

Conyers 

Cunningham 

Davis 

Doyle 

English 

CJeren 


Kim 

Kingston 

KnoUenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Largest 

Latham 

Laughltn 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Llghtfoot 

Llnder 

Livingston 

Longley 

Lucas 

ManzuUo 

Martinez 

McCoUum 

McCrery 

Mclnnls 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Meek 

Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Mollnarl 

Moltohan 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Murtha 

Myrlck 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Norwood 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Paxon 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Porter 

Portman 

Pryce 

Qulllen 

Radanovlcb 

Rlggs 


Roberts 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Roth 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schlff 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shuster 

Slslsky 

Skeen 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Spence 

Steams 

Stockman 

Stump 

Talent 

TUe 

Tanzln 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Tlahrt 

Traflcant 

Vucanovlch 

Walker 

Wamp 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

WeUer 

White 

wicker 

WoU 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 


NOT  VOTING— 37 


GUlmor 

Hayes 

Holden 

Johnson 

King 

Lincoln 

Maloney 

Markey 

McCarthy 

McDade 

McHugh 

Moakley 

Myers 


E.  B. 


Neal 

Qulnn 

Sazton 

Souder 

Thornton 

TomcelU 

Walsh 

Waxman 

Wilson 

Yates 

Zelltr 


D  2052 

Messers.  ALLARD,  STOCKMAN,  and 
TRAFICANT  changed  their  vote  from 
"aye"'  to  "no." 

Mr.  MARTINI.  Mr.  FIELDS  of  Louisi- 
ana, and  Ms.  MILLENDER-McDONALD 
changed  their  vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any  fur- 
ther amendments  to  the  bill? 

If  not,  under  the  rule,  the  Committee 
rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Jones) 
having  assumed  the  chair,  Mr.  Camp, 
Chairman  of  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union, 
reported  that  the  Conmiittee,  having 
had  under  consideration  the  bill  (H.R. 
3610)  making  appropriations  for  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  for  the  fiscal  year 


tempore    (Mr. 
the  previous 

demanded  on 
the  Chair  will 


ending  September  30.  1997.  and  for 
other  purposes,  pursuant  to  House  Res- 
olution 453,  he  reported  the  bill  back  to 
the  House  with  sundry  amendments 
adopted  by  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole. 

The    SPEAKER    pro 
JONES).  Under  the  rule, 
question  is  ordered. 

It  is  a  separate  vote 
any  amendments?  If  not. 
put  them  en  gros. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  and  the 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Question  is  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Pursuant  to  clause  7  of  rule  XV.  the 
yeas  and  nays  are  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice,  and  there  were — yeas  278,   nays 
126,  not  voting  30,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  247] 
YEAS— 278 


Abercromble 
Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Auney 
Bachus 
Baker  (CA) 
Baker  (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barcla 
Ban- 
Barrett  (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
BUlrakls 
Bishop 
BUley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bosnia 
Bono 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown  (FL) 
Brownback 
Bryant  (TN) 
Banning 
Bun- 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Canady 
Chambllss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Chrlstensen 
(Hay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clybum 
Coble 
Cobum 
Coleman 
Collins  (GA) 
Combest 
Condlt 
Cooley 
Coz 

Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cabin 


Cummlngs 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeLauro 

DeLay 

Deutsch 

Dlaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Dixon 

DooUttle 

Doman 

Dreler 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Edwards 

Ehrllch 

Emerson 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewlng 

Fawell 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

nelds  (TX) 

Flake 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  (CT) 

Frellnghuyses 

Frlsa 

Frost 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gllchrest 

Gllnum 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Goodllng 

Gordon 

Goss 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

Greene  (UT) 

Greenwood 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall  (TX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Haman 

Hastert 

Hastings  (FL) 


Hastings  (W.^) 

Hasrworth 

Hefley 

Hefner 

Helneman 

Herger 

HUlear>- 

Hobson 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglls 

istook 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson.  Sam 
Jones 
Kaslch 
KeUy 

Kennedy  (RI) 
Kennelly 
Klldee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kllsk 

KnoUenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Laigent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlls 
Lazlo 
Leach 
Lewis  (CA) 
Lewis  (KY) 
Llghtfoot 
Llnder 
Livingston 
Longley 
Lucas 
Manton 
Hanzullo 
Martinez 
Bfatsul 
McCollum 
MoCrery 
McHale 
Mclnnls 
Mclntoch 


McKeon 

McNulty 

Meek 

Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mica 

MlUender- 

McDonald 
Miller  (FL) 
Mink 
Mollnarl 
MoUohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moras 
Murtha 
-MjTlck 
Nethercutt 
Norwood 
Nussle 
OrtU 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne  (VA) 
Peterson  (FL) 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce 


Baesler 

Baldaccl 

Barrett  (WI) 

Becerra 

Bellenson 

Berman 

Blumenauer 

Blute 

Bonlor 

Borskl 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (OH) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Bonn 

Camp 

Campbell 

Castle 

Chabot 

Chrysler 

Collins  (IL) 

Collins  (MI) 

Costello 

Coyne 

Danner 

DeFazio 

Dellums 

Dlngell 

Doggett 

Dooley 

Doyle 

Durbln 

Ehlers 

Engel 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Farr 

Fattah 

FUner 

Flanagan 

FogUetta 

Foley 

Ford 


Ackerman 

BevlU 

Bllbray 

Cardln 

Cllnger 

Conyers 

Cunningham 

English 

Geres 

Glllmor 


Qulllen 

Qulnn 

Radanovlcb 

Reed 

Regula 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtlnes 

Rose 

Roth 

Royce 

Salmon 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schlff 

Scott 

Seastrand 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shuster 

Slslsky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Steams 

Stenholm 

NAYS— 126 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Furse 

Ganske 

Gunderson 

Gutierrez 

Gutknecht 

HlUlard 

Hlnchey 

Hoekstra 

Jackion(IL) 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnston 

Kanjorskl 

Kaptur 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kleczka 

King 

LaFalce 

Lantos 

Levin 

Lewis  (CA) 

Llplnskl 

LoBlondo 

Lofgren 

Lowey 

Luther 

Markey 

Martini 

Mascara 

McDermott 

McKlnney 

Menendez 

MlUer(CA) 

Mlnge 

MoreUa 

Nadler 

Neumann 

Ney 

Oberstar 

Obey 

NOTVOTING-30 


Stokes 

Stump 

Talent 

Tanner 

Taw 

Tauzln 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO 

Teieda 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thomberry 

Thurman 

Tlahrt 

Torklldsen 

Torres 

Traflcant 

Vlsclosky 

Vucanovlch 

Walker 

Wamp 

Ward 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whltneld 

Wicker 

Wolf 

Wynn 

Young  (AK) 

Yoaag  (FL) 


Olver 

Owens 

Pallone 

Payne  (NJ) 

Pelosl 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Poshard 

Rahall 

Ramstad 

Bangel 

Rlggs 

Rivers 

Roukema 

Roybal-Allard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sanford 

Sawyer 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Sensenbrenner 

Semno 

Shays 

Sksggs 

Smith  (MI) 

Stark 

Stockman 

Scudds 

Stupak 

Towns 

Upton 

Velasquez 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Williams 

Wise 

Woolsey 

ZlKuner 


Hayes 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Lincoln 

Maloney 

McCanhi- 

McDade 

McHugh 

Meehan 

Moakley 

Myers 


Neal 

Rlchanlson 

Saxton 

Thornton 

TomceUl 

Walsh 

Waxman 

Wilson 

Yates 

Zellff 


D  2112 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair:  On  this  vote: 
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Mr.  Bllbray  for,  with  Mr.  Ackerman, 
against. 

Mr.  CLAY  changed  his  vote  from 
"nay"  to  "yea." 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconisder  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Ms.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON  of 
Texas.  Mr.  Speaker,  due  to  business  in 
my  district,  I  was  absent  for  roUcall 
votes  245,  246,  and  247.  Had  I  been 
present,  I  would  have  voted  "no"  on 
roUcall  245,  "yes"  on  roUcall  246,  and 
"yes"  on  roUcall  247. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Ms.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Speaker,  during 
roUcall  votes  numbered  246  and  247,  I 
was  unavoidably  detained.  Had  I  been 
present  I  would  have  voted  "Yes"  on 
roIlcaU  vote  246,  and  "No"  on  roUcall 
vote  247. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
Thursday,  June  13,  1996,  I  was  unavoid- 
ably detained  and  missed  roUcall  votes 
244,  245,  246,  and  247  during  the  debate 
on  H.R.  3610.  the  fiscal  year  1997  Na- 
tional Security  Appropriations  Act. 
Had  I  been  present,  I  would  have  voted 
"No"  on  roUcaU  244  (Schroeder  amend- 
ment), "No"  on  roUcall  245  (Shays 
amendment),  "No"  on  roUcall  246 
(DeFazio  amendment),  and  "Aye"  on 
roUcaU  247  (final  passage). 

The  reason  I  would  have  opposed  the 
amendments  to  cut  the  defense  budg- 
et— as  the  Schroeder  and  Shays  amend- 
ments attempted  to  do— and  supported 
the  biU  on  final  passage  is  based  on  my 
concerns  about  cutting  the  defense 
budget  too  deep,  too  quickly.  Defense 
spending,  adjusted  for  inflation,  has 
been  cut  each  year  since  1985.  While  I 
have  supported  budgets  that  lower  our 
defense  spending  in  the  past,  I  am  wary 
about  reducing  our  defense  capabilities 
any  further. 

Dangers  stiU  exits — such  as  the  situ- 
ation in  Bosnia,  Haiti,  and  North 
Korea — and  future  threats  are  impos- 
sible to  predict.  It  is  clear  that  the 
United  States  must  maintain  a  signifi- 
cant military  force  to  deter  and  defeat 
future  aggressors  and  to  safeguard  our 
Nation  against  the  threat  of  nuclear 
proliferation,  continuing  regional  con- 
flict, and  global  instabiUty.  I  believe 
that  H.R.  3610  sets  forth  defense  spend- 
ing levels  that  are  fiscally  responsible 
wMle  providing  an  appropriate  defense 
of  our  Nation. 

Finally,  I  would  have  opposed  the 
DeFazio  amendment,  stipulating  that 
none  of  the  funding  included  in  the  bill 
to  develop  an  anti-missile  defense  of 


U.S.  territory  could  be  used  for  space- 
based  antimissile  weapons.  In  my  view, 
it  would  be  shortsighted  and  irrespon- 
sible to  limit  our  options  in  seeking  to 
find  the  best  way  to  defend  our  Nation 
against  a  nuclear  missile  attack. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

(Mr.  BONIOR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  to 
my  friend  from  Texas  [Mr.  Armey],  the 
distinguished  majority  leader,  for  the 
purpose  of  engaging  in  a  colloquy  to 
find  out  the  schedule  for  the  rest  of  the 
week  and  next  week. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  just  a  few  minutes 
we  will  be  taking  under  consideration  a 
very  important  resolution  regarding 
the  burning  of  churches.  By  common 
agreement  out  of  consideration  for  the 
Members  of  the  body  and  the  lateness 
of  the  hour,  we  can  assure  Members 
due  to  the  generosity  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  that  there  will  not  be  a  re- 
corded vote  on  that  matter.  That  being 
the  case,  I  can  announce  that  we  have 
just  had  the  last  vote  for  the  evening 
and  for  the  week. 

On  Monday  next,  June  17,  the  House 
will  meet  in  pro  forma  session.  Mem- 
bers should  note,  contrary  to  the  origi- 
nal House  schedule,  we  will  not  have 
legislative  business  or  votes  on  Mon- 
day. 

D  2115 

On  Tuesday.  June  18.  the  House  will 
meet  at  9  a.m.  for  morning  hour,  and  10 
a.m.  for  legislative  business.  Members 
should  be  advised  that  recorded  votes 
will  be  postponed  until  12  noon  on 
Tuesday.  June  18. 

On  Tuesday,  the  House  will  take  up 
six  bills  under  suspension  of  the  rules: 
H.R.  3005.  the  Securities  Amendments 
of  1996;  H.R.  2803.  the  Anti-Car  Theft 
Improvements  Act  of  1996;  H.R.  3525, 
the  Church  Arson  Prevention  Act  of 
1996;  H.R.  3572,  a  bill  to  designate  the 
William  H.  Natcher  Bridge;  H.R.  3184, 
the  Single  Audit  Act  Amendments  of 
1996;  and  H.R.  3107,  the  Iran  Oil  Sanc- 
tions Act  of  1996. 

On  Wednesday.  June  19.  and  Thurs- 
day. June  20.  the  House  will  meet  at  10 
a.m.  for  legislative  business.  We  will 
consider  the  Interior  and  the  VA-HUD 
appropriations  bills,  both  of  which  will 
be  subject  to  rules. 

And.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  might  just  add. 
we  are  continuing  to  talk  to  Members 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  that  are  con- 
cerned with  the  VA  appropriation  bill, 
and  it  is  hoped  that  possibly  we  might 
be  able  to  work  that  out  for  consider- 
ation on  Tuesday.  That  has  not  yet 
been  settled. 

I  would  Uke  to  remind  Members, 
though.  Mr.  Speaker,  that  we  may  take 
up  a  resolution  holding  the  President's 


aides  in  contempt  of  Congress.  It  is  our 
hope  that  the  President  will  be  forth- 
coming with  the  subpoenaed 
Travelgate  documents  before  next 
week;  however,  in  the  event  that  these 
key  documents  are  not  provided,  we 
may  find  a  need  to  act  on  the  contempt 
resolution. 

Next  week.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  should 
conclude  legislative  business  and  have 
the  Members  on  their  way  home  by  6 
p.m.  on  Thursday.  June  20. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  shielding. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
my  colleague  for  his  information  for 
this  week  and  next  week. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield. 

Mr.  BONIOR.  I  yield  to  my  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  a 
little  bit  concerned.  We  need  to  be  tak- 
ing up  these  two  appropriation  bills 
this  coming  week.  Interior  and  the 
HUD-independent  agencies  bill.  I  have 
a  Conmiittee  on  Rules  to  run  upstairs 
and  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
BONIOR]  served  on  that  committee  for 
many  years.  He  knows  that  if  we  are 
going  to  be  coming  back  here,  which 
we  are  willing  to  do  in  the  Committee 
on  Rules  Monday  night  and  put  out  a 
rule  so  that  we  can  have  the  HUD-inde- 
pendent agencies  bill  on  the  floor  Tues- 
day, we  need  to  know  this  evening. 

Members  have  the  right  to  know 
what  they  are  going  to  be  doing.  If  we 
are  going  to  have  to  be  coming  back 
here  on  Monday,  we  need  to  make  res- 
ervations. Under  the  laws  now  we  can- 
not have  two  or  three  or  four  backup 
reservations,  and  I  would  suggest  my 
good  friend,  the  majority  leader,  who  I 
know  wants  to  cooperate,  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri  [Mr.  Gephardt], 
work  this  thing  out  and  let  us  know  to- 
night what  we  are  going  to  be  doing, 
one  way  or  the  other,  so  that  these 
Members  can  schedule  their  weekends 
and  the  valuable  time  they  have  back 
in  their  districts.  That  is  only  fair. 

We  are  willing  to  sacrifice  coming 
back  here  a  day  early  to  do  it.  So  think 
about  that.  It  is  important  to  all  of  us. 

Mr.  ARMEY.  K  the  gentleman  would 
continue  to  shield  for  a  moment,  I 
would  advise  the  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules  that  we  are  having  dis- 
cussions on  this.  They  are  going  cor- 
dially, and  as  soon  as  we  have  more 
complete  discussions,  we  will  let  the 
gentleman  and  the  committee  know. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  I  appreciate  that. 


ADJOURNMENT  TO  MONDAY.  JUNE 
17,  1996 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  today,  it  adjourn  to 
meet  at  2  p.m.  on  Monday  next. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Jones).  Is  there  objection  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  gentleman  from  Texas? 
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There  was  no  objection. 
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DISPENSING        WTTB.        CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY  BUSINESS  ON 

WEDNESDAY  NEXT 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  business 
in  order  under  the  Calendar  Wednesday 
rule  be  dispensed  with  on  Wednesday 
next. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


the  subpoena  Is  consistent  with  the  privi- 
leges and  precedents  of  the  House. 
Sincerely. 

Scot  M.  Faulkner. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  clause  5  of  rule  I.  the  pending 
business  is  the  question  of  agreeing  to 
the  Speaker's  approval  of  the  Journal 
of  the  last  day's  proceedings. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1.  rule  I  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 


COMMUNICATION  FROM  CHAIRMAN 
OF  THE  COMMITTEE  ON  HOUSE 
O-VTIRSIGHT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Speaker,  pro  tempore  laid  before  the 
House  the  following  communication 
from  the  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  House  Oversight: 

House  of  Representatives. 

COMMITTEE  on  HOUSE  OVERSIGHT. 

Washington,  DC.  June  10, 1996. 
Hon.  Newt  Gdjorich, 

Speaker,  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  the 
Capitol.  Washington.  DC. 
DEAR  Mr.  Speaker:  This  is  to  formally  no- 
tify you  pursuant  to  Rule  L  (50)  of  the  Rules 
of  the  House  that  the  House  Franking-  Com- 
mission has  been  served  with  a  subpoena 
Issued  by  the  United  States  District  Court 
for  the  Eastern  District  of  Michigan. 

After  consultation  with  the  General  Coun- 
sel. I  have  determined  that  compliance  with 
the  subpoena  Is  consistent  with  the  privi- 
leges and  precedents  of  the  House. 
Sincerely, 

Bill  Thomas,  Chairman. 


COMMUNICATION  FROM  THE  CHIEF 
ADMINISTRATIVE  OFFICER  OF 
THE  HOUSE 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore.    The 
Speaker  pro  tempore  laid  before  the 
House    the    following    communication 
from  the  Chief  Administrative  Officer 
of  the  House  of  Representatives: 
OrncE  OF  THE  Chief  administra- 
tive  Officer,    house   of   Rep- 
resentatives. 

Washington.  DC,  June  12, 1996. 
Hon.  NEWT  Gingrich. 
Speaker.  House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  DC. 

DEAR  MR.  Speaker:  This  is  to  formally  no- 
tify you  pursuant  to  Rule  L  (SO)  of  the  Rules 
of  the  House  that  the  Office  of  Finance  has 
been  served  with  a  subpoena  issued  by  the 
United  States  District  Court  for  the  Eastern 
District  of  Michigan. 

After  consultation  with  the  General  Coun- 
sel. I  have  determined  that  compliance  with 


EXPRESSING  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS 
WITH  RESPECrr  TO  RECENT 
CHURCH  BURNINGS 

Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary  be  dis- 
charged from  further  consideration  of 
the  concurrent  resolution  (House  Con- 
current Resolution  187)  expressing  the 
sense  of  the  Congress  with  respect  to 
recent  church  burnings,  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration  in  the  House; 
that  debate  on  the  concurrent  resolu- 
tion be  limited  to  fifty  minutes,  equal- 
ly divided  and  controlled  by  myself  and 
the  gentlewoman  from  North  Carolina 
[Mrs.  Clayton];  and  that  the  previous 
question  be  considered  as  ordered  on 
the  concurrent  resolution  to  final 
adoption  without  intervening  motion. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oklahoma? 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object,  although  I  do 
not  plan  to  object,  let  me  just  under- 
stand the  time. 

Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, will  the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  I  s^eld  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. 50  minutes  total.  25  minutes  per 
side. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
have  quite  a  number  of  people  who 
have  expressed  a  desire  to  speak,  and  I 
would  like  some  accommodation.  I 
know  that  the  gentleman  has  been 
working  with  me.  but  is  it  possible  we 
can  do  30  minutes  each  side? 

Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, if  the  gentlewoman  would  continue 
to  yield,  we  probably  will  not  use  our 
25  minutes,  so  I  can  accommodate  the 
gentlewoman,  yes. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ap- 
preciate that. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  withdraw  my  reserva- 
tion of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oklahoma? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  report  the  resolution. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.  Con.  Res.  187 

Whereas  more  than  30  African-American 
churches  have  been  burned  over  the  last  18 
months; 

Whereas  arrests  have  been  made  In  only  5 
of  the  cases  currently  under  investigation; 

Whereas  the  African-American  conmiunlty 
deserves  the  full  support  of  Congress  in  solv- 
ing these  cases  In  an  expeditious  manner  and 
it  is  Important  for  Congress  to  speak  out 
against  the  recent  incidents  of  arson:  and 

Whereas  several  measures  which  would  ex- 
pedite the  investigation  into  these  incidents 


and  assist  In  the  prosecution  of  individuals 
found  guilty  of  Involvement  in  these  inci- 
dents are  now  pending  before  Congress:  Now. 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  (the 
Senate  concurring).  That  It  Is  the  sense  of 
Congress  that^ 

(1)  attacks  on  places  of  worship  because  of 
the  race,  color,  denomination,  or  ethnicity  of 
the  congregation  undermine  fundamental 
American  ideals; 

(2)  these  fires  appear  to  be  hate  crimes  and 
also  implicitly  interfere  with  the  First 
Amendment  rights  and  other  civil  rights  of 
the  victims; 

(3)  the  arson  of  a  place  of  worship  Is  repul- 
sive to  us  as  a  society; 

(4)  the  Congress  condemns.  In  the  strongest 
possible  terms,  these  abhorrent  actions 
against  freely  worshipping  American  citizens 
and  the  A^can-American  community  ia 
particular, 

(5)  the  Congress  sends  its  sincere  condo- 
lences to  those  individuals  who  have  been  af- 
fected by  these  acts  of  cowardice; 

(6)  the  Congress  fully  supports  the  activi- 
ties of  local  law  enforcement  officials,  the 
Department  of  Justice,  and  the  Department 
of  the  Treasury  In  investigating  these  inci- 
dents: 

(7)  the  Congress  urges  the  United  States 
Attorney  General  and  local  prosecutors  to 
seek  the  maximum  penalty  available  under 
law  to  punish  the  perpetrators  of  these  cra- 
ven acts: 

(8)  it  is  Important  that  Congress  enact  ap- 
propriate legislation  to  ensure  that  Federal 
law  enforcement  has  the  necessary  tools  to 
punish  and  deter  these  shameful,  vile  acts, 
including  the  bipartisan  legislation  Intro- 
duced by  Representatives  Hyde  and  Conyers 
which  would  facilitate  the  prosecution  of 
persons  responsible  for  these  acts: 

(9)  the  President  Is  urged  to  make  the  full- 
est possible  use  of  all  available  law  enforce- 
ment resources  to  bring  the  culprits  In  these 
crimes  to  justice: 

(10)  Congress  encourages  the  people  of  the 
United  States  to  work  within  their  own  com- 
munities to  prevent  arson  against  African- 
American  or  any  other  house  of  worship;  and 

(11)  Congress  encourages  American  citizens 
to  observe  a  national  week  of  prayer  begin- 
ning June  16.  1996.  and  ending  June  23.  1996. 
in  their  churches,  synagogues,  mosques  and 
other  places  of  worship  for  racial  harmony, 
religious  tolerance  and  respect  for  the  civil 
and  human  rights  of  all  Americans. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  order  of  the  House  of  today. 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Watts]  and  the  gentlewoman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mrs.  Clayton]  each 
will  control  25  minutes. 

llie  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma,  Mr.  Watts. 

Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  jrleld  2  minutes  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  North  Carolina  [Mrs. 
Myrick]. 

Mrs.  MYRICK.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
very  happy  to  stand  here  tonight  in 
support  of  this  resolution,  and  I  am 
very  happy  that  the  resolution  is  com- 
ing forward.  Back  on  the  first  of  March 
some  of  us  who  are  members  of  the 
Family  Caucus  actually  sent  a  letter  to 
Attorney  C^neral  Reno  asking  her  to 
take  action  and  bring  all  resources  to 
bear  because  we  knew  that  this  prob- 
lem existed,  and  so  it  is  good  that  we 
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are  coming  together  and  there  is  a  very 
strong  interest  in  finding  a  solution  to 
the  problem. 

This  is  a  bipartisan  effort,  which  al- 
ways is  great  to  see  when  everybody 
can  work  across  all  lines  and  come  for- 
ward to  share.  We  have  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois,  Chairman  Hyde,  whose 
legislation  is  coming  on  the  floor  next 
week,  which  will  put  some  teeth  into 
prosecution  and  bring  to  justice  the 
people  who  are  doing  these  things.  The 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Lightfoot] 
came  forward  with  an  appropriations 
bill,  which  is  budget  neutraJ,  I  might 
add,  and  that  is  going  to  help  give  the 
resources  to  the  ATF  agents  who  work 
in  the  arson  division.  And  I  will  say 
from  firsthand  experience,  unfortu- 
nately we  had  an  incident  in  my  city 
last  week,  and  they  are  dedicated,  dedi- 
cated people  who  really  are  short- 
handed.  So  this  is  going  to  be  a  big 
help  to  them. 

And  then  today,  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania,  Curt  Weux)N,  an- 
nounced that  the  Fire  Caucus  and  all 
the  fire  services  and  the  insurance 
agencies  are  coming  together  with  a 
prevention  effort  that  we  can  all  share 
in  our  districts  and  really  get  the  word 
out  there  of  what  people  can  do  to  try 
to  prevent  some  of  this. 

So  I  commend  both  the  gentlewoman 
from  North  Carolina,  Eva  Clayton, 
and  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma, 
J.C.  Watts,  for  coming  forward  with 
this  resolution,  and  it  sends  a  strong 
message  that  we  are  not  going  to  toler- 
ate this  suaymore  in  our  country.  I  do 
not  care  who  these  people  are  or  where 
they  are  from,  this  is  totally  inexcus- 
able and  it  has  to  stop. 

I  am  embarrassed  to  say  that  North 
and  South  Carolina  have  had  more  of 
these  church  burning  incidents  than 
any  other  geographical  area  or  State 
combined,  and  that  is  very  depressing 
to  me,  but  we  do  need  to  come  together 
not  just  at  the  congressional  level,  but 
we  need  to  come  together  locally. 

The  fourth  aspect  of  this  is  that  we 
really  need  to  look  toward  helping 
these  communities  rebuild.  We  are 
going  to  be  rebuilding  the  church  in 
our  area,  and  it  is  going  to  serve  as  a 
museum  memorial  to  the  culture  of  the 
black  church  because  this  is  something 
that  people  really  need  to  understand. 

The  whole  community  is  doing  it,  it 
is  a  volunteer  effort  completely,  and  I 
am  challenging  other  communities  to 
reach  out  and  do  the  same.  They  say 
you  can  bum  the  building,  but  you  do 
not  bum  the  church,  and  I  think  we  all 
know  that. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
souri [Mr.  Gephardt],  our  distin- 
guished minority  leader. 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  in 
a  unanimous  way  for  this  resolution.  I 
commend  my  friend  the  gentlewoman 
from  North  Carolina  [Eva  Clayton]  for 


working  so  hard  to  bring  this  resolu- 
tion to  the  floor.  I  commend  my  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Watts]  for  being  a  sponsor  and  being 
one  who  has  made  this  bipartisan. 

There  is  no  more  dastardly  act  than 
burning  a  place  of  worship,  and  the  of- 
fense is  even  greater  when  racial  ha- 
tred is  involved,  as  it  is  in  many  of 
these  cases.  It  is  very  important  to- 
night that  all  of  us.  Republican,  Demo- 
crat, from  every  part  of  this  country, 
with  one  voice  say  tonight  that  these 
acts  are  morally  reprehensible  and 
wrong  and  must  end. 

I  have  no  idea  why  these  things  are 
happening.  I  am  sure  none  of  the  rest 
of  us  do.  I  assume  racial  hatred  and  ha- 
tred lies  at  the  core  of  these  acts.  This 
had  stopped  and  did  not  go  on  for  years 
and  years  because  there  was  a  sense  in 
this  society  that  this  was  inappropri- 
ate behavior.  Perhaps  the  dialog  on 
some  of  our  radio  shows,  or  something, 
is  making  it  possible  for  people  to  be- 
lieve that  we  can  act  out  our  hatred  by 
the  violence  that  is  represented  in 
these  acts. 

The  President  has  spoken  out,  jmd 
now  it  is  entirely  necessary  and  appro- 
priate that  every  Member  of  this  body 
tonight  say  unequivocally  to  the  peo- 
ple of  our  country  that  these  acts  must 
end.  And  we  will  take  every  action  that 
is  necessary  in  the  days  ahead  to  make 
sure  that  whatever  laws  need  to  be 
changed  are  changed,  to  see  that  every 
person  who  is  responsible  in  any  way 
for  any  of  these  burnings  is  brought 
swiftly  to  justice. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  my  friends  for 
bringing  this  resolution,  and  I  urge 
every  Member  to  raise  their  voice,  not 
only  tonight  but  in  their  district  and 
in  their  communities  to  stop  these  das- 
tardly acts. 

D  2130 

Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  jrield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Oilman]. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  in  strong  support  of  this  resolu- 
tion. House  Concurrent  Resolution  187, 
expressing  Congress'  outrage  and  my 
personal  outrage  at  the  burnings  of 
over  30  African-American  churches 
throughout  the  southern  United 
States.  I  commend  the  sponsor  of  this 
measure,  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Watts]  and  the 
gentlelady  from  North  Carolina  [Mrs. 
Clayton]  for  their  efforts  in  introduc- 
ing this  important  resolution. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  no  more  cow- 
ardly act  than  the  desecration  of  an- 
other's house  of  worship.  It  is  an  act 
perpetrated  by  bigots  who  use  the 
cover  of  night  to  bum  a  sacred  place 
that  so  many  in  their  community  hold 
dear.  Our  houses  of  worship  are  a  sig- 
nificant part  of  the  glue  that  holds  our 
sense  of  community  together.  When 
these  gutless  individuals  strike  at  the 
sanctuaries  of  our  neighbors,  they  are 


striking  at  the  sanctity  of  our  commu- 
nities and  the  freedoms  we  all  enjoy 
under  the  first  amendment  to  practice 
our  religious  beliefs. 

My  heart  and  sympathy  go  out  to  our 
African- American  citizens  and  I 
strongly  encourage  this  body  to  enact 
the  bipartisan  legislation  introduced 
by  Judiciary  Committee  Chairman 
Henry  Hyde  and  ranking  member  John 
CONYERS  to  ensure  that  Federal  law  en- 
forcement officials  have  the  requisite 
tools  to  investigate  and  vigorously 
prosecute  those  who  committed  these 
abhorrent  acts.  In  addition  I  encourage 
the  Justice  Department,  the  Treasury 
Department,  and  the  Attorney  General 
to  expeditiously  prosecute  these  cow- 
ards to  the  fullest  extent  of  the  law. 

We  must  not  stand  by  allowing  this 
outrage  to  continue.  Accordingly.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
worthy  measure. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  distingiiished  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Payne], 
the  chairman  of  the  Black  Caucus. 

Mr.  PAYNE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Speaker,  let  me  thank  the  gentle- 
woman from  North  Carolina  and  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  for  bringing 
this  resolution  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  Chairman  of  the 
Congressional  Black  Caucus,  I  rise  to 
express  my  outrage  at  the  senseless 
desecration  of  African-American 
churches  and  also  to  extend  my  sym- 
pathy to  the  ministers  and  their  con- 
gregations all  over  the  country  who 
have  lost  their  places  of  worship.  Our 
thoughts  are  also  with  members  of  the 
other  churches  and  synagogrues  which 
have  been  defaced.  These  incidents  of 
racial  and  religious  bigotry  remind  us 
of  other  painful  episodes  in  our  history 
which  we  had  hoped  never  reoccur. 

Sadly  the  legacy  of  racial  division  is 
kept  alive  not  only  by  those  who  carry 
out  these  acts,  but  by  others  who  crate 
an  atmosphere  which  not  only  toler- 
ates but  encourages  bigotry.  We  can 
turn  on  our  radio  any  day  of  the  week 
and  hear  right-wing  talk  radio  hosts 
spewing  forth  words  of  hatred  to  appeal 
to  those  in  the  audience  who  are  dis- 
contented with  their  lives  and  are 
looking  for  scapegoats. 

In  my  area,  the  radio  talk  show  host 
Bob  Grant,  who  is  courted  by  some 
politicians,  has  built  his  career  out  of 
making  offensive  and  hurtful  state- 
ments. He  finally  pushed  things  too  far 
the  day  of  the  tragic  accident  when  the 
plan  carrying  Ron  Brown  and  others 
went  down.  On  his  radio  show  he  said, 
upon  learning  that  initially  there  was 
one  survivor.  Bob  Grant  joked  that  his 
pessimism  led  him  to  believe  that  the 
late  Secretary  may  have  survived. 

Although  this  radio  talk  host  vr&s 
fired,  he  was  immediately  picked  up  by 
another  radio  station.  And  we  call  this 
corporate  responsibility? 

The  most  recent  church  bombing  in 
Oklahoma  reminds  us  that  these  evil 
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incidents  are  not  confined  to  the 
Southeast.  The  Department  of  Justice 
has  received  reports  of  incidents  in 
States  like  Maryland,  where  the  target 
was  a  Quaker  meeting  house:  in  my 
home  State  of  New  Jersey.  We  have 
had  them  in  Richmond;  Seattle,  Wash- 
ington; and  in  other  parts  of  New  York 
State  this  has  occurred. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  must  stop  these 
senseless  burnings. 

Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  4  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Peimsylvania  [Mr.  Weldon]. 

(Mr.  WELDON  of  Pennsylvania  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  this  im- 
portant piece  of  legislation,  and  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Watts]  and  the  gentlewoman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mrs.  Clayton]  for  of- 
fering this  legislation. 

I  join  in  the  outrage  that  is  being  ex- 
pressed by  Members  of  both  parties, 
liberals  and  conservatives,  those  from 
rural  areas  and  those  from  urban  areas, 
about  the  devastation  caused  by  these 
terrible  and  outrageous  fires. 

As  someone  who  got  involved  in  pub- 
lic life  first  of  all  in  the  fire  service, 
when  I  served  as  volunteer  five  chief,  I 
imderstand  perhaps  in  a  way  that  many 
of  us  do  not  the  impact  of  anyone  suf- 
fering through  the  tragedy  of  fire. 

It  is  especially  outrageous  when  it 
hits  a  place  of  worship,  and  all  of  us 
must  come  together  in  this  country 
and  condemn  it.  We  are  here  to  ac- 
knowledge that  there  has  been  a  spe- 
cial focus  on  African-American  church- 
es in  the  South,  and  that  is  especially 
outrageous. 

I  would  also  acknowledge,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, there  have  been  80  churches 
burned  since  January  of  this  year,  30 
that  we  know  of  in  the  South  and  in 
black  areas.  But  a  number  of  them 
have  not  gone  reported,  but  yet  have 
been  turned  in  to  the  insurance  cor- 
poration which  services  and  provides 
insurance  for  churches  and  synagogues 
across  America. 

Today  we  announced  a  major  initia- 
tive, supported  by  a  bipartisan  group  of 
Members  who  are  part  of  the  Congres- 
sional Fire  and  Elmergency  Services 
Caucus,  to  attack  this  problem  in  a  dif- 
ferent light.  The  focus  up  until  now  has 
been  on  catching  those  hardened  crimi- 
nals who  have  committed  these  acts,  or 
those  vandals,  or  those  outrageous  in- 
dividuals. 

The  problem  we  have,  Mr.  Speaker,  is 
that  that  is  very  difficult.  In  fact,  the 
conviction  rate  for  arson  in  this  coun- 
try is  less  than  2  percent.  It  is  the 
toughest  crime  to  convict  someone  un- 
less someone  actually  sees  them  light- 
ing the  match.  So  while  it  is  important 
that  we  look  for  the  perpetrators,  we 
must  also  realize  it  is  especially  dif- 
ficult. 

What  we  announce  today  is  the  es- 
tablishment of  a  trust  fund  that  would 


provide  reward  money  for  information 
leading  to  the  arrest  and  conviction  of 
anyone  that  is  convicted  of  the  act  of 
arson.  But  that  is  not  enough,  because 
that  is  extremely  difficult.  What  we 
announce  today,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the 
ability  for  us  to  have  a  proactive  effort 
focusing  on  how  to  help  churches 
across  America  prevent  arsons  from  oc- 
curring. 

To  that  end  we  brought  together  the 
insurance  industry,  all  the  major  fire 
service  groups:  the  International  Asso- 
ciation of  Arson  Investigators,  the  paid 
firefighters,  the  volunteer  firefighters, 
the  Black  Professional  Firefighters, 
the  National  Fire  Protection  Associa- 
tion, the  insurance  industry,  the  Amer- 
ican Insurance  Association,  and  the  In- 
surance Committee  for  Arson  Control, 
and  we  announced  a  3-part  initiative 
that  is  declaring  war  on  arson  as  it  re- 
lates to  churches  in  this  coimtry,  espe- 
cially our  black  churches. 

The  initiative  will  take  place 
through  the  offices  of  Members  of  Con- 
gress and  it  is  in  three  parts.  First  of 
all,  it  provides  arson  prevention  kits 
for  every  church  in  every  Member's  dis- 
trict that  that  Member  wants  to  send 
that  packet  to,  any  church  or  syna- 
gogue. It  will  outline  specific  steps 
that  can  be  taken  locally  to  help  re- 
duce the  possibility  for  arson. 

Secondarily,  we  will  be  offering  free 
half-day  seminars  to  any  Member  of 
Congress  that  wants  to  establish  a 
seminar  for  one  half  day  for  clergymen, 
for  deacons,  for  ministers,  for  rabbis  to 
come  together  with  professionals  who 
will  be  provided  for  free,  to  give  those 
people  direct  insight  into  arson  and 
how  they  can  prevent  it. 

The  third  part  of  this  initiative,  Mr. 
Speaker,  allows  for  a  proactive  effort 
to  allow  any  church  that  so  desires  the 
contact  their  Member,  and  they  will  be 
provided  a  free  professional  survey  of 
their  church  with  specific  rec- 
ommendations that  they  can  take  to 
reduce  the  likelihood  of  an  arson  fire 
occurring,  at  no  cost  to  that  church  or 
its  congregation. 

None  of  this  is  being  funded  by  the 
Government.  All  of  this  is  being  pro- 
vided by  those  individuals  in  the  arson 
investigation  community  and  the  in- 
surance industry  who  want  to  take 
proactive  steps.  It  is  in  our  hands  now 
as  Members  of  Congress  to  implement 
these  recommendations,  to  coordinate 
these  efforts,  and  to  make  sure  there  is 
follow  through.  There  is  much  that  can 
be  done  to  reduce  the  potential  for 
arson,  and  we  must  take  the  lead  to 
make  sure  that  that  education  is  pro- 
vided to  every  church  and  synagogue  in 
this  country. 

Together.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  Repub- 
licans and  Democrats  and  liberals  and 
conservatives,  as  those  representing 
rural  and  urban  areas,  we  will  solve 
this  problem,  and  we  will  send  a  signal 
that  anyone  who  ever  contemplates  the 
act  of  arson,  especially  at  a  religious 


institution,  is  going  to  face  the  most 
severe  consequences  that  this  country 
can  bring  to  bear. 

We  are  going  to  mobilize  the  commu- 
nities of  this  country  in  a  way  they 
have  not  been  mobilized  before  to  stop 
these  despicable  acts.  I  thank  my  col- 
leagues, and  I  urge  support  of  this  reso- 
lution. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Watt]. 

Mr.  WATT  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  want  to  commend  my  col- 
league from  Oklahoma  and  my  col- 
league from  North  Carolina  for  bring- 
ing this  resolution  forward. 

I  tell  my  colleagues  that  I  worshiped 
on  Sunday  in  the  church  that  burned  in 
Charlotte,  NC.  and  I  want  to  lift  up  two 
quick  messages  from  the  minister's 
speech  that  day.  He  said  unequivocally 
to  the  people  who  are  doing  these  burn- 
ings. "You  can  destroy  the  building, 
but  you  cannot  destroy  the  church." 

Second,  he  said  to  his  members,  "We 
have  got  to  find  a  way  to  find  the  good 
in  this  and  to  rise  above  this  and  to 
maintain  the  values  that  we  hold 
dear." 

I  hope  all  of  us  will  keep  those  two 
things  in  mind  as  we  condemn  these 
church  burnings  and  as  we  all  vote, 
hopefully  unanimously,  in  support  of 
this  resolution. 

Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  jrield  such  time  as  he  may  con- 
sume to  the  gentleman  from  New  York 

[Mr.  SOLOMON]. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  com- 
mend the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
for  bringing  this  resolution  in  a  timely 
manner  to  this  floor. 

Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Wamp]. 

Mr.  WAMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  of  course 
we  should  all  come  together  tonight 
and  unanimously  condemn  these  out- 
rageous acts.  But  I  want  to  come  to- 
night from  a  little  bit  different  per- 
spective because,  Mr.  Speaker,  long  be- 
fore I  was  a  Member  of  this  body,  I  was 
a  member  of  a  much  greater  body,  and 
long  after  I  am  a  Member  of  this  body. 
I  am  going  to  continue  to  be  a  member 
of  a  much  greater  and  everlasting 
body. 

I  hope  that  our  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  is  right  that  some  good 
can  come  out  of  this,  and  I  hope  to  my 
core  that  this  serves  as  a  wakeup  call 
to  the  church,  to  all  churches  every- 
where, that  this  could  be  an  oppor- 
tunity for  the  church  to  do  its  work,  to 
build  the  kingdom  of  God:  that  our 
brothers  and  sisters  in  the  predomi- 
nantly white  churches  would  come  out 
of  their  churches  between  now  and 
Sunday  and  between  now  and  next 
Wednesday  and  offer  to  rebuild  these 
churches:  that  this  would  be  an  oppor- 
tunity for  the  kingdom  of  God  to  come 
alive  here,  that  some  good  could  come 
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out,  that  our  brothers  and  sisters  all 
across  the  land  would  offer  their  sup- 
port. 

I  hear  today  that  the  Southern  Bap- 
tist Convention  took  a  step,  but  many 
more  need  to  be  taken  to  have  some 
good  come  Drom  this,  that  the  kingdom 
would  be  lifted  up,  that  we  would  go 
out  as  churches  ajid  offer  to  rebuild 
these  churches,  and  that  good  would 
actually  rise  out  of  these  ashes. 

The  most  important  word  in  the 
world  today,  that  is  needed  so  des- 
perately in  this  country,  is  reconcili- 
ation. This  is  an  opportunity  for  rec- 
onciliation. This  is  an  opportunity  for 
white  folks  to  say.  "We  love  you,  black 
brothers  and  sisters,  and  we  want  to 
help  you,  and  we  hurt  for  you."  Please 
country,  come  together. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  on  people  of  faith 
all  across  America  to  get  out  of  your 
church,  take  your  resources.  If  ever 
there  was  a  mission  project  for  church- 
es and  religious  institutions  all  across 
the  United  States  of  America,  this  is 
the  mission  project  that  could  heal  our 
land.  Let  us  reconcile  as  a  Nation.  Mr. 
Speaker,  through  this  one  action,  and 
have  some  good  rise  from  these  horrific 
iu:ts. 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
187. 

THe  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle- 
woman firom  North  CairoUna? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman from  Connecticut.  [Mrs. 
DeLauro]. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  con- 
gratulate my  colleague,  Mrs.  Clayton, 
on  this  resolution.  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  resolution. 

I  stand  with  my  colleagues  tonight  to 
voice  my  outrage  and  condemnation  of 
these  church  arson.  As  towns  and 
neighborhoods  begin  that  process  of 
healing  and  rebuilding,  it  is  imperative 
that  we  send  a  loud  and  a  clear  and  a 
firm  message  to  the  perpetrators  of 
these  sick  crimes  that  Americans  will 
not  tolerate  bigotry  or  hate  crimes. 
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The  perpetrators  must  and  will  be 
punished.  History  teaches  us  that  we 
all  have  a  stake  in  the  battle  against 
the  forces  of  hatred.  We  cannot  stand 
and  be  silent.  We  must  speak  louder 
than  the  voices  of  hate.  Those  voices 
encourage  violence  and  have  resulted 
in  the  destruction  of  churches,  church- 
es built  on  faith,  on  hope,  and  on  love. 

I  am  proud  to  join  my  colleagues 
today  in  support  of  this  resolution  and 
urge  its  adoption.  Further,  I  urge  my 
CO?  leagues  to  call  on  others  to  go  to 
their  districts,  to  si>eak  out  against  the 


voices  and  the  actions  of  hatred  in  this 
country.  It  is  only  through  such  acts 
that  we  can  prevent  further  violence 
and  destruction. 

Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Maine  [Mr.  Longley]. 

Mr.  LONGLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
to  compliment  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  and  the  gentlewoman  from 
North  Carolina  for  bringing  this  resolu- 
tion to  the  floor.  As  a  Representative 
from  the  State  of  Maine,  I  want  to  add 
my  voice  to  the  national  chorus  that 
denounces  these  instances  of  religious 
and  racial  hatred.  I  ask  imanimous 
support  for  this  resolution  that  we 
offer  tonight. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Texas  [Mr.  DOGGETT]. 

Mr.  DOGGETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  com- 
mend 3Lnd  thank  the  gentlewoman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mrs.  Clayton]  and  all 
of  those  who  have  joined  with  her  for 
her  leadership  in  expressing  our  collec- 
tive outrage  at  what  has  been  occur- 
ring in  communities  across  this  coun- 
try. Now  is  the  time  for  people  of  good 
will  regardless  of  religion  or  their  po- 
litical persuasion  or  their  region  of  the 
country  to  join  together  to  condemn 
the  outrage  that  has  occurred  and  the 
attempt  at  intimidation  steeped  in 
hate  on  which  it  is  based. 

It  is  not  enough  merely  to  condemn. 
For  while  we  are  all  outraged  by  what 
has  occurred,  we  know  that  simply  ex- 
pressing our  fury  through  resolution  is 
only  a  first  step.  It  is  time  to  match 
our  actions  with  our  words  and  resolu- 
tions. So  it  is  extremely  Important 
that  the  Church  Arsons  Prevention  Act 
introduced  by  our  colleague,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  Conyers], 
that  would  strengthen  our  ability  to 
fight  this  kind  of  arson,  be  enacted  at 
the  earliest  possible  date  in  this  Con- 
gress. 

We  should  move  forward  on  this  leg- 
islation to  halt  attacks  on  our  commu- 
nities. Our  communities  are  suffering, 
and  they  should  look  to  our  national 
leaders  with  confidence,  for  we  have 
the  responsibility  to  prove,  as  Barbara 
Jordan  would  say,  that  America  is  as 
good  as  its  promise.  In  keeping  this 
promise,  we  can  be  inspfred  by  the  con- 
gregations who  refuse  to  be  intimi- 
dated. 

Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Lightfoot]. 

Ml-  LIGHTFOOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  join 
my  colleagues  here  and  rise  in  strong 
support  of  this  resolution.  Since  we 
have  a  limited  amount  of  time,  I  would 
like  to  briefly  comment  on  one  aspect 
of  this  resolution,  and  that  is  Congress' 
full  support  of  Federal,  State  and  local 
law  enforcement  investigations. 

We  are  going  to  do  more  than  offer 
just  words.  As  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee in  charge  of  ATF's  appro- 
priation, I  will  be  introducing  supple- 


mental legislation  next  week  as  part  of 
the  fiscal  yeax  1997  Treasury  appropria- 
tions bill  to  provide  S12  million  in  addi- 
tional resources  right  here  and  right 
now.  In  addition,  we  will  continue  our 
commitment  to  solving  these  church 
fires  with  an  additional  S12  million  for 
fiscal  year  1997,  a  total  of  $24  million.  If 
that  does  not  do  it,  we  will  come  back 
for  some  more. 

This  money  will  go  toward  the  basics 
of  law  enforcement,  overtime,  travel 
offices,  phones,  rewards,  money,  and 
equipment.  This  will  allow  the  estab- 
lishment of  full-blown  church  fire  task 
forces,  not  just  the  high  level  discus- 
sions that  the  administration  has  been 
hosting  but  real  offices  in  the  States 
where  these  churches  are  being  burned, 
agents  answering  calls  and  gathering 
evidence. 

I  have  every  confiden  that  we  will 
be  able  to  solve  these  crimes.  ATF  in- 
vestigators have  a  world  class  reputa- 
tion in  arson  investigation.  They  have 
been  called  in  on  challenging  cases  all 
around  the  world.  They  solved  the 
World  Trade  Center  bombing.  They 
found  the  evidence  that  led  to  the  ar- 
rest of  the  people  who  perjwtrated  the 
bombing  in  Oklahoma  City.  They  un- 
raveled the  pipe  bombings  and  mail 
bombings  in  the  Southeastern  United 
States  of  the  judges  several  years  ago. 
Interestingly  enough,  Louis  Freeh,  who 
is  now  head  of  the  FBI,  was  a  prosecu- 
tor. They  brought  them  to  trial.  If  we 
look  back  at  1992,  when  we  had  a  series 
of  church  bombings,  all  but  one  of 
those  crimes  has  been  solved. 

So  I  would  say  tonight  to  whoever  is 
the  perpetrator  of  these  crimes,  what- 
ever their  motives  might  be,  because 
they  have  to  be  less  than  human,  we 
are  setting  on  your  trail.  If  you  are 
watching  out  there  tonight,  the  world's 
premier  arson  Investigators,  they  are 
going  to  find  you.  They  are  going  to 
collect  the  evidence.  They  are  going  to 
collect  it  correctly  and  they  are  going 
to  take  you  to  jail.  Then  hopefully 
through  the  trial  process  you  will  pros- 
ecuted and  punished  to  the  full  extent 
of  the  law. 

I  think  that  is  one  thing  that  we  can 
do.  I  think  it  is  an  obligation  that  we 
have  to  everyone  in  this  country.  It 
does  not  make  any  difference  whether 
we  are  black  or  white  or  brown  or 
whatever  the  color  of  our  skin.  Repub- 
licans, Democrats  or  not,  when  you 
start  to  attack  anyone's  house  of  wor- 
ship, that  is  an  attack  on  God.  I  think 
all  of  us  rise  up  as  brothers  and  sisters 
and  revile  that  kind  of  activity.  I  think 
we  have  an  obligation  and  a  duty  to 
find  that  these  people  are  found,  pros- 
ecuted adequately  punished.  We  make 
that  commitment  here  tonight  to  do 
that. 

I  compliment  my  two  friends  for  of- 
fering this  resolution. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
i^ONES).  The  Chair  reminds  Members  to 
please  address  thefr  remarks  to  the 
Chafr. 
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Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
IVi  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Georgia  [Mr.  Lewis]. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  want  to  thank  the  gentlewoman  from 
North  Carolina  and  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  for  bringing  this  reso- 
lution before  us. 

The  church  has  long  been  the  heart- 
beat, they  very  soul  of  the  black  com- 
munity. In  the  1960's,  those  who  op- 
posed the  civil  rights  movement  recog- 
nized that  strength.  Our  churches  were 
burned,  looted  and  burned.  Our  holy 
places  were  no  longer  a  place  of  sanc- 
tuary but  a  target  of  those  who 
preached  hate,  division  and  intoler- 
ance. Today,  despite  the  progress  we 
made  as  a  Nation  and  as  a  people,  his- 
tory is  repeating  itself.  In  the  ashes,  of 
these  churches  are  the  hopes  and 
dreams  of  the  African-American  com- 
munity, justice,  equality  and  simple 
acceptance.  The  ffres  that  destroyed 
these  churches  are  fueled  not  only  by 
gasoline  and  matches  but  also  by  hated 
and  intolerance  and  bigotry.  There  is  a 
conspiracy,  a  conspiracy  of  intoler- 
ance. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  all  of  my  col- 
leagues tonight  to  vote  for  this  resolu- 
tion and  send  a  strong  message  to  this 
Nation  that  we  will  build  a  sense  of 
community.  Let  us  use  this  occasion, 
let  us  use  this  resolution  not  to  divide 
but  to  bring  together.  Bring  us  all  to- 
gether, not  to  tear  down  but  to  uplift. 
Let  us  speak  tonight  with  one  mighty 
voice.  We  must  use  our  outrage  to  re- 
dedicate  ourselves  to  building  Dr. 
King's  beloved  community,  a  Nation  in 
which  we  all  are  judged  not  by  the 
color  of  our  skin  but  by  the  content  of 
our  character. 

Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayworth]. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  commend  my  colleagues  from 
North  Carolina  and  from  Oklahoma  for 
drafting  and  presenting  this  resolution 
this  evening. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  type  of  person, 
what  type  of  twisted,  sick  mind  would 
choose  to  launch  an  attack  on  a  house 
of  worship,  no  matter  its  denomina- 
tion, no  matter  the  people  who  choose 
to  worship  there? 

Tonight,  as  my  colleague  from  Geor- 
gia who  preceded  me  in  the  well  noted, 
it  is  time  to  come  together.  We  often 
have  spirited  and  contentious  debate  in 
this  Chamber.  Indeed,  we  champion 
that  right  to  freely  express  differences 
of  opinion  honestly  held.  But  tonight, 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  call  for  all  Americans 
should  be,  let  us  unite  against  those 
who  would  seek  to  deprive  us  of  our 
most  fundamental  freedom,  the  free- 
dom to  worship  individually  or  cor- 
porately  according  to  the  dictates  of 
our  own  conscience. 

Questions  of  motives,  indeed  veiled 
references,  if  you  will,  to  one  political 
philosophy  or  another  really  have  no 


place  in  this  debate.  Indeed,  even  as  we 
could  attack  or  isolate  one  form  of 
communication,  we  could  also  point  to 
the  growing  secularization  of  America 
and  hostility  toward  churches  and  peo- 
ple of  faith. 

Let  us  come  together,  Mr.  Speaker, 
tonight,  resolute  in  the  knowledge  that 
all  these  actions  taken  against  any 
house  of  worship  are  blatantly  wrong, 
and  this  Congress  will  work  to  stop  it. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama  [Mr.  Milliard]. 

Mr.  HELLIARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  con- 
gratulate the  gentlewoman  from  North 
Carolina  for  organizing  this.  It  is  very 
important. 

I  also  would  like  to  thank  everyone 
who  has  been  involved.  I  certainly  hope 
that  we  will  all  vote  in  favor  of  the  res- 
olution so  that  we  will  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  support  the  bill  if  it  comes 
forth. 

I  would  like  to  use  just  one-half  of 
my  minute  to  say  that  I  had  a  very  sad 
meeting  on  Monday  of  this  week.  I 
spoke  to  four  ministers;  each  one  of 
their  churches  had  been  set  ablaze. 
There  have  been  nine  burnings  in  my 
district,  more  than  any  other  congres- 
sional district.  But  one  of  the  things 
that  must  be  said  here,  not  one  of 
those  ministers  was  satisfied  with  the 
efforts  of  the  FBI  and  the  ATF.  In  fact, 
it  is  a  fact  that  the  FBI  and  the  ATF 
had  mixed  a  voter  fraud  case  with  the 
church  fire  Investigations  causing  con- 
flict and  intimidating  members  of 
those  congregations.  If  they  are  sin- 
cere, if  they  wish  to  pursue  the  evi- 
dence on  the  ffre,  the  fires  that  have 
been  set.  they  must  separate  those 
cases. 

Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Stockman]. 

Mr.  STOCKMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  comment  a  little  bit 
about  this  resolution.  It  is  quite  per- 
sonal because  in  my  district,  they 
burned  down  a  church,  a  little  church 
on  Galveston  Island.  Pastor  Booth  to 
this  day  has  not  been  able  to  rebuilds 
that  church.  He  did  not  get  much  rec- 
ognition, and  he  did  not  get  much 
talked  about  because  it  was  not  fash- 
ionable at  that  point  to  talk  about 
burning  churches.  But  that  church  is 
still  struggling  to  recoup  from  that 
terrible  burning. 

Right  now  Pastor  Booth  has  got  the 
foundation  laid,  and  he  is  trjong  to  put 
up  the  sides  of  the  church.  They  burnt 
that  church  down,  that  beautiful  town 
of  Galveston  where  the  breezes  come 
across  and  you  see  the  sandy  beaches 
and  everything.  But  right  there  in  that 
town  in  which  you  would  think  that 
there  would  be  no  hatred,  there  was  ha- 
tred. They  burnt  down  the  church.  For 
what  reason?  I  do  not  know.  But  I  ask 
Members  that  the  people  of  America  as 
they  are  watching  this  debate  to  pray 


and  hold  out  thefr  heart  towards  their 
saviour  and  thefr  Christ  that  they  may 
put  an  end  to  this  burning,  because  this 
is  not  something  that  our  country 
should  have  or  should  even  have  to  be 
discussing. 
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In  fact,  if  anything,  it  is  disgusting 
that  we  have  to  talk  about  this,  and  I 
tell  my  colleagues  as  a  member  of 
First  Bethel  Church  of  Houston.  I  have 
a  deep,  abiding  faith,  and  I  believe  that 
out  of  this  there  will  be  good  that  will 
come  of  it  because  I  believe  the  Amer- 
ican people,  whether  Democrat  or  Re- 
publican, they  are  honest  and  coura- 
geous and  have  basic  faith  in  prin- 
ciples, in  American  principles  which 
unite  us  in  this  tragedy,  and  once 
again  I  would  like  to  offer  up  a  prayer 
to  Pastor  Booth  as  he  rebuilds  his 
church  down  there  in  Galveston. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman from  Texas  [Ms.  Jackson-Lee]. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  just  a  few  short  months  ago  I 
visited  Bosnia,  and  Sarajevo  as  the  citj' 
was  one  that  stuck  in  my  mind,  stuck 
in  my  mind  because  in  viewing  that 
city  what  I  saw  most  of  all  and  what 
the  people  wanted  to  show  me  was  the 
devastation  and  the  destruction  of 
their  houses  of  worship.  But  one  dif- 
ference is:  They  were  at  war.  It  is  trag- 
ic to  now  come  home  to  America  and 
see  across  this  Nation  symbols  of  war. 
people  attacking  churches.  African- 
American  churches,  churches  on  the 
basis  of  hatred  and  dislike  for  someone 
else. 

But,  thank  God,  I  recognize  that 
churches  are  not  just  wood  and  stone, 
that  we  must  give  back  the  right  of  the 
people  to  worship  in  a  constitutionally 
free  society. 

So  it  is  important  that  I  thank  the 
gentlewoman  from  North  Carolina  for 
her  leadership,  for  bringing  us  to- 
gether, along  with  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma,  that  although  we  can  rise 
and  begin  to  articulate  all  of  the  ef- 
forts that  we  are  making,  and  I  ap- 
plaud those  efforts,  that  we  must  do 
more,  and  that  must  be  to  call  for  a 
week  of  prayer  that  will  allow  us  to  in- 
sure that  we  do  bring  America  together 
from  June  16  to  June  23.  And  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman  and  gentleman  for  al- 
lowing this  language  to  go  in: 

A  national  week  of  prayer  that  we  may 
bond  together  to  tell  Americans  who  may 
think  to  do  these  dastardly  acts  that  we  will 
stand  up  against  It  and  provide  a  safe  and 
free  place  for  all  of  America  to  be  free  In 
their  booses  of  worship. 

Mr.  WATT  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  yield  1  minute  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  Weller]. 

Mr.  WELLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to 
commend  my  friend  from  Oklahoma 
and  my  friend  firom  North  Carolina  for 
their  leadership  and  their  bipartisan- 
ship, the  bipartisan  spfrit  of  this  so 
very  Important  resolution. 
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This  past  Sunday  I  joined  with  a 
multidenominational  organization 

called  Jacob  in  one  of  the  largest  cities 
in  my  district,  the  city  of  Joliette,  and 
Jacob  is  an  organization  representing 
the  churches,  black  and  white,  His- 
panic, Mexican,  multidenominational. 
We  all  joined  together,  and  we  ma.rched 
across  the  city  of  Joliette.  Republican 
elected  officials  were  part  of  the 
march.  Democrat  elected  officials  were 
part  of  the  march,  church  leaders  were 
part  of  the  march,  and  church  members 
were  part  of  the  march.  And  this 
march,  fjrankly,  was  a  response  to  an 
outrage  that  occurred  locally  in  the 
community  of  Joliette,  IL.  and  that 
was  where  a  newly  established  church 
which  had  located  on  the  west  side  of 
Joliette,  a  newly  established  church 
which  was  majority  African-American, 
had  been  vandalized. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  made  very  clear  in 
our  statement  that  there  is  no  room 
for  racism,  there  is  no  room  for  big- 
otry, there  is  no  room  for  anti-Semi- 
tism in  our  community. 

That  is  the  spirit  of  this  resolution, 
and  I  ask  for  unanimous  support. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman from  Illinois  [Mrs.  Collins]. 

(Mrs.  COLLINS  of  Illinois  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  COLLINS  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, let  me,  too.  add  my  appreciation  to 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  and  to 
the  gentlewoman  from  North  Carolina 
for  bringing  this  issue  up  at  this  time, 
and  I  rise  to  speak  of  the  shameful 
desecration  of  our  Nation's  African- 
American  churches. 

Mr.  Si>eaker,  as  my  colleagues  know. 
these  fires  are  burning  our  sacred  edi- 
fices and  fanning  the  fiames  of  racial 
Intolerance,  but  they  are  also  burning 
the  U.S.  Constitution.  All  of  us  have  a 
right  to  freely  worship,  something  on 
which  our  very  Constitution  was  built, 
and  my  colleagues  know  I  am  glad  my 
colleague  from  Illinois  happened  to 
have  mentioned  that  church  burnings 
and  desecration  and  vandalism  are  not 
just  happening  in  the  South,  they  are 
happening  all  across  this  land.  As  he 
pointed  out  so  eloquently,  right  out- 
side of  Chicago.  IL,  there  have  been 
churches,  one  newly  purchased  by  an 
African-American  Baptist  group,  that 
had  the  side  of  its  walls  spray  painted 
with  the  n  word  twice  already,  twice 
already  in  less  time  than  a  month. 

It  just  seems  to  me  that  we  ought  to 
be  very  careful  about  these  kinds  of 
things  because  my  colleagues  know 
they  hurt. 

When  I  go  to  church  on  Sundays  and 
put  on  my  choir  robe  and  sing  praise  to 
my  God,  I  want  to  feel  that  my  church 
is  going  to  be  there  the  next  time  I 
want  to  go  there  and  worship.  I  cer- 
tainly hope  that  will  be  the  case  in  the 
future. 


Mr.  WATT  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of  my 
time. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama  [Mr.  Browder]. 

Mr.  BROWDER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  com- 
mend our  friend  from  North  Carolina 
and  our  friend  from  Oklahoma  for 
bringing  this  resolution  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  Speaker,  about  a  month  ago  I 
had  the  opportunity  to  visit  that 
church  on  16th  in  Birmingham.  AL, 
where  several  young  women  lost  their 
lives.  It  is  a  beautiful  place,  and  my 
colleagues  would  not  know  the  horror 
unless  they  open  a  closet  or  look  in  the 
basement  and  see  the  cracked  founda- 
tions. 

We  are  here  tonight,  the  good  people 
of  Alabama  and  all  across  this  country 
to  say  no.  no.  we  will  not  go  back  to 
those  days  and  we  will  not  put  up  with 
anybody  burning  our  churches. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman from  Michigan  [Ms.  Rivers]. 

Ms.  RIVERS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  resolution  and  in  the 
condemnation  of  the  tidal  wave  of  rac- 
ism and  hatred  that  is  threating  Amer- 
ica's African-American  churches. 

I  was  a  child  in  the  1960's,  and  in 
front  of  our  family's  big  television  set 
I  watched  in  wide-eyed  silence  as  fire 
hoses  were  turned  on  young  black  men 
asking  only  to  be  treated  as  real  citi- 
zens, as  vicious  dogs  attacked  African- 
American  women  and  their  children,  as 
little  African-American  grirls,  barely 
older  than  I  was  at  the  time,  were 
killed  in  a  cowardly  attack  on  the 
church  where  they  worshipped. 

Today  I  am  no  longer  a  child,  and  I 
will  no  longer  watch  in  silence  as  the 
African-American  community  suffers 
under  the  last  of  bigotry.  Today  I  join 
the  chorus  of  voices  from  all  across 
this  coimtry,  people  of  conscience,  peo- 
ple from  all  regions,  and  all  religions, 
all  races,  who  are  speaking  out  against 
the  cowardly  forces  of  hate  and  for  a 
nation  where  all  are  valued  and  pro- 
tected. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Gibbons],  the 
ranking  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  com- 
mend the  sponsors  of  this  resolution, 
and  I  condemn  the  perpetrators  of  the 
crime  of  burning  churches  and  promot- 
ing disharmony  in  our  country.  But, 
Mr.  Speaker,  some  good  is  going  to 
flow  from  all  of  this,  as  perverse  as 
that  might  be.  America  will  have  bet- 
ter arson  laws  than  we  have  now. 
America  will  have  better  law  enforce- 
ment in  the  field  of  arson  than  we  have 
now.  And  if  the  perpetrators  of  these 
crimes  are  trsring  to  drive  the  races 
apart,  they  have  made  a  terrible  mis- 
take because  whites  and  blacks  will 
join  together  in  greater  unity  in  this 
adversity. 
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There  can  be  no  more  cowardly  and, 
I  think,  ineffective  crime  than  burning 
churches.  The  history  of  mankind  is 
that  you  can  never  succeed  in  persecut- 
ing anybody  based  upon  their  belief. 

I  do  not  know  what  the  motives  of 
these  people  are,  but  they  are  bound  to 
fail,  and  I  believe  that  failure  will 
bring  America  closer  together. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman from  Florida  [Mrs.  Meek] 

Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker, 
first  of  all  I  want  the  Congress  and  the 
world  to  know  that  we  are  grateful  to 
the  gentlewoman  from  North  Carolina 
[Mrs.  Clayton]  and  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Watts],  a  sister 
and  brother  of  mine  who  have  brought 
this  resolution  in  front  of  the  Congress. 

The  church  burnings  are  despicable 
acts,  and  they  are  very  outrageous  as 
well,  perpetrated  by  these  people  who 
crawl  on  thefr  bellies  in  our  society.  It 
is  a  very  small  segment  of  our  society 
representing  these  burnings. 

I  also  want  to  commend  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States,  who  went  to 
lend  his  sjrmpathy  to  the  people  who 
were  churchgoers  from  these  churches. 

We  need  leadership  at  all  levels,  I 
think,  both  the  Republicans  and  the 
Democrats  in  the  Congress,  because  the 
churches  of  this  country,  they  do  not 
lean  on  parties,  they  lean  on  God,  and 
it  so  important  that  we  solve  it  in  this 
resolution. 

We  cannot  say  with  all  confidence 
that  these  burnings  will  stop.  We  hope 
that  they  will.  I  think  the  people  who 
have  come  out  with  fresh  and  adven- 
turesome initiatives  want  to  be  sure 
that  these  things  do  not  happen  again. 
But  we  cannot  say  with  all  confidence 
because  we  know  prior  history  shows 
us  that  it  is  not  beyond  them. 

Peter,  one  of  Christ's  disciples,  said: 
"Upon  this  rock  I  build  my  church,  and 
the  gates  of  hell  shall  not  prevail 
against  it." 

Let  us  pass  this  resolution. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  srield 
1  minute  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Sawyer]. 

Mr.  SAWYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
thank  our  colleagues  and  join  with  all 
who  have  expressed  the  gratitude  of 
Members  of  this  body  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  North  Carolina  and  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  for  their 
initiative  in  bringing  this  before  us  and 
to  join  with  so  many  others  this 
evening  in  sharing  our  dismay  at  the 
events  that  have  spread  across  this  Na- 
tion in  recent  weeks. 

I  particularly  want  to  thank  those 
congregations  that  have  opened  their 
doors  to  those  who  have  lost  for  now 
their  places  of  worship  and  to  call  upon 
congregations  everywhere  across  this 
coimtry  this  weekend  and  In  coming 
weeks  to  join  together  in  sharing  their 
diverse  traditions  of  worship  with 
other  congregations  in  thefr  commu- 
nity symbolically  to  join  together  with 


June  13,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


14153 


those  who  share  these  podiums  tonight 
and  to  let  the  word  go  forth  from  every 
pulpit  and  pew  in  this  Nation,  with 
voices  joined  together,  to  say  that 
there  is  a  message  that  binds  us  alto- 
gether: 

That  in  the  United  States  of  America 
there  is  no  tolerance  of  intimidation 
and  no  license  for  hatred. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Washington  [Mr. 
McDermott]. 

Mr.  McDERMOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
want  to  commend  my  colleagues  for 
bringing  this  resolution.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Sawyer]  and  I 
were  in  the  car  starting  home,  and  he 
said  to  me,  "Should  we  go  and  say 
something?"  And  I  said  yes,  because  I 
thought  of  Dietrich  Bonhoffer,  who  was 
a  Lutheran  minister  in  Nazi  Germany, 
who,  when  they  came,  he  said: 

When  they  came  for  the  trade  unionists.  I 
did  not  speak  up;  when  they  came  for  the 
Catholics,  I  did  not  speak  up;  when  they 
came  for  the  Jews,  I  did  not  speak  up.  When 
they  came  for  me.  there  was  nobody  left. 

If  we  do  not  speak  up  for  each  other, 
none  of  us  are  free  in  this  country. 
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Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Georgia  [Mr.  Bishop]. 

Mr.  BISHOP.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  grew  up 
In  an  America  where  young  people  were 
taught  the  love  of  God  and  country, 
values  and  character  and  integrity,  to 
be  trustworthy,  loyal,  helpful,  friendly, 
courteous,  kind,  obedient,  and  rev- 
erent; an  America  where  hats  were  re- 
moved when  a  funeral  procession  came 
down  the  street  and  all  movement 
ceased;  where  a  church  ground  was  sa- 
cred and  where  the  sanctuary  was 
treated  with  reverence.  My.  how  Amer- 
ica has  changed. 

Almost  2.000  years  ago  Jesus  said, 
upon  this  rock  I  will  build  my  church 
and  the  gates  of  hell  shall  not  prevail 
against  it.  Well,  I  am  happy  to  say  that 
that  was  true  then  and  it  is  true  now. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  happy  to  join  with 
my  colleagues  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
here  tonight  to  join  in  one  voice,  the 
voice  of  brotherhood,  to  say  that  In 
this  House,  in  this  country,  people  of 
goodwill  all  across  this  Nation  are  ex- 
pressing today  and  tonight  thefr  out- 
rage at  what  has  happened,  but  more 
Importantly,  we  are  exerting  our  pray- 
ers all  across  this  Nation  for  those  poor 
souls  who  are  responsible  for  this  das- 
tardly conduct. 

I  support  my  colleagues  and  this  res- 
olution, and  God  bless  America. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  the 
great  State  of  Oregon  [Mr. 
BLiniENAUER]  a  new  Member  of  Con- 
gress. 

Mr.  BLUMENAUER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
am  saddened  that  my  first  appearance 
before  this  body  is  on  the  occasion  of 


such  a  hateful  event.  I  think  we  all  had 
hoped  that  this  was  behind  us.  But  I 
am  heartened  by  the  attitude  and  tone 
of  love  and  reconciliation  that  one 
hears  this  evening. 

I  find  I  must  join  with  the  words  of 
my  colleague  from  Georgia.  We  pray 
that  we  are  aware  of  this  terror  as  we 
go  about  our  business,  remembering 
the  power  of  words  and  the  jxjwer  of 
reconciliation,  because  I  think  if  we  re- 
member this  somber,  yet  hopeful  mo- 
ment, as  we  go  about  the  rest  of  our 
business  on  behalf  of  the  people,  that 
this  hateful  act  of  racial  intolerance 
and  bigotry  will  help  us  do  our  job  bet- 
ter for  the  American  people. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvamla  [Mr.  Fox]. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  thank  the  gentlewoman  for  her 
leadership  and  that  of  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Watts]  for  thefr 
help  and  leadership  on  this  very  impor- 
tant presentation  tonight,  and  I  think 
the  American  people  have  come  to- 
gether in  total  horror  about  the  recent 
church  burnings.  We  are  taking  action 
here  tonight  to  show  the  outrage  of 
Congress  that  this  has  occurred  and  to 
take  positive  action. 

This  afternoon  there  was  a  presen- 
tation by  our  colleagues,  in  working 
with  the  Insurance  companies  to  make 
sure  that  we  assist  these  churches  with 
fire  prevention  programs  and  work 
with  our  fire  caucus  in  making  sure 
that  this  does  not  occur,  and  legisla- 
tion that  is  going  to  increase  the  pen- 
alty for  arson,  and  most  of  us.  to  bring 
about  the  inspfratlonal  setting  of  Re- 
publicans and  Democrats  working  to- 
gether, the  African-American  conunu- 
nlty  and  the  white  commimity  and  the 
Hispanic  community  in  all  parts  of  this 
country  working  together,  brothers 
and  sisters,  to  make  sure  that  this 
kind  of  bigotry  and  hatred  is  ended.  I 
thank  again  both  of  these  Congress 
people  for  bringing  this  issue  forward 
and  to  make  sure  that  we  take  positive 
action. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Wy- 
oming [Mrs.  CUBIN]. 

Mrs.  CUBIN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
like  to  thank  the  gentlewoman  for 
yielding  this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  proud  to  be  here 
this  evening  to  speak  on  this  issue.  I 
think  that  every  time  that  there  is  a 
problem  in  our  country,  we  pull  to- 
gether as  Americans.  We  have  won  two 
world  wars,  we  have  put  a  man  on  the 
Moon.  We  have  the  best  health  care 
system  in  the  world.  When  we  need  a 
neighbor,  when  we  need  a  friend.  Amer- 
icans are  always  there  to  pull  together 
to  help  one  another.  I  am  grateful  that 
we  have  the  opportunity  to  speak  on 
this  issue  tonight.  We  will  not  accept, 
in  no  way,  this  sort  of  behavior.  I  think 
we  should  use  every  effort  and  every 
resource  we  have  to  try  to  find  the  peo- 


ple that  are  responsible  for  this  and 
bring  them  to  justice. 

Every  cloud  has  a  silver  lining,  and 
the  conciliatory  tone  of  this  Congress 
this  evening  is  heartwarming,  and  I 
hope  the  people  across  the  country  can 
feel  the  sentiment  that  we  feel  here 
this  evening. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Florida  [Ms.  Brown]. 

Ms.  BROWN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker, 
freedom  if  religion  and  freedom  of 
speech  are  the  two  most  precious 
rights  in  our  American  society.  Im- 
plicit in  our  freedom  to  worship  the 
God  of  our  choice  is  the  freedom  to 
worship  without  fear.  It  is  a  very  sad 
day  when  the  right  to  worship  without 
fear  has  been  jeopardized  by  the  uncon- 
scionable torching  of  houses  of  wor- 
ship. 

I  am  pleased  to  join  my  colleagues  in 
strongly  supporting  H.R.  3525.  However, 
as  much  as  we  try  through  legislation 
to  stop  the  fires,  the  most  important 
change  must  come  in  the  hearts  of 
those  who  hate.  I  just  have  a  message 
for  those  out  there:  Remember  what 
you  plant  will  come  back  to  you.  I  do 
believe  that  there  Is  a  God.  and  you  are 
creating  a  fire  here,  but  know  that 
there  is  going  to  be  a  great  day.  and 
that  fire  will  bum  eternal. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  recent  rash  of  burn- 
ings of  African-American  churches  has 
cut  a  swath  of  destruction  across  this 
Nation  and  has  called  into  question 
America's  will  to  resist  racism. 

The  President  has  responded  swiftly, 
outlining  a  four  point  plan  of  action 
and  today.  In  a  strong  demonstration 
of  will,  travelling  to  South  Carolina, 
one  of  the  burning  sites. 

It  is  now  time  for  Congress  to  stand 
up.  It  is  now  time  for  Congress  to 
speak  out.  It  is  now  time  for  Congress 
to  act. 

One  of  the  most  important  things 
Congress  can  do  is  to  let  our  voices  be 
heard.  Sometimes  silence  is  viewed  as 
acceptance. 

Sometimes  no  position  is  regarded  as 
a  position. 

Sometimes  failure  to  act  is  tanta- 
mount to  acting. 

Indeed,  many  believe  that  the  grow- 
ing divisions  and  racial  strife  in  Amer- 
ica today  is  due.  at  least  in  some  part, 
to  the  divisions  and  strife  that  have 
been  evident  among  this  Nation's  lead- 
ers. 

But,  despite  our  differences  on  poli- 
tics and  policy  and  party  and  despite 
the  fact  that  we  have  had  deep  dis- 
agreements during  our  deliberations 
and  debate,  I  believe  this  Congress  and 
my  colleagues  will  stand  together  to 
resist  racism. 

The  fact  that  those  who  have  done 
these  wicked  deeds  have  chosen  to  do 
them  to  houses  of  worship— the  very 
places  we  hold  most  dear  and  most  pre- 
cious, leaves  no  doubt  in  my  mind  that 
good  will  come  from  this  evil. 
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Our  churches,  our  synagogues,  and 
our  mosques  have  always  been  places  of 
peace  and  sanctuary,  a  welcome  retreat 
and  shelter  from  the  problems  and  dif- 
ficulties outside. 

But,  for  the  past  6  years,  African- 
American  churches  have  been  targets 
for  arson,  places  of  anguish, 
unsuspecting  victims  of  a  pattern  and 
practice  of  violence. 

Assistant  Attorney  General  Deval 
Patrick  has  referred  to  these  aw;ts  as  an 
"Epidemic  of  Terror." 

And,  while  there  is  no  evidence  of 
conspiracy,  it  is  strangely  coincidental 
that  more  than  50  African-American 
churches  have  been  burned  during  the 
1990's,  with  32  of  those  burnings  occur- 
ring in  1995  alone. 

On  average,  Mr.  Speaker,  two  Afri- 
can-American church  fires  have  taken 
place  each  month,  over  the  past  18 
months.  Since  late  Friday,  four 
churches  have  been  victims  of  sus- 
picious fires. 

If  this  is  not  an  "Epidemic  of  Ter- 
ror," it  is  certainly  a  situation  that  is 
far  too  extensive  to  be  ignored. 

Prior  to  today's  church  burning  in 
Oklahoma  most  of  these  fires  have 
been  concentrated  in  nine  Southern 
States,  including  Alabama,  Mississippi, 
Tennessee,  Georgia,  Louisiana,  South 
Carolina,  North  Carolina,  Texas  and 
Virginia. 

The  investigation  of  the  fires  has 
been  difficult. 

Nearly  all  of  them  have  taken  place 
in  rural  and  remote  areas,  during  late 
night  or  early  morning  hours. 

There  have  been  few  if  any  witnesses, 
and  the  fires  have  generally  not  been 
discovered  until  the  churches  have 
burned  to  the  ground,  leaving  little 
evidence  for  law  enforcement. 

The  President's  response  has  been 
strong  and  forceful. 

He  has  outlined  a  four  step  plan  that 
has  been  put  in  place  in  response  to 
these  acts. 

The  private  sector  has  also  stepped 
forward. 

For  example,  NationsBank  in  my 
State  of  North  Carolina  has  offered  a 
half  million  dollar  reward  for  informa- 
tion leading  to  the  arrest  and  convic- 
tion of  the  person  or  persons  respon- 
sible for  the  recent  church  fire  in  Char- 
lotte. 

It  is  now  time  for  the  Congress  to 
step  forward. 

It  is  time  now  for  Congress  to  be 
heard.  First,  we  should  all  support  the 
bipartisan  legislation  introduced  by 
our  colleagues,  Mr.  Conyers  and  Mr. 
Hyde. 

That  legislation  would  make  it  easier 
to  bring  prosecutions  and  stiffen  the 
penalties  against  those  who  target 
houses  of  worship. 

I  would  urge  support  for  House  Con- 
current Resolution  188,  a  resolution  I 
have  introduced  that  now  has  more 
than  100  bipartisan  cosi>onsors,  express- 
ing the  collective  outrage  of  Congress 
and  denouncing  these  acts  of  arson. 


We  condemn  the  burnings,  pledge  to 
assist  law  enforcement,  support  the 
Conyers  and  Hyde  legislation  and  ap- 
peal for  broad  community  preventive 
action. 

And,  finally  we  should  all,  work 
within  our  respective  communities  to 
help  prevent  future  arson. 

These  acts  of  hate  that  have  wounded 
our  souls  have  inspired  acts  of  love 
that  have  renewed  our  faith. 

Across  the  country,  volunteers  have 
stepped  forward  to  help  rebuild  the 
burned  churches. 

I  was  especially  moved  by  the  story 
of  Rev.  Terrence  Mackey,  who  awak- 
ened one  morning  to  a  spot  in  a  field 
where  this  church  had  stood  and  said  to 
his  daughter  "They  didn't  burn  down 
the  church.  They  burned  down  the 
building  in  which  we  hold  the  church. 
The  church  is  still  inside  all  of  us." 

Fittingly,  on  June  15,  Reverend  Mac- 
key,  his  daughter,  the  congregation 
and  friends  will  undertake  a  symbolic 
march  from  the  scorched  earth  site  of 
the  old  church  in  Greeley^lle,  SC,  to 
the  pristine  site  of  their  new  church. 

House  Concurrent  Resolution  188  also 
recognizes  June  15  as  a  day  when  all 
members  can  join  with  Reverend  Mac- 
key,  his  daughter,  his  congregation  and 
others,  in  whatever  gesture  is  deemed 
appropriate,  to  say  to  those  who  would 
promote  evil,  that  you  have  burned  our 
churches,  but  you  can  not  bum  our 
spirit. 

Mr.  Speaker,  There  is  a  time  to  be  si- 
lent and  a  time  to  speak.  With  these 
burnings,  this  is  a  time  to  speak. 

I  urge  every  Member  to  speak  out 
against  these  church  burnings  in  their 
communities.  And,  I  urge  every  citizen 
to  resist  this  racism. 

These  acts  do  not  represent  America, 
and  we  must  demonstrate  to  the  world 
the  true  spirit  of  our  great  Nation. 

n  2230 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  myself  the  balance  of  my 
time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  came  here  this 
evening  with  the  gentlewoman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mrs.  Clayton]  and  the 
rest  of  my  colleagues  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  to  introduce  a  House  concur- 
rent resolution  awidressing  a  serious 
crime  called  arson,  and  more  specifi- 
cally the  recent  horrifying  crime  of 
arson  used  to  destroy  more  than  30 
black  churches  around  the  country, 
over  the  last  16  or  18  months,  including 
a  church  that  burned  last  night  in  my 
home  State  of  Oklahoma,  where  arson 
activity  is  suspected.  My  syinpathies 
and  condolences  go  out  to  those  af- 
fected by  these  senseless  and  tragic 
deeds. 

In  Eufaula,  OK,  where  I  grew  up,  our 
church  was  the  heart  and  soul  of  our 
small  community.  It  was  a  symbol  of 
hope  and  faith,  of  pride  and  serenity. 


The  church  is  where  we  would  all  gath- 
er to  rejoice  in  celebration  and  pray  in 
times  of  sorrow.  It  was  the  cornerstone 
of  our  community  and  it  is  a  special 
place  that  holds  some  of  my  dearest 
memories. 

This  atmosphere  is  not  unique  to  me. 
American  should  be  a  country  of  faith 
and  community.  There  are  thousands 
of  cities  who  see  their  church  as  the 
fabric  of  strength  in  their  community. 
It  is  inconceivable  to  me  that  anyone 
would  try  to  destroy  this  very  fabric 
that  provides  the  identity  and  life  for  a 
community  simply  out  of  hate  and  ig- 
norance. 

By  setting  churches  on  fire,  not  only 
are  these  vandals  attempting  to  de- 
stroy the  house  of  a  commimity,  they 
are  destroying  the  house  of  God.  This 
is  one  of  the  most  horrific  crimes  a  per- 
son can  commit. 

As  a  man  who  has  been  brought  up 
with  faith  in  God  £ind  faith  in  justice, 
I  call  upon  our  judicial  system  to  take 
action  against  these  terrible  violations 
of  liberty.  We  cannot  sit  idle  and  toler- 
ate these  acts  of  hate.  We  cannot 
watch  these  criminals  continue  to 
torch  amy  more  sanctuaries  of  faith. 

It  is  my  hope  that  the  proper  au- 
thorities— the  Justice  Department,  the 
Attorney  General,  and  State  and  local 
officials — will  move  swiftly  to  inves- 
tigate and  stop  these  vicious  crimes.  I 
think  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.'s  words 
still  hold  true  today  when  he  said,  "A 
threat  to  justice  ansrwhere  is  a  threat 
to  justice  everywhere."  These  burnings 
are  a  serious  threat  to  justice  and  will 
lead  to  more  perilous  consequences  if 
justice  is  not  served.  This  country  has 
worked  too  hard  to  heal  the  wounds  of 
racial  divide  to  allow  ignorant  individ- 
uals to  once  again  divide  us  in  our 
communities. 

There  is  no  excuse  for  the  lack  of 
commitment  dedicated  to  serving  jus- 
tice and  finding  the  individuals  respon- 
sible for  these  arson  activities.  I  com- 
mend groups  like  the  Christian  Coali- 
tion for  efforts  to  help  find  the  cul- 
prits, and  I  challenge  other  organiza- 
tions, citizens  as  well  as  elected  offi- 
cials to  help  fight  this  battle. 

Fire  spreads  fast  and  furious,  and 
once  it  is  out  of  control,  we  may  not 
possess  the  means  to  contain  if.  It  we 
do  not  insist  that  justice  is  served,  the 
fire  of  hate  and  ignorance  will  continue 
to  bum  and  spread,  reducing  all  we 
have  strived  for  to  ashes  of  despair. 

We  need  to  extinguish  these  fires  and 
reignite  the  fires  of  faith.  These  af- 
fected conununities  are  not  letting  the 
fires  burn  down  the  foundation  and  fab- 
ric of  their  community.  They  will  re- 
build and  show  an  unwavering  strength 
of  faith.  The  victims  of  these  church 
burnings  are  not  letting  the  vandals 
win,  and  we  cannot  allow  them  to  win 
either.  It  is  our  obligation  to  do  all 
that  we  can  to  see  that  justice  is 
served  and  that  the  people  responsible 
for  these  crimes  are  caught  and  pun- 
ished. 
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Beginning  with  the  times  back  in 
Eufaula,  OK.  and  even  more  as  a  min- 
ister, when  I  have  needed  strength  and 
guidance,  I  have  turned  to  my  church 
and  to  my  God.  I  cannot  imagine  not 
having  a  church  to  turn  to.  These  burn- 
ings represent  more  than  arson  activ- 
ity. The  burnings  represent  a  violation 
of  basic  rights  and  basic  freedoms.  I 
have  always  enjoyed  the  freedom  to 
practice  my  religion  in  a  place  I  feel 
safe.  That  is  a  right  the  Constitution 
provides  to  me.  It  is  my  hope  that  we 
will  not  deny  that  right  to  anyone,  and 
that  justice  will  suffocate  the  fires  of 
hate  and  continue  to  kindle  the  torch 
of  liberty,  as  we  provide  justice  for  all. 

Mr.  ROEMER,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to 
be  a  cosponsor  of  House  Concurrent  Resolu- 
tion 187.  a  measure  to  condemn  the  sinister 
and  hateful  arson  plaguing  Afncan-American 
churches  in  our  Nation.  This  is  a  national 
shame  that  such  activity  could  continue  in  this 
day  and  age.  and  deserves  a  national  and  im- 
mediate response. 

That  someone,  anyone,  could  attack  a 
House  of  God  is  unforgivable.  Our  churches, 
our  synagogues,  our  temples,  are  not  just 
houses  of  worship,  but  symbols  of  our  commit- 
ment to  understanding  and  tolerance.  Under- 
standing of  our  missk>n  in  this  great  Nation 
under  God,  and  our  tolerance  of  our  wonderful 
diversity.  These  attacks  on  our  present  truly 
mar  our  past,  where  in  recent  times  we  have 
worked  so  hard  to  grow  In  acceptance  and  un- 
derstanding. In  so  many  ways,  we  have  aJI 
come  to  know  and  understand  and  appreciate 
one  another.  Of  course,  we  have  a  long  way 
to  go. 

But  we  should  hot — and  will  not— tolerate 
the  hateful  acts  of  those  who  would  pull  us 
backward,  destroy  our  hard-won  progress,  and 
elevate  their  own  base  and  evil  feelings  into 
an  othenwise  enlightened  progress.  Yes,  we 
have  far  to  go,  but  we  will  never  go  back. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  resolutk>n  is  a  start.  It  is 
a  step  on  the  path  to  healing.  But  it  also  lays 
upon  us  a  commitment.  This  commitment  is  to 
realize  that  the  fight  against  racism,  against 
bigotry,  against  hatred,  is  still  very  much  need- 
ed and  very  much  ours,  because  the  world  is 
far  from  perfect.  When  even  our  houses  of 
worship  are  targets  of  those  who  would  op- 
pose peace  and  fairness  in  society,  then  we 
must  truly  be  on  our  guard,  physk:aliy  and 
spiritually. 

We  can  surely  fight  these  heinous  acts  with 
the  full  weight  of  the  law,  and  we  surely 
shoukj.  But  we  must  also  fight  them  with  the 
spirit,  knowing  that  the  tove  of  God  unites  us 
all.  And  even  as  we  celebrate  the  blessings 
that  God  gives  us  in  this  great  Nation,  we 
must  always  be  diligent  in  fighting  those  who 
would  rob  us  of  those  gifts. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  evils  of  those  whose  ha- 
tred has  conquered  their  spirit  must  not  be  al- 
k}wed  to  conquer  our  spirit,  and  may  this  reso- 
lution be  a  t}eginning  in  our  demonstration  that 
towe  and  brotherlwod  will  conquer  all.  In  the 
end,  justice  must  and  will  reign,  and  those  that 
tear  down  the  House  of  God,  no  matter  what 
the  color  of  the  person  that  worships  within, 
will  find  that  mercy  will  drown  their  hatred. 

Mr.  Franks  of  Connecticut.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
and  a  great  number  of  my  colleagues  are  un- 


derstandably alarmed  by  the  rash  of  inten- 
tionally-set church  fires — many  of  those  of  Af- 
ricarnAmerican  congregations — which  have 
t>een  occumng  in  the  United  States,  partk:u- 
lariy  in  the  Southeast 

We  have  seen  the  lamentat}le  pictures  and 
images  on  the  television  news,  Mr.  Speaker. 
The  parishkjners  wandering  about  the  charred 
ruins  of  what  used  to  be  their  church.  Rev- 
erends and  deacons  wondering  aloud  where 
their  flock  will  go  to  worship  and  how  they  will 
cope.  Church  patrons  left  wondering  what 
short  of  twisted  individual  could  commit  the 
heirraus  crime  of  buming  down  a  house  of 
worship. 

We  must  take  a  good  look  at  these  sobering 
facts  by  this  epidemic  of  hate.  According  to  a 
recently-sent  Dear  Colleague  by  two  of  our 
most-distinguished  Members,  Henry  Hyde 
and  John  Conyers.  since  October  of  1991. 
there  has  been  110  incidents  of  church  arson 
that  have  been  reported  to  Federal  authorities 
with  thirty-three  of  these  arsons  committed  this 
year.  Messrs.  Hyde  and  Conyers  also  inform 
us  that  since  the  beginning  of  1995,  of  the  51 
church  arsons  committed,  more  than  haH  of 
them  involved  African-American  congrega- 
tions. 

Meanwhile,  officials  from  the  Department  of 
Justice  have  stated  in  testimony  that  our  cur- 
rent laws  do  not  give  our  Federal  law  enforce- 
ment officials  the  needed  tools  to  prosecute 
and  punish  those  sick,  evil  indivxluals  who 
desecrate  or  bum  our  places  of  worship.  Mr. 
Speaker,  we  need  to  amend  our  laws  so  we 
can  incarcerate  those  who  perpetuate  t)igotry 
and  hatred  for  the  good  and  well-being  of  so- 
ciety. 

Accordingly,  I  encourage  my  colleagues  to 
join  me  in  rising  in  strong  support  of  H.R. 
3525,  the  Church  Arson  Prevention  Act  of 
1996,  which  has  been  offered  by  Congress- 
man Hyde  and  Congressman  Conyers. 

H.R.  3525,  of  whkrh  I  am  a  cosponsor,  will 
make  important  changes  to  the  laws  whk:h  are 
present  on  the  books  so  that  we  may  send 
more  of  these  fire-toting  hatemongers  to  jail. 

This  bill,  as  noted  in  Messrs.  Hyde  and 
Conyers'  Dear  Colleague,  would  broaden  the 
scope  of  the  statute  which  makes  it  a  crime  to 
damage  religious  property  or  to  obstruct  a  per- 
son in  the  free  exercise  of  religious  beliefs  by 
applying  criminal  penalties  if  the  offense  'is  in 
or  affects  interstate  or  foreign  oommerce.'  Ac- 
cording to  Congressman  Hyde  and  Congress- 
man Conyers.  H.R.  3525  will  thus  provkle  the 
amendment  to  our  Federal  statutes  ttiat  will 
grant  Federal  jurisdiction,  and  thus  will  aug- 
ment the  Attorney  General's  ability  to  pros- 
ecute these  arson  cases. 

Also,  this  bill  will  reduce  the  current  dollar 
value  of  destruction  whk:h  must  occur  before 
these  crimes  of  deseaation  may  be  pros- 
ecuted. At  the  present  time,  our  laws  state 
that  the  loss  from  the  destruction  of  property 
must  be  more  than  $10,000.  However,  H.R. 
3525  will  reduce  the  dollar  threshold  to 
55,000.  As  Congressman  Hyde  and  Con- 
gressman Conyers  rightly  point  out,  by  reduc- 
ing this  threshold  to  a  knver  dollar  number  on 
destruction,  it  will  make  it  easier  for  the  Fed- 
eral Government  to  prosecute  more  of  these 
arson  cases. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  House  shoukj  put  its  foot 
firmly  down  on  those  who  woukj  espouse  ter- 


ror and  religious  bigotry.  To  help  do  that,  H.R. 
3525  should  be  wholeheartedly  supported  by 
every  Member  of  this  Congress. 

Mrs.  KENNELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  this  resolution  to  condemn 
the  horrific  outbreak  of  church  fires  in  ttie 
South. 

There  is  little  doubt  that  those  who  are  re- 
sponsible for  these  churctvbumings  are  trying 
to  send  this  Nation  a  message,  one  that  we 
had  hoped  faded  away  years  ago.  but  which 
is  still  very  much  with  us.  It  is  a  message  of 
hate  and  exclusion,  and  it  is  a  message  of 
t)igotry  and  intolerance. 

Like  many  of  my  constituents,  I  have  strug- 
gled over  recent  months  to  understand  the 
thought  process  that  would  lead  someone  to 
set  fire  to  a  church.  Few  structures  symtjolize 
security  and  peace  in  a  frightening  worM  bet- 
ter than  a  place  of  worship.  By  destroying 
these  buikjings  in  such  a  violent  and  ruthless 
way,  the  perpetrators  of  these  crimes  are  tell- 
ing millions  of  Americans  that  ttiey  sivxjkl  not 
feel  at  peace  in  their  communities,  that  they 
are  not  secure. 

At  times  like  this,  we  can  find  some  comfort 
in  the  fact  that  no  amount  of  vk}ler>ce  can  de- 
stroy the  progress  we  have  made  toward  be- 
coming a  more  tolerant  society.  Everyday,  in 
communities  aaoss  the  country,  nr>en  arxj 
women  young  and  old  are  teaching  the  les- 
sons of  peace,  k)ve,  and  faith  so  central  to 
American  life.  But  even  as  we  take  comfort, 
we  cannot  become  so  comfortable  tfiat  we  do 
rrathing.  For  if  we  do  nothing,  we  are  accept- 
ing tjtgotry  as  part  of  our  sooal  landscape — 
ar>d  we  will  never  accept  tfiat 

Cowardly  actions  demand  powrerful  re- 
sponses. The  Preskjent  began  today  by  say- 
ing. They  know  not  what  they  do."  Some  may 
not  know,  but  the  perpetrators  of  these  acts 
know  exactly  what  they  do— and  it  cannot  be 
tolerated. 

When  those  wfK>  txjrn  churches  send  their 
message  of  hate,  good  people  across  this  Na- 
tk>n  need  to  rally  together.  When  bigots  tell 
millkxis  of  Amencans  that  they  are  less  than 
equal,  then  we  must  tell  the  bigots  that  we  are 
all  brothers  and  sisters.  Arxl  when  arsonists 
slink  in  the  dark  of  night  trying  to  undermine 
our  community,  we  must  stand  up  in  the  light 
of  day  and  proclaim  that  our  community  is  far 
too  strong  to  be  damaged  by  their  actk>ns. 

Those  who  bum  churches  want  to  mark  the 
Earth  with  the  ashes  and  rubble  of  ttieir  intol- 
erance. Instead,  let  us  retxiitd  these  churches 
as  a  living  memorial,  made  of  stone  and  brick, 
to  our  commitment  to  human  rights  and 
human  dignity. 

By  passing  this  resolutkin,  we  let  the  pur- 
veyors of  hate  know  ttiat  the  good  people  of 
this  fsiation  will  drown  out  the  message  of  hate 
wherever  it  appears. 

Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Jones).  All  time  for  debate  has  expired. 

Pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  House  of 
today,  the  previous  question  is  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  the  concurrent 
resolution. 

The  concurrent  resolution  was  agreed 
to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 
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WHITE  HOUSE  FILE  SCANDAL— 
THE  AMERICAN  PEOPLE  DE- 
SERVE ANSWERS 

(Mr.  HAYWORTH  asked  and  was 
given  pennisslon  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks  and  include  extraneous 
material.) 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
certainly  is  no  deficit  of  delusion,  dis- 
tortion and  desperation  from  these 
bom-again  budgeteers  on  the  liberal 
side  of  the  aisle,  but,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
come  here  today  to  conmiend  to  every- 
one's attention  the  article  that  appears 
in  this  morning's  Wall  Street  Journal 
headlined  "Inside  the  White  House  File 
Scandal",  which  I  submit  for  the 
Record: 

[From  the  Wall  Street  Journal,  Thursday, 

June  13, 1996] 

iNsmE  THE  White  House  File  Scandal 

(By  Gary  W.  Aldrich) 

I  loved  my  career  with  the  FBI  and  treas- 
ure my  years  as  a  special  agent.  Of  the  many 
assignments  I  was  privileged  to  have  over 
the  course  of  a  28-year  career,  the  highlight 
was  the  five  years,  just  prior  to  my  1995  re- 
tirement. I  spent  assigned  to  the  White 
House. 

For  more  than  three  decades  the  FBI,  the 
Secret  Service  and  the  White  House  Coun- 
sel's Office  had  worked  as  a  team  to  clear  the 
hundreds  of  new  staff  members  who  come 
with  each  new  administration.  This  clear- 
ance process  entailed  a  lengthy  FBI  back- 
ground investigation  to  document  the  good 
character  of  every  White  House  employee.  It 
was  a  comprehensive  and  effective  security 
system,  perfected  by  six  presidents  to  pro- 
tect national  security,  the  taxpayer  and  the 
White  House  itself. 

DEEPLT  DISTRUBING 

But  the  things  I  saw  in  the  last  2¥i  years  of 
niy  tenure  deeply  disturbed  me.  And  the  re- 
cent disclosures  that  the  Clinton  White 
House  requested,  and  the  FBI  provided,  more 
than  340  background  investigations  on  pre- 
vious administrations:  employees  raise  ques- 
tions that  pierce  the  very  heart  of  national 
security,  and  call  into  question  the  relation- 
ship between  the  White  House  and  FBI. 

Siome  presidents  have  made  good  use  of  the 
FBI  background  investigations,  and  some  to 
their  regret  have  not.  Never  before  has  any 
administration  used  background  investiga- 
tions of  another  president's  political  staff 
FBI  employees  knew  it  would  be  wrong  to 
give  raw  FBI  flies  on  political  opponents  to 
the  other  party.  In  fact,  they  knew  it  would 
be  illegal,  each  disclosure  a  violation  of  the 
federal  Privacy  Act. 

Why,  then,  did  the  Clinton  administration 
request  such  flies,  and  why  did  the  FBI  pro- 
vide them?  The  White  House's  "expla- 
nation"— that  it  was  "an  honest  bureau- 
cratic snafu"— Is  really  too  much  for  this 
FBI  veteran  to  believe.  How  does  a  unit  at 
FBI  headquarters  copy  and  box  for  shipment 
to  the  White  House  Counsel's  Office  more 
than  340  highly  confldential  flies,  when  the 
two  FBI  supervisors  are  both  lawyers?  Do 
the  White  House  and  the  FBI  really  expect 
us  to  believe  that  the  wholesale  copying  of 
hundreds  of  FBI  flies  wouldn't  raise  an  eye 
brow?  That  the  two  FBI  supervisors  didn't 
know  who  James  Baker  was?  If  the  FBI  su- 
pervisors didn't  know  that  hundreds  of  con- 
fidential flies  were  going  out  the  door,  they 
were  so  grossly  negligent  as  to  imperil  not 


only  the  civil  rights  of  more  than  340  individ- 
uals, but  also  national  security. 

In  truth,  I  know  that  FBI  management  had 
plenty  of  warning  that  elements  of  security 
and  background  investigations  were  dras- 
tically wrong  at  the  Clinton  White  House.  As 
early  as  May  1993,  Special  Agent  James 
Bourke,  supervisor  of  the  FBI  office  respon- 
sible for  background  investigations,  had 
come  under  fire  when,  at  the  behest  of  the 
White  House,  he  started  a  criminal  inves- 
tigation of  seven  innocent  men  in  the  Travel 
Office. 

Not  publicly  known  until  now  were  the 
constant  waumings  that  Mr.  Bourke  and 
other  FBI  management  received  from  me 
and  from  my  partner,  Dennis  Sculimbrene 
(who  would  go  on  to  testify  against  his  own 
agency  and  the  White  House  as  a  defense  wit- 
ness in  the  Billy  Dale  trial).  Why  are  Mr. 
Bourke  and  the  good  folks  at  the  FBI  just 
now  finding  serious  reasons  to  check  on  the 
legitimacy  of  the  requests  of  this  White 
House?  Documents  exist  that  prove  they 
have  know  about  these  problems  for  years. 
Mr.  Bourke  declined  to  be  interviewed  for 
this  article,  so  one  can  only  speculate  as  to 
why  he  ignored  the  repeated  warnings.  It 
may  be  that,  like  any  bureaucrat.  Mr. 
Bourke  was  simply  trying  to  win  favor  from 
those  he  thought  could  advance  his  career — 
in  this  case,  officials  at  the  White  House. 

These  allegations  are  more  serious  than 
anything  we  have  seen  in  decades.  So  how 
can  the  White  House,  through  Attorney  Gen- 
eral Janet  Reno,  be  allowed  to  order  the  FBI 
to  investigate  itself?  No  federal  bureaucracy 
is  good  at  conducting  an  internal  probe  that 
has  this  kind  of  potential  for  explosive  polit- 
ical revelation. 

Right  up  to  the  time  I  retired  in  June  1995. 
Mr.  Bourke  and  other  FBI  supervisors  re- 
sponsible for  background  investigations  con- 
tinued to  honor  each  and  every  outrageous 
request  the  (Hinton  White  House  Counsel's 
Office  made.  Mr.  Bourke  cannot  claim  he  did 
not  know  these  requests  were  improper.  He 
was  well  aware  the  Clinton  administration 
had  relaxed  the  security  system  at  the  White 
House  so  that  those  loyal  to  the  administra- 
tion could  evade  background  checks.  Other 
agents  and  I  had  told  him  so.  and  scores  of 
documents  gong  across  his  desk  provided 
more  evidence,  just  in  case  he  did  not  believe 
his  own  agents.  In  fact,  at  the  time  the 
White  House  requested  the  files  on  previous 
administrations'  appointees — one  full  year 
into  the  Clinton  administration— more  than 
100  Clinton  staffers,  including  then  Press 
Secretary  Dee  Dee  Myers,  still  had  not  been 
investigated  by  the  FBI  for  passes  or  clear- 
ances. 

Yet  the  Clinton's  White  House  Counsel's 
office  apparently  was  wasting  no  time  look- 
ing deeply  into  the  background  of  any  one 
who  was  not  lucky  enough  to  have  been  hired 
by  President  Clinton.  As  Mr.  Bourke  also 
knew,  permanent  White  House  employees 
whose  loyalty  to  the  Clintons  was  in  ques- 
tion were  in  for  some  "special"  attention, 
Hillary  Clinton  style.  For  example,  perma- 
nent employees  in  the  White  House  residence 
who  were  suspected  of  being  disloyal  to  the 
first  lady  were  reinvestigated  out  of  se- 
quence, that  is,  early— in  some  cases  four 
years  before  their  periodic  review  was  due. 

Some  of  these  staff  members,  appointed  by 
Presidents  Carter.  Reagan  or  Bush,  had  just 
been  cleared  by  the  FBI.  When  I  attempted 
to  head  off  what  appeared  to  be  unnecessary 
and  premature  Investigations  by  offering  to 
obtain  copies  of  the  background  investiga- 
tions, my  superiors  at  the  FBI  and  Craig  Liv- 
ingstone, director  of  security  for  the  White 


House  Counsel's  Office,  effectively  told  me  to 
mind  my  own  business.  What  prompted  the 
White  House  to  Investigate  these  staffers 
was  a  story,  leaked  to  the  press,  that  Mrs. 
Clinton  had  thrown  a  lamp  at  the  president 
during  a  domestic  argument.  The  Clintons 
had  to  know  who  the  leader  was.  Result:  De- 
cent, loyal,  law  abiding  citizens  with  spot- 
less records  were  investigated  by  the  FBI 
again,  just  to  make  sure.  I  believe  that  these 
permanent  employees  were  being  harassed 
and  that  if  anything,  anything  at  all.  had 
turned  up  in  a  new  FBI  probe,  they  would 
have  been  summarily  tossed  out  the  door  to 
"make  slots"  for  the  Clintons'  people.  And 
indeed,  other  employees  besides  Billy  Dale 
were  fired  on  the  basis  of  these  investiga- 
tions. 

At  the  same  time,  the  White  House  was  re- 
questing copies  of  FBI  investigations  of  hun- 
dreds of  long-gone  Reagan  and  Bush  staffers. 
Why?  Knowing  that  the  Clintons  casually 
used  the  FBI  to  weed  out  politically  suspect 
employees,  would  it  be  so  unreasonable  to 
suspect  them  of  also  misusing  the  FBI  to  in- 
vestigate political  "enemies"?  Statements 
by  Clinton  spokesmen  that  nobody  looked  at 
these  FBI  files  are  as  plausible  as  saying 
that  If  340  Playboy  magazines  were  sent  to  a 
boys'  high  school,  they  would  remain  in 
their  boxes,  unmolested. 

BEDROOM-SIZE  SAFE 

The  safe  where  these  secret  records  were 
allegedly  kept  was  the  size  of  a  small  bed- 
room. Maybe  the  files  were  taken  out  of  the 
safe,  and  m*ybe  they  weren't.  There  was  no 
need  to  take  them  out  to  examine  them. 
Anyone — including  Mr.  Livingstone,  whose 
desk  was  just  outside  the  entrance  to  the 
safe — could  have  walked  in.  sat  down  at  the 
table  and  perused  the  files  to  his  heart's  con- 
tent. And  the  security  office  wsis  equipped 
with  a  photocopy  machine.  I  knew  Mr.  Liv- 
ingstone as  a  fierce  defender  of  the  Clintons, 
especially  Mrs.  Clinton,  who  handpicked  him 
for  this  sensitive  position. 

Which  of  these  files  were  copied,  and  where 
were  the  copies  sent?  The  time  has  come  for 
real  explanations,  real  investigations  of  the 
Clinton  White  House  Counsel's  Office  and. 
sadly,  maybe  even  of  the  FBI.  In  particular, 
Mr.  Bourke  and  Mr.  Livingstone  should  ex- 
plain their  roles.  These  FBI  files  could  not 
have  been  requested,  received  and  main- 
tained without  Mr.  Livingstone's  fiill  knowl- 
edge, consent  and  direction.  Mr.  Bourke  is 
responsible  for  protecting  the  FBI  files  and 
for  ensuring  the  FBI's  arm's-length  relation- 
ship with  this  or  any  administration. 

These  two  men  should  be  brought  before 
both  a  federal  grand  jury  and  Congress  to  ac- 
count for  this  highly  irregular  conduct — con- 
duct that  has  embarrassed  the  presidency 
and  the  FBI.  undermined  the  public's  trust 
in  both  institutions  and  potentially  violated 
federal  law.  The  Clinton  administration  has 
earned  it's  reputation.  But  the  FBI— my 
FBI — deserves  better.  Enough  is  enough. 

Listen  to  what  Gary  Aldrich,  a 
former  FBI  official,  writes:  "Never  be- 
fore has  any  administration  used  back- 
ground investigations  of  another  Presi- 
dent's political  staff."  How  does  a  unit 
at  FBI  headquarters  copy  and  box  for 
shipment  to  the  White  House  counsel's 
office  more  than  340  highly  confiden- 
tial files  when  the  two  FBI  supervisors 
are  both  lawyers?  Do  the  White  House 
and  the  FBI  really  expect  us  to  believe 
that  the  wholesale  copying  of  hundreds 
of  FBI  files  would  not  raise  an  eye- 
brow? 
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Oh,  it  raises  more  than  an  eyebrow, 
it  raises  serious  questions.  The  Amer- 
ican people  deserve  answers.  This 
House  will  find  those  answers. 


adultery.  But  not  one  Republican  was  willing 
to  make  commitment  to  marriage. 

Yesterday's  committee  vote   showed  who 
values  families  and  wtio's  just  fooling  around. 


ANSWER  TO  THE  QUESTION:  WHAT 
IF  IT  WERE  A  REPUBLICAN  AD- 
MINISTRATION? 

(Mrs.  SCHROEDER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
came  to  this  floor  to  talk  about  this 
historic  vote  yesterday  when  all  the  ju- 
diciary Republicans  voted  unanimously 
against  defining  marriage  as  a  non- 
adulterous,  nonmonogamous  relation- 
ship. I  found  that  shocking. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  really  want  to  talk 
about  something  else  now  after  listen- 
ing to  this.  I  want  to  congratulate  the 
Republicans  for  being  concerned  about 
FBI  files,  and  I  want  to  congratulate 
this  President  for  apologizing  for  what 
hapi)ened.  and  I  want  to  say  to  the  Re- 
publicans I  can  answer  the  question 
about  what  would  happen  if  it  was  a 
Republican  administration. 

In  1972.  when  I  was  a  candidate  for 
Congress,  our  house  got  broken  into 
over  and  over,  our  car  got  broken  into, 
we  kept  having  Jim's  barber,  my  hus- 
band's barber  show  up  at  our  hotise.  We 
could  not  figure  out  what  was  going  on. 

Many  months  after  I  got  elected  a 
man  got  picked  up  for  breaking  into  a 
house,  and  he  said,  "You  can't  do  this 
to  me  because  I've  been  hired  by  the 
FBI  to  break  into  Schroeder's  house." 

That  was  the  Nixon  FBI.  Not  one  Re- 
publican came  forward  and  said  any- 
thing about  it,  nor  did  President 
Nixon. 

So.  let  us  put  this  in  context,  please. 

Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday  was  a  sad  day  for 
the  institution  of  maniage.  The  House  Judici- 
ary Committee  voted  down  an  amendment  I 
offered  that  would  have  defined  marriage  as  a 
nonadulterous.  monogamous  relationship. 

For  all  their  talk  about  family  issues,  not  one 
Republican  voted  for  my  amendment.  The 
party  of  family  values  failed  to  stand  up  for 
them  when  it  counted.  That's  because  in  intro- 
ducing the  Defense  of  Marnage  Act,  the  Re- 
publicans are  far  less  interested  in  defending 
family  values  than  in  stirring  up  division  and 
fear  in  the  election  season. 

This  bill  is  the  first  attempt  In  history  by  the 
Congress  to  define  marnage.  Traditionally,  the 
power  to  define  and  regulate  marriages  has 
been  entirely  up  to  the  States.  What  is  the 
grave  threat  facing  marriage  that  would 
prompjt  Congress  for  the  first  time  in  200  years 
to  sound  the  emergency  alarm?  Well,  maybe 
in  the  next  3  years,  the  State  of  Hawaii,  might 
recognize  same-sex  marriages. 

But  everyone  knows  that  adultery  is  a  far 
greater  threat  to  marriage  than  the  speculative 
threat  of  same-sex  marriages,  which  not  one 
State  recognizes  today. 

Well,  if  (Congress  is  going  to  define  mar- 
riage, then  I  think  it's  important  to  make  it 
dear  in  that  definitkxi  that  we  do  not  condone 


SPECIAL  ORDERS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Col- 
lins of  Georgia).  Under  the  Speakers 
announced  policy  of  May  12,  1995.  and 
under  a  previous  order  of  the  House, 
the  following  Members  will  be  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes  each. 


BLTIRELL  COMMUNICATIONS  25TH 
ANTOVERSARY 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
woman from  Illinois  [Mrs.  Collins]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mrs.  COLLINS  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, this  evening  it  is  my  pleasure  to 
honor  a  distinguished  citizen  and  cor- 
porate entity  from  my  district,  Tom 
Burrell  and  the  Burrell  Communica- 
tions Group  who  on  tomorrow,  June  14, 
will  celebrate  25  years  of  outstanding 
service  to  African-American  consum- 
ers. 

In  this  wonderfully  diverse  Nation  it 
is  essential  that  the  broad  span  of 
American  diversity  be  fully  rep- 
resented in  advertising.  It  is  good  busi- 
ness because  it  extends  the  reach  of 
corporate  marketing  efforts,  and  it  is 
good  social  policy  because  it  creates 
positive  images  of  African-American 
culture,  serves  as  a  bridge  of  informa- 
tion and  awareness  among  general  au- 
diences, and  as  a  source  of  inspiration 
and  self-esteem  among  African-Ameri- 
cans. 

Twenty-five  years  ago  as  a  young 
copy  writer  Tom  Burrell  affirmed  that 
the  best  way  to  communicate  with  the 
black  consumer  is  through  the  natural 
channel  of  communications,  the  Afri- 
can-American advertising  agency.  And 
thus  began  Tom's  legacy  of  developing 
culturally  relevant  and  sensitive  adver- 
tising messages  that  have  over  the 
years  generated  business-building, 
award-winning  marketing  communica- 
tions programs  for  some  of  our  Na- 
tion's best-known  companies. 

Tom  Burrell 's  creativity  work  em- 
bodies the  highest  level  of  professional- 
ism. His  award  winning  advertisements 
are  often  imitated  by  general  advertis- 
ing agencies.  And  most  importantly  he 
has  never  forgotten  his  community. 
Burrell  Communications  continues  to 
be  a  signiflcaint  training  around  for 
young  African-Americans  in  the  adver- 
tising industry.  Their  work  and  finan- 
cial contributions  for  the  betterment 
of  our  community  and  our  nation  must 
not  go  unmentioned. 

Tom  has  overcome  many,  many  dif- 
ficult obstacles  in  making  these 
achievements,  and  some  surely  remain. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  has  always  been  one 
of  my  highest  legislative  priorities  to 
work  to  improve  conditions  for  Afri- 


can-American, women,  seniors,  and  mi- 
norities in  every  aspect  of  this  society. 
I  first  introduced  The  Non-Discrimina- 
tion in  Advertising  Act  in  1987,  and  I 
introduced  H.R.  177,  the  Diversity  in 
Media  Act  in  1995. 

I  am  proud  that  I  have  been  success- 
ful in  amending  a  great  deal  of  legisla- 
tion over  the  past  23  years  to  make 
sure  that  minorities  were  included. 

I  would  like  to  officially  thank  you 
Tom  and  the  Burrell  Communications 
Group  for  the  roles  you  have  played  in 
helping  me  better  understand  the  bar- 
riers confronting  the  African-American 
advertising  agencies.  They  have  been 
an  invaluable  resource  to  me  and  my 
staff  as  we  have  worked  to  shape  legis- 
lation to  ensure  that  African-Ameri- 
cans and  African-American  advertising 
agencies  are  included  in  the  main- 
stream of  advertising  industry. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  proud  to  salute  the 
leadership  and  service  displayed  by 
Tom  Burrell  and  the  Burrell  Commu- 
nications Group.  Tom  Burrell's  cour- 
age, vision,  leadership,  and  creative 
contributions  to  the  advertising  indus- 
try have  been  a  continuing  source  of 
inspiration  and  self-esteem  for  African- 
Americans. 

I  look  forward  to  continuing  to  work 
with  him  and  the  African-American  ad- 
vertising industry  as  we  move  forward 
into  the  21st  century.  I  salute  and 
thank  Tom  Burrell  and  the  Burrell 
Communications  Group  for  25  years  of 
positive  images  of  African-American 
culture  in  American  media.  I  am  con- 
fident that  the  next  25  will  be  even 
more  fruitful. 


FILIPINO  WORLD  WAR  n  "VETER- 
ANS DESER-VTE  HONOR.  RESPECT. 
AND  RECOGNITION 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Filner]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
evening  we  have  heard  many  moving 
words  about  bringing  America  to- 
gether, about  justice  for  all.  I  want  to 
speak  about  bringing  justice  to  another 
group  of  people.  Today,  Congress,  after 
waiting  for  50  years,  has  an  oppor- 
tunity to  restore  to  Filipino  World  War 
n  Veterans  the  respect  and  honor  they 
so  richly  deserve. 

Today,  Representative  Benjamin  Gil- 
man,  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
House  International  Relations  Com- 
mittee, joins  me  in  introducing  a  reso- 
lution in  the  House  of  Representatives 
to  recognize  the  brave  service  of  these 
veterans  and  their  contributions  to  the 
victory  of  the  United  States  in  World 
Warn. 

Joining  us  as  original  cosponsors  are 
a  representative  number  of  Members 
from  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  including 
Representative  BOB  STUMP,  the  chair- 
man of  the  House  Veterans'  Affairs 
Committee,    and   Representative   G.V. 
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(Sonny)  Montgomery,  the  ranking 
Democratic  member  of  the  Veterans' 
Affairs  Committee,  who  support  rec- 
ognition for  the  Filipino  World  War  II 
Veterans.  Senators  Inouye  and  Akaka 
are  also  introducing  this  concurrent 
resolution  in  the  Senate.  Many  more 
Representatives  have  also  joined  us  as 
cosponsors  of  H.R.  1136,  the  Filipino 
Veterans  Equity  Act. 

It  is  truly  hard  to  believe  that  soon 
after  World  War  II  ended — the  war  in 
which  Filipino  soldiers  died  defending 
the  American  flag  in  the  epic  battles  of 
Bataan  and  Corregidor  and  through 
four  long  years  of  enemy  occupation — 
the  79th  Congress  in  1946  voted  to  re- 
scind the  benefits  and  recognition  that 
were  promised  to  these  soldiers. 

It  is  even  harder  to  believe  that  Fili- 
pino World  War  n  veterans  have  been 
kept  waiting  for  over  50  years  for  the 
recognition  they  deserve.  Many  have 
already  died,  and  in  15  years,  there  will 
no  longer  be  any  of  these  veterans 
alive. 

The  bullets  in  World  War  n  did  not 
ask  if  their  target  was  an  American  or 
Filipino  soldier.  Both  Filipino  soldiers 
fi:om  the  United  States  mainland 
fought  side-by-side  against  a  common 
enemy.  We  must  act  now  to  redress  the 
wrongs  these  Filipino  veterans  have 
suffered. 

This  concurrent  resolution  will  fi- 
nally recognize  the  contribution  of  the 
brave  FiUpino  World  War  n  veterans.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  join  with  Rep- 
resentative Oilman  and  me  to  correct 
this  injustice. 


D  2245 

TIME  TO  TAKE  BACK  THE 
AMERICAN  DREAM 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas,  Mr.  Sam  Johnson, 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  SAM  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  your  tax  bill  too  high?  Do 
you  worry  about  paying  your  bills. 
Hardly  a  day  goes  by  without  a  call  or 
letter  from  a  constituent  or  a  friend 
telling  me  how  they  struggle  from  day 
to  day  to  make  ends  meet  and  how 
they  worry  about  their  futiore  and  their 
children's  future. 

It  is  wrong,  simply  wrong,  that  so 
many  families  axe  working  harder  and 
longer,  but  continue  to  have  less  and 
less  to  show  for  it. 

I  have  to  wonder  why  more  people 
are  working  two  jobs  and  why  more 
families  are  forced  to  have  both  par- 
ents work,  yet  everyone  has  less  money 
in  their  pockets. 

I  have  the  answer— it's  the  Washing- 
ton tax  trap.  The  longer  and  harder 
you  work,  the  more  taxes  you  pay.  The 
more  taxes  you  owe.  The  bottom  line  is 
that  Washington  ends  up  with  more, 
and  you  end  up  with  less. 

Think  about  what  the  tax  trap  has 
done  to  society,  to  families,  and  to 


working  parents.  When  I  was  a  child, 
the  largest  investment  most  families 
made  was  in  their  home.  Guess  what, 
now  it's  paying  their  tax  bill. 

In  1950,  taxes  took  just  a  fraction  of 
our  income.  Today,  almost  half  of  what 
you  earn  goes  to  the  Government.  Half. 
That  is  more  than  a  person  spends  on 
food,  clothing,  and  shelter  combined. 

The  tax  trap  is  punishing  working 
parents  who  are  trying  to  balance  ca- 
reer and  family,  and  the  children  who 
are  in  daycare  because  both  parents 
have  to  work  are  feeling  the  pain  of 
high  taxes. 

In  the  America  that  I  grew  up  in,  if 
you  worked  hard  and  played  by  the 
rules,  you  still  had  enough  money  left 
over  from  your  paycheck  to  put  some- 
thing away  for  the  future,  and  enough 
for  those  little  extras  that  made  life 
special.  That  was  the  American  dream. 

The  American  dream  was  also  about 
making  a  better  life  for  the  next  gen- 
eration— so  that  children  would  have 
more  opportunities,  more  choices,  and 
be  better  off  than  their  parents. 

But  now,  for  the  first  time  in  our  his- 
tory, an  entire  generation  of  Ameri- 
cans is  losing  hope  and  confidence  in 
the  future. 

And  all  blame  for  this  uncertain  fu- 
ture lies  right  here  in  Washington.  For 
decades,  Washington,  DC  has  told 
America  that  everything  is  OK — don't 
worry,  Washington  can  solve  all  of 
your  problems. 

But  at  the  same  time  Washington  has 
been  spending  our  children's  inherit- 
ance and  creating  a  national  debt  that 
now  undermines  our  future. 

For  too  long,  Washington  has  in- 
creased the  debt  by  spending  more  than 
it  takes  in,  to  pay  for  a  growing  bu- 
reaucracy— a  bureaucracy  that  in- 
cludes 160  different  job  training  pro- 
grams, 240  education  programs.  300  eco- 
nomic development  programs,  and  500 
urban  aid  programs. 

A  bureaucracy  that  pays  over  1,900 
union  employees  at  the  Social  Security 
Administration  using  money  from  the 
Social  Security  trust  fund. 

How  does  Washington  afford  all  this? 
By  taking  more  of  the  money  that  you 
earn.  Take  Bill  Clinton.  He  wasn't  in 
office  100  days  before  attempting  to 
raise  taxes.  By  comparison.  Repub- 
licans spent  their  first  100  days  trying 
to  cut  taxes.  After  all,  it  is  your 
money. 

Three  years  ago,  against  unanimous 
Republican  opposition.  Bill  Clinton, 
forgot  that  it  was  your  money,  and  im- 
posed the  largest  tax  hike  in  American 
history. 

I  want  to  know — what  is  so  wrong 
about  asking  Washington  to  live  within 
its  means? 

What  is  so  wrong  about  demanding 
that  Washington  not  spend  extrava- 
gantly at  the  expense  of  our  children? 
Is  it  fair  to  punish  working  families 
who  are  trying  to  save  for  the  future? 

It's  time  to  end  the  tax  trap  and  give 
the  American  family  some  well-de- 
served tax  relief. 


But,  I  don't  want  to  stop  there.  Our 
entire  tax  system  needs  an  overhaul. 
The  current  system  is  economically  de- 
structive, impossibly  complex,  overly 
intrusive,  unprincipled,  dishonest,  un- 
fair, and  inefficient. 

We  need  to  look  toward  the  future 
and  develop  a  tax  system  that  will 
make  that  future  a  success.  And  I  don't 
care  if  it  is  a  flat  tax,  a  sales  tax,  a 
round  tax,  or  a  square  tax— I  just  want 
it  to  be  based  on  the  principles  of  free- 
dom. That  is,  it  must  be  fair  and  sim- 
ple, reduce  bureaucracy,  encourage 
savings  and  investment,  be  efficient, 
drive  the  economy,  create  opportunity 
for  all,  and  put  more  money  in  your 
pocket. 

Americans  don't  want,  don't  need, 
and  don't  deserve  an  intrusive  IRS  any 
longer. 

America  was  made  great  because  we. 
as  a  Nation,  strived  hard,  sacrificed 
often  and  worked  together  to  be  the 
best. 

And  we  will  continue  to  be  a  great 
Nation  if  we  embrace  a  vision  that  will 
abandon  the  failed  systems  of  the  past 
and  be  led  by  the  opportunities  of  the 
future. 

With  this  vision  we  can  enact  policies 
that  encourage  economic  growth,  raise 
wages,  promote  savings,  and  return 
hope  and  optimism  to  every  American. 

Unending  dreams  and  limitless  possi- 
bilities— that's  what  the  American 
dream  is  all  about.  It's  up  to  us  to  take 
it  back.  It  is  our  destiny. 


REPUBLICANS  GOAL  IS  TO  END 
THE  TAX  TRAP 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  Wexler]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  WELLER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rep- 
resent probably  the  most  diverse  dis- 
trict in  the  State  of  Illinois.  I  rep- 
resent part  of  the  city  of  Chicago  and 
the  south  suburbs,  industrial  commu- 
nities like  Joliet.  and  Rockdale  and  La 
Salle.  Peru,  and  many  bedroom  com- 
munities and  farm  towns,  too. 

As  I  travel  throughout  my  district.  I 
look  for  things  that  are  always  in  com- 
mon, even  though  my  district  is  so 
very  diverse,  and  one  thing  that  I  have 
always  noticed  is  that  there  is  hardly  a 
day  that  goes  by  that  a  young  working 
mother  or  working  father  does  not 
come  up  to  tell  me  how  difficult  their 
life  is  right  now  and  how  concerned  and 
fearful  they  are  for  their  future. 

They  ask  questions  about  why  so 
many  families  are  struggling  to  keep 
their  heads  above  water.  Why  is  it  that 
Americans  are  working  harder  and 
working  longer  yet  they  have  less  to 
show  for  it?  Why  is  it  that  more  people 
have  to  hold  two  jobs  just  to  make 
ends  meet? 

The  answer  can  be  sunmiarized  in 
three  words,  the  tax  trap.  It  is  simple 
to  explain.  The  harder  you  work,  the 
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more  taxes  you  have  to  pay.  The  more 
taxes  you  have  to  pay,  the  longer  and 
harder  you  have  to  work.  And  you  end 
up  working  harder  and  longer  and 
Washington  ends  up  with  more,  but  you 
end  up  with  less. 

Today,  almost  half  of  what  you  earn 
goes  to  Washington  and  the  govern- 
ment in  one  form  or  another.  Half.  And 
the  tax  trap  is  particularly  difficult  on 
working  women  who  are  trying  to  bal- 
ance a  career  and  family  obligations 
just  to  pay  all  the  additional  taxes. 
Every  year  you  send  more  of  your 
hard-earned  income  to  support  a  Wash- 
ington bureaucracy  that  is  growing  and 
that  leaves  less  for  you  and  for  your 
family. 

Did  you  ever  wonder  why  Bill  Clinton 
and  his  liberal  friends  are  asking  you 
to  sacrifice  a  little  more  so  Washing- 
ton can  spend  a  little  more?  Should  we 
not  demand  that  Washington  spend  less 
so  that  you  can  keep  more?  After  all.  it 
is  your  money. 

Against  unanimous  Republican  oppo- 
sition. Bill  Clinton  imposed  the  largest 
tax  hike  in  American  history,  S264  bil- 
lion, to  be  exact.  Yet  he  still  expects 
Americans,  after  that,  to  save  more 
and  to  give  more.  But  we  know  it  just 
cannot  happen  that  way. 

Let  me  state  this  clearly.  The  cost  of 
Bill  Clinton's  tax  policies  to  the  typi- 
cal Illinois  family  in  higher  taxes  and 
lower  earnings  is  S2.600.  And  all  of  us 
have  felt  that  tax  crunch.  That  is  why 
we  have  so  many  people  in  this  country 
who  are  so  afraid  of  the  future. 

And  in  many  ways  I  share  that  fear, 
because  when  I  think  of  this,  I  think  of 
parents  with  children  in  high  school 
who  have  the  dream  of  sending  their 
children  off  to  college,  but  they  fear 
they  cannot  afford  the  interest  on  the 
student  loan. 

Then  I  think  of  the  newly  married 
couple  who  wants  to  buy  their  piece  of 
the  American  dream,  their  own  home, 
but  they  are  afraid  they  cannot  afford 
to  because  mortgage  rates  are  becom- 
ing higher  and  higher. 

I  think  of  American  seniors,  people 
like  my  own  mom  and  dad,  who  are  de- 
pending on  Medicare  but  are  afraid  it 
will  not  be  there  in  just  a  few  years 
when  they  will  really  need  it. 

These  are  real  people  with  real  con- 
cerns and  rejil  fears,  and  for  them  I 
ask,  what  is  so  wrong  about  asking 
Washington  to  live  within  its  means? 
What  is  so  wrong  about  demanding 
that  Washington  not  spend  extrava- 
gantly at  the  expense  of  our  Nation's 
children?  Is  it  fair  to  punish  working 
families  who  are  trying  to  save  for 
their  future? 

The  Waishington  liberals  and  the  bu- 
reaucrats will  tell  you  to  just  work  a 
little  harder  for  Washington.  Well, 
maybe  the  Washington  bureaucrats 
need  to  work  a  little  harder.  I  say  it  is 
time  that  you  stop  working  for  Wash- 
ington and  start  working  for  your- 
selves. It  is  time  to  end  the  tax  trap 


and  give  the  American  family  some 
well-deserved  tax  relief.  It  is  time  to 
return  your  power  and  your  money  and 
your  influence  to  where  it  belongs, 
with  you,  the  citizen  and  the  taxpayer. 

As  Americans,  we  cannot  settle  for 
less.  As  Americans,  we  cannot  accept 
second  best.  As  Americans,  we  cannot 
lower  our  expectations.  This  could  be 
the  greatest  economy  in  the  world,  but 
we  will  only  restore  that  greatness  if 
we  enact  policies  that  encourage  eco- 
nomic growth,  raise  wages,  encourage 
savings,  and  return  hope  and  optimism 
to  the  work  force. 

Our  Washington  bureaucracy  did  not 
make  us  great,  America  was  made 
great  because  we  as  a  Nation  strived 
hard,  sacrificed  often,  and  worked  to- 
gether to  be  the  best.  It  is  our  goal,  the 
Republican  goal,  to  end  the  tax  trap.  It 
is  our  goal  to  help  Americans  earn 
more  money  and  to  keep  more  of  the 
money  they  earned  so  they  can  do 
more  for  themselves,  their  children, 
their  family  and  their  community,  and 
save  more  for  their  children  and  their 
future.  And.  frankly,  to  be  able  to  give 
a  little  more  at  the  collection  box  on 
Sunday. 

Unending  dreams  and  limitless  possi- 
bilities, that  is  what  the  American 
dream  is  all  about.  It  is  up  to  all  of  us 
to  take  it  back. 


THE  AMERICAN  DREAM 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Htt.i.kary] 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HILLEARy.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
we  send  more  money  to  the  tax  collec- 
tor than  we  spend  combined  on  food, 
clothing,  and  shelter.  In  1950.  taxes  just 
took  a  fraction  of  the  working  family's 
income,  but  today  almost  half  of  what 
the  working  person  earns  goes  to  the 
government  in  one  form  or  another. 
Half. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  America  my  par- 
ents grew  up  in.  if  you  worked  hard  and 
played  by  the  rules,  you  had  enough 
money  left  over  from  your  paycheck  to 
put  something  away  for  the  future  and 
you  still  had  enough  for  those  little  ex- 
tras that  help  make  life  special,  at 
least  your  material  life,  like  maybe 
taking  your  family  on  a  vacation,  for 
example. 

That  was  what  the  American  dream 
was  all  about.  The  American  dream 
was  also  about  making  sure  that  chil- 
dren had  more  opportunities,  more 
choices,  and  a  better  life  than  their 
parents. 

D  2300 

And  they  should  have  those  things. 
Then  why  is  it  for  the  first  time  in  our 
history  an  entire  generation  of  Ameri- 
cans has  lost  hope  and  confidence  in 
their  future?  Why  have  we  lost  the  vi- 
sion of  dreaming  dreams  and  of  unlim- 
ited possibilities? 


The  answer  for  too  many  people  lies 
in  Washington.  DC.  For  decades.  Mr. 
Speaker.  Washington  has  told  America 
that  everything  is  OK.  while  it  spent 
our  children's  inheritance  and  under- 
mined their  future.  For  too  long.  Wash- 
ington has  spent  more  than  it  takes  in 
and  spent  our  hard-earned  tax  dollars 
unwisely  just  to  pay  for  a  growing 
Washington  bureaucracy.  A  bureauc- 
racy that  includes  160  different  job 
training  programs.  240  education  pro- 
grams. 300  economic  development  pro- 
grams and  500  urban  aid  programs,  just 
to  mention  a  very  few. 

How  does  Washington  afford  all  of 
these  overlapping  programs?  By  raising 
our  taxes  through  the  roof.  Just  ask 
our  President.  He  was  not  in  office  100 
days  before  attempting  to  take  even 
more  of  the  hard-working  people's 
hard-earned  dollars. 

By  comparison.  Republicans  in  Con- 
gress spent  our  first  100  dajrs  trjrlng  to 
desperately  give  tax  relief  to  those 
same  people  but  it  was  vetoed  by  the 
President.  It  should  not  surprise  any- 
one that  more  and  more  American  fam- 
ilies find  it  difficult  to  make  ends 
meet;  that  more  and  more  Americans 
are  forced  to  live  paycheck  to  pay- 
check: and.  that  too  many  Americans 
want  to  put  something  away  for  the  fu- 
ture but  are  not  able  to  do  it. 

We  should  not  be  surprised  by  Bill 
Clinton's  response.  Against  unanimous 
Republican  opposition.  Mr.  Clinton  im- 
posed the  largest  tax  hike  in  American 
history.  $264  billion,  yet  he  thinks  if  we 
take  that  money  to  pay  for  more  and 
more  government  programs,  somehow 
this  will  make  people's  lives  better  off. 

It  just  cannot  happen  that  way.  The 
cost  of  Mr.  Clinton's  policies  to  the 
tjrpical  American  family  in  higher 
taxes  and  lower  earnings  is  S2,600  and 
all  of  us  have  felt  that  crunch;  spe- 
cially those  who  work  for  a  living. 
Clinton's  tax  trap  costs  a  lot  of  money 
and  higher  taxes  means  less  savings 
and  a  more  uncertain  future,  and  that 
is  why  we  have  so  many  people  in  this 
country  so  afraid  of  the  future  and  I 
share  that  fear. 

These  are  real  people  with  real  con- 
cerns and  real  ffres,  and  for  them  I  ask 
every  Washington  bureaucrat,  every 
Washington  lawyer,  every  Washington 
lobbyist  and  frankly  every  Washington 
liberal,  what  is  so  extreme  about  ask- 
ing Washington  to  live  within  its 
means?  What  is  so  extreme  about  de- 
manding that  Washington  not  spend 
extravagantly  at  the  expense  of  our 
children? 

Is  it  right  to  punish  working  families 
who  are  trjring  to  save  for  the  future  or 
just  trying  to  get  ahead?  Of  course  it  is 
not.  The  liberals  and  the  bureaucrats 
will  tell  you  to  work  just  a  little  hard- 
er for  them.  I  say  it  is  time  we  stopped 
working  for  the  government  tax  collec- 
tor and  that  next  extra  overlapping 
government  program  and  start  working 
for  ourselves.  It  is  time  to  end  the  tax 
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txap  and  to  give  the  American  family 
some  well-deserved  tax  relief.  It  is  way 
past  time  to  return  power,  influence, 
and  money  where  it  belongs:  back  to 
America's  working  families. 


TROOPS  IN  BOSNIA  SHOULD  COME 
HOME  BY  CHRISTMAS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington  [Mr. 
Metcalf]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  Speaker,  six 
months  ago,  20,000  top  United  States 
combat  troops  were  sent  to  do  gruard 
duty  in  Bosnia.  We  also  support  our 
troops  in  every  possible  way  and  want 
them  back  safely  before  Christmas  as 
promised. 

I  have  consistently  opposed  sending 
our  fighting  forces  to  foreign  lands  un- 
less the  objectives  are  clear  and 
achievable  and  the  timetable  and  the 
exit  strategy  are  stated  and  fully  vm- 
derstood  by  everyone.  None  of  these  de- 
tails were  presented  to  the  Congress. 

It  is  easy  to  send  people  to  trouble 
spots,  but  it  is  seldom  easy  to  get  them 
out  safely  in  a  timely  manner  and  an 
honorable  manner. 

President  Clinton  pledged  that  this 
was  a  temporary  mission  and  that  they 
would  be  pulled  out  and  brought  home 
in  one  year.  The  year  is  barely  half 
gone.  The  costs  are  more  than  antici- 
pated and  rising.  What  are  we  now 
hearing  from  the  highest  levels  of  the 
administration?  The  word  is  filtering 
down  that  it  may  take  more  time,  that 
our  troops  may  have  to  stay  longer  in 
Bosnia  to  accomplish  their  objectives. 
Objectives  which  have  never  been 
clearly  stated  and,  I  believe,  never 
even  understood  by  those  who  gave  the 
orders  that  sent  them  there. 

We  in  Congress  must  be  vigilant  in 
the  coming  weeks  and  months.  We 
must  not  allow  our  service  personnel  to 
become  permanent  occupation  troops 
in  Bosnia.  If  1  year  is  not  enough,  will 
2  or  3  or  even  5  years  suffice?  Not  like- 
ly. Our  Nation  should  keep  its  word 
and  our  troops  should  be  brought  home 
this  winter  as  promised. 


WHO  REALLY  SPEAKS  FOR  THE 
CHILDREN? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Weldon]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  WELDON  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, when  talking  about  children,  there 
are  significant  differences  between 
Democrats  and  Republicans.  Repub- 
licans do  not  believe  it  takes  Washing- 
ton bureaucrats  and  spending  to  raise  a 
child. 

But  after  30  years  of  a  failed  welfare 
system,  a  rapidly  falling  public  edu- 
cation system,  and  a  deteriorating  jus- 
tice system.  Republicans  have  a  dif- 
ferent answer.  What  it  takes  to  raise  a 


child  successfully  today  is  quite  sim- 
ple: two  responsible  parents.  What  chil- 
dren need  is  not  more  Government 
spending  but  a  mother  and  a  father 
who  care  about  them. 

When  talking  about  children.  Repub- 
licans begin  with  three  principles: 

First,  that  the  moral  health  of  a  na- 
tion is  no  less  important  than  its  eco- 
nomic or  military  strength.  The  fact  is, 
you  cannot  have  a  healthy  moral  envi- 
ronment to  raise  children  in  America 
when  12-year-olds  are  having  babies,  15- 
year-olds  are  killing  each  other,  17- 
year-olds  are  dying  of  AIDS,  and  18- 
year-olds  are  graduating  with  diplomas 
they  cannot  read.  If  we  are  to  restore 
the  moral  health  of  America,  this  be- 
havior has  got  to  stop. 

Second,  it  is  the  results,  not  the 
rhetoric,  that  counts.  Anyone  can 
sound  compassionate,  but  the  truly 
compassionate  are  those  that  go  out 
and  find  ways  to  make  the  lives  of  our 
children  more  happy  and  healthy. 

And  third,  we  must  be  willing  to  face 
ourselves  in  the  mirror  and  be  honest 
with  the  American  people  about  the 
failure  of  the  Washington  welfare  sys- 
tem to  help  those  who  need  it  most.  It 
is  our  responsibility  as  elected  officials 
to  acknowledge  that  Waishington  got  it 
wrong,  so  that  next  time  we  can  get  it 
right. 

The  welfare  trap  in  this  coimtry  lit- 
erally enslaves  generations  of  Ameri- 
cans on  Government  assistance  by  de- 
priving hope,  diminishing  opportunity, 
and  destrojring  the  lives  of  our  precious 
children. 

Just  look  at  our  inner  cities.  You 
will  meet  a  generation  fed  on  food 
stamps  but  starved  of  nurturing,  hope, 
and  basic  education. 

Yet  every  year  Washington  spends 
more  money  on  more  welfare  programs, 
expanding  the  welfare  trap  from  one 
child  to  another,  from  one  generation 
to  another.  What  the  Democrats  do  not 
understand  is  that  raising  more  taxes 
to  expand  a  welfare  system  that  does 
not  work  now  will  only  make  matters 
worse  later. 

And  welfare  is  not  the  only  problem 
facing  children.  Among  industrialized 
nations  at  the  start  of  this  decade,  we 
had  the  most  murders,  the  worst 
schools,  the  most  abortions,  the  high- 
est infant  mortality,  the  most  illegit- 
imaujy,  the  most  one-parent  families, 
the  most  children  in  jail,  and  the  most 
children  on  Government  aid. 

A  Washington-based  social  policy 
does  not  help  children.  It  destroys 
them.  It  does  not  keep  families  to- 
gether. It  tears  them  apart.  Instead  of 
turning  urban  areas  of  America  into 
shining  cities  on  a  hill,  it  has  made 
them  into  war  zones. 

We  have  spent  $7  trillion  on  welfare- 
related  programs,  and  yet  we  have 
more  poverty,  more  crime,  more  drug 
addiction,  more  broken  families,  and 
more  immoral  behavior.  The  Washing- 
ton welfare  system  is  broken  and  needs 
to  be  shut  down.  We  need  to  start  over. 


But  there  are  alternatives  that  are 
less  expensive  and  work  better  than 
the  current  system. 

Why  does  Habitat  for  Humanity  work 
so  much  better  than  HUD?  Because 
Habitat  for  Humanity  first  requires  re- 
cipients to  learn  the  responsibility  of 
home  ownership,  then  requires  them  to 
build  a  home  for  someone  else,  and 
only  then  do  they  build  their  own 
home.  What  does  HUD  require?  Abso- 
lutely nothing.  Do  you  see  the  dif- 
ference? The  private  charity  requires 
something  of  the  individual. 

The  current  Washington-based  wel- 
fare system  demands  no  responsibility, 
no  work  ethic,  no  learning,  no  commit- 
ment, and  in  the  end.  no  pride.  What 
we  need  are  local  solutions  that  in- 
volve local  citizens  working  with  local 
children. 

Spending  more  on  the  current  Wash- 
ingrton  welfare  system  will  not  help 
children.  We  have  to  rebuild  parents, 
families,  and  communities,  but  you 
cannot  do  it  from  Washington.  It  has 
to  be  done  at  home,  in  school,  and  at 
church. 

But  it  is  also  time  we  tackle  the 
problem  of  American  culture. 

Think  of  what  your  own  children  will 
be  watching  on  television  tonight. 
Think  of  what  they  will  see  at  the 
movies  this  weekend.  It  is  wrong,  it's 
harmful,  and  we  caimot  tolerate  it  any 
longer.  It's  time  to  challenge  the  enter- 
tainment industry  to  end  its  decadent 
slide.  What  we  tolerate  today  would 
have  been  unacceptable  25  years  ago. 

And  so  the  question  for  America  is 
whether  we  move  into  the  future,  or  re- 
main in  the  past.  Do  we  demand  more 
from  parents,  or  do  we  leave  it  to 
Washington  to  solve  all  our  ills?  Do  we 
return  control  of  education  to  the  local 
community,  or  do  we  run  education 
from  a  Federal  department  in  Washing- 
ton? Do  we  change  the  welfare  system 
and  restore  hope  and  optimism  to  the 
next  generation,  or  do  we  continue  to 
accept  the  welfare  world  of  depend- 
ency, illegitimacy  and  despair? 

And  most  importantly,  do  we  make  a 
real  commitment  to  improve  the  lives 
of  children  across  the  country,  or  do  we 
use  children  as  political  pawns  in  the 
upcoming  election? 


THE  RETRAINING  AND  OUT- 
PLACEMENT OPPORTUNITY  ACT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
woman from  Maryland  [Mrs.  Morella] 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
I  introduced  the  Retraining  and  Out- 
placement Opportunity  Act,  legislation 
to  help  retrain  Federal  employees  who 
are  about  to  be  separated  by  detailing 
them  to  the  private  sector  or  other 
agencies. 

In  light  of  the  streamlining  goals  of 
the  administration  and  the  additional 
budget  cuts  proposed  by  the  Congress, 
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Federal  workers  are  facing  difficult 
times  and  are  bracing  themselves  for 
more  to  come.  Retirement  and  attri- 
tion will  not  add  up  to  the  272,000  jobs 
mandated  to  be  cut  by  the  Workforce 
Restructuring  Act  of  1994.  Agencies 
have  been  downsizing,  and  Federal 
workers  know  more  reductions  in  force 
[RIF's]  are  imminent.  Federal  workers 
and  Federal  agencies  are  anxious  about 
their  future  and  the  ramifications  of 
further  work  force  reductions. 

I  am  a  firm  believer  that  loyalty 
must  be  repaid  with  loyalty.  The  Fed- 
eral work  force  has  provided  outstand- 
ing services  to  this  Nation,  and  now 
the  Federal  work  force  needs  Congress' 
help.  We  must  take  this  responsibility 
seriously  and  devise  strategies  that 
will  help  our  Federal  employees 
through  this  difficult  transition. 

Our  strategies  must  center  around 
two  fundamental  concepts:  creating  in- 
centives for  retirement  and  retraining 
displaced  workers  for  jobs  in  the  pri- 
vate sector. 

Reform  must  allow  for  greater  part- 
nerships with  the  private  sector,  in- 
cluding extending  the  administration's 
idea  of  nonreimbursable  details  to  the 
private  sector.  The  legislation  I  intro- 
duced today  would  focus  on  retraining 
employees  for  the  private  sector 
through  nonreimbursable  details. 

This  legrislation  would  permit  an 
agency  to  allow  an  individual  who  has 
received  a  specific  notice  of  separation 
or  a  certificate  of  expected  separation 
to  be  placed  on  a  nonreimbursable  de- 
tail in  another  agency  or  private  com- 
pany for  a  period  of  up  to  90  days  while 
the  Government  pays  his  or  her  salary. 
After  the  90-day  period,  the  private  sec- 
tor would  begin  pajring  the  salary.  Un- 
like other  details,  the  goal  of  this  ini- 
tiative is  to  place  employees  in  these 
agencies  and  companies. 

This  bUl  would  provide  an  employee 
and  his  or  her  agency  to  determine 
whether  a  potential  match  exists.  The 
employee  would  have  the  opportunity 
to  demonstrate  his  or  her  skills  and 
ability,  and  the  agency  or  company 
could  evaluate  the  employee's  likeli- 
hood of  success. 

This  retraining  opportunity  would 
first  be  established  as  a  demonstration 
project  at  the  Department  of  Energy's 
Germantown,  MD,  facility.  The  DOE 
has  been  particularly  hard  hit  by 
downsizing  over  the  last  3  years.  Re- 
cent cuts  in  the  Department  of  Defense 
authorization  threaten  to  impose  sub- 
stantial cuts  of  highly  trained  person- 
nel and  create  a  chaotic  situation  re- 
sulting from  a  massive  RIF.  These  cuts 
would  also  divert  time  from  critical 
cleanup  programs,  and  I  am  actively 
fighting  against  these  cuts.  Regardless 
of  whether  these  cuts  occur,  DOE  is  a 
good  place  to  establish  this  demonstra- 
tion project. 

Within  the  current  law,  the  adminis- 
trators of  this  program  would  outline 
the  plan,  define  the  population,  estab- 


lish the  selection  criteria  of  can- 
didates, and  determine  the  agencies 
and  companies  that  would  be  involved 
in  the  program. 

If  the  detail  occurs  in  the  private  sec- 
tor, the  employee  would  be  considered 
an  employee  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment and  would  retain  all  rights  and 
privileges  of  a  Federal  employee  until 
separated  officially.  The  date  of  sepa- 
ration could  be  extended  in  the  event 
that  the  employee  would  be  separated 
before  the  detail  ended.  During  the  de- 
tail, the  employee's  compensation 
would  be  based  on  the  employee's  rate 
of  pay  before  the  detail.  Private  com- 
panies involved  would  set  up  an  escrow 
account  to  store  funds  that  would  have 
been  used  for  compensation  had  the 
employee  been  hired  initially.  If  the 
employee  is  retained  by  the  private 
company  and  remains  for  2  years,  the 
company  would  be  required  to  transfer 
the  money  spent  during  the  detail  to 
the  Treasury. 

If  the  individual's  work  is  satisfac- 
tory as  defined  under  the  agreement 
made  by  all  parties,  the  individual 
would  be  given  an  offer,  or.  in  the 
event  that  an  offer  could  not  be  ex- 
tended, the  money  would  be  reimbursed 
to  the  Government.  U  the  individual  is 
not  satisfactory  and  not  hired,  the 
agency  or  company  would  not  be  forced 
to  reimburse  the  Government.  K  the 
individual  is  extended  an  offer,  he  or 
she  would  become  an  employee  of  that 
agency  or  company  on  the  day  after 
the  detail  ends,  at  which  time  the 
former  agency's  financial  obligation 
would  end.  Multiple  details  would  be 
allowed,  but  the  combined  days  for  all 
details  could  not  exceed  90  days. 

This  change  could  help  Federal  agen- 
cies be  more  proactive  in  the  retrain- 
ing of  their  employees  for  private  sec- 
tor jobs.  This  legislation  provides  an 
important  window  of  opportunity  for 
Federal  employees  who  are  facing  the 
uncertainty  and  anxiety  of  losing  their 
jobs. 


D  2315 

THE  NEED  TO  REFORM  FEDERAL 
TRA-VEL  PRACTICES  ANT)  SAVE 
$300  MILLION  A  YEAR 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Col- 
lins of  Georgia).  Under  a  previous 
order  of  the  House,  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  HORN]  is  recognized  for 
5  minutes. 

Mr.  HORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  a 
fundamental  need  to  reform  the  Fed- 
eral travel  practices  and  thus  save  at 
least  S300  million  a  year.  Today  on  be- 
half of  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Fox)  and  myself,  I  am  intro- 
ducing H.R.  3637,  to  improve  travel 
management  in  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

The  Federal  Government  is  far  be- 
hind the  best  practices  of  private  sec- 
tor firms.  At  long  last,  we  need  to 


adopt  practices  common  in  the  private 
sector  in  order  to  save  the  taxpayers 
money.  According  to  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office.  Federal  agencies  spent 
$7.6  billion  in  fiscal  year  1994  on  travel, 
including  transjwrtation.  lodging,  rent^ 
al  cars,  other  travel  related  expenses 
related  to  two  types  of  travel:  Tem- 
ixjrary  duty  and  permanent  relocation. 

Administrative  costs  to  implement 
the  current  travel  regulations  and 
practices  of  the  Federal  Government 
are  also  significant.  In  the  private  sec- 
tor, the  costs  to  complete  a  travel 
voucher  are  about  $15.  In  the  public 
sector,  the  Federal  sector,  the  cost  to 
process  a  single  travel  voucher  can  be 
as  high  as  $123.  Since  there  are  10  mil- 
lion vouchers  processed  each  year,  the 
Federal  Government  must  reengineer 
its  travel  management  practices  in 
order  to  achieve  significant  savings. 

The  Federal  Government  needs  to  re- 
form its  travel  processes  if  we  are  to 
succeed  in  saving  $300  million  every 
year.  The  General  Services  Administra- 
tion needs  to  update  the  Federal  travel 
regulations,  and  H.R.  3637  will  be  en- 
suring that  change  and  reform  can  be 
done  in  a  way  that  increases  savings 
and  decreases  the  amount  spent  by 
Federal  agencies  on  travel.  H.R.  3637 
has  been  endorsed  by  the  joint  finan- 
cial management  improvement  project, 
which  includes  membership  from  the 
General  Accounting  Office,  part  of  the 
legislative  branch,  and  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget,  the  General 
Services  Administration  and  the  Office 
of  Personnel  Management,  as  well  as 
the  Department  of  the  Treasury.  These 
are  the  experts  in  travel  management 
in  Federal  agencies. 

In  addition,  the  strong  support  of 
Senator  Cohen  of  Maine  has  been  in- 
strumental in  providing  Federal  agen- 
cies with  the  spur  that  was  needed  to 
develop  these  proposals  which  are  de- 
signed to  reduce  costs  and  to  provide 
agency  fiexlbility.  I  commend  Senator 
Cohen's  efforts,  and  we  will  be  working 
with  him  to  enact  this  important 
measure. 

As  we  begin  the  process  of  balancing 
the  Federal  budget.  Congress  must 
look  to  Federal  agency  managers  and 
its  employees  to  find  Innovative  and 
creative  vra^ys  to  save  travel  dollars. 
H.R.  3S37  represents  an  important  part 
of  that  effort.  According  to  the  joint  fi- 
nancial management  improvement 
project,  $300  million  per  year  may  be 
saved  from  the  appropriated  funds  of 
the  taxpayers.  By  reducing  the  admin- 
istrative burden,  we  can  achieve  sub- 
stantial savings  by  passing  H.R.  3637, 
the  Travel  Reform  and  Savings  Act  of 
1996. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  consent  that  a 
summary  of  H.R.  3637  be  printed  at  the 
end  of  my  remarks. 

Summary  of  the  Travel  Reform  and 

SA  VINOS  ACT  OF  1996 

Section. 1.  Short  title— Travel  Reform  and 
Savings  Act  of  1996. 
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Section  2.  Table  of  contends. 

Title  I.  Relocation  Benefits. 

Section  101.  Modification  of  allowance  for 
seeking'  permanent  residence  quarters. 

This  section  would  authorize  the  payment 
of  pre-determined  travel  expenses  for 
househunting-  trips  for  relocating  Federal 
employees.  In  the  private  sector,  predeter- 
mined cost  reimbursement  is  already  used 
for  househunting  trips  because  of  simplicity 
to  administer,  administrative  cost  savings, 
and  the  flexibility  It  gives  Federal  employ- 
ees to  manage  their  move. 

According  to  a  Joint  Financial  Manage- 
ment Improvement  Project  [JFMIP]  report 
entitled  Improving  Travel  Management  Gov- 
ernmentwlde.  this  change  would  save  S10.8 
million  per  year. 

Section  102.  Modification  of  temporary 
quarters  subsistence  expenses  allowance. 

This  section  would  authorize  the  payment 
of  pre-determined  travel  costs  associated 
with  temporary  quarters.  While  seeking  per- 
manent quarters,  a  relocating  employee 
must  often  occupy  temporary  quarters.  Fed- 
eral agencies  currently  authorize  up  to  120 
days  of  expenses.  This  change  would  limit 
this  time  to  60  days,  and  provide  an  amount 
pre-determined  by  the  agency. 

According  to  the  JFMIP  report,  this 
change  would  save  JS9.2  million  per  year. 

Section  103.  Modification  of  residence 
transaction  expense  allowance. 

This  authorizes  agencies  to  use  cost-reim- 
bursable pricing  for  relocation  service  con- 
tracts. Currently,  the  Federal  Travel  Regula- 
tion limits  relocation  home  sale  payments 
made  by  agencies  to  direct  reimbursement  of 
closing  costs.  This  section  would  authorize 
the  payment  of  actual  costs,  overhead,  and  a 
performance-based  fee  designed  to  speed  up 
the  home  sale. 

This  limits  the  liability  of  the  Federal 
Government  by  shifting  to  the  contractor 
the  risk  that  the  home  will  take  a  long  time 
to  sell,  and  that  the  contractor's  expenses 
will  exceed  the  fixed  payment.  Agencies  that 
exercise  this  authority  will  need  to  manage 
the  risk  that  the  home  will  take  a  long  time 
to  sell. 

According  to  the  JFMEP  report,  this 
change  would  save  $33.1  million  per  year. 

Section  104.  Authority  to  pay  for  property 
management  services. 

When  an  employee  transfers  for  a  limited 
time  period,  it  may  be  cost-effective  for  the 
employee  to  rent  rather  than  sell  his  home 
In  the  old  duty  station.  This  is  particularly 
true  in  Instances  when  the  employee  will  re- 
turn to  the  old  duty  station.  Since  the  costs 
borne  by  agencies  of  selling  a  home  are  larg- 
er than  the  cost  of  reimbursing  property 
management  fees,  there  are  savings  which 
could  be  achieved  by  allowing  Federal  em- 
ployees this  option. 

According  to  the  JFMIP  report,  this 
change  would  save  J1.5  million  per  year. 

Section  105.  Authority  to  provide  employ- 
ment assistance  services  to  the  spouse  of  a 
transferring  employee. 

When  a  dual  career  family  moves,  the  ac- 
companjring  spouse  must  find  emplosrment 
without  the  assistance  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. This  results  In  the  loss  of  a  second 
Income,  and  often  Federal  transferees  are 
unable  to  qualify  for  home  mortgages  with- 
out the  second  income.  This  provision  gives 
agencies  discretionary  authority  to  provide 
some  level  of  job  placement  to  relocating 
spouses,  wnen  deemed  in  the  best  interests  of 
the  Federal  Government. 

According  to  the  JFMIP  report,  this 
change  would  cost  $5.9  million  per  year. 

Section  106.  Authority  to  transport  a  pri- 
vately owned  motor  vehicle  within  the  con- 
tinental United  States. 


Current  statute  prohibits  the  shipment  of 
a  vehicle  to  a  new  duty  station  within  the 
continental  United  States.  Agencies  reim- 
burse the  transferee  for  mileage,  plus  a  per 
diem,  which  generally  exceed  the  costs  of 
shipping  the  vehicle  and  using  a  more  expe- 
ditious mode  of  transportation  to  relocate 
the  employee.  Requiring  that  vehicles  be 
driven  to  the  new  duty  station  also  requires 
extended  administrative  leave,  thus  increas- 
ing costs  and  reducing  efficiency. 

According  to  the  JFMIP  report,  this 
change  would  save  $7.9  million  per  year. 

Section  107.  Authority  to  pay  limited  relo- 
cation allowances  to  an  employee  who  is  per- 
forming an  extended  assignment. 

This  section  authorizes  agencies  to  pay  for 
permanent  change  of  station  expenses  in  lieu 
of  the  daily  per  diem  allowance  for  extended 
assignments.  Since  employee  costs  are  lower 
over  a  longer-period  of  time,  many  employ- 
ees receive  an  allowance  that  exceeds  what  is 
needed  to  cover  expenses.  This  provides  the 
option  to  reduce  costs  by  providing  perma- 
nent change  of  station  expenses,  which  can 
include  en  route  travel  and  transportation, 
shipment  of  vehicles,  househunting  trips  (if 
necessary)  and  lease  breaking  expenses.  Em- 
ployees would  not  be  eligible  for  expenses  re- 
lated to  disposing  or  maintaining  residences 
at  the  official  duty  station. 

According  to  the  JFMIP  report,  this 
change  would  save  $14.5  million  per  year. 

Section  108.  Authority  to  pay  a  home  mar- 
keting incentive. 

Most  Federal  agencies  currently  offer  some 
of  their  transferees  the  assistance  of  a  relo- 
cation contractor  to  market  and  sell  their 
home.  The  fees  charged  by  the  contractor  are 
typically  based  on  a  percentage  of  the 
home's  value,  and  are  quite  large.  A  pilot  in 
the  Social  Security  Administration  dem- 
onstrated that  allowing  employees  to  sell 
their  own  homes  and  be  paid  a  fixed  fee  can 
save  Federal  agencies  large  figures. 

According  to  the  JFMIP  report,  this 
change  would  save  $142.2  million  per  year. 

Section  109.  Conforming  amendments. 

Title  n.  Miscellaneous  Provisions 

Section  201.  Repeal  of  the  long-distance 
telephone  call  certification  requirement. 

Current  Federal  statute  requires  agencies 
to  certify  that  individual  long  distance  calls 
are  in  the  interest  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. This  law  dates  from  1939,  when  a  long- 
distance telephone  call  was  expensive  and 
viewed  as  a  luxury.  In  many  instances,  the 
cost  of  certifying  a  call  will  often  exceed  the 
cost  of  the  call  itself. 

According  to  the  JFMIP  report,  this 
change  would  save  $19.3  million  per  year. 

Section  202.  Authority  to  require  use  of  the 
travel  charge  card. 

Currently,  Federal  agencies  receive  a  pay- 
ment based  on  charges  made  by  Its  employ- 
ees under  the  government-wide  travel  charge 
card  program  administered  by  GSA.  Many 
payments,  including  cash  advances,  hotel 
charges  and  airline  tickets  for  travel  ex- 
penses are  not  charged  to  the  card.  This  lim- 
its the  potential  rebate. 

Section  203.  Prepayment  audits  for  trans- 
portation expenses. 

This  section  authorizes  audits  prior  to  pay- 
ment to  verify  transportation  expenses.  All 
other  Invoices  submitted  to  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment are  generally  audited  by  the  procur- 
ing agency  for  correctness  prior  to  payment. 
Currently,  GSA  uses  audit  contractors  to 
perform  prepayment  audits  on  some  trans- 
portation vouchers.  These  contractors  have 
Identified  overpayments  that  were  four 
times  the  amount  of  the  payments  to  con- 
tractors, proving  that  this  Is  a  cost-effective 


tool.  In  contrast,  the  GSA  Office  of  Trans- 
portation Audits  spends  $11  million  to  re- 
cover $12  million  in  overpayments  using 
postpayment  audits. 

According  to  the  GSA,  this  change  would 
save  $50  million  per  year. 

Section  204.  Reimbursement  for  taxes  on 
money  received  for  travel  expenses. 

The  1992  Energy  Act  Inadvertently  estab- 
lished a  tax  liability  for  certain  Federal  em- 
ployees. The  Energy  Act  limited  the  Income 
tax  deduction  for  business  related  travel  ex- 
penses Incurred  while  away  from  home  to  a 
maximum  of  one  year  (the  prior  maximum 
was  one  year).  Most  temporary  duty  assign- 
ments are  less  than  one  year.  Because  of  this 
tax  change,  most  Federal  agencies  have  lim- 
ited temporary  assignment  to  one  year. 

Most  Federal  agencies  were  unaware  of 
this  requirement  because  the  IRS  did  not  no- 
tify them  until  December  of  1993  and  did  not 
withhold  tax  payments  from  the  employee's 
salary.  Thus,  many  of  the  impacted  Federal 
employees  were  liable  for  a  lump-sum  pay- 
ment plus  penalty  and  Interest.  In  some  In- 
stances, the  tax  liability  exceeds  $1,000  per 
employee. 

According  to  GSA.  this  change  would  cost 
$4  million  on  a  one-time  basis. 

Section  205.  Transfer  of  authority  to  issue 
regulations. 

This  section  gives  statutory  authority  to 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to 
issue  regulations,  which  are  currently  the 
subject  of  a  delegation  of  authority  from  the 
President  pursuant  to  several  Eisecutive  Or- 
ders. 


JUST  DO  IT 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
woman from  Wyoming  [Mrs.  Cubin]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mrs.  CUBIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  you  all 
have  seen  the  Nike  ad  with  the  words 
"Just  do  it?"  That  should  be  the  slogan 
for  the  Democrats  in  Congress.  They 
talk  about  a  balanced  budget.  I  say: 
Just  do  it.  They  talk  about  welfare  re- 
form. I  say:  Just  do  it.  They  talk  about 
tax  relief.  I  say:  Just  do  it.  They  talk 
about  an  end  to  big  government.  I  say: 
Just  do  it. 

Talk  is  cheap,  and  nowhere  is  talk 
cheaper  than  in  Washington.  We've  had 
enough  talk,  enough  rhetoric,  enough 
promises.  It's  time  to  stop  talking 
about  change  and  start  making  it  hap- 
pen. What  we  need  is  action,  and  we 
need  it  now.  We  need  to  stop  all  this 
wasteful  spending — now.  We  need  to 
balance  the  budget — now.  We  need  to 
end  welfare  as  we  know  it — now.  We 
need  tax  relief  for  the  forgotten  Amer- 
ican worker — now. 

Did  you  ever  wonder  why  Washington 
waits  to  solve  a  problem  until  it  be- 
comes a  crisis?  The  American  people 
should  never  accept  second-best  from 
their  government  or  their  elected  lead- 
ers. They  deserve  better. 

And  why  not?  America's  best  days 
are  still  ahead.  In  the  America  of  the 
21st  century,  no  one  needs  to  be  left  be- 
hind. If  we  stop  all  this  tax  and  spend 
behavior,  we  will  end  the  Clinton 
crunch  that  as  contributed  to  our  na- 
tional anxiety.  And  if  we  stop  all  this 
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spending,  we  will  end  the  tax  trap 
caused  by  misguided  Washington  bu- 
reaucrats who  want  to  spend  more  of 
your  money,  leaving  you  with  less. 

Let  me  be  as  clear  as  I  can.  Ameri- 
cans have  a  right  to  earn  more,  keep 
more,  and  do  more.  That's  how  we  re- 
store the  American  dream.  Working  to- 
gether in  a  spirit  of  respect,  with  the 
right  economic  policy  and  incentives, 
our  nation's  potential  is  unlimited.  We 
are  Americans.  There  is  nothing  we 
cannot  achieve.  The  best  is  yet  to 
come.  I  say.  Just  do  it. 


CHURCH  BURNINGS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speakers  announced  iwlicy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Fields]  is  recognized  for  the  bal- 
ance of  the  time  until  midnight  as  the 
designee  of  the  minority  leader. 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  rise  tonight  to  talk  about  the 
issue  of  church  burning.  Before  I  do, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  commend  the 
gentlewoman  from  North  Carolina  who 
had  a  resolution  tonight  on  the  floor  of 
this  House  and  it  passed.  And  I  want  to 
thank  the  gentlewoman  for  her  leader- 
ship in  that  area.  I  also  want  to  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  as  well. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  been  asked  by 
the  chairman  of  the  Congressional 
Black  Caucus  to  chair  an  issue  that  we 
have  been  talking  about  tonight  for 
some  time.  That  is  the  issue  of  church 
burning,  burnings  across  the  country. 

I  take  a  moment  of  personal  privilege 
to  talk  about  these  church  burnings 
here  again  tonight  because  in  my  on 
own  State  five  churches  were  burned. 

Second,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  feel  like 
Fannie  Lou  Hamer  tonight.  I  feel  sick 
and  tired  of  being  sick  and  tired.  I  am 
tired  of  individuals  who  have  no  re- 
spect for  human  life  and  no  respect  to 
buildings,  burning  churches  at  night.  I 
also  feel  sick  and  tired  of  being  sick 
and  tired  because  while  individuals 
bum  churches  at  night,  we  have  people 
who  wake  up  in  the  morning  and  put  on 
black  robes  and  bum  congressional  dis- 
tricts in  the  daytime.  And  I  think  that 
is  simply  unacceptable  and  unconscion- 
able. 

I  am  happy  that  the  gentlewoman 
from  Texas  will  be  a  part  of  this  special 
order  tonight  and  the  gentleman  from 
Dlinois  will  be  a  part  of  this  special 
order  tonight,  the  gentlewoman  from 
California  as  well  as  the  gentleman 
from  South  Carolina. 

Before  we  talk  about  church  burn- 
ings, Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  talk  a  lit- 
tle bit  about  the  districts  that  were 
burned  today  in  the  Supreme  Court.  To 
know  that  as  a  result  of  this  ruling,  a 
State  like  the  State  of  Texas,  a  State 
with  a  population  of  almost  20  percent 
African-Americans,  will  not  have  the 
opportunity,  not  the  giiarantee  but  will 
not  have  the  mere  opportunity  to  send 
an  African-American  to  this  Congress 


is  absolutely  unacceptable  and  uncon- 
scionable. These  burnings  must  stop, 
not  only  the  burning  of  churches  but 
the  burning  of  congressional  districts 
and  legislative  districts  across  this 
country.  In  order  for  us  to  get  along  in 
this  country,  in  order  for  us  to  move 
forward  in  this  country,  we  will  have 
to  learn  how  to  be  more  inclusive. 

I  want  to  thank  the  gentlewoman 
from  Texas,  who  has  represented  her 
constituents  so  well  here  in  this  body. 
I  want  to  say  to  her  in  no  uncertain 
terms  that  she  has  done  a  great  job. 
Continue  to  press  on  and  know  that 
you  must  keep  the  faith.  We  are  very 
pleased  with  the  work  that  you  do. 

Now,  on  the  issue  of  church  burnings, 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  CBC,  the  Congres- 
sional Blauik  Caucus,  we  will  first  have 
a  hearing  right  here  in  the  Nation's 
capital.  We  will  have  the  Justice  De- 
partment. We  will  have  ATF  and  all 
Federal  agencies  involved.  That  hear- 
ings will  be  headed  and  led  by  Con- 
gressman CONYERS.  And  we  will  talk, 
we  will  also  have  black  churches,  mem- 
bers, ministers  of  black  churches  to 
talk  about  these  church  burnings.  Then 
we  will  leave  this  capital  and  we  will 
travel  across  this  country  in  each  con- 
gressional district  or  each  State  where 
there  has  been  church  burnings,  be- 
cause we  will  not  accept  individuals 
putting  torches  to  churches. 

We  are  going  to  insist  that  every 
Federal  agency  in  this  country  use 
every  ounce  of  its  power,  every  ounce 
of  its  resources,  to  make  sure  that  we 
find  the  perpetrators  of  these  crimes 
and  bring  them  to  justice  and  then 
move  very  swiftly  to  prosecute  them. 

I  have,  Mr.  Speaker,  a  map  of  the  en- 
tire United  States  of  America  which 
gives  you  some  sense  of  church  burn- 
ings across  the  country.  Before  I  yield 
to  my  colleagues  who  have  joined  me 
here  tonight.  I  want  you  to  see.  I  want 
Members  of  the  House  to  see  how  this 
proliferation  of  church  burnings  is  tak- 
ing place  all  across  this  country. 

Utah,  the  State  of  Utah,  one  church 
burning;  Colorado,  one  church  burning; 
State  of  Arizona,  one  church  was 
burned.  Even  the  State  of  New  Mexico 
had  a  church  burning. 

Texas,  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman from  the  State  of  Texas,  not 
only  have  they  burned  the  districts, 
the  congressional  districts  in  the  State 
of  Texas,  but  two  churches,  two  black 
churches  were  burned  in  the  State  of 
Texas  as  well,  which  is  absolutely, 
positively  unacceptable  and  we  must 
insist  that  every  Federal  agency  that 
has  anything  to  do  with  investigations 
do  everything  possible  to  find  the  per- 
petrators of  these  crimes. 

The  State  of  Oklahoma,  one  church; 
even  the  State  of  Dlinois,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  who  is  here  to- 
night, a  church  was  burned  in  his 
States.  The  State  of  Tennessee,  which 
leads  the  whole  Nation  in  terms  of 
church    burnings,    six    churches    were 


burned  in  the  State  of  Tennessee;  five 
in  the  State  of  Louisiana:  three  in  the 
State  of  Mississippi;  five  in  the  State 
of  Alabama;  one  in  the  State  of  Geor- 
gia; five  in  the  State  of  South  Carolina, 
the  gentleman  who  is  here  tonight,  five 
churches  were  burned,  many  of  them 
were  in  his  congressional  district: 
three  churches  in  North  Carolina:  one 
in  Virginia;  two  in  Marj'land;  one  in 
the  District  of  Columbia;  one  in  New 
York;  and  one  in  Pennsylvania. 

And  then  to  know  that  in  Oklahoma, 
which  is  the  most  recent  church  burn- 
ing, when  we  were  debating  tonight,  we 
were  debating  on  this  floor  about 
church  burnings,  to  wake  up  the  next 
morning  and  learn  that  a  church  was 
burned  in  the  State  of  Oklahoma,  it  ab- 
solutely irks  Members  of  this  Congress, 
particularly  Members  of  the  Congres- 
sional Black  Caucus. 

I  want  to  thank  the  Members  who  de- 
cided to  come  here  tonight  at  the  wee 
hours  of  the  night  because  this  is  an 
important  issue.  I  want  the  Members  of 
this  congress  to  know  that  the  Con- 
gressional Black  Caucus  will  not  sit 
idly  by  and  allow  individuals  to  bum 
churches  and  get  away  with  it.  We  are 
going  to  insist  that  every  Federal 
agency  that  we  have  under  the  control 
of  this  Federal  Government  do  every- 
thing that  is  humanly  possible  to  find 
the  perpetrators  of  these  crimes,  bring 
them  to  justice  and  then  prosecute 
them  to  the  fullest  extent  of  the  law. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Jacxson].  who  has 
been  participating  in  these  special  or- 
ders for  some  time,  and  also  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  South  Carolina  and  the 
gentlewoman  from  Texas  and  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  California  as  well. 

D  2330 

I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Illinois.  I  want  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  thank  my  dis- 
tinguished filend  from  Louisiana,  the 
distinguished  gentleman.  Cleo  Fields; 
and  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  for  allowing  us 
the  privilege  and  this  opportunity  to 
address  the  House  during  this  special 
order. 

Anyone  who  might  have  misunder- 
stood what  happened  in  the  1994  elec- 
tions should  have  clearly  been  set 
straight  on  the  23rd  of  January  1995. 
That  day,  in  the  ornate  hearing  room 
in  the  House  Committee  on  Rules,  the 
victorious  Republicans,  our  colleagues 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  removed 
a  portrait  of  former  Representative 
Claude  Pepper  of  Florida,  a  renowned 
white,  liberal  Democrat,  and  certainly 
that  was  understandable  because  the 
Republicans  certainly  have  the  right  to 
change  pictures  in  various  committee 
rooms  to  reflect  their  new  majority. 
But  what  tickled  me  about  this  was 
that  the  new  Republican  committee 
chairman.  Mr.  Solomon  of  New  York. 
distinguished  colleague   of  ours   from 
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New  York,  had  ordered  the  Pepper  por- 
trait to  be  replaced  by  £inother  Demo- 
crat, the  late  Howard  Smith  of  Vir- 
ginia, a  laist-dltch  segregationist  in 
many  of  his  years  as  Committee  on 
Rules  chairman,  one  of  the  most  pow- 
erful opponents  of  civil  rights  legisla- 
tion of  the  sixties. 

And  so  I  am  here  today  to  really  join 
my  colleague  from  Louisiana,  my  col- 
leagrue  from  California,  my  colleague 
from  Texas,  and  my  colleague  from 
South  Carolina  really  to  say  that  we 
are  sick  and  tired  as  well  of  being  sick 
and  tired,  sick  and  tired  of  having  our 
churches  burned  at  night,  sick  and 
tired  of  having  our  districts  burned 
during  the  daytime,  and  what  is  left? 
Without  political  representation  here 
in  this  institution  to  protect  our  rights 
in  the  society  beyond  Washington,  with 
this  whole  motion  and  movement  to- 
wards States  rights,  we  are  looking  at 
the  same  kind  of  climate  that  we  wit- 
nessed during  the  Tilden-Hayes  Com- 
promise of  1877. 

I  spoke  not  long  ago  at  a  high  school 
to  some  students  who  at  the  end  of  my 
presentation  stood  up  and  asked  the 
question,  they  said,  "Representative 
Jackson,  what's  the  difference  between 
a  Democrat  and  a  Republican?" 

And  I  tried  to  say  Democrats  fight 
for  jobs,  they  fight  for  opportunity, 
they  make  room  for  more  people,  and 
Republicans  tend  to  be  pro-business. 
But  one  of  the  young  people  said,  "But 
wait  a  minute.  I've  heard  Democrats  on 
the  floor  argue  on  both  sides  of  that 
issue." 

And  so  in  1877  what  we  really  had  was 
two  parties  with  one  assumption. 
Demopubllcans,  they  called  them,  and 
Republicrats;  they  really  conspired.  We 
call  it  States  rights,  we  call  it  more  ac- 
cess to  resources  in  our  communities 
by  the  States,  and  they  began  shifting 
more  resources  to  the  States,  and  by 
1896  they  had  stacked  the  Supreme 
Court  kind  of,  if  you  will,  a  Clarence 
Thomas  court,  a  kind  of  Scalia  court, 
and  then  we  got  Plessy  versus  Fer- 
guson. We  had  22  African-Americans  in 
the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives  be- 
tween 1863  and  1896.  and  after  they 
stacked  the  Supreme  Court,  black 
robes,  not  white  sheets  who  bum 
churches,  but  black  robes  who  bum  dis- 
tricts by  day;  by  1901  there  were  zero 
blacks  in  this  institution,  and  I  believe 
it  was  our  late  colleague  from  Illinois, 
Mr.  DuPriest,  who  stood  in  this  well 
and  gave  a  speech:  We  will  rise  again 
like  the  phoenix,  we  will  be  back.  And 
then  it  is  not  until  the  1954  Brown  ver- 
sus the  Board  of  Education  decision 
that  allowed  the  principle  of  equal  pro- 
tection under  the  law  to  be  extended  to 
the  States  in  the  form  of  a  1964  Civil 
Rights  Act,  a  1965  Voting  Rights  Act, 
and  after  three  different  reapportion- 
ments, the  1970  census,  the  1980  census, 
the  1^  census.  African-Americans  in 
this  body  are  now  finally  achieving 
comparable  numbers  to  those  numbers 


that  they  had  at  the  turn  of  the  cen- 
tury. And  now  we  are  looking  at  Su- 
preme Court  decisions  once  again  that 
are  consistent  with  Plessy  versus  Fer- 
guson, and  it  is  really  unfortunate  in 
1996  that  Mr.  Thomas  is  leading  the 
voting  rights  cabal. 

I  also  rise  this  evening  to  stand  with 
my  colleagues  and  to  join  the  gentle- 
woman from  North  Carolina  [Mrs. 
Clayton]  and  the  gentleman  from  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle,  Mr.  Watts,  in 
support  of  their  resolution  to  condemn 
not  only  these  church  burnings,  but 
also  to  demand  that  our  Federal  Gov- 
ernment put  the  kind  of  resources  be- 
hind this  investigation  that  is  nec- 
essary. Mr.  Deval  Patrick,  the  assist- 
ant attorney  general  for  civil  rights, 
along  with  the  Attorney  General  of  the 
United  States,  Miss  Janet  Reno,  have 
indicated  to  us  on  more  than  one  occa- 
sion that  this  is  the  largest  civil  rights 
investigation  of  its  kind,  and  we  axe 
just  so  grateful  to  have  Representa- 
tives in  this  body  who  can  fight  and  en- 
courage the  Justice  Department  to  put 
those  kind  of  resources  behind  these 
kinds  of  acts  of  violence,  and  it  is  only 
because  we  are  here  that  we  can  really 
fight  for  this  right. 

And  so  I  would  hope,  and  I  have  indi- 
cated this  on  another  occasion  sis  I  pre- 
pared to  yield  time  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Texas,  that  in  1996  we  have  an  op- 
portimlty  in  this  House,  knowing  that 
race  and  churches  are  being  burned  and 
opportunities  are  being  burned,  we 
have  an  opportunity  in  this  House  not 
to  be  demagogic  in  1996.  There  is  no 
need  for  us  to  vote  on  affirmative  ac- 
tion in  this  House  in  this  climate;  it 
only  means  that  more  churches  will 
burn.  We  should  put  it  in  the  105th  Con- 
gress. There  are  other  racially  sen- 
sitive issues  in  this  political  climate 
that  should  not  be  considered  in  this 
political  climate,  and  I  would  urge 
those  in  the  majority  to  consider  the 
climate  and  the  times  that  we  are  liv- 
ing in  and  move  these  votes  into  the 
next  Congress  and  give  us  the  oppor- 
tunity and  the  Nation  the  opportunity 
to  have  an  election  that  will  be  free  of 
race  and  race  insensitivity. 

And  with  that,  I  yield  to  the  distin- 
guished gentlewoman  from  Texas.  She 
had  a  very  tough  and  a  very  long  day. 
She  is  one  of  the  most  outspoken  Mem- 
bers in  the  House  of  Representatives. 
We  can  count  on  her  to  fight  for  wom- 
en's rights,  we  can  count  on  her  to 
fight  for  the  rights  of  locked-out  and 
disenfranchised  people  in  our  country, 
and  it  is  just  unfortunaite  that  a 
woman  of  her  calibre  and  her  stature 
who  has  represented  not  only  African- 
Americans— people  see  us.  they  see  Af- 
rican-American, but  my  district  is  65 
percent  African-American,  35  percent 
white  and  Latinos  and  others  live  in 
my  district.  I  am  not  just  a  black  Rep- 
resentative or  a  black  Congressman.  I 
represent  probably  one  of  the  most  di- 
verse districts  in  this  country.  I  do  not 


know  an  African- American  in  here  who 
represents  99  percent  African-Ameri- 
cans. Our  districts  are  diverse,  and  so 
she  represents  her  district  and  has 
served  this  institution  with  great 
honor,  and  today  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  rules  against  the 
calibre  and  the  quality  of  leadership 
that  she  represents. 

With  that,  I  now  yield  time  to  the 
distinguished  lady  from  Texas  [Ms. 
Jackson-Lee]. 

Mr.  FIELDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  5^eld  to 
the  lady. 

I  think  the  gentleman  is  absolutely 
right.  The  gentlewoman  represents  a 
very  diverse  district,  and,  as  I  stated 
earlier,  we  appreciate  her  leadership, 
and  I  think  citizens  not  only  in  her 
congressional  district  but  citizens  all 
across  her  State  and  citizens  all  across 
this  coimtry  appreciate  her  leadership, 
and  this  time  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Texas. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE.  The  esteemed 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  is  appre- 
ciated, along  with  my  respect  for  my 
colleagues  who  are  here  on  the  floor  of 
the  House,  the  gentleman  firom  South 
Carolina  in  his  leadership  over  the 
years  in  fighting  for  the  rights  of 
South  Carolinians,  the  gentlewoman 
and  her  leadership  from  California,  as  I 
have  spoken  to  her  frequently  on  her 
concern  about  education,  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  who  has  reached 
out  to  the  younger  voter  and  demanded 
of  that  younger  voter  that  they  be  part 
of  this  process  called  America. 

The  gentleman  firom  Louisiana  has 
had  a  longstanding  friendship  with 
young  people,  but  more  importantly  I 
have  admired  his  refusal  to,  even 
though  tired  and  maybe  sick  and  tired, 
never  to  be  broken,  and  I  appreciate 
your  leadership  on  this  special  order. 
You  are  right  to  thank  the  gentle- 
woman fi*om  North  Carolina  and  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  for  their 
wisdom  and  vision  earlier  this  evening 
to  begin  to  set  the  tone  for  the  Amer- 
ican public  on  this  whole  issue  of  the 
burning  of  houses  of  worship. 

As  I  heard  for  the  first  time  this 
morning  the  rendering  of  the  Supreme 
Court  decision,  it  did  not  fall  to  my  lot 
to  immediately  begin  to  think  about 
what  Sheila  Jackson-Lee  or  any 
congressperson  would  do  in  this  cir- 
cumstance. But  I  began  to  think  of 
those  individuals  in  my  district  who 
yet  have  not  reached  or  have  not 
achieved  the  opportunity  of  even  trav- 
eling outside  of  the  18th  congressional 
district,  citizens  in  my  district  who 
have  lived  their  entire  life  within  the 
context  of  the  historic  18th  Congres- 
sional District,  Individuals  who  are 
proud,  who  believe  in  America,  who 
have  sent  young  men  and  women  ofi  to 
war  but  yet  live  in  housing  of  sub- 
standard quality,  individuals  who  are 
still  struggling  to  get  the  kind  of  edu- 
cation to  see  opportunities  for  their 
children,     individuals     who,     if    they 
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missed  one  day  of  school  lunch  or 
school  breakfast,  their  children,  of  oc- 
curs, would  suffer  the  consequences 
and  the  pain  of  hunger;  individuals  who 
give  their  small  donations  to  their  be- 
loved churches  and  pastors,  they  give 
their  very  best.  And  to  be  able  to  have 
to  go  home  this  weekend  to  speak  to 
these  individuals,  to  be  able  to  say  to 
them  that  today  on  June  13.  1996,  they 
were  declared  less  than  an  American  by 
the  U.S.  Supreme  Court,  individuals 
who  heretofore  had  paid  poll  tax  or  had 
their  ancestors  or  grandparents  or  par- 
ents tell  them  how  difficult  it  was  first 
to  achieve  the  right  to  vote  in  the 
State  of  Texas  and  now  having  spent 
just  a  few  short  years. 

That  is  what  America  needs  to  under- 
stand, that  these  districts  have  only 
come  into  existence  a  mere  three  dec- 
ades or  less.  Individuals  who  are  in  my 
district  may  be  voting  now  consist- 
ently only  for  less  than  30  years  be- 
cause of  the  obstacles  that  have  been 
placed  before  them  to  vote  even  in  the 
smallest  election  in  the  State  of  Texas, 
and  then  to  have  to  go  home  to  these 
individuals  and  to  clear  away  the  con- 
fusion for,  they  will  be  asking:  Are  we 
no  longer  part  of  America?  Has  the  dis- 
trict been  declared  un-American?  The 
chilling  effect  will  be  far  reaching. 

Young  people  who  are  just  coming 
out  of  high  school  who  I  had  the  oppor- 
tunity to  speak  before  in  the  recent 
graduations  in  my  district,  bright-eyed 
and  bushy-tailed,  if  you  will,  ready  for 
the  next  day,  looking  for  career  oppor- 
tunities, believing  in  America:  now 
they  must  try  to  understand,  are  we 
truly  second-class  citizens  in  this  coun- 
try? The  criteria  used  by  the  Supreme 
Court  today  was  truly  a  burning  of  the 
Constitution.  I  would  simply  ask: 

When  does  a  configuration,  a  draw- 
ing, become  a  higher  ideal  than  the  op- 
portunity for  people  to  choose  an  indi- 
vidual of  their  choice  to  represent 
them  in  the  U.S.  Congress?  When  is  it 
a  sin  and  when  is  it  illegal  to  take  into 
consideration  the  diverse  concept  of 
race  as  it  is  with  community  of  inter- 
ests so  that  majority  minority  dis- 
tricts have  now  been  categorized  and 
labeled  as  a  derogatory  concept  in  the 
American  political  system?  What  does 
that  say  to  an  emerging  population 
who  have  yet  not  taken  their  rightful 
place  in  the  political  arena;  a  Congress 
of  435  individuals  with  a  mere  30-plus 
African- American  Representatives,  a 
number  that  has  grown  only  since  the 
1990  census  and  the  1992  elections? 

And  so  it  is  important,  Mr.  Fields, 
that  we  convene  this  special  order.  It  is 
not  for  any  selfish  motives  of  those  of 
us  who  come  to  the  floor  of  the  House, 
for  I  am  grateful  for  the  very  small  op- 
portunities that  I  have  had,  but  it  is 
for  the  future  of  this  Nation  to  recog- 
nize that  the  systematic  destruction 
and  undermining  of  the  spirit  of  those 
who  would  cling  to  democracy  is  a  de- 
struction of  this  Nation's  future.  These 


opinions  have  continued  to  chip  away 
at  those  who  have  tried  to  speak  peace 
and  equality  and  inclusion. 

And  as  I  bring  my  remarks  to  a  close, 
let  me  say  that  I  am  gratified  for  the 
words  that  were  said  tonight  with  re- 
spect to  this  blight  on  America,  this 
blaze  on  the  Constitution,  the  burning 
of  churches  or  houses  of  worship. 

My  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  have  indicated  that  they  will 
rise  up  with  millions  of  dollars  for  the 
ATF,  the  Alcohol,  Tobacco,  and  Fire- 
arms agency. 

In  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary, 
under  the  leadership  of  ranking  mem- 
ber Conyers  and  Chairman  Hyde,  we 
have  brought  out  a  piece  of  legislation 
that  I  have  cosponsored  to  make  the 
prosecution  of  these  individuals  more 
swift  and  effective. 

But  the  real  key  has  to  be  that  we 
must  catch  these  individuals  and  show 
America  that  we  are  serious,  and  then 
at  the  same  time  as  we  catch  these  in- 
dividuals we  must,  in  fact,  begin  to  un- 
derstand that  we  should  not  hide  away 
from  the  racial  anger  and  tones  that 
have  been  set  by  the  climate  of  politi- 
cal rhetoric  in  this  Nation,  and  I  hope 
that  we  all  will  commit  to  drawing 
down  our  words,  stopping  the  polariza- 
tion, and  in  order  to  do  that  let  me  say 
to  you  in  closing  that  I  am  gratified 
that  both  Congresswoman  Clayton  and 
Congressman  Watts  accepted  my 
amendment  that  calls  for.  this  week, 
calls  for  this  Nation  this  week  to  adopt 
a  week  of  prayer  from  June  16  to  June 
23,  gathering  in  our  respective  houses 
of  worship  to  speak  not  only  against 
burning,  but  against  the  anger  and  the 
rancorous  talk  and  the  castigating  of 
those  of  us  who  have  come  first  as 
slaves  in  this  Nation. 

We  must  break  the  shackles  of  rac- 
ism in  this  Nation.  I  call  upon  my 
brothers  and  sisters  of  Hispanics  and 
Anglos  and  African-Americans  and 
Asians  and  men  and  women  in  all  parts 
of  this  community,  Jewish  people  and 
gentiles,  to  respect  the  need  to  em- 
brace each  other. 

D  2345 

I  hope  as  we  proceed  this  evening 
that  our  Supreme  Court  will  be  able  to 
reconsider  itself,  and  recogrnizing  it  as 
the  highest  body  in  the  land.  I  respect 
its  privilege,  but  I  would  simply  hope 
that  they  would  call  upon  the  spirit  of 
the  Honorable  Justice  Thurgood  Mar- 
shall who  came  to  that  court  as  a  vic- 
tor and  a  soldier  and  a  general  in  the 
war  of  civil  rights,  and  he  carried  the 
message  forward  that  in  fact  we  all  are 
created  equal.  If  we  take  that  claim, 
we  will  stop  the  burning  of  the  dis- 
tricts and  we  wUl  stop  the  burning  of 
the  houses  of  worship,  and  we  will  rise 
as  Americans  together,  and  we  will  not 
be  singing  that  song,  "We  Shall  Over- 
come," but  we  will  sing  the  song,  "We 
Have  Overcome." 

I  hope  this  special  order  will  be  in 
tribui,e  to  the  gentleman  from  Louisi- 


ana [Mr.  Fields]  that  Americans  will 
listen  and  rise  up  to  support  freedom.  I 
yield  back  to  the  gentleman  from  Lou- 
isiana. 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Louisiana.  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman  for  yielding. 

Now  I  would  like  to  recognize  the 
gentlewoman  from  California  [Ms. 
Miu^ender-McDonald].  Before  I  do.  I 
would  like  to  say  that  in  our  discus- 
sions on  this  task  force  on  church 
burnings  across  the  country,  particu- 
larly in  the  southern  part  of  our  coun- 
try, the  gentlewoman  from  California, 
who  by  the  way.  is  new  to  this  body, 
made  it  very  clear  that  we  should  have 
hearings,  we  should  talk  to  ministers, 
we  should  talk  to  conrmiunlty  people, 
people  in  the  community  about  their 
feelings,  and  also  make  sure  that  there 
is  a  relationship  merged  between  the 
investigators,  the  Federal  agencies, 
and  these  ministers  and  these  parish- 
ioners of  these  churches.  I  just  want  to 
thank  the  gentlewoman  for  her  leader- 
ship because  as  a  result,  there  was  a 
meeting  at  8  a.m.  this  morning  in  the 
office  of  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Conyers].  and  as  a  result  of  that 
meeting,  the  ranking  member  of  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary  decided  to 
start  his  hearings  right  here  in  Wash- 
ington. DC.  Because  of  her  leadership. 
we  will  be  traveling  all  across  the 
country  as  a  caucus.  Members  of  the 
Congressional  Black  Caucus,  in  each  of 
these  several  States  holding  hearings 
on  church  burnings. 

At  this  time  I  would  like  to  yield  to 
the  distinguished  gentlewoman. 

Ms.  MILLENDER-MCDONALD.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana.  It  is  really  fitting  and  abso- 
lutely great  for  me  to  see  two  young 
African-American  men  who  are  role 
models  who  are  here  tonight  at  this 
hour  to  talk  about  the  rash  of  church 
burnings  in  this  Nation.  Then  to  hear 
the  gentlewoman  from  Texas  [Ms. 
Jackson-Lee],  who  speaks  so  elo- 
quently on  this  floor,  who  has  to  now 
go  back  and  try  to  see  what  she  can  do 
with  the  recent  decisions  that  have 
been  brought  down  on  her  by  the  Su- 
preme Court. 

I  would  like  to  thank  also  the  Speak- 
er for  allowing  us  tonight  to  come  and 
speak  about  the  rash  of  church  burn- 
ings. Mr.  Speaker,  this  issue  is  very 
important  to  me,  as  it  should  be  to  all 
Americans.  However,  I  have  a  special 
concern  about  the  rash  of  church  burn- 
ings that  is  taking  place  across  the 
South  and  other  areas  as  I  have  lived 
through  a  similar  period. 

During  the  1950's  I  was  the  child  of  an 
active  Baptist  minister  in  Alabama. 

Given  my  father's  status  and  the  re- 
spect he  had  earned,  especially  among 
the  African- American  community,  we 
lived  in  fear  every  night  of  the  bomb- 
ings and  the  arson  that  was  rampant  at 
the  time.  The  young  women  who  were 
killed  in  the  church  bombings  in  1962 
were  neighbors  and  friends  of  our  fam- 
ily. 


14166 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


June  13,  1996 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  can  personally  attest 
to  the  fact  that  these  burnings,  both  in 
the  1950's  as  well  as  the  ones  with 
which  we  are  currently  faced,  are  acts 
of  terrorism. 

Furthermore,  the  U.S.  Government, 
which  spends  billions  of  doUsirs  each 
year  investigating  and  attempting  to 
abate  terrorism  here  and  abroad, 
should  do  all  it  can  to  stop  this  terror- 
ism that  is  currently  invading  the 
souls  of  our  community. 

As  we  are  all  aware,  Mr.  Speaker, 
terrorism  such  as  these  church  burn- 
ings is  the  insidious  act  of  cowards; 
people  who  are  too  afiraid  to  air  their 
hatreds  or  fears  in  public  lest  they 
meet  others  who  may  be  able  to  talk 
some  sense  into  them  during  a  debate. 

Yet  in  order  to  really  understand 
these  random  acts  of  violence  and  ha- 
tred, we  should  perhaps  look  at  the  cul- 
ture by  which  they  are  being  perpet- 
uated. 

The  burning  of  African-American 
churches  is  but  one  manifestation  of 
the  fear,  the  hatred,  and  the  divisive- 
ness  that  is  becoming  more  and  more 
prevalent  in  our  society. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  see  this  divisiveness 
in  ballot  initiatives,  we  hear  it  in 
stump  speeches  by  some  politicians, 
and  we  witness  it  even  in  some  of  the 
legislation  that  is  coming  before  us. 

Moore  and  more,  people  are  blaming 
minorities,  immigrants,  and  women  for 
their  woes  or  their  fears. 

In  my  home  State  of  California,  we 
will  have  a  ballot  initiative  in  Novem- 
ber on  Whether  or  not  to  do  away  with 
all  affirmative  actions  programs.  This 
initiative  follows  closely  on  the  heels 
of  the  Governor  of  my  fair  State  asking 
the  regents  of  the  University  of  Cali- 
fornia to  abolish  all  affirmative  action 
administration  programs. 

While  these  actions,  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
well  as  legislation  that  has  been  intro- 
duced here  and  in  other  bodies  to  elimi- 
nate affirmative  action  programs  sure 
not  terrorism  on  the  same  level  as  the 
church  burnings,  they  are  bom  from 
the  same  fears  and  divisiveness. 

What  we,  as  national  leaders,  Mr. 
Speaker,  should  do  is  try  to  pursue  a 
rational  debate  to  try  to  solve  the 
problems  that  face  all  Americans,  re- 
gardless of  their  color,  their  age,  their 
gender,  or  their  religious  affiliation. 

We,  the  political  leaders  of  our  Na- 
tion, should  not  try  to  use  the  fears  of 
the  population  to  promote  ourselves  or 
our  agendas.  In  doing  this,  we  are  only 
creating  an  environment  in  which  ha- 
tred and  anxieties  are  driven  to  ex- 
treme measures,  such  as  those  we  are 
witnessing  in  the  South  and  other 
places. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  all  Americans 
to  join  us  in  speaking  out  against  the 
current  rash  of  church  burnings  and  to 
alert  the  perpetrators  that  this  is  not 
how  civilized  people  conduct  them- 
selves. 

I  also  urge  Americans,  and  especially 
the  politicians,  to  pause  before  they 


speak  words  of  divisiveness.  Rather 
than  playing  on  and  driving  the  fears 
of  some  citizens.  I  would  hope  that  we 
could  begin  to  work  together  for  the 
resolves  that  will  help  all  Americans 
build  a  better  nation  and  indeed  a  bet- 
ter world. 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Louisiana.  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman.  There  are  individ- 
uals in  this  country  who  are  trying  to 
turn  back  the  hands  of  time,  trying  to 
make  1996  look  like  1896.  but  we  are  not 
going  back.  We  have  come  too  far  now. 
We  have  come  to  a  threshold  of  free- 
dom, and  we  have  reached  the  periph- 
ery of  liberation  and  we  have  seen  the 
ambition  of  liberty.  We  are  not  going 
back. 

There  are  those  who  try  to  burn  op- 
portunities by  burning  affirmative  ac- 
tion. Some  try  to  burn  political  inclu- 
sion by  burning  congressional  districts, 
and  some  even  try  to  bum  our  spirits 
by  burning  churches.  But  we  are  not 
going  back. 

At  this  time  I  would  like  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  who  has  probably  the 
most  experience  in  the  civil  rights 
movement  of  all  of  us  here  tonight,  the 
senior  Congressman  from  the  great 
State  of  South  Carolina,  who  I  have  a 
great  deal  of  respect  for. 

I  want  to  say  to  the  gentleman,  I 
have  never  been  confronted  with  a  door 
that  said  colored  or  white  only.  I  have 
never  had  to  sit  in  the  back  of  a  bus.  I 
am  benefiting  from  iraits  of  a  tree  that 
I  did  not  pl2int,  I  did  not  nourish,  and 
I  did  not  even  shape.  I  am  here  today 
because  of  people  like  the  gentleman 
from  South  Carolina  who  stood  in 
those  many  lines  and  who  marched  the 
many  highways.  And  I  just  want  to  say 
thanks  to  the  gentleman,  and  I  know  I 
speak  for  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
as  well. 

D  2355 

We  are  here  today  because  of  the 
sweat  and  tears  of  your  work  and  we 
want  to  thank  you.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  CLYBURN.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman very  much,  my  good  friend  Mr. 
Fields  from  Louisiana.  Thank  you, 
first  of  all.  for  your  kind  words.  I  am 
pleased  to  heaj-  them  and  I  hope  that  I 
continue  to  earn  them. 

Second,  let  me  thank  the  gentleman 
for  organizing  this  special  order.  I 
think  that  your  work  chairing  the 
Task  Force  on  Church  Burnings  for  the 
Congressional  Black  Caucus  is  work 
that  is  to  be  commended  and  I  thank 
you  so  much  for  brining  us  all  here  this 
evening.  I  am  pleased  to  join  with  my 
colleagues  in  this  special  order. 

Let  me  begin  my  comments  by  first 
of  all  congratulating  the  people  of 
South  Carolina.  Williamsburg  County. 
Greelejrville. 

As  you  may  recall,  this  past  Tuesday 
evening,  I  traveled  to  South  Carolina 
where  on  Wednesday  morning  I  went 
with   President   Clinton   to    visit   the 


Greeleyvllle  community,  the  commu- 
nity that  suffered  a  church  burning  on 
June  20  of  last  year.  On  Wednesday,  we 
met  at  the  site  of  a  new  church.  On 
this  coming  Saturday,  360  days  after 
their  church  w^as  burned  to  the  ground, 
the  people  of  Greeleyvllle,  the  mem- 
bers of  Mount  Zion  AME  Church,  their 
pastor.  Reverend  Terrence  Mackey. 
will  all  gather  at  the  site  of  the  old 
church  and  they  will  march  one  mile  to 
the  new  church.  I  think  that  the  people 
of  that  community,  black  and  white, 
have  demonstrated  to  all  of  us  what 
can  be  done  and  what  should  be  done  in 
responding  to  these  kinds  of  vitriolic 
actions. 

I  am  very  pleased  with  their  dem- 
onstration of  cooperation.  Earlier  this 
evening  I  heard  one  of  our  colleagues 
talk  about  the  difficulty  that  a  com- 
munity is  having  rebuilding  a  church 
that  was  burned.  I  thought  as  he  spoke 
of  the  people  in  this  little  town  in  the 
poorest  county  in  South  Carolina,  how 
they  all  banded  together,  irrespective 
of  skin  color,  irrespective  of  hair  tex- 
ture, and  they  all  came  together  to 
make  sure  that  they  demonstrate  to 
the  rest  of  the  world  how  we  ought  to 
conduct  ourselves. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  know  that  the  time  is 
late  and  I  think  my  time  is  running 
out,  but  I  want  to  say  one  thing  in 
order  to  make  my  point. 

Many  of  you  may  recall  that  Martin 
Luther  King  Jr.  in  1963  issued  a  letter 
from  the  Birmingham  City  Jail,  a  let- 
ter that  spoke  to  the  question  of  time 
and  the  neutrality  of  time.  King  ad- 
monished us  in  that  letter  that  we  are 
going  to  be  called  to  repent  in  this  gen- 
eration not  just  for  the  vitriolic  words 
and  actions  of  bad  i>eople  but  for  the 
appalling  silence  of  good  people. 

I  want  to  say  to  all  the  Members  of 
the  body  and  the  people  of  our  great 
Nation  that  these  vitriolic  actions  may 
be  bad  but  it  is  just  as  bad  for  us  to  re- 
main silent. 

So  I  want  all  of  us  to  speak  up  and 
speak  out  and  make  sure  that  we  do  so 
in  such  a  way  that  the  people  who  per- 
petrate these  vitriolic  acts  will  be  driv- 
en back  under  the  rocks  from  which 
they  came  and  hopefully  we.  the  good 
people  of  our  Nation,  can  march  for- 
ward together. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  so  much  for 
letting  me  be  a  part  of  this  special 
order. 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Louisiana.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

In  closing.  I  would  just  like  to  say  to 
the  gentleman  that  I  am  happy  and 
pleased  that  this  Congress,  and  the 
American  people  should  know  that  this 
Congress  stands  in  unison,  we  stand  to- 
gether tonight,  both  Democrats  and 
Republicans,  blacks,  whites,  young, 
old,  men  and  women.  We  will  not  toler- 
ate the  burning  of  any  churches.  We 
are  going  to  appropriate  the  necessary 
resources  to  the  agencies  that  are  con- 
ducting investigations  and  we  will  find 
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the  perpetrators  of  these  crimes  and 
they  will  be  brought  to  justice. 

To  end  this  special  order.  I  yield  to 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois. Before  I  do.  I  want  to  leave  on 
this  note.  I  often  talk  about  what  we 
have  in  common. 

I  will  never  forget  when  I  graduated 
from  high  school  my  mother  said. 
"What's  the  universal  language?"  I 
said,  "It's  English,  Mom."  And  she 
said,  "No,  it's  not." 

She  said,  "If  you  cry,  can  you  cry  in 
English?"  I  said,  no. 

She  said,  "If  you're  in  Spain  can  you 
cry  in  Spanish?  If  you're  in  France  can 
you  cry  in  French?"  She  said,  "No,  you 
cry  in  pain." 

There  is  a  lot  of  crying  taking  place 
tonight.  I  do  not  care  if  you  are  black 
or  white,  yoimg  or  old.  male  or  female, 
we  all  cry  the  same.  I  would  hope  we 
would  work  together  to  end  that  cry. 

I  yield  to  close  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Illinois.  Let  me  say 
that  I  think  the  gentleman  from  Lou- 
isiana's words  were  most  appropriate 
and  fitting  to  close  this  special  order. 
[National  Rainbow  Coalition.  June  13. 1996] 
"Burning  Churches.  Burning  OppoRTUNnr  " 
Jackson  attacks  Supreme  court  DsasiON 

Washlngrton.  D.C— The  Reverend  Jesse  L. 
Jackson  attacked  today's  Supreme  Court  de- 
cision which  struck  down  majority-minority 
districts  In  North  Carolina  and  Texas. 

"At  night,  the  enemies  of  civil  rights 
strike  In  white  sheets,  burning  churches." 
Jackson  said.  "By  day.  they  strike  In  black 
robes,  burning  opportunities." 

"1996  Is  looking  more  like  1896  every  day." 
Jackson  continued.  "Churches  are  burned, 
all  across  the  South.  The  gains  of  the  Second 
Reconstruction  won  by  Dr.  King  are  being 
rolled  back,  just  like  Jim  Crow  rolled  back 
the  gains  of  the  First  Reconstruction.  The 
Supreme  Court  In  1896  ruled  on  Plessy  vs. 
Ferguson,  with  Its  idea  of  'separate  but 
equal.'  The  Supreme  Court  now  puts  out  rul- 
ing after  ruling  under  the  pretense  that  after 
four  centuries  of  slavery  and  apartheid,  that 
a  white  population  which  makes  up  85%  of 
the  electorate,  and  an  African  American 
electorate  which  makes  up  only  about  10%. 
operate  on  an  equal  playing  field." 

Jackson  noted  with  approval  the  words  of 
Justice  Stevens,  who  wrote:  "A  majority's 
attempt  to  enable  the  minority  to  partici- 
pate more  effectively  In  the  process  of  demo- 
cratic government  should  not  be  viewed  with 
the  same  hostility  that  is  appropriate  for  op- 
pressive and  exclusionary  abuses  of  political 
powers." 

Jackson  also  commented  on  those  who 
voted  In  the  majority:  "On  the  side  of  those 
voting  to  end  the  Second  Reconstruction,  we 
find  Chief  Justice  Rehnquist.  who  first  came 
to  public  notice  as  he  attempted  to  intimi- 
date minority  voters  from  going  to  the  polls. 

"Second,  we  find  Sandra  Day  O'Conner.  an 
affirmative  action  justice,  who  is  only  on  the 
court  because  the  civil  rights  movement  and 
the  women's  movement  forced  America  to 
widen  the  pool  of  those  'qualified'  to  serve  In 
our  nation's  highest  positions— despite  that, 
she  votes  to  end  the  most  effective  electoral 
remedy  we  have  yet  found  to  diversify  the 
make-up  of  our  legislatures. 

"And  third,  of  course,  we  find  Justice  Clar- 
ence Thomas,  who  is  on  the  Supreme  Court 


only  because  he  Is  Black— no  white  justice 
with  his  limited  legal  experience  would  ever 
have  been  considered  for  that  position — and 
yet  he  turns  his  back  on  the  same  movement 
and  remedies  that  allowed  him  to  rise. 

"Clarence  Thomas  Is  a  memorial  to  George 
Bush's  racial  cynicism,  and  he  has  imposed 
upon  us  blow  after  blow  more  devastating 
than  anything  George  Wallace  was  able  to 
deliver. 

Jackson  concluded:  "It  Is  humiliating  and 
painful  to  watch  a  prime  beneficiary  of  Mar- 
tin's movement  stick  the  dagger  in  the  heart 
of  Dr.  King's  dream. 

"Districts  have  historically  been  drawn 
based  on  Incumbency,  political  parties,  geo- 
graphical boundaries,  and  industry.  Racial 
factors  were  added  after  judges  found,  years 
after  Selma.  proof  of  patterns  of  racial  dis- 
crimination. Therefore,  they  ordered  the  re- 
drawing of  boundaries  for  'racial  Inclusion.' 
rather  than  'racial  exclusion.'  These  judges 
chose  to  be  'race-affirmative,'  to  offset  cen- 
turies of  'race-negativity.' 

"The  result  after  the  1992  elections  was  the 
most  representative  U.S.  Congress,  and  the 
most  representative  state  legislatures,  in  the 
history  of  this  nation.  This  Is  the  context  In 
which  the  Supreme  Court  today  has  acted  to 
wound  Dr.  King's  dream. 

"America  is  moving  towards  the  end  of 
this  century  with  the  same  tragic  music 
with  which  Plessy  v.  Ferguson  ended  the  last 
century.  And  the  saddest  notes  of  all  are 
being  played  by  one  of  the  civil  rights  move- 
ments  prime  beneficiaries— Clarence  Thom- 
as. 

Mr.  COYNE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  tonight  to 
join  in  this  speciai  order  on  the  recent  rash  of 
arson  attacks  on  African-American  churches 
throughout  the  South. 

It  causes  me  great  pain  that  such  a  special 
order  is  necessary  today,  40  years  after 
Brown  v.  Board  of  Education  and  30  years 
after  Vne  civil  rights  breakthroughs  of  the 
1  SCO's.  I  think  that  we  all  had  believed  that  we 
were  past  the  shameful  period  of  our  Natnn's 
history  when  racist  hate  groups  bombed  and 
burned  African-American  churches  in  order  to 
frighten  AfricarvAmerican  communities  into 
submission. 

I  dom  know  wfiether  these  fires  were  pri- 
marily the  product  of  some  misguided  individ- 
ual or  some  fringe  hate  group— or  whether 
they  represent  the  uncoordinated  acts  of  a 
numt>er  of  peopte  who  have  focused  their  ha- 
tred and  frustratk>n  on  these  churches.  We  will 
have  to  wait  for  the  results  of  the  ongoing  in- 
vestigations to  find  that  out  But  I  do  know 
that— whatever  the  reason — such  acts  are  un- 
acceptable. They  are  unconscionable. 

Few  crimes  are  as  at>horrent  as  an  attack 
on  a  church.  A  church  is  a  p>tace  to  worship 
God.  It  is  the  heart  of  the  moral  and  emotkxial 
life  of  any  community.  An  attack  on  a  church 
is  a  dear  statement  of  hostility  toward  an  en- 
tire community.  In  a  country  like  ours  that 
places  a  very  high  vaiue  on  freedom  of  asso- 
ciation, freedom  of  religk)n.  and  our  Natkxi's 
diverse  ethnic  background,  it  shoukj  also  be 
interpreted  as  an  attack  on  the  kieals  and 
princtptes  of  our  society. 

One  such  case  would  be  too  many.  But  a 
single  case  could  be  urxierstood  as  ttie  iso- 
lated action  of  some  sick  individual.  Unfortu- 
nately, the  number  of  such  crimes  has  grown 
so  great  that  I  think  we  can  reasonably  corv 
dude  thit  these  arson  attacks  are  racially  mo- 
tivated and,  to  some  undetermined  extent,  or- 


ganized. Clearly,  African-American  churches 
have  been  targeted  because  they  represent 
the  moral  and  emotional  center  of  these  com- 
munities. These  attacks  are  dearly  hate 
crimes  direded  at  African-Americans.  These 
crimes  make  clear  tfiat  our  Nation's  painful 
struggle  over  race  relatk>ns  is  far  from  over. 
Moreover,  the  sheer  number  of  attacks  sug- 
gests some  kind  of  conspiracy,  as  well  as  a 
numtier  of  copycat  free  agents. 

At  times  like  these,  it  Is  important  that  Amer- 
icans spontaneously  rise  up  ar>d  uriequivocaRy 
condemn  these  attacks,  and  that  our  govern- 
ment take  every  possible  action  to  kientify.  ap- 
prehend, and  punish  the  perpetrators.  We 
must  make  tt  unmistakably  dear  that  our  soci- 
ety will  not  condone,  tolerate,  or  ignore  crin>es 
of  hate.  We  must  make  it  dear  that  an  attack 
on  any  member  of  our  society  is  an  attack  on 
us  all.  We  must  make  it  dear  that  ours  is  a 
nation  based  on  tolerance,  diversity,  and  com- 
passion— not  vk>tence,  prejudice,  and  hate. 

As  a  result  of  our  racially  troubled  past  and 
the  s£ui,  lingering  legacy  of  slavery  and  Jim 
Crow  laws,  white  Americans  have  a  special 
responsibility  at  times  like  these  to  reach  out 
to  our  Afrkain-American  brothers  and  sisters  to 
let  them  kr>ow  that  we  do  not  share  the  ractaJ 
hatred  that  appears  to  have  rrxnivated  these 
attacks.  We  have  a  responsibility  to  let  them 
know  that  we  stiare  their  pain  arxi  ar>ger,  and 
that  we  want  to  work  with  tttem  to  heal  the 
wounds  created  by  these  reprehensible  at- 
tacks. 

Sadly,  it  is  dear  ttiat  our  sodety  is  still  torn 
over  the  issue  of  race,  i  believe,  however,  that 
we  have  the  potential  to  grow  and  mature. 
Change  can  be  diffRult.  and  it  often  takes 
time.  But  I  believe  that  the  day  is  not  that  far 
off  wt>en  this  soaety  vmll  fulfill  the  kleals  of 
equality,  freedom,  and  harmony  to  wfvch  it 
has  always  aspired. 

I  believe  tfiat  we  shouki  attempt  to  turn  this 
tragedy  into  opportunity— an  opportunity  to  ad- 
dress the  tenskms  that  still  linger  t>ek>w  the 
surface  in  the  daily  interactkxis  between 
Americans  of  different  races,  religk>ns,  and 
ethnic  groups.  As  a  first  step,  let  us  rise  up  as 
one  people  to  condemn  these  intoleratjle  at- 
tacks, siecond,  let  us  make  certain  that  the 
Federal  Government  makes  every  effort  pos- 
sible to  get  to  ttte  bottom  of  these  crimes.  Arxj 
finally,  let  us  engage  in  a  natiortal  diak>gue  to 
expose  and  extir>guish  the  misunderstanding 
and  fear  that  motivate  such  hateful  acts. 


LEA^VE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Mr.  Houghton  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
ARMKy)  for  today  imtil  3  p.m.,  on  ac- 
count of  attending  a  funeral. 

Mr.  Cunningham  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  ARMEY)  for  today  after  7  pjn.  and 
the  balance  of  the  week,  on  account  of 
attending  his  daughter's  graduation. 

Mr.  Myers  of  Indiana  (at  the  request 
of  Mr.  ARMEY)  for  today  after  8  p.m. 
through  Tuesday,  June  18.  on  account 
of  official  business. 

Ms.  ElDDiE  Bernice  Johnson  of  Texas 
(at  the  request  of  Mr.  ARMEY)  for  today 
after  7:30  p.m.  and  the  balance  of  the 
week,  on  account  of  official  business. 
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Mr.  DORNAN. 


By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Ftlner)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 

Ms.  Kaptur,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 

Mr.  FiLNER.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Wttttard,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Hatworth)  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr.  Lucas  of  Oklahoma,  for  5  min- 
utes today. 

Mr.  Goss,  for  5  minutes  today. 

Mr.  Walker,  for  5  minutes  today. 

Mr.  GuTKNECHT,  for  5  minutes  today. 

Mr.  Weller,  for  5  minutes  today. 

Mr.  HiLLEARY,  for  5  minutes  today. 

Mr.  Wamp,  for  5  minutes  today. 

Mr.  Metcalf,  for  5  minutes  today. 

Mr.  Weldon  of  Florida,  for  5  minutes 
today. 

Mrs.  MORELLA,  for  5  minutes  today. 

Mr.  Horn,  for  5  minutes  today. 

Mr.  Baker  of  California,  for  5  min- 
utes today. 

Mr.  MclNTOSH,  for  5  minutes,  on  June 
20. 

Mrs.  CuBlN,  for  5  minutes  today. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Filner)  and  to  include  ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr.  Kennedy  of  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  Edwards. 

Mr.  Schumer. 

Mr.  Martinez. 

Mr.  BONIOR. 

Mr.  Levdj. 

Mr.  Jacobs. 

Mr.  TORRICELLI. 

Mrs.  Kennelly. 

Mr.  Markey. 

Ms.  DeLauro. 

Mr.  LaFalce. 

Mrs.  Maloney. 

Mr.  Towns. 

Mr.  Payne  of  New  Jersey. 

Mrs.  Lowey. 

Mr.  Cardin. 

Mrs.  Thurman. 

Mrs.  Clayton. 

Ms.  LOFGREN. 

Mr.  Reed. 

Mr.  Gene  Green  of  Texas. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Hayworth)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Fields  of  Texas. 

Mr.  Hoke. 

Mr.  Fox  of  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  Cunningham. 

Mr.  Spence. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  move  that  the  House  do  now  ad- 
journ. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  12  midnight),  under  its  pre- 
vious order,  the  House  adjourned  until 
Monday,  June  17,  1996,  at  2  p.m. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV.  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

3571.  A  letter  from  the  Acting:  Adminis- 
trator, Agricultural  Maxketlngr  Service, 
transmitting  the  Service's  final  rule— To- 
bacco Inspection;  Growers'  Referendum  Re- 
sults (Docket  No.  TB-95-13)  received  June  13, 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture. 

3572.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Adminis- 
trator. Agricultural  Marketing  Service, 
transmitting  the  Service's  final  rule— To- 
bacco Inspection;  Growers'  Referendum  Re- 
sults (Docket  No.  TB-95-15)  received  June  13, 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture. 

3573.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Adminis- 
trator. Agricultural  Marketing  Service, 
transmitting  the  Service's  final  rule — Hazel- 
nuts Grown  in  Oregon  and  Washington;  As- 
sessment Rate  (Docket  No.  FV96-982-1IFR) 
received  June  13,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture. 

3574.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Adminis- 
trator, Agricultural  Marketing  Service, 
transmitting  the  Service's  final  rule— In- 
creased Assessment  Rate  for  Domestically 
Produced  Peanuts  Handled  by  Persons  Not 
Subject  to  Peanut  Marketing  Agreement  No. 
146  and  for  Marketing  Agreement  No.  146 
Regulating  the  Quality  of  Domestically  Pro- 
duced Peanuts  (Docket  No.  FV96-998-1IFR) 
received  June  13,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lKA);  to  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture. 

3575.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Adminis- 
trator, Agricultural  Marketing  Service, 
transmitting  the  Service's  final  rule— Apri- 
cots Grown  in  Designated  Counties  In  Wash- 
ington; Temporary  Suspension  of  Minimum 
Grade  Requirements  (Docket  No.  FV96-922- 
IIFR)  received  June  13,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Conmilttee  on  Ag- 
riculture. 

3576.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget,  transmitting 
the  cumulative  report  on  rescissions  and  de- 
ferrals of  budget  authority  as  of  June  1, 1996, 
pursuant  to  2  U.S.C.  685(e)  (H.  Doc.  No.  104- 
232);  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
and  ordered  to  be  printed. 

3577.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Hous- 
ing and  Urban  Development,  transmitting  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  entitled  the 
"FHA  Single  Family  Housing  Reform  Act  of 
1996";  to  the  Ck)mmlttee  on  Banking  and  Fi- 
nancial Services. 

3578.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Pension  and  Welfare  Benefits,  Depart- 
ment of  Labor,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule— Interpretive  Bulletin  96-1 
Participant  Investment  Education  (Pension 
and  Welfare  Benefits  Administration)  (RIN: 


1210-AA50)  received  June  12. 1996.  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Economic  and  Educational  Opportunities. 

3579.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Executive 
Director  and  Chief  Operating  Officer.  Pen- 
sion Benefit  Guaranty  Corporation,  trans- 
mitting the  Corporation's  final  rule — Valu- 
ation of  Plan  Benefits  in  Single-Employer 
Plans;  Valuation  of  Plan  Benefits  and  Plan 
Assets  Following  Mass  Withdrawal;  Amend- 
ments Adopting  Additional  PBGC  Rates  (29 
CFR  Parts  2619  and  2676)  received  June  11. 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Economic  and  Educational 
Opportunities. 

3580.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Health 
and  Human  Services,  transmitting  a  draft  of 
proposed  legislation  entitled  the  "Develop- 
ment Disabilities  Assistance  Amendments  of 
1996,"  pursuant  to  31  U.S.C.  1110;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Economic  and  Educational  Oppor- 
tunities. 

3581.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule— Testing  Con- 
sent Order  for  Alkyl  Glycidyl  Ethers;  Tech- 
nical Amendment  (FRLr-536&-3)  received  June 
13.  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3582.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule— Hazardous  Air 
Pollutant  List;  Modification  (FRL-5520-5)  re- 
ceived June  13,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3583.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Envfronmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule— National  Prior- 
ities List  for  Uncontrolled  Hazardous  Waste 
SIte»  (FRLr-5520-2)  received  June  13,  1996, 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Conunerce. 

3584.  A  lettM'  from  the  Managing  Director, 
Federal  Communications  ConrmUssion,  trans- 
mitting the  Commission's  final  rule— 
Amemtoient  of  Section  15.117(g)(3)  of  the 
Commission's  Rules  Relating  to  the  Filing  of 
UHF  Noise  Figure  Performance  Measure- 
ments (ET  Docket  No.  95-144)  received  June 
13,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3585.  A  letter  from  the  Managing  Dfrector, 
Federal  Communications  Commission,  trans- 
mitting the  Commission's  final  rule — Imple- 
mentation of  Section  302  of  the  Tele- 
communications Act  of  1996:  Open  Video  Sys- 
tems (CS  Docket  No.  95-46)  received  June  13, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce. 

3586.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Regula- 
tions Policy  Management  Staff,  Food  and 
Drug  Administration,  transmitting  the  Ad- 
ministration's final  mle— Foods  and  Drugs; 
Technical  Amendments  (21  CFR  Chapter  I) 
received  June  12.  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3587.  A  letter  from  the  Dfrector,  Regula- 
tions Policy  Management  Staff.  Food  and 
Drug  Administration,  transmitting  the  Ad- 
ministration's final  rule— Change  of  Names 
and  Addresses;  Technical  Amendment;  Cor- 
rection (21  CFR  Parts  172,  173,  175,  176,  177. 
178,  180,  181,  and  189)  received  June  12,  1996, 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce. 

3588.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Regula- 
tions Policy  Management  Staff.  Food  and 
Drug  Administration,  transmitting  the  Ad- 
ministration's final  rule— Change  of  Names 
and  Addresses;  Technical  Amendment;  (21 
CFR  Parts  172,  173,  175,  176,  177,  178,  180,  181, 
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and  189)  received  June  12,  1996.  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

3589.  A  letter  from  the  Dfrector.  Regula- 
tions Policy  Management  Staff,  Food  and 
Drug  Administration,  transmitting  the  Ad- 
ministration's final  rule — Foods  and  Drugs; 
Technical  Amendments  (21  CFR  Chapter  I) 
received  June  12.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3590.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Congressional  Affairs.  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission,  transmitting  the  Commission's 
final  rule— Production  and  Utilization  Fa- 
cilities; Emergency  Planning  and  Prepared- 
ness Exercise  Requirements  (RIN:  3150-AF20) 
received  June  12.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3591.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Health 
and  Human  Services,  transmitting  the  De- 
partment's final  rule— Health  Maintenance 
Organizations:  Employer  Contribution  to 
HMO's  (Health  Care  Financing  Administra- 
tion) [OMC-004-F]  (RIN:  0938-AE64)  received 
June  12,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3592.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Edu- 
cation, transmitting  the  semiannual  report 
to  Congress  on  audit  follow-up  for  the  pieriod 
October  l.  1995.  through  March  31,  1996,  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  app.  (Insp.  Gen.  Act)  sec- 
tion 5(b);  to  the  Committee  on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight. 

3593.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman,  Council 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  transmitting  a 
copy  of  D.C.  Act  11-279,  "Fiscal  Year  1996 
Budget  Support  Act  of  1996,"  pursuant  to 
D.C.  Code,  section  l-233(c)(l);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3594.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks,  Department 
of  the  Interior,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule— Airstrip  Closure  (National 
Park  Service,  Cape  Lookout  National  Sea- 
shore) (RIN:  1024-AC29)  received  June  12. 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the 
Committee  on  Resources. 

3595.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks.  Department 
of  the  Interior,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule — Importation.  Exportation, 
and  Transportation  of  Wildlife  (Fish  and 
WUdllfe  Service)  (RIN:  1018-AB49)  received 
June  13.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3596.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Director. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  transmitting  the 
Service's  final  rule — Endangered  and  Threat- 
ened Wildlife  and  Plants;  Reclassification  of 
Erlgeron  magufrel  (Magulre  daisy)  from  En- 
dangered to  Threatened  (RIN:  1018-AC71)  re- 
ceived June  13,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lXA):  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3597.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Operating  Re- 
quirements: Domestic,  Flag,  Supplemental, 
Commuter,  and  On-Demand  Operations;  Cor- 
rections and  Editorial  Changes  (Federal 
AviaUon  Administration)  (RIN:  2120-AGO3) 
received  June  13.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3598.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Amendment  to 
Class  E  Airspace;  Baker,  Montana  (Federal 
Aviation  Administration)  [Docket  No.  96- 
ANM-OOl]  (RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0056)  re- 
ceived June  13,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lXA):  to  the  (Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3599.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 


the  Department's  final  rule — Establishment 
of  Federal  Colored  Airway  B-9;  FL  (Federal 
Aviation  Administration)  [Docket  No.  95- 
ASO-20]  (BIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0058)  received 
June  13.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3600.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Alteration  of 
V-99.  V-451.  and  J-62  (Federal  Aviation  Ad- 
ministration) [Docket  No.  95-ANE-35]  (RIN: 
2120-AA66)  (1996-0059)  received  June  13.  1996, 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aKlXA);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Transportation  and  Infrastruc- 
ture. 

3601.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Dei>artment's  final  rule — Revision  of 
Class  E  Airspace:  Las  Vegas  (Federal  Avia- 
tion Administration)  [Docket  No.  95-ASW- 
31]  (RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0062)  received  June 
13.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to 
the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

3602.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Airworthiness 
Directives;  Lockheed  Model  L-101 1-385  Series 
Airplanes  (Federal  Aviation  Administration) 
[Docket  No.  96-NM-104-AD;  Amendment  39- 
9667;  AD  96-12-24]  (RIN:  2120-AA64)  (1996-0062) 
received  June  13,  1996.  pursuant  to  3  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3603.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Airworthiness 
Directives;  Superior  Air  Parts.  Inc.  Pistons 
Installed  on  Teledyne  (Continental  Motors  O- 
470  Series  Airplanes  (Federal  Aviation  Ad- 
ministration) [Docket  No.  94-ANE-30: 
Amendment  39-9646;  AD  96-12-04]  (RIN:  2120- 
AA64)  received  June  13.  1996.  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  SOKaXlXA);  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3604.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Airworthiness 
Directives;  AllledSlgnal.  Inc.  (formerly  Tex- 
tron Lycoming)  LTSlOl  Series  Turboshaft 
and  LTPlOl  Series  Turboprop  Engines  (Fed- 
eral Aviation  Administration)  [Docket  No. 
95-ANE-16;  Amendment  39-9647:  AD  96-12-05] 
(RIN:  2120-AA64)  received  June  13.  1996.  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  aOKaXlXA):  to  the  C^onmiit- 
tee  on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3605.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Airworthiness 
Dfrectlves;  Teledyne  Continental  Motors  and 
Rolls-Royce,  pic  O-200  Series  Reciprocating 
Engines  (Federal  Aviation  Administration) 
[Docket  No.  94-ANE-53;  Amendment  39-9648: 
AD  96-12-06]  (RIN:  2120-AA64)  received  June 
13,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to 
the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure. 

3606.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Global  Programs,  National  Oceanic  and  At- 
mospheric Administration,  transmitting  the 
Offices  final  rule — Climate  and  Global 
Change  Program- received  June  12, 1996,  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  aOKaXlXA);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Science. 

3607.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulations  Management,  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  transmltUng  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule— Educational  Assistance 
Programs  and  Service  Members  Occupa- 
tional Conversion  and  Training  Act  Program 
(RIN:  290fr-AH31)  received  June  11.  1996,  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  aOKaXlXA);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Veterans'  Affairs. 


3608.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
(Tax  Policy),  Department  of  the  Treasury, 
transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed  legislation 
to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code;  to  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

3609.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Hous- 
ing and  Urban  Development,  transmitting  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  entitled  the 
"Community  Development  Block  Grant  Per- 
formance Fund  and  HOME  Performance 
Fund  Act  of  1996";  jointly,  to  the  Commit- 
tees on  Banking  and  Financial  Services  and 
Ways  and  Means. 

3610.  A  letter  from  the  Vice  President  of 
the  United  States,  transmitting  a  draft  of 
proposed  legislation  entitled  the  "Everglades 
and  South  Florida  Ecosystem  Restoration 
Act  of  1996";  jointly,  to  the  Committees  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure.  Re- 
sources, and  Agriculture. 

3611.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Hous- 
ing and  Urban  Development,  transmitting 
two  drafts  of  proposed  legislation  entitled 
the  "FHA  Multlfamlly  Housing  Reform  Act 
of  1996"  and  the  "Housing  Enforcement  Act 
of  1996":  jointly,  to  the  Committees  on  Bank- 
ing and  Financial  Services.  Resouroes,  the 
Judiciary,  and  Ways  and  Means. 


REPORTED  BILLS  SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X,  bills  and  re- 
ports were  delivered  to  the  Clerk  for 
printing,  and  bills  referred  as  follows: 

Mr.  COMBEST:  Permanent  Select  Commits 
tee  on  Intelligence.  H.R.  3237.  A  bill  to  pro- 
vide for  Improved  management  and  oper- 
ation of  Intelligence  activities  of  the  Gov- 
ernment by  providing  for  a  more  corporate 
approach  to  Intelligence,  to  reorganize  the 
agencies  of  the  Government  engaged  In  Intel- 
ligence activities  so  as  to  provide  an  im- 
proved Intelligence  Conamunlty  for  the  21st 
century,  and  for  other  purposes,  with  an 
amendment;  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Government  Reform  for  a  period  ending  not 
later  than  July  23,  1996,  for  consideration  of 
such  provisions  of  the  bill  and  the  amend- 
ments recommended  by  the  Permanent  Se- 
lect Committee  on  Intelligence  as  fall  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  that  committee  pursuant 
to  clause  Kg),  rule  X  (Rept.  104-620.  Pt.  1). 
Ordered  to  be  printed. 


TIME  LIMITATION  OF  REFERRED 
BILL 

Pursuant  to  clause  5  of  rule  X  the  fol- 
lowing action  was  taken  by  the  Speak- 
er: 

HJL  3237.  Referral  to  the  Committee  on 
National  Security  extended  for  a  period  end- 
ing not  later  than  July  23. 1996. 


PL'BUC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXn.  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mr.  FRAZER  (for  himself,  Mr. 
BALDAca,  Mr.  Bishop,  Mr.  Thompson. 
Ms.  NORTON,  Mr.  MORA.N,  Mr.  Wtnn. 
Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida,  Mrs.  Meek 
of  Florida,  Mr.  LUTHER,  Mr.  RoitERO- 
Barcelo,  Mr.  Hn.i.TARD.  Ms.  McKin- 
KEY,  Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Rancel.  Mt. 
DORNAN,  Ms.  JACKSON-LEE,  Mr.  LEWIS 

of      Georgia.      Mr.       Flake,      Mr. 
Hayworth.  and  Mr.  Menendez): 
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H.R.  3634.  A  bill  to  amend  provisions  of  the 
Revised  Organic  Act  of  the  Virgin  Islands 
which  relate  to  the  temporary  absence  of  ex- 
ecutive officials  and  the  priority  payment  of 
certain  bonds  and  other  obligations;  to  the 
Committee  on  Resources. 

H.R.  3635.  A  bill  to  direct  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  enter  into  an  agreement  with 
the  Governor  of  the  Virgin  Islands,  upon  re- 
quest, that  provides  for  the  transfer  of  the 
authority  to  manage  Cbrlstiansted  National 
Historic  site;  to  the  Committee  on  Re- 
sources. 

By  Mr.  NEUMANN  (for  himself.  Mr. 
MclNTOSH,  Mr.  Bass.  Mr.  Bono.  Mr. 
Brownback.  Mr.  Burr,  Mr.  Camp- 
bell. Mr.  Chabot,  Mrs.  Chenoweth. 
Mr.  Christensen,  Mr.  Chrysler,  Mr. 

COBURN.  Mr.  COOLEY,  Mr.  CREMEANS, 

Mrs.  CUBIN,  Mr.  Ehruch,  Mr. 
English  of  Peimsylvania,  Mr.  En- 
sign, Mr.  Foley,  Mr.  Forpes,  Mr. 
FOX.  Mr.  FRISA,  Mr.  FUXDERBURK,  Mr. 
Graham,  Ms.  Greene  of  Utah.  Mr. 
GUTKNECHT,  Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Wash- 
ington,       Mr.        Hayworth,        Mr. 

HILLEARY,       Mr.       HOSTETTLER,       Mr. 

Jones,  Mr.  LaHood,  Mr.  LlArgent, 
Mr.  LaTourette,  Mr.  Martini,  Mr. 
Metcalf,  Mrs.  Myrick,  Mr.  Ney.  Mr. 
Norwood.  Mr.  Radanovich,  Mr. 
RiGGS.  Mr.  Salmon,  Mr.  Scar- 
borough, Mrs.  Seastrand,  Mr.  Shad- 
egg,  Mr.  SOUDER,  Mr.  STOCKMAN,  Mr. 

TIAHRT,  Mr.  Thornberry,  Mt.  Wamp, 

Mr.  Watts  of  Oklahoma,  Mr.  Weldon 
of  Florida,  and  Mr.  Weller): 
H.R.  3636.  A  bill  to  amend  title  n  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  to  ensure  the  Integrity  of 
the  Social  Security  trust  funds  by  requiring 
the  Managing  Trustee  to  Invest  the  annual 
surplus  of  such  trust  funds  In  marketable  In- 
terest-bearing obligations  of  the  United 
States  and  certificates  of  deposit  in  deposi- 
tory Institutions  Insured  by  the  Federal  De- 
posit Insurance  Corporation,  and  to  protect 
such  trust  funds  from  the  public  debt  limit: 
to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  HORN  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Pox): 
H.R.  3637.  A  bill  to  amend  chapter  57  of 
title  5.  United  States  Code,  and  title  31, 
United  States  Code,  to  provide  employees 
who  transfer  In  the  Interest  of  the  Govern- 
ment more  effective  and  efficient  delivery  of 
relocation  allowances  by  reducing  adminis- 
trative costs  and  improving  services,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight. 

By  Mr.  BEREUTER  (for  himself,  Mr. 
HOUGHTON,  Mr.  Hastings  of  Florida, 
and  Mr.  Payne  of  New  Jersey): 
H.R.  3638.  A  bill  to  reauthorize  the  Devel- 
opment Fund  for  A&lca  under  chapter  10  of 
part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961; 
to  the   Committee  on  International   Rela- 
tions. 

By  Mr.  BLUTE  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Frank  of  Massachusetts): 
H.R.  3639.  A  bill   to  amend  the   Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

By  Mr.  BONO  (for  himself,  Mr.  HUNTER, 
Mr.  BROWN  of  California,  Mr.  Cal- 
vert, and  Mr.  Bltiton  of  Indiana): 
H.R.  3640.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  settle- 
ment of  Issues  and  claims  related  to  the 
trust  lands  of  the  Torres-Martinez  Desert 
CahulUa  Indians,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Resources. 

By  Mr.  GALLEGLY  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Farr.  Bir.  Fazio  of  California,  and 

Mrs.  SEASTRAND): 

H.R.  3641.  A  bin  to  amend  the  Federal 
Power  Act  to  provide  for  the  delegation  of 


dam  safety  authority  to  State  government; 
to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 
By  Mr.  GALLEGLY: 
H.R.  3642.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  transfer 
of  public  lands  to  certain  California  Indian 
Tribes;  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

By  Mr.  HUTCHINSON  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Edwards.  Mr.  Stump,  and  Mr.  Mont- 

G0.MERY): 

H.R.  3643.  A  bill  to  amend  title  38.  United 
States  Code,  to  extend  through  December  31. 
1998,  the  period  during  which  the  Secretary 
of  Veterans  Affairs  is  authorized  to  provide 
priority  health  care  to  certain  veterans  who 
were  exposed  to  Agent  Orange  or  who  served 
in  the  Persian  Gulf  war  and  to  make  such  au- 
thority permanent  in  the  case  of  certain  vet- 
erans exposed  to  ionizing  radiation,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Veter- 
ans' Affairs. 

By   Mr.   KENNEDY   of  Massachusetts 

(for  himself,  Mr.  Hansen,  Mr.  Con- 

YERS,  Mr.  Kasich,  Mr.  Hinchey,  Ms. 

Norton,  Mr.  Hoke,  Mr.  Moran.  Mr. 

Smtih  of  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Fattah, 

and  Mr.  Faleomavaega): 

H.R.  3644.  A  bill  to  prohibit  the  advertising 

of  distilled  spirits  on  radio  and  television;  to 

the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

By  Mr.  KLUG  (for  himself,  Mr.  Walsh. 
Mr.  Barton  of  Texas.  Mr.  Pallone. 
and  Mr.  PETE  GEREN  of  Texas): 
H.R.  3645.  A  bill  to  amend  the  National  En- 
vironmental Education  Act  to   extend  the 
programs  under  the  act,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Economic  and 
Educational  Opportunities. 

By  Mrs.  LOWEY  (for  herself,  Ms.  Nor- 
ton, Mr.  CONYERS,  Mr.  Watt  of  North 
Carolina,     Ms.     Jackson-Lee,     Ms. 
WooLSEY.  Ms.  PELOsi,  Mrs.  Meek  of 
Florida,  Ms.  Eddie  Bernice  Johnson 
of  Texas,  Mrs.  Maloney.  Mrs.  Clay- 
ton. Ms.  Rivers,  Ms.  McKinney,  Ms. 
Brown  of  Florida,  Mr.  Abercrombie, 
Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Brown  of  Califor- 
nia,   Mr.    DOOLEY,    Mr.    FROST,    Mr. 
Gutierrez,  Mr.  Hilliard,  Mr.  Lan- 
Tos,  and  Mr.  Thompson): 
H.R.  3646.  A  bill  to  provide  remedies  for 
certain  Instances  of  sexual  harassment,  and 
to  provide  additional  funding  for  the  Equal 
Employment   Opportunity   Commission;    to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  and  in  addi- 
tion  to   the  Committee   on  Economic  and 
Educational  Opportunities,  for  a  period  to  be 
subsequently  determined  by  the  Speaker,  in 
each  case  for  consideration  of  such  provi- 
sions as  fall  within  the  Jurisdiction  of  the 
committee  concerned. 

By  Mr.  MANZULLO  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Weldon  of  Pennsylvania,  Mr.  Wax- 
man.  Mr.  Solomon,  Mr.  Coleman,  Mr. 
Coble,  Mr.  Evans,  Mr.  Dlaz-Balart. 
Mr.  frost,  and  Mr.  JACOBS): 
H.R.  3647.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Omnibus 
Crime  Control  and  Safe  Streets  Act  of  1968  to 
ensure  that  chaplains  killed  in  the  line  of 
duty  receive  benefits;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  MARKEY: 
H.R.  3648.  A  bill  to  reestablish  the  National 
Science  Scholars  Program;  to  the  Committee 
on  Economic  and  Educational  Opportunities, 
and  in  addition  to  the  Committee  on 
Science,  for  a  period  to  be  subsequently  de- 
termined by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for 
consideration  of  such  provisions  as  fall  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  con- 
cerned. 

By  Mrs.  MORELLA: 
H.R.  3649.  A  bill  to  provide  for  a  dem- 
onstration project  to  assess  the  feasibility 
and  desirability  of  temporarily  placing  Fed- 


eral employees  with  another  agency  or  other 
potential  employer  so  as  to  facilitate  the  re- 
employment of  individuals  facing  separation 
pursuant  to  a  reduction  in  force;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight. 

By   Mrs.   MORELLA    (for  herself,   Mr. 

Kennedy     of     Massachusetts,     Mr. 

Wolf,  Ms.  Norton,  Mr.  Sabo,  and  Mr. 

JOHNSTON  of  Florida): 
H.R.  3650.  A  bill  to  amend  part  E  of  title  rv' 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  require  States 
to  regard  adult  relatives  who  meet  State 
child  protection  standards  as  the  preferred 
placement  option  for  children,  and  to  pro- 
vide for  demonstration  projects  to  test  the 
feasibility  of  establishing  kinship  care  as  an 
alternative  to  foster  care  for  a  child  who  has 
adult  relatives  willing  to  provide  safe  and 
appropriate  care  for  the  child;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means. 
By  Mr.  POMEROY: 

H.R.  3651.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Elec- 
tion Campaign  Act  of  1971  to  limit  expendi- 
tures In  House  of  Representatives  elections; 
to  the  Committee  on  House  Oversight. 

By  Mr.  REED  (for  himself,  Mr.  SCHU- 
mer,  Mrs.  Roukema,  Mr.  Berman,  Mr. 
Engel,   Mr.   Nadler,   Mr.   Waxman, 
Mr.  Yates,  Mr.  Kennedy  of  Rhode  Is- 
land, Ms.  Pelosi,  Mr.  McDermott, 
Mr.  HORN,  Ms.  NORTON,  Mr.  Clay.  Mr. 
Owens,  Ms.  Lofgren.  Mr.  Manton. 
and  Mr.  Torricelli): 
H.R.  3652.  A  bill  to  apply  equal  standards 
to  certain  foreign  made  and  domestically 
produced  handgnins;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By  Ms.  RIVERS: 
H.R.  3653.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Elec- 
tion Campaign  Act  of  1971  to  require  can- 
didates for  the  House  of  Representatives  or 
the  Senate  to  flle  information  Included  in 
quarterly  candidate  reports  with  the  Federal 
Election  Commission  within  48  hours  of  the 
time  the  information  becomes  available,  to 
require  all  reports  flled  with  the  Federal 
Election  Commission  to  be  flled  electroni- 
cally, to  require  the  Information  contained 
in  such  reports  to  be  made  available  through 
the  Internet,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  House  Oversight. 

By  Mr.  SPRATT  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Coble,  Mr.  Payne  of  Virginia,  Mr. 
Burr,  Mr.  Collins  of  Georgia,  Mr. 
Rangel,  Mr.  Rogers,  Mr.  Carddj.  Mr. 
Neal  of  Massachusetts,  Mr.  COYNE, 
Mr.  FORD,  Mr.  LEWIS  of  Georgia,  Mr. 
Levin,  Mr.  Matsui,  Mr.  Hun-ter,  Mr. 
Flanagan,  Mr.  Baker  of  California, 
Mr.  Chambliss,  Mr.  Browder,  Mr. 
Frank  of  Massachusetts.  Mr.  Hef- 
ner. Mr.  QuiLLEN,  Ms.  Kaptur,  Mr. 
Spence,  Mr.  Montgomery,  Mr.  Lewis 
of  Kentucky,  Mr.  Graham.  Mr.  Deal 
of  Georgia,  Mr.  Funderburk,  Mr. 
Jones,  Mr.  Clyburn,  Mr.  Watt  of 
North  Carolina,  Mr.  Ballenger,  Mr. 
Heineman,  Mr.  Rahall,  Mr.  An- 
drews, Mr.  Thompson,  Mr.  Rose,  Mr. 
Peterson  of  Minnesota,  Mr.  Sisisky, 
Mr.  Gordon,  Mr.  McHale.  Mr. 
Holden,  Mr.  Bishop.  Mr.  Boucher, 
Mr.  Wolf,  Mr.  Cramer,  Mr.  Engel. 
Mr.  CoNDiT.  Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Reed, 
Mr.  Whitfield,  Mr.  Hall  of  Texas, 
Mr.  INGUS  of  South  Carolina,  Mr. 
Nadler,  Mr.  DeFazio,  Mr.  Miller  of 
California.  Mrs.  Myrick,  Mrs.  Clay- 
ton, Mr.  Stupak,  Mr.  Norwood,  Ms. 
Jackson-Lee.  Mr.  Kingston,  Mr.  Ldj- 
DER.  Mr.  Tanner.  Ms.  Slaughter. 
and  Ms.  Dantier): 
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H.R.  3654.  A  bill  to  ensure  the  competitive- 
ness of  the  U.S.  textile  and  apparel  Industry; 
to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 
By  Mr.  TATE: 
H.R.  3655.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  to  reform  Federal  prisons;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  TORRICELLI  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  PallonE): 
H.R.  3656.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Safe  Drink- 
ing Water  Act  to  require  persons  contribut- 
ing to  drinking  water  contamination  to  re- 
imburse public  water  systems  for  the  costs  of 
decontamination;  to  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce, and  in  addition  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary,  for  a  period  to  be  subse- 
quently determined  by  the  Speaker,  in  each 
case  for  consideration  of  such  provisions  as 
fall  within  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  committee 
concerned. 

By  Ms.  VELAZQUEZ: 
H.R.  3657.  A  bill  to  provide  pay  equity  and 
labor  protection  for  contingent  workers,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Eco- 
nomic and  Educational  Opportunities,  and  in 
addition  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  (Sovemment  Reform  and  Oversight, 
and  House  Oversight,  for  a  period  to  be  sub- 
sequently determined  by  the  Speaker,  In 
each  case  for  consideration  of  such  provi- 
sions as  fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
committee  concerned. 
By  Mr.  VOLKMER: 
H.R.  3658.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Elec- 
tion Campaign  Act  of  1971  to  provide  for 
campaign  spending  limits,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  House  Oversight. 
By  Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska: 
H.R.  3659.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Tongass 
Timber  Reform  Act  to  ensure  the  proper 
stewardship  of  publicly  owned  assets  In  the 
Tongass  National  Forest  in  the  State  of 
Alaska,  a  fair  return  to  the  United  States  for 
public  timber  In  the  Tongass,  and  a  proper 
balance  among  multiple  use  Interests  In  the 
Tongass  to  enhance  forest  health,  sustain- 
able harvest,  and  the  general  economic 
health  and  growth  In  southeast  Alaska  and 
the  United  States;  to  the  Committee  on  Ag- 
riculture, and  In  addition  to  the  Committee 
on  Resources,  for  a  period  to  be  subsequently 
determined  by  the  Speaker,  In  each  case  for 
consideration  of  such  provisions  as  fall  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  con- 
cerned. 

By  Mr.  ROHRABACHIER  (for  himself. 
Mr.  SOLOMON,  Mr.  OILMAN.  Ms. 
Pelosi,  Mr.  Cox.  Mr.  Wolf,  Mr.  Lan- 
tos,  Mr.  Hunter,  Ms.  Kaptur,  Mr. 
Smith  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Burton  of 
Indiana,  Mr.  Fazio  of  California,  Mr. 
TRAFICANT,  Mr.  DORNAN,  Mr.  Fltjder- 
BURK,   Mr.   LIPINSKI,   Mr.   BUTINING   of 

Kentucky,  Mr.  Pallont:,  Mr.  Scar- 
borough,    Mr.     Dlaz-Balart,     Mr. 
Rose,  Mr.  Stockman,  Mr.  brown  of 
Ohio,  Ms.  Ros-Lehtinen.  Ms.  McKin- 
ney. Mr.  Stearns,  Mr.  DeFazio,  Mr. 
Stark.  Mrs.  Schroeder.  Mr.  Evans, 
Mr.  Markey,  Mr.  MILLER  of  Califor- 
nia. Mr.  Baker  of  California,  and  Mr. 
Frank  of  Massachusetts): 
H.J.  Res.  182.  Joint  resolution  disapproving 
the   extension   of  nondiscriminatory   treat- 
ment—most-favored-nation      treatment — to 
the   products  of  the   People's   Republic   of 
China;    to    the    Committee    on    Ways    and 
Means. 

By  Mr.  WHITE  (for  himself  and  Mr. 

BOUCHER): 

H.  Con.  Res.  185.  Concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  Mem- 
bers should  understand  and  use  the  Internet 
to  improve  the  democratic  process,  commu- 


nicate with  the  Internet  community;  to  the 

Committee  on  House  Oversight. 

By  Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma  (for  him- 
self, Mrs.  Clatton.  Mr.  Hyde.  Mr. 
LAUGHLIN.  Mr.  WICKER.  Mr.  Larcent. 
Mr.  Bonilla.  Mrs.  MiiTUCK.  Mr.  Hall 
of  Texas,  Mr.  Peterson  of  Minnesota, 
Mr.  English  of  Pennsylvania,  Mr. 
Heineman,  Mr.  Norwood,  Mr.  Hutch- 
inson. Mr.  Condit,  Mr.  Baesler.  Mr. 
Wamp.    Mr.    Fields   of  Texas.    Mr. 

SOUDER,  Mr.  HILLEARY.   Mr.   archer, 

Mr.  Talent,  Ms.  Jackson-Lee.  Mr. 
Graham,  Mr.  Bonior,  Mr.  Richard- 
son. Ms.  DeLalho.  Mr.  KING.  Mr. 
Payne  of  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Sanders, 
Mr.  Ward,  Mr.  Frazer,  Mr.  FORD. 
Mr.  Browder,  Mr.  Hilliard,  Mr.  Hin- 
chey, Mr.  Owens,  Mr.  Hall  of  Ohio. 
Mr.  Fields  of  Louisiana,  Mr.  Mee- 
HAN.  Mr.  Frost,  Mr.  Hastings  of 
Florida,  Mrs.  Maloney.  Mr.  Lantos. 
Mr.  Dellums,  Mr.  Franks  of  Con- 
necticut, Mr.  Waxman,  Mr.  Clyburn, 
Mr.  Abercrombie,  Mr.  Farr.  Mr. 
Jackson.  Mr.  Gilchrest,  Ms.  Nor- 
ton. Ms.  WOOLSEY,  Ms.  FURSE.  Ms. 
ESHOO.  Mr.  Pallone,  Mrs.  Thurman. 
Mrs.  Kennelly,  Mr.  Shays,  Mr.  Clay. 
Ms.  Kaptur,  Mr.  Watt  of  North  Caro- 
lina, Mr.  Foglietta.  Mr.  Thompson. 
Mr.  Miller  of  California.  Mr.  Lewis 
of  Georgia,  Ms.  Pelosi,  Ms.  Roybal- 
Allard,  Mr.  Wynn,  Mr.  Edwards. 
Mr.  Clement,  Mrs.  Schroeder.  Miss 
Collins  of  Michigan,  Mr.  Rush.  Mr. 
Torricelli,  Mr.  stokes,  Mr.  Rose. 
Mr.  Cummdjgs,  Mr.  Hefner.  Mrs. 
Meek  of  Florida,  Mr.  Flake.  Ms. 
Pryce,  Mr.  Serrano,  Mr.  bishop,  Mr. 
Fattah,  Ms.  Slaughter,  Ms.  Rivers, 
Mr.  Nadler,  Mr.  Frank  of  Massachu- 
setts. Ms.  Velazquez.  Ms.  Waters, 
Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois,  Mr.  stark, 
Mr.  Barrett  of  Wisconsin,  Mr.  San- 
ford,  Mr.  ARMEY,  Mr.  ZELIFF.  Mr. 
Baker  of  California,  Mr.  Stockman, 
Mr.  Paxon,  Mr.  Shadegc,  Mr.  Ensign, 
and  Mr.  COBUTIN): 
H.  Con.  Res.  186.  Concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  Congress  with  respect 
to  recent  church  buiiiings;  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma  (for  him- 
self, Mrs.  Clayton.  Mr.  Hyde,  Mr. 
Laughlin,  Mr.  Wicker,  Mr.  Labgent. 
Mr.  Bonilla,  Mrs.  M'jtuck.  Mr.  Hall 
of  Texas.  Mr.  Peterson  of  Minnesota. 
Mr.  Engush  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Heineman.  Mr.  Norwood.  Mr.  Hutch- 
inson. Mr.  Condit.  Mr.  Baesler.  Mr. 
Wamp.  Mr.  Fields  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Souder,  Mr.  HILLEARY.  Mr.  Archer. 
Mr.  Talent,  Ms.  Jackson-Lee.  Mr. 
graham,  Mr.  BONiOR,  Mr.  Richard- 
son, Ms.  DeLaltio.  Mr.  King,  Mr. 
Payne  of  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Sanders, 
Mr.  Ward.  Mr.  Frazer,  Mr.  Ford. 
Mr.  Browder,  Mr.  Hilliard,  Mr.  Hin- 
chey. Mr.  Owens,  Mr.  Hall  of  Ohio, 
Mr.  Fields  of  Louisiana,  Mr.  Mee- 
han,  Mr.  Frost,  Mr.  Hastings  of 
Florida.  Mrs.  Maloney.  Mr.  Lantos, 
Mr.  DELLUMS,  Mr.  FRANKS  of  Con- 
necticut, Mr.  Waxman,  Mr.  Clyburn, 
Mr.  ABERCROMBIE,  Mr.  Farr,  Mr. 
Jackson,  Mr.  Gilchrest,  Ms.  Nor- 
ton, Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Ms.  FURSE.  Ms. 
Eshoo,  Mr.  Pallone,  Mrs.  Thihiman. 
Mrs.  Kennelly.  Mr.  Shays,  Mr.  Clay, 
Ms.  Kaptur,  Mr.  Watt  of  North  Caro- 
lina, Mr.  FOGLIETTA.  Mr.  Thompson. 
Mr.  Miller  of  California,  Mr.  Lewis 
of  Georgia,  Ms.  Pelosi,  Ms.  Roybal- 


ALLARD.  Mr.  Wynn,  Mr.  Edwards, 
Mr.  CLEMENT.  Mrs.  Schroeder.  Miss 
Collins  of  Michigan,  Mr.  Rush.  Mr. 
ToRRicELU,  Mr.  Stokes,  Mr.  Rose. 
Mr.  CUMMINGS.  Mr.  HEFNER.  Mrs. 
Meek  of  Florida.  Mr.  Flake,  Ms. 
Pryce,  Mr.  Serrano.  Mr.  Bishop,  Mr. 
Fattah,  Ms.  Slaughter.  Ms.  Rn-ERS. 
Mr.  Nadler.  Mr.  Frant:  of  Massachu- 
setts, Ms.  Velazquez.  Ms.  waters. 
Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois,  Mr.  Stark, 
Mr.  Barrett  of  Wisconsin,  Mr.  San- 
ford.  Mr.  ARMFi'.  Mr.  ZELIFF.  Mr. 
Baker  of  California.  Mr.  Stockman. 
Mr.  Paxon.  Mr.  Shadegg,  Mr.  Ensign. 

Mr.   COBLTIN,   Mr.  TiAHRT.   Mr.   iNGUS 

of  South  Carolina,  and  Mr.  Roemer): 
H.  Con.  Res.  187.  Concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  Osngress  with  respect 
to  recent  church  burnings;  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  ROHRABACHER: 
H.  Con.  Res.  188.  Concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  the  Congress  with  re- 
spect to  Increasing  political  oppression  in 
Burma;  to  the  Committee  on  International 
Relations. 


MEMORIALS 


Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXn,  memori- 
als were  presented  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

224.  By  the  SPEAKER:  Memorial  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  of  the  State  of 
Louisiana,  relative  to  House  Concurrent  Res- 
olution No.  48  to  memorialize  the  U.S.  Con- 
gress to  take  such  actions  as  are  necessary 
to  designate  U.S.  Highway  90  as  part  of  the 
Interstate  System  as  an  expansion  of  Inter- 
state 49;  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

225.  Also,  memorial  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  State  of  Louisiana,  rel- 
ative to  House  Concurrent  Resolution  No.  54 
to  memorialize  the  U.S.  Congress  to  author- 
ize the  concurrent  receipt  of  full  retirement 
pay  and  disability  comi>ensation  benefits  for  ^ 
disabled  veterans;  to  the  Conunlttee  on  Vet- 
erans' Affairs. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXn,  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows: 

H.R.  65:  Ms.  PRYCE. 

H.R.  103:  Mr.  Kakjorski. 

H.R.  123:  Mr.  PORTMan. 

H.R.  127:  Mr.  JONES  and  Mr.  DELLUMS. 

H.R.  248:  Mr.  HOBSON. 

H.R.  303:  Ms.  PRYCE. 

H.R.  468:  Mrs.  KELLY. 

H.R.  878:  Mr.  LoBlONDO.  Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr. 
Evans,  Mr.  ackerman,  and  Mr.  Richardson. 

H.R.  941:  Mr.  Frelinghuysen. 

H.R.  1073:  Mr.  HAMILTON  and  Mrs.  COLLINS 
of  Illinois. 

H.R.  1074:  Mr.  HAMILTON  and  Mrs.  COLLINS 
of  Illinois. 

H.R.  1090:  Mrs.  VUCANOVICH. 

H.R.  1171:  Mr.  Bevill  and  Mr.  Bentsen. 

H.R.  1352:  Mr.  DiCKS. 

H.R.  1514:  Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  CXXJLEY.  Mr.  LO- 
ther.  and  Mr.  Matsui. 

HJl.  1661:  Mr.  NORWOOD. 

H.R.  1662:  Mr.  GOODLATTE. 

H.R.  1797:  Mr.  NADLER. 

H.R.  1805:  Mr.  LoBlONDO  and  Mr.  HAMILTON. 

KJL  2008:  Ms.  Ros-LEHTINEN. 

H.R.  2026:  Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  MCINTOSH.  Mr. 
HILLIARD.  Mr.  BEVILL.  Mr.  BLUMENAUER,  and 
Mr.  Ehlers. 
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H.R.  2128:  Mr.  RiGGS  and  Mr.  MCKEON. 

H.R.  2138:  Mr.  Saxton. 

H.R.  2152:  Mr.  Payne  of  Virginia. 

H.R.  2246:  Mr.  Nadler. 

H.R.  2247:  Mrs.  Maloney  and  Ms.  Rivers. 

H.R.  2333:  Mr.  BISHOP  and  Mr.  RiGGS. 

H.R.  2462:  Mr.  Duncan. 

H.R.  2536:  Mr.  Shays  and  Mr.  Tate. 

H.R.  2566:  Mr.  TORRICELU. 

H.R.  2705:  Mrs.  CLAYTON,  Mr.  ABERCROMBIE, 
Mr.  MEEHAN.  Mr.  Neal  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Sabo.  Mr.  Sanders,  and  Mr.  wise. 

H.R.  2757:  Mr.  Matsui,  Mr.  TA'i'LOR  of 
North  Carolina,   Mr.   Farr,   and   Mr.   Gut- 

H.R.  2807:  Mr.  DeFazio. 

H.R.  2911:  Mr.  RiGGS. 

H.R.  2925:  Mr.  HiLLEAKY  and  Ms.  Kaptur. 

H.R.  J976:  Mr.  Berman,  Mr.  Castle,  Ms. 
FURSE,  and  Ms.  Eddie  bernice  Johnson  of 
Texas. 

H.R.  2997:  Mr.  Calvert. 

H.R.  3047:  Mr.  Hayes. 

H.R.  3114:  Mr.  Castle,  Mr.  Souder,  and  Mr. 
Lightfoot. 

H.R.  3125:  Mr.  Canady. 

H.R.  3126:  Mr.  Watts  of  Oklahoma. 

H.R.  3142:  Mr.  COMBEST,  Mr.  SMITH  of 
Texas,  Mr.  Tiahrt,  Mr.  LaTourette,  Mr. 
Christensen.  Mr.  Cramer,  and  Mr.  Scott. 

H.R.  3187:  Mr.  DOYLE,  Mr.  Barcla  of  Michi- 
gan, Mr.  SCHAEFER,  and  Mr.  Mascara. 

H.R.  3217:  Mr.  Walsh,  Mr.  Lipinski,  and  Mr. 
Evans. 


H.R.  3226:  Mr.  HOLDEN. 

H.R.  3280:  Mr.  ACKERMAN,  Mr.  KENNEDY  of 
Rhode  Island,  and  Mr.  Olver. 

H.R.  3338:  Mr.  PORTMAN,  Mr.  MiNGE,  Mr. 
Pomeroy.  Mrs.  Chenoweth,  Mrs.  Vucano- 
vich,  Mr.  Tanner.  Mr.  Coble.  Mr.  Klug,  and 
Mr.  Collins  of  Georgia. 

H.R.  3362:  Ms.  McKiNNEY,  Ms.  NORTON.  Ms. 
RrvERS,  and  Ms.  Furse. 

H.R.  3396:  Mr.  BiLiRAKis,  Mr.  Hansen,  Mr. 
Callahan.  Mr.  Packard,  Mr.  Portman,  Mr. 
STENHOLM,  and  Mr.  Pete  Geren  of  Texas. 

H.R.   3416:    Mr.   GREEN   of  Texas  and   Mr. 

STEARNS. 

H.R.  3427:  Mr.  DICKEY. 

H.R.  3447:  Mrs.  KELLY  and  Ms.  PRYCE. 

H.R.  3467:  Mr.  LUCAS. 

H.R.  3477:  Mr.  MiNGE. 

H.R.  3480:  Mr.  Barr,  Mr.  FUNDERBURK,  Mr. 
Taylor  of  North  Carolina,  Mr.  Rose,  and  Mr. 
Canady. 

H.R.  3514:  Mr.  HALL  of  Texas,  Mr.  BARTON 
of  Texas,  and  Mrs.  Seastrand. 

H.R.  3521:  Mr.  GREEN  of  Texas.  Ms.  RIVERS. 

Ms.    LOFOREN,    Ms.    NORTON,    Mr.    ACKERMAN. 

and  Ms.  McKlNNEY. 

H.R.  3525  Mr.  INGLIS  of  South  Carolina,  Mr, 
Davis,  Mr.  Gilchrest,  Miss.  Collins  of 
Michigan,  and  Mr.  Blute. 

H.R.  3559:  Mr.  TiAHRT,  Mr.  BERELTER,  and 
Mr.  COOLEY. 

H.R.  3571:  Mr.  Hayworth,  Mr.  McHUGH,  Mr. 
Lipinski,  Mr.  Forbes.  Mr.  Qltnn,  Mr.  Ken- 


nedy of  Massachusetts,  Mrs.  Kelly,  and  Mr. 
Delllths. 

H.R.  3601:  Mr.  McLntosh  and  Mr. 
Hostettler. 

H.R.  3622:  Mr.  Bass,  Mr.  ENSIGN,  Mr. 
EwiNG.  Mr.  Manzullo,  Mr.  Hall  of  Texas, 
and  Mr.  Engush  of  Pennsylvania. 

H.R.  3630:  Mr.  LONGLEY. 

H.J.  Res.  173:  Mr.  ROYCE,  Ms.  Ros- 
LEHTiNEN,  Mr.  Stearns,  and  Mr.  Shadegg. 

H.J.  Res.  174:  Mr.  ROYCE,  Ms.  ROS- 
Lehtinen,  Mr.  CoNDiT,  and  Mr.  Foley. 

H.  Con.  Res.  151:  Mr.  Bentsen,  Ms.  SLAUGH- 
TER, Mr.  DURBiN,  Mr.  CuMMiNGS,  Ms.  Velaz- 
quez, Mrs.  Maloney,  Mr.  ackerman,  Mr. 
DOYLE,  and  Mrs.  Schroeder. 

H.  Con.  Res.  156:  Mr.  Nadler. 

H.  Res.  172:  Mr.  FLAKE,  Mr.  POSHARD.  Mr. 
DeFazio.  and  Mr.  Ackerman. 

H.  Res.  452:  Ms.  LOFGREN. 


DISCHARGE  PETITIONS— 
ADDITIONS  OR  DELETIONS 

The  following  Members  added  their 
names  to  the  following  discharge  peti- 
tions: 

Petition  12  by  Mrs.  SMTTH  of  Washlngrton 
on  House  Resolution  373:  Dick  Zlmmer. 


June  13,  1996 
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PROMOTING  THE  STUDY  OF 
SCIENCE 


HON.  EDWARD  J.  MARKEY 

OF  MASS.^CHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13. 1996 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
introduce  legislation  aimed  at  promoting  the 
Study  of  science  among  our  Nation's  youth. 
My  legislation  would  reauthorize  the  National 
Science  Scholarship  Program  which  was  origi- 
nally supported  by  a  bipartisan  majority  of 
both  Houses  and  signed  by  President  Bush  in 
1990.  It  would  reward  outstanding  students 
who  have  made  a  commitment  to  pursue  a 
degree  in  the  sciences.  By  awarding  ttiese 
students  an  academic  scholarship,  this  legisla- 
tion will  help  families  offset  the  escalating 
costs  of  higher  education  while  facilitating  stu- 
dent interest  in  a  field  which  has  become  in- 
creasingly important  to  our  technologically 
based  society.  In  addition,  the  legislation 
would  require  at  least  one-half  of  the  schiolar- 
ships  t>e  awarded  to  female  students,  promot- 
ing tfie  participation  of  women  in  an  area 
which  has  traditionally  been  dominated  by 
men. 

Never  before  has  the  need  to  have  a  work 
force  well  versed  in  the  sciences  t)een  so  criti- 
cal to  our  Nation's  success.  Just  100  years 
ago,  10  of  the  12  largest  companies  in  Amer- 
ica were  natural  resource  companies.  They 
were  businesses  whose  success  depended  on 
raw  materials  such  as  cotton,  tobacco,  and 
steel.  Today,  our  economy  is  drastically  dif- 
ferent. As  we  enter  the  21st  century,  the  10 
largest  and  most  rapidly  growing  industries  in 
the  world  are  brainpower  industries:  microelec- 
tronics, btotech,  material-sdence,  tele- 
communk:ations.  They  are  industries  which 
have  succeeded  because  of  the  ingenuity  and 
intelligence  of  their  employees.  If  America 
hopes  to  keep  these  birainpower  industries 
based  in  the  United  States,  we  need  to  pro- 
vide employers  with  a  work  force  which  is 
technologically  literate.  My  legislation  address- 
es this  need  by  erxxxjraging  students  to  pur- 
sue science-based  careers. 

The  Natk}nal  Science  Scholarship  Program 
was  initiated  in  1990  under  the  Excellence  in 
Mathematics,  Science  and  Engineering  Edu- 
catk>n  Act  to  provide  financial  assistance  for 
two  extraordinary  science  students  from  each 
congressional  district.  President  Bush  origi- 
nated the  legislation  and  it  was  approved  with 
wide  bipartisan  support.  As  he  signed  the  Na- 
tional Science  Scholarship  Program  into  law. 
President  Bush  said  of  the  program: 

This  new  program  will  provide  an  impor- 
tant vehicle  for  demonstrating  the  Nation's 
commitment  to  excellence  in  science,  mathe- 
matics, and  engineering  achievement  and  to 
the  recognition  of  excellent  young  people 
who  are  pursuing  higher  education  and  ca- 
reers in  those  fields. 


Although  the  program  was  relatively  small  in 
size,  costing  only  S4.4  million  annually,  its  im- 
pact was  large  as  thousands  of  students 
across  the  country  received  up  to  S5,000  per 
year  to  help  defray  the  costs  of  college. 

One  of  the  key  elements  of  the  National 
Science  Scholarship  Program's  success  is  the 
provision  tfiat  at  least  half  of  the  scholarship 
recipients  be  women.  Although  the  conditions 
for  female  scientists  have  greatly  improved 
since  the  turn  of  the  century  when  Dr.  Eliza- 
t>eth  Blackwell,  America's  first  female  graduate 
of  medical  scfrool  was  forced  to  go  to  England 
to  practrce  her  profession,  ttie  number  of 
women  entering  this  historically  male  domi- 
nated field  is  still  relatively  smaU.  Today 
women  receive  54  percent  of  all  bachelor's 
degrees,  yet  they  earn  little  more  than  40  per- 
cent of  all  B.A.'s  in  science  fields  arxj  less 
than  15  percent  of  engineering  degrees.  Over 
ttie  last  1 0  years,  the  percentage  of  bachebrs 
degrees  awarded  to  women  in  the  fiekj  of 
computer  science  actually  decreased  from  35 
to  30  percent.  The  Natkjnal  Science  Scholar- 
ship Program  actively  works  to  eliminate  this 
disparity  by  encouraging  young  women  to  pur- 
sue careers  in  sciences  at  the  very  age  when 
a  disproportionate  numt>er  of  well-qualified 
girls  arxj  women  give  up  on  potential  careers 
in  science  and  engineering. 

Despite  the  success  of  this  program,  it  was 
merged  into  a  larger,  less  focused  program  at 
the  end  of  the  last  Congress.  In  ttie  process, 
its  authorization  was  repealed,  appropriations 
cut,  and  science  priority  eliminated.  The  50-50 
split  between  men  and  women  scholars  and 
ttie  district-by-district  distribution  of  scholar- 
ships were  also  dropped.  In  short,  the  pro- 
gram disappeared.  As  a  resuft,  almost  2,000 
intelligent,  highly  motivated  students  have 
been  denied  access  to  much-needed  scholar- 
ship rTX)ney. 

In  a  post-GATT,  post-NAFTA  world,  we  can- 
not afford  to  create  barriers  to  young  scientists 
realizing  their  full  potential.  This  is  why  I  am 
introducing  legislation  which  would  reauttrarize 
the  National  Science  Scholarship  Program.  As 
we  enter  ttie  information  age,  let  us  do  so  as 
a  community  which  is  prepared  to  meet  ttie 
challenges  of  ttie  next  millennium.  Let  us  sup- 
port our  young  scientists  tTy  encouraging  ttiem 
to  pursue  careers  in  science  fiekjs.  Let  us  re- 
auttiorize  the  Natkxial  Sdence  Scholarship 
Program. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  U.S.  ARMY  ON 
ITS  221ST  BIRTHDAY 


HON.  CHET  EDWARDS 

OF  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 
Mr.  EDWARDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  June  14, 
1775,  the  Second  Continental  Congress,  rep- 
resenting ttie  citizens  of  the  13  American  colo- 


nies, authorized  the  estatilishment  of  a  Con- 
tinental Army  with  ttie  expressed  purpose  of 
providing  for  the  defense  of  a  fledgling  democ- 
racy and  its  bedrock  principles  and  values. 
The  next  day.  Congressman  George  Washing- 
ton tiecame  Gen.  George  Washington  and 
prepared  to  take  command  of  the  new  Army. 
The  collective  expression  of  ttie  pursuit  of  per- 
sonal freedoms  ttiat  caused  tfie  authorization 
and  organization  of  ttie  U.S.  Army,  subse- 
quentiy  led  to  our  Nation's  Declaration  of  Inde- 
pendence and  the  codification  of  our  bedrock 
principles  and  values  in  ttie  Constitution  of  ttie 
United  States.  The  birth  and  growth  of  tiiat 
Amny  led  to  the  birth  of  our  great  Nation. 
Today  Mie  celetxate  the  birttxjay  of  the  U.S. 
Army,  in  recognition  of  221  years  of  continu- 
ous, selfless,  and  valorous  service  to  ttie  citi- 
zens, principle,  and  values  of  ttie  United 
States  of  America. 

For  221  years,  our  Army's  central  purpose 
tias  tieen  to  figtit  and  win  our  Nation's  wars. 
In  years  past  ttiose  wars  tiave  typically  t>een 
fought  and  won  on  distant,  foreign  battJefiekls, 
white  at  home,  ttie  Army  tias  provided  for  ttie 
security  of  a  growing  population.  The  Army's 
contributions  include  the  development  of  our 
Nation's  rail  and  water  transportatwn  net- 
worl^,  and  innumeratite  medical  and  scientific 
achievements  ttiat  have  markedly  improved 
the  quality  of  life  of  our  citizenry.  Whatever  ttie 
missk)n,  ttie  Nation  turns  to  its  Army  for  deci- 
sive vctory,  regardless  of  wtiettier  ttiose  vic- 
tories are  measured  in  ttie  defeat  of  foreign 
armed  forces  or  ttie  timely  delivery  of  humani- 
tarian assistance  at  home  or  atxoad.  The  172 
t>attle  streamers  carried  on  ttie  Army  flag  are 
testaments  to  ttie  valor,  commitment  and  sac- 
rifice of  ttiose  wtK)  tiave  served  and  fougtit 
under  its  tianner.  Valley  Forge,  New  Orieans. 
Mexico  City,  Gettystxjrg,  Verdun,  Bataan,  Nor- 
marxly,  Pusan,  la  Drang  Valley,  Grenada, 
Panama,  and  Kuwait  are  but  a  handful  of  ttie 
places  where  American  sokjiers  have  won  ex- 
traordinary distinction  and  respect  tor  our  Na- 
tion and  our  Army. 

Sokiiers  of  character  are  today,  as  ttiey 
tiave  been  througtiout  ttie  Army's  gtorious  tiis- 
tory,  the  heart  arxJ  soul  of  our  Army.  "Duty, 
txxior,  country"  are  more  than  mere  words — 
they  are  ttie  creed  by  wtuch  ttie  American  sol- 
dier lives  and  serves.  Today's  Army  is  witliout 
equal,  not  in  terms  of  its  size,  but  in  ttie  qual- 
ity and  dedicatkin  of  the  young  men  and 
women  wtio  have  ctiosen  to  selflessly  serve 
the  Nation,  at  home  and  atxoad.  in  peace  and 
war,  to  accomplish  the  tasks  directed  t>y  ttie 
Nation's  leaders.  Our  young  men  and  women, 
wtio  receive  tough,  realistic  training  and  are 
equipped  with  ttie  finest  equipment  are  ttie 
envy  of  ttie  world's  nations.  Ttie  Army's 
strength  always  has  k>een,  and  always  will  be, 
the  American  soldier.  Intelligent  physicaly  fit 
highly  motivated,  and  educated,  and  well 
ti'ained  and  supported,  sokjiers  are  our  Army's 
capital  asset  While  no  one  can  predict  ttie 
cause,  kxation,  or  magnitude  of  future  tiatties. 


•  Ttiis  "bullet"  symbol  idendfies  scatements  or  insertions  which  mre  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  itiserted  or  appended,  rattier  ttian  spoken,  !>>■  a  Member  of  the  House  on  ttie  floor. 
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there  is  one  certainty — American  soldiers  of 
character,  selflessly  serving  the  Nation,  will 
continue  to  t>e  the  credentials  of  our  Army. 

The  Army  is  prepared  to  answer  the  Na- 
tion's call,  and  such  calls  have  been  inaeas- 
tng  in  number  and  disparity  in  recent  years. 
These  wide-ranging  missions  highlight  the 
complex  global  security  environment  our  Na- 
tion faces  today.  The  ttireats  are  less  distinct 
and  less  predictable  than  in  the  past,  but  more 
complex  and  just  as  real  and  dar>gerous.  Ris- 
ing sophistication  among  terrorists  and  rogue 
states,  the  standing  armed  forces  of  potential 
adversaries,  and  the  proliferation  of  weapons 
of  mass  destruction  portend  increasing  chal- 
leriges  for  the  future.  Our  Army  will  continue  to 
serve  the  central  role  in  the  Nation's  response 
to  these  challenges. 

Our  Army,  the  world's  most  capatjie  and  re- 
spected grourxJ  force,  is  in  the  midst  of  an  un- 
paralleled transformation  as  it  prepares  for  the 
new  cfiallenges  of  the  next  century  and  a  dif- 
ferent world.  The  information  age  is  already 
bringing  rapid  changes  in  the  conduct  of  war- 
fare. Future  forces  will  be  prepared  to  conduct 
quick,  decisive,  highly  sophisticated  operations 
anywhere,  anytime.  America's  21st  century 
Army  will  integrate  emerging  information  tech- 
nologies with  sound  doctrine,  flexible  organiza- 
tions, and  soldiers  of  character  and  commit- 
ment to  make  our  Nation's  land  force  more 
versatile,  deployable,  lethal,  and  survivable. 

Our  Army  was  ready  at  Lexington  and  our 
Army  is  ready  today.  Our  Army  will  tje  ready 
to  fight  and  win  our  Nation's  call  to  service  at 
home  and  abroad.  Whenever  the  time,  wher- 
ever the  ptace,  whatever  the  mission,  Amer- 
ican can  count  on  her  Army. 


CONDEMNING  CHURCH  BURNINGS 


HON.  ROSA  L  DeUURO 

OF  CO>fNECTICirr 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  ex- 
press my  strong  condemnation  of  a  tragic 
trend — the  vicious  burning  of  African-American 
churches  in  the  South. 

On  average,  two  AfricarvAmerican  churches 
have  t>een  burned,  under  suspicious  cir- 
cumstances, each  nxjnth  over  the  past  V/i 
years. 

I  rise  to  voice  my  outrage  and  condemna- 
tk}n  of  these  church  arsons.  I  also  speak  out 
on  behalf  of  tfie  constituents  of  the  Third  Dis- 
trict of  Connecticut,  who  are  also  deeply  trou- 
bled about  the  burnings  of  African-American 
churches  in  the  South.  We  share  the  national 
sadness  over  the  loss  of  these  historic  and  sa- 
cred spaces.  As  towns  and  neightxirhoods 
begin  the  process  of  healing  and  re-building,  it 
is  iniperative  that  we  send  a  long,  clear,  and 
firm  message  to  the  perpetrators  of  these  sick 
crimes — ^Americans  will  not  tolerate  bigotry  or 
hate  crimes.  The  perpetrators  must  and  v«ll  be 
punished. 

History  teaches  us  that  we  all  have  a  great 
stake  in  the  battle  against  forces  of  hatred. 
This  quote  about  totalitarian  oppression  illus- 
trates the  point: 

In  Germany  they  came  first  for  the  Com- 
munists, and  I  didn't  speak  up  because  I 
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wasn't  a  Communist.  Then  they  came  for  the 
Jews,  and  I  didn't  speak  up  because  I  wasn't 
a  Jew.  Then  they  came  for  the  trade  union- 
ists, and  I  didn't  speak  up  because  I  wasn't  a 
trade  unionist.  Then  they  came  for  the 
Catholics,  and  I  didn't  speak  up  because  I 
was  a  Protestant.  Then  they  came  for  me. 
and  by  that  time  no  one  was  left  to  speak  up. 
(Martin  Niemoeller,  attributed) 

African-American  leaders  and  members  of 
the  clergy  in  my  district  have  spoken  out  lo- 
cally to  express  support  for  their  brothers  and 
sisters  in  need  in  the  South.  These  fires  could 
easily  occur  in  any  region  of  the  country. 
Today  it  is  in  Southern  neightwrhoods,  tomor- 
row it  could  be  in  yours,  or  mine.  We  must 
speak  louder  than  the  voices  of  hate.  Those 
voices  encourage  violence  and  have  resulted 
in  the  destruction  of  churches  Ixjilt  on  faith, 
hope  and  love. 

The  Reverend  Lester  McCom,  pastor  of  the 
Varick  AME  Zion  Church  and  Auxiliary  Bishop 
Theodore  Brooks  of  the  Beulah  Heights  First 
Pentecostal  Church  in  New  Haven  in  my  dis- 
trict spoke  out  eariier  this  week. 

Rev.  McCom  said:  'This  is  in  on  way  an 
isolated  incident  limited  to  the  South.  It  is  old 
fashioned  hatred." 

Bishop  Brooks  said: 

The  South  might  be  just  the 
beginning  .  .  .  Anything  can  happen  at  any 
time,  anywhere,  at  any  point.  While  racism 
may  be  less  hidden  in  the  South  it's  just  as 
prevalent  and  dangerous  in  the  North. 

So  I'm  proudly  calling  on  others  to  come  to- 
gether and  to  speak  out  against  the  voices 
and  actions  of  hatred  in  this  country. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  LECH  WALESA 


HON.  MARTIN  R.  HOKE 

OF  OHIO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  13, 1996 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  great  twilight 
struggle  against  the  incredible  evil  of  com- 
munism produced  some  of  history's  nxjst  ex- 
traordinary people.  But  if  you  had  to  choose 
the  three  people  who  played  the  biggest  role 
in  relegating  communism  to  the  dustbin  of  his- 
tory it  would  have  to  be  Ronald  Reagan,  Pope 
John  Paul  11,  and  a  shipyard  worker  from 
Gdansk  named  Lech  Walesa — tfie  three  men 
Time  Magazine  dubtjed  "The  Holly  Alliance." 

The  centerpiece  of  the  operation  to  free 
Eastem  Europe  from  the  chains  of  com- 
munism was  Solidarity,  the  workers'  union 
founded  by  Lech  Walesa.  Everything  else 
flowed  from  that.  Solidarity  was  the  weapons 
that  the  Pope  and  President  Reagan  nurtured 
and  protected  and  eventually  used  to  help 
bring  about  communism's  cdlapse,  first  in  Po- 
land, then  in  the  rest  of  Eastem  Europe. 

None  of  what  was  accomplished,  however, 
could  have  happened  without  Lech  Walesa.  It 
was  his  bravery,  his  skill,  his  dedication,  and 
his  love  for  his  country  and  its  people  that 
showed  the  way.  The  world  owes  a  debt  of 
gratitude  to  this  common  man  with  uncommon 
valor. 

Last  week  a  ceremony  was  held  in  Wash- 
ington both  to  honor  this  hero,  as  well  as  to 
celebrate  the  introduction  of  the  NATO  Exparv- 
sion  Act.  a  bill  that  will  bring  Poland,  Hungary, 
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and  the  Czech  Republic  into  NATO.  In  many 
ways  this  bill  is  the  culmination  of  all  that  Mr. 
Walesa  has  worthed  for  and  I  am  proud  not 
only  to  t>e  an  original  cosponsor  of  this  bill,  but 
also  that  I  had  a  hand  in  drafting  some  of  the 
language.  I  urge  the  Congress  to  pass  this  inn- 
portant  bill  and  the  President  to  sign  it 

I  would  now  like  to  submit  a  copy  of  Mr. 
Walesa's  inspiring  remarks  for  the  RECORD. 
Statement  of  the  Honorable  Lech  Walesa. 
Washin'gton,  June  4, 1996 

Mr.  Speaker,  Members  of  Congress.  Ladies 
and  Gentleman.  Dear  Friends. 

First  and  above  all,  I  would  like  to  say  how 
very  grateful  I  am  for  being  invited  here 
today.  Being  here  again  brings  back  cher- 
ished memories  of  that  day  six  years  ago, 
when,  as  we  were  all  witnessing  the  end  of 
the  communist  empire  and  of  the  Cold  War, 
I  had  the  honor  of  addressing  the  joint  ses- 
sion of  the  United  States  Congress.  It  was 
one  of  those  rare  moments  when  we  all  felt 
that  history  was  being  made.  There  are  in 
deed  very  few  such  great  landmarks  to  one's 
lifetime. 

But  this  was  not  the  first  time  Poles  and 
Americans  shared  such  moments.  It  was  two 
centuries  ago  when,  by  a  historical  coinci- 
dence, our  ancestors  both  in  America  and  in 
Poland  were  simultaneously  experiencing 
momentous  changes  in  the  lives  of  their  na- 
tions. America  had  just  won  her  independ- 
ence and  in  1790  ratified  a  democratic  con- 
stitution. A  year  later  and  an  ocean  away  on 
May  3rd.  the  Polish  Parliament  also  passed 
its  own  constitution,  a  grand  design  for  mod- 
em political  reform. 

There  were  striking  similaries  between 
them.  The  basic  concept  of  the  American 
constitution,  that  the  source  of  govern- 
mental power  stems  from  the  will  of  the  peo- 
ple, was  also  embodied  in  the  Polish  one. 
Both  stated  the  same  basic  objective:  liberty 
and  general  welfare  of  the  people.  The  Polish 
reformers  were  spiritually  at  home  with  the 
American  Founding  Fathers;  they  shared  the 
same  fundamental  ideals.  America  was 
viewed  as  a  model:  it  was  certainly  not  an 
accident  that  Polish  Reformer-King 
Stanislaw  August  had  put  a  bust  of  George 
Washington  in  his  study  at  the  Warsaw  Cas- 
tle. And  it  was  certainly  not  accidental  that 
Polish  volunteers  participated  in  the  Amer- 
ican Revolution.  At  this  point  I  must  express 
my  most  sincere  gratitude  for  the  recent 
joint  resolution  of  the  United  States  Con- 
gress commemorating  the  two  hundred  fifth 
anniversary  of  the  adoption  of  Poland's  first  - 
constitution. 

But  while  the  America  envisaged  by  the 
Founding  Fathers  has  become  a  great  democ- 
racy and  still  governs  itself  by  the  same  con- 
stitution, Poland  has  spent  most  of  the  last 
two  centuries  relentlessly  struggling  to 
achieve  among  the  nations  of  the  earth  that 
which  your  Declaration  of  Independence 
called  "a  separate  and  equal  station  to  which 
laws  of  nature  and  Nature's  God  entitle 
them".  I  am  not  a  historian,  as  you  know, 
but  sometimes  I  think  that,  perhaps,  apart 
from  the  right  ideals  and  stubborn  resolve, 
nations  need  a  bit  of  luck  too.  For  instance, 
I  would  have  liked  Fortune  to  have  placed 
the  Poland  of  the  1791  Constitution  some- 
where on  the  map  of  North  America  and  not 
in  the  center  of  Europe,  between  autocratic 
and  imperial  Russia  and  Prussia. 

It  was  exactly  200  years  ago  that  President 
George  Washington  was  retiring.  Having  led 
a  victorious  fight  against  the  imperial  tyr- 
anny of  Britain  and  ensured  America's  Inde- 
pendence, he  could  withdraw  into  the  peace 
and  tranquillity  of  his  beloved  Mount  Ver- 
non. He  cautioned  that  free  people  must  al- 
ways remain  wary  of  potential  threats,  but 
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he  was  convinced  that  what  he  called  Ameri- 
ca's "detached  and  distant  position"  offered 
hope  that  the  republic  would  endure.  As  you 
well  know,  my  country,  inhabiting  the  heart 
of  Europe,  unfortunately  had  not  the  luxury 
of  such  a  "distant  and  detached  position" 
over  the  past  two  centuries.  The  tough  expe- 
riences of  our  history  do  not  make  a  retire- 
ment in  true  peace  of  mind  a  very  likely  pos- 
sibility for  any  leader.  Perhaps  that  is  why 
Poles  love  liberty  as  one  loves  a  bride  but 
Americans  love  her  more  as  a  grandmother. 

But  I  believe  that,  although  we  cannot  af- 
fect Fortune,  we  can  and  should  help  it. 
From  1989.  liberty  in  Central  Europe  had 
been  given  a  new,  historic  chance,  a  chance 
preceded  by  a  very,  very  long  and  bitter 
struggle,  and.  as  such,  deserving  the  needed 
nourishment  of  peace  and  security.  May  I 
point  out  that  Poland  is  today  the  fastest 
growing  economy  in  Europe  a  remarkable 
evidence  of  fruits  bom  of  regained  lil)erty. 

We  have  before  us  a  rare  window  of  oppor- 
tunity to  help  preserve  both  peace  and  free- 
dom— and  the  former  depends  much  on  the 
latter— and  ensure  that  it  extends  well  into 
the  twenty  first  century.  Just  as  the  eight- 
eenth-century constitutions  opened  a  new 
epoch,  the  fall  of  totalitarianism  In  Europe 
offers  a  similar  prospect  today.  But  many  a 
great  battle  in  history  had  been  ultimately 
lost  due  to  a  lack  of  follow  up  by  the  victors 
to  ensure  a  durable  success.  I  strongly  be- 
lieve that  this  is  such  a  moment  requiring  a 
follow  up  in  the  form  of  providing  NATO  se- 
curity to  ensure  the  durability  of  the  demo- 
cratic revolutions  of  1989.  Only  United  States 
has  the  power  and  authority  today  to  lead 
towards  this  goal.  I  am  particularly  pleased 
that  this  cause  has  found  much  bipartisan 
support  in  the  United  States  Congress.  It 
gives  me  much  faith  and  hope  that  the  lib- 
erty for  which  so  many  have  struggled  for  so 
long  will  be  given  the  protection  and  oppor- 
tunity it  merits. 

I  wish  to  thank  you  once  again  for  your 
kind  invitation  and  for  your  inestimable  sup- 
port now  as  in  the  past. 


IN  HONOR  OF  DAVID  AND  ESTHER 
SMITH 


HON.  CAROLYN  B.  MALONEY 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 

Mrs.  MALONEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  horx>r  David  and  Esther  Smith,  two  of  the 
most  active,  vibrant,  and  progressive  activists 
ever  to  hit  our  neightxjrfioods  and  New  York 
Denrxxjratic  affairs.  I  am  proud  to  announce 
that  David  and  Esther  Smith  are  being  hon- 
ored tonight  at  the  annual  dinner  of  the  Chel- 
sea Reform  Democratic  Club. 

For  three  decades  David  has  been  part  of 
the  cooperative  movement.  He  has  served  as 
president  of  Penn  South  Co-op  for  more  than 
20  years.  His  services,  however,  goes  beyond 
Penn  South.  He  has  reached  out  to  help  other 
cooperatives  and  has  strengthened  the  entire 
U.S.  cooperative  nrxjvement  through  his  in- 
credible volunteer  efforts.  One  of  his  most 
gratifying  experiences  was  spearheading  the 
successful  campaign  to  keep  Penn  South  a 
viat>le  middie-income  cooperative.  From  tf>e 
age  of  18,  David  has  devoted  his  life  to  the 
promotion  of  human  rights  and  to  progressive 
causes. 
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Meanwhile,  Esther  has  been  a  force  in 
Democratk:  politics.  She  served  on  tJie  Demo- 
cratic State  Committee  for  more  than  20 
years,  and  was  the  chair  of  the  reform  caucus 
for  8  years.  Presently  Esther  is  a  member  of 
the  Democratic  National  Committee.  As  a 
community  activist,  Esther  sen/ed  on  Commu- 
nity Board  No.  5  for  6  years  on  its  housing 
and  human  services  committee.  All  her  life 
she  has  been  a  civil  rights  activist  and  a  vocal 
and  active  proponent  of  the  progressive  prin- 
ciples of  the  Democratic  Party.  Esther  is  never 
afraid  to  speak  out  on  issues  she  believes  in. 
regardless  of  their  popularity. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  nrry  colleagues  to  join 
with  me  today  in  honor  of  David  and  Esther 
Smith,  who  deserve  great  praise  for  their 
many  years  of  service  to  the  city  of  New  Yori<. 


IN  MEMORY  OF  ANTOINETTE  M. 
GRENCO 


HON.  JOHN  J.  LaFALCE 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTA-nVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 

Mr.  LaFALCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
take  a  few  moments  to  recognize  and  honor  a 
native  westem  New  Yorker,  Antoinette  M. 
Genco,  who  passed  away  on  April  18,  1996. 
Ms.  Genco,  a  devoted  motfier  and  active 
member  in  her  church,  was  a  tireless  advo- 
cate for  the  city  of  Buffato,  NY,  and  for  the 
West  Side  neighborhood  in  which  sfie  lived 

Professionally,  Antoinette  was  an  internal 
auditor  at  the  Buffak)  Urt^an  Renewal  Agency, 
helping  in  its  efforts  to  improve  tfie  city  and 
the  lives  of  city  residents.  But  Ms.  Genco  was 
much  nx>re  than  wfiat  she  did  on  weekdays. 
She  was  a  member  of  the  board  of  the  West 
Side  Business  and  Taxpayers'  Association, 
the  Niagara  District  Leadership  Club,  and  the 
West  Side  Civk:  Association  as  well  as  numer- 
ous t)lock  dubs  and  community  devetopment 
groups.  She  was  also  a  memt>er  of  the  Holy 
Cross  Church  Parish  Council  and  a  well  re- 
garded religious  Instructor  at  Holy  Cross 
Church. 

Antoninette  Genco's  family  and  friends  have 
lost  someone  they  k>ved  very  deeply.  And  the 
Buffalo  community  has  k>st  an  advocate  for 
the  people  wfx3  woriced  hard  to  improve  every- 
one's lot  But  we  will  not  forget  the  admirable 
work  that  Antoinette  accomplished.  She 
touched  the  lives  of  many  persons  in  westem 
New  York,  and  we  in  her  community  are 
grateful  for  her  help  in  making  our  community 
a  stronger  and  more  vitxant  place  to  live. 


COVER  ORAL  PROSTATE  CANCER 
DRUGS  UNDER  MEDICARE 


HON.  JAa  FIELDS 

OF  TEXAS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker,  prostate 
cancer  has  become  increasingly  visible  as  a 
disease  of  great  concem  to  men  across  this 
country.  This  Father's  Day  weekend  while  we 
show  our  appreciation  for  our  fathers,  we  need 
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to  focus  again  on  the  serious  problem  of  pros- 
tate cancer  that  will  strike  neariy  1  out  of 
every  fattiers  in  America. 

Father's  Day  should  be  a  tirrie  to  celebrate 
some  of  the  major  advances  in  detecton  and 
treatment  of  prostate  cancer.  Within  the  last 
decade,  we  have  seen  a  significant  improve- 
ment in  early  detection  of  the  disease,  with 
widespread  use  of  the  PSA  blood  test  Earty 
treatment  has  also  advanced  consideraWy— 
with  new  surgical  techniques  and  a  variety  of 
nonsurgical  techniques  \haX  can  increase  sur- 
vival and  reduce  side  effects  for  prostate  carv 
cer  patients. 

For  patients  whose  cancer  is  detected  in 
more  advanced  stages,  there  are  advances  in 
hormonal  treatment  to  extend  the  length  of 
time  they  can  enjoy  a  productive  life,  free  from 
symptonis.  This  involves  the  incorporation  of 
oral  antiandrogens  in  hormonal  treatment  to 
improve  the  effectiveness  of  tfie  hormonal 
therapy.  This  relatively  new  approach  is 
known  as  complete  fiormonal  therapy  tjecause 
it  completely  tilocks  tfie  hormones  that  cause 
prostate  cancer  tumors  to  grow. 

The  good  news  is  tfiat  this  advance  in  hor- 
monal treatment  is  having  an  effect  for  tfxjse 
who  can  take  advantage  of  it  The  tiad  news 
is  that  many  men  do  not  Isenefit  from  the  com- 
plete therapy  because  tfie  important  oral  drugs 
that  are  part  of  the  tfierapy  are  not  covered 
under  Medicare,  and  neariy  80  percent  of  tfie 
men  with  prostate  cancer  rely  on  Me<ficare. 
Ironically,  Congress  acted  just  a  few  years 
ago  to  cover  oral  cancer  drugs  under  Medi- 
care, but  a  number  of  oral  cancer  drugs  were 
left  off  tfie  list  These  prostate  cancer  drugs 
were  some  of  the  ones  left  off. 

Fatfier's  Day  gives  us  the  opportunity  to 
focus  again  on  the  serious  problem  of  prostate 
cancer.  What  is  it  we  need  to  do  to  renew  tfie 
attack  and  push  for  further  advances  against 
this  disease?  One  of  the  most  important  arxj 
yet  simplest  accomplishments  we  can  fiave  in 
the  short  term  is  to  cover  oral  prostate  cancer 
drugs  under  Medicare.  At  a  minimum,  older 
men  shoukj  have  access  to  the  treatments  we 
know  can  wori<.  This  Is  the  least  we  can  do  for 
fattiers  across  America. 


TERRORISTS  FUNDRAISING  IN  THE 
UNITED  STATES 


HON.  CHARLES  L  SCHUMER 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  13, 1996 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  share 
with  my  colleagues  a  very  disturt)ing  article 
tfiat  ran  in  the  April  8,  1996.  etStion  of  the  Dal- 
las Morning  News. 

I  have  made  fighting  terrorism  a  focal  point 
of  my  work  as  ranking  memtjer  of  the  Crime 
Sutxxjmmittee.  I  find  It  terrifying  tfiat  in  ttiis 
country  groups  actively  raise  nx)ney  to  support 
terrorist  groups  under  the  guise  of  nonprofit 
organizatkjns.  This  article  plainly  demonstrates 
the  critical  need  in  tfie  United  States  for  tough 
fundraising  provisions  like  tfiose  found  in  tfie 
terrorism  bill  signed  by  the  PreskJent  in  April 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  read  this  articie  in  tfie 
Dallas  Moming  News.  Tfiese  groups  areni 
not-for-profit,  tfiey  are  for  terrorism,  and  tfiey 
must  be  stopped. 
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[From  the  Dallas  Morning  News,  Apr.  8, 1996) 
Paper  Trau-  Leads  to  Hamas;  Two  Organi- 
zations Based  in  Richardson  deny  They 

Promote  agenda  of  Anti-Israeli  terror- 
ists 
(By  Gayle  Reaves  and  Steve  McGonigle) 

Inside  a  Kansas  City  auditorium  in  1989,  a 
masked  man  stepped  to  a  lectern  and  de- 
scribed in  Arabic  the  "oceans  of  blood" 
spilled  in  Hamas'  armed  attacks  on  Israeli 
soldiers  and  civilians. 

He  thanked  two  nonprofit  organizations 
for  being  early  allifes: 

The  Islamic  Association  for  Palestine, 
sponsor  of  the  conference,  and  the  Occupied 
Land  Fund. 

Seven  years  later.  Hamas  is  again  threat- 
ening Middle  £^t  peace  with  a  series  of  sui- 
cide bombings.  The  Occupied  Land  Fund  has 
become  the  Holy  Land  Foundation  for  Relief 
and  Development.  That  group  and  the  LAP, 
both  now  based  in  Richardson,  are  under  at- 
tack for  allegedly  aiding  Hamas. 

Leaders  of  the  local  groups  denied  affili- 
ation with  Hamas. 

Sharing  a  stage  with  Hamas  speakers 
doesn't  mean  they  approve  of  Hamas  terror- 
ism or  provide  support  for  it,  they  say. 

"We  have  never  raised  money  for  Hamas  or 
tried  to  recruit  members  for  Hamas."  said 
Shukri  Abu  Baker,  executive  director  of  the 
Holy  Land  Foundation  for  Relief  and  Devel- 
opment. 

Public  records,  materials  from  the  two 
groups  and  interviews  over  seven  months 
show  a  pattern  of  personal,  financial  and 
philosophical  ties  between  Hamas  and  the 
two  nonprofit  groups.  For  example: 

The  Islaniic  Association  for  Palestine  re- 
printed the  Hamas  charter,  which  calls  for 
killing  Jews  in  jihad,  or  holy  war.  The  asso- 
ciation's Arabic-language  publications  in  the 
early  1990s  routinely  praised  Hamas  and  its 
violent  opposition  to  the  peace  process.  The 
association  also  published  and  distributed 
Hamas  communiques  on  U.S.  college  cam- 
puses. 

Videotapes  displaying  the  logo  and  phone 
number  of  an  Islamic  Association  for  Pal- 
estine subdivision  glorify  Hamas  attacks  on 
Jewish  soldiers  and  civilians. 

Last  month,  the  Israeli  government  closed 
the  Jerusalem  office  of  the  Holy  Land  Foun- 
dation because  of  alleged  ties  to  Hamas.  Offi- 
cials also  closed  the  headquarters  of  an  Is- 
lamic school  partly  funded  by  the  Holy  Land 
Foundation  and  arrested  its  director  for  al- 
legedly being  a  Hamas  activist. 

Moosa  Abu  Marzook.  the  political  leader  of 
Hamas,  provided  more  than  10  percent  of  all 
donations  to  the  Holy  Land  Foundation  in 
1992.  according  to  Internal  Revenue  Service 
records.  Mr.  Maizook's  wife  is  a  cousin  of 
Ghassan  El-Ashi.  a  Holy  Land  Foundation 
board  member,  and  Basman  £1-Ashi.  a 
former  president  of  the  Islamic  Association 
for  Palestine. 

The  Israeli  government  alleges  that  Mr. 
Marzook  is  actually  the  military  leader  of 
Hamas  and  thus  is  involved  in  planning  and 
financing  the  group's  terrorist  operations.  It 
has  filed  bank  records  and  confessions  from 
alleged  Hamas  activities  to  support  the 
claim. 

Israeli  officials  allege  that  Mr.  Marzook 
and  Ismail  EUbarasse,  a  former  board  mem- 
ber of  the  Islamic  Association  for  Palestine's 
parent  organization,  funneled  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  dollars  from  U.S.  banks  to  fund 
Hamas  terrorism.  Mr.  Elbarasse  and  Mr. 
Marzook  are  friends  and  formerly  were  busi- 
ness partners. 

Hamas— an  Arabic  acronym  for  Islamic  Re- 
sistance Movement— was  founded  near  the 
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start  of  the  intifada,  a  Palestinian  uprising 
against  Israeli  occupation  of  the  West  Bank 
and  Gaza.  Hamas'  goal  is  the  destruction  of 
Israel  and  establishment  of  an  Islamic  state. 
The  government  of  Israel  and  the  Anti-Def- 
amation League  of  B'nai  B'rith  have  alleged 
that  the  two  Richardson-based  groups  are 
part  of  the  "command  and  control  struc- 
ture" of  Hamas  in  the  United  States. 

CHARGES  ECHOED 

Those  charges  have  been  echoed  by  two 
pro-Israel  members  of  Congress,  former  FBI 
counterterrorism  chief  Oliver  "Buck"  Revell 
and  in  an  award-winning  and  controversial 
documentary.  Jihad  in  America,  produced  by 
journalist  Steven  Emerson. 

U.S.  Rep.  NiU  Lowey,  D-N.Y..  asked  the 
IRS  last  month  to  revoke  the  Holy  Land 
Foundation's  tax-exempt  status  because  of 
what  she  termed  its  support  for  Hamas  ter- 
rorism. 

Officials  of  the  Islamic  Association  for  Pal- 
estine and  Holy  Land  Foundation  say  they 
want  peace  between  Israel  and  the  Palestin- 
ian people  and  that  they  deplore  the  killing 
of  innocent  people. 

They  admit  sympathy  with  the  Hamas 
cause  of  establishing  a  Palestinian  state  and 
share  its  opposition  to  the  Israeli-PLO  peace 
accord.  But  they  argue  that  they  are  being 
demonized  by  Zionists  to  halt  aid  to  and  in- 
formation about  Palestinian  Muslims. 

"We've  been  targeted  because  we  are  very 
visible,"  said  Mr.  Baker,  a  co-founder  of  the 
Holy  Land  Foundation.  "We  are  the  only  one 
focused  on  the  needs  of  the  Palestinian  peo- 
ple." 

Ghassaoi  El-Ashi,  another  Holy  Land  Foun- 
dation co-founder  and  an  incorporator  of  the 
Islamic  Association  for  Palestine,  branded 
the  accusations  "guilt  by  association."  He 
called  materials  purporting  to  show  links  be- 
tween the  two  nonprofit  groups  and  Hamas 
"very  old  and  shoddy." 

Mr.  El-Ashi  said  family  ties  to  Mr. 
Marzook  do  not  mean  they  share  the  same 
politics.  Among  Palestinians,  he  said,  mem- 
bers of  the  same  family  ware  often  split 
among  political  factions. 

RECORDS,  interviews 

The  Dallas  Morning  News  examined  court 
filings,  business  records  and  materials  pro- 
duced by  the  Islamic  Association  for  Pal- 
estine and  Holy  Land  Foundation  since  1987. 
when  Hamas  was  formed. 

The  newspaper  also  interviewed  law  en- 
forcement officers.  Middle  Eastern  scholars 
and  high-ranking  officials  of  the  two  non- 
profit organizations. 

The  examination  revealed  two  close-knit 
groups  that  often  work  together.  The  Islamic 
Association  for  Palestine,  which  describes 
itself  as  an  information  center,  and  the  Holy 
Land  Foundation,  which  raises  money  for  Is- 
lamic charitable  causes,  have  become  promi- 
nent in  the  American  Muslim  community. 

Islamic  Association  for  Palestine  publica- 
tions state  that  the  group  was  formed  in 
1981.  six  years  before  Hamas  began  in  Gaza. 

Osama  Abdul,  vice  chairman  of  the  asso- 
ciation, said  the  group  was  started  by  stu- 
dents at  universities  around  the  United 
States. 

The  organization  also  says  that  it  supplies 
information  about  the  Palestinian  cause  by 
publishing  newspapers  and  sponsoring  con- 
ferences. The  group  has  a  home  page  on  the 
Internet. 

Al-Zaitonah  (The  Olive),  an  Arabic  news- 
paper published  by  the  Islamic  Association 
for  Palestine,  is  considered  in  Israel  to  be 
"the  Hamas  paper,"  said  Israeli  journalist 
Roni  Shaked,  author  of  a  1993  book  on 
Hamas. 
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An  issue  dated  March  16, 1995,  carried  an  ad 
for  a  book  entitled  Jews  Behind  Every  Crime 
and  repeated  a  rhyme  about  carrying  the 
Palestinian  fight  from  the  hotels — that  is, 
diplomatic  talks— to  the  trenches.  A  1990 
issue  of  another  association  publication 
printed  song  lyrics  praising  Hamas  as  "the 
conscience  of  the  country"  and  "iron  in  the 
face  of  the  Jews."  The  Islamic  Association 
for  Palestine  has  since  ceased  to  publish  the 
quarterly  called  Da  Falastin.  Arabic  for  To- 
ward Palestine. 

Cartoons  depicted  a  mosque  with  its  mina- 
ret replaced  by  a  Kalashnikov  assault  rifie 
and  a  map  of  the  United  States  drawn  as  a 
target  pierced  with  arrows. 

A  Palestinian-American  convicted  in  Israel 
of  aiding  Hamas  terrorism  told  police  that 
both  Islamic  Association  for  Palestine  pa- 
pers were  "published  by  Hamas  activists." 
Hamas  pamphlets  are  distributed  in  the  oc- 
cupied territories  by  enclosing  them  with  Al- 
Zaitonah,  he  said. 

HAMAS'  MOTTO 

The  charter  of  Hamas  was  printed  by  the 
Islamic  Association  for  Palestine,  complete 
with  the  organization's  name  and  local  post 
office  box  address.  The  charter  includes 
Hamas'  motto,  which  lists  "jihad  as  its 
methodology  and  death  for  the  sake  of  Allah 
is  its  most  coveted  desire." 

"There  is  no  solution  to  the  Palestinian 
Problem  except  by  Jihad."  the  charter  says. 
It  refers  to  jihad  as  carrying  weapons  and 
confronting  the  enemy,  providing  equipment 
to  the  fighter  and  looking  after  his  family. 

Mr.  Abdul  said  he  did  not  know  that  the 
association  had  published  the  Hamas  char- 
ter. But  any  Hamas  statements  published  by 
the  association  "were  published  for  informa- 
tion purposes  only"  because  "everybody  was 
asking  about  this  organization."  he  said. 

The  Islamic  Association  for  Palestine,  he 
said,  does  not  endorse  the  killing  of  innocent 
civilians. 

"We  as  LAP.  we  don't  feel  happy  when 
someone  is  killed."  he  said.  News  of  the  four 
suicide  bombings  that  were  carried  out  in 
Israel  between  Feb.  25  and  March  4.  claiming 
58  lives,  "worried  us  because  we  knew  2  mil- 
lion Palestinians  will  be  punished"  for  them. 

But  audience  members  at  the  December 
1989  conference  of  the  Islamic  Association 
for  Palestine  shouted  "Allahu  Akbar"  ("God 
is  great")  when  the  masked  Hamas  spokes- 
man talked  about  an  ocean  of  blood. 

In  a  videotape  of  the  conference.  Yaser 
Bushnaq.  a  Dallas  resident  who  was  then 
president  of  the  Islamic  Association  for  Pal- 
estine, welcomed  participants.  A  Hamas  ban- 
ner draped  a  table,  from  which  one  speaker 
after  another  praised  Hamas.  The  conference 
was  named  after  Abdulla  Azzam.  considered 
a  Hamas  martyr. 

Ahmed  Al  Qattan.  a  militant  cleric  from 
Kuwait,  said  Hamas  "made  the  Jews  shiver 
in  fear."  He  led  a  chant  that  said,  in  part, 
"Long  live  Hamas.  .  .  .  Now  the  stone  will  be 
replaced  by  the  Kalashnikov." 

Mr.  Abdul  insists  that  the  association  was 
not  endorsing  Hamas  terrorism  by  organiz- 
ing the  1989  conference.  At  that  time,  "every 
Palestinian  was  emotionally  involved  with 
the  intifada  ....  If  you  talked  to  people 
about  anything  else,  they  would  just  leave 
you."  he  said. 

ATTACK  re-enacted 

Mr.  Emerson,  the  documentary  producer, 
supplied  another  videotape  that  he  described 
as  a  Hamas  training  video.  It  depicts  men 
with  assault  rifies  re-enacting  an  attack  on 
a  Jewish  factory. 

In  another  scene,  rifie  bullets  spell  out 
"Hamas"  in  Arabic  characters,  the  opening 
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frames  carry  the  logo  of  Aqsa  Vision  Audio 
Visual  Production.  The  association's  Rich- 
ardson telephone  number  is  provided  at  the 
end  for  ordering  copies. 

Mr.  Abdul  called  Aqsa  Vision  "the  sales  de- 
partment of  LAP."  selling  items  with  the  as- 
sociation's logo  or  slogans.  He  said  Aqse  Vi- 
sion "does  not  produce  any  tapes." 

He  called  the  alleged  training  video  "a  pro- 
fessional cut-and-paste  job"  by  Mr.  Emerson, 
whom  he  and  Muslim  leaders  around  the 
country  have  denounced  as  pro-Zionist. 

Mr.  Emerson's  1994  documentary  drew  na- 
tional attention  to  the  Islamic  Association 
for  Palestine  and  the  Holy  Land  Foundation. 
He  alleged  that  the  two  organizations  were 
part  of  a  radical  Islamic  network  operating 
within  the  United  States. 

The  recent  bombings  by  Hamas  in  Israel 
have  renewed  that  attention,  as  has  Israel's 
effort  to  extradite  Mr.  Marzook  from  the 
United  States  to  put  him  on  trial  for  terror- 
ism. He  remains  in  jail  in  New  York  while 
the  extradition  case  is  being  decided. 

Israel  says  that  Mr.  Marzook,  a  former 
resident  of  Ruston,  La.,  is  actually  Hamas' 
military  leader.  He  has  said  that  he  knew 
nothing  of  Hamas'  military  actions  and  is 
fighting  extradition. 

Thick  volumes  of  records  filed  by  Israel  in 
the  case  contain  extensive  statements  by 
Muhammad  Salah.  a  Chicago-area  used-car 
dealer  who  confessed  to  being  a  Hamas 
agent.  His  statements,  made  in  early  1993, 
fueled  Israeli  charges  of  Hamas  activism  in 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  SaJah  told  Israeli  investigators  that 
Mr.  Marzook  sent  him  and  another  Hamas 
leader  in  London  to  reorganize  Hamas  oper- 
ations and  distribute  funds  to  Hamas  activ- 
ists in  the  Occupied  Territories. 
confession  recanted 

Last  year.  Mr.  Salah  was  convicted  of  aid- 
ing Hamas  terrorism  and  sentenced  to  five 
years  in  prison.  He  later  recanted  his  confes- 
sion, insisting  the  statements  were  coerced 
through  abuse  and  torture. 

Statements  by  Mr.  Salah  and  other  alleged 
Hamas  activists  described  attacks  on  Israeli 
soldiers  and  civilians.  They  also  trace  more 
than  S200,000  provided  for  guns  and  terrorists 
action  to  a  U.S.  bank  account. 

The  account,  at  a  bank  in  McLean.  Va.. 
was  held  jointly  by  Mr.  Marzook  and  Mr. 
Elbarasse.  a  former  board  member  of  the 
American  Middle  Eastern  League  for  Pal- 
estine, an  Islamic  Association  for  Palestine 
p)arent  organization. 

Stanley  Cohen,  a  New  York  attorney  for 
Mr.  Marzook.  said  it  was  Mr.  Elbarasse  who 
transferred  $735,000  to  Mr.  Salah's  Chicago 
bank  account. 

Mr.  Salah  then  had  $200,000  transferred  to 
him  in  Israel,  bank  records  show.  When  Mr. 
Salah  was  arrested.  $97,000  in  cash  was  also 
confiscated. 

Mr.  Cohen  said  the  money  did  not  belong 
to  his  client.  Mr.  Marzook  did  not  know  ic 
had  been  sent  to  Mr.  Salah.  the  attoriiey 
said,  nor  did  Mr.  Marzook  direct  how  Mr. 
Salah  should  spend  the  funds. 

A  man  at  Mr.  Elbarasse's  home  in  Falls 
Church.  Va..  hung  up  the  phone  when  a  re- 
porter asked  to  speak  to  Mr.  Elbarasse. 

Several  current  and  former  association  of- 
ficials are  helping  Mr.  Marzook  with  his 
legal  troubles.  Mr.  Bushnaq.  the  former  asso- 
ciation president,  is  one  of  two  signatories 
on  the  Marzook  legal  defense  fund.  Mr. 
Cohen  said. 

Rafiq  Jaber  and  Sabri  Ibrahim,  current 
president  and  vice  president,  respectively,  of 
the  Islamic  Association  for  Palestine,  say 
they  also  are  assisting  with  Mr.  Marzook's 
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defense  by  circulating  petitions  and  encour- 
aging contributions.  Both  live  In  the  Chicago 
area,  where  the  association  is  planning  to 
move  its  headquarters. 

Mr.  Marzook  is  also  a  key  link  between 
Hamas  and  the  Holy  Land  Foundation,  one  of 
the  largest  U.S.  fund-raisers  for  Islamic 
charitable  causes. 

Founded  as  the  Occupied  Land  Fund  in 
California  in  1987,  the  organization  renamed 
itself  and  moved  to  Richardson  in  1992.  Last 
year  the  group  raised  $2.25  million  in  dona- 
tions and  another  $1  million  in  in-kind  con- 
tributions, officials  said. 

TAX  returns 

According  to  Holy  Land  Foundation  tax  re- 
turns, Mr.  Marzook  contributed  $210,000  in 
1992.  His  personal  secretary.  Nasser 
Alkhatib,  contributed  another  $22,450.  Total 
contributions  for  the  year  were  $2  million. 

Mr.  Baker,  the  foundation's  executive  di- 
rector, remembered  Mr.  Marzook  making  the 
contribution  after  an  Islamic  conference  in 
Kansas  City. 

He  cited  the  donation  as  proof  that  there  is 
no  secret  relationship  between  Mr.  Marzook 
and  the  foundation.  Mr.  Marzook  knew  his 
contribution  would  be  reported.  Mr.  Baker 
said. 

At  the  time.  Mr.  Baker  said.  Mr.  Marzook 
had  not  stated  publicly  that  he  was  a  leader 
of  Hamas. 

"We'll  take  any  money  if  it's  legal."  the 
Holy  Land  Foundation  director  said. 

Mr.  Marzook.  through  his  attorney,  denied 
making  the  contribution.  Mr.  Cohen  said  the 
donation  came  flx>m  Mr.  Elbarasse. 

"I'm  saying  that  transaction  was  from  the 
joint  account  and  had  nothing  to  do  with  Mr. 
Marzook,"  he  said.  "I'm  sorry.  Mousa 
Marzook  did  not  donate  $210,000  to  them." 

Mr.  Cohen  acknowledged  that  Mr. 
Marzook's  wife.  Nadia.  invested  $250,000  in 
1993  in  InfoCom  Corp..  a  Richardson  com- 
puter company  run  by  her  cousin.  Bayan  El- 
Ashi.  Mr.  EU-Ashi  is  the  brother  of  Ghassan 
El-Ashi.  the  foundation's  treasurer  and 
InfoCom's  international  marketing  director. 

Ghassan  El-Ashi  declined  to  discuss  wheth- 
er Mrs.  Marzook  was  an  investor  in  InfoCom. 
and  he  referred  questions  to  Mr.  Cohen. 

There  is  an  even  stronger  link  between 
Hamas  and  the  Holy  Land  Foundation  than 
Mr.  Marzook — one  which  Mr.  Baker  and 
Ghassan  El-Ashi  readily  admit  and  defend. 

The  Holy  Land  Foundation  provides  grants 
to  schools,  clinics,  mosques  and  other  social 
service  organizations  in  the  Middle  E^t  and 
elsewhere  to  meet  Muslim  humanitarian 
needs. 

Publications  say  the  Holy  Land  Founda- 
tion raises  money  for  widows,  orphans,  the 
homeless  and  "families  of  martyrs."  The 
group  boasts  it  was  the  first  to  aid  413  sus- 
pected Hamas  activists  whom  Israel  deported 
to  Lebanon  in  1992. 

In  Gaza  and  the  West  Bank.  Middle  East 
experts  say.  Hamas  is  widely  regarded  as  one 
of  the  largest  and  most  efficient  providers  of 
social  services.  The  Holy  Land  Foundation 
helps  supports  some  of  those  Hamas  institu- 
tions. 

HAMAS  bastion 

The  Islamic  University  of  Gaza  is  listed  by 
the  foundation  as  one  recipient.  It  is  known 
as  a  Hamas  bastion:  Mr.  Marzook  was  one  of 
its  founders. 

Mr.  Baker  said  the  Holy  Land  Foundation 
does  not  care  about  the  political  leanings  of 
the  people  whose  programs  it  funds.  "Our  hu- 
manitarian work  is  not  colored  by  political 
reality  in  that  sirea."  he  said. 

Mr.  Abdul  of  the  Islamic  Association  for 
Palestine  denied  that  Hamas  operates  social 
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service  agencies— that  is  a  Zionist 
mischaracterization.  he  said. 

Dr.  Philip  Mattar.  executive  director  of  the 
Institute  for  Palestine  Studies  in  Washing- 
ton, said  Hamas'  social  service  system  is  un- 
deniable. 

"Hamas  does  run  social  and  health  services 
in  the  West  Bank." 

There's  no  doubt  about  it."  he  said.  "Most 
of  their  money  goes  to  running  those  serv- 
ices. But  they  benefit  enormously  in  that  it 
generates  an  enormous  amount  of  good  will, 
especially  in  underdeveloped  areas." 

In  many  such  organizations  in  the  Middle 
£^t.  accusations  of  corruption  are  common. 
"You  won't  find  too  much  corruption  among 
Hamas  organizations."  Dr.  Mattar  said. 
"They  are  quite  puritanical." 

Another  recipient  of  Holy  Land  Founda- 
tion funds  was  an  Islamic  school  operated  by 
Jamil  Hamami.  Mr.  Hamami.  who  has  been 
called  a  Hamas  leader  by  Israel,  has  been  de- 
tained several  times.  His  Faith  School  is  one 
of  the  most  respected  in  the  West  Bank.  Mr. 
Baker  said. 

Since  the  bombings  began  in  March.  Israeli 
authorities  have  shut  down  many  Muslim 
charities  because  of  suspected  Hamas  ties. 
Among  those  closed  was  the  Holy  Land 
Foundation's  Jerusalem  office. 

"Yes.  that  was  because  they  are  claiming 
we  have  Hamas  ties."  Mr.  Baker  said.  He 
called  Israel's  action  "a  political  move"  that 
the  foundation  is  challenging  in  Israeli 
court. 

Ms.  Lowey,  the  congresswoman  who  is 
seeking  to  revoke  the  foundation's  tax-ex- 
empt status,  contended  that  the  Holy  Land 
Foundation's  aid  to  Hamas-nm  charities  and 
deportees  is  proof  of  the  foundation's  support 
for  terrorism. 

"If  you're  raising  money  for  Hamas  activ- 
ists, you're  raising  money  for  Hamas."  she 
said  in  a  statement. 

MONEY  NOT  TRACED 

Vince  Cannistraro.  a  former  CIA 
counterterrorism  chief,  said  U.S.  olTicials 
have  not  been  able  to  trace  money  raised  by 
Muslim  charities  in  the  United  States  to 
Middle  East  terrorism.  But  he  said  contribu- 
tions to  the  Hamas  social  service  network 
can  benefit  its  military  operations. 

"You  can  give  money  to  a  specific  hospital 
in  Gaza,  for  example,  and  that  money  will  go 
there."  he  said.  "And  if  that  money  is  con- 
trolled by  Hamas,  that  frees  up  money  that 
can  go  for  bad  things." 

Mr.  Baker  said  the  Holy  Land  Foundation 
is  considering  a  fund-raising  campaign  to  re- 
build houses  for  families  of  suicide  bombers. 
The  Israeli  government  has  demolished  more 
than  100  such  homes,  he  said. 

The  demolitions  are  against  international 
law  because  they  are  "collective  punish- 
ment" aimed  at  a  large  group  of  people  rath- 
er than  at  specific  individuals  convicted  of 
crimes,  he  said. 

"My  obligation  as  a  humanitarian  is  to  go 
there  and  rebuild  those  houses,"  he  said.  "I 
don't  want  the  rest  of  the  children  to  go  and 
blow  themselves  up  because  they  see  the 
world  is  full  of  injustice." 

Mr.  Baker,  who  has  spent  half  his  life  in 
the  West  and  whose  mother  is  Christian,  said 
he  believes  Israel  has  a  right  to  exist. 

He  said  Israel's  Zionist  government  should 
put  aside  its  bigotry  and  permit  Palestinians 
to  have  a  country,  too. 

"A  lot  of  good  Jews  are  doing  wonderful 
things  in  this  country  and  everywhere.  They 
do  not  deserve  my  anger  or  hate."  he  said. 
"A  lot  of  bad  Muslims  are  doing  bad  things. 
They  deserve  my  frustration. 

"But  if  you  want  to  .  .  .  base  all  your  posi- 
tions and  attitudes  in  this  life  on  religion  or 
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ethnicity  or  political   backgrounds,  you're 
doomed  to  be  a  failure." 


TRIBUTE  TO  S.  GOLDBERG  &  CO. 

mc. 


HON.  ROBERT  G.  TORRICEIII 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 

Mr.  TORRICELLI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  before 
the  House  today  to  honor  a  very  special  com- 
pany. S.  Goldtjerg  &  Co.,  Inc.,  rose  from  hunv 
tite  tjeginnings  in  1896  to  a  position  of  promi- 
nence in  the  international  Ixjsiness  world.  This 
month  they  will  celetxate  100  years  of  busi- 
ness, an  achievement  I  hope  my  colleagues 
will  join  me  in  recognizing. 

SamuaJ  Goldberg  first  begin  making  slippers 
in  a  tiny  shop  in  New  York  City's  lower  east 
side  in  1896,  before  moving  to  Hackensack, 
NJ,  the  company's  present  home.  After  Sam- 
uel's death  in  1 935,  his  son.  Sidney,  took  over 
the  business  and  began  preparing  his  two 
sons,  Roy  and  Stan,  to  eventually  run  the 
company.  Thanks  in  large  pari  to  Roy  and 
Stan's  present  leadership,  S.  Goldberg  em- 
ploys 450  people  and  has  facilities  in  Bogota, 
NJ,  and  Hong  Kong.  This  truly  exemplifies  the 
American  dream,  as  S.  Goldberg  has 
achieved  success  through  hard  work  and  per- 
severance. 

This  company  is  a  leader  in  the  footwear  in- 
dustry because  it  creates  and  markets  innova- 
tive, high-quality  footwear  that  is  value  priced 
for  its  consumers.  Equally  as  important  is  S. 
Goldberg's  strong  commitment  to  domestic  fa- 
cilities and  its  woridwide  sourcing  capabilities. 
A  true  family  txjsiness,  S.  Goldberg's  dedi- 
cated employees  have  worked  for  the  com- 
pany for  up  to  60  years. 

Mr.  Speaker,  S.  Goldberg  &  Co.,  Inc.,  is  an 
inspiration  to  us  all  and  to  the  international 
Ijusiness  community.  The  company  serves  as 
evidence  that  the  American  dream  is  alive  in 
Hackensack  and  is  attainable  anywhere  with 
hard  work  arxJ  a  commitment  to  quality. 


BEST  WISHES  TO  TOBIN  R.  BOENIG 
FOR  A  FULL  RECOVERY 


HON.  CHET  EDWARDS 

,  OF  TEXAS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 

Mr.  EDWARDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
offer  tsest  wishes  for  a  full  recovery  to  Totiin 
R.  Boenig,  a  remarkable  young  man  from  Mar- 
ran,  TX. 

I  met  Toby  during  the  summer  of  1994, 
when  he  interned  in  my  office.  He  wori<ed  with 
my  staff  on  numerous  projects,  including  ex- 
tensive work  on  agriculture  issues.  During  his 
txief  tenure  in  my  office,  Toby  earned  the  re- 
spect and  admiratk>n  of  his  coworkers  through 
his  dedk:ation,  responsibility,  and  hard  work. 

As  a  student  at  Texas  A&M  University  in 
College  Station,  TX,  Toby  involved  himself  in 
many  campus  activities.  He  participated  in  the 
student  senate  beginning  his  freshman  year, 
and  hekJ  the  position  of  academic  affairs  conrv 


mittee  chair,  speaker  pro  tempore,  and  speak- 
er of  the  student  senate.  In  addition,  Toby 
served  on  the  College  of  Agriculture  and  Life 
Science  student  council  and  was  a  member  of 
the  collegiate  FFA.  He  was  also  an  agri- 
speaker,  speaking  throughout  the  Bryan/Col- 
lege Station  area  about  the  importance  of  agri- 
culture and  youth  leadership.  Toby  was 
awarded  the  Buck  Weirus  Spirit  Award  for  his 
contributions  to  the  Texas  A&M  student  txxly. 

This  past  academic  year,  Toby  served  as 
the  student  body  president  of  Texas  A&M  Uni- 
versity, representing  over  42,000  students  to 
the  Texas  A&M  administration,  former  stu- 
dents, and  the  State  and  Federal  Govern- 
ments. He  graduated  cum  laude  from  the  Col- 
lege of  Agriculture  and  Life  Science  in  May 
1996. 

Shortly  after  graduatk>n,  Toby  was  involved 
in  a  tut)ing  acckJent  on  the  Guadalupe  River  in 
Texas,  leaving  him  paralyzed  from  the  neck 
down.  In  recent  weeks,  he  has  made  great 
progress,  regaining  some  feeling  in  his  arms 
and  legs,  and  the  medical  team  now  hopes  for 
a  full  recovery  through  long  and  intensive 
physical  therapy.  During  this  time,  Toby  has 
maintained  his  positive  spirit  and  enthusiasm 
for  which  he  is  knovm  by  family  and  friends. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  behalf  of  this  body  of  legis- 
lators. I  would  like  to  send  best  wishes  to 
Tobin  R.  Boenig  for  a  speedy  arvj  full  recov- 
ery. He  is  an  extraordinary  young  man  and  is 
an  inspiration  to  us  all.  Good  luck,  Toby. 


TRIBUTE  TO  DUNCAN  H.  KESTER 


HON.  ZOE  LOFGREN 

'of  californu 

in  the  house  of  representatives 

Thursday.  June  13, 1996 

Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr.  Speaker,  It  is  with 
pleasure  that  I  rise  today  to  pay  special  tritxjte 
to  Duncan  H.  Kester,  the  standing  chapter  13 
trustee  for  division  5  of  the  northern  district  of 
Califomia — counties  of  Santa  Clara,  Santa 
Cruz,  San  Benito,  and  Monterey— on  his  re- 
tirement, effective  June  30.  1996,  after  29 
years  of  service  in  that  capacity. 

Mr.  Kester  served  with  the  U.S.  Army  Air 
Force  in  World  War  II  as  a  flight  officer-navi- 
gator, second  lieutenant.  After  the  war,  he 
married  Marvis  Horgan  on  February  16,  1946. 
He  is  the  father  of  four  children,  two  daugh- 
ters, and  twin  sons,  and  is  also  a  grandfather. 

In  July  1967,  Duncan  Kester  was  appointed 
to  serve  as  the  first  chapter  XIII  trustee  in  the 
newly  created  area  2  commercial  district  of  the 
northern  district  of  Califomia  consisting  of  the 
counties  of  Marin,  San  Francisco.  San  f^teo, 
Santa  Clara,  Santa  Cruz,  San  Benito,  and 
Monterey  by  the  bankmptcy  referees  at  the  di- 
rection of  the  judges  of  the  northem  district  of 
Califomia.  After  the  bankruptcy  code  was 
adopted  in  1978,  Mr.  Kester  became  the 
standing  chapter  13  trustee  for  divisions  3  arxj 
5  of  the  northem  district  of  Califomia,  consist- 
ing of  the  counties  of  San  Francisco,  San 
Mateo,  Santa  Clara,  Santa  Cruz,  San  Benito, 
and  Monterey.  After  the  implementation  of  the 
United  States  Trustee  Program,  Mr.  Kester 
continued  his  chapter  13  trusteeship  with  his 
appointment  by  the  new  United  States  trustee 
for  region  17. 


Mr.  Kester  served  as  a  leader  holding  a 
number  of  offices  with  the  National  Associa- 
tion of  Chapter  Thirteen  Trustees  [NACTT],  irv 
eluding  serving  as  president  of  tfiat  organiza- 
tion in  1975-76.  He  has  appeared  frequently 
as  a  lecturer  at  educational  seminars  before 
creditors,  attorneys,  business  education  stu- 
dents, and  commercial  associations. 

During  his  long  and  illustrious  tenure  as  a 
trustee,  Mr.  Kester  has  administered  approxi- 
mately 100,000  cases  through  which  roughly 
one-half  billion  dollars  was  paid  by  debtors  to 
creditors.  Through  his  office,  thousands  of 
debtors  have  been  able  to  save  their  homes 
and  property  by  restructuring  their  finances  in 
chapter  13  plans.  In  addition,  thousands  of 
small  business  men  and  women  have  been 
aiAe  to  continue  operating  their  restructured 
companies  and  maintain  the  employment  of 
their  workers  by  filing  chapter  13  plans. 

Mr.  Kester,  known  as  "Duke"  arxJ  "Mr.  K," 
to  his  friends  and  colleagues,  has  earned  the 
respect  and  affection  of  debtors,  creditors,  at- 
torneys, and  judges,  and  his  employees. 

I  am  proud  to  have  the  honor  to  offer  Durv 
can  H.  Kester  my  sincere  thanks  and  gratitude 
for  his  many  years  of  exemplary  service  to  our 
community  and  ask  that  nrry  colleagues  join 
me  in  wishing  him  a  happy  retirement. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPROVEMENT 
TIMBER  CONTRACT  EXTENSION 
ACT 


HON.  DON  YOUNG 

OF  ALASKA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
I  rise  to  introduce  a  bill  to  extend  by  15  years 
the  only  remaining  long-term  contract  for  tim- 
ber on  the  Tongass  National  Forest  The  ex- 
tenston  was  requested  by  the  both  Houses  of 
the  Alaska  State  Legislature.  It  is  supported  by 
Alaska's  Governor.  Democrats  and  Reputv 
licans  in  Alaska  are  t>ehind  tfie  15  year  exten- 
sion. 

Some  may  remember  that  there  were  two 
long-term  timber  contracts  when  this  House 
last  passed  tfie  Tongass  Timber  Reform  Act 
There  shoukj  be  two  contracts,  but  at  the  urg- 
ing of  environmental  extremists,  the  Clinton 
administration  breached  one  and  canceled  it  in 
1994. 

This  bill  is  not  the  ultimate  answer  to  the 
problems  of  the  Tongass,  problems  with  which 
this  body  has  dealt  too  often. 

Many  may  know  that  I  introduced  a  bill  last 
year  ttiat  could  give  power  and  control  over 
the  Tongass  to  the  State  of  Alaska,  but  the  bill 
I  introduce  today  is  no  suttstitute  for  H.R. 
2413.  Ultimately,  the  Federal  political  process. 
Federal  bureaucr^ts.  and  Federal  actions  are 
rK>  way  to  gukJe  the  management  of  treasures 
like  the  Tongass. 

Indeed,  the  fact  that  I  even  need  to  intro- 
duce a  t)ill  to  again  attempt  a  Federal  solution 
for  the  Tongass— just  5  years  after  the  last 
Federal  legislative  solution — is  evidence  that 
the  State  of  Alaska  by  its  laws  and  policies 
should  own  and  manage  the  Tongass. 

I  want  to  be  dear.  This  t>ill  has  nothing  to 
do    with    expartding    clearcutting    on    ttie 
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Tongass.  The  only  larxfe  subject  to  harvesting 
are  those  left  in  the  timber  base  after  the  past 
wiklemess  withdrawals  form  past  acts  of  Con- 
gress. TWs  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  public 
financing  of  environmental  improvements.  The 
company  will  finance  tfie  improvements  itself 
based  on  the  extended  contract  This  contract 
extension  Is  corporate  workfare  with  a  fair  re- 
turn to  the  taxpayers. 

The  bill  I  introduce  today  is  needed  t>ecause 
the  1990  Tongass  Timber  Reform  Act,  which 
was  passed  and  signed  over  my  objection, 
has  failed.  It  failed  because  42  percent  of  the 
tirnt)er  economy  that  was  not  supposed  to  di- 
minish after  tt>e  1990  act  is  gone  from  the 
Tongass.  The  remainder  of  the  timber  econ- 
omy— at  one  time  over  4,000  strong — is  just 
harigingon. 

With  its  command  and  control  approach  to 
Federal  land  management  deciskjns,  Wash- 
ington, DC,  has  failed  Alaskans  and  those  in 
other  States.  It  has  failed  because  the  promise 
of  the  land  base  to  support  timber  has  been 
eroded  t>y  administrative  action,  laws,  and 
lawsuits.  The  latest  administrative  proposal  is 
to  withdraw  an  additional  600.000  acres  fi^om 
the  land  available  for  timber  harvesting.  That 
means  more  land  withdrawn  by  that  single  ad- 
ministrative action  than  has  t>een  harvested  in 
the  Tongass  since  1909.  There  have  been  so 
many  failures  by  the  Federal  Govemment  re- 
garcSng  laws  and  decisions  on  the  Tongass 
arxj  the  75.000  people  wtra  live  there  are  tired 
of  it 

One  of  the  most  grave  Federal  failures  re- 
sulted from  the  unilateral  timber  contract  rrxjdi- 
fications — over  the  otjjectkjns  of  contract  field- 
ers— ordered  by  the  1990  Tongass  Timt)er 
Reform  Act  While  there  is  a  deep  history  at- 
tached to  the  kxig-term  contracts  in  the 
Tongass,  overnight  the  Federal  Govemment 
just  changed  the  contract  at  its  whim.  It  was 
not  because  of  any  environmental  or  ecologi- 
cal reason.  It  was  with  arrogance  and  tfie  de- 
sign to  stop  the  very  small  amount  of  timber 
han/esting  in  tfie  largest  natbnal  forest. 

That  was  one  of  several  decisions  forced 
onto  the  Federal  Forest  Servrce  and  is  a  pri- 
mary reason  that  the  Alaska  Pulp  Corp.  want- 
ed to  begin  retooling  its  facility  in  Sitka.  After 
they  began  doing  so,  their  torig-term  contract 
was  canceled  under  orders  from  the  Depart- 
ment. It  was  a  tilatantfy  politk:al  decision  and 
will  end  up  costing  the  Federal  Govemment 
millions  of  dollars. 

The  other  kjng-term  contract  holder,  tfie 
Ketchikan  Pulp  Corp.  now  t>arely  survives  with 
ttie  unfair  changes  unilaterally  inserted  into  its 
contract  tiy  the  1990  Tongass  Timtser  Refom 
Act.  The  company  has  about  8  years  remain- 
ing on  its  contract  but  is  facing  several  busi- 
ness options.  The  company  has  indicated  a 
willingness  to  invest  sutjstantial  resources — 
upwards  of  S200  million— to  install  environ- 
mental improvements  to  the  plant  and  make  it 
more  energy  efficient  Amortizing  that  invest- 
ment requires  a  1 5-year  extenskxi  to  their  ex- 
isting contract 

The  15-year  extension  Is  the  first  feature  of 
my  bill.  The  remaining  parts  of  tfie  bill  attempt 
to  improve  the  fairness  of  the  contract  provi- 
sions tfiat  were  unilaterally  changed  under  the 
1990  Tongass  Timber  Reform  Act.  One  provi- 
sion requires  a  harvest  plan  which  details  tfie 
volume  of  timber  and  its  kx^atkxi.  Anotfier  pro- 
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vision  requires  nomial  independent  appraisals 
and  competitive  rates  for  timber.  Another  pro- 
vision concerns  proportk)nality  of  harvests  and 
includes  a  new  criteria — acreage — by  whk:h 
proportionality  is  measured.  Other  provisions 
remove  the  terminatkin  clause  and  specifkally 
allow  conversion  or  replacement  of  the  pulp 
mill  with  a  similar  facility.  A  final  provision  says 
that  future  modifications  of  the  contract  must 
be  by  mutual  agreement 

I  remind  critk»  of  logging  on  the  Tongass 
that  this  bill  has  nothing  to  do  with  dianging 
wilderness  or  LUD  II  designations.  This  bill 
has  nothing  to  do  with  removing  stream  buffer 
protection.  This  bill  has  nothing  to  do  with  re- 
storing the  Tongass  timber  supply  fund.  This 
bill  has  nothing  to  do  with  any  other  part  of  tfie 
Tongass  Timber  Refomi  Act  Some  may  wish 
it  dkl  change  those  parts  of  the  unfair  law,  but 
it  does  not 

This  txW  concerns  fairness.  It  concerns  re- 
storing a  viable  kxig-term  contract  and  extend- 
ing its  term.  Before  passage  of  the  1990 
Tongass  Timber  Reform  Act,  nearly  every  en- 
vironmental interest  emphasized  that  ttmber 
harvesting  and  timt)er  employment  woukJ  not 
tje  affected  if  the  Tongass  law  was  reformed. 
I  regret  to  say  ttiat  those  who  made  the  rep- 
resentations have  forgotten  that  they  promised 
peace  in  the  valley.  Tfie  bill  I  introduce  today 
does  the  least  possit>le  to  address  one  issue 
tfiat  might  make  peace  in  ttie  valley. 

The  timber  economy  has  faltered  in  the 
Tongass.  Not  because  it  is  inefficient,  t)ut  be- 
cause the  law  agreed  to  by  powers  in  Wash- 
ington, DC,  doomed  ttie  timlser  economy.  Pas- 
sage of  this  bill  means  hope  to  those  in  Ketcfv 
ikan  and  throughout  Southeast  It  means  hope 
because  an  extended,  viable  timber  contract 
will  result  in  a  clearer  chtorine-free  mill  with 
improved  energy  efficiency.  It  means  fiope  be- 
cause it  means  jobs.  Jobs  arxJ  a  cleaner  envi- 
ronment means  a  good  future  for  the  timber 
resource  industry  in  ttie  Tongass. 

An  additional  point  is  worth  mentioning. 
There  were  allegations  of  timber  theft  t)y  the 
company  hokjing  the  long-term  contract  on  the 
Tongass.  My  staff  checked  this  report.  They 
were  tokJ  by  the  FBI  tfiat  ttiere  is  no  planned 
or  existing  investigatk)n  of  the  company  for 
timber  theft.  Nothing,  according  to  the  FBI 
after  having  visited  the  Tongass,  has  prompt- 
ed ttie  Bureau  to  even  initiate  a  preliminary  or 
full-fledged  investigation  of  criminal  timber. 

I  kx>k  forward  to  working  with  my  colleagues 
on  the  House  Agriculture  Committee  to  ad- 
vance this  piece  of  legislatioa 


AMEND  THE  OMNIBUS  CRIME  CON- 
TROL AND  SAFE  STREETS  ACT 
OF  1968 


HON.  DONALD  A.  MANZULLO 

OF  ILLINOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  13, 1996 

Mr.  MANZULLO.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  am 
Introducing  legislation  that  woukJ  amend  the 
Omnibus  Crime  Control  and  Safe  Streets  Act 
of  1968  to  ensure  tfiat  families  of  police  and 
fire  chaplains  killed  in  the  line  of  duty  will  re- 
ceive well-deserved  death  benefits.  I  intro- 
duced this  legislatkjn  in  tfie  prevkius  Con- 
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gress.  It  passed  the  House  as  an  amendment 
to  the  omnitxjs  crime  t)ill  txjt  was  taken  out 
during  the  conference  between  the  House  and 
Senate  negotiators.  Thankfully,  it  is  a  rare  oc- 
curence when  a  fire  of  police  chaplain  loses 
his  life  in  the  line  of  duty.  However,  if  such  a 
tragedy  does  occur,  the  families  of  these  cou- 
rageous men  and  women  v*rill  not  be  left  out 
in  the  cold.  These  unsung  heroes  will  have  tfie 
assurance  of  knowing  tfiat  their  toved  ones  will 
be  taken  care  of. 

Unfortunately,  Mr.  Speaker,  a  rare  occur- 
rence dkl  take  place  on  June  18,  1994,  when 
Los  Angeles  County  Police  Chaplain  Bmce 
Mchael  Bryan  was  killed.  Cfiapl#i  Bryan  was 
an  officially  recognized  and  trained  potce 
chaplain.  The  night  fie  was  killed,  he  accom- 
panied a  sheriffs  deputy  on  a  routine  call  to 
a  bar.  The  deputy  first  detained  and  suttse- 
quently  drove  home  an  Intoxnated  indivkjual. 
Apparently,  tfie  individual  believed  he  was 
under  arrest,  pankAed  and  wrestled  the  dep- 
uty's gun  free.  The  detained  stiot  the  deputy, 
did  not  kill  him,  and  proceeded  to  cfiase 
Chaplain  Bryan  before  shooting  him  ttiree 
times  in  the  fiead  execution  style. 

Cfiaplain  Bryan  was  a  volunteer  chaplain 
based  out  at  the  Carson  Sheriffs  sutjstation. 
He  was  certified  as  their  official  chaplain  and 
would  fiold  Sunday  morning  servk^s  for  tfie 
other  officers.  Yet,  his  record  of  pubJk;  service 
was  not  only  that  of  a  police  chaplain.  He  was 
very  involved  in  his  local  church  and  also  es- 
tatitished  and  operated  New  Heart  Ministries 
whk:h  offers  continuing  help  and  rehabilitation 
to  former  criminals  starting  new  lives  outside 
incarceration. 

It  is  on  behalf  of  all  polk:e  and  fire  cfiaplain 
that  I  introduce  this  legislation  today.  In  tfie 
memory  and  honor  of  Chaplain  Bryan,  I  have 
titled  ttie  legislation  the  "Bruce  M.  Bryan  Po- 
lice and  Fire  Chaplain  PuWk;  Safety  Officers's 
Benefit  Act  of  1996".  It  is  rrry  sincere  hope 
that  Congress  will  pass  this  important  arid 
necessary  piece  of  legislation. 

Polk^e  and  fire  chaplains  are  often  called 
upon  to  confront  dangerous  circumstances. 
For  example,  they  may  be  counted  upon  to 
participate  in  situations  wtiere  criminals  are 
hokJing  hostages,  drive  an  ambulance  if  need- 
ed, or  even  pick-up  a  fire  ax  to  combat  a 
deadly  fire.  These  men  and  women  to  to  work 
every  day  and  perform  their  duties  diligently 
and  quietly,  responding  to  ttie  same  crime  and 
fire  scenes  that  their  colleagues  do. 

I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  ask 
my  colleagues  that  they  join  me  in  cosponsor- 
ing  this  legislation  which  would  compensate 
the  families  of  police  and  fire  chaplains  who. 
while  in  the  line  of  duty,  could  pay  tfie  ultimate 
price  possible  for  doing  their  job.  This  bill 
amends  the  Omnibus  Crime  Control  and  Safe 
Streets  Act  of  1968  to  ensure  tfiat  polce  and 
fire  cfiaplains  killed  in  the  line  of  duty  receive 
federal  death  ttenefits. 

1  ask  unanimous  consent  tfiat  this  letter  from 
Fateher  William  Wentink.  police  cfiaplain  for 
the  Rockford,  IL,  Polk:e  Department  and  ttie  Il- 
linois State  Polce,  be  inserted  fiere  as  part  of 
the  RECORD. 
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rockford  pouce  department, 
Saint  Anthony  Medical  Center, 

RockfoTd.  IL.  May  17. 1996. 
Congressman  Donald  A.  Manzullo. 
Cannon  House  Office  Building. 
Washington.  DC. 

DEAR  Congressman  Manzullo.  for  over  a 
quarter  of  a  century  I  have  served  as  Chap- 
lain for  the  Rockford  Police  Department.  I 
am  also  Chaplain  for  the  Illinois  State  Po- 
lice and  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation. 
The  City  of  Rockford  Police  Department  has 
approximately  30  Police  Chaplains.  There  is 
a  Chaplain  on  duty  24  hours  a  day  every  day 
of  the  year.  These  are  all  volunteer  posi- 
tions. Our  Chaplains  are  involved  in  many 
areas  of  Police  work.  This  includes  helping 
people  who  need  a  place  to  stay,  food  or  med- 
icine. We  also  talk  with  people  who  might  be 
lonely  or  suicidal.  We  are  also  involved  in 
death  situations.  Our  Chaplains  are  on  the 
scenes  of  major  disturbances  and  incidents  in 
our  city. 

More  and  more  Law  Enforcement  Agencies 
are  utilizing  the  expertise  and  professional- 
ism of  Police  Chaplains.  Estimates  are  that 
between  25%  and  50%  of  the  17.000  Law  En- 
forcement agencies  in  our  Country  have  Po- 
lice Chaplains  on  staff.  Approximately  1,200 
of  these  Police  Chaplains  belong  to  the  Inter- 
national Conference  of  Police  Chaplains.  Of 
these  1,200  Police  Chaplains  over  93%  are  vol- 
unteer. They  offer  their  time,  talents,  and 
service  to  the  citizens  of  their  communities. 

In  the  United  States  there  are  over  100  Po- 
lice Officers  killed  in  the  line  of  duty  each 
year.  There  is  a  Federal  death  benefit  of  over 
SIOO.OOO.OO  that  goes  to  the  estate  of  a  Police 
Officer  whose  life  is  taken  in  the  perform- 
ance of  duty.  I  am  asking  if  it  would  be  pos- 
sible to  include  Police  Chaplains  in  this  ben- 
efit. Although  most  are  volunteer,  they  are 
officially  appointed  to  their  Departments 
and  carry  out  their  obligations  and  duties 
under  the  command  and  direction  of  the 
head  of  the  agency. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  and  ef- 
forts in  this  important  matter. 
Very  truly  yours. 

Rev.  William  R.  Wentink, 

Chaplain. 
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1916  and  a  tragic  earthquake  in  1933,  resi- 
dents jointed  in  spirit  and  labor  to  see  to  it  that 
Garden  Grove  continued  its  mission  of  creat- 
ing arxj  expanding  the  city's  economic  and  so- 
cial opportunities.  And  that  trend  continues 
today.  At  the  time  of  the  1960  census.  Garden 
Grove  had  a  population  of  nearly  44.000. 
Today,  the  population  is  more  than  140,000. 
That  makes  Garden  Grove  the  fourth  largest 
city  in  Orange  County  and  the  17th  largest  in 
the  State  of  California,  a  true  testament  to  its 
attractive  nature. 

Today,  Garden  Grove  remains  a  dynamic 
and  thriving  city  with  a  strong  sense  of  its 
roots  based  on  a  truly  distinctive  history.  And 
due  to  its  central  geographic  location  within 
Orange  County,  one  of  the  most  economically 
rotxist  areas  in  California,  Garden  Grove  has 
tsecome  an  ideal  environment  for  family  living, 
commercial  enterprises,  and  recreation.  It  is 
just  what  Alonzo  Cook  envisioned. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  so  proud  to  t)e  a  resident 
of  this  city.  Happy  anniversary.  Garden  Grove. 


CITY  OF  GARDEN  GROVE'S  40TH 
ANNIVERSARY 


HON.  ROBERT  K.  DORNAN 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13. 1996 

Mr.  0OR^4AN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  vraukj  like  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  congratulate  the  beau- 
tiful city  of  Garden  Grove,  my  home  town,  for 
celebrating  its  40th  anniversary  on  June  1 8. 

Dr.  Atonzo  Cook,  wtx)  is  recognized  as  Gar- 
den Grove's  founding  father,  vrauld  be  so 
proud  of  the  t)eauty  and  growth  of  this  unique, 
southern  California  city.  Since  its  incorporation 
on  June  18,  1956,  when  services  were  for- 
mally coordinated  to  accommodate  the  boonv 
ing  population.  Cook's  pioneer  spirit  continues 
to  bie  a  part  of  life  for  Garden  Grove  and  its 
citizens. 

Originally  a  larxl  of  dry  desert  arKJ  no  vege- 
tatkxi,  Akxuo  Cook  had  a  vision  to  create  a 
community  filled  with  beautiful  gardens  for 
families  to  raise  their  chikJren  and  individuals 
to  support  ttiemselves.  What  has  transpired 
since  that  time  has  been  remarkable.  Despite 
a  devastating  fk>od  of  the  Santa  Ana  River  in 


TRIBUTE  TO  LT.  PATRICK  BOLAND 


HON.  aOYD  SPENCE 

OF  SOL-TH  CAROLINA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today  to 
recognize  Lt.  Patrick  Boland,  a  very  deter- 
mined young  man,  whose  dauntless  persist- 
ence and  dedication  have  enabled  him  to 
reach  a  significant  milestone  in  his  life.  Lieu- 
tenant Boland  set  a  goal  for  himself,  to  serve 
our  Nation  as  a  pilot  in  the  U.S.  Air  Force,  and 
he  has  worked  tirelessly  to  achieve  that  goal. 

After  eaming  a  bachelor  of  science  degree 
from  Clarkson  University  in  1992.  Patrick  Bo- 
land enrolled  in  the  master  of  aerospace  engi- 
neering program  at  the  Georgia  Institute  of 
Techrwlogy,  and  joined  the  Air  Force  Reserve 
Officers'  Training  Corps  [AFROTC)  in  1994. 
He  received  the  Superior  Performance  Award 
in  1 995,  fc>ased  on  the  leadership  abilities  that 
he  demonstrated  during  his  field  training  that 
summer.  He  also  was  chosen  to  be  the  leader 
of  a  newly  formed  Civil  Air  Patrol  squadron.  In 
the  fall  of  1995,  he  was  selected  for  a  pilot 
slot  and  was  appointed  to  the  highly  selective 
Euro-NATO  Joint  Pilot  Training  Program, 
where  he  rose  to  the  top  of  his  class  and  was 
designated  as  a  distinguished  graduate.  Last 
Friday,  Patrick  Boland  received  the  last  Regu- 
lar Air  Force  commission  from  the  Georgia  Irv- 
stitute  of  Technology  AFROTC  program,  while 
also  receiving  the  master  of  aerospace  engi- 
neering degree. 

Lieutenant  Boland  is  to  be  commended  on 
his  accomplishments.  I  would  like  to  wish  him 
much  success  as  he  dedicates  himself  to  the 
service  of  our  country  as  a  pilot  in  the  U.S.  Air 
Force. 


MINIMUM  WAGE  INCREASE 


HON.  MATfflEW  G.  MARTINEZ 

OF  CAUFORNL^ 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 
Mr.  MARTINEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  all  of  argu- 
ments we  have  heard  against  raising  the  mini- 
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mum  wage,  an  essential  point  is  lost  In  1938, 
the  Fair  labor  Standards  Act  established  the 
minimum  wage  to  help  maintain  a  "minimum 
standard  of  living  necessary  for  health,  effi- 
ciency and  general  well-tseing  of  workers."  To- 
day's minimum  wage  fails  to  meet  that  stand- 
ard. 

Since  the  minimum  wage  was  last  increased 
in  1991,  the  cost  of  living  has  risen  53.5  per- 
cent. If  it  is  to  have  the  buying  power  it  had 
in  the  1960's,  it  would  have  to  jump  imme- 
diately to  S5.65.  And  if  it  is  left  at  the  current 
level  of  34.25,  the  minimum  wage  wrill  reach  a 
40-year  low,  when  adjusted  for  inflation,  in 
January  1997. 

All  the  det>ate  about  what  economists  have 
said  is  useless  when  you  consider  that  they 
do  not  agree  anrx)ng  themselves  about  the  ef- 
fect of  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage.  Sev- 
eral of  their  studies  have  resulted  in  distinctly 
opposite  corx^lusions  of  what  an  increase  will 
do  to  the  economy  and  employment  What  we 
must  weigh  in  making  this  decision  are  the 
personal  benefits  such  a  move  will  have  on  irv 
dividuals  wtx)  are  eaming  the  current  mini- 
mum wage. 

As  many  of  the  religious  organizations  have 
attested  in  their  calls  for  an  increase,  this  is  a 
matter  of  social  and  economic  justice.  No  one 
can  deny  that  those  eaming  the  minimum 
wage,  particularly  in  those  families  where  the 
sole  wage  earner  only  receives  the  minimum, 
are  faced  with  severe  economic  hardship.  And 
in  a  time  when  we  are  trying  to  promote  inde- 
pendence and  self-sufficiency,  rather  than  reli- 
ance on  the  put)lic  dole,  raising  the  minimum 
wage  makes  sense. 

Raising  the  minimum  wage  will  not  prove  to 
be  such  a  hardship  for  many  American  com- 
panies. According  to  Business  Week  figures, 
corporate  profits  increased  75  percent  arxl  an- 
nual CEO  pay  increased  92  percent  from  1 990 
to  1995.  Productivity  is  on  the  rise.  Neverthe- 
less, the  average  hourty  wages  for  the  82  per- 
cent of  the  workforce  that  are  production  or 
supervisory  workers  have  steadily  declined 
since  1 979.  Workers  are  simply  not  being  paid 
at  a  rate  that  corresponds  to  their  risirig  out- 
put, and  it  is  time  for  corporations  to  reverse 
this  trend. 

For  those  who  would  argue  that  small  busi- 
nesses would  t>e  tlie  ones  that  would  truly  suf- 
fer from  an  irx:rease  in  the  minimum  wage,  we 
have  already  passed  the  Small  Business  Tax 
Relief  Act,  which  will  be  linked  to  this  ir>- 
crease.  In  this  bill,  we  alleviate  some  of  the 
regulatory  and  financial  burdens  placed  on 
these  businesses,  so  they  can  devote  more 
resources  to  their  employees. 

As  this  debate  continues,  we  will  see  that 
for  every  argument,  there  is  a  counter  argu- 
ment. Lef  s  just  return  to  the  basics  and  ac- 
cept what  even  many  Republicans  have  ac- 
cepted, that  humaneness  calls  upon  us  to 
raise  the  minimum  wage  again.  Let's  stop 
quik>t>ling  atxxit  how  many  teenagers,  how 
many  single  mothers,  how  many  sole  house- 
hold earners  will  be  affected  from  an  increase. 
Let  us  raise  the  minimum  because  it  is  the 
right  thing  to  do;  because  80  percent  of  the 
American  people  believe  an  increase  is  war- 
ranted; tjecause  we  must  re-establish  a  mini- 
mum wage  that  provides  a  "minimum  standard 
of  living  necessary  for  health,  effkaency  and 
general  well-being  of  workers." 
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TRIBUTE      TO      THE      KALAMAZOO 
CENTRAL     HIGH     SCHOOL     MOCK 

TRIAL  TEAM 


HON.  FRED  UPTON 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  13, 1996 

Mr.  UPTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  1  rise  today  to 
urge  my  colleagues  to  join  with  me  in  con- 
gratulating the  Kalamazoo  Central  High 
School  Mock  Trial  Team.  They  defeated  37 
other  teams  to  earn  the  National  High  School 
Mock  Trial  Championship  held  recently  in 
Pittsburgh,  PA. 

Mr.  Speaker,  please  join  me  in  congratulat- 
ing students  Andrew  Fink,  Joelle  Renstrom. 
Linnaea  Eberts,  Ursula  McTaggart,  Aida 
Hussen,  Ghislaine  Storr,  Jordan  Klepper,  Aash 
Bhatt  Sonya  Datta-Sandhu,  Nichk  Dybek.  and 
Coach  Sherry  Myers,  Assistant  Coach  Keith 
Platte,  and  Legal  Coach  Kurt  McCamman. 

These  students  worked  hard  in  preparation 
for  this  important  event  Their  many  hours  of 
commitment,  practrce  and  dedication  stand  as 
an  inspiration  to  us  all.  I  am  confident  that  we 
will  continue  to  hear  great  things  about  these 
students.  We  are  counting  on  them  to  provide 
this  Nation  with  the  leadership  that  will  cany 
us  into  the  next  century. 

This  accomplishment  not  only  says  a  lot 
atxiut  the  student  it  also  speaks  well  for  the 
Kalamazoo  Public  School  System  and  the 
many  quality  people  there  that  are  truly  mak- 
ing a  difference. 

Again,  Mr.  Speaker,  congratulations  to  Kala- 
mazoo Central  High  School  Mock  Trial  Team, 
winner  of  this  year's  national  championship. 


INTRODUCTION      OF      RESOLUTION 
PROMOTING  DEMOCRACY 

THROUGH  THE  INTERNET 


HON.  RICK  WHITE 

OF  WASHINGTON 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 

Mr.  WHITE.  Mr.  Speaker,  today,  I  join  with 
nry  good  friend  and  colleague  from  Virginia  in 
introducing  a  resolution  calling  on  Congress  to 
use  the  Intemet  to  provide  constituents  with 
wore  access  to  government  information;  com- 
municate with  constituents  through  electronic 
mail,  and  work  with  the  net  community  to  get 
input  on  issues  affecting  the  Internet 

Yesterday,  a  three-judge  panel  of  the  U.S. 
District  Court  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Penn- 
sylvania granted  a  preliminary  injunction 
against  enforcement  of  the  Communications 
Decency  Act,  on  the  grounds  of  constitutional- 
ity. The  main  reason  this  act  was  found  urv 
constitutional  is  tiecause  Congress  didnt  un- 
derstand what  the  Internet  is  all  about  We 
tried  to  apply  the  indecency  standard — a  rule 
developed  for  television — to  the  Intemet 
whch  is  a  very  different  medium.  If  we  want 
to  avoid  such  prot>lems  in  the  future.  Con- 
gress is  going  to  have  to  leam  wtiat  the  Inter- 
net is  all  about. 

But  the  drive  t>ehind  this  resolution  goes  fur- 
ther than  educating  Congress  about  the  Inter- 
net— it  fulfills  our  promise  to  make  Congress 
more  accessible  to  the  American  people. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

The  Intemet  is  a  powerful  new  medium  that 
is  growing  by  leaps  and  txxxids.  Each  day 
more  and  nxwe  people  are  logging  onto  the 
Net  to  get  information.  As  more  people  use 
the  Intemet  as  a  way  to  communicate,  do 
business,  and  educate  our  children,  we  in 
Congress  need  to  make  sure  that  we  are 
using  this  new  medium  as  a  way  to  commu- 
nkate  with  our  constituents.  By  posting  conrv 
mittee  reports,  voting  records,  arxJ  other  docu- 
ments on  the  Internet  we  will  give  the  putjiic 
access  to  the  same  information  we  In  Con- 
gress have. 

Next  year.  Congress  will  go  back  to  ttie 
drawing  board  to  rewrite  the  CDA.  When  that 
time  comes.  1  am  optimistk:  ttiat  a  more  edu- 
cated Cor>gress  will  develop  a  solution  VhaX 
protects  our  chikjren  and  protects  our  free 
speech. 

Until  that  time,  it  is  important  to  get  more 
Members  of  Congress  involved  in  Intemet 
issues.  That  is  why  this  resolution  is  so  impor- 
tant. This  resolution  will  require  that  Members 
of  Congress  go  on  record  to  show  their  com- 
mitment to  learning  about,  and  using,  the 
Intemet 


'WOULD" 


HON.  ANDREW  JACOBS,  JR. 

OF  INDIANA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13. 1996 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Speaker,  lefs  get  rid  of 
the  dead  WOULD. 

A  strange  practice  has  crept  in  to  discourse 
on  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  House.  Members  are 
beginning  to  use  tiie  sut>junctive  where  it  sim- 
ply does  not  apply.  One  hears,  "1  WOULD 
yiekj  5  minutes  to—." 

"1  WOULD"?  1  WOULD  if  what? 

And  of  course,  pariiamentary  rules  require 
that  a  Member  address  the  Chair,  not  "Ladies 
and  Gentlemen." 

While  we  are  at  it  I  t)elieve  that  recorded 
votes  are  requested  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  and  the  yeas  and  nays  are  requested 
in  the  formal  sessions  of  the  House. 


KIP  TIERNAN  TO  BE  HONORED  ON 
HER  70TH  BIRTHDAY  FOR  HER 
MANY  ACHIEVEMENTS 


HON.  JOSEPH  P.  KENNEDY  D 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13. 1996 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  FrkJay,  June  21,  1996,  the  people 
of  Boston  are  holding  a  truly  momentous 
event.  Tfie  purpose  of  ttie  event  is  to  honor  a 
woman  who  has  been  at  tt>e  forefront  of  the 
struggle  for  equal  rights  for  all  people.  This 
party,  to  celebrate  the  70th  birthday  of  Kip 
Tieman,  is  a  recognition  of  the  woman  and 
her  many  great  achievements  throughout  her 
life.  Kip  has  valiantly  fought  for  the  rights  of 
the  poor  and  disenfranchised  in  our  society, 
from  the  founding  of  Rosie's  Place  in  1 974  to 
her  continued  work  as  a  adjunct  professor  of 
ethical  policy  at  the  University  of  Massachu- 
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setts.  Her  work  has  reached  far  and  touched 
many  arxJ  that  is  why  we  have  all  come  to- 
gether to  honor  this  truly  extraordirtary  woman. 

Rosie's  Place  was  created  by  Kip  in  re- 
sponse to  a  need  for  a  place  where  poor  and 
homeless  women  coukj  go  to  find  food,  shel- 
ter, and  support  in  tt>eir  time  of  need.  The 
continued  wort(  arxl  dedication  Kip  has  given 
to  this,  the  first  such  shelter  of  its  kind  in  the 
United  States,  has  allowed  it  to  evolve  into  a 
place  where  women  could  not  only  find  imme- 
diate food  and  shelter,  but  also  long-tenn  aid 
through  permar>ent  housir>g  and  educatkxi 
programs.  The  achievements  of  Rosie's  Place, 
in  addition  to  her  part  in  founding  the  Boston 
Food  Bank,  the  Boston  Women's  Fund,  Health 
Care  for  the  Homeless  and  Community  Works 
mark  Kip  as  a  true  champion  of  ttie  poor. 

It  is  an  honor  and  a  privilege  to  be  able  to 
lend  my  thoughts  and  sentiments  to  ttiis  cele- 
bration of  Kip  Tieman.  Her  life  and  work  and 
the  aid  she  has  been  able  to  give  to  so  many 
people  should  serve  as  an  example  to  us  all. 
Her  life  was,  and  continues  to  be,  an  infJuerv 
tial  one,  unselfishly  dedicated  to  tielping  oth- 
ers. Let  us  celebrate  on  this  day  a  great 
woman  wtw  has  done  so  much  for  so  many. 


UNITED  STATES-INDIA  RELA- 
TIONS: THE  NEED  FOR  UNITED 
STATES  AID 


HON.  SANDER  M.  LEVIN 

OF  MICHIGAN 

m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  13, 1996 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  ds- 
cuss  the  current  status  of  United  States-4nda 
relations. 

Over  the  past  decade  the  relatkxiship  be- 
tween  our  countries  has  t)een  increasingly 
positive.  United  States  trade  and  txjsiness  irv 
vestments  in  India  have  grown  to  an  alMime 
higti.  This  growth  should  continue,  for  India  re- 
cently reaffirmed  its  commitment  to  democracy 
tjy  conducting  the  largest  democratic  electkxi 
in  history.  Over  65  percent  of  India's  640  mil- 
lion eligit)le  voters  participated  in  ttie  election. 

At  such  a  time,  with  so  many  positive  devel- 
opments, it  is  a  serious  misreiading  of  history 
tor  us  to  even  consider  freezing  aid  to  Inde, 
as  some  are  now  proposing.  1  urge  those  who 
are  so  inclined  to  listen  to  the  warnings  of  Anv 
t>assador  Frank  WIsner,  senior  career  ambas- 
sador to  India,  wtio  recentiy  said  India  wouto 
view  such  an  attempt  by  Congress  to  tje  "a 
very  negative  message." 

Undenlat}ly.  there  have  t>een  human  rights 
atxises  in  India  in  years  past.  But  progress  in 
this  area  is  being  made,  as  reflected  most  dra- 
matically t>y  the  election  results  in  Pu^ab 
Province.  There,  ttie  ruling  party  wtiich  alleg- 
edly conrvnitted  abuses  against  Muslims  was 
thrown  out  by  a  Muslim-leaning  party.  Another 
reflection  of  progress  was  the  decision  by  boHh 
ttie  State  Department  and  ttie  United  Nations 
to  commend  Indui  for  its  recent  resolution  of 
human  rigtits  problems.  These  are  trends  to 
be  encouraged,  not  discouraged  by  denying 
additional  assistance. 

In  fact  a  cutoff  of  United  States  devetop- 
mental  assistance  woukJ  hurt  the  very  people 
wtx)  most  need  help,  hampering  ttie  intentions 
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EXTENSIONS  OF  RENfARKS 
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of  newty  elected  Prime  Minister  Deve  Gowda 
to  impnsve  the  living  conditions  of  the  poorest 
citizens  of  India. 

Rnally,  India's  geographic  position  contin- 
ues to  be  of  great  strategic  importance  in  light 
of  recent  transactions  tjetween  China  and 
Pakistan. 

For  these  reasons,  arxj  nx>re,  I  believe 
those  wtio  want  to  send  a  symbolic  message 
are  jeopardizing  our  relationship  with  India  and 
putting  at  peril  United  States  national  security 
interests  in  and  around  that  region  of  the 
world. 


REMEMBERING  ISRAELI  MIA'S 


JUNETEENTH  CELEBRATION  JIHSfE 
21.  1996 


CELEBRITY  READ  PROGRAM  A 
GREAT  SUCCESS 


HON.  DONALD  M.  PAYNE 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

Dl  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 

Mr.  PAYNE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to  invite 
my  colleagues  to  join  with  me  in  congratulat- 
ing  arxJ  thanking  the  United  Way  of  Essex  and 
West  Hudson.  The  United  Way  held  their  an- 
nual Celebrity  Read  Program  which  encour- 
ages inner-city  youth  to  broaden  their  horizons 
arxJ  have  hope  for  their  futures.  The  program 
asks  adults,  both  farrxxjs  and  not  so  famous, 
to  attend  classrooms  arx]  read  passages  from 
their  favorite  book  at)Out  ttie  accomplishments 
of  people  of  color. 

This  year's  program  had  a  phenomenal 
level  of  partk:tpatk}n,  with  twice  as  many  read- 
ing volunteers  as  last  year.  Their  words  of  in- 
spiratkxi  touctied  the  lives  of  nmre  ttian 
10,000  childrea  Among  the  more  well-known 
participants  were  news  reporters;  Terrie  Wil- 
liams and  Reggie  Harris  arid  former  New  York 
Giants  foott>all  player,  Harry  Carson.  One  of 
the  aspects  of  the  program  is  that  ttieir  defini- 
tion of  celebrity  includes  kx:al  business  peo- 
ple, entrepreneurs,  and  everyday  citizens  from 
the  comrnunity.  This  program  makes  it  pos- 
sible for  indnrkluais  to  take  part  in  their  com- 
munity, share  their  wealth  of  knowledge  and 
experience,  and  be  a  source  of  inspiration  to 
our  inner-city  youth. 

It  is  wonderful  to  see  that  this  outstanding 
program  has  not  just  continued  but  grown 
since  last  year.  I  urge  other  communities,  na- 
tionwide, to  follow  their  lead  and  motivate  chil- 
dren with  programs  such  as  this  one.  The  Ce- 
lebrity Read  Program  is  one  that  should  take 
place  in  as  many  cities  as  possible.  I  would 
also  like  to  extend  a  most  sincere  thank  you 
to  the  Celebrity  Read  Program  arxJ  to  the  400 
celebrity  readers  for  taking  the  time  to  interact 
with  the  leaders  of  the  next  generation.  We 
shoukj  celetxate  children  for  they  are  our 
greatest  resource. 

Thank  you.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  allowing  me 
this  opportunity  to  share  with  my  colleagues 
some  of  the  exciting  events  that  are  taking 
place  in  the  10th  Congressional  District  of 
New  Jersey  to  ensure  our  future. 


HON.  CHARLES  L  SCHUMER 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  ask  my  col- 
leagues to  join  me  in  rememtiering  the  Israeli 
soldiers  captured  by  the  Syrians  during  the 
1 982  Israeli  war  with  Lebanon. 

On  June  11,1 982,  an  Israeli  tank  unit  bat- 
tled with  a  Syrian  armored  unit  in  the  Bekaa 
Valley  in  northeastem  Lebanon.  Sgt  Zachary 
Baumel,  1st  Sgt.  Zvi  Feldman  and  Cpl. 
Yehudah  Katz  were  captured  by  the  Syrians 
that  day.  They  were  identified  as  the  Israeli 
tank  crew,  and  reported  missing  in  Damascus. 
The  Israeli  tank,  flying  the  Syrian  and  Palestin- 
ian flags,  was  greeted  with  cheers  from  by- 
standers. 

Since  that  territ>le  day  in  1982,  the  Israeli 
and  United  States  Governments  have  been 
doing  their  utmost  to  obtain  any  possible  infor- 
mation about  the  fate  of  these  missing  sol- 
diers, working  with  the  offices  of  the  Inter- 
national Committee  of  the  Red  Cross,  the 
United  Nations,  and  other  international  bodies. 
According  to  the  Geneva  Convention,  Syria  is 
responsible  for  the  fates  of  the  Israeli  sokjiers 
because  the  area  in  Lebanon  where  the  sol- 
diers disappeared  was  continually  controlled 
by  Syria.  To  this  day,  despite  promises  made 
by  the  Syrian  Govemment  and  by  the  PLO, 
very  little  information  has  tjeen  forttxx)ming 
about  the  condition  of  Zachary  Baumel,  Zvi 
Feldman.  and  Yehudah  Katz. 

June  1 1  marked  the  anniversary  of  the  day 
that  these  soldiers  were  reported  missing  in 
action.  Fourteen  pain-filled  years  have  passed 
since  their  families  have  seen  their  sons,  and 
still  President  Assad  has  not  revealed  their 
whereatx3uts. 

One  of  these  missing  sokJiers,  Zachary 
Baumel,  is  an  American  citizen,  from  my  dis- 
trict in  Brooklyn,  NY.  An  ardent  baskettjall  fan, 
Zachary  began  his  studies  at  the  Hebrew 
School  of  Boro  Park.  In  1979,  he  nwved  to 
Israel  with  other  family  members  and  contirv 
ued  his  education  at  Yeshivat  Hesder,  where 
religious  studies  are  integrated  with  army  serv- 
k:e.  When  the  war  with  Lebanon  tsegan. 
Zachary  was  completing  his  military  service 
and  was  looking  forward  to  attending  Het>rew 
University,  where  he  had  been  accepted  to 
study  psychology.  But  fate  decreed  otherwise 
and  on  June  11,  1982,  he  disappeared  with 
Zvi  Feldman  and  Yehudah  Katz. 

Zachary's  parents  Yoni  and  Miriam  Baumel 
have  been  relentless  in  tfieir  pursuant  of  infor- 
mation at)Out  Zachary  and  his  compatriots.  I 
have  worked  closely  with  the  Baumels,  as  well 
as  the  Union  of  Orttxjdox  Jewish  Congrega- 
tions of  America  and  the  American  Coalition 
for  Missing  Israeli  Soldiers.  These  groups 
have  been  at  the  forefront  of  this  pursuit  of 
justice.  I  want  to  recognize  their  good  work 
and  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  support- 
ing their  efforts.  For  14  years,  these  families 
have  t)een  without  their  children.  Answers  are 
tong  overdue. 


HON.  BARBARA  B.  KENNELLY 

OF  coNNEcncirr 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 

Mrs.  KENNELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  cel- 
ebrate one  of  Connecticut's  most  treasured  Af- 
rican-American celebrations  to  be  held  in  Hart- 
ford. CT.  on  June  21,  1996— the  Annual 
Juneteenth  Celebration. 

Juneteenth  is  celebrated  traditionally  on 
June  19th  and  is  this  Nation's  okjest  Africarv 
American  celebration.  Originally  celet>rated  in 
Texas,  whereas  in  1865  that  enslaved  Afri- 
cans were  formally  notified  of  their  freedom, 
literally  2^^  years  after  the  signing  of  the 
Emancipation  Proclamation  by  President  Lin- 
coln. 

This  Texas  celebration  has  become  the 
model  to  similar  events  in  other  States.  Held 
annually  at  the  Wadsworth  Atheneum, 
Juneteenth  attracts  thousands  to  the  museum 
and  proudly  preserves  and  furthers  the  rich 
heritage  and  traditions  of  Connecticufs  Afri- 
can-Americans. A  2-day  celebration, 
Juneteenth  offers  a  parade,  historical  perspec- 
tives, the  Discovering  Ellis  Ruley  exhibition, 
family  day  festivities,  vibrant  musicians,  and 
benefits  the  Wadsworth  Atheneum  Amistad 
Fourxlation's  AfricarvAmerican  collection. 
Viewed  by  some  as  one  of  the  Nation's  out- 
standing records  of  the  t)lack  experience  in 
America,  this  6,000  piece  collection  illuminates 
the  brilliarKe  of  African-American  artists  and 
their  contributions  to  American  art  and  culture. 

This  gala  affair  is  presented  jointly  by  the 
Wadsworth  Atheneum's  Amistad  Foundation 
director  and  curator  Deirdre  L  Bibby  and  the 
1996  Juneteenth  Jubilee  Committee.  Thanks 
should  be  given  to  all  the  memtjers  of  the 
1996  Juneteenth  Committee,  who  have 
worked  so  hard  to  make  this  year's  event  a 
wonderful  success.  Special  thanks  goes  to: 
1996  cochairs  Bartara  Alleyne  and  Peter 
Roach,  and  members  Sylvia  Alexander, 
Chartes  Barrow,  Alvin  Bingham,  Sondra 
Brittain,  Carolyn  H.  Bumey,  Kristen  Claris,  C. 
Jeanne  Costley,  Diane  Jackson,  Ann  Jen- 
nings, Dariene  Leak,  Winnie  Johnson,  Bunny 
Jones,  Alice  and  Duane  Luster,  Claire  Odoms, 
Genie  Odoms,  Loretta  Pair,  Joyce  Peoples, 
Kelly  Pittman,  Alyce  T.  Rawlins,  Randolph 
Ricketts,  Sara  Roach,  Andrea  B.  Seldon, 
Tanya  Sharpe,  Mildred  Smith,  Marilyn  Strong, 
Carolyn  Thomas,  Patricia  Wiggings,  and  Al- 
berta Mendenhall. 

All  Americans  are  enriched  by  the  African- 
American  experience.  The  courage,  the  faith, 
the  fortitude  in  the  face  of  enormous  obsta- 
cles, and  above  all.  the  dedication  to  freedom 
should  inspire  all  of  us.  The  Juneteenth  cele- 
bration is  a  joyful  and  uplifting  community 
event,  one  that  will  strengthen  our  ties  to  our 
fellow  Americans. 


June  13,  1996 


TRIBUTE  TO   STATE  REPRESENTA- 
TIVE SHARON  L.  GIRE 


HON.  DAVID  E.  BONIOR 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  13, 1996 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  my  good  friend  arxJ  my  State 
representative,  Sharon  Qire.  I  am  pleased  and 
proud  to  have  Sharon  represent  the  distrct 
that  I  served  in  the  1970's.  Sharon  will  be 
honored  on  Friday,  June  14,  at  the  Daughters 
of  Isabella,  Queen  of  the  Skies  Circle  No.  683 
annual  testimonial  dinner  in  Mount  Clemens. 
This  event  is  hekj  each  year  to  recognize  a 
community  leader  or  outstanding  service  arxJ 
to  raise  funds  for  charity. 

Sharon  has  always  been  a  strong  advocate 
for  vk:tims  of  domestic  atxjse  and  a  staunch 
supporter  of  chiWren's  rights.  Her  tong  conv 
mitment  to  children  is  apparent  when  you  corv 
sider  her  background.  She  has  served  as  the 
Macomb  area  supervisor  of  the  Big  Brothers/ 
Big  Sisters  organization,  and  was  also  the  pro- 
gram director  at  the  YWCA.  As  a  State  legisla- 
tor, she  continues  to  focus  on  the  immediate 
coTKems  of  women  and  children.  One  of  tier 
proudest  moments  was  the  development  of  a 
14-bill  package  aimed  at  reforming  domestic 
violerKe  laws.  Recently,  she  assisted  mem- 
bers of  the  Macomb  Domestic  Violence  Courv 
cil  with  legislation  regarding  personal  protec- 
tion orders. 

Taking  an  active  role  in  one's  community  is 
a  responsibility  we  all  share,  but  few  fulfill. 
Sharon  has  dedicated  much  of  her  life  to  this 
erxJeavor.  I  deeply  admire  tier  strong  values 
arxJ  outstanding  example  of  civic  involvement. 
Among  the  many  organizations  that  she  is  cur- 
rently serving  are  ttie  Clinton  Township  Good- 
fellows,  Catholic  Social  Services  Advisory 
Committee,  and  Citizen's  for  Better  Care.  Her 
time,  talents,  and  energy  are  appreciated  by 
all  of  us.  I  tt^ank  Sharon  for  all  her  efforts  and 
commend  her  for  her  good  work. 

I  applaud  the  Daughters  of  Isabella  for  rec- 
ognizing Sharon  Gire.  She  has  provided  out- 
starxjing  leadership  to  our  community  and  I 
know  she  is  proud  to  be  honored  by  this  fine 
organization.  On  behalf  of  the  Daughters  of 
Isabella  Queen  of  the  Skies  Circle  No.  683,  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  saluting 
State  Representative  Sharon  L  Gire. 


TRIBUTE  TO  PIA  HARRIS.  SAN 
MARCOS.  CA,  TEACHER  OF  THE 
YEAR 


HON.  RANDY  "DUKE"  CUNNINGHAM 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
DM  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 
Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  pay  tribute  to  Mrs.  Pia  Harris,  a  teacher 
at  Alvin  Dunn  Elementary  Sdxxjl  in  my  con- 
gressional district  who  has  been  named  San 
Marcos,  CA,  Teacher  of  the  Year. 

Excellent  education  gives  our  young  people 
a  fighting  chance  at  the  American  dream.  Our 
communities  and  our  country  berrefit  from  Vhe 
work  of  outstarxiing  teachers.  As  a  former 
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teacher  and  coach,  as  a  dad,  and  as  chairman 
of  ttie  House  Subcommittee  on  Early  Child- 
hood, Youth  and  Families,  I  am  thankful  for 
Mrs.  Harris'  wori<. 

I  ask  that  ttie  permanent  Record  of  the  Con- 
gress of  ttie  United  States  include  the  follow- 
ing artKle,  from  the  May  1,  1996,  North  Coun- 
ty Times,  in  appreciation  for  the  honor  be- 
stowed upon  Pia  Harris  by  the  San  Marcos 
Unified  School  District. 

[From  tbe  Northern  County  Times,  May. 
1996] 

Dunn  Elementary  Instructor  Named  SM 
Teacher  of  Year 

(By  Sandra  San  Agustln) 

San  Marcos.— After  raising  10  children. 
Pia  Harris  decided  he  bad  enough  practical 
experience  to  become  a  teacher. 

She  tiad  t>een  a  PTA  meml)er.  a  Brownie 
leader  and  a  school  aide. 

When  she  hit  her  40s.  she  went  back  to 
school  and  obtained  a  college  education  and 
her  teaching  credential. 

On  Friday,  the  Alvin  Dunn  Elementary 
School  teacher  received  the  "Teacher  of  the 
Year"  award  at  the  San  Marcos  Unified 
School  District's  employee  recognition  din- 
ner. 

"I'm  very,  very  honored  to  be  chosen  for 
such  a  wonderful  award,"  said  the  Swedish 
native.  "There  are  so  many  excellent  teach- 
ers out  there  that  also  deserve  it." 

Harris'  husband.  Pat  Ebert  and  a  handful 
of  parents  surprised  the  fifth-grade  teacher 
with  a  small  party  in  her  classroom  on  Tues- 
day morning. 

Former  students  joined  Harris'  class  in 
congratulating  her  for  winning  the  award. 

"It  was  because  of  each  of  you  that  I  was 
chosen  (Teacher  of  the  Year)."  a  teary-eyed 
Harris  told  the  group. 

Parents  and  students  alike  said  Harris  de- 
served the  award  t)ecause  she  makes  learning 
fun  and  sincerely  cares  for  the  children. 

"If  you  always  complete  your  work  and 
forget  something  one  day.  she  lets  you  slide 
by."  said  Kyle  Dodson.  11.  "She  always  gives 
you  a  chance." 

When  Kathy  Rocha's  10-year  old  daughter, 
Caity.  entered  the  fifth  grade,  Rocha  pushed 
to  have  her  placed  in  Harris'  class. 

Her  other  daughter.  Lisa,  had  been  Harris' 
student  a  few  years  back. 

"(Harris)  loves  her  students  with  all  her 
heart  and  is  always  hugging  them."  Rocha 
said.  "At  this  age.  the  children  are  usually 
standoffish,  but  they  love  her." 

Harris  moved  to  the  United  States  when 
she  was  21  and  settled  in  Southern  Califor- 
nia. 

A  champion  of  higher  education,  she  de- 
cided to  become  a  teacher  because  of  the  in- 
fluence she  would  have  on  children. 

"Education  doesn't  stop  within  the  class- 
room," said  the  26-year  San  Marcos  resident. 
"I  often  encourage  students  and  their  par- 
ents to  get  involved  in  the  community." 

Besides  teaching,  Harris  is  also  president 
of  the  San  Marcos  teacher's  union,  a  member 
of  the  San  Marcos  Educational  Foundation, 
direct  of  the  North  County  Transit  District 
board,  and  is  serving  her  fourth  term  as  a 
San  Marcos  City  Council  member. 
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IN  HONOR  OF  THE  BRAVE  CREW 
OF  THE  RB-29  #44  61810 


HON.  JON  D.  FOX 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 

Mr.  FOX.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  June  13,  1952, 
atone,  unarmed,  and  unafraid,  a  crew  of  12 
men  flying  a  sensitive  reconnaissance  mission 
over  the  Sea  of  Japan  was  engaged  and  shot 
down  by  two  Soviet  MIG-15  jet  fighters,  near 
the  coast  of  Russia.  This  crew  of  RB-29  #44 
61810  was  part  of  ttie  9lst  Strategic  Recorv 
naissance  Squadron  stationed  at  Yokota  Air 
Base,  Japan  during  ttie  Korean  war. 

For  nxire  than  40  years  family  members  of 
ttiis  crew  believed  ttiat  ttie  plane  had  an  air 
accident.  Ttiis  is  wtiat  ttie  Govemment  tiad 
told  ttiem.  These  men  received  no  medals  or 
recognition  for  their  mission  because  "the 
plane  was  not  flying  in  a  combat  zone."  The 
Russians  had  denied  ttiat  ttiey  stx)t  down  ttie 
plane. 

In  1992,  Presklent  Yeltsin  came  forth  and 
admitted  ttiat  the  Russians  did  indeed  shoot 
down  this  plane,  and  ttiat  some  airmen  may 
have  been  taken  prisoner  and  may  stili  tie 
alive.  Ttie  fate  of  this  crew  Is  still  under  inves- 
tigation. 

Because  of  outstan(£ng  heroism  and  devo- 
tion to  duty  displayed  by  this  crew,  in  Octotier 
of  1995  ttie  Air  Force  honored  ttiese  men  by 
posthumously  awarding  the  Distinguistied  Fly- 
ing Cross  and  ttie  Purple  Heart. 

I  would  like  to  insert  these  men's  names 
into  the  (Congressional  Record  to  ensure 
ttiat  they  are  forever  a  part  of  our  tiistory:  Maj. 
Samuel  Busch,  Philadelphia,  PA.  1st  Lt. 
James  Sculley.  Philadelphia.  PA.  CapL  Sam- 
uel Servce.  Bert<eley.  CA.  1st  LL  Robert  J. 
McDonnell.  Oceanside.  NY,  M.  Sgt  William  6. 
Homer,  Jeannette,  PA,  M.  Sgt  David  L 
Moore,  Yokota,  Japan,  S.  Sgt  William  Bliz- 
zard, Ariington.  CA,  S.  Sgt  Miquel  W. 
Monsenat  Philadelphia,  PA,  S.  Sgt  Eddie 
Berg.  Blackduck.  MN.  S.  Sgt  Leon  Borxjra. 
Beaumont  TX,  S.  Sgt.  Roscoe  G.  Becker. 
Tillamook.  OR.  Ale  Danny  Philsbury.  Orange. 
TX. 


THE  TIBETAN  FREEDOM  CONCERT 


HON.  NANCY  PELOS! 

OFCALIFORNU 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
bring  to  the  attention  of  my  colleagues  an  im- 
portant event  which  is  taking  place  in  San 
Francisco  this  weekend.  The  Tibetan  Freedom 
(Concert,  a  2-day  rxjsic  festival  for  a  free 
Tibet,  begins  this  Saturday  in  GokJen  Gate 
Parte.  More  ttian  20  welMcnown  popular  music 
artists,  from  the  Beastie  Boys  and  ttie  Smash- 
ing Pumpkins  to  l)ay  area  natives  Pavement 
have  donated  ttieir  time  and  ttieir  talent  to 
draw  attention  to  the  plight  of  ttie  Titietan  peo- 
ple. 

Leading  ttie  way  to  inspire  our  youth  is  a 
San  Frandsovbased  organization  caHed  ttie 
Milarepa  fund  whKh  publicizes  and  supports 
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June  13,  1996 


the  Tibetan  peoples'  nonviolent  struggle  for 
freedom.  The  Milarepa  fund's  diligent  efforts  to 
promote  human  rights  in  China  are  making  an 
important  contribution  to  furthering  public 
awareness  of  the  Tibetan  tragedy,  and  they 
are  reaching  out  to  the  next  generation  to  help 
them  develop  an  understanding  of  human 
rights  violations  throughout  the  world. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  follow  the  example 
being  set  t}y  the  thousands  of  young  women 
arxj  men  who  will  be  attending  the  Freedom 
Corxjert  They  have  taken  it  upon  themselves 
to  team  more  about  the  terrible  human  rights 
vk)lations  that  the  Chinese  Government  inflicts 
daily  upon  the  citizens  of  Tibet  They  are  con- 
cemed  atxKJt  the  deforestation  of  the  Tit)etan 
Plateau.  They  are  outraged  by  the  ongoing 
pattem  of  forced  abortions  arxJ  sterilizatk}n  of 
Tibetan  wonrien.  And  they  are  mobilizing  to 
stop  the  continuing  genocide  of  the  Tibetan 
people. 

Anxing  the  actions  being  suggested  is  a 
boycott  of  Chinese  goods  in  order  to  send  a 
clear  message  to  the  government  in  Beijing 
ttiat  their  actions  are  reprehensible.  Household 
items  marked  "Made  in  China"  are  often  man- 
ufactured in  forced  labor  camps  by  political 
prisoners  who  have  been  jailed  for  doing  noth- 
ing more  ttian  expressing  their  opinions  or 
practicing  their  religious  beltefs.  The  boycott  is 
helping  consumers  leam  about  the  inter- 
dependence of  economics,  politics,  and  their 
everyday  actions.  The  sooner  we  understand 
this  interdependence,  ttie  sooner  we  can  en- 
sure t>asic  human  and  environmental  rights 
throughout  the  worid. 

I  comment  the  organizers  of  this  concert, 
the  artists  who  are  performing  and  the  activ- 
ists who  labor  every  day  to  advance  the  cause 
of  human  rights  around  the  g\dbe.  They  are 
not  atone. 


THE  50TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  THE 
SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 


HON.  KAREN  L  THURMAN 

OF  FLORIDA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  13. 19% 

Mrs.  THURMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  happy 
to  recognize  the  50th  anniversary  of  the  Na- 
tional School  Lunch  Program.  In  put>lic 
schools  across  America,  25  million  students 
receive  nutritional  meals  t)ecause  of  the 
School  Lunch  Program.  For  many  children,  a 
school  lunch  is  the  only  healthy  meal  they  eat 
all  day.  School  lunches  improve  children's 
overall  health,  thereby  increasing  their  learning 
capacity  and  lengthening  their  attention  spans. 
The  Schoof  Lunch  Program  highlights  the  es- 
sential role  the  Government  can  play  in  pro- 
tecting the  health  arxJ  well-being  of  our  chil- 
dren. As  a  former  teacher,  I  have  firsthand 
krx>wtedge  of  wtiat  a  hot  meal  can  mean  to  a 
hungry  and  distracted  student. 

It  is  also  my  great  pleasure  to  express  my 
gratitude  to  the  dedicated  educators,  adminis- 
trators, staff,  and  parents  who  have  worked  to 
ensure  the  success  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Program. 

The  tongevity  of  the  program  is  the  result  of 
the  partnership  between  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment arxl  kx:al  communities,  working  together 


to  feed,  educate,  and  care  for  our  Nation's 
children. 

Therefore,  I  am  delighted  to  celebrate  Na- 
tional School  Lunch  Week,  and  I  look  forward 
to  continued  support  and  funding  for  this  pro- 
gram that  is  so  vital  to  our  children's  current 
health  and  future  growth. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  EVA  SILVER 
JOHNSON 


PAUSE  FOR  THE  PLEDGE 


HON.  BENJAMIN  L  CARDIN 

OF  MAR^-LAND 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13. 1996 

Mr.  CARDIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  every  day,  we 
begin  the  session  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives— the  people's  House — by  reciting  the 
pledge  of  allegiance.  The  House  has  t>een  fol- 
lowing this  practice  for  nearly  8  years,  since 
September  1988,  and  it  fias  t)ecome  part  of 
the  riiythm  of  Uiis  institution. 

There  is  a  place,  though,  Mr.  Speaker, 
where  the  pledge  of  allegiance  and,  indeed, 
the  flag  itself  are  even  more  at  the  center  of 
attention  than  in  this  Chamber.  I  am  speaking 
of  Fort  McHenry,  in  Baltimore,  which  stands 
as  a  monument  honoring  the  history  of  the 
flag,  and  of  our  national  anthem. 

As  you  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  tomorrow,  June 
14,  is  Flag  Day  and  this  week  is  National  Flag 
Week.  Each  year,  the  National  Flag  Day 
Foundation,  which  I  am  proud  to  say  say  is  lo- 
cated in  Maryland's  Third  Congressional  Dis- 
bict,  organizes  and  participates  in  a  "pause  for 
the  pledge"  at  Fort  McHenry,  at  exactiy  7  in 
the  evening  on  June  14. 

The  National  Flag  Day  FourxJation  encour- 
ages all  Americans  to  join  in  the  7  o'ckx:k 
pause  for  the  pledge.  This  grassroots  concept 
of  national  unity  started  in  Baltinvjre  in  1980. 
It  is  a  wonderful,  patriotic  program.  This  sim- 
ple ceremony  provides  an  opportunity  for  all 
Americans,  whenever  Uiey  are,  to  display  si- 
multaneously their  love  and  respect  for  our 
flag  and  our  country. 

Fort  McHenry,  of  course,  is  the  point  from 
which  Francis  Scott  Key,  during  the  War  of 
1 81 2,  watched  "By  the  Dawn's  Early  Lighf*  as 
the  American  Navy  batOed  for  tfie  survival  of 
the  young  country.  Every  year  at  the  fort, 
thousands  of  Americans  are  thrilled  to  see 
"that  star-spangled  banner  yet  wave,  o'er  Uie 
land  of  the  free,  and  the  home  of  the  brave." 
For  any  of  my  colleagues  who  have  not  had 
the  opportunity  to  visit  Fort  McHenry,  I  strong- 
ly recommerxj  it  as  a  stirring  experience. 

Tomorow  evening,  at  7  p.m.,  the  National 
Flag  Day  Foundation  will  again  celebrate  the 
pause  for  the  pledge.  Had  we  been  in  session 
and  voting  tomorrow,  1  had  hoped  to  lead  the 
House  in  the  pledge  in  conjunction  with  the 
celebration.  Now,  since  the  House  will  not 
conduct  legislative  txjsiness  tomon-ow,  I  would 
take  this  opportunity  to  urge  all  my  colleagues 
to  make  the  pause  for  the  pledge  part  of  their 
Flag  Day  observation. 

It  Is  my  pleasure  at  this  point  to  include  in 
the  Congressional  Record  the  simple,  pro- 
found words  that  every  American  knows  so 
well. 

I  pledge  allegiance  to  the  flag  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  and  to  the  reputilic  for 
which  it  stands,  one  Nation  under  God,  indivis- 
it>le,  with  liberty  and  justice  for  all. 


HON.  EVA  M.  CLAYTON 

OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
honor  and  pay  tribute  to  Eva  Silver  Johnson 
for  her  community  service  and  civic  leader- 
ship. On  June  15,  1996,  friends  and  family 
members  will  gather  in  Littleton,  NC,  to  cele- 
brate her  75  years  of  life. 

Mrs.  Johnson  was  born  on  June  5,  1921,  in 
Hollister,  NC,  the  oldest  daughter  of  Mr.  Ben 
Silver  and  Mrs.  Minnie  Burgess  Silver.  She  at- 
tended Tabron  School  in  Halifax  County  and 
Hawkins  High  School  in  Warren  County.  At 
the  age  of  24  she  married  the  late  Edward 
Leonard  Johnson,  Jr.  She  worked  as  a  house- 
wife raising  four  children,  Mable,  Alk:e,  Ed- 
ward, and  Delores.  Mrs.  Johnson  managed 
the  Edward  Ned  Johnson,  Sr.  farm,  in  Warren 
County,  NC.  In  1 967,  Mrs.  Johnson  joined  the 
Halifax  County  School  System  Food  Service 
Division  where  she  worked  for  19  years  retir- 
ing in  1986. 

Today,  Mrs.  Johnson  is  the  part-time  assist- 
ant manager  of  the  Littieton  Community  Senior 
Center  providing  social  services  to  seniors  in 
Halifax  and  Warren  Counties.  She  is  also  a 
memtser  of  the  board  of  directors  of  the  Tvnn 
County  Rural  Health  Association  in  Essex, 
NC,  and  a  member  of  American  Legion  Post 
No.  425  Women's  Auxiliary  in  Littleton,  NC. 
Mrs.  Johnson  is  a  life  memtier  of  Lee's  Chapel 
Baptist  Church,  in  Littieton,  NC,  where  she 
fias  been  president  of  the  Missionary  Circle  for 
the  last  30  years.  She  has  seven  grand- 
children, one  daughter-in-law.  two  sons-in-law, 
three  sisters,  and  six  brothers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  join  in  the  celebration  with 
the  frierids  and  family  members  of  Mrs.  Eva 
Silver  Johnson  as  they  celebrate  her  75th 
birtiiday. 


TRIBUTE  TO  JOSEPH  B.  ALSTON. 
SR. 


HON.  EDOLPHUS  TOWNS 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  13. 1996 

Mr.  TOWNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
acknowledge  the  contribution  of  Joseph  B.  Al- 
ston, Sr.  He  is  the  president  of  the  Brooklyn 
Branch  of  the  NAACP.  Joseph  is  a  graduate 
of  the  Metropolitan  School  of  Horology  and  the 
New  York  School  of  Gemology.  He  is  also  the 
founder  and  owner  of  the  Alston's  Jewelers, 
Plaques,  Trophies,  and  Award  Medals,  located 
at  1393  Fulton  Street,  Brooklyn,  NY. 

Joseph  is  a  membier  of  Bridge  Sti-eet  AME 
Church  and  is  a  senior  steward,  in  addition  to 
Ijeing  a  member  of  the  male  chorus  and  presi- 
dent of  the  South  Carolina  Club.  His  other  or- 
ganizational memberships  include  the  Bride 
Street  Business  Association  and  Uie  economic 
development  committee. 

Mr.  Alston's  business  and  community  in- 
volvement is  an  integral  part  of  nis  life.  He  is 
a  board  member  of  the  Medgar  Evers  College 
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arxj  participates  on  the  community  advisory 
board  of  the  Bedford/Stuyvesant  Community 
Mental  Health  Center,  Inc.  Among  his  other 
endeavors,  Joseph  Alston  educates  Africarv 
American  youth  atraut  the  merits  of  entrepre- 
neurship  and  owning  your  own  tjusiness.  He  is 
also  active  in  pron:x>ting  antidrug  awareness.  I 
am  proud  to  inti-oduce  Joseph  B.  Alston,  Sr., 
to  my  House  colleagues. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

TRIBUTE  TO  JAMES  A.  STRAWDER. 
JR. 


TOBACCO  SUBSIDIES 


HON.  RANDY  TATE 

OF  WASHINGTON 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13. 1996 

Mr.  TATE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  ad- 
dress the  House  today  on  the  important  matter 
of  tobacco  subsidies. 

In  the  November  1994  elections,  the  Amer- 
ican people  voted  for  a  Congress  that  would 
balance  the  budget,  scrutinize  every  cent  the 
Federal  Government  sperxJs  and  examine 
every  Federal  program,  including  corporate 
welfare. 

This  Congress  is  serious  about  ridding  the 
Tax  Code  of  ridk:ulous  corporate  welfare 
breaks.  We  are  wori<ing  hard  to  lower  spend- 
ing and  to  put  more  money  ttack  into  your 
pocket  Corporate  welfare  must  end,  my  corv 
stituents  demand  nothing  less. 

Last  year,  during  consideration  of  the  fiscal 
year  1996  agriculture  appropriations  bill,  I 
voted  for  a  Durbin  amendment  to  eliminate 
two  major  programs  that  benefit  the  tobacco 
industry — Federal  crop  insurance  for  totjacco 
farmers  and  tobacco-related  extension  serv- 
ices. Mr.  DuRBiN  offered  a  similar  amendment 
this  year  where  the  S25  million  in  savings  de- 
rived from  cuts  in  tobacco  sut)sidies  will  be 
used  to  fund  programs  to  ensure  ttiat  every 
AnDerican  family  has  safe  water  to  drink  arxJ  to 
improve  telecommunications  systems  in  rural 
areas.  I  support  this  amendment 

In  an  era  of  deficit  reduction,  when  we  are 
worthing  hard  to  balance  the  budget  and  tower 
taxes  for  American  families,  the  Government 
should  not  continue  to  si^sidize  a  prosperous 
tobacco  industy. 

The  time  for  cheating  our  children  has 
ended.  The  time  to  tialance  the  budget  has  ar- 
rived. America's  future  requires  a  new  dialog 
and  a  new  partnership  with  the  American  peo- 
ple. That  is  what  1  am  dedicated  to  achieve, 
arxJ  that  is  why  I  have  consistentiy  voted  to 
erxJ  egregious  corporate  welfare  programs 
that  take  money  away  from  hard-working 
Americans  and  give  it  to  wealthy  corporations. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  very  difficult  to  justify  a 
program  that  benefits  the  tobacco  industry 
while  hurting  American  families.  For  this  rea- 
son. I  have  opposed  tobacco  sutjsidies  in  tlie 
past  and  will  oppose  tobacco  sut>sidies  in  the 
future. 


HON.  EDOLPHUS  TOWNS 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 

Mr.  TOWNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  acknowl- 
edge an  individual  with  a  longstanding  conn- 
mitment  to  the  Brooklyn  community  and  has 
dedicated  a  great  part  of  the  last  1 5  years  of 
his  practice  of  architecture  to  the  problems 
arxJ  tasks  of  rebuilding  and  revitalizing  the 
urban  community's  housir>g  and  commercial 
fabric. 

James  A.  Sb-awder,  Jr.  was  raised  and  edu- 
cated in  Brooklyn,  and  has  been  an  eye- 
witness to  the  phystoal  deterioration  of  Brook- 
lyn's unique  comrmjnities  and  tjeautiful  build- 
ing stock.  Once  atb'active  and  vit>rant  neigh- 
bortvxxJs  such  as  east  New  York  and  Browns- 
ville have  fallen  prey  to  the  ravages  of  social 
and  economic  neglect,  as  have  so  many  of 
this  Nation's  urban  communities.  If  s  been  the 
mission  of  his  firm,  working  in  concert  with 
many  other  concerned  professional  arnJ  com- 
munity organizations,  to  attempt  to  make  a 
positive  impact  on  restoring  the  housing  and 
commercial  reserves,  and  in  doing  so,  giving 
tiack  some  of  the  riches  given  to  tiim. 

Mr.  Strawder  atterxjed  public  school  in 
Brooklyn,  graduated  from  Brooklyn  Technical 
High  School  arxJ  Columbia  University's  School 
of  Architecture,  where  he  received  his  t>ach- 
elor  of  architecture  degree.  He  is  presently 
registered  to  practice  in  the  States  of  New 
York,  New  Jersey,  and  Florida  and  is  a  cer- 
tified mervber  of  the  National  Council  of  Archi- 
tectural Registration  Boards  [NCARB].  I  am 
proud  to  introduce  Janies  A.  Sti-awder,  Jr.  to 
my  House  colleagues. 
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tary  service,  Richard  Seymour  received  many 
commendations,  too  many  to  list  but  each  a 
distinguished  mark  of  horior  on  his  journey  to 
the  rank  of  lieutenant  colonel  at  which  he  re- 
tired. His  proudest  mission  was  assisting  in 
the  repatriation  of  foreign  citizens  in  Kuwait  at 
the  outtxeak  of  the  Persian  Gulf  war. 

Upon  retirement  lieutenant  colonel  Seynxjur 
continued  service  to  this  Nation.  He  taegan  a 
second  career  in  the  classroom,  rehjming  to 
San  Antonio  and  focusing  his  energy  on  the 
education  of  tomorrows  leaders.  We  feel  sor- 
row and  loss  that  his  time  with  our  Nation's 
children  was  cut  short 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  light  of  knowing  that  Ridiard 
Seymour  touched  so  many  lives  in  as  many 
ways,  I  ask  that  my  colleagues  join  me  in  of- 
fering our  most  sincere  respect  and  thanks  to 
the  sen/ice  of  Lt  Col.  Rtohard  Seynx>ur  and 
that  when  ttie  House  adjourns  today  it  do  so 
in  his  memory  and  honor. 


SALUTING  LT.  COL.  RICHARD 
SEYMOUR  (RET.) 


HON.  GENE  GREEN 

OF  TEXAS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13. 1996 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
after  joining  my  fellow  Americans  in  remem- 
bering our  Nation's  veterans  this  past  Memo- 
rial Day,  I  would  like  to  take  an  opportunity  to 
recognize  tt>e  passing  of  one  particular  individ- 
ual who  served  Wiis  Nation  for  over  20  years. 
On  Thursday,  May  30,  retired  Lt.  Col.  Richard 
SeynrK}ur  lost  a  difficult  battle  with  illness,  txit 
I  rise  today  to  call  attention  to  life's  victories. 

Ricfiard  Seymour  was  bom  on  August  20, 
1950.  He  spent  his  childhood  in  Oklahoma, 
Florida,  and  Texas,  graduating  from  Alamo 
Heights  High  School  in  San  Antonio.  He  then 
attended  Southwest  Texas  State  University 
wftere  he  was  enrolled  in  the  Air  Force  ROTC 
program  and  received  his  degree  in  education. 
Upon  graduation  he  was  commissioned  as  2d 
lieutenant  in  the  U.S.  Air  Force.  Rtohard  Sey- 
nxxjr's  servtoe  to  this  Nation  was  impeccable. 
As  an  Air  Force  pilot,  he  togged  over  6,000 
flight  hours  including  misstons  which  trans- 
ported this  Nation's  top  military  leaders  as  well 
as  Members  of  Congress.  Throughout  his  mili- 


TRTBUTE  TO  GEORGE  KUANG-CHAO 
TUNG 


HON.  EDOLPHUS  TOWNS 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 

Mr.  TOWNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
praise  the  work  and  servtoe  of  Mr.  George 
Kuang-Chao  Tung,  president  of  C-2  Printing  & 
Photostats  Corp.  in  Brooklyn. 

Six  years  ago,  Mr.  Chao-Tung,  wittxxit  any 
advertising,  witnessed  his  business  prosper 
because  of  his  gractous  and  friendly  personal 
ity.  His  reliability  has  earned  him  a  toyal  dierv 
tele  base,  and  critical  corporate  projects  fiom 
companies  such  as  Gas  Ene^  Inc.  arxJ 
Chase  Manhattan  Bank.  According  to  his  cus- 
tomers, Mr.  Chao  Tung  provides  consistent 
and  unparalteled  servtoes  to  the  Brooklyn 
area. 

In  addition  to  his  entrepreneurial  success, 
Mr.  Chao-Tung  is  a  tireless  contiitxjtor  to  his 
comrrxjnity. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  congratulate  Mr.  Chao-Turtg 
on  receiving  this  impressive  honor,  and  exterxj 
to  him  my  best  wishes  for  continued  success 
in  business  and  in  his  community. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  JUNK  GUNS 
LEGISLA-nON 


HON.  JAa  REED 

OF  RHODE  ISLAND 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Speaker,  kids  deserve  a 
chance  to  succeed.  An  environment  free  of 
crime — and  the  gun  vtolerx:e  that  claims  tfie 
lives  of  thousands  of  our  Nation's  chitoren 
every  year — provides  this  opportunity. 

Recent  events  are  a  painful  reminder  of  the 
devastation  that  firearms  cause  for  chikJren  in 
every  part  of  our  courtry.  Last  month,  4-year- 
oW  Marimal  Coton  was  playing  in  front  of  her 
house  in  my  fiome  State  of  Rhode  Island.  As 
she  prepared  to  accompany  her  siblings  to  a 
candy  store,  she  was  hit  in  the  back  by  a  stray 
bultet,  fired  in  an  exchange  between  two  cars 
passing  her  home. 
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Since  coming  to  Congress,  I  have  worked 
hard  to  stop  this  viotence  by  enacting  toogh 
new  laws,  like  the  Brady  bill  and  the  assault 
weapons  ban,  that  keep  guns  out  of  the  hands 
of  criminals. 

These  laws  are  making  an  impact,  but  we 
must  do  rrxjre  to  stop  the  plague  of  gun  vio- 
\ence.  We  must  stop  criminals  from  obtaining 
their  weapons  of  choice:  junk  guns. 

These  firearms,  also  known  as  Saturday 
night  specials,  are  cheap,  small,  easily  con- 
cealable,  made  of  cheap  materials,  and  lack 
adequate  safety  devices. 

Junk  guns  are  not  hunting  weapons,  but 
they  are  3.4  times  as  likely  to  be  used  in 
crime  as  are  other  firearms.  Indeed,  the  Bu- 
reau of  Alcohol,  Tobacco,  and  Firearms  re- 
ports that  8  of  the  10  firearms  most  frequently 
traced  at  crime  scenes  in  1995  were  junk 
guns. 

The  Junk  Gun  Violence  Protection  Act  that 
I  am  introducing  today  takes  a  stand  against 
junk  guns.  This  bill  and  Senator  Boxer's  com- 
panion legislation  ban  the  junk  guns  that  crimi- 
nals prefer. 

In  ttie  past.  Congress  has  recognized  the 
danger  of  junk  guns,  and  taken  bipartisan  ac- 
tion to  combat  the  abuse  of  these  weapons.  In 
1968.  Congress  passed  the  Gun  Control  Act 
to  prohitJit  the  importation  of  junk  guns.  This 
measure  unintentionally  led  to  the  creation  of 
a  vast  domestk:  junk  gun  industry.  In  1972, 
the  Senate  passed  a  bill  to  apply  the  import 
starxjards  to  domestically  produced  guns  by  a 
vote  of  68  to  25. 

The  Reed-Boxer  bill  is  modeled  after  this 
impressive  example.  The  measure,  which  at 
last  closes  the  deadly  loophole  that  protects 
domestic  junk  guns,  is  an  important  step  to- 
ward safe  communities. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  Senator 
Boxer,  our  colleagues,  and  the  millions  of 
Americans  committed  to  reducing  the  toll  of 
gun  violence  to  ensure  that  this  critical  goal 
t>ecomes  a  reality. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

enjoys  sperxjing  quality  time  with  all  of  her  14 
grandchildren. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  congratulate  Ms.  Fisher  on 
receiving  this  impressive  honor,  and  extend  to 
her  my  best  wishes  for  continued  success  in 
the  Brooklyn  community. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  ROBERT  C.  DORF 


TRIBUTE  TO  JUANITA  E.  FISHER 


HON.  EDOLPHUS  TOWNS 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 

Mr.  TOWNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  pay  trib- 
ute to  an  outstarvjing  community  leader,  Ms. 
Juanita  E.  Fistier.  preskJent  of  the  Florentine 
Plaza  Tenant  Association.  Since  her  tenure  as 
president  she  has  worked  to  improve  the  qual- 
ity of  life  within  the  Florentino  Plaza  and  sur- 
rounding community. 

The  tenants  association  under  her  leader- 
ship has  been  instrumental  in  caretaking  and 
maintenance  upgrade.  In  addition  to  grounds 
beautification  and  maintenance,  she  has  cre- 
ated activities  and  developed  programs  de- 
signed to  reach  all  people. 

The  myriad  of  duties  she  performs  include 
organizing  voter  registration  drives  and  being 
an  active  member  of  the  East  New  Yori< 
Council  Presklents.  In  addition  to  advocacy 
work,  Ms.  Fisher  is  a  tireless  grandmother  and 


TRIBUTE  TO  MILTON  J.  STRONG 


HON.  EDOLPHUS  TOWNS 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 

Mr.  TOWNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to 
recognize  Mr.  Milton  J.  Strong  for  a  career  of 
sen/k»  dedicated  to  the  children  of  New  York 
City.  After  attending  Frederick  Douglass  Junior 
High  School  and  DeWitt  Clinton  High  School, 
he  received  a  foottjall  scholarship  to  Virginia 
State  College.  He  later  transferred  to  New 
Yori(  University  where  he  received  his  B.S. 
and  M.S.  degrees.  He  later  obtained  his  pro- 
fessional diploma  from  Columbia  University. 

Over  the  course  of  40  years,  Mr.  Strong  has 
moved  through  the  ranks  to  achieve  his  cur- 
rent position  of  principal.  For  the  past  22  years 
he  has  served  the  children  and  residents  of 
Community  School  District  19  as  principal  of 
George  Gershwin  Intermediate  School.  During 
his  tenure  he  has  graduated  almost  10,000 
students. 

Married  to  Marjorie,  his  w\e  of  30  years,  a 
high  school  reading  teacher,  they  have  two 
sons.  Otto  and  Kirk.  It  is  my  pleasure  to  high- 
light the  contributions  of  Milton  J.  Strong. 


TRIBUTE  TO  WINCHESTER  KEY 


HON.  EDOLPHUS  TOWNS 

OF  NEW  YORK 

EN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 

Mr.  TOWNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  acknowl- 
edge Mr.  Robert  C.  Dorf.  He  was  bom  in  Man- 
hattan in  1943  and  is  a  Jewish  war  baby  who 
was  raised  along  a  north-south  line  stretching 
from  New  Yori<  to  Miami.  His  cumulative  expe- 
riences include  graduating  from  the  University 
of  Florida,  serving  in  the  U.S.  Army,  serving 
as  a  counselor  for  the  Methadone  Mainte- 
nance Treatment  Program,  Harlem  Hospital 
Division,  and  the  Bronx  District  Attomey's  Of- 
fice where  he  served  as  an  assistant  district 
attorney. 

Robert  Dorf  has  lived  in  Brooklyn  for  25 
years.  He  and  his  wnfe  Wendy  have  two  chil- 
dren, Andrew  and  Jessica.  For  most  of  his 
time  in  Brooklyn  he  has  t)een  a  practicing  at- 
torney, litigating  criminal  and  civil  cases  in 
both  Federal  and  State  court.  He  is  now  em- 
ployed as  an  attomey  for  the  unified  court  sys- 
tem of  the  State  of  New  York,  assisting  the 
Honorable  James  G.  Starkey,  supreme  court. 
Kings  County. 

Robert  is  a  prolific  author  on  criminal  justice, 
especially  intellectual  property,  and  he  is  an 
avid  motorcyclist.  It  is  my  pleasure  to  highlight 
his  personal  and  professional  achievements. 


IN  HONOR  OF  ROLANDO  FAJARDO 


HON.  EDOLPHUS  TOWNS 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 

Mr.  TOWNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  Winchester  Key 
has  been  a  resident  of  the  east  New  Yori< 
community  for  over  20  years.  He  is  a  role 
model  for  young  people  in  the  community  by 
serving  on  boards  that  work  to  provide  positive 
opportunities  for  youth. 

Mr.  Key  serves  as  the  first  vice  president, 
and  is  the  past  president  of  Community  Board 
19.  He  is  also  the  senior  legislative  assistant 
to  Assistant  Speaker  Edward  Griffith  of  the 
New  Yori<  State  Assembly.  Winchester  is  the 
chairman  of  the  Issues  Committee  of  African- 
American  Clergy  and  is  also  the  coordinator 
for  the  East  New  Yori<  Brownsville  Clergy 
which  has  created  a  revitalization  program  for 
east  Brooklyn. 

Winchester  serves  as  chairman  of  the  East 
New  Yori<  Urtjan  Youth  Housing  Corporation. 
Mr.  Key  served  in  the  U.S.  Arniy  and  presently 
serves  as  the  lieutenant  commander  of  the 
East  New  Yori<  Brooklyn  Squadron  No.  4  Civil 
Air  Patrol  Program,  which  teaches  youngsiers 
13  to  21  discipline,  aerospace,  education, 
leadership  and  gives  cadets  an  opportunity  to 
learn  how  to  fly  aircraft.  I  am  proud  to  intro- 
duce Winchester  Key  to  my  colleagues  in  the 
House  of  Representatives. 


HON.  EDOLPHUS  TOWNS 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  13, 1996 

Mr.  TOWNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  congratulate  a  man  much  distin- 
guished for  his  humanitarian  efforts  and  desire 
to  help  others  in  need,  Mr.  Rolando  Fajardo. 
Rolando  has  t>een  recently  elected  to  the 
board  of  directors  of  the  Metropolitan  New 
Yori<  Chapter  of  AATSP  [American  Association 
of  Teachers  of  Spanish  and  Portuguese].  In 
ttie  past,  he  was  awarded  the  Proud  City 
Award  of  the  New  Yori<  City  Council  and  has 
been  an  executive  member  of  the  board  of  di- 
rectors of  the  Joseph  P.  Addabbo  Family 
Health  Center. 

Since  immigrating  to  the  United  States, 
Rolando  has  used  his  linguistic  and  teaching 
talents  in  order  to  teach  students  that  they  live 
in  an  international  society.  He  has  traveled  ex- 
tensively in  the  Caribbean,  Africa,  Asia,  and 
Europe  and  has  experienced  much  success  in 
developing  class  projects  in  the  New  York  City 
public  school  system. 

Rolando  is  a  very  caring  person,  dedicated 
to  those  who  are  less  fortunate.  He  is  a  fine 
example  of  what  love  thy  neighbor  is  all  about 
and  Canarsie  High  School  and  the  Brooklyn 
community  are  fortunate  to  know  him. 
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The  Senate  met  at  9:30  a.m.,  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  Thurmond]. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogilvie,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Almig-hty  God,  Sovereign  of  this  Na- 
tion, and  Lord  of  our  lives,  we  thank 
You  for  outward  symbols  of  inner 
meaning  that  remind  us  of  Your  bless- 
ings. The  sight  of  our  flag  stirs  our  pa- 
triotism and  dedication.  It  reminds  us 
of  Your  providential  care  through  the 
years  of  our  blessed  history  as  a  people, 
but  it  also  reminds  us  of  our  role  in  the 
unfinished  and  unfolding  drama  of  the 
American  dream.  But  it  also  gives  us  a 
reminder  of  the  privilege  we  share  of 
living  in  this  land. 

Today,  on  Flag  Day,  we  repledge  our 
allegiance  to  the  flag  and  recommit 
ourselves  to  the  awesome  responsibil- 
ities You  have  entrusted  to  us.  May  the 
flag  that  waves  above  this  Capitol  re- 
mind us  that  this  Is  Your  land  and  we 
are  accountable  to  You. 

Our  flag  also  gives  us  the  bracing  af- 
firmation of  the  unique  role  of  this 
Senate  in  our  democraxiy.  We  praise 
You  for  the  men  and  women  You  have 
called  to  serve  at  this  strategic  time  in 
history.  May  they  experience  fresh 
strength  and  vision.  Renew  the  drum- 
beat of  Your  spirit  calling  them  to 
march  to  the  cadences  of  Your  right- 
eousness. We  ask  for  Your  blessing  on 
President  Clinton  and  Vice  President 
Gore.  God  bless  America.  Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
able  majority  leader,  Senator  Lott,  is 
recognized. 


SCHEDULE 


Mr.  LOTT.  Thank  you,  Mr.  President. 
Today,  there  will  be  a  period  for  morn- 
ing business  until  the  hour  of  12  noon, 
with  Senators  permitted  to  speak  for 
up  to  5  minutes  each.  Several  Senators 
have  requested  additional  time  to 
speak,  and  they  are  as  follows:  Senator 
Coverdell,  or  his  designee,  90  minutes; 
Senator  Bingaman  for  15  minutes;  Sen- 
ator MURKOWSKI  for  15  minutes;  Sen- 
ator Kempthorne  for  10  minutes;  Sen- 
ator Daschle,  or  his  designee,  for  20 
minutes. 

At  12  noon  today,  the  Senate  will  re- 
sume executive  session  and  debate  the 
nomination  of  Alan  Greenspan  to  be 
Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Sys- 


tem. Under  the  consent  agreement 
reached  yesterday,  the  vote  on  the 
Greenspan  nomination  will  occur  on 
Thursday.  June  20,  at  2  p.m.  No  roUcall 
votes  will  occur  during  today's  session, 
so  there  can  be  full  discussion  of  this 
nomination.  However,  the  Senate  may 
be  asked  to  consider  any  legislative 
matters  that  can  be  cleared  for  action. 

As  a  reminder  for  all  Senators,  at  10 
a.m.  on  Tuesday,  June  18,  the  Senate 
will  begin  consideration  of  S.  1745.  the 
Department  of  Defense  authorization 
bill. 

I  5^eld  the  floor,  Mr.  President. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  previous  order,  there  will  now  be  a 
period  for  the  transaction  of  morning 
business,  with  Senators  permitted  to 
speak  therein  for  up  to  5  minutes  each, 
with  the  exception  of  the  following 
Senators:  Senator  Coverdelx,  or  his 
designee,  for  90  minutes;  Senator 
Bingaman  for  15  minutes;  Senator  Mi«i- 
KOwsKi  for  15  minutes;  Senator  Kemp- 
thorne for  10  minutes;  and  Senator 
Daschle,  or  his  designee,  for  20  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  COVERDELL  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
distinguished  Senator  from  Georgia  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
understand  it,  the  time  this  morning 
between  9:35  and  11  o'clock  is  assigned 
to  me  or  my  designee? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 


HEALTH  CARE  REFORM 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  this 
past  Monday  while  I  was  on  the  Senate 
floor,  I  suggested  that  there  should  be 
a  relevance  between  what  public  pol- 
icyholders say  in  the  pursuit  of  seeking 
higher  office  and  what  they  do  if  they 
are  fortunate  enough  to  achieve  that. 

In  particular,  I  was  alluding  to  the 
promise  that  this  administration  made 
to  middle  America  that  it  would  sig- 
nificantly lower  the  tax  burden  on  the 
American  middle  class,  the  vast  major- 
ity of  our  American  citizens,  but,  in 
fact,  by  August  of  the  first  year  in  of- 
fice, they  had  totally  reversed  that 
promise  and  had,  in  fact,  increased 
taxes  at  historical  proportions,  result- 
ing in  most  American  working  families 
today  having  a  higher  tax  burden,  hav- 
ing less  of  their  paychecks  in  their 
checking  accounts  than  at  any  time  in 
American  history. 


But  the  administration  made  another 
promise  that  it  did  try  to  keep,  in  all 
credit.  They  promised  to  revise  the 
health  care  system  in  the  United 
States.  Indeed,  when  they  came  before 
the  American  people,  their  proposal 
was  to  totally  federalize  or  take  Amer- 
ican medicine  and  have  the  American 
Government  take  it  over. 

So  what  that  meant  was  that  the 
Federal  Government  would  increase  to 
unprecedented  proportions,  that  a  new 
entitlement  would  be  created  that 
would  be  larger  than  any  entitlement 
in  American  history,  including  Social 
Security,  that  17  percent  of  the  Amer- 
ican economy  would  be  taken  over  by 
the  Government,  and  for  the  first  time, 
Mr.  President,  the  Government  would 
control  over  half  the  American  econ- 
omy. 

I  can  remember  sasrlng  at  the  time, 
as  a  kid.  I  never  believed  that  it  would 
be  possible  for  me  to  be  in  the  U.S. 
Senate  debating  whether  or  not  the 
Government  should  control  over  half 
the  American  economy.  But,  Indeed, 
that  is  what  we  were  doing  just  2  years 
ago. 

It  was  a  very  elaborate  system  that 
controlled  every  aspect  of  medicine.  By 
the  time  the  debate  was  over,  Mr. 
President,  the  American  people  had  de- 
feated President  Clinton's  health  care 
proposals.  By  the  time  the  final  cast 
was  set,  less  thaji  one-third  of  the 
American  people  supported  the  Idea. 
Over  two-thirds  opposed  it,  because 
they  saw  It  for  what  it  was,  a  massive 
explosion  in  the  growth  of  our  Govern- 
ment, a  massive  incursion  into  the  per- 
sonal afi^airs  of  every  American  citizen 
and  family  and  business  and  commu- 
nity, an  enormous  and  explosive  cost. 

Mr.  President,  at  the  time  we  were 
debating  this  proposal,  often  those  of 
us,  such  as  myself,  were  asked,  "Well, 
what  would  you  do?"  We  talked  about 
targeted  reform.  We  talked  about  mak- 
ing benefits  more  portable  so  that  they 
could  move  with  the  employee  and  we 
could  put  an  end  to  this  job  lock  where 
a  person  who  developed  a  medical  prob- 
lem could  not  move  from  one  job  to  an- 
other because  they  would  not  have 
been  able  to  keep  their  insurance. 

We  talked  about  making  the  insur- 
ance marketplace  more  friendly.  We 
talked  about  making  it  more  possible 
for  people  to  obtain  insurance.  We 
talked  about  making  It  a  guaranteed 
Issue,  all  of  these  targeted  reforms  that 
we  thought  would  modestly  change  the 
marketplace  and  make  It  easier  for  un- 
insured people  to  gain  Insurance. 

Mr.  President,  this  Senate  and  the 
House  have  both  fulfilled  that  promise. 
They  have   done   exactly   that.   They 


I  This  "bullet**  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
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have  passed  health  reform  that  elimi- 
nates Job  lock.  It  allows  an  ambitious 
worker  to  leave  a  job  and  move  to  a 
better  one  without  losing  health  cov- 
erage. It  allows  the  self-employed  to 
deduct  on  their  taxes  80  percent  of 
their  health  insurance  premium.  This 
is  an  egregious — an  egregious — error  in 
the  workplace.  U  you  work  for  a  large 
company,  your  health  premiums  are 
deductible,  they  are  tax  deductible.  If 
you  work  for  yourself,  they  are  not. 
This  corrects  it.  It  allows  the  small 
business  with  50  or  fewer  employees  or 
the  self-employed  to  have  tax-free  med- 
ical savings  accounts. 

We  have  been  joined  by  Senator 
Gramm,  the  senior  Senator  from  Texas, 
who  wants  to  speak  on  this  subject. 
But  let  me  just  say  that  the  designers 
of  massive  Government  control  of  the 
health  system  are  blocking  this  reform 
proposal  through  parliamentary 
means.  They  are  refusing  to  allow  the 
conferees  to  be  selected.  It  is  because 
they  do  not  want  the  product  of  medi- 
cal savings  accounts,  which  allows  the 
worker  or  the  citizen  to  create  a  sav- 
ings aiccount  to  help  them  manage 
health  costs,  to  lower  health  costs,  to 
give  them  more  freedom  in  the  health 
care  system.  They  do  not  like  that.  So 
they  have  sjrstematically  blocked  these 
reforms  that  the  Nation  overwhelm- 
ingly supports. 

I  find  it  a  bit  unusual  that  the  last 
vestige  of  those  who  want  to  make  the 
Government  consume  over  half  our 
economy,  who  want  to  run  every  aspect 
of  our  personal  lives  by  controlling 
medicine  and  every  doctor  and  every 
hospital,  every  cure  that  you  may  or 
may  not  want  to  use,  just  cannot  abide 
the  idea  of  allowing  citizens  this  prod- 
uct to  make  choices  on  their  own.  I 
will  come  back  to  this  subject  in  a  bit. 
We  have  been  joined  by  the  senior  Sen- 
ator from  Texas.  I  yield  up  to  10  min- 
utes to  the  Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  GRAMM  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Bond).  The  Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
thank  our  dear  colleague  from  Georgia. 
I  want  to  say  a  few  words  on  another 
subject,  but  let  me  address  the  subject 
at  hand  first.  Let  me  say  to  our  dear 
colleague  from  Georgia,  I  do  not  think 
he  ought  to  be  surprised. 

I  believe  that  the  flnal  battle  for  the 
rights  of  man,  the  final  determination 
of  whether  freedom,  both  economic  and 
political  freedom,  will  survive  and 
prosper  on  this  planet  is  not  going  to 
be  determined  on  the  frozen  tundra  of 
Russia,  it  is  not  going  to  be  determined 
by  debate  in  the  Kremlin;  it  is  going  to 
be  determined  right  here  on  the  floor  of 
the  United  States  Senate. 

I  try  to  make  a  distinction  because  I 
think  Americans  get  confused  about 
what  freedom  is.  Freedom  is  not  just 
the  right  to  get  up  and  criticize  the 
Government.  Freedom  is  not  just  the 


right  to  exercise  political  choices. 
Freedom  is  the  right  to  exercise  eco- 
nomic choices.  Freedom  is  the  right  to 
buy  the  products  you  choose.  Freedom 
is  the  right  to  spend  your  own  money 
which  you  have  earned  by  the  sweat  of 
your  own  brow.  That  is  what  we  are 
talking  about  here  today. 

I  think  probably  most  people  are  to- 
tally confused  about  what  this  debate 
is.  Our  Democratic  colleagues  are  hop- 
ing they  are.  Because  what  this  debate 
is  all  about  is  freedom.  There  are  some 
Members  of  the  U.S.  Senate  who  are  for 
it  and  there  are  some  Members  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  who,  in  its  economic  mani- 
festation of  the  right  of  people  to 
choose  what  kind  of  health  insurance 
they  want,  are  against  it. 

Senator  Kennedy  and  the  Democrats 
are  saying,  in  holding  up  the  con- 
ference on  a  health  care  bill  that 
passed  the  Senate  100  to  0—100  to  0— he 
is  saying  that  he  is  opposed  to  it  be- 
cause if  we  go  to  conference  with  the 
House  to  work  out  our  differences, 
medical  savings  accounts  covild  end  up 
in  the  bill. 

What  are  medical  savings  accounts? 
What  we  are  talking  about  here  is  sim- 
ply the  right  of  people  to  choose  be- 
tween buying  a  low-deductible  health 
insurance  policy,  which  for  a  family  of 
four  costs  about  $4,200  a  year,  where 
the  insurance  company  starts  pas^ng 
almost  immediately  if  somebody  in 
your  family  gets  sick.  That  is  conven- 
tional health  insurance.  It  has  one  big 
problem,  and  that  is,  once  you  are  sick, 
you  are  spending  somebody  else's 
money.  You  have  no  incentive  to  be 
conscientious.  Costs  are  exploding. 

Just  imagine  if  you  went  to  the  gro- 
cery store,  and  you  had  a  grocery  in- 
surance policy.  For  everything  you  put 
in  your  basket,  the  grocery  insurance 
policy  paid  95  percent  of  it.  You  would 
eat  differently,  and  so  would  your  dog. 
But  what  would  happen  is,  grocery  in- 
surance would  explode  in  cost.  That  is 
exactly  what  has  happened  in  health 
insurance. 

What  we  are  trying  to  do  is  to  let 
people,  especially  young  people  who  do 
not  have  much  money,  buy  a  new  kind 
of  health  insurance  policy  that  would 
have  a  higher  deductible.  You  could 
buy  a  Blue  Cross-Blue  Shield  policy, 
with  a  $3,000  deductible,  for  about  S2,200 
a  year  rather  than  the  S4,200  a  year  you 
are  paying  for  by  buying  the  com- 
prehensive low-deductible  policy. 

Why  $2,000  less?  Because  a  lot  of  that 
is,  for  all  practical  purposes,  prepaid 
medicine.  What  we  are  proposing  Is 
that  people  be  able  to  take  that  $2,000 
they  save  and  put  it  into  a  tax-free  sav- 
ings account  and  use  it  to  pay 
deductibles.  But  the  magic,  almost 
magical  power  of  it,  is  that  if  they  do 
not  use  the  money  for  medical  pur- 
poses, they  get  to  keep  it.  So  unless 
they  get  very  sick,  92  percent  of  Amer- 
ican families  would  never  spend  beyond 


their  medical  savings  account  in  a 
year.  So  unless  they  get  very  sick,  they 
have  an  incentive  to  be  cost  conscious 
because  they  are  spending  their  own 
money. 

Here  is  the  point.  We  are  not  trying 
to  make  people  buy  medical  savings  ac- 
counts. There  is  nothing  in  our  pro- 
posal that  makes  anybody  buy  it.  What 
we  are  trying  to  do  is  to  let  them  do  it. 
This  is  about  freedom. 

Senator  Kennedy  and  the  Democrats 
claim,  "Oh,  this  program  only  helps 
rich  people."  Have  you  ever  noticed 
that  everything  Democrats  are  against 
supposedly  helps  rich  people?  They  did 
not  want  to  cut  taxes  on  working  fami- 
lies, a  $500  tax  credit  per  child,  because 
they  say  that  helps  rich  people.  If  they 
want  to  raise  taxes,  of  course,  they 
claim  they  are  taxing  only  rich  people. 

In  any  case,  do  rich  people  care  about 
this?  What  difference  does  it  make  to 
rich  people  whether  they  buy  a  low-de- 
ductible or  high  deductible  policy?  By 
definition,  if  you  are  rich,  you  have  a 
lot  of  money.  It  cannot  make  possibly 
any  difference. 

But  let  me  tell  you  who  it  makes  a 
difference  to.  I  have  a  son  who  just 
turned  23  years  old.  He  is  off  my  insur- 
ance policy.  For  the  first  time  in  his 
life,  he  is  trying  to  decide  how  he  is 
going  to  get  health  insurance  and  how 
he  is  going  to  buy  it.  He  is  as  healthy 
as  most  23-year-old  males  and  females 
are.  Why  not  allow  him  to  buy  a  high- 
deductible  policy  and  take  the  savings, 
put  them  into  a  medical  savings  ac- 
count and  build  up  a  nest  egg  to  go  to 
graduate  school,  or  to  try  to  start  a 
business,  or  to  buy  a  home  when  he 
gets  married? 

When  we  debated  this  subject  before, 
I  had  quotes  from  two  so-called  rich 
people  who  use  medical  savings  ac- 
counts. One  of  them  was  a  united  mine 
worker,  because  the  United  Mine  Work- 
ers Union  has  medical  savings  ac- 
counts, but  they  do  not  get  fair  tax 
treatment  on  them.  They  have  to  pay 
taxes  on  them.  The  other  was  a  part- 
time  bus  driver.  They  were  arguing 
they  ought  to  be  treated  fairly,  and  I 
agree  with  them  and  not  with  the  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts,  who  is  ob- 
jecting to  letting  us  appoint  conferees 
and  bring  this  bill  up. 

The  second  argument  is,  well,  look, 
this  helps  young  people  and  healthy 
people.  Who  does  not  have  health  in- 
surance? Basically,  young  healthy  peo- 
ple are  not  buying  health  insurance  be- 
cause, A,  they  do  not  think  they  need 
it  right  now  and,  B,  they  caimot  afford 
it.  Why  not  have  a  policy  available 
that  may  not  be  used  by  everybody,  but 
that  win  be  used  by  young  people  so 
that  they  can  buy  basic  coverage.  The 
Democrats'  solution  is  to  guarantee 
that  they  can  buy  insurance  in  the  fu- 
ture once  they  get  sick  rather  than 
now  when  they  are  young  and  healthy, 
but  at  the  cost  of  charging  everybody 
else  higher  rates. 
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We  need  medical  savings  accounts, 
and  this  is  about  freedom.  The  Demo- 
crats want  the  Clinton-type  health 
care  bill.  That  is  what  they  want.  And 
they  know  medical  savings  accounts 
move  us  toward  private  family  deci- 
sions. They  want  Government  deci- 
sions. That  is  what  this  debate  is 
about,  and  if  you  believe  in  freedom, 
you  are  with  us. 


INTERNATIONAL  DEPARTURE  TAX 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Now.  I  want  to  turn  to 
another  subject.  The  President  has  put 
out  a  new  list  of  savings  measures,  and 
among  the  savings  measures  is  an 
international  departure  tax  increase — 
$2.3  billion  of  savings.  Now.  you  might 
ask,  what  does  a  tax  increase  have  to 
do  with  savings?  The  answer  is,  noth- 
ing. We  have,  in  this  administration,  a 
new  language  where  everyday  words 
are  changed  into  new  words  and  they 
have  nothing  to  do  with  each  other. 
But  this  is  basically  a  proposal  to  raise 
taxes  on  international  travel  by  impos- 
ing a  $10  per  passenger  tax  on  every- 
body buying  a  round-trip  ticket  in 
international  travel,  coming  to  the 
United  States  and  going  back,  or  leav- 
ing the  United  States  and  coming  back. 
Now,  if  you  have  Americans  traveling, 
some  people  assume  they  must  be  rich. 
So  you  want  to  tax  them.  So  I  am  not 
going  to  get  into  that  argument.  I 
think  it  is  absurd.  We  know  that  not 
everybody  who  travels  internationally 
is  rich. 

Let  me  talk  about  the  42,983,000  for- 
eigners who  come  to  the  United  States. 
Well,  you  might  say,  why  not  tax 
them?  They  cannot  vote  here,  so  why 
not  tax  thefr  money  while  we  have 
them?  What  do  they  come  here  for? 
Well,  they  come  here  to  invest,  to  cre- 
ate jobs,  and  to  be  tourists.  In  fact,  as 
tourists,  they  spent  $76,485  billion  last 
year.  Why,  I  ask.  should  we  be  trying 
to  raise  barriers  against  people  who 
want  to  come  to  Atlanta,  or  who  want 
to  come  to  Houston  or  who  want  to  go 
to  San  Antonio  to  see  the  Alamo?  Why 
should  we  want  to  raise  barriers  to  peo- 
ple who  want  to  come  and  see  where 
great  Americans  come  from,  like  South 
Carolina,  and  who  came  to  the  Alamo 
to  defend  freedom — especially  when 
they  are  spending  $76,485  billion  on  the 
trip?  To  save  my  life,  I  do  not  under- 
stand that. 

We  did  a  little  check  in  asking  just 
one  hotel  manager  that  we  happened  to 
be  having  a  conversation  with,  who 
works  for  Marriott  Hotels  in  Houston, 
what  percentage  of  the  people  staying 
in  his  hotels,  on  an  average  night,  are 
foreign  nationals.  He  estimated  that  40 
percent  of  the  people  staying  in  Mar- 
riott Hotels  in  Houston  are  foreign  na- 
tionals. Now,  why  would  we  want  to 
discourage  all  these  people  from  com- 
ing to  America  to  spend  money?  Well, 
it  is  interesting  that  by  a  fairly  con- 


servative estimate,  in  international 
tourism  alone,  this  tax  would  cost  us 
twice  as  much  as  the  Government  is 
claiming  to  collect.  I  know  some  peo- 
ple will  make  an  argument  that  these 
people  who  would  make  this  money 
from  international  tourism  will  squan- 
der it.  They  will  spend  it  on  their  chil- 
dren, they  might  go  to  Disneyland, 
they  might  invest  in  some  private  busi- 
ness; and  that  the  Government,  collect- 
ing half  as  much  money  from  this  tax 
as  these  private  citizens  would  earn, 
will  spend  it  wisely— on  the  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts  or  the  Legal 
Services  Corporation— but  not  getting 
into  those  arguments,  I  am  opposed  to 
this  departure  tax  increase. 

I  want  people  to  come  to  America.  I 
want  people  from  all  over  the  world  to 
come  here  and  see  the  Alamo  and  see 
the  Capitol  and  get  to  know  our  coun- 
try and  understand,  personally,  its 
greatness,  get  to  know  Texans  and 
Americans,  and  bring  that  $76  billion  a 
year  with  them  and  spend  it  here. 

This  is  a  poorly  designed  tax  that 
will  cost  us  jobs.  It  is  a  bad  idea.  I  just 
want  to  remind  people  that  taking  the 
whole  travel  industry  in  America,  we 
have  almost  a  million  people  em- 
ployed— about  960.000  people — because 
of  international  travelers.  In  fact,  hun- 
dreds of  thousands  of  people  are  going 
to  come,  for  example,  to  Atlanta  to  the 
Olympics.  People  are  coming  to  many 
different  places  around  our  country. 
My  view  is,  let  them  come,  let  them 
spend  thefr  money  when  they  get  here. 
But  the  idea  of  erecting  barriers  to 
them  coming,  to  collect  a  tax,  it  seems 
to  me,  is  foolhardy  and  should  be  re- 
jected. 

This  is  part  of  something  bigger.  The 
Securities  and  Exchange  Conrniission 
now  collects  twice  as  much  in  thefr 
taxes  on  securities  as  it  spends  to  run 
the  SEC.  None  of  this  money  the  Presi- 
dent calls  savings  through  this  new  tax 
would  go  to  support  the  Federal  Avia- 
tion Administration — not  one  penny  of 
it.  It  would  go  to  fund  Government  pro- 
grams in  general.  We  have  fees  on  the 
transportation  of  hazardous  materials 
that  began  as  a  relatively  low  figure.  It 
is  now  $300.  It  was  initially  applied  to 
trucks,  railroads,  and  barges  hauling 
things  like  crude  petroleum.  It  is  now 
being  applied  in  Texas  to  10,000  inde- 
pendent oil  producers,  who  do  not  even 
transport  the  crude  oil  themselves.  The 
administration  has  proposed  to  raise  it 
to  as  much  as  $5,000  a  year  and  collect 
as  much  as  $50  million  out  of  my  State 
just  from  independent  oil  producers. 
Why?  Because  these  increased  fees 
could  be  used  as  taxes  to  fund  Govern- 
ment in  general.  They  would  not  be 
used  for  the  purposes  they  were  set  out 
for.  Just  like  this  gasoline  tax  we  have 
been  trying  to  repeal,  which  is  not 
going  to  build  roads,  it  is  going  to  gen- 
eral revenue. 

My  view  is — and  I  will  conclude  on 
this — when  you  collect  taxes  on  gaso- 


line, motor  fuel,  it  ought  to  go  to 
roads.  When  you  collect  taxes  on  afr- 
line  tickets,  it  ought  to  go  to  the  FAA 
to  build  airports,  to  support  the  infra- 
structure. What  is  happening  in  this 
administration  is  all  these  fees  are 
being  raised  because  they  want  to 
spend  the  money  and  they  want  to  hide 
the  tax.  This  departure  tax  increase  on 
airline  tickets  is  wrong.  I  wanted  to 
come  down  today  to  say  I  am  opposed 
to  it,  and  I  do  not  intend  to  see  it  be- 
come the  law  of  the  land. 

I  thank  my  colleague  from  Georgia. 
When  all  those  millions  of  tourists 
coming  through  Atlanta  and  spend  all 
that  money,  remember,  I  did  not  want 
to  erect  the  barrier. 

(Mr.  INHOFE  assumed  the  chafr.) 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
see  the  Senator  from  Missouri  appears 
to  be  requesting  up  to  5  minutes.  I 
5^eld  up  to  5  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Missouri. 

Mr.  BOND.  I  thank  my  colleague 
from  Georgia.  I  particularly  commend 
my  good  friend  from  Texas  for  pointing 
out  what  we  in  the  Midwest,  as  well  as 
the  Southwest,  feel  so  strongly  about, 
which  is  that  when  you  raise  fees  on 
people  who  use  highways,  it  is  not 
pleasant.  But  when  they  go  to  high- 
ways, we  can  understand  what  they  are 
being  used  for.  If  you  raise  fees  on  peo- 
ple who  generate  hazardous  waste,  if  it 
goes  to  clean  up  hazardous  waste,  that 
is  a  reasonable  argument.  But  when  it 
goes  to  the  general  revenue  fund,  per- 
mits spendiiig  and  overspending  in 
many  areas,  it  is  a  real  problem. 


FEDERAL  RESERVE  NOMINEES 

Mr.  BOND.  Mr.  President,  the  reason 
I  rise  today.  I  want  to  address  a  couple 
of  related  subjects,  things  that  we  are 
working  on,  and  they  have  to  do  with 
some  of  the  debates  that  have  been 
going  on  about  the  nominees  for  the 
Federal  Reserve. 

I  have  the  pleasure  of  having  as  one 
of  my  constituents  a  fellow  Missourian, 
Dr.  Laurence  Meyer,  who  has  been 
nominated  to  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board.  When  we  get  to  the  discussions 
of  the  Federal  Reserve  nominations 
next  week,  I  want  to  make  the  case 
very  strongly  that  Dr.  Meyer  has  justly 
earned  a  reputation  as  a  leading  econo- 
mist. He  has  played  a  key  role  in  the 
development  and  expansion  of  the  eco- 
nonucs  department  of  Washington  Uni- 
versity. He  has  been  recognized  repeat- 
edly by  faculty,  students,  by  the  public 
at  large,  and  by  his  own  colleagues  as 
a  leader  in  these  fields.  His  is  an  excel- 
lent nominatioiL  I  also  say  that  we  are 
very  fortunate  that  the  President  has 
proposed  renomination  and  he  has 
agreed  to  accept  the  current  Chairman 
of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board,  Chafr- 
man  Alan  Greenspan.  During  his  8-year 
tenure,  economic  performance  through 
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admlnistxations.  Republican  and  Dem- 
ocrat, has  been  outstanding-  because  in- 
flation has  been  kept  under  control. 

Agrain,  I  want  to  address  more  of 
Chairman  Greenspan's  accomplish- 
ments later  on.  But  I  want  to  straight- 
en out  a  couple  of  misconceptions  that 
have  been  raised  by  others  on  this  floor 
yesterday  in  their  debates  about  the 
Federal  Reserve.  They  seem  to  think 
that  growth  in  this  country  is  slow  be- 
cause of  the  Federal  Reserve.  Mr. 
President,  the  Federal  Reserve  job,  as 
the  chief  monetary  regulator,  is  to  deal 
with  monetary  policy.  Monetary  policy 
can  be  a  brake  or  an  accelerator,  but  it 
is  not  the  essential  engine  that  drives 
the  economy  of  this  country.  That  is 
fiscal  policy  and  the  opportunity  for 
this  economy  to  grow.  We  have  had  a 
major  hit  to  the  engine  of  our  econ- 
omy. It  is  a  hit  that  has  happened  over 
the  years  in  terms  of  nmning  up  the 
deficit.  This  deficit  has  been  out  of 
control.  We  have  raised  $5  trillion 
worth  of  debt  that  sits  on  the  backs  of 
our  children,  our  grandchildren,  and  fu- 
ture generations,  and  it  serves  as  a 
great  drag  on  the  economy  right  now. 

In  addition,  in  1990  and  1993,  we  put 
heavy  burdens  of  taxes  on  the  produc- 
tive sector— taxes  on  savings  and  in- 
vestment, taxes  particularly  that  hit 
the  snmll  businesses  that  I  have  the 
pleasure  of  serving  on  the  Small  Busi- 
ness Committee. 

Yesterday,  you  would  have  thought 
that  taxes  and  deficits  did  not  matter, 
that  slow  growth  was  the  only  burden 
that  was  the  legacy  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Board.  Well,  that  is  not  true.  The 
Federal  Reserve  has  kept  inflation 
under  control.  We  need  to  deal  with  the 
deficit.  Then  we  need  to  deal  with 
taxes  that  discourage  investment  and 
savings. 

That  is  why  the  third  nominee  for 
the  Federal  Reserve  is  Important.  Dr. 
Rlvlln  is  currently  the  Director  of  the 
Omce  of  Management  and  Budget.  She 
has  presented,  on  behalf  of  the  Presi- 
dent, a  measure,  the  budget  of  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  so  that 
when  the  Congressional  Budget  Office 
scores  it  and  applies  a  trigger  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  said  is  nec- 
essary to  get  to  a  balance  In  2002,  they 
can  claim  that  under  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  scoring  and  applying  the 
trigger  that  the  budget  will  get  to  bal- 
ance in  2002. 

The  problem  Is,  as  I  have  outlined  on 
this  floor  before,  I,  in  the  role  as  chair- 
man of  the  appropriations  subcommit- 
tee, have  asked  the  agencies  that 
would  be  forced  to  make  those  cuts  in 
future  years  how  they  plan  to  make 
them,  and  they  have  been  advised  by 
the  Office  of  Management  auad  Budget 
that  they  are  not  serious  about  it. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  have  pointed  out, 
we  have  addressed  letters  to  Dr.  Rlvlln, 
questions  as  to  whctner  the  adminis- 
tration is  serious  about  balancing  the 


budget.  Do  they  have  a  second  set  of 
books  that  has  cuts  in  a  lot  of  other 
agencies?  The  Veterans'  Administra- 
tion has  told  us  they  are  exempt;  EPA, 
NASA,  the  agencies  that  I  have  spoken 
to  have  said  the  cuts  are  not  going  to 
fall  on  them.  Where  are  they  going  to 
fall?  Are  we  serious  about  the  deficit? 

We  are  waiting  to  hear  whether  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  hon- 
estly believes  it  can  implement  and 
will  begin  plaiming  for  the  reductions 
in  spending  necessary  to  balance  the 
budget. 

That,  in  my  view,  will  depend  upon 
how  I  vote,  at  least  for  one,  on  the  con- 
firmation of  the  Budget  Director  to  be 
a  Member  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board. 

I  thank  the  Chair.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  it 
is  my  imderstanding  that  the  Presiding 
Officer  has  some  business  before  the 
Senate.  I  am  going  to  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum  so  I  might  relieve 
the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
COVERDELL).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  I  have  a 
couple  of  comments  to  make  about  the 
comments  that  were  made  previously 
by  the  Senator  from  Texas.  Before  that 
I  have  a  little  bit  of  business  to  take 
care  of  of  a  different  nature. 


THE  NATIONAL  ENVIRONMENT 
EDUCATION  ACT 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  yester- 
day I  introduced  legislation  to  reau- 
thorize the  National  Environment  Edu- 
cation Act.  I  am  joined  by  most  of  the 
members  of  the  Environment  and  Pub- 
lic Works  Committee  and  will  probably 
have  all  of  those  Members  as  cospon- 
sors  of  this  legislation  in  a  very  short 
time. 

The  reason  I  am  doing  this  is  that 
there  has  been  a  lot  of  criticism  that 
we  are  getting  that  there  is  too  much 
emanating  from  Washington  on  our  en- 
vironmental laws  and  environmental 
education.  People  have  said  we  are 
brainwashing  our  children.  I  feel  that 
the  better  way  to  do  this  is  to  have  this 
money  going  to  the  local  level  so  that 
the  curriculum  can  be  determined  by 
the  local  level. 

I  can  remember  several  scary  stories 
about  students  coming  home  from 
school  in  the  Northwest  who  happened 
to  be  sons  or  daughters  of  people  work- 
ing in  the  lumber  industry  saying  that 
it  is  sinful  to  cut  down  any  tree,  and 
this  type  of  thing.  This  is  the  type  of 


thing  that  has  to  be  stopped.  I  believe 
the  only  way  we  are  going  to  be  able  to 
successfully  do  this  is  to  reauthorize 
this  legislation  so  that  the  safeguards 
axe  built  in  that  anything  that  is  used 
in  the  education  of  our  young  people 
has  to  be  based  on  scientific  facts  and 
not  just  the  normal  scare  type  of 
things  that  we  have  been  getting.  So  I 
believe  we  will  be  able  to  control  this 
program. 

This,  incidentally,  was  introduced  at 
the  same  time  by  Congressman  Klug  in 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

Mr.  President,  yesterday  I  introduced 
legislation  to  reauthorize  the  National 
Environmeutal  Education  Act.  I  am 
joined  by  my  colleagues  Senators 
Chafee,  Lieberman,  Faircloth,  Kemp- 
THORNE,  MOYOTHAN,  and  Reid.  And  I  am 
joined  on  the  House  side  by  my  col- 
league. Congressman  Scott  Klug  of 
Wisconsin,  who  introduced  an  identical 
bill  in  the  House  yesterday. 

This  bill  will  reauthorize  the  edu- 
cational efforts  at  the  National  Envi- 
ronmental  Education  and  Training 
Foundation  and  the  EPA's  Office  of  En- 
vironmental Education.  These  pro- 
grams support  environmental  edu- 
cation at  the  local  level.  They  provide 
grant  money  and  seed  money  to  en- 
courage local  primary  and  secondary 
schools  and  universities  to  educate 
children  on  environmental  Issues. 

With  the  importance  of  the  environ- 
ment and  the  continuing  debate  on  how 
best  to  protect  it,  it  is  vital  to  educate 
our  children  so  that  they  truly  under- 
stand how  the  environment  functions. 

Over  the  last  few  years  environ- 
mental education  has  been  criticized 
for  being  one-sided  and  heavy-handed. 
People  have  accused  environmental  ad- 
vocates of  trying  to  brainwash  children 
and  of  pushing  an  environmental  agen- 
da that  is  not  supported  by  the  facts  or 
by  science.  They  also  accuse  the  Fed- 
eral Government  of  setting  one  cur- 
riculum standard  and  forcing  all 
schools  to  subscribe  to  their  views. 
This  is  not  how  these  two  environ- 
mental education  programs  have 
worked,  and  I  have  taken  specific  steps 
to  ensure  that  they  never  work  this 
way.  In  fact,  this  legislation  will  pre- 
vent this  from  happening. 

The  programs  that  this  act  reauthor- 
izes have  targeted  the  majority  of  their 
grants  at  the  local  level,  allowing  the 
teachers  In  our  community  schools  to 
design  their  environmental  programs 
to  teach  our  children,  and  this  is  where 
the  decisions  should  be  made.  In  addi- 
tion, the  grants  have  not  been  used  for 
advocacy  or  to  lobby  the  Government, 
as  other  grant  programs  have  been  ac- 
cused of  doing. 

This  legislation  accomplishes  two 
important  functions.  First,  it  cleans  up 
the  current  law  to  make  the  programs 
run  more  efficiently.  And  second,  it 
places  two  very  Important  safegviards 
in  the  program  to  ensure  its  integrity 
in  the  future. 


June  14,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


14191 


I  have  placed  in  this  bill  language  to 
ensure  that  the  EPA  programs  are  bal- 
anced and  scientifically  soxmd.  It  is  im- 
portant that  environmental  education 
is  presented  in  an  imbiased  and  bal- 
anced nmanner.  The  personal  values  and 
prejudices  of  the  educators  should  not 
be  instilled  in  our  children.  Instead  we 
must  teach  them  to  think  for  them- 
selves after  they  have  been  presented 
with  all  of  the  facts  and  information. 
Environmental  ideas  must  be  grounded 
in  sound  science  and  not  emotional 
bias.  While  these  programs  have  not 
been  guilty  of  this  in  the  past,  this  is 
an  important  safeguard  to  protect  the 
future  of  environmental  education. 

Second,  I  have  included  language 
which  prohibits  any  of  the  funds  to  be 
used  for  lobbsring  efforts.  While  these 
programs  have  not  used  the  grant  proc- 
ess to  lobby  the  Government,  there  are 
other  programs  which  have  been  ac- 
cused of  this  and  this  language  will  en- 
sure that  this  program  never  becomes  a 
vehicle  for  the  executive  branch  to 
lobby  Congress. 

This  bill  also  makes  a  number  of 
housekeeping  changes  to  the  programs 
which  are  supported  by  both  the  EPA 
and  the  Education  Foundation  which 
will  both  streamline  and  programs  and 
make  them  more  efficient. 

The  grants  that  have  been  awarded 
under  this  program  have  gone  to  a 
number  of  local  groups.  In  Oklahoma 
alone  such  organizations  as  the  Still- 
water 4-H  Foundation;  Roosevelt  Ele- 
mentary School  in  Norman,  OK;  Okla- 
homa State  University;  the  Kaw  Na- 
tion of  Oklahoma;  and  the  Osage  Coun- 
ty Oklahoma  Conservation  District 
have  received  grants  for  environmental 
education  under  these  programs. 

This  is  an  important  piece  of  legisla- 
tion, and  I  hope  both  the  Senate  and 
the  House  can  act  quickly  to  reauthor- 
ize these  programs. 


MEDICAL  SAVINGS  ACCOUNTS 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
that  the  senior  Senator  from  Texas  ar- 
ticulated the  MSA  environment  that 
we  are  in  right  now  with  the  health  bill 
In  a  very  accurate  way.  But  I  believe 
that  he  overlooked  one  thing.  I  agree 
with  him  that  we  have  a  system  that 
has  a  built-in  disincentive  to  save  or  to 
get  services,  medical  services  and 
health  care  services,  that  would  be  less 
expensive.  I  am  not  any  different  than 
anyone  else.  I  suggest  that  you  are 
probably  the  same  way,  Mr.  President. 
Once  you  pay  your  deductible  and  you 
are  in  the  course  of  a  year,  you  are 
going  to  go  out  and  get  any  kind  of 
health  services  that  you  need  if  it  does 
not  cost  you  anything.  So  you  have 
something  built  into  the  system. 

I  cannot  think  of  any  other  service  or 
product  in  America  where  you  would 
have  a  system  built  in  that  encourages 
you  to  pay  more.  I  have  heard  some 


percentages  of  savings  ranging  between 
40  and  60  percent  if  we  could  have 
MSA's. 

But  the  one  thing  the  Senator  from 
Texas  did  not  mention  was  that  it  also 
provides  another  benefit  to  those  indi- 
viduals because,  if  someone  is  between 
jobs  or  if  someone  gets  fired  from  a  job, 
this  offers  portability.  It  is  a  fund  that 
can  be  drawn  upon,  or.  if  there  is  a  cat- 
astrophic illness,  this  can  be  used  for 
that.  It  is  just  beyond  me.  I  have  not 
been  able  to  think  of  one  logical  argu- 
ment that  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts, Senator  Kennedy,  had  against 
MSA's.  I  could  see  perhaps  some  doc- 
tors objecting  to  it  because,  obviously, 
people  are  going  to  be  more  cost  con- 
scious and  are  not  going  to  be  getting 
services  they  do  not  need.  Ironically, 
though,  I  am  proud  of  the  medical  com- 
munity. I  have  yet  to  have  one  doctor 
tell  me  that  he  did  not  want  to  have 
MSA's.  They  are  not  opposing  it  even 
though  they  are  the  only  group  I  could 
think  of  who  possibly  would  lose  some 
financial  advantage  by  a  system  going 
in  place. 

So  I  am  hoping  that  we  will  be  able 
to  get  this.  I  cannot  believe  that  our 
entire  health  program  is  being  held 
hostage  just  because  of  the  medical 
savings  account,  something  that  bene- 
fits everyone — all  Americans,  young, 
old,  rich,  poor — everyone  equally. 


TROOPS  IN  BOSNIA 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President.  I  want 
to  repeat  something  in  perhaps  a  little 
bit  of  a  different  way  that  I  mentioned 
yesterday  because  we  talked  about  a 
lot  of  things  on  this  floor  that  are  very 
significant,  such  as  our  health  delivery 
system  and  such  as  the  deficit.  But  our 
Nation's  defense  perhaps  is  the  most 
sigrnificant  subject  that  we  could  have 
to  talk  about. 

I  was  so  dismayed  and  shocked  yes- 
terday when  I  read  what  the  President 
was  saying  through  Secretary  of  De- 
fense William  Perry  that  we  now  are 
going  to  leave  our  troops  over  in  Bos- 
nia for  a  period  longer  than  the  12 
months  that  they  agreed  to. 

I  am  on  the  Intelligence  Committee 
and  the  Senate  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee. I  can  tell  you  that  at  the  time 
this  happened,  I  could  not  believe  that 
we  were  sending  troops  into  a  warring 
area  with  an  exit  strategy  that  was 
geared  to  time,  12  months,  as  opposed 
to  events.  I  do  not  know  of  any  time  in 
history  that  this  has  been  the  case. 

So  during  the  October  17  Senate 
Armed  Services  Committee  meeting 
and  several  other  meetings,  and  on  the 
floor,  we  talked  about  the  fact  that  we 
did  not  believe  it  was  going  to  be  a  12- 
month  operation.  I  asked  specifically 
Secretary  Perry,  as  well  as  other  peo- 
ple asking  him  in  the  same  meeting — 
one  was  Senator  ROBB  from  Virginia 
and  one  was  Senator  Bingaman  from 


New  Mexico — "Are  you  absolutely  com- 
mitted to  bringing  the  troops  home  in 
12  months?"  The  answer  was  always, 
"Yes,  we  are  committed."  It  was  hard 
for  me  to  believe  that  could  be  pos- 
sible. 

So  I  went  over  to  the  northeast  sec- 
tor of  Bosnia  where  we  were  planning 
at  that  time  to  send  our  troops.  When 
I  got  there  and  went  up  to  the  north- 
east sector,  finding  out  no  other  Amer- 
ican had  been  up  there.  I  found  out 
from  General  Haukland.  from  Norway, 
who  was  in  charge  of  the  U.N.  troops  of 
that  sector,  that,  in  fact,  it  was  laugh- 
able. 

I  said.  "Are  you  aware  that  our 
troops  are  coming  back  in  12  months?" 
He  said.  "You  mean  in  12  years?"  That 
is  when  he  drew  this  analogy,  when  he 
said  putting  the  troops  in  there  is  like 
putting  your  hand  in  water,  and  you 
leave  it  there  for  12  months  and  take  It 
out  and  nothing  has  changed;  it  is  still 
there. 

So  we  are  making  a  longer  term  com- 
mitment than  the  President  of  the 
United  States  promised  the  American 
people.  I  can  tell  you  right  now,  I  stood 
right  here  on  December  13  of  last  year 
when  we  had  the  resolution  of  dis- 
approval that  was  authored  by  the  jun- 
ior Senator  from  Texas  and  myself. 
Senator  Hutchison  and  myself.  We 
lacked  four  votes  of  passing  a  resolu- 
tion of  disapproval.  Mr.  President,  we 
would  have  had  those  four  votes  and 
many  more  if  the  American  people  had 
known,  and  if  the  Senators  in  this 
Chamber  had  known,  that  it  was  going 
to  be  a  long-term  proposition. 

Right  now  it  does  look  like  it  Is 
open-ended.  We  could  talk  about  the 
cost  of  it.  we  could  talk  about  the  mis- 
sion, but  the  point  is,  they  told  us 
something  that  they  knew  was  not  true 
on  December  13,  at  the  time  they 
passed  the  program  to  send  American 
troops  over  into  an  area  we  have  no 
vital  security  interest  in. 

I  am  not  saying,  "I  told  you  so."  I  am 
just  sajiring,  it  was  so  obvious  at  the 
time  and  everyone  is  on  record  and  the 
President  is  on  record  and  John 
Shall  kashvlli.  Chairman  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff,  is  on  record  and  Sec- 
retary Perry  is  on  record,  all  of  them 
assuring  It  was  going  to  be  12  months, 
and  now  we  know  it  is  not  going  to  be 
12  months. 

As  I  said  yesterday,  we  have  to  serve 
notice  on  the  administration  that  when 
they  try  to  extend  that  time,  we  in  this 
Chamber  will  do  everything  we  can  to 
support  our  troops  who  are  over  there, 
but  they  are  going  to  have  a  fight  in 
keeping  our  troops  over  there  for  an 
undetermined  period  of  time. 


THE  BUDGET 


Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  if  I  could 
have  just  a  minute  or  so  more.  I  want 
to  mention  the  budget  resolution  that 
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was  passed  yesterday.  I  did  not  like  it. 
I  did  not  say  anything-  about  it  at  the 
time.  I  have  to  say  publicly,  on  the 
record,  now,  the  only  reason  I  did  sup- 
port it  is  I  think  that  is  the  only  way 
we  could  have  anything  at  all  for  de- 
fense. 

There  is  a  very  distinguished  House 
Member  from  Oklahoma,  Congressman 
Watts.  I  think  he  feels  the  same  way, 
that  this  is  the  only  way  we  can  do  it. 
It  is  not  a  lean  enough  budget.  It  is  not 
one  that  is  as  good  as  I  would  like.  But, 
nonetheless,  we  went  ahead  and  passed 
it. 

I  think  that  brings  up  the  other 
point,  and  that  is  our  discussion  last 
week  on  the  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment. I  do  not  know  how  people  can 
have  such  a  change  of  heart.  I  think 
there  are  six  Democrat  U.S.  Senators 
who  openly  supported  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  to  the  Constitution 
in  1994,  and  they  voted  for  it.  This  is 
the  resolution  that  they  voted  for  in 
1994,  Senate  Joint  Resolution  41,  and 
they  turned  right  around  and  actively 
opposed  the  same  exact  language  in  a 
balanced  budget  amendment  that 
failed  to  pass  by  a  couple  of  votes  last 
week.  They  tried  to  say  it  was  dif- 
ferent. They  said  this  had  the  Nunn 
amendment  that  addressed  judicial  re- 
view. 

I  would  like  to  read  something  into 
the  Record,  just  to  make  sure  no  one 
tries  to  use  that  to  make  people  think 
this  is  not  the  same  resolution  that 
they  voted  for  2  years  ago  and  then 
voted  against  this  last  week.  This  is 
right  out  of  the  Record.  Senator  Nunn 
speaking.  He  said: 

Mr.  President,  as  I  noted  last  Thursday, 
adoption  of  the  balanced  bud^t  amendment 
to  me  Is  very  Important,  but  I  also  noted 
that  without  a  limitation  on  judicial  review, 
a  limitation  which  was  accepted  during  our 
1994  debate,  when  offered  by  Senator  Dan- 
forth  of  Missouri,  we  could  radically  alter 
the  balance  of  powers  among  the  three 
branches  of  government  that  Is  fundamental 
to  our  democracy. 

So  those  Senators  that  we  actively 
debated  with,  those  very  honorable 
Senators  from  West  Virginia  and  North 
Dakota  and  Kentucky— these  are  ex- 
actly the  same  thing.  I  think  maybe  it 
was  a  mistake  that  was  made.  A  better 
way  to  approach  this  would  be  to  come 
up  and  say,  "We  did  make  a  mistake,  I 
did  not  know  it  was  the  same  thing," 
and  perhaps  we  would  have  a  chance, 
still,  of  passing  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  the  Constitution.  Be- 
cause until  we  do  this,  until  it  is  in  the 
Constitution  so  we  do  not  have  any 
choice,  we  are  going  to  continue  to 
play  this  game  where  we  are  going  to 
put  all  of  our  cuts  in  the  outyears  and 
we  are  not  going  to  be  able  to  pass  a 
balanced  budget. 

A  balanced  budget  amendment  is  the 
only  other  way,  and  I  hoi>e  those  six 
Senators  who  voted  for  and  supported  a 
balanced   budget   amendment   in   1994 


would  reconsider.  With  those  votes,  we 
would  be  able  to  pass  one  and  send  it  to 
the  States  for  three-fourths  of  the 
States  to  ratify.  I  have  no  doubt  in  my 
mind  they  would  ratify  it  in  a  very 
short  period  of  time. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
INHOFE).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  I  commend  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  for  bringing 
up  the  issue  of  Bosnia  creep.  I  am  not 
going  to  talk  about  it,  but  I  am  sure  we 
are  going  to  hear  a  lot  about  that  in 
the  near  term.  Not  only  is  the  time  in 
which  the  troops  are  there  being  ex- 
panded, but  the  mission  is  being  ex- 
panded as  well. 

If  you  remember,  during  all  the  testi- 
mony when  that  decision  was  being 
made,  it  was  a  very  narrow  mission. 
Now  we  are  talking  about  chasing 
down  war  criminals,  expanding  the 
mission  significantly,  as  well  as  the 
time. 

I  have  to  tell  you  that  I  never  felt  it 
possible  that  you  could  have  a  12- 
month  commitment,  moving  a  division 
like  that  into  an  area.  It  sounded  like 
you  would  si)end  the  first  6  months  get- 
ting there  and  the  second  6  months 
leaving.  So  I  am  not  surprised  by  this 
dilemma  that  we  found  ourselves  in. 


HEALTH  CARE  REFORM 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  go  back,  if  we  might,  to  this 
issue  we  are  confronted  with  on  health 
care  reform.  The  situation  we  are  in  is 
this.  There  are  three  motions  that 
must  be  approved  in  order  to  get  the 
conferees  selected,  and  they  are  all  de- 
batable and  can  be  filibustered.  The 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  has  sug- 
gested to  us  that  the  filibuster  would 
be  put  into  play. 

So,  in  a  sense,  he  is  blocking  the  abil- 
ity for  a  conference  to  come  together 
and  deal  with  legitimate  health  care 
reform. 

It  has  not  been  mentioned  here  this 
morning,  but  it  needs  to  be  mentioned 
that  the  administration  has  a  hand  in 
this,  too.  The  administration,  for  what- 
ever reason— and  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  is  just  as  baffled  as  I — does 
not  like  medical  savings  accounts. 

We  know  that  medical  savings  ac- 
counts will  lead  to  an  increase  of  those 
insured  among  the  young.  As  the  Sen- 
ator from  Texas  said,  young  people 
sometimes  feel  Immortal,  and  the  cost 
of  health  insurance  is  very  high,  taxes 


are  high,  savings  are  down  and  people 
look  for  things  they  can  do  without. 
Young  people  feel,  "Well,  this  is  some- 
thing I  can  do  without." 

So  by  putting  a  product  such  as  the 
medical  savings  account  into  the  mar- 
ketplace, we  know  that  what  will  hap- 
pen is  that  many  of  these  uninsured 
will  take  advantage  of  this  oppor- 
tunity, this  unique  product. 

The  other  point  I  want  to  make 
about  MSA's  is  for  a  large  number  of 
people  who  use  them,  they  will  in- 
crease their  disposable  income,  because 
those  premiim:is  that  are  not  utilized 
for  health  purposes  are  in  the  checking 
account  of  the  person,  not  somewhere 
up  here  in  the  bowels  of  the  Treasury 
or  in  an  insurance  company's  coffers.  It 
is  in  the  family's  checking  accoimt.  So 
they  have  access  and  will  have  access 
to  financial  resources  that  they  can 
use  to  pursue  their  own  dreams. 

Here  we  have  a  situation  where  the 
President  and  First  Lady  came  forward 
with  a  massive  takeover  of  medicine  by 
the  Government.  It  would  have  created 
the  largest  entitlement  in  world  his- 
tory, which  I  have  always  found  puz- 
zling, because  it  was  right  at  the  same 
time  all  of  us,  including  the  President, 
was  being  told  that  entitlements  are 
out  of  control.  We  have  had  a  report 
that  Social  Security,  Medicare,  Medic- 
aid, Federal  retirement,  and  the  inter- 
est only  on  our  debt  will  consume  100 
percent  of  the  U.S.  Treasury  within  a 
decade.  And  their  response  to  that  was 
to  create  a  new  entitlement,  the  larg- 
est one. 

America  took  a  look  at  that — new  en- 
titlement, massive  Government  spend- 
ing, new  taxes,  more  Intrusion  by  the 
Government,  more  dominance  over  our 
lives  on  very  personal  matters — and 
they  said,  "No,  we  don't  want  that." 
And  it  went  down  in  flames. 

Frankly,  there  is  a  lot  of  conjecture 
about  what  the  1994  elections  were  all 
about.  I,  frankly,  think  it  was  a  ref- 
erendum on  that  health  takeover  by 
the  Government.  I  think  that  had  as 
much  to  do  with  the  change  in  the  Con- 
gress. Americans  said,  "Now,  look, 
we're  not  for  a  greater  Federal  Govern- 
ment. It  is  already  too  big." 

Then  we  come  to  the  104th  Congress, 
and  in  response  to  that,  recognizing 
there  are  issues  that  need  addressing  in 
health  care  in  our  country,  we  put  for- 
ward a  new  proposal. 

We  eliminated  job  lock  to  allow 
workers  to  move  from  one  job  to  the 
other  without  losing  thefr  insurance. 
We  have  addressed  the  absolutely  in- 
credulous situation  where  an  employee 
who  works  for  a  company  has  their  in- 
surance premiums  deducted,  but  if  they 
happen  to  work  for  themselves,  they 
cannot.  What  kind  of  nonsense  is  that? 
So  we  corrected  that. 

We  created  these  medical  savings  ac- 
counts so  more  people  would  have  ac- 
cess to  the  marketplace  of  Insurance, 
so  that  they  could  save  money. 
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We  allow  tax  deductions  for  long- 
term  health  care,  and  we  fight  fraud 
and  abuse.  It  is  a  very,  very  sound  pro- 
posal that  accomplishes  the  fact  of  let- 
ting more  people  keep  their  insurance, 
more  people  get  their  insurance,  and 
we  create  a  friendly  workplace  for  in- 
surance. 

There  comes  the  third  point.  The 
principal  advocates  for  Government 
health  insurance  do  not  want  this  to 
become  law,  they  do  not  want  medical 
savings  accounts — the  administration 
and  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts — 
something  that  80  percent  of  the  Amer- 
ican public  want,  so  they  are  going  to 
filibuster  it.  They  are  going  to  block  it. 
I  guess  they  are  hoping  that  maybe  for- 
tunes will  change  and  they  will  have 
another  opportunity  to  come  back  and 
foist  that  big-Govemment-health-run 
program  on  America  again. 

These  elections  do  have  con- 
sequences. I  think  this  proposal  that  is 
hung  up  by  the  opposition  of  Senator 
Kennedy  and  the  White  House  is  ex- 
actly what  America  is  asking  for.  I 
think  America  will  take  note  of  block- 
ing this  opportunity. 

I  see,  Mr.  President,  we  have  been 
joined  by  the  Senator  from  Arizona.  I 
believe  he  has  asked  for  up  to  20  min- 
utes. So  I  yield  20  minutes  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona. 

Mr.  KYL.  Thank  you.  Mr.  President. 
I  thank  the  Senator  from  Georgia. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona  is  recognized. 


THE  WASHINGTON  TAX  TRAP 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  a  few  weeks 
ago,  I  received  a  letter  from  Jerry  Har- 
bin of  Phoenix,  AZ,  one  of  my  constitu- 
ents. Mr.  Harbin  works  two  jobs,  his 
wife  works  another  job.  and  they  earn 
a  modest  income  between  them.  The 
Harbins,  who  are  in  their  mid-fifties 
contacted  me  because  they  are  worried, 
worried  that  because  so  much  of  their 
earnings  are  eaten  up  by  taxes,  they 
have  been  unable  to  save  for  retire- 
ment. They  are  two,  among  many  peo- 
ple, who  I  hear  from  every  day  telling 
me  how  difficult  thefr  lives  are  right 
now  and  how  fearful  they  are  about 
what  the  future  has  in  store. 

Why  is  it,  Mr.  President,  that  so 
many  families,  like  the  Harbins,  are 
struggling  just  to  keep  their  heads 
above  water?  Why  is  it  that  Americans 
seem  to  be  working  harder  and  working 
longer,  and  yet  they  have  less  to  show 
for  it?  Why  is  it  that  more  people  have 
to  take  two  jobs  just  to  make  ends 
meet? 

The  answer,  I  think,  can  be  summa- 
rized in  three  words:  The  tax  trap.  The 
tax  trap.  It  is  really  very  simple  to  ex- 
plain. The  harder  you  work,  the  more 
taxes  Washington  makes  you  pay;  the 
more  taxes  you  have  to  pay,  the  longer 
and  harder  you  hav3  to  work.  Only 
Washington   ends    up   with    more.    As 


Jerry  Harbin  put  it.  people  are  working 
themselves  into  early  graves  just  to 
pay  for  Government  programs  that  are 
not  working. 

Think  about  what  the  tax  trap  has 
done  to  society,  to  families,  to  working 
parents.  As  another  one  of  my  con- 
stituents, Mike  Barry,  of  Scottsdale 
put  it,  and  I  quote  from  a  letter: 

We  have  the  greatest  nation  In  the  world 
and  probably  the  highest  standard  of  living, 
and  yet  because  we  don't  have  the  willpower 
and  discipline  to  make  the  tough  decisions 
to  get  our  "checkbook"  In  order,  we  are  risk- 
ing our  future  and  the  future  of  our  children. 

Mr.  President.  Americans  were  once 
the  most  optimistic  people  on  Earth, 
but  that  seems  to  be  changing.  In  the 
America  my  parents  knew,  if  you 
worked  hard  and  you  played  by  the 
rules,  you  had  enough  money  left  over 
from  your  paycheck  to  put  something 
away  for  the  future  and  still  have 
enough  for  the  little  extras  in  life,  and 
that  is  what  the  American  dream  was 
all  about.  It  was  about  making  a  de- 
cent life  for  ourselves  and  securing  a 
prospect  for  a  better  life  for  our  chil- 
dren. 

Why  is  it,  then,  for  the  first  time  in 
our  Nation's  history  that  an  entire 
generation  seems  to  be  losing  con- 
fidence in  the  future?  It  was  not  that 
long  ago  that  the  largest  investment 
most  people  ever  thought  about  mak- 
ing was  bujrlng  a  home.  If  they  worked 
hard  and  saved,  they  could  buy  a  house, 
live  the  American  dream. 

But  today  that  dream  is  out  of  reach 
for  many  families.  Many  people  are 
now  sending  more  to  the  tax  collector 
than  they  spend  on  food,  clothing,  and 
shelter  combined.  Let  me  say  that 
again.  They  are  paying  more  in  taxes 
than  they  spend  on  food,  shelter,  and 
clothing.  There  is  nothing  left  over  to 
save  for  a  new  home.  Some  people,  like 
Margaret  Bonghi  of  Phoenix,  are  really 
caught  in  the  middle.  They  cannot  af- 
ford to  buy  and  they  do  not  qualify  for 
assistance  of  any  kind,  and  yet  they 
cannot  ailord  to  rent  either.  After 
taxes,  there  is  nothing  left  over  for  her 
to  save. 

Here  are  the  figures,  Mr.  President. 
In  1948,  Federal  taxes  took  about  3  per- 
cent of  the  average  family's  Income. 
But  today,  almost  half  of  what  people 
earn  goes  to  the  Government  in  one 
form  or  another— half.  The  tax  trap 
keeps  families  from  buying  their  own 
homes.  It  hurts  young  people,  like  18- 
year-old  Jarrod  Wilson  in  Phoenix,  who 
is  very  much  upset  about  how  much  of 
his  earnings  are  taken  by  the  Govern- 
ment and  wasted.  He  is  scared  about 
how  much  of  his  paycheck  he  will  be 
able  to  keep  in  years  to  come. 

High  taxes  are  a  worry  for  working 
women  who  are  trying  to  balance  a  ca- 
reer with  family  obligrations.  Children 
are  put  in  day  care  because  both  par- 
ents have  to  work  just  to  have  enough 
left  over  after  taxes  to  pay  thefr  bills. 

For  decades,  now,  Washington  has  as- 
sured people  that  it  can  solve  every 


problem  with  new  spending  or  some 
kind  of  new  program.  It  raised  taxes, 
promised  more,  but  few  problems  were 
really  solved.  So  it  raised  taxes  again, 
and  the  Government  grew  even  bigger. 
We  now  have  a  bureaucracy  that  in- 
cludes 160  different  job  training  pi^j- 
grams:  240  different  education  pro- 
grams; 300  economic  development  pro- 
grams; and  500  urban  aid  programs. 
Have  all  of  these  programs  really  made 
Americans  better  off? 

A  recent  audit  of  the  Labor  Depart- 
ment found  that  about  S305.000  was 
spent  for  each  participant  placed  in  a 
training-related  employment  program 
in  Puerto  Rico  for  about  90  days.  The 
beneficiaries  of  this  program  were 
hired  to  perform  the  menial  tasks  that 
they  had  wanted  to  escape  from  by  par- 
ticipating in  the  training  program  In 
the  first  place.  So  the  program  not 
only  failed  to  train  people  for  better 
jobs,  it  wasted  millions  in  tax  dollars 
that  hard-working  families  could  have 
spent  on  real  needs. 

Can  Washington  really  afford  all  of 
these  programs?  It  can  if  it  continues 
to  raise  peoples  taxes.  President  Clin- 
ton was  not  in  office  100  days  before  he 
proposed  the  largest  tax  increase  in  the 
Nation's  history,  taking  more  of  peo- 
ple's hard-earned  incomes,  again,  to  ex- 
pand the  size  and  the  scope  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government. 

By  comparison.  Republicans  spent 
the  first  100  days  last  year  trying  to 
cut  spending  and  cut  taxes  only  to 
have  President  Clinton  veto  our  bal- 
anced budget  and  tax  relief  bill  in  the 
end. 

Did  you  ever  wonder  why  President 
Clinton  and  the  Democrats  in  Congress 
have  been  asking  people  to  sacrifice  a 
little  more  so  Washington  could  spend 
a  little  more?  Why?  Should  we  not  de- 
mand that  Government  be  more  careful 
with  people's  money? 

It  should  not  surprise  anyone  that 
more  and  more  families  find  it  difficult 
to  make  ends  meet,  that  more  and 
more  people  are  forced  to  live  from 
paycheck  to  paycheck,  and  that  too 
many  Americans  want  to  put  some- 
thing away  for  the  future  but  cannot, 
that  almost  everyone  feels  the  squeeze 
from  rising  prices  and  higher  taxes. 
Keep  in  mind  that  the  cost  of  the  Clin- 
ton administration's  policies  to  the 
typical  family  is  S2,600  a  year  in  higher 
taxes  and  lower  earnings. 

What  then  is  so  wrong  about  asking 
Government  to  live  within  its  means  so 
that  people  can  earn  more,  keep  more 
and  do  more  for  themselves  and  thefr 
families?  What  is  wrong  with  fixing 
problems  that  are  broken,  dismantling 
programs  that  are  unnecessary  and  giv- 
ing the  benefit  back  to  working  Ameri- 
cans in  the  form  of  lower  taxes? 

I  know  there  are  some  in  Washington 
who  say  we  cannot  afford  a  tax  cut  if 
we  are  serious  about  balancing  the 
budget.  Tbey  seem  to  view  the  econ- 
omy as  a  zero-sum  game.  It  is  a  line  of 
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reasoning  that  says  no  one  can  ever  do 
better  unless  someone  else  does  worse. 
If  you  cut  one  person's  taxes,  then  they 
say  you  have  to  raise  someone  else's 
taxes.  It  is  like  trying  to  divide  a  pie 
into  ever  more  slices,  satisfying  no  one 
in  the  process. 

Some  of  us  think  that  we  should  try 
to  make  every  American  better  off; 
that  we  want  to  grow  the  economy,  in 
effect,  to  make  a  bigger  pie  so  that  all 
Americans  can  do  better. 

That  is  what  happened  during  the 
years  that  Ronald  Reagan  was  Presi- 
dent, when  income  tax  rates  were  cut 
25  percent  across  the  board  for  every- 
body. Real  median  family  income  grew 
every  year  but  one,  between  1982  and 
1989,  rising  $4,564,  or  12.6  percent.  That 
is  real  median  family  income.  It  rose 
over  $4,500. 

Inflation  virtually  disappeared  by 
1986  which,  of  course,  protected  all 
Americans,  but  particularly  senior  citi- 
zens on  Hxed  incomes.  Because  the 
economy  was  so  much  healthier,  tax 
revenues  to  the  Treasury  increased  be- 
tween $60  billion  and  $80  billion  a  year. 
So  actually  lower  tax  rates  resulted  in 
higher  tax  revenues  to  the  Govern- 
ment. 

How  can  that  be?  It  is  the  same  thing 
that  happens  when  the  manager  of  a 
local  department  store  schedules  a  sale 
and  he  cuts  the  price  of  the  products 
that  he  sells.  He  does  not  do  it  to  lose 
money,  he  does  it  to  sell  more  goods. 
The  store  takes  a  smaller  profit  on 
each  item,  but  the  increased  volume  of 
sales  more  than  makes  up  for  the  lower 
prices  when  the  store  counts  its  re- 
ceipts at  the  end  of  the  day. 

The  same  thing  happens  in  taxes. 
President  Reagan  cut  taxes  25  percent 
across  the  board,  something  that 
helped  to  spawn  the  longest  peacetime 
exiMmsion  of  our  economy  in  the  his- 
tory of  the  country.  By  the  end  of 
President  Reagan's  second  term  in  of- 
fice, real  gross  national  product  had 
risen  by  more  than  4  percent.  Nearly  19 
million  new  jobs  were  created,  over  85 
iwrcent  of  which  were  full-time  jobs  in 
occupations  with  average  annual  sala- 
ries of  over  $20,000  a  year. 

Interest  rates  fell,  and  as  a  result  of 
the  healthy  and  growing  economy,  rev- 
enues to  the  Treasury  increased,  as  I 
said,  between  $60  and  $80  billion  every 
year. 

That  kind  of  growth  was  not  imique 
to  the  Reagam  years.  It  was  typical  of 
the  economy's  performance  during 
other  tax-cutting  periods.  For  example. 
President  John  Kennedy  proposed  even 
bigger  proportionate  tax  rate  reduc- 
tions than  President  Reagan's.  Income 
tax  rates  were  reduced  in  the  1960's 
from  a  range  of  20  to  91  percent  to  a 
range  of  14  to  70  percent.  Revenues  to 
the  Treasury  rose  66  percent  by  1969. 

Under  Gov.  Pete  duPont's  adminis- 
tration in  Delaware  in  1979,  the  top 
State  income  tax  rate  was  cut  from  19.8 


percent  to  7.1  percent.  By  1993,  State 
revenues  had  doubled,  emplojrment  in- 
creased 36  percent,  and  welfare  case- 
loads fell  by  40  percent. 

The  high-tax  policies  of  the  1990's 
have  had  just  the  opposite  effect.  Real 
median  family  income  has  declined 
$2,108,  or  5.2  percent.  Since  the  begin- 
ning of  1995,  the  economy  has  only 
grown  at  an  annual  rate  of  about  1.6 
percent.  More  than  a  third  of  the  new 
jobs  that  have  been  created  have  gone 
not  to  people  just  entering  the  work- 
place or  just  getting  off  welfare,  but  to 
people  who  had  to  take  an  extra  job 
just  to  make  ends  meet.  Interest  rates, 
which  had  declined  during  most  of  1995, 
are  now  rising  again  after  President 
Clinton  vetoed  the  balanced  budget  and 
the  tax  relief  package  that  the  Con- 
gress had  sent  him. 

In  fact,  until  Congress  forced  Presi- 
dent Clinton  to  get  serious  about  limit- 
ing Federal  spending  last  year,  deficits 
were  forecast  at  $200  billion  a  year  in 
the  foreseeable  future,  despite  record- 
high  taxes.  What  that  proves  is  that  a 
sluggish  economy  and  overspending, 
not  a  lack  of  revenue,  are  the  real 
causes  of  the  Nation's  deficit  problem. 

Mr.  President,  some  economists  have 
proi)osed  yet  another  round  of  income 
tax  rate  cuts  to  stimulate  economic 
growth  and  to  put  more  money  back 
into  people's  pockets.  Others  have  sug- 
gested that  more  limited  relief,  like  a 
$500-per-child  tax  credit  or  a  tax  credit 
for  educationad  expenses,  would  do 
more  good.  As  Grover  Norquist,  who  is 
head  of  Americans  for  Tax  Reform,  re- 
cently said,  paraphrasing,  I  think,  Mae 
West,  "All  tax  cuts  are  good  tax  cuts, 
and  even  bad  tax  cuts  are  good  tax 
cuts."  In  other  words,  just  about  any- 
thing we  do  to  leave  more  money  in 
people's  pockets  is  a  good  thing. 

But  the  benefit  of  an  across-the- 
board  tax  cut,  I  think,  is  that  it 
reaches  out  to  all  Americans.  It  treats 
everyone  alike,  and  everyone  therefore 
would  benefit.  It  says  to  the  American 
people  that  we  trust  them  to  spend 
their  money  in  ways  that  is  best  for 
themselves  and  their  families.  It  would 
allow  people  to  keep  more  of  every  dol- 
lar earned  from  their  extra  effort  in 
the  workplace  no  matter  what  kind  of 
work  they  do,  or  from  their  extra  in- 
vestment, no  matter  what  kind  of  in- 
vestment they  may  make. 

The  broad  nature  of  such  a  tax  cut 
applying  to  all  forms  of  work  and  in- 
vestment ensures  that  effort  and  cap- 
ital are  steered  to  the  most  productive 
activities  in  the  economy,  instead  of 
other  activities  that  the  Government 
deems  the  most  important,  through 
targeted  tax  credits  or  deductions. 

It  also  seems  to  me  to  provide  the 
fairest  kind  of  tax  relief.  Everyone 
would  be  treated  the  same.  Tax  rates 
would  be  cut  15  percent  across  the 
board,  boosting  take-home  pay  and  re- 
lieving   a    major    source    of    anxiety 


among  people  in  middle  and  low  in- 
comes. 

Notably,  a  15-percent  tax  rate  would 
take  revenues  as  a  share  of  gross  do- 
mestic product  back  to  where  they 
were  before  President  Clinton  took  of- 
fice— to  19.2  percent  from  the  current 
20.4  percent — effectively  repealing  the 
Clinton  tax  increase. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  conclude  by 
suggesting  that  an  across-the-board 
tax  cut  is  probably  the  best  way  to 
stimulate  the  economy,  the  best  way 
to  boost  take-home  pay,  the  best  way 
to  create  new  jobs  and,  in  turn,  the 
best  way  to  provide  more  revenue  to 
the  Treasury  in  order  to  balance  the 
budget. 

I  hope  that  Bob  Dole  and  President 
Clinton  will  bring  this  debate  to  the 
American  people  during  this  upcoming 
campaign  so  that  perhaps  a  consensus 
can  develop  among  the  American  peo- 
ple during  the  next  several  months,  so 
that  when  the  new  President  takes  of- 
fice, the  new  Congress  comes  into  of- 
fice next  January,  we  will  feel  some 
mandate  to  put  the  will  of  the  people 
into  action,  to  provide  for  an  across- 
the-board  tax  cut  that  can  benefit  us 
all,  allow  us  all  to  keep  more  of  our  in- 
come to  spend  as  we  think  best  for  our 
family,  but  also,  as  a  result  of  the  in- 
crease in  economic  growth,  to  provide 
more  revenues  to  the  Treasury,  to  pro- 
vide for  the  needs  of  the  people  through 
Government  and  provide  for  a  balanced 
budget. 

That  is  the  benefit  of  an  across-the- 
board  marginal  income  tax  cut.  I  hope 
that  both  candidates  and  those  in  pub- 
lic policy  positions  will  seriously  con- 
sider this  proposal  as  perhai)s  the  best 
single  thing  that  we  can  do  for  the  peo- 
ple that  we  represent,  the  people  of 
America. 

Mr.  COVERDELL  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
commend  the  Senator  from  Arizona  for 
his  very  fine  remarks.  I  think  he  is 
right  on  target.  You  know,  it  is  just  be- 
yond comprehension  that  an  American 
fkmily  today  would  work  from  January 
1  to  July  3  for  the  Government. 

I  said  to  somebody  the  other  day,  and 
I  say  to  the  Senator  from  Arizona,  that 
July  Fourth  has  taken  on  a  new  mean- 
ing. The  irony  of  it  is  that  it  is  the 
first  day  that  a  working  citizen,  a  la- 
borer, can  keep  their  paycheck.  All  the 
rest  of  them  they  gave  away  to  the  pol- 
icy wonks  and  the  government  bureau- 
crats and  policymakers,  from  their  own 
local  communities  to  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, the  Federal  Government 
being  the  big  bully  on  the  block. 

Imagine,  Thomas  Jefferson  would  be 
stunned  that  this  situation  is  confront- 
ing labor,  that  over  half  their  wtiges 
are  consumed  by  the  government.  That 
means,  in  a  sense,  half  their  £reedom 
has  been 
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Mr.  KYL.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 
Mr.  COVERDELL.  Yes. 
Mr.  KYL.  The  Senator  said  it  just  ex- 
actly right.  Independence  Day  takes  on 
a  new  meaning.  We  are  finally  inde- 
pendent. We  can  keep  the  money  we 
raise  and  spend  it  on  our  own  families 
instead  of  funding  government  pro- 
grams. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  The  Senator  from 
Arizona  is  absolutely  correct.  The 
American  people  know  this  is  out  of 
balance.  They  know  it.  You  can  ask 
any  segment,  and  they  will  say  that 
they  ought  to  work  firom  January  1  to 
about  March  1,  about  25  percent.  So  it 
is  double  what  the  American  people  are 
paying,  which  is,  of  course,  why  the  ad- 
ministration promised  to  lower  it. 

But  the  incredulous  thing  is,  they  did 
the  exact  reverse  and  gave  us  the  high- 
est tax  increase  in  American  history 
and  therefore  have  created  this  enor- 
mous weight,  this  enormous  economic 
burden  on  every  working  family,  no 
matter  their  age  or  circiomstance 
across  our  land. 

I  do  commend  the  Senator  from  Ari- 
zona and  notice  we  have  been  joined  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee. I  yield  up  to  10  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  FRIST.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  FRIST.  Mr.  President,  I  come  to 
the  floor  today  to  join  my  distin- 
guished colleague  from  Georgia,  and 
having  just  heard  the  remarks,  which 
are  right  on  target,  from  my  colleague 
from  Arizona,  addressing  this  issue  of 
taxation,  where  the  country  is  going 
and  what  we  can  do  about  it. 

Mr.  President,  America  was  once  the 
most  optimistic  nation  on  the  face  of 
this  planet,  but  that  is  not  the  case 
anymore.  Today,  thanks  in  large  meas- 
ure, I  believe,  to  the  incredible  tax  bur- 
den that  is  placed  on  the  backs  of  the 
American  people,  Americans  have  lost 
not  only  faith  in  Government,  but  they 
have  lost  all  hope  in  the  future  and 
that  the  future  will  be  better  in  some 
way  than  the  past. 

You  know,  when  my  parents  were 
growing  up,  America  was  a  place 
where,  if  you  worked  hard  and  you 
played  by  the  rules,  you  could  earn 
enough  to  support  your  family  and  still 
have  a  little  something  left  over  to  put 
away  for  the  future,  ajid  maybe  even 
have  a  little  bit  to  buy  those  little 
exti^  special  things  in  life.  That  was 
what  the  American  dream  was  all 
about.  But  for  most  American  families 
today,  the  American  dream  is  becom- 
ing nothing  but  a  nightmare. 

When  I  was  a  child  growing  up,  the 
largest  single  expense  that  family  had 
was  their  home.  It  is  no  longer  the 
case.  That  largest  single  expense  is  the 
tax  bill.  Today,  Americans  send  more 
each  year  to  the  tax  collector  than 


they  spend  on  food  and  on  clothing  and 
on  shelter. 

In  1950,  it  took  just  a  fraction  of  our 
income  to  go  towsirds  our  taxes.  Today, 
almost  half  of  everything  they  earn, 
the  American  family  earns,  goes  to  the 
Government  in  some  form  or  the 
other — almost  half  of  everything  they 
earn.  No  matter  what  they  do.  they 
cannot  get  ahead.  The  harder  they 
work,  the  more  taxes  Washington 
takes  out  of  their  pockets.  The  more 
taxes  they  have  to  pay,  the  harder  they 
work.  That  is  what  we  mean  when  we 
say  we  are  caught  in  a  tax  trap.  Wash- 
ington ends  up  with  more,  but  Amer- 
ican families  end  up  with  less. 

Mr.  President,  the  American  dream 
was  also  about  generational  improve- 
ment, about  believing  that  our  children 
would  have  more  opportunities,  more 
choices  and  a  better  life  than  their  par- 
ents. And,  indeed,  in  America,  they 
should  have.  Why  is  it,  then,  that  for 
the  first  time  in  our  great  country's 
history,  an  entire  generation  of  Ameri- 
cans have  lost  hope  and  lost  confidence 
in  the  future?  Why?  How  is  it  that  we 
have  lost  that  vision,  that  belief  in 
unending  dreams  and  in  limitless  possi- 
bility^ The  answer  is  simple:  Taxes. 

Mr.  President,  for  decades  Washing- 
ton has  told  America  that  everything 
is  OK.  But,  at  the  same  time,  Washing- 
ton has  spent  our  children's  inherit- 
ance and  undermined  their  future.  For 
decades.  Government  not  only  spent 
more  than  it  took  in,  but  spent  that 
money  unwisely.  Just  to  pay  for  what? 
A  growing  Washington  bureaucracy,  a 
bureaucracy  that  has  created  and  en- 
couraged overlapping  programs— over 
160  different  job  training  programs, 
over  240  education  programs,  over  300 
economic  development  programs,  over 
500  urban  add  programs. 

How  does  Washington  pay  for  all  of 
these  overlapping  programs?  By  raising 
taxes  through  the  roof.  It  should  not 
surprise  anyone  that  more  and  more 
American  families  find  it  harder  and 
harder  to  make  ends  meet,  that  more 
and  more  American  families  are  forced 
to  Live  from  one  paycheck  to  the  next 
paycheck,  that  too  many  Americans 
want  to  put  something  away  for  the  fu- 
ture, but  they  simply  cannot,  that  al- 
most every  single  American  feels 
squeezed  by  rising  prices,  higher  taxes, 
and  stagnant  wages. 

Yet.  Mr.  President,  while  in  the  first 
100  days  of  the  new  Republican  Con- 
gress we  spent  our  time  trsang  to  cut 
taxes,  to  give  tax  relief  to  that  Amer- 
ican family,  Mr.  Clinton  spent  his  first 
100  days  in  office  trying  to  take  more 
of  America's  hard-earned  dollars. 
Against  unanimous  Republican  opposi- 
tion, President  Clinton  imposed  the 
largest  tax  increase  in  the  history  of 
this  country— $265  billion,  to  be  exact. 
Yet,  he  still  expects  Americans  to  save 
more  and  to  give  more,  in  spite  of  this 
tax  increase.  No  wonder  most  Ameri- 
cans have  lost  hope.  It  is  the  Clinton 


crunch.  It  is  stagnant  wages  and  higher 
and  higher  taxes.  That  is  what  the 
American  taxpayer  feels. 

I  repeat,  the  Clinton  crvmch  is  hurt- 
ing America  every  day.  The  Clinton 
cnmch  is  hurting  the  American  citizen 
every  day.  The  price  of  Mr.  Clinton's 
tax  trap  is  high.  It  not  only  costs  the 
typical  American  family  $2,600  in  high- 
er taxes  and  lower  earnings,  but  we 
also  pay  the  price  of  less  savings,  less 
investment  and  a  less  certain  future. 
That  is  why,  as  we  travel  around  our 
various  States  from  community  to 
community,  we  hear  that  the  American 
people  are  afraid.  They  are  afraid  that 
they  are  not  going  to  be  able  to  afford 
that  interest  on  their  children's  college 
loan.  They  are  afraid  they  are  not 
going  to  be  able  to  afford  to  buy  that 
first  home.  Why?  Because  interest 
rates  are  too  high.  They  are  afraid  they 
are  not  going  to  be  able  to  pay  off  their 
own  accumulating  debt.  They  are 
afraid  that  they  will  have  nothing 
saved  by  the  time  they  retire. 

Well,  it  is  time  to  end  the  tax  trap, 
and  we  can  end  the  tax  trap.  It  is  time 
we  gave  the  American  people  some 
well-deserved  tax  relief.  It  is  time  we 
return  their  power,  that  we  return 
their  influence,  that  we  return  their 
own  earnings  over  to  them  and  their 
futures.  And  it  is  time  we,  once  again, 
encouraged  economic  growth,  encour- 
aged opportunity,  encouraged  wages, 
encouraged  savings,  and  returned  that 
hope  and  that  optimism  that  is  so 
characteristic  of  the  American  people. 

Mr.  President.  Government  and  bu- 
reaucracies did  not  make  America 
great.  People  made  America  great,  peo- 
ple who  worked  hard,  who  saved  for  the 
future,  who  saved  and  invested  for 
their  children,  who  made  the  world  a 
better  place  for  that  next  generation, 
for  thefr  children,  for  their  grand- 
children. That  is  what  made  America 
great. 

Our  goal,  the  Republican  goal,  is  to 
end  the  tax  trap.  Our  goal  is  to  help 
Americans  not  only  earn  more  money 
but  keep  more  of  what  they  earn,  so 
they  can  do  more  for  themselves,  do 
more  for  their  families,  do  more  for 
their  communities,  so  they  can  save 
more  for  thefr  children  and  thefr  fu- 
ture, and  so  they  can  give  more  to  that 
collection  box  on  Sunday. 

Yes,  that  is  the  legacy  our  parents 
and  grandparents  left  to  us.  It  is  the 
legacy  that  all  Americans  inherited 
from  our  Founding  Fathers.  Let  us  not 
be  the  first  generation  who  fails  to  pass 
that  legacy  on. 

Mr.  President,  I  thank  the  Chair  and 
yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
appreciate  the  remarks  of  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee.  He  is  on  target,  as 
usual. 
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Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  just  say  that,  again.  I  want  to  close 
by  talking  about  the  fact  that  this 
Congress,  the  104th,  the  Senate  and 
House,  has  done  remarkable  work  in 
bringing  to  the  country  some  relief  in 
the  insurance  marketplace  for  health 
insurance. 

We  heard,  in  the  last  Congress,  about 
the  large  number  of  people  who  are  dis- 
advantaged in  the  insurance  market- 
place and  that  they  lose  their  insur- 
ance if  they  change  jobs.  The  costs  are 
too  high.  A  lot  of  young  people  do  not 
have  insurance,  or  somebody  who  has 
had  a  medical  problem  has  difficulty 
getting  insurance.  We  oppose  vehe- 
mently the  idea  of  a  new  massive  Gov- 
ernment takeover  to  run  every  aspect 
of  everybody's  decisions— families  and 
persons. 

Well,  the  principal  advocates  for  a 
Government  takeover  of  health  care 
are  now  telling  us  that  it  is  simply  un- 
acceptable that  they  are  going  to  use 
medical  savings  accounts,  which  is  a 
new  opportunity  in  the  marketplace. 
The  President  and  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  have  keyed  in  on  that 
and  said,  no,  that  cannot  be  in  the 
marketplace.  They  are  so  opposed  to 
this  concept  that  they  are  going  to 
block  everything,  leave  the  uninsured 
uninsured,  leave  the  person  who  cannot 
move  from  one  job  to  another  unable  to 
do  that,  let  the  person  sitting  out 
here — I  met  one  of  them  just  last 
week — who  cannot  get  insurance  be- 
cause of  a  preexisting  condition.  Too 
bad.  Let  the  self-employed,  who  cannot 
deduct  their  cost  for  insurance — they 
cannot  deduct  it  like  somebody  who 
works  for  a  company — too  bad,  we  do 
not  like  medical  savings  accounts, 
even  though  the  vast  number  of  Ameri- 
cans do.  So  we  are  going  to  block  it  all, 
we  are  going  to  filibuster  this  election 
of  conferees  to  bring  a  reasonable 
health  care  solution  to  the  country  to 
the  table.  No,  America,  you  cannot 
have  it  because  the  new  leadership  and 
Senator  Dole  on  our  side  wants  this 
new  product  called  medical  savings  ac- 
counts. So  if  it  cannot  be  their  way,  it 
will  not  be  any  way. 

If  you  really  want  to  get  to  the  bot- 
tom line,  I  think  that  they  would  be 
just  as  flne  to  let  it  go,  not  let  this 
come  into  place,  so  we  can  come  back 
with  a  new  match  of  Government  pro- 
posal after  the  next  election. 

Mr.  President,  what  do  folks  think 
about  these  medical  savings  accounts? 
Here  is  a  quote:  "Today  I  would  like  to 
appeal  to  President  Clinton  to  please 
support  the  MSA  issue.  Nearly  3  years 
ago,  we  went  to  an  MSA  plan,  and  it 
has  been  very  helpful  to  us." 

Is  this  one  of  those  rich  people  they 
talk  about?  No,  it  is  Penny  Blubaugh. 
secretary  and  part-time  bus  driver  for 
the  Danville,  OH,  local  school  district. 
She  Is  asking  the  Senator  from  Massa- 


chusetts and  the  President  to  let  this 
go  through,  saying  that  it  has  been 
helpful  to  her.  She  would  like  others  to 
take  advantage  of  it. 

Here  is  another  one:  "An  amendment 
to  the  health  care  package  has  been  of- 
fered to  add  a  medical  savings  account 
provision.  The  United  Mine  Workers 
have  a  similar  provision  in  our  current 
contract  that  is  anticipated  to  produce 
a  significant  savings  to  our  previous 
insurance."  This  is  a  quote  from  a  let- 
ter to  Paul  Simon  of  Illinois  from  Dan 
Reitz.  political  director  of  United  Mine 
Workers'  State  chapter  in  Illinois. 
That  does  not  quite  fit  the  picture  of 
this  so-called  rich  beneficiary. 

"Mr.  President,  we  believe  MSA's 
will  be  a  huge  benefit  to  the  American 
public.  MSA's  are  not  a  partisan  issue. 
Democrats  supported  MSA's  in  the  102d 
and  103d  Congress,  and  we  support 
them  in  this  Congress  because  they  are 
a  good  idea.  That  increases  access,  con- 
trols costs,  and  offers  options."  That  is 
in  a  letter  to  President  Clinton  from 
Democrat  Congressmen  Bob 

ToRRiCELLi  and  Andy  Jacobs  of  New 
Jersey  and  Indiana. 

Well,  the  list  goes  on  and  on,  Mr. 
President.  They  have  talked  about— 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  and 
the  White  House — that  it  only  benefits 
the  wealthy  and  the  healthy.  But  in 
truth,  regarding  the  experience  of  2,000 
companies  with  MSA's,  a  recent  study 
by  the  Rand  Corp.  shows  that  MSA's 
appeal  to  those  of  all  income  levels  and 
would  attract  those  of  all  health  condi- 
tions, including  the  chronically  ill.  In 
fact,  I  was  at  a  press  conference  and  a 
press  interview,  and  one  of  the  persons 
there  supporting  this  had  fought  off 
what  might  have  been  a  terminal  ill- 
ness. So  it  is  just  inappropriate  to 
characterize  this  as  just  serving  the 
wealthy  and  the  healthy. 

Mr.  President,  I  see  the  hour  of  time 
which  I  control  has  expired.  I  will  just 
close  by  saying  I  hope  that  the  White 
House  win  implore  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  to  allow  us  to  proceed 
with  the  health  care  reform  that  helps 
bring  insurance  to  small  businesses,  to 
small  farmers,  people  looking  for  some 
reUef,  people  who  are  looking  for  a 
friendlier  work  environment  in  order 
to  obtain  health  Insurance.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts  has  it  all  bot- 
tled up.  The  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts has  it  all  bottled  up,  and  that 
means  millions  of  Americans  are  bot- 
tled up.  It  is  time  to  bring  this  to  an 
end  and  let  these  reforms  became  part 
of  the  American  workplace. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  I  wish  the  Chair  a 
good  morning,  and  my  colleague  from 
Georgia.  I  enjoyed  his  reflection  on 
health  care. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPROVEMENT 
TIMBER  CONTRACT  EXTENSION 
ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  going  to  speak  on  another  subject 
but  it  is  equally  important  to  my 
State,  and  that  the  Introduction  by 
myself  along  with  Senator  Stevens 
and  Congressman  Young  of  a  piece  of 
legislation  known  as  the  Environ- 
mental Improvement  Timber  Contract 
Extension  Act  of  1996.  I  introduced  the 
bill  late  yesterday,  and  I  did  not  have 
an  opportunity  to  speak  on  it. 

This  particular  piece  of  legislation 
would  provide  for  timber  contract  ex- 
tension. The  bill  would  extend  for  15 
years  the  long-term  timber  sale  con- 
tract on  the  Tongass  National  Forest 
between  the  Forest  Service  and  the 
Ketchikan  Pulp  Corp.  which  is  a  sub- 
sidiary of  Louisiana  Pacific.  This  ex- 
tension would  provide  Ketchikan  Pulp 
with  a  stable  timber  supply  over  a  suf- 
ficient length  of  time  to  amortize  the 
cost  of  a  new  environmentally  im- 
proved pulp  mill.  Improvements  and 
energy  efficiency  equipment  would  be 
installed  at  a  cost  of  somewhere  be- 
tween $150  nnllllon  and  $200  million. 

It  is  interesting  to  reflect  that  when 
this  mill  was  first  built  back  in  the 
mid-fifties  the  total  cost  of  the  mill 
was  somewhere  in  the  area  of  $55  mil- 
lion. In  any  event,  Ketchikan  Pulp 
Corp.'s  situation  is  extremely  unique 
because  all  of  its  timber  comes  from 
the  national  forest.  In  my  State  of 
AlJiska  there  Is  no  State  forest  of  any 
consequence  in  southeastern  Alaska, 
and  the  only  private  timber  that  is 
available  is  owned  by  the  Native  re- 
gional corporations. 

We  also  have  a  unique  difference  in 
that  we  have  in  the  Tongass  people 
who  live  in  the  forest  in  the  towns  of 
Ketchikan,  Juneau,  Wrangell,  Peters- 
burg, Sitka,  Haines,  Skagway  are  all  in 
the  forest,  and  were  in  the  forest  before 
the  forest  was  created.  And  the  theory 
was  when  the  Nation's  largest  national 
forest  was  created  there  would  be  suffi- 
cient timber  set  aside  for  the  modest 
industry  that  was  in  existence.  We 
have  seen  some  changes  in  that  policy. 

So  I  am  introducing  this  bill  as  a  re- 
sult of,  first,  the  important  role  that 
Ketchikan  Pulp  plays  in  the  social, 
economic,  and  environmental  vitality 
of  southeastern  Alaska;  two,  the  strong 
bipartisan  support  within  our  State  for 
this  action;  three,  the  record  from  the 
two  field  hearings  which  I  held  last 
month  in  southeastern  Alaska  in  Ju- 
neau and  Ketchikan  which  overwhelm- 
ingly supports  the  Introduction  of  this 
legislation;  fourth,  the  realization  that 
the  performance  of  the  Forest  Service 
strongly  indicates  that  without  some 
congressional  Intervention  the  Ketch- 
ikan Pulp  mill  will  not  survive  without 
an  adequate  supply  of  timber. 

Let  me  elaborate  on  each  of  these 
factors  because  they  are  important. 
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Let  me  describe  the  nature  of  the 
southeast  forest  in  the  Tongass.  Thirty 
percent  of  our  timber  is  dead  or  dsring. 
It  is  old  growth,  virgin  timber.  But  as 
with  any  living  thing  there  is  a  process 
of  growing,  maturing,  and  then  the 
death  of  the  trees  begin.  The  theory  of 
utilizing  these  trees  which  have 
reached  their  maturity  and  are  in  the 
process  of  dying  is  the  forest  process  of 
evolution  which  is  associated  with  tim- 
ber development.  So  what  we  have  is  a 
product  that  is  only  suitable  for  wood 
fiber,  and  as  a  consequence  there  is  a 
justification  for  the  pulp  mill.  Without 
the  pulp  mill,  the  lumber  mill  would  be 
less  profitable  and  the  pulp  would  have 
to  be  exported  creating  virtually  no 
jobs  In  my  State. 

So  let  me  share  with  you  what  the 
forest  told  us  about  the  evolution  and 
the  importance  of  the  contract  with 
southeastern  Alaska  as  of  May  28  at 
the  oversight  hearing  in  Ketchikan: 

The  long-term  contracts  In  Alaska  which 
required  the  construction  and  operation  of 
manufacturing  facilities  such  as  sawmills 
and  pulp  mills  facilitated  the  establishment 
of  a  timber  Industry  in  Southeast  Alaska. 

Prior  to  the  1950's,  economic  conditions  In 
Southeast  Alaska  were  characterized  as 
boom-bust.  Federal  government  employ- 
ment, mining  and  salmon  processing  were 
the  economic  mainstays.  After  World  War  n. 
mining  was  essentially  gone,  leaving  a  small 
local  timber  industry  and  commercial  fish- 
ing in  the  natural  resources  sector.  Both  the 
timber  and  commercial  Ashing  Industries 
were  subject  to  market  swings  from  year  to 
year  and  were  seasonal  In  terms  of  employ- 
ment. The  United  States  favored  the  expan- 
sion of  the  timber  industry  through  several 
long-term  timber  sales  on  the  Tongass  Na- 
tional Forest  to  stabilize  employment  In 
Southeast  Alaska. 

Making  the  best  use  of  the  timber  on  the 
Tongass  required  having  suitable  markets 
for  both  high  and  low  quality  timber  and 
species.  The  markets  were  largely  export 
markets  in  the  Pacific  Rim  and  were  some- 
what limited  by  the  need  to  use  most  of  the 
timber  for  pulp.  The  Forest  Service  advo- 
cated the  use  of  long-term  sales  to  establish 
a  pulp  industry  that  would  bring  greater  eco- 
nomic diversity  to  the  region  and  more  year- 
round  employment.  If  successful,  more  serv- 
ice and  trade  establishments  were  expected 
to  follow — creating  greater  tax  bases,  which 
would  provide  opportunities  for  improved 
services,  such  as  schools,  water,  fire  protec- 
tion, and  the  like.  For  all  of  this  to  come  to- 
gether, however,  the  Forest  Service  had  to 
guarantee  a  long-term,  stable  timber  supply 
to  attract  outside  capital  investment. 

I  found  this  testimony  compelling. 
Mr.  President.  The  Forest  Service  wit- 
nesses recounted  the  decisions  of  thefr 
predecessors  back  at  the  time  right 
after  the  war  in  the  late  1940's.  Far- 
sighted  people  recognized  the  nature 
and  the  impoil^nce  of  the  resource  and 
planning  for  an  environmentally  and 
economically  secure  future.  The  Forest 
Service  recognized  that,  as  a  sole 
owner  of  land  and  timber,  it  controlled 
the  economic  and  environmental  vital- 
ity of  the  region. 

What  is  the  situation  today?  Why  has 
it    changed?    Today    Ketchikan    Pulp 


Corp.'s  operations  directly  or  indi- 
rectly provide  about  25  percent  of  the 
total  annual  employment  wages  in 
Ketchikan.  Ketchikan  Pulp  Corp.'s  mu- 
nicipal real  estate  and  sales  tax  gen- 
erated about  $13.6  million  in  revenues 
in  1992. 

More  broadly,  the  southeastern  Alas- 
ka timber  industry  is  the  dominant 
contributor  to  real  estate  development 
in  Ketchikan.  More  than  25  percent  of 
all  the  households  are  timber  depend- 
ent, and  the  tjTjical  timber  employee 
can  purchase  more  than  90  percent  of 
the  existing  housing  units.  Ketchikan 
Pulp  comprises  more  than  50  percent  of 
the  total  borough's  industrial  assessed 
valuation. 

I  might  add,  Mr.  President,  that  this 
is  the  only  year-round  manufacturing 
plant  in  our  State  of  Alaska.  So  its  im- 
portance cannot  be  understated. 

We  have  tourism  and  fishing  that  are 
also  important  to  the  economy.  But  we 
need  all  of  our  basic  industries — tim- 
ber, fishing,  and  tourism — in  that  part 
of  the  State  to  maintain  the  healthy 
economy  in  the  region.  Quite  simply, 
without  some  stability  of  timber  sup- 
ply, the  economies  of  the  region  gen- 
erally, and  Ketchikan  specifically,  are 
in  trouble. 

Perhaps  that  is  why  the  proposal  to 
extend  the  KPC  contract  has  received 
broad,  bipartisan  support  from  elected 
officials  throughout  the  State.  Earlier 
this  year,  the  Alaska  Senate  voted  18 
to  1  to  support  a  resolution  urging  the 
Congress  to  extend  the  contract.  The 
Alaska  House  voted  34  to  3  to  support 
the  same  measure.  These  are  extraor- 
dinary margrins  of  support. 

I  will  submit  the  resolution  for  the 
Record  at  this  time,  and  ask  it  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu- 
tion was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Senate  Jodjt  Resolution  no.  40  in  the 
legislature  of  the  state  of  alaska 

Whereas,  for  the  last  40  years,  the  timber 
Industry  operating  on  national  forest  land  In 
Southeast  Alaska  has  been  the  largest  pri- 
vate employer  in  Southeast  Alaska;  and 

Whereas  the  United  States  Forest  Service 
strategy  for  creating  permanent  year-round 
employment  through  a  timber  industry  In 
Southeast  Alaska  has  been  to  offer  long- 
term  contracts  to  attract  pulp  mills  to  use, 
and  add  value  to.  low-grade  and  by-product 
materials  from  timber  harvesting:  these  pulp 
mills  serve  as  a  market  for  pulp  logs  and 
chips  from  the  sawmills  in  Southeast  Alas- 
ka; and 

Whereas  pulp  mills  assure  full  utilization 
and  protect  forest  health  by  using  that  sig- 
nificant portion  of  the  Tongrass  National 
Forest  that  consists  of  dead,  dying,  and  over- 
mature timber;  and 

Whereas,  since  passage  of  the  Tongass  Tim- 
ber Reform  Act  of  1990  (TTRA),  a  pulp  mill 
and  a  major  sawmill  have  closed,  and  more 
than  40  percent  of  the  timber  industry  has 
been  lost  due.  In  part,  to  the  failure  of  the 
United  States  Forest  Service  to  make  avail- 
able the  approximately  420.000.000  board  feet 
per  year  needed  to  meet  the  jobs  protection 


promises  made  by  those  who  sought  passage 
of  the  TTRA.  all  of  which  has  created  severe 
social  and  economic  harm  to  the  timber  In- 
dustry, Its  workers,  and  timber-dependent 
communities  in  Southeast  Alaska:  and 

Whereas  another  of  the  reasons  for  the  clo- 
sure of  the  Sitka  pulp  mill  was  the  adverse 
economic  impacts  of  unilateral  changes  to 
its  long-term  contract  made  by  the  TTRA. 
those  unilateral  changes  also  adversely  im- 
pact the  economics  of  the  Ketchikan  Pulp 
Company  (KPD)  contract:  and 

Whereas  KPC.  which  obtained  a  long-term 
contract  to  help  create  year-round  Jobs  In 
Southeast  Alaska,  is  the  sole  remaining  pulp 
mill  In  Alaska,  a  major  employer  in  South- 
east Alaska,  and  the  market  for  pulp  logs 
and  chips  from  all  the  other  sawmills  In 
Southeast  Alaska;  and 

Whereas  the  loss  of  the  KPC  pulp  mill 
would  lead  to  the  loss  of  the  entire  Industry 
now  operating  on  the  Tongass  National  For- 
est with  devastating  social  and  econooiic  ef- 
fects on  families  and  conmiunitles  through- 
out Southeast  Alaska;  and 

Whereas  KPC  pulp  mill  faces  an  uncertain 
futtire.  not  of  its  own  making,  as  a  result  of 
the  continuing  log  shortage  created  by  the 
failure  of  the  United  States  Forest  Service 
to  meet  its  volume  and  requirements  under 
KPCs  contract  and  the  TTRA,  as  a  result  of 
the  adverse  economic  Impacts  to  its  long- 
term  contract  caused  by  the  unilateral 
TTRA  changes,  and  as  a  result  of  the  re- 
quirement that  more  than  S155.000.000  in  cai>- 
ital  expenditures  be  made  over  the  next  few 
years  to  meet  new  and  ever  changing  federal 
environmental  standards  and  operating 
needs;  and 

Whereas,  as  a  matter  of  economic  common 
sense.  KPC  cannot  make  all  the  necessary 
expenditures  without  the  federal  government 
extending  its  contract  for  a  sufficient  period 
to  amortize  those  expenditures,  without  an 
adequate  supply  of  timber,  and  without 
modifying  those  portions  of  the  unilateral 
TTRA  contract  changes  that  have  adversely 
impacted  the  contract's  economics;  and 

Whereas  the  legislature  finds  that  an  addi- 
tional 15  years  Is  a  minimum  reasonable  pe- 
riod to  extend  the  KPC's  timber  sale  con- 
tract to  allow  such  amortization  and  to  pro- 
vide opportunities  for  value-added  alter- 
natives that  maximize  the  number  of  Jobs 
and  assures  environmentally  sound  oper- 
ations; and 

Whereas  the  legislature  finds  that  suffi- 
cient timber  must  be  made  available  to 
maintain  the  KPC  contract,  to  provide 
100.000,000  board  feet  for  the  contracts  to 
small  business,  and  to  reopen  the  Wrangell 
facility  and  a  by-product  facility  in  Stlka;  be 
It 

Resolved.  That  the  Alaska  State  Legisla- 
ture respectfully  urges  the  Alaska  delegation 
in  Congress  and  the  Governor  to  take  all 
steps  necessary,  this  year,  to  extend  the 
Ketchikan  Pulp  Company  long-term  con- 
tract for  an  additional  15  years  and  modify 
those  portions  of  the  contract  which  the 
TTRA  unilaterally  impacted,  because  such 
an  extension  and  modification  are  critical  to 
the  environmental,  social,  and  economic 
well-being  of  the  Tongass  National  Forest 
timber  workers,  their  families,  and  timber- 
dependent  communities  in  Southeast  Alaska 
and  because  such  an  extension  is  in  the  pub- 
lic interest  of  the  State  of  Alaska;  and  be  it 
further. 

Resolved.  That  the  Tongass  National  Forest 
should  be  managed  for  a  healthy  and  diversi- 
fied economy  for  the  benefit  of  all  users,  in- 
cluding value-added  forest  products,  com- 
mercial and  sport  fishing,  seafood  process- 
ing, tourism,  subsistence,  sport  hunting,  and 
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local  businesses  that  provide  goods  and  serv- 
ices; and  be  It  further. 

Resolved.  That  the  Alaska  State  Legisla- 
ture also  respectfully  urges  the  Alaska  Con- 
gressional Delegation,  the  Governor,  and  the 
United  States  Forest  Service  to  take  action 
this  year  to  assure  that  sufficient  timber  be 
made  available  as  part  of  any  revision  of  the 
Tongass  liand-Use  Management  Plan  to 
maintain  the  Ketchikan  Pulp  Company  con- 
tract, to  provide  100,000  board  feet  for  small 
business  contracts,  and  to  reopen  the 
Wrangell  facility  and  a  by-product  facility  in 
Sitka. 

Copies  of  this  resolution  shall  be  sent  to 
the  Honorable  Bill  Clinton.  President  of  the 
United  States;  the  Honorable  Daniel  R. 
Gllckman,  Secretary  of  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture;  the  Honorable  Bruce  Babbitt, 
Secretary  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  the  In- 
terior; the  Honorable  Newt  Gingrich.  Speak- 
er of  the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives;  the 
Honorable  Strom  Thurmond,  President  Pro 
Tempore  of  the  U.S.  Senate;  and  to  the  hon- 
orable Ted  Stevens  and  the  Honorable  Frank 
Murkowskl,  U.S.  Senators  and  the  Honorable 
Don  Young,  U.S.  Representative,  members  of 
the  Alaska  delegration  In  Congrress. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Further,  the  Gov- 
ernor joined  in,  offering  his  support  for 
congressional  action  to  extend  the  con- 
tract. In  a  May  23  letter  to  me.  Gov. 
Tony  Knowles  informed  me  that  the 
State  of  Alaska  supports  a  KPC  con- 
tract extension,  contingent  on  KPC's 
agreement  with  the  following  five  prin- 
ciples: to  protect  the  environment, 
Alaska  jobs,  ajid  other  forest  users;  and 
to  utilize  the  Tongass  Land  Manage- 
ment Planning  [TLMP]  process  amd 
value-added  processing  techniques.  I 
am  pleased  to  say  that  these  conditions 
have  been  agreed  to  by  KE>C  and  are  in- 
cluded in  the  compromise  legislation  I 
have  introduced  today.  I  will  include 
the  Governor's  letter  for  the  Record. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  it  be 
printed  in  the  Record  as  well. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
RECORD,  as  follows: 

state  of  alaska, 
Office  of  the  Governor. 
Washington,  DC.  May  23, 1996. 
Hon.  Frank  Murkowski, 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Murkowski:  On  behalf  of 
Governor  Tony  Knowles.  I  hereby  submit,  for 
the  hearing  record,  the  attached  letter  from 
the  Governor  to  Mr.  Mark  Suwyn,  Chairman 
of  Louisiana-Pacific  Corporation,  concerning 
a  possible  contract  extension  for  the  Ketch- 
ikan Pulp  Company  (KPC). 

As  the  attached  letter  indicates,  the  State 
of  Alaska  supports  a  KPC  contract  exten- 
sion, contingent  on  KPC's  agreement  with 
the  following  0ve  principles:  to  protect  with 
environment,  Alaska  jobs,  and  other  forest 
users;  and  to  utilize  the  Tongass  land  Man- 
agement Planning  (TLMP)  process  and 
value-added  processing  techniques.  The 
State's  support  for  a  contract  extension, 
however,  leaves  for  the  federal  public  process 
to  resolve  the  issues  of  volimie.  contract  du- 
ration, and  pricing  structure. 

With  respect  to  the  TLMP  process,  which 
we  understand  you  sure  also  having  hearings 
on,  the  State  continues  to  provide  informa- 
tion and  conrmients  to  the  United  States  For- 
est Service  in  an  effort  to  develop  a  manage- 


ment plan  for  the  Tongass  that  is  based  on 
sound  science,  prudent  management,  and 
meaningful  public  participation. 

In  addition  to  this  letter  for  the  record, 
the  State  plans  to  be  represented  at  the 
hearings  by  Veronica  Slajer.  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce  and  Economic  Develop- 
ment, who  will  be  In  attendance  to  listen  to 
the  testimony  of  the  witnesses.  As  we  In- 
formed your  staff  earlier.  Ms.  Slajer  will  not 
be  testifying  at  the  hearings,  but  the  State 
is  interested  In  learning  about  what  others 
think  about  these  issues  so  that  the  State 
can  incorporate  these  thoughts  in  the  formu- 
lation of  State  policy. 

Thank  you  for  considering  the  State's 
views. 

Sincerely, 

JOHN  W.  Katz. 
Director  of  State/Federal  Relations  and 
Special  Counsel  to  the  Governor. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  After  receiving 
these  views  from  the  legislature  and 
the  Governor,  I  scheduled  two  over- 
sight hearings  on  May  28  and  May  29  in 
Ketchikan  and  Juneau,  respectively. 
What  I  heard  at  these  hearings  was 
overwhelming  support  for  the  legisla- 
ture's resolution,  the  Governor's  ac- 
tion, and  the  extension  of  the  KPC  con- 
tract. I  heard  from  tourism  interests, 
bankers,  and  fishermen  who  supported 
the  contract  extension.  While  not 
unanimous,  the  preponderance  of  testi- 
mony offered  over  the  2  days— and  I 
might  add  there  were  demonstrators 
who  marched  in  Ketchikan,  as  well  as 
in  Juneau.  Most  of  them.  I  am  pleased 
to  say,  wanted  to  extend  the  contract — 
a  larger  portion,  of  course,  in  Ketch- 
ikan. These  people  recognize  that  there 
is  no  alternative  source  of  timber 
available. 

Last.  I  am  introducing  this  legisla- 
tion today  because  I  have  finally  lost 
confidence  in  the  ability  of  the  Forest 
Service  to  provide  a  stable  and  sustain- 
able supply  of  timber  for  southeast 
Alaska.  Over  the  past  few  years,  the 
agency  has  fallen  further  and  further 
behind  in  keeping  a  working  timber 
sale  pipeline.  This  problem  has  wors- 
ened despite  the  efforts  of  Senator  Ste- 
vens to  provide  the  agency  with  addi- 
tional funding  for  timber  sale  prepara- 
tion. Consequently,  more  than  half  of 
the  operating  mills  in  southeast  Alas- 
ka have  closed  their  doors  during  the 
last  few  years  during  this  administra- 
tion's watch.  KPC  is  the  last  remaining 
pulp  mill  in  the  State.  We  only  have 
the  one. 

This  situation  is  absolutely  critical. 
The  Tongass  is  our  Nation's  largest  na- 
tional forest.  Yet  the  level  of  economic 
activity  associated  with  the  production 
of  forest  products  is  very  small,  and 
sinking.  We  have  only  one  pulpmill  and 
a  few  scattered  sawmills  left.  Employ- 
ment in  the  industry  has  fallen  40  per- 
cent since  1990.  New  Yorkers  bum  more 
wood  in  their  fireplaces  and  stoves 
than  we  harvest  in  southeast  Alaska 
each  year.  Yet  we  have  the  largest  of 
all  our  national  forests. 

In  its  May  28  testimony,  the  Forest 
Service   acknowledged    that    the    con- 


tract with  Ketchikan  Pulp  Co.  [KPC] 
has  played  an  important  role  in  the  de- 
velopment of  Alaska's  resources  in 
southeast.  Given  this  admission,  one 
would  think  that  the  Forest  Service 
would  want  to  see  the  mill  stay.  One 
would  expect  the  Forest  Service  to 
weigh  in  in  favor  of  a  contract  exten- 
sion. But  not  so. 

In  very  disappointing  testimony,  the 
agency  maintained  that  the  terms  of 
the  existing  contract  provide  that  all 
obligations  and  requirements  of  the 
long-term  contract  must  be  satisfied 
on  or  before  June  30,  2004.  In  response 
to  questions  about  any  future  obliga- 
tions past  that  date,  the  aigency  in- 
sisted that  it  has  none — none.  This  tes- 
timony was  offered  even  though  the 
preamble  to  the  contract  discusses  a 
commitment  to  a  permanent  economic 
base. 

On  the  question  of  whether  Congress 
should  extend  the  contract,  the  Forest 
Service  testified  that  a  long-term  com- 
mitment of  resources  through  a  timber 
contract  could  further  affect  the  flexi- 
bility of  management  on  the  Tongass — 
I  do  not  know  what  that  means,  but  I 
have  an  Idea — and,  further,  that  we  are 
committed  to  completing  the  revision 
of  the  Tongass  land  management  plan 
before  we  begin  any  discussion  of  fu- 
ture long-term  commitments  to  timber 
related  industries  in  Southeast.  Yet  in 
response  to  questions,  the  agency  wit- 
nesses could  not  tell  me:  First,  whether 
such  commitments  could  be  made 
within  the  latitude  provided  by  the 
range  of  alternatives  in  the  draft 
TLMP;  second,  whether  additional  Na- 
tional Environmental  Policy  Act  anal- 
ysis would  be  required;  or  third,  wheth- 
er such  commitments  would  actually 
be  ijrecluded  by  the  selected  alter- 
native of  the  final  plan.  The  testimony 
was  extremely  unsettling.  It  convinced 
me  that  either  the  Forest  Service  and/ 
or  the  administration  would  like  to  see 
the  KPC  mill  go  away. 

They  have  apparently  no  interest  in 
seeing  KPC  invest  S200  million  to  pio- 
neer chlorine-£ree  manufacturing  tech- 
nology that  could  benefit  environ- 
mental control  efforts  nationwide.  I 
think  this  is  also  tragic. 

Mr.  President,  the  simple  facts  are 
that  without  the  contract  extension 
KPC  will  be  unable  to  amortize  the  re- 
quired capital  investments  for  environ- 
mental improvements,  and  it  will  go 
away.  The  company's  new  CEO  also 
testified  on  May  28.  He  was  refresh- 
ingly, if  not  reassuringly,  frank.  He 
said: 

In  the  very  near  future,  we  have  to  decide 
whether  to  continue  the  large  Investments 
required  to  make  KPC  viable  or  whether  the 
losses  currently  being  Inflicted  by  the  inap- 
propriate implementation  of  the  contract 
can  be  carried  any  longer.  Now,  we  are  going 
to  make  that  decision  relatively  soon.  This 
Is  not  an  issue  for  the  year  2003.  This  Is  a  1996 
issue  and  decision. 

We  will. make  that  decision,  first  of  all. 
based  on  Just  to  keep  running  today  we  must 
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have  the  Forest  Service  meet  the  Intent  of 
the  long-term  bilateral  contract,  including 
the  volume  and  pricing  provisions.  And. 
then,  secondly,  to  continue  to  Invest  at  the 
rapid  rate  that  we  are  right  now.  millions  of 
dollars  per  quarter,  this  revised  version  of 
the  long-term  contract  must  be  extended  a 
minimum  of  15  years  at  an  offering  level  of 
192  million  board  feet  per  year. 

The  people  of  KPC  and  the  thousands  of 
people  who  have  worked  with  us  have  met 
Its— their  contractual  obligations  to  develop 
the  economy  and  provide  permanent,  year- 
round  employment  for  Southeast  Alaska.  We 
want  the  government  to  meet  its  contractual 
obligation  to  provide  a  sufficient  volume  of 
economically  viable  timber  in  a  timely  fash- 
ion. 

Some  in  southeast  Alaska  suggest 
that  the  region  does  not  need  the  KPC 
pulpmill  to  have  a  successful  and  sus- 
tainable timber  industry.  What  is  need- 
ed, in  their  opinion,  is  to  eliminate  the 
monopoly  contract  and  develop  more 
small,  value-added  manufacturing  fa- 
cilities. 

This  is  wishful  thinking.  The  inde- 
pendent mill  witnesses  at  our  hearings 
indicated  that  the  lack  of  a  stable  tim- 
ber supply  will  preclude  any  additional 
investments  in  southeast  Alaska.  The 
manufacture  of  pulp  is  a  higher  value 
added  process  than  any  of  the  alter- 
natives suggested  by  opponents  of  the 
pulpmill.  The  loss  of  the  pulpmill  will 
destabilize  the  industry  and  the  infra- 
structure of  the  region,  and  have  a 
chilling  effect  on  future  industry  in- 
vestments. Available  capital  will  mi- 
grate to  other  regions. 

Mr.  President,  I  cannot  stand  idly  by 
and  watch  the  town  of  Ketchikan  die.  I 
will  not.  I  have  introduced  and  ask  re- 
spectful consideration  of,  the  Environ- 
mental Improvement  Timber  Contract 
Extension  Act.  A  copy  of  the  bill  and  a 
section-by-section  analysis  was  in- 
cluded. 

I  jrield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico,  under  a  pre- 
vious order,  has  a  period  of  15  minutes 
under  his  control. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 


USE  THE  DISASTER  RESER"VE  OF 
GRAIN 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
try  to  talk  for  a  few  minutes  here  to 
alert  my  colleague  and  anybody  watch- 
ing about  the  importance  of  a  Senate 
resolution  which  I  submitted,  along 
with  Senators  Daschle  aiid  DoMENia 
and  Pressler  and  Leahy.  That  is  Sen- 
ate Resolution  259.  It  was  agreed  to  by 
unanimous  consent.  I  call  on  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  to  give  that  reso- 
lution very  serious  consideration. 

The  resolution  simply  states  that  it 
is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  should  use  the 
disaster  reserve  of  grain,  which  is 
under  his  authority,  to  alleviate  the 


distress  of  livestock  producers.  This 
should  be  done  in  the  most  efficient 
manner  practicable,  including  cash 
payments  from  the  sale  of  commodities 
that  are  in  the  disaster  reserve. 

The  disaster  reserve  currently  has 
about  44  million  bushels  of  grain.  The 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  two 
choices,  essentially,  as  to  how  to  pro- 
ceed in  compliance  with  the  resolution. 
He  can  transport  the  grain  from  the 
Midwest,  where  it  is  currently  stored, 
to  the  southwest,  where  that  grain  is 
needed. 

Of  course,  this  kind  of  an  option 
would  be  time  consuming;  it  would  be 
inefficient.  The  other  alternative,  and 
that  is  what  we  urge  in  our  resolution, 
is  that  he  could  sell  the  grain  on  the 
open  market  and  use  the  proceeds  from 
the  sale  as  cash  payments  to  livestock 
producers  who  are  in  the  most  distress. 
This  action  would  provide  significant 
relief  to  ranchers  in  New  Mexico  and  in 
many  other  States. 

Mr.  President,  the  resolution  I  have 
referred  to  represents  one  of  several  ef- 
forts that  we  have  made  to  provide  im- 
mediate assistance  to  livestock  produc- 
ers. Those  in  the  livestock  industry 
cannot  wait  for  the  normal  period  that 
it  takes  to  pass  legislation  in  this  Con- 
gress. 

Many  people  have  had  to  sell  their 
cattle  because  they  could  not  afford  to 
feed  those  cattle.  To  bring  a  calf  to 
market  today,  to  get  it  up  to  the 
weight  where  you  can  bring  it  to  mar- 
ket, a  rancher  is  required  to  spend 
about  $350  on  grain.  Under  the  present 
circumstances,  he  could  be  expected  to 
sell  that  calf  for  S200  or  less.  That,  of 
course,  does  not  make  sense.  Many 
ranchers  have  had  to  sell  their  entire 
herds  now,  at  this  point,  when  the  price 
of  cattle  is  at  a  near  all-time  low. 

A  rancher  from  Quay  County  in  my 
State  on  the  east  side  of  New  Mexico 
reported  that  semis  loaded  with  cattle 
have  had  to  wait  up  to  18  hours  to  be 
unloaded  at  the  slaughterhouse  in  Her- 
eford. TX.  The  cattle  that  remain  on 
the  range  are  in  poor  health. 

Twenty-two  of  the  thirty-three  New 
Mexico  counties  have  been  declared 
disaster  drought  areas.  Farmers  in 
these  counties,  in  many  cases,  have 
had  to  plow  their  fields  into  large  clods 
to  keep  the  wind  from  blowing  precious 
topsoil  away. 

Without  question,  the  current  hard- 
ships affect  the  entire  community.  In 
certain  areas  of  New  Mexico,  banks  are 
having  to  let  railchers  and  farmers  pay 
only  interest  on  their  loans. 

This  drought  has  also  started  an 
early  fire  season  with  very  devastating 
results  in  my  State.  As  of  May  5,  fires 
had  burned  162,000  acres  of  Federal  land 
in  the  two  States  of  Arizona  and  New 
Mexico.  This  figure  is  twice  the  area 
burned  in  the  entire  year  of  1995.  As  a 
result,  in  our  State,  fireworks  have 
been  banned  statewide. 


Part  of  my  State  did  receive  rain  in 
the  last  2  days.  However,  as  welcome  as 
that  rain  is.  it  is  clearly  not  enough. 
We  have  talked  to  various  extension  of- 
fices around  New  Mexico,  and  the  indi- 
cations are  that  the  amount  of  rain  re- 
ceived was  very  sparse  and  widely  dis- 
tributed. In  Chaves  County,  the  exten- 
sion office  indicated  that  they  received 
one-tenth  of  an  inch  of  rain  in  areas 
that  are  usually  farmed,  and  even  less 
than  that  in  grazing  areas. 

The  normal  rainfall  from  January 
imtil  the  present  time  is  about  2 
inches.  In  Eddy  County,  in  the  south- 
east part  of  our  State,  they  reported 
they  had  a  few  drops  of  rain  a  few  days 
ago.  Roosevelt  County,  on  the  east  side 
of  New  Mexico,  had  one-half  inch  in  the 
town  of  Portales,  but  less  out  in  the 
county.  Lincoln  Coimty  indicated  that 
there  was  some  rain  in  Carrlzozo,  none 
out  in  the  rest  of  the  county. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  show  a  chart 
which  I  think  makes  the  case  much 
better  than  a  description  by  me  could 
make.  This  is  the  Palmer  drought 
index,  which  is  the  primary  way  in 
which  people  in  the  weather  predicting 
business  and  weather  analysis  business 
determine  the  extent  of  the  drought 
that  is  being  experienced. 

This  is  a  map  as  of  May  25  of  this 
year.  It  is  the  most  recent  map. 
Though  the  map  was  made  on  June  4,  it 
is  valid  for  the  period  up  through  May 
25. 

This  shows  that  the  blue,  or  tur- 
quoise areas  on  the  map  are  those 
which  are  considered  moist,  by  normal 
standards. 

The  yellow  areas— and  you  can  see 
much   of  the   Northeast   is   having  a 
moist  season  so  far  this  year— the  yel- 
low areas  are  normal. 
The  tan  areas  are  moderate. 
The  reddish  areas  are  severe  drought. 
And  then  the  purple  areas  are  listed 
as  extreme  drought. 

You  can  see  the  very  large  area 
throughout  the  Southwest  that  is  list- 
ed as  experiencing  extreme  drought 
conditions  under  this  map.  Most  of  my 
State,  most  of  Arizona,  much  of  Cali- 
fornia, much  of  Nevada  are  listed  in  ex- 
treme drought  conditions.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, this  is  not  a  modest  problem:  it  is 
a  very  serious  problem  for  the  State. 

We  have  seen  some  measures  taken 
to  deal  with  this  hardship,  but  they  are 
not  enough.  The  President  has  an- 
nounced some  actions,  but  I  believe  we 
must  pursue  all  avenues  available.  For 
this  reason,  I  continue  to  encourage 
the  Senate  to  take  up  and  to  pass  a  bill 
that  I  introduced  on  May  13,  S.  1743, 
the  Temporary  Emergency  Livestock 
Feed  Assistance  Act  of  1996.  We  re- 
quested the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
give  us  his  comments  on  that  bill,  and 
I  have  a  letter  firom  him.  which  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  be  printed  in  the 
Record  following  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  read  two  or  three  sentences  from 
that.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  in 
this  letter  dated  the  12th  of  Jime,  says: 

The  Dejiartment  of  Agriculture  supports 
the  concept  and  Intent  of  the  proposed  legis- 
lation as  a  means  to  provide  some  form  of  as- 
sistance to  livestock  producers  who  cannot 
receive  assistance  under  either  crop  insur- 
ance or  the  Nonlnsured  Crop  Disaster  Assist- 
ance Program,  as  the  administration  pro- 
posed in  legislation  submitted  to  Congress 
last  year  in  formulating  the  1996  farm  bill. 

He  goes  on  to  say: 

The  extension  proposed  in  S.  1743  could  be 
operated  through  the  current  LFP  policy  and 
procedure  with  very  limited  changes.  There- 
fore, If  the  legislation  were  enacted.  It  could 
be  Implemented  In  a  very  short  timeframe. 

Under  the  bill,  Mr.  President,  the 
producers  who  have  suffered  at  least  a 
40-percent  loss  of  feed  production 
would  be  able  to  apply  for  assistance 
through  their  local  farm  service  agen- 
cy. The  livestock  eligible  would  be  cat- 
tle, sheep  and  goats. 

The  old  program  was  funded  through 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 
This  bill  changes  that  funding  mecha- 
nism. S.  1743  targets  $18  million  from 
the  Cottonseed  and  Sunflower  Seed  Oil 
Export  Assistance  Program.  If  market 
conditions  remain  the  same,  we  are  in- 
formed that  these  funds  will  go 
unspent  this  year  unless  we  use  them 
for  the  purpose  that  we  have  des- 
ignated in  S.  1743. 

Mr.  President,  we  now  have  16  co- 
sponsors  for  this  legislation.  It  is  a 
very  impressive  bipartisan  group  of  co- 
sponsors:  Senators  Daschle,  Domenici, 
Baucus.  Gramm,  Dorgan,  Grassley, 
ExoN,  Hatch,  Harkdj,  Inhofe,  John- 
ston, Kyl,  Feinstein,  Pressler, 
Hutchison,  and  Kassebaum  are  all  co- 
sponsors  of  the  legislation  with  me.  I 
urge  other  Senators  to  join  us  in  this 
legislation. 

This  bipartisan  bill  will  give  imme- 
diate relief  to  the  livestock  industry.  I 
know  there  aure  some  in  this  body  who 
hesitate  to  resurrect  a  program  that 
was  eliminated  in  the  recently  enacted 
farm  bill,  but  let  me  point  out  that  S. 
1743  addresses  many  of  the  reasons  that 
the  program  was  eliminated  and  cor- 
rects the  problems. 

Several  provisions  have  been  placed 
into  the  bill  to  guard  against  some  of 
the  abuses  that  had  been  pointed  out  in 
the  program  previously.  For  example,  a 
rancher  must  have  owned  or  leased  the 
livestock  covered  in  our  proposed  legis- 
lation for  at  least  180  days.  K  the 
rancher  has  not  owned  or  leased  the 
livestock  for  the  required  time,  there 
are  certain  exceptions  that  the  Sec- 
retary would  have  to  approve.  This  will 
ensure  that  additional  livestock  are 
not  purchased  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
benefiting  from  this  program. 

Also  there  is  language  that  allows 
.  the  Secretary  to  determine  the  quan- 
tities of  forage  sufficient  to  maintain 


livestock  based  on  the  normal  carrying 
capacity  of  the  land.  The  language  is 
intended  to  discourage  anyone  from 
overstocking  the  land  above  the  carry- 
ing capacity  and  receiving  Jissistance 
for  that  effort. 

Further,  S.  1743  would  not  revive  the 
program  indefinitely.  This  bill  pro- 
poses to  allow  the  program  to  exist 
only  through  1996.  That  year,  of  course, 
is  essentially  half  over.  The  practical 
effect  of  S.  1743  is  that  it  would  provide 
short-term  assistance  for  the  livestock 
industry  until  adequate  rain  does 
come. 

S.  1743  differs  significantly  from  the 
livestock  feed  program  in  regard  to 
how  it  is  funded.  We  have  identified  S18 
million  that  will  go  unspent  this  fiscal 
year.  The  old  program  was  funded 
through  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor- 
poration. We  do  not  upset  any  of  the 
funding  mechanisms  created  in  the 
newly  enacted  farm  bill.  Instead  we 
spend  money  that  otherwise  would  be 
returned  to  the  Treasury. 

As  I  have  stated,  Mr.  President,  the 
livestock  industry  in  my  State  and  in 
much  of  the  Southwest  needs  imme- 
diate relief.  Until  the  livestock  indus- 
try receives  some  immediate  assist- 
ance, I  ask  the  Senate  to  continue 
moving  ahead  with  Senate  bill  1743. 
Given  the  choice  of  whether  this  S18 
million  is  to  be  used  for  drought  emer- 
gency or  returned  to  the  Treasury,  I 
believe  the  choice  is  clear,  given  the 
crisis  that  we  face. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  indicated  a  week 
or  so  ago  speaking  on  the  fioor  on  this 
same  subject,  we  cannot  legislate  rain. 
But  we  can  legislate  some  measure  of 
reUef  during  this  time  of  crisis.  We 
should  do  so.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
join  me  in  doing  so.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  the  floor. 

EXHXBrrl 
department  of  agriculttjre, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington.  DC.  June  12, 1996. 
Hon.  Jeff  Bingaman. 

U.S.  Senate.  Senate  Hart  Building,  Washington. 
DC. 

Dear  Jeff:  This  is  in  response  to  your  re- 
quest for  comments  regarding  S.  1743,  a  bill 
"To  provide  temporary  emergency  livestock 
feed  assistance  for  certain  producers,  and  for 
other  purposes." 

S.  1743,  basically  mirrors  the  Livestock 
Feed  Program  (LFP)  that  was  suspended,  for 
crop  years  1996  through  2002,  by  the  Federal 
Agriculture  Improvement  and  R«form  Act  of 
1996,  signed  on  April  4,  1996,  with  two  excep- 
tions: (1)  eligible  livestock,  which  the  pro- 
posed legislation  limits  to  cattle,  sheep,  and 
goats;  and  (2)  funding.  Funds  for  the  expired 
program  originated  in  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  whereas  the  proposed  legisla- 
tion specifies  that  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture shall  use  not  more  than  S18  million 
that  otherwise  would  have  been  made  avail- 
able to  carry  out  the  cottonseed  oil  and 
sunflowerseed  oil  export  assistance  programs 
established  under  section  301(b)  of  the  Disas- 
ter Assistance  Act  of  1988. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  (USDA) 
supports  the  concept  and  intent  of  the  pro- 


posed legislation  as  a  means  to  provide  some 
form  of  assistance  to  livestock  producers 
who  cannot  receive  assistance  under  either 
crop  Insurance  or  the  Nonlnsured  Oop  Disas- 
ter Assistance  Program  (NAP),  as  the  Ad- 
ministration proposed  in  legislation  submit- 
ted to  Congress  last  year  in  formulating  the 
1996  Farm  Bill.  The  extension  proposed  in  S. 
1743  could  be  operated  through  the  current 
LFP  policy  and  procedure  with  very  limited 
changes.  Therefore,  if  the  legislation  were 
enacted.  It  could  be  implemented  In  a  very 
short  timeframe. 

The  long-term  Palmer  Index,  as  of  May  11. 
1996.  Indicates  that  extreme  drought  cur- 
rently is  occurring  in  parts  of  Arizona.  Cali- 
fornia. New  Mexico,  Nevada.  Texas,  and 
Utah.  The  Palmer  Index  also  shows  that  se- 
vere drought  is  occurring  in  parts  of  Arizona, 
Colorado,  Kansas,  New  Mexico,  Oklahoma, 
Texas,  and  Utah. 

USDA  would  support  S.  1743  If  It  were 
modified  so  that  benefits  under  the  proposed 
legislation  would  be  made  available  only  to 
those  producers  who  are  not  eligible  to  re- 
ceive assistance  under  NAP  or  crop  insur- 
ance. If  careful  consideration  Is  not  given  to 
eligibility  criteria,  the  $18  million  funding 
provided  for  the  legislation  will  be  inad- 
equate. NAP  assistance  on  privately-owned 
land  is  available  for  seeded  forage  and  for  na- 
tive forage.  On  Federal  or  State-owned  lands. 
NAP  assistance  is  available  only  for  seeded 
forage.  Vegetation  occurring  naturally  with- 
out seeding  is  considered  native  forage. 
Seeded  forage  is  defined  as  acreage  which  is 
mechanically  seeded  with  grasses  or  other 
vegetation  at  regular  Intervals,  at  least 
every  7  years,  in  accordance  with  good  farm- 
ing practices. 

Because  LFP  benefits  may  fluctuate  fre- 
quently during  the  feeding  period.  It  would 
be  advisable  to  provide  for  a  30-day  sign-up 
period  In  order  to  make  an  early  determina- 
tion of  potential  exi>enditures  and  to  Issue 
advance  pa3rments  accordingly. 

The  requirements  In  section  6,  of  the  pro- 
iwsed  blU,  Report  on  Use  of  Disaster  Reserve 
for  livestock  Assistance,  are  extraneous, 
and  need  not  be  included,  the  Administration 
is  quickly  developing  a  mechanism  for  dis- 
tributing the  Disaster  Reserve  stocks  and 
will  announce  it  very  soon. 

The  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  ad- 
vises that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  pres- 
entation of  this  report  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  Administration's  program. 
Sincerely, 

Dan  Guckuan. 

Secretary. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from  Mas- 

SfliCll.  U.S6  ti  tiS 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I  un- 
derstand that  the  leader  has  some  20 
minutes  of  time? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  advises  the  Senator  from  Massa- 
chusetts that  is  correct. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  yield  myself  12  min- 
utes of  the  leader's  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from  Mas- 
sachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  thank  you. 


MEDICAL  SAVINGS  ACCOUNTS 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  the 
House  and  the  Senate  Republican  com- 
promise on  medical  savings  accounts  is 
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a  capitulation  to  House  Republicans 
who  are  more  interested  in  creating  an 
issue  and  serving  a  speciaJ  interest 
constituency  than  in  passing  a  bill. 

I  listened  with  interest  to  speeches 
this  morning  that  accused  the  Demo- 
crats of  blocking  health  reform  by  not 
agreeing  to  the  appointment  of  con- 
ferees. This  kind  of  claim  cannot  pass 
the  truth-in-advertising  test.  Let  us 
look  at  the  record.  Medical  savings  ac- 
counts was  defeated  by  the  full  Senate. 
The  health  insurance  reform  bill  passed 
the  Senate  by  100  to  0  without  medical 
savings  accounts — 100  to  0  without 
medical  savings  accounts. 

When  the  majority  leader  attempted 
to  appoint  conferees,  he  proposed  a 
stacked  conference— a  degree  of  tilting 
unprecedented  in  the  last  three  con- 
ferences. His  only  goal  was  to  assure 
the  bill  that  came  out  of  the  con- 
ference included  this  bill-killer  provi- 
sion. The  Democrats  will  not  consent 
to  this  abuse  of  congressional  proce- 
dures. And  we  will  continue  to  fight  to 
pass  a  bill  the  President  can  sign,  a  bill 
that  will  improve  health  insurance,  not 
ruin  it. 

We  are  ready  to  talk  to  the  Repub- 
licans anjrwhere,  any  time.  We  do  not 
need  a  conference  to  work  out  this  leg- 
islation, if  the  Republicans  are  willing 
to  compromise.  But  we  will  not  agree 
to  a  conference  that  has  the  sole  goal 
of  assuring  the  death  of  this  bill  by  in- 
cluding in  it  an  unacceptable  provision 
rejected  by  the  Senate. 

Let  us  be  clear  about  who  is  blocking 
health  reform.  Health  reform  passed 
the  Senate  100  to  0.  It  was  a  clean,  bi- 
partisan bill.  If  it  were  passed  by  the 
House  today  it  would  be  signed  by  the 
President  tomorrow.  The  American 
people  are  tired  of  partisan  bickering. 
They  want  us  to  pass  the  bill  that 
passed  the  Senate  with  \manimous  sup- 
port. The  American  people  deserve  to 
have  insurance  reform  enacted.  The 
House  Republicans  should  not  be  try- 
ing to  kill  it  by  insisting  on  an  ex- 
treme partisan  agenda. 

Medical  savings  accounts  have  be- 
come the  Trojan  horse  that  could  de- 
stroy health  insurance  reform.  This  un- 
tried and  dangerous  proposal  does  not 
belong  in  the  consensus  insurance  re- 
form bill.  It  has  already  been  rejected 
by  the  Senate.  A  bill  containing  it  can- 
not be  enacted  into  law  and  signed  by 
the  President. 

Democrats  and  the  White  House  have 
offered  a  fair  compromise  which  would 
provide  for  a  controlled  and  limited 
test  of  the  MSA  concept  to  see  if  it 
should  be  expanded.  But  the  House  Re- 
publican leadership  has  said  that  it 
will  be  their  way  or  no  way.  As  Major- 
ity Leader  Armey  said  yesterday,  "I 
will  not  give  up  [on]  medical  savings 
accounts,"  and  he  dared  the  President 
to  veto  the  bill.  The  latest  Republican 
proposal  clearly  reflects  this  partisan 
strategy. 


The  Republican  leadership  pretends 
their  proposal  is  a  fair  attempt  to  deal 
with  concerns  about  medical  savings 
accounts.  But  it  is  nothing  of  the  kind. 
Under  their  proposal,  medical  savings 
accoimts  could  be  sold  to  all  small 
businesses  and  the  self-employed  im- 
mediately. This  opens  MSA's  to  a  mas- 
sive market,  consisting  of  more  than  40 
million  workers,  one-third  of  the  Na- 
tion's entire  labor  force.  This  is  hardly 
a  controlled,  limited  test. 

Even  more  serious,  experts  agree 
that  the  small  business  sector  of  the 
health  insurance  market  is  the  most 
vulnerable  to  the  disruption  that  medi- 
cal savings  accoimts  would  cause.  The 
joint  tax  committee  concluded  that  the 
sales  of  medical  savings  accounts 
would  be  concentrated  in  small  and 
medium-sized  firms. 

The  proposal  would  clearly  go  beyond 
the  bounds  of  what  is  acceptable,  even 
if  it  stopped  there.  But  it  does  not. 
After  3  years  in  which  medical  savings 
accounts  are  sold  in  this  vast  market, 
the  accounts  would  be  expanded  to  ev- 
eryone. Only  if  both  the  House  and 
Senate  voted  to  stop  the  expansion 
would  it  be  prevented.  Rather  than 
evaluation  by  an  impartial  body,  the 
evaluators  would  be  chosen  by  the 
chairmen  of  the  Finance  and  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committees,  both  strong 
proponents  of  MSA's.  This  is  not  a  test. 
It  is  a  travesty. 

There  are  other  objectionable  aspects 
of  this  compromise.  It  sets  a  deductible 
that  is  $5,000  per  individual  and  S7,500 
per  family,  far  beyond  the  means  of 
working  families.  Instead  of  capping 
the  obligations  to  people  who  finally 
meet  the  deductible,  it  allows  the  in- 
surance company  to  subject  them  to 
further  unlimited  costs  that  the  in- 
surer is  not  obligated  to  cover. 

Do  we  understand  that?  We  are  talk- 
ing about  a  $5,000  deductible.  Then 
after  an  Individual  reaches  that  $5,000 
deductible,  additional  deductibles  or 
co-payments  can  be  added  on. 

So,  Mr.  President,  we  have  to  ask 
ourselves,  what  working  family  is 
going  to  be  able  to  afford  that  per 
year?  What  senior  citizen?  What  group 
of  Americans  would  be  able  to  afford 
that?  Only  a  very  small  number  of 
Americans  would  be  able  to  afford  to 
pay  those  costs.  And  they  would  be  the 
wealthiest  individuals  and  obviously 
the  healthiest,  the  ones  that  do  not  be- 
lieve they  would  have  any  kind  of 
health  care  needs  ovor  the  course  of  a 
year. 

Beyond  these  problems,  there  is  no 
guarantee  under  the  Republican  pro- 
posal that  the  company  cannot  cancel 
your  policy,  or  cannot  establish  a  life- 
time ceiling  on  benefits  or  a  yearly 
limit.  We  had  the  debate  here  on  the 
floor,  on  the  Jeffords'  amendment 
which  would  have  prohibited  lifetime 
limits.  The  debate  over  this  issue  was 
brought  to  everyone's  attention  earlier 


this  year  when  one  of  our  leading  film 
actors,  Christopher  Reeve,  had  that 
tragic  horseback  riding  accident.  And 
he  had  one  of  the  best  insurance  poli- 
cies available.  And  then  he  reached  the 
limit  on  benefits  under  his  insurance 
policy.  And  that  company  said,  "No 
more.  We're  not  going  to  pay  any 
more." 

If  this  proposal  were  enacted  and  tax 
benefits  were  provided,  there  is  nothing 
to  prohibit  insurance  companies  from 
establishing  a  very  low  ceiling  on  bene- 
fits. Nothing— no  provision,  no  expla- 
nation. None  of  the  proponents  of 
MSA's  has  guaranteed  that  we  will  not 
have  any  kind  of  limit  or  that  MSAs 
will  take  care  of  all  the  catastrophic 
needs.  That  has  not  been  mentioned 
and  has  not  been  suggested,  has  not 
been  justified.  Not  one  Republican  has 
stated  that,  "Well,  if  we  provide  this 
program,  and  we  give  the  tax  benefits, 
then  insurance  companies  are  not 
going  to  cancel  your  policy.  '  Of  course 
they  are  going  to  be  able  to  cancel  it. 
Of  course  they  are  going  to  be  able  to 
cancel  it. 

So.  Mr.  President,  these  are  some  of 
the  points  that  need  to  be  examined  be- 
fore we  give  additional  kinds  of  tax 
benefits  for  the  development  and  mar- 
keting of  MSA's. 

It  is  no  accident  that  the  leading  pro- 
ponents of  medical  savings  accoimts 
are  insurance  companies,  like  the 
Golden  Rule  Insurance  Co.,  which  has 
been  one  of  the  worst  abusers  of  the 
current  system.  They  give  millions  of 
dollars  to  political  candidates  to  try  to 
get  this  business  opportunity  into  law. 
The  Golden  Rule's  record  is,  in  par- 
ticular, so  shamefiil  that  Consumer  Re- 
ports rank  them  near  the  bottom  of  all 
companies  because  of  its  inadequate 
coverage  and  frequent  rate  increases 
and  readiness  to  cancel  policies.  The 
Golden  Rule  Insurance  Co.  is  the  pri- 
mary proponent  of  this  whole  program 
of  medical  savings  accounts.  This  is 
why  Constmier  Reports  has  been  so 
critical  of  this  company — because  of 
the  inadequate  coverage,  the  frequent 
rate  increases,  and  the  cancellation  of 
policies.  Golden  Rule  was  effectively 
run  out  of  the  State  of  Vermont  be- 
cause of  poor  performance.  It  was  run 
right  out  because  of  misrepresenta- 
tions. 

When  the  Golden  Rule  Insurance  Co. 
withdrew  from  Vermont  because  it  was 
imwilling  to  compete  on  a  level  playing 
field  created  by  the  State's  insurance 
reform.  Blue  Cross  and  Blue  Shield 
took  over  their  policies.  They  found 
that  one  in  four  i>olicies  included  fine 
print  laden  with  unfair  provisions. 
Sometimes  arms,  backs,  breasts,  even 
skin  were  written  out  of  coverage. 

Newborns  were  excluded  unless  they 
were  bom  healthy.  It  is  an  interesting 
fact  that  about  85  to  90  percent  of  all 
the  medical  complications  to  newborns 
happen  in  the  first  10  days.  Look  at 
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some  of  the  fly-by-night  insurance 
companies  and  they  will  say,  "We  pro- 
vide comprehensive  coverage  for 
newborns  except  for  the  first  10  days." 

How  many  expectant  mothers,  prior 
to  the  time  they  become  pregnant  and 
get  up  to  speed  in  terms  of  this  wonder- 
ful opportunity  of  giving  birth,  under- 
stand that  80  percent  of  childhood  ab- 
normality comes  within  that  first  10 
days?  Very  few.  But  the  insurance  com- 
pany understands  it.  Golden  Rule  un- 
derstood it.  Remember,  they  are  the 
primary  sponsors  of  medical  savings 
accounts. 

The  strongest  opponents  of  the  medi- 
cal savings  accounts  are  organizations 
representing  working  families,  senior 
citizens,  consumers,  and  the  disabled, 
who  have  the  most  to  lose  if  the  cur- 
rent system  of  comprehensive  insur- 
ance is  destroyed.  We  know  whose 
voices  should  be  heard  when  Congress 
decides  this  issue — not  the  voices  of  the 
greedy  special  interests,  but  the  voices 
of  those  who  depend  on  adequate  insur- 
ance to  get  the  caire  they  need  at  a 
price  they  can  afford. 

It  is  very  interesting  who  is  on  which 
side  during  the  course  of  this  debate. 
On  the  one  side  of  medical  savings  ac- 
counts is  Golden  Rule,  the  primary 
contributor  to  political  candidates  that 
support  that  concept.  Golden  Rule  is 
also  one  of  the  worst  abusers  of  the 
system  that  we  are  trying  to  address  in 
the  imderlylng  bill,  dealing  with  pre- 
existing conditions  and  portability. 

Who  is  on  the  other  side?  Working 
families,  seniors,  consumers,  middle- 
income  families.  They  have  the  most 
to  lose  with  sksrrocketing  increases  in 
their  insurance  premiums.  As  the  med- 
ical savings  accounts  draw  the  healthi- 
est and  the  wealthiest  individuals  out 
of  the  system,  the  premiums  of  work- 
ing families  are  going  to  continue  to 
increase. 

The  great  danger  of  medical  savings 
accounts  is  that  they  are  likely  to 
raise  the  health  insurance  premiums 
through  the  roof  and  make  insurance 
unaCfordable  to  large  numbers  of  citi- 
zens. They  will  discourage  preventive 
care  and  raise  health  care  costs.  They 
are  a  multibilllon  dollar  tax  giveaway 
to  the  wealthy  at  the  expense  of  work- 
ing families  and  the  sick,  and  their 
costs  could  balloon  the  deficit  by  tens 
of  billions  of  dollars. 

The  Joint  Tax  Committee  estimated 
there  would  be  1  million  individuals 
who  would  take  advantage  of  medical 
savings  accounts.  It  would  cost  the 
Treasury  S3  billion  over  10  years  for  1 
million  people.  The  Republican  pro- 
posal presented  to  us,  allegedly  as  a 
compromise,  would  make  43  million 
Americans  eligible  for  it.  If  it  is  S3  bil- 
lion for  1  million  people,  it  does  not 
take  a  genius  to  figure  out  that  we  are 
risking  adding  tens  of  billions  of  dol- 
lars to  the  deficit  with  this  untested 
and  untried  program. 


The  most  troubling  aspect  of  the 
medical  savings  accounts  is  the  risk 
that  they  will  destroy  the  insurance 
pool  and  price  conventional  insurance 
out  of  sight  for  millions  of  Americans. 

Leading  newspapers  all  over  America 
have  editorialized  strongly  against 
medical  savings  accounts.  I  will  read 
some  excerpts  from  their  comments, 
and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  the  full  text  of 
editorials  at  the  conclusion  of  my  re- 
mArtcs 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  On  May  8,  Robert 
Samuelson  of  the  Washington  Post 
wrote: 

MSAs  are  mostly  an  untested  concept  .  .  . 
If  MSAs  are  as  good  as  claimed,  lee  them  pre- 
vail as  a  stand-alone  measure  after  a  full  de- 
bate ...  If  Republicans  let  their  Ideological 
fantasies  obstruct  their  useful  legislation, 
they  risk  being  attacked  ruthlessly.  And 
they  will  deserve  It. 

The  point  mentioned  here,  if  MSA"s 
are  as  good  as  they  say  they  are,  let  us 
pass  the  Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill 
today,  and  then  we  can  debate  MSA's 
and  medical  malpractice  later.  We  can 
do  that  and  have  a  good  debate,  and  let 
the  chips  fall  where  they  may.  Why 
hold  this  bill  hostage? 

On  June  6,  1996.  a  Los  Angeles  Times 
editorial  states: 

Large,  national  consumer  groups  .  .  .  have 
argued  reasonably  that  the  MSA  provision 
being  pushed  primarily  by  House  Repub- 
licans with  the  backing  of  the  American 
Medical  Association  would  encourage  the 
wealthy,  who  could  afford  to  pay  high 
deductibles,  to  opt  out  of  low-deductible  or 
comprehensive  plans,  thus  raising  the  costs 
for  everyone  else,  and  could  tempt  the  pre- 
sumably healthy  to  avoid  wellness  checkups 
that  might  save  them  money  In  the  short 
term  but  could  raise  their  medical  costs 
down  the  line  .  .  . 

The  New  York  Times  on  Thursday, 
May  30, 1996  says: 

Demonstration  projects  of  an  untested  Idea 
make  sense. 

The  Dallas  Morning  News  says: 
Medical  savings  accounts  represent  spe- 
cial-Interest legislation  activities  at  their 
worst.  What  this  country  needs  Is  major  re- 
form that  guarantees  full  health  care  cov- 
erage to  everyone,  not  another  junk  insur- 
ance plan.  Medical  savings  accounts  are  a 
bad  Idea. 

That  was  the  Dallas  Morning  News. 
The  Baltimore  Sun,  April  25,  writes: 
Senator  Dole  would  be  well  advised  to  drop 
this  Idea  [of  medical  savings  accounts]  which 
Is  In  the  House  bill,  rather  than  make  It  a 
veto-bait  amendment  that  would  wreck  pros- 
pects for  any  health  care  reform  this  year. 

The  Washington  Post  on  June  3 
writes: 

In  fact,  the  effect  [of  medical  savings  ac- 
counts] would  be  to  fracture  the  Insurance 
market;  the  healthy,  for  whom  the  savings 
account  would  have  greatest  appeal,  would 
no  longer  be  In  the  pool  to  help  pay  the  bills 
of  the  sick,  whose  costs  would  rise. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  a  sampling  of 
editorials    from   around    the    country. 


North,  South,  East.  West,  all  raising 
serious,  serious  problems  with  regard 
to  an  imtested  and  untried  idea. 

Now.  the  first  rule  of  medicine  is:  Do 
no  harm.  We  could  say,  why  not  go 
ahead  and  take  the  bill  that  passed  this 
body  by  100  to  0,  and  pass  it  again  rath- 
er than  trying  to  add  this  poison  pill — 
this  idea  that  is  risky,  untested,  and 
has  the  potential  to  be  so  costly  in 
terms  of  the  deficit  and  what  it  might 
do  to  the  health  insurance  system. 
That  is  our  position.  It  is  a  reasonable 
position.  The  American  people  are 
coming  to  understand  that. 

To  those  who  genuinely  believe  medi- 
cal savings  accounts  offer  an  improve- 
ment in  the  health  care  system,  I  say 
we  should  work  together  to  devise  a 
fair  test  of  the  concept  that  will  not 
put  millions  of  American  families  at 
risk.  The  American  people's  hopes  for 
insurance  reform  should  not  be  held 
hostage  to  a  partisan  special  interest 
agenda. 

Over  time,  we  are  very  hopeful  that 
given  the  importance  of  this  legisla- 
tion, we  can  still  pass  it  in  the  remain- 
ing weeks  of  this  Congress.  As  I  have 
stated  many  times,  this  legislation, 
crafted  by  Senator  Kassebaum,  rep- 
resented the  common  ground  that 
came  out  of  the  debate  in  1994  over  a 
more  comprehensive  health  program.  It 
passed  unanimously  out  of  our  commit- 
tee. I  think  it  was  probably  the  only 
major  piece  of  legislation  that  passed 
imanimously  out  of  our  conmiittee  and 
unanimously  in  the  U.S.  Senate. 

The  time  is  here  for  broad,  broad  sup- 
port for  health  insurance  reform  that 
will  help  Americans  across  this  coun- 
try. Why  risk  it  with  an  untested  and 
untried  idea?  Why  risk  it?  Why  risk 
jeopardizing  successful  completion  of 
this  health  insurance  reform  that  will 
make  such  a  difference  to  the  25  mil- 
lion Americans  who  have  some  disabil- 
ity and  to  the  tens  of  millions  of  Amer- 
icans who  are  moving  and  changing 
their  jobs?  This  bill  provides  port- 
ability. 

Why  risk  a  concept  that  Democrats 
and  Republicans  alike  are  strongly 
committed  to?  That  is  what  the  issue 
is  before  the  Senate.  I  am  very  hopeful 
that  common  sense  and  the  needs  of 
the  American  people  will  be  put  first 
and  we  will  still  be  able  to  pass  this 
very  good  bill  that  has  been  sponsored 
by  our  distinguished  colleague,  the 
Senator  from  Kansas,  Senator  Kasse- 
baum. 

BScHiBrr  1 

[From  the  Washington  Post.  May  8, 1996] 

Dubious  Crusade  for  medical  Savings 

Accounts 

(By  Robert  J.  Samuelson) 

Just  why  some  Republicans  have  chosen 
Medical  Savings  Accounts  (MSAs)  for  their 
latest  crusade  Is  a  mystery  known  only  to 
them.  Some  Issues  assume  symbolic  meaning 
well  beyond  their  practical  significance — the 
minimum  wage,  for  example.  Its  mainly  lib- 
eral advocates  wrongly  portray  It  as  an  Im- 
portant way  of  reducing  poverty.  Medical 
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savings  accounts  are  a  similar  phenomenon. 
Their  mainly  conservative  supporters  see 
them  as  a  bold  way  to  control  health  costs 
and  expand  patient  choice.  All  this  is  dubi- 
ous. 

Judgments  must  be  hedged  because,  unlike 
the  minimum  wage — where  there's  ample  ex- 
perience—MSAs  are  mostly  an  untested  con- 
cept. They  would  allow  people  to  combine  a 
catastrophic  health  insurance  policy  with  an 
annual  tax-exempt  contribution  (made  ei- 
ther by  employers  or  by  Individuals)  Into  an 
MSA.  People  would  use  their  MSAs  for  nor- 
mal health  expenses  (checkups,  colds,  minor 
injuries)  and  rely  on  Insurance  for  crises. 
This,  the  theory  holds,  would  Inspire  cost 
consciousness.  Americans  would  shop  for 
doctors  and  hospitals  with  the  lowest  prices 
and  best  care. 

On  their  face.  MSAs  are  not  a  nutty  Idea. 
If  we  were  starting  a  health  Insurance  sys- 
tem, they  might  make  sense.  One  basic  prob- 
lem of  the  present  system  is  that  comprehen- 
sive Insurance  made  almost  everyone  indif- 
ferent to  costs.  Patients  wanted  the  best 
care.  Doctors  and  hospitals  benefited  finan- 
cially by  maximizing  care.  Arguably,  the 
health  cost  spiral  might  have  slowed  If  Insur- 
ance had  covered  only  expensive  disasters. 

But  we  aren't  starting  from  scratch.  Gov- 
ernment policies  have  created  a  different 
system.  Tax  subsidies  encouraged  companies 
to  provide  workers  comprehensive  Insurance. 
The  subsidy  Is  the  exclusion  of  the  employ- 
er's insurance  contribution  from  taxes.  Sup- 
pose a  company  buys  S4.500  of  Insurance  for 
each  worker;  the  workers  don't  pay  taxes  on 
that  S4,500.  In  1995  these  subsidies  cost  the 
Treasury  SS8  billion.  And  of  course,  there's 
Medicare  and  Medicaid  for  more  than  65  mil- 
lion elderly  and  poor.  As  a  result,  most 
Americans  have  broad  Insurance  and  like  It. 

This  Is  why  tax-free  MSAs.  If  offered, 
might  not  attract  many  takers.  Congres- 
sional Republicans  have  twice  tried  to  create 
MSAs;  first  for  Medicare  recipients  in  legis- 
lation vetoed  by  President  Clinton;  and  now 
for  the  under-65  population  In  the  House  ver- 
sion of  the  Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill,  which 
would  protect  workers  against  insurance 
loss.  The  Congressional  Budget  Office  pro- 
jected that  2  percent  of  Medicare  recipients 
would  switch;  for  the  under-65  population, 
the  congressional  Joint  Committee  on  Tax- 
ation put  usage  at  about  one  percent. 

If  accurate,  these  estimates  mean  that 
MSAs  wouldn't  do  much  to  cut  costs  or  ex- 
pand choice.  Moreover,  the  basic  theory  may 
be  flawed.  Buying  health  care  is  not  like 
buying  groceries.  With  their  money  at  stake, 
people  may  not  rush  to  the  doctor  at  the 
first  sniffle;  and  competitive  pressures  might 
trim  prices  for  some  routine  services.  But  70 
I>ercent  of  health  spending  stems  from  10  i)er- 
cent  of  seriously  sick  Americans.  These  peo- 
ple have  heart  attacks.  AIDS  or  complicated 
pregnancies.  Catastrophic  Insurance  would 
cover  these  costs;  MSAs  wouldn't  matter. 

The  explosion  of  "managed  care"  has  also 
undermined  MSAs'  potential.  Competition 
has  already  come  to  the  health  care  market 
in  the  form  of  massive  groups  of  buyers  and 
sellers — companies.  local  governments, 
health  maintenance  organlzatlozis— haggling 
over  prices,  coverage  and  quality.  At  least 
temporarily,  this  has  dramatically  slowed 
health  spending.  MSAs  embody  a  dllXerent 
philosophy  of  cost  control.  Individuals 
wouldn't  have  much  clout  in  today's  medical 
market. 

What's  the  fuss  then?  If  MSAs  wouldn't 
matter  much,  why  not  authorize  them  and 
be  done  with  it?  The  main  reason  for  caution 
is  that  all  the  predictions  of  modest  usage 


could  prove  wrong— and  if  MSAs  became 
hugely  popular,  they  could  radically  change 
the  health  care  system.  Under  today's  Insur- 
ance system,  the  premiums  of  younger  and 
healthier  workers  subsidize  the  higher 
health  spending  of  less  healthy  middle-aged 
and  older  workers.  MSAs  would.  In  theory, 
enable  millions  of  younger  workers  to  opt 
out  of  this  invisible  subsidy. 

They  could  take  the  cheaper  catastrophic 
coverage  and  keep  the  unused  portion  of 
their  MSAs  as  tax-free  saving  to  be  with- 
drawn at  age  59Vi.  A  mass  defection  of 
younger  workers  could  have  a  devastating  ef- 
fect on  the  premiums  of  older  workers.  A 
study  by  the  Urban  Institute  estimates  that 
If  20  percent  of  workers  switched  to  MSAs. 
premium  costs  for  those  sticking  with  com- 
prehensive insurance  would  rise  almost  60 
percent.  Just  what  would  happen  then  is 
anyone's  guess.  Businesses  might  abandon 
comprehensive  Insurance  or  lower  workers" 
salaries  to  pay  for  It. 

Cross  subsidies  and  managed  care  (which 
many  MSA  advocates  dislike)  are  legitimate 
subjects  of  debate.  But  we  should  not  un- 
leash a  health  care  upheaval  simply  as  an 
afterthought.  If  MSAs  are  as  good  as 
claimed,  let  them  prevail  as  a  stand-alone 
measure  after  a  full  debate.  Right  now. 
they're  simply  hitchhiking  on  other  health 
care  legislation.  (The  same  objection  also  ap- 
plies to  a  rider  on  the  Senate-passed  Kasse- 
baum-Kennedy bill:  the  requirement  that 
mental  health  benefits  be  Included  with  in- 
surance. No  one  knows  the  consequences  of 
this;  it  could  be  immensely  expensive.) 

The  political  puzzle  is  why  so  many  Repub- 
licans are  obsessed  with  MSAs.  There's  no 
public  clamor  for  them.  Portraying  them  as 
a  trulmph  of  Individualism  over  government 
control  is  a  rhetorical  delusion.  MSAs  are 
simply  another  government  health  care  sub- 
sidy in  a  system  already  swamped  with 
them.  Like  other  subsidies.  MSAs  would 
channel  and  constrict  people's  freedom.  The 
funds  in  these  accounts,  for  example,  could 
not  easily  be  used  to  buy  "managed  care" 
policies. 

Yet  ags^n  Republicans  seem  to  be  falling 
into  a  self-made  trap.  The  White  House  cited 
MSAs  as  one  reason  for  rejecting  the  con- 
gressional plan  to  curb  Medicare  spending. 
And  now  the  president  has  threatened  to 
veto  the  Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill  if  It  au- 
thorizes MSAs.  even  though  the  bill's  main 
feature — protecting  workers  with  "preexist- 
ing" health  conditions  against  losing  insur- 
ance— have  wide  support.  If  Republicans  let 
their  Ideological  fantasies  obstruct  useful 
legislation,  they  risk  being  attacked  ruth- 
lessly. And  they  will  deserve  it. 

[From  the  Los  Angeles  Times.  June  6. 1996] 

U.S.  Deserves  This  Health  Reform— Con- 
gress Should  Find  a  Way  To  Save  Key 
Legislation 

That  the  Kennedy-Kassebaum  health  In- 
surance Reform  Bill  passed  100  to  0  In  the 
U.S.  Senate  on  April  23  was  no  fluke.  Both 
Republicans  and  Democrats  knew  it  Incor- 
porated the  best  and  most  pragmatic  ele- 
ments of  the  ambitious  Clinton  health  re- 
forms that  crashed  In  1994.  reforms  that 
would  limit  exclusions  still  existing  in  more 
than  half  of  all  Americans'  health  Insurance 
policies  and  that  would  make  health  cov- 
erage portable  so  workers  would  not  lose 
their  Insurance  if  they  changed  or  left  their 
jobs. 

The  bill  enjoys  the  support  of  both  Presi- 
dent Clinton,  who  applauded  It  In  his  State 
of  the  Union  address  in  January,  and  Senate 


Majority  Leader  Bob  Dole,  who  as  recently 
as  Tuesday  said  he  would  like  a  reasonable 
facsimile  of  It  passed  before  he  retires  from 
office  next  week. 

Nevertheless,  many  on  Capitol  Hill  say  the 
bill  Is  doomed  because  of  the  failure  of  House 
and  Senate  members  to  nail  down  a  workable 
compromise.  Progress  has  been  made  in  re- 
cent days  on  two  key  provisions,  dubbed 
NEW  As  and  parity.  House  members  have  in- 
formally agreed  to  drop  their  insistence  on 
exempting  small  insurance  pools  called 
NEW  As  (multiple  employer  welfare  arrange- 
ments) from  state  regulation.  This  is  good 
news  for  consumers,  because  otherwise 
MEWAs  would  not  have  to  comply  with  state 
mandates  that  require  plans  to  offer  such  es- 
sential procedures  as  mammography 
screenings  and  newborn  Infant  care. 

The  other  compromise  has  been  on  so- 
called  parity,  the  Senate  bill's  requirement 
that  mental  illnesses  be  covered  as  fully  as 
physical  health  conditions.  The  new  lan- 
guage Instead  simply  calls  for  more  stady. 
Given  the  Senate  bill's  fuzzy  definition  of 
what  constitutes  "mental  illness."  there  is 
certainly  a  need  to  look  at  studies  before 
drafting  further  legislation. 

The  real  stickler  Is  medical  savings  ac- 
counts, or  MSAs.  These  would  allow  Ameri- 
cans covered  by  hlgh-dedcutlble  "cata- 
strophic" insurance  (a  deductible  of  Sl.SOO  for 
Individuals.  S3.000  for  families)  to  make  tax- 
free  contributions  to  private  accounts  and 
either  use  that  money  to  i>ay  medical  ex- 
penses or  roll  It  over  into  IBAs  or  pension 
plans. 

The  basis  idea  behind  the  MSAs  is  sound: 
to  encourage  ordinary  citizens  to  assume 
some  of  the  responsibility  for  the  country's 
splraling  health  care  costs  (expected  to 
reach  SI  trillion  by  the  end  of  this  year).  Bat 
large,  national  consumer  groups  like  Citizen 
Action  have  argued  reasonably  that  the  MSA 
provision,  being  pushed  primarily  by  House 
Republicans  with  the  backing  of  the  Amer- 
ican Medical  Assn..  would  encourage  the 
wealthy,  who  could  afford  to  pay  high  de- 
ductible, to  opt  out  of  low-deductible  or 
comprehensive  plans,  thus  raising  the  costs 
for  everyone  else,  and  could  tempt  the  pre- 
sumably healthy  to  avoid  wellness  checkups 
that  might  save  them  money  in  the  short 
term  but  could  raise  their  medical  costs 
down  the  line. 

The  only  politician  on  the  Hill  powerful 
enough  to  persuade  the  Republicans  to  ac- 
cept a  compromise  on  MSAs — such  as  Sen. 
Edward  Kennedy's  notion  of  testing  them  In 
key  states — Is  Dole.  The  presumptive  Repub- 
lican presidential  candidate  has  much  to 
gain  from  marshaling  his  formidable  nego- 
tiating skills,  for  he  insisted  on  a  workable 
compromise  when  it  became  clear  that  Clin- 
ton's health  care  bill  was  doomed.  The 
presdlent  stands  to  gain  as  well,  for  in  his 
State  of  the  Union  address  he  declared  pas- 
sage of  a  compromise  health  bill  a  top  prior- 
ity. Both  have  much  to  lose  if  they  don't  get 
behind  this  bill  in  the  coming  week,  but 
given  the  bill's  indispensable  provisions,  the 
sorest  loser  may  be  the  average  American. 

[From  the  New  York  Times.  May  30. 1996] 

MR.  DOLE'S  Health-Care  Task 

Bob  Dole  says  he  wants  to  pass  health-care 
reform  before  he  steps  down  as  majority 
leader  and  leaves  the  Senate  next  month. 
The  task  will  not  be  easy.  Bills  passed  by  the 
House  and  Senate  would  perform  a  valuable 
service  by  requiring  insurers  to  offer  cov- 
erage to  workers  who  lost  or  quit  their  jobs, 
a  requirement  known  as  portability,  though 
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notlUn?  In  these  modest  bills  guarantees 
that  coverage  would  be  affordable  for  Indi- 
vidual workers.  But  Congress  is  hung  up  over 
three  ideology-laden  provisions  added  to  one 
bill  or  the  other.  Mr.  Dole  has  yet  to  resolve 
the  wrangling. 

The  House  bill  would  enshrine  a  favorite 
conservative  remedy,  the  so-called  medical 
savings  accounts.  The  bill  would  provide  a 
tax  break  for  money  deposited  into  these 
special  accounts  and  the  money  would  be 
used  to  pay  routine  medical  bills.  The  own- 
ers of  these  accounts  would  cover  their  large 
medical  bills  by  buying  a  high-deductible,  or 
catastrophic,  policy. 

Proponents  say  the  accounts  will  dlscour- 
aige  wasteful  care  because  individuals  will  be 
aware  of  each  dollar  they  spend.  But  the  ac- 
counts will  probably  do  little  to  discourage 
waste  because  an  overwhelming  percentage 
of  medical  expenditures  are  accounted  for  by 
the  15  percent  or  so  of  the  population  that 
rack  up  huge  bills  and  therefore  are  well  be- 
yond the  deductible  of  their  catastrophic 
policies.  Even  worse,  medical  savings  ac- 
counts will  siphon  healthy  patients  out  of 
the  market  for  traditional  coverage,  leaving 
a  concentrated  pool  of  sick  applicants  who 
will  be  forced  to  pay  sky-high  rates  for  ordi- 
nary coverage. 

Mr.  Dole  knows  he  cannot  push  the  savings 
accounts,  which  conservatives  love  as  a  gov- 
ernment-free solution  to  health  reform,  past 
a  Presidential  veto.  Some  In  his  party  are 
willing  to  settle  on  a  demonstration  project. 
Demonstration  projects  of  an  untested  idea 
make  sense.  But  President  Clinton  ought  to 
be  wary.  For  a  demonstration  project  to  pro- 
vide a  valid  test,  it  would  need  to  last  at 
least  six  years — enough  time  to  watch  how 
healthy  people  who  own  the  accounts  react 
when  they  become  sick.  Will  they  junk  cata- 
strophic coverage?  will  they  save  money 
after  sick  years  balance  out  healthy  years? 
Will  they  forgo  preventive  care,  driving 
them  to  high-cost  specialists?  Shorter  peri- 
ods would  not  suffice  because  more  than  83 
percent  of  the  population  are  healthy  at  any 
one  time  and  would  not  need  to  dip  f^  into 
their  tax-subsidized  deposits. 

Another  obstacle  to  compromise  concerns 
purchasing  pools,  a  sensible  way  for  small 
employers  to  join  to  negotiate  discounts 
with  hospitals  and  physicians.  The  Senate 
would  encourage  such  small-employer  pools, 
but  keep  them  under  strict  state  regulation. 
The  House  bill  would  unwisely  create  loop- 
holes through  which  small  employers  could 
escape  government  oversight,  even  state 
monitoring  of  solvency  and  grievance  proce- 
dures. 

The  third  obstacle  is  the  Senate's  well- 
meaning  provision  to  require  Insurers  to 
cover  mental  Illness  on  a  par  with  other  con- 
ditions. Americans  do  need  adequate  cov- 
erage of  mental  illness.  But  the  hastily 
adopted  provision  would  create  major  eco- 
nomic problems  that  will  probably  doom  the 
measure  to  defeat.  The  provision  is  likely  to 
boost  Insurance  costs  by  as  much  as  10  per- 
cent and  drive  employers  to  drop  coverage  of 
400.000  workers. 

The  Senate  is  right  that  health-care  poli- 
cies should  Include  adequate  coverage  of 
mental  Illness.  But  the  proper  way  to 
achieve  that  goal  is  for  Congress  to  appoint 
a  commission  to  come  up  with  a  cost-effec- 
tive package  of  federally  defined  basic  health 
benefits.  Piecemeal  mandates,  conceived  in 
haste,  are  likely  to  produce  unintended  ad- 
verse consequences. 

The  only  bill  that  has  a  realistic  chance  of 
passing  Congress  and  getting  past  the  White 
House  is  one  that  sticks  close  to  the  Senate 


bill  but  forgoes  mental-health  parity  until 
another  day.  This  is  an  obvious  compromise 
for  Mr.  Dole  to  seize. 

[From  the  Dallas  Morning  News] 

No  Cure-all.  Medical  Savings  accounts 
Present  a  Flawed  Solution 

(By  Usa  McGiffert) 

Two  time-tested  adages  come  to  mind 
when  I  hear  about  medical  savings  accounts: 

If  It  sounds  too  good  to  be  true,  it  probably 
is. 

The  devil  is  in  the  details. 

Empowering  people  to  make  their  own 
health  care  choices  and  cutting  wasteful 
spending  are  worthwhile  goals.  But  medical 
savings  accounts  are  a  misguided  attempt  at 
health  care  reform. 

Although  the  concept  being  proposed  to 
lawmakers  stands  to  enrich  the  coffers  of 
some  major  insurance  companies,  it  has  the 
potential  to  limit  access  to  health  care  for 
millions  of  Americans  and  to  cost  taxpayers 
billions  of  dollars. 

Medical  savings  accounts  will  provide  lit- 
tle help  to  the  vast  majority  of  families  that 
are  excluded  from  Insurance  because  of  pre- 
existing conditions  or  modest  means. 

Nevertheless,  the  idea  is  being  sold  by  In- 
surance lobbyists  as  a  market-based  solution 
for  controlling  health  care  costs.  It  is  at- 
tracting attention  both  among  Texas  law- 
makers and  in  Congress. 

In  Texas,  the  state  Senate  Economic  De- 
velopment Committee  is  studying  the  poten- 
tial benefits  and  liabilities  of  medical  sav- 
ings accounts.  In  Washington,  Rep.  Bill  Ar- 
cher. R-Houston.  is  authoring  legislation  on 
medical  savings  accounts. 

In  a  tjrpical  medical  savings  account,  a 
person  purchases  an  individual  catastrophic 
insurance  policy  (as  opposed  to  a  group  pol- 
icy) with  a  high  deductible  of,  say.  $3,000.  To 
pay  for  health  care  expenses  below  that 
amount,  the  individual  sets  up  a  tax-free 
medical  savings  account.  After  the  deduct- 
ible is  met,  the  catastrophic  policy — which 
can  have  struck  limitations  on  coverage — be- 
comes effective. 

Medical  savings  accounts  also  can  be  of- 
fered by  employers,  who  fund  the  employee's 
account  and  pay  for  the  catastrophic  cov- 
erage. If  you  are  fortunate  enough  not  to 
incur  medical  expenses,  you  can  roll  over  the 
year-end  account  balance,  tax  free,  into  the 
new  year.  Or  you  can  pocket  it,  pay  taxes  on 
the  money  and  use  it  for  other  purposes. 

But  medical  savings  accounts  aren't  the 
magic  pills  envisioned  by  their  promoters. 
Quite  the  contrary,  they  run  counter  to  good 
health  Insurance  principles. 

Good  health  policies  should: 

Be  available  and  affordable.  Medical  sav- 
ings accounts  target  mostly  young,  healthy 
subscribers  leaving  other  health  Insurance 
plans  with  a  pool  of  more  expensive  subscrib- 
ers. Some  individuals  and  small  employers  in 
those  other  plans  could  be  forced  to  termi- 
nate their  coverage  due  to  the  resulting  cost 
Increases. 

Even  people  who  choose  medical  savings 
accounts  run  the  risk  of  higher  costs.  Indi- 
viduals who  gamble  on  being  healthy  and 
guess  wrong  could  face  higher  health  costs 
after  their  accounts  axe  depleted  and  before 
the  catastrophic  coverage  kicks  In  or  if  they 
need  services  that  are  excluded  by  the  plan. 

Offer  full  benefits  with  proper  consumer 
protections.  Medical  savings  accounts  will  be 
exempt  from  all  mandated  state  benefits 
that   guarantee   protections   to   consumers. 


such  as  requiring  policies  to  include 
newborns  during  their  first  31  days  of  life 
and  to  cover  complications  of  pregnancy  just 
like  any  other  Illness. 

Most  medical  savings  account  legislation 
hasn't  specified  what  the  policies  should 
cover,  opening  the  door  to  stripped-down, 
low-value  plans.  What's  more,  medical  sav- 
ings accounts  will  move  more  people  from 
group  policies  into  individual  policies,  leav- 
ing them  with  the  least  consumer-friendly  of 
Insurance  products. 

Be  easy  to  administer.  Most  medical  sav- 
ings accounts  allow  administrative  fees  for 
managing  the  accounts,  making  them 
Incratlve  for  Insurers  and  bankers  but  a  poor 
deal  for  consumers.  Under  one  proposal,  con- 
sumers could  be  charged  10  percent  of  the 
amount  In  their  medlcai  savings  accounts. 

Offer  a  good  value  for  the  premium  dollar. 
The  sellers  of  catastrophe  Insurance  plans 
are  betting  that  medical  savings  accounts 
will  deliver  healthy  profits.  That  is  a  good 
bet,  considering  that  only  about  12  percent 
of  adults  spend  more  than  $5,000  per  year  on 
health  care.  Most  medical  savings  account 
holders  never  will  have  the  kind  of  "cata- 
strophic Illness"  their  high  deductible  insur- 
ance plan  covers. 

Medical  savings  accounts  represent  spe- 
cial-interest legrislation  at  It  worst.  They 
have  been  subject  of  extraordinary  lobbying 
efforts  in  state  legislatures  and  Congress. 
That  an  idea  as  fiawed  as  this  has  gone  so  far 
with  lawmakers  is  a  tribute  to  the  power  of 
money  and  Influence.  What  this  country 
needs  is  major  reform  that  guarantees  full 
health  care  coverage  to  everyone,  not  an- 
other junk  insurance  plan. 

Medical  savings  accounts  are  a  bad  idea. 

[From  the  Baltimore  Sun.  Apr.  25. 1996] 
ANOTHER  Chance  for  Health  Care  Reform 

Not  since  Dorothy  skipped  up  the  yellow 
brick  road  has  Kansas  presented  anyone 
quite  as  appealing  as  its  junior  senator, 
Nancy  Landon  Kassebaum.  As  she  moves  to- 
ward the  close  of  a  distinguished  18-year  leg- 
islative career.  Senator  Kassebaum  Is  co- 
sponsor  (along  with  Democrat  Edward  M. 
Kennedy)  of  a  sensible  first-step  reform  of 
the  nation's  health  care  system. 

Senate  passage  of  the  Kassebaum-Kennedy 
measure  by  a  rare  100-0  vote  refiects  strong 
popular  backing.  It  would  be  unforgivable  if 
this  measure  were  encrusted  in  conference 
committee  with  amendments  that  would 
lead  to  its  defeat  or  veto.  Mrs.  Kassebaum 
set  the  right  course  when  she  voted  against 
additions  she  herself  favors. 

Americans  should  spurn  complaints  that 
her  bill  falls  to  achieve  the  grandiose  trans- 
formation proposed  by  the  administration  in 
1993.  President  Clinton  now  acknowledges  he 
"set  the  Congress  up  for  failure"  by  seeking 
to  do  too  much  too  soon  and  by  "dissing" 
Republican  alternatives  that  would  have 
gone  much  further  than  the  Kassebaum-Ken- 
nedy measure. 

Of  more  Immediate  concern,  however,  is 
whether  Kansas'  senior  senator,  presidential 
hopeful  Bob  Dole,  will  also  overreach  by  not 
sticking  with  the  Nancy  Kassebaum  ap- 
proach. He's  on  the  conference  committee; 
she  is  not. 

The  Senate  bill  is  neither  Incremental  nor 
inconsequential.  Some  25  million  Americans 
are  caught  in  "job  lock" — fearful  of  quitting 
their  jobs  because  they  cannot  take  their 
health  insurance  with  them  or  because  they 
have  an  .existing  medical  conditiou  that 
could  lead  to  the  denial  of  a  new  policy.  The 
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pending  legislation  would  guarantee  the 
"portability"  of  such  insurance  coverage.  It 
would  also  Increase  the  tax  deduction  for 
health  insurance  costs  incurred  by  some  17 
million  self-employed. 

Against  Mrs.  Kassebaum's  advice,  the  Sen- 
ate tacked  an  amendment  to  her  legislation 
that  would  require  health  insurance  cov- 
erage of  mental  as  well  as  physical  ailments. 
This  Is  a  laudable  concept — one  that  will 
someday  materialize— but  it  has  drawn  fierce 
opposition  from  a  cost-conscious  business 
community. 

Far  more  partisan  is  a  Republican  proposal 
to  allow  tax  deductions  for  so-called  medical 
savings  accounts.  Senator  Dole  was  humili- 
ated last  week  when  five  GOP  senators  com- 
bined with  Senate  Democrats  to  defeat  his 
effort  to  add  this  to  the  Kassebaum-Kennedy 
bill.  Senator  Dole  would  be  well  advised  to 
drop  this  idea,  which  is  in  the  House  bill, 
rather  than  make  it  a  veto-bait  amendment 
that  would  wreck  prospects  for  any  health 
care  reform  this  year.  He  should,  in  short, 
skip  along  on  Nancy  Kassebaum's  road  to  re- 
alism. 


[From  the  Washington  Post,  June  3. 1996] 

Senator  Dole's  Final  Business 
Bob  Dole  has  only  a  few  days  left  in  the 
Senate.  How  will  he  spend  them?  He  said  last 
month  that  he  hoped  before  stepping  down  to 
stage  one  more  vote  on  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  the  Constitution,  even  though 
it's  pretty  clear  that  the  proposition  would 
fill— as  well  it  should.  He  has  also  said  that 
he  would  like  to  see  to  enactment  of  the  so- 
called  Kassebaum-Kennedy  health  insurance 
bill,  meant  to  help  people  keep  their  cov- 
erage when  they  fall  111  or  are  between  jobs. 
The  latter  surely  is  the  better  use  of  his  re- 
nmlning  time.  The  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment is  show  horse  legislation— a  deceptive, 
destructive  proposal  whose  likely  effect 
would  be  less  to  balance  the  budget  than  to 
weaken  the  structure  of  government  by  en- 
trenching minority  over  majority  role.  The 
health  Insurance  bill  would  allow  Mr.  Dole  to 
leave  the  Senate  having,  fittingly,  as  his  last 
act,  accomplished  something  substantive  in- 
stead. The  bill  is  a  modest  step  only.  It 
mainly  would  help  the  already  insured,  and 
not  so  much  with  the  crushing  cost  of  insur- 
ance as  by  preserving  their  eligibility  for  it. 
But  that's  a  useful  thing  to  do.  It's  exactly 
the  kind  of  constructive  compromise  with 
which  Mr.  Dole  should  want  to  seal  his  con- 
gressional career. 

To  make  it  into  law.  however,  the  bill 
needs  to  be  kept  clean.  That  means  stripping 
out  three  provisions,  two  of  which  would  be 
downright  harmful  and  one  of  which  would 
confer  a  benefit  without  sufficient  examina- 
tion of  its  costs. 

The  first  is  a  House-passed  proposal  to  sub- 
sidize so-called  medical  savings  accounts.  In- 
stead of  buying  conventional  health  Insur- 
ance, people  would  be  allowed  to  accumulate 
cash  tax-free  to  pay  their  routine  medical 
bills.  The  notion  is  that  the  country  would 
be  better  off  if  people  were  buying  health 
care  more  carefully  with  what  they  regarded 
as  their  own  money;  the  shift  from  insurance 
to  savings  accounts  would,  according  to  this 
view,  help  to  hold  down  costs.  But  in  fact  the 
effect  would  be  to  fracture  the  Insurance 
market;  the  healthy,  for  whom  the  savings 
accounts  would  have  greatest  appeal,  would 
no  longer  be  in  the  pool  to  help  pay  the  bills 
of  the  sick,  whose  costs  would  rise.  Mr.  Dole 
supports  the  idea,  a  favorite  of  conserv- 
atives, but  the  president  has  rightly  said  he 
would  veto  a  bill  that  contained  it;  It  should 
be  struck. 


The  second  provision,  also  in  the  House 
bill,  would  allow  insurance  pools  created  to 
help  small  businesses  and  others  cut  their 
costs  escape  state  regulation.  The  pools  are 
a  good  idea,  but  not  the  escape  from  scru- 
tiny. Among  much  else,  they  too  should  be 
kept  from  serving  only  the  healthy  and  fur- 
ther fragmenting  the  insurance  market.  Fi- 
nally, the  Senate  bill  includes  a  requirement 
that  insurance  plans  treat  mental  and  phys- 
ical illnesses  essentially  the  same:  they 
could  no  longer  "discriminate"  against  the 
mentally  ill  by  Imposing  tighter  limits  on 
the  one  than  on  the  other,  as  most  do  now. 
Even  health  care  economists  who  would  like 
to  confer  the  benefit  warn  that  the  effect 
would  be  to  add  to  both  the  cost  of  insurance 
and  the  number  of  uninsured.  The  proposal  Is 
better  Intentloned  than  it  Is  thought 
through. 

Maybe  Mr.  Dole  can't  broker  a  clean  bill 
like  this  in  the  time  he  has  left,  and  perhaps 
he  doesn't  want  to.  But  if  he  doesn't,  it  isn't 
clear  who  later  will.  The  reputation  he  has 
always  cherished  is  that,  in  the  end.  he  gets 
things  done.  Here's  a  last  one  well  worth 
doing. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I 
withhold  the  remainder  of  our  time. 


DEMOCRACY  IN  CAMBODIA 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President.  I  come 
to  the  floor  today  as  the  chairman  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  East  Asian  and 
Pacific  Affairs  to  discuss  what  in  my 
view  is  the  continuing  deterioration  of 
the  democratic  process  in  Cambodia. 

In  October  1991.  the  sigmng  of  the 
Paris  peace  accords  ended  years  of  dev- 
astating civU  war  in  Cambodia  and 
started  that  country  on  the  road  to  in- 
stituting a  democratic  civil  society. 
Cambodia's  leaders  agreed  to  support  a 
democratic  resolution  of  the  country's 
longstanding  civil  war,  to  protect  and 
advance  human  and  political  rights  and 
fundamental  freedoms  for  its  citizens, 
and  to  begin  the  difficult  task  of  re- 
building the  economy  and  civil  institu- 
tions. The  U.N.  transitional  authority 
in  Cambodia  [UNTAC].  established  to 
implement  the  accords,  supervised  the 
withdrawal  of  Vietnamese  troops  from 
Cambodia,  repatriated  over  350.000  refu- 
gees, and  oversaw  the  first  free  na- 
tional elections  in  1993.  The  constitu- 
tion adopted  in  September  1993  estab- 
lished a  multiparty  democracy,  com- 
mitted the  Government  to  hold  new 
elections  by  1998,  required  that  Cam- 
bodia recognize  amd  respect  human 
rights  as  defined  in  the  U.N.  Charter, 
the  Universal  Declaration  of  Human 
Rights,  and  other  relevant  inter- 
national agreements  and  treaties. 

The  transformation  was  not  without 
its  costs.  The  United  States  and  other 
donor  countries  and  the  United  Nations 
spent  an  estimated  S2.8  billion  imple- 
menting the  accords  and  subsequent 
elections.  United  States  assistance  to 
Cambodia  alone  since  the  mid-1980's 
has  totaled  more  than  SI  billion.  Begin- 
ning in  fiscal  year  1994,  the  U.S.  Agen- 
cy for  International  Development 
[AID]  planned  on  providing  about  $111 


million  over  3  years.  The  AID  naission 
in  Phnom  Penh  planned  to  spend  S8 
million  to  help  the  Government  plan 
for  national  elections,  and  has  pro- 
grams in  place  to  improve  the  func- 
tioning of  the  National  Assembly  and 
the  legal  system. 

Yet  despite  all  of  this  work  by  both 
the  donor  countries  and  the  people  of 
Cambodia.  I  am  still  concerned  that 
Cambodia's  nascent  democracy  is 
showing  some  signs  of  being  under  at- 
tack. First,  the  country  faces  some  se- 
rious obstacles  to  holding  national 
elections  by  1998.  As  noted  in  a  Feb- 
ruary 1996  GAO  report  on  Cambodia, 
and  I  (luote: 

Cambodia's  constitution  requires  that  the 
government  hold  national  elections  by  1996. 
However,  the  country  currently  lacks  the 
electoral  framework  (laws,  regulations,  an 
independent  commission)  and  resources 
(both  human  and  financial)  needed  to  hold 
elections.  Although  U.S.  and  other  foreign 
officials  estimate  that  creating  such  a 
framework  will  take  considerable  time  and 
Involve  many  difficult  political  decisions, 
little  has  been  accomplished  so  far.  In  late 
1995.  the  Cambodian  government  began  draft- 
ing an  electoral  law.  Discussion  at  a  late  Oc- 
tober 1995  seminar,  sponsored  partly  by  the 
U.S.  Agency  for  International  Development 
(USAID),  explored  the  relative  advantages  of 
different  types  of  electoral  systems.  By  De- 
cember 1995.  the  government  still  had  not 
completed  a  draft  electoral  law  and  was  fall- 
ing behind  a  proposed  timetable  for  holding 
elections  in  mid-1998. 
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According  to  U.S.  and  other  foreign  offi- 
cials. Cambodia  lacks  the  human  and  finan- 
cial resources  needed  to  hold  an  election  on 
the  scale  of  the  one  held  by  the  United  Na- 
tions in  1993.  The  U.N.  electoral  assistance 
unit  could  help  plan  and  organize  the  elec- 
tions, but  this  would  require  a  significant  fi- 
nancial commitment  from  the  international 
community.  Although  some  international  as- 
sistance may  be  provided,  such  as  election 
monitors,  some  U.S.  and  other  foreign  offi- 
cials doubt  that  the  international  commu- 
nity will  support  a  costly,  large-scale  oper- 
ation to  help  conduct  the  elections. 

The  Cambodian  government  currently  ap- 
points local  officials  but  has  proposed  hold- 
ing local  elections  in  1996  or  1997.  Some  U.S., 
other  foreign  government,  and  Cambodian 
officials  support  holding  local  elections  be- 
cause they  would  introduce  democratic  prac- 
tices at  the  local  level.  Other  such  officials 
oppose  holding  local  elections  because  they 
would  divert  limited  financial  and  human  re- 
sources from  the  task  of  holding  national 
elections  and/or  because  antidemocratic  gov- 
ernment officials  could  use  local  elections  as 
evidence  of  democratic  progress  and  then 
cancel  national  elections. 

While  preparations  for  the  logistical 
framework  to  support  the  elections  is 


14206 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  14,  1996 


lagging,  there  is  also  concern  that  even 
if  the  elections  are  held  in  1998  it  is 
doubtful  that  they  would  be  free  and 
fair.  As  the  GAO  report  notes: 

The  Interior  Ministry  is  drafting  the  elec- 
tion law  and  may  be  responsible  for  organiz- 
ing the  elections.  Ministry  deliberations  and 
work  are  not  open  to  public  oversight  and 
participation,  and  the  Ministry  played  a  role 
in  the  violence  and  intimidation  before  the 
1993  elections. 

According  to  some  U.S.  and  other  foreign 
government  officials,  nongovernmental  orga- 
nizations (NGO),  and  others,  the  Cambodian 
government  cannot  ensure  that  parties  could 
campalgm  without  violent  intimidation  and 
that  voters  would  feel  free  from  retaliation. 
The  United  Nations  Transitional  Authority 
in  Cambodia  (UNTAC)  was  unable  to  control 
key  government  ministries  before  the  1993 
elections,  and  the  Cambodian  People's  Party 
(CPP)  used  some  of  them  to  sponsor  violence 
against  Its  political  opponents.  Some  foreign 
offlcials  and  reports  point  out  that  CPP  still 
controls  the  Interior  Ministry  and  Its  inter- 
nal security  forces,  plus  the  armed  forces. 
Several  NGOs  report  that  fear  of  politically 
motivated  violence  is  a  key  issue  for  mem- 
bers of  the  National  United  Front  for  an 
Independent.  Neutral.  Peaceful,  and  Coopera- 
tive Cambodia  (FUNCINPEC)  and  the  Bud- 
dhist liberal  Democratic  Party  (BLDP)  but 
not  for  CPP  members. 

In  commenting  on  a  draft  of  this  report, 
the  Department  of  State  noted  that  Prime 
Minister  Ranariddh  has  proposed  establish- 
ing an  Independent,  neutral  commission 
under  the  King  to  control  the  police  and 
armed  forces  during  the  elections  to  prevent 
them  from  intervening  In  the  elections.  How- 
ever, we  question  the  effectiveness  of  such  a 
commission  In  controlling  the  police  and 
armed  forces  when  UNTAC,  with  over  20.000 
personnel,  was  unable  to  control  them  before 
the  1993  elections. 

Recently,  the  fWctlon  between  the 
two  main  political  parties— 
FUNCINPEC  and  the  CPP— has  come  to 
the  forefront.  As  my  colleagues  know, 
in  order  to  bring  an  end  to  the  civil 
war  these  two  parties  entered  into  a 
power-sharing  agreement  whereby 
members  of  both  parties  occupy  the 
most  important  political  posts  in  the 
Government.  Recently,  the  First  Prime 
Minister  Prince  Ranariddh— the  head 
of  FUNCINPEC — complained  that  Sec- 
ond Prime  Minister  Hun  Sen  and  mem- 
bers of  his  party  were  failing  to  abide 
by  an  earlier  agreement  that  power 
should  be  shared  at  all  levels  of  govern- 
ment. Ranariddh  spoke  of  withdrawing 
his  party  from  the  Govenmient,  in  re- 
sponse to  which  Hun  Sen  threatened  to 
use  military  force  to  deter  protests 
against  the  Government  and  any  dis- 
solution of  the  National  Assembly.  It 
seems  clear  that  the  term  "political 
strength"  in  Cambodia  will  continue  to 
refer  to  the  number  of  guns  a  particu- 
lar party  has. 

Besides  the  obvious  disruptive  effects 
this  interparty  friction  is  having  with- 
in Cambodia,  it  is  also  complicating  its 
external  affairs.  To  illustrate,  Cam- 
bodia's drive  to  join  ASEJAN  is  being 
held  up  because  the  other  member  na- 
tions consider  a  key  criterion  for  being 
admitted  to  the  regional  grouping  to  be 


political  stability— something  of  which 
the  other  countries  presently  consider 
Cambodia  to  be  short. 

The  GAO  report  continues  by  noting 
that  voters  lack  widely  available  re- 
sources of  accurate  information  about 
the  elections,  particularly  radio;  and 
that  political  parties  other  than  the 
CPP  axe  weak  and  lack  a  unified  lead- 
ership: 

UNTAC  officials  knew  that  providing  Cam- 
bodian voters  with  accurate  information  was 
essential  for  free  and  fair  elections.  Con- 
sequently, guaranteeing  fair  access  to  the 
media— especially  radio,  because  most  Cam- 
bodians are  illiterate  and  television  stations 
have  limited  broadcast  areas— for  all  politi- 
cal parties  was  an  essential  element  of 
UNTAC 's  pre-election  strategy.  Several  stud- 
ies conclude  that  the  1993  elections  probably 
could  not  have  taken  place  or  succeeded 
without  the  flow  of  information  provided 
largely  by  "Radio  UNTAC."  Unfortunately. 
Cambodia  currently  lacks  widely-available 
media  sources  of  accurate  Information.  Al- 
though more  than  30  newspapers  operate  in 
Cambodia,  they  have  limited  nationwide  dis- 
tribution and  the  quality  of  their  news  re- 
porting is  unreliable.  Also,  the  government 
tightly  controls  broadcast  media  licenses, 
limiting  opposition  parties'  access  to  radio 
and  television.  For  example,  a  BLDP  official 
told  us  that  the  government  had  turned 
down  the  party's  application  for  a  radio  sta- 
tion license.  Moreover,  as  discussed  later, 
the  government  has  grown  increasingly  In- 
tolerant of  dissenting  opinions.  USAID's 
strategy  for  promoting  democracy  in  Cam- 
bodia recognizes  the  media's  weaknesses;  one 
of  its  objectives  is  to  Increase  media  access 
and  professionalism.  In  commenting  on  a 
draft  of  this  report,  the  Department  of  De- 
fense said  that,  despite  restricted  access  to 
the  media,  outspoken  government  critics 
still  may  be  able  to  generate  popular  support 
and  Influence  the  elections. 

With  the  possible  exception  of  CPP.  Cam- 
bodian political  parties  lack  the  leadership, 
organization,  and  financial  resources  to  con- 
duct effective  national  campaigns,  according 
to  U.S.  and  other  foreign  ofQcials  and  re- 
ports and  other  documents  we  reviewed.  Over 
a  decade  of  single-party  rule  has  given  CPP 
the  opportunity  to  build  a  solid  party  struc- 
ture (largely  indlstlngnishable  from  the  gov- 
ernment bureaucracy)  at  the  provincial,  dis- 
trict, communal,  and  village  levels.  Mean- 
while. U.S.  officials  and  NGOs  indicate  that 
FUNCINPEC  and  BLDP  have  weak  party 
structures  at  these  levels  and  are  further 
weakened  by  political  infighting.  Given  their 
weak  party  structure  and  disunity,  several 
NGOs  and  others  conclude  that  the  parties 
will  be  unable  to  compete  effectively  in  fu- 
ture elections. 

USAID  plans  to  provide  training  to 
strengthen  the  capabilities  of  all  political 
parties  to  participate  in  the  election.  How- 
ever, several  observers  suggested  that  CPP, 
with  its  generally  better  organization  and 
structure,  might  benefit  disproportionately 
from  such  training.  Several  U.S.,  other  for- 
eign government,  and  NGO  officials  ques- 
tioned the  wisdom  of  providing  training  to 
strengthen  any  of  the  existing  parties  be- 
cause they  are  undemocratic  and  authoritar- 
ian. USAID  officials  said  that  they  plan  to 
fund  training  for  grassroots  civic  organiza- 
tions Instead  of  established  political  parties. 
The  National  Democratic  Institute  sus- 
pended political  party  training  in  Cambodia 
in  1995  but  plans  to  work  with  other  NGOs  to 
train  election  monitors  and  educate  voters. 


The  major  political  parties  are  al- 
ready beginning  to  gear  up  for  the  race. 
A  recent  report  in  the  Cambodia  Times 
noted  that  Second  Prime  Minister  Hun 
Sen  has  made  several  tours  of  the 
countryside  "presenting  gifts  of  rice, 
foodstuffs  and  krama  [Cambodian 
scarves  presented  sis  welcoming  gifts] 
*  *  *  the  Cambodian  People's  Party 
[which  Hun  Sen  heads]  has  also  carried 
out  many  projects  to  build  schools  and 
irrigation  canals  and  [has]  dug  numer- 
ous wells  in  the  provinces."  The 
FUNCINPEC  Party  led  by  Prince 
Ranariddh,  in  response  to  the  surge  in 
the  CPP's  popularity,  has  begun  to 
make  similar  moves.  At  the  end  of  last 
month,  both  parties  complained  that 
programs  broadcast  on  Television 
Kampuchea  slighted  them  in  favor  of 
their  opponent.  What  worries  me,  Mr. 
President,  is  that  without  a  strong 
framework  in  place,  electioneering  in 
Cambodia  may  devolve  back  into  the 
situation  which  existed  before  1991 
where  political  strength  depended  on 
the  number  of  guns  a  party  had  rather 
than  the  number  of  seats  in  the  Assem- 
bly. 

In  addition,  the  report  paints  a  pessi- 
mistic 'View  of  the  development  of  the 
adherence  to  human  rights: 

Cambodia  has  ratified  and  agreed  to  abide 
by  all  major  international  agreements  guar- 
anteeing human  and  political  rights,  for  ex- 
ample, the  International  Covenant  on  Civil 
and  Political  Rights.  Yet  the  current  govern- 
ment has  made  limited  progress  since  late 
1993  in  meeting  the  basic  international 
human  rights  standards  contained  in  these 
agreements.  Indeed,  some  U.S.,  other  foreign 
governments,  and  Cambodian  officials  and 
NGOs  conclude  that  Cambodia's  human 
rights  situation  worsened  during  1995. 

According  to  human  rights  NGOs,  the 
United  Nations  Center  for  Human  Rights 
(UNCHR)  office  in  Phnom  Penh,  and  USAID 
documents,  Cambodian  military  and  police 
forces  continued  to  violate  human  rights  fre- 
quently during  the  past  2  years.  These 
sources  reported  numerous  cases  of  extor- 
tion, beatings,  robberies,  and  other  viola- 
tions by  soldiers  and  police.  USAID  and 
Cambodian  officials  and  others  noted  that 
this  problem  touches  on  the  larger  Issue  of 
desperately  needed  reforms  of  the  Cam- 
bodian bureaucracy,  including  the  provision 
of  adequate  pay  for  police,  military,  and 
other  government  officials  to  reduce  or 
eliminate  low-level  corruption,  which  cur- 
rently Is  endemic.  

According  to  human  rights  NGOs,  UNCHR, 
some  U.S.  and  Cambodian  officials,  and 
USAID  documents  (1)  few  Cambodians  had 
received  due  process  or  fair  trials  in  the  past 
2  years;  (2)  prosecutors  and  judges  lacked 
basic  training  and  skills  for  properly  inves- 
tigating, preparing,  presenting,  and  deciding 
cases:  and  (3)  trained  public  defenders  re- 
mained scarce.  They  also  said  that  official 
corruption  was  widespread  and  growing,  un- 
dermining the  rule  of  law,  and  that  the  gov- 
ernment had  resisted  some  legislators'  at- 
tempts to  Introduce  anti-corruption  legisla- 
tion In  the  National  Assembly. 

Human  rights  NGOs  and  UNCHR  told  us 
that  Cambodia's  prisons  remain  overcrowded 
and  still  fall  short  of  meeting  basic  inter- 
national and  humanitarian  standards  for  the 
treatment  of  prisoners.  In  late  1994,  NGOs  re- 
ported that  they  found  a  secret  government 
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prison  where  prisoners  were  tortured  and  de- 
nied basic  human  needs.  According  to  the 
Department  of  State,  this  prison  was  closed 
In  1994. 

Finally,  in  the  area  of  political 
rights,  recent  Government  actions  in- 
dicate increasing  official  intolerance 
for  dissent  fi-om  both  inside  and  out- 
side the  Government.  This  intolerance 
has  a  predictable  chilling  effect  on  ef- 
forts to  improve  the  Government's  ef- 
fectiveness and  reduce  corruption.  For 
example,  as  I  noted  on  the  floor  on 
June  22,  one  outspoken  member  of  the 
National  Assembly— Sam  Rangsi,  a  fire- 
quent  critic  of  the  Central  Govern- 
ment—was expelled  after  attacking 
Government  corruption  and  several 
others  have  been  threatened  with  ex- 
pulsion if  they  speak  out. 

Prince  Norodom  Sirivut,  a  member  of 
the  royal  family  and  political  opponent 
of  Hun  Sen,  was  charged  and  convicted 
in  absentia  in  February  of  plotting  to 
kill  the  latter.  The  trial  was  seen  by 
legal  and  human  rights  observers  as 
evidence  that  Cambodia's  judiciary  is 
controlled  by  politics. 

On  May  2  of  this  year,  the  Govern- 
ment ordered  all  political  parties  ex- 
cept the  four  represented  in  the  Na- 
tional Assembly.  While  aimed  pri- 
marily at  Sam  Rangsi's  Khmer  Nation 
Party,  a  party  formed  after  Sam  was 
expelled  from  the  FUNCINPEC  because 
he  disagreed  with  the  jjarty  leadership, 
the  order  affects  16  parties  that  were 
legally  registered  for  the  1993  election 
but  won  no  seats  in  the  Assembly.  Re- 
cent attempts  by  the  KNP  to  open  of- 
fices in  outlying  districts  were  met 
with  armed  police  forces  which  closed 
the  offices  down. 

As  I  noted  on  September  5,  the  Gov- 
ernment closed  some  newspapers  and 
prosecuted  several  members  of  the 
press,  enacted  restrictions  on  press 
freedoms,  and  tightly  controlled  broad- 
cast licenses.  Several  members  of  the 
press  critical  of  the  Government  have 
been  beaten  or  killed.  Non  Chan,  editor 
of  the  Samleng  Yuveakchon  Khmer, 
was  gunned  down  in  broad  daylight  in 
Phnom  Penh.  Ek  Mongkol  was  also 
shot  and  wounded  in  broad  daylight.  At 
the  end  of  May,  unidentified  assailants 
assassinated  opposition  newspaper  edi- 
tor Thun  Bunli.  Thun  was  editor  of  the 
newspaper  Oddamkeakte  Khmer,  a  fre- 
quent critic  of  the  CPP.  Thun's  funeral 
procession,  consisting  of  members  of 
Sam  Rangsi's  KNP,  was  broken  up  by 
hundreds  of  police  armed  with  shock 
batons  and  assault  rifles.  The  Govern- 
ment attempted  to  muzzle  the  press 
further  by  criticizing  an  existing  jour- 
nalists' association  and  pressuring 
members  to  join  a  competing  associa- 
tion formed  and  controlled  by  the  Gov- 
ernment. 

In  addition,  the  co-Prime  Ministers 
attempted  to  close  the  UNHCR  office  in 
Phnom  Penh  in  response  to  its  criti- 
cism of  human  rights  abuses,  but  later 
backed  down  under  international  pres- 


sure. In  May,  the  Interior  Ministry  also 
ordered  provincial  authorities  to 
produce  reports  on  the  past  and  cur- 
rent acti'irlties  of  local  and  inter- 
national aid  agencies,  religious  organi- 
zations, and  associations. 

Mr.  President,  I  appreciate  that  we 
cannot  expect  the  development  of  a 
perfect  democratic  system  in  Cambodia 
overnight.  I  also  do  not  want  the  Cam- 
bodian Govenmient  to  feel  that  I  am 
somehow  denigrating  the  strides  it  has 
made.  But  the  problems  cropping  up  in 
Cambodia  are  not  related  to  the  more 
esoteric  nuances  of  democracy,  they 
are  the  basic  building  blocks:  a  free 
press,  an  independent  judiciarj-,  and 
the  like.  Statements  by  some  members 
of  the  Government — most  notably  Hun 
Sen — that  we  have  no  business  butting 
in  or  being  concerned  about  their  lack 
of  progress  overlook  one  important 
point:  as  one  of  the  major  financial  do- 
nors responsible  for  the  continuing  op- 
eration of  the  country,  we  do  indeed 
have  a  role  to  play.  I  agree  with  the 
State  Department;  if  Cambodia  contin- 
ues its  downward  spiral,  the  United 
States  and  other  donor  nations  should 
reconsider  the  amount  and  extent  of 
our  financial  aid. 

Mr.  President,  I  also  continue  to  be 
concerned  about  an  issue  that  brought 
me  to  the  floor  on  July  21  last  year:  the 
trading  in  Cambodian  timber  across 
the  Thai-Cambodia  border.  Cambodia 
shares  a  lengthy  and  relatively 
uninhabited  border  with  Thailand.  The 
entire  region  consists  primarily  of 
heavily  forested  jungle;  formerly,  76 
percent  of  Cambodia's  176,520  square 
kilometers  of  land  area  was  covered  by 
forest.  That  amount,  however,  has  de- 
clined dramatically  over  the  last  15 
years  due  to  increased  commercial  har- 
vesting of  timber.  The  loss  has  been  es- 
pecially pronounced  in  western  Cam- 
bodia, where  a  handful  of  foreign  flmas 
are  responsible  for  a  majority  of  the 
deforestation. 

As  I  noted  last  year: 
These  companies  purchase  concessions 
from  the  Cambodian  government,  and  theo- 
retically make  payments  to  the  government 
based  on  the  amount  of  cubic  meters  of  tim- 
ber felled.  The  timber  is  then  exported  over 
the  Thai  border,  either  by  boat  or  overland 
on  dirt  roads  built  expressly  for  that  purpose 
by  the  comjianles,  where  they  are  collected 
at  places  called  rest  areas  before  being  sent 
further  on  into  Thailand.  According  to  both 
Thai  and  Cambodian  regulations,  the  logger/ 
exporter  must  secure  a  certificate  of  origin 
from  the  Cambodian  government,  a  permit 
from  the  Thai  embassy  in  Cambodia,  and 
pemUsslon  from  the  Thai  Interior  Ministry 
to  import  the  logs  Into  Thailand. 

There  is  one  more  party,  however,  that 
plays  a  major  role  in  the  logging:  the  Khmer 
Rouge.  Led  by  the  infamous  Pol  Pot.  the  KR 
controlled  the  government  of  Cambodia  from 
1975  to  1979.  During  that  time,  it  was  directly 
responsible  for  the  genocide  of  more  than 
one  million  Cambodians  In  the  "Killing 
Fields."  Since  the  1991  UN  peace  agreement 
established  a  democratic  government  in 
Cambodia,  the  KR  has  been  relegated  to  the 


role  of  a  rebel  guerilla  force.  Although  the 
government  has  made  some  inroads  in  com- 
batting the  KR.  including  Implementing  a 
somewhat  successful  amnesty  program,  the 
KR  remains  a  strong  force  In  the  western 
khet  of  Battambang.  Pursat.  Banteay 
Meanchey  and  Slem  Reap.  Despite  the  cam- 
paign being  mounted  against  them,  though, 
they  still  receive  a  steady  flow  of  food,  mili- 
tary supplies,  and  currency  sufficient  to  pay 
their  10.000  to  20.000  man  militia:  and  therein 
lies  the  connection  to  the  timber  trade  and 
the  Thai  military. 

Over  the  past  several  years,  the  press  has 
consistently  reported  that  the  Thai  military 
has  been  providing  assistance  and  support  to 
the  Khmer  Rouge.  The  links  between  the  two 
are  longstanding.  Beginning  In  1979,  Thai- 
land acted  as  a  funnel  for  Chinese-supplied 
arms  being  transshipped  to  the  KR^appar- 
ently  in  return  for  an  end  to  Chinese  support 
for  rebel  Thai  communists  In  northern  Thai- 
land. Since  then,  the  evidence  suggests  that 
the  Thai  have  regularly  supplied  the  KR 
with  logistical  support  and  materiel.  In  re- 
turn for  this  support.  Thai  business  Interests 
and  certain  government  sectors  have  bene- 
fitted from  access  to  timber  and  gem  re- 
sources within  that  part  of  Cambodia  along 
the  Thai  border  controlled  by  the  KR.  Their 
interest  is  sizeable;  in  1993.  the  U.S.  Embassy 
in  Thailand  estimated  that  Thai  logging 
companies  had  some  $40  million  invested  in 
timber  concessions  in  KR-held  areas. 

It  Is  from  the  sale  of  these  resources  that 
the  KR  acquires  funds  sufficient  to  continue 
its  reign  of  terror  in  Cambodia.  The  jffocess 
is  actually  quite  simple.  Foreign  companies 
interested  in  harvesting  timber  in  western 
Cambodia  purchase  official  lumber  conces- 
sions from  the  government  In  Phnom  Penh. 
Having  dealt  with  the  de  jure  government, 
however,  the  companies  must  then  deal  with 
the  de  facto  government  in  western  Cam- 
bodia: the  KR.  The  companies  pay  the  KR  for 
the  right  of  safe  passage  Into  KR-held  terri- 
tory, to  fell  the  timber,  and  to  transport  it 
out  to  Thailand  safely.  The  present  going 
rate  of  payment  to  the  KR  per  cubic  meter  Is 
between  875  and  1000  baht.  or  between  S35  and 
S40.  It  is  estimated  that  the  weekly  Income 
[In  1995)  to  the  KR  from  timber  carried 
across  just  two  of  the  many  border  points 
[was]  around  S270.000.  with  total  monthly  In- 
come to  the  KR  estimated  at  between  SIO  and 
S20  million. 

Once  felled  and  placed  on  the  back  of 
trucks,  the  logs  are  driven  across  the  Thai 
border.  That  crossing,  however,  is  not  with- 
out Its  costs.  The  Thai  military— the  Ma- 
rines, actually — controls  a  4-mlle  wide  strip 
along  the  Thai  side  of  the  border,  and  in 
order  to  negotiate  it  the  logging  trucks  most 
pass  through  guarded  checkpoints  where,  it 
appears,  payments  in  the  form  of  "tolls"  or 
bribes  are  made  to  Thai  concerns. 

The  Thai  have  consistently,  albeit  often 
disingenuously,  denied  any  ties  to  the  KR  or 
to  the  timber  trade.  Each  round  of  denials, 
however.  Is  soon  followed  by  press  reports 
and  concrete  evidence  to  the  contrary.  For 
example,  in  1994  Thailand  officially  "closed" 
its  border  with  Cambodia  partly  as  a  result 
of  the  murder  of  more  than  twenty  Thai  tim- 
ber workers  by  the  KR  and  partly  as  a  result 
of  international  criticism.  In  a  press  state- 
ment made  shortly  thereafter.  Maj.  Gen. 
Nlphon  Parayanit,  the  Thai  commander  In 
the  region,  stated  flatly  that  the  border  was 
closed,  that  the  military  had  severed  all 
links  with  the  KR.  and  that  "there  [was]  no 
large-scale  cross-border  trade  going  on."  TTie 
official  denials  .  .  .  continued  .  .  .  including 
one  ...  by  Prime  Minister  Chuan  noted  in 
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the  May  26  [1995]  edition  of  the  Bangkok 
Post. 

Despite  these  denials  thougrh,  and  despite  a 
Cambodian  ban  on  lopping:,  credible  eye- 
witness reports  from  members  of  the  Lon- 
don-based group  Global  Witness  fully 
conflrmted],  in  my  opinion,  that  the  trucks 
are  still  rolling  across  the  Thai  border.  If— as 
the  Thai  military  alleges— it  is  not  involved 
in  the  timber  trade  either  directly  or  by 
turning  a  blind  eye  to  the  shipments,  I  can 
think  of  no  other  explanation  than  that  the 
military  personnel  in  the  border  zone  are 
completely  Incompetent.  One  of  the  more 
heavily  travelled  timber  roads  in  the  border 
zone,  one  that  according  to  my  infornmtion 
is  in  daily  use  even  as  I  speak,  is  within 
sight  of  one  of  the  Thai  Marine  camps.  Nor 
can  the  central  Thai  government  claim  igno- 
rance; Global  Witness  [in  1995]  brought  to 
light  a  timber  Import  permit  signed  by  the 
Thai  Interior  Minister. 

Mr.  President,  I  stated  that  continu- 
ing Thai  support  for  the  KR— in  this  or 
any  manner — concerned  me  greatly  for 
several  reasons.  First  and  foremost, 
the  financial  support  the  trade  afforded 
to  the  KR  continued  to  allow  it  to  sur- 
vive thereby  seriously  endangering  the 
growth  and  continued  vitality  of  the 
nascent  Cambodian  democracy.  That 
system,  as  I  have  noted  today,  is  hav- 
ing enough  trouble  getting  off  the 
ground  and  running  smoothly  without 
having  to  deal  with  the  KR  insurgency. 
Second,  Thailand's  actions  ran  counter 
to  its  obligations  under  the  1991  peace 
accord  and  served  to  undermine  it.  Fi- 
nally, the  clandestine  nature  of  the 
timber  extraction  has  removed  it  from 
the  control  of  the  Cambodian  Central 
Government.  It  was  subsequently  free 
to  continue  without  regard  to  any  reg- 
ulations aimed  at  limiting  the  amount 
of  timber  taken,  preventing  serious  ec- 
ological damage,  ensuring  sustained 
growth,  or  protecting  the  lives  and 
livelihoods  of  the  local  populace. 

Unfortunately,  Mr.  President,  since 
my  statement  last  year  the  situation 
has  only  gotten  worse.  Workers  from 
Global  Witness  returned  to  Thailand  in 
November  and  December  1995,  and  once 
again  since  then,  have  furnished  my 
staff  with  completely  credible  evidence 
that  the  trade  continues  imabated. 
They  have  furnished  me  with  photo- 
graphs, documentary  evidence,  and  the 
precise  locations  of  several  timber 
staging  areas  on  the  Thai  side  of  the 
border.  They  have  even  acquired  one  of 
the  passes  issued  by  the  KR  to  drivers 
of  the  logging  trucks  that  drive  in  from 
Thailand.  The  Phnom  Penh  Post,  as  re- 
cently as  April,  has  run  a  series  of  arti- 
cles detailing  the  illicit  timber  trade. 
Instead  of  taking  the  time  of  the  Sen- 
ate by  reciting  the  evidence  in  detail.  I 
would  direct  my  colleagues  to  two 
Global  Witness  reports:  "Corruption, 
War  and  Forest  Policy:  The 
Unsustainable  Exploitation  of  Cam- 
bodia's Forests'"  issued  in  Februars' 
1996;  and  "RGC  Forest  Policy  and  Prac- 
tice: The  Case  for  Positive  Condition- 
aUty"  issued  in  May  of  this  year. 

Mr.  President,  if  a  significant  effort 
not  made  as  promised  by  the  Thai  Gov- 


ernment to  fully  investigate  and  then 
stem  the  cross-border  trade  and  their 
dealings  with  the  KR.  then  I  would  find 
myself  placed  in  the  position  of  calling 
on  our  Government  to  abide  by  that 
provision  of  Public  Law  No.  103-306  re- 
quiring that  the  President  shall  termi- 
nate assistance  to  any  country  or  orga- 
nization that  he  determines  is  assisting 
the  ICR  either  directly  or  indirectly 
through  commercial  interaction.  I  in- 
tend to  send  the  Secretary  of  State  a 
copy  of  my  statement  today,  and  ask 
him  to  respond  in  writing  as  to  the  ad- 
ministration's position  on  this  issue. 


NEW  LEADERSHIP  IS  NEEDED  AT 
THE  UNITED  NATIONS 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President,  this 
fall,  the  United  Nations  will  select  its 
chief  executive,  the  Secretary  General. 
Under  U.N.  rules,  the  U.N.  Security 
Council  recommends  a  candidate  who 
is  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  entire 
General  Assembly.  As  a  member  of  the 
Security  Council,  the  United  States  ob- 
viously has  an  important  role  in  this 
process. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  cur- 
rent Secretary  General,  Mr.  Boutros 
Boutros-Ghali  has  indicated  that  he 
may  seek  reelection  to  another  5-year 
term.  With  all  due  respect  to  the  Sec- 
retary General,  I  do  not  believe  it  is  in 
our  Nation's  interest,  nor  the  overall 
interests  of  the  United  Nations,  that 
Mr.  Boutros-Ghali  be  given  a  second 
term.  Indeed,  the  United  States  should 
make  clear  early  on  that  it  will  not 
support  Mr.  Boutros-Ghali  this  fall. 
For  the  sake  of  the  future  credibility  of 
the  United  Nations,  it  is  in  our  Na- 
tion's best  interests  for  the  United 
States  to  actively  support  a  candidate 
for  Secretary  General  who  is  commit- 
ted to  a  major  management  overhaul  of 
the  United  Nations.  Mr.  Boutros-Ghali 
is  not. 

I  often  speak  of  the  need  for  U.N.  re- 
form, but  I  must  confess  most  of  my 
criticism  has  been  of  the  Boutros-Ghali 
administration.  Most  would  agree  that 
U.S.-U.N.  relations  are  at  an  all-time 
low.  The  American  people's  confidence 
in  the  United  Nations  has  declined. 

This  is  unfortunate.  I  support  the 
United  Nations.  I  served  twice  as  a 
Senate  delegate  to  the  United  Nations. 
I  want  to  see  the  United  Nations  work. 
The  fact  is,  it  doesn't  work.  The  prob- 
lems with  the  United  Nations  are 
many,  but  the  first  and  primary  solu- 
tion is  sound  management  reform  at 
the  United  Nations.  I'm  speaking  of 
clear,  concise,  honest  budgeting;  sys- 
tems to  root  out  waste,  firaud,  and 
abuse;  adequate  protections  for  whis- 
tleblowers;  and  more  streamlined,  effi- 
cient operations. 

Instituting  these  reforms  will  require 
a  major  change  in  U.N.  philosophy. 
Since  its  founding,  the  United  Nations 
has  been  run  largely   by  career  dip- 


lomats. Tough  fiscal  management  is 
not  their  style.  Diplomats  train  for  the 
grand  world  of  treaties  and  receiving 
lines,  not  the  grubby  world  of  balance 
sheets  and  bottom  lines. 

Mr.  Boutros-Ghali  reflects  that  basic 
philosophy.  He  has  demonstrated  an- 
tipathy at  best,  hostility  at  worst,  to- 
ward reform  proposals.  One  need  only 
ask  our  former  Attorney  General. 
Richard  Thornburgh,  who  served  as  the 
United  Nations  Undersecretary  General 
for  Administration  and  Management  in 
1992.  Mr.  Thornburgh  took  his  mission 
seriously.  He  sought  to  institute  major 
management  reforms  at  the  United  Na- 
tions. He  encountered  no  support  from 
the  Secretary  General.  When  Mr. 
Thornburgh  submitted  a  scathing  re- 
port on  U.N.  mismanagement,  the  Sec- 
retary General  refused  to  publish  it 
and  sought  to  have  all  known  copies  of 
it  shredded. 

Mr.  Boutros-Ghali  certainly  has  tried 
to  take  credit  for  a  number  of  reform 
initiatives.  For  the  first  time,  the  U.N. 
has  a  so-called  inspector  general — the 
Office  of  Internal  Oversight  Services 
[OIOS]— which  was  established  in  1994. 
He  also  may  claim  to  have  reduced  un- 
necessary staff  and  produced  the  first 
no-growth  budget  in  U.N.  history. 
These  are  victories  of  mind,  not  of  sub- 
stance. 

Let's  give  credit  where  credit  is  due. 
The  mere  existence  of  the  OIOS  office 
and  the  attempts  to  achieve  budget  and 
management  reforms  were  due  largely 
to  a  combination  of  the  following:  in- 
creased media  scrutiny  of  U.N.  waste 
and  abuse,  strong  congressional  pres- 
sure, and  tough  reform  advocates  with- 
in the  U.S.  mission  and  certain  other 
member  nations. 

A  c|ose  examination  of  the  so-called 
reforms  instituted  at  the  United  Na- 
tions show  that  the  Secretary  General 
is  engaging  more  in  a  public  relations 
embrace  of  reform,  while  keeping  real 
reform  at  arm's  length. 

First,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  look 
closely  at  the  OIOS  office— the  so- 
called  U.N.  Inspector  general.  It  has  no 
authority  to  rid  waste,  fraud,  and 
abuse,  which  inspectors-general  in  Fed- 
eral departments  and  agencies  have. 
The  fict  is  the  OIOS  office  is  weak  in 
terms  of  authority,  and  lacks  the  re- 
sources and  the  support  needed  from 
the  Secretariat  to  do  its  job  effec- 
tively. It  cannot  Investigate  all  areas 
of  U.N.  operations.  Member  states  do 
not  have  full  access  to  IG  reports  and 
investigations.  The  IG  can  make  rec- 
ommendations for  reform,  but  it's  up 
to  the  U.N.  Secretary  General  to  act  on 
the  recommendations. 

Second,  the  Secretary  General  has 
stated  that  he  has  reduced  the  number 
of  Under  Secretaries  General  and  As- 
sistant Secretaries  General.  However, 
he  has  Increased  the  numbers  of  and 
the  budget  for  equivalent-level  special 
envoys.  Chances  are  he's  plasring  musi- 
cal chairs  with  his  senior  staff.  He's 
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changing  the  titles  on  the  chairs,  when 
he  should  be  removing  the  chairs  and 
the  people  sitting  in  them. 

Third,  the  Secretary-General's  claim 
to  have  cut  U.N.  staff  by  10  percent,  or 
nearly  1,000  positions,  also  is  smoke 
and  mirrors.  About  750  of  these  slots 
currently  are  vacant  and  will  go  un- 
filled on  a  month-to-month  basis.  The 
Secretary  General  refuses  to  perma- 
nently eliminate  these  positions.  The 
roughly  200  other  positions  to  be  cut 
are  clerical  positions  that  the  U.N.  al- 
ready planned  to  eliminate  when  it 
passed  its  budget  last  year.  What  the 
Secretary  General  did  not  point  out  is 
that  his  budget  adds  125  professional 
positions,  which  tsnpically  cost  40  per- 
cent more  than  the  clerical  positions 
to  be  eliminated. 

Fourth,  the  United  Nations  much 
heralded  2-year,  no-growth  budget  is 
not  living  up  to  its  billing.  The  goal 
was  to  cap  budget  spending  at  S2.608 
billion  over  2  years.  Any  new  expenses 
not  anticiiMited  or  budgeted  would  re- 
quire corresponding  offsets  in  order  to 
stay  under  the  S2.608  cap.  The  Sec- 
retary General  already  is  months  be- 
hind in  submitting  a  proposal  of  budget 
reductions  needed  to  stay  under  the 
cap.  Most  important,  the  United  Na- 
tions is  not  even  halfway  through  its 
budget  cycle  and  already  the  Secretary 
General  has  indicated  that  the  United 
Nations  may  not  be  able  to  stay  under 
the  budget  cap.  In  fact,  the  U.S.  Rep- 
resentative for  Reform  and  Manage- 
ment appeared  before  the  United  Na- 
tions Fifth  Committee  last  month  and 
stated  the  U.S.  delegation's  concern 
with  the  Secretary  General's  latest 
budget  report:  it  "implies  an  inability 
to  stay  within  the  S2.608  billion  budget 
level  *  *  *" 

Finally,  I  must  take  issue  with  state- 
ments made  by  the  Secretary  General 
that  the  United  Nations  cvirrent  finan- 
cial problems  are  due  to  the  failure  of 
the  United  States  to  make  good  on  its 
U.N.  payments.  Unfortunately,  the 
Secretary  General  is  confusing  the  dis- 
ease's symptoms  with  its  causes.  Yes. 
the  United  Nations  is  in  a  financial  cri- 
sis. However,  it's  a  crisis  of  the  United 
Nations  own  making. 

For  more  than  a  decade,  beginning 
with  the  great  work  of  the  Senator 
from  Kansas,  Nanct  Kassebaum,  the 
U.S.  Congress  has  made  U.N.  reform  a 
high  priority.  U.N.  leadership  has 
fought  this  effort.  That  leaves  Congress 
little  choice  but  to  use  our  leverage  as 
the  single  largest  U.N.  contributor  to 
achieve  U.N.  reform  goals.  It's  a  tough 
approach.  It's  not  the  one  I  would  pre- 
fer using,  but  it  is  the  only  means  cur- 
rently available  to  us,  and  it  has  had 
some  success. 

I  want  to  see  the  United  States  make 
good  on  ovir  current  U.N.  debts.  That 
can't  happen  without  a  clear,  sub- 
stantive reform  agenda  in  place  at  the 
United  Nations.  It's  worth  the  wait. 
Frankly,  it's  far  better  to  hold  a  por- 


tion of  our  taxpayer  dollars  here  in 
Washington  until  reforms  are  achieved, 
rather  than  send  them  down  a  black 
hole  of  waste,  fraud  and  abuse.  Yes.  we 
in  Congress  have  an  obligation  to  sup- 
port the  U.N.,  but  our  first  obligation 
is  to  the  American  taxpayer.  Our  tax- 
payers deserve  to  know  that  their 
money  is  being  managed  prudently  and 
effectively  by  the  U.N.  leadership.  That 
is  not  being  done. 

Mr.  President,  a  fresh  approach,  a 
fresh  perspective  on  U.N.  leadership 
with  an  emphasis  on  responsible  man- 
agement practices  is  needed.  Real  re- 
form at  the  United  Nations  will  not 
occur  without  an  overall  fundamental 
change  in  the  management  philosophy 
at  the  United  Nations.  This  fact  was 
noted  in  the  U.N.  IG's  first  report, 
which  noted  that  "while  the  need  for 
*  *  *.  structural  reform  is  widely  ac- 
knowledged, the  energy  to  bring  it 
about  is  in  short  supply." 

What  that  means  is  the  United  Na- 
tions needs  tough,  well-trained  admin- 
istrators at  all  levels  of  management. 
That's  particularly  true  in  peacekeep- 
ing missions,  where  waste  and  abuse 
traditionally  is  high.  I'm  not  suggest- 
ing more  U.N.  bureaucracy.  The  United 
Nations  either  should  train  those  cur- 
rently within  the  United  Nations  who 
have  the  skills  and  the  desire  to  be 
tough  administrators,  or  replace  the 
less  effective  ones  with  people  with  the 
experience  to  do  the  job. 

In  short,  what  is  reqmred  is  a  com- 
plete management  overhaul  at  the 
United  Nations.  Like  any  organization, 
the  tone  and  direction  in  management 
starts  at  the  top.  I  hope  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration recognizes  this.  The 
United  States  needs  to  make  clear  that 
we  seek  a  real,  fundamental  change  in 
U.N.  leadership.  New  leadership  just 
may  be  the  sparkplug  the  United  Na- 
tions needs  to  restore  its  credibility  in 
the  eyes  of  Congress  and  the  American 
people. 

Again,  I  support  the  United  Nations. 
If  managed  effectively,  the  United  Na- 
tions can  be  a  sound,  cost-effective  in- 
vestment in  the  advancement  of  global 
economic  development,  human  rights, 
and  world  peace.  I  hope  the  intense 
criticism  of  management  practices  in 
recent  years  will  jar  the  United  Na- 
tions members  to  realize  that  sound 
management  is  vital  to  the  United  Na- 
tions long-term  credibility.  Manage- 
ment reform  cannot  by  itself  ensure 
that  the  United  Nations  will  be  both 
credible  and  successful,  but  without  it. 
it  does  not  stand  a  chance.  New  leader- 
ship is  needed. 


has  distinguished  itself  repeatedly 
throughout  the  history  of  this  great 
Nation.  Victories  in  battles  from  our 
War  for  Independence  to  the  Persian 
Gulf  war  were  successful  only  because 
of  the  stellar  soldiers  that  serve  self- 
lessly  and  bravely  in  the  Army  of  the 
United  States.  I  rise  today  to  pay  trib- 
ute to  a  man  who  is  a  fine  soldier  and 
a  friend  to  many  of  us  in  this  Chamber. 
Lt.  Col.  William  B.  Loper.  as  he  pre- 
pares to  bring  his  active  duty  career  to 
an  end. 

Colonel  Loper  began  his  career  more 
than  24  years  ago  when  he  pinned  on 
the  gold  bars  of  a  second  lieutenant 
and  the  crossed  muskets  of  the  infan- 
try. A  product  of  Washington.  DCs 
Georgetown  University  and  the  Re- 
serve Officer  Training  Corps.  Bill  Loper 
was  well  educated,  prepared,  and 
trained  for  his  ensuing  career  as  an 
Army  officer.  His  tours  of  duty  in- 
cluded stints  as  an  adjutant  and  Chief 
of  Records  for  the  25th  Infantry  Divi- 
sion: as  a  personnel  adviser  in  Pennsyl- 
vania: as  the  Secretary  of  the  General 
Staff  for  the  19th  Support  Command, 
located  in  Korea:  and  ultimately,  back 
to  the  District  of  Columbia  where  he 
was  an  assignments  officer  at  the 
Army  Personnel  Center,  and  executive 
officer  in  the  Army  Legislative  Liaison 
Office,  where  most  of  us  have  come  to 
know  him. 

During  his  tenure  in  the  Legislative 
Liaison  Office,  Colonel  Loper  has 
worked  hard  to  represent  the  interests 
of  the  Army  to  Members  of  Congress, 
as  well  as  tfrelessly  working  to  assist 
Senators,  Representatives,  and  thefr 
stafb,  in  dealing  with  defense  matters 
as  well  as  constituent  concerns  and 
issues.  I  do  not  think  any  of  ms  col- 
leagues would  disagree  with  my  assess- 
ment of  Colonel  Roper,  he  is  an  individ- 
ual who  has  always  been  prompt,  re- 
sponsive, and  sensitive  to  the  needs 
and  requests  of  Members  of  Congress, 
and  he  has  presented  a  positive  and  im- 
pressive image  of  the  Army  during  the 
course  of  his  duties  here. 

Mr.  President,  service  and  dedication 
to  duty  have  been  two  hallmarks  of 
Colonel  Loper's  career.  He  has  served 
our  Nation  and  the  Army  well  during 
his  years  of  service,  and  we  are  grateful 
for  all  his  efforts  and  sacrifices  In  the 
defense  of  the  United  States.  I  am  sure 
that  everyone  who  has  worked  with 
Colonel  Loper  would  want  to  join  me  in 
wishing  him  health,  happiness,  and 
success  in  the  years  to  come. 


TRIBUTE  TO  COL.  WILLIAM  B. 
LOPER,  U.S.  ARMY.  ON  THE  OC- 
CASION OF  HIS  RETIREMENT 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President, 
today.  June  14.  is  the  221st  birthday  of 
the  U.S.  Army,  a  military  force  that 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  U.S.  ARMY  ON 
THE  OCCASION  OF  ITS  221ST 
BIRTHDAY 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  the 
U.S.  Army  was  bom  221  years  ago 
today  on  a  village  square  in  Cambridge. 
MA  when  a  group  of  colonials  mustered 
together  to  form  an  army  under  the  au- 
thority of  the  Continental  Congress.  As 
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this  force  went  on  to  confront  the  Red- 
coats at  Lexington,  and  to  ultimately 
defeat  the  British  in  1783,  it  is  no  exag- 
geration to  say  that  the  birth  of  the 
Continental  Army  resulted  in  the  birth 
of  our  Nation.  More  than  2  centuries 
later,  both  the  United  States  and  its 
Army  are  recognized  throughout  the 
world  as  being  unequaled,  and  I  rise 
today  to  salute  the  Army  on  its  birth- 
day. 

The  history  of  our  Nation  and  our 
Army  are  intertwined,  and  the  battle 
streamers  of  that  service  stand  not 
only  as  testament  to  the  courage,  for- 
titude, and  abilities  of  those  who 
served  in  the  Army,  but  chronicle  the 
evolution  of  the  United  States.  The 
.  Army  was  present  when  the  shot  heard 
around  the  world  was  flred,  and  in 
Yorktown  when  the  British  surren- 
dered, not  only  admitting  defeat  to  the 
Americans,  but  validating  that  we  were 
a  free  and  separate  nation.  It  was 
Lewis  and  Clark,  two  Army  officers, 
who  explored  the  unknown  west  before 
that  region  became  territories  and 
states.  It  was  the  Army  that  entered 
Mexico  City,  and  our  victory  in  the  war 
with  Mexico  helped  to  expand  our 
southwestern  borders.  At  Bull  Run,  An- 
tletam,  Gettysburg,  and  dozens  of 
other  blood  stained  battlefields,  it  was 
the  soldiers  of  one  American  army 
fighting  the  soldiers  of  another  Amer- 
ican army  for  the  very  future  of  this 
Nation.  In  Havana  and  the  Philippines, 
the  American  Army  fought  Spanish  im- 
perialism, and  at  Verdun,  Doughboys 
battled  German  imperialism.  Army  Air 
Corpsmen  lost  thefr  lives  on  that  Day 
of  Infamy  that  began  World  War  EL,  and 
dog£Eu:ed  GI's  battled  the  Nazis,  the 
Fascists,  and  the  Imperial  Japanese  in 
North  Africa,  Sicily,  Normandy,  Am- 
hem,  and  throughout  the  Pacific.  In 
the  early  days  of  the  cold  war,  Amer- 
ican soldiers  dug  in  on  the  southern  tip 
of  Korea,  creating  the  Pusan  perimeter 
and  holding  the  line  against  the  ad- 
vancing North  Koreans,  and  it  was 
American  soldiers  who  stormed  the 
walls  at  Inchon  to  turn  the  tide  of  the 
Korean  conflict  in  favor  of  the  United 
Nations.  In  the  la  Drang  Valley,  and  in 
countless  flreflghts  in  nameless  loca- 
tions throughout  the  jungles,  moun- 
tains, and  rice  paddies  of  Vietnam, 
American  soldiers  valiantly  fought  to 
help  the  fledgling  nation  of  South  Viet- 
nam become  a  democracy;  and  in  Gre- 
nada, Panama,  and  Kuwait,  the  Amer- 
ican Army  deposed  tsnrants  and 
brought  terror-filled  regimes  of  dic- 
tators to  an  end. 

In  its  221  years  of  history,  the  U.S. 
Army  has  distinguished  itself  time  and 
time  again,  and  though  many  things 
have  changed  about  the  Army,  the 
quality  and  dedication  of  its  soldiers 
has  remained  unwavering.  The  men  and 
women  who  wear  the  Army  green  are 
individuals  who  willingly  bear  many 
sacrifices  so  that  their  countrsrmen 
may  remain  safe,  secure,  and  free.  Too 


few  of  us  ever  take  the  time  to  think  of 
the  soldiers  patrolling  the  demili- 
tarized zone  of  the  Korean  Peninsula 
where  there  is  always  the  chance  that 
hostilities  may  break  out:  or  of  the  sol- 
diers stationed  on  the  Sinai,  where 
they  help  to  ensure  the  peace  between 
Egypt  and  Israel  remains  strong;  or  of 
the  young  paratrooper  at  Fort  Brjigg 
who  is  ready  to  deploy  to  anyplace  in 
the  world  at  a  moment's  notice.  To 
these  soldiers  the  phrase  '  "Duty.  Honor, 
Country"  is  more  than  a  collection  of 
mere  words,  it  is  the  creed  by  which 
they  live  their  lives,  and  we  are  indeed 
fortunate  for  their  dedication  and  self- 
lessness. 

For  more  than  30  years,  it  was  Amer- 
ican soldiers  who  faced  down  the  Sovi- 
ets across  the  fron  Curtain,  and  when 
democracy  and  individual  rights  ulti- 
mately triumphed  over  communism 
and  collective  subjugation,  it  was 
thanks  in  large  part  to  the  vigilance  of 
the  thousands  of  soldiers  who  served  on 
the  front  lines  of  the  cold  war.  With 
the  fall  of  the  Communist  bloc,  the 
threats  to  the  United  States  have 
changed,  and  the  Army  is  redefining  its 
mission.  The  Army  must  now  be  pre- 
pju-ed  to  respond  to  regional  crises, 
carry  out  hiunanitarian  missions,  and 
peacekeeping  roles,  as  well  as  to  be 
prepared  to  deal  with  terrorists  and 
rogrue  nations.  Rest  assured,  however, 
that  with  whatever  task  that  the  Army 
of  the  United  States  of  America  is 
charged,  it  will  complete  its  assign- 
ment successfully,  and  it  will  remain 
the  best  trained  and  best  equipped 
force  in  the  world. 

Mr.  President,  if  the  soldiers  of  the 
Continental  Army  could  see  thefr  late 
20th  century  brothers  and  sisters  in 
arms,  they  would  be  amazed  at  the  dif- 
ferences between  the  Minuteman  and 
the  soldier  of  Force  XXI.  Rifled  mus- 
kets have  given  way  to  selective  ffre, 
magazine-fed  weapons  systems  that 
allow  soldiers  to  see  in  the  dark  and 
fire  a  multitude  of  munitions.  The 
horse  cavalry  has  been  replaced  by  the 
Bradley  fighting  vehicle,  a  weapons 
platform  that  has  the  ffrepower  of  the 
divisions  of  old;  and  Army  helicopters 
that  comprise  one  of  the  largest  air 
forces  in  the  world,  now  transport  and 
support  with  supplies  and  firepower  the 
infantry.  Combined,  all  these  elements 
guarantee  the  success  amd  superiority 
of  the  American  Army  and  that  wher- 
ever it  goes,  our  soldiers  will  persevere 
over  any  foe.  I  am  pleased  to  have  this 
opportunity  to  celebrate  the  history  of 
the  U.S.  Army,  to  thank  those  soldiers 
who  have  served  in  the  past  and  who 
serve  today,  and  to  assure  my  col- 
leagues that  our  Army  will  always 
stand  ready  to  defend  our  citizens  and 
our  Nation  from  all  who  threaten  us, 
just  as  they  have  for  the  past  220  years. 


June  13,  1996,  the  Federal  debt  stood  at 
$5,139,481,774,943.05. 

On  a  per  capita  basis,  every  man, 
woman,  and  child  in  America  owes 
$19,389.23  as  his  or  her  share  of  that 
debt. 


THE  VERY  BAD  DEBT  BOXSCORE 

Mr.   HELMS.   Mr.   President,  at  the 
close  of  business  yesterday,  Thursday, 


SOUTH  DAKOTANS  LEAD  EFFORT 
TO  GET  TO  THE  BOTTOM  OF  LOW 
CATTLE  PRICES 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  the 
Advisory  Committee  on  Agricultural 
Concentration  has  submitted  its  final 
report  to  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Dan 
Glickman.  The  committee  has  been  in- 
vestigating the  relationship  between 
concentration  in  the  livestock  process- 
ing and  packing  industry  and  the 
record  low  prices  in  the  cattle  market. 
It  did  a  tremendous  job  Identifying  the 
problems  facing  our  Nation's  livestock 
producers,  and  its  recommendations 
have  been  widely  praised  within  the  ag- 
ricultural community. 

The  success  of  the  advisory  commit- 
tee was  in  no  small  measure  attrib- 
utable to  its  membership.  The  panel 
consisted  of  21  individuals  from  across 
the  country  who  represent  a  cross  sec- 
tion of  the  livestock  industry.  It  in- 
cluded farmers,  ranchers,  meat  pack- 
ers, processors,  poultry  growers,  retail- 
ers, and  economists. 

While  all  conmiittee  members  should 
be  commended  for  their  determination 
to  get  to  the  bottom  of  the  livestock 
concentration  issue.  I  want  to  single 
out  for  special  mention  the  two  mem- 
bers from  South  Dakota:  Herman 
Schumacher  and  Tsrrone  Moos. 

Herman  Schumacher,  who  served  as 
vice-chair  of  the  advisory  committee, 
lives  in  Herried,  SD.  He  owns  and  oper- 
ates the  Herried  Livestock  Auction,  is 
past  president  of  the  South  Dakota 
Livestock  Auction  Markets  Associa- 
tion, and  is  part  owner  of  a  cattle  feed- 
lot. 

Without  question,  Herman  is  one  of 
the  most  tenacious  and  persuasive  ad- 
vocates for  cattle  producers  I  have  ever 
met.  He  understands  American  agri- 
culture and  never  stops  looking  for 
ways  to  address  problems  facing  farm- 
ers and  ranchers.  Herman's  expertise 
and  leadership  were  instnmiental  to 
the  development  of  the  committee's 
consensus  findings  and  recommenda- 
tions. In  addition,  he  helped  craft  addi- 
tional minority  views  that  are  more 
prescriptive  than  the  consensus  views 
in  outlining  responses  to  problems 
identified  in  the  report. 

Tyrone  Moos  is  a  grain  and  livestock 
producer  from  Philip,  SD,  who  also 
serves  as  director  of  the  Harvest  States 
Cooperative.  Tyrone's  expertise  in  both 
grain  and  livestock  issues  were  invalu- 
able to  the  committee's  deliberations. 

One  focus  of  the  committee's  review 
was  the  impact  of  concentration  in  the 
agricultural  transportation  industry. 
The  century-old  problem  of  insufficient 
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access  to  rail  cars  contributes  to  the 
determination  of  the  final  price  a  pro- 
ducer receives  for  his  or  her  commod- 
ities, and  Tjrrone's  experience  helped 
shape  the  conMiittee's  findings  in  this 
area.  Additionally,  Tyrone's  influence 
was  evident  in  the  tone  and  substance 
of  the  final  recommendations  for  both 
the  consensus  and  minority  views  sec- 
tions of  the  report. 

When  Agriculture  Secretary  Dan 
Glickman  called  to  solicit  Hermans 
and  Tyrone's  service  on  this  important 
committee,  it  would  have  been  easy  for 
them  to  decline  the  invitation.  The 
commitment  and  sacrifice  asked  of 
them  was  significant. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  did 
not  offer  compensation,  not  even  for 
travel  expenses.  But  it  did  ask  for  a 
significant  commitment  of  time.  Her- 
man, Tyrone  and  their  colleagues 
served  countless  hours  on  the  panel's 
work— time  that  could  have  been  spent 
looking  after  their  own  business  inter- 
ests or  with  their  families. 

The  advisory  conrniittee's  inquiry  di- 
rected needed  attention  to  the  serious 
problem  of  stagnating  cattle  prices, 
provided  insights  on  the  natiire  of  that 
problem  and  offered  recommendations 
for  what  might  be  done  about  it.  Farm- 
ers and  ranchers  in  South  Dakota  and 
elsewhere  should  be  thankful  for  that 
effort. 

The  work  of  the  Advisory  Committee 
on  Agricultural  Concentration  is  done. 
It  is  now  up  to  our  Nation's  policy- 
makers to  evaluate  the  panel's  findings 
and  act  on  its  recommendations.  I  look 
forward  to  taking  the  baton  passed  on 
by  Herman  Schumacher  and  Tsnrone 
Moos,  and  I  thank  them  for  pointing 
the  way  to  a  solution  to  the  problem  of 
concentration  in  agriculture. 
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ISRAELI  ELECTION  ABOUT 
DEFINmON  OF  PEACE 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  President,  the  cam- 
paign for  Israel's  first  directly  elected 
Prime  Minister  not  only  brought  a  vic- 
tory for  Benjamin  Netanyahu  but  a  de- 
feat for  the  mistaken  idea  that  peace 
can  only  be  defined  from  a  liberal  per- 
spective. 

While  two  well-qualified  candidates 
with  different  ideologies  each  articu- 
lated their  vision  for  the  country, 
many  in  the  American  media — those 
who  reported  on  the  campaign  and  the 
experts  journalists  chose  to  interview — 
hid  behind  stereotjrpes  and  missed  the 
real  point  of  the  election.  At  its  very 
core,  the  campaign  was  not  about 
whether  there  should  be  peace  but  how 
to  define  it. 

The  American  media  told  us  the  issue 
was  simply  this:  Shimon  Peres,  the  lib- 
eral, wanted  peace.  Benjamin 
Netanyahu,  the  conservative,  didn't. 
Implied  in  this  ridiculous  statement  is 
the  wrong  assumption  that  only  lib- 
erals understand  peace. 


In  the  days  since  the  election,  the 
American  media  aren't  quite  certain 
how  to  characterize  Mr.  Netanyahu. 
When  Mr.  Netanyahu  recently  ex- 
pressed his  desire  for  Israel  to  continue 
to  seek  peace  with  its  Arab  neighbors— 
a  position  he  has  advocated  all  along— 
a  Washington  Post  story  identified  him 
as  "kinder  and  gentler." 

The  media's  failure  to  understand 
Benjamin  Netanyahu  and  his  conserv- 
ative principles  of  real  peace— real  se- 
curity underscores  the  differences  in 
how  liberals  and  conservatives  view 
foreign  policy. 

The  left  believes  peace  is  simply  the 
absence  of  conflict.  To  achieve  peace, 
the  left  will  do  whatever  is  necessary 
and  in  many  cases  give  up  whatever  is 
necessary  simply  to  maintain  the 
peace. 

Conservatives  believe  peace  without 
freedom  is  false.  Only  through  the 
guiding  principle  that  freedom  Is  the 
core  of  all  human  progress  can  a  nation 
build  a  lasting  peace.  After  all,  what  is 
peace  without  freedom?  What  is  peace 
if  it  means  living  in  constant  fear?  In 
Cuba  and  China  today,  there  is  peace, 
but  certainly  no  freedom. 

When  any  nation  builds  its  foreign 
policy  on  a  foundation  of  freedom,  de- 
mocracy, justice,  and  human  rights, 
true  peace  and  hope  will  inevitably 
prevail. 

During  the  1980's.  the  left  and  the 
media  soundly  criticized  Ronald 
Reagan  and  Margaret  Thatcher  when 
their  policies  boldly  stated  that  nego- 
tiations with  the  Soviet  Union  must  be 
carried  out  from  a  position  of  strength 
and  security  .  .  .  not  appeasement. 

History  proved  them  right.  Freedom 
won.  The  Berlin  Wall— a  symbol  of  tyr- 
anny and  oppression — crumbled  and 
communism  was  replaced  by  capital- 
ism. 

Even  if  many  in  the  American  media 
apparently  believe  in  the  ludicrous 
claim  that  appeasement  leads  to  peace, 
Israeli  Jews — a  majority  of  whom  voted 
for  Netanyahu— correctly  understand 
that  protecting  freedom  is  essential  to 
preserving  peace. 

In  his  analysis  of  the  election,  A.M. 
Rosenthal  of  the  New  York  Times  said 
it  best  when  he  wrote:  "the  majority 
was  not  voting  against  peace — the  very 
idea  is  idiocy— but  for  the  hope  that 
Mr.  Netanyahu  and  a  Likud-led  coali- 
tion might  create  a  peace  they  could 
trust  while  they  slept,  not  just  while 
they  stood  at  arms." 

In  a  region  where  Israel's  neighbors 
have  vowed  its  destruction,  where 
thousands  of  missiles  in  other  coun- 
tries are  iwinted  at  Israel's  cities, 
where  well-financed  terrorists  threaten 
to  murder  and  frighten  Israel's  citi- 
zens, appeasement  through  weakness 
will  only  invite  more  violence,  more 
bloodshed  and  inevitably  a  loss  of  free- 
dom and  peace. 

We  all  want  peace  for  Israel— a  shin- 
ing jewel   of  democracy   in   a  region 


where  freedom  is  often  unwelcome. 
Choosing  the  best  road  for  achieving 
that  peace  is  the  task  that  awaits  Ben- 
jamin Netanyahu.  He  understands— as 
well  as  the  overwhelming  majority  of 
Israeli  Jews  who  voted  for  him— that 
only  when  Israel  is  secure,  can  Israel 
truly  be  free  and  at  peace. 


NATIONAL  ENDOWMENT  FOR  THE 
ARTS 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  at  this 
time  when  the  fiscal  year  1997  appro- 
priations level  for  the  National  Endow- 
ment for  the  Arts  is  being  determined, 
I  would  like  to  illustrate  the  impor- 
tance of  the  arts  to  the  education  of 
our  children  and  to  the  growth  of  the 
local  economy  through  two  examples 
from  my  home  State  of  Rhode  Island. 

The  May  23  issue  of  Nature  describes 
the  Starting  With  the  Arts  [SWAP] 
Program  for  96  first-graders  in  four 
Pawtucket.  RI.  classrroms.  The  pro- 
gram is  based  on  the  internationally 
recognized  Kodaly  curriculum  that  em- 
phasizes musical  and  visual  arts  skills. 
After  7  months,  the  SWAP  children 
scored  better  in  math  than  thefr  coun- 
terparts who  had  standard  classes — and 
equally  well  in  reading— even  though 
their  kindergarten  scores  indicated 
that  they  were  behind.  At  the  end  of 
second  grade,  math  comprehension  and 
problem-solving  skills  were  highest  in 
students  who  received  2  years  of  the 
special  program,  next  best  in  those  who 
had  1  year,  and  worst  in  those  who  re- 
ceived the  standard  curriculum. 

The  findings  of  a  nationwide  survey 
on  the  attitudes  of  Americans  toward 
the  arts,  conducted  by  Louis  Harris  and 
released  this  month,  found  that  9  in  10 
Americans  believed  that  when  children 
get  involved  in  the  arts  in  school,  they 
"become  more  creative  and  imagina- 
tive." "develop  skills  that  make  them 
feel  more  accomplished."  and  "learn  to 
communicate  well.  "  Over  8  in  10  Amer- 
icans also  feel  that  exposure  to  the  arts 
"helps  young  people  develop  discipline 
and  perseverance"  and  helps  them  "to 
learn  skills  that  can  be  useful  in  a 
job."  The  Pawtucket  youngsters  con- 
firm these  beliefs. 

My  second  example  stems  from  a  2- 
hour  public  forum  organized  as  part  of 
the  16th  International  Sculpture  Con- 
ference in  Providence  last  week.  At 
this  meeting,  numerous  civic,  cultural, 
and  business  leaders  came  forward  to 
show  how  the  arts  have  served  to  stim- 
ulate the  economic  revival  of  down- 
town Proviuence.  What  is  happening  in 
Rhode  Island  is  happening  nationally. 
Nonprofit  arts  organizations  create 
nearly  $37  billion  in  economic  activity 
in  the  United  States  every  year,  and 
support  1.3  million  American  jobs. 

The  arts  are  one  of  the  best  and  the 
cheapest  wasrs  of  improving  the  econ- 
omy. The  arts  stimulate  business  de- 
velopment, spur  urban  renewal,  attract 
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new  businesses,  and  improve  the  over- 
all quality  of  life  in  our  cities  and 
towns.  Roger  Mandle  at  the  Rhode  Is- 
land School  of  Design  has  repeatedly 
demonstrated  the  importance  of  design 
to  both  the  economy  and  greater  ease 
in  every  day  life.  Existing  and  avail- 
able cultural  resources  are  frequently 
cited  as  one  of  the  prime  reasons  busi- 
nesses select  to  move  to  a  community. 
The  arts  can  literally  turn  a  commu- 
nity or  neighborhood  around. 

One  of  the  best  illustrations  of  the 
impact  of  the  arts  on  the  economy  is 
tourism,  and  tourism  is  the  fastest 
growing  economic  market  in  the 
United  States  today.  In  Providence, 
the  Providence  Performing  Arts  Center 
and  Trinity  Square  Repertory  Com- 
pany have  brought  countless  audiences 
to  their  theaters,  with  many  people 
spending  money  on  restaurants,  shops, 
parking,  and  the  like  that  would  not  do 
so  otherwise  without  the  presence  of 
the  arts.  Recent  discussions  among  the 
museums  in  the  downtown  area  have 
led  to  the  exciting  concept  of  a  Mu- 
seum Mile  connecting  these  cultural 
institutions  through  a  collective  effort 
in  marketing,  fundraising,  parking, 
transportation.  The  result  will  attract 
visitors  from  all  over  the  country  to 
Providence.  When  the  arts  is  good, 
more  people  are  employed,  and  more 
taxable  income  generates  more  revenue 
for  our  State  and  local  municipalities. 

There  are  more  artists  per  square 
mile  living  in  Providence  than  in  any 
other  city  in  the  United  States,  and 
this  number  is  likely  to  Increase  with 
the  passage  of  proposed  State  legisla- 
tion that  would  provide  State  income 
and  sales  breaks  to  airtists  living  or 
working  in  the  central  business  dis- 
trict. One  bill  would  exempt  these  art- 
ists from  pasring  sales  tax  on  plays, 
books,  musical  compositions,  paintings 
and  sculpture.  A  second  bill  would  pro- 
vide these  artists  with  a  personal  tax 
exempt.  The  Rhode  Island  House  Fi- 
nance Committee  has  voted  its  ap- 
proval. In  praising  the  effort.  Mayor 
Vincent  A.  Cianci,  Jr.  states:  "These 
bills,  while  supporting  our  artists  and 
arts,  promote  economic  development 
and  tourism  and  will  create  a  more  dy- 
namic ssmergy  among  the  Arts  and  En- 
tertainment District,  Capital  Center 
and  the  Province  Place  mall." 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  consider  these  examples  from  Rhode 
Island,  to  understand  the  far-reaching 
positive  impact  of  the  arts  on  both  edu- 
cation and  economy,  and  to  join  to- 
gether in  a  bipartisan  effort  to  appro- 
priate $136  minion  for  the  National  En- 
dowment for  the  Arts  as  requested  by 
administration.  It  is  Important  that 
this  agency  is  funded  sufficiently  to  be 
able  to  continue  its  worthwhile  and  ex- 
tremely effective  endeavors  to  improve 
the  quality  of  life  for  all  Americans. 

The  recent  Harris  Poll  referenced 
above  shows  that  Federal  support  for 
the  arts  remains  solid  and  strong.  Sur- 


prisingly. Harris  also  found  that  a  61 
percent  majority  of  Americans — to  37 
percent  saying  "no'"— would  be  willing 
to  be  taxed  S5  more  in  order  to  pay  for 
Federal  financial  support  for  the  arts. 
Fully  86  percent  of  all  American  adults 
are  exposed  to  the  arts  in  the  course  of 
a  year.  These  people  believe  the  arts  to 
be  important  and  would  sorely  missed 
them  if  they  were  not  there. 


SENATE  PAGES— SPRING  CLASS  OF 
1996 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  today 
the  Senate  bids  farewell  to  a  group  of 
young  men  and  women  who  have  served 
as  U.S.  Senate  pages  for  the  spring  se- 
mester. 

These  young  people  have  been  wit- 
nesses to  vigorous  debates  on  a  number 
of  issues  of  national  significance — truly 
spirited  debates.  Just  this  past  week, 
they  watched  as  Senate  Dole  gave  his 
final  speech  &s  a  U.S.  Senator. 

We  in  the  Senate  appreciate  all  that 
they  did  to  serve  the  needs  of  this 
body — and  those  needs  were  many.  The 
Senate  pages  serve  a  very  valuable  and 
important  role  in  the  day-to-day  work- 
ings of  the  Senate,  and  we  very  much 
thank  them  for  their  work. 

As  these  young  people  return  to  their 
respective  conmiunities,  it  is  my  hope 
that  they  will  take  with  them  a  better 
understanding  of  how  this  Government 
works,  and  understand  the  necessity  of 
working  together  to  achieve  a  common 
goal.  Perhaps  someday,  one  or  more  of 
them  will  return  as  Members  of  the 
U.S.  Senate. 

To  the  pages,  on  behalf  of  myself,  the 
majority  leader  and  all  Members  of  the 
Senate,  we  wish  you  well,  good  luck  in 
the  years  ahead,  and  we  say  thank  you. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  list 
of  the  names  of  the  pages  of  the  spring 
class  of  1996  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

U.S.  Senate  Pages— Spring  Class  of  1996 

Tracy  R.  Clark,  Vermont. 

Christie  M.  Curtis,  New  Jersey. 

Janelle  D'Ambroslo,  New  York. 

Ford  P.  Dvldson,  Washington  State. 

Abigail  David,  Virginia. 

Carl  Kean,  Arkansas. 

Autumn  Fredericks.  Mississippi. 

Elisabeth  Hagadom,  Michigan. 

Richard  Hutchinson,  South  Dakota. 

Thad  Larson.  South  Dakota. 

Brooke  Lawyer,  Mississippi. 

J.  Wesley  McCleave,  Alabama. 

Evan  Meyer,  Indiana. 

Elizabeth  Reaves.  Vermont. 

Joshuah  Roberts.  Arkansas. 

Dorothy  Robinson.  Delaware. 

Heidi  Sann.  Massachusetts. 

Devln  Sullivan.  Montana. 

Alyssa  Thomburg,  Pennsylvania. 

Jennifer  Wilklng.  Wyoming. 


LAKOTA  FUND  GROUND  BREAKING 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  talk  briefly  about  the  tireless  efforts 
being  undertaken  by  a  local  nonprofit 
orgajiization  in  South  Dakota  to  im- 
prove the  severe  economic  conditions 
on  the  Pine  Ridge  Indian  Reservation. 

Over  the  years,  numerous  national 
press  articles  have  documented  the 
Pine  Ridge  Indian  Reservation  as  one 
of  the  most  impoverished  areas  in  the 
coxmtry.  The  arid  nature  of  the  land 
lends  little  to  farming  and  ranching. 
Banks,  department  stores,  paved  roads, 
and  even  safe  drinking  water  are  not  to 
be  taken  for  granted.  Even  amidst  the 
stark  majesty  of  its  landscape,  the  vi- 
brant tourism  industry  of  western 
South  Dakota  remains  a  whisper  of 
promise.  Quite  simply,  on  the  Pine 
Ridge  Reservation,  the  basic  economic 
infrastructure  that  we  all  take  for 
granted,  struggles  to  exist. 

Ten  years  ago,  a  group  of  Pine  Ridge 
residents,  dedicated  to  improving  their 
local  economy,  created  a  peer  lending 
program  called  the  Lakota  Fund.  After 
forming  partnerships  with  private 
foundations  and  FederaJ  agencies  for 
seed  money,  this  unique  program  began 
processing  loans  for  economic  enter- 
prise on  the  reservation.  It  mandated 
enrollment  in  financial  and  business 
training  courses  and  required  groups  of 
loan  recipients  to  cosign  for  each  oth- 
ers' loans.  This  unique  lending  ap- 
proach, emphasizing  trust  over  credit, 
created  a  strong  sense  of  teamwork  in 
the  area  that  has  enabled  many  bud- 
ding entrepreneurs  to  realize  their 
dreams. 

Before  participating  in  the  program, 
one  young  woman  was  unable  to  fulfill 
her  dream  of  buying  a  house  for  her 
family.  However,  after  successfully 
starting  her  own  business  and  repaying 
her  loan  to  the  Lakota  Fimd.  she  was 
able  to  purchase  a  home,  thanks  to  the 
establishment  of  a  good  credit  record. 

There  are  many  more  individual  suc- 
cess stories,  but  the  true  success  of  the 
Lakota  Fund  has  transcended  the  ac- 
complishments of  any  one  individual. 
It  has  affected  the  entire  commvmlty. 

Over  the  years,  the  Lakota  Fund  has 
loaned  nearly  $1  million  to  over  250 
small  business  men  and  women.  Of 
these  loans,  less  than  10  percent  have 
failed. 

When  the  Lakota  Fund  began  10 
years  ago,  the  town  of  Kyle  had  only 
one  grocery  store  and  one  convenience 
store.  Today,  with  the  Lakota  Fund's 
help.  Kyle  is  home  to  a  cafe,  two  video 
rental  stores,  a  flower  shop,  a  tire  re- 
pair shop,  and  a  multitude  of  other 
businesses.  These  ongoing  success  sto- 
ries are  testament  to  the  vision  of  the 
Lakota  Fund's  creators  and  staff.  They 
knew  that  as  each  new  business  would 
bring  new  jobs,  so  would  each  new  job 
sustain  and  improve  the  hope  for  finaji- 
cial independence. 
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I  have  learned  a  great  deal  from  the 
Lakota  Fund's  success.  It  has  strength- 
ened my  belief  that  economies  are 
built  through  partnerships.  It  has  prov- 
en that  Federal  agencies  such  as  the 
Economic  Development  Administra- 
tion and  the  Small  Business  Adminis- 
tration can  work  together  with  com- 
munity leaders  to  provide  the  financial 
support  needed  to  make  sound  invest- 
ments in  local  economies.  And  it  has 
clearly  demonstrated  the  important 
roles  that  exist  for  private  foimdations 
in  supporting  new  business  ventures. 

But  most  importantly,  these  efforts 
are  shining  examples  that  successful 
change  can  begin  at  the  local  level, 
that  good  things  can  be  done  when  peo- 
ple work  together,  and  that  dreams  can 
be  reached  where  hope  is  allowed  to 
grow. 

Mr.  President,  on  June  20  of  this 
year,  the  Lakota  Fund  will  celebrate 
the  ribbon  cutting  of  their  new  founda- 
tion headquarters.  This  building,  which 
was  constructed  through  financial 
partnerships  with  the  Economic  Devel- 
opment Administration,  Norwest  Bank, 
and  other  notable  private  organiza- 
tions, will  house  the  offices  of  the 
Lakota  Fund  and  will  provide  retail 
space  for  existing  clients  as  well  as 
training  facilities  for  new  loan  appli- 
cants. 

This  day  will  also  celebrate  the  open- 
ing of  the  Tribal  Business  Information 
Center,  a  joint  Small  Business  Admin- 
istration venture  that  will  work  with 
the  Lakota  Fund  to  assist  in  the  fur- 
ther development  of  the  local  economy. 

I  would  like  to  recognize  the  efforts 
of  the  Lakota  Fund's  staff  for  the  hard 
work  and  commitment  that  was  nec- 
essary to  see  these  two  projects 
through  to  fruition.  In  pEirticular,  I 
would  like  to  personally  honor  the 
hard  work  and  dedication  of  Elsie 
Meeks.  As  the  former  executive  direc- 
tor of  the  Lakota  Fund,  Elsie  has  long 
been  an  impassioned  voice  for  eco- 
nomic development  in  the  Pine  Ridge 
community.  Her  foresight  and  deter- 
mination have  made  the  Lakota  Fund 
a  national  example  of  how  trust  among 
people  can  affect  positive  economic 
change. 

Still.  I  would  be  remiss  if  I  did  not 
emphasize  that  much  more  work  needs 
to  be  done.  The  success  of  the  Lakota 
Fund  and  the  creation  of  the  Tribal 
Business  Information  Center  are  but 
two  small  steps  on  a  much  longer  jour- 
ney to  sustained  economic  growth  on 
the  Pine  Ridge  Reservation. 

Under  the  local  guidance  of  organiza- 
tions such  as  the  Lakota  Fund.  I  am 
confident  we  can  continue  to  maximize 
our  resources  and  forge  stronger  rela- 
tionships between  the  public  and  pri- 
vate sector.  And.  with  responsible  lead- 
ership in  Congress,  we  can  reward  the 
priorities  of  economic  growth  by  em- 
phasizing Federal  programs  that  pro- 
mote partnership  and  local  control. 


FISCAL  YEAR  1997  GOP  BUDGET 
RESOLUTION 

Mr.  KERREY.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  briefly  discuss  my  opposition 
to  the  fiscal  year  1997  budget  resolu- 
tion. 

In  voting  against  the  balance  budget 
amendment  last  week.  I  stated  that  I 
did  not  believe  Congress  needed  a 
mechanism  in  the  Constitution  to  bal- 
ance the  budget  and  that  I  believed 
Congress  had  the  will  to  reach  a  bal- 
anced budget  on  its  own.  If  nothing 
else,  I  can  say  that  at  least  my  col- 
leagues across  the  aisle  proved  me 
right  on  that  point. 

However,  I  voted  against  this  budget 
proposal  because  I  am  in  considerable 
disagreement  with  the  way  they  pro- 
pose we  achieve  budgetary  balance. 

Their  budget  resolution,  passed  yes- 
terday on  a  party-line  vote,  calls  for 
discretionary  spending  cuts  to  pro- 
grams vital  to  our  Nation's  future — 
like  education  and  research— while  of- 
fering a  tax  cut  that  forces  larger  and 
deeper  cuts  to  Medicare  and  Medicaid. 
But  more  important,  Mr.  President, 
this  budget  does  nothing— nothing— to 
fundamentally  reform  our  entitlement 
programs  which  continue  to  consume  a 
bigger  portion  of  the  Federal  budget 
each  year.  I  also  point  out  that  this 
resolution  raises  the  deficit  for  the 
first  time  since  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration took  office. 

Mr.  President,  I  support  the  goal  of  a 
balanced  budget  and  have  fought,  am 
fighting  and  will  continue  to  fight  to 
achieve  it.  Recently  my  colleagues  and 
I— Senators  Simpson,  Brown,  Nunn, 
and  ROBB — proposed  a  provision  that 
would  have  reformed  long-term  entitle- 
ments. Mind  you,  we  did  not  tinker 
around  the  edges,  but  instead  took  on 
some  serious  budgetary  dilemmas  with- 
out using  gimmickry  or  short-term 
measures  as  a  solution. 

For  our  efforts  we  received  36  biparti- 
san votes — unprecedented  support  for 
this  type  of  long-term  entitlement  re- 
form. Our  proposed  changes  to  current 
laws  would  have  caused  taxpayers  very 
little  concern  in  the  short-term  as 
these  changes  would  be  phased  in  and 
have  no  effect  on  anyone  over  the  age 
of  50  and  would  save  the  Nation  billions 
of  dollars  in  the  long  term.  As  well,  the 
Senate  recently  voted  on  the  centrist 
budget  plan,  which  addressed  a  number 
of  budgetary  problems  including  long- 
term  entitlement  reform,  and  provided 
a  balanced  budget  in  seven  years.  This 
plan  garnered  46  bipartisan  votes— 22 
Democrats  and  24  Republicans. 

I  only  wish  my  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  chose  a  similar 
path. 

A  balanced  budget  by  2002,  which  this 
resolution  offers,  is  still  of  little  solace 
because  it  ignores  the  most  Important 
fiscal  challenge  we  face:  the  rapid 
growth  in  entitlement  spending  over 
the  next  30  y^ars. 


I  cannot  stress  enough  the  year  on 
which  we  ought  to  be  focused  is  not 
2002,  but  2008,  when  the  baby  boomer 
generation  begins  to  reach  eliglbUlty 
age  for  retirement.  This  will  place  a  se- 
vere strain  on  the  Federal  budget.  Our 
biggest  fiscal  challenge  is  demo- 
graphic, not  political,  and  the  budget 
before  us  does  not  address  it. 

Unfortunately,  and  conveniently, 
this  demographic  challenge  is  kept 
from  our  view  by  a  budgeting  process 
that  discourages  long-term  planning.  A 
six-year  span  is  completely  Inadequate 
when  the  most  difficult  budget  deci- 
sions we  need  to  make  deal  with  prob- 
lems we  win  face  20.  25,  and  30  years 
down  the  road,  when  the  aging  of  our 
population  propels  entitlement  spend- 
ing out  of  control.  The  most  important 
recommendation  of  the  Bipartisan 
Commission  on  Entitlement  and  Tax 
Reform  was  that  we  begin  to  look  at 
the  impact  of  budgets  over  30  years 
rather  than  just  5  or  7.  The  reason  is 
that  our  country  looks  very  different, 
and  our  current  budgets  look  very  dif- 
ferent, viewed  over  that  span. 

We  can  see  the  trend  even  in  the 
short  term.  Entitlement  programs — 
which  included  Social  Security.  Medi- 
care, Medicaid,  and  Federal  retire- 
ment— will  consume  66  percent  of  the 
budget  this  year.  By  2002,  it  will  be  73 
percent.  By  2005.  the  number  is  78  per- 
cent. Those  numbers  are  straight  from 
CBO,  and  if  we  project  further,  Mr. 
President,  we  see  that  by  2021,  manda- 
tory spending  and  Interest  on  the  na- 
tional debt  win  consume  every  doUar 
we  collect  in  taxes.  By  2013,  we  wiU  be 
forced  to  begin  dipping  into  the  surplus 
in  the  Social  Security  Trust  Fund  to 
cover  benefit  payments,  a  practice  that 
win  go  on  for  not  more  than  16  years 
before  the  trust  fund  goes  into  the  red. 

These  trends  have  to  do  with  the  sim- 
ple fact  that  our  population  is  getting 
older  while  our  work  force  gets  smaU- 
er.  My  generation  did  not  have  as 
many  children  as  our  parents  expected, 
and,  as  a  consequence,  the  S3rstem 
under  which  each  generation  of  work- 
ers supports  the  preceding  generation 
of  retirees  simply  wlU  not  hold  up. 

Indeed.  Mr.  President,  long-term  en- 
titlement reform  coupled  with  a  rea- 
sonable reduction  In  spending  would 
alone  reduce  Interest  rates  and  bring 
balance  to  the  budget. 

The  result  is  a  question  of  fairness 
between  generations.  Today  there  are 
roughly  five  workers  paying  taxes  to 
support  the  benefits  of  each  retiree. 
When  my  generation  retires  there  wiU 
be  fewer  than  three.  Unless  we  take  ac- 
tion now.  the  choice  we  force  upon  our 
children  will  be  excruciating:  Continue 
to  fund  benefits  at  current  levels  by 
radically  raising  taxes  on  the  working 
population  or  slash  benefits  dramati- 
cally. 

In  1981.  Congress— backed  by  the 
Reagan  administration — passed  a  tax- 
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cut  for  the  American  people  hailed  as  a 
boon  to  the  national  economy  and  a 
panacea  for  combating  an  overreaching 
Government.  However,  the  tax  cuts 
proposed  and  passed  were  coupled  with 
unrivalled  Government  spending, 
which  created  the  enormous  deficits  we 
now  confront  in  this  body  daily.  No- 
body believed  in  1981  or  1982— save  a 
small  few — that  what  was  happening 
was  the  creation  of  large,  grave  deficits 
the  likes  of  which  this  country  had 
never  seen,  even  after  the  then  Major- 
ity Leader  Howard  Baker  at  the  time 
called  this  budgetary  strategy  a  "river 
boat  gamble." 

Mr.  President,  until  Congress  can 
sigree  on  a  budget  that  addresses  the 
unsustainable  growth  of  entitlement 
programs  and  avoids  gimmickry  and 
short-term  fixes,  an3rthing  else  is  sim- 
ply a  river  boat  gamble. 

I  will  continue  to  oppose  resolutions 
such  as  the  one  we  voted  on  yesterday 
because  I  do  not  wish  to  commit  our 
Nation's  fiscal  integrity  and  the  hopes 
of  future  generations  to  a  gaimble,  no 
more  than  I  would  try  to  balance  my 
family's  checkbook  by  heading  to  the 
slot  machines  with  a  pocket  full  of 
quarters.  This  Nation  and  our  children 
deserve  better. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Ktl).  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  RF.TD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 


NOMINATION  OF  ALAN  GREEN- 
SPAN TO  BE  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE 
BOARD  OF  GOVERNORS  OF  THE 
FEDERAL  RESERVE  SYSTEM 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my  un- 
derstanding that  the  matter  now  before 
the  Senate  is  the  nomination  of  Alan 
Greenspan  to  the  Federal  Reserve. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct.  The  clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

Alan  Greenspan,  of  New  York,  to  be  Chair- 
man of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  System  for  a  term  of  four  years. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  nomination. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President.  I  like  my 
colleagues,  take  my  responsibility  very 
seriously  as  to  whether  or  not  I  support 
nominations  made  by  the  President. 
During  the  time  that  I  have  served  in 
the  Senate,  most  of  that  time  has  been 
under  Republican  Presidents.  I  always 


took  the  fact  that  they  made  the  nomi- 
nation something  that  I  should,  if  I 
could,  support.  I  felt  that  way  for  Re- 
publicans. I  feel  the  same  way  for  a 
Democratic  President. 

As  a  result,  my  decision  today,  while 
it  may  not  be  earthshaking  in  nature, 
has  been  quite  difficult.  It  was  after 
great  deliberation  that  I  concluded  I 
can  not  support  the  nomination  of 
Alsm  Greenspan.  He  has  rendered  great 
service  to  the  country.  But  I  think  the 
time  has  come  for  new  leadership.  We 
need  to  look  at  what  is  taking  place  at 
the  Fed  not  only  regarding  its  mone- 
tary policy  but  also  internal  manage- 
ment. I  think  that  we  need  to  send  a 
message  to  the  American  public  that 
what  is  going  on  in  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board  is  not  good. 

As  a  result  of  that,  I  have  indicated 
I  will  not  support  the  nomination  of 
Alan  Greenspan,  a  nomination  that  has 
been  submitted  to  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States  by  a  Democrat.  Bill  Clin- 
ton. 

Mr.  President,  many  suggest  that  if 
the  Federal  Government  operated  more 
like  the  private  sector  we  would  rid 
ourselves  of  waste  and  inefficiency. 
While  that  generalized  statement  is 
probably  true — that  we  would  get  rid  of 
a  lot  of  waste  and  inefficiency,  if  we 
operated  more  like  the  private  sector — 
that  is  not  absolutely  true.  It  has 
merit.  I  subscribe  to  that  belief,  and  I 
think  that  we  should  keep  that  state- 
ment in  mind  when  we  consider  the  re- 
appointment of  Chairman  Greenspan  to 
the  Fed. 

For  example,  if  the  shareholders  of  a 
bank — and  if  the  President  of  that 
bank  operated  as  a  multimillion  dollar 
enterprise — suddenly  found  in  that 
banking  operation  that  there  was  a 
fund,  a  slush  fund,  a  rainy  day  fund,  as 
the  Fed  looks  to  it,  without  anyone's 
knowledge,  would  the  shareholders 
vote  for  reappointment  of  that  Presi- 
dent? The  answer  is  obviously  no.  They 
would  want  probably  an  opportunity 
for  the  President  of  that  bank  to  ex- 
plain himself.  Yet,  those  who  are  in- 
sisting on  a  vote  in  the  affirmative  for 
Chairman  Greenspan  are  asking  us  to 
accept  what  the  Fed  has  done  without 
any  explanation.  I  personally  cannot 
do  that. 

According  to  the  General  Accounting 
Office  report  that  I  requested,  along 
with  Senator  Dobgan,  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Board  is  operating  with  a  number 
of  problems.  But  one  is  that  the  Gen- 
eral Accotmting  Office  found  that  there 
is  a  53.7  billion  fund.  Some  refer  to  it 
as  a  rainy  day  fund,  and  others  have  re- 
ferred to  as  a  slush  fund. 

The  purpose  of  it,  they  say,  is  to 
make  sure  that  if  there  are  ever  any 
losses  that  they  are  covered. 

Well,  for  79  years  the  Fed  has  been  in 
existence.  They  have  never  had  a  loss. 
There  has  been  no  explanation  why 
they  have  this  fund  maintained.  It  is 
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fair  to  assume  that,  when  it  comes  to 
deficit  reduction,  the  chairman's  rhet- 
oric is  inconsistent  with  his  actions. 

The  Government  was  literally  shut 
down  last  year  for  a  billion  dollars 
here,  a  billion  dollars  there.  For  $3.7 
billion  we  would  not  have  haul  a  Gov- 
ernment shutdown. 

The  report  raises  a  number  of  legiti- 
mate questions  about  the  fiscal  man- 
agement within  the  Federal  Reserve 
System.  Important  questions  should 
have  been  answered  prior  to  now  and 
certainly  prior  to  voting  for  confirma- 
tion of  this  Chairman.  This  study  was 
requested  because  no  close  examina- 
tion of  the  Fed  operations  had  ever 
been  conducted.  . 

I  offered  legislation  on  a  number  of 
occasions  calling  for  the  audit  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  System.  These  re- 
quests for  legislation  were  promptly 
thrown  in  file  13.  They  never  went  any- 
place. The  Fed  is  untouchable.  Well, 
after  this  study  I  do  not  think  they 
should  be  untouchable,  because  some  of 
the  questions  that  people  asked  have 
been  answered  in  this  report. 

In  fact,  does  the  Federal  Reserve  Sys- 
tem run  its  own  shop  with  no  oversight 
by  anyone?  The  answer  is  yes.  As  I 
said,  there  has  never  been  a  close  ex- 
amination of  the  Fed's  operations  until 
this  study  was  conducted.  The  General 
Accounting  Office  did  a  good  job.  The 
report  is  sizable  in  nature.  This  is  a 
draft  of  the  report.  I  understand  that 
on  Monday  the  17th,  they  are  going  to 
submit  their  final  report.  This  is  done 
the  way  the  General  Accounting  Office 
always  does  their  work.  They  do  a 
draft  report  and  they  show  it  to  the 
people  that  requested  the  report  and 
then  they  submit  it  to  the  body  that  is 
being  investigated.  It  will  be  interest- 
ing to  see  how  the  Fed  has  responded 
to  some  of  these  questions.  I  think,  in- 
terestingly enough,  their  responses  do 
not  answer  all  of  the  questions  raised 
in  the  report. 

Since  they  are  a  taxpayer-financed 
entity.  I  believe  it  was  necessary  to 
shed  greater  light  on  the  Fed's  oper- 
ation and  so  I  asked  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office  to  do  this.  In  today's 
constrained  budget  environment.  Con- 
gress needs  to  be  informed,  and  well  in- 
formed, on  all  activities  that  affect 
Government's  finances.  Certainly  the 
national  banking  system,  the  Federal 
Reserve  System,  is  something  we 
should  have  a  better  handle  on.  That, 
in  part,  is  why  we  requested  this  study 
of  the  Fed. 

Much  of  the  study  focuses  on  activi- 
ties occurring  under  Mr.  Greenspan's 
watch  and  the  policies  he  oversaw.  He 
has  been  there  a  long  time.  He  cannot 
blame  what  has  gone  on  on  someone 
else.  He  is  the  chief  administrative  of- 
ficer. He  is  the  person  we  look  to  for 
guidance.  He  is  the  person,  when  we 
have  a  problem  with  our  national 
banking  system,  we  call  in  to  Congress. 
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It  is  my  understanding  that  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office  stands  by  all  of 
its  findings  in  the  preliminary  report, 
and  I  am  sure  that  is  the  case.  Since 
this  report  was  submitted  there  have 
been  other  interesting  things  to  de- 
velop. One  of  the  most  interesting,  is  a 
recent  round  of  stories  in  the  Los  An- 
geles Times.  They  have  done  some  very 
good  work  on  what  is  going  on  in  part 
of  the  world  of  the  Fed. 

An  executive  at  the  San  Francisco 
Fed  confirms  the  fact  that  there  are 
accounting  practices  at  the  bank  in 
California  that  are  in  real  question. 
For  example,  according  not  only  to  the 
LA  Times,  but  the  Wall  Street  Jour- 
nal— which  certainly  we  cannot  say  is  a 
foe  or  of  the  Fed.  According  to  the  Wall 
Street  Journal,  the  Los  Angeles  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Branch  appears  to  have 
problems  counting  its  money.  This  has 
been  confirmed  by  an  executive  at  the 
San  Francisco  Fed.  This  executive  as- 
serts that  employees  were  "forcing  bal- 
ances that  did  not  add  up,  so  that  re- 
ports sent  to  the  Fed  board  would  ap- 
pear normal." 

We  are  not  talking  here  about  how  to 
do  your  weekly  balancing  of  your 
checking  account.  We  are  talking  of  al- 
most S200  million.  Apparently  this 
enormous  management  lapse  that  took 
place  over  a  period  of  more  than  a  year 
has  not  been  questioned  by  anyone  in 
authority  at  the  Fed.  It  occurred  in 
one  of  the  most  basic  and  critical  func- 
tions that  the  Federal  Reserve  System 
has.  and  that  is  tracking  the  level  of 
currency  in  circulation.  The  error  was 
said  at  this  point  to  be  about  S178  mil- 
lion. The  Fed  and  the  Chairman  do  not 
bear  this  loss,  the  taxpayers  bear  this 
loss. 

The  bottom  line  is  we  now  have  be- 
fore us  another  story  of  Fed  mis- 
management, under  the  guidance  and 
leadership  of  Alan  Greenspan.  It  begs 
us  to  question  why  this  body  is  willing 
to  reward  such  poor  oversight  with,  in 
effect,  expeditious  confirmation. 

I  have  to  say  that  I  very  much  appre- 
ciate the  initial  action  of  the  new  nia- 
jority  leader.  Senator  Lott  has  allowed 
3  days  to  debate  this.  That  is  very 
good.  My  only  question  would  be 
whether  we  should  have  done  it  before 
the  final  report  of  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office.  But  I  commend  and 
applaud  the  new  majority  leader  for  al- 
lowing ample  time  to  talk  about  this 
issue.  The  fact  we  are  talking  about 
this,  I  think,  will  lead  to  a  better  un- 
derstanding o'  how  the  Fed  acts. 

There  ha.e  been  good  discussions 
these  past  2  days  by  the  junior  Senator 
from  Iowa.  Senator  Harkin,  and  the 
junior  Senator  from  North  Dakota, 
Senator  Dorgan.  about  fiscal  policy.  I 
am  not  going  to  dwell  a  lot  today  on 
fiscal  policy.  Senators  Harkin  and 
Dorgan  have  done  a  good  job  on  that. 
What  I  want  to  talk  about,  though,  is 
where  they  spend  93  percent  of  their 
money. 


You  see,  at  the  Fed,  only  about  7  per- 
cent of  their  money  is  spent  on  fiscal 
policy,  setting  policy.  Ninety-three 
percent  of  it  is  running  this  national 
bank  we  have.  I  believe  we  as  a  Con- 
gress have  the  responsibility  to  look  at 
that  93  percent  and  I  believe  appro- 
priate that  money  for  that  93  percent. 
It  is  often  said  that  Greenspan  puts  the 
brakes  on  our  economy.  I  think  it 
might  be  time  to  put  the  brakes  on  his 
nomination,  slow  it  down,  review  all 
the  facts  that  are  being  brought  to  our 
attention,  including  the  situation  we 
have  in  the  Los  Angeles  Fed. 

There  are  some  who  say  there  is  no 
need  for  an  Independent  audit.  An  aji- 
nual  audit  is  fiscally  sound  policy. 

Can  you  imagine  a  bank  not  having 
an  annual  audit?  Can  you  imagine  the 
central  banking  system  of  the  United 
States  of  America  not  having  an  an- 
nual independent  audit?  We  do  not 
have  one.  I  believe  it  would  instill 
greater  public  confidence  in  our  bank- 
ing system  and  it  would  allow  people  to 
understand  more  what  is  going  on. 

Let  us  taik  about  increased  cost.  The 
Fed,  while  the  rest  of  Government  is 
cinching  down  and  spending  less,  the 
Fed's  operating  costs  have  increased 
steadily  and  substantially.  In  1988,  just 
a  few  years  ago,  the  cost  of  the  Fed  was 
$1.36  billion.  In  1994,  some  5  years  later, 
it  was  $2  billion.  And  it  has  gone  up 
every  year  since  then.  We  do  not  have 
those  final  figures.  Operating  costs  for 
the  Federal  Reserve  have  grown  at 
more  than  twice  the  rate  of  inflation. 
Fed  operating  costs  jumped  50  percent 
between  1988  and  1994.  It  increased  at  a 
rate  greater,  of  course,  than  overall 
Federal  discretionary  spending,  which 
we  are  trsrlng  to  rein  in.  Overall  Fed- 
eral discretionary  spending  increased 
during  this  period  of  time  at  a  very 
minuscule  rate.  But  not  the  Fed,  they 
jumi)ed  50  percent.  The  greatest  in- 
creases were  bank  supervision,  person- 
nel costs  and  data  processing.  The  re- 
port makes  it  clear  the  Fed  could  do 
more  to  increase  its  own  cost  con- 
sciousness. They  could  do  a  better  job 
of  holding  back  the  cost  of  Govern- 
ment. 

What  is  interesting  is  what  the  Fed 
did  while  its  own  costs  were  rapidly 
outpacing  inflation.  The  Fed  was  urg- 
ing fiscal  restraint  for  the  rest  of  the 
country.  I  think  it  is  interesting  to 
talk  about  what  happened  in  the  pre- 
Greenspan  years  with  economic 
growth,  and  what  happened  in  the 
Greenspan  years. 

The  green,  the  lower  indicators  on 
this  graph,  shows  that  the  Greenspan 
years  have  not  been  good  years.  In 
spite  of  the  tight  controls  we  have  had 
by  the  Fed,  economic  growth  has  not 
been  good  under  Chairman  Greenspan. 

Salary  costs.  The  GAO  clearly  has 
pointed  out  that  the  Fed's  salary  has 
been  out  of  whack  with  the  rest  of  soci- 
ety. The  cost  of  salaries  in  1994  alone 


amounted  to  over  $1  billion  dollars. 
This  constituted  about  79  percent  of 
the  Fed's  personnel  compensation  cost. 
From  1988  to  1994.  the  Fed  salaries  in- 
creased by  44  percent — 44  percent.  Sala- 
ries of  some  of  the  Reserve  Bank  presi- 
dents are  even  greater  than  the  Chair- 
mans  salary. 

Mr.  President,  these  salaries  might 
attract  more  people  to  Government, 
but  they  certainly  will  not  attract 
more  people  to  good  Govenmient.  Most 
taxpayers  would  find  the  fact  that  120 
top-level  Fed  officials  earned  more  in 
1994  than  the  Chairman  did  a  bit  exces- 
sive. It  just  does  not  make  sense.  Why 
should  bank  executives  make  more 
than  the  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Board? 

From  1988  to  1994,  the  last  numbers 
we  have  and  what  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office  had  to  look  at,  the  cost 
of  Fed  employee  personnel  benefits  in- 
creased by  89  percentr— 89  percent.  The 
General  Accounting  Office  found  the 
Fed's  benefits  were  generous  compared 
to  those  of  Government  agencies  with 
similar  responsibilities,  and  that  is  an 
understatement. 

The  GAO  found  the  Fed  provides  ad- 
ditional benefits  to  some  select  offi- 
cials. For  example,  bodyguards,  home 
security  systems,  chauffeured  home-to- 
office  transportation. 

Travel  is  really  Interesting.  Although 
it  constitutes  a  small  portion  of  the 
Fed's  operating  expenses,  these  ex- 
penses have  had  the  highest  growth,  85 
percent.  Travel  expenses  increased  sig- 
nificantly more,  to  say  the  least,  than 
Federal  Government  travel  expenses. 

As  the  Presiding  Officer  knows,  to 
try  to  get  members  of  the  administra- 
tion or  Government  agencies  to  come 
to  our  States  is  very  hard  because  they 
do  not  have  travel  money.  Very  impor- 
tant issues  in  a  State  where  they  need 
to  come  and  take  a  look,  a  lot  of  the 
agencies  have  trouble  doing  it. 

I  asked  the  head  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  to  come  to 
Las  Vegas.  I  thought  it  was  a  very  im- 
portant meeting.  She  could  not  come, 
even  though  she  badly  wanted  to.  be- 
cause of  travel  restrictions,  her  budget 
is  so  tight.  Part  of  this,  of  course,  is 
grossly  exaggerated  when  you  recog- 
nize the  Fed's  travel  expenses  went  up 
almost  100  percent. 

The  Fed's  travel  expenses,  when  you 
limit  it  strictly  to  their  traveling  and 
nothing  else,  increased  66  percent. 
When  Board  members  travel,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, they  travel  in  style.  No  uniform 
style,  but  they  travel  in  style.  Some  of 
the  districts  are  allowed  to  be  reim- 
bursed on  a  per  diem  basis.  Others  are 
reimbursed  on  actual-cost  basis.  There 
is  no  rhsrme  nor  reason.  It  is  according 
to  what  they  want  to  do. 

So  what  I  am  saying  is.  they  have,  in 
fact,  an  unlimited  expense  account.  I 
do  not  know  where  else  in  Government 
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there  is  anything  like  that.  I  do  not 
think  an5Tplace. 

Because  the  policies  vary  from  bank 
to  bank,  these  costs  could  easily  be 
contained  by  a  uniform,  more  tax- 
payer-friendly policy.  The  General  Ac- 
counting Office  points  this  out  as  well. 

Also,  we  have  a  double  standard,  the 
General  Accounting  Office  has  found. 
and  this  clear  double  standard  is  prac- 
ticed by  the  Federal  Reserve  System. 
At  the  Fed's  encouragement,  we  have 
taken  significant  steps  toward  elimi- 
nating the  deficit.  In  fact,  I  can  re- 
member Mr.  Greenspan  saying  a  year 
or  so  ago  the  most  important  thing  we 
can  do  is  reduce  the  deficit,  and  at 
times,  these  steps  have  been  extremely 
painful,  often  requiring  downsizing, 
budget  cuts,  and  elimination  of  various 
programs,  programs  that  some  of  us  be- 
lieved in  and  liked  a  lot.  We  had  to  cut 
and  whack  those  so  we  could  meet  our 
budget  reduction  steps. 

We  have  done  a  pretty  good  job.  This 
will  be  the  fourth  year  in  a  row  where 
we  have  reduced  the  deficit.  Four  years 
in  a  row,  the  first  time  since  the  Civil 
War  we  have  done  that.  We  have  not  re- 
duced it,  perhaps,  enough,  but  4  years 
in  a  row  where  we  had  a  reduced  defi- 
cit. That  is  good. 

While  the  rest  of  the  Government  un- 
derwent necessary  belt  tightening,  the 
Fed  enjoyed  a  smorgasbord  of  growth. 
What  is  a  smorgasbord  of  growth?  I  do 
not  know  if  that  is  a  word  people  know 
anymore.  It  is  something  they  had  in 
Nevada  to  get  people  to  come  to  the  ca- 
sinos. They  would  have  this  vast  array 
of  food  that  would  cost  not  very  much 
money.  People  could  come  and  gorge 
themselves,  if  they  wished,  on  different 
foods. 

That  is,  in  effect,  what  we  have  had 
with  the  Fed.  They  have  had  a  smor- 
gasbord of  growth.  They  have  had  ev- 
erything they  wanted.  They  have 
gorged  themselves.  While  the  Federal 
Government's  overall  staffing  level  de- 
clined, the  Fed's  staffing  level  in- 
creased by  some  4  percent. 

The  bulk  of  this  growth  occurred  in 
largely  the  white-collar  supervision 
and  regulation  area.  The  largest  de- 
crease in  staffing  occurred  in  the  area 
of  services  to  financial  institutions,  a 
blue-collar  area  where  we  need  more 
help. 

From  1988  to  1994,  the  Federal  Re- 
serve salary  costs  increased  by  44  per- 
cent. 

In  the  area  of  travel  expenses,  as  I 
have  already  said,  the  Fed  increased  by 
66  percent.  Again,  this  could  easily  be 
remedied  by  bringing  the  Fed  under  the 
same  travel  rules  as  the  rest  of  the 
Federal  Government.  It  appears  to  be  a 
classic  case  of,  "Do  as  I  say,  don't  do  as 
I  do." 

It  is  important  to  look  beyond  the 
comparison  of  Federal  Government. 
During  this  same  period,  while  many 


commercial  banks  were  downsizing, 
downsizing  everything — their  oper- 
ations generally — the  Fed's  costs  were 
steadily  increasing.  All  over  the  coun- 
try we  have  had  banks,  in  order  to  be 
competitive  on  an  international  basis, 
consolidating.  There  have  been  cut- 
backs. 

I  know  and  the  Presiding  Officer 
knows  that  in  my  State  and  his  State, 
there  have  been  banking  employees 
who  have  lost  their  jobs  because  of 
downsizing.  Not  with  the  Fed.  I  say  not 
only  commercial  banks  are  downsizing, 
the  Federal  Government  is  downsizing. 
While  all  this  has  been  going  on,  the 
Fed  has  been  upsizing. 

But  prior  to  this  study,  we  did  not 
know  that.  I  think  it  is  clear  from  the 
GAO  report  that  poor  internal  manage- 
ment and  questionable  spending  prac- 
tices are  the  order  of  the  day  at  the 
Fed. 

Personnel  benefits  vary,  travel  reim- 
bursement varies,  procurement  and 
contracting  practices  are  not  always 
done  on  a  competitive  basis.  Indeed. 
the  report  raises  questions  of  favor- 
itism and  conflict  of  interest. 

Again,  the  bigger  issue  is  whether 
the  taxpayers  are  getting  the  most 
cost-effective  use  of  their  money.  I 
think  the  answer  is  clearly  no. 

Again,  there  were  rapidly  increasing 
expenditures  between  1988  and  1994. 
Personnel  compensation  increased  by 
some  54  percent.  Equipment  and  soft- 
ware expenditures  increased  by  85  per- 
cent. Building  expenditures  increased 
by  34  percent.  Again,  travel  expenses 
increased  by  66  percent.  There  is  very 
little  incentive  to  keep  these  expendi- 
tures under  control;  in  fact,  in  most 
places,  none.  The  Fed  is  not  subject  to 
the  same  cost  reduction  press\ires  that 
are  affecting  both  public  agencies  and 
private  sector  firms,  and  I  believe  they 
should  be. 

I  repeat.  Mr.  President,  I  am  not  here 
today  to  belabor  fiscal  policy  set  by 
the  Fed.  Others  have  done  that.  I  want 
to  talk  about  the  93  percent  of  the 
money  that  they  spend  that  has  noth- 
ing to  do  with  setting  monetary  policy. 
And  that  93  percent  we  should  have 
some  control  over.  There  should  be  ap- 
propriated moneys,  for  the  93  percent. 
They  should  fund  their  operation  and 
their  expenses  from  current  revenue. 

They  are  not  subject  to  the  same  cost 
reduction  pressures  that  affect  both 
public  agencies  and  private-sector 
firms. 

If  there  were  ever  an  example  of  a 
Federal  agency,  an  activity  of  the  Fed- 
eral Goverimient — call  this  organiza- 
tion whatever  it  might  be — that  needed 
some  sunlight,  this  is  sm  organization 
that  needs  some  sunlight. 

The  Fed  is  not  funded  through  con- 
gressional appropriations,  so  we  really 
have  no  idea  how  much  they  are  spend- 
ing, and  on  what.  We  only  have  large 


categories.  Also,  unlike  private  firms, 
the  Fed  does  not  have  a  profit  incen- 
tive to  lower  costs  and  increjise  effi- 
ciency. 

What  about  the  $3.7  billion  slush 
fund?  The  Fed  is  part  Government 
agency,  part  private  bank.  Its  primary 
mission  is  to  support  a  stable  economy, 
not  to  make  a  profit.  However,  the 
profits  generated  by  the  system  are  to 
be  returned  to  the  taxpayers.  Over  the 
years  the  Fed  has  pocketed  away  $3.7 
billion  in  taxpayer  money. 

Mr.  President,  take  for  example — and 
I  have  come  to  this  floor  and  criticized 
the  budget  that  the  majority  has 
pushed  forward  on  a  number  of  issues. 
But  the  one  area  I  have  talked  about  a 
lot  is  what  is  happening  to  our  Na- 
tional Park  System.  If  we  had  $1  bil- 
lion in  our  great  national  Treasury,  we 
could  take  the  gems  that  we  have  set 
up  around  the  United  States  in  the  Na- 
tional Park  System — we  only  have  one 
in  Nevada;  but  the  State  of  Arizona  has 
a  number,  the  State  of  Utah  has  a  sig- 
nificant number.  Western  States  have  a 
number  of  parks — we  could  replenish, 
refurbish  those  parks.  We  are  closing 
certain  parts  of  our  park  system  to 
visitors  because  we  cannot  maintain 
them.  We  need  more  money.  We  could 
take  part  of  this  $3.7  billion  and  replen- 
ish our  park  systems,  refurbish  them, 
modernize  them. 

That  is  only  one  example,  out  of 
scores  we  could  use,  where  this  money 
could  be  used,  rather  than  there  in  a 
so-called  rainy-day  fund  that  Mr. 
Greenspan  and  others  have  set  up. 

The  Fed  claims  this  quietly  held  fund 
is  necessary  to  cover  system  losses. 
But  as  I  have  said  before,  in  79  years 
the  Fed  has  never  operated  at  a  loss.  It 
caimot  because  that  is  how  they  oper- 
ate. The  surplus  increased  79  percent  in 
the  1988-94  period.  At  the  very  least, 
the  taxpayers  have  a  right  to  have  this 
returned  to  the  Treasury. 

We  continually  hear  encouragement 
from  the  financial  markets  to  reach  a 
balanced  budget  agreement.  And  we 
should  do  that.  K  the  budget  nego- 
tiators had  this  money,  we  could  cer- 
tainly make  $3.7  billion  progress  in 
that  direction. 

So  I  conclude,  Mr.  President,  by  say- 
ing that  the  Senate  is  endowed  with 
this  tremendous  responsibility  that  we 
have  in  the  nomination  process. 

If  the  reports  we  are  now  receiving 
concerned  activities  at  a  cabinet  agen- 
cy, that  they  had  a  $3.7  billion  slush 
fund,  that  their  travel  expenses  have 
increased  66  percent,  that  there  were 
120  people  making  more  money  than 
the  President  of  the  United  States,  and 
on  and  on,  with  the  questions  that  I 
have  raised  today,  we  would  be  real 
upset  at  that  cabinet  officer. 

We  should  be  also  upset  with  Chair- 
man Greenspan  because  the  reports  we 
are  receiving  now  concerning  activities 
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at  the  Fed  show  that  there  is  tremen- 
dous mismanagement  taking  place. 
There  needs  to  be  more  oversight. 

What  we  are  doing  today  is  being 
asked  to  reappoint  an  individual  who, 
in  my  opinion,  is  under  a  cloud.  I  be- 
lieve that  the  burden  is  on  the  nominee 
to  come  forth,  address  these  issues,  ad- 
dress them  squarely,  and  provide  this 
body  with  a  full  and  satisfactory  re- 
sponse. 

Again,  I  recognize  the  awesome  re- 
sponsibility we  have.  I  understand  the 
importance  of  this  position.  I  know  the 
nomination  has  been  sent  forward  by 
the  President  of  my  own  party.  But  in 
good  conscience,  I  cannot  vote  to  con- 
firm Alan  Greenspan.  I  think  there  are 
too  many  problems.  I  believe,  Mr. 
P*resident,  that  the  Fed  needs  to  be 
looked  at  with  a  microscope. 

We  did  not  look  at  them  with  any- 
thing. They  are  running  amok.  They 
have  no  guidance  or  supervision  from 
the  Congress.  We  should  appropriate 
that  93  percent,  the  moneys  they  use 
every  year  to  operate.  There  is  no  rea- 
son they  cannot  be  as  fiscally  sound  in 
management  policy  as  they  are  asking 
the  rest  of  the  country  to  be.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Frist).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 


FLAG  DAY 


Mr.  B'5fRD.  Mr.  President,  it  was  219 
years  ago  today  that  the  Continental 
Congress  formally  designated  June  14 
as  Flag  Day.  So,  today,  we  recognize 
this  anniversary  of  Flag  Day,  going 
back  to  the  time  when,  as  I  say.  the 
Continental  Congress  formally  des- 
ignated the  Stars  and  Stripes  as  the 
flag  of  our  country.  We  honor  the  ssnm- 
bol  of  the  Nation  when  we  honor  the 
flag. 

In  these  days  of  new-fashioned  values 
and  new-fangled  technology,  we  most 
often  forget  the  old-Cashioned  patriot- 
ism that  made  this  country  great. 

We  are  a  vast  nation  and  we  glibly 
speak  of  our  form  of  government  as  a 
democracy.  It  would  be  impossible  for 
a  government  of  a  nation  that  is  so 
sprawling  as  is  the  United  States  of 
America  to  be  a  democracy  in  the  raw 
and  purest  sense.  This  is  a  republic,  a 
republic.  We  prids  ourselves  on  our 
democratic  processes  but  we  loosely, 
very  loosely  talk  of  ours  as  a  democ- 
racy. It  is  a  republic.  And  there  is  a  dif- 
ference. 


We  are  a  vast  nation,  becoming  more 
and  more  diverse  in  population,  lan- 
guage and  custom  with  each  passing 
year,  and  we  would  do  well  to  remem- 
ber often  and  salute  one  of  our  greatest 
unifying  standards,  the  Stars  and 
Stripes,  the  American  flag. 

I  have  not  heard  anyone  speak  of  this 
as  Flag  Day  on  the  floor  today.  There 
may  have  been  someone  who  has  ad- 
dressed the  subject  already.  I  would  be 
very  pleased  to  find  that  to  have  been 
the  case.  I  hope  that  everyone  will  dis- 
play our  flag  throughout  the  weekend 
and  remember  all  that  flag  means,  re- 
member all  that  it  has  meant  to  gen- 
erations of  Americans  who  have  fought 
and  bled  and  died  so  that  the  rest  of  us 
can  enjoy  freedom. 

Freedom,  unfortunately,  cannot  be 
entirely  inherited  by  a  nation  or  a  peo- 
ple, any  more  than  children  can  fully 
inherit  knowledge  and  courage  from 
their  parents.  Each  generation  must 
learn  to  understand  and  to  rededicate 
itself  to  the  pursuit  of  freedom.  That  is 
one  reason  why  Flag  Day  is  so  impor- 
tant— why  all  of  our  national  holidays 
should  be  emphasized.  We  must,  most 
certainly,  halt  in  our  confident  strides 
toward  the  future  and  take  a  long  and 
serious  look  at  the  core  of  our  beliefs. 
When  we  show  to  our  neighbors  and  our 
friends  that  we  believe  in  America — 
that  we  are  active  citizens  and  proud  of 
the  fact  that  we  have  been  so  blessed — 
we  perpetuate  our  core  principles  and 
solidify  our  unity  as  a  nation. 

So,  today  I  would  hope  that  we  would 
be  a  little  old-£ashioned,  and  rededicate 
ourselves  to  freedom  and  to  the  glori- 
ous red,  white  and  blue  that,  no  matter 
how  sophisticated  we  all  may  think  we 
have  become,  should  always  make  our 
hearts  pound  and  put  that  lump  in  our 
throats  as  that  flag  goes  by. 

No,  we  have  become  too  new-fash- 
ioned, sophisticated,  forgetting  that 
when  we  came  into  this  world  we  came 
emptyhanded  and  when  we  leave  this 
world  we  will  leave  it  emptyhanded. 

Alexander  conquered  the  then-known 
world,  but  he  left  it  emptyhanded. 
There  is  the  story  that  he  was  buried  in 
a  coffin  with  his  hands  hanging  outside 
the  coffin  to  demonstrate  that  one 
leaves  the  world,  no  matter  how  much 
of  it  he  has  conquered,  how  successful 
he  has  been,  how  prosperous  he  was 
blessed  to  become — when  he  leaves  the 
world  he  leaves  it  emptyhanded. 

So.  with  all  of  our  thin  veneer  of  so- 
phistication, it  might  be  well  to  pause 
and  reflect  upon  the  fact  that  when  we 
leave  this  world  we  wUl  leave  it  empty- 
handed.  And  it  is  good,  sometimes,  for 
Senators  to  remember  that  when  they 
leave  this  Chamber  for  the  last  time 
they  will  be  remembered  for  about  10 
days.  I  have  been  around  here  a  long 
time.  I  have  seen  men  and  women  come 
and  go,  great  in  their  prime,  they 
thought — and  others  thought — but  soon 
forgotten. 


So  I  like  to  do  things  the  old-fash- 
ioned way  and  I  like  to  remember  the 
flag  in  the  old-fashioned  way.  So  let  us, 
today,  rededicate  ourselves  to  an  ap- 
preciation for  and  a  respect  for  the 
Stars  and  Stripes. 

When  Americans  look  at  their  flag,  if 
they  stop  and  think,  they  see  all  that 
is  dear  to  their  hearts  about  America. 
They  think  of  the  heroes  who  shed 
their  blood  for  our  country.  They  think 
of  Nathan  Hale,  who  was  executed  as  a 
spy  in  the  year  1776,  who  regretted  that 
he  had  only  one  life  to  give  to  his  coun- 
try. 

They  think  of  John  Paul  Jones:  of 
James  Lawrence,  who  said,  "Don't  give 
up  the  ship." 

They  think  of  Francis  Marion  the 
"Swamp  Fox,"  Nathanael  Greene, 
George  Washington  at  Valley  Forge. 

They  think  of  all  those  men  and 
women  down  through  the  array  of  dec- 
ades who  gave  everything,  gave  their 
lives,  who  sacrificed  for  our  country. 
When  they  see  that  flag,  oh,  it  is  just  a 
piece  of  cloth,  a  bunting,  but  it  is  far 
more.  It  represents  the  history  of  this 
Republic.  It  is  older  than  the  Republic 
itself:  Flag  Day,  dating  back,  as  I  say. 
to  the  year  1777.  10  years  before  the 
Constitution  was  written,  which  estab- 
lished this  Republic. 

They  think  of  all  that  is  good  and 
noble  and  great  about  this  country 
when  they  see  that  flag.  They  should 
think  of  it.  It  should  remind  us  of  this 
country's  glorious  history,  of  the  good 
deeds  that  America  has  performed,  of 
how  she  has  shared  her  wealth,  her 
treasure,  her  blood  that  others  might 
have  freedom. 

And  wherever  they  may  travel,  what- 
ever ocean  or  sea  they  may  cross,  the 
sight  of  that  symbol — the  red.  the 
white,  the  blue — our  flag,  brings  to  the 
heart  the  thoughts  of  home. 

That  flag  is  the  symbol  of  all  of  the 
dreams  that  we  have  had  and  that  we 
may  have  about  America.  Let  us  re- 
member it  on  this  Flag  Day— the  sym- 
bol of  America  the  Beautiful. 

Henry  Van  Dyke  said  it  best  in  his 
poem:  "America  for  Me": 
"Tls  fine  to  se«  the  Old  World,  and  travel  up 
and  down. 

Among-  the  famous  palaces  and  cities  of  re- 
nown. 

To  admire  the  crumbly  castles  and  the  stat- 
ues of  the  Idn^.— 

But  now  I  think  I've  had  enough  of  anti- 
quated things. 

So  it's  home  again,  and  home  again.  America 
for  me: 

My  heart  Is  turning  home  again,  and  there  I 
lon^to  be 

In  the  land  of  youth  and  &«edom  beyond  the 
ocean  bars, 

Where  the  air  is  full  of  sunlight  and  the  flag 
Is  full  of  stars. 

Oh,  London  Is  a  man's  town,  there's  power  In 
the  air: 

And  Parls.ls  a  woman's  town,  with  flowers  In 
her  hair; 
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And  It's  sweet  to  dream  In  Venice,  and  it's 

great  to  study  Rome; 
But  when  it  comes  to  living,  there  Is  no 

place  like  home. 

I  like  the  German  fir-woods.  In  green  battal- 
ions drilled: 

I  like  the  gardens  of  Versailles  with  flashing 
fountains  filled: 

But.  oh.  to  cake  your  hand,  my  dear,  and 
ramble  for  a  day 

In  the  friendly  western  woodland  where  Na- 
ture has  her  way! 

1  know  that  Europe's  wonderful,  yet  some- 
thing seems  to  lack! 

The  Past  is  too  much  with  her.  and  the  peo- 
ple looking  back. 

But  the  glory  of  the  Present  is  to  make  the 
Future  free.— 

We  love  our  land  for  what  she  is  and  what 
she  is  to  be. 

Oh.  it's  home  again,  and  home  again,  Amer- 
ica for  me! 

I  want  a  ship  that's  westward  bound  to 
plough  the  rolling  sea. 

To  the  blessed  land  of  Room  Enough  beyond 
the  ocean  bars. 

Where  the  air  is  full  of  sunlight  and  the  flag 
is  full  of  stars. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor  and 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  'Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


NOMINATION  OF  ALAN  GREEN- 
SPAN. OF  NEW  YORK,  TO  BE 
CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  BOARD  OF 
GOVERNORS  OF  THE  FEDERAL 
RESERVE  SYSTEM 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  nomination. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
begin  by  conmiending  my  good  friend, 
the  Senator  from  Nevada,  Senator 
Reid,  for  his  diligence  and  hard  work  in 
examining  the  Federal  Reserve's  oper- 
ations. Senator  Reid  has  worked  with 
the  GAO  to  look  into  the  Federal  Re- 
serve's business  practices. 

Some  startling  examinations  have 
been  uncovered  because  of  the  efforts 
of  Senator  Reid  and  Senator  Dorgan.  I 
must  say  the  information  that  they 
have  uncovered  is  startling.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  carefully  review  all  that 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  has  said 
today,  both  regarding  the  nomination 
before  us  and  the  logic  of  considering 
future  legislation  that  might  go  to 
these  questions. 

Massive  management  lapses  appear 
to  be  going  on — accounting  errors,  ex- 
cessive costs  of  operation,  a  multibil- 
lion  dollar  slush  fund  and  other  over- 
sights. There  are  many,  many  impor- 


tant questions  that  Senators  Reid  and 
DORGAN  have  uncovered,  with  the 
GAO's  help.  They  are  to  be  commended 
for  asking  the  GAO  for  this  investiga- 
tion. 

As  I  said  the  other  day,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  Federal  Reserve  is  not  a  sepa- 
rate branch  of  Government  like  the  ex- 
ecutive branch  or  the  judiciary.  But 
even  so,  we  have  the  power  of  the  purse 
strings.  Even  if  the  executive  branch 
squanders  money,  and  things  like  that, 
we  look  at  it.  We  have  hearings.  We 
look  into  that  and  we  take  action. 

We  should  also  do  that  with  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve.  I  will  not  stand  here  and 
say  that  all  of  the  items  uncovered  by 
the  GAO  are  something  that  requires 
us  to  take  a  certain  action  right  now. 
But  certainly  they  warrant  further  in- 
vestigation. I  hope  that  we  will  fulfill 
our  obligations  to  follow  through  on 
those  GAO  reports.  We  will  be  having 
more  to  say  about  that  next  week,  to 
look  at  the  operations  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  and  perhaps  make  some 
changes  in  the  law  on  how  the  Federal 
Reserve  operates. 

Again,  I  repeat,  the  Federal  Reserve 
System  is  a  creature  of  Congress.  It  ex- 
ists only  because  Congress  enacted  a 
law  to  erect  a  Federal  Reserve  System. 
Obviously,  Congress  has  the  right,  the 
power,  the  duty  and  the  obligation  to 
change  and  alter  that  law  to  fit  dif- 
ferent times  and  circumstances  or  to 
make  the  Federal  Reserve,  I  believe, 
more  accountable  to  the  American  peo- 
ple. 

So  I  just  want  to  commend  Senator 
Reed  for  his  diligent  work  in  this  area. 

Mr.  President.  I  rise  on  the  second 
day  of  debate  on  the  nomination  of 
Alan  Greenspan  as  Chairman  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board.  As  I  have  said 
many  times,  this  is  a  critically  impor- 
tant nomination  that  deserves  the  Sen- 
ate's full  consideration.  The  Federal 
Reserve  Chairman  is  widely  recognized 
to  be  the  single  most  important  eco- 
nomic decision  maker  in  the  country — 
let  me  repeat  that— the  single  most  im- 
portant decision  maker,  in  terms  of  our 
economy,  more  important  than  the 
President,  more  important  than  535 
Members  of  Congress. 

It  is  the  obligation  and  the  duty  of 
this  body  to  thoroughly  review  and  de- 
bate the  record  and  policies  of  any 
nominee  to  this  vital  post. 

We  started  this  3-day  debate  yester- 
day. At  that  time.  I  outlined  my  con- 
cerns about  the  record  of  Alan  Green- 
span, both  as  Chairman  of  the  Council 
of  Economic  Advisers  in  the  1970's  and 
as  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
from  1987  to  the  present  time. 

As  I  said  yesterday,  this  is  not  about 
personalities.  It  is  about  policies.  It  is 
about  laying  the  facts  on  the  table  and 
taking  an  objective  view  of  the  Green- 
span record.  This  debate  is  not  really 
about  one  man;  it  is  about  a  much  larg- 


er issue  that  touches  the  lives  of  every 
American  family. 

Yes,  there  are  a  lot  of  complicated 
economic  terms  and  intricate  statistics 
and  charts  that  we  have  talked  about 
and  that  we  will  talk  about  some  more. 
But  we  should  not  get  lost  in  the  com- 
plexities. 

Perhaps  one  of  the  reasons  we  do  not 
debate  more  often  than  we  do  economic 
policy  and  Federal  Reserve  policies  and 
nominations  that  come  to  the  Board, 
and  their  views,  is  because  economics 
is,  as  they  say,  the  dismal  science. 
Sometimes  it  is  hard  to  cut  through  all 
of  the  data  and  charts  and  the  statis- 
tics. 

But.  again,  when  you  strip  it  all 
away,  strip  away  the  complexities,  it 
boils  down  really  to  this.  When  you  get 
to  the  heart  of  it,  what  we  are  really 
talking  about  is  very  simple,  fun- 
damental things.  We  are  talking  about 
real  people,  individuals  and  their  fami- 
lies, trying  to  make  a  payment  on 
their  house,  or  trying  to  buy  a  house, 
trying  to  buy  a  new  car,  families  try- 
ing to  work  with  their  bank  to  get  the 
funds  to  put  in  next  year's  crop,  if  they 
are  farmers,  or  maybe  to  get  a  loan  to 
operate  their  small  business  for  next 
year. 

That  is  what  this  debate  is  about.  It 
is  about  wages,  about  how  much  will 
our  working  people  make  in  the  next 
year?  It  is  about  families.  That  is  why 
we  are  having  this  debate.  That  is  why 
I  insisted  on  this  debate.  This  debate  is 
about  raising  the  Uvlng  standards  and 
real  wages  of  hard-working  Americans. 
That.  I  believe,  stands  as  our  primary 
economic  challenge. 

But  the  policy  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
under  Chairman  Greenspan  has  stood 
in  the  way.  Under  current  law,  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  is  obligated  to  conduct  a 
balanced  monetary  policy  so  as  to  rec- 
oncile reasonable  price  stability  with 
full  employment  and  strong,  stable 
economic  growth.  But  the  Federal  Re- 
serve, led  by  Mr.  Greenspan,  job  growth 
and  the  living  standatrds  of  average 
Americans  have  been  sacrificed  in  the 
blind  pursuit  of  inflation  control.  The 
Greenspan  Fed  has  raised  interest 
rates,  not  when  inflation  was  at  the 
door,  but  when  it  did  not  even  threat- 
en. In  1994,  in  the  midst  of  seven 
straight  interest-rate  increases.  Chair- 
man Greenspan  himself  acknowledged 
there  was  little  evidence  of  rising  infla- 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  the  decisions  of  a  Fed 
Chairman  affect  every  pocketbook  and 
every  family  budget  in  America.  The 
decisions  of  this  Chairman  have  cost 
American  families  lost  income,  lost  op- 
poi^unities. 

The  essential  fundamental  question  I 
believe  boils  down  to  this:  Why  will 
Alan  Greenspan  not  give  working  fami- 
lies a  raise?  That  is  really  what  it  boils 
down  to.  The  Greenspan  Fed  has  stifled 
economic  growth  and  the  incomes  of 
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average  Americans.  Interest  rates  have 
been  kept  artificially  high  and  middle- 
class  families  and  businesses  have  been 
forced  to  pay  the  price.  It  is  time  for 
the  Federal  Reserve  to  pursue  a  more 
balanced  policy  based  on  raising  eco- 
nomic growth  and  increasing  jobs, 
alongside  continued  vigilance  against 
inflation. 

America  ought  to  have  a  forward- 
looking  Fed  Chairman  who  recognizes 
the  importance  of  expanding  opportu- 
nities for  our  economy  and  our  people 
in  today's  global  market.  We  need 
strong  leadership,  committed  to  higher 
growth  and  incomes,  fuller  employ- 
ment, and  lower,  more  stable  interest 
rates  to  improve  the  quality  of  life  for 
average  Americans. 

We  have  not  gotten  that  with  Mr. 
Greenspan.  There  is  what  I  call  a  com- 
mon thread  in  the  thinking  and  the  ac- 
tions and  the  policies  of  Mr.  Greenspan 
over  the  years.  It  did  not  start  yester- 
day. It  will  not  end  tomorrow  or  next 
week.  Ripe  from  his  days  as  chairman 
of  the  Counsel  of  Economic  Advisers  up 
to  today,  Mr.  Greenspan  has  consist- 
ently shown  the  same  two  tendencies: 
First,  he  often  misjudges  the  signs  of 
an  oncoming  recession;  second,  he  does 
not  act  decisively  enough  to  pull  the 
economy  out  of  the  recession  because 
of  his  fear  of  Inflation.  The  bottom  line 
is  that  Chairman  Greenspan  has  a  long 
history  of  focusing  solely  on  inflation 
to  such  an  extent  that  all  focus  on  ex- 
panding our  economy  has  been  lost. 

The  mindset  today  is  that  2  percent 
growth  is  acceptable,  the  economy  can- 
not grow  any  faster,  maybe  2.5  percent 
at  the  maximxim.  but  we  cannot  have 
the  3  percent  growth  of  the  1970's  or  the 
4  percent  growth  of  the  1960's.  That  is 
the  mindset.  I  ask.  why?  What  Is  wrong 
with  America?  Is  productivity  going 
up?  Are  people  working  harder  than 
ever?  We  are  getting  new  products  on 
the  markets,  the  information  revolu- 
tion has  hit  us  all  over  this  country. 
We  have  all  kinds  of  new  inventions 
and  devices,  labor  saving  devices,  not 
to  mention  pharmaceuticals  and  drugs 
to  help  make  our  lives  better.  We  have 
the  information  revolution,  computers, 
even  in  education — all  of  this  lending 
itself  to  a  robust  America,  ready  to  go. 
That  is  the  America  I  see  out  there,  an 
America  that  wants  to  work,  that 
wants  to  grow,  that  wants  to  give  fami- 
lies a  better  deal,  that  wants  to  raise 
the  wages  of  our  working  families,  yes, 
that  wants  to  reduce  unemployment. 
That  is  the  America  that  is  out  there. 

If  this  harness  is  kept  on  by  the 
strict  monetary  policies  of  the  Federal 
Reserve,  that  inherent  ability  of  Amer- 
ica to  grow  will  be  stifled.  Thus,  I  say 
that  what  is  happening  at  the  Fed  is  a 
disservice  to  all  of  America,  to  us  in 
our  generation  and  certainly  to  the 
next  and  future  generations  who  re- 
quire our  economy  to  grow  for  their 
education,  for  their  livelihood,  and  for 


their  jobs  in  the  next  century  and  be- 
yond. 

Yesterday,  I  had  an  opportunity  to 
explore  in  detail  much  of  Mr.  Green- 
span's previous  labor.  I  displayed  a 
chart  that  showed  Mr.  Greenspan's 
record  as  Chairman  as  compared  to 
others.  It  is  dubious,  at  best.  I  went 
back  to  the  Fed  Chairman  Mr.  McCabe 
from  1948  to  1951,  William  McCheseny 
Martin,  Mr.  Burns.  Mr.  Miller.  Mr. 
Volcker  and  now  Mr.  Greenspan.  I 
pointed  out  our  real  growth  in  the 
country  during  their  terms.  You  see  6.1 
percent,  3.6  percent,  3.3  percent.  4.5  per- 
cent; and  it  is  lower  imder  Volcker.  2.5 
percent,  and  under  Greenspan.  2.2  per- 
cent. Looking  at  Mr.  Volcker.  he  came 
in  facing  a  13.2  inflation  rate  before  he 
started,  and  he  cut  it  in  half  during  his 
term.  In  bringing  that  down,  we  had  a 
low  growth  rate,  but  still,  it  was  2.5 
percent.  Look  at  Mr.  Greenspan,  infla- 
tion before  he  came  in  was  4.1  percent, 
lower  than  almost  at  any  time  in  any 
of  these  previous  tenures.  He  has  only 
reduced  inflation  to  3.2  percent^about 
25  percent.  Mr.  Volcker  cut  it  in  half. 
Look  at  Mr.  Greenspan's  growth  rate — 
2.2  percent. 

Using  a  comparison  analysis,  Mr. 
Greenspan's  stewardship  at  the  Fed  is 
lacking,  compared  to  those  who  came 
before  him.  That  2.2  percent  growth 
rate  is  abysmal  when  you  look  at  the 
growth  rates  under  previous  Chairmen. 
If  he  had  high  inflation  rate  and  then 
cut  it  in  half,  maybe  you  could  accept 
low  growth.  But  I  find  it  difficult  to  ac- 
cept this  low  of  a  growth  rate  with 
minimal  reductions  in  inflation — 4.1 
percent  to  3.2  percent.  Look  at  how 
Greenspan  compares  to  the  past. 

I  said  yesterday,  people  say,  "Well, 
our  economy  has  matured.  We  cannot 
grow  like  we  did  in  the  1950's  or  1960's 
or  1970's.  We  cannot  grow  at  that  rate 
anymore."  The  recent  efforts  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  have  reminded  me  of 
the  invention  of  the  wheel.  The  people 
who  invented  the  wheel  they  probably 
said,  "We  have  the  wheel.  We  do  not 
need  anything  else."  I  bet  they  were 
happy  with  the  wheel,  and  they 
thought  that  was  the  best  thing,  and 
they  thought  they  did  not  need  any- 
thing else. 

Those  who  say  that  America's  econ- 
omy has  matured  and  we  caimot  grow 
at  this  rate  I  believe  are  sasring  the 
same  thing.  It  reminds  me  of  the  per- 
son who  once  said,  maybe  the  head  of 
the  Patent  OfQce  said.  "Everything 
that  can  be  invented  has  been  invented. 
There  will  not  be  any  new  inventions." 
That  was  about  80  or  90  years  ago.  Well, 
our  economy  can  grow  a  lot  faster. 
That  is  why  we  are  having  this  debate. 
We  can  bring  more  people  into  the 
labor  force. 

In  addition,  I  also  discussed  yester- 
day Mr.  Greenspan's  misguided  and  ill- 
advised  policy  recommendations  to 
President  Ford  that  deepened  our  coun- 


try's recession  in  the  mid-1970's.  The 
record  shows  Mr.  Greenspan  cost  jobs 
and  further  weakened  our  economy.  I 
also  discussed  Mr.  Greenspan's  fore- 
casting record  as  a  private  economist 
in  the  early  1980s.  As  I  pointed  out  yes- 
terday, he  was  wrong  on  inflation.  He 
was  wrong  on  interest  rates.  He  was 
wrong  on  bond  issues.  Then  chairman 
of  the  Banking  Committee.  Senator 
Riegle.  pointed  out  in  Mr.  Greenspan's 
1987  confirmation  hearings: 

You  had  an  opportunity  to  be  a  forecaster 
with  Greenspan  and  O'Nell.  As  you  know. 
you  put  your  forecast  to  a  direct  test  in  the 
private  sector.  The  fact  Is  that  the  firm  only 
survived  a  few  years. 

And  according  to  a  Forbes  article  of 
April  20,  1987,  in  1985.  his  full  first  full 
year  of  business,  O'Nell  and  Greenspan 
turned  in  one  of  the  least  impressive 
records  of  all  pension  funds  advisers. 

In  1990.  Mr.  Greenspan  was  again  way 
off  in  his  economic  forecasts,  as  I 
pointed  that  out  yesterday.  On  October 
2.  1990,  at  an  Open  Market  Committee 
hearing  meeting,  Mr.  Greenspan  had 
this  to  say  is  from  the  minutes  of  that 
meeting. 

I  still  think  we're  in  a  situation  in  which 
there  are  forecasts  of  thunderstorms,  and  ev- 
eryone is  saying.  •'Well,  the  thunder  has  oc- 
curred and  the  lightning  has  occurred  and 
it's  raining."  but  nobody  has  stuck  his  hand 
out  the  window.  And  the  point  is.  it  isn't 
raining.  The  jwlnt  is,  as  best  I  can  jud^e. 
that  the  third  quarter  GNP  Qgnres  in  the 
green  book  are  not  phony.  I  think  they  are 
relatively  hard  numbers.  They  can  get  re- 
vised. They  are  put  down  more  and  more,  but 
the  economy  has  not  yet  slipped  Into  a  reces- 
sion. 

Now.  that  was  in  October  1990. 

I  want  to  note  that  the  recession 
began  in  July  1990— a  month  before 
Iraq  invaded  Kuwait.  Yet,  in  October, 
Mr.  Greenspan  was  still  saying  it  is  not 
raining  out.  I  want  to  note  that  Mr. 
Greenspan's  forecast  improved  after 
that.  On  December  18,  1990.  Mr.  Green- 
span said  confidently,  "At  some  point, 
we  are  going  to  come  out  of  this."  So 
between  October  2  and  December  18. 
Mr.  Greenspan  found  out  it  really  was 
raining,  but  it  was  much  too  late.  He 
said.  "At  some  point,  we  are  going  to 
come  out  of  this."  He  was  right.  The 
recession  officially  ended  in  March 
1991.  So.  Mr.  President,  that  is  the 
record.  Those  are  the  facts. 

Today.  I  want  to  focus  on  a  few  more 
important  aspects  of  the  Greenspan 
record.  I  will  zero  in  on  the  Greenspan 
rate  increases  of  1990  and  1994.  First  of 
all.  I  think  I  am  going  to  refer  co  this 
now,  and  then  I  will  come  back  to  it 
later.  Many  times.  I  talk  to  people  and 
say,  "Do  you  know  that,  in  1  year, 
from  February  1994  to  February  1995, 
Mr.  Greenspan  had  seven  rate  increases 
in  the  Federal  funds  rate?  He  raised 
those  interest  rates  100  percent."  Peo- 
ple look  at  me  like  I  came  from  an- 
other planet.  They  say,  "No,  of  course 
not.  nobody  raises  interest  rates  100 
percent."  I  said.  "Yes,  he  did." 


14220 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  14,  1996 


Mr.  President,  here  are  the  figures. 
In  February  1994,  the  Federal  funds 
rate  was  3  percent;  in  February  1995,  6 
percent.  Well,  that  is  100  percent.  It  is 
a  doubling  any  way  you  look  at  it. 
That  was  in  1  year,  from  February  1994 
to  February  1995.  From  February  1995 
until  today— we  are  talking  about  al- 
most 16  months — what  has  happened? 
Interest  rates  have  only  come  down 
three-quarters  of  a  point,  to  5.25.  That 
is  still  way  higher  than  they  were  in 
February  1994.  This  is  what  is  causing 
the  stagnation  in  America  and  what  is 
causing  wages  to  be  stagnant.  This  is 
what  is  causing  the  slow  growth  in  our 
economy. 

I  want  to  spend  a  little  more  time, 
also,  discussing  unemployment,  some- 
thing called  the  nonaccelerating  infla- 
tionary rate  of  unemployment,  or 
NAIRU.  Perhaps  this  is  one  of  the  rea- 
sons nobody  wants  to  debate  economic 
policy.  You  get  these  kinds  of  terms— 
NAIRU. 

Let  us  discuss  NAIRU  and  see  if  we 
can  strip  away  all  the  fancy  talk  and 
see  what  it  is  all  about.  Let  us  begin 
with  the  words  of  Robert  Eisner,  a 
former  president  of  the  American  Eco- 
nomics Association,  when  he  said, 
"Neither  the  fiscal  stimulus  of  struc- 
tural budget  deficits,  nor  the  monetary 
stimulus  directed  at  reducing  unem- 
ployment in  the  United  States  have  yet 
caused  permanently  accelerating  infla- 
tion, or  much  inflation  at  all." 

I  am  going  to  repeat  that.  "Neither 
the  fiscal  stimulus  of  structural  budget 
deficits,  nor  the  monetary  stimulus  di- 
rected at  reducing  unemployment  in 
the  United  States  have  yet  caused  per- 
manently accelerating  inflation,  or 
much  inflation  at  all.  Most  of  the  infla- 
tion of  the  postwar  period  has  come 
from  supply  shocks — chiefly,  the  great 
run-up  of  petroleum  prices  in  the  1970's 
and  early  1980's." 

Now,  we  talked  about  this  nonaccel- 
erating inflation  rate  of  unemploy- 
ment. That  means  that,  well,  if  you 
bring  unemplojrment  down  too  far, 
then  employers  will  have  to  bid  up  the 
wages.  By  bidding  up  the  wages,  that 
will  cause  price  increases  because  they 
have  to  pay  higher  wages,  and  that 
causes  a  round  of  inflation.  Many 
economists  simply  do  not  agree  with 
that.  That  is  what  Mr.  Eisner  is  saying. 
He  is  saying,  nothing  that  monetary 
policy  has  done  to  reduce  unemploy- 
ment has  permanently  caused  accel- 
erating inflation.  I  believe  Mr.  Eisner 
is  right.  But  that  fear  of  inflation  is 
the  driving  force  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve today,  and,  particularly,  Mr. 
Greenspan. 

He  has  become  "Mr.  Chairman  Slow 
Growth,"  "Chairman  Stagnant 
Wages,"  and  "Chairman  Unemploy- 
ment Is  Good  for  America."  Mr.  Green- 
spam  ha£  an  economic  philosophy  that 
simply  does  not  focus  on  the  problems 
of  average  people.  We  are  seeing  an  in- 


teresting pattern  at  the  moment.  The 
30-year  bond,  and  many  other  interest 
rates,  have  been  rising  for  several 
weeks,  and  many  bond  market  leaders 
have  been  wringing  their  hands  about 
the  possibility  of  rising  inflation.  But 
the  economy,  at  this  moment,  does  not 
give  much  indication  of  accelerating 
inflation. 

Our  economy  can  be  much  more  vi- 
brant without  the  threat  of  inflation. 
It  can  expand.  Unlike  Chairman  Green- 
span, I  do  not  see  that  as  a  bad  thing  to 
be  stopped.  Our  economy  ought  to  ex- 
pand and  grow,  and  imemployment 
ought  to  come  down  and,  yes,  wages 
ought  to  go  up. 

Some  people  talk  about  a  4-percent 
growth  for  the  quarter  that  we  are  in 
right  now.  Well,  it  initially  came  out 
that  we  had  a  2.8  percent  growth  for 
the  first  quarter  of  this  year.  All  the 
articles  said  that  was  incredible,  boom- 
ing growth,  2.8-percent.  It  was  later  re- 
vised to  2.3  percent.  I  do  not  think  that 
is  booming  growth  at  all.  I  am  told 
most  economists  see  growth  in  the  sec- 
ond half  of  the  year  at  a  far  slower 
pace. 

I  am  going  to  paint  with  the  same 
brush  both  the  administration  and  the 
Federal  Reserve.  I  believe  the  adminis- 
tration is  accepting  too  low  a  growth 
rate,  a  bit  over  2  percent.  I  believe  that 
has  been  fostered  and  bolstered  by  the 
Federal  Reserve,  which  also  sees 
growth  at  aroimd  2  percent. 

Here  we  are,  Mr.  President,  348,000 
jobs  were  created  last  month  when  half 
a  million  started  to  look  for  work, 
showing  that  our  work  force  can  indeed 
grow.  As  you  said,  we  are  straining.  It 
is  out  there.  People  want  to  work.  I*ro- 
ductivlty  is  going  up.  We  want  to  get 
out  there  and  work.  But  despite  this 
kind  of  good  economic  news — that  is, 
that  more  people  are  looking  for  work 
and  that  our  economy  is  going  to  grow 
a  little  bit — we  continue  to  hear  the 
drumbeat  of  gloom  and  doom  from  the 
Federal  Reserve  and  from  the  barons  of 
the  bond  market. 

Now,  again,  I  suppose  that  maybe  Mr. 
Greenspan  himself,  and  his  supporters, 
would  say  he  does  not  have  a  choice.  If 
the  Federal  Reserve  does  not  raise  in- 
terest rates,  then  the  bond  market  will 
see  that  the  Federal  Reserve  lacks  the 
will  to  fight  inflation,  they  will  dump 
bonds  and  flee  the  market,  and  long- 
term  interest  rates  will  skyrocket. 
That  is  what  they  say.  A  lot  of  bond 
traders  repeat  that  refrain.  But  I  point 
out  that  they  repeat  that  refrain  be- 
cause of  the  actions  taken  by  Mr. 
Greenspan  over  the  last  several  years. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  a  bal- 
2inced  Federal  Reserve  policy  would  not 
see  a  long-term  climb  in  bond  rates— 
that  is,  if  we  had  a  balanced  policy.  If 
that  was  reiterated  and  distinctly 
spelled  out,  I  do  not  think  we  would  see 
a  long-term  climb  in  bond  rates.  You 
get  the  long-term  climb  in  bond  rates 


because,  if  there  is  good  news  in  the 
economy,  the  bond  traders  rush  in  to 
dump  the  bonds  because  they  believe 
that  Mr.  Greenspan  is  going  to  slap  on 
higher  interest  rates  right  away.  That 
is  what  they  believe,  so  they  react  ac- 
cordingly. 

I  know  this  may  sound  kind  of  con- 
fusing, but  when  you  get  right  down  to 
it,  it  is  really,  again,  very  simple.  It 
has  to  do  with  whether  or  not  we  will 
have  a  balanced  policy  of  growth  and 
low  unemployment,  alongside  a  policy 
of  fighting  inflation. 

Let  me  read  an  article  in  the  Feb- 
ruary 5  New  York  Times  by  Lewis 
Uchitelli.  He  is  talking  about  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  that  voted  to  raise  inter- 
est rates  when  they  did  it  for  the  sev- 
enth time  in  a  year  back  in  1995.  In 
keeping  interest  rates  high,  he  talked 
about  how  this  speared  inflation.  He 
goes  on  to  say. 

In  this  ritualistic  dialog:  between  the  Fed 
and  the  bond  market,  which  everyone  pre- 
tends is  not  happening,  the  reason  for  the 
Fed's  existence  Is  sometimes  overlooked. 
Aside  from  fighting  Inflation,  the  Fed's  mis- 
sion, specified  by  Congress.  Is  to  keep  the 
economy  growing  and  Americans  employed. 
That  goal  can  get  lost  in  any  dialog  with  the 
bond  market,  which  puts  slowing  the  econ- 
omy to  fight  Inflation  ahead  of  putting  the 
unemployed  to  work. 

There  you  have  it.  You  cannot  say  it 
any  better  than  that.  Yet.  Congress  has 
stipulated  in  law  that  the  Federal  Re- 
serve is  to  also  fight  unemployment 
and  to  take  that  into  account. 

We  have  a  bill  in  the  Banking  Com- 
mittee that  would  take  out  of  the  law 
the  provision  that  says  the  Fed  should 
take  into  account  unemployment  in 
making  its  decisions  and  should  only 
then  look  at  inflation.  Well,  it  is  before 
committee,  but  I  do  not  think  it  will 
get  past  the  floor. 

Mr.  Greenspan  has  indicated  support 
for  that  approach.  He  has  indicated 
support  for  legislation  that  would  take 
out  of  the  law  a  requirement  that  the 
Fed  look  at  unemplojTnent  in  making 
its  decisions.  Well,  again.  I  talk  about 
his  mindset  and  his  philosophy — his 
economic  philosophy.  I  do  not  believe 
anybody  ought  to  be  Chairman  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  who  supports  a  policy 
of  ignoring  imemployment  and  only  fo- 
cusing on  inflation  in  setting  their  pol- 
icy. 

I  would  like  to  read  a  short  state- 
ment again  from  the  business  sector  of 
our  country,  a  statement  by  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Manufacturers. 
The  first  was  on  June  11,  1996.  This  is  5 
days  ago.  This  is  from  the  National  As- 
sociation of  Manufacturers: 

The  decline  in  producer  prices,  after  sev- 
eral months  of  rapid  Increases,  confirms  that 
inflation  is  not  a  threat.  The  spike  in  whole- 
sale prices  during  the  first  5  months  of  1996 
was  caused  mainly  by  the  relative  price  of 
energy.  Excluding  the  volatile  food  and  en- 
ergy components,  the  core  rate  of  Inflation 
was  consistently  lower. 
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Some  energy  prices,  such  as  gasoline,  are 
now  leveling  off  while  others,  such  as  heat- 
ing oil,  are  declining.  Energy  prices  should 
decline  even  more  later  In  the  year  as  Iraqi 
oil  comes  onto  the  market.  This  decline  will 
put  downward  pressure  on  both  the  producer 
and  consumer  price  indexes  In  coming 
months.  For  the  year  as  a  whole,  producer 
prices  should  rise  only  about  2.8  percent. 

These  favorable  inflation  numbers  mean 
that  the  Federal  Reserve  has  no  reason  to 
raise  interest  rates  at  their  July  meeting. 
The  Federal  Reserve  should  hold  rates  where 
they  are  and  reserve  the  option  of  lowering 
later  in  the  year. 

Yet,  we  have  heard  all  kinds  of  hints 
and  comments  made  by  members  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  that,  indeed,  rates  will 
go  up  in  July. 

A  group  called  the  Business  Council, 
a  group  of  chief  executives  of  100  of  the 
largest  corporations  in  our  Nation,  did 
a  recent  survey  which  is  reported  in 
the  May  18  New  York  Times.  Nearly 
half  of  them  stated  that  it  was  harder 
to  raise  prices  in  their  industry  than  it 
was  6  months  ago.  Only  9  percent  said 
it  was  easier.  So  over  half  of  them  said 
it  was  harder  to  raise  prices. 

Almost  all  of  the  respondents  urged 
the  Federal  Reserve  to  stimulate  the 
economy  by  lowering  rates.  The  article 
quoted  John  Walsh,  the  CEO  of  the 
General  Electric  Co..  as  saying:  "We  do 
not  see  industrial  prices  or  labor  pres- 
sures driving  Inflation  upward." 

Mr.  Greenspan  did  not  see  the  ter- 
rible recession  and  skyrocketing  unem- 
ployment in  late  1974  as  he  advocated 
fiscal  restraint  a£  President  Ford's 
chief  economic  adviser.  Mr.  Greenspan 
did  not  see  the  recession  in  1990.  And 
what  did  Mr.  Greenspan  see?  He  saw  in- 
flation in  some  tea  leaves  in  1994  when 
he  doubled  the  interest  rates  from  3 
percent  to  6  percent  in  one  year.  From 
February  1994  to  February  1995.  he  dou- 
bled the  interest  rates.  Low  inflation. 
He  so  indicated  that  himself. 

Is  this  the  balanced  kind  of  approach 
that  we  want  from  a  Chairman  of  the 
Federal  Reserve?  I  say  no.  We  need 
someone  who  has  more  of  a  balanced 
approach.  We  need  someone  who  will 
give  the  economy  a  chance  to  grow, 
who  will  give  Americans  a  chance  to 
increase  their  incomes  so  as  to  have  a 
better  life. 

If  inflation  starts  to  rise.  then.  yes. 
it  is  responsible  to  raise  rates  and  do  it 
in  a  timely  and  effective  manner.  But 
America  does  not  need  a  low  growth 
Chairmaji  of  the  Fed  who  slams  his 
foot  on  the  economic  brakes  because  of 
some  mirage  of  inflation  that  may  take 
place  in  the  future. 

Mr.  President.  I  wanted  to  revisit  the 
topic  of  Mr.  Greenspan's  actions  con- 
cerning the  1990  recession.  I  spoke 
about  that  yesterday.  I  spoke  about  it 
earlier,  when  in  October  1990,  as  the 
minutes  now  reveal,  because — again.  I 
want  to  point  this  out.  By  law,  the 
minutes  of  the  Federal  Open  Market 
Committee  are  kept  sealed  for  5  years. 


I  hope  we  can  revisit  that  at  some 
time.  I  do  not  believe  they  should  be 
sealed  for  5  years — maybe  a  year,  but 
certainly  not  5  years.  But  now,  in  look- 
ing at  the  minutes  of  the  1990  meeting 
of  the  FOMC,  we  find  in  October  Mr. 
Greenspan  saying  that— well,  to  para- 
phrase it:  "We  hear  the  thunder,  we 
hear  the  lightning.  People  say  there  is 
thunder  and  lighting,  but  we  stuck  our 
hand  out  the  window  and  it  is  not  rain- 
ing," in  response  to  whether  or  not  we 
are  in  a  recession. 

The  fact  is,  the  recession  started  in 
July  1990.  This  is  October  1990.  Mr. 
Greenspan  says  we  are  not  in  a  reces- 
sion. It  was  not  until  December  1990 
that  Mr.  Greenspan  finally  admitted,  6 
months  later,  that  we  were  in  a  reces- 
sion. 

So  we  had  the  recession  of  1990.  Mr. 
Greenspan  finally  recognized  it.  His  re- 
sponse, "Well,  sometime  we  will  come 
out  of  it."  How  does  the  recovery  from 
that  recession  compare  to  the  other  re- 
cessions that  we  have  had  since  the  end 
of  World  War  II?  The  Greenspan  Fed 
was  very  late  in  moving  to  lower  inter- 
est rates  to  create  a  more  accommo- 
dating policy  and  lift  us  out  of  that  re- 
cession, and  that  was  harmful  to  the 
recovery. 

This  is  a  pretty  busy  chart.  Again, 
maybe  this  is  one  of  the  reasons  we  do 
not  engage  in  economic  policy  discus- 
sion around  here  more,  because  some- 
times it  does  get  confusing.  But,  again, 
it  is  really  simple  when  you  strip  it 
away.  What  this  chart  shows  is  the  per- 
cent decline  in  interest  rates  following 
the  bottom  of  a  recession.  In  other 
words,  you  get  into  a  recession,  you  cut 
interest  rates  to  stimulate  the  econ- 
omy, and  get  out  of  the  recession. 

How  fast  do  you  cut  the  interest 
rates  to  get  out  of  a  recession?  Here  we 
see  that,  in  the  recessions  of  1960.  1969. 
1957.  1973,  and  1981.  we  see  dramatic 
drops  in  interest  rates  to  get  us  out  of 
those  recessions.  For  example,  in  the 
1957  recession  interest  rates  declined 
by  50  percent  in  5  months — 5  months. 
Here  is  1973.  In  1960  there  was  a  50  per- 
cent decline  in  about  12  months:  the 
same  in  1981.  In  all  these  times  we 
came  out  of  a  recession  in  a  fairly 
short  period  of  time.  Why?  Because  the 
Fed  Chairmen  took  action  to  stimulate 
the  economy,  get  our  people  back  to 
work,  reduce  unemployment,  and  get 
us  out  of  the  recession. 

Let  us  look  at  the  recession  of  1990. 
That  is  this  flat  line  over  here.  We  do 
not  get  a  50  percent  cut  in  interest 
rates  until  almost  34  months,  almost  3 
years  after  the  depth  of  that  recession. 
So,  again,  I  have  been  comparing  Mr. 
Greenspan's  actions  with  those  of  other 
Fed  Chairmen  since  World  War  U.  I 
compared  earlier  GDP  growth.  Now  I 
am  comparing  his  actions  recovering 
from  a  recession,  compared  to  other 
times.  It  was  too  slow,  too  timid,  too 
much  of  a  struggle,  to  get  out  of  that 


recession.  It  is  too  long  a  period  of 
time.  And  what  that  means  is  that 
families  are  hurt,  people  are  unem- 
ployed, and  the  economy  starts  build- 
ing in  a  slower  rate  of  growth  than 
what  we  otherwise  need.  I  believe  that 
is  also  what  is  affecting  us  even  yet 
today.  So.  you  can  see  he  was  much  too 
timid  in  reducing  those  interest  rates. 

Let  me  read  an  article  by  the  Nobel 
laureate  economist.  Paul  Samuelson. 
who  is  a  professor  at  MIT.  It  appeared 
in  the  September  1993  issue  of  "Chal- 
lenge" magazine.  It  is  titled  "Leaning 
Against  What  Inflationary  Wind?" 

The  U.S.  economy  Is  not  on  the  verge  of 
overheating  at  present.  If  and  when  the 
changes,  It  will  be  a  good  time  to  pump  gent- 
ly on  the  brakes.  That  time  is  not  now. 

Mr.  Samuelson  goes  on  to  say: 
After  a  dozen  years  of  structural  budget 
deficits  and  low  private  sector  saving  by  U.S. 
families  and  corporations,  economic  history 
and  economic  science  concur  in  the  diagnosis 
that  monetary  policy  rather  than  fiscal  pol- 
icy should  be  the  major  macroeconomic 
weapon  for  assuring  a  healthy  1993-96  recov- 
ery and  for  restoring  the  share  of  capital  for- 
mation In  the  American  economy. 

I  will  repeat  that.  What  Mr.  Samuel- 
son is  saying  is  that  monetary  policy 
has  to  be  the  engine,  rather  than  fiscal 
policy.  Whsr?  Because  we  have  these 
huge  budget  deficits.  There  is  little  we 
can  do.  And  we  have  years  of  low  sav- 
ings rates.  We  do  not  have  that  pool  to 
draw  on.  So  it  has  to  be  monetary  pol- 
icy. 

Mr.  Samuelson  goes  on  to  say. 

The  last  five  years  will  go  down  in  the 
textbooks  of  economic  history  as  a  period  of 
disappointing  performances  by  central 
banks.  America's  central  bank,  the  Federal 
Reserve,  began  the  decade  of  the  19605  with  a 
stellar  report  card.  Under  Chairman  Paul 
Volcker,  from  1979  to  1982.  remarkable 
progress  was  made  in  wringing  out  of  our 
economy  the  double-digit  stagflation  that 
had  built  up  In  the  1970s.  Then  in  1962  anil 
1963,  as  I  shall  describe  for  its  peculiar  rel- 
evance today,  the  Fed  fires  up  the  American 
locomotive  in  a  prudent  way.  leading  the 
United  States  and  the  global  economies  Into 
a  needed  expansion. 

What  Mr.  Samuelson  is  saying,  basi- 
cally, is  that — he  says— he  talks  about 
the  Bundesbank. 

In  particular,  the  revered  Bundesbank  has 
brought  on  unified  Germany  a  serious  reces- 
sion that  it  never  expected  to  occur.  Outside 
of  Germany,  directly  and  Indirectly,  the  bias 
of  the  Bundesbank  toward  preoccupation 
with  inflation  to  the  neglect  of  real  growth 
and  unemployment  has  led  to  a  lasting 
slump  for  Common  Market  and  other  Euro- 
pean countries.  In  the  end.  the  dream  of  a 
Maastricht  Treaty  that  would  unify  the  Eu- 
ropean economy  was  dashed  by  Bundesbank 
Intransigence.  Unemployment  rates  in 
Spain.  Italy,  and  Ireland  soared.  Waiting 
upon  the  German  credit  expansion  that 
never  came.  Britain,  Italy,  and  Spain  were 
forced  out  of  the  European  Monetary  Union. 
Countries  like  France  that  acconmiodated 
the  Bundesbank  have  been  penalized  by  don- 
ble-digrlt  unemployment  rates.  Sweden,  with 
Its  Interest  rate  forced  temporarily  up  to  a 
500  twrcent  annual  rate  in  order  to  have  the 
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Kroner  look  the  Mark  In  the  eye.  Is  a  spec- 
tacle no  sagre  ever  expected  to  see  agrain  in 
the  modern  world. .  .  . 

Where  an  Italy  or  a  Spain  face  genuine 
international  constraints,  Japan's  wounds 
have  been  self-inflicted  and  gratuitous.  And 
in  wounding  herself.  Japan  has  also  wounded 
the  U.S.  bilateral  imbalance  with  Japan, 
contributing  significantly  to  the  puny  0.7  of 
1  percent  annual  rate  of  American  real  GDP 
growth  in  the  1993  first  quarter.  Where  it  not 
for  involuntary  piling  up  of  inventory  accu- 
mulation, our  final  real  GDP  would  actually 
have  been  declining  in  1993's  first  quarter. 

I  did  not  mean  to  get  bogged  down  in 
that,  but  really  what  he  is  talking 
about  is  he  is  talking  about  what  the 
Bundesbank  did  in  Germany  in  terms 
of  focusing  only  on  inflation  and  ignor- 
ing what  is  happening  with  unemploy- 
ment and  growth.  Then  he  goes  on  to 
say: 

Alas,  the  Federal  Reserve  has  shared  in 
this  central  bank  saga  of  acting  too  little 
and  too  late  against  macroweakness  on  Main 
Street,  U.S.A.  It  can  be  said,  soberly  and 
with  statistical  significance,  that  the  defeat 
of  George  Bush  in  1992  and  the  Republican 
disappointments  in  the  Senate  and  the  House 
are  the  direct  result  of  Federal  Reserve  mis- 
diagnosis of  the  seriousness  of  the  1990-92 
state  of  U.S.  demand. 

Again,  Main  Street,  USA,  has  not,  in 
town  meetings,  given  the  Federal  Re- 
serve such  a  mandate  to  do  what  they 
have  done.  Nor  has  a  committee  of  the 
two  Houses,  nor  a  majority  vote  in  ei- 
ther of  the  Houses.  This  is  Mr.  Samuel- 
son: 

I  believe  this  to  be  important  not  as  a  mat- 
ter of  history  or  of  general  philosophy.  It  is 
important  because  the  money  market  has 
every  reason  to  believe — even  without  leaks 
to  the  press  after  Open  Market  Committee 
meetings— that  this  Federal  Reserve  (the 
only  one  we  have)  is  only  too  prone  to  (1)  en- 
gineer higher  short-term  interest  rates,  or 
(2)  countenance  such  higher  rates  (a)  at  the 
first  signs  of  a  healthy  real  recovery— say,  a 
3.25  percent  (annual)  growth  rate  for  two  suc- 
cessive quarters,  or  (b)  at  the  first  signs  of 
some  acceleration  of  price-level  Indexes. 

Mr.  Samuelson,  I  think  I  said  it  cor- 
rectly. Basically  it  is  important,  not  as 
a  matter  of  history  or  philosophy,  it  is 
important  to  America  because  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  is  prone  to.  No.  1,  engineer 
higher  interest  rates,  or.  No.  2,  coun- 
tenance such  high  interest  rates  at  the 
first  sign  of  a  healthy  recovery,  if  we 
go  ansrwhere  above — he  said  up  to  3.25 
percent,  but  it  looks  as  if  we  go  over  2.5 
percent  they  are  ready  to  slam  on  the 
brakes. 

(Mr.  MACK  assumed  the  chair.) 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  the  mi- 
nority staff  of  the  Joint  Economic 
Conmiittee  preiaxed  some  charts  that  I 
think  are  illustrative  of  what  has  been 
wrong  with  Mr.  Greenspan's  leadership 
at  the  Federal  Reserve. 

The  first  chart  simply  shows  the 
speed  by  which  the  Federal  Reserve 
lowered  rates.  I  already  went  over  that 
chart.  I  am  going  to  put  that  back  up 
because  it  goes  with  these  other  charts. 

Again,  this  first  chart  shows  the 
speed  at  which  the  Federal  Reserve  re- 


duces interest  rates  to  get  us  out  of  re- 
cession. Going  all  the  way  back  to  1957, 
the  Fed  acted  very  strongly  to  reduce 
interest  rates.  But  in  1990,  coming  out 
of  that  recession.  Chairman  Greenspan 
did  not  act  decisively  and,  thus,  inter- 
est rates  stayed  abnormally  high. 

Here  is  another  chart.  Let's  see  how 
fast  the  economy  recovered.  This  is 
sort  of  the  flip  side  of  that  last  chart. 
This  shows  the  growth  of  payroll  em- 
ployment from  the  bottom  of  the  reces- 
sion compared  to  those  previous  years 
going  back  to  World  War  n. 

So  here  is  the  bottom  of  the  reces- 
sion; here  is  coming  out  of  it.  In  the 
previous  seven  recessions,  we  see  em- 
ployment gaining  rapidly.  In  fact,  the 
average  of  the  past  seven,  in  the  first  2 
years  after  the  depth  of  a  recession,  we 
have  employment  gains  of  over  7-per- 
cent growth. 

What  happened  after  the  1990  reces- 
sion? Here  is  Mr.  Greenspan:  We  had  no 
growth,  no  growth  for  almost  13,  14 
months;  negative  growth.  And  then,  fi- 
nally, we  came  out  a  little  bit,  and 
after  24  months,  we  had  about  1  percent 
growth  in  employment  coming  out  of 
that  recession.  Again,  my  point  being 
that  Mr.  Greenspan,  first,  did  not  rec- 
ognize we  were  in  a  recession;  second, 
when  it  became  apparent  we  were  in  a 
recession,  he  acts  too  timidly  to  bring 
us  out  of  that  recession. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  inflation  is 
threatening,  the  brakes  are  slammied 
on  at  the  first  sign  of  a  hint  of  infla- 
tion, not  real  inflation,  but  the  threat 
of  inflation.  But  when  it  is  jobs  and  un- 
employment, well,  we  can  linger  for  a 
while.  The  result  is  a  very  dismal 
record  in  getting  employment  back  up 
after  a  recession.  One  year  after  a  re- 
cession— 1  year  after  a  recession — basi- 
cally no  jobs  at  all. 

The  third  chau"t  that  I  have  shows  an- 
other related  fact,  chajige  in  the  unem- 
ployment rate.  In  the  other  seven  re- 
cessions, we  see  considerable  improve- 
ment in  lowering  unemployment,  the 
proportion  of  the  work  force  without 
jobs.  That,  unfortunately,  was  not  the 
case  for  the  1990  recession. 

On  average,  for  the  seven  recessions 
prior  to  1990,  the  unemplojmient  rate 
dropped  about  20  percent  off  the  rate  at 
the  end  of  each  recession,  and  we  see 
that  here.  There  was  a  tremendous  re- 
duction in  unemployment  in  the  last 
seven  previous  recessions. 

What  happened  after  the  1990  reces- 
sion? Insteaui  of  going  down,  we  went 
the  wrong  direction.  Unemplosrment 
actually  went  up.  It  came  down  a  little 
bit  and  leveled  off  after  a  couple  of 
years,  but  still  not  back  at  even  the 
rate  at  which  unemployment  was  at 
the  height,  or  I  should  say  the  depth,  of 
the  recession. 

So  we  were  going  the  wrong  way.  We 
had  very  little  recovery  at  all.  Again, 
we  need  to  have  a  balanced  policy  that 


says,  "My  gosh,  if  we  are  going  to  re- 
cover from  a  recession,  we  have  to  re- 
duce unemplosrment."  We  did  in  all  the 
previous  seven,  but  not  in  the  one  in 
1990.  Again,  my  point  being  that  Mr. 
Greenspan  acted  too  timidly  and  not  in 
the  right  direction  to  get  that  unem- 
ployment down. 

So  now  I  return  to  where  I  started 
today,  and  that  is  the  1994-95  period. 
We  have  a  recession.  Mr.  Greenspan 
does  not  act  decisively  enough.  We  lin- 
ger with  high  unemployment,  we  linger 
with  low  growth,  no  new  jobs  added, 
and  then  we  come  in  to  1993,  1994,  1995. 

It  has  been  almost  axiomatically  ac- 
cepted around  here  and  in  America 
that  if  we  lower  the  budget  deficit,  in- 
terest rates  will  come  down.  That  is  al- 
most like  a  mantra  that  we  all  enun- 
ciate all  the  time:  "If  we  can  reach  a 
balanced  budget,  interest  rates  will 
come  down  and  that  will  save  the 
American  people  a  lot  of  money."  "Re- 
duce that  budget  deficit  and  we'll  get 
the  interest  rates  down."  Well,  OK. 

In  1993,  the  first  year  of  the  Clinton 
administration,  bold  action  was  taken 
to  reduce  the  deficit.  Now,  you  can 
argue  about  whether  it  was  a  tax  in- 
crease and  all  that.  We  can  get  into 
that,  and  we  can  debate  that,  too.  The 
fact  is  that  the  deficit  started  coming 
down.  It  started  coming  down — ^actu- 
ally, I  will  even  give  President  Bush 
credit— actually,  the  deficit  started 
coming  down  in  late  1992  and  early 
1993.  Part  of  that  had  to  do  some  with 
Bush  and  his  policies;  some  of  it  had  to 
do  with  the  fact  when  Clinton  came  in, 
the  President  and  the  Congress  started 
talking  about  a  budget  that  would 
begin  cutting  the  deficit.  Based  on 
that,  we  thought  interest  rates  would 
come  down. 

The  budget  was  passed  that  year  and 
started  to  go  into  effect  in  October 

1993.  So  in  October  1993,  the  budget 
that  we  passed  went  into  effect.  The 
deficit  started  to  accelerate  down.  In  2 
years,  the  deficit  was  cut  by  over  40 
percent  in  2  years.  It  is  now  down- 
well,  right  now  I  can  say  compared  to 
when  Mr.  Clinton  came  into  office,  the 
budget  deficit  is  about  60  percent  less. 
The  budget  deficit  is  coming  down.  You 
would  think  if  the  deficit  is  coming 
down,  surely  interest  rates  must  come 
down,  too.  But  after  passing  the  budget 
of  1993,  we  kept  our  deficit  coming 
down.  Mr.  Greenspan,  in  February  of 

1994,  started  raising  interest  rates 
seven  times  in  one  year,  from  3  to  6 
percent.  As  our  deficit  was  coming 
down,  Mr.  Greenspan  was  raising  our 
interest  rates. 

My  point  is  that  it  is  not  axiomatic, 
it  is  not  absolutely  certain  that  if  we 
reach  a  balanced  budget  we  will  have 
lower  interest  rates.  We  will  have 
lower  interest  rates  if,  and  only  if,  we 
have  a  Federal  Reserve  System,  and  a 
Chairnum,  that  will  respond  to  those 
actions  and  reduce  those  interest  rates 
as  the  deficit  comes  down. 
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Obviously,  there  have  to  be  other  fac- 
tors. When  I  say  that  even  if  we  have  a 
balanced  budget  and  we  have  inflation 
that  they  should  not  raise  interest 
rates — of  course  not,  the  Federal  Re- 
serve should  respond  to  that.  If  we 
have  inflation  threatening,  if  inflation 
is  there,  yes,  they  have  to  put  on  the 
brakes. 

I  am  just  saying  in  this  period  of 
time,  we  had  no  inflation  threatening, 
we  had  high  rates  of  unemployment, 
underemployed  people  in  America,  low 
wage  growth,  wage  stagnation,  we  had 
a  reducing  deficit  and  we  had  a  Chair- 
man of  the  Fed  raising  interest  rates. 
Please,  somebody  explain  that  to  me. 
It  defies  logic.  It  can  only  happen  if  the 
philosophy  that  Fed  Chairman  has  is 
that  if  he  sees  a  mirage  in  the  distance 
of  the  threat  of  inflation,  he  must  raise 
interest  rates. 

I  believe  that  does  our  country  a  dis- 
service because  we  have  the  capacity  to 
grow  in  America.  We  have  the  capacity 
to  grow.  We  have  people  who  want  to 
work.  As  I  said,  348,000  jobs  were  cre- 
ated last  month;  but  500,000  people 
went  out  and  looked  for  a  job.  People 
want  to  go  to  work.  Businesses  want  to 
expand.  Just  read  the  article  from  the 
National  Association  of  Manufacturers. 
Businesses  want  to  expand.  They  want 
to  grow.  But  the  policies  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  System  is  keeping  that  from 
happening. 

To  truly  understand  the  Fed's  1994 
seven  consecutive  rate  increases,  we 
have  go  back  to  the  summer  of  1993. 
Mr.  Greenspan  announced  that  he  was 
abandoning  the  M2  indicator.  I  am  not 
going  to  get  into  that.  That  is  why  we 
get  into  all  these  arcane  economic 
terms.  But  he  said  he  was  abandoning 
the  M2  indicator  in  favor  of  "real  inter- 
est rates."  Despite  the  fact  that  this 
M2  indicator  fell  short  of  its  midpoint 
targets  in  6  consecutive  years,  giving 
indications  of  a  possible  recession,  Mr. 
Greenspan  instead  feared  that  long- 
term  rates  were  too  low  in  comparison 
to  short-term  interest  rates. 

As  Mr.  Greenspan  noted  in  his  Sep- 
tember 1,  1993,  testimony,  short-term 
rates  were  nearly  zero,  and  long-term 
rates  were  much  higher.  According  to 
Mr.  Greenspan,  "This  configuration  in- 
dicates to  market  participants  that 
short-term  real  rates  will  have  to  rise 
as  the  headwinds  diminish  if  substan- 
tial inflationary  imbalances  are  to  be 
avoided."  That  was  his  testimony  be- 
fore the  House  Subcommittee  on  Eco- 
nomic Growth  and  Credit  Formation, 
September  1, 1993. 

OK.  So  for  1993,  the  Fed  predicted  a 
GNP  rise  of  2.5  percent  and  2.5  to  3.25 
percent  for  1994.  Despite  the  low  pro- 
jected growth  rates  and  the  fact  that  8 
million  people  were  unemployed  and 
another  4  million  were  involuntarily 
employed  part  time.  Mr.  Greenspan 
feared  inflationary  pressures  because 
of  this  discrepancy  between  short-term 
and  long-term  rates. 


According  to  Prof.  James  Galbraith. 
this  was  the  only  justification  for  rate 
increases  in  1994  and  1995.  According  to 
Mr.  Galbraith,  three  points  in  Green- 
span's February  22,  1994,  Humphrey- 
Hawkins  written  testimony,  made  3 
weeks  after  Mr.  Greenspan  initiated 
the  first  of  seven  rate  increases,  clearly 
show  that  the  Fed  could  not  have 
raised  rates  on  inflation-fighting  pol- 
icy grounds  alone. 

No.  1,  Mr.  Greenspan  said.  "On  the 
inflation  front,  the  deterioration  evi- 
dent in  some  indicators  in  the  first  half 
of  1993  proved  transitory."  No.  2,  there 
was  no  clear  evidence  that  expansion  in 
1993  was  excessive  and  was  going  to 
carry  over  to  1994.  This  is  Mr.  Green- 
span's testimony.  No.  3,  inflation  had 
been  falling,  as  Mr.  Greenspan  himself 
even  noted. 

I  am  going  into  this  because  it  has 
been  said  that  this  increase  by  Mr. 
Greenspan  in  interest  rates  and  keep- 
ing them  high — it  has  only  come  down 
a  quarter  of  a  point  since  February  1995 
— is  because  of  the  threat  of  inflation. 
But  in  Mr.  Greenspan's  own  words  and 
in  his  written  testimony,  he  basically 
says  there  was  not  inflation. 

No.  1,  Mr.  Greenspan  said,  "On  the 
inflation  front,  the  deterioration  evi- 
dent in  some  indicators  in  the  first  half 
of  1993  proved  transitory"- transitory, 
not  long  term. 

But  for  the  year  as  a  whole,  1993,  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  rose  2.75  percent, 
the  smallest  increase  since  the  big  drop 
in  oil  prices,  since  1986.  Broader  infla- 
tion measures  covering  purchases  by 
businesses  as  well  as  consumers  rose 
even  less.  Again,  these  were  transitory, 
not  permanent,  developments. 

The  second  point,  there  was  no  clear 
evidence  that  expansion  in  1993  was  ex- 
cessive and  was  going  to  carry  over  to 
1994. 

Again,  Mr.  Greenspan's  own  testi- 
mony: "Nonetheless,  markets  appear 
to  be  concerned  that  a  strengthening 
economy  is  sowing  the  seeds  of  an  ac- 
celeration of  prices  later  this  year  by 
rapidly  eliminating  the  remaining 
slack  in  resource  utilization."  How- 
ever, he  went  on  to  say,  "But  it  is  too 
early  to  judge  the  degree  of  the  under- 
Ijring  economic  strength  in  the  early 
months  of  1994." 

Wait  a  minute.  Mr.  Greenspan,  in  his 
testimony,  says,  "*  *  *  markets  ap- 
pear to  be  concerned  that  a  strengthen- 
ing economy  is  sowing  the  seeds  of  an 
acceleration  of  prices  later  this  year." 
However,  he  says,  "But  it  is  too  early 
to  judge  the  degree  of  the  underlying 
economic  strength  in  the  early  months 
of  1994." 

In  February  1994.  he  starts  raising  in- 
terest rates,  when  he  says  "it  is  too 
early"  to  judge  it.  That  is  why  I  say, 
Mr.  Greenspan  raises  interest  rates, 
slams  on  the  economic  brakes,  not 
when    inflation    Is    threatening,    but 


when,  in  the  distant  horizon,  he  sees  a 
mirage  of  possible  inflation.  That  does 
a  disservice  to  our  country. 

Many  of  the  indicators  at  that  time 
gave  little  evidence  of  rising  inflation. 

An  editorial  in  the  March  14.  1994 
Business  Week,  made  it  clear  that  Mr. 
Greenspan  had  gone  too  far  in  his  rate 
increases. 

Since  Greenspan  raised  short-term  Interest 
rates  by  25  basis  points  .  .  . 

That  was  the  first  of  seven  in- 
creases— 

Long  bonds  rates  have  risen  nearly  twice 
as  much,  jumping  to  about  6.8%.  Instead  of 
soothing  the  savage  beasts  at  the  bond  mar- 
ket, the  Greenspan  move  appears  to  have  in- 
duced a  frenzy. 

What  has  gone  wrong,  and  how  can  it  be 
fixed?  It's  tempting  to  say— 

This  is  the  article  from  Business 
Week  I  am  quoting  here — 

It's  tempting  to  say  that  Greenspan's  pre- 
emptive strike  against  Inflationary  expecta- 
tions was  wrong  from  the  start. 

Worse.  Greenspan  added  to  confusion  in 
the  markets  by  admitting  that  the  conven- 
tional monetary  measures  were  no  longer  re- 
liable and  that  he  was  turning  to  more  ex- 
otic measures,  including  that  "arcane 
metal,"  gold. 

What  is  going  on  here?  Business 
Week  says,  "Not  so,"  in  terms  of  his 
preemptive  strike  against  inflationary 
expectations,  because  they  are  saying 
there  was  not  any  inflation. 

What  really  spooked  the  markets  was  his 
subsequent  confession  that  he  believed  mon- 
etary policy  had  been  too  loose,  too  long. 

Monetary  policy  had  been  too  loose 
for  too  long. 

The  markets  inferred  that  Greenspan's 
strike  was  only  the  first  in  a  series  of  at- 
tacks against  inflation.  Market  players 
around  the  world  concluded  that  the  Fed 
would  push  interest  rates  much  higher  In  the 
months  ahead. 

Business  Week  was  right  on  the 
mark,  because  in  the  weeks  and 
months  ahead,  that  is  exactly  what  Mr. 
Greenspan  did.  This,  again,  is  accord- 
ing to  Business  Week.  This  is  not  my 
judgment.  Business  Week,  in  their  edi- 
torial said,  what  spooked  the  markets 
was  not  really  a  preemptive  strike 
against  inflation  since  there  was  little 
threat  of  inflation. 

Let  us  go  back  to  these  charts. 

Mr.  Greenspan,  according  to  Business 
Week,  says  that  he  thought  that  mone- 
tary policy  had  been  too  loose  for  too 
long. 

This  is  1993. 

Here  is  the  recession,  as  I  pointed 
out.  of  1990,  which  he  did  not  see  until 
we  were  6  months  into  it.  Then,  a£  Fed 
Chairman,  he  has  a  responsibility  to 
try  to  get  us  out  of  that  recession  by 
lowering  interest  rates. 

As  I  pointed  out.  this  is  what  hap- 
pened in  the  previous  seven  recessions. 
In  each  of  these  instances,  interest 
rates  came  down  as  much  as  50  percent 
in  5  months.  50  percent  in  12  months. 
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Mr.  Greenspan  did  not  reduce  inter- 
est rates  50  percent  until  30  months 
out — about  31  months  out,  to  be  correct 
about  it.  That  takes  us  up  to  about 

1993,  I  guess.  Yet  he  says  the  monetary 
policy  was  "too  loose  for  too  long," 
and  thus  starts  tightening  up  and  rais- 
ing interest  rates. 

"Business  Week"  was  right,  in  March 

1994.  They  expected  him  to  keep  raising 
it,  and,  quite  frankly,  he  did. 

"Worse."  they  go  on,  "Greenspan 
added  to  confusion  in  the  markets  by 
admitting  that  the  conventional  mone- 
tary measures  were  no  longer  reliable 
and  that  he  was  turning  to  more  exotic 
measures,"  of  the  economy,  "including 
that  'arcane  metal,'  gold." 

Mr.  President,  last  year  in  testimony 
before  the  Banking  Conunittee  in  re- 
sponse to  a  question  by  Senator  Sar- 
BANES,  Mr.  Greenspan  admitted  that. 
yes,  he  would  be  in  favor  of  returning 
to  the  gold  standard.  Now,  he  admitted 
that  he  would  probably  be  the  only 
vote  on  the  Federal  Reserve  to  do  that, 
but  that  was  his  philosophy. 

Perhaps  we  ought  to  have  debate 
about  that.  I  wonder  how  many  Sen- 
ators here  would  like  to  have  a  vote  on 
returning  to  the  gold  standard.  How 
many  votes  do  you  think  that  would 
get  here  on  the  Senate  floor?  I  do  not 
know  if  we  would  get  any.  I  do  not 
know  if  anybody  really  feels  we  ought 
to  return  to  the  gold  standard.  Maybe 
that  was  OK  in  the  past,  but  we  live  in 
a  different  world.  This  is  a  global  econ- 
omy. We  have  turned  away  from  using 
the  gold  standard  as  a  basis.  I  am  just 
saying  the  Fed  Chairman's  philosophy 
is  locked  into  that.  He  admitted  it  as 
recently  as  1  year  ago. 

There  was  little  justification  for  the 
rate  increases.  The  economy  quickly 
reacted  in  a  predictably  negative  way. 
Instead  of  nipping  inflation  to  help  the 
markets,  the  seven  rate  increases 
threw  the  market  into  a  tailspin.  Per- 
haps one  of  the  most  telling  indicators 
was  that  unemployment  for  years  pre- 
ceding 1994  was  above  the  assumed 
NAIRU.  Here  we  come  again  to  the  non 
accelerating  inflation  rate  of  unem- 
plosrment  that  I  talked  about  earlier, 
that  the  Fed  seems  to  be  looking  at. 
Prior  to  1994,  this  was  above  the  wide- 
ly-assumed limit  of  6  percent.  In  1991 
unemployment  was  6.7  percent,  in  1992 
it  was  7.4  percent,  and  in  1993  imem- 
plojnment  was  6.8  percent.  Yet  somehow 
he  sajrs  we  have  to  raise  interest  rates. 

The  third  and  final  point  about  why 
the  1994  rate  increases  were  uimeces- 
sary  was  this:  The  threat  of  inflation 
had  been  falling.  To  say  again,  the 
threat  had  actually  been  falling.  Again, 
here  is  Mr.  Greenspan  in  his  February, 
1995  Humphrey-Hawkins  testimony: 

Fiscal  and  monetary  policy  are  Important 
among  those  forces  and  have  contributed  to 
the  decline  in  Inflation  expectations  in  re- 
cent years  along  with  decreases  in  longr-term 
Interest  rates.  The  actions  taken  last  year  to 


reduce  the  Federal  budget  deficit  have  been 
Instrumental  in  this  regard. 

That  was  a  very  interesting  state- 
ment by  Mr.  Greenspan  last  year. 

There  are  two  points  that  need  to  be 
made  here.  First,  I  do  not  necessarily 
disagree  with  him  about  discarding  M2 
as  an  indicator  in  favor  of  real  interest 
rates.  What  we  do  have  a  concern  about 
is  M-2  showed  that  the  money  supply 
was  shrinking  and  the  economy  might 
be  slowing.  Instead  of  focusing  on  other 
indicators  that  might  show  a  slowing 
of  the  economy,  Mr.  Greenspan  grasped 
on  to  real  interest  rates.  "The  discrep- 
ancy between  short  and  long-term 
rates  was  evident  and  could  be  clearly 
used  as  a  justification  for  raising  rates. 
That  is  what  he  said. 

Second,  it  should  be  clarified  and  re- 
inforced that  Mr.  Greenspan  and  the 
Fed  labeled  the  rate  incresises  as  a  pre- 
emptive strike  and  not  a  reaction  to 
accelerating  inflation  that  would  have 
clearly  justified  an  increase  in  interest 
rates. 

Let  me  read  the  July  10,  1995,  article 
from  "U.S.  News  &  World  Report"  by 
Mortimer  Zuckerman.  In  his  July  10, 
1995,  editorial,  he  says: 

Ouch!  The  squeeze  is  back.  In  May  101,000 
jobs  disappeared.  The  workweek  for  most 
Americans  is  falling  while  the  number  of 
people  filing  claims  for  unemployment  is  ris- 
ing. Don't  blame  It  on  the  business  cycle: 
The  current  slump  is  the  handiwork  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board,  an  institution  that  is 
signally  failing  the  nation.  The  Fed  raised 
short-term  Interest  rates  seven  times  in 
roughly  a  year,  doubling  their  levels  and 
whacking  key  rate-sensitive  industries  such 
as  housing  and  autos.  Boom,  the  robust  ex- 
pansion of  '94  has  turned  into  the  stagnation 
of  mid-'95. 

Why,  you  may  ask,  did  the  Fed  do  this?  It 
surely  was  not  responding  to  inflation.  Unit 
labor  costs,  the  baisic  fuel  of  inflation,  grew 
by  less  than  1  percent  last  year  (and  actually 
fell  by  2.3  percent  in  manufacturing).  Infla- 
tion at  the  retail  level  has  been  running  at  3 
percent  or  less  for  three  years,  the  best  per- 
formance in  three  decades — and  the  experts, 
including  Fed  Chairman  Alan  Greenspan,  be- 
lieve even  that  is  overstated  by  as  much  as 
a  full  percentage  point  because  of  statistical 
flaws. 

Now,  I'm  reading  from  the  U.S.  News 
&  World  Report,  July  editorial,  by 
Mortimer  Zuckerman. 

No.  what  the  Fed  had  In  mind  was  an  at- 
tack on  inflationary  expectations— the  no- 
tion that,  if  left  unchecked,  the  economic 
buoyancy  of  late  1993  would  surge  into  '94 
and  lead  to  rapidly  increasing  iirices  rather 
than  to  rapidly  increasing  jobs. 

The  economic  buoyancy,  this  is  the 
economic  buoyancy  that  Mr. 
Zuckennan  is  talking  about,  not  an 
economic  boom,  but  at  least  we  are 
talking  about  getting  better.  Too  slow, 
but  by  1993.  3  years  out  from  the  reces- 
sion, we  were  finally  starting  to  get  a 
little  bit  better. 

Mr.  Zuckerman  goes  on: 

Overlooked  or  simply  ignored  were  several 
mitigating  factors — that  major  corporations 


were  still  laying  off  tens  of  thousands  of  em- 
ployees .  .  . 

As  I  mentioned,  the  unemployment 
rate  for  1993  was  7.4  percent.  That  was 
up  from  the  year  before.  Again,  an- 
other example  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
not  fighting  unemployment  by  failing 
to  reducing  interest  rates  after  the  last 
recession.  Also  overlooked  was  "that 
real  wages  for  most  Americans  were  de- 
clining, that  a  true  world  economy  had 
radically  altered  the  ways  and  means 
of  production." 

Now,  what  was  supposed  to  be  a  "soft  land- 
ing" to  slower  growth  is  fast  turning  into 
something  else.  Real  retail  sales,  the  most 
important  factor  in  our  economy,  dropped  at 
an  annual  rate  of  1.9  percent  in  the  flrst  two 
months  of  the  second  quarter.  .  .  Consumer 
confidence  plunged  a  dramatic  9  percentage 
points  in  the  past  month. .  .  . 

The  latest  Fed  failure  underlines  its  mis- 
management of  the  monetary  side  of  the 
economy  over  the  past  five  years. 

These  are  not  my  words.  These  are 
the  words  of  Mr.  Zuckerman,  editor  of 
"U.S.  News  &  World  Report." 

In  the  last  decade  of  the  20th  century,  too 
little,  too  late,  seems  to  be  engraved  in  its 
institutional  seal.  In  1989,  it  sowed  the  seeds 
for  the  recession  of  1990-91,  then  slowed  the 
recovery  by  not  easing  up  quickly  enough. 

Again,  evidenced  by  that  chart. 

"Is  the  Fed  flying  blind?"  Mr. 
Zuckerman  asks. 

You  have  to  wonder.  Its  view  is  that  the 
sustainable  level  of  economic  growth  is  2.5 
percent.  But  the  notion  that  any  growth  rate 
above  this  level  would  cause  an  increase  in 
the  rate  of  inflation  through  shortages  of 
labor,  materials  and  manufacturing  capac- 
ity, is  questionable.  The  Fed  underestimates 
the  actual  rise  in  manufacturing  capacity 
put  in  place  and  overestimates  the  dangers 
of  wage  Inflation  given  the  historic  shift  In 
the  balance  of  bargaining  power  between 
management  and  labor,  the  large  number  of 
people  working  i>art  time  or  on  temporary 
Jobs  and  the  continued  corporate  restructur- 
ing. Beyond  that,  economic  globalization  has 
provided  the  United  States  with  additional 
capacity  and  cheap  labor  to  expand  produc- 
tion without  price  increases. 

Mr.  Zuckerman  says: 

We  can  have  growth  higher  than  2.5  per- 
cent and  an  unemployment  rate  lower  than  6 
percent  and  still  not  have  an  inflationary 
surge.  In  the  1960's,  after  all,  we  had  an  un- 
employment rate  of  4.8  percent  with  an  aver- 
age inflation  of  only  2.3  percent.  The  Fed 
should  review  its  performance  in  the  '60's 
and  '80's.  Five  years  into  the  expansion  of 
the  '60's,  when  growth  seemed  to  stall,  the 
Fed  moved  rapidly  and  cut  interest  rates  by 
2  full  points,  extending  the  expansion  to  a 
record  nine  years.  The  1980's  expansion 
turned  into  the  second  longest  in  postwar 
history,  again  because  the  Federal  Reserve 
cut  rates  when  it  first  spotted  signs  of  eco- 
nomic weakness  in  1984  and  1986. 

That  was  under  Chairman  Volcker. 

Mr.  President,  in  sum,  the  rate  in- 
creases in  1994  and  1995  can  be  inter- 
preted as  another  example  of  Mr. 
Greenspan  searching  for  excuses  to 
raise  rates  as  a  justification  to  elimi- 
nate inflation. 
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Again,  I  am  going  to  refer  to  this 
chart  as  often  as  I  can.  The  American 
people  ought  to  know  this.  In  I  year, 
February  1994  to  February  1995,  he  dou- 
bled interest  rates.  Since  February 
1995,  to  this  date — actually  to  June 
1996 — they  have  only  come  down  3  quar- 
ters of  a  point,  with  no  inflation 
threatening. 

The  Associated  Press  story  reported 
November  12, 1994: 

Economists  representing  interests  from 
labor  unions  to  big  corporations  accused  the 
U.S.  Central  Bank  on  Friday  of  pursuing  an 
ill-advised  monetary  policy  by  fighting  a 
phantom  inflation  threat  to  appease  bond 
traders  on  Wall  Street.  Lawrence 
Chlmerlne— I  am  sorry  if  I  mispronounced 
the  name— the  chief  economist  at  the  Eco- 
nomic Strategy  Institute,  a  business-backed 
think  tank  in  Washington,  DC,  said  that 
long-term  interest  rates  have  risen  faster 
since  February  of  1994  when  the  Federal  Re- 
serve started  Its  increases  than  at  any  other 
time  In  U.S.  history. 

Any  further  ratcheting  up  of  Interest  rates 
really  runs  the  risk  of  overkill  and  a  reces- 
sion. 

That  was  said  on  November  12.  1994.  I 
believe  there  were  two  other  rate  in- 
creases after  that  period  of  time. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  Fed 
raised  rates — I  am  sorry,  it  was  3  days 
after  this  story  was  written,  and  again 
in  February  1995— two  more  times.  In 
the  aftermath  of  the  rate  increases,  the 
Investors  Business  Daily  had  this  to 
say  about  Mr.  Greenspan's  efforts.  This 
is  an  editorial  in  Investors  Business 
Daily,  dated  April  17, 1995: 

If  former  Defense  Secretary,  Robert  McNa- 
mara,  can  own  up  to  his  horrendous  errors  on 
Vietnam,  why  can't  Federal  Reserve  Chair- 
man Alan  Greenspan  end  his  misguided  cam- 
paign against  inflation? 

The  McNamara  memoir  published  last 
week  ...  is  a  stunning  admission  of  fiilure. 
He  confesses  that  his  over-reliance  on  num- 
bers and  failure  to  understand  the  human 
consequences  of  his  actions  led  to  the  trag- 
edy we  know  today  as  Vietnam. 

McNamara  was  one  of  the  postwar  "whiz 
kids"  who  thought  they'd  elevated  manage- 
ment to  a  science.  The  former  President  of 
Ford  Motor  Company,  he  thought  his  num- 
ber-crunching expertise,  statistics,  and  ar- 
cane mathematical  formulae  were  all  he 
needed  to  "manage"  a  war. 

Pride?  Arrogance?  Some  failures  can't  be 
described  with  mere  words.  The  bottom  line 
on  that  Vietnam  "strategy"  is  some  58,000 
names  on  a  black  wall  in  Washington,  DC, 
and  continued  tyranny  in  Southeast  Asia. 

We  were  struck  by  McNamara's  admission 
of  error  because  his  fascination  with  data  is 
shared  by  Fed  Chairman  Greenspan — who  is 
waging  a  long,  costly  and  misguided  war  of 
his  own.  Like  McNamara.  Greenspan  is  arro- 
gantly using  his  numbers  expertise  to  fight 
the  last  war— the  1970's  battle  against  infla- 
tion. 

And  Just  as  McNamara's  antiseptic  "body 
counts"  seemed  to  blind  him  to  both  the  fail- 
ure and  the  human  costs  of  his  plan  for  win- 
ning the  war,  Greenspan  seems  to  miss  the 
costs  to  the  real  economy — ^jobs,  incomes, 
goods  and  services — of  his  campaign  against 
phantom  inflation. 

We've  heard  all  the  arguments  for  continu- 
ing the  battle:  The  U.S.  is  enjoying  the  best 


of  all  possible  worlds,  with  rapid  growth  and 
low  inflation.  The  Fed  appears  to  have  engi- 
neered a  "soft  landing' — 

How  many  times  we  have  heard  that 
phrase? 

In  which  the  economy  drops  gently  onto  a 
long,  slow  glldepath  of  steady,  noninflation- 
ary  expansion. 

We  don't  buy  it. 

I  am  still  quoting  from  Investors 
Business  Daily. 

As  the  last  recession  showed,  a  soft  landing 
can  very  easily  turn  into  a  crash  landing,  or 
a  victory  into  a  rout. 

After  seven  interest  rate  hikes  in  a  little 
over  a  year,  the  Fed  is  flirting  with  disaster. 
Businesses— as  opposed  to  coupon-clippers— 
are  plainly  worried. 

Monetary  policy  In  this  country  is  con- 
trolled by  bond  traders  who  live  In  high-rises 
and  are  completely  out  of  touch  with  reality. 

The  words  of  a  radical?  Hardly.  Jerry 
Jasinowski,  the  president  of  the  National  As- 
sociation of  Manufacturers,  said  that  six 
months  ago.  before  the  last  two  rate  hikes. 
Others  in  business  echo  his  comments. 

The  signs  of  a  slowdown  are  now  wide- 
spread. Retail  sales  are  weak,  auto  sales  are 
declining,  durable  goods  orders  have  rolled 
over,  new-home  sales  have  tanked,  money 
supply  Is  headed  south  and  the  index  of  lead- 
ing economic  indicators  is  signaling  sluggish 
growth  at  best. 

...  As  most  economists  know.  It  takes  six 
months  to  two  years  for  the  full  effects  of  a 
Fed  tightening  to  be  felt.  The  Feds  recent 
tightening  binge — an  unprecedented  doubling 
of  rates  in  Just  13  months — probably  won't 
finish  hitting  home  until  1996. 

Meanwhile.  Inflation  remains  nowhere  to 
be  seen— despite  the  constant  fears  of  bond 
market  vigilantes  who  believe  Jobs,  prosper- 
ity and  hyperinflation  are  somehow  linked. 

That  was  Investors  Business  Daily, 
and  that  was  in  1995.  Similar  to  1974, 
when  the  WIN— the  whip  inflation 
now— policy  helped  inflation  along  by 
raising  taxes  on  oil,  the  interest  rate 
increases  in  1994  may  have  made  it 
more  difficult  to  actixally  fight  infla- 
tion in  the  future  because  they  raised 
the  price  of  obtaining  a  car  loan,  home 
mortgage,  or  a  student  loan.  The  1994 
increase  failed  on  all  counts,  including 
even  Mr.  Greenspan's.  According  to  the 
University  of  Denver  economist,  Ran- 
dall Wray,  "The  Fed's  policy  shift  after 
February  1994  was  a  resounding  failure 
by  Mr.  Greenspan's  own  criteria.  Long- 
term  rates  inunediately  rose.  The  Fed's 
action  led  to  a  run  out  at  the  long  end 
of  the  market,  causing  an  estimated  SI 
trillion  loss."  Thus,  long-term  rates 
have  been  high  because  the  market 
quite  correctly  feared  other  rate  in- 
creases and  not  because  of  high  ex- 
pected inflation.  Once  these  became  re- 
ality, the  bond  nuirket  plunrimeted  and 
stock  prices  experienced  volatility  be- 
cause additional  rate  hikes  were 
feared. 

He  went  on  to  note  that  real  eco- 
nomic growth  for  1994  turned  out  to  be 
less  than  the  bottom  of  the  Fed's  pre- 
dicted range.  By  the  end  of  1995,  the 
economy  was  growing  at  a  rate  less 


than  1  percent.  As  data  accumulated 
that  the  economy  was  slowing,  the  Fed 
reversed  course  and  lowered  short-term 
rates  by  one-quarter  of  1  percent  three 
times.  Thus,  we  get  down  to  5.25  per- 
cent. 

There  is  little  evidence  to  suggest 
that  small  reductions  would  have  any 
significant  effect  on  the  economy. 
However,  the  frequent  interventions 
were  sufficient  to  keep  the  markets 
guessing. 

In  late  February  of  this  year.  Green- 
span sent  shock  waves  through  the 
markets  when  he  suggested  that  policy 
might  tighten,  but  he  was  forced  to  im- 
mediately clarify  his  position  by  indi- 
cating that  policy  was  likely  to  loosen. 
But  there  is  more. 

In  a  January  2,  1995,  editorial  in  the 
Washington  Post,  Mr.  Gerome 
Weinstein  of  Columbia  University  ob- 
served that  six  increases  in  interest 
rates  in  less  than  a  year  suggest  that 
Mr.  Greenspan  has  forgotten  that  the 
economy  does  not  change  course  quick- 
ly or  easily.  An  interest  rate  change 
can  be  expected  to  take  about  18 
months  to  work  its  way  through  the 
complexity  of  the  economy  before  it 
has  a  lasting  effect.  Six  increases  in  11 
months  would  suggest  that  Mr.  Green- 
span and  the  Fed  are  impatient. 

Mr.  President,  why  do  I  go  through 
all  of  this?  Why  have  I  cited  all  of 
these  economists — Mr.  Zuckerman  of 
U.S.  News  &  World  Report,  Mr. 
Jasinowski  of  the  National  Association 
of  Manufacturers,  and  a  host  of  other 
writers?  Why  go  into  all  of  this?  Be- 
cause, as  I  have  said  many  times,  there 
is  a  common  thread  that  ties  Mr. 
Greenspan's  actions  together  as  we 
have  seen  again  and  again  and  again 
from  his  days  as  Chairman  of  the  Coun- 
cil of  Economic  Advisers  to  the 
present. 

Mr.  Greenspan  has  consistently 
shown  the  same  two  tendencies.  First, 
he  misjudges  the  signs  of  an  oncoming 
recession.  Mr.  Greenspan  often  comes 
to  the  correct  economic  conclusions, 
but  way,  way  too  late. 

Chief  economist  David  Jones  stated 
that  Greenspan  is  so  preoccupied  with 
arcane  nvimbers,  he  tends  to  miss  big 
trends.  As  a  result,  he  often  makes  the 
right  moves  but  at  the  wrong  time. 
Timing  is  not  his  strong  suit. 

According  to  U.S.  News  &  World  Re- 
port editor  Mortimer  Zuckerman,  Alan 
Greenspan  and  his  board  at  the  Federal 
Reserve  make  ladies  who  read  tea 
leaves  pretty  hot.  The  Fed  foresaw  a 
dangerous  boom  in  1989,  tightened  in- 
terest rates,  and  got  a  long  recession 
instead. 

The  second  aspect  of  the  common 
thread  throughout  Mr.  Greenspan's 
adult  life  is  that  he  does  not  act  deci- 
sively enough  to  pull  the  economy  out 
of  recessions  because  of  his  inordinate 
fear  of  inflation. 
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Ag-ain.  let  us  go  back.  Remember  the 
1974  whip  inflation  now  plan,  the  WIN 
plan.  As  Chairman  of  the  Council  of 
Economic  Advisers,  Mr.  Greenspan  de- 
signed an  economic  plan  that  raised 
taxes,  worked  to  limit  consumption, 
and  resulted  in  an  unemployment  rate 
of  9  percent.  According  to  Mr. 
Zuckerman,  the  same  held  true  in  1991. 
I  quote: 
Havia?  rushed  to  that  wron?  conclusion — 

The  dangerous  boom  of  1989. 
they  dithered  for  so  long  in  correcting:  It 
that  we  did  not  come  out  of  the  recession 
until  1991-1992.  In  1994.  when  recovery  was 
really  starting  to  happen,  they  went  back  to 
their  tea  leaves  and  got  in  the  ratchet  reflec- 
tion mode,  again  battling  a  phantom  infla- 
tion, an  inflation  they  admitted  was  not 
there.  It  was  an  expectation. 

Editorial,  August  7,  1995,  U.S.  News  & 
World  Report. 

Again,  what  I  talk  about  is  the  mi- 
rage on  the  horizon  of  possible  infla- 
tion. In  fact,  Mr.  Greenspan  even  seems 
to  publicly  ignore  statistics  that  might 
indicate  that  he  does  not  need  to  raise 
rates  to  fight  inflation.  For  example,  in 
his  Humphrey-Hawkins  testimony  on 
February  27,  1995,  Greenspan  did  not 
read  the  most  optimistic  portion  of  his 
prepared  remarks.  I  want  to  comment 
on  that. 

There  were  prepared  remarks  that 
Mr.  Greenspan  had.  But  in  his  testi- 
mony of  February  27,  1995,  he  kind  of 
skipped  over  it.  Here  is  what  it  said. 

These  develoitments  do  not  suggest  that 
the  Qnancial  tender  needed  to  support  the 
ongoing  inflation  process  is  In  place. 

An  amazing  statement  by  Mr.  Green- 
span, someone  who  has  just  raised  in- 
terest rates— doubled  over  a  year, 
seven  rate  hikes.  In  Febniary  1995,  at 
the  end  of  the  last  rate  hike,  he  says  in 
his  written  testimony  that: 

These  developments  do  not  suggest  that 
the  financial  tender  needed  to  supi>ort  the 
ongoing  inflation  process  Is  in  place. 

What  is  going  on  here,  Mr.  President? 
Mr.  Greenspan,  in  his  written  testi- 
mony, says  that  it  is  not  there,  that 
the  financial  tender  needed  to  support 
the  ongoing  inflation  process  is  not 
there.  We  have  high  interest  rates. 

Again,  I  am  referring  to  the  crucial 
1995  Humphrey-Hawkins  testimony  and 
Greenspan's  rejection  of  the  idea  that 
the  economy's  potential  for  the  sus- 
tained growth  rate  was  much  above  the 
current  level  of  about  2.5  percent. 

Here  again  are  Mr.  Greenspan's  own 
words. 

But  while  most  analysts  have  Increased 
their  estimates  of  America's  long-term  pro- 
ductivity growth.  It  Is  still  too  soon  to  Judge 
whether  that  Improvement  Is  a  few  tenths  of 
a  percentage  point  annually  or  even  more, 
perhaps  moving  us  closer  to  the  more  vi- 
brant pace  that  characterized  the  early  post- 
World  War  n  period.  It  is  fair  to  note,  how- 
ever, that  the  tact  that  labor  and  factory 
utilization  rates  have  risen  as  much  as  they 
have  in  the  past  year  or  so  does  argue  that 


the  rate  of  Increase  In  potential  Is  appre- 
ciably below  the  4  percent  growth  rate  of 
1994. 

Again,  that  is  his  testimony  before 
the  Banking  Committee  of  February  22, 
1995. 

So,  Mr.  President,  a  common  thread 
is  misjudging  what  is  happening  and 
then  mishandling  how  to  pull  us  out  of 
the  recession  because  of  his  absolute 
fear  of  inflation. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  what  we  see 
here  is  a  Fed  Chairman  whose  eco- 
nomic philosophy — again,  I  say  this 
with  all  due  respect.  I  hold  no  personal 
animus  at  all  toward  Mr.  Greenspan. 
People  speak  of  him  in  highly  glowing 
terms.  I  have  had,  as  far  as  I  know, 
only  one  meeting  with  him  in  my  life 
in  my  office,  when  he  was  gracious 
enough  to  ask  for  a  meeting.  He  came 
down  to  my  office.  Several  of  us  met  in 
our  office  with  him,  several  Senators. 

It  was  a  fascinating  discussion.  We 
were  just  kind  of  getting  into  it  when 
the  bells  rang  and  we  had  to  go  vote. 
But  I  believe  our  job  as  Senators  is  not 
to  approve  people,  to  put  them  into  a 
position  simply  because  they  may  be 
nice  people  or  they  have  a  lot  of  friends 
or  they  move  in  acceptable  social  cir- 
cles. 

Our  job,  I  believe,  especially  in  this 
important  position.  Chairman  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board,  is  to  look  at 
the  record  of  the  person  who  is  nomi- 
nated to  fill  that  position.  What  has 
been  that  person's  economic  record? 
How  accurate  have  they  been  in  the 
past?  What  is  their  philosophy?  And, 
especially,  we  must  ask  those  ques- 
tions if  it  is  a  person  who  has  been 
Chairman  of  the  Fed  and  seeks  to  be 
renewed  in  that  position. 

I  think  we,  in  this  body,  have  been 
too  prone  to  just  rubberstaunp  those 
nominees  who  have  come  to  us  for  posi- 
tions on  the  Federal  Reserve  Board, 
and  especially  as  Chairman. 

I  will  admit,  in  all  candor  and  frank- 
ness, that  I  voted  for  Mr.  Greenspan,  on 
one  occasion,  to  be  in  the  Fed.  I  will 
admit,  in  aJl  candor,  I  did  not  look  at 
the  record  all  that  much  either.  But 
this  time,  with  what  has  happened  in 
1993,  1994.  1995,  with  the  efforts  of  this 
administration  to  reduce  the  deficit 
£ind  the  efforts  of  this  Congress,  and  I 
speak  of  both  Republicans  and  Demo- 
crats, in  biting  the  bullet — oh,  we  may 
have  our  differences  on  where  to  trim 
and  what  to  cut,  but  I  think  basically 
Members  of  this  Congress  have  worked 
hard  to  reduce  the  deficit.  And  I  be- 
lieve the  administration  has,  too.  More 
needs  to  be  done. 

The  administration  has  acted  coura- 
geously to  reduce  the  size  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government.  But  if  what  we  are 
rewarded  with  is  the  Chairman  of  the 
Fed  keeping  interest  rates  unduly  high, 
keeping  the  economy  from  growing, 
then  perhaps  our  work  will  be  in  vain. 


We  have  the  potential  to  grow  in  this 
country.  Everyone  that  I  know  sees  it 
out  there.  It  does  not  take  an  econo- 
mist to  go  out  on  Main  Street,  to  go  in 
our  businesses,  to  talk  to  working  fam- 
ilies, to  know  that  that  pent-up  energy 
is  there,  that  ability  is  there. 

You  can  use  the  figures,  and  they  are 
there.  They  show  this:  Our  manufac- 
turing sector  is  ready  to  go:  small  busi- 
ness is  ready  to  move;  our  average 
working  families  are  ready  for  a  wage 
increase,  which  they  need  and  can  use, 
and  which  need  not  be  inflationary. 
The  size  of  the  labor  force  can  grow 
substantially  in  the  future.  But,  I  am 
sorry  to  say,  the  Chairman  of  the  Fed 
is  not  allowing  that  to  happen. 

I  yield  the  floor  and  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  just 
have  one  more  item  I  want  to  cover.  It 
should  not  take  me  more  than  maybe 
10  minutes,  I  hope,  and  then  I  will  be 
finished  with  my  statement  for  today. 
I  know  others  wanted  to  know  about 
that.  I  understand  there  are  some  prob- 
lems. I  want  to  be  as  accommodating 
as  possible. 

I  want  to  cover,  however,  just  briefly, 
for  the  record,  the  issue  of  NAIRU.  I 
said  earlier  today  I  was  going  to  get 
into  that,  and  I  want  to  talk  about 
NAIRU,  the  nonaccelerating  inflation 
rate  of  unemplojmient,  and  what  it  is 
and  why  it  seems  to  have  such  a  hold 
onus. 

So  what  is  NAIRU?  Let  me  just  read 
some  conmients,  and  I  will  get  into 
NAIRU  for  a  few  minutes.  Dana  Mead, 
the  chief  executive  of  Tenneco  and 
chairman  of  the  National  Association 
of  Manufacturers,  had  it  right  when  he 
said  that  "NAIRU  is  to  economics  what 
the  Nehru  jacket  is  to  fashion — out- 
dated." 

Robert  Eisner,  professor  emeritus  at 
Northwest  University,  whom  I  quoted 
earlier  today  several  times,  argues  that 
one  can  actually  reduce  inflation  by 
keeping  imemployment  under  its  natu- 
ral rate. 

He  developed  this  argument  in  an  ax- 
ticle  entitled  "Our  NAIRU  Limit." 
That  was  in  the  American  Prospect 
magazine,  spring  of  1995.  I  thought  I 
would  quote  a  little  of  it  to  talk  about 
NAIRU  and  what  it  is. 

First  of  all,  Mr.  Eisner  says,  starting 
his  article: 

We  mustn't  have  It  too  good.  Too  much 
growth — ^too  little  unemployment — Is  a  bad 
thing.  These  are  not  the  Idle  thoughts  of  eco- 
nomic nail-biters:  they  are  the  economic  pol- 
icy of  the  United  States.  After  real  growth  of 
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domestic  product  hit  4.5  percent  in  the  last 
quarter  of  1994  and  unemployment  dipped  to 
5.4  percent  in  December- 
Guess  what? 
the  Federal  Reserve  moved  on  February  1  to 
raise  interest  rates  for  the  seventh  time  In 
less  than  a  year.  Why?  To  slow  a  too  rapid 
rate  of  growth  and  stop  or  reverse  the  fall  In 
unemplojmient.  Why  do  that?  To  fight  infla- 
tion. 
Ordinary  people  may  wonder. . . 
Hard  nosed  economic  analysts  and  business 
leaders  are  also  raising  questions.  They 
point  to  technological  advances  and 
downsizing  In  U.S.  industry  and  suggest  that 
productivity  and  output  potential  may  well 
be  rising  more  rapidly  than  the  2.5  percent 
long-term  growth  rate  that  Greenspan  and 
others  think  marks  the  outer  limit  for  eco- 
nomic growth.  Furthermore,  as  people  lose 
old,  high-paying  jobs  and  look  desperately 
even  for  lower-pajrlng  employment— 

We  know  how  true  that  is — 
there  is  slack  in  the  labor  force.  Perhaps 
most  important.  Increasing  globalization  and 
world  competition  may  limit  the  ability  of 
American  firms  to  raise  prices  and  workers 
to  push  for  higher  wages. 

These  heretical  observations  have  so  far 
failed  to  dent  the  dominant  dogma  haunting 
economic  policy.  The  central  tenet  of  that 
dogma  is  a  concept  familiarly  known  among 
economists  as  the  NAIRU— the  "nonaccel- 
eratlng-lnflation-rate  of  unemployment." 
While  unknown  to  the  general  public,  the 
NAIRU  has  become  one  of  the  most  powerful 
influences  on  economic  policy  this  century. 
My  recent  work,  however,  shows  that  even 
on  the  basis  of  a  conventional  model  used  to 
estimate  the  NAIRU,  there  is  no  basis  for  the 
conclusion  that  low  unemployment  rates 
threaten  permanently  accelerating  Inflation. 
And,  according  to  an  alternative  model  more 
consistent  with  the  data,  inflation  might  ac- 
tually be  lower  at  lower  unemployment  lev- 
els than  we  are  experiencing  today. 

The  basic  proposition  of  the  NAIRU  Is  sim- 
ple: Policymakers  cannot  use  deficit  spend- 
ing or  an  increase  in  the  money  supply  to  re- 
duce unemployment  below  some  "equi- 
librium" rate,  except  at  the  cost  of  accel- 
erating Inflation. 

The  concept  of  the  NAIRU,  derived  from 
Milton  Friedman's  notion  of  a  "natural  rate 
of  unemployment,"  rejects  the  assumed 
trade-off  between  unemployment  and  infla- 
tion described  by  the  Phillips  curve,  named 
after  A.W.  Phillips,  an  Innovative  economist 
from  New  Zealand. 

Thus,  according  to  the  NAIRU,  fiscal 
or  monetary  policies  aimed  at  reducing 
unemployment  would  leave  us  like  a 
dog  chasing  its  tail.  K  policy  were 
aimed  at  keeping  total  spending  suffi- 
ciently high  to  keep  unemployment 
below  its  "natural  rate."  inflation 
would  rise  more  and  more  rapidly. 

In  this  view,  the  only  way  to  reduce 
unemployment,  except  possibly  in  the 
short  run,  is  to  change  conditions  af- 
fecting the  supply  of  labor— for  exam- 
ple, by  cutting  the  minimum  wage,  re- 
ducing or  eliminating  unemployment 
benefits,  or  upgrading  the  skill  of 
workers. 

On  the  contrary,  he  says,  that  we 
ought  to  be  trjring  to  reduce  unemploy- 
ment, not  only  by  supply-side  meas- 


ures, but  by  ensuring  that  the  economy 
is  not  starved  for  adequate  aggregate 
demand  or  productivity  for  increasing 
public  investment. 

NAIRU — Non-Accelerating  Inflation- 
ary Rate  of  Unemployment,  which  we 
are  shackled  by  it. 

Later  in  his  study,  Eisner  goes  on  to 
replicate  CBO's  August  1994  economic 
and  budget  outlook  and  comes  to  a 
very  important  conclusion.  And  I 
quote: 

It  takes  still  higher  unemployment  to 
break  the  back  of  inflation.  But  high  enough 
unemployment  does  eventually  turn  infla- 
tion negative.  .  . 

The  low-unemplojrment  paths  shown,  how- 
ever, offer  quite  a  different  picture.  At  5.8 
I>ercent  unemployment,  contrary  to  Alan 
Greenspan's  fears,  there  is  no  accelerating 
inflation.  By  the  end  of  the  century,  infla- 
tion settles  at  about  4.4  percent.  Strikingly, 
at  lower  unemployment  rates,  inflation  Is  no 
higher.  At  4.8  percent  unemployment,  the 
simulation  shows  inflation  coming  down  to 
3.6  percent.  At  3.8  percent  unemployment.  In- 
flation comes  down  to  2.9  percent.  At  2.8  t)er- 
cent  unemployment.  Inflation  at  the  end  of 
1999  is  down  to  2.1  percent. 

Eisner  also  argues  the  long-term  rate 
of  growth  will  increase  with  higher  em- 
ployment levels. 

Over  a  longer  period  we  should  be  educat- 
ing and  Investing  in  human  capital.  ...  We 
should  be  bringing  millions  of  workers  who 
are  essentially  out  of  the  labor  force  into  the 
labor  force.  We  can  make  them  productive 
and  get  them  off  welfare.  There  is  a  lot  of 
production  that  can  take  place  because  of 
that. 

So,  again,  a  completely  contrary  con- 
cept of  what  Mr.  Greenspan  is  sashing. 
Mr.  Eisner,  and  others,  through  models 
that  they  have  developed  and  simula- 
tions, show  an  alternative  analysis — 
that  through  lower  rates  of  unemploy- 
ment— ^higher  rates  of  full  emplojrment, 
you  might  say — that  inflation  actually 
comes  down.  Again.  I  believe  there  is 
so  much  pent-up  energy  and  ability  in 
the  American  work  force  that  we  can 
grow  faster. 

But  regardless  of  future  predictions 
of  the  effect  of  unemplojmient  on  infla- 
tion, it  is  clear.  I  believe,  that  the 
NAIRU  is  overestimated. 

The  1996  economic  report  of  the 
President  stated  that: 

For  over  a  year  now  the  unemployment 
rate  has  fluctuated  narrowly  around  5.6  per- 
cent, yet  the  core  rate  of  inflation  has  re- 
mained roughly  stable  rather  than  risen. 

The  economic  report  goes  on  to  say: 
This  recent  evidence  strongly  argrues  that 
the  sustainable  rate  of  unemployment  has 
fallen  below  6  percent,  perhaps  to  the  range 
of  5.5  to  5.7  percent.  The  Administration  s 
forecast  falls  on  the  conservative  end  of  this 
range  by  projecting  the  unemplojrment  rate 
of  5.7  percent  over  the  near  term. 

This  same  paragraph  also  states: 
Wage  inflation,  as  measured  by  the  em- 
ployment cost  Index,  also  remains  stable. 

It  is  entirely  possible  tba*.,  the  rate 
could  be  adjusted  downward. 


James  Robinson,  former  CEX)  of 
American  Express,  echoes  the  words  of 
Dana  Mead. 

Like  that  Nehru  jacket,  the  NAIRU  con- 
cept Is  outdated.  In  fact  I  would  say  that 
NAIRU  is  a  jacket  Itself— it's  like  a  strait- 
jacket  on  our  economy. 

This  is  what  Mr.  Robinson  had  to 
say: 

That  frame  of  reference  for  growth,  called 
maximum  sustainable  capacity  by  econo- 
mists, was  largely  developed  in  the  1950°s. 
1960s,  and  1970s.  Today,  the  parameters  of 
growth  are  substantially  expanded.  The 
deeper  integration  and  breadth  of  competi- 
tion that  has  come  to  the  global  economy  on 
only  the  past  decade  have  opened  the  way  to 
more  robust  growth  even  among  the  devel- 
oped Nations.  The  Fed  has  been  cautious  to 
a  fault.  It  makes  a  tragic  mistake  by  erring 
on  the  side  of  slow  growth,  denying  Ameri- 
cans a  more  dynamic  economy,  diminishing 
living  standards,  and  cutting  off  capital  to 
emerging  markets. 

Prof.  James  Galbraith  builds  on  this 
point  when  he  argues: 
In  fact  NAIRUvians— 

I  like  that  word. 
NAIRUvians    have    never   successfully    pre- 
dicted where  the  barrier  would  be  hit. 

That  is  a  minimum  level  of  unem- 
ployment. 

The  estimated  NAIRU  tracks  actual  nnem- 
ployment. 

Professor  Galbraith  say«  they  do  not 
know  where  that  barrier  is.  that  mini- 
mum level  of  unemplojmient.  He  says: 

[Moreover]  the  estimated  NAIRU  tracks 
actual  unemployment.  When  unemployment 
Increases,  conservative  economists  raise 
their  NAIRU.  When  It  decreases,  they  predict 
inflation,  and  if  inflation  doesn't  occur,  they 
cut  their  estimated  NAIRU.  There  exists  a 
long  and  not-very-reputable  literature  of 
such  estimates. 

For  example,  notable  NAIRU  sup- 
porter Paul  Krugman: 

Places  present  estimates  of  the  NAIRU 
from  about  5  to  about  6.3  percent,  with  most 
estimates  clustered  between  5.5  and  6  per- 
cent. 

Mr.  President.  I  understand  that  the 
Senator  from  Florida  wanted  to  get 
some  housekeeping  items  done.  I  will 
jaeld  to  him  whatever  time  he  may 
consume  for  that. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kyl).  The  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  President.  I  inquire 
of  the  Senator  from  Iowa  how  long  he 
intends  to  go  beyond  this  point.  The 
reason  I  inquire  is  because  I  do  not 
want  to  inconvenience  the  Chair  as 
well. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  In  the  interest  of  com- 
ity— I  imderstand  that  we  have  prob- 
lems after  3:45. 1  will  cut  my  comments 
short.  I  just  want  to  finish  one  thing  on 
NAIRU.  It  is  now  3:40.  I  know  that  we 
have  a  problem  here.  I  want  to  be  ac- 
commodating. So  I  will  just  wrap  up 
my  remarks  very  shortly.  In  like  60 
seconds  I  will  yield  to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MACK.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
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Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  wanted 
to  discuss  NAIRU  because  I  think  it  is 
very  important,  because  I  think  it  is 
acting  as  a  straitjacket.  I  think  that 
Mr.  Greenspaji  and  the  economists  at 
the  Fed  are  looking  at  NAIRU  and 
abusing  it.  And  in  so  doing,  they  are 
abusing  what  I  believe  to  be  the  capac- 
ity of  our  economy  to  grow.  I  believe 
there  is  an  equal  body  of  evidence  and 
data  to  suggest  that  we  can  reduce  un- 
employment and  at  the  same  time  re- 
duce inflation. 

I  believe  it  is  worth  the  relatively 
small  risk  to  go  ahead  and  get  these  in- 
terest rates  down,  stimulate  the  econ- 
omy. Let  us  have  some  growth.  Why  is 
it  that  we  have  to  accept  growth  of  2  to 
2.5  percent?  That  is  like  sajrlng, 
"America,  a  C-average  is  fine."  I  be- 
lieve America  can  do  a  B-plus,  and  A. 
We  can  do  it  without  inflation.  That  is 
why  I  want  to  talk  about  NAIRU. 

I  will  continue  next  Thursday  on  the 
Greenspan  nomination.  I  will  use  my 
time  at  that  time  to  finish  my  com- 
ments on  NAIRU.  I  thank  the  Chair 
and  I  thank  the  Senator  from  Florida. 
I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  appreciates  the  courtesies  of  the 
Senator  from  Iowa. 

The  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  MACK.  I  thank  you,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  too  want  to  thank  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  for  his  consideration. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES— 
H.R.  2977 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  President,  I  under- 
stand that  the  Chair  has  been  author- 
ized to  appoint  conferees  to  H.R.  2977. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  appointed 
Mr.  Stevens,  Mr.  Cohen,  Mr.  Grass- 
ley,  Mr.  Glenn,  and  Mr.  Levin  con- 
ferees on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 


SINGLE  AUDIT  ACT  AMENDMENTS 
OF  1996 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  Calendar  No.  401,  S.  1579. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  bill  (S.  1579)  to  streamline  and  improve 
the  effectiveness  of  chapter  75  of  title  31. 
United  States  Code  (commonly  referred  to  as 
the  "Single  Audit  Act"). 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  inmiediate  consider- 
ation of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill,  which 
had  been  reported  from  the  Conmiittee 
on  Governmental  Affairs,  with  amend- 
ments; as  follows: 


(The  parts  of  the  bill  intended  to  be 
stricken  are  shown  in  boldface  brack- 
ets and  the  parts  of  the  bill  intended  to 
be  inserted  are  shown  in  italic.) 

S.  1579 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TTTLE;  PURPOSES. 

(a)  Short  Title.— This  Act  may  be  cited  as 
the  "Single  Audit  Act  Amendments  of  1996". 

(b)  Purposes.— The  purposes  of  this  Act 
are  to — 

(1)  promote  sound  financial  management. 
Including  effective  Internal  controls,  with 
respect  to  Federal  awards  administered  by 
non-Federal  entities; 

(2)  establish  uniform  requirements  for  au- 
dits of  Federal  awards  administered  by  non- 
Federal  entitles; 

(3)  promote  the  efflclent  and  effective  use 
of  audit  resources; 

(4)  reduce  burdens  on  State  and  local  gov- 
ernments. Indian  tribes,  and  nonprofit  orga- 
nizations; and 

(5)  ensure  that  Federal  departments  and 
agencies,  to  the  maximum  extent  prac- 
ticable, rely  upon  and  use  audit  work  done 
pursuant  to  chapter  75  of  title  31,  United 
States  Code  (as  amended  by  this  Act). 

SEC.    2.    AMENDMENT    TO    TITLE    31,    UNITED 
STATES  CODE. 

Chapter  75  of  title  31.  United  States  Code. 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"CHAPTER  75— REQUIREMENTS  FOR 
SINGLE  AUDITS 

"Sec. 

"7501.  Definitions. 

"7502.  Audit  requirements;  exemptions. 

"7503.  Relation  to  other  audit  requirements. 

"7504.  Federal  agency  responsibilities  and 
relations  with  non-Federal  en- 
titles. 

"7505.  Regulations. 

"7506.  Monitoring    responsibilities    of    the 

Comptroller  General. 
"7507.  Effective  date. 

''§7501.DefiniUoiis 

"(a)  As  used  In  this  chapter,  the  term- 

"(1)  'Comptroller  General'  means  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States; 

"(2)  'Director'  means  the  Director  of  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget; 

"(3)  'Federal  agency'  has  the  same  mean- 
ing as  the  term  'agency'  In  section  551(1)  of 
Utle  5; 

"(4)  'Federal  awards'  means  Federal  finan- 
cial assistance  and  Federal  cost-reimburse- 
ment contracts  that  non-Federal  entitles  re- 
ceive directly  from  Federal  awarding  agen- 
cies or  indirectly  from  pass-through  entitles; 

"(5)  'Federal  financial  assistance'  means 
assistance  that  non-Federal  entitles  receive 
or  administer  In  the  form  of  grants,  loans, 
loan  guarantees,  property,  cooperative 
agreements.  Interest  subsidies.  Insurance, 
Idonated  surplus  property,!  food  conmiod- 
Itles,  direct  appropriations,  or  other  assist- 
ance, but  does  not  Include  amounts  received 
as  reimbursement  for  services  rendered  to 
Individuals  In  accordajice  with  gnildance 
Issued  by  the  Director; 

"(6)  'Federal  program'  means  all  Federal 
awards  to  a  non-Federal  entity  assigned  a 
single  number  in  the  Catalog  of  Federal  Do- 


mestic Assistance  or  encompassed  in  a  group 
of  numbers  or  other  category  as  defined  by 
the  Director; 

"(7)  'generally  accepted  government  audit- 
ing standards'  means  the  government  audit- 
ing standards  Issued  by  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral; 

"(8)  'Independent  auditor'  means— 

"(A)  an  external  State  or  local  government 
auditor  who  meets  the  Independence  stand- 
ards Included  In  generally  accepted  govern- 
ment auditing  standards:  or 

"(B)  a  public  accountant  who  meets  such 
Independence  standards; 

"(9)  'Indian  tribe'  means  any  Indian  tribe, 
band,  nation,  or  other  organized  group  or 
community.  Including  any  Alaskan  Native 
village  or  regional  or  village  corporation  (as 
defined  in,  or  established  under,  the  Alaskan 
Native  Claims  Settlement  Act)  that  is  recog- 
nized by  the  United  States  as  eligible  for  the 
special  programs  and  services  provided  by 
the  United  States  to  Indians  because  of  their 
status  as  Indians; 

"(10)  'Internal  controls'  means  a  process, 
effected  by  an  entity's  management  and 
other  personnel,  designed  to  provide  reason- 
able assurance  regarding  the  achievement  of 
objectives  in  the  following  categories: 

"(A)  Effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  oper- 
ations. 

"(B)  Reliability  of  financial  reporting. 

"(C)  Compliance  with  applicable  laws  and 
regrulatlons; 

"(11)  'local  government'  means  any  unit  of 
local  government  within  a  State,  including  a 
county,  borough,  municipality,  city,  town, 
township,  parish,  local  public  authority,  spe- 
cial district,  school  district.  Intrastate  dis- 
trict, council  of  governments,  any  other  in- 
strumentality of  local  government  and,  in 
accordance  with  guidelines  Issued  by  the  Di- 
rector, a  group  of  local  governments; 

"(12)  'major  program'  means  a  Federal  pro- 
gram identified  in  accordance  with  risk- 
based  criteria  prescribed  by  the  Director 
under  this  chapter,  subject  to  the  limita- 
tions described  under  subsection  (b); 

"(13)  'non-Federal  entity'  means  a  State, 
local  government,  or  nonprofit  organization; 

"(14)  'nonprofit  organization"  means  any 
corporation,  trust,  association,  cooperative, 
or  other  organization  that— 

"(A)  is  operated  primarily  for  scientific, 
educational,  service,  charitable,  or  similar 
purposes  in  the  public  Interest; 

"(B)  is  not  organized  primarily  for  profit; 
and 

"(C)  uses  net  proceeds  to  maintain.  Im- 
prove, or  expand  the  operations  of  the  orga- 
nization; 

"(15)  'pass-through  entity'  means  a  non- 
Federal  entity  that  provides  Federal  awards 
to  a  subreclplent  to  carry  out  a  Federal  pro- 
gram; 

"(16)  'program-specific  audit'  means  an 
audit  of  one  Federal  program; 

"(17)  'recipient'  means  a  non-Federal  en- 
tity that  receives  awards  directly  from  a 
Federal  agency  to  carry  out  a  Federal  pro- 
gram; 

"(18)  'single  audit'  means  an  audit,  as  de- 
scribed under  section  7502(d),  of  a  non-Fed- 
eral entity  that  Includes  the  entity's  finan- 
cial statements  and  Federal  awards: 
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"(19)  'State'  means  any  State  of  the  United 
States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Com- 
monwealth of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Is- 
lands. Guam,  American  Samoa,  the  Com- 
monwealth of  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands, 
and  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Is- 
lands, any  Instnimentallty  thereof,  any 
multi-State,  regional,  or  Interstate  entity 
which  has  governmental  functions,  and  any 
Indian  tribe;  and 

"(20)  'subreclplent'  means  a  non-Federal 
entity  that  receives  Federal  awards  through 
another  non-Federal  entity  to  carry  out  a 
Federal  program,  but  does  not  Include  an  In- 
dividual who  receives  financial  assistance 
through  such  awards. 

"(b)  In  prescribing  risk-based  program  se- 
lection criteria  for  major  programs,  the  Di- 
rector shall  not  require  more  programs  to  be 
identified  as  major  for  a  particular  non-Fed- 
eral entity,  except  as  prescribed  under  sub- 
section (c)  or  as  provided  under  subsection 
(d),  than  would  be  Identified  if  the  major 
programs  were  defined  as  any  program  for 
which  total  expenditures  of  Federal  awards 
by  the  non-Federal  entity  during  the  appli- 
cable year  exceed — 

"(1)  the  larger  of  $30,000,000  or  0.15  percent 
of  the  non-Federal  entity's  total  Federal  ex- 
penditures, in  the  case  of  a  non-Federal  en- 
tity for  which  such  total  expenditures  for  all 
programs  exceed  $10,000,000,000; 

"(2)  the  larger  of  $3,000,000,  or  0.30  percent 
of  the  non-Federal  entity's  total  Federal  ex- 
penditures, in  the  case  of  a  non-Federal  en- 
tity for  which  such  total  expenditures  for  all 
programs  exceed  $100,000,000  but  are  less  than 
or  equal  to  $10,000,000,000;  or 

"(3)  the  larger  of  $300,000,  or  3  percent  of 
such  total  Federal  expenditures  for  all  pro- 
grams, m  the  case  of  a  non-Federal  entity 
for  which  such  total  expenditures  for  all  pro- 
grams equal  or  exceed  $300,000  but  are  less 
than  or  equal  to  $100,000,000. 

"(c)  When  the  total  expenditures  of  a  non- 
Federal  entity's  major  programs  are  less 
than  50  percent  of  the  non-Federal  entity's 
total  expenditures  of  all  Federal  awards  (or 
such  lower  percentage  as  specified  by  the  Di- 
rector), the  auditor  shall  select  and  test  ad- 
ditional programs  as  major  programs  as  nec- 
essary to  achieve  audit  coverage  of  at  least 
50  percent  of  Federal  expenditures  by  the 
non-Federal  entity  (or  such  lower  percentage 
as  specified  by  the  Director),  In  accordance 
with  guidance  Issued  by  the  Director. 

"(d)  Loan  or  loan  guarantee  programs,  as 
specified  by  the  Director,  shall  not  be  sub- 
ject to  the  application  of  subsection  (b). 

"§7502.  Audit  reqaireinents;  exemptioiis 

"(a)(1)(A)  Each  non-Federal  entity  that  ex- 
pends a  total  amount  of  Federal  awards 
equal  to  or  In  excess  of  $300,000  or  such  other 
amount  specified  by  the  Director  under  sub- 
section (a)(3)  in  any  fiscal  year  of  such  non- 
Federal  entity  shall  have  either  a  single 
audit  or  a  program-specific  audit  made  for 
such  fiscal  year  In  accordance  with  the  re- 
quirements of  this  chapter. 

"(B)  Each  such  non-Federal  entity  that  ex- 
pends Federal  awards  under  more  than  one 
Federal  program  shall  undergo  a  single  audit 
in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  sub- 
sections (b)  through  (1)  of  this  section  and 
guidance  Issued  by  the  Director  under  sec- 
tion 7505. 

"(C)  Each  such  non-Federal  entity  that  ex- 
pends awards  under  only  one  Federal  pro- 
gram and  is  not  subject  to  laws,  regulations, 
or  Federal  award  agreements  that  require  a 
financial  statement  audit  of  the  non-Federal 


entity,  may  elect  to  have  a  program-specific 
audit  conducted  in  accordance  with  applica- 
ble provisions  of  this  section  and  guidance 
issued  by  the  Director  under  section  7505. 

"(2)(A)  Each  non-Federal  entity  that  ex- 
pends a  total  amount  of  Federal  awards  of 
less  than  $300,000  or  such  other  amount  speci- 
fied by  the  Director  under  subsection  (a)(3) 
in  any  fiscal  year  of  such  entity,  shall  be  ex- 
empt for  such  fiscal  year  from  compliance 
with— 

"(I)  the  audit  requirements  of  this  chapter: 
and 

"(ID  any  applicable  requirements  concern- 
ing financial  audits  contained  in  Federal 
statutes  and  regulations  governing  programs 
under  which  such  Federal  awards  are  pro- 
vided to  that  non-Federal  entity. 

"(B)  The  provisions  of  subparagraph  (A)(ll) 
of  this  paragraph  shall  not  exempt  a  non- 
Federal  entity  from  compliance  with  any 
provision  of  a  Federal  statute  or  regulation 
that  requires  such  non-Federal  entity  to 
maintain  records  concerning  Federal  awards 
provided  to  such  non-Federal  entity  or  that 
permits  a  Federal  agency,  pass-through  en- 
tity, or  the  Comptroller  General  access  to 
such  records. 

"(3)  EJvery  2  years,  the  Director  shall  re- 
view the  amount  for  requiring  audits  pre- 
scribed under  paragraph  (1)(A)  and  may  ad- 
just such  dollar  amount  consistent  with  the 
purposes  of  this  chapter,  provided  the  Direc- 
tor does  not  make  such  adjustments  below 
$300,000. 

"(b)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraphs  (2) 
and  (3),  audits  conducted  pursuant  to  this 
chapter  shall  be  conducted  annually. 

"(2)  A  State  or  local  government  that  Is  re- 
quired by  constitution  or  statute.  In  efTect 
on  January  1.  1987,  to  undergo  Its  audits  less 
frequently  than  annually.  Is  permitted  to  un- 
dergo Its  audits  pursuant  to  this  chapter  bi- 
ennially. Audits  conducted  biennially  under 
the  provisions  of  this  paragraph  shall  cover 
both  years  within  the  biennial  period. 

"(3)  Any  nonprofit  organization  that  had 
biennial  audits  for  all  biennial  periods  end- 
ing between  July  1, 1992,  and  January  1.  1995. 
is  permitted  to  undergo  its  audits  pursuant 
to  this  chapter  biennially.  Audits  conducted 
biennially  under  the  provisions  of  this  para- 
graph shall  cover  both  years  within  the  bien- 
nial period. 

"(c)  Each  audit  conducted  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (a)  shall  be  conducted  by  an  inde- 
pendent auditor  in  accordance  with  gen- 
erally accepted  government  auditing  stand- 
ards, except  that,  for  the  purposes  of  this 
chapter,  performance  audits  shall  not  be  re- 
quired except  as  authorized  by  the  Director. 

"(d)  EUich  single  audit  conducted  pursuant 
to  subsection  (a)  for  any  fiscal  year  shall— 

"(1)  cover  the  operations  of  the  entire  non- 
Federal  entity;  or 

"(2)  at  the  option  of  such  non-Federal  en- 
tity such  audit  shall  Include  a  series  of  au- 
dits that  cover  departments,  agencies,  and 
other  organizational  units  which  expended  or 
otherwise  administered  Federal  awards  dur- 
ing such  fiscal  year  provided  that  each  such 
audit  shall  encompass  the  financial  state- 
ments and  schedule  of  expenditures  of  Fed- 
eral awards  for  each  such  department,  agen- 
cy, and  organizational  unit,  which  shall  be 
considered  to  be  a  non-Federal  entity. 

"(e)  The  auditor  shall— 

"(1)  determine  whether  the  financial  state- 
ments are  presented  fairly  in  all  material  re- 
spects in  conformity  with  generally  accepted 
accounting  principles; 


"(2)  determine  whether  the  schedule  of  ex- 
penditures of  Federal  awards  is  presented 
fairly  in  all  material  respects  in  relation  to 
the  financial  statements  taken  as  a  whole: 

"(3)  with  respect  to  Internal  controls  per- 
taining to  the  compliance  requirements  for 
each  major  program — 

"(A)  obtain  an  understanding  of  such  inter- 
nal controls: 

"(B)  assess  control  risk:  and 

"(C)  perform  tests  of  controls  unless  the 
controls  are  deemed  to  be  ineffective;  and 

"(4)  determine  whether  the  non-Federal  en- 
tity has  compiled  with  the  provisions  of 
laws,  regulations,  and  contracts  or  grants 
pertaining  to  Federal  awards  that  have  a  di- 
rect and  material  effect  on  each  major  pro- 
gram. 

"(f)(1)  Each  Federal  agency  which  provides 
Federal  awards  to  a  recipient  shall— 

"(A)  provide  such  recipient  the  program 
names  (and  any  Identifying  numbers)  from 
which  such  awards  are  derived,  and  the  Fed- 
eral requirements  which  govern  the  use  of 
such  awards  and  the  requirements  of  this 
chapter:  and 

"(B)  review  the  audit  of  a  recipient  as  nec- 
essary to  determine  whether  prompt  and  ap- 
propriate corrective  action  has  been  taken 
with  respect  to  audit  findings,  as  defined  by 
the  Director,  pertaining  to  Federal  awards 
provided  to  the  recipient  by  the  Federal 
agency. 

"(2)  Each  pass-through  entity  shall— 

"(A)  provide  such  subreclplent  the  program 
names  (and  any  identifying  numbers)  from 
which  such  assistance  Is  derived,  and  the 
Federal  requirements  which  govern  the  use 
of  such  awards  and  the  requirements  of  this 
chapter, 

"(B)  monitor  the  subreclplent's  use  of  Fed- 
eral awards  through  site  visits,  limited  scope 
audits,  or  other  means; 

"(C)  review  the  audit  of  a  subreclplent  as 
necessary  to  determine  whether  prompt  and 
appropriate  corrective  action  has  been  taken 
with  respect  to  audit  findings,  as  defined  by 
the  Director,  pertaining  to  Federal  awards 
provided  to  the  subreclplent  by  the  pass- 
through  entity:  and 

"(D)  require  each  of  its  subreclplents  of 
Federal  awards  to  permit,  as  a  condition  of 
receiving  Federal  awards,  the  Independent 
auditor  of  the  pass-through  entity  to  have 
such  access  to  tb.t  subreclplent's  records  and 
financial  statements  as  may  be  necessary  for 
the  pass-through  entity  to  comply  with  this 
chapter. 

"(g)(1)  The  auditor  shall  report  on  the  re- 
sults of  any  audit  conducted  pursuant  to  this 
section,  in  accordance  with  guidance  Issued 
by  the  Director. 

"(2)  When  reporting  on  any  single  audit, 
the  auditor  shall  Include  a  summary  of  the 
auditor's  results  regarding  the  non-Federal 
entity's  financial  statements,  internal  con- 
trols, and  compliance  with  laws  and  regula- 
tions. 

"(h)  The  non-Federal  entity  shall  transmit 
the  reimrtlng  package,  which  shall  include 
the  non-Federal  entity's  financial  state- 
ments, schedule  of  expenditures  of  Federal 
awards,  corrective  action  plan  defined  under 
subsection  (1).  and  auditor's  reports  devel- 
oped pursuant  to  this  section,  to  a  Federal 
clearinghouse  designated  by  the  Director, 
and  make  It  available  for  public  Insiiectlon 
within  the  earlier  of— 

"(1)  30  days  after  receipt  of  the  auditor's 
report;  or 
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"(2)(A)  for  a  txansltlon  period  of  at;  least  2 
years  after  the  effective  date  of  the  Singrle 
Audit  Act  Amendments  of  1996,  as  estab- 
lished by  the  Director,  13  months  after  the 
end  of  the  period  audited;  or 

"(B)  for  fiscal  years  be^lnningr  after  the  pe- 
riod specified  In  subparagraph  (A),  9  months 
after  the  end  of  the  period  audited,  or  within 
a  longer  timeframe  authorized  by  the  Fed- 
eral agency,  determined  under  criteria 
Issued  under  section  [75051  7504.  when  the  9- 
month  timeframe  would  place  an  undue  bur- 
den on  the  non-Federal  entity. 

"(1)  If  an  audit  conducted  pursuant  to  this 
section  discloses  any  audit  findings,  as  de- 
fined by  the  Director,  including  material 
noncompliance  with  Individual  compliance 
requirements  for  a  major  program  by.  or  re- 
portable conditions  in  the  internal  controls 
of,  the  non-Federal  entity  with  respect  to 
the  matters  described  in  subsection  (e),  the 
non-Federal  entity  shall  submit  to  Federal 
officials  designated  by  the  Director,  a  plan 
for  corrective  action  to  eliminate  such  audit 
Qndlngs  or  reportable  conditions  or  a  state- 
ment describing  the  reasons  that  corrective 
action  is  not  necessary.  Such  plan  shall  be 
consistent  with  the  audit  resolution  stand- 
ard promulgated  by  the  Comptroller  General 
(as  part  of  the  standards  for  internal  con- 
trols in  the  Federal  Government)  pursuant 
to  section  3512(c). 

"(J)  The  Director  may  authorize  pilot 
projects  to  test  alternative  methods  of 
achieving  the  purposes  of  this  chapter.  Such 
pilot  projects  may  begin  only  after  consulta- 
tion with  the  Chair  and  Ranking  Minority 
Member  of  the  Committee  on  Governmental 
Affairs  of  the  Senate  and  the  Chair  and 
Ranking  Minority  Member  of  the  Committee 
on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight  of  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

"S  7503.  Belation  to  other  aadit  requirements 

"(a)  An  audit  conducted  in  accordance 
with  this  chapter  shall  be  in  lieu  of  any  fi- 
nancial audit  of  Federal  awards  which  a  non- 
Federal  entity  Is  required  to  undergo  under 
any  other  Federal  law  or  regulation.  To  the 
extent  that  such  audit  provides  a  Federal 
agency  with  the  information  it  requires  to 
carry  out  its  resiranslbilltles  under  Federal 
law  or  regulation,  a  Federal  agency  shall 
rely  upon  and  use  that  Information. 

"(b)  Notwithstanding  subsection  (a),  a  Fed- 
eral agency  may  conduct  or  arrange  for  addi- 
tional audits  which  are  necessary  to  carry 
out  its  responsibilities  under  Federal  law  or 
regulation.  The  provisions  of  this  chapter  do 
not  authorize  any  non-Federal  entity  (or 
subreclplent  thereof)  to  constrain,  in  any 
manner,  such  agency  from  carrying  out  or 
arranging  for  such  additional  audits,  except 
that  the  Federal  agency  shall  plan  such  au- 
dits to  not  be  duplicative  of  other  audits  of 
Federal  awards. 

"(c)  The  provisions  of  this  chapter  do  not 
limit  the  authority  of  Federal  agencies  to 
conduct,  or  arrange  for  the  conduct  of,  au- 
dits and  evaluations  of  Federad  awards,  nor 
limit  the  authority  of  any  Federal  agency 
Inspector  General  or  other  Federal  ofQcial. 

"(d)  Subsection  (a)  shall  apply  to  a  non- 
Federal  entity  which  undergoes  an  audit  in 
accordance  with  this  chapter  even  though  it 
Is  not  required  by  section  7502(a)  to  have 
such  an  audit. 

"(e)  A  Federal  agency  that  provides  Fed- 
eral awards  and  conducts  or  arranges  for  au- 
dits of  non-Federal  entities  receiving  such 
awards  that  are  in  addition  to  the  audits  of 
non-Federal  entitles  conducted  pursuant  to 
this  chapter  shall,  consistent  with  other  ap- 


plicable law,  arrange  for  funding  the  full  cost 
of  such  additional  audits.  Any  such  addi- 
tional audits  shall  be  coordinated  with  the 
Federal  agency  determined  under  criteria 
Issued  under  section  7504  to  preclude  duplica- 
tion of  the  audits  conducted  pursuant  to  this 
chapter  or  other  additional  audits. 

"(f)  Upon  request  by  a  Federal  agency  or 
the  Comptroller  General,  any  Independent 
auditor  conducting  an  audit  pursuant  to  this 
chapter  shall  make  the  auditor's  working  pa- 
pers available  to  the  Federal  agency  or  the 
Comptroller  General  as  part  of  a  quality  re- 
view, to  resolve  audit  findings,  or  to  carry 
out  oversight  responsibilities  consistent 
with  the  purposes  of  this  chapter.  Such  ac- 
cess to  auditor's  working  papers  shall  in- 
clude the  right  to  obtain  copies. 

"17504.  Federal  agency  responsibilities  and 
relations  with  non-Federal  entities 

"(a)  Each  Federal  agency  shall.  In  accord- 
ance with  guidance  Issued  by  the  Director 
under  section  7505,  with  regard  to  Federal 
awards  provided  by  the  agency — 

"(1)  monitor  non-Federal  entity  use  of  Fed- 
eral awards,  and 

"(2)  assess  the  quality  of  audits  conducted 
under  this  chapter  for  audits  of  entities  for 
which  the  agency  is  the  single  Federal  agen- 
cy determined  under  subsection  (b). 

"(b)  Each  non-Federal  entity  shall  have  a 
single  Federal  agency,  determined  In  accord- 
ance with  criteria  established  by  the  Direc- 
tor, to  provide  the  non-Federal  entity  with 
technical  assistance  and  assist  with  imple- 
mentation of  this  chapter. 

"(c)  The  Director  shall  designate  a  Federal 
clearinghouse  to — 

"(1)  receive  copies  of  all  reporting  pack- 
ages developed  in  accordance  with  this  chap- 
ter. 

"(2)  identify  recipients  that  expend  S300,000 
or  more  in  Federal  awards  or  such  other 
amount  specified  by  the  Director  under  sec- 
tion 7502(a)(3)  during  the  recipient's  fiscal 
year  but  did  not  undergo  an  audit  in  accord- 
ance with  this  chapter:  and 

"(3)  perform  analyses  to  assist  the  Director 
in  carrying  out  responsibilities  under  this 
chapter. 

"{7505.  Regnlations 

"(a)  The  Director,  after  consultation  with 
the  Comptroller  General,  and  appropriate  of- 
Qcials  from  Federal,  State,  and  local  govern- 
ments and  nonprofit  organizations  shall  pre- 
scribe griidance  to  implement  this  chapter. 
Each  Federal  agency  shall  promulgate  such 
amendments  to  its  regulations  as  may  be 
necessary  to  conform  such  regulations  to  the 
requirements  of  this  chapter  and  of  such 
guidance. 

"(b)(1)  The  guidance  prescribed  pursjiant  to 
subsection  (a)  shall  Include  criteria  for  de- 
termining the  appropriate  charges  to  Federal 
awards  for  the  cost  of  audits.  Such  criteria 
shall  prohibit  a  non-Federal  entity  from 
charging  to  any  Federal  awards— 

"(A)  the  cost  of  any  audit  which  is— 

"(1)  not  conducted  in  accordance  with  this 
chapter;  or 

"(11)  conducted  in  accordance  with  this 
chapter  when  expenditures  of  Federal  awards 
are  less  than  amounts  cited  In  section 
7502(a)(1)(A)  or  specified  by  the  Director 
under  section  7502(a)(3),  except  that  the  Di- 
rector may  allow  the  cost  of  limited  scope 
audits  to  monitor  subreclplents  in  accord- 
ance with  section  7502(f)(2)(B):  and 


"(B)  more  than  a  reasonably  proportionate 
share  of  the  cost  of  any  such  audit  that  Is 
conducted  in  accordance  with  this  chapter. 

"(2)  The  criteria  prescribed  pursuant  to 
paragraph  (1)  shall  not,  in  the  absence  of 
documentation  demonstrating  a  higher  ac- 
tual cost,  permit  the  percentage  of  the  cost 
of  audits  performed  pursuant  to  this  chapter 
charged  to  Federal  awards,  to  exceed  the 
ratio  of  total  Federal  awards  expended  by 
such  non-Federal  entity  during  the  applica- 
ble fiscal  year  or  years,  to  such  non-Federal 
entity's  total  expenditures  during  such  fiscal 
year  or  years. 

"(c)  Such  guidance  shall  include  such  pro- 
visions as  may  be  necessary  to  ensure  that 
small  business  concerns  and  business  concerns 
owned  and  controlled  by  socially  and  eco- 
nomically disadvantaged  individuals  will 
have  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
performance  of  contracts  awarded  to  fulfill 
the  audit  requirements  of  this  chapter. 

"§7506.    Monitoring   responsibilities    of   the 
Comptroller  General 

"(a)  The  Comptroller  General  shall  review 
provisions  requiring  financial  audits  of  non- 
Federal  entities  that  receive  Federal  awards 
that  are  contained  in  bills  and  resolutions 
reported  by  the  committees  of  the  Senate 
and  the  House  of  Representatives. 

"(b)  If  the  Comptroller  General  determines 
that  a  bill  or  resolution  contains  provisions 
that  are  Inconsistent  with  the  requirements 
of  this  chapter,  the  Comptroller  General 
shall,  at  the  earliest  practicable  date,  notify 
in  writing— 

"(1)  the  committee  that  reported  such  bill 
or  resolution:  and 

"(2)(A)  the  Committee  on  Governmental 
Affa.irs  of  the  Senate  (in  the  case  of  a  bill  or 
resolution  reported  by  a  committee  of  the 
Senate);  or 

"(B)  the  Committee  on  Government  Re- 
form and  Oversight  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives (in  the  case  of  a  bill  or  resolu- 
tion reported  by  a  committee  of  the  House  of 
Representatives). 

"$7507.  Effective  date 

"This  chapter  shall  apply  to  any  non-Fed- 
eral entity  with  respect  to  any  of  its  fiscal 
years  which  begin  after  June  30, 1996.". 

SEC.  S,  TBANSmONAL  APPUCATION. 

Subject  to  section  7507  of  title  31,  United 
States  Code  (as  amended  by  section  2  of  this 
Act)  the  provisions  of  chapter  75  of  such  title 
(before  amendment  by  section  2  of  this  Act) 
shall  continue  to  apply  to  any  State  or  local 
government  with  respect  to  amy  of  its  fiscal 
years  beginning  before  July  1, 1996. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  the 
Single  Audit  Act  Amendments  of  1996 
provide  a  useful  updating  of  an  impor- 
tant law  enacted  12  years  ago.  The 
original  Single  Audit  Act  of  1984  cre- 
ated a  procedure  by  which  a  State  or 
local  government  receiving  funds  from 
several  Federal  assistance  programs 
would  be  subject  only  to  one,  com- 
prehensive audit.  A  1994  GAO  report  on 
the  intergovernmental  experience 
under  the  act  indicates  that  it  has  re- 
sulted in  both  improved  accountability 
over  Federal  assistance  and  strength- 
ened financial  management  in  all  cov- 
ered entities.  It  has  done  this  while  re- 
ducing the  Federal  audit  burden  on 
State  and  local  governments. 

The  GAO  report,  however,  also  indi- 
cated that  the  process  can  be  improved. 


June  14,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


14231 


And  here  I  want  to  acknowledge  the 
fine  work  of  my  colleague.  Senator 
Glenn,  in  having  first  requested  the 
GAO  study,  and  then  having  worked 
with  GAO  to  develop  these  amend- 
ments to  the  act.  I  am  pleased  to  have 
joined  with  Senator  Glenn  in  cospon- 
soring  his  bill.  It  further  reduces  the 
Federal  audit  burden  on  small  govern- 
ments, while  improving  audit  coverage 
and  effectiveness  by  allowing  auditors 
to  focus  on  testing  the  riskiest  pro- 
grams that  a  government  operates. 

At  the  hearing  I  held  on  S.  1579,  there 
was  strong  support  for  this  legislation 
from  the  State  auditors  organization. 
The  auditor  from  my  own  State  of 
Alaska  has  Indicated  his  own  support, 
and  I  know  this  will  be  a  real  benefit  to 
the  local  governments  there,  too.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  join  us  in  mov- 
ing this  very  useful  legislation  forward 
today. 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  S.  1579, 
the  Single  Audit  Act  Amendments  of 
1996.  This  legislation  amends  the  Sin- 
gle Audit  Act  of  1984.  It  is  a  bipartisan 
good  government  bill  that  will  both 
improve  financial  management  of  Fed- 
eral funds  and  reduce  paperwork  bur- 
dens on  State  and  local  governments, 
universities  and  other  nonprofit  orga- 
nizations that  receive  Federal  assist- 
ance. I  am  happy  that  the  chairman  of 
the  Government  Affairs  Committee, 
Senator  Stevens,  joined  with  me  in  co- 
sponsoring  the  bill,  as  did  Senators 
Levin.  C<X3Ran,  Pryor,  Cohen, 
LiEBERMAN,  Beown  and  Grassley.  The 
legislation  was  reported  unanimously 
by  the  Government  Affairs  Committee. 
And  we  have  an  identical  bill  moving 
through  the  House  of  Representatives— 
H.R.  3184,  introduced  by  Representative 
Steve  Horn. 

Over  the  last  several  years  we  have 
made  great  strides  in  reforming  the 
sloppy  and  wasteful  state  of  Federal  fi- 
nancial management.  The  Chief  Finan- 
cial Officers  Act  of  1990,  which  I  strong- 
ly support,  was  a  major  accomplish- 
ment in  this  regard.  Much  more  re- 
mains to  be  done,  however,  to  achieve 
greater  accountability  for  the  hundreds 
of  billions  of  dollars  of  Federal  assist- 
ance that  go  to  or  through  State  and 
local  governments  and  nonprofit  orga- 
nizations. Much  more  also  remains  to 
be  done  to  reduce  the  auditing  and  re- 
porting burdens  of  the  Federal  assist- 
ance management  process.  The  Single 
Audit  Act  Amendments  of  1996  goes  a 
long  way  toward  achieving  these  goals. 

The  Single  Audit  Act  was  enacted  in 
1984  to  overcome  serious  gaps  and  du- 
plications that  existed  in  audit  cov- 
erage over  Federal  funds  provided  to 
State  and  local  governments,  which 
now  amount  to  about  S250  billion  a 
year.  Some  governments  rarely  saw  an 
auditor  interested  in  examining  Fed- 
eral funds,  others  were  swamped  by 
auditors,  each  looking  at  a  separate 


grant  award.  The  Single  Audit  Act 
remedied  that  problem  by  changing  the 
audit  focus  from  compliance  with  indi- 
vidual Federal  grant  requirements  to  a 
periodic  single  overall  audit  of  the  en- 
tity receiving  Federal  assistance.  The 
act  also  set  specific  dollar  thresholds 
to  exempt  recipients  that  receive  rel- 
atively small  amounts  of  Federal  as- 
sistance from  regular  audit  require- 
ments. In  passing  the  original  legisla- 
tion. Congress  considered  the  benefits 
and  costs  and  developed  criteria  that 
exposed  the  vast  majority  of  Federal 
assistance  to  State  and  local  govern- 
ments to  audit  coverage.  This  struc- 
tured approach  of  entity-wide  audits 
simplified  overlapping  audit  require- 
ments and  improved  grantee-organiza- 
tion administrative  controls. 

The  Single  Audit  Act  also  served  an 
important  purpose  of  prompting  State 
and  local  governments  to  improve  their 
general  financial  management  prac- 
tices. The  act  encouraged  the  govern- 
ments to  review  and  revise  thefr  finan- 
cial management  practices,  including 
instituting  annual  financial  statement 
audits,  installing  new  accounting  sys- 
tems, and  implementing  monitoring 
systems.  The  improvements  rep- 
resented long-needed  and  long-lasting 
financial  management  reforms.  Studies 
by  the  General  Accounting  Office 
[GAO]  confirmed  these  accomplish- 
ments. The  success  of  the  act  also 
prompted  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget  [0MB]  in  1990  to  apply  sin- 
gle audit  principles  to  educational  in- 
stitutions and  other  nonprofit  organi- 
zations that  receive  or  passthrough 
Federal  funds— OMB  Circular  No.  A- 
133,  "Audits  of  Institutions  of  Higher 
Education  and  Other  Nonprofit  Organi- 
zations," issued  in  March  1990,  revised 
in  April  1996. 

During  my  tenure  as  chairman  of  the 
Governmental  Affairs  Committee.  I  re- 
quested that  GAO  study  the  implemen- 
tation of  the  Single  Audit  Act  and  sug- 
gest any  needed  changes.  The  resulting 
report,  "Single  Audit:  Refinements  Can 
Improve  Usefulness"  (GAO/AIMD-94- 
133.  June  1994),  reviewed  the  successes 
of  the  act,  but  also  pointed  out  specific 
modifications  that  could  improve  the 
act's  usefulness.  The  legislation  we 
bring  to  the  Senate  today  is  based  on 
GAO's  findings  as  well  as  studies  by 
the  President's  Council  on  Integrity 
and  Efficiency  and  National  State 
Auditors  Association.  The  bill  was  de- 
veloped in  cooperation  with  GAO  and 
0MB.  Moreover,  0MB  recently  revised 
its  Circular  A-133  consistent  with  the 
purposes  of  this  legislation.  However, 
the  circular  continues  to  apply  only  to 
nonprofit  organizations — State  and 
local  governments  are  not  covered. 
With  the  passage  of  this  legislation. 
0MB  will  be  able  to  take  the  next  step 
and  consolidate  its  grant  audit  require- 
ments in  one  circular.  Finally,  the  bill 
also  reflects  comments  received  from 
State,    local,   and   private   sector   ac- 


counting and  audit  professionals,  as 
well  as  program  managers.  Altogether, 
the  legislation  will  strengthen  the  act. 
while  simultaneously  reducing  its  bur- 
dens. 

First,  the  legislation  extends  the  act 
to  cover  nonprofit  organizations  that 
receive  Federal  assistance.  Again, 
these  organizations  are  currently  sub- 
ject to  the  single  audit  process  under 
0MB  Circular  A-133.  Broadening  the 
acts  coverage  in  this  way  ensures  that 
all  non-Federal  grantee  organizations 
will  be  covered  uniformly  by  one  single 
audit  process. 

Second,  the  bill  reduces  audit  and  re- 
lated paperwork  burdens  by  raising  the 
single  audit  threshold  from  S100,000  to 
$300,000.  This  will  exempt  thousands  of 
smaller  State  and  local  governments 
and  nonprofit  organizations  that  re- 
ceive relatively  small  amounts  of  Fed- 
eral assistance  from  Federal  single 
audit  requirements.  It  will  still  ensure, 
however,  that  the  vast  majority  of  Fed- 
eral funds  will  be  subject  to  audit  test- 
ing. Needless  to  say,  it  will  also  rein- 
force the  ability  of  Federal  agencies  to 
audit  or  investigate  grantees  when 
needed  to  safeguard  Federal  funds. 

Third,  the  bill  will  improve  audit  ef- 
fectiveness by  establishing  a  risk-based 
approach  for  selecting  programs  to  be 
tested  during  single  audits  for  ade- 
quacy of  internal  controls  and  compli- 
ance with  Federal  program  require- 
ments, such  as  eligibility  of  partici- 
pants and  allowability  of  costs.  The 
Single  Audit  Act  has  required  audit 
testing  solely  on  the  basis  of  dollar  cri- 
teria. Using  a  risk-based  approach  will 
ensure  coverage  of  programs  that 
present  the  highest  risk  to  the  Federal 
(Government. 

Fourth,  the  legislation  improves  the 
contents  and  timeliness  of  single  audit 
reporting  to  make  the  reports  more 
useful.  Currently,  auditors  often  in- 
clude many  different  documents  in  a 
single  audit  report.  These  documents 
are  designed  to  comply  with  auditing 
standards  but  leave  users  confused.  A 
sunfunary  document,  written  in  plain 
language,  would  greatly  increase  the 
usefulness  of  single  audit  reports.  Re- 
port users  would  be  able  to  quickly  dis- 
cern which  entities  are  having  prob- 
lems administering  Federal  programs 
and  consequently  need  additional  over- 
sight. 

Shortening  the  reporting  time  frame 
will  also  make  the  single  audit  reports 
more  useful.  The  current  practice  of 
fiUng  reports  13  months  after  the  end 
of  the  year  that  was  audited  signifi- 
cantly reduces  thefr  utility.  An  ideal 
period  would  be  the  Government  Fi- 
nance Officers  Association's  standard 
of  6  months  for  timely  reporting  by 
State  and  local  governments.  However, 
given  the  numerous  audits  that  some 
State  auditors  have  to  perform,  the 
legislation  establishes  a  9-month 
standard,  Moreover,  the  legislation  es- 
tablishes a  2-year  transition  period  for 
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entities  to  comply  with  the  faster  re- 
porting and  gives  flexibility  for  exten- 
sions as  needed.  The  overall  goal,  still. 
is  to  shorten  the  reporting  time  fraune 
to  make  the  single  audit  rejKarts  more 
useful  to  assess  the  stewardship  of  or- 
ganizations entrusted  with  Federal 
funds  and  to  prompt  any  needed  correc- 
tive actions. 

Fifth,  the  legislation  increases  ad- 
nunistrative  flexibility.  OMB  is  au- 
thorized to  issue  rules  to  implement 
the  act  and  may  revise  certain  audit 
requirements,  as  needed,  without  seek- 
ing amendments  to  the  act.  For  exam- 
ple, OMB  will  be  authorized  to  raise 
even  higher  the  $300,000  threshold. 
Auditors  also  will  have  greater  flexibil- 
ity to  target  programs  at  risk. 

In  these  and  other  ways,  the  Single 
Audit  Act  Amendments  of  1996  will 
streamline  the  underlying  Single  Audit 
Act,  update  its  requirements,  reduce 
burdens,  and  provide  for  more  flexibil- 
ity. This  legislation  builds  on  the  sig- 
nificant accomplishments  of  the  1984 
act  and  I  am  confident  that  my  col- 
leagues will  agree  that  this  legislation 
should  be  broadly  supported  by  the 
Senate. 

In  December  1995,  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Governmental  Affairs  held  a 
hearing  on  the  status  of  Federal  finan- 
cial management,  including  the  Single 
Audit  Act.  Charles  Bowsher,  the  Comp- 
troller General,  and  Kurt  Sjoberg,  the 
California  State  Auditor  who  rep- 
resented the  National  State  Auditors 
Association,  strongly  supported  the 
legislation  and  recommended  that  it  be 
enacted.  Edward  DeSeve,  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  Controller, 
also  applauded  the  legislative  effort. 

The  support  of  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral and  the  State  auditors  is  espe- 
cially important.  The  Comptroller 
General  was  instrumental  in  advising 
the  Congress  when  the  original  Single 
Audit  Act  was  enacted.  He  followed  the 
subsequent  implementation  of  the  act 
and  has  made  the  recommendations  for 
improving  the  act  that  was  the  basis 
for  the  current  legislation.  I  give  great 
weight  to  his  recommendations  for 
amending  the  Single  Audit  Act.  State 
auditors,  for  their  part,  are  key  players 
in  the  single  audit  process.  They  con- 
duct or  arrange  for  thousands  of  single 
audits  each  year.  So,  their  views  are 
also  critically  important.  Following 
the  December  hearing,  the  National 
State  Auditors  Association  met  to  dis- 
cuss the  legislation  and  decided  unani- 
mously to  support  its  enactment.  The 
President's  Council  on  Integrity  and 
ECQciency  Audit  Committee  also  sub- 
mitted a  letter  in  support  of  the  legis- 
lation. I  ask  that  their  letters  of  sup- 
port be  included  in  the  Record. 

On  April  18.  1996,  the  Committee  on 
Government  Affairs  marked  up  S.  1579 
and  voted  unanimously  to  send  the  bill 
to  the  floor  for  a  vote.  Again,  this  bi- 
partisanship also  extends  to  the  House 


of  Representatives,  where  an  identical 
bill  (H.R.  3184)  was  introduced  on 
March  28,  1996  by  Representative  Horn 
and  four  cosponsors.  The  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight  voted  the 
bill  out  of  committee  on  April  25,  1996. 
With  this  bipartisan  support,  I  am  sure 
that  this  good  Government  legislation 
can  soon  become  law. 

In  closing,  let  me  just  say  that  good 
Government  legislation  such  as  the 
Single  Audit  Act  Amendments  of  1996 
is  often  overlooked  and  discounted.  It 
is  unimportant  to  many,  boring  to 
most.  But  it  is  just  this  sort  of  nuts 
and  bolts  legislation  that  is  needed  to 
improve  the  efficiency  and  effective- 
ness of  our  Government.  The  end  result 
of  enactment  of  S..  1579  will  be  a  Gov- 
ernment more  accountable  to  its  peo- 
ple. 

To  reach  this  point,  we  have  had  the 
help  of  colleagues  on  each  side  of  the 
aisle,  as  I  have  said.  We  have  also  had 
the  aissistance  of,  and  need  to  thank, 
the  Comptroller  General,  Charles  Bow- 
sher, and  his  staff— most  especially, 
Jerry  Skelly — we  would  not  be  here 
today  without  Jerry's  tireless  work.  I'd 
also  like  to  thank  Kurt  Sjoberg,  the 
California  State  Auditor,  Woody  Jack- 
son, OMB's  Deputy  Controller,  John 
Mercer  with  Senator  Stevens,  Anna 
Miller  on  Representative  Horn's  staff, 
and  David  Plocher  on  my  staff— all 
have  contributed  greatly  to  this  legis- 
lation. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  President,  again,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  letters  of  endorse- 
ment of  S.  1579  from  the  National  State 
Auditors  Association  and  the  Audit 
Committee  of  the  President's  Council 
on  Integrity  and  Elfficiency,  as  well  as 
a  summary  of  the  legislation  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

National  State 
auditors  association, 
Washington,  DC,  January  29, 1996. 
Hon.  John  Glenn. 

Ranking  Minority  Member,  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernmental Affairs,  U.S.  Senate,   Washing- 
ton, DC. 
Dear  Senator  Glenn:  The  National  State 
Auditors  Association  has  voted  unanimously 
to  support  the  proposed  bill  to  amend  the 
Single  Audit  Act  of  1984.  My  state  audit  col- 
leagues and  I  believe  that  the  proposed  legis- 
lation Is  an  excellent  measure  that  deserves 
to  be  passed  into  law  as  soon  as  possible. 

The  Single  Audit  Act  amendments  provide 
a  unique  opportunity  to  address  the  needs  of 
federal,  state  and  local  government  auditors 
and  program  managers.  The  original  act  Is 
over  10  years  old  and  the  amendments  ad- 
dress many  of  the  changes  that  have  oc- 
curred over  the  years  in  the  auditing  profes- 
sion and  In  government  financial  manage- 
ment. The  bill  Is  the  result  of  open  and  con- 
structive   dialog   among   the   stakeholders. 


Over  the  last  several  months,  we  have 
worked  closely  with  congressional  staff  as 
well  as  representatives  of  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office  and  the  Office  of  Manage- 
ment and  Budget.  As  currently  drafted,  the 
bill  provides  needed  improvements  to  finan- 
cial accountability  over  federal  grant  funds. 

While  there  are  several  excellent  provi- 
sions In  the  amended  act,  two  are  particu- 
larly noteworthy.  First,  the  minimum 
threshold  of  receipts  requiring  an  entity  to 
have  a  single  audit  performed  is  raised  in  the 
bill  to  $300,000.  Similarly,  the  thresholds  for 
larger  recipients  are  also  adjusted.  These 
modifications  will  relieve  many  state  and 
local  governments  of  unnecessary  federal 
mandates  and  generate  savings  of  audit 
costs.  Second,  the  amendments  allow  federal 
and  state  governments  to  focus  audit  re- 
sources on  "high-risk"  grants  where  the  po- 
tential for  savings  is  the  greatest.  It  makes 
good  economic  sense  to  concentrate  audits 
where  Increased  corrective  action  and  recov- 
eries are  likely  to  result. 

In  summary,  the  National  State  Auditors 
Association  Is  pleased  to  fully  support  the 
amendments  to  the  Single  Audit  Act  of  1984 
and  assist  you  in  any  way  possible  to  facili- 
tate Its  passage  this  year. 
Sincerely, 

ANTHONY  VERDECCHIA, 

President. 


PRESIDENT'S  COXnJCIL  ON 
iNTEGRnr  AND  EFFICIENCY. 
Washington,  DC,  March  12, 1996. 
Hon.  JOHN  Glenn. 

Ranking  Minority  Member,  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernmental Affairs.  U.S.  Senate,  Washing- 
ton, DC. 

DEAR  Senator  Glenn:  The  Audit  Con^nlt- 
tee  of  the  President's  Council  on  Integrity 
and  Efficiency  (PCIE)  is  pleased  to  extend  its 
support  for  Senate  Bill  S.  1579.  "Single  Audit 
Act  Amendments  of  1996."  We  believe  that 
the  Improvements  to  the  Single  Audit  Act  of 
1984  contained  in  this  bill  will  result  In  sig- 
nificantly more  effective  and  efficient  audit- 
ing of  Federal  program  funds  at  State  and 
local  governments  and  non-profit  organiza- 
tions and  we  urge  that  It  be  passed  as  soon 
as  possible. 

The  Single  Audit  Act  of  1984  Is  over  H 
years  old.  In  1993  the  PCIE  Issued  a  report 
entitled.  Study  on  Improving  the  Single  Audit 
Process.  In  that  report  we  concluded  that 
while  the  Act  was  successful  in  achieving  Its 
objectives,  changes  were  needed  to  further 
Improve  the  auditing  and  financial  manage- 
ment of  Federal  program  funds.  The  report 
contained  a  number  of  specific  recommenda- 
tions for  changes  to  the  Single  Audit  Act  of 
1984,  related  OfUce  of  Management  and  Budg- 
et Circulars  and  other  Implementing  guid- 
ance from  the  auditing  profession.  We  are 
pleased  to  see  that  all  of  our  reconunenda- 
tlons  that  require  legislative  change  have 
been  addressed  In  the  proposed  amendments. 

Of  the  many  Improvements  contained  In 
the  bin,  we  believe  the  most  far-reaching  are 
the  provisions  for  a  "risk-based"  approach  to 
determining  audit  coverage.  These  provi- 
sions win  allow  auditors  to  concentrate  their 
audits  on  the  areas  of  highest  risk,  rather 
than  auditing  the  same  programs  every  year 
based  solely  on  funding  level,  regardless  of 
risk.  We  believe  that  these  provisions,  along 
with  other  provisions  shortening  the  due 
dates  for  adults  and  providing  additional 
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flexibilities,  will  result  In  much  more  effec- 
tive audit  coverage  and  more  useful  audit  re- 
ports for  Federal  and  grantee  program  man- 
agers. 

In  summary,  the  PCIE  Audit  Committee 
fully  supports  the  bill  and  recommends  that 
It  be  passed  as  soon  as  possible. 
Sincerely. 

■Valerie  Lau, 
Chair,  Audit  Committee. 

Single  Aunrr  act  Amendments  of  1996  (S. 
1579) 

This  bill  amends  the  Single  Audit  Act  of 
1984  (P.L.  98-502).  The  1984  Act  replaced  mul- 
tiple grant-by-grant  audits  with  an  annual 
entity-wide  audit  process  for  State  and  local 
governments  that  receive  Federal  assistance. 
The  new  bill  would  broaden  the  scope  of  the 
Act  to  cover  imlversltles  and  other  nonprofit 
organizations,  as  well.  It  would  also  stream- 
line the  process.  Thus,  the  bill  would  Im- 
prove accountability  for  hundreds  of  billions 
of  dollars  of  Federal  assistance,  while  also 
reducing  auditing  and  paperwork  burdens  on 
grant  recipients. 

The  bin  was  developed  following  GAO  re- 
view of  implementation  of  the  Single  Audit 
Act  ("Single  Audit:  Refinements  Can  Im- 
prove Usefulness."  GAO'AIMD-94-133.  June 
21.  1994).  Major  stakeholders  in  the  single 
audit  process  were  consulted  during  the 
drafting  process.  Support  for  the  bill  was 
confirmed  at  a  December  14,  1995.  hearing  of 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Government  Af- 
fairs. The  bill  was  Introduced  on  February 
27.  1996.  by  Senator  Glenn,  and  co-sponsored 
by  Senators  Stevens,  Levin,  Cochran.  Pryor. 
Cohen.  Lleberman.  Brown,  and  Grassley.  The 
bill  was  reported  out  of  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs  on  April  18.  1996.  An 
Identical  bill  (H.R.  3184)  was  under  consider- 
ation at  the  same  time  by  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives Committee  on  Governmental 
Reform  and  Oversight. 

Ten  years'  experience  under  the  1964  Act 
has  been  proven  that  the  single  audit  con- 
cept promotes  accountability  over  Federal 
assistance  and  prompts  financial  manage- 
ment Improvements.  Study  also  showed, 
however,  that  the  process  can  be  strength- 
ened. This  bill  would  (1)  improve  audit  cov- 
erage of  Federal  assistance,  (2)  reduce  bur- 
dens on  non-Federal  entitles,  (3)  Improve 
audit  effectiveness,  (4)  improve  single  audit 
reporting,  and  (5)  increase  administrative 
fiexlbUlty. 

Improve  Audit  Coverage— The  bill  would 
Improve  audit  coverage  of  Federal  assistance 
by  Including  in  the  single  audit  process  all 
State  and  local  governments  and  nonprofit 
organizations  that  receive  Federal  assist- 
ance. Currently,  the  Act  only  applies  to 
State  and  local  governments.  Nonprofit  or- 
ganizations are  subject  administratively  to 
single  audits  under  OMB  Circular  A-133. 
"Audits  of  Institutions  of  Higher  Education 
and  Other  Nonprofit  Organizations."  Includ- 
ing nonprofit  organizations  under  the  Act 
would  result  In  a  common  set  of  single  audit 
requirements  for  Federal  assistance. 

Reduce  Federal  Burden— The  bill  would  si- 
multaneously reduce  Federal  burdens  on 
thousands  of  State  and  local  governments 
and  nonprofits,  and  ensure  audit  coverage 
over  the  vast  majority  of  Federal  assistance 
provided  to  those  orgtuilzatlons.  It  would  do 
so  by  raising  the  dollar  threshold  for  requir- 
ing a  single  audit  from  SIOO.OOO  to  S300.00C. 
While  this  would  relieve  many  grantees  of 
Federal  single  audit  mandates.  GAO  esti- 


mated that  a  S300.000  threshold  would  cover, 
for  example.  95%  of  direct  Federal  assistance 
to  local  governments.  This  is  commensurate 
with  the  coverage  provided  at  the  JlOO.OOO 
threshold  when  the  Act  was  passed  In  1984. 
Thus,  exempting  thousands  of  entities  from 
single  audits  would  reduce  audit  and  paper- 
work burdens,  but  not  significantly  diminish 
the  percentage  of  Federal  assistance  covered 
by  single  audits. 

Improve  Audit  Effectiveness— The  bill 
would  Improve  audit  effectiveness  by  direct- 
ing audit  resources  to  the  areas  of  greatest 
risk.  Now.  auditors  must  perform  audit  test- 
ing on  an  entity's  largest — but  not  nec- 
essarily the  riskiest— programs.  The  bill 
would  require  auditors  to  assess  the  risk  of 
the  programs  an  entity  operates  and  select 
the  riskiest  programs  for  testing.  As  the 
President  of  the  National  State  Auditors  As- 
sociation said.  "It  makes  good  economic 
sense  to  concentrate  audits  where  increased 
corrective  action  and  recoveries  are  likely  to 
result." 

Improve  Single  Audit  Reporting— The  bill 
would  greatly  improve  the  usefulness  of  sin- 
gle audit  reports  by  requiring  auditors  to 
provide  a  summary  of  audit  results.  The  re- 
ports would  also  be  due  sooner— 9  months 
after  the  year-end  rather  than  the  current  13 
months.  Interpretations  of  current  rules  lead 
auditors  to  include  7  or  more  separate  re- 
ports in  each  single  audit  report.  Such  a 
large  number  of  reports  tends  to  confuse 
rather  than  Inform  users.  A  summary  of  the 
audit  results  would  highlight  Important  In- 
formation and  thus  enable  users  to  quickly 
discern  the  overall  results  of  an  audit.  Fed- 
eral managers  surveyed  by  GAO  overwhelm- 
ingly support  the  summary  reporting  and 
faster  submission  of  reports. 

Increase  Administrative  Flexibility— The 
bUl  would  enable  the  single  audit  process  to 
evolve  with  changing  circumstances.  For  ex- 
ample, rather  than  lock  specific  dollar 
amount  audit  thresholds  Into  law.  OMB 
would  have  the  authority  to  periodlcaUy  re- 
vise the  audit  threshold  above  the  new 
S300.000  threshold.  OMB  also  could  revise  cri- 
teria for  selecting  programs  for  audit  test- 
ing. By  giving  OMB  such  authority,  specific 
requirements  within  the  single  audit  process 
could  be  revised  administratively  to  reflect 
changliog  circumstances  that  affect  account- 
ability for  Federal  financial  assistance. 

The  Single  Audit  Act  Amendments  of  1996 
(S.  1579)  Is  "Good  Government"  legislation. 
Based  on  GAO  studies  and  endorsed  by  the 
National  State  Auditors  Association,  the  bill 
represents  consensus  reform  legislation  that 
will  Improve  accountability  over  Federal 
funds  and  reduce  burdens  on  State  and  local 
governments  and  nonprofit  organizations. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  the  Single  Audit  Act  amend- 
ments, I  am  pleased  that  the  Senate  is 
considering  this  legislation  today.  S. 
1579  would  improve  accountability  over 
Federal  assistance  provided  to  State 
and  local  governments. 

The  Single  Audit  Act  of  1984  created 
a  uniform  requirement  for  Federal  au- 
dits of  individual  State  and  local  pro- 
grams which  received  Federal  assist- 
ance. It  also  provided  a  comprehensive, 
organization  wide  approach  to  single 
audits.  While  the  act  has  been  a  key 
factor  in  the  improvement  of  govern- 
ment financial  management  practices, 
we  have  learned  alot  since  the  enact- 
ment of  the  act  and  the  passage  of  time 
has  revealed  the  need  for  changes. 


This  bill  amends  the  1984  act  to  fur- 
ther reduce  unnecessary  audit  burdens 
on  State  and  local  governments  and 
nonprofit  organizations  while  ensuring 
accountability  and  oversight  of  the  use 
of  Federal  funds. 

The  bill  would  place  State  and  local 
governments,  colleges  and  universities, 
and  other  nonprofit  grantees  under  the 
same  single  audit  process.  This  would 
allow  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  to  develop  uniform  guidelines 
and  auditing  requirements. 

Second,  the  bill  increases  the  dollar 
threshold  that  triggers  the  require- 
ment for  a  single  audit,  from  SIOO.OOO  to 
$300,000.  This  change  would  reduce 
audit  costs  while  only  minimally  re- 
ducing audit  coverage  of  Federal  jn-o- 
gram  expenditures.  We  would  be  able  to 
still  achieve  the  goal  of  95  percent 
audit  coverage,  which  was  originally 
included  in  the  1984  act. 

Third,  the  bill  establishes  a  risk- 
based  approach  to  determine  which 
Federal  programs  should  be  audited  to 
allow  the  Federal.  State,  and  local 
auditors  the  discretion  of  focusing 
audit  resources  where  the  potential  for 
return  is  the  greatest. 

Fourth,  the  bill  improved  the  con- 
tents and  timeliness  of  single  audit  re- 
ports by  requiring  a  summary  of  audit 
findings  and  results  and  by  reducing 
the  report  due-date  from  13  to  9  months 
to  improve  the  timeliness  of  report 
submission.  A  report  prepared  closer  to 
the  end  of  the  reporting  period  to- 
gether with  the  shorter  reporting  re- 
quirement to  submit  a  summary  of 
audit  findings  and  results  will  increase 
the  utility  of  the  audit  to  senior  man- 
agement and  Federal  program  officials. 

Finally,  the  bill  authorizes  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  OCDce  of  Management  and 
Budget  to  expand  and  revise  audit  re- 
quirements to  ensure  continued  effec- 
tiveness of  the  audit  process.  This 
change  would  allow  the  Office  of  Man- 
agement and  Budget  to  adjust  auditing 
thresholds  for  future  inflation,  and  also 
allow  auditors  to  assess  program  and 
management  performance. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  thank 
Senator  Glenn  for  his  leadership  on 
this  issue  and  my  colleagues  for  their 
support  and  cooperation  in  getting  this 
bill  to  the  floor.  I  would  also  like  to 
thank  the  National  State  Auditors  As- 
sociation, the  President's  Council  on 
Integrity  and  Efficiency,  and  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office  for  conducting 
the  independent  survey  to  assess  the 
1984  act  and  to  determine  how  it  could 
be  improved.  Their  study  results  were 
instrumental  in  developing  this  legisla- 
tion. 


Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  President,  I 
unanimous  consent  that  the  committee 
amendments  be  agreed  to,  the  bill,  as 
amended,  be  deemed  read  three  times, 
passed,   the   motion   to  reconsider   be 


14234 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  14,  1996 


laid  upon  the  table,  and  that  any  state- 
ments relating  thereto  appear  at  an  ap- 
propriate place  in  the  Record  as  If 
read. 

The  PRESroiNG  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

The  bill  (S.  1579),  as  amended,  was 
deemed  read  the  third  time  and  passed, 
as  follows: 

S.  1579 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SECTION  I.  SHORT  TfTLE;  PURPOSES. 

(a)  Short  Tttle.— This  Act  may  be  cited  as 
the  "Single  Audit  Act  Amendments  of  1996". 

(b)  PURPOSES.— The  purposes  of  this  Act 
are  to— 

(1)  promote  sound  financial  management. 
Including  effective  Internal  controls,  with 
respect  to  Federal  awards  administered  by 
non-Federal  entities; 

(2)  establish  uniform  requirements  for  au- 
dits of  Federal  awards  administered  by  non- 
Federal  entitles; 

(3)  promote  the  efficient  and  effective  use 
of  audit  resources; 

(4)  reduce  burdens  on  State  and  local  gov- 
ernments, Indian  tribes,  and  nonprofit  orga- 
nizations; and 

(5)  ensure  that  Federal  departments  and 
atgencles.  to  the  maximum  extent  prac- 
ticable, rely  upon  and  use  audit  work  done 
pursuant  to  chapter  75  of  title  31,  United 
States  Code  (as  amended  by  this  Act). 

SEC.    S.    AMENDMENT    TO    TITLE    31.    UNITED 
STATES  CODE. 

Chapter  75  of  title  31,  United  States  Code. 
Is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

■K^HAFTER  75— REQUIREMENTS  FOR 
SINGLE  AUDITS 

"Sec. 

"7501.  Definitions. 

"7502.  Audit  requirements;  exemptions. 
"7503.  Relation  to  other  audit  requirements. 
"7504.  Federal    agency    responsibilities   and 
relations  with  non-Federal  en- 
tities. 
"7505.  Regulations. 
"7506.  Monitoring    responsibilities     of    the 

Comptroller  General. 
"7507.  Effective  date. 
nTSOLDcfinitioiis 

"(a)  As  used  In  this  chapter,  the  term— 

"(1)  'Comptroller  General'  means  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States: 

"(2)  'Director'  means  the  Director  of  the 
OfQce  of  Management  and  Budget; 

"(3)  'Federal  agency'  has  the  same  mean- 
ing as  the  term  'agency'  in  section  551(1)  of 
title  5; 

"(4)  'Federal  awards"  means  Federal  finan- 
cial assistance  and  Federal  cost-reimburse- 
ment contracts  that  non-Federal  entitles  re- 
ceive directly  from  Federal  awarding  agen- 
cies or  indirectly  from  pass-through  entitles; 

"(5)  'Federal  financial  assistance'  means 
assistance  that  non-Federal  entitles  receive 
or  administer  in  the  form  of  grants,  loans, 
loan  guarantees,  property,  cooperative 
agreements.  Interest  subsidies.  Insurance, 
food  conmiodlties,  direct  appropriations,  or 
other    assistance,    but    does    not    include 


amounts  received  as  reimbursement  for  serv- 
ices rendered  to  individuals  In  accordance 
with  guidance  Issued  by  the  Director: 

"(6)  'Federal  progrram'  means  all  Federal 
awards  to  a  non-Federal  entity  assigned  a 
single  number  in  the  Catalog  of  Federal  Do- 
mestic Assistance  or  encompassed  in  a  group 
of  numbers  or  other  category  as  defined  by 
the  Director; 

"(7)  'generally  accepted  government  audit- 
ing standards'  means  the  government  audit- 
ing standards  Issued  by  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral; 

"(8)  'independent  auditor'  means— 

"(A)  an  external  State  or  local  government 
auditor  who  meets  the  independence  stand- 
ards included  in  generally  accepted  govern- 
ment auditing  standards:  or 

"(B)  a  public  accountant  who  meets  such 
independence  standards; 

"(9)  'Indian  tribe'  means  any  Indian  tribe, 
band,  nation,  or  other  organized  group  or 
community.  Including  any  Alaskan  Native 
village  or  regional  or  village  corporation  (as 
defined  in.  or  established  under,  the  Alaskan 
Native  Claims  Settlement  Act)  that  is  recog- 
nized by  the  United  States  as  eligible  for  the 
special  programs  and  services  provided  by 
the  United  States  to  Indians  because  of  their 
status  as  Indians; 

"(10)  'internal  controls'  means  a  process, 
effected  by  an  entity's  management  and 
other  personnel,  designed  to  provide  reason- 
able assurance  regarding  the  achievement  of 
objectives  in  the  following  categories: 

"(A)  Effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  oper- 
ations. 

"(B)  Reliability  of  financial  reporting. 

"(C)  Compliance  with  applicable  laws  and 
regulations; 

"(11)  'local  government'  means  any  unit  of 
local  government  within  a  State,  including  a 
county,  borough,  municipality,  city,  town, 
township,  parish,  local  public  authority,  spe- 
cial district,  school  district,  intrastate  dis- 
trict, council  of  governments,  any  other  in- 
strumentality of  local  government  and,  in 
accordance  with  guidelines  Issued  by  the  Di- 
rector, a  group  of  local  governments; 

"(12)  "major  program'  means  a  Federal  pro- 
gram Identified  in  accordance  with  risk- 
based  criteria  prescribed  by  the  Director 
under  this  chapter,  subject  to  the  limita- 
tions described  under  subsection  (b); 

"(13)  'non-Federal  entity"  means  a  State, 
local  government,  or  nonprofit  organization; 

"(14)  'nonprofit  organization'  means  any 
corporation,  trust,  association,  cooperative, 
or  other  organization  that — 

"(A)  is  operated  primarily  for  scientific, 
educational,  service,  charitable,  or  similar 
purposes  in  the  public  interest; 

"(B)  is  not  organized  primarily  for  profit; 
and 

"(C)  uses  net  proceeds  to  maintain,  im- 
prove, or  expand  the  operations  of  the  orga- 
nization; 

"(15)  'pass-through  entity'  means  a  non- 
Federal  entity  that  provides  Federal  awards 
to  a  subreclpient  to  carry  out  a  Federal  pro- 
gram; 

"(16)  'program-specific  audit'  means  an 
audit  of  one  Federal  program; 

"(17)  'recipient'  means  a  non-Federal  en- 
tity that  receives  awards  directly  from  a 
Federal  agency  to  carry  out  a  Federal  pro- 
gram: 

"(18)  'single  audit'  means  an  audit,  as  de- 
scribed under  section  7502(d),  of  a  non-Fed- 


eral entity  that  Includes  the  entity's  finan- 
cial statements  and  Federal  awards; 

"(19)  'State'  means  any  State  of  the  United 
States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Com- 
monwealth of  Puerto  Rico,  the  "Virgin  Is- 
lands, Guam,  American  Samoa,  the  Com- 
monwealth of  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands, 
and  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Is- 
lands, any  Instrumentality  thereof,  any 
multi-State,  regional,  or  interstate  entity 
which  lias  governmental  functions,  and  any 
Indian  tribe;  and 

"(20)  'subreclpient"  means  a  non-Federal 
entity  that  receives  Federal  awards  through 
another  non-Federal  entity  to  carry  out  a 
Federal  program,  but  does  not  include  an  in- 
dividual who  receives  financial  assistance 
through  such  awards. 

"(b)  In  prescribing  risk-based  program  se- 
lection criteria  for  major  programs,  the  Di- 
rector shall  not  require  more  programs  to  be 
identified  as  major  for  a  particular  non-Fed- 
eral entity,  except  as  prescribed  under  sub- 
section (c)  or  as  provided  under  subsection 
(d),  than  would  be  identified  If  the  major 
programs  were  defined  as  any  program  for 
which  total  expenditures  of  Federal  awards 
by  the  non-Federal  entity  during  the  appli- 
cable year  exceed— 

"(1)  the  larger  of  $30,000,000  or  0.15  percent 
of  the  non-Federal  entity's  total  Federal  ex- 
penditures, in  the  case  of  a  non-Federal  en- 
tity for  which  such  total  expenditures  for  all 
programs  exceed  $10,000,000,000; 

"(2)  the  larger  of  $3,000,000,  or  0.30  percent 
of  the  non-Federal  entity's  total  Federal  ex- 
penditures, in  the  case  of  a  non-Federal  en- 
tity for  which  such  total  expenditures  for  all 
programs  exceed  $100,000,000  but  are  less  than 
or  equal  to  $10,000,000,000;  or 

"(3)  the  larger  of  $300,000,  or  3  percent  of 
such  total  Federal  expenditures  for  all  pro- 
grams, in  the  case  of  a  non-Federal  entity 
for  which  such  total  expenditures  for  all  pro- 
grams equal  or  exceed  $300,000  but  are  less 
than  or  equal  to  $100,000,000. 

"(c)  When  the  total  expenditures  of  a  non- 
Federal  entity's  major  programs  are  less 
than  50  percent  of  the  non-Federal  entity's 
total  expenditures  of  all  Federal  awards  (or 
such  lower  percentage  as  specified  by  the  Di- 
rector), the  auditor  shall  select  and  test  ad- 
ditional programs  as  major  programs  as  nec- 
essary to  achieve  audit  coverage  of  at  least 
50  percent  of  Federal  expenditures  by  the 
non-Federal  entity  (or  such  lower  percentage 
as  specified  by  the  Director),  in  accordance 
with  guidance  issued  by  the  Director. 

"(d)  Loan  or  loan  guarantee  programs,  as 
specified  by  the  Director,  shall  not  be  sub- 
ject to  the  application  of  subsection  (b). 

"S  7502.  Audit  reqalrements;  exemptions 

"(a)(1)(A)  Each  non-Federal  entity  that  ex- 
pends a  total  amount  of  Federal  awards 
equal  to  or  in  excess  of  $300,000  or  such  other 
amount  specified  by  the  Director  under  sub- 
section (a)(3)  in  any  fiscal  year  of  such  non- 
Federal  entity  shall  have  either  a  single 
audit  or  a  program-specific  audit  made  for 
such  fiscal  year  in  accordance  with  the  re- 
quirements of  this  chapter. 

"(B)  Bach  such  non-Federal  entity  that  ex- 
pends Federal  awards  under  more  than  one 
Federal  program  shall  undergo  a  single  audit 
in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  sub- 
sections (b)  through  (i)  of  this  section  and 
guidance  issued  by  the  Director  under  sec- 
tion 7505. 

"(C)  Each  such  non-Federal  entity  that  ex- 
pends awards  under  only  one  Federal  pro- 
gram and  is  not  subject  to  laws,  regulations. 
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or  Federal  award  agreements  that  require  a 
financial  statement  audit  of  the  non-Federal 
entity,  may  elect  to  have  a  program-specific 
audit  conducted  in  accordance  with  applica- 
ble provisions  of  this  section  and  guidance 
issued  by  the  Director  under  section  7505. 

"(2)(A)  Each  non-Federal  entity  that  ex- 
pends a  total  amount  of  Federal  awards  of 
less  than  $300,000  or  such  other  amount  speci- 
fied by  the  Director  under  subsection  (a)(3) 
in  any  fiscal  year  of  such  entity,  shall  be  ex- 
empt for  such  fiscal  year  from  compliance 
with— 

"(1)  the  audit  requirements  of  this  chapter; 
and 

"(11)  any  applicable  requirements  concern- 
ing financial  audits  contained  in  Federal 
statutes  and  regulations  governing  programs 
under  which  such  Federal  awards  are  pro- 
vided to  that  non-Federal  entity. 

"(B)  The  provisions  of  subparagraph  (A)(li) 
of  this  paragraph  shall  not  exempt  a  non- 
Federal  entity  from  compliance  with  any 
provision  of  a  Federal  statute  or  regulation 
that  requires  such  non-Federal  entity  to 
maintain  records  concerning  Federal  awards 
provided  to  such  non-Federtil  entity  or  that 
permits  a  Federal  agency,  pass-through  en- 
tity, or  the  Comptroller  General  access  to 
such  records. 

"(3)  Every  2  years,  the  Director  shall  re- 
view the  amount  for  requiring  audits  pre- 
scribed under  paragraph  (1)(A)  and  may  ad- 
just such  dollar  amount  consistent  with  the 
purposes  of  this  chapter,  provided  the  Direc- 
tor does  not  make  such  adjustments  below 
$300,000. 

"(b)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraphs  (2) 
and  (3).  audits  conducted  pursuant  to  this 
chapter  shall  be  conducted  annually 

"(2)  A  State  or  local  government  that  is  re- 
quired by  constitution  or  statute,  in  effect 
on  January  1,  1987,  to  undergo  its  audits  less 
frequently  than  annually,  is  permitted  to  un- 
dergo its  audits  pursuant  to  this  chapter  bi- 
ennially. Audits  conducted  biennially  under 
the  provisions  of  this  paragraph  shall  cover 
both  years  within  the  biennial  period. 

"(3)  Any  nonprofit  organization  that  had 
biennial  audits  for  all  biennial  periods  end- 
ing between  July  1,  1992,  and  January  1,  1995. 
is  permitted  to  undergo  its  audits  pursuant 
to  this  chapter  biennially.  Audits  conducted 
biennially  under  the  provisions  of  tills  para- 
graph shall  cover  both  years  within  the  bien- 
nial period. 

"(c)  E^ch  audit  conducted  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (a)  shall  be  conducted  by  an  inde- 
pendent auditor  in  accordance  with  gen- 
erally accepted  government  auditing  stand- 
ards, except  that,  for  the  purposes  of  this 
chapter,  performance  audits  shall  not  be  re- 
quired except  as  authorized  by  the  Director. 

"(d)  Each  single  andlt  conducted  pursuant 
to  subsection  (a)  for  any  fiscal  year  shall— 

"(1)  cover  the  operations  of  the  entire  non- 
Federal  entity;  or 

"(2)  at  the  option  of  such  non-Federal  en- 
tity such  audit  shall  include  a  series  of  au- 
dits that  cover  departments,  agencies,  and 
other  organizational  units  which  expended  or 
otherwise  administered  Federal  awards  dur- 
ing such  fiscal  year  provided  that  each  such 
audit  shall  encompass  the  financial  state- 
ments and  schedule  of  expenditures  of  Fed- 
eral awards  for  each  such  department,  agen- 
cy, and  organizational  unit,  which  shall  be 
considered  to  be  a  non-Federal  entity. 

•'(e)  The  auditor  shall— 

"(1)  determine  whether  the  financial  state- 
ments are  presented  fairly  in  all  material  re- 


spects in  conformity  with  generally  accepted 
accounting  principles: 

"(2)  determine  whether  the  schedule  of  ex- 
penditures of  Federal  awards  is  presented 
fairly  in  all  material  respects  in  relation  to 
the  financial  statements  taken  as  a  whole: 

"(3)  with  respect  to  internal  controls  per- 
taining to  the  compliance  requirements  for 
each  major  program- 

"(A)  obtain  an  understanding  of  such  inter- 
nal controls; 

"(B)  assess  control  risk;  and 

"(C)  perform  tests  of  controls  unless  the 
controls  are  deemed  to  be  ineffective;  and 

"(4)  determine  whether  the  non-Federal  en- 
tity has  complied  with  the  provisions  of 
laws,  regulations,  and  contracts  or  grants 
pertaining  to  Federal  awards  that  have  a  di- 
rect and  material  effect  on  each  major  pro- 
gram. 

"(0(1)  Each  Federal  agency  which  provides 
Federal  awards  to  a  recipient  shall — 

"(A)  provide  such  recipient  the  program 
names  (and  any  identifying  numbers)  from 
which  such  awards  are  derived,  and  the  Fed- 
eral requirements  which  govern  the  use  of 
such  awards  and  the  requii^ments  of  this 
chapter;  and 

"(B)  review  the  audit  of  a  recipient  as  nec- 
essary to  determine  whether  prompt  and  ap- 
propriate corrective  action  has  been  taken 
with  respect  to  audit  findings,  as  defined  by 
the  Director,  pertaining  to  Federal  awards 
provided  to  the  recipient  by  the  Federal 
agency. 
"(2)  Each  pass-through  entity  shall— 
"(A)  provide  such  subreclpient  the  program 
names  (and  any  Identifying  numbers)  from 
which  such  assistance  is  derived,  and  the 
Federal  requirements  which  govern  the  use 
of  such  awards  and  the  requirements  of  this 
chapter; 

"(B)  monitor  the  subreciplent's  use  of  Fed- 
eral awards  through  site  visits,  limited  scope 
audits,  or  other  means; 

"(C)  review  the  audit  of  a  subreclpient  as 
necessary  to  determine  whether  prompt  and 
approi>riate  corrective  action  has  been  taken 
with  respect  to  audit  findings,  as  defined  by 
the  Director,  pertaining  to  Federal  awards 
provided  to  the  subreclpient  by  the  pass- 
through  entity;  and 

"(D)  require  each  of  its  subreciplents  of 
Federal  awards  to  permit,  as  a  condition  of 
receiving  Federal  awards,  the  independent 
auditor  of  the  pass-through  entity  to  have 
such  access  to  the  subreciplent's  records  and 
financial  statements  as  may  be  necessary  for 
the  pass-through  entity  to  comply  with  this 
chapter. 

"(g)(1)  The  auditor  sliall  report  on  the  re- 
sults of  any  audit  conducted  pursuant  to  this 
section,  in  accordance  with  guidance  issued 
by  the  Director. 

"(2)  When  reporting  on  any  single  audit, 
the  auditor  shall  include  a  summary  of  the 
auditor's  results  regarding  the  non-Federal 
entity's  financial  statements,  internal  con- 
trols, and  compliance  with  laws  and  regula- 
tions. 

"(h)  The  non-Federal  entity  shall  transmit 
the  reporting  package,  which  shall  Include 
the  non-Federal  entity's  financial  state- 
ments, schedule  of  expenditures  of  Federal 
awards,  corrective  action  plan  defined  under 
subsection  (1),  and  auditor's  reports  devel- 
oped pursuant  to  this  section,  to  a  Federal 
clearinghouse  designated  by  the  Director, 
and  make  it  available  for  public  inspection 
within  the  earlier  of— 


"(1)  30  days  after  receipt  of  the  auditor's 
report;  or 

"(2)(A)  for  a  transition  period  of  at  least  2 
years  after  the  effective  date  of  the  Single 
Audit  Act  Amendments  of  1996,  as  estab- 
lished by  the  Director,  13  months  after  the 
end  of  the  period  audited;  or 

"(B)  for  fiscal  years  beginning  after  the  pe- 
riod specified  in  subparagraph  (A),  9  months 
after  the  end  of  the  period  audited,  or  within 
a  longer  timeframe  authorized  by  the  Fed- 
eral agency,  determined  under  criteria 
issued  under  section  7504.  when  the  9-month 
timeframe  would  place  an  undue  burden  on 
the  non-Federal  entity. 

"(i)  If  an  audit  conducted  pursuant  to  this 
section  discloses  any  audit  findings,  as  de- 
fined by  the  Director,  Including  material 
noncompliance  with  individual  compliance 
requirements  for  a  major  program  by.  or  re- 
portable conditions  in  the  internal  controls 
of,  the  non-Federal  entity  with  respect  to 
the  matters  described  in  subsection  (e),  the 
non-Federal  entity  shall  submit  to  Federal 
officials  designated  by  the  Director,  a  plan 
for  corrective  action  to  eliminate  such  audit 
findings  or  reportable  conditions  or  a  state- 
ment describing  the  reasons  that  corrective 
action  is  not  necessary.  Such  plan  shall  be 
consistent  with  the  audit  resolution  stand- 
ard promulgated  by  the  Comptroller  (General 
(as  part  of  the  standards  for  internal  con- 
trols in  the  Federal  Government)  pursuant 
to  section  3512(c). 

"(j)  The  Director  may  authorize  pilot 
projects  to  test  alternative  methods  of 
achieving  the  purposes  of  this  cliapter.  Such 
pilot  projects  may  begin  only  after  consulta- 
tion with  the  Chair  and  Ranking  Minority 
Member  of  the  Committee  on  Governmental 
Affairs  of  the  Senate  and  the  Chair  and 
Ranking  Minority  Member  of  the  Committee 
on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight  of  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

"}750S.  RdatioB  to  other  audit  reqniremcBts 

"(a)  An  audit  conducted  in  accordance 
with  this  chapter  shall  be  in  lieu  of  any  fi- 
nancial audit  of  Federal  awards  which  a  non- 
Federal  entity  is  required  to  undergo  under 
any  other  Federal  law  or  regulation.  To  the 
extent  that  such  audit  provides  a  Federal 
agency  with  the  information  it  requires  to 
carry  out  its  responsibilities  under  Federal 
law  or  regulation,  a  Federal  agency  shall 
rely  upon  and  use  that  information. 

"(b)  Notwithstanding  subsection  (a),  a  Fed- 
eral agency  may  conduct  or  arrange  for  addi- 
tional audits  which  are  necessary  to  carry 
out  its  responsibilities  under  Federal  law  or 
regulation.  The  provisions  of  this  ctiapter  do 
not  authorize  any  non-Federal  entity  (or 
subreclpient  thereof)  to  constrain,  in  any 
manner,  such  agency  from  carrying  out  or 
arranging  for  such  additional  audits,  except 
that  the  Federal  agency  shall  plan  such  au- 
dits to  not  be  duplicative  of  other  audits  of 
Federal  awards. 

"(c)  The  provisions  of  this  chapter  do  not 
limit  the  authority  of  Federal  agencies  to 
conduct,  or  arrange  for  the  conduct  of,  au- 
dits and  evaluations  of  Federal  awards,  nor 
limit  the  authority  of  any  Federal  agency 
Inspector  General  or  other  Federal  official. 

"(d)  Subsection  (a)  shall  apply  to  a  non- 
Federal  entity  which  undergoes  an  audit  in 
accordance  with  this  chapter  even  though  it 
is  not  required  by  section  7502(a)  to  liave 
such  an  audit. 

"(e)  A  Federal  agency  that  provides  Fed- 
eral awards  and  conducts  or  arranges  for  au- 
dits of  non-Federal  entities  receiving  such 
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awards  chat  are  In  addition  to  the  audits  of 
non-Federal  entitles  conducted  pursuant  to 
this  chapter  shall,  consistent  with  other  ap- 
plicable law,  arrang:e  for  funding  the  full  cost 
of  such  additional  audits.  Any  such  addi- 
tional audits  shall  be  coordinated  with  the 
Federal  agrency  determined  under  criteria 
Issued  under  section  7504  to  preclude  duplica- 
tion of  the  audits  conducted  pursuant  to  this 
chapter  or  other  additional  audits. 

"(f)  Upon  request  by  a  Federal  agency  or 
the  Comptroller  General,  any  independent 
auditor  conducting  an  audit  pursuant  to  this 
chapter  shall  make  the  auditor's  worlting  pa- 
pers available  to  the  Federal  agency  or  the 
Comptroller  General  as  part  of  a  quality  re- 
view, to  resolve  audit  findings,  or  to  carry 
out  oversight  responsibilities  consistent 
with  the  purposes  of  this  chapter.  Such  ac- 
cess to  auditor's  working  papers  shall  in- 
clude the  right  to  obtain  copies. 

'§7504.  Federal  agency  responsibUities  and 
relations  with  non-Federal  entities 

"(a)  Each  Federal  agency  shall,  in  accord- 
ance with  guidance  Issued  by  the  Director 
under  section  7505,  with  regard  to  Federal 
awards  provided  by  the  agency — 

"(1)  monitor  non-Federal  entity  use  of  Fed- 
eral awards,  and 

"(2)  assess  the  quality  of  audits  conducted 
under  this  chapter  for  audits  of  entitles  for 
which  the  agency  is  the  single  Federal  agen- 
cy determined  under  subsection  (b). 

"(b)  Each  non-Federal  entity  shall  have  a 
single  Federal  agency,  determined  in  accord- 
ance with  criteria  established  by  the  Direc- 
tor, to  provide  the  non-Federal  entity  with 
technical  assistance  and  assist  with  Imple- 
mentation of  this  chapter. 

"(c)  The  Director  shall  designate  a  Federal 
clearinghouse  to— 

"(1)  receive  copies  of  all  reporting  pack- 
ages developed  In  accordance  with  this  chap- 
ter; 

"(2)  identify  recipients  that  expend  S300,000 
or  more  in  Federal  awards  or  such  other 
amount  specified  by  the  Director  under  sec- 
tion 7502(a)(3)  during  the  recipient's  fiscal 
year  but  did  not  undergo  an  audit  In  accord- 
ance with  this  chapter;  and 

"(3)  perform  analyses  to  assist  the  Director 
In  carrying  out  responsibilities  under  this 
chapter. 

"S  7505.  Regulations 

"(a)  The  Director,  after  consultation  with 
the  Comptroller  General,  and  appropriate  of- 
ficials from  Federal.  State,  and  local  govern- 
ments and  nonprofit  organizations  shall  pre- 
scribe guidance  to  Implement  this  chapter. 
Each  Federal  agency  shall  promulgate  such 
amendments  to  Its  regulations  as  may  be 
necessary  to  conform  such  regulations  to  the 
requirements  of  this  chapter  and  of  such 
guidance. 

"(b)(1)  The  guidance  prescribed  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a)  shall  Include  criteria  for  de- 
termining the  appropriate  charges  to  Federal 
awards  for  the  cost  of  audits.  Such  criteria 
shall  prohibit  a  non-Federal  entity  from 
charging  to  any  Federal  awards — 

"(A)  the  cost  of  any  audit  which  is— 

"(1)  not  conducted  In  accordr  nee  with  this 
chapter,  or 

"(11)  conducted  In  accordance  with  this 
chapter  when  expenditures  of  Federal  awards 
are  less  than  amounts  cited  in  section 
7502(aXl)(A)  or  specified  by  the  Director 
under  section  7502(a)(3),  except  that  the  Di- 
rector may  allow  the  cost  of  limited  scope 


audits  to  monitor  subreclpients  In  accord- 
ance with  section  7502(O(2)(B);  and 

"(B)  more  than  a  reasonably  proportionate 
share  of  the  cost  of  any  such  audit  that  is 
conducted  in  accordance  with  this  chapter. 

"(2)  The  criteria  prescribed  pursuant  to 
paragraph  (1)  shall  not,  in  the  absence  of 
documentation  demonstrating  a  higher  ac- 
tual cost,  permit  the  percentage  of  the  cost 
of  audits  performed  pursuant  to  this  chapter 
charged  to  Federal  awards,  to  exceed  the 
ratio  of  total  Federal  awards  expended  by 
such  non-Federal  entity  during  the  applica- 
ble fiscal  year  or  years,  to  such  non-Federal 
entity's  total  expenditures  during  such  fiscal 
year  or  years. 

"(c)  Such  guidance  shall  include  such  pro- 
visions as  may  be  necessary  to  ensure  that 
small  business  concerns  and  business  con- 
cerns owned  and  controlled  by  socially  and 
economically  disadvantaged  individuals  will 
have  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
performance  of  contracts  awarded  to  fulfill 
the  audit  requirements  of  this  chapter. 

"§7506.    Monitoring    responsibilities    of   the 
Comptroller  General 

"(a)  The  Comptroller  General  shall  review 
provisions  requiring  financial  audits  of  non- 
Federal  entities  that  receive  Federal  awards 
that  are  contained  in  bills  and  resolutions 
reported  by  the  committees  of  the  Senate 
and  the  House  of  Representatives. 

"(b)  If  the  Comptroller  General  determines 
that  a  bill  or  resolution  contains  provisions 
that  are  inconsistent  with  the  requirements 
of  this  chapter,  the  Comptroller  General 
shall,  at  the  earliest  practicable  date,  notify 
in  writing — 

"(1)  the  committee  that  reported  such  bill 
or  resolution;  and 

"(2)(A)  the  Committee  on  (Jovemmental 
Affairs  of  the  Senate  (in  the  case  of  a  bill  or 
resolution  reported  by  a  committee  of  the 
Senate);  or 

"(B)  the  Committee  on  CJovemment  Re- 
form and  Oversight  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives (in  the  case  of  a  bill  or  resolu- 
tion reported  by  a  committee  of  the  House  of 
Representatives). 

"§  7507.  Effective  date 

"This  chapter  shall  apply  to  any  non-Fed- 
eral entity  with  respect  to  any  of  its  fiscal 
years  which  begin  after  Jxine  30. 1996.". 

SEC.  3.  TRANSmONAL  APFUCATKMX. 

Subject  to  section  7507  of  title  31.  United 
States  Code  (as  amended  by  section  2  of  this 
Act)  the  provisions  of  chapter  75  of  such  title 
(before  amendment  by  section  2  of  this  Act) 
shall  continue  to  apply  to  any  State  or  local 
government  with  respect  to  any  of  its  fiscal 
years  beginning  before  July  1. 1996. 


ANnCOUNTERFEITING  CONSUMER 
PROTECTION  ACT  OF  1995 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Chair  lay 
before  the  Senate  a  message  from  the 
House  to  accompany  S.  1136. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be- 
fore the  Senate  the  following  message 
from  the  House  of  Representatives: 

Resolved.  That  the  bill  from  the  Senate  (S. 
1136)  entitled  "An  Act  to  control  and  prevent 
commercial  counterfeiting,  and  for  other 
purposes",  do  pass  with  the  following  amend- 
ment: . 


Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause, 
and  Insert: 

SECTION  I.  SHORT  TTTLB. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
"Anticonnterfeiting  Consumer  Protection  Act  of 
19%-. 

SEC.  2.  FINDINGS. 

The  counterfeiting  of  trademarked  and  copy- 
righted merchandise — 

(1)  has  been  connected  with  organized  crime: 

(2)  deprives  legitimate  trademark  and  copy- 
right owners  of  substantial  revenues  and  con- 
sumer goodwill: 

(3)  poses  health  and  safety  threats  to  United 
States  consumers: 

(4)  eliminates  United  States  jobs:  and 

(5)  is  a  multibillion-dollar  drain  on  the  United 
States  economy. 

SEa  3.  COUNTERFEITING  AS  RACKETEERING. 

Section  1961(1)(B)  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  ",  section  2318 
(relating  to  trafficking  in  counterfeit  labels  for 
phonorecords,  computer  programs  or  computer 
program  documentation  or  packaging  and  copies 
of  motion  pictures  or  other  audiovisual  works), 
section  2319  (relating  to  criminal  infringement  of 
a  copyright),  section  2319A  (relating  to  unau- 
thorized fixation  of  and  trafficking  in  sound  re- 
cordings and  music  videos  of  live  musical  per- 
formances), section  2320  (relating  to  trafficking 
in  goods  or  services  bearing  counterfeit  marks)" 
after  "sections  2314  and  2315  (relating  to  inter- 
state transportation  of  stolen  property)". 

SEC.  4.  APPUCATION  TO  COMPUTER  PROGRAMS, 
COMFCTER  PROGRAM  DOCUMENTA- 
TION, OR  PACKAGING. 

(a)  In  Gekeral.— Section  2318  of  title  18, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a),  by  striking  "o  motion 
picture  or  other  audiovisual  work, "  and  insert- 
ing "a  computer  program  or  documentation  or 
packaging  for  a  computer  program,  or  a  copy  of 
a  motion  picture  or  other  audiovisual  work,  and 
whoever,  in  any  of  the  circumstances  described 
in  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  knowingly  traf- 
fics in  counterfeit  documentation  or  packaging 
for  a  computer  program,": 

(2)  in  subsection  (b)(3)  by  inserting  "'com- 
puter program',  "  after  "  'motion  picture',  ":  and 

(3)  in  subsection  (c) — 

(A)  by  striking  "or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 
(2): 

(B)  in  paragraph  (3)— 

(i)  by  inserting  "a  copy  of  a  copyrighted  com- 
puter program  or  copyrighted  documentation  or 
packaging  for  a  computer  program,  "  after  "en- 
close,": and 

(ii)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  and  in- 
serting ":  or":  and 

(C)  by  adding  after  paragraph  (3)  the  follou>- 
ing: 

"(4)  the  counterfeited  documentation  or  pack- 
aging for  a  computer  program  is  copyrighted.". 

(b)  CosFORMiNG  AMENDMENTS.— <1)  The  Sec- 
tion caption  for  section  2318  of  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"§2318.  Traffieking  in  eounterfieit  labels  /or 
I^tonoreeord*,  eopiei  of  computer  programs 
or  computer  program  documentation  or 
packaging,  and  copies  of  motion  pictures  or 
other  audio  visual  works,  and  traffieking  in 
counterfeit  computer  program  documenta- 
tion or  packaging". 

(2)  The  item  relating  to  section  2318  in  the 
table  of  sections  for  chapter  113  of  such  title  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 
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"2318.  Trafficking  in  counterfeit  labels  for 
phonorecords.  copies  of  computer 
programs  or  computer  program 
documentation  or  packaging,  and 
copies  of  motion  pictures  or  other 
audio  visual  works,  and  traffick- 
ing in  counterfeit  computer  pro- 
gram documentation  or  packag- 
ing.". 

SEC.  5.   TRAFFICKING  IN  COUNTERFEIT  GOODS 
OR  SERVICES. 

Section  2320  of  title  18.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(e)  Beginning  with  the  first  year  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  the  Attor- 
ney General  shall  include  in  the  report  of  the 
Attorney  General  to  Congress  on  the  business  of 
the  Department  of  Justice  prepared  pursuant  to 
section  522  of  titie  28,  an  accounting,  on  a  dis- 
trict by  district  basis,  of  the  following  with  re- 
spect to  all  actions  taken  by  the  Department  of 
Justice  that  involve  trafficking  in  counterfeit  la- 
bels for  phonorecords.  copies  of  computer  pro- 
grams or  computer  program  documentation  or 
packaging,  copies  of  motion  pictures  or  other 
audiovisual  works  (as  defined  in  section  2318  of 
title  18),  criminal  infringement  of  copyrights  (as 
defined  in  section  2319  of  title  18),  unauthorized 
fixation  of  and  trafficking  in  sound  recordings 
arui  music  videos  of  live  musical  performances 
(as  defined  in  section  2319 A  of  title  18),  or  traf- 
ficking in  goods  or  services  bearing  counterfeit 
marks  (as  defined  in  section  2320  of  title  18): 

"(1)  The  number  of  open  investigations. 

"(2)  The  number  of  cases  referred  by  the 
United  States  Customs  Service. 

"(3)  The  number  of  cases  referred  by  other 
agencies  or  sources. 

"(4)  The  nximber  and  outcome,  including  set- 
tlements, sentences,  recoveries,  and  penalties,  of 
all  prosecutions  brought  under  sections  2318, 
2319,  2319A,  and  2320  of  title  18. ". 

SEC  6.  SEIZURE  OF  COUNTERFEIT  GOODS. 

Section  34(d)(9)  of  the  Act  of  July  5.  1946  (60 
Stat.  427,  chapter  540:  15  U.S.C.  1116(d)(9)).  is 
amended  by  striking  the  first  sentence  arui  in- 
serting the  following:  "The  court  shall  order 
that  service  of  a  copy  of  the  order  under  this 
subsection  shall  be  made  by  a  Federal  law  en- 
forcement officer  (such  as  a  United  States  mar- 
shal or  an  officer  or  agent  of  the  United  States 
Customs  Service.  Secret  Service.  Federal  Bureau 
of  Investigation,  or  Post  Office)  or  may  be  made 
by  a  State  or  local  law  enforcement  officer,  who, 
upon  making  service,  shall  carry  out  the  seizure 
under  the  order.". 

SBC  7.  RBCOVERT  FOR  VIOLATION  OF  RIGBTS. 

Section  35  of  the  Act  of  July  5,  1946  (60  Stat. 
427.  chapter  540:  15  U.S.C.  1117).  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  follovnng  new  subsection: 

"(c)  In  a  case  involmng  the  use  of  a  counter- 
feit mark  (as  defined  in  section  34(d)  (15  U.S.C. 
1116(d))  in  connection  with  the  sale,  offering  for 
sale,  or  distribution  of  goods  or  services,  the 
plaintiff  may  elect,  at  any  time  before  final 
judgment  is  rendered  by  the  trial  court,  to  re- 
cover, instead  of  actual  damages  and  profits 
under  subsection  (a),  an  award  of  statutory 
damages  for  any  such  use  in  connection  unth 
the  sale,  offering  for  sale,  or  distribution  of 
goods  or  services  in  the  amount  of— 

"(1)  not  less  than  $500  or  more  than  S100,000 
per  counterfeit  mark  per  type  of  gods  or  serv- 
ices sold,  offered  for  sale,  or  distributed,  as  the 
court  considers  just:  or 

"(2)  if  the  court  finds  that  the  use  of  the 
counterfeit  mark  was  willful,  not  more  than 
SI, 000. 000  per  counterfeit  mark  per  type  of  goods 
or  services  sold,  offered  for  sale,  or  distributed, 
as  the  court  considers  just.". 


SEC.  8.  DISPOSITION  OF  EXCLUDED  ARTICLES. 

Section  603(c)  of  title  17.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  in  the  second  sentence  by  striking 
"as  the  case  rnay  be."  and  all  that  follows 
through  the  end  and  inserting  "as  the  case  may 
be.". 

SEC.  9.  DISPOSmON  OF  MERCBANDISE  BEARING 
AMERICAN  TRADEMARK. 

Section  526(e)  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  (19 
U.S.C.  1526(e))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  second  sentence,  by  inserting  "de- 
stroy the  merchandise.  Alternatively,  if  the  mer- 
chandise is  not  unsafe  or  a  hazard  to  health, 
and  the  Secretary  has  the  consent  of  the  trade- 
mark owner,  the  Secretary  may"  after  "shall, 
after  forfeiture, ": 

(2)  by  inserting  "or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 
(2): 

(3)  by  striking  ".  or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 
(3)  and  inserting  a  period:  and 

(4)  by  striking  paragraph  (4). 

SEC.  10.  CIVIL  PENALTIES. 

Section  526  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  (19  U.S.C. 
1526)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection: 

"(f)  CrviL  Penalties.— <1)  Any  person  who  di- 
rects, assists  financially  or  otherwise,  or  aids 
and  abets  the  importation  of  merchandise  for 
sale  or  public  distribution  that  is  seized  under 
subsection  (e)  shall  be  subject  to  a  civil  fine. 

"(2)  For  the  first  such  seizure,  the  fine  shall 
be  not  more  than  the  value  that  the  merchan- 
dise would  have  had  if  it  were  genuine,  accord- 
ing to  the  rnanufacturer's  suggested  retail  price, 
determined  under  regulations  promulgated  by 
the  Secretary. 

"(3)  For  the  second  seizure  and  thereafter,  the 
fine  shall  be  not  more  than  twice  the  value  that 
the  merchandise  would  have  had  if  it  were  gen- 
uine, as  determined  under  regulations  promul- 
gated by  the  Secretary. 

"(4)  The  imposition  of  a  fine  under  this  sub- 
section sfiall  be  within  the  discretion  of  the  Cus- 
toms Service,  and  shall  be  in  addition  to  any 
other  civil  or  criminal  penalty  or  other  remedy 
authorized  by  law.". 

ssa  n.  PUBUc  disclosure  of  aircraft  mmani- 

FBSTS. 

Section  431(c)(1)  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  (19 
U.S.C.  1431(c)(1))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  rnatter  preceding  subparagraph  (A), 
by  inserting  "vessel  or  aircraft"  before  "mani- 
fest": 

(2)  by  amending  subparagraph  (D)  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(D)  The  name  of  the  vesxl,  aircraft,  or  car- 
rier.": 

(3)  by  amending  subparagraph  (E)  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(E)  The  seaport  or  airport  of  loading.": 

(4)  by  amending  tubparoffntph  (F)  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(F)  The  seaport  or  airport  of  discharge.": 
and 

(5)  by  adding  after  subparagraph  (G)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subparagraph: 

"(H)  The  trademarks  appearing  on  the  goods 
or  packages." . 

SBC  It.  customs  entbt  documentation. 

Section  484(d)  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  (19 
U.S.C.  1464(d))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "Entries"  and  inserting  "(I) 
Entries":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(2)  The  Secretary,  in  prescribing  regulations 
governing  the  content  of  entry  documentation. 


shall  require  that  entry  documentation  contain 
such  information  as  may  be  necessary  to  deter- 
mine whether  the  imported  merchandise  bears 
an  infringing  trademark  in  violation  of  section 
42  of  the  Act  of  July  5.  1946  (commonly  referred 
to  as  the  -Trademark  Act  of  1946':  15  U.S.C. 
1124),  or  any  other  applicable  law.  including  a 
trademark  appearing  on  the  goods  or  packag- 
ing.". 

SBC  IS.  UNLAWFUL  USE  OF  VESSELS,  VEH7CLES, 
AND  AIRCRAFT  IN  AID  OF  COMMER- 
CIAL COUNTERFEITING. 

Section  80302(a)  of  title  49.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 
(4): 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (5)  and  inserting  ":  or":  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(6)(A)  a  counterfeit  label  for  a  phonorecord. 
copy  of  a  computer  program  or  computer  pro- 
gram documentation  or  packaging,  or  copy  of  a 
motion  picture  or  other  audiovisual  work  (as  de- 
fined in  section  2318  of  title  18): 

"(B)  a  phonorecord  or  copy  in  violation  of 
section  2319  of  titie  18: 

■  '(C)  a  fixation  of  a  sound  recording  or  music 
video  of  a  live  musical  performarice  in  violation 
of  section  2319 A  of  title  18:  or 

"(D)  any  good  bearing  a  counterfeit  mark  (at 
defined  m  section  2320  of  title  18). ". 

SEC  14.  REGULATIONS. 

Not  later  than  6  rnonths  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  shall  prescribe  such  regulations  or 
amendments  to  existing  regulations  that  may  be 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  amendments  made  by 
sections  9. 10, 11, 12.  and  13  of  this  Act. 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
concur  in  the  amendment  of  the  House. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

A  message  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  conununicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Thomas,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE  MESSAGE  REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session  the  Presiding 
Ofticer  laid  before  the  Senate  a  mes- 
sage from  the  President  of  the  United 
States  submitting  a  nomination  which 
was  referred  to  the  Coinmittee  on  For- 
eign Relations. 

(The  nomination  received  today  is 
printed  at  the  end  of  the  Senate  pco- 
ceedings.) 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

At  12:23  p.m..  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Mr.  Hays,  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  House  has  passed  the 
following  bills,  in  which  it  requests  the 
concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.R.  2754.  An  act  to  approve  and  Imple- 
ment the  OECD  Shipbuilding  Trade  Agree- 
ment. 

H.R.  3610.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Defense  for  the  fiscal 
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year  ending  September  30.  1997.  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  has  agreed  to  the  following  con- 
current resolution,  in  which  it  requests 
the  concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.  Con.  Res.  187.  Concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  Congress  with  respect 
to  recent  church  burnings. 


MEASURES  REFERRED 

The  following  bills  were  read  the  first 
amd  second  times  by  unanimous  con- 
sent and  referred  as  indicated: 

H.R.  2754.  An  act  to  approve  and  Imple- 
ment the  OECD  Shipbuilding  Trade  Agree- 
ment; to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

H.R.  3610.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Defense  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  September  30.  1997,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions. 


PETITIONS  AND  MEMORIALS 

The  following  petitions  and  memori- 
als were  laid  before  the  Senate  and 
were  referred  or  ordered  to  lie  on  the 
table  as  indicated: 

POM-595.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Arizona  to 
the  Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works. 

"SENATE  Concurrent  memorial  ioo2 

"Whereas.  It  Is  essential  that  new  federal 
highway  reauthorization  legislation  be  en- 
acted before  the  expiration  of  the  federal 
Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Effi- 
ciency Act  of  1991  (ISTEA)  to  allow  states  to 
make  transportation  programming  decisions 
based  on  solid  estimates  of  federal  highway 
trust  funding;  and 

"Whereas,  the  current  equity  program  en- 
sures, at  a  minimum,  a  ninety  per  cent  re- 
turn to  all  states;  and 

"Whereas,  a  fundamental  premise  of 
ISTEA  Is  that  each  state's  authorized  high- 
way spending  levels  be  fully  funded;  and 

"Whereas,  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  violated  the  premise  of  fully  funded 
authorization  levels  by  establishing  obliga- 
tion authority  limits  on  states  to  artificially 
reduce  the  federal  deficit;  and 

"Whereas.  ISTEA  was  designed  to  give 
states  greater  aexibllity  in  determining  the 
distribution  of  federal  highway  monies  for 
their  transportation  systems,  but  in  prac- 
tice, the  federal  program  contains  numerous 
funding  "set-aside"  mandates  such  as  high- 
way safety  ivograms  and  enhancement  pro- 
grams that  have  considerably  reduced  the 
amount  of  actual  monies  available  for  sig- 
nificant surface  transportation  needs;  and 

"Whereas,  ISTEA  and  annual  federal  ap- 
propriation bills  have  historically  funded  nu- 
merous demonstration  projects  that  signifi- 
cantly reduced  federal  highway  funds  that 
this  state  and  other  states  would  have  re- 
ceived under  established  highway  funding 
formulas;  and 

"Whereas,  a  1995  Federal  Highway  Admin- 
istration report  Indicated  that  in  federal  fis- 
cal years  1994-1995,  congressional  funding  of 
transportation  demonstration  projects  to- 
taled over  S2.7  billion,  thereby  reducing  this 


state's  share  of  federal  highway  funds  by 
more  than  S2d  million. 

"Wherefore  your  memorialist,  the  Senate 
of  the  State  of  Arizona,  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives concurring,  prays: 

"1.  That  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
begin  the  process  of  establishing  a  new  sur- 
face transportation  act  during  the  1996  con- 
gressional session  so  that  this  vital  legisla- 
tion can  be  enacted  before  the  expiration  of 
ISTEA. 

"2.  That  the  President  and  Congress  of  the 
United  States  make  the  highway  trust  fund 
and  the  user  fees  accruing  to  it  a  permanent 
fund  to  ensure  that  reliable  funding  sources 
are  available  to  the  states  for  constructing, 
rehabilitating  and  otherwise  Improving  the 
highways  and  bridges  that  are  so  essential  to 
the  vigor  of  the  States  of  Arizona  and  the  na- 
tional economy. 

"3.  That  the  President  and  Congress  of  the 
United  States  protect  the  highway  trust  fund 
from  legislative  proposals  that  divert  high- 
way user  revenues  to  programs  entirely  un- 
related to  the  transportation  purposes  for 
which  this  fund  was  established. 

"4.  That  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
remove  the  federal  highway  trust  fund  from 
the  federal  unified  budget,  release  seques- 
tered transportation  fund  and  remove  for- 
ever the  specter  of  using  dedicated  highway 
funds  for  budget  reducing  measures,  thus 
making  these  funds  available  for  the  purpose 
for  which  they  were  collected  and  intended, 
the  nation's  highway  Infrastructure. 

"5.  That  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
not  Impose  obligation  authority  limits  in  the 
future  so  that  each  state's  highway  author- 
ization levels  will  be  fully  funded. 

"6.  That  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
ceases  to  fund  so-called  demonstration 
projects  and  that  all  highway  trust  fund  rev- 
enues be  distributed  to  the  states  through  an 
equitable  and  fair  highway  funding  formula. 

"7.  That  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
eliminate  mandatory  "set-aside"  programs 
in  the  next  surface  transportation  act,  there- 
by giving  states  more  monies  for  actual 
highway  construction  and  maintenance 
projects. 

"8.  That  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
ensure  that  all  states  receive  at  least  a  nine- 
ty-five percent  return  on  payments  made  to 
the  Federal  Highway  Trust  Fund. 

"9.  That  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the 
State  of  Arizona  transmit  copies  of  this  Me- 
morial to  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
the  President  of  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States,  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  and  to  each 
member  of  the  Arizona  Congressional  Dele- 
gation." 

POM-596.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Idaho;  to  the 
Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works. 

"House  joint  memorial  No.  6 

"Whereas,  during  the  settlement  of  what  is 
now  the  state  of  Idaho  and  the  years  imme- 
diately following,  grizzly  bear  and  human 
Interaction  occurred  to  the  extent  that  It  be- 
came necessary  to  reduce  the  populations  of 
grizzly  bear  in  the  Interests  of  personal  safe- 
ty and  the  protection  of  private  property; 
and 

"Whereas,  the  natural  result  of  these  ef- 
forts, over  time,  has  been  the  establishment 
of  a  de  facto  and  maximum  acceptable  ratio 
of  such  bears  to  humans  In  areas  where  their 
populations  remain;  and 


"Whereas,  the  reintroductlon  of  grizzly 
bears  to  Idaho  will  disrupt  this  bear-to- 
human  ratio  to  the  detriment  of  humans  re- 
sulting in  injury,  death,  and  loss  of  personal 
freedoms  to  the  citizens  of  Idaho;  and 

"Whereas,  our  neighboring  state  of  Mon- 
tana has  experienced  unnecessary  loss  of 
human  life,  unacceptable  land  use  restric- 
tions and  legal  denial  of  the  right  to  protect 
private  property,  which  current  reintroduc- 
tlon proposals  for  Idaho  also  threaten  and 
echo;  and 

"Whereas,  the  United  States  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  has  elected  to  abdicate  pre- 
viously existing  grizzly  management  agree- 
ments with  one  or  more  state  game  manage- 
ment agencies  under  pressure  from  special 
Interest  groups;  and 

"Whereas,  the  forced  reintroductlon  of 
grizzly  bears  into  areas  of  this  state  without 
citizen  support  represents  unwarranted  in- 
trusion into  the  rights  of  our  citizens;  and 

"Whereas,  the  Governor  of  the  state  of 
Idaho  is  vested  with  the  supreme  executive 
power  within  this  state;  Now,  therefore,  be  It 

"Resolved  by  the  members  of  the  Second  Reg- 
ular Session  of  the  Fifty-third  Idaho  Legisla- 
ture, the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Sen- 
ate concurring  therein.  That  we  urgently  re- 
quest the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to 
take  immediate  action  to  protect  Idaho  citi- 
zens Crom  undue  Injury  and  loss  of  life,  as 
well  as  unacceptable  land  use  restrictions, 
that  will  occur  under  a  federal  grizzly  bear 
reintroductlon  program.  We  specifically  re- 
quest that  all  funding  and  authorization  for 
a  forced  grizzly  bear  reintroductlon  program 
be  completely  withdrawn  from  all  federal 
agencies  involved,  be  It  further 

"Resolved.  That  we  urgently  request  the 
Governor  of  the  state  of  Idaho  to  take  any 
and  all  actions  necessary  to  stop  the  reintro- 
ductlon of  grizzly  bears  into  the  state  of 
Idaho  by  any  federal  agency  or  nongovern- 
mental group;  and  be  it  further 

"Resolved.  That  we  encourage  the  Governor 
to  make  use  of  the  Constitutional  Defense 
Fund,  in  accordance  with  existing  statutes, 
to  defend  the  rights  of  this  state  and  its  citi- 
zens against  any  action  or  challenge  regard- 
ing grizzly  bear  reintroductlon  by  the  federal 
government;  and  be  It  further 

"Resolved.  That  the  Chief  Clerk  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  be,  and  she  Is  here- 
by authorized  and  directed  to  forward  a  copy 
of  this  Memorial  to  the  resident  of  the  Sen- 
ate and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  Congress,  and  the  congres- 
sional delegation  representing  the  state  of 
Idaho  in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
and  the  Governor  of  the  state  of  Idaho. 

POM-597.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Iowa  to 
the  Conmilttee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works. 

"Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  No.  i05 

"Whereas,  barges  operating  on  United 
States  Inland  waterways  are  the  dominant 
carriers  of  United  States  grains  to  export 
port  facilities;  and 

"Whereas,  the  barge  share  of  grain  move- 
ment to  export  ports  increased  from  43  per- 
cent in  1974  to  54  percent  in  1991  and  the  ma- 
jority of  this  barge  grain  traffic  is  on  the 
Mississippi  River  system;  and 

"Whereas,  the  Upper  Mississippi  River  Is 
the  dominant  originator  of  grain  barge  traf- 
fic for  export;  and 

"Whereas,  95  percent  of  the  world's  iwpu- 
lation  live  outside  the  United  States;  and 
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"Whereas,  economies  and  populations  con- 
tinue to  grow  worldwide  and  these  agricul- 
tural export  markets  are  essential  to  the 
economic  future  of  the  upper  Midwest  in- 
cluding Iowa:  and 

"Whereas,  barriers  to  increased  inter- 
national trade  continue  to  decline  making 
export  markets  even  more  likely  to  grow; 
and 

"Whereas,  international  markets  are  very 
competitive  and  opportunities  can  be  gained 
or  lost  based  on  very  small  differences  in 
price;  and 

"Whereas,  the  United  States  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  projects  Upper  Mississippi 
River  barge  traffic  to  double  between  1987 
and  2020;  and 

"Whereas,  increased  barge  traffic  will  con- 
tinue to  place  a  burden  on  the  river  trans- 
portation system  which  is  more  than  50 
years  old;  and 

"Whereas,  the  original  design  specifica- 
tions for  the  locks  and  dams  have  been  sur- 
passed by  modem  barge  technology  resulting 
in  delays  because  tows  must  be  broken  down 
to  move  through  the  locks;  and 

"Whereas,  delays  now  costing  535  million 
per  year  are  projected  to  rise  as  high  as  S200 
million  per  year;  and 

"Whereas,  shipping  products  by  rail  or 
truck  would  significantly  Increase  costs  and 
consumption  of  fuel  and  the  emission  of  pol- 
lutants into  the  atmosphere;  and 

"Whereas,  a  consistent,  economical,  and 
reliable  inland  waterway  system  Is  critical 
to  our  economy;  and 

"Whereas,  the  national  economic  and  pub- 
lic benefit  of  the  Upper  Mississippi  River 
System  is  more  than  Jl  billion  per  year  and 
the  maintenance  costs  are  only  S130  million; 
now  therefore,  be  It 

"Resolved  by  the  Senate,  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives concurring.  That  the  maintenance 
of  the  Upper  Mississippi  River  system  is  es- 
sential to  the  economic  well-being  of  Iowa 
and  the  Midwest;  and  be  it  further 

"Resolved.  That  the  Congress  should  con- 
tinue full  funding  for  the  Upper  Mississippi 
River— Illinois  Waterway  Navigation  Fea- 
sibility Study;  provide  adequate  funding  for 
major  rehabilitation  efforts  on  the  Upper 
Mississippi  River;  clearly  recognize  that 
transiwrtatlon  activities  on  the  river  must 
continue;  and  expedite  the  current  study 
process  being  undertaken  by  the  United 
States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  regarding 
the  system's  use  through  the  year  2050;  and 
be  it  further 

"Resolved.  That  copies  of  this  Resolution 
be  sent  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States:  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  United  States 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  North  Central  Di- 
vision; the  United  States  Secretary  of  Trans- 
portation; the  Speaker  of  the  United  States 
House  of  Representatives;  and  the  members 
of  Iowa's  congressional  delegation. 

POM-598.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Michigan 
to  the  Committee  on  Environment  and  Pub- 
lic Works. 

"Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  no.  265 

"Whereas,  an  excellent  highway  network  is 
vitally  Important  to  Michigan's  economic 
well-being.  All  of  the  components  of  the 
State's  economy  are  closely  tied  to  the  qual- 
ity of  the  roadways  used  in  transporting 
goods,  services,  and  people  throughout 
Michigan;  and 

"Whereas,  Michigan's  ability  to  maintain 
our   transimrtatlon    infrastructure    is   seri- 


ously impaired  by  the  current  policies  of  the 
federal  government  with  regard  to  the  fed- 
eral gas  tax  each  individual  and  business 
pays  with  every  gallon  of  gasoline  purchased. 
This  unfair  system  costs  the  state  hundreds 
of  millions  of  dollars  each  year.  The  result  Is 
an  Increasing  problem  with  the  conditions  of 
our  roads  and  bridges;  and 

'Whereas,  the  largest  element  of  the  over- 
all gas  tax  is  the  federal  gas  tax,  which  rep- 
resents 18.4  cents  of  each  dollar  of  gasoline 
sold.  Of  all  of  the  states  required  to  forward 
taxes  to  the  federal  government  each  year. 
Michigan  ranks  among  the  lowest  in  the 
ratio  of  gas  tax  revenues  being  returned  to 
the  citizens  who  paid  the  tax.  In  1993.  for  ex- 
ample, $733.7  million  was  paid  to  the  Federal 
Highway  Trust  Fund,  and  only  J520.1  million 
was  returned,  a  loss  of  S213.6  million,  a  loss 
that  sets  Michigan  at  a  distinct  disadvan- 
tage when  making  road  Improvements.  Con- 
sidering the  Inequitable  manner  in  which 
this  money  Is  reallocated  to  the  states  of  the 
union.  It  Is  clear  that  Michigan  Is  bearing  an 
oppressive  burden  through  this  taxation,  a 
development  of  the  tax  structure  that  must 
be  changed;  and 

"Whereas,  adding  to  Michigan's  tremen- 
dous burden,  during  the  years  1990-1995,  our 
state  contributed  S1.168  billion  to  federal  def- 
icit reduction,  dollars  that  were  Initially 
collected  to  Improve  transportation  routes 
In  Michigan.  This  amount  comprises  ap- 
proximately 20  peroent  of  the  total  amount 
levied  on  Michigan  citizens  for  the  years 
1990-1995.  In  addition,  by  1999  Michigan's 
total  contributions  to  deficit  reduction  are 
expected  to  total  S2.099  billion,  an  amount 
that  would  certainly  enable  us  to  better 
maintain  our  roads  and  highways;  and 

"Wliereas,  clearly,  Michigan  Is  at  a  great 
disadvantage  with  states  that  receive  far 
higher  returns  on  their  gas  tax  dollars 
marked  for  road  Improvements.  In  effect,  we 
are  subsidizing  transportation  maintenance 
and  projects  elsewhere  when  Improvements 
are  so  desperately  needed  In  our  own  state; 
and 

"Whereas,  with  the  new  approaches  to 
budgetary  matters  In  Washington  and  a  re- 
newed willingness  to  examine  the  true  costs 
of  all  spending  policies,  the  time  is  right  to 
remedy  this  unjust  situation;  now.  therefore, 
belt 

"Resolved  by  the  Senate  (the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives concurring).  That  we  urgently  and 
respectfully  request  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  to  return  to  Michigan  all  of 
the  revenue  from  the  federal  gas  tax  col- 
lected In  Michigan;  and  be  it  further 

"Resolved,  That  copies  of  this  resolution  be 
transmitted  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States  Senate,  the  Speaker  of  the  United 
States  House  of  Representatives,  and  to  each 
member  of  the  Michigan  congressional  dele- 
gation with  the  Request  that  each  member 
review  this  Issue  and  offer  a  formal  response 
to  this  body,  the  Michigan  State  Senate. 

POM-599.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Leg- 
islature of  the  State  of  New  Hampshire  to 
the  Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works. 

"HOUSE  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  NO.  27 

"Whereas,  certain  aspects  of  the  Safe 
Drinking  Water  Act  require  municipalities 
to  make  costly  changes  to  municipal  water 
supply  systems;  and 

"Whereas,  the  municipalities  pass  these 
costs  on  to  the  ratepayers  through  water 
bUls;  and 


"Whereas,  certain  requirements  under  the 
current  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  affect 
water  quality  and  result  in  higher  costs  to 
citizens  and  businesses;  now.  therefore,  be  It 

"Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives, 
the  Senate  concurring.  That  the  general  court 
of  New  Hampshire  hereby  urges  the  United 
States  Congress  to  pass  S.1316.  reauthorizing 
only  certain  aspects  of  the  Safe  Drinking 
Water  Act  which  will  attempt  to  make  It 
less  costly  for  municipalities  to  Implement. 
while  preserving  water  quality;  and  That 
copies  of  this  resolution,  signed  by  the  presi- 
dent of  the  senate  and  the  speaker  of  the 
house,  be  forwarded  by  the  house  clerk  to 
the  President  of  the  United  States,  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States  Senate,  to  the 
Speaker  of  the  United  States  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, and  to  each  member  of  the  New 
Hampshire  Congressional  delegation." 


EXECUTR'T:  REPORTS  OF 
COMMITTEES 

The  following  executive  reports  of 
committees  were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  THURMOND,  from  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services: 

John  W.  Hechlnger.  Sr.,  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  to  be  a  Member  of  the  National 
Security  Education  Board  for  a  term  of  four 
years. 

(The  above  nomination  was  reported 
with  the  recommendation  that  he  be 
confirmed,  subject  to  the  nominee's 
commitment  to  respond  to  requests  to 
appear  and  testify  before  any  duly  con- 
stituted committee  of  the  Senate.) 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  jo}.nt  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 
By  Mr.  MOYNIHAN: 

S.  1879.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1966  to  provide  for  S01(c)(3)  bonds 
a  tax  treatment  similar  to  governmental 
bonds,  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance. 

S.  1880.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  to  correct  the  treatment  of 
tax-exempt  financing  of  professional  sports 
facilities;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  MOYNIHAN: 
S.  1879.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  provide  for 
501(cX3)  bonds  a  tax  treatment  similar 
to  governmental  bonds,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Conmiittee  on  Fi- 
nance. 

THE    SECTION    SOKCXS)    NON-PROFTF    OSCAKIZA- 
TIONS  TAX-EXEMPT  BOND  REFOM  ACT  OF  UK 

By  Mr.  MOYNIHAN: 
S.  1880.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
P.  2  venue  Code  of  1986  to  correct  the 
treatment  of  tax-exempt  financing  of 
p^'ofesslona?  sports  facilities;  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 
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THE  STOP  TAX-EXEMPT  ARENA  DEBT  ISSUANCE 
ACT 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  introduce  two  tax  bills.  The 
first,  the  section  501(c)(3)  Nonprofit  Or- 
ganizations Tax-Exempt  Bond  Reform 
Act  of  1996,  has  been  introduced  several 
times  previously  by  this  Senator,  with 
several  of  my  distinguished  colleagues 
as  cosponsors.  It  would  undo  what 
ought  never  have  been  done:  the  classi- 
fication of  bonds  of  private  nonprofit 
higher  education  institutions  and  other 
nonprofit  organizations  as  those  of  a 
private  activity.  I  reintroduce  this  leg- 
islation today  because  of  its  critical 
imixjrtance,  and  because  we  have  found 
a  particularly  appropriate  offset:  The 
Stop  Tax-Exempt  Arena  Debt  Issuance 
Act,  which  I  introduce  today  for  the 
first  time. 

The  Stop  Tax-Exempt  Arena  Debt 
Issuance  Act  would  close  a  gaping  loop- 
hole. Recently,  a  spate  of  tax-exempt 
bonds  have  been  issued  to  finance  pro- 
fessional sports  facilities,  even  though 
Congress  acted  to  proscribe  this  prac- 
tice in  1986.  The  bill  would  eliminate 
this  tax-subsidized  financing  of  profes- 
sional sports  facilities. 

Taken  together,  these  two  bills  cor- 
rect a  serious  mlsallocation  of  our  lim- 
ited resources  under  present  law:  a  tax 
subsidy  that  inures  largely  to  the  bene- 
fit of  wealthy  sports  franchise  owners 
would  be  replaced  with  increased  fund- 
ing for  educational  and  research  facili- 
ties at  private  colleges  and  univer- 
sities. 

Let  me  briefly  describe  the  two 
measures: 

THE  SECTION  SOKCXS)  NONPROFFr  ORGANIZATIONS 
TAX-EXEMPT  BOND  REFORM  ACT  OF  1S96 

The  first  bill  would  remove  the  "pri- 
vate activity"  label  from  the  tax-ex- 
empt bonds  of  private,  nonprofit  higher 
education  institutions  and  other  orga- 
nizations, and  thereby  eliminate  the 
arbitrary  $150  million  cap  on  the 
amount  of  tax-exempt  bonds  that  such 
an  institution  may  have  outstanding. 

The  Tax  Reform  Act  of  1986  imposed 
the  "private  activity"  label  on  bonds 
issued  on  behalf  of  nonprofit  institu- 
tions, collectively  known  as  section 
501(cX3)  organizations,  obscuring  the 
longstanding  recognition  in  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  the  public  pur- 
poses served  by  these  private  institu- 
tions. Prior  to  that  time,  the  tax  law 
historically  had  treated  private  non- 
profit colleges  and  universities  essen- 
tially the  same  as  governmental  enti- 
ties. Governmental  units  and  section 
501(c)(3)  organizations  were  both  classi- 
fied as  "exempt  persons,"  and  were  af- 
forded the  benefits  of  tax-exempt  bonds 
on  the  same  basis.  This  was  an  explicit 
recognition  in  the  Tax  Code  of  the  pub- 
lic purposes  served  by  private  nonprofit 
institutions  of  higher  learning. 

The  1986  act's  elimination  of  the  "ex- 
empt person"  category  and  the  classi- 


fication of  section  501(c)(3)  organiza- 
tions' bonds  as  "private  activity" 
bonds  was  a  serious  error.  It  hsis  rel- 
egated private  higher  education  insti- 
tutions to  a  diminished,  restricted  sta- 
tus. Most  sigrnificant  among  the  re- 
strictions imposed  in  the  1986  act  was 
the  S150  million  limitation  on  the 
amount  of  bonds  that  any  nonprofit  in- 
stitution— other  than  a  hospital — may 
have  outstanding.  We  were  successful 
in  1986  in  keeping  other  "private  activ- 
ity" bond  strictures  from  being  im- 
posed on  nonprofits — the  minimum  tax 
and  statewide  volume  caps,  for  exam- 
ple. 

Now  we  must  rectify  our  error,  re- 
move the  "private  activity"  label,  and 
restore  equal  access  to  tax-exempt  fi- 
nancing. If  we  do  not  act  soon,  the  vi- 
tality of  our  private  institutions  in 
higher  education  and  research  will  be 
at  risk.  A  distinguishing  feature  of 
American  society  is  the  singular  degree 
to  which  we  maintain  an  independent 
sector — "private  universit[ies]  in  the 
public  service,"  to  paraphrase  the 
motto  of  New  York  University.  This  is 
no  longer  so  in  most  of  the  democratic 
world;  it  never  was  so  in  the  rest.  It  is 
a  treasure  and  a  phenomenon  that  has 
clearly  produced  excellence — indeed, 
the  envy  of  the  world.  We  must  insure 
the  strengrth  of  the  independent  sector 
by  restoring  parity  of  treatment  for 
tax-exempt  finance.  Otherwise,  in  20 
years,  we  will  look  up  and  find  we  have 
lost  a  unique  feature  of  American  de- 
mocracy of  inestimable  value. 

The  sciences  su-e  now  capital  inten- 
sive undertakings.  The  need  for  capital 
for  university  research  facilities  is 
acute  ajid  critical.  In  1990,  the  National 
Science  Foundation  estimated  that  for 
every  $1  spent  for  maintenance  of  uni- 
versity research  facilities,  an  addi- 
tional $4.25  was  deferred.  As  for  new 
construction,  the  Foundation  reports 
that  for  every  $1  spent,  another  $3.11  in 
needed  new  construction  was  deferred 
in  1990. 

The  practical  effect  of  the  $150  mil- 
lion cap  is  to  deny  tax-exempt  financ- 
ing to  large,  private,  research-oriented 
educational  institutions  most  in  need 
of  capital  to  carry  out  their  research 
mission.  This  will  have  a  predictable, 
inevitable  impact  over  a  generation: 
the  distribution  of  major  research 
among  the  leading  institutions  in  this 
country  will  profoundly  change.  If  I 
may  use  an  example  from  California: 
with  this  kind  of  differential  in  capital 
costs,  we  could  look  up  one  day  and 
find  Stanford  to  be  still  an  institution 
of  the  greatest  quality  as  an  under- 
graduate teaching  facility — with  a  fine 
law  school  and  excellent  liberal  arts 
degree  program— but  with  all  the  big 
science  projects  at  Berkeley,  the  State 
institution. 

This  is  not  hyperbole.  Already,  31- 
private  colleges  ard  universi'"les  are  at 
or  near  the  $150  million  cap,  and  fore- 


closed from  using  tax-exempt  debt.  A 
few  years  ago,  as  the  $150  million  cap 
was  beginning  to  take  effect,  19  of  the 
universities  that  ranked  in  the  top  50 
in  research  undertaking  were  private 
institutions.  Now,  only  14  of  those  19 
private  institutions  remain  in  the  top 
50,  and  all  but  1  are  foreclosed  from 
tax-exempt  financing  as  a  result  of  the 
$150  million  per  institution  limit. 

This  legislation  will  restore  the  sta- 
tus of  private  nonprofit  institutions  of 
higher  learning,  making  their  access  to 
tax-exempt  financing  equal  to  that  of 
their  public  counterparts.  The  legisla- 
tion aJso  reestablishes  recognition  in 
the  Tax  Code  of  the  essential  public 
purposes  served  by  private  nonprofit 
institutions. 

Mr.  President,  the  capital  needs  of 
private  universities  merit  the  very  se- 
rious attention  of  this  body.  The  cost 
of  these  changes  is  modest,  given  their 
importance.  The  staff  of  the  Joint 
Committee  on  Taxation  has  estimated 
the  revenue  loss  previously  at  $308  mil- 
lion over  5  years.  The  Senate  has  twice 
passed  legrislation  lo  reverse  the  $150 
million  bond  cap  mistake — in  the  Fam- 
ily Tax  Fairness,  Economic  Growth, 
and  Health  Care  Access  Act  of  1992 
(H.R.  4210)  and  the  Revenue  Act  of  1992 
(H.R.  11)— only  to  have  both  bills  ve- 
toed by  President  Bush.  We  should  cor- 
rect this  error  before  it  is  too  late.  If 
we  do  not,  we  will  soon  not  recognize 
the  higher  education  sector. 

THE  STOP  TAX-EXEMPT  ARENA  DEBT  ISSUANCE 
ACT— A  BILL  TO  CORRECT  THE  TREATMENT  OF 
TAX-EXEMPT  FINANCING  OF  PROFESSIONAL 
SPORTS  FACILITIES 

Mr.  President,  the  second  bill  is  an 
especially  appropriate  offset  for  the 
first  bill  and  is  an  important  piece  of 
legislation  in  its  own  right. 

This  legislation  will  close  a  big  loop- 
hole, a  loophole  that  ultimately  injures 
State  and  local  governments  and  other 
issuers  of  tax  exempt  bonds,  that  pro- 
vides an  unintended  Federal  subsidy  (in 
fact,  contravenes  congressional  intent), 
and  that  contributes  to  the  enrichment 
of  persons  who  need  no  Federal  assist- 
ance whatsoever. 

I  refer  to  the  large  number  of  profes- 
sional sports  facilities  subsidized  in  re- 
cent years  through  the  issuance  of  tax- 
exempt  bonds.  It  seems  that  nearly 
every  day,  another  professional  sports 
franchise  owner  demands  a  new  sta- 
divma,  one  subsidized  by  Federal,  State 
and  local  taxpayers. 

Why  do  owners  want  new  stadiums? 
Our  existing  stock  of  stadiums  is  not 
functionally  obsolete.  Many  stadiums 
are  new,  and  our  older  ones  generally 
can  and  will  continue  to  serve,  and 
serve  well,  for  the  exhibition  of  profes- 
sional sports  for  years  to  come.  In  fact 
many  older,  historic  stadiums  are  be- 
loved by  fans.  The  reason  for  new  stadi- 
ums is  economics— the  team  owners' 
bottom  line.  The  owner  can  generate 
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more  revenues  with  a  new  stadium  re- 
plete with  luxury  skyboxes  and  other 
amenities. 

Building  new  professional  sports  fa- 
cilities is  fine  by  me.  Let  the  new  sta- 
diums be  built.  But,  please,  do  not  ask 
the  American  taxpayer  to  pay  for 
them. 

Prior  to  1984,  professional  sports  sta- 
diums could  be  completely  financed 
with  tax-exempt,  "private  activity" 
bonds  (or  industrial  development  bonds 
as  they  were  formerly  known).  In  the 
Deficit  Reduction  Act  of  1984,  Congress 
stipulated  that  tax-exempt  bond  pro- 
ceeds could  not  be  used  to  finance  the 
construction  of  luxury  skyboxes.  And 
in  the  Tax  Reform  Act  of  1986,  we  fun- 
damentally restructured  the  tax-ex- 
empt bond  provisions  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code.  As  part  of  that  effort, 
we  repealed  the  "private  activity" 
bond  category  for  stadium  bonds,  in- 
tending to  eliminate  tax-exempt  fi- 
nancing of  professional  sports  fauiilities 
altogether. 

Unfortunately,  Congress  did  not  ad- 
dress the  issue  of  whether  stadium 
bonds  could  be  issued  as  governmental 
bonds  because  that  possibility  was  too 
remote  to  have  occurred  to  us.  And  in 
our  silence,  a  loophole  was  bom.  Inno- 
vative bond  counsel  have  devised  ag- 
gressive schemes  to  finance  stadiums 
with  tax-exempt,  governmental  pur- 
pose bonds.  So  this  legislation  is  cor- 
rective. It  will  put  an  end  to  a  practice 
we  thought  we  had  stopped  in  1986. 

The  history  of  the  changes  made  by 
the  1986  act  reveals  why  the  use  of  tax- 
exempt  financing  for  professional 
sports  facilities  is  a  loophole  that 
should  be  closed.  In  May  1985,  Presi- 
dent Reagan  issued  a  report  rec- 
ommending that  tax-exempt  bonds  be 
limited  to  traditional  governmental 
purposes.  In  December  1985,  the  House 
largely  adopted  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration's recommendations  for  tax-ex- 
empt bond  reform.  The  Senate  was  of 
course  not  inclined  to  go  as  far  as  the 
House.  The  1986  act,  as  it  emerged  from 
conference,  reflected  a  compromise  be- 
tween the  House  and  Senate.  We  al- 
lowed States  and  local  governments  to 
continue  to  issue  tax-exempt  bonds  for 
traditional  governmental  purposes, 
such  as  schools,  roads,  bridges.  At  the 
same  time,  we  limited  the  issuance  of 
tax-exempt  bonds  for  private  activities 
to  a  short  list  of  projects  with  signifi- 
cant public  benefits,  even  though  car- 
ried out  with  private  ownership.  And 
we  subjected  private  activity  bonds  to 
other  significant  limitations,  chief 
among  them  being  a  unified,  statewide 
volume  limitation. 

Why  did  Congress  make  these 
changes?  Why  did  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration propose  curtailing  the  use  of 
tax-exempt  bonds?  We  were  all  con- 
cerned with  the  large  and  increasing 
volume  of  tax-exempt  bonds,  including 
am  increasing  percentage  of  industrial 


development  bonds  that  were  being 
issued  at  that  time  to  subsidize  private 
business  activities. 

The  increasing  proliferation  of  tax- 
exempt  bonds  led  to  a  number  of  prob- 
lems. First,  it  drove  up  interest  costs. 
Larger  interest  costs  drove  up  the  cost 
of  financing  roads,  bridges,  and  other 
items  traditionally  financed  with  tax- 
exempt  bonds,  and  meant  that  State 
and  local  governments  had  to  increase 
taxes  or  reduce  services  in  order  to  pay 
for  these  improvements — or  forego  im- 
provements. 

Second,  the  proliferation  of  tax-ex- 
empt bonds  led  to  mounting  revenue 
losses  to  the  U.S.  Treasury.  The  Con- 
gressional Research  Service  recently 
reported  that  from  1980  to  1985,  the  an- 
nual amount  of  foregone  tax  revenue 
from  tax  exempt  bonds  had  risen  236 
percent  to  $18.2  billion. 

Third,  the  use  of  taxpayer-subsidized 
financing  for  a  rapidly  growing  number 
of  private  business  awitivities  resulted 
in  an  inefficient  allocation  of  capital. 
Investment  decisions  were  being  made 
on  the  basis  of  which  projects  qualified 
for  tax-exempt  financing,  rather  than 
on  the  economic  viability  of  the  under- 
lying project. 

Fourth,  taxpayers  were  able  to  shield 
a  growing  amount  of  their  investment 
income  from  income  tax  by  purchasing 
tax-exempt  bonds.  We  had  become  very 
concerned  with  a  number  of  tax  shel- 
tering activities  during  the  1980's  and 
the  undermining  effect  such  activities 
had  on  our  tax  system. 

So  in  1986,  we  fundamentally  restruc- 
tured the  tax  exempt  bond  rules.  And 
one  of  the  things  we  did  was  prohibit 
the  issuance  of  tax-exempt  bonds  to  fi- 
nance sports  stadiums.  Or  so  we 
thought. 

Once  again,  under  a  loophole  in  the 
law,  professional  sports  team  owners 
are  financing  newer  and  more  luxu- 
rious stadiums  with  tax-exempt  sta- 
dium bonds.  Cities  are  promising  new 
stadiums,  with  dozens  of  luxury 
skyboxes.  to  entice  professional  sports 
teams  to  relocate.  Should  the  tax- 
payers in  the  team's  current  home 
town  be  forced  to  pay  for  the  team's 
new  stadium  in  a  new  city?  The  answer 
is  unmistakably  no. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  extraordinary. 
Particularly  when  compared  to  the 
limitations  we  place  on  private  activ- 
ity bonds,  amd  these  stadium  bonds  as- 
suredly are  private  activity  bonds  in 
fact  if  not  in  name.  Most  States  cannot 
issue  more  than  $150  million  of  private 
activity  bonds  per  year.  However,  no 
limit  is  imposed  on  the  amount  of  bond 
financing  that  can  be  used  to  finance  a 
professional  sports  facility.  Where  is 
the  private  activity  bond  prohibition 
against  building  luxury  skyboxes  with 
tax-exempt  bond  proceeds?  Where  is 
the  private  activity  bond  provision 
that  subjects  the  interest  on  stadium 
bonds  to  the  alternative  minimum  tax? 


Where  are  all  of  the  other  limitations 
on  private  activity  bonds  that  we  have 
judged  are  necessarjr?  They  apparently 
do  not  apply  to  these  new  stadium 
bonds. 

And  the  situation  is  also  unfair  when 
compared  to  the  restrictions  we  impose 
on  the  ability  of  our  private,  nonprofit 
educational  institutions  to  issue  tax- 
exempt  debt.  New  York  University  can 
only  issue  $150  million  in  tax-exempt 
debt  to  finance  its  facilities  in  Manhat- 
tan. Stanford,  Boston  College,  Univer- 
sity of  Miami,  Northwestern  Univer- 
sity, Emory,  (Georgetown,  University  of 
Pennsylvania^these  are  a  few  of  the 
institutions  that  can  no  longer  issue 
tax-exempt  debt  to  finance  thefr  lab- 
oratories, classrooms,  and  other  facili- 
ties that  are  essential  to  our  private 
institutions  of  higher  education. 

The  Congressional  Research  Service 
issued  a  critical  report  late  last  month 
on  the  new  stadium  bonds,  and  con- 
cluded that  the  federal  tax  subsidy  in- 
herent in  tax-exempt  bond  financing  is 
not  justified: 

Proponents  argue  that  these  stadium's  eco- 
noniic  benefits  justify  the  subsidies.  Eco- 
nomic analysis  sxiggests  this  Is  not  the  case. 
One  study  found  that  a  new  stadium  had  no 
discernible  impact  on  economic  development 
In  27  of  30  metropolitan  areas,  and  had  a  neg- 
ative Impact  In  the  other  three  areas.  The 
reason  for  this  can  be  Illustrated  with  the 
Baltimore  football  stadium  proposal.  Elco- 
nomlc  benefits  were  overstated  by  236%.  pri- 
marily because  the  reduced  spending  on 
other  activities  that  enables  people  to  attend 
stadium  events  was  not  netted  against  sta- 
dium spending.  And  no  account  was  taken  of 
losses  Incurred  by  foregoing  more  productive 
Investments.  The  state's  S177  million  sta- 
dium investment  is  estimated  to  create  1.394 
jobs  at  a  cost  of  S127.000  per  job.  The  cost  per 
job  generated  by  the  state's  Sunny  Day  Fund 
economic  development  program  Is  estimated 
to  be  S6.250.  The  economic  case  against  fed- 
eral subsidy  of  stadiums  Is  stronger.  Almost 
all  stadium  spending  Is  spending  that  would 
have  been  made  on  other  activities  within 
the  United  States,  which  means  benefits  to 
the  Nation  as  a  whole  are  near  zero. 

The  report  continues  by  citing  sev- 
eral problems  caused  by  the  change  in 
treatment  of  tax-exempt  bonds  for  sta- 
diums made  by  the  Tax  Reform  Act  of 
1986: 

It  continues  stadium  financing  as  an  open- 
ended  matching  grant  for  which  the  mag- 
nitude of  the  federal  subsidy  In  any  given 
year  is  determined  without  the  Input  of  fed- 
eral officials  and  federal  taxpayers;  It  vir- 
tually requires  state-local  governments  to 
offer  more  favorable  lease  terms  to  Its  pro- 
fessional tenants;  and  It  requires  state-local 
governments  to  finance  their  subsidy  with 
general  revenue  sources  rather  than  beneflt- 
t3rpe  payments  such  as  stadium-related  user 
charges  and  rents. 

Finally,  what  makes  the  new  spate  of 
stadium  bonds  all  the  more  egregious 
is  the  price  that  we  paid  to  end  this 
practice  in  the  first  place.  The  realities 
of  the  legislative  process  in  1986  re- 
quired that  we  provide  extraordinarily 
generous  transition  relief  to  those  per- 
sons planning  to  build  such  facilities  at 
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that  time.  We  wrote  special  rules  that 
allowed  the  tax-exempt  financing  of 
"virtually  every  stadium  in  the  plan- 
ning or  gleam-in-the-eye  stages,'  as 
described  in  the  aforementioned  Con- 
gressional Research  Service  report. 
First,  we  allowed  all  proposed  sports 
stadiums  with  binding  commitments  to 
issue  tax-exempt  bonds,  as  they  had 
planned.  In  addition,  additional  transi- 
tional relief  was  provided  to  allow  the 
issuance  of  up  to  $2.7  billion  in  tax-ex- 
empt bonds  for  the  construction  and 
repair  of  25  specifically  described 
sports  facilities  that  were  too  prelimi- 
nary in  their  development  to  satisfy 
the  transition  rules. 

Mr.  President,  the  legislation  I  am 
introducing  will  do  what  we  intended 
to  do,  and  thought  we  did,  in  1986.  This 
legislation  makes  clear  that  profes- 
sional sports  facilities  may  not  be  fi- 
nanced with  tax-exempt  bonds. 

There  are  a  few  technical  issues  on 
which  I  would  like  to  solicit  comments. 
First,  the  proposed  effective  date  would 
be  today.  Perhaps  it  should  be  made  ef- 
fective on  October  22,  1986,  the  day 
President  Reagan  signed  the  Tax  Re- 
form Act  of  1986  into  law  and  we  pro- 
hibited the  issuance  of  stadium  bonds 
in  the  first  place.  After  all,  this  bill  is, 
in  a  sense,  a  "technical  correction." 
Nevertheless.  I  would  like  to  consider 
the  need  for  equitable  relief  for  stadi- 
ums already  In  the  planning  stages. 

Second,  a  number  of  sports  facilities 
that  are  not  built  for  a  professional 
sports  franchise  will  be  used  for  the  oc- 
casional charitable  or  isolated  sporting 
event.  Thus,  charitable  or  de  minimis 
use  exceptions  to  this  legislation  may 
be  appropriate. 

Mr.  President,  these  two  bills,  taken 
together,  would  correct  a  serious 
mlsallocation  of  our  limited  resources. 
Should  we  subsidize  professional  sports 
firanchises  and  underwrite  bidding  wars 
among  cities  seeking  (or  fighting  to 
keep)  professional  sports  franchises,  or 
should  we  act  to  prevent  a  significant 
decline  In  the  ability  of  our  nonprofit, 
private  research  universities  to  attract 
capital  for  classrooms  and  research  fa- 
cilities? To  my  mind,  this  is  not  a  dif- 
ficult choice. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  two  bills  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  along  with  explanatory  state- 
ments. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1879 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SBCnON  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Section 
S01(c)(3)  Nonproflt  OrganlzaUons  Tax-Ex- 
empt Bond  Reform  Act  of  1996". 


SEC.  2.  TAX  TREATMENT  OF  501(c)(3)  BONDS  SIMI- 
LAR TO  GOVERNMENTAL  BONDS. 

(a)  Ln"  General. — Subsection  (a)  of  section 
150  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986  (re- 
lating to  definitions  and  special  rules)  is 
amended  by  striking  paragraphs  (2)  and  (4), 
by  redesignating  paragraphs  (5)  and  (6)  as 
paragraphs  (4)  and  (5).  respectively,  and  by 
Inserting  after  paragraph  (1)  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

"(2)  EXE.MPT  PERSON.— 

"(A)  Ix  GENERAL. — The  term  'exempt  per- 
son' means — 

"(I)  a  governmental  unit,  or 

"(ID  a  501(c)(3)  organization,  but  only  with 
respect  to  its  activities  which  do  not  con- 
stitute unrelated  trades  or  businesses  as  de- 
termined by  applying  section  513(a). 

"(B)   GOVERNME.NTAL   UNFT  NOT  TO   DJCHrtlE 

FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT.— The  term  'govern- 
mental unit'  does  not  Include  the  United 
States  or  any  agency  or  Instrumentality 
thereof. 

"(C)  501(c)(3)  ORGANiZA'noN.— The  term 
'501(c)(3)  organization'  means  any  organiza- 
tion described  In  section  501(c)(3)  and  exempt 
from  tax  under  section  501(a)." 

(b)  Repeal  of  Qualified  501(c)(3)  Bond 
Designation.— Section  145  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  (relating  to  qualified 
501(c)(3)  bonds)  is  repealed. 

(c)  Conforming  amendments.— 

(1)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  141(b)  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1986  Is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  "government  use"  In  sub- 
paragraph (A)(U)(I)  and  subparagraph  (B)(1I) 
and  Inserting  "exempt  person  use", 

(B)  by  striking  "a  government  use"  In  sub- 
paragraph (B)  and  inserting  "an  exempt  per- 
son use", 

(C)  by  striking  "related  business  use"  In 
subparagraph  (AKI1)(II)  and  subparagraph  (B) 
and  Inserting  "related  private  business  use", 

(D)  by  striking  "related  business  use"  In 
the  heading  of  subparagraph  (B)  and  insert- 
ing "RELATED  PRIVATE  BUSINESS  USE",  and 

(E)  by  striking  "government  use"  In  the 
heading  thereof  and  Inserting  "exempt  per- 
son use". 

(2)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  141(b)(6)  of 
such  Code  Is  amended  by  striking  "a  govern- 
mental unit"  and  inserting  "an  exempt  per- 
son". 

(3)  Paragraph  (7)  of  section  141(b)  of  such 
Code  is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  "government  use"  and  in- 
serting "exempt  person  use",  and 

(B)  by  striking  "GOVERNMENT  USE"  In  the  , 
heading  thereof  and  Inserting  "Exej:pt  per- 
son use". 

(4)  Section  141(b)  of  such  Code  Is  amended 
by  striking  paragraph  (9). 

(5)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  141(c)  of  such 
Code  Is  amended  by  striking  "governmental 
units"  and  Inserting  "exempt  persons". 

(6)  Section  141  of  such  Code  Is  amended  by 
redesignating  subsection  (e)  as  subsection  (f) 
and  by  Inserting  after  subsection  (d)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection: 

"(e)  Certain  Issues  Used  To  Provide  Res- 
idential RENTAL  Housing  for  Family 
Units.— 

"(1)  In  general. — Except  as  provided  In 
paragraph  (2).  for  purposes  of  this  title,  the 
term  'private  activity  bond'  Includes  any 
bond  Issued  as  part  of  an  issue  If  any  portion 
of  the  net  proceeds  of  the  issue  are  to  be  used 
(directly  or  indirectly)  by  an  exempt  person 
described  In  section  150(a)(2){A)(II)  to  provide 


residential  rental  property  for  family  units. 
This  paragraph  shall  not  apply  If  the  bond 
would  not  be  a  private  activity  bond  If  the 
section  501(c)(3)  organization  were  not  an  ex- 
empt person. 

"(2)  Exception  for  bonds  used  to  provide 
(jualified  resedentlu.  rental  projects.— 
Paragraph  (1)  shall  not  apply  to  any  bond 
Issued  as  part  of  an  issue  if  the  portion  of 
such  issue  which  Is  to  be  used  as  described  in 
paragraph  (1)  is  to  be  used  to  provide — 

"(A)  a  residential  rental  property  for  fam- 
ily units  If  the  first  use  of  such  property  Is 
pursuant  to  such  Issue. 

"(B)  qualified  residential  rental  projects 
(as  defined  in  section  142(d)),  or 

"(C)  property  which  Is  to  be  substantially 
rehabilitated  In  a  rehabilitation  beginning 
within  the  2-year  period  ending  1  year  after 
the  date  of  the  acquisition  of  such  property. 

"(3)  Substantial  REHABiLiTA-noN.- 

"(A)  In  general. — Except  as  provided  in 
subparagraph  (B).  rules  similar  to  the  rules 
of  section  47(c)(1)(C)  shall  apply  In  determin- 
ing for  purposes  of  paragraph  (2)(C)  whether 
property  Is  substantially  rehabilitated. 

"(B)  Exception.— For  purposes  of  subpara- 
graph (A),  clause  (11)  of  section  47(c)(1)(C) 
shall  not  apply,  but  the  Secretary  may  ex- 
tend the  24-month  period  In  section 
47(c)(l)(C)(I)  where  appropriate  due  to  cir- 
cumstances not  within  the  control  of  the 
owner. 

"(4)  Certain  property  treated  as  new 
property.— Solely  for  purposes  of  determin- 
ing under  paragraph  (2)(A)  whether  the  1st 
use  of  property  Is  pursuant  to  tax-exempt  fi- 
nancing- 

"(A)  In  general.— If— 
"(1)  the  1st  use  of  property  Is  pursuant  to 
taxable  flnanclng. 

"(II)  there  was  a  reasonable  expectation  (at 
the  time  such  taxable  financing  was  pro- 
vided) that  such  financing  would  be  replaced 
by  tax-exempt  financing,  and 

"(111)  the  taxable  financing  Is  In  fact  so  re- 
placed within  a  reasonable  period  after  the 
taxable  financing  was  provided, 

then  the  1st  use  of  such  property  shall  be 
treated  as  being  pursuant  to  the  tax-exempt 
financing. 

"(B)  SPECIAL  RULE  WHERE  NO  OPERATING 
STATE  OR  LOCAL  PROGRAM  FOR  TAX-EXEMPT  n- 

NANCiNG.— If,  at  the  time  of  the  1st  use  of 
property,  there  was  no  operating  State  or 
local  program  for  tax-exempt  financing  of 
the  property,  the  1st  use  of  the  property 
shall  be  treated  as  pursuant  to  the  1st  tax- 
exempt  financing  of  the  property. 

"(C)  Definitions. — For  purposes  of  this 
paragraph— 

"(I)  Tax-exempt  fdjancdjg.— The  term 
'tax-exempt  financing'  means  financing  pro- 
vided by  tax-exempt  bonds. 

"(II)  Taxable  financing.— The  term  'tax- 
able financing'  means  financing  which  Is  not 
tax-exempt  financing." 

(7)  Section  141(f)  of  such  Code,  as  redesig- 
nated by  paragraph  (6),  Is  amended— 

(A)  by  adding  "or"  at  the  end  of  subpara- 
graph (E), 

(B)  by  striking  ",  or"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (F),  and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  a 
period,  and 

(C)  by  striking  subparagraph  (G). 

(8)  The  last  sentence  of  section  144(b)(1)  of 
such  Code  Is  amended  by  striking  "(deter- 
mined" and  all  that  follows  to  the  period. 
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(9)  Clause  (il)  of  section  144(c)(2)(C)  of  such 
Code  Is  amended  by  •  striking  "a  govern- 
mental unit"  and  inserting  "an  exempt  per- 
son". 

(10)  Section  146(g)  of  such  Code  Is  amend- 
ed— 

(A)  by  striking  paragraph  (2).  and 

(B)  by  redesignating  the  remaining  para- 
graphs after  paragraph  (1)  as  paragraphs  (2) 
and  (3).  respectively. 

(11)  The  heading  of  section  146{k)(3)  of  such 
Code  is  amended  by  striking  "govern- 
mental" and  inserting  "exempt  person". 

(12)  The  heading  of  section  146(m)  of  such 
Code  Is  amended  by  striking  "Government" 
and  Inserting  "Exempt  Person". 

(13)  Subsection  (h)  of  section  147  of  such 
Code  Is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(h)  Certain  Rules  Not  To  apply  to 
Mortgage  Revenue  Bonds  and  Qualified 
Studen-t  loan  Bonds.— SubsecUons  (a),  (b), 
(c),  and  (d)  shall  not  apply  to  any  qualified 
mortgage  bond,  qualified  veterans'  mortgage 
bond,  or  qualified  student  loan  bond." 

(14)  Section  147  of  such  Code  is  amended  by 
striking  paragraph  (4)  of  subsection  (b)  and 
redesignating  paragraph  (5)  of  such  sub- 
section as  paragraph  (4). 

(15)  Subparagraph  (F)  of  section  148(d)(3)  of 
such  Code  Is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  "or  which  is  a  qualified 
501(c)(3)  bond",  and 

(B)  by  striking  "(SOvernmental  use  bonds 
AND  qualified  50I(cx3)"  In  the  heading  there- 
of and  inserting  "exempt  person". 

(16)  Subclause  (H)  of  section  148(f)(4)(B)(lI) 
of  such  Code  is  amended  by  striking  "(other 
than  a  qualified  501(c)(3)  bond)". 

(17)  Clause  (Iv)  of  section  148(f)(4)(C)  of 
such  Ccxle  Is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  "a  governmental  unit  or  a 
S01(c)(3)  organization"  each  place  It  appears 
and  Inserting  "an  exempt  person", 

(B)  by  striking  "qualified  501(c)(3)  bonds,", 
and 

(C)  by  striking  the  cotdida  after  "private 
activity  bonds"  the  first  place  It  appears. 

(18)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  148(f)(7)  of 
such  Code  Is  amended  by  striking  "(other 
than  a  qualified  501(c)(3)  bond)". 

(19)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  149(d)  of  such 
Code  Is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  "(other  than  a  qualified 
501(c)(3)  bond)",  and 

(B)  by  striking  "Certain  private"  In  the 
heading  thereof  and  Inserting  "Private". 

(20)  Section  149(e)(2)  of  such  Ck)de  is  amend- 


(A)  by  striking  "which  Is  not  a  private  ac- 
tivity bond"  In  the  second  sentence  and  in- 
serting "which  Is  a  bond  Issued  for  an  ex- 
empt person  described  in  section 
150(a)(2)(A)(l)".  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
sentence:  "Subparagraph  (D)  shall  not  apply 
to  any  bond  which  Is  not  a  private  activity 
bond  but  which  would  be  such  a  bond  if  the 
S01(c)(3)  organization  using  the  proceeds 
thereof  were  not  an  exempt  person." 

(21)  The  heading  of  subsection  (b)  of  sec- 
tion 150  of  such  Code  Is  amended  by  striking 
"Tax-Exempt  Private  Acnvmr  Bonds"  and 
inserting  "Certain  Tax-Exempt  Bonds". 

(22?  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  150(b)  of  such 
Code  is  amended— 

(A)  by  Inserting  "owned  by  a  501(c)(3)  orga- 
nization" after  "any  facility"  in  subpara- 
graph (A). 


(B)  by  striking  "any  private  activity  bond 
which,  when  Issued,  piirported  to  be  a  tax-ex- 
empt qualified  501(c)(3)  bond"  In  subpara- 
graph (A)  and  Inserting  "any  bond  which, 
when  Issued,  purported  to  be  a  tax-exempt 
bond,  and  which  would  be  a  private  activity 
bond  If  the  501(c)(3)  organization  using  the 
proceeds  thereof  were  not  an  exempt  per- 
son", and 

(C)  by  striking  the  heading  thereof  and  In- 
serting "Bonds  for  exempt  persons  other 

than  GOVERNME-VTAL  untts.- ". 

(23)  Paragraph  (5)  of  section  150(b)  of  such 
Code  is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  "private  activity"  in  sub- 
paragraph (A), 

(B)  by  Inserting  "and  which  would  be  a  pri- 
vate activity  bond  if  the  501(c)(3)  organiza- 
tion using  the  proceeds  thereof  were  not  an 
exempt  person"  after  "tax-exempt  bond"  in 
subparagraph  (A), 

(C)  by  striking  subparagraph  (B)  and  in- 
serting the  following  new  subparagraph: 

"(B)  such  facility  Is  required  to  be  owned 
by  an  exempt  person,  and",  and 

(D)  by  striking  "governmen-tal  units  or 
SOKCXS)  ORGANiZA-noNS"  In  the  heading  there- 
of and  inserting  "EXEMPT  persons". 

(24)  Section  150  of  such  Code  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  sub- 
section: 

"(f)  Certain  Rules  to  apply  to  bonds 
FOR  Exempt  Persons  Other  Than  Govern- 
mental Untts.— 

"(1)  In  general.— Nothing  in  section  103(a) 
or  any  other  provision  of  law  shall  be  con- 
strued to  i>rovlde  an  exemption  from  Federal 
Income  tax  for  Interest  on  any  bond  which 
would  be  a  private  activity  bond  If  the 
501(c)(3)  organization  using  the  proceeds 
thereof  were  not  an  exempt  person  unless 
such  bond  satisfies  the  requirements  of  sub- 
sections (b)  and  (f)  of  section  147. 

"(2)  Special  rule  for  pooled  financing  of 

501(CX3>  ORGANiZA'noN.- 

"(A)  In  general.— At  the  election  of  the 
issuer,  a  bond  described  in  paragraph  (1) 
shall  be  treated  as  meeting  the  requirements 
of  section  147(b)  If  such  bond  meets  the  re- 
quirements of  subi>aragraph  (B). 

"(B)  Requirements.— A  bond  meets  the  re- 
quirements of  this  subparagraph  If— 

"(1)  95  percent  or  more  of  the  net  proceeds 
of  the  Issue  of  which  such  bond  Is  a  part  are 
to  be  used  to  make  or  finance  loans  to  2  or 
more  501(c)(3)  organizations  or  governmental 
units  for  acquisition  of  property  to  be  used 
by  such  organizations. 

"(11)  each  loan  described  in  clause  (I)  satis- 
fies the  requirements  of  section  147(b)  (deter- 
mined by  treating  each  loan  as  a  separate 
Issue). 

"(Ill)  before  such  bond  Is  Issued,  a  demand 
survey  was  conducted  which  shows  a  demand 
for  financing  greater  than  an  amount  equal 
to  120  i>ercent  of  the  lendable  proceeds  of 
such  Issue,  and 

"(Iv)  95  percent  or  more  of  the  net  proceeds 
of  such  Issue  are  to  be  loaned  to  501(c)(3)  or- 
ganizations or  governmental  units  within  1 
year  of  issuance  and.  to  the  extent  there  are 
any  unspent  proceeds  after  such  1-year  pe- 
riod, bonds  Issued  as  part  of  such  issue  are  to 
be  redeemed  as  soon  as  possible  thereafter 
(and  In  no  event  later  than  18  months  after 
Issuance). 

A  bond  shall  not  meet  the  requirements  of 
this  subparagraph  If  the  maturity  date  of 
any  bond  issued  as  jtart  of  such  Issue  Is  more 
than  30  years  after  the  date  on  which  the 


bond  was  issued  (or.  :n  the  case  of  a  refund- 
ing or  series  of  refundlngs.  the  date  on  which 
the  original  bond  was  Issued)." 

(25)  Section  1302  of  the  Tax  Reform  Act  of 
1986  is  repealed. 

(26)  Subparagraph  (C)  of  section  57(a)(5)  of 
such  Code  is  amended  by  striking  clause  (11) 
and  redesignating  clauses  (ill)  and  (iv)  as 
clauses  (11)  and  (HI),  respectively. 

(27)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  103(b)  of  such 
Code  Is  amended  by  inserting  "and  section 
150(f)"  after  "section  149". 

(28)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  265(b)  of  such 
Code  is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  clause  (II)  of  subparagraph 
(B)  and  inserting  the  following: 

"(11)  Certain  bonds  not  treated  as  pri- 
vate ACi'ivrrY  bonds. — For  purposes  of 
clause  (i)(n).  there  shall  not  be  treated  as  a 
private  activity  bond  any  obligation  issued 
to  refund  (or  which  is  part  of  a  series  of  obli- 
gations Issued  to  refund)  an  obligation  issued 
before  August  8.  1986.  which  was  not  an  In- 
dustrial development  bond  (as  defined  In  sec- 
tion 103(b)(2)  as  In  effect  on  the  day  before 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Tax  Reform 
Act  of  1986)  or  a  private  loan  bond  (as  defined 
In  section  103(o)(2)(A),  as  so  in  effect,  but 
without  regard  to  any  exemption  from  such 
definition  other  than  section  103(o)(2)(A))."; 
and 

(B)  by  striking  "(other  than  a  qualified 
501(c)(3)  bond,  as  defined  In  section  145)"  m 
subparagraph  (C)(U)a). 

(d)  Effective  Date.— 

(1)  In  general. — Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2).  the  amendments  made  by  this 
section  shall  apply  to  bonds  (including  re- 
funding bonds)  Issued  and  capital  expendi- 
tures made  on  or  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act. 

(2)  E^xcEPTiON. — ^The  amendments  made  by 
this  section  shall  not  apply  to  bonds  issued 
before  January  1.  1997,  for  purposes  of  apply- 
ing section  148<f)<4>(D)  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1966. 


SECTION  501(c)(3)  NoNPROFrr  Organization 
Tax-Exempt  Bond  Reform  act  of  1996 

present  law 

Interest  on  State  and  local  governmental 
bonds  generally  Is  excluded  from  Income  If 
the  bonds  are  Issued  to  finance  direct  activi- 
ties of  these  governments  (sec.  103).  Interest 
on  bonds  Issued  by  these  governments  to  fi- 
nance activities  of  other  persons,  e.g.,  pri- 
vate activity  bonds,  is  taxable  unless  a  spe- 
cific exception  Is  Included  In  the  Code.  One 
such  exception  Is  for  private  activity  bonds 
issued  to  finance  activities  of  private,  chari- 
table organizations  described  In  Code  section 
501(c)(3)  ("section  S01(cK3)  organisations") 
when  the  activities  do  not  constitute  an  un- 
related trade  or  business  (sec.  141(e)(lKG)). 

Classification  of  section  501(c)(3)  OTganization 
bonds  as  private  activity  bonds 

Before  enactment  of  the  Tax  Reform  Act  of 
1986.  States  and  local  governments  and  sec- 
tion 501(c)(3)  organizations  were  defined  as 
"exempt  persons."  under  the  Code  bond  pro- 
visions. As  exempt  persons,  section  501(cX3) 
organizations  were  not  treated  as  "private" 
persons,  and  their  bonds  were  not  "Industrial 
development  bonds"  or  "private  loan  bonds" 
(the  predecessor  categories  to  current  pri- 
vate activity  bonds).  Under  present  law.  a 
bond  Is  a  private  activity  bond  If  Its  proceeds 
are  used  In  a  manner  violating  either  (a)  a 
private  business  test  or  (b)  a  private  loan 
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test.  The  private  business  test  Is  a  conjunc- 
tive two-prongred  test.  First,  the  test  limits 
private  business  use  of  governmental  bonds 
to  no  more  than  10  percent  of  the  proceeds.- 
Second,  no  more  than  10  percent  of  the  debt 
service  on  the  bonds  may  be  secured  by  or 
derived  from  private  business  users  of  the 
proceeds.  The  private  loan  test  limits  to  the 
lesser  of  5  percent  or  So  million  the  amount 
of  g-overnmental  bond  proceeds  that  may  be 
used  to  finance  loans  to  i)ersons  other  than 
grovemmental  units. 

Special  restrictions  on  tax-exemption  for  section 
501(c)(3)  organization  bonds 

Present  law  treats  section  501(c)(3)  organi- 
zations as  private  persons;  thus,  bonds  for 
their  use  may  only  be  Issued  as  private  ac- 
tivity "qualified  S01(c)(3)  bonds,"  subject  to 
the  restrictions  of  Code  section  145.  The 
most  significant  of  these  restrictions  limits 
the  amount  of  outstanding  bonds  from  which 
a  section  501(c)(3)  organization  may  benefit 
to  S150  million.  In  applying  this  "S150  million 
limit,"  all  section  501(c)(3)  organizations 
under  common  management  or  control  are 
treated  as  a  single  organization.  The  limit 
does  not  apply  to  bonds  for  hospital  facili- 
ties, defined  to  include  only  acute  care,  pri- 
marily inpatient,  organizations.  A  second  re- 
striction limits  to  no  more  than  five  percent 
the  amount  of  the  net  proceeds  of  a  bond 
issue  that  may  be  used  to  finance  any  activi- 
ties (including  all  costs  of  Issuing  the  bonds) 
other  than  the  exempt  purposes  of  the  sec- 
tion S01(c)(3)  organization. 

Legislation  enacted  in  1988  Imposed  low-in- 
come tenant  occupancy  restrictions  on  exist- 
ing residential  rental  property  that  is  ac- 
quired by  section  501(c)(3)  organizations  in 
tax-exempt-bond-financed  transactions. 

These  restrictions  require  that  a  minimum 
number  of  the  housing  units  comprising  the 
property  be  continuously  occupied  by  ten- 
ants having  family  incomes  of  50  percent  (60 
percent  In  certain  cases)  of  area  median  in- 
come for  periods  of  up  to  15  years.  These 
same  low-income  tenant  occupancy  require- 
ments apply  to  for-profit  developers  receiv- 
ing tax-exempt  private  activity  bond  financ- 
ing. 

Other  restrictions 

Several  restrictions  are  Imposed  on  private 
activity  bonds  generally  that  do  not  apply  to 
bonds  used  to  finance  State  and  local  govern- 
ment activities.  Many  of  these  restrictions 
also  apply  to  qualified  501(c)(3)  bonds.  No 
more  than  two  percent  of  the  proceeds  of  a 
bond  Issue  may  be  used  to  finance  the  costs 
of  issuing  the  bonds,  and  these  monies  are 
not  counted  in  determining  whether  the 
bonds  satisfy  the  requirement  that  at  least 
95  percent  of  the  net  proceeds  of  each  bond 
issue  be  used  for  the  exempt  activities  quali- 
fying the  bonds  for  tax-exemption. 

The  weighted  average  maturity  of  a  bond 
issue  may  not  exceed  120  percent  of  the  aver- 
age economic  life  of  the  property  financed 
with  the  proceeds.  A  public  hearing  must  be 
held  and  an  elected  public  official  must  ap- 
prove the  bonds  before  they  are  Issued  (or 
the  bonds  must  be  approved  by  voter  referen- 
dum). 

If  property  financed  with  private  activity 
bonds  is  converted  to  a  use  not  qualifying  for 
tax-exempt  financing,  certain  loan  interest 
penalties  are  Imposed. 


'No  more  than  5  percent  of  bond  proceeds  may  be 
used  In  a  private  business  use  that  Is  unrelated  to 
the  rovermnental  purpose  of  the  bond  Issue.  The  10- 
peroent  debt  serrlce  test,  described  below,  likewise 
Is  reduced  to  5  percent  In  the  case  of  such  "dis- 
proportionate" private  business  use. 


Both  governmental  and  private  activity 
bonds  are  subject  to  numerous  other  Code  re- 
strictions. Including  the  following: 

1.  The  amount  of  arbitrage  profits  that 
may  be  earned  on  tax-exempt  bonds  is  strict- 
ly limited,  and  most  such  profits  must  be  re- 
bated to  the  Federal  CJovemment; 

2.  Banks  may  not  deduct  interest  they  pay 
to  the  extent  of  their  investments  in  most 
tax-exempt  bonds;  and 

3.  Interest  on  private  activity  bonds,  other 
than  qualified  501(c)(3)  bonds.  Is  a  preference 
item  in  calculating  the  alternative  minimum 
tax. 

REASONS  FOR  CHANGE 

A  distinguishing  feature  of  American  soci- 
ety is  the  singular  degree  to  which  the 
United  States  maintains  a  private,  non-prof- 
it sector  of  private  higher  education,  health 
care,  and  other  charitable  Institutions  in  the 
public  service.  It  is  important  to  assist  these 
private  institutions  in  their  advancement  of 
the  public  good.  The  restrictions  of  present 
law  place  these  section  501(c)(3)  organiza- 
tions at  a  financial  disadvantage  relative  to 
substantially  identical  governmental  insti- 
tutions, and  are  particularly  inappropriate. 
For  example,  private,  non-profit  research 
universities  are  subject  to  the  $150  million 
limitation  on  outstanding  bonds,  whereas 
State-sponsored  universities  competing  for 
the  same  research  projects  do  not  operate 
under  a  comparable  restriction.  A  public  hos- 
pital generally  has  unlimited  access  to  tax- 
exempt  bond  financing,  while  a  private,  non- 
profit hospital  is  subject  to  a  S150  million 
limitation  on  outstanding  bonds  to  the  ex- 
tent the  bonds  finance  health  care  facilities 
that  do  not  qualify  under  the  present-law 
definition  of  hospital.  These  and  other  re- 
strictions Inhibit  the  ability  of  America's 
private,  non-profit  institutions  to  modernize 
thefr  health  care  facilities  and  to  build 
state-of-the-art  research  facilities  for  the  ad- 
vancement of  science,  medicine,  and  other 
educational  endeavors. 

Inhibiting  the  access  of  private,  non-profit 
research  institutions  to  sources  of  capital  fi- 
nancing, in  relation  to  their  public  counter- 
parts, distorts  the  distribution  of  major  re- 
search aimong  the  leading  Institutions,  and 
over  time  will  lead  to  the  decline  of  research 
undertakings  by  private,  non-profit  univer- 
sities. The  tax-exempt  bond  rules  should  re- 
duce these  distortions  by  treating  more 
equally  State  and  local  governments  and 
those  private  organizations  which  are  en- 
gaged in  similar  actions  advancing  the  pub- 
lic good. 

EXPLANATION  OF  PROVISION 

The  bin  amends  the  tax-exempt  bond  pro- 
visions of  the  Code  to  conform  generally  the 
treatment  of  bonds  for  section  501(c)(3)  orga- 
nizations to  that  provided  for  bonds  issued  to 
finance  direct  State  or  local  government  ac- 
tivities. Including  construction  of  public 
hospitals  and  university  facilities.  Certain 
restrictions,  described  below,  that  have  been 
imposed  on  qualified  501(c)(3)  bonds  (but  not 
on  govemment.'U  bonds)  since  1986,  and  that 
address  specialized  policy  concerns,  are  re- 
tained. 

Repeal  of  pri-ate  activity  bond  classification  for 
bonds  for  section  501(c)(3)  organizations 

The  concept  of  an  "exempt  person"  that 
existed  under  the  Code  bond  provisions  be- 
fore 1986,  is  reenacted.  An  exempt  person  is 
defined  as  (a)  a  State  or  local  governmental 
unit  or  (b)  a  section  501(c)(3)  organization, 
when    carrying    out    its    exempt   activities 


under  Code  section  501(a).  Thus,  bonds  for 
section  501(c)(3)  organizations  are  generally 
no  longer  classified  as  private  activity 
bonds.  Financing  for  unrelated  business  ac- 
tivities of  such  organizations  continue  to  be 
treated  as  a  private  activity  for  which  tax- 
exempt  financing  is  not  authorized. 

As  exempt  persons,  section  501(c)(3)  organi- 
zations are  subject  to  the  same  limits  as 
States  and  local  governments  on  using  their 
bond  proceeds  to  finance  private  business  ac- 
tivities or  to  make  private  loans.  Thus,  gen- 
erally no  more  than  10  percent  of  the  bond 
proceeds  ^  can  be  used  in  a  business  use  of  a 
person  other  than  an  exempt  person  If  the 
Code  private  payment  test  is  satisfied,  and 
no  more  than  5  percent  ($5  million  if  less) 
can  be  used  to  make  loans  to  such  "non- 
exempt"  persons. 

Repeal  of  most  additional  special  restrictions  on 
section  501(c)(3)  organization  bonds 

Present  Code  section  145,  which  establishes 
additional  restrictions  on  qualified  501(c)(3) 
bonds,  is  repealed,  along  with  the  restriction 
on  bond-financed  costs  of  Issuance  for  sec- 
tion 501(c)(3)  organization  bonds  (sec.  147(h)). 
This  eliminates  the  5150  million  limit  on 
non-hospital  bonds  for  section  501(c)(3)  orga- 
nizations. 

Retention  of  certain  specialized  requirements  for 
section  501(c)(3)  organization  bonds 

The  bill  retains  certain  specialized  restric- 
tions on  bonds  for  section  501(c)(3)  organiza- 
tions. First,  the  bill  retains  the  requirement 
that  existing  residential  rental  property  ac- 
quired by  a  section  501(c)(3)  organization  in  a 
tax-exempt-bond-financed  transaction  sat- 
isfy the  same  low-income  tenant  require- 
ments as  similar  housing  financing  for  for- 
profit  developers.  Second,  the  bill  retains  the 
present-law  matvirity  limitations  applicable 
to  bonds  for  section  501(c)(3)  organizations, 
and  the  public  approval  requirements  appli- 
cable generally  to  private  activity  bonds. 
Third,  the  bill  continues  to  apply  the  pen- 
alties on  changes  In  use  of  tax-exempt-bond- 
flnanced  section  501(c)(3)  organization  prop- 
erty to  a  use  not  qualified  for  such  financing. 

Finally,  the  bill  makes  no  amendments, 
other  than  technical  conforming  amend- 
ments, to  the  tax-exempt  arbitrage  restric- 
tions, the  alternative  minimum  tax  tax-ex- 
empt bond  preference,  or  the  provisions  gen- 
erally disallowing  Interest  paid  by  banks  on 
monies  used  to  acquire  or  carry  tax-exempt 
bonds. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE 

The  provision  Is  generally  effective  with 
respect  to  bonds  Issued  and  to  capital  ex- 
penditures made  after  the  date  of  enactment. 
The  provision  does  not  apply  to  bonds  issued 
prior  to  January  1.  1997  for  the  purposes  of 
applying  the  rebate  requirements  under  Sec- 
tion 148(f)(4)(D). 


S.  1880 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Stop  Tax- 
Exempt  Arena  Debt  Issuance  Act". 


'This  limit  would  be  reduced  to  5  percent  in  the 
case  of  disproportionate  private  use  as  under  the 
present-law.  governmental  bond  disproportionate 
private  use  limit. 
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SEC.  2.  TREATMENT  OF  TAX-EXEMPT  FINANCING 
OF  PROFESSIONAL  SPORTS  FACIU- 
TIES. 

(a)  Ln  General.— Section  141  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1986  (defining  private 
activity  bond  and  qualified  bond)  Is  amended 
by  redesignating  subsection  (e)  as  subsection 
(f)  and  by  Inserting  after  subsection  (d)  the 
following  new  subsection: 

"(e)  Certain  issues  Used  for  Profes- 
sional SPORTS  Facilities  Treated  as  pri- 
vate Acrrvm'  Bonds. — 

"(1)  In  general.— For  purposes  of  this 
title,  the  term  'private  activity  bond"  in- 
cludes any  bond  issued  as  part  of  an  issue  if 
the  amount  of  the  proceeds  of  the  issue 
which  are  to  be  used  (directly  or  indirectly) 
to  provide  professional  sports  facilities  ex- 
ceeds the  lesser  of— 

"(A)  5  percent  of  such  proceeds,  or 

"(B)  $5,000,000. 

"(2)  Bond  not  treated  as  a  qualified 
BOND.— For  purposes  of  this  title,  any  bond 
described  in  paragraph  (1)  shall  not  be  a 
qualified  bond. 

"(3)  Professional  sports  FAcnjriEs.- For 
purposes  of  this  subsection — 

"(A)  In  general.— The  term  "professional 
sports  facilities'  means  real  property  or  re- 
lated improvements  used  for  professional 
sports  exhibitions,  games,  or  training,  re- 
gardless if  the  admission  of  the  public  or 
press  is  allowed  or  paid. 

"(B)  Use  for  professional  sports.— Any 
use  of  facilities  which  generates  a  direct  or 
Indirect  monetary  benefit  (other  ^h^n  reim- 
bursement for  out-of-i»cket  expenses)  for  a 
person  who  uses  such  facilities  for  profes- 
sional sports  exhibitions,  games,  or  training 
shall  be  treated  as  a  use  described  In  sub- 
paragraph (A). 

"(4)  ANTi- ABUSE  REGULATIONS.— The  Sec- 
retary shall  prescribe  such  regulations  as 
may  be  appropriate  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  this  subsection,  including  such  regula- 
tions as  may  be  apis-opriate  to  prevent 
avoidance  of  such  purixjses  through  related 
persons,  use  of  related  facilities  or  multluse 
complexes,  or  otherwise." 

(b)  EFFEcnvE  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  bonds 
Issued  on  or  after  June  14. 1996. 

THE  Stop  Tax-exempt  arena  Debt  Issuance 

ACT 
PRESENT  LAW 

Interest  on  State  and  local  governmental 
bonds  generally  Is  excluded  from  Income  if 
the  bonds  are  issued  to  finance  direct  activi- 
ties of  these  governments  (sec.  103).  Interest 
on  bonds  issued  by  these  governments  to  fi- 
nance activities  of  other  persons,  e.g.,  pri- 
vate activity  bonds.  Is  taxable  unless  the 
bonds  satisfy  certain  requirements.  Private 
activity  bonds  must  be  within  certain  state- 
wide volume  limitations,  must  not  violate 
the  arbitrage  and  other  applicable  restric- 
tions, and  must  finance  activities  within  one 
of  the  categories  specified  in  the  Code.  The 
Tax  Reform  Act  of  1986  repealed  the  private 
activity  bond  category  for  sports  facilities: 
therefore  no  private  activity  bonds  may  be 
Issued  for  this  purpose. 

Bonds  Issued  by  State  and  local  govern- 
ments are  considered  to  be  government  use 
bonds,  unless  the  bonds  are  classified  as  pri- 
vate activity  bonds.  Bonds  are  deemed  to  be 
private  activity  bonds  if  both  the  (I)  private 
business  use  test  and  (11)  private  security  or 
payment  test  are  met.  The  private  business 


use  test  is  met  if  more  than  10  percent  of  the 
bond  proceeds,  including  facilities  financed 
with  the  bond  proceeds,  is  used  in  a  non-gov- 
ernmental trade  or  business.  The  private  se- 
curity or  payment  test  is  met  if  more  than  10 
percent  of  the  bond  repayments  is  secured  by 
privately  used  property,  or  is  derived  from 
the  payments  of  private  business  users.  Addi- 
tionally, bonds  are  deemed  to  be  private  ac- 
tivity bonds  if  more  than  5  percent  of  the 
bond  proceeds  or  $5  million  are  used  to  fi- 
nance loans  to  persons  other  than  govern- 
mental units. 

REASONS  FOR  CHANGE 

The  use  of  tax-exempt  financing  for  profes- 
sional sports  facilities  provides  an  Indfrect 
and  inefficient  federal  tax  subsidy.  Congress 
intended  to  eliminate  this  subsidy  for  profes- 
sional sports  facilities  in  the  Tax  Reform 
Act  of  1986.  by  repealing  the  private  activity 
bond  category  for  sports  facilities.  The  use  of 
government  bonds  to  finance  the  Identical 
underlying  private  business  use  is  an  unin- 
tended and  improper  use  of  a  federal  subsidy, 
and  an  abuse  of  the  government  bond  rules. 
In  addition,  the  use  of  tax-exempt  bonds  to 
finance  professional  sports  facilities  is  par- 
ticularly Inappropriate  where  the  facilities 
to  be  built  are  used  to  entice  professional 
sports  franchises  to  relocate. 

EXPLANATION  OF  PROVISION 

The  bill  would  provide  that  bonds  Issued  to 
finance  professional  sports  faclliUes  are  pri- 
vate activity  bonds,  and  that  such  bonds  are 
not  qualified  bonds.  Therefore,  professional 
sports  facilities  will  not  qualify  for  tax-ex- 
empt bond  financing. 

A  professional  sports  facility  is  defined  to 
include  real  property  and  related  improve- 
ments which  are  used  for  professional  sports 
exhibitions,  games,  or  training,  whether  or 
not  admission  of  the  public  or  press  is  al- 
lowed or  paid.  In  addition,  a  facility  that  is 
used  for  purpose  other  than  professional 
sports  will  nevertheless  be  treated  as  being 
used  for  professional  sports  if  the  facility 
generates  a  direct  or  Indirect  monetary  ben- 
efit (other  than  reimbursement  for  out-of- 
pocket  expenses)  for  a  person  who  uses  the 
facility  for  professional  sports.  These  bene- 
fits are  intended  to  include  an  interest  in 
revenues  from  parking  fees,  food  and  bev- 
erage sales,  advertising  and  sports  facility 
naming  rights,  television  rights,  ticket  sales, 
private  suites  and  club  seats,  and  conces- 
sions. 

The  Secretary^  of  the  Treasury  is  author- 
ized to  issue  anti-abuse  regulations  to  pre- 
vent transactions  intended  to  improperly  di- 
vert the  Indfrect  Federal  subsidy  for  tradi- 
tional governmental  uses  Inherent  in  tax-ex- 
empt bonds  for  the  benefit  of  professional 
sports  facilities  or  professional  sports  teams. 
It  Is  Intended  that  no  tax-exempt  bond  pro- 
ceeds may  finance  a  ball  park  used  for  pro- 
fessional sports  exhibitions,  even  if  the  ball 
park  is  made  a  part  of  a  larger  multi-use 
complex  used  365  days  a  year  for  other  pur- 
poses. In  addition,  it  is  Intended  that  recip- 
rocal usage  of  sports  facilities  by  profes- 
sional sports  franchises  that  divide  thefr 
usage  among  several  facilities  in  order  to 
avoid  the  5  percent  use  test  be  aggregated  for 
purposes  of  this  provision. 

No  Inference  Is  Intended  regarding  the 
rules  under  present  law  regarding  the 
issuance  or  holding  of,  or  interest  paid  or  ac- 
crued on,  any  bonds  issued  prior  to  the  effec- 
tive date  of  this  bUl  to  finance  sports  facili- 
ties. 


EFFECTIVE  DATE 


The  provision  is  effective  with  respect  to 
bonds  issued  on  or  after  June  14.  1996. 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 


S.  14S0 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Boxer,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Sarbanes]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor  of  S.  1460,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Ma- 
rine Mammal  Protection  Act  of  1972  to 
support  the  International  Dolphin  Con- 
servation Program  in  the  eastern  tropi- 
cal Pacific  Ocean,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

s.  iez7 
At  the  request  of  Mr.  Johnston,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Breaux],  and  the  Senator  from 
Hawaii  [Mr.  Inoitte]  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  S.  1627.  a  bill  to  designate 
the  visitor  center  at  Jean  Lafitte  Na- 
tional Historical  Park  in  New  Orleans. 
Louisiana  as  the  "Laura  C.  Hudson  Vis- 
itor Center." 

S.  1632 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Lautenberg. 
the  names  of  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
[Mr.  Akaka],  and  the  Senator  from  Ha- 
waii [Mr.  INOUYE]  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  S.  1632.  a  bill  to  prohibit 
persons  convicted  of  a  crime  involving 
domestic  violence  from  owning  or  pos- 
sessing firearms,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  1714 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Burns,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  North  Caro- 
lina [Mr.  Faircloth]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1714,  a  bill  to  amend  title 
49,  United  States  Code,  to  ensure  the 
ability  of  utility  providers  to  establish, 
improve,  operate  and  maintain  utility 
structures,  facilities,  and  equipment 
for  the  benefit,  safety,  and  well-being 
of  consumers,  by  removing  limitations 
on  maximum  driving  and  on-duty  time 
pertaining  to  utility  vehicle  operators 
and  drivers,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  IS44 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Murkowski,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Campbell]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor  of  S.  1844,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Land 
and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  to 
direct  a  study  of  the  opportunities  for 
enhanced  water  based  recreation  and 
for  other  purposes. 

S.  18&4 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatch,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Mace]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1854,  a  bill  to  amend  Federal  criminal 
law  with  respect  to  the  prosecution  of 
violent  and  repeat  juvenile  offenders 
and  controlled  substances,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.  1857 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Smith,  his 
name  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
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1857,  a  bill  to  establish  a  bipartisan 
commission  on  campaign  practices  and 
provide  that  its  recommendations  be 
given  expedited  consideration. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION  263 

At  the  request  of  Ms.  MOSELEY- 
Braun,  the  names  of  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware  [Mr.  Biden],  and 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Simon] 
were  added  as  cosponsors  of  Senate 
Resolution  263,  A  resolution  relating  to 
church  burning. 


NOTICE  OF  HEARING 

COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE.  NUTRTHON,  AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr.  LUGAR.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  announce  that  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and 
Forestry  will  meet  on  Wednesday,  June 
19. 1996,  at  9:30  a.m.  in  SR-328A  to  mark 
up  the  committee's  budget  reconcili- 
ation instructions. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEE  TO 
MEET 

SUBCOMMrTTEE  ON  WESTERN  HEMISPHERE  AND 
PEACE  CORPS  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
committee on  Western  Hemisphere  and 
Peace  Corps  Affairs  of  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Friday,  June  14,  1996,  at  1  p.m.  to 
hold  a  hearing. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection.  It  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


PRESIDENT  CLINTON'S  DECISION 
ON  LANDMINE  USE 

•  Mr.  JEFFORDS,  Mr.  President,  ear- 
lier    this     week.     President     Clinton 


missed  an  excellent  opportunity  to 
exert  U.S.  leadership  in  the  worldwide 
movement  to  ban  landmines.  As  an 
original  cosponsor  of  S.  1276,  the  Land- 
mine Moratorium  Extension  Act,  and 
having  long  supported  measures  to  pre- 
vent the  proliferation  of  landmines,  I 
regret  that  the  President  did  not  take 
a  stronger  stance  on  banning  the  use  of 
landmines,  but  instead  equivocated, 
and  again  put  off  the  ultimate  U.S. 
goal  of  eliminating  landmines.  These 
weapons  effect  mainly  innocent  civil- 
ians, and  in  the  case  of  so-called  dumb 
mines,  remain  dangerous  and  threaten 
civilian  populations  indefinitely,  often 
long  after  hostilities  in  an  area  have 
stopped.  Such  weapons  make  agri- 
culture dangers,  and  hence  hinder  eco- 
nomic reconstruction  and  develop- 
ment. 

For  the  United  States  to  play  the 
role  the  President  professes  to  seek, 
that  of  leading  the  world  to  negotiat- 
ing an  end  to  the  use  of  landmines,  the 
United  States  needs  to  match  its  rhet- 
oric with  actions.  It  is  my  hope  that 
the  U.S.  Government  will  soon  take  ac- 
tion to  do  just  that,  and  move  quickly 
and  concretely  to  rid  the  world  of  the 
scourge  of  landmines.* 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDERS  FOR  TUESDAY,  JUNE  18, 
1996 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  Sen- 
ate completes  its  business  today  it 
stand  in  adjournment  until  the  hour  of 
10  a.m.  on  Tuesday,  June  18,  and,  fur- 
ther, that  in^nediately  following  the 
prayer,  the  Journal  of  proceedings  be 
deemed  approved  to  date,  no  resolu- 
tions come  over  under  the  rule,  the  call 
of  the  calendar  be  dispensed  with,  the 
morning  hour  be  deemed  to  have  ex- 
pired, and  the  time  for  the  two  leaders 
be  reserved  for  their  use  later  in  the 
day,  and  the  Senate  then  begin  consid- 
eration of  S.  1745,  the  Department  of 
Defense  authorization  bill  as  under  the 
previous  consent  agreement. 


PROGRAM 


Mr.  MACK.  For  the  information  of  all 
Senators,  the  Senate  will  begin  consid- 
eration of  the  DOD  authorization  bill 
on  Tuesday.  Senators  may  give  opening 
statements  on  the  bill  beginning  at  10 
a.m.:  however,  no  amendments  will  be 
in  order  prior  to  2:15  on  Tuesday.  Also, 
the  Senate  will  recess  from  the  hour  of 
12:30  until  2:15  p.m.  for  the  weekly  pol- 
icy conferences  to  meet.  As  a  reminder, 
the  Senate  will  resume  debate  on  the 
Greenspan  nomination  on  Thursday, 
June  20,  with  a  vote  to  occur  on  the 
nomination  at  2  p.m.  on  that  day. 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  10  A.M. 
TUESDAY,  JUNE  18.  1996 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  President,  if  there  is 
no  further  business  to  come  before  the 
Senate,  I  now  ask  that  the  Senate 
stand  in  adjournment  under  the  pre- 
vious order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  3:42  p.m.,  adjourned  until  Tuesday, 
June  18. 1996,  at  10  a.m. 


NOMINATIONS  , 

Executive  nominations  received  by 
the  Senate  June  14,  1996: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

A.  VERNON  WEAVER.  OF  ARKANSAS.  TO  BE  THE  REP- 
RESENTATIVE OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA  TO 
THE  EUROPEAN  UNION,  WITH  THE  RANK  AND  STATUS  OF 
AMBASSADOR  EXTRAORDINARY  AND  PLENTPOTENTIARY. 
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The  House  met  at  2  p.m.  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro  tem- 
pore [Mr.  Goss]. 


DESIGNATION  OF  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication from  the  Speaker: 

Washington,  DC. 

June  17, 1996. 
I  hereby  design&te  the  Honorable  PORTER 
J.  Goss  to  act  as  Speaker  pro  tempore  on 
this  day. 

Newt  Gingrich. 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


PRAYER 


The  Chaplain,  Rev.  James  David 
Ford,  D.D.,  offered  the  following  pray- 
er: 

When  the  beauty  of  each  day  pro- 
claims Your  wonderfiil  creation,  O  God, 
we  offer  our  thanks  and  praise.  When 
the  troubles  of  our  time  press  in  from 
every  side,  we  ask  for  Your  strength 
and  mercy.  And  when  we  are  alert  to 
Your  goodness  and  when  we  acknowl- 
edge that  life  is  a  marvelous  gift  of  ex- 
traordinary harmony,  we  are  at  one 
with  You,  our  Creator  and  Redeemer. 
May  Your  lively  Spirit  of  peace  and 
forgiveness  be  with  us  this  day  and 
every  day,  we  pray.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  has  examined  the  Journal  of  the 
last  day's  proceedings  and  announces 
to  the  House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I,  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Will  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Mont- 
gomery] come  forward  and  lead  the 
House  in  the  Pledge  of  Allegiance. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY  led  the  Pledge  of 
Allegiance  as  follows: 

I  pledge  allegiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  to  the  Repub- 
lic for  which  it  stands,  one  nation  under  God. 
indivisible,  with  liberty  and  justice  for  all. 


HOUR  OF  MEETING  ON  TOMORROW 

Mr.  SCHIFF.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  today,  it  adjourn  to 
meet  at  12:30  p.m.  tomorrow  for  morn- 
ing hour  debates. 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Mexico? 

There  was  no  objection. 


m  HONOR  OF  MANDEVILLE 
MAYOR  PAUL  SPITZFADEN 

(Mr.  LIVINGSTON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today  I  wish  to  honor  an  exemplary 
public  servant  in  my  district,  my  good 
flriend.  Paul  Spitzfaden,  in  recognition 
of  12  years  of  meritorious  service  as  a 
visionary  and  remarkable  successful 
mayor  of  the  great  town  of  Mandeville. 
LA. 

Paul  retires  at  the  end  of  this  month. 
Paul  served  his  country  for  years,  even 
before  entering  politics,  beginning  with 
active  duty  during  both  World  War  U 
and  the  Korean  war.  His  many  service 
awards  include  two  campaign  battle 
stars  in  Korea,  where  he  served  on  the 
staff  of  the  adjutant  general.  After  21 
years  with  the  Department  of  the 
Army,  he  served  another  16  years  with 
NASA  and  3  years  in  a  high  position 
with  the  Census  Bureau.  Together  with 
his  lifetime  partner,  his  wonderful  wife 
Lucille.  Mayor  Spitzfaden  served  his 
community  in  Mandeville  in  leadership 
positions  supporting  economic  develop- 
ment, youth  sports,  and  the  revitaliza- 
tion  of  Lake  Pontchartrain,  and  as 
chairman  of  the  congregation  of  his 
church. 

As  mayor,  he  led  adoption  of  a  new 
home  rule  charter,  oversaw  the  town's 
sesquicentennial,  began  recycling  pro- 
grams, and  worked  on  hurricane  pro- 
tection. Throughout  it  all,  he  oversaw 
tremendous  economic  and  population 
growth  while  making  sure  that 
Mandeville  retained  its  charm  and 
quaintness. 

More  important  than  all  of  that  is 
the  indelible  mark  he  continues  to 
make  on  our  minds  as  a  man  of  true  in- 
tegrity, character,  and  kindness,  a  true 
gentleman  who  never  speaks  ill  of  a 
soul,  and  one  whose  friendship  is  of  the 
highest  quality  and  value. 

Again,  on  the  occasion  of  his  retire- 
ment. I  salute  my  friend,  Mayor  Paul 
Spitzfaden.  and  wish  him  well. 


NO    APPEASEMENT    OF    CHINA    ON 
INTELLECTUAL  PROPERTY 

RIGHTS  ISSUES 

(Mr.  DeFAZIO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 


minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
nrnrks.) 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  once 
again  the  U.S.  trade  negotiators  have 
taken  a  page  out  of  history.  For  the 
second  time  in  16  months,  we  have 
threatened  sanctions  to  stop  the  out- 
right piracy  of  more  than  $2.3  billion  a 
year  in  intellectual  property  rights, 
software,  and  CDs  from  the  United 
States  of  America.  Remember,  this  is 
the  most  unfair  trading  nation  on 
Earth,  with  the  most  protectionist 
trade  policies,  as  identified  by  even  the 
World  Bank. 

They  are  going  to  run  a  $41  billion 
trade  surplus  with  the  United  States 
this  year.  That  means  we  are  going  to 
export  800.000  jobs  to  China  because  we 
do  not  have  the  guts  to  stand  up  to 
their  unfair  trade  practices.  But  even 
worse  is  the  piracy,  outright  theft  and 
piracy,  violating  all  international 
standards,  $2.3  billion.  Where  are  our 
negotiators?  They  finally  got  tough. 
They  threatened  trade  sanctions.  We 
were  going  to  retaliate.  They  nego- 
tiated past  the  deadline.  Then,  in  an  all 
too  familiar  pattern,  they  entered  into 
nothing  but  another  meaningless  face- 
saving  agreement  where  the  Chinese 
will  continue  their  piracy  and  we  will 
continue  occasionally  to  bellow  and 
buff  and  puff.  They  took  a  page  out  of 
history,  but  unfortunately,  the  page 
was  from  Neville  Chamberlain  at  Mu- 
nich: appeasement.  Appeasement  will 
not  work. 


CONGRATULATING  SUCCESS  OF 
51ST  WOMEN'S  OPEN  CHAMPION- 
SHIP 

(Mr.  FUNDERBURK  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
Sunday.  June  2.  the  51st  U.S.  Women's 
Open  Championship  was  concluded  at 
Pine  Needles  Lodge  and  Golf  Course  in 
Southern  Pines.  NC.  Annika  Sorenstam 
repeated  as  champion  with  a  record 
score  of  272.  8  under  par.  on  a  golf 
course  considered  to  be  one  of  the 
toughest  ever  on  which  a  U.S.  Golf  As- 
sociation event  was  held.  An  outstand- 
ing job  was  done  by  Peggy  Kirk  Bell, 
her  family,  and  Pine  Needles,  and  we 
are  justly  proud  of  them. 

Mr.  Speaker,  not  only  was  the  51st 
Women's  Open  the  most  successful  in 
history,  but  the  event  raised  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  dollars  for  the  research 
and  detection  of  breast  cancer.  I  would 
like  to  congratulate  Peggy  Kirk  Bell 


DThis  symbol  represents  the  time  of  day  during  the  House  proceedings,  e.g..  D  1407  is  2.-07  p.m. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spolcen,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 
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and  her  family,  the  U.S.  Golf  Associa- 
tion, and  all  those  in  the  2d  District  of 
North  Carolina  who  watched  or  con- 
tributed to  the  success  of  the  51st 
Women's  Open.  I  hope  to  see  the  same 
level  of  support  when  Pine  Needles 
hosts  the  56th  U.S.  Women's  Open  in 
the  year  2001. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  annoimced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  and  under  a  previous  order  of 
the  House,  the  following  Members  will 
be  recog:nized  for  5  minutes  each. 


INNOVATIVE  FTNANCING  FOR  OUR 
NATION'S  BORDER  INFRASTRUC- 
TURE NEEDS 

The  SPEIAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman ftom  California  [Mr.  Filner]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  join  Senator  Barbara  Boxer 
in  introducing  legislation  to  improve 
our  transportation  infrastructure 
along  the  United  States  border  with 
Mexico. 

The  border  area  has  become  a  popu- 
lar campaign  stop  for  those  who  pub- 
licly attack  decades  of  Federal  neglect 
along  the  border,  but  who  propose  few 
solutions  to  the  problem.  Senator 
Boxer  and  I  have  a  solution. 

This  bill  would  provide  critical  Fed- 
eral funding  for  border  improvements 
without  affecting  Federal  highway  as- 
sistance to  our  border  States.  It  will 
keep  our  border  cities  and  States  from 
having  to  absorb  the  costs  of  building 
the  roads,  bridges,  railroads,  and  high- 
ways needed  to  implement  Federal 
trade  policy. 

The  $500  million  border  infrastruc- 
ture fimd  which  would  be  established 
by  our  legislation  would  pay  for  con- 
struction and  improvements  to  the 
area  infrastructure.  Our  bill  would  also 
authorize  a  Federal  loan  program  to  re- 
open what  we  in  San  Diego  call  the 
jobs  train— the  San  Diego  &  Arizona 
Eastern  Railroad.  With  direct  rail  con- 
nections to  the  east,  the  Port  of  San 
Diego  can  become  the  center  of  com- 
mercial activity  and  we  can  transform 
the  economy  of  this  entire  regrion. 

American  investment  in  roads,  high- 
ways, airports,  seaports,  and  railroads 
have  been  responsible  for  creating  the 
most  advanced  and  efficient  economy 
in  the  history  of  the  world.  Business 
leaders  and  elected  officials  remain 
united  in  the  belief  that  improving  our 
transportation  infrastructure  is  the 
key  to  growing  our  economy. 

When  Congress  approved  NAFTA,  we 
all  knew  that  ensuring  its  success 
would  require  that  all  parties  provide 
the  necessary  infrastructure  to  facili- 
tate the  flow  of  trade.  We  believed  that 
inherent  in  the  passage  of  this  agree- 
ment was  a  commitment  to  build,  re- 


pair, and  maintain  the  physical  infra- 
structure needed  to  implement  the 
agreement;  like  State  Route  905  and 
the  jobs  train  in  San  Diego.  Although 
this  has  not  been  the  case,  and  the 
physical  needs  of  the  trade  treaty  still 
have  not  been  addressed,  this  bill  will 
make  sure  that  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment meets  this  commitment. 

As  a  result  of  the  passage  of  NAFTA, 
our  country  is  now  taking  in  increased 
custom  duties,  merchandise  fees,  and 
revenues  from  other  commerce-related 
activities.  Our  proposal  would  direct 
that  those  funds,  collected  as  a  result 
of  our  increased  trade,  be  reinvested 
into  the  roads,  bridges,  railways,  har- 
bors, and  airports  that  support  that 
trade. 

My  own  district  has  two  unfimded 
NAFTA  mandates  that  our  local  com- 
munities alone  cannot  address:  comple- 
tion of  State  Route  905  and  revitaliza- 
tion  of  the  San  Diego  &  Arizona  East- 
em  rail  line,  the  jobs  train. 

State  Route  905  serves  as  the  only 
link  connecting  the  Nation's  second 
busiest  southern  commercial  border 
crossing  to  the  National  Interstate 
Highway  System.  This  road,  however, 
is  currently  a  four-lane  city  street.  It 
was  not  intended  to  carry  the  addi- 
tional border  traffic  that  will  soon  be 
coming.  And  it  was  never  intended  to 
be  a  tool  to  implement  international 
trade  policy.  I  know  this  is  also  the 
case  in  numerous  other  border  crossing 
commvmities. 

The  jobs  train  rehabilitation  would 
revitalize  San  Diego's  rail  link  to  the 
eastbound  rail  lines.  Repairing  and  im- 
proving this  now  abandoned  railroad 
would  provide  direct  access  to  eastern 
markets  for  trade  arriving  through  the 
Port  of  San  Diego  and  the  United 
States-Mexico  border  crossing. 

Our  cities  and  States  undergo  a  con- 
stant struggle  to  build  and  maintain 
their  own  infrastructure.  They  do  not 
have  sufQcient  funds  to  single- 
handedly  complete  projects  which  sup- 
port Federal  trade  policy.  Not  funding 
these  projects  is  the  worst  kind  of  un- 
funded mandate.  The  Federal  Govern- 
ment must  meet  its  responsibility. 

I  encourage  my  colleagues  to  join  me 
in  this  effort  to  provide  this  vital  infra- 
structure to  help  our  Nation  take  full 
advantage  of  the  new  global  market. 


TRAVELGATE 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  ScmFF] 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  SCHIFF.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
take  a  few  minutes  to  talk  about  the 
matter  that  has  been  before  the  Con- 
gress and  before  the  public  for  some 
time  now,  that  began  with  the  involve- 
ment of  the  White  House  Travel  Office 
in  1993,  and  has  been  known  in  the 
media  as  Travelgate,  and  has  now, 
through  the  continuing  investigations 


by  the  House,  brought  up  the  issue  of 
FBI  files  being  sent  to  the  administra- 
tion in  an  inappropriate  manner. 

What  I  want  to  make  the  point  of  is 
that  it  has  often  been  accused  that  ev- 
erything that  happens  in  Washington  is 
for  political  purposes.  It  would  be  very 
naive  to  suggest  that  in  a  Presidential 
year,  particulao'ly,  there  is  not  politics 
on  the  minds  of  both  sides  of  both 
major  parties.  That  is  certainly  the 
case. 

I  want  to  make  the  point,  since  I  am 
vice  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Government  Reform  and  Oversight 
which  has  been  handling  the  greater 
part  of  the  Travel  Office  matter  and 
will  be  handling  the  FBI  files  matter 
this  week,  that  this  is  not  a  political 
venture.  In  fact,  quite  the  contrary. 
Our  chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Cunger]  has  con- 
sistently tried  to  put  this  matter  to 
rest.  He  has  actually  tried  to  close  this 
investigation,  but  he  has  been  unable 
to  do  so  because  at  each  juncture  new 
information,  questionable  information, 
has  come  to  our  attention  that  has  had 
to  be  pursued. 

I  would  like  to  go  back  to  the  begin- 
ning of  this  situation.  In  1993,  the  in- 
coming Clinton  administration  wanted 
to  replace  certain  employees  of  the 
White  House  who  worked  at  the  Travel 
Office.  The  Travel  Office  primarily 
makes  travel  arrangements  for  mem- 
bers of  the  media  to  travel  with  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  a  very 
important  responsibility  to  the  White 
House  and  to  the  public.  These  employ- 
ees have  been  with  the  White  House,  on 
the  whole,  for  a  number  of  years,  but 
they  are  not  protected  by  Government 
civil  service  or  other  protections  of 
their  job.  The  administration  had 
every  legal  right  to  change  them  if  the 
administration  wanted  to  do  so. 

D  1415 

The  administration,  however,  did  not 
want  to  say  we  want  to  ffre  these  peo- 
ple to  put  in  our  own  political  choices 
to  handle  these  jobs,  because  they 
thought  that  would  look  bad.  Instead 
they  did  something  worse.  Instead  they 
trumped  up  a  lot  of  charges  against  the 
individuals  who  worked  at  the  Travel 
Office  and  besmirched  the  reputation 
of  these  people  who  had  been  devoted 
public  servants  under  Presidents  of 
both  parties  for  a  number  of  years. 

When  the  smoke  finally  cleared  and 
when  the  one  criminal  charge  brought 
against  one  of  those  individuals  was  re- 
solved by  an  acquittal,  a  finding  of  not 
guilty,  the  White  House  apologized  for 
the  handling  of  that  matter.  That 
should  have  ended  it.  The  White  House 
made  a  mistake,  the  White  House  ad- 
mitted it  made  a  mistake  and  apolo- 
gized and  that  should  have  concluded 
matters.  At  least  that  is  what  our 
chairman.  Chairman  Clinger,  ex- 
pected. But  we  did  have  a  hearing  to 
determine  whether  the  investigations, 
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the  administrative  investigations,  into 
that  matter  were  complete. 

What  did  we  learn  at  that  first  set  of 
hearings?  We  learned  that  the  White 
House  had  withheld  documents  from 
the  investigators  from  various  agencies 
who  were  investigating  what  happened 
at  the  Travel  Office.  That  was  not  the 
end  of  it.  When  we  learned  that,  we 
subpoenaed  documents  from  the  White 
House  and  we  received  a  number  of  doc- 
uments including  a  memorandum 
which  was  acknowledged  by  the  then 
White  House  administrator  that  con- 
tradicted the  explanation  that  was 
given  by  the  White  House  of  how  that 
mistake  occurred.  The  White  House 
had  said  a  mistake  was  made  but  it  was 
made  by  a  certain  level  in  the  White 
House  management  and  the  people  who 
made  the  mistake  were  suitably  rep- 
rimanded. The  problem  is  the  memo- 
randum authored  by  the  person  who 
was  in  charge  of  White  House  activities 
suggested  very  strongly  that  he  was  or- 
dered by  people  higher  than  himself  to 
take  that  action  and  be  did  not  do  it  on 
his  own. 

So  we  have  two  contradictions  right 
there:  First  we  have  a  withholding  of 
documents  from  people  who  are 
charged  administratively  to  review 
what  happened  in  the  Travel  Office. 
Then  we  have,  when  documents  are 
produced,  a  contradiction  from  what 
the  White  House  said  happened  to  what 
apparently  really  happened. 

We  now  have  a  new  development. 
After  we  got  the  documents  that  con- 
tradicted the  White  House's  earlier  po- 
sition, we  subpoenaed  additional  docu- 
ments. The  White  House  resisted  turn- 
ing those  documents  over  to  Congress 
on  the  grounds  of  executive  privilege. 
Executive  privilege  is  most  often 
raised  for  reasons  of  national  security 
and  that  level.  I  believe  there  is  such  a 
thing  as  executive  privilege.  But  after 
the  Congress  pushed  the  issue,  after 
our  comnoittee  voted  contempt  of  Con- 
gress citations  against  individuals  in- 
volved, numerous  other  documents 
have  arrived,  and  that  is  where  we 
learned  that  the  White  House  had  in  its 
possession  numerous  FBI  files  on 
former  Republican  officeholders  in  the 
White  House,  including  ordinary  staff 
people  who  did  not  necessarily  hold 
high  positions.  These  kinds  of  records 
did  not  belong  in  the  White  House  in 
the  first  place  and  once  the  White 
House  knew  they  were  there,  they 
should  have  been  sent  back  imme- 
diately, when  they  were  not.  Nobody 
knew  about  any  of  this  until  our  com- 
mittee found  this  information. 

We  will  hold  hearings  this  week.  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  I  hope  these  hearings  will 
finally  be  the  end  of  this  matter,  but 
do  not  count  it. 


House,  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  not  been  for  the  travel  and  tourism  in- 
[Mr.  Roth]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes,  dustry.  Clearly  travel  and  tourism  is 
Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  my  message    already  paying  its  fair  share. 


TAXES  ON  TRAVEL  AND  TOURISM 
SHOULD  NOT  BE  INCREASED 
The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore    (Mr. 
Goss).  Under  a  previous  order  of  the 


today  is  do  not  increase  taxes  on  travel 
and  tourism.  Travel  and  tourism  is  now 
the  second  largest  industry  in  America. 
It  employs  more  people  than  any  other 
industry  in  America,  and  is  quickly  be- 
coming the  largest  industry  in  America 
and  also  the  largest  industry  world- 
wide. 

Several  weeks  ago  President  Clinton 
unveiled  a  new  tax  plan.  This  tax  plan 
was  a  tax  credit  to  be  made  available 
to  students,  college  students  for  a  2- 
year  period.  That  seems  like  a  good 
idea.  But  who  does  the  President  want 
to  pick  up  this  tab? 

The  President  has  singled  out  the 
people  who  are  already  passing  a  stiff 
and  heavy  tax.  The  President  has  again 
targeted  travel  and  tourism,  people 
who  are  so  busy  at  home  working,  they 
do  not  have  time  to  come  to  Congress 
to  watch  all  the  tax  bills  that  Congress 
is  considering;  basically  middle-class 
people  who  are  working  hard  to  pay 
their  taxes,  raise  their  families. 

These  are  the  people  that  are  being 
targeted  again.  An  estimated  50  million 
people  will  be  targeted  under  this  new 
tax.  Even  if  the  idea  is  just  an  election- 
year  ploy,  a  tax  increase  on  travelers  is 
the  wrong  step  for  us  to  take  at  this 
time. 

First,  travel  and  tourism  brings  in 
huge  revenues  into  every  single  con- 
gressional district  in  America. 

This  new  tax  would  also  penalize 
American  companies  who  are  seeking 
new  opportunities.  Even  if  these  busi- 
nesses fail  to  find  new  customers,  they 
still  have  to  pay  the  tax. 

Finally,  a  sn^il  segment  of  the  popu- 
lation is  being  singled  out  to  pay  an 
additional  tax. 

Why  would  the  President  want  to 
target  travel  and  tourism?  In  economic 
terms,  the  industry  already  makes  a 
huge  contribution.  Travel  and  tourism 
is  the  second  largest  industry,  employ- 
ing some  14  million  American  workers. 

In  1995,  45  million  international  visi- 
tors came  to  the  United  States  and 
they  spent  $78  billion  here.  One  of  the 
reasons  we  had  an  over  18  percent  drop, 
18.6,  to  be  exact,  in  our  trade  deficit  in 
the  month  of  April  was  because  of  for- 
eign visitors.  When  people  come  here 
to  the  United  States  and  buy  products. 
it  is  the  same  as  if  we  take  those  prod- 
ucts, send  them  overseas  and  sell  them 
overseas.  Tourism  is  our  leading  export 
and  it  creates  a  $20  billion  trade  sur- 
plus. 

The  industry  is  also  responsible  for 
some  $58  billion  in  taxes.  It  does  not 
even  include  the  user  fees  charged  di- 
rectly to  travelers.  Because  of  this  in- 
dustry, every  American  household  pays 
some  $652  less  in  taxes.  Let  me  repeat 
that.  Because  of  the  travel  and  tourism 
industry,  the  average  American  house- 
hold last  year  paid  $652  less  in  taxes 
than  they  would  have  had  to  pay  had  it 


If  we  do  not  suffocate  the  industry 
with  new  tax  burdens,  its  future  will  be 
even  brighter.  By  2006  employment  in 
the  industry  will  increase  some  SO  per- 
cent. That  means  that  in  the  next  dec- 
ade, in  the  next  10  years,  the  people 
that  we  have  employed  in  travel  and 
tourism,  14  million,  will  again  be  ^a^f 
as  many,  will  be  to  21  million  people  if 
we  do  not  suffocate  this  industry. 

Over  the  next  10  years,  travel  and 
tourism  is  expected  to  generate  almost 
$230  billion  in  new  tax  revenues.  That 
is  more  than  a  31  percent  increase  in 
tax  revenues  over  the  next  10  years. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  President  want  us 
to  make  a  choice,  but  basically  we 
should  not  have  to  choose  between  edu- 
cation and  the  tourism  industry.  Both 
can  prosper.  But  helping  travel  and 
tourism  will  create  jobs  and  increase 
tax  revenue.  That  means  more  money 
for  education.  Or  we  can  treat  travel 
and  tourism  like  a  cash  cow  and  try  to 
extract  every  cent  that  the  Congress 
can  out  of  this  industry.  That  price 
will  be  high. 

Last  October  President  Clinton  pre- 
sided over  the  White  House  Conference 
on  Travel  and  Tourism  here  in  Wash- 
ington. DC.  He  made  a  very  fine  speech. 
At  the  conference  the  President  praised 
the  industry  and  its  achievements.  He 
pledged  to  work  with  the  industry  to 
increase  tourism  in  the  United  States. 

To  put  on  an  additional  tax,  this  is 
not  the  kind  of  help  that  the  travel  and 
tourism  industry  was  looking  for.  This 
is  not  the  kind  of  help  that  the  people 
who  run  our  restaurants,  who  run  our 
various  shops  throughout  the  country, 
this  is  not  the  kind  of  help  they  were 
looking  for. 

Travel  and  tourism  is  under  attack 
again.  Instead  of  delivering  the  help, 
the  President  has  promised  to  send  in 
the  IRS.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  the  wrong 
approach  to  take. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

The  following  Member  (at  the  request 
of  Mr.  MONTGOMERY)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend his  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr.  FILNER.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  ScmFF)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr.  DORNAN.  for  5  minutes  each  day. 
on  Jime  18  and  19. 

Mr.  HaSTERT,  for  5  minutes  each  day, 
on  June  18, 19,  and  20. 

Mr.  SCHIFF,  for  5  minutes  each  day. 
today  and  on  June  18. 

Mr.  Roth,  for  5  minutes,  today. 
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(The  following  Member  (at  his  own 
request)  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks and  include  extraneous  mate- 
rial:) 

Mr.  ScmFF,  for  5  minutes,  today. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  MONTGOMERY)  and  to  in- 
clude extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Hamilton. 

Mr.  LjpiNsia. 

Ms.  Rivers. 

Mr.  FiLNER. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  ScmFF)  and  to  include  ex- 
traneous nuktter:) 

Mr.  Camp  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Paxon. 

Mr.  Talent. 

Mr.  Shuster. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  that 
the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  2  o'clock  and  24  minutes 
p.m.).  imder  its  previous  order,  the 
House  adjourned  until  tomorrow,  Tues- 
day. June  18, 1996,  at  12:30  p.m. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXTV,  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

3612.  A  letter  teom  the  Congressional  Re- 
view Coordinator,  Animal  and  Plant  Health 
Inspection  Service,  transmitting:  the  Serv- 
ice's final  rule— Mediterranean  Fruit  Fly; 
Removal  of  quarantined  Areas  [APHIS  Dock- 
et No.  91-155-19]  received  June  14, 1996,  pursu- 
ant to  5  U.S.C.  aOKaXlXA);  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture. 

3613.  A  letter  from  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral, the  General  Accounting  Office,  trans- 
mitting a  review  of  the  President's  sixth  spe- 
cial impoundment  message  for  fiscal  year 
1996,  pursuant  to  2  U.S.C.  685  (HJJoc.  No.  104- 
233);  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
and  ordered  to  be  printed. 

3614.  A  letter  ftom  the  Directors  of  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  and  Office  of  Man- 
agement and  Budget,  transmitting  a  joint  re- 
port on  the  technical  assumptions  to  be  used 
in  preparing  estimates  of  National  Defense 
Function  (050)  outlays  for  fiscal  year  1997, 
pursuant  to  Pubic  Law  101-189,  section  5(a) 
(103  Stat.  1364);  to  the  Committee  on  Na- 
tional Security. 

3815.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urgan  Develop- 
ment, transmitting  the  Department's  final 
rule— Amendments  to  Regulation  X.  the  Real 
Estate  Settlement  Procedures  Act:  With- 
drawal of  Employer-Employee  and  Computer 
Loan  Origination  Systems  (CLOs)  Exemp- 
tions (Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Housing— Federal  Housing  Commissioner) 
Pocket  No.  FR,-3638-F-06]  (RIN:  2502-AG26) 
received  June  13,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 


aOKaXlKA);  to  the  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Financial  Services. 

3616.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget,  transmitting 
OMB's  estimate  of  the  amount  of  change  in 
outlays  or  receipts,  as  the  case  may  be,  in 
each  fiscal  year  through  fiscal  year  2002  re- 
sulting from  passage  of  H.R.  3136  and  H.R. 
1266,  pursuant  to  Public  Law  101-508,  section 
13101(a)  (104  Stat.  1388-582);  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget. 

3617.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Occupational  Safety  and  Health,  Depart- 
ment of  Labor,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule— Personal  Protection 
Equipment  in  Shipyards— Correction  Notice 
(Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Adminis- 
tration) [Docket  No.  S-045]  (RIN:  1218-AA74) 
(AB06)  received  June  13,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(lXA):  to  the  Committee  on  Eco- 
nomic and  Eklucational  Opportunities. 

3618.  A  letter  trom  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Occupational  Safety  and  Health,  Depart- 
ment of  Labor,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule— Personal  Protective 
Equipment  in  Shipyards  (Occupational  Safe- 
ty and  Health  Administration)  [Docket  No. 
S-045)  (RIN:  1218-AA74)  (AB06)  received  June 
13,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to 
the  Committee  on  Economic  and  Edu- 
cational Opportunities. 

3619.  A  letter  from  the  John  F.  Kennedy 
Center  for  the  Performing  Arts,  transmitting 
the  1995  annual  report  of  operations  for  the 
John  F.  Kennedy  Center  for  the  Performing 
Arts  and  the  National  Ssrmphony  Orchestra, 
pursuant  to  20  U.S.C.  761(c);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Economic  and  Educational  Opportuni- 
ties. 

3620.  A  letter  fi"om  the  Managing  Director, 
Federal  Communications  Commission,  trans- 
mitting the  Commission's  final  rule — Regu- 
lation of  International  Accounting  Rates  [CC 
Docket  No.  90-337,  Phase  11]  received  June  17, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce. 

3621.  A  letter  from  the  Managing  Director, 
Federal  Communications  Commission,  trans- 
mitting the  Commission's  final  rule — Sub- 
sidiary Accounting  Requirements  Concern- 
ing Video  Dialtone  Costs  and  Revenues  for 
Local  Exchange  Carriers  Offering  Video 
Dialtone  Services  [AAD  No.  95-59]  (FCC  No. 
96-240)  received  June  17,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

3622.  A  letter  from  the  Managing  Director, 
Federal  Communications  Commission,  trans- 
mitting the  Commission's  final  rule — 
Amendment  of  Section  73.202(b),  Table  of  Al- 
lotments, FM  Broadcast  Stations 
(Tillamook.  Oregon)  [MM  Docket  No.  95-153] 
received  June  17,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3623.  A  letter  from  the  Managing  Director. 
Federal  Communications  Commission,  trans- 
mitting the  Commission's  final  rule- 
Amendment  of  Section  73.202(b),  Table  of  Al- 
lotments, FM  Broadcast  Stations  (Wellsvllle, 
New  "STork)  [MM  Docket  No.  95-162]  received 
June  17.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3624.  A  letter  from  the  Managing  Director. 
Federal  Communications  Commission,  trans- 
mitting the  Commission's  final  rule — 
Amendment  of  Section  73.202(b).  Table  of  Al- 
lotments. FM  Broadcast  Stations 
(Garberville  and  Hydesville.  California)  [MM 
Docket  No.  94-61]  received  June  17.  1996,  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXl)(A);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce. 

3625.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary,  Federal 
Trade  Commission,  transmitting  the  Com- 
mission's final  rule — Disclosures  Regarding 


Energy  Consumption  and  Water  Use  of  Cer- 
tain Home  Appliances  and  Other  Products 
Required  Under  the  Energy  Policy  and  Con- 
servation Act  ("Appliance  Labeling  Rule") 
(16  CFR  Part  305)  received  June  14.  1996.  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXl)(A);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce. 

3626.  A  letter  trom  the  Director,  Regula- 
tions Policy  Management  Staff,  Food  and 
Drug  Administration,  transmitting  the  Ad- 
ministration's final  rule— Revocation  of  Ob- 
solete Regulations  (21  CFR  Parts  200,  250,  and 
310)  [Docket  No.  95N-0310]  received  June  17, 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce. 

3627.  A  letter  Crom  the  Executive  Director, 
District  of  Columbia  Financial  Responsibil- 
ity and  Management  Assistance  Authority, 
transmitting  the  Authority's  report  entitled 
"Final  Report  on  the  District  of  Columbia 
FY  1997  Budget  and  Financial  Plan,"  adopted 
by  the  District  of  Columbia  Financial  Re- 
sponsibility and  Management  Assistance  Au- 
thority on  June  13,  1996,  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  104-8,  section  202(cX6)  (109  Stat.  113);  to 
the  Conunlttee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

3628.  A  letter  ftxim  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy.  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule — Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation;  Double-Sided  Copying 
(RIN:  9000-AC;41)  received  June  7, 1996.  pursu- 
ant to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to  the  Committee 
on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3629.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy.  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule— Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation;  National  Industrial  Se- 
curity Program  Operating  Manual  (RIN: 
9000-AG95)  received  June  7,  1996,  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(A)(1XA);  to  the  Committee  on 
Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3630.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy,  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule— Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation;  Justification  and  Ap- 
proval Thresholds  (RIN:  9000-AHOO)  received 
June  7,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA): 
to  the  Committee  on  Government  Reform 
and  Oversight. 

3631.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy,  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule— Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation;  Implementation  of 
Memorandum  of  Understanding  Between  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  European 
Community  (RIN:  9000-AF39)  received  June 
7,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXl)(A);  to 
the  Conunlttee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

3632.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy,  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule — Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation;  Postponement  of  Bid 
Openings  or  Closing  Dates  (RIN:  9000-AF48) 
received  June  7,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3633.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy,  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule— Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation;  Armed  Services  Pric- 
ing Manual  (RIN:  9000-AG97)  received  June  7, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXl)(A):  to  the 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

3634.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy,  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
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the  Administration's  final  rule— Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation;  Predetermined  Indi- 
rect Cost  Rates  (RIN:  9000-AG92)  received 
June  7,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXl)(A); 
to  the  Committee  on  Government  Reform 
and  Oversight. 

3635.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy,  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule— Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation;  Small  Business  Size 
Standards  (FAR  Case  94-600)  received  June  7, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXl)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Grovemment  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

3636.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy,  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule — Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation:  Master  Subcontracting 
Plans  (RIN:  9000-AG07)  received  June  7,  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight. 

3637.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy,  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule — Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation;  Small  Business  Com- 
petitiveness Demonstration  Program  (RIN: 
9000-AGlO)  received  June  7.  1996,  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to  the  Committee  on 
Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3638.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy,  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule — Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation;  Use  of  Convict  Labor 
(RIN:  9000-AG02)  received  June  7,  1996,  pursu- 
ant to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXl)(A):  to  the  Committee 
on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3639.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy,  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  nile — Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation;  Ozone  Executive  Order 
(RIN:  9O0O-AG42)  received  June  7,  1996,  pursu- 
ant to  5  U.S.C.  aoi(aXl)(A);  to  the  Committee 
on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3640.  A  letter  trom  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy,  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule — Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation;  Uruguay  Round  (1996 
Code)  (RIN:  9000-AG80)  received  June  7.  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXl)(A);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight. 

3641.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy.  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule — Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation;  Implementation  of  the 
North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement  Im- 
plementation Act  (RIN:  9000-AF60)  received 
June  7. 1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  SOKaXlXA): 
to  the  Committee  on  Government  Reform 
and  Oversight. 

3642.  A  letter  trom  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy.  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule — Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation;  Caribbean  Basin  Coun- 
tries (RIN:  9O0O-AG96)  received  June  7.  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXl)(A):  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight. 

3643.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy.  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule — Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation:  Fluctuating  Exchange 
Rates  (RIN:  9000-AF83)  received  June  7.  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to  the  Com- 


mittee  on  Government  Reform   and  Over- 
sight. 

3644.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy.  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule— Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation:  Irrevocable  Letters  of 
(Credit  and  Alternatives  to  Miller  Act  Bonds 
(RIN:  9000-AG99)  received  June  7.  1996.  pursu- 
ant to  5  U.S.C.  80l(aXlXA);  to  the  Committee 
on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3645.  A  letter  fi^m  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy.  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule— Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation;  Part  31  Agency  Supple- 
ments (RIN:  9000-A(J93)  received  June  7.  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  SOKaXlXA);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight. 

3646.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy.  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule — Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation;  Records  Retention 
(RIN:  9000-AF99)  received  Jvse  7.  1996.  pursu- 
ant to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to  the  Committee 
on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3647.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy.  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule — Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation;  Legislative  Lobbying 
Costs  (RIN:  9000-AF98)  received  June  7.  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight. 

3648.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy.  CJen- 
eral  Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule— Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation;  Travel  Costs  (RIN: 
9000-AGOO)  received  June  7.  1996.  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  aOKaXlXA):  to  the  Committee  on 
Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3649.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy.  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule — Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation;  Prompt  Payment  Over- 
seas (RIN:  9000-AF41)  received  June  7.  1996, 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA):  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight. 

3650.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy,  (gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule — Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation:  Alternate  Dispute  Res- 
olution and  Federal  Courts  Administration 
Act  (RIN:  9000-AE96/9000-AF35)  received  June 
7,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA);  to 
the  Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

3651.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy,  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule— Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation:  Defense  Production 
Act  Amendments  (RIN:  9000- AGll)  received 
June  7. 1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlXA): 
to  the  Ck)mmittee  on  Government  Reform 
and  Oversight. 

3652.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy,  (Jen- 
eral  Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule— Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation:  Child  C:are  Services 
(RIN:  900O-AF31)  received  June  7.  1996.  pursu- 
ant to  5  U.S.C.  SOKaXlXA);  to  the  Committee 
on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3653.  A  letter  trom  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy.  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 


the  Administration's  final  rule— Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation:  Qulck-Closeout  Proce- 
dures (BIN:  9000-AG57)  received  June  7.  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  BOKaXlXA):  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight. 

3654.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy,  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule — Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation;  Quality  Assurance  Ac- 
tions—Electronic Screening  (RIN;  9000-Ag06) 
received  June  7,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3655.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy.  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule — Federal  Ac- 
quisition. Regulation;  Quality  Assurance 
Nonconformances  (RIN:  9000-AF80)  received 
June  7,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  SOKaXlXA); 
to  the  Committee  on  Government  Reform 
and  Oversight. 

3656.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy.  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule— Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation:  Solicitation  Provi- 
sions— Contract  Clauses  (RIN:  9000-AG98)  re- 
ceived June  7.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
S01(a)(lXA):  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3657.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy.  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule — Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation:  Contract  Award- 
Sealed  Bidding— Construction  CRIN  9000- 
AE41)  received  June  7.  1996.  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  SOKaXlXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3658.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy.  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule — Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation;  Small  Business  Innova- 
tion Research  Rights  in  Data  (RIN  9O0O- 
AF54)  received  June  7.  1996.  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  SOKaXlXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3659.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy.  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule — Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation:  Inspection  Clauses- 
Fixed  Price  (RIN  9000-ACJ94)  received  June  7. 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  SOKaXlXA);  to  the 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

3660.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Associate 
Administrator  for  Acquisition  Policy.  CJen- 
eral  Services  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule — Federal  Ac- 
quisition Regulation;  Termination  for  Con- 
venience (RIN  9000-AF55)  received  June  7. 
1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  SOKaXlXA);  to  the 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

3661.  A  letter  from  the  Administrator.  Na- 
tional Aeronautics  and  Space  Administra- 
tion, transmitting  the  semiannual  report  on 
activities  of  the  Inspector  general  for  the  pe- 
riod October  1,  1995.  through  March  31.  1996. 
and  the  semiannual  management  report  on 
the  status  of  audit  follownp  for  the  same  pe- 
riod, pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  app.  (Insp.  Gen. 
Act)  section  5(b):  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Reform  and  Oversight. 

3662.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks.  Department 
of  the  Interior,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule — Reclassification  of  Salt- 
water   Crocodile    Population    in    Australia 
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from  Endangered  to  Threatened  with  Special 
Rule  for  Saltwater  and  Nile  Crocodile  (Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service)  (RTN:  1018-AC30)  re- 
ceived June  17,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3663.  A  letter  trom  the  Under  Secretary  for 
Oceans  and  Atmosphere,  Department  of 
Commerce,  transmitting  the  annual  report 
on  the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Fund  for 
the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Ad- 
ministration for  fiscal  year  1995.  pursuant  to 
Public  Law  101-508,  secUon  6209  (104  Stat. 
1388-309);  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3664.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Fisheries  Conservation  and  Management, 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  transmit- 
ting the  Service's  final  rule— Pacific  Halibut 
Fisheries;  19S6  Halibut  Landing  Report  No.  3 
[Docket  No.  9e0111003-€068-<)3;  LD.  060796A] 
received  June  17,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3665.  A  letter  troia  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Implementa- 
tion of  the  Equal  Access  to  Justice  Act:  Pay- 
ment of  Attorneys  Fees  (RIN:  2105-AC52)  re- 
ceived June  13,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lKA);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Inftastmcture. 

3666.  A  letter  trom  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Revised  Filing 
Procedures  for  OST  Docket  (RIN:  2105-AC26) 
received  June  13,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation. 

3667.  A  letter  fivm  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Interlocking 
Relationships  Between  An  Air  Carrier  and  A 
Person  Controlling  Another  Air  Carrier 
(RIN:  2105-ACS4)  received  June  13,  1996,  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  aOKaXlKA);  to  the  Conmiit- 
tee  on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3668.  A  letter  trom  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Policies  Relat- 
ing to  Accounts  and  Reports  (RIN:  2105-AC43) 
received  June  13,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3669.  A  letter  trom  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Aviation  Eco- 
nomic Regulations:  Updates  and  Corrections 
(RIN:  2105-AC53)  received  June  13.  1996,  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(lKA);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3670.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Reorganization 
of  Coast  Guard  Areas,  Districts,  and  Marine 
Inspection  and  Captain  of  the  Port  Zones 
(U.S.  Coast  Guard)  [CGD96-025]  (RIN:  2115- 
AF32)  received  June  13,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(lKA);  to  the  ConMiittee  on 
Transportation  and  Infi^structure. 

3671.  A  letter  trom  the  (General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Drawbridge  Op- 
eration Regulations:  Nacote  Creek,  NJ  (U.S. 
Coast  Guard)  [CGD05-95-065]  (RIN:  2115-AE47) 
received  June  13,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
SOKaXlKA);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3672.  A  letter  trom  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Direct  Final 
Rule  Procedures;  Petitions  for  Rulemaking 
(Research  and  Special  Programs  Administra- 
tion) (RIN:  2137-ACr?5)  received  June  13.  1996, 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Transportation  and  Infrastruc- 
ture. 


3673.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Railroad  Acci- 
dent Reporting  (Federal  Railroad  Adminis- 
tration) [FRA  Docket  No.  RARr-4.  Notice  No. 
13]  (RIN:  2130-AA58)  received  June  13,  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXl)(A);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Transportation  and  Infrastruc- 
ture. 

3674.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Subdivision  of 
Restricted  Area  R^2103,  Fort  Rucker,  AL— 
Docket  No.  95-ASO-18  (Federal  Aviation  Ad- 
ministration) (RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0061)  re- 
ceived June  17,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  InfiTistructure. 

3675.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Amendment  to 
Class  E  Airspace;  Topeka,  KS;  Kingmans, 
KS;  Hutchinson,  KS;  and  Wahoo,  NE— Docket 
No.  96-ACE-3  (Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion) (RIN:  2120-AA66)  (1996-0074)  received 
June  17,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infirastructure. 

3676.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Airworthiness 
Standards;  Aircraft  Engines  New  One-En- 
gine-Inoperative (OEI)  Ratings,  Definitions 
and  Type  Certification  Standards  (Federal 
Aviation  Administration)  (RIN:  2120-AD21) 
received  June  17,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Conmiittee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3677.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Airworthiness 
Directives;  (Cessna  Aircraft  Company  Engine 
Oil  Filter  Adapter  Assemblies  Installed  on 
Aircraft  (Federal  Aviation  Administration) 
[Docket  No.  93-CE-54-AD;  Amendment  39- 
9665;  AD  96-12-22]  (RIN:  2120-AA64)  received 
June  17,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3678.  A  letter  trom  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  TransporUtion,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Advanced  Sim- 
ulation Plan  Revisions  (Federal  Aviation  Ad- 
ministration) [Docket  No.  28072;  Amendment 
121-258]  (RIN:  2120-AF29)  received  June  17, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXlKA);  to  the 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  InCra- 
structure. 

3679.  A  letter  trom  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Training  and 
Qualification  Requirements  for  Check  Air- 
men and  Flight  Instructors  (Federal  Avia- 
tion Administration)  [Docket  No.  28471; 
Amendment  No.  121-257.  135-64]  (RIN:  2120- 
AF08)  received  June  17,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  SOKaKlXA);  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 

3680.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman,  Surface 
Transportation  Board,  transmitting  the 
Board's  final  rule — Class  Exemption  for  the 
Construction  of  Connecting  Track  under  49 
U.S.C.  10901  (Ex  Parte  No.  392  (Sub-No.  2))  re- 
ceived June  13,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lXA);  to  the  (Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3681.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulations  Management,  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule — Inventions  by  Employees 
of  the  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  (38 
CFR  Part  1)  (RIN:  290(V-AI03)  received  June 
13,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(aXl)(A);  to 
the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 


3682.  A  letter  from  the  Chief,  Regulations 
Unit,  Internal  Revenue  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule— Debt  Instruments 
with  Original  Issue  Discount;  Contingent 
Pa3rments;  Anti-Abuse  Rule  (RIN:  1545-A(386; 
1545-AS35)  received  June  11,  1996,  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

3683.  A  letter  fT^m  the  Secretary  of  Trans- 
portation, transmitting  the  Department's  re- 
port entitled  "Maritime  Terrorism:  A  Report 
to  Congress,"  for  calendar  year  1995,  pursu- 
ant to  46  U.S.C.  app.  1802;  jointly,  to  the 
Committees  on  Transportation  and  Infra- 
structure and  International  Relations. 

3684.  A  letter  trom  the  Secretary  of  Health 
and  Human  Services,  transmitting  the  De- 
partment's interim  report  on  the  status  of 
the  Social  Health  Maintenance  Organization 
[Social  HMO]  Demonstrations;  jointly,  to  the 
Committees  on  Ways  and  Means  and  Com- 
merce. 

3685.  A  letter  trom  the  Secretaries  of  State 
and  Commerce,  transmitting  the  Secretaries 
joint  report  to  Congress  entitled  "Annual 
Reports  on  Improving  Export  Mechanisms 
and  on  Militaiy  Assistance,"  pursuant  to 
Public  Law  104-106,  section  1324(a)  (110)  SUt. 
480);  jointly,  to  the  Committees  on  Inter- 
national Relations.  Ways  and  Means,  and  Na- 
tional Security. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  Xm,  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows: 

[Omitted  from  the  Record  of  June  14, 1996] 
Mr.  ARCHER:  Comnruttee  on  Ways  and 
Means.  H.R.  3107.  A  bill  to  impose  sanctions 
on  persons  exporting  certain  goods  or  tech- 
nology that  would  enhance  Iran's  ability  to 
explore  for,  extract,  refine,  or  transport  by 
pipeline  petroleum  resources,  and  for  other 
purposes;  with  amendments  (Rept.  104-523, 
Pt.  2):  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

mSCHAHGE  OF  COMMriTEE 

Pursiumt  to  clause  5  of  rule  X  the  Commit- 
tee on  National  Security  discharged  from 
further  consideration.  H.R.  1663  referred  to 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union. 

[Submitted  June  17, 1996] 
Mr.  HYDE:  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
H.R.  3525.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  to  clarify  the  Federal  jurisdic- 
tion over  offenses  relating  to  damage  to  reli- 
gious property;  with  an  amendment  (Rept. 
104-621).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  BIiTTiKY:  Committee  on  Commerce. 
H.R.  3005.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  securi- 
ties laws  in  order  to  promote  efficiency  and 
capital  formation  in  the  financial  markets, 
and  to  amend  the  Investment  Company  Act 
of  1940  to  promote  more  efficient  manage- 
ment of  mutual  funds,  protect  investors,  and 
provide  more  effective  and  less  burdensome 
regulation;  with  an  amendment  (Rept.  104- 
622).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  BLILEY:  Committee  on  Commerce. 
H.R.  3431.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Armored  Car 
Industry  Reciprocity  Act  of  1993  to  clarify 
certain  requirements  and  to  improve  the 
now  of  interstate  commerce  (Rept.  104-623). 
Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 
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Mr.  LIVINGSTON:  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations. Report  on  the  subdivision  of  budg- 
et totals  for  fiscal  year  1997  (Rept.  10t-€24). 
Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXn,  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mr.  HANSEN: 

H.R.  3660.  A  bill  to  make  amendments  to 
the  Reclamation   Wastewater  and  Ground- 
water Study  and  Facilities  Act,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 
By  Mr.  NEY: 

H.R.  3661.  A  bill  to  provide  that  a  manufac- 
tured home  may  be  protected  during  a  fiood 
event  without  affecting  eligibility  of  a  com- 


munity for  participation  in  the  national 
fiood  insurance  program;  to  the  Committee 
on  Banking  and  Financial  Services. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXn,  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows: 

H.R.  324:  Mr.  Stabk,  Ms.  LOFCREN,  and  Mr. 
Klug. 

H.R.  788:  Mr.  Packard. 

H.R.  1281:  Mr.  Lantos. 

HJl,.  1573:  Mr.  HoBSON,  Mr.  Cremeans,  Mr. 
Chabot,  Mr.  CX'NNINGHAM,  Mr.  GILLMOR,  Mr. 
Tate,  and  Mr.  McIntosh. 

H.R.  2338:  Mr.  Watt  of  North  Carolina. 

H.R.  2834:  Ms.  DeLauro. 

H.R.  2943:  Mrs.  LINCOLN. 

H.R.  3100:  Mr.  Hoekstra. 

H.R.  3173:  Mr.  BONIOR. 

HJl.  3280:  Ms.  DeLauro. 


H.R.  3328:  Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts. 

H.R.  3525:  Mr.  ROEMER,  Mr.  Barrett  of  Ne- 
braska, Mr.  Talent,  Mr.  Upton,  Mr.  Bishop, 
Mr.  Evans,  Mr.  Peterson  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
CoNorr.  Mr.  Cramer,  Mr.  Engel,  Mr.  Pick- 
ett. Mr.  DiNGELL.  Mr.  TORRICELU.  Mr.  Sten- 
HOLM.  and  Mr.  Payne  of  New  Jersey. 


PETITIONS,  ETC. 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXn, 

72.  The  SPEAKER  presented  a  petition  of 
Samuel  Freeman  of  Syosset,  NY.  relative  to 
private/public  bills  to  extend  the  life  of 
U.S.P.  4,231.061.  Instant  Color  Slide  Recorder 
of  CRT  Image,  for  a  period  of  Seven  (7)  years 
beyond  its  present  expiration  date,  April  9. 
1999  (20  years  beyond  date  of  filing  legalized 
by  the  GATT  Treaty);  which  was  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  UNIVERSITY  OF 
MICHIGAN  PRESIDENT  JAMES  J. 
DUDERSTADT 


HON.  LYNN  N.  RIVERS 

HON.  JOHN  D.  DINGELL 

HON.  JOHN  CONYERS,  JR. 

HON.  DAVID  L  BONIOR 

HON.  DALE  L  KILDEE 

HON.  SANDER  M.  LEVIN 

HON.  FRED  UPTON 

HON.  DAVE  CAMP 

HON.  BARBARA-ROSE  COLUNS 

HON.  JAMES  A.  BAROA 

HON.  PETER  HOEKSTRA 

HON.  JOE  KNOUENBERG 

HON.  NICK  SMTffl 

HON.  BART  STOPAK 

HON.  VERNON  J.  EHLERS 

HON.  DICK  CHRYSLER 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  June  17, 1996 

Ms.  RIVERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  on 
behalf  of  all  my  colleagues  in  the  Michigan 
delegation  to  deliver  our  tribute  to  James  J. 
Duderstadt,  president  of  the  University  of 
Michigan,  wtio  is  stepping  down  from  his  post 
after  8  years  of  outstanding  and  accomplished 
leadership. 

Dr.  Duderstadt  has  had  a  long  and  illus- 
trious career  with  the  University  of  Michigan. 
As  txith  an  educator  arxj  an  administrator,  he 
has  worked  tirelessly  to  make  it  one  of  the 
jewels  in  Michigan's  excellent  State  university 
system,  as  well  as  a  top  research  facility  ber>- 
efiting  the  entire  Nation.  Dr.  Duderstadt  has 
positioned  the  university  to  excel  in  the  21st 
century  by  strengthening  its  academic  pro- 
grams, garnering  strong  private  and  Federal 
support.  ret3uildir>g  facilities  on  the  university's 
several  campuses,  enhancing  its  role  in  higher 
education,  and  diversifying  its  student  body 
arxJ  faculty. 

Dr.  Duderstadt  first  joined  the  University  of 
Michigan  in  1969  as  an  assistant  professor  of 
nuclear  engineering.  He  was  promoted  to  as- 
sociate professor  in  1972  and  to  professor  in 
1976.  His  teaching  arxj  research  in  science, 
mathematks,  and  engineering  has  included 
work  on  such  projects  as  nuclear  fission  reac- 
tors, laser-driven  thermonuclear  fusion,  and 
the  development  of  supercomputers. 

From  1981  to  1986,  Dr.  Duderstadt  sen/ed 
as  dean  of  the  College  of  Engineering,  trans- 
forming it  into  one  of  the  Nation's  finest.  He 
was  named  provost  and  vice  president  for 
academic  affairs  in  1986  and  president  of  the 
university  2  years  later. 

During  his  tenure  as  president,  the  national 
ranking  of  U-M  programs  has  been  the  highest 


ever.  Ranked  as  the  Nation's  leading  research 
university,  U-M  attracted  S406  million  in  public 
arxj  private  support  for  research  in  1994-95 
alone.  It  is  the  first  public  university  in  U.S. 
history  to  receive  Wall  Street's  high  Aal  credit 
rating,  and  its  endowment  has  irxireased  five- 
fold, to  more  than  Si  .6  billion.  U-M  is  also 
completing  a  massive  program  to  rebuild,  ren- 
ovate, and  update  all  of  its  campus  buildings. 

Dr.  Duderstadt  has  not  only  expanded  and 
improved  the  university's  departments,  infra- 
structure, research,  and  funding;  he  must  also 
be  commended  for  p>romoting  diversity  and 
equality  in  higher  education.  His  strategies 
have  made  U-M  an  accomplished  multicultural 
community,  irx;reasing  opportunities  for  minori- 
ties, women,  intemational  students,  and  fac- 
ulty in  every  walk  of  life. 

Dr.  Duderstadt's  achievements  in  research, 
teaching,  and  educational  leadership  have 
earned  him  the  Presidenrs  National  Medal  of 
Techrxjlogy,  the  E.O.  Lawrence  Award  for  ex- 
cellence in  nuclear  research,  the  Arthur  Holly 
Compton  Prize  for  outstanding  teaching,  the 
National  Engineer  of  the  Year  Award  for  pro- 
fessional service,  and  the  Equity  Award  from 
the  Parity  Committee  and  tfie  Michigan  De- 
partment of  Education  for  his  commitment  to 
diversity  and  equality  in  higher  education. 

He  has  also  been  elected  to  the  American 
Academy  of  Arts  and  Sciences,  the  National 
Academy  of  Engineering,  Phi  Beta  Kappa,  and 
Tau  Beta  Pi.  In  1984,  he  received  a  Presi- 
dential appointment  to  the  first  of  two  6-year 
terms  on  the  National  Science  Board,  which 
he  chaired  from  1991  to  1994. 

All  of  us  from  the  Michigan  delegation  of 
Representatives  applaud  Dr.  Duderstadfs  ex- 
tensive achievements  and  thank  him  for  his 
service  and  commitment  to  higher  education. 
Thousands  of  students,  scholars,  educators, 
and  researchers — both  in  Michigan  and  the 
worid  t>eyond — have  benefitted  from  his  con- 
tritjutions  arxJ  will  continue  to  tjenefit  from 
them  well  into  the  21  st  century. 


"TO  CARE  FOR  HIM  WHO  SHALL 
HAVE  BORNE  THE  BATTLE  .  .  ." 


HON.  BOB  FILNER 

OF  CALIFORNTA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  June  17, 1996 

Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  is  a  time  to 
convey  the  respect  and  gratitude  of  the  San 
Diego  veterans  community  and  the  employees 
of  the  Department  of  Veterans'  Affairs  for  the 
efforts  and  accomplishments  of  Patrick  Nappi. 
Director  of  the  Department  of  Veterans'  Affairs 
Regional  Office  in  San  Diego. 

During  the  past  5  years,  veterans  in  San 
Diego,  Riverside,  and  Imperial  Counties  have 
experienced  in  Mr.  Nappi  a  friend  arxJ  advo- 
cate, who  was  worthing  for  them  at  the  San 
Diego  Regional  Offk;e.  Mr.  Nappi  established 


close  wori<ing  relationships  with  the  State  and 
county  and  with  local  and  national  veterans 
service  organizations.  These  relationships 
have  t)een  based  on  a  genuine  mutual  respect 
arxJ  a  concem  for  the  needs  of  veterans  and 
their  dependents. 

Mr.  Nappi  also  worked  closely  with  local 
military  bases  to  establish  a  program  of  sup- 
port and  training  for  service  personnel  prepar- 
ing for  discharge  or  release  from  active  duty. 
These  transition  assistance  programs  have 
provided  timely  information  on  VA  benefits  and 
programs  to  thousands  of  veterans. 

Working  under  the  guidance  of  Mr.  Nappi, 
the  San  Diego  Department  of  Veterans'  Affairs 
Regional  Office  has  endeavored  to  put  into  ac- 
tion the  philosophy  of  former  Administrator  of 
Veterans'  Affairs,  Omar  Bradley,  when  he 
said:  "We  are  dealing  with  veterans,  not  pro- 
cedures; with  their  problems,  not  ours."  This 
philosophy  has  led  to  new  and  more  efficient 
lines  of  communication  between  the  Depart- 
ment of  Veterans'  Affairs  and  our  veterans 
arxJ  their  advocates. 

Mr.  Nappi's  commitment  to  community  rela- 
tions is  a  particular  strength.  Among  his  most 
successful  cooperative  efforts  was  the  wori< 
with  the  Navy  League  and  the  Serviceman's 
YMCA.  In  partnership  with  the  United  Veter- 
ans Council  of  San  Diego  and  the  Vietnam 
Veterans  of  San  Diego,  the  VA  was  also  in- 
volved with  Project  Stand  Down,  which  has 
met  the  needs  of  hurxlreds  of  homeless  veter- 
ans. Mr.  Nappi  was  actively  involved  in  job 
placement  services  with  the  Califomia  Employ- 
ment Development  Department,  opening  an 
outt)ased  EDO  office  in  the  San  Diego  VA  Re- 
gional Office  to  place  veterans  in  jobs  and  to 
assist  others  in  filing  for  benefits. 

Mr.  Nappi  has  led  by  example,  taking  a  per- 
sonal interest  in  veterans.  He  has  denv 
onstrated  the  sincerity  of  his  corx;em  by  t)e- 
coming  involved  in  individual  cases  brought  to 
his  attention.  His  efforts  deserve  our  respect, 
not  t)ecause  every  person  got  the  decision 
they  wanted,  but  because  when  he  promised 
a  timely  resolution  of  the  claim,  he  remained 
personally  involved  until  a  final  decision  was 
made  arxl  communicated  to  the  veteran. 

Recognizing  his  talents  and  commitments, 
the  Veterans  Benefits  Administration  has  se- 
lected Mr.  Nappi  to  become  the  Area  Director 
over  13  VA  regional  offices  in  the  North  Cen- 
tral United  States.  Mr.  Nappi  leaves  us  a  leg- 
acy of  innovative  and  valuable  initiatives  and 
accomplishments  that  have  increased  the  level 
arxj  quality  of  service  provided  to  southem 
California's  veterans. 

He  strives  to  keep  our  promise  to  our  veter- 
ans, so  ekx]uently  stated  by  President  Abra- 
ham Lincoln  in  1865:  "To  care  for  him  who 
shall  have  borne  the  battle,  and  his  widows, 
and  his  orphans."  We  will  miss  him  very 
much,  but  we  congratulate  him  and  wish  him 
well  in  his  new  positioa 


*  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  LUTHER  GRIFFIN 
JONES.  JR. 


HON.  LEE  H.  HAMILTON 

OF  INDIANIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  June  17, 1996 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
bring  to  the  attention  of  my  colleagues  an  ex- 
change of  letters  1  and  1 6  of  our  colleagues  in 
the  House  had  with  the  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development  [AID]  regarding  the 
emergency  needs  of  assistance  in  Lebanon  in 
the  aftermath  of  the  fighting  between 
Hezbollah  and  Israel  in  April. 

Lebanon  remains  an  important  country  for 
the  United  States  and  it  is  in  our  national  inter- 
est to  help  its  people  as  they  struggle  to  pre- 
serve and  strengthen  tfie  country's  independ- 
ence, territorial  integrity,  and  freedom. 

The  continued  fighting  in  southem  Let>anon 
lias  brought  untold  suffering  on  Lebanese  ci- 
vilians often  caught  in  the  crossfire.  While 
helping  to  provide  immediate  humanitarian  as- 
sistance, there  is  a  real  need  to  woric  imme- 
diately for  a  Lebanese-Israeli  peace  agree- 
ment which  produces  a  durable  cessation  of 
fighting,  allows  for  a  total  Israeli  withdrawal 
from  Lebanon,  holds  the  Lebanese  Army  re- 
sponsible for  security  along  the  country's 
southern  border,  and  implements  a  plan  for 
the  disarming  of  Hezbollah  and  other  groups 
in  Lebanon  not  already  disarmed. 

The  congressional  letter  of  April  18  and  the 
AID  reply  of  June  7  follows: 

Congress  of  the  United  States. 

Washington.  DC.  April  13.  2996. 
Hon.  Brian  atwood. 

Director.  Agency  for  International  Development. 
Washington.  DC. 
Dear  Mr.  director:  The  purpose  of  this 
letter  is  to  request  emergency  assistance  for 
the  civilian  refugees  in  Lebanon.  After  16 
years  of  civil  war,  we  were  hopeful  that  Leb- 
anon was  on  the  road  to  regaining  the  peace 
and  stability  that  made  it  a  hallmark  in  the 
Middle  East.  However,  due  to  the  most  re- 
cent violence  in  the  region,  several  thousand 
civilian  men,  women,  and  children  have  been 
forced  to  flee  their  homes  and  have  suffered 
great  tragedy.  Although  any  loss  of  life  Is 
tragic,  whether  it  be  Jewish  or  Arab,  this  sit- 
uation is  particularly  troublesome  to  us  as 
we  believe  the  Lebanese  government  is  un- 
able to  respond  fully  to  this  overwhelming 
demand  upon  its  infrastructure  and  public 
services.  Any  assistance  the  United  States 
could  provide  would  be  a  tangible  dem- 
onstration of  our  commitment  to  peace  in 
this  region. 

The  specific  needs  which  we  ask  you  to  ad- 
dress are.  in  our  opinion,  humanitarian  and 
easily  justifiable.  We  have  been  informed 
that  there  is  an  immediate  need  for  food  and 
water  supplies,  water  purification  gear,  sani- 
tation provisions,  housing  materials,  medi- 
cines and  medical  equipment.  Any  assistance 
your  Department  can  provide  will  be  quickly 
and  fully  employed  to  relieve  this  tragic  suf- 
fering. 

We  are  ready  to  work  with  you.  Thank  you 
very  much  for  your  consideration  of  this  re- 
quest, and  we  look  forward  to  your  response. 
Sincerely, 
John   D.   Dingell.  Ray   LaHood.   Lee   H. 
Hamilton,    Nick    J.    Rahall.    n.    Joe 
KnoUenberg.  Pat  Danner.  Martin  Hoke. 
David  E.  Bonior.  Victor  Frazer.  Marcy 
Kaptor.  John  Baldacci.  John  Conyers. 


U.S.  Agency  for 
International  Development 

Washington.  DC,  June  7.  J996. 
Hon.  Lee  H.  Hamilton. 
House  of  Representatives. 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Congressman  Hamilton:  Thank  you 
for  your  letter  of  April  18. 1996.  regarding  the 
need  for  humanitarian  assistance  to  civilian 
refugees  in  Lebanon.  Mr.  Atwood  is  traveling 
overseas  and  ask  me  to  respond. 

The  U.S.  Agency  for  Intemational  Devel- 
opment (USAID)  and  the  Department  of 
State  are  actively  responding  to  the  humani- 
tarian needs  of  thousands  of  civilians  who 
were  displaced  by  the  conflict  in  April.  On 
April  19,  the  U.S.  Ambassador  to  Lebanon. 
Richard  Jones,  issued  a  disaster  declaration 
in  response  to  a  series  of  intemational  ap- 
peals for  assistance  launched  by  the  Govern- 
ment of  Lebanon.  USAID  released  $25,000  for 
immediate  provision  to  local  non-govern- 
mental organizations  implementing  emer- 
gency relief  activities.  These  organizations 
provided  immediate  support  and  lodging, 
mobilized  ambulance  fleets,  mobile  clinics, 
and  first  aid  centers  to  assist  the  sick  and 
wounded.  Internally  displaced  persons  also 
received  kitchen  utensils,  water  purification 
tablets,  infant  powdered  milk,  blankets,  hy- 
giene materials,  and  medicine. 

Also,  on  April  19.  the  State  Department's 
Bureau  for  Population.  Refugees,  and  Migra- 
tion authorized  Jl  million  to  respond  to  the 
Intemational  Committee  of  the  Red  Cross' 
(ICRC)  S3  million  emergency  appeal  for  Leb- 
anon. In  addition,  the  State  Department's 
Bureau  of  Political-Military  Affairs  recently 
provided  excess  military  medical  supplies 
and  equipment  weighing  more  than  29.000 
pounds  and  valued  at  S223.962  to  the  victims 
of  the  conflict.  The  cost  of  transporting  this 
assistance  was  S1O5.G0O. 

Moreover,  we  have  received  reports  ffom 
the  field  that  the  ICRC  emergency  appeal 
and  the  United  Nations"  $8.6  million  Flash 
Appeal  for  Intemally  Displaced  Persons  as  a 
result  of  the  emergency  in  Lebanon  have 
been  fully  met.  Total  contributions  towards 
these  appeals,  which  currently  amount  to 
nearly  $12  million,  have  successfully  sup- 
ported first-aid  activities  and  the  provision 
of  medical  and  relief  supplies,  including 
much-needed  water  supplies,  water  purifi- 
cation tablets  and  jerry  cans,  kitchen  uten- 
sils, and  personal  hygiene  materials.  85  well 
as  the  distribution  of  food  to  displaced  popu- 
lations. 

Finally,  as  an  initial  response,  the  U.N. 
World  Food  Program  (WFP)  has  donated 
$707,000  for  distribution  of  locally  purchased 
food  commodities,  such  as  rice,  pulses,  and 
vegetable  oil.  to  100.000  beneficiaries  for  a  30- 
day  period  starting  on  May  1.  WFP  has  al- 
ready provided  the  Lebanese  government 
with  80  metric  tons  of  canned  fish  for  dis- 
tribution among  the  displaced  population. 

Thank  you  for  sharing  your  concerns  on 
this  matter  with  us  and  for  your  kind  offer 
to  assist  us  in  expediting  this  assistance.  If 
I  can  be  further  assistance,  please  let  me 
know. 

Sincerely. 

Jill  Buckley. 
Assistant  Administrator.  Bureau  for 

Legislative  and  Public  Affairs. 


HON.  SOLOMON  P.  ORTE 

OF  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  June  17, 1996 
Mr.  ORTIZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  pay 
tribute  to  a  great  American  and  a  legerxlary 
leader  in  south  Texas.  Luther  Griffin  Jones,  Jr. 
served  as  Corpus  Christi  mayor  from  1979  to 
1989,  and  upon  leaving  office,  was  named 
"Mayor  Emeritus"  by  the  city  council.  Tomor- 
row is  Mayor  Jones'  80th  birthday,  and  true  to 
form,  he  will  combine  his  birtfiday  with  an 
event  to  support  our  Sister  City  Committee 
which  pronwtes  economic  and  cultural  ex- 
changes in  south  Texas. 

His  accomplishments  are  widely  known  and 
he  is  widely  toved.  Mayor  Jones  continues  to 
live  an  extraordinary  life.  He  came  to  our  com- 
munity via  the  U.S.  Army.  He  became  the 
commander  of  the  Corpus  Christi  Army  Depot 
in  1967,  a  position  he  hekj  until  he  retired  in 
1 971 ,  after  29  years  of  service  to  his  country. 
Also  in  1971,  he  was  named  the  cowinner  of 
the  first  Secretary  of  ttie  Army  Award  for 
Achievement  in  Equal  Emptoyment  Oppor- 
tunity. 

After  serving  as  vice  preskJent  of  tfie  Cor- 
pus Christi  Mercantile  Natkx^  Bank,  he 
began  four  terms  of  service  as  the  mayor  of 
Corpus  Christi.  During  his  highly  successful 
four  terms,  he  advocated  the  buikJing  of  two 
desperately  needed  local  facilities,  a  new  cen- 
tral lilxary  and  a  new  city  hal!.  The  Texas 
State  Aquarium  in  Corpus  Christi,  which  has 
become  a  major  south  Texas  tourist  attractren, 
was  also  built  during  Mayor  Jones'  tenure. 
The  aquarium  has  become  a  major  element  of 
our  local  ecorxxny. 

In  the  mid-1980's.  Mayor  Jones  worked  with 
me  in  our  community's  effort  to  obtain  h4aval 
Station  Ingleside  [NSI],  honrte  to  the  U.S. 
Naval  Mine  Warfare  Center  of  Excellence. 
Tfiat  community  effort  was  pivotal  to  the  everv 
tual  decision  by  the  Navy  to  kx:ate  tfie  base 
in  the  Coastal  Bend.  Corpus  Christi  wanted 
the  tiase  in  south  Texas  so  much  that  we 
helped  pay  for  it  The  associated  bond  issue 
was  difficult  and  Mayor  Jones'  support  arxJ  ad- 
vocacy were  critk:al  to  Its  success. 

Mayor  Emeritus  Jones  has  been  dedicated 
to  furthering  educatkxi  during  his  lifetime. 
From  1987  to  1989,  he  served  as  PreskJent  of 
4UCC,  an  organizatkxi  committed  to  obtaining 
a  4-year  university  for  the  city.  He  has  been 
an  Inspirational  friend  to  young  people  in  Cor- 
pus Christi,  and  has  an  elementary  school 
named  in  his  honor. 

He  has  generously  given  of  his  tinrie  to 
causes  that  add  to  tfie  economic  viability  of 
the  Coastal  Bend.  He  led  a  mayor's  task  force 
in  1993,  Citizens  for  Affordatile  Water,  to  per- 
suade voters  of  the  need  for  raising  ttie  sates 
tax  to  txjy  water.  In  1990,  fie  cochaired  ttie 
community  investment  task  force  to  promote 
economic  development.  One  year  later.  Gov- 
ernor Rchards  appointed  him  to  chair  the 
Texas  Tumpike  Authority,  which  he  dkJ  at  his 
own  expense. 

His  life  has  t>een  ttie  example  of  his  per- 
sonal commitnient  to  public  service,  and  Cor- 
pus Christi  has  seen  endless  politrcal  courage 
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in  a  man  willing  to  tackle  ttie  difficult  task.  I 
ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me  today  in  paying 
tribute  to  Mayor  Emeritus  Luther  Jones,  a  re- 
nowned patriot  and  leader. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  OAK  LAWN  ELKS 
LODGE  NO.  2254  ON  THE  OCCA- 
SION OF  THEIR  28TH  FLAG  DAY 
CEREMONY 


HON.  WILLIAM  0.  LIPINSH 

OF  DLUKOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  June  17. 1996 

Mr.  UPINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today  to 
pay  trOxjte  to  the  Oak  Lawn  Elks  Lodge  No. 
2254  on  the  occasion  of  their  annua!  Flag  Day 
ceremony.  The  celebration,  on  June  9,  1996, 
marked  the  28th  year  of  ttiis  event  The  ex- 
traordinary patriotism  that  was  exhibited  at  this 
ceremony  is  truly  an  example  of  tfie  best  that 
America  has  to  offer. 

For  28  years,  the  Oak  Lawn  Elks  have  hon- 
ored the  importarx:e  of  the  American  flag  to 
the  history  and  future  of  the  United  States.  In 
my  speech  at  this  ceremony,  I  spoke  about 
the  American  flag  and  its  history  of  inspiring 
hope  arxj  faith  in  this  country  as  well  as 
abroad.  In  her  eloquent  patriotic  address,  the 
Honorable  Maureen  Murphy,  State  representa- 
tive, spoke  about  the  importance  of  voter  par- 
ticipation and  registo-ation.  Her  call  for  action 
arxJ  words  of  wisdom  were  truly  awe  inspiring 
and  symbolic  of  great  nationalism,  the  Oak 
Lawn  Elks  embody  ttiat  true  American  spirit  I 
was  especially  moved  to  see  the  eight  original 
American  flags  in  addition  to  flags  represent- 
ing tfie  armed  services. 

I  woukj  like  to  pay  special  tribute  to  James 
Fealey.  chairman  of  the  Flag  Day  ceremony, 
in  addition  to  the  officers  for  1996-1997,  Wil- 
liam J.  Spratt.  exalted  ruler  Robert  Richter, 
leading  knight;  George  Kerr,  loyal  knight;  Tony 
Kasper,  lecturing  knight;  Jerome  Lullo,  treas- 
urer; Donakj  Nowak,  tiler,  Norman  A.  Gates, 
esquire;  Jack  Snow,  chaplain;  Dave  Sonne, 
inner  guard;  Cornelius  J.  Houtsma,  preskJing 
justice;  William  P.  Holm,  John  Prisco.  James 
Fematt,  Kevin  G.  Kennedy  arxJ  William  Skin- 
ner, the  board  of  tiustees. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  congratulate  tiie  Oak  Lawn 
Elks  for  continuing  their  tradition  of  patriotism 
and  wish  them  the  very  best  in  the  years  to 
come.  I  am  proud  and  honored  to  represent 
tiie  Oak  Lawn  Elks  in  Congress.  Their  ener- 
getic salute  to  the  flag  is  an  event  I  took  for- 
ward to  each  year. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  DONNA  LYNCH 


HON.  DAVE  CAMP 

OF  NaCHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  June  17. 19% 

Mr.  CAMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  great 
pleasure  that  I  rise  today  to  give  tribute  to  an 
outstanding  individual  on  her  t>eing  nominated 
grand  marshall  for  the  Fourth  of  July  celebra- 
tion in  Rosebush,  Ml. 

Donna  Burch  was  1  of  15  chikjren  bom  to 
a  farming  family  in  Rosebush,  Ml.  Both  her 


and  her  future  hustjand,  Terry,  attended  Mt 
Pleasant  High  School  and  shortly  after  grad- 
uation, in  1 955,  they  were  married.  Today  they 
are  the  proud  parents  of  eight  children,  and 
Donna  is  best  known  as  the  home  cooking  in- 
spiration of  the  White  Wagon  Restaurant  and 
Motel. 

Donna  is  more  than  just  a  proud  mottier  arxJ 
successful  restaurateur,  she  is  also  a  humani- 
tarian and  public  servant.  She  is  always  ready 
to  help  organize  fur>draisers  for  good  causes 
or  to  provide  food  and  comfort  for  a  family  in 
need.  To  know  Donna  Lynch  is  a  wonderful 
experience.  Being  quick  with  a  hug,  this  busy, 
hard-working  woman  is  a  pure  pleasure  to  be 
with.  Easy  to  laugh  and  enjoy  a  good  joke;  yet 
tough  enough  to  get  the  job  done. 

It  is  wori<  such  as  Donna's,  bHDth  for  her 
family  and  for  the  community,  that  inspires  us 
all  to  achieve  the  t}est  we  can,  and  to  promote 
these  qualities  in  others.  Mr.  Speaker,  1  know 
you  will  join  my  colleagues  and  me  in  honor- 
ing the  work  of  Mrs.  Donna  Lynch  and  the  leg- 
acy of  service  and  commitment  she  has  left 
for  us  all. 


TRIBUTE  TO  BOB  SWEET,  CITIZEN 
OF  THE  YEAR 


THE  AMERICAN  VITICULTURE  AND 
ENOLOGY  RESEARCH  NETWORK 


HON.  ELIZABETH  FURSE 

OF  OREGON 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  June  17. 1996 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  very  important 
conference  took  place  last  week  in  Washing- 
ton, DC.  Its  purpose  was  to  create  the  founda- 
tion of  the  American  Viticulture  and  Enology 
Research  Networi<  [AVERNJ. 

AVERN  is  a  new  private-State-Federal  part- 
nership composed  of  wine  industry  leaders 
and  researchers  that  could  be  a  model  for  all 
of  agriculture.  I  was  proud  to  lead  the  effort  to 
encourage  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
to  partrcipate  in  this  network,  which  should 
lead  to  an  efficient  allocation  of  resources  that 
will  well  serve  our  producers  and  the  tax- 
payers. 

This  week,  the  leaders  of  AVERN  have  put 
in  place  the  network  to  coordinate  the  solk:ita- 
tion  of  problems  and  needs  from  the  industry 
nationwide.  This  network  will  further  define 
those  problems  and  identify  potential  solu- 
tions. It  will  prioritize  the  needs  on  a  national 
t>asis  arxJ  then  set  up  the  mechanisms  to 
search  for  funding  to  solve  these  problems  on 
a  national  level. 

Another  initiative  integral  to  the  wine  indus- 
tiy  is  the  Pacific  Northwest  Small  Fruits  Re- 
search Center.  I  have  worked  to  ensure  Fed- 
eral funcfing  for  it,  because  I  believe  this  is  the 
kind  of  investment  the  Federal  Govemment 
should  be  making.  It  is  important  to  note  that 
this  center  is  also  financially  supported  by  the 
grape  and  wine  growers  and  those  who 
produce  other  berries  including  strawtjerries, 
blacktjerries,  boysenberries,  and  cranberries. 

Federal  investment  in  research  is  extremely 
cost  effective.  Both  AVERN  and  the  Small 
Fruits  Research  Center  are  outstanding  pro- 
grams and  I  commerxJ  everyone  involved  with 
them. 


HON.  BUD  SHUSTER 

OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  June  17, 1996 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tritjute  to  an  entrepreneur  and  community 
leader  who  has  made  a  career  out  of  giving 
tsack  to  the  community  in  which  he  lives.  The 
man  I  am  speaking  of  is  my  good  friend  and 
constitijent  Bob  Sweet  of  Alum  Bank,  PA. 
Today  is  a  special  day  for  Bob  and  his  family 
as  he  is  being  recognized  as  the  Bedford  Ro- 
tary Club's  Citizen  of  the  Year. 

After  graduating  from  Pasadena  High 
School,  Bob  went  on  to  earn  a  bachelor  of 
science  degree  in  1959  from  the  University  of 
Uie  Pacific  in  California.  Upon  graduation  from 
college.  Bob  started  what  has  proved  to  be  an 
extremely  impressive  and  lucrative  career  in 
tHisiness.  His  first  job  was  as  a  sales  rep- 
resentative for  Dow  Chemrcal  Co.  After  3  suc- 
cessful years  with  Dow,  Bob  moved  onward 
and  upward  accepting  a  position  with  West- 
inghouse  in  1962.  He  wori<ed  for  Westing- 
house  for  a  10-year  stint  in  which  he  contin- 
ued to  make  his  way  up  through  the  ranks  of 
the  corporation. 

Bob  found  himself  at  a  turning  point  in  his 
life  when  in  1972  Westinghouse  ti'ansferred 
him  to  Bedford.  PA.  In  December  of  that  year 
he  made  the  rrwmentous  decision  to  take  his 
years  of  experience  in  corporate  America  and 
boldly  go  out  into  the  private  sector  to  start  his 
own  company  which  he  called  Creative 
Pultrusions  Inc.  Creative  Pultrusions  was  bom 
with  one  order  from  General  Motors.  General 
Motors  asked  the  company  to  develop  an  intri- 
cate prototype  pultrusion  system  and  gave 
them  a  strict  deadline  in  which  they  were  re- 
quired to  meet  Through  the  leadership  and 
drive  of  Bob  Sweet  Creative  Pultrusions  ful- 
filled the  order  and  got  the  ball  rolling  on  what 
today  is  a  multimillion  dollar  company  which 
enploys  more  than  250  people  in  Bedford 
County.  Creative  Pultrusions  has  also  contin- 
ued to  expand  over  the  years  and  just  recentiy 
opened  a  sales  office  in  Northants,  England 
and  a  distribution  center  in  the  NetherlarKJs. 

Bob  Sweet's  impact  on  Bedford  County 
does  not  stop  simply  at  his  contributions 
through  his  business  life.  He  has  been  a  prov- 
en community  leader  as  well,  with  a  long  list 
of  groups  which  he  has  devoted  a  great  deal 
of  his  personal  time  toward.  To  name  a  few, 
these  groups  include  the  Chestnut  Hill  School 
Board,  the  Memorial  Hospital  of  Bedford 
County  Board  of  Directors,  the  Bedford  United 
Way,  and  this  Bedford  Rotary  Club. 

Whether  serving  his  customers,  his  col- 
leagues, or  the  residents  of  Bedford  County, 
Bob  Sweet  has  built  a  reputation  as  man  of 
his  word  who  is  always  there  for  his  ftiends 
arxJ  neighbors.  Bob's  wife  Margie  has  been 
his  partner  and  helper  and  the  rock  upon 
which  his  family  and  successes  have  been 
built.  I  will  close  on  a  personal  note  in  thank- 
ing Bob  for  the  many  years  of  friendship  ar>d 
guidance  which  he  has  given  t)Oth  myself  arxJ 
my  family  arxJ  t)y  congratulating  him  on  this 
very  special  evening. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  CHARLES  W.  HYATT 


HON.  BILL  PAXON 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  June  17, 1996 

Mr.  PAXON.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  the  1st  of 
June,  westem  New  Yorit  and  tfie  city  of  Buf- 
falo lost  one  of  our  most  respected  business 
and  community  leaders,  Charies  W.  Hyatt 

Charies  Hyatfs  story  is  an  An>erican  story. 

Charies  was  a  Bronze  Star  decorated  vet- 
eran of  the  U.S.  Army.  Charies  Hyatt  served 
during  Worid  War  II  in  the  U.S.  Army  Signal 
Corps  with  Gen.  George  Patton's  troops  in 
1944. 

Charies  Hyatt  began  his  start  in  business  as 
a  sales  representative  for  an  art  supply  store 
in  Buffalo,  NY.  He  worthed  hard,  learned  the 
business,  and  in  1959  founded  his  own  conv 
pany,  the  Hyatt  Graphic  Supply  Co.  For  the 
past  36  years,  Hyatfs  has  provided  arts  and 
graphcs  supplies  for  teachers,  painters,  and 
artists  throughout  the  city  of  Buffalo,  Roch- 
ester, arxJ  westem  New  Yori<. 

Charies  Hyatt  earned  a  national  reputation 
as  a  business  leader.  He  was  named  the  1 988 
Man  of  the  Year  for  the  National  Art  Material 
Associatbn  and  was  inducted  into  the  asso- 
ciation's Hall  of  Fame.  Charies  also  was  an 
active  leader  in  his  community,  woricing  close- 
ly throughout  his  lifetime  with  westem  New 
Yori<  service  and  charitable  organizations. 

Over  his  lifetime,  Charies  Hyatt  left  a  nunv 
tier  of  legacies:  his  service  to  his  country,  his 
reputation  as  a  business  and  community  lead- 
er— second  to  none  in  our  community — and 
his  greatest  legacy  of  all,  his  family.  Charies 
Hyatt  is  survived  by  his  family,  his  wife,  his 
sons  and  daughter,  and  eight  granddaughters. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  behalf  of  all  of  westem 
New  Yoric,  I  would  like  to  express  our  sorrow 
and  condolerx»s  on  the  passing  of  a  true 
American  success  story,  Charies  Hyatt 


TRIBUTE  TO  FORT  ZUMWALT 
MIDDLE  SCHOOL  CHOIRS 


HON.  JAMES  M.  TALENT 

OF  MISSOURI 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTAITVES 

Monday.  June  17. 1996 
Mr.  TALENT   Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  tiie  Fort  Zumwalt  North  Middle 
School   seventh   and   eighth   grade   corx:ert 
choirs  from  O'Fallon,  MO. 

Over  the  past  2  years,  under  the  skilled 
guidance  of  their  director,  Mr.  Gregory  S. 
LeSan,  the  North  Middle  School  choirs  have 
been  honored  with  numerous  b-ophies  and 
plaques  in  national-level  competitions.  These 
include,  competitions  at  Six  Flags  Over  Mid- 
America  where  both  the  seventh  and  eighth 
grade  choirs  received  top  honors,  and  the 
Worids  of  Fun  competition,  where  once  again, 
both  choirs  took  home  first  prize.  In  addition, 
they  have  also  performed  in  several 
invitationals  such  as,  the  1996  Music  Edu- 
cators National  Convention  in  Kansas  City, 
where  they  represented  the  entire  State  of 
Missouri. 

However,  perhaps  their  greatest  accom- 
plishment thus  far,  carrw  with  their  invitatron  to 
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compete  July  9  through  14,  1996,  in  the 
Llangollen  International  Musical  Eisteddfod  in 
Llangollen,  Wales.  This  is  the  first  time  in  the 
50-year  history  of  this  worid-renowned  corrv 
petition  that  a  public  mkJdIe  school  from  the 
United  States  of  America  has  ever  been  ac- 
cepted to  sing  in  this  auditk>rvselected  inter- 
national event  This  is  a  rare  opportunity  to 
represent  their  community,  the  State  of  Mis- 
souri, and  the  United  States  of  America  in  a 
competitbn  that  represents  over  50  countries. 
Mr.  Speaker,  these  young  people  are  to  be 
commended  for  tiieir  continued  hard  work  and 
dedication  to  excellence,  which  has  brought 
not  only  their  school  nationwide  recognition, 
but  is  also  a  source  of  great  pride  to  the  resi- 
dents of  O'Fallon,  MO.  It  is  with  great  pride 
that  I  congratijiate  these  students  and  recog- 
nize the  contributions  they  have  made  while  at 
Fort  Zumwalt  North  MkJdIe  School. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  TERRY  LYNCH 


HON.  DAVE  CAMP 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday.  June  17, 1996 

Mr.  CAMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  great 
pleasure  that  I  rise  today  to  give  tritHjte  to  an 
outstanding  individual  on  his  t>eing  nominated 
grand  marshall  for  the  Fourth  of  July  ceietxa- 
tion  in  Rosebush,  Ml. 

Bom  in  Rosebush  in  1931,  Terry  has  dedi- 
cated his  life  to  serving  the  people  of  mid- 
Mrchigan  arvj  the  country.  Terry  served  in  the 
U.S.  Army  and  later  became  a  charter  mem- 
ber and  commander  of  the  Rosebush  Amer- 
ican Legion  Post  He  spent  38  years  woricing 
for  Dow  Chemrcal,  retiring  in  1988.  In  addition, 
he  served  for  26  years  on  the  village  council 
presently  as  its  chairman,  and  he  is  the  ti-eas- 
urer  of  the  Mount  Pleasant  School  Board. 

But  Terry's  dedication  to  his  neighbors  con- 
tinues beyond  public  service.  He  was  the  1970 
recipient  of  the  Cartton  F.  Seaman  award  for 
being  the  outstanding  service  officer  of  the 
10th  district.  Terry  has  also  coached  Colt 
League  t)aset>all  and  has  been  a  fundraiser 
for  Littie  League. 

It  is  work  such  as  Teny's  that  inspires  us  all 
to  achieve  the  best  we  can,  and  to  prorrwte 
these  qualities  in  others.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  know 
you  will  join  my  colleagues  arxJ  I  in  honorir>g 
the  wori<  of  Mr.  Terry  Lynch  and  the  legacy  of 
service  and  commitment  he  has  left  for  us  all. 


SENATE  COMMITTEE  MEETINGS 

Title  rv  of  Senate  Resolution  4, 
agreed  to  by  the  Senate  on  February  4. 
1977,  calls  for  establishment  of  a  sys- 
tem for  a  computerized  schedule  of  all 
meetings  and  hearings  of  Senate  com- 
mittees, subcommittees,  joint  commit- 
tees, and  committees  of  conference. 
This  title  requires  all  such  committees 
to  notify  the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest — designated  by  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee— of  the  time,  place,  and  purpose 
of  the  meetings,  when  scheduled,  and 
any  cancellations  or  changes  in  the 
meetings  as  they  occur. 

As  an  additional  procedure  along 
with  the  computerization  of  this  infer- 
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mation.  the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest  will  prepare  this  information  for 
printing  in  the  Extensions  of  Remarks 
section  of  the  Congressional  Record 
on  Monday  and  Wednesday  of  each 
week. 

Meetings  scheduled  for  Tuesday, 
June  18, 1996,  may  be  found  in  the  Daily 
Digest  of  today's  Record. 

MEETINGS  SCHEDULED 

JUNE  19 
9:00  a  jn. 
Select  on  Intelligence 
To    hold    hearings    to    review    claims 
against  the  United  States  by  former 
Vietnamese  operatives. 

SD-106 
9:30  a.m. 
Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  Forestry 
Business     meeting,     to     consider     rec- 
ommendations which  it  will  make  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget  with  re- 
spect to  spending  reductions  and  reve- 
nue  increases   to   meet   reconciliation 
expenditures  as  imposed  by  H.Con.Res. 
178,     establishing     the     congressional 
budget  for  the  United  States  Govem- 
ment for  fiscal  year  1997  and  setting 
forth  appropriate  budgetary  levels  for 
fiscal  years  1998.   1999.  2000.  2001,  and 
2002. 

SRr^32 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  AfTalrs 
Business  meeting,  to  mark  up  S.  1815.  to 
provide  for  improved  regulation  of  the 
securities  markets,  eliminate  excess 
securities  fees,  and  reduce  the  costs  of 
investing. 

SD-538 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation 
Science,     Technology,     and    Space     Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  issues  relat- 
ing to  salmon  recovery  research. 

SS^2S3 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Business  meeting,   to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-a66 
Rules  and  Administration 
To  continue  hearings  on  public  access  to 
govemment  information  in  the  21st 
century,  focusing  on  the  Govemment 
Printing  Office  depository  library  pro- 
gram. 

SRr-301 
Indian  Affairs 
Business  meeting,  to  mark  up  Title  m 
(Child  Custody  Proceedings  Affected  by 
the  Indian  Child  Welfare  Act  of  1978)  of 
H.R.  3286,  Adoption  Promotion  and  Sta- 
bility Act. 

SR-tSS 
10:00  a.m. 
Finance 
To  resume  hearings  to  examine  proposals 
to  refomi  the  welfare  and  Medicaid  sys- 
tem, focusing  on  S.  1795,  Personal  Re- 
sponsibility   and    Work    Opportunity 
Act. 

SD-Z15 
Judiciary 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  pending 
calendar  business. 

SD-226 
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10:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense  Subcommittee 
Business  meeting,  to  mark  up  H.R.  3610. 
making  appropriations  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  for  the  fiscal  year  end- 
ing September  30, 1997. 

SD-192 
2:00  p.m. 
Select  on  Intelligence 
Closed    business    meeting,    to    consider 
pending  intelligence  matters. 

SH-219 
JUNE  20 
9:30  a.m. 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation 
To  resume  hearings  on  broadcast  spec- 
trum issues. 

SR-253 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Parks,  Historic  Preservation  and  Recre- 
ation Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1424,  to  redesig- 
nate the  Black  Canyon  of  the  Gunnison 
National  Monument  as  a  national  park 
to  establish  the  Gunnison  Gorge  Na- 
tional Conservation  area,  to  establish 
the     Curecanti     National     Recreation 
Area,  and  to  establish  the  Black  Can- 
yon  of  the  Gunnison   National   Park 
Complex. 

SD-366 
10:00  a.m. 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  with  the  Committee  on 
Indian  Affairs  on  the  Native  American 
housing  assistance  provisions  of  H.R. 
2406,  United  States  Housing  Act. 

SD-538 
Foreign  Relations 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  Agreement  for 
the  Implementation  of  the  Provisions 
of  the  United  Nations  Convention  on 
the  Law  of  the  Sea  of  10  December  1982 
relating  to  the  Conservation  and  Man- 
agement of  Straddling  Fish  Stocks  and 
Highly  Migratory  Fish  Stocks,  with 
annexes  (Treaty  Doc.  104-24),  and  a  pro- 
posed International  Natural  Rubber 
Agreement. 

SD-419 
Governmental  Affairs 
To  resume  hearings  to  examine  the  sta- 
tus of  the  modernization  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Service  tax  information 
systems,  focusing  on  certain  technical 
problems. 

SD-342 
Judiciary 
To    hold    hearings    to    examine    White 
House  access  to  FBI  background  sum- 
maries. 

SH-216 
Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  with  the  Committee  on 
Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs 
on  the  Native  American  housing  assist- 
ance provisions  of  H.R.  2406.  United 
States  Housing  Act. 

SD-538 
10:30  a.m. 
Appropriations 
Business  meeting,  to  consider  602(b)  sub- 
committee allocations  of  budget  out- 
lays and  new  budget  authority  allo- 
cated to  the  committee  in  H.Con.Res. 
178,     establishing     the     congressional 
budget  for  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment for  fiscal  year  1997  and  setting 
forth  appropriate  budgetary  levels  for 
fiscal  years  1998,   1999,  2000,  2001,  and 
2002.  and  to  mark  up  proposed  legisla- 
tion making  appropriations  for  the  De- 
partment  of  Defense,   foreign   assist- 
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ance,  and  military  construction  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30, 1997. 

SD-192 
2:00  p.m. 
Foreign  Relations 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  nominations  of 
John  F.  Hicks,  Sr.,  of  North  Carolina, 
to  be  Ambassador  to  the  State  of  Eri- 
trea, Alan  R.  McKee,  of  Maryland,  to 
be  Ambassador  to  the  Kingdom  of  Swa- 
ziland, Tibor  P.  Nagy,  Jr.,  of  Texas,  to 
be    Ambassador    to    the    Republic    of 
Guinea,  and  Arlene  Render,  of  Virginia, 
to  be  Ambassador  to  the  Republic  of 
Zambia. 

SD-419 
2:30  p.m. 
Appropriations 

Treasury,  Postal  Service,  and  General  (Gov- 
ernment Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates  for   fiscal   year   1997   for   the 
Treasury  Department. 

SD-192 
JUNE  21 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Ser- 
geant At  Arms,  and  the  Government 
Printing  Office. 

S-128,  Capitol 
JUNE  24 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Senate. 

S-128,  Capitol 
JUNE  25 
9:30  a.m. 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation 
To   hold  closed   hearings   on   broadcast 
spectrum  issues. 

S-407,  Capitol 
Governmental  Affairs 

Permanent    Subcommittee    on    Investiga- 
tions 
To  resume  hearings  to  examine  the  secu- 
rity status  of  national  computer  infor- 
mation systems  and  networks. 

SD-342 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Li- 
brary of  Congress. 

S-128,  Capitol 
Veterans'  Affairs 
Business  meeting,  to  mark  up  S.  1791,  to 
increase,  effective  as  of  December  1. 
1996,  the  rates  of  disability  compensa- 
tion for  veterans  with  service-con- 
nected disabilities  and  the  rates  of  de- 
pendency and  indemnity  compensation 
for  survivors  of  such  veterans,  and 
other  pending  legislation. 

SR^18 
JUNE  26 
9:30  a.m. 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation 
Science,    Technology,     and     Space     Sub- 
committee 
To  resume  hearings  on  S.  1726.  to  pro- 
mote electronic  commerce  by  facilitat- 
ing the  use  of  strong  encryption. 

SR-253 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1804.   to  make 
technical   and   other   changes    to   the 
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laws  dealing  with  the  territories  and 
freely  associated  States  of  the  United 
States,  on  a  proposed  amendment  re- 
lating to  Bikini  and  Enewetak  medical 
care,  and  to  hold  oversight  hearings  on 
the  law  enforcement  initiative  in  the 
Commonwealth  of  the  Northern  Mari- 
ana Islands. 

SD-366 
Governmental  Affairs 
Permanent    Subcommittee    on    Investiga- 
tions 
To  continue  hearings  to  examine  the  se- 
curity status  of  national  computer  in- 
formation systems  and  networks. 

SD-342 
Rules  and  Administration 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
authorizing  funds  for  the  Federal  Elec- 
tion Commission,  and  on  campaign  fi- 
nance reform  proposals. 

SR-301 
Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposals  to  reform 
the  Indian  Child  Welfare  Act. 

SR-485 
JULY  11 
2:00  p.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Forests  and  Public  Land  Management  Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1738,  to  provide 
for  improved  access  to  and  use  of  the 
Boundary  Water  Canoe  Area  Wilder- 
ness. 

SD-^66 
JULY  16 
2:00  p.m. 
Appropriations 

Labor,  Health  and  Human  Services,  and 
Education  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  De- 
partment of  Education. 

SD-138 
SEPTEMBER  17 
9:30  a.m. 
Veterans'  Affairs 
To  hold  joint  hearings  with  the  House 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs  to  re- 
view the  legislative  recommendations 
of  the  American  Legion.  334  Cannon 
Building 


CANCELLATIONS 

JUNE  18 
9:30  a.m. 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1035,  to  permit  an 
individual  to  be  treated  by  a  health 
care  practitioner  with  any  method  of 
medical  treatment  such  individual  re- 
quests. 

SI>430 


POSTPONEMENTS 
JUNE  18 
2:00  p.m. 
Judiciary 
To   hold  hearings   on  pending   nomina- 
tions. 

SD-226 
JUNE  19 
10:00  a.m. 
Judiciary 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1740,  to  define  and 
protect  the  institution  of  marriage. 

SD-226 
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HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— rM€«day,  June  18,  1996 


The  House  met  at  12:30  p.m.  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Speaker. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Lundregan,  one  of  its  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  Senate  insists  upon 
its  amendments  to  the  bill  (H.R.  2977) 
"An  Act  to  reauthorize  alternative 
means  of  dispute  resolution  in  the  Fed- 
eral administrative  process,  and  for 
other  purposes,"  requests  a  conference 
with  the  House  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and 
appoints  Mr.  Stevens.  Mr.  Cohen.  Mr. 
Grassley,  Mr.  Glenn,  and  Mr.  Levin. 
to  be  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  amendment  of  the 
House  to  the  bill  of  the  Senate  of  the 
following  title: 

S.  1136.  An  act  to  control  and  prevent  com- 
mercial counterfeiting,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  bills  of  the  following 
titles,  in  which  the  concurrence  of  the 
House  is  requested: 

S.  1488.  An  act  to  convert  certain  excepted 
service  positions  in  the  United  States  Fire 
Administration  to  competitive  service  posi- 
tions, and  for  other  purposes;  and 

S.  1579.  An  act  to  streamline  and  improve 
the  effectiveness  of  chapter  75  of  title  31. 
United  States  Code  (commonly  referred  to  as 
the  "Single  Audit  Act"). 


MORNING  HOUR  DEBATES 

The  SPEIAKER.  Pursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  House  of  May  12.  1995.  the 
Chair  will  now  recognize  Members  from 
lists  submitted  by  the  majority  and 
minority  leaders  for  morning  hour  de- 
bates. The  Chair  will  alternate  recogni- 
tion between  the  parties,  with  each 
party  limited  to  not  to  exceed  30  min- 
utes, and  each  Member  except  the  ma- 
jority and  minority  leaders  limited  to 
not  to  exceed  5  minutes. 


HEALTH  INSURANCE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
STEARNS).  Under  the  Speaker's  an- 
nounced policy  of  May  12.  1995.  the  gen- 
tleman from  Georgia  [Mr.  Gingrich]  is 
recognized  during  morning  business  for 
1  minute. 

Mr.  GINGRICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just 
wanted  to  report  to  my  colleagues  that 
we  have  a  real  opportunity  in  the  next 
day  or  so  to  reach  an  agreement  with 
the  Clinton  administration  on  guaran- 


teed portability  of  health  care,  of 
health  insurance  with  no  pre- 
conditions. We  are  working  very  dili- 
gently in  exactly  the  way  we  believe 
the  House  wants  us  to,  to  make  sure 
that  every  working  American  who  is  In 
the  insurance  system  will  have  a  guar- 
antee that  if  they  change  jobs,  they 
can  automatically  get  insurance  with- 
out any  preconditions  for  the  rest  of 
their  life,  so  it  will  eliminate  the 
major  concern  of  working  Americans. 

In  addition,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  a 
program  which  will  extend  a  lower  cost 
health  care  option,  health  insurance 
option,  to  the  self-employed  and  small 
businesses.  Most  of  the  people  who  do 
not  have  health  insurance,  who  are 
working,  are  either  self-employed  or 
work  in  small  businesses.  So  if  we  can 
find  a  solution  to  a  lower  cost  health 
insurance  option,  we  give  more  Ameri- 
cans the  ability  to  buy  health  insur- 
ance at  lower  cost.  So  we  have  both 
greater  access  and  greater  afford- 
ability.  We  give  greater  affordability 
through  medical  savings  accounts, 
which  lower  the  after-tax  cost  of  buy- 
ing insurance,  and  we  get  greater  ac- 
cess by  providing  portability  without 
any  preconditions. 

I  hope  we  are  on  the  verge  of  a  real 
breakthrough  to  get  this  agreed  to.  We 
have  already  gone  to  conference.  The 
Senate  Republicans  are  prepared  to  go 
to  conference  immediately,  if  we  can 
simply  get  an  agreement,  and  we  are 
working  very  diligently  to  get  this 
agreement.  I  wanted  to  report  on  that 
to  my  colleagues. 


THE  RATIONALE  FOR  VOTING  FOR 
DENIAL  OF  MFN  TRADE  STATUS 
FOR  CHINA 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
woman from  California  [Ms.  Pelosi]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  June  3 
President  Clinton  requested  a  special 
waiver  to  grant  most-favored-nation 
trade  status  for  China.  Since  the 
Tiananmen  Square  massacre  in  1989,  I 
have  worked  with  my  colleagues  to 
provide  alternatives  to  denial  of  most- 
favored-nation  status,  including  condi- 
tional renewal  or  targeting  revocation. 
However,  this  year  I  will  be  voting  to 
deny  MFN  to  China  and  to  deny  the 
President's  special  request,  because  of 
the  increased  violations  of  our  bilat- 
eral trade  agreements,  because  of  the 
incrsased  repression  in  China  and 
Tibet,  and  because  of  China's  i.rv.ylifera- 
tion  of  weapons,  chemical,  nuclear,  and 


advanced  missile  technology.  to 
unsafeguarded  countries  including 
Pakistan  and  Iran. 

Mr.  Speaker,  while  I  know  there  is 
not  a  large  enough  vote  in  the  Congress 
to  override  a  Presidential  veto,  and  the 
President  would  veto  a  motion  to  deny 
MFN.  I  do  believe  that  a  vote  to  sup- 
port the  status  quo  in  United  States- 
China  relations  is  difficult  to  defend 
for  several  reasons. 

In  the  area  of  trade.  China  does  not 
play  by  the  rules.  Despite  the  fact  that 
over  one-third  of  China's  exjKjrts  come 
into  the  United  States  and  are  sold  in 
the  United  States  markets.  Chinese 
high-tariff  and  nontariff  barriers  limit 
access  to  the  Chinese  market  for 
United  States  goods  and  services  and 
hold  our  exports  to  only  2  percent  of 
our  exports  into  China— a  third  of  Chi- 
nas  exports  allowed  into  the  United 
States,  only  2  percent  of  ours  allowed 
into  China. 

On  a  strictly  trade-by-trade  basis. 
China  does  not  reciprocate  the  trade 
benefits  we  grant  to  them  under  MFN 
status.  The  result  is  a  S34  billion 
United  States  trade  deficit  with  China 
in  1995.  As  we  can  see  from  this  chart, 
only  10  years  ago  we  were  reasonably 
in  balance  with  a  $10  million  trade  defi- 
cit with  China,  and  over  the  past  10 
years  the  trade  deficit  has  increased  to 
just  about  S34  billion. 

Mr.  Speaker,  supporters  of  MFN  will 
say  that  U.S.  exports  have  tripled  in 
the  course  of  that  time.  They  have,  but 
Chinese  exports  to  the  United  States 
have  increased  elevenfold,  therefore  re- 
sulting in  this  very  extreme  imbalance. 

The  deficit  is  expected  to  exceed  S41 
billion  in  1996,  and  does  not  include  the 
economic  loss  of  Chinese  piracy  of  our 
intellectual  property,  which  costs  the 
United  States  economy  over  $2.5  billion 
each  year.  It  does  not  include  the  loss 
to  our  economy  on  Chinese  insistence 
on  offsets,  production  and  technology 
transfer,  which  hurt  American  workers 
and  rob  our  economic  future,  and  It 
does  not  include  money  gained  by 
China  in  the  illegal  smuggling  of  AK- 
47s  and  other  weapons  into  the  United 
States  by  the  Chinese  military. 

Members  will  hear  that  trade  with 
China  is  important  for  United  States 
jobs.  When  President  Clinton  made  his 
statement  accompanying  his  request  to 
renew  MFN,  he  claimed  new  exports  to 
China  supported  170,000  American  jobs. 
These  jobs  are  very  important.  How- 
ever, they  must  be  seen  in  the  larger 
context.  Other  trade  relationships  of 
comparable  size,  of,  say,  a  $56  billion 
trade     relationship,     produce     many. 


DThis  symbol  represents  the  time  of  day  during  the  House  prcceedings,  e.g.,  D  1407  is  2H)7  pja. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  tLan  spolcen,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 
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many  more  jobs  because  our  trade  rela- 
tionship is  more  in  balance.  More  of 
our  exports  are  allowed  into  other 
countries'  markets. 

Other  trade  relationships  of  com- 
parable size  to  the  China-United  States 
trade  relationship  support  at  least 
twice  as  many  jobs.  For  example,  the 
United  States-United  Kingdom  trade 
relationship  totaling  $2  billion  less 
than  the  United  States-China  relation- 
ship supports  432,000  jobs.  The  trade  is 
less  but  the  number  of  jobs  is  well  over 
2  times.  The  United  States-South 
Korea  relationship  is  $8  billion  less 
than  the  United  States-China  trade  re- 
lationship. It  supports  381,000  jobs,  well 
over  double  the  Chinese  trade  relation- 
ship. Why?  Because  of  lack  of  market 
access  for  United  States  products  into 
the  Chinese  marketplace. 

We  must  also  be  concerned  about  the 
harm  to  our  economy  of  the  technology 
transfer  and  production  transfer  which 
is  accompansring  United  States  invest- 
ment in  China  and  United  States  sales 
to  China.  The  Chinese  Government  de- 
mands that  companies  wishing  to  ob- 
tain access  to  the  Chinese  market  not 
only  build  factories  there,  so  that  the 
products  are  made  in  China,  not  in  the 
United  States,  but  that  they  also 
transfer  state-of-the-art  technology  to 
do  so.  The  Government  then  takes  that 
technology,  misappropriates  it,  the 
companies  have  little  choice,  because 
they  want  to  access  the  market.  We  are 
helping  the  Chinese  Government  build 
our  own  competitors,  using  our  state- 
of-the-art  technology.  Time  does  not 
permit  me  to  go  further,  but  more  will 
come. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ESTROGENS  AND 
THEIR  LINKS  TO  BREAST  CANCER 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Weller).  Under  the  Speaker's  an- 
nounced policy  of  May  12. 1995,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Stearns]  is 
recognized  during  morning  business  for 
5  minutes. 

Mr.  STEARNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  sadly,  I 
am  not  surprised  by  an  article  in  last 
Friday's  Washington  Post  regarding 
yet  another  environmental  health  risk. 
The  article  discusses  a  new  scientific 
study  showing  major  health  risk  posed 
by  chemicals  commonly  found  in  our 
environment.  Despite  even  the  best  of 
intentions,  a  number  of  unnerving 
health  trends  are  being  linked  with  in- 
creased human  contamination  by 
chemical  hormones. 

The  chemicals  responsible  for  caus- 
ing endocrine  system  dysfunctions 
have  been  used  in  common  pesticides 
and  industrial  chemicals  for  decades. 
Known  as  environmental  estrogens, 
these  chemicals  can  actually  mimic 
the  hormone  estrogen  that  naturally 
occurs  in  the  human  body.  These  syn- 
thetic hormones  have  the  capacity  to 
severely  alter  one's  endocrine  system, 
leading  to  an  Increased  risk  of  nmjor 


health  problems,  including  breast  can- 
cer. 

Breast  cancer  is  expected  to  strike 
over  180,000  American  women  in  1996, 
and  the  lifetime  risk  for  the  disease 
has  increased  from  a  1  in  20  chance  in 
the  1950's  to  a  1  in  8  chance  today. 
Breast  cancer  is  the  leading  cause  of 
death  of  women  between  the  ages  of  35 
and  52.  and  70  percent  of  newly  diag- 
nosed cases  have  no  family  history  of 
this  deadly  cancer. 

Environmental  estrogens  are  largely 
responsible  for  these  alarming  figures. 
A  recent  study  by  the  Mount  Sinai 
School  of  Medicine  showed  that  women 
with  high  exposures  to  DDT  had  four 
times  the  breast  cancer  risk  of  women 
with  low  exposures. 

No  matter  how  careful  we  are  in 
watching  what  we  eat  and  drink,  expo- 
sure to  chemical  hormones  is  unavoid- 
able in  today's  world.  They  occur  in 
the  herbicides  we  apply  to  our  lawns, 
shoe  polishes.  i)aints,  paper  products 
we  use  every  day,  and  in  pesticides  on 
the  food  we  eat. 

While  we  still  have  much  to  learn 
about  toxic  chemicals,  what  we  do 
know  thus  far  is  cause  for  major  con- 
cern and  serious  action.  As  a  member 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Health  and  the 
Environment,  I  am  proud  to  have  sup- 
ported the  passage  of  the  Safe  Drinking 
Water  Act  amendments  in  the  Com- 
merce Committee  markup  last  week. 
This  important  legislation  includes 
many  reform  proposals  which  address 
the  most  serious  risks  presented  by 
contaminants  in  drinking  water.  The 
proposed  amendments  to  the  Safe 
Drinking  Water  Act  will  provide  for  an 
estrogenic  substances  screening  pro- 
gram. Under  this  program,  substances 
will  be  measured  to  determine  if  they 
produce  effects  in  humans  similar  to 
those  produced  by  naturally  occurring 
estrogens. 

In  1971,  Congress  passed  the  National 
Cancer  Act,  Increasing  resources  for 
cancer  research  and  broadening  the 
mandate  of  the  National  Cancer  Insti- 
tute, a  subsidiary  of  the  National  Insti- 
tutes of  Health.  The  Infusion  of  funds 
following  this  act  led  to  the  genetic 
revolution  in  cancer  and  biomedlcine 
in  general.  Continued  funding  for  the 
NIH  represents  an  investment  in  re- 
search as  well  as  in  investment  to  im- 
prove the  Nation's  health. 

To  protect  the  rights  of  those  with 
identifiable  disease  characteristics  like 
breast  cancer  in  their  genetic  makeup, 
I  have  introduced  H.R.  2690,  the  Ge- 
netic Privacy  Act.  This  legislation  will 
ensure  that  the  new  discoveries  made 
in  genetic  testing  research  are  not  mis- 
used. For  example,  in  the  past  2  years, 
BRCA  1  and  BRCA  2  were  identified  as 
major  breast  cancer  genes.  Together 
they  account  for  perhaps  90  percent  of 
familial  breast  cancer. 

While  this  finding  indeed  benefits 
women,  enabling  them  to  take  nec- 
essary preventive  measures,  negative 


consequences  are  also  very  likely.  My 
bill  establishes  gmdelines  concerning 
disclosure  and  use  of  genetic  informa- 
tion with  regard  to  insurability,  em- 
ployability,  and  confidentiality. 

Reducing  the  burden  of  cancer  can  be 
measured  in  terms  of  fewer  deaths, 
fewer  new  cases,  increased  length  of 
survival,  and  increased  quality  of  life 
of  cancer  survivors.  While  improve- 
ments in  cancer  treatment  have  been 
made,  overall  cancer  incidence  contin- 
ues to  rise,  emphasizing  the  formidable 
task  ahead.  The  goal  of  a  reduced  can- 
cer burden  can  only  be  achieved  by  the 
successful  translation  of  discoveries  to 
the  benefit  of  all  people  who  are  at  risk 
and  who  have  been  diagnosed  with  can- 
cer. 

Last  weekend  marked  the  seventh 
annual  national  race  for  the  cure.  The 
race  was  named  "Doing  It  For  Martha" 
in  honor  of  Martha  Maloney,  a  long- 
time staffer  of  Senator  Wendell  Ford. 
The  race  will  serve  as  a  reminder  to  ev- 
eryone of  the  impending  threat  of 
breast  cancer.  I  was  proud  to  have  my 
staff  i)articlpating  as  a  team  in  the  1996 
race  for  the  cure. 

Cervantes  once  said,  "The  beginning 
of  health  is  to  know  the  disease."  To 
succeed  in  the  fight  against  cancer  re- 
quires that  we  have  the  vision  to  recog- 
nize new  opportunities  and  the  flexibil- 
ity and  energy  to  capture  such  oppor- 
tunities for  progress.  Our  responsibil- 
ity is  to  all  people,  for  cancer  threat- 
ens all  of  our  lives. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  firmly  believe  that  a 
cooperative  effort  by  Congress,  the  sci- 
entlflc  community,  and  regulators  will 
3rleld  new  findings  and  beneficial  re- 
sults not  only  for  the  environmental 
health  of  this  country,  but  for  the 
health  of  current  and  future  genera- 
tions. 


D  1245 


GOP  SLASHES  MEDICARE  AND 
MEDICAID  WHILE  INCREASING 
DEFICIT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Weller).  Under  the  Speaker's  an- 
nounced policy  of  May  12.  1995.  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Pallone] 
is  recognized  during  morning  business 
for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  last 
week  the  Republicans  passed  their 
budget  plan  which  actually  Increases 
the  deficit  starting  next  year.  Projec- 
tions show  that  the  1996  deficit  will  be 
approximately  $130  billion,  but  under 
the  GOP  plan  it  will  Increase  to  $153 
billion  In  1997.  The  GOP  deficit  is  also 
higher  in  1998  than  this  year's  deficit. 

I  ask  why.  The  reason  is  because  the 
GOP  are  Intent  on  their  large  tax 
breaks  for  the  wealthy,  part  of  which 
are  paid  for  through  excessive  Medi- 
care cuts; 
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In  1992  the  deficit  was  $290  billion  and 
In  1993  it  was  $255  billion.  Under  Demo- 
cratic leadership  the  deficit  has  actu- 
ally dropped  4  years  in  a  row  to  the 
projected  $130  billion  of  this  year. 

What  is  the  reason  for  the  Repub- 
lican deficit  increase?  Misplaced  prior- 
ities, tax  breaks  for  their  wealthy 
friends,  and  a  slush  fund  for  future  un- 
necessary tax  breaks.  While  the  Repub- 
licans claim  to  be  deficit  hawks  and 
the  saviors  of  Medicare,  the  facts  indi- 
cate that  they  are  intent  on  pushing 
this  country  further  into  debt  and 
making  large  and  unnecessary  cuts  in 
Medicare. 

This  Republican  deficit-increasing 
budget  also  makes  extreme  cuts  of  $72 
billion  over  6  years  to  the  Medicaid 
Program  and  allows  States  to  cut  an 
additional  $178  billion,  for  a  grand  total 
of  $250  billion  in  Medicaid  cuts.  We  are 
talking  about  major  cuts  in  Medicaid 
as  well  as  Medicare. 

Many  people  look  at  the  Medicaid 
Program  as  primarily  for  the  poor.  and. 
of  course,  it  does  aissist  poor  people, 
but  it  also  pays  about  50  percent  of  all 
nursing  home  care  for  senior  citizens. 
Without  Medicaid,  many  middle-class 
adult  children  of  nursing  home  parents 
will  have  to  pay  for  their  parents'  ex- 
pensive care,  while  at  the  same  time 
trsring  to  send  their  own  children 
through  college. 

Last  Thursday,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Committee  on  Commerce,  of  which  I 
am  a  member,  voted  on  the  Medicaid 
Repeal  Act.  which  I  vigorously  fought. 
The  Medicaid  Repeal  Act  will  elimi- 
nate all  current  guarantees  of  health 
care  coverage  and  eliminate  current 
guarantees  of  nursing  home  benefits  to 
the  elderly.  This  is  the  Medicaid  Re- 
peal Act  that  the  Republican  leader- 
ship is  putting  forward. 

I  offered  an  amendment  to  this  act 
that  would  return  these  guarantees  in 
this  terrible  legislation,  but  it  was  re- 
jected by  every  Republican.  Other 
Democrats  offered  similar  amendments 
to  continue  health  care  coverage  for 
the  disabled,  for  children,  for  pregnant 
women,  but  again  all  those  amend- 
ments were  defeated  by  the  Repub- 
licans. 

On  top  of  all  this,  the  GOP  Medicaid 
Repeal  Act  will  sharply  reduce  pay- 
ments to  hospitals  for  care.  Com- 
pounded with  the  extreme  Gingrich- 
Dole  Medicare  cuts  to  hospitals,  many 
will  be  forced  to  close  their  doors,  espe- 
cially hospitals  that  receive  a  majority 
of  their  income  from  Medicare  and 
Medicaid. 

Many  hospitals  in  my  home  State  of 
New  Jersey  are  in  this  situation.  They 
are  highly  Medicare  and  Medicaid  de- 
pendent. I  am  very  concerned  about 
their  being  able  to  sur\-ive  these  steep 
cuts  that  have  been  proposed  by  the 
Republicans  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid. 

Again,  the  Republican  plans  will  re- 
duce access  to  health  care  services.  At 
a  time  when  Congress  should  be  seek- 


ing ways  to  decrease  the  number  of  un- 
insured and  underinsured.  the  Repub- 
lican leadership's  answers  will  make 
these  problems  worse. 

I  thought  it  was  interesting  to  see 
Speaker  Gingrich  take  the  floor  this 
morning  and  talk  about  how  he  is  try- 
ing to  increase  portability  and  also  in- 
crease health  insurance  for  those  with 
preexisting  health  conditions  through 
the  Kennedy-Kassebaum  legislation. 
But  that  reality  is  that  the  Speaker 
and  the  rest  of  the  Republican  leader- 
ship have  been  insisting  on  including 
medical  savings  accounts  in  this  Ken- 
nedy-Kassebaum health  care  reform. 

What  that  will  mean  is  that  the 
healthy  and  the  wealthy  will  opt  out  of 
the  traditional  health  insurance  pro- 
grams and  the  cost  for  everyone  else 
for  health  insurance  will  go  up.  So 
again,  even  though  the  Republican 
leadership  talks  about  how  they  are 
trying  to  expand  health  care  options, 
in  fact  what  they  are  doing  is  making 
those  options  fewer  because  more  and 
more  people  will  not  be  able  to  afford 
health  insurance. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  just  wanted  to  say  in 
conclusion  that  in  the  past  Democrats 
were  able  to  decrease  the  deficit  and 
preserve  Medicare  and  Medicaid.  The 
Republicans  have  misplaced  priorities 
and  values.  The  Democrats  have  a 
proven  track  record  of  reducing  the 
deficit  and  ensuring  that  senior  citi- 
zens have  adequate  health  care.  I  re- 
main committed  to  fighting  these  Re- 
publicans efforts  that  would  raise  the 
deficit  while  at  the  same  time  slashing 
Medicare  and  Medicaid. 


HEALTH  INSURANCE  REFORM 
HELD  HOSTAGE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Stearns).  Under  the  Speaker's  an- 
nounced policy  of  May  12. 1995.  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  Weller]  is 
recognized  during  morning  business  for 
5  minutes. 

Mr.  WELLER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rep- 
resent probably  the  most  diverse  dis- 
trict in  the  State  of  Illinois.  I  rep- 
resent part  of  the  city  of  Chicago,  the 
south  suburbs  In  Cook  and  Will  Coun- 
ties, industrial  commimities  like 
Rockdale  and  Bradley  and  La  Salle/ 
Peru,  farm  towns  and  a  lot  of  corn- 
fields. 

Because  my  district  is  so  very  di- 
verse. I  am  always  looking  for  com- 
monality, common  concerns  that  the 
working  people  of  my  diverse  district 
have. 

I  find  that  a  major  concern  of  work- 
ing families,  of  course,  is  finding  ways 
to  make  health  care  work  better  for 
working  families  and  reforming  health 
care.  Of  course  my  predecessor  talked 
about  Medicare. 

Frankly  I  want  to  make  it  very  clear 
that  we  Republicans  are  conmiitted  to 
saving  Medicare  from  Bankruptcy.  The 
trustees  just  a  few  weeks  ago  say  If  we 


do  nothing,  Medicare  goes  bankrupt  in 
5^^  years.  In  fsw:t.  the  Republican  budg- 
et Increases  funding  for  Medicare  by 
$724  billion,  a  62  percent  funding  in- 
crease for  Medicare.  We  are  committed 
to  saving  Medicare. 

We  are  also  committed  to  raising 
take-home  pay  for  working  families, 
increasing  the  opportunity  for  working 
Americans,  and  also  helping  small 
business  and  their  employees.  As  that 
common  concern  which  resonates  in 
my  district,  and.  that  is.  making 
health  care  better  by  improving  access 
and  by  improving  health  care,  of 
course,  that  is  a  concern  I  have  got. 

I  know  it  is  a  priority  in  this  Con- 
gress to  reform  health  care.  Over  the 
last  16  months  I  have  held  town  meet- 
ings and  talked  with  a  lot  of  my  neigh- 
bors about  what  we  can  do  to  make 
health  care  better.  When  you  listen  and 
you  learn  the  concerns  of  the  people 
that  I  represent,  frankly  you  learn.  No. 
1,  that  there  are  40  million  Americans 
today  that  do  not  have  health  care  in- 
surance. When  you  listen  to  those  40 
million  Americans  you  learn  some- 
thing that  frankly  is  a  surprise  for 
many  people,  and.  that  is,  that  85  per- 
cent of  those  without  health  care  cov- 
erage are  self-employed,  they  are 
small-business  i)eople,  they  are  em- 
ployees of  these  small  businesses,  and 
they  are  families. 

The  chief  reason  they  are  unable  to 
obtain  health  insurance  is  because  they 
cannot  find  affordable  rates  of  health 
insurance.  We  are  committed  to  mak- 
ing health  care  more  affordable  be- 
cause we  recognize  that  that  will  im- 
prove access  for  working  Americans  to 
our  health  care  system. 

This  Republican  House  and  the  Re- 
publican Senate  have  responded  and 
passed  health  care  reform  that  makes 
health  care  more  affordable  by  making 
it  easier  for  small  employers  to  band 
together  and  pool  their  employees  so 
they  get  more  affordable  group  rates 
on  Insurance:  increasing  the  self-em- 
ployed tax  deduction,  and.  thanks  to 
Bob  Dole,  we  increased  it  to  80  percent; 
making  health  care  insurance  more 
portable  so  you  can  take  it  between 
jobs:  and  no  one  can  be  denied  coverage 
because  of  preexisting  conditions.  We 
also  provide  for  medical  savings  ac- 
counts, an  innovation  that  is  working 
across  this  country.  We  want  to  im- 
prove access  by  making  health  care 
more  affordable  to  Americans. 

I  think  it  is  important  today  to  note 
that  it  was  57  days  ago  that  the  U.S. 
Senate  passed  the  health  insurance  re- 
form legislation  by  a  vote  of  100  to  0. 
Every  Member.  Democrat  and  Repub- 
lican, voted  for  that  health  care  reform 
bill. 

Both  the  House  and  Senate  have 
passed  health  care  reform,  so  what  is 
the  holdup?  I  think  it  is  important 
today  to  point  out  that  today  Is  day  57 
of  health  care  reform  being  held  hos- 
tage   in    the    United    States    Senate. 
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Health  caxe  reform  is  being  held  hos- 
tage by  a  small,  narrow,  extreme,  left- 
wing  minority  of  one  who  stands  in  the 
way  of  health  care  reform.  Working 
families,  small  businesspeople,  entre- 
preneurs, flower  shops,  local  grocery 
stores,  the  people  on  Main  Street 

ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER  PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Will  the 
gentleman  suspend  for  one  moment.  It 
is  not  in  order  to  cast  reflections  on 
the  Senate  or  its  Members,  individ- 
ually or  collectively.  The  gentleman 
may  resume. 

Mr.  WELLER.  Working  families,  the 
self-employed,  flower  shops  on  Main 
Street,  the  backbone  of  our  society, 
the  little  guys  and  gals  are  being  pun- 
ished because  one  Member  is  filibuster- 
ing legislation  to  provide  health  care 
reform  and  make  health  care  afford- 
able. 

This  particular  Senator  is  using  med- 
ical savings  accounts  as  his  excuse  for 
blocking  affordable  health  care  reform. 
The  reason  this  Senator  is  filibustering 
health  care  reform  is  because  he  wants 
a  Government  takeover  of  our  heaJth 
care  system. 

Medical  savings  accounts  are  an  idea 
which  was  discussed  while  I  was  in  the 
State  legislature. 

ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER  PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Will  the 
gentleman  suspend.  It  is  not  in  order  to 
cast  any  reflection  on  the  Senate  or  its 
Members  and  I  ask  the  gentleman  to 
refrain  from  doing  so. 

The  gentleman  may  proceed  in  order. 

Mr.  WELLER.  Medical  savings  ac- 
counts are  an  issue  I  dealt  with  as  an 
Illinois  State  legislator.  While  I  was  in 
the  Illinois  General  Assembly,  we  were 
successful  in  passing  medical  savings 
accounts.  Since  1993,  Illinois  residents 
in  the  Land  of  Lincoln  have  been  able 
to  reap  the  cost-saving  benefits  of 
MS  As. 

In  fact,  there  are  18  States  today  that 
are  leading  the  effort  to  provide  for 
medical  savings  accounts.  In  fact, 
there  are  hundreds  of  thousands  of  em- 
ployees of  small  businesses  and  cor- 
porations that  have  the  opportunity  to 
have  medical  savings  accounts.  Medi- 
cal savings  accounts  work  because  they 
provide  choice  for  working  Americans, 
choice  amongst  their  health  care  pro- 
viders, choice  amongst  their  physi- 
cians. They  lower  costs  by  rewarding 
cost-conscious  consumers,  and  they 
also  provide  for  portability  between 
jobs. 

Unfortunately  one  legislator  stands 
in  the  way  with  his  filibuster,  and  un- 
fortunately that  Interest  is  blocking 
health  care  reform. 

There  is  strong  bipartisan  support  for 
health  care  reform  in  the  House  and 
Senate.  It  passed  the  Senate  by  100 
votes  to  nothing,  it  overwhelmingly 
passed  the  House,  and  if  It  is  allowed  to 
be  voted  on.  it  will  pass. 

Ladies  and  gentleman.  I  ask  the 
President  to  call  on  this  one  legislator 


in  the  other  body  to  drop  his  effort  to 
hold  health  care  reform  hostage. 

Let  us  bring  the  bill  up  for  a  vote. 
Let  us  send  it  to  the  President  with 
this  bipartisan  effort  to  make  health 
care  more  affordable  and  become  law. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  would  remind  all  Members  again 
to  not  cast  reflections  on  the  Senate  or 
its  Members  individually  or  collec- 
tively, or  to  urge  particular  Senate  ac- 
tion. 


SENATE  WHITEWATER  COMMITTEE 
MINORITY  FILES  REPORT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentlewoman  from  Colo- 
rado [Mrs.  SCHKOEDER]  is  recognized 
during  morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
hope  what  I  am  going  to  do  today  is 
going  to  be  within  the  rules  of  the 
House,  because  I  rise  today  to  urge  the 
American  people  to  please  read  the  mi- 
nority report  coming  out  of  the  Senate 
today.  It  is  terribly  important.  It  is  the 
minority  report  being  filed  by  the 
ranking  member,  Senator  Sarbanes. 
the  summary  of  conclusions  from  the 
Whitewater  Committee. 

I  think  this  is  a  very,  very  critical 
report.  It  was  not  leaked  to  the  press, 
as  the  majority  report  was.  As  a  con- 
sequence, many  people  are  dealing 
without  this  factual  base.  We  are  into 
spin,  if  you  can  imagine  such  a  thing  in 
this  town.  Everybody  is  into  spin  con- 
trol. 

Let  us  talk  a  little  bit  about  what  is 
going  on.  First  of  all,  this  has  been  the 
longest  running  congressional  inves- 
tigation of  any  sitting  President.  If  we 
look  at  the  facts  on  Watergate,  if  we 
look  at  the  facts  on  Iran  Contra,  this 
one  has  gone  much  longer  than  that. 

I  am  very  proud  that  the  minority  re- 
port was  not  leaked  because  in  this 
highly  charged  political  atmosphere  I 
was  hoping  this  could  be  an  objective 
attempt,  since  it  has  gone  on  so  long.  If 
we  do  not  count  the  meetings  done  by 
the  Senate  Banking  Committee  that 
were  held  in  1994,  let  us  just  push  those 
entirely  out  to  the  side,  this  Senate 
Whitewater  Committee  in  1995  and  1996 
met  for  more  than  300  hours  in  open 
sessions,  took  10,729  pages  of  hearing 
testimony  in  51  hearings  and  8  public 
meetings.  It  also  had  159  witnesses  and 
took  more  than  35,000  pages  of  deposed 
testimony  from  245  persons.  Hundreds 
of  thousands  of  pages  of  documents 
have  been  provided  to  the  committee 
by  different  agencies,  departments,  and 
individuals. 

If  we  look  at  all  of  this  and  then  we 
look  at  the  over  S32  million  that  has 
been  spent  on  this,  I  think  it  is  terribly 
Important  to  say,  what  did  we  get  out 


of  this?  What  did  we  get  out  of  this?  We 
ought  to  be  looking  at  the  facts. 

This  was  a  very  broad  spread  com- 
mittee. It  went  on  longer  than  any- 
thing. The  facts  ought  to  be  what  we 
are  looking  at.  The  bottom  line  should 
be,  did  President  Clinton  misuse  the 
powers  of  his  presidency?  The  other 
question  was,  did  he  use  his  official  po- 
sition in  Arkansas  to  financially  enrich 
himself? 

If  we  read  this  committee  report  by 
the  minority,  they  clearly  conclude 
after  sifting  through  all  of  this  paper 
and  all  of  this  oral  testimony  that  the 
answer  to  those  questions  is  "no."  And 
they  are  really  rather  surprised  by  the 
fact  that.  I  guess  the  disappointment 
at  finding  the  answer  was  "no."  they 
had  to  go  out  and  look  for  someone  else 
to  drop  a  net  over,  and  so  it  really  ap- 
pears that  they  went  after  Mrs.  Clinton 
with  all  the  venom  they  could  possibly 
go  after.  It  is  like  they  have  this  in- 
credible sinister  spotlight  that  they 
want  to  shine  on  her  and  make  her  the 
most  evil  soul  that  ever  walked  the 
planet. 

D  1300 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  Is  not  the  person  I 
know,  and  I  think  it  is  very  interesting 
to  look  at  the  perspective  that  they 
have  put  on  it.  U  you  cannot  recall  pre- 
cisely what  you  did  10  years  ago,  then 
they  want  to  spin  it  that  you  are  lying, 
you  are  disingenuous,  you  are  part  of  a 
conspiracy,  and  so  forth  and  so  on.  But 
basically  what  we  should  be  doing,  I  be- 
lieve by  our  charter  under  the  Con- 
stitution, is  we  should  be  looking  at 
elected  officials  and  what  elected  offi- 
cials did  or  did  not  do  in  the  role  of 
their  public  trusteeship.  That  is  the 
issue. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  It  has  probably 
been  very  discouraging  to  many  people 
who  put  a  lot  of  time  in,  because  I 
think,  if  anybody  looks  at  the  Presi- 
dent we  have,  everybody  knows  he 
loves  politics.  And  anyone  who  is  in 
politics  knows  that  politics  keeps  you 
busy  24  hours  a  day.  There  are  never 
enough  hours  in  the  day  to  do  all  the 
things  that  you  should  do  if  you  really 
want  to  be  good  at  your  profession.  If 
anything,  this  President  is  probably 
guilty  of  ignoring  his  own  personal  fi- 
nancial background.  He  enjoys  much 
too  much  being  with  people,  talking  to 
people,  listening  to  people,  doing 
things  with  people,  participating  in 
events,  thinking  about  policy  issues  to 
get  involved  with  those  details  of  how 
he  pays  his  own  bills. 

So  I  hope  that  everybody  looks  at 
this  minority  report  and  we  get  the 
facts  out.  We  have  paid  a  lot  of  money 
for  this.  Let  us  not  do  spin.  Let  us  do 
facts.  Let  us  try  and  look  at  this  thing 
objectively  and  not  politically. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore    (Mr. 
Stearns>.     According    to    Jefferson's 
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Rules  of  the  House,  on  page  176.  even 
when  Members  characterize  a  report 
from  the  Senate — this  is  on  page  176: 
Except  as  permitted  in  clause  1  of  rule 
Xrv.  it  is  out  of  order  to  characterize 
the  position  of  the  Senate,  or  of  Sen- 
ators designated  by  name  or  position, 
on  legislative  issues. 


FILEGATE 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Mica]  is  recognized  during  morn- 
ing business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Speaker,  Shakespeare 
said.  "Something  is  rotten  in  Den- 
mark." 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  say  something  is  rot- 
ten in  the  White  House.  I  aun  talking 
today  about  the  case  of  Filegate,  which 
has  raised  so  many  eyebrows,  which 
has  raised  so  many  concerns.  Each  day 
a  new  revelation  comes  out  on  this 
matter.  Each  day  I  continue  to  be 
shocked  and  the  American  people  be- 
come more  concerned  about  what  they 
learned.  First  we  heard  that  the  FBI 
had  turned  over  or  the  White  House 
had  obtained  330  names  to  peruse.  We 
understand  the  list  went  from  "A"  to 
"G."  Then  we  heard  the  number  raised 
to  341  names.  Recently  we  heard  the 
FBI  state  that  requests  were  made  for 
more  than  400  files.  I  learned  today 
that  one  file  was  returned  on  June  10. 
I  learned  also  today  that  71  files  were 
turned  over  on  June  17.  What  is  shock- 
ing is  I  learned  today,  too.  that  the 
White  House  still  has  17  of  these  files. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  more  we  learn 
about  this  situation,  the  more  I  be- 
come concerned.  Mr.  Freeh,  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  FBI.  said  that  the  FBI  was 
victimized.  I  think  the  FBI  was  victim- 
ized. I  think  the  Congress  was  victim- 
ized. Even  the  Washington  Post,  one  of 
the  administration's  most  ardent  sup- 
porters, now  feel  in  their  editorials 
yesterday  and  today  that  they  were 
victimized. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  all  came  about  be- 
cause the  committee  on  which  I  served, 
Government  Reform  and  Oversight,  re- 
quested files.  We  requested  files  for  al- 
most 2  years,  and  what  did  we  get?  We 
got  stonewalled.  It  got  so  bad  that  we 
had  to  issue  this  contempt  report  to 
John  Quinn.  counsel  to  the  President, 
requesting  this  information  after  our 
preliminary  investigation  saw  the  mis- 
use and  abuse  of  the  FBI  and  the  IRS  in 
the  Travelgate  fiasco.  That  is  how  this 
came  about. 

The  more  questions  that  we  see  being 
raised,  the  more  questions  we  have.  We 
do  not  know  how  many  files  were  ob- 
tained. We  do  not  know  how  many  files 
were  copied.  We  do  not  know  how  the 
files  were  used.  We  do  not  know  whose 
civil  rights  or  privacy  rights  were 
abused.  Filegate  came  to  light  because 
of  our  Investigation. 

Most  disturbing  to  me  as  a  member 
of  the  committee  that  was  investigat- 


ing this.  Government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight, is  that  the  FBI  files  of  three  of 
our  subcommittee  staff  directors  were 
obtained  by  the  'White  House.  To  me. 
this  is  a  clear  and  direct  violation  of 
the  firewall  which  has  always  existed 
between  the  legislative  branch,  the  ex- 
ecutive branch,  and  the  chief  Federal 
law  enforcement  agency  of  our  Nation. 

The  Committee  on  Government  Re- 
form and  Oversight  is  charged  with  in- 
vestigations and  audits  of  the  execu- 
tive branch  of  Government.  Our  com- 
mittee has  been  stonewalled  in  re- 
peated requests  for  documents  relating 
to  travelgate  during  the  past  2  years. 
Only  after  we  took  this  drastic  step  of 
threatening  to  issue  a  contempt  cita- 
tion of  Congress  did  we  receive  one- 
third  of  the  documents  requested.  It 
was  through  these  documents  that  we 
discovered  the  unbelievable  tale  of  the 
misuse  of  FBI  files  in  the  manner  we 
have  heard  described,  the  manner  we 
see  here. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  light  of  what  has 
been  revealed,  I  believe  it  is  incumbent 
upon  this  Congress  to  move  forward 
immediately  and  issue  this  contempt 
citation  to  Mr.  Quinn  and  the  others.  It 
is  not  sufficient  for  the  White  House 
and  Mr.  Quinn  to  suspend  Mr.  Living- 
stone. It  is  now  absolutely  critical  that 
the  Congress  obtain  all  of  the  2,000 
missing  documents,  the  documents 
that  have  been  withheld  from  this  Con- 
gress, withheld  from  our  subcommit- 
tee, and  that  we  conduct  a  thorough 
and  complete  investigation  and  review 
of  this  matter  and  this  entire  sorry 
chapter  in  this  administration. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Will  the  gen- 
tleman yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  MICA.  Yes.  I  would  be  glad  to. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
does  the  gentleman  believe  that  it  is 
possible  that  the  White  House  received 
all  of  these  files  from  the  FBI  and  that 
perhaps  they  were  just  trjring  to  look 
into  one  or  two  people  In  those  files 
that  they  really  wanted  to  get.  and 
that  the  rest  of  those  files  were  just  a 
cover  against,  a  vendetta  against  indi- 
viduals that  they  do  not  want  to  admit 
who  they  are? 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  do  not 
know.  We  do  not  have  the  2,000  docu- 
ments we  requested,  and  I  call  on  the 
Congress  to  issue  the  contempt  cita- 
tion. 


CHURCH  ARSON 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995.  the  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Spratt]  is  recognized 
during  morning  business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  SPRATT.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the 
last  18  months,  40  churches  have  been 
burned  to  the  ground,  5  of  them  in  my 
State.  And  despite  mounting  concern, 
eight  churches  have  burned  in  the  laist 
2  weeks,  four  within  the  last  2  days. 

It  is  time,  past  time,  for  Congress  to 
say,     "In    America,    we    don't    bum 


churches,  syiiagogues.  or  mosques,  or 
let  anyone  who  does,  escape  with  impu- 
nity." 

Today,  we  have  such  a  chance,  be- 
cause today,  we  take  up  a  bill  called 
the  Church  Arson  Prevention  Act. 

We  all  know  that  this  law  will  not 
bring  these  heinous  crimes  to  a  sudden 
halt.  But  this  law  will  put  the  author- 
ity of  Federal  Government,  the  BATF 
and  the  FBI,  into  the  investigation, 
prosecution,  and  punishment  of  every 
church  that's  burned. 

This  bill  attempts  to  justify  its  pur- 
pose under  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Clause,  which  I  think  is  unnecessary.  I 
think  that  under  the  1st  and  14th 
amendment.  Congress  not  only  has  the 
power  but  the  duty  to  prohibit  any  re- 
straint on  the  free  exercise  of  religion, 
and  we  not  only  have  the  power  but  a 
special  duty  to  see  that  crimes  of  hate, 
aimed  at  African-Americans  because  of 
their  race,  are  prosecuted  and  pun- 
ished. And  that  is  critically  true  when 
the  hatred  is  visited  on  churches,  the 
vital  beating  heart  of  Afiican-Amer- 
ican  communities. 

I  feel  certain  that  the  Church  Arson 
Prevention  Act  will  pass  this  House 
overwhelmingly.  But  that  is  not 
enough.  It  must  be  backed  by  the 
unstinting  authority  of  the  Federal 
Government  until  every  miscreant  who 
would  commit  such  a  crime  knows  that 
he  will  be  pursued  relentlessly,  pros- 
ecuted swiftly,  and  punished  severely. 


OUR  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995.  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Goss]  is  recognized  during  morn- 
ing business  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to 
talk  about  some  good  news  today.  Over 
the  last  20  years,  we  in  this  country 
have  made  measurable  good  progress  in 
protecting  our  natural  resources.  Our 
air  and  our  water  are  cleaner  than  they 
were  in  the  1970 's.  and  we  have  reversed 
the  decline  of  several  of  the  endangered 
species.  This  is  a  good  record.  It  is  an 
admirable  recoixi.  We  all  know  there 
£ire  still  many  areas  where  Federal  at- 
tention is  required  today,  but  we  also 
know  that  you  cannot  write  thousands 
and  thousands  of  pages  of  Federal  regu- 
lations without  some  problems  devel- 
oping along  the  way.  It  is  just  conmion 
sense  to  take  a  look  at  current  regula- 
tions and  decide  what  works  and  what 
does  not  and  look  for  ways  to  make  a 
cleaner,  safer,  healthier  environment 
for  everyone  and  at  the  same  time,  of 
course,  excise  those  unworkable  and 
unfair  regulations  we  have  come  to 
identify. 

This  104th  Congress  has  been  per- 
ceived by  some  as  being  antiregulation. 
Perhaps  the  truth  is  that  the  104th  has 
opposed  overregulation.  I  think  to  his 
very  great  credit,  the  Speaker  has 
taken  the  lead  and  formed  a  task  force 
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on  the  environment.  I  am  pleased  with 
the  Speaker's  determination  to  pass  re- 
sponsible environmental  legislation.  I 
am.  frankly,  personally  happy  to  be 
part  of  his  effort.  Although  it  is  often 
lost  in  the  rhetoric  surrounding  to- 
day's environmental  debates,  the  Re- 
publican Paurty  has  a  long  tradition  of 
conservation  from  Teddy  Roosevelt, 
who  created  the  first  national  wildlife 
refuge,  to  Richard  Nixon,  who  created 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 
Many  people  have  forgotten  that. 

Unfortunately,  what  often  passes  for 
debate  on  environmental  issues  in  Con- 
gress and  around  the  country  is  little 
more  than  a  shouting  match  full  of 
symbolism  but  actually  lacking  any 
real  substance:  sort  of  litmus  test 
wars,  as  it  were.  K  we  are  to  make  any 
real  progress  In  resolving  some  of  the 
difficulties  associated  with  environ- 
mental protection,  we  need  to  set  poli- 
tics aside  and  have  a  reasoned  discus- 
sion on  the  real  issues.  The  Speaker's 
environmental  task  force  has  success- 
fully identified  several  principles  for 
such  a  debate  in  my  view,  principles 
that  I  think  make  good  sense,  we  will 
all  agree. 

The  first  of  these  is  that  environ- 
mental decisions  should  be  consensus 
based,  made  in  consultation  with  the 
people  whose  homes,  businesses,  com- 
munities are  directly  affected.  Bring- 
ing the  opposing  interests  to  the  table 
early  in  the  process  provides  us  the  op- 
portunity to  find  a  solution  before  the 
two  sides  become  deadlocked  in  a 
meaningless  fight.  Environmental  dis- 
putes routinely  focus  on  health,  public 
safety,  and  environmental  protection 
against  the  question  of  jobs,  economy, 
and  private  property  rights.  Obviously 
all  of  those  things  are  important.  U  we 
get  the  parties  talking  to  each  other 
early,  I  believe  we  can  make  substan- 
tial progress  In  removing  some  of  the 
conflict  we  see  today. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  second  principle  is 
greater.  It  is  greater  in  a  way  that  it 
Involves  State  and  local,  our  sister 
branches  of  government  in  the  lower 
tiers.  Having  served  as  a  mayor  and  a 
county  commissioner  before  coming  to 
Congress  a  few  years  ago,  I  know  that 
the  lower  tiers  mean  the  firont  lines 
where  the  people  are.  where  what  mat- 
ters in  our  dally  lives  goes  on.  I  know 
the  importance  of  giving  States  and  lo- 
calities a  real  role  in  setting  and  en- 
forcing environmental  standards  In 
their  conmiunities.  The  perspectives  of 
local  and  State  officials  who  are  the 
people  who  make  everyday  land  use  de- 
cision, who  deal  with  problems  every 
day  are  invaluable  in  crafting  environ- 
mental policies  that  actually  work  on 
the  ground. 

The  time  has  come  to  end  sort  of  the 
one-size-fits-all  directives  firom  Wash- 
ington that  really  fail  to  recognize  the 
obvious  often  overlooked  fact  that  dif- 
ferent communities  have  different 
needs.  Alaska  Is  different  than  Florida. 


The  last  principle  I  will  mention  Is 
providing  positive  Incentives  to  en- 
courage responsible  stewardship  of  our 
natural  resources.  Whether  we  provide 
rewards  such  as  tax  credits,  grant  flexi- 
bility, and  complying  with  regulations 
or  offer  marketing  incentives,  we 
should  move  away  from  the  Idea  that 
environmental  legislation  always  cre- 
ates winners  and  losers.  The  simple 
fact  is  that  we  can  achieve  a  balance 
that  allows  all  sides  to  come  away  with 
something  positive.  All  America  and 
all  Americans  benefit  when  we  do  that. 

I  will  end  on  what  I  hope  Is  a  high 
note  and  that  is  this.  These  principles 
are  not  just  talk  but  are  geared  toward 
providing  results,  results  that  will  help 
Florida,  for  Instance,  restore  our  Ever- 
glades, restore  our  beaches.  Under  the 
Interior  appropriations  bill,  which  just 
happens  to  be  coming  to  the  floor  this 
week,  Congress  in  fact  is  going  to  be 
taking  responsible  steps  in  both  of 
these  critical  areas. 

I  believe  in  the  end  all  parties  to  the 
environmental  debate  agree  on  the  im- 
portance of  safeguarding  our  natural 
resources.  Hopefully  we  will  see  reason- 
able people  from  all  sides  embrace  the 
principles  we  have  laid  out  and  help  us 
in  a  bipartisan  way  achieve  our  goals. 


D  1315 

AMERICAN  PATENT  PROTECTION 
BEING  JEOPARDIZED 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Steakns).  Under  a  previous  order  of 
the  House,  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  ROHRABACHER]  Is  recognlzed 
for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  to  warn  my  colleagues  that  power- 
ful Interest  groups  ase  Involved  in  one 
of  the  most  Insidious  attacks  on  the 
well-being  of  the  American  people  that 
I  have  seen  in  my  8  years  in  Congress. 
It  is  aji  insidious  attack  because  a  dec- 
ade from  now.  If  these  powerful  Inter- 
ests succeed,  America  will  have  lost  its 
competitive  edge,  the  standard  of  liv- 
ing of  our  people  will  be  in  decline,  and 
they  will  never  know  what  hit  them. 

What  is  happening  is  an  attack  on 
Americas  ability  to  remain  the  num- 
ber one  technological  power  in  the 
world.  America  has  had  the  strongest 
patent  system  In  the  world.  Our  citi- 
zens have  enjoyed  patent  protection 
that  other  citizens  in  other  countries 
have  not  enjoyed.  Thus,  our  Inventors 
and  Investors  in  new  innovation  have 
given  us  technology  that  has  provided 
the  American  people  with  a  standard  of 
living  far  beyond  those  overseas,  and 
has  permitted  our  people,  even  though 
they  receive  more  money  for  their 
work,  to  outcompete  people  who  re- 
ceive less  pay  overseas. 

The  American  people  have  enjoyed 
the  technological  lead  that  has  given 
us  the  light  bulb,  the  telegraph,  the 
telephone,  the  reaper,  the  steamboat, 
and,  yes,  the  airplane. 


Today  our  standard  of  living  is  tied 
to  technology  and  in  the  future  will  be 
tied  even  more  to  technology,  but 
today  we  see  our  patent  system,  which 
has  done  so  much  for  our  people,  under 
attack  and  targeted  by  powerful  for- 
eign Interests  and  multinational  cor- 
porations. 

These  powerful  Interests  have  al- 
ready eliminated  the  guaranteed  pat- 
ent term  of  17  years,  which  was  the 
right  of  Americans  for  130  years,  and  it 
was  eliminated  in  an  underhanded  fash- 
ion by  slipping  it  into  the  GATT  imple- 
mentation legislation,  even  though 
that  change  was  not  mandated  by 
GATT  itself. 

Now  for  the  knockout  punch.  We  will 
soon  have  a  bill  come  to  the  floor 
which  will  end  patent  protection  in 
America  as  we  know  it.  The  bill,  H.R. 
3460,  which  I  have  labeled  the  Steal 
American  Technologies  Act,  is  really 
named  the  Moorhead-Schroeder  Patent 
Act.  This  piece  of  legislation  will  de- 
mand, mandate,  that  every  American 
inventor,  when  he  applies  for  a  patent, 
after  18  months,  whether  or  not  that 
patent  has  been  Issued  or  not,  it  will  be 
published  for  the  world  to  see.  Every 
single  detail  of  new  American  tech- 
nology will  be  available  to  the  world  to 
steal.  Every  pirate  in  the  world  and  the 
Asian  market  will  be  producing  our 
technology  before  our  patents  are  even 
Issued. 

It  also  eliminates  the  Patent  Office 
itself,  something  that  has  been  part  of 
our  Government  since  the  Constitu- 
tion, and  replaces  it  with  a 
corporatized  Patent  Office,  meaning  a 
semi-Government,  semiprivate  cor- 
poration, like  the  Post  Office,  which 
has  very  little  of  the  congressional 
oversight  that  the  current  Patent  Of- 
fice has. 

By  the  way,  that  same  move  strips 
patent  examiners.  These  men  and 
women  who  have  dedicated  their  lives 
to  making  the  judicial  decisions  as  to 
who  owns  what  technology,  they  will 
be  stripped  of  their  civil  service  protec- 
tion, inviting  corruption:  First,  publi- 
cation of  every  last  secret  we  have  to 
the  pirates  of  the  world:  second,  strip- 
ping our  patent  examiners,  our  line  of 
defense,  against  corruption,  of  their 
civil  service  protection. 

Finally,  this  bill  will  offer  rights  to 
foreign  corporations,  as  well  as  huge 
American  multinational  corporations, 
to  challenge  existing  patents.  Our  tech- 
nology even  today  will  be  under  attack 
when  the  people  Crom  all  over  the 
world  will  be  able  to  come  In  with  huge 
finances  ?.nu  force  our  people  to  defend 
the  patents  that  have  already  been 
granted  them. 

America's  corporate  glaints,  strange- 
ly enough,  have  signed  on  to  this  tech- 
nological rip-off.  First,  they  would  like 
to  rip  off  the  little  guy  themselves 
without  having  pay  royalties,  and 
many  of  these  giant  corporations  in 
our  country  have  interlocking  direc- 
torates and  investors  from  all  over  the 
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world.  They  have  signed  on  to  destroy- 
ing the  Amerlcaji  patent  system  as  we 
have  known  it  tor  the  last  130  years. 

This  is  truly  a  battle  between  the  lit- 
tle guy  and  the  big  guy.  H.R.  3460.  the 
Steal  American  Technologies  Act,  is 
being  pushed  through  the  system  by 
big  business.  Small  business,  the  inves- 
tors, the  NIFB,  colleges  and  univer- 
sities that  get  monies  from  royalties 
from  their  own  inventive  processes, 
they  are  behind  the  Rohrabacher  sub- 
stitute for  H.R.  3460. 

This  will  be  a  battle  that  determines 
America's  future,  but  the  American 
people  win  have  trouble  understanding 
it.  Let  us  hope  they  call  their  Con- 
gressman to  let  them  know  they  will 
be  watching  and  Americas  Interests 
should  be  protected. 


MSA'S  PRO'VIDE  FREE  MARKET 
SOLUTION  TO  HEALTH  CARE 
PROBLEMS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona  [Mr.  Salmon]  is 
recognized  for  2  minutes. 

Mr.  SALMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  since  the 
start  of  the  Clinton  administration, 
our  President  has  taken  American 
workers  for  a  rollercoaster  ride  when  it 
comes  to  fundamental  health  care  re- 
form. Two  years  ago  we  faced  the  scary 
plan  called  Clinton  Health  Care,  which 
basically  was  a  system  of  socialized 
medicine.  Clinton  Care  completely  re- 
jected the  idea  that  free  market  re- 
forms, not  big  government,  centralized 
control,  might  be  the  way  to  bring 
health  care  costs  into  line,  and  it 
would  have  forced  people  into  managed 
care. 

Americans  were  confronted  with  this 
ridiculously  complex  plan  that  would 
have  even  further  increased  our  citi- 
zens' dependence  on  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment and  ultimately  left  our  chil- 
dren with  debt  even  worse  than  today's 
already  unacceptable  high  levels. 

Today  in  Congress  we  have  a  plan,  a 
good  plan,  for  health  care  reform.  It 
does  not  call  on  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment to  take  over  anjrthing.  Instead. 
we  propose  to  fix  our  problems  in  a 
manner  that  befits  our  free  market 
economy  by  empowering  Americans  to 
have  more,  not  less,  control  over  their 
health  care.  Our  plan  will  let  Ameri- 
cans take  their  health  care  insurance 
with  them  when  they  change  jobs, 
limit  exclusions  for  preexisting  condi- 
tions, and.  perhaps  most  Importantly, 
give  Americans  the  option  to  choose 
medical  savings  accounts,  MSA's.  Our 
plan  believes  in  giving  people,  not  bu- 
reaucrats, the  power  to  make  personal 
health  care  choices,  but  this  plan  Is 
held  hostage,  day  57. 

MSA's,  which  is  a  component  of  our 
health  care  reform  plan,  provide  free 
market  solutions  to  our  health  care 
problems.  Because  of  the  fundamental 
good  sense  MSA's  make,  we  have  more 


and  more  Democrat  converts  to  this 
economically  sound  reform  option. 

While  I  would  prefer  to  give  the  MSA 
option  to  all  Americans,  I  recognize 
slow  progress  is  better  than  no 
progress.  Such  is  the  nature  of  com- 
promise. All  in  all,  however,  we  in  Con- 
gress have  a  solid  reform  plan,  and  I 
am  proud  of  the  spirit  of  bipartisanship 
that  many  have  brought  to  this  cause. 

However,  one  more  Democrat  still 
has  not  joined  us  in  this  compromise, 
and  that  is  President  Clinton.  His  re- 
fusal to  take  It  up  has  brought  this  re- 
form to  a  halt.  I  call  on  the  President 
in  the  spirit  of  bipartisan,  working  to- 
gether for  Americans  on  crucial,  cru- 
cial health  care  reform,  for  all  Ameri- 
cans, to  stop  this  hostage  taking  of  the 
health  care  reform  plan,  come  on 
board,  and  do  what  is  right  for  Amer- 
ica. 


RECESS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  There 
being  no  further  requests  for  morning 
business,  pursuant  to  clause  12,  rule  I. 
the  House  will  stand  In  recess  until  2 
p.m. 

Accordingly  (at  1  o'clock  and  23  min- 
utes p.m.),  the  House  stood  in  recess 
until  2  p.m. 


D  1400 
AFTER  RECESS 


The  recess  having  expired,  the  House 
was  called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro 
tempore  (Mr.  Weller)  at  2  p.m. 


pra"x^:r 


The  Chaplain,  Rev.  James  David 
Ford,  D.D.,  offered  the  following  pray- 
er: 

May  Your  Spirit,  O  God.  be  with  us 
all  the  day  long  and  remain  with  us  in 
our  hopes  and  in  our  sorrows,  in  our 
dreams  and  in  our  defeats.  Cause  us 
never  to  forget  Your  heavenly  vision 
and  let  us  never  walk  away  fi-om  the 
gifts  of  Your  good  grace.  We  know,  gra- 
cious God,  that  Your  Spirit  is  over  all 
the  world  and  given  to  every  person 
and  Is  present  in  our  lives  this  day  and 
every  day,  we  pray.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Tne 
Chair  has  examined  the  Journal  of  the 
last  day's  proceedings  and  announces 
to  the  House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  I,  rule  I,  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Will  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Chabot] 
come  forward  and  lead  the  House  in  the 
Pledge  of  Allegiance. 


Mr.  CHABOT  led  the  Pledge  of  Alle- 
giance as  follows: 

I  pledge  alle^asce  to  the  Fla?  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  to  the  Repub- 
lic for  which  it  stands,  one  nation  under  God. 
indivisible,  with  liberty  and  justice  for  all. 


REPORT  ON  H.R.  3662.  DEPART- 
MENT OF  THE  INTERIOR  AND 
RELATED  AGENCIES  APPROPRIA- 
TIONS ACT.  1997 

Mr.  REGULA,  from  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations,  submitted  a  privi- 
leged report  (Rept.  No.  104-625)  on  the 
bill  (H.R.  3662)  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and 
related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  end- 
ing September  30,  1997,  and  for  other 
purposes,  which  was  referred  to  the 
Union  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  All 
points  of  ordered  are  reserved  on  the 
bill. 


HOW  LONG  WILL  PRESIDENT  CLIN- 
TON    AND     SENATOR     KENNEDY 
STAND  IN  THE  WAY? 
(Mr.  BOEHNER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  BOEHNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  Repub- 
licans have  a  health  care  bill  that  en- 
sures affordablllty,  accessibility  and 
ensures  that  preexisting  conditions 
will  not  deny  an  individual  health  care 
coverage  any  longer.  It  makes  health 
care  more  affordable  to  small  busi- 
nesses and  to  the  self-«mployed  and  al- 
lows them  to  set  up  medical  savings  ac- 
counts. It  allows  tax  deductions  for 
long-term  health  care  needs,  and  it 
fights  fraud  and  abuse  with  tough  new 
provisions. 

Mr.  Speaker  there  are  only  two  peo- 
ple standing  between  the  American 
people  and  more  affordable  and  avail- 
able health  care,  and  that  is  President 
Bill  Clinton  and  Senator  Ted  Kennedy, 
and.  Mr.  Speaker,  how  long  will  they 
stand  In  the  way  and  deny  the  Amer- 
ican people  these  much  needed  jre- 
forms? 


■VTETERANS  DESERVE  MORE  THAN 
HOLLOW  PROMISES 

(Mr.  FILNER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  our  Na- 
tion's veterans  are  getting  a  raw  deal. 
Last  week  the  Republican  budget  con- 
ference approved  a  veterans  budget  S573 
million  below  that  recommended  by 
President  Clinton.  Now  the  Sub- 
committee on  Labor,  Health  and 
Human  Services,  and  Education  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  has  rec- 
ommended that  the  funding  level  rec- 
ommended by  President  Clinton  for 
veterans'  emplojnuent  services  pro- 
vided  for  disabled  veterans   outreach 
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program  specialists  and  local  veterans 
employment  representatives  be  cut  by 
almost  512  million.  As  a  result,  28,000 
fewer  veterans;  that  is,  28,000  fewer  vet- 
erans, will  be  placed  in  jobs  than  pro- 
posed in  the  President's  budget. 

Additionally,  the  Republicans  have 
recommended  that  the  transition  as- 
sistance program  be  terminated  Octo- 
ber 1.  This  successful  program  has 
trained  hundreds  of  thousands  of  men 
and  women  leaving  our  Armed  Forces 
to  find,  and  to  find  quickly,  good  per- 
manent civilian  jobs. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Republicans  are 
anxious  to  spend  billions  of  dollars  on 
a  dubious  son  of  star  wars  program  but 
are  unwilling  to  provide  the  52  million 
necessary  to  help  veterans  earn  a  liv- 
ing in  their  civilian  communities.  Let 
us  hope  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions restores  this  money.  Veterans  de- 
serve more  than  hollow  promises. 


NO  MFN  FOR  CHINA 

(Mr.  FUNDERBURK  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Speaker, 
dollar  signs,  business  for  some  United 
States  companies,  trade  and  engage- 
ments; these  seem  to  be  the  primary 
arguments  for  renewing  MFN  for  Com- 
munist China. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  remember  in  my 
youth  reading  "The  Odyssey,"  the 
story  about  the  great  Greek  hero  Odys- 
seus and  his  trip  home  aiter  the  long 
Trojan  War.  In  one  of  his  adventures  he 
guided  his  ship  through  the  singing  of 
the  Sirens.  He  had  to  do  this  without 
meeting  the  same  fate  which  lured  all 
mariners  and  their  ships  to  the  rocky 
coast  and  disaster. 

The  modem-day  lure  of  the  songs  of 
the  Sirens  is  the  China  market.  Like 
Odysseus  of  old,  only  President 
Reagan,  unlike  recent  American  Presi- 
dents, was  able  to  resist  this.  He  built 
the  United  States  up  from  its  self-im- 
posed position  of  strategic  weakness. 

Let  us  do  what  is  good  for  the  Amer- 
ican national  interests  and  resist  the 
modem  sirens.  Do  not  grant  MFN  for 
China,  at  least  until  Communist  China 
starts  to  act  more  like  a  civilized  na- 
tion in  its  treatment  of  its  citizens. 


CANCEL  MFN  FOR  CHINA 

(Mr.  TRAFICANT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Speaker,  an- 
other last  minute  trade  deal.  The 
White  House  said  CMna  has  voluntarily 
agreed  to  stop  breaking  international 
trade  and  copyright  law. 

Right. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  does  China  have 
to  do  before  the  White  House  wakes  up? 
Nuke  Taiwan?  Rape  the  Statute  of  Lib- 
erty? 


I  think  the  facts  are  now  clear  and 
evident.  While  China  is  kicking  our  as- 
sets all  the  way  from  Beijing  to  the 
east  lawn,  the  White  House  keeps  mak- 
ing another  deal.  I  do  not  know  if  we 
elected  Monte  Hall  or  what  here.  In 
America  the  people  govern. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Congress  should  cancel 
most-favored-nation  trade  status  pork 
for  China.  I  yield  back  the  balance  of 
all  jobs  and  money. 


bringing  the  budget  deficit  down.  At 
the  same  time  it  cuts  Medicare  by  $162 
billion,  it  cuts  Medicaid  S72  billion, 
again  all  to  give  a  tax  break  to  the 
wealthiest  people  in  this  country. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  simply  does  not  make 
sense. 


WE  NEED  TO  KNOW  WHY 

(Mr.  CHABOT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  CHABOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  White 
House  has  now  released  statements 
firom  some  of  the  political  operatives 
involved  in  pawing  through  the  con- 
fidential FBI  background  files  of  hun- 
dreds of  political  opponents.  Those  dec- 
larations are  more  important  for  what 
they  do  not  say  than  for  what  they  do. 

Craig  Livingstone,  the  ex-boimcer 
and  political  hatchet  man  who  is  now 
being  paid  not  to  work,  released  his 
carefully  lawyered  statement  saying 
that  if  he  was  asked  to  obtain  FBI 
background  files,  and  if  he  did  obtain 
the  files,  and  if  he  was  asked  to  dis- 
seminate to  other  people  the  personal 
information  that  he  learned  from  those 
files,  and  if  he  did  give  out  that  per- 
sonal information  to  other  people,  well, 
then  he  did  not  do  so  for  any  purpose 
he  thought  was.  quote,  improper. 

The  statement  of  course  does  not  say 
what  he  defines  as  improper. 

The  American  people  deserve  to 
know  exactly  what  happened  and  why. 
They  deserve  to  know  what  the  Presi- 
dent means  when  he  says  that  he  takes 
full  responsibility  for  this  outrage,  and 
we  need  to  know  why  the  President  is 
treating  Mr.  Livingstone  so  very 
gentle. 


REPUBLICANS  REVERSE 
DEMOCRATIC  DEFICIT  REDUCTION 

(Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
here  we  go  again.  The  same  group  that 
shut  down  the  Government  last  winter 
has  given  us  a  budget  that  is  way  out 
of  balance.  The  Gingrich  Republican 
budget  cuts  Medicare,  cuts  Medicaid, 
increases  by  $12  billion  the  military 
budget,  more  than  the  Pentagon  asked 
for,  and  increases  taxes  on  people  mak- 
ing $15,000  to  $30,000  a  year,  at  the  same 
time  swelling  the  budget  deficit,  all  to 
give  tax  breaks  to  the  richest  people  in 
this  country. 

Three  years  ago  the  budget  deficit 
was  $290  billion.  This  year  we  have  got 
it  down  to  $130  billion.  We  have  cut  it 
in  half.  Unfortunately,  the  Gingrich 
budget  increases  the  budget  deficit  to 
$153  billion  next  year  and  a  comparable 
amount  the  following  year  instead  of 


SUPPORT  THE  WORKER  RIGHT  TO 
KNOW  ACT 

(Mr.  BALLENGER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  it 
fair  that  any  union  member  should 
automatically  have  money  deducted 
from  his  or  her  paycheck  to  pay  for  po- 
litical candidates  or  causes  with  which 
he  or  she  disagrees?  It  is  fair  that  a 
xmion  member  should  have  to  battle 
his  or  her  union  in  order  to  object  to 
the  union's  spending  of  dues  for  politi- 
cal purposes?  And.  if  he  or  she  does  ob- 
ject, is  it  fair  that  a  union  member  be 
subjected  to  harassment  from  the 
union,  or  worse,  the  threat  of  losing  his 
or  her  job?  I  certainly  don't  think  so, 
and  I  would  hope  and  expect  that  our 
colleagues  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
would  feel  the  same  way. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Worker  Rights  to 
Know  Act  will  help  instill  some  basic 
fairness  to  the  process  by  which  imions 
spend  the  hard  earned  money  of  their 
members.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port its  passage. 


ANOTHER  REASON  FOR  DENYING 
MFN  TO  CHINA 

(Mr.  PALLONE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  we  go 
through  the  annual  ritual  of  extending 
most-favored-nation  trading  status  for 
China,  yet  another  reason  for  denjring 
MFN  has  come  to  light:  China  has  be- 
come the  major  contributor  to  weapons 
proliferation  and  instability  in  Asia, 
with  Pakistan  being  one  of  the  major 
recipients  of  Chinese  nuclear  tech- 
nology and  delivery  systems. 

As  was  reported  in  the  media  Istst 
week,  there  is  strong  evidence  from  our 
own  intelligence  agencies  that  Paki- 
stan has  deployed  nuclear-capable  Chi- 
nese M-11  missiles,  obtained  through  a 
secretive  transfers  that  both  countries 
have  tried  to  cover  up.  Yet,  incredibly, 
despite  the  overwhelming  evidence,  the 
administration  seems  unwilling  to  im- 
pose the  tough  economics  that  both  na- 
tions clearly  deserve. 

Earlier  this  year,  we  failed  to  punish 
China  or  Pakistan  for  the  transfer  of 
5,000  ring  magnets,  devices  used  for  the 
production  of  weapons-grade  enriched 
uranium.  We  also  went  ahead  with  the 
transfer  of  $368  million  in  United 
States  conventional  weapons  to  Paki- 
stan. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it's  time  to  get  tough 
with  China,  Pakistan,  and  other  na- 
tions contributing  to  the  spread  of  nu- 
clear weapons.  Denying  MFN  to  China 
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is  an  effective  way  to  show  that  we're 
serious  about  nonproliferation. 


OBSTRUCTIONIST  LIBERALS  HOLD- 
ING UP  THE  HEALTH  COVERAGE 
AVATLABILITY  AND  AFFORD- 
ABILITY  ACT 

(Mr.  LEWIS  of  Kentucky  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  Kentucky.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, last  week,  the  House  and  Senate 
reached  an  agreement  on  a  package  of 
commonsense  health  care  reforms.  The 
Health  Coverage  Availability  and  Af- 
fordability  Act  of  1996  ensures  port- 
ability, it  fights  waste,  fraud,  and 
abuse,  it  cuts  redtai>e  ajid  creates  a 
medical  savings  account  program  to 
help  the  self-employed  and  employees 
of  smaller  businesses. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  win-win  situa- 
tion for  the  American  people.  We  em- 
phasize people  over  bureaucracy, 
choice  over  centralization. 

But,  unfortunately,  a  small  group  of 
liberals  in  the  other  body  have  held  up 
this  commonsense  legislation  for  57 
days.  These  liberals  are  holding  out  for 
the  centralized  Clinton  Care  that  was 
rejected  by  Congrress  and  the  American 
people  2  years  ago. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  should  break  this 
logjam.  Obstructionist  liberals  should 
end  their  campaign  to  take  over  the 
Nation's  health  care  system. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  would  remind  all  members  it  is 
not  in  order  to  cast  reflections  on  the 
Senate  or  its  Members,  individually  or 
collectively. 


CONSTRU(rnVE  ENGAGEMENT  OR 
APPEASEMENT 

(Mr.  DeFAZIO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are 
told  that  the  United  States  of  America 
is  engaged  in  a  policy  of  constructive 
engagement  with  the  gerontocracy 
that  runs  China.  We  have  just  com- 
pleted our  second  annual  negotiations 
to  allow  the  Chinese  to  continue  to  pi- 
rate over  $2  billion  a  year  in  intellec- 
tual property  rights  from  American 
companies.  There  is  no  change;  they 
are  still  producing  those  disks  today. 

Yes,  there  was  a  little  show  of  clos- 
ing down  a  few,  but  that  will  not  last. 
We  are  going  to  run  a  $41  billion  deficit 
with  China,  the  most  unfair  trading  na- 
tion on  Earth,  the  most  protectionist 
society  on  Earth.  That  means,  accord- 
ing to  our  own  Commerce  Depart- 
ment's numbers  we  are  going  to  lose 
800,000  jobs  to  the  unfair  trade  prac- 
tices of  the  People's  Republic  of  China. 


At  some  point  the  policy  of  construc- 
tive engagement  starts  to  look  an 
awful  lot  like  appeasement,  and  we  all 
know  how  effective  the  policy  of  ap- 
peasement was  in  dealing  with  Hitler's 
Third  Reich. 


ENDING  HEALTH  CARE  REFORM 
GRIDLOCK 

(Mr.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  American  people  have  two 
major  concerns  about  their  health  care 
insurance.  One  is  can  they  afford  it; 
and,  second,  will  they  be  able  to  take  it 
with  them  when  they  have  to  move 
from  one  job  to  another? 

First,  the  good  news.  A  bipartisan 
majority  in  the  House  and  the  Senate 
supports  passage  of  the  Health  Cov- 
erage Avaulability  and  Affordability 
Act.  which  addresses  both  of  these 
problems.  Now  the  bad  news.  One  Mem- 
ber from  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  in 
the  other  body  is  standing  in  the  way 
because  of  his  opposition  to  providing 
more  Americans  the  option  of  choosing 
a  medical  savings  account,  or  MSA.  for 
their  health  insurance. 

Dozens  of  companies  and  thousands 
of  employees  around  the  country  have 
MS  As.  They  love  MSA's  for  three  rea- 
sons. MSA's  give  employees  control 
over  how  their  health  care  dollars  are 
spent  and  make  them  careful  but  satis- 
fied shoppers. 
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ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER  PRO  TEMPORE 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thought  the  Chair  had  said  that  we 
could  not  impugn  motives  to  Members 
of  the  other  body. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Weller).  The  gentlewoman  is  correct. 
The  Chair  was  attempting  to  ask  the 
gentleman  to  suspend. 

The  Chair  would  ask  that  Members 
refrain  from  disparaging  remarks 
about  Members  of  the  other  body. 

Mr.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  mentioned  no  specific  Mem- 
ber of  the  other  body. 

Mr.  Speaker,  dozens  of  companies 
and  thousands  of  employees  around  the 
country  have  MSA's.  They  love  MSA's 
for  three  reasons:  MSA's  give  employ- 
ees control  over  how  their  health  care 
dollars  are  spent  and  make  them  care- 
ful but  satisfied  shoppers.  They  provide 
them  freedom  from  worry  by  eliminat- 
ing out-of-pocket  costs  for  those  with 
chronic  or  catastrophic  illnesses. 
MSA's  save  money  for  employees  and 
for  the  companies.  Americans  want 
this  kind  of  health  care  coverage.  We 
should  move  to  make  it  possible  for 
them. 


THE  REPUBLICAN  BUDGET  DOES 
NOT  REFLECT  THE  PRIORITIES 
OF  MIDDLE  AMERICA 

(Mr.  MINGE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  MINGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  despite  the 
heated  rhetoric  surrounding  the  budget 
debate,  the  Republican  budget  passed 
last  week.  It  will  tragically  increase 
the  deficit  from  $130  billion  to  $153  bil- 
lion. Just  when  most  of  us  who  are 
deeply  committed  to  deficit  reduction 
thought  that  we  had  the  opportunity  to 
address  the  budget  in  a  forthright  man- 
ner, we  have  been  duped.  K  we  have 
learned  anything  about  the  tragic 
budget  debate  of  last  year,  we  have 
learned  that  if  it  is  going  to  succeed, 
the  design  and  the  details  of  the  budget 
must  reflect  the  priorities  of  modem 
Americans. 

Middle  America  wants  to  see  the  def- 
icit decreased.  Middle  America  does 
not  want  to  see  education  and  health 
care  programs  cut  while  defense  spend- 
ing increases.  Middle  Americans  are 
willing  to  share  in  the  sacrifice  nec- 
essary to  balance  the  budget.  Yes,  most 
support  tax  cuts.  So  do  I.  However,  we 
should  not  borrow  money  temporarily 
to  pay  for  a  tax  cut  if  we  are  sacrific- 
ing the  future  of  our  children  and 
grandchildren.  We  must  be  willing  to 
set  our  priorities  straight  and  make 
the  tough  choices  necessary  to  balance 
the  budget. 


END  THE  APATHY  AND  THE  POL- 
ICY OF  APPEASEMENT  TOWARD 
CHINA 

(Mr.  STEARNS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  STEARNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  1980, 
China  was  first  granted  MFN  status. 
Since  then,  very  little  has  changed.  In 
fact,  it  would  be  easy  to  argue  that  the 
situation  has  worsened.  In  the  last  5 
years,  China  has  accumulated  a  $117 
billion  trade  surplus  with  the  United 
States,  most  of  which  is  being  used  by 
the  Chinese  Government  to  build  a  war 
machine — a  United  States  financed  and 
outfitted  Communist  army. 

Also  troubling  is  the  continued  theft 
of  American  intellectual  property 
rights.  Even  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion has  called  the  Chinese  "the  most 
egregious  violator  of  agreements  in- 
tended to  combat  the  piracy  of  Amer- 
ican products. 

Our  apathy  and  appeasement  have 
actually  worsened  our  position  as  a 
trade  partner  and  as  a  steward  of  de- 
mocracy in  one  of  the  world's  most 
volatile  regions. 

The  House  will  soon  vote  to  end  Chi- 
na's privilege.  We  will  soon  have  the 
opportunity  to  send  a  message  to  the 
world  that  America  will  not  support  a 
rogue  nation.  We  cannot  continue  to 
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ignore  the  truth'  we  must  be  proactive 
in  changing  China's  policies. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


THE  1996  CHICAGO  BULLS  MADE 
AMERICA  PROUD 

(Mr.  DURBIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
join  the  chorus  of  Chicagoans,  niinois- 
ans,  and  fans  everjrwhere  in  saluting 
our  world  champion  Chicago  Bulls.  The 
Seattle  Supersonics  were  a  worthy 
team,  but  1996  was  the  year  of  the 
Bulls:  a  regular  season  record  of  72  vic- 
tories, a  playoff  record  of  15  wins  and  3 
losses. 

Why  were  they  so  successful?  The 
greatest  coach  in  the  NBA,  Phil  Jack- 
son, the  man  who  proved  that  Zen  can 
win:  the  greatest  player  in  the  history 
of  the  sport,  Michael  Jordan,  whose 
athletic  ability  is  only  surpassed  by  his 
class:  and  a  great  team,  with  players 
from  Australia.  Canada,  Croatia,  and 
Mars.  The  1996  Chicago  Bulls  made 
America  proud:  four  championships  in 
6  years,  and  more  to  come. 


COMMENDING  THE  FEDERAL  BU- 
REAU OF  INVESTIGATION  FOR  A 
JOB  WELL  DONE 

(Mr.  OXLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  OXLEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  to 
commend  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Inves- 
tigation and  the  Department  of  Justice 
for  the  peaceful  resolution  reached  last 
Thursday  in  the  armed  standoff  involv- 
ing the  so-called  Montana  Freemen 
who  are  charged  with  threatening  pub- 
lic officials  and  other  crimes. 

The  potential  for  violence  was  high 
throughout  this  confrontation.  The 
fact  that  the  suspects  surrendered 
without  a  shot  being  fired  speaks  well 
of  FBI  negotiations  and  the  reforms  in- 
stituted at  DOJ  for  dealing  with  such 
crisis  situations. 

I  particularly  note  FBI  Director 
Louis  Freeh's  personal  oversight  of  the 
case  and  his  determination  to  see  the 
lessons  of  past  standoffs  institutional- 
ized at  the  Bureau.  Federal  law  en- 
forcement is  the  target  of  a  great  deal 
of  second-guessing  when  tragedies 
occur.  They  deserve  recognition  for 
their  professionalism  when  a  tense  sit- 
uation is  resolved  peacefully. 

Mr.  Speaker,  not  every  warrant  can 
be  executed  without  incident.  That 
goes  with  the  turf.  All  the  more  reason 
to  commend  the  FBI  for  a  job  well 
done. 


for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  STENHOLM.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
not  too  late  to  reverse  the  actions  of 
last  week's  budget  vote  and  still  con- 
tinue to  attack  the  deficit.  I  am  very, 
very  concerned  that  after  4  years  of 
continuously  declining  deficit,  we  now 
see  again  in  the  chart  that  instead  of 
continuing  the  trend  to  balance,  we  are 
going  to  borrow  an  additional  $99  bil- 
lion over  the  next  2  years  in  order  to 
give  ourselves  a  tax  cut  with  borrowed 
money.  That  does  not  nnake  sense. 

Also  when  we  look  at  the  budget  last 
week,  and  now  we  hear  the  discussions 
going  on  about  whether  we  are  going  to 
combine  welfare  and  Medicaid  with  a 
tax  cut,  we  find  we  are  postponing  the 
difficult  choices.  The  difficult  cuts  are 
going  to  be  postponed  until  2000,  2001, 
and  2002. 

Mr.  Speaker,  please,  let  us  reverse 
that.  Let  us  get  the  House  back  in  the 
same  direction  we  were  going  in  4  con- 
secutive years  of  the  deficit  coming 
down.  Let  us  not  give  up  now.  Let  us 
continue  now  with  some  good  biparti- 
san support  for  deficit  reduction  and 
not  increasing  our  Nation's  debt. 


IT  IS  NOT  TOO  LATE  TO  RE'VTERSE 
THE  ACTIONS  OF  LAST  WEEK'S 
BUDGET  VOTE  AND  STILL  CON- 
TINUE TO  ATTACK  THE  DEFICIT 

(Mr.    STENHOLM    asked    and    was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 


URGING  SUPPORT  FOR  COMMON- 
SENSE  HEALTH  CARE  REFORM 

(Mr.  HASTERT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HASTERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
time  for  health  care  reform  is  at  hand. 
Congress,  for  the  first  time,  will  deliver 
health  care  reform  that  will  attack 
waste  and  fraud,  make  health  care 
more  affordable  and  make  health  care 
insurance  more  available  for  the  Amer- 
ican people. 

The  President  has  a  simple  choice. 
He  can  do  what  the  American  people 
want,  and  sign  this  very  important  re- 
form package.  Or  he  can  work  to  derail 
this  reform  bill  and  please  the  left  wing 
of  his  party. 

According  to  press  accounts,  liberals 
in  the  Democrat  caucus  are  deathly 
afraid  of  medical  savings  accounts,  be- 
cause it  gives  more  power  to  families 
to  make  their  own  health  care  deci- 
sions. 

These  liberals  want  the  Government 
to  call  the  shots.  They  want  Washing- 
ton bureaucrats  to  decide  what  kind  of 
heaith  care  families  can  or  can't  have. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  American  people 
want  health  care  portability.  They 
want  to  make  health  care  insurance 
both  available  and  affordable.  And  they 
want  to  get  rid  of  the  waste  and  fraud 
that  every  senior  citizen  knows  is  in 
the  health  care  delivery  system.  And 
they  want  it  now. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
commonsense  reform. 


June  18,  1996 

VOTING  "NO"  ON  MOST-FAVORED- 
NATION  STATUS  FOR  CHINA 

(Ms.  PELOSI  asked  and  wais  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Speaker,  at  the  be- 
ginning of  June  the  President  asked  for 
a  special  waiver  in  order  to  grant  most- 
favored-nation  status  to  China.  The 
House  will  soon  be  taking  up  this  vote. 
In  the  past,  since  the  Tiananmen 
Square  massacre,  I  have  worked  with 
our  colleagues  to  try  to  shape  a  com- 
promise measure.  The  actions  on  the 
part  of  the  Chinese  Government  in 
terms  of  violation  of  trade  prolifera- 
tion and  hvmian  rights  have  been  so  ex- 
treme that  this  year  I  am  forced  to 
vote  no  on  MFN  for  China. 

In  terms  of  trade,  the  Chinese  want 
favorable  trade  treatment  for  their 
products  coming  into  the  United  States 
while  having  huge  barriers  to  United 
States  products  going  to  China,  to  the 
tune  of  one-third  of  their  exports  com- 
ing to  the  United  States  and  only  2  per- 
cent of  United  States  exports  being  al- 
lowed into  China. 

In  terms  of  proliferation,  the  Chinese 
are  proliferating  chemical,  nuclear, 
and  missile  technologies  to  unsafe 
guarded  countries  like  Iran  and  Paki- 
stan, and  all  this  money  they  earn 
from  their  missile  sales  and  trade  con- 
solidates their  power  to  allow  them  to 
continue  to  repress  their  people.  Some 
will  say  that  economic  reform  will  lead 
to  political  reform.  This  has  not  been 
the  case,  even  according  to  the  Clinton 
administration's  own  country  report. 


REJECT        MOST-FAVORED-NATION 

TRADING    STATUS    FOR    CHINA'S 

DICTATORSHIP 

(Mr.  ROHRBACHER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ROHRBACHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
will  be  discussing  most-favored-nation 
status  for  China.  Of  course.  Communist 
China  is  one  of  the  worst  violators,  if 
not  the  worst  violator,  of  human  rights 
in  the  world.  If  not  one  of  the  worst,  it 
is  the  worst  in  terms  of  stealing  Amer- 
ican technology  and  intellectual  prop- 
erty rights.  It  is  the  worst  violator  of 
our  agreements  to  stop  nuclear  pro- 
liferation. 

It  is,  of  course,  one  of  the  most  bel- 
ligerent countries  in  the  world  toward 
its  own  neighbors.  It  is  one  of  the  worst 
protectionists.  They  have  a  totally  un- 
fair trading  relationship  with  us,  put- 
ting our  people  out  of  work,  making 
tens  of  billions  of  dollars  on  that  trad- 
ing relationship.  What  do  they  do  with 
those  tens  of  billions  of  dollars?  They 
are  building  up  their  military,  plus 
they  are  bolstering  their  ability  to 
copy  our  technology. 

What  more  does  it  take  before  this 
administration  and  the  powers  that  be 
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in  this  country  realize  that  we  shoifld 
not  be  treating  Communist  China,  this 
horrible  violator  of  human  rights,  as 
we  do  other  democratic  nations?  If  we 
believe  in  free  trade,  let  us  have  free 
trade  between  free  people,  instead  of 
bolstering  dictatorships  all  over  the 
world  with  these  favorable  trade  agree- 
ments at  the  expense  of  the  American 
people.  No  most-favored-nation  status 
for  this  dictatorship. 


NO  SPECIAL  TRADING  PRIVILEGES 
TO  THE  BUTCHERS  OF  BEIJING 

(Ms.  KAPTUR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  KAPTUR.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  the 
House  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
will  vote  to  renew  Chinese  most-fa- 
vored-nation status,  which  means  our 
country  will  again  grant  China  the 
same  privileges  in  our  market  as  we  do 
to  democratic  states  like  England. 

As  the  committee  casts  its  vote,  may 
I  remind  my  esteemed  colleagues  of  the 
Golden  Rule:  Free  trade  can  only  occur 
among  free  people.  By  any  measure, 
China  is  not  a  nation  of  free  people. 
Let  me  read  from  Amnesty  Inter- 
national's report  on  China,  and  I  quote: 
"Torture  remains  endemic,  causing 
many  deaths  each  year.  The  death  pen- 
alty is  used  extensively  and  arbitrarily 
to  instill  fear.  More  people  are  exe- 
cuted every  year  in  China  than  in  all 
other  countries  combined."  The  list 
goes  on  and  on:  Forced  abortions,  re- 
pression of  ethnic  and  religious  groups, 
thousands  of  democracy  activists  jailed 
every  year. 

Given  China's  lack  of  basic  human 
freedoms,  it  should  come  as  no  surprise 
that  China  does  not  have  a  free  mar- 
ket. China  remains  one  of  the  most 
closed  markets  in  the  world.  Why 
should  we  be  giving  special  privileges 
to  the  butchers  of  Beijing? 


THREE  RESPONSES 

(Mr.  WHITE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  WHITE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  sat 
in  the  Chamber  today,  and  I  have  to  re- 
spond to  three  things  I  have  heard  from 
the  other  side. 

No.  1,  on  the  budget,  it  is  very  inter- 
esting to  hear  people  who  have  con- 
trolled the  House  for  40  years  talk 
about  how  the  Republican  budget 
somehow  is  not  serious  about  control- 
ling the  budget  and  getting  the  deficit 
under  control.  It  is  the  only  budget 
that  is  going  to  do  that,  and  I  think 
most  of  us  know  that. 

No.  2,  on  health  care,  we  have  a  good 
plan  that  we  have  agreed  to.  It  gets 
costs  under  control  for  the  first  time. 
It  is  a  plan  that  people  should  support. 

No.  3,  one  of  the  most  outrageous 
things  I  have  heard  on  the  House  floor 


for  a  long  time  has  to  do  with  the  Chi- 
cago Bulls.  Sure,  they  played  a  good 
game.  Sure,  they  are  a  good  team.  The 
fact  is  the  Bulls  were  lucky.  The 
Sonics  will  be  back  next  year,  and  the 
Bulls  had  better  be  thankful  there  were 
not  a  few  more  games  left  this  year,  be- 
cause they  would  have  been  in  big  trou- 
ble this  year. 


NO  ONE  OUT  OF  THE  POOL 

(Mrs.  SCHROEDER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
summertime.  When  most  Americans 
hear  "Everybody  in  the  pool,"  they 
think  it  is  a  great  cry  to  join  in  the 
fun.  But  we  have  been  hearing  pleas  for 
health  care  reform  from  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle,  and  they  are  absolutely 
right.  We  desperately  need  many  of  the 
provisions  in  that  health  care  reform. 
What  they  forget  to  tell  us  is  that  the 
basic  premise  of  a  good  insurance  pro- 
gram is  everybody  stays  in  the  pool, 
because  we  can  only  keep  premiums 
down  if  everybody  stays  in  the  pool. 

The  other  side  forgets  to  tell  us  that 
they  are  only  going  to  give  us  those  re- 
forms if  they  are  allowed  to  drop  a  lad- 
der in  the  pool.  The  name  of  that  lad- 
der is  MSA.  Meet  MSA.  Think  MSA.  It 
means  ladder.  It  means  if  you  are  rich, 
you  can  get  out  of  the  pool.  If  you  are 
healthy,  you  get  out  of  the  pool.  Who 
do  we  leave  in  the  pool?  We  are  going 
to  have  a  whole  lot  of  reforms  that  are 
needed,  but  we  are  going  to  have  pre- 
miums so  high  we  will  not  be  able  to 
get  there. 

I  think  it  is  very  important  to  have 
both  sides  of  this  issue,  and  "Every- 
body in  the  pool"  better  have  a  real 
meaning  on  this  one. 


D  1430 

REPUBLICANS  INCREASE  BUDGET 
DEFICIT 

(Ms.  DeLAURO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Si)eaker,  last 
week  the  Republican  leadership  twisted 
enough  arms  to  pass  their  1997  budget. 
And  the  result— broken  arms  and  bro- 
ken promises. 

Two  sunruners  ago  the  Republicans 
unveiled  thefr  Contract  With  America 
amid  much  fanfare.  The  Republicans 
promised  to — and  I  quote — "work  to 
enact  additional  budget  savings,  be- 
yond the  budget  cuts  specifically  in- 
cluded in  the  contract,  to  ensure  that 
the  Federal  budget  deficit  will  be  less 
than  it  would  have  been  without  the 
enactment  of  these  bills."  Well — a  lot 
has  happened  since  then. 

The  budget  passed  by  the  Repub- 
licans last  week — by  their  own  admis- 


sion—increases the  deficit  for  the  first 
time  in  3  years.  The  Republicans  have 
come  to  Washington  and  done  exactly 
what  they  promised  they  would  not 
do — increase  the  deficit. 

I  guess  we  now  know  for  sure  that 
the  promises  the  Republican  Party 
made  to  the  American  people  aren't 
worth  the  paper  they  are  written  on. 


SUPPORT  CHURCH  ARSON 
PREVENTION  ACT  OF  1996 

(Mrs.  KENNELLY  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mrs.  KENNELLY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  the  Church  Arson 
Prevention  Act  of  1996.  Our  country  has 
been  experiencing  a  wave  of  church 
burnings,  which  so  far  has  claimed  the 
homes  of  34  African-American  con- 
gregations. 

In  the  midst  of  the  anger  and  sadness 
we  feel  at  these  events,  it  has  been 
heartening  to  see  thousands  of  Ameri- 
cans joining  together  to  express  thefr 
moral  outrage.  We  understand  that 
these  churches  are  the  hearts  and  souls 
of  their  conrununities.  Striking  at  them 
is  an  assault  on  the  very  values  that 
unite  us  as  Americans. 

But  important  as  it  is  to  speak  out 
against  these  attacks,  our  voices  alone 
may  not  be  enough.  We  need  something 
more.  We  need  to  put  some  teeth  in  the 
law.  Today,  with  passage  of  this  legis- 
lation, we  take  that  step. 

Let  the  commitment  of  this  Congress 
be  clear:  We  believe  that  those  respon- 
sible for  this  epidemic  of  hate  must  be 
held  responsible  for  thefr  acts,  passing 
this  legislation  will  make  that  easier 
to  accomplish,  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  this  bill. 


AN  AMAZING  TRICK 
(Mr.  SABO  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission  to   address   the   House   for   1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  SABO.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  place  al- 
ways amazes  me.  Because  of  President 
Clinton's  program,  we  had  declining 
deficits  for  4  years.  Now  we  have  the 
new  Republican  plan  which  amazingly 
increases  the  deficit  in  the  next  2  fiscal 
years.  But  what  is  even  more  surpris- 
ing is  they  not  only  manage  to  increase 
the  deficit  for  the  next  2  years  but  at 
the  same  time  they  manage  to  make 
devastating  cuts  in  health  programs 
for  the  vulnerable  in  our  country,  par- 
ticularly for  our  seniors.  There  lit- 
erally would  be  thousands  of  seniors, 
generally  poor  elderly  women,  who 
would  see  huge  increases  in  thefr  Medi- 
care premiums  and  many  other  mil- 
lions of  Americans  who  would  be  sub- 
ject to  changes  in  Medicaid  that  would 
leave  thefr  health  care  in  question. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  really  an  amaz- 
ing trick.  Two  years  of  rising  deficits 
and  at  the  same  time  program  cuts 
that  devastate  millions  of  Americans. 
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BEIJING'S  RADIOACTIVE 
RACKETEERING 


(Mr.  MARKEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  MARKEY.  China  is  an  atomic  Al 
Capone  with  a  radioactive  racketeering 
rap  sheet  a  mile  long. 

Each  passing  day  brings  new  details 
about  Beijing's  illegal  nuclear  pro- 
liferation activities.  China  sold  ring 
magnets  to  Pakistan  that  are  impor- 
tant in  the  production  of  material  for 
nuclear  weapons.  China  sold  cruise 
missiles  to  Iran  which  can  be  used  to 
deliver  nuclear  weapons.  China  sold  nu- 
clear-capable M-11  missiles  to  Paki- 
stan that  now  may  be  assembled  and 
ready  to  go.  Just  last  week,  media  re- 
ports indicated  that  the  missiles  were 
probably  ready  to  be  fitted  with  nu- 
clear warheads. 

Beijing's  response  to  American  in- 
quiries about  its  Illegal  transfers  can 
be  summed  up  by  3  words:  Obfuscate 
and  proliferate. 

China's  rulers  have  provided  plenty 
of  well-timed  nods,  winks,  private 
toasts,  clarifications,  and  assurances. 
But  they  continue  to  sell  sophisticated 
nuclear  weapon-related  equipment  to 
the  world's  troublemakers. 

If  China  wants  to  be  the  inter- 
national Kmart  for  nuclear  weapons, 
then  the  United  States  needs  to  tell 
them  that  they  have  to  shop  other 
places  in  this  would  if  they  want  Amer- 
ican goods. 


NEW  JERSEY'S  NEW  GENETIC 
ANTIDISCRIMINATION  LEGISLA- 
TION 

(Ms.  SLAUGHTER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remau-ks.) 

Ms.  SLAUGHTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
pleased  to  read  today  that  the  New  Jer- 
sey Legislature  approved  legislation  to 
prohibit  health  insurance  companies 
from  discriminating  against  consumers 
based  on  their  genetic  Information. 

This  bill  was  passed  unanimously, 
showing  the  broad,  bipartisan  consen- 
sus on  the  need  for  the  legislation. 

On  the  Federal  level,  I  have  intro- 
duced comprehensive  legislation  to  ban 
discrimination  in  health  insurance. 

No  one,  Mr.  Speaker,  should  be  pun- 
ished for  simply  having  the  genes  they 
Inherited. 

We  are  already  hearing  terrible  sto- 
ries about  people  denied  coverage  for 
genetic  disorders  because  of  preexist- 
ing conditions. 

Our  understanding  of  genetics  and 
the  role  they  play  in  disease  are  pro- 
gressing at  breakneck  speed,  especially 
through  programs  like  the  Human  Ge- 
nome Project. 

We  have  Identified  genes  associated 
with  breast  cancer,  cystic  fibrosis,  Alz- 
heimer's, and,  most  recently,  skin  can- 
cer. 


Our  lives  must  keep  pace  to  protect 
consumers  from  the  abuse  of  personal 
information  and  that  protection  should 
be  nationwide. 

Therefore,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  H.R.  2847,  cosponsored  in  the 
Senate  by  Senator  Snowe  of  Maine. 


TOLL  INCREASES  IN  CHURCH 
BURNINGS 

(Mr.  THOMPSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  THOMPSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  109 
years  the  Mount  Pleasant  Missionary 
Baptist  Church  has  served  the  people  of 
the  small  rural  town  of  Kossuth,  MS. 
Today  all  that  remains  of  that  church 
and  the  Central  Grove  Baptist  Church, 
another  small  black  church  barely  5 
miles  away,  is  ashes. 

The  members  of  these  two  churches 
awoke  this  morning  to  find  their 
names  added  to  the  long  toll  of  over  100 
heartbroken  congregations  since  1991. 
Though  they  rise  from  their  beds  sur- 
rounded by  ruins,  the  people  of  these 
two  churches  did  not  awake  to  defeat, 
but  determination. 

You  see  Mr.  Speaker,  these  two  Mis- 
sissippi churches  were  built  years  ago 
with  old  bricks  and  wood  by  the  sons 
and  daughters  of  slaves.  The  structures 
may  be  burned,  but  their  foundations 
were  laid  in  the  spirit  of  hope,  and  nei- 
ther hatred  nor  evil  has  the  power  to 
destroy  them  forever.  It  is  the  spirit  of 
these  congregations  that  will  rise, 
steeped  in  faith,  to  take  up  hammers 
and  mortar  to  rebuild  our  churches. 

Those  of  you  who  come  in  the  dark 
shadows,  beware. 


TIME  TO  PASS  HEALTH  REFORM 

(Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remsirks.) 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  now  that  the  leadership  in  the 
Senate  has  changed,  we  are  beginning 
to  see  some  real  movement  on  the  Ken- 
nedy-Kassebaum  health  care  reform 
bill. 

Unlike  Bob  Dole,  the  current  major- 
ity leader  in  the  Senate  understands 
the  urgency  to  bring  this  bill  to  a  vote 
and  is  working  toward  an  agreement. 

For  months  and  even  years,  Ameri- 
cans have  been  asking  for  portability 
in  health  insurance  and  coverage  for 
preexisting  conditions.  But  House  Re- 
publicans have  demanded  the  inclusion 
of  full-fledged  medical  savings  ac- 
counts, the  so-called  MSA's,  mal- 
practice reform  and  the  taking  away  of 
State  regulation  over  multiple  em- 
ployer welfare  plans,  or  the  MEWA's. 
That  inclusion  of  issues  will  kill  the 
bill. 

Americans  want  the  ability  to  take 
their  insurance  coverage  with  them 
when  they  change  jobs  and  they  want 


to  be  covered  for  preexisting  condi- 
tions. The  Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill 
makes  this  possible.  It  is  time  to  stop 
playing  games  with  the  American  peo- 
ple and  pass  reasonable  health  care  re- 
form now. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Weller).  Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
clause  5  of  rule  I,  the  Chair  announces 
that  he  will  postpone  further  proceed- 
ings today  on  each  motion  to  suspend 
the  rules  on  which  a  recorded  vote  or 
the  yeas  and  nays  are  ordered  or  on 
which  the  vote  is  objected  to  under 
clause  4  of  rule  X'V. 

Such  rollcall  votes,  if  postponed,  will 
be  taken  after  debate  has  concluded  on 
all  motions  to  suspend  the  rules. 


SECURITIES  AMENDMENTS  OF  1996 

Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  to 
suspend  the  niles  and  pass  the  bill 
(H.R.  3005)  to  amend  the  Federal  secu- 
rities laws  in  order  to  promote  effi- 
ciency and  capital  formation  in  the  fl- 
nanciad  markets,  and  to  amend  the  In- 
vestment Company  Act  of  1940  to  pro- 
mote more  efficient  management  of 
mutual  funds,  protect  investors,  and 
provide  more  effective  and  less  burden- 
some regulation,  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

H.R. 3005 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE:  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 

(a)  Short  Tttle.— This  Act  may  be  cited  as 
the  "Securities  Amendments  of  1996". 

(b)  Table  of  Contents.— The  table  of  con- 
tents of  this  Act  is  as  follows: 

Sec.  1.  Short  title;  table  of  contents. 
TITLE  I— CAPITAL  MARKETS 
DEREGULATION  AND  LIBERALIZATION 

Sec.  101.  Short  title. 

Sec.  102.  Creation    of    national     secvirltles 
markets. 

Sec.  103.  Margin  requirements. 

Sec.  104.  Prospectus  delivery. 

Sec.  105.  Exemptlve  authority. 

Sec.  106.  Promotion  of  efficiency,  competi- 
tion, and  capital  formation. 

Sec.  107.  Privatization  of  EDGAR. 

Sec.  108.  Coordination    of    Examining    Au- 
thorities. 

Sec.  109.  Foreign  press  conferences. 

Sec.  110.  Report  on  Trust  Indenture  Act  of 
1939. 
TITLE  n— INVESTMENT  COMPANY  ACT 
AMENDMENTS 

Sec.  201.  Short  title. 

Sec.  202.  Funds  of  funds. 

Sec.  203.  Registration  of  securities. 

Sec.  204.  Investment    company    advertising 
prospectus. 

Sec.  205.  Variable  insurance  contracts. 

Sec.  206.  Reports    to    the    Commission    and 
shareholders. 

Sec.  207.  Books,  records  and  Inspections. 

Sec.  203.  Investment  company  names. 

Sec.  209.  Exceptions  from  definition  of  In- 
vestment company. 
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TITLE  m— SECURTnES  AND  EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION  AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  301.  Short  title. 
Sec.  302.  Purposes. 

Sec.  303.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 
Sec.  304.  Registration  fees. 
Sec.  305.  Transaction  fees. 
Sec.  306.  Time  for  payment. 
Sec.  307.  Sense  of  the  Congress  concerning 
fees. 
TITLE  I— CAPITAL  MARKETS 
DEREGULATION  AND  LIBERALIZATION 
SEC.  101.  SHORT  TtlLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Capital 
Markets  Deregulation  and  Liberalization  Act 
of  1996". 

SEC.  102.  CREATION  OF  NATIONAL  SECURITIES 
MARKETS. 

(a)  SECURmES  Act  of  1933.— 

(1)  AMENDMENT.— Section  18  of  the  Securi- 
ties Act  of  1933  (15  U.S.C.  77r)  Is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

•SEC.  la  EZEMFnON  FROM  STATE  REGULATION 
OF  SECURITIES  OFFERINGS. 

"(a)  Scope  of  exemption.— Except  as  oth- 
erwise provided  in  this  section,  no  law.  rule, 
regulation,  or  order,  or  other  administrative 
action  of  any  State  or  Territory  of  the 
United  States,  or  the  District  of  Columbia, 
or  any  political  subdivision  thereof- 

"(1)  requiring,  or  with  respect  to,  registra- 
tion or  qualification  of  securities,  or  reg- 
istration or  qualification  of  securities  trans- 
actions, shall  directly  or  indirectly  apply  to 
a  security  that— 

"(A)  is  a  covered  security;  or 

"(B)  win  be  a  covered  security  upon  com- 
pletion of  the  transaction: 

"(2)  shall  directly  or  indirectly  prohibit, 
limit,  or  impose  conditions  upon  the  use  of— 

"(A)  with  respect  to  a  covered  security  de- 
scribed m  subsection  (b)(1)  or  (c)(1)— 

"(I)  any  offering  document  that  is  prepared 
by  the  Issuer;  or 

"(11)  any  offering  document  that  is  not  pre- 
pared by  the  issuer  If  such  offering  document 
Is  required  to  be  and  is  filed  with  the  Com- 
mission or  any  national  securities  organiza- 
tion registered  under  section  ISA  of  the  Se- 
curities Exchange  Act  of  1934  (15  U.S.C.  78o- 
3): 

"(B)  with  respect  to  a  covered  security  de- 
scribed In  paragraph  (2),  (3),  or  (4)  of  sub- 
section (b),  any  offering  document:  or 

"(C)  any  proxy  statement,  report  to  share- 
holders, or  other  disclosure  document  relat- 
ing to  a  covered  security  or  the  Issuer  there- 
of that  is  required  to  be  and  Is  filed  with  the 
Commission  or  any  national  securities  orga- 
nization registered  under  section  ISA  of  the 
Securities  Exchange  Act  of  1934  (15  U.S.C. 
780-3);  or 

"(3)  shall  directly  or  indirectly  prohibit, 
limit,  or  impose  conditions,  based  ,on  the 
merits  of  such  offering  or  issuer,  upon  the 
offer  or  sale  of  any  security  described  in 
paragraph  (1). 

"(b)  Covered  SECURmES.— For  purposes  of 
this  section,  the  following  are  covered  secu- 
rities: 

"(1)  Exclusive  federal  registration  of 

NATIONALLY  TRADED  SECURmES.— A  SCCUTlty 

is  a  covered  security  If  such  security  is — 

"(A)  listed,  or  authorized  for  listing,  on  the 
New  York  Stock  Exchange  or  the  American 
Stock  Exchange,  or  Included  or  qualified  for 
inclusion  in  the  National  Market  System  of 
the  National  Association  of  Securities  Deal- 
ers Automated  Quotation  System  (or  any 
successor  to  such  entities): 

"(B)  listed,  or  authorized  for  listing,  on  a 
national  securities  exchange  (or  tier  or  seg- 
ment thereof)  that  has  listing  standards  that 


the  Commission  determines  by  rule  (on  Its 
own  Initiative  or  on  the  basis  of  a  petition) 
are  substantially  similar  to  the  listing 
standards  applicable  to  securities  described 
In  subparagraph  (A);  or 

"(C)  Is  a  security  of  the  same  Issuer  that  Is 
equal  in  seniority  or  senior  to  a  security  de- 
scribed In  subparagraph  (A)  or  (B). 

"(2)  Exclusive  federal  registration  of 
INVESTMENT  COMPANIES. — A  security  Is  a  cov- 
ered security  if  such  security  Is  a  security 
Issued  by  an  investment  company  that  is 
registered  under  the  Investment  Company 
Act  of  1940  (15  U.S.C.  80a  et  seq.). 

"(3)  Sales  to  qualified  purchasers.— A 
security  Is  a  covered  security  with  respect  to 
the  offer  or  sale  of  the  security  to  qualified 
purchasers,  as  defined  by  the  Commission  by 
rule.  In  prescribing  such  rule,  the  Commis- 
sion may  define  qualified  purchaser  dif- 
ferently with  respect  to  different  categories 
of  securities,  consistent  with  the  public  In- 
terest and  the  protection  of  investors. 

"(4)  Exemption  in  connection  wtth  cer- 
T.^DC  exempt  offerings.— a  Security  is  a  cov- 
ered security  if— 

"(A)  the  offer  or  sale  of  such  security  Is  ex- 
empt from  registration  under  this  title  pur- 
suant to  section  4(1)  or  4(3),  and— 

"(1)  the  issuer  of  such  security  files  reports 
with  the  Comnfilsslon  pursuant  to  section  13 
or  15(d)  of  the  Securities  Exchange  Act  of 
1934  (15  U.S.C.  78m.  78o(d));  or 

"(11)  the  Issuer  Is  exempt  from  filing  such 
reports; 

"(B)  such  security  is  exempt  from  registra- 
tion under  this  title  pursuant  to  section  4(4): 

"(C)  the  offer  or  sale  of  such  security  Is  ex- 
empt from  registration  under  this  title  pur- 
suant to  section  3(a),  other  than  the  offer  or 
sale  of  a  security  that  Is  exempt  from  such 
registration  pursuant  to  paragraph  (4)  or  (11) 
of  such  section,  except  that  a  municipal  se- 
curity that  Is  exempt  from  such  registration 
pursuant  to  paragraph  (2)  of  such  section  is 
not  a  covered  security  with  respect  to  the 
offer  or  sale  of  such  security  in  the  State  in 
which  the  issuer  of  such  security  is  located; 
or 

"(D)  the  offer  or  sale  of  such  security  is  ex- 
empt from  registration  under  this  title  pur- 
suant to  Commission  rule  or  regulation 
under  section  4(2)  of  this  title. 

"(C)  CONDmONALLY  COVERED  SEOmmES.— 

"(1)  Federally  registered  offerings.— 
Subject  to  the  limitations  contained  In  para- 
graphs (2)  and  (3),  a  security  is  a  covered  se- 
curity if— 

"(A)  the  issuer  of  such  security  has  (or  will 
have  upon  conclusion  of  the  transaction) 
total  assets  exceeding  SlO.000,000; 

"(B)  such  security  is  the  subject  of  a  reg- 
istration statement  that  Is  filed  with  the 
Commission  pursuant  to  this  title;  and 

"(C)  the  issuer  files  with  such  registration 
statement  audited  financial  statements  for 
each  of  the  two  most  recent  fiscal  years  of 
Its  operations  ending  before  the  filing  of  the 
registration  statement. 

"(2)  LlMTTATIONS  FOR  CERTAIN  OFFERINGS.— 

Notwithstanding  paragraph  (1),  a  security  is 
not  a  covered  security  if  such  security  is — 

"(A)  a  security  of  an  issuer  which  Is  a 
blank  check  company  (as  defined  In  section 
7(b)  of  this  title),  a  partnership,  a  limited  li- 
ability company,  or  a  direct  participation  in- 
vestment program; 

"(B)  a  penny  stock  (as  such  term  Is  defined 
in  section  3(a)(51)  of  the  Securities  Exchange 
Act  of  1934  (IS  U.S.C.  78c(a)(Sl));  or 

"(C)  a  security  issued  in  an  offering  relat- 
ing to  a  roUup  transaction  (as  such  term  is 
defined  in  paragraphs  (4)  and  (5)  of  section 
14(h)  of  such  Act  (15  U.S.C.  78n(h)(4),  (5)). 


"(3)    LDflTATIONS   BASED   ON    MISCONDUCT.— 

Notwithstanding  paragraph  (1),  a  security  is 
not  a  covered  security— 

"(A)  with  respect  to  any  State,  if  the 
issuer,  or  a  principal  officer  or  principal 
shareholder  thereof— 

"(1)  is  subject  to  a  statutory  disqualifica- 
tion, as  defined  In  subparagraph  (A).  (B).  (C). 
or  (D)  of  section  3(a)(39)  of  the  Securities  Ex- 
change Act  of  1934  (15  U.S.C.  78c(a)(39)): 

"(11)  has  been  convicted  wltliin  5  years 
prior  to  the  offering  of  any  felony  under  Fed- 
eral or  State  law  In  connection  with  the 
offer,  purcha.se.  or  sale  of  any  security,  or 
any  felony  under  Federal  or  State  law  in- 
volving fraud  or  deceit;  or 

"(ill)  is  currently  named  In  and  subject  to 
any  order,  judgment,  or  decree  of  any  court 
of  competent  jurisdiction  acting  pursuant  to 
Federal  or  State  law  temi?orarily  or  perma- 
nently restraining  or  enjoining  such  Issuer, 
officer,  or  shareholder  from  engaging  in  or 
continuing  any  conduct  or  practice  In  con- 
nection with  a  security:  or 

"(B)  with  respect  to  a  particular  State,  if 
the  Issuer,  or  a  principal  officer  or  principal 
shareholder  thereof— 

"(I)  has  filed  a  registration  statement 
which  Is  the  subject  of  a  currently  effective 
stop  order  entered  pursuant  to  that  State's 
securities  laws  within  5  years  jirior  to  the  of- 
fering: 

"(11)  is  currently  named  In  and  subject  to 
any  administrative  enforcement  order  or 
judgment  of  that  State's  securities  commis- 
sion (or  any  agency  or  office  performing  like 
functions)  entered  within  5  years  prior  to  the 
offering,  or  is  currently  named  in  and  sub- 
ject to  any  other  administrative  enforce- 
ment order  or  judgment  of  that  State  en- 
tered within  5  years  inrlor  to  the  offering 
that  finds  fraud  or  deceit;  or 

"(111)  Is  currently  named  In  and  subject  to 
any  administrative  enforcement  order  or 
judgment  of  that  State  which  i)rohlblts  or 
denies  registration,  or  revokes  the  use  of  any 
exemption  from  registration,  in  connection 
with  the  offer,  purchase,  or  sale  of  securities. 

"(4)  Exceptions  to  umttations.— 

"(A)  Debt  secltutt  exemption.— The  limi- 
tations in  itaragraph  (2)(A)  shall  not  apply 
with  respect  to  the  debt  securities  of  any 
Issuer  that  Is  a  partnership  or  limited  liabil- 
ity company,  provided  that  (1)  the  Issuer  is 
either  a  registered  dealer  or  an  affiliate  of 
such  a  dealer.  (ID  the  Issuer  has.  both  before 
and  after  the  offering,  capital  or  equity  (each 
computed  in  accordance  with  United  States 
generally  accepted  accounting  principles)  of 
not  less  than  S75.000.000.  and  (ill)  ff  the  issuer 
Is  not  a  registered  dealer,  such  Issuer  does 
not  use  the  proceeds  of  the  offering  pri- 
marily to  fund  the  nonfinanclal  business  of 
the  Issuer  or  any  of  Its  affiliates  that  are  not 
registered  dealers. 

"(B)  Misconduct  exemptions.— The  limlta- 
Uons  In  paragraph  (3)(A)  shall  not  apply  ff 
the  O)nmiisslon  has  exempted  the  subject 
person  from  the  application  of  such  para- 
graph by  rule  or  order,  and  the  limitations  in 
paragraph  {3KB)  shall  not  apply  ff  the  securi- 
ties comjTiisslon  (or  any  agency  or  office  per- 
forming like  functions)  of  the  affected  State 
has  exempted  the  subject  person  from  the  ap- 
plication of  such  paragraph  by  rule  or  order. 

"(C)  Reasonable  steps.— The  provisions  of 
paragraph  (3)  shall  not  apply  if  the  issuer  has 
taken  reasonable  steps  to  ascertain  whether 
any  principal  officer  or  prircli>al  shareholder 
Is  subject  to  such  paragraph,  and  such  steps 
do  not  reveal  a  person  who  Is  subject  to  such 
paragraph.  An  Issuer  shall  "x  considered  to 
have  taken  reasonable  steps  it  such  issuer  or 
Its  agent  has  conducted  a  search  of  any  cen- 
tralized data  bases  that  the  Ck>mmisslon  may 
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designate  by  rule,  and  has  received  an  affida- 
vit under  oath  by  each  such  principal  officer 
or  principal  shareholder  stating  that  such  of- 
ficer or  shareholder  is  not  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  paragraph  (3). 

"(D)  EFFECT  OF  UMITATIONS  ON  REMEDreS.— 

Notwithstanding  paragraph  (3),  an  issuer 
shall  not  be  subject  to  a  right  of  rescission 
under  Slate  securities  laws  solely  as  a  result 
of  the  operation  of  such  paragraph. 

"(5)  NO  EFFECT  UNDER  SUBSECTION  (B).— No 

limitation  under  this  subsection  shall  affect 
the  treatment  of  a  security  that  qualifies  as 
a  covered  security  under  subsection  (b). 

"(d)  PRESERVATION  OF  AUTHORTTY.— 

"(1)  Fraud  authortty.— Consistent  with 
this  section,  the  securities  commission  (or 
any  agency  or  office  performing  like  func- 
tions) of  any  State  or  Territory  of  the 
United  States,  or  the  District  of  Columbia, 
shall  retain  jurisdiction  under  the  laws  of 
such  State,  Territory,  or  District  to  inves- 
tigate and  bring  enforcement  actions  with 
respect  to  fraud  or  deceit  in  connection  with 
securities  or  securities  transactions. 

"(2)    Preservation    of    filing    recjuire- 

MENTS.— 

"(A)    notice    filings   PERMITTED.— Nothing 

contained  in  this  section  shall  prohibit  the 
securities  commission  (or  any  agency  or  of- 
Gce  performing  like  functions)  of  any  State 
or  Territory  of  the  United  States,  or  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  from  requiring  the  filing 
of  any  documents  filed  with  the  Commission 
pursuant  to  this  title  solely  for  notice  pur- 
poses, together  with  any  required  fee. 

"(B)  Preservation  of  fees.— Until  other- 
wise provided  by  State  law  enacted  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  the  Securities  Amend- 
ments of  1996,  flling  or  registration  fees  with 
respect  to  securities  or  securities  trans- 
actions may  continue  to  be  collected  In 
amounts  determined  pursuant  to  State  law 
as  in  effect  on  the  day  before  such  date. 

"(C)  Fees  not  permitted  on  usted  securi- 
ties.— Notwithstanding  subparagraphs  (A) 
and  (B),  no  filing  or  fee  may  be  required  with 
resi)ect  to  any  security  that  is  a  covered  se- 
curity pursuant  to  subsection  (b)(1)  of  this 
section,  or  will  be  such  a  covered  security 
uix>n  completion  of  the  transaction,  or  is  a 
security  of  the  same  Issuer  that  is  equal  in 
seniority  or  senior  to  a  security  that  Is  a 
covered  security  pursuant  to  such  sub- 
section. 

"(3)  Enforcement  of  requirements.— 
Nothing  In  this  section  shall  prohibit  the  se- 
curities commission  (or  any  agency  or  office 
performing  like  functions)  of  any  State  or 
Territory  of  the  United  States,  or  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  from  susi)ending  the  offer 
or  sale  of  securities  within  such  State,  Terri- 
tory, or  District  as  a  result  of  the  failure  to 
submit  any  filing  or  fee  required  under  law 
and  permitted  under  this  section. 

"(e)  Definitions.- For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion: 

"(1)  principal  officer.— The  term  'prin- 
cipal officer'  means  a  director,  chief  execu- 
tive officer,  or  chief  financial  officer  of  an 
issuer,  or  any  other  officer  performing  like 
functions. 

"(2)  Principal  shareholder.— The  term 
'principal  shareholder'  means  any  person 
who  Is  directly  or  Indirectly  the  beneficial 
owner  of  more  than  20  percent  of  any  class  of 
equity  security  of  an  Issuer.  When  two  or 
more  persons  act  as  a  partnership,  limited 
partnership,  syndicate,  or  other  group  for 
the  purpose  of  acquiring,  holding,  or  dispos- 
ing of  securities  of  an  issuer,  such  syndicate 
or  group  shall  be  deemed  a  'person'  for  pur- 
poses of  this  paragraph.  In  determining,  for 
purposes  of  this  paragraph,  any  percentage 


of  a  class  of  any  security,  such  class  shall  be 
deemed  to  consist  of  the  amount  of  the  out- 
standing securities  of  such  class,  exclusive  of 
any  securities  of  such  class  held  by  or  for  the 
account  of  the  issuer  or  a  subsidiary  of  the 
issuer. 

"(3)  Offering  documen-t.- The  term  'offer- 
ing document"  has  the  meaning  given  the 
term  'prospectus"  by  section  2(10).  but  with- 
out regard  to  the  provisions  of  clauses  (a) 
and  (b)  of  such  section,  except  that,  with  re- 
spect to  a  security  described  In  subsection 
(b)(2)  of  this  section,  such  term  also  Includes 
a  communication  that  is  not  deemed  to  offer 
such  a  security  pursuant  to  a  rule  of  the 
Commission. 

"(4)  Prepared  by  the  issuer.— Within  6 
months  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  the 
Securities  Amendments  of  1996.  the  Commis- 
sion shall,  by  rule,  define  the  term  'prepared 
by  the  issuer"  for  purposes  of  this  section.". 

(2)  STUDY  OF  UNiFORMTTi'.- The  Securities 
Exchange  Commission  shall  conduct  a  study 
after  consultation  with  States.  Issuers,  bro- 
kers, and  dealers  on  the  extent  to  which  uni- 
formity of  State  regulatory  requirements  for 
securities  or  securities  transactions  has  been 
achieved  for  securities  that  are  not  covered 
securities  (within  the  meaning  of  section  18 
of  the  Securities  Act  of  1933  as  amended  by 
paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection).  Such  study 
shall  specifically  focus  on  the  impact  of  such 
uniformity  or  lack  thereof  on  the  cost  of 
capital,  innovation  and  technological  devel- 
opment in  securities  markets,  and  duplica- 
tive regulation  with  respect  to  securities 
Issuers  (including  small  business),  brokers, 
and  dealers  and  the  effect  on  investor  protec- 
tion. The  Commission  shall  submit  to  the 
Congress  a  report  on  the  results  of  such 
study  within  one  year  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  Act. 

(b)  Broker/Dealer  Regulation.— 

(1)  amendment.— Section  15  of  the  Securi- 
ties Exchange  Act  of  1934  (15  U.S.C.  78o)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  subsection: 

"(h)  Llmitations  on  State  Law.— 

"(1)  Capital,  margin,  books  and  records, 
BONDING.  AND  REPORTS.— No  law.  rule,  regula- 
tion, or  order,  or  other  administrative  action 
of  any  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof 
shall  establish  capital,  custody,  margin,  fi- 
nancial responsibility,  making  and  keeping 
records,  bonding,  or  financial  or  oi>eratlonal 
reporting  requirements  for  brokers,  dealers, 
municipal  securities  dealers,  government  se- 
curities brokers,  or  government  securities 
dealers  that  differ  from,  or  are  in  addition 
to.  the  requirements  in  those  aresLS  estab- 
lished under  this  title.  The  Commission  shall 
consult  periodically  the  securities  conmils- 
sions  (or  any  agency  or  office  performing 
like  functions)  of  the  States  concerning  the 
adequacy  of  such  requirements  as  estab- 
lished under  this  title. 

"(2)  Exemption  to  permit  service  to  cus- 
tomers.— No  law.  rule,  regulation,  or  order, 
or  other  administrative  action  of  any  State 
or  political  subdivision  thereof  shall  require 
an  associated  person  to  register  with  such 
State  prior  to  effecting  a  transaction  de- 
scribed in  pao'agraph  (3)  for  a  customer  in 
such  State  if— 

"(A)  such  transaction  Is  effected  on  behalf 
of  a  customer  that,  for  30  days  prior  to  the 
day  of  the  transaction,  maintains  an  account 
with  the  broker  or  dealer; 

"(B)  such  associated  person  is  not  ineli- 
gible to  register  with  such  State  for  any  rea- 
son other  than  such  a  transaction; 

"(C)  such  associated  person  Is  registered 
with  a  registered  securities  association  and 
at  least  one  State;  and 


"(D)  the  broker  or  dealer  with  which  such 
person  Is  associated  is  registered  with  such 
State. 

"(3)  Described  transactions.— a  trans- 
action is  described  In  this  paragraph  If— 

"(A)  such  transaction  is  effected  by  an  as- 
sociated person  (1)  to  which  the  customer 
was  assigned  for  14  days  prior  to  the  day  of 
the  transaction,  and  (11)  who  is  registered 
with  a  State  in  which  the  customer  was  a 
resident  or  was  present  for  at  least  30  con- 
secutive days  during  the  one-year  period 
prior  to  the  transaction;  except  that.  If  the 
customer  is  present  in  another  State  for  30 
or  more  consecutive  days  or  has  perma- 
nently changed  his  or  her  residence  to  an- 
other State,  such  transaction  is  not  de- 
scribed in  this  subparagraph  unless  the  asso- 
ciated person  files  with  such  State  an  appli- 
cation for  registration  within  10  calendar 
days  of  the  later  of  the  date  of  the  trans- 
action or  the  date  of  the  discovery  of  the 
presence  of  the  customer  in  the  State  for  30 
or  more  consecutive  days  or  the  change  in 
the  customer's  residence; 

"(B)  the  transaction  is  effected  within  the 
period  beginning  on  the  date  on  which  such 
associated  person  files  with  the  State  In 
which  the  transaction  is  effected  an  applica- 
tion for  registration  and  ending  on  the  ear- 
lier of  (1)  60  days  after  the  date  the  applica- 
tion Is  filed,  or  (11)  the  time  at  which  such 
State  notifies  the  associated  person  that  it 
has  denied  the  application  for  registration  or 
has  stayed  the  pendency  of  the  application 
for  cause;  or 

"(C)  the  transaction  is  one  of  10  or  fewer 
transactions  in  a  calendar  year  (excluding 
any  transactions  described  in  subparagraph 
(A)  or  (B))  which  the  associated  person  ef- 
fects in  the  States  in  which  the  associated 
person  is  not  registered. 

"(4)  Alternate  associated  persons.— For 
purposes  of  paragraph  (3)(A)(iI).  each  of  up  to 
3  associated  persons  who  are  designated  to 
effect  transactions  during  the  absence  or  un- 
availability of  the  principal  associated  per- 
son for  a  customer  may  be  treated  as  an  as- 
sociated person  to  which  such  customer  Is 
assigned  for  purposes  of  such  paragraph."'. 

(2)  Study.— Within  6  months  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Conrmlsslon. 
after  consultation  with  registered  securities 
associations,  national  securities  exchanges, 
and  States,  shall  conduct  a  study  of— 

(A)  the  Impact  of  disparate  State  licensing 
requirements  on  associated  persons  of  reg- 
istered brokers  or  dealers;  and 

(B)  methods  for  States  to  attain  uniform 
licensing  requirements  for  such  persons. 

(3)  report.— Within  one  year  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Commis- 
sion shall  submit  to  the  Congress  a  report  on 
the  study  conducted  under  paragraph  (2). 
Such  report  shall  Include  recommendations 
concerning  appropriate  methods  described  in 
paragraph  (2)(B).  including  any  necessary 
legrlslatlve  changes  to  Implement  such  rec- 
ommendations. 

(4)  TECHNICAL  amendment.— Section  28(a) 
of  the  Securities  Exchange  Act  of  1934  (15 
U.S.C.  78bb(a))  Is  amended  by  striking 
"Nothing"  and  inserting  "Except  as  other- 
wise speclflcally  provided  elsewhere  In  this 
title,  nothing". 

SEC.  103.  MARGIN  REQUIREMENTS. 

(a)  Margln  Requirements.— 

(1)  Extensions  of  credit  by  broker-deal- 
ers.— Section  7(c)  of  the  Securities  Exchange 
Act  of  1934  (15  U.S.C.  78g(c))  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"(c)  Unlawful  Credit  Extension  to  Cus- 
tomers.— 
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"(1)  PROHiBrnoN.— It  shall  be  unlawful  for 
any  member  of  a  national  securities  ex- 
change or  any  broker  or  dealer,  directly  or 
indirectly,  to  extend  or  maintain  credit  or 
arrange  for  the  extension  or  maintenance  of 
credit  to  or  for  any  customer— 

"(A)  on  any  security  (other  than  an  ex- 
empted security).  In  contravention  of  the 
rules  and  regulations  which  the  Board  of 
Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Sjrstem 
shall  prescribe  under  subsections  (a)  and  (b) 
of  this  section; 

"(B)  without  collateral  or  on  any  collat- 
eral other  than  securities,  except  in  accord- 
ance with  such  rules  and  regulations  as  the 
Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
System  may  prescribe — 

"(1)  to  permit  under  specified  conditions 
and  for  a  limited  period  any  such  member, 
broker,  or  dealer  to  maintain  a  credit  ini- 
tially extended  in  conformity  with  the  rules 
and  regulations  of  the  Board  of  governors  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  System;  and 

"(II)  to  permit  the  extension  or  mainte- 
nance of  credit  in  cases  where  the  extension 
or  maintenance  of  credit  is  not  for  the  pur- 
pose of  purchasing  or  carrying  securities  or 
of  evading  or  circumventing  the  provisions 
of  subparagraph  (A)  of  this  paragraph. 

"(2)  Exception.— This  subsection  and  the 
rules  and  regulations  thereunder  shall  not 
apply  to  any  credit  extended,  maintained,  or 
arranged  by  a  member  of  a  national  securi- 
ties exchange  or  a  broker  or  dealer  to  or  for 
a  member  of  a  national  securities  exchange 
or  a  registered  broker  or  dealer — 

"(A)  a  substantial  portion  of  whose  busi- 
ness consists  of  transactions  with  persons 
other  than  brokers  or  dealers;  or 

"(B)  to  finance  its  activities  as  a  market 
maker  or  an  underwriter; 
except  that  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  System  may  Impose  such 
rules  and  regulations,  in  whole  or  in  part,  on 
any  credit  otherwise  exempted  by  this  para- 
graph if  it  determines  that  such  action  is 
necessary  or  appropriate  in  the  public  Inter- 
est or  for  the  protection  of  Investors.". 

(2)  Extensions  of  credit  by  other  lend- 
ers.— Section  7(d)  of  the  Securities  Exchange 
Act  of  1934  (78  U.S.C.  78g(d))  Is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"(d)  Unlawful  Credit  Extension  in  "Vio- 
lation of  rules  and  REGULA-nONS;  EXCEP- 
•nON  TO  APPLICA-nON  OF  RULES.  ETC.— 

"(1)  PROHmmoN.— It  shall  be  unlawful  for 
any  person  not  subject  to  subsection  (c)  of 
this  section  to  extend  or  maintain  credit  or 
to  arrange  for  the  extension  or  maintenance 
of  credit  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  or 
carrjring  any  security,  in  contravention  of 
such  rules  and  regulations  as  the  Board  of 
Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve  System 
shall  prescribe  to  prevent  the  excessive  use 
of  credit  for  the  purchasing  or  carrying  of  or 
trading  in  securities  in  circumvention  of  the 
other  provisions  of  this  section.  Such  rules 
and  regulations  may  Impose  upon  all  loans 
made  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  or  carry- 
ing securities  limitations  similar  to  those 
Imposed  upon  members,  brokers,  or  dealers 
by  subsection  (c)  of  this  section  and  the  rules 
and  regulations  thereunder. 

"(2)  Exceptions.— This  subsection  and  the 
rules  and  regulations  thereunder  shall  not 
apply  to  any  credit  extended,  maintained,  or 
arranged— 

"(A)  by  a  person  not  In  the  ordinary  course 
of  business; 

"(B)  on  an  exempted  security; 

"(C)  to  or  for  a  member  of  a  national  secu- 
rities exchange  or  a  registered  broker  or 
dealer— 


"(1)  a  substantial  portion  of  whose  business 
consists  of  transactions  with  persons  other 
than  brokers  or  dealers;  or 

"(11)  to  finance  its  activities  as  a  market 
maker  or  an  underwriter; 

"(D)  by  a  bank  on  a  security  other  than  an 
equity  security;  or 

"(E)  as  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  System  shall,  by  such  rules, 
regulations,  or  orders  as  It  may  deem  nec- 
essary or  appropriate  In  the  public  Interest 
or  for  the  protection  of  Investors,  exempt,  ei- 
ther unconditionally  or  upon  specified  terms 
and  conditions  or  for  stated  periods,  from 
the  operation  of  this  subsection  and  the 
rules  and  regulations  thereunder; 
except  that  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  System  may  impose  such 
rules  and  regulations.  In  whole  or  In  part,  on 
any  credit  otherwise  exempted  by  subpara- 
graph (C)  of  this  paragraph  If  It  determines 
that  such  action  is  necessary  or  appropriate 
in  the  public  interest  or  for  the  protection  of 
investors.'". 

(b)  BORROWING  BY  MEMBERS.  BROKERS.  AND 

Dealers.— Section  8  of  the  Securities  Ex- 
change Act  of  1934  (15  U.S.C.  78h)  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  by  striking  subsection  (a),  and 

(2)  by  redesignating  subsections  (b)  and  (c) 
as  subsections  (a)  and  (b).  respectively. 

SEC.  104.  PROSPECTUS  DEUVERY. 

(a)  REPORT  ON  Electronic  Delivery.- 
Within  six  months  after  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  Act,  the  Commission  shall  re- 
port to  Congress  on  the  steps  the  Commis- 
sion has  taken,  or  anticipates  taking,  to  fa- 
cilitate the  electronic  delivery  of 
prospectuses  to  institutional  and  other  in- 
vestors. 

(b)  Report  on  advisory  Committee  Rec- 
ommendations.—Within  one  year  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Commis- 
sion shall  report  to  Congress  on  the  Osmmis- 
sion's  views  on  the  recommendations  of  the 
Advisory  Conmiittee  on  Capital  Formation, 
including  any  actions  taken  to  implement 
the  recommendations  of  the  Advisory  Com- 
mittee. 

SEC.  105.  EZEMFTIVE  AUTHORITY. 

(a)  General  Exempttve  authority  Under 
THE  Secltuties  ACT  OF  1933.— Title  I  of  the 
Securities  Act  of  1933  (15  U.S.C.  77a  et  seq.)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  section: 

«SEC.  S8.  GENERAL  EXEMPTIVE  AUTBORITr. 

"The  Commission,  by  rules  and  regula- 
tions, may  conditionally  or  unconditionally 
exempt  any  person,  security,  or  transaction, 
or  any  class  or  classes  of  persons,  securities, 
or  transactions,  from  any  provision  or  provi- 
sions of  this  title  or  of  any  rule  or  regiilatlon 
thereunder,  to  the  extent  that  such  exemp- 
tion Is  necessary  or  appropriate  in  the  public 
Interest,  and  Is  consistent  with  the  protec- 
tion of  Investors.". 

(b)  General  Exemptive  authority  Under 
the  securities  Exchange  act  of  1934.— Title 
I  of  the  Securities  Exchange  Act  of  1934  (15 
U.S.C.  78a  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  section: 

•SEC.  36.  (SNERAL  EXEMPTTVE  AUTBORITV. 

"(a)  authority.— Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b)  but  notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  title,  the  Commission,  by 
rule,  regulation,  or  ordCi.  may  conditionally 
or  unconditionally  exempt  any  person,  secu- 
rity, or  transaction,  or  any  class  or  classes  of 
persons,  securities,  or  transactions,  from  any 
provision  or  provisions  of  this  title  or  of  any 
rule  or  regulation  thereunder,  to  the  extent 
that  such  exemption  is  necessary  or  appro- 
priate in  the  public  interest,  and  is  consist- 


ent with  the  protection  of  investors.  The 
Conunission  shall  by  rules  and  regulations 
determine  the  procedures  under  which  an  ex- 
emptive order  under  this  section  shall  be 
granted  and  may.  in  its  sole  discretion,  de- 
cline to  entertain  any  application  for  an 
order  of  exemption  under  this  section. 

"(b)  Limitation.— The  Commission  shall 
not  exercise  authority  under  this  section  to 
exempt  any  person,  security,  or  transaction, 
or  any  class  or  classes  of  persons,  securities, 
or  transactions,  from  section  15C  of  this  title 
or  the  rules  or  regulations  thereunder,  or 
(for  purposes  of  such  section  15C  or  such 
rules  or  regulations)  from  the  definitions  in 
paragraphs  (42)  through  (45)  of  section  3(a)  of 
this  title."". 

SEC.  IOC  PROMOTION  OF  EFFICIENCY.  COMPEH- 
"nON,  AND  capital  FORMATION. 

(a)  Securities  act  of  1933.— Section  2  of 
the  Securities  Act  of  1933  (15  U.S.C.  77b)  Is 
amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "(a)  DEFiNmONS.— '"  after 
"Sec.  2."";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(b)  CONSIDERA'nON  OF  PROMOTION  OF  EFFI- 
CIENCY.   COMPETITION.    AND    CAPITAL    FOR]<A- 

TION.— Whenever  pursuant  to  this  title  the 
Commission  Is  engaged  in  rulemaking  and  is 
required  to  consider  or  determine  whether  an 
action  is  necessary  or  appropriate  In  the 
public  interest,  the  Commission  shall  also 
consider,  in  addition  to  the  protection  of  in- 
vestors, whether  the  action  will  promote  ef- 
Gciency.  competition,  and  capital  forma- 
tion.". 

(b)  Securities  Exchange  act  of  1934.— Sec- 
tion 3  of  the  Securities  Exchange  Act  of  1934 
(15  U.S.C.  78c)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(f)  CONSIDERA-nON  OF  PROMOTION  OF  EFFI- 
CIENCY. COMPETITION.  AND  CAPITAL  FORMA- 
TION.—Whenever  pursuant  to  this  title  the 
Commission  is  engaged  in  rulemaking,  or  In 
the  review  of  a  rule  of  a  self-regulatory  orga- 
nization, and  Is  required  to  consider  or  deter- 
mine whether  an  action  is  necessary  or  ap- 
propriate in  the  public  interest,  the  Commis- 
sion shall  also  consider,  in  addition  to  the 
protection  of  investors,  whether  the  action 
will  promote  efficiency,  competition,  and 
capital  formation.". 

(c)  LvvESTMENT  COMPANY  ACT  Of  1940.— Sec- 
tion 2  of  the  Investment  Ck>mpany  Act  of  1940 
(15  U.S.C.  80a-2)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(C)  CONSIDERA-nON  OF  PROMOTION  OF  EFTI- 
CIENCY.  CX)MPETrnON.  AND  CAPITAL  FORMA- 
TION.— WTienever  pursuant  to  this  title  the 
Commission  is  engaged  in  rulemaking  and  Is 
irequired  to  consider  or  determine  whether  an 
action  is  consistent  with  the  public  interest, 
the  Commission  shall  also  consider,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  protection  of  investors,  whether 
the  action  will  promote  efficiency,  competi- 
tion, and  capital  formation.  ". 

SEC.  107.  PRIVATIZATION  OF  EDGAR. 

(a)  EXAMINATION.— The  Securities  and  Ex- 
change Commission  shall  examine  proposals 
for  the  privatization  of  the  EDGAR  system. 
Such  examination  shall  promote  competi- 
tion in  the  automation  and  rapid  collection 
and  dissemination  of  Information  required  to 
be  disclosed.  Such  examination  shall  Include 
proposals  that  maintain  free  public  access  to 
data  filings  In  the  EDGAR  system. 

(b)  REVIEW  AND  REPORT.— Within  180  days 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  the 
Commission  shall  submit  to  the  Congress  a 
report  on  the  examination  under  subsection 
(a).  Such  report  shall  include  such  rec- 
ommendations for  such  legislative  action  as 
may  be  necessary  to  implement  the  proposal 
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that  the  Commission  determines  most  effec- 
tively achieves  the  objectives  described  In 
subsection  (a). 

SEC.    lOe.    COORDINATION    OF    EXAMINING    AU- 
THORITIES. 

(a)  AMENDMENTS.— Section  17  of  the  Securi- 
ties Exchange  Act  of  1934  (15  U.S.C.  78q)  is 
amended  by  adding:  at  the  end  the  following 
new  subsection: 

•'(i)  Coordination  of  Examining  authori- 
ties.— 

"(1)  elimination  of  dupucatiox.— the 
Commission  and  the  examining  authorities, 
through  cooperation  and  coordination  of  ex- 
amination and  oversight  as  required  by  this 
subsection,  shall  eliminate  any  unnecessary 
and  burdensome  duplication  in  the  examina- 
tion process. 

"(2)  PLANNING  CONFERENCES.— 

"(A)  The  Commission  and  the  examining 
authorities  shall  meet  at  least  annually  for  a 
national  general  planning  conference  to  dis- 
cuss coordination  of  examination  schedules 
and  priorities  and  other  areas  of  interest  rel- 
evant to  examination  coordination  and  co- 
operation. 

"(B)  Within  each  geographic  region  des- 
ignated by  the  Commission,  the  Commission 
and  the  relevant  examining  authorities  shall 
meet  at  least  annually  for  a  regional  plan- 
ning conference  to  discuss  examination 
schedules  and  priorities  and  other  areas  of 
related  interest,  and  to  encoiirage  informa- 
tion-sharing and  to  avoid  unnecessary  dupli- 
cation of  examinations. 

"(3)  COORDINATION  TRACKING  SYSTE-M  FOR 
BROKER-DEALER  EXAMINATIONS.— 

'•(A)  The  Commission  and  the  examining 
authorities  shall  prepare,  on  a  periodic  basis 
in  a  uniform  computerized  format,  informa- 
tion on  registered  broker  and  dealer  exami- 
nations and  shall  submit  such  information  to 
the  Commission. 

"(B)  The  Commission  shall  maintain  a 
computerized  database  of  consolidated  exam- 
ination information  to  be  used  for  examina- 
tion planning  and  scheduling  and  for  mon- 
itoring coordination  of  registered  broker  and 
dealer  examinations  under  this  section. 

"(4)  COORDINATION  OF  EXAMINATIONS.— 

"(A)  The  examining  authorities  shall  share 
among  themselves  such  information,  includ- 
ing reports  of  examinations,  customer  com- 
plaint information,  and  other  non-public  reg- 
ulatory information,  as  appropriate  to  foster 
a  coordinated  approach  to  regulatory  over- 
sight of  registered  brokers  and  dealers  sub- 
ject to  examination  by  more  than  one  exam- 
ining authority. 

"(B)  To  the  extent  practicable,  the  examin- 
ing authorities  shall  assure  that  each  reg- 
istered broker  and  dealer  subject  to  exam- 
ination by  more  than  one  examining  author- 
ity that  requests  a  coordinated  examination 
shall  have  all  requested  aspects  of  the  exam- 
ination conducted  simultaneously  aind  with- 
out duplication  of  the  areas  covered.  The  ex- 
amining authorities  shall  also  prepare  an  ad- 
vance schedule  of  all  such  coordinated  ex- 
aminations. 

"(5)  Prohibited  non-coordinated  examina- 
tions.—Any  examining  authority  that  does 
not  participate  in  a  coordinated  examination 
porsoant  to  jiaragraph  (4)  of  this  subsection 
shall  not  conduct  a  routine  examination 
other  than  a  coordinated  examination  of 
that  broker  or  dealer  within  9  months  of  the 
conclusion  of  a  scheduled  coordinated  exam- 
ination. 

•(6)  Examinations  for  cause.— At  any 
time,  any  examining  authority  may  conduct 
an  examination  for  cause  of  any  broker  or 
dealer  subject  to  its  jurisdiction. 

"(7)  Broker-dealer  examination  evalua- 
tion PANEL.— The  Commission  shall  establish 


an  examination  evaluation  panel  composed 
of  representatives  of  registered  brokers  and 
dealers  that  are  members  of  more  than  one 
self-regulatory  organization  that  conducts 
routine  examinations.  Prior  to  each  national 
general  planning  conference  required  by 
paragraph  (2)(A)  of  this  subsection,  the  Com- 
mission shall  convene  the  examination  eval- 
uation panel  to  review  consolidated  and  sta- 
tistical information  on  the  coordination  of 
examinations  and  Information  on  examina- 
tions that  are  not  coordinated,  including  the 
findings  of  Commission  examiners  on  the  ef- 
fectiveness of  the  examining  authorities  in 
achieving  coordinated  examinations.  The 
Commission  shall  present  any  findings  and 
recommendations  of  the  examination  evalua- 
tion panel  to  the  next  meeting  of  the  na- 
tional general  planning  conference,  and  shall 
report  back  to  the  examination  evaluation 
panel  on  the  actions  taken  by  the  examining 
authorities  regarding  those  findings  and  rec- 
ommendations. The  examination  evaluation 
panel  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  Federal  Ad- 
visory Committee  Act  (5  U.S.C.  App.). 

"(8)  REPORT  TO  congress.— Within  one  year 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the 
Commission  shall  report  to  the  Congress  on 
the  progress  it  and  the  examining  authori- 
ties have  made  in  reducing  duplication  and 
improving  coordination  in  registered  broker 
and  dealer  examinations,  and  on  the  activi- 
ties of  the  examination  evaluation  panel. 
Such  report  shall  also  indicate  whether  the 
Commission  has  identified  additional 
redundancies  that  have  failed  to  be  addressed 
in  the  coordination  of  examining  authorities, 
or  any  recommendations  of  the  examination 
evaluation  panel  established  under  para- 
graph (7)  of  this  subsection  that  have  not 
been  addressed  by  the  examining  authorities 
or  the  Conunission."'. 

(b)  DEFCsTnoN.— Section  3(a)  of  the  Securi- 
ties Exchange  Act  of  1934  (15  U.S.C.  78e)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
paragraph: 

"(54)  The  term  'examining  authority' 
means  any  self-regulatory  organization  reg- 
istered with  the  Commission  under  this  title 
(other  than  registered  clearing  agencies) 
with  the  authority  to  examine.  Inspect,  and 
otherwise  oversee  the  activities  of  a  reg- 
istered broker  or  dealer.". 

SEC.  109.  FOREIGN  PRESS  CONFERENCES. 

No  later  than  one  year  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  Act,  the  Commission  shall 
adopt  rules  under  the  Securities  Act  of  1933 
concerning  the  status  under  the  registration 
provisions  of  the  Securities  Act  of  1933  of  for- 
eign press  conferences  and  foreign  press  re- 
leases by  persons  engaged  in  the  offer  and 
sale  of  securities. 

sec.  110.  REPORT  ON  TRUST  INDENTURE  ACT  OF 

ias9. 

Within  6  months  after  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  Act,  the  Securities  and  Ex- 
change Commission  shall  submit  to  the  Con- 
gress a  report  on  the  benefits  of,  the  continu- 
ing need  for,  and,  if  necessary,  options  for 
the  modification  or  elimination  of,  the  Trust 
Indenture  Act  of  1939  (15  U.S.C.  TTaaa  et 
seq.). 

TITLE  n— INVESTMENT  COMPANY  ACT 
AMENDMENTS 

SEC.  201.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Investment 
Company  Act  Amendments  of  1996". 

SEC.  202.  FUNDS  OF  FUNDS. 

Section  12(d)(1)  of  the  Investment  Com- 
pany Act  of  1940  (15  U.S.C.  80a-12(d)(l))  Is 
amended — 

(1)  in  subparagraph  (E)(Iii)— 


(A)  by  striking  "in  the  event  such  invest- 
ment company  is  not  a  registered  invest- 
ment company,":  and 

(B)  by  inserting  "in  the  event  such  invest- 
ment company  is  not  a  registered  invest- 
ment company"  after  "(bb)"; 

(2)  by  redesignating  existing  subparagraphs 
(G)  and  (H)  as  subparagraphs  (H)  and  (I),  re- 
spectively; 

(3)  by  inserting  after  subparagraph  (F)  the 
following  new  subparagraph: 

"(G)  The  provisions  of  this  paragraph  (1) 
shall  not  apply  to  securities  of  a  registered 
open-end  company  (the  'acquired  company') 
purchased  or  otherwise  acquired  by  a  reg- 
istered open-end  company  (the  'acquiring 
company')  if— 

"(i)  the  acquired  company  and  the  acquir- 
ing company  are  part  of  the  same  group  of 
investment  companies; 

"(ii)  the  securities  of  the  acquired  com- 
pany, securities  of  other  registered  open-end 
companies  that  are  part  of  the  same  group  of 
investment  companies.  Government  securi- 
ties, and  short-term  paper  are  the  only  in- 
vestments held  by  the  acquiring  company; 

"(lli)(I)  the  acquiring  company  does  not 
pay  and  is  not  assessed  any  charges  or  fees 
for  distribution-related  activities  with  re- 
spect to  securities  of  the  acquired  company 
unless  the  acquiring  company  does  not 
charge  a  sales  load  or  other  fees  or  charges 
for  distribution-related  activities;  or 

"(II)  any  sales  loads  and  other  distribu- 
tion-related fees  charged  with  respect  to  se- 
curities of  the  acquiring  company,  when  ag- 
gregated with  any  sales  load  and  distribu- 
tion-related fees  paid  by  the  acquiring  com- 
pany with  respect  to  securities  of  the  ac- 
quired company,  are  not  excessive  under 
rules  adopted  pursuant  to  either  section  22(b) 
or  section  22(c)  of  this  title  by  a  securities 
association  registered  under  section  15A  of 
the  Securities  Exchange  Act  of  1934  or  the 
Commission; 

"(iv)  the  acquired  company  shall  have  a 
fundamental  policy  that  prohibits  It  from  ac- 
quiring any  securities  of  registered  open-end 
companies  in  reliance  on  this  subparagraph 
or  subparagraph  (F)  of  this  subsection;  and 

"(V)  such  acquisition  is  not  in  contraven- 
tion of  such  rules  and  regulations  as  the 
Commission  may  from  time  to  time  pre- 
scribe with  respect  to  acquisitions  in  accord- 
ance with  this  subparagraph  as  necessary 
and  appropriate  for  the  protection  of  inves- 
tors. 

For  purposes  of  this  subparagraph,  a  'group 
of  Investment  companies'  shall  mean  any 
two  or  more  regristered  Investment  compa- 
nies that  hold  themselves  out  to  investors  as 
related  companies  for  purposes  of  Invest- 
ment and  Investor  services.";  and 

(4)  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subparagraph: 

■  "(J)  The  Commission,  by  rules  and  regula- 
tions upon  Its  own  motion  or  by  order  upon 
application,  may  conditionally  or  uncondi- 
tionally exempt  any  person,  security,  or 
transaction,  or  any  class  or  classes  of  per- 
sons, securities,  or  transactions  from  any 
provisions  of  this  subsection,  if  and  to  the 
extent  such  exemption  is  consistent  with  the 
public  interest  and  the  protection  of  inves- 
tors.". 

SEC.  203.  REGISTRATION  OF  SECinUTIES. 

(a)  AMENDMENTS  TO  REGISTRATION  STATE- 
MENTS.—SCCtiOn  24(e)  Of  the  Investment 
Company  Act  of  1940  (15  U.S.C.  80a-24(e))  is 
amended — 

(1)  by  striking  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2); 

(2)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (3)  as  sub- 
section (e);  and 


June  18,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


14275 


(3)  in  subsection  (e)  (as  so  redesignated)  by 
striking  "pursuant  to  this  subsection  or  oth- 
erwise". 

(b)  REGISTRATION  OF  LNDEFINITE  AMOUNT  OF 

SECURITIES. — Section  24(f)  of  the  Investment 
Company  Act  of  1940  (15  U.S.C.  80a-24(f))  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(D  REGISTRA-nON  OF  INDEFINITE  AMOUN-T 
OF  SECURITIES.— 

"(1)  LNDEFINITE  REGISTRATION  OF  SECURI- 
TIES.—Upon  the  effectiveness  of  its  registra- 
tion statement  under  the  Securities  Act  of 
1933,  a  face-amount  certificate  company, 
open-end  management  company,  or  unit  in- 
vestment trust  shall  be  deemed  to  have  reg- 
istered an  indefinite  amount  of  securities. 

"(2)     PAYMENT     OF     REGISTRATION     FEES.— 

Within  90  days  after  the  end  of  the  compa- 
ny's fiscal  year,  the  company  shall  pay  a  reg- 
istration fee  to  the  Commission,  calculated 
in  the  manner  specified  in  section  6(b)  of  the 
Securities  Act  of  1933,  based  on  the  aggre- 
gate sales  price  for  which  its  securities  (in- 
cluding, for  this  purpose,  all  securities  Issued 
pursuant  to  a  dividend  reinvestment  plan) 
were  sold  pursuant  to  a  registration  of  an  in- 
definite amount  of  securities  under  this  sub- 
section during  the  company's  previous  fiscal 
year  reduced  by — 

"(A)  the  aggregate  redemption  or  repur- 
chase price  of  the  securities  of  the  company 
during  that  year,  and 

"(B)  the  aggregate  redemption  or  repur- 
chase price  of  the  securities  of  the  company 
during  any  prior  fiscal  year  ending  not  more 
than  1  year  before  the  date  of  enactment  of 
the  Investment  Company  Act  Amendments 
of  1996  that  were  not  used  previously  by  the 
company  to  reduce  fees  payable  under  this 
section. 

"(3)  Interest  due  on  late  payment.- a 
company  pasring  the  fee  or  any  portion 
thereof  more  than  90  days  after  the  end  of 
the  company's  fiscal  year  shall  pay  to  the 
Conunission  interest  on  unpaid  amounts, 
compounded  dally,  at  the  underpayment  rate 
established  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
pursuant  to  section  3717(a)  of  title  31,  United 
States  Code.  The  payment  of  interest  pursu- 
ant to  the  requirement  of  this  paragraph 
shall  not  preclude  the  Commission  from 
bringing  an  action  to  enforce  the  require- 
ments of  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection. 

"(4)  RULEMAKING  AUTHORITY.— The  Com- 
mission may  adopt  rules  and  regulations  to 
implement  the  provisions  of  this  sub- 
section.". 

(c)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  be  effective  6 
months  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act  or  on  such  earlier  date  as  the  Commis- 
sion may  specify  by  rule. 

SEC.  204.  INVESTMENT  COMPANY  ADVERTISING 
PROSPECTUS. 

Section  24  of  the  Investment  Company  Act 
of  1940  (15  U.S.C.  80a-24)  is  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(g)  In  addition  to  the  prospectuses  per- 
mitted or  required  in  section  10  of  the  Secu- 
rities Act  of  1933,  the  Commission  shall  per- 
mit, by  rules  or  regTilatlons  deemed  nec- 
essary or  appropriate  in  the  public  interest 
or  for  the  protection  of  Investors,  the  use  of 
a  prospectus  for  the  purposes  of  section 
5(b)(1)  of  such  Act  with  respect  to  securities 
issued  by  a  registered  investment  company. 
Such  a  prospectus,  which  may  include  infor- 
mation the  substance  of  which  is  not  in- 
cluded In  the  ;nY>spectus  specified  in  section 
10(a)  of  the  Securities  Act  of  1933,  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  permitted  by  section  10(b)  of 
such  Act.". 

SEC.  90S.  VARIABLE  INSURANCE  CONTRACTS. 

(a)  Unit  Investment  Trust  treatment.- 
Section  26  of  the  Investment  Company  Act  of 


1940  (15  U.S.C.  80a-26)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(e)(1)  Subsection  (a)  shall  not  apply  to 
any  registered  separate  account  funding 
variable  insurance  contracts,  or  to  the  spon- 
soring Insurance  company  and  principal  un- 
derwriter of  such  account. 

"(2)  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  registered 
separate  account  funding  variable  Insurance 
contracts,  or  for  the  s]?onsoring  insurance 
company  of  such  account,  to  sell  any  such 
contract,  unless — 

"(A)  the  fees  and  charges  deducted  under 
the  contract  in  the  aggregate  are  reasonable 
in  relation  to  the  services  rendered,  the  ex- 
penses expected  to  be  incurred,  and  the  risks 
assumed  by  the  insurance  company,  and  the 
insurance  company  so  represents  in  the  reg- 
istration statement  for  the  contract;  and 

"(B)  the  insurance  company  (1)  complies 
with  all  other  applicable  provisions  of  this 
section  as  if  It  were  a  trustee  or  custodian  of 
the  registered  separate  account;  (11)  files 
with  the  Insurance  regulatory  authority  of  a 
State  an  annual  statement  of  its  Qnancial 
condition,  which  most  recent  statement  indi- 
cates that  it  has  a  combined  capital  and  sur- 
plus, if  a  stock  company,  or  an  unasslgned 
surplus,  if  a  mutual  company,  of  not  less 
than  $1,000,000,  or  such  other  amount  as  the 
Commission  may  from  time  to  time  pre- 
scribe by  rule  as  necessary  or  appropriate  in 
the  public  interest  or  for  the  protection  of 
Investors:  and  (ill)  together  with  its  reg- 
istered separate  accounts,  is  supervised  and 
examined  periodically  by  the  insurance  au- 
thority of  such  State. 

"(3)  The  Commission  may  adopt  such  rules 
and  regulations  under  paragraph  (2)(A)  as  it 
determines  are  necessary  or  appropriate  in 
the  public  Interest  or  for  the  protection  of 
investors.  For  the  purposes  of  such  para- 
graph, the  fees  and  charges  deducted  under 
the  contract  shall  include  all  fees  and 
charges  Imposed  for  any  purpose  and  in  any 
manner.". 

(b)  Periodic  Payment  Plan  Treatment.— 
Section  27  of  such  Act  (15  U.S.C.  80a-27)  Is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  subsection: 

"(i)(l)  This  section  shall  not  apply  to  any 
registered  separate  accoiut  funding  variable 
insurance  contracts,  or  to  the  sponsoring  in- 
surance company  and  principal  underwriter 
of  such  account,  except  as  provided  in  para- 
graph (2). 

"(2)  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  registered 
separate  account  funding  variable  insurance 
contracts,  or  for  the  sponsoring  insurance 
company  of  such  account,  to  sell  any  such 
contract  unless  (A)  such  contract  is  a  re- 
deemable security,  and  (B)  the  insurance 
company  complies  with  section  26(e)  and  any 
rules  or  regulations  adopted  by  the  Commis- 
sion thereunder.". 

SEC.  206.  REPORTS  TO  THE   COMMISSION  AND 
SHAREHOLDERS. 

Section  30  of  the  Investment  Company  Act 
of  1940  (15  U.S.C.  80a-29)  Is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection 
(b)  and  inserting  the  following: 

"(1)  such  information,  documents,  and  re- 
ports (other  than  financial  statements),  as 
the  Commission  may  require  to  keep  reason- 
ably current  the  information  and  documents 
contained  in  the  registration  statement  of 
such  company  filed  under  this  title;  and": 

(2)  by  redesignating  subsections  (c),  (d),  (e), 
and  (f)  as  subsections  (d),  (e),  (g).  and  (h),  re- 
si>ectlvely; 

(3)  by  Inserting  after  subsection  (b)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection: 

"(c)  In  exeroising  its  authority  under  sub- 
section (b)(1)  to  require  the  filing  of  informa- 


tion, documents,  and  reports  on  a  basis  more 
frequently  than  semi-annually,  the  Commis- 
sion shall  take  such  steps  as  It  deems  nec- 
essary or  appropriate,  consistent  with  the 
public  interest  and  the  protection  of  inves- 
tors, to  avoid  unnecessary  reporting  by,  and 
minimize  the  compliance  burdens  on,  reg- 
istered investment  companies  and  their  af- 
flliated  persons.  Such  steps  shall  include 
considering  and  requesting  public  comment 
on— 

"(1)  feasible  alternatives  that  minimize 
the  reporting  burdens  on  registered  invest- 
ment companies;  and 

"(2)  the  utility  of  such  information,  docu- 
ments, and  reports  to  the  Commission  in  re- 
lation to  the  costs  to  registered  investment 
companies  and  their  affiliated  persons  of 
providing  such  information,  documents,  and 
reports."; 

(4)  by  Inserting  after  subsection  (e)  (as  re- 
designated by  paragraph  (2)  of  this  section) 
the  following  new  subsection: 

"(f)  The  Conamission  may  by  rule  require 
that  semi-annual  reports  containing  the  in- 
formation set  forth  in  subsection  (e)  include 
such  other  Information  as  the  Commission 
deems  necessary  or  appropriate  in  the  public 
interest  or  for  the  protection  of  investors.  In 
exeroising  its  authority  under  this  sub- 
section, the  Conmiission  shall  take  such 
steps  as  it  deems  necessary  or  appropriate, 
consistent  with  the  public  interest  and  the 
protection  of  investors,  to  avoid  unnecessary 
reporting  by,  and  minimize  the  compliance 
burdens  on,  registered  investment  companies 
and  their  affiliated  persons.  Such  steps  shall 
include  considering  and  requesting  public 
comment  on — 

"(1)  feasible  alternatives  that  minimize 
the  rep>orting  burdens  on  registered  invest- 
ment companies;  and 

"(2)  the  utility  of  such  information  to 
shareholders  in  relation  to  the  costs  to  reg- 
istered investment  companies  and  their  af- 
filiated persons  of  providing  such  informa- 
tion to  shareholders.";  and 

(5)  in  subsection  (g)  (as  so  redesignated)  by 
striking  "subsections  (a)  and  (d)"  and  insert- 
ing "subsections  (a)  and  (e)". 

SEC.  207.  BOOKS,  RECORDS  AND  D4SP*CTION8. 

Section  31  of  the  Investment  Company  Act 
of  1940  (15  U.S.C.  80a-30)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  and 
inserting  the  following: 

"(a)  Every  registered  investment  company, 
and  every  underwriter,  broker,  dealer,  or  in- 
vestment adviser  that  is  a  majority-owned 
subsidiary  of  such  a  company,  shall  maintain 
and  preserve  such  records  (as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 3<a)(37)  of  the  Securities  Exchange  Act 
of  1934)  for  such  period  or  periods  as  the 
Commission,  by  rules  and  regulations,  may 
prescribe  as  necessary  or  appropriate  in  the 
public  interest  or  for  the  protection  of  inves- 
tors. Every  investment  adviser  not  a  major- 
ity-owned subsidiary  of,  and  every  depositor 
of  any  registered  Investment  company,  and 
every  principal  underwriter  for  any  reg- 
istered investment  company  other  than  a 
closed-end  company,  .shall  maintain  and  pre- 
serve for  such  period  or  periods  as  the  Com- 
mission shall  prescribe  by  rules  and  regula- 
tions, such  records  as  are  necessary  or  appro- 
priate to  record  such  person's  transactions 
with  such  registered  company.  In  exeroising 
its  authority  under  this  subsection,  the  Com- 
mission shall  take  such  steps  as  it  deems 
necessary  or  appropriate,  consistent  with  the 
public  interest  and  for  the  protection  of  in- 
vestors, to  avoid  unnecessary  recordkeeping 
by,  and  minimize  the  compliance  burden  on, 
persons  required  to  maintain  records  under 
this  subsection  (hereinafter  in  this  section 
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referred  to  as  'subject  persons").  Such  steps 
shall  Include  considerlngr,  and  requesting 
public  comment  on — 

"(1)  feasible  alternatives  that  minimize 
the  recordkeeping  burdens  on  subject  per- 
sons: 

•'(2)  the  necessity  of  such  records  in  view  of 
the  public  benefits  derived  from  the  inde- 
pendent scrutiny  of  such  records  through 
Commission  examination: 

"(3)  the  costs  associated  with  maintaining 
the  information  that  would  be  required  to  be 
reflected  in  such  records:  and 

"(4)  the  effects  that  a  proposed  record- 
keeping requirement  would  have  on  internal 
compliance  policies  and  procedures. 

"(b)  All  records  required  to  be  maintained 
and  preserved  in  accordance  with  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section  shall  be  subject  at  any 
time  and  from  time  to  time  to  such  reason- 
able periodic,  special,  and  other  examina- 
tions by  the  Commission,  or  any  member  or 
representative  thereof,  as  the  Commission 
may  prescribe.  For  purposes  of  such  exami- 
nations, any  subject  person  shall  make  avail- 
able to  the  Commission  or  Its  representa- 
tives any  copies  or  extracts  from  such 
records  as  may  be  prepared  without  undue 
effort,  expense,  or  delay  as  the  Commission 
or  its  representatives  may  reasonably  re- 
quest. The  Commission  shall  exercise  its  au- 
thority under  this  subsection  with  due  re- 
gard for  the  benefits  of  internal  compliance 
policies  and  procedures  and  the  effective  im- 
plementation and  operation  thereof.": 

(2)  by  redesignating  existing  subsections 
(c)  and  (d)  as  subsections  (e)  and  (f),  respec- 
tively: and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (b)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsections: 

"(c)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  the  Commission  shall  not  be  com- 
pelled to  disclose  any  internal  compliance  or 
audit  records,  or  information  contained 
therein,  provided  to  the  Commission  under 
this  section.  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall 
authorize  the  (Commission  to  withhold  infor- 
mation from  Congress  or  prevent  the  Com- 
mission from  complying  with  a  request  for 
Information  from  any  other  Federal  depart- 
ment or  agency  requesting  the  information 
for  purposes  within  the  scope  of  Its  jurisdic- 
tion, or  complying  with  an  order  of  a  court 
of  the  United  States  in  an  action  brought  by 
the  United  States  or  the  Commission.  For 
purposes  of  section  552  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  this  section  shall  be  considered 
a  statute  described  in  subsection  (b)(3)(B)  of 
such  section  552. 

"(d)  For  piirposes  of  this  section— 

"(1)  'Internal  compliance  policies  and  pro- 
cedures' means  policies  and  procedures  de- 
signed by  subject  persons  to  promote  compli- 
ance with  the  Federal  securities  laws:  and 

"(2)  'Internal  compliance  and  audit  record' 
means  any  record  prepared  by  a  subject  per- 
son in  accordance  with  Internal  compliance 
policies  and  procedures.". 

SEC.  KM.  INVISTMENT  COBfPANY  NAMES. 

Section  35(d)  of  the  Investment  Company 
Act  of  1940  (15  U.S.C.  80a-34(d))  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"(d)  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  registered 
investment  company  to  adopt  as  a  part  of 
the  name  or  title  of  such  company,  or  of  any 
securities  of  which  it  Is  the  Issuer,  any  word 
or  rrords  that  the  Commission  finds  are  ma- 
terially deceptive  or  misleading.  The  Com- 
mission is  authorized,  by  rule,  regulation,  or 
order,  to  define  such  names  or  titles  as  are 
materially  deceptive  or  misleading.". 

SEC.  209.  EXCEPTIONS  FROM  I»FINinON  OF  IN- 
VESTMENT COMPANY. 

(a)  Amendments.— Section  3(c)  of  the  In- 
vestment Company  Act  of  1940  (15  U.S.C.  80a- 
3(c))  is  amended— 


(1)  in  paragraph  (1).  by  inserting  after  the 
first  sentence  the  following  new  sentence: 
"Such  issuer  nonetheless  is  deemed  to  be  an 
investment  company  for  purposes  of  the  lim- 
itations set  forth  in  section  12(d)(l)(A)(i)  and 
(B)(i)  governing  the  purchase  or  other  acqui- 
sition by  such  Issuer  of  any  security  Issued 
by  any  regrlstered  Investment  company  and 
the  sale  of  any  security  issued  by  any  reg- 
istered open-end  company  to  any  such 
issuer.": 

(2)  in  subparagraph  (A)  of  paragraph  (1>— 

(A)  by  inserting  after  "Issuer."  the  first 
place  It  appears  the  following:  "and  is  or.  but 
for  the  exception  in  this  paragraph  or  para- 
graph (7).  would  be  an  Investment  com- 
pany,": and 

(B)  by  striking  all  that  follows  "(other 
than  short-term  paper)"  and  inserting  a  pe- 
riod: 

(3)  in  paragraph  (2) — 

(A)  by  striking  "and  acting  as  broker,"  and 
Inserting  "acting  as  broker,  and  acting  as 
nmrket  Intermediary.":  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  such  paragraph 
the  following  new  sentences:  "For  the  pur- 
poses of  this  paragraph,  the  term  'market 
intermediary'  means  any  person  that  regu- 
larly holds  Itself  out  as  being  willing  con- 
temporaneously to  engage  in,  and  is  regu- 
larly engaged  in  the  business  of  entering 
Into,  transactions  on  both  sides  of  the  mar- 
ket for  a  financial  contract  or  one  or  more 
such  financial  contracts.  For  purposes  of  the 
preceding  sentence,  the  term  'financial  con- 
tract" means  any  arrangement  that  (A)  takes 
the  form  of  an  individually  negotiated  con- 
tract, agreement,  or  option  to  buy,  sell,  lend, 
swap,  or  repurchase,  or  other  similar  individ- 
ually negotiated  transaction  commonly  en- 
tered Into  by  participants  In  the  financial 
markets:  (B)  is  in  respect  of  securities,  com- 
modities, currencies.  Interest  or  other  rates, 
other  measures  of  value,  or  any  other  finan- 
cial or  economic  Interest  similar  in  purpose 
or  function  to  any  of  the  foregoing;  and  (C) 
is  entered  into  in  response  to  a  request  from 
a  counterparty  for  a  quotation  or  is  other- 
wise entered  into  and  structured  to  accom- 
modate the  objectives  of  the  counterparty  to 
such  arrangement.":  and 

(4)  by  striking  paragraph  (7)  and  Inserting 
the  following: 

"(7)(A)  Any  issuer  (1)  whose  outstanding 
securities  are  owned  exclusively  by  persons 
who,  at  the  time  of  acquisition  of  such  secu- 
rities, are  qualified  purchasers,  and  (11)  who 
is  not  making  and  does  not  presently  propose 
to  make  a  public  offering  of  such  securities. 
Securities  that  are  owned  by  persons  who  re- 
ceived the  securities  from  a  qualified  pur- 
chaser as  a  gift  or  bequest,  or  where  the 
transfer  was  caused  by  legal  separation,  di- 
vorce, death,  or  other  involuntary  event, 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  owned  by  a  qualified 
purchaser,  subject  to  such  rules,  regulations, 
and  orders  as  the  Commission  may  prescribe 
as  necessary  or  appropriate  in  the  public  in- 
terest or  for  the  protection  of  Investors. 

"(B)  Notwithstanding  subparagraph  (A),  an 
issuer  is  within  the  exception  provided  by 
this  paragraph  if— 

"(I)  in  addition  to  qualified  purchasers.  Its 
outstanding  securities  are  beneficially 
owned  by  not  more  than  100  persons  who  are 
not  qualified  purchasers  if  (I)  such  persons 
acquired  such  securities  on  or  before  Decem- 
ber 31,  1995,  and  (11)  at  the  time  such  securi- 
ties were  acquired  by  such  persons,  the 
issuer  was  excepted  by  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection:  and 

"(11)  prior  to  availing  itself  of  the  excep- 
tion provided  by  this  paragraph — 

"(I)  such  issuer  has  disclosed  to  such  per- 
sons that  future  Investors  will  be  limited  to 


qualified  purchasers,  and  that  ownership  In 
such  issuer  is  no  longer  limited  to  not  more 
than  100  persons,  and 

"(11)  concurrently  with  or  after  such  dis- 
closure, such  issuer  has  provided  such  per- 
sons with  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  re- 
deem any  part  or  all  of  their  interests  in  the 
issuer  for  their  proportionate  share  of  the 
issuer's  current  net  assets,  or  the  cash  equiv- 
alent thereof. 

"(C)  An  issuer  that  is  excepted  under  this 
paragraph  shall  nonetheless  be  deemed  to  be 
an  Investment  company  for  purposes  of  the 
limitetions  set  forth  in  section  12(d)(l)(A)(i) 
and  (B)(i)  governing  the  purchase  or  other 
acquisition  by  such  issuer  of  any  security 
issued  by  any  registered  Investment  com- 
pany and  the  sale  of  any  security  issued  by 
any  registered  open-end  company  to  any 
such  issuer. 

"(D)  For  purposes  of  determining  compli- 
ance with  this  paragraph  and  paragraph  (1) 
of  this  subsection,  an  issuer  that  is  other- 
wise excepted  under  this  paragraph  and  an 
issuer  that  is  otherwise  excepted  under  para- 
graph (1)  shall  not  be  treated  by  the  Commis- 
sion as  being  a  single  Issuer  for  purposes  of 
determining  whether  the  outstanding  securi- 
ties of  the  Issuer  excepted  under  paragraph 
(1)  are  beneficially  owned  by  not  more  than 
100  persons  or  whether  the  outstanding  secu- 
rities of  the  issuer  excepted  under  this  para- 
graph are  owned  by  persons  that  are  not 
qualified  purchasers.  Nothing  in  this  provi- 
sion shall  be  deemed  to  establish  that  a  per- 
son is  a  bona  fide  qualified  purchaser  for  pur- 
poses of  this  paragraph  or  a  bona  flde  bene- 
ficial owner  for  purposes  of  paragraph  (1)  of 
this  subsection.". 

(b)  Definttion  of  Qualified  Purchaser.— 
Section  2(a)  of  the  Investment  Company  Act 
of  1940  (15  U.S.C.  80a-2(a))  Is  amended  by  in- 
serting after  paragraph  (50)  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

"(51)  'Qualified  purchaser'  means — 

"(A)  any  natural  person  who  owns  at  least 
$10,000,000  in  securities  of  issuers  that  are 
not  controlled  by  such  person,  except  that 
securities  of  such  a  controlled  Issuer  may  be 
counted  toward  such  amount  If  such  Issuer 
is,  or  but  for  the  exception  In  paragraph  (1) 
or  (7)  of  section  3<c)  would  be,  an  Investment 
company: 

"(B)  any  trust  not  formed  for  the  specific 
purpose  of  acquiring  the  securities  offered, 
as  to  which  the  trustee  or  other  person  au- 
thorized to  make  decisions  with  respect  to 
the  trust,  and  each  settlor  or  other  person 
who  has  contributed  assets  to  the  trust,  is  a 
person  described  in  subparagraph  (A)  or  (C); 
or 

"(C)  any  person,  acting  for  Its  own  account 
or  the  accounts  of  other  qualified  pur- 
chasers, who  in  the  aggregate  owns  and  In- 
vests on  a  discretionary  basis,  not  less  than 
$100,000,000  In  securities  of  issuers  that  are 
not  affiliated  persons  (as  defined  in  para- 
graph (3)(C)  of  this  subsection)  of  such  per- 
son, except  that  securities  of  such  an  affili- 
ated person  Issuer  may  be  counted  toward 
such  amount  if  such  issuer  Is,  or  but  for  the 
exception  in  paragraph  (1)  or  (7)  of  section 
3(c)  would  be,  an  investment  company. 
The  Commission  may  adopt  such  rules  and 
regulations  governing  the  persons  and  trusts 
specified  in  subparagraphs  (A),  (B),  and  (C)  of 
this  paragraph  as  It  determines  are  nec- 
essary or  appropriate  In  the  public  Interest 
and  for  the  protection  of  investors.". 

(c)  Conforming  Amendment.— The  last  sen- 
tence of  section  3(a)  of  the  Investment  Com- 
pany Act  of  1940  (15  U.S.C.  80a-3(a))  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  by  inserting  "(1)"  after  "of  the  owner"; 
and 


June  18,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


14277 


(2)  by  inserting  before  the  period  the  fol- 
lowing: ",  and  (II)  which  are  not  relying  on 
the  exception  from  the  definition  of  invest- 
ment company  In  subsection  {c)(l)  or  (c)(7)  of 
this  section". 

(d)  RuLE.M.\iaNG  Required.— 

(1)  Implementation  of  section  3(cxixB).— 
Within  one  year  after  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act.  the  Commission  shall  prescribe 
rules  to  Implement  the  requirements  of  sec- 
tion 3(c)(1)(B)  of  the  Investment  Company 
Act  of  1940  (15  U.S.C.  80a-3(C)(l)(B)). 

(2)  Employee  exception.— Within  one  year 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  the 
Commission  shall  prescribe  rules  pursuant  to 
Its  authority  under  section  6  of  the  Invest- 
ment Company  Act  of  1940  (15  U.S.C.  80a-6)  to 
permit  the  ownership  by  knowledgeable  em- 
ployees of  an  Issuer  or  an  affiliated  person  of 
the  Issuer  of  the  securities  of  that  issuer  or 
affiliated  person  without  loss  of  the  issuer's 
exception  under  section  3(c)(1)  or  3(c)(7)  of 
such  Act  from  treatment  as  an  Investment 
company  under  such  Act. 

TTTLE  ra-SECURmES  AND  EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION  AUTHORIZA'nON 
SEC.  301.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Securities 
and    Exchange    Conunisslon    Authorization 
Act  of  1996". 
SEC.  302.  PURPOSES. 

The  purposes  of  this  title  are — 

(1)  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the  Se- 
curities and  Exchange  Conunisslon  for  fiscal 
year  1997;  and 

(2)  to  reduce  over  time  the  rates  of  fees 
charged  under  the  Federal  securities  laws. 

SEC.  303.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section  35  of  the  Securities  Exchange  Act 
of  1934  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

•SEC.  35.  AUTHORIZA'nON  OF  APPROPRIATTONS. 

"There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
to  carry  out  the  functions,  powers,  and  du- 
ties of  the  Commission  $317,000,000  for  fiscal 
year  1997.". 

SEC.  30*.  REGISTRATION  FEES. 

Section  6(b)  of  the  Securities  Act  of  1983  (15 
U.S.C.  77f(b))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(b)  REGISTRA'nON  FEE.— 

"(1)  RECOVERY  OF  COST  OF  SERVICES.— The 

Commission  shall,  in  accordance  with  this 
subsection,  collect  registration  fees  that  are 
designed  to  recover  the  costs  to  the  govern- 
ment of  the  securities  registration  process, 
and  costs  related  to  such  process,  including 
enforcement  activities,  policy  and  rule- 
making activities,  administration,  legal 
services,  and  international  regulatory  activi- 
ties. 

"(2)  FEE  PAYMENT  REQUIRED.— At  the  time 

of  filing  a  registration  statement,  the  appli- 
cant shall  pay  to  the  Conunisslon  a  fee  that 
shall  be  equal  to  the  sum  of  the  amounts  (if 
any)  determined  under  the  rates  established 
by  paragraphs  (3)  and  (4).  The  Commission 
shall  publish  in  the  Federal  Regrister  notices 
of  the  fee  rates  applicable  under  this  section 
for  each  fiscal  year.  In  no  case  shall  the  fee 
requfred  by  this  subsection  be  less  than  $200, 
except  that  during  fiscal  year  2002  or  any 
succeeding  fiscal  year  such  m'nimum  fee 
shall  be  $182. 

"(3)  GENERAL  RE^VENL-E  FEES  —The  rate  de- 
termined under  this  paragraph  is  a  rate 
equal  to  3S0O  for  each  $1,000,000  of  the  maxi- 
mum aggregate  price  at  which  such  securi- 
ties are  proposed  to  be  offered,  except  that 
during  fiscal  year  2002  and  any  succeeding 
fiscal  year  such  rate  Is  equal  to  $182  for  each 
$1,000,000  of  the  maximum  aggregate  price  at 
which  such  securities  are  proposed  to  be  of- 
fered. Fees  collecte'l  during  any  fiscal  year 
pursuant  to  this  paragiaph  shall  be  deposited 


and   credited   as    general    revenues   of  the 
Treasury. 

"(4)  OFFSETTING  COLLECTION  FEES.— 

"(A)  In  general.— Elxcept  as  provided  in 
subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C).  the  rate  deter- 
mined under  this  paragraph  is  a  rate  equal  to 
the  following  amount  for  each  $1,000,000  of 
the  maximum  aggregate  price  at  which  such 
securities  are  proposed  to  be  offered: 

"(I)  $103  during  fiscal  year  1997: 

"(II)  $70  during  fiscal  year  1998: 

"(Hi)  $38  during  fiscal  year  1999; 

"(Iv)  $17  during  fiscal  year  2000:  and 

"(v)  $0  during  fiscal  year  2001  or  any  suc- 
ceeding fiscal  year. 

"(B)  UMiTA'noN:  DEPOSIT.— Except  as  pro- 
vided in  subparagraph  (C).  no  amounts  shall 
be  collected  pursuant  to  this  paragraph  (4) 
for  any  fiscal  year  except  to  the  extent  pro- 
vided In  advance  in  appropriations  acts.  Fees 
collected  during  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to 
this  paragraph  shall  be  deposited  and  cred- 
ited as  offsetting  collections  In  accordance 
with  appropriations  Acts. 

"(C)  Lapse  of  approprutions.— If  on  the 
first  day  of  a  fiscal  year  a  regular  appropria- 
tion to  the  Commission  has  not  been  en- 
acted, the  Commission  shall  continue  to  col- 
lect fees  (as  offsetting  collections)  under  this 
paragraph  at  the  rate  in  effect  during  the 
preceding  fiscal  year,  until  such  a  regular 
appropriation  Is  enacted."'. 

SEC.  SOS.  TRANSACTION  FEES. 

(a)  AMENDMENT.— Section  31  of  the  Securi- 
ties Exchange  Act  of  1934  (15  U.S.C.  78ee)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

-SEC.  31.  TRA.NSACnON  FEES. 

"(a)  Recovery  of  Cost  of  Services.— The 
Commission  shall,  in  accordance  with  this 
subsection,  collect  transaction  fees  that  are 
designed  to  recover  the  costs  to  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  supervision  and  regulation  of  se- 
curities markets  and  securities  profes- 
sionals, and  costs  related  to  such  supervision 
and  regulation,  including  enforcement  ac- 
tivities, policy  and  rulemaking  activities, 
administration,  legal  services,  and  Inter- 
national regulatory  activities. 

"(b)  Exchange-Traded  Secltuties.— Every 
national  securities  exchange  shall  pay  to  the 
Commission  a  fee  at  a  rate  equal  to  $33  for 
each  $1,000,000  of  the  aggregate  dollar 
amount  of  sales  of  securities  (other  than 
bonds,  debentures,  and  other  evidences  of  in- 
debtedness) transacted  on  such  national  se- 
curities exchange,  except  that  for  fiscal  year 
2002  or  any  succeeding  fiscal  year  such  rate 
shall  be  equal  to  $25  for  each  $1,000,000  of 
such  aggregate  dollar  amount  of  sales.  Fees 
collected  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be 
deposited  and  collected  as  general  revenue  of 
the  Treasury. 

"(c)  Off-Exchange-Trades  of  Exchange 
Registered  Secltuties.- Every  national  se- 
curities association  shall  pay  to  the  Commis- 
sion a  fee  at  a  rate  equal  $33  for  each 
$1,000,000  of  the  aggregate  dollar  amount  of 
sales  transacted  by  or  thiX)ugh  any  member 
of  such  association  otherwise  than  on  a  na- 
tional securities  exchange  of  securities  reg- 
istered on  such  an  exchange  (other  than 
bonds,  debentures,  and  other  evidences  of  In- 
debtedness), except  that  for  fiscal  year  2002 
or  any  succeeding  fiscal  year  such  rate  shall 
be  equal  to  $25  for  each  $1,000,000  of  such  ag- 
gregate dollar  amount  of  sales.  Fees  col- 
lected pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be 
deposited  and  collected  as  general  revenue  of 
the  Treasury. 

"(d)  off-Exchange-Trades  of  Last-Sale- 
Reported  Secltuties.— 

"(1)  Covered  transactions.- Every  na- 
tional securities  association  shall  pay  to  the 
Commission  a  fee  at  a  rate  equal  to  the  dol- 


lar amount  determined  under  paragraiih  (2) 
for  each  $1,000,000  of  the  aggregate  dollar 
amount  of  sales  transacted  by  or  through 
any  member  of  such  association  otherwise 
than  on  a  national  securities  exchange  of  se- 
curities (other  than  bonds,  debentures,  and 
other  evidences  of  Indebtedness)  subject  to 
prompt  last  sale  reporting  pursuant  to  the 
rules  of  the  Commission  or  a  registered  na- 
tional securities  association,  excluding  any 
sales  for  which  a  fee  is  paid  under  subsection 
(c). 

"(2)  Fee  rates.— Except  as  provided  In 
paragraph  (4).  the  dollar  amount  determined 
under  this  paragraph  is — 

"(A)  $12  for  fiscal  year  1997; 

"(B)  $14  for  fiscal  year  1998; 

••(C)  $17  for  fiscal  year  1999: 

"(D)  $18  for  fiscal  year  2000: 

"(E)  $20  for  fiscal  year  2001;  and 

"(F)  $25  for  fiscal  year  2002  or  for  any  suc- 
ceeding fiscal  year. 

"(3)  UMiTA'noN:  DEPOsrr  of  fees.— Except 
as  provided  in  paragraph  (4).  no  amounts 
shall  be  collected  pursuant  to  this  subsection 
(d)  for  any  fiscal  year  beginning  before  Octo- 
ber 1.  2001.  except  to  the  extent  provided  in 
advance  in  appropriations  Acts.  Fees  col- 
lected during  any  such  fiscal  year  pursuant 
to  this  subsection  shall  be  deposited  and 
credited  as  offsetting  collections  to  the  ac- 
count providing  appropriations  to  the  Com- 
mission, except  that  any  amounts  in  excess 
of  the  following  amounts  (and  any  amount 
collected  for  fiscal  years  beginning  on  or 
after  October  1,  2001)  shall  be  deposited  and 
credited  as  general  revenues  of  the  Treasury: 

"(A)  $20,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1997: 

"(B)  $26,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1998: 

••(C)  $32,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1999: 

•'(D)  $32,000,000  for  fiscal  year  2000: 

"(E)  $32,000,000  for  fiscal  year  2O01:  and 

"(F)  $0  for  fiscal  year  2002  and  any  succeed- 
ing fiscal  year. 

"(4)  Lapse  of  appropriations.— If  on  the 
first  day  of  a  fiscal  year  a  regnlar  ai>propria- 
tlon  to  the  Commission  has  not  been  en- 
acted, the  Commission  shall  continue  to  col- 
lect fees  (as  offsetting  collections)  under  this 
subsection  at  the  rate  in  effect  during  the 
preceding  fiscal  year,  until  such  a  regular 
appropriation  is  enacted. 

"(e)  Dates  for  Payment  of  Fees.— The 
fees  required  by  subsections  (b),  (c),  and  (d) 
of  this  section  shall  be  paid- 

"(1)  on  or  before  March  15,  with  respect  to 
transactions  and  sales  occurring  during  the 
period  beginning  on  the  preceding  September 
1  and  ending  at  the  close  of  the  preceding  De- 
cember 31;  and 

"(2)  on  or  before  September  30,  with  re- 
spect to  transactions  and  sales  occurring 
during  the  period  beginning  on  the  preceding 
January  1  and  ending  at  the  close  of  the  pre- 
ceding August  31. 

"(f)  Exemptions.- The  Ckjmmission,  by 
mle.  may  exempt  any  sale  of  securities  or 
any  class  of  sales  of  securities  from  any  fee 
Imposed  by  this  section,  if  the  Commission 
finds  that  such  exemption  is  consistent  with 
the  public  interest,  the  equal  regulation  of 
markets  and  brokers  and  dealers,  and  the  de- 
velopment of  a  national  market  system. 

"(g)  PUBUCATION.— The  Commission  shall 
publish  in  the  Federal  Register  notices  of  the 
fee  rates  applicable  under  this  section  for 
each  fiscal  year.". 

(b)  Effective  Dates:  Transttion.— 

(1)  In  general.— Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2),  the  amendment  made  by  sab- 
section  (a)  shall  apply  with  respect  to  trans- 
actions in  securities  that  occur  on  or  after 
January  1, 1997. 

(2)  Off-exchange  trades  of  last  sale  re- 
ported    transactions.— The     amendment 
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made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  wltb  re- 
spect to  transactions  described  In  section 
3I(dKl)  of  the  Securities  Exchange  Act  of 
1934  (as  amended  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section)  that  occur  on  or  after  September  1, 
1996. 

(3)  RULX  OF  CONSTRUCTION.— Nothing  In  this 
subsection  shall  be  construed  to  affect  the 
obligation  of  national  securities  exchanges 
and  registered  brokers  and  dealers  under  sec- 
tion 31  of  the  Securities  Exchange  Act  of  1934 
(15  U.S.C.  78ee)  as  In  effect  prior  to  the 
amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  to  make 
the  pajrments  required  by  such  section  on 
March  15.  1997. 
SEC.  aOC.  TIME  FOR  PAYMENT. 

Section  4(e)  of  the  Securities  Exchange  Act 
of  1934  (15  U.S.C.  78d(e))  Is  amended  by  in- 
serting before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following:  "and  the  Commission  may 
also  specify  the  time  that  such  fee  shall  be 
determined  and  paid  relative  to  the  filing  of 
any  statement  or  document  with  the  Com- 
mission". 

SEC.  307.  SENSE  OF  THE  CONGRESS  CONCERNING 
FEES. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that— 

(1)  the  fees  authorized  by  the  amendments 
made  by  this  Act  are  in  lieu  of.  and  not  In 
addition  to.  any  fees  that  the  Securities  and 
Exchange  Commission  is  authorized  to  im- 
pose or  collect  pursuant  to  section  9701  of 
title  31.  United  States  Code:  and 

(2)  in  order  to  maintain  the  competitive- 
ness of  United  States  securities  markets  rel- 
ative to  foreign  markets,  no  fee  should  be  as- 
sessed on  transactions  involving  portfolios  of 
equity  securities  taking  place  at  times  of 
day  characterized  by  low  volume  and  during 
non-traditional  trading  hours. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Bi.n.KY]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Mar- 
key]  each  will  control  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Bt.tlky]. 

Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  today,  the  House  will 
consider  H.R.  3005.  the  securities 
amendments  of  1996.  This  is  good  bipar- 
tisan legislation.  It  is  designed  to  help 
small  business  find  the  money  it  needs 
to  create  new  jobs,  and  increase  the  re- 
turns to  pension  funds,  mutual  funds 
and  other  savings  vehicles  in  which  our 
citizens  are  saving  for  their  retirement 
and  for  the  education  of  their  children. 
I  am  pleased  that  this  bill  has  biparti- 
san support,  ajid  has  been  endorsed  by 
SEC  Chairman  Arthur  Levitt.  The  bill 
being  considered  is  an  amended  version 
of  that  which  was  reported  from  the 
Commerce  Committee.  I  will  insert  an 
explanation  of  these  changes  which  I 
have  prepared  in  the  Record  imme- 
diately following  my  statement. 

This  bill  accomplishes  significant 
changes  in  the  securities  laws.  Chief 
among  these  is  the  elimination  of 
State  regulation  of  large  securities  of- 
ferings and  of  mutual  funds  that  we 
have  found  duplicates  the  extensive 
system  of  SEC  regulation.  It  is  high 
time  that  we  move  to  facilitate  na- 
tional capital  markets  by  having  a  uni- 
tary Federal  system  of  regulation  of  of- 
ferings. We  believe  that  this  system 


will  reduce  regulatory  burdens  on  com- 
panies seeking  to  raise  capital,  and 
will  not  imperil  the  fine  record  of  in- 
vestor protection  built  up  by  the  SEC 

The  bill  codifies  the  existing  exemp- 
tion from  State  regulation  for  compa- 
nies that  are  listed  on  a  national  secu- 
rities exchange.  Both  the  debt  and  eq- 
uity offerings  of  these  companies  will 
be  exempt  from  State  regulation.  The 
legislation  provides  that  other  regional 
exchanges  that  develop  listing  stand- 
ards comparable  to  those  of  the  na- 
tional exchanges  can  also  be  certified 
by  the  SEC  and  gain  the  advantages  of 
this  exemption. 

The  legislation  provides  that  offers 
and  sales  of  securities  to  qualified  pur- 
chasers will  be  exempt  from  State  reg- 
ulation. We  believe  that  institutional 
investors  are  capable  of  assessing  offer- 
ings without  the  need  of  a  second  layer 
of  regulation.  This  will  help  to  increase 
the  rate  of  return  to  these  institu- 
tional investors  who  are  the  savings 
vehicles  for  people's  retirement  and  for 
their  children's  education. 

The  legislation  provides  relief  from  a 
second  tier  of  regulation  to  the  broker- 
age industry  in  a  number  of  areas.  The 
bill  preempts  State  authority  over  cap- 
ital, margin,  books  and  records  of  bro- 
kerage firms.  The  bill  also  provides  a 
uniform  exception  from  State  regristra- 
tion  for  brokers  whose  customers  go  on 
vacation  or  are  temporarily  out  of 
State. 

The  legislation  also  ends  anti- 
competitive barriers  on  broker  dealer 
borrowing.  The  Government  has  given 
a  legal  monoipoly  to  commercial  banks 
to  lend  money  to  brokers.  That  legal 
monopoly  harms  competition  and 
raises  costs  to  our  country's  brokers. 
Eliminating  this  barrier  will,  in  the 
words  of  Federal  Reserve  Chairman 
Alan  Greenspan,  increase  the  safety 
and  soundness  of  the  financial  system. 
In  April,  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  adopted  changes  to 
regulation  T.  eliminating  a  substantial 
number  of  the  rules  regulating  broker 
dealer  lending,  including  elimination 
of  margin  requirements  oaChigh  quality 
debt  securities  and  arranged  trans- 
actions. We  applaud  the  action  of 
Chairman  Greenspan  and  the  board 
which  will  have  the  effect  of  making 
our  brokerage  firms  more  competitive 
without  sacrificing  safety  and  sound- 
ness. 

This  legislation  requires  that  the 
SEC,  when  making  a  public  interest  de- 
termination in  a  rulemaking  consider 
efficiency,  competition,  and  capital 
formation.  This  will  require  the  SEC  to 
consider  the  costs  of  its  rules,  which 
we  think  is  very  important  in  light  of 
the  enhanced  congressional  role  man- 
dated for  SEC  rules  and  for  rules  of  self 
regulatory  organizations  under  the 
Small  Business  Regulatory  Enforce- 
ment Act  of  1996.  The  legislative  his- 
tory of  the  Small  Business  Act  makes 
clear  that  SRO  niles  are  considered 
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major  rules  for  purposes  of  the  act.  I 
endorse  that  interpretation,  and  expect 
to  work  cooperatively  with  the  SEC 
when  it  is  considering  SRO  rules. 

I  would  like  to  commend  Chairman 
Fields  for  his  work  in  crafting  the  be- 
ginnings of  a  bipartisan  agreement  on 
securities  reform  in  the  Subcommittee 
on  Telecommunications  and  Finance.  I 
would  like  to  thank  the  ranking  mem- 
ber of  the  subcommittee,  Ed  Markey, 
for  his  fine  contributions  to  the  bill.  I 
would  like  to  thank  especially  the 
ranking  member  of  the  committee,  my 
friend.  John  Dingell,  for  his  coopera- 
tion and  assistance  in  crafting  further 
changes  to  the  bill. 

I  urge  members  to  join  with  us  in 
supporting  this  legislation. 

D  1445 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to  rise  and 
speak  in  support  of  H.R.  3005.  The  Secu- 
rities Amendments  of  1996.  Let  me 
begin  by  congratulating  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Bliley],  the  chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce,  and  his  counterpart, 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  DiNGELL],  the  senior 
Member  of  the  House  and  the  ranking 
Democrat  on  the  comumittee.  Both  di- 
rected that  we  put  partisanship  aside 
so  that  we  could  work  on  the  three 
critically  important  public  policy 
issues  that  underlie  the  legislation:  the 
promotion  of  capital  formation,  the  ad- 
vancement of  efficient  markets,  and 
the  maintenance  of  the  highest  pos- 
sible standards  of  investor  protection. 

Their  guidance  helped  us  overcome 
numerous  obstacles,  any  one  of  which 
could  easily  have  upset  the  delicate 
compromises  that  brought  us  to  the 
House  floor  today.  Even  though  vir- 
tually everyone  agrees  that  the  policy 
objectives  of  titles  I  and  n  of  The  Se- 
curities Amendments  of  1996  are  ex- 
traordinarily important,  xmtil  March 
of  this  year  few  thought  it  possible 
that  we  could  overcome  the  deep  dif- 
ferences as  to  how  we  could  in  fact 
achieve  them.  But  because  of  the  truly 
remarkable  leadership  of  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  the  State  of 
Texas,  Chairman  Jack  Fieujs,  my  good 
friend  and  colleague  of  the  subcommit- 
tee, we  were  able  to  develop  a  consen- 
sus approach  to  these  issues  that  ulti- 
mately allowed  us  to  bring  this  bill  to 
the  floor. 

Indeed,  Chairman  Fields  has  been 
the  singular  driving  force  in  the  U.S. 
Congress  behind  the  idea  of  comprehen- 
sively modernizing  our  system  of  secu- 
rities regulation.  His  desire  to  promote 
capital  formation  and  efficient  securi- 
ties markets  is  unsuri>assed,  but  it 
should  also  be  evident  that  he  is  com- 
mitted to  making  sure  that  Federal 
and  State  securities  laws  continue  to 
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protect  American  investors  from  fiuud 
and  abuse.  Indeed,  he  recognizes  that 
the  unparalleled  success  of  our  mar- 
kets is  grounded  in  the  fact  that  the 
United  States  maintains  the  strongest 
and  most  profound  commitment  to  in- 
vestor protection  of  any  country  on 
Earth.  Chairman  Fields'  thorough- 
going commitment  to  achieving  this 
careful  balanced  played  a  crucial  role 
in  helping  us  to  develop  the  historic 
package  of  reforms  that  we  will  be  vot- 
ing on  today.  His  2  years  as  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee  passing  historic 
telecommunications  and  now  securities 
legislation  will  have  him  being  looked 
back  at  as  the  one  Republican  who  un- 
derstood how  to  work  in  a  bipartisan 
fashion  during  this  2-year  period,  this 
brief  2-year  period  that  the  Repub- 
licans controlled  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. 

So  I  want  to  congratulate  the  gen- 
tleman so  much  for  the  incredible  job 
which  he  has  done  during  his  tenure  as 
the  chairman  of  this  subcommittee.  It 
is  indeed  remarkable  and  historic  in 
fact,  which  is  not  an  overstatement. 
Comprehensive  financial  moderniza- 
tion, as  some  of  our  colleagues  are 
painfully  aware,  can  be  tauntingly  elu- 
sive as  a  goal.  Yet  in  the  last  3  months, 
Chairman  Fields  has  given  us  all  a 
case  study  about  how  to  get  there. 

When  we  step  back  from  the  details 
and  examine  the  Bliley  amendment 
from  the  broad  perspective,  two  his- 
toric qualities  stand  out.  The  first  is 
how  far  we  have  come  in  a  relatively 
short  time.  Six  months  ago  we  were  on 
the  eve  of  a  huge  ideological  battle 
confronted  with  proposals  that  in  our 
judgment  would  have  caused  consider- 
able damage  to  markets,  to  companies, 
and  to  investors.  Included  among  them 
were  proposals  to  preempt  virtually 
every  aspect  of  independent  State  secu- 
rities regulation,  to  repeal  suitability 
requirements  that  protect  institutional 
investors  and  deter  deceitful  conduct, 
to  repeal  the  Williams  Act,  which  could 
have  encouraged  a  whole  new  round  of 
hostile  takeovers,  to  eliminate  vfr- 
tually  all  margin  requirements,  which 
could  have  fueled  all  sorts  of  undesir- 
able speculation  in  the  stock  markets 
at  the  worst  possible  time  when  the 
markets  were  already  at  record  highs. 

There  were  several  other  issues  as 
well.  In  every  one  of  these  areas,  we 
have  worked  diligently  to  make  ex- 
traordinary improvements  to  the  origi- 
nal proposals.  The  results  are  con- 
tained in  title  I.  Collectively  they  rep- 
resent a  balance  and  a  sensible,  rather 
than  a  rigid  and  ideological  approach 
to  modernization.  More  important, 
title  I  is  historic  because  it  includes  a 
truly  unprecedented  legislative  effort 
to  modernize  and  to  carefully  reallo- 
cate important  aspects  of  Federal  and 
State  securities  laws. 

Without  in  any  way  compromising 
our  longstanding  commitment  to  main- 
taining the  highest  possible  standard  of 


investor  protection,  as  anyone  involved 
in  its  drafting  knows,  modernizing 
State  securities  laws  is  an  extraor- 
dinarily sensitive  and  complex  subject. 
An  editorial  in  this  morning's  Boston 
Globe,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to 
the  statement  I  will  submit  for  the 
Record,  captured  this  delicacy.  While 
it  acknowledges  that,  quote. 

There  is  a  broad  agreement  among  the  in- 
dustry and  regulators  that  some  loosening  is 
in  order,  but  Congress  must  take  care  as  it 
balances  the  sometimes  conflicting  Interests 
of  free  markets  and  the  reality  of  those  who 
would  exploit  them. 

I  have  always  agreed  with  that  view 
personally  and  as  a  result  have  given  a 
tremendous  amount  of  thought  to  this 
particular  section  of  the  legislation, 
especially  careful  consideration  of  this 
section  was  necessary  in  part  because 
the  States  have  historically  filled  such 
a  profound  and  irreplaceable  role  in 
protecting  small  investors  from  fraud 
and  abuse.  Two  years  ago,  I  was  deeply 
honored  to  receive  an  investor  protec- 
tion award  from  the  Association  of 
State  Securities  Administrators,  the 
first  non-NASAA  North  American  Se- 
curities Administrator  member  to  ever 
receive  the  award. 

I  said  at  that  time  the  States  are  the 
ones  who  work  the  front  lines  and 
serve  as  the  Nation's  early  warning 
system  for  financial  fraud.  You  are  the 
ones  who  witness  most  closely  the  ter- 
rible consequences  of  these  frauds,  not 
just  the  frustration  and  the  anger  of 
having  been  robbed,  but  the  heartache 
and  the  tragedy  of  dreams  that  have 
been  stolen,  dreams  about  sending  a 
child  to  college  or  about  planning  for 
retirement  years.  Over  the  years,  your 
extraordinary  and  unwavering  commit- 
ment to  promoting  the  interests  of 
small  investors  has  made  NASA  a  pow- 
erful and  respected  and  necessary  pres- 
ence on  Capitol  Hill. 

The  Bliley  amendment  and  the  com- 
mittee report  that  accompanies  explic- 
itly provide  that  the  States  continue 
to  have  available  to  them  the  full  arse- 
nal of  powers  needed  to  investigate  and 
to  enforce  laws  against  fraud  and  to 
continue  their  ability  to  protect  the 
small  investor  of  this  country.  Simi- 
larly, the  committee  report  also  makes 
clear  that  nothing  in  this  legislation 
alters  or  affects  in  any  way  any  State 
statutory  or  common  laws  against 
fraud  or  deceit,  including  private  ac- 
tions brought  pursuant  to  such  laws. 

Such  a  provision  was  essential  to  pre- 
vent this  legislation  from  getting 
caught  up  in  the  disputes  that  sur- 
round that  issue.  In  several  other  way^, 
title  I  to  the  Bliley  amendment  largely 
strikes  the  proper  balance  between  pro- 
moting efficiency  and  growth  while  en- 
suring integrity  and  fairness. 

The  second  historic  quality  about  the 
Bliley  sumendment  is  that  it  includes 
the  first  significant  proposal  to  affect 
the  regulation  of  the  mutual  fund  in- 
dustry in  more  than  a  generation.  I  am 


proud  to  have  joined  with  Chairman 
Fields  and  Chairman  Bliley,  Mr.  Din- 
gell. and  others  as  an  original  cospon- 
sor  of  these  proposals,  jind  I  am  de- 
lighted that  Members  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Banking.  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs  have  also  taken  a  very 
strong  interest  in  them.  Most  impor- 
tant, this  part  of  the  legislation  recog- 
nizes the  fundamentally  national  char- 
acter of  the  fund  industry  by  assigning 
exclusive  responsibility  for  the  routine 
review  of  mutual  fund  offering  docu- 
ments and  related  sales  material  to  the 
SEC  and  the  NASD. 

Title  n  of  the  Bliley  amendment  also 
encourages  further  innovation  in  this 
industry  by  allowing  for  the  first  time 
documents  known  as  advertising 
prospectuses,  and  for  modestly  liberal- 
izing the  rules  for  fund  of  funds.  At  the 
same  time,  however,  the  Bliley  amend- 
ment also  recognizes  the  extraordinary 
and  rapidly  growing  importance  of  mu- 
tual fund  investments  to  the  financial 
health  of  average  Americans  by  con- 
tinuing to  permit  States  to  investigate 
sales  practice  abuses  and  other  types  of 
fraudulent  or  deceitful  activity. 

In  addition,  the  bill  recognizes  the 
critical  challenge  faicing  the  Securities 
and  Exchange  Commission,  which  must 
maintain  its  successful  record  of  over- 
seeing the  fund  industry  at  a  time 
when  mutual  funds  are  growing  expo- 
nentially and  the  industry  is  becoming 
more  diverse  and  complex.  Thus,  the 
Bliley  amendment  gives  the  Securities 
and  Exchange  Commission  the  author- 
ity to  obtain  information  it  must  have 
if  it  is  to  determine  accurately  whether 
funds  are  in  compliance  with  the  inves- 
tor protection  provisions  of  the  Federal 
law.  This  provision  has  been  carefully 
negotiated  with  the  Securities  and  Ex- 
change Commission  and  the  fund  indus- 
try, and  it  is  an  essential  part  of  the 
balance  of  the  bill  which  we  have  put 
together  today  which  ensures  that  the 
information  is  there  which  guarantees 
investor  protection. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  cannot  again  praise 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Bu- 
LEY]  and  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Dingell]  enough  for  their  leader- 
ship and  to  single  out  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Fields]  here  near  the 
end  of  his  final  year  in  Congress  for  his 
si)ecial  work  in  putting  together  this 
legislation  today. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  dose  by  thank- 
ing those  who  worked  tirelessly  to  bridge  the 
gap  that  divided  Democrats  and  Republicans 
on  these  important  issues. 

Before  condudmg,  I  also  believe  a  brief 
comment  is  due  about  the  fact  that  title  III  has 
been  induded  as  part  of  the  Bliley  amend- 
ment I  understand  that  this  legislatnn  has  al- 
ready passed  the  House,  arKJ  is  beirig  in- 
duded  with  this  bill  today  in  order  to  tadlitate 
a  conference  on  the  subject,  and  I  am  well 
aware  of  the  unnecessary  funding  fights  that 
have  hampered  and  demoralized  the  SEC  in 
recent  years.  But  I  believe  the  administratKXi 
has  raised  important  concerns  about  the  impli- 
cattons  of  the  authorization  bill  that  we  need  to 
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explore,  I  am  committed  to  working  with  the 
administration  to  see  if  we  can  somehow  rec- 
oncile the  important  competing  policy  consid- 
erations that  relate  to  this  issue. 

As  a  practical  matter,  this  bill  could  not  have 
reached  the  floor  today  without  the  tremen- 
dous commitment  of  time  and  energy  on  the 
part  of  our  staff:  Linda  Dallas  Rich  and  David 
Cavicke,  for  the  Republicans;  Consuela  Wash- 
ington, Jeff  Duncan,  and  Timothy  Forde,  for 
the  Denrocrats;  and  Steve  Cope,  our  excep- 
tionally talented  and  exceedingly  patient  legis- 
lative counsel.  Senior  staff  of  the  SEC.  under 
the  direction  and  with  the  encouragement  of 
Chaimian  Arthur  Levitt,  also  provided  us  with 
criticalty  important  assistance  at  key  times 
over  the  last  few  months.  All  are  to  be  com- 
mended for  an  extraorcfinary  job. 

Rnally,  I  doubt  that  we  would  have  reached 
this  consensus  without  the  good  faith  partici- 
pation of  the  States.  As  proposals  and  ideas 
have  been  floated  back  and  forth  atx>ut  how  to 
change  State  laws  and  regulations,  the  States 
have  always  responded  stoically — with  good 
humor  as  well  as  with  good  faith.  Neil  Sullivan 
and  Dee  Harris  have  provided  remarkable 
leadership  throughout  this  difficult  process.  I 
have  never  been  as  proud  of  this  group  as  I 
am  today. 

While  there  are  not  many  legislative  days 
left  in  this  sessbn  of  Congress,  I  still  think  that 
we  have  a  good  cfiance  of  seeing  much  of 
what  we  vote  on  here  today  enacted  into  law 
within  a  few  months.  That  remarkable  pros- 
pect woukj  not  have  been  possible  without  the 
leadership  of  Chairman  Buley,  Chairman 
Fields,  Ranking  Democrat  Dingell,  and  the 
steadfast  support  of  our  coHeagues  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle.  I  k>ok  fonA^rd  to  working 
with  them  to  secure  the  biirs  passage  through 
the  Senate  and  its  signature  by  the  President. 

Mr.  Speaker,  include  for  the  Record  the  fol- 
lowing artk:le. 

[From  the  Boston  Globe.  June  18, 1996] 
iMSECxnuTT  Regulation 

The  Massachusetts  congressional  delega- 
tion will  do  well  to  listen  to  the  concerns  of 
Secretary  of  State  William  Galvln  as  it  con- 
templates legislation  loosening  regulation  of 
securities  dealers. 

Although  there  is  broad  agreement  among 
the  Industry  and  regulators  that  some  loos- 
ening is  in  order— the  National  American  Se- 
curities Administrators  Association 
(NASAA)  hopes  that  a  suitable  bill  can  t>e 
drafted  during  the  current  session  of  Con- 
gress— Galvln  wants  a  more  thorough  review 
that  would  likely  push  action  into  the  nest 
session. 

Among  the  Issues  Galvln  and  his  NASAA 
colleagues  agree  are  troubling  would  be  re- 
laxing rules  for  unlicensed  broker  employees 
or  sales  agents  who  may  use  high-powered 
selling  tactics  to  entice  the  unwary  into  un- 
wise investments.  Many  such  sales  practices 
are  engaged  in  by  smaller  brokerage  Arms, 
involving  small  corporations  with  fewer 
shares,  which  create  markets  that  can  be 
volatile  and  even  treacherous.  These  compa- 
nies do  not  attract  the  institutional  interest 
that  is  Important  with  larger  stocks  in  es- 
tablishing more  financially  credible  pricing. 

The  US  Securities  and  Exchange  Commis- 
sion has  historically  relied  on  states  to  sup- 
plement Its  enforcement  activities  against 
shady  sales  practices  by  concentrating  on 
tnese  smaller  brokerages.  The  states'  task  is 
complicated  enough  already  by  the  tendency 


of  victims  to  be  embarrassed  at  having  t>een 
taken  In.  Galvln  is  worried  that  Congress 
will  prevent  states  from  taking  up  even 
those  cases  where  victims  do  protest. 

Those  worries  deserve  the  attention  of  the 
Industry,  whose  preponderantly  ethical 
members  are  Injured  by  the  misdeeds  of  a 
few  slick  dealers.  Congress  must  take  care  as 
it  balances  the  sometimes  conflicting  Inter- 
ests of  free  markets  and  the  reality  of  those 
who  would  exploit  them. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  Bliley.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  saeld  as 
much  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Fields], 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  who 
put  so  much  work  into  this  bill. 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
first  of  all,  I  would  be  remiss  if  I  did 
not  point  out  that  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Bliley]  is  once  again 
bringing  a  very  complex  piece  of  legis- 
lation to  the  floor  that  is  meaningful 
in  reform  and  it  is  bipartisan  in  nature. 

For  me  personally,  this  is  an  exciting 
day,  exciting  because  we  have  been 
able  to  negotiate  in  a  very  complex 
issue  area  with  bipartisan  cooperation, 
and  we  dramatically  reform  and  mod- 
ernize the  regulation  of  this  country's 
capital  markets.  I  would  be  less  than 
candid  if  I  did  not  say  that  part  of  my 
excitement  is  in  the  fact  that  we  were 
able  to  forge  and  pass  this  legislation 
when  everyone  said  that  it  could  not  be 
done,  and  we  were  told  earlier  that  our 
telecommunications  reform  legislation 
was  too  complex  and  too  contentious 
to  pass. 

With  each  of  these  difficult  subject 
matter  arejis,  the  gentleman  from  Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr.  Markey],  my  good 
friend  and  ranking  minority  member  of 
our  subcommittee,  and  I  were  able  to 
find  commonality  rather  than  par- 
tisanship, were  able  to  exercise  our 
personal  friendship  in  representing  our 
Members  and  our  constituencies  rather 
than  looking  for  political  points  to 
score. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  appreciate  all  the  nice 
things  that  the  gentleman  said  about 
me  just  a  moment  ago,  but  I  want  to 
say  "ditto"  so  that  the  gentleman  does 
not  get  one  up  in  terms  of  being  overly 
nice  with  his  compliments.  I  also  want 
to  say  that  we  shared  the  beliefs  of  in- 
vestor protection.  We  believed  that 
there  should  be  a  reliable,  secure,  and 
transparent  market. 

D  1500 

We  differed  on  a  few  points,  and 
agreed  to  disagree  and  consider  these 
points  of  difference  at  some  other  time. 
If  we  had  wanted  to  find  the  differences 
and  tear  this  legislation  apart,  we 
could  have  done  so. 

It  has  been  surprising  to  me  that 
many  in  our  capital  markets  have  yet 
to  appreciate  or  understand  what  this 
legislation  actually  accomplishes.  I 
think  this  stems  from  the  fact  that  the 
markets  are  not  accustomed  to  Con- 
gress being  proactive  instead  of  just  re- 


acting to  a  market  crisis  or  scandal.  To 
many,  it  has  not  sunk  in  yet  that  this 
legislation  dramatically  reforms  the 
1933,  1934,  and  1940  laws  relative  to  the 
securities  and  mutual  fund  industries. 

So  just  as  we  reformed  the  1934  Com- 
munications Act  and  brought  the  com- 
munications Industry  into  the  21st  cen- 
tury, so  too  are  we  reforming  the  secu- 
rities and  mutual  fund  industries  into 
the  21st  centui^r  in  an  era  of  modem 
regulation  without  compromising  one 
aspect  of  investor  protection. 

When  I  introduced  the  capital  mar- 
kets bill  back  in  July  of  last  year,  I 
said  you  have  to  begin  the  dialog  some- 
place. I  said  that  that  initial  bill  was  a 
work  in  progress.  And  to  the  credit  of 
my  subcommittee  members  who  origi- 
nally cosponsored  the  legislation  last 
July,  who,  along  with  me,  endured 
some  criticism,  they  never  wavered  in 
their  belief  that  our  capital  markets 
needed  to  be  reformed  and  modernized, 
and  we  never  lost  our  resolve  to  come 
to  this  day,  and  we  were  encouraged  to 
see  some  of  the  things  that  happened 
once  the  debate  was  begun  just  with 
the  introduction  of  the  bill. 

Chairman  Levitt  gave  a  speech  in 
Vancouver  which  I  think  will  go  down 
as  one  of  the  most  significant  events  in 
the  modernization  of  our  capital  mar- 
kets regulatory  regime,  when  he  sug- 
gested that  there  were  problems  in  du- 
plicative regulation  at  the  State  and 
Federal  level.  Then  the  SEC  began  to 
recommend  eliminating  unnecessary 
and  redundant  regulations.  Margin  re- 
form was  acted  upon  by  the  Federal 
Reserve.  A  memorandum  of  under- 
standing was  entered  into  by  the  SEC, 
the  exchanges,  and  the  National  Asso- 
ciation of  Secuiities  Dealers  to  stream- 
line the  examination  of  broker  dealers. 
Many  say  that  these  reforms  would  not 
have  happened  or  would  have  come 
about  much  slower  if  the  dialog  had 
not  been  initiated. 

So  today  we  bring  to  the  House  a 
very  complex  piece  of  dramatic  reform 
legislation,  in  a  complex  subject  mat- 
ter area,  but,  again,  with  broad  biparti- 
san support  and  effort. 

In  the  most  simplistic  of  terms,  this 
legrislatlon  does  the  following:  Invest- 
ment company  securities  sold  in  the 
secondary  market  and  many  securities 
exempt  from  Federal  registration  will 
be  subject  to  a  single  national  regu- 
latory system.  In  addition,  securities 
sold  by  the  cream  of  the  small  cap 
companies,  companies  with  assets  of  at 
least  SIC  million  and  2  years  of  oper- 
ations, win  be  subject  only  to  Federal 
regulation. 

This  bill  recognizes  that  we  have  en- 
tered the  information  age  and  requires 
the  SEC  to  report  to  Congress  on  the 
steps  taken  to  facilitate  the  electronic 
delivery  of  prospectuses. 

We  give  a  general  grant  of  exemptive 
authority  to  the  SEC  under  both  the 
1933  and  1934  acts  to  eliminate  rules 
and  regulations  that  no  longer  serve  a 
legitimate  purpose. 
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We  require  the  SEC  when  promulgat- 
ing a  rule  or  granting  an  exemption  to 
consider  efficiency,  promotion  of  cap- 
ital formation,  and  competition  as  cri- 
teria in  addition  to  investor  protec- 
tion. We  require  the  SEC  to  examine 
proposals  for  the  privatization  of 
EDGAR. 

I  want  to  stop  just  a  moment  and 
give  special  credit  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York,  Dan  Frisa,  who  not 
only  worked  tirelessly  on  this  provi- 
sion, but  authored  the  definitive  docu- 
ment on  EDGAR  and  the  SEC's  infor- 
mation management  system. 

In  title  n  we  permit  all  mutual  fund 
companies  to  create  a  fund  of  funds.  We 
permit  mutual  funds  to  advertise  more 
Information  than  Is  permitted  under 
current  law.  We  also  preempt  the  State 
from  duplicative  State  regulations, 
recognizing  that  this  is  a  national  mar- 
ketplace and  our  companies  are  com- 
peting in  a  global  way. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  brief  and  cursory 
explanation  does  not  do  justice  to  the 
historic  reform  that  this  legislation 
represents.  This  House  should  be  proud 
of  what  we  are  accomplishing  today. 
The  House  should  be  proud  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia,  Chairman  Bu- 
ley, for  moving  this  bill  forward  in  the 
way  that  he  did.  It  should  be  proud  of 
the  ranking  minority  member  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Dingell]  who  has  al- 
ways been  willing  to  work  in  a  positive 
and  bipartisan  manner  with  all  of  the 
Members  of  our  committee. 

But,  again,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  be 
remiss  if  I  did  not  give  special  credit 
and  focus  on  my  good  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts,  Ed  Mar- 
key,  who  came  to  my  office  2  nights  be- 
fore we  were  to  mark  up  the  capital 
markets  bill  in  the  subcommittee,  and 
we  sat  together  for  2  hours  as  we  nego- 
tiated the  bill.  It  was  in  those  2  hours 
as  we  negotiated  the  bill.  It  was  in 
those  2  hours,  without  staff,  that 
through  our  friendship,  we  found  com- 
monality, to  serve  the  Interests  of  our 
constituents  and  the  people  who  will  be 
affected  by  this  reform,  the  Investors 
of  this  country,  and  the  capital  mar- 
kets community. 

I  would  be  further  remiss  if  I  did  not 
acknowledge  the  hard  work  and  per- 
sonal engagement  of  Chairman  Arthur 
Levitt.  Without  his  personal  efforts  we 
would  not  be  poised  to  pass  this  his- 
toric legislation.  I  believe  Chali-man 
Levitt  will  go  down  as  one  of  the  great- 
est. If  not  the  greatest,  SEC  chairman 
that  has  ever  served  our  country  in 
that  capacity. 

Finally,  I  must  give  credit  to  a  staff 
who  took  what  Mr.  Markey  and  I  ini- 
tially agreed  upon,  put  It  in  legislative 
language  for  the  subcommittee,  further 
refined  it  at  the  full  committee,  and 
then  brought  us  to  this  point  today. 
Special  thanks  to  David  Cavicke, 
Linda  Rich,  Brian  McCullough,  and  on 
the  minority  staff  Jeff  Duncan,  Tim 
Ford,  and  Consuela  Washington.  And, 


of  course,  a  special  thanks  to  Christy 
Strawman  on  my  personal  staff,  and  a 
special  thanks  to  the  greatest  drafts- 
man in  the  House.  Steve  Cope. 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  Dingell],  the  ranking  Demo- 
crat on  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  legislation  and  urge  its 
passage  by  the  House. 

The  bill  has  come  a  long  way  since 
title  I  was  originally  proposed  last 
July  as  H.R.  2131.  It  was  controversial 
legislation  then  which  would  have, 
amongst  other  things,  repealed  the 
Trust  Indenture  Act  and  key  protec- 
tions under  the  Williams  Act  and  Fed- 
eral margin  provisions,  negated  anti- 
fraud  protections  and  suitability  obli- 
gations on  broker  dealers  to  institu- 
tional Investors,  and  decimated  securi- 
ties regulation  and  enforcement  at  the 
State  level.  That  bill,  thank  heaven,  is 
not  this  bill. 

With  that,  I  wish  to  commend  my 
good  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Fields),  the  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee, and  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Markey],  for  their 
outstanding  efforts  in  reforming  that 
legislation  into  something  we  could  re- 
joice in  and  pass  today.  I  want  to  again 
commend  Mr.  Fields,  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia,  Mr.  Bliley,  the  chair- 
man of  the  Committee  on  Commerce, 
for  working  with  Members  on  this  side 
of  the  aisle,  the  Securities  and  Ex- 
change Commission.  State  securities 
regulators,  and  the  securities  Industry 
to  write  the  balanced  legislation  that 
we  consider  today. 

I  will  express  my  personal  thanks  to 
the  gentleman  fi"om  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Markey]  for  his  important  leader- 
ship on  and  contributions  to  this  bill. 

Others  will  be  describing  the  floor 
amendment  in  great  detail.  There  are  a 
few  points  I  would  like  to  make.  In  his 
November  30,  1995,  testimony  before 
our  committee,  a  great  and  decent  man 
and  an  outstanding  regulator.  Chair- 
man Levitt,  stated  that:  "'State  securi- 
ties regulators  play  an  essential  role  in 
the  regulation  of  the  U.S.  securities  in- 
dustry. State  regulators  are  often  the 
first  line  of  defense  against  developing 
problems.  They  are  the  'local  cops'  on 
the  beat  who  can  quickly  detect  and  re- 
spond to  violations  of  law." 

I  strongly  agree  with  those  senti- 
ments. Nothing  that  we  do  in  this  leg- 
islation should  undercut  the  authority 
and  ability  of  States  to  detect  and  take 
action  against  securities  fraud  and 
sales  practice  abuses.  I  will  continue  to 
work  on  this  issue  In  conference  with 
the  Senate. 

While  I  support  the  bill's  grant  of  ex- 
emptive authority  to  the  SEC  under 
the  Securities  Act  of  1933  and  the  Secu- 
rities Exchange  Act  of  1934.  I  want  it 
olearly  imderstood  that  this  bill  does 
not  grant  the  SEC  the  authority  to 


grant  exemptions  from  the  antifraud 
provisions  of  either  act.  In  determining 
the  public  interest.  Congress  has  ex- 
pressed the  public  interest  through  the 
express  provisions  of  law  that  it  has 
enacted.  The  SEC  may  not  administra- 
tively repeal  these  provisions  by  use  of 
the  new  exemptive  authority. 

I  support  responsible  efforts  to  re- 
form and  modernize  the  securities  laws 
consistent  with  the  maintenance  of  in- 
vestor protections  and  the  trans- 
parency, integrity,  and  fairness  of  the 
U.S.  securities  markets.  Our  capital 
markets  run  on  investor  confidence, 
and  that  confidence  will  disappear,  and 
the  liquidity  and  efficiency  of  our  mar- 
kets will  be  seriously  impaii-ed,  if  in- 
vestors believe  that  we  are  ttiming  the 
hen-house  sentry  posts  over  to  the 
foxes  or  abolishing  half  the  sentry 
posts  at  a  time  of  Increases  poaching. 
For  example,  yesterday's  Wall  Street 
Journal  [Investigators  Tie  Brokers  To 
Bribes.  Monday.  June  17,  1996.  at  CI]  re- 
ported that  dozens  of  stockbrokers 
JLTOund  the  country  are  suspected  of 
taking  hidden  payments  from  promot- 
ers to  sell  stocks  to  their  customers. 
The  March  1996  report  of  the  SEC-SRO- 
State  Joint  Regulatory  Sales  Practice 
Sweep  found  that:  one-fifth  of  the  ex- 
an^nations  resulted  in  enforcement  re- 
ferrals and  an  additional  one-fourth  of 
the  examinations  resulted  in  the 
issuance  of  letters  of  caution  of  defi- 
ciency letters;  almost  one-half  of  the 
branches  that  engage  in  some  type  of 
cold  calling  evidence  cold-calling  viola- 
tions or  deficiencies;  supervisoi^  in 
many  of  the  branches  examined  con- 
duct Inadequate  or  no  routine  review  of 
registered  representatives'  customer 
service  transactions  to  detect  sales 
practice  abuses;  and  many  of  the 
branches  examined  utilized  only  mini- 
mum hiring  procedures  and  some  of 
these  are  willing  to  employ  registered 
reps  with  a  history  of  disciplinary  ac- 
tions or  customer  complaints. 

SEC  resources  are  also  an  important 
part  of  this  enforcement  equation. 
Title  in  of  the  floor  amendment  in- 
cludes the  text  of  the  SEC  reauthoriza- 
tion bill  that  passed  the  House  unani- 
mously in  march  of  this  year.  As  I  un- 
dei^tand  it,  the  inclusion  of  this  title 
is  Intended  to  facilitate  good  faith  ne- 
gotiations between  the  House,  Senate, 
and  0MB  to  resolve  longstanding  ques- 
tions about  SEC  fees.  Although  the  ad- 
ministration supports  other  provisions 
of  H.R.  3005.  it  has  expressed  serious 
concerns  with  reauthorization  provi- 
sions that  would  reduce  or  eliminate 
the  use  of  increased  securities  registra- 
tion and  transaction  fees  for  general- 
fund  purposes.  I  intend  to  continue  to 
work  with  the  administration  to  ad- 
dress their  concerns  with  this  provi- 
sion, and  hope  my  colleagues  on  the 
Majority  side  wlU  join  in  the  effort  to 
get  a  cooperative  resolution  of  this 
issue. 

Also  I  wanted  to  just  observe  that 
this  House  is  going  to  seriously  miss 
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my  fWend  from  Texas,  Mr.  FnxDS, 
when  he  goes.  He  has  been  a  distin- 
guished Member  of  this  body,  a  fine 
chairman  of  this  subcommittee,  a  valu- 
able friend  of  mine,  a  responsible  and 
decent  Member  of  this  body,  and  I  am 
pleased  that  he  is  not  yet  leaving  us.  I 
do  want  the  Record  to  show  the  high 
regard  in  which  I  hold  the  fine  gen- 
tleman from  Texas. 

Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  OXLEY],  the  vice 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  OXLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  never  in  our  wildest 
dreams  could  we  imagine  we  would  be 
on  the  floor  today  on  a  suspension  cal- 
endar to  pass  H.R.  3005.  the  securities 
amendments  of  1996. 1  want  to  pay  trib- 
ute to  the  gentleman  from  Texas, 
Chairman  Fields,  for  his  great  leader- 
ship, as  well  as  the  chairman  of  the  full 
committee,  the  gentleman  from  Vir- 
ginia, Mr.  Bi.n.KY.  along  with  our  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts, Ed  Market,  the  ranking  member 
of  the  subcommittee,  and  the  ranking 
member,  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan, Mr.  Ddjgell,  for  their  hard  work, 
and  also  to  Chairman  Levitt  for  provid- 
ing the  kind  of  leadership  at  the  SEC 
that  we  have  come  to  expect  from  that 
flne  gentleman.  This  bill  is  a  product  of 
the  work  that  all  of  the  aforemen- 
tioned gentlemen  put  in  on  this  very 
Important  bill. 

Times  are  changing  and  the  way 
Americans  invest  are  changing.  The 
laws  regarding  securities  and  mutual 
fund  policies  must  change  as  well.  Ac- 
cording to  the  Fed,  in  1980  the  average 
American  household  had  one-third  of 
its  liquid  assets  in  securities.  By  1995  it 
had  two-thirds  of  its  liquid  assets  in  se- 
curities. 

For  once.  Congress  is  taking  positive 
action  In  the  area  of  securities  law  and 
not  reacting  to  a  crisis  or  to  a  scandal. 
The  bill  is  designated  to  promote  cap- 
ital formation,  efficiency  and  competi- 
tion, without  compromising  the  integ- 
rity of  our  confidence  in  the  financial 
marketplace.  The  bill  repeals  or 
amends  sections  of  the  Securities  Act 
of  1933,  the  SEC  Act  of  1934.  and  the  In- 
vestment Company  Act  of  1940.  The  bill 
creates  a  national  system  of  securities 
regulation,  eliminating  duplication  in 
State  and  Federal  regulation  for  ex- 
change listed  securities,  securities  of- 
ferings to  qualified  investors,  and  mu- 
tual funds.  This  will  lower  the  adminis- 
trative and  regulatory  costs  to  inves- 
tors across  the  country  and  increase 
returns  to  mutual  funds  and  other  sav- 
ings vehicles. 

On  the  issue  of  institutional  suit- 
ability, let  me  say  during  our  hearings 
we  heard  from  three  former  SEC  com- 
missioners, the  Public  Securities  Ad- 
ministration, the  PSA,  and  others  in 
the  private  sector  on  the  need  for  re- 
form. We  plan  to  pursue  that  issue  in 
the  next  Congress. 


D  1515 
Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington, Mr.  Rick  White,  a  valued  mem- 
ber of  the  committee. 

Mr.  WHITE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding  me  this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  2  years  ago,  I  was  a 
business  lawyer,  now  I  am  a  humble 
freshman  Member  of  Congress.  I  would 
have  to  say  that  it  has  been  a  great 
privilege  to  serve  on  this  subcommit- 
tee and  this  committee,  where  we  have 
actually  gotten  some  important  things 
done  during  this  Congress. 

It  has  been  my  privilege  to  serve 
with  the  gentleman  from  Virginia, 
Chairman  Bliley,  the  gentleman  flrom 
Texas,  Jack  Fields,  the  subcommittee 
chairman,  and  with  the  ranking  mem- 
bers, the  gentleman  from  Michigan, 
John  Dingell,  and  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts,  Edward  Markey,  espe- 
cially on  this  bill,  where  we  were  able 
to  work  together  and  do  something 
that  really  needed  to  be  done. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  fact  is,  as  we  heard 
so  many  times  during  the  hearings  on 
this  bill,  the  United  States  right  now 
has  the  best  capital  markets  in  the 
world.  But  I  remember  my  days  when  I 
was  a  lawyer,  it  was  only  2  years  ago, 
and  I  dabbled  in  securities  law  at  that 
time.  And  in  my  office,  right  down  the 
hall  were  the  real  securities  lawyers  in 
my  firm,  and  I  well  remember  the  days 
when  those  securities  lawyers  and  the 
people  working  for  them  would  be  tear- 
ing out  their  hair  and  rending  their 
garments  because  of  all  the  regulations 
and  hoops  they  had  to  jump  through  in 
order  to  get  a  securities  offering  done. 

The  fact  is,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  price  of 
liberty  is  eternal  vigilance,  and  that 
maxim  applies  in  the  securities  market 
just  like  in  every  place  else.  The  great 
thing  about  this  bill  is  that  it  modern- 
izes our  securities  laws  and  puts  them 
in  line  for  what  we  are  going  to  need  in 
the  21st  century. 

One  of  the  main  problems  we  have 
had,  and  one  of  the  things  that  I  no- 
tices when  I  was  a  lawyer,  is  that  when 
we  want  to  issue  a  big  securities  offer- 
ing, not  only  do  we  have  to  get  ap- 
proval from  Washington,  DC,  we  have 
to  get  approval  from  52  States  and 
other  offices  in  order  to  get  that  secu- 
rities offering  approved.  That  was  one 
of  the  reasons  that  the  lawyers  down 
the  hall  from  me  would  tear  out  their 
hair  whenever  they  had  to  go  through 
this  process. 

Our  bill  fixes  that.  For  large  offer- 
ings, there  is  one  market  from  now  on. 
It  streamlines  it,  makes  it  make  a  lot 
more  sense.  Our  bill  also  tries  to  bring 
us  into  the  21st  century  Is  providing  in- 
formation to  investors.  Right  now,  the 
law  says  we  have  to  provide  Investors 
with  a  big  thick  book  every  time  we 
are  to  issue  a  securities  offering.  But  in 
the  future,  if  the  SEC  allows  us  to  do 
that,  we  will  be  able  to  do  it  by  the 
Internet  or  fax  or  some  other  elec- 


tronic means.  That  is  getting  us  ready 
for  the  21st  century. 

The  fact  is,  Mr.  Speaker,  our  job  is 
not  over.  We  have  some  more  work  we 
need  to  be  beyond  this  bill  to  bring  our 
securities  in  line  with  the  21st  century, 
but  it  is  a  good  step  in  the  right  direc- 
tion, I  am  proud  to  be  a  part  of  it,  and 
I  urge  all  my  colleagues  to  vote  for  this 
bill. 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time  in  which 
to  close  the  debate. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  I  would  like  to  do 
is  thank  those  who  helped  to  bridge  the 
gaps  between  the  Democrats  and  Re- 
publicans in  making  this  legislation 
possible;  because,  as  a  practical  mat- 
ter, this  bill  could  not  have  become 
law,  reached  the  floor  today,  without  a 
tremendous  amount  of  dedication  and 
hard  work  on  the  part  of  many  people. 
But  a  small  number  deserve  to  be  espe- 
cially singled  out,  and  I  begin  with 
Linda  Dallas  Rich  and  David  Cavicke 
and  Kristy  Strahman,  who  served  the 
majority  extremely  well  over  this  past 
year  and  a  half  in  bringing  this  bill  to 
this  place. 

On  the  Democratic  side,  without  the 
historic  work  of  Consulea  Washington 
and  Jeff  Duncan  and  Tim  Forde,  who 
dedicated  personally  this  last  year  and 
a  h>*lf  to  this  particular  piece  of  legis- 
lation, we  could  not  have  been  here. 

And  to  Steve  Cope,  our  exceptionally 
talented  and  exceedingly  patient  legis- 
lative counsel,  the  senior  staff  of  the 
Securities  and  Exchange  Commission, 
under  the  direction  of  our  very  distin- 
guished chairman,  Arthur  Levitt,  who 
provided  us  with  critically  important 
assistance  at  key  times  over  the  last 
few  months,  all  are  to  be  commended 
for  an  extraordinary  job. 

Finally,  I  doubt  we  would  have 
reached  the  consensus  without  the 
good  faith  participation  of  the  States. 
As  proposals  and  ideas  have  been  float- 
ed back  and  forth  about  how  to  change 
State  laws  and  regulations,  the  States 
have  always  responded  stoically,  with 
good  humor  as  well  as  with  good  faith. 
Nell  Sullivan  and  Dee  Harris  have  pro- 
vided remarkable  leadership  through- 
out this  difficult  process.  I  have  never 
been  as  proud  of  that  group  as  I  am 
here  today. 

While  there  are  not  many  legislative 
days  left  in  this  session  of  Congress,  I 
still  think  that  we  have  a  good  chance 
of  seeing  much  of  what  we  vote  on 
there  today  enacted  into  law  within 
the  next  couple  of  months.  That  re- 
markable prospect  would  not  have  been 
possible  without  the  leadership  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia,  Chairman 
Bliley.  and  of  the  ranking  minority 
leader,  the  gentleman  from  Michigan, 
John  Dingell,  of  the  Committee  on 
Commerce.  Their  historic  roles  in  secu- 
rities legislation  in  very  well  known 
and  appreciated. 

And  especially,  as  has  been  noted 
several    times    before,    to    my    good 


June  18,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


14283 


friend,  the  gentleman  from  Texas,  Jack 
Fields,  of  this  subcommittee,  who  has 
worked  long  and  hard  to  bring  this  his- 
toric piece  of  legislation  here  to  the 
floor. 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARKEY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas. 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
appreciate  all  of  the  gentleman's  kind 
remarks.  I  think  it  is  refreshing  for  the 
public  and  the  country  at  large  to  see 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  working  in  an 
extremely  complex  issue  area,  working 
together  and  finding  commonality. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to  say  on  behalf 
of  the  gentleman  that  he  made  this 
process  a  dialog,  creating  that  oppor- 
tunity for  us  to  discuss  and  find  where 
we  could  agree,  and  helped  bring  us  to 
this  important  day  today.  Certainly  I 
think  it  is  historic,  and  I  just  want  to 
compliment  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  I  thank  the  gentleman, 
and  I  look  forward  to  its  passage  in  the 
Senate  and  to  the  President's  signature 
on  this  bill  as  well,  which  is  the  only 
appropriate  ending  to  this. 

Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  how  much 
time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Weller).  The  gentleman  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Bliley]  has  3  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  30  seconds. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BLILEY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  hate  to 
get  in  the  middle  of  this  exchange  of 
roses,  but  our  State  Corporation  Com- 
mission in  Virginia,  that  I  am  sure  the 
chairman  is  very  much  aware  of,  has 
some  concerns  in  that  we  essentially 
wipe  out  of  a  lot  of  the  State  laws.  I 
can  understand  why  we  do.  but  they 
are  very  much  afraid  that  they  will  not 
have  the  time  to  go  through  their  leg- 
islative ajid  rulemaking  process  be- 
cause they  now  require  regulation  fees 
and  the  filing  of  notice  of  mutual  fund 
shares.  And  they  are  afraid  as  well  that 
without  doing  so.  they  will  not  have 
sufficient  enforcement  authority  under 
their  current  State  law.  Can  the  chair- 
man assure  us  that  it  will  be  worked 
out? 

Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  they  have  all  of  that  en- 
forcement authority  and  they  retain 
their  fees. 

Mr.  MORAN.  They  retain  their  fees 
and  enforcement  authority. 

Mr.  BLILEY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MORAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  putting  that  on  the 
record. 

Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  30 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Lazio]  for  the  purpose  of  a 
colloquy. 

Mr.  LAZIO  of  New  York.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding 
me  this  time. 


As  the  chairman  knows,  there  are 
about  20  Members  of  Congress,  includ- 
ing the  gentleman  from  New  York. 
Congressman  Dan  Frisa.  who  have  ex- 
pressed deep  concerns  about 
preferencing  on  securities  exchanges. 
Preferencing  enables  broker-dealers  to 
take  the  other  side  of  their  own  cus- 
tomer orders,  to  the  exclusion  of  com- 
peting market  interest.  It  is  a  de  facto 
form  of  collusion.  Perferencing  was  not 
permitted  on  securities  exchanges  until 
1991.  when  the  Cincinnati  Stock  Ex- 
change began  a  preferencing  pilot  pro- 
gram. 

I  want  to  address  this  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas,  if  I  can.  and  ask 
him  if  in  the  course  of  deliberation,  as 
the  bill  moves  forward  in  the  con- 
ference process,  if  he  would  work  with 
me  and  the  others  who  are  interested 
in  this  subject  to  ensure  that  this  issue 
is  addressed? 

Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Fields]  for 
a  brief  comment. 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
want  to  respond  to  the  gentleman  that 
it  is  my  intent  to  work  with  all  Mem- 
bers of  the  House  and  develop  the  best 
possible  piece  of  legislation  that  can  be 
developed. 

Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  how  much 
time  remains? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia  [Mr.  Bliley]  has 
2  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin, Mr.  Toby  Roth,  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Financial 
Services. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  my 
friend,  the  chairman,  for  yielding  me 
this  time  and  I  congratulate  him  and 
the  other  members  of  this  conmilttee 
who  have  done  such  a  fine  job  on  this 
bill. 

I  have  listened  attentively  to  the  de- 
bate here  this  afternoon.  This  is  a  good 
bill  and  I  hope  everyone  votes  for  it.  I 
did  have  a  question  about  the  States 
and  how  they  will  be  impacted  and  we 
heard  that  in  the  debate  here  before. 
This  bill  will  eliminate  any  duplica- 
tions between  State  and  Federad  regu- 
lations governing  mutual  funds  and 
other  security  activities. 

Mr.  Speaker,  serving  on  the  Commit- 
tee on  Banking  and  Financial  Services. 
I  have  had  a  great  deal  of  interest  in 
legislation  like  this.  The  measure  be- 
fore us  is  not  perfect,  but  it  is  going  be- 
cause it  has  been  scaled  down  a  long 
way  from  the  controversial  changes 
that  it  first  had,  but  this  is  a  good 
piece  of  legislation. 

Even  though  this  legislation  pre- 
empts some  State  powers  over  securi- 
ties, the  bill  would  preserve  a  signifi- 
cant role  for  the  State  regulators.  For 
example,  the  State  would  no  longer 
have  jurisdiction  over  mutual  funds, 
and  the  bill  would  scale  back  State  reg- 


ulation securities  offerings,  substitut- 
ing Securities  and  Exchange  Commis- 
sion for  a  dual  State-Federal  system  in 
place.  But.  on  the  other  hand,  this  is  a 
good  bill,  it  is  a  well  balanced  bill,  and 
I  hope  we  all  vote  for  it. 

Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  1 
minute,  the  balance  of  my  time,  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Frisa], 
a  member  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  FRISA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank  the 
chairman  for  yielding  me  this  time, 
and  I  would  like  to  take  this  oppor- 
tunity in  joining  with  my  colleagues 
from  both  sides  of  the  aisle  in  acknowl- 
edging the  tremendous  leadership  that 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia.  Chair- 
man Bliley.  of  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce, has  exhibited  in  this  case  to 
bring  both  sides  together  in  a  very 
complex  issue,  which,  most  impor- 
tantly, will  benefit  the  investors,  all  of 
them,  the  individual  families  who  in- 
vest as  well  as  the  large  pools  of  money 
that  invest:  because,  really.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, those  investors  are  the  few  that 
drive  the  engine  of  the  American  econ- 
omy by  investing  in  the  stock  market 
their  hard-earned  money  so  that  cor- 
porations will  have  the  fimds  to  invest 
in  capital  and  in  jobs.  I  think  it  rep- 
resents yet  another  victory  for  the  peo- 
ple and  for  the  Committee  on  Com- 
merce in  crafting  this  bipartisan  legis- 
lation. 

I  think  it  is  also  important.  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  acknowledge  that  the 
chairman  of  the  Securities  and  Ex- 
change Commission.  Arthur  Levitt,  has 
worked  with  us  as  well  in  order  to  craft 
this  agreement.  And  I  think,  finally, 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Fields],  the  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee, who  I  have  been  pleased  to 
work  with,  and  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Markey].  the  rank- 
ing member  of  the  subcommittee,  have 
provided  leadership  as  well. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  say  to  the  gentlenum 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Bliley]  and  to  all 
the  others,  this  entire  House  can  be 
proud  of  this  legislation.  I  urge  Its 
adoption. 

Mr.  HASTERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  glad  to 
see  consensus  has  been  reached  to  move 
ahead  with  bipartisan  legislation  that  will  equip 
America's  capital  markets  to  compete  in  the 
global  marketplace.  The  changes  in  this  bill 
will  uttiniatsiy  make  it  easier  for  busir>ess  peo- 
ple and  investors  all  over  this  Nation  to  reach 
the  American  Dream. 

We  all  know  that  communications  tech- 
nologies have  made  the  world  a  smaHer  place. 
People  and  businesses  kx>king  for  capital,  or 
those  lookir)g  to  Invest,  are  now  able  to  shop 
around  the  world.  They  took  for  those  markets 
that  provide  the  highest  degree  of  integrity, 
transparency,  and  liquidity,  but  do  not  require 
unnecessary  or  burdensome  red  tape. 

H.R.  3005  makes  commonsense  changes  to 
a  system  that  today,  makes  the  cost  of  capftal 
generation  unnecessarily  high  and  overbur- 
dens the  Secunties  aruJ  Exchange  Commis- 
sk)n.  The  most  fundamental  char>ge  provides 
efficierx:y  by  divtding  firtancial  instruments  into 
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those  that  are  national  in  scope  and  those  that 
are  not.  This  allows  the. SEC  to  focus  its  re- 
sources as  the  sole  regulator  of  larger,  na- 
tional offerings,  while  the  States  will  carry  out 
the  crucial  role  of  regulating  smaller  offerings. 
This  change  enables  regulators  to  concentrate 
on  ttiose  instruments  they  are  best  suited  to 
oversee.  At  the  same  time,  eliminating  dupli- 
cative registration  requirements  will  reduce  the 
cost  of  raising  capital.  Thus,  more  companies 
will  be  able  to  create  jobs,  pay  out  higher  divi- 
dends, and  further  expand  their  business. 

These  are  the  tangible  effects  of  the  bill  we 
are  addressing  today.  Thus,  this  bill  moves 
entrepreneurs  and  investors  one  step  doser  to 
fulfilling  the  American  Dream.  Congress  can 
and  should  continue  to  enact  legislation  that 
provides  hope  to  the  citizens  of  this  Nation. 

Mrs.  COLLINS  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker,  dur- 
ing three  hearings  held  on  securities  amend- 
ments, the  Commerce  Committee  heard  sup- 
port for  sensible,  targeted  efforts  to  reform 
Federal  securities  laws  to  promote  greater  effi- 
der>cy  and  capital  formation  in  U.S.  financial 
markets.  We  also  heard  from  a  number  of  wit- 
nesses, induding  Securities  and  Exchange 
Commissk>n  Chairman  Arthur  Levitt,  who 
urged  us  to  proceed  carefully  and  cautiously, 
keeping  in  mind  the  fact  that  investor  con- 
fideiKe  and  consumer  protection  must  not  in 
any  way  be  compromised  in  this  undertaking. 
I  agree  fully.  I  was  extremely  pleased  that  a 
bipartisan  agreement  was  reached  that  heed- 
ed Chairman  Levitf  s  sage  device. 

As  we  all  know,  U.S.  capital  markets  are  the 
strongest  finandal  markets  in  the  world. 
Today,  nearly  one-third  of  all  families  in  the 
Nation  have  a  portion  of  their  savings  invested 
in  stocks,  bonds,  and  mutual  funds  in  order  to 
ensure  a  better  hjture  for  themselves  and  their 
k>ved  ones.  These  investors  have  trust  in  their 
investments  because  our  regulatory  system 
has  proven  benefidal  in  protecting  individuals 
from  fraud  and  abuse  perpetuated  by  unscru- 
pulous brokers  and  dealers.  We  will  be  pre- 
serving and  strengthening  this  trust  with  the 
legislation  we  conskjer  before  us  today. 

This  legislation  will  maintain  the  authority  of 
State  securities  regulators  to  police  wrong- 
doing. In  addition,  the  legislation  in  its  current 
form  ensures  that  the  SEC  mandate  to  protect 
American  investors  and  the  publk:  interest  as 
well  as  the  kxig-tenm  stability  of  our  major 
markets  remains  intact.  This  is  a  most  impor- 
tant point.  While  there  is  room  to  fine  tune  the 
regulatory  functions  of  the  SEC.  reforms  must 
never  be  structured  in  such  a  way  that  they 
undermine  consumer  confidence. 

This  bill,  H.R.  2005,  does  not  seek  to  great- 
ly limit  inspections  of  brokerage  firms  who 
have  violated  SEC  mles  or  relieve  firms  of  li- 
ability for  recommending  unsuitably  risky  In- 
vestments to  institutional  dients.  The  bill  also 
modifies  prevkius  language  that  woukj  have 
eliminated  the  requirement  in  current  law  that 
Investors  t>e  sent  a  prospectus  and  informed 
of  the  risks  they  face  before  they  buy  newly 
offered  securities  by  requiring  the  SEC  to 
move  forward  with  its  study  of  this  issue. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  undoubtedly  a  need  to 
monitor  mutual  fund  regulation  to  fully  account 
for  the  constantly  evolving  size,  complexity, 
and  investment  opportunities  of  our  Natk>n's  fi- 
nancial markets.  While  mutual  funds  have 
grown   by   more   than   20   percent   annually 


throughout  the  1980's  and  Into  the  1990's, 
Congress  has  not  addressed  the  issue  of  fund 
regulation  since  1970.  This  bill  updates  our 
securities  laws. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  H.R.  3005. 

Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  May  9, 
1996,  18  of  my  colleagues  and  I  wrote  to  the 
SEC  to  express  our  strong  concern  atxjut  the 
SEC's  order  giving  permanent  approval  to  a 
preferencing  program  on  the  Cindnnati  Stock 
Exchange,  the  CSE.  Anrong  the  important 
issues  raised  in  the  letter  was  the  adequacy  of 
the  CSE's  surveillance  system. 

Preferendng  enables  a  broker-dealer  to 
take  the  other  side  of  its  own  customer  order, 
to  the  exduskjn  of  the  other  competing  market 
interest.  Because  preferendng  presents  a 
broker-dealer  with  a  conflict  between  its  duty 
to  its  customer  as  a  broker  and  its  finandal 
self-interest  as  a  dealer,  an  effective  surveil- 
lance system  is  espedally  important.  Among 
the  unanswered  questions  aibout  the  CSE 
preferencing  program  is  whether  the  CSE's 
surveillance  system  can  ensure  that  dealers 
taking  the  other  side  of  their  customers'  orders 
fulfill  their  fiduciary  obligations  to  achieve  the 
best  price  for  their  customers.  Given  the 
SEC's  traditional  emphasis  on  Investor  protec- 
tkxi,  it  is  surprising  that  the  order  approving 
the  CSE  preferendng  program  does  not  ad- 
dress this  issue. 

Mr.  Speaker,  today  we  take  up  H.R.  3005, 
the  securities  amendments  of  1996.  This  legis- 
lation does  not  address  the  issue  of 
preferencing  but  I  understand  that  similar  leg- 
islatkjn  In  the  other  body  may  contain  a  provi- 
sion directing  the  SEC  to  undertake  detailed 
study  of  preferendng  on  exchange  markets. 
Such  a  study  would  likely  provkje  answers  to 
some  of  the  unanswered  questions  about 
preferencing  on  the  CSE,  such  as  the  ade- 
quacy of  the  CSE's  surveillance  system.  Un- 
less such  a  study  condudes  that  there  are 
tangit}le  t>enefits  to  investors  and  to  the  capital 
formation  process  from  this  questionable  prac- 
tk»,  I  would  support  efforts  to  move  swiftly  to 
t>an  preferencing  on  exchanges. 

Mr.  ENC^EL.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  May  9,  1996, 
19  of  my  cplleagues  wrote  to  the  SEC  regard- 
ing the  agency's  approval  of  a  preferendng 
program  on  the  Cindnnati  Stock  Exchange 
[CSE].  I  share  the  concems  expressed  in  that 
letter.  Among  other  things,  the  letter  ex- 
pressed concern  that  the  Commission  did  not 
adequately  examine  how  preferencing  affects 
the  quality  of  trade  prices  received  by  small 
retail  investors. 

Preferencing  enables  a  broker  to  direct  its 
customer  orders  to  buy  or  sell  stock  to  itself, 
ading  as  dealer.  On  the  CSE,  in  those  stocks 
where  preferendng  dealers  trade  exdusively, 
95  percent  of  the  transactions  are  executed  by 
dealers  simply  matching  or  pairing  their  own 
orders  with  those  of  their  customers.  The 
overwhelming  majority  of  trades  executed  on 
the  CSE  are  for  small  retail  orders.  Indeed,  70 
percent  of  CSE  trades  are  for  500  shares  or 
less,  and  97  percent  are  for  less  than  2,000 
shares.  Very  few  Institutional  traders  have 
their  trades  preferenced  on  the  CSE. 

The  SEC  order  granting  approval  to  the 
CSE  preferencing  program  left  many  important 
questwns  unanswered.  Among  these  ques- 
tions is  why  only  small  retail  orders  are  exe- 
cuted under  the  CSE's  preferendng  rules,  and 


whether  these  orders  are  receiving  the  same 
opportunity  for  price  improvement  as  they 
would  on  the  primary  market. 

Mr.  Speaker,  today  we  take  up  H.R.  3005, 
the  Securities  Amendments  of  1996.  This  leg- 
islation does  not  address  the  issue  of 
preferencing  but  I  understand  that  similar  leg- 
islation In  the  other  t)ody  may  contain  a  provi- 
sion directing  the  SEC  to  undertake  a  detailed 
study  of  preferendng  on  exchange  markets. 
Such  a  study  would  provide  more  information 
atxjut  how  preferendng  affects  small  retail  In- 
vestors. Unless  such  a  study  concludes  that 
there  are  tangible  benefits  to  Investors,  Indud- 
ing small  Investors,  and  to  the  capital  fonna- 
tion  process  from  this  practice,  I  would  support 
efforts  to  move  swiftly  to  ban  preferencing  on 
exchanges. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Bli- 
LEY]  that  the  House  suspend  the  rules 
and  pass  the  bill,  H.R.  3005,  as  amend- 
ed. 

The  question  was  taken. 

Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  clause  5  of  rule  I  and  the  Chair's 
prior  announcement,  further  proceed- 
ings on  this  motion  will  be  postponed. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  BLILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  H.R.  3005  the  bill  just  consid- 
ered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Virginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 


ANTI-CAR  THEFT  IMPROVEMENTS 
ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the 
bill  (H.R.  2803)  to  amend  the  anti-car 
theft  provisions  of  title  49,  United 
States  Code,  to  increase  the  utility  of 
motor  vehicle  title  information  to 
State  and  Federal  law  enforcement  of- 
ficials, and  for  other  purposes,  as 
amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R.  2803 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  SHOBT  TTTLE. 

This  Act  may  \>e  cited  as  the  "Anti-Car 
Theft  Improvements  Act  of  1996". 

SEC.   2.   SYSTEM  NAME  AND   IMPLEMENTATION 
DATE. 

(a)  System  Date.— Section  30502(a)(1)  of 
title  49.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
striking  "January  31,  1996"  and  Inserting 
"December  31. 1997". 

(b)  SECTION  30503.— Section  30503(d)  of  title 
49.  United  States  Code.  Is  amended  by  strik- 
ing "Janiiary  1. 1997"  and  Inserting  "October 
1. 1998". 
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(0)  System  Name.— Chapter  305  of  title  49. 
United  States  Code.  Is  amended  by  striking 
"National  Automobile  Title  Information 
System"  each  place  It  occurs  in  the  chapter 
heading,  the  table  of  sections  for  chapter  305, 
the  section  heading  for  section  30502.  and  In 
the  texts  of  sections  30502  and  30503  and  In- 
serting "National  Motor  Vehicle  Title  Infor- 
mation System". 

SEC.  3.  DELEGATION  OF  AUTHORITy. 

(a)  Secretary  of  Transportation  .-Sec- 
tions 30501,  30502,  30503.  30504.  and  30505  of 
title  49,  United  States  Code,  are  each  amend- 
ed by  striking  each  reference  to  "Secretary 
of  Transportation"  or  "Secretary"  and  in- 
serting "Attorney  General". 

(b)  ATTORNEY  GENERAL.— Section  30502  of 
title  49.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
striking  each  reference  to  "Attorney  Gen- 
eral" and  Inserting  "Secretary  of  Transpor- 
tation". 

SEC.  4.  TITLE  INFORMATION  SYSTEM. 

Section  30502  of  title  49.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 

"(f)  lMML"Nrry.— Any  person  performing  any 
activity  under  this  section  or  section  30503  or 
30504  In  good  faith  and  with  the  reasonable 
belief  that  such  activity  was  in  accordance 
with  this  section  or  section  30503  or  30504.  as 
the  case  may  be,  shall  l)e  Immune  from  any 
civil  action  respecting  such  activity  which  Is 
seeking  money  damages  or  equitable  relief  In 
any  court  of  the  United  States  or  a  State.". 

SEC.  5.  STOLEN  VEmCLE  INFORMATION  SYSTEM. 

Section  33109  of  title  49.  United  States 
Code  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 

"(d)  IMMUJOTY.- Any  person  performing 
any  activity  under  this  section  or  section 
33110  or  33111  In  good  faith  and  with  the  rea- 
sonable belief  that  such  activity  was  in  ac- 
cordance with  such  section  shall  be  Immune 
ftom  any  civil  action  respecting  such  activ- 
ity which  Is  seeking  money  damages  or  equi- 
table relief  In  any  court  of  the  United  States 
or  a  State.". 

SEC.  6.  GRANTS  TO  STATES. 

(a)  Amendment.— SECTION  30503(0(2)  OF 
TITLE  49,  United  States  Code.  Is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"(2)  The  Attorney  General  may  make  rea- 
sonable and  necessary  grants  to  participat- 
ing States  to  be  used  In  making  titling  Infor- 
mation maintained  by  those  States  available 
to  the  operator.". 

(b)  ALTHORiZATiON.— The  are  authorized  to 
l>e  appropriated  such  sums  as  may  l)e  nec- 
essary to  carry  out  sections  30503  and  33109  of 
title  49.  United  States  Code. 

(c)  Information  System.- The  information 
system  established  under  section  30502  of 
title  49,  United  States  Code,  shall  be  effec- 
tive as  provided  in  the  rules  promulgated  by 
the  Attorney  General. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  nile.  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  McCOLLtnn]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Watt]  each  will  control  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  McCOLLUM]. 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Mr.  speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  the  bill  under  consideration. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida? 


There  was  no  objection, 
n  1530 

Mr.  McCoLLtJM.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  2803,  the  Anti-Car 
Theft  Improvements  Act  of  1995, 
amends  the  anti-car  theft  provisions 
established  by  Congress  in  1992  to  in- 
crease the  utility  of  motor  vehicle  title 
information  to  State  and  Federal  law 
enforcement  officials. 

Mr.  Speaker.  States  issue  almost 
140,000  new  titles  every  year  for  stolen 
vehicles  because  there  is  no  automated 
way  to  verify  the  validity  of  records 
from  other  States.  Moreover,  the  costs 
imposed  on  society  by  carjackings  and 
auto  thefts  remain  imacceptably  high. 
Car  theft  has  risen  28  percent  over  the 
last  10  years  at  a  cost  of  at  least  S8  bil- 
lion annually.  The  auto  theft  industry 
is  booming  nationwide  for  the  simple 
reason  that  stealing  cars  is  a  lucrative, 
easy,  relatively  low-risk  proposition. 
In  addition,  over  the  last  few  years,  car 
theft  has  taken  a  violent  turn  for  the 
worst,  involving  more  than  just  prop- 
erty crime.  Brazen  predators  on  our 
streets  steal  cars  at  gun  point, 
carjacking  at  a  rate  of  approximately 
one  every  20  seconds. 

To  help  States  fight  back,  Congress 
passed  the  Anti-Car  Theft  Act  of  1992 
which  required  the  Department  of 
Transportation  to  establish  by  January 
31,  1996,  an  electronic  information  sys- 
tem that  would  allow  a  State  motor  ve- 
hicle titling  authority  to  check  in- 
stantly whether  a  vehicle  had  been  sto- 
len before  it  issues  a  new  title  for  that 
vehicle.  The  bill  also  authorized  a  Fed- 
eral grant  program  to  help  States  mod- 
ify computer  software  for  this  purpose. 
Once  established,  the  title  information 
system  would  enable  State  motor  vehi- 
cle departments,  law  enforcement  offi- 
cials, prospective  auto  purchasers,  and 
insurance  carriers  to  check  the  valid- 
ity of  purported  ownership  documents, 
thereby  preventing  thieves  from  using 
ostensibly  valid  titles  for  stolen  cars. 

Well,  the  January  1996  deadline  has 
come  and  gone  and  the  Department  of 
Transportation  has  not  established 
such  a  system  nor  has  it  designated  an- 
other entity  to  do  so.  despite  authority 
granted  in  the  Anti-Car  Theft  Act  of 
1992.  It  is  becoming  clear  that  unless 
Congress  acts,  it  is  unlikely  that  an 
automated  titling  system  will  be  estab- 
lished. It  is  for  this  reason  that  I.  along 
with  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  SCHUMER],  have  introduced  H.R. 
2803,  the  Anti-Car  Theft  Improvements 
Act  of  1995.  The  bill  transfers  authority 
for  implementing  the  titling  system  to 
the  Department  of  Justice  and.  impor- 
tantly, establishes  a  new,  realistic 
time  table. 

By  way  of  background,  the  1992  bill 
gave  responsibility  for  implementing 
the  Anti-Car  Theft  Act  to  both  the  De- 
partment of  Justice  and  the  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation.  The  Justice 


Department  has  made  significant 
progress  in  establishing  an  electronic 
information  system  that  indicates 
when  certain  auto  parts  came  from  a 
vehicle  reported  stolen.  It  has  become 
apparent,  however,  that  this  parts  in- 
formation system  cannot  be  fully  effec- 
tive by  itself  and  prompt  action  should 
be  taken  to  establish  the  other  major 
element,  the  titling  information  sys- 
tem. H.R.  2803  would  give  authority  to 
the  Department  of  Justice  to  establish 
both  the  parts  and  titling  system  des- 
ignated in  the  1992  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  take  just  a 
minute  to  briefly  describe  what  the  bill 
does;  HJL  2803  would  extend  the  imple- 
mentation date  established  in  the  Auto 
Theft  Act  of  1992  from  January  1996  to 
a  more  reasonable  date  in  1997.  The  bill 
will  also  give  authority  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  to  implement  the  title 
information  system.  As  I  mentioned 
earlier,  both  the  stolen  parts  system 
and  the  title  information  system  would 
be  operated  under  the  auspices  of  the 
Department  of  Justice. 

In  addition  to  redelegating  respon- 
sibilities for  the  program.  H.R.  2803 
would  also  grant  limited  immunity 
from  civil  action  to  entities  operating 
the  information  systems.  This  particu- 
lar provision  will  protect  from  poten- 
tial liability  those  who  serve  the  public 
by  providing  the  titling  information  to 
appropriate  parties. 

And,  finally.  Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  2803 
authorizes  appropriations  as  necessary 
for  the  previously  established  grant 
program  to  enable  States  to  make  the 
necessary  software  changes  in  order  for 
them  to  begin  participating  in  the  ti- 
tling information  system.  The  measure 
eliminates  the  requirement  from  the 
1992  act  that  States  cover  75  percent  of 
the  costs  of  the  implementation  and 
also  does  away  with  the  S300.000  cap  on 
grants  available  to  each  State.  I  would 
like  to  emphasize  that  while  the  Fed- 
eral Government  will  be  assisting 
States  in  setting  up  their  syBtems  in 
the  first  year,  the  program  will  become 
completely  self-sufficient  in  future 
years,  since  it  will  be  fully  supported 
by  user  fees.  Other  automated  systems 
established  by  Congress,  such  as  the 
National  Driver  Register  and  the  Com- 
mercial Drivers  License  Information 
System  have  been  successfully  sup- 
ported by  user  fees. 

Now,  the  bill  in  the  form  which  is 
being  considered  today  contains  a  few 
modifications  from  the  Committee's 
reported  version.  These  modifications 
are  a  result  of  cooperation  with  the 
Commerce  Committee  and  are  largely 
technical  and  clarifying  changes.  In  ad- 
dition, this  amended  version  of  H.R. 
2803  extends  the  system  implementa- 
tion deadline  by  3  more  months,  from 
an  October  1997  deadline  in  the  original 
bill,  to  a  December  1997  deadline,  and 
includes  authorizing  language  for  the 
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stolen  parts  system  that  had  been  in- 
cluded in  the  1992  bill  but  was  erro- 
neously removed  during  the  recodifica- 
tion of  title  49,  United  States  Code. 
And  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Hyde,  the  Judici- 
ary Committee  chairman,  and  myself, 
we  would  like  to  thank  Mr.  Bt.h.ky, 
chairman  of  the  Commerce  Committee, 
for  his  support  and  cooperation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  very  important 
bill  that  will  strengthen  an  effective 
crime  fighting  tool  for  State  and  Fed- 
eral law  enforcement  across  the  coun- 
try. I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  measure. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  WATT  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I 
may  consiune,  and  I  rise  in  support  of 
the  bill. 

This  is  a  simple  bipartisan  bill  that 
is  intended  to  make  the  Federal  Anti- 
car  Theft  Program  work  better.  It  ha.s 
the  support  of  the  National  Association 
of  Motor  Vehicle  Administrators,  the 
Clinton  administration,  the  auto- 
mobile industry,  and  the  auto  insur- 
ance industry. 

In  1992,  Congress  passed  the  Anti-car 
Theft  Act  in  response  to  spiraling  auto 
theft  in  America.  Among  other  things, 
that  law  set  up  two  national  registers 
of  information — one  dealing  with  sto- 
len parts,  and  another  dealing  with  car 
titles. 

The  stolen  parts  register  was  as- 
signed to  the  Department  of  Justice, 
and  the  national  titling  register  to  the 
Department  of  Transportation.  This 
bill  deals  with  the  national  titling  reg- 
ister. 

The  national  titling  register  will  be 
an  important  tool  to  stop  a  practice 
known  as  "washing"  the  titles  of  sto- 
len cars.  Right  now,  car  thieves  can 
steal  a  car  in  one  State,  then  take  it  to 
another  State  and  by  using  criminal 
paper-shuffling,  get  a  new  washed  title 
for  the  stolen  car. 

As  surprising  as  it  may  seem,  there  is 
presently  no  central  place  against 
which  a  State  can  check  the  bona  fides 
of  a  title  from  another  State  before  it 
issues  a  new  one.  Most  checking  of  ti- 
tles now  is  done  after  the  fact,  by  mail, 
using  paper  records,  and  is  not  very  ef- 
fective. 

The  central  title  register  is  therefore 
a  crucial  step  toward  stopping  inter- 
state movement  of  stolen  cars. 

Unfortunately,  experience  has  shown 
since  1992  that  the  Department  of 
Transportation  is  not  the  best  place  for 
establishing  such  a  register. 

The  register  is  primarily  a  law  en- 
forcement tool,  better  suited  to  the  De- 
partment of  Justice,  in  addition,  the 
Department  of  Justice  already  has  ac- 
cess to  data  systems  that  can  be  adapt- 
ed to  include  titling  information. 

Recognizing  that  reality,  all  psirties 
concerned  have  agreed  that  respon- 
sibility for  this  national  title  register 
should  be  shifted  from  the  Department 


of  Transi)ortation  to  the  Department  of 
Justice. 

This  bill  does  that.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  OXLEY]. 

Mr.  OXLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me. 

I  rise  today  in  support  of  H.R.  2803, 
the  Anti-Car  Theft  Improvements  Act 
of  1996.  When  the  Congress  enacted  the 
Anti-Car  Theft  Act  of  1992,  the  Com- 
merce Committee  and  Judiciary  Com- 
mittee worked  as  partners  to  craft  leg- 
islation which  addressed  the  continu- 
ing problem  of  car  theft  from  a  number 
of  angles.  One  provision  set  up  an  in- 
formation system  to  track  information 
about  vehicle  titles  and  stolen  parts. 
Unfortunately,  for  a  variety  of  reasons, 
implementation  of  this  information 
system  has  been  delayed  thus  far. 

H.R.  2803  addresses  a  number  of 
issues  which  have  been  identified  as 
possible  bottlenecks  in  implementing 
this  information  system.  A  lack  of  re- 
sources at  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, combined  with  some  ambigu- 
ities in  the  original  act,  led  to  a  situa- 
tion where  a  tool  which  had  obvious 
value  to  law  enforcement  officials  in 
the  States  and  Federal  Government 
could  not  be  set  up. 

H.R.  2803  paves  the  way  for  full  im- 
plementation of  the  information  sys- 
tem. The  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation has  already  begun  a  pilot  pro- 
gram, which  will  serve  as  the  model  for 
nationwide  implementation.  It  pro- 
vides a  specific  authorization  for  ap- 
propriations, and  transfers  authority 
for  overseeing  the  project  from  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation  to  the  De- 
partment of  Justice.  With  these 
changes,  I  believe  that  we  can  finally 
realize  the  potential  provided  by  this 
kind  of  information  system. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  the  Com- 
merce Committee  and  Judiciary  Com- 
mittee have  a  long  record  of  working 
together  on  these  issues,  stretching 
back  to  the  early  1980's  and  before.  Be- 
cause the  Judiciary  Committee  ad- 
dressed a  number  of  our  substantive 
concerns  in  the  legislation  before  us, 
the  Commerce  Committee  has  waived 
its  right  to  a  sequential  referral  of  H.R. 
2803  in  order  to  expedite  its  consider- 
ation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  espe- 
cially thank  the  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee, the  gentleman  from  Flor- 
ida [Mr.  McCOLLUM],  for  his  leadership 
on  this  legislation  in  providing  the 
kind  of  help  for  our  committee  as  well 
as  the  full  House  in  enacting  this  legis- 
lation. 

I  would  like  to  confirm  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  that  he  would  sup- 
port the  Committee  on  Commerce's  re- 
quest for  an  appropriate  number  of 
conferees  should  this  bill  become  the 
subject  of  a  House-Senate  conference. 


Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OXLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the 
gentleman  knows,  that  decision  would 
be  primarily  between  our  two  chair- 
men, the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
BuLEY]  and  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois [Mr.  Hyde].  But  certainly  I  have 
no  objection  to  that. 

Mr.  OXLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  appre- 
ciate that.  Reclaiming  my  time,  I  want 
to  thank  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
for  his  commitment  and  hard  work  on 
this  legislation.  The  Committee  on 
Commerce  has  no  objection  to  the  leg- 
islation. As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  sup- 
port it  strongly.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  to  support  it. 

Mr.  WATT  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  have  no  further  requests  for 
time,  and  I  yield  back  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  McCOLLUM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time,  and  I 
jrield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Weller).  The  question  is  on  the  mo- 
tion offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  McCollum]  that  the 
House  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the 
bill,  H.R.  2803,  as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill, 
as  amended,  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


CHURCH  ARSON  PREVENTION  ACT 
OF  1996 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 
(H.R.  3525)  to  amend  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  to  clarify  the  Federal  ju- 
risdiction over  offenses  relating  to 
damage  to  religious  property,  as 
amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R.  3525 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Church 
Arson  Prevention  Act  of  1996". 
SEC.  2.  DAMAGE  TO  HEUGIOUS  PROPERTY. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  247  of  title  18, 
United  States  Code.  Is  amended— 

(1)  so  that  subsection  (b)  reads  as  follows: 
"(b)  The  circumstances  referred  to  in  sub- 
section (a)  are  that  the  offense  Is  In  or  af- 
fects Interstate  or  foreign  commerce."; 

(2)  In  subsection  (a),  by  striking  "sub- 
section (c)"  and  inserting  "subsection  (d)"; 

(3)  In  subsection  (c).  by  Inserting  "or  (c)" 
after  "subsection  (a)": 

(4)  by  redesignating  subsections  (c).  (d), 
and  (e).  as  subsections  (d),  (e).  and  (f).  respec- 
tively; 

(5)  by  Inserting  after  subsection  (b)  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(c)  Whoever  Intentionally  defaces,  dam- 
ages, or  destroys  any  religious  real  property 
because  of  the  race,  color,  or  ethnic  charac- 
teristics of  any  individual  associated  with 
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that  religious  property,  or  attempts  to  do  so, 
shall  be  punished  as  provided  In  subsection 
(d).":  and 

(6)  In  subsection  (0  as  so  redesignated  by 
this  section,  by  Inserting  "real"  before 
"property"  each  place  It  appears. 

(b)  Compensation  of  Victims.— 

(1)  Requirement  of  inclusion  in  list  of 

CRIMES  ELIGIBLE  FOR  COMPENSATION.— Section 

1403(d)(3)  of  the  VicUms  of  Crime  Act  of  1984 
(42  U.S.C.  10602(d)(3))  Is  amended  by  Inserting 
"crimes,  whose  victims  suffer  death  or  per- 
sonal Injury,  that  are  described  In  section  247 
of  title  18.  United  States  Code."  after  "in- 
cludes". 

(2)  PRIORm-  IN  CRI.ME  VICTIM  ASSISTANCE.— 

Section  1404(a)(2)(A)  of  the  Victims  of  Crime 
Act  of  1984  (42  U.S.C.  10603(a)(2)(A))  is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  "victims  who  suffer  death  or 
personal  Injury  resulting  from  crimes  de- 
scribed in  section  247  of  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  and"  before  "victims  of. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Nethercutt).  Pursuant  to  the  rule,  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Hyde]  and 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Conyers]  each  will  control  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  HYDE]. 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  all  Members  may 
have  5  legislative  days  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  on  the  bill  under 
consideration. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Dlinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Today  we  consider  the  Church  Arson 
Prevention  Act  of  1996.  H.R.  3525,  legis- 
lation reflecting  a  bipartisan  congres- 
sional response  to  the  rash  of  church 
burnings  that  have  occurred  in  recent 
months. 

On  May  21,  the  House  Judiciary  Com- 
mittee conducted  a  hearing  focusing  on 
this  problem.  The  committee,  at  that 
time,  heard  first  hand  from  Federal 
and  State  law  enforcement  officials  re- 
garding the  status  of  their  various  in- 
vestigations. In  addition,  we  heard 
some  very  compelling  and  emotional 
testimony  from  two  black  ministers 
representing  affected  African-Amer- 
ican congregations. 

During  that  hearing,  the  Department 
of  Justice  indicated  that  the  principal 
statute  used  to  prosecute  church  arson 
contains  some  significant  defects  that 
need  to  be  remedied.  Specifically,  sec- 
tion 247  of  title  18,  damage  to  religious 
property,  imposes  an  interstate  com- 
merce requirement  that  goes  well  be- 
yond constitutional  requirements.  The 
current  law  says  that  the  defendant 
must  either  travel  in  interstate  com- 
merce, or  use  a  facility  or  instrumen- 
tality of  interstate  commerce  and  that 
the  defendant  must  do  so  "in  interstate 
commerce."  Thus,  for  example,  it's  not 
enough  to  use  a  telephone  to  help  com- 
mit the  crime — the  call  must  go  out  of 
State.  Another  example  woxild  be  a  cir- 
cumstance where   the  deiendant  uses 


public  transportation  to  facilitate  the 
crime — it  would  not  be  enough  if  that 
bus  or  train  traveled  interstate,  the  de- 
fendant must  have  used  it  in  interstate 
commerce. 

This  highly  restrictive  and  duplica- 
tive language  has  greatly  limited  the 
effectiveness  of  this  law.  The  Justice 
Department  has  indicated  that  in  the 
majority  of  these  cases,  the  Govern- 
ment is  unable  to  establish  the  com- 
merce clause  predicates  required.  Con- 
sequently, this  statute  is  simply  not 
punishing  or  deterring  the  very  kind  of 
misconduct  it  was  originally  intended 
to  address. 

Just  2  days  after  our  hearing  I  intro- 
duced H.R.  3525,  and  was  pleased  to  be 
joined  in  this  effort  by  the  ranking 
member  of  the  Judiciary  Committee. 
John  Conyers.  There  are  now  94  co- 
sponsors  of  our  bill.  Today,  under  sus- 
pension of  the  rules,  we  will  consider  a 
manager's  amendment  to  the  bill  as  re- 
ported by  the  Judiciary  Committee. 
That  amendment  contains  additional 
provisions  intended  to  assist  in  com- 
pensating the  victims  of  these  abhor- 
rent acts. 

Specifically,  this  legislation  would 
broaden  the  jurisdictional  authority  of 
the  Federal  Government  to  seek  crimi- 
nal penalties  in  cases  of  damage  to  re- 
ligious real  property  based  upon  wheth- 
er or  not  the  offense  is  in  or  affects 
interstate  or  foreign  commerce. 

This  formulation  replaces  the  inter- 
state commerce  requirement  of  current 
law,  thereby  simplifying  and  enhancing 
the  ability  of  the  Attorney  General  to 
successfully  prosecure  cases  under  Fed- 
eral law. 

The  interstate  commerce  require- 
ment is  intended  to  avoid  the  problem 
identified  in  United  States  v.  Lopez,  115 
S.  Ct.  1624  (1995),  in  which  the  Supreme 
Court  struck  down  as  unconstitutional 
legislation  which  would  have  regulated 
the  possession  of  firearms  in  a  school 
zone.  In  that  case,  the  Court  found  that 
the  conduct  to  be  regulated  did  not 
have  a  substantial  effect  on  interstate 
commerce,  and  was  therefore  not  with- 
in the  Federal  Governments  reach 
imder  the  interstate  commerce  clause 
of  the  Constitution.  H.R.  3525,  by  con- 
trast, specifically  limits  its  reach  to 
conduct  which  can  be  shown  to  be  in  or 
to  affect  interstate  commerce.  Thus,  if 
in  prosecuting  a  particular  case,  the 
Government  is  unable  to  establish  this 
interstate  commerce  connection  to  the 
act,  section  247  will  not  apply  to  the  of- 
fense. 

The  formulation  of  the  interstate 
commerce  nexus  in  H.R.  3525  is  vir- 
tually identical  to  that  found  in  sec- 
tion 844(1)  of  title  18.  the  Federal  arson 
statute,  which  is  limited  to  cover 
buildings  "used  in  interstate  commerce 
or  in  any  activity  affecting  interstate 
commerce."  That  statute,  which  was 
enacted  in  1970,  has  been  used  to  pros- 
ecute church  arsons,  thereby  confirm- 
ing our  view  that  church  arsons  could 


be  found  to  be  in  interstate  commerce. 
See.  e.g..  United  States  v.  Norton.  700 
F.2d  1072  (6th  Cfr.),  cert,  denied.  461  U.S. 
910  (1983):  United  States  v.  Swapp.  719  F. 
Supp.  1015  (D.  Utah  1989).  affd  934  F.2d 
326  (10th  Cir.  1991).  In  fact,  the  Supreme 
Court,  in  reviewing  the  legislative  his- 
tory associated  with  section  844(1). 
cited  an  amendment  to  the  provision 
which  was  intended  to  expand  coverage 
from  just  business  property  to  "a  pri- 
vate dwelling,  or  a  church  or  other 
property  not  used  in  business."  Russell 
V.  United  States.  471  U.S.  858.  860-862  n.7 
(1985).  We  are  making  the  interstate 
commerce  requirement  of  section  247 
consistent  with  that  of  section  844(1)  so 
as  to  ensure  that  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment has  equal  authority  to  prosecute 
damage  to  religious  real  property 
caused  by  something  other  than  arson. 
Further,  section  247  will  permit  pros- 
ecution of  those  who  would  inten- 
tionally obstruct  any  person  in  the  en- 
joyment of  his  or  her  free  exercise  of 
religious  beliefs. 

Second,  the  manager's  amendment 
eliminates  the  requirement  of  current 
law  that  the  damage  involved  must  be 
of  a  value  of  more  than  $10,000.  When 
introduced,  our  bill  would  have  reduced 
that  amount  to  S5.000.  In  Committee, 
substitute  language  was  adopted  that 
eliminated  the  dollar  threshold  in  its 
entirety.  I  offered  this  amendment  be- 
cause I  have  become  convinced  that  a 
minimum  dollar  amount  is  not  nec- 
essary to  justify  Federal  involvement 
in  these  tjrpes  of  cases.  That  is.  they 
are  clearly  bate  crimes  and  implicitly 
interfere  with  the  first  amendment 
rights  or  civil  rights  of  the  victims. 
Spray  painted  swastikas  on  synagogues 
or  gunshots  ffred  through  church  win- 
dows may  not  reflect  large  dollar 
losses,  but  they  are  nevertheless  as- 
saults on  religious  freedom. 

The  manager's  amendment  also 
amends  section  247  by  creating  a  new 
subsection  (c)  which  makes  it  unlawful 
to  damage  religious  real  property  be- 
cause of  the  racial  or  ethnic  character 
of  persons  associated  with  that  prop- 
erty. Current  law  reqtiires  that  the 
damage  be  caused  only  because  of  the 
religious  character  of  the  property. 
Section  247,  as  amended  by  H.R.  3525. 
will  firmly  reach  any  attack  of  a 
church  that  Is  tied  to  the  racial  or  eth- 
nic characteristics  of  the  members  of 
the  church  or  house  of  worship. 

Because  power  to  enact  this  sub- 
section is  found  in  the  13th  amendment 
to  the  Constitution  rather  than  the 
commerce  clause,  a  showing  that  the 
offense  is  in  or  affects  interstate  com- 
merce is  not  an  element  of  a  subsection 
(c)  crime.  Section  1  of  the  13th  amend- 
ment prohibits  slavery  or  involuntary 
servitude.  Section  2  of  the  amendment 
states,  "Congress  shall  have  power  to 
enforce  this  article  by  appropriate  leg- 
islation." It  is  pursuant  to  this  author- 
ity to  enforce  the  13th  amendment, 
that  Congress  may  make  it  a  crime  for 
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persons  to  deface,  damage,  or  destroy 
houses  of  worship  because  of  the  race, 
color  or  ethnic  origin  of  persons  using 
the  house  of  worship. 

The  leading  Supreme  Court  case  on 
Congress's  authority  to  reach  private 
conduct  under  the  13th  amendment  is 
Jones  V.  Alfred  H.  Mayer  Co.,  392  U.S.  409 
(1968).  In  Jones.  Congress  reviewed  42 
U.S.C.  1982,  which  provides  that,  "All 
citizens  of  the  United  States  shall  have 
the  same  right,  in  every  State  and  Ter- 
ritory, as  in  enjoyed  by  white  citizens 
thereof  to  inherit,  purchase,  lease,  sell. 
hold,  and  convey  real  and  personal 
property." 

The  Court  in  Jones  held  that  42 
U.S.C.  1982  barred  private  discrimina- 
tion in  the  sale  or  rental  of  private 
property,  and  that  Congress  had  au- 
thority under  section  2  of  the  13th 
amendment  to  reach  private  acts  of  ra- 
cial discrimination.  "[T]he  fact  that 
section  1982  operates  upon  the  unoffi- 
cial acts  of  private  individuals,  wheth- 
er or  not  sanctioned  by  state  law,  pre- 
sents no  constitutional  problem."  392 
U.S.  at  438.  The  Court  stated  that  sec- 
tion 2  of  the  13th  amendment  gave  Con- 
gress "power  to  pass  all  laws  necessary 
and  proper  for  abolishing  all  badges 
and  incidents  of  slavery  in  the  United 
States."  Id.  at  439.  The  Court  con- 
cluded in  Jones  that  "badges  and  inci- 
dents of  slavery"  included  racial  re- 
straints upon  the  holding  of  property, 
and  therefore  legislation  that  prohib- 
ited discrimination  in  the  right  to  hold 
and  use  property  clearly  was  encom- 
passed within  Congress's  power  to  en- 
force the  13th  amendment.  Id.  at  441. 
Subsequently,  the  Supreme  court  stat- 
ed. "[Slurely  there  has  never  been  any 
doubt  of  the  power  of  Congress  to  im- 
pose liability  on  private  persons  under 
Section  2  of  [the  Thirteenth]  Amend- 
ment." Griff  en  v.  Breckenridge,  403  U.S. 
88. 105  (1971). 

While  42  U.S.C.  1983  was  enacted  in 
1866,  Congress  has  used  its  authority  to 
enforce  the  13th  amendment  more  re- 
cently. The  13th  amendment  was  one 
authorization  on  which  Congress  relied 
when  it  enacted  the  fair  housing  provi- 
sions of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1968 
(Public  Law  90-284.  approved  April  11, 
1968).  See  discussion  in  United  States  v. 
Hunter,  459  F.2d  205,  214  (4th  Cir.),  cert. 
denied.  409  U.S.  934  (1972);  Williams  v. 
Matthews  Co.,  499  F.2d  819  (8th  Cir.). 
cert,  denied.  419  U.S.  1021  (1974).  Like  42 
U.S.C.  1982,  some  provisions  of  the  Fair 
Housing  Act  prohibit  discriminatory 
private  conduct,  and  Congress  in  fact 
enacted  both  civil  and  criminal  provi- 
sions addressing  private  discrimina- 
tion. See  42  U.S.C.  3631  making  it  a 
crime  for  anyone,  "whether  or  not  act- 
ing under  color  of  law,"  to  injure, 
interfere  with,  or  intimidate  anyone 
because  of  race,  color,  national  origin, 
or  religion  in  seeking  to  secure,  or 
helping  others  to  secure  housing. 

Accordingly,  based  on  Jones  versus 
Mayer.  Congress  may  make  it  a  viola- 


tion of  Federal  criminal  law  to  destroy 
or  attempt  to  destroy  a  church  because 
it  is  owned  or  used  by  African-Ameri- 
cans. Racially  motivated  destruction  of 
a  church  would  be  no  less  a  badge  or  in- 
cident of  slavery  than  denial  of  housing 
based  on  race.  Many  of  the  victims  of 
church  arsons  have  been  quoted  re- 
cently as  stating  that  the  fires  ap- 
peared to  them  to  resurrect  the  days  in 
which  racial  discrimination  and  in- 
timidation was  rampant.  This  legisla- 
tion easily  falls  within  the  kind  of  pri- 
vate action  Congress  may  reach  pursu- 
ant to  its  authority  to  enforce  the  13th 
amendment  to  prohibit  private  conduct 
that  discriminates  on  the  basis  of  race. 

While  this  legislation  might  be  tar- 
geted primarily  at  the  recent  increase 
in  fires  at  churches  owned  by  African- 
Americans,  its  reach  is  broad  enough 
to  include  arsons  or  acts  of  violence 
motivated  by  bias  directed  at  any  ra- 
cial or  ethnic  minority  group,  and  at 
synagogue  desecrations  as  well.  In 
Saint  Francis  College  v.  Al-Khazraji,  481 
U.S.  604  (1987).  the  Supreme  Court  stat- 
ed that  an  individual  of  Arab  descent 
could  file  a  claim  under  42  U.S.C.  1981, 
in  which  Congress  guaranteed  to  all 
persons  the  same  right  to  enter  con- 
tracts "as  is  enjoyed  by  white  citi- 
zens." Section  1981,  like  42  U.S.C.  1982, 
was  enacted  pursuant  to  Congress's  au- 
thority to  implement  the  13th  amend- 
ment. The  court  in  Saint  Francis  Col- 
lege held  that,  when  sections  1981  and 
1982  were  enacted  in  the  mid-1800's,  the 
persons  who  did  not  qualify  as  white 
citizens  under  the  Congress's  under- 
standing of  that  term  at  the  time  in- 
cluded ethnic  minorities.  In  Shaare 
Tefila  Congregation  v.  Cobb,  481  U.S.  615 
(1987),  decided  with  Saint  Francis  Col- 
lege versus  Al-Khazraji,  the  Supreme 
Court  held,  under  the  same  analysis, 
that  Jews  were  encompassed  within  the 
protections  of  42  U.S.C.  1982. 

These  two  cases  establish  that,  in 
passing  legislation  to  protect  churches 
and  houses  of  worship  under  its  13th 
amendment  authority.  Congress  may 
reach  attacks  not  only  on  churches 
owned  by  African-Americans,  but 
churches  owned  or  used  by  other  mi- 
nority groups,  and  synagogues  as  well. 
Congress's  exercise  of  its  authority  to 
eliminate  the  badges  and  incidents  of 
slavery  easily  supports  legislation  to 
make  it  a  crime  to  deface,  damage  or 
destroy  a  house  of  worship  because  of 
the  race,  color,  or  ethnic  origin  of  the 
person  or  persons  who  own  or  use  the 
building. 

Finally,  the  manager's  amendment 
extends  eligibility  under  the  Victims  of 
Crime  Act  to  persons  who  have  been 
killed  or  suffered  personal  injury  as  a 
result  of  a  crime  described  in  new  sec- 
tion 247. 

The  arson  of  a  place  of  worship  is  re- 
pulsive to  us  as  a  society.  When  a  fire 
is  motivated  by  racial  hatred  it  is  even 
more  reprehensible.  In  my  view  there  is 
no  crime  that  should  be  more  vigi- 


lantly investigated  and  the  perpetra- 
tors more  vigorously  prosecuted  than 
crimes  of  this  type.  We  are  dealing 
with  depraved  actions  resulting  from 
twisted  and  bigoted  minds.  It  is  impor- 
tant that  this  Congress  move  forward 
on  this  legislation  to  ensure  that  Fed- 
eral law  enforcement  has  the  necessary 
tools  to  punish  and  deter  these  shame- 
ful, vile  acts. 

D  1545 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Davis]. 

Mr.  DA'VIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  an 
American  citizen,  a  Virginian,  and  a 
Member  of  Congress,  I  want  to  con- 
demn in  the  strongest  possible  terms 
the  epidemic  of  arson  against  churches 
that  has  taken  hold  across  the  south- 
ern States  and  elsewhere  in  our  land.  I 
am  absolutely  appalled  that,  after  all 
this  land  has  done  to  heal  old  woimds 
and  guarantee  fairness  and  justice  to 
all  Americans,  there  are  some  who  still 
succumb  to  hate. 

The  deliberate  burning  of  churches  in 
our  land  for  that  has  been  occurring 
over  the  past  18  months  is  an  outrage. 
It  must  stop.  Those  who  perpetrate 
those  acts  of  violence  must  be  brought 
to  justice. 

This  is  one  of  those  rare  occasions 
when  nothing  short  of  the  full  re- 
sources of  the  Federal  Government 
must  be  brought  to  bear.  No  single 
State  government  is  strong  enough  to 
deal  with  crimes  and  possibly  crimi- 
nals that  do  not  respect  State  borders. 
Penalties  should  be  stiff  and  uniform. 
As  I  read  reports  of  the  latest  of  these 
incidents,  I  had  the  feeling  that  we 
have  been  down  this  terrible  road  be- 
fore. Memory  carried  me  back  to  head- 
lines I  remember  reading  in  the  dec- 
ades in  which  I  was  growing  up. 

In  1958,  a  synagogue  was  bombed  in 
Atlanta.  President  Eisenhower  took  to 
the  airwaves  and  expressed  his  horror 
at  the  atrocity  and  contempt  for  those 
who  committed  it.  The  Nation  recom- 
mitted itself  to  respect  for  all  Ameri- 
cans and  for  freedom  of  religion.  In 
1962,  a  church  was  bombed  in  Bir- 
mingham. Four  young  girls  were 
killed.  The  conscience  of  the  Nation 
was  aroused  in  anger  and  disgust. 

President  Keimedy  ^wke  for  us  all 
when  he  said,  "K  these  cruel  and  tragic 
events  can  only  awaken  that  city  and 
State — if  they  can  only  awaken  this  en- 
tire Nation— to  a  realization  of  the 
folly  of  racial  injustice  and  hatred  and 
violence  then  It  is  not  too  late  for  all 
concerned  to  unite  in  steps  toward 
peaceful  progress."  The  Nation  re- 
sponded to  his  call.  Action  was  taken 
then.  Action  must  be  taken  now.  This 
form  of  terrorism— like  all  the  other 
forms  that  have  become  all  too  com- 
monplace— must  stop. 

I  commend  President  Clinton  for  his 
show  of  solidarity  with  those  who  have 
lost  and  are  rebuilding  their  churches. 
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I  salute  Representative  Henry  Hyde 
for  assembling  a  bipartisan  coalition  in 
Congress  behind  legislation  that  would 
make  the  willful  destruction  of  Amer- 
ican houses  of  worship  a  Federal  crime. 
I  am  proud  to  cosponsor  his  bill  and 
support  the  managers  amendment. 

Efforts  like  these  are  bringing  out 
the  best  of  America.  And  it  will  be  the 
best  of  America  that  will  bring  these 
vicious  cowards  to  justice.  I  said  as  I 
began,  that  I  had  the  feeling  that  we 
had  been  down  this  road  before.  And  we 
have.  But  this  time  there  is  a  major 
difference. 

This  time,  not  just  a  handful  of  con- 
cerned local  citizens,  but  entire  com- 
munities have  condemned  these  vicious 
acts  and  are  working  to  bring  their 
perpetrators  to  justice.  This  time, 
elected  State  and  local  officials  are  ac- 
tively lending  their  support  to  those 
who  have  to  suffer  the  effects  of  this 
violence.  This  time,  they  are  working 
to  solve  crimes  and  bring  about  justice. 
This  time,  people  of  all  faiths  in  every 
part  of  this  Nation  have  offered  their 
assistance  to  those  who  endured  these 
tragedies  and  are  working  to  achieve 
reconciliation  Jimong  Americans  of  all 
faiths,  races,  and  creeds. 

I  especially  want  to  single  out  the 
Christian  Coalition  for  its  offer  of  a 
S25,000  reward  for  information  leading 
to  arrests  and  the  neighborhood  watch- 
es it  has  organized,  the  National  Coun- 
cil of  Churches  for  launching  an  appeal 
for  funds  for  rebuilding,  and  the  South- 
em  Baptist  Convention  for  its  offers  of 
assistance.  Other  organizations  and  de- 
nominations have  also  been  stepping 
forward  in  great  numbers.  This  time, 
the  people  of  America  stand  as  united 
as  never  before  in  their  resolve  to  rid 
this  kind  of  hatred  in  our  land.  They 
are  bound  and  determined  to  succeed. 
And  they  will. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  come  here  today  be- 
cause the  Nation  is  in  crisis,  and  the 
symptoms  of  that  crisis  have  been  re- 
flected in  these  church  burnings  in 
mostly  African  American  churches.  It 
is  to  the  credit  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment that  we  have  reacted  in  a  serious 
and,  I  think,  swift  manner,  and  I  want 
to  say  that  this  legislation  is  the  work 
product  of  all  of  us  on  the  committee 
and  that  we  have  held  hearings  in  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary  on  May  21 
in  which  we  had  a  wide  range  of  wit- 
nesses, both  in  the  church  and  out  of 
the  church,  in  government  and  out  of 
government,  plus  the  law  enforcement 
agency  heads  who  were  dealing  with 
this  matter. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  we  found  out,  that 
Is  to  me  one  of  the  most  single  impor- 
tant matters  to  come  out  of  this  trag- 
edy, is  the  fact  that  these  burnings  are 
not  condoned  by  anyone,  no  one  in  the 
Congress,  no  one  in  the  Senate.  Our 
law  enforcement  agencies,  both  Fed- 
eral and  State,  are  united  in  trsrlng  to 
put  an  end  to  this  scourge. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  been  in  the 
South  on  two  occasions  in  which  I  saw 
this  at  the  grassroots  level,  in  which 
law  enforcement  officers  were  working 
very  effectively. 

In  addition,  I  think  we  should  lift  up 
the  name  of  the  Assistant  Attorney 
General  for  Civil  Rights  Deval  Patrick 
for  the  excellent  leadership  that  he  has 
given  and  is  giving  as  we  move  through 
this  nightmare  in  American  history. 

Yesterday  three  more  African-Amer- 
ican churches  were  torched.  It  is  patho- 
logical. It  is  the  consequence  of  a  lot  of 
things  we  might  have  done  otherwise. 
But  on  this  one  point  we  are  all  united. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  for  Enforce- 
ment in  the  Treasury,  Jim  Johnson, 
has  been  before  the  committee  and  has 
told  us  what  they  are  doing.  John 
McGaw,  the  Director  of  the  Alcohol, 
Tobacco  and  Firearms  unit,  has  given 
us  his  report  of  what  is  going  on.  The 
Director  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  In- 
vestigation, Louis  Freeh,  through  his 
representatives,  have  worked  com- 
pletely. We  have  more  than  200  inves- 
tigators on  the  ground  working  full- 
time  on  this  matter  as  we  speak. 

It  is  a  difficult  crime  for  all  the  obvi- 
ous reasons,  but  we  are  united.  We  are 
working  closely  with  State  and  local 
law  enforcement  officers  as  well.  And 
so  we  are  here  today  as  a  combined 
unit  in  agreement  that  the  church 
arson  law  on  the  Federal  books  has  to 
be  made  effective  to  be  operable. 

Our  chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Hyde],  has  explained  in 
perfect  detail  precisely  what  we  have 
done  to  facilitate  the  implementation 
of  this  Federal  statute  which  has  lain 
fallow,  actually,  up  until  now.  So  I  am 
very  pleased  about  what  is  going  on 
and  the  resources  that  are  being  com- 
mitted to  continue  the  law  enforce- 
ment side  of  this. 

I  must  say  that  at  that  hearing  on 
May  21  the  president  of  the  Southern 
Christian  Leadership  Conference.  Dr. 
Joseph  Lowery,  urged  us  to  do  what  we 
have  done,  move  swifter,  move  faster, 
move  more  effectively.  I  think  that  he 
will  agree  that  we  have  listened  to  his 
conmients  and  are  following  them  with 
as  much  speed  as  the  bureaucracy  can 
work. 

Then  I  want  to  lift  up  the  name  of 
Rev.  Jesse  Lewis  Jackson  who  has  done 
a  marvelous  job  of  trsring— well,  he  has 
done  two  things.  The  first  thing  he  has 
done  is  to  speak  sensibly  and  in  a 
teacher  way  about  the  problem,  and 
the  second  thing  he  has  done  is  try  to 
do  this  healing  that  has  been  referred 
to  by  the  President. 

Now.  how  do  we  heal  a  nation  that  is 
coming  out  of  a  history  of  racism?  It  is 
not  just  done  by  words  or  sermons  or 
speeches  from  on  high.  But.  as  my  col- 
leagues know.  I  believe  that  we  have 
struck  a  nerve  in  the  American  body 
politic  that  has  led  us  all  to  say 
enough  of  this  kind  of  foolishness. 

The  conservative  Members  of  the 
Congress  came  to  the  members  of  the 
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Congressional  Black  Caucus  to  join  to- 
gether even  before  we  had  the  hearings 
to  urge,  and  they  met  with  the  law  en- 
forcement officials  of  the  Federal  (3ov- 
emment  and  urged  with  us  that  they 
move  as  swiftly  as  they  can.  no  holds 
barred,  get  whoever  is  at  the  bottom  of 
this,  if  it  is  individuals,  whatever,  let 
us  deal  with  it  in  a  way  that  reflects 
the  understanding  and  common  sense 
and  leadership  that  should  be  expected 
of  the  Federal  (rovemment. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to  say  as  one 
Member  of  this  body  that  this  Govern- 
ment has  made  me  proud.  This  mem- 
bership in  Congress  has  made  me  proud 
because  this  is  the  most  sensitive  thing 
in  the  American  body  politic  right 
now.  When  in  Gods  name  are  these  few 
people  out  there  going  to  turn  away 
from  this  kind  of  pathological  conduct? 

But  we  are  doing  all  we  can  on  this 
side.  Oh.  yes.  there  is  more  to  be  done. 
These  kinds  of  problems  are  not  healed 
by  a  bill,  but  it  is  my  privilege,  as  the 
ranking  member  of  this  committee,  to 
commend  to  all  of  the  Members  and  the 
staffs,  Alan  Coffey  and  the  other  mem- 
bers. Julian  Epstein  Melanie  Sloan, 
and  Diana  Schacht  and  all  of  those 
that  have  been  working  with  us  for  a 
job  well  done. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

D  1600 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased 
to  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  HEiNEstAN]. 

Mr.  HEINEMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  today. 
Congress  has  its  opportunity  to  speak 
out  against  the  ignorant  and  cowardly 
actions  of  the  antireligious  bigots  who 
participated  in  burning  the  churches  of 
both  black  and  white  Americans.  Un- 
fortunately, as  a  former  law  enforce- 
ment officer,  I  have  witnessed  first- 
hand the  horror  of  both  the  burning 
and  desecration  of  sacred  houses  of 
worship.  Nothing  can  be  more  dev- 
astating to  people  than  to  see  the  very 
foundation  of  their  existence  go  up  in 
flames.  Black  Americans  have  alwa3rB 
centered  their  hope  and  aspirations 
around  God  and  their  respective 
churches.  I  have  seen  this  myself.  The 
destruction  of  these  institutions  tears 
the  very  fabric  of  our  society  and 
dashes  hope  for  the  future.  Likewise, 
the  desecration  of  sjmagogues  is  a  grim 
reminder  of  the  Holocaust  and  is  a 
painful  reminder  of  the  tragedies  of  the 
past. 

We,  as  a  nation  and  as  a  Congress. 
must  now  allow  this  to  continue.  This 
bill  is  a  proper  response  to  these  cow- 
ardly acts.  This  bipartisan  legislation 
will  truly  make  a  difference.  It  will  en- 
able the  Federal  Government  to  more 
easily  prosecute  those  who  commit 
these  heinous  crimes  and  impose  stiff 
and  appropriate  criminal  sanctions. 

Americans  have  always  stood  for  God 
and  country.  Americans  have  always 
supported  each  other  in  times  of  need. 
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Today  is  one  of  those  times.  Let  us  all 
stand  together  in  this  matter  and  put 
an  end  to  this  madness.  If  we  fail  to 
adequately  deal  with  these  tragedies, 
then  we,  as  representatives  of  all  the 
people,  are  not  doing  our  sworn  duty.  I 
thank  the  chairman  of  the  committee, 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Hyde],  and  my  colleague,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  CONYERS], 
for  sponsoring  this  legislation,  and  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  give  their  full 
support  to  this  bill. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentlemaji  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Watt]  in  whose  State 
there  have  been  church  arsons. 

Mr.  WATT  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  want  to  commend  the  chair- 
man of  the  conmiittee,  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Hyde],  and  the  rank- 
ing member,  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Conyeks],  for  proposing 
this  legislation,  and  encourage  my  col- 
leagues to  vote  unanimously  in  support 
of  it. 

There  are  two  important  reasons  for 
this  legislation,  the  first  of  which  is  a 
practical  reason.  When  I  appeared  on 
the  scene  at  Matthews  Merkland.  and 
the  investigation  was  proceeding  of 
that  church  burning  in  Charlotte,  NC, 
we  had  representatives  of  the  Federal 
Alcohol,  Tobacco,  and  Firearms  divi- 
sion, we  had  representatives  of  the 
State  Bureau  of  Investigation,  we  had 
representatives  of  the  local  law  en- 
forcement officials,  and  representa- 
tives of  the  local  Are  department. 

But  for  the  fact  that  that  church  had 
been  completely  destroyed,  there  is 
some  question  about  whether  the  Fed- 
eral authorities  could  have  been  there 
at  all.  If  the  amount  of  damages  had 
been  minimal,  there  would  have  been 
some  question  about  whether  they 
could  have  even  gone  to  investigate  the 
fire,  despite  the  terrible  nature  of  it 
and  everybody's  suspicion  that  it  could 
have  been  racially  motivated.  So  this 
legislation,  on  a  practical  level,  will 
get  us  beyond  that.  It  was  a  wonderful 
sight  to  see  aU  of  the  law  enforcement 
authorities  there  in  a  spirit  of  coopera- 
tion, tr3rlng  to  bring  their  resources  to 
bear  on  this  tragedy,  and  in  that  par- 
ticular situation  it  led  to  a  very  quick 
arrest. 

The  second  important  reason  is  a 
sjnmboUc  reason.  That  is  that  we  need 
to  make  a  statement  of  our  outrage 
about  these  church  burnings.  This  leg- 
islation will  enable  us  to  make  that 
statement  to  the  American  people  that 
this  kind  of  conduct  is  totally  outside 
the  bounds,  is  unacceptable  in  a  demo- 
cratic society.  I  encourage  my  col- 
leagues  to  support  this  legislation. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased 
to  yield  1  minute  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Flana- 
gan]. 

Mr.  FLANAGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  strong  support  of  H.R.  3525,  the 
Church   Arson   Prevention   Act.   In   a 


country  that  was  foxmded  on  the  prin- 
ciple of  religious  freedom,  crimes 
against  religious  property  are  particu- 
larly repugnant.  The  recent  wave  of 
church  burnings  that  has  occurred,  pre- 
dominantly against  black  churches  in 
the  South,  is  reprehensible. 

This  legislation  greatly  enhances  the 
ability  of  Federal  law  enforcement  au- 
thorities to  prosecute  crimes  against 
religious  property.  Presently,  there 
must  be  at  least  10,000  dollars'  worth  of 
property  damage  before  a  crime 
against  religious  property  can  be  feder- 
ally prosecuted.  This  bill  eliminates 
that  minimum  requirement.  Even  a 
penny's  worth  of  damage  would  now  be 
enough  for  Federal  prosecution.  This  is 
as  it  should  be. 

Also,  victims  of  church  burnings  or 
other  types  of  religious  property  de- 
struction will  now  be  able  to  receive 
compensation  from  the  violent  crimes 
trust  fund  that  was  established  by  the 

1994  Violent  Crime  Control  and  Law 
Enforcement  Act.  Surely,  you  are  a 
crime  victim  when  your  sacred  placed 
of  worship  is  burned  to  ashes.  Com- 
pensation is  but  one  small  thing  we  can 
do  to  help  alleviate  the  pain  for  those 
who  have  seen  their  houses  of  vener- 
ation destroyed. 

This  legislation  takes  many  other  ac- 
tions that  will  make  it  easier  for  Fed- 
eral investigators  to  track  down  those 
who  are  maliciously  destrosring  our 
houses  of  worship.  We  must  ensure  that 
those  who  have  committed  these  hei- 
nous crimes  do  not  escape  punishment. 
This  legislation  will  help  bring  those 
responsible  to  justice.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  give  the  Church  Arson  Pre- 
vention Act  their  full  support. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my 
pleasure  to  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  Texas  (Ms.  Jackson- 
Lee],  a  sterling  member  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary,  in  whose 
State  there  have  been  church  burnings. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  thank  the  ranking  member 
for  his  kindness  in  yielding  to  me,  and 
particularly  for  his  leadership  and,  as 
well,  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary,  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Hyde],  for  the  exipeditious 
manner  in  which  we  move  toward  hear- 
ings and  then  now  have  come  to  the 
House  floor  to  speak  on  behalf  of  the 
American  people. 

There  is  nothing  more  tragic  than 
burning  houses  of  worship,  no  matter 
what  color,  what  religion.  I  am  grate- 
ful that  this  Congress  will  say  to 
America,  enough  is  enough,  for  since 

1995  we  have  had  now  more  than  40  of 
these  burnings,  most  recently  those  in 
my  home  State  of  Greenville,  TX. 

Let  me  also  applaud  the  NAACP  and 
the  group  of  ministers  with  which  I  had 
the  opportunity  to  join  just  yesterday 
in  Houston,  who  likewise  met  with  FBI 
agents  and  other  Federal  officials  to 
assess  and  be  able  to  indicate  their 
consternation  with  these  tragedies 
that  are  occurring. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe  this  legisla- 
tion is  right-headed  and  right-footed, 
for  it  says  to  the  perpetrators,  we  are 
going  to  get  you.  There  is  nothing 
wrong  with  that,  when  those  who  vio- 
late the  law  come  to  justice,  and  that 
we  untangle  the  hands  of  prosecutors 
so  they  can  do  their  job  and  ensure 
that  those  who  would  worship  under 
the  first  amendment  in  the  Constitu- 
tion would  not  be  blighted. 

But  let  me  say  something  for  all  of 
us  to  hear.  It  is  important  to  recognize 
that  with  this  legislation  we  cannot  re- 
build churches  and  men's  hearts.  We 
must  recognize  that  we  must  take 
away  from  the  anger  of  this  Congress 
on  affirmative  action  and  resegregat- 
ing  us  with  respect  to  busing  questions; 
and  realize,  America,  that  we  must 
bring  this  country  together.  We  must 
stop  the  ugly  talk  and  recognize  that 
we  are  all  of  one  human  family. 

I  enjoy  America  when  we  stand  to- 
gether. I  would  hope  that  all  of  the 
church  families  that  I  have  already 
heard  from  will  likewise  understand 
that  this  is  not  just  another  whining 
on  behalf  of  African-Americans  in  this 
Nation,  but  this  is  in  fact  an  oppor- 
tunity that  we  understand,  that  we 
stand  under  one  flag,  and  yes,  one  be- 
lief; that  is,  in  a  higher  authority  that 
believes  in  love  and  sharing  and  the  re- 
spect of  human  dignity. 

It  is  time  for  all  denominations  to 
rise  up  with  us  to  stajid  against  these 
atrocities,  and  yes,  this  Congress  can- 
not stop  with  this  legislation,  we  must 
ensure  that  we  heal  this  Nation  with 
the  kind  of  legislation  that  says  that 
we  stand  against  church  burnings  but 
we  stand  for  America  as  one  family, 
supported,  for  all. 

So  I  thank  those  who  have  proposed 
this  legislation,  and  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  hope  that  my  colleagues  will 
support  wholeheartedly  H.R.  3525. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong  support  of  one 
of  the  most  important  pieces  of  legislation  be- 
fore this  House  in  recent  memory.  There  are 
few  issues  that  we  can  debate  that  are  more 
significant  than  issues  of  racial  equality  and 
freedom  of  religion.  This  bill  will  aid  prosecu- 
tors in  bringing  an  end  to  the  many  church 
bumings  that  have  occurred  across  the  coun- 
try in  the  past  year  and  a  half.  We  simply  can- 
not retum  to  the  reign  of  terror  that  existed  in 
the  1960*8.  We  simply  cannot  risk  innocent 
citizens  being  harmed  like  the  horrible  incident 
at  a  Birmingheim  church  In  1963. 

Since  1995  alone,  there  have  been  more 
than  40  incidents  of  the  buming  and  desecra- 
tion of  AfrlcarvAmerican  churches  including 
two  in  my  home  State  of  Texas.  In  fact,  two 
churches  were  burned  in  t^ississippi  last  night. 
As  evkJenced  by  these  numbers,  there  is  no 
doubt  that  many  of  these  fires  have  been  and 
continue  to  be  racially  motivated.  Before  loss 
of  life  occurs  we  must  end  this  siege  on  the 
Constitution. 

The  legislation  before  us  today  aids  law  en- 
forcement officials  by  making  it  easier  to  pros- 
ecute those  who  would  commit  such  heinous 
acts.  It  amends  existing  law  by  providing  that 
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anyone  using  weapons,  explosives,  or  fire 
damaging  property  on  the  t»asis  of  its  racial  or 
ethnic  consideration  regardless  of  the  dollar 
amount  of  the  loss  will  be  prosecuted  to  the 
full  extent  of  the  law— 10  years  in  prison. 

As  this  plague  continues  to  rapidly  grow,  it 
is  time  for  this  House  to  act  and  help  our  Na- 
tion's enforcement  personnel  end  this  reign  of 
ten^or  against  our  citizens  based  on  race  and 
religion.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  strongly  sup- 
port this  bill  and  send  it  to  the  Senate  so  that 
the  President  can  sign  this  bill  as  soon  as 
possible.  Our  swift  movement  on  this  bill  may 
help  save  more  communities  from  suffering 
these  devastating  losses. 

Finally,  I  wouW  like  to  thank  Howard  Jeffer- 
son of  the  NAACP,  President  J.J.  Roberson  of 
the  Baptist  Ministers  Alliance,  Minister  Robert 
Mohammed  of  the  Nation  of  Islam,  Bishop 
Quinary  of  the  Houston/Galveston  Catholic  Di- 
ocese, and  Rev.  Ed  Young  of  Second  Baptist 
Church,  local  and  Federal  law  enforcement 
authorities,  and  many  other  dergy  and  com- 
munity leaders  for  their  leadership  on  this 
issue  in  our  great  city  of  Houston,  TX.  Their 
message  was  that  we  will  not  tolerate  these 
hateful  acts.  I  was  proud  to  stand  with  them  In 
their  effort  of  unity. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased 
to  yield  30  seconds  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Canady],  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  the  Constitution  of  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 

Mr.  CANADY  of  Florida.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in  support 
of  the  Church  Arson  Prevention  Act. 
Recently  Americans  have  watched  in 
horror  as  houses  of  worship  have  gone 
into  flames,  igniting  new  fears  and  sus- 
picions and  fomenting  fires  of  hatred  in 
our  Nation.  This  tragedy,  which  has  hit 
primarily  African-American  churches, 
calls  for  immediate  action.  The  Church 
Arson  Prevention  Act  will  help  by  ena- 
bling Federal  prosecutors  to  bring  the 
perpetrators  of  these  crimes  to  justice. 
I  want  to  commend  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Hyde]  for  his  swift 
action  on  this  issue,  as  well  as  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  Conyers] 
for  his  work  on  this  important  issue.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  yes  on  this 
important  bill. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania, Mr.  Thomas  Foglietta,  one 
of  the  distingruished  Members  who  have 
worked  on  civil  rights  matters  across 
the  years. 

Mr.  FOGLEETTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  join 
my  colleagues  to  express  my  horror  at 
the  recent  string  of  church  fires  across 
the  South.  More  importantly,  we  join 
together  to  do  something  about  it. 
There  have  been  more  than  37  sus- 
picious fires  in  black  and  multiracial 
churches  in  small  towns  across  Amer- 
ica in  the  last  18  months,  7  in  the  last 
2  weeks,  including  2  in  the  last  2  days 
in  Mississippi. 

For  the  past  year  we  have  debated 
about  the  role  of  government.  Govern- 
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ment  is  brave  men  and  women  putting 
out  fires  in  communities,  it  is  police 
officers  and  the  Justice  Department 
fighting  to  stop  crime.  The  effort  we 
announce  today  is  a  good  example  of 
how  government,  the  private  sector, 
and  people  can  join  together  to  accom- 
plish a  common  goal.  Government 
works.  Government  works  when  people 
like  President  Clinton  step  up  to  the 
bully  pulpit  and  turn  this  issue  into  a 
national  challenge,  and  teaches  us  that 
we  have  to  retum  to  the  value  that 
made  our  country  so  strong,  that  we 
have  to  fight  the  fire  of  hate  that  drove 
people  to  commit  these  outrages. 

Government  works  when  my  col- 
leagues and  I  come  together  to  create 
the  energy  of  firefighters  to  help  peo- 
ple prevent  church  arsons.  As  one  min- 
ister put  it,  someone  who  is  trying  to 
do  us  harm  in  one  sense  really  has  done 
us  a  lot  of  good.  These  fires  have  drawn 
people  together,  both  black  and  white. 
These  acts  of  hatred  have  been  trans- 
formed into  gestures  of  love. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
proposed  amendment  by  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Hyde]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  Conyers], 
H.R.  3525,  so  together  we  can  find  these 
criminals  and  put  an  end  to  this  mad- 
ness. Together  we  can  and  must  write 
an  end  to  this  horrible  chapter  in  our 
Nation's  history. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased 
to  yield  2  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Barr]. 

Mr.  BARR  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  distingruished  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  on 
which  I  am  proud  to  serve,  for  3nelding 
time  on  this  important  piece  of  legisla- 
tion. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  com- 
mend the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary  for  looking  at  this 
matter  in  the  light  it  ought  to  be,  to 
take  a  very  learned,  very  dispassion- 
ate, but  passionate  look  at  whether  our 
Federal  laws  are  indeed  sufficient  to 
address  the  problem  presented  to  the 
American  people  by  the  rash  of  church 
bumings,  white  and  black  alike,  across 
our  country,  particularly  in  my  part  of 
the  country,  the  southern  United 
States. 

Rather  than  seek  out  photo  ops,  rath- 
er than  talk  about  this  in  partisan 
terms,  rather  than  try  and  score  head- 
line victories  over  other  folks,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois,  Chairman  Hyde, 
has  done  it  the  old-fashioned  way,  pro- 
fessionally and  according  to  the  laws  of 
our  land. 

I  would  like,  though,  also,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, to  caution  all  of  us  as  we  look  at 
this  piece  of  legislation,  or  really  per- 
haps as  we  look  at  other  pieces  of  legis- 
lation, because  none  of  us,  including 
myself,  dispute  the  need  for  this  legis- 
lation, but  to  keep  in  mind  that  the 
commerce  clause  of  otir  Constitution  is 
not  infinitely  elastic,  and  we  need  to 
look  at  these  pieces  of  legislation  to 


ensure  that  there  is  a  proper  and  firm 
foundation  in  the  appropriate  provi- 
sions of  our  Constitution  for  the  laws 
that  we  seek  to  enact. 

While  the  commerce  clause  is  very 
broad  indeed,  it  is  not.  as  I  have  said, 
infinitely  elastic,  and  we  have  to  be 
careful,  because  when  it  breaks,  it  will 
snap  fairly  hard.  We  do  need  to  keep 
that  in  mind,  because  we  do  not  want 
to  pass  important  legislation  such  as 
that  before  us  today  and  find  a  problem 
later  on.  which  I  do  not  believe  we  have 
with  this  piece  of  legislation,  Mr. 
Speaker;  but  again,  I  would  caution  all 
of  us  here  to  be  very  mindful  of  the 
limitations  of  the  various  clauses  of 
our  Constitution,  including  particu- 
larly in  this  case,  since  we  are  amend- 
ing the  applicability  and  the  reach  of 
this  legislation  by  way  of  the  com- 
merce clause,  to  t>e  very  mindful  of 
those  principles  of  Federalism  which 
all  of  us  certainly  on  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary,  on  our  side  of  the  aisle, 
adhere  to  and  support  very  strongly. 

Again,  in  closing,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ap- 
preciate the  opportunity  to  speak 
today  and  commend  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  and  I 
urge  support  for  this  important  piece 
of  legislation. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
pleaised  to  yield  1  minute  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas.  Mr.  Ken  Bentsen. 
Mr.  BENTSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
very  strong  support  of  H.R.  3525,  the 
Church  Arson  Prevention  Act  of  1996. 
in  hope  that  it  will  end  these  acts  of 
cowardice  against  churches  in  my 
home  State  of  Texas  and  across  the 
South.  It  is  unfortunate  that  in  the 
late  20th  century  hate  crimes  still  exist 
in  our  society. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  3525  sends  a  strong 
message  that  these  actions  will  not  be 
tolerated  by  the  Nation,  and  that  our 
will  is  stronger  than  the  hatred  from 
which  they  are  bom.  This  legislation 
brings  to  bear  the  full  authority  and 
resources  of  the  Federal  Government  in 
stopping  the  arson  and  bringing  the 
perpetrators  to  justice.  The  Federal 
Government  will  be  a  full  partner  with 
State  and  local  authorities  in  this  ef- 
fort. These  criminals  must  be  brought 
to  justice  and  thefr  message  must  be 
exposed  for  what  it  is:  ignomance  and 
hatred — the  most  tin-American  of  val- 
ues. One  of  the  foimding  principles  of 
our  Nation  is  the  fi-eedom  to  worship  as 
we  choose,  and  any  attempt  to  deny 
someone  that  right  must  be  stopped. 

If  anything  positive  can  be  gained 
from  these  acts,  it  is  that  people  of 
good  conscience,  of  all  races  and 
creeds,  have  come  together  to  help  the 
affected  congregations  and  to  prevent 
the  further  spread  of  these  acts.  It's 
unfortunate  that  it  took  something  of 
this  magnitude  for  us  to  come  to- 
gether, but  I  want  to  applaud  these  ef- 
forts. Organizations  like  the  National 
Trust  for  Historic  Preservations  and 
the     Anti-Defamation     League     have 
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come  forward  and  offered  their  assist- 
ance, along  with  many  others. 

Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  com- 
mend the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  COffYERS]  and  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Hyde]  for  their  leadership 
on  this  issue.  Today  we  send  a  strong 
message  that  while  we  in  Congress  can 
disagree  on  many  things,  we  stand 
united  against  hatred  and  ignorance. 

D  1615 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  distingruished  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Walsh],  the  chair- 
man of  the  District  of  Columbia  Appro- 
priation Subcommittee. 

Mr.  WALSH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  gentlemen  from  Illi- 
nois and  from  Michigan  for  bringing 
this  important  piece  of  legislation  to 
the  floor. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong  support 
of  this  bill.  I  rise  today  to  condemn  the 
arson  fires  in  African-American 
churches.  The  good  people  of  central 
New  York  whom  I  represent  know  that 
when  you  see  a  wrong  committed,  you 
must  speak  out.  On  their  behalf,  I  want 
to  protest  the  violence,  express  our  dis- 
gust with  the  hatred,  and  offer  our 
hand  in  peace. 

As  we  publicly  stand  with  black 
Americans  we  hope  to  show  people  of 
violence  one  thing — that  it  is  they  who 
are  in  the  minority.  It  is  they  who  will 
be  overcome.  It  is  we,  the  majority,  the 
peacemakers,  black  and  white,  who 
will  inherit  the  Earth. 

Hatred  that  spawns  violence  is  not 
natural  or  normal.  It  is  foreign  to  us  at 
birth.  We  see  that  the  children  do  not 
hate.  They  do  not  segregate  them- 
selves. They  do  not  act  violently  to- 
ward others  of  a  different  skin  color — 
unless  they  are  taught.  We  can  learn 
from  the  children.  In  fact,  we  must  if 
we  are  to  survive  as  a  great  civiliza- 
tion. 

Today,  as  the  fire  investigation  con- 
tinues, I  want  to  say  to  my  friends  in 
this  Chamber  who  are  African-Amer- 
ican, and  to  my  friends  back  home, 
please  continue  to  have  faith  that  most 
Americans  do  not  hate. 

With  you,  we  are  the  majority  in  the 
greatest  country  on  Eaith.  No  purvey- 
ors of  hate  or  prejudice  will  take  that 
from  us. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Con- 
necticut [Ms.  DeLauro]. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  and  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  for  bringing 
this  legislation  forward. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in  strong  support 
of  the  Church  Arson  Prevention  Act 
and  urge  its  immediate  adoption.  Just 
last  night,  two  more  southern  churches 
were  burned  to  the  ground — these  trag- 
ic losses  add  to  the  mounting  list  of 
over  30  suspicious  fires  at  black  and 
multiracial  churches  in  communities 
across  the  South  in  the  past  18  months. 


Yesterday,  I  stood  with  religious  and 
community  leaders  in  New  Haven,  CT. 
to  condemn  these  tragic  fires  that  have 
destroyed  sacred  sites — built  on  faith, 
hope,  and  love — and  to  stand  in  solidar- 
ity with  the  victims  of  these  heinous 
crimes. 

This  vital  measure  makes  it  a  Fed- 
eral crime  to  deface  or  destroy  reli- 
gious property  and  makes  it  easier  to 
prosecute  church  arsons.  Most  impor- 
tantly, the  passage  of  this  bill  will  give 
comfort  to  the  victims  of  the  fires— it 
will  speed  the  healing  process  and  as- 
sist with  rebuilding  of  the  churches 
and  the  communities  that  have  been 
scarred  by  these  violent  and  hateful 
acts. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  McIntosh]. 

Mr.  Mcintosh.  Mr.  speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  3525,  and  I  want  to 
commend  Chairman  Hyde  and  his  com- 
mittee for  their  good  work  on  this  bill. 
It  in  some  measure  allows  us  to  renew 
that  great  dream  of  Martin  Luther 
King's  that  blacks  and  whites  can  once 
again  walk  together  in  this  country 
blessed  by  God  in  a  land  of  freedom. 

In  the  court  case  United  States  ver- 
sus Lopez,  Justices  Kennedy  and  O'Con- 
nor opined  that  the  political  branches 
of  government  must  fulfill  grave  con- 
stitutional obligation  to  delineate  the 
democratic  liberty  and  federalism  and 
distinguish  where  the  power  to  enact 
laws  comes  from. 

In  light  of  that  admonition,  I  must 
express  my  sincere  doubt  regarding  the 
claimed  conmierce  clause  justification 
for  this  act.  I  do  not  believe  that  a 
mere  change  of  wording  will  allow  us 
to  preserve  the  act  from  constitutional 
challenge.  However,  I  will  vote  today 
to  support  this  bill  because  it  is  a  very 
good  bill  and  a  necessary  bill  and  be- 
cause I  believe  it  is  one  of  the  rare  in- 
stances when  it  is  within  our  express 
authority  under  section  5  of  the  14th 
aunendment  to  enact  such  legislation. 
It  is  very  clear  that  this  arson  which  is 
addressed  by  this  bill  dramatically 
interferes  with  the  religious  liberties 
protected  by  the  first  amendment  that 
the  States  have  failed  to  adequately 
protect  for  minorities. 

With  this  nexus,  I  want  to  commend 
the  committee  for  bringing  this  bill  to 
floor  today  and  urge  all  of  my  col- 
leagues to  vote  for  it  so  that  we  can 
send  a  message  to  all  Americans  that 
this  Congress  will  not  stand  for  these 
heinous  acts  of  church  burnings 
throughout  the  South  or  in  any  other 
part  of  our  land. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  CuMMDJGS]. 

Mr.  CUMMINGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
and  Mr.  Hyde  for  their  leadership  in 
bringing  this  important  piece  of  legis- 
lation to  the  floor  in  such  a  timely 
manner. 


Mr.  Speaker,  the  burning  and  defa- 
mation of  places  of  worship  across  the 
South  have  shaken  and  angered  me  to 
the  core.  These  are  atrocities  that  will 
not  go  unpunished.  This  legislation 
gives  prosecutors  the  tools  to  punish 
the  cowardly  perpetrators  of  these  hei- 
nous crimes. 

The  church  for  African- Americans  is 
more  than  a  place  of  worship.  It  is  a 
symbol  of  hope  and  the  bedrock  of  our 
community.  Like  the  generations  of 
family  and  friends  before  us,  we  find 
comfort,  hope,  and  faith  in  our  church- 
es. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  1996  and  still  rac- 
ism exists.  But  the  Members  in  this 
Chambers  have  chosen  to  fight  these 
injustices.  These  gutless  acts  will  not 
have  their  intended  effect.  They  will 
not  dissusuie  us  from  fighting  bigotry 
and  intolerance. 

I  am  pleased  to  support  this  legisla- 
tion, which  will  facilitate  Federal  pros- 
ecution of  arson  cases  and  I  urge  its 
swift  passage. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Stockman]. 

Mr.  STOCKMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  chairman  for  bringing  this 
bill  forward. 

I  would  like  to  take  just  one  quick 
moment  here  to  try  and  put  a  human 
face  on  this.  I  do  not  know  if  you  can 
see  this,  Mr.  Speaker,  but  in  Satur- 
day's paper  it  discusses  how  the  pastor 
of  a  church  in  Galveston,  TX,  had  his 
church  burned  down  and  to  this  day 
has  not  rebuilt  his  church  and  to  this 
day  they  have  not  found  the  perpetra- 
tors. This  was  in  our  district  which, 
quite  frankly,  has  been  a  very  peaceful, 
harmonious  district,  and  I  would  like 
to  point  out  for  the  record  and  like  to 
submit  this  for  the  Record  that  this  is 
something  that  we  need  to  put  a 
human  face  on.  These  are  people  who 
have  lost  their  church  aind  we  do  not 
know  why  or  what  is  going  on  in  this 
Nation  that  has  turned  its  people 
against  churches  but,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
want  to  thank  the  gentleman  for  offer- 
ing this  bill  and  I  stand  fully  behind  it. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  wish  to  thank  the  chairman 
for  bringing  this  bill  forward  and  I  rise  in  strong 
support  of  H.R.  3525— the  Church  Arson  Pre- 
vention Act. 

It  is  time  we  put  a  human  face  on  the  epi- 
demic of  church  buming.  I  do  not  know  If  you 
can  see  this,  Mr.  Speaker,  but  last  Saturday, 
the  Galveston  Daily  News  ran  a  story  about 
the  destruction  of  the  Island  Baptist  Church. 
This  little  church  bumed  down  neariy  2  years 
ago.  The  perpetrators  of  this  horrible  act  have 
not  t>een  found  and  the  church  pastor,  James 
Booth,  has  not  yet  been  able  to  rebuild  his 
church.  I  want  to  submit  the  story  of  Pastor 
Booth,  as  it  appears  in  the  Galveston  Daily 
News,  for  the  Record. 

Again,  it  is  time  we  put  a  human  face  on  the 
epidemic  of  church  buming.  Pastor  James 
Booth  is  a  real  person,  and  members  of  his 
congregatkin  are  real  people.  The  buming 
must  stop.  He  and  other  religious  leaders 
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have  suffered  enough.  This  bill  is  necessary  to 
make  easier  the  Federal  prosecution  of  church 
burners.  It  is  extremely  important  that  the  Jus- 
tice Department  pursue  church  burners  dili- 
gently. 

The  destruction  of  churches  isnt  a  black  ca- 
tastrophe, it  isnt  a  white  catastrophe,  ifs  a  re- 
ligious catastrophe.  These  are  crimes  against 
people  of  faith  and  those  who  worship.  We 
must  do  what  we  can  to  stop  these  heinous 
crimes. 

I  implore  my  colleagues  to  support  this  bill. 
The  citizens  of  Galveston  and  Pastor  Booth 
are  entitled  to  justice.  All  victims  of  church 
burners  are  entitled  to  justice.  This  bill  should 
be  passed  by  Congress  and  signed  into  law 
immediately.  I  want  to  thank  the  gentleman  for 
offering  this  bill  and  I  stand  fully  behind  it. 
Burned  Church  Wins  Congressman's 
Support 

(By  Chad  Eric  Watt  and  Wes  Swift) 

Galveston.— U.S.  Rep.  Steve  Stockman 
has  asked  his  colleagues  to  remember  a  Gal- 
veston church  torched  by  arsonists  In  1994. 

The  Island  Baptist  Church,  which  was  at  9 
Mile  and  Ostermayer  roads,  burned  Dec.  22. 
1994. 

The  predominantly  white  Southern  Baptist 
congregation  Is  rebuilding  at  8  Mile  and 
Stewart  roads. 

"Pastor  (James)  Booth  has  not  yet  been 
able  to  rebuild  his  little  chiu-ch  on  Galveston 
Island,"  Stockman  said  Thursday  night  on 
the  Qoor  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

"He  did  not  receive  much  attention  from 
the  media  because  when  his  church  bumed 
down.  It  was  not  then  fashionable  to  talk 
about  buming  churches." 

Stockman  and  other  members  of  Congress 
expressed  concern  In  a  March  1  letter  to  the 
U.S.  Attorney  General. 

"We  brought  this  to  Janet  Reno  several 
months  ago,"  said  Cory  Blrenbaum.  a 
spokesman  for  Stockman. 

In  the  letter,  the  congressmen  asked  Reno 
to  direct  the  Justice  Department  to  help 
local  authorities  catch  those  setting  the 
fires. 

"The  buming  of  churches  has  become  a 
fashionable  crime,  with  news  reports  pos- 
sibly contributing  to  Imitative  acts  of  vio- 
lence." the  letter  states. 

Governors  of  Southern  states  have  been  In- 
vited to  the  White  House  next  week  to  dis- 
cuss strategy  for  coping  with  a  rash  of  sus- 
picious fires  at  predominantly  black  church- 
es. 

By  early  next  week,  the  Bureau  of  Alcohol, 
Tobacco  and  Firearms  hopes  to  have  details 
of  Ores  at  33  black  churches  and  23  non-black 
churches  since  Jan.  1. 

Civil  rights  groups  tracking  church  burn- 
ings In  the  South  said  they  have  found  few 
examples  of  white  churches  being  attacked. 

"If  white  church  fires  were  on  the  Increase, 
with  racism  as  a  reason,  we'd  be  on  It  In  a 
heartbeat,"  said  Angle  Lowry  of  the  Mont- 
gomery. Ala.-based  Southern  Poverty  Law 
Center,  which  studies  racial  Issues. 

"I'm  not  seeing  It  here  In  Alabama,  and 
we're  not  seeing  It  anywhere  else." 

Booth  said  the  church  burnings  reflect  a 
sickness  that  crosses  ethnic  boundaries. 

"My  feeling  Is  not  that  these  burnings  are 
racially  motivated— as  It  was  by  anger  In 
general."  he  said  "It's  not  a  race  Issue.  Its 
the  attitude  of  people  In  general.  It's  a  very 
I)Oor  condition." 

Booth's  wife,  Ruth  Ann,  said  she  was  alert- 
ed to  the  mention  of  their  church  by  a 
stranger  in  Modesto,  Calif.,  who  saw  Stock- 


man make  his  statements  on  cable  tele- 
vision. 

"We  had  had  troubles  with  vandalism 
there."  Mrs.  Booth  said. 

No  one  has  been  arrested  In  connection 
with  the  Are. 

Ruth  Ann  Booth  said  fire  investigators 
traced  the  source  of  the  fire  to  a  closet  near 
the  church's  front  entrance.  Empty  beer  cans 
were  found  near  the  entrance. 

James  Booth  said  he  understands  the  pain 
other  congregations  are  going  through. 

"It's  a  lot  of  emotional  stress."  he  said. 
"To  see  something  that  means  so  much  to 
you  like  a  church  go  up  In  flames  .  .  .  It's 
very  painful." 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  I 
minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mrs.  Clayton],  who  has 
worked  on  this  matter  with  a  great 
deal  of  commitment. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  3525,  the  Church 
Arson  Prevention  Act  of  1996. 

This  bill  would  amend  title  18,  the 
criminal  title  of  the  U.S.  Code  by  fa- 
cilitating prosecution  and  increasing 
penaJties  against  those  who  would  do 
violence  to  houses  of  worships. 

We  have  all  been  concerned  over  the 
disturbing  trend  of  African-American 
church  burnings,  two  a  month  over  the 
past  18  months,  and  three  more  this 
past  weekend. 

This  bill  will  address  that  alarming 
trend. 

But,  there  have  also  been  other  acts 
of  violence  directed  at  houses  of  wor- 
ship, such  as  vandalism,  desecrations, 
and  even  drive-by-shootings. 

This  bill  will  address  that  alarming 
trend  as  well. 

The  bill  makes  clear  that  it  is  a  Fed- 
eral crime  to  deface  or  destroy  reli- 
gious property  for  racial,  ethnic,  or  re- 
ligious reasons. 

More  importantly,  the  bill  removes 
the  current  requirement  that  the  of- 
fense cause  at  least  S10,000  in  damage— 
a  threshold  that  has  made  it  very  dif- 
ficult to  prosecute  such  cases  in  the 
past. 

And,  the  bill  makes  victims  of  reli- 
gious property  defacing  or  destruction 
eligible  for  compensation  under  the 
"Victims  of  Crime  Act. 

This  provision  is  important  as  many 
churches  seek  to  rebuild  following  the 
rash  of  destruction,  particularly  the 
church  burnings. 

I  am  exploring  other  ways  in  which 
the  Federal  Government  can  make 
communities  whole  when  faced  with 
these  crimes,  especially  ways  we  can 
help  in  the  rebuilding  of  churches. 

Two  more  suspicious  church  fires  oc- 
curred over  the  weekend,  including  an- 
other fire  in  my  State  of  North  Caro- 
lina. 

While  I  am  proud  of  bipartisan  efforts 
that  have  been  undertaken  by  the 
House,  we  must  continue  those  efforts. 

Congress  must  be  eternally  vigilant 
in  speaking  out  now  against  these  in- 
tolerable acts. 

Those  who  perpetrate  these  misdeeds 
must  know  that  our  will  to  stop  them 
is  stronger  than  their  will  to  continue. 


I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
bill. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
30  seconds  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman from  the  District  of  Colimibia 
[Ms.  Norton]. 

Ms.  NORTON.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  time,  and  I  thank  the 
chairman  and  the  ranking  member  for 
their  alacrity  in  moving  this  bill  for- 
ward. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  student  member  of 
the  Student  Nonviolent  Coordinating 
Committee  in  the  South  during  the 
civil  rights  movement  I  remember  no 
time  when  there  was  a  rash  of  church 
burnings.  We  have  enough  polarization 
in  this  society.  We  do  not  need  the  ulti- 
mate polarization,  the  buming  of 
places  of  worship.  You  have  restored 
confidence  in  the  rule  of  law  for  many 
Americans.  You  have  said  through  this 
bill  that  we  are  still  committed  to 
eliminating  racism,  and  I  thank  you. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  jrield 
30  seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Pallone]. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  went 
to  the  Second  Baptist  Church  in  Long 
Branch,  my  hometown,  last  Sunday  to 
talk  to  a  very  concerned  crowd  about 
why  this  legislation  is  so  important. 

It  is  time  to  relentlessly  investigate 
and  swiftly  prosecute  perpetrators  of 
these  crimes.  We  must  have  a  public 
outcry  condemning  these  mindless 
church  burnings,  and  it  must  be  bipar- 
tisan and  multiracial.  Those  people 
who  gain  politically  and  financially 
from  fueling  hatred  in  our  society 
today  should  recognize  the  effects  of 
their  words. 

I  say  to  those  who  perpetrate  these 
heinous  crimes  that  the  days  of  the 
night  riders  are  over.  The  day«  when 
African-Americans  had  to  take  cover 
by  nightfall  in  hopes  of  seeing  another 
day  are  over.  This  covmtry  will  not  go 
back  to  a  time  when  hatred  and  intimi- 
dation through  terrorism  was  the  law 
of  the  land. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tlemaji  from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Ing- 
lis]. 

Mr.  INGLIS  of  South  Carolina.  I 
thank  the  chairman  for  yielding  time. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in  strong  support 
of  this  bill  and  congratulate  the  chair- 
man and  the  ranking  member  for  mov- 
ing this  bill  to  the  floor  so  quickly. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  note  two 
things.  First,  is  the  importance  of  this 
bill,  that  it  will  give  us  the  oppor- 
tunity as  a  Federal  matter  to  get  at 
these  people  who  would  desecrate 
houses  of  worship  and  really  seek  to 
destroy  a  great  deal  of  the  social  fabric 
of  our  communities.  So  I  think  it  is  im- 
portant to  get  this  bill  accomplished 
and  get  it  passed  so  that  we  can  get  at 
a  successful  prosecution  of  these  folks. 

The  second  thing  I  think  is  impor- 
tant to  point  out  is  that  there  is  a  mes- 
sage of  reconciliation  and  hope  in  this. 
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It  is  a  message  that  Terrence  Mackey, 
the  pastor  of  the  Greelyville  church 
that  President  Clinton  visited  last 
week,  is  so  good  at  putting  forth,  and 
that  is  that  in  the  face  of  this  hateful 
act,  people  like  Pastor  Mackey  are  pre- 
senting a  message  of  forgiveness  and 
hope. 

That.  I  think,  will  get  at  the  deeper 
problem,  because  we  know  that  this 
legislation  will  be  a  significant  help  to 
Federal  prosecutors  but  we  know  that 
underneath  this,  there  is  a  deeper  prob- 
lem and  it  is  a  problem  in  the  heart  of 
humankind.  That  problem,  I  think,  can 
only  be  overcome  by  people  like  Pastor 
Mackey  preaching  that  message  of  for- 
giveness and  hope.  That  is  the  hope  of 
reconciliation.  I  hope  his  voice  is  one 
that  is  heard  loudest  as  we  go  through 
this  process  of  dealing  with  the  re- 
building and  hopefully  of  the  successful 
prosecution,  as  well,  because  of  this 
bill,  of  the  people  who  would  perpetrate 
these  hateful  acts. 

D  1630 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
30  seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Lou- 
isiana [Mr.  Fields]  in  whose  State 
there  have  been  arsons. 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan for  yielding  me  the  time,  and  I 
want  to  thank  the  gentlemen  for  his 
leadership.  I  also  want  to  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  [Mr.  Hyde]  for  this 
very  important  matter  and  also  for 
bringing  to  it  the  floor. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  burning  of  churches 
in  this  country  is  unacceptable  and 
will  not  be  tolerated  in  any  shape,  form 
or  fashion.  This  legislation  will  give 
Federal  prosecutors  the  tools  they  need 
to  prosecute  those  perpetrators  of  the 
crime  to  the  fullest  extent  of  the  law. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  come  from  a  State 
that  has  witnessed  over  five  burnings 
in  the  past  4  months,  four  in  one  night 
alone.  I  want  to  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  and  thank  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  for  bringing  this 
very  important  piece  of  legislation  to 
the  floor  and  would  like  to  say  in  no 
uncertain  terms  that  this  Congress  will 
not  tolerate  individuals  burning 
churches. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  30 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  CONYERS],  and  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  he  be  permitted  to 
control  that  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Hyde] 
for  his  generosity,  and  I  yield  30  sec- 
onds to  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  MILLER]. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
yielding  me  the  time. 


I  thank  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee, Mr.  Hyde,  for  yielding  and  both  of 
my  colleagues  for  bringing  this  matter 
to  the  floor  and  rise  in  strong  support 
of  this  legislation.  I  join  those  of  our 
colleagues  and  so  many  across  the  Na- 
tion who  have  voiced  their  strong, 
strong  objection  to  those  who  would 
take  actions  of  violence  against  our 
houses  of  worship  in  this  country  and 
hope  that  this  legislation  will  be  some 
small  beginning  in  mending  these  hor- 
rible actions  against  the  churches  in 
the  South  and  elsewhere. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  bringing 
this  legislation  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  just  like  to  con- 
clude the  time  that  has  been  afforded 
us  on  this  side  by  reminding  all  of  our 
colleagues  that  the  President  of  the 
United  States  has  involved  himself  in 
this  matter  in  a  very  important  way. 

First  of  all,  he  urged  that  there  be 
some  legislation  that  could  deal  with 
this  subject  matter.  Then  he  used  his 
weekly  radio  address  to  direct  to  the 
Nation  the  deepness  of  the  injury  that 
these  kinds  of  attacks  on  churches 
commit.  Then  he  went  to  the  South 
himself,  and  tomorrow  he  will  be  meet- 
ing with  Governors  of  the  several 
States.  I  think  the  President  of  the 
United  States  has  handled  this  at  the 
Federal  level  remarkably  well. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  the 
balance  of  my  time  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Watts]. 

Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  thank  the  chairman  for  yielding 
me  the  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  last  week, 
churches  have  burned  in  North  Caro- 
lina, Texas,  Oklahoma,  and  Greorgia. 
Fires  are  destroying  our  houses  of  wor- 
ship like  an  unchecked  scourge.  With 
each  fire,  we  have  all  felt  the  loss  be- 
cause any  church  that  is  burned  in  our 
church,  for  every  house  of  worship  is  a 
sjmibol  of  our  faith  in  God  and  our 
right  to  worship  according  to  the  dic- 
tates of  our  own  conscience. 

As  evil  as  these  church  burnings  are, 
we  must  avoid  becoming  consumed  by 
our  anger.  For  as  Dr.  Martin  Luther 
King,  Jr.,  taught  us,  darkness  cannot 
drive  out  darkness,  only  light  can  do 
that.  Hate  cannot  drive  out  hate,  only 
love  can  do  that. 

To  begin  to  heal,  to  drive  away  the 
darkness,  we  must  bring  back  the 
light,  the  light  of  love,  the  light  of 
hope.  First  we  must  apprehend  those 
who  are  responsible  for  the  fires  and 
prosecute  them  to  the  full  extent  of  the 
law.  This  bill  will  help  to  do  that. 

Second  and  more  importantly,  we 
must  come  together  to  rebuild  our 
churches  and  communities.  Our  actions 
must  show  the  world  that  we  will  not 
sit  idly  by  when  the  unity  and  religious 
freedom  of  our  nation  are  attacked. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  commend  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois,  Chairman  Hyde, 


and  the  gentleman  from  Michigan,  Mr. 
CONYERS,  for  producing  H.R.  3525.  I  call 
on  the  House  to  pass  this  bill  unani- 
mously to  send  the  strongest  possible 
message  that  this  Congress  will  do  all 
within  its  power  to  stop  the  fires  and 
help  the  healing  again. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  very  pleased  that 
we  have  had  an  interesting  and  good 
and  full  debate  on  this  important  issue. 
Burning  a  church  is  about  as  rotten, 
reprehensible  an  act  as  anybody  can 
do,  and  I  hope  this  law  helps  in  the 
identification  and  severe  punishment 
of  the  perpetrators. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  BEVILL  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  ex- 
press my  deep  concern  about  the  alarming 
rash  of  fires  that  have  destroyed  or  badly 
damaged  at  least  34  black  churches  across 
the  South.  There  is  a  lot  of  speculation  about 
who  may  be  behind  these  arson  attacks  and 
whether  racism  is  involved.  I  am  confident  that 
the  perpetrators  of  these  crimes  will  be  caught 
and  brought  to  justice.  Their  punishment 
shoukj  be  severe. 

Strong  legislation  is  moving  through  Con- 
gress to  give  U.S.  attorneys  clear  jurisdiction 
to  prosecute  church  arson  suspects.  I  will  sup- 
port this  bill  when  it  comes  to  the  House  floor. 
There  shoukl  be  no  misunderstanding  that 
these  attacks  are  of  national  concern. 

These  crimes  show  a  blatant  disrespect  not 
only  for  the  people  who  worship  at  these 
churches,  txjt  also  for  their  faith  itself.  Church- 
es are  sanctuaries  of  faith.  They  are  houses  of 
God  and  they  should  be  respected.  How 
woukj  you  feel  if  someone  burned  down  your 
church?  I  know  how  I  would  feel.  I  wouki  be 
hurt  and  outraged.  I  would  want  something 
done  about  it. 

It  is  a  sad  commentary  on  our  society  when 
any  place  of  worship  is  vandalized  or  de- 
stroyed. This  goes  for  the  buming  of  churches 
as  well  as  the  spraying  of  Nazi  graffiti  on  syn- 
agogues. 

The  very  principles  upon  which  our  Nation 
was  founded  are  at  stake  here.  The  Pilgrims 
who  braved  rough  seas  and  harsh  winters  to 
find  a  new  life  in  America  came  here  to  find 
a  place  to  worship  freely.  They  came  to  es- 
cape religious  persecution. 

That's  why  our  U.S.  Constitution  guarantees 
the  right  to  freedom  of  religion  in  the  first 
amendment.  Most  of  us  would  interpret  that 
right  to  mean  that  we  can  worship  without 
fear. 

When  crimes  are  committed  against  places 
of  worship— even  in  the  dead  of  night — it  ae- 
ates  an  atmosphere  of  distrust  and  fear.  God- 
k}ving,  law-abiding  citizens  don't  wish  that  on 
anyone,  regardless  of  their  religion  or  their 
race. 

I  am  glad  to  see  the  Congress  and  the  ad- 
ministration stepping  fonwanj  to  address  this 
issue  And.  I  want  to  commend  NationsBank 
Corp.  <or  pledging  to  pay  5500,000  for  infor- 
mation leading  to  the  arrest  and  conviction  of 
those  responsible.  This  sends  a  strong  mes- 
sage that  the  corporate  community  in  the 
South  is  equally  concerned  about  these 
crimes. 
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I  am  also  glad  to  see  that  the  National  Trust 
for  Historic  Preservation  has  added  southem 
black  churches  to  its  list  of  "most  endangered" 
historic  places.  The  support  offered  by  the 
trust  will  go  a  long  way  toward  helping  af- 
fected communities  to  heal. 

I  pray  that  this  rash  of  attacks  on  Southem 
churches  will  end  now  and  that  a  sense  of 
safety  and  sanctity  will  be  restored  to  these 
places  of  worship. 

Mr.  HOYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in 
strong  support  of  H.R.  3525,  the  Church  Arson 
Prevention  Act.  I  want  to  commend  Mr.  Hyde 
and  Mr.  Conyers  for  proposing  this  bill  which 
was  introduced  in  response  to  the  tragic 
church  fires  which  have  destroyed  over  30 
black  churches  throughout  the  South  over  the 
last  18  months.  Enough  is  enough.  The  time 
has  come  to  step  up  our  efforts,  and  we  must 
take  more  action  to  assist  Federal,  State,  and 
local  authorities  in  preventing  and  investigating 
these  fires. 

I  want  to  add  my  voice  in  expressing  strong 
displeasure  with  those  who  seek  to  evoke  fear 
and  promote  hatred  by  engaging  in  these  acts 
of  cowardice.  This  type  of  behavior  tears  at 
the  very  fabric  which  holds  this  Nation  to- 
gether. It  is  important  that  we  do  wtiat  is  nec- 
essary to  put  an  end  to  these  unacceptable 
actk)ns.  As  a  Natkjn  which  prides  itself  in  fur- 
thering liberty,  equality,  and  justice  for  all,  con- 
duct of  this  nature  cannot  and  will  not  be  toler- 
ated. 

There  is  no  institution  more  sacred  than  a 
house  of  worship.  I  am  appalled  and  outraged 
that  any  person  would  desecrate  an  institution 
which  fosters  religious  freedom,  a  right  guar- 
anteed under  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States.  The  church  serves  as  the  foundatkxi 
of  good,  hope,  and  prosperity  in  many  com- 
munities. It  also  serves  as  a  place  of  solace 
for  those  seeking  refuge  from  the  cruelties  and 
harshness  of  the  worid.  Moreover,  it  is  a  place 
where  people  can  put  aside  their  differences 
and  come  together.  I  will  never  understarxj 
how  one  can  seek  to  destroy  the  positive  spirit 
which  tfie  church  symtx>lizes. 

I  am  deeply  saddened  by  the  events  which 
have  taken  place  over  the  last  year  and  a  half. 
They  are  an  ugly  reminder  of  our  not  so  dis- 
tant past  and  send  the  wrong  message  to  irrv 
pressionable  minds.  Over  the  past  30  years, 
we  have  worked  hard  to  bulkj  many  bridges 
across  the  racial  divide.  To  a  large  degree,  we 
have  been  quite  successful.  However,  we  still 
have  a  long  way  to  go  in  our  pursuit  to  under- 
stand one  another  and  ensure  equality  for 
every  American.  As  the  most  civilized  natkHi  in 
the  world,  it  is  incumt>ent  on  us  to  continue  to 
move  forward.  We  cannot  let  the  uncivilized 
actions  of  a  few  keep  us  from  achieving  the 
worthwhile  goal  of  racial  and  ethnic  harmony. 

The  legislation  before  us  today,  in  coordina- 
tion with  the  efforts  of  Federal  law  enforce- 
ment agencies,  can  assist  in  bringing  to  justice 
those  individuals  responsible  for  the  fires. 
Through  their  efforts,  some  progress  has  al- 
ready been  made.  One  of  the  principle  Fed- 
eral agencies  wortcing  on  these  incklents  has 
been  the  Bureau  of  Alcohol,  Tot>acco  and 
Firearms.  BATF  has  responded  to  these 
incidences  by  using  additional  resources  and 
manpower.  Their  efforts  have  resulted  in  the 
resolutk>n  of  some  of  these  arson  cases, 
some  by  arrest  and  others  by  designation  as 


accidental.  There  still  are  a  number  of  ongoing 
investigations  and  the  fires  continue  to  occur. 
Therefore,  we  must  provide  additional  tools  to 
BATF  and  other  Federal  law  enforcement 
agencies  so  that  they  can  more  readily  inves- 
tigate and  prosecute  these  heinous  crimes. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  stand  with  Con- 
gressman Hyde  and  Conyers  in  supporting 
this  legislation.  Passage  of  this  legislation 
today  will  allow  Congress  to  join  in  the  healing 
process  which  has  begun  for  those  churches 
which  are  now  rebuilding,  it  will  also  send  a 
message  from  Congress  that  we  do  not  con- 
done or  tolerate  this  type  of  activity  in  our  Na- 
tion. 

Mr.  LANTOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in 
strong  support  of  the  bipartisan  legislaton  in- 
troduced by  our  colleagues,  Judiciary  Chair- 
man HENRY  Hyde  and  ranking  member  John 
Conyers,  and  to  encourage  the  House  to 
pass  it  unanimously.  There  is  no  more  cow- 
ardly and  offensive  act  than  buming  a  commu- 
nity's place  of  worship.  It  is  all  the  more  un- 
conscionable when  it  is  done  out  of  bigotry 
and  hatred.  This  legislation  will  help  the  Bu- 
reau of  Akx>hol,  Tobacco  and  Firearms  ensure 
that  justice  will  be  swift  and  complete.  Con- 
gress must  make  a  strong  proactive  move  to 
stop  these  burnings,  bring  the  arsonists  to  jus- 
tice, and  help  these  communities  rebuild. 

I  extend  my  utmost  sympathy  to  the  min- 
isters and  their  congregations  all  over  the 
country  who  have  lost  their  places  of  worship. 
I  also  call  upon  the  victims  of  these  terrible 
crimes  to  be  strong  and  to  direct  your  ar>ger 
not  toward  revenge,  txjt  toward  reconstruction 
and  healing.  As  the  only  survivor  of  the  Hok>- 
caust  elected  to  Congress,  I  am  all  too  familiar 
with  the  injustices  of  random,  unprovoked  acts 
of  vk>lence.  We  must  use  this  opportunity  to 
bare  these  extreme  racists  for  who  they  are — 
unscrupulous  criminals  wt>o  deserve  to  be  put 
in  jail  for  a  long  time.  It  is  imperative  that  we 
send  a  loud,  dear,  and  firm  message  to  the 
perpetrators  of  these  sick  crimes  that  Ameri- 
cans will  not  tolerate  bigotry  or  hate  crimes. 

It  will  take  a  concerted  effort  of  every  Amer- 
ican from  every  region  of  the  country  to  send 
the  message  that  we  must  not  slip  back  into 
a  dari<  past  when  minorities  lived  in  fear  of  in- 
tolerant racists.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  us  lend  our 
resources  and  wholehearted  commitment  to 
the  Federal,  State,  and  local  authorities  who 
are  investigating  this  damaging  epidemic.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  unanimously  support 
this  legislation. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  Member 
is  pleased  to  be  a  cosponsor  of  H.R.  3525, 
the  Church  Arson  Preventk>n  Act.  and  would 
urge  his  colleagues  to  support  this  bill. 

This  measure  is  necessary  because  of  the 
recent  rash  of  church  burnings  which  has  oc- 
curred across  the  Natk>n.  Over  30  black 
churches  have  been  the  victims  of  arson  this 
year  alone,  and  Federal  help  has  been  asked 
in  catching  tfiose  responsible.  In  fact,  there 
have  been  over  half  a  dozen  church  fires  this 
week.  This  must  stop.  The  Church  Arson  Pre- 
vention Act  will  give  Federal  prosecutors  spe- 
dfk:  jurisdk:tk)n  to  prosecute  those  who  dam- 
age religkius  property.  It  will  also  eliminate 
any  monetary  damage  requirement  for  Federal 
prosecution.  This  legislation  will  give  prosecu- 
tors a  great  opportunity  to  fight  these  terrible 
crimes,  as  the  arsonnnvestigating  resources  of 


the  Bureau  of  Akxjhol,  Tobacco  and  Firearms 
can  be  called  into  play.  The  victims  of  these 
fires  will  be  eligible  under  this  bill  to  receive 
compensation  from  the  crime  victims  trust 
fund. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  this  Member's  hope  that 
this  legislation  will  quickly  become  law  in  order 
to  help  combat  this  rash  of  hatred  and  to  pun- 
ish those  responsible  for  these  crimes. 

Mr.  CASTLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  considering  that 
our  country  was  founded  on  certain  pnnciples, 
among  them  the  freedom  of  religkHJS  expres- 
sion, it  is  utterly  appalling  ttiat  places  of  wor- 
ship— homes  to  hundreds  and  hundreds  of 
congregations — have  apparently  been  targeted 
to  bear  the  brunt  of  racial  hatred  and  religkxis 
bigotry  in  this  country. 

While  I  am  absokjtely  outraged  at  the  series 
of  church  fires  that  have  brought  us  to  this 
point,  I  am  pleased  that  the  Congress  has 
worked  swiftly  and  in  a  t>ipartisan  manner  to 
ensure  ttiat  the  church  arson  law  is  improved 
and  strengthen.  This  is  an  issue  tfiat  knows  no 
color,  race,  or  religion.  It  affects  each  and 
every  one  of  us  Americans;  as  a  country. 

The  passage  of  this  bill  will  not  heal  the 
wounds  created  by  the  tragk:  buming  of 
churches,  nor  help  ease  the  pain  felt  by  those 
who  have  seen  their  place  of  worship  de- 
stroyed by  the  senseless  and  bigoted  act  of 
another.  But  this  measure  will  help  punish  the 
instigators  of  these  fires  by  making  it  easier  to 
prosecute  those  responsible  for  these  egre- 
gious acts.  And  in  light  of  recent  events,  this 
could  not  be  more  timely  nor  more  crucial. 

Mr.  FRANKS  of  Connectkxjt.  Mr.  Speaker, 
as  I  had  done  on  June  13,  1996,  I  rise  once 
again  to  vok«  my  support  of  H.R.  3525,  the 
Church  Arson  Prevention  Act  of  1996  which 
has  been  offered  by  Congressman  Hyde  and 
Congressman  Conyers  and  of  which  I  am  a 
proud  cosponsor. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  and  many  of  my  colleagues 
have  been  alarmed  by  the  rash  of  intentkxialty 
set  church  fires.  Sadly,  it  has  reached  the 
point  that  it  has  become  a  daily  occurrence. 
Seemingly,  each  day,  we  read  in  the  papers 
or  see  on  the  momir)g  news  that  our  Nation 
will  be  supporting  more  bumed-out  churches 
upon  its  landscape — grotesque  charred  shells 
which  remind  us  tt\ax  there  are  those  who 
wouki  still  practrce  racism  arxd  btgotry  and  pre- 
vent their  fellow  Americans  from  pursuing  a 
ten-or-free  life  of  happiness,  freedom  and  reli- 
gious liberty. 

As  I  have  stated  before,  H.R.  3525  wil 
make  important  and  necessary  changes  to  our 
laws  whk:h  are  presently  on  the  books  so  that 
we  can  investigate,  arrest,  and  convKt  more  of 
those  who  terrorize  with  fire  or  varKialism. 

The  bill  would  txoaden  the  scope  of  present 
statute  which  makes  it  a  crime  to  damage  reli- 
gious property  or  to  obstruct  a  person  in  the 
free  exerase  of  reiigkxjs  beliefs  by  applying 
criminal  penalties  if  the  offense  is  in,  or  affects 
interstate  commerce.  As  I  had  mentkxied  t>e- 
fore,  both  Congressman  Hyde  and  Congress- 
man Conyers  have  written  H.R.  3525  so  it  vnll 
provide  the  necessary  amendment  to  our  Fed- 
eral statutes  to  grant  Federal  junsdiction,  and 
thus  will  augment  the  Attorney  General's  abil- 
ity to  prosecute  arson  cases  of  this  nature. 

I  am  happy  to  report  that  this  bill  will  elimi- 
nate the  current  dollar  value  of  destruction 
which  may  occur  before  these  cnmes  of  dese- 
cratkxi  may  be  prosecuted.  At  the  present 
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time,  our  laws  state  that  the  loss  from  the  de- 
struction of  property  must  be  more  than 
810,000.  Originally  as  written,  H.R.  3525 
would  reduce  that  threshold  to  S5,000.  but 
Messrs.  Hyde  and  Conyers  have  properly 
seen  fit  to  eliminate  the  threshold  altogether. 
By  eliminating  the  threshold,  it  will  be  easier 
for  the  Federal  Government  to  prosecute  more 
of  these  arson  cases. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  once  again  congratulate 
Messrs.  Hyde  and  CtoNYERS  on  their  work  on 
this  Important  bill.  I  also  congratulate  the  other 
9t  sponsors  of  this  measure.  Now  is  time  for 
this  House  to  let  the  people  of  America  know 
that  it  will  not  tolerate  the  actions  of  bigots  and 
racists.  We  must  pass  H.R.  3525  to  deliver 
that  message. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  H.R.  3525,  the  Church  Arson 
Prevention  Act  of  1996. 

On  Monday  night  two  churches  were  burned 
in  Mississippi  that  bring  sadness  to  me  that 
this  has  happened  in  our  State. 

This  bill  will  give  law  enforcement  officers 
the  toots  to  bring  to  justice  those  who  are  re- 
sponsible for  these  burnings.  Also  the  bill  will 
bring  better  cooperatk>n  between  local.  State 
and  Federal  law  enforcement  agencies  to 
solve  these  terrible  crimes. 

I  am  sure  the  people  in  Mississippi  will  pull 
together  to  rebuild  these  churches  of  God. 

I  support  this  legislation.  I  hope  the  Senate 
and  the  President  will  act  quickly  on  this  bill. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  Califomia.  I  rise  today  to  offer 
my  strong  support  for  the  bipartisan  legislation 
before  us.  The  Church  Arson  Preventkjn  Act 
will  make  it  easier  to  t)ring  prosecutions  and 
will  stiffen  penalties  against  those  who  target 
houses  of  worship. 

Over  the  last  18  months,  33  predominantly 
black  churches  have  been  burned  down 
throughout  the  South.  This  outbreak  of  vio- 
lertce  and  racism  recalls  a  time  in  our  Nation's 
history  when  such  acts  were  used  to  intimi- 
date civil  rights  activists.  We  must  not  tolerate 
a  rekindling  of  these  flames  of  bigotry  and  ha- 
tred in  our  country  as  we  approach  the  new 
century. 

These  church  fires,  and  the  smoldering 
scourge  of  racism  that  we  stilt  confront  in  our 
society,  have  reminded  us  that  there  is  much 
work  to  be  done  to  achieve  the  goals  of  Dr. 
King  and  the  millions  of  others  who  aspire  to 
live  in  the  colort>lind  society  that  he  dreamed 
woukj  become  a  reality. 

This  legislatkm  is  a  step  in  that  direction, 
but  we  must  do  much  more.  As  a  natkjn,  we 
must  stand  together  in  opposition  to  those 
who  advocate  violence  and  racism.  With  one 
voice,  we  must  be  firm  and  unequivocal  in  our 
denunciation  of  such  acts. 

As  Abraham  Lincoln  said  in  1858,  "a  house 
divided  against  itself  cannot  stand."  These 
prophetic  words  remain  true  in  our  day. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in  support  of 
the  Church  Arson  Prevention  Act  (HR  3525). 
Sacred  places  of  worship  are  under  attach 
aaoss  America.  Over  the  past  18  months,  35 
black  churches  have  been  burned.  This  num- 
ber rivals  the  number  of  churches  that  were 
the  targets  of  vicious  racial  hatred  four  dec- 
ades ago,  in  the  years  leading  up  to  the  pas- 
sage of  the  1964  Civil  Rights  Act.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, we  must  not  permit  the  forces  of  evil  to 
turn  back  the  hands  of  time.  Church  bumings 


will  never  destroy  the  spirit  of  those  who  have 
faith.  Those  who  perpetrate  these  morbid 
crimes  telecast  themselves  as  the  enemies  of 
all  who  quest  social  justice.  As  legislators 
committed  to  racial  equality  we  must  condemn 
the  violence  and  resist  efforts  to  promote  the 
despicable  concept  of  white  supremacy. 

The  burning  of  black  churdies  dramatizes 
the  racist  polarization  which  plagues  our  soci- 
ety. Congress  must  act  with  singular  resolve 
to  denounce  these  reprehensible  acts  of  van- 
dalism and  the  stupidity  and  hatred  that  spawn 
such  unthinkable  crimes.  Government  must 
employ  all  necessary  resources  to  investigate 
these  outrageous  offenses  and  prosecute 
those  responsible  for  such  malicious  acts  of 
violence. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port H.R.  3525  which  makes  it  a  Federal  crime 
to  deface  or  destroy  religious  property.  It  will 
facilitate  Federal  authorities  in  prosecuting 
those  guilty  of  the  terrorist  tactics  involved  in 
church  bumings. 

Ms.  McCarthy.  Mr.  speaker,  I  want  to  ex- 
press my  condolences  to  all  of  the  families 
and  congregations  which  have  been  victims  of 
church  bumings  throughout  our  Nation,  and 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  H.R.  3525,  the 
Church  Arson  Prevention  Act. 

Many  religious  groups  and  individuals  in  my 
community  have  provided  support  for  those 
who  have  been  displaced  by  the  church  burn- 
ings. The  Reverend  Mac  Charles  Jones,  pas- 
tor of  St.  Stephen  Baptist  Church  in  Kansas 
City,  is  one  who  is  advocating  nationally  for 
African  American  congregations  coping  with 
this  extraordinary  misfortune.  In  his  role  as  as- 
sociate general  secretary  for  racial  justice  of 
the  National  Council  of  Churches,  Rev.  Jones 
met  with  Presklent  Clinton  last  week  urging 
Federal  support  in  investigating  the  church 
bumings.  Rev.  Jones  and  other  area  ministers 
are  seeking  donations  locally  to  assist  the  in- 
vestigators and  the  victims.  I  salute  everyone 
for  demonstrating  compasskin  and  generosity 
during  this  difficult  time,  and  encourage  the 
broadest  partictpatbn  possible  in  rebuilding 
these  spiritual  structures. 

I  am  horx>red  today  to  have  the  opportunity 
to  do  my  part  by  supporting  a  bill  to  prevent 
these  horrific  acts  of  violence  in  the  future. 
H.R.  3525  eliminates  certain  barriers  to  Fed- 
eral prosecution  of  Individuals  suspected  of 
church  burning.  For  example,  the  current  re- 
quirement that  the  offense  cause  at  least 
SI  0,000  in  damages  before  Federal  actk>n  can 
t>e  taken  will  be  eliminated.  Those  who  would 
deface  or  destroy  religk>us  property  in  the 
name  of  hate  will  be  subject  to  Federal  crimi- 
nal charges. 

Healing  the  spiritual  wounds  caused  by  the 
destruction  of  one's  place  of  worship  will  not 
come  easily  or  quickly,  but  finding  the  individ- 
uals who  are  responsible  and  bringing  them  to 
justice  is  essential.  I  believe  very  strongly  that 
k>cal  communities  and  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment must  work  together  to  see  that  these 
grave  injustices  are  rectified.  The  Church 
Arson  Prevention  Act  will  aid  communities  and 
law  enforcement  in  this  effort,  and  will  help 
deter  future  acts  of  ten-orism  on  our  churches 
and  synagogues,  which  serve  as  the  center  of 
every  community. 

The  Jewish  Community  Relations  Bureau, 
one  of  the  many  organizations  in  my  commu- 


nity which  has  come  to  the  aid  of  the  victims 
of  church  bumings,  has  a  saying: 

If  injustice  Is  occurring  to  one  person,  its 
the  same  as  if  it's  happening-  to  me. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  act  In  the  spirit  of 
this  sincere  expression  by  voting  for  H.R. 
3525. 

Mr.  POSHARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong 
support  of  the  Church  Arson  Prevention  Act  of 
1996.  and  thank  chairman  Hyde  and  Ranking 
Member  Conyers  for  their  swift  actron  in 
bringing  this  bill  to  the  floor. 

Like  millions  of  other  Americans,  I  grew  up 
attending  a  little  country  church.  It  was  there 
along  the  banks  of  the  Little  Wabash  River  in 
White  County,  IL,  that  I  learned  the  scripture 
lessons  and  the  basic  values  which  have  guid- 
ed my  life  and  which  are  still  today  the  foun- 
dation for  who  I  am.  That  is  not  an  unusual 
experience  whatsoever,  for  Americans  are  a 
religious  people  and  we  live  In  a  religious  na- 
tion. We  are  a  nation  of  religious  tolerance,  re- 
specting differing  denominations  and  religrans 
as  we  all  seek  the  solace  and  comfort  of  our 
faith. 

The  church,  as  important  as  it  was  spir- 
itually, was  also  important  in  a  very  physical, 
structural  way,  and  it  sensed  as  a  gathering 
place  in  our  little  community. 

The  church  arsons  which  have  scarred  our 
physical,  spiritual,  and  emotional  connections 
to  those  churches  are  repugnant  to  all  of  us. 
We  want  the  people  who  have  suffered  from 
these  reprehensible  acts  to  know  that  our 
thoughts  and  prayers  are  with  them.  And  we 
want  those  who  are  responsible  for  these  ac- 
tions to  know  they  will  be  held  responsible. 

Ms.  MILLENDER-McDONALD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  rise  in  support  of  the  Church  Arson  Preven- 
tion Act  of  1996. 

I  come  to  the  House  of  Representatives 
having  grown  up  as  the  chikj  of  an  active  Bap- 
tist minister  in  Alabama  with  fear  that  my  fanv 
ily  would  be  the  target  of  church  bombings 
that  were  all  too  common  during  the  1950's. 
The  burning  of  a  church  is  nothing  less  than 
a  cowardly  act  of  terrorism  upon  the  commu- 
nity that  hosts  the  church. 

We  are  seeing  church  burnings  in  the  Afri- 
can-American communities  every  day  and  we 
must  put  a  stop  to  It.  We  do  everything  in  our 
power  to  stop  terrorism  abroad,  we  must  do 
nothing  less  to  prevent  this  terror  in  these 
United  States. 

The  cowards  who  set  these  fires  must  be 
caught,  brought  to  justice  and  punished  se- 
verely. I  hope  that  we  will  work  together  to 
help  all  Americans  build  a  better  natk>n  and  a 
better  worid. 

I  urge  each  of  my  colleagues  to  vote  in  sup- 
port of  the  Church  Arson  Prevention  Act  of 
1996. 

Mr.  PAYNE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
chairman  of  the  Congressional  Black  Caucus 
and  as  a  cosponsor  of  the  Church  Arson  Pre- 
vention Act,  I  rise  in  strong  support  of  this 
measure.  It  is  imperative  that  we  take  imme- 
diate action  to  sti'engthen  the  ability  of  Federal 
law  enforcement  officials  to  respond  to  the 
alarming  inaease  in  church  bumings  in  the 
South  sind  other  parts  of  the  Nation.  These  in- 
cidents of  hate  call  to  mind  ugly  images  of 
cross  burnings  and  Klan  rallies  by  false  patri- 
ots determined  to  divide  this  Nation. 

Communities  are  now  living  in  fear  that  their 
sacred  houses  of  worship  will  be  reduced  to- 
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ashes  ovemight  in  the  wake  of  this  destructive 
spree.  We  need  to  send  a  dear  signal  to  ttie 
perpetrators  of  these  hate  crimes  that  every 
law  enforcement  resource  available  will  be 
used  to  bring  them  to  justice.  Not  only  does 
this  bill  clarify  that  Federal  officials  can  be- 
come involved  in  investigations  of  church  fires 
affecting  interstate  commerce;  it  also  removes 
the  current  requirement  that  Si  0,000  in  dam- 
age must  occur  before  Federal  intervention. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  know  that  a  church  is  more 
than  just  the  brick  and  mortar  wrhich  make  up 
the  building.  It  is  a  place  of  hope  and  spiritual 
renewal,  a  center  where  communities  gather 
in  celebration  of  one  of  our  most  precious 
freedoms,  the  freedom  of  religion.  Many  con- 
gregations also  run  important  services  out  of 
their  church  buildings,  such  as  food  pantries  to 
feed  the  needy,  activities  for  young  people, 
and  programs  for  senwrs.  The  loss  of  a 
church  is  devastating;  it  goes  far  beyond  the 
material  loss  and  inflicts  enormous  emotional 
pain. 

Mr.  Speaker,  1  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port this  bill  and  stop  the  epidemic  of  hate  and 
violence  which  has  no  place  in  this  Nation. 

Mr.  TORRICELLI.  Mr.  Speaker,  our  Nation 
is  witnessing  a  frightening  and  despicable  In- 
crease in  violent  attacks  on  places  of  worship. 
Indeed,  since  1991,  more  than  152  houses  of 
worship  have  been  destroyed  by  arson  or  van- 
dalism. And  within  the  last  18  months,  nearly 
50  African-American  churches  and  10  pre- 
dominantiy  white  churches  have  been  dese- 
crated. Just  last  night  In  Mississippi,  two  more 
churches  were  victims  of  arson. 

These  attadcs  simply  must  be  stopped. 
While  arson  Is  undeniably  one  of  the  most 
egregious  crimes  against  society,  it  is  even 
more  heinous  when  committed  against  a  sa- 
cred place  of  worship.  Every  American  and 
every  community  must  act  against  these 
crimes.  Atkj  congress  can  take  the  first  step 
by  passing  H.R.  3525,  the  Church  Arson  Pre- 
vention Act. 

Religk>n  has  been  a  central  part  of  our  Na- 
tion's culture  and  society.  The  burning  or 
desecration  of  a  place  of  worship  not  only  de- 
stroys a  vital  and  important  physkal  sti-ucture 
and  moral  symbol,  but  it  sends  a  message  of 
hate  and  division  within  the  community  where 
the  attack  occurs.  Congress  must  ensure  that 
those  responsible  for  such  hideous  acts  be 
punished  to  the  fullest  extent  of  the  law. 

This  is  not  a  partisan  issue;  it  is  an  issue  of 
justice.  H.R.  3525  addresses  this  problem  by 
enhancing  the  Federal  Govemmenf  s  ability  to 
prosecute  convicted  arsonists  and  by  remov- 
ing the  minimal  damage  requirement. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  in  favor  of  H.R. 
3525.  We  must  send  a  dear  and  sti-ong  mes- 
sage that  this  dangerous  and  Immoral  behav- 
k>r  will  not  be  tolerated  anywhere  in  America. 
Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong 
support  of  H.R.  3525,  the  Church  Arson  Pre- 
ventk}n  Act.  If  this  great  Nation  is  to  live  up  to 
its  pledge  of  liberty  and  justk:«  for  all,  then  we 
must  come  together  to  etxi  the  repugnant 
wave  or  racially  motivated  arsons  perpetrated 
against  African-American  churches. 

After  hearing  today  of  yet  two  more  bum- 
ings of  predominantly  African-American 
churches,  the  latest  of  more  than  34  since 
January  1995,  I  commend  my  colleagues 
Chainnan  Henry  Hyde  and  John  Conyers  for 


proposing  this  crucial  legislation.  H.R.  3525  is 
an  unequivocal  representation  of  the  Con- 
gress' condemnatkjn  of  these  acts  of  vkjlence. 
This  bill  also  provides  for  reasonable  steps  to 
fight  these  kinds  of  crimes.  This  legislation 
sensit>ly  amends  the  United  States  Code  to  fa- 
dlitate  the  use  of  Federal  law  to  prosecute 
persons  who  attack  religious  property  t>ased 
on  the  race,  color,  or  ethnic  charactenstics  of 
persons  assodated  with  that  property.  In  addi- 
tion, this  bill  allows  victims  to  obtain  financial 
assistance  under  the  victims  of  crime  fund  for 
einy  injuries  caused  by  an  attack  on  religious 
property. 

Mr.  Speaker,  1  denounce  the  recent  epi- 
demic of  arson  against  African-Amencan 
churches  across  this  Nation.  In  addition  to 
supporting  H.R.  3525,  I  am  committed  to  in- 
sisting that  law  enforcement  authorities  do  ev- 
erything within  their  power  to  apprehend  the 
persons  responsible  for  such  acts  of  unadul- 
terated hatred.  This  bipartisan  legislation  t>eing 
considered  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
will  certainly  assist  our  efforts  to  prevent  these 
immoral  crimes. 

It  Is  my  hope  that  from  the  ashes  of  African- 
American  churches  Americans  will  come  to- 
gether to  put  an  end  to  racial  intolerance.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this  important 
legislation. 

Mr.  RANGEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  express 
my  oufage  and  that  of  good  Americans 
across  this  great  country  at  the  wave  of  sus- 
pidous  fires  that  have  swept  at  least  30 
churches  in  the  South  in  recent  months. 
Churches  and  synagogues  are  the  comer- 
stones  of  our  communities,  providing  the 
moral  and  spiritual  cultlvatk>n  ttrat  our  sodety 
so  desperately  needs.  I  ask  all  my  colleagues 
in  the  House  to  vok»  their  condemnation  of 
these  deplorable  acts.  Vandalizing  places  of 
worship  is  not  a  partisan  issue. 

1  also  call  on  all  the  moral  leaders  of  our 
Nation  and  those  of  every  religkxis  back- 
ground to  stand  against  these  acts  of  tenror. 
Every  synagogue,  mosque  and  church  is  vul- 
nerable to  the  same  ads  of  terrorism  commit- 
ted against  our  black  churches  and  it  is  crucial 
that  leaders  of  every  religious  denomination 
speak  out  against  the  vandalism  of  our  na- 
tron's houses  of  worship. 

It  is  a  shame  that  the  history  of  violence  and 
intimidation  towards  black  people  in  this  coun- 
try is  repeating  itself.  Will  we  allow  hate 
groups  such  as  the  Klu  Khjx  Klan,  the  Aryan 
Nation,  skinheads,  and  other  white  suprema- 
dst  organizations  to  rise  again?  Will  we  allow 
the  historic  achievements  of  our  courageous 
freedom  fighters  who  sought  to  create  a  natron 
of  faimess  and  racial  harmony  to  be  further 
defamed? 

In  our  sodety,  £irson  of  a  church  attended 
predominately  by  Africarv-Americans  carries  a 
unique  and  menadng  threat  to  individuals  in 
our  Nation  who  remain  physroally  vulnerat>le  to 
acts  of  violence  and  intimidation  because  of 
their  race.  Such  threats  are  intolerable  and  tn- 
dividuals  responsible  for  such  acts  must  be 
aggressively  pursued  and  apprehended. 

As  churches  bum  from  flames  of  hate  and 
intolerance,  there  are  those  in  our  sodety  who 
would  dismantie  dvil  rights  legislatron  and  af- 
firmative actron  that  have  provkled  assistance 
to  groups  in  our  Nation  wtra  fiave  been  dis- 
criminated against  due  to  their  race,  sex,  or 
religious  beliefs. 


We  as  a  nation  must  not  allow  the  practice 
of  scapegoating  others  because  they  are  of  a 
different  race  or  nationality  or  poor  to  con- 
tinue. Our  Nation  was  built  on  diversity  and  we 
must  refute  any  beliefs  that  condone  or  sup- 
port an  atinosphere  of  blame  and  intolerance 
against  those  in  our  society  who  are  defense- 
less, particularty  our  sick,  poor,  and  aged.  Just 
as  the  churches,  synagogues,  and  mosques 
shelter  our  weak  and  defenseless,  we  as 
Americans  have  an  obligation  to  proted  those 
houses  of  worship  from  vidous  attacks. 

I  commend  PreskJent  Clinton  and  Attorney 
General  Janet  Reno  on  their  quick  responses 
to  investigate  these  criminal  ads  of  terrorism 
and  I  hope  those  who  make  such  threats  will 
be  prosecuted  and  will  serve  sentences  com- 
mensurate with  the  cowardly  and  despicable 
nature  of  their  actkjns. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  cosponsor  of 
H.R.  3525,  the  Church  Arson  Prevention  Ad. 
I  am  pleased  that  the  House  is  considering 
this  important  legislation. 

The  legislation  before  us  is  stiaightforward. 
It  will  help  law  enforcement  officials  caphjre 
those  responsible  for  these  heinous  crimes. 

Unfortunately,  the  motivation  of  ttiose  com- 
mitting these  ads  is  also  straightforvrard — 
hate,  ignorance  and  disresped. 

More  than  30  fires  have  occurred  at  church- 
es throughout  the  South,  leaving  in  their  wake 
a  tear  that  the  demons  of  tf>e  past  have  risen 
again.  This  time  ttiey  are  not  content  to  spew 
their  slogans  of  hatred.  Instead,  their  hate  is  at 
such  a  fever  pitch  that  these  brutes  attack  one 
of  the  most  powerful  symbols  of  community 
and  k)ve — places  of  worship. 

In  the  1960's  our  Nation  witiiessed  a  dra- 
matic stixiggle  for  racial  equality.  Efforts  to 
give  African-Americans  equal  opportunity  were 
often  met  with  vkjlent  protest,  and  America 
lost  a  number  of  brilliant  young  leaders  to  ra- 
cial hatred  and  t>igotry,  induding  reli^ous  men 
like  the  Reverend  Martin  Luther  King. 

In  ttie  end,  the  Anterican  ideal  of  equality 
won,  and  hate  k>st. 

Now,  those  wlx>  wouk)  tear  our  Nation  apart 
have  returned. 

We  must  collectively  respond  to  this  hati-ed. 
We  cannot  tolerate  these  deptorable  acts 
against  African-Americar^  arxj  our  places  of 
worship.  Indeed,  the  combination  of  this  racial 
and  religious  intolerance  is  immoral  and  must 
be  countered  at  every  turn. 

Mr.  Speaker,  1  am  pleased  the  House  wfll 
pass  this  legislation  to  fight  these  despicable 
ads,  and  the  Senate  shoukf  follow  suit. 

In  additron,  I  woukj  urge  the  PreskJent  and 
Assistant  Attorney  General  Patiick  to  continue 
their  efforts  to  bring  ttie  perpetrators  of  these 
tiateful  acts  to  justice — America's  citizens  of 
all  races  and  religions  deserve  no  less. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  stiDng 
support  of  this  important  legislation.  These 
hate  crimes  against  places  of  worship  are  sim- 
ply intolerable  and  we  in  Congress  must  take 
quick  and  decisive  action  against  these  hor- 
rible ads  of  terrorism. 

While  we  are  saddened  by  these  tragedies 
we  can  take  heart  on  the  words  of  one  of  the 
ministers  who  sakf  they  have  bumed  the  buik^ 
ing,  but  they  haven't  destroyed  the  church. 

I  commend  the  chairman  of  the  Judiciary 
Committee,  Mr.  Hyde,  its  ranking  member,  Mr. 
Conyers,  and  all  of  my  colleagues  who  are 
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working  together  so  effectively  to  see  that  this 
legislation  is  speedily  passed  in  the  hopes  that 
the  hatred  that  is  rearing  its  ugly  head  will  be 
stamped  out. 

Yesterday,  two  more  churches  burned  to  the 
ground.  Institutions  of  worship  represent 
America's  faith.  Congress  must  give  the  De- 
partment of  Justice  the  tools  necessary  to  in- 
vestigate, apprehend  and  prosecute  those 
who  destroy  or  desecrate  religious  property. 
Our  religious  liberty  is  at  stake  and  people's 
lives  are  In  danger. 

I  join  with  my  colleagues  to  act  now  to  put 
out  these  fires  of  hatred  and  ignorance  and  to 
help  with  the  healing  of  those  in  the  commu- 
nities affected. 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong 
support  of  H.R.  3525,  the  Church  Arson  Pre- 
vention Act  of  1996.  As  a  member  of  the  Judi- 
aary  Committee  I  heard  testimony  from  law 
enforcement  officials  that  they  do  have  the 
tools  they  need  to  effectively  fight  these  ab- 
horrent acts.  Those  resources  are  provkled  in 
this  legislation. 

As  other  Members  have  recounted,  there 
have  been  over  100  church  fires  aaoss  the 
United  States  since  October  1991.  Most  of 
these  fires  have  occurred  at  predominantly  Af- 
ricarvAmerican  churches  located  In  the  South- 
east. The  most  recent  string  of  attacks — in- 
cluding two  additional  fires  just  last  night — 
shoukj  serve  as  a  wakeup  call  to  every  Amer- 
ican who  is  dedicated  to  protecting  our  reli- 
gious heritage,  our  commitment  to  free  ex- 
pression, and  our  unyielding  determination  to 
preserve  law  and  order. 

Through  this  legislation,  we  are  sending  a 
message:  Racism  will  not  be  tolerated  and 
race-based  crimes  will  not  go  unpunished.  The 
destruction  of  a  house  of  worship  is  repulsive 
and  those  wtx)  commit  such  contemptible  acts 
will  be  pursued  and  prosecuted. 

Let  us  also  send  this  unmistakable  message 
to  the  twisted,  hateful  perpetrators  of  these 
heinous  acts:  The  basic  decency,  tolerance, 
and  compassion  of  the  American  people  will 
flower  in  the  ashes  of  these  charred  sanc- 
tuaries. And  while  we  can  never  forget  ttiat 
there  may  be  an  ugly  capacity  to  hate  in  all  of 
us,  as  Individuals  and  as  collective  members 
of  society  we  must  never  tolerate  those  who 
give  in  to  such  tendencies.  In  many  cases 
these  beliefs  and  practices  are  embedded 
deep  in  the  soul  and  no  act  of  Congress  will 
root  them  out.  Therefore,  every  American 
must  be  vigilant  to  stamp  out  racism  and  ha- 
tred wherever  it  surfaces.  Together  we  can 
ensure  that  in  America,  the  principles  of  jus- 
tk:e,  equality,  an6  brotherhood  thrive  in  the 
warm  glow  of  freedom. 

Mr.  DEUTSCH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
voice  my  outrage  over  the  arsons  that  have 
destroy^  over  1 10  churches  aaoss  the  coun- 
try. These  vile  and  cowardly  acts  threaten  our 
constitutk>nal  right  to  worship  freely  and  safe- 
ly. H.R.  3525  is  a  good  first  step  in  preventing 
these  heinous  attacks  on  religious  freedom.  In 
my  opinkxi,  however,  it  is  just  a  first  step  and 
there  is  far  more  this  body  can  and  should  do. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  deliberate  burning  of 
churches,  synagogues,  and  mosques  con- 
stitutes a  national  emergency,  and  stopping 
the  fires  should  be  our  top  priority.  Every 
means  available  to  us  should  be  put  to  use, 
including  the  use  of  the  Natk>nal  Guard.  We 


need  to  make  available  increased  funding  and 
resources  for  our  law  enforcement  agencies 
so  that  they  may  be  better  able  to  prevent  and 
solve  these  acts  of  hatred.  It  is  essential  that 
we  create  a  national  clearinghouse  to  monitor, 
compile,  and  scrutinize  information  relating  to 
these  fires.  Furthermore  greater  support  and 
funding  for  watchdog  groups  needs  to  be 
made  available. 

We  need  to  encourage  the  establishment  of 
a  national  dialog  on  the  Impact  and  prevention 
of  these  depraved  acts.  It  is  only  through  in- 
CTeased  cooperation  and  strict  enforcement 
will  be  able  to  prevent  future  attacks  on  our 
sacred  places  of  worship. 

I  encourage  my  fellow  Members  of  Con- 
gress to  stand  together  with  the  American 
people  and  tell  those  who  are  perpetrating 
these  crimes  that  we  will  not  be  victims  of 
their  hate  and  cowardrce. 

Mr.  MARTINI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today  to 
commend  my  House  colleagues  for  the  unani- 
mous support  shown  for  H.R.  3525,  the 
Church  Arson  Prevention  Act  of  1996.  We 
have  sent  a  clear  and  unmistakable  message 
that  this  Congress  stands  united  against  ha- 
tred. 

Since  October  1991,  we  have  witnessed 
more  than  1 00  different  acts  of  probable  arson 
specifically  targeting  churches.  Over  half  of 
the  churches  burned  have  been  predominantly 
African-American  congregations. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  one  thing  to  stand  up  and 
vigorously  denounce  these  racist  and 
antireligious  hate  crimes;  however,  it  is  far 
more  important  to  actually  do  something  about 
them.  We  need  the  ability  to  combat  this  prob- 
lem and  that  is  why  H.R.  3525  is  more  than 
a  simple  denouncement.  It  will  give  the  Fed- 
eral Government  the  ability  to  prosecute  and 
punish  those  who  bum  or  desecrate  religious 
property.  Furthermore,  it  will  also  bring  aid  to 
the  victims  of  these  crimes,  who  are  often 
underinsured  or  completely  uninsured. 

Cleariy,  no  one  is  insulated  from  the  flames 
of  hatred.  Even  in  my  home  State  of  New  Jer- 
sey, a  church  was  recently  burned.  I  am  proud 
to  say  that  a  leader  in  the  African-American 
community  in  New  Jersey  is  woridng  very  hard 
to  combat  the  burning  and  desecration  of 
places  of  worship.  Minister  and  New  Jersey 
Assemblyman  Alfred  E.  Steele,  a  constituent 
of  mine  from  Paterson,  NJ,  has  introduced  a 
bill  on  the  State  level  to  stiffen  penalties  for 
arson  at  churches,  synagogues,  and  mosques. 

Mr.  Speaker,  although  these  crimes  have 
been  primarily  directed  against  African-Amer- 
ican congregations,  I  must  hasten  to  point  out 
that  they  are  an  assault  on  those  who  believe 
in  the  freedom  and  tolerance  of  the  United 
States.  As  Assemblyman  Steele  has  said,  "If 
they  attack  one,  they  have  attacked  all  of  us." 
With  the  Church  Arson  Prevention  Act,  we  can 
now  fight  back.  We  have  cleariy  and  decisively 
acted  to  end  this  most  vicious  and  destructive 
form  of  intimidation. 

Mr.  H'VDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  June  18,  1996, 
the  House  of  Representatives  passed  H.R. 
3525  by  a  rollcall  vote  of  422  to  0.  Shortly 
thereafter,  on  June  26,  1996,  the  Senate  ap- 
proved an  amended  version  of  H.R.  3525,  the 
provisions  of  which  were  arrived  at  through  bi- 
partisan negotiations  between  the  House  and 
Senate  sponsors.  The  House  later  approved 
H.R.  3525,  as  amended  by  the  Senate,  and 


the  President  signed  the  bill  into  law  on  July 
3.  1996. 

Due  to  the  celerity  with  which  this  legislation 
was  adopted,  and  the  fact  that  no  House-Sen- 
ate conference  was  required,  there  is  no  legis- 
lative history  explaining  the  provisions  of  H.R. 
3525  which  were  added  after  consideration  of 
the  measure  by  the  House  Judiciary  Commit- 
tee. The  provisions  of  the  bill  as  reported  by 
the  committee  are  explained  in  House  Report 
104-621.  For  this  reason,  I  am  inserting  in  the 
Recxjrd  the  following  "Statement  of  Floor 
Managers  Regarding  H.R.  3525,"  which  shall 
serve  as  additional  legislative  history  for  the 
bill.  Senators  Faircloth  and  Kennedy  will  be 
inserting  identical  language  in  the  Senate  por- 
tion of  the  Record. 

JOINT  Statement  of  Floor  Managers  Re- 
garding H.R.  3525,  THE  Church  Arson  Pre- 
vention ACT  OF  1996 

(By  Congressmen  Hyde  and  Conyers,  and 
Senators  Faircloth  and  Kennedy) 

I.  INTRODUCTION 

Recently,  the  entire  nation  has  watched  in 
horror  and  disbelief  as  an  epidemic  of  church 
arsons  has  gripped  the  nation.  The  wave  of 
arsons,  many  in  the  South,  and  a  large  num- 
ber directed  at  African  American  churches, 
Is  simply  intolerable,  and  has  provoked  a 
strong  outcry  flrom  Americans  of  all  races 
and  religious  backgrounds. 

Congress  has  responded  swiftly  and  in  a  bi- 
partisan fashion  to  this  troubling  spate  of 
arsons.  On  May  21.  1996.  the  House  Judiciary 
Committee  held  an  oversight  hearing  focus- 
ing on  the  problem  of  church  fires  in  the 
Southeast.  Two  days  later,  on  May  23.  Chair- 
man Hyde  and  Ranking  Member  Conyers  In- 
troduced H.R.  3525,  the  Church  Arson  Preven- 
tion Act  of  1996.  H.R.  3525  was  passed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives  on  June  18. 1996,  by 
a  vote  of  422-0.  On  June  19,  1996.  the  Senate 
Introduced  a  companion  bill,  S.  1890. 

In  the  Interests  of  responding  swiftly  to 
this  pressing  national  problem,  the  Congress- 
man Henry  Hyde  and  Congressman  John 
Conyers.  the  original  authors  of  the  bill  in 
the  House  of  Representatives,  and  Senator 
Lauch  Faircloth  and  Senator  Edward  Ken- 
nedy, the  original  authors  of  the  bill  In  the 
Senate,  with  the  cooperation  and  assistance 
of  the  Chairman  and  Ranking  Member  of  the 
Senate  Judiciary  Committee,  have  crafted  a 
bipartisan  bill  that  combines  portions  of 
HJl.  3525.  as  passed  on  June  18.  1996  by  the 
House  of  Representatives,  and  S.  1890.  as  in- 
troduced in  the  Senate  on  June  19.  1996.  On 
June  26.  1996.  an  amendment  in  the  form  of 
substitute  to  H.R.  3525  was  Introduced  in  the 
Senate,  and  passed  by  a  98-0  vote.  This  sul>- 
stltute  embodies  the  agreement  that  was 
reached  between  House  and  the  Senate,  on  a 
bipartisan  basis.  The  House  of  Representa- 
tives, by  unanimous  consent,  took  up  and 
passed  H.R.  3525  as  amended  on  June  27,  19%. 

This  Joint  Statement  of  Floor  Managers  Is 
In  lieu  of  a  Conference  report  and  outlines 
the  legislative  history  of  H.R.  3525. 

n.  SUMMARY  OF  THE  LEGISLATION 

The  purpose  of  the  legislation  is  to  address 
the  growing  national  problem  of  destruction 
and  desecration  of  places  of  religious  wor- 
ship. The  legislation  contains  five  different 
components. 

1.  Amendment  of  Criminal  Statute  Relating  to 
Church  Arson 

Section  three  of  the  bill  amends  section  247 
of  Title  18.  United  States  Code,  to  eliminate 
unnecessary  and  onerous  Jurisdictional  ot>- 
stacles.  and  conform  the  penalties  and  stat- 
ute of  limitation  with  those  under  the  gen- 
eral federal  arson  statute.  Title  18.  United 
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States  Code.  Section  844(1).  Section  two  con- 
tains the  Congressional  findings  that  estab- 
lish Congress'  authority  to  amend  section 
247. 

2.  Authorization  for  Loan  Guarantees 
Section  four  gives  authority  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  to 
use  up  to  55.000.000  from  an  existing  fund  to 
extend  loan  guarantees  to  financial  Institu- 
tions who  make  loans  txD  organizations  de- 
fined in  "ntle  26.  Section  501(c)(3).  United 
States  Code,  that  have  been  damaged  as  a  re- 
sult of  acts  of  arson  or  terrorism,  as  certified 
by  procedures  to  be  established  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 
3.  Assistance  for  Victims  Who  Sustain  Injury 
Section  five  amends  Section  1403(d)(3)  of 
the  Victim  of  Crime  Act  to  provide  that  indi- 
viduals who  suffer  death  or  personal  injury 
In  connection  with  a  violation  described  in 
Title  18.  United  States  Code.  Section  247,  are 
eligible  to  apply  for  financial  assistance 
under  the  Victims  of  Crime  Act. 

4.  Authorization  of  Funds  for  the  Department  of 
the  Treasury  and  the  Department  of  Justice 
Section  six  authorizes  funds  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice.  Including  the  Community 
Relations  Service,  and  the  Department  of 
the  Treasury  to  hire  additional  personnel  to 
investigate,  prevent  and  respond  to  possible 
violations  of  title  18.  United  States  Oade. 
Sections  247  and  844(1).  This  provision  is  not 
intended  to  alter,  expand  or  restrict  the  re- 
spective Jurisdictions  or  authority  of  the  De- 
partment of  the  Treasury  and  the  Federal 
Bureau  of  Investigation  relating  to  the  In- 
vestigation of  suspicious  fires  at  places  of  re- 
ligious worship. 

5.  Reauthorization  of  the  Hate  Crimes  Statistics 

Act 

Section     seven     reauthorizes     the     Hate 
Crimes  Statistics  Act  through  2002. 
6.  Sense  of  the  Congress 

Section  eight  embodies  the  sense  of  the 
Congress  commending  those  Individuals  and 
entities  that  have  responded  to  the  church 
arson  crisis  with  enormous  generosity.  The 
Congress  encourages  the  private  sector  to 
continue  these  efforts,  so  that  the  rebuilding 
process  wlU  occur  with  maximum  possible 
participation  from  the  private  sector. 

m.  AMENDMENT  TO  TITLE  IB.  UNITED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTION  247 

Section  3  of  H.R.  3525.  as  passed  by  the 
Senate  and  the  House,  amends  section  247  in 
a  number  of  ways. 

/.  Expansion  of  Federal  Jurisdiction  to  Pros- 
ecute Acts  of  Destruction  or  Desecration  of 
Places  of  Religious  Worship 
The  bill  replaces  subsection  (b)  with  a  new 
interstate  commerce  requirement,  which 
broadens  the  scope  of  the  statute  by  apply- 
ing criminal  penalties  If  the  "offense  Is  In  or 
affects  interstate  or  foreign  commerce." 
H.R.  3525  also  adds  a  new  subsection  (c). 
which  provides  that:  "whoever  Intentionally 
defaces,  damages  or  destroys  any  religious 
real  property  because  of  the  race,  color,  or 
ethnic  characteristics  of  any  individual  asso- 
ciated with  that  religious  property,  or  at- 
tempts to  do  so."  Is  guilty  of  a  crime.  Sec- 
tion two  of  H.R.  3525  contains  the  Congres- 
sional findings  which  establish  Congress"  au- 
thority to  amend  section  247. 

The  new  interstate  commerce  language  In 
subsection  (b)  is  similar  to  that  in  the  gen- 
eral federal  arson  statute.  Title  18,  United 
States  Code.  Section  844(1).  which  affords  the 
Attorney  (Seneral  broad  Jurisdiction  to  pros- 
ecute conduct  which  falls  within  the  inter- 
state commerce  clause  of  the  Constitution. 


Under  this  new  formulation  of  the  inter- 
state commerce  requirement,  the  Committee 
intends  that  the  interstate  commerce  re- 
quirement Is  satisfied,  for  example,  where  in 
committing,  planning,  or  preparing  to  com- 
mit the  offense,  the  defendant  either  travels 
in  Interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  or  uses 
the  mall  or  any  facility  or  instrumentality 
of  Interstate  commerce.  The  Interstate  com- 
merce requirement  would  also  be  satisfied  If 
the  real  property  that  Is  damaged  or  de- 
stroyed Is  used  In  activity  that  is  in  or  af- 
fects Interstate  commerce.  Many  of  the 
places  of  worship  that  have  been  destroyed 
serve  multiple  purposes  In  addition  to  their 
sectarian  purpose.  For  example,  a  number  of 
places  of  worship  provide  day  care  services, 
or  a  variety  of  other  social  services. 

These  are  but  a  few  of  the  many  factual 
circumstances  that  would  come  within  the 
scope  of  H.R.  3525's  interstate  commerce  re- 
quirement, and  It  is  the  Intent  of  the  Con- 
gress to  exercise  the  fullest  reach  of  the  fed- 
eral commerce  power. 

The  floor  managers  are  aware  of  the  Su- 
preme Court's  ruling  in  United  States  v. 
Lopez.  115  S.Ct.  1624  (1995).  In  which  the 
Court  struck  down  as  unconstitutional  legis- 
lation which  would  have  regulated  the  pos- 
session of  Qrearms  in  a  school  zone.  In 
Lopez,  the  Court  found  that  the  conduct  to 
be  regulated  did  not  have  a  substantial  effect 
upon  interstate  commerce,  and  therefore  was 
not  within  the  federal  government's  reach 
under  the  interstate  commerce  clause  of  the 
Constitution. 

Subsection  (b),  unlike  the  provision  at 
Issue  In  Lopez,  requires  the  prosecution  to 
prove  an  interstate  commerce  nexus  In  order 
to  establish  a  criminal  violation.  Moreover. 
H.R.  3525  as  a  whole,  unlike  the  Act  at  Issue 
In  Lopez,  does  not  Involve  Congressional  In- 
trusion upon  "an  area  of  traditional  state 
concern."  115  S.Ct.  at  1640  (Kennedy,  J.  con- 
curring). The  federal  government  has  a  long- 
standing interest  in  ensuring  that  all  Ameri- 
cans can  worship  freely  without  fear  of  vio- 
lent reprisal.  This  federal  interest  Is  particu- 
larly compelling  in  light  of  the  fact  that  a 
large  percentage  of  the  arsons  have  been  di- 
rected at  African-American  places  of  wor- 
ship. 

Congress  also  has  the  authority  to  add  new 
subsection  (c)  to  section  247  under  the  Thir- 
teenth Amendment  to  the  Constitution,  an 
authority  that  did  not  exist  In  the  context  of 
the  Gun  Free  School  Zones  Act.  Section  1  of 
the  Thirteenth  Amendment  prohibits  slavery 
or  involuntary  servitude.  Section  2  of  the 
Amendment  states  that  "Congress  shall  have 
the  power  to  enforce  this  article  by  appro- 
priate legislation."  In  interpreting  the 
Amendment,  the  Supreme  Court  has  held 
that  Congress  may  reach  private  conduct, 
because  it  has  the  "power  to  pass  all  laws 
necessary  and  proper  for  abolishing  all 
badges  and  Incidents  of  slavery  in  the  United 
States."  Jones  v.  Alfred  H.  Mayer  Co..  392  U.S. 
409.  439  (1968).  See  also  Griffin  v.  Breckinridge. 
403  U.S.  88  (1971).  The  racially  motivated  de- 
struction of  a  house  of  worship  is  a  "badge  or 
incident  of  slavery"  that  Congress  has  the 
authority  to  punish  In  this  amendment  to 
section  247. 

Section  two  of  H.R.  3525  sets  out  the  Con- 
gressional findings  that  establish  Congres- 
sional authority  under  the  commerce  clause 
and  the  Thirteenth  Amendment  to  amend 
section  247. 

In  replacing  subsection  (b)  of  section  247. 
H.R.  3525  also  eliminates  the  current  require- 
ment of  subsection  (b)(2)  that,  in  the  case  of 
an  offense  under  subsection  (a)(1).  the  loss 
resulting  from  the  defacement,  damage,  or 


destruction  be  more  than  $10,000.  This  will 
allow  for  the  prosecution  of  cases  Involving 
less  affluent  congregations  where  the  church 
building  Itself  Is  not  of  great  monetary 
value.  It  will  also  enhance  federal  prosecu- 
tion of  cases  of  desecration,  defacement  or 
partial  destruction  of  a  place  of  religious 
worship.  Incidents  such  as  spray  painting 
swastikas  on  synagogues,  or  firing  gunshots 
through  church  windows,  are  serious  hate 
crimes  that  are  Intended  to  Intimidate  a 
community  and  interfere  with  the  freedom  of 
religious  expression.  For  this  reason,  the 
fact  that  the  monetary  damage  caused  by 
these  heinous  acts  may  be  de  minimis  should 
not  prevent  their  prosecution  as  assaults  on 
religious  freedom  under  this  section. 

H.R.  3525  also  amends  section  247  by  adding 
a  new  subsection  (c).  which  criminalizes  the 
intentional  destruction  or  desecration  of  re- 
ligious real  property  "'because  of  the  race, 
color  or  ethnic  characteristics  of  any  Indi- 
vidual associated  with  that  property.""  This 
provision  will  extend  coverage  of  the  statute 
to  conduct  which  is  motivated  by  racial  or 
ethnic  animus.  Thus,  for  example,  in  the 
event  that  the  religious  real  property  of  a 
church  is  damaged  or  destroyed  by  someone 
because  of  his  or  her  hatred  of  its  African 
American  congregation,  section  247  as 
amended  by  H.R.  3525  would  permit  prosecu- 
tion of  the  perpetrator. 

H.R.  3525  also  amends  the  definition  of  "re- 
ligious real  property"'  to  include  "fixtures  or 
religious  objects  contained  within  a  place  of 
religious  worship.""  There  have  been  cases  in- 
volving desecration  of  torahs  inside  a  syna- 
gogue, or  desecration  of  portions  of  a  taber- 
nacle within  a  place  of  religious  worship. 
These  despicable  acts  strike  at  the  heart  of 
congregation,  and  this  amendment  will  en- 
sure that  such  acts  can  be  prosecuted  under 
section  247. 

2.  Amendment  of  Penalty  Provisions 
H.R.  3525  amends  the  penalty  provisions  of 
section  247  in  cases  involving  the  destruction 
or  attempted  destruction  of  a  place  of  wor- 
ship through  the  use  of  fire  or  an  exi>losive. 
The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to  con- 
form the  penalty  provisions  of  section  247 
with  the  penalty  provisions  of  the  general 
federal  arson  statute.  Title  18,  United  States 
Code.  Section  844(1).  Under  current  law,  if  a 
person  bums  down  a  place  of  religious  wor- 
ship (with  no  Injury  resulting),  and  Is  pros- 
ecuted under  section  247.  the  maximum  pos- 
sible penalty  is  ten  years.  However,  if  a  per- 
son bums  down  an  apartment  building,  and 
is  prosecuted  under  the  federal  arson  stat- 
ute, the  maximum  possible  penalty  is  20 
years.  H.R.  3525  amends  section  247  to  con- 
form the  penalty  provisions  with  the  penalty 
provisions  of  section  844(1).  H.R.  3525  also 
contains  a  provision  expanding  the  statute  of 
limitations  for  prosecutions  under  section 
247  f^om  five  to  seven  years.  Under  current 
law,  the  statute  of  limitations  under  section 
844(1)  is  seven  years,  while  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations under  section  247  Is  Ave  years.  This 
amendment  corrects  this  anomaly. 

rv.  SEVERABILmr 

It  is  not  necessary  for  Congress  to  include 
a  specific  severability  clause  in  order  to  ex- 
press Congressional  Intent  that  If  any  provi- 
sion of  the  Act  Is  held  Invalid,  the  remaining 
provisions  are  unaffected.  S.  1890,  as  intro- 
duced on  June  16.  1996  contained  a  severabil- 
ity clause,  while  the  original  version  of  H.R. 
3525  which  was  introduced  in  the  House  did 
not.  While  the  final  version  of  H.R.  3525,  as 
passed  by  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, does  not  contain  a  severability 
clause,  it  is  the  Intent  of  Congress  that  If 
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any  provisioo  of  tbe  Act  Is  held  Invalid,  the 
remalrUnK  provisions  are  unaffected. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
NETHERCxnr).  The  Question  is  on  the 
motion  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Hyde]  that  the  House  sus- 
pend the  rules  and  pass  the  bill,  H.R. 
3525,  as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I  de- 
mand the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  clause  5,  rule  1  and  the  Chailr's 
prior  announcement,  further  proceed- 
ings on  this  motion  will  be  postponed. 


WILLIAM  H.  NATCHER  BRIDGE 

Mr.  PETRI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  move  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 
(H.R.  3572)  to  designate  the  bridge  on 
U.S.  Route  231  which  crosses  the  Ohio 
River  between  Maceo,  KY,  and  Rock- 
port.  IN,  as  the  "William  H.  Natcher 
Bridge." 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R.  3572 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  DESIGNATION. 

The  bridge  on  United  States  Route  231 
which  crosses  the  Ohio  River  between  Maceo, 
Kentucky,  and  Rockport.  Indiana,  shall  be 
known  and  designated  as  the  •'William  H. 
Natcher  Bridge". 

axe.  i.  REFERENCES. 

Any  reference  in  a  law.  map,  regulation, 
document,  paper,  or  other  record  of  the 
United  States  to  the  bridge  referred  to  In 
section  1  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  reference  to 
the  "WUllam  H.  Natcher  Bridge'. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Petri]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Ra- 
HALL]  each  will  be  recognized  for  20 
minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Petri]. 

Mr.  PETRI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  H.R.  3572,  which  would 
name  a  bridge  on  U.S.  231  over  the  Ohio 
River  near  Owensboro.  KY,  in  honor  of 
our  late  and  former  colleague.  William 
Natcher.  is  identical  to  legislation 
which  was  passed  unanimously  by  this 
House  on  September  22.  1994.  Unfortu- 
nately, the  Senate  never  acted  on  this 
legislation  during  the  previous  Con- 
gress. 

A  compilation  of  tributes  to  Chair- 
man Natcher  has  recently  been  pub- 
lished and  in  the  near  future  will  be 
distributed  throughout  the  State  of 
Kentucky  by  members  of  the  Kentucky 
delegation.  We  are  considering  this  bill 
today  in  conjunction  with  those  activi- 
ties. 

Representative  Natcher  was  bom  in 
Bowling  Green.  KY.  in  1909  and  was 
educated  at  Western  Kentucky  State 
College  and  the  Ohio  State  University 
law  school.  His  life  was  dedicated  to 


public  service — serving  in  the  U.S. 
Navy  during  World  War  II  and  holdings 
a  series  of  local  and  State  offices  be- 
fore being  elected  to  Congress  in  1953. 
He  moved  up  the  ranks  of  the  Appro- 
priations Committee,  eventually  as- 
suming the  chairmanship  of  the  full 
committee  in  1993. 

I  am  proud  to  have  had  the  privilege 
of  serving  in  the  House  with  Congress- 
man Natcher.  Although  well-known  for 
having  cast  18,401  consecutive  votes 
during  his  40  yejirs  here.  Congressman 
Natcher's  accomplishments  are  much 
more  than  that  voting  record.  He  put  a 
very  high  value  on  public  service  and 
set  a  very  high  standard  for  himself. 
Bill  Natcher  was  always  an  inspiration 
to  me  and,  I  know,  to  many  other 
Members  as  well. 

He  wais  a  gentleman,  a  stateman.  and 
a  man  of  unquestioned  integrity  who 
served  this  House  and  his  constituents 
in  Kentucky  from  1954  until  his  death 
in  1994.  with  quiet,  unfailing  dedica- 
tion. The  naming  of  this  bridge  for  Bill 
Natcher  is  a  fitting  and  lasting  memo- 
rial to  our  friend  and  former  colleague. 

I  urge  passage  of  H.R.  3572. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  RAHALL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  simply  would  like  to 
add  that  many  of  us  in  this  body  would 
agree  that  Mr.  Natcher's  distinguished 
service  to  this  Nation,  and  to  the  peo- 
ple of  the  Second  Congressional  Dis- 
trict of  Kentucky,  merits  in  the  very 
least  some  type  of  official  recognition. 

The  pending  legislation  reflects  the 
wishes  of  the  Kentucky  Delegation  to 
in  some  small  way  provide  this  rec- 
ognition. 

This  bill  would  designate  a  bridge  on 
U.S.  Route  231,  which  crosses  the  Ohio 
River  in  the  vicinity  of  Owensboro.  KY. 
as  the  "William  H.  Natcher  Bridge." 

It  passed  the  House  last  Congress, 
but  failed  to  make  it  into  law. 

I  would,  as  such,  urge  a  unanimous 
vote  in  approving  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  PETRI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ken- 
tucky [Mr.  Lewis],  Mr.  Natcher's  suc- 
cessor in  this  body. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  Kentucky.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  rise  today  in  support  of  H.R.  3572, 
which  will  officially  designate  the 
bridge  spanning  Maceo.  KY,  and  Rock- 
port,  IN.  as  the  "William  H.  Natcher 
Bridge." 

Though  folks  on  either  side  of  the 
Ohio  River  back  home  know  this 
project  as  the  Natcher  bridge,  we  have 
not  yet  named  it  at  the  Federal  level. 

Two  years  ago,  this  body  passed  a 
similar  bill,  but  the  other  body  kept  it 
bottled  up  in  committee.  So,  today  is 
our  chance  to  get  this  taken  care  of. 

Many  of  you  know  that  I  represent 
the  Second  District  of  Kentucky,  which 
Mr.  Natcher  served  so  honorably  for  41 


years.  And  over  the  past  2  years,  I've 
heard  many  stories  about  Mr.  Natcher; 
from  Members  of  Congress  to  barbers 
to  elevator  operators.  And  they  all 
seem  to  have  one  thing  in  common:  an 
incredible  level  of  respect  and  admira- 
tion— on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

Congressman  Natcher  was  a  gen- 
tleman in  every  sense  of  the  word. 

We  all  know  about  his  incredible  vot- 
ing streak:  When  he  finally  was  unable 
to  make  it  to  the  Hill,  he  had  not 
missed  a  rollcall  vote  in  more  than  40 
years — or  18.401  consecutive  votes. 

Cal  Ripken  could  learn  something 
from  the  gentleman  from  Bowling 
Green.  KY.  And  so  can  we  all. 

My  office  was  recently  sent  a  number 
of  copies  of  a  memorial  tribute  to  Con- 
gressman Natcher.  It  consists  of 
speeches  made  in  this  Chamber  when 
he  became  seriously  ill.  and  after  he 
passed  on.  as  well  as  various  articles 
about  his  career. 

It  is  an  inspiring  work. 

I'm  honored  to  be  able  to  send  copies 
of  this  book  to  Mr.  Natcher's  family, 
and  to  the  schools  and  public  libraries 
of  the  Second  District. 

There,  Mr.  Natcher's  legacy  of  hard 
work,  fairness,  and  bipartisanship  can 
continue  to  touch  the  lives  of  young 
people. 

Let  us  pass  this  final,  simple  tribute 
to  Congressman  Natcher,  and  ensure 
that  the  Natcher  Bridge,  which  will  be 
built  primarily  with  Federal  dollars,  is 
known  by  its  proper  name  here  in 
Washington,  DC.  and  across  the  coun- 
try. 

I  thank  two  colleagues  of  Mr.  Natch- 
er—Chairman  Petri  and  Chairman 
Shuster — for  their  quick  work  on 
bringing  this  legislation  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  PETRI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ken- 
tucky [Mr.  BUNNING]. 

Mr.  BUNNING  of  Kentucky.  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  become  an  effective  lead- 
er— a  real  leader — you  need  three  ingre- 
dients: 

Belief— You  gotta  believe  in  some- 
thing. 

Involvement — you  can't  lead  unless 
you  get  down  in  the  trenches  yourself 
to  make  things  happen. 

Conmiitment — you  have  to  stay  in 
for  the  long  haul — you  have  to  over- 
come challenges  and  that  takes  time. 

Belief,  involvement,  and  commit- 
ment. That  is  what  makes  a  leader. 
And  Bill  Natcher  had  all  three. 

For  40  years.  Bill  Natcher  served  in 
the  House  of  Representatives.  For  40 
years,  he  never  missed  a  day  of  work. 
For  40  years,  he  never  missed  a  single 
vote — 18,401  votes.  That's  commitment. 

Nine  Presidents  came  and  went.  He 
served  under  seven  different  Speakers 
of  the  House.  But  Bill  Natcher  was 
there  day  in  day  out,  quietly  going 
about  the  business  of  doing  the  people's 
business. 

He  didn't  showboat.  He  didn't  make  a 
lot   of  speeches.   He   didn't   schmooze 
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with  the  press.  He  just  quietly  went 
about  the  business  of  public  service. 
Because  he  believed  in  it. 

And  he  was  never  shy  about  sharing 
his  beliefs.  I  guess  I  heard  his  spiel  a 
thousand  times  in  the  7  yeai's  I  was  in 
Washington  with  him.  He  repeated  it 
virtually  every  time  he  spoke  before  a 
group  of  Kentuckians  visiting  Washing- 
ton. It  wasn't  a  complex  philosophy. 

He  would  simply  say,  and  I  quote,  "If 
you  educate  your  children  and  if  you 
provide  for  the  health  of  your  people, 
you  will  continue  to  live  in  the  strong- 
est Nation  in  the  world." 

That's  it.  That  was  the  principle  that 
motivated  Bill  Natcher  for  40  years. 

He  believed— he  got  involved— and  he 
demonstrated  unbelievable  commit- 
ment. 

Because  of  that  commitment,  he  did 
more  than  set  voting  and  attendance 
records  that  will  stand  forever.  He  also 
made  a  very  big  difference  in  the 
health,  education,  and  welfare  of  a 
whole  nation. 

That  is  leadership.  That  was  Bill 
Natcher. 

Bill  Natcher  deserves  this  honor— I 
rise  in  support  of  the  resolution. 

D  1645 

Mr.  PETRI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ken- 
tucky [Mr.  Rogers]. 

Mr.  ROGERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  resolution  and  com- 
mend my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Lewis],  the  spon- 
sor of  the  bill,  and  the  Representative 
of  the  Second  Congressional  District,  a 
job  which  Mr.  Natcher  held,  of  course, 
for  many  years.  I  also  commend  the 
chairman,  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin, Mr.  Petri,  and  the  ranking  mem- 
ber. Mr.  Rahall.  for  bringing  this  bill 
to  the  floor. 

Bill  Natcher  was  a  patriot,  pure  and 
simple;  a  statesman,  in  every  sense  of 
the  word,  and  a  dear,  dear  friend  to 
many  in  this  institution;  in  fact,  I 
would  say  all.  He  also  served  as  an  ex- 
ample of  what  every  Member  of  this 
body  aspires  to  be.  He  was  of  the  high- 
est character  and  the  most  impeccable 
integrity,  with  the  moral  courage  and 
compass  to  follow  his  beliefs,  to  follow 
his  tremendous  sense  of  right  and 
wrong.  He  was  a  longtime  member,  of 
course,  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions, its  distinguished  chairman  be- 
ginning in  December  1992.  Before  that, 
he  served  tirelessly  for  18  years  as 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Labor,  Health  and  Human  Services, 
and  Education,  and  his  accomplish- 
ments there  have  served  this  Nation  in 
ways  beyond  our  ability  to  fully  appre- 
ciate. 

There  are  many  tributes  that  have 
been  bestowed  upon  our  State's  former 
dean,  and  many  more  to  come,  I  hope, 
but  this  tribute  is  especially  fitting. 
Bill  Natcher  labored  for  years  to  build 
this  bridge.  When  finished,  the  Natcher 


Bridge  will  be  a  daily  reminder  to  his 
many  beloved  constituents  of  the  tre- 
mendous service  he  gave  to  his  district, 
his  State,  and  the  people  of  this  Na- 
tion. 

Again.  I  want  to  congratulate  the 
gentleman  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Lewis] 
for  sponsoring  this  memorial  to  one  of 
our  greatest  statesmen  in  the  House 
and  the  Congress,  and  I  urge  its  adop- 
tion. 

Mr.  RAHALL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  distinguished,  very  ca- 
pable gentleman  who  is  the  Represent- 
ative of  the  Third  District  of  Ken- 
tucky. Mr.  Ward. 

Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  very  much  for  yielding  me 
time. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in  support  of  this 
resolution  and  am  very  proud  to  be 
able  to  do  so.  I  am  disappointed  that  I 
was  not  able  to  get  to  know  Bill  Natch- 
er. I  had  the  opportunity  on  literally 
just  a  couple  of  occasions  to  introduce 
myself  to  him  and  to  meet  him.  My 
service  in  this  Congress  began  after  his 
passing.  But  I  do  know  very,  very  well 
of  his  reputation,  because  eaxih  of  us 
who  was  involved  in  government  and 
politics  in  Kentucky  knew  very  well  of 
Chairman  Natcher. 

We  knew  of  him  as  an  example  to  as- 
pire to,  not  just  his  voting  record,  but 
obviously  that  reflected  his  commit- 
ment and  his  sense  of  duty,  but  more 
than  that,  to  the  way  he  conducted 
himself  in  office. 

Chairman  Natcher  was  a  fellow  who 
had  no  press  secretary.  Chairman 
Natcher  was  a  fellow  who  regularly 
turned  back  some  of  his  office  budget 
to  the  Treasury.  Chairman  Natcher,  in 
short,  was  a  fellow  who  represented  his 
district  in  a  time-honored  fashion  that 
maybe  is  no  longer  to  be  seen  and  will 
never  again  be  seen. 

Chairman  Natcher  prided  himself  on 
campaigning  out  of  his  sedan.  He  drove 
around  the  Second  Congressional  Dis- 
trict of  Kentucky  from  courthouse  to 
courthouse,  from  crossroads  to  cross- 
roads, and  made  sure  that  the  people  of 
his  district  knew  who  he  was  and  what 
he  was  about,  and  that  he  in  turn  knew 
who  they  were  and  what  they  were 
about. 

I  am  delighted  to  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  support  this  resolution,  and 
look  forward  to  driving  across  the  Wil- 
liam Natcher  Bridge. 

Mr.  PETRI.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  such 
time  as  he  may  consume  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Gilman], 
the  chairman  of  the  Com.nittee  on 
International  Relations. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  distinguished  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing me  this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  pleased  to  rise  in 
support  of  this  resolution  naming  a 
bridge  on  behalf  of  our  former  leader. 
Chairman  Natcher,  who  was  a  model 
for  so  many  of  us  in  the  Congress.  His 
dedication,  his  leadership,  his  devotion 


to  public  responsibilities,  served  as  a 
reminder  to  all  of  us  how  much  more 
we  can  and  should  be  doing  as  we  rep- 
resent the  people  of  our  own  districts. 

I  think  this  memorial  is  a  befitting 
memorial  in  naming  the  bridge  after 
Mr.  Natcher,  because  he  was  like  a 
sturdy  bridge  for  all  of  us,  between  our 
constituents  and  the  Congress  and  the 
Federal  Government.  I  am  pleased  to 
rise  in  support  of  the  resolution. 

Mr.  PETRI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such 
time  as  he  may  consume  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois,  Mr.  Henry  Hyde. 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 

Mr.  HYDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  can- 
not let  this  opportunity  pass  without 
paying  homage  to  one  of  the  really 
great  people  I  have  been  privileged  to 
meet  in  a  rather  long  life.  Bill  Natcher 
was  as  close  to  a  perfect  legislator  as  I 
have  ever  encovintered,  a  man  of  impec- 
cable rectitude.  He  was  as  straight  as 
he  stood,  which  wais  with  ramrod  sever- 
ity. He  was  honorable,  he  was  straight- 
forward. You  knew  where  he  stood  on 
any  issue  and  every  issue.  But,  most 
importantly,  his  contributions,  which 
were  many,  most  importantly  they 
were  not  that  he  ran  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  with  an  fron  hand,  but 
with  compassion  and  a  generous  hand. 
He  never  turned  anybody  away  who 
needed  help,  any  cause.  He  was  a  lib- 
eral in  the  best  sense  of  the  term  as 
anybody  I  have  ever  met,  and  yet  he 
kept  a  very  tight  ship. 

But  I  think  his  most  important  and 
lasting  contribution  was  his  defense  of 
the  xmbom.  It  was  not  very  popular  for 
him,  but  he  was  pro-life,  and  there  are 
literally  millions  of  children  alive 
today  because  Bill  Natcher  would  not 
budge  on  the  issue  of  Federal  funding 
for  abortion.  He  was  a  great  man,  he  is 
a  great  man,  and  one  bridge  is  hardly 
enough,  but  at  least  it  is  a  start. 

God  bless  you.  Bill  Natcher. 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  a 
great  deal  of  pride  ttiat  I  support  the  consider- 
ation ot  H.R.  3572.  This  legislation,  \which  is 
the  same  bill  the  House  passed  last  Congress 
but  the  Senate  failed  to  act  on,  acknowledges 
the  contnbution  of  one  of  our  dear  fnends  aruj 
colleagues,  William  H.  Natcher  ot  the  State  of 
Kentucky,  by  designating  the  bndge  on  U.S. 
Route  231  crossing  the  Ohk>  River  between 
Maceo,  KY  and  Rockport,  IN,  as  the  "WiNiam 
H.  Natcher  Bridge".  It  is  only  fitting  and  proper 
that  a  maior  infrastructure  project  serve  as  a 
lor>g  and  lasting  monument  in  horKX  of  Bill 
Natcher.  He  worked  ctosely  with  the  therv 
Committee  on  Putilic  Works  and  Transpor- 
tation to  provide  funding  for  the  construction  of 
this  project. 

For  over  40  years.  Bill  Natcher  worked  tire- 
lessly to  serve  his  constituents  ar>d  the  Nation. 
His  public  service  record  is  exemplary  «nth 
having  never  missed  a  day  of  work  and  with 
having  cast  18,401  consecutive  rollcan  votes 
until  advised  by  his  physicians  to  remain  at 
the  Bettiesda  Naval  Hospital  to  receive  med^ 
cal  treatment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  more  importantly,  ttie  char- 
acter of  the  gentleman  is  what  set  him  apart 
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from  many  of  fiis  colleagues.  He  was  a  cour- 
teous, dignlfiecl,  and  considerate  human  tteing 
whom  we  all  loved  and  respected.  Throughout 
Bill  Matcher's  tenure  in  the  House,  he  enjoyed 
tremendous  respect.  He  exhibited  true  leader- 
ship virtues  during  his  service  as  chairman  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Labor,  Health  and 
Human  Services,  and  Education  and  as  chair- 
man of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 
Under  his  tenure,  all  13  appropriations  bills 
were  enacted  on  time,  without  the  need  for  a 
continuing  resolution. 

In  the  103d  Congress,  this  committee 
worked  dosely  with  the  gentlemen  from  Ken- 
tucky and  was  extremely  proud  of  his  willing- 
ness to  work  together  to  support  legislation 
that  maintained  the  integrity  of  the  legislative 
process. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  was  an  honor  and  privilege 
to  have  served  for  over  19  years  in  the  House 
with  my  friend  and  colleague.  Bill  Matcher.  I 
am  pleased  to  support  this  legislation  as  a  tes- 
tament to  the  tremendous  work  he  did  for  the 
State  of  Kentucky,  its  Second  District,  and  the 
Natk>n,  and  I  urge  approval  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  RAHALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time,  and  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  PETRI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time,  and  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Nethercutt).  The  question  is  on  the 
motion  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Petri]  that  the  House 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill. 
H.R.  3572. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill 
was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  PETRL  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  all  Members  may 
have  5  legislative  days  within  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  on 
H.R.  3572. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin? 

There  was  no  objection. 


SINGLE  AUDIT  ACT  AMENDMENTS 
OF  1996 

Mr.  HORN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  move  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  Senate 
bill  (S.  1579)  to  streanaline  and  improve 
the  effectiveness  of  chapter  75  of  title 
31,  United  States  Code  (commonly  re- 
ferred to  as  the  "Single  Audit  Act"). 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

S.  1579 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 

SECTION  1.  SHOUT  TTTLE;  PUHFOSES. 

(a)  Short  Title.— This  Act  may  be  cited  as 
the  "Single  Audit  Act  Amendments  of  1996". 

(b)  Purposes.— The  purposes  of  this  Act 
are  to— 


(1)  promote  sound  financial  management, 
including  effective  internal  controls,  with 
respect  to  Federal  awards  administered  by 
non-Federal  entities; 

(2)  establish  uniform  requirements  for  au- 
dits of  Federal  awards  administered  by  non- 
Federal  entitles: 

(3)  promote  the  efficient  and  effective  use 
of  audit  resources: 

(4)  reduce  burdens  on  State  and  local  gov- 
ernments, Indian  tribes,  and  nonprofit  orga- 
nizations; and 

(5)  ensure  that  Federal  departments  and 
agencies,  to  the  maximum  extent  prac- 
ticable, rely  upon  and  use  audit  work  done 
pursuant  to  chapter  75  of  title  31,  United 
States  Code  (as  amended  by  this  Act). 

SEC.    2.    AMENDME>rr    TO    TITLE    SI,    UNITED 
STATES  CODE. 

Chapter  75  of  title  31.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

•XIHAPTER  75— REQUIREMENTS  FOR 
SINGLE  AUDITS 

•'Sec. 

"7501.  Definitions. 

"7502.  Audit  requirements;  exemptions. 

"7503.  Relation  to  other  audit  requirements. 

"7504.  Federal  agency  responsibilities  and 
relations  with  non-Federal  en- 
tities. 

"7505.  Regulations. 

"7506.  Monitoring  responsibilities  of  the 
Comptroller  General. 

"7507.  Effective  date. 

"§  7501.  Definitions 

"(a)  As  used  in  this  chapter,  the  term — 

"(1)  'Comptroller  General'  means  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States; 

"(2)  'Director'  means  the  Director  of  the 
OfQce  of  Management  and  Budget: 

"(3)  'Federal  agency'  has  the  same  mean- 
ing as  the  term  'agency'  in  section  551(1)  of 
title  5; 

"(4)  'Federal  awards'  means  Federal  finan- 
cial assistance  and  Federal  cost-reimburse- 
ment contracts  that  non-Federal  entitles  re- 
ceive directly  from  Federal  awarding  agen- 
cies or  indirectly  from  pass-through  entities; 

"(5)  'Federal  financial  assistance'  means 
assistance  that  non-Federal  entities  receive 
or  administer  in  the  form  of  grants,  loans, 
loan  guarantees,  property,  cooperative 
agreements,  interest  subsidies,  insurance, 
food  commodities,  direct  appropriations,  or 
other  assistance,  but  does  not  Include 
amounts  received  as  reimbursement  for  serv- 
ices rendered  to  individuals  in  accordance 
with  guidance  Issued  by  the  Director; 

"(6)  'Federal  program'  means  all  Federal 
awards  to  a  non-Federal  entity  assigned  a 
single  number  In  the  Catalog  of  Federal  Do- 
mestic Assistance  or  encompassed  in  a  group 
of  numbers  or  other  category  as  defined  by 
the  Director; 

"(7)  'generally  accepted  government  audit- 
ing standards'  means  the  government  audit- 
ing standards  Issued  by  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral; 

"(8)  'independent  auditor"  means— 

"(A)  an  external  State  or  local  government 
auditor  who  meets  the  Independence  stand- 
ards Included  In  generally  accepted  govern- 
ment auditing  standards;  or 

"(B)  a  public  accountant  who  meets  such 
independence  standards: 

"(9)  'Indian  tribe'  means  any  Indian  tribe, 
band,  nation,  or  other  organized  group  or 
community.  Including  any  Ala.skan  Native 
village  or  regional  or  village  corporation  (as 
defined  In.  or  established  under,  the  Alaskan 
Native  Claims  Settlement  Act)  that  is  recog- 
nized by  the  United  States  as  eligible  for  the 
special  programs  and  services  provided  by 


the  United  States  to  Indians  because  of  their 
status  as  Indians; 

"(10)  'Internal  controls'  means  a  process, 
effected  by  an  entity's  management  and 
other  personnel,  designed  to  provide  reason- 
able assurance  regardlnj  the  achievement  of 
objectives  In  the  following  categories: 

"(A)  Effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  oper- 
ations. 
"(B)  Reliability  of  financial  reporting. 
"(C)  Compliance  with  applicable  laws  and 
regulations; 

"(11)  'local  government'  means  any  unit  of 
local  government  within  a  State.  Including  a 
county,  borough,  municipality,  city.  town, 
township,  parish,  local  public  authority,  spe- 
cial district,  school  district.  Intrastate  dis- 
trict, council  of  governments,  any  other  in- 
strumentality of  local  government  and.  In 
accordance  with  guidelines  issued  by  the  Di- 
rector, a  group  of  local  governments; 

"(12)  'major  program'  means  a  Federal  pro- 
gram identified  in  accordance  with  risk- 
based  criteria  prescribed  by  the  Director 
under  this  chapter,  subject  to  the  limita- 
tions described  under  subsection  (b); 

"(13)  'non-Federal  entity'  means  a  State, 

local  government,  or  nonprofit  organization; 

"(14)  'nonprofit  organization'  means  any 

corporation,  trust,  association,  cooperative, 

or  other  organization  that — 

"(A)  Is  operated  primarily  for  scientific, 
educational,  service,  charitable,  or  similar 
purposes  In  the  public  Interest; 

"(B)  is  not  organized  primarily  for  profit; 
and 

"(C)  uses  net  proceeds  to  maintain.  Im- 
prove, or  expand  the  operations  of  the  orga- 
nization; 

"(15)  'pass-through  entity'  means  a  non- 
Federal  entity  that  provides  Federal  awards 
to  a  subrecipient  to  carry  out  a  Federal  pro- 
gram: 

"(16)  'program-specific  audit'  means  an 
audit  of  one  Federal  program: 

"(17)  'recipient'  means  a  non-Federal  en- 
tity that  receives  awards  directly  from  a 
Federal  agency  to  carry  out  a  Federal  pro- 
gram; 

"(18)  'single  audit'  means  an  audit,  as  de- 
scribed under  section  7S02(d),  of  a  non-Fed- 
eral entity  that  includes  the  entity's  finan- 
cial statements  and  Federal  awards; 

"(19)  'State'  means  any  State  of  the  United 
States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Com- 
monwealth of  Puerto  Rico,  the  "Virgin  Is- 
lands, Guam,  American  Samoa,  the  Com- 
monwealth of  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands, 
and  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Is- 
lands, any  instrumentality  thereof,  any 
multi-State,  regional,  or  interstate  entity 
which  has  governmental  functions,  and  any 
Indian  tribe;  and 

"(20)  'subrecipient'  means  a  non-Federal 
entity  that  receives  Federal  awards  through 
another  non-Federal  entity  to  carry  out  a 
Federal  program,  but  does  not  Include  an  in- 
dividual who  receives  financial  assistance 
through  such  awards. 

"(b)  In  prescribing  risk-based  program  se- 
lection criteria  for  major  programs,  the  Di- 
rector shall  not  require  more  programs  to  be 
Identified  as  major  for  a  particular  non-Fed- 
eral entity,  except  as  prescribed  under  sub- 
section (c)  or  as  provided  under  sut>section 
(d),  than  would  be  Identified  If  the  major 
programs  were  defined  as  any  program  for 
which  total  expenditures  of  Federal  awards 
by  the  non-Federal  entity  during  the  appli- 
cable year  exceed— 

"(1)  the  larger  of  $30,000,000  or  0.15  percent 
of  the  non-Federal  entity's  total  Federal  ex- 
penditures, in  the  case  of  a  non-Federal  en- 
tity for  which  such  total  expenditures  for  all 
programs  exceed  $10,000,000,000; 
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"(2)  the  larger  of  $3,000,000,  or  0.30  percent 
of  the  non-Federal  entity's  total  Federal  ex- 
penditures, in  the  case  of  a  non-Federal  en- 
tity for  which  such  total  expenditures  for  all 
programs  exceed  $100,000,000  but  are  less  than 
or  equal  to  $10,000,000,000:  or 

"(3)  the  larger  of  $300,000.  or  3  percent  of 
such  total  Federal  expenditures  for  all  pro- 
grams. In  the  case  of  a  non-Federal  entity 
for  which  such  total  expenditures  for  all  pro- 
grams equal  or  exceed  $300,000  but  are  less 
than  or  equal  to  $100,000,000. 

"(c)  When  the  total  expenditures  of  a  non- 
Federal  entity's  major  programs  are  less 
than  50  percent  of  the  non-Federal  entity's 
total  expenditures  of  all  Federal  awards  (or 
such  lower  percentage  as  specified  by  the  Di- 
rector), the  auditor  shall  select  and  test  ad- 
ditional programs  as  major  programs  as  nec- 
essary to  achieve  audit  coverage  of  at  least 
50  percent  of  Federal  expenditures  by  the 
non-Federal  entity  (or  such  lower  percentage 
as  specified  by  the  Director),  in  accordance 
with  guidance  Issued  by  the  Director. 

"(d)  Loan  or  loan  guarantee  programs,  as 
specified  by  the  Director,  shall  not  be  sub- 
ject to  the  application  of  subsection  (b). 
"§  75022.  Audit  requirements;  exemptions 

"(a)(1)(A)  Each  non-Federal  entity  that  ex- 
pends a  total  amount  of  Federal  awards 
equal  to  or  in  excess  of  $300,000  or  such  other 
amount  specified  by  the  Director  under  sub- 
section (a)(3)  In  any  fiscal  year  of  such  non- 
Federal  entity  shall  have  either  a  single 
audit  or  a  program-specific  audit  made  for 
such  fiscal  year  in  accordance  with  the  re- 
quirements of  this  chapter. 

"(B)  Each  such  non-Federal  entity  that  ex- 
pends Federal  awards  under  more  than  one 
Federal  program  shall  undergo  a  single  audit 
in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  sub- 
sections (b)  through  (1)  of  this  section  and 
guidance  issued  by  the  Director  under  sec- 
tion 7505. 

"(C)  Each  such  non-Federal  entity  that  ex- 
pends awards  under  only  one  Federal  pro- 
gram and  is  not  subject  to  laws,  regulations. 
or  Federal  award  agreements  that  require  a 
financial  statement  audit  of  the  non-Federal 
entity,  may  elect  to  have  a  program-specific 
audit  conducted  in  accordance  with  applica- 
ble provisions  of  this  section  and  guidance 
issued  by  the  Director  under  section  7505. 

"(2)(A)  Each  non-Federal  entity  that  ex- 
pends a  total  amount  of  Federal  awards  of 
less  than  $300,000  or  such  other  amount  speci- 
fied by  the  Director  under  subsection  (a)(3) 
in  any  fiscal  year  of  such  entity,  shall  be  ex- 
empt for  such  fiscal  year  from  compliance 
with— 

"(1)  the  audit  requirements  of  this  chapter; 
and 

"(II)  any  applicable  requirements  concern- 
ing financial  audits  contained  In  Federal 
statutes  and  regulations  governing  programs 
under  which  such  Federal  awards  are  pro- 
vided to  that  non-Federal  entity. 

"(B)  The  provisions  of  subparagraph  (A)(Ii) 
of  this  paragraph  shall  not  exempt  a  non- 
Federal  entity  from  compliance  with  any 
provision  of  a  Federal  statute  or  regulation 
that  requires  such  non-Federal  entity  to 
maintain  records  concerning  Federal  awards 
provided  to  such  non-Federal  entity  or  that 
permits  a  Federal  agency,  pass-through  en- 
tity, or  the  Comptroller  General  access  to 
such  records. 

"(3)  Every  2  years,  the  Director  shall  re- 
view the  amount  for  requiring  audits  pre- 
scribed under  paragraph  (1)(A)  and  may  ad- 
just such  dollar  amount  consistent  with  the 
purposes  of  this  chapter,  provided  the  Direc- 
tor does  not  make  such  adjustments  below 
$300,000. 


"(b)(1)  Except  as  provided  In  paragraphs  (2) 
and  (3).  audits  conducted  pursuant  to  this 
chapter  shall  be  conducted  annually. 

"(2)  A  State  or  local  government  that  Is  re- 
quired by  constitution  or  statute.  In  effect 
on  January  1.  1987,  to  undergo  its  audits  less 
frequently  than  annually.  Is  permitted  to  un- 
dergo Its  audits  pursuant  to  this  chapter  bi- 
ennially. Audits  conducted  biennially  under 
the  provisions  of  this  paragraph  shall  cover 
both  years  within  the  biennial  period. 

"(3)  Any  nonprofit  organization  that  had 
biennial  audits  for  all  biennial  periods  end- 
ing between  July  1,  1992.  and  January  1.  1995. 
Is  permitted  to  undergo  Its  audits  pursuant 
to  this  chapter  biennially.  Audits  conducted 
biennially  under  the  provisions  of  this  para- 
graph shall  cover  both  years  within  the  bien- 
nial period. 

"(c)  Each  audit  conducted  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (a)  shall  be  conducted  by  an  inde- 
pendent auditor  In  accordance  with  gen- 
erally accepted  government  auditing  stand- 
ards, except  that,  for  the  purposes  of  this 
chapter,  performance  audits  shall  not  be  re- 
quired except  as  authorized  by  the  Director. 

"(d)  Each  single  audit  conducted  pursuant 
to  subsection  (a)  for  any  fiscal  year  shall— 

"(1)  cover  the  operations  of  the  entire  non- 
Federal  entity;  or 

"(2)  at  the  option  of  such  non-Federal  en- 
tity such  audit  shall  include  a  series  of  au- 
dits that  cover  departments,  agencies,  and 
other  organizational  units  which  expended  or 
otherwise  administered  Federal  awards  dur- 
ing such  fiscal  year  provided  that  each  such 
audit  shall  encompass  the  financial  state- 
ments and  schedule  of  expenditures  of  Fed- 
eral awards  for  each  such  department,  agen- 
cy, and  organizational  unit,  which  shall  be 
considered  to  be  a  non-Federal  entity. 

"(e)  The  auditor  shall— 

"(1)  determine  whether  the  financial  state- 
ments are  presented  filrly  in  all  material  re- 
spects In  conformity  with  generally  accepted 
accounting  principles; 

"(2)  determine  whether  the  schedule  of  ex- 
penditures of  Federal  awards  Is  presented 
fairly  In  all  material  respects  In  relation  to 
the  financial  statements  taken  as  a  whole; 

"(3)  with  respect  to  internal  controls  per- 
taining to  the  compliance  requirements  for 
each  major  program — 

"(A)  obtain  an  understanding  of  such  Inter- 
nal controls; 

"(B)  assess  control  risk:  and 

"(C)  perform  tests  of  controls  unless  the 
controls  are  deemed  to  be  ineffective;  and 

"(4)  determine  whether  the  non-Federal  en- 
tity has  complied  with  the  provisions  of 
laws,  regulations,  and  contracts  or  grants 
pertaining  to  Federal  awards  that  have  a  di- 
rect and  material  effect  on  each  major  pro- 
gram. 

"(f)(1)  Each  Federal  agency  which  provides 
Federal  awards  to  a  recipient  shall— 

"(A)  provide  such  recipient  the  program 
names  (and  any  Identifsring  numbers)  from 
which  such  awards  are  derived,  and  the  Fed- 
eral requirements  which  govern  the  use  of 
such  awards  and  the  requirements  of  this 
chapter;  and 

"(B)  review  the  audit  of  a  recipient  as  nec- 
essary to  determine  whether  prompt  and  ap- 
propriate corrective  action  has  been  taken 
with  respect  to  audit  findings,  as  defined  by 
the  Director,  pertaining  to  Federal  awards 
provided  to  the  recipient  by  the  Federal 
agency. 

"(2)  Each  pass-through  entity  shall— 

"(A)  provide  such  subrecipient  the  program 
names  (and  any  Identifying  numbers)  from 
which  such  assistance  is  derived,  and  the 
Federal  requirements  which  govern  the  use 


of  such  awards  and  the  requirements  of  this 
chapter: 

"(B)  monitor  the  subreclplenfs  use  of  Fed- 
eral awards  through  site  visits,  limited  scope 
audits,  or  other  means: 

"(C)  review  the  audit  of  a  subrecipient  as 
necessary  to  determine  whether  prompt  and 
appropriate  corrective  action  has  been  taken 
with  respect  to  audit  findings,  as  defined  by 
the  Director,  pertaining  to  Federal  awards 
provided  to  the  subrecipient  by  the  pass- 
through  entity;  and 

"(D)  require  each  of  Its  subreciplents  of 
Federal  awards  to  permit,  as  a  condition  of 
receiving  Federal  awards,  the  Independent 
auditor  of  the  pass-through  entity  to  have 
such  access  to  the  subreclplenfs  records  and 
financial  statements  as  may  be  necessary  for 
the  pass-through  entity  to  comply  with  this 
chapter. 

"(g)(1)  The  auditor  shall  report  on  the  re- 
sults of  any  audit  conducted  pursuant  to  this 
section,  m  accordance  with  guidance  Issued 
by  the  Director. 

"(2)  When  reporting  on  any  single  audit, 
the  auditor  shall  Include  a  summary  of  the 
auditors  results  regarding  the  non-Federal 
entity's  financial  statements.  Internal  con- 
trols, and  compliance  with  laws  and  regula- 
tions. 

"(h)  The  non-Federal  entity  shall  transmit 
the  reporting  package,  which  shall  include 
the  non-Federal  entity's  financial  state- 
ments, schedule  of  exi>enditures  of  Federal 
awards,  corrective  action  plan  defined  under 
subsection  (1).  and  auditor's  reports  devel- 
oped pursuant  to  this  section,  to  a  Federal 
clearinghouse  designated  by  the  Director, 
and  make  it  available  for  public  inspection 
within  the  earlier  of— 

"(1)  30  days  after  receipt  of  the  auditor's 
report:  or 

"(2)(A)  for  a  transition  period  of  at  least  2 
years  after  the  effective  date  of  the  Single 
Audit  Act  Amendments  of  1996.  as  estab- 
lished by  the  Director.  13  months  after  the 
end  of  the  period  audited:  or 

"(B)  for  fiscal  years  beginning  after  the  pe- 
riod specified  In  subparagraph  (A).  9  months 
after  the  end  of  the  period  audited,  or  within 
a  longer  timeframe  authorized  by  the  Fed- 
eral agency,  determined  under  criteria 
issued  under  section  7504.  when  the  9-month 
timeframe  would  place  an  undue  burden  on 
the  non-Federal  entity. 

"(I)  If  an  audit  conducted  pursuant  to  this 
section  discloses  any  audit  findings,  as  de- 
fined by  the  Director,  including  material 
noncompliance  with  individual  compliance 
requirements  for  a  major  program  by,  or  re- 
portable conditions  in  the  internal  controls 
of.  the  non-Federal  entity  with  respect  to 
the  matters  described  in  subsection  (e).  the 
non-Federal  entity  shall  submit  to  Federal 
officials  designated  by  the  Director,  a  plan 
for  corrective  action  to  eliminate  such  audit 
findings  or  reportable  conditions  or  a  state- 
ment describing  the  reasons  that  corrective 
action  is  not  necessary.  Such  plan  shall  be 
consistent  with  the  audit  resolution  stand- 
ard promulgated  by  the  Comptroller  General 
(as  part  of  the  standards  for  internal  con- 
trols in  the  Federal  Government)  pursuant 
to  section  3512(c). 

"(j)  The  Director  may  authorize  pilot 
projects  to  test  alternative  methods  of 
achieving  the  purposes  of  this  chapter.  Such 
pilot  projects  may  begin  only  after  consulta- 
tion with  the  Chair  and  Ranking  Minority 
Member  of  the  Committee  on  Governmental 
Affairs  of  the  Senate  and  the  Chair  and 
Ranking  Minority  Member  of  the  Committee 
on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight  of  the 
House  of  Representatives. 
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'$7503.  Relation  to  other  andit  reqnireiBents 

"(a)  An  audit  conducted  Id  accordance 
with  this  chapter  shall  be  In  lieu  of  any  fi- 
nancial audit  of  Federal  awards  which  a  non- 
Federal  entity  is  required  to  undergo  under 
any  other  Federal  law  or  regrulation.  To  the 
extent  that  such  audit  provides  a  Federal 
agency  with  the  Information  it  requires  to 
carry  out  its  responsibilities  under  Federal 
law  or  regulation,  a  Federal  agency  shall 
rely  upon  and  use  that  information. 

■■(b)  Notwithstanding  subsection  (a),  a  Fed- 
eral agency  may  conduct  or  arrange  for  addi- 
tional audits  which  are  necessary  to  carry 
out  its  responsibilities  under  Federal  law  or 
regulation.  The  provisions  of  this  chapter  do 
not  authorize  any  non-Federal  entity  (or 
subrecipient  thereof)  to  constrain,  in  any 
manner,  such  agency  from  carrying  out  or 
arranging  for  such  additional  audits,  except 
that  the  Federal  agency  shall  plan  such  au- 
dits to  not  be  duplicative  of  other  audits  of 
Federal  awards. 

•■(c)  The  provisions  of  this  chapter  do  not 
limit  the  authority  of  Federal  agencies  to 
conduct,  or  arrange  for  the  conduct  of.  au- 
dits and  evaluations  of  Federal  awairds.  nor 
limit  the  authority  of  any  Federal  agency 
Inspector  General  or  other  Federal  official. 

"(d)  Subsection  (a)  shaU  apply  to  a  non- 
Federal  entity  which  undergoes  an  audit  in 
accordance  with  this  chapter  even  though  it 
is  not  required  by  section  7502(a)  to  have 
such  an  audit. 

"(e)  A  Federal  agency  that  provides  Fed- 
eral awards  and  conducts  or  arranges  for  au- 
dits of  non-Federal  entities  receiving  such 
awards  that  are  in  addition  to  the  audits  of 
non-Federal  entities  conducted  pursuant  to 
this  chapter  shall,  consistent  with  other  ap- 
plicable law,  arrange  for  funding  the  full  cost 
of  such  additional  audits.  Any  such  addi- 
tional audits  shall  be  coordinated  with  the 
Federal  agency  determined  under  criteria 
issued  under  section  7504  to  preclude  duplica- 
tion of  the  audits  conducted  pursuant  to  this 
chapter  or  other  additional  audits. 

"(0  Upon  request  by  a  Federal  agency  or 
the  Comptroller  General,  any  independent 
auditor  conducting  an  audit  pursuant  to  this 
chapter  shall  make  the  auditor's  working  pa- 
pers available  to  the  Federal  agency  or  the 
Comptroller  General  as  part  of  a  quality  re- 
view, to  resolve  audit  findings,  or  to  carry 
out  oversight  responsibilities  consistent 
with  the  purposes  of  this  chapter.  Such  ac- 
cess to  auditor's  working  papers  shall  in- 
clude the  right  to  obtain  copies. 
"$7504.  Federal  agency  responsibilities  and 

relations  with  non-Federal  entities 

"(a)  Each  Federal  agency  shall,  in  accord- 
ance with  guidance  issued  by  the  Director 
under  section  7505,  with  regard  to  Federal 
awards  provided  by  the  agency— 

"(1)  monitor  non-Federal  entity  use  of  Fed- 
eral awards,  and 

"(2)  assess  the  quality  of  audits  conducted 
under  this  chapter  for  audits  of  entities  for 
which  the  agency  is  the  single  Federal  agen- 
cy determined  under  subsection  (b). 

"(b)  Each  non-Federal  entity  shall  have  a 
single  Federal  agency,  determined  in  accord- 
ance with  criteria  established  by  the  Direc- 
tor, to  provide  the  non-Federal  entity  with 
technical  assistance  and  assist  with  imple- 
mentation of  this  chapter. 

"(c)  The  Director  shall  designate  a  Federal 
clearinghouse  to — 

"(1)  receive  copies  of  all  reporting  pack- 
ages developed  in  accordance  with  this  chap- 
ter, 

"(2)  identify  recipients  that  expend  S300.000 
or  more  in  Federal  awards  or  such  other 
amount  specified  by  the  Director  under  sec- 


tion 7502(a)(3)  during  the  recipient's  fiscal 
year  but  did  not  undergo  an  audit  In  accord- 
ance with  this  chapter;  and 

"(3)  perform  analyses  to  assist  the  Director 
In  carrying  out  responsibilities  under  this 
chapter. 

'§  7505.  Regulations 

"(a)  The  Director,  after  consultation  with 
the  Comptroller  General,  and  appropriate  of- 
ficials from  Federal,  State,  and  local  govern- 
ments and  nonprofit  organizations  shall  pre- 
scribe guidance  to  implement  this  chapter. 
Each  Federal  agency  shall  promulgate  such 
amendments  to  its  regulations  as  may  be 
necessary  to  conform  such  regulations  to  the 
requirements  of  this  chapter  and  of  such 
guidance. 

"(b)(1)  The  guidance  prescribed  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a)  shall  include  criteria  for  de- 
termining the  appropriate  charges  to  Federal 
awards  for  the  cost  of  audits.  Such  criteria 
shall  prohibit  a  non-Federal  entity  from 
charging  to  any  Federal  awards — 

"(A)  the  cost  of  any  audit  which  is — 

"(1)  not  conducted  in  accordance  with  this 
chapter;  or 

"(11)  conducted  in  accordance  with  this 
chapter  when  expenditures  of  Federal  awards 
are  less  than  amounts  cited  In  section 
7502(a)(1)(A)  or  specified  by  the  Director 
under  section  7502(a)(3),  except  that  the  Di- 
rector may  allow  the  cost  of  limited  scope 
audits  to  monitor  subrecipients  in  accord- 
ance with  section  7502(O(2)(B);  and 

"(B)  more  than  a  reasonably  proportionate 
share  of  the  cost  of  any  such  audit  that  is 
conducted  in  accordance  with  this  chapter. 

"(2)  The  criteria  prescribed  pursuant  to 
paragraph  (1)  shall  not.  In  the  absence  of 
documentation  demonstrating  a  higher  ac- 
tual cost,  permit  the  percentage  of  the  cost 
of  audits  performed  pursuant  to  this  chapter 
charged  to  Federal  awards,  to  exceed  the 
ratio  of  total  Federal  awards  expended  by 
such  non-Federal  entity  during  the  applica- 
ble fiscal  year  or  years,  to  such  non-Federal 
entity's  total  expenditures  during  such  fiscal 
year  or  years. 

"(c)  Such  guidance  shall  Include  such  pro- 
visions as  may  be  necessary  to  ensure  that 
small  business  concerns  and  business  con- 
cerns owned  and  controlled  by  socially  and 
economically  disadvantaged  Individuals  will 
have  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
performance  of  contracts  awarded  to  fulfill 
the  audit  requirements  of  this  chapter. 

"§7506.    Monitoring    responsibilities    of    the 
Comptroller  General 

"(a)  The  Comptroller  General  shall  review 
provisions  requiring  financial  audits  of  non- 
Federal  entitles  that  receive  Federal  awards 
that  are  contained  In  bills  and  resolutions 
reported  by  the  committees  of  the  Senate 
and  the  House  of  Representatives. 

"(b)  If  the  Comptroller  General  determines 
that  a  bill  or  resolution  contains  provisions 
that  are  inconsistent  with  the  requirements 
of  this  chapter,  the  Comptroller  General 
shall,  at  the  earliest  practicable  date,  notify 
In  writing— 

"(1)  the  committee  that  reported  such  bill 
or  resolution:  and 

"(2)(A)  the  Committee  on  Governmental 
Affairs  of  the  Senate  (in  the  case  of  a  bill  or 
resolution  reported  by  a  committee  of  the 
Senate);  or 

"(B)  the  Committee  on  Government  Re- 
form and  Oversight  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives (in  the  case  of  a  bill  or  resolu- 
tion reported  by  a  conunittee  of  the  House  of 
Representatives). 


"$7507.  Effective  date 

"This  chapter  shall  apply  to  any  non-Fed- 
eral entity  with  respect  to  any  of  its  fiscal 
years  which  begin  after  June  30. 1996.". 

SEC.  3.  TRANSITIONAL  APPUCA'HON. 

Subject  to  section  7507  of  title  31,  United 
States  Code  (as  amended  by  section  2  of  this 
Act)  the  provisions  of  chapter  75  of  such  title 
(before  amendment  by  section  2  of  this  Act) 
shall  continue  to  apply  to  any  State  or  local 
government  with  respect  to  any  of  its  fiscal 
years  beginning  before  July  1, 1996. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  rule,  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Horn]  and  the  gentle- 
woman from  New  York  [Mrs.  Maloney] 
each  will  control  20  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Horn]. 

Mr.  HORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  legislation  is  iden- 
tical to  H.R.  3184,  legislation  I  intro- 
duced, the  purpose  of  which  is  to  im- 
prove the  financial  management  of 
funds  provided  to  grantees  by  the  Fed- 
eral Government.  The  bill  would  reduce 
paperwork  burdens  on  States,  local 
governments,  universities,  and  other 
nonprofit  organizations  that  receive 
Federal  assistance. 

I  am  very  pleased  that  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Government  Re- 
form and  Oversight,  Representative 
William  Clinger,  joins  me  in  support- 
ing the  bill,  as  does  Representative 
Tom  Davis  of  'Virginia,  Representative 
Carolyn  Maloney  of  New  York,  Rep- 
resentative Collin  Peterson  of  Min- 
nesota, and  Representative  SCOTTY 
Baesler  of  Kentucky. 

This  good  government  measure  was 
developed  on  a  bipartisan  basis.  It  will 
strengthen  accountability  by  recipi- 
ents for  the  Federal  assistance  they  re- 
ceive, while  providing  flexibility  to 
Federal  agencies  to  place  oversight  re- 
sources where  they  are  most  effective. 

S.  1579  amends  the  Single  Audit  Act 
of  1984.  The  1984  act  replaced  multiple 
grant-by-grant  audits  of  Federal  As- 
sistance programs  with  an  annual  en- 
tity-wide process  for  State  and  local 
governments  that  receive  Federal  fi- 
nancial assistance. 

During  the  early  1990"s  groups  af- 
fected by  the  Single  Audit  Act  of  1984, 
such  as  the  National  State  auditors  As- 
sociation and  the  President's  Council 
on  Integrity  and  Efficiency,  began  a 
comprehensive  review  of  the  efficacy  of 
the  act  and  from  that  effort  developed 
suggestions  on  how  it  could  be  im- 
proved. The  bill  incorporates  many  of 
their  ideas  for  improvement  and  has 
been  endorsed  by  those  groups. 

The  bill  provides  significant  changes 
to  the  1984  act.  Those  changes  improve 
its  usefulness. 

The  measure  allows  Federal  program 
managers  more  flexibility  in  achieving 
the  legislation's  purpose,  and  reduces 
the  audit  burden  on  both  the  managers 
and  the  recipients  of  funding  freeing  up 
time  and  resources  for  programs.  It  im- 
proves the  reporting  process  by  asking 
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for  reports  on  programs  within  a  short- 
er time  frame,  with  the  addition  of 
user-friendly  summaries. 

The  legislation  improves  audit  cov- 
erage by  placing  both  State  and  local 
governments  and  nonprofit  organiza- 
tions under  the  same  single  audit  proc- 
ess, and  under  the  same  rules.  In  ac- 
cordance with  current  law,  not-for- 
profits  are  not  covered  by  the  1984  act, 
but  instead  by  circular  A-133  which  is 
guidance  created  by  the  Office  of  Man- 
agement and  Budget.  This  change  helps 
Federal  auditors  as  well  as  recipients 
of  Federal  aid  since  there  will  be  a  sin- 
gle set  of  rules  to  follow  affording  less 
potential  for  confusion  and  error. 

The  bill  reduces  the  burden  of  a  fiscal 
audit  on  recipients.  The  threshold  for 
requiring  a  single  audit  is  raised  from 
5100,000  annually  to  $300,000  annually. 
An  organization  receiving  less  than 
$100,000  would  not  be  required  to  have 
an  audit;  however  it  would  remain  sub- 
ject to  monitoring  and  is  required  to 
report  on  the  use  of  the  funds.  By  rais- 
ing the  threshold  for  requiring  an  audit 
the  bill  reduces  both  the  audit  and  pa- 
perwork burden,  thereby  allowing  more 
funds  for  use  by  the  program. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  this 
change  will  still  allow  for  95  percent  of 
Federal  funds  provided  to  recipients  to 
be  audited  ensuring  accountability  of 
the  use  of  Federal  funds.  This  is  the 
same  percentage  targeted  for  coverage 
by  the  1984  act. 

It  is  imperative  that  the  Federal 
Government  better  account  for  the  ex- 
penditure of  the  tax  dollars  of  the 
American  people.  The  Single  Audit  Act 
helps  to  accomplish  this  objective.  It 
does  so  while  eliminating  ujinecessary 
audits  and  requiring  that  all  Federal 
agencies  granting  money  to  an  organi- 
zation use  the  single  audit.  As  a  former 
university  president,  I  know  that  Gov- 
ernment paperwork  requirements  cost 
staff  time  and  financial  resources  that 
could  be  better  used  to  provide  services 
and  jobs.  Common  sense  must  be  ap- 
plied to  Government  requirements. 
This  bill  does  just  that. 

The  Single  Audit  Act  of  1984  replaced 
a  disparate  approach  to  audits  of  indi- 
vidual State  and  local  recipients  of 
Federal  funds.  Prior  to  its  passage  a 
system  of  multiple  grant-by-grant  au- 
dits existed.  This  created  a  scenario 
where  an  organization  receiving  Fed- 
eral funds  from  more  than  one  Federal 
source  could  find  itself  spending  vast 
amounts  of  time  and  resources  provid- 
ing identical  information  to  different 
Federal  auditors  simply  because  the 
funding  came  from  different  govern- 
ment agencies.  Often  the  agencies 
would  schedule  audits  at  the  same  time 
resulting  in  a  situation  where  several 
Federal  auditors  competed  for  the 
same  records.  Making  matters  worse, 
there  also  existed  a  variety  of  overlap- 
ping, inconsistent,  and,  too  often,  du- 
plicative Federal  agency  requirements 
for  audits  of  individual  programs.  The 


Single  Audit  Act  replaced  that  with  a 
unified  approach  which  my  legislation 
continues. 

As  I  noted,  the  benefits  of  the  bill  in- 
clude: 

The  broadening  of  the  scope  of  the 
Single  Audit  Act  to  include  nonprofit 
organizations,  along  with  State  and 
local  governments  that  receive  Federal 
assistance.  State  and  local  govern- 
ments currently  follows  the  guidance 
in  0MB  cfrcular  A-128:  nonprofits  fol- 
low the  guidance  in  0MB  circular  A- 
133.  This  change  will  allow  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  to  develop 
one  consolidated  body  of  audit  require- 
ments for  recipients  of  Federal  assist- 
ance. 

The  Federal  burden  on  many  of  those 
entities  now  required  to  have  single  au- 
dits will  be  reduced  by  the  proposal, 
while  retaining  the  same  level  of  audit 
coverage  that  the  1984  act  provided. 
This  occurs  by  raising  the  Federal  dol- 
lar threshold  for  requiring  a  single 
audit  from  $100,000  to  $300,000.  This  will 
benefit  small  entities  which  will  not 
longer  be  burdened  by  the  existing 
0MB  cfrcular  A-133  regulations. 

In  addition  the  bill  will  allow  for  a 
risk-based  approach  to  audit  testing. 
This  will  encourage  the  refocusing  of 
audit  resources  to  places  where  there  is 
the  greatest  risk  of  waste,  fraud  or 
abuse.  Based  on  guidance  developed  by 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget, 
auditors  will  be  able  to  exercise  good 
professional  judgment  in  selecting  pro- 
grams for  testing  rather  than  auto- 
matically auditing  the  same  programs 
year  after  year. 

Over  the  last  few  years  we  have  made 
great  strides  in  reforming  Federal  fi- 
nancial management.  Much  remains  to 
be  done.  The  Single  Audit  Act  of  1984 
started  the  process  with  States  and 
local  governments  and  devised  great 
improvements  in  financial  manage- 
ment by  those  governments.  The  Chief 
Financial  Officers  Act  of  1990  continued 
the  process  and  extended  the  concept  of 
financial  accountability  to  the  execu- 
tive branch.  The  Single  Audit  Act 
Amendments  of  1996  continues  the 
process  further  by  allowing  experimen- 
tation with  performance  auditing — the 
process  of  looking  at  the  effectiveness 
of  a  program  achievement  of  its  goal— 
and  allowing  for  the  use  of  judgment, 
focusing  on  a  risk-based  approach  to 
auditing  rather  than  just  mechanically 
following  rules.  S.  1579  builds  on  the 
accomplishments  of  the  1984  act,  and 
will  lead  to  additional  improvement  for 
both  Federal  agencies  and  recipients  of 
Federal  assistance.  It  is  a  good  govern- 
ment, commonsense  Initiative.  I  urge 
support  of  this  motion. 

D  1700 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mrs.  MALONEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

As  the  ranking  Democrat  of  the  Sub- 
comnuttee    on    Government    Manage- 


ment, Information  and  Technology,  I 
am  proud  to  be  the  ranking  Democratic 
sponsor  of  H.R.  3184,  the  companion  bill 
to  S.  1579,  the  Single  Audit  Act  Amend- 
ments of  1996.  I  would  like  to  thank  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Horn]. 
for  the  bipartisan  spirit  -with  which  he 
has  approached  and  worked  on  this  leg- 
islation and  for  his  leadership  on  this 
legislation. 

This  legislation  builds  on  the  Single 
Audit  Act  of  1984,  which  replaced  the 
inefficient,  cumbersome,  multiple 
grant-by-grant  audits  of  Federal  assist- 
ance programs  with  an  annual  entity- 
wide  audit,  greatly  simplifying  and  im- 
proving the  system. 

HJL  3184's  major  reforms  would  en- 
hance audit  coverage;  reduce  adminis- 
trative burdens;  increase  effectiveness 
by  establishing  a  risk-based  approach 
for  selecting  programs  for  audit,  as  op- 
posed to  auditing  every  single  program: 
thereby  focusing  resources  where  they 
are  most  needed;  improve  reporting 
and  simplify  reporting:  and  increase 
administrative  flexibility. 

Today,  more  than  ever,  with  20  per- 
cent of  the  FederaJ  budget  being  passed 
through  to  the  State  and  local  govern- 
ments, it  is  important  that  we  have  a 
good  accounting  of  these  funds. 

In  1960  the  Federal  Government  gave 
7  percent  of  its  funds  to  State  and  local 
governments,  $7  billion  out  of  $100  bil- 
lion budget.  In  1981,  when  Congress 
began  discussing  the  single  audit  con- 
cept, the  Federal  budget  had  grown 
fivefold,  but  transfers  to  State  and 
local  governments  had  grown  to  $95  bil- 
lion, nearly  a  14-fold  increase.  Today, 
nearly  20  percent  of  the  Federal  budget 
of  $1.5  trillion  goes  to  State  and  local 
governments. 

The  Single  Audit  Act  was  designed  to 
create  a  system  of  accountability  for 
those  dollars.  Over  the  last  12  years  it 
has  served  us  well. 

The  Single  Audit  Act  of  1984  ad- 
dressed a  serious  problem  of  account- 
ability. It  replaced  a  system  of  mul- 
tiple grant-by-grant  audits  with  a  sin- 
gle entitsrwide  audit  of  all  Federal 
funds. 

Prior  to  the  act,  there  were  many 
overlapping,  inconsistent  and  duplica- 
tive Federal  requirements.  The  act 
eliminated  this  duplication  and  pro- 
vided a  set  of  uniform  auditing  require- 
ments. At  the  same  time,  it  improved 
accountability  for  billions  of  dollars 
and  reduced  the  paperwork  burden  on 
State  and  local  governments. 

The  Single  Audit  Act  Amendments  of 
1996  updates  the  law  and  makes  needed 
and  necessary  changes. 

The  threshold  of  $100,000  for  auditing 
State  and  local  governments  was  care- 
fully selected  in  1984  to  cover  95  per- 
cent of  all  transfers.  Because  of  infla- 
tion, that  threshold  now  covers  99  per- 
cent of  all  transfers.  This  bill  raises 
that  threshold  to  $300,000,  retuminig 
coverag-e  to  the  95  percent  level. 

To  increase  the  administrative  flexi- 
bility, this  bill  also  gives  the  director 
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of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budg- 
et the  authority  to  adjust  the  thresh- 
old for  future  inflation.  Currently,  in- 
stitutions of  higher  education  and 
other  nonprofit  organizations  of  higher 
education  and  other  nonprofit  organi- 
zations receiving  Federal  funds  are  au- 
dited under  executive  authority.  These 
amendments  will  codify  the  audit  re- 
quirements for  those  entities.  It  is  im- 
portant to  note  that  this  bill  also 
makes  the  results  of  these  audits  more 
useful  to  the  officials  responsible  for 
overseeing  Federal  funds. 

The  bill  calls  for  more  timely  re- 
ports, reducing  the  time  from  13 
months  to  9,  and  reports  that  empha- 
size the  auditor's  conclusions,  the  qual- 
ity of  internal  controls,  and  the  con- 
tinuing interest  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

This  bill  has  been  negotiated  over  the 
last  year  to  address  the  concerns  of  a 
number  of  interested  parties.  The  suc- 
cess of  those  negotiations  is  reflected 
in  the  wide  support  that  the  bill  en- 
joys. In  addition  to  bipartisan  sponsor- 
ship in  the  House  and  Senate,  the  bill 
is  endorsed  by  the  National  State  Audi- 
tors Association  and  the  administra- 
tion. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the  chairman.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this  bill, 
and  I  reserve  the  balauice  of  my  time. 

Mr.  HORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  my 
distinguished  colleague  from  New  York 
for  her  help  and  cooperation,  and  I 
likewise  appreciate  the  help  and  co- 
operation of  the  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota [Mr.  Peterson],  who.  as  an  ac- 
covmtant,  made  a  great  contribution  to 
the  shaping  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  jrield  3  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Davis], 
one  of  the  most  active  colleagues  on 
our  subconunittee  and  the  full  commit- 
tee. 

Mr.  DAVIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
in  support  of  S.  1579.  the  Single  Audit 
Act  Amendments  of  1996.  S.  1579  is  an 
important  piece  of  legislation  that  will 
significantly  reduce  the  Federal  burden 
on  State  and  local  governments  by 
amending  the  Single  Audit  Act  of  1984. 
As  the  former  head  of  government  in 
Fairfax  County,  VA,  I  am  keenly  aware 
of  the  success  of  the  Single  Audit  Act 
and  the  worthiness  of  these  followup 
amendments. 

The  1984  act  replaced  multiple  grant- 
by-grant  audits  of  Federal  assistance 
programs  with  an  annual  entitywide 
audit  process  for  State  and  local  gov- 
ernments receiving  Federal  assistance. 

S.  1579  will  provide  needed  changes  to 
the  1984  act  by  reducing  uimecessary 
audit  burdens  on  recipients  of  Federal 
assistance  while  at  the  same  time  en- 
suring that  accountability  for  the  use 
of  Federal  funds  is  maintained.  The 
amendments  also  provide  administra- 
tive flexibility  to  adjust  statutory  re- 
quirements and  allow  for  a  more  effi- 
cient and  cost-effective  audit  approach. 

Several  studies  have  been  conducted 
that  illustrate  the  influence  of  the  1984 


act  on  the  financial  management  prac- 
tices of  State  and  local  governments 
receiving  Federal  assistance.  All  State 
and  local  participants  of  the  studies 
have  agreed  that  the  single  audit  proc- 
ess has  improved  the  approach  to  au- 
diting Federal  assistance,  but  that  fur- 
ther improvements  are  desirable. 

This  bill  will  meet  these  desired 
changes  by  significantly  reducing  the 
Federal  burden  on  State  and  local  gov- 
ernments by  raising  the  single  audit 
threshold  from  $100,000  to  $300,000  and 
eliminating  the  $25,000  threshold  for 
program  audits.  These  changes  will  re- 
duce audit  and  paperwork  burdens, 
while  preserving  audit  coverage  of  the 
bulk  of  Federal  assistance.  Why  spend 
$30,000  auditing  a  $25,000  grant? 

The  General  Accounting  Office  has 
estimated  that  the  $300,000  threshold 
would  cover  95  percent  of  direct  Fed- 
eral assistance  to  local  governments, 
which  is  commensurate  with  the  cov- 
erage provided  at  the  $100,000  threshold 
when  the  act  was  passed  in  1984.  In  ef- 
fect, the  exempting  of  thousands  of  en- 
tities from  single  audits  would  reduce 
audit  and  paperwork  burdens,  but 
would  not  significantly  diminish  the 
percentage  of  Federal  assistance  cov- 
ered by  single  audits. 

Those  entities  that  would  fall  below 
the  $300,000  threshold  would  be  exempt 
from  federally  mandated  audit  cov- 
erage but  would  still  have  to  comply 
with  the  Federal  requirements  to 
maintain  records  or  permit  access  to 
records.  The  elimination  of  the  $25,000 
threshold,  which  requires  entities  to 
have  a  program  audit  of  each  Federal 
program!  they  administer,  would  fur- 
ther simplify  the  act  by  having  only 
one  single  audit  threshold. 

This  bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  a  conmion- 
sense  package  of  amendments  that  will 
serve  to  further  enhance  the  effective- 
ness of  the  Single  Audit  Act  by  reduc- 
ing the  Federal  burden  on  State  and 
local  governments.  Therefore,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Horn],  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Cunger],  and  the  gentle- 
woman from  New  York  [Mrs.  Maloney] 
for  their  leadership  on  this  issue,  and  I 
urge  support  of  the  bill. 

Mrs.  MALONEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  srleld 
such  time  as  she  may  consume  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Illinois  [Mrs.  Col- 
lins], the  distinguished  ranking  mem- 
ber of  the  Committee  on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight. 

Mrs.  COLLINS  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  rise  in  support  of  this  bill,  and 
conmiend  Ranking  Minority  Member 
Maloney  and  Chairman  Horn  for  their 
hard  efforts  on  behalf  of  this  legisla- 
tion. 

The  Single  Audit  Act  of  1984  ad- 
dressed a  serious  problem  of  account- 
ability. It  is  more  important  today 
than  ever. 

The  interaction  between  the  Federal 
Government  and  State  and  local  gov- 
ernments is  far  more  complex  than  it 


was  35  years  ago.  In  1960,  out  of  a  total 
Federal  budget  of  about  $100  billion, 
the  Federal  Government  gave  $7  billion 
to  State  and  local  governments.  In 
1981,  when  Congress  began  discussing 
the  single  audit  concept,  the  Federal 
budget  had  grown  five-fold,  but  trans- 
fers to  State  and  local  governments 
had  grown  to  $95  billion— nearly  a  14- 
fold  increase. 

Today,  nearly  20  percent  of  the  Fed- 
eral budget  of  $1.5  trillion,  or  20  per- 
cent of  the  taxes  collected  by  the  IRS. 
goes  to  State  and  local  governments. 
The  Single  Audit  Act  was  designed  to 
create  a  system  of  accountability  for 
those  dollars.  Over  the  last  12  years  it 
has  served  us  well. 

The  experience  of  the  last  12  years 
has  also  shown  a  number  of  places 
where  the  legislation  can  be  improved. 
The  Single  Audit  Act  Amendments  of 
1996  incorporates  those  changes. 

The  threshold  of  $100,000  for  auditing 
State  and  local  governments  was  care- 
fully selected  in  1984  to  cover  95  per- 
cent of  all  transfers.  Because  of  infla- 
tion, that  threshold  now  covers  99  per- 
cent of  all  transfers.  This  bill  raises 
the  threshold  to  $300,000,  and  returns 
coverage  to  the  95  percent  level.  This 
bill  also  give  the  Director  of  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget  the  author- 
ity to  adjust  the  threshold  for  future 
inflation. 

Among  other  changes  to  the  Single 
Audit  Act,  this  bill  makes  the  results 
of  these  audits  more  useful  to  the  ad- 
ministration officials  responsible  for 
overseeing  these  funds,  by  requiring 
more  timely  reports — reducing  the 
time  from  13  months  to  9— and  requir- 
ing that  reports  emphasize  the  auditors 
conclusions,  the  quality  of  internal 
controls,  and  the  continuing  interests 
of  the  Federal  Government. 

This  bill  has  been  negotiated  over  the 
last  year  to  address  the  concerns  of  a 
number  of  interested  parties.  The  suc- 
cess of  those  negotiations  is  reflected 
in  the  wide  support  this  bill  enjoys.  In 
addition  to  bipartisan  si>onsorship  in 
the  House  and  Senate,  the  bill  is  en- 
dorsed by  the  National  State  Auditors 
Association,  and  the  administration. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  again  commend  the 
ranking  member  and  the  chairman  of 
the  subconMnittee  for  this  fine  piece  of 
work,  and  urge  all  of  my  colleagrues  to 
support  this  good  piece  of  legislation. 

Mrs.  MALONEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time,  and  I 
srield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  HORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time,  and  I  jrield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Nethercutt).  The  question  is  on  the 
motion  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Horn]  that  the  House 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  Senate 
bill.  S.  1579. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thfrds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof) 
the  rules  were  sus];>endel  and  the  Sen- 
ate bill  was  passed. 
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A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


D  1715 

IRAN  AND  LIBYA  SANCTIONS  ACT 
OF  1996 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  move  to 
susijend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 
(H.R.  3107)  to  impose  sanctions  on  per- 
sons exporting  certain  goods  or  tech- 
nology that  would  enhance  Iran's  abil- 
ity to  explore  for.  extract,  refine,  or 
transport  by  pipeline  petroleum  re- 
sources, and  for  other  purposes,  as 
amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R.  3107 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TfnjE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Iran  and 
Libya  Sanctions  Act  of  1996". 

SEC.  2.  FINDINGS. 

The  Congress  makes  the  following  findings: 

(1)  The  efforts  of  the  Government  of  Iran 
to  acquire  weapons  of  mass  destruction  and 
the  means  to  deliver  them  and  Its  support  of 
acts  of  International  terrorism  endanger  the 
national  security  and  foreign  policy  inter- 
ests of  the  United  States  and  those  countries 
with  which  the  United  States  shares  com- 
mon strategic  and  foreign  policy  objectives. 

(2)  The  objective  of  preventing  the  pro- 
liferation of  weapons  of  mass  destruction 
and  acts  of  international  terrorism  through 
existing  multilateral  and  bilateral  initia- 
tives requires  additional  efforts  to  deny  Iran 
the  financial  means  to  sustain  its  nucleair. 
chemical,  biological,  and  missile  weapons 
programs. 

(3)  The  Government  of  Iran  uses  Its  diplo- 
matic facilities  and  quasi-governmental  in- 
stitutions outside  of  Iran  to  promote  acts  of 
international  terrorism  and  assist  its  nu- 
clear, chemical,  biological,  and  missile  weap- 
ons programs. 

(4)  The  failure  of  the  Government  of  Libya 
to  comply  with  Resolutions  731,  748,  and  883 
of  the  Security  Council  of  the  United  Na- 
tions, Its  support  of  International  terrorism, 
and  Its  efforts  to  acquire  weapons  of  mass 
destruction  constitute  a  threat  to  inter- 
national peace  and  security  that  endangers 
the  national  security  and  foreign  policy  in- 
terests of  the  United  States  and  those  coun- 
tries with  which  It  shares  common  strategic 
and  foreign  policy  objectives. 

SEC.  a  DECLARATION  OF  POUCY. 

(a)  POLICY  WriH  Respect  to  Iran.— The 
Congress  declares  that  it  is  the  policy  of  the 
United  States  to  deny  Iran  the  ability  to 
support  acts  of  international  terrorism  and 
to  fund  the  development  and  acquisition  of 
weapons  of  mass  destruction  and  the  means 
to  deliver  them  by  limiting  the  development 
of  Iran's  ability  to  explore  for,  extract,  re- 
fine, or  transport  by  pipeline  petroleum  re- 
sources of  Iran. 

(b)  PoucY  Wrra  Respect  to  Libya— The 
Congress  further  declares  that  It  is  the  pol- 
icy of  the  United  States  to  seek  full  compli- 
ance by  Libya  with  its  obligations  under 
Resolutions  731,  748,  and  883  of  the  Security 
Council  of  the  United  Nations,  Including  end- 
ing all  support  for  acts  of  International  ter- 
rorism and  efforts  to  develop  or  acquire 
weapons  of  mass  destruction. 

SEC.  4.  MULTILATERAL  REGIME. 

(a)  Multilateral  negotiations.— In  order 
to  further  the  objectives  of  section  3,  the 


Congress  urges  the  President  to  commence 
Immediately  diplomatic  efforts,  both  in  ap- 
propriate international  fora  such  as  the 
United  Nations,  and  bilaterally  with  allies  of 
the  United  States,  to  establish  a  mulOlat- 
eral  sanctions  regime  against  Iran,  including 
provisions  limiting  the  development  of  pe- 
troleum  resources,  that  will  inhibit  Iran's  ef- 
forts to  carry  out  activities  described  in  sec- 
tion 2. 

(b)  Reports  to  Congress.— The  President 
shall  report  to  the  appropriate  congressional 
committees,  not  later  than  1  year  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  and  peri- 
odically thereafter,  on  the  extent  that  diplo- 
matic efforts  described  in  subsection  (a)  have 
been  successful.  Each  report  shall  include — 

(1)  the  countries  that  have  agreed  to  un- 
dertake measures  to  further  the  objectives  of 
section  3  with  respect  to  Iran,  and  a  descrip- 
tion of  those  measures:  and 

(2)  the  countries  that  have  not  agreed  to 
measures  described  in  paragraph  (1).  and, 
with  respect  to  those  countries,  other  meas- 
ures (in  addition  to  that  provided  In  sub- 
section (d))  the  President  recommends  that 
the  United  States  take  to  further  the  objec- 
tives of  section  3  with  respect  to  Iran. 

(c)  Waiver.- The  President  may  waive  the 
application  of  section  5(a)  with  respect  to  na- 
tionals of  a  country  if— 

(1)  that  country  has  agreed  to  undertake 
substantial  measures.  Including  economic 
sanctions,  that  will  inhibit  Iran's  efforts  to 
carry  out  activities  described  in  section  2 
and  information  required  by  subsection  (b)(1) 
has  been  Included  In  a  report  subniltted 
under  subsection  (b);  and 

(2)  the  President,  at  least  30  days  before 
the  waiver  takes  effect,  notifies  the  appro- 
priate congressional  committees  of  his  In- 
tention to  exercise  the  waiver. 

(d)  Enhanced  Sanction.— 

(1)  Sanction.— With  respect  to  nationals  of 
countries  except  those  with  respect  to  which 
the  President  has  exercised  the  waiver  au- 
thority of  subsection  (c).  at  any  time  after 
the  first  report  Is  required  to  be  submitted 
under  subsection  (b),  section  5(a)  shall  be  ap- 
plied by  substituting  '■I20.000.000"  for 
"S40.000,000"  each  place  it  appears,  and  by 
substituting  "$5,000,000"  for  "510,000.000  ". 

(2)  Report  to  congress.— The  President 
shall  report  to  the  appropriate  congressional 
committees  any  country  with  respect  to 
which  paragraph  (1)  applies. 

(e)  Interim  Report  on  Multilateral 
Sanctions;  MONrroRiNG.— The  President,  not 
later  than  90  days  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act.  shall  report  to  the  appro- 
priate congressional  committees  on — 

(1)  whether  the  member  states  of  the  Euro- 
pean Union,  the  Republic  of  Korea.  Aus- 
tralia. Israel,  or  Japan  have  legislative  or 
administrative  standards  providing  for  the 
imposition  of  trade  sanctions  on  persons  or 
their  affiliates  doing  business  or  having  in- 
vestments in  Iran  or  Libya: 

(2)  the  extent  and  duration  of  each  in- 
stance of  the  application  of  such  sanctions: 
and 

(3)  the  disposition  of  any  decision  with  re- 
spect to  such  sanctions  by  the  World  Trade 
Organization  or  Its  predecessor  organization. 

SEC.  5.  IMFOSmON  OF  SANCTIONS. 

(a)  Sanctions  With  Respect  to  Irav.— Ex- 
cept as  provided  In  subsection  (f),  the  Presi- 
dent shall  Impose  2  or  more  of  the  sanctions 
described  In  paragraphs  (1)  through  (6)  of  sec- 
tion 6  if  the  President  determines  that  a  per- 
son has.  with  actual  knowledge,  on  or  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  made 
an  Investment  of  S40.000.000  or  more  (or  any 
combination    of   Investments    of   at    least 


$10,000,000  each,  which  in  the  aggregate 
equals  or  exceeds  $40,000,000  In  any  12-month 
period),  that  directly  and  significantly  con- 
tributed to  the  enhancement  of  Iran's  ability 
to  develop  petroleum  resources  of  Iran. 

(b)  S.-cvcnoNS  Wrra  Respect  to  Libya.— 

(1)  Trigger  of  Ma.vdatory  sanctions.— 
Except  as  provided  In  subsection  (f).  the 
President  shall  impose  2  or  more  of  the  sanc- 
tions described  in  paragraphs  (1)  through  (6) 
of  section  6  If  the  President  determines  that 
a  person  has.  with  actual  knowledge,  on  or 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
exported,  transferred,  or  otherwise  provided 
to  Libya  any  goods,  services,  technology,  or 
other  items  the  provision  of  which  is  prohib- 
ited under  paragraph  4(b)  or  5  of  Resolution 
748  of  the  Security  Council  of  the  United  Na- 
tions, adopted  March  31.  1992.  or  under  para- 
graph 5  or  6  of  Resolution  883  of  the  Security 
Council  of  the  United  Nations,  adopted  No- 
vember 11. 1993.  If  the  provision  of  such  items 
significantly  and  materially— 

(A)  contributed  to  Libya's  ability  to  ac- 
quire chemical,  biological,  or  nuclear  weap- 
ons or  destabilizing  numbers  and  types  of  ad- 
vanced conventional  weapons  or  enhanced 
Libya's  military  or  paramilitary  capabili- 
ties: 

(B)  contributed  to  Libya's  ability  to  de- 
velop its  petroleum  resources:  or 

(C)  contributed  to  Libya's  ability  to  main- 
tain Its  aviation  capabilities. 

(2)  Trigger  of  discretionary  sanctions.— 
Except  as  provided  In  subsection  (f).  the 
President  may  Impose  1  or  more  of  the  sanc- 
tions described  in  paragraphs  (1)  through  (6) 
of  section  6  If  the  President  determines  that 
a  person  has.  with  actual  knowledge,  on  or 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act, 
made  an  investment  of  $40,000,000  or  more  (or 
any  combination  of  Investments  of  at  least 
$10,000,000  each,  which  in  the  aggregate 
equals  or  exceeds  $40,000,000  in  any  12-month 
period),  that  directly  and  significantly  con- 
tributed to  the  enhancement  of  Libya's  abil- 
ity to  develop  its  petroleum  resources. 

(c)  Persons  against  WmcH  the  Sanctions 
are  To  Be  Imposed.— The  sanctions  de- 
scribed in  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  shall  be  im- 
posed on— 

(1)  any  person  the  President  determines 
has  carried  out  the  activities  described  In 
subsection  (a)  or  (b):  and 

(2)  any  person  the  President  determines — 

(A)  Is  a  successor  entity  to  the  person  re- 
ferred to  in  paragraph  (1): 

(B)  Is  a  parent  or  subsidiary  of  the  person 
referred  to  In  paragraph  (1)  if  that  parent  or 
subsidiary,  with  actual  knowledge,  enga^d 
in  the  activities  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1); 
or 

(C)  Is  an  afilllate  of  the  person  referred  to 
In  paragraph  (1)  If  that  afniiate.  with  actual 
knowledge,  engaged  In  the  activities  referred 
to  in  paragraph  (1)  and  if  that  affiliate  Is 
controlled  in  fact  by  the  person  referred  to 
in  paragraph  (1). 

For  purposes  of  this  Act,  any  person  or  en- 
tity described  in  this  subsection  shall  be  re- 
ferred to  as  a  "sanctioned  person". 

(d)  Pcbucation  m  Federal  Register.— 
The  President  shall  cause  to  be  published  in 
the  Federal  Register  a  current  list  of  persons 
and  entitles  on  whom  sanctions  have  b«en 
Imposed  under  this  Act.  The  removal  of  per- 
sons or  entitles  from,  and  the  addition  of 
persons  and  entitles  to.  the  list,  shall  also  be 
so  published. 

(e)  PUBUCATiON  OF  PROJECTS.— The  Presi- 
dent shall  cause  to  be  published  In  the  Fed- 
eral Register  a  list  of  all  significant  projects 
which  have  been  publicly  tendered  In  the  oil 
and  gas  sector  In  Iran. 
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(f)  Exceptions.— The  President  shall  not  be 
required  to  apply  or  maintain  the  sanctions 
under  subsection  (a)  or  (b) — 

(1)  In  the  case  of  procurement  of  defense 
articles  or  defense  services — 

(A)  under  existing  contracts  or  sub- 
contracts, including  the  exercise  of  options 
for  production  quantities  to  satisfy  require- 
ments essential  to  the  national  security  of 
the  United  States; 

(B)  If  the  President  determines  In  writing 
that  the  person  to  which  the  sanctions  would 
otherwise  be  applied  Is  a  sole  source  supplier 
of  the  defense  articles  or  services,  that  the 
defense  articles  or  services  are  essential,  and 
that  alternative  sources  are  not  readily  or 
reasonably  available;  or 

(C)  If  the  President  determines  In  writing 
that  such  articles  or  services  are  essential  to 
the  national  security  under  defense  co- 
production  agreements; 

(2)  in  the  case  of  procurement,  to  eligible 
products,  as  defined  In  section  308(4)  of  the 
Trade  Agreements  Act  of  1979  (19  U.S.C. 
2518(4)),  of  any  foreign  country  or  instrumen- 
tality designated  under  section  301(b)(1)  of 
that  Act  (19  U.S.C.  2511(b)(1)); 

(3)  to  products,  technology,  or  services  pro- 
vided under  contracts  entered  Into  before  the 
date  on  which  the  President  publishes  in  the 
Federal  Register  the  name  of  the  person  on 
whom  the  sanctions  are  to  be  Imposed: 

(4)to— 

(A)  spare  parts  which  are  essential  to 
United  States  products  or  production; 

(B)  component  parts,  but  not  finished  prod- 
ucts, essential  to  United  States  products  or 
production;  or 

(C)  routine  servicing  and  maintenance  of 
products,  to  the  extent  that  alternative 
sources  are  not  readily  or  reasonably  avail- 
able; 

(6)  to  information  and  technology  essential 
to  United  States  products  or  production;  or 

(7)  to  medicines,  medical  supplies,  or  other 
humanitarian  items. 

SEC.  S.  I«SCRIFnON  OF  SANCTIONS. 

The  sanctions  to  be  imposed  on  a  sanc- 
tioned person  under  section  5  are  as  follows: 

(1)  Export-import  bank  assistance  for 
EXPORTS  TO  SANCTIONED  PERSONS.— The  Presi- 
dent may  direct  the  Export-Import  Bank  of 
the  United  States  not  to  give  approval  to  the 
issuance  of  any  guarantee.  Insurance,  exten- 
sion of  credit,  or  participation  In  the  exten- 
sion of  credit  in  connection  with  the  export 
of  any  goods  or  services  to  any  sanctioned 
person. 

(2)  EXPORT  SANCTION.— The  President  may 
order  the  United  States  (Sovemment  not  to 
issue  any  specific  license  and  not  to  grant 
any  other  specific  permission  or  authority  to 
export  any  goods  or  technology  to  a  sanc- 
tioned person  under— 

(I)  the  Export  Administration  Act  of  1979; 

(II)  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act; 
(lU)  the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954:  or 

(Iv)  any  other  statute  that  requires  the 
prior  review  and  approval  of  the  United 
States  Government  as  a  condition  for  the  ex- 
port or  re-export  of  goods  or  services. 

(3)  LOANS   FROM   UNITED   STATES   FINANCIAL 

INSTITUTIONS.- The  United  States  Govern- 
ment may  prohibit  any  United  States  finan- 
cial Institution  from  making  loans  or  provid- 
ing credits  to  any  sanctioned  person  totaling 
more  than  $10,000,000  in  any  12-month  period 
unless  such  person  is  engaged  in  activities  to 
relieve  human  suffering  and  the  loans  or 
credits  are  provided  for  such  activities. 

(4)  PROHIBrnONS     ON     FINANCIAL     INSTITU- 

TIONS.— The  following  prohibitions  may  be 
imposed  against  a  sanctioned  person  that  is 
a  financial  institution: 


(A)  PROmBITIOX  ON  DESIGNATION  AS  PRI- 
MARY DEALER.— Neither  the  Board  of  Gov- 
ernors of  the  Federal  Reserve  System  nor 
the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  New  York  may 
designate,  or  permit  the  continuation  of  any 
prior  designation  of.  such  financial  Institu- 
tion as  a  primary  dealer  In  United  States 
Government  debt  instruments. 

(B)  PROHISrnON  ON  SERVICE  AS  A  REPOSI- 
TORY OF  GOVERNMENT  FUNDS.— Such  financial 
Institution  may  not  serve  as  agent  of  the 
United  States  Government  or  serve  as  repos- 
itory for  United  States  Government  funds. 
The  imposition  of  either  sanction  under  sub- 
paragraph (A)  or  (B)  shall  be  treated  as  1 
sanction  for  purposes  of  section  5.  and  the 
imposition  of  both  such  sanctions  shall  be 
treated  as  2  sanctions  for  purposes  of  section 
5. 

(5)  PROCUREMENT  SANCTION.— The  United 
States  Government  may  not  procure,  or 
enter  into  any  contract  for  the  procurement 
of.  any  goods  or  services  from  a  sanctioned 
person. 

(6)  ADDITIONAL  SANCTIONS.— The  President 
may  Impose  sanctions,  as  appropriate,  to  re- 
strict imports  with  respect  to  a  sanctioned 
person.  In  accordance  with  the  International 
Emergency  Economic  Powers  Act  (50  U.S.C. 
1701  and  following). 

SEC.  7.  ADVISORY  OPINIONS. 

The  Secretary  of  State  may.  upon  the  re- 
quest of  any  person.  Issue  an  advisory  opin- 
ion to  that  person  as  to  whether  a  proposed 
activity  by  that  person  would  subject  that 
person  to  sanctions  under  this  Act.  Any  per- 
son who  relies  In  good  faith  on  such  an  advi- 
sory opinion  which  states  that  the  proposed 
activity  would  not  subject  a  person  to  such 
sanctions,  and  any  person  who  thereafter  en- 
gages in  such  activity,  will  not  be  made  sub- 
ject to  such  sanctions  on  account  of  such  ac- 
tivity. 

SEC.  8.  TERMINATION  OF  SANCTIONS. 

(a)  Iran.— The  requirement  under  section 
5(a)  to  Impose  sajictlons  shall  no  longer  have 
force  or  effect  with  respect  to  Iran  if  the 
President  determines  and  certifies  to  the  ap- 
propriate congressional  committees  that 
Iran— 

(1)  has  ceased  its  efforts  to  design,  develop, 
manufacture,  or  acquire— 

(A)  a  nuclear  explosive  device  or  related 
materials  and  technology; 

(B)  chemical  and  biological  weapons;  and 

(C)  ballistic  missiles  and  ballistic  missile 
launch  technology;  and 

(2)  has  been  removed  from  the  list  of  coun- 
tries the  governments  of  which  have  been  de- 
termined, for  purposes  of  section  6(J)  of  the 
Export  Administration  Act  of  1979,  to  have 
repeatedly  provided  support  for  acts  of  inter- 
national terrorism. 

(b)  Libya. — The  requirement  under  section 
5(b)  to  Impose  sanctions  shall  no  longer  have 
force  or  effect  with  respect  to  Libya  If- the 
President  determines  and  certifies  to  the  ap- 
propriate congressional  committees  that 
Libya  has  fulfilled  the  requirements  of 
United  Nations  Security  Council  Resolution 
731,  adopted  January  21.  1992.  United  Nations 
Security  Council  Resolution  748.  adopted 
March  31.  1992,  and  United  Nations  Security 
Council  Resolution  883.  adopted  November 
11. 1993. 

SEC.  9.  DURATION  OF  SANCTIONS;  PRESIDENTIAL 
WAIVER. 

(a)  Delay  of  Sanctions.— 

(1)  Consultations.— If  the  President 
makes  a  determination  described  in  section 
5(a)  or  5(b)  with  respect  to  a  foreign  person, 
the  Congress  urges  the  President  to  Initiate 
consultations  InMmedlately  with  the  govern- 
ment with  primary  jurisdiction  over  that 


foreign  person  with  respect  to  the  imposition 
of  sanctions  under  this  Act. 

(2)  Actions  by  government  of  jurisdic- 
tion.— In  order  to  pursue  consultations  under 
paragraph  (1)  with  the  government  con- 
cerned, the  President  may  delay  imposition 
of  sanctions  under  this  Act  for  up  to  90  days. 
Following  such  consultations,  the  President 
shall  Inmiedlately  Impose  sanctions  unless 
the  President  determines  and  certifies  to  the 
Congress  that  the  government  has  taken  spe- 
cific and  effective  actions.  Including,  as  ap- 
propriate, the  imposition  of  appropriate  pen- 
alties, to  terminate  the  involvement  of  the 
foreign  person  In  the  activities  that  resulted 
In  the  determination  by  the  President  under 
section  5(a)  or  5(b)  concerning  such  person. 

(3)  Additional  delay  in  imposition  of 
sanctions.— The  President  may  delay  the 
imposition  of  sanctions  for  up  to  an  addi- 
tional 90  days  if  the  President  determines 
and  certifies  to  the  Congress  that  the  gov- 
ernment with  primary  Jurisdiction  over  the 
person  concerned  Is  In  the  process  of  taking 
the  actions  described  in  paragraph  (2). 

(4)  Report  to  congress.— Not  later  than  90 
days  after  making  a  determination  under 
section  5(a)  or  5(b).  the  President  shall  sub- 
mit to  the  appropriate  congressional  com- 
mittees a  report  on  the  status  of  consulta- 
tions with  the  appropriate  foreign  govern- 
ment under  this  subsection,  and  the  basis  for 
any  determination  under  paragraph  (3). 

(b)  duration  of  Sanctions.— a  sanction 
imposed  under  section  5  shall  remain  in  ef- 
fect— 

(1)  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  2  years 
from  the  date  on  which  it  Is  Imposed:  or 

(2)  until  such  time  as  the  President  deter- 
mines and  certifies  to  the  Congress  that  the 
person  whose  activities  were  the  basis  for 
imposing  the  sanction  is  no  longer  engaging 
in  such  activities  and  that  the  President  has 
received  reliable  assurances  that  such  person 
will  not  knowingly  engage  in  such  activities 
In  the  future,  except  that  such  sanction  shall 
remain  in  effect  for  a  period  of  at  least  1 
year. 

(c)  Presidential  waiver.— 

(1)  authority.— The  President  may  waive 
the  requirement  in  section  5  to  impose  a 
sanction  or  sanctions  on  a  person  described 
in  section  5(c),  and  may  waive  the  continued 
Imposition  of  a  sanction  or  sanctions  under 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  30  days  or 
more  after  the  President  determines  and  so 
reports  to  the  appropriate  congressional 
committees  that  it  Is  Important  to  the  na- 
tional interest  of  the  United  States  to  exer- 
cise such  waiver  authority. 

(2)  Contents  of  report.— Any  report  under 
paragraph  (1)  shall  provide  a  specific  and  de- 
tailed rationale  for  the  determination  under 
paragraph  (1).  including— 

(A)  a  description  of  the  conduct  that  re- 
sulted in  the  determination  under  section 
5(a)  or  (b),  as  the  case  may  be: 

(B)  in  the  case  of  a  foreign  person,  an  ex- 
planation of  the  efforts  to  secure  the  co- 
operation of  the  government  with  primary 
Jurisdiction  over  the  sanctioned  person  to 
terminate  or,  as  appropriate,  penalize  the  ac- 
tivities that  resulted  in  the  determination 
under  section  5(a)  or  (b),  as  the  case  may  be; 

(C)  an  estimate  as  to  the  significance — 

(I)  of  the  provision  of  the  items  described 
in  section  5(a)  to  Iran's  ability  to  develop  Its 
petroleum  resources,  or 

(II)  of  the  provision  of  the  Items  described 
In  section  5(b)(1)  to  the  abilities  of  Libya  de- 
scribed in  subparagraph  (A).  (B),  or  (C)  of 
section  5(b)(1),  or  of  the  Investment  de- 
scribed in  section  5(b)(2)  on  Libya's  ability  to 
develop  its  petroleum  resources. 
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as  the  case  may  be;  and 

(D)  a  statement  as  tp  the  response  of  the 
United  States  in  the  event  that  the  person 
concerned  engages  In  other  activities  that 
would  be  subject  to  section  5ia)  or  (b). 

(3)  Effect  of  report  on  waiver.— If  the 
President  makes  a  report  under  paragraph 
(1)  with  respect  to  a  waiver  of  sanctions  on 
a  person  described  in  section  5(c),  sanctions 
need  not  be  Imposed  under  section  5(a)  or  (b) 
on  that  person  during  the  30-day  period  re- 
ferred to  in  paragraph  (1). 

SEC.  10.  REPORTS  REQUIRED. 

(a)  Report  on  Certadc  International  Ini- 
tiatives.—Not  later  than  6  months  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  and  every 
6  months  thereafter,  the  President  shall 
transmit  a  report  to  the  appropriate  congres- 
sional committees  describing — 

(1)  the  efforts  of  the  President  to  mount  a 
multilateral  campaign  to  persuade  all  coun- 
tries to  pressure  Iran  to  cease  Its  nuclear, 
chemical,  biological,  and  missile  weapons 
programs  and  its  support  of  acts  of  inter- 
national terrorism: 

(2)  the  efforts  of  the  President  to  persuade 
other  governments  to  ask  Iran  to  reduce  the 
presence  of  Iranian  diplomats  and  represent- 
atives of  other  government  and  military  or 
quasi-governmental  institutions  of  Iran  and 
to  withdraw  any  such  diplomats  or  rep- 
resentatives who  participated  in  the  take- 
over of  the  United  States  embassy  in  Tehran 
on  November  4.  1979.  or  the  subsequent  hold- 
ing of  United  States  hostages  for  444  days; 

(3)  the  extent  to  which  the  International 
Atomic  Energy  Agency  has  established  regu- 
lar inspections  of  all  nuclear  facilities  in 
Iran.  Including  those  presently  under  con- 
struction; and 

(4)  Iran's  use  of  Iranian  diplomats  and  rep- 
resentatives of  other  government  and  mili- 
tary or  quasi-governmental  Institutions  of 
Iran  to  promote  acts  of  international  terror- 
ism or  to  develop  or  sustain  Iran's  nuclear, 
chemical,  biological,  and  missile  weapons 
programs. 

(b)  Other  Reports.— The  President  shall 
ensure  the  continued  transmittal  to  the  Con- 
gress of  reports  describing— 

(1)  the  nuclear  and  other  military  capabili- 
ties of  Iran,  as  required  by  section  601(a)  of 
the  Nuclear  Non-Prollferatlon  Act  of  1978 
and  section  1607  of  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1993;  and 

(2)  the  support  provided  by  Iran  for  acts  of 
international  terrorism,  as  part  of  the  De- 
I>artment  of  State's  annual  report  on  inter- 
national terrorism. 

SEC.  II.  DETERMINATIONS  NOT  REVIEWABLE. 

A  determination  to  impose  sanctions  under 
this  Act  shall  not  be  reviewable  In  any  court. 
SEC.  12.  EXCLUSION  OF  CERTAIN  ACnvmES. 

Nothing  In  this  Act  shall  apply  to  any  ac- 
tivities  subject   to   the   reporting   require- 
ments of  title  V  of  the  National  Security  Act 
of  1947. 
SEC.  13.  EFFECTIVE  DATE;  SUNSET. 

(a)  Effective  Date.— This  Act  shall  take 
effect  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

(b)  SUNSET.— This  Act  Shall  cease  to  be  ef- 
fective on  the  date  that  is  5  years  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  14.  DEFINITIONS. 

As  used  in  this  Act: 

(1)  Act  of  international  terrorism.— The 
term  "act  of  international  terrorism"  means 
an  act— 

(A)  which  is  violent  or  dangerous  to  human 
life  and  that  is  a  violation  of  the  criminal 
laws  of  the  United  States  or  of  any  State  or 
that  would  be  a  criminal  violation  if  com- 


mitted within  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States  or  any  State;  and 
(B)  which  appears  to  be  intended— 

(1)  to  intimidate  or  coerce  a  civilian  popu- 
lation: 

(il)  to  Influence  the  policy  of  a  government 
by  intimidation  or  coercion:  or 

(III)  to  affect  the  conduct  of  a  government 
by  assassination  or  kidnapping. 

(2)  appropriate  congressional  commit- 
tees.—The  term  "appropriate  congressional 
committees"  means  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance, the  Committee  on  Banking.  Housing, 
and  Urban  Affairs,  and  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  the  Commit- 
tee on  Banking  and  Financial  Services,  and 
the  Committee  on  International  Relations  of 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

(3)  Component  part.— The  term  "compo- 
nent part"  has  the  meaning  given  that  term 
in  section  llA(e)(l)  of  the  Export  Adminis- 
tration Act  of  1979  (50  U.S.C.  App. 
2410a(e)(l)). 

(4)  Develop  and  dentelopment.— To  "de- 
velop", or  the  "development"  of.  petroleum 
resources  means  the  exploration  for.  or  the 
extraction,  refining,  or  transportation  by 
pipeline  of.  petroleum  resources. 

(5)  Financial  institution.- The  term  "fi- 
nancial Institution"  Includes— 

(A)  a  depository  institution  (as  defined  In 
section  3(cXl)  of  the  Federal  Deposit  Insur- 
ance Act),  including  a  branch  or  agency  of  a 
foreign  bank  (as  defined  in  section  1(b)(7)  of 
the  International  Banking  Act  of  1978); 

(B)  a  credit  union; 

(C)  a  securities  firm.  Including  a  broker  or 
dealer: 

(D)  an  Insurance  company.  Including  an 
agency  or  underwriter;  and 

(E)  any  other  company  that  provides  finan- 
cial services. 

(6)  Finished  product.— The  term  "finished 
product"  has  the  meaning  given  that  term  In 
section  llA(e)(2)  of  the  Export  Administra- 
tion Act  of  1979  (50  U.S.C.  App.  2410a(e)(2)). 

(7)  Foreign  person.— The  term  "foreign 
person"  means — 

(A)  an  individual  who  is  not  a  United 
States  person  or  an  alien  lawfully  admitted 
for  permanent  residence  into  the  United 
States;  or 

(B)  a  corporation,  partnership,  or  other 
nongovernmental  entity  which  Is  not  a 
United  States  person. 

(8)  Goods  and  technology.— The  terms 
"goods"  and  "technology"  have  the  mean- 
ings given  those  terms  in  section  16  of  the 
Export  Administration  Act  of  1979  (50  U.S.C. 
app.  2415). 

(9)  Investment.— The  term  -investment" 
means  any  of  the  following  activities  If  such 
activity  is  undertaken  pursuant  to  an  agree- 
ment, or  pursuant  to  the  exercise  of  rights 
under  such  an  agreement,  that  Is  entered 
Into  with  the  Government  of  Iran  or  a 
nongovenmental  entity  In  Iran,  or  with  the 
Government  of  Libya  or  a  nongovernmental 
entity  in  Libya,  on  or  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act: 

(A)  The  entry  into  a  contract  that  includes 
responsibility  for  the  development  of  petro- 
leum resources  located  in  Iran  or  Libya  (as 
the  case  may  be),  or  the  entry  into  a  con- 
tract providing  for  the  general  supervision 
and  guarantee  of  another  person's  perform- 
ance of  such  a  contract. 

(B)  The  purchase  of  a  share  of  ownership, 
including  an  equity  Interest,  in  that  develop- 
ment. 

(C)  The  entry  into  a  contract  providing  for 
the  participation  in  royalties,  earnings,  or 
profits  m  that  development,  without  regard 
to  the  form  of  the  participation. 


The  term  "investment"  does  not  Include  the 
entry  into,  performance,  or  'financing  of  a 
contract  to  sell  or  purchase  goods,  services, 
or  technology. 

(10)  Iran.— The  term  "Iran"  includes  any 
agency  or  instrumentality  of  Iran. 

(11)  IRANIAN  diplomats  AND  REPRESENT.\- 
TTVES  OF  OTHER  GOVERNMENT  ANT)  MILITARY  OR 
QUASI -GOVEIUfMENTAL  INSTITUTIONS  OF  IRAN.— 

The  term  "Iranian  diplomats  and  representa- 
tives of  other  government  and  military  or 
quasi-governmental  Institutions  of  Iran"  in- 
cludes employees,  representatives,  or  affili- 
ates of  Iran's — 

(A)  Foreign  Ministry: 

(B)  Ministry  of  Intelligence  and  Security; 

(C)  Revolutionary  Guard  Corps; 

(D)  Crusade  for  Reconstruction; 

(E)  Qods  (Jerusalem)  Forces; 

(F)  Interior  Ministry; 

(G)  Foundation  for  the  Oppressed  and  Dis- 
abled: 

(H)  Prophet's  Foundation; 

(I)  June  5th  Foundation; 

(J)  Martjrr's  Foundation; 

(K)  Islaimic  Propagation  Organization:  and 

(L)  Ministry  of  Islamic  Guidance. 

(12)  Libya.- The  term  "Libya"  Includes 
any  agency  or  Instrumentality  of  Libya. 

(13)  Nuclear  EXPLOsm:  device.— The  term 
"nuclear  explosive  device"  means  any  de- 
vice, whether  assembled  or  disassembled, 
that  is  designed  to  produce  an  Instantaneous 
release  of  an  amount  of  nuclear  energy  from 
special  nuclear  material  (as  defined  in  sec- 
tion llaa.  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954) 
that  is  greater  than  the  amount  of  energy 
that  would  be  released  from  the  detonation 
of  one  pound  of  trinitrotoluene  (TNT). 

(14)  Person.— The  term  "person"  means— 

(A)  a  natural  person; 

(B)  a  corporation,  business  association, 
partnership,  society,  trust,  any  other  non- 
governmental entity,  organization,  or  group, 
and  any  governmental  entity  operating  as  a 
business  enterprise:  and 

(C)  any  successor  to  any  entity  described 
In  subparagraph  (B). 

(15)  Petroleum  resources.— The  term  "pe- 
troleum resources"  Includes  petroleum  and 
natural  gas  resources. 

(16)  Untted  states  or  state.— The  term 
"United  States"  or  "State"  means  the  sev- 
eral States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  the 
Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Com- 
monwealth of  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands. 
American  Samoa.  Guam,  the  United  States 
Virgin  Islands,  and  any  other  territory  or 
possession  of  the  United  States. 

(17)  Untted  states  person.— The  term 
"United  States  person"  means— 

(A)  a  natural  person  who  is  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States  or  who  owes  permanent  alle- 
giance to  the  United  States:  and 

(B)  a  corporation  or  other  legal  entity 
which  is  organized  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,  any  State  or  territory  there- 
of, or  the  District  of  Columbia,  if  natural 
persons  described  in  subparagraph  (A)  own. 
directly  or  indirectly,  more  than  50  percent 
of  the  outstanding  capital  stock  or  other 
beneficial  interest  in  such  legal  entity. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Stearns).  Pursuant  to  the  rule,  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Gil- 
man]  and  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Hamilton]  each  will  control  20 
minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Oilman]. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  in  support  of  H.A. 
3107,  the  Iran  and  Libya  Sanctions  Act 
of  1996  which  mandates  sanctions  on 
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persons  makingr  investments  that 
would  enhance  the  ability  of  Iran  to  ex- 
plore for.  extract,  refine,  or  transport 
by  pipeline  petroleum  resources. 

It  would  also  establish  a  mandatory 
sanctions  regime  on  foreign  persons 
who  violate  United  Nations  Security 
Council  Resolutions  748  and  883  by  sell- 
ing weapons,  aviation  equipment,  and 
oil  equipment  to  Libya,  a  country  re- 
sponsible for  the  cowardly  and  unfor- 
givable attack  on  Pan  Am  flight  103  in 
December  1988. 

I  take  great  pleasure  in  bringing  be- 
fore the  House  a  bill  that  would  put 
our  country  on  the  front  lines  of  our 
fight  to  combat  state-supported  terror- 
ism and  that  will  help  to  induce  our  al- 
lies in  Europe  and  Asia  to  join  us  in  a 
multilateral  sanctions  regime  against 
Iran. 

This  multilateral  sanctions  regime 
will  allow  the  President  to  waive  the 
application  of  sanctions  against  the  na- 
tionals of  a  country  that  has  put  in 
place  its  own  sanctions  regime  against 
Iran,  but  it  will  also  require  him  to  im- 
pose an  enhanced  sanction— in  the  form 
of  a  reduction  in  the  trigger  level  for 
investment  in  Iran  from  $40  to  $20  mil- 
lion— against  the  nationals  of  all  other 
countries. 

In  short,  the  bill  requires  foreign 
companies  to  choose  between  investing 
in  our  market  and  those  of  Iran  and 
Ldbya.  In  the  process,  it  gives  the 
President  the  policy  tools  he  needs  to 
begin  fulfilling  his  pledges  to  increase 
diplomatic  and  economic  pressure  on 
the  Iranian  and  Libyan  Governments. 

As  approved  by  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  in  close  consultation  with 
the  House  International  Relations 
Committee,  this  bill  imposes  a  sanc- 
tion regime  on  companies  helping  to 
develop  the  oil  and  gas  industries  in 
Iran  and  Libya.  Its  enactment  can 
sharply  dinMnish  the  future  revenues 
from  oil  and  gas  production  of  these 
rogue  regimes  and  will  put  a  halt  to 
their  campaigns  of  state-sponsored  ter- 
rorism and  their  efforts  to  develop 
weapons  of  mass  destruction. 

Iran  looms  as  the  principal  long-term 
threat  to  United  States  interests  in  the 
Persian  Gulf  and  the  Middle  East.  It 
continues  its  terrorist  and  subversive 
activities  against  its  neighbors  in  the 
Gulf  states  and  around  the  world,  as  far 
away  as  Argentina.  Over  the  past  year, 
Iran  has  actively  supported  efforts  to 
destabilize  Bahrain,  promoting  the 
Gulf  Cooperation  Council  to  issue  a 
public  statement  admonishing  Iran  to 
put  a  halt  to  its  subversive  policies  in 
the  region. 

Its  leaders  openly  advocate  the  de- 
struction of  the  state  of  Israel  and  its 
support  for  terrorist  groups  in  Lebanon 
have  led  to  renewed  rounds  of  violence 
in  that  country  and  have  set  back  the 
prospects  for  a  peace  accord  in  the 
Middle  East. 

Iran,  like  Iraq,  has  launched  a  clan- 
destine program  to  build  nuclear  weap- 


ons and  missile  systems  capable  of  de- 
livering weapons  of  mass  destruction 
payloads  to  targets  up  to  1,000  kilo- 
meters from  its  borders,  thereby 
threatening  key  allies  in  the  region  in- 
cluding Jordan,  Israel,  and  Turkey. 

In  his  testimony  before  the  House 
International  Relations  Committee  on 
November  9,  1995.  Peter  Tarnoff,  Under 
Secretary  of  State  for  political  Affairs, 
noted  that  any  foreign  investment  to 
help  increase  offshore  oil  and  gas  pro- 
duction would  inevitably  lead  to  in- 
crease financial  support  by  Iran  for  its 
weapons  of  mass  destruction  and  ter- 
rorist activities. 

An  April  1996  report  on  proliferation 
issued  by  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  came  to  the  same  conclusion 
in  regard  to  Libya.  It  noted  it  particu- 
lar, that  and  I  quote: 

Libya  probably  dedicates  several  hundred 
million  dollars  annually  to  acquire  nuclear, 
biological  and  chemical  weapons  and  mis- 
siles made  possible  by  its  substantial  income 
from  oil  and  gas  exports. 

In  the  most  recent  State  Department 
report  on  global  terrorism,  it  was 
noted  that  the  end  of  1995  marked  the 
4th  year  of  Libya's  refusal  to  comply 
with  the  demands  of  U.N.  Security 
Council  Resolution  731.  This  measure 
was  adopted  following  the  indictments 
on  November  1991  of  two  Libyan  intel- 
ligence agents  for  the  bombing  in  1988 
of  Pan  Am  flight  103  which  killed  189 
Americans. 

This  resolution  endorsed  the  de- 
mands of  the  United  States,  the  United 
Kingdom,  and  France  that  Libya  turn 
over  the  two  suspects  for  trial  in  the 
United  States  or  the  United  Kingdom, 
pay  compensation  to  the  victims  and 
fully  cooperate  in  the  investigations 
into  the  bombings  of  Pan  Am  103  and 
UTA  flight  772. 

U.N.  Security  Council  Resolution  748 
was  adopted  in  April  1992  as  a  result  of 
Libyas  refusal  to  comply  with  UNSCR 
731. 

Resolution  748  imposed  sanctions 
that  embargoed  Libya's  civil  aviation 
and  military  procurement  efforts  and 
required  all  states  to  reduce  Libya's 
diplomatic  presence. 

Yet  another  resolution  adopted  in 
November  1993,  UNSCR  883,  imposed 
additional  sanctions  on  Libya,  includ- 
ing a  freeze  on  limited  assets  and  an  oil 
technology  ban.  To  date,  none  of  these 
efforts  have  produced  these  two  in- 
dicted officials  for  trial  either  in  the 
U.S.  or  the  U.K. 

I  have  consistently  argued  for  and 
urged  the  administration  to  increase 
the  pressure  to  comply  with  all  exist- 
ing U.N.  resolutions  and  should  adopt 
policies  that  can  begin  to  implement 
some  of  the  campaign  promises  that 
Governor  Bill  Clinton  made  in  Septem- 
ber 1992  to  the  family  of  one  of  the  Pan 
Am  103  victims  to  broaden  oil  sanc- 
tions on  Libya. 

Adoption  of  the  provisions  in  this  bill 
in  regard  to  Libya  will  put  teeth  in 


these  U.N.  sanctions  and  give  the 
President  the  authority  he  needs  to 
begin  imposing  sanctions  on  companies 
making  new  investments  in  the  oil  and 
gas  sector  in  this  terrorist  country. 

By  imposing  a  total  embargo  on  Iran 
in  March  of  last  year,  the  administra- 
tion took  an  important  step  in  our  ef- 
forts to  isolate  Iran.  Together  with  the 
Junior  Senator  from  New  York,  Mr. 
D'Amato,  I  have  been  pressing  the  ad- 
ministration to  take  additional  steps 
to  reduce  Iran's  funding  sources  for  its 
worldwide  subversive  activities  and  for 
its  programs  supporting  weapons  of 
mass  destruction. 

If  we  want  our  deeds  to  match  our 
words  in  this  effort,  enactment  of  this 
bill  is  the  next  and  necessary  step  to 
contain  the  terrorist  activities  of  both 
Iran  and  Libya.  By  asking  foreign  com- 
panies to  make  a  simple  choice  be- 
tween the  American  market  and  those 
of  Iran  and  Libya,  this  bill  will  help 
the  administration  deliver  an  vmmis- 
takable  message  to  our  European  and 
Asian  allies  that  the  era  of  critical  bi- 
lateral dialog  is  over  and  the  time  for 
multilateral  action  has  now  begun. 

The  bipartisan  bill  before  us  today 
requires  the  President  to  impose  sanc- 
tions on  companies  making  invest- 
ments of  $40  million  or  more  that 
would  enhance  the  ability  of  Iran  to  de- 
velop its  petroleum  resources. 

If  he  made  such  a  determination,  the 
President  would  have  to  pick  two  or 
more  sanctions  from  a  list  of  six  sanc- 
tions including:  A  denial  of  Exlmbank 
assistance;  a  denial  of  specific  licenses 
for  the  export  of  controlled  technology; 
a  suspension  of  imports  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  International  Emergency 
Economic  Powers  Act;  a  prohibition  on 
a  sanctioned  financial  institution  from 
serving  as  a  primary  dealer  in  U.S. 
Government  debt  instruments;  a  prohi- 
bition on  any  U.S.  financial  Institution 
from  making  any  loan  to  a  sanctioned 
person  over  $10  million  a  yeair;  and  a 
ban  on  any  U.S.  Government  procure- 
ment of  any  goods  or  services  from  a 
sanctioned  person. 

The  legislation  allows  the  President 
to  delay  imposition  of  sanctions  for  90 
days  to  pursue  consultations  with  the 
government  of  the  sanctioned  person  to 
end  the  sanctionable  activities.  An  ad- 
ditional 90  day  delay  is  permitted  if  he 
determines  that  he  is  making  progress 
toward  this  goal. 

The  President  may  also  waive  any  of 
these  sanctions  if  he  determines  that 
doing  so  is  in  the  national  interest. 

This  bill  also  Includes  a  5-year  sunset 
provision. 

Adoption  of  a  companion  Iran  and 
Libya  sanctions  bill  in  the  Senate  on 
December  22,  1995,  has  already  had  a 
deterrent  effect  on  potential  investors 
and  oil  field  suppliers  to  Iran  and 
Libya.  The  enactment  of  this  measure 
today  will  ensure  that  we  can  maintain 
this  deterrent  on  further  investments 
in  these  rogue  regimes. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  pay  trib- 
ute to  the  many  members  on  the  Inter- 
national Relations  Committee  and  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  who 
worked  long  and  hard  to  make  the  leg- 
islation possible.  Subcommittee  Chair- 
man Dan  Burton,  Representative 
Peter  King,  the  respective  ranking 
members  of  the  Asia  and  Pacific  Sub- 
committee and  the  International  Eco- 
nomic Policy  and  Trade  Subcommit- 
tee, Representatives  Howard  Herman 
and  Sam  Gejdenson,  as  well  as  Chair- 
man Bill  archer  and  Trade  Sub- 
committee Chairman  Phil  Crane. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  H.R.  3107. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to  begin  by  com- 
mending the  Members  I  think  are  most 
responsible  for  producing  this  com- 
promise bill.  The  gentleman  from  New 
York.  Chairman  Oilman,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas,  Chairman  Archer, 
and  the  gentleman  from  Iowa,  Chair- 
man Leach,  all  deserve  credit  for  their 
willingness  to  look  for  creative  solu- 
tions to  their  differences. 

I  also  want  to  say  a  word  of  apprecia- 
tion to  the  gentleman  from  Connecti- 
cut [Mr.  Gejdenson]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Herman] 
and  the  other  original  cosponsors  of 
the  bill  because  of  their  willingness  to 
advance  the  bill  and  to  support  the 
agreement  that  has  been  reached 
today. 

Finally,  may  I  say  that  the  adminis- 
tration, which  supports  this  bill,  also 
deserves  credit,  I  think,  for  helping 
Members  understand  the  implications 
of  the  bill  for  U.S.  diplomacy  and  U.S. 
economic  interests. 

There  is  very  little  disagreement  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  its  allies 
about  the  challenges  posed  by  the  two 
countries  that  are  the  focus  of  this  bill. 
Iran  poses  a  serious  threat  to  several 
shared  security  interests.  It  is  a  con- 
firmed sponsor  of  terrorism.  It  is  try- 
ing to  develop  weapons  of  mass  de- 
struction. It  seeks  to  undermine  the 
Middle  East  peace  process.  It  is  pursu- 
ing a  military  buildup  that  could  en- 
able it  to  threaten  shipping  traffic  in 
the  Persian  Gulf.  Libya  continues  to 
harbor  terrorists  responsible  for  the 
death  of  more  than  300  Americans  and 
others  on  Pan  Am  flight  103,  and  it  is 
also  developing  weapons  of  mass  de- 
struction and  threatening  the  security 
of  its  neighbors. 

The  premise  of  this  bill,  which  I  be- 
lieve to  be  a  correct  one,  is  that  the 
best  way  to  curb  Iran  and  Libya's  dan- 
gerous conduct  is  to  limit  the  oil  and 
gas  export  earnings  that  help  pay  for 
it.  This  has  been  a  principal  goal  of 
U.S.  policy  for  several  years.  In  our  ef- 
fort to  squeeze  the  economies  of  Iran 
and  Libya,  the  United  States  has  cut 


off  all  of  its  trade  with  both  countries. 
But  the  impact  of  unilateral  sanctions 
is  limited,  so  we  also  have  urged  Iran's 
and  Libya's  main  trading  partners  to 
restrict  or  sever  their  economic  ties. 

Despite  our  efforts  and  despite  the 
egregious  conduct  of  Iran  and  Libya, 
many  of  our  fi-iends  have  maintained 
their  ties  with  both  countries.  So  the 
dilemma  here  for  United  States  policy 
is  to  find  ways  to  increase  the  eco- 
nomic isolation  of  Iran  and  Libya  with- 
out, in  the  process,  causing  undue 
harm  to  our  own  economy  or  to  our  re- 
lations with  our  allies. 

H.R.  3107  makes  a  very  good  start  in 
responding  to  that  policy  dilenmia.  The 
ultimate  goal  of  this  bill  is  not  to  pun- 
ish foreign  firms  but  to  persuade  other 
governments  to  adopt  measures  that 
squeeze  the  economies  of  Iran  and 
Libya. 

We  do  not  know  whether  we  are 
going  to  achieve  that  goal  for  some 
time,  but  this  bill  does  give  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States  the 
tools  to  enable  him  to  have  the  flexi- 
bility in  implementing  U.S.  sanctions. 
For  that  and  other  reasons,  I  strongly 
urge  the  approval  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Solomon],  distinguished 
chairman  of  our  Committee  on  Rules. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman,  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations, 
for  jrielding  time  to  me. 

I  rise  in  very  strong  support  of  this 
measure  which  would  tighten  economic 
sanctions  against  two  deadly  enemies 
of  the  United  States,  the  dictatorial 
Governments  of  Iran  and  Libya.  I  com- 
mend the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  International  Rela- 
tions for  his  outstanding  work  in 
bringing  this  bill  to  the  floor.  This 
measure  uses  our  best  weapon  against 
these  regimes  and  other  countries 
which  support  them,  the  power  of  the 
American  purse.  With  260  million 
American  people  and  the  highest  stand- 
ard of  living  on  Elarth,  the  United 
States  represents  a  market  that  is  just 
too  lucrative  for  other  countries  to  ig- 
nore when  they  want  to  trade  with  us. 

That  is  why  this  bill  maJces  so  much 
sense.  Mr.  Speaker. 

It  would  impose  a  range  of  economic 
sanctions  against  other  countries  that 
irresponsibly  abet  the  terrorist  activi- 
ties of  Iran  and  Libya  by  investing 
their  oil  sectors  or  supplsang  them 
with  oil-related  goods  or  technologies. 

When  these  countries  face  the  pros- 
pect of  losing  part  of  our  vast  Amer- 
ican market,  they  will  think  twice 
about  their  investments  in  these  two 
outlaw  nations,  and  that  is  what  they 
are. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  terrorist  threat  is 
real.  It  is  growing.  Stiff  measures  like 
this  are  called  for.  We  all  know  that 


Libya,  under  Colonel  Qadhafi.  and  Iran, 
under  fundamentalist  dictatorship,  are 
two  of  the  world's  major  sponsors  of 
terrorism.  Their  capabilities  to  con- 
duct acts  of  terror  are  increasing  at  an 
alarming  rate. 

Let  us  take  a  look  at  Iran.  As  we 
speak.  Iran  is  in  a  furious  drive  to  ac- 
quire weapons  of  mass  destruction 
aided  and  abetted  by  Communist 
China,  which  by  the  way  is  another  na- 
tion we  ought  to  be  imposing  sanctions 
on  instead  of  giving  them  carte  blanche 
favored-nation  treatment.  We  will  deal 
with  that  a  little  bit  later  this  month. 
In  the  past  few  months  alone,  we 
have  seen  reports  that  Communist 
China  has  been  supplying  Iran  with 
cruise  missiles,  chemical  weapons  tech- 
nology and  Plutonium  processing  tech- 
nology. Couple  this  with  nuclear  reac- 
tor technologj'  supplied  by  another 
great  countrj'.  Russia,  and  we  can 
clearly  see  what  Iran  is  up  to  and  what 
kind  of  threat  we  face. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  time  to  act  now  be- 
fore it  is  too  late.  That  is  why  Chair- 
man Oilman  and  Chairman  Archer  de- 
serve our  highest  praise  for  working  so 
hard  to  bring  this  bill  to  the  floor. 
Come  over  here  and  let  us  pass  it.  It  is 
important. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Gejden- 
son] who  is  an  original  sponsor  of  the 
bUl. 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  Ira- 
nian profits  are  used  to  murder  inno- 
cent civilians  on  the  streets  of  Tel  Aviv 
and  Jerusalem  and  those  who  trade 
with  Iran,  like  those  who  traded  with 
the  Nazis,  irrespective  of  their  mur- 
derous act,  aid  and  abet  them. 

The  debate  we  have  here  today  is 
what  action  we  can  take  following  sup- 
port of  the  chairman  and  the  ranking 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations  and  the  President  of 
the  United  States  in  trying  to  isolate 
Iran  and  reduce  its  ability  to  assist  the 
murder  of  innocent  civilians. 

Unfortunately,  most  of  our  demo- 
cratic allies  in  Europe  and  Japan  are 
not  being  helpful.  They  will  pay  a  price 
as  surely  as  the  nations  who  ignored 
terrorism  in  the  early  1960's  and  1970's 
soon  found  that  it  existed  not  just  iso- 
lated in  Israel  and  the  Middle  East  bat 
across  the  globe. 

There  is  a  clear  and  direct  link  be- 
tween Iran's  ability  to  profit  from  its 
oil  sales  and  assistance  to  terrorist 
Hezbollah  and  other  causes.  When  Sec- 
retary of  State  Christoper  was  in 
Ssrria.  it  was  reported  that  Iranian 
planes  with  arms  landed  there  to  aid 
Hezbollah  attacks  on  the  Israelis  and 
the  peace  process. 

Today  it  is  Iranian  rockets,  grenades 
and  bombs.  But  what  happens  if  Iran, 
months  or  years  from  now,  when  they 
have  the  ability  to  deliver  nuclear  or 
chemical  weapons.  Today  Iran  threat- 
ens women  and  children  and  men  on 
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buses.  An  Iran  which  uses  its  profits  to 
develop  nuclear  and  chemical  weapons 
will  be  an  Iran  that  threatens  the 
globe. 

Corporate  profits  must  be  put  aside 
here  as  the  President  has  led  us  and  in 
the  so-called  civilized  world. 

We  must  deny  companies  who  profit 
from  exports  to  Iran  the  opportunity  to 
access  our  markets.  We  have  begun 
that  process  with  this  legislation.  I  am 
writing  to  the  banks  and  economic  en- 
tities in  the  G-7  countries  warning 
them  that  we  will  monitor  their  activ- 
ity. And  if  they  fail  to  join  us,  we  will 
take  further  actions. 

If  the  Baader  Meinhof  gang  had  terri- 
tory, would  the  German  Government 
have  traded  with  them  when  they  blew 
up  innocent  German  civilians?  I  think 
not.  The  Iranians  may  have  territory 
and  a  government,  but  they  should  not 
be  allowed  to  continue  to  profit  and 
murder  innocent  children. 

Some  of  my  European  and  Japanese 
friends  have  been  offended  that  I  point 
out  their  complicity.  Well,  if  this  of- 
fends them,  it  does  not  worry  me  in  the 
least.  It  offends  me  to  see  the  arms  and 
legs  and  bodies  of  children  and  adults 
strewn  on  the  streets  of  Israel. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  include  for  the 
Record  the  following  letter: 

One  Hundred  Fourth  Congress, 
congress  of  the  united  states, 
Committee  on  International  Re- 
lations, House  of  Representa- 
tives, 

Washington,  DC,  June  18, 1996. 
Mr.  Jochen  Sanio, 

Vice  President.  Federal  Banking  Supervisory 
Office,  Gardschuuenweg  71-101,  D-12203 
Berlin,  Germany. 

Dear  Mr.  Sanio:  As  you  may  be  aware, 
many  of  my  coUea^es  and  I  are  concerned 
about  the  flow  of  forei^  money  into  Iran's 
petroleum  sector.  The  U.S.  State  Depart- 
ment has  found  that  Iran's  financial  capabil- 
ity to  build  weapons  of  mass  destruction  and 
to  support  international  terrorism  depends 
on  Iran's  ability  to  explore  for,  extract,  re- 
fine, or  transport  by  pipeline  its  petroleum 
resources. 

In  legislation  now  proceeding:  through  Con- 
gress, the  President  will  be  required  to  Im- 
pose sanctions  on  foreign  companies  that  in- 
vest In  Iran's  oil  sector.  To  some  extent,  the 
legislation  will  stop  short  of  Imposing  sanc- 
tions on  foreign  entities  that  finance  such 
Investments.  However,  financing  of  these 
projects  remains  a  major  concern. 

I  know  that  your  government  shares  our 
concern  over  the  threat  posed  by  an  Iran 
armed  with  nuclear  weapons.  I  would  hope 
that  your  government  would  therefore  take 
action  to  preclude  the  financing  of  petro- 
leum development  by  the  financial  institu- 
tions in  your  country.  The  U.S.  Congress  will 
be  carefully  monitoring  foreign  funding  of 
Iran's  oil  development.  Should  foreign  banks 
choose  to  ignore  the  threat  posed  by  Iran,  I 
have  no  doubt  that  the  U.S.  Congress  will  re- 
visit this  Issue  and  pass  legislation  that 
would  Impose  sanctions  on  foreign  institu- 
tions that  finance  petroleum  development  in 
Iran. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  on  this 
Issue  of  mutual  concern. 
Sincerely, 

Sam  Gejdenson, 


Ranking  .Member.  Subcommittee  on  Inter- 
national Economic  Policy  and  Trade. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Roth], 
chairman  of  our  Subcommittee  on 
International  Economic  Policy  and 
Trade. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman,  my  chairman,  for  yielding 
time  to  me. 

Mr.  SPEAKER,  first  let  me  commend 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
GiLMAN]  and  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Archer]  for  their  work  on  this 
issue. 

No  one  can  question  their  commit- 
ment to  fighting  terrorism. 

Moreover,  there  is  no  doubt  that  Iran 
and  Libya  are  rogue  states. 

The  leaders  of  these  regimes  have 
violated  every  standard  of  acceptable 
behavior. 

I  share  the  goal  of  turning  Iran  and 
Libya  away  from  terrorism,  away  from 
making  weapons  of  mass  destruction 
and  away  from  brutality  against  their 
own  people. 

But  I  believe  this  legislation  is  a  step 
backward  not  forward. 

In  my  judgment,  this  bill  will  not 
work,  for  three  reasons. 

First,  economic  sanctions  simply  do 
not  work  in  today's  world  when  the 
United  States  acts  alone. 

Sanctions  did  not  work  Jigainst  Viet- 
najn.  They  have  not  worked  against 
Cuba.  And  they  have  not  worked 
against  China.  Irain  has  65  million  peo- 
ple and  a  $300  billion  economy. 

Libya  has  5  million  people  and  a  S33 
billion  economy. 

Neither  country  can  be  isolated,  geo- 
graphically or  economically.  In  both 
countries,  exports  are  growing.  From 
1988  to  1994,  Iran's  exports  grew  nearly 
50  percent,  to  $19  billion.  Libya's  ex- 
ports grew  nearly  10  percent,  to  $8  bil- 
lion. 

The  reality  is,  none  of  Iran's  or 
Libya's  major  trading  partners  will  go 
along  with  our  sanctions.  Not  Ger- 
many, not  France,  not  Italy,  not  Spain, 
not  Japan. 

Without  their  cooperation,  how  will 
our  sanctions  ever  work? 

This  brings  me  to  the  second  flaw  in 
this  bill. 

This  legislation  would  impose  a  sec- 
ondary boycott  on  our  closest  allies. 
The  sponsors  argue  that  the  bill  will 
force  Europe  to  choose  between  trading 
with  us  and  trading  with  Iran  and 
Libya.  This  will  never  work. 

The  only  effect  of  this  bill  has  been 
to  unify  the  European  Union — all  15 
members— against  our  policy  toward 
Iran  and  Libya. 

If  this  becomes  law,  we  should  expect 
blocking  statutes  to  prevent  European 
companies  from  complying.  Aside  from 
Europe,  the  Muslim  countries  of  the 
Middle  East,  South  Asia,  and  the 
Caucasus  will  not  comply. 

Look  what  is  happening  with  Iran. 
Pakistan  now  has  an  economic  alliance 
with  Iran. 


Kazakhstan  and  Armenia  have  start- 
ed a  new  joint  venture  with  Iran  to  de- 
velop a  huge  oil  field  and  build  a  pipe- 
line. 

We  have  invested  a  lot  to  cultivate 
good  relations  with  these  former  So- 
viet Republics. 

Are  we  going  to  impose  sanctions  and 
throw  away  all  our  work  over  the  past 
5  years?  And  if  we  do  sanction  these 
countries,  how  will  they  respond? 

This  legislation  is  not  isolating  Iran 
or  Libya — it  is  isolating  ourselves.  No 
one  should  be  surprised.  After  all,  the 
Arab  League  boycott  of  Israel  has  been 
a  total  failure. 

We  and  the  Europeans  all  prevented 
our  companies  from  complying.  The 
same  thing  will  happen  with  this  legis- 
lation. 

Finally,  this  bill  is  a  mistake  be- 
cause it  provides  the  leaders  of  Iran 
and  Libya  with  a  convenient  excuse  for 
their  own  failures.  Both  regimes  have 
inflicted  great  suffering  on  their  peo- 
ple. 

The  elites  siphon  off  more  and  more 
money  to  prop  up  their  regimes. 

But  as  the  discontent  rises  among 
the  Libyan  and  Iranian  people, 
Gaddhafi  and  the  Ayatollahs  will  just 
point  to  the  United  States  and  say: 
"See  what  the  Americans  are  doing  to 
you." 

Mr.  Speaker,  our  goal  should  be  to 
change  Iran's  and  Libya's  behavior. 

But  whatever  we  do,  it  has  to  be  ef- 
fective. We  need  our  allies  with  us,  not 
against  us. 

There  was  a  time  when  the  United 
States  could  sound  the  alarm  and  Eu- 
rope would  rally  to  our  side.  That  day 
is  over. 

Economic  sanctions  do  not  work 
when  they  are  unilateral.  If  we  enact 
this  bill,  we  will  take  a  step  back- 
wards. 

Iran  and  Libya  will  still  be  rouge  re- 
gimes. And  we  will  have  jeopardized 
our  relations  with  the  very  countries 
whose  support  we  need  to  eventually 
reach  the  goal  of  turning  Iran  and 
Libya  away  from  terrorism.  This  bill 
will  pass— but  what  will  be  the  result? 

D  1730 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Berman], 
also  an  original  cosponsor  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  BERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  ranking  member  of  the  committee 
for  yielding  this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  focus  my 
comments  in  addressing  the  remarks 
just  made  by  my  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin.  First  of  all,  given  his 
comments,  I  am  quite  pleased  that  he 
was  willing  to  support  this  bill  when  it 
moved  through  the  Committee  on 
International  Relations,  and  I  appre- 
ciate that  support. 

Second.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  does 
not  affect  exports  to  Iran.  The  bill  af- 
fects and  imposes  sanctions  on  compa- 
nies which  invest  in  Iran,  which  meet 
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the  threshold  of  investment  in  Iran, 
and  just  in  Iran's  energy  sector.  It  is  a 
targeted  bill  focused  on  trying  to 
squeeze  the  source  of  financing  for  a 
totally  accepted,  universally  acknowl- 
edged practice  that  the  Iranians  have 
of  exporting  terrorism  and  financing 
terrorism  throughout  the  Middle  East 
and  in  other  areas,  as  well  to  meet 
their  own  purposes.  It  seeks  to  squeeze 
the  financing  by  blocking  the  invest- 
ments in  Iran's  energy  sector  so  they 
are  hampered  in  what  everybody  ac- 
knowledges is  their  concerted  effort  to 
develop  weapons  of  mass  destruction. 

Iran  is  seeking  a  nuclear  reactor. 
They  claim  they  are  for  peaceful  pur- 
poses. This  is  the  most  oil-rich  country 
in  the  world.  The  notion  that  they  need 
a  peaceful  nuclear  energy  program  for 
energy  sources  is  absurd  on  its  face.  No 
one  but  the  most  innocent  and  unso- 
phisticated observer  can  assume  there 
is  any  other  purpose  in  their  particular 
program. 

I  want  to  comment  on  the  European 
reaction,  particularly  the  German  and 
Japanese  reaction.  They  say  our  way  is 
better,  our  way  is  constructive  dialog. 
They  have  been  engaged  in  this  con- 
structive dialog  for  years  and  years 
and  years,  with  nothing  to  show  for  it. 
The  franian  and  Libyan  effort  to  de- 
velop weapons  of  mass  destruction  con- 
tinues. The  support  for  terrorism  con- 
tinues. I  suggest  that  these  arguments 
about  finding  moderate,  geopolitical 
considerations,  are  all  smokescreens 
for  commercial  interests  which  are 
governing  that  particular  policy. 

What  happened  to  a  western  alliance 
of  free  would  countries  that  was  com- 
nfiitted  in  the  course  of  the  cold  war  to 
dealing  with  totalitarian  actions,  im- 
perialism, aggressive  conduct,  and 
seeking  to  reduce  and  avoid  the  threat 
of  nuclear  war?  Has  it  been  so  blown 
apart  that  countries  that  share  our  val- 
ues and  claim  to  share  our  values  turn 
their  back,  pursue  policies  that  are 
just  smokescreens  for  commercial  in- 
terests, and  watch  this  happen? 

This  bill  that  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  GiLMAN]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Gejden- 
son] are  sponsoring,  and  I  am  a  cospon- 
sor of.  and  has  been  supported  in  our 
committee,  is  one  crucial  step  to  make 
our  sanctions  meaningful.  They  are  a 
message  to  countries  that  we  are  allied 
with  normally,  that  they  have  to  think 
twice  about  what  has  come  from  con- 
structive dialog. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
pleased  to  yield  1  minute  to  the  distin- 
gmshed  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
BOEHNER],  the  chairman  of  our  House 
Republican  Conference. 

Mr.  BOEHNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  in  strong  support  of  the  Iran  Oil 
Sanctions  Act  of  1996.  This  legislation 
is  the  result  of  much  hard  work  and 
compromise  between  the  Committee  on 
International  Relations  and  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means.  I  really 


want  to  commend  my  colleagues  for 
bringing  forward  this  very  important 
piece  of  legislation. 

The  bill  is  necessary  to  erode  Iran's 
and  Libya's  ability  to  finance  inter- 
national terrorism  in  chemical,  bio- 
logical, and  nuclear  weapons  develop- 
ment programs.  By  targeting  these 
countries'  primary  moneymaking  in- 
dustries, this  legislation  strikes  at  the 
heart  of  frans  and  Libya's  efforts  to 
undermine  the  Middle  East  peach  proc- 
ess and  to  terrorize  its  peaceful  neigh- 
bors. 

This  bill  sends  a  clear  message  to 
these  countries  that  the  United  States 
will  not  tolerate  the  flouting  of  inter- 
national law  and  international  norms 
of  behavior.  At  the  same  time,  it  shows 
strong  leadership  to  our  allies  and 
serves  as  an  example  to  be  followed. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
very  important  bill. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland  [Mr.  Cardin]. 

Mr.  CARDIN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  distinguished  ranking  member  of 
the  Committee  on  International  Rela- 
tions for  yielding  me  this  time  and  for 
the  work  that  he  has  done  in  this  area. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  urge  all 
my  colleagues  to  support  the  Iran- 
Libya  Sanctions  Act.  This  is  a  tough 
bill.  It  is  a  bill  that  I  think  has  been 
made  smarter  and  tougher  as  a  result 
of  the  negotiations  that  took  place  be- 
tween the  three  committees  that  had 
jurisdiction  on  the  bill:  the  Committee 
on  International  Relations,  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking  and  Financial  Af- 
fairs, and  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means.  I  am  particularly  pleased  that 
we  were  able  to  strengthen  the  bill  in  a 
very  important  area.  That  is  for  a  mul- 
tinational approach  to  dealing  with 
this  issue. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  offer  a  carrot-stick 
approach  to  our  allies  to  assume  re- 
sponsibility as  to  the  terrorist  activi- 
ties that  Iran  and  Libya  are  engaged 
in,  to  enter  into  an  international  effort 
to  isolate  these  countries.  Make  no 
mistake  about  it,  the  investments  that 
go  into  Iranian  infrastructure  for  oil  fi- 
nance the  money  that  are  being  used 
for  terrorist  activities.  The  President, 
the  Secretary  of  State,  the  director  of 
the  CIA,  have  all  identified  Iran  as  the 
world's  leading  sponsor  of  inter- 
national terrorism.  This  bill  is  directly 
aimed  at  dealing  with  that  fact,  it  is 
indisputable,  to  dry  up  the  dollars  sup- 
porting international  terrorist  activi- 
ties. That  is  in  the  security  interests  of 
the  United  States. 

The  families  of  the  victims  of 
PanAmerican  103  keep  us  focused  on 
the  continued  treachery  of  Libya.  We 
must  continue  to  strengthen  the  en- 
forcement of  sanctions  against  Libya 
as  approved  by  the  United  Nations  All 
this  bill  does  is  to  make  it  clear  that 
we  are  going  to  isolate  those  two  coun- 
tries. It  preserves  the  leadership  of  the 


United  States  in  making  it  clear  to 
coimtries  that  harbor  terrorists  that 
we  will  not  allow  them  to  participate 
In  the  international  marketplace  and 
to  secure  international  investments. 
That  is  what  this  stands  for. 

We,  before,  provided  the  leadership  to 
the  world  in  the  actions  that  we  did  in 
the  former  Soviet  Union.  This  is  a  bill 
that  is  worthy  of  the  entire  support  of 
this  membership  and  I  urge  Members 
to  vote  for  it. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
pleased  to  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Zimmer]. 

Mr.  ZIMMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  time  to  me, 
and  I  thank  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  and  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Archer]  for  bringing  this  impor- 
tant bill  before  us  today. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  a  cosponsor  of  the 
Iran  and  Libya  Oil  Sanctions  Act.  I 
strongly  urge  Congress  to  pass  it,  and 
the  P>resident  to  sign  it  into  law  swift- 
ly. Terrorism  has  emerged  in  the  wake 
of  the  cold  war  as  the  leading  threat  to 
democracy  and  world  security.  Inno- 
cent men,  women,  and  children  have 
been  brutally  murdered  by  vicious  acts 
of  violence  of  those  who  prefer  destruc- 
tion to  peace.  In  many  cases,  this  ter- 
rorism has  been  sponsored  not  by  pri- 
vate fringe  groups  but  by  national  gov- 
ernments. I  strongly  believe  the  United 
States  should  be  as  bold  in  isolating 
and  weakening  these  governments  as 
they  are  in  the  support  that  they  lend 
to  the  destruction  of  innocents. 

We  have  the  opportunity  to  address 
this  international  pathology  in  the 
Iran  and  Libya  Oil  Sanctions  Act. 
which  is  aimed  at  two  of  the  world's 
leading  sponsors  of  terrorism.  The 
State  Department  considers  Iran  the 
No.  1  state  sponsor  of  international 
terrorism,  and  reports  that  its  terrorist 
activities  are  increasing.  It  is  the 
major  financier  of  some  of  the  most 
sinister  terrorism  groups  in  the  world, 
including  Hamas  and  the  Islamic 
Jihad. 

Libya  is  constructing  the  world's 
largest  chemical  weapons  complex. 
That  rogue  nation  harbors  terrorists 
and  refuses,  to  this  day,  to  hand  over 
those  suspected  of  instigating  the  ter- 
rorism bombing  of  Pan  American 
Flight  103  over  Lockerbie,  Scotland, 
which  took  270  innocent  lives,  includ- 
ing 189  Americans.  My  home  State  of 
New  Jersey  suffered  more  lost  lives,  37, 
than  any  other  single  State  in  that  de- 
liberate act  of  horror. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  Iran  and  Libya 
have  sponsored  is  murder.  We  should 
never  accept  the  idea  of  aiding  and 
abetting,  directly  or  indirectly,  any  na- 
tion that  knowingly  and  willfully  spon- 
sors terrorism  and  threatens  world 
peace. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman from  California  [Ms.  Pelosi]. 

Ms.  PEXOSI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentlenmn  for  srielding  time  to  me. 
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and  I  commend  him  and  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Oilman],  as  well 
as  the  leadership  of  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  and  everyone  else  who 
had  anything  to  do  with  bringing  this 
to  the  floor.  I  think  it  is  a  very  impor- 
tant piece  of  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  must  have  zero  tol- 
erance for  terrorism.  I  think  this  bill 
sends  a  very  strong  message  that  we 
are  serious  about  that.  I  support  the 
bill,  as  I  said,  and  I  am  particularly 
pleased  about  the  reqmrement  in  the 
bill  called  Presidential  reports.  It  says: 

The  bill  requires  the  President  to  report 
periodically  to  Congress  on  efforts  to  per- 
suade other  countries  to  pressure  Iran  to 
cease  weapons  of  mass  destruction  programs, 
support  of  International  terrorism,  and  on 
attempts  to  urge  Iran's 

and  it  goes  on  for  some  other  consider- 
ation about  diplomats. 

It  also  only  grants  the  President  a 
waiver  if  the  President  certifies  to  Con- 
gress that  Iran  has  ceased  its  efforts  to 
develop  and  acquire  a  nuclear  explosive 
device,  chemical  or  biological  weapons, 
or  ballistic  missiles  or  missile  tech- 
nology, and  has  been  removed  from  the 
countries  determined  under  the  Export 
Administration  Act  of  having  sup- 
ported international  terrorism. 

I  call  this  to  the  attention  of  our  col- 
leagues, Mr.  Speaker,  because  it  seems 
to  me  this  is  a  very  important  step  to 
take.  This  requirement  on  the  Presi- 
dent is  an  Important  one.  At  the  same 
time,  though,  as  we  are  putting  out 
these  requirements,  indeed  even  the 
same  day,  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  is  moving  on  China  MFN.  These 
two  Issues  are  not  connected,  except  in 
one  way:  China  is  one  of  the  leading 
suppliers  of  technology  for  nuclear, 
chemical,  and  missile  weaponry,  weai>- 
ons  of  mass  destruction. 

So  if  our  purpose  in  this  legislation  is 
to  reduce  terrorism,  if  our  purpose  in 
this  legislation  is  to  say  that  the  Presi- 
dent may  only  waive  this  bill  when 
Iran  stops  developing  nuclear  and 
chemical,  biological,  and  the  list  goes 
on,  ballistic  and  other  explosive  de- 
vices, then  why  do  we  not  get  to  the 
source  and  take  action  against  those 
countries,  China  being  leading  among 
them,  that  are  supplying  Iran  with 
that  technology?  The  sanctions  should 
be  at  the  source  as  well  as  with  Iran, 
who  deserves  them. 

D  1745 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  srleld  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Con- 
necticut [Mr.  Oejdenson],  the  senior 
member  of  our  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations. 

Mr.  OEJDENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  engage  the  chairman  in  a 
colloquy,  if  I  may.  I  have  several  tech- 
nical questions  about  H.R.  3107,  as 
amended. 

First,  section  5(e)  of  the  bill  as 
amended  states,  "The  President  shall 
cause  to  be  published  in  the  Federal 


Register  a  list  of  all  significant 
projects  which  have  been  publicly  ten- 
dered in  the  oil  and  gas  sector  in  Iran." 
Will  this  be  a  comprehensive  list  for 
purposes  of  the  sanctions  provisions  of 
the  bill? 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OEJDENSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  No,  Mr.  Speaker  the 
list  may  not  necessarily  be  comprehen- 
sive. In  such  a  case,  the  investor  could 
be  subject  to  sanctions  under  the  bill 
notwithstanding  that  the  project  did 
not  appear  on  the  list  published  in  the 
Federal  Register. 

Mr.  OEJDENSON.  Second,  if  section 
5(f)(3)  of  the  bill  as  amended  exempts 
from  the  bill's  requirement  to  impose 
sanctions  "products,  technology,  or 
services  provided  under  contracts  en- 
tered into  before  the  date  on  which  the 
President  publishes  in  the  Federal  Reg- 
ister the  name  of  the  person  on  whom 
the  sanctions  are  to  be  Imposed,"  does 
this  provision  mean  the  sanctions  can- 
not be  imposed  under  section  5(a)  or 
5(b)  on  a  person  for  actions  taken  by 
that  person  prior  to  the  publication  of 
that  person's  name  in  the  Federal  Reg- 
ister? 

Mr.  OILMAN.  No,  that  would  be  an 
Illogical  construction  of  the  provisions. 
Section  5(f)(3)  is  essentially  a  contract 
sanctity  provision. 

Mr.  OEJDENSON.  Third,  I  was  hop- 
ing the  chairman  could  explain  how 
section  5(d)  of  the  bill  as  amended  is 
Intended  to  apply.  Am  I  correct  that 
under  section  5(d),  if  a  parent  company 
engages  in  Investment  activities  that 
cause  the  subsidiary  to  be  subject  to 
sanctions,  the  parent  Itself  will  be  sub- 
ject to  sanctions? 

Mr.  OILMAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  OEJDENSON.  Am  I  also  correct 
that  if  the  parent  company  supervises 
and  guarantees  the  subsidiary's  invest- 
ment activities,  the  parent  will  be  sub- 
ject to  sanctions? 

Mr.  OILMAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  OEJDENSON.  Am  I  further  cor- 
rect that  if  the  parent  company  has  an 
equity  share  or  profit-sharing  relation- 
ship to  the  investment,  the  iparent 
company  also  will  be  subject  to  sanc- 
tions? 

Mr.  OILMAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  OEJDENSON.  Finally.  I  would 
like  to  draw  the  gentleman's  attention 
to  the  concern  I  expressed  in  my  state- 
ment about  the  prospect  that  foreign 
banks  may  finance  oil  development  in 
Iran.  I  would  ask  the  gentleman,  does 
he  share  my  concern? 

Mr.  OILMAN.  I  certainly  do.  The  fi- 
nancing of  oil  development  in  Iran 
poses  virtually  the  same  threat  as  in- 
vestments in  those  same  projects. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Deutsch]. 

Mr.  DEUTSCH.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a 
bill  that  unfortunately  we  might  look 


back  in  5  to  10  years  and  say  this  Is  one 
of  the  most  Important  pieces  of  legisla- 
tion that  this  Congress  will  pass  in  this 
session  of  Congress.  It  really  is  dealing 
with  a  threat  that  is  out  there,  not  just 
to  the  United  States  but  to  the  entire 
world,  a  threat  dealing  with  issues  of 
Iran's  terrorism  in  terms  of  their  activ- 
ism, in  terms  of  the  islands  off  Iran  in 
the  Strait  of  Hormuz,  including  their 
Issues  in  terms  of  missiles,  in  terms  of 
diesel  submarines. 

We  have  the  ability  by  this  legisla- 
tion to  weaken  their  potential  to  do 
that.  That  is  exactly  what  we  are  try- 
ing to  do.  It  is  very  narrowly,  specifi- 
cally drawn  in  terms  of  attacking  them 
where  it  could  hurt  the  most  in  terms 
of  their  ability  to  Increase  their  pro- 
duction of  oil  and  to  gain  revenues  to 
do  that. 

Iran  stands  out  as  really  a  rogue  na- 
tion today,  committed  to  force  terror- 
ism throughout  the  entire  planet,  not 
just  in  our  hemisphere.  I  urge  support 
of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Herman]. 

Mr.  HERMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  seek  to 
have  a  colloquy  with  the  chairman. 

I  have  several  technical  questions 
about  provisions  in  the  amendment  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute  to  H.R.  3107. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HERMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  will  be 
pleased  to  respond  to  the  questions  of 
the  distinguished  ranking  minority 
member  of  our  Subcommittee  on  Asia 
and  the  Pacific. 

Mr.  HERMAN.  First.  I  note  in  section 
6  of  the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute  there  are  six  possible  sanc- 
tions that  could  be  Imposed  pursuant 
to  section  5.  Is  it  the  case  that  the 
President  must,  under  section  5(a)  for 
example,  select  two  of  the  sanctions 
listed  in  section  6  to  apply  to  a  sanc- 
tioned person,  but  after  selecting  them 
the  President  may  decide  not  to  actu- 
ally apply  them  to  the  sanctioned  per- 
son? 

Mr.  OILMAN.  No,  that  is  not  the  in- 
tent of  section  6.  The  sanctions  identi- 
fied in  section  6  are  Intended  to  be 
mandatory  when  selected  pursuant  to 
either  section  5(a)  or  5(b)(1). 

Mr.  HERMAN.  I  thank  the  chairman. 

Second,  it  is  suggested  that  the 
President  may  have  flexibility  under 
sections  5  and  6  to  impose  sanctions  on 
a  person  that,  because  of  the  nature  of 
that  person's  business,  are  meaningless 
to  that  person  as  a  practical  matter. 
Would  such  action  by  the  President  be 
consistent  with  the  intent  of  sections  5 
and  6? 

Mr.  OILMAN.  No.  the  imposition  of 
meaningless  sanctions  would  be  incon- 
sistent with  our  Intent. 

Mr.  HERMAN.  Finally.  I  note  that 
the    definition    of    "investment"    set 
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forth  in  section  14(9)  states.  "The  term 
'investment'  does  not.  include  the  entry 
into,  performance,  or  financing  of  a 
contract  to  sell  or  purchase  goods, 
services,  or  technology."  What  is  the 
purpose  of  this  exception? 

Mr.  OILMAN.  This  language  in  the 
definition  of  "investment"  is  Intended 
to  underscore  that,  particularly  with 
respect  to  Iran,  the  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute  does  not  contain 
a  trade  trigger  for  the  imposition  of 
sanctions. 

Mr.  HERMAN.  I  thank  the  chairman. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
TORRICELU]. 

Mr.  TORRICELLI.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding  time. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  too,  want  to  congratu- 
late the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Oilman],  the  gentleman  from  Indi- 
ana [Mr.  Hamilton]  and  the  work  of 
our  committee  in  bringing  this  sanc- 
tions legislation  before  the  House 
today.  Hut  I  would  be  less  than  honest 
if  I  did  not  also  express  some  profound 
disappointment. 

If  this  legislation  today  had  come  be- 
fore the  House  in  an  amendable  feish- 
ion,  I  would  have  been  offering  an 
amendment  to  provide  that  the  sanc- 
tions against  Iran  would  remain  in 
place  not  simply  until  it  ceases  terror- 
ism against  the  world  but  until  it  re- 
spects the  rights  of  its  own  people.  In 
enacting  sanctions  against  Iraq,  Viet- 
nam and  Cuba,  this  body  respected  the 
rights  of  the  people  in  those  countries 
and  Insisted  upon  strong  sanctions 
until  the  war  against  them,  their  polit- 
ical rights,  their  freedom  and  their 
safety  was  respected.  Somehow  with 
regard  to  the  Iranian  people,  despite 
the  deaths  of  the  Haha'ls,  Christians, 
Jews,  a  Moslem  majority,  we  take  no 
such  action.  Hecause  this  bill  comes  be- 
fore us  on  the  suspension  calendar, 
that  aimendment  is  not  possible  and  in- 
deed it  is  on  the  suspension  calendar  so 
such  amendments  are  not  possible. 

It  will  be  difficult  to  explain  to  Ira- 
nian-Americans and  indeed  one  day  to 
the  people  of  Iran  when  they  ask.  "You 
took  sanctions  to  defend  yourselves, 
why  did  you  not  take  them  to  respect 
us?" 

Second,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  also  express 
profound  disappointment  because  this 
is  not  the  same  legislation  that  left  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations. 
We  had  sanctions  against  Libya  but 
they  were  mandatory.  Until  Colonel 
Qadhafl  handed  over  to  international 
justice  those  who  were  responsible  for 
Paji  Am  103.  there  were  going  to  be 
sanctions,  no  ands.  its,  or  buts.  Hut  be- 
tween the  cup  and  the  lip,  they  became 
optional.  A  sigh  of  relief  in  Tripoli, 
and,  frankly,  Mr.  Speaker,  a  difficult 
explanation  in  my  State  to  the  37  fami- 
lies who  thought  we  were  going  to  have 
mandatory  sanctions  and  now  are  left 
at  home  wondering  why. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  participated  in 
many  proud  and  principled  moments  on 
this  floor  when  this  Congress  has  taken 
strong  positions.  I  am  glad  today  that 
we,  if  we  alone  in  the  world,  stand  up 
to  Iran  and  Libya  in  their  injustice. 
Hut  frankly  we  could  have  done  more, 
for  Iranians  locked  in  the  prison  of 
their  own  coimtry  who  want  someone 
to  stand  up  not  only  to  international 
terrorism  but  domestic  abuse  as  well. 
and  to  those  i)Oor  families  left  wonder- 
ing why  there  is  an  option  in  standing 
up  to  Qadhafi. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman from  Connecticut  [Ms. 
DeLauro]. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Iran 
Oil  Sanctions  Act  strikes  at  the  heart 
of  International  terrorism. 

For  too  long,  terrorists  have  men- 
aced Innocent  people  around  the  world 
with  their  cowardly  attacks.  Sadly,  we 
have  seen  the  tragic  effects  of  these  at- 
tacks many  times  this  year.  Hamas 
bombings  claimed  nearly  60  lives  in 
Israel  while  recent  rocket  launches  by 
Hezbollah  threatened  the  lives  of  those 
in  northern  Israel. 

Talking  reason  will  not  get  us  very 
far  with  fanatics  who  are  willing  to  kill 
men.  women,  and  children  whose  only 
fault  was  to  be  In  a  marketplace,  on  a 
bus,  or  on  an  airplane  at  the  wrong 
time.  We  need  to  cut  the  supply  line 
that  allows  terrorist  groups  to  con- 
tinue their  disgraceful  campaigns.  We 
need  to  cut  the  flow  of  funds  to  these 
criminals. 

Iran  and  Libya  stand  out  as  major 
sponsors  of  terrorism  around  the  world. 
This  bill  strikes  at  these  backers  of 
devastation  axid  will  limit  their  ability 
to  underwrite  acts  of  terror  as  they 
have  done  for  far  too  long. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  take  this 
stand  against  those  who  bankroll  cruel 
terrorist  violence. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time,  and  I 
jrield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  most  recent 
State  Department  report  on  inter- 
national terrorism,  Iran  was  again 
deemed  the  most  dangerous  state  spon- 
sor of  terrorism. 

On  May  21.  in  a  speech  before  a  sjrm- 
posium  of  a  prominent  Middle  East 
think  tank,  the  Washington  Institute 
for  Near  East  Policy,  our  Secretary  of 
State,  Mr.  Christopher,  said  Iran  was 
guiding,  as  well  as  funding  and  train- 
ing, radical  groups  opposed  to  the 
Arab-Israeli  peace  process. 

Earlier  this  month,  Bahrain  pre- 
sented hard  evidence  that  Iran  was  in- 
volved in  attempts  to  destabilize  that 
country,  an  important  U.S.  ally  in  the 
gulf.  Several  of  those  captured  by  Bah- 
ralni  authorities  admitted  to  have  been 
trained  in  Iran  and  by  Iranian  agents 
in  Lebanon. 


We  have  learned  just  last  week  that 
Iran  is  using  its  virtual  takeover  of  the 
Abu  Musa  island  in  the  Persian  Oulf  to 
improve  port  facilities  on  that  island 
and  Iran  could  use  that  expanded  port 
facility  to  handle  the  fast  patrol  boats 
it  has  recently  received  from  China. 

We  are  calling  on  other  nations  now 
to  curtail  any  efforts  to  refinance 
Iran's  mounting  bilateral  debts  and  to 
end  their  supply  of  arms  and  tech- 
nology to  Iran  and  to  Libya.  We 
strongly  urge  Russia  to  stop  work  on 
its  contract  to  finish  Iran's  nuclear  re- 
actor in  Iran. 

Enactment  of  this  bill  is  a  vital  ele- 
ment in  the  administration's  policy  of 
containment  of  Iran  and  of  Libya  and  I 
urge  its  immediate  adoption. 

Mr.  FAZIO  o<  California.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  strong  support  of  the  legislation  before  us 
today.  The  Iran  Oil  Sanctions  Act  of  1996  will 
impose  sanctions  on  persons  exporting  certain 
goods  or  technology  that  would  enhar>ce  the 
ability  of  Iran  or  Libya  to  explore  for.  extract, 
or  refine  their  petroleum  resources. 

This  bill  will  help  to  deter  these  rogue  states 
from  supporting  international  ten-orism  or  ac- 
quiring weapons  of  mass  destruction  which 
would  lead  to  greater  regional  instability. 

I  believe  that  this  bill  is  a  critically  important 
element  in  our  policy  of  cutting  off  the  sources 
of  fundlr>g  to  the  Iranian  and  Libyan  regimes 
who  are  responsible  for  much  of  the  state- 
sponsored  terrorism  which  continues  to  plague 
the  region. 

Since  the  1979  seizure  of  the  American  Em- 
bassy in  Tehran,  economic  sanctions  have 
formed  a  key  part  of  our  Nation's  polk:y  to- 
ward Iran.  Various  actnns  taken  by  our  (aov- 
emment  have  disqualified  Iran  from  receiving 
United  States  foreign  aid.  sales  of  items  on 
the  United  States  munitions  lists.  Eximtiank 
credits,  and  United  States  support  tor  foreign 
toans.  In  additkxi.  strict  Ikxnsing  requirements 
are  needed  for  any  United  States  exports  of 
controlled  goods  or  technology. 

This  legislation  adds  to  these  restrictions  by 
exptoiting  Iran's  economic  vulnerabHities,  par- 
ticularty  its  shortages  in  hard  cun«ncy.  By 
pressunng  the  Iran  Government  in  this  fash- 
ion, we  will  force  it  to  change  its  behavior. 

Iran  threatens  our  national  interests.  It  open- 
ly sponsors  groups  bent  on  regional  and  glob- 
al acts  of  terror  and  it  is  actively  pursuing 
weapons  of  mass  destruction.  As  Under  Sec- 
retary of  State  Peter  Tamoff  sak)  before  the 
House  International  Relations  Committee  last 
fall,  "a  straight  line  links  Iran's  oil  income  and 
its  ability  to  sponsor  terronsm  •  •  • ." 

This  bill  serves  tf^  link.  I  urge  all  of  my  col- 
leagues to  support  H.R.  3107. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  many  of  my 
colleagues  know,  I  was  not  a  proponent  of 
H.R.  3107  as  introduced.  I  want  to  ttiank  Mr. 
Oilman,  Mr.  Leach.  Mr.  Cunger.  and  the  re- 
spective committees  involved  tor  their  efforts 
to  work  out  the  agreed  substitute  amendment, 
which  was  approved  by  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  on  June  13.  These  changes, 
which  are  incorporated  in  the  bill  betore  us 
today,  make  it  possible  for  me  to  support  the 
Iran  and  Libya  Sancttons  Act  of  1996. 

While  we  can  differ  on  approach.  Americans 
are  united  in  their  perceptkxi  that  Iran  is  using 
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economic  benefits,  gained  through  foreign  in- 
vestment in  its  oilfields,  to  support  expanded 
terrorist  attacks  and  the  accumulation  of 
weapons  of  mass  destruction. 

Likewise,  Libya  refuses  to  relinquish  the  two 
individuals  accused  of  bombing  the  Pan  Am 
103  flight  over  Scotland  to  face  criminal 
charges,  and  fails  to  respect  norms  goveming 
weapons  of  mass  destruction.  Americans  re- 
main fundamentally  dismayed  that,  as  our 
firms  pull  back  from  investment  and  trade  with 
these  countries,  our  trading  partners  and  allies 
are  not  restrained  in  their  pursuit  of  lost  United 
States  contracts. 

The  bill  reported  from  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  reaffirms  my  goal  that  our  trading 
partners  join  with  the  United  States  in  a  multi- 
laterally  agreed  regime  to  stem  Iran's  atjility  to 
export  intematkjnal  terrorism  to  the  rest  of  the 
world.  Too  many  innocent  individuals  have 
suffered  at  the  hands  of  Iran's  Govemment  for 
business  as  usual  to  persist.  In  this  bill,  we 
make  clear  that  our  allies  cannot  continue  to 
kx>k  the  other  way. 

However,  this  legislation  puts  a  priority  on 
supporting  the  achievement  of  a  multilateral 
agreement  to  isolate  Iran  economically. 

In  order  to  keep  the  focus  on  achieving 
change  in  Iran,  the  substitute  contains  provi- 
sk)ns  providing  discretion  for  the  President. 
Thus,  we  ensure  that  he  is  in  the  best  position 
to  be  persuasive  with  our  trading  partners,  and 
to  respond  to  violations  judiciously.  Where  the 
President  determines  a  country  has  taken  sub- 
stantial measures  to  join  with  us  to  contain  the 
threat  of  Iran  to  international  peace  and  secu- 
rity, section  4  of  the  bill  permits  a  waiver  of 
the  application  of  sanctions. 

While  the  investment  trigger  for  Iran  remains 
mandatory  in  the  new  bill,  the  substitute  in- 
creases the  number  of  choices  available  to  the 
President  on  the  menu  of  sanctions  he  has  to 
choose  from. 

In  this  and  all  other  cases  the  President  has 
authority  to  waive  sanctions  if  their  application 
would  hurt  the  natk>nal  interest.  The  waiver 
authority  is  intended  to  be  broad  enough  to 
accommodate  instances  when  invoking  sanc- 
tions woukj  be  vk)lative  to  intematk>nal  trade 
obligations. 

I  want  to  emphasize  that  the  bill  as  reported 
from  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
treats  the  cases  of  Iran  and  Libya  differently, 
because  of  their  unique  economic  histories 
and  geopolitical  circumstances.  While  a  man- 
datory trade  trigger  is  viewed  by  the  Commit- 
tee on  Ways  and  Means  as  unworkable  for 
Iran,  and  therefore  not  included  in  the  sub- 
stitute, such  a  mechanism  has  been  included 
as  a  tool  for  Libya.  The  difference  is  that  a 
multilateral  regime  is  already  In  place  for 
Libya. 

Subsection  5(c)  also  provides  the  President 
with  the  discretion  to  impose  sanctions  in  con- 
nectkHi  with  new,  large  investments  in  Libya's 
petroleum  sector,  if  he  believes  it  woukJ  ad- 
vance U.S.  interests  to  do  so. 

I  hope  our  allies  can  appreciate  the  deep 
and  urgent  commitment  n  Congress  for  in- 
creasing pressure  on  Iran  and  Libya  to  end 
their  lawless  behavior.  While  the  approach  of 
H.R.  3107  cames  with  it  the  risk  of  exposing 
U.S.  exporters  and  investors  to  possible  retal- 
iation, this  threat  has  been  minimized  in  the 
substitute.  With  the  additnn  of  solid  contract 


sanctity  language,  and  strict  limitations  on  vi- 
carious liability  for  companies  with  parents  or 
subsidiaries  located  abroad,  the  bill  should  not 
engender  the  same  serious  criticism. 

Finally,  the  5-year  sunset  provision  in  the 
bill  ensures  that  this  type  of  legislation  does 
not  remain  on  the  books  indefinitely.  The  com- 
mittee report  indicates  that  because  this  is 
such  a  difficult  policy  area.  It  will  be  important 
for  Congress  to  revisit  these  issues  in  5  years 
in  order  to  evaluate  the  behavior  of  Iran  and 
Libya,  and  whether  this  bill  has  been  effective. 

To  summarize,  Mr.  Speaker,  my  greatest 
fear  has  been  that  world  attention  would  shift 
to  United  States  violations  of  trade  agree- 
ments and  away  from  the  targets  of  our  con- 
demnation— Iran  and  Libya.  I  strongly  urge  the 
President  to  implement  H.R.  3107  in  a  manner 
that  respects  our  intemational  trade  obliga- 
tions. To  the  nations  of  Europe,  Japan,  Aus- 
tralia, and  others  I  renew  a  pledge  to  work  to- 
gether to  establish  a  multilateral  solution  that 
isolates  these  two  outlaw  nations. 

Let's  join  forces  and  accomplish  the  job. 
Working  together  involves  each  country  taking 
substantial  measures  that  achieve  results — 
mere  words  will  no  longer  suffice. 

Mrs.  JOHNSON  of  Connecticut.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  rise  today  to  express  my  concern  with  the 
precedent  that  could  be  set  by  provisions  of 
H.R.  3107,  legislation  originating  in  the  Inter- 
natwnal  Relatkjns  Committee,  and  referred  to 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  on  which  I 
serve. 

No  one  argues  that  the  goal  of  bringing  the 
Pan  Am  103  bombers  to  justice,  nor  with  con- 
taining intemational  terrorism  and  the  prolifera- 
tion of  weapons  of  mass  destruction.  We  must 
find  ways  to  increase  United  States  and  inter- 
natk>nal  pressure  on  these  rogue  nations  and 
the  threat  they  pose  to  U.S.  interests.  How- 
ever, 1  do  have  concerns  with  H.R.  3107's  pro- 
visions that  may  rely  on  unilateral  actions  rath- 
er than  multilateral  cooperation. 

The  concept  of  a  secondary  boycott  was  op- 
posed by  the  United  States  when  the  Arab 
League  used  It  against  Israel  In  the  1970's 
and  1980's,  and  remains  contrary  to  the  prin- 
ciples endorsed  by  this  very  body  when  it  ap- 
proved NAFTA  and  GATT.  Indeed,  U.S.  law, 
most  recently  enacted  in  the  Export  Adminis- 
tratran  Act,  has  long  prohibited  any  U.S.  per- 
son from  "complying  with  or  supporting"  a  for- 
eign boycott  against  another  country. 

The  use  of  trade  sanctions  to  accomplish 
trade  law  compliance  Is  vital  and  appropriate 
but  the  use  of  trade  sanctions  as  a  foreign 
policy  tool  to  coerce  other  sovereign  nations  to 
do  our  bkjding  breaches  America's  commit- 
ment to  preserving  independence  from  inter- 
natkinal  control.  It  is  fundamental  to  U.S.  par- 
ticipation In  trade  agreements  that  other  gov- 
ernments should  not  be  permitted  to  dictate 
txjsiness  relationships  among  U.S.  firms  and 
citizens,  as  H.R.  3107  could  do  for  our  trading 
partners. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  wortd's  greatest  ex- 
porter, the  United  States  benefits  tremen- 
dously from  free  and  open  trade  with  our  al- 
lies. Given  our  past  commitment  to  an  inter- 
national trading  regimen,  the  United  States 
shoukj  not  expose  United  States  exporters 
and  investors  to  possible  retaliation  through 
abrogation  of  intematk>nal  rules,  or  exacert>ate 
the  dispute  with  our  allies  over  policies  toward 


Iran  and  Libya.  If  it  becomes  possible  for 
countries  to  dictate  each  other's  policy  under 
threat  of  trade  sanctions.  U.S.  participation  in 
these  important  organizations  could  t>e  threat- 
ened. 

Put  at  risk  by  unilateral  U.S.  action  are  the 
benefits  to  the  U.S.  economy  created  by 
strong  protection  of  Intellectual  property  rights, 
the  guarantee  of  competitive  bidding  opportu- 
nities under  the  Govemment  Procurement 
Code  and  dramatic  tariff  reductions  for  U.S. 
exports — all  of  which  were  improved  and  ex- 
panded by  NAFTA  and  GATT. 

Instead,  I  would  urge  that  we  work  to  avoid 
the  painful  consequences  of  trade  retaliation 
and  continue  pressing  for  additional  multilat- 
eral action  and  enforcement  of  existing  agree- 
ments. As  in  the  case  with  the  extraterritorial 
Helms-Burton  law  which  penalizes  firms  out- 
side the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  for 
trading  with  Cuba,  foreign  governments  will 
not  permit  their  firms  to  comply  with  such  leg- 
islation. As  we  seek  to  contain  and  punish  ter- 
rorists and  those  states  that  sponsor  them,  we 
do  not  want  to  drive  a  costly  wedge  between 
the  United  States  and  Its  allies  whose  support 
we  are  seeking. 

While  I  will  be  supporting  H.R.  3107,  I  am 
doing  so  because  it  provides  the  administra- 
tion adequate  discretion  In  executing  the  provi- 
sions of  this  bill.  Moreover,  in  doing  so.  It  is 
my  hope  that  the  administration  will  effectively 
implement  multilateral  sanctions  against  Iran 
and  Libya. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Stearns).  The  question  is  on  the  mo- 
tion offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  GilmanJ  that  the  House 
suspend  the  rulee  and  pass  the  bill, 
H.R.  3107,  as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Piirsu- 
ant  to  clause  5  of  rule  I  and  the  Chair's 
prior  announcement,  further  proceed- 
ings on  this  motion  will  be  postponed. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  clause  5(b)  of  rule  I,  the  Chair 
redesignates  the  time  for  resumption  of 
further  proceedings  on  the  motions  to 
suspend  the  rales  and  pass  H.R.  3005 
and  H.R.  3107  as  Wednesday,  June  19, 
1996. 


D  1800 

CHURCH  ARSON  PREVENTION  ACT 
OF  1996 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Stearns).  The  pending  business  is  the 
question  of  suspending  the  rules  and 
passing  the  bill,  H.R.  3525,  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Hyde] 
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that  the  House  suspend  the  rules  and 
pass  the  bill,  H.R.  3525,  as  amended,  on 
which  the  yeas  and  nays  are  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  422,  noes  0. 
not  voting  12.  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  248] 
YEAS--122 


Abercromble 

Cremeans 

Hastings  (FL) 

Ackerman 

Cubin 

Hastings  (WA) 

Allard 

Cummin^ 

Hayes 

Andrews 

Cunningham 

Haj-worth 

Archer 

Danner 

Heney 

.Armey 

Davis 

Hefner 

Bachus 

de  la  Garza 

Helneman 

Baesler 

Deal 

Herger 

Baker  (CA) 

DeFazlo 

HlUearj- 

Baker (LA) 

DeLauro 

HlUlard 

Baldaccl 

DeLay 

Hlnchey 

Ballenerer 

Dellums 

Hobson 

Barcla 

Deutsch 

Hoekstra 

Ban- 

Dlaz-Balart 

Hoke 

Barrett  (NE) 

Dickey 

Holden 

Barrett  (WI) 

Dicks 

Horn 

Bartlett 

Dlngell 

Hostettler 

Barton 

Dixon 

Houghton 

Bass 

Donrett 

Hoyer 

Bateman 

Dooley 

Hunter 

Becerra 

DooUttle 

Hutchinson 

Bellenson 

Doman 

Hyde 

Bentsen 

Doyle 

Inglls 

Bereuter 

Dreler 

Istook 

Berman 

Duncan 

Jackson  (IL) 

BevlU 

Dunn 

Jackson-Lee 

Bllbray 

Durbln 

(TX) 

Blltrakls 

Edwards 

Jacobs 

Bishop 

Ehlers 

Jefferson 

Bllley 

Engel 

Johnson  (CT) 

Blumenauer 

English 

Johnson  (SD) 

Blute 

Ensign 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Boehlert 

Eshoo 

Johnson.  Sam 

Boehner 

Evans 

Johnston 

Bonllla 

Everett 

Jones 

Bonlor 

Ewlng 

KanJorsU 

Bono 

Fair 

Kaptur 

Borskl 

Fattah 

Kaslch 

Boucher 

Fawell 

Kelly 

Brewster 

Fazio 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Browder 

Fields  (LA) 

Kennedy (RI) 

Brown  (CA) 

Fields  (TX) 

Kennelly 

Brown  (FL) 

Fllner 

Klldee 

Brown  (OH) 

Flanagan 

Kim 

Brownback 

FogUetu 

King 

Bryant  (TN) 

Foley 

Kingston 

Bryant  (TX) 

Forbes 

Kleczka 

Bann 

Fowler 

KUnk 

Banning 

Fox 

Klug 

Burr 

Frank  (MA) 

KnoUenberg 

Burton 

Franks  (CT) 

Kolbe 

Buyer 

Franks  (NJ) 

LaFalce 

Callahan 

Frellnghuysen 

LaHood 

Calvert 

Frlsa 

Lantos 

Camp 

Frost 

Largent 

Campbell 

Funderburk 

Latham 

Furse 

LaTourette 

Cardln 

Ganske 

Laughlln 

Castle 

Gejdenson 

Lazlo 

Chabot 

Gekas 

Leach 

ChambUss 

Gephardt 

Levin 

Chapman 

Geren 

Lewis  (CA) 

Chenoweth 

Gibbons 

Uwls(GA) 

Cbrlstensen 

GUchrest 

Lewis  (KY) 

Chiysler 

GUlmor 

Llghtfoot 

Clay 

Gllman 

Llnder 

Clayton 

Gonzalez 

Llplnskl 

Clement 

Goodlatte 

Livingston 

CUorer 

Goodllng 

LoBlondo 

Clybam 

Gordon 

Lofgren 

Coble 

Goss 

Longley 

Cobum 

Graham 

Lowey 

Coleman 

Gieen  (TX) 

Lucas 

Collins  (GA) 

Greene  (UT) 

Luther 

Collins  (IL) 

Greenwood 

Maloney 

Combest 

Gunderson 

Man  ton 

Condlt 

Gutierrez 

Manzullo 

Conyers 

Gutknecht 

Markey 

Cooley 

Hall  lOH) 

Martinez 

Costello 

HaU(TX) 

Martini 

Cox 

Hamilton 

Mascara 

Coyne 

Hancock 

Matsul 

Cramer 

Hansen 

McCarthy 

Crane 

Hannan 

McCoUom 

Ciapo 

Hastert 

McCrery 

McDermott 

Portman 

Steams 

McHale 

Poshard 

Stenholm 

McHugh 

Pryce 

Stockman 

Mclnnls 

Qulllen 

Stokes 

Mcintosh 

Qulnn 

Studds 

McKeon 

Radanovlch 

Stump 

McKlnney 

Rahall 

Stupak 

McNulty 

Rangel 

Talent 

.Meehan 

Reed 

Tanner 

Meek 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Meyers 

Regula 
Richardson 
Rlggs 
Rivers 

Tate 
Tauzln 
Taylor  (MS) 
Tajlor  (NO 
Te]eda 

Mica 

Roberts 

Thomas 

.MlUender- 

Roemer 

Thompson 

McDonald 

Rogers 

Thomberrj- 

Miller  (CA) 

Rohrabacher 

Thornton 

Miller  (FL) 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Thurman 

Mlnge 

Rote 

Tlahrt 

Mink 

Roth 

Torklldsen 

Moakley 

Roukema 

Torres 

MoUnart 

Roybal-Allard 

Torrlcelll 

MoUohan 

Royce 

Towns 

Montgomeri' 

Rush 

Traflcani 

Moorhead 

Sabo 

Upton 

Moran 

.Salmon 

Velazquez 

Morella 

Sanders 

Vento 

Murtha 
Myrtck 

Sanford 
Sawyer 

Vlsclosky 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

.Nadler 

Sazton 

Walker 

Neal 

Scarborough 

Wii1<;h 

Nethercutt 

Schaefer 

Wamp 

Neumann 

SchUr 

Ward 

.Mey 

Scfaroeder 

Watt  (NO) 

Norwood 

Schumer 

Watts  (OK) 

Nussle 

Scott 

Waxman 

Oberstar 

Seastrand 

Weldon  (FL) 

Obey 

Sensenbrenner 

Weldon  (PA) 

Giver 

Serrano 

Weller 

Ortiz 

Shadegg 

White 

Orton 

Shaw 

ftTUtfleld 

Owens 

Shays 

Wicker 

Oxley 

Shoster 

Williams 

Packard 

SLslsky 

Wilson 

Wise 

Wolf 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Yates 

Pallone 

Skaggs 

Parker 
Pastor 

Skeen 
Skelton 

Pazon 

Slaughter 

Payne  (NJ) 

Smith  (MI) 

Young  (AK) 

Payne  (VA) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Young  (FL) 

Pelosl 

.Smith  (TX) 

zeiicr 

Peterson  (MN) 

Smith  (WA) 

Zlmmer 

Petri 

Solomon 

Pickett 

Sender 

Pombo 

Spence 

Pomeroy 

Spratt 

Porter 

Stark 

NOT  VOTING— 12 

CoUlns  (HI) 

Ford 

Myers 

EhrUch 

Gallegly 

Peterson  (FL) 

Emerson 

Lincoln 

Ramstad 

Flake 

McDade 

Waters 

a  1820 

So  (two-thirds  having  voted  in  favor 
thereof)  the  rules  were  suspended  and 
the  bill,  as  amended,  was  passed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Ms.  WATERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  at>sent 
duhng  votes  on  Tuesday,  June  18,  1996,  as  I 
was  attending  my  grandson's  high  school 
graduation  ceremony.  Had  I  been  present  I 
would  have  voted  yes"  on  H.R.  3525,  the 
Church  Arson  Prevention  Act 


PERMISSION  FOR  COMMITTEE  ON 
APPROPRL^TIONS  TO  FILE  PRIV- 
ILEGED REPORT  ON  DEPART- 
MENT OF  VETERANS  AFFAIRS 
AND  HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DE- 
VELOPMEN-T  APPROPRIATIONS 
BILL.  1997 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  may 
have  until  midnight  Tuesday.  June  18. 
1996.  to  file  a  privileged  report  on  a  bill 
making  appropriations  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Veterans  Affairs  and  Housing 
and  Urban  Development  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  September  30.  1997,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  clause  8  of  rule  XXI.  all  points  of 
order  are  reserved  on  the  bill. 


PERMISSION  TO  FILE  AND  PRINT 
SL'PPLEMENTAL  REPORT  ON 
HOUSE  REPORT  104-193  ON  H.R. 
1858  DEPOSITORY  INSTITUTIONS 
PAPERWORK  REDUCTION  ACT 

Mr.  LEACH.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc- 
tion of  the  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Financial  Services  and  pursuant  to 
clause  2  of  rule  Xm.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  file  a  supplemental  report 
to  House  Report  104-193,  which  accom- 
panies H.R.  1858,  and  that  such  supple- 
mental report  be  printed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLLTION  PROVID- 
ING FOR  CONSIDERATION  OF 
H.R.  3662.  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE 
INTERIOR  AND  RELATED  AGEN- 
CIES APPROPRIATIONS  ACT.  1997 

Ms.  PRYCE,  from  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  submitted  a  privileged  report 
(Rept.  No.  104-627)  on  the  Resolution 
(H.  Res.  455)  providing  for  consider- 
ation of  the  bill  (H.R.  3662)  making  ap- 
propriations for  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  and  related  agencies  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30,  1997. 
and  for  other  purposes,  which  was  re- 
ferred to  the  House  Calendar  and  or- 
dered to  be  printed. 


REMOVAL  OF  NAME  OF  MEMBER 
AS  COSPONSOR  OF  HOUSE  JOINT 
RESOLUTION  182 

Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  remove  the 
name  of  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Fazio]  from  the  list  of  cosponsors 
of  House  Joint  Resolution  182. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  California? 
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There  was  no  objection. 


REMOVAL  OF  NAME  OF  MEMBER 
AS  COSPONSOR  OF  H.R.  1972 

Mr.  CHRISTENSEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  name 
of  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  McDade]  be  removed  as  a  cospon- 
sor  of  H.R.  1972. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Nebraska? 

There  was  no  objection. 


REMOVAL  OF  NAME  OF  MEMBER 
AS  COSPONSOR  OF  H.R.  94 

Mr.  CHRISTENSEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
ask  that  my  name  be  removed  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  H.R.  94. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Nebraska? 

There  was  no  objection. 


HOUSTON  JOURNALISM  LOSES  ONE 
OF  ITS  FINEST 

(Mr.  FIELDS  of  Texas  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
is  with  a  great  deal  of  sadness  that  I 
wish  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues  the  untimely  passing  last 
evening  of  Stephen  Gauvain,  a  con- 
stituent of  mine  who,  for  the  past  14 
years,  has  kept  Houstonians  informed 
of  important  events  in  our  local  com- 
munity and  around  the  globe. 

Steve,  a  journalist  with  KTRK-TV  in 
Houston,  was  killed  in  a  tragic  traffic 
accident  just  minutes  after  giving  a 
live  television  report  from  Huntsville, 
where  he  was  covering  a  high-profile 
murder  case. 

Steve's  passing  is,  of  course,  a  tre- 
mendous loss  for  his  family — his  wife, 
Jan.  and  his  three  sons:  Stephen,  Jr.; 
Taggart;  and  Dustin.  To  them,  to 
Steve's  extended  family,  and  to  his  co- 
workers at  KTRK-TV.  Houston's  ABC 
affiliate,  I  extend  my  deepest  and  most 
sincere  sjrmpathy. 

Steve's  untimely  death  was  a  loss  for 
everyone  in  the  Houston  metropolitan 
area  who  had  come  to  depend  on  his 
journalistic  skill  and  his  dedication  to 
getting  the  story.  Since  1984.  Steve  had 
served  as  KTRK-TV's  space  reporter.  It 
was  a  high  compliment  to  Steve  that 
he  was  selected  to  cover  space  for  the 
No.  1  television  station  in  Houston — 
home  of  the  Johnson  Si>ace  Center  and 
a  city  known  widely  as  Space  City. 

As  channel  13's  space  reporter.  Steve 
covered  more  than  60  space  shuttle 
missions,  including  the  last,  ill-fated 
flight  of  the  Challenger.  Following  that 
disaster,  Steve  also  kept  Houstonians 
informed  of  the  investigation  into  the 
cause  of  the  accident,  and  he  prepared 


an  extraordinary  series  of  reports  on 
NASA's  slow  and  painful  program  to 
recover  from  the  Challenger  disaster. 

In  1988,  Steve  won  the  Aviation/Space 
Writers  Association's  award  for  the 
best  locally  produced  television  series 
for  his  reports  on  NASA's  road  to  re- 
covery. That  same  series  also  won 
Steve  a  second-place  award  for  inves- 
tigative reporting  from  the  Houston 
Press  Club. 

Steve's  interest  in  aviation  and  space 
exploration  was  well  known.  Through- 
out his  distinguished  career,  Steve  cov- 
ered numerous  aviation  stories  and 
flew  with  the  U.S.  Air  Force  Thunder- 
birds  last  year.  In  addition,  Steve  was 
a  quarter-finaJist  in  NASA's  "Journal- 
ist in  Space"  program. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  that  you  join 
with  me  in  extending  our  deep  sym- 
pathy to  Jan  Gauvain  and  her  three 
sons,  to  Steve's  extended  family,  to 
Steve's  coworkers  at  KTRK-TV,  and  to 
Steve's  journalistic  colleagues  in  Hous- 
ton. His  passing  is  a  loss  to  all  of  us 
who  knew  him,  who  worked  with  him, 
and  who  appreciated  his  dedication  and 
professionalism.  We  will  miss  him. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Texas.  I  yield  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Texas. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  very  much  pleased  to 
join  the  gentleman  from  Texas  to 
honor  Steve  Gauvain  and  to  acknowl- 
edge as  well  my  grreat  respect  for  his 
journalistic  ability,  but  also  his  com- 
mitment to  the  Houston  community. 
We  recognize  that  when  Steve  Gauvain 
did  a  story,  it  was  out  of  Compassion, 
knowledge,  a  sense  of  respect  for  the 
individuals  that  he  queried,  and,  of 
course,  a  love  for  our  community. 

It  is  with  great  sadness  that  I  join 
my  colleague  from  Texas,  and  applaud 
him  for  coming  to  the  floor,  and  to  add 
my  sympathies  to  Stephen's  wife  and 
children  and.  of  course,  his  Channel  13 
family.  I  hope  that  all  of  us  will  give  to 
them  our  prayers  and  remember  him 
for  his  service  to  our  community. 

Mr.  FIELDS  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
know  the  gentlewoman  would  agree 
with  me  because  she  has  been  inter- 
viewed many  times  by  Stephen,  how 
professional  he  was,  how  well  prepared. 
The  gentlewoman  mentioned  the  word 
"compassion."  Certainly  that  fit  him 
perfectly.  I  thought  he  was  one  of  the 
finest  reporters  whom  I  ever  had  the 
pleasure  to  work  with. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  If  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  I  cer- 
tainly agree.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
Let  me  also  say  he  had  a  love  for  NASA 
and  the  Johnson  Space  Center,  and  I 
appreciate  all  of  his  leadership  on  that 
issue.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for  his 
leadership  on  the  floor. 


D  1830 

SPECIAL  ORDERS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Stearns).  Under  the  Speaker's  an- 
nounced policy  of  May  12.  1995,  and 
under  a  previous  order  of  the  House, 
the  following  Members  will  be  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes  each. 


MORE  OFTEN  THAN  NOT.  SPECIAL 
INTERESTS.  NOT  PUBLIC  INTER- 
ESTS, DRIVE  THE  LEGISLATIVE 
AGENDA  IN  WASHINGTON 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Mee- 
HAN]  is  recognized  for  5  minuites. 

Mr.  MEEHAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  when  I 
came  to  the  Congress  3  years  ago.  I 
brought  a  list  of  priorities:  Balancing 
the  budget,  cleaning  up  the  environ- 
ment, and  promoting  economic  devel- 
opment and  small  business  opportuni- 
ties. But  after  working  on  Capitol  Hill 
for  just  a  few  months,  I  learned  that 
more  often  than  not,  special  interests, 
not  public  interests,  drive  the  legisla- 
tive agenda  in  Washington.  That  is 
why  so  much  of  the  changes  voters  de- 
manded, like  cutting  Government 
waste  and  curbing  rising  health  care 
costs  are  so  difficult  to  achieve. 

Under  our  grossly  deficient  campaign 
finance  system,  well-heeled  lobbyists 
and  PACs  have  greater  influence  over 
Washington's  business  than  the  folks 
back  home.  A  perfect  example  is  the  2- 
year  debate  about  how  to  balance  the 
budget.  Congress  could  have  passed  a 
credible  plan  to  balance  the  budget  last 
year  in  the  absence  of  special  interests. 
Year  after  year,  programs  that  have 
long  outlived  their  usefulness  are  pre- 
served in  the  budget.  Everything  from 
tax  loopholes  for  energy  and  marketing 
subsidies  are  taboo  when  it  comes  to 
cutting  Government  spending,  while 
education,  employment  and  training 
programs  for  the  working  poor  are  on 
the  chopping  block. 

Even  if  we  do  get  a  balanced  budget 
this  year,  Mr.  Speaker,  odds  are  that 
that  balanced  budget  will  contain  cost- 
ly tax  breaks  that  benefit  special  inter- 
ests and  disproportionate  cuts  to  the 
lower  and  middle  class.  Congress  comes 
up  against  the  special  interest  money 
barrier  every  time  we  try  to  take  on 
the  tobacco  industry  as  well.  Public  de- 
cisions and  public  policies  are  often  ab- 
stract, but  this  one  could  not  be  clear- 
er. 

Every  day  3.000  young  people  are  en- 
ticed into  forming  a  deadly  habit  be- 
fore they  are  old  enough  to  truly  make 
impartial  decisions  about  their  health. 
Yet  even  when  the  issue  is  clear-cut. 
Congress  has  been  unable  to  pass  legis- 
lation or  even  try  to  eliminate  or  regu- 
late teenagers'  access  to  tobacco  prod- 
ucts. 

Last  year.  Common  Cause  released  a 
report  that  illustrated  the  enormous 
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amount  of  money  the  tobacco  industry 
pours  into  political  campaigns  to  stop 
antitobacco  legislation  from  passing. 
According  to  the  report,  tobacco  giants 
like  Philip  Morris.  R.J.  Reynolds.  U.S. 
Tobacco  and  the  Tobacco  Institute 
have  donated  millions  of  dollars  to 
Members  of  Congress  over  the  past  10 
years.  Without  question,  this  report 
documents  the  way  money  in  the  form 
of  campaign  contributions  influence 
decisions  that  are  made  in  Washington. 

During  the  last  Congress.  I  joined 
with  a  group  of  like-minded  freshman 
Democrats  to  pass  campaign  finance 
and  lobby  reform  legislation.  It  is  no 
secret  now  that  our  efforts  failed  large- 
ly due  to  the  efforts  of  special  inter- 
ests. Both  bills  failed  to  pass,  and 
many  of  my  dedicated  freshnmn  col- 
leagues lost  in  their  bids  for  reelection 
as  a  result.  I  learned  then  that  passing 
real  congressional  reform  means  forg- 
ing new  alliances  across  party  and  ide- 
ological lines  to  fight  the  embraced  es- 
tablishment and  the  entrenched  estab- 
lishment in  Washington.  That  is  how 
we  passed  lobby  reform  and  the  grift 
ban  legislation  last  year,  and  that  is 
the  only  way  Congress  can  reform  its 
corrupting  campaign  finance  system. 

This  week  the  Senate  will  start  de- 
bating the  first  bipartisan  bicameral 
campaign  finance  reform  in  over  a  dec- 
ade. S.  1219.  the  McCain-Feingold  regu- 
lation, has  the  support  of  a  coalition  of 
30  grass-roots  organizations  and  edi- 
torial board  from  all  across  America. 
Last  year  Linda  Smith.  Chris  Shays. 
and  I  introduced  the  House  version  of 
this  campaign  finance  reform  bill.  H.R. 
2566.  the  Bipartisan  Clean  Congress 
Act.  was  the  result  of  months  and 
months  of  negotiations  between  groups 
of  Democrats  and  Republicans.  Both 
bills  are  a  remarkable  example  of  what 
can  happen  when  Members  put  aside 
their  partisan  differences  and  sit  down 
to  the  same  table  to  try  to  make  Con- 
gress more  accountable. 

H.R.  2566  eliminates  PACs,  caps  lob- 
byist donations,  requires  60  jpercent  of 
campaign  contributions  to  originate  in 
a  candidate's  home  State.  It  eliminates 
loopholes  and  large  political  party  con- 
tributions and  sets  voluntary  spending 
limits,  offering  candidates  discounted 
broadcast  time  and  large  mailings  if 
they  sign  a  pledge  not  to  spend  any 
more  than  S600,000. 

If  enacted,  the  Bipartisan  Clean  Con- 
gress Act  will  halt  special  interest  in- 
fluence in  Washington  and  really  clear 
the  way  for  the  truly  representative 
democracy  which  our  forefathers  envi- 
sioned 200  years  ago. 

Now,  it  is  difficult  to  change  a  sys- 
tem that  is  so  favorable  to  incumbents, 
given  the  fact  incumbents  have  access 
to  PAC  and  lobbyist  contributions. 
They  help  us  win  reelection  in  the  Con- 
gress over  90  percent  of  the  time.  In- 
ciunbents  receive  70  percent  of  their 
PAC  contributions  in  each  cycle.  Sev- 
enty percent  of  all  PAC  contributions 


go  to  incumbents.  Compare  that  with 
less  than  12  percent  for  challengers: 
less  than  12  percent. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  time  for  campaign 
finance  reform  is  now.  We  have  to  act 
in  this  Congress  while  we  have  a  Presi- 
dent willing  to  sign  this  bill.  Let  us 
give  President  Clinton  this  bipartisan 
bill  and  pass  it  into  law. 


REMOVAL  OF  NAME  OF  MEMBER 
AS  COSPONSOR  OF  H.R.  2618 

Ms.  SLAUGHTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  my  name  be 
removed  as  a  cosponsor  of  H.R.  2618. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle- 
woman from  New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 


VACATION  OF  SPECIAL  ORDER 
AND  GRANTING  OF  SPECIAL 
ORDER 

Mr.  FARR  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  claim  the 
time  of  the  gentlewoman  from  Ohio. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  California? 

There  was  no  objection. 


TRIBUTE  TO  ADAM  DARLING 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Farr]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  FARR  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker, 
tonight  I  rise  on  the  third  anniversary 
of  the  day  on  which  I  took  the  oath  of 
office  3  years  ago  in  this  Chamber  to 
replace  then-Congressman  Leon  Pa- 
netta,  who  had  gone  to  work  in  the 
White  House  as  head  of  OMB. 

Standing  in  the  well  before  me,  I 
thanked  the  California  State  legisla- 
ture, which  I  had  left  the  night  before, 
for  the  good  work  they  were  doing  in 
guiding  the  State  of  California.  At  the 
same  time  I  paid  tribute  to  my  mother, 
who  had  died  of  cancer  while  I  was  in 
the  Peace  Corps;  and  to  my  sister,  who 
was  killed  while  visiting  me  in  the 
Peace  Corps. 

In  the  gallery  at  the  time  was  my  fa- 
ther. Fred  Farr.  and  ntiy  sister. 
Francesca  Farr.  Also  in  the  gallery 
from  my  district  was  Rev.  Darrell  Dar- 
ling and  his  son  Adam  Darling,  who 
grew  up  in  Santa  Cruz,  part  of  the  dis- 
trict I  now  represent. 

Tonight,  on  the  third  anniversary.  I 
want  to  pay  tribute  to  that  beautiful 
young  man.  Adam  Darling,  who  lost  his 
life  in  the  plane  crash  with  Secretary 
Ron  Brown  in  Bosnia. 

Adam  Darling  died  doing  precisely 
what  he  wanted:  serving  his  country 
while  working  to  make  the  world  a  bet- 
ter place.  He  was  an  eternal  optimist. 
Adam  had  once  offered  to  ride  his  bike 
across    this   country   from   his   home 


State  of  California  to  Washington.  DC 
for  then-Governor  Bill  Clinton  because 
he  felt  that  he  could  make  a  difference 
in  the  1992  presidential  race  just  by 
riding  a  bicycle  across  the  Nation. 
After  the  election  he  ended  up  in  Wash- 
ington working  for  the  Commerce  De- 
partment. 

When  I  arrived  to  be  sworn  into  Con- 
gress. Adam  was  there  to  meet  me.  He 
brought  his  father.  Rev.  Darrell  Dar- 
ling, with  him  from  Santa  Cruz  all  the 
way  here  to  Washington.  DC.  Accord- 
ing to  his  father.  Adam  Darling  was  a 
leader  among  his  peers,  his  friends,  his 
family  and  in  his  work.  His  leadership 
grew  from  a  keen  and  uncluttered 
mind,  a  character  free  of  shame,  given 
or  received,  and  thoroughly  generotis 
in  spirit. 

He  was  very  realistic  about  both  pub- 
lic policy  and  public  service  and  the 
limitations  and  temptations  of  both. 
Adam's  realism  never  was  cynical. 
"When  you  decide  to  make  a  difference 
where  there  is  risk,  you  cannot  cal- 
culate the  cost  or  be  guaranteed  deliv- 
ery from  pain  or  loss.  Bosnia  is  a  land 
of  grief  and  turmoil  and  none  of  us  are 
immune  from  it."  Those  were  the 
words  of  his  father  upon  learning  of  his 
son's  death. 

Adam  was  working  for  the  Commerce 
Department  when  I  arrived.  He  served 
on  the  staff  of  the  press  office  for  sev- 
eral months  before  becoming  a  per- 
sonal assistant  to  the  Deputy  Sec- 
retary for  2  years.  Adam  was  also  in- 
strumental in  bringing  state-of-the-art 
science  to  the  central  coast  and  to  the 
country.  Just  1  year  ago  he  helped  or- 
ganize the  first-ever  link  between  the 
classrooms  across  America  and  marine 
biologists  working  in  the  Monterey 
Bay. 

Ron  Brown  had  asked  Adam  to  han- 
dle press  relations  and  advance  plan- 
ning for  the  economic  development 
mission  in  Bosnia.  According  to 
Adam's  family.  Adam  saw  it  as  an  op- 
portunity to  make  a  significant  con- 
tribution to  the  peace  effort  where  it 
was  severely  needed. 

Rather  than  working  hard  to  gain 
personal  attention,  Adam  worked  hard 
for  the  sheer  pleasure  of  doing  well  and 
the  satisfaction  of  knowing  he  had 
helped  make  someone  else's  life  a  little 
more  livable. 

Adam  saw  Iffe  as  an  opportunity  to 
serve  the  world,  telling  his  family  at 
the  age  of  5  that  he  would  be  President 
of  the  United  States  someday;  a  young 
boy  made  his  commitment  to  bettering 
the  country  at  any  cost.  During  the  few 
years  that  he  was  afforded,  Adam 
worked  with  the  dedication  and  com- 
mitment of  a  President  and  accom- 
plished more  for  the  good  of  human- 
kind during  his  lifetime  than  many 
even  attempt  in  100  years. 

The  loss  of  Adam  Darling  and  34  oth- 
ers in  Bosnia  will  be  sorely  felt  by  all 
and  will  renuun  in  our  hearts  as  a  me- 
morial to  all  who  pay  the  highest  cost 
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possible  in  order  to  keep  the  world  by- 
serving  their  country.  I  want  to  thank 
the  Darlings  for  being  here  on  this  day 
of  my  anniversary  of  being  sworn  into 
Congress,  and  I  want  to  pay  tribute  to 
Adam  Darling  who  was  here  to  greet 
me  when  I  first  arrived,  and  wish  that 
he  was  still  here  today. 

Mr.  Speaker,  thank  you  for  allowing 
me  this  time  to  pay  tribute  to  this 
great  young  American. 


WHITEWATER 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  Burton]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  was  kind  of  distressed  today  when 
I  turned  on  the  television  set  and  saw 
the  report  that  came  out  from  the  Sen- 
ate Banking  Committee  on  White- 
water. I  was  not  upset  about  the  re- 
port; I  was  upset  about  how  it  was  pre- 
sented by  the  media  and  that  it  was 
pooh-poohed  as  though  it  was  nothing 
significant. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  it  is  very, 
very  significant  and  there  were  some 
very  real  possibilities  of  violations  of 
law  and  obstruction  of  justice.  For  in- 
stance, Hillary  Rodham  Clinton,  the 
President's  wife,  said  she  did  not  know 
anything  about  or  have  copies  of  the 
billing  records  from  the  Rose  Law  Firm 
that  dealt  with  Castle  Grande  in  the 
Whitewater  episode. 

D  1845 

Yet  2  years  after  they  were  subpoe- 
naed by  the  independent  counsel,  2 
years  after  they  were  requested  by  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States,  they 
were  found  in  her  living  quarters  In  the 
library  right  next  to  her  bedroom.  Not 
only  that,  her  fingerprints  and  the  fin- 
gerprints of  Vlnce  Foster  were  all  over 
the  documents.  For  her  to  say  that  she 
did  not  know  that  those  documents 
were  there,  did  not  have  any  idea  or 
recollect  where  they  were  and  they 
were  next  to  her  bedroom  for  2  years 
and  many  believe  were  taken  out  of 
Vlnce  Foster's  office  right  after  his 
death  is  just  hard  to  believe. 

The  billing  records  contradict  her 
previous  sworn  statements  that  she  did 
very  little  work  on  the  Castle  Grande 
real  estate  project  which  helped  bring 
about  the  downfall  of  Madison  Guar- 
anty Savings  and  Loan  and  the  convic- 
tion of  Jim  Guy  Tucker  of  Arkansas. 
The  records  document  that  Mrs.  Clin- 
ton had  14  meetings  or  discussions  con- 
cerning Castle  Grande  and  drafted  an 
important  legal  doctmient.  She  said  she 
had  nothing  to  do  with  it.  That  Is  just 
one  thing. 

Second,  during  the  last  week  of  May, 
the  House  was  scheduled  to  vote  to 
hold  White  House  counsel  Jack  Qulim 
In  contempt  of  Congress  for  refusing  to 
turn  over  thousands  of  pages  of  docu- 
ments    concerning     another     matter 


called  Travelgate.  At  the  last  moment 
he  turned  over  1.000  pages  of  docu- 
ments. However,  the  WTiite  House  has 
refused  to  turn  over  2.000  pages  of  docu- 
ments that  are  more  sensitive  and  have 
to  do  with  this  scandal.  The  White 
House  is  claiming  executive  privilege 
so  it  can  keep  these  documents  secret; 
they  must  contain  some  very  damaging 
information. 

These  documents  include  600  pages 
relating  to  Vince  Foster,  whose  body 
was  mysteriously  found  over  at  Fort 
Marcy  Park.  They  include  a  54-page 
analysis  of  custody  and  disclosure  of 
Foster's  travel  office  file,  a  22-page 
chronological  analysis  of  the  handling 
of  Foster's  documents,  and  33  pages  of 
handwritten  notes  that  were  in  his 
briefcase  that  nobody  even  knew  about 
until  just  now.  His  briefcase  was  empty 
when  they  found  it.  and  they  started 
talking  about  it.  They  found  two  little 
pieces  of  paper  that  was  allegedly  a 
suicide  note,  but  nobody  has  ever  men- 
tioned these  33  pages  of  documents 
that  they  are  trying  to  keep  the  Con- 
gress from  seeing. 

Then  we  have  now  the  confidential 
FBI  files.  The  White  House  asked  for 
and  received  files  on  408  people.  Repub- 
licans, and  they  were  sought  without 
justification.  The  Secret  Service  has 
said  there  was  no  way  that  they  could 
have  accidentally  provided  the  White 
House  with  this  out-of-date  list.  Usu- 
ally, almost  always,  when  the  White 
House  asks  for  evidence  or  an  FBI 
background  check  on  somebody,  it  is 
prospective,  to  find  out  if  there  is  any- 
thing wrong  with  that  person  before 
they  hire  them  and  bring  them  into  the 
Government.  These  were  people  who 
had  already  been  Investigated  and  they 
went  back  and  got  408  files  of  Repub- 
licans, and  we  believe  it  was  because 
they  wanted  to  find  some  dirt  on  them 
that  they  could  use  in  later  political 
campaigns  for  political  purposes. 

The  files  of  two  of  the  Travel  Office 
employees,  Billy  Dale  and  Barnaby 
Brasseux,  were  requested  with  the  ex- 
planation that  they  were  seeking  ac- 
cess to  the  White  House.  This  was  sev- 
eral months  after  they  had  been  fired 
from  the  White  House.  Apparently  the 
White  House  was  not  content  with 
launching  an  unjustified  FBI  investiga- 
tion of  these  two  men.  They  apparently 
decided  to  dig  up  a  little  dirt  on  them 
themselves. 

The  FBI  Director  appointed  by  Bill 
Clinton,  Louis  Freeh  had  this  to  say 
about  the  incident  in  his  report  to  the 
public.  This  is  an  appointee  by  the 
President  himself.  He  called  the  White 
House  actions  "egregious  violations  of 
privacy." 

He  went  on  to  say,  "The  prior  system 
of  providing  files  to  the  White  House 
relied  on  good  faith  and  honor.  Unfor- 
tunately, the  FBI  and  I  were  victim- 
ized. " 

That  is  really  a  criticism,  a  severe 
criticism,  of  the  White  House  and  their 
policies. 


Once  again,  Craig  Livingstone  is  at 
the  center  of  a  White  House  dirty 
tricks  operation.  He  will  be  called  be- 
fore our  committee  to  testify  before 
too  long.  As  you  will  recall,  earlier  in 
1993.  he  was  seen  by  a  Secret  Service 
agent  leaving  the  White  House  coun- 
sel's suite  with  a  box  of  documents 
from  the  deceased  assistant  to  the 
President,  Vince  Foster.  However,  it 
does  not  stop  there. 

Craig  Livingstone  is  37  years  old.  He 
is  a  midlevel  White  House  aide.  He 
would  not  be  gathering  these  political 
intelligence  reports  from  the  FBI  with- 
out authorization  from  somebody  up 
above.  We  need  to  find  out  who  that 
was  and  whether  there  was  obstruction 
of  justice  or  a  violation  of  the  law. 


HEALTH  CARE  LEGISLATION 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Stearns).  Under  a  previous  order  of 
the  House,  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Pallone]  is  recognized  for 
5  minutes. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  sup- 
port the  health  care  reform  legislation 
that  is  known  as  the  Kennedy-Kasse- 
baum  bill  because  it  would  make  It 
easier  for  workers  who  lose  or  change 
jobs  to  buy  health  insurance  coverage, 
and  it  would  linnit  the  lengrth  of  time 
that  insurers  could  refuse  to  cover  a 
preexisting  medical  problem. 

Essentially  what  this  legislation  does 
in  its  original  form  is  to  simply  make 
it  easier  for  people  to  get  health  insur- 
ance because  we  know  that  fewer  and 
fewer  people,  fewer  and  fewer  Ameri- 
cans today  have  health  insurance  as 
compared  to,  say,  5  or  10  years  ago.  But 
I  should  point  out,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
this  legislation  was  originally  crafted 
to  keep  premiimis  affordable  because  it 
would  not  Impact  the  Insurance  risk 
pool  by  encouraging  healthy  Individ- 
uals to  drop  coverage. 

It  had  bipartisan  support  in  both  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives in  its  original  form,  and  the 
President  indicated  that  he  would  sup- 
port it  or  sign  the  bill  in  his  State  of 
the  Union  Address.  However,  from  the 
very  beginning  the  Republican  leader- 
ship in  the  House  insisted  on  messing 
up  this  very  simple  legislation  with 
controversial  poison  pill  amendments. 

I  mention  this  today  because  this 
morning  during  special  orders  the 
Speaker,  Speaker  Gingrich,  got  up  and 
talked  about  how  good  this  legislation 
was.  But  He  refused  or  he  did  not  men- 
tion, I  should  say,  one  of  the  provisions 
that  he  and  others  In  the  Republican 
leadership  insist  on  including.  That  is 
the  poison  pill  of  the  medical  savings 
accounts,  or  MSAs,  which  will  favor 
the  healthy  and  the  wealthy  and  will 
be  just  another  tax  shelter  for  the  rich. 
I  say  this  because  Americans  who  do 
not  choose  to  join  the  MSAs  because  of 
the  high  risks  involved  will  see  their 
health   Insurance   premiums   actually 
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increase,  and  the  MSAs  among  other 
extraneous  provisions  that  have  been 
placed  in  the  Kennedy-Kassebaum  bill 
here  in  the  House  will  guarantee  the 
failure  of  any  health  insurance  reform 
in  the  Congress. 

I  just  wanted  to  read,  if  I  could,  a 
section  from  the  Washington  Post  edi- 
torial on  April  9.  1996,  where  they  ex- 
plained in  some  detail  why  MSAs 
would  essentially  drive  up  insurance 
costs  and  ultimately  cause  fewer  peo- 
ple to  have  insurance,  just  the  opposite 
of  what  the  Kennedy-Kassebaum  bill  is 
intended  to  do.  It  says  in  this  editorial 
that  the  goal  of  the  underlying  bill  is 
to  strengthen  the  health  insurance  sys- 
tem by  making  it  easier  for  people  who 
can  afford  it  to  remain  Insured  between 
jobs. 

Mainly  it  would  help  the  part  of  the 
population  that  already  has  insurance 
rather  than  one-seventh  that  largely 
for  reasons  of  cost  does  not.  But  the 
likely  effect  of  medical  savings  ac- 
counts would  be  to  push  in  the  opposite 
direction,  weaken  the  insurance  sys- 
tem and  in  the  end  add  to  the  number 
of  uninsured. 

If  the  medical  savings  proposal  be- 
comes law,  those  who  chose  would  buy 
so-called  catastrophic  insurance  poli- 
cies that  kick  in  only  after  the  first 
S3,000  or  so  of  annual  expenses. 

The  savings  accounts  would  also  like- 
ly split  the  Insurance  market.  They 
represent  a  gamble.  People  who  would 
most  likely  take  the  gamble  would  be 
the  healthier  and  better  off.  To  some 
degree,  they  would  be  choosing  to  with- 
draw from  the  broader  Insurance  pool 
to  fend  for  themselves.  Left  in  the  pool 
would  be  the  more  vulnerable,  who 
would  likely  see  their  Insurance  costs 
go  up;  the  Increase  would  make  insur- 
ance even  harder  to  maintain  than 
now. 

In  a  sense  this  is  the  very  opposite  of 
the  insurance  principle.  It  is  being 
pushed  by  companies  that  want  to  sell 
catastrophic  coverage,  plus  people 
drawn  to  the  individual  responsibility 
that  the  idea  entails,  but  for  the  popu- 
lation as  a  whole,  it  would  do  more 
harm  than  good.  The  President  has 
rightly  suggested  that  he  would  be  dis- 
posed to  veto  a  bill  that  included  these 
accounts. 

Well,  the  bottom  line,  Mr.  Speaker,  is 
that  the  Republican  health  plan  with 
these  MSAs  would  raise  premiums  for 
average  Americans  and  make  Insurance 
less  affordable.  Hence  fewer  people 
would  be  able  to  get  Insurance  under 
this  bill.  It  Is  nothing  more  than  a  pay- 
back to  the  Golden  Rule  Insurance  Co. 
Golden  Rule  has  made  big  contribu- 
tions to  the  Republicans  and  will  reap 
big  profits  if  the  MSA  proposal  be- 
comes law.  Of  the  $1.2  million  contribu- 
tion that  has  been  given  to  the  Repub- 
licans by  the  Golden  Rule  president,  J. 
Patrick  Rooney  and  his  family,  even 
more  has  been  given  to  other  GOP  can- 
didates and  causes.  What  causes. 


What  I  am  trs^ing  to  say,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, is  essentially  that  Speaker  Ging- 
rich got  on  the  floor  this  morning  and 
talked  about  what  he  is  trying  to  do 
for  health  care  reform.  He  neglects  to 
mention  that  essentially  he  is  trying 
to  sabotage  health  insurance  reform 
with  the  MSA  provisions.  This  GrOP 
provision  provides  no  help  for  working 
families  and  just  provides  handouts  for 
special  interests.  Essentially  what  we 
are  seeing  here  is  the  Republican  lead- 
ership jeopardizing  health  insurance 
reform  by  providing  for  rich  mans  in- 
surance. 


REFORM  OF  POLITICAL  PROCESS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
woman from  Washington  [Mrs.  Smith] 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mrs.  SMITH  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  stand  here  tonight  recalling 
my  first  trip  to  Washington,  DC,  as 
someone  who  had  just  been  written  in 
for  Congress.  I  did  not  rvm  for  Con- 
gress. I  was  written  in.  Within  3  weeks 
I  found  myself  standing  on  the  steps 
looking  out  at  Washington,  DC.  think- 
ing, oh  God,  why  am  I  here?  And  I 
know  that  any  citizen  would  have  felt 
the  same  way;  It  was  a  Cinderella 
story.  I  did  not  have  to  spend  all  the 
time  most  people  do.  But  as  I  listened 
to  that  speech,  many  speeches.  I  real- 
ized that  we  were  making  great  prom- 
ises to  the  American  people. 

Those  promises  were  for  a  new  way  If 
the  American  people  would  give  the 
Republicans  control  of  Congress  for  the 
first  time  in  42  years.  If  we  were  elect- 
ed, we  Republicans,  we  would  be  dif- 
ferent. Just  trust  us.  I  found  out  that 
most  of  my  colleagues,  who  were  new 
especially,  were  running  against  the 
corruption. 

They  said  that  things  have  happened 
over  the  years  that  we  do  not  agree 
with. 

Many  of  the  quotes  that  we  heard 
that  day  were  resounding.  I  heard  a 
man  that  I  have  learned  to  trust, 
learned  to  admire,  one  of  the  leaders  of 
our  party  say.  as  I  cheered,  because  I 
agreed  with  him,  if  you  will  give  us 
control,  we  will  wrestle  or  wrest  con- 
trol back  for  the  people  and  take  It  out 
of  the  hands  of  special  interests.  I  and 
my  colleagues  stood  and  cheered.  We 
looked  out.  We  promised  America. 

Today  I  call  on  my  colleagues  to 
keep  our  word.  The  theme  was  prom- 
ises made,  promises  kept.  You  would 
not  know  what  we  meant  except  that 
we  said  we  would  clean  it  up.  I  believed 
those  promises,  and  I  say  today  the 
American  people  need  to  hold  us  to 
those  promises. 

I  arrived  to  Washington,  DC,  to 
training,  but  the  first  night  I  arrived 
to  dozens  of  the  first  and  second  and 
third  night  fundraisers.  I  said,  well, 
this  Is  Interesting,  did  not  think  much 
about  it,  but  found  out  that  each  Mem- 


ber of  Congress  was  to  give  four  to 
eight.  I  have  got  the  written  instruc- 
tions still  on  my  desk,  that  we  were  to 
focus  on  the  people  that  came  before 
our  committees.  They  brought  in  peo- 
ple to  train  us.  If  you  went  to  the  right 
fundraiser  training,  they  taught  us  how 
we  could  get  people  to  help  us,  to  dial 
for  dollars,  is  that  it  is  called.  And  that 
is  in  writing,  and  to  focus  on  those  that 
came  before  us  so  they  would  under- 
stand how  Important  it  was  that  they 
came  to  our  fundraiser.  And  we  could 
get  leadership  people  to  put  their  tuune 
on  our  fundraiser. 

I  looked  at  that  and  I  thought,  how 
does  this  fit  in  with  cleaning  up  Con- 
gress? Then  I  found  out  the  Democrats 
do  it.  too.  And  not  only  that,  that  the 
challengers  had  come  with  some  of  the 
new  freshmen  and  they  were  doing  It, 
too.  all  on  the  same  night. 

There  are  master  schedules,  you  see. 
because  there  is  only  so  much  around 
here.  They  have  built  buildings.  As  you 
look  out.  some  of  the  buildings  are  just 
fundraising  buildings.  They  have  floors 
where  you  dial  for  dollars,  where  there 
are  funds,  other  floors  where  you  have 
receptions  and  the  Members  set  them- 
selves up  on  the  schedule. 

I  looked  at  that  and  I  realized  that 
clearly  that  would  take  a  little  bit  of 
time.  But  the  biggest  thing  I  realized  is 
I  could  not  go  back  home  and  tell  the 
American  people  I  did  it.  Each  Member 
is  allotted  a  time,  four  to  eight  sched- 
uled events,  on  the  calendar.  You  make 
sure  there  are  not  too  many  because 
there  are  only  so  many  places  to  have 
them.  We  make  sure  that  we  have 
votes  that  day  so  we  are  sure  to  be  here 
so  there  are  enough  Members  to  come 
to  the  fundraisers.  You  see,  the  lobby- 
ists come  there  to  lobby  us  because  we 
are  in  session  most  every  night,  and 
they  have  access  to  a  lot  of  Members. 

Then  you  go  to  someone's  fundraiser, 
so  they  go  to  your  fundraiser.  The  lob- 
byists come,  and  on  the  bill  they  send 
them  is  S500  to  Sl.OOO.  They  do  not  have 
to  come.  But  if  you  were  called  by  a 
Congressman  or  Congresswoman  and 
you  happened  to  need  to  go  before  their 
committee  and  you  did  not  bring  the 
S500  or  Sl.OOO,  would  you  not  think 
maybe  your  opponent  would  be  there? 
It  is  not  even  subtle  pressure  anymore, 
folks.  It  is  the  pressure  that  I  would 
have  thought  that  we  would  take  off. 

I  am  called  the  Democrats  who 
played  games  with  this  and  the  Repub- 
licans who  tend  to  be  looking  like  they 
might  be  playing  games  with  this  to  a 
vote  on  a  bipartisan  bill.  There  are  two 
of  them.  There  is  a  Senate  one.  1219. 
and  a  House  one.  Stop  pla3ring  games. 
Vote,  do  not  just  talk. 


D  1900 
NBA  CHAMPION  CHICAGO  BULLS 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore    (Mr. 
Stearns):  Under  a  previous  order  of 
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the  House,  the  gentlewoman  from  Illi- 
nois [Mrs.  Collins]  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mrs.  COLLINS  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  rise  today  to  pay  tribute  to  the 
Chicago  Bulls  who  on  Sunday  night  at 
the  United  Center  in  the  Seventh  Con- 
gressional District  captured  their 
fourth  NBA  championship  in  an  87  to  75 
victory  over  the  Seattle  Supersonics. 
Many  called  it  mission  impossible.  But 
the  Bulls  have  won  their  fourth  NBA 
championship  in  an  amazing  display  of 
team  play. 

It  has  been  a  historical  season  for  the 
Bulls,  who  finished  the  regular  season 
with  a  72-10  record,  87-13  record  for  the 
season,  and  a  15-3  record  for  the  play- 
offs. The  Bulls  had  an  average  margin 
of  victory  of  12.3  points,  a  feat  only  a 
few  teams  in  any  sport  have  had  in  any 
one  season. 

Chicago,  the  Seventh  Congressional 
District  and  Chicago  fans  through  the 
Nation  are  fat  with  pride.  Some  are 
saying  that  the,  "NBA  Champion  Chi- 
cago Bulls  have  established  a  new  level 
of  play,  and  it's  something  all  teams 
will  have  to  chase." 

I  would  also  like  to  congratulate  Phil 
Jackson  and  his  coaching  team  com- 
prised of  Tex  Winter,  Jim  Rodgers,  Jim 
Cleamons,  and  John  Paxson. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  also  like  to  pay 
tribute  to  one  of  the  greatest  basket- 
ball players  of  all  times,  Michael 
Jordon.  who  finished  off  this  great  sea- 
son with  a  96  triple  crown  of  MVP 
award  in  the  league  finals.  His  great 
leadership,  auid  unparalleled  perform- 
ance have  garnered  him  the  title  of  one 
of  the  greatest  ballplayers  of  all  time. 
Dennis  Rodman  has  also  distinguished 
himself  capturing  his  fifth  rebounding 
title.  And  of  course  Scottie  I*ippen,  and 
the  entire  club  for  an  outstanding  dis- 
play of  teamwork. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  you  and  my  col- 
leagues to  join  me  in  congratulating 
one  of  the  greatest  teams  in  the  aumals 
of  basketball,  and  of  course  one  of  the 
greatest  players  ever,  Michael  Jordon. 
In  the  more  than  100  game  that  they 
played,  the  Bulls  always  delivered  a 
championship  performance. 

And  finally,  I  would  like  to  congratu- 
late and  thank  the  greatest  fans  in  the 
world  for  their  undying  support  of  the 
Chicago  Bulls. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  certainly  appreciates  the  gentle- 
woman from  Illinois  for  holding  up  the 
shirt  for  display  in  her  speech. 


SUPPORT  THE  ELIMINATION  OF 
NEA'S  FUNDING 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Jones]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  JONES.  Mr.  Speaker,  here  we  go 
again.  Just  as  this  Congress  is  set  to 
debate  the  funding  of  the  National  En- 
dowment  for   the    Arts,    NEA    Chair- 


woman, Jane  Alexander,  has  again 
shown  us  that  both  she  and  the  tax- 
payer funded  NEA,  must  go. 

Last  Sunday,  at  the  New  York  Les- 
bian and  Gay  Video  and  Film  Festival, 
director  Cheryl  Dunye  premiered  her 
film,  "Watermelon  Woman,"  funded  by 
the  tax  dollars  of  hardworking  Ameri- 
cans. 

In  the  words  of  the  director  herself, 
this  pornographic  film  depicts  black 
"lesbians  experiencing  their  sexual  de- 
sire for  each  other."  This  film  was  pro- 
duced from  a  $31,000  grant  from  the 
NEA. 

I  believe  that  in  the  opinion  of  most 
Americans,  Watermelon  Woman  has 
absolutely  no  serious  artistic,  or  politi- 
cal value. 

NEA  Chairwoman  Alexander  and  the 
National  Endowment  for  the  Arts  are 
attempting  to  pull  the  wool  over  the 
eyes  of  taxpaylng  Americans  by  nnar- 
keting  this  sexually  explicit  film  as 
black  history. 

As  Edmund  Peterson,  chairman  of 
Project  21  and  a  leading  black  conserv- 
ative put  it.  in  Friday's  Washington 
Times.  "There  is  no  demand  in  the 
black  community  for  this  movie:  this 
is  a  classic  example,  of  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration, being  in  bed  with  the 
gay-lesbian  movement,  and  funding  a 
project  through  tax  dollars,  that  can't 
get  funded  any  other  way." 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  not  the  first 
time  that  Miss  Alexander  and  the  NEA 
have  demonstrated  a  desire  to  divert 
our  tax  dollars  to  controversial  works 
that  demean  the  religious  beliefs  and 
moral  values  of  mainstream  Ameri- 
cans. One  should  not  forget  the  March 
1994  performance  of  Ron  Athey.  at  the 
Minneapolis  Walker  Art  Center. 

This  NEA-fimded  performance  fea- 
tured Mr.  Athey  carving  a  design  into 
the  back  of  an  assistant,  mopping  up 
the  blood  with  paper  towels,  and  then 
sending  the  paper  towels  on  a  line,  out 
over  the  shocked  audience. 

Miss  Alexander  defended  the  per- 
formance, stating  in  the  Washington 
Post,  "not  all  art  is  for  everybody." 

Many  in  Congress  denounced  this 
performance  as  an  obscenity.  Miss  Al- 
exander and  the  NEA  responded  by 
awarding  more  of  our  hard-earned  tax 
dollars  to  the  Walker  Art  Center. 

Miss  Alexander  and  the  NEA  have  re- 
peatedly thumbed  their  noses  at  Con- 
gress and  the  American  public. 

I  call  on  President  Clinton  to  find  the 
moral  courage  within  himself  to  pro- 
tect the  children  of  America  tcom 
these  obscenities,  and  to  demand  the 
inmiediate  resignation  of  Jane  Alexan- 
der. Mr.  President,  you  cannot  have  it 
both  ways. 

Middle  America  does  not  share  the 
NEA'S  values.  The  American  taxpayer 
and  the  working  families  of  the  Third 
District  of  North  Carolina  do  not  want 
their  money  spent  on  so-called  works 
of  art.  like  a  crucifix  in  urine,  or  pho- 
tographs, which  exploit  our  children. 


This  week,  the  House  is  scheduled  to 
debate  funding  for  the  National  Endow- 
ment for  the  Arts. 

It  is  time  the  Government  got  out  of 
the  business  of  funding  this  so-called 
art. 

I  urge  each  of  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port the  elimination  of  the  NEA's  Fed- 
eral funding.  The  taxpayer  cannot  af- 
ford it  and  our  children  do  not  deserve 
it. 


INCLUSION  OF  REPUBLICAN  MSA 
PROPOSAL  THWARTS  EFFORTS 
TO  MAKE  HEALTH  INSURANCE 
ACCESSIBLE  AND  AFFORDABLE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
woman from  Connecticut  [Ms. 
DeLauro]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  a 
very  strong  supporter  of  health  care  re- 
form and  of  the  Kennedy-Kassebaum 
bipartisan  legislation  to  afford  us  a 
first  step  in  dealing  with  some  very  im- 
portant issues  that  face  working  fami- 
lies today  on  the  issue  of  health  care. 
There  is  a  serious  problem  that  we  do 
have  today  that  working  families  face, 
two  particularly. 

First,  is  the  whole  issue  of  health  in- 
surance portability,  that  when  you 
leave  one  job  and  go  to  another,  what 
happens  to  your  health  care?  People 
find  themselves  in  that  position  today 
more  and  more  without  the  oppor- 
tunity of  having  the  kind  of  health 
care  coverage  they  need  in  switching 
jobs  that  is  good  for  them  or  for  their 
families. 

The  second  issue  that  is  very  critical 
and  important  is  the  limits  on  cov- 
erage for  individuals  who  have  a  pre- 
existing condition  where  insurance 
companies  will  deny  the  opportunity 
for  health  insurance  to  somebody  who 
has  a  preexisting  condition. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  a  preexisting 
condition;  I  am  a  cancer  survivor.  Ten 
years  ago  I  was  diagnosed  with  ovarian 
cancer.  Fortunately,  today  I  am  cancer 
free.  But  there  is  not  a  small  business 
or  some  business  who  wants  to  put  me 
in  their  insurance  pool  because  it 
drives  those  premiums  sky  high.  Or  if  I 
go  out  and  get  insurance  on  my  own,  it 
is  12  or  S14.000  a  year  to  cover  people 
who  are  cancer  survivors. 

These  are  serious  health  care  prob- 
lems. They  face  approximately  21  mil- 
lion Americans  in  this  Nation.  Too 
many  families,  working  families,  in  my 
district,  the  Third  District  in  Connecti- 
cut, pay  their  bills,  they  work  hard, 
they  play  by  the  rules,  and  they  do  live 
in  fear  of  losing  their  health  insurance 
if  they  change  their  jobs.  Too  many  of 
them  caimot  even  get  health  care  cov- 
erage because  of  this  preexisting  medi- 
cal condition.  This  is  not  only  bad 
health  care  policy,  it  is  wrong. 

We  have  an  opportunity  with  the 
Kennedy-Kassebaum  bill,  a  bipartisan 
bill  that  addresses  both  of  these  issues. 
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As  I  said,  this  is  a  first  step.  It  is  not 
all  that  we  want  to  accomplish  in 
health  care  reform,  but  it  is  a  way  in 
which  we  can  modestly  reform  the 
health  insurance  industry  to  meet  the 
needs  of  working  families. 

Sadly,  under  the  banner  of  reform 
with  this  bipartisan  bill,  the  congres- 
sional majority  and  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  today  took  the  floor  to  talk 
about  an  opportunity  for  health  care 
reform,  but  under  this  banner  of  reform 
what  we  have  seen  the  congressional 
majority  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
do  is  to  twist  this  opportunity,  and  in 
fact  what  would  result  would  hurt  con- 
sumers, and  it  would,  in  fact,  increase 
the  number  of  insured,  the  reason 
being  the  introduction  of  something 
called  a  medical  savings  account. 

Medical  savings  accounts  are  expen- 
sive, they  are  destructive,  and  they  are 
bad  health  care  policy.  They  encourage 
the  healthiest  and  the  wealthiest  indi- 
viduals to  opt  out  of  the  insurance 
pool.  They  allow  individuals  to  create 
private  accounts  to  pay  for  thefr  medi- 
cal expenses,  and  in  exchange  individ- 
uals get  a  bare  bones  catastrophic  in- 
surance plan  with  extremely  high 
deductibles.  It  is  shortsighted.  What  it 
does  by  people  opting  out,  the  healthi- 
est and  the  wealthiest  opting  out  of  the 
traditional  insurance  pool,  you  leave 
the  most  frail,  the  sickest  people  in 
that  pool,  thereby  driving  the  pre- 
miums up. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  will  tell  you  in  order 
for  the  insurance  companies  to  take 
care  of  these  more  sickly  i)eople.  that 
cost  goes  up,  and  I  am  going  to  quote 
you  a  group.  The  American  Academy  of 
Actuaries,  not  a  liberal  group.  These 
are  the  green  eye  shade  people  who 
look  very  carefully  at  the  cost  of  insur- 
ance. Their  estimate  is  that  the  proc- 
ess of  skimming,  getting  the  healthy 
out  of  this  system,  would  result  in  a 
possible  61  percent  increase  in  health 
care  premiums  for  those  who  remain  in 
traditional  plans.  If  rates  rise,  people 
will  no  longer  be  able  to  afford  insur- 
ance, and  you  thereby  increase  the 
number  of  uninsured  in  this  country, 
certainly  not  what  we  want  to  try  to 
do. 

Let  me  mention  another  group  to  my 
colleagues,  the  Consumers  Union. 
These  are  folks  who  produce  Consumer 
Reports;  you  know  when  you  go  to  look 
at  bujring  a  car,  an  appliance,  and  you 
take  their  word  for  what  is  happening, 
you  do  a  comparison  look.  This  is  what 
they  said  on  Wednesday  June  12:  No 
health  care  reform  this  year  is  better 
than  a  bill  with  the  Republican  MSA 
proposal  attached.  The  inclusion,  and  I 
quote,  of  the  Republican  MSA  proposal 
in  the  Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill  makes 
the  legislation  worse  than  a  wash  for 
consumers.  It  takes  us  backward  in  our 
efforts  to  make  health  insurance  acces- 
sible and  affordable. 

MSA's  are  a  time  bomb.  They  turn 
the  very  principle  of  insurance  on  its 


head.  Instead  of  pooling  resources  to 
take  care  of  people  when  they  get  sick. 
MSA's  funnel  money  away  from  doc- 
tors" bills  and  into  accounts  that  will 
help  healthy  people  accumulate 
wealth. 

Please,  understand  that  we  have  an 
opportunity  to  do  something  good  for 
working  families  and  health  care,  not 
through  what  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
wants  to  do  with  medical  savings  ac- 
counts. 


WHO  REALLY  SPEAKS  FOR  THE 
CHILDREN? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Fox 
of  Pennsylvania).  Under  a  previous 
order  of  the  House,  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Gutknecht]  is  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Mr.  Speaker,  when 
talking  about  children,  there  is  one 
significant  difference  between  Demo- 
crats and  Republicans.  Democrats  be- 
lieve it  takes  Washington  programs 
and  Washington  spending  and  Washing- 
ton bureaucrats  to  raise  a  child. 

Republicans  disagree.  After  30  years 
of  excessive  taxation,  after  30  years  of 
a  failed  welfaure  system,  after  30  years 
of  a  rapidly  failing  public  education 
system,  after  30  years  of  a  deteriorat- 
ing justice  system.  Republicans  have  a 
different  answer — in  just  three  words — 
two  responsible  parents.  That's  what  it 
takes  to  raise  a  child  successfully 
today— two  responsible  jjarents. 

We  should  not  be  asking  the  question 
"what  should  government  do  for  chil- 
dren." Instead,  our  question  should  be 
"What  must  we  do  to  get  parents  to  do 
more."  What  children  need  is  not  more 
Government  spending  but  a  mother  and 
a  father  who  care  about  them.  Ameri- 
cans have  correctly  lost  patience  with 
Washington,  but  they  have  not  lost 
their  compassion  for  the  children  and 
their  commitment  to  the  common 
good. 

When  talking  about  children.  Repub- 
licans begin  with  three  principles: 

First,  that  the  moral  health  of  a  na- 
tion is  no  less  important  than  its  eco- 
nomic or  military  strength.  That  fact 
is.  you  cannot  have  a  healthy  moral 
environment  to  raise  children  in  Amer- 
ica when  12-year-olds  are  having  ba- 
bies, 15-year-olds  are  killing  each 
other,  17-year-olds  are  dying  of  AIDS 
and  18-year-olds  are  graduating  with 
diplomas  they  cannot  read.  If  we  are  to 
restore  the  moral  health  of  America, 
this  behavior  has  got  to  stop. 

Second,  it  is  the  results,  not  the 
rhetoric,  that  counts.  Anyone  can 
sound  compassionate,  but  the  truly 
compassionate  are  those  that  go  out 
and  find  ways  to  make  the  lives  of  our 
children  more  happy  and  healthy,  and 

Third,  we  must  be  willing  to  face  our- 
selves in  the  mirror  and  be  honest  with 
the  American  people  about  the  failure 
of  the  Washington  welfare  system  to 
help  those  who  need  it  most.  It  is  our 


responsibility  as  elected  officials  to  ac- 
knowledge that  Washington  got  it 
wrong,  so  that  next  time  we  can  get  It 
right. 

We  have  created  a  welfare  trap  in 
this  country  that  literally  enslaves 
generations  of  Americans  on  Govern- 
ment assistance.  Our  welfare  system 
has  deprived  hope,  diminished  oppor- 
tunity, and  destroyed  the  lives  of  our 
precious  children. 

Just  look  at  our  inner  cities.  You'll 
meet  a  generation  fed  on  food  stamps 
but  starved  of  nurturing  and  hope. 
You'll  see  second  graders  who  don't 
know  their  ABC's;  fourth  graders  who 
cannot  add  or  subtract. 

Yet  every  year  Washington  spends 
more  money  on  more  prograjns  to  help 
more  people— expanding  the  welfare 
trap  from  one  community  to  another, 
from  one  family  to  another,  from  one 
child  to  another  from  one  generation 
to  another. 

The  Washington  bureaucracy  is  well 
intentioned.  but  what  the  Democrats 
don't  understand  is  that  raising  more 
taxes  to  hire  more  bureaucrats  to  ex- 
pand a  welfare  system  that  doesn't 
work  now  will  only  make  matters 
worse  later. 

And  welfare  isn't  the  only  problem 
facing  children.  Among  industrialized 
nations  at  the  start  of  this  decade,  we 
had  the  most  murders  the  worst 
schools  the  most  abortions  the  highest 
infant  mortality  the  most  illegitimacy 
the  most  one-parent  families  the  most 
children  in  jail  and  the  most  children 
on  goverment  aid.  We  were  first  only  in 
the  number  of  lawyers  and  lawsuits. 

A  Washington-based  social  policy 
does  not  help  children.  It  destroys 
them.  It  does  not  keep  families  to- 
gether. It  tears  them  apart.  Instead  of 
turning  urban  areas  of  America  into 
shining  cities  on  a  hill,  it  has  made 
them  into  war  zones  where  no  one 
dares  go  out  at  night  and  often  in  the 
day  as  well.  Instead  of  turning  schools 
into  bastions  of  knowledge  and  learn- 
ing it  has  served  as  an  employment 
agency  for  bureaucrats. 

Washington  politicians  drag  children 
to  Washington  to  hear  a  couple  of 
speeches  by  Washington  politicians  and 
Washington  lobbyists.  I  want  parents 
to  take  their  children  to  school  on 
weekdays  and  to  religious  services  on 
Sondays. 

Washington  politicians  talk  the  talk. 
We  need  to  do  the  work. 

And  that  work  begins  with  welfare. 
Let  me  state  this  clearly  so  there  is  no 
confusion.  We  have  spent  over  S5  tril- 
lion on  welfare  related  programs,  and 
yet  we  have  more  poverty,  more  crime, 
more  drug  addiction,  more  broken  fam- 
ilies, and  more  immoral  behavior.  The 
Washington  welfare  system  is  broken. 
The  Washington  welfare  system  does 
not  work.  The  Washington  welfare  sys- 
tem needs  to  be  shut  down.  We  need  to 
start  over.  Period. 

Right  now.  there  are  alternatives  to 
the   Washington   welfare   bureaucracy 


14324 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORI>— HOUSE 


June  18,  1996 


that  axe  less  expensive  and  work  better 
than  the  current  system.  Let  me  just 
mention  two. 

Why  does  Habitat  for  Humanity  work 
so  much  better  than  HUD?  Because 
Habitat  for  Humanity  first  requires  re- 
cipients to  leam  the  responsibility  of 
home  ownership,  then  requires  them  to 
build  a  home  for  someone  else,  and 
only  then  do  they  build  their  own 
home.  What  does  HUD  require?  Abso- 
lutely nothing.  Do  you  see  the  dif- 
ference? The  private  charity  requires 
something  of  the  individual.  The  Wash- 
ington bureaucracy  requires  only 
something  from  the  taxpayer. 

Why  does  Earning  for  Learning  work 
so  much  better  than  the  Washington 
Department  of  Education?  Earning  for 
Learning  pays  young  children  in  iimer 
cities  to  read  books.  The  more  books 
they  read,  the  more  money  they  make. 
They  gain  knowledge  and  learn  about 
positive  incentives.  Who  does  the 
Washington  Department  of  Education 
educate?  Absolutely  no  one.  Do  you  see 
the  difference?  The  Private  charity 
produces  results.  The  Washington  bu- 
reaucracy produces  rules,  regulations 
and  not  much  else. 

The  current  Washington-based  wel- 
fare system  demands  no  responsibility, 
no  work  ethic,  no  learning,  no  commit- 
ment, and  in  the  end,  no  pride.  What 
we  need  is  locally  based  solutions  that 
involve  local  citizens  working  with 
local  children  on  a  face-to-face,  person- 
to-person  basis. 

Spending  more  on  the  current  Wash- 
ington welfare  system  will  not  help 
children.  It's  time  we  take  away  the 
blindfold  and  accept  reality.  We  have 
to  rebuild  parents,  families,  and  com- 
munities, but  you  cannot  do  it  from 
high-rise  office  buildings  in  Washing- 
ton. It  has  to  be  done  at  home,  in 
school  and  on  Sunday. 

Changing  the  welfare  system  will 
help  children.  Encoursiging  families  to 
stay  together  will  help  children.  Put- 
ting welfare  recipients  back  to  work 
will  help  children.  Restoring  the  work 
ethic  will  help  children.  Improving  the 
quality  of  local  education  will  help 
children.  Encouraging  spirituality  will 
help  children. 

But  even  that  is  not  enough.  It's  time 
we  tackle  the  problem  of  American  cul- 
ture. We  have  grown  to  accept  pros- 
titution on  our  streets,  crime  in  our 
neighborhoods,  and  garbage  on  tele- 
vision and  in  movies.  This  compla- 
cency has  to  stop. 

And  so  the  question  for  America  is 
whether  we  move  into  the  future,  or  re- 
main in  the  past.  Do  we  demand  more 
from  parents,  or  do  we  leave  it  to 
Washington  to  solve  all  our  ills?  Do  we 
return  control  of  education  to  the  local 
community,  or  do  we  run  education 
from  a  Federal  department  in  Washing- 
ton? Do  we  change  the  welfare  system 
and  restore  hope  and  optimism  to  the 
next  generation,  or  do  we  continue  to 
accept  the  welfare  world  of  depend- 
ency, illegitimacy  and  despair? 


And  most  importantly,  do  we  make  a 
real  commitment  to  improve  the  lives 
of  children  across  the  country,  or  do  we 
use  children  as  political  pawns  in  the 
upcoming  election? 


D  1915 

MFN  AND  HUMAN  RIGHTS  IN 
CHINA 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Fox 
of  Pennsylvania).  Under  a  previous 
order  of  the  House,  the  gentlewoman 
from  California  [Ms.  Pelosi]  is  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  the 
Subcommittee  on  International  Oper- 
ations and  Human  Rights  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  International  Relations, 
under  the  leadership  of  the  chairman, 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey,  Chris- 
topher Smith,  held  a  hearing  on  most- 
favored-nation  status  for  China  and 
human  rights  in  China.  The  purpose  of 
the  hearing  was  to  take  a  measure  of 
whatever  progress  might  have  occurred 
in  China  since  our  last  review  of  most- 
favored-nation  status. 

Today,  many  distinguished  witnesses 
testified  to  who  will  give  you  docu- 
mentation on  the  worsening  state  of 
human  rights  in  China  and  Tibet.  I 
commend  them  for  their  ongoing  ef- 
forts to  shine  the  public  light  on  a  ter- 
rible situation,  for  their  continuing 
fight  to  assist  those  who  promote  free- 
dom and  basic  human  rights.  Their  ex- 
pertise and  in  some  cases  their  willing- 
ness to  expose  themselves,  their 
friends,  and  families  to  danger  in  order 
to  document  the  continuing  egregious 
violations  of  human  rights  in  China 
and  Tibet  is  inspiring  and  I  look  for- 
ward to  their  presentational 

It  is  important  to  note  for  the  record 
that  according  to  the  State  Depart- 
ment's own  Annual  Reports  on  Human 
Rights  Practices  for  1995,  as  well  as 
Amnesty  International,  Human  Rights 
Watch,  the  International  Campaign  for 
Tibet  and  other  reputable  independent 
human  rights  organizations,  repression 
in  China  and  Tibet  continues.  The 
State  Department's  own  report  docu- 
ments the  failure  of  constructive  en- 
gagement to  improve  human  rights  in 
China,  and  notes  that. 

The  experience  of  China  in  the  past  few 
years  demonstrates  that  while  economic 
growth,  trade,  and  social  mobility  create  an 
improved  standard  of  living,  they  cannot  by 
themselves  bring  about  greater  respect  for 
human  rights  in  the  absence  of  a  willingness 
by  political  authorities  to  abide  by  the  fun- 
damental international  norms. 

It  is  clear  that  as  the  Beijing  regime 
consolidates  its  power  by  increasing  its 
foreign  reserves  through  trade  and  the 
sale  of  weapons.  China's  authoritarian 
rulers  are  tightening  their  grip  on  free- 
dom of  speech,  religion,  press,  and 
thought  in  China  and  Tibet. 

Today  we  hear  comparatively  little 
about  those  fighting  for  freedom  in 
China  not  because  they  are  all  busy 


making  money,  but  because  they  have 
been  exiled,  imprisoned,  or  otherwise 
silenced  by  China's  Communist  leaders. 
According  to  the  State  Department's 
report,  "by  year's  end  almost  all  public 
dissent  against  the  central  authorities 
was  silenced."  We  cannot  allow  this  to 
continue.  If  they  are  not  allowed  to 
speak  out  for  themselves,  we  must 
speak  out  on  their  behalf.  We  cannot 
forget  the  indomitable  spirits  of  Wei 
Jingsheng,  Bao  Tong,  Chen  Zlming, 
Tong  Yl,  and  the  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  others,  known  and  tmknown,  who 
suffer  under  China's  repressive  regime. 

Our  great  country  is  ignoring  the 
plight  of  China's  pro-democracy  activ- 
ists. In  the  process,  we  are  not  only  un- 
dermining freedom  in  China,  but  we  are 
also  losing  our  ability  to  speak  out  for 
freedom  and  human  rights  throughout 
the  world. 

There  is  some  reason  for  hope.  I 
would  like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues  here  today  an  event  held 
in  San  Francisco  over  the  past  week- 
end. Over  20  rock  groups  and  other  mu- 
sical artists  participated  in  a  2  day  Ti- 
betan Freedom  concert  to  bring  atten- 
tion to  the  plight  of  the  people  of 
Tibet.  Organized  by  the  Mllarepa  Fund 
and  the  Beastie  Boys,  this  concert  was 
attended  by  over  100,000  young  people 
who  can  take  the  message  about  Tibet 
to  communities  across  this  Nation.  The 
energy  and  enthusiasm  of  the  concert 
participants  was  inspiring  and  dem- 
onstrates that  the  fight  for  basic 
human  rights  is  being  taken  up  by  the 
younger  generation.  The  participants 
in  the  concert,  like  the  pro-democracy 
activists  in  China,  are  the  future.  Our 
cause  will  utllmately  prevail,  but  we 
must  keep  up  the  fight. 

The  past  few  months  have  seen  China 
act  to  Intunidate  the  people  of  Taiwan 
in  their  democratic  elections,  diminish 
democratic  freedoms  in  Hong  Kong, 
crack  down  on  freedom  of  religion  by 
Christians  in  China  and  Buddhists  in 
Tibet,  and  smuggle  AK--47s  into  the 
United  States  via  its  state-run  compa- 
nies. 

The  MFN  vote  provides  us  with  the 
only  opportunity  to  demonstrate  our 
concern  about  United  States-China  re- 
lations and  our  determination  to  make 
trade  fairer,  the  political  climate  freer 
and  the  world  safer.  I  urge  our  col- 
leagues not  to  turn  their  backs  on 
these  important  principles. 


WE  MUST  REBUILD  AMERICA.  AND 
PUT  AMERICA  FIRST 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Wamp]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  WAMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  prob- 
ably a  minority  within  this  body,  not 
just  because  I  am  a  freshman,  but  be- 
cause I  did  not  come  to  Washington 
with  wealth  or  money,  to  speak  of.  I 
had  a  good  job.  I  have  a  nice  home.  I 
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have  a  loving  wife  and  two  small  chil- 
dren. I  have  a  lot  to  be  grateful  for. 
But  I  came  here  not  to  represent  Wall 
Street,  but  to  work  real  hard  for  Main 
Street.  I  came  here  to  look  after  the 
underdog,  the  little  guy.  the  working 
folks  in  this  country  that  right  now  I 
think  are  having  a  hard  time. 

I  am  not  talking  about  people  on 
minimum  wage.  That  is  3  percent  of 
the  work  force.  That  is  people  at  a 
starting  level,  just  coming  into  the 
work  force.  I  am  talking  specifically 
about  the  other  97  percent  of  the  work 
force  that  are  making  more  than  mini- 
mum wage.  They  are  also  having  a  very 
difficult  time  today. 

The  gentlewoman  from  Washington 
talked  about  the  special  interest 
groups,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  PAC  money, 
the  influence  these  lobbyists  actually 
have  in  Washington  now.  I  am  one  of 
the  very  few  Members  of  this  body  who 
do  not  take  any  of  their  money.  I  listen 
to  the  folks  back  in  Polk  County  and 
Meigs  County  and  small  counties  in 
east  Tennessee.  They  are  the  ones  that 
sent  me  here.  They  are  the  ones  I  take 
my  campaign  contributions  from.  They 
are  the  ones  I  listen  to. 

I  listen  to  small  business  people  real 
close  to  the  groiond,  and  I  think  they 
are  having  a  difficult  time.  They  are 
overtaxed,  they  are  overlitigated,  they 
are  overregulated.  I  think  of  small 
business  people  like  my  father,  who  in 
the  1950's  paid  less  than  10  percent  of 
every  dollar  he  made  to  the  Govern- 
ment, total:  Federal  Government, 
State  government,  locaJ  government 
combined,  less  than  10  cents  of  every 
dollar.  Today  that  obligation  in  this 
country  is  about  half  of  every  dollar  a 
man  or  woman  makes  goes  to  the  Gov- 
ernment. It  is  climbing  to  where,  when 
my  children  are  my  age,  it  is  going  to 
be  more  than  80  cents  of  every  dollar. 
How  much  can  we  pay  as  a  free  nation 
and  a  free  people  in  taxes? 

We  are  overlitigated:  too  many  law- 
suits in  America.  We  need  lawyers  in 
America,  but  we  do  not  need  this  many 
lawsuits.  We  do  not  need  so  many  law- 
suits. We  need  tort  reform,  clean  up 
the  legal  system,  make  it  quicker  and 
cleaner  if  you  have  a  dispute.  Frankly, 
we  have  too  many  lawyers  in  this  body. 
We  have  148  lawyers  in  Congress.  No 
wonder  the  laws  that  axe  passed  here 
help  lawyers  make  money.  We  have  too 
many  lawyers  in  Congress. 

We  are  overregulated.  Frankly,  a  lot 
of  our  businesses  axe  moving  overseas 
because  our  regulations  are  extreme. 
Because  of  the  new  Congress,  EPA  and 
OSHA  are  making  some  reforms  and 
going  in  the  right  direction.  There  has 
been  a  lot  of  screaming  and  yelling 
since  we  got  here,  this  new  Congress, 
but  the  fact  is  those  agencies  that  have 
been  screaming  and  yelling  axe  actu- 
ally making  the  reforms  that  we  have 
advocated. 

But  the  average  person  Is  losing 
ground.  Economic  Insecurity  I  think  is 


setting  in.  I  think  of  single  parents, 
single  moms  who  are  getting  up  in  the 
morning  and  getting  their  kids  ready, 
sending  them  off  to  day  care,  sending 
them  off  to  school  and  going  to  work, 
humping  it,  working  hard,  trying  to 
make  ends  meet,  just  to  keep  their 
head  above  water,  not  to  get  ahead, 
just  to  get  by.  I  think  of  parents  like 
myself  with  small  children  who  are 
having  a  tough  go  of  it,  people  in  their 
tMrties  who  are  accimiulating  debt 
that  frankly  they  do  not  know  how 
they  axe  going  to  pay.  I  think  of  people 
in  their  forties  and  fifties  with  strained 
family  budgets  right  now.  having  a  dif- 
ficult time  getting  by. 

Our  senior  citizens  axe  worried  right 
now  that  politicians  are  not  going  to 
do  the  right  thing  to  preserve  and  pro- 
tect Medicare.  They  are  worried  up 
here  that  they  are  not  going  to  keep  it 
intact,  and  we  are  trying  to  do  that, 
and  I  think  they  are  beginning  to  see 
through  the  smoke  and  mirrors  of  the 
people  who  are  opposing  the  necessary 
changes  to  Medicare. 

I  look  around  the  world,  Mr.  Speaker, 
and  I  see  nationalism  growing  in  other 
countries.  We  see  Israel.  In  elections 
there,  nationalism  wins.  We  look  at  the 
Soviet  Union,  nationalism  is  on  the 
rise.  What  about  our  country?  Where  is 
our  nationalism?  Where  is  our  sense  of 
country,  our  patriotism  today?  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  am  for  free  trade,  but  by 
George,  we  need  fkir  trade,  not  just 
free  trade.  We  are  losing  our  manufac- 
turing base  in  the  United  States  of 
America,  and  we  are  not  willing  to  stop 
and  say  that  we  need  to  renegotiate 
NAFTA.  We  need  to  stop.  It  is  not 
working.  It  is  costing  us  farming  jobs, 
it  is  costing  us  manufacturing  jobs  in 
appliance  manufacturing.  Our  textile 
industry  is  moving  overseas. 

The  gentlewoman  talks  about  China. 
Most-favored-natlon  status  should  not 
be  given  to  China.  They  axe  actually 
taking  our  intellectual  property.  They 
are  pirating  our  goods.  We  have  got  to 
look  at  our  country  and  look  after 
what  Is  best  for  America.  I  come  from 
the  Teddy  Roosevelt-Abraham  Lincoln 
school  of  Republicanism,  where  we 
have  to  preserve  American  jobs  first.  If 
this  country  is  going  to  be  the  world 
leader  that  it  has  to  be  as  the  only  su- 
perpower in  the  entire  world,  we  have 
to  rebuild  America  and  put  America 
first. 


D  1930 

HOUSE  URGED  TO  ISSUE  CON- 
TEMPT CITATIONS  CONCERNING 
TRAVELGATE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Mica]  is  rec- 
ognized for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  come  be- 
fore the  House  today  to  again  call  on 
the  Speaker  and  House  leadership  to 


bring  forward  the  contempt  citation 
against  Mr.  Qulnn,  legal  counsel  to  the 
President,  and  other  White  House  offi- 
cials who  have  been  Involved  in  keep- 
ing documents  relating  to  "Filegate" 
from  the  Congress  and  also  from  the 
Special  Counsel. 

I  serve  on  the  committee  charged 
with  the  jurisdiction  of  Investigations 
and  oversight.  It  is  the  House  Commit- 
tee on  Government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight. We  have  been  investigating  this 
matter  now  for  over  2  years.  We  have 
requested  files  for  over  2  years.  The 
pattern  of  evasiveness,  the  pattern  of 
deceit  by  the  White  House  in  keeping 
these  records  both  again  from  the  Con- 
gress, the  Special  Counsel,  and  our 
committee  is  abhorrent. 

Let  me  just  cite  from  our  report,  the 
contempt  proceedings  that  were  offered 
to  the  House,  some  of  the  facts  relating 
to  this  matter.  This  all  deals  with 
Travelgate  which  our  subcommittee 
was  Investigating. 

Weeks  after  the  firings  of  7  long-time 
White  House  Travel  Office  employees. 
President  William  J.  Clinton  staved  off 
a  congressional  inquiry  into  the  grow- 
ing controversy  by  committing  to 
House  Judiciary  Conunlttee  Chairman 
Jack  Brooks  on  July  13,  1993.  and  this 
is  what  the  President  said:  "You  can  be 
assured  that  the  Attorney  General  will 
have  the  administrations  full  coopera- 
tion in  Investigating  those  matters 
which  the  Department  wishes  to  re- 
view." 

No  mention  then  of  executive  privi- 
lege from  the  President  on  withholding 
documents  from  the  Investigators.  In 
fact  this  is  quite  unprecedented.  Even 
in  Irangate,  President  Reagan  offered 
all  materials  to  congressional  inves- 
tigators. This  is  almost  unprecedented, 
and  again  an  issue  that  does  not  deal 
with  foreign  policy  or  national  policy 
but  is  an  investigation  of  the  conduct 
within  the  White  House,  that  this  in- 
formation is  kept  from  us. 

This  is  what  the  President  said  in 
January  1996,  this  year.  He  stated, 
"We've  told  everybody  we're  in  the  co- 
operation business.  That's  what  we 
want  to  do.  We  want  to  get  this  over 
with." 

Yet  we  still  have  not,  as  of  this  day. 
gotten  one-third  of  the  documents  re- 
lating to  this  matter.  Let  me  read  real- 
ly the  essence  of  what  this  is  about, 
and  let  me  quote  fi*om  notes  from  a 
White  House  aide  that  we  obtained  just 
recently  this  year,  dated  May  27,  1993. 
This  is  the  date  of  the  document. 

White  House  Management  Review  au- 
thor Todd  Stern  wrote  this.  This  is  not 
the  Republicans,  this  is  a  White  House 
operative.  He  said:  "Problem  is  that  if 
we  do  any  kind  of  report  and  fail  to  ad- 
dress those  questions,  the  press  jumps 
on  you  wanting  to  know  answers:  while 
if  you  give  answers  that  aren't  fully 
honest,  e.g.,  nothing  re:  HRC" — ^E[illary 
Rodham  Clinton,  he  uses  the  Initials— 
"you    risk    hugely    compounding    the 
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problem  by  getting  caught  in  half- 
truths.  You  run  the  risk  of  turning  this 
into  a  cover-up." 

Now,  I  did  not  say  this.  Our  commit- 
tee did  not  say  this.  No  Republican 
said  this.  This  is  a  White  House  aide. 

We  see  why  they  have  kept  these  doc- 
uments from  us.  The  fact  is  that  two- 
thirds  of  the  documents  we  sought, 
were  sought  by  a  bipartisan  subpoena, 
have  been  withheld  from  the  Congress 
by  the  White  House. 

The  fact  is,  we  now  know  why  the 
White  House  has  stonewalled  the  Con- 
gress. The  fact  is,  the  White  House  in 
this  case  misused  the  IRS  and  the  FBI, 
the  chief  law  enforcement  agency  of 
this  Nation,  in  an  incredible  abuse  of 
power.  The  fact  is,  and  this  will  come 
out,  the  civil  rights,  the  privacy  rights, 
the  Hatch  Act,  all  of  these  laws  I  be- 
lieve we  will  find  have  been  violated. 
These  are  the  rights  and  the  privacy  of 
past  and  present  Federal  employees. 
One  of  the  most  egregious  violations  is 
that  they  obtained  the  files  of  three  of 
our  staff  directors  of  our  Investiga- 
tions, and  Oversight  Committee,  the 
one  on  which  I  serve. 

The  fact  is  that  more  than  2,000  pages 
of  documents  are  still  being  kept  from 
the  Congress,  from  the  media,  from  the 
Special  Counsel  relating  to  this  mat- 
ter. 

I  call  on  the  Speaker,  I  call  on  Chair- 
man CUNGER,  I  call  on  the  House  lead- 
ership to  bring  forward  to  the  floor  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  this  con- 
tempt citation.  We  must  vote  on  it. 
and  we  must  find  Mr.  Qulnn  and  offi- 
cials at  the  White  House  in  contempt 
of  Congress  for  their  actions  in  this 
matter. 


FIXING  MEDICARE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hoke],  is  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HOKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Medi- 
care trustees  have  just  issued  their  Jin- 
nual  report  and  the  news  in  that  report 
is  not  good.  Medicare  is  now  losing 
money  for  the  first  time  ever.  We  are 
actually  taking  in  less  than  we  are 
spending.  It  is  going  to  be  completely 
broke  by  2001,  according  to  the  trust- 
ees, unless  prompt,  effective,  and  deci- 
sive action  is  taken  to  control  costs. 

I  think  it  is  important,  Mr.  Speaker, 
to  understand  that  the  trustees  are  not 
a  partisan  group.  They  include  three 
members  of  the  Clinton  Cabinet.  Last 
year  those  trustees  projected  that 
Medicare  would  not  run  out  of  money 
until  2002.  This  year  they  are  saying 
that  under  the  middle  scenario,  be- 
cause the  way  that  they  do  their  pro- 
jections, they  have  to  come  up  with 
three  different  scenarios,  best  case, 
worst  case,  and  middle  case.  They  are 
saying  that  under  the  middle  scenario, 
it  is  going  to  run  out  of  money  in  2001 
and  that  under  the  worst  scenario  it 


could  be  1999  when  the  trust  fund  runs 
out  of  money. 

So  as  bad  as  the  news  is,  what  the 
American  people  need  to  know  is  that 
regardless  of  who  wins  in  November, 
Medicare's  financial  crisis  is  going  to 
be  solved,  because  letting  Medicare  go 
bankrupt  is  simply  not  an  option.  It  is 
not  an  option  for  the  responsible  legis- 
lators of  this  Congress  and  it  is  not  an 
option  that  ejcists  for  the  President  or 
anybody  who  is  elected  to  be  President. 

Both  Congress  and  the  White  House 
have  offered  plans  that  limit  the  rate 
of  growth  in  Medicare  spending  by 
strikingly  similar  amounts.  The  White 
House  would  increase  spending  7.2  per- 
cent annually.  Congress  would  increase 
spending  7.0  percent  annually.  To  put 
this  in  perspective,  bear  in  mind  that 
right  now  the  annual  growth  rate  in 
private  sector  health  care  spending  is 
less  than  3  percent  annually. 

What  I  have  just  said  will  no  doubt, 
Mr.  Speaker,  come  as  a  great  surprise 
to  those  who  already  have  suffered 
from  overexposure  to  the 

semihysterical,  patently,  false,  and  po- 
litically motivated  mantra  of  cuts, 
cuts.  cuts.  President  Clinton  himself 
put  it  well  when  he  said,  "When  you 
hear  all  this  business  about  cuts,  let 
me  caution  you  that  that  is  not  what  is 
going  on.  We  are  going  to  have  in- 
creases in  Medicare." 

While  the  sides  are  essentially  in 
agreement  with  respect  to  how  much 
to  restrict  the  rate  of  growth  in  Medi- 
care, or  how  much  to  let  it  grow — 7.0 
percent,  7.2  percent — in  fact  there  are 
very  significant  differences  as  to  how 
to  do  that. 

The  President  and  those  who  believe 
that  Washington  knows  best  are  com- 
mitted to  a  top-down,  bureaucratic  so- 
lution that  would  increase  the  Govern- 
ment's role  in  the  health  care  of  our 
seniors.  It  is  essentially  identical  to 
the  plan  that  Mrs.  Clinton  was  the 
chief  architect  of  in  1994  and  which  we 
defeated  in  this  House  in  1994.  That  is, 
a  plan  that  depends  almost  exclusively 
on  forcing  senior  citizens  into  managed 
care.  That  is  the  President's  notion  of 
the  way  to  get  control  of  the  Medicare 
crisis.  But  the  far  better  solution  is  to 
modernize  Medicare  and  give  seniors 
the  same  kinds  of  options,  including 
medical  savings  accounts,  that  are  now 
available  in  some  of  the  very  best  pri- 
vate sector  plans  while  preserving  their 
right  to  stay  with  traditional  Medicare 
if  that  is  what  they  choose. 

In  addition,  we  must  mount  the  first 
ever  attack  on  waste  and  fraud  and  the 
waste  and  fraud  that  has  helped  bring 
Medicare  to  the  very  brink  of  bank- 
ruptcy. I  remember  when  Bob 
Reischauer  was  still  the  director  of 
CBO,  he  testified  before  the  Budget 
Committee  that  I  serve  on.  He  stated 
very  clearly  that  somewhere  between 
15  and  20  percent  of  the  money  that  is 
spent  on  Medicare  goes  down  the  drain 
in  waste  and  fraud.  Think  about  that— 


20  percent  of  $180  billion  is  S36  billion 
hard-earned  taxpayer  dollars  thrown 
away. 

Unfortunately,  some  folks,  including 
politicians,  Washington  special-inter- 
est groups,  even  the  President  himself, 
have  indulged  their  partisan  ambitions 
by  intentionally  trying  to  scare  seniors 
into  believing  that  Congress  might  like 
their  Medicare  benefits  away  from 
them.  Helping  to  spread  that  poison 
are  the  big  labor  bosses  in  Washington 
who  have  spent  literally  millions  of 
dollars  confiscated  from  their  own 
rank-and-file  membership  on  advertise- 
ments pursuing  that  same  big  lie.  Yet 
when  you  cut  through  all  the  political 
grandstanding,  one  thing  becomes  crys- 
tal clear.  The  longer  a  Medicare  solu- 
tion is  put  off,  the  harder  and  more 
unplatatable  the  choices  become.  We 
need  all  sides  working  together  now. 
not  as  Republicans  and  as  Democrats 
but  as  Americans,  to  solve  this  prob- 
lem. 

So  the  next  time  that  you  hear  some- 
one attack  Congress  for  killing  Medi- 
care, £isk  them  to  show  you  their  plan 
to  save  it.  The  chances  are  they  will 
not  have  one.  That  is  because  they  are 
thinking  more  about  the  next  election 
than  they  are  about  the  next  genera- 
tion. 


HEALTH  CARE 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Salmon]  is  recognized  for  60  min- 
utes as  the  designee  of  the  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  SALMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  tonight  I 
would  like  to  talk  about  a  very  crucial 
issue  that  I  think  probably  most  of  us 
campaigned  on  the  last  election  cycle, 
the  issue  of  health  care  and  the  health 
care  dilemma  in  our  country. 

Most  estimate  that  there  are  prob- 
ably about  40  million  to  50  million 
Americans  out  there  that  have  a  lack 
of  health  insurance  to  take  care  of  the 
needs  of  their  family.  As  the  father  of 
4  children,  my  heart  goes  out  to  those 
people,  because  frankly  when  your 
child  is  sick,  there  is  nothing  in  the 
world  that  you  would  not  do,  nothing 
that  you  would  not  give  up  on  the  plan- 
et to  pursue  an  effective  remedy  for 
that  child's  health  malady.  Or  if  a  par- 
ent were  sick  or  a  wife  or  a  husband, 
you  would  give  up  everything  that  you 
had  to  pursue  the  most  state-of-the-art 
medical  technologies  available  to  try 
to  rescue  that  individual. 

I  have  some  friends  back  home  in  Ar- 
izona that  have  a  child  with  cystic  fi- 
brosis. Let  me  just  tell  a  little  about 
their  story.  They  are  both  self-em- 
ployed, have  had  health  insurance  for 
years  and  then  they  had  a  child  with  a 
serious  health  malady,  cystic  fibrosis.  I 
think  as  most  know,  cystic  fibrosis  is  a 
disorder  that  can  be  very,  very  debili- 
tating, requires  a  lot  of  medical  care,  a 
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lot  of  money  to  be  expended,  a  lot  of 
time,  love,  and  patience,  and  most  peo- 
ple with  cystic  fibrosis  do  not  live  past 
their  teenage  years.  If  you  have  a  child 
with  cystic  fibrosis  that  lives  on  into 
their  twenties,  you  count  yourself 
lucky  to  have  had  that  time  available 
to  spend  with  them. 

My  own  child.  Jacob,  when  he  was  a 
young  boy,  had  several  health  problems 
and  there  was  a  fear  that  he  might 
have  cystic  fibrosis.  They  did  a  little 
medical  test  on  him  and  they  deter- 
mined that  he  did  not  have  it,  but  I  re- 
member in  the  3  days  that  we  were 
waiting  for  that  diagnosis  to  come 
about  after  they  had  done  the  testing, 
I  remember  the  agony  that  we  went 
through,  the  fear  that  we  went  through 
as  parents  wondering  whether  or  not 
our  child  had  this  debilitating  illness. 
But,  then,  this  is  not  about  my  prob- 
lem, it  is  back  to  my  friends  in  Arizona 
and  their  child.  Because  after  their 
child  was  diagnosed  with  cystic  fibro- 
sis, their  insurance  rates  skyrocketed. 
In  fact,  they  went  up  about  5  or  6 
times.  The  premiums  went  up  exorbi- 
tantly. They  could  not  afford  it  any- 
more. And  so  they  had  to  drop  their  in- 
surance. 

The  answer  in  today's  society  under 
our  current  administrative  policies  and 
State  governments  and  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, at  least  in  the  State  of  Ari- 
zona, is  they  have  to  spend  down  all  of 
their  assets  to  qualify  for  Medicaid  so 
that  that  child  could  get  the  kind  of 
care  that  she  needed  to  preserve  her 
frail  young  life. 

D  1945 

That  is  not  right.  We  ought  to  be  ad- 
dressing the  issue  of  preexisting  condi- 
tions. We  ought  to  be  addressing  the 
issue  of  portability.  These  things  are 
not  just  campaign  slogans,  they  are 
not  rhetoric.  They  are  real-life  situa- 
tions with  people,  with  situations  that 
would  tug  at  your  heart  strings.  Most 
of  us  that  have  children  and  recognize 
again  that  you  would  do  anything  for  a 
child  that  was  in  harm's  way,  such  as 
this  child  is,  you  would  do  anything, 
you  would  give  up  everything.  There  is 
no  price  too  great  to  pay. 

But  why  should  they  have  to?  Should 
we  not  hear,  as  representatives  of  our 
Nation's  Government,  the  people  that 
sent  us  back  here  to  carve  solutions? 
Should  we  not  address  the  problem? 
Well,  about  57  days  ago,  the  House 
passed  a  measure,  a  health  care  reform 
bill  that  would  do  just  that.  It  ad- 
dressed the  issue  of  preexisting  condi- 
tions. For  those  people  that  are  not 
self-employed,  like  my  friends,  but 
they  work  for  a  larger  employer,  they 
are  not  necessarily  canceled  from  their 
insurance  but  they  are  job  locked. 
They  cannot  ever  change  or  go  into  a 
different  job  because  they  know  that  if 
they  have  to  get  another  job  that  the 
likelihood  that  the  insurance  company 
from  the  new  employer  will  pick  them 
up  is  slim  to  none. 


So  for  years  and  years  and  years, 
people  have  been  locked  into  these  jobs 
because  they  have  no  alternative  if 
they  want  that  kind  of  care  for  their 
little  one,  or  for  their  mom  and  dad.  or 
for  their  spouse,  or  whatever  the  case 
may  be.  But  we  passed  a  measure  that 
would  deal  with  that  57  days  ago.  but  it 
is  still  stuck  because  the  President  has 
an  aversion  to  one  of  the  components 
in  the  bill  that  he  says  he  cannot  sup- 
port. 

So.  thus,  it  has  been  held  hostage  for 
56,  57  days,  and  the  clock  keeps  ticking 
while  these  Americans  keep  waiting  for 
health  care  reform.  They  keep  waiting 
for  us  to  cross  partisan  boundaries  and 
be  Americans  first  and  do  what  is  right 
by  the  American  people,  and  it  lan- 
guishes because  the  President  cannot 
support  a  particular  component  which 
I  will  get  to  later. 

Mr.  Si)eaker,  up  to  25  million  Ameri- 
cans would  benefit  from  preexisting 
conditions  reform,  which  eliminates 
the  preexisting  conditions  exclusions 
for  people  with  prior  health  coverage. 
That  helps  America's  roughly  4  million 
job-locked  workers  by  freeing  them  to 
job  hunt  since  companies  will  be  re- 
quired by  law  to  accept  persons  who 
had  prior  health  insurance  coverage,  a 
very,  very  substantial  reform.  Instead 
of  making  these  changes  happen,  this 
President  holds  the  reform  package 
hostage. 

This  bill,  this  medical  reform  bill. 
also  establishes  a  fraud  and  abuse  hot- 
line and,  obviously,  I  think  most  of  us 
know  why  we  need  that.  There  are 
those  in  the  health  care  industry  that 
would  profit  off  of  human  misery  and 
suffering.  I  think  that  probably  the 
numbers  of  those  people  are  probably 
relatively  small,  but  just  like  any  as- 
pect of  our  society,  lawyers,  doctors, 
politicians,  teachers,  you  name  it,  you 
will  find  fraud  and  abuse  in  virtually 
every  aspect  of  our  society.  That  is  not 
to  say  all  people  are  rotten.  That  is  to 
say  that  fraud  and  abuse  are  two  bad 
by-products  of  our  society  and  things 
that  we  need  to  keep  a  lid  on. 

Most  of  us  see  the  problems  when  we 
go  to  the  hospital.  We  see  the  $10  aspi- 
rin and  we  see  the  wooden  throat  stick 
that  they  use  that  we  sire  charged  $15 
for,  and  we  know  that  there  is  a  major 
problem  where  we  have  been  in  for  sur- 
gery and  we  know  that  possibly  we 
have  been  charged  for  things  that 
never  happened  to  us  or  services  that 
were  never  rendered.  So  there  needs  to 
be  a  fraud  hotline  and  the  laws  need  to 
be  tightened  up,  and  this  bill  does  that, 
but  it  languishes.  We  cannot  get  by  the 
filibuster  rule  in  the  Senate  because 
the  President  holds  it  hostage  because 
there  are  things  in  it  that  he  says  that 
he  cannot  stomach. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  increases  access  and 
it  increases  affordability.  Our  plan 
fights  the  discrimination  that  has  been 
applied  to  small  business  for  years. 
Why  is  it  that  a  large  company  that 


employs  thousands  or  maybe  even  tens 
of  thousands  of  people,  why  is  it  that 
they  can  get  full  tax  deductibility  as  a 
legitimate  business  expense  for  health 
care  coverage  that  they  provide  to 
their  employees,  but  yet  a  small  em- 
ployer that  employs  50  or  fewer  or  100 
or  fewer,  why  is  it  that  they  do  not 
enjoy  the  same  kind  of  tax  favorability 
that  the  large,  big  corporations  do?  Is 
it  not  known  that  in  this  country  80 
percent  to  maybe  85  percent  of  all  of 
the  people  that  are  employed  in  this 
country  work  in  small  business?  Then 
we  scratch  our  heads  Jind  we  wonder 
aloud.  I  wonder  why  it  is  that  these 
small  businesses  are  not  providing 
health  care? 

Well,  when  you  have  a  discrimina- 
tory tax  policy  which  favors  the  big 
corporations  that  yield  the  tremendous 
profits  but  yet  you  won't  give  the  same 
kind  of  a  tax  break  to  small  businesses, 
you  understand  part  and  parcel  the  di- 
lemma and  the  problem  that  we  are 
now  faced  with  in  the  health  care 
arena.  Yet  our  bill  addresses  that  prob- 
lem. Right  now  they  only  enjoy  a  30 
percent  deduction,  and  that,  again, 
only  happened  after  the  Republicans 
took  Congress  a  year  and  a  half  ago. 

We  are  proposing  to  take  it  up  to  80 
percent.  We  would  like  to  take  it  to 
100.  but  the  President  has  a  problem 
with  that.  too.  He  does  not  want  the 
people  in  small  business  to  enjoy  the 
same  kind  of  tax  favorability  on  their 
health  care  deductions  as  the  large 
business  people  get.  and  yet  it  lan- 
guishes because  the  President  holds  it 
hostage. 

Seniors  and  the  terminally  ill.  two 
Contract  With  America  provisions,  are 
provided  in  our  plan.  The  first  allows 
tax  deductions  for  long-term  health 
care  needs,  such  as  nursing  homes  and 
home  care:  home  care,  something  that 
has  not  been  provided  ever  by  this 
body.  The  second  allows  terminally  ill 
patients  and  their  families  to  receive 
tax-free  accelerated  death  benefits 
from  their  insurance  companies.  These 
provisions  will  provide  greater  finan- 
cial security  to  families  struggling 
with  terminal  and  catastrophic  ill- 
nesses, but  yet  that  is  also  included  in 
our  health  care  reform  plan.  It  is  still 
languishing,  day  57.  It  is  held  hostage 
by  the  President. 

On  cutting  red  tape.  now.  how  many 
people  out  there  think  that  we  do  not 
need  to  cut  red  tape  when  it  comes  to 
the  health  care  bureaucracy?  I  think 
most  people  that  have  ever  dealt  with 
any  kind  of  health  care  provider  under- 
stand that  probably  40  percent  of  a  doc- 
tor or  hospital's  time  is  spent  pushing 
paper,  satisfying  regulations  of  a  State 
and  Federal  bureaucracy,  as  well  as  a 
big  insurance  company  bureaucracy, 
and  yet  our  plan  has  a  measure  that 
would  cut  through  this  red  tape.  In 
fact,  it  is  one  of  the  biggest  measures, 
and  this  is  the  one  that  we  want  to 
talk  aboac  tonight,  the  thing  that  the 
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President  is  so  adamantly  opposed  to, 
and  that  is  the  concept  of  medical  sav- 
ings accounts. 

He  would  tell  you  that  this  is  just  an- 
other way  that  we  are  rewsirdlng:  our 
rich  friends.  Well,  let  me  talk  to  you 
about  this  commonsense  solution,  and 
you  decide  for  yourselves  if  this  is 
something  that  would  help  people  or  it 
would  hurt  people.  The  concept  is  easy. 
It  is  like  an  IRA  fund  where  people  can 
set  aside  or  your  employer  can  set 
aside  for  you  pre-tax  dollars  with  no 
taxation  whatsoever,  and  it  would  be  in 
your  own  account  for  you  to  spend  on 
your  medical  needs.  Now,  coupled  with 
that,  the  employer,  or  if  the  individual 
purchases  the  medical  savings  account 
or  establishes  a  medical  savings  ac- 
count for  themselves,  would  then  also 
purchase  a  higher  deductible  policy. 
Let  us  say  they  have  in  their  medical 
savings  account  $2,000,  so  then  they 
would  purchase  a  policy  with  a  deduct- 
ible of  $2,000. 

Now,  the  actuaries  will  tell  you  and 
common  sense  will  also  tell  you  that 
the  higher  the  deductible,  the  lower 
the  premium  coverage.  So  for  pennies 
on  the  dollar,  you  can  get  a  policy  that 
covers  your  needs  but  has  a  higher  de- 
ductible. Then  you  pay  cash  out  of 
your  medical  savings  account  when 
you  go  to  see  whatever  provider  you 
want  to  see,  whether  that  is  a  DO,  or  a 
chiropractor,  or  a  naturopath  or  your 
own  allopathic  physician,  your  gyne- 
cologist, your  OB/GYN,  your  ortho- 
pedic doctor,  whatever  health  care  pro- 
vider you  choose  for  yourself  to  meet 
your  needs,  and  not  have  some  bureau- 
crat dictate  to  you  what  your  needs  are 
and  how  your  needs  should  be  resolved 
or  addressed,  you  decide.  It  puts  ulti- 
mate freedom  in  the  hands  of  the  pa- 
tient, and  it  puts  it  back  to  the  free 
market  solution  that  has  worked  so 
well  for  other  aspects  of  our  economy. 

Let  me  tell  you  some  of  the  reasons 
that  medical  savings  account  will 
work.  When  you  are  spending  your  own 
money,  you  are  a  little  bit  more  cost 
conscious  and  probably  a  little  bit  bet- 
ter at  detecting  fraud  and  abuse  than 
some  of  these  big  bureaucracies  are. 
When  you  spend  your  own  cash,  you  are 
going  to  be  very  firugal  and  you  are 
going  to  be  very  cost  conscious  and  you 
are  going  to  shop  around  and  get  the 
best  deal  you  can. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  illustrate  from 
my  life.  When  our  last  child  was  bom, 
Matthew,  the  cost  paid  for  his  delivery 
by  my  insurance  company  to  the  hos- 
pital and  the  doctor  was  S3,500.  Two 
months  later,  my  sister-in-law  had  a 
baby,  but  she  did  not  have  insurance, 
so  she  paid  cash,  Sl,500;  S2,000  difference 
by  paying  cash.  The  same  thing  will 
happen  for  all  individuals  out  there,  we 
who  are  able  to  shop  around  and  get 
the  best  deal  they  possibly  can. 

Also,  when  you  do  not  have  to  worry 
about  going  through  this  big  mon- 
strous bureaucracy,  be  it  an  insurance 


bureaucracy  or  be  it  a  Federal,  local  or 
State  bureaucracy,  you  do  not  have  all 
the  paperwork  to  go  through.  So  obvi- 
ously you  are  going  to  get  a  better 
price,  and  the  cost  will  come  down.  It 
puts  ultimate  freedom  in  the  patient's 
hand.  It  cuts  costs. 

At  the  end  of  the  year,  the  other 
wonderful  thing  is  that  what  you  do 
you  spend  is  yours.  It  does  not  revert 
to  some  insurance  company's  profits 
bottom  line,  and  it  does  not  go  back  to 
some  wasteful  bureaucracy  in  Washing- 
ton, DC.  It  is  your  money  to  do  with  as 
you  need  to  do.  If  you  spent  it  on  some- 
thing other  than  health  coverage,  it 
will  be  taxed  at  the  normal  rate.  But  if 
you  decide  to  roll  it  over  the  next  year 
to  grow  the  value  of  your  medical  sav- 
ings account,  then  there  is  no  taxation 
whatsoever.  And  a  relatively  healthy 
person  of  my  age  that  started  a  medi- 
cal savings  account,  kept  rolling  it 
over  and  did  not  have  any  serious 
health  concerns  to  pay  out  of  the  medi- 
cal savings  account  would  be  able  to 
have  a  real  healthy  nest  egg  by  the 
time  they  retire  to  deal  with  their  own 
long-term  care. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  wonderful  plan. 
I  cannot  understand  why  the  President 
would  hold  it  hostage.  He  says  that  it 
is  a  benefit  to  the  rich  people.  Well, 
conmion  sense  would  tell  you  again 
that,  if  you  gave  a  medical  savings  ac- 
count to  some  individual,  they  would 
be  able  to  make  just  as  smart  decisions 
as  a  rich  person  could  if  they  did  not 
have  money. 

Conmion  sense  would  also  tell  you 
that,  when  a  person  gets  first-dollar 
coverage  right  out  of  their  medical 
savings  account  provided  to  them  by 
their  employer  in  lieu  of  the  tradi- 
tional kind  of  health  care  coverage  or 
forcing  people  into  manaiged  care,  and 
giving  them  the  ultimate  freedom,  that 
these  individuals  can  make  good  deci- 
sions for  themselves. 

The  real  answer  for  why  I  think  some 
of  the  liberal  people  hate  medical  sav- 
ings accounts  is  that  they  fundamen- 
tally believe  that  people,  that  the 
American  people  are  too  stupid  to  take 
care  of  their  own  health  care  needs, 
and  they  have  more  faith  in  bureau- 
crats and  bureaucratic  systems  than 
they  do  a  father  or  a  mother  taking 
care  of  the  health  care  needs  of  their 
child,  or  a  spouse  taking  care  of  the 
health  care  needs  of  his  or  her  spouse. 

Well,  we  Republicans  in  Congress 
have  a  different  idea.  We  aigree  with 
our  Founding  Fathers  that  the  free 
market  system  indeed  works.  It  works 
in  the  sale  of  cars.  It  works  in  the  sale 
of  food.  It  works  in  the  sale  of  com- 
modities. It  also  works  in  health  care. 
It  keeps  everybody  honest.  It  gets  back 
to  the  idea  that  people  are  in  charge, 
not  bureaucrats.  People  are  in  charge 
of  their  health  care  destiny,  and  they 
can  best  determine  what  their  needs 
are. 

Let  me  read  just  real  quickly  a  cou- 
ple of  letters  that  were  written  that 


show  the  real  hypocrisy  in  this  debate. 
One  is  dated  September  8,  1992,  and  it 
says:  dear  colleague,  and  it  was  sent  to 
all  the  colleagues  in  the  Senate  at  the 
time: 

The  United  States  is  faced  with  a  crisis  In 
health  care  on  two  fronts:  access  and  cost 
control.  So  far  most  of  the  proposals  before 
Congress  attempt  to  deal  with  access  but  do 
not  adequately  address  the  more  Important 
factor,  cost  control.  We  have  introduced  leg- 
islation that  will  begin  to  get  medical  spend- 
ing under  control  by  giving  individual  con- 
sumers a  larger  stake  In  spending  decisions. 

I  do  not  need  to  keep  reading  the  let- 
ter. I  think  you  get  the  gist  of  it.  But 
later  on  it  says,  in  order  to  protect  em- 
ployees and  their  families  from  cata- 
strophic health  care  expenses  above  the 
amount  in  medical  care  savings  ac- 
counts, an  employer  could  be  required 
to  purchase  a  high  deductible  cata- 
strophic insurance  policy,  exactly  the 
plan  we  are  offering.  In  fact  this  is 
probably  one  of  the  most  ringing  en- 
dorsements for  the  concept  of  medical 
savings  accounts  coupled  with  the  cat- 
astrophic care  policy  as  I  have  ever 
seen  or  heard  of. 

Do  you  know  who  signed  this  ringing 
endorsement  of  medical  savings  ac- 
count? Senators  Tom  Daschle,  of  all 
people,  and  John  Breaux,  two  of  the 
voices  now  that  are  echoing  the  Presi- 
dent's concerns  that  this  is  only  again 
tax  breaks  for  the  rich  or  medical  care 
for  the  rich.  Back  then  in  1992,  when 
they  were  in  control  and  when  they 
were  trying  to  approach  it  from  a  bi- 
partisan instead  of  an  extremely  par- 
tisan approach,  they  said  that  medical 
savings  accounts  was  an  idea  whose 
time  had  come  and  one  of  the  best 
ways  to  control  costs  and  provide  ulti- 
mate freedom  to  people  to  make  the 
health  care  decisions  for  their  lives. 
But,  oh,  what  a  difference  a  day  makes. 
Just  a  few  years  later  right  in  the  heat 
of  a  campaign  for  the  Presidency,  now 
they  are  taking  the  President's  side 
and  they  are  opposing  medical  savings 
accounts. 

Mr.  Speaker,  could  it  be  that  they  do 
not  want  the  Republican  Congress  to 
get  credit  for  such  a  wonderful  idea  and 
so  they  want  to  stall  it  for  that  reason? 
Or  could  it  be  that  some  of  the  man- 
aged care  institutions  who  have  lobbied 
them  so  hard  because  they  fear  that 
they  will  substantially  lose  market 
share  when  we  do  not  force  people  into 
managed  care  have  lobbied  them  so 
hard  and  heavy  that  they  are  afraid  of 
losing  those  friends  who  have  helped 
them  get  into  office? 

D  2000 

One  last  letter  I  would  like  to  read  to 
you  and  then  I  am  going  to  yield  the 
balance  of  my  time  to  the  distin- 
guished majority  whip  in  the  House  of 
Representatives.  Just  so  you  know  that 
this  is  not  a  Republican  approach,  this 
is  an  idea  whose  time  has  come. 

By  the  way,  there  are  about  25,000 
companies  out  there  who  are  offering 
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medical  savings  accounts  to  their  em- 
ployees with  phenomenal  success.  In 
fact,  almost  every  one  of  them,  to  the 
company,  have  realized  a  decrease  in 
their  health  care  costs,  happier  and 
healthier  employees  controlling  their 
own  health  care  destiny  and  not  having 
it  mandated  to  them  from  either  assur- 
ance bureaucracy  or  a  Federal  or  State 
bureaucracy. 

Who  else  has  realized  this?  There  are 
some,  I  think,  very,  very  reasonable 
folks  on  the  other  side  who  have  recog- 
nized this  is  the  way  it  goes.  This  is  a 
letter  to  President  Clinton. 

Dear  President  Clinton:  As  original  co- 
sponsors  of  medical  savings  account  legisla- 
tion In  the  House  of  Representatives,  we 
urge  your  review  of  and  your  public  support 
for  this  wonderfully  Innovative  Idea. 

The  recent  vote  on  the  House  Republican 
plan  should  not  be  used  to  Judge  the  Demo- 
cratic Party's  position  on  medical  savings 
accounts.  As  you  know,  medical  savings  ac- 
counts have  been  a  major  plank  In  Congress- 
man TORRiCELLi's  health  care  platform  in  his 
Senate  race. 

We  cannot  think  of  a  more  Democratic 
idea  than  MSA's.  In  fact,  it  was  originally 
our  idea.  We  want  Democrats  to  get  credit 
for  it.  In  the  Senate.  Democrats  JOHK 
Breaux,  Tom  Daschle.  Sam  Nunn,  and  David 
BOREK  initiated  the  idea,  an  idea  they  are 
now  saying  is  such  a  rotten  terrible  idea. 

DICK  Gephardt  included  MSA's  In  the 
House  Democratic  Leadership  bill  In  1994, 
just  2  short  years  ago.  It  was  a  great  idea  to 
Dick  Gephardt. 

There  were  28  House  Democrats  who  co- 
sponsored  our  initial  MSA  legislation.  There 
are  currently  three  Democratic  U.S.  Senate 
candidates  who  have  supported  MSA  legisla- 
tion. 

You  also  should  know  that  the  current 
contract  of  the  United  Mine  Workers  pro- 
vides Its  members  with  MSA's.  We  do  not  be- 
lieve the  UMW  qualifies  as  healthier  and 
wealthier  than  the  general  population — a 
charge  leveled  by  uninformed  MSA  oppo- 
nents. 

I  could  go  on.  Again,  they  are  extol- 
ling the  virtues  of  medical  savings  ac- 
counts. It  is  an  idea  whose  time  has 
come.  Let  us  stop  holding  health  care. 
Innovative,  life  saving  health  care  re- 
form, hostage,  because  we  owe  some 
special  interest  a  favor  or  because  we 
do  not  want  Republicans  to  get  credit 
for  a  wonderful  idea  whose  time  has 
come.  Let  us  do  the  right  thing  by  the 
American  people. 

President  Clinton,  I  urge  you,  with 
every  fiber  of  my  being,  to  sign  this 
into  law,  to  stop  holding  this  legisla- 
tion hostage.  If  you  really  feel  our 
pain,  Jis  I  know  you  say  you  do,  then 
realize  that  there  are  millions  of  peo- 
ple out  there  who  would  benefit  dra- 
matically. My  friends  back  in  Arizona 
who  have  the  child  with  cystic  fibrosis, 
they  are  counting  on  you.  President 
Clinton,  to  not  only  talk  the  talk,  but 
to  begin  to  walk  the  walk. 


REPUBLICAN  ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 


12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Delay]  is  recognized  for  38  minutes  as 
a  designee  of  the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  Delay.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Salmon] 
for  his  wonderful  words,  trying  to 
straighten  out  exactly  what  is  going  on 
in  this  Congress,  and  particularly  as  it 
pertains  to  all  the  political  rhetoric 
that  gets  thrown  around  out  here. 

Peoples  memories  seem  to  be  rather 
short  when  it  comes  to  remembering, 
one.  that  six  Senators,  six  Democrat 
Senators  on  the  Senate  side  cam- 
paigned on  the  notion  that  they  want- 
ed a  balanced  budget  amendment  to 
the  Constitution,  and  yet  they  are  the 
very  ones  who  stopped  us  from  being 
able  to  pass  that  amendment  to  the 
Constitution  and  send  it  to  the  States. 

The  gentleman  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Salmon]  wais  very  eloquent  in  pointing 
out  the  fact  that  leaders  of  both  the 
House  and  the  Senate  supported  medi- 
cal savings  accounts  when  they  con- 
trolled the  House,  but  when  it  came 
time  to  actually  vote  for  them  and 
work  for  them  and  awitually  put  them 
into  plaice,  they  were  nowhere  to  be 
found  and  in  fact  worked  very  hard 
against  it. 

The  same  thing  happened  last  week. 
Last  week  the  House  Democrat  leader- 
ship issued  a  report  regarding  the  ef- 
forts of  the  Republican  Congress  to 
bring  change  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. Now,  not  surprising,  the  Demo- 
crats had  very  few  kind  words  to  say 
about  the  Republican  Congress.  Com- 
ing from  the  guardians  of  gridlock,  the 
masters  of  disaster,  the  stalwarts  of 
the  status  quo,  their  words  of  dis- 
approval should  be  seen  by  the  Amer- 
ican people  as  affirmation  of  all  of  our 
efforts  over  the  last  16  months. 

To  the  Democrat  leadership,  any 
change  that  makes  the  Government 
work  better,  that  brings  power  back  to 
the  people,  that  cuts  wasteful  Washing- 
ton spending,  is  mean  and  extreme.  But 
my  colleagues,  who  is  the  extremist? 
The  one  who  fights  to  change  Washing- 
ton, or  the  one  who  battles  that 
change?  Let  us  go  through  10  legisla- 
tive issues,  just  10  issues,  that  the  Con- 
gress considered  this  last  year  to  find 
out  who  really  is  extreme. 

First,  a  balanced  budget.  Now,  do  you 
support  a  balanced  budgec  aunendment 
to  the  Constitution?  Should  the  Con- 
gress actually  balance  the  Nation's 
books  like  families  are  forced  to  bal- 
ance their  own  books? 

Eighty-three  percent  of  the  American 
people  support  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  to  the  Constitution.  The 
Democrat  Congress,  the  103d  Congress, 
failed  to  pass  a  balanced  budget  and  re- 
jected a  balanced  budget  amendment 
to  the  Constitution.  But  in  the  Repub- 
lican Congress,  the  House  passed  a  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution. It  also  passed  a  budget  which 
balanced  in  7  years,  without  raising 
taxes,  the  first  balanced  budget  in  a 
generation. 


Second,  taxes.  Do  you  think  the 
American  people  should  be  taxed  more, 
like  many  Democrats  think,  or  do  you 
feel  that  cutting  taxes  is  the  right 
thing  to  do.  both  fiscally  and  morally, 
like  many  Republicans  believe?  Do  you 
get  tired  of  giving  more  and  more  of 
your  money  to  Washington,  or  do  you 
think  that  you  need  to  give  more  of 
your  fair  share? 

Two  out  of  every  three  Americans 
think  they  pay  too  much  in  taxes.  The 
Democrat  Congress.  I  might  point  out 
on  this  chart,  the  Democrat  Congress 
increased  taxes  by  $241  billion,  the 
largest  tax  increase  in  history.  But  the 
Republican  Congress  cut  taxes  by  $223 
billion,  tax  cuts  that  would  have  given 
families  needed  relief  and  would  have 
spurred  economic  growth. 

Sadly,  the  President  vetoed  these  tax 
cuts.  Just  look:  These  are  the  facts. 
Under  Clinton  s  tax  increases,  they  im- 
posed in  1994  $115  billion  on  the  so- 
called  rich.  To  them  the  rich  is  anyone 
that  makes  over  $90,000. 

Gasoline  tax.  they  put  a  gasoline  tax 
on  the  so-called  rich.  $4.3  cents  a  gal- 
lon, that  amounted  to  $31  billion.  They 
raised  the  Medicare  payroll  tax  by  $29 
billion.  They  raised  the  Social  Security 
benefit  tax.  They  taxed  senior  citizens 
in  this  country  by  $25  billion.  They  put 
a  tax  on  corporate  and  business  by  $32 
billion.  They  did  expand  the  EITC  that 
saved  $2  billion,  and  then  raised  an- 
other $11  billion,  for  a  total  of  $240  bil- 
lion. 

Now,  that  did  the  Republican  Con- 
gress do,  that  was  vetoed  by  the  Presi- 
dent? We  cut  taxes  on  30  percent  health 
insurance  deduction  by  $5  billion.  We 
raised  the  earnings  limit  test.  The 
earnings  limit  is  where  when  senior 
citizens  make  over  $11,520,  then  they 
are  penalized  by  higher  taxes.  We 
raised  that  limit  to  $30,000,  and  we 
hope  next  year  to  repeal  it  altogether. 
That  saved  senior  citizens  $6  billion. 

We  had  a  $600  per  child  tax  credit, 
that  was  $150  billion,  vetoed  by  the 
President.  We  had  a  medical  savings 
account  that  saved  $2  billion,  vetoed  by 
the  President.  We  had  a  capital  gains 
tax  cut.  Now,  this  is  the  so-called  tax 
cut  for  the  rich.  But  you  tell  a  small 
farmer  that  just  sold  their  farm,  or  you 
tell  your  parents  who  are  trying  to  sell 
their  house  in  order  to  take  care  of 
themselves  in  their  retirement  years, 
they  have  to  pay  huge  capital  gains 
taxes.  We  cut  it  by  $35  billion.  Vetoed 
by  the  President. 

We  expanded  the  use  of  investment 
retirement  accoimts  by  $12  billion,  ve- 
toed by  the  President.  We  even  gave  es- 
tate tax  relief,  that  is  inheritance  tax 
relief,  so  you  could  pass  on  what  you 
worked  for  all  yoiu  life  to  your  chil- 
dren, we  cut  it  by  $12  billion,  vetoed  by 
the  President.  This  comes  to  a  total 
tax  cut  package  of  $223  billion. 

The  third  issue  is  wasteful  Washing- 
ton spending.  Do  you  think  we  need 
more    wasteful    Washington    spending 
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programs?  Or  do  you  think  that  Wash- 
ington should  spend  less  of  your  hard- 
earned  money? 

Do  you  support  questionable  Wash- 
inirton  spending  on  pork-barrel  projects 
inserted  by  Washington  insiders?  Well, 
71  percent  of  the  American  people  sup- 
port reducing  funding  for  all  Govern- 
ment agencies. 

The  Democrat  Congress.  I  might  say. 
on  Government  spending  and  under  the 
line-item  veto,  the  Democrat  Congress 
passed  spending  bills  that  increased 
spending  by  58  billion.  It  also  tried  to 
pass  a  pork-laden  spending  package, 
which  they  mistakenly  named  an  eco- 
nomic stimulus  package,  a  package 
that  paid  for  efficient  atlases  or  build- 
ing swimming  pools,  to  the  tune  of  S3.2 
billion.  Have  you  ever  heard  of  mid- 
night basketball?  That  was  in  their 
stimulus  package,  they  also  gave  the 
IRS  $148  million  more  to  get  involved 
in  your  personal  life.  They  even  gave 
$800,000  to  Whitewater  canoeing  teams. 

The  Republican  Congress  though,  the 
Republican  Congress  cut  $43  billion  in 
real  wasteful  Washington  spending. 
The  Republican  Congress  also  passed  a 
line-item  veto  to  get  rid  of  these  pork- 
barrel  spending  projects,  which  the 
President  did  sign  into  law.  We  give 
him  credit  for  that. 

The  next  President  of  the  United 
States,  starting  in  January  of  next 
year,  will  be  able  to  use  for  the  first 
time  in  the  history  of  the  United 
States,  the  line-item  veto. 

The  fourth  issue  is  Congressional  re- 
form. Are  you  concerned  that  the  Con- 
gress is  out  of  touch,  that  special  inter- 
ests and  lobbsrlsts  have  too  much  power 
over  what  happens  in  Washington,  that 
Members  of  Congress  should  live  under 
the  same  laws  as  everyone  else? 

Ninety-two  percent  of  the  American 
people  are  concerned  that  special  inter- 
.  ests  and  lobbyists  have  too  much  power 
over  what  happens  in  Congress. 

The  Democrat  Congress  failed  to  pass 
any,  any.  Congressional  reform.  They 
failed  to  pass  a  law  that  required  Con- 
gress to  live  under  the  laws  it  passes  on 
everyone  else.  It  also  failed  to  pass  any 
reform  regarding  ethics  or  lobbyist  in- 
fluence. 

The  Republican  Congress  succeeded 
in  passing  all  kinds  of  reforms.  It 
passed  a  Congressional  compliance  law, 
making  it  certain  that  Members  of 
Congress  live  under  the  laws  it  passes 
on  everyone  else.  I  guarantee  you. 
Members  of  Congress'  eyes  are  growing 
bigger  and  bigger  when  they  have  the 
notion  of  an  OSHA  Inspector  coming  in 
and  inspecting  their  offices,  they  get 
an  EOC  complaint  filed  against  them, 
or  many  other  ways.  Right  now  we 
have  labor  unions  on  the  Hill  trjring  to 
organize  our  employees.  It  has  a  lot  of 
Members  thinking  about  living  in  the 
real  world,  and  it  has  changed  their 
thinking  about  what  this  body  does  in 
imposing  regulations  on  the  rest  of  the 
country. 


We  also  ban  the  gifts  that  Members 
can  accept  from  lobbyists  and  require 
greater  disclosure  of  lobbyist  activi- 
ties. We  cut  our  committee  staff  by 
one-third.  We  eliminated  ghost  voting. 
Now.  in  committee,  in  order  for  a  Mem- 
ber's vote  to  count  he  has  got  to  be  sit- 
ting in  that  chair  and  raise  his  hand 
and  vote.  No  more  ghost  voting. 

We  have  gone  on  and  on  with  all 
kinds  of  reforms  and  opening  this 
House  up  and  giving  it  back  to  the  peo- 
ple. These  are  real  reforms  desired  by 
the  American  people. 

The  fifth  legislative  issue,  welfare  re- 
form. Now,  do  you  support  a  complete 
overhaul  of  the  welfare  system?  Should 
we  create  a  system  where  able-bodied 
Americans  must  work?  That  ends  the 
cycle  of  dependency  and  despair?  That 
limits  the  time  people  can  spend  col- 
lecting welfare  without  working? 

Well,  71  percent  of  the  American  peo- 
ple support  a  mandatory  2-year  cutoff 
for  welfare  without  work.  The  Demo- 
crat Congress  under  welfare  reform 
produced  nothing,  nothing,  to  end  wel- 
fare as  we  know  it.  Not  one  proposal  in 
the  103d  Democrat  Congress  even 
passed  out  of  the  full  committee.  And 
this  is  when  they  controlled  both 
houses  and  they  had  the  President  of 
the  United  States  at  the  other  end  of 
Pennsylvania  Avenue,  who  promised 
the  American  people  in  1992  that  he 
would  end  welfare  as  we  know  it. 

D  2015 

Not  one  proposal  got  out  of  a  full 
committee.  But  the  Republican  Con- 
gress produced  far-reaching  welfare  re- 
form that  placed  time  limits,  work  re- 
quirements, and  other  incentives  that 
give  poor  people  a  hand  up,  not  a  hand- 
out. 

The  President  vetoed  this  plan  twice. 
Now,  we  are  going  to  send  it  to  him 
again.  Maybe  he  will  wake  up  and 
honor  his  promises  and  will  not  veto  it, 
because  we  are  going  to  send  him  an- 
other welfare  reform  package. 

The  sixth  legislative  issue:  Health 
care  reform.  Now,  do  you  think  we 
need  government-run  health  care, 
where  your  family's  health  care  deci- 
sions are  made  by  bureaucrats  based  in 
Washington?  Or  should  we  have  com- 
monsense  health  care  reform  that  al- 
lows families  to  make  their  own  health 
care  decisions,  allows  people  who 
change  jobs  to  take  their  health  care 
with  them,  and  weeds  out  waste,  fraud, 
and  abuse  from  the  health  care  system? 

The  gentleman  from  Arizona,  who 
spoke  right  before  me.  laid  this  out 
perfectly  and  eloquently.  By  the  time 
the  Democrat  Congress  gave  up  on  the 
Clinton  health  care  plan,  a  majority  of 
Americans  thought  it  would  hurt 
health  care  quality  and  drive  up  health 
care  costs.  The  Democrat  Congress 
tried  but  failed  to  pass  out  of  either 
House  the  President's  huge  govern- 
ment-run health  care  proposal. 

The  Republican  Congress  has  passed 
a  health  care  reform  which  will  guar- 


antee portability  with  no  preexisting 
conditions.  It  creates  medical  savings 
accounts,  it  cuts  down  on  frivolous 
lawsuits,  and  cuts  out  waste,  fraud,  and 
abuse  in  the  health  care  system.  We  ex- 
pect this  measure  to  get  to  the  Presi- 
dent's desk  in  the  next  few  days  and  we 
hope  the  President  will  sign  it. 

Part  of  the  health  care  debate  in- 
cludes saving  Medicare.  Do  you  think 
that  Congress  should  take  responsible 
steps  to  rescue  Medicare  for  the  next 
generation,  or  do  you  prefer  that  the 
Congress  put  off  until  later  any  com- 
monsense  changes  to  the  Medicare  sys- 
tem, despite  the  overwhelming  evi- 
dence that  the  system  is  going  broke 
faster  than  previously  anticipated? 
Should  Congress  pass  Medicare  reforms 
that  will  weed  out  waste,  fraud,  and 
abuse,  as  the  Republicans  want;  or 
should  it  increase  payroll  taxes  on 
working  Americans  to  keep  the  current 
system  in  place,  as  the  Democrats  pre- 
fer? 

The  Medicare  trustees,  which  include 
members  of  the  President's  own  Cabi- 
net, have  concluded  that  Medicare  is 
going  broke  faster  than  previously  an- 
ticipated. 

The  Democrat  Congress  failed  to 
enact  any  of  these  reforms  of  the  Medi- 
care system  that  will  save  it  for  the 
next  generation,  but  the  Republican 
Congress,  this  Congress,  passed  Medi- 
care reforms  which  will  maintain  a 
growth  rate  of  7.2  percent  in  the  pro- 
gram. A  growth  rate. 

Now.  a  lot  of  Americans  around  the 
country  are  watching  these  commer- 
cials, millions  of  dollars  spent  buying 
conmiercials  that  claim  that  we  cut 
Medicare,  that  we  have  slashed  Medi- 
care, that  we  are  going  to  throw  sen- 
iors out  on  the  street.  But  in  our  plan 
we  allow  Medicare  to  grow  faster  than 
health  care  in  the  private  sector,  at  the 
same  time  we  are  trying  to  weed  out 
the  waste  and  fraud  and  promoting 
greater  choices  in  health  care  for  sen- 
iors, which  raises  the  quality  of  care 
for  senior  citizens. 

The  seventh  legislative  issue:  Legal 
reform.  Do  you  support  commonsense 
legal  reforms?  Do  you  think  trial  law- 
yers make  too  much  money  filing  friv- 
olous lawsuits  in  this  country?  Do  you 
think  trial  lawyers  have  too  much  in- 
fluence on  the  White  House?  Two- 
thirds  of  southern  California  voters  are 
afraid  that  either  they  or  a  loved  one 
will  someday  be  a  victim  of  lawsuit 
abuse. 

The  Democrat  Congress  failed  to 
even  try  to  enact  any  significant  re- 
forms of  our  legal  system,  but  the  Re- 
publican Congress  enacted,  over  the 
President's  veto,  securities  litigation 
reform  which  will  make  it  more  dif- 
ficult for  trial  lawyers  to  file  frivolous 
lawsuits,  and  we  also  passed  a  product 
liability  reform.  Unfortunately,  the 
President  vetoed  that,  and  we  are 
working  right  now  to  try  to  get  the 
votes  to  overturn  his  veto. 


Jujie  18,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


14331 


The  eighth  legislative  issue:  Immi- 
gration reform.  Now.  do  you  support 
giving  illegal  immigrants  welfare  bene- 
fits available  to  American  citizens;  or 
do  you  think  that  we  need  to  make 
some  commonsense  changes  to  make  it 
more  difficult  for  illegal  immigrants  to 
get  welfare?  Do  you  believe  that  illegal 
immigration  is  becoming  one  of  the 
biggest  problems  in  America  today;  or 
do  you  think  that  it  is  all  blown  out  of 
proportion  by  the  media?  Well,  83  per- 
cent of  the  American  people  favor  a 
lower  level  of  immigration. 

Now,  the  Democrat  Congress  failed  to 
pass  any  significant  reform  of  inuni- 
gration  policies  when  they  controlled 
the  Congress  and  the  White  House.  The 
Republican  Congress  has  passed  signifi- 
cant immigration  reform  that  would 
make  it  more  difficult  for  illegal  immi- 
grants to  get  welfare,  while  making  it 
more  difficult  for  illegal  immigrants  to 
enter  the  country. 

And,  finally,  the  legislation  that  is  so 
important  to  all  of  us,  and  that  is 
crime.  Do  you  think  anticrime  initia- 
tives should  fund  more  social  welfare 
programs;  or  should  it  make  the  death 
penalty  more  effective?  Seventy-nine 
percent  of  the  American  people  support 
the  death  penalty  for  murderers. 

The  Democrat  Congress,  in  fighting 
crime,  passed  a  crime  bill,  signed  by 
the  President,  which  would  increase 
spending  on  prevention  programs  for 
things  like  midnight  basketball. 

The  Republican  Congress  passed  a 
crime  bill,  a  real  crime  bill.  It  was 
signed  by  the  President,  and  we  got  to 
give  him  credit  for  that,  which  would 
reform  the  death  penalty  procedure  to 
end  all  these  endless  appeals,  a  process 
that  has  fi"ustrated  the  American  peo- 
ple, all  these  endless  appeals  by  death 
row  inmates. 

Of  course,  there  are  other  issues  that 
are  not  reflected  on  this  chart,  issues 
such  as  regulatory  reform,  an  issue 
very  close  to  my  heart  as  a  former 
small  businessowner.  But  do  you  think 
we  need  more  Washington  power,  more 
crazy  Washington  regulations,  more 
Washington  mandates?  Eighty-two  per- 
cent of  the  American  people  believe 
that  the  Government  is  intruding  more 
and  more  on  their  personal  rights  and 
freedom. 

The  Democrat  Congress  expanded  on 
the  regiilatory  state  of  earlier  Con- 
gresses, putting  more  and  more  regula- 
tions on  small-  and  medium-sized 
firms,  costing  jobs.  The  Republican 
Congress  worked  to  clean  up  the  regu- 
latory environment,  bringing  common- 
sense,  sound  science,  and  cost-benefit 
analysis  to  regulations  that  come  from 
the  executive  branch,  to  nuike  regula- 
tions work  better,  to  make  regulations 
work  more  efficiently,  to  make  regula- 
tions actually  do  some  good. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  Republican  Con- 
gress can  best  be  described  as  remark- 
able. We  are  doing  the  people's  business 
the  way  that  they  want  it  done.  Demo- 


crats have  taken  to  calling  the  Repub- 
licans extremists.  I  say  that  defending 
the  status  quo  is  extreme.  Defending 
the  disastrous  Democrat  Congress  is 
extreme.  Defending  a  broken  welfare 
system  is  extreme.  Defending  wasteful 
Washington  spending  is  extreme.  De- 
fending the  largest  tax  increase  in  the 
history  of  this  country  is  extreme. 

Make  no  mistake  about  it,  when  the 
Democrats  ran  the  Congress,  they  did 
an  extremely  bad  job.  So.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  remember  this  very  sim- 
ple point.  Extremism  in  the  defense  of 
status  quo  is  no  virtue.  And.  sadly, 
that  is  all  the  liberal  left  has  to  offer 
these  days. 


WHAT  APPROACH  SHOULD  WE 
TAKE  TO  THE  TEACHING  OF 
CURRENT  E'^TENTS  AND  AMER- 
ICAN HISTORY 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995.  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Owens]  is  recognized  for  60  min- 
utes as  the  designee  of  the  minority 
leader. 

Mr.  OWENS.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  we 
passed  the  Church  Arson  Prevention 
Act,  and  I  think  practically  every 
Member  present  voted  for  that  act.  It 
is  to  the  credit  of  this  Congress  that 
this  is  a  bipartisan  effort  to  deal  with 
a  heinous  set  of  crimes  and  to  let  the 
message  go  forth  from  the  leadership  of 
this  Nation  that  we  will  not  tolerate 
such  acts. 

There  is  a  disease  out  there  that 
every  now  and  then  manifests  itself, 
and  the  leadership  of  the  Government 
has  the  duty  and  obligation  to  let  it  be 
known  that  we  will  not  encourage  it, 
we  will  not  condone  it.  and  we  will  do 
everything  possible  to  make  certain 
that  those  who  are  guilty  are  punished. 

I  want  to  talk  a  little  bit  about  the 
burning  of  black  churches  in  the  south, 
but  I  want  to  talk  about  four  other 
things  that  also  relate  to  it,  although 
it  is  not  obvious  how  closely  related 
they  are  on  the  surface. 

I  want  to  talk  about  the  recent  con- 
troversy surrounding  the  standardiza- 
tion of  a  national  curriculum  for  his- 
tory, especially  for  American  history. 

I  also  want  to  talk  about  the  con- 
troversy surrounding  the  invitation  to 
Supreme  Court  Justice  Clsurence  Thom- 
as to  speak  at  a  Prince  George  s  Coun- 
ty school  and  what  happened  as  a  re- 
sult of  that  controversy. 

I  want  to  talk  about  a  man  named 
Kenneth  Johnson,  who  objected  to  Jus- 
tice Thomas  speaking  there.  Mr.  John- 
son is  a  school  board  member,  and  he 
felt  that  there  was  some  problems 
there,  and  I  think  Mr.  Johnson's  alle- 
gations and  his  concerns  deserve  to  be 
looked  at  more  closely. 

I  also  want  to  talk  about  the  recent 
Supreme  Court  decision  on  the  Voting 
Rights  Act. 

And,  finally,  I  want  to  talk  about  the 
extremist  budget  cuts  of  the  Repub- 


lican majority,  and  I  want  to  insist 
that  all  of  these  things  are  related  and 
show  how  they  are  related. 

I  think  the  overall  theme  of  what  I 
am  trying  to  say  relates  to  a  bigger 
issue  of  what  approach  should  we  take 
to  the  teaching  of  current  events  and 
of  American  history.  Wh&t  approach 
should  we  take  to  the  teaching  of  cur- 
rent events  and  American  history? 

\Miat  was  the  controversy  in  Prince 
Georges  County  all  about?  Why  did 
Kenneth  Johnson  object  as  a  school 
board  member  to  Justice  Clarence 
Thomas  speaking  at  the  school  in  a 
ceremony  where  people  would  not  have 
a  chance  to  question  Justice  Thomas; 
in  a  situation  where  children  would  be 
left  with  the  impression  that  Justice 
Thomas  was  being  offered  as  a  role 
model  and  that  they  should  pattern 
their  lives  after  him? 

Prince  George's  County  is  predomi- 
nantly a  county  made  up.  the  schools 
are  predominantly  African-American 
children.  The  school  where  Justice 
Thomas  was  speaking  was  composed 
primarily  of  African-American  chil- 
dren. Kenneth  Johnson,  the  school 
board  member,  was  saying  that  Afri- 
can-American children  should  not  be 
led  to  believe  that  Justice  Thomas  was 
a  role  model;  that  that  would  be  really 
a  slap  in  the  face,  considering  the 
kinds  of  rulings  that  Justice  Thomas 
has  made,  the  kind  of  record  Justice 
Thomas  made  before  he  became  a  Su- 
preme Court  justice,  and  the  con- 
troversy which  presently  surrounds 
Justice  Thomas  and  the  decisions  that 
he  is  making. 

What  does  this  have  to  do  with 
church  burnings  and  what  does  it  have 
to  do  with  Supreme  Court  decisions? 
Well.  Supreme  Court  decisions  relating 
to  the  Voting  Rights  Act  are  probably 
Justice  Thomas's  most  controversial 
decisions. 

The  Voting  Rights  Act  is  an  act 
which  probably  makes  more  sense  than 
any  other  effort  ever  undertaken  to 
remedy  the  situation  caused  by  232 
years  of  American  slavery.  Two  hun- 
dred thirty-two  years  of  American 
slavery  was  a  most  criminal  enterprise. 
Probably  nowhere  in  the  history  of  the 
world  have  we  had  a  situation  like 
those  232  years  of  American  slavery. 

We  are  very  critical  of  Germany  in 
that  the  current  practices  of  Germany 
seek  to  minimize  what  happened  in  the 
Nazi  era;  that  Germans  do  not  rush  to 
discuss  what  happened  in  the  Nazi  era. 
They  do  not  rush  to  discuss  the  holo- 
caust and  what  happened  to  6  million 
Jews.  They  do  not  rush  to  discuss  what 
happened  to  people  with  disabilities 
and  what  they  did  to  gypsies  and  other 
people  they  labeled  as  political 
undesirables.  They  do  not  rush  to  talk 
about  that  and  they  do  not  rush  to 
teach  about  that. 

They  have  been  criticized,  and  yet 
American  slavery  is  far  more  ancient 
than  the  recent  history  of  the  Nazi  era. 
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The   Third   Reich   took   place   in   the 
1930's  and  1940's. 

D  2030 

Hitler  was  defeated  in  1945.  But  the 
Civil  War  ended  in  1865,  and  the  Civil 
War  was  a  war  to  end  slavery.  A  lot  of 
people  call  it  different  things.  One  of 
the  problems  they  are  trying^  to  teach 
history  nowadays  is  the  fact  that  peo- 
ple do  not  want  to  face  up  to  the  fact 
that  the  Civil  War  was  a  war  to  end 
slavery. 

The  Civil  War  ended  a  cruel  and  inhu- 
man set  of  circumstances.  It  ended  235 
years  of  forced  labor.  It  ended  235  years 
of  the  destruction  of  human  beings.  All 
of  that  is  part  of  what  we  wrestle  with 
when  we  try  to  set  a  new  curriculum 
for  the  teaching  of  history.  We  had  a 
lot  of  controversy  in  trying  to  estab- 
lish a  new  curriculum  for  the  teaching 
of  history,  especially  American  his- 
tory. I  sit  on  the  Committee  on  Eco- 
nomic and  Education  Opportxmities.  I 
know  that  for  some  time  now  that  the 
effort  has  been  going  forward  to  de- 
velop standardized  curricula  in  various 
areas  that  were  almost  standardized  so 
that  you  could  compare  the  teaching 
from  one  State  to  another  and  then  we 
could  have  a  curriculum  where  we  have 
a  body  of  knowledge  and  we  can  expect 
all  Americans  to  know. 

Immediately  there  was  agreement  on 
a  curriculum,  a  national  standardized 
curriculum  for  the  teaching  of  science. 
Math  also,  there  was  no  great  con- 
troversy over  the  teaching  the  math.  I 
even  think  the  arts  came  up  with  a 
curriculum  that  was  pretty  much  ac- 
cepted across  the  country,  although  It 
was  not  part  of  the  official  process.  But 
when  it  came  to  the  teaching  of  his- 
tory, a  great  deal  of  controversy  has 
resulted. 

One  of  the  reasons  is  that  history  has 
to  deal  with  what  is  right  and  what  is 
wrong.  History  has  to  deal  with  tread- 
ing on  people's  holy  ground  in  terms  of 
what  it  is  that  they  certify  as  being  le- 
gitimate actions  taken  by  their  ances- 
tors. So  American  history  with  its  con- 
troversial problems  with  the  Native 
Americans  and  what  happened  to  them, 
American  history  with  its  very  con- 
troversial problems  related  to  235  years 
of  slavery  presents  us  with  a  problem. 

The  problem  manifests  itself  imme- 
diately in  a  current  event  related  to 
how  shall  you  handle  current  events  ais 
related  to  decisions  of  the  Supreme 
Court.  How  should  you  handle  current 
events  as  related  to  a  controversial  Su- 
preme Court  Justice  who  is  making  de- 
cisions which  directly  impact  in  a  neg- 
ative way  on  African  American  people. 
How  should  you  handle  the  invitation 
to  that  Supreme  Court  Justice  to  come 
to  speak  to  an  African  American  school 
when  he  has  made  several  decisions 
since  he  arrived  on  the  court  which  di- 
rectly move  African  American  people 
in  this  country  backwards  from  the 
forward  progress  that  was  being  made 


over  the  last  10  years.  How  shall  you 
handle  a  betrayal  of  Justice  Thomas. 

What  does  it  have  to  do  with  burning 
black  churches?  There  is  an  atmos- 
phere that  has  been  established  in  the 
last  5  or  6  years,  it  has  been  growing, 
escalating,  an  atmosphere  of  hate,  an 
atmosphere  of  racism,  coming  in  many 
different  forms  and  directions.  Some  of 
that  racism  has  come  directly  from  the 
Supreme  Court.  Nobody  has  stepped 
forward  to  point  a  finger  at  the  Su- 
preme Court  and  said  that  this  is  a  rac- 
ist majority,  that  these  decisions  are 
racist.  It  is  difficult  to  say  that,  when 
a  black  man  is  sitting  there,  when 
Clarence  Thomas  is  sitting  there,  it  is 
difficult  to  call  it  the  way  it  is,  that 
these  decisions  are  racist  with  respect 
to  affirmative  action,  setasides,  school 
integration,  and  with  respect  to  the 
Voting  Rights  Act. 

Nobody  has  challenged  the  fact  that 
the  Voting  Rights  Act  decisions  and 
the  other  decisions  related  to  segrega- 
tion and  discrimination  remedies,  rem- 
edies that  are  being  attempted  to  take 
care  of,  to  compensate  for  years  of  dis- 
crimination and  years  of  segregation. 
Nobody  has  challenged  the  court's  rea- 
soning and  the  fact  that  the  court 
seems  to  be  hell  bent  on  ignoring  the 
intent  of  the  law.  The  court  has  repeat- 
edly used  the  14th  amendment  as  the 
justification  for  its  decisions  that 
nothing  which  is  race  based,  nothing 
which  takes  race  into  consideration  is 
acceptable  or  constitutional  because 
the  14th  amendment  is  an  amendment 
which  calls  for  equal  protection  under 
the  law.  Everybody  should  be  treated 
equal.  So  the  court  has  distorted  that 
equal  protection  intent  of  the  14th 
amendment  to  mean  that  we  should 
have  a  color-blind  America,  and  the 
14th  amendment's  purpose  is  to  estab- 
lish a  color-blind  America. 

I  think  any  sophomore  who  studies 
American  history,  certainly  any  law 
school  student  can  look  at  the  14th 
amendment  in  the  Constitution  and 
clearly  state  that  the  14th  amendment, 
the  14th  amendment  was  all  about  cor- 
recting the  injustices  caused  by  slav- 
ery. The  clear  intent  of  the  law,  the 
time  in  which  it  was  established, 
makes  it  certain  that  it  was  there  to 
deal  with  slavery.  So  because  you  have 
Justice  Thomas  there,  the  Supreme 
Court's  logic,  the  Supreme  Court's  ob- 
vious refusal  to  interpret  the  Constitu- 
tion in  the  context  of  what  the  framers 
intended,  what  the  Congress  intended 
at  the  time  that  it  initiated  the  14th 
amendment,  what  the  States  intended 
at  the  time  they  ratified  the  14th 
amendment,  the  refusal  to  recognize 
that  is  a  blatant  omission  that  has  to 
have  a  racist  motivation. 

They  are  hell  bent  on  destroying  af- 
firmative action  programs,  setaside 
programs,  and  they  really  want  to 
strike  down  the  entire  Voting  Rights 
Act.  Recent  decisions  related  to  Texas, 
related  to  North  Carolina  are  moving 


in  that  direction.  Pretty  soon  you  will 
have  the  Supreme  Court  probably  say- 
ing the  whole  Voting  Rights  Act  must 
go  because  it  militates  against  a  color- 
blind America,  where  race  should  not 
ever  have  been  considered.  The  14th 
amendment  is  used  as  the  rationale  for 
that,  and  the  14th  amendment  cer- 
tainly does  not  do  that.  The  14th 
amendment  is  established,  was  created 
and  conceived,  executed  within  the 
context  of  trying  to  remedy  the  past 
wrongs  of  slavery. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  was  a  13th  amend- 
ment which  freed  the  slaves.  There  was 
a  14th  amendment  which  gave  them, 
the  salves,  equal  rights.  There  was  a 
15th  amendment  which  gave  the  slaves 
the  right  to  vote.  If  you  want  to  look 
at  the  Constitution,  you  will  see  that 
the  14th  amendment  says  much  more 
than  is  usually  quoted  when  the  Su- 
preme Court  talks  about  equal  protec- 
tion. The  14th  amendment  really  goes 
into  other  problems  related  to  slavery. 
The  14th  amiendment  talks  about  cer- 
tain kinds  of  property  arrangements 
and  criticizes,  and  makes  it  clear  that 
it  is  concerned  with  other  aspects  of 
correcting  injustices  done  by  slavery. 

So  I  want  to  come  back  to  the  Con- 
stitution and  the  13th,  14th,  and  15th 
amendments.  I  also  want  to  take  a 
look  at  another  reference  to  race  with- 
in the  Constitution,  which  came  ear- 
lier. Article  I  of  the  Constitution  refers 
to  three-fifths  of  all  of  the  persons, 
which  everybody  knows  meant  slaves, 
and  that  is  still  in  our  Constitution. 
Our  Constitution  is  not  without  ref- 
erence to  slavery.  Our  Constitution 
clearly  shows  that  we  have  a  problem, 
America  has  a  problem  that  should  be 
remedied.  Part  of  the  remedy  was  un- 
dertaken in  the  13th,  14th,  and  15th 
amendments  to  the  Constitution  after 
a  terrible  Civil  War  has  been  fought 
over  the  issue  of  slavery. 

The  burnings  of  the  black  churches 
in  the  South  relate  to  the  fact  that  we 
still  have  this  unfinished  business  that 
nobody  wants  to  take  care  of.  So  from 
time  to  time  we  do  things,  we  get  into 
an  era  of  4  or  5  years  where  we  are 
going  backwards  on  race  relations.  We 
are  saying  and  doing  things  at  high 
levels  of  government  that  encourage 
the  people  at  lower  levels  who  have 
problems  out  on  the  fringes  of  society 
who  believe  in  violence,  who  have  deep- 
seated  hatreds  and  prejudices  that  they 
cannot  control.  They  get  out  of  hand 
because  they  hear  a  message  coming 
from  the  top  that  we  want  to  roll  back 
the  clock  and  deal  with  these  people  in 
a  different  manner.  It  happened  in  Hit- 
ler Germany.  It  happens  from  time  to 
time  in  this  society. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  best  remedy  for  it 
of  course  is  what  happened  today.  That 
all  the  leadership.  Republican,  Demo- 
crats, the  Speaker,  the  Democratic  mi- 
nority leader,  everybody  moved  in  im- 
mediately to  try  to  send  another  mes- 
sage about  the  violence  that  is  occur- 
ring. 
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Immediately  we  want  to  niake  cer- 
tain that  they  understand  that  we  are 
not  in  favor  of  those  kinds  of  actions. 
On  the  other  hajid,  we  are  undertaking 
from  day-to-day  activities  which  send  a 
different  message.  When  you  have  ex- 
treme budget  cuts  and  those  budget 
cuts  fall  primarily  on  the  poorest  peo- 
ple in  our  society  and  60  to  70  percent 
of  the  poorest  people  in  our  society 
happen  to  be  the  descendants  of  slaves, 
they  happen  to  be  African  Americans,  I 
mean  60  to  70  percent  of  the  descend- 
ants of  slaves  happen  to  be  poor.  Afri- 
can Americans  are  in  that  category, 
living  in  large  cities.  The  hostility  to- 
ward large  cities  is  clearly  manifest  by 
the  kind  of  legislation  that  has  been 
promulgated  by  the  Congress  over  the 
past  10  years,  hostility  toward  the  cit- 
ies where  we  are  taking  away  re- 
sources, destroying  programs  that  help 
the  populations  in  the  city,  the  urban 
population  from  transportation  pro- 
grams to  programs  for  housing,  you 
name  it. 

Clearly  everything  that  benefits  peo- 
ple in  the  cities  has  been  dealt  with  in 
a  very  negative  way  over  the  last  10 
years.  So  these  kinds  of  policies  eco- 
nomic policies,  budget  policies,  coupled 
with  attacks  on  affirmative  action,  at- 
tacks on  the  Voting  Rights  Act,  at- 
tacks on  set-asides,  when  you  couple 
them  all  together,  it  sends  a  message 
that  we  really  do  not  want  to  deal  with 
atoning  for  the  terrible  sins  of  slavery. 
We  do  not  want  to  deal  with  trying  to 
compensate  for  235  years  of  forced 
labor,  brutality,  murder,  rape.  We  do 
not  want  to  deal  with  that. 

I  do  not  want  to  be  misunderstood 
that  I  do  not  appreciate  and  am  not 
grateful  for  the  action  taken  today.  I 
certainly  think  we  acted  in  the  most 
noble  way  in  dealing  with  the  burning 
of  black  churches  in  a  forceful  piece  of 
legislation  today.  I  agree  whole- 
heartedly with  the  statement  made  by 
Democratic  leader  Gephardt  last  week 
when  he  called  upon  the  Speaker  to 
take  immediate  action  to  vote  on  a  res- 
olution condemning  the  burning  of  Af- 
rican American  churches  throughout 
the  South. 

Mr.  Gephardt  stated  that  we  are 
here  today,  quoting  from  his  statement 
of  laist  Wednesday,  June  12,  we  are  here 
today  for  a  very  simple  reason.  There 
Is  no  criminal  act.  no  criminal  act 
more  cowardly,  more  outrageous,  more 
offensive  than  the  burning  of  places  of 
worship.  When  these  acts  are  moti- 
vated by  racial  hatred,  the  offense  is 
even  greater.  We  believe  that  the  U.S. 
Congress  has  an  obligation  to  condemn 
the  recent  rash  of  church  fires  and  then 
to  impose  tougher  laws  to  crack  down 
on  the  people  who  perpetuate  these 
crimes. 

We  are  asking  Speaker  Gingrich  to 
schedule  an  immediate  vote  on  a  reso- 
lution condemning  the  burnings  of  Af- 
rican American  churches  throughout 
the  South.  The  American  people  should 


know  that  their  Representatives  are 
united  against  such  baseless  acts  and 
are  willing  to  do  everything  in  their 
power  to  prevent  and  punish  them.  The 
next  step  is  passing  the  Church  Arson 
Prevention  Act  of  1996,  to  make  it 
much  easier  to  prosecute  and  punish 
those  who  bum,  desecrate  or  damage 
religious  property.  We  believe  this  can 
be  done  on  a  bipartisan  basis.  When 
these  kinds  of  crimes  occur,  it  is  not 
just  the  churchgoers  who  suffer:  it  is 
our  conscience  as  a  Nation.  The  right 
to  worship  in  freedom  and  safety  re- 
gardless of  race,  religious  faith  or  eth- 
nic origin  is  the  very  foundation  of  our 
country.  We  pledge  to  do  everjrthing  in 
our  power  to  protect  that  right  for  all 
Americans  at  all  times. 

I  include  Mr.  Gephardts  full  state- 
ment for  the  Record: 
Statement  by  House  Democratic  Leader 
Richard  a.  Gephardt  urglvg  House  Reso- 
lution Condemning  Chltich-Burning 
"We're  here  today  for  a  very  simple  reason: 
there  is  no  crtminaJ  act  more  cowardly,  more 
outrageous,  more  offensive  than  the  burning 
of  places  of  worship.  When  these  acts  are  mo- 
tivated by  racial  hated,  the  offense  Is  even 
greater. 

"We  believe  the  United  States  Congress 
has  an  obligation  to  condemn  the  recent  rash 
of  church  fires,  and  then  to  Impose  tougher 
laws  to  crack  down  on  the  people  who  per- 
petrate these  crimes. 

"We're  asking  Speaker  Gingrich  to  sched- 
ule an  Immediate  vote  on  a  resolution  con- 
demning the  burning  of  African-American 
churches  throughout  the  South.  The  Amer- 
ican people  should  know  that  their  rep- 
resentatives are  united  against  such  baseless 
acts,  and  are  willing  to  do  everything  in 
their  power  to  prevent  and  punish  them. 

"The  next  step  Is  passing  the  Church  Arson 
Prevention  Act  of  1996 — to  make  it  much 
easier  to  prosecute  and  punish  those  who 
bum,  desecrate,  or  damage  religious  prop- 
erty. We  believe  this  can  be  done  on  a  bipar- 
tisan basis. 

"When  these  kinds  of  crimes  occur,  it  is 
not  just  the  church-goers  who  suffer— it  is 
our  conscience  as  a  nation.  The  right  to  wor- 
ship in  freedom  and  safety— regardless  of 
race,  religious  faith,  or  ethnic  origin— is  the 
very  foundation  of  our  country.  We  pledge  to 
do  everything  in  our  power  to  protect  that 
right  for  all  Americans,  at  all  times." 

I  think  that  we  did  it  today.  We 
passed  that  piece  of  legislation,  the 
Church  Arson  Prevention  Act.  It  may 
be  interesting  to  note  a  few  facts  about 
the  church  burnings.  More  than  30 
black  churches  in  eight  States  from 
Louisiana  to  Virginia  have  been  burned 
in  the  past  18  months.  That  is  a  very 
important  fact.  It  has  been  escalating 
in  the  last  2  months,  but  now  moi:*e 
than  30  black  churches  in  eight  south- 
em  States  have  been  burned. 

The  largest  percentage  of  those  burn- 
ings have  taken  place  in  South  Caro- 
lina. South  Carolina.  I  will  mention 
later,  is  a  special  State  in  terms  of  the 
kind  of  discussion  that  I  am  putting 
forth  about  American  history  and  the 
need  to  confront  the  issue  of  slavery 
and  what  the  impact  of  slavery  has 
been  on  our  Nation  and  what  the  con- 


sequences of  slavery  have  been  on  the 
African-American  population.  The 
State  of  South  Cairolina  still  flies  the 
Confederate  flag  above  its  capitol.  It 
has  something  to  answer.  It  has  some 
important  questions  to  answer.  What 
does  it  do  to  have  the  flag,  the  Confed- 
erate flag  flying  over  the  capitol. 
which  is  the  capitol  of  South  Carolina 
for  all  the  people  of  South  Carolina,  in- 
cluding the  descendants  of  slaves? 

Another  fact  that  we  ought  to  con- 
sider is  that  almost  all  those  arrested 
so  far.  there  have  been  churches  burned 
and  there  have  been  no  people  arrested. 
They  have  not  caught  any  suspects  or 
perpetrators,  but  those  who  have  been 
arrested  have  been  young  white  men. 
They  have  been  typically  members  of 
hate  groups,  including  the  Ku  Klux 
Klan.  the  Aryan  nation  and  the 
skinheads. 

D  2045 

These  are  facts  that  are  very  impor- 
tant. There  are  people  out  there  on  the 
fringes  of  society  who  have  these  deep 
seated  hatreds,  prejudices,  and  who  be- 
lieve in  violence,  and  they  are  acting 
out  at  this  time,  and  I  say  the  reason 
that  they  are  acting  out  is  something 
that  we  should  look  at  very  closely.  We 
should  not  just  be  content  to  pass  an 
act  today  which  is  going  to  deal  with 
what  is  happening  right  now  which  will 
contain  them.  That  is  important,  to 
send  them  a  message  we  are  not  going 
to  tolerate,  they  do  not  have  any  sym- 
pathy in  high  places.  We  also  ought  to 
look  behind  the  causes  and  understand 
what  is  going  on  in  order  to  prevent  a 
spread,  an  escalation,  of  these  kinds  of 
activities  out  there  with  respect  to  the 
acting  out  of  race  hatreds  and  preju- 
dices. 

Another  factor  is  that  experts  say 
that  a  volatile  mix  of  polarizing  social 
and  economic  events,  pitting  citizens 
against  government  and  white  against 
black,  has  exploded  in  a  kind  of  domes- 
tic terrorism  that  has  left  these 
churches  burning  across  the  South  po- 
larizing social  and  economic  events 
and  political  events.  The  fact  that 
South  Carolina  has  had  a  great  debate 
over  the  removal  of  a  Confederate  flag, 
the  fact  that  there  are  economic  ten- 
sions in  that  part  of  the  country  as 
well  as  most  of  the  country  because  of 
the  fact  that  jobs  are  leaving  and  there 
are  fears  of  losing  jobs  and  aU  kinds  of 
economic  fears  of  this  generation  about 
what  is  going  to  happen  to  their  chil- 
dren: those  iire  all  parts  of  these  events 
that  end  up  pitting  citizens  against 
citizens  and  citizens  against  govern- 
ment, and  added  to  that  is  a  message 
being  sent  that  in  particular  there  is 
an  evil  related  to  the  Voting  Rights 
Act,  there  is  an  evil  related  to  the  set- 
aside  programs  to  affirmative  action. 
The  messages  are  being  sent  that  these 
things  are  part  of  a  problem  and  cer- 
tain people  are  being  encouraged  to 
focus  on  black  churches  as  being  the 
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citadels  of  the  movement  or  the  insti- 
tution which  holds  together  black  com- 
munities. When  you  strike  at  black 
churches,  you  are  striking  at  the  heart 
of  the  black  community. 

One  other  factor  that  ought  to  be 
pointed  out  is  that  since  early  1995  the 
ATF  has  probed  25  suspicious  fires  at 
mostly  white  churches.  In  addition  to 
predominantly  black  churches  or  all 
black  churches,  there  have  been  25  sus- 
picious fires  of  mostly  white  churches. 

Now  the  word  "mostly"  is  the  one 
you  look  at  closely.  A  mostly  white 
church  means  that  it  is  a  white  church 
that  has  black  members  also.  It  means 
that  it  is  a  white  church  that  was  pre- 
dominantly white  or  almost  all  white 
before  that  has  admitted  black  parish- 
ioners or  black  members  to  the  con- 
gregation. Nothing  is  hated  more  in 
the  South  by  the  racists  and  by  the 
people  who  are  capable  of  this  kind  of 
activity  than  integration.  So  a  mostly 
white  church  is  a  church  that  has  ad- 
mitted black  members.  That  is  defi- 
nitely going  to  be  a  target;  they  are  in 
the  same  category  as  the  black  church- 
es as  far  as  being  targets  of  hatred.  So 
it  is  the  same  phenomena. 

I  think  that  if  you  are  going  to  get  to 
the  heart  of  what  is  happening  and  not 
have  it  continue  to  escalate,  you  have 
to  go  back  and  take  a  look  at  the  his- 
tory of  the  South,  the  history  of  this 
Nation  and  what  is  going  on  with  re- 
spect to  race  relations.  One  of  the  irri- 
tants that  keeps  occurring  with  respect 
to  race  relations  in  this  country  is  fa- 
vorable of  the  perception  that  favor- 
able treatment  of  Afirtcan-Americans, 
favorable  treatment  of  the  descendants 
of  slaves,  is  wrong.  This  upsets  people 
and  angers  them  a  great  deal.  It  is 
wrong  to  have  affirmative  action,  it  is 
wrong  to  have  set-asides,  the  rewarding 
of  contracts,  it  is  wrong  to  have  a  Vot- 
ing Rights  Act  which,  in  my  opinion,  is 
a  very  conservative  political  remedy 
for  a  very  clear  problem  that  was  iden- 
tified for  decades. 

The  Voting  Rights  Act  was  fashioned 
as  a  result  of  trying  to  deal  with  the 
fact  that  for  more  than  a  hundred 
years  people  of  African-American  des- 
cent, descendants  of  slaves,  were  not 
allowed  to  vote  in  the  south.  All  kinds 
of  tricks  were  used.  We  have  to  wage 
all  kinds  of  legal  battles  in  the  courts, 
we  have  to  have  sit-ins  and  marches 
and  demonstrations,  and  on  and  on  it 
went  for  a  long  time  before  the  simple 
matter  of  allowing  a  black  person  to  go 
to  a  poll  and  vote  could  be  accom- 
plished, and  the  Voting  Rights  Act  was 
an  attempt  to  remedy  the  fact  that  as 
a  result  of  that  denial  to  vote,  a  right 
to  vote,  you  had  circumstances  that 
generated  a  situation  where  there  was 
no  adequate  representation  by  blacks 
in  government  at  any  level.  At  city 
levels  and  State  levels  and  at  the  Fed- 
eral level  you  had  grossly  inadequate 
representation  as  a  result  of  all  of 
these    injustices    related    to    voting 


rights  that  have  been  perpetrated  for 
more  than  a  hundred  years.  The  Voting 
Rights  Act  was  to  correct  that. 

So  the  Voting  Rights  Act  is  part  of 
the  remedies  that  are  necessary  to  deal 
with  what  has  happened  in  American 
history  with  respect  to  slavery. 

When  we  teach  history  to  children  in 
schools  like  the  one  that  Clarence 
Thomas  visited,  the  school  that  had  an 
awards  night  and  invited  Justice 
Thomas;  when  you  teach  history  to 
those  children,  how  do  you  deal  with 
the  fact  that  most  of  the  history  books 
do  not  discuss  this  235  years  of  slavery 
and  the  implications  of  having  a  popu- 
lation enslaved  for  235  years?  Most  of 
the  history  books  do  not  talk  about 
slave  labor  and  the  fact  that  slaves  had 
to  work  for  nothing.  Most  of  the  his- 
tory books  do  not  talk  about  the  fact 
that  for  235  years  the  slaves  were  pre- 
vented from  acquiring  assets. 

They  were  prevented  from  SLcquiring 
property.  For  235  years  one  generation 
had  nothing  to  pass  on  to  another  gen- 
eration. Most  of  the  history  books  do 
not  talk  about  that.  Most  of  the  his- 
tory books  do  not  want  to  deal  with 
the  economic  consequences  of  235  years 
of  slavery. 

A  youngster  who  is  black  in  a  school 
with  whites,  whites  who  have  a  history 
of  having  had  assets,  property  handed 
down  from  one  generation  to  another, 
most  people  in  America  who  have  as- 
sets, overwhelming  majority  of  people 
who  have  assets,  have  property  in  the 
form  of  homes  or  real  estate  that  was 
handed  down  from  one  generation  to 
another  or  was  sponsored  and  financed 
by  the  older  generation.  Couples  have 
parents  who  either  give  or  loan  them 
the  money  for  the  mortgage.  They  have 
situations  where  furniture  and  prop- 
erty, stocks  and  bonds,  various  assets 
are  passed  down  from  one  generation  to 
another.  If  you  have  235  years  where 
you  have  nothing,  where  you  are  not 
allowed  to  own  anything,  you  do  not 
have  any  property,  you  are  forced  to 
work  for  nothing,  then  you  start  235 
years  behind,  and  every  black  young- 
ster in  a  school  ought  to  know  that 
your  self-esteem  and  your  sense  of  self- 
worth  should  not  be  impacted,  should 
not  be  affected  without  taking  that 
into  consideration.  You  cannot  com- 
pare yourself  with  your  peers  who  have 
the  benefits  of  all  of  this  hand-down 
from  one  generation  to  another,  who 
had  the  benefit  of  what  goes  along  with 
assets  and  property  and  wealth. 

There  is  a  correlation  which  is  clear, 
and  nobody  questions  it,  between  as- 
sets, wealth,  and  education.  The  people 
who  have  more  income  get  better  edu- 
cation. There  are  recent  studies  that 
confirm  the  relationship  between  in- 
come and  achievement  regardless  of 
race.  A  lot  of  statements  have  been 
made  about  the  fact  that  middle  class 
black  youngsters  do  not  achieve  in  the 
same  way  that  middle  class  white 
youngsters   achieve.    Well,   when   you 


study  middle  class  and  you  define  It 
more  closely  in  terms  of  real  Income, 
and  when  you  make  the  comparisons 
by  income  and  you  compare  the  income 
on  the  basis  of  what  was  the  Income  on 
a  steady  basis  throughout  the  life  of  a 
child,  was  it  there  when  they  were 
young  and  most  formative?  Did  they 
lose  the  income  as  they  got  older? 
There  is  a  study  which  has  been  done 
which  has  been  very  useful  in  this  re- 
spect, and  they  give  the  big  lie  to  the 
theory  that  Income  does  not  impact  on 
all  groups  regardless  of  race,  religion 
or  color,  including  African  American 
children.  They  are  as  susceptible  to  the 
impact  of  income.  When  they  have  the 
income  in  black  families,  they  behave 
in  just  the  same  way  as  children  in 
white  families. 

There  is  a  study  that  recently  was 
concluded  by  Greg  Duncan  at  North- 
western University  National  Institute 
of  Childhood  Health  and  Human  Devel- 
opment which  talked  about,  which  is 
entitled.  Family  and  Child  Well-being 
Research  Network,  and  it  is  part  of  the 
effort  of  family  and  child  well-being  re- 
search network,  and  their  conclusions 
are  that  when  you  compare  the  income 
and  you  study  it  closely  and  you  see 
that  in  the  most  formative  years  of  life 
children  have  a  certain  Income,  those 
white  children  and  black  children  who 
have  the  same  income  in  the  formative 
years  of  life,  early  years  of  schooling, 
they  preform  in  much  the  same  way  re- 
gardless of  race  as  they  grow  older. 
When  you  have  youngsters  who  lose, 
who  do  not  have  the  Income  that  sup- 
ports a  certain  level  of  family  life  at 
the  early  ages,  and  they  later  acquire 
it  when  they  get  into  high  school,  then 
you  do  have  a  problem.  The  change  is 
quite  significant.  Those  whose  families 
had  inadequate  income  when  they  were 
In  early  education  situations  and  later 
acquired  it  when  they  went  to  high 
school,  they  do  not  perform  as  well. 
The  income  is  the  variable.  It  is  the 
same  among  whites  who  do  not  have 
the  right  income  level  that  supports 
the  right  kind  of  nurturing  environ- 
ment at  early  ages.  The  same  problem 
results  in  white  families  and  with  the 
white  children  as  it  does  with  the  Afri- 
can American  children. 

Studies  like  these  are  sort  of  widely 
Introduced  into  the  academic  stream, 
and  there  is  not  much  said  about  it. 
There  was  a  book  put  out  called  the 
Bell  Curve,  which  was  greatly  cele- 
brated, and  the  Bell  Curve  was  out  to 
demonstrate  what  scientists  have  gen- 
erally dlsproven  over  the  years,  that 
there  is  definitely  a  correlation  be- 
tween IQ  and  achievement  and  race, 
and  that  black  people,  people  of  Afri- 
can decent,  are  inferior  with  respect  to 
achievement  and  with  respect  to  IQ. 
These  studies  will  show  you  differently 
and  show  you  that  there  is  a  factor  of 
income  and  a  factor  of  nurturing  that 
goes  with  income  and  a  factor  of  edu- 
cational level  that  goes  with  income 
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that  has  a  great  impact  on  how  chil- 
dren achieve  and  on  their  IQ. 

So,  if  you  have  a  situation  where  for 
232  years  nothing  was  passed  down,  for 
232  years  there  was  no  property,  in- 
come was  at  a  mesisly  level,  then  the 
recent  prosperity  of  African  Americans 
in  the  middle  class  is  not  enough  be- 
cause they  do  not  come  from  a  tradi- 
tion that  was  handed  down  that  was 
nurtured  where  there  was  books,  where 
there  was  wisdom  passed  all  around  the 
table  by  people  who  were  already  edu- 
cated. There  is  a  whole  culture  that 
comes  with  income  at  a  certain  level. 
and  the  culture  was  not  there  to  nur- 
ture educational  achievement  and  to 
nurture  IQ. 

So  the  youngster,  the  child,  who  is 
African  American  in  a  public  school 
needs  to  know  that  there  is  a  whole 
history  back  thefe  you  have  no  control 
over.  There  is  a  whole  history  where 
you  were  deprived  of  the  opportunity 
to  pass  on  assets  and  property,  and  for 
that  reason,  for  that  reason,  it  is  not  a 
great  shame  for  the  society  to  develop 
programs  which  are  going  to  seek  to 
compensate  for  those  232  years  and  the 
tradition  that  they  failed  to  hand  down 
for  those  232  years  and  the  property 
that  they  fail  to  hand  down.  Affirma- 
tive action  compensatory  education 
programs  become  vital  if  you  are  going 
to  try  to  remedy  the  evils  of  232  years. 

Justice  Clarence  Thomas  says  no.  All 
of  a  sudden,  although  he  is  the  bene- 
ficiary of  compensatory  programs,  all 
of  a  sudden  they  are  programs  that 
might  make  people  too  reliant  or  too 
dependent.  He  has  benefited  in  many 
ways,  but  now  he  joins  with  a  group  of 
racists  on  the  Supreme  Court  to  inter- 
pret the  14th  amendment  to  mean  that 
you  cannot  take  race  into  consider- 
ation in  trying  to  foster  programs 
which  are  seeking  to  remedy  and  to 
compensate  for  and  to  counteract  232 
years  of  slavery,  and  100  years  after 
that,  by  the  way,  of  very  Intensive 
pressure. 

There  is  an  article  that  appeared  in 
the  Washington  Post  this  past  Sunday 
by  Lynn  Cooper,  and  that  article 
talked  about  slavery  that  existed  long 
after  the  Civil  War,  after  the  Emanci- 
pation Proclamation  and  after  the 
13th,  14th.  and  15th  amendments,  slav- 
ery that  was  permitted  by  governments 
in  the  South,  slavery  that  never  was 
sufficiently  challenged  by  the  National 
Government,  the  Federal  Government. 
He  talks  in  great  detail.  It  is  a  long  ar- 
ticle this  past  Sunday,  Jime  16,  in  the 
Washington  Post  Sunday  Style  section 
by  Lynn  Cooper.  It  gives  concrete  ex- 
amples of  what  happened  as  the  share 
cropper  system  and  the  pecn  system 
and  various  other  systems  developed, 
which  endured  for  almost  100  years 
after  the  Emancipation  Proclamation. 

D  2100 

So  all  of  these  things  become  a  part 
of  what  history  should  teach,  and  if  it 


fails  to  teach,  it  denies  a  basic  ingredi- 
ent to  the  public  discourse  and  the  pub- 
lic dialogue  which  one  day  might  get  it 
all  straight  and  be  able  to  deal  in  a 
more  intelligent  way  and  a  more  sym- 
pathetic way  and  a  way  which  is  more 
in  the  national  interest  and  than  we 
are  presently  doing. 

If  you  do  not  look  at  historj'  and  ac- 
knowledge the  truths  of  history,  you 
are  going  to  make  decisions  which  are 
going  to  be  distorted  and  continue  to 
warp  the  public  discourse  and  the  pub- 
lic decision-making  process.  We  are  in 
that  period  now.  We  are  right  now  in  a 
period  where  the  Voting  Rights  Act  is 
about  to  be  struck  down,  and  yet  that 
is  probably  the  one  piece  of  legislation 
which  is  most  crucial  to  the  correction 
of  the  235  years  of  criminal  slavery  and 
the  aftermath  of  that  slavery. 

The  Voting  Rights  Act  does  put,  not 
only  in  the  Congress  but  in  the  State 
legislatures  and  in  the  local  councils 
and  local  governments,  put  in  place 
people  who  represent  the  descendents 
of  slaves  and  who  will  be  able  to  take 
action  on  an  ongoing  basis  to  have  a 
point  of  view  which  is  going  to  help 
correct  some  of  the  numerous  problems 
that  still  exist  in  our  society  as  a  re- 
sult of  those  235  years  of  slavery. 

The  church  burnings  are  there  be- 
cause at  the  top  the  Supreme  Court  is 
saying,  blacks,  you  have  been  too  arro- 
gant. Blacks,  you  have  demanded  too 
much.  Blacks,  you  do  not  deserve  spe- 
cial treatment.  Blacks,  you  are  taking 
away  from  other  people.  The  Supreme 
Court  sends  down  that  message. 

The  Congress  of  the  United  States 
says,  blacks,  you  do  not  deserve  to 
have  programs  which  provide  aid  to 
poor  people.  A  large  percentage  of  your 
people  are  poor,  but  that  is  a  crime 
that  you  have  committed,  being  poor. 
Being  poor  has  nothing  to  do  with  235 
years  of  slavery.  Being  poor  has  noth- 
ing to  do  with  schools  that  for  a  long 
time  were  not  equal.  They  were  sepa- 
rate but  not  equal,  schools  that  right 
now  are  still  in  horrible  shape  in  our 
urban  centers,  where  most  black 
youngsters  go  to  school  All  this  has 
nothing  to  do  with  your  condition.  All 
this  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  crime 
rate.  All  this  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  high  rate  of  blacks  on  welfare.  Let 
us  dismiss  all  of  this.  Let  us  not  accept 
it  as  being  there.  It  is  not  real. 

In  South  Africa  they  have  a  truth 
commission.  The  truth  commission  has 
been  appointed,  not  to  get  revenge,  and 
not  even  to  punish  many  people  who 
are  still  living  who  committed  gross 
and  obvious  crimes  during  the  period 
when  apartheid  existed.  They  just  want 
to  tell  the  truth.  They  want  to  get  it 
out.  Nobody  is  going  to  be  punished  in 
many  Instances,  but  just  tell  the  truth 
as  to  what  is  happening  with  the  police 
and  oppression,  what  is  happening 
when  people  were  put  off  their  land  by 
trickery  and  by  various  devices  that 
were  developed  by  the  government. 
Tell  the  truth,  no  vengeance. 


I  said  before  on  a  couple  of  occasions 
here,  especially  in  connection  with 
Haiti,  that  reconciliation  is  more  im- 
portant than  justice.  Reconciliation 
sometimes  is  the  only  thing  possible. 
You  cannot  get  justice.  In  Haiti,  they 
do  not  even  have  the  resources  to  build 
jails  and  prisons  for  all  the  people  who 
murdered  people  over  a  3-year  period 
after  President  Aristide  was  kicked  out 
of  Haiti.  Five  thousand  people  were 
killed.  5.000  people  brutally  murdered. 
Other  people  were  tortured.  All  kinds 
of  things  happened. 

But  if  they  put  their  meager  re- 
sources to  work  building  prisons,  try- 
ing to  set  up  a  court  system,  and  pay- 
ing attention  only  to  getting  justice, 
they  would  have  nothing  left  over  to 
build  an  economic  system,  to  develop 
jobs  and  do  other  kinds  of  things  that 
have  to  be  done.  They  have  to  give  up. 
There  will  be  no  justice.  Reconciliation 
is  what  President  Aristide  is  forced  to 
preaxjh. 

It  probably  makes  a  lot  of  sense.  The 
deep  philosophy  of  Christianity,  that 
vengeance  belongs  to  God  and  turning 
the  other  cheek,  a  lot  of  things  that 
have  been  ridiculed  about  the  Christian 
religion,  makes  a  lot  of  sense  in  the 
context  where  if  you  are  in  a  situation 
where  you  do  not  have  the  capacity  to 
get  justice,  then  certainly  life  must  go 
on  and  reconciliation  becomes  the  only 
possibility. 

I  think  Abraham  Lincoln  when  he 
said  malice  towards  none  understood 
that  very  clearly;  that  to  seek  justice 
would  have  led  to  more  chaos,  guerrilla 
warfare,  all  kinds  of  confusion,  but  the 
malice  towards  none,  and  the  fact  that 
the  Congress  in  the  next  ID  years  pro- 
ceeded to  absolve  all  of  the  people  who 
rebelled  against  the  central  govern- 
ment from  any  crimes,  to  give  back 
property  that  had  been  threatened,  all 
kinds  of  things  were  done  to  smooth  it 
all  out,  going  to  an  extreme.  The  mal- 
ice towards  none  led  to  wiping  out, 
taking  a  position  of  amnesia,  that 
there  was  no  crime  committed.  There 
were  no  crimes,  there  are  no  victims. 

The  40  acres  and  a  mule  was  promised 
by  the  Freedmens  Bureau.  The  Freed- 
mens  Bureau  was  a  social  program,  the 
very  first  social  program  the  Federal 
Government  ever  financed.  It  probably 
had  the  shortest  life.  also.  It  endured 
for  about  10  years  a  little  less  than  10 
years.  But  the  Freedmens  Bureau  was 
attached  to  the  Union  Army,  and  they 
at  one  point  started  experiments  where 
slaves  were  given  40  acres  and  a  mule 
in  order  to  farm  the  land  that  had  been 
owned  by  the  Confederates,  people  who 
supported  the  Confederacy.  That  was 
an  extensive  measure  that  probably 
went  to  the  extreme. 

President  Johnson  wiped  all  that  out 
with  a  decree,  and  Congress  later  on 
gave  back  all  the  lands.  They  went 
fr-om  one  extreme  of  taking  everything 
away  from  the  southern  plantation 
owners  to  giving  everything  back  to 
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them  and  making  no  provision  for  the 
slaves  who  had  labored  for  235  years  for 
no  compensation.  So  we  went  from  one 
extreme  to  another,  and  then  we  went 
into  a  period  of  amnesia,  wiping  it  all 
out  and  acting  as  if  it  does  not  exist,  so 
much  so  that  when  the  Confederate 
flag  is  flown  now,  people  do  not  under- 
stand why  the  victims,  the  slaves  or 
the  descendants  of  slaves,  should  be 
upset  in  South  Carolina. 

Why  should  they  care  about  the  Con- 
federate flag  being  flown?  After  all, 
brave  men  died.  We  do  not  want  to 
trample  on  memories  and  deeds  of  the 
brave  men  who  died  under  that  flag, 
but  we  do  not  think  you  are  acknowl- 
edging history  properly  if  you  insist 
those  brave  men's  flag  must  fly  over 
the  State  Capitol  and  be  the  flag  that 
has  to  be  honored  by  the  victims  who, 
in  large  numbers  their  descendants 
still  exist. 

In  fact.  South  Carolina,  the  State 
where  you  have  the  most  church  burn- 
ings, also  happens  to  be  the  State  that 
had  the  largest  slave  population.  There 
is  a  book  called  Slavery  and  Social 
Death  by  Orlando  Patterson  which 
breaks  out  the  populations  for  slaves  in 
this  country  during  certain  periods 
when  they  were  counting,  and  it  talks 
about  the  fact  that  each  State  had  a 
certain  percentage  of  the  population 
that  was  a  slave  percentage. 

There  were  times  in  America  where 
certain  States  had  more  slaves  than 
other  States,  and  South  Carolina  prob- 
ably was  in  the  worst  shape.  South 
Carolina  is  the  State  which  has  the 
most  church  burnings.  South  Carolina 
is  the  State  which  has  a  Confederate 
flag  fl3ring.  There  has  been  a  lot  of  con- 
troversy about  it.  The  oppressive  pre- 
vious government  of  South  Carolina 
before  the  Civil  War,  everybody  has 
amnesia  about  that,  does  not  want  to 
acknowledge  that.  They  were  heroes, 
the  flag  must  be  flown. 

In  1708,  57  percent  of  the  population 
of  South  Carolina  were  slaves,  accord- 
ing to  the  records  that  were  offered  in 
this  very  thorough  book  called  "Slav- 
ery and  Social  Death'"  by  Orlando  Pat- 
terson, published  in  1982  by  Harvard 
University  Press.  If  you  would  like  to 
get  it,  it  is  in  the  Library  of  Congress, 
and  I  am  sure  it  is  in  other  libraries. 

South  Carolina  in  1708  had  57  percent 
of  its  population  that  were  slaves.  In 
1720,  64  percent  of  the  population  of 
South  Carolina  was  slaves.  In  1830,  they 
still  had  54  percent  of  the  population 
who  were  slaves.  In  1860,  57  percent  of 
the  population  were  slaves.  These  are 
offlcial  counts  that  the  States  them- 
selves used,  because  each  State  bene- 
fited by  properly  counting  its  slaves,  or 
sometimes  maybe  overcounting  them, 
but  they  were  willing  to  offer  these  fig- 
ures, and  they  were  verified  to  some 
extent  by  national  census  takers.  In 
1860,  5  years  before  the  end  of  the  Civil 
War,  57  percent  of  the  people  of  South 
Carolina  were  slaves.  More  slaves  ex- 
isted there  than  other  people. 


This  is  significant  because  if  we  look 
at  the  other  Southern  States  we  find 
similar  patterns  where  large  percent- 
ages, and  at  one  point  Virginia  had  as 
much  as  45  percent  of  the  population 
who  were  slaves.  Mississippi  had  55  per- 
cent in  1810,  and  Louisiana  had  51  per- 
cent in  1830;  you  know,  populations  of 
slaves  grreater  than  the  other  people, 
and  yet  all  of  these  victims  and  their 
descendants  are  sort  of  not  to  be  re- 
garded in  the  present  situation  which 
exists  where  we  want  to  ignore  and  for- 
get about  the  existence  of  slavery. 

What  am  I  trying  to  say?  It  is  kind  of 
complicated,  but  what  I  am  trying  to 
say  is  that  all  these  various  items  that 
I  have  talked  about  here  relate.  The 
burning  of  the  black  churches  is  a 
symptom  of  a  disease  that  runs  in  the 
blood  of  America.  Every  now  and  then 
that  diseeise  breaks  forth,  and  the  boils 
and  the  canker  sores  show  themselves. 
They  will  get  worse  if  you  do  not  take 
action. 

We  took  action  today  to  start  revers- 
ing that,  but  the  disease  has  to  be  dealt 
with.  We  are  not  dealing  with  the  dis- 
ease when  we  have  Supreme  Court  deci- 
sions which  strike  down  the  Voting 
Rights  Act.  We  are  not  dealing  with 
the  disease  when  we  attack  affirmative 
action.  We  are  not  dealing  with  the  dis- 
ease when  we  go  after  set-asides  for 
Federal  contracts.  We  are  not  dealing 
with  the  disease  when  we  have  extrem- 
ist budget  cuts  which  cut  programs 
that  benefit  the  descendants  of  slaves 
who  live  in  big  cities  on  a  regular 
basis.  The  hostility  shown  by  the  Con- 
gress and  its  policies  are  aimed  at  that 
population. 

We  are  not  dealing  with  the  disease 
in  the  blood  of  America.  We  are  not 
dealing  with  the  disease  when  we  fail 
to  teach  history  that  at  least  tells  the 
truth  and  states  the  facts  so  you  would 
have  a  chance  of  getting  at  the  truth. 
We  are  not  dealing  with  the  disease 
when  we  allow  black  children  to  accept 
a  Supreme  Court  Justice  like  Clarence 
Thomas  as  a  role  model  without  chal- 
lenging that.  It  was  challenged,  and 
that  is  part  of  what  I  want  to  talk 
about,  because  it  all  relates. 

When  Justice  Thomas  was  invited  to 
speak  to  an  awards  ceremony  at  a 
school  in  Prince  Georges  County  by  a 
teacher,  a  school  board  member,  once 
he  heard  about  it,  it  hap]?ened  to  be  a 
school  in  the  district  that  he  rep- 
resented, once  he  heard  about  it,  he 
challenged  it.  He  said,  given  the  fact 
that  this  is  a  predominantly  black  dis- 
trict, these  are  children  who  are  black, 
they  ought  to  know  more  about  Clar- 
ence Thomas  and  the  kinds  of  decisions 
that  he  is  making,  and  we  ought  to 
have  a  way  to  communicate  that  if  he 
is  going  to  come  to  the  school.  An 
awards  ceremony  where  he  comes  and 
makes  a  presentation  and  nobody  has  a 
chance  to  talk  about  him  or  he  talk 
and  answer  any  questions,  so  forth, 
that  is  not  the  appropriate  arena  for 


having  a  controversial  figure  like  Clar- 
ence Thomas  come  and  interact  with 
black  children. 

I  think  this  was  a  most  appropriate 
challenge  by  Kenneth  Johnson  of  the 
Prince  Georges  County  Board  of  Edu- 
cation. I  think  Mr.  Johnson  was  right 
in  questioning.  I  do  not  think  this  was 
a  matter  of  questioning  free  speech 
prerogatives  of  Mr.  Thomas  or  the  peo- 
ple who  wanted  to  hear  Mr.  Thomas 
who  were  adults. 

However,  we  always  apply  free  speech 
differently  when  we  are  dealing  with 
children.  We  do  not  allow  free  speech 
to  predominate  on  our  airways  or  in 
any  arena,  books.  Nowhere  do  we  say 
that  free  speech  should  be  the  order  of 
the  day  when  we  are  dealing  with  chil- 
dren. We  make  exceptions  for  children. 
If  children  should  not  see  pornographic 
films,  if  children  shdtild  not  read  por- 
nographic passages  in  books,  if  chil- 
dren ought  to  be  protected  from  por- 
nography, if  one  of  these  days  we  are 
going  to  get  around  to  properly  pro- 
tecting children  from  violence  on  the 
screen  and  violence  in  books  and  so 
forth,  children  are  in  a  different  cat- 
egory. 

We  do  not  protect  adults.  It  is  pretty 
clear.  The  Supreme  Court  says  you  do 
not  have  a  right  to  apply  those  same 
standards  to  adults  but  you  do  have  a 
right  for  children.  So  children  should 
be  protected  against  political  fraud. 
They  should  be  protected  against  the 
situation  where  they  are  asked  to  ac- 
cept someone  as  a  role  model  when 
that  person  is  taking  actions  which  di- 
rectly are  detrimental  to  them  and 
their  parents  and  to  future  genera- 
tions. 

How  do  you  handle  that?  I  think  Mr. 
Thonms  should  clearly  have  been  al- 
lowed to  come  to  speak  once  he  had 
been  invited,  but  I  think  that  the 
school  board  and  the  people  responsible 
should  have  taken  the  responsibility  of 
setting  up  an  alternative  forum  of  sup- 
porting Mr.  Johnson  and  having  it 
known  exactly  what  Mr.  Johnson  was 
concerned  about. 

There  is  the  bigger  issue  of  how  is 
Mr.  Thomas  going  to  be  handled  in  the 
curriculum  in  the  future.  He  can  be 
handled  in  one  way  in  the  curriculum, 
and  standardized  curriculum  across  the 
whole  coimtry.  You  can  handle  it 
straight  factually:  He  is  a  conserv- 
ative, he  is  a  man  who  turned  his  back 
on  affirmative  action  that  helped  him, 
he  is  a  man  who  is  very  hostile  to  poli- 
cies and  programs  that  promote  oppor- 
tunities for  his  own  people,  opportimi- 
ties  that  are  designed  to  correct  the 
past  injustices  of  slavery  and  discrimi- 
nation and  oppression.  You  could  say 
factually  that  is  the  case. 

But  there  should  be  an  addendum  to 
that  curriculum  in  areas  where  black 
children  are  being  taught.  There  should 
be  clearly  an  opportunity  to  have  a 
greater  discussion  of  what  that  means. 
There  should  be  a  clear  way  to  discuss 
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the  fact  that  large  percentages  of  the 
black  population  have  branded  Justice 
Clarence  Thomas  as  a  traitor  to  his 
own  people. 

What  does  it  mean  to  be  a  traitor? 
Benedict  Arnold  was  a  traitor.  Every- 
body accepts  that.  Benedict  Arnold  was 
a  traitor.  I  do  not  think  that  nec- 
essarily the  British  schoolchildren  of 
that  time  would  call  Benedict  Arnold  a 
traitor.  Benedict  Arnold  may  be  called 
a  hero  in  England  in  the  service  of  the 
king.  Benedict  Arnold  might  have  been 
given  some  great  justification  for  his 
actions.  The  king  and  the  people  who 
supported  keeping  the  American  colo- 
nies as  part  of  the  British  Empire 
might  have  argued  that  Benedict  Ar- 
nold was  a  champion  of  law  and  order, 
that  the  colonists  had  no  right  to  rebel 
against  the  lawful  government  of  Eng- 
land. 

They  could  argue  that,  and  make  a 
case  for  it.  and  make  him  a  hero  in  the 
schools  for  the  children  of  the  British 
back  in  England,  clearly  he  was  a  trai- 
tor here,  because  we  had  already  taken 
another  course.  Right  and  wrong  had 
been  defined  by  the  Declaration  of 
Independence. 

D  2115 

Thomas  Jefferson  talked  about  cer- 
tain inalienable  rights.  He  talked 
about  self-evident  truths.  He  did  not 
deal  with  the  fine  points  of  English 
law.  If  he  had  continued  to  try  to  nego- 
tiate with  the  King  and  negotiate  with 
the  British,  we  would  still  probably  be 
a  colony  of  England.  But  he  called 
upon  higher  powers  and  declared  that 
there  are  some  self-evident  truths,  that 
there  are  some  inalienable  rights. 
There  is  a  right  and  a  wrong. 

This  Nation  said  when  Abraham  Lin- 
coln was  mourned  and  lifted  up  as  one 
of  the  greatest  Presidents  of  the  United 
States,  there  is  a  right  and  a  wrong. 
Abraham  Lincoln  who  presided  over 
the  war  against  slavery,  he  represents 
the  right.  The  whole  civilized  world 
looks  to  Abraham  Lincoln  as  a  person 
who  was  right  in  a  controversy  that 
some  people  want  to  still  argue  about. 
It  was  right  to  end  slavery  in  America. 
It  was  right  to  go  to  war  and  have  the 
bloodiest  battle  ever  fought  by  Ameri- 
cans, fought  on  the  soil  of  America,  to 
get  rid  of  that  slavery. 

America  would  be  in  a  very  different 
position  if  two  nations  existed,  one 
slave  and  one  free,  at  the  time  Hitler 
came  to  power.  We  might  have  had  on 
oiu"  very  continent  allies  for  the  kind 
of  philosophy  that  Hitler  was  advocat- 
ing. 

All  kinds  of  things  could  have  hap- 
pened if  the  rightness  of  Lincoln's  posi- 
tion had  not  been  enforced  by  a  chal- 
lenge to  the  Confederacy. 

There  is  a  right  and  a  wrong  inter- 
nationally. Lincoln  is  a  great  hero.  The 
Prime  Minister  of  Czechoslovakia,  the 
first  Prime  Minister  after  Communist 
rule  was  overthrown,  visited  the  White 


House  and  Mrs.  Bush,  upon  the  occa- 
sion that  the  Congressional  Black  Cau- 
cus was  visiting  the  White  House,  she 
explained  that  when  he  came  into  the 
room  where  Lincoln  had  stayed  and 
where  the  Emancipation  Proclamation 
was  signed,  he  looked  at  the  Emanci- 
pation Proclamation  and  he  broke 
down  in  tears. 

Here  is  a  man  from  Czechoslovakia,  a 
man  who  had  been  under  Communist 
rules,  had  been  in  prison,  his  great  idol 
was  Abraham  Lincoln,  and  the  Emanci- 
pation Proclamation,  which  was  a 
Presidential  Executive  order  that  set 
the  slaves  free,  brought  him  to  tears 
immediately. 

So  internationally,  in  the  court  of 
international  morality  and  justice, 
Abraham  Lincoln  was  right  and  the 
other  folks  were  wrong.  Slavery  was 
wrong.  We  have  made  that  decision. 
Our  textbooks  are  to  reflect  it  that 
way.  We  are  to  recognize  that  that  is 
the  national  norm. 

If  slavery  was  wrong,  then  remedies 
to  correct  the  aftermath  of  slavery, 
remedies  to  correct  the  residue  of  the 
criminal  actions  of  slavery,  they  have 
to  have  some  kind  of  validity.  The  Vot- 
ing Rights  Act  has  to  have  validity. 
The  Constitution  has  to  have  interpre- 
tation and  must  not  be  distorted  by  a 
racist  Supreme  Court  that  refuses  to 
recognize  that  race  in  the  Constitution 
is  mentioned. 

We  are  mentioned  several  times, 
starting  with  article  1,  where  they  talk 
about  three-fifths  of  all  other  persons, 
they  are  clearly  referring  to  slaves.  Ev- 
erybody knows  the  intent  of  the  Con- 
stitution. Nobody  has  challenged  the 
fact  that  three-fifths  of  all  other  per- 
sons means  three-fifths,  that  each 
slave,  male,  should  be  counted  as 
three-fifths  of  a  person  when  you  are 
coimting  the  population  of  America. 
And  they  correct  that  when  they  get  to 
the  13th  and  14th  amendment  where 
they  set  free  the  slaves  in  the  13th 
amendment. 

The  13th  amendment  states:  Neither 
slavery  nor  involuntary  servitude,  ex- 
cept as  a  punishment  for  crime  whereof 
the  party  shall  have  been  duly  con- 
victed, shall  exist  within  the  United 
States,  or  any  plaice  subject  to  their  ju- 
risdiction. That  is  the  13th  amend- 
ment. 

The  14th  amendment,  which  is  the 
subject  of  controversy,  the  14th  amend- 
ment which  is  being  used  by  Sandra 
Day  O'Connor  and  her  colleagues  on 
the  Court  as  justification  for  calling 
for  a  colorblind  America,  the  14th 
amendment  has  section  1,  section  2, 
section  3,  section  4.  and  section  5,  and 
I  want  to  submit  for  the  Record,  just 
to  have  people  reminded,  the  whole 
14th  amendment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  submit  for  the  RECORD 
the  whole  14th  amendment. 


Amendme-vt  xrv  J 

Section  1.  All  persons  bom  or  naturalized 
in  the  United  States  and  subject  to  the  juris- 
diction thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United 
States  and  of  the  State  wherein  they  reside. 
No  State  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law 
which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or  Immu- 
nities of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor 
shall  any  State  deprive  any  person  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of 
law;  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  Its  Juris- 
diction the  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 

Section  2.  Representatives  shall  be  appor- 
tioned among  the  several  States  according  to 
their  respective  numbers,  counting  the  whole 
number  of  persons  in  each  State,  excluding 
Indians  not  taxed.  But  when  the  right  to 
vote  at  any  election  for  the  choice  of  elec- 
tors for  President  and  Vice  President  of  the 
United  States.  Representatives  in  Congress, 
the  Executive  and  Judicial  officers  of  a 
State,  or  the  members  of  the  Legislature 
thereof,  is  denied  to  any  of  the  male  inhab- 
itants of  such  State,  being  twenty-one  years 
of  age.  and  citizens  of  the  United  States,  or 
in  any  way  abridged,  except  for  participation 
in  rebellion,  or  other  crime,  the  basis  of  rep- 
resentation therein  shall  be  reduced  In  the 
proportion  which  the  number  of  such  male 
citizens  shall  bear  to  the  whole  number  of 
male  citizens  twenty-one  years  of  age  In 
such  State. 

Section  3.  No  person  shall  be  a  Senator  or 
Representative  in  Congress,  or  elector  of 
President  and  Vice  President,  or  hold  any  of- 
fice, civil  or  military,  under  the  United 
States,  or  under  any  State,  who.  having  pre- 
viously taken  an  oath,  as  a  member  of  Con- 
gress, or  as  an  offlcer  of  the  United  States, 
or  as  a  member  of  any  State  legislature,  or 
as  an  executive  or  Judicial  officer  of  any 
State,  to  support  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  shall  have  engaged  in  insur- 
rection or  rebellion  against  the  same,  or 
given  aid  or  comfort  to  the  enemies  thereof. 
But  Congress  may  by  a  vote  of  two-thirds  of 
each  House,  remove  such  disability. 

Section  4.  The  validity  of  the  public  debt  of 
the  United  States,  authorized  by  law,  includ- 
ing debts  incurred  for  payment  of  pensions 
and  bounties  for  services  in  suppressing  in- 
surrection or  rebellion,  shall  not  be  ques- 
tioned. But  neither  the  United  States  nor 
any  State  shall  assume  or  pay  any  debt  or 
obligation  Incurred  in  aid  of  insorrectlon  or 
rebellion  against  the  United  States,  or  any 
claim  for  the  loss  or  emancipation  of  any 
slave;  but  all  such  debts,  obligations  and 
claims  shall  be  held  Illegal  and  void. 

Section  5.  The  Congress  shall  have  power 
to  enforce,  by  appropriate  legislation,  the 
provisions  of  this  article. 

Section  1  states: 

All  persons  bom  or  naturalized  in  the 
United  States,  and  subject  to  the  Jurisdic- 
tion thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United 
States  and  of  the  State  wherein  they  reside. 
No  State  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law 
which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or  immu- 
nities of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor 
shall  any  State  deprive  any  person  of  life. 
liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of 
law;  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its  Juris- 
diction the  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 

Who  are  they  talking  about  particu- 
larly, specifically?  The  13th  amend- 
ment that  came  before  freed  the  slaves, 
but  the  14th  amendment  is  tal  king  spe- 
cifically about  slaves,  or  people  who 
were  just  freed  from  slavery,  and  the 
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14th  amendment  is  there  primarily  to 
deal  with  the  descendants  of  slaves. 

To  argue  that  it  is  there  to  promote 
a  colorblind  America  is  to  distort  the 
Constitution,  to  throw  out  any  concern 
about  what  the  Congress  meant  when 
they  wrote  this,  what  the  States  meant 
when  they  drafted  it.  We  never  do  that 
on  any  other  laws.  We  are  always  look- 
ing for  the  intent  of  the  Framers,  what 
the  law  says.  All  that  is  important. 
Why  all  of  a  sudden  is  it  not  important 
that  the  14th  amendment  was  drafted, 
written,  ratified  in  response  to  correct- 
ing the  ills  of  slavery,  establishing  the 
fact  that  these  people  who  have  just 
been  set  free  shall  also  have  equal 
right,  equal  protection  under  the  law, 
these  people  are  the  people  who  were 
slaves  and  their  descendants. 

Section  2.  this  is  in  the  same  14th 
amendment.  If  you  want  to  challenge 
my  contention  that  the  14th  amend- 
ment is  about  slavery  and  correcting 
the  ills  of  slavery,  take  a  look  in  sec- 
tion 2,  section  3  and  section  4.  Take  a 
look  at  what  they  say.  They  are  talk- 
ing about  situations  which  are  related 
to  correcting  the  upheaval,  the  situa- 
tion that  resulted  as  a  result  of  rebel- 
lion against  the  United  States. 

In  Section  2,  I  will  not  read  it  all, 
they  state:  "But  when  the  right  to  vote 
at  any  election  for  the  choice  of  elec- 
tors for  President  and  Vice  President 
of  the  United  States.  Representatives 
in  Congress,  the  Executive  and  Judicial 
officers  of  a  State,  or  the  members  of 
the  Legislature  thereof,  is  denied  to 
amy  of  the  male  inhabitants  of  such 
State,  being  21  years  of  age,  and  citi- 
zens of  the  United  States,  or  in  any 
way  abridged,  except  for  participation 
in  rebellion,  or  other  crime,  the  basis 
of  representation  therein  shall  be  re- 
duced in  the  proportion  which  the 
number  of  such  male  citizens  shall  bear 
to  the  whole  number"  except  in  rebel- 
lion, participation  in  rebellion. 

When  the  14th  amendment  was  writ- 
ten, they  still  had  rebellion  of  the  Con- 
federacy on  their  mind.  Section  2 
makes  it  clear  that  they  had  that  in 
their  mind. 

I  will  read  all  of  section  3: 

No  person  shall  be  a  Senator  or  Represent- 
ative In  Congress,  or  elector  of  President  and 
Vice  President,  or  hold  any  office,  civil  or 
military,  under  the  United  States,  or  under 
any  State,  who.  having  previously  taken  an 
oath,  as  a  member  of  Congress,  or  as  an  offi- 
cer of  the  United  States,  or  as  a  member  of 
any  State  legislature,  or  as  an  executive  or 
Judicial  officer  of  any  State,  to  support  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  shall  have 
engaged  In  insurrection  or  rebellion  against 
the  same,  or  given  aid  or  comfort  to  the  en- 
emies thereof. 

They  were  concerned  about  the  car- 
ryover and  what  was  left  over  from  the 
situation  of  the  Civil  War  which  was 
fought  to  end  slavery. 

Section  4.  The  validity  of  the  public  debt  of 
the  United  SUtes.  authorized  by  law.  Includ- 
ing debts  Incurred  for  payment  of  pensions 
and  bounties  for  services  In  suppressing  In- 


surrection or  rebellion,  shall  not  be  ques- 
tioned. But  neither  the  United  States  nor 
any  State  shall  assume  or  pay  any  debt  or 
obligation  Incurred  In  aid  of  Insurrection  or 
rebellion  against  the  United  States,  or  any 
claim  for  the  loss  or  emancipation  of  any 
slave:  but  all  such  debts,  obligations  and 
claims  shall  be  held  Illegal  and  void. 

The  14th  amendment  was  not  con- 
cerned and  preoccupied  with  colorblind 
America.  It  was  preoccupied  with  slav- 
ery, the  Civil  War,  the  aftermath  of  the 
Civil  War,  with  dealing  with  people 
who  had  rebelled  against  the  Federal 
Government.  I  offer  this  in  the  hope 
that  somebody  would  go  back  and 
reread  it,  and  especially  the  Supreme 
Court  Justices  who  dwell  on  one  sec- 
tion and  refuse  to  accept  the  14th 
amendment  in  its  total  context.  It  is 
distorted  and  twisted. 

Kenneth  Johnson  did  a  great  service 
when  he  pointed  out  that  Justice 
Thomas  is  a  part  of  this  process  of  dis- 
torting the  14th  amendment  in  what 
results  in  a  racist  series  of  decisions  by 
the  Court  to  roll  back  the  clock  and 
end  various  constructive  kinds  of 
things  that  have  gone  forth  as  a  result 
of  interpreting  the  14th  amendment  in 
the  proper  way  and  understanding  that 
the  14th  amendment  was  the  chance  to 
deal  with  the  problem  of  slavery  in  the 
proper  context. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  going  to  also  give 
an  example  of  how  a  recent  book  by 
Daniel  Gohagen  called  "Hitler's  Will- 
ing Executioners"  confirms  the  kind  of 
situation  I  am  talking  about  where  if 
you  fail  to  deal  with  underlying  preju- 
dices and  hostilities  in  a  society,  it  will 
blossom  forth  in  a  diseased  way  and 
sometimes  it  will  get  out  of  control. 
Certainly,  if  the  central  government 
and  leaders  of  government  condone  it 
and  encourage  it,  it  gets  out  of  control. 

I  would  like  to  end  my  remarks  by 
saying,  by  taking  actions  against  the 
church  burnings  in  a  forceful  way 
today,  we  have  shown  that  the  leaders 
of  this  central  government  will  take 
firm  action  against  such  activities  and 
elementary  and  rudimentary  efforts 
have  been  taken  to  stamp  out  this  dis- 
ease. We  need  to  go  further  and  try  to 
get  to  the  root  causes. 


PROTECTING  AMERICA'S  PATENTS 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Fox 
of  Pennsylvania).  Under  the  Speaker's 
announced  policy  of  May  12,  1995,  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  ROHR- 
ABACHER]  is  recognized  for  60  minutes. 
Mr.  ROHRABACHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
agree  that  we  voted  today  to-  get  to  the 
root  causes  and  to  condemn  the  hatred 
that  resulted  in  the  warped  mind  that 
resulted  in  the  burning  of  black 
churches  in  America,  or  synagogues  or 
any  other  kind  of  churches,  that  this  is 
not  something  we  can  tolerate  in 
America. 

But  let  us  say  the  root  causes  of  that 
type  of  bigotry  are  found  in  the  same 
type  of  actions  that  try  to  limit  peo- 


ple's right  to  speak  because  they  dis- 
agree with  you.  They  feel  you  have  a 
right  to  prevent  someone  from  speak- 
ing, whether  at  a  high  school  gradua- 
tion or  a  college  graduation.  Discour- 
tesy is  one  step  away  from  tyranny, 
and  I  have  seen  that  throughout  my 
life. 

Clarence  Thomas  is  a  man  of  extraor- 
dinary courage,  honor,  and  intel- 
ligence. He  has  stood  up  against  a  lib- 
eral political  machine  that  he  knew 
would  try  to  destroy  him  personally 
rather  than  debate  his  ideas.  It  is  trag- 
ic that  this  mean-spirited  attack  con- 
tinues on  Justice  Thomas.  He  deserves 
the  respect  of  America  and  at  the  very 
least  he  deserves  to  be  treated  cour- 
teously. Unfortunately,  many  liberals 
do  not  know  what  the  meaning  of  cour- 
tesy is. 

With  that,  let  me  say  that  one  thing 
about  America  is  that  we  have  diverse 
values.  This  is  something  we  rejoice  in. 
We  are  a  land  of  diversity.  People  can- 
not say  it  enough.  This  is  a  blessed 
land.  Yes.  it  has  faults,  many  faults. 
We  will  work  together  as  Americans 
who  love  freedom  to  try  to  fix  those 
faults. 

That  is  the  way  it  has  been  since  our 
founding.  We  had  a  lot  of  faults  back 
then.  While  I  am  grateful  to  our 
Founding  Fathers  and  our  founding 
mothers,  I  do  not  idealize  them  as 
being  perfect.  But  in  those  days  200 
years  ago,  they  did  have  a  dream  and 
they  did  give  us  something  to  work 
with,  and  we  have  built  a  great  Nation. 
They  began  that  great  Nation  and  ex- 
pect us  to  try  to  perfect  it. 

Our  Nation  was  founded  not  by  Puri- 
tans alone— Puritans  played  a  role  in 
it — but  also  by  malcontents,  non- 
conformists, individualists,  path- 
finders, free  thinkers,  explorers,  devel- 
opers, people  who  were  fiercely  inde- 
pendent and  lovers  of  freedom.  Yes, 
there  were  also  slaves  that  were 
brought  here  against  their  will,  and  we 
tried  to  correct  that  which  was  a  major 
blot  on  America's  soul. 

They  were  an  optimistic  lot,  those 
Americans  of  100  and  200  years  ago, 
firmly  believing  that  with  liberty  and 
technology,  ours  would  be  a  shining 
city  on  a  hill,  a  beacon  of  hope  for  all 
mankind,  where  our  problems  and  our 
faults  would  be  corrected  but  where  the 
common  man,  even  then,  through  hard 
work  and  responsible  behavior  could 
raise  a  family  in  decency,  and  all  would 
have  an  opportunity  to  improve  them- 
selves and  build  a  Nation  as  they  did. 

This  may  sound  like  hsrperbole  but  it 
is  not  hsrperbole.  Yes,  we  had  faults,  let 
us  admit  it.  But  the  fact  is  we  also  had 
dreams.  Those  who  foimded  our  coun- 
try were  dreamers.  They  could  see 
fields  that  would  feed  a  hungry  world 
and  factories  that  would  raise  the 
standard  of  living  of  working  people, 
and  in  times  of  great  peril  would  be- 
come an  arsenal  for  democracy  to 
which  freedom-loving  people  of  the 
world  could  turn  for  salvation. 
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They  knew  America  would  succeed. 
The  fundamentals  were  here.  Freedom, 
gruaranteed  rights  for  all  people.  Yes,  in 
the  beginning  it  was  not  all  people. 
Today  we  have  not  totally  reached  that 
dream  but  that  is  what  we  are  trying 
to  do.  Here  was  also  this  richness  of  di- 
versity that  would  make  America 
unique  among  the  nations. 

D  2130 

Our  new  country  would  not  be  held 
together  by  a  common  culture  or  com- 
mon race  or  common  religion.  No,  it 
would  be  a  love  of  liberty  that  would 
unite  us  and  a  commitment  to  the 
principles  of  liberty  and  justice  that 
would  hold  us  together.  One  thing  else 
gave  them  an  unbridled  positive  view 
toward  the  future.  They  believed  that 
technology  would  lift  the  standard  of 
all  human  beings  with  the  production 
of  new  wealth. 

America  would  not  be  about  dividing 
wealth,  it  would  be  about  building, 
planting,  engineering,  and  creating 
new  wealth.  After  all,  we  were  the 
most  undeveloped  country  of  the  world 
at  that  time.  Thomas  Jefferson's  home 
in  Monticello  is  filled  with  his  personal 
inventions,  inventions  of  little  tech- 
nologies that  he  know  would  help  lift 
some  of  the  burden  right  there  on  his 
own  farm  and,  if  emulated,  lift  the  bur- 
den elsewhere  throughout  the  country. 
Ben  Franklin  was  not  just  the  grand 
old  man  of  the  American  revolution. 
He  wais  an  internationally  acclaimed 
technologist,  having  invented  the  pot- 
bellied stove,  bifocals  and  having  ex- 
I)erimented  with  electricity.  I  do  not 
even  know  if  children  these  days,  when 
they  read  their  history  books,  know 
about  Benjamin  Franklin  and  his  tech- 
nological endeavors.  They  might  not 
even  know  about  Ben  Franklin,  for  all 
I  know. 

Well,  it  is  no  coincidence  that  our 
Founding  Fathers  wrote  into  our  Con- 
stitution a  mandate  for  the  establish- 
ment of  a  national  Patent  Office  where 
any  person  could  register  an  invention 
and  would  have  a  guaranteed  property 
right  to  ownership  of  that  innovation 
for  a  specific  number  of  years.  This  was 
to  ensure  that  inventors  and  investors 
would  have  an  incentive  to  create  the 
means  to  solve  problems  and  to  uplift 
the  standard  of  living  of  our  people. 
The  guaranteed  patent  term  works. 
America  had  the  strongest  patent  laws 
in  the  world  and  our  people  reaped  an 
unimaginable  reward. 

It  was  no  mistake  that  it  was  here 
that  Robert  Fulton  created  the  steam- 
boat. How  many  people  know  that  the 
steam  engine  was  created  long  before 
Robert  Fulton?  In  fact,  in  ancient 
Greece,  there  was  a  steam  engine,  but 
they  did  not  believe  the  common  per- 
son should  have  burdens  lifted  off  of  his 
shoulder,  and  in  fact  a  steam  engine 
had  been  put  on  a  boat  crossing  the 
Rhine  River  much  earlier  but  the  boat- 
men gathered  round  and  the  boatman's 


guild  forced  that  steam  engine  off  the 
boat.  But  here  Robert  Fulton  was  able 
to  put  that  steam  engine  on  a  boat  and 
able  to  patent  that  concept  and  to  cre- 
ate a  piece  of  equipment  that  would 
change  the  world  and  uplift  the  stand- 
ard of  living  of  mankind. 

What  about  Eli  Whitney's  cotton  gin. 
which  created  enough  clothing  for  peo- 
ple to  wear  and  brought  down  the  price 
of  clothing,  or  Cyrus  McCormick's 
reaper,  or  Thomas  Edison's  electric 
light  bulb,  or  Sam  Morses  telegraph, 
or  Alexander  Graham  Bells  telephone, 
things  that  changed  the  world  forever. 
Where  were  they  created?  Where  were 
they  invented?  Right  her  in  the  United 
States. 

In  the  late  1880's.  it  was  seriously 
suggested,  in  fact,  because  our  people 
had  been  so  creative  and  created  so 
much  that  the  Patent  Office  be  shut 
down  because,  "Everything  that  can  be 
invented  has  been  invented."  At  that 
very  moment,  two  working  men,  broth- 
ers who  owned  a  modest  bicycle  repair 
shop,  were  working  on  a  machine  that 
would  lift  mankind  into  the  heavens. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Wright  brothers 
demonstrated  the  indomitable  spirit, 
what  was  hailed  as  exemplary,  as  the 
best  of  our  country.  Yet  these  two  peo- 
ple were  basically  on  their  own.  They 
had  some  investors.  They  were  not  men 
of  education  or  wealth.  They  were  ordi- 
nary working  people  who  changed  the 
lives  of  every  person  on  this  plajiet. 

So  why  has  it  been  America?  Why 
was  it  that  those  two  individuals  were 
able  to  succeed?  Certainly  not  our  race 
because  we  have  many  different  races 
and  ethnic  backgrounds.  It  certainly 
was  not  our  religion.  We  have  many  re- 
ligions. It  is  not  our  great  universities. 
The  Wright  brothers  never  went  to  col- 
lege, although  I  will  have  to  admit  our 
educational  institutions  certainly  have 
helped  this.  The  genius,  the  unparal- 
leled inventiveness  of  our  people  can  be 
found  in  the  fact  that  our  laws  have 
protected  inventors. 

We  have  had  the  most  stringent  and 
all-encompassing  patent  laws  and  pat- 
ent protection  of  any  country  of  the 
world.  Our  laws  have  fostered  private 
investment  in  innovation.  The  main- 
spring of  America's  progress  can  be 
found,  above  all  else,  in  the  guaranteed 
patent  term  and  the  honest  enforce- 
ment of  our  laws,  so  that  inventors 
knew  their  rights  would  he  recognized 
and  protected,  investors  knew  they 
would  be  permitted  to  reap  a  reward 
for  risking  their  money  they  invested 
in  unproven  technology. 

One  of  the  lesser  known  inventors  in 
America,  a  man  who  had  tremendous 
impact  on  the  living  of  our  people,  was 
a  man  named  Jan  Matzeliger.  He  came 
from  the  humblest  of  beginnings  and 
for  years  he  was  eating  com  mush  and 
just  barely  surviving.  Because  he  was 
an  American  of  Color,  a  black  Amer- 
ican, he  suffered  unforgivable  discrimi- 
nation, turned  away  even  from  church- 


es where  he  sought  to  worship  God.  As 
he  labored  in  a  shoe  company,  strenu- 
ously stretching,  cutting  and  stitching, 
he  visualized  a  machine  that  would 
revolutionize  production.  With  little 
education,  he  wrote  and  traced  his  idea 
for  a  complicated  piece  of  equipment. 

Living  in  poverty,  he  found  a  couple 
of  old  cigar  boxes  and  strings  to  simu- 
late a  working  model,  and  although  he 
had  no  status,  no  credentials  and  cer- 
tainly no  collateral,  he  caught  the  ear 
and  the  eye  of  two  investors  who  bank- 
rolled his  venture  for  a  hefty  share  of 
the  profit.  On  March  20.  1883,  a  patent 
was  issued  by  the  U.S.  Patent  Office. 

Within  a  few  years,  Matzeliger's 
"lasting  machine"  is  what  it  is  called, 
"lasting  machine"  was  standard  equip- 
ment for  shoe  manufacturing.  The 
price  of  shoes  began  to  drop  as  the  av- 
erage worker,  instead  of  putting  out 
one  or  two  pairs  an  hours,  could  put 
out  50  pairs  an  hour.  The  price  of  shoes 
was  cut  by  50  percent.  Untold  millions 
of  people  benefited  from  Matzeliger's 
invention.  For  Matzeliger  and  his  in- 
vestors, they  had  the  guaranteed  pat- 
ent term  of  17  years  in  which  to  reap 
the  rewards  of  an  innovation  that  had 
uplifted  ordinary  people.  Matzeliger 
lived  a  friiitful  life  and  a  full  life.  When 
he  died,  he  left  a  considerable  sum  of 
money  to  the  churches  of  his  commu- 
nity. But  it  was  stipulated  in  his  will 
that  none  of  the  money  should  go  to 
any  church  that  turned  him  away  be- 
cause of  the  color  of  his  skin. 

America  should  have  respected  all 
the  rights  of  all  of  its  citizens,  but  even 
in  that  great  time  of  discrimination, 
the  rights  of  technological  ownership, 
through  the  patent  law.  was  so  in- 
grained in  our  people  that  the  patent 
rights  of  black  Americans  and  people  of 
color  were  protected.  This  commit- 
ment served  our  Nation  well. 

Now.  I  am  not  saying  that  all  of  the 
patent  rights  and  all  the  property 
rights  of  black  Americans  were  pro- 
tected because  they  obviously  were 
not.  But  obviously  they  were  protected 
to  the  point  where  this  black  American 
was  able  to  benefit  greatly  from  his  in- 
vention. America  went  on  and  basically 
the  history  of  our  country  can  be  seen 
in  the  development  of  these  new  tech- 
nologies. We  went  from  a  desolate  tron- 
tier  to  a  powerhouse  of  fireedom  and  op- 
portunity. There  were  those  who  see 
the  fundamental  changes  in  America, 
and  they  are  trying  to  affect  what  we 
do  in  America  and  they  believe  in 
America.  But  sometimes  people  who 
are  trjang  to  affect  the  course  of  our 
history  are  not  so  up  front  about  their 
goals  for  our  country. 

One  of  the  things  Bill  Clinton  did 
after  becoming  President,  one  of  the 
first  things  he  did  was  to  send  Bruce 
Lehman,  his  appointee,  to  head  Ameri- 
ca's Patent  Office  to  Japan.  Now,  is 
that  not  funnsr?  Right  after  getting 
elected,  he  appoints  someone  to  head 
the    Patent    Office    and    immediately 
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sends  him  to  Japan.  There,  Bruce  Leh- 
man, the  new  head  of  our  Patent  Of- 
fice, concluded  a  hushed  agreement  to 
harmonize  America's  patent  law  to 
that  of  Japan's. 

Now.  we  got  almost  nothing  in  ex- 
change for  the  changes,  for  exchange 
for  our  changes.  We  got  almost  nothing 
in  exchange  in  the  sense  that  the  Japa- 
nese law  did  not  change  almost  any- 
thing. In  fact,  there  were  just  a  few 
anemic  restrictions  that  were  placed 
on  Japanese  corporate  interferences 
and  that  is  about  it.  But  we,  on  the 
other  hand,  changed  and  agreed  to  to- 
tally harmonize  our  patent  law  with 
that  of  Japan.  Now  that  may  sound 
really  strange  to  the  American  people. 
It  may  sound  really  strange  to  our  col- 
leagues that  someone  goes  overseas 
and  noakes  an  agreement  to  change  the 
basic  law  of  our  land,  which  has  been  in 
place  since  the  founding  of  our  Con- 
stitution, and  make  it  mirror  that  of  a 
foreign  country. 

We  did  that  in  exchange  for  some  lit- 
tle anemic  change  in  the  Japanese  law. 
By  the  way,  that  promise  may  be  very 
similar  to  Japan's  promises  to  open 
their  markets.  Decades  ago,  Japan 
promised  us  they  would  open  their 
markets,  and  basically  they  promised 
and  they  promised  and  they  promised. 
Yet  decades  later,  we  still  are  having 
trouble  getting  our  goods  into  the  Jap- 
anese market.  Perhaps  this  even  weak 
little  thing  that  they  gave  us  in  ex- 
change for  totally  changing  our  patent 
law,  maybe  they  will  treat  that  the 
same  way  as  nothing  more  than  scrib- 
bling on  a  piece  of  paper.  In  the  mean- 
time, Bruce  Lehman  and  multinational 
corporations,  are  doing  their  God-awful 
best  to  change  our  patent  law,  our  fun- 
damental patent  law.  They  made  the 
agreement  with  the  Japanese  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  now  they  are  coming 
here  with  legislation  to  the  Congress  to 
fulfill  their  promises  to  change  or  law 
and  make  it  like  the  Japanese  law. 
Well,  they  tried  to  do  it  as  quickly  as 
possible  and  as  quietly  as  possible. 
Step  No.  1  was  eliminating  that  guar- 
anteed patent  term  of  17  years.  This 
has  been  a  right  of  Americans  for 
American  inventors  and  American  in- 
vestors for  134  years;  before  that,  it  was 
a  guaranteed  patent  term  of  14  years. 
But  it  was  always  a  guaranteed  patent 
term.  No  matter  how  long  it  took  you 
to  get  your  patent  issued,  once  you  had 
applied,  if  it  took  them  10  years  to  get 
it  issued,  you  would  still  have  17  years 
of  guaranteed  protection. 

Well,  trying  to  keep  this  downgrad- 
ing of  American  patent  rights  quiet 
while,  instead  of  coming  to  Congress 
originally  with  the  very  first  attack  on 
the  patent  system,  and  that  is  the  leg- 
islation of  changing  our  patent  laws,  a 
provision  was  snuck  into  the  imple- 
menting legislation  for  the  General 
Agreement  on  Trade  and  Tariff.  Now 
that  may  sound  odd  as  well.  But  you 
see,  if  you  put  something  in  that  im- 


plementing legislation  for  the  GATT 
Agreement,  Congress  was  only  able  to 
vote  up  or  down  on  this  one  omnibus 
bill.  No  amendments  were  allowed. 
Thus,  a  Member  of  Congress  would  be 
forced  to  vote  against  the  entire  world 
trading  system  in  order  to  vote  against 
changing  our  patent  law. 

Many  Members  of  Congress  had  no 
idea  that  they  put  this  into  there  be- 
cause this  was  total,  the  tactic  was  a 
total  betrayal  because  we  were  told 
that  the  only  things  that  would  be  put 
into  the  GATT  implementation  legisla- 
tion was  that  which  was  required  by 
GATT  Itself.  It  was  a  betrayal  on  our 
citizens.  The  Members  of  Congress 
should  understand  that  that  indicates 
some  foul  play  is  going  on.  GATT  again 
did  not  require  the  eliminating  of  the 
guaranteed  i>atent  term,  so  it  should 
never  have  been  put  in  there  in  the 
first  place. 

Well,  I  created  a  stir  when  I  found 
out  that  in  the  GATT  implementation 
legislation  was  this  unnecessary  or 
unrequired  provision,  something  that 
would  dramatically  change  our  laws, 
and  so  that  was  1^  years  ago.  I  was 
promised  that  there  would  be  a  chance 
to  correct  this  part  of  the  implement- 
ing legislation,  that  eventually  on  the 
floor  we  would  get  our  chance  to 
change  this. 

Well,  changes  in  the  patent  term  of 
course  are  not  easy  to  understand. 
Those  people  who  are  trying  to  fun- 
damentally change  how  our  Govern- 
ment has  acted  and  what  or  fundamen- 
tal laws  are  on  the  patent  term  know 
that  this  is  a  difficult  issue  for  people 
to  understand.  They  are  relying  on 
that  ignorance,  on  that  inability  of 
Americans  to  focus  on  the  intricacies 
of  these  kind  of  laws  in  order  to  do  us 
in  and  to  bring  down  America  as  the 
No.  1  leading  economic  power  in  the 
world. 

Traditionally,  when  an  American  in- 
ventor or  investor  has  filed  for  a  lat- 
ent, no  matter  how  long  it  took,  re- 
member this  was  the  traditional  law, 
the  Patent  Office  could  take  as  long  as 
they  wanted,  and  many  of  the  major 
patents  take  5,  10,  even  15  years.  But 
once  it  was  issued,  there  was  a  guaran- 
teed patent  term  of  17  years  to  reap  the 
benefits  of  new  technology.  Foreigners 
or  anybody  else  would  use  that  tech- 
nology who  have  to  pay  royalties  to 
those  people  who  invented  the  new 
technologies.  Again,  it  was  their  right 
to  a  guaranteed  patent  term  of  17 
years,  and  up  until  1%  years  ago,  when 
that  provision  was  snuck  into  GATT 
and  the  first  move  to  harmonize  our 
system  with  Japan's  was  put  in  place. 
During  the  time  before,  and  this  is  be- 
fore this  change,  when  the  patent  was 
issued,  everyone  was  secure  in  knowing 
they  would  have  that  17  years  of  full 
benefit. 

This  system  not  only  encouraged  in- 
ventors but  it  encouraged  investors. 
Thxis  private  dollars  by   the   billions 


have  been  allocated  in  our  society  for 
developing  new  technologies. 

Matzeliger's  two  investors  knew  that, 
no  matter  how  long  it  took  him  to  get 
that  patent,  that,  once  he  got  it,  they 
all  would  benefit  from  this  invention 
because  they  would  have  a  guaranteed 
patent  term  of  17  years.  We  did  not  rely 
on  Government  bureaucracy.  We  relied 
on  private  investors.  We  did  not  rely  on 
taxes  by  the  Federal  Government.  We 
relief  on  innovation  through  the  pri- 
vate sector  because  we  gave  people  an 
incentive  to  invest  by  guaranteeing  a 
patent  term. 
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We  relied  on  freedom  and  the  profit 
motive.  Well,  the  new  system,  which  is 
nothing  more  than  the  Japanese  sys- 
tem superimposed  on  us,  is  much  dif- 
ferent, though  again  it  is  very  hard  to 
understand  the  significance  of  these 
changes  and  these  differences. 

Under  the  new  code,  and  that  is 
imder  the  code  that  was  put  in  under 
this  GATT  implementation  legislation, 
the  day  that  an  inventor  fights  for  a 
patent,  that  day  20  years  later  he  has 
no  more  rights,  he  or  she  has  no  more 
rights  to  that  patent  and  to  that  tech- 
nology. Twenty  years  later,  and  the 
time  is  up. 

If  it  takes  10  years,  and,  by  the  way, 
this  is  the  system  now  in  place  that  re- 
placed the  old  system,  if  it  takes  10 
years  for  a  patent  to  be  issued  because 
the  bureaucracy  is  slow  or  outsiders 
are  taying  to  slow  down  the  process,  in 
the  past  the  investor  still  had  the  guar- 
anteed patent  term  of  17  years,  even  if 
it  took  10  years  to  issue.  Under  this 
new  system,  after  10  years  one-half  of 
the  investor's  patent  term  has  been 
eaten  up.  He  or  she  only  has  10  years 
left.  In  other  words,  the  clock  is  tick- 
ing against  the  inventor,  against  the 
innovator,  and  not  against  the  bu- 
reaucracy. 

Now,  anyone  who  has  studied  the 
process  knows  that  it  is  not  unusual 
for  breakthrough  technologies,  that  is 
the  izmovations  that  change  the  world, 
these  are  the  innovations  that  we  as 
Americans  always  invented,  that  the 
innovations  that  produce  the  tens  of 
billions  of  dollars  of  new  wealth  often 
take  from  5,  10,  and  even  15  years  for  a 
patent  to  issue. 

For  example,  the  laser  took  21  years 
before  the  patent  was  granted.  That 
means  under  the  new  system,  the  in- 
ventor of  the  laser  would  have  received 
no  benefit,  zero  benefit,  from  his  inven- 
tion, and  the  investors  in  that  project 
would  have  reaped  no  benefits.  The 
microprocessor  took  17  years.  The 
microprocessor  took  17  years.  Under 
the  old  system,  once  it  was  issued  that 
man  had  17  years  of  patent  term  left. 
Under  the  new  system,  he  would  have  3 
years  left. 

Polypropylene,  the  plastic  they  make 
in  which  they  use  to  store  milk  and 
other  containers,  took  33  years  before 
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the  inventor  received  the  patent.  He 
would  have  had  absolutely  no  patent 
protection,  and  in  fact  would  have 
probably  died  a  dissolute  person  know- 
ing that  his  invention  had  been  stolen 
from  him. 

Now,  what  does  this  all  mean  when 
the  clock  is  ticking  against  the  inven- 
tor? It  means  the  bureaucracy  and  spe- 
cial interests,  not  only  domestic  inter- 
ests, but  foreign  interests  as  well,  have 
leverage  on  the  inventor.  During  nego- 
tiations, which  are  part  of  the  patent 
process  when  someone  is  looking  to  get 
a  patent  granted,  he  has  to  go  through 
these  negotiations,  the  inventor,  if  the 
clock  is  ticking  against  him,  he  can  be 
ground  down,  because  he  will  or  she  is 
vulnerable.  If  a  patent  can  be  delayed 
and  the  time  shortened,  what  does  that 
mean?  Well,  it  means  all  those  royal- 
ties that  were  once  going  into  the  bank 
account,  if  you  can  shorten  the  time 
period  that  the  person  actually  holds 
that  patent,  because  now  you  elon- 
gated the  process  and  he  only  has  that 
20  years,  and  it  is  ticking  against  him, 
all  those  royalties  that  were  going  into 
the  bank  account  of  American  inven- 
tors, because  they  have  that  17  guaran- 
teed years,  now  they  do  not  have  it.  All 
that  money  that  used  to  be  flowing 
into  their  bank  accounts  is  now  re- 
routed into  the  account  of  huge  foreign 
and  domestic  and  multinational  cor- 
porations. 

To  claim  stolen  royalties,  of  course, 
someone  is  eventually  issued  a  patent. 
An  individual  must  pay  lawyers  and 
legal  specialists  to  go  to  court.  Get  the 
picture?  The  little  American  inventor 
going  to  Samsung  or  going  to 
Mitsubishi  or  going  to  Sony  and  trying 
to  beat  them  in  court,  especially  in  a 
Japanese  court?  The  little  guy  in  our 
coimtry  gets  groimd  down.  The  Wright 
Brothers,  had  that  law  been  in  place, 
would  be  smashed  by  the  Mitsubishis  of 
the  world. 

Now,  get  that.  The  Wright  Brothers, 
the  equivalent  of  a  Wright  brother 
today,  beaten  down  by  Mitsubishi,  and 
we  end  up  in  the  years  ahead  with  the 
Japanese  building  all  of  the  major  air- 
planes flown  all  around  the  world,  and 
Japanese  aircraft  workers  living  at  a 
higher  standard  of  living,  and  our  aero- 
space engineers  living  in  poverty. 

This  system  which  our  Patent  Com- 
missioner Bruce  Lehman  wants  to 
emulate,  he  wants  American  law  to  be 
like  the  Japanese,  has  ill-served  the 
Japanese  people.  It  might  have  helped 
some  of  these  big  corporations  and 
those  people  who  run  the  corporations, 
but  little,  if  any,  innovation  is  bom  in 
Japan.  Few,  if  any,  inventions  are 
started  there.  The  Japanese  are  right- 
fully known  as  copiers  and  improvers, 
not  inventors  nor  innovators.  Their 
laws,  which  Bruce  Lehnaan  wants 
America  to  emulate,  have  permitted 
powerful  business  conglomerates  to  nm 
rough-shod  over  their  people.  They 
have  beaten  down  anyone  who  raises 
his  or  her  head. 


As  far  as  technological  development, 
in  Japan  an  inventor  who  applies  for  a 
significant  patent  is  immediately  con- 
fronted with  hostile  interferences  with 
the  process.  Pressures,  official  and  un- 
official, are  applied  to  beat  down  the 
applicant  so  that  by  the  time  the  pat- 
ent is  issued  it  is  a  hollow  shell.  The 
rewards  are  limited. 

However,  the  rewards  are  great  for 
some  people  in  Japan.  Yeah,  the  big 
guys,  the  giant  corporations  envelop 
the  innovation  and  pay  little,  if  any- 
thing, in  royalties  for  the  benefit  they 
receive,  or  should  we  say  steal.  It  is  the 
difference  between  a  society  based  on 
individual  freedom  versus  collectivist 
egalitarianism.  During  the  patent  de- 
bate that  we  have  been  having  here 
over  the  last  year,  Bruce  Lehman,  the 
head  of  the  American  Patent  Office, 
constantly  claimed  the  purpose  of  a 
strong  patent  law  is  to  facilitate  the 
dissemination  of  information  to  the  so- 
ciety as  a  whole.  That  is  the  ultimate 
in  antifreedom,  collectivist  freedom, 
and  has  nothing  to  do  with  what  our 
Founding  Fathers  had  in  mind. 

In  our  country,  the  rights  of  the  indi- 
vidual are  paraunount.  These  patent 
laws  were  meant  to  protect  individuals' 
property  rights  over  the  rights  of  nec- 
essarily some  huge  interest  group 
claiming  to  speak  for  the  benefit  of  so- 
ciety as  a  whole. 

We  basically  believe  the  individual 
has  the  right  to  own  his  or  her  prompt 
and  especially  if  it  is  his  or  her  own 
creation.  That  is  what  our  Founding 
Fathers  did  when  they  put  the  Patent 
Office  into  our  Constitution.  Our  re- 
spect for  the  property  rights  of  the 
small  farmer  and  the  individual  busi- 
nessman is  based  on  an  understanding 
that  by  protecting  the  rights  of  the  lit- 
tle guy,  especially  the  property  rights, 
all  of  us  are  going  to  benefit  in  the 
long  run. 

We  believe  it  is  through  individual 
endeavors  and  personal  responsibility 
that  someone  prospers,  and  when  a 
population  of  individuals  acts  in  that 
way,  the  society  prospers.  Lehman's 
approach  treats  individuals  as  second- 
ary and  in  a  collectivist  whole,  who  if 
they  insist  on  their  rights  for  them- 
selves, must  and  will  be  cnished. 

Of  course  those  trying  to  challenge 
our  system  will  never  admit  this. 
Those  trying  to  change  the  fundamen- 
tal patent  law  will  never  believe  that  is 
what  is  really  guiding  them  and  that  is 
their  philosophical  premise. 

A  change  is  coming,  not  as  part  of  a 
major  debate,  basically  a  major  debate 
in  our  whole  democratic  process.  That 
is  not  the  way  the  change  in  our  soci- 
ety and  patent  rights  for  future  tech- 
nology is  happening.  Instead,  it  is  hai>- 
pening  by  subterfuge,  sneaking  provi- 
sions into  treaty  legislation  or  an  om- 
nibus bill  so  that  the  evil  that  is  tak- 
ing place  will  be  hard  to  understand 
and  the  actual  changes  will  be  obscured 
by  all  the  rest  of  the  things  in  the  bill. 


When  one  can  force  the  advocates 
who  are  trying  to  press  these  patent 
changes,  when  we  force  them  to  en- 
gage, they  claim  that  their  goal  is  not 
to  destroy  America's  traditional  patent 
system.  That  is  not  what  we  are  trying 
to  do.  they  say.  no.  Instead,  they  are 
trying  to  solve  a  new  problem  that  has 
been  plaguing  American  business,  and 
that  is  this  problem  that  basically  is 
enriching  inventors.  They  say  these  in- 
ventors are  being  enriched,  and  these 
inventors  are  the  ones  manipulating 
and  gaming  the  patent  system  so  that 
by  the  time  that  a  17-year  patent  term 
is  actually  granted  to  someone,  that 
they  have  actually  more  time  to  col- 
lect on  the  other  side  of  their  patent. 

What  they  throw  up  as  an  excuse  for 
changing  the  fundamentals  and  elinni- 
nating  the  right  of  Americans  to  a  17- 
year  guaranteed  patent  term  is  some- 
thing we  call  the  submarine  patent. 
Well,  that  is  what  they  say.  You  people 
are  gaming  the  system. 

Certainly,  that  is  true.  A  few.  a  very 
few  self-serving  inventors  have  been 
able  to  elongate  the  process  in  which 
their  patent  application  is  being  con- 
sidered, thus  putting  off  the  issuing 
date,  which  means  that  the  17  years  of 
patent  protection  which  they  are  guar- 
anteed end  a  little  bit  later  rather  than 
a  little  bit  sooner.  Of  course,  they  are 
not  getting  the  protection  up  &ont  as 
well  during  that  time  period. 

Some  inventors  enjoy  royalty  bene- 
fits then  in  the  outer  years,  and  if  they 
had  not  gamed  the  system  they  would 
not  be  receiving  the  same  benefits  in 
the  outer  years  of  their  17-year  giiaran- 
teed  patent  time,  because  their  patent 
would  have  expired. 

Well,  making  things  worse,  according 
to  the  other  side,  if  the  system  is 
gamed  for  a  number  of  years,  let  us  say 
somebody  is  able  to  game  the  system 
for  10  years  to  prevent  their  patent 
from  being  issued.  Other  companies 
may  come  up  with  the  same  idea  and 
those  companies  must  now,  because  the 
other  person  has  already  applied  for 
their  patent,  those  other  companies 
must  pay  royalties  to  the  submarine 
patenter  when  he  comes  to  the  surface 
and  gets  his  patent.  Because  a  patent 
application  is  secret  until  the  patent  is 
issued,  the  other  companies  did  not 
even  know  they  were  going  to  have  to 
pay  royalties  for  using  this  innovation. 

Thus,  it  is  a  ripoff  and  unfair.  That  is 
the  argument  on  the  other  side. 

Submarine  patents,  however,  may  or 
may  not  be  the  problem.  Whatever. 
That  some  people  game  the  process. 
well,  that  could  be  true,  but  that  is  no 
excuse  for  eliminating  the  guaranteed 
patent  term  of  the  American  people. 
That  is  like  sajrlng  if  someone  abases 
the  right  of  freedom  of  speech,  that  we 
can  come  in  and  destroy  people's  right 
for  freedom  of  speech.  Or  someone 
abuses  a  religious  freedom,  we  just 
eliminate  the  religious  freedom  guar- 
anteed our  people. 
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Let  us  remember  this:  The  vast  ma- 
jority of  all  patent  applicants,  and  I 
am  talking  about  more  than  99  percent, 
are  doing  everything  in  their  power 
that  they  can  possibly  do  to  get  their 
patent  issued  as  soon  as  possible.  They 
beg,  they  plead,  please,  issue  the  pat- 
ent, because  they  will  not  receive  any 
benefits  until  it  is  issued. 

By  the  way,  those  people  who  are 
gaming  the  system  to  elongate  the 
process,  some  new  invention  might 
come  along  that  makes  their  invention 
obsolete  and  they  are  taking  that 
chance.  That  is  why  almost  all  inven- 
tors, nearly  all  inventors,  do  every- 
thing they  can  to  get  the  patent  issued 
right  away.  As  you  know,  this  new  in- 
novation could  leave  them  behind, 
whether  they  are  submariners  or  peo- 
ple trying  to  get  through  the  process 
and  the  bureaucracy  is  not  issuing  the 
patent. 

A  few  submarine  patents  do  represent 
a  minuscule  part  of  the  system  and 
have  been  a  problem.  So  this  problem 
can  be  dealt  with  by  reforming  the 
process,  not  by  eliminating  the  guaran- 
teed rights  of  all  Americans. 

My  bill,  in  fact,  H.R.  359,  which  will 
be  on  the  floor  as  a  substitute  to  the 
Steal  American  Technologies  Act,  H.R. 
3460,  includes  a  provision  to  publish 
any  application  of  an  inventor  who 
uses  a  continuance  to  intentionally 
delay  the  process.  Over  and  over  again, 
in  the  year  and  a  half  that  I  pushed  on 
this  issue,  I  have  offered  to  put  into 
law  an3rthing  that  would  curb  sub- 
marine i)atenting,  which  some  people 
claim  is  a  big  problem  and  I  am  sajring 
it  is  a  minuscule  problem,  but  I  will  do 
anything,  put  it  in  my  bill,  just  so  long 
as  the  change  does  not  eliminate  the 
guaranteed  patent  term. 

Let  us  have  it  flagged.  K  someone  is 
delaying  it,  let  us  try  to  change  it  by 
getting  administrative  change.  Let  us 
make  sure  that  if  someone  is  delaying 
the  process,  it  goes  to  a  special  board 
to  make  sure  they  cannot  delay  it. 

But  the  other  side  would  have  no 
compromise.  They  would  not  agree  to 
any  changes,  except  eliminate  the 
guaranteed  patent  term.  Why?  Because 
that  is  what  is  in  the  Japanese  law.  In 
order  to  harmonize  Japanese  law,  that 
is  what  we  had  to  do. 

So,  what  was  their  motive  if  they 
were  not  going  to  change  the  law?  It 
might  have  been  they  wanted  to  har- 
monize our  law  with  Japan,  and  sub- 
marine patent,  well,  maybe  that  was 
just  something  used  as  an  excuse  or 
perhaps  they  were  really  upset  about 
it.  But  whatever  it  is,  let  us  say  this: 
That  if  someone  tells  you  that  they  are 
concerned  about  your  health  and  you 
are  complaining  to  a  doctor,  you  have 
trusted  yourself  to  someone  to  make  a 
medical  decision  for  you,  and  have  a 
hangnail  on  your  foot,  if  that  doctor 
insists  on  cutting  your  leg  off  in  order 
to  correct  that  problem  with  your 
hangnail,  you  better  get  a  new  doctor. 
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And  that  is  what  they  are  proposing 
here.  We  have  a  submarine  patent  prob- 
lem that  affects  a  minuscule  number  of 
people,  so  we  are  going  to  destroy  the 
patent  rights  of  all  of  the  American 
people  to  a  guaranteed  patent  right. 

Well,  that  makes  no  sense.  And  if  a 
doctor  tried  to  tell  me,  well,  no,  I  am 
really  concerned:  I  am  concerned  about 
your  health,  and  that  is  why  we  are 
going  to  cut  the  leg  off.  And  when  I 
say,  well,  do  you  not  want  to  clip  my 
toenail  off  rather  than  cut  my  whole 
leg  off?  No,  no.  we  will  cut  the  leg  off, 
then  you  will  not  have  any  more  hang- 
nails. You  should  say  wait  a  minute. 
Maybe  you  better  think  twice  about 
that  person's  motives  when  he  is  trying 
to  sell  that  kind  of  logic. 

Let  me  note  that  this  change  we  are 
talking  about  which  they  implemented 
in  the  GATT  implementation  legisla- 
tion was  the  first  crucial  step  in  har- 
monizing our  patent  laws  to  those  of 
Japan,  and  that  is  what  I  assume  is  the 
real  goal  of  this  legislation  of  H.R. 
3460,  which  will  be  coming,  and  the  real 
purpose  of  these  people's  activities. 

Let  us  note  this  push  for  the  harmo- 
nization with  Japanese  law  started 
long  before  anyone  ever  heard  of  the 
term  submarine  patent.  This  has  been 
going  on  for  10  years  now,  and  yet  no 
one  ever  heard  of  submarine  patents  all 
those  years  ago.  Those  words  were  not 
even  part  of  the  patent  lexicon  when 
the  attempt  was  made  to  dismantle 
America's  patent  system  and  har- 
monize it  with  Japan  so  long  ago. 

During  the  debate  over  patent  law, 
Mr.  Lehman  has  used  the  bogeyman  of 
the  submarine  patents:  yet  when  we 
have  checked  his  figures,  we  found 
many  of  the  so-called  submarine  pat- 
ents he  has  spotlighted  are  not  issued 
and  published.  Why?  Yes,  there  are 
some  patents  that  have  not  been  pub- 
lished and  not  been  issued  for  a  long 
time.  Do  you  know  why?  Almost  all  of 
them,  not  almost  all  but  a  huge  por- 
tion of  them  are  defense-related  tech- 
nologies. 

Yes,  the  figures  Mr.  Lehman  has 
given  trying  to  say  these  are  sub- 
marine patents,  a  lot  have  been  not 
issued  because  they  deal  with  sensitive 
defense  technologies  we  did  not  want 
the  world  to  know  about.  But,  again,  if 
it  is  a  problem  in  terms  of  having  peo- 
ple game  the  system  and  delaying  the 
application,  we  can  handle  it  with  basi- 
cally administrative  reforms,  rather 
than  totally  obliterating  the  system 
and  eliminating  the  guaranteed  patent 
term. 

My  bill,  H.R.  359,  would  reinstate  the 
guaranteed  patent  term  of  17  years  and 
facilitate  any  action  against  the  ma- 
nipulation of  the  system.  Then,  by 
mandating  the  publication  of  applica- 
tions of  people  who  are  intentionally 
delaying  the  system,  we  could  prevent 
them  from  delaying  the  system  and 
having  a  submarine  patent. 


I  am  offering  this  as  a  substitute  for 
H.R.  3460,  which  is  a  patent  bill  de- 
signed basically  to  complete  the  de- 
struction of  our  current  patent  protec- 
tion system.  And  basically  this  whole 
maneuver  to  destroy  our  patent  system 
and  replace  it  with  the  Japanese  start- 
ed, step  one,  with  the  GATT  implemen- 
tation legislation. 

H.R.  3460  is  step  two,  and  better  than 
anything  else  it  demonstrates  what  is 
really  going  on.  This  one  is  easy  to  un- 
derstand. It  is  understandable  to  the 
point  that  it  unmasks  the  goals  of  the 
very  powerful  international  as  well  as 
domestic  forces  that  are  at  work  trying 
to  change  our  patent  system. 

H.R.  3460,  which  I  call  the  Steal 
American  Technologies  Act,  is  offi- 
cially called  the  Moorhead-Schroeder 
Patent  Act,  is  a  package  that  obscures 
the  mind-boggling  provisions  that  it 
claims  by  lumping  It  together  with 
other  things,  but  not  enough  to  obscure 
the  real  facts. 

One  of  the  provisions  introduced  in 
this  bill  was  introduced  last  year  under 
a  bill  that  was  entitled  the  Patent  Ap- 
plication Publications  Act.  Now  this 
bill  is  part  of  3460,  the  Patent  Applica- 
tion Publication  Act,  that  was  really  a 
title  people  could  understand.  Basi- 
cally, it  is  early  publication  of  patent 
applications.  People  can  understand 
what  those  words  mean.  The  title  is 
too  self-explanatory,  so  that  is  why  ba- 
sically they  changed  it  to  the  Moor- 
head-Schroeder Patent  Act. 

The  provisions  of  this  bill,  now  get 
into  this,  because  everybody  can  under- 
stand what  is  going  on  when  they  hear 
this,  this  bill  mandates  that  after  18 
months  every  American  patent  applica- 
tion, that  is  every  application  of  our 
innovators  and  our  creators,  when  they 
&PPly<  ^1  this  was  always  kept  secret 
until  the  patent  was  Issued  in  the  past. 
Well,  now  it  is  mandated  that  every 
one  of  those  applications,  whether  or 
not  a  patent  has  been  issued,  will  be 
published  for  the  world  to  see. 

Every  thief,  every  brigand,  every  pi- 
rate, every  multinational  corporation, 
every  Asian  copycat  will  be  handed  the 
details  of  every  application  to  our  pat- 
ent office.  Our  newest  and  most  cre- 
ative ideas  will  be  outlined  for  them, 
even  before  the  patent  is  issued  to  the 
American  inventor.  It  is  an  invitation 
for  every  thief  in  the  world  to  steal 
American  technology.  Lines  will  form 
at  copy  machines  and  fax  machines  to 
get  this  information  out  to  America's 
worst  enemies  and  our  fiercest  com- 
petitors. 

H.R.  3460  is  entitled,  as  I  say,  the 
Moorhead-Schroeder  Patent  Act. 
Again,  the  provisions  that  we  are  talk- 
ing about,  it  is  almost  mind-boggling 
that  someone  could,  without  shame, 
promote  this  on  the  floor  of  the  House. 

The  authors  of  this  bill  suggest  that 
we  should  not  worry  about  if  domestic, 
foreign,  and  multilateral  corporations 
steal  the  new  ideas.  The  patent  appli- 
cant, once  he  gets  the  patent  issued. 
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which  may  be  5  or  10  years  down  the 
road,  they  can  sue  the  new  applicant, 
can  sue  the  pirates  once  he  has  been 
issued  that  patent.  The  price  tag  on  a 
simple  infringement  suit  begins  at  one 
quarter  of  a  million  dollars. 

Boy.  that  makes  you  feel  good,  does 
it  not?  The  average  American  is  now 
going  to  be  up  against  Sony, 
Mitsubishi,  Honda,  you  name  it,  every 
company  in  Japan,  and  you  might  even 
have  to  go  to  court  in  Japan  or  China 
or  Thailand,  or  anywhere  else,  in  order 
to  fight  them.  And  you  have  to  pay 
your  legal  bills  and  they  have  got  the 
profit  from  your  technology  already  to 
use  as  the  basis  to  beat  you  in  court. 

As  this  bill  was  being  passed  through 
the  subcommittee,  this  biU  already 
passed  the  subcommittee  and  the  com- 
mittee, I  was  in  my  office  talking  to 
the  president  of  a  medium-sized  solar 
energy  company  in  Ohio.  And  when  I 
asked  what  would  happen  if  this  provi- 
sion became  law,  he  clenched  his  fist 
and  angrily  predicted  that  his  Asian 
competitors  would  be  manufacturing 
his  new  technologies  before  his  patent 
was  issued;  that  they  would  then  use 
the  profit  from  selling  his  new  tech- 
nology to  defeat  any  court  challenge 
and  destroy  his  company  in  the  proc- 
ess. 

His  overseas  competitors  would  have 
the  further  advantage,  get  into  this,  of 
never  having  to  pay  for  the  research 
and  development  of  that  new  product 
in  the  first  place.  The  Americans  flip 
the  bill,  they  use  it.  they  develop  the 
technology,  profit  from  it,  and  they 
beat  us  in  court  with  money  that  we 
have  had  to  pay  to  develop  the  tech- 
nology in  the  first  place. 

This  is  a  nightmare  and  it  faces 
every  American  small  and  medium- 
sized  company.  Anyone  who  cannot  af- 
ford a  stable  of  expensive  lawyers  is  at 
the  mercy  of  the  worst  thieves  in  the 
world.  Of  course,  the  big  guys  and  the 
huge  corporations  are  backing  this 
change  in  our  law  because  they  want  to 
globalize  the  world  trading  system, 
even  if  it  means  diminishing  the  rights 
of  the  American  people. 

Those  big  guys,  they  have  the  con- 
tacts overseas  to  make  sure  their  prod- 
ucts are  not  being  stolen,  and  of  course 
they  have  the  money  to  spend  on  law- 
yers to  deter  such  thievery.  But  for  the 
little  guys,  it  is  open  season. 

Of  course,  we  must  do  this.  You  have 
to  remember,  now,  the  reason  we  are 
doing  this  is  to  prevent  the  evil  sub- 
marines, these  evil  submarine 
patenters  who  might  elongate  their 
patent  by  a  couple  of  years.  We  have  to 
make  everybody  in  this  country,  we 
have  to  nmke  them  vulnerable  to  the 
worst  thieves  in  the  world  because 
there  are  a  few  people  who  might  want 
to  elongate  their  patent  protection  for 
a  few  years  by  gaming  the  system  in  a 
submarine  patent. 

Yes,  I  am  sure  that  is  really  what  it 
is  all  about.  This  provision  is  another 


part  of  harmonizing  our  patent  law 
with  Japan,  and  that  is  what  this  is 
really  all  about.  It  is  not  about  sub- 
marines. That  is  baloney. 

Another  provision  of  H.R.  3460  is. 
hold  on  to  your  hats  because  here  is 
another  provision,  it  is  the  abolition  of 
the  U.S.  patent  office.  It  is  in  our  con- 
stitution and  it  has  played  a  vital  role 
in  protecting  the  American  people  and 
the  rights  of  the  American  people  for 
all  of  these  years.  Yet  now,  H.R.  3460, 
the  Steal  American  Technologies  Act, 
will  separate  it  from  the  Government, 
limiting  congressional  oversight. 

Now  it  is  part  of  our  Government,  so 
Congress  has  a  right  to  investigate.  It 
will  limit  congressional  oversight.  H.R. 
3460.  the  Moorhead-Schroeder  Act,  will 
make  the  patent  office  into  a  Govern- 
ment corporation,  sort  of  like  the  post 
office. 

Now,  I  am  in  favor  of  privatization  of 
services  that  our  Government  need  not 
provide.  Corporatization  of  a  core  func- 
tion of  Government,  however,  is  a  ter- 
rible idea.  Something  that  the  Govern- 
ment should  do?  Should  we  privatize 
all  the  judges  in  our  country?  Basi- 
cally, we  are  trying  to  corporatize  and 
take  out  of  the  Government  "s  sphere 
the  job  of  protecting  the  intellectual 
property  rights  of  our  people.  This  has 
been  a  core  function  of  our  Govern- 
ment since  1784. 

Along  with  corporatization,  by  the 
way.  what  comes  with  that?  That  is  the 
stripping  of  our  patent  examiners. 
They  do  not  have  any  oversight  by 
Congress,  or  very  little,  and  then  they 
will  strip  these  patent  examiners  of 
their  civil  service  protection.  This 
opens  up  all  of  these  people  to  outside 
pressures  and  influences. 

These  are  the  individuals,  these  pat- 
ent examiners,  who  work  really  hard. 
They  are  trying  to  make  determina- 
tions, basically  quasi-legal  decisions, 
to  determine  who  owns  what.  Well, 
taking  away  their  civil  service  protec- 
tion is  like  stripping  the  robes  off  a 
judge.  It  opens  the  door  to  corruption 
of  the  entire  process.  And  if  the  patent 
office  is  corporatized,  the  head  of  the 
patent  office,  guess  who  it  is,  Bruce 
Lehman,  Mr.  Harmonizer  of  our  laws 
with  Japan,  can  make  the  changes  that 
he  and  the  board  of  directors  want  to 
make,  with  very  limited  congressional 
scrutiny,  of  course. 

In  the  coming  era,  when  technology 
and  creativity  will  be  more  important 
than  ever  to  determine  America's  fu- 
ture, we  are,  through  H.R.  3460,  decou- 
pling the  protection  of  patent  rights 
from  our  Government,  cutting  it  off 
from  congressional  oversight  and  leav- 
ing our  people  in  the  hands  of  an  au- 
tonomous board  of  unelected  officials. 
Who  will  be  on  that  board?  Unelected 
officials  representing  Lord  knows  what 
special  interests  will  be  represented  on 
that  board.  Foreign  and  domestic  spe- 
cial interests.  These  people  will  be 
making  determinations  as  to  who  owns 


America's  technology:  basically  deter- 
mining our  well-being  in  the  future, 
which  depends  on  Americas  leadership 
in  technology. 

The  Steal  American  Technologies 
Act,  H.R.  3460,  which  will  be  coming  to 
a  vote  here  in  Congress  next  week, 
must  be  defeated.  And  my  substitute, 
the  Rohrabacher  substitute,  should 
take  its  place,  which  is  basically  the 
Patent  Restoration  Act.  That  is  the 
choice  our  Members  of  Congress  will 
have,  H.R.  3460,  the  Moorhead-Schroe- 
der Patent  Bill  or  the  Rohrabacher 
substitute. 

One  might  ask  why  has  a  bill  as  obvi- 
ously detrimental  to  America's  inter- 
est gone  so  far  as  it  has?  First  and  fore- 
most our  big  businesses  have  been 
bought  off,  or  they  have  bought  off,  ex- 
cuse me.  on  the  idea  of  globalizing  the 
world  economy  and  harmonizing  our 
patent  rights  as  part  of  that  deal  of 
creating  this  new  global  economy,  basi- 
cally, even  if  our  foreign  competitors 
renege  later. 

We  are  going  to  make  sure  we  make 
these  deals  now  to  create  the  global 
economy,  even  if  our  competitors  re- 
nege on  the  deals  they  are  making 
right  now.  So  we  are  going  to  change 
the  law  now,  the  patent  law  and  other 
things,  to  create  the  global  market- 
place, and  that  is  going  to  be  a  sign  of 
good  faith  so  that  these  foreigners  that 
are  making  deals  with  us  for  our  global 
economy  will  not  go  back  on  their 
word. 

Huge  foreign  and  domestic  and  multi- 
national corporations  have  been  visit- 
ing individual  Members  and  lobbjrlng 
hard,  spending  loads  of  money,  busring 
their  influence  peddlers  around  town. 
And  sometimes  those  influence  ped- 
dlers look  just  like  former  Members  of 
Congress,  interestingly  enough.  And 
that  is  a  big  factor  of  why  this  thing  is 
sliding  through  Congress. 

Second,  the  Members  of  Congress 
hear  from  the  biggest  companies  in 
their  district,  and  it  makes  a  difference 
if  the  biggest  company  in  your  district 
comes  to  you.  You  do  not  say,  well,  you 
do  not  represent  the  interest  of  the 
people  as  a  whole:  you  do  not  even  rep- 
resent the  interest  of  our  employees. 
They  do  not  say  that.  They  listen  to 
what  that  big  boss  in  that  company  has 
to  say. 

These  big  company  executives  with 
the  dreams  of  a  global  market  dancing 
through  their  corporate  heads  basically 
have  no,  absolutely  no  commitment  to 
the  rights  and  the  well-being  of  the 
American  people  because  they  are  sec- 
ondary to  this  great  dream.  K  some- 
body has  a  dream  to  renew  the  world, 
watch  out,  brother.  Whether  it  is  a 
Communist  or  anybody  else.  If  they  are 
going  to  redo  and  make  this  world  into 
a  nirvana,  watch  out. 

In  this  case  they  are  going  to  create 
a  new  global  marketplace,  and  in  the 
process,  what  is  going  to  happen?  If  in 
order  to  accomplish  this  they  have  to 
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cut  deals  to  bring  down  the  rights  and 
standard  of  living  of  the  American  peo- 
ple, so  he  is  equal  to  other  peoples 
rights,  well,  they  are  willing  to  do  it. 
We  caimot  allow  that  to  happen. 

Finally,  there  is  another  factor.  Two 
Members  of  Congress  pushing  H.R.  3460, 
the  Steal  American  Technologies  Act, 
these  two  Members  are  retiring  from 
Congress.  Mr.  Moorhead  and  Mrs. 
SCHROEDER  are  asking  Members  to  sup- 
port their  bill  because  it  is  their  swan 
song.  Carlos  Moorhead  has  worked 
long  and  hard  here  and  he  is  a  good 
nmn.  Mrs.  Schroeder  has  worked  long 
and  hard,  and  I  am  sure  mamy  people 
agree  with  her  basic  philosophy.  Well, 
they  are  asking  others  to  basically, 
well,  even  if  you  do  not  agree  with  us, 
vote  for  it  because  it  is  our  swan  song. 
Do  it  as  a  favor  to  us.  as  a  tribute  to 
our  many  years  of  service. 

D  2215 

That  is  true.  They  want  people  to 
vote  in  that  way  to  do  them  a  favor, 
voting  for  legislation  that  will  deter- 
mine America's  economic  competitive- 
ness and  the  standard  of  living  of  our 
people  for  decades  to  come. 

After  the  subcommittee  markup  of 
this  bill,  most  of  the  Members  I  spoke 
to  did  not  even  know  that  H.R.  3460 
mandates  the  publication  of  aJl  patents 
issued  or  not,  whether  those  patents 
have  been  issued  or  not  after  18 
months.  They  did  not  know  that  the 
bill  obliterates  the  patent  ofQce  and 
corporatizes  it,  stripping  away  any 
Civil  Service  protection  from  the  pat- 
ent examiners  and  limiting  congres- 
sional  oversight. 

The  people  on  the  committees  did  not 
even  know  this.  I  talked  to  them  and 
they  were  oblivious  to  it.  They  knew 
they  were  giving  Carlos  Moorhead 
and  Pat  Schroeder  their  swan  song, 
the  last  big  piece  of  legislation  that 
they  wamted.  We  cannot  permit  this 
unsavory  tactic  to  succeed,  as  much  as 
we  all  admire  in  our  respective  parties 
Carlos  Moorhead  and  Pat  Schroeder. 
and  we  do  admire  them,  they  have 
worked  long  and  hard  here  for  the 
things  they  believe  in,  the  votes  on 
this  issue  are  as  vital  to  America's  fu- 
tures as  anything  I  can— I  have  never 
seen  anything  that  is  more  important 
than  this  coming  through  this  body. 

We  caimot  vote  on  something  so  im- 
portant to  America's  future  as  a  part 
of  a  tribute  to  someone  in  their  last 
year  of  office.  If  they  want  a  swan 
song,  give  them  a  conmiemorative 
coin,  but  do  not  destroy  America's 
technological  advantage.  The  swan 
song  argument  is  nothing  less  than  no 
argument  at  all.  They  have  not  been 
aurguing  at  all.  They  have  been  using 
the  pressure  of  huge  corporations  who 
have  no  loyalty  to  the  well-being  of  the 
American  people  and  no  loyalty  to  the 
values  that  we  talk  about  oversea. 

This  battle  will  determine,  this  bat- 
tle that  we  are  in  will  determine  if 


America  remains  the  number  one  tech- 
nological power  in  the  world,  and  these 
huge  corporations  are  in  talking  to 
every  Member  of  Congress.  The  only 
argument  that  the  authors  of  this  are 
giving  is,  please  pay  us  a  tribute.  They 
are  going  to.  one  way  or  the  other. 
Members  are  getting  hammered  on 
this.  This  is  the  ultimate,  when  we 
really  look  at  it,  the  ultimate  little 
guy  versus  big  guy  fight.  Standing  for 
the  Rohrabacher  substitute  and  a 
strong  American  patent  system  is  a  co- 
alition that  includes  the  NFEB,  small 
business  organizations  and  every  in- 
ventors association  in  the  country  is 
supporting  the  Rohrabacher  substitute. 

Over  50  top  research  universities  and 
colleges  nationwide  who  rely  on  patent 
income  to  bolster  their  research  pro- 
grams are  supporting  my  substitute, 
including  Harvard,  MIT,  the  University 
of  Florida,  LSU,  Columbia,  Northwest- 
em,  the  University  of  Wisconsin.  Also 
strongly  supporting  the  Rohrabacher 
substitute  for  H.R.  3460  is  Patent  Office 
union,  these  men  and  women  who 
struggle  and  work  so  hard  to  try  to  be 
diligent  in  their  work  who  are  going  to 
find  their  entire  civil  service  protec- 
tion stripped  from  them. 

On  the  other  side  is  just  about  every 
big  business  organization  you  can 
imagine.  With  interlocking  direc- 
torates and  foreign  ownership,  no  one 
can  be  sure  how  much  foreign  and  mul- 
tinational influence  is  being  exerted  on 
this  issue.  But  it  is  considerable. 

WliiQ_will  win?  It  is  up  to  the  people. 
Members  of  Congress  need  to  be  person- 
ally contacted.  H.R.  3460,  the  Moor- 
head-Schroeder  Patent  Act,  which  I 
call  the  Steal  American  Technologies 
Act,  must  be  defeated  and  the  Rohr- 
abacher substitute  put  in  its  place. 
This  vote  could  well  come  to  the  floor 
early  next  week. 

Anyone  who  needs  more  information, 
by  the  way,  interestingly  enough,  if 
someone  wants  to  read  the  bill  in  fact 
for  themselves,  they  can.  It  is  available 
on  the  Internet.  The  terrible  details 
are  there  for  the  American  people  to 
see.  If  someone  has  got  a  home  com- 
puter, they  can  get  it  on  the  Internet 
and  take  the  time,  if  they  want  to  take 
the  time,  to  go  and  do  this  and  to 
download  the  information  and  see  it  for 
themselves. 

They  actually,  they  can  actually  go 
to  their  Internet  computer  and  get  the 
copies  of  the  bills  and  try  to  decide  for 
themselves.  It  is  available  at  WWW  dot 
House  dot  gov  and  then  slash  Rohr- 
abacher. That  is  R-o-h-r-a-b-a-c-h-e-r. 
Here  is  the  Internet  information  again: 
www  dot  house  dot  gov  slash  Rohr- 
abacher. 

So  this  decision  that  we  are  about  to 
make  in  this  body  will  determine  the 
well-being  of  our  people,  the  standard 
of  living  of  every  American.  It  will  de- 
termine the  competitiveness  of  the 
United  States  of  America  and  it  will 
determine  our  future. 


Is  the  United  States  going  to  be  a 
shining  city  on  the  hill,  a  shining  city 
of  innovation  and  progress,  sparkling 
there,  or  a  backwater  subservient  to 
the  dictates  of  a  global  elite?  A  land  of 
free,  prosperous  people  looking  to  the 
future,  or  a  Nation  looking  back  and 
wondering  why  and  how  we  lost  our 
edge  in  the  world? 

Together  we  can  make  democracy 
work.  H.R.  3460.  the  Steal  American 
Technologies  Act,  can  be  defeated  and 
our  rights  to  the  best  technology  in  the 
world  and  to  make  sure  America  is  the 
technological  leader  in  the  world  can 
be  restored  by  the  Rohrabacher  sub- 
stitute. It  is  now  time  for  people  to  be- 
come part  of  the  democratic  process. 
Those  people  who  are  trying  insid- 
iously to  change  the  law  in  a  way  that 
would,  10  years  down  the  road,  be  a 
sneak  attack  on  the  well-being  of  our 
people,  they  are  basically  confident 
that  they  are  going  to  win  because 
they  think  this  issue,  the  patent  issue, 
that  people  are  going  to  yawn  or  they 
will  not  be  able  to  understand  it  or  will 
not  be  able  to  understand  just  what  is 
going  on  here.  They  are  thinking  this 
is  going  to  slide  through  Congress  be- 
cause they  have  got  these  big  corporate 
heads  calling  on  Members  of  Congress. 

Unless  we  take  the  power  in  our  own 
hands  and  participate  in  the  system, 
which  is  what  our  Foimding  Fathers 
wanted  us  to  do,  I  believe  that  Thomas 
Jefferson  today  would  be  so  proud  that 
intertiet  is  being  used  to  give  people 
the  actual  wording  of  the  bills  that  are 
being  considered  here  on  the  floor  of 
the  House  of  Representatives.  Thomas 
Jefferson,  Benjamin  Franklin,  they 
would  say,  that  is  exactly  the  kind  of 
society  we  had  in  mind  because  we 
knew  America  would  not  be  perfect. 
The  Founding  Fathers  knew  there 
would  be  special  interests  working  in 
our  country,  but  they  knew  and  they 
trusted  in  the  free  people  of  this  coun- 
try to  get  involved. 

Let  us  make  sure  we  do  get  involved. 
Let  us  make  sure  that  Ben  Franklin 
and  Thomas  Jefferson,  who  are  looking 
down  on  us  today,  will  know  that  we 
have  picked  up  the  torch  because  we 
are,  after  all,  the  children  of  Thomas 
Jefferson.  We  will  not  give  up  our 
rights,  and  we  will  fight  for  this  demo- 
cratic process. 

I  would  invite  all  of  my  colleagues  to 
join  me  in  this  effort  to  ensure  that  the 
American  people's  right  to  a  decent 
standard  of  living,  to  freedom  beyond 
anywhere  else  in  the  world,  that  that 
right,  those  rights  are  protected. 


COMMEMORATING  THE  150TH  ANNI- 
'V1:RSARY  of  THE  FIRST  OFFI- 
CIALLY RECORDED  BASEBALL 
GAME,  HOBOKEN,  NJ,  JUNE  19. 
1846 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Fox 
of  Pennsylvania).  Under  a  previous 
order  of  the  House,  the  gentleman  from 
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New  Jersey  [Mr.  Menendez]  is  recog- 
nized for  60  minutes. 

Mr.  MENENDEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  for 
the  purposes  of  the  Chair  as  well  as  the 
staff  here.  I  do  not  intend  to  take  the 
hour.  That  is  the  good  news.  It  should 
take  only  about  15  minutes,  but  they 
are  important  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  not  to  speak 
about  the  weighty  matters  of  state 
that  we  often  get  up  here  and  speak 
about  but  a  little  bit  about  history.  To- 
morrow, Mr.  Speaker,  in  Hoboken,  NJ, 
which  is  in  my  congressional  district, 
the  city  of  Hoboken  and  its  mayor,  An- 
thony Russo,  will  celebrate  the  150th 
anniversary  of  the  first  officially  re- 
corded game  of  baseball.  Yes,  I  am 
talking  about  baseball,  the  national 
pastime. 

On  June  19,  1846,  the  first  officially 
recorded  baseball  game  was  played  on 
the  Elysian  Fields  in  Hoboken,  NJ. 
Yes,  Cooperstown,  NY,  has  the  Na- 
tional Baseball  Hall  of  Fame,  but  his- 
tory clearly  makes  Hoboken  the  birth- 
place of  modem  baseball.  Through  the 
courtesy  of  the  National  Baseball  Hall 
of  Fame  and  Museum  and  Frank 
Borsky  of  the  Hoboken  Development 
Agency,  who  compiled  much  of  this  in- 
formation in  1976.  I  would  like  to  high- 
light this  memorable  occasion  by  read- 
ing from  various  accounts  of  this  im- 
mortal game. 

The  game  pitted  the  New  York  Nine 
against  the  Knickerbockers.  The 
Knickerbockers  were  the  most  re- 
nowned club  of  that  time.  The  crowded 
urban  conditions  in  Manhattan  forced 
the  clubs  to  take  the  ferry  across  the 
Hudson  to  play  in  Hoboken.  then  a 
well-to-do  resort. 

The  scene  was  described  by  Seymour 
Church.  He  said:  "A  walk  of  about  a 
mile  and  a  half  from  the  ferry  up  the 
Jersey  shore  of  the  Hudson  River, 
along  a  road  that  skirted  the  river 
bank  on  one  side  and  was  hugged  by 
trees  and  thickets  on  the  other, 
brought  one  suddenly  to  an  opening  in 
the  'forest  primeval."  This  open  spot 
was  a  level  grass  covered  plain,  some 
200  yards  across,  and  as  deep — sur- 
rounded on  three  sides  by  the  typical 
eastern  undergrowth  and  woods,  and  on 
the  east  by  the  Hudson.  It  was  a  perfect 
greensward  for  almost  the  year 
around." 

The  umpire  was  an  American  civil 
engineer  named  Alexander  Cartwright, 
who  many  historians  say  invented 
baseball  contrary  to  the  proponents  of 
Abner  Doubleday  and  for  good  reason. 
Under  Cartwright's  direction,  the  base- 
ball diamond  was  laid  out.  Cartwright's 
ordering  of  the  game  has  not  appre- 
ciably changed  in  the  past  150  years. 
Prior  to  this  game,  there  was  a  casual 
placement  of  bases,  but  not  on  the 
Cartwright's  plans.  Players  were  sta- 
tioned at  each  base  with  only  three 
outfielders,  instead  of  the  random 
hordes  which  had  previously  manned 
the  baselines  and  the  outfield.  There 


were  9  men  instead  of  11  on  a  side. 
Cartwright  recognized  that  most  hits 
were  between  second  and  third  base,  so 
he  placed  the  player  in  a  new  position 
called  a  shortstop.  Teams  batted  in 
regular  order  with  three  outs  in  order 
to  exchange  sides  batting.  This  is  in 
contrast  with  cricket  in  which  a  side 
continues  at  bat  until  the  entire  team 
was  out.  Finally  outs  were  made  by 
throwing  to  bases  instead  of  trying  to 
hit  the  player  with  the  ball. 

Here  are  some  of  the  rules  that  gov- 
erned the  first  game  in  Hoboken: 

In  section  1  of  these  rules  that  were 
written  out,  it  said  the  bases  shall  go 
from  home  to  second  42  paces,  from 
first  to  thfrd,  42  paces  equidistant. 

The  ball  must  be  pitched,  underhand, 
and  not  thrown,  freehand,  for  the  bat. 

A  ball  knocked  outside  the  range  of 
first  or  third  is  foul. 

Three  balls  being  stmck  at  and 
missed  and  the  last  one  caught  in  a 
hand  is  out;  and  if  not  caught,  is  con- 
sidered fair.  And  the  striker  is  bound 
to  run. 

A  player  running  the  bases  shall  be 
out  if  the  ball  is  in  the  hands  of  an  ad- 
versary and  the  runner  touched  by  it 
before  he  makes  his  base,  it  being  un- 
derstood, however,  that  in  no  instance, 
is  the  ball  to  be  thrown  at  him. 

These  are  just  some  of  the  rules,  but 
what  is  interesting  is  that  Cartwright 
laid  out  the  game  as  we  know  it  today, 
and  he  did  so  in  Hoboken,  NJ. 

The  pitcher  stood  45  feet  from  the 
batter.  The  catcher  stood  back  far 
enough  to  take  the  ball  on  a  bounce. 
The  umpire  stood  between  the  plate 
and  the  catcher  but  to  the  right  and 
out  of  the  way  of  the  ball.  The  ball 
itself  was  10  inches  in  circumference, 
weighing  6  ounces  and  had  a  rubber 
center. 

In  September  1845,  a  group  of  Cart- 
wright's social  acquaintances  estab- 
lished a  club  called  the  Knicker- 
bockers, the  first  organized  baseball 
club.  The  challenge  was  issued  to  the 
New  York  Nine.  At  stake  was  a  ban- 
quet at  Mccarty's  Hotel  near  the  Ely- 
sian Fields  of  Hoboken.  Overconfident, 
the  Knickerbockers  did  not  practice 
and  the  team's  best  player,  Cartwright 
himself,  volunteered  to  umpire.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  baseball's  first  fine  for 
"cussing"  was  levied  by  Cartwright  for 
6  cents  against  a  New  York  Nine  player 
named  Davis. 

Despite  crafting  the  rules,  the  Knick- 
erbockers could  not  match  the  Nine 
pitcher  with  cricket  experience  who 
whipped  pitches  past  the  Knick  bat- 
ters. 

Although  it  was  a  perfect  day,  the 
Knickerbockers  took  a  drubbing.  While 
beating  the  New  York  Nine  in  their 
fashion  with  their  uniforms  of  blue 
pantaloons  and  white  flannel  shirts, 
mohair  caps,  and  patent  leather  belts, 
the  Knickerbockers  failed  to  vrin  the 
game,  losing  by  a  score  of  23  to  1. 

The  final  result  of  that  game  came  in 
the  box  score,  which  was  subsequently 


published  and  is  in  the  New  York  Pub- 
lic Library. 

One  hundred  years  later,  the  city  of 
Hoboken  celebrated  the  centennial 
with  a  bronze  marker  erected  by  the 
New  Jersey  Commission  on  Historic 
Sites. 

D  2230 

It  reads: 

On  June  19.  1846.  the  first  match  game  of 
baseball  was  played  here  on  the  Elysian 
Fields  between  the  Knickerbockers  and  the 
New  Yorks.  It  is  generally  conceded  that 
until  this  time  the  game  was  not  seriously 
regarded. 

That  is  the  quote  on  the  marker. 

That  game  is  seriously  regarded 
today.  The  people  of  Hoboken  are  still 
proud  that  Americas  national  pastime 
was  played  there,  and  the  people  of  Ho- 
boken still  love  the  game  and  will 
cherish  this  anniversary,  the  150th  an- 
niversary, by  parades  and  award  din- 
ners that  will  be  held  tomorrow 
evening. 

Now.  Mr.  Speaker,  why  do  I  come  to 
the  floor  of  the  House  to  talk  about  an 
issue  like  this?  This  is  more  than  just 
hometown  pride.  This  is  about  a  stake 
in  history  and  about  a  game  that  is  as 
American  as  apple  pie,  a  game  that 
brings  families  together  whether  at  the 
stadium,  around  the  TV  set,  or  on  the 
Little  League  field.  It  is  about  dreams, 
realized;  some,  broken.  It  is  about  a 
sense  of  community  as  cities  from 
coast  to  coast  cheer  on  thefr  hometown 
boys.  It  is  about  tradition,  a  great 
American  tradition,  for  no  matter 
where  in  the  world  baseball  is  played, 
we  know  that  it  was  made  here  in  the 
United  States. 

I  am  proud  to  proclaim  Hoboken,  NJ, 
a  city  with  a  great  tradition.  A  great 
city  in  the  13th  Congressional  District 
is  the  birthplace  of  baseball. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Ms.  Waters  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Gephardt),  for  today,  on  account  of 
personal  business. 

Mrs.  Lincoln  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Gephardt),  for  today  and  the  balance 
of  the  week,  on  account  of  medical  rea- 
sons. 

Mr.  Ramstad  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Armey),  for  today,  on  account  of  ill- 
ness. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  Special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Pallone)  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend their  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr.  Meehan,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois,  for  5  min- 
utes. toda.y. 


14346 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


June  18,  1996 


Ms.  Kaptur,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Farr,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Pallone.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Ms.  DeLauro,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Mica)  to  revise  and  extend 
their  remarks  and  include  extraneous 
material:) 

Mrs.  Smith  of  Washing-ton,  for  5  min- 
utes each  day,  on  today  and  June  19. 

Mr.  Jones,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  GuTKNECHT,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Wamp,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mrs.  Kelly,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Fields  of  Texas,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 

Mr.  MICA,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Michigan,  for  5  minutes 
each  day,  on  today  and  June  19. 

Mr.  Weldon  of  Florida,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 

(The  following  Member  (at  his  own 
request)  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks and  include  extraneous  mate- 
rial:) 

Mr.  Hoke,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

(The  following  Member  (at  her  own 
request)  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks and  include  extraneous  mate- 
rial:) 

Ms.  Pelosi,  for  5  minutes,  today. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Pallone)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Serrano. 

Mr.  Manton. 

Mr.  Dellums. 

Mr.  SCHUMER. 

Mr.  Waxman. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER. 

Mr.  Brown  of  California. 

Ms.  Harman. 

Mr.  Clebient. 

Ms.  Eddee  Bernice  Johnson  of  Texas. 

Mr.  Reed. 

Mr.  Barrett  of  Nebraska. 

Mr.  Kleczka. 

Mr.  Bentsen. 

Mrs.  Meek  of  Florida. 

Mr.  Gordon. 

Mr.  Markey. 

Mr.  Underwood. 

Mr.  ACEERMAN. 

Ms.  Waters. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Mica)  and  to  include  ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey  in  two  in- 
stances. 

Mr.  Crane. 

Mr.  Bn.TRAKis. 

Mrs.  Kelly. 

Mr.  Canady  of  Florida. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Michigan. 

Mr.  Oilman. 

Mr.  CUNGER. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Menendez)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 


Mr.  Shaw  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Frazer. 

Mr.  Klug. 

Ms.  McCarthy. 

Mr.  Pastor. 

Mr.  Menendez  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Deutsch. 


SENATE  BILL  REFERRED 

A  bill  of  the  Senate  of  the  following 
title  was  taken  from  the  Speaker's 
table  and,  under  the  rule,  referred  as 
follows: 

S.  1488.  An  act  to  convert  certain  excepted 
service  positions  in  the  United  States  Fire 
Administration  to  competitive  service  posi- 
tions, and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight, 
and  in  addition  to  the  Committee  on 
Science,  for  a  period  to  be  subsequently  de- 
termined by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for 
consideration  of  such  provisions  as  fall  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  con- 
cerned. 


Mr. 


ADJOURNMENT 
MENENDEZ.     Mr.     Speaker,     I 


move  that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  10  o'clock  and  32  minutes 
p.m.),  the  House  adjourned  until  to- 
morrow, Wednesday,  June  19,  1996,  at  10 
a.m. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

3686.  A  letter  from  the  Congressional  R«- 
vlew  Coordinator,  Animal  and  Plant  Health 
Inspection  Service,  transmitting  the  Serv- 
ice's final  rule — Viruses.  Serums,  and  Toxins 
and  Analogous  Products;  Master  Labels 
[Docket  No.  93-167-2]  received  June  17,  1996, 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Agriculture. 

3687.  A  communication  from  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  transmitting  his  re- 
quest for  a  fiscal  year  1996  supplemental  ap- 
propriation to  increase  the  ability  of  the  De- 
partment of  the  Treasury's  Bureau  of  Alco- 
hol, Tobacco  and  Firearms  to  investigate 
and  solve  acts  of  arson  against  African- 
American  churches,  pursuant  to  31  U.S.C. 
1107  (H.  Doc.  No.  104-234);  to  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  and  ordered  to  be  printed. 

3688.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy,  transmitting  the  Secretary's  deter- 
mination and  findings:  Authority  to  award  a 
contract  to  privatize  the  Naval  Air  Warfare 
Center,  Aircraft  Division,  Indianapolis, 
based  on  public  interest  exception  to  re- 
quirement for  full  and  open  competition, 
pursuant  to  10  U.S.C.  2304(c)(7);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  National  Security. 

3689.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy,  transmitting  the  Secretary's  deter- 
mination and  findings:  Authority  to  award  a 
contract  for  overhaul,  remanufacture,  repair 
and  life  cycle  maintenance  support  of  Navy 
MK15  Phalanx.  MK49  Rolling  Airframe  Mis- 
sile Launcher,  MK23  Target  Acquisition  Sys- 
tem, based  on  public  interest  exception  to  re- 
quirement for  full   and   open  competition. 


pursuant  to  10  U.S.C.  2304(c)(7);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  National  Security. 

3690.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  General 
Counsel  for  Regulations.  Department  of  Edu- 
cation, transmitting  the  Department's  final 
rule — Bilingual  Education:  Graduate  Fellow- 
ship Program  (RIN:  1885-AA21)  received  June 
13.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to 
the  Committee  on  Economic  and  Edu- 
cational Opportunities. 

3691.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  General 
Counsel  for  Regulations,  Department  of  Edu- 
cation, transmitting  the  Department's  final 
rule — William  D.  Ford  Federal  Direct  Loan 
Program  (RIN:  1840-AC19)  received  June  13. 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Economic  and  Educational 
Opportunities. 

3692.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Edu- 
cation, transmitting  final  regulations — Wil- 
liam D.  Ford  Federal  Direct  Loan  Program, 
pursuant  to  20  U.S.C.  1232(d)(1);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Economic  and  Educational  Oppor- 
tunities. 

3693.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule — Federal  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standards;  Child  Restraint 
Systems  (National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration)  [Docket  No.  74-09;  Notices 
46]  (RIN:  2127-AF02)  received  June  17.  1996, 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce. 

3694.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Legislative  Affairs,  Depart- 
ment of  State,  transmitting  a  copy  of  Presi- 
dential Determination  No.  96-32:  Suspending 
restrictions  on  United  States  relations  with 
the  Palestine  Liberation  Organization,  pur- 
suant to  Public  Law  104-107,  section  604(b)(1) 
(110  Stat.  756);  to  the  Committee  on  Inter- 
national Relations. 

3695.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Resource 
Management  and  Planning  Staff,  Trade  De- 
velopment. International  Trade  Administra- 
tion, transniltting  the  Administration's  final 
rule — Market  Development  Cooperator  Pro- 
gram [Docket  No.  950207043-612^^]  (RIN: 
0625-ZA08)  received  June  14, 1996,  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
International  Relations. 

3696.  A  letter  from  the  Deputy  Director,  Of- 
fice of  Public/Private  Initiatives,  Inter- 
national Trade  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule— Inter- 
national Buyer  Program  (Formerly  know  as 
the  Foreign  Buyer  Program);  Support  for  Do- 
mestic Trade  Shows  [Docket  No.  960611170- 
6170-01]  (RIN:  0625-XX07)  received  June  14, 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations. 

3697.  A  letter  from  the  Executive  Director, 
Committee  for  Purchase  From  People  Who 
Are  Blind  or  Severely  Disabled,  transmitting 
the  Committee's  final  rule — Additions  to  the 
Procurement  List — received  June  17,  1996, 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight. 

3698.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary,  Smithso- 
nian Institution,  transmitting  the  semi- 
annual report  on  activities  of  the  inspector 
general  for  the  period  October  1.  1995, 
through  March  31,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
app.  (Insp.  Gen.  Act)  section  5(b);  to  the 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 

3699.  A  letter  from  the  Commissioner,  So- 
cial Security  Administration,  transmitting 
the  semiannual  report  on  activities  of  the  In- 
spector general  for  the  period  October  1. 1995, 
through  March  31.  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
app.  (Insp.  Gen.  Act)  section  5(b);  to  the 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and 
Oversight. 
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3700.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks,  Dei>artment 
of  the  Interior,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule— Addition  of  Great  Bay  Na- 
tional Wildlife  Refuge  to  the  List  of  Open 
Areas  for  Hunting  in  New  Hampshire  (Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service)  (RIN:  1018-AD44)  re- 
ceived June  17,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3701.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks.  Department 
of  the  Interior,  transmitting  the  Depart- 
ment's final  rule— Addition  of  Ohio  River  Is- 
lands National  Wildlife  Refuge  to  the  List  of 
Open  Areas  for  Sport  Fishing  in  West  Vir- 
ginia, Pennsylvania,  and  Kentucky  (Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service)  (RIN:  1018-AD43)  received 
June  17,  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3702.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Fisheries  Conservation  and  Management. 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  transmit- 
ting the  Service's  final  rule— Groundflsh  of 
the  Bering  Sea  and  Aleutian  Islands  Area; 
Trawl  Rock  Sole/Flathead  Sole/' 'Other  Flat- 
fish" Fishery  Category  [Docket  No. 
960129019-«)19-01;  l.D.  060696E)  received  June 
14,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to 
the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3703.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Fisheries  Conservation  and  Management. 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  transmit- 
ting the  Service's  final  rule— Groundflsh  of 
the  Gulf  of  Alaska;  Pollock  in  Statistical 
Area  630  [Docket  No.  960129018-6018-01;  LD. 
052896D]  received  June  17,  1996.  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Re- 
sources. 

3704.  A  letter  from  the  Program  Manage- 
ment Officer,  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service,  transmitting  the  Service's  final 
rule— Fisheries  of  the  Exclusive  Economic 
Zone  Off  Alaska  [Docket  No.  960531152-6152- 
01;  LD.  042996B]  received  June  13,  1996,  pursu- 
ant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee 
on  Resources. 

3705.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  General 
Counsel,  U.S.  Information  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule— Exchange  Visi- 
tor Program  (22  CFR  Part  514)  received  June 
7,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

3706.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  Qnal  rule— Drawbridge  Op- 
eration Regulations:  Atlantic  Intracoastal 
Waterway,  Sunset  Beach.  NC  (U.S.  Coast 
Guard)  [CGD05-95-048]  (RIN:  2115-AE47)  re- 
ceived June  17,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lXA);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3707.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel, 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Regulatory  Re- 
view: Gas  Pipeline  Safety  Standards  Final 
Regulatory  Evaluation  (Research  and  Spe- 
cial Programs  Administration)  [Docket  PS- 
124;  Final  Rule]  (RIN:  2137-AC25)  received 
June  17,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Transpor- 
tation and  Infrastructure. 

3708.  A  letter  from  the  General  Counsel. 
Department  of  Transportation,  transmitting 
the  Department's  final  rule— Oil  Spill  Pre- 
vention and  Response  Plans  (Research  and 
Special  Programs  Administration)  [Docket 
Nos.  HM-214  and  PC-1;  Amendment  No.  130- 
2]  (RIN:  2137-AC31)  received  June  17,  1996, 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Transportation  and  Infrastruc- 
ture. 

3709.  A  letter  Crom  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulations  Management,  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting  the  Depart- 


ment's final  rule — Veterans  Education: 
Course  Measurement  for  Graduate  Courses 
(RIN:  290O-AH39)  received  June  11.  1996,  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

3710.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Employment  and  Training,  Department 
of  Labor,  transmitting  the  Department's 
final  rule — Unemployment  Insurance  Pro- 
gram Letter  23-96— received  June  5.  1996.  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Ways  and  Means. 

3711.  A  letter  from  the  Chief,  Regulations 
Unit,  Internal  Revenue  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule— Revision  of  Section 
482  Cost  Sharing  Regulations  (RIN:  1545- 
AU20)  received  May  9.  1996.  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(lMA);  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

3712.  A  letter  from  the  Chief  of  Staff.  So- 
cial Security  Administration,  transmitting 
the  Administration's  final  rule— Payment 
For  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Services  Fur- 
nished Individuals  During  Certain  Months  of 
Nonpayment  of  Supplemental  Security  In- 
come Benefits  (20  CFR  Parts  404  and  406) 
[Regulation  Nos.  4  and  16]  (RIN  0960-AD39) 
received  June  17,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  xm,  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  LEACH:  Ck)mmlttee  on  Banking  and 
Financial  Services.  Supplemental  report  on 
H.R.  1858.  A  bill  to  reduce  paperwork  and  ad- 
ditional regulatory  burdens  for  depository 
institutions  (Rept.  104-193,  Pt.  2). 

Mr.  REGULA:  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions. H.R.  3662.  A  bill  making  appropria- 
tions for  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and 
related  agencies  for  the  Qscal  year  ending 
September  30,  1997,  and  for  other  purposes 
(Rept.  104-625).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  SHUSTER:  Committee  on  Transpor- 
taUon  and  Infrastructure.  H.R.  3572.  A  bill  to 
designate  the  bridge  on  U.S.  Route  231  which 
crosses  the  Ohio  River  between  Maceo.  KY. 
and  Rockport,  IN.  as  the  "William  H.  Natch- 
er  Bridge"  (Rept.  104-626).  Referred  to  the 
House  Calendar. 

Ms.  PRYCE:  Committee  on  Rules.  House 
Resolution  455.  Resolution  providing  for  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (H.R.  3662)  making  ap- 
propriations for  the  Department  of  the  Inte- 
rior and  related  agencies  for  the  Qscal  year 
ending  September  30,  1997.  and  for  other  pur- 
poses (Rept.  104-627).  Referred  to  the  House 
Calendar. 

Mr.  LEWIS  of  California:  Committee  on 
Appropriations.  H.R.  3666.  A  bill  making  ap- 
propriations for  the  Departments  of  Veter- 
ans Affairs  and  Housing  and  Urban  Develop- 
ment, and  for  sundry  independent  agencies, 
boards,  commissions,  corporations,  and  of- 
fices for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30. 
1997.  and  for  other  purposes  (Rept.  104-628). 
Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXn,  public  uills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 


By  Mr.  REGULA: 
H.R.  3662.  A  bill  making  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  related 
agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Septem- 
ber 30.  1997.  and  for  other  purjxsses. 

By  Mr.  DAVIS  (for  himself.  Ms.  NOR- 
TON.   Mr.    MCHUGH.    Mr.   GtTKNECHT. 
Mr.  LaTourette.  Mr.  Flanaga-n.  Mr. 
Towxs.   Miss  Collins  of  Michigan. 
Mr.     HOYER.     Mrs.     MORELLa.     Mr. 
MORAN.  and  Mr.  WyxN): 
H.R.  3663.  A  bill  to  amend  the  District  of 
Columbia     Self-Govemment     and     Govern- 
mental  Reorganization   Act  to   permit  the 
Council  of  the  District  of  Columbia  to  au- 
thorize the  Issuance  of  revenue  bonds  with 
respect  to  water  and  sewer  facilities,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  (Jovem- 
ment  Reform  and  Oversight. 
By  Mr.  DAVIS: 
H.R.  3664.  A  bill  to  make  miscellaneous  and 
technical  corrections  to  improve  the  oper- 
ations of  the  government  of  the  District  of 
Columbia;  to  the  Committee  on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight. 

By  Mr.  ROBERTS  (for  himself.  Mr.  DE 
LA  Garza.  Mr.  Emehson,  Mr.  Rose. 
Mr.    COMBEST.    Mr.    Stekholm.    Mr. 
Boehner.  Mr.  Johnson  of  South  Da- 
kota. Mr.  Baker  of  Louisiana.  Mr. 
HELLLMU3,    Mr.    Calvert,    Mr.    Pom- 
ERoy.  Mr.  COOLEY,  Mr.  Bishop,  Mr. 
LaHood,    Mr.    BALDACa.    and    Mr. 
WISE): 
H.R.  3665.  A  bill  to  transfer  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  the  authority  to  con- 
duct the  census  of  agriculture;  to  the  Com- 
mittee  on  Government  Reform   and   Over- 
sight, and  in  addition  to  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  for  a  period  to  be  subsequently 
determined  by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for 
consideration  of  such  provisions  as  fall  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  con- 
cerned. 

By  Mr.  LEWIS  of  California: 
H.R.  3666.  A  bill  making  appropriations  for 
the  Departments  of  Veterans  Affairs  and 
Housing  and  Urban  Development,  and  for 
sundry  independent  agencies,  boards,  com- 
missions, corporations,  and  ofQces  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30. 1997,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

By  Mr.  CRANE: 
H.R.  3667.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1966  to  exclude  tips  from  gross 
income;    to   the   Committee   on   Ways  and 
Means. 

By  Mr.  DORNAN: 
H.R.  3668.  A  bill  to  require  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  to  provide  back  pay  to  the  Vietnam- 
ese commandos  who  were  employed  by  the 
United  States  during  the  Vietnam  conflict  to 
conduct  covert  operations  In  North  Vietnam 
so  as  to  comtwnsate  the  commandos  for  the 
years  in  which  they  were  imprisoned  and 
persecuted  in  Vietnam;  to  the  Committee  on 
National  Security. 

By  Mr.  FILNER: 
H.R.  3669.  A  bill  to  establish  sources  of 
funding  for  certain  transportation  iiUEra- 
structure  projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  bor- 
der between  the  United  States  and  Mexico 
that  are  necessary  to  accommodate  In- 
creased traffic  resulting  from  the  Implemen- 
tation of  the  North  American  Free-Trade 
Agreement,  including  construction  of  new 
Federal  border  crossing  facilities,  and  for 
other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Trans- 
portation and  Infrastructure. 
By  Mr.  SCHAEFER: 
HJl.  3670.  A  bill  to  extend  certain  programs 
under  the  Energy  Policy  and  Conservation 
Act  through  fiscal  year  1996,  and  for  other 
purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 
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and  in  addition  to  the  Committee  on  Rules, 
for  a  period  to  be  subsequently  determined 
by  the  Speaker,  In  each  case  for  consider- 
ation of  such  provisions  as  fall  within  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  committee  concerned. 
By  Mr.  TAUZIN: 

H.R.  3671.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  recogmi- 
tlon  of  the  United  Houma  Nation  and  to  pro- 
vide for  the  settlement  of  land  claims  of  the 
United  Houma  Nation;  to  the  Committee  on 
Resources. 

By  Mr.  WAXMAN: 

H.R.  3672.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 
Food.  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  to  repeal  the 
provisions  for  the  certification  of  drugs  con- 
taining insulin  and  antibiotics;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce. 

By  Mr.  OILMAN  (for  himself,  Mr.  BE- 
REUTER,  Mr.  Faleomavaega.  and  Mr. 
Bekman): 

H.  Con.  Res.  189.  Concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  the  Congress  regarding 
the  importance  of  U.S.  membership  in  re- 
gional South  Pacific  organizations:  to  the 
Committee  on  International  Relations. 


MEMORIALS 


Under  clause  4  of  nile  XXII: 

226.  The  SPEAKER  presented  a  memorial 
of  the  Senate  of  the  State  of  Oklahoma,  rel- 
ative to  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  No.  57 
relating  to  atomic  veterans;  requesting  rec- 
ognition of  such  veterans:  requesting  the 
Oklahoma  congressional  delegation  to  pro- 
pose or  support  certain  benefits  and  medals 
for  such  veterans:  and  directing  distribution; 
to  the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXn,  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows: 

H.R.  351:  Mr.  BlLBRAY  and  Mr.  McKeon. 

H.R.  550:  Mr.  Freunghuysen. 

H.R.  797:  Mr.  Frazer  and  Ms.  LOFGREN. 

H.R.  820:  Mr.  MARTINEZ,  Mr.  Stupak,  Mr. 
MATSUI,  Mr.  WOLF,  Mr.  ViSCLOSKY,  Mr. 
DKOK,  Mr.  PORTMAN,  Mr.  JOHSNON  Of  SOUth 

Dakota,  Mr.  Bunmng  of  Kentucky,  and  Mr. 
Crapo. 

H.R.  938:  Mr.  WICKER. 

H.R.  972:  Ms.  DeLauko. 

H.R.  1000:  Mr.  COYNE. 

H.R.  1023:  Mr.  BARRETT  of  Nebraska. 

H.R.  1462:  Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  CHRISTENSEX. 
Mr.  Meehan,  Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota. 
Mr.  Coleman.  Mr.  Schumer,  Ms.  Dunn  of 
Washington.  Mr.  Clyburn.  and  Mr.  Calvert. 

H.R.  1512:  Mr.  Barr. 

H.R.  1859:  Ms.  Jackson-Lee. 

H.R.  1998:  Mr.  Laughlin.  Mr.  ZELIFF.  Mr. 
Crapo.  and  Ms.  McKinney. 

H.R.  2026:  Mr.  SCHL-MER.  Mr.  Shaw,  Mr. 
HOBSON,  Mr.  Bishop,  and  Mr.  Bunndjg  of 
Kentucky. 

H.R.  2200:  Mr.  BEVDLL  and  Mr.  Sawyer. 

H.R.  2209:  Mr.  Radanovich.  Mr.  Walsh,  and 

Mrs.  MORELLA. 

HJR.  2246:  Mr.  GORDON  and  Mr.  Weldon  of 
Pennsylvania. 

H.R.  2270:  Mr.  NEUMANN. 

H.R.  2333:  Mr.  MCDermott. 

HJl.  2421:  Mr.  Neal  of  Massachusetts,  Mr. 
Ramstad,  and  Mr.  Frisa. 

H.R.  2579:  Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida,  Mr.  SlSl- 
sky.  Mr.  VoucMER,  Mr.  Wise.  Mr.  Martini. 
and  Mr.  Mollohan. 

H.R.  2587:  Mrs.  Fowler  and  Mr.  Kolbe. 

H.R.  2654:  Mr.  TORRICELU. 

H.R.  2796:  Mr.  HiNCHEY. 


H.R.  2892:  Mr.  Farr.  Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Wash- 
ington. Mr.  Frank  of  Massachusetts,  and  Mr. 
Lantos. 

H.R.  2900:  Mr.  Callahan,  Mr.  Spence.  Mr. 
RiGGS,  Ms.  Danner.  Mr.  METCALF,  Mr. 
Hilleary.  Mr.  Foley,  Mr.  Whitfield,  and 
Mr.  Doolittle. 

H.R.  2951:  Mr.  UPTON. 

H.R.  2976:  Mr.  FLANAGAN.  Ms.  Kaptur.  and 
Mr.  Reed. 

H.R.  3002:  Mr.  CRAPO. 

H.R.  3012:  Mr.  ENSIGN.  Mr.  JONES.  Mr.  ACK- 
erman.  Mr.  Deal  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Dltjcan. 
Mr.  Jacobs,  and  Mr.  Hefner. 

H.R.  3030:  Mr.  Nadler. 

H.R.  3089:  Mr.  ACKERMAN. 

H.R.  3119:  Ms.  DeLal-RO. 

H.R.  3211:  Mr.  ZiMMER.  Mr.  LiNDER.  Mr. 
Roberts,  Mr.  Ganske.  Mr.  mcCollum,  Mr. 
Stearns.  Mr.  Gilchrest.  Mr.  Shadegg.  Mr. 
Taylor  of  North  Carolina,  and  Mr.  Sam 
Johnson. 

H.R.  3245:  Mr.  MOAKLEY  and  Mr.  GREEN  of 
Texas. 

H.R.  3258:  Mr.  Radanovich. 

H.R.  3294:  Mr.  THOMPSON  and  Mr. 
Ci™mings. 

H.R.  3341:  Mr.  STEARNS.  Mr.  Calvert,  Mr. 
Gallegly.  Mr.  Oxley.  Mr.  Green  of  Texas. 
Mr.  Baker  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Greenwood.  Mr. 
Mantton,  Mr.  ACKERMAN.  and  Mr.  Tate. 

H.R.  3396:  Mr.  ALLARD,  Mr.  LaHood,  Ms. 
Danner.  Mr.  Fields  of  Texas,  and  Mr. 
Knollenberg. 

H.R.  3449:  Mr.  Hayworth  and  Mr.  Chapman. 

H.R.  3455:  Ms.  WOOLSEY  and  Mr.  ACKERMAN. 

H.R.  3460:  Mr.  HEINEMAN,  Mr.  Gekas.  Mr. 
Frost,  and  Mr.  Dreier. 

H.R.  3520:  Mr.  LlPiNSKl  and  Mr.  DeFazio. 

H.R.  3580:  Mr.  McColll-m.  Mr.  Weldon  of 
Florida.  Mr.  Gilchrest.  Mr.  Quillen.  Mr. 
McKeon.  Mr.  SouDER.  Mr.  Dornan.  Mr.  Sam 
JOHNSON,  Mr.  Barton  of  Texas.  Mr.  Coburn. 
Mr.  Chambuss.  Mr.  Ehrlich,  and  Mr.  Miller 
of  Florida. 

H.R.  3596:  Mr.  Fox. 

H.R.  3604:  Mr.  NORWOOD. 

H.R.  3606:  Mr.  Matsui.  Mr.  BERMAN,  Mr. 
HiNCHEY.  Ms.  Rivers,  and  Ms.  Norton. 

H.R.  3619:  Mr.  LEWIS  of  Georgia. 

H.R.  3643:  Mr.  WELLER,  Mr.  WATTS  of  Okla- 
homa, Mr.  Bilirakis,  Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jer- 
sey, Ms.  Brown  of  Florida,  Mr.  Flanagan, 
Mr.  Stearns,  Mr.  Deal  of  Georgia,  and  Mr. 
Quinn. 

H.R.  3645:  Mr.  TOWNS 

H.J.  Res.  174:  Mr.  Shadegg. 

H.J.  Res.  182:  Mr.  SPRATT,  Mr.  HALL  of 
Ohio,  Mr.  Dellums,  and  Mr.  Engel. 

H.  Con:  Res.  50:  Mr.  DURBDJ.  and  Mr.  LEVDJ. 

H.  Con.  Res.  173:  Mr.  Mascara,  Mr.  Brew- 
ster, Mr.  Gordon,  Mr.  Cunningham.  Mr.  Li- 
piNSKi.  Mr.  Hdjchey.  Ms.  Danner.  Ms.  Nor- 
ton. Mr.  ACKERMAN.  Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr. 
Evans.  Mrs.  Kennelly.  and  Mr.  Green  of 
Texas. 

H.  Con.  Res.  183:  Mr.  HO^-ER.  Mr.  Fazio  of 
California.  Mr.  Obey,  Mr.  DE  la  Garza.  Mr. 
Brown  of  Ohio.  Mr.  LaFalce,  Mr.  Coleman, 
Mr.  TEJEDA,  Mr.  SouDER,  Ms.  Brown  of  Flor- 
ida, Mr.  KiLDEE,  Mr.  COYNE.  Mr.  FOX,  Mr. 
Towns,  Mr.  beilenson,  Mr.  Quinn,  Mr. 
Ddcon,  Mr.  MCDermott.  Mr.  Ballenger.  Ms. 
LOFGREN.  Mr.  SPRATT.  Mr.  Cardin.  Mr.  STEN- 
holm.  Mr.  Stupak.  Mr.  poshard.  Mr. 
Torres.  Mrs.  Johnson  of  Connecticut.  Ms. 
McCarthy.  Mr.  Pomeroy.  Mr.  Neal  of  Mas- 
sachusetts. Mr.  SISISKY.  Mr.  SCHXJMER.  Mr. 
DOOLEY,  Mr.  VoLKMER.  Mr.  Gordon.  Mr. 
DICKEY.  Mr.  Chambliss.  Mr.  Baker  of  Cali- 
fornia. Mr.  Skeen.  Mr.  Watts  of  Oklahoma, 
Mr.  Mdjge.  Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Rhode  Island. 
Mr.  Gutierrez.  Mr.  Con-yers.  Mr.  Under- 
wood, and  Mr.  Green  of  Texas. 


H.  Res.  30:  Mr.  Lewis  of  Kentucky. 

H.  Res.  123:  Mr.  Porter. 

H.  Res.  423:  Mr.  MiNGE.  Mr.  Hayworth.  Mr. 
Leach.  Mr.  Zim.mer.  and  Mr.  Goss. 

H.  Res.  439:  Mrs.  Roukema  and  Ms. 
DeLauro. 

H.  Res.  454:  Mr.  DeFazio.  Mrs.  Clayton. 
and  Mr.  Frank  of  Massachusetts. 


DELETIONS  OF  SPONSORS  FROM 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXn,  sponsors 
were  deleted  from  public  bills  and  reso- 
lutions as  follows: 

H.R.  94:  Mr.  Christensen. 

H.R.  1972:  Mr.  MCDade. 

H.R.  2618:  Ms.  SLAUGHTER. 

H. J.  Res.  182:  Mr.  Fazio  of  California. 


AMENDMENTS 

Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXm,  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H.R.  3662 
Offered  By:  Mr.  CoNDrr 
Amendment  No.  l:  At  the  end  of  the  bill 
(before  the  short  title),  add  the  following 
new  section: 

Sec.    .  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
by  this  Act  may  be  expended  for  disposition 
under  section  4(b)(3)  of  the  Endangered  Spe- 
cies Act  of  1973  (16  U.S.C.  1533(b)(3))  of  any 
petition  that  is  received  by  the  Secretary  (as 
that  term  is  used  in  that  section)  after  the 
date  of  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
H.R.  3662 
Offered  By:  Mr.  DeFazio 
amendment  No.  2:  In  section  319  (relating 
to  timber),  strike  the  first,  second,  and  third 
sentences. 

H.R.  3662 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Dicks 
amendment  No.  3:  In  Title  I.  General  Pro- 
visions of  the  bill,  strike  all  of  Section  116. 
dealing  with  Critical  Habitat  designation. 
H.R.  3662 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Faleomavaega 
Amendment  No.  4:  Strike  section  317. 
H.R.  3662 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Faleomavaega 
Amendment  no.  5:  Strike  section  318. 
H.R.  3662 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Faleomavaega 
AMENDMENT  No.  6:  Insert  after  section  320 
the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  321.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  may  be 
used  to  permit  or  facilitate  the  planning, 
construction,  or  operation  of  a  third  tele- 
scope on  Mt.  Graham  In  the  Coronado  Na- 
tional Forest  unless  It  is  made  known  that 
the  planning,  construction,  or  operation  of 
that  telescope  first  complies  with  all  appli- 
cable laws,  notwithstanding  section  335  of 
Public  Law  104-134. 

H.R. 3662 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Farr 

AMENDMENT  No.  7:  In  the  item  relating  to 
the  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR^Bu- 
reau  of  Land  Management— Land  Acquisi- 
tion. Insert  "(increased  by  $4,750,000)"  after 
the  dollar  amount. 

In  the  Item  relating  to  the  DEPARTMENT 
OF  THE  INTERRIOR— United  States  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service— Land  Acquisition,  In- 
sert "(increased  by  537.300.000)"  after  the  dol- 
lar amount. 
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In  the  Item  relating  to  the  DEPARTMENT 
OF  THE  INTERIOR^Natlonal  Park  Serv- 
ice— Land  Acquisition  and  State  Assist- 
ance— 

(1)  insert  "(increased  by  $57,790,000)"  after 
the  first  dollar  amount:  and 

(2)  insert  "(Increased  by  $2,240,000)"  after 
the  second  dollar  amount. 

In  the  item  relating  to  RELATED  AGEN- 
CIES— Department  of  Agriculture — Forest 
Service — Land  Acquisition,  insert  "(in- 
creased by  $35,310,000)"  after  the  dollar 
amount. 

In  the  item  relating  to  DEPARTMENT  OF 
ENGERGY- Fossil  Energy  Research  Devel- 
opment. Insert  "(reduced  by  $135,150,000)" 
after  the  dollar  amount. 

H.R.  3662 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Fox  of  Pennsylvania 

AMENDMENT  No.  8:  Ib  the  Item  relating  to 
"DEPARTMENT  OF  ENGERGY— FOSSIL  EN- 
ERGY RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT",  after  the 

dollar  amount.   Insert  the  following:    "(re- 
duced by  $20,636,000)". 
In  the   item  relating  to   "DEPARTMENT 

OF  ENERGY— ENERGY  CONSERVATION— 

(1)  after  the  first  dollar  amount,  insert  the 
following:  "(Increased  by  $20,636,000)  " 

(2)  after  the  second  dollar  amount,  insert 
the  following:  "(increased  by  $20,636,000)"; 

(3)  after  the  third  dollar  amount,  insert  the 
following:  "(Increased  by  $14,196,000)";  and 

(4)  after  the  fourth  dollar  amount,  insert 
the  following:  "(Increased  by  $6,440,000)". 

H.R.  3662 
Offered  by:  Mr.  fox  of  Pennsylvania 
AMENDMENT  NO.  9:  In  the  item  relating  to 
"DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY— ENTERGY  CON- 
SERVATION"— 

(1)  after  the  second  dollar  amount.  Insert 
the  following:  "(increased  by  $18,204,000)"; 

(2)  after  the  third  dollar  amount,  insert  the 
following:  "(increased  by  $11,764,000)";  and 

(3)  after  the  fourth  dollar  amount,  insert 
the  following:  "(Increased  by  $6,440,000)". 

H.R.  3662 

OFFERED  By:  Ms.  FURSE 

AMENDMENT  No.  10:  At  the  end  of  the  bill, 
insert  after  the  last  section  (preceding  the 
short  title)  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  (a)  Repeal  of  Emergency  Salvage 
Timber  Sale  program  of  Pubuc  Law  104- 
19.— Hereafter,  section  2001  of  Public  Law 
104-19  (109  Stat.  240)  is  repealed. 

(b)  Implementation.- Notwithstanding 
any  outstanding  Judicial  order  or  adminis- 
trative proceeding  interpreting  section  2001 
of  Public  Law  104-19  (109  Stat.  240),  the  Sec- 
retary of  Aerriculture  and  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  shall  suspend,  effective  on  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  each  and 
every  activity  that  Is  being  undertaken  in 
whole  or  in  part  under  the  authority  pro- 
vided in  such  section  unless  the  Secretary 
concerned  determines  that  the  activity 
would  have  been  undertaken  even  In  the  ab- 
sence of  such  section.  All  such  suspended  ac- 
tivities shall  be  subject  to  all  applicable  en- 
vironmental and  natural  resource  laws.  The 
Secretary  concerned  may  not  resume  an  ac- 
tivity suspended  under  this  subsection  unless 
and  until  the  Secretary  concerned  deter- 
mines that  the  activity  (as  originally  com- 
menced or  as  modified  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act)  compiles  with  all  en- 
vironmental and  natural  resource  laws  appli- 
cable to  the  activity. 

(c)  Secretary  Concerned  defined.— in 
this  section,  the  term  "Secretary  concerned" 
means— 

(1)  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  with  re- 
spect to  activities  involving  lands  within  the 
National  Forest  System:  and 


(2)  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  with  re- 
spect to  activities  Involving  Federal  lainds 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management. 

H.R.  3662 
Offered  By:  Ms.  FuTtSE 

Amendment  no.  ll:  At  the  end  of  the  bill. 
Insert  after  the  last  section  (preceding  the 
short  title)  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  in  this  Act  (includ- 
ing funds  appropriated  or  otherwise  made 
available  for  salaries  and  expenses  of  em- 
ployees of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  or 
the  Department  of  the  Interior)  may  be  used 
to  prepare,  advertise,  offer,  or  award  any 
contract  under  any  provision  of  the  emer- 
gency salvage  timber  sale  program  estab- 
lished under  section  2001  of  Public  Law  104- 
19  (109  Stat.  240;  16  U.S.C.  1611  note). 
H.R.  3662 
Offered  By.  Mr.  Goss 

AMENDMENT  No.  12:  In  the  Item  relating  to 
"National  Park  SER\acE— land  ACQUismoN 
AND  STATE  ASSISTANCE",  after  the  first  dollar 
amount.  Insert  the  following:  "(increased  by 
$15,000,000)". 

In  the  item  relating  to  "Forest  Service- 
reconstruction   AND   CONSTRUCTION",   after 
the  first  dollar  amount.  Insert  the  following: 
"(reduced  by  $15,000,000)". 
H.R.  3662 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Goss 

AMENT>MENT  No.  13:  In  the  item  relating  to 
"National  Park  Service— land  ACQuismoN 
AND  STATE  ASSISTANCE",  after  the  first  dollar 
amount.  Insert  the  following:  "(increased  by 
$19,100,000)". 

In  the  Item  relating  to  "Forest  Service- 
reconstruction   AND   construction",   after 
the  first  dollar  amount,  insert  the  following: 
"(reduced  by  $19,100,000)". 
H.R.  3662 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Goss 

AMENDMENT  No.  14:  In  the  Item  relating  to 
"National  Park  Service— land  ACQuismoN 
AND  STATE  ASSISTANCE",  insert  before  the  pe- 
riod at  the  end  the  following: 
:  Provided  fuTther,  That,  of  the  funds  made 
available  In  this  paragraph.  $15,000,000  shall 
be  for  acquisition  of  Everglades  restoration 
areas 

H.R.  3662 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Gutknecht 

AMENTJMENT  NO.  15:  At  the  end  of  the  bill 
before  the  short  title,  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

Sec.  .  Each  amount  appropriated  or  oth- 
erwise made  available  by  this  Act  that  is  not 
required  to  be  appropriated  or  otherwise 
made  available  by  a  provision  of  law  is  here- 
by reduced  by  1.9  percent. 
H.R.  3662 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Hoekstra 

AMENDMENT  NO.  16:  In  the  Item  relating  to 
"National  Endowment  for  the  arts- 
grants  ANT5  administration",  after  the  dol- 
lar amount,  insert  the  following:  "(reduced 
by  $31,500)". 

H.R.  3662 
Offered  By:  mr.  Istook 

Amentiment  no.  17:  At  the  end  of  the  bill, 
insert  after  the  last  section  (preceding  the 
short  title)  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
in  this  Act  may  be  used  by  the  Bureau  of  In- 
dian Affairs  to  transfer  any  land  into  trust 
under  section  5  of  the  Indian  Reorganization 
Act  (25  U.S.C.  465).  or  any  other  Federal  stat- 


ute that  does  not  explicitly  denominate  and 
Identify  a  specific  tribe  or  specific  property, 
except  when  it  is  made  known  to  the  Federal 
official  having  authority  to  obligate  or  ex- 
pend such  funds  that— 

(Da  binding  agreement  is  in  place  between 
the  tribe  that  will  have  jurisdiction  over  the 
land  to  the  taken  into  trust  and  the  appro- 
priate State  and  local  ofQcials:  and 

(2)  such  agreement  provides,  for  as  long  as 
the  land  Is  held  In  trust,  for  the  collection 
and  payment,  by  any  retail  establishment  lo- 
cated on  the  land  to  be  taken  Into  trust,  of 
State  and  local  sales  and  excise  taxes,  in- 
cluding any  special  tax  on  motor  fuel,  to- 
bacco, or  alcohol,  on  any  retail  Item  sold  to 
any  nonmember  of  the  tribe  for  which  the 
land  Is  held  In  trust,  or  an  agreed  upon  pay- 
ment in  lieu  of  such  taxes. 
H.R.  3662 
Offered  By:  Mr.  kennt:dy  of 
Massachusetts 

Amendment  no.  18:  In  the  item  relating  to 
"Forest  Service— reconstruction  and  con- 
struction"— 

(1)  after  the  first  dollar  amount,  insert  the 
following:  "(reduced  by  $12,000,000)";  and 

(2)  after  the  second  dollar  amount.  Insert 
the  following:  "(reduced  by  $30,000,000)". 

H.R.  3662 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Klug 

AMENDMENT  NO.  19:  At  the  end  of  the  bill. 
insert  after  the  last  section  (preceding  the 
short  title)  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  (a)  Repeal  of  Program  to  award 
AND  Release  Unawarded  timber  Sale  Con- 
tracts.— Hereafter,  subsection  (k)  of  section 
2001  of  Public  Law  104-19  (109  Stat.  240  Is  re- 
pealed. 

(b)  Existing  Timber  Sale  Contracts.— 

(1)  Suspension.— Notwithstanding  any  out- 
standing Judicial  order  or  administrative 
proceeding  Interpreting  subsection  (k)  of  sec- 
tion 2001  of  PubUc  Law  104-19  (109  Stat.  240). 
as  In  existence  prior  to  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act.  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
shall  immediately  suspend  each  timber  sale 
or  activity  that  Is  being  undertaken  In  whole 
or  m  part  under  the  authority  provided  In 
such  subsection. 

(2)  Termination.— Upon  suspension  of  each 
timber  sale  or  activity  under  paragraph  (1). 
the  Secretary  concerned  shall  exercise  any 
provision  of  the  original  contract  that  au- 
thorizes termination  and  payinent  of  si>ecl- 
Ced  damages. 

H.R.  3662 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Kolbe 
Amendment  No.  20:  In  Title  I  of  the  bill, 
strike  all  of  Section  117  dealing  with  the  pro- 
hibition of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Aflairs  (BIA) 
from  transferring  any  land  Into  trust  under 
section  5  of  the  Indian  Reorganization  Act  or 
any  other  federal  statute. 
H.R.  3662 
Offerd  By:  Mr.  Miller  of  California 
amendment  no.  21:  In  the  Item  relating  to 
the  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR— Na- 
tional   Park    Service— National    Recreation 
and    Preservation,    insert    "(Increased    by 
$10,000,000)"  after  the  dollar  amount. 

In  the  item  relating  to  DEPARTMENT  OF 
ENGERY— Fossil  Energy  Research  and  De- 
velopment. Insert  "(reduced  by  $10,000,000)" 
after  the  dollar  amount. 

H.R.  3662 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Miller  of  Californta 
amendment  No.  22:  At  the  end  of  the  bill. 
Insert  after  the  last  section  (preceding  the 
short  title)  the  following  new  section: 
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"None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or  other- 
wise made  available  by  this  Act  may  be  used 
for  the  purposes  of  Implementing  Tongass 
National  Forest  timber  contract  AlOfs-1042 
between  the  United  States  and  Ketchikan 
Pulp  Company." 

H.R.  3662 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Parker 

Amendment  No.  23:  In  the  item  relating  to 
"DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY— ENERGY 
CONSERVATION-  — 

(1)  after  the  second  dollar  amount,  insert 
the  following:  "(Increased  by  518,204,000)"; 
and 

(2)  after  the  third  dollar  amount.  Insert  the 
following:  "(increased  by  $11,764,000)";  and 

(3)  after  the  fourth  dollar  amount,  insert 
the  following:  "(Increased  by  $6,440,000)". 

H.R.  3662 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Richardson 

AMENDMENT  NO.  24:  On  page  10  under  the 
item  "United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service",  under  the  item  "resource  man- 
agement", after  the  second  dollar  amount 
Insert  "(increased  by  $5,000,000)". 

On  page  58  under  the  item  "Department 
OF  Energy",  under  the  item  "fossil  energy 
research  and  development",  after  the  first 
dollar  amount  Insert  "(reduced  by 
$7,000,000)". 

H.R.  3662 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Richardson 

amendment  no.  25:  On  page  15  under  the 
item  "National  Park  Service",  under  the 
item  "OPERATION  of  the  national  park  sys- 
tem", after  the  3d  dollar  amount  insert  "(in- 
creased by  $43,165,000)". 

On  page  58  under  the  item  "DEPARTMENT 
OF  ENERGY",  under  the  Item  "FOSSIL  EN- 
ERGY research  and  development",  after  the 
1st  dollar  amount  insert  "(reduced  by 
$85,000,000)". 

HJl.  3662 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Sanders 

AMENDMENT  NO.  26:  In  the  item  relating  to 
"National  Park  Service— operations", 
after  the  dollar  amount,  insert  the  following: 
"(increased  by  $340,000)". 

In  the  item  relating  to  "National  Park 
Service— operations",  insert  before  the  pe- 
riod the  following: 

:  Provided  further.  That,  of  the  funds  provided 
in  this  paragraph.  $340,000  shall  be  for  the 
Marsh  Billings  Parle,  in  Vermont 

In  the  item  relating  to   "DEPARTMENT 

OF     ENERGY— NAVAL     PETROLEUM     AND     OIL 

SHALE  RESERVES",  after  the  dollar  amount, 

insert  the  following:  "(reduced  by  $340,000)". 

HJl.  3662 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Sanders 

AMENDMENT  NO.  27:  In  the  item  relating  to 
"BUREAU  OF  Land  Management- payments 
IN  lieu  of  taxes",  after  the  first  dollar 
amount,  insert  the  following:  "(increased  by 
$10,000,000)". 

In  the  item  relating  to  "DEPARTMENT 

OF  ENERGY— FOSSIL  ENERGY  RESEARCH  AND 

DEVELOPMENT,  after  the  dollar  amount,  in- 
sert the  following:  "(reduced  by  $25,000,000)". 
H.R.  3662 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Sanders 
AMEN-DMENT  No.  28:  In  the  item  relating  to 
"DEPARTMENT    OF    ENERGY— NAVAL    PE- 
TROLEUM AND  OIL  SHALE  RESERVES",  after  the 
dollar  amount,   insert  the  following:   "(re- 
duced by  $11,764,000)". 


In  the  item  relating  to  "DEPARTMENT 
OF  ENERGY— ENERGY  CONSERVATION",  after 
each  of  the  first,  second,  and  third  dollar 
amounts.  Insert  the  following:  "(increased  by 
$11,764,000)". 

H.R.  3662 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Shadegg 
AMENDMENT  NO.  29:  In  the  item  relating  to 
"OTHER  RELATED  AGENCIES— NATIONAL 
FOUNDATION  ON  THE  ARTS  AND  THE  HUMAN- 
ITIES—NATIONAL ENDOWMENT  FOR  THE  HU- 
M-WmES— GRANTS       AND       ADMINISTRATION". 

Strike  "$92,994,000"  and  insert  "$80,000,000". 
H.R.  3662 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Shadegg 

AMENDMENT  No.  30:  In  the  Items  under  the 
heading  "OTHER  RELATED  AGENCIES- 
NATIONAL  Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the 
Humanities",  strike  all  the  items  relating  to 
"National  Endowment  for  the  Human- 
ities". 

H.R.  3662 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Skaggs 

Amendment  No.  31:  in  Title  I  of  the  bill. 
under  the  heading  of  "Minerals  Management 
Service.  Royalty  and  Offshore  Minerals  Man- 
agement", strike  "$186,555,000"  and  in  lieu 
thereof  insert  "$182,555,000";  In  Title  II. 
under  the  heading  "Department  of  Energy. 
Fossil  Energy  Research  and  Development", 
strike  "$358,754,000"  and  in  lieu  thereof  in- 
sert "$354,754,000";  and  under  the  heading 
"Energy  Conservation",  strike  "$499,680,000" 
and  in  lieu  thereof  insert  "$507,680,000". 
H.R.  3662 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Stupak 

Amendment  no.  32:  At  the  end  of  the  bill 
(preceding  the  short  title)  add  the  following 
new  section: 

Sec  .  None  of  the  amounts  made  avail- 
able by  this  Act  may  be  used  for  design, 
planning,  implementation,  engineering,  con- 
struction, or  any  other  activity  in  connec- 
tion with  a  scenic  shoreline  drive  in  Pictured 
Rocks  National  Lakeshore. 
H.R.  3662 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Vento 

amendment  no.  33:  In  the  item  relating  to 
the  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOB^Na- 
tlonal  Park  Service— Operation  of  the  Na- 
tional Park  System,  insert  "(increased  by 
$23,480,000)"  after  the  third  dollar  amount. 

In  the  item  relating  to  RELATED  AGEN- 
CIES—Department  of  Agriculture — Forest 
Service— Reconstruction  and  Construction, 
insert  "(reduced  by  $28,050,000)"  after  the 
first  dollar  amount. 

H.R.  3662 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Walker 
amendment  No.  34:  In  the  item  relating  to 
"National  Park  Service— operation  of  the 
national  park  system",  after  the  third  dol- 
lar amount,  insert  the  following:  "(Increased 
by  $62,000,000)". 

In  the  Item  relating  to  "Bureau  of  Indlan 
Affairs — operation  of  Indian  programs" — 

(1)  after  the  first  dollar  amount  insert  the 
following:  "(Increased  by  $27,534,000)";  and 

(2)  after  the  fourth  dollar  amount,  insert 
the  following:  "(Increased  by  $27,534,000)"; 
and 

In  the  Item  relating  to  "DEPARTMENT 

OF  ENERGY— FOSSIL  ENERGY  RESEARCH  AND 

development",  after  the  dollar  amount,  in- 
sert the  following:  "(reduced  by  $137,804,000)" 


H.R.  3666 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Orton 

Amendment  no.  l:  At  the  end  of  the  item 
relating  to  "DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING 
AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT— ADMLVISTRA- 
tive  provisions",  insert  the  following  new 
section: 

Sec.  207.  Sections  401  and  402  of  the  bill, 
H.R.  1708,  104th  Congress,  as  Introduced  in 
the  House  of  Representatives  on  May  24,  1995, 
are  hereby  enacted  into  law. 

H.R.  3666 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Orton 

AMENDMENT  NO.  2:  At  the  end  of  the  item 
relating  to  "DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING 
AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT— ADMLNISTRA- 
TTVE  PROVISIONS".  Insert  the  following  new 
section: 

Sec.  207.  Althortty  To  Use  Amounts  Bor- 
rowed From  Family  members  for 
downpayments  on  fha-lnsured  loans.— (a) 
Ln  General.— Section  203(b)(9)  of  the  Na- 
tional Housing  Act  (12  U.S.C.  1709(b)(9))  is 
amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at 
the  end  the  following:  ":  Provided  further. 
That  for  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  the  Sec- 
retary shall  consider  as  cash  or  Its  equiva- 
lent any  amounts  borrowed  from  a  family 
member  (as  such  term  is  defined  in  section 
201),  subject  only  to  the  requirements  that. 
in  any  case  In  which  the  repayment  of  such 
borrowed  amounts  Is  secured  by  a  lien 
against  the  property,  such  lien  shall  be  sub- 
ordinate to  the  mortgage  and  the  sum  of  the 
principal  obligation  of  the  mortgage  and  the 
obligation  secured  by  such  lien  may  not  ex- 
ceed 100  percent  of  the  appraised  value  of  the 
property  plus  any  initial  service  charges,  ap- 
praisal, inspection,  and  other  fees  in  connec- 
tion with  the  mortgage". 

(b)  Definition  of  Family  Member.— Sec- 
tion 201  of  the  National  Housing  Act  (12 
U.S.C.  1707)  Is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following  new  subsections: 

"(e)  The  term  'family  member'  means, 
with  respect  to  a  mortgagor  under  such  sec- 
tion, a  child,  parent,  or  grandparent  of  the 
mortgagor  (or  the  mortgagor's  spouse).  In 
determining  whether  any  of  the  relation- 
ships referred  to  in  the  preceding  sentence 
exist,  a  legally  adopted  son  or  daughter  of  an 
individual  (and  a  child  who  is  a  member  of 
an  individual's  household,  if  placed  with 
such  individual  by  an  authorized  placement 
agency  for  legal  adoption  by  such  Individ- 
ual), and  a  foster  child  of  an  individual,  shall 
be  treated  as  a  child  of  such  individual  by 
blood. 

"(f)  The  term  'child'  means,  with  respect 
to  a  mortgagor  under  such  section,  a  son. 
stepson,  daughter,  or  stepdaughter  of  such 
mortgagor.". 

H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Sanders 

Amendment  No.  3:  In  the  item  relating  to 
"DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT— Management  and  Admin- 
istration-Salaries and  expenses",  after  the 
first  dollar  amount,  insert  the  following: 
"(reduced  by  $1,411,000)". 

In  the  item  relating  to  "INDEPENDENT 
AGENCIES— Court  of  Veterans  Appea's— Sal- 
aries and  expenses",  after  the  dollar  amount, 
insert  the  following:  "(Increased  by 
$1,411,000)". 
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The  Senate  met  at  10  a.m..  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  Thurmond.] 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain.  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogllvie.  offered  the  following  prayer. 

Gracious  Father,  help  us  not  to  lose 
our  sense  of  humor.  Free  us  to  laugh  at 
ourselves  when  we  do  the  wrong  thing 
at  the  right  time  or  the  right  thing  at 
an  inappropriate  time.  Sometimes  we 
say  things  that  make  us  cringe  when 
we  review  the  day.  When  we  take  our- 
selves too  seriously  we  tighten  up  and 
become  tense.  Little  issues  become  so 
crucial  we  miss  the  big  issues  confront- 
ing us.  We  worry  about  what  others 
think  of  us. 

Relieve  us  of  our  assumed  impor- 
tance and  help  us  realize  they  seldom 
do  think  of  us.  Forgive  us  for  all  the 
good  energy  we  waste  on  checking  our 
own  popularity  pulse.  Make  us  so  se- 
cure in  Your  love  that  we  can  lighten 
up,  and  then,  listen  up  to  what  You 
want  us  to  be  and  do  about  what  really 
matters.  Make  us  carefree,  but  never 
careless.  In  the  name  of  Jesus  who 
taught  us  that  by  worrying  we  could 
not  add  one  cubit  to  our  stature,  but  by 
seeking  first  Your  kingdom  all  things 
that  are  truly  important  would  be  ours 
as  well.  Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
able  majority  leader.  Senator  Lott,  is 
recognized. 


THE  SENATE  CHAPLAIN 

Mr.  LOTT.  Thank  you,  Mr.  President. 

Again.  I  want  to  express  our  appre- 
ciation for  the  wonderful  words  of  our 
Chaplain,  as  he  offers  the  blessing  in 
this  institution  and  helps  us  maintain 
our  balance  as  we  do  our  jobs. 


SCHEDULE 


Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  today,  we 
will  immediately  begin  considering  S. 
1745,  the  Department  of  Defense  au- 
thorization bill.  Under  the  terms  of  the 
consent  agreement  reached  last  week. 
Senators  may  debate  the  bill  this 
morning.  However,  no  amendments  will 
be  in  order  prior  to  2:15  p.m.  today. 

I  hope  the  Senate  can  make  substan- 
tial progress  on  the  DOD  bill  today  and 
this  evening.  I  expect  to  complete  ac- 
tion on  that  bill  this  week.  All  Sen- 
ators can.  therefore,  exi)ect  rollcall 
votes  throughout  the  day. 


The  Senate  will  recess  between  the 
hours  of  12:30  and  2:15  for  the  weekly 
policy  conferences  to  meet.  As  a  re- 
minder to  all  Senators,  at  9:30  on 
Thursday,  the  Senate  will  resume  con- 
sideration of  the  nomination  of  Alan 
Greenspan  to  be  Chairman  of  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Board.  Under  a  consent 
order,  a  vote  will  occur  at  2  p.m. 
Thursday  on  the  Greenspan  nomina- 
tion, and  that  will  be  followed  by  votes 
on  the  other  nominees  to  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board. 

I  also  hope  that  this  week  the  Senate 
may  act  on  legislation  regarding  the 
church  burnings,  Mr.  President.  We  are 
very  close  to  a  bipartisan  resolution  on 
this  matter.  We  need  to  express  the 
outrage  of  the  Senate,  and  we  need  to 
make  sure  that  our  law  enforcement 
officials  have  whatever  tools  they  need 
to  investigate  these  despicable  acts  and 
take  appropriate  action  to  find  the 
guilty  parties  and  help  bring  an  end  to 
these  activities  across  our  country. 


NATIONAL  DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION  ACT 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
say,  before  I  yield  the  floor,  that  I  am 
very  pleased  that  we  are  ready  to  go 
now  with  the  Department  of  Defense 
authorization  bill.  The  conmiittee  has 
been  ready  to  go  for  about  3  weeks. 
There  have  been  some  problems  that 
are  being  ironed  out  with  other  com- 
mittees. I  know  that  in  the  years  I 
have  been  on  the  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee this  has  been  the  most  coopera- 
tive atmosphere  we  have  had  in  the 
committee. 

I  think  we  have  a  good  bill.  I  know 
there  are  going  to  be  some  very  serious 
amendments  offered  and  debated.  We 
will  have  plenty  of  opportunity  to  ex- 
press our  concerns  and  to  change  the 
bill  in  ways  that  Members  feel  strongly 
about. 

I  commend,  again,  the  chairman  of 
the  committee.  Senator  Thurmond 
from  South  Carolina,  for  the  leadership 
he  has  shown  on  this  bill.  He  said  that 
we  were  not  going  to  wait  way  into  the 
summer  and  get  tangled  up  into  the  ap- 
propriations process.  We  are  going  to 
have  the  authorization  bill  ready.  He 
did  that.  The  bill  was  ready  by  the  Me- 
morial Day  recess.  I  appreciate  him 
and  have  enjoyed  so  much  working 
with  him.  I  know  he  is  raring  to  go.  so. 
Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  yours. 

I  yield  the  floor. 


Senate  will  proceed,  for  debate  only,  to 
the  consideration  of  S.  1745.  which  the 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  bill  (S.  1745)  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  fiscal  year  1997  for  military  activities  of 
the  Department  of  Defense,  for  military  con- 
struction, and  for  defense  activities  of  the 
Department  of  Energy,  to  prescribe  person- 
nel strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the 
Armed  Forces,  and  for  other  purjxjses. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill,  which  had  been  reported  from  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services,  with 
amendments,  as  follows: 

(The  parts  of  the  bill  intended  to  be 
stricken  are  shown  in  boldface  brack- 
ets and  the  parts  of  the  bill  intended  to 
be  inserted  are  shown  in  italic.) 
S.  1745 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TftLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "National  De- 
fense Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year 
1997". 

SEC.  X.  ORGANIZATION  OF  ACT  INTO  DIVISIONS; 
TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 

(a)  D^v^SIONS.— This  Act  is  organized  into 
three  divisions  as  follows: 

(1)  Division  A— Department  of  Defense  Au- 
thorizations. 

(2)  Division  B — Military  Construction  Au- 
thorizations. 

(3)  Division  C— Department  of  Energy  Na- 
tional Security  Authorizations  and  Other 
Authorizations. 

(b)  Table  of  Con'tents.— The  table  of  con- 
tents for  this  Act  is  as  follows: 

DIVISION  A— DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 

AUTHOBIZATIONS 

TITLE  I— PROCUREMENT 

Subtitle  A— AnthorisatiOB  of  Appn>pri«tioiis 

Sec.  101.  Army. 

Sec.  102.  Navy  and  Marine  Corps. 
Sec.  103.  Air  Force. 
Sec.  104.  Defense-wide  activities. 
Sec.  105.  Reserve  components. 
Sec.  106.  Defense  Inspector  General, 
demilitarization 


pro- 


NATIONAL    DEFENSE    AUTHORIZA- 
TION ACT  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1997 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER     (Mr. 
Brown).  Under  the  previous  order,  the 


Sec.  107.  Chemical 
gram. 

Sec.  108.  Defease  health  program. 

Sec.  109.  Defense  Nuclear  Agency. 

Subtitle  B — Army  Progrum* 

Sec.  111.  Multiyear  procurement  of  Javelin 
missile  system. 

Sec.  112.  Army  assistance  for  Chemical  De- 
militarization   Citizens'    Advi- 
sory Commissions. 
Subtitle  C-^avy  Pracrums 

Sec.  121.  EA-6B    aircraft    reactive    jammer 
program. 

Sec.  122.  Penguin  missile  program. 

Sec.  123.  Nuclear    attack     submarine     pro- 
grams. 

Sec.  124.  Arlelgh  Burke  class  destroyer  pro- 
gram. 

Subtitle  D— Air  Force  Progruns 

Sec.  131.  Multiyear    contracting    authority 
for  the  C-17  aircraft  program. 


•  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insenjons  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
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TITLE  U— RESEARCH,  DEVELOPMENT, 

TEST,  AND  EVALUATION 

Subtitle  A— Anthorization  of  Appropriations 

Sec.  201.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 

Sec.  202.  Amount  for  basic  research  and  ex- 
ploratory development. 

Sec.  203.  Defense  Nuclear  Agency. 

Subtitle  B — Program  Requirements, 
Restrictions,  and  Limitations 

Sec.  211.  Space  launch  modernization. 

Sec.  212.  Department  of  Defense  Space  Ar- 
chitect. 

Sec.  213.  Space-based  inli-ared  system  pro- 
gram. 

Sec.  214.  Research  for  advanced  submarine 
technology. 

Sec.  215.  Clementine  2  micro-satellite  devel- 
opment program. 

Sec.  216.  Tactical  unmanned  aerial  vehicle 
program. 

Sec.  217.  Defense  airborne  reconnaissance 
program. 

Sec.  218.  Cost  analysis  of  F-22  aircraft  pro- 
gram. 

Sec.  219.  F-22  aircraft  program  reports. 

Sec.  220.  Nonlethal  weapons  and  tech- 
nologies programs. 

Sec.  221.  Counterproliferatlon  support  pro- 
gram. 

Sec.  222.  Federally  funded  research  and  de- 
velopment centers  and  univer- 
sity-affiliated research  centers. 
Subtitle  C— Ballistic  Missile  Defense 

Sec.  231.  United  States  compliance  policy 
regarding  development,  testing, 
and  deplojrment  of  theater  mis- 
sile defense  systems. 

Sec.  232.  Prohibition  on  use  of  funds  to  im- 
plement an  international  agree- 
ment concerning  theater  mis- 
sile defense  systems. 

Sec.  233.  Conversion  of  ABM  treaty  to  multi- 
lateral treaty. 

Sec.  234.  Funding  for  upper  tier  theater  mis- 
sile defense  systems. 

Sec.  235.  Elimination  of  requirements  for 
certain  items  to  be  included  in 
the  annual  report  on  the  ballis- 
tic missile  defense  program. 

Sec.  236.  ABM  treaty  defined. 

Subtitle  D— Other  Matters 

Sec.  241.  Uve-flre  survivability  testing  of  F- 
22  aircraft. 

Sec.  242.  Live-fire  survivability  testing  of  V- 
22  aircraft. 
Subtitle  E — ^National  Oceanographic 
Partnership 

Sec.  251.  Short  title. 

Sec.  252.  National    Oceanographlc    Partner- 
ship Program. 
TITLE  m— OPERATION  AND 
MAINTENANCE 
Subtitle  A^-Authorization  of  Appropriations 

Sec.  301.  Operation  and  maintenance  fund- 
ing. 

Sec.  302.  WorlEing  capital  funds. 

Sec.  303.  Defense  Nuclear  Agency. 

Sec.  304.  Transfer  from  National  Defense 
Stockpile  Transaction  Fund. 

Sec.  305.  Civil  Air  Patrol. 

Sec.  306.  SRr-71  contingency  reconnaissance 
force. 
Subtitle  B — Program  Requirements, 
Restrictions,  and  Limitations 

Sec.  311.  Funding  for  second  and  third  mari- 
time preposltioning  ships  out  of 
National  Defense  Sealift  Fund. 

Sec.  312.  National  Defense  Sealift  Fund. 

Sec.  313.  Nonlethal  weapons  capabilities. 

Sec.  314.  Restriction  on  Coast  Guard  fund- 


Subtitle  C — Depot-Level  Activities 

Sec.  321.  Department  of  Defense  perform- 
ance of  core  logistics  functions. 

Sec.  322.  Increase  in  percentage  limitation 
on  contractor  performance  of 
depot-level  maintenance  and  re- 
pair workloads. 

Sec.  323.  Report  on  depot-level  maintenance 
and  repair. 

Sec.  324.  Depot-level  maintenance  and  repair 
workload  defined. 

Sec.  325.  Strategic  plan  relating  to  depot- 
level  maintenance  and  repair. 

Sec.  326.  Annual  report  on  competitive  pro- 
cedures. 

Sec.  327.  Annual  risk  assessments  regarding 
private  performance  of  depot- 
level  maintenance  work. 

Sec.  328.  Extension  of  authority  for  naval 
shipyards  and  aviation  depots 
to  engage  in  defense-related 
production  and  services. 

Sec.  329.  Limitation  on  use  of  funds  for  F-18 
aircraft  depot  maintenance. 

Sec.  330.  Depot  maintenance  and  repair  at 
facilities  closed  by  BRAC. 
Subtitle  D— Environmental  Provisions 

Sec.  341.  Establishment  of  separate  environ- 
mental restoration  transfer  ac- 
counts for  each  military  de- 
partment. 

Sec.  342.  Defense  contractors  covered  by  re- 
quirement for  reports  on  con- 
tractor reimbursement  costs 
for  response  actions. 

Sec.  343.  Repeal  of  redundant  notification 
and  consultation  requirements 
regarding  remedial  investiga- 
tions and  feasibility  studies  at 
certain  installations  to  be 
closed  under  the  base  closure 
laws. 

Sec.  344.  Pajrment  of  certain  stipulated  civil 
penalties. 

Sec.  345.  Authority  to  withhold  listing  of 
Federal  facilities  on  National 
Priorities  List. 

Sec.  346.  Authority  to  transfer  contami- 
nated Federal  property  before 
completion  of  required  reme- 
dial actions. 

Sec.  347.  Clarification  of  meaning  of 
uncontaminated  property  for 
purposes  of  transfer  by  the 
United  States. 

Sec.  348.  Shipboard  solid  waste  control. 

Sec.  349.  Cooperative  agreements  for  the 
management  of  cultural  re- 
sources on  military  installa- 
tions. 

Sec.  350.  Report  on  withdrawal  of  public 
lands  at  El  Centro  Naval  Air 
Facility.  California. 

Sec.  351.  Use  of  hunting  and  fishing  permit 
fees  collected  at  closed  military 
reservations. 
Subtitle  E— Other  Matters 

Sec.  361.  Firefighting  and  security-guard 
functions  at  facilities  leased  by 
the  Government. 

Sec.  362.  Authorized  use  of  recruiting  funds. 

Sec.  363.  Noncompetitive  procurement  of 
brand-name  commercial  items 
for  resale  in  commissary  stores. 

Sec.  364.  Administration  of  midshipmen's 
store  and  other  Naval  Academy 
support  activities  as  non- 
appropriated fund  instnimen- 
talities. 

Sec.  365.  Assistance  to  committees  involved 
in  inauguration  of  the  Presi- 
dent. 

Sec.  366.  Department  of  Defense  support  for 
sporting  events. 


Sec.  367.  Renovation  of  building  for  Defense 
Finance  and  Accounting  Serv- 
ice Center,  Fort.  Benjamin  Har- 
rison, Indiana. 
TITLE  rv— MIUTARY  PERSONNEL 
AUTHORIZATIONS 
Subtitle  A — ^Active  Forces 

Sec.  401.  End  strengths  for  active  forces. 

Sec.  402.  Temporary  flexibility  relating  to 
permanent  end  strength  levels. 

Sec.  403.  Authorized  strengths  for  commis- 
sioned officers  in  grades  0-4,  O- 
5,  and  0-6. 

Sec.  404.  Extension  of  requirement  for  rec- 
ommendations regarding  ap- 
pointments to  joint  4-star  offi- 
cer positions. 

Sec.  405.  Increase  in  authorized  number  of 
general  officers  on  active  duty 
in  the  Marine  Corps. 

Subtitle  B— Reserve  Forces 

Sec.  411.  End  strengths  for  Selected  Reserve. 
Sec.  412.  End  strengths  for  Reserves  on  ac- 
tive duty  in  support  of  the  re- 
serves. 
Subtitle  C— Authorization  of  Appropriations 
Sec.  421.  Authorization  of  appropriations  for 

military  personnel. 

TITLE  V— MILITARY  PERSONNEL  POUCY 

Subtitle  A — Officer  Personnel  Policy 

Sec.  501.  Extension  of  authority  for  tem- 
porary promotions  for  certain 
Navy  lieutenants  with  critical 
skills. 

Sec.  502.  Exception  to  baccalaureate  degree 
requirement  for  appointment  in 
the  Naval  Reserve  in  grades 
above  0-2. 

Sec.  503.  Time  for  award  of  degrees  by 
unaccredited  educational  insti- 
tutions for  graduates  to  be  con- 
sidered educationally  qualified 
for  appointment  as  Reserve  of- 
ficers in  grade  0-3. 

Sec.  504.  Chief  Warrant  Officer  promotions. 

Sec.  505.  Frequency  of  periodic  report  on 
promotion  rates  of  officers  cur- 
rently or  formerly  serving  in 
joint  duty  assignments. 

Subtitle  B— Matters  Relating  to  Reserve 
Components 

Sec.  511.  Clarification  of  definition  of  active 
status. 

Sec.  512.  Amendments  to  Reserve  Officer 
Personnel  Management  Act 
provisions. 

Sec.  513.  Repeal  of  requirement  for  physical 
examinations  of  members  of 
National  Guard  called  into  Fed- 
eral service. 

Sec.  514.  Authority  for  a  Reserve  on  active 
duty  to  waive  retirement  sanc- 
tuary. 

Sec.  515.  Retirement  of  Reserves  disabled  by 
Injury  or  disease  incurred  or 
aggravated  during  overnight 
stay  between  inactive  duty 
training  periods. 

Sec.  516.  Reserve  credit  for  participation  in 
the  Health  Professions  Scholar- 
ship and  Financial  Assistance 
Prograim. 

Sec.  517.  Report  on  Guard  and  Reserve  force 
structure. 
Subtitle  C— Officer  Education  Programs 

Sec.  521.  Increased  age  limit  on  appointment 
as  a  cadet  or  midshipman  in  the 
Senior  Reserve  Officers'  Train- 
ing Corps  and  the  service  acad- 
emies. 
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Sec.  522.  Demonstration  project  for  instruc- 
tion and  support  of  Army  ROTC 
units  by  members  of  the  Army 
Reserve  and  National  Guard. 
Subtitle  D— Other  Matters 

Sec.  531.  Retirement  at  grade  to  which  se- 
lected for  promotion  when  a 
physical  disability  is  found  at 
any  physical  examination. 

Sec.  532.  Limitations  on  recall  of  retired 
members  to  active  duty. 

Sec.  533.  Disability  coverage  for  officers 
granted  excess  leave  for  edu- 
cational purposes. 

Sec.  534.  Uniform  policy  regarding  retention 
of  members  who  are  perma- 
nently nonworldwide  assign- 
able. 

Sec.  535.  Authority  to  extend  period  for  en- 
listment in  regular  component 
under  the  delayed  entry  pro- 
gram. 

Sec.  536.  Career  service  reenlistments  for 
members  with  at  least  10  years 
of  service. 

Sec.  537.  Revisions  to  missing  persons  au- 
thorities. 

Sec.  538.  Inapplicability  of  Soldiers'  and 
Sailors'  Civil  Relief  Act  of  1940 
to  the  period  of  limitations  for 
filing  claims  for  corrections  of 
military  records. 

Sec.  539.  Medal  of  Honor  for  certain  African- 
American  soldiers  who  served 
in  World  War  n. 
Subtitle  E— Commissioned  Corps  of  the 
Public  Health  Service 

Sec.  561.  Applicability  to  Public  Health 
Service  of  prohibition  on  cred- 
iting cadet  or  midshipmen  serv- 
ice at  the  service  academies. 

Sec.  562.  Exception  to  grade  limitations  for 
Public  Health  Service  officers 
assigned  to  the  Department  of 
Defense. 
Subtitle  F — Defense  Economic  A4iustment, 

Diversification,  Conversion,  and  Stabilization 

Sec.  571.  Authority  to  expand  law  enforce- 
ment placement  program  to  in- 
clude firefighters. 

Sec.  572.  Troops-to-teachers     program     im- 
provements. 
Subtitle  G — Armed  Forces  Retirement  Home 

Sec.  581.  References  to  Armed  Forces  Retire- 
ment Home  Act  of  1991. 

Sec.  582.  Acceptance  of  uncompensated  serv- 
ices. 

Sec.  583.  Disposal  of  real  property. 

Sec.  584.  Matters  concerning  personnel. 

Sec.  585.  Fees  for  residents. 

Sec.  586.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 
TITLE  VI— COMPENSA'nON  AND  OTHER 
PERSONNEL  BENEFITS 
Subtitle  A — Pay  and  Allowances 

Sec.  601.  Military  pay  raise  for  fiscal  year 
1997. 

Sec.  602.  Rate  of  cadet  and  midshipman  pay. 

Sec.  603.  Pay  of  senior  noncommissioned  of- 
ficers while  hospitalized. 

Sec.  604.  Basic  allowance  for  quarters  for 
members  assigned  to  sea  duty. 

Sec.  605.  Uniform  applicability  of  discretion 
to  deny  an  election  not  to  oc- 
cupy Government  quarters. 

Sec.  606.  Family  separation  allowance  for 
members  separated  by  military 
orders  firom  spouses  who  are 
members. 

Sec.  607.  Waiver    of    time    limitations    for 
claim  for  pay  and  allowances. 
Subtitle  B — ^Bonuses  and  Special  and 
Incentive  Pays 

Sec.  611.  Extension  of  certain  bonuses  for  re- 
serve forces. 


Sec.  612.  Extension  of  certain  bonuses  and 
special  pay  for  nurse  officer 
candidates,  registered  nurses, 
and  nurse  anesthetists. 

Sec.  613.  Extension  of  authority  relating  to 
payment  of  other  bonuses  and 
special  pays. 

Sec.  614.  Increased  special  pay  for  dental  of- 
ficers of  the  Armed  Forces. 

Sec.  615.  Retention  special  pay  for  Public 
Health  Service  optometrists. 

Sec.  616.  Special  pay  for  nonphyslcian 
health  care  providers  in  the 
Public  Health  Service. 

Sec.  617.  Foreign   language   proficiency   pay 
for  Public  Health  Service  and 
National   Oceanic   and   Atmos- 
pheric Administration  officers. 
Subtitle  C— Travel  and  Transportation 
Allowances 

Sec.  621.  Round  trip  travel  allowances  for 
shipping  motor  vehicles  at  Gov- 
ernment expense. 

Sec.  622.  Option  to  store  Instead  of  transport 
a  privately  owned  vehicle  at 
the  expense  of  the  United 
States. 

Sec.  623.  Deferral  of  travel  with  travel  and 
transportation  allowances  in 
connection  with  leave  between 
consecutive  overseas  tours. 

Sec.  624.  Funding     for     transportation     of 
household     effects     of    Public 
Health  Service  officers. 
Subtitle  D— Retired  Pay,  Survivor  Benefits, 
and  Related  Matters 

Sec.  631.  Effective  date  for  military  retiree 
cost-of-living  adjustment  for 
fiscal  year  1998. 

Sec.  632.  Allotment  of  retired  or  retainer 
pay. 

Sec.  633.  Cost-of-living  increases  in  SBP 
contributions  to  be  effective 
concurrently  with  payment  of 
related  retired  pay  cost-of-liv- 
ing increases. 

Sec.  634.  Annuities  for  certain  military  sur- 
viving spouses. 

Sec.  635.  Adjusted  annual  income  limitation 
applicable  to  eligibility  for  in- 
come supplement  for  certain 
widows  of  members  of  the  uni- 
formed services. 
SubUtle  E— Other  Matters 

Sec.  641.  Reimbursement  for  adoption  ex- 
penses incurred  in  adoptions 
through  private  placements. 

Sec.  642.  Waiver  of  recoupment  of  amounts 
withheld  for  tax  purposes  from 
certain  sejnration  pay  received 
by  involuntarily  separated 
members  and  former  members 
of  the  Armed  Forces. 
TITLE  Vn— HEALTH  CASE  PRO'^OSIONS 

Sec.  701.  Implementation  of  requirement  for 
Selected  Reserve  dental  insur- 
ance plan. 

Sec.  702.  Dental  insurance  plan  for  military 
retirees  and  certain  dependents. 

Sec.  703.  Uniform  composite  health  care  sys- 
tem software. 

Sec.  704.  Clarification  of  applicability  of 
CHAMPUS  payment  rules  to 
private  CHAMPUS  providers  for 
care  provided  to  enroUees  in 
health  care  plans  of  Uniformed 
Services  Treatment  Facilities. 

Sec.  705.  F.nhancement  of  third-party  collec- 
tion and  secondary  payer  au- 
thorities under  CHAMPUS. 

Sec.  706.  Codification  of  authority  to  credit 
CHAMPUS  collections  to  pro- 
gram accounts. 


Sec.  707.  Comptroller  General  review  of 
health  care  activities  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  relating  to 
Persian  Gulf  Illnesses. 

TITLE  VHI— ACQUISITION  POUCY,  ACQUI- 
SmON  BIANAGEMENT,  AND  RELATED 
MATTERS 

Sec.  801.  Procurement  technical  assistance 
programs. 

Sec.  802.  Extension  of  pilot  mentor-protege 
program. 

Sec.  803.  Modiflcation  of  authority  to  carry 
out  certain  prototype  projects. 

Sec.  804.  Revisions  to  the  program  for  the 
assessment  of  the  national  de- 
fense technology  and  industrial 
base. 

Sec.  806.  Procurements  to  be  made  from 
small  arms  industrial  base 
firms. 

Sec.  806.  Exception  to  prohibition  on  pco- 
curement  of  foreign  goods. 

Sec.  807.  Treatment  of  Department  of  De- 
fense cable  television  franchise 
agreements. 

Sec.  808.  Remedies  for  reprisals  against  con- 
tractor employee  whistle- 
blowers. 

Sec.  809.  Implementation      of     information 
technology     management     re- 
form. 
TITLE  K— DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
ORGANIZATION  AND  MANAGEMENT 
Subtitle  A— General  BUtters 

Sec.  901.  Repeal  of  reorganization  of  Office 
of  Secretary  of  Defense. 

Sec.  902.  Codification  of  requirements  relat- 
ing to  continued  operation  of 
the  Uniformed  Services  Univer- 
sity of  the  Health  Sciences. 

Sec.  903.  Codification  of  requirement  for 
United  States  Army  Reserve 
Command. 

Sec.  904.  Transfer  of  authority  to  control 
transportation  systems  in  time 
of  war. 

[Sec.  905.  Executive  oversight  of  defense 
human  intelligence  personnel. 

[Sec.  906.  Coordination  of  defense  intel- 
ligence programs  and  activi- 
ties.] 

Sec.  r907.I  905.  Redesignation  of  Office  of 
Naval  Records  and  History 
Fund  and  correction  of  related 
references. 

Sec.  906.  Role  of  Director  of  Central  Intelligence 
in  appointment  aTid  evaluation  of 
certain  intelligence  officials. 
Subtitle  B — ^National  Imageiy  aad  Mmppiaf 
Agency 

Sec.  911.  Short  title. 

Sec.  912.  Findings. 

Part  I— Estabushmekt 

Sec.  921.  Establishment,  missions,  and  au- 
thority. 

Sec.  922.  Transfers. 

Sec.  923.  Comjatibllity  with  authority  under 
the  National  Security  Act  of 
1947. 

Sec.  924.  Other  personnel  management  ao- 
thorities. 

Sec.  925.  Creditable  civilian  service  for  ca- 
reer conditional  employees  of 
the  Defense  Mapping  Agency. 

Sec.  926.  Saving  provisions. 

Sec.  927.  Definitions. 

Sec.  928.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 
Part  n— Conforming  amendments  and 
Effective  Dates 

Sec.  931.  Redesignation  and  repeals. 

Sec.  932.  References. 

Sec.  933.  Headings  and  clerical  amendments. 

Sec.  934.  Effective  dates. 
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TITLE  X— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Subtitle  A — Financial  Matters 

Sec.  1001.  Transfer  authority. 

Sec.  1002.  Authority  for  obligation  of  certain 
unauthorized  fiscal  year  1996 
defense  appropriations. 

Sec.  1003.  Authorization  of  prior  emergency 
supplemental  appropriations 
for  fiscal  year  1996. 

Sec.  1004.  Use  of  funds  transferred  to  the 
Coast  Guard. 

Sec.  1005.  Use  of  military-to-military  con- 
tacts funds  for  professional 
military  education  and  train- 
ing. 

Sec.  1006.  Payment  of  certain  expenses  relat- 
ing to  humanitarian  and  civic 
assistance. 

ISec.  1007.  Prohibition  on  expenditure  of  De- 
partment of  Defense  funds  by 
officials  outside  the  depart- 
ment.] 

Sec.  nooe.)  7007.  Prohibition  on  use  of  funds 
for  Office  of  Naval  Intelligence 
representation  or  related  ac- 
tivities. 

Sec.  (1009.1  1008.  Reimbursement  of  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  for  costs  of  dis- 
aster assistance  provided  out- 
side the  United  States. 

Sec.  IIOIO.]  1009.  Fisher  House  Trust  Fund 
for  the  Navy. 

Sec.  (1011.1  1010.  Designation  and  liability 
of  disbursing  and  certifying  of- 
ficials for  the  Coast  Guard. 

Sec.  (1012.]  1011.  Authority  to  suspend  or 
terminate  collection  actions 
against  deceased  members  of 
the  Coast  Guard. 

Sec.  (1013.1  1012.  Check     cashing     and     ex- 
change transactions  with  credit 
unions     outside     the     United 
States. 
Subtitle  B— Naval  Veaaels  and  Shipyards 

Sec.  1021.  Authority  to  transfer  naval  ves- 
sels. 

Sec.  1022.  Transfer  of  certain  obsolete  tug- 
boats of  the  Navy. 

Sec.  1023.  Repeal  of  requirement  for  continu- 
ous applicability  of  contracts 
for  phased  maintenance  of  AE 
class  ships. 

Sec.  1024.  Contract  options  for  LMSR  ves- 
sels. 
Subtitle  C— Counter-Drug  Activities 

Sec.  1031.  Authority  to  provide  additional 
support  for  counter-drug  activi- 
ties of  Mexico. 

Sec.  1032.  Limitation  on  defense  funding  of 
the  National  Drug  Intelligence 
Center. 

Sec.  1033.  Investigation  of  the  National  Drug 

Intelligence  Center. 

Subtitle  D— Matters  Relating  to  Foreign 

Countries 

Sec.  1041.  Agreements  for  exchange  of  de- 
fense personnel  between  the 
United  States  and  foreign  coun- 
tries. 

Sec.  1042.  Authority  for  reciprocal  exchange 
of  personnel  between  the 
United  States  and  foreign  coun- 
tries for  night  training. 

Sec.  1043.  Extension  of  counterproliferation 
authorities. 
Subtitle  E— Miscellaneous  Reporting 
Requirements 

Sec.  1051.  Annual  report  on  emerging  oper- 
ational concepts. 

Sec.  1052.  Annual  Joint  warflghting  science 
and  technology  plan. 

Sec.  1053.  Report  on  military  readiness  re- 
quirements of  the  Armed 
Forces. 


Subtitle  F— Other  Matters 

Sec.  1061.  Uniform  Code  of  Military  Justice 
amendments. 

Sec.  1062.  Limitation  on  retirement  or  dis- 
mantlement of  strategic  nu- 
clear delivery  systems. 

Sec.  1063.  Correction  of  references  to  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  organizations. 

Sec.  1064.  Authority  of  certain  members  of 
the  Armed  Forces  to  perform 
notarial  or  consular  acts. 

Sec.  1065.  Training  of  members  of  the  uni- 
formed services  at  non-Govern- 
ment facilities. 

Sec.  1066.  Third-party  liability  to  United 
States  for  tortious  infliction  of 
injury  or  disease  on  members  of 
the  uniformed  services. 

Sec.  1067.  Display  of  State  flags  at  installa- 
tions and  facilities  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense. 

Sec.  1068.  George  C.  Marshall  European  Cen- 
ter for  Strategic  Security  Stud- 
ies. 

Sec.  1069.  Authority  to  award  to  civilian 
participants  in  the  defense  of 
Pearl  Harbor  the  Congressional 
medal  previously  authorized 
only  for  military  participants 
in  the  defense  of  Pearl  Harbor. 

Sec.  1070.  Michael  O'Callaghan  Federal  Hos- 
pital. Las  Vegas.  Nevada. 

Sec.  1071.  Naming  of  building  at  the  Uni- 
formed Services  University  of 
the  Health  Sciences. 

TITLE  XI— DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
CIVILIAN  PERSONNEL 

Subtitle  A — Personnel  Management,  Pay,  and 
Allowances 

Sec.  1101.  Scope  of  requirement  for  conver- 
sion of  military  positions  to  ci- 
vilian positions. 

Sec.  1102.  Retention  of  civilian  employee  po- 
sitions at  military  training 
bases  transferred  to  National 
Guard. 

Sec.  1103.  Clarification  of  limitation  on  fur- 
nishing clothing  or  paying  a 
uniform  allowance  to  enlisted 
National  Guard  technicians. 

Sec.  1104.  Travel  expenses  and  health  care 
for  civilian  employees  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  abroad. 

Sec.  1105.  Travel,  transportation,  and  reloca- 
tion allowances  for  certain 
former  nonappropriated  fund 
employees. 

Sec.  1106.  Employment  and  salary  practices 
applicable  to  Department  of  De- 
fense overseas  teachers. 

Sec.  1107.  Employment  and  compensation  of 
civilian  faculty  members  at 
certain  Department  of  Defense 
schools. 

Sec.  1108.  Reimbursement  of  Department  of 
Defense  domestic  dependent 
school  board  members  for  cer- 
tain expenses. 

Sec.  1109.  Extension  of  authority  for  civilian 
employees  of  Department  of  De- 
fense to  participate  voluntarily 
in  reductions  in  force. 

Sec.  1110.  Compensatory  time  off  for  over- 
time work  performed  by  wage- 
board  employees. 

Sec.  1111.  Liquidation  of  restored  annual 
leave  that  remains  unused  upon 
transfer  of  employee  from  in- 
stallation being  closed  or  re- 
aligned. 


Sec.  1112.  Waiver  of  requirement  for  repay- 
ment of  voluntary  separation 
incentive  pay  by  former  De- 
partment of  Defense  employees 
reemployed  by  the  Government 
without  pay. 

Sec.  1113.  Federal  holiday  observance  rules 
for  Department  of  Defense  em- 
ployees. 

Sec.  1114.  Revision  of  certain  travel  manage- 
ment authorities. 
Subtitle  B — Defense  Eksonomic  Adjustment, 

Diversification,  Conversion,  and  Stabilization 

Sec.  1121.  Pilot  programs  for  defense  em- 
ployees converted  to  contractor 
employees  due  to  privatization 
at  closed  military  Installations. 

Sec.  1122.  Troops- to-teachers  program  im- 
provements applied  to  civilian 
personnel. 

TITLE  XII— FEDERAL  CHARTER  FOR  THE 
FLEET  RESERVE  ASSOCIATION 


Recognition  and  grant  of  Federal 

charter. 
Powers. 
Purposes. 
Service  of  process. 
Membership. 
Board  of  directors. 
Officers. 
Restrictions. 
Liability. 
Maintenance    and    inspection    of 

books  and  records. 
Audit  of  financial  transactions. 
Annual  report. 
Reservation  of  right  to  amend  or 

repeal  charter. 
Tax-exempt  status. 
Termination. 
Definition. 


Sec.  1201. 

Sec.  1202. 
Sec.  1203. 
Sec.  1204. 
Sec.  1205. 
Sec.  1206. 
Sec.  1207. 
Sec.  1208. 
Sec.  1209. 
Sec.  1210. 

Sec.  1211. 
Sec.  1212. 
Sec.  1213. 

Sec.  1214. 
Sec.  1215. 
Sec.  1216. 
DIVISION  B— MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 

AUTHORIZATIONS 
Sec.  2001.  Short  title. 

TITLE  XXI— ARMY 
Sec.  2101.  Authorized     Army     construction 

and  land  acquisition  projects. 
Sec.  2102.  Family  housing. 
Sec.  2103.  Improvements  to  military  family 

housing  units. 
Sec.  2104.  Authorization    of    appropriations. 

Army. 

TITLE  XXn— NAVY 

Sec.  2201.  Authorized  Navy  construction  and 
land  acquisition  projects. 

Sec.  2202.  Family  housing. 

Sec.  2203.  Improvements  to  military  family 
housing  units. 

Sec.  2204.  Defense  access  roads. 

Sec.  2205.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 
Navy. 

TITLE  XXin— AIR  FORCE 

Sec.  2301.  Authorized  Air  Force  construction 
and  land  acquisition  projects. 

Sec.  2302.  Family  housing. 

Sec.  2303.  Improvements  to  military  family 
housing  units. 

Sec.  2304.  Authorization    of   appropriations. 
Air  Force. 
TITLE  XXIV— DEFENSE  AGENCIES 

Sec.  2401.  Authorized  Defense  Agencies  con- 
struction and  land  acquisition 
projects. 

Sec.  2402.  Military  housing  planning  and  de- 
sign. 

Sec.  2403.  Improvements  to  military  family 
housing  units. 

Sec.  2404.  Military  housing  improvement 
program. 

Sec.  2405.  Energy  conservation  projects. 

Sec.  2406.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 
Defense  Agencies. 
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TITLE  XXV— NORTH  ATLANTIC  TREATY 
ORGANIZATION  SECURITY  INVESTMENT 
PROGRAM 

Sec.  2501.  Authorized     NATO     construction 

and  land  acquisition  projects. 
Sec.  2502.  Authorization    of   appropriations. 

NATO. 
Sec.  2503.  Redesignatlon  of  North  Atlantic 
Treaty  Organization  Infrastruc- 
ture program. 
TITLE  XXVI— GUARD  AND  RESERVE 
FORCES  FACILITIES 
Sec.  2601.  Authorized    Guard    and    Reserve 
construction  and  land  acquisi- 
tion projects. 
TITLE  XXVU— EXPIRATION  AND 
EXTENSION  OF  AUTHORIZATIONS 
Sec.  2701.  Expiration  of  authorizations  and 
amounts  required  to  be  speci- 
fied by  law. 
Sec.  2702.  Extension  of  authorizations  of  cer- 
tain fiscal  year  1994  projects. 
Sec.  2703.  Elxtension  of  authorizations  of  cer- 
tain fiscal  year  1993  projects. 
Sec.  2704.  Extension  of  authorizations  of  cer- 
tain fiscal  year  1992  projects. 
Sec.  2705.  Effective  date. 

TITLE  XXVni— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Subtitle  A— Military  Construction  Program 
and  Military  Family  Housing  Changes 
Sec.  2801.  Increase  in  certain  thresholds  for 
unspecified  minor  construction 
projects. 
Sec.  2802.  Clarification  of  authority  to  im- 
prove military  family  housing. 
Sec.  2803.  Authority  to  grant  easements  for 
rights-of-way. 
Subtitle  B— Defense  Base  Closure  and 
Realignment 
Sec.  2811.  Restoration    of    authority    under 
1988  base  closure  law  to  transfer 
property  and  facilities  to  other 
entitles  in  the  Department  of 
Defense. 
Sec.  2812.  Disposition  of  proceeds  from  dis- 
posal of  commissary  stores  and 
nonappropriated    fund    Instru- 
mentalities    at     Installations 
being  closed  or  realigned. 
Sec.  2813.  Agreements  for  services  at  instal- 
lations after  closure. 
Subtitle  C — Land  Conveyances 
Sec.  2821.  Transfer  of  lands,  Arlington  Na- 
tional    Cemetery,     Arlington, 
Virginia. 
Sec.  2822.  Land    transfer,    Potomac    Annex, 

District  of  Columbia. 
Sec.  2823.  Land  conveyance.  Army  Reserve 

Center.  Montpeller,  Vermont. 
Sec.  2824.  Land    conveyance,    former   Naval 
Reserve  Facility,  Lewes,  Dela- 
ware. 
Sec.  2825.  Land    conveyance.    Radar    Bomb 
Scoring    Site,    Belle    Fourche, 
South  Dakota. 
Sec.  2826.  Conveyance   of  primate   research 
complex,  HoUoman   Air  Force 
Base,  New  Mexico. 
Sec.  2827.  Demonstration  project  for  instal- 
lation and  operation  of  electric 
power   distribution   system    at 
Youngstown  Air  Reserve   Sta- 
tion, Ohio. 
DIVISION    C— DEPARTMENT    OF    ENERGY 
NATIONAL  SECURITY  AUTHORIZATIONS 
AND  OTHER  AUTHORIZATIONS 
TITLE  XXXI— DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 
NATIONAL  SECURITY  PROGRAMS 
Subtitle  A— National  Security  Programs 
Authorizations 
Sec.  3101.  Weapons  activities. 


Sec.  3102.  Environmental     restoration     and 

waste  management. 
Sec.  3103.  Other  defense  activities. 
Sec.  3104.  Defense  nuclear  waste  disposal. 


Subtitle 

Sec.  3121. 
Sec.  3122. 
Sec.  3123. 
Sec.  3124. 
Sec.  3125. 

Sec.  3126. 


Sec.  3127. 


Sec.  3128. 


B — Recurring  General  Provisions 

Reprogrammlng. 
Limits  on  general  plant  projects. 
Limits  on  construction  projects. 
Fund  transfer  authority. 
Authority  for  conceptual  and  con- 
struction design. 
Authority    for    emergency    plan- 
ning, design,  and  construction 
activities. 
Funds  available   for  all   national 
security  programs  of  the  De- 
partment of  Energy. 
Availability  of  funds. 
Subtitle  C — Program  Authorizations, 
Restrictions,  and  Limitations 

Sec.  3131.  Tritium  production. 

Sec.  3132.  Modernization  and  consolidation 
of  tritium  recycling  facilities. 

Sec.  3133.  Modification  of  requirements  for 
manufacturing  Infrastructure 
for  refabrlcatlon  and  certifi- 
cation of  nuclear  weapons 
stockpile. 

Sec.  3134.  Limitation  on  use  of  funds  for  cer- 
tain research  and  development 
purposes. 

Sec.  3135.  Accelerated  schedule  for  isolating 
iiigh-level  nuclear  waste  at  the 
Defense  Waste  Processing  Fa- 
cility, Savannah  River  Site. 

Sec.  3136.  Processing  of  Mgh-level  nuclear 
waste  and  spent  nuclear  fuel 
rods. 

Sec.  3137.  Fellowship  program  for  develop- 
ment of  sldlls  critical  to  De- 
partment   of    Energy    nuclear 
weapons  complex. 
Subtitle  D— Other  Matters 

Sec.  3151.  Requirement  for  annual  flve-year 
budget  for  the  national  security 
programs  of  the  Department  of 
Energy. 

Sec.  3152.  Requirements  for  Department  of 
Energy  weapons  activities 
budgets  for  fiscal  years  after 
fiscal  year  1997. 

Sec.  3153.  Repeal  of  requirement  relating  to 
accounting  procedures  for  De- 
partment of  Energy  funds. 

Sec.  3154.  Plans  for  activities  to  process  nu- 
clear materials  and  clean  up 
nuclear  waste  at  the  Savannah 
River  Site. 

Sec.  3155.  Update  of  report  on  nuclear  test 
readiness  postures. 

Sec.  3156.  Reports  on  critical  difficulties  at 
nuclear  weapons  laboratories 
and  nuclear  weapons  produc- 
tion plants. 

Sec.  3157.  Extension  of  applicability  of  no- 
tice-and-walt  requirement  re- 
garding proposed  cooperation 
agreements. 

Sec.  3158.  Redesignatlon  of  Defense  Environ- 
mental Restoration  and  Waste 
Management  Program  as  De- 
fense Nuclear  Waste  Manage- 
ment Program. 

Sec.  3159.  Commission  on  Maintaining 
United  States  Nuclear  Weapons 
Expertise. 

Sec.  3160.  Sense  of  Senate  regarding  reliabil- 
ity and  safety  of  remaining  nu- 
clear forces. 
TITLE  XXXP— DEFENSE  NUCLEAR 
FACILITIES  SAFETY  BOARD 

Sec.  3201.  Authorization. 


TITLE  XXXni— NATIONAL  DEFENSE 
STOCKPILE 

Sec.  3301.  Authorized  uses  of  stockpile  funds. 
Sec.  3302.  Disposal   of  certain   materials  in 
National  Defense  Stockpile. 
TITLE  XXXIV— NAVAL  PETROLEUM 
RESERVES 
Sec.  3401.  Authorization  of  appropriations. 
TITLE  XXXV— PANAMA  CANAL 
COMMISSION 
Sec.  3501.  Short  title. 
Sec.  3502.  Authorization  of  expenditures. 
Sec.  3503.  Purchase  of  vehicles. 
Sec.  3504.  Expenditures  in  accordance  with 
other  laws. 

SEC.  3.  CONGRESSIONAL  DEFENSE  COMMimES 
DEFINED. 

For  i)urposes  of  this  Act,  the  term  "con- 
gressional defense  committees"  means — 

(1)  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services  and 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the  Sen- 
ate: and 

(2)  the  Committee  on  National  Security 
and  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

DIVISION  A— DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 

AUTHORIZATIONS 

TITLE  I— PROCUREMENT 

Subtitle  A— Authorization  of  Appropriations 

SEC.  101.  ARMY. 

Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated for  fiscal  year  1997  for  procurement 
for  the  Army  as  follows: 

(1)  For  aircraft.  Jl. 508.515.000. 

(2)  For  missiles,  SI. 160.829.000. 

(3)  For  weapons  and  tracked  combat  vehi- 
cles. Sl,460.115,000. 

(4)  For  ammunition,  Jl.156,728.000. 

(5)  For  other  procurement,  $3,298,940,000. 
SEC.  102.  NAVY  AND  MARINE  CORPS. 

(a)  Navy.— Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1997  for  pro- 
curement for  the  Navy  as  follows: 

(1)  For  aircraft,  $6,911,352,000. 

(2)  For  weapons.  Including  missiles  and 
torpedoes,  $1,513,263,000. 

(3)  For  shipbuilding  and  conversion, 
$6,567,330,000. 

(4)  For  other  procurement.  $3,005,040,000. 

(b)  Marine  Corps.— Funds  are  hereby  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1997  for  procurement  for  the  Marine  Corps  in 
the  amount  of  $816,107,000. 

SEC.  lOS.  AIB  FORCE. 

Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated for  fiscal  year  1997  for  procurement 
for  the  Air  Force  as  follows: 

(1)  For  aircraft,  $7,003,528,000. 

(2)  For  missiles,  $2,847,177,000. 

(3)  For  other  procurement,  $5,880,519,000. 
SEC.  104.  DEFENSE-WHS  AL'IIVI'I'IES. 

Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated for  fiscal  year  1997  for  Defense-wide 
procurement  in  the  amount  of  $1,906,012,000. 

SEC.  105.  RESERVE  COMP<M>lENT& 

Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated for  flscal  year  1997  for  procurement 
of  aircraft,  vehicles,  communications  equip- 
ment, and  other  equipment  for  the  reserve 
components  of  the  Armed  Forces  as  follows: 

(1)  For  the  Army  National  Guard. 
$224,000,000. 

(2)  For  the  Air  National  Guard.  $305,800,000. 

(3)  For  the  Army  Reserve.  $90,000,000. 

(4)  For  the  Naval  Reserve.  $40,000,000. 

(5)  For  the  Air  Force  Reserve.  $40,000,000. 

(6)  For  the  Marine  Corpe  Reserve, 
$60,000,000. 

SEC.  106.  DEFENSE  INSPECTOR  CENERAI. 

Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated for  fiscal  year  1997  for  procurement 
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for  the  Inspector  General  of  the  Department 
of  Defense  In  the  amount  of  $2,000,000. 

SEC.  107.  CHEBOCAL  DEMILITAIUZATION  PRO- 
GRAM. 

There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated for  fiscal  year  1997  the  amount  of 
J8O2.847.00O  for— 

(1)  the  destruction  of  lethal  chemical 
agents  and  munitions  in  accordance  with 
section  1412  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
Authorization  Act.  1986  (SO  U.S.C.  1521);  and 

(2)  the  destruction  of  chemical  warfare  ma- 
teriel of  the  United  States  that  is  not  cov- 
ered by  section  1412  of  such  Act. 

SEC.  106.  DEFENSE  HEALTH  PROGRABL 

Funds  axe  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  for  procurement  for  carry- 
ing out  health  care  programs,  projects,  and 
activities  of  the  Department  of  Defense  in 
the  total  amount  of  $269,470,000. 

SEC.  109.  DEFENSE  NUCLEAR  AGENCY. 

Of  the  amounts  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated for  the  Department  of  Defense  under 
section  104.  $7,900,000  shall  be  available  for 
the  Defense  Nuclear  Agency. 

Subtitle  B— Army  Programs 

SEC.  111.  MULTIYEAR  PROCUREMENT  OF  JAVE- 
LIN MISSILE  SYSTEM. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may.  in  accord- 
ance with  section  2306b  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  enter  into  multiyear  procure- 
ment contracts  for  the  procurement  of  the 
Javelin  missile  system. 

SEC.  112.  ARMY  ASSISTANCE  FOR  CHEMICAL  DE- 
mUTARIZATION  CITIZENS'  ADVI- 
SORY COMMISSIONS. 

Subsections  (b)  and  (f)  of  section  172  of  the 
National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fis- 
cal Year  1993  (PubUc  Law  102-484;  106  Stat. 
2341:  50  U.S.C.  1521  note)  are  each  amended  by 
striking  out  "Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Army  (Installations.  Logistics  and  Environ- 
ment)" and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  the  Army  (Research.  Devel- 
opment and  AcQulsition)". 

Subtitle  0— Navy  Programs 
SEC.  UL  EA-CB  AIRCRAFT  REACTIVE  JAMMER 
PROGRAM. 

(ai  LXMITATION. — None  of  the  funds  appro- 
priated pursuant  to  section  102(a)(1)  for 
modifications  or  upgrades  of  EA-6B  aircraft 
may  be  obligated,  other  than  for  a  reactive 
Jammer  program  for  such  aircraft,  until  3D 
days  after  the  date  on  which  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  submits  to  the  congressional  de- 
fense committees  in  writing— 

(1)  a  certification  that  some  or  all  of  such 
funds  have  been  obligated  for  a  reactive 
jammer  program  for  EA-6B  aircraft;  and 

(2)  a  report  that  sets  forth  a  detailed,  well- 
defined  program  for— 

(A)  developing  a  reactive  jamming  capabil- 
ity for  EA-^  aircraft;  and 

(B)  upgrading  the  EA-6B  aircraft  of  the 
Navy  to  incorporate  the  reactive  jamming 
capability. 

(b)  Contingent  Transfer  of  Funds  to  Am 
FORCE.— <1)  If  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  has 
not  submitted  the  certification  and  report 
described  In  subsection  (a)  to  the  congres- 
sional defense  committees  before  June  1. 
1997,  then,  on  that  date,  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense shall  transfer  to  Air  Force,  out  of  ap- 
propriations available  to  the  Navy  for  fiscal 
year  1997  for  procurement  of  aircraft,  the 
amount  equal  to  the  amount  appropriated  to 
the  Navy  for  fiscal  year  1997  for  modifica- 
tions and  upgrades  of  EA-6B  aircraft. 

(2)  Funds  transferred  to  the  Air  Force  pur- 
suant to  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  available  for 
maintaining  and  upgrading  the  Jamming  ca- 
pability of  EF-111  aircraft. 


SEC.  122.  PENGUIN  MISSILE  PROGRAM. 

(a)  Multiyear  Procure-ment  AuTHORm-.— 
The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may.  in  accord- 
ance with  section  2306b  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  enter  into  multiyear  procure- 
ment contracts  for  the  procurement  of  not 
more  than  106  Penguin  missile  systems. 

(b)  Limitation  on  total  Cost.— The  total 
amount  obligated  or  expended  for  procure- 
ment of  Penguin  missile  systems  under  con- 
tracts under  subsection  (a)  may  not  exceed 
$84,800,000. 

SEC.    123.   NUCLEAR  ATTACK  SUBMARINE   PRO- 
GRAMS. 

(a)  AMOUNTS  authorized.— (1)  Of  the 
amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by 
section  102(a)(3)— 

(A)  $804,100,000  shall  be  available  for  con- 
struction of  the  third  vessel  (designated 
SSN-23)  in  the  Seawolf  attack  submarine 
class; 

(B)  $296,200,000  shall  be  available  for  long- 
lead  and  advance  construction  and  procure- 
ment of  components  for  construction  of  a 
submarine  (previously  designated  by  the 
Navy  as  the  New  Attack  Submarine)  begin- 
ning in  fiscal  year  1998  to  be  built  by  Electric 
Boat  Division;  and 

(C)  $701,000,000  shall  be  available  for  long- 
lead  and  advance  construction  and  procure- 
ment of  components  for  construction  of  a 
second  submarine  (previously  designated  by 
the  Navy  as  the  New  Attack  Submarine)  be- 
grinning  In  fiscal  year  1999  to  be  built  by 
Newport  News  Shipbuilding. 

(2)  Funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by 
section  201(2)  for  the  design  of  the  submarine 
previously  designated  by  the  Navy  as  the 
New  Attack  Submarine  shall  be  available  for 
obligation  and  expenditure  under  contracts 
with  Electric  Boat  Division  and  Newport 
News  Shipbuilding  to  carry  out  the  provi- 
sions of  the  "Memorandum  of  Agreement 
Among  the  Department  of  the  Navy,  Electric 
Boat  Corporation  (EB)  and  Newport  News 
Shipbuilding  and  Drydock  Company  (NNS) 
Concerning  the  New  Attack  Submarine", 
dated  April  S.  1996.  relating  to  design  data 
transfer,  design  improvements,  integrated 
process  teams,  updated  design  base,  and 
other  research  and  develoipment  initiatives 
related  to  the  design  of  such  submarine. 

(b)  Contracts  authorized.- (l)  The  Sec- 
retary of  the  Navy  is  authorized,  using  funds 
available  pursuant  to  subparagraphs  (B)  and 
(C)  of  subsection  (a)(1),  to  enter  into  con- 
tracts with  Electric  Boat  Division  and  New- 
port News  Shipbuilding,  and  suppliers  of 
components,  during  fiscal  year  1997  for— 

(A)  the  procurement  of  long-lead  compo- 
nents for  the  submarines  referred  to  in  such 
subparagraphs;  and 

(B)  advance  construction  of  such  compo- 
nents and  other  components  for  such  sub- 
marines. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  enter 
Into  a  contract  or  contracts  under  this  sec- 
tion with  the  shipbuilder  of  the  submarine 
referred  to  in  subsection  (a)(1)(B)  only  if  the 
Secretary  enters  into  a  contract  or  contracts 
under  this  section  with  the  shipbuilder  of  the 
submarine  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)(1)(C). 

(c)  Competition  and  Limitations  on  Obu- 
CATIONS.— (1)(A)  Of  the  amounts  made  avail- 
able pursuant  to  subsection  (a)(1).  not  more 
than  $100,000,000  may  be  obligated  or  ex- 
pended until  the  Secretary  of  Defense  cer- 
tifies in  writing  to  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on 
National  Security  of  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives that  procurement  of  nuclear  attack 
submarines  described  in  subparagraph  (B) 
will  be  provided  for  under  one  or  more  con- 
tracts that  are  entered  into  after  a  competi- 


tion between  Electric  Boat  Division  and 
Newport  News  Shipbuilding  in  which  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  solicits  competitive 
proposals  and  awards  the  contract  or  con- 
tracts on  the  basis  of  price. 

(B)  The  submarines  referred  to  In  subpara- 
graph (A)  are  nuclear  attack  submarines 
that  are  to  be  constructed  beginning— 

(1)  after  fiscal  year  1999;  or 

(11)  if  four  submarines  are  to  be  procured  as 
provided  for  in  the  plan  required  under  sec- 
tion 131(c)  of  the  National  Defense  Author- 
ization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  (Public  Law 
104-106;  110  Stat.  209),  after  flscal  year  2001. 

(2)  Of  the  amounts  made  available  pursu- 
ant to  subsection  (a)(1),  not  more  than 
$100,000,000  may  be  obligated  or  expended 
until  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Ac- 
quisition and  Technology  submits  to  the 
committees  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  a 
written  report  that  describes  in  detail — 

(A)  the  oversight  activities  undertaken  by 
the  Under  Secretary  up  to  the  date  of  the  re- 
port pursuant  to  section  131(bX2)(C)  of  the 
National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fis- 
cal Year  1996  (PubUc  Law  104-106;  110  Stat. 
207),  and  the  plans  for  the  future  develop- 
ment and  improvement  of  the  nuclear  attack 
submarine  program  of  the  Navy; 

(B)  the  implementation  of.  and  activities 
conducted  under,  the  program  required  to  be 
established  by  the  Director  of  the  Defense 
Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency  by  sec- 
tion 131(1)  of  such  Act  (110  Stat.  210)  for  the 
development  and  demonstration  of  advanced 
submarine  technologies  and  a  rapid  proto- 
type acquisition  strategy  for  both  land-based 
and  at-sea  subsystem  and  system  demonstra- 
tions of  such  technologies;  and 

(C)  all  research,  development,  test,  and 
evaluation  programs,  projects,  or  activities 
within  the  Department  of  Defense  which,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Under  Secretary,  are  de- 
signed to  contribute  to  the  development  and 
demonstration  of  advanced  submarine  tech- 
nologies leading  to  a  more  capable,  more  af- 
fordable nuclear  attack  submarine,  together 
with  a  specific  identification  of  ongoing  in- 
volvement, and  plans  for  future  Involvement, 
in  any  such  program,  project,  or  activity  by 
Electric  Boat  Division,  Newport  News  Ship- 
building, or  both. 

(d)  References  to  Shipbuilders.- For 
purposes  of  this  section— 

(1)  the  shipbuilder  referred  to  as  "Electric 
Boat  Division"  is  the  Electric  Boat  Division 
of  the  General  Dynamics  Corporation;  and 

(2)  the  shipbuilder  referred  to  as  "Newport 
News  Shipbuilding"  Is  the  Newport  News 
Shipbuilding  and  Drydock  Company. 

SEC.   124.  ARLEIGB  BURKE  CLASS  DESTROYER 
PROGRAM. 

(a)  FUNDING.— (1)  Subject  to  paragraph  (3), 
funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by  sec- 
tion 102(a)(3)  may  be  made  available  for  con- 
tracts entered  into  in  fiscal  year  1996  under 
subsection  (b)(1)  of  section  135  of  the  Na- 
tional Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  1996  (Public  Law  104-106;  110  Stat.  211) 
for  construction  for  the  third  of  the  three 
Arleigh  Burke  class  destroyers  covered  by 
that  subsection.  Such  funds  are  in  addition 
to  amounts  made  available  for  such  con- 
tracts by  the  second  sentence  of  subsection 
(a)  of  that  section. 

(2)  Subject  to  paragraph  (3).  funds  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  by  section  102(a)(3) 
may  be  made  available  for  contracts  entered 
into  in  fiscal  year  1997  under  subsection 
(b)(2)  of  such  section  135  for  construction  (in- 
cluding advance  procurement)  for  the 
Arleigh  Burke  class  destroyers  covered  by 
such  subsection  (b)(2). 
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(3)  The  aggregate  amount  of  funds  avail- 
able under  paragraphs .  (1)  and  (2)  for  con- 
tracts referred  to  in  such  paragraphs  may 
not  exceed  $3,483,030,000. 

(4)  Within  the  amount  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated by  section  102(a)(3).  $750,000,000  Is 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  advance 
procurement  for  construction  for  the  Arleigh 
Burke  class  destroyers  authorized  by  sub- 
section (b). 

(b)  AUTHORITi-       FOR       PROCUREMENT      OF 

TWELVE  VESSELS.— The  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  Is  authorized  to  construct  12  Arleigh 
Burke  class  destroyers  In  accordance  with 
subsections  (c)  and  (d). 

(c)  CONTRACTS.— (1)  The  Secretary  is  au- 
thorized, in  fiscal  year  1998,  to  enter  into 
contracts  for  the  construction  of  three 
Arleigh  Burke  class  destroyers  covered  by 
subsection  (b),  subject  to  the  availability  of 
appropriations  for  such  destroyers. 

(2)  The  Secretary  Is  authorized,  in  fiscal 
year  1999.  to  enter  Into  contracts  for  the  con- 
struction of  three  Arleigh  Burke  class  de- 
stroyers covered  by  subsection  (b),  subject  to 
the  availability  of  appropriations  for  such 
destroyers.  The  destroyers  covered  by  this 
paragraph  are  in  addition  to  the  destroyers 
covered  by  paragraph  (1). 

(3)  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  in  fiscal 
year  2000,  to  enter  into  contracts  for  the  con- 
struction of  three  Arleigh  Burke  class  de- 
stroyers covered  by  subsection  (b),  subject  to 
the  availability  of  appropriations  for  such 
destroyers.  The  destroyers  covered  by  this 
paragraph  are  In  addition  to  the  destroyers 
covered  by  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2). 

(4)  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  in  fiscal 
year  2001,  to  enter  into  contracts  for  the  con- 
struction of  three  Arleigh  Burke  class  de- 
stroyers covered  by  subsection  (b),  subject  to 
the  availability  of  appropriations  for  such 
destroyers.  The  destroyers  covered  by  this 
paragraph  are  in  addition  to  the  destroyers 
covered  by  paragraphs  (1),  (2).  and  (3). 

(d)  Use  of  available  Funds.— (1)  Subject 
to  paragraph  (2),  the  Secretary  may  take  ap- 
propriate actions  to  use  for  full  funding  of  a 
contract  entered  into  in  accordance  with 
subsection  (c)— 

(A)  any  funds  that,  having  been  appro- 
priated for  shipbuilding  and  conversion  pro- 
grams of  the  Navy  other  than  Arleigh  Burke 
class  destroyer  programs  pursuant  to  the  au- 
thorization In  section  102(a)(3).  become  ex- 
cess to  the  needs  of  the  Navy  for  such  pro- 
grams by  reason  of  cost  savings  achieved  for 
such  programs; 

(B)  any  unobligated  funds  that  are  avail- 
able to  the  Secretary  for  shipbuilding  and 
conversion  for  any  fiscal  year  before  flscal 
year  1997;  and 

(C)  any  funds  that  are  appropriated  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  Deiiartment 
of  Defense  Appropriations  Act,  1997,  to  com- 
plete the  full  funding  of  the  contract. 

(2)  The  Secretary  may  not.  in  the  exercise 
of  authority  provided  In  subparagraph  (A)  or 
(B)  of  paragraph  (1),  obligate  funds  for  a  con- 
tract entered  into  in  accordance  with  sub- 
section (c)  until  30  days  after  the  date  on 
which  the  Secretary  submits  to  the  congrres- 
sional  defense  committees  in  writing  a  noti- 
fication of  the  intent  to  obligate  the  funds. 
The  notification  shall  set  forth  the  source  or 
sources  of  the  fVmds  and  the  amount  of  the 
funds  from  each  such  source  that  is  to  be  so 
obligated. 

Subtitle  D— Air  Force  Programs 

SEC.  131.  MULTIYEAR  CONTRACTING  AUTHORITY 
FOR  THE  C-17  AIRCRAFT  PROGRAM. 

(a)  Multiyear  Contracts  Authorized.— 
The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may,  pursu- 
ant to  section  2306b  of  title  10,  United  States 


Code  (except  as  provided  In  subsection 
(b)(1)),  enter  into  one  or  more  multiyear  con- 
tracts for  the  procurement  of  not  more  than 
a  total  of  80  C-17  aircraft. 

(b)  contract  period.— (1)  Notwithstanding 
section  2306b(k)  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  the  period  covered  by  a  contract  en- 
tered into  on  a  multiyear  basis  under  the  au- 
thority of  subsection  (a)  may  exceed  five 
years,  but  may  not  exceed  seven  years. 

(2)  Paragraph  (1)  shall  not  be  construed  as 
prohibiting  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
from  entering  Into  a  multiyear  contract  for 
a  period  of  less  than  seven  years.  In  deter- 
mining to  do  so.  the  Secretary  shall  consider 
whether— 

(A)  sufficient  funding  is  provided  for  in  the 
future-years  defense  program  for  procure- 
ment, within  the  shorter  period,  of  the  total 
number  of  aircraft  to  be  procured  (within  the 
number  set  forth  in  subsection  (a));  and 

(B)  the  contractor  is  capable  of  delivering 
that  total  number  of  aircraft  within  the 
shorter  period. 

(c)  Option  To  Convert  to  One- year  Pro- 
curements.—Each  multiyear  contract  for 
the  procurement  of  C-17  aircraft  authorized 
by  subsection  (a)  shall  include  a  clause  that 
permits  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force— 

(1)  to  terminate  the  contract  as  of  Septem- 
ber 30,  1998,  without  a  modification  in  the 
price  of  each  aircraft  and  without  Incurring 
any  obligation  to  pay  the  contractor  termi- 
nation costs;  and 

(2)  to  then  enter  into  follow-on  one-year 
contracts  with  the  contractor  for  the  pro- 
curement of  C-17  aircraft  (within  the  total 
number  of  aircraft  authorized  under  sub- 
section (a))  at  a  negotiated  price  that  Is  not 
to  exceed  the  price  that  is  negotiated  before 
September  30, 1998,  for  the  annual  production 
contract  for  the  0-17  aircraft  in  lot  Vm  and 
subsequent  lots. 

TITLE  n— RESEARCH.  DEVELOPMENT, 
TEST,  AND  EVALUATION 

Subtitle  A — Authorization  of  Appropriations 

SEC.  201.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATKM4S. 

Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated for  flscal  year  1997  for  the  use  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  for  research,  develop- 
ment, test,  and  evaluation  as  follows: 

(1)  For  the  Army,  $4,958,140,000. 

(2)  For  the  Navy,  $9,041,534,000. 

(3)  For  the  Air  Force,  $14,788,356,000. 

(4)  For  Defense-wide  activities, 
$9,662,542,000,  of  which— 

(A)  $252,038,000  is  authorized  for  the  activi- 
ties of  the  Director.  Test  and  Evaluation; 
and 

(B)  $21,968,000  is  authorized  for  the  Director 
of  Operational  Test  and  Evaluation. 

SEC.  202.  AMOUNT  FOR  BASIC  RESEARCH  AND  EX- 
PLORATORY DEVELOPMENT. 

(a)  FISCAL  Year  1997.— Of  the  amounts  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  by  section  201, 
$4,005,787,000  shall  be  available  for  basic  re- 
search and  exploratory  development 
projects. 

(b)  Basic  Research  and  Exploratory  De- 
velopment Defined.- For  purposes  of  this 
section,  the  term  "basic  research  and  explor- 
atory development"  means  work  funded  In 
program  elements  for  defense  research  and 
development  under  Department  of  Defense 
category  6.1  or  6.2. 

SEC.  203.  DEFENSE  NUCLEAR  AGENCY. 

Of  the  amounts  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated for  the  Department  of  Defense  under 
section  201,  $221,330,000  shall  be  available  for 
the  Defense  Nuclear  Agency. 


Subtitle  B — Program  Requirements, 
Restrictions,  and  Limitations 
SEC.  211.  SPACE  LAUNCH  MODERNIZATION. 

(a)  FUTiDiNG.- Funds  appropriated  pursuant 
to  the  authorization  of  appropriations  In  sec- 
tion 201(3)  are  authorized  to  be  made  avail- 
able for  space  launch  modernization  for  pur- 
poses and  in  amounts  as  follows: 

(1)  For  the  Evolved  Expendable  Launch  Ve- 
hicle program,  $44,457,000. 

(2)  For  a  competitive  reusable  launch  vehi- 
cle technology  program.  $25,000,000. 

(b)  LooTATiONS.— {1)  Of  the  funds  made 
available  for  the  reusable  launch  vehicle 
technology  program  pursuant  to  subsection 
(a)(2).  the  total  amount  obligated  for  such 
purpose  may  not  exceed  the  total  amount  al- 
located In  the  fiscal  year  1997  current  operat- 
ing plan  of  the  National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Administration  for  the  Reusable 
Space  Launch  program  of  the  National  Aero- 
nautics and  Space  Administration. 

(2)  None  of  the  funds  made  available  for 
the  Evolved  Expendable  Launch  Vehicle  pro- 
gram pursuant  to  subsection  (a)(1)  may  be 
obligated  until  the  Secretary  of  Defense  cer- 
tifies to  Congress  that  the  Secretary  has 
made  available  for  obligation  the  funds,  if 
any.  that  are  made  available  for  the  reusable 
launch  vehicle  technology  program  pursuant 
to  subsection  (aX2). 

SEC.  212.  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  SPACE  AR- 
CHITECT. 

(a)  Required  Program  Element.— The 
Secretary  of  Defense  shall  include  the  ki- 
netic energy  tactical  antl-satelllte  program 
of  the  Department  of  Defense  as  an  element 
of  the  space  control  architecture  being  de- 
veloped by  the  Department  of  Defense  Space 
Architect. 

(b)  Limitation  on  Use  of  Funds.— None  of 
the  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  pur- 
suant to  this  Act.  or  otherwise  made  avail- 
able to  the  Department  of  Defense  for  flscaJ 
year  1997.  may  be  obligated  or  expended  for 
the  Department  of  Defense  Space  Architect 
until  the  Secretary  of  Defense  certlfles  to 
Congress  that^ 

(1)  the  Secretary  is  complying  with  the  re- 
quirement in  subsection  (a); 

(2)  funds  appropriated  for  the  kinetic  en- 
ergy tactical  anti-satellite  program  for  flscal 
year  1996  have  been  obligated  in  accordance 
with  section  218  of  Public  Law  104-106  and 
the  Joint  Explanatory  Statement  of  the 
Committee  of  Conference  accompanying  S. 
1124  (House  Report  104-450  (104th  Congress, 
second  session));  and 

(3)  the  Secretary  has  made  available  for 
obligation  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  ki- 
netic energy  tactical  anti-satellite  program 
for  fiscal  year  1997  in  accordance  with  r.hu 
Act. 

SEC.  21X  a>ACE-BASED  INFRARED  SYSTEM  PRO- 
GRAM. 

(a)  Funding. — Funds  appropriated  pursuant 
to  the  authorization  of  appropriations  in  sec- 
tion 201(3)  are  authorized  to  be  made  avail- 
able for  the  Space-Based  Infrared  System 
program  for  purposes  and  in  amounts  as  fol- 
lows: 

(1)  For  Space  Segment  High.  $192,390,000. 

(2)  For  Space  Segment  Low  (the  Space  and 
MlssUe  Tracking  System).  $247,221,000. 

(3)  For  (Dobra  Brass.  $6,930,000. 

(b)  CoNomoNAL  Transfer  of  Management 
Oversight.— Not  later  than  30  days  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  shall  transfer  the  manage- 
ment oversight  responsibilities  for  the  Space 
and  Missile  Tracking  System  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Air  Force  to  the  Director  of  the 
BallisUc  Missile  Defense  Organization. 
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(c)  CESTIFICATION.— If.  within  the  30-day 
period  described  in  subsection  (b).  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  submits  to  Congress  a  cer- 
tification that  the  Secretary  has  established 
a  program  baseline  for  the  Space-Based  In- 
frared System  that  satisfies  the  require- 
ments of  section  216(a)  of  Public  Law  104-106 
(110  Stat.  220).  then  subsection  (b)  of  this  sec- 
tion shall  cease  to  be  effective  on  the  date  on 
which  the  Secretary  submits  the  certifi- 
cation. 

SEC.  XI4.  RESEARCH  FX>R  ADVANCED  SUBMARINE 
TECHNOLOGY. 

Section  132  of  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  (Public 
Law  104-106;  110  Stat.  210)  is  repealed. 

SEC.  215.  CLEklENTINE  2  MICRO-SATELLITE  DE- 
VELOPMENT PROGRAM. 

(a)  AMOUNT  FOR  Program.— Of  the  amount 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  under  section 
201(3).  SSO.000.000  shall  be  available  for  the 
Clementine  2  micro-satellite  near-Earth  as- 
teroid interception  mission. 

(b)  Limitation.— None  of  the  funds  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  Act 
for  the  global  positioning  system  (GPS) 
Block  n  F  Satellite  system  may  be  obligated 
until  the  Secretary  of  Defense  certifies  to 
Congress  that— 

(1)  funds  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1996 
for  the  Clementine  2  Micro-Satellite  develop- 
ment program  have  been  obligated  in  accord- 
ance with  Public  Law  104-106  and  the  Joint 
Explanatory  Statement  of  the  Committee  of 
Conference  accompanying  S.  1124  (House  Re- 
port 104-450  (104th  Congress,  second  session)); 
and 

(2)  the  Secretary  has  made  available  for 
obligation  the  funds  appropriated  for  fiscal 
year  1997  for  the  Clementine  2  micro-sat- 
ellite development  program  in  accordance 
with  this  section. 

SEC.  216.  TACTICAL  UNMANNED  AERIAL  VEHICLE 
PROGRAM. 

No  official  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
may  enter  into  a  contract  for  the  procure- 
ment of  (including  advance  procurement  for) 
a  higher  number  of  Dark  Star  (tier  m)  low 
observable,  high  altitude  endurance  un- 
manned aerial  vehicles  than  Is  necessary  to 
complete  procurement  of  a  total  of  three 
such  vehicles  until  fiight  testing  has  been 
completed. 

SEC.  217.  DEFENSE  AIRBORNE  RECONNAISSANCE 
PROGRAM. 

(a)  Report  Required.— The  Secretary  of 
Defense  shall  submit  to  Congress  a  report 
comparing  the  Predator  unmanned  aerial  ve- 
hicle program  with  the  Dark  Star  (tier  III) 
low  observable,  high  altitude  endurance  un- 
manned aerial  vehicle  program.  The  report 
shall  contain  the  following; 

(DA  comparison  of  the  capabilities  of  the 
Predator  unmanned  aerial  vehicle  with  the 
capabilities  of  the  Dark  Star  unmanned  aer- 
ial vehicle. 

(2)  A  comparison  of  the  costs  of  the  Preda- 
tor program  with  the  costs  of  the  Dark  Star 
program. 

(3)  A  recommendation  on  which  program 
should  be  funded  in  the  event  that  funds  are 
authorized  to  be  appropriated,  and  are  appro- 
priated, for  only  one  of  the  two  programs  in 
the  future. 

(b)  Lmttation  on  Use  of  Funds  Pending 
SUBBOSSION  OF  REPORT.— Funds  appropriated 
pursuant  to  section  104  may  not  be  obligated 
for  any  contract  to  be  entered  into  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  for  the  pro- 
curement of  Predator  unmanned  aerial  vehi- 
cles until  the  date  that  is  60  days  after  the 
date  on  which  the  Secretary  of  Defense  sub- 
mits the  report  required  by  subsection  (a). 


SEC.  218.  COST  ANALYSIS  OF  F-22  AIRCRAFT  PRO- 
GRAM. 

(a)  REVIEW  OF  PROGRA.M.— The  Secretary  of 
Defense  shall  direct  the  Cost  Analysis  Im- 
provement Group  in  the  Office  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  to  review  the  F-22  aircraft 
program,  analyze  and  estimate  the  produc- 
tion costs  of  the  program,  and  submit  to  the 
Secretary  a  report  on  the  results  of  the  re- 
view. 

(b)  REPORT.— Not  later  than  March  30.  1997, 
the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to  the  congres- 
sional defense  committees  the  report  pre- 
pared under  paragraph  (1).  together  with  the 
Secretary's  views  on  the  matters  covered  by 
the  report. 

(c)  Limitation  on  Use  of  Funds  Pending 
Submission  of  report.— Not  more  than  92 
percent  of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  F- 
22  aircraft  program  pursuant  to  the  author- 
ization of  appropriations  in  section  103(1) 
may  be  expended  until  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense submits  the  report  required  by  sub- 
section (b). 

SEC.  219.  F-22  AIRCRAFT  PROGRAM  REPORTS. 

(a)  Annual  Report.— (l)  At  the  same  time 
as  the  President  submits  the  budget  for  a  fis- 
cal year  to  Congress  pursuant  to  section 
1105(a)  of  title  31,  United  States  Code,  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  shall  submit  to  Con- 
gress a  report  on  event-based  decision- 
making for  the  F-22  aircraft  program  for 
that  fiscal  year.  The  Secretary  shall  submit 
the  report  for  fiscal  year  1997  not  later  than 
October  1. 1996. 

(2)  The  report  for  a  fiscal  year  shall  include 
the  following: 

(A)  A  discussion  of  each  decision  (known  as 
an  "event-based  decision")  that  Is  expected 
to  be  made  during  that  fiscal  year  regarding 
whether  the  F-22  program  is  to  proceed  into 
a  new  phase  or  into  a  new  administrative 
subdivision  of  a  phase. 

(B)  The  criteria  (known  as  "exit  criteria") 
to  be  applied,  for  purposes  of  making  the 
event-based  decision,  in  determining  wheth- 
er the  F-22  aircraft  program  has  dem- 
onstrated the  specific  progress  necessary  for 
proceeding  into  the  new  phase  or  administra- 
tive subdivision  of  a  phase. 

(b)  Report  on  Event-Based  Decisions.— 
Not  later  than  30  days  after  an  event-based 
decision  has  been  made  for  the  F-22  aircraft 
program,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  sub- 
mit to  Congress  a  report  on  the  decision.  The 
report  shall  Include  the  following: 

(1)  A  discussion  of  the  commitments  made, 
and  the  commitments  to  be  made,  under  the 
program  as  a  result  of  the  decision. 

(2)  The  exit  criteria  applied  for  purposes  of 
the  decision. 

(3)  How,  In  terms  of  the  exit  criteria,  the 
program  demonstrated  the  specific  progress 
justifying  the  decision. 

SEC.  220.  NONLETHAL  WEAPONS  AND  TECH- 
NOLOGIES PROGRAMS. 

(a)  Funding.— Of  the  amount  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  section  201(2), 
$15,000,000  shall  be  available  for  Joint  service 
research,  development,  test,  and  evaluation 
of  nonlethal  weapons  and  nonlethal  tech- 
nologies under  the  program  element  estab- 
lished pursuant  to  subsection  (b). 

(b)  New  Program  Element  Required.— 
The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  establish  a 
new  program  element  for  the  funds  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  under  subsection  (a). 
The  funds  within  that  program  element  shall 
be  administered  by  the  executive  agent  des- 
ignated for  joint  service  research,  develop- 
ment, test,  and  evaluation  of  nonlethal 
weai>ons  and  nonlethal  technologies. 

(c)  LIMITATION  Pending  Release  of 
Funds.— (1)  None  of  the  funds  authorized  to 


be  appropriated  for  the  Department  of  De- 
fense for  fiscal  year  1997  for  foreign  compara- 
tive testing  (program  element  605130D)  may 
be  obligated  until  the  funds  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  in  section  219(d)  of  the  National 
Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year 
1996  (Public  Law  104-106;  110  Stat.  223)  are  re- 
leased for  obligation  by  the  executive  agent 
referred  to  in  subsection  (b). 

(2)  Not  more  than  50  percent  of  the  funds 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  for  fiscal  year  1997  for  NATO 
research  and  development  (progrram  element 
603790D)  may  be  obligated  until  the  funds  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  in  subsection  (a) 
are  released  for  obligation  by  the  executive 
agent  referred  to  in  subsection  (b). 

SEC.  221.  COUNTERPROLIFERATION  SUPPORT 
PROGRAM. 

(a)  FUTJOING.— Of  the  funds  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Department  of  Defense 
under  section  201(4),  $176,200,000  shall  be 
available  for  the  Counterproliferation  Sup- 
port Program,  of  which  $75,000,000  shall  be 
available  for  a  tactical  antisatellite  tech- 
nologies program. 

(b)  ADDITIONAL    AUTHORm'    TO    TRANSFER 

AUTHORIZATIONS.— (1)  In  addition  to  the 
transfer  authority  provided  in  section  1001, 
upon  determination  by  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense that  such  action  Is  necessary  in  the  na- 
tional Interest,  the  Secretary  may  transfer 
amounts  of  authorizations  made  available  to 
the  Department  of  Defense  in  this  division 
for  fiscal  year  1997  to  counterproliferation 
programs,  projects,  and  activities  identified 
as  areas  for  progress  by  the 
Counterproliferation  Program  Review  Com- 
mittee established  by  section  1605  of  the  Na- 
tional Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  1994  (22  U.S.C.  2751  note).  Amounts  of 
authorizations  so  transferred  shall  be 
merged  with  and  be  available  for  the  same 
purposes  as  the  authorization  to  which 
transferred. 

(2)  The  total  amount  of  authorizations 
transferred  under  the  authority  of  this  sub- 
section may  not  exceed  $50,000,000. 

(3)  The  authority  provided  by  this  sub- 
section to  transfer  authorizations— 

(A)  may  only  be  used  to  provide  authority 
for  items  that  have  a  higher  priority  than 
the  items  from  which  authority  is  trans- 
ferred; and 

(B)  may  not  be  used  to  provide  authority 
for  an  item  that  has  been  denied  authoriza- 
tion by  Congress. 

(4)  A  transfer  made  from  one  account  to 
another  under  the  authority  of  this  sub- 
section shall  be  deemed  to  increase  the 
amount  authorized  for  the  account  to  which 
the  amiount  Is  transferred  by  an  amount 
equal  to  the  amount  transferred. 

(5)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  prompt- 
ly notify  Congress  of  transfers  made  under 
the  authority  of  this  subsection. 

(c)  Limitation  on  Use  of  Futjds  for  Tech- 
nical Studies  and  analyses  Pending  Re- 
lease OF  Funds.— (1)  None  of  the  funds  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  for  fiscal  year  1997  for  pro- 
gram element  605104D.  relating  to  technical 
studies  and  analyses,  may  be  obligated  or  ex- 
pended until  the  funds  referred  to  in  para- 
graph (2)  have  been  released  to  the  program 
manager  of  the  tactical  anti-satellite  tech- 
nology program  for  implementation  of  that 
program. 

(2)  The  funds  for  release  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (1)  are  as  follows: 

(A)  Funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by 
section  218(a)  of  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  (Public 
Law  104-106;  110  Stat.  222)  that  are  available 
for  the  program  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1). 
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(B)  Funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Department  for  fiscal  year  1997  by  this 
Act  for  the  Counterproliferation  Support 
Program  that  are  to  be  made  available  for 
that  program. 

SEC.  222.  FEDERALLY  FUNDED  RESEARCH  AND 
DEVELOPMENT  CENTERS  AND  UNI- 
VERSITY-AFFIUATED  RESEARCH 
CENTERS. 

(a)  Centers  Covered.— Funds  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  the  Department  of  De- 
fense for  fiscal  year  1997  under  section  201 
may  be  obligated  to  procure  work  from  a  fed- 
erally funded  research  and  development  cen- 
ter (in  this  section  referred  to  as  an 
"FFRDC")  or  a  university-affiliated  research 
center  (In  this  section  referred  to  as  a 
"UARC")  only  in  the  case  of  a  center  named 
In  the  report  required  by  subsection  (b)  and, 
in  the  case  of  such  a  center,  only  in  an 
amount  not  in  excess  of  the  amount  of  the 
proposed  funding  level  set  forth  for  that  cen- 
ter in  such  report. 

(b)  Report  on  allocations  for  Centers.— 
(1)  Not  later  than  30  days  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  shall  submit  to  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  the  Com- 
mittee on  National  Security  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  a  report  containing — 

(A)  the  name  of  each  FFRDC  and  UARC 
from  which  work  is  proposed  to  be  procured 
for  the  Department  of  Defense  for  fiscal  year 
1997;  and 

(B)  for  each  such  center,  the  proposed  fund- 
ing level  and  the  estimated  personnel  level 
for  flscaJ  year  1997. 

(2)  The  total  of  the  proposed  funding  levels 
set  forth  in  the  report  for  all  FFRDCs  and 
UARCs  may  not  exceed  the  amount  set  forth 
In  subsection  (d). 

(c)  Limitation  Pending  Submission  of  Re- 
port.—Not  more  than  15  percent  of  the  funds 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  for  fiscal  year  1997  for 
FFRDCs  and  UARCs  under  section  201  may 
be  obligated  to  procure  work  from  an  FFRDC 
or  UARC  until  the  Secretary  of  Defense  sub- 
mits the  report  required  by  subsection  (b). 

(d)  Funding.— Of  the  amounts  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  by  section  201.  not  more 
than  a  total  of  $1,668,850,000  may  be  obligated 
to  procure  services  from  the  FFRDCs  and 
UARCs  named  in  the  report  required  by  sub- 
section (b). 

(e)  AL-THORnr  To  waive  funding  limita- 
tion.—The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  waive 
the  limitation  regarding  the  maximum  fund- 
ing amount  that  applies  under  subsection  (a) 
to  an  FFRDC  or  UARC.  Whenever  the  Sec- 
retary proposes  to  make  such  a  waiver,  the 
Secretary  shall  submit  to  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  the  Com- 
mittee on  National  Security  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  notice  of  the  proposed  waiv- 
er and  the  reasons  for  the  waiver.  The  waiver 
may  then  be  made  only  after  the  end  of  the 
60-day  period  that  begins  on  the  date  on 
which  the  notice  is  submitted  to  those  com- 
mittees, unless  the  Secretary  determines 
that  it  is  essential  to  the  national  security 
that  funds  be  obligated  for  work  at  that  cen- 
ter In  excess  of  that  limitation  before  the 
end  of  such  period  and  notifies  those  com- 
mittees of  that  determination  and  the  rea- 
sons for  the  determination. 

Subtitle  C-^aUistic  Missile  Defense 
SEC.  221.  UNITED  STATES  COMPLIANCE  FOUCY 
REGARDING    DEVELOPMENT,    TEST- 
ING,   AND   DEPLOYMENT   OF   THEA- 
TER missile  DEFENSE  SYSTEM& 

(a)  Findings.— Congress  makes  the  follow- 
ing findings: 

(1)  Pursuant  to  article  Vl(a)  of  the  ABM 
Treaty,  the  United  States  is  bound  by  the 
following  obligations: 


(A)  Not  to  give  missiles,  launchers,  or  ra- 
dars (Other  than  antiballistic  missile  inter- 
ceptor missiles,  launchers,  or  radars)  capa- 
bilities to  counter  strategic  ballistic  missiles 
or  elements  of  strategic  ballistic  missiles  in 
the  flight  trajectory. 

(B)  Not  to  test  missiles,  launchers,  or  ra- 
dars (other  than  antiballistic  missile  inter- 
ceptor missiles,  launchers,  or  radars)  in  an 
antiballistic  missile  mode. 

(2)  It  is  a  sovereign  right  and  obligation  of 
the  parties  to  the  ABM  Treaty,  on  a  unilat- 
eral basis,  to  establish  compliance  standards 
to  implement  the  obligations  specified  in  ar- 
ticle Vl(a)  of  the  ABM  Treaty. 

(3)  From  October  3,  1972  (the  date  on  which 
the  ABM  Treaty  entered  into  force)  to  the 
present,  the  United  States  has  maintained 
unilateral  compliance  standards  with  regard 
to  the  obligations  specified  in  Article  Vl(a) 
of  the  ABM  Treaty,  and  those  standards  have 
changed  over  time  to  accommodate  evolving 
technical,  political,  and  strategic  cir- 
cumstances. 

(4)  Pursuant  to  article  xm  of  the  ABM 
Treaty,  the  parties  established  the  Standing 
Consultative  Commission  in  which  to  "con- 
sider questions  concerning  compliance  with 
the  obligations  assumed  and  related  situa- 
tions which  may  be  considered". 

■(b)  Compliance  Pouci*.— It  is  the  policy  of 
the  United  States  that  unless  a  missile  de- 
fense system,  system  upgrade,  or  system 
component  (including  one  that  exploits  data 
from  space-based  or  other  external  sensors) 
is  flight  tested  in  an  ABM-qualifying  flight 
test  (as  defined  in  subsection  (O),  that  sys- 
tem, system  upgrade,  or  system  component 
has  not,  for  purposes  of  the  ABM  Treaty, 
been  tested  in  an  ABM  mode  nor  been  given 
capabilities  to  counter  strategic  ballistic 
missiles  and,  therefore,  is  not  subject  to  any 
application,  limitation,  or  obligation  under 
the  ABM  Treaty. 

(C)  ABM-QUALIFYING  FUGHT  TEST  DE- 
FINED.—For  purposes  of  this  section,  an 
ABM-qualifying  flight  test  is  a  flight  test 
against  a  ballistic  missile  which,  in  that 
flight  test,  exceeds — 

(Da range  of  3,500  kilometers;  or 
(2)  a  velocity  of  5  kilometers  per  second. 
SEC.  232.  PROHIBrnON  ON  USE  OF  FUNDS  TO  IM- 
PLEMENT       AN        INTERNATIONAL 
AGREEMENT     CONCERNING     THEA- 
TSR  MISSILE  DEFENSE  SYVTEMS. 

(a)  PROHiBmoN  ON  Funding.— Funds  appro- 
priated or  otherwise  made  available  to  the 
Department  of  Defense  for  fiscal  year  1997 
may  not  be  obligated  or  expended  to  imple- 
ment any  agreement,  or  any  understanding 
with  respect  to  interpretation  of  the  ABM 
Treaty,  between  the  United  States  and  any 
of  the  independent  states  of  the  former  So- 
viet Union  entered  into  after  January  1. 1995. 
that— 

(1)  would  establish  a  demarcation  between 
theater  missile  defense  systems  and  anti-bal- 
listic missile  defense  systems  for  purposes  of 
the  ABM  Treaty;  or 

(2)  would  restrict  the  performance,  oper- 
ations, or  deplo3rment  of  United  States  thea- 
ter missile  defense  systems. 

(b)  Exceptions.— Subsection  (a)  does  not 
apply— 

(1)  to  the  extent  otherwise  provided  in  a 
law  that  is  enacted  after  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  Act;  or 

(2)  to  expenditures  to  implement  any 
agreement  or  understanding  described  in 
subsection  (a)  that  is  entered  Into  In  the  ex- 
ercise of  the  treaty-making  power  under  the 
Constitution. 

SEC.  233.  CONVERSION  OF  ABM  TREATY  TO  MUV- 
TILATERAL  TREATY. 

(a)  Fiscal  Year  1997.— During  fiscal  year 
1997,  the  United  States  shall  not  be  bound  by 


any  international  agreement  entered  into  by 
the  President  that  would  substantively  mod- 
ify the  ABM  Treats',  including  any  agree- 
ment that  would  add  one  or  more  countries 
as  signatories  to  the  treaty  or  would  other- 
wise convert  the  treaty  from  a  bilateral  trea- 
ty to  a  multilateral  treaty,  unless  the  agree- 
ment is  entered  pursuant  to  the  treaty  mak- 
ing power  of  the  President  under  the  Con- 
stitution. 

(b)  Relationship  to  Other  Law.— This  sec- 
tion shall  not  be  construed  as  superseding 
section  232  of  the  National  Defense  Author- 
ization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  (Public  Law 
103-337;  108  Stat.  2701)  for  any  fiscal  year 
other  than  fiscal  year  1997,  including  any  fis- 
cal year  after  fiscal  year  1997. 

SEC.  234.  FUNDING  FOR  UPPER  TIER  THEATER 
MISSILE  DEFENSE  SYSTEMS. 

(a)  FUNDDJC.— Funds  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated under  section  201(4)  shall  be  avail- 
able for  purposes  and  in  amounts  as  follows: 

(1)  For  the  Theater  High  Altitude  Area  De- 
fense (THAAD)  System.  $621,798,000. 

(2)  For  the  Navy  Upper  Tier  (Theater  Wide) 
system.  $304,171,000. 

(b)  Limitation.— None  of  the  funds  appro- 
priated or  otherwise  made  available  for  the 
Department  of  Defense  pursuant  to  this  or 
any  other  Act  may  be  obligated  or  expended 
by  the  Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  of  De- 
fense for  Acquisition  and  Technology  for  of- 
ficial representation  activities,  or  related  ac- 
tivities, until  the  Secretary  of  Defense  cer- 
tifies to  Congress  that — 

(1)  the  Secretary  has  made  available  for 
obligation  the  funds  provided  under  sub- 
section (a)  for  the  purposes  specified  In  that 
subsection  and  In  the  am'^unts  appropriated 
pursuant  to  that  subsection;  and 

(2)  the  Secretary  has  Included  the  Navy 
Upper  Tier  theater  missile  defense  system  in 
the  theater  missile  defense  core  program. 

SEC.  233.  ELIMINATION  OF  RBOUIREMENTS  FOR 
CERTAIN  ITEMS  TO  BE  INCLUIXD  IN 
THE  ANNUAL  REPORT  ON  THE  BAL- 
LISTIC MISSILE  DKRNSE  PSO(»AM. 

Section  224(b)  of  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Years  1990  and  1991 
(10  U.S.C.  2431  note).  Is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  paragraphs  (3),  (4).  (7). 
(9).  and  (10);  and 

(2)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (5),  (6),  and 
(8).  as  paragraphs  (3),  (4),  and  (5).  respec- 
tively. 

SEC.  23S.  ABM  TREATY  IWFINED. 

In  this  subtitle,  the  term  "ABM  Treaty" 
means  the  Treaty  Between  the  United  States 
of  America  and  the  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist 
Republics  on  the  Limitation  of  Antl-Ballls- 
tlc  Missile  Systems,  signed  in  Moscow  on 
May  26,  1972.  with  related  protocol,  signed  in 
Moscow  on  July  3.  1974. 

Subtitle  D— Other  Matters 
SEC.  241.  LIVE-FIRE  SURVIVABILITY  TESTING  OF 
F-t2  AIRCRAFT. 

(a)  AUTHORmf  for  Retroacttve  Waiver.— 
The  Secretary  of  Defense  may,  in  accordance 
with  section  2366(c)  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  waive  for  the  F-22  aircraft  program  the 
survivability  tests  required  by  that  section, 
notwithstanding  that  such  program  has  en- 
tered full-scale  engineering  development. 

(b)  Reporting  Requirement.— (l)  If  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  submits  In  accordance 
with  secUon  2366(c)(1)  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  a  certification  that  live-fire 
testing  of  the  F-22  aircraft  would  be  unrea- 
sonably expensive  and  impractical,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  shall  require  that  F-22  air- 
craft components  and  subsystems  be  made 
available  for  any  alternative  Uve-flre  test 
program. 

(2)  The  components  and  subsystem  re- 
quired by  the  Secretary  to  be  made  available 
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for  such  a  program  shall  be  components 
that— 

(A)  could  affect  the  survivability  of  the  F- 
22  aircraft:  and 

(B)  are  sufficiently  large  and  realistic  that 
meaningful  conclusions  about  the  surviv- 
ability of  F-22  aircraft  can  be  drawn  from 
the  test  results. 

(c)  FuxDDJC— Funds  available  for  the  F-22 
aircraft  program  may  be  used  for  carrying 
out  any  alternative  live-fire  testing  program 
for  F-22  aircraft. 

SEC.  942.  LIVE-FIRE  SURVIVABILmr  TESTING  OF 
V-22  AIRCRAFT. 

(a)  AUTHORTTT  FOR  RETRO.^CTTVE  WAIVER.— 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  may,  in  accordance 
with  section  2366(c)  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  waive  for  the  V-22  aircraft  program 
the  survivability  tests  required  by  that  sec- 
tion, notwithstanding  that  such  program  has 
entered  engineering  and  manufacturing  de- 
velopment. 

(b)  ALTERNATIVE  SURVTVABIUTy  TEST  RE- 
QUIREMENTS.—If  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
submits  In  accordance  with  section  2366<c)(l) 
of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  a  certifi- 
cation that  live-fire  testing  of  the  V-22  air- 
craft would  be  unreasonably  expensive  and 
Impractical,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
require  that  a  sufficient  number  of  compo- 
nents critical  to  the  survivability  of  the  V- 
22  aircraft  be  tested  In  an  alternative  llve- 
flre  test  program  involving  realistic  threat 
environments  that  meaningful  conclusions 
about  the  survivability  of  V-22  aircraft  can 
be  drawn  trom  the  test  results. 

(c)  Funding.— Funds  available  for  the  V-22 
aircraft  program  may  be  used  for  carrying 
out  any  alternative  llve-flre  testing  program 
for  V-22  aircraft. 

Snbtitle  E— National  Oceanographic 
Partnerahip 
SEC.  tSl.  SHOBT  TITLE. 

This  subtitle  may  be  cited  as  the  "Na- 
tional Oceanographic  Partnership  Act". 

SEa  292.  NATIONAL  OCEANOGRAPHIC  PARTNER- 
SHIP PROGRAM. 

(a)  PROGRAM  REQUIRED.— <1)  Subtitle  C  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  chapter  663  the  following  new 
chapter: 

"CHAPTER        665— NATIONAL        OCEANO- 
GRAPHIC PARTNERSHIP  PROGRAM 
"Sec. 
"7901.  National  Oceanographic  Partnership 

Program. 
"7902.  National  Ocean  Research  Leadership 

Council. 
"7903.  Partnership  program  projects. 

"STMl.  National  Oceanographic  Partnership 
Program 

"(a)  ESTABUSHMENT.— The  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  shall  establish  a  program  to  be  known 
as  the  'National  Oceanographic  Partnership 
Program'. 

"(b)  Purposes. — The  purposes  of  the  pro- 
gram are  as  follows: 

"(1)  To  promote  the  national  goals  of  as- 
suring national  security,  advancing  eco- 
nomic development,  protecting  quality  of 
life,  and  strengthening  science  education  and 
communication  through  Improved  knowl- 
edge of  the  ocean. 

"(2)  To  coordinate  and  strengthen  oceano- 
graphic efforts  In  support  of  those  goals  by— 

"(A)  identifying  and  carrying  out  partner- 
ships among  Federal  agencies,  institutions  of 
higher  education,  industry,  and  other  mem- 
bers of  the  oceanographic  scientific  commu- 
nity In  the  areas  of  data,  resources,  edu- 
cation, and  communication:  and 

"(B)  reporting  annually  to  Congress  on  the 
program. 


"{7902.  National  Ocean  Research  Leadership 
Council 

"(a)  Council.— There  is  a  National  Ocean 
Research  Leadership  Council  (hereinafter  in 
this  chapter  referred  to  as  the  'Council'). 

"(b)  Membership.— The  Council  is  com- 
posed of  the  following  members: 

"(1)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  who  shall 
be  the  chairman  of  the  Council. 

"(2)  The  Administrator  of  the  National 
Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration, 
who  shall  be  the  vice  chairman  of  the  Coun- 
cil. 

"(3)  The  Director  of  the  National  Science 
Foundation. 

"(4)  The  Administrator  of  the  National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration. 

"(5)  The  Commandant  of  the  Coast  Guard. 

"(6)  With  their  consent,  the  President  of 
the  National  Academy  of  Sciences,  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  National  Academy  of  Engineer- 
ing, and  the  President  of  the  Institute  of 
Medicine. 

"(7)  Up  to  five  members  appointed  by  the 
Chairman  from  among  Individuals  who  will 
represent  the  views  of  ocean  Industries,  in- 
stitutions of  higher  education,  and  State 
governments. 

"(c)  Term  of  Office.— The  term  of  office  of 
a  member  of  the  Council  appointed  under 
paragraph  (7)  of  subsection  (b)  shall  be  two 
years,  except  that  any  person  appointed  to 
fill  a  vacancy  occurring  before  the  expira- 
tion of  the  term  for  which  his  predecessor 
was  appointed  shall  be  appointed  for  the  re- 
mainder of  such  term. 

"(d)  ANNUAL  Report.— Not  later  than 
March  1  of  each  year,  the  Council  shall  sub- 
mit to  Congress  a  report  on  the  National 
Oceanographic  Partnership  Program.  The  re- 
port shall  contain  the  following: 

"(1)  A  description  of  activities  of  the  pro- 
gram carried  out  during  the  fiscal  year  be- 
fore the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  report  is 
prepared.  The  description  also  shall  Include 
a  list  of  the  members  of  the  Ocean  esearch 
Partnership  Coordinating  Group  (established 
pursuant  to  subsection  (e)),  the  Ocean  Re- 
search Advisory  Panel  (established  pursuant 
to  subsection  (f)),  and  any  working  groups  in 
existence  during  the  fiscal  year  covered. 

"(2)  A  general  outline  of  the  activities 
planned  for  the  program  during  the  fiscal 
year  in  which  the  report  is  prepared. 

"(3)  A  summary  of  projects  continued  from 
the  fiscal  year  before  the  fiscal  year  in  which 
the  report  is  prepared  and  projects  expected 
to  be  started  during  the  fiscal  year  In  which 
the  report  is  prepared  and  during  the  follow- 
ing fiscal  year. 

"(4)  A  description  of  the  involvement  of 
the  program  with  Federal  interagency  co- 
ordinating entities. 

"(5)  The  amounts  requested,  in  the  budget 
submitted  to  Congress  pursuant  to  section 
1105(a)  of  title  31  for  the  fiscal  year  following 
the  fiscal  year  In  which  the  report  is  pre- 
pared, for  the  programs,  projects,  and  activi- 
ties of  the  program  and  the  estimated  ex- 
penditures under  such  programs,  projects, 
and  activities  during  such  following  fiscal 
year. 

"(e)  Ocean  Research  Partnership  Coordi- 
nating Group.— (1)  The  Council  shall  estab- 
lish an  Ocean  Research  Partnership  Coordi- 
nating Group  consisting  of  not  more  than  10 
members  appointed  by  the  Council  from 
among  officers  and  employees  of  the  Govern- 
ment, persons  employed  in  the  maritime  in- 
dustry, educators  at  institutions  of  higher 
education,  and  officers  and  employees  of 
State  governments. 

"(2)  The  Council  shall  designate  a  member 
of  the  Coordinating  Group  to  serve  as  Chair- 
man of  the  group. 


"(3)  The  Council  shall  assign  to  the  Coordi- 
nating Group  responsibilities  that  the  Coun- 
cil considers  appropriate.  The  Coordinating 
Group  shall  be  subject  to  the  authority,  di- 
rection, and  control  of  the  Council  In  the 
performance  the  assigned  responsibilities. 

"(f)  Ocean  Research  advisory  Panel.— (l) 
The  Council  shall  establish  an  Ocean  Re- 
search Advisory  Panel  consisting  of  members 
appointed  by  the  Council  from  among  per- 
sons eminent  in  the  fields  of  oceanography, 
ocean  sciences,  or  marine  policy  (or  related 
fields)  who  are  representative  of  the  Inter- 
ests of  governments.  Institutions  of  higher 
education,  and  Industry  in  the  matters  cov- 
ered by  the  purposes  of  the  National  Oceano- 
graphic Partnership  Program  (as  set  forth  In 
section  7901(b)  of  this  title). 

"(2)  The  Council  shall  assign  to  the  Advi- 
sory Panel  responsibilities  that  the  Council 
consider  appropriate.  The  Coordinating 
Group  shall  be  subject  the  authority,  direc- 
tion, and  control  of  the  Council  to  In  the  per- 
formance of  the  assigned  responsibilities. 

"§  7903.  Partnership  program  projects 

"(a)  Selection  of  Partnership 
Projects. — The  National  Ocean  Research 
Leadership  Council  shall  select  the  partner- 
ship projects  that  are  to  be  considered  eligi- 
ble for  support  under  the  National  Oceano- 
graphic Partnership  Program.  A  project 
partnership  may  be  established  by  any  In- 
strument that  the  Council  considers  appro- 
priate. Including  a  memorandum  of  under- 
standing, a  cooperative  research  and  devel- 
opment agreement,  and  any  similar  Instru- 
ment. 

"(b)  Contract  and  Gran-t  authority.— (1) 
The  Council  may  authorize  one  or  more  of 
the  departments  and  agencies  of  the  Federal 
Government  represented  on  the  Council  to 
enter  Into  contracts  or  to  make  grants  for 
the  supi»rt  of  partnership  projects  selected 
under  subsection  (a). 

"(2)  Funds  appropriated  or  otherwise  made 
available  for  the  National  Oceanographic 
Partnership  Program  may  be  used  for  con- 
tracts entered  Into  or  grants  awarded  under 
authority  provided  pursuant  to  paragraph 
(1).". 

(2)  The  table  of  chapters  at  the  beginning 
of  subtitle  C  of  title  10,  United  States  Code, 
and  at  the  beginning  of  part  IV  of  such  sub- 
title, are  each  amended  by  inserting  after 
the  Item  relating  to  chapter  663  the  follow- 
ing: 

"665.   National    Oceanographic   Part- 
nership Program  7901". 

(b)  Initial  appointments  of  Council  Mem- 
bers.—The  Chairman  of  the  National  Ocean 
Research  Leadership  Council  established 
under  section  7902  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  as  added  by  subsection  (a)(1),  shall 
make  the  apjMlntments  required  by  sub- 
section (b)(7)  of  such  section  not  later  than 
December  1,  1996. 

(c)  First  annual  report  of  Na-honal 
Ocean  Research  leadership  Council.— The 
first  annual  report  required  by  section 
7902(d)  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  as 
added  by  subsection  (a)(1),  shall  be  submit- 
ted to  Congress  not  later  than  March  1, 1997. 
The  first  report  shall  Include,  In  addition  to 
the  information  required  by  such  section.  In- 
formation about  the  terms  of  cffice,  proce- 
dures, and  responsibilities  of  the  Ocean  Re- 
search Advisory  Panel  established  by  the 
Council. 

(d)  Funding.— Of  the  funds  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  by  section  201(2),  S13.000.000 
shall  be  available  for  the  National  Oceano- 
graphic Partnership  Program. 
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TITLE  m— OPERATION  AND 
MAINTENANCE 
Snbtitle  A — ^Authorization  of  Appropriations 
SEC.  301.  OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE  FUND- 
ING. 

Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  use  of  the 
Armed  Forces  and  other  activities  and  agen- 
cies of  the  Department  of  Defense  for  ex- 
penses, not  otherwise  provided  for,  for  oper- 
ation and  maintenance,  in  amounts  as  fol- 
lows: 

(1)  For  the  Army,  $18,147,623,000. 

(2)  For  the  Navy,  $20,298,339,000. 

(3)  For  the  Marine  Corps,  $2,279,477,000. 

(4)  For  the  Air  Force,  $17,953,039,000. 

(5)  For  Defense-wide  activities. 
$9,863,942,000. 

(6)  For  the  Army  Reserve,  $1,094,436,000. 

(7)  For  the  Naval  Reserve,  $851,027,000. 

(8)  For  the  Marine  Corps  Reserve, 
$110,367,000. 

(9)  For  the  Air  Force  Reserve.  $1,493,553,000. 

(10)  For  the  Army  National  Guard. 
$2,218,477,000. 

(11)  For  the  Air  National  Guard, 
$2,692,473,000. 

(12)  For  the  Defense  Inspector  General. 
$136,501,000. 

(13)  For  the  United  States  Court  of  Appeals 
for  the  Armed  Forces,  $6,797,000. 

(14)  For  Environmental  Restoration,  Army, 
$356,916,000. 

(15)  For  Environmental  Restoration,  Navy. 
$302,900,000. 

(16)  For  Environmental  Restoration,  Air 
Force,  $414,700,000. 

(17)  For  Environmental  Restoration.  De- 
fense-wide, $258,500,000. 

(18)  For  Drug  Interdiction  and  Counter- 
drug  Activities,  Defense-wide.  $793,824,000. 

(19)  For  Medical  Programs,  Defense, 
$9,375,988,000. 

(20)  For  Cooperative  Threat  Reduction  pro- 
grams. $327,900,000. 

(21)  For  Overseas  Humanitarian.  Disaster, 
and  Civic  Aid  programs,  $49,000,000. 

SEC.  302.  WORKING  CAPITAL  FUNDS. 

Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  use  of  the 
Armed  Forces  and  other  activities  and  agen- 
cies of  the  Department  of  Defense  for  provid- 
ing capital  for  working  capital  and  revolving 
funds  in  amounts  as  follows: 

(1)  For  the  Defense  Business  Operations 
Fund,  $947,900,000. 

(2)  For  the  National  Defense  Sealift  Fund, 
$1,268,002,000. 

SEC.  303.  DEFENSE  NUCLEAR  AGENCY. 

Of  the  amounts  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated for  the  Department  of  Defense  under 
section  301(5).  $88,083,000  shall  be  available 
for  the  Defense  Nuclear  Agency. 

SEC.  304.  TRANSFER  FROM  NATIONAL  DEFENSE 
STOCKPILE  TRANSACTION  FUND. 

(a)  Transfer  authority.— To  the  extent 
provided  in  appropriations  Acts,  not  more 
than  $150,000,000  is  authorized  to  be  trans- 
ferred from  the  National  Defense  Stockpile 
Transaction  Fund  to  operation  and  mainte- 
nance accounts  for  fiscal  year  1997  In 
amounts  as  follows: 

(1)  For  the  Army.  $50,000,000. 

(2)  For  the  Navy,  $50,000,000. 

(3)  For  the  Air  Force.  $50,000,000. 

(b)  Treatment  of  Transfers.— Amounts 
transferred  under  this  section— 

(1)  shall  be  merged  with,  and  be  available 
for  the  same  purposes  and  the  same  period 
as,  the  amounts  in  the  accounts  to  which 
transferred:  and 

(2)  may  not  be  expended  for  an  item  that 
has  been  denied  authorization  of  appropria- 
tions by  Congress. 


(c)  Relationship  to  Other  Transfer  au- 
thoritt. — The  transfer  authority  provided  In 
this  section  Is  in  addition  to  the  transfer  au- 
thority provided  in  section  1001. 

SEC.  305.  CIVIL  AIR  PATROL. 

(a)  Funding. — Of  the  amounts  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  Act. 
$14,526,000  may  be  made  available  to  the  Civil 
Air  Patrol  Corporation. 

(b)  AMOUNT  FOR  Search  and  Rescue  Oper- 
ations.— Of  the  amount  made  available  pur- 
suant to  subsection  (a),  not  more  than  75 
percent  of  such  amount  may  be  available  for 
costs  other  than  the  costs  of  search  and  res- 
cue missions. 

SEC.  306.  SRp-71  CONTINGENCY  RECONNAISSANCE 
FORCE. 

Of  the  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
by  section  301(4).  $30,000,000  is  authorized  to 
be  made  available  for  the  SR-71  contingency 
reconnaissance  force. 

Suhtitlc  B — Program  Requirements, 
Restrictions,  and  Limitations 

SEC.  311.  FUNDING  FOR  SECOND  AND  THIRD 
MABITIME  PREPOSmONING  SHIPS 
OUT  OF  NATIONAL  DEFENSE  SEA- 
LIFT  FUND. 

(a)  National  Defense  Sealift  Flt^d.- To 
the  extent  provided  In  appropriations  Acts, 
funds  in  the  National  Defense  Sealift  Fund 
may  be  obligated  and  expended  for  the  pur- 
chase and  conversion,  or  construction,  of  a 
total  of  three  ships  for  the  purpose  of  en- 
hancing Marine  (5orps  prepositionlng  ship 
squadrons. 

(b)  Authorization  of  approprutions.— Of 
the  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
under  section  302(2),  $240,000,000  is  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  the  purpose  stated  in 
subsection  (a). 

SEC.  312.  NATIONAL  DEFENSE  SEALIFT  FUND. 

Section  2218  of  title  10,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended — 

(1)  in  subsection  (c)(1)(E),  by  striking  out 
",  but  only  for  vessels  built  In  United  States 
shipyards": 

(2)  In  subsection  (f)— 

(A)  In  paragraph  (1)— 

(I)  by  striking  out  "five"  and  inserting  In 
lieu  thereof  "ten";  and 

(II)  by  striking  out  "(c)(1)"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "(c)(1)(A)":  and 

(B)  In  paragraph  (2),  by  striking  out 
"(c)(1)"  and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof 
"(c)(1)(A)";  and 

(3)  m  subsection  (J),  by  striking  out  "(c)(1) 
(A),  (B),  (C),  and  (D)"  and  Inserting  In  lieu 
thereof  "(c)(1)  (A),  (B),  (C).  (D).  and  (E)". 

SEC.  313.  NONLETHAL  WEAPONS  CAPABIUTIES. 

Of  the  amount  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated under  section  301.  $5,000,000  shall  be 
available  for  the  Immediate  procurement  of 
nonlethal  weapons  capabilities  to  meet  ex- 
isting deficiencies  In  Inventories  of  such  ca- 
pabilities, of  which — 

(1)  $2,000,000  shall  be  available  for  the 
Army;  and 

(2)  $3,000,000  shall  be  available  for  the  Ma- 
rine Corps. 

SEC.  314.  RESTRICTION  ON  COAST  GUARD  FUND- 
ING. 

No  funds  are  authorized  by  this  Act  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Department  of  Defense 
for  the  Coast  Guard  within  budget  subfunc- 
tlon054. 

Subtitle  C— Depot-Level  Activities 

SEC.  321.  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  K:RF0RM- 
ANCE  OF  CORE  LOGISTICS  FUNC- 
TIONS. 

SecUon  2464(a)  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code  Is  amended  by  striking  out  paragraph 
(2)  and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  follow- 
ing: 


"(2)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  main- 
tain within  the  Department  of  Defense  those 
logistics  activities  and  capabilities  that  are 
necessary  to  provide  the  logistics  capability 
described  in  paragraph  (1).  The  logistics  ac- 
tivities and  capabilities  maintained  under 
this  paragraph  shall  include  all  personnel, 
equipment,  and  facilities  that  are  necessary 
to  maintain  and  repair  the  weapon  systems 
and  other  milltarj-  equipment  identified 
under  paragraph  (3). 

"(3)  The  Secretary  of  Defense,  in  consulta- 
tion with  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  shall 
identify  the  weapon  systems  and  other  mili- 
tary equipment  that  it  is  necessary  to  main- 
tain and  repair  within  the  Department  of  De- 
fense in  order  to  maintain  within  the  departs 
ment  the  capability  described  in  paragraph 
(1). 

"(4)  The  Secretary  shaJl  require  that  the 
core  logistics  functions  identified  pursuant 
to  paragraph  (3)  be  performed  in  Govern- 
ment-owned. Government-operated  facilities 
of  the  Department  of  Defense  by  Department 
of  Defense  personnel  using  Department  of 
Defense  equipment.". 

SEC.  322.  INCREASE  IN  PERCENTAGE  LIMITATION 
ON  CONTRACTOR  PERFORMANCE  OF 
DEPOT-LEVEL  MAINTENANCE  AND 
REPAIR  WORKLOADS. 

(a)  Fift^'  Percent  Umitation.— Section 
2466(a)  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "40  percent"  in  the 
first  sentence  and  inserting  In  lieu  thereof 
"50  percent". 

(b)  Increase  Delayed  pending  receipt  of 
Strategic  Plan  for  the  Performance  of 
Depot-Level  Maintenance  and  Repair.— <l) 
Notwithstanding  the  first  sentence  of  section 
2466(a)  of  title  10.  United  States  Code  (as 
amended  by  subsection  (a)),  until  the  strate- 
gic plan  for  the  performance  of  depot-level 
maintenance  and  repair  is  submitted  under 
section  325,  not  more  than  40  percent  of  the 
funds  made  available  In  a  fiscal  year  to  a 
military  department  or  a  Defense  Agency  for 
depot-level  maintenance  and  repair  workload 
may  be  used  to  contract  for  the  performance 
by  non-Federal  Government  personnel  of 
such  workload  for  the  military  department 
or  the  Defense  Agency. 

(2)  In  paragraph  (1),  the  term  "depot-letel 
maintenance  and  repair  workload"  has  the 
meaning  given  such  term  in  section  2466(0  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code. 

SEC.  323.  REPORT  ON  DEPOT-LEVEL  MAINTE- 
NANCE AND  REPAIR. 

Subsection  (e)  of  section  2466  of  title  10. 
United  States  Ckxie.  Is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(e)  Report.— (1)  Not  later  than  February  1 
of  each  year,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
submit  to  Congress  a  report  Identifying,  for 
each  military  department  and  Defense  A^n- 
cy— 

"(A)  the  percentage  of  the  funds  referred  to 
in  subsection  (a)  that  were  used  during  the 
preceding  fiscal  year  for  performance  of 
depot-level  maintenance  and  repair  work- 
loads by  Federal  Government  personnel:  and 

"(B)  the  percentage  of  the  funds  referred  to 
in  sujsection  (a)  that  were  used  during  the 
pre  ceding  fiscal  year  to  contract  for  the  per- 
fonnance  of  depot-level  maintenance  and  re- 
pair workloads  by  non-Federal  Government 
personnel. 

"(2)  Not  later  than  90  days  after  the  date 
on  which  the  Secretary  submits  the  annual 
report  under  paragraph  (1).  the  Comptroller 
General  shall  submit  to  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  and  on  Appropriations  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Committees  on  National  Se- 
curity and  on  Apjuopriations  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  the  Comptroller's  views  on 
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whether  the  Department  of  Defense  has  com- 
piled with  the  requirements  of  subsection  (a) 
for  the  flscal  year  covered  by  the  report.". 

SEC.  324.  DEPOT-LEVEL  MAINTENANCE  AND  RE- 
PAIR WORKLOAD  DEFINED. 

Section  2466  of  title  10,  United  States  Code, 
Is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(f)  Depot-level  MAINTE^■A^•CE  and  Re- 
PAiR  Workload  Defined.— In  this  section, 
the  term  'depot-level  maintenance  and  re- 
pair workload'— 

"(1)  means  material  maintenance  requiring 
major  overhaul  or  complete  rebuilding  of 
parts,  assemblies,  or  subassemblies,  and  test- 
ing and  reclamation  of  equipment  as  nec- 
essary, including  all  aspects  of  software 
maintenance: 

"(2)  includes  those  portions  of  Interim  con- 
tractor support,  contractor  logistics  support, 
or  any  similar  contractor  support  for  the 
performance  of  services  described  in  para- 
graph (1);  and 

"(3)  does  not  include  ship  modernization 
and  other  repair  activities  that— 

"(A)  are  funded  oat  of  appropriations 
available  to  the  Department  of  Defense  for 
procurement;  and 

"(B)  were  not  considered  to  be  depot-level 
maintenance  and  repair  workload  activities 
under  regulations  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense In  effect  on  February  10, 1996.". 

SEC.  323.  STRATEGIC  PLAN  RELATING  TO  DEPOT- 
LEVEL  MAINTENANCE  AND  REPAIR. 

(a)  STRATEGIC  PLAN  REQLTRED.— (1)  AS  SOOn 

its  possible  after  the  enactment  of  this  Act, 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  submit  to  the 
Conunittee  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  the  Committee  on  National  Security  of 
the  House  of  B«presentatives  a  strategic 
plan  for  the  performance  of  depot-level 
maintenance  and  repair. 

(2)  The  strategic  plan  shall  cover  the  per- 
formance of  depot-level  maintenance  and  re- 
pair for  the  Department  of  Defense  In  Qscal 
years  1998  through  2007.  The  plan  shall  pro- 
vide for  maintaining  the  capability  described 
In  section  2464  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code. 

(b)  ADomoNAL  Matters  Covered.— The 
Secretary  of  Defense  shall  include  in  the 
strategic  plan  submitted  under  subsection 
(a)  a  detailed  discussion  of  the  following 
matters: 

(1)  For  each  military  department,  eis  deter- 
mined after  consultation  with  the  Secretary 
of  that  military  department  and  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  the  depot- 
level  maintenance  and  repair  activities  and 
workloads  that  are  necessary  to  perform 
within  the  Department  of  Defense  in  order  to 
maintain  the  core  logistics  capability  re- 
quired by  section  2464  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code. 

(2)  For  each  military  department,  as  deter- 
mined after  consultation  with  the  Secretary 
of  that  military  department  and  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  the  depot- 
level  maintenance  and  repair  activities  and 
workloads  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
plans  to  perform  within  the  Department  of 
Defense  in  order  to  satisfy  the  requirements 
of  section  2466  of  title  10.  United  States  Code. 

(3)  For  the  activities  Identified  pursuant  to 
paragraphs  (1)  and  (2).  a  discussion  of  which 
speclflc  existing  weapon  systems  or  other  ex- 
isting equipment,  and  which  specific  planned 
weapon  systems  or  other  planned  equipment, 
are  weapon  systems  or  equipment  for  which 
It  is  necessary  to  maintain  a  core  depot-level 
maintenance  and  repair  capability  within 
the  Department  of  Defense. 

(4)  The  core  capabilities,  including  suffi- 
cient skilled  personnel,  equipment,  and  fa- 
clUUes.  that— 


(A)  are  of  sufficient  size — 

(I)  to  ensure  a  ready  and  controlled  source 
of  the  technical  competencies,  and  the  main- 
tenance and  repair  capabilities,  that  are  nec- 
essary to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  na- 
tional military  strategy  and  other  require- 
ments for  responding  to  mobilizations  and 
military  contingencies;  and 

(II)  to  provide  for  rapid  augmentation  In 
time  of  emergency:  and 

(B)  are  assigned  a  sufficient  workload  to 
ensure  cost  efficiency  and  technical  pro- 
ficiency in  peacetime. 

(5)  The  environmental  liability  Issues  asso- 
ciated with  any  projected  privatization  of 
the  performance  of  depot-level  maintenance 
and  repair,  together  with  detailed  projec- 
tions of  the  cost  to  the  United  States  of  sat- 
isfying environmental  liabilities  associated 
with  such  privatized  performance. 

(6)  Any  significant  Issues  and  risks  con- 
cerning exchange  of  technical  data  on  depot- 
level  maintenance  and  repair  between  the 
Federal  Government  and  the  private  sector. 

(7)  Any  deficiencies  in  Department  of  De- 
fense financial  systems  that  hinder  effective 
evaluation  of  competitions  (whether  among 
private-sector  sources  or  among  depot-level 
activities  owned  and  operated  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  and  private-sector  sources), 
and  merit-based  selections  (among  depot- 
level  activities  owned  and  operated  by  the 
Department  of  Defense),  for  a  depot-level 
maintenance  and  repair  workload,  together 
with  plans  to  correct  such  deficiencies. 

(9)  The  type  of  facility  (whether  a  private 
sector  facility  or  a  (Jovemment  owned  and 
operated  facility)  in  which  depot-level  main- 
tenance and  repair  of  any  new  weapon  sys- 
tems that  will  reach  full  scale  development 
is  to  be  performed. 

(10)  The  workloads  necessary  to  maintain 
Government  owned  and  operated  depots  at  50 
percent.  70  percent,  and  85  percent  of  operat- 
ing capacity. 

(11)  A  plan  for  improving  the  productivity 
of  the  Government  owned  and  operated  depot 
maintenance  and  repair  facilities,  together 
with  management  plans  for  changing  admin- 
istrative and  missions  processes  to  achieve 
productivity  gains,  a  discussion  of  any  bar- 
riers to  achieving  desired  productivity  gains 
at  the  depots,  and  any  necessary  changes  in 
civilian  personnel  policies  that  are  necessary 
to  improve  productivity. 

(12)  The  criteria  used  to  make  decisions  on 
whether  to  convert  to  contractor  perform- 
ance of  depot-level  maintenance  and  repair, 
the  officials  responsible  for  making  the  deci- 
sion to  convert,  and  any  depot-level  mainte- 
nance and  repair  workloads  that  are  pro- 
posed to  be  converted  to  contractor  perform- 
ance before  the  end  of  fiscal  year  2001. 

(13)  A  detailed  analysis  of  savings  proposed 
to  be  achieved  by  contracting  for  the  per- 
formance of  depot-level  maintenance  and  re- 
pair workload  by  private  sector  sources,  to- 
gether with  the  report  on  the  review  of  the 
analysis  (and  the  assumptions  underlying 
the  analysis)  provided  for  under  subsection 
(c). 

(C)  INDEPENDEN-T  REVIEW  OF  SAVINGS  ANAL- 
YSIS.—The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  a  pub- 
lic accounting  firm  (Independent  of  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  influence)  to  review  the 
analysis  referred  to  in  subsection  (b)(13)  and 
the  assumptions  underlying  the  analysis  for 
submission  to  the  committees  referred  to  in 
subsection  (a)  and  to  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral. 

(d)  Review  By  Comptroller  General.— <l) 
At  the  same  time  that  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense transmits  the  strategic  plan  under  sub- 
section (a),  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  a 


copy  of  the  plan  (including  the  report  of  the 
public  accounting  firm  provided  for  under 
subsection  (c))  to  the  Comptroller  General  of 
the  United  States  and  make  available  to  the 
Comptroller  General  all  information  used  by 
the  Department  of  Defense  in  preparing  the 
plan  and  analysis. 

(2)  Not  later  than  60  days  after  the  date  on 
which  the  Secretary  submits  the  strategic 
plan  required  by  subsection  (a),  the  Comp- 
troller (Jeneral  shall  transmit  to  Congress  a 
report  containing  a  detailed  analysis  of  the 
strategic  plan. 

(e)  Additional  Reporting  Requirement 
for  Comptroller  General.— Not  later  than 
February  1.  1997.  the  Comptroller  General 
shall  submit  to  the  committees  referred  to  in 
subsection  (a)  a  report  on  the  effectiveness  of 
the  oversight  by  the  Department  of  Defense 
of  the  management  of  existing  contracts 
with  private  sector  sources  of  depot-level 
maintenance  and  repair  of  weapon  systems, 
the  adequacy  of  Department  of  Defense  fi- 
nancial and  information  systems  to  support 
effective  decisions  to  contract  for  private 
sector  performance  of  depot-level  mainte- 
nance and  rei)air  workloads  that  are  being  or 
have  been  performed  by  (government  person- 
nel, the  status  of  reenglneerlng  efforts  at  de- 
pots owned  and  operated  by  the  United 
States,  and  any  overall  management  weak- 
nesses within  the  Department  of  Defense 
that  would  hinder  effective  use  of  contract- 
ing for  the  performance  of  depot-level  main- 
tenance and  repair. 

SEC.  S2C  ANNUAL  REPORT  ON  COMPETTnVE 
PROCEDURES. 

(a)  ANNUAL  Report.— Section  2469  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code.  Is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following: 

"(d)  Annual  Report.— Not  later  than 
March  31  of  each  year,  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense shall  submit  to  the  Ck>mmittee  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  the  Com- 
mdttee  on  National  Security  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  a  report  describing  the  com- 
petitive procedures  used  during  the  preced- 
ing fiscal  year  for  competitions  referred  to 
in  subsection  (a).". 

(b)  First  Report.— The  first  report  under 
subsection  (d)  of  section  2469  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code  (as  added  by  subsection 
(a)),  shall  be  submitted  not  later  than  March 
31. 1997. 

SEC.  327.  ANNUAL  RISK  ASSESSMENTS  REGARD- 
ING PRIVATE  PERFORMANCE  OF 
DEPOT-LEVEL  MAINTENANCE  WORK. 

(a)  Reports.— Chapter  146  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  follovring: 

"§2473.  Reports  on   privatization  of  depot- 
level  nudnteoance  work 

"(a)  Annual  Risk  assessments.— <l)  Not 
later  than  January  1  of  each  year,  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  shall  submit  to  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  a  report  on  the  privatization  of 
the  performance  of  the  various  depot-level 
maintenance  workloads  of  the  Department  of 
Defense. 

"(2)  The  report  shall  Include  with  respect 
to  each  depot-level  maintenance  workload 
the  following: 

"(A)  An  assessment  of  the  risk  to  the  read- 
iness, sustainabillty,  and  technology  of  the 
Armed  Forces  in  a  full  range  of  anticipated 
scenarios  for  peacetime  and  for  wartime  of— 

"(1)  using  public  entities  to  perform  the 
workload; 

"(ID  using  private  entities  to  perform  the 
workload;  and 

"(ill)  using  a  combination  of  public  enti- 
ties and  private  entities  to  perform  the 
workload. 

"(B)  The  recommendation  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  as  to  whether  public  entitles,  private 
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entities,  or  a  combination  of  public  entities 
and  private  entities  could  perform  the  work- 
load without  jeopardizing  military  readiness. 

"(3)  Not  later  than  30  days  after  receiving 
the  report  under  paragraph  (2)(B).  the  Sec- 
retary shall  transmit  the  report  to  Congress. 
If  the  Secretary  does  not  concur  In  the  rec- 
ommendation made  by  the  Joint  Chiefs  pur- 
suant to  paragraph  (2)(B).  the  Secretary 
shall  Include  in  the  report  under  this  para- 
graph— 

"(A)  the  recommendation  of  the  Secretary: 
and 

"(B)  a  justification  for  the  differences  be- 
tween the  recommendation  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  and  the  recommendation  of  the  Sec- 
retary. 

"(b)  ANNTJAL  Report  on  Proposed  privat- 
ization.—(d  Not  later  than  February  28  of 
each  year,  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  shall  sub- 
mit to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  a  report  on 
each  depot-level  maintenance  workload  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  that  the  Joint 
Chiefs  believe  could  be  converted  to  perform- 
ance by  private  entities  during  the  next  fis- 
cal year  without  jeopardizing  military  readi- 
ness. 

"(2)  Not  later  than  30  days  after  receiving 
a  report  under  paragraph  (1).  the  Secretary 
shall  transmit  the  report  to  Congress.  If  the 
Secretary  does  not  concur  in  the  proposal  of 
the  Joint  Chiefs  in  the  report,  the  Secretary 
shall  include  in  the  report  under  this  para- 
graph— 

"(A)  each  depot-level  maintenance  work- 
load of  the  Department  that  the  Secretary 
proposes  to  be  jjerformed  by  private  entities 
during  the  Qscal  year  concerned;  and 

"(B)  a  justification  for  the  differences  be- 
tween the  proposal  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  and 
the  proposal  of  the  Secretary.". 

(b)   Clerical   amendment.- The   table   of 

sections  at  the  beginning  of  such  chapter  is 

amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"2473.  Reports  on  privatization  of  depot-level 

maintenance  work.". 

SEC.  S28.  EXTENSION  OF  AUTHORTTY  FOR  NAVAL 
SBIPrARDS  AND  AVIATION  DEPOTS 
TO  ENGAGE  IN  DEFENSE-RELATED 
PRODUCTION  AND  SERVICES. 

(a)  Extension  of  AuTHORmr.— Section 
1425(e)  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization 
Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1991  (Public  Law  101-510) 
is  amended  by  striking  out  "expires  on  Sep- 
tember 30.  1995"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"may  not  be  exercised  after  September  30. 
1997". 

(b)  Revival  of  Expired  authority.- The 
authority  provided  in  section  1425  of  the  Na- 
tional Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  1991  may  be  exercised  after  September 
30.  1995.  subject  to  the  limitation  in  sub- 
section (e)  of  such  section  as  amended  by 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

SEC.  329.  LIMITATION  ON  USE  OF  FUNDS  FOR  F- 
18  AIRCRAFT  DEPOT  MAINTENANCE. 

Of  the  amounts  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated by  section  301(2).  not  more  than 
SS.OOO.OOO  may  be  used  for  the  performance  of 
depot  maintenance  on  F-18  aircraft  until  30 
days  after  the  date  on  which  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  submits  to  the  congressional  defense 
committees  a  report  on  aviation  depot  main- 
tenance. The  report  shall  contain  the  follow- 
ing: 

(1)  The  results  of  a  competition  which  the 
Secretary  shall  conduct  between  all  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  aviation  depots  for  selection 
for  the  performance  of  depot  maintenance  on 
F-18  aircraft. 

(2)  An  analysis  of  the  total  cost  of  transfer- 
ring the  F-18  aircraft  depot  maintenance 
workload  to  an  aviation  depot  not  perform- 
ing such  workload  as  of  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  Act. 


SEC.  SSa  DEPOT  BIAINTENANCE  AND  REPAIR  AT 
FACIUTIES  CLOSED  BY  BRAC. 

The  Secretary  may  not  contract  for  the 
performance  by  a  private  sector  source  of 
any  of  the  depot  maintenance  workload  per- 
formed as  of  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act  at  Sacramento  Air  Logistics  Center 
or  the  San  Antonio  Air  Logistics  Center 
until  the  Secretary— 

(1)  publishes  criteria  for  the  evaluation  of 
bids  and  proposals  to  perform  such  workload: 

(2)  conducts  a  competition  for  the  work- 
load between  public  and  private  entities: 

(3)  pursuant  to  the  competition,  deter- 
mines in  accordance  with  the  criteria  pub- 
lished under  paragraph  (1)  that  an  offer  sub- 
mitted by  a  private  sector  source  to  perform 
the  workload  is  the  best  value  for  the  United 
States:  and 

(4)  submits  to  Congress  the  following— 

(A)  a  detailed  comparison  of  the  cost  of  the 
performance  of  the  workload  by  civilian  em- 
ployees of  the  Department  of  Defense  with 
the  cost  of  the  performance  of  the  workload 
by  that  source;  and 

(B)  an  analysis  which  demonstrates  that 
the  performance  of  the  workload  by  that 
source  will  provide  the  best  value  for  the 
United  States  over  the  life  of  the  contract. 

Subtitle  D — Environmental  Provisions 

SEC.  341.  ESTABLISHMEI«T  OF  SEPARATE  ENVI- 
RONMENTAL RESTORATION  TRANS- 
FER ACCOUNTS  FOR  EACH  MILITARY 
DEPARTMENT. 

(a)    ESTABUSHMENT.— (1)    Section    2703'   of 
title  10.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 
"§2703.   Environmental   restoration   transfer 

accounts 

"(a)  ESTABLISHMENT  OF  TRANSFER  AC- 
COUNTS.— 

"(1)  ESTABUSHMENT.- There  are  hereby  es- 
tablished in  the  Department  of  Defense  the 
following  accounts: 

"(A)  An  account  to  be  known  as  the  'De- 
fense EUivironmental  Restoration  Account'. 

"(B)  An  account  to  be  known  as  the  'Army 
Environmental  Restoration  Account'. 

"(C)  An  account  to  be  known  as  the  'Navy 
Environmental  Restoration  Account'. 

"(D)  An  account  to  be  known  as  the  'Air 
Force  Environmental  Restoration  Account'. 

"(2)    TREATMENT    OF    APPROPRIATIONS.- All 

sums  appropriated  to  the  Department  of  De- 
fense to  carry  out  functions  of  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  or  of  the  Secretaries  of  the  mili- 
tary departments  relating  to  environmental 
restoration  under  this  chapter  or  under  any 
other  provision  of  law  shall  be  appropriated 
to  the  transfer  account  concerned. 

"(3)  REQUIREMENT  OF  AUTHORIZA'HON  OF  AP- 
PROPRIATIONS.—No  funds  may  be  appro- 
priated to  a  transfer  account  unless  such 
sums  have  been  specifically  authorized  by 
law. 

"(4)    AVAILABILITY    OF    FUNDS    IN   TRANSFER 

ACCOUNTS.— Amounts     appropriated     to     a 

transfer  account  shall  remain  available  until 
transferred  under  subsection  (b). 

"(b)  AUTHORITY  TO  TRANSFER  TO  OTHER  AC- 
COUNTS.—AmOUntS  in  a  transfer  account 
shall  be  available  for  transfer  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  (In  the  case  of  the  Defense 
Environmental  Restoration  Account)  or  by 
the  Secretary  of  a  military  department  (in 
the  case  of  the  environmental  restoration  ac- 
count of  that  military  department)  to  any 
appropriation  account  or  fond  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  (including  an  account  or 
fund  of  a  military  department)  for  obligation 
from  the  account  or  fund  to  which  trans- 
ferred. 

"(c)  Obucation  of  Transferred 
AMOUNTS. — Funds    transferred    under    sub- 


section (b)  may  only  be  obligated  or  ex- 
pended from  the  account  or  fund  to  which 
transferred  in  order  to  carry  out  the  environ- 
mental restoration  functions  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  and  the  Secretaries  of  the 
military  departments  under  this  chapter  and 
under  any  other  provision  of  law. 

"(d)  Budget  reports.— in  proposing  the 
budget  for  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 1105  of  title  31.  the  President  shall  set 
forth  separately  the  amounts  requested  for 
environmental  restoration  programs  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  and  of  each  of  the 
military  departments  under  this  chapter  and 
under  any  other  Act. 

"(e)  AMOUN-TS  Recovtered.- The  following 
amounts  shall  be  credited  to  the  appropriate 
environmental  restoration  account: 

"(1)  Amounts  recovered  under  CERCLA  for 
response  actions. 

"(2)  Any  other  amounts  recovered  from  a 
contractor.  Insurer,  surety,  or  other  person 
to  reimburse  the  Department  of  Defense  or  a 
military  department  for  any  expenditure  for 
environmental  response  activities. 

"(f)  Pai-ments  of  Fines  and  Penalties.— 
None  of  the  funds  appropriated  to  the  De- 
fense Environmental  Restoration  Account 
for  fiscal  years  1995  through  1999,  or  to  any 
environmental  restoration  account  of  a  mili- 
tary department  for  fiscal  years  1997  through 
1999.  may  be  used  for  the  payment  of  a  fine 
or  penalty  (including  any  supplemental  envi- 
ronmental project  carried  out  as  part  of  such 
penalty)  imposed  against  the  Department  of 
Defense  or  a  military  department  unless  the 
act  or  omission  for  which  the  fine  or  penalty 
is  imposed  arises  out  of  an  activity  funded 
by  the  environmental  restoration  account 
concerned  and  the  payment  of  the  fine  or 
penalty  has  been  specifically  authorized  by 
law.". 

(2)  The  table  ot  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
chapter  160  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  item  relating  to 
section  2703  and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  the 
following  new  item: 

"2703.    Environmental    restoration    transfer 
accounts.". 

(b)  REFERENCES.— Any  reference  to  the  De- 
fense Environmental  Restoration  Account  in 
any  Federal  law.  Executive  Order,  regula- 
tion, delegation  of  authority,  or  document  of 
or  pertaining  to  the  Department  of  Defense 
shall  be  deemed  to  refer  to  the  appropriate 
environmental  restoration  account  estab- 
lished under  section  2703(a)(1)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code  (as  amended  by  sub- 
section (aXD). 

(c)  Conforming  amendment.— Section 
2705(g)(1)  of  title  10.  United  States  Code.  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  "the  Defense  Envi- 
ronmental Restoration  Account"  and  insert- 
ing In  lieu  thereof  "the  environmental  res- 
toration account  concerned". 

(d)  Treatment  of  Unobugated  Bal- 
ances.— Any  unobligated  balances  that  re- 
main in  the  Defense  Environmental  Restora- 
tion Account  under  section  2703(a)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  as  of  the  effective  date 
specified  in  subsection  (e)  shall  be  trans- 
ferred on  such  date  to  the  Defense  Environ- 
mental Restoration  Account  established 
under  section  2703(a)(1)  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code  (as  amended  by  subsection 
(aXD). 

(e)  EFFEcrrvE  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  take  effect  on  the 
later  of— 

(1)  October  1. 1996;  or 

(2)  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
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SEC.  342.  DEFENSE  CONTRACTORS  COVERED  BY 
REQUIREMENT  FOR  REPORTS  ON 
CONTRACTOR  REIMBURSEMENT 

COSTS  FOR  RESPONSE  ACTIONS. 

Section  2706<d)(l)(A)  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code.  Is  amended  by  striking'  out 
"100"  and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "20". 

SEC.  S43.  REPEAL  OF  REDUNDANT  NOTIFICATION 
AND  CONSULTATION  REQUIRE- 
MENTS REGARDING  REMEDIAL  IN- 
VESTIGATIONS AND  FEASmiLITY 
STUDIES  AT  CERTAIN  INSTALLA- 
TIONS TO  BE  CLOSED  LEADER  THE 
BASE  CLOSURE  LAWS. 

Section  334  of  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Years  1992  and  1993 
(Public  Law  102-190;  105  Stat.  1340;  10  U.S.C. 
2687  note)  is  repealed. 

SEC.  S44.  PAYMENT  OF  CERTAIN  STIPULATED 
CIVIL  PENALTIES. 

(a)  AUTHORITY.— The  Secretary  of  Defense 
may  pay  to  the  Hazardous  Substance  Super- 
fund  established  under  section  9507  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1966  (26  U.S.C.  9507) 
stipulated  civil  penalties  assessed  under 
CERCLA  in  amounts,  and  using  funds,  as  fol- 
lows: 

(1)  Using  funds  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  Army  Environmental  Restora- 
tion Account  established  under  section 
2703(a)(1)(B)  of  title  10.  United  States  Code, 
as  amended  by  section  341  of  this  Act.  S34,000 
assessed  against  Fort  Riley,  Kansas,  under 
CERCLA. 

(2)  Using  funds  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  Navy  Environmental  Restora- 
tion Account  established  under  section 
2703(a)(1)(C)  of  that  title,  as  so  amended. 
S30.000  assessed  against  the  Naval  Education 
and  Training  Center,  Newport,  Rhode  Island, 
under  CERCLA. 

(3)  Using  funds  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  Air  Force  Environmental  Res- 
toration Account  established  under  section 
2703(a)(1)(D)  of  that  title,  as  so  amended— 

(A)  S550.000  assessed  against  the  Massachu- 
setts Military  Reservation.  Massachusetts, 
under  CERCLA,  of  which  $500,000  shall  be  for 
the  supplemental  environmental  project  for 
a  groundwater  modeling  project  that  con- 
stitutes a  part  of  the  negotiated  settlement 
of  a  penalty  against  the  reservation;  and 

(B)  S10,000  assessed  against  F.E.  Warren  Air 
Force  Base,  Wyoming,  under  CERCLA. 

(4)  Using  funds  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  Department  of  Defense  Base 
Closure  Account  1990  by  section  2406(a)(I3)  of 
this  Act,  S50,000  assessed  against  Loring  Air 
Force  Base,  Maine,  under  CERCLA. 

(b)  CERCLA  Defined.— In  this  section,  the 
term  "CERCLA"  means  the  Comprehensive 
Environmental  Response,  Compensation,  and 
Liability  Act  of  1980  (42  U.S.C.  9601  et  seq.). 
SEC.  S4S.  AUTHORITY  TO  WITHHOLD  LISTING  OF 

FEDERAL  FACILITIES  ON  NATIONAL 
PRIORITIES  LIST. 

Section  120(d)  of  the  Comprehensive  Envi- 
ronmental Response,  Compensation,  and  LI- 
abUity  Act  of  1980  (42  U.S.C.  9620(d))  Is 
amended — 

(1)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2) 
as  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B),  respectively; 

(2)  by  striking  "Not  later  than  18  months 
after  the  enactment  of  the  Superfund 
Amendments  and  Reauthorization  Act  of 
1966.  the  Administrator"  and  inserting  the 
following: 

"(1)  IN  GENERAL.— The  Administrator";  and 

(3)  by  striking  "Such  criteria"  and  all  that 
follows  through  the  end  of  the  subsection 
and  inserting  the  following: 

"(2)  APPUCATION  OF  CRITERIA.- 

"(A)  IN  GENERAL.— Subject  to  Subparagraph 
(B),  the  criteria  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1) 
shall  be  applied  in  the  same  manner  as  the 


criteria  are  applied  to  facilities  that  are 
owned  or  operated  by  persons  other  than  the 
United  SUtes. 

"(B)  Response  under  other  law.— That 
the  head  of  the  department,  agency,  or  in- 
strumentality that  owns  or  operates  a  facil- 
ity has  arranged  with  the  Administrator  or 
appropriate  State  authorities  to  respond  ap- 
propriately, under  authority  of  a  law  other 
than  this  Act,  to  a  release  or  threatened  re- 
lease of  a  hazardous  substance  shall  be  an 
appropriate  factor  to  be  taken  into  consider- 
ation for  the  purposes  of  section  105(a)(8)(A). 

"(3)  COMPLETION.— Evaluation  and  listing 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  completed  in 
accordance  with  a  reasonable  schedule  estab- 
lished by  the  Administrator.". 

SEC.  34«.  AUTHORITY  TO  TRANSFER  CONTAMI- 
NATED FEDERAL  PROPERTY  BE- 
FORE COMPLETION  OF  REQUIRED 
REMEDIAL  ACTIONS. 

Section  120(h)(3)  of  the  Comprehensive  En- 
vironmental Response,  Compensation,  and 
Liability  Act  of  1980  (42  U.S.C.  9620(h)(3))  is 
amended — 

(1)  by  redesignating  subparagraph  (A)  as 
clause  (i)  and  clauses  (i),  (11),  and  (ill)  of  that 
subparagraph  as  subclauses  (I),  (11).  and  (III), 
respectively; 

(2)  by  striking  "After  the  last  day"  and  in- 
serting the  following: 

"(A)  IN  GENERAL.— After  the  last  day"; 

(3)  by  redesignating  subparagraph  (B)  as 
clause  (ii)  and  clauses  (1)  and  (ii)  of  that  sub- 
paragraph as  subclauses  (I)  and  (II).  respec- 
tively; 

(4)  by  redesignating  subparagraph  (C)  as 
clause  (ill); 

(5)  by  striking  "For  purposes  of  subpara- 
graph (B)(1)"  and  inserting  the  following: 

"(B)     COMPLETION     OF     CONSTRUCTION.— For 

purposes  of  subparagraph  (A)(U)(I)";  and 

(6)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(C)    Deferral.— The    Administrator    (in 

the  case  of  real  property  at  a  Federal  facility 
that  is  listed  on  the  National  Priorities  List) 
or  the  Governor  of  the  State  in  which  the  fa- 
cility is  located  (in  the  case  of  real  property 
at  a  Federal  facility  not  listed  on  the  Na- 
tional Priorities  List)  may  defer  the  require- 
ment of  subparagraph  (A)(li)  with  respect  to 
the  property  If  the  Administrator  or  the 
Governor,  as  the  case  may  be,  determines 
that— 

"(I)  the  property  is  suitable  for  transfer; 
and 

"(11)  the  contract  of  sale  or  other  agree- 
ment governing  the  transfer  between  the 
United  States  and  the  transferee  of  the  prop- 
erty contains  assurances  that  all  appropriate 
remedial  action  will  be  taken  with  respect  to 
any  releases  or  threatened  releases  at  or 
from  the  property  that  occurred  or  existed 
prior  to  the  transfer.". 

SEC.  347.  CLARIFICATION  OF  MEANING  OF 
UNCONTAMINATED  PROPERTY  FOR 
PURPOSES  OF  TRANSFER  BY  THE 
UNITED  STATES. 

Section  120(h)(4)(A)  of  the  Comprehensive 
Environmental  Response,  Compensation,  and 
Liability  Act  of  1980  (42  U.S.C.  9620(h)(4)(A)) 
is  amended  in  the  first  sentence  by  striking 
"stored  for  one  yesur  or  more,  known  to  have 
been  released,"  and  inserting  "known  to 
have  been  released". 

SEC.  348.  SHIPBOARD  SOLID  WASTE  CONTROU 

(a)  Ln  General.— Section  3(c)  of  the  Act  to 
Prevent  Pollution  from  Ships  (33  U.S.C. 
1902(c))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1).  by  striking  "Not  later 
than"  and  inserting  "Except  as  provided  in 
paragraphs  (2)  and  (3).  not  later  than":  and 

(2)  by  striking  paragraphs  (2),  (3),  and  (4) 
and  inserting  the  following: 


"(2)(A)  Subject  to  subparagraph  (B),  any 
ship  described  in  subparagraph  (C)  may  dis- 
charge, without  regard  to  the  special  area  re- 
quirements of  Regrulation  5  of  Annex  V  to 
the  Convention,  the  following  non-plastic, 
non-floating  garbage: 

"(i)  A  slurry  of  seawater,  paper,  cardboard, 
or  food  waste  that  is  capable  of  passing 
through  a  screen  with  openings  no  larger 
than  12  millimeters  in  diameter. 

"(ii)  Metal  and  glass  that  have  been  shred- 
ded and  bagged  so  as  to  ensure  negative 
buoyancy. 

"(B)(i)  Garbage  described  subparagraph 
(A)(i)  may  not  be  discharged  within  3  nau- 
tical miles  of  land. 

"(ii)  Garbage  described  in  subparagraph 
(A)(li)  may  not  be  discharged  within  12  nau- 
tical miles  of  land. 

"(C)  This  paragraph  applies  to  any  ship 
that  is  owned  or  operated  by  the  Department 
of  the  Navy  that,  as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Navy— 

"(1)  has  unique  military  design,  construc- 
tion, manning,  or  operating  requirements; 
and 

"(11)  cannot  fully  comply  with  the  special 
area  requirements  of  Regulation  5  of  Annex 
V  to  the  Convention  because  compliance  is 
not  technologically  feasible  or  would  impair 
the  operations  or  operational  capability  of 
the  ship. 

"(3)(A)  Not  later  than  December  31,  2000, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  shall  prescribe  and 
publish  in  the  Federal  Register  standards  to 
ensure  that  each  ship  described  in  subpara- 
graph (B)  is.  to  the  maximum  extent  prac- 
ticable without  Impairing  the  operations  or 
operational  capabilities  of  the  ship,  operated 
in  a  manner  that  is  consistent  with  the  spe- 
cial area  requirements  of  Regulation  5  of 
Annex  V  to  the  Convention. 

"(B)  Subparagraph  (A)  applies  to  surface 
ships  that  are  owned  or  operated  by  the  De- 
partanent  of  the  Navy  that  the  Secretary 
plans  to  deconunlssion  during  the  period  be- 
ginning on  January  1,  2001,  and  ending  on  De- 
cember 31,  2005. 

"(C)  At  the  same  time  that  the  Secretary 
publishes  standards  under  subparagraph  (A), 
the  Secretary  shall  publish  in  the  Federal 
Register  a  list  of  the  ships  covered  by  sub- 
paragraph (B).". 

(b)  SENSE  OF  CONGRESS.— 

(1)  COMPLIANCE    WITH    ANNEX    V.— It    iS    the 

sense  of  Congress  that  it  should  be  an  objec- 
tive of  the  Navy  to  achieve  full  compliance 
with  Annex  V  to  the  Convention  as  part  of 
the  Navy's  development  of  ships  that  are  en- 
vironmentally sound. 

(2)  DEFDonoN.— In  this  subsection,  the 
terms  "Convention"  and  "ship"  have  the 
meanings  provided  In  section  2(a)  of  the  Act 
to  Prevent  Pollution  from  Ships  (33  U.S.C. 
1901(a)). 

SEC.  S4».  COOPERATIVE  AGREEMENTS  FOR  THE 
MANAGEMENT  OF  CULTURAL  RE- 
.SOURCES  ON  MILITARY  INSTALLA- 
TION& 

(a)    AUTHORnr   To   Enter   Into   agree- 
ments.—Chapter  159  of  title  10,  United  Sutes 
Code,  Is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  section: 
"$2894.  Cooperative  agreements  for  nuuuige- 

ment  of  cultaral  resources  on  military  in- 

staUations 

"(a)  authority  To  Enter  Into  agree- 
ments.—The  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the 
Secretaries  of  the  military  departments  may 
enter  into  cooperative  agreements  with 
States,  local  governments,  and  appropriate 
public  and  private  entitles  in  order  to  pro- 
vide for  the  preservation,  management, 
maintenance,  and  rehabilitation  of  cultural 
resources  on  military  installations. 
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"(b)  iNAPPUCABILm-  OF  CERTAIN   FEDERAL 

Financial  Management  Laws.— a  coopera- 
tive agreement  under  subsection  (a)  shall  not 
be  treated  as  a  cooperative  agreement  for 
purposes  of  chapter  63  of  title  31. 

"(c)  Limitation  on  authority  To  Carry 
Out  AGREE.MENTS.— The  authority  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  or  the  Secretary  of  a  mili- 
tary department  to  carry  out  an  agreement 
entered  into  under  subsection  (a)  shall  be 
subject  to  the  availability  of  funds  for  that 
purpose. 

"(d)  Definitios. — For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  terra  "cultural  resource'  means  any 
of  the  following: 

"(1)  A  building,  structure,  site,  district,  or 
object  eligible  for  or  included  in  the  Na- 
tional Register  of  Historic  Places  main- 
tained under  section  101(a)  of  the  National 
Historic  Preservation  Act  (16  U.S.C.  470a(a)). 

"(2)  A  cultural  item  as  that  term  is  defined 
in  section  2(3)  of  the  Native  American  Graves 
Protection  and  Repatriation  Act  (25  U.S.C. 
3001(3)). 

"(3)  An  archaeological  resource  as  that 
term  is  defined  in  section  3(1)  of  the  Archae- 
ological Resources  Protection  Act  of  1979  (16 
U.S.C.  470bb(l)). 

"(4)  An  archaeological  artifact  collection 
and  associated  records  covered  by  section  79 
of  title  36,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations.". 

(b)  Clerical  amendment.— The  table  of 
sections  at  the  beginning  of  such  chapter  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  item: 

"2694.  Cooperative  agreements  for  manage- 
ment of  cultural  resources  on 
military  installations.". 
SBC.  390.  REPORT  ON  WITHDRAWAL  OF  PUBUC 
LANDS  AT  EL  CENTRO  NAVAL  AIR 
FACIUTT,  CALIFORNIA. 

(a)  Report.— Not  later  than  March  15, 1997. 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  acting  through  the 
Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Envi- 
ronmental Security,  shall  submit  to  the  con- 
gressional defense  committees  a  report  that 
assesses  the  effects  of  the  propwsed  with- 
drawal of  public  lands  at  El  Centro  Naval  Air 
Facility,  California,  on  the  operational  and 
training  requirements  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  at  that  facility. 

(b)  Report  Elemen-ts.— The  report  under 
subsection  (a)  shall— 

(1)  describe  in  detail  the  operational  and 
training  requirements  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  at  El  Centro  Naval  Air  Facility; 

(2)  assess  the  effects  of  the  proposed  with- 
drawal on  such  operational  and  training  re- 
quirements; 

(3)  describe  the  relationship,  if  any,  of  the 
proposed  withdrawal  to  the  withdrawal  of 
other  public  lands  under  the  California 
Desert  Protection  Act  of  1994  (Public  Law 
103-433); 

(4)  assess  the  additional  responsibilities,  if 
any,  of  the  Navy  for  land  management  at  the 
facility  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  with- 
drawal; and 

(5)  assess  the  costs,  if  any,  to  the  Navy  re- 
sulting from  the  proposed  withdrawal. 

SEC.  351.  USE  OF  HUNTING  AND  FISHING  PERMIT 
FEES  COLLECTED  AT  CLOSED  MILI- 
TARY RESERVATIONS. 

Subparagraph  (B)  of  section  101(b)(4)  of  the 
Act  of  September  15.  1960  (commonly  known 
as  the  "Slkes  Act";  16  U.S.C.  670a(b)(4)).  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(B)  the  fees  collected  under  this  para- 
graph— 

"(i)  shall  be  expended  at  the  military  res- 
ervation with  respect  to  which  collected;  or 

"(11)  if  collected  with  respect  to  a  military 
reservation  that  is  closed,  shall  be  available 
for  expenditure  at  any  other  military  res- 


ervation for  purposes  of  the  protection,  con- 
servation, and  management  of  fish  and  wild- 
life at  such  reservation.". 

Subtitle  E— Other  Matters 
SEC.  361.  FIREFIGHnNG  AND  SECLTUTY-GUARD 

FUNCTIONS  AT  FACIUTIES  LEASED 

BY  THE  GOVERNMENT. 

Section  2465(b)  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (2); 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (3)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "; 
or";  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(4)  to  a  contract  to  be  carried  out  at  a  pri- 
vate facility  at  which  a  Federal  Government 
activity  is  located  pursuant  to  a  lease  of  the 
facility  to  the  Government.". 

SEC.  3C2.  AUTHORBED  USE  OF  RECRUmNG 
FUNDS. 

(a)  AUTHORm-.— Chapter  31  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  section; 

"fSZOc  Authorized  use  of  recruiting  funds 

"(a)  Meals  and  Refresh-ments.- Under 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  con- 
cerned, funds  appropriated  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  for  recruitment  of  military 
personnel  may  be  expended  for  small  meals 
and  refreshments  that  are  provided  in  the 
performance  of  personnel  recruiting  func- 
tions of  the  armed  forces  to — 

"(1)  persons  who  have  enlisted  under  the 
Delayed  Entry  Program  authorized  by  sec- 
tion 513  of  this  title; 

"(2)  persons  who  are  objects  of  armed 
forces  recruiting  efforts; 

"(3)  Influential  persons  in  communities 
when  assisting  the  military  departments  in 
recruiting  efforts; 

"(4)  members  of  the  armed  forces  and  Fed- 
eral Government  employees  when  attending 
recruiting  events  in  accordance  with  a  re- 
quirement to  do  so;  and 

"(5)  other  persons  when  contributing  to  re- 
cruiting efforts  by  attending  recruiting 
events. 

"(b)  Annual  Report.— Not  later  than  Feb- 
ruary 1  of  each  year,  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense shall  submit  to  Congress  a  report  on 
the  extent  to  which  the  authority  under  sub- 
section (a)  was  exercised  during  the  fiscal 
year  ending  in  the  preceding  year. 

"(c)  Termination  of  authority.— <l)  The 
authority  in  subsection  (a)  may  not  be  exer- 
cised after  September  30.  2001. 

"(2)  No  report  is  required  under  subsection 
(b)  after  2002.". 

(b)  Clerical  amendment.— The  table  of 
sections  at  the  beginning  of  such  chapter  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  item: 

"520c.  Authorized  use  of  recruiting  funds.". 

SEC.  3SS.  NONCOMPrrmVE  PROCL'REME.NT  OF 
BRAND-NAME  COMMERCIAL  ITEMS 
FOR  RESALE  IN  COBfMISSARY 
STORES. 

(a)  CLARIFICATION  OF  EXCEPTION  TO  COM- 
PETITIVE Procurement.— Section  2486  of  title 
10.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following: 

"(e)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  not. 
under  the  exception  provided  in  section 
2304(c)(5)  of  this  title,  use  procedures  other 
than  competitive  procedures  for  the  procure- 
ment of  a  brand-name  commercial  item  for 
resale  in  commissary  stores  unless  the  com- 
mercial item  is  regularly  sold  outside  of 
commissary  stores  under  the  same  brand 
name  as  the  commercial  item  will  be  sold  in 
commissary  stores.". 

(b)  EFFECT   ON    EXISTING    CONTRACTS.— The 

amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  not 


affect  the  terms,  conditions,  or  duration  of 
any  contract  entered  into  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  before  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act  for  the  procurement  of  commer- 
cial Items  for  resale  in  commissary  stores. 
SEC.  3S4.  ADMINISTRATION  OF  MIDSHIPMEN'S 
STORE  AND  OTHER  NAVAL  ACADEMY 

SUPPORT  AcnvrnES  as  non- 
appropriated FUND  INSTRUMSN- 
TAUTIES. 

(a)  Ln  Gen-eral.- (1)  Chapter  603  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  sections  6970  and  6971  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following  new  section: 
"§6970.  Midshipmen's  store  and  Naval  Acad- 
emy shops,  laundry,  and  dairy:  non- 
appropriated fund  accounts 

"(a)  L\  General.— Under  regulations  pre- 
scribed by  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  the  Su- 
perintendent of  the  Naval  Academy  shall  ad- 
minister a  nonappropriated  fund  account  for 
each  of  the  Academy  activities  referred  to  in 
subsection  (b). 

"(b)  ACTIVITIES. — Subsection  (a)  applies  to 
the  following  Academy  activities: 

"(1)  The  midshipmen's  store. 

"(2)  The  barber  shop. 

"(3)  The  cobbler  shop. 

"(4)  The  tailor  shop. 

"(5)  The  dairy. 

"(6)  The  laundry. 

"(c)  Crediting  of  Revent-t:.- The  Super- 
intendent shall  credit  to  each  account  ad- 
ministered with  respect  to  an  activity  under 
subsection  (a)  all  revenue  received  from  the 
activity.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
such  chapter  is  amended  by  striking  out  the 
items  relating  to  sections  6970  and  6971  and 
inserting  in  Ueu  thereof  the  following  new 
item: 

"6970.  Midshipmen's  store  and  Naval  Acad- 
emy shops,  laundry,  and  dairy: 
nonappropriated  fund  ac- 
counts.". 

(b)  Employment  Status  of  Employees  of 
AcmTTiES.— Section  2105  of  title  5.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  sub- 
section (b). 

SEC.  3SS.  ASSISTANCE  TO  COMMITTEES  IN- 
V(M.VED  IN  INAUGURATION  OF  THE 
PBXSIDENr. 

(a)  In  GEN1E31AL.— Section  2543  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  to 
read  as  follows: 
"$  2543.  Equipment  and  services:  Preaideatial 

inaugural  eonunittecs 

"(a)  ASSISTANCE  AUTHORIZED.— The  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  may  provide  the  assistance 
referred  to  in  subsection  (b)  to  the  following 
committees: 

"(1)  An  Inaugural  Committee  established 
under  the  first  section  of  the  Presidential  In- 
augural Ceremonies  Act  (36  U.S.C.  721). 

"(2)  A  joint  committee  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives  appointed  under 
section  9  of  that  Act  (36  U.S.C.  729). 

"(b)  ASSISTANCE.— The  following  assistance 
may  be  provided  under  subsection  (a): 

"(1)  Planning  and  carrying  out  activities 
relating  to  security  and  safety. 

"(2)  Planning  and  carrying  out  ceremonial 
activities. 

"(3)  Loan  of  property. 

"(4)  Any  other  assistance  that  the  Sec- 
retary considers  appropriate. 

"(c)  Reimb'jrsement.— (1)  An  inaugural 
committee  referred  to  in  subsection  (aXD 
shall  reimburse  the  Secretary  for  any  costs 
incurred  in  connection  with  the  provision  to 
the  committee  of  assistance  referred  to  In 
subsection  (b)(4). 

"(2)  Costs  reimbursed  under  paragraph  (1) 
shall  be  credited  to  the  appropriations  from 
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which  the  costs  were  paid.  The  amount  cred- 
ited to  an  appropriation  shall  be  propor- 
tionate to  the  amount  of  the  costs  charg-ed 
to  that  appropriation. 

"(d)  LOANED  PROPERTi'.— <1)  Property 
loaned  for  a  presidential  inauguration  under 
subsection  (b)(3)  shall  be  returned  within 
nine  days  after  the  date  of  the  ceremony  in- 
augurating the  President. 

"(2)  An  inaugural  committee  referred  to  in 
subsection  (a)(1)  shall  give  good  and  suffi- 
cient bond  for  the  return  in  good  order  and 
condition  of  property  loaned  to  the  commit- 
tee under  subsection  (b)(3). 

'•(3)  An  Inaugural  committee  referred  to  In 
subsection  (a)(1)  shall— 

"(A)  Indemnify  the  United  States  for  any 
loss  of.  or  damage  to.  property  loaned  to  the 
committee  under  subsection  (b)(3);  and 

"(B)  defray  any  expense  Incurred  for  the 
delivery,  return,  rehabilitation,  replace- 
ment, or  operation  of  the  property.". 

(b)  Clerical  amendment.— The  table  of 
sections  at  the  beginning  of  subchapter  n  of 
chapter  152  of  such  title  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  the  item  relating  to  section  2543  and 
insertiner  In  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
"2543.  Equipment  and  services:  Presidential 
inaugural  committees.". 

SEC.  36&  DEPABTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  SUPPORT 
FOR  SFORTINC  EVENTS. 

(a)  LOCAL  Support.— The  Secretary  of  De- 
fense may  authorize  the  commander  of  a 
military  installation  or  other  facility  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  or  the  comjnander  of 
a  specified  or  unified  combatant  command  to 
provide  assistance  for  the  World  Cup  Soccer 
Games,  the  Goodwill  Games,  the  Olympics, 
and  any  other  major  civilian  sporting  event 
m  support  of  essential  security  and  safety  at 
such  event,  but  only  in  accordance  with  an 
agreement  entered  into  by  the  Secretary  and 
one  or  more  organizations  sponsoring  the 
event  and  only  to  the  extent  that  the  essen- 
tial security  and  safety  needs  cannot  reason- 
ably be  met  by  a  source  other  than  the  De- 
partment of  Defense. 

(b)  ACMIEEMENT.— (1)  An  agreement  entered 
into  wioi  an  organization  under  this  section 
shall  provide  for  the  Department  of  Defense 
to  be  reimbursed  for  amounts  expended  by 
the  Department  of  Defense  In  providing  sup- 
port for  the  event,  except  that  the  agree- 
ment— 

(A)  may  not  require  reimbursement  to  be 
made  by  an  organization  before  the  sporting 
event  covered  by  the  agreement  is  complete 
and  all  of  the  costs  under  the  organization's 
other  contractual  obligations  relating  to  the 
event  have  been  paid;  and 

(B)  shall  Include  a  clause  providing  that 
the  amount  of  the  reimbursement  shall  be 
the  lesser  of— 

(1)  the  amount.  If  any.  of  the  organization's 
surplus  funds  remaining  after  payment  of  all 
of  the  costs  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (A); 
or 

(11)  the  amount  expended  by  the  Depart- 
ment In  providing  support  for  the  event. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  Include 
in  the  agreement  such  additional  terms  and 
conditions  as  the  Secretary  considers  appro- 
priate In  the  interests  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

(3)  Paragraph  (1)  does  not  apply  to  support 
for  civilian  sporting  events  known  as  of  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  as  "Special 
Olympics"  or  "Paralympics". 

(C)  INAPPUCABILFTY    TO    EVENTS    ALREADY 

FxncDED.- This  section  does  not  apply  with 
respect  to  a  sporting  event  for  which  funds 
have  been  appropriated  before  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

(d)  Surplus  Funds  Defined.— For  the  pur- 
poses  of  this   section,    the   term    "surplus 


funds",  with  respect  to  an  organization  spon- 
soring a  sporting  event,  means  the  amount 
equaJ  to  the  excess  of— 

(1)  the  total  amount  of  the  funds  received 
by  the  organization  for  the  event  other  than 
revenues  derived  from  any  tax.  over 

(2)  the  total  amount  expended  by  the  orga- 
nization for  payment  of  all  of  the  costs  under 
the  organization's  contractual  obligations 
(other  than  an  agreement  entered  into  with 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  under  this  section) 
that  relate  to  the  event. 

SEC.  367.  RENOVATION  OF  BUILDING  FOR  DE- 
FENSE FINANCE  AND  ACCOUNTING 
SERVICE  CENTER,  FORT  BENJAMIN 
HARRISON,  INDIANA 

(a)  Transfer  AUTHORm-.— Subject  to  sub- 
section (b).  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may 
transfer  funds  available  to  the  Department 
of  Defense  for  the  Defense  Finance  and  Ac- 
counting Service  for  a  fiscal  year  for  oper- 
ation and  maintenance  to  the  Administrator 
of  CJeneral  Services  for  paying  the  costs  of 
planning,  design,  and  renovation  of  Building 
One.  Fort  Benjamin  Harrison.  Indiana,  for 
use  as  a  Defense  Finance  and  Accounting 
Service  Center. 

(b)  AUTHORTiT  Subject  to  authorizations 
AND  APPROPRUTIONS.— To  the  extent  pro- 
vided in  appropriations  Acts — 

(1)  of  funds  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 

1997.  S9.000.(XX)  may  be  transferred  pursuant 
to  subsection  (a):  and 

(2)  of  funds  appropriated  for  fiscal  years 

1998.  1999.  2000.  and  2001.  funds  may  be  trans- 
ferred pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  in  such 
amounts  as  are  authorized  to  be  transferred 
in  an  Act  enacted  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act. 

TITLE  IV— BOLITARY  PERSONNEL 

AUTHORIZATIONS 

Subtitle  A — Active  Forces 

SEC.  401.  END  STRENGTHS  FOR  ACTIVE  FORCES. 

The  Armed  Forces  are  authorized 
strengths  for  active  duty  personnel  as  of 
September  30, 1997,  as  follows: 

(1)  The  Army.  495.000,  of  which  not  more 
than  80.300  may  be  commissioned  officers. 

(2)  The  Navy.  407.318.  of  which  not  more 
than  56.165  may  be  commissioned  officers. 

(3)  The  Marine  Corps.  174.000.  of  which  not 
more  than  17.978  may  be  commissioned  offi- 
cers. 

(4)  The  Air  Force.  381.222.  of  which  not 
more  than  74.445  may  be  commissioned  offi- 
cers. 

SEC.  402.  TEMPORARY  FLEXIBILmr  RELATING  TO 
PERMANENT  END  STRENGTH  LEV- 
ELS. 

Section  e91(d)  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "not  more 
than  0.5  percent"  and  inserting  In  lieu  there- 
of "not  more  than  5  percent". 

SEC.  403.  AUTHORIZED  STRENGTHS  FOR  COMMIS- 
SIONED OFFICERS  IN  GRADES  O-t, 
0-S.ANDO-C. 

(a)  ARMY.  Am  FORCE,  AND  MARINE  CORPS.— 

The  table  in  section  523(a)(1)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 


of  9lfktn  vto  BiT  bi  iwing  on  ac* 
thrt  duly  p  Qw  cratfs  o1; 


LimtMant 


20,000 6.848  5.253  1.613 

25000 7.539  5642  1.796 

30.000 8231  6.030  1,980 

35000 8,322  6419  2.163 

40.000 9.614  6.807  2.347 

45000 10J05  7,196  2,530 


Colonel 


Cohml 


"1M  miabor  ol  hntar  o(  officers  wlio  la;  be  sanwf  at  w- 

ti— iiiiiBiJ  officen  thre  Aity  ei  the  irade  of: 

(esludni  officers  in  -^^— .^— ^^— ^-^^^^— ^^.^^^— ^,— ^— 
csttfenes  ipecifjed 

BI  abseetioii  (b))  on  Major 
active  duty: 

50,000 10.997 

55,000 11.688 

60.000 12.380 

65.000 13.071 

70.000 13,763 

75000 14,454 

80,000 15.146 

85,000 15,837 

90.000 16,529 

95,000 17,220 

100,000 17.912 

110,000 19,295 

120,000 20,678 

130,000 „_..  22.061 

170,000 27,593 

Air  Force: 

35,000 9,216 

40,000 10,025 

45,000 10.835 

50,000 11,645 

55000 12,454 

60.000 13,264 

65000 14.073 

70.000 14,883 

75,000 15,693 

80.000 16,502 

85.000 17,312 

90,000 18,121 

95.000 18,931 

100,000 19,741 

105,000 „ 20,550 

110.000 21.360 

115,000 22,169 

120.000 22,979 

125,000 23,789 

Mariae  Cari^ 

10.000 2,525 

12,500 2,900 

15.000 3,275 

17,500 3,650 

20,000 4.025 

22,500 4,400 

25000 4,775 


7.584 

7.973 

8361 

8.750 

9.138 

9,527 

9,915 

10,304 

10.692 

11,081 

11,469 

12.246 

13,023 

13,800 

16.908 

7.090 

7.478 

7,866 

8,253 

8,641 

9,029 

9.417 

9805 

10.193 

10.582 

10.971 

11.360 

11.749 

12.138 

12.527 

12,915 

13.304 

13,692 

14,081 

1,480 
1,600 
1,720 
1.840 
1.960 
2.080 
2.200 


2.713 
2,897 
3,080 
3.264 
3,447 
3,631 
3814 
3,997 
4,181 
4,364 
4.548 
4,915 
5.281 
5648 
7,116 

2,125 
2,306 
2,487 
2,668 
2,849 
3.030 
3,211 
3.392 
3,573 
3,754 
3,935 
4,115 
4,296 
4,477 
4,658 
4,838 
5019 
5,200 
5381 

571 
592 
613 
633 
654 
675 
695" 


(b)  Navy.— The  table  in  section  523(a)(2)  of 
title  10,  United  SUtes  Code,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 


'  of  officers  Dtio  Bay  be  terrini  m  ac- 
tive duly  BI  iraie  of. 


Uoataanl 


7,331 

7.799 

8,267 

8,735 

9,203 

9,671 

10,139 

10,606 

11,074 

11.541 

12,009 

12.476 

12,944 

13,567 

16,683 


5,018 
5.239 
5.460 
5681 
5.902 
6.123 
6.343 
6,561 
6.782 
7.002 
7.222 
7,441 
7,661 
7,954 
9,419 


2.116 
2,223 
2.330 
2.437 
2,544 
2,651 
2.758 
2.864 
2.971 
3.078 
3,185 
3,292 
3.398 
3,541 
4,254" 


(c)  Repeal  of  Temporary  Authority  for 
■Varutions  in  End  Strengths.— The  follow- 
ing provisions  of  law  are  repealed: 

(1)  Section  402  of  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1994  (Public 
Law  103-160;  107  Stat.  1639;  10  U.S.C.  523 
note). 
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(2)  Section  402  of  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  (Public 
Law  103-337;  108  Stat.  2743;  10  U.S.C.  523 
note). 

(3)  Section  402  of  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  (Public 
Law  104-106;  110  Stat.  286;  10  U.S.C.  523  note). 

(d)  EFFECTIVE  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  subsections  (a),  (b).  and  (o  shall 
take  effect  on  September  1.  1997. 

SEC.  404.  EXTENSION  OF  REQUIREMENT  FOR 
RECOMMENDATIONS  REGARDING 
APPOINTMENTS  TO  JOINT  4-STAR 
OFFICER  POSITIONS. 

Section  604(c)  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "Septem- 
ber 30.  1997"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"September  30.  2000". 

SEC.  405.  INCREASE  IN  AUTHORIOX)  NTmBER  OF 

GENERAL     OFHCERS     ON     ACTIVE 

DUTY  IN  THE  MARINE  CORPS. 

Section  526(a)(4)  of  title  10.  United  States 

Code.  Is  amended  by  striking  out  "68"  and 

inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "80". 

Subtitle  B — Reserve  Forces 

SEC.  411.  END  STRENGTHS  FOR  SELECTED  RE- 
SERVE. 

(a)  IN  GENERAL.— The  Armed  Forces  are  au- 
thorized strengths  for  Selected  Reserve  per- 
sonnel of  the  reserve  components  as  of  Sep- 
tember 30.  1997,  as  follows: 

(1)  The  Army  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States.  366.758. 

(2)  The  Army  Reserve.  214.925. 

(3)  The  Naval  Reserve.  96.304. 

(4)  The  Marine  Corps  Reserve.  42.000. 

(5)  The  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States.  108.594. 

(6)  The  Air  Force  Reserve.  73,281. 

(7)  The  Coast  Guard  Reserve.  8.000. 

(b)  Waiver  ALTHORmr.— The  Secretary  of 
Defense  may  vary  the  end  strength  author- 
ized by  subsection  (a)  by  not  more  than  2 
I)ercent. 

(c)  ADJUSTMENTS.— The  end  strengths  pre- 
scribed by  subsection  (a)  for  the  Selected  Re- 
serve of  any  reserve  component  for  a  fiscal 
year  shall  be  proportionately  reduced  by — 

(1)  the  total  authorized  strength  of  units 
organized  to  serve  as  units  of  the  Selected 
Reserve  of  such  component  which  are  on  ac- 
tive duty  (other  than  for  training)  at  the  end 
of  the  fiscal  year,  and 

(2)  the  total  number  of  individual  members 
not  In  units  organized  to  serve  as  units  of 
the  Selected  Reserve  of  such  component  who 
are  on  active  duty  (other  than  for  training  or 
for  unsatisfactory  participation  in  training) 
without  their  consent  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal 
year. 

Whenever  such  units  or  such  individual 
members  are  released  from  active  duty  dur- 
ing any  fiscal  year,  the  end  strength  pre- 
scribed for  such  flscal  year  for  the  Selected 
Reserve  of  such  reserve  component  shall  be 
proportionately  increased  by  the  total  au- 
thorized strengths  of  such  units  and  by  the 
total  number  of  such  individual  members. 

SEC.  412.  END  STRENGTHS  FOR  RESERVES  ON  AC- 
TIVE DUTY  IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE  RE- 
SERVES. 

Within  the  end  strengths  prescribed  In  sec- 
tion 411(a).  the  reserve  components  of  the 
Armed  Forces  are  authorized,  as  of  Septem- 
ber 30. 1997.  the  following  number  of  Reserves 
to  be  serving  on  full-time  active  duty  or  full- 
time  duty.  In  the  case  of  members  of  the  Na- 
tional Guard,  for  the  purpose  of  organizing, 
administering,  recruiting.  Instructing,  or 
training  the  reserve  comtwnents: 

(1)  The  Army  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States,  22.798. 

(2)  The  Army  Reserve.  11,475. 

(3)  The  Naval  Reserve.  16,603. 


(4)  The  Marine  Corps  Reserve.  2.559. 

(5)  The  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States.  10.378. 

(6)  The  Air  Force  Reserve.  655. 

Subtitle  C — Autborization  of  Appropriations 

SEC.  421.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR  MILITARY  PERSONNEL 

There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  Department  of  Defense  for 
military  personnel  for  fiscal  year  1997  a  total 
of  $69,878,430,000.  The  authorization  in  the 
preceding  sentence  supersedes  any  other  au- 
thorization of  appropriations  (definite  or  in- 
definite) for  such  purpose  for  fiscal  year  1997. 
TITLE  V— MIUTAKY  PERSONNEL  POUCY 
Subtitle  A— Officer  Personnel  Policy 

SEC.  501.  EXTENSION  OF  AUTHORITY  FOR  TEM- 
PORARY PROMOTIONS  FOR  CERTAIN 
NAVY  LIEUTENANTS  WITH  CRITICAL 
SKILLS. 

Section  5721(g)  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "Septem- 
ber 30.  1996"  and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"September  30,  1997". 

SEC.  502.  EXCEPTION  TO  BACCALALltEATE  DE- 
GREE REQUIREMENT  FOR  APPOINT- 
tlENT  IN  THE  NAVAL  RESERVE  IN 
GRADES  ABOVE  0-2. 

Section  12205(b)(3)  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  Inserting  "or  the  Sea- 
man to  Admiral  program"  after  "(NAVCAD) 
program". 

SEC.  503.  TIME  FOR  AWARD  OF  DEGREES  BY 
UNACCREDITED  EDUCATIONAL  IN- 
STITUnONS  FOR  GRADUATES  TO  BE 
CON8IIMERED  EDUCATIONALLY 

QUALIFIED   FOR   APPOINTMENT   AS 
RESERVE  OFFICERS  IN  GRADE  O-S. 
Section    12205(c)(2)(C)   of   title    10.    United 

States  Code.   Is  amended   by   striking   out 

"three  years"  and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof 

"eight  years". 

SEC.  504.  CHIEF  WARRANT  OFFICER  PRO- 
MOTIONS. 

(a)  REDUCTION  OF  MlNTMLTd  TIME  IN  GRADE 
REQUIRED  FOR  CONSIDERATION  FOR  PRO- 
MOTION.—SeCtiOU  574(e)  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code.  Is  amended  by  striking  out 
"three  years  of  service"  and  inserting  In  lieu 
thereof  "two  years  of  service". 

(b)  Below-Zone  SELECTION.— Section 
575(b)(1)  of  such  title  is  amended  by  inserting 
"chief  warrant  officer,  W-3."  in  the  first  sen- 
tence after  "to  consider  wanunt  officers  for 
selection  for  promotion  to  the  grade  of. 

SEC.  505.  FREQUENCY  OF  PERIODIC  REPORT  ON 
PROMOTION  RATES  OF  OFFICERS 
CURRENTLY  OR  FORMERLY  SERV- 
ING IN  JOINT  DUTY  ASSICNMEPOS. 

Section  662(b)  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code.  Is  amended  by  striking  out  "not  less 
often  than  every  six  months"  in  the  par- 
enthetical in  the  first  sentence  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "not  less  often  than  every 
twelve  months". 

Subtitle  B— Matters  ReUiting  to  Reserve 
Components 

SEC.  511.  CLARIFICATION  OF  DEFINHION  OF  AC- 
TIVE STATUS. 

Section  101(d)(4)  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "a  reserve 
commissioned  officer,  other  than  a  commis- 
sioned warrant  officer,"  and  Inserting  In  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  "a  member  of  a  re- 
serve component". 

SEC.  512.  AMENDMENTS  TO  RESERVE  OFFICER 
PERSONNEL  MANAGEMENT  ACT 
PROVISIONS. 

(a)  SERVICE  REQUIREMENT  FOR  RETIREMENT 

DJ  HIGHEST  GRADE  HELD.— Section  1370(d)  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code.  Is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (3)  as  para- 
graph (4); 


(2)  In  paragraph  (2)(A).  by  striking  oat 
"(A)"; 

(3)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (2)(B)  as 
paragraph  (3):  and 

(4)  in  paragraph  (3).  as  so  redesignated — 

(A)  by  designating  the  first  sentence  as 
subparagraph  (A); 

(B)  by  designating  the  second  sentence  as 
subparagraph  (B)  and  realigning  such  sub- 
paragraph, as  so  redesignated,  flush  to  the 
left  margin; 

(C)  in  subparagraph  (B).  as  so  redesignated, 
by  striking  out  "the  preceding  sentence"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "subparagraph  (A)"; 
and 

(D)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(C)  If  a  person  covered  by  subparagraph 

(A)  has  completed  at  least  six  months  of  sat- 
isfactory service  in  grade,  the  person  was 
serving  in  that  grade  while  serving  in  a  posi- 
tion of  adjutant  general  required  under  sec- 
tion 314  of  title  32  or  while  serving  in  a  posi- 
tion of  assistant  adjutant  general  subordi- 
nate to  such  a  position  of  adjutant  generad. 
and  the  person  has  failed  to  complete  three 
years  of  service  in  that  grade  solely  because 
the  person's  appointment  to  such  position 
has  been  terminated  or  vacated  as  described 
in  section  324(b)  of  such  title,  then  such  per- 
son may  be  credited  with  satisfactory  service 
in  that  grade,  notwithstanding  the  failure  to 
complete  three  years  of  service  In  that 
grade. 

"(D)  To  the  extent  authorized  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  military  department  concerned, 
a  person  who,  after  having  been  rec- 
ommended for  promotion  In  a  report  of  a 
promotion  board  but  before  being  promoted 
to  the  recomjnended  grade,  seired  In  a  posi- 
tion for  which  that  grade  Is  the  minimum 
authorized  grade  may  be  credited  for  pur- 
poses of  subparagraph  (A)  as  having  served  In 
that  grade  for  the  period  for  which  the  per- 
son served  in  that  position  while  In  the  next 
lower  grade.  The  period  credited  may  not  In- 
clude any  period  before  the  date  on  which 
the  Senate  provides  advice  and  consent  for 
the  appointment  of  that  person  In  the  rec- 
ommended grade. 

"(E)  To  the  extent  authorized  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  military  department  concerned, 
a  person  who.  after  having  been  extended 
temporary  Federal  recognition  as  a  reserve 
officer  of  the  Army  National  Guard  in  a  par- 
ticular grade  under  section  308  of  title  32  or 
temporary  Federal  recognition  as  a  reserve 
ofQcer  of  the  Air  National  Guard  In  a  par- 
ticular grade  under  such  section,  served  in  a 
position  for  which  that  grade  is  the  mini- 
mum authorized  grade  may  be  credited  for 
purposes  of  subparagraph  (A)  as  having 
served  In  that  grade  for  the  period  for  which 
the  person  served  in  that  pc^tion  while  ex- 
tended the  temporary  Federal  recognition, 
but  only  if  the  person  was  subsequently  ex- 
tended permanent  Federal  recognition  as  a 
reserve  officer  in  that  grade  and  also  served 
in  that  position  after  being  extended  the  per- 
manent Federal  recognition.". 

(b)  EXCEPTION  TO  REQUIREMEXT  FOR  RETEN- 
TION OF  RESERVE  OFFICERS  UNTIL  COMPLE- 
TION OF  REQUIRED  SERVICE.— Section 
12645(b)(2)  of  such  title  Is  amended  by  Insert- 
ing "or  a  reserve  active-status  list"  after 
"active-duty  list". 

(c)  Technical  Correction.— Section 
14314(b)(2)(B)  of  such  Utie  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "of  the  Air  Force". 

SEC.  SIX  REPEAL  OF  IIE4)UI>niENT  FOR  PBTS- 
ICAL  EXAMINA110NS  OF  MEMBERS 
OF  NATIONAL  GUARD  CALLED  INTO 
FEISRAL  SERVICE. 

(a)  REPEAL.— Section  12406  of  title  10. 
United  States  Ckxle,  is  repealed. 

(b)  Clerical  amendment.— The  table  of 
sections  at  the  beginning  of  chapter  1209  is 
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amended  by  stxlkln?  out  the  Item  relating  to 

section  12408. 

SEC.  514.  AUTHORITY  FOR  A  RESERVE  ON  ACTIVE 
DUTY  TO  WAIVE  RETIREMENT  SANC- 
TUARY. 

Section  12686  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  Is  ajnended— 

(1)  by  Inserting  "(a)  Limitation.—'"  before 
"Under  regulations";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(b)  Waiver. — (l)  The  Secretary  concerned 
may  authorize  a  member  described  in  para- 
graph (2)  to  waive  the  applicability  of  the 
limitation  under  subsection  (a)  to  the  mem- 
ber for  the  period  of  active  duty  described  in 
that  paragraph.  A  member  shall  exercise  any 
such  waiver  option,  if  at  all,  before  the  !»- 
riod  of  active  duty  begins. 

"(2)  The  authority  provided  In  paragraph 
(1)  applies  to  a  member  of  a  reserve  compo- 
nent who  Is  on  active  duty  (other  than  for 
training)  pursuant  to  an  order  to  active  duty 
under  section  12301  of  this  title  that  specifies 
a  period  of  less  than  180  dasrs.". 

SEC.  SIS.  BETIREBIENT  OF  RESERVES  DISABLED 
BY  INJURY  OR  DISEASE  INCURRED 
OR  AGGRAVATED  DURING  OVER- 
NIGHT STAY  BETWEEN  INACTIVE 
DUTY  TRAINING  PERIODS. 

Paragraph  (2)  of  section  1204  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(2)  the  disability  is  a  result  of— 

"(A)  i)erforming  active  duty  or  Inactive- 
duty  training; 

"(B)  traveling  directly  to  or  from  the  place 
at  which  such  duty  is  performed;  or 

"(C)  an  injury.  Illness,  or  disease  incurred 
or  aggravated  while  remaining  overnight,  be- 
tween successive  periods  of  inactive-duty 
training,  at  or  in  the  vicinity  of  the  site  of 
the  Inactive  duty  training,  if  the  site  Is  out- 
side reasonable  commuting  distance  of  the 
member's  residence;". 

SBC.  S16,  BK8KRVE  CBEDIT  FOR  PARTICIPATION 
IN  THE  HEALTH  PBOFBSSIONS 
SCHOLARSHIP  AND  FINANCIAL  AS- 
SISTANCE PROGRAM. 

(a)  CREDIT  AUTHORIZED.— Section  2126  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "Service  performed" 
and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(a)  Service 
Not  Credftable. — Except  as  jMrovided  in  sub- 
section (b),  service  performed";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(b)  EXCEPTION.— (1)  The  Secretary  con- 
cerned may  authorize  service  performed  by  a 
member  of  the  program  in  pursuit  of  a 
course  of  study  under  this  subchapter  to  be 
counted  in  accordance  with  this  subsection  if 
the  member— 

"(A)  completes  the  course  of  study; 

"(B)  completes  the  active  duty  obligation 
Imposed  under  section  2123(a)  of  this  title; 
and 

"(C)  possesses  a  specialty  designated  by 
the  Secretary  concerned  as  critically  needed 
In  wartime. 

"(2)  Service  credited  under  paragraph  (1) 
counts  only  for  the  following  purposes: 

"(A)  Award  of  retirement  points  for  com- 
putation of  years  of  service  under  section 
12732  of  this  title  and  for  computation  of  re- 
tired pay  under  section  12733  of  this  title. 

"(B)  Computation  of  years  of  service  cred- 
itable under  section  205  of  title  37. 

"(3)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (2)(A),  a 
member  may  be  credited  In  accordance  with 
paragraph  (1)  with  not  more  than  SO  points 
for  each  year  of  participation  In  a  course  of 
study  that  the  member  satisfactorily  com- 
pletes as  a  member  of  the  program. 

"(4)  Service  may  not  be  counted  under 
paragraph  (1)  for  more  than  four  years  of 


participation  in  a  course  of  study  as  a  mem- 
ber of  Che  program. 

"(5)  A  member  who  Is  dropped  from  the 
program  under  section  2123(c)  of  this  title 
may  not  receive  any  credit  under  paragraph 
(1)  for  participation  in  a  course  of  study  as  a 
member  of  the  program.  Any  credit  awarded 
for  participation  in  the  program  before  the 
member  Is  dropped  shall  be  rescinded. 

"(6)  A  member  Is  not  entitled  to  any  retro- 
active award  of,  or  increase  in,  pay  or  allow- 
ances under  title  37  by  reason  of  an  award  of 
service  credit  under  paragraph  (1).". 

(b)  AWARD  OF  Retirement  points. — (l)  Sec- 
tion 12732(a)(2)  of  such  title  is  amended— 

(A)  by  Inserting  after  clause  (C)  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(D)  Points  credited  for  the  year  under  sec- 
tion 2126(b)  of  this  title.";  and 

(B)  in  the  matter  following  clause  (D),  as 
Inserted  by  paragraph  (1).  by  striking  out 
"and  (C)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(C), 
and  (D)". 

(2)  Section  12733(3)  of  such  title  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "or  (C)"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "(C),  or  (D)". 

SEC.  517.  REPORT  ON  GUARD  AND  RESERVE 
FORCE  STRUCTURE. 

(a)  REPORT.— Not  later  than  March  1,  1997, 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  submit  to 
Congress  a  report  on  the  current  force  struc- 
ture and  the  projected  force  structure  of  the 
National  Guard  and  the  other  reserve  compo- 
nents. 

(b)  Report  Elements.— The  report  re- 
quired by  subsection  (a)  shall  address  the  fol- 
lowing: 

(1)  The  role  of  specific  guard  and  reserve 
units  in  the  current  force  structure  of  the 
guard  and  reserves. 

(2)  The  projected  role  of  specific  guard 
units  and  reserve  units  in  a  major  regional 
contingency. 

(3)  Whether  or  not  the  current  force  struc- 
ture of  the  gruard  and  reserves  is  excess  to 
the  combat  readiness  requirements  of  the 
Armed  Forces  and,  if  so,  to  what  extent. 

(4)  The  effect  of  decisions  relating  to  the 
force  structure  of  the  guard  and  reserves  on 
combat  readiness  within  the  tiered  structure 
of  combat  readiness  applied  to  the  Armed 
Forces. 

Subtitle  0 — Officer  Edacation  Programs 

SEC.  521.  INCREASED  AGE  LDDT  ON  APPOINT- 
MENT AS  A  CADET  OR  MIDSHIPMAN 
IN  THE  SENIOR  RESERVE  OFFICERS' 
TRAINING  CORPS  AND  THE  SERVICE 
ACAISMIES. 

(a)  Senior  Reserve  Officers"  Training 
Corps.— Section  2107(a)  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "25 
years  of  age"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"27  years  of  age'". 

(b)  Unpted  States  Military  academy.— 
Section  4346(a)  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "twenty- 
second  birthday"  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of "twenty-third  birthday". 

(c)  United  States  Naval  academy.— Sec- 
tion e958(a)(l)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  "twenty-second 
birthday"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"twenty-third  birthday". 

(d)  united  states  Am  Force  academy.— 
Section  9346(a)  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "twenty- 
second  birthday"  and  Inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of "twenty-third  birthday"'. 

SEC.  522.  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECT  FOR  IN- 
STRUCTION AND  SXn>PORT  OF  ARMY 
ROTC  UNITS  BY  MEMBERS  OF  THE 
ARMY  RESERVE  AND  NATIONAL 
GUARD. 

(a)  In  General.— The  Secretary  of  the 
Army    shall    carry    out    a    demonstration 


project  in  order  to  assess  the  feasibility  and 
advisability  of  providing  instruction  and 
similar  support  to  units  of  the  Reserve  Offi- 
cers Training  Corps  of  the  Army  through 
members  of  the  Army  Reserve  (including 
members  of  the  Individual  Ready  Reserve) 
and  members  of  the  Army  National  Guard. 

(b)  Project  Requirements.— (1)  The  Sec- 
retary shall  carry  out  the  demonstration 
project  at  least  one  institution. 

(2)  In  order  to  enhance  the  value  of  the 
project,  the  Secretary  may  take  actions  to 
ensure  that  members  of  the  Army  Reserve 
and  the  Army  National  Guard  provide  In- 
struction and  support  under  the  project  in  a 
variety  of  innovative  ways. 

(C)  iNAPPLICABILITi'  OF  LIMITATION  ON  RE- 
SERVES IN  SUPPORT  OF  ROTC— The  assign- 
ment of  a  member  of  the  Army  Reserve  or 
the  Army  National  Guard  to  provide  instruc- 
tion or  support  under  the  demonstration 
project  shall  not  be  treated  as  an  assignment 
of  the  member  to  duty  with  a  unit  of  a  Re- 
serve Officer  Training  Corps  program  for 
purposes  of  section  12321  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code. 

(d)  REPORTS.— Not  later  than  February  1  In 
each  of  1998,  1999,  2000,  and  2001,  the  Sec- 
retary shall  submit  to  Congress  a  report  as- 
sessing the  activities  under  the  project  dur- 
ing the  preceding  year.  The  report  submitted 
in  2000  shall  include  the  Secretary's  rec- 
ommendation as  to  the  advisability  of  con- 
tinuing or  expanding  the  authority  for  the 
project. 

(e)  TERMINATION.— The  authority  of  the 
Secretary  to  carry  out  the  demonstration 
project  shall  expire  four  years  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Subtitle  D— Other  Matters 

SEC.  S31.  RETIREMENT  AT  GRADE  TO  WHICH  SE- 
LECTED FOR  PROMOTION  WHEN  A 
PHYSICAL  DISABILITY  IS  FOUND  AT 
ANY  PHYSICAL  EXAMINATION. 

Section  1372(3)  of  title  10,  United  SUtes 
Code.  Is  amended  by  striking  out  "his  phys- 
ical examination  for  promotion"  and  insert- 
ing In  lieu  thereof  "a  physical  examination". 

SEC.  S32.  LIMITATIONS  ON  RECALL  OF  RETIRED 
MEMBERS  TO  ACTIVE  DUTY. 

(a)  NUMBER     ON     ACTIVE     DUTY     CONCUTl- 

RENTLY.— Subsection  (c)  of  section  688  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "(c)  Except  in  time  of 
war,  or  of  national  emergency  declared  by 
Congress  or  the  President  after  November  30, 
1980,  not"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(c)(1) 
Not";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(2)  Not  more  than  25  officers  of  any  one 
armed  force  may  be  serving  on  active  duty 
concurrently  pursuant  to  orders  to  active 
duty  issued  under  this  section.". 

(b)  Officers  Retired  on  Selective  Early 
RETIREMENT  BASIS. — Such  sectlon  Is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(e)  The  following  officers  may  not  be  or- 
dered to  active  duty  under  this  section: 

"(1)  An  ofncer  who  retired  under  section 
638  of  this  title. 

"(2)  An  officer  who— 

"(A)  after  having  been  notified  that  the  of- 
ficer was  to  be  considered  for  early  retire- 
ment under  section  638  of  this  title  by  a 
board  convened  under  section  611(b)  of  this 
title  and  before  being  considered  by  that 
board,  requested  retirement  under  section 
3911,  6323,  or  8911  of  this  title;  and 

"(B)  was  retired  pursuant  to  that  re- 
quest.". 

(c)  Limitation  of  Period  of  Recall  Serv- 
ice.— Such  section,  as  amended  by  subsection 
(b),  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 
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"(0(1)  A  member  ordered  to  active  duty 
under  subsection  (a)  maj  not  serve  on  active 
duty  pursuant  to  orders  under  such  sub- 
section for  more  than  12  months  within  the 
24  months  following  the  first  day  of  the  ac- 
tive duty  to  which  ordered  under  this  sec- 
tion. 

"(2)  Paragraph  (1)  does  not  apply  to  the 
following: 

"(A)  A  chaplain  who  is  assigned  to  duty  as 
a  chaplain  for  the  period  of  active  duty  to 
which  ordered. 

"(B)  A  health  care  professional  (as  charac- 
terized by  the  Secretary  concerned)  who  is 
assigned  to  duty  as  a  health  care  profes- 
sional for  the  period  of  the  active  duty  to 
which  ordered. 

"(C)  Any  officer  assigned  to  duty  with  the 
American  Battle  Monuments  Commission  for 
the  period  of  active  duty  to  which  ordered."". 

(d)  Waiver  for  Periods  of  War  or  Na- 
tional Emergency.— Such  section,  as 
amended  by  subsection  (c),  is  further  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(g)(1)  Subsection  (c)(1)  does  not  apply  in 
time  of  war  or  of  national  emergency  de- 
clared by  Congress  or  the  President  after  No- 
vember 30,  1980. 

"(2)  Subsections  (c)(2),  (e),  and  (f)  do  not 
apply  in  time  of  war  or  of  national  emer- 
gency declared  by  Congress  or  the  Presi- 
dent.". 

SEC.  S33.  DISABILITY  COVERAGE  FOR  OFFICERS 
GRANTED  EXCESS  LEAVE  FOR  EDU- 
CATIONAL PURPOSES. 

(a)  ELIGIBILm-   FOR   RETIREMENT.— Section 

1201  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  by  inserting  "(a)  Retirement.— ""  before 
"Upon  a  determination""; 

(2)  by  striking  out  "a  member  of  a  regular 
component  of  the  armed  forces  entitled  to 
basic  pay,  or  any  other  member  of  the  armed 
forces  entitled  to  basic  pay  who  has  been 
called  or  ordered  to  active  duty  (other  than 
for  training  under  section  10148(a)  of  this 
title)  for  a  period  of  more  than  30  days,""  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "a  member  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (b)"; 

(3)  by  inserting  after  "incurred  while  enti- 
tled to  basic  pay"  the  following;  "or  Incurred 
while  absent  as  described  in  section  502(b)  of 
title  37  to  participate  In  an  educational  pro- 
gram (even  though  not  entitled  to  basic  pay 
by  operation  of  such  section)"";  and 

(4)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(b)  Eligible  Me.mbers.— This  section  ap- 
plies to  the  following  members: 

"(1)  A  member  of  a  regular  component  of 
the  armed  forces  entitled  to  basic  pay. 

"(2)  Any  other  member  of  the  armed  forces 
entitled  to  basic  pay  who  has  been  called  or 
ordered  to  active  duty  (other  than  for  train- 
ing under  section  10148(a)  of  this  title)  for  a 
period  of  more  than  30  days. 

"(3)  A  member  of  a  regular  component  of 
the  armed  forces  who  is  on  active  duty  but  is 
absent  as  described  In  section  502(b)  of  title 
37  to  participate  In  an  educational  pro- 
grram.". 

(b)  Eugibiuty  for  Placement  on  Tem- 
porary Disability  Retirement  list.— Sec- 
tion 1202  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "(a)  Temporary  Retire- 
ment.—" before  "Upon  a  determination'"; 
and 

(2)  by  striking  out  "a  member  of  a  regular 
component  of  the  armed  forces  entitled  to 
basic  pay,  or  any  other  member  of  the  armed 
forces  entitled  to  basic  pay  who  has  been 
called  or  ordered  to  active  duty  (other  than 
for  training  under  section  10148(a)  of  this 
title)  for  a  period  of  more  than  30  days."  and 


inserting   in    lieu   thereof  "a   member   de- 
scribed in  section  1201(b)  of  this  title"". 

(c)  ELiGiBiLm'  for  Separation.— Section 
1203  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  by  inserting  "(a)  Separation.—""  before 
"Upon  a  determination"; 

(2)  by  striking  out  ""a  member  of  a  regxilar 
component  of  the  armed  forces  entitled  to 
basic  pay.  or  any  other  member  of  the  armed 
forces  entitled  to  basic  pay  who  has  been 
called  or  ordered  to  active  duty  (other  than 
for  training  under  section  10148(a)  of  this 
title)  for  a  period  of  more  than  30  days,"  and 
Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "a  member  de- 
scribed in  section  1201(b)  of  this  title"";  and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  "incurred  while  enti- 
tled to  basic  pay"  the  following:  "or  incurred 
while  absent  as  described  in  section  502(b)  of 
title  37  to  participate  in  an  educational  pro- 
gram (even  though  not  entitled  to  basic  pay 
by  operation  of  such  section)"'. 

(d)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  take  effect  on  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  and  shall 
apply  with  respect  to  physical  disabilities  In- 
curred on  or  after  such  date. 

SEC.  534.  UNIFORM  POUCY  REGARDING  RETEN- 
TION OF  MEMBERS  WHO  ARE  PER- 
SfANENllY  NONWORLDWIDE  AS- 
SIGNABLE. 

(a)  Policy  Required.— Chapter  59  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing after  section  1176  the  following: 

"$  1177.  Uniform  policy  regarding  retention  of 
members  wbo  are  permanently  nonworld- 
wide  assignable 

"The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  prescribe 
regulations  setting  forth  uniform  policies 
and  procedures  regarding  retention  of  mem- 
bers of  the  Army,  Navy,  Air  Force,  and  Ma- 
rine Corps  who  are  permanently  nonworld- 
wide  assignable  for  medical  reasons.". 

(b)  Clerical  Amendment.— The  table  of 
sections  at  the  beginning  of  such  chapter  Is 
amended  by  Inserting  after  the  item  relating 
to  section  1176  the  following: 

"1177.  Uniform  policy  regarding  retention  of 
members  who  are  permanently 
nonworldwide  assigiiable.". 

SEC.  535.  AUTHORITY  TO  EXTEND  FERICH)  FOR 
ENUSniENT  IN  REGULAR  COMPO- 
NENT UNDER  THE  ISLAYED  ENTRY 
PROGRAM. 

(a)  Authority.— Section  513(b)  of  title  lO, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  first  sentence  the  following:  "The 
Secretary  concerned  may  extend  the  365-day 
period  for  a  person  for  up  to  180  additional 
days  If  the  Secretary  determines  that  it  Is  In 
the  best  interests  of  the  armed  force  under 
the  Secretary"s  jurisdiction  to  do  so."". 

(b)  Technical  amendments.— Section 
513(b)  of  such  title,  as  amended  by  subsection 
(a),  is  further  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  "(1)""  after  "(b)"; 

(2)  by  designating  the  third  sentence  as 
paragraph  (2)  and  realigning  such  paragraph, 
as  so  designated,  flush  to  the  left  margin; 
and 

(3)  in  paragraph  (2),  as  so  designated,  by 
striking  out  "the  preceding  sentence"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "paragraph  (1)". 

SEC.  536.  CAREER  SERVICE  REENLICTMENTS  FOR 
tIKMBERS  WITH  AT  LEAST  10  YEARS 
OFSEBVICE. 

Subsection  (d)  of  section  505  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(d)(1)  The  Secretary  concerned  may  ac- 
cept a  reenllstment  in  the  Regular  Army, 
Regular  Navy,  Regular  Air  Force,  Regular 
Marine  Corps,  or  Regular  Coast  Guard,  as 
the  case  may  be,  for  a  period  determined 
under  this  subsection. 


"(2)  In  the  case  of  a  member  who  has  less 
than  10  years  of  service  in  the  armed  forces 
as  of  the  day  before  the  flrst  day  of  the  pe- 
riod for  which  reenlisted.  the  period  for 
which  the  member  reenllsts  shall  be  at  least 
two  years  but  not  more  than  six  years. 

'"(3)  In  the  case  of  a  member  who  has  at 
least  10  years  of  service  in  the  armed  forces 
as  of  the  day  before  the  first  day  of  the  pe- 
riod for  which  reenlisted,  the  Secretary  con- 
cerned may  accept  a  reenllstment  for  ei- 
ther- 

"(A)  a  specified  period  of  at  least  two  years 
but  not  more  than  six  years:  or 

•'(B)  an  unspecified  period. 

••(4)  No  enlisted  member  is  entitled  to  be 
reenlisted  for  a  period  that  would  expire  be- 
fore the  end  of  the  member's  current  enlist- 
ment."". 

SEC.  537.  REVISIONS  TO  MISSING  PERSONS  AU- 
THORITIES. 

(a)  Repeal  of  applicabiutt  of  authori- 
ties to  Department  of  Defense  Civilian 
Employees  and  Contractor  Employees.— 
(1)  Section  1501  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  is  aimended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  subsection  (c)  and  In- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  the  following  new  sub- 
section (c): 

"(c)  Covered  Persons.— Section  1502  of 
this  title  applies  in  the  case  of  any  member 
of  the  armed  forces  on  active  duty  who  be- 
comes involuntarily  absent  as  a  result  of  a 
hostile  action,  or  under  circumstances  sug- 
gesting that  the  involuntary  absence  is  a  re- 
sult of  a  hostile  action,  and  whose  status  Is 
undetermined  or  who  is  unaccounted  for."'; 
and 

(B)  by  striking  out  subsection  (f). 

(2)  Section  1503(c)  of  such  Utle  Is  amend- 
ed— 

(A)  m  paragraph  (1).  by  striking  out  "one 
individual  described  in  paragraph  (2)"  and 
Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "one  military  offi- 
cer"; 

(B)  by  striking  oat  paragraph  (2);  and 

(C)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (3)  and  (4) 
as  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3).  respectively. 

(3)  Section  1504(d)  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed— 

(A)  by  striking  out  the  text  of  paragraph 
(1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following 
new  text:  "A  board  under  this  section  shall 
be  composed  of  at  least  three  members  who 
are  officers  having  the  grade  of  major  or 
lieutenant  commander  or  above.";  and 

(B)  in  paragraph  (4),  by  striking  out  "sec- 
tion 1503(cK4)""  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"section  1503(c)(3)". 

(4)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  1513  of  such 
title  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(1)  The  term  'missing  person'  means  a 
member  of  the  armed  forces  on  active  duty 
who  is  in  a  missing  status.". 

(b)  Report  on  Preuminaby  assessment  of 
STATUS.— (1)  SecUon  1502  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended— 

(A)  in  subsection  (a)(2)— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "48  hours"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "10  days";  and 

(11)  by  striking  out  "theater  component 
commander  with  Jurisdiction  over  the  miss- 
ing person"  and  inserting  In  lieu  thereof 
"Secretary  concerned"; 

(B)  by  striking  out  subsection  (b); 

(C)  by  redesignating  subsection  (c)  as  sub- 
section (b);  and 

(D)  in  subsection  (b).  as  so  redesignated,  by 
striking  out  the  second  sentence. 

(2)  Section  lS03(a)  of  such  title  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "section  15Q2(b)"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "section  lS02(a)". 

(3)  Section  1513  of  such  title  is  amended  by 
striking  out  paragraph  (8). 
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(C)  REPEAL  OF  REQUIREMENTS  FOR  COXJNSELS 

FOR  Missing  Persons-t^D  Section  1503  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  subsection  (f);  and 

(B)  by  redesl^atin?  subsections  (g) 
through  (k)  as  subsections  (f)  through  (j).  re- 
spectively. 

(2)  Section  1504  of  such  title  Is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  subsection  (f):  and 

(B)  by  redesignating  subsections  (g) 
through  (m)  as  subsections  (f)  through  (1).  re- 
spectively. 

(3)  Such  section  1503  is  further  amended— 

(A)  in  subsection  (g)(3),  as  redesignated  by 
paragraph  {1)(B)  of  this  subsection,  by  strik- 
ing out  "subsection  (j)"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  '•subsection  (1)"; 

(B)  in  subsection  (h)(1),  as  so  redesignated, 
by  striking  out  "subsection  (h)"  and  insert- 
ing In  lieu  thereof  "subsection  (g)"; 

(C)  in  subsection  (1).  as  so  redesignated — 

(I)  by  striking  out  "subsection  (1)"  in  the 
matter  preceding  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting 
In  lieu  thereof  "subsection  (h)":  and 

(II)  In  paragraph  (1)(B).  by  striking  out 
"subsection  (h)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"subsection  (g)";  and 

(D)  in  subsection  (j),  as  so  redesignated,  by 
striking  out  "subsection  (1)"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "subsection  (h)". 

(4)  Such  section  1504  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed— 

(A)  in  subsection  (a),  by  striking  out  "sec- 
tion 1503(1)"  and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"section  :503(h)"; 

(B)  in  subsection  (e)(1),  by  striking  out 
"section  1503(h)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of "section  1503(g)"; 

(C)  m  subsection  (f),  as  redesignated  by 
paragraph  (2)(B)  of  this  subsection,  by  strik- 
ing out  "subsection  (1)"  each  place  it  appears 
In  paragraphs  (4)(D)  and  (5)(B)  and  inserting 
In  lieu  thereof  "subsection  (h)"; 

(D)  m  subsection  (g)(3KA).  as  so  redesig- 
nated, by  striking  out  "and  the  counsel  for 
the  missing  person  appointed  under  sub- 
section (f)"; 

(E)  in  subsection  (j),  as  so  redesignated— 
(1)  in  paragraph  (1)— 

(I)  by  striking  out  'subsection  (J)"  in  the 
matter  preceding  subparagraph  (A)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "subsection  (1)"; 

(n)  by  inserting  "and"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (A); 
(m)  by  striking  out  subparagraph  (B):  and 
(IV)  by  redesignating  subparagraph  (C)  as 
subparagraph  (B)  and  in  that  subparagraph, 
as  so  redesignated,  by  striking  out  "sub- 
section (g)(5)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"subsection  (f)(5)":  and 

(II)  in  paragraph  (2),  by  striking  out  "sub- 
paragraph (C)"  and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof 
"subparagraph  (B)": 

(F)  in  subsection  (k).  as  redesignated  by 
paragraph  (2XB)  of  this  subsection,  by  strik- 
ing out  "subsection  (k)"  in  the  matter  pre- 
ceding paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "subsection  (])";  and 

(G)  In  subsection  (1),  as  so  redesignated,  by 
striking  out  "subsection  (k)"  and  Inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "subsection  (1)". 

(5)  Section  1505(c)  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed— 

(A)  in  paragraph  (2).  by  striking  out  "(A) 
the  designated  missing  person's  counsel  for 
that  person,  and  (B)";  and 

(B)  m  paragraph  (3).  by  striking  out  ",  with 
the  advice"  and  all  that  follows  through 
"paragraph  (2),". 

(6)  Section  1509(a)  of  such  title  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "section  1504(g)"  and  Insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "section  1504(0". 

(d)  Frequency  of  SirasEQUENT  reviews.— 
Subsection  (b)  of  section  1505  of  title  10. 


United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(b)  Frequency  of  Subsequent  Reviews.— 
The  Secretary  concerned  shall  conduct  in- 
quiries into  the  whereabouts  and  status  of  a 
person  under  subsection  (a)  upon  receipt  of 
information  that  may  result  in  a  change  of 
status  of  the  person.  The  Secretary  con- 
cerned shall  appoint  a  board  to  conduct  such 
inquiries.". 

(e)  Repeal  of  St.-vtutory  Penalties  for 
Wrongful  Withholding  of  information.- 
Section  1506  of  title  10.  United  States  Code. 
is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  subsection  (e);  and 

(2)  by  redesignating  subsection  (f)  as  sub- 
section (e). 

(f)  Information  to  accompany  rec- 
ommendation OF  Status  of  death.— Section 
1507(b)  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  paragraphs  (3)  and 
(4). 

(g)  Repeal  of  Right  of  Judicial  Re\iew.— 
Section  1508  of  title  10.  United  States  Code, 
is  repealed. 

(h)  Scope  of  Preenactment  Review.— (D 
Section  1509  of  title  10,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended— 

(A)  in  subsection  (b) — 

(i)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (1);  and 
(ii)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3) 
as  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2),  respectively; 

(B)  by  striking  out  subsection  (c); 

(C)  by  redesignating  subsection  (d)  as  sub- 
section (c);  and 

(D)  in  subsection  (c),  as  so  redesignated- 
(i)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (1);  and 

(II)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3) 
as  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2),  respectively. 

(2)  The  section  heading  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  striking  out  ",  special  Interest 


(I)  Clerical  amendments.— The  table  of 
sections  at  the  beginning  of  chapter  76  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  Item  relating  to  section  1509,  by 
striking  out  ",  special  interest  cases";  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  item  relating  to  sec- 
tion 1509. 

SEC.  S38.  INAPPUCABIUTY  OF  SOLDIERS'  AND 
SAILORS'  CIVIL  RELIEF  ACT  OF  1940 
TO  THE  PERIOD  OF  LIMITATIONS 
FOR  FILING  CLAIMS  FOR  CORREC- 
TIONS OF  MILITARY  RECORDS. 

(a)  Extension  of  Period.— Section  1552(b) 
of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  Is  amended— 

(1)  by  Inserting  "(1)"  after  "(b)";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(2)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 205  of  the  Soldiers'  and  Sailors'  Civil  Re- 
Uef  Act  of  1940  (50  U.S.C.  App.  525),  and  any 
other  provision  of  law,  the  three-year  period 
for  filing  a  request  for  correction  of  records 
is  not  esctended  by  reason  of  military  service. 
However.  In  determining  under  paragraph  (1) 
whether  It  Is  in  the  Interest  of  justice  to  ex- 
cuse a  failure  timely  to  file  a  request  for  cor- 
rection, the  board  shall  consider  the  claim- 
ant's military  service  and  its  effect  on  the 
claimant's  ability  to  flle  a  claim.". 

(b)  Effective  Date.— Paragraph  (2)  of  sec- 
tion 1552(b)  of  such  title,  as  added  by  sub- 
section (a),  shall  take  effect  three  years 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  539.  MEDAL  OF  HONOR  FOR  CERTAIN  AFRI- 
CAN-AMERICAN S<HJ}IERS  WHO 
SERVED  IN  WORLD  WAR  D. 

(a)  INAPPUCABILITY  OF  TIME  LIMITATIONS.- 

Notwithstanding  the  time  limitations  in  sec- 
tion 3744(b)  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  or 
any  other  time  limitation,  the  President 
may  award  the  Medal  of  Honor  to  each  per- 
son identified  in  subsection  (b).  each  such 
person  having  distinguished  himself  con- 
spicuously by  gallantry  and  Intrepidity  at 


the  risk  of  his  life  above  and  beyond  the  call 
of  duty  while  serving  in  the  United  States 
Army  during  World  War  n. 

(b)  APPLICABILITY.— The  authority  in  this 
section  applies  with  respect  to  the  following 
persons: 

(1)  Vernon  J.  Baker,  who  served  as  a  first 
lieutenant  in  the  370th  Infantry  Regiment. 
92nd  Infantry  Division. 

(2)  Edward  A.  Carter,  who  served  as  a  staff 
sergeant  in  the  56th  Armored  Infantry  Bat- 
talion, 12th  Armored  Division. 

(3)  John  R.  Fox,  who  served  as  a  first  lieu- 
tenant in  the  366th  Infantry  Regiment,  92nd 
Infantry  Division. 

(4)  Willy  F.  James.  Jr..  who  served  as  a  pri- 
vate first  class  in  the  413th  Infantry  Regi- 
ment. 104th  Infantry  Division. 

(5)  Ruben  Rivers,  who  served  as  a  staff  ser- 
geant In  the  761st  Tank  Battalion. 

(6)  Charles  L.  Thomas,  who  served  as  a 
first  lieutenant  in  the  614th  Tank  Destroyer 
Battalion. 

(7)  (Seorge  Watson,  who  served  as  a  private 
In  the  29th  Quartermaster  Regiment. 

(c)  Posthumous  award.— The  Medal  of 
Honor  may  be  awarded  under  this  section 
posthumously,  as  provided  in  section  3752  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code. 

(d)  Prior  award.— The  Medal  of  Honor 
may  be  awarded  under  this  section  for  serv- 
ice for  which  a  Distinguished-Service  Cross, 
or  other  award,  has  been  awarded. 

Subtitle  E — Commissioiiefl  Corps  of  the 
Public  Health  Service 

SEC.  561.  APPUCABILITy  TO  PUBUC  HEALTH 
SERVICE  OF  PROHIBITION  ON  CRED- 
ITING CADET  OR  MIDSHIPMEN  SERV- 
ICE AT  THE  SERVICE  ACADEMIES. 

Section  971(b)  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a),  by  Inserting  before 
the  period  at  the  end  the  following:  "or  an 
officer  In  the  Commissioned  Corps  of  the 
Public  Health  Service";  and 

(2)  In  subsection  (b)— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (2); 

(B)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (3)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "; 
and";  and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
jiaragraph: 

"(4)  no  officer  In  the  Commissioned  Corps 
of  the  Public  Health  Service  may  be  credited 
with  service  as  a  midshipman  at  the  United 
States  Naval  Academy  or  as  a  cadet  at  the 
United  States  Military  Academy,  United 
States  Air  Force  Academy,  or  United  States 
Coast  Guard  Academy.". 

SEC.  582.  EXCEPTION  TO  GRADE  UMTTATIONS 
FOR  PUBUC  HEALTH  SERVICE  OFFI- 
CERS ASSIGNED  TO  THE  DEPART- 
MENT OF  DEFENSE. 

Section  206  of  the  Public  Health  Service 
Act  (42  U.S.C.  207  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sub- 
section: 

"(f)  Exception  to  Grade  LiMiTA'noNS  for 
Officers  assigned  to  department  of  De- 
fense.—in  computing  the  maximum  number 
of  commissioned  officers  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  authorized  by  law  to  hold  a 
grade  which  corresponds  to  the  grade  of  cap- 
tain, major,  lieutenant  colonel,  or  colonel, 
there  may  be  excluded  from  such  computa- 
tion officers  who  hold  such  a  grade  while  the 
ofQcers  are  assigned  to  duty  In  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense.". 
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Subtitle  F — Defense  Economic  A4justment, 
Diversification,  Conversion,  and  Stabilization 

SEC.  STL  ALTHORTTY  TO  EXPAND  LAW  ENFORCE- 
MENT PLACEMENT  PROGRAM  TO  IN- 
CLUDE FIREFIGHTERS. 

Section  1152(g)  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "(g)  Conditional  Ex- 
pansion of  Placement  to  Include  Fire- 
nOHTERS.- (1)  Subject  to  paragraph  (2).  the" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(g)  ALTHORnr 
To  Expand  Placement  To  Lvclu-de  Fire- 
fighters.—The";  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (2).  by  striking  out  the 
first  sentence. 

SEC.  572.  TROOPS-TO-TEACHERS  PROGRAM  IM- 
PROVEMENTS. 

(a)  Separated  members  of  the  armed 
Forces.— (1)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  1151  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code.  Is  amended  by 
striking  out  "may  establish"  and  Inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "shall  establish". 

(2)  Such  section  is  further  amended— 

(A)  in  subsection  (f)(2),  by  striking  out 
"five  school  years"  In  subparagraphs  (A)  and 
(B)  and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "two  school 
years";  and 

(B)  In  subsection  (h)(3)(A),  by  striking  out 
"five  consecutive  school  years"  and  Insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "two  consecutive  school 
years". 

(3)  Subsection  (g)(2)  of  such  section  is 
amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  the  comma  after  "sec- 
tion 1174a  of  this  title"  and  Inserting  In  lieu 
thereof  "or";  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  ".  or  retires  pursuant 
to  the  authority  provided  in  section  4403  of 
the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for 
fiscal  year  1993  (Public  Law  102-484;  10  U.S.C. 
1293  note)". 

(4)  Subsection  (h)(3)(B)  of  such  section  Is 
amended — 

(A)  In  clause  (1),  by  striking  out  "J25.000" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$17,000"; 

(B)  In  clause  (U)— 

(I)  by  striking  out  "40  percent"  and  insert- 
ing In  lieu  thereof  "25  percent ";  and 

(II)  by  striking  out  "S10,000"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "S8.000";  and 

(C)  by  striking  out  clauses  (ill),  (iv),  and 
(v). 

(b)  Savings  Provision.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  do  not  effect  obliga- 
tions under  agreements  entered  into  in  ac- 
cordance with  section  1151  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  before  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act. 

Subtitle  G — ^Anned  Forces  Retirement  Home 

SEC.  581.  REFERENCES  IX)  ARMED  FORCES  RE- 
TIREMENT BOUE  ACT  OF  1991. 

Elxcept  as  otherwise  expressly  provided, 
whenever  in  this  subtitle  an  amendment  or 
repeal  is  expressed  in  terms  of  an  amend- 
ment to,  or  repeal  of,  a  section  or  other  pro- 
vision, the  reference  shall  be  considered  to 
be  made  to  a  section  or  other  provision  of 
the  Armed  Forces  Retirement  Home  Act  of 
1991  (title  XV  of  Public  Law  101-510;  24  U.S.C. 
401  et  seq.). 

SEC.  582.  ACCEPTANCE  OF  UNCOMPENSATED 
SERVICES 

(a)  Authority.- Part  A  is  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  the  following: 

■SEC.  1522.  AUTHORITY  TO  ACCEPT  CERTAIN  UN- 
COMFENSAIZD  SERVICES. 

"(a)  authority  To  accept  Services.— Sub- 
ject to  subsection  (b)  and  notwithstanding 
section  1342  of  title  31.  United  SUtes  Code, 
the  Chairman  of  the  Retirement  Home  Board 
or  the  Director  of  each  establishment  of  the 
Retirement  Home  may  accejit  from  any  per- 
son voluntary  personal   services  or  gratu- 


itous services  unless  the  acceptance  of  the 
voluntary  services  is  disapproved  by  the  Re- 
tirement Home  Board. 

"(b)  Requirements  and  Umitations.— (l) 
The  Chairman  of  the  Retirement  Home 
Board  or  the  Director  of  the  establishment 
accepting  the  services  shall  notify  the  person 
of  the  scope  of  the  services  accepted. 

"(2)  The  Chairman  or  Director  shall— 

"(A)  supervise  the  person  providing  the 
services  to  the  same  extent  as  that  official 
would  supervise  a  compensated  employee 
providing  similar  services;  and 

"(B)  ensure  that  the  person  Is  licensed, 
privileged,  has  appropriate  credentials,  or  is 
otherwise  qualified  under  applicable  laws  or 
regulations  to  provide  such  services. 

"(3)  A  person  providing  services  accepted 
under  subsection  (a)  may  not— 

"(A)  serve  in  a  policymaking  position  of 
the  Retirement  Home;  or 

"(B)  be  compensated  for  the  services  by  the 
Retirement  Home. 

"(c)  authority  to  Recruit  and  Train 
Persons  Providing  Ser\7Ces.— The  Chair- 
man of  the  Retirement  Home  Board  or  the 
Director  of  an  establishment  of  the  Retire- 
ment Home  may  recruit  and  train  persons  to 
provide  services  authorized  to  be  accepted 
under  subsection  (a). 

"(d)  Status  of  Persons  Provtding  Serv- 
ices.—(l)  Subject  to  paragraph  (3).  while  pro- 
viding services  accepted  under  subsection  (a) 
or  receiving  training  under  subsection  (c),  a 
person  shall  be  considered  to  be  an  employee 
of  the  Federal  Government  only  for  purposes 
of  the  following  provisions  of  law: 

"(A)  Subchapter  I  of  chapter  81  of  title  5. 
United  States  C^ode  (relating  to  compensa- 
tion for  work-related  Injuries). 

"(B)  Chapter  171  of  title  28.  United  States 
Code  (relating  to  claims  for  damages  or  loss). 

"(2)  A  person  providing  services  accepted 
under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  considered  to  be 
an  employee  of  the  Federal  Government 
under  paragraph  (1)  only  with  respect  to 
services  that  are  within  the  scope  of  the 
services  accepted. 

"(3)  For  purposes  of  determining  the  com- 
pensation for  work-related  Injuries  payable 
under  chapter  81  of  title  5.  United  States 
Code  (pursuant  to  this  subsection)  to  a  per- 
son providing  services  accepted  under  sub- 
section (a),  the  monthly  pay  of  the  person 
for  such  services  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the 
amount  determined  by  multiplying— 

"(A)  the  average  monthly  number  of  hours 
that  the  person  provided  the  services,  by 

"(B)  the  minimum  wage  determined  in  ac- 
cordance with  section  6(a)(1)  of  the  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938  (29  U.S.C. 
206(aKl)). 

"(e)  Reimbursement  of  Incidental  Ex- 
penses.—The  Chairman  of  the  Retirement 
Board  or  the  Director  of  the  establishment 
accepting  services  under  subsection  (a)  may 
provide  for  reimbursement  of  a  person  for  in- 
cidental expenses  incurred  by  the  person  in 
providing  the  services  accepted  under  sub- 
section (a).  The  Chairman  or  Director  shall 
determine  which  expenses  qualify  for  reim- 
bursement under  this  subsection.". 

(b)  Federal  Status  of  Residents  Paid 
for  Part-Time  or  Intermittent  Services.— 
Paragraph  (2)  of  section  1521(b)  (24  U.S.C. 
421(b))  Is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(2)  being  an  employee  of  the  United 
States  for  any  purpose  other  than— 

"(A)  subchapter  I  of  chapter  81  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code  (relating  to  compensa- 
tion for  work-related  injuries);  and 

"(B)  chapter  171  of  title  28.  United  States 
Code  (relating  to  claims  for  uamages  or 
loss).". 


SEC.  S8S.  DISPOSAL  OF  REAL  PSOPERTT. 

(a)  Disposal  Authorized.— Notwithstand- 
ing title  n  the  Federal  Property  and  Admin- 
istrative Services  Act  of  1949  (40  U.S.C.  481  et 
seq.).  title  'Vin  of  such  Act  (40  U.S.C.  531  et 
seq.).  section  501  of  the  Stewart  B.  McKinney 
Homeless  Assistance  Act  (42  U.S.C.  11411).  or 
any  other  provision  of  law  relating  to  the 
management  and  disposal  of  real  property  by 
the  United  States,  but  subject  to  subsection 
(d),  the  Retirement  Home  Board  may.  by  sale 
or  otherwise,  convey  all  right,  title,  and  In- 
terest of  the  United  States  in  a  parcel  of  real 
property,  including  improvements  thereof, 
consisting  of  approximately  49  acres  located 
in  Washington.  District  of  Columbia,  east  of 
North  Capitol  Street,  and  recorded  as  Dis- 
trict Parcel  121/19. 

(b)  Manner.  Terms,  and  (Conditions  of 
Disposal.— The  Retirement  Home  may  de- 
termine— 

(1)  the  manner  for  the  disposal  of  the  real 
property  under  subsection  (a):  and 

(2)  the  terms  and  conditions  for  the  con- 
veyance of  that  property,  including  any 
terms  and  conditions  that  the  Board  consid- 
ers necessary  to  protect  the  interests  of  the 
United  States. 

(c)  Description  of  Property.— The  exact 
acreage  and  legal  description  of  the  real 
property  to  be  conveyed  under  subsection  (a) 
shall  be  determined  by  a  survey  satisfactory 
to  the  Board.  The  cost  of  the  survey  shall  be 
borne  by  the  party  or  parties  to  which  the 
property  is  to  be  conveyed. 

(d)  Congressional  Notification.— <i)  Be- 
fore disposing  of  real  property  under  sub- 
section (a),  the  Board  shall  notify  the  Com- 
mittee on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and 
the  Committee  on  National  Security  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  of  the  proposed  dis- 
posal. The  Board  may  not  dispose  of  the  real 
property  until  the  later  of— 

(A)  the  date  that  is  60  days  after  the  date 
on  which  the  notification  is  received  by  the 
committees;  or 

(B)  the  date  of  the  next  day  following  the 
expiration  of  the  first  period  of  30  days  of 
continuous  session  of  Congress  that  follows 
the  date  on  which  the  notification  is  re- 
ceived by  the  committees. 

(2)  For  the  purposes  of  paragraph  (1>— 

(A)  continuity  of  session  is  broken  only  by 
an  adjournment  of  Congress  sine  die;  and 

(B)  the  days  on  which  either  House  is  not 
in  session  because  of  an  adjournment  of  more 
than  three  days  to  a  day  certain  are  excluded 
in  the  computation  of  any  i>eriod  of  time  in 
which  Congress  is  In  continuous  session. 

SEC.  584.  MATTERS  COr4CERNING  PERSONNEU 

(a)  terms  of  appointment  to  Governing 
boards.— Section  1515(e)  (24  U.S.C.  415(e))  is 
amended— 

(1)  In  paragraph  (1),  by  striking  out  "sub- 
section (f)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"paragraph  (2)"; 

(2)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (2)  as  para- 
graph (4):  and 

(3)  by  adding  after  paragraph  (1)  the  follow- 
ing new  paragraphs: 

"(2)(A)  In  the  case  of  a  member  of  a  board 
who  is  appointed  or  designated  under  sub- 
section (b)  or  (c)  on  the  basis  of  a  particular 
status  described  in  a  paragraph  under  that 
subsection,  the  appointment  or  designation 
of  that  member  terminates  on  the  date  on 
which  the  member  ceases  to  hold  that  sta- 
tus. The  preceding  sentence  applies  only  to 
members  of  the  Armed  Forces  on  active  duty 
and  employees  of  the  United  States. 

"(B)  Paragraph  (1)  does  not  apply  with  re- 
spect to  an  appointment  or  designation  of  a 
member  of  a  board  for  a  term  of  less  than 
five  years  that  is  made  In  accordance  with 
subsection  (f). 
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"(3)  A  member  of  the  Retirement  Home 
Board  and  a  member  o£  a  Local  Board  may 
be  reappointed  for  one  consecutive  term  by 
the  Chairman  of  that  board.". 

(b)  DUAL  Compensation.— (1)  Section  1517 
(24  U.S.C.  417)  is  amended— 

(A)  by  redeslgrnatinK  subsection  (f)  as  sub- 
section (e);  and 

(B)  by  Inserting  after  subsection  (e)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection  (f): 

"(f)  Dual  Compensation.— (l)  The  Retire- 
ment Home  Board  may  waive  the  application 
of  section  5532  of  title  5.  United  States  Code, 
to  the  Director  of  an  establishment  of  the 
Retirement  Home  or  any  employee  of  the  Re- 
tirement Home  (to  the  extent  that  such  sec- 
tion would  otherwise  apply  to  the  Director 
or  employee  by  reason  of  the  emplojrment  as 
Director  or  employee).  The  Chairman  of  the 
Board  shall  notify  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  of  any  waiver  exercised  under  the 
preceding-  sentence  and  the  effective  date  of 
the  waiver. 

"(2)  If  the  application  of  section  5532  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code,  to  a  Director  or 
employee  Is  waived  under  paragraph  (1),  the 
rate  of  pay  payable  out  of  the  Retirement 
Home  Trust  Fund  for  the  Director  or  em- 
ployee shall  be  the  amount  equal  to  the  ex- 
cess. If  any,  of  the  periodic  rate  of  pay  fixed 
for  the  position  of  the  Director  or  employee 
over  the  amount  by  which  the  retired  or  re- 
tainer pay  payable  to  the  Director  or  em- 
ployee would  have  been  reduced  (computed 
on  the  basis  of  that  periodic  rate  of  pay  for 
that  position)  if  section  5532  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  had  not  been  waived. 

"(3)(A)  In  the  case  of  a  Director  or  em- 
ployee paid  at  a  rate  of  pay  that  Is  reduced 
under  paragraph  (2).  the  amounts  deducted 
and  withheld  from  pay  for  purposes  of  chap- 
ter 81,  subchapter  m  of  chapter  83,  chapter 
84,  chapter  87.  or  chapter  89  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  all  agency  contributions  re- 
quired under  such  provisions  of  law,  the 
maximum  amount  of  contributions  that  may 
be  made  to  the  Thrift  Saving  Fund  under 
subchapter  m  of  chapter  84  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  the  rate  of  disability  compensa- 
tion payable  under  subchapter  I  of  chapter  81 
of  such  title,  the  levels  of  life  insurance  cov- 
erage provided  under  chapter  87  of  such  title, 
and  the  amounts  of  annuities  under  sub- 
chapter in  of  chapter  83  of  such  title  and 
subchapter  n  of  chapter  84  of  such  title  shall 
be  computed  as  if  the  Director  or  employee 
were  paid  the  full  rate  of  pay  fixed  for  the 
position  of  the  Director  or  employee  for  the 
period  for  which  the  Director  was  paid  at  the 
reduced  rate  of  pay  under  that  paragraph. 

"(B)  If  the  amount  payable  to  a  Director  or 
employee  under  paragraph  (2)  is  less  than  the 
total  amount  required  to  be  deducted  and 
withheld  from  the  pay  of  the  Director  or  em- 
ployee under  a  provision  of  law  referred  to  in 
subparagraph  (A),  the  amount  of  the  defi- 
ciency shall  be  paid  by  the  Director  or  em- 
ployee. The  participation  or  benefits  avail- 
able to  a  Director  or  employee  who  fails  to 
pay  a  deficiency  promptly  shall  be  restricted 
In  accordance  with  regulations  which  the  Di- 
rector of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Manage- 
ment shall  prescribe. 

"(4)  In  this  section,  the  term  "retired  or  re- 
tainer pay'  has  the  meaning  given  such  term 
in  section  5531  of  title  5.  United  States 
Code.". 

(2)  Section  1516(f)  (24  U.S.C.  416(f))  Is 
amended — 

(A)  by  inserting  "(1)"  after  "(f)  ANNUAL 
REPORT.—";  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(2)  In  addition  to  other  matters  covered 

by  the  annual  report  for  a  fiscal  year,  the  an- 


nual report  shall  identify  each  Director  or 
employee.  If  any.  whose  pay  was  reduced  for 
any  period  during  that  fiscal  year  pursuant 
to  an  exercise  of  the  waiver  authority  under 
section  1517(f),  and  shall  include  a  discussion 
that  demonstrates  that  the  unreduced  rate 
of  pay  established  for  the  position  of  that  Di- 
rector or  employee  is  comparable  to  the  pre- 
vailing rates  of  pay  provided  for  personnel  in 
the  retirement  home  Industry  who  perform 
functions  similar  to  those  performed  by  the 
Director  or  employee.". 

(3)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  1517  (as  added 
by  paragraph  (1)(B))  and  subsection  (f)(2)  of 
section  1516  (as  added  by  paragraph  (2)(B)) 
shall  apply  with  respect  to  pay  periods  be- 
ginning on  or  after  January  1, 1997. 

SEC.  585.  FEES  FOR  RESIDENTS. 

(a)  O.ne-Year  Delay  in  Implementation  of 
New  Fee  Structure.— (D  Subsection  (d)(2)  of 
section  371  of  the  National  Defense  Author- 
ization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  (Public  Law 
103-337:  108  Stat.  2735:  24  U.S.C.  414  note)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "October  1.  1997" 
and  inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "October  1. 
1998". 

(2)  Subsection  (b)(2)(B)  of  such  section  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  "1998",  "1999",  and 
"2000"  in  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  the  sub- 
section (d)  that  Is  set  forth  In  such  sub- 
section (b)(2)(B)  as  an  amendment  to  section 
1514  of  the  Armed  Forces  Retirement  Home 
Act  of  1991  and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof 
"1999".  "2000",  and  "2001",  respectively. 

(b)  Report  on  Funding  the  armed  Forces 
Retirement  Home.— (l)  Not  later  than  March 
3,  1997,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  submit 
to  Congress  a  report  on  meeting  the  funding 
needs  of  the  Armed  Forces  Retirement  Home 
in  a  manner  that  is  fair  and  equitable  to  the 
residents  and  to  the  members  of  the  Armed 
Forces  who  provide  required  monthly  con- 
tributions for  the  home. 

(2)  The  report  shall  include  the  following: 

(A)  The  increment  between  levels  of  in- 
come of  a  resident  of  the  Armed  Forces  Re- 
tirement Home  that  is  appropriate  for  apply- 
ing the  next  higher  monthly  fee  to  a  resident 
under  a  monthly  fee  structure  for  the  resi- 
dents of  the  home. 

(B)  The  categories  of  income  and  disability 
pa3rments  that  should  generally  be  consid- 
ered as  monthly  Income  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  the  fee  applicable  to  a  resident 
and  the  conditions  under  which  each  such 
category  should  be  considered  as  monthly  In- 
come for  such  purpose. 

(C)  The  degree  of  flexibility  that  should  be 
provided  the  Armed  Forces  Retirement 
Home  Board  for  the  setting  of  fees  for  resi- 
dents. 

(D)  A  discussion  of  whether  the  Armed 
Forces  Retirement  Home  Board  has  and 
should  have  authority  to  vary  the  fee 
charged  a  resident  under  exceptional  cir- 
cumstances, together  with  any  recommended 
legislation  regarding  such  an  authority. 

(E)  A  discussion  of  how  to  ensure  fairness 
and  equitable  treatment  of  residents  and  of 
warrant  officers  and  enlisted  members  of  the 
Armed  Forces  in  meeting  the  funding  needs 
of  the  Armed  Forces  Retirement  Home. 

(F)  The  advisability  of  exercising  existing 
authority  to  increase  the  amount  deducted 
from  the  pay  of  warrant  officers  and  enlisted 
personnel  for  the  Armed  Forces  Retirement 
Home  under  section  1007(1)  of  title  37,  United 
States  Code. 

(G)  Options  for  ways  to  meet  the  funding 
needs  of  the  Armed  Forces  Retirement  Home 
without  increasing  the  amount  deducted 
from  pay  under  section  1007(1)  of  title  37, 
United  States  Code. 

(H)  Any  other  matters  that  the  Secretary 
of  Defense,  after  the  consultation  required 


by  paragraph  (3),  considers  appropriate  re- 
garding funding  of  the  Armed  Forces  Retire- 
ment Home. 

(3)  The  Secretary  shall  consult  the  Armed 
Forces  Retirement  Home  Board  and  the  sec- 
retaries of  the  military  departments  in  pre- 
paring the  report  under  this  subsection. 

SEC.  588.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated for  fiscal  year  1997  from  the  Armed 
Forces  Retirement  Home  Trust  Fund  the 
sum  of  $57,345,000  for  the  operation  of  the 
Armed  Forces  Retirement  Home. 
TITLE  VI— COMPENSATION  AND  OTHER 
PERSONNEL  BENEFITS 
Subtitle  A — Pay  and  Allowances 

SEC.  601.  MILTTARY  PAY  RAISE  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR 
1997. 

(a)  Waiver  of  Section  1009  adjustme.vt.— 
Any  adjustment  required  by  section  1009  of 
title  37,  United  States  Code,  in  elements  of 
compensation  of  members  of  the  uniformed 
services  to  become  effective  during  fiscal 
year  1997  shall  not  be  made. 

(b)  Lncrease  in  Basic  Pay  and  BAS.— Ef- 
fective January  1, 1997.  the  rates  of  basic  pay 
and  basic  allowance  for  subsistence  of  mem- 
bers of  the  uniformed  services  are  increased 
by  3.0  percent. 

(c)  Increase  in  BAQ.— Effective  January  1, 
1997,  the  rates  of  basic  allowance  for  quarters 
of  members  of  the  uniformed  services  are  in- 
creased by  4.0  percent. 

SEC.  602.  RATE  OF  CADET  AND  MIDSHIPHAN  PAY. 

Section  203(c)  of  title  37,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (2):  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (1),  by  striking  out  "(1)". 

SEC.  603.  PAY  OF   SENIOR  NONCOMMISSIONED 
OFFICERS  WHILE  HOSPITALIZED. 

(a)  Ln  General.— Section  210  of  title  37, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  redesignating  subsection  (b)  as  sub- 
section (c):  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (a)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection  (b): 

"(b)  A  senior  enlisted  member  of  an  armed 
force  shall  continue  to  be  entitled  to  the  rate 
of  basic  pay  authorized  for  the  senior  en- 
listed member  of  that  armed  force  while  the 
member  is  hospitalized,  beginning  on  the  day 
of  the  hospitalization  and  ending  on  the  day 
the  member  is  discharged  fi-om  the  hospital, 
but  not,  for  more  than  180  dajrs.". 

(b)  Clerical  A-MENDMEnts.— (l)  The  head- 
ing of  such  section  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"{  210.  Pay  of  the  senior  noncommissioned  of- 
ficer of  an  armed  force  daring  terminal 
leave  and  while  hospitalized". 

(2)  The  item  relating  to  such  section  in  the 
table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of  chapter 
3  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"210.  Pay  of  the  senior  nonconmilssloned  of- 
ficer of  an  armed  force  during 
terminal  leave  and  while  hos- 
pitalized.". 

SEC.  604.  BASIC  ALLOWANCE  FOR  QUARTERS  FOR 
MEMBERS  ASSIGNED  TO  SEA  DUTY. 

(a)  Entitlement  of  Single  Members 
ABOVE  Grade  E-5.— Section  403(cK2)  of  title 
37.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  the  second  sentence. 

(b)  Entitlement  of  Certain  Single  Mem- 
bers Di  Grade  E-5.— Section  403(c)(2)  of  such 
title,  as  amended  by  subsection  (a).  Is  fur- 
ther amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: "However,  the  Secretary  concerned 
may  authorize  payment  of  the  basic  allow- 
ance for  quarters  to  members  of  a  uniformed 
service  without  dependents  who  are  In  pay 
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grade  E-5,  are  on  sea  duty,  and  are  not  pro- 
vided Government  quarters  ashore.". 

(c)  Entttleme-vt  When  Both  Spouses  ln 
Grades  Below  Grade  e-6  are  assigned  to 
Sea  Duty-.— Section  403(c)(2)  of  such  title,  as 
amended  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b),  is  fur- 
ther amended— 

(1)  by  Inserting  "(A)"  after  "(2)":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"Notwithstanding  section  421  of  this  title, 
two  members  of  the  uniformed  services  In 
pay  grades  below  E-6  who  are  married  to 
each  other,  have  no  dependent  other  than 
the  spouse,  and  are  simultaneously  assigned 
to  sea  duty  on  ships  are  jointly  entitled  to 
one  basic  allowance  for  quarters  at  the  rate 
provided  for  members  with  dependents  In  the 
highest  pay  grade  in  which  either  spouse  is 
serving.". 

(d)  effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  subsections  (a),  (b).  and  (c)  shall 
take  effect  on  October  1, 1996. 

SEC.  605.  UNIFORM  APPUCABIUTY  OF  DISCRE- 
TION TO  DENY  AN  ELECTION  NOT  TO 
OCCUPY  GOVERNMENT  QUARTERS. 

Section  403(b)(3)  of  Utle  37,  United  States 
Code,  Is  amended  by  striking  out  "A  mem- 
ber" and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "Subject 
to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (j).  a  mem- 
ber". 

SEC.  606.  FAMILY  SEPARATION  ALLOWANCE  FOR 
MEMBERS  SEPARATED  BY  MILITARY 
ORDERS  FROM  SPOUSES  WHO  ARE 
MEMBERS. 

Section  427(b)  of  title  37,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  In  paragraph  (1) — 

(A)  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (B): 

(B)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
subparagraph  (C)  and  Inserting  In  lieu  there- 
of ";  or";  and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(D)  the  member  is  married  to  a  member  of 

a  uniformed  service,  the  member  has  no  de- 
pendent other  than  the  spouse,  the  two  mem- 
bers are  separated  by  reason  of  the  execution 
of  military  orders,  and  the  two  members 
were  residing  together  inmiedlately  before 
being  separated  by  reason  of  execution  of 
military  orders.":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(5)  Section  421  of  this  title  does  not  apply 
to  bar  an  entitlement  to  an  allowance  under 
paragraph  (1)(D).  However,  not  more  than 
one  monthly  allowance  may  be  paid  with  re- 
spect to  a  married  couple  under  paragraph 
(1)(D)  for  any  month.". 

SEC.  607.  WAIVER  OF  TIME  LIMITATIONS  FOR 
CLAIM  FOR  PAY  AND  ALLOWANCES. 

Section  3702  of  title  31.  United  States  Code. 
Is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(e)(1)  Upon  the  request  of  the  Secretary 
concerned  (as  defined  in  section  101  of  title 
37),  the  Comptroller  General  may  waive  the 
time  limitations  set  forth  in  subsection  (b) 
or  (c)  in  the  case  of  a  claim  for  pay  or  allow- 
ances provided  under  title  37  and,  subject  to 
paragraph  (2),  settle  the  claim. 

"(2)  Payment  of  a  claim  settled  under 
paragraph  (1)  shall  be  subject  to  the  avail- 
ability of  appropriations  for  payment  of  that 
particular  claim. 

"(3)  This  subsection  does  not  apply  to  a 
claim  in  excess  of  S25,000.". 
S.  1745 
SnbtiUe  B— Bonuses  and  Special  and 
Incentive  Pays 

SBC.  611.  EXTENSION  OF  CERTAIN  BONUSES  FOR 
RESERVE  FORCES. 

(a)  Special  Pay  for  CRmcALLY  Short 
Wartime  health  specialists  in  the  Se- 
lected Reserves.— Section  302g(f)  of  title  37, 


United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "September  30.  1997"  and  Inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "September  30, 1998". 

(b)  Selected  Reserve  reenustment 
BONXS.— Section  308b(f)  of  title  37,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"September  30,  1997"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "September  30, 1998". 

(c)  SELE(rrED  Reserve  Enustme-vt 
Bonus.— Section  308c(e)  of  title  37.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"September  30,  1997"  and  inserting  In  lieu 
thereof  "September  30. 1998". 

(d)  Special  Pay  for  Enlisted  Members  of 
the  Selected  reserve  assigned  to  Certain 
High  priority  Units.— Section  308d(c)  of 
title  37.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "September  30,  1997"  and  Insert- 
ing In  lieu  thereof  "September  30, 1996". 

(e)  Selected  Reserve  affiliation 
Bonus.— Section  308e(e)  of  title  37,  United 
States  Code,  Is  amended  by  striking  out 
"September  30,  1997"  and  inserting  In  lieu 
thereof  "September  30, 1998". 

(f)  Ready  Reserve  Enlistment  and  Reen- 
ustment Bon-us.— Section  308h(g)  of  title  37, 
United  States  Code,  Is  amended  by  striking 
out  "September  30,  1997"  and  Inserting  In 
lieu  thereof  "September  30.  1998". 

(g)  Prior  Service  Enustment  bonus.— 
Section  3081(1)  of  title  37,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  "September  30. 
1997"  and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "Septem- 
ber 30, 1998". 

SEC.  612.  extension  OF  CERTAIN  BONUSES  AND 
SPECIAL  PAY  FOR  NURSE  OFFICER 
CANDIDATES,  REGISTERED  NURSES, 
AND  NURSE  anesthetists. 

(a)  Nurse  Officer  Candidate  accession 
Program.— Section  2130a(a)(l)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  Is  amended  by  striking 
out  "September  30,  1997"  and  Inserting  In 
lieu  thereof  "September  30,  1998". 

(b)  AccrESsioN  Bonus  for  Registered 
NURSES.— Section  302d(a)(l)  of  title  37, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "September  30,  1997"  and  inserting  In 
lieu  thereof  "September  30, 1998". 

(c)  Incentive  Special  Pay  for  Nurse  an- 
esthetists.—Section  302e(a)(l)  of  title  37. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "September  30.  1997"  and  Inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "September  30, 1998". 

SEC.  613.  extension  OF  AUTHORITY  RELATING 
TO  PAYMENT  OF  OTHER  BONUSES 
AND  SPECIAL  PAYS. 

(a)  Aviation  Officer  Retention  Bonus.— 
Section  301b(a)  of  title  37,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "Septem- 
ber 30,  1997"  and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof 
"September  30, 1998,". 

(b)  Reenustment  Bonxs  for  active  Mem- 
bers.—Section  308(g)  of  title  37,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"September  30,  1997"  and  Inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "September  30, 1996". 

(c)  Enustment  Bonuses  for  CRmcAL 
Skills.— Sections  308a(c)  and  30Bf(c)  of  title 
37,  United  States  Code,  are  each  amended  by 
striking  out  "September  30, 1997"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "September  30, 1998". 

(d)  Special  Pay  for  Nuclear  Qualified 
Officers  Extending  Period  of  Acm.'E  Serv- 
ice.—Section  312(e)  of  title  37,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "Septem- 
ber 30,  1997"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"September  30, 1998". 

(e)  Nuclear  Career  accession  Bonus.— 
Section  312b(c)  of  title  37,  United  States 
Code,  Is  amended  by  striking  out  "Septem- 
ber 30,  1997"  and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"September  30, 1998". 

(f)  Nuclear  Career  annual  Incenttve 
Bonus.— Section  312c(d)  of  title  37.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "Oc- 


tober 1,  1997"  and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof 
"October  1, 1998". 

(g)  Repa^'ment  of  Education  Loans  for 
Certain  Health  Professionals  who  serve 
IN  the  Selected  Reserve.— Section  16302(d) 
of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  Is  amended  by 
striking  out  "October  1,  1997"  and  Inserting 
In  lieu  thereof  "October  1. 1998". 

SEC.  614.  INCREASED  SPECIAL  PAY  FOR  DENTAL 
OFFICERS  OF  THE  ARMED  FORCES 

(a)  Lncreased  R^tes.— Section  302b(a)  of 
title  37.  United  Sutes  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (2)— 

(A)  in  subparagraph  (A),  by  striking  out 
"SI. 200"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"$3,000": 

(B)  In  subparagraph  (B),  by  striking  out 
"$2,000"  and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"J7.000";  and 

(C)  In  subparagraph  (C),  by  striking  out 
■"$4,000"     and     inserting     in     lieu    thereof 

"$7,000": 

(2)  in  paragraph  (4).  by  redesignating  sub- 
paragraphs (A).  (B),  and  (C)  as  subparagraphs 
(B),  (C).  and  (D).  respectively,  and  by  insert- 
ing before  subparagraph  (B).  as  so  redesig- 
nated, the  following  new  subparagraph  (A): 

"(A)  $4,000  per  year,  if  the  officer  has  less 
than  three  years  of  creditable  service.";  and 

(3)  In  paragraph  (5)— 

(A)  in  subparagraph  (A) — 

(i)  by  striking  out  "$2,000"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "$2.500 ':  and 

(11)  by  striking  out  "12  years"  and  Insert- 
ing In  lieu  thereof  "10  years"; 

(B)  In  subparagraph  (B) — 

(i)  by  striking  out  "S3.000"  and  Inserting  In 
lieu  thereof  "$3,500":  and 

(ID  by  striking  out  "12  but  less  than  14 
years"  and  inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "10  but 
less  than  12  years";  and 

(C)  in  subparagraph  (C),  by  striking  out  "14 
or  more  years"  and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof 
"12  or  more  years". 

(b)  EFFECTIVE  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  take  effect  on 
October  1, 1996. 

SEC.  615.  RETENTION  SPECIAL  PAT  FOR  PUBUC 
HEALTH  SntVICE  OPTCMIETHISTS. 

Section  302a(b)  of  title  37.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  m  paragraph  (2)— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "an  armed  force"  In  the 
matter  preceding  subparagraph  (A)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "a  uniformed  serv- 
ice"; and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "of  the  military  depart- 
ment" in  subparagraph  (C);  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (4).  by  striking  out  "of  the 
military  department". 

SEC.  616.  SPECIAL  PAY  FOR  NONFHYSICIAN 
HEALTH  CARE  PHOVII«RS  IN  THE 
PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE. 

Section  302c(d)  of  title  37.  United  States 
Code.  Is  amended — 

(1)  in  the  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1), 
by  striking  out  "Secretary  of  Defense"  and 
Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "Secretary  con- 
cerned": and 

(2)  In  paragraph  (1) — 

(A)  by  striking  out  "or"  the  third  place  It 
appears;  and 

(B)  by  Inserting  before  the  period  at  the 
end  the  following:  ",  or  an  officer  in  the  Reg- 
ular or  Reserve  Corps  of  the  Public  Health 
Service". 

SEC.  617.  FOREIGN  LANGUAGE  PROFICIENCY  PAT 
FOR  PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE  AND 
NATIONAL  OCEANIC  AND  ATMOS- 
PHERIC ADMINUTBATION  OFFI- 
CEBS. 

(a)  Eugibiuty.— Section  316  of  title  37. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  in  subsection 
(a)- 
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(1)  in  the  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1). 
by  striking  out  "armed  forces"  and  inserting 
In  lieu  thereof  "uniformed  services"; 

(2)  In  paragraph  (2)— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "Secretary  of  Defense  ' 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Secretary  con- 
cerned"; and 

(B)  by  inserting  "or  public  health"  after 
"national  defense";  and 

(3)  in  paragraph  (3)— 

(A)  in  subparagraph  (A),  by  striking  out 
"military"  and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof 
"uniformed  services"; 

(B)  In  subparagraph  (C).  by  striking  out 
"military";  and 

(C)  in  subparagraph  (D)— 

(i)  by  striking  out  "Department  of  De- 
fense" and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "uni- 
fonned  service";  and 

(li)  by  striking  out  "Secretary  of  Defense" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Secretary  con- 
cerned". 

(b)  ADMINISTRATION.— Subsection  (d)  of 
such  section  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "his  jurisdiction  and" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  Secretary's 
jurisdiction.";  and 

(2)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end 
",  by  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  for  the  Commissioned  Corps  of  the 
Public  Health  Service,  and  by  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  for  the  National  Oceanic  and 
Atmospheric  Administration". 

(c)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  shall  take  ef- 
fect on  October  l,  1996,  and  apply  with  re- 
spect to  months  beginning  on  or  after  such 
date. 

Subtitle  C— Travel  and  Transportation 
Allowances 

SEC.  6Z1.  ROUND  TRIP  TRAVEL  ALLOWANCES 
FOR  SHIPPING  MOTOR  VEmCLES  AT 
COVERNBfENT  ETPENSE. 

(a)  Ln  General.— Section  406<b)(l)(B)  of 
title  37,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  as 
follows— 

(1)  in  clause  (1)(1).  by  inserting  ".  Including 
return  travel  to  the  old  duty  station."  after 
"nearest  the  old  duty  station";  and 

(2)  in  clause  (11),  by  inserting  ",  including 
travel  firom  the  new  duty  station  to  the  port 
of  debarkation  to  pick  up  the  vehicle"  after 
"to  the  new  duty  station". 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  take  effect  on 
April  1, 1997. 

SEC.  (22.  OPTION  TO  STORE  INSTEAD  OF  TRANS- 
PORT  A  PRIVATELY  OWNED  VEHICLE 
AT  THE  EXPENSE  OF  THE  UNITED 
STATES. 

(a)  IN  General.— Section  2634  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  subsection  (b)  as  sub- 
section (g); 

(2)  by  transferring  subsection  (g),  as  so  re- 
designated, to  the  end  of  such  section;  and 

(3)  by  Inserting  after  subsection  (a)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection  (b): 

"(b)  When  a  member  is  ordered  to  make  a 
change  of  permanent  station  to  a  foreign 
country  and  the  member  is  authorized  under 
subsection  (a)  to  have  a  vehicle  transported 
under  that  subsection,  the  Secretary  may 
authorize  the  member  to  store  the  vehicle 
(instead  of  having  it  transported)  if  restric- 
tions Imposed  by  the  foreign  country  or  the 
United  States  preclude  entry  of  the  vehicle 
Into  that  country  or  require  extensive  modi- 
fication of  the  vehicle  as  a  condition  for 
entry  of  the  vehicle  Into  the  country.  The 
cost  of  the  storage  of  the  vehicle,  and  costs 
associated  with  the  delivery  of  the  vehicle 
for  stora«;e  and  removal  of  the  vehicle  for  de- 
livery from  storage   shall  be   paid  by  the 


United  States.  Costs  paid  under  this  sub- 
section may  not  exceed  reasonable  amounts, 
as  determined  under  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  (and  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation  with  respect  to  the 
Coast  Guard  when  it  Is  not  operating  as  a 
service  in  the  Navy).". 

(b)  UNACCOMPANIED  TOURS.— Subsection 
(h)(1)(B)  of  section  406  of  title  37,  United 
States  Code.  Is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(B)  in  the  case  of  a  member  described  in 
paragraph  (2)(A),  authorize  the  transpor- 
tation of  one  motor  vehicle  that  Is  owned  by 
the  member  (or  a  dependent  of  a  member) 
and  is  for  his  dependent's  personal  use  to 
that  location  by  means  of  transportation  au- 
thorized under  section  2634  of  title  10,  or  au- 
thorize storage  of  such  motor  vehicle  if  the 
storage  of  the  motor  vehicle  is  otherwise  au- 
thorized under  that  section.". 

(c)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  take  effect  on  Oc- 
tober 1,  1996. 

SEC.  623.  DEFERRAL  OF  TRAVEL  WITH  TRAVEL 
AND  TRANSPORTATION  ALLOW- 
ANCES IN  CONNECTION  WITH  LEAVE 
BETWEEN  CONSECUTIVE  OVERSEAS 
TOURS. 

(a)  AUTHORTTi'    FOR   ADDITIONAL   DEFERRAL 

OF  TRAVEL.— Section  411b(a)(2)  of  title  37. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following:  "A  member  may  defer 
the  travel  for  one  additional  year  If.  due  to 
participation  in  a  contingency  operation,  the 
member  is  unable  to  commence  the  travel 
within  the  one-year  period  provided  for 
under  the  preceding  sentence.". 

(b)  EFFECTIVE  Date.— The  amendment 
made  by  subsection  shall  (a)  take  effect  as  of 
November  1.  1995,  and  shall  apply  with  re- 
spect to  members  of  the  uniformed  services 
who,  on  or  after  that  date,  participate  in 
critical  operational  missions,  as  determined 
under  the  third  sentence  of  section  411b(a)(2) 
of  title  37,  United  States  Code  (as  added  by 
subsection  (a)). 

SEC.  624.  FUNDING  FOR  TRANSPORTATION  OF 
HOUSEHOLD  EFFECTS  OF  PUBUC 
HEALTH  SERVICE  OFFICERS. 

Section  406(j)(l)  of  title  37.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  in  the  first  sentence — 

(1)  by  inserting  ",  and  appropriations 
available  to  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  for  providing  transportation 
of  household  effects  of  members  of  the  Com- 
missioned Conps  of  the  Public  Health  Service 
under  subsection  (b)."  after  "members  of  the 
armed  forces  under  subsection  (b)";  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  "of  the  military  depart- 
ment". 

Subtitle  D— Retired  Pay,  Survivor  Benefits, 
and  Related  Matters 
SEC.  631.  EFFECTIVE  DATE  FOR  MmTABT  RE- 
TIREE      COST-OF-LIVING       ADJUST- 
MENT FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1998. 

(a)  Repeal  of  adjustment  of  Effecti\t; 
Date  for  Fiscal  Year  1998.— Section 
1401a(b)(2)(B)  of  title  10.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  "(B)  SPECIAL  RULES" 
and  all  that  follows  through  "In  the  case  of 
in  clause  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(B) 

SPEaAL  RULE   FOR  nSCAL  TEAR  1996.— In  the 

case  of:  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  clause  (11). 

(b)  REPEAL  OF  Contingent  alternative 
Date  for  Fiscal  Year  1998.— Section  631  of 
the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for 
Fiscal  Year  1996  (Public  Law  104-106;  110 
Stat.  364)  is  amended  by  striking  out  sub- 
section (b). 

SEC.  632.  ALLOTMENT  OF  RETIRED  OR  RETAINER 
PAY. 

(a)  AUTHORiry.— (1)  Part  n  of  subtitle  A  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 


inserting  after  chapter  71  the  following  new 
chapter: 

"CHAPTER  72-MISCELLANEOUS  RETIRED 
AND  RETAINER  PAY  AUTHORITIES 

"Sec. 

"1421.  Allotments. 

"$  1421.  AUotments 

"(a)  AUTHORmr. — Subject  to  such  condi- 
tions and  restrictions  as  may  be  provided  in 
regulations  prescribed  under  subsection  (b), 
a  member  or  former  member  of  the  armed 
forces  entitled  to  retired  or  retainer  pay  may 
transfer  or  assign  the  member  or  former 
member's  retired  or  retainer  pay  account 
when  due  and  payable. 

"(b)  Regulations.— The  Secretaries  of  the 
military  dei>artments  and  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  (with  respect  to  the  Coast 
Guard  when  it  is  not  operating  as  a  service 
in  the  Navy)  shall  prescribe  uniform  regula- 
tions for  the  administration  of  subsection 
(a).". 

(2)  The  tables  of  chapters  at  the  beginning 
of  subtitle  A  of  such  title  and  the  beginning 
of  part  n  of  such  subtitle  are  amended  by  in- 
serting after  the  item  relating  to  chapter  71 
the  following: 

"72.    Miscellaneous   retired    and    re- 
tainer pay  authorities  1421". 

(b)  IMPLEMENTATION.— <1)  Notwithstanding 
section  1421  of  title  10.  United  States  Code 
(as  added  by  subsection  (a)),  a  person  enti- 
tled to  retired  or  retainer  pay  may  not  initi- 
ate a  transfer  or  assignment  of  retired  or  re- 
tainer pay  under  such  section  until  regnila- 
tions  prescribed  under  subsection  (b)  of  such 
section  take  effect. 

(2)  The  Secretaries  of  the  military  depart- 
ments and  the  Secretary  of  Transportation 
shall  prescribe  regulations  under  subsection 
(b)  of  such  section  that  ensure  that,  begin- 
ning not  later  than  October  1.  1997,  a  person 
may  make  up  to  six  transfers  or  assignments 
of  the  person's  retired  or  retainer  pay  ac- 
count when  due  and  payable  for  payment  of 
any  financial  obligations. 

SEC.  633.  C08T-OF4JVING  INCREASES  IN  SBP 
CONTRIBUTIONS  TO  BE  EFFECTIVE 
CONCURRENTLY  WITH  PAYMENT  OF 
RELATED  RETIRED  PAY  COST-OF- 
LIVING  INCREASES. 

(a)  SURVIVOR  Benefit  Plan.— Section 
1452(h)  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  Inserting  "(1)"  after  "(h)";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(2)(A)  Notwithstanding  paragraph  (1). 
when  the  Initial  payment  of  an  Increase  in 
retired  pay  under  section  1401a  of  this  title 
(or  any  other  provision  of  law)  to  a  person  is 
later  than  the  effective  date  of  that  increase 
by  reason  of  the  application  of  subsection 
(b)(2)(B)  of  such  section  (or  section  631(b)  of 
PubUc  Law  104-106  (UO  Stat.  364)),  then  the 
amount  of  the  reduction  In  the  person's  re- 
tired pay  shall  be  effective  on  the  date  of 
that  initial  payment  of  the  Increase  in  re- 
tired pay  rather  than  the  effective  date  of 
the  Increase  In  retired  pay. 

"(B)  Subparagraph  (A)  may  not  be  con- 
strued as  delaying,  for  purposes  of  determin- 
ing the  amount  of  a  monthly  annuity  under 
section  1451  of  this  title,  the  effective  date  of 
an  increase  in  a  base  amount  under  sub- 
section (h)  of  such  section  from  the  effective 
date  of  an  increase  in  retired  pay  under  sec- 
tion 1401a  of  this  title  to  the  date  on  which 
the  initial  payment  of  that  Increase  in  re- 
tired pay  is  made  In  accordance  with  sub- 
section (b)(2KB)  of  such  section  1401a.". 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment 
made  by  subsection  (a)  .shall  take  effect  with 
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respect  to  retired  pay  payable  for  months  be- 
ginning on  or  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act. 

SEC.  634.  ANNIHTIES  FOR  CERTAIN  MILITARY 
SURVIVING  SPOUSES. 

(a)  Survivor  ANNum-.— (l)  The  Secretary 
concerned  shall  pay  an  annuity  to  the  quali- 
fied surviving  spouse  of  each  member  of  the 
uniformed  services  who — 

(A)  died  before  March  21.  1974.  and  was  en- 
titled to  retired  or  retainer  pay  on  the  date 
of  death;  or 

(B)  was  a  member  of  a  reserve  component 
of  the  Armed  Forces  during  the  period  begin- 
ning on  September  21.  1972.  and  ending  on 
October  1.  1978.  and  at  the  time  of  his  death 
would  have  been  entitled  to  retired  pay 
under  chapter  67  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code  (as  in  effect  before  December  1.  1994). 
but  for  the  fact  that  he  was  under  60  years  of 
age. 

(2)  A  qualified  surviving  spouse  for  pur- 
poses of  this  section  Is  a  surviving  spouse 
who  has  not  remarried  and  who  is  not  eligi- 
ble for  an  annuity  under  section  4  of  Public 
Law  92-425  (10  U.S.C.  1448  note). 

(b)  AMOUNT  OF  ANNUITY.— <1)  An  annuity 
under  this  section  shall  be  paid  at  the  rate  of 
S165  per  month,  as  adjusted  from  time  to 
time  under  paragraph  (3). 

(2)  An  annuity  paid  to  a  surviving  spouse 
under  this  section  shall  be  reduced  by  the 
amount  of  any  dependency  and  indemnity 
compensation  (DIC)  to  which  the  surviving 
spouse  is  entitled  under  section  1311(a)  of 
title  38.  United  States  Code. 

(3)  Whenever  after  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act  retired  or  retainer  pay  is  in- 
creased under  section  1401a(b)(2)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  each  annuity  that  is 
ptayable  under  this  section  shall  be  increased 
at  the  same  time  and  by  the  same  total  per- 
cent. The  amount  of  the  increase  shall  be 
based  on  the  amount  of  the  monthly  annuity 
payable  before  any  reduction  under  this  sec- 
tion. 

(c)  APPUCATiON  Required.— No  benefit 
shall  be  paid  to  any  person  under  this  sec- 
tion unless  an  application  for  such  benefit  is 
filed  with  the  Secretary  concerned  by  or  on 
behalf  of  such  person. 

(d)  DEFLvmoNS.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion: 

(1)  The  terms  "uniformed  services"  and 
"Secretary  concerned"  have  the  meanings 
given  such  terms  in  section  101  of  title  37, 
United  States  Code. 

(2)  The  terra  "surviving  spouse"  has  the 
meaning  given  the  terms  "widow"  and  "wid- 
ower" in  paragraphs  (3)  and  (4)  of  section 

1447  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 

(e)  Prospective  APPucABmry.— <1)  Annu- 
ities under  this  section  shall  be  paid  for 
months  beginning  after  the  month  in  which 
this  Act  is  enacted. 

(2)  No  benefit  shall  accrue  to  any  person  by 
reason  of  the  enactment  of  this  section  for 
any  period  before  the  first  month  referred  to 
in  paragraph  (1). 

SEC.  6SS.  ADJUSTED  ANNUAL  INCOKE  LIMITA- 
TION APFUCABLE  TO  EUGIBIUTY 
FOR  INCOME  SUPPLEMENT  FOR 
CERTAIN  WIDOWS  OF  MEMBERS  OF 
THE  UNIFORMED  SERVICES. 
Section  4  of  Public  Law  92-425  (10  U.S.C. 

1448  note)  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"S2,340"  in  subsection  (a)(3)  and  in  the  first 
sentence  of  subsection  (b)  and  Inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "J5.448". 

Subtitle  E— Otiier  Matters 

SEC  641.  REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  ADOPTION  EX- 
PENSES INCURRED  IN  ADOPTIONS 
THROUGH  PRIVATE  PLACEMENTS. 

(a)  Department  of  Defense.— Section 
1052(g)(1)  of  Utle  10.  Uulted  States  Code,  is 


amended  by  striking  out  "adoption  or  by  a 
nonprofit,  voluntary  adoption  agency  which 
is  authorized  by  State  or  local  law  to  place 
children  for  adoption"  and  inserting  In  lieu 
thereof  "adoption,  by  a  nonprofit,  voluntary 
adoption  agency  which  is  authorized  by 
State  or  local  law  to  place  children  for  adop- 
tion, or  by  any  other  source  if  the  adoption 
Is  supervised  by  a  court  under  State  or  local 
law". 

(b)  Coast  Guard.— Section  514(g)(1)  of  title 
14,  United  States  Osde.  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "adoption  or  by  a  nonprofit,  vol- 
untary adoption  agency  which  is  authorized 
by  State  or  local  law  to  place  children  for 
adoption"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"adoption,  by  a  nonprofit,  voluntary  adop- 
tion agency  which  Is  authorized  by  State  or 
local  law  to  place  children  for  adoption,  or 
by  any  other  source  if  the  adoption  is  super- 
vised by  a  court  under  State  or  local  law". 

SEC.  642.  WAIVER  OF  RECOUPMENT  OF  AMOUNTS 
WITHHELD  FOR  TAX  PURPOSES 
FROM  CERTAIN  SEPARATION  PAY 
RECEIVED  BY  INVOLUNTARILY  SEP- 
ARATED MEBIBERS  AND  FORMER 
BIEMBERS  OF  THE  ARMED  FORCES. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  1174(h)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1).  by  inserting  "(less  the 
amount  of  Federal  Income  tax  withheld  from 
such  pay)"  before  the  period  at  the  end;  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (2).  by  inserting  "(less  the 
amount  of  Federal  income  tax  withheld  from 
such  pay)"  before  the  period  at  the  end  of 
the  first  sentence. 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  take  effect  on  Oc- 
tober 1.  1996.  and  shall  apply  to  payments  of 
separation  pay.  severance  pay,  or  readjust- 
ment pay  that  are  made  after  October  1. 1996. 

TITLE  Vn— HEALTH  CARE  PROVISIONS 
SEC.   701.   IMPLEMENTATION  OF   REQUIREMENT 
FOR   SCLECreD    RESERVE    DENTAL 
INSURANCE  PLAN. 

(a)  Implementation  by  Contract.— Sec- 
tion 1076b(a)  of  title  10.  United  States  Ck>de. 
is  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  "(1)"  after  "(a)  Aitthority 

To  ESTABUSH  PLAN.—"; 

(2)  by  designating  the  third  sentence  as 
paragraph  (3);  and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (1).  as  des- 
ignated by  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection, 
the  following: 

"(2)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  benefits 
under  the  plan  through  one  or  more  con- 
tracts awarded  after  full  and  open  competi- 
tion.". 

(b)  Schedule  for  implementation.— Sec- 
tion 705(b)  of  the  National  Defense  Author- 
ization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  (Public  Law 
104-106;  no  Stat.  373;  10  U.S.C.  1076b  note)  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "Beginning  not  later 
than  October  1.  1996"  in  the  first  sentence 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "During  fiscal 
year  1997"; 

(2)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year  1996"  both 
places  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of "fiscal  years  1996  and  1997";  and 

(3)  in  the  second  sentence,  by  striking  out 
"by  that  date"  and  inserting  In  lieu  thereof 
"during  fiscal  year  1997". 

SEC.  702.  DENTAL  INSURANCE  PLAN  FOR  MIU- 
TARY  RETIREES  AND  CERTAIN  DE- 
PENDENTS. 

(a)  In  General.— (1)  Chapter  55  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  Inserting 
after  section  1076b  the  following  new  section: 
'$  1076c  Military  retirees'  dental  insurance 

plan 

"(a)  REQUIREMENT.— <1)  The  Secretary  of 
Defense  shall  establish  a  dental  insurance 
plan  for— 


"(A)  members  and  former  members  of  the 
armed  forces  who  are  entitled  to  retired  or 
retainer  pay; 

••(B)  members  of  the  Retired  Reserve  who. 
except  for  not  having  attained  60  years  of 
age.  would  be  entitled  to  retired  pay;  and 

••(C)  eligible  dependents  of  members  and 
former  members  covered  by  the  enrollment 
of  such  members  or  former  members  in  the 
plan. 

••(2)  The  dental  Insurance  plan  shall  pro- 
vide for  voluntary  enrollment  of  participants 
and  shall  authorize  a  member  or  former 
member  to  enroll  for  self  only  or  for  self  and 
eligible  dependents. 

"(3)  The  plan  shall  be  administered  under 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  in  consultation  with  the  Secretary 
of  Transportation. 

••(b)  PREMIUMS.— <1)  Subject  to  paragraph 
(2).  a  member  or  former  member  enrolled  in 
the  dental  insurance  plan  shall  pay  the  pre- 
miums charged  for  the  Insurance  coverage. 
The  amount  of  the  premiums  payable  by  a 
member  or  former  member  entitled  to  re- 
tired or  retainer  pay  shall  be  deducted  and 
withheld  from  the  retired  or  retainer  pay 
and  shall  be  disbursed  to  pay  the  premiums. 
The  regulations  prescribed  under  subsection 
(a)(3)  shall  specify  the  procedures  for  pay- 
ment of  the  premiums  by  other  enrolled 
members  and  former  members. 

"(2)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  provide 
for  premium-sharing  between  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  aind  the  members  and  former 
members  enrolled  in  the  i>lan. 

"(c)  BENEFITS  Available  Undek  Plan.— 
The  dental  insurance  plan  established  under 
subsection  (a)  shall  provide  benefits  for  basic 
dental  care  and  treatment,  including  diag- 
nostic services,  preventative  services,  basic 
restorative  services  (including  endodontics), 
surgical  services,  and  emergency  services. 

"(d)  Coverage.— (1)  The  Secretary  shall 
prescribe  a  minimum  required  period  for  en- 
rollment by  a  member  or  former  member  in 
the  dental  Insurance  plan  established  under 
subsection  (a). 

'•(2)  The  Secretary  shall  terminate  the  en- 
rollment in  the  plan  of  any  member  or 
former  member,  and  any  dependents  covered 
by  the  enrollment,  upon  the  occurrence  of 
one  of  the  following  events: 

•'(A)  Termination  of  the  member  or  former 
member^s  entitlement  to  retired  pay  or  re- 
tainer pay. 

"(B)  Termination  of  the  member  or  former 
member's  status  as  a  member  of  the  Retired 
Reserve. 

"(e)  CONTiNUA'noN  of  Dependents'  En- 
rollment Upon  Death  of  Enrollee.— Cov- 
erage of  a  dependent  under  an  enrollment  of 
a  member  or  former  member  who  dies  during 
the  period  of  enrollment  shall  continue  until 
the  end  of  that  period,  except  that  the  cov- 
erage may  be  terminated  on  any  earlier  date 
when  the  premiums  paid  are  no  longer  suffi- 
cient to  cover  continuation  of  the  enroll- 
ment. The  Secretary  shall  i)rescribe  in  regu- 
lations the  parties  responsible  for  paying  the 
remaining  premiums  due  on  the  enrollment 
and  the  manner  for  collection  of  the  pre- 
miums. 

"(f)  EuGiBLE  Dependent  Defined.— In  this 
section,  the  term  •eligible  dependent'  means 
a  dependent  described  in  subparagraph  (A). 
(D).  or  (I)  of  section  1072(2)  of  this  title.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
such  chapter  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
the  item  relating  to  section  1076b  the  follow- 
ing new  item: 

"1076c.  Military  retirees'   dental  insurance 
plan.". 
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(b)  iMPLiMENTATiON.— Beginning  not  later 
than  October  1,  1997.  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense shall  offer  members  and  former  mem- 
bers of  the  Armed  Forces  referred  to  in  sub- 
section (a)(1)  of  section  1076c  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code  (as  added  by  subsection 
(aKl)  of  this  section),  the  opportunity  to  en- 
roll in  the  dental  Insurance  plan  required 
under  such  section  and  to  receive  the  bene- 
fits under  the  plan  immediately  upon  enroll- 
ment. 

SEC.  703.  UNIFORM  COMPOSITE  HEALTH  CAKE 
SYSTEM  SOFTWABE. 

(a)  Requirement  for  Use  of  Uniform 
Software.— The  Secretary  of  Defense,  in 
consultation  with  the  other  administering 
Secretaries,  shall  take  such  action  as  is  nec- 
essary promptly— 

(1)  to  provide  a  uniform  software  paclcage 
for  use  by  providers  of  health  care  under  the 
TRICARE  program  and  by  military  treat- 
ment facilities  for  the  computerized  process- 
ing of  Information;  and 

(2)  to  require  such  providers  to  use  the  uni- 
form software  paclcage  in  connection  with 
providing  health  care  under  the  TRICARE 
program  or  otherwise  under  chapter  55  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code. 

(b)  Content  of  Uniform  Software  Pack- 
age.—The  uniform  software  package  re- 
quired to  be  used  under  subsection  (a)  shall, 
at  a  minimum,  provide  for  processing  of  the 
following  information: 

(1)  TRICARE  program  enrollment. 

(2)  Determinations  of  eligibility  for  health 
care. 

(3)  Provider  network  Information. 

(4)  Eligibility  of  beneficiaries  to  receive 
health  benefits  from  other  sources. 

(5)  Appointment  scheduling. 

(c)  MODIFICATION  OF  CONTRACTS.— Notwith- 
standing any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Sec- 
retary may  modify  any  existing  contract 
with  a  health  care  provider  under  the 
TRICARE  program  as  necessary  to  require 
the  health  care  provider  to  use  the  uniform 
software  package  required  under  subsection 
(a). 

(d)  Deftnitions.- In  this  section: 

(1)  The  term  "administering  Secretaries'" 
has  the  meaning  given  such  term  in  section 
1072(3)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 

(2)  The  term  "nUlitary  treatment  facil- 

ity- 

(A)  means  a  facility  of  the  uniformed  serv- 
ices in  which  health  care  is  provided  under 
chapter  55  of  title  10,  United  States  Codes; 
and 

(B)  Includes  a  facility  deemed  to  be  a  facil- 
ity of  the  uniformed  services  by  virtue  of 
section  911(a)  of  the  Military  Construction 
Authorization  Act,  1982  (42  U.S.C.  24«c(a)). 

(3)  The  term  "TRICARE  program"  means 
the  managed  health  care  program  that  is  es- 
tablished by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  under 
the  authority  of  chapter  55  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  principally  section  1097  of  such 
title,  and  includes  the  competitive  selection 
of  contractors  to  financially  underwrite  the 
delivery  of  health  care  services  under  the  Ci- 
vilian Health  and  Medical  Program  of  the 
Uniformed  Services. 

SEC  704.  CLARIFICATION  OF  APPUCABILITr  OF 
CHAMFVS  PAYMENT  RULES  TO  PRI- 
VA1S  CBAMFUS  PROVIDERS  FOR 
CABE  PROVIDED  TO  ENROLLEES  IN 
HEALTH  CARE  PLANS  OF  UNI- 
FORMED  SERVICES  TREATMENT  FA- 
CILITIES. 

Section  1074(d)(1)  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  Is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "may  require"  and  in- 
serting In  lieu  thereof  "shall  require": 

(2)  by  striking  out  "member  of  the  uni- 
formed services"  and  inserting  in  Ueu  there- 
of "covered  beneficiary";  and 


(3)  by  striking  out  "when  the  health  care" 
and  all  that  follows  through  "facility". 

SEC.  705.  ENHANCEMENT  OF  THIRD-PARTY  COL- 
LECTION AND  SECONDARY  PAYER 
AUTHORITIES  UNDER  CHAMPUS. 

(a)  Retention  and  Use  by  Treatment  Fa- 
cilities OF  AMOUNTS  Collected.— Sub- 
section (g)(1)  of  section  1095  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
"or  through"  after  "provided  at". 

(b)  Expansion  of  Definition  of  Third 
Party  PA'i'ER.— Subsection  (h)  of  such  sec- 
tion is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence  of  paragraph  (1),  by 
Inserting  "and  a  workers"  compensation  pro- 
gram or  plan"  before  the  period;  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (2)— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "organization  and""  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  "organization,"; 
and 

(B)  by  inserting  '•,  and  a  personal  Injury 
protection  plan  or  medical  payments  benefit 
plan  for  personal  injuries  resulting  from  the 
operation  of  a  motor  vehicle"  before  the  pe- 
riod. 

(C)  APPLICABILITY  OF  SECONDARY  PAYER  RE- 
QUIREMENT.—Section  1079(j)(l)  of  such  title  is 
amended  by  Inserting  ",  including  any  plan 
offered  by  a  third  party  payer  (as  defined  in 
section  1095(h)(1)  of  this  title),"  after  "or 
health  plan"'. 

SEC.  706.  CODIFICATION  OF  AUTHORITY  TO 
CREDIT  CHAMPUS  COLLECTIONS  TO 
PROGRAM  ACCOUNTS. 

(a)  Credits  to  CHAMPUS  accounts.— 
Chapter  55  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  section  1079  the 
following: 

"§  1079a.  Crediting  of  CHAMPUS  coUections 
to  program  accounts 

•'All  refunds  and  other  amounts  collected 
by  or  for  the  United  States  in  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  Civilian  Health  and  Medical 
Program  of  the  Uniformed  Services 
(CHAMPUS)  shall  be  credited  to  the  appro- 
priation available  for  that  program  for  the 
fiscal  year  in  which  collected.". 

(b)  Clerical  Amendment.— The   table   of 
sections  at  the  beginning  of  such  chapter  is 
amended  by  Inserting  after  the  item  relating 
to  section  1079  the  following  new  Item: 
"1079a.  Crediting  of  CHAMPUS  collections  to 

program  accounts.". 

SEC.  707.  COMPTROLLER  GENERAL  REVIEW  OF 
HEALTH  CARE  AC'l'l  VITUS  OF  THE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  RELAT- 
ING TO  PERSIAN  GULF  ILLNESSES. 

(a)  Medical  Research  and  Clinical  Care 
PROGRAMS.— The  Comptroller  General  shall 
anal3rze  the  effectiveness  of  the  medical  re- 
search programs  and  clinical  care  programs 
of  the  Department  of  Defense  that  relate  to 
illnesses  that  might  have  been  contracted  by 
members  of  the  Armed  Forces  as  a  result  of 
service  in  the  Southwest  Asia  theater  of  op- 
erations during  the  Persian  Gulf  War. 

(b)  Experimental  Drugs.— The  Comptrol- 
ler General  shall  analyze  the  scope  and  effec- 
tiveness of  the  policies  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  with  respect  to  the  Investigational 
use  of  drugs,  the  experimental  use  of  drugs, 
and  the  use  of  drugs  not  approved  by  the 
Food  and  Drug  Administration  to  treat  Ill- 
nesses referred  to  In  subsection  (a). 

(C)  ADMINISTRATION  OF  MEDICAL  RECORDS.— 

The  Comptroller  General  shall  analyze  the 
administration  of  medical  records  by  the 
military  departments  in  order  to  assess  the 
extent  to  which  such  records  accurately  re- 
flect the  pre-deployment  medical  assess- 
ments, immunization  records.  Informed  con- 
sent releases,  complaints  during  routine  sick 
call,  emergency  room  visits,  visits  with  unit 
medics  during  deployment,  and  other  rel- 


evant medical  information  relating  to  the 
members  and  former  members  referred  to  in 
subsection  (a)  with  respect  to  the  Illnesses 
referred  to  in  that  subsection. 

(d)  REPORTS.— The  Comptroller  General 
shall  submit  to  Congress  a  separate  report 
on  each  of  the  analyses  required  under  sub- 
sections (a),  (b),  and  (c).  The  Comptroller 
General  shall  submit  the  reports  not  later 
than  March  1,  1997. 

TITLE  VIII— ACQUISITION  POUCY,  ACQUI- 
SITION MANAGEMENT,  AND  RELATED 
MATTERS 

^C.  801.  PROCUREMENT  TECHNICAL  ASSIST- 
ANCE PROGRAMS. 

(a)  FUNDING.— Of  the  amount  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  under  section  301(5), 
$12,000,000  shall  be  available  for  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  chapter  142  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code. 

(b)  Specific  Progr.ams.— Of  the  amounts 
made  available  pursuant  to  subsection  (a). 
$600,000  shall  be  available  for  fiscal  year  1997 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  programs 
sponsored  by  eligible  entitles  referred  to  in 
subparagraph  (D)  of  section  2411(1)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  that  provide  procure- 
ment technical  assistance  in  distressed  areas 
referred  to  In  subparagraph  (B)  of  section 
2411(2)  of  such  title.  If  there  is  an  insufficient 
number  of  satisfactory  proposals  for  coopera- 
tive agreements  in  such  distressed  areas  to 
allow  effective  use  of  the  funds  made  avail- 
able in  accordance  with  this  subsection  in 
such  areas,  the  funds  shall  be  allocated 
among  the  Defense  Contract  Administration 
Services  regions  in  accordance  with  section 
2415  of  such  title. 

SEC.  802.  EXTENSION  OF  PILOT  MENTOR.PRO- 
TEGE  PROGRAM. 

Section  831(J)  of  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1991  (10 
U.S.C.  2302  note)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1).  by  striking  out  "1995" 
and  Inserting  in  Ueu  thereof  "1998";  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (2),  by  striking  out  "1996" 
and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1999". 

SEC.  803.  MODIFICATION  OF  AUTHORmf  TO 
CABBY  OUT  CERTAIN  PROTOTYPE 
PROJECTS. 

(a)  AUTHORIZED  Officials.— (1)  Subsection 
(a)  of  section  845  of  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1994  (107  Stat. 
1547;  10  U.S.C.  2371  note)  is  amended  by  in- 
serting ",  the  Secretary  of  a  military  depart- 
ment, or  any  other  official  designated  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense"  after  "Agency". 

(2)  Subsection  (b)(2)  of  such  section  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(2)  To  the  maximum  extent  practicable, 
competitive  procedures  shall  be  used  when 
entering  into  agreements  to  carry  out 
projects  under  subsection  (a).". 

(b)  EXTENSION  OF  AUTHORm'.— Subsectlon 
(c)  of  such  section  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "terminate"  and  all  that  follows  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "terminate  at  the  end 
of  September  30.  2001.  ". 

SEC.  804.  REVISIONS  TO  THE  PROGRAM  FOR  THE 
ASSESSMENT  OF  THE  NATIONAL  DE- 
FENSE TECHNOLOGY  AND  INDUS- 
TRIAL BASE. 

(a)  National  Defense  Program  for  Anal- 
ysis OF  THE  Technology  and  Industrial 
Base.— Section  2503  of  Utle  10,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a>— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "(1)  The  Secretary  of 
Defense,  in  consultation  with  the  National 
Defense  Technology  and  Industrial  Base 
Council"  in  paragraph  (1)  and  Inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "The  Secretary  of  Defense,  in 
consultation  with  the  Secretary  of  Com- 
merce"; and 
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(B)  by  striking  out  paragraphs  (2).  (3),  and 
(4);  and 
(2)  in  subsection  (c)(3)(A)— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "the  National  Defense 
Technology  and  Industrial  Base  Council  In" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  Secretary 
of  Defense  for";  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  '"and  the  periodic  plans 
required  by  section  2506  of  this  title"". 

(b)  Periodic  Defense  CAPABiLrry  assess- 
ments.—(i)  Section  2505  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"§2505.  National  technology  and   industrial 

base:  periodic  defense  capability  assess- 
ments 

"(a)  Periodic  assessment.- Each  fiscal 
year,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  prepare 
selected  assessments  of  the  capability  of  the 
national  technology  and  industrial  base  to 
attain  the  national  security  objectives  set 
forth  in  section  2501(a)  of  this  title. 

"(b)  Assessment  Process.— The  Secretary 
of  Defense  shall  ensure  that  technology  and 
industrial  capability  assessments — 

"(1)  describe  sectors  or  capabilities,  their 
underlying  Infrastructure  and  processes; 

"(2)  analyze  present  and  projected  finan- 
cial performance  of  Industries  supporting  the 
sectors  or  capabilities  in  the  assessment;  and 

"(3)  identify  technological  and  industrial 
capabilities  and  processes  for  which  there  is 
potential  for  the  national  industrial  and 
technology  base  not  to  be  able  to  support  the 
achievement  of  national  security  objectives. 

"(c)  FOREIGN  Dependency  Consider- 
ations.— In  the  preparation  of  the  periodic 
assessments,  the  Secretary  shall  include  con- 
siderations of  foreign  dependency. 

"(d)  Integrated  Process.— The  Secretary 
of  Defense  shall  ensure  that  consideration  of 
the  technology  and  Industrial  base  assess- 
ments is  Integrated  into  the  overall  budget, 
acquisition,  and  logistics  support  decision 
processes  of  the  Department  of  Defense.". 

(2)  Section  2502(b)  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  out  "the  following  respon- 
sibilities:" and  all  that  follows  through  "ef- 
fective cooperation"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "the  responsibility  to  ensure  effec- 
tive cooperation";  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (2);  and 

(3)  by  redesignating  subparagraphs  (A),  (B). 
and  (C)  as  paragraphs  (1).  (2),  and  (3),  respec- 
tively, and  adjusting  the  margin  of  such 
paragraphs  two  ems  to  the  left. 

(c)  Repeal  of  Requirement  for  Periodic 
Defense  Capability  Plan.— Section  2506  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  repealed. 

(d)  Department  of  Defense  Technology 

AND    LNDUSTRIAL    BASE    POUCTY    GUIDANCE.— 

Subchapter  n  of  chapter  148  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  section  2505  the  following  new  section 
2506: 

"§2506.  Department  of  Defense  technology 
and  industrial  base  policy  guidance 
"(a)  Departmental  Guidance.— The  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  shall  prescribe  depart- 
mental guidance  for  the  attainment  of  each 
of  the  national  security  objectives  set  forth 
in  section  2S01(a)  of  this  title.  Such  guidance 
shall  provide  for  technological  and  industrial 
capability  considerations  to  be  integrated 
Into  the  budget  allocation,  weapons  acquisi- 
tion, and  logistics  support  decision  proc- 
esses. 

"(b)  Report  to  Congress.— The  Secretary 
of  Defense  shall  report  on  the  implementa- 
tion of  the  departmental  guidance  in  the  an- 
nual report  to  Congress  submitted  pursuant 
to  section  2508  of  this  title.". 

(e)  ANNUAL  Report  to  Congress.— Such 
subchapter  is  amended  by  inserting  after  sec- 
tion 2507  the  following  new  section: 


"S  2508.  Annual  report  to  Congress 

"The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  transmit 
to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Committee  on  National  Secu- 
rity of  the  House  of  Representatives  by 
March  1  of  each  year  a  report  which  shall  in- 
clude the  following  information: 

"(1)  A  description  of  the  departmental 
gruidance  prepared  pursuant  to  section  2506  of 
this  title. 

'•(2)  A  description  of  the  methods  and  anal- 
yses being  undertaken  by  the  Department  of 
Defense  alone  or  in  cooperation  with  other 
Federal  agencies,  to  identify  and  address 
concerns  regarding  technological  and  indus- 
trial capabilities  of  the  national  technology 
and  Industrial  base. 

"(3)  A  description  of  the  assessments  pre- 
pared pursuant  to  section  2505  of  this  title 
and  other  analyses  used  In  developing  the 
budget  submission  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense for  the  next  fiscal  year. 

"(4)  Identification  of  each  program  de- 
signed to  sustain  specific  essential  techno- 
logical and  industrial  capabilities  and  proc- 
esses of  the  national  technology  and  indus- 
trial base."". 

(f)  Repeal  of  Require-me-vt  To  Coordinate 

THE  ENC0URAGE.ME.\T  OF  TECHNOLCXJY  TRANS- 
FER With  the  Council.— Subsection  2514(c)  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  paragraph  (5). 

(g)  Clepjcal  Amendments.— The  table  of 
sections  at  the  beginning  of  subchapter  n  of 
chapter  148  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  the  item  relating  to  sec- 
tion 2506  and  inserting  In  lieu  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"2506.  Department  of  Defense  technology  and 
Industrial  base  policy  guid- 
ance."; 

and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"2508.  Annual  report  to  Congress."'. 

(h)  Repeal  of  Superseded  and  Executed 
Law.— Sections  4218.  4219.  and  4220  of  the  Na- 
tional Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  1993  (Public  Law  102-484;  10  U.S.C.  2505 
note  and  2506  note)  are  repealed. 

SEC.  80S.  PROCUREMENTS  TO  BE  MADE  FROM 
SBIALL  arms  INDUSTRIAL  BASE 
FIBMS. 

(a)  Requirement.— Chapter  146  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following: 

"§  2473.  Procurements  from  the  small  arms  in- 
dustrial base 

"(a)  Authority  To  Designate  Exclusfvt 
Sources.— To  the  extent  that  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  determines  necessary  to  preserve 
the  part  of  the  national  technology  and  in- 
dustrial base  that  supplies  property  and 
services  described  in  subsection  (b).  the  Sec- 
retary may  require  that  the  procurements  of 
such  items  for  the  Department  of  Defense  be 
made  only  from  the  firms  listed  in  the  plan 
entitled  'FYeservation  of  Oitical  Elements 
of  the  Small  Arms  Industrial  Base",  dated 
January  8,  1994.  that  was  prepared  by  an 
Independent  assessment  panel  of  the  Army 
Science  Board. 

"(b)  Covered  Items.— The  authority  pro- 
vided in  subsection  (a)  applies  to  the  follow- 
ing property  and  services: 
"(1)  Repair  parts  for  small  arms. 
"(2)    Modifications    of   parts    to    improve 
small  arms  used  by  the  armed  forces. 

"(3)  Overhaul  of  unserviceable  small  arms 
of  the  armed  forces.". 

(b)  Clerical  amendment.— The  table  of 
sections  at  the  beginning  of  such  chapter  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 


■•2473.  Procurements  from  the  small  arms  In- 
dustrial base.". 

SEC.  806.  EXCEPTION  TO  PROmBITION  ON  PRO- 
CUREMENT OF  FOREIGN  GOODS. 

Section  2534(d)i3)  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  "or  would  im- 
pede the  reciprocal  procurement  of  defense 
items  under  a  memorandum  of  understand- 
ing providing  for  reciprocal  procurement  of 
defense  items  that  is  entered  into  under  sec- 
tion 2531  of  this  title."  after  "a  foreign  coun- 
try.". 

SEC.  807.  TREATMENT  OF  DEPARTMENT  (W  DE- 
FENSE CABLE  TELEVISION  FBA.V 
CmSE  AGREEMENTS. 

(a)  TREATMENT  AS  CONTRACT  FOR  TELE- 
COMMUNICATIONS SER\ncES.— Subject  to  sub- 
section (b).  a  cable  television  franchise 
agreement  for  the  Department  of  Defense 
shall  be  considered  a  contract  for  tele- 
communications services  for  puriwses  of  part 
49  of  the  Federal  Acquisition  Regulation. 

(b)  LIMITATION.— The  treatment  of  a  cable 
television  franchise  agreement  as  a  contract 
for  telecommunications  services  shall  be 
subject  to  such  terms,  conditions,  limita- 
tions, restrictions,  and  requirements  relat- 
ing to  the  power  of  the  executive  branch  to 
treat  such  an  agreement  as  such  a  contract 
as  are  identified  in  the  advisory  opinion  re- 
quired under  section  823  of  the  National  De- 
fense Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996 
(Public  Law  104-106;  110  Stat.  399). 

(c)  APPUCABIUTY.- This  section  applies  to 
cable  television  franchise  agreements  for  the 
Department  of  Defense  only  if  the  United 
States  Court  of  Federal  Claims  states  in  an 
advisory  opinion  referred  to  In  subsection  (b) 
that  It  is  within  the  power  of  the  executive 
branch  to  treat  cable  television  franchise 
agreements  for  the  construction,  installa- 
tion, or  capital  improvement  of  cable  tele- 
vision systems  at  military  installations  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  as  contracts 
under  part  49  of  the  Federal  Acquisition  Reg- 
ulation without  violating  title  VI  of  the 
Conmiunlcatlons  Act  of  1934  (47  U.S.C.  521  ot 
seq.). 

SEC.  806.  REMEDIES  FOR  REPRISALS  AGAINST 
CCmTRACTOR  EMPLOYEE  WHI8TLE- 
BLOWEBS. 

Section  2409(c)(1)  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  subpara- 
graph (B)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following: 

•'(B)  Order  the  contractor  either^ 

"(1)  to  reinstate  the  person  to  the  position 
that  the  person  held  before  the  reprisal,  to- 
gether with  the  compensation  (including 
back  pay),  employment  benefits,  and  other 
terms  and  conditions  of  employment  that 
would  apply  to  the  person  in  that  position  if 
the  reprisal  had  not  been  taken;  or 

"(11)  without  reinstating  the  person,  to  pay 
the  person  an  amount  equal  to  the  com- 
pensation (Including  back  pay)  that,  if  the 
reprisal  had  not  been  taken,  would  have  been 
paid  the  person  in  that  position  up  to  the 
date  on  which  the  head  of  the  agency  deter- 
mines that  the  person  has  been  subjected  to 
a  reprisal  prohibited  under  subsection  (a).". 

SEC.  809.  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  INFORMA'nON 
TSCHNOLOCY  MANAGEMENT  RE- 
FORM. 

(a)  REPORT. — (1)  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  include  in  the  report  submitted  in  1997 
under  section  381  of  Public  Law  103-337  (106 
Stat.  2739)  a  discussion  of  the  following  mat- 
ters relating  to  Information  resources  man- 
agement by  the  Federal  Government: 

(A)  The  progress  made  in  implementing  the 
Information  Technology  Management  Re- 
form Act  of  1996  (division  E  of  Public  Law 
104-106;  110  Stat.  679;  40  U.S.C.  1401  et  s«i.) 
and  the  aniendments  made  by  that  Act. 
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(B)  The  progress  made  in  Implementing  the 
strategy  for  the  development  or  moderniza- 
tion of  automated  information  systems  for 
the  Department  of  Defense,  as  required  by 
section  366  of  Public  Law  104-106  (110  Stat 
275:10U.S.C.  113note). 

(C)  Plans  of  the  Department  of  Defense  for 
establishing  an  Integrated  framework  for 
management  of  information  resources  within 
the  department. 

(2)  The  discussion  of  matters  under  para- 
graph (1)  shall  specifically  include  a  discus- 
sion of  the  following: 

(A)  The  status  of  the  implementation  of  a 
set  of  strategic,  outcome-oriented  perform- 
ance measures. 

(B)  The  specific  actions  being  taken  to  link 
the  proposed  performance  measures  to  the 
planning,  programming,  and  budgeting  sys- 
tem of  the  Department  of  Defense  and  to  the 
life-cycle  management  processes  of  the  de- 
partment. 

(C)  The  results  of  pilot  iirogram  testing  of 
proposed  performance  measures. 

(D)  The  additional  training  necessary  for 
the  implementation  of  performance-based  In- 
formation management. 

(E)  Plans  for  integrating  management  im- 
provement programs  of  the  Department  of 
Defense. 

(F)  The  department-wide  actions  that  are 
necessary  to  comply  with  the  requirements 
of  the  following  provisions  of  law: 

(1)  The  amendments  made  by  the  Govern- 
ment Performance  and  Results  Act  of  1993 
(Public  Law  103-62;  107  Stat.  285). 

(11)  The  Information  Management  Reform 
Act  of  1996  (division  E  of  Public  Law  104-106; 
no  Stat  679;  40  U.S.C.  1401  et  seq.)  and  the 
amendments  made  by  that  Act. 

(ill)  Title  V  of  the  Federal  Acquisition 
Management  Streamlining  Act  of  1994  (Pub- 
lic Law  103-355;  108  Stat.  3349)  and  the 
amendments  made  by  that  title. 

(iv)  The  Chief  Financial  Offlcers  Act  of  1990 
(Public  Law  101-576;  104  Stat.  2838)  and  the 
amendments  made  by  that  Act. 

(G)  A  strategic  information  resources  plan 
for  the  Department  of  Defense  that  is  based 
on  the  strategy  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
for  support  of  the  department's  overall  stra- 
tegic goals  by  the  core  and  supporting  proc- 
esses of  the  department. 

(b)  Yeah  2000  Software  Conversion.— (l) 
The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  ensure  that 
all  information  technology  acquired  by  the 
Department  of  Defense  pursuant  to  contracts 
entered  into  after  September  30,  1996,  have 
the  capabilities  that  comply  with  time  and 
date  standards  established  by  the  National 
Institute  of  Standards  and  Technology  or,  if 
there  is  no  such  standard,  generally  accepted 
industry  standards  for  providing  fault-free 
processing  of  date  and  date-related  data  In 
2000. 

(2)  The  Secretary,  acting  through  the  chief 
Information  officers  within  the  department 
(as  designated  pursuant  to  section  3506  of 
title  44,  United  States  Code),  shall  assess  all 
Information  technology  within  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  to  determine  the  extent  to 
which  such  technology  have  the  capabilities 
to  operate  effectively  with  technology  that 
meet  the  standards  referred  to  in  paragraph 
(1). 

(3)  Not  later  than  January  1,  1997,  the  Sec- 
retary shall  submit  to  Congress  a  detailed 
plan  for  eliminating  any  deficiencies  identi- 
fied pursuant  to  paragraph  (2).  The  plan  shall 
include— 

(A)  a  prioritized  list  of  all  affected  pro- 
grams; 

(B)  a  description  of  bow  the  deficiencies 
could  affect  the  national  security  of  the 
United  States;  and 


(C)  an  estimate  of  the  resources  that  are 
necessary  to  eliminate  the  deficiencies. 
TITLE  K— DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
ORGANIZATION  AND  MANAGEMENT 
Subtitle  A— General  Matters 

SEC.  901.  REPEAL  OF  REORGANIZATION  OF  OF- 
FICE OF  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE. 

Sections  901  and  903  of  the  National  De- 
fense Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996 
(Public  Law  104-106;  110  Stat.  399  and  401)  are 
repealed. 

SEC.  902.  CODIFICATION  OF  REQUIREMENTS  RE- 
LATING TO  CONTINUED  OPERATION 
OF  THE  UNIFORMED  SERVICES  UNI- 
VERSITY OF  THE  HEALTH  SCIENCES. 

(a)  Codification  of  Existlng  Law.— (i) 
Chapter  104  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  Inserting  after  section  2112  the 
following: 

"§21128.  Continued  operation  of  University 

"(a)  Closure  PROHiBrTED.— The  University 
may  not  be  closed. 

"(b)  PERSONNEL  STRENGTH.— During  the 
five-year  period  beginning  on  October  1,  1996, 
the  personnel  staffing  levels  for  the  Univer- 
sity may  not  be  reduced  below  the  personnel 
staffing  levels  for  the  University  on  October 
1,  1993.  •. 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
such  chapter  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
the  Item  relating  to  section  2112  the  follow- 
ing: 
"2112a.  Continued  operation  of  University.". 

(b)  Repeal  of  Superseded  Law.— (i)  Sec- 
tion 922  of  the  National  Defense  Authoriza- 
tion Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  (Public  Law 
103-337;  108  Stat.  282;  10  U.S.C.  2112  note)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  subsection  (a). 

(2)  Section  1071  of  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  (Public 
Law  104-106;  110  Stat.  445;  10  U.S.C.  2112  note) 
is  amended  by  striking  out  subsection  (b). 

SEC.  903.  CODIFICATION  OF  REQUIREBIENT  FOR 
UNITED  STATES  ARMY  RESERVE 
COMMAND. 

(a)  Requirement  for  Army  Reserve  Com- 
.MAND.— (1)  Chapter  307   of  title   10,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
section  3074  the  following: 
"§30748.  United  States  Army  Reserve  Com- 


"(a)  COMMAND.— The  United  States  Army 
Reserve  Command  Is  a  separate  command  of 
the  Army  commanded  by  the  Chief  of  Army 
Reserve. 

"(b)  Chain  of  Command.— Except  as  other- 
wise prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall  prescribe 
the  chain  of  command  for  the  United  States 
Army  Reserve  Command. 

"(c)  assignment  OF  Forces.— The  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army— 

"(1)  shall  assign  to  the  United  States  Army 
Reserve  Command  all  forces  of  the  Army  Re- 
serve in  the  continental  United  States  other 
than  forces  assigned  to  the  unified  combat- 
ant command  for  special  operations  forces 
established  pursuant  to  section  167  of  this 
title;  and 

"(2)  except  as  otherwise  directed  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  In  the  case  of  forces  as- 
signed to  carry  out  functions  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  specified  in  section  3013 
of  this  title,  shall  assign  all  such  forces  of 
the  Army  Reserve  to  the  commander  of  the 
United  States  Atlantic  Command. '. 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
such  chapter  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
the  item  relating  to  section  3074  the  follow- 
ing: 

"3074a.  United  States  Army  Reserve  Com- 
mand.". 


(b)  Repeal  of  Superseded  Law.— Section 
903  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization 
Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1991  (Public  Law  101-510; 
104  Stat.  1620;  10  U.S.C.  3074  note)  is  repealed. 
SEC.  904.  TRANSFER  OF  AUTHORITY  TO  CONTROL 

TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEMS  IN  TIME 

OF  WAR. 

(a)  AUTHORITY  OF  SECRETARY  OF  DE- 
FENSE.—Section  4742  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"Secretary  of  the  Army"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "Secretary  of  Defense". 

(b)  TRANSFER  OF  SECTION.— Such  Section,  as 
amended  by  subsection  (a),  Is  transferred  to 
the  end  of  chapter  157  of  such  title  and  is  re- 
designated as  section  2644. 

(C)  CONFORMING  AMENDMENT.— SeCtlOn  9742 

of  such  title  is  repealed. 

(d)  CLERICAL  AMENDMENTS.— (1)  The  table 
of  sections  at  the  beginning  of  chapter  157  of 
such  title  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the 
Item  relating  to  section  2643  the  following 
new  item: 

"2644.  Control  of  transportation  systems  in 
time  of  war.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
chapter  447  of  such  title  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  the  item  relating  to  section  4742. 

(3)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
chapter  947  of  such  title  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  the  Item  relating  to  section  9742. 

[SEC.  905.  EXECUTIVE  OVERSIGHT  OF  DEFENSE 
HUMAN  INTELUGENCE  PERSONNEL. 

[Section  193  of  title  10.  United  States  Code, 
is  amended — 

[(1)  by  redesignating  subsection  (f)  as  sub- 
section (g);  and 

[(2)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (e)  the 
following  new  subsection  (f): 

["(f)  Human  In-teluge-nce  Personnel.— (l) 
Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law. 
subject  to  the  authority,  direction,  and  con- 
trol of  the  President,  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense shall  perform  the  responsibility  within 
the  executive  branch  for  oversight  of  the 
clandestine  activities  of  Department  of  De- 
fense human  intelligence  personnel.  The  Sec- 
retary may  delegate  authority  to  carry  out 
such  responsibility  only  to  the  Deputy  Sec- 
retary of  Defense.". 

(SEC.  906.  COORDINATION  OF  DEFENSE  INTEI^ 
UGENCE  PROGRAMS  AND  ACTIVI- 
TIES. 

1(a)  Director  of  Military  Lntelugence 
AND  Defense  intelligence  Board.— Sub- 
chapter II  of  chapter  8  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

["§203.  Director  of  Military  InteUigence;  De- 
fense Intelligence  Board 

["(a)  Designation  of  Director.— The  Di- 
rector of  the  Defense  Intelligence  Agency  is 
the  Director  of  Military  Intelligence.  The  Di- 
rector performs  the  duties  of  the  position 
under  the  authority,  direction,  and  control 
of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  reports  di- 
rectly to  the  Secretary. 

["(b)  DUTIES.— In  addition  to  any  other  du- 
ties that  are  assigned  to  the  Director  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Director— 

["(1)  manages  the  General  Defense  Intel- 
ligence Program;  and 

("(2)  is  Chairman  of  the  Military  Intel- 
ligence Board. 

["(c)  Military  Intelugence  Board.— (1) 
There  is  a  Military  Intelligence  Board  within 
the  Department  of  Defense. 

["(2)  The  Military  Intelligence  Board  con- 
sists of  the  Director  of  Military  Intelligence, 
the  Director  of  the  National  Security  Agen- 
cy, the  Director  of  the  National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency,  the  Director  of  the  Defense 
Information  Systems  Agency,  the  senior  in- 
telligence officer  of  each  armed  force  (as  des- 
ignated by  the  Secretary  of  the  military  de- 
partment ■  having    jorlsdlction    over    that 
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armed  force  or,   in  the  case  of  the  Coast  ■■(c)  Perforuasce  Evaluatio\s.—(1)  The  Di-       "CHAPTER  22-NATIONAL  fMAGERY  AND 

truard.  the  Commandant  of  the  Coast  Guard),  rector  of  Central  Intelligence  skall  provide  an-                           MAPPING  AGENCY 

the  Deputy  Director  of  the  Defense  Intel-  nually  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  an  evalua-     ..c„k-»„„,.„, 

ligence  Agency,  the  Director  for  Joint  Staff     Hon  of  the  performance  of  the  individuals  hold-     ..rE.^^hiithmPT,r   M,«.«nc  ,„h  a  ' 

Intelligence,    and    any    other    persons   des-  ing  the  positions  referred  to  in  paragraph  (2)  in       I- ^^blishment.  .Missions,  and  Au- 

Ignated  as  members  of  the  board  by  the  Sec-  fulfilling  their  respective  responsibilities  tcith  re-     ..„  M,tL  /^u'::; .^.^..............^.....        441 

"•etary  ofpeffJ^se.  gard  to  the  National  Foreign  Intelligence  Pro-       °-,^ff '  ^^'^^^  *°<^  G«xle«c  Prod- 

["(3)  The  Military  Intelligence  Board  shall  gram                                                                             ^"^^ 451 

be  the  principal  forum  for  coordination  of  •y2)  TfeP  no^Hnnt  rpz-^rrp^ /n  <«  »v,T«^^^fc /i.     "ni.  Personnel  Management  461 

the  intelligence  programs  and  activities  of  aretLfolloM                           Paragraph  (1)     ..jv.  Definitions  471 

the  Department  of  Defense.".  ... .,  _.      _.             ,    ,                                         "SUBCHAPTEai  I estaburhmtpnt 

[(b)  CLERICAL  AMENDME.vr.-The  table  of  ,  ^^>  ^^^  ^''^'0'  °f  '"e  ^'^^^  Security                 mSSTOl^L.'BTuSoMTY       ' 

sections  at  the  beginning  of  such  subchapter  •^^^'^-                                                                    ..^^ 

is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow-  "(^^  "^^^  Director  of  the  National  Reconnais-     ,.7.,  '        ^,,  ,_ 

inir-  sance  Office.                                                             **^-  Establishment. 

"442   Missions 

["203.  Director  Of  Military  Intelligence;  Mill-  "«^>  "^^^  Director  of  the  National  Imagery     ..44V  Tm7c,»i^'(„^«in»„„„        ^              .<  ,  . 

tary  Intelligence  Bofrd.'.i  and  Mapping  Agency. ".                                             «3.  Imagery  Inwllgence  and  geospatial  In- 

SEC.  [907.J  905.  REDESIGNATION  OF  OFFICE  OF  (b)  CLERICAL  AMENDMENT. -The  table  Of  Sec-                                 counWles       ^"^                 foreign 

NAVAL    RECORDS    AND    HISTORY  tions  at  the  beginning  Of  subchapter  II  of  Chap-     ..444     c„___-.    ,„_     r„„^,,    T„r^in„^ 

FUND  AND  CORRECTION  OF  RELAT-  ter  S  of  such  title  is  amended  by  Striking  out  the                          1-encT                    Intelligence 

,  X  »,        ED  REFERENCES.  item  relating  to  section  201  and  inserting  in  Heu     t-iAc.  nrr,itf^^^I^  ^^^^<~u,  ^    t 

(a)  Name  of  FUKD.-Subsection  (a)  of  sec-  thereof  the  following  new  item:  '  ^^-  LlnilUtion  on  oversight  by  Inspector 
tion  7222  of  titie  10,  United  States  Code,  is  ,^  General  of  the  Central  Intel- 
amended  by  striking  out  "'Office  of  Naval  ^"^-  C^^*ajn  intelligence  offlcials:  consultation                          ligence  Agency .1 

Records  and  History  Fund""  in  the  second  "nd    concurrence   regarding   ap-     "(446.1  445.  Protection  of  ag»ncy  idenUflca- 

sentence    and    inserting    in    lieu    thereof  pointments:    evaluation    of  per-                          tlons  and  organ:  national  infor- 

"  'Naval  Historical  Center  Fund' ".  formance. ".                                                              mation. 

(b)  CORRECTION  OF  REFERENCE  TO  ADMIN-  SubtiUe  B— National  Imagery  and  Mapping       "§441.  Establishment 
HlfT.';^"'H^H~;;^"'^''"?f  ^V  ?^'".''^  ^'  ^^'^                                       r-'^'  ESTABLiSHME.NT.-The  National  Im- 

Sn^d^brft?i£ror-oX  v^z  —o..™^               ^':7^':^c^rz'^^:^.\r^S'L-- 

Records  and  History"  in  the  first  sentence  This  subtitie  may  be  cited  as  the  "Na-     T^fbfDmrcW^i^^  nt^r^r^f  rh. 

caf  cS?-""^  '°  ''"""  '^'"°'  "''^'*'  ^''°'''  1&°^'  '^^""''  ''''  ''*''^'^'  ^'°'^  """  °'    NatiorLl  SS  a^J  *SpiS^"ncy°is  t^e 

(C)     CONFORMDCG     REFERENCE.-SubsecUon  SEC  912.  FINDINGS.                                                                     ^t°L^J't^^^^^- ^"^  ^^^VK^^^ 

Fund"                       "*  *^    Historical    Center  of  the  United  States  to  provide  a  single  agen-        ["(2)  The  position  of  Director  is  a  position 
(d)  CLERICAL  AMENDMENTS  —(1)  The  head  '^^  focus  for  the  growing  number  and  diverse     of  Importance  and  responsibility  for  purposes 
mg  of  such  section  Is  amended  to  read  as  fol-  ^^^^     °^  ,  cus'^o^ers     for     Imagery     and     of  section  601  of  this  titie  and  carries  tiie 
lows-  geospatial  Information  resources  within  the     grade  of  lieutenant  general  or,  in  the  case  of 
"sTooo  M.„.i  n-^  _i.  I  r«     »     «._  j»  (Jovemment,    to   ensure   visibility   and   ac-     an  offlcer  of  the  Navy,  vice  admiral.! 
9  iXBC  wavai  Historical  (.enter  Fond".  countabillty  for  those  resources,  and  to  har-        -(a)  ESTABUSHME\T.—The  National  Imagery 
(2)  The  item  relating  to  such  section  In  the  ness,  leverage,  and  focus  rapid  technological     and  Mapping  Agency  is  an  agency  of  the  De- 
table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of  chapter  developments  to  serve  the  imagery,  imagery    partment  of  Defense. 

631  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amend-  intelligence,  and  geospatial  information  cus-        "(b)  Director.— (I)  The  Director  of  the  JVo- 

ed  to  read  as  follows:  tomers.                                                                    tional  Imagery  and  Mapping  Agency  is  the  head 

"7222.  Naval  Historical  Center  Fund.".  (2)  There  is  a  need  for  a  single  Government     of  the  agency.  The  President  shall  appoint  the 

SEC.  900.  ROLE  OF  DIRECTOR  OF  CENTRAL  INTEL-  agency  to  sollclt  and  advocate  the  needs  of    Director. 

UGENCE    IN    APPOnvmENT   AND  that  growing  and  diverse  pool  of  customers.        "(2)<A)  Upon  a  vacancy  in  the  position  of  Dt- 
^ririn"^^  **'   CERTACV  INTEL-  (3)  A  Single  Combat  Support  agency  dedl-     rector,    the   Secretary    of  Defense   shall   rec- 
"'•^"^^  OFFICIALS.  cated  to  Imagery,  imagery  intelligence,  and     orrmend  to  the  President  an  individual  for  ap- 
(a)    l.\   GENERAL.— Section    201    of   title   10,  geospatial  Information  could  act  as  a  focal     pointment  to  the  position. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  fol-  point  for  support  of  aU  Imagery  Intelligence        ■■(B)  The  Secretary  shall  seek  the  concurrence 
"""*•  and  geospatial   information   customers,   in-     of  the  Director  of  Central  Intelligence  in  rec- 
"§201.  Certain  iaUUigenee  offleiaU:  eonauUa-  eluding  customers  in  the  Department  of  De-     ommending    an    individual    for    appointment 
tion  and  eoneurrence  regarding  appoint-  fense,  the  Intelligence  Community,  and  re-     uruier  subparagraph  (A).  If  the  Director  does 
menta;  evaluation  of  performance  lated  agencies  outside  of  the  Department  of    not  concur  in  the  recommendation,   the  Sec- 
"(a)    CossuLTATiON    REGARDING     APPOINT-  Defense.                                                                   retary  may  make  the  recommendation  to  the 
MENT.— Before  submitting  a  recommendation  to  '*)  Such  an  agency  would  best  serve  the     President  icithout  the  Directors  concurrence, 
the  President  regarding  the  appointment  of  an  needs  of  the  imagery.  Imagery  intelligence,     but  shall  include  in  the  recommendation  a  state- 
individual  to  the  position  of  Director  of  the  De-  ^-nd  geospatial  Information  customers  if  it     rnent  that  the  Director  does  not  coricur  in  the 
fense  Intelligence  Agency,  the  Secretary  of  De-  were  orgSLnized-                                                    recommendation. 

fense  shall  consult  unth  the  Director  of  Central  (A)  to  carry  out  its  mission  responsibilities        ■'(3)  If  an  officer  of  the  armed  forces  is  ap- 

Intelligence  regarding  the  recommendation.  under  the  authority,  direction,  and  control     pointed  to  tAc  position  of  Director  under  tJtis 

"(b)  Co.WURRENCE  IN  APPOINTMENT.— Before  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  with  the  advice     subsection,  the  officer  shall  hold  the  grade  of 

submitting  a  recommendation  to  the  President  of  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff;     lieutenant  general  or.  in  the  case  of  an  officer  of 

regarding  the  appointment  of  an  individual  to  a  and                                                                          the  Navy,  vice  admiral,  while  serving  in  the  po- 

position  referred  to  in  paragraph  (2).  the  Sec-  (B)  to  carry  out  its  responsibilities  to  na-     sition.  An  officer  while  serving  in  the  position  is 

retary  of  Defense  shall  seek  the  concurrence  of  tional  intelligence  customers  in  accordance     in  addition  to  the  number  that  toould  otherwise 

the  Director  of  Central  Intelligence  in  the  rec-  with  policies  and  priorities  established  by     be  permitted  for  that  of ficers  armed  force  for  of- 

ommendation.  If  the  Director  does  not  concur  in  tlie  Director  of  Central  Intelligence.                    ficers  serving  on  active  duty  in  grades  above 

the  recommendation,  the  Secretary  may  make  PART  I— ESTABLISHMENT                    mayor  general  or  rear  admiral,  as  the  case  may 

the  recommendation  to  the  President  without  be.  under  paragraph  (1)  or  (2)  of  section  52S(b) 

the  Directors  concurrence,  but  shall  include  in  SEC.  921.  ESTABLISHMENT,  MISSIONS,  AND  AU-     of  this  titie.  as  applicable, 

the  recommendation  a  statement  that  the  Direc-  THCMtmr.                                                ..(^^  Collection  Tasking  AVTHORrry.-The 

tor  does  not  concur  in  the  recommendation.  (b.)   Establishment   in   Title   10.   UNrcxD     Director  of  Central  Intelligence  shall  have  au- 

"(2)  Paragraph  (1)  applies  to  the  following  po-  States  Code.— Part  I  of  subtitie  A  of  titie  10.     thority  to  approve  collection  reguirements.  de- 

sitions:  United  States  Code,  is  amended —                        termine  collection  priorities,  and  resolve  con- 

"(A)  The  Director  of  the  National  Security  (1)  by  redesignating  chapter  22  as  chapter    flicts  in  collection  priorities  levied  on  national 

Agency.  23;  and                                                                     imagery  collection  assets,  except  as  otherwise 

"(B)  The  Director  of  the  National  Reconnais-  (2)  by  inserting  after  chapter  21  the  follow-     agreed  by  the  Director  and  the  Secretary  of  De- 

sance  Office.  ing  new  chapter  22:                                                fense  pursuant  to  the  direction  of  the  President. 
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''S442.Misnoiis 

"(a)  Department  of  Defense  missions.— 
The  National  Imagery  and  Mapping  Agency- 
shall—    ;~N, 

"(1)  provide  timely,  relevant,  and  accurate 
imagery.  Imagery  intelligence,  and 
geospatial  information  in  support  of  the  na- 
tional security  objectives  of  the  United 
States: 

"(2)  improve  means  of  navigating  vessels  of 
the  Navy  and  the  merchant  marine  by  pro- 
viding, under  the  authority  of  the  Secretary 
of  Defense,  accurate  and  inexpensive  nau- 
tical charts,  sailing  directions,  books  on 
navigration,  and  manuals  of  instructions  for 
the  use  of  all  vessels  of  the  United  States 
and  of  navigators  generally;  and 

"(3)  prepare  and  distribute  maps,  charts. 
books,  and  geodetic  products  as  authorized 
under  subchapter  n  of  this  chapter. 

["(b)  National  Mission.— (l)  The  National 
Imagery  and  Mapping  Agency  shall  also  sup- 
port the  Imagery  requirements  of  the  De- 
partment of  State  and  other  departments 
and  agencies  of  the  United  States  outside  the 
Department  of  Defense. 

r'(2)(A)  The  Director  of  Central  Intel- 
ligence shall  establish  requirements  and  pri- 
orities to  govern  the  collection  of  national 
intelligence  by  the  National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency  under  paragraph  (1). 

I"(B)  The  Director  of  Central  Intelligence 
shall  develop  and  implement  such  policies 
and  programs  as  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
and  the  Director  jointly  determine  necessary 
to  review  and  correct  deficiencies  identified 
in  the  capabilities  of  the  National  Imagery 
and  Mapping  Agency  to  accomplish  assigrned 
national  missions.  The  Director  shall  consult 
with  the  Secretary  of  Defense  on  the  devel- 
opment and  implementation  of  such  policies 
and  programs.  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  obtain  the  advice  of  the  Chairman  of 
the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  regarding  the  mat- 
ters on  which  the  Director  and  the  Secretary 
are  to  consult  under  the  preceding  sentence. 

I"(C)  The  President  may  direct  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  to  exercise  authority  of  the 
Director  of  Central  Intelligence  under  sub- 
paragraphs (A)  and  (B)  during  a  war,  mili- 
tary crisis,  or  military  operation.] 

"(b)  National  Mission.— The  National  Im- 
agery and  Mapping  Agency  shall  also  have  na- 
tional missions  as  specified  in  section  120(a)  of 
the  National  Securi^  Act  of  1947. 

"(c)  Life  Cycle  Support.— The  National 
Imagery  and  Mapping  Agency  may,  in  fur- 
therance of  a  mission  of  the  agency,  design. 
develop,  deploy,  operate,  and  mialntain  sys- 
tems related  to  the  processing  and  dissemi- 
nation of  imagery  intelligence  and 
geospatial  information  that  may  be  trans- 
ferred to.  accepted  or  used  by,  or  used  on  be- 
half of— 

"(1)  the  armed  forces.  Including  any  com- 
batant command,  component  of  a  combatant 
command,  joint  task  force,  or  tactical  unit; 
or 

"(2)  to  any  other  department  or  agency  of 
the  United  States. 

**S44S.  Imaceiy  intelUgenee  and  geo«patial  in- 
formation support  for  foreign  coontries 

"(a)  APPROPRIATED  FtraDS.— The  Director 
of  the  National  Imagery  and  Mapping  Agen- 
cy may  use  appropriated  funds  available  to 
the  National  Imagery  and  Mapping  Agency 
to  provide  foreign  countries  with  Imagery  In- 
telligence and  geospatial  information  sup- 
port. 

"(b)  FUNDS  OTHER  THAN  APPROPRIATED 
FlJNDS.— (1)  Subject  to  paragraphs  (2),  (3), 
and  (4).  the  Director  is  also  authorized  to  use 
funds  other  than  appropriated  funds  to  pro- 
vide foreign  countries  with  imagery  intel- 
ligence and  geospatial  Information  support. 


"(2)  Funds  other  than  appropriated  funds 
may  not  be  expended,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by 
or  for  the  benefit  of  the  National  Imagery 
and  Mapping  Agency  for  a  purpose  for  which 
Congress  had  previously  denied  funds. 

"(3)  Proceeds  from  the  sale  of  imagery  in- 
telligence or  geospatial  information  items 
may  be  used  only  to  purchase  replacement 
items  similar  to  the  items  that  are  sold. 

"(4)  Funds  other  than  appropriated  funds 
may  not  be  expended  to  acquire  items  or 
services  for  the  principal  benefit  of  the 
United  States. 

"(5)  The  authority  to  use  funds  other  than 
appropriated  funds  under  this  section  may  be 
exercised  notwithstanding  provisions  of  law 
relating  to  the  expenditure  of  funds  of  the 
United  States. 

"(c)  Accommodation  Procurements.— The 
authority  under  this  section  may  be  exer- 
cised to  conduct  accommodation  procure- 
ments on  behalf  of  foreign  countries. 

"(d)  Coordination  With  Director  of  Cen- 
tral Intelugence.— The  Director  shall  co- 
ordinate with  the  Director  of  Central  Intel- 
ligence any  action  under  this  section  that  in- 
volves imagery  intelligence  or  intelligence 
products  or  involves  providing  support  to  an 
intelligence  or  security  service  of  a  foreigrn 
country. 
'§444.    Support    from    Central    Intelligence 

Agency 

"(a)  Support  authorized.— The  Director 
of  Central  Intelligence  may  provide  support 
in  accordance  with  this  section  to  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  National  Imagery  and  Mapping 
Agency.  The  Director  of  the  National  Im- 
agery and  Mapping  Agency  may  accept  sup- 
port provided  under  this  section. 

"(b)  Administrative  and  Contract  Serv- 
ices.— (1)  In  furtherance  of  the  national  in- 
telligence effort,  the  Director  of  Central  In- 
telligence may  provide  administrative  and 
contract  services  to  the  National  Imagery 
and  Mapping  Agency  as  if  that  agency  were 
an  organizational  element  of  the  Central  In- 
telligence Agency. 

"(2)  Services  provided  under  paragraph  (1) 
may  include  the  services  of  security  police. 
For  purposes  of  section  15  of  the  Central  In- 
telligence Agency  Act  of  1949  (50  U.S.C.  403o), 
an  installation  of  the  National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency  provided  security  police 
services  under  this  section  shall  be  consid- 
ered an  installation  of  the  Central  Intel- 
ligence Agency. 

"(3)  Support  provided  under  this  sub- 
section shall  be  provided  under  terms  and 
conditions  agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  and  the  Director  of  Central  Intel- 
ligence. 

"(c)  Detail  of  Personnel.— The  Director 
of  Central  Intelligence  may  detail  Central 
Intelligence  Agency  personnel  indefinitely  to 
the  National  Imagery  and  Mapping  Agency 
without  regard  to  any  limitation  on  the  du- 
ration of  Interagency  details  of  Federal  Gov- 
ernment personnel. 

"(d)  Reimbursable  or  Nonredhbursable 
Support.— Support  under  this  section  may 
be  provided  and  accepted  on  either  a  reim- 
bursable basis  or  a  nonreimbursable  basis. 

"(e)  Authority  To  Transfer  Funds.— (l) 
The  Director  of  the  National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency  may  transfer  funds  avail- 
able for  the  agency  to  the  Director  of  Cen- 
tral Intelligence  for  the  Central  Intelligence 
Agency. 

"(2)  The  Director  of  Central  Intelligence— 

"(A)  may  accept  funds  transferred  under 
paragraph  (1):  and 

"(B)  shall  expend  such  funds,  in  accordance 
with  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency  Act  of 
1949  (50  U.S.C.  403a  et  seq.).  to  provide  admin- 


istrative and  contract  services  or  detail  per- 
sonnel to  the  National  Imagery  and  Mapping 
Agency  under  this  section. 
["§445.  Limitation  on  oversight  by  Inspector 

General  of  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency 

["The  Inspector  General  of  the  Central  In- 
telligence Agency  may  not  conduct  any  in- 
spection. Investigation,  or  audit  of  the  Na- 
tional Imagery  and  Mapping  Agency  without 
the  written  consent  of  the  Inspector  General 
of  the  Department  of  Defense.  In  conducting 
an  inspection,  investigation,  or  audit  of  the 
National  Imagery  and  Mapping  Agency,  the 
Inspector  General  of  the  Central  Intelligence 
Agency  shall  be  subject  to  the  authority,  di- 
rection, and  control  of  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense to  the  same  extent  as  is  the  Inspector 
General  of  the  Department  of  Defense  under 
section  8  of  the  Inspector  General  Act  of  1978 
(5  U.S.C.  App.). 
["§446.  Protection  of  agency  identifications 

and  organizational  information! 
"§445.  Protection    of  agency    identification* 

and  organizational  information 

"(a)  Unauthorized  Use  of  agency  Name. 
Initials,  or  Seal.— <1)  Except  with  the  writ- 
ten permission  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
no  person  may  knowingly  use.  in  connection 
with  any  merchandise,  retail  product,  imper- 
sonation, solicitation,  or  commercial  activ- 
ity in  a  manner  reasonably  calculated  to 
convey  the  impression  that  such  use  is  ap- 
proved, endorsed,  or  authorized  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense,  any  of  the  following: 

"(A)  The  words  'National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency',  the  initials  'NIMA'.  or  the 
seal  of  the  National  Imagery  and  Mapping 
Agency. 

"(B)  The  words  'Defense  Mapping  Agency', 
the  Initials  'DMA',  or  the  seal  of  the  Defense 
Mapping  AgvDss- 

"(C)  Any  oolonble  Imitation  of  such 
words,  initials,  or  seals. 

"(2)  Whenever  It  appears  to  the  Attorney 
General  that  any  person  is  engaged  or  about 
to  engage  in  an  act  or  practice  which  con- 
stitutes or  will  constitute  conduct  prohib- 
ited by  paragraph  (I),  the  Attorney  General 
may  initiate  a  civil  proceeding  in  a  district 
court  of  the  United  States  to  enjoin  such  act 
or  practice.  Such  court  shall  proceed  as  soon 
as  practicable  to  a  hearing  and  determina- 
tion of  such  action  and  may.  at  ajiy  time  be- 
fore such  final  determination,  enter  such  re- 
straining orders  or  prohibitions,  or  take  such 
other  action  as  is  warranted,  to  prevent  in- 
jury to  the  United  States  or  to  any  person  or 
class  of  persons  for  whose  protection  the  ac- 
tion is  brought. 

"(b)  Protection  of  Organizational  infor- 
mation.— Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  law.  the  Director  of  the  National  Im- 
agery and  Mapping  Agency  is  not  required  to 
disclose  the  organization  of  the  agency,  any 
function  of  the  agency,  any  information  with 
respect  to  the  activities  of  the  agency,  or  the 
names,  titles,  salaries,  or  number  of  the  per- 
sons employed  by  the  agency.  This  sub- 
section does  not  apply  to  disclosures  of  infor- 
mation to  Congress. 

"SUBCHAPTER  H- MAPS.  CHARTS.  AND 
GEODETIC  PRODUCTS 
"Sec. 

"451.  Maps,  charts,  and  books. 
"452.  Pilot  charts. 

"453.  Prices  of  maps,  charts,  and  naviga- 
tional publications. 
"454.  Exchange  of  mapping,  charting,  and 
geodetic  data  with  foreign 
countries  and  international  or- 
ganizations. 
"455.  Maps,  charts,  and  geodetic  data:  public 
availability;  exceptions. 
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"SUBCHAPTER  HI— PERSONNEL 
MANAGEMENT 
"Sec. 

"461.   Civilian   personnel   management  gen- 
erally. 
"462.  National  Imagery  and  Mapping  Senior 

Executive  Service. 
"463.  Management  rights. 

"§461.  Civilian  personnel  management  gen- 
erally 

"(a)  General  Personnel  AUTHORm'.- The 
Secretary  of  Defense  may.  without  regard  to 
the  provisions  of  any  other  law  relating  to 
the  appointment,  number,  classification,  or 
compensation  of  Federal  employees— 

"(1)  establish  such  excepted  service  posi- 
tions for  employees  in  the  National  Imagery 
and  Mapping  Agency  as  the  Secretary  con- 
siders necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  of 
those  agencies,  including  positions  des- 
ignated under  subsection  (f)  as  National  Im- 
agery and  Mapping  Senior  Level  positions: 

"(2)  appoint  Individuals  to  those  positions: 
and 

"(3)  fix  the  compensation  for  service  in 
those  positions. 

"(b)  AUTHORITY  To  FJX  RATES  OF  BASIC  PAY 

AND  Other  Allowances  and  benefits.— (l) 
The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall,  subject  to 
subsection  (c),  fix  the  rates  of  basic  pay  for 
positions  established  under  subsection  (a)  in 
relation  to  the  rates  of  basic  i)ay  provided  in 
subpart  D  of  part  in  of  title  5  for  positions 
subject  to  that  title  which  have  correspond- 
ing levels  of  duties  and  responsibilities.  Ex- 
cept as  otherwise  provided  by  law,  an  em- 
ployee of  the  National  Imagery  and  Mapping 
Agency  may  not  be  paid  basic  pay  at  a  rate 
In  excess  of  the  maximum  rate  payable  under 
section  5376  of  title  5. 

"(2)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  provide 
employees  in  positions  of  the  National  Im- 
agery and  Mapping  Agency  compensation  (in 
addition  to  basic  pay  under  paragraph  (1)) 
and  benefits,  incentives,  and  allowances  con- 
sistent with,  and  not  in  excess  of  the  levels 
authorized  for,  comparable  positions  author- 
ized by  title  5. 

"(c)  Prevailing  Rates  Systems.— The  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  may,  consistent  with  sec- 
tion 5341  of  title  5.  adopt  such  provisions  of 
that  title  as  provide  for  prevailing  rate  sys- 
tems of  basic  i)ay  and  may  apply  those  provi- 
sions to  positions  in  or  under  which  the  Na- 
tional Imagery  and  Mapping  Agency  may 
employ  individuals  described  in  section 
5342(a)(2)(A)  of  such  title. 

"(d)  Allowances  Based  on  Livdjg  Costs 
AND  Environment  for  Employees  Stationed 
Outside  Continental  U.vtped  States  or  in 
Alaska. — (l)  In  addition  to  the  basic  com- 
pensation payable  under  subsection  (b),  em- 
ployees of  the  National  Imagery  and  Map- 
ping Agency  described  in  paragraph  (3)  may 
be  paid  an  allowance,  in  accordance  with  reg- 
ulations prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense, at  a  rate  not  in  excess  of  the  allow- 
ance authorized  to  be  paid  under  section 
5941(a)  of  title  5  for  employees  whose  rates  of 
basic  pay  are  fixed  by  statute. 

"(2)  Such  allowance  shall  be  based  on— 

"(A)  living  costs  substantially  higher  than 
In  the  District  of  Columbia; 

"(B)  conditions  of  environment  which— 

"(1)  differ  substantially  from  conditions  of 
environment  in  the  continental  United 
States:  and 

"(11)  warrant  an  allowance  as  a  recruit- 
ment incentive;  or 

"(C)  both  of  those  factors. 

"(3)  This  subsection  applies  to  employees 
who — 


"(A)  are  citizens  or  nationals  of  the  United 
States;  and 

"(B)  are  stationed  outside  the  continental 
United  States  or  in  Alaska. 

"(e)  Termination  of  Employees. — (l)  Not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  law.  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  may  terminate  the  em- 
ployment of  any  employee  of  the  National 
Imagery  and  Mapping  Agency  if  the  Sec- 
retary— 

"(A)  considers  such  action  to  be  in  the  in- 
terests of  the  United  States:  and 

"(B)  determines  that  the  procedures  pre- 
scribed in  other  provisions  of  law  that  au- 
thorize the  termination  of  the  employment 
of  such  employee  cannot  be  Invoked  in  a 
manner  consistent  with  the  national  secu- 
rity. 

"(2)  A  decision  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
to  terminate  the  emplojmient  of  an  em- 
ployee under  this  subsection  is  final  and  may 
not  be  appealed  or  reviewed  outside  the  De- 
partment of  Defense. 

"(3)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
promptly  notify  the  Committee  on  National 
Security  and  the  Permanent  Select  Commit- 
tee on  Intelligence  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services  and  the  Select  Committee  on  Intel- 
ligence of  the  Senate  whenever  the  Sec- 
retary terminates  the  employment  of  any 
employee  under  the  authority  of  this  sub- 
section. 

•■(4)  Any  termination  of  employment  under 
this  subsection  shall  not  affect  the  right  of 
the  employee  involved  to  seek  or  accept  em- 
plojrment  with  any  other  department  or 
agency  of  the  United  States  if  that  employee 
is  declared  eligible  for  such  employment  by 
the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Man- 
agement. 

"(5)  The  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense under  this  subsection  may  be  delegated 
only  to  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  and 
the  Director  of  the  National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency.  An  action  to  terminate  em- 
ployment of  an  employee  by  any  such  officer 
may  be  appealed  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

"(f)  National  Imagery  and  Mapping  Sen- 
ior LEVEL  Positions.— (1)  In  carrying  out 
subsection  (a)(1).  the  Secretary  may  des- 
ignate positions  described  In  paragraph  (3)  as 
National  Imagery  and  Mapping  Senior  Level 
positions. 

"(2)  Positions  designated  under  this  sub- 
section shall  be  treated  as  equivalent  for 
purposes  of  compensation  to  the  senior  level 
positions  to  which  section  5376  of  title  5  Is 
applicable. 

"(3)  Positions  that  may  be  designated  as 
National  Imagery  and  Mapping  Senior  Level 
positions  are  positions  in  the  National  Im- 
agery and  Mapping  Agency  that  (A)  are  clas- 
sified above  the  GS-15  level.  (B)  emphasize 
function  expertise  and  advisory  activity,  but 
(C)  do  not  have  the  organizational  or  pro- 
gram management  functions  necessary  for 
Inclusion  in  the  National  Imagery  and  Map- 
ping Senior  Executive  Service. 

"(4)  Positions  referred  to  In  paragraph  (3) 
Include  National  Imagery  and  Mapping  Sen- 
ior Technical   positions  and   National   Im- 
agery and  Mapping  Senior  Professional  posi- 
tions. For  purposes  of  this  subsection  Na- 
tional Imagery  and  Mapping  Senior  Tech- 
nical positions  are  positions  covered  by  para- 
graph (3)  If— 
"(A)  the  positions  Involve— 
"(I)  research  and  development; 
"(11)  test  and  evaluation; 
"(ill)  substantive  analysis,  liaison,  or  advi- 
sory activity  focusing  on  engineering,  phys- 
ical   sciences,    computer    science,    mathe- 
matics,   biology,    chemistry,    medicine,    or 


other  closely  related  scientific  and  technical 
fields;  or 

"(iv)  Intelligence  disciplines  including  pro- 
duction, collection,  and  operations  In  close 
association  with  any  of  the  activities  de- 
scribed in  clauses  (I),  (11),  and  (ill)  or  related 
activities;  or 

"(B)  the  positions  emphasize  staff,  liaison, 
analytical,  advisory,  or  other  activity  focus- 
ing on  intelligence,  law,  finance  and  ac- 
counting, program  and  budget,  human  re- 
sources management,  training,  information 
services,  logistics,  security,  and  other  appro- 
priate fields. 

••(g)  •Emploti'ee'  Defined  as  Incll'ding  Of- 
ficers.—In  this  section,  the  term  •em- 
ployee', with  respect  to  the  National  Im- 
agery and  Mapping  Agency,  includes  any  ci- 
vilian officer  of  that  agency. 
"§462.  National  Imagery  and  Mapping  Senior 

Executive  Service 

"(a)  Establishment.- The  Secretary  of  De- 
fense may  establish  a  National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Senior  Executive  Service  for  senior 
civilian  personnel  within  the  National  Im- 
agery and  Mapping  Agency. 

"(b)  Requirements  for  the  Service.— In 
establishing  a  National  Imagery  and  Map- 
ping Senior  Executive  Service  the  Secretary 
shall— 

"(1)  meet  the  requirements  set  forth  for 
the  Senior  Executive  Service  In  section  3131 
of  title  5; 

••(2)  ensure  that  the  National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Senior  Executive  Service  positions 
satisfy  requirements  that  are  consistent 
with  the  provisions  of  section  3132(a)(2)  of 
title  5; 

•'(3)  prescribe  rates  of  pay  for  the  National 
Imagery  and  Mapping  Senior  Executive 
Service  that  are  not  In  excess  of  the  maxi- 
mum rate  of  basic  pay,  nor  less  rhstn  the 
minimum  rate  of  basic  pay,  established  for 
the  Senior  Executive  Service  under  section 
5382  of  title  5: 

"(4)  provide  for  adjusting  the  rates  of  pay 
at  the  same  time  and  to  the  same  extent  as 
rates  of  basic  pay  for  the  Senior  Executive 
Service  are  adjusted: 

"(5)  provide  a  perfonnance  appraisal  sys- 
tem for  the  National  Imagery  and  Mapping 
Senior  Executive  Service  that  conforms  to 
the  provisions  of  subchapter  n  of  chapter  43 
of  title  5: 

"(6)  provide  for  removal  consistent  with 
section  3592  of  title  5,  and  removal  or  suspen- 
sion consistent  with  subsections  (a),  (b),  and 
(c)  of  section  7543  of  title  5  (except  that  any 
hearing  or  appeal  to  which  a  member  of  the 
National  Imagery  and  Mapping  Senior  Exec- 
utive Service  is  entitled  shall  be  held  or  de- 
cided pursuant  to  procedures  established  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense): 

"(7)  permit  the  pasrment  of  performance 
awards  to  members  of  the  National  Imagery 
and  Mapping  Senior  Executive  Service  con- 
sistent with  the  provisions  applicable  to  per- 
formance awards  under  section  5384  of  title  5: 

"(81  provide  that  members  of  the  National 
Imagery  and  Mapping  Senior  Executive 
Service  may  be  granted  sabbatical  leaves 
consistent  with  the  provisions  of  section 
3396(c)  of  title  5:  and 

"(9)  provide  for  the  recertiflcation  of  mem- 
bers of  the  National  Imagery  and  Mapping 
Senior  Executive  Service  consistent  with  the 
provisions  of  section  3393a  of  title  5. 

"(c)  AUTHORnr.- Elxcept  as  otherwise  pro- 
vided in  subsection  (b),  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense may— 

"(1)  make  applicable  to  the  National  Im- 
agery and  Mapping  Senior  Executive  Service 
any  of  the  provisions  of  title  5  that  are  appli- 
cable to  applicants  for  or  members  of  the 
Senior  Executive  Service:  and 
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"(2)  appoint,  promote,  and  assign  Individ-  "§471.  Definitions  (B)  by  striking  out  "and  the  National  Se- 
uals  to  positions  established  within  the  Na-  "in  this  chapter:  curity  Agency"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
Uon^  Imagery  and  Mapping  Senior  Execu-  -'(d  The  term  'function'  means  any  duty.  ",  the  National  Security  Agency,  and  the  Na- 
tive Service  without  regard  to  the  provisions  obligation,  responsibility,  privilege,  activity,  tional  Imagery  and  Mapping  Agency":  and 
of  title  5  governing  appointments  and  other  or  program.  (3)  in  subsection  (f).  by  striking  out  para- 
personnel  actions  In  the  competitive  service.  •'(2)(A)  The  term  'imagery'  means,  except  graph  (4)  and  inserting  In  lieu  thereof  the 

(d)    AWARD    OF    RANK.-The    President,  as  provided  in  subparagraph  (B).  a  likeness  following: 

^^  of  npl^°^.*°,w,rr^nL'r^  inH<"  °^  presentation  of  any  natural  or  manmade  "(4)  The  National  Imagery  and  Mapping 

retary  of  Defense,  may  award  ranks  to  indi-  feature  or  related  object  or  activity  and  the  Agency.". 

VJ:'^ll^^  "a'^'^iS^  positions  in  the  National  positional  data  acquired  at  the  same  time  I(e)l  (d)  Special  Printing  AUTHORiry  for 

^^n7in?L^™«sc«ni°L>^^t?^'*  ^^^  likeness  or  representation  was  acquired.  Agency.-(1)  Section  207(aX2)(B)  of  the  Leg- 

Sei^ce  in  a  nuinner  consistent  with  the  pro-  including-  Islatlve    Branch    Appropriations    Act.    1993 

"(efoCT^m^s  Ind  AssicvMi^-TS  Notwith  "^^'  products  produced  by  space-based  na-  (Public  Law  102-^;  44  U.S.C.  501  note)  is 
staSng^Tot^erVo^^ons^T^^^^^^^  "°f^^  intelligence  reconnaissance  systems:  ^7^ll\^J^'^  2^^'^^  ^'^-^  ^^^ 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  detail  or  as-  *°?„„  „,,  Mapping  Agency.  after  "Defense  Intel- 
do^  on,,  rr^JLX^J^Zr  fZl  xT»/(..^  1  T  '^l^  Ukenesscs  or  presentations  produced  ligence  Agency,' . 

1^  Mapping  Snio    Secutfve  Se^cTS  "^  ^^"^^^'  ^^^^"^'  Pl^^iovms.  unmanned  (2)  Section  1336  of  title  44.  United  States 

^™  in  f  n^,i^o^  „^,r^/p  thp  K,r^^  ^^'^^^  vehicles,  or  other  similar  means.  Code,  is  amended- 

^7r^  IndXSplng  SeLv  in   S  "(B)  The  term  does  not  include  handheld  or  (A)    by    striking    out    "Secretary    of   the 

SL^  e:™r,??i^lnri  PT^rilr*  m/J^^  clandestine  photography  taken  by  or  on  be-  Navy"  and  lnsert;ing  in  lieu  thereof  "Dlrec- 

Su';^tKt?on^'Sel;°arMlpping  ^alf^o^^^uman  intelligence  collection  organ!-  tor  of  the  mtlonal  Imagery  and  Mapping 

Smemb^°sSll  S^t'^^^onTfTuch^e''        "'^'  ^^  """  ''"^^'"^  intelligence'  means        (B)  by  'striking  out  "United  States  Naval 

silfSfHr£1iSrt1e  s-Sn-ieri^v^d^Sugh-tSeT^r^!  s^o^^sSoSS^-i^si^-frCprg 

^^iB^^^^^^SS'if^.^l^l     S—  -.SIS  Of  imagery  and  collateral     A--"_^^ 

"iMSL  M.n.<»«»n»  .4«t.*«  '^^'    "^^    *'*""    'geospatial    information"  (a)   Department  of   Defense.— The   mls- 

77\  """"■S*™"  "K°"  means  information  that  Identifies  the  geo-  slons  and  functions  of  the  following  elements 

.V        SCOPE.-If  there  is  no  obligation  under  graphic  location  and  characteristics  of  natu-  of  the  Department  of  Defense  are  transferred 

the  provisions  of  chapter  71  of  title  5  for  the  ral  or  constructed  features  and  boundaries  to  the  National  Imagery  and  Mapping  Agen- 

head  of  an  agency  of  the  United  States  to  on  the  earth  and  Includes—  cy 

consult  or  negotiate  with  a  labor  organlza-  "(A)  statistical  data  and  information  de-  (A)  The  Defense  Mapping  Agency 

uon  on  a  particular  matter  by  reason  of  that  rived  from,  among  other  things,  remote  sens-  (B)  The  Central  Imagery  Office 

matter  being  covered  by  a  provision  of  law  or  ing,  mapping,  and  surveying  technologies;  (C)  Other  elements  of  the  Department  of 

*r  T?''T^®°TV'*  regulation    the  Director  "(B)  mapping,  charting,  and  geodetic  data;  Defense  as  provided  in  the  classified  annex  to 

of  the  National  Imagery  and  Mapping  Agen-  and  this  Act 

cy  is  not  obligated  to  consult  or  negotiate  "(C)  geodetic  products,  as  defined  In  sec-  (b)   Central  Intelligence  Agency  —The 

with  a  labor  organization  on  that  matter  tion  455(c)  of  this  title.".  missions  and  functions  of  the  following  ele- 

even  f  that  provision  of  aw  or  regulation  is  (b)  Transtor  of  Chapter  167  Provisions.-  ments  of  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency  are 

inapplicable   to   the   National   Imagery  and  Sections  2792.  2793.  2794.  2795.  2796.  and  2798  of  transferred    to    the    National    Imagery    and 

Mapping  Agency.  title  10.  United  States  Code,  are  transferred  Mapping  Agency 

(b)  BARCACONG  UNITS.-The  NaUonal  Im-  to  subchapter  n  of  chapter  22  of  such  title,  (A)  The  National  Photographic  Interpreta- 

agery  and  Mapping  Agency  shall  accord  ex-  as  added  by  subsecUon  (a),  are  inserted  in  tlon  Cenwr               '""o'^oKrapmc  interpreta 

elusive  recognition  to  a  labor  organlzaUon  that  sequence  In  such  subchapter  following  (B)  other  elements  of  the  renrrai  Tnr*i 

under  section  7111  of  title  5  only  for  a  bar-  the  table  of  sections,  and  are  redesignated  In  llgfncrAlLcy  Ts  D?o^^de?!n  the^ai?Sd' 

gaining  unit  that  was  recognized  as  appro-  accordance  with  the  following  table:  annex  to  tWs  Act    ^                   ^^^  classified 

?r«*SlJ°>Lf^  JJfiTr*  Mapping  Agency  on  Sectlot,                                               Section  as  (c)  Personnel  and  Assbts.-{I)  Subject  to 

Sd  S?orof^\t1eL^"£?pinS;     '^^. .■^'^1^  SI^fSd^?a?fn'  ''''  T  ^"T^'"  """^ 

of  Mfi^  TC^fT^  kLI.,?  r;«7f„ii  *  ?K  2798 456.  Intelligence,  obligated  balances  of  appropria- 
tion A^t  for  pLc^fv^^rKS^f  °"  f(°'  CONSULTATION  ON  APPOINTMENT  OF  ^{.  tlons  and  authorizations  of  appropriations 
"(c)  T^iNA-noN^F  B^^-pcr  TTvrr  Pnv  RECTOR.-Scction  201  of  title  10.  United  employed,  used.  held,  arising  from,  or  avall- 
ERAGE^XsSMo?™^i^^Nr  States  Code,  is  amended  by  Striking  out  "Or  able  in  connection  with  the  missions  and 
tonA  SEcS  DiS^ITk  Se  ™^c"  ^^""°"  °^  '^^  ^"'°^^  Security  Agency"  functions  transferred  under  subsection  (a)  or 
Sr^  t^TSoS^^^e"^  a^d  L^n;  ""^^  inserting  In  lieu  thereof  ".  Director  of  (b)  are  transferred  to  the  National  Imagery 
AMncy  dLr^eTtiS^Te  ret^n^m^^^^^^^  ^^^  National  Security  Agency,  or  Director  of  and  Mapping  Agency.  A  transfer  may  not  ^ 

'^LT^L^^.Z^^"'  "  'f'^^^'l  'T-       I'^^^  ^'^  °^^«^'°«^  °^  A=^-"  -s  -  COM-     fppSa^t^d'T  h^e  N^t^nS  S2e^\°nd 
ligence     counterintelligence.    Investigative,     bat  Support  AGENCY.-Section  193  of  title     Mapping  Agency  for  Hscal  vear  1^  Tn^^ 

^^£r~z£iBB  HH£-=-=^^-  :iSf£-"S"ri~'; 
£€H~S=ri  f|=.'^.._^.  ISH?E=Sr€B 

graph  (1)  tilt^^"  by  the  Di^ectir  ofSe  fnd  ^^  '°  '''"  ''^"^°'  "'^'  '^^  agencies";  positions  to  be  transferred,  and  the  employ- 

National  Imagery  and  Manolne  Airencv  mav  ,o^  .                   ..  ,»    ^  ®*®  serving  In  such  positions,  shall  be  trans- 

not  bel^^et^d  by  tSe  Fede^l  libor  S  v '??  '°  P^^^P^  (2).  by  inserting  "and  the  ferred  to  the  National  Imagery  and  Mapping 

tlons  Authority  or  any  cou^of^e  UnSed  rf  *°°fi    ^^*^,  cf  ""^    Mapping    Agency"  Agency    under   terms   and   conditions    pre- 

Stotes  ^^^"^    '^^^  National  Security  Agency";  scribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the 

"SUBCHAPTFR  TV    nFTrrwrrroKc  (2)  In  subsection  (e>-  Director  of  Central  Intelligence. 

SUBCHAPTER  IV-DEFINmONS  (A)  by  striking  out  "DIA  AND  NSA"  In  the  (3)  If  the  National  Photographic  Interpre- 

•^  n.finii-(«n«  caption  Md  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol-  tatloa   Center  of  the   Central   Intelligence 

471.  Definitions.  lowing:  "DIA.  NSA.  AND  NIMA.-";  and  Agency  or  any  imagery-related  activity  of 
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the  Central  Intelligence  Agency  authorized 
to  be  performed  by  the  National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency  is  not  completely  trans- 
ferred to  the  National  Imagery  and  Mapping 
Agency,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Di- 
rector of  Central  Intelligence  shall— 

(A)  jointly  determine  which.  If  any.  con- 
tracts, leases,  property,  and  records  em- 
ployed, used.  held,  arising  from,  available  to. 
or  otherwise  relating  to  such  Center  or  ac- 
tivity is  to  be  transferred  to  the  National 
Imagery  and  Intelligence  Agency;  and 

(B)  provide  by  written  agreement  for  the 
transfer  of  such  Items. 

SEC.  923.  COMPATIBIUTY  WITH  AUTHOBITY 
UNDER  THE  NATIONAL  SECURITY 
ACT  OF  1M7. 

(a)  AGENCY  Fl-nctions.— Section  105(b)  of 
the  National  Security  Act  of  1947  (50  U.S.C. 
403-5(b))  is  amended  by  striking  out  para- 
graph (2)  and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following: 

"(2)  through  the  National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency  (except  as  otherwise  di- 
rected by  the  President  or  the  National  Se- 
curity Council),  with  appropriate  representa- 
tion from  the  intelligence  community,  the 
continued  operation  of  an  effective  unified 
organization  within  the  Department  of  De- 
fense— 

"(A)  for  carrying  out  tasking  of  Imagery 
collection; 

"(B)  for  the  coordination  of  Imagery  proc- 
essing and  exploitation  activities; 

"(C)  for  ensuring  the  dissemination  of  Im- 
agery in  a  timely  manner  to  authorized  re- 
cipients: and 

"(D)  notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  for— 

"(i)  prescribing  technical  architecture  and 
standards  related  to  imagery  intelligence 
and  geospatial  information  and  ensuring 
compliance  with  such  architecture  and 
standards;  and 

"(II)  developing  and  fielding  systems  of 
common  concern  related  o  imagery  intel- 
ligence and  geospatial  information;". 

Kb)  appointment  of  Director.— Section 
106  of  such  Act  (50  U.S.C.  403-€)  is  amended— 

[(1)  by  striking  out  subsection  (b);  and 

[(2)  in  subsection  (a) — 

[(A)  by  inserting  "the  National  Imagery 
and  Mapping  Agency,"  after  "the  National 
Reconnaissance  Office,";  and 

KB)  by  striking  out  "(a)  Consultation 
With  Regard  to  Certain  appointments.— 
"1 

(b)  Natiosal  Mission.— Title  I  of  such  Act  (SO 
U.S.C.  402  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following: 

"KATIONAL  MISSION  OF  NATIONAL  IMAGERY  AND 
MAPPING  AGENCY 

"Sec.  120.  (a)  In  General.— In  addition  to  the 
Department  of  Defense  missions  set  forth  in  sec- 
tion 442  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  the  Na- 
tional Imagery  and  Mapping  Agency  shall  also 
support  the  imagery  requirements  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  and  other  departments  and  agen- 
cies of  the  United  States  outside  the  Department 
of  Defense. 

"(b)  Requirements  and  priorities.— The  Di- 
rector of  Central  Intelligence  shall  establish  re- 
quirements and  priorities  governing  the  collec- 
tion of  national  intelligence  by  the  National  Im- 
agery and  Mapping  Agency  under  subsection 
(a). 

"(c)  Correction  of  Deficiencies.— Tfie  Di- 
rector of  Central  Intelligence  shall  develop  and 
implement  such  programs  and  policies  as  the  Di- 
rector and  the  Secretary  jointly  determine  nec- 
essary to  reoiew  and  correct  deficiencies  identi- 
fied in  the  capabilities  of  the  National  Imagery 
and  Mapping  Agency  to  accomplish  assigned 
national  missiotu.  The  Director  shall  consult 


with  the  Secretary  of  Defense  on  the  develop- 
ment and  implementation  of  such  programs  and 
policies.  The  Secretary  shall  obtain  the  advice  of 
the  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  re- 
garding the  matters  on  which  the  Director  and 
the  Secretary  are  to  consult  under  the  preceding 
sentence.". 

(c)  Tasking  of  Imagery  assets.— Title  I  of 
such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following: 

"COLLECTION  TASKING  AUTHORITY 

"Sec.  121.  The  Director  of  Central  Intelligence 
shall  have  authority  to  approve  collection  re- 
quirements, determine  collection  priorities,  and 
resolve  conflicts  in  collection  priorities  levied  on 
national  imagery  collection  assets,  except  as 
otherwise  agreed  by  the  Director  and  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  pursuant  to  the  direction  of 
the  President.". 

(d)  Clerical  amendment.— The  table  of  con- 
tents in  the  first  section  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  inserting  after  section  109  the  following  new 
items: 

"Sec.  120.  Natiorial  rnission  of  National  Imagery 

and  Mapping  Agency. 
"Sec.  121.  Collection  tasking  authority.". 
sec.  924.  other  personnel  management  au- 
tbortties. 

(a)  Comparable  Treatment  with  Other 
Lvtelugence  Senior  Execl'tut:  Services.— 
Title  5.  United  States  Code.  Is  amended  as 
follows: 

(1)  In  section  2108(3).  by  Inserting  "the  Na- 
tional Imagery  and  Mapping  Senior  Execu- 
tive Service."  after  "the  Senior  Cryptologlc 
Executive  Service."  In  the  matter  following 
subparagraph  (F)(Iii). 

(2)  In  section  6304(f)(1).  by— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (D); 

(B)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
In  subparagraph  (E)  and  Inserting  In  lieu 
thereof";  or";  and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(F)  the  National  Imagery  and  Mapping 

Senior  Executive  Service.";  and 

(3)  In  sections  8336(h)(2)  and  8414(a)(2).  by 
striking  out  "or  the  Senior  Cryptologlc  Ex- 
ecutive Service"  suad  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of ".  the  Senior  Cryptologlc  Executive  Serv- 
ice, or  the  National  Imagery  and  Mapping 
Senior  Executive  Service". 

(b)  Cen-tral  Imagery  Office  Personnel 
Management  AUTHORrriES.- 

(1)  Nondupucation  of  coverage  by  de- 
fense intelugence  sewor  executive  serv- 
ice.—Section  1601  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended — 

(A)  In  subsection  (a),  by  striking  out  "and 
the  Central  Imagery  Office"; 

(B)  In  subsection  (d).  by  striking  out  "or 
the  Central  Imagery  Office  In  which  the 
members  expertise  and  experience  may  be  of 
benefit  to  the  Defense  Intelligence  Agency, 
the  Central  Imagery  Office."  in  the  first  sen- 
tence and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "In  which 
the  member's  expertise  and  experience  may 
be  of  beneOt  to  the  Defense  Intelligence 
Agency";  and 

(C)  In  subsection  (e).  by  striking  out  "and 
the  Central  Imagery  OfQce'  In  the  first  sen- 
tence. 

(2)  Merit  pay.— Section  1602  of  such  title  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  "and  Central  Im- 
agery Office". 

(3)  Miscellaneous  authorities.— Sub- 
section 1604  of  such  title  Is  amended— 

(A)  in  subsection  (a)(l>— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "and  the  Central  Im- 
agery Office";  and 
(li)  by  striking  out  "and  Office": 

(B)  In  subsection  (b)— 

(1)  In  paragraph  (1).  by  striking  out  "or  the 
Central  Imagery  Office"  In  the  second  sen- 
tence; and 


(11)  In  paragraph  (2).  by  striking  out  "and 
the  Central  Imagery  Office"; 

(C)  In  subsection  (c).  by  striking  out  "or 
the  Central  Imagery  Office"; 

(D)  in  subsection  (d)(1).  by  striking  out 
"and  the  Central  Imagery  Office"; 

(E)  In  subsection  (e>— 

(i)  in  paragraph  (1).  by  striking  out  "or  the 
Central  Imagery  Office";  and 

(II)  In  paragraph  (5)  by  striking  out  ".  the 
Director  of  the  Defense  Intelligence  Agency 
(with  respect  to  employees  of  the  Defense  In- 
telligence Agency),  and  the  Director  of  the 
Central  Imagery  Office  (with  respect  to  em- 
ployees of  the  Central  Imagery  Office)"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "and  the  Director  of 
the  Defense  Intelligence  Agency  (with  re- 
spect to  employees  of  the  Defense  Intel- 
ligence Agency)"; 

(F)  Id  subsection  (f)(3).  by  striking  out 
"and  Central  Imagery  Office":  and 

(G)  In  subsection  (g) — 

(I)  by  striking  out  "or  the  Central  Imagery 
Office";  and 

(II)  by  striking  out  "or  OfDce". 

(c)  Applicability  of  Federal  Labor-Man- 
agement RELA-noNs  System. — Section 
7103(a)(3)  of  title  5.  United  States  Code  Is 
amended — 

(1)  by  Inserting  "or"  at  the  end  of  subpara- 
graph (F); 

(2)  by  striking  out  ";  or"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (G)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a 
period;  and 

(3)  by  striking  out  subparagraph  (H). 

(d)  appucability  of  authoritt  and  Pro- 
cedures FOR  Imposing  Certain  adverse  ac- 
tions.—Section  7511(b)(8)  of  title  5.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"Central  Imagery  Office". 

SEC.  9ZS.  creditable  CIVILIAN  SERVICE  FOR 
CAREER  CCWDmONAL  EMPLOTEXS 
OF  THE  DEFENSE  MAPPINC  ACENCT. 

In  the  case  of  an  employee  of  the  National 
Imagery  and  Mapping  Agency  who.  on  the 
day  before  the  effective  date  of  this  subtitle, 
was  an  employee  of  the  Defense  Mapping 
Agency  In  a  career-conditional  status,  the 
continuous  service  of  that  employee  as  an 
employee  of  the  National  Imagery  and  Map- 
ping Agency  on  and  after  such  date  shall  be 
considered  creditable  service  for  the  purpose 
of  any  determination  of  the  career  status  of 
the  employee. 

SEC.  9M.  SAVING  PROVISIO.NS. 

(a)  CONTiNUiNC  Effect  on  Legal  Docu- 
ments.— All  orders,  determinations,  rules, 
regulations,  permits,  agreements,  inter- 
national agreements,  grants,  contracts, 
leases,  certificates,  licenses,  registrations. 
I>rivileges.  and  other  administrative  ac- 
tions— 

(1)  which  have  been  issued,  made,  granted, 
or  allowed  to  become  effective  by  the  Presi- 
dent, any  Federal  agency  or  official  thereof, 
or  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  in 
connection  with  any  of  the  functions  which 
are  transferred  under  this  subtitle  or  any 
function  that  the  National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency  Is  authorized  to  perform  by 
law.  and 

(2)  which  are  in  effect  at  the  time  this  title 
takes  effect,  or  were  final  before  the  effec- 
tive date  of  this  subtitle  and  are  to  become 
effective  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  this 
subtitle. 

shall  continue  in  effect  according  to  their 
terms  until  modlfled.  terminated,  super- 
seded, set  aside,  or  revoked  In  accordance 
with  law  by  the  President,  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  the  Director  of  the  National  Im- 
agery and  Mapping  Agvncy  or  other  author- 
ized official,  a  court  of  competent  jurisdic- 
tion, or  by  operation  of  law. 
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(b)  Proceedings  Not  affected.— This  sub- 
title and  the  amendments  made  by  this  sub- 
title shall  not  affect  any  proceedings,  includ- 
ing: notices  of  proposed  rulemaking',  or  any 
application  for  any  license,  permit,  certifi- 
cate, or  financial  assistance  pending  before 
an  element  of  the  Department  of  Defense  or 
Central  Intelligence  Agency  at  the  time  this 
subtitle  takes  effect,  with  respect  to  func- 
tion of  that  element  transferred  by  section 
922.  but  such  proceedings  and  applications 
shall  be  continued.  Orders  shall  be  issued  in 
such  proceedings,  appeals  shall  be  taken 
therefrom,  and  payments  shall  be  made  pur- 
suant to  such  orders,  as  if  this  subtitle  had 
not  been  enacted,  and  orders  issued  in  any 
such  proceedings  shall  continue  in  effect 
until  modified,  terminated,  superseded,  or 
revoked  by  a  duly  authorized  official,  by  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  or  by  oper- 
ation of  law.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be 
deemed  to  prohibit  the  discontinuance  or 
modification  of  any  such  proceeding  under 
the  same  terms  and  conditions  and  to  the 
same  extent  that  such  proceeding  could  have 
been  discontinued  or  modified  if  this  subtitle 
had  not  been  enacted. 

(c)  SEVEHABiLmr.— If  any  provision  of  this 
subtitle  (or  any  amendment  made  by  this 
subtitle),  or  the  application  of  such  provision 
(or  amendment)  to  any  person  or  cir- 
cumstance is  held  unconstitutional,  the  re- 
mainder of  this  subtitle  (or  of  the  amend- 
ments made  by  this  subtitle)  shall  not  be  af- 
fected by  that  holding. 

SEC.  t>7.  DEFINITIONS. 

In  this  part,  the  terms  "function",  "im- 
agery", "imagery  intelligence",  and 
"geospatlal  Information"  have  the  meanings 
given  those  terms  in  section  461  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  as  added  by  section  921. 

SEC.  928.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

Funds  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  the  National  Imagery  and  Mapping  Agen- 
cy for  fiscal  year  1997  in  amounts  and  for 
purposes,  and  subject  to  the  terms,  condi- 
tions, limitations,  restrictions,  and  require- 
ments, that  are  set  forth  in  the  Classified 
Annex  to  this  Act. 

PABT  n— CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS 
AND  EFFECTIVE  DATES 
SEC.  m.  REIXSIGNATION  AND  REPEALS. 

(a)  Redesignation.— Chapter  23  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code  (as  redesignated  by  sec- 
tion 921(a)(1))  is  amended  by  redesignating 
the  section  in  that  chapter  as  section  481. 

(b)  Repeal  of  Superseded  Law.— Chapter 
167  of  such  title,  as  amended  by  section 
921(b),  is  repealed. 

SBC.  n2.  REFERENCES. 

(a)  Title  5.  United  States  Code.— Title  5. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Central  imagery  office.— In  sections 
2302(a)(2)(C)(ll).  3132(a)(1)(B),  4301(1)  (in 
clause  (ID),  4701(a)(1)(B),  5102(a)(1)  (In  clause 
(xl)),  5342(a)(l)(L),  6339(a)(1)(E),  and 
7323<b)(2)(B)(i)(Xin),  by  striking  out  "Cen- 
tral Imagery  Office"  and  inserting  In  lieu 
thereof  "National  Imagery  and  Mapping 
Agency". 

(2)  Director,  central  iMAGERy  orncE.- in 
section  6339(a)(2)(E),  by  striking  out  "Cen- 
tral Imagery  Office,  the  Director  of  the  Cen- 
tral Imagery  Office"  and  inserting  In  lieu 
thereof  "National  Imagery  and  Mapping 
Agency,  the  Director  of  the  National  Im- 
agery and  Mapping  Agency". 

(b)  Tptle  10,  United  States  Code.— Title 
10.  United  States  Code,  Is  amended  as  fol- 
lows: 

(1)  Central  imagery  OFncE.— In  section 
1399(f)(4),  by  striking  out  "Central  Imagery 
OfDce"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Na- 
tional Imagery  and  Mapping  Agency". 


(2)  Defense  mapping  ACENCi-.— In  sections 
451(1),  452,  453,  454,  and  455  (In  subsections  (a) 
and  (b)(1)(C)),  and  456,  as  redesignated  by  sec- 
tion 921(b),  by  striking  out  "Defense  Map- 
ping Agency"  each  place  it  appears  and  in- 
serting In  lieu  thereof  "National  Imagerj' 
and  Mapping  Agency". 

(c)  Other  Laws.— 

(1)  National  securtit  act  of  1947.— Section 
3(4)(E)  of  the  National  Security  Act  of  1947 
(50  U.S.C.  401a(4)(E)  Is  amended  by  striking 
out  "Central  Imagery  Office"  and  Inserting 
In  lieu  thereof  "National  Imagery  and  Map- 
ping Agency". 

(2)  Ethics  in  government  act  of  1978.— Sec- 
tion 105(a)  of  the  Ethics  in  Government  Act 
of  1978  (Public  Law  95-^21;  5  U.S.C.  App.  4)  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  "Central  Imagery 
Office"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Na- 
tional Imagery  and  Mapping  Agency". 

(3)  Employee  polygraph  protection 
ACT.— Section  7(b)(2)(A)(I)  of  the  Employee 
Polygraph  Protection  Act  of  1988  (Public 
Law  100-347;  29  U.S.C.  2006(b)(2)(A)(i))  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  "Central  Imagery 
Office"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Na- 
tional Imagery  and  Mapping  Agency". 

(d)  Cross  Referenxe.- Section  82  of  title 
14,  United  States  Code,  Is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "chapter  167"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "subchapter  n  of  chapter  22". 

SEC.    933.    HEADINGS    AND    CLERICAL    AMEND- 
MENTS. 

(a)  Title  10,  United  States  Code.— 

(1)  Heading.— The  heading  of  chapter  83  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"CHAPTER  83— DEFENSE  INTELUGENCE 
AGENCY  CIVILIAN  PERSONNEL". 

(2)  CLERICAL   AMENDMENTS.— (A)   The   table 

of  chapters  at  the  beginning  of  subtitle  A  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  Is  amended— 

(I)  by  striking  out  the  item  relating  to 
chapter  22  and  inserting  In  lieu  thereof  the 
following: 

"22.  National  Imagery  and  Mapping 

Agency  441 

"23.  Miscellaneous  Studies  and  Re- 
ports        471"; 

(II)  by  striking  out  the  item  relating  to 
chapter  83  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following: 

"83.  Defense  Intelligence  Agency  Ci- 
vilian Personnel  1601"; 

and 

(iii)  by  striking  out  the  item  relating  to 
chapter  167. 

(B)  The  table  of  chapters  at  the  beginning 
of  part  I  of  such  subtitle  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  item  relating  to  chapter  22 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
"22.  National  Imagery  and  Mapping 

Agency  441 

"23.  Miscellaneous  Studies  and  Re- 
ports        471"; 

(C)  The  item  relating  to  chapter  83  in  the 
table  of  chapters  at  the  beginning  of  part  n 
of  such  subtitle  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"83.  Defense  Intelligence  Agency  Ci- 
vilian Personnel  1601". 

(D)  The  table  of  chapters  at  the  beginning 
of  part  IV  of  such  subtitle  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  item  relating  to  chapter  167. 

(E)  The  Item  in  the  table  of  sections  at  the 
beginning  of  chapter  23  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code  (as  redesignated  by  section  9211, 
Is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"481.  Racial  and  ethnic  issues;  biennial  sur- 
vey; biennial  report.". 

(b)  Title  44,  United  States  CX)de.— 

(1)  section  heading.— The  heading  of  sec- 
tion 1336  of  title  44,  United  States  Code,  Is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 


"§  1336.  National  Imagery  and  Mapping  Agen- 
cy: special  publications". 

(2)  CLERICAL  A.MENDMENT.— The  Item  relat- 
ing to  such  section  In  the  tables  of  sections 
at  the  beginning  of  chapter  13  of  such  title  Is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"1336.  National  Imagery  and  Mapping  Agen- 
cy: special  publications.". 

[(c)  National  Security  Act  of  1947.— (i) 
The  heading  of  section  106  of  the  National 
Security  Act  of  1947  (50  U.S.C.  403-6)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

["consultation  with  regard  to  certain 
appointments". 

[(2)  The  item  relating  to  such  section  in 
the  table  of  contents  in  the  first  section  of 
such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
[Sec.  106.  Consultation  with  regard  to  cer- 
tain appointments.".] 

SEC.  934.  EFFECTIVE  DATES. 

(a)  In  General. — Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b),  this  subtitle  and  the  amend- 
ments made  by  this  subtitle  shall  take  effect 
on  the  later  of  October  1. 1996,  or  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  an  Act  appropriating  funds 
for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  National  Imagery 
and  Mapping  Agency. 

(b)  ExcEPnoN.— Section  928  shall  take  ef- 
fect on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

TITLE  X— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Subtitle  A — Financial  Matters 
SEC.  1001.  TRANSFER  AUTHORITY. 

(a)  authority  to  Transfer  authoriza- 
tions.—<l)  Upon  determination  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  that  such  action  is  nec- 
essary in  the  national  interest,  the  Sec- 
retary may  transfer  amounts  of  authoriza- 
tions made  available  to  the  Department  of 
Defense  in  this  division  for  fiscal  year  1997 
between  any  such  authorizations  for  that  fis- 
cal year  (or  any  subdivisions  thereof). 
Amounts  of  authorizations  so  transferred 
shall  be  merged  with  and  be  available  for  the 
same  purposes  as  the  authorization  to  which 
transferred. 

(2)  The  total  amount  of  authorizations 
that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  transfer 
under  the  authority  of  this  section  may  not 
exceed  $2,000,000,000. 

(b)  Limitations.— The  authority  provided 
by  this  section  to  transfer  authorizations— 

(1)  may  only  be  used  to  provide  authority 
for  items  that  have  a  higher  priority  than 
the  items  from  which  authority  is  trans- 
ferred; and 

(2)  may  not  be  used  to  provide  authority 
for  an  item  that  has  been  denied  authoriza- 
tion by  Congress. 

(c)  Effect  on  Authorization  Amounts.— a 
transfer  made  from  one  account  to  another 
under  the  authority  of  this  section  shall  be 
deemed  to  Increase  the  amount  authorized 
for  the  account  to  which  the  amount  Is 
transferred  by  an  amount  equal  to  the 
amount  transferred. 

(d)  NOTICE  to  Congress.— The  Secretary 
shall  promptly  notify  Congress  of  each  trans- 
fer made  under  subsection  (a). 

SEC.  1002.  AUTHORITY  FOR  OBUGATION  OF  CER- 
TAIN UNAUTHORIZED  FISCAL  YEAR 
1996  DEFENSE  APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a)  Axtthority.- The  amounts  described  in 
subsection  (b)  may  be  obligated  and  ex- 
pended for  programs,  projects,  and  activities 
of  the  Department  of  Defense  in  accordance 
with  fiscal  year  1996  defense  appropriations. 

(b)  Covered  amounts.— The  amounts  re- 
ferred to  in  subsection  (a)  are  the  amounts 
provided  for  programs,  projects,  and  activi- 
ties of  the  Department  of  Defense  in  fiscal 
year  1996  defense  appropriations  that  are  in 
excess  of  the  amounts  provided  for  such  pro- 
grams, projects,  and  activities  in  fiscal  year 
1996  defense  authorizations. 
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(c)  Definitions.- For  the  purposes  of  this 
section: 

(1)  Fiscal  year  1996  defense  appropru- 
TIONS.— The  term  "fiscal  year  1996  defense 
appropriations"  means  amounts  appro- 
priated or  otherwise  made  available  to  the 
Department  of  Defense  for  fiscal  year  1996  In 
the  Department  of  Defense  Appropriations 
Act,  1996  (Public  Law  104-61). 

(2)  Fiscal  year  1996  defense  authoriza- 
tions.—The  term  "fiscal  year  1996  defense 
authorizations"  means  amounts  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  the  Department  of  De- 
fense for  fiscal  year  1996  In  the  National  De- 
fense Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996 
(Public  Law  104-106). 

SEC.  1003.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  PRIOR  EMER- 
GENCY SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIA- 
TIONS FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1996. 

Amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Department  of  Defense  for  fiscal  year 
1996  in  the  National  Defense  Authorization 
Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  (Public  Law  104-106) 
are  hereby  adjusted,  with  respect  to  any 
such  authorized  amount,  by  the  amount  by 
which  appropriations  pursuant  to  such  au- 
thorization were  increased  (by  a  supple- 
mental appropriation)  or  decreased  (by  a  re- 
scission), or  both,  In  the  Omnibus  Consoli- 
dated Rescissions  and  Appropriations  Act  of 
1996  (Public  Law  104-134). 

SEC.  1004.  USE  OF  FUNDS  TRANSFERRED  TO  THE 
COAST  GUARD. 

(a)  Limitation.— Funds  appropriated  to  the 
Department  of  Defense  for  fiscal  year  1997 
that  are  transferred  to  the  Coast  Guard  may 
be  used  only  for  the  performance  of  national 
security  functions  of  the  Coast  Guard  in  sup- 
port of  the  Department  of  Defense. 

(b)  C^ertification  Required.— Funds  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (a)  may  not  be  trans- 
ferred to  the  Coast  Guard  until  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  and  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  Jointly  certify  to  Congress 
that  the  funds  so  transferred  will  be  used 
only  as  described  in  subsection  (a). 

(c)  GAO  Audit.— The  Comptroller  (General 
of  the  United  States  shall— 

(1)  audit,  from  time  to  time,  the  use  of 
funds  transferred  to  the  Coast  Guard  from 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of  De- 
fense for  fiscal  year  1997  in  order  to  verify 
that  the  funds  are  being  used  in  accordance 
with  the  limitation  In  subsection  (a);  and 

(2)  notify  the  congressional  defense  com- 
mittees of  any  use  of  such  funds  that,  in  the 
Judgment  of  the  Comptroller  General,  is  a 
significant  violation  of  such  limitation. 

SEC.  lOOS.  USE  OF  MILITARY-TO-MIUTARY  CON- 
TACTS FUNDS  FOR  PROFESSIONAL 
MILITARY  EDUCATION  A.ND  TRAIN- 
ING. 

Section  168(c)  of  title  10,  United  SUtes 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 

"(9)  Military  education  and  training  for 
military  and  civilian  personnel  of  foreign 
countries  (Including  transportation  ex- 
penses, expenses  for  translation  services,  and 
administrative  expenses  to  the  extent  that 
the  expenses  are  related  to  the  providing  of 
such  education  and  training  to  such  person- 
nel).". 

SEC.  100&  PAYMENT  OF  CERTAIN  EXPENDS  RE- 
LATING TO  HUMANITARIAN  AND 
CIVIC  ASSISTANCE. 

Section  401(c)  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (2)  as  para- 
graph (3);  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (1)  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph  (2): 

"(2)  Expenses  covered  by  paragraph  (1)  in- 
clude the  following  expenses  Incurred  in  the 


providing  of  assistance  described  in  sub- 
section (e)(5): 

"(A)  Travel,  transportation,  and  subsist- 
ence expenses  of  Department  of  Defense  per- 
sonnel providing  the  assistance. 

"(B)  The  cost  of  any  equipment,  services, 
or  supplies  acquired  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
viding the  assistance.". 

[SEC.  1007.  PROHIBrnON  ON  EXPENDITURE  OF 
DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  FUNDS 
BY  OFFICIALS  OUTSIDE  THE  DE- 
PARTMENT. 

[(a)  Prohibition.- Section  2215  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

["§2215.  Prohibition  on  expenditure  of  De- 
partment of  Defense  intelligence  funds  by 
officials  outside  the  department 

["(a)  In  General,— Funds  appropriated  for 
the  Department  of  Defense  for  Intelligence 
activities  of  that  department  may  not  be  ob- 
ligated or  expended  by  an  officer  or  em- 
ployee of  the  United  States  who  is  not  an  of- 
ficer or  employee  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense. 

["(b)  Delegation  of  AUTHORrn-  Prohib- 
ited.—An  officer  or  employee  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  may  not  delegate  to  an  offi- 
cer or  employee  of  the  United  States  who  is 
not  an  officer  or  employee  of  the  Department 
of  Defense  any  authority  to  obligate  or  ex- 
pend funds  described  in  subsection  (a).". 

[(b)  Clerical  Amendme.vt.— The  Item  re- 
lating to  such  section  In  the  table  of  sections 
at  the  beginning  of  chapter  131  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

["2215.  Prohibition  on  expenditure  of  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  intelligence 
funds  by  officials  outside  the 
department.".! 

SEC.  [100&1  10O7.  PSOBIBrnON  ON  USE  OF 
FUNDS  FOR  OFFICE  OF  NAVAL  IN- 
TELUGENCE REPRESENTATION  OR 
RELATED  ACnVmES. 

None  of  the  funds  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated by  this  Act  or  otherwise  made  avail- 
able for  the  Navy  for  fiscal  year  1997  may  be 
obligated  or  expended  by  the  Office  of  Naval 
Intelligence  for  official  representation  ac- 
tivities or  related  activities. 

SEC.  [1009.]  iOO&  REIMBURSEMENT  OF  DEPART- 
MENT  OF  DEFENSE  FOR  COSTS  OF 
DISASTER  ASSISTANCE  PROVIDEO 
OUTSIDE  THE  UNITED  STATES. 

Section  404  of  title  10,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  subsection  (d)  as  sub- 
section (e);  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (c)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection  (d): 

"(d)  Reimbursement  Policy.— It  is  the 
sense  of  Congress  that,  whenever  the  Presi- 
dent directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  pro- 
vide disaster  assistance  outside  the  United 
States  under  subsection  (a)— 

"(1)  the  President  should  direct  the  Admin- 
istrator of  the  Agency  for  International  De- 
velopment to  reimburse  the  Department  of 
Defense  for  the  cost  to  the  Department  of 
Defense  of  the  assistance  provided;  and 

"(2)  a  reimbursement  by  the  Administrator 
should  be  paid  out  of  funds  available  under 
chapter  9  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961  for  international  disaster  assist- 
ance for  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  cost  Is 
Incurred.". 

SEC.  [lOIO.]  i009.  FISHER  HOUSE  TRUST  FUND 
FOR  THE  NAVY. 

(a)  AUTHORrnr.— Section  2221  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a),  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

"(3)  The  Fisher  House  Trust  Fund,  Depart- 
ment of  the  Navy."; 


(2)  in  subsection  (c)— 

(A)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (3)  as  para- 
graph (4);  and 

(B)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (2)  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph  (3): 

"(3)  Amounts  in  the  Fisher  House  Trust 
Fund.  Department  of  the  Navy,  that  are  at- 
tributable to  earnings  or  gains  realized  from 
investments  shall  be  available  for  the  oper- 
ation and  maintenance  of  Fisher  houses  that 
are  located  In  proximity  to  medical  treat- 
ment facilities  of  the  Navy.";  and 

(3)  In  subsecUon  (d)(1),  by  striking  out  "or 
the  Air  Force"  and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
".  the  Air  Force,  or  the  Navy". 

(b)  Corpus  of  Trust  Funds.— The  Sec- 
retary of  the  Navy  shall  transfer  to  the  Fish- 
er House  Trust  Fund,  Department  of  the 
Navy,  established  by  section  2221(a)(3)  of 
title  10,  Uhlted  States  Code  (as  added  by  sub- 
section (a)(1)).  all  amounts  in  the  accounts 
for  Navy  installations  and  other  facilities 
that,  as  of  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act,  are  available  for  operation  and  mainte- 
nance of  Fisher  houses,  as  defined  in  section 
2221(d)  of  such  title. 

(c)  Conforming  Amendments. — Section 
1321  of  title  31,  United  States  Code.  Is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a),  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

"(94)  Fisher  House  Trust  Fund,  Depart- 
ment of  the  Navy.":  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (b)(2),  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following: 

"(D)  Fisher  House  Trust  Fund,  Department 
of  the  Navy.". 

SEC.  (1011.]  1010.  DESIGNATION  AND  UABIUTY 
OF  DISBURSING  AND  CESTDTING 
OFFICIALS  FOR  THE  COAST  GUARD. 

(a)  Disbursing  Ofhcials.— (D  Section 
3321(c)  of  title  31,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(3)  The  Department  of  Transportation 
(with  respect  to  public  money  available  for 
expenditure  by  the  Coast  Guard  when  It  Is 
not  operating  as  a  service  In  the  Navy).". 

(2KA)  Chapter  17  of  title  14,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 

"S673.  Designation,  powers,  and  accountabil- 
ity of  deputy  disbursing  officials 

"(a)(1)  Subject  to  paragraph  (3).  a  dlsbors- 
ing  official  of  the  Coast  Guard  may  designate 
a  deputy  disbursing  official- 

"(A)  to  make  payments  as  the  agent  of  the 
disbursing  official; 

"(B)  to  sign  checks  drawn  on  disbursing  ac- 
counts of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury;  and 

"(C)  to  carry  out  other  duties  required 
under  law. 

"(2)  The  penalties  for  misconduct  that 
apply  to  a  disbursing  official  apply  to  a  dep- 
uty disbursing  official  designated  under  this 
subsection. 

"(3)  A  disbursing  official  may  make  a  des- 
ignation under  paragraph  (1)  only  with  the 
approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Transportation 
(when  the  Coast  Guard  is  not  operating  as  a 
service  in  the  Navy). 

"(b)(1)  If  a  disbursing  official  of  the  Coast 
Guard  dies,  becomes  disabled,  or  Is  separated 
from  office,  a  deputy  disbursing  official  may 
continue  the  accounts  and  payments  in  the 
name  of  the  former  disbursing  official  until 
the  last  day  of  the  second  month  after  the 
month  In  which  the  death,  disability,  or  sep- 
aration occurs.  The  accounts  and  payments 
shall  be  allowed,  audited,  and  settled  as  pro- 
vided by  law.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  honor  checks  signed  in  the  name  of  the 
former  disbursing  official  In  the  same  way  as 
if  the  former  disbursing  official  had  contin- 
ued in  office. 
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••(2)  The  deputy  disbursing  official,  and  not 
the  former  disbursing  official  or  the  estate  of 
the  former  disbursing  official,  is  liable  for 
the  actions  of  the  deputy  disbursing  official 
under  this  subsection. 

••(c)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2), 
this  section  does  not  apply  to  the  Coast 
Guard  when  section  2773  of  title  lO  applies  to 
the  Coast  Guard  by  reason  of  the  operation 
of  the  Coast  Guard  as  a  service  in  the  Navy. 

"(2)  A  designation  of  a  deputy  disbursing 
official  under  subsection  (a)  that  is  made 
while  the  Coast  Guawd  is  not  operating  as  a 
service  In  the  Navy  continues  in  effect  for 
purposes  of  section  2773  of  title  10  while  the 
Coast  Guard  operates  as  a  service  In  the 
Navy  unless  and  until  the  designation  Is  ter- 
minated by  the  disbursing  official  who  made 
the  designation  or  an  official  authorized  to 
approve  such  a  designation  under  subsection 
(a)(3)  of  such  section."". 

(B)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following: 

••673.  Designation,  powers,  and  accountabil- 
ity of  deputy  disbursing  offi- 
cials.". 

(b)  Designation  of  Members  of  the  armed 
Forces  To  Have  authortit  To  CER'nri- 
Vouchers.— Section  3325(b)  of  title  31,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"members  of  the  armed  forces  under  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may 
certify  vouchers  when  authorized,  in  writing, 
by  the  Secretary  to  do  so'"  and  inserting  in 
Ueu  thereof  •"members  of  the  armed  forces 
may  certify  vouchers  when  authorized.  In 
writing,  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or.  In 
the  case  of  the  Coast  Guard  when  it  is  not 
operating  as  a  service  in  the  Navy,  by  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation". 

(c)  (Conforming  amendments.— <l)  Section 
l(X)7(a)  of  title  37,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  "Secretary  of  De- 
fense" the  following:  "(or  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation,  in  the  case  of  an  officer  of 
the  Coast  Guard  when  the  Coast  Guard  is  not 
operating  as  a  service  in  the  Navy)". 

(2)  Section  3527(b)(1)  of  title  31.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended— 

(A)  in  subparagraph  (A)(1),  by  inserting 
after  "Department  of  Defense"  the  following: 
'•(or  the  Secretary  of  Transportation,  In  the 
case  of  a  disbursing  official  of  the  Coast 
Guard  when  the  Coast  Guard  is  not  operating 
as  a  service  in  the  Navy)":  and 

(B)  in  subparagraph  (B),  by  inserting  after 
"or  the  Secretary  of  the  appropriate  mili- 
tary department"  the  following:  "(or  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation,  in  the  case  of  a 
disbursing  official  of  the  Coast  Guard  when 
the  Coast  Guard  Is  not  operating  as  a  service 
In  the  Navy)". 

SEC.  11012.1  1011.  AUTHORirr  TO  SUSPEND  OR 
TEBMINATE  COLLECTION  ACTIONS 
AGAINST  DECEASED  MEMBERS  OF 
THE  COAST  GUARD. 

Section  3711(g)  of  title  31.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  In  paragraph  (1),  by  striking  out  "or 
Marine  Corps"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"Marine  Corps,  or  Coast  Guard"; 

(2)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (2)  as  para- 
graph (3):  and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (1)  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph  (2): 

"(2)  The  Secretary  of  Transportation  may 
suspend  or  terminate  an  action  by  the  Sec- 
retary under  subsection  (a)  to  collect  a  claim 
against  the  estate  of  a  person  who  died  while 
serving  on  active  duty  as  a  member  of  the 
Coast  Guard  If  the  Secretary  determines 
that,  under  the  circumstances  applicable 
with  respect  to  the  deceased  person,  it  is  ap- 
propriate to  do  so.'". 


SEC.  [1013.]  1012.  CHECK  CASHING  AND  EX- 
CHANGE TRANSACTIONS  WITH 
CREDIT  UNIONS  OUTSIDE  THE 
UNITED  STATES. 

Section  3342(b)  of  title  31,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  "and""  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (5); 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (6)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "; 
and"':  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(7)  a  Federal  credit  union  (as  defined  in 
section  101(1)  of  the  Federal  Credit  Union 
Act  (12  U.S.C.  1752(1))  that  is  operating  at 
Department  of  Defense  invitation  in  a  for- 
eign country  where  contractor-operated 
military  banking  facilities  are  not  avail- 
able.". 

Sabtitle  B — Naval  Vessels  and  Shipyards 

SEC.  1021.  AUTHORITY  TO  TRANSFER  NAVAL  VES- 
SELS. 

(a)  Egypt.— The  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
may  transfer  to  the  Government  of  Egypt 
the  "OLIVER  HAZARD  PERRY"  frigate 
GALLERY.  Such  transfer  shall  be  on  a  sales 
basis  under  section  21  of  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2761;  relating  to  the 
foreign  military  sales  program). 

(b)  MEXICO.— The  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
may  transfer  to  the  Government  of  Mexico 
the  "KNOX""  class  frigates  STEIN  (FF  1065) 
and  MAR-VIN  SHIELDS  (FF  1066).  Such 
transfers  shall  be  on  a  sales  basis  under  sec- 
tion 21  of  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22 
U.S.C.  2761). 

(c)  NEW  ZeaLj\nd.— The  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  may  transfer  to  the  Government  of 
New  Zealand  the  "STALWART"'  class  ocean 
surveillance  ship  TENACIOUS.  Such  transfer 
shall  be  on  a  sales  basis  under  section  21  of 
the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2761). 

(d)  PORTUGAL.— The  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
may  transfer  to  the  Government  of  Portugal 
the  •'STALWART"  class  ocean  surveillance 
ship  AUDACIOUS.  Such  transfer  shall  be  on 
a  grant  basis  under  section  516  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2321J;  relat- 
ing to  transfers  of  excess  defense  articles). 

(e)  Taiwan.— The  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
may  transfer  to  the  Taipei  Economic  and 
Cultural  Representative  Office  in  the  United 
States  (which  is  the  Taiwan  instrumentality 
designated  pursuant  to  section  10(a)  of  the 
Taiwan  Relations  Act)  the  following: 

(1)  The  "KNOX"  class  frigates  A'YLWIN 
(FF  1081),  PHARRIS  (FF  1094),  and  VALDEZ 
(FF  1096).  Such  transfers  shall  be  on  a  sales 
basis  under  section  21  of  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2761). 

(2)  The  "NEWPORT"  class  tank  landing 
ship  NEWPORT  (LST  1179).  Such  transfer 
shall  be  on  a  lease  basis  under  section  61  of 
the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2796). 

(f)  Thailand.— The  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
may  transfer  to  the  Government  of  Thailand 
the  "KNOX"  class  frigate  OUELLET  (FF 
1077).  Such  transfer  shall  be  on  a  sales  basis 
under  section  21  of  the  Arms  Export  Control 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  2761). 

(g)  Costs  of  Transfer.— Any  expense  of 
the  United  States  In  connection  with  a 
transfer  authorized  by  this  section  shall  be 
charged  to  the  recipient. 

(h)  Repair  and  Refurbishment  of  Ves- 
sels.—The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  shall  re- 
quire, to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  as  a 
condition  of  a  transfer  of  a  vessel  under  this 
section,  that  the  country  to  which  the  vessel 
is  transferred  have  such  repair  or  refurbish- 
ment of  the  vessel  as  is  needed,  before  the 
vessel  joins  the  naval  forces  of  that  country, 
performed  at  a  shipyard  located  in  the 
United  SUtes,  including  a  United  States 
Navy  shipyard. 


(1)  Expiration  of  authority.— Any  author- 
ity for  transfer  granted  by  this  section  shall 
expire  at  the  end  of  the  2-year  period  begin- 
ning on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

SEC.  1022.  TRANSFER  OF  CERTAIN  OBSOLETE 
TUGBOATS  OF  THE  NAVY. 

(a)  Rsquirement  To  Transfer  Vessels.— 
The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  shall  transfer  the 
six  obsolete  tugboats  of  the  Navy  specified  in 
subsection  (b)  to  the  Northeast  Wisconsin 
Railroad  Transportation  Commission,  an  in- 
strumentality of  the  State  of  Wisconsin. 
Such  transfers  shall  be  made  without  reim- 
bursement to  the  United  States. 

(b)  Vessels  Co\'ered.— The  requirement  in 
subsection  (a)  applies  to  the  six  decommis- 
sioned Cherokee  class  tugboats,  listed  as  of 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  as 
being  surplus  to  the  Navy,  that  are  des- 
ignated as  ATF-105,  ATF-110,  ATF-149,  ATF- 
158,  ATF-159,  and  ATF-160. 

(c)  Condition  Relating  to  Environmental 
Compliance.— The  Secretary  shall  require  as 
a  condition  of  the  transfer  of  a  vessel  under 
subsection  (a)  that  use  of  the  vessel  by  the 
Commission  not  commence  until  the  terms 
of  any  necessary  environmental  compliance 
letter  or  agreement  with  respect  to  that  ves- 
sel have  been  complied  with. 

(d)  Additional  Terms  and  Conditions.— 
The  Secretary  may  require  such  additional 
terms  and  conditions  (including  a  require- 
ment that  the  transfer  be  at  no  cost  to  the 
Government)  in  connection  with  the  trans- 
fers required  by  subsection  (a)  as  the  Sec- 
retary considers  appropriate. 

SEC.  1023.  REPEAL  OF  REQUIREMENT  FOR  CON- 
TINUOUS APPUCABILITY  of  CON- 
TRACTS FOR  PHASED  MAINICNANCE 
OF  AE  CLASS  SHIPS. 

Section  1016  of  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  (Public 
Law  104-106;  110  Stat.  425)  is  repealed. 
SEC.  1024.  CONTRACT  OPTIONS  FOR  LMSR  VES- 
SELS. 

(a)  Findings. — Congress  reaffirms  the  find- 
ings set  forth  in  section  1013(a)  of  the  Na- 
tional Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  1996  (Public  Law  104-106;  110  Stat.  422), 
and  makes  the  following  modifications  and 
supplemental  findings: 

(1)  Since  the  findings  set  forth  in  section 
10ia;a)  of  such  Act  were  originally  formu- 
lated, the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  has  exer- 
cised options  for  the  acquisition  of  two  of 
the  six  additional  large,  medium-speed,  roll- 
on/roll-off  (LMSR)  vessels  that  may  be  ac- 
quired by  exercise  of  options  provided  for 
under  contracts  covering  the  acquisition  of  a 
total  of  17  LMSR  vessels. 

(2)  Therefore,  under  those  contracts,  the 
Secretary  has  placed  orders  for  the  acquisi- 
tion of  13  LMSR  vessels  and  has  remaining 
options  for  the  acquisition  of  four  more 
LMSR  vessels,  all  of  which  would  be  new 
construction  vessels. 

(3)  The  remaining  options  allow  the  Sec- 
retary to  place  orders  for  one  vessel  to  be 
constructed  at  each  of  two  shipyards  for 
award  before  December  31,  1996,  and  Decem- 
ber 31, 1997,  respectively. 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress.— Congress  also  re- 
aifflrms  its  declaration  of  the  sense  of  Con- 
gress, as  set  forth  in  section  1013(b)  of  Public 
Law  104-106,  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
should  plan  for,  and  budget  to  provide  for. 
the  acquisition  as  soon  as  possible  of  a  total 
of  19  large,  medium-speed,  roll-on/roll-off 
(LMSR)  vessels  (the  number  determined  to 
be  required  in  the  report  entitled  "Mobility 
Requirements  Study  Bottom-Up  Review  Up- 
date", submitted  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
to  Congress  In  Ajtril  1995),  rather  than  only 
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17  such  vessels  (which  is  the  number  of  ves- 
sels under  contract  as  of  April  1996). 

(C)  ADDITIONAL  NEW  CONSTRUtmON  CON- 
TRACT OPTION.— The  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
should  negotiate  with  each  of  the  two  ship- 
yards holding  new  construction  contracts  re- 
ferred to  in  subsection  (a)(1)  (Department  of 
the  Navy  contracts  numbered  N00O24-93-C- 
2203  and  N00024-93-C-2205)  for  an  option 
under  each  such  contract  for  construction  of 
one  additional  such  LMSR  vessel,  with  such 
option  to  be  available  to  the  Secretary  for 
exercise  not  earlier  than  fiscal  year  1998. 
subject  to  the  availability  of  funds  author- 
ized and  appropriated  for  such  purpose. 
Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be  construed 
to  preclude  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  from 
competing  the  award  of  the  two  options  be- 
tween the  two  shipyards  holding  new  con- 
struction contracts  referred  to  in  subsection 
(a)(1). 

(d)  REPORT.— The  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
shall  submit  to  the  congressional  defense 
conmilttees,  by  March  31,  1997,  a  report  stat- 
ing the  intentions  of  the  Secretary  regarding 
the  acquisition  of  options  for  the  construc- 
tion of  two  additional  LMSR  vessels  as  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (c). 

(e)  Repeal  of  Sl-perseded  Provision.- 
Section  1013  of  the  National  Defense  Author- 
ization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  (Public  Law 
104-106;  110  Stat  422)  Is  amended  by  striking 
out  subsection  (c). 

SabUtle  C— Counter-Drug  Activities 
SEC.  1031.  ALTHORrry  TO  PROVIDE  ADDITIONAL 
SUPPORT  FOR  COUNTER-DRUG  AC- 
TIVITIES OF  MEXICO. 

(a)  AUTHORm-  To  Prov'tde  Additional 
Sltport. — The  Secretary  of  Defense  may. 
during  fiscal  year  1997,  provide  the  Govern- 
ment of  Mexico  the  support  described  In  sub- 
section (b)  for  the  counter-drug  activities  of 
the  Government  of  Mexico.  Such  support 
shall  be  in  addition  to  support  provided  the 
Government  of  Mexico  under  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law. 

(b)  Types  of  Support.— The  Secretary  may 
provide  the  following  support  under  sub- 
section (a): 

(1)  The  transfer  of  spare  parts  and  non-le- 
thal equipment  and  materiel.  Including  ra- 
dios, night  vision  goggles,  global  positioning 
systems,  uniforms,  command,  control,  com- 
munications, and  intelligence  {(PI)  integra- 
tion equipment,  detection  equipment,  and 
monitoring  equipment. 

(2)  The  maintenance  and  repair  of  equip- 
ment of  the  Government  of  Mexico  that  Is 
used  for  counter-narcotics  activities. 

(C)   APPUCABIUTi'   OF   OTHER   SUPPORT  AU- 

thortties.- Except  as  otherwise  provided  in 
this  section,  the  provisions  of  section  1004  of 
the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for 
Fiscal  Year  1991  (10  U.S.C.  374  note)  shall 
apply  to  the  provision  of  support  under  this 
section. 

(d)  Funding.— Of  the  amounts  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the 
Department  of  Defense  for  drug  interdiction 
and  counter-drug  activities,  not  more  than 
SIO.000,000  shall  be  available  In  that  fiscal 
year  for  the  provision  of  support  under  this 
section. 

SEC.  1032.  LDOTATION  ON  DEFENSE  FUNDING  OF 
THE  NA'nONAL  DRUG  INTEL- 
LIGENCE CENTER. 

(a)  LIMITATION  ON  USE  OF  Fu^NDS.- Except 
as  provided  in  subsection  (b),  funds  appro- 
priated or  otherwise  made  available  for  the 
Department  of  Defense  pursuant  to  this  or 
any  other  Act  may  not  be  obligated  or  ex- 
pended for  the  National  Drug  Intelligence 
Center.  Johnstown.  Pennsylvania. 

(b)  EXCEPTION.— If  the  AttOTTjey  General 
operates  the  National  Drug  Intelligence  Cen- 


ter using  funds  available  for  the  Department 
of  Justice,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may 
continue  to  provide  Department  of  Defense 
intelligence  personnel  to  support  intel- 
ligence activities  at  the  Center.  The  number 
of  such  personnel  providing  support  to  the 
Center  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act  may  not  exceed  the  number  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  intelligence  person- 
nel who  are  supporting  Intelligence  activi- 
ties at  the  Center  on  the  day  before  such 
date. 

SEC.  1033.  INVESnGATION  OF  THE  NATIONAL 
DRUG  INTELUGENCE  CENTER. 

(a)  LWESTiGATiox  REQUIRED.— The  Inspec- 
tor General  of  the  Department  of  Defense, 
the  Inspector  General  of  the  Department  of 
Justice,  the  Inspector  General  of  the  Central 
Intelligence  Agency,  and  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States  shall— 

(1)  jointly  investigate  the  operations  of  the 
National  Drug  Intelligence  Center,  Johns- 
town, Pennsylvania;  and 

(2)  not  later  than  March  31.  1997.  jointly 
submit  to  the  President  pro  tempore  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives a  report  on  the  results  of  the  in- 
vestigation. 

(b)  CONTENT  OF  REPORT.— The  joint  report 
shall  contain  a  determination  regarding 
whether  there  is  a  significant  likelihood  that 
the  funding  of  the  operation  of  the  National 
Drug  Intelligence  Center,  a  domestic  law  en- 
forcement program,  through  an  appropria- 
tion under  the  control  of  the  Director  of  Cen- 
tral Intelligence  will  result  in  a  violation  of 
the  National  Security  Act  of  1947  or  Execu- 
tive Order  12333. 

Subtitle  D— Matters  Relating  to  Foreign 
Countries 

SEC.  1041.  AGREEMENTS  FOR  EXCHANGE  OF  DE- 
FENSE PERSONNEL  BETWEEN  THE 
UNITED  STATES  AND  FOREIGN 
COUNTBIE& 

(a)  EXCHANGE  AUTHORm'.— Subchapter  n 
of  chapter  138  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing new  section: 

''{2350L  Exchange  of  defense  personnel  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  foreign  coun- 
tries 

"(a)  International  Exchange  Agree- 
ments AUTHORIZED.— The  Secretary  of  De- 
fense Is  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements 
with  the  governments  of  allies  of  the  United 
States  and  other  friendly  foreign  countries 
for  the  exchange  of  military  and  civilian  per- 
sonnel of  the  Department  of  Defense  and 
military  and  civilian  personnel  of  the  de- 
fense ministries  of  such  foreign  govern- 
ments. 

"(b)  assignment  OF  Personnel.— (1)  Pur- 
suant to  an  agreement  entered  Into  under 
subsection  (a),  personnel  of  the  defense  min- 
istry of  a  foreign  government  may  be  as- 
signed to  positions  in  the  Department  of  De- 
fense, and  personnel  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  may  be  assigned  to  positions  in  the 
defense  ministry  of  that  foreign  government. 
Positions  to  which  exchanged  personnel  are 
assigned  may  Include  imsitions  of  instruc- 
tors. 

"(2)  An  agreement  for  the  exchange  of  per- 
sonnel engaged  in  research  and  development 
activities  may  provide  for  assignment  of  De- 
partment of  Defense  personnel  to  positions 
In  private  Industry  that  support  the  defense 
ministry  of  the  host  foreign  government. 

"(3)  A  specific  position  and  the  individual 
to  be  assigned  to  that  position  shall  be  ac- 
ceptable to  both  governments. 

"(c)  RECiPROcmr  of  Personnel  Qualihca- 
TiONS  Required. — Each  government  shall  be 
required  under  an  agreement  authorized  by 


subsection  (a)  to  provide  personnel  having 
qualifications,  training,  and  skills  that  are 
essentially  equal  to  those  of  the  personnel 
provided  by  the  other  government. 

"(d)  Pai-mevt  OF  Personnel  Costs.— (1) 
Each  government  shall  pay  the  salary,  per 
diem,  cost  of  living,  travel,  cost  of  language 
or  other  training,  and  other  costs  for  its  own 
personnel  in  accordance  with  the  laws  and 
regulations  of  such  government  that  pertain 
to  such  matters. 

'•(2)  The  requirement  in  paragraph  (1)  does 
not  apply  to  the  following  costs: 

"(A)  Cost  of  temporary  duty  directed  by 
the  host  government. 

"(B)  Costs  of  training  programs  conducted 
to  fimiliarize.  orient,  or  certify  exchanged 
personnel  regarding  unique  aspects  of  the  ex- 
changed personnel's  assignments. 

"(C)  Costs  incident  to  the  use  of  host  gov- 
ernment facilities  in  the  performance  of  as- 
signed duties. 

"(e)  Prohibited  Conditions.- No  personnel 
exchanged  pursuant  to  an  agreement  under 
this  section  may  take  or  be  required  to  take 
an  oath  of  allegiance  to  the  host  country  or 
to  hold  an  official  capacity  in  the  govern- 
ment of  such  country. 

"(f)  Relationship  to  Other  ALTHOBmr.— 
Nothing  In  this  section  limits  any  authority 
of  the  secretaries  of  the  military  depart- 
ments to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  the 
government  of  a  foreign  country  to  provide 
for  exchange  of  members  of  the  armed  forces 
and  military  personnel  of  the  foreign  coun- 
try except  that  subsections  (c)  and  (d)  shall 
apply  in  the  exercise  of  that  authority.  The 
Secretary  of  Defense  may  prescribe  regula- 
tions for  the  application  of  such  subsections 
In  the  exercise  of  such  authority.". 

(b)  Clerical  amendment.— The  table  of 
sections  at  the  beginning  of  subchapter  n  of 
such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following  new  item: 

"23501.  Exchange  of  defense  personnel  be- 
tween the  United  States  and 
foreign  countries.". 

SEC.  1042.  AUTBORmr  FOR  RECIPROCAL  EX- 
CHANGE OP  PERSONNEL  BETWEEN 
THE  UNITED  STATES  AND  FOREICN 
COUNTRIES  FOR  FUCHT  TRAININC. 

Section  544  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961  (22  U.S.C.  2347c)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  ",  and  for  attendance  of 
foreign  military  personnel  at  flight  training 
schools  or  programs  (including  test  pilot 
schools)  In  the  United  States,"  after  "(other 
than  service  academies)";  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  "and  comparable  insti- 
tutions" and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "  or 
flight  training  schools  or  programs,  as  the 
case  may  be.  and  comparable  institutions, 
schools,  or  programs". 

SEC.  1043.  EXTENSION  OF  COUNTESPBO- 
UFERA'nON  AUTBORITIES. 

Section  1505  of  the  Weapo-.s  of  Mass  De- 
struction Control  Act  of  1992  (title  XV  of 
Public  Law  104-484:  22  U.S.C.  58S9a)  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  in  subsection  (d)(3)— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year  1995.  or" 
and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "fiscal  year 
1995,";  and 

(B)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the 
end  the  following:  ".  $15,000,000  for  fiscal 
year  1997,  or  $15,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1998"; 
and 

(2)  in  subsection  (f),  by  striking  out  "fiscal 
year  1996"  and  inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "fis- 
cal year  1998 ". 
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Subtitle  E — Miscellaneous  Reporting 
Requirements 

SEC.  lOSI.  ANNUAL  REPORT  ON  EMERGING  OPER- 
ATIONAL CONCEPTS. 

(a)  REPORT  Required.— Not  later  than 
March  1  of  each  year,  the  Chairman  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  shall  submit  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  the  Committee  on  National  Security  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  a  report  on 
emerging-  operational  concepts.  The  report 
shall  contain  a  description,  for  the  year  pre- 
ceding the  year  in  which  submitted,  of  the 
following: 

(1)  The  process  undertaken  in  each  of  the 
Army,  Navy,  Air  Force,  and  Marine  Corps  to 
deCne  and  develop  doctrine,  operational  con- 
cepts, organizational  concepts,  and  acquisi- 
tion strategies  based  on — 

(A)  the  potential  of  emerging  technologies 
for  significantly  improving  the  operational 
effectiveness  of  that  armed  force; 

(B)  changes  in  the  international  order  that 
may  necessitate  changes  In  the  operational 
capabilities  of  that  armed  force; 

(C)  emerging  capabilities  of  potential  ad- 
versary states;  and 

(D)  changes  In  defense  budget  projections 
that  put  existing  acquisition  programs  of  the 
service  at  risk. 

(2)  The  manner  in  which  the  process  under- 
taken in  each  of  the  Army,  Navy,  Air  Force, 
and  Marine  Corps  Is  harmonized  with  a  Joint 
vision  and  with  the  similar  processes  of  the 
other  armed  forces  to  ensure  that  there  is  a 
sufficient  consideration  of  the  development 
of  joint  doctrine,  operational  concepts,  and 
acquisition  strategies. 

(3)  The  manner  in  which  the  process  under- 
taken by  each  of  the  Army,  Navy,  Air  Force, 
and  Marine  Corps  is  coordinated  through  the 
Joint  Requirements  Oversight  Council  or  an- 
other entity  to  ensure  that  the  results  of  the 
process  are  considered  in  the  planning,  pro- 
gramming, and  budgeting  process  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense. 

(4)  Proposals  under  consideration  by  the 
Joint  Requirements  Oversight  Council  or 
other  entity  within  the  Department  of  De- 
fense to  modify  the  roles  and  missions  of  any 
of  the  Army,  Navy,  Air  Force,  and  Marine 
Corps  as  a  result  of  the  processes  described 
in  paragraph  (1). 

(b)  First  Report.— The  first  report  under 
this  section  shall  be  submitted  not  later 
than  March  1, 1997. 

(C)    TERMDJATION    OF    REQUIREMENT    AFTER 

FOURTH  Report.— Notwithstanding  sub- 
section (a),  no  report  Is  required  under  this 
section  after  2000. 

SEC.  I0S2.  ANNUAL  JOINT  WARnOBTING 
SCIENCE  AND  ITCHNOLOGY  PLAN. 

(a)  ANNUAL  PLAN  REQUIRED.— On  March  1  of 
each  year,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
submit  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services 
of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Na- 
ttooal  Security  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives a  plan  for  ensuring  that  the  science  and 
technology  program  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  supports  the  development  of  the  fu- 
ture joint  warflghting  capabilities  IdentlHed 
as  priority  requirements  for  the  Armed 
Forces. 

(b)  PmsT  Plan.— The  first  plan  shall  be 
submitted  not  later  than  March  1. 1997. 

SEC.  lOeO.  REPOHTON  MILITARY  READINESS  RE- 
QUIREMENTS OF  THE  ARMED 
FORCES. 

(a)  REQUIREMENT.— Not  later  than  January 
31,  1997,  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff  shall  submit  to  the  congressional  de- 
fense committees  a  report  on  the  military 
readiness  requirements  of  the  active  and  re- 
serve components  of  the  Armed  Forces  (in- 


cluding combat  units,  combat  support  units, 
and  combat  service  support  units)  prepared 
by  the  officers  referred  to  In  subsection  (b). 
The  report  shall  assess  such  requirements 
under  a  tiered  readiness  and  response  system 
that  categorizes  a  given  unit  according  to 
the  likelihood  that  it  will  be  required  to  re- 
spond to  a  military  conflict  and  the  time  In 
which  It  will  be  required  to  respond. 

(b)  Officers.— The  report  required  by  sub- 
section (a)  shall  be  prepared  jointly  by  the 
Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Army,  the  Chief  of  Naval 
Operations,  the  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Air 
Force,  the  Commandant  of  the  Marine  Corps, 
and  the  Commander  of  the  Special  Oper- 
ations Command. 

(c)  ASSESSMENT  SCENARIO.— The  report 
shall  assess  readiness  requirements  in  a  sce- 
nario based  on  the  following  assumptions: 

(1)  The  connict  is  In  a  generic  theater  of 
operations  located  anywhere  In  the  world 
and  does  not  exceed  the  notional  limits  for  a 
major  regional  contingency. 

(2)  The  forces  available  for  deployment  in- 
clude the  forces  described  in  the  Bottom  Up 
Review  force  structure.  Including  all  planned 
force  enhancements. 

(3)  Assistance  Is  not  available  from  allies. 

(d)  ASSESSMENT  ELEMENTS.- The  report 
shall  Identify  by  unit  type,  and  assess  the 
readiness  requirements  of,  all  active  and  re- 
serve component  units.  Each  such  unit  shall 
be  categorized  within  one  of  the  following 
classifications: 

(1)  Forward-deployed  and  crisis  response 
forces,  or  "Tier  I"  forces,  that  possess  lim- 
ited Internal  sustalnment  capability  and  do 
not  require  Immediate  access  to  regional  air 
bases  or  ports  or  overflight  rights,  including 
the  following: 

(A)  Force  units  that  are  routinely  deployed 
forward  at  sea  or  on  land  outside  the  United 
States. 

(B)  Combat-ready  crises  response  forces 
that  are  capable  of  mobilizing  and  deploying 
within  10  days  after  receipt  of  orders. 

(C)  Forces  that  are  supported  by 
preposltioning  equipment  afloat  or  are  capa- 
ble of  being  Inserted  into  a  theater  upon  the 
capture  of  a  port  or  airfield  by  forcible  entry 
forces. 

(2)  Combat-ready  follow-on  forces,  or  "Tier 
II"  forces,  that  can  be  mobilized  and  de- 
ployed to  a  theater  within  approximately  60 
days  after  receipt  of  orders. 

(3)  Combat-ready  conflict  resolution 
forces,  or  "Tier  rU"  forces,  that  can  be  mobi- 
lized and  deployed  to  a  theater  within  ap- 
proximately 180  days  after  receipt  of  orders. 

(4)  All  other  active  and  reserve  component 
force  units  which  are  not  categorized  within 
a  classification  described  in  paragraph  (1), 
(2),  or  (3). 

(e)  Form  of  Report.— The  rejport  under 
this  section  shall  be  submitted  in  unclassi- 
fied form  but  may  contain  a  classified  annex. 

SobUtle  F— Other  Matters 

SEC.  1061.  UNIFORM  CODE  OF  MILITARY  JUSTICE 
AMENDMENTS. 

(a)  TECHNICAL  AMENDMENT  REGARDING  FOR- 
FEITURES During  Confinement  Adjudged  by 
A  Court-martial.— <i)  Section  858b(a)(l)  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code  (article  58b(a)(l) 
of  the  Uniform  Code  of  Military  Justice),  Is 
amended — 

(A)  in  the  Qrst  sentence,  by  inserting  "(If 
adjudged  by  a  general  court-martial)"  after 
"all  pay  and";  and 

(B)  In  the  third  sentence,  by  striking  out 
"two-thirds  of  all  pay  and  allowances"  and 
Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "two-thirds  of  all 
pay". 

(2)  The  amendments  made  by  paragraph  (1) 
shall  take  effect  as  of  April  1,  1996,  and  shall 


apply  to  any  case  In  which  a  sentence  Is  ad- 
judged by  a  court-martial  on  or  after  that 
date. 

(b)  Excepted  SER\^CE  appointments  to 
Certain  Nonattorney  Positions  of  the 
United  States  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
armed  Forces..— (1)  Subsection  (c)  of  sec- 
tion 943  of  title  10,  United  States  Code  (arti- 
cle 143(c)  of  the  Uniform  Code  of  Military 
Justice)  is  amended  in  paragraph  (1),  by  in- 
serting after  the  first  sentence  the  following: 
"A  position  of  employment  under  the  Court 
that  is  provided  primarily  for  the  service  of 
one  judge  of  the  court,  reports  directly  to 
the  judge,  and  is  a  position  of  a  confidential 
character  is  excepted  from  the  competitive 
service.". 

(2)  The  caption  for  such  subsection  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "attorney"  In  the 
subsection  caption  and  Inserting  In  lieu 
thereof  "certain". 

SEC.  1062.  LmrrATION  ON  RETIREMENT  OR  DIS- 
MANTLEMENT OF  STRATEGIC  NU- 
CLEAR DELIVERY  SYSTEMS. 

(a)  Funding  Umitation.— Funds  available 
to  the  Department  of  Defense  may  not  be  ob- 
ligated or  expended  during  fiscal  year  1997 
for  retiring  or  dismantling,  or  for  preparing 
to  retire  or  dismantle,  any  of  the  following 
strategic  nuclear  delivery  systems: 

(1)  B-52H  bomber  aircraft. 

(2)  Trident  ballistic  missile  submarines. 

(3)  Minuteman  EH  intercontinental  ballis- 
tic missiles. 

(4)  Peacekeeper  intercontinental  ballistic 
missiles. 

(b)  Waiver  authority.— If  the  START  n 
Treaty  enters  into  force  during  fiscal  year 
1997,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  waive  the 
application  of  the  limitation  under  para- 
graphs (2),  (3),  and  (4)  of  subsection  (a)  to 
Trident  ballistic  missile  submarines,  Min- 
uteman HI  intercontinental  ballistic  mis- 
siles, and  Peacekeeper  intercontinental  bal- 
listic missiles,  respectively,  to  the  extent 
that  the  Secretary  determines  necessary  In 
order  to  implement  the  treaty. 

(c)  START  n  Treaty  Defined.— In  this 
section,  the  term  "START  n  Treaty"  means 
the  Treaty  Between  the  United  States  of 
America  and  the  Russian  Federation  on  Fur- 
ther Reduction  and  Ldmltatlon  of  Strategic 
Offensive  Arms,  signed  at  Moscow  on  Janu- 
ary 3,  1993,  including  the  following  protocols 
and  memorandum  of  understanding,  all  such 
documents  being  Integral  parts  of  and  collec- 
tively referred  to  as  the  "START  II  Treaty" 
(contained  In  Treaty  Document  103-1): 

(1)  The  Protocol  on  Procedures  Governing 
Elimination  of  Heavy  ICBMs  and  on  Proce- 
dures Governing  Conversion  of  Silo  Launch- 
ers of  Heavy  ICBMs  Relating  to  the  Treaty 
Between  the  United  States  of  America  and 
the  Russian  Federation  on  Further  Reduc- 
tion and  Limitation  of  Strategic  Offensive 
Arms  (also  known  as  the  "Elimination  and 
Conversion  Protocol"). 

(2)  The  Protocol  on  Exhibitions  and  Inspec- 
tions of  Heavy  Bombers  Relating  to  the 
Treaty  Between  the  United  States  and  the 
Russian  Federation  on  Further  Reduction 
and  Limitation  of  Strategic  Offensive  Arms 
(also  known  as  the  "Exhibitions  and  Inspec- 
tions Protocol"). 

(3)  The  Memorandum  of  Understanding  on 
Warhead  Attribution  and  Heavy  Bomber 
Data  Relating  to  the  Treaty  Between  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  Russian 
Federation  on  Further  Reduction  and  Limi- 
tation of  Strategic  Offensive  Arms  (also 
known  as.  the  "Memorandum  on  Attribu- 
tion"). 
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SEC.  1063.  correction  OF  REFERENCES  TO  DE- 
PARTMENT OF  DEFENSE  ORGANIZA- 
TIONS. 

(a)  North  a.merican  aerospace  Defense 
Command.— Section  162  of  title  lO,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  in  paragraphs  (1), 
(2),  and  (3)  of  subsection  (a)  by  striking  out 
"North  American  Air  Defense  Command" 
and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "North  Amer- 
ican Aerospace  Defense  Command". 

(b)  Defense  Distribution  Center,  Annis- 
TON.— The  Corporation  for  the  Promotion  of 
Rifle  Practice  and  Firearms  Safety  Act  (title 
XVI  of  Public  Law  104-106;  110  Stat.  515;  36 
U.S.C.  5501  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "Anniston  Army  Depot"  each  place  It 
appears  In  the  following  provisions  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "Defense  Distribution 
Depot,  Anniston": 

(1)  Section  1615(a)(3)  (36  U.S.C.  5505(a)(3)). 

(2)  Section  1616(b)  (36  U.S.C.  5506(b)). 

(3)  Section  1619(aKl)  (36  U.S.C.  5S09(a)(l)). 
SEC.  1064.  AUTHORITY  OF  CERTAIN  MEMBERS  OF 

THE  ARMED  FORCES  TO  PERFORM 
NOTARIAL  OR  CONSULAR  ACTS. 

Section  1044a(b)  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1),  by  striking  out  "on  ac- 
tive duty  or  performing  inactive-duty  for 
training"  and  inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "of 
the  armed  forces,  including  members  of  re- 
serve components  who  are  judge  advocates 
(whether  or  not  in  a  duty  status)"; 

(2)  In  paragraph  (3),  by  striking  out  "adju- 
tants on  active  duty  or  performing  inactive- 
duty  training"  and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof 
"adjutants.  Including  members  of  reserve 
components  acting  as  such  an  adjutant 
(whether  or  not  in  a  duty  status)";  and 

(3)  m  paragraph  (4),  by  striking  out  "per- 
sons on  active  duty  or  performing  Inactive- 
duty  training"  and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof 
"members  of  the  armed  forces.  Including 
members  of  reserve  components  (whether  or 
not  In  a  duty  status),". 

SEC.  1065.  TRAINING  OF  MEMBERS  OF  THE  UNI- 
FORMED SERVICES  AT  I<K>N-GOV- 
ERNMENT  FACnXnES. 

(a)  Use  of  Non-Government  Faciijties.— 
Section  4105  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  Is 
amended — 

(1)  by  Inserting  "and  members  of  a  uni- 
formed service  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
head  of  the  agency"  after  "employees  of  the 
agency";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following:  "For 
the  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "agen- 
cy' includes  a  military  department.". 

(b)  Expenses  of  training.— Section  4109  of 
such  title  Is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)— 

(A)  in  the  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1), 
by  striking  out  "under  regulations  pre- 
scribed under  section  4118(a)(8)  of  this  title 
and"; 

(B)  in  paragraph  (1),  by  Inserting  after  "an 
employee  of  the  agency"  the  following:  ",  or 
the  pay  of  a  member  of  a  uniformed  service 
within  the  agency,  who  is";  and 

(C)  In  paragraph  (2)— 

(1)  in  the  matter  preceding  subparagraph 
(A),  by  inserting  "or  member  of  a  uniformed 
service"  after  "reimburse  the  employee"; 

(II)  m  subparagraph  (A),  by  striking  out 
"commissioned  officers  of  the  National  Oce- 
anic and  Atmospheric  Administration"  and 
Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "a  member  of  a  uni- 
formed service";  and 

(Hi)  In  subparagraph  (B),  by  striking  out 
"commissioned  officers  of  the  National  Oce- 
anic and  Atmospheric  Administration"  and 
Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "a  member  of  a  uni- 
formed service";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(d)  In  the  exercise  of  authority  under  sub- 
section (a)  with  res]?ect  to  an  employee  of  an 


agency,  the  head  of  the  agency  shall  comply 
with  regulations  prescribed  under  section 
4118(a)(8)  of  this  title. 

"(e)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  the 
term  'agency'  Includes  a  military  depart- 
ment.". 

SEC.  1066.  THIRD-PARTy  LIABILITY  TO  UTflTCD 
STATES  FOR  TORTIOUS  INFUCTION 
OF  INJURY  OR  DISEASE  ON  BfEM- 
BERS  OF  THE  UNIFORMED  SERV- 
ICES. 

(a)  Recovery  of  Pay  and  allowances.— 
SecUon  1  of  Public  Law  87-693  (42  U.S.C.  2651) 
Is  amended — 

(1)  In  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)— 

(A)  by  Inserting  "or  pay  for"  after  "re- 
quired by  law  to  furnish";  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "or  to  be  furnished" 
each  place  that  phrase  appears  and  Inserting 
In  lieu  thereof  ",  to  be  furnished,  paid  for,  or 
to  be  paid  for"; 

(2)  by  redesignating  subsections  (b)  and  (c) 
as  subsections  (d)  and  (e).  respectively; 

(3)  by  Inserting  after  subsection  (a),  the 
following  new  subsections: 

"(b)  If  a  member  of  the  uniformed  services 
is  Injured,  or  contracts  a  disease,  under  cir- 
cumstances creating  a  tort  liability  upon  a 
third  person  (other  than  or  in  addition  to  the 
United  States  and  except  employers  of  sea- 
men referred  to  In  subsection  (a))  for  dam- 
ages for  such  Injury  or  disease  and  the  mem- 
ber Is  unable  to  perform  the  member's  regu- 
lar military  duties  as  a  result  of  the  Injury 
or  disease,  the  United  States  shall  have  a 
right  (Independent  of  the  rights  of  the  mem- 
ber) to  recover  from  the  third  person  or  an 
insurer  of  the  third  person,  or  both,  the 
amount  equal  to  the  total  amount  of  the  pay 
that  accrues  and  is  to  accrue  to  the  member 
for  the  period  for  which  the  member  is  un- 
able to  i>erform  such  duties  as  a  result  of  the 
Injury  or  disease  and  Is  not  assigned  to  per- 
form other  military  duties. 

"(c)(1)  If,  pursuant  to  the  laws  of  a  State 
that  are  applicable  in  a  case  of  a  member  of 
the  uniformed  services  who  Is  injured  or  con- 
tracts a  disease  as  a  result  of  tortious  con- 
duct of  a  third  person,  there  is  in  effect  for 
such  a  case  (as  a  substitute  or  alternative  for 
compensation  for  damages  through  tort  li- 
ability) a  S3rstem  of  compensation  or  reim- 
bursement for  expenses  of  hospital,  medical, 
surgical,  or  dental  care  and  treatment  or  for 
lost  pay  pursuant  to  a  policy  of  Insurance, 
contract,  medical  or  hospital  service  agree- 
ment, or  similar  arrangement,  the  United 
States  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  third-party 
beneficiary  of  such  a  policy,  contract,  agree- 
ment, or  arrangement. 

"(2)  For  the  purposes  of  paragraph  (1)— 

"(A)  the  expenses  Incurred  or  to  be  In- 
curred by  the  United  States  for  care  and 
treatment  for  an  injured  or  diseased  member 
as  described  In  subsection  (a)  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  been  Incurred  by  the  mem- 
ber; 

"(B)  the  cost  to  the  United  States  of  the 
pay  of  the  member  as  described  In  subsection 
(b)  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  pay  lost  by 
the  member  as  a  result  of  the  injury  or  dis- 
ease; and 

"(C)  the  United  States  shall  be  subrogated 
to  any  right  or  claim  that  the  Injured  or  dis- 
eased member  or  the  member's  guardian, 
personal  representative,  estate,  dependents, 
or  survivors  have  under  a  policy,  contract, 
agreement,  or  arrangement  referred  to  In 
paragraph  (1)  to  the  extent  of  the  reasonable 
value  of  the  care  and  treatment  and  the 
total  amount  of  the  pay  deemed  lost  under 
subparagraph  (B)."; 

(4)  In  subsection  (d).  as  redesignated  by 
paragraph  (2),  by  inserting  "or  paid  for" 
after  "treatment  Is  famished";  and 


(5)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(f)(1)  Any  amounts  recovered  under  this 
section  for  medical  care  and  related  services 
furnished  by  a  military  medical  treatment 
facility  or  similar  military  activity  shall  be 
credited  to  the  appropriation  or  appropria- 
tions supporting  the  operation  of  that  facil- 
ity or  activity,  as  determined  under  regula- 
tions prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

"(2)  Any  amounts  recovered  under  this  sec- 
tion for  the  cost  to  the  United  States  of  pay 
of  an  injured  or  diseased  member  of  the  uni- 
formed services  shall  be  credited  to  the  ap- 
propriation that  supports  the  operation  of 
the  command,  activity,  or  other  unit  to 
which  the  member  wa^  assigned  at  the  time 
of  the  injury  or  illness,  as  determined  under 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  con- 
cerned. 

"(g)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section: 

"(A)  The  term  'uniformed  services'  has  the 
meaning  given  such  term  in  section  1072(1)  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code. 

"(B)  The  term  -tortious  conduct'  Includes 
any  tortious  omission. 

"(C)  The  term  pay",  with  respect  to  a 
member  of  the  uniformed  services,  means 
basic  pay,  special  pay,  and  incentive  pay 
that  the  member  is  authorized  to  receive 
under  title  37,  United  States  Code,  or  any 
other  law  providing  pay  for  service  in  the 
uniformed  services. 

"(D)  The  term  'Secretary  concerned' 
means— 

"(1)  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  with  respect 
to  the  Army,  the  Navy,  the  Air  Force,  the 
Marine  Corps,  and  the  Coast  Guard  (when  It 
is  operating  as  a  service  in  the  Navy); 

"(11)  the  Secretary  of  Transportation,  with 
respect  to  the  Coast  Guard  when  It  Is  not  op- 
erating as  a  service  In  the  Navy; 

"(III)  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services,  with  respect  to  the  Commissioned 
Corps  of  the  Public  Health  Service;  and 

"(Iv)  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  with  re- 
spect to  the  Commissioned  Corps  of  the  Na- 
tional Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administra- 
tion.". 

(b)  Contorming  amendments.— Section  l  of 
Public  Law  87-693  (42  U.S.C.  2651)  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  in  the  Urst  sentence  of  subsection  (a)— 

(A)  by  inserting  "(Independent  of  the 
rights  of  the  Injured  or  diseased  person)" 
after  "a  right  to  recover";  and 

(B)  by  Inserting  ".  or  that  person's  In- 
surer," after  "from  said  third  person"; 

(2)  In  subsection  (d),  as  redesignated  by 
subsection  (a)(2)— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "such  right."  and  In- 
serting In  lieu  thereof  "a  right  under  sub- 
sections (a),  (b),  and  (c)";  and 

(B)  by  Inserting  ",  or  the  insurance  carrier 
or  other  entity  responsible  for  the  payment 
or  reimbursement  of  medical  expenses  or 
lost  pay,"  after  "the  third  person  who  is  lia- 
ble for  the  injury  or  disease"  each  place  that 
It  appears. 

(c)  APPUCABILTTY.— The  authority  to  col- 
lect pursuant  to  the  amendments  made  by 
this  section  shall  apply  to  expenses  described 
In  the  first  section  of  Public  Law  87-693  (as 
amended  by  this  section)  that  are  incurred, 
or  are  to  be  Incurred,  by  the  United  States 
on  or  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act,  whether  the  event  from  which  the  claim 
arises  occurred  before,  on.  or  after  that  date. 

SEC.  1067.  DISPLAY  OF  STATE  FLAGS  AT  IN8TAL- 
LAIIONS  AND  FACIUTIES  OF  THE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE. 

(a)  IN  General.— Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b)  and  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law,  no  funds  appropriated 
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or  otherwise  made  available  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  may  be  used  to  adopt  or  en- 
force any  rule  or  other  prohibition  that  dis- 
criminates against  the  display  of  the  official 
flag  of  a  particular  State,  territory,  or  pos- 
session of  the  United  States  at  an  official 
ceremony  at  any  installation  or  other  facil- 
ity of  the  Department  of  Defense  at  which 
the  official  flags  of  the  other  States,  terri- 
tories, or  possessions  of  the  United  States 
are  being  displayed. 

(b)  POSITION  AND  Manner  of  Display.— The 
display  of  an  official  flag  referred  to  in  sub- 
section (a)  at  an  installation  or  other  facil- 
ity of  the  Department  shall  be  governed  by 
the  provisions  of  section  3  of  the  Joint  Reso- 
lution of  June  22.  1942  (56  Stat.  378,  chapter 
435;  36  U.S.C.  175).  and  any  modification  of 
such  provisions  under  section  8  of  that  Joint 
Resolution  (36  U.S.C.  178). 
SEC.    IMS.   GBOBGE   C.    MARSHALL   EUROPEAN 

CENim  FOR  STRATEGIC  SECURITY 

STUDIES 

(a)  Authority  To  acxept  Funds,  Mate- 
rials. AND  Services.— (1)  The  Secretary  of 
Defense  may,  on  behalf  of  the  George  C.  Mar- 
shall European  Center  for  Strategic  Security 
Studies,  accept  gifts  or  donations  of  funds, 
materials  (including  research  materials), 
property,  and  services  (Including  lecture 
services  and  faculty  services)  from  foreign 
governments,  foundations  and  other  chari- 
table organizations  In  foreign  countries,  and 
individuals  In  foreign  countries  In  order  to 
defray  the  costs  of  the  operation  of  the  Cen- 
ter. 

(2)  Funds  received  by  the  Secretary  under 
paragraph  (1)  shall  be  credited  to  appropria- 
tions available  for  the  Department  of  De- 
fense for  the  George  C.  Marshall  European 
Center  for  Strategic  Security  Studies.  Funds 
so  credited  shall  be  merged  with  the  appro- 
priations to  which  credited  and  shall  be 
available  for  the  Center  for  the  same  pur- 
poses and  same  period  as  the  appropriations 
with  which  merged. 

(b)  Participation  of  Foreign  Nations 
Otherwise  Prohibited. — (l)  The  Secretary 
may  permit  representatives  of  a  foreign  gov- 
ernment to  iMirtlcipate  In  a  program  of  the 
George  C.  Marshall  European  Center  for 
Strategic  Security  Studies,  notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  law  that  would  other- 
wise prevent  representatives  of  that  foreign 
government  from  participating  in  the  pro- 
gram. Before  doing  so.  the  Secretary  shall 
determine,  in  consultation  with  the  Sec- 
retary of  State,  that  the  partlcii>ation  of  rep- 
resentatives of  that  foreigrn  government  in 
the  program  is  in  the  national  interest  of  the 
United  States. 

(2)  Not  later  than  January  31  of  each  year, 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall,  with  the  as- 
sistance of  the  Director  of  the  Center,  sub- 
mit to  Congress  a  report  setting  forth  the 
foreign  governments  permitted  to  partici- 
pate in  programs  of  the  Center  during  the 
preceding  year  under  the  authority  provided 
In  paragraph  (1). 

(c)  Waiver  of  Certain  Reqotrements  for 
Board  of  Visitors.— (l)  The  Secretary  may 
waive  the  application  of  any  financial  disclo- 
sure requirement  Imposed  by  law  to  a  foreign 
member  of  the  Board  of  Visitors  of  the  Cen- 
ter If  that  requirement  would  otherwise 
apply  to  the  member  solely  by  reason  of  the 
service  as  a  member  of  the  Board.  The  au- 
thority under  the  preceding  sentence  applies 
only  in  the  case  of  a  foreign  member  who 
serves  on  the  Board  without  compensation. 

(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Visitors  may 
not  be  required  to  register  as  an  agent  of  a 
foreign  government  solely  by  reason  of  serv- 
ice as  a  member  of  the  Board. 


SEC.  1069.  AUTHORITY  TO  AWARD  TO  CIVILIAN 
PARTICIPA.NTS  LN  THE  DEFENSE  OF 
PEARL  HARBOR  THE  CONGRES- 
SIONAL MEDAL  PREVIOUSLY  AU- 
THORIZED ONLY  FOR  MHJTARY 
PARTICIPANTS  IN  THE  DEFENSE  OF 
PEARL  HARBOR. 

(a)  Authority.— The  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  and  the  President  pro 
tempore  of  the  Senate  are  authorized  jointly 
to  present,  on  behalf  of  Congrress,  a  bronze 
medal  provided  for  under  section  1492  of  the 
National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fis- 
cal Year  1991  (104  Stat.  1721)  to  any  person 
who  meets  the  eligibility  requirements  set 
forth  in  subsection  (d)  of  that  section  other 
than  the  requirement  for  membership  In  the 
Armed  Forces,  as  certified  under  subsection 

(e)  of  that  section  or  under  subsection  (b)  of 
this  section. 

(b)  CERTmcATiON.— The  Secretary  of  De- 
fense shall,  not  later  than  12  months  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  certify 
to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives and  the  President  pro  tempore  of  the 
Senate  the  names  of  persons  who  are  eligible 
for  award  of  the  medal  under  this  Act  and 
have  not  previously  been  certified  under  sec- 
tion 1492(e)  of  the  National  Defense  Author- 
ization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1991. 

(c)  APPUCATIONS.— Subsections  (d)(2)  and 

(f)  of  section  1492  of  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1991  shall 
apply  In  the  administration  of  this  Act. 

(d)  ADDITIONAL   STRIKING   AUTHORITY.— The 

Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  strike  such 
additional  medals  as  may  be  necessary  for 
presentation  under  the  authority  of  sub- 
section (a). 

(e)  AUTHORIZATION    OF    APPROPRIATIONS.— 

There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
sum  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  this 
section. 

(f)  RETROACTIVE  EFFECTIVE  DATE.— The  au- 
thority under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  effec- 
tive as  of  November  5,  1990. 

SEC.  1070.  MICHAEL  OX^ALLAGHAN  FEDERAL 
HOSPITAL,  LAS  VEGAS,  NEVADA. 

(a)  Findings. — Congress  makes  the  follow- 
ing findings: 

(1)  Michael  O'Callaghan,  former  Governor 
of  the  State  of  Nevada,  served  in  three 
branches  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
States,  namely,  the  Army,  the  Air  Force, 
and  the  Marine  Corps. 

(2)  At  16  years  of  age,  Michael  O'Callaghan 
enlisted  In  the  United  States  Marine  Corps 
to  serve  during  the  end  of  World  War  n. 

(3)  During  the  Korean  conflict,  Michael 
O'Callaghan  served  successively  in  the  Air 
Force  and  the  Army  and,  during  such  serv- 
ice, suffered  wounds  in  combat  that  neces- 
sitated the  amputation  of  his  left  leg. 

(4)  Michael  O'Callaghan  was  awarded  the 
Silver  Star,  the  Bronze  Star  with  Valor  De- 
vice, and  the  Purple  Heart  for  his  military 
service. 

(5)  In  1963,  Michael  O'Callaghan  became  the 
first  director  of  the  Health  and  Welfare  De- 
partment of  the  State  of  Nevada. 

(6)  In  1970,  Michael  O'Callaghan  became 
Governor  of  the  State  of  Nevada  and  served 
in  that  position  through  1978,  making  him 
one  of  only  five  two-term  governors  in  the 
history  of  the  State  of  Nevada. 

(7)  In  1982,  Michael  O'Callaghan  received 
the  Air  Force  Exceptional  Service  Award. 

(8)  It  is  appropriate  to  name  the  NelUs 
Federal  Hospital,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada,  a  hos- 
pital operated  jointly  by  the  Department  of 
Defense,  through  Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  and 
the  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs,  through 
the  Las  Vegas  Veterans  Affairs  Outpatient 
Clinic,  after  Michael  O'Callaghan,  a  man 
who  (A)  has  served  his  country  with  honor  in 


three  branches  of  the  Armed  Forces,  (B)  as  a 
disabled  veteran  knows  personally  the  tragic 
sacrifices  that  are  so  often  made  in  the  serv- 
ice of  his  country  in  the  Armed  Forces,  and 
(C)  has  spent  his  entire  career  working  to 
Improve  the  lives  of  all  Nevadans. 

(b)  Designation  of  Michael  O'Callaghan 
FEDERAL  HOSPITAL.— The  Nellis  Federal  Hos- 
pital, a  Federal  building  located  at  4700 
North  Las  Vegas  Boulevard,  Las  Vegas,  Ne- 
vada, is  designated  as  the  "Michael 
O'Callaghan  Federal  Hospital". 

(c)  References.— Any  reference  in  a  law. 
map,  regulation,  document,  paper,  or  other 
record  of  the  United  States  to  the  Federal 
building  referred  to  in  subsection  (b)  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  a  reference  to  the  "Michael 
O'Callaghan  Federal  Hospital". 

SEC.  1071.  NAMING  OF  BUILDING  AT  THE  UNI- 
FORMED SERVICES  UNIVERSITY  OF 
THE  HEALTH  SCIENCES. 

It  Is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  should  name  Building  A  at 
the  Uniformed  Services  University  of  the 
Health  Sciences  as  the  "David  Packard 
Building". 

TITLE  n— DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 

CIVILIAN  PERSONNEL 

Subtitle  A — Personnel  Management,  Pay,  and 

Allowances 

SEC.  1101.  SCOPE  OF  REQUntEBIENT  FOR  CON- 
VERSION OF  MILITARY  POSITIONS 
TO  CIVILLU4  POSITIONS. 

Section  1032(a)  of  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  (Public 
Law  104-106;  110  Stat.  429;  10  U.S.C.  129a  note) 
Is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  the  text  of  paragraph  (1) 
and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
"By  September  30,  1996,  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense shall  convert  at  least  3,000  military  po- 
sitions to  civilian  positions."; 

(2)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (2);  and 

(3)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (3)  as  para- 
graph (2). 

SEC.  1102.  RETENTION  OF  CIVILIAN  EMPLOYEE 
POSITIONS  AT  MILITARY  TRAINING 
BASES  TRANSFERRED  TO  tiATlOHAL 
GUARD. 

(a)  MUJTARY  TRAINING  INSTALLA'HONS  AF- 
FECTED.—This  section  applies  with  respect  to 
each  military  training  Installation  that — 

(1)  was  approved  for  closure  In  1995  under 
the  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment 
Act  of  1990  (part  A  of  title  XXIX  of  Public 
Law  101-510;  10  U.S.C.  2687  note): 

(2)  is  scheduled  for  transfer  during  fiscal 
year  1997  to  National  Guard  operation  and 
control;  and 

(3)  will  continue  to  be  used,  after  such 
transfer,  to  provide  training  support  to  ac- 
tive and  reserve  components  of  the  Armed 
Forces. 

(b)  RETENTION  OF  EMPLOYEE  POSITIONS.— In 

the  case  of  a  military  training  installation 
described  in  subsection  (a),  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  may  retain  civilian  employee  posi- 
tions of  the  Department  of  Defense  at  the  in- 
stallation after  transfer  to  the  National 
Guard  of  a  State  In  order  to  facilitate  active 
and  reserve  component  training  at  the  In- 
stallation. The  Secretary,  In  consultation 
with  the  Adjutant  General  of  the  National 
Guard  of  that  State,  shall  determine  the  ex- 
tent to  which  positions  at  that  installation 
are  to  be  retained  as  positions  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense. 

(c)  Maximum  Nl'mber  of  Positions  Re- 
tained.—The  maximum  number  of  civilian 
employee  positions  retained  at  an  Installa- 
tion under  this  section  shall  not  exceed  20 
percent  of  the  Federal  civilian  workforce 
employed  at  the  installation  as  of  September 
8,1995. 
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(d)  Removal  of  Position.— The  decision  to 
retain  civilian  employee  positions  at  an  In- 
stallation under  this  section  shall  cease  to 
apply  to  a  position  so  retained  on  the  date 
on  which  the  Secretary  certifies  to  Congress 
that  it  is  no  longer  necessary  to  retain  the 
position  in  order  to  ensure  that  effective 
support  is  provided  at  the  installation  for  ac- 
tive and  reserve  component  training. 

SEC.  1103.  CLARIFICA'nON  OF  UMTTATION  ON 
FURNISHING  CLOTHING  OR  PAYING 
A  UNIFORM  ALLOWANCE  TO  EN- 
LISTED NATIONAL  GUARD  TECHNI- 
CIANS. 

Section  418(c)  of  title  37,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "for  which 
a  uniform  allowance  is  paid  under  section  413 
or  416  of  this  title"  and  Inserting  In  lieu 
thereof  "for  which  clothing  is  furnished  or  a 
uniform  allowance  is  paid  under  this  sec- 
tion". 

SEC.  1104.  TRAVEL  EXPENSES  AND  HEALTH  CARE 
FOR  CIVILIAN  EMPLOITEES  OF  THE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  ABROAD. 

(a)  In  General.— Chapter  81  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  section: 

"$  1599b.  Employees  abroad:  travel  expenses; 

health  care 

"(a)  In  General.— The  Secretary  of  De- 
fense may  provide  civilian  employees,  and 
members  of  their  families,  abroad  with  bene- 
fits that  are  comparable  to  certain  benefits 
that  are  provided  by  the  Secretary  of  State 
to  members  of  the  Foreign  Service  and  their 
fomllles  abroad  as  described  In  subsections 
(b)  and  (c).  The  Secretary  may  designate  the 
employees  and  members  of  families  who  are 
eligible  to  receive  the  benefits. 

"(b)  Travel  and  Related  Expenses.— The 
Secretary  of  Defense  may  pay  travel  ex- 
penses and  related  expenses  for  purposes  and 
in  amounts  that  are  comparable  to  the  pur- 
poses for  which,  and  the  amounts  in  which, 
travel  and  related  expenses  are  paid  by  the 
Secretary  of  State  under  section  901  of  the 
Foreign  Service  Act  of  1980  (22  U.S.C.  4081). 

"(c)  Health  Care  Program.— The  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  may  establish  a  health 
care  program  that  is  comparable  to  the 
health  care  program  established  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  under  section  904  of  that  Act 
(22  U.S.C.  4084). 

"(d)  ASSISTANCE.— The  Secretary  of  De- 
fense may  enter  into  agreements  with  the 
heads  of  other  departments  and  agencies  of 
the  Federal  Government  in  order  to  facili- 
tate the  payment  of  expenses  authorized  by 
subsection  (b)  and  to  carry  out  a  health  care 
program  authorized  by  subsection  (c). 

"(e)  Abroad  Defined.— In  this  section,  the 
term  'abroad'  means  outside — 

"(1)  the  United  States;  and 

"(2)  the  territories  and  possessions  of  the 
United  States.". 

(b)  Clerical  Amendment.— The  table  of 
sections  at  the  beginning  of  such  chapter  Is 
amended  by  Inserting  after  the  item  relating 
to  section  1599a  the  following  new  Item: 
"1599b.  Eimployees  abroad:  travel  expenses; 

health  care.". 

SEC.  IIOS.  TRAVEL,  TRANSPORTATION,  AND  RE- 
LOCATION ALLOWANCES  FOR  CER- 
TAIN FORMER  NONAPPROPRIATED 
FUND  EMFLO'VEES. 

(a)  In  General. — (l)  Subchapter  II  of  chap- 
ter  57   of  title   5,   United   States   Code,   is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  section: 
"SSTSS.  Travel,  transportation,  and  relocation 

expenses  of  certain  nonappropriated  fund 

employees 

"An  employee  of  a  nonappropriated  fund 
instrumentality  of  the  Department  of  De- 


fense or  the  Coast  Guard  described  In  section 
2105(c)  of  this  title  who  moves,  without  a 
break  in  service  of  more  than  3  days,  to  a  po- 
sition In  the  Department  of  Defense  or  the 
Coast  Guard,  respectively,  may  be  author- 
ized travel,  transportation,  and  relocation 
expenses  and  allowances  under  the  same  con- 
ditions and  to  the  same  extent  authorized  by 
this  subchapter  for  transferred  employees.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
chapter  57  of  such  title  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing after  the  Item  relating  to  section  5735  the 
following  new  item: 

"5736.  Travel,  transportation,  and  relocation 
expenses  of  certain  non- 
appropriated fund  employees.". 

(b)  APPLICABiLm-.— Section  5736  of  title  5. 
United  States  Code  (as  added  by  subsection 
(a)(1)).  shall  apply  to  moves  between  posi- 
tions as  described  in  such  section  that  are  ef- 
fective on  or  after  October  1, 1996. 

SEC.  110«.  EMPLOYMENT  AND  SALARY  PRAC- 
'nCES  APPUCABLE  TO  DEPART- 
MENT OF  DEFENSE  OVERSEAS 
TEACHERS. 

(a)  Expansion  of  Scope  of  Educators  Cov- 
ered.—Section  2  of  the  Defense  Department 
Overseas  Teachers  Pay  and  Personnel  Prac- 
tices Act  (20  U.S.C.  901)  Is  amended— 

(1)  in  subparagraph  (A)  of  paragraph  (1).  by 
inserting  ".or  are  performed  by  an  individ- 
ual who  carried  out  certain  teaching  activi- 
ties identified  In  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense"  after  "Defense."; 
and 

(2)  by  striking  out  subparagraph  (C)  of 
paragraph  (2)  and  inserting  In  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

"(C)  who  Is  employed  in  a  teaching  posi- 
tion described  In  paragraph  (1).". 

(b)  Transfer  of  Responstbility  for  E.m- 

PLO^'MENT  AND  SALARY  PRACHCES.- Section  5 

of  such  Act  (20  U.S.C.  903)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "secretary  of  each  mili- 
tary department  in  the  Department  of  De- 
fense" and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec- 
retary of  Defense";  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "his  military  depart- 
ment" and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "the  De- 
partment of  Defense"; 

(2)  In  subsection  (b>— 

(A)  in  the  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1). 
by  striking  out  "secretary  of  each  military 
department—"  and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

"Secretary  of  Defense — ";  and 

(B)  In  paragraph  (1).  by  striking  out  "his 
military  department,"  and  Inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "the  Department  of  Defense"; 

(3)  in  subsection  (c)— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "Secretary  of  each 
military  dejiartment"  and  Inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "Secretary  of  Defense";  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "his  military  depart- 
ment" and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "the  De- 
partment of  Defense";  and 

(4)  m  subsection  (d),  by  striking  out  "Sec- 
retary of  each  military  department"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "Secretary  of  De- 
fense". 

SEC.  1107.  EMPLOYMENT  AND  COMPENSATION  OF 
CIVnjAN  rtSXLTl  MEMBERS  AT 
CERTAIN  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
SCHOOLS. 

(a)  FACUL'nES.— Section  1595(c)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  paragraph  (3)  the  following  new  para- 
graph (4): 

"(4)  The  English  Language  Center  of  the 
Defense  Language  Institute. 

"(5)  The  Asia-Pacific  Center  for  Security 
Studies.". 

(b)  Certain  Admimstrators.— Such  sec- 
tion 1595  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 


"(f)  APPUCA'noN  to  Directob  and  deputy 
Director  at  AsiA-PACBnc  Center  for  Secu- 
rity Studies. — In  the  case  of  the  Asia-Pa- 
cific Center  for  Security  Studies,  this  sec- 
tion also  applies  with  respect  to  the  Director 
and  the  Deputy  Director.". 

SEC.  110&  REIMBURSEMENT  OF  DEPARTMENT  OF 
DEFENSE  DOMESTIC  VePeSDKST 
SCHOOL  BOARD  MEMBERS  FOR  CER- 
TAIN EXPENSES. 

Section  21641  d  I  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 

"(7)  The  Secretary  may  provide  for  reim- 
bursement of  a  school  board  member  for  ex- 
penses Incurred  by  the  member  for  travel, 
transportation,  program  fees,  and  activity 
fees  that  the  Secretary  determines  are  rea- 
sonable and  necessary  for  the  performance  of 
school  board  duties  by  the  member.". 

SEC.  1109.  EXTENSION  OF  AUTHORmr  FOR  ClVn^ 
IAN  EMPLOYEES  OF  DEPABTME?n- 
OF  DEFENSE  TO  PARTICIPATE  VOI^ 
UNTARILY  IN  REDUCTIONS  IN 
FORCE. 

Section  3502(f)(5)  of  title  5.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "Septem- 
ber 30.  1996"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
■September  30.  2001". 

SEC.  1110.  COMPENSATORY  TIME  OFF  FOR  OVER- 
TIME WORK  PERFORMED  BY  WACE- 
BOARD  EMPLOYEES. 

Section  5543  of  Utle  5.  United  States  Code, 
Is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(c)  The  head  of  an  agency  may,  on  request 
of  an  employee,  grant  the  employee  compen- 
satory time  off  from  the  employee's  sched- 
uled tour  of  duty  instead  of  payment  under 
section  5544  of  this  title  or  section  7  of  the 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938  for  an  equal 
amount  of  time  spent  In  Irregular  or  occa- 
sional overtime  work.". 

SEC.  IIIL  UQUIDA-nav  OF  RESTORED  A.NNUAL 
LEAVE  THAT  REMAINS  UNUSED 
UPON  TSAN8PSR  OF  EMPLOTKE 
FRCMf  INSTALLATION  BEINC 

CLOSED  OR  RSALnmED. 

(a)  Lump-Sum  Payment  Required.— Sec- 
tion 5551  of  title  5.  United  Sutes  Code,  Is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  subsection: 

"(c)(1)  Annual  leave  that  Is  restored  to  an 
employee  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
under  section  6304(d)  of  this  title  by  reason 
of  the  operation  of  paragraph  (3)  of  such  sec- 
tion and  remains  unused  upon  the  transfer  of 
the  employee  to  a  position  described  in  para- 
graph (2)  shall  be  liquidated  by  pajrment  of  a 
lump-sum  for  such  leave  to  the  employee 
upon  the  transfer. 

"(2)  A  position  referred  to  In  paragraph  (1) 
Is  a  position  In  a  department  or  agency  of 
the  Federal  Government  outside  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  or  a  Department  of  Defense 
position  that  Is  not  located  at  a  Department 
of  Defense  installation  being  closed  or  re- 
aligned as  described  in  section  6304(d)(3)  of 
this  title.". 

(b)  appucabujty.— Subsection  (c)  of  sec- 
tion 5551  of  title  5.  United  States  Code  (as 
added  by  subsection  (a)),  shall  apply  with  re- 
spect to  transfers  described  in  such  sub- 
section (c)  that  take  effect  on  or  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  1112.  WAIVER  Of  WEttOaMMBrT  FOR  RE- 
PAYMENT OF  VOLUNTARY  SEPARA- 
TtON  INCENTIVE   PAT  BY  rOSMER 
DEPARTMENT  (WBgFKNSE  KMPtOT- 
EES  REEMPLOYED  BY  THE  GOVERN- 
MENT WITHOUT  PAY. 
Section  5597(g)  of  title  5,  United  States 
Code.  Is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

"(5)  If  the  employment  Is  without  com- 
pensation, the  appointing  official  may  waive 
the  rei>ayment.". 
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1113.  FEDERAL  HOLIDAY  OBSERVANCE 
RULES  FOR  DEPARTMENT  OF  DE- 
FENSE EMPLOTEES. 

(a)  HOLIDAYS  Occurring  on  nonwork- 
DAYS.— Section  6103(b)  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  Inserting  after 
paragraph  (2)  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(3)  In  the  case  of  a  full-time  employee  of 
the  Department  of  Defense,  the  following 
rules  apply: 

"(A)  When  a  legal  public  holiday  occurs  on 
a  Sunday  that  Is  not  a  regular  weekly  work- 
day for  an  employee,  the  employee's  next 
workday  Is  the  legal  public  holiday  for  the 
employee. 

"(B)  When  a  legal  public  holiday  occurs  on 
a  regular  weekly  nonworkday  that  is  admin- 
istratively scheduled  for  an  employee  in- 
stead of  Sunday,  the  employee's  next  work- 
day Is  the  legal  public  holiday  for  the  em- 
ployee. 

"(C)  When  a  legal  public  holiday  occurs  on 
an  employee's  regular  weekly  nonworkday 
immediately  following  a  regular  weekly  non- 
workday  that  is  administratively  scheduled 
for  the  employee  Instead  of  Sunday,  the  em- 
ployee's next  workday  is  the  legal  public  hol- 
iday for  the  employee. 

"(D)  When  a  legal  public  holiday  occurs  on 
an  employee's  regular  weekly  nonworkday 
that  is  not  a  nonworkday  referred  to  in  sub- 
paragraph (A),  (B),  or  (C),  the  employee's 
preceding  workday  Is  the  legal  public  holi- 
day for  the  employee. 

"(E)  The  Secretary  concerned  (as  defined 
in  section  101(a)  of  title  10)  may  schedule  a 
legal  public  holiday  for  an  employee  to  be  on 
a  different  day  thaja  the  one  that  would  oth- 
erwise apply  for  the  employee  under  subpara- 
graph (A).  (B).  (C).  or  (D). 

"(F)  If  a  legal  public  holiday  for  an  em- 
ployee would  be  different  under  paragraph  (1) 
or  (2)  than  the  day  determined  under  this 
paragraph,  the  legal  public  holiday  for  the 
employee  shall  be  the  day  that  is  determined 
under  this  paragraph.". 

(b)  TECHNICAL  AND  CONFORMING  AMEND- 
MENTS.—Section  6103(b)  of  such  title,  as 
amended  by  subsection  (a).  Is  further  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1),  by  striking  out  "legal 
public  holiday  for—"  and  all  that  follows 
through  the  period  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "legal  public  holiday  for  employees 
whose  basic  workweek  is  Monday  through 
Friday.";  and 

(2)  in  the  matter  following  i)aragraph  (3), 
by  striking  out  "This  subsection,  except  sub- 
paragraph (B)  of  paragraph  (1),"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "Paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)". 

SEC.  1114.  REVISION  OF  CERTAIN  TRAVEL  MAN- 
AGEMENT AUTHORITIES. 

(a)  REPEAL  OF  REQinRE-MENTS  RELATING  TO 

FmE-SAFE  ACCOMMODATIONS.— (1)  Section 
5707  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  subsection  (d). 

(2)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  5  of  the  Hotel 
and  Motel  Fire  Safety  Act  of  1990  (Public 
Law  101-391:  104  Stat.  751;  5  U.S.C.  5707  note) 
is  repealed. 

(b)  Use  OF  Funds  for  Long-Distance 
CHARGES.— Subsection  (b)  of  section  1348  of 
title  31.  United  SUtes  Code,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"(b)  Appropriations  of  an  agency  are  avail- 
able to  pay  charges  assessed  by  commercial 
telecommunications  carriers  for  long-dis- 
tance telephone  services  provided  to  individ- 
uals travelling  on  official  business  of  the 
agency  if  charges  for  such  services  are  in- 
cluded in  a  travel  expense  report  and  ap- 
proved by  the  official  of  the  agency  respon- 
sible for  approving  travel  expense  reports.". 

(c)  Repeal  of  Prohibition  on  Payment  of 
LiOdging  Expenses  of  departb4Ent  of  De- 


fense    EMPLOYEES     AND     OTHER     CiVILLANS 

When  adequate  (Sovernment  Quarters  are 
AVAILABLE.— (1)  Section  1589  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  is  repealed. 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
chapter  81  of  such  title  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  the  item  relating  to  such  section. 

Subtitle  B — Defense  Economic  A^jastment, 
Diversification,  Conversion,  and  Stabilization 

SEC.  1121.  PILOT  PROGRAMS  FOR  DEFENSE  EM- 
PLOYEES CONVERTED  TO  CONTRAC- 
TOR EMPLOYEES  DUE  TO  PRIVAT- 
IZATION AT  CLOSED  MILITARY  IN- 
STALLATIONS. 

(a)  Pilot  Programs  authorized.— (l)  The 
Secretary  of  Defense,  after  consultation  with 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Air  Force,  and  the  Director  of  the  Office 
of  Personnel  Management,  may  establish  a 
pilot  program  under  which  Federal  retire- 
ment benefits  are  provided  in  accordance 
with  this  section  to  persons  who  convert 
from  Federal  employment  in  the  Department 
of  the  Navy  or  the  Department  of  the  Air 
Force  to  employment  by  a  Department  of 
Defense  contractor  in  connection  with  the 
privatization  of  the  performance  of  functions 
at  selected  military  installations  being 
closed  under  the  base  closure  and  realign- 
ment process. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  select 
the  installations  to  be  covered  by  a  pilot  pro- 
gram under  this  section. 

(b)  EUGIBLE  TRANSFERRED  EMPLOYEES.— (1) 

A  person  is  a  transferred  employee  eligible 
for  benefits  under  this  section  if  the  person 
is  a  former  employee  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  (other  than  a  temporary  employee) 
who — 

(A)  while  employed  by  the  Department  of 
Defense  in  a  fimction  recommended  to  be 
privatized  as  part  of  the  closure  and  realign- 
ment of  military  installations  pursuant  to 
section  2903(e)  of  the  Defense  Base  Closure 
and  Realignment  Act  of  1990  (title  XXIX  of 
Public  Law  101-510;  10  U.S.C.  2687  note)  and 
while  covered  under  the  Civil  Service  Retire- 
ment System,  separated  from  Federal  serv- 
ice after  being  notified  that  the  employee 
would  be  separated  in  a  reduction-in-force 
resulting  from  conversion  from  performance 
of  a  function  by  Department  of  Defense  em- 
ployees at  that  military  installation  to  per- 
formance of  that  function  by  a  defense  con- 
tractor at  that  installation  or  in  the  vicinity 
of  that  installation; 

(B)  is  employed  by  the  defense  contractor 
within  60  days  following  such  separation  to 
perform  substantially  the  same  function  per- 
formed before  the  separation; 

(C)  remains  employed  by  the  defense  con- 
tractor (or  a  successor  defense  contractor)  or 
subcontractor  of  the  defense  contractor  (or 
successor  defense  contractor)  until  attaining 
early  deferred  retirement  age  (unless  the  em- 
ployment is  sooner  involuntarily  terminated 
for  reasons  other  than  performance  or  con- 
duct of  the  employee); 

(D)  at  the  time  separated  from  Federal 
service,  was  not  eligrible  for  an  Immediate 
annuity  under  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
System;  and 

(E)  does  not  withdraw  retirement  contribu- 
tions under  section  8342  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code. 

(2)  A  person  who,  under  paragraph  (1), 
would  otherwise  be  eligible  for  an  early  de- 
ferred annuity  under  this  section  shall  not 
be  eligible  for  such  benefits  if  the  person  re- 
ceived separation  pay  or  severance  pay  due 
to  a  separation  described  in  subparagraph 
(A)  of  that  paragraph  unless  the  person  re- 
pays the  full  amount  of  such  pay  with  inter- 
est (computed  at  a  rate  determined  api>ro- 


prlate  by  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Per- 
sonnel Management)  to  the  Department  of 
Defense  before  attaining  early  deferred  re- 
tirement age. 

(C)  RETIREMENT  BENEFITS  OF  TRANSFERRED 

Employees.— In  the  case  of  a  transferred  em- 
ployee covered  by  a  pilot  program  under  this 
section,  payment  of  a  deferred  annuity  for 
which  the  transferred  employee  is  eligible 
under  section  8338(a)  of  title  5,  United  States 
Code,  shall  commence  on  the  first  day  of  the 
first  month  that  begins  after  the  date  on 
which  the  transferred  employee  attains  early 
deferred  retirement  age.  notwithstanding  the 
age  requirement  under  that  section. 

(d)  COMPUTATION   OF  AVERAGE  PAY.— (1)(A) 

This  paragraph  applies  to  a  transferred  em- 
ployee who  was  employed  in  a  position  clas- 
sified under  the  General  Schedule  imme- 
diately before  the  employee's  covered  sepa- 
ration from  Federal  service. 

(B)  Subject  to  subparagraph  (C),  for  pur- 
poses of  computing  the  deferred  annuity  for 
a  transferred  employee  referred  to  in  sub- 
paragraph (A),  the  average  pay  of  the  trans- 
ferred employee,  computed  under  section 
8331(4)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  as  of 
the  date  of  the  employee's  covered  separa- 
tion from  Federal  service,  shall  be  adjusted 
at  the  same  time  and  by  the  same  percentage 
that  rates  of  basic  pay  are  increased  under 
section  5303  of  such  title  during  the  period 
beginning  on  that  date  and  ending  on  the 
date  on  which  the  transferred  employee  at- 
tains early  deferred  retirement  age. 

(C)  The  average  pay  of  a  transferred  em- 
ployee, as  adjusted  under  subparagraph  (B), 
may  not  exceed  the  amount  to  which  an  an- 
nuity of  the  transferred  employee  could  be 
increased  under  section  8340  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  in  accordance  with  the  limita- 
tion in  subsection  (g)(1)  of  such  section  (re- 
lating to  maximum  pay.  final  pay,  or  aver- 
age pay). 

(2)(A)  This  paragraph  applies  to  a  trans- 
ferred employee  who  was  a  prevailing  rate 
employee  (as  defined  under  section  5342(2)  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code)  immediately  be- 
fore the  employee's  covered  separation  from 
Federal  service. 

(B)  For  purposes  of  computing  the  deferred 
annuity  for  a  transferred  employee  referred 
to  in  subparagraph  (A),  the  average  pay  of 
the  transferred  employee,  computed  under 
section  8331(4)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code, 
as  of  the  date  of  the  employee's  covered  sep- 
aration from  Federal  service,  shall  be  ad- 
justed at  the  same  time  and  by  the  same  per- 
centage that  pay  rates  for  positions  that  are 
in  the  same  area  as.  and  are  comparable  to, 
the  last  position  the  transferred  employee 
held  as  a  prevailing  rate  employee,  are  in- 
creased under  section  5343(a)  of  such  title 
during  the  period  beginning  on  that  date  aiid 
ending  on  the  date  on  which  the  transferred 
employee  attains  early  deferred  retirement 
age. 

(e)  Payment  of  Unfunded  llability.— (l) 
The  military  department  concerned  shall  be 
liable  for  that  portion  of  any  estimated  in- 
crease in  the  unfunded  liability  of  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  and  Disability  Fund  es- 
tablished under  section  8348  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  which  is  attributable  to  any 
benefits  payable  Crom  such  Fund  to  a  trans- 
ferred employee,  and  any  survivor  of  a  trans- 
ferred employee,  when  the  increase  results 
from — 

(A)  an  Increase  in  the  average  pay  of  the 
transferred  employee  under  subsection  (d) 
upon  which  such  benefits  are  computed;  and 

(B)  the  commencement  of  an  early  deferred 
annuity  In  accordance  with  this  section  be- 
fore the  attainment  of  62  years  of  age  by  the 
transferred  employee. 
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(2)  The  estimated  increase  in  the  unfunded 
liability  for  each  department  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (1).  shall  be  determined  by  the  Di- 
rector of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Manage- 
ment. In  making  the  determination,  the  Di- 
rector shall  consider  any  savings  to  the  Fund 
as  a  result  of  the  program  established  under 
this  section.  The  Secretary  of  the  military 
department  concerned  shall  pay  the  amount 
so  determined  to  the  Director  in  10  equal  an- 
nual installments  with  interest  computed  at 
the  rate  used  in  the  most  recent  valuation  of 
the  Civil  Service  Retirement  System,  with 
the  first  payment  thereof  due  at  the  end  of 
the  fiscal  year  in  which  an  Increase  in  aver- 
age pay  under  subsection  (d)  becomes  effec- 
tive. 

(f)  CONTRACTOR  SERVICE  NOT  CREDITABLE.— 

Service  performed  by  a  transferred  employee 
for  a  defense  contractor  after  the  employee's 
covered  separation  from  Federal  service  is 
not  creditable  service  for  purposes  of  sub- 
chapter m  of  chapter  83  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code. 

(g)  Receipt  of  benefits  While  Employed 
BY  A  Defense  Contractor.— a  transferred 
employee  may  commence  receipt  of  an  early 
deferred  annuity  in  accordance  with  this  sec- 
tion while  continuing  to  work  for  a  defense 
contractor. 

(h)  Lump-sum  Credit  Pa'^ment.- If  a 
transferred  employee  dies  before  attaining 
early  deferred  retirement  age,  such  employee 
shall  be  treated  as  a  former  employee  who 
dies  not  retired  for  purposes  of  payment  of 
the  lump-sum  credit  under  section  8342(d)  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code. 

(1)  Continued  Federal  Health  Benefits 
Coverage.— Notwithstanding  section 

5905a(e)(l)(A)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code, 
the  continued  coverage  of  a  transferred  em- 
ployee for  health  benefits  under  chapter  89  of 
such  title  by  reason  of  the  application  of  sec- 
tion 8905a  of  such  title  to  such  employee 
shall  terminate  90  days  after  the  date  of  the 
employee's  covered  separation  from  Federal 
employment.  For  the  purposes  of  the  preced- 
ing sentence,  a  person  who,  except  for  sub- 
section (b)(2).  would  be  a  transferred  em- 
ployee shall  be  considered  a  transferred  em- 
ployee. 

(j)  Report  by  GAO.— The  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral of  the  United  States  shall  conduct  a 
study  of  each  pilot  program,  if  any,  estab- 
lished under  this  section  and  submit  a  report 
on  the  pilot  program  to  Congress  not  later 
than  two  years  after  the  date  on  which  the 
program  is  established.  The  report  shall  con- 
tain the  following: 

(1)  A  review  and  evaluation  of  the  program, 
including— 

(A)  an  evaluation  of  the  success  of  the  pri- 
vatization outcomes  of  the  program; 

(B)  a  comparison  and  evaluation  of  such 
privatization  outcomes  with  the  privatiza- 
tion outcomes  with  respect  to  facilities  at 
other  military  installations  closed  or  re- 
aligned under  the  base  closure  laws; 

(C)  an  evaluation  of  the  impact  of  the  pro- 
gram on  the.  Federal  workforce  and  whether 
the  program  results  in  the  maintenance  of  a 
skilled  workforce  for  defense  contractors  at 
an  acceptable  cost  to  the  military  depart- 
ment concerned;  and 

(D)  an  assessment  of  the  extent  to  which 
the  pilot  program  is  a  cost-effective  means 
of  facilitating  privatization  of  the  perform- 
ance of  Federal  activities. 

(2)  Recommendations  relating  to  the  ex- 
pansion of  the  program  to  other  installations 
and  employees. 

(3)  Any  other  recommendation  relating  to 
the  program. 

(k)  Implementing  Regulations.— Not  later 
than  30  days  after  the  Secretary  of  Defense 


notifies  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Person- 
nel Management  of  a  decision  to  establish  a 
pilot  program  under  this  section,  the  Direc- 
tor shall  prescribe  regulations  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  this  section  with  respect  to 
that  pilot  program.  Before  prescribing  the 
regulations,  the  Director  shall  consult  with 
the  Secretary. 
(1)  DEFiNmoNS.— In  this  section: 

(1)  The  term  "transferred  employee" 
means  a  person  who,  pursuant  to  subsection 
(b),  is  eligible  for  benefits  under  this  section. 

(2)  The  term  "covered  separation  from 
Federal  service"  means  a  separation  fi-om 
Federal  service  as  described  under  sub- 
section (b)(1)(A). 

(3)  The  term  "Civil  Service  Retirement 
System"  means  the  retirement  system  under 
subchapter  m  of  chapter  83  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code. 

(4)  The  term  "defense  contractor"  means 
any  entity  that— 

(A)  contracts  with  the  Department  of  De- 
fense to  perform  a  function  previously  per- 
formed by  Department  of  Defense  employees; 

(B)  performs  that  function  at  the  same  in- 
stallation at  which  such  function  was  pre- 
viously performed  by  Department  of  Defense 
employees  or  in  the  vicinity  of  that  installa- 
tion; and 

(C)  is  the  employer  of  one  or  more  trans- 
ferred employees. 

(5)  The  term  "early  deferred  retirement 
age"  means  the  first  age  at  which  a  trans- 
ferred employee  would  have  been  eligible  for 
immediate  retirement  under  subsection  (a) 
or  (b)  of  section  8336  of  title  5.  United  States 
Code,  if  such  transferred  employee  had  re- 
mialned  an  employee  within  the  meaning  of 
section  8331(1)  of  such  title  conUnuously 
until  attaining  such  age. 

(6)  The  term  "severance  pay"  means  sever- 
ance pay  payable  under  section  5595  of  title 
5,  United  States  Code. 

(7)  The  term  "separation  pay"  means  sepa- 
ration pay  payable  under  section  5597  of  title 
5,  United  States  Code. 

(m)  Effective  Date.— This  section  shall 
take  effect  on  August  1.  1996.  and  shall  apply 
to  covered  separations  from  Federal  service 
on  or  after  that  date. 

SEC.  11X2.  TSOOPS-TO-TEACHERS  program  IM- 
PROVEMENTS applied  to  CIVIUA.N 
PERSONNEU 

(a)  Separated  Civilian  Employees  of  the 
Department  of  defense.— (l)  Subsection  (a) 
of  section  1598  of  title  10.  United  States  0)de, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  "may  establish" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "shall  estab- 
lish". 

(2)  Subsection  (d)(2)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "five  school  years" 
In  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B)  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "two  school  years". 

(b)  Displaced  Department  of  defense 
Contractor  Employees.— Section  24l0j(f)(2) 
of  such  title  is  amended  by  striking  out  "five 
school  years"  in  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B) 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two  school 
years". 

(c)  Savings  Provision.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  do  not  effect  obliga- 
tions under  agreements  entered  into  in  ac- 
cordance with  section  1598  or  2410j  of  title  10, 
United  Sutes  Code,  before  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

TITLE  Xn— FEDERAL  CHARTER  FOR  THE 
FLJEET  RESERVE  ASSOCIATION 

SEC.  1201.  RECOCNTnON  AND  GRANT  OF  FED- 
ERAL CHARTER. 

The  Fleet  Reserve  Association,  a  nonprofit 
corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  the 
State  of  Delaware,  is  recognized  as  such  and 
granted  a  Federal  charter. 


SEC.  1202.  POWERS. 

The  Fleet  Reserve  Association  (in  this  title 
referred  to  as  the  "association")  shall  have 
only  those  powers  granted  to  it  through  its 
bylaws  and  articles  of  incorporation  filed  in 
the  State  in  which  it  is  Incorporated  and 
subject  to  the  laws  of  such  State. 

SEC.  1203.  PURPOSES. 

The  purposes  of  the  association  are  those 
provided  in  its  bylaws  and  articles  of  incor- 
poration and  shall  include  the  following: 

(1)  Upholding  and  defending  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States. 

(2)  Aiding  and  maintaining  an  adequate 
naval  defense  for  the  United  States. 

(3)  Assisting  the  recruitment  of  the  best 
personnel  available  for  the  United  States 
Navy.  United  States  Marine  Corps,  and 
United  States  C^ast  Guard. 

(4)  Providing  for  the  welfare  of  the  person- 
nel who  serve  in  the  United  States  Navy. 
United  States  Marine  Corps,  and  United 
States  Coast  Guard. 

(5)  Continuing  to  serve  loyally  the  United 
States  Navy,  United  States  Marine  Corps, 
and  United  States  C^ast  Guard. 

(6)  Preserving  the  spirit  of  shlpmanshlp  by 
providing  assistance  to  shipmates  and  their 
families. 

(7)  Instilling  love  of  the  United  States  and 
the  flag  and  promoting  soundness  of  mind 
and  body  in  the  youth  of  the  United  States. 

SEC.  U04.  SERVICE  OF  PROCESS. 

With  respect  to  service  of  process,  the  as- 
sociation shall  comply  with  the  laws  of  the 
State  in  which  it  is  incorporated  and  those 
States  in  which  it  carries  on  Its  activities  in 
furtherance  of  Its  corporate  purposes. 

SEC.  1205.  MEMBERSHIP. 

Except  as  provided  in  section  120e(g),  eligi- 
bility for  membership  in  the  association  and 
the  rights  and  privileges  of  members  shall  be 
as  provided  in  the  bylaws  and  articles  of  in- 
corporation of  the  association. 
SEC.  1300.  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS. 

Except  as  provided  in  section  1208(g).  the 
composition  of  the  board  of  directors  of  the 
association  and  the  responsibilities  of  the 
board  shall  be  as  provided  in  the  bylaws  and 
articles  of  Incorporation  of  the  association 
and  in  conformity  with  the  laws  of  the  State 
in  which  it  is  incorporated. 

SEC.  1207.OFnCER& 

Except  as  provided  in  section  1208(g).  the 
positions  of  oHlcers  of  the  association  and 
the  election  of  members  to  such  ofilcers 
shall  be  as  provided  in  the  bylaws  and  arti- 
cles of  incorporation  of  the  association  and 
in  conformity  with  the  laws  of  the  State  in 
which  it  is  incorporated. 

SEC.  1208.  RESTRICTIONSl 

(a)  Lncome  AND  compensation.- No  part  of 
the  Income  or  assets  of  the  association  may 
inure  to  the  benefit  of  any  member.  ofDcer. 
or  director  of  the  association  or  be  distrib- 
uted to  any  such  individual  during  the  life  of 
this  charter.  Nothing  In  this  subsection  may 
be  construed  to  prevent  the  pa3rment  of  rea- 
sonable compensation  to  the  officers  and  em- 
ployees of  the  association  or  reimbursement 
for  actual  and  necessary  expenses  in 
amounts  approved  by  the  board  of  directors. 

(b)  Loans.— The  association  may  not  ni^e 
any  loan  to  any  member,  officer,  director,  or 
employee  of  the  association. 

(C)    ISSUANCE    OF    STOCK    AND    PAYMENT   OF 

DIVIDE.NDS.— The  association  may  not  issue 
any  shares  of  stock  or  declare  or  i»ay  any 
dividend. 

(d)  Federal  approval.— The  association 
may  not  claim  the  approval  of  the  Congress 
or  the  authorization  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment for  any  of  its  activities  by  virtue  of 
this  title. 


14394 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  18,  1996 


(e)  Corporate  Status.— The  association 
shall  maintain  Its  status  as  a  corporation  or- 
granized  and  incorporated  under  the  laws  of 
the  State  of  I>elaware. 

cf)  Corporate  Function.— The  association 
shall  function  as  an  educational,  patriotic, 
civic,  historical,  and  research  organization 
under  the  laws  of  the  State  in  which  it  is  in- 
corporated. 

(g)  Nondiscrimination.— In  establishing 
the  conditions  of  membership  In  the  associa- 
tion and  in  determining  the  requirements  for 
serving  on  the  board  of  directors  or  as  an  of- 
ficer of  the  association,  the  association  may 
not  discriminate  on  the  basis  of  race,  color, 
religion,  sex.  handicap,  age,  or  national  ori- 
gin. 

SEC.  1209.  UABILITY. 

The  association  shall  be  liable  for  the  acts 
of  its  officers,  directors,  employees,  and 
agents  whenever  such  Individuals  act  within 
the  scope  of  their  authority. 

SEC.  1210.  MAINTENANCE  AND  INSPECTION  OF 
BOOKS  AND  RECORDS. 

(a)  books  and  Records  of  account.— The 
association  shall  keep  correct  and  complete 
boolcs  and  records  of  account  and  minutes  of 
any  proceeding  of  the  association  involving 
any  of  its  members,  the  board  of  directors,  or 
any  committee  having  authority  under  the 
board  of  directors. 


(b)  Names  and  Addresses  of  Members.— 
The  association  shall  keep  at  its  principal 
office  a  record  of  the  names  and  addresses  of 
all  members  having  the  right  to  vote  in  any 
proceeding  of  the  association. 

(c)  Right  to  inspect  Books  .\nd 
Records. — All  books  and  records  of  the  asso- 
ciation may  be  inspected  by  any  member 
having  the  right  to  vote  in  any  proceeding  of 
the  association,  or  by  any  agent  or  attorney 
of  such  member,  for  any  proper  purpose  at 
any  reasonable  time. 

(d)  Application  of  State  Law.— This  sec- 
tion may  not  be  construed  to  contravene  any 
applicable  State  law. 

SEC.  1211.  AUDIT  OF  FINANCIAL  TRANSACTIONS. 

The  first  section  of  the  Act  entitled  "An 
Act  to  provide  for  audit  of  accounts  of  pri- 
vate corporations  established  under  Federal 
law",  approved  August  30,  1964  (36  U.S.C. 
1101),  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 

"(77)  Fleet  Reserve  Association.". 

SEC.  1212.  ANNUAL  REPORT. 

The  association  shall  annually  submit  to 
Congress  a  report  concerning  the  activities 
of  the  association  during  the  preceding  fiscal 
year.  The  annual  report  shall  be  submitted 
on  the  same  date  as  the  report  of  the  audit 
required  by  reason  of  the  amendment  made 
in  section  1211.  The  annual  report  shall  not 
be  printed  as  a  public  document. 


SEC.  1213.  RESERVATION  OF  RIGHT  TO  AMEND 
OR  REPEAL  CHARTER. 

The  right  to  alter,  amend,  or  repeal  this 
title  is  expressly  reserved  to  Congress. 

SEC.  1214.  TAX-EXEMPT  STATUS. 

The  association  shall  maintain  its  status 
as  an  organization  exempt  from  taxation  as 
provided  in  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1986. 
SEC.  1215.  TERMINATION. 

The  charter  granted  in  this  title  shall  ex- 
pire if  the  association  fails  to  comply  with 
any  of  the  provisions  of  this  title. 

SEC.  1216.  DEFINmON. 

For  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term 
"State"  means  any  of  the  several  States,  the 
District  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of 
Puerto  Rico,  the  Commonwealth  of  the 
Northern  Mariana  Islands,  the  United  States 
Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  American  Samoa,  the 
Republic  of  the  Marshall  Islands,  the  Fed- 
erated States  Of  Micronesia,  the  Republic  of 
Palau,  and  any  other  territory  or  possession 
of  the  United  States. 

DIVISION  B— MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

SEC.  2001.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  division  may  be  cited  as  the  "Military 
Construction  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  1997". 


TITLE  XXI— ARMY 
SEC.  2101.  AUTHORIZED  ARMY  CONSTRUCTION  AND  LAND  ACQUISITION  PROJECTS. 

(a)  Inside  the  United  States.— Using  amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  authorization  of  appropriations  in  section  2104(a)(1),  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  may  acquire  real  property  and  carry  out  military  construction  projects  for  the  installations  and  locations  inside  the 
United  States,  and  in  the  amounts,  set  forth  in  the  following  table: 

Dnqt:  Insid*  the  UnM  SOtn 


litstiBibon  or  locjtion 


TMal 


Mabama  .. 
Califomia 


Coloado 


Fort  Ructet  

Cimp  Roberts  . 


District  of  CoUtmbK 
Gaarfia 


Kansas  .... 
Ktntucliif  .. 

Laiisiana 
NnToHi  . 
Tens 


Vir[ini)  

Wastimiton  

(^MJS  DasifiKl 


Naval  Weapons  Station.  Concord 

Fort  Carson  

Fort  McNaif  .... 

Fort  Sennmg  

Fort  McPherson  

Fort  Stemit  

Schotield  Barracte 

Fort  Riley _.... 

Fort  CampMI  

Fort  Knoi 

Fort  Polk 

Fort  Drum 

Fort  Hood 

Fort  Sam  Houston 

Fort  Eustis 

Fort  lews — 


Classified  Ucations  . 


Total: 


$3iSO.0O0 
SS.SOCOOO 
S27.000.000 
SI3.000.000 
Sfi.900.0O0 

ss3.40o.aoo 

S3.SO0.000 
S6.0O0.0OO 
SlS.5O0.000 
S29.350.00O 
S61.000.000 
S13.00O.0OO 
W.8OO.000 
$6,500,000 
S40.900.000 
S3.100.000 
S3.550.000 
S54.600.000 
S4.600.000 


S356.450.000 


(b)  Outside  the  United  States.— Using  amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  authorization  of  appropriations  in  section  2104(a)(2),  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  may  acquire  real  property  and  carry  out  military  construction  projects  for  the  locations  outside  the  United  States, 
and  in  the  amounts,  set  forth  In  the  following  table: 

Amy:  fkitsirtB  Itie  llnftad  StJtts 


Ctmtn 


Intti/btbon  of  IocjImw 


ToW 


Germany  . 


Italy ... 
Itoea. 


OMrseas  Classified  . 
Utoildinde  


Spmellii  Barracks.  Mannhem 
Taylor  Barracks.  Mannlieini  _. 

Camp  Ederte 

Camp  Casey  

Camp  Red  Cloud  

Classified  locatioos 

Host  Natwn  Support 

Total: 


SS.100.000 
S9.3O0.0O0 
S3.100.000 
S16.000.000 
S14.000.000 
S64.000.000 
S20.000.000 


S134.500.0O0 


SEC.  2102.  FAMILY  HOUSING. 

(a)  Construction  and  Acquisition.- Using  amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  authorization  of  appropriations  in  section  2104(a)(5)(A), 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  construct  or  acquire  family  housing  units  (Including  land  acquisition)  at  the  installations,  for  the  purposes, 
and  in  the  amounts  set  forth  in  the  following  table: 
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State 


Hawaii  

Nortli  Caiolma  . 
Teias  


ScHotieid  Barracks 

Fort  Brajj  

Fort  Hood  


54  Units  .. 
as  Units  .. 
140Uaits 

Total:  -. 


I«M 


SI0.KI0.D0O 

S9Joc.oao 

S;8.500JXK 


S38J00.0O0 


(b)  Planning  and  Design.— Using  amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  authorization  of  appropriations  in  section  2104(a)(5)(A).  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  may  carry  out  architectural  and  engineering  services  and  construction  design  activities  with  respect  to  the  construction 
or  improvement  of  family  housing  units  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $4,083,000. 
SEC.  2103.  IMPROVEMENTS  TO  MILITARY  FAMILY  HOUSING  UNITS. 

Subject  to  section  2825  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  and  using  amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  authorization  of  appropriations 
in  sections  2104(a)(5)(A),  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  improve  existing  military  family  housing  units  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
$109,750,000. 
SEC.  2104.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS,  ARMY. 

(a)  LN  General.— Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  years  beginning  after  September  30.  1996.  for  military  construc- 
tion, land  acquisition,  and  military  family  housing  functions  of  the  Department  of  the  Army  in  the  total  amount  of  Jl.894.297.000  as  follows: 

(1)  For  military  construction  projects  inside  the  United  States  authorized  by  section  2101(a).  $356,450,000. 

(2)  For  military  construction  projects  outside  the  United  States  authorized  by  section  2101(b).  $134,500,000. 

(3)  For  unspecified  minor  military  construction  projects  authorized  by  section  2805  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  $7,000,000. 

(4)  For  architectural  and  engineering  services  and  construction  design  under  section  2807  of  title  10.  United  States  Code.  $31,748,000. 

(5)  For  military  family  housing  functions: 

(A)  For  construction  and  acquisition,  planning  and  design,  and  improvement  of  military  family  housing  and  facilities,  $152,133,000. 

(B)  For  support  of  military  family  housing  (including  the  funcUons  described  in  section  2833  of  title  10.  United  States  Code).  $1,212,466,000. 

(b)  LiMrrATiON  on  Total  Cost  of  Construction  projects.— Notwithstanding  the  cost  variations  authorized  by  section  2853  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  and  any  other  cost  variation  authorized  by  law,  the  total  cost  of  all  projects  carried  out  under  section  2101  of  this 
Act  may  not  exceed  the  total  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  under  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  subsection  (a). 

TITLE  XXII— NAVY 
SEC.  2201.  AUTHORIZED  NAVY  CONSTRUCTION  AND  LAND  ACQUISITION  PROJECTS. 

(a)  Inside  the  United  States.— Using  amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  authorization  of  appropriations  in  section  2205(aKl).  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Navy  may  acquire  real  property  and  carry  out  military  construction  projects  for  the  installations  and  locations  inside  the 
United  States,  and  in  the  amounts,  set  forth  in  the  following  table: 

Ixr  IbMi  Ma  IMM  Slates 


Arizona 

California  . 


Connecticut 

District  of  Columbia  . 
Flonda _. 


Mafio . 


Minois 

Maryland  . 


Mississippi 


Nevada  

North  Carolina  . 


Sooth  CaiDlina 
Teus 


Virginia 


Washington  . 


iBitalabn  ar  locitMi 


Navy  Detachment.  Camp  Navaio  

Manne  Corps  Air-Ground  Comba!  Center.  Taentynine  Palms  . 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station.  Camp  Pendleton 

Marine  Corps  Base.  Camp  Pendleton 

Manne  Corps  Recruit  Depot.  San  Die(o 

Naval  Air  Station.  Nortn  Island 

Naval  Facility.  San  Otirmtt  Island 

Naval  Station.  San  Diefo  . 


Naval  Command  Control  I  Ocean  SurveiUanct  Center.  San  Dit(0 

Naval  Submarine  Base.  New  London _ _ 

Naval  District.  Commandant.  Washiniton _ 

Naval  Air  Station,  Key  West  

Naval  Station,  Pearl  Harbor  _._ _ 

Naval  Submarine  Base.  Pearl  Hartar 

Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center.  Bayvie* 

Naval  Traininj  Center.  Great  Lakes 

Naval  Air  Warfare  Center.  Patuwit  Rmer 

United  States  Naval  Academy 

Naval  Station.  Pascagoula 

Stenn:s  Space  Center _ 

Naval  Air  Station.  Fallon 

Manne  Corps  Aic  Station.  Cheny  Point 

Manne  Corps  Air  Station.  New  River 

Manne  Corps  Base,  Camp  Leieune  


Manne  Cor^s  Recniit  Depot.  Panu  bland  . 

Naval  Station.  Inileside 

Naval  Air  Station.  Kinisville  . 


Armed  Forces  Staff  Colleje,  Norfolk _ 

Manne  Corps  Combat  Devekipment  Command.  Quanta 
Naval  Station.  Norfolk 


Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center.  Dablfien 
Naval  Station.  Everett 


Total: 


S3J20jn 
S4.020.0ttl 
S6J40.000 
S51.630.000 
SB.  150.001 

Vitnm 

SI7.000.000 
S7.050J« 
SIJUJW 

Si3j3ej)n 

S19J0OJXXI 
QiSOAX) 

$19.6SOJ)00 

S35.a90.000 
S7.1 50.000 

S22.900.000 
Sl.270.000 

S10.4l0.0O3 
S4.990  0O0 
S7.9t0.000 

si4jtio.aoo 

SliJOMO 
S17.040.000 
S2O.750.O0C 

S2.550JIO0 
iltJOOM 

SlilO.000 
S12.900JIOC 
S14i7C.OOO 

S8.:30.00« 
S25.740.000 


S507.052J)O0 


(b)  Outside  the  United  States.— Using  amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  authorization  of  appropriations  in  section  2205(a)(2),  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  acquire  real  property  and  carry  out  military  construction  projects  for  the  installations  and  locations  outside 
the  United  States,  and  in  the  amounts,  set  forth  in  the  following  table: 


Cwwy 


Bahrain  . 


Gmcce  . 

Italy ...- 


Puerto  Rico 

United  Kinidom  , 


Administrative  Support  Unrt.  Bahram 

Naval  Support  Actnnty.  Souda  Bay 

Naval  Air  Station,  Sifonella  

Naval  Support  Actrvity  Naples 

Naval  Station.  Rxsevelt  Roads 


Joint  Maritime  Conmunicatians  Center.  St.  Maw|aa  . 
Total: 


S5.9IO.000 

S  7. 050.000 
S15.70O,0O0 

ss.62o.an 

S23.600.000 
S4.700ilOS 


$65,650  JDO 
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SEC.  2202.  FAMILY  HOUSING. 

(a)  Construction  and.  acquisition.— Using  amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  authorization  of  appropriations  in  section  2205(a)(6)(A), 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  construct  or  acquire  family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisition)  at  the  installations,  for  the  purposes, 
and  in  the  amounts  set  forth  in  the  following  table: 

tar/:  FMiilr  Hoiwni 


SUtI 


Installation 


PnrpoM 

(immunity  Onter 
(immunity  Orter 

Housing  Oflice 

128  Units  

276  Units  _.. 

366  Units  

54  Units  

264  Units  

Community  Onter 
Community  Center 

20  Units  

Community  Center 

100  Units  _ 

Housini  Office 

Total: 


Annna  

Calitomia  .... 


Hawaii  . 


Matylatid  

North  Carolina 
Virginia  


Washinitoo 


Marine  Corps  Air  Station.  Yuma 

Manne  Corps  Air-Ground  Combat  Center.  Twentynine  Palms 
Manne  Corps  Air-Grotind  Combat  Center.  Tmiciitimine  Palms 

Manne  Corps  Base.  Camp  Pendleton 

Naval  Air  Station.  Lemoore 

Navy  Public  Worlis  Center.  San  Oiego _ 

Manne  Corps  Air  Station.  Kaneotie  Bay 

Navy  Public  Works  Center  Peari  Harbor 

Naval  Air  Wartare  Center.  Patuient  River , 

Manne  Corps  Base.  Camp  LeJeune  

A£CaS  Combat  Systems  Center.  Walloos  Islam] 

Naval  Secunty  Group  Activity.  Northwest 

Naval  Station.  Everett 

Naval  Submanne  Base,  Bangor  _ 


$709,000 

$1,982,000 

$956,000 

$19,483,000 

$39,837,000 

$48,719,000 

$11,676,000 

$52,586,000 

$1,233,000 

$845,000 

$2,975,000 

$741,000 

$15,015,000 

$934,000 


$197,691,000 


(b)  Planning  and  Design.— Using  amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  authorization  of  appropriations  in  section  2205(a)(6)(A),  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Navy  may  carry  out  architectural  and  engineering  services  and  construction  design  activities  with  respect  to  the  construction 
or  Improvement  of  military  family  housing  units  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  S23,142,000. 

SEC.  2203.  DIPROVEMENTS  TO  MILITARY  FABOLY  HOUSING  UNITS. 

Subject  to  section  2825  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  and  using  amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  authorization  of  appropriations 
in  section  2205(a)(6)(A),  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  improve  existing  military  family  housing  units  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
$189,383,000. 

SEC.  2204.  IKFENSE  ACCESS  ROADS. 

Using  amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  authorization  of  appropriations  in  section  2205(a)(5),  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  make 
advances  to  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  for  the  construction  of  defense  access  roads  under  section  210  of  title  23,  United  States  Code, 
at  various  locations  in  the  amount  of  S300.000. 

SEC.  220S.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS,  NAVY. 

(a)  In  General. — Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  years  beginning  after  September  30,  1996,  for  military  construc- 
tion, land  acquisition,  and  military  family  housing  functions  of  the  Department  of  the  Navy  in  the  total  amount  of  S2,040,093,000  as  follows: 

(1)  For  military  construction  projects  inside  the  United  States  authorized  by  section  2201(a),  $507,052,000. 

(2)  For  military  construction  projects  outside  the  United  States  authorized  by  section  2201(b),  $65,650,000. 

(3)  For  unspecified  minor  construction  projects  authorized  by  section  2805  of  title  10,  United  States  Code.  $7,115,000. 

(4)  For  architectural  and  engineering  services  and  construction  design  under  section  2807  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  $47,519,000. 

(5)  For  advances  to  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  for  construction  of  defense  access  roads  under  section  210  of  title  23,  United  States 
Code.  $300,000. 

(6)  For  military  family  housing  functions: 

(A)  For  construction  and  acquisition,  planning  and  design,  and  improvement  of  military  family  housing  and  facilities,  $410,216,000. 

(B)  For  support  of  military  housing  (Including  functions  described  in  section  2833  of  title  10,  United  States  Code),  $1,014,241,000. 

(b)  Limitation  on  Total  Cost  of  Construction  projects.— Notwithstanding  the  cost  variations  authorized  by  section  2853  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  and  any  other  cost  variation  authorized  by  law,  the  total  cost  of  all  projects  carried  out  under  section  2201  of  this 
Act  may  not  exceed  the  total  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  under  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  subsection  (a). 

(c)  ADJUSTMENT.— The  total  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  pursuant  to  paragraphs  (1)  through  (6)  of  subsection  (a)  is  the  sum  of 
the  amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated  in  such  paragraphs,  reduced  by  $12,000,000,  which  represents  the  combination  of  project  savings 
resulting  from  favorable  bids,  reduced  overhead  costs,  and  cancellations  due  to  force  structure  changes. 

TITLE  XXm— AIR  FORCE 
SEC.  2301.  AUTHORIZEO  AIR  FORCE  CONSTRUCTION  AND  LAND  ACQUISITION  PROJECTS. 

(a)  Inside  the  United  States. — Using  amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  authorization  of  appropriations  in  section  2304(a)(1),  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Air  Force  may  acquire  real  property  and  carry  out  military  construction  projects  for  the  installations  and  locations  inside 
the  United  States,  and  in  the  amounts,  set  forth  in  the  following  table: 

Air  ForcK  Imidi  tt*  IMM  Slatis 


SMt 


Alabama 
Alaska  ... 


Annua  . 


Arkansas  .. 

California 


Colondo . 


Uamell  Air  Force  Base 

Eielson  Air  Force  Base  _ 

Elmendorl  Air  Force  Base 

King  Salmon  Air  Force  Base  .... 
Davis-Wonttian  Air  Force  Base  . 

Uttle  Rock  Air  Force  Base 

Beale  Air  Force  Base 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base 

Travis  Air  Force  Base 
Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base  . 


DeUwin 
Flonda  — 


Georgia 


htalH. 


Kansas  . 


Buckley  Air  National  Guard  Base 

Falcon  Air  Force  Station _.._ 

Peterson  Air  Force  Base  

United  States  Air  Force  Academy 

Dover  Air  Force  Base _ 

Eglm  Air  Force  Base  

Eflin  AiBiliaiy  Field  9 

Patrick  Air  Force  Base  

Tyndall  Air  Force  Base  

Moody  Air  Force  Base _„_.     . 

Robins  Air  Fora  Base 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Basi  „ 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base 

Barksdale  Air  Force  Base 


$7,875,000 

$3,900,000 

$21,530,000 

$5,700,000 

$9,920,000 

$18,105,000 

$14,425,000 

$20,080,000 

$14,980,000 

$3,290,000 

$17,960,000 

$2,095,000 

$20,720,000 

$12,165,000 

$19,980,000 

$4,590,000 

$6,825,000 

$:0.495.000 

$3,600,000 

$3,350,000 

$25,045,000 

$15,945,000 

$25,830,000 

$4j90.000 
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State 

IMalibn  «  tocatm 

IMI 

Maryland 

Mississippi 

Montana  ,. 

Nevada         

Andrews  Air  Force  Basp                 ,  ,,    , 

$8,140,000 
$14465.000 

$6JD0.000 

$4,690,000 

$14,700,000 

$8,080,000 

$7,100  JOO 

$16JO0i)0O 

$5515il00 

%l\ZKjm 

$12.470MO 

$3.940i)00 

$7.4001100 

$9880.000 

$43,110,000 

$|4.465A» 

$4.15«J00 

$6,781,000 

$5,895X00 

$3^50.000 

$9,413,000 

$9400JOO 

$3.690H00 

$8.005«0 

$18,155,000 

$57,065,000 

Keesler  Air  Farce  Raw                                 _.., 

Malmstram  Air  Forre  Rase                     ,    ,_ „..,                                                       

Indian  Springs  Air  Force  Amiliary  Air  Fidd 

Hew  Jersey 

New  Mexico - 

Nellie  Air  Fom  BfSf         ,       ,     , 

McCuir?  Air  Force  Base 

Nottft  Carolina .  

Kirfland  Air  Fnrre  Base        

North  Dakota 

Seymmir  tohnmn  Air  Fnnre  Base 

Grand  Fork.^  Air  Fqtp  Base              

Ohio  „ ._ 

Mmot  Air  Forte  Raw                                                          

Wnght-Patterun  Air  Fnrre  Raw 

Oklahoma _ _ —  _       _ 

Tinlvr  Air  Force  Raw 

South  Carolina 

South  Dakota  ._  _ „  

Shaw  Air  Fnrr*  Raff            

Ellsworth  Air  Fonrf  Base    

Tennessee _ 

Teas - - 

Amoifl  Erginefniig  Development  Center ...._ 

Dyess  Air  Force  Base 

UUh    _ . 

Virgtpia      

Kelly  Atr  Force  Base  

larklaftri  Air  Fnrp»  Raw      ..._ 

Sh#pparri  Air  Fnn-e  Raw     _.                                                        ,     ,,                                

Hill  Air  Forr.  Raw 

Lingley  Air  FoTe  Bas*       .. 

INashinpon 

Faiirhild  Air  Fi>rre  Base      _ _ _ _.  _ 

McChonl  Air  Fnrt*  Raw 

Toral                                               ,          ,  , 

$607,334,000 

(b)  Outside  the  United  States. — Using  amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  authorization  of  appropriations  in  section  2304(a)(2).  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  acquire  real  property  and  carry  out  military  construction  projects  for  the  installations  and  locations  out^ 
side  the  United  States,  and  In  the  amounts,  set  forth  In  the  following  table: 

to  Fwct:  Oi«sidi  dM  IMIad  SMts 


Citi) 


Germany  . 

IWy 

Korea 

Turkey  ... 


United  Kingdom  . 


Onerseas  Classified  . 


Ramstein  Air  Force  Base 

Spangdahlem  Air  Base  

Aviano  Air  Base 

Osan  Air  Base  

Incirlik  Air  Base  _ 

Croughton  Royal  Air  Force  Base  _ 
Lakenheath  Royal  Air  Force  Base 
Mildenhall  Royal  Ki  Force  Base  ... 
Classified  Uications 


$5370.000 
$1J90.000 

$10,066,000 
$9,780,000 
$7,160,000 
$1,740,000 

$17J25JIO0 
$6.19SJI00 

$18J)5M0 


Total: 


$7t.ll5JIOO 


SEC.  2302.  FAMILY  HOUSING. 

(a)  CONSTRUCTION  AND  ACQUISITION.- Using  amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  authorization  of  appropriations  in  section  2304(a)(5KA), 
the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  construct  or  acquire  family  housing  units  (including  land  acquisition)  at  the  Installations,  for  the  par- 
poses,  and  in  the  amounts  set  forth  in  the  following  table: 

to  Fire*:  Faaly  Konn 


State 

kslalatwi 

rwrm 

toMt 

Alaska     _ — 

Califomia 

District  of  Coluffibia  ....                        «.._...«_ 

72  units _ 

$21,127,000 
$2,950*0 
$8J93.0O0 

$8,631,000 
$2Oi91.0OC 
$5,000,000 
$249M0 
$8,822,000 

$tS3jn 

$756,000 

$821,000 
$9i7O.0O0 
$5,100,000 
$9MO.0O0 
$5,242,000 
$11^0.000 
$7,784,080 
$8,740,000 
$6300.000 
W5O.0O0 
$3Mil80 

$5  659.000 
$8JO0.00O 

Beale  Air  Fofce  Base 

FnStatmi    

V,  vaitf 

Travis  Air  Force  Base ,      ,      ,                

'0  puts 

n7'lliH 

Boiling  Air  Force  Base 

F|iin  Ainiliary  Fielrt  4                     ,    , 

Wmtt 

luX 

Flonda  

MacOill  Air  Force  Base 

Patnck  Air  Force  Base                                                                         

Housing  Maintenance  Facil- 
ity. 

Housing  Support  8  Storage 
Facility. 

Housing  Office 

Mintft 

Massachusetts  

yiTVivn        ,                       

Hanscom  Air  Fora  Base  

Whrteman  Air  force  Base ,   ,                        

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base ,-.-__. 

Kirtland  Air  Force  Base - 

32  ii<«ts 

<f  f^ 

Unntin? 

»fi% 

87  g^ 

ff  f>ft 

Teas  _   .   _ 

Uinot  Air  F^rn  BtK                                                                                                 

48  nits     . 

lariilanri  Air  Forre  Rast 

SO  IIKlfl 

McChord  A(r  Force  Base                      ....                 .i    i 

Housmg  Otfo  ...... 

Housing  Maantnaict  Facil- 
ity 

40  units -...     .    - 

Family  Hovsiog.  Pkasc  1  - 

Total 

United  Kingdom _ 

1  ahenhrath  Roval  Air  Forre  Base 

$158,138,000 

(b)  Planning  and  Design.— Using  amounts 
appropriated  pursuant  to  the  authorization 


of  appropriations  in  section  2304(a)(5)(A),  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  carry  out  ar- 


chitectural   and    engineering    services   and 
construction  design  activities  with  respect 
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to  the  construction  or  Improvement  of  mili- 
tary family  housing-  units  In  an  amount  not 
to  exceed  S12.330.000. 

SEC.  2303.  MPBOVEMENTS  TO  MILITARY  FAMILY 
HOUSING  UNITS. 

Subject  to  section  2825  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  and  using  amounts  appropriated 
pursuant  to  the  authorization  of  appropria- 
tions in  section  2304(a)(5KA).  the  Secretarj- 
of  the  Air  Force  may  Improve  existing  mili- 
tary family  housing  units  in  an  amount  not 
to  exceed  $94,550,000. 

SEC.  2304.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS, 
AIR  FORCE. 

(a)  Ln  General.— Funds  are  hereby  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  years  begin- 
ning after  September  30.  1996.  for  militarj- 
construction,  land  acQulsltion.  and  military 
family  housing  functions  of  the  Department 
of  the  Air  Force  In  the  total  amount  of 
Sl.844.786.000  as  follows: 


(1)  For  military  construction  projects  in- 
side the  United  States  authorized  by  section 
2301(a),  $607,334,000. 

(2)  For  military  construction  projects  out- 
side the  United  States  authorized  by  section 
2301(b).  $78,115,000. 

(3)  For  unspecified  minor  construction 
projects  authorized  by  section  2805  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code.  $11,328,000. 

(4)  For  architectural  and  engineering  serv- 
ices and  construction  design  under  section 
2807  of  title  10,  United  States  Code, 
$53,497,000. 

(5)  For  military  housing  functions: 

(A)  For  construction  and  acquisition,  plan- 
ning and  design,  and  improvement  of  mili- 
tarj- family  housing  and  facilities, 
$265,038,000. 

(B)  For  support  of  military  family  housing 
(including  the  functions  described  in  section 
2833  of  title  10,  United  States  Code), 
$829,474,000. 

DttaiM  IcmciK:  Insidt  Dm  UniM  Statu 


(b)  Limitation  on  Total  Cost  of  Con- 
struction PROJECTS.— Notwithstanding  the 
cost  variations  authorized  by  section  2853  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  and  any  other 
cost  variation  authorized  by  law,  the  total 
cost  of  all  projects  carried  out  under  section 
2301  of  this  Act  may  not  exceed  the  total 
amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  under 
paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  subsection  (a). 
TITLE  XXIV— DEFENSE  AGENCIES 

SEC.  2401.  AUTHORQED  DEFENSE  AGENCIES 
CONSTRUCTION  AND  LAND  ACQUISI- 
TION PROJECTS. 

(a)  Lnside  THE  United  States.— Using 
amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  au- 
thorization of  appropriations  in  section 
2406(a)(1),  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  ac- 
quire real  property  and  carry  out  military 
construction  projects  for  the  installations 
and  locations  Inside  the  United  States,  and 
in  the  amounts,  set  forth  in  the  following 
table: 


tfnqv 


lintalitiiM  or  locitioii 


Chemical  Agents  «ii  Munitions  Oestnictnn. 
Oetenst  Finance  &  Accounting  Sefvice 


Pueblo  Army  Depot.  Cotorado  . 


Noiton  Air  Force  Base.  (^Iitomla 

Naval  Training  Center.  Orlando.  Flonda  . 

Rock  Island  Arsenal.  Illinois  _.... 

Lonng  Air  Force  Base.  Maine 

Oftutt  Air  Fonre  Base.  Nebraslia 

Gntfiss  Air  Force  Base.  Hew  York 

I>e<itile  Air  Force  Station.  Otiio 

Charleston.  Soctn  Camiina 


Defense  kiteHtgena  Agency. 
Defense  Logistics  Agency 


Boiling  Air  Force  Base.  Oistnct  of  Columbia  

National  Ground  Intelligence  Center.  Chanottesnlle.  Virginia  . 

Elmendort  Air  Force  Base.  Alaska  


Defense  Distribution.  San  Diego.  California 

Naval  Air  Facility.  El  Centfo.  Calitoniia  . 

Travis  Air  Force  Base.  California „_ 

tfcConnell  Air  Force  Base.  Kansas 

Barttsdale  Air  Force  Base.  Louisiana 


Defense  Medical  Facility  Office 


Andrews  Air  Force  Base.  Maryland  

Naval  Air  Station,  Fallon.  Nevada  _ 

Defense  Construction  Supply  Center.  Columbus.  Ohio  . 

Altus  Air  Force  Base.  OWahoma  

Shaw  Air  Force  Base.  South  Canolma 

Naval  Air  Station.  Oceana.  Virginia 


Maiwell  Air  Force  Base.  Alabama  _ 

Manne  Corps  Base.  Camp  Pendleton.  California 

Naval  Air  Station.  Lemcote.  California  

Naval  Air  Station,  Key  tfest.  Flonda 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base.  Maryland 
Fort  Bragg.  North  Carolina 


National  Security  Agency. 
Special  Operations  Command. 


Charleston  Air  Force  Base.  South  Carelina 

Fort  Bliss.  Teias 

Fort  Hood.  Teus _ _ - 

Naval  Air  Station.  Norfolk.  Virginia  


Fort  Meade.  Maryland  

Naval  AmphiDious  Base.  Coronado.  California 

Naval  Station.  Ford  Island.  Pearl  Harbor.  Hawaii 

Fort  Campbell.  Kentucky  

Fort  Bragg.  North  Carolina  


$179,000,000 

$I3M0.000 
$2,600,000 

$14,400,000 
$6,900,000 
$7,000,000 

$10,200,000 

$11,400,000 
$6i00.000 

$6,790,000 
$2,400,000 

$18,000,000 

$15,700,000 
$5,700,000 

$15i00.000 
$2,200,000 
$4^00,000 

$12,100,000 
$2,100,000 
$600,000 
$3i00.000 
$2,900,000 
$1,500,000 

$25,000,000 
$3,300,000 
$36,000,000 
$15iO0.OO0 
$15,500,000 
$11,400,000 
$1,300,000 
$6,600,000 
$1,950,000 
$U50.000 

$25,200,000 

$7,700,000 
$12,800,000 

$4,200,000 
$14,000,000 


Total 


$527,590,000 


(b)  Outside  the  United  States.— Using  amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  authorization  of  appropriations  in  section  2406(a)(2).  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  may  acquire  real  property  and  carry  out  military  construction  projects  for  the  installations  and  locations  outside 
the  United  States,  and  In  the  amounts,  set  forth  in  the  following  table: 


Defns*  i^«iic«:  Outside  the  United  States 

mmc, 

iBtalMon  or  loealion 

taMonl 

Defense  logistics  Agency. 
Defense  Medical  Faality  Office 

Naval  Air  Station  Sigonella  Italy  -  - 

$6,100,000 
$12,958,000 

$4,600,000 

Moron  Air  Base  Spam                         —      ..-.. —    -.    ......         « .. .. ~    

Administrative  Support  Unit  Bahrain.  Bahrain  

Total: _.    _ _... 

$23,658,000 
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SEC.  2402.   MILITARY  HOUSING  PLA.NNING  AND 
DESIGN. 

Using  amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to 
the  iiuthorlzation  of  appropriation  in  section 
2406(a)(15)(A).  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may 
carry  out  architectural  and  engineering  serv- 
ices and  construction  desigrn  activities  with 
respect  to  the  construction  or  improvement 
of  military  family  housing  units  in  an 
amount  not  to  exceed  $500,000. 
SEC.  2403.  IMPROVEMENTS  TO  MILITARY  FAMILY 
HOUSING  UNIT& 

Subject  to  section  2825  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  and  using  amounts  appropriated 
pursuant  to  the  authorization  of  appropria- 
tion in  section  2406(a)(15)(A).  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  may  improve  existing  military 
family  housing  units  in  an  amovint  not  to  ex- 
ceed $3,871,000. 

SEC.    2404.    MILITARY   HOUSING    IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM. 

(a)  AV.A.ILABILITY  OF  FUNDS  FOR  C^EDFT  TO 

Family  Housing  Improvement  Fund.— The 
amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  pursu- 
ant to  section  2406(a)(15)(C)  shall  be  available 
for  crediting  to  the  Department  of  Defense 
Family  Housing  Improvement  Fund  estab- 
lished by  section  2883(a)(1)  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code. 

(b)  AVAILABILITi'  OF  FLTCDS  FOR  CREDIT  TO 

Un.\ccompanied  Housing  Lmpro\tement 
Fund.— The  amount  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated pursuant  to  section  2406(a)(14)  shall 
be  available  for  crediting  to  the  Department 
of  Defense  Military  Unaccompanied  Housing 
Improvement  Fund  established  by  section 
2883(a)(2)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 

(c)  Use  of  Funds.— The  Secretary  of  De- 
fense may  use  funds  credited  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  Family  Housing  Improve- 
ment Fund  under  subsection  (a)  to  carry  out 
any  activities  authorized  by  subchapter  rv  of 
chapter  169  of  such  title  with  respect  to  mili- 
tary family  housing  and  may  use  funds  cred- 
ited to  the  Department  of  Defense  Military 
Unaccompanied  Housing  Improvement  Fund 
under  subsection  (b)  to  carry  out  any  activi- 
ties authorized  by  that  subchapter  with  re- 
spect to  military  unaccompanied  housing. 

SEC.  S405.  ENERGY  CONSERVATION  PROJECTS. 

Using  amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to 
the  authorization  of  appropriations  in  sec- 
tion 2406(a)(12).  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may 
carry  out  energy  conservation  projects  under 
section  2865  of  title  10.  United  States  Code. 

SEC.  2406.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS, 
DEFENSE  AGENCIES. 

(a)  In  General.— Funds  are  hereby  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  years  begin- 
ning after  September  30,  1996,  for  military 
construction,  land  acquisition,  and  military 
family  housing  functions  of  the  Department 
of  Defense  (other  than  the  military  depart- 
ments), in  the  total  amount  of  $3,421,366,000 
as  follows: 

(1)  For  military  construction  projects  In- 
side the  United  States  authorized  by  section 
2401(a),  $364,487,000. 

(2)  For  military  construction  projects  out- 
side the  United  States  authorized  by  section 
2401(b),  $23,658,000. 

(3)  For  military  construction  projects  at 
Naval  Hospital,  Portsmouth,  Virginia,  hos- 
pital replacement,  authorized  by  section 
2401(a)  of  the  Military  Construction  Author- 
ization Act  for  Fiscal  Years  1990  and  1991  (di- 
vision B  of  Public  Law  101-189: 103  Stat.  1640). 
$24,000,000. 

(4)  For  military  construction  projects  at 
Walter  Reed  Army  Institute  of  Research. 
Maryland,  hospital  replacement,  authorized 
by  section  2401(a)  of  the  Military  Construc- 
tion Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1993 
(division  B  of  Public  Law  102-484;  106  Stat. 
2599).  $92,000,000. 


(5)  For  military  construction  projects  at 
Fort  Bragg.  North  Carolina,  hospital  replace- 
ment, authorized  by  section  2401(a)  of  the 
Military  Construction  Authorization  Act  for 
Fiscal  Year  1993  (106  Stat.  2599).  $89,000,000. 

(6)  For  military  construction  projects  at 
Pine  Bluff  Arsenal,  Arkansas,  authorized  by 
section  2401(a)  of  the  Military  Construction 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  (divi- 
sion B  of  the  Public  Law  103-337;  108  Stat. 
3040),  $46,000,000. 

(7)  For  military  construction  projects  at 
Umatilla  Army  Depot.  Oregon,  authorized  by 
section  2401(a)  of  the  Military  Construction 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  (108 
Stat.  3040).  $64,000,000. 

(8)  For  military  construction  projects  at 
Defense  Finance  and  Accounting  Service.  Co- 
lumbus. Ohio,  authorized  by  section  2401(a) 
of  the  Military  Construction  Authorization 
Act  of  Fiscal  Year  1996  (division  B  of  Public 
Law  104-106;  110  Stat.  535).  $20,822,000. 

(9)  For  contingency  construction  projects 
of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  under  section 
2804  of  title  10.  United  States  Code.  $9,500,000. 

(10)  For  unspecified  minor  construction 
projects  under  section  2805  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  $21,874,000. 

(11)  For  architectural  and  engineering 
services  and  construction  design  under  sec- 
tion 2807  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 
$14,239,000. 

(12)  For  energy  conservation  projects  under 
section  2865  of  title  10.  United  States  Code. 
$47,765,000. 

(13)  For  base  closure  and  realignment  ac- 
tivities as  authorized  by  the  Defense  Base 
Closure  and  Realignment  Act  of  1990  (part  A 
of  title  XXrx  of  Public  Law  101-510:  10  U.S.C. 
2687  note).  $2,507,476,000. 

(14)  For  credit  to  the  Department  of  De- 
fense Military  Unaccompanied  Housing  Im- 
provement Fund  as  authorized  by  section 
2404(b)  of  this  Act.  $5,000,000. 

(15)  For  military  family  housing  functions: 

(A)  For  improvement  and  planning  of  mili- 
tary family  housing  and  facilities.  $4,371,000. 

(B)  For  support  of  military  housing  (in- 
cluding functions  described  in  section  2833  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code),  $30,963,000,  of 
which  not  more  than  $25,637,000  may  be  obli- 
gated or  exjjended  for  the  leasing  of  military 
family  housing  units  worldwide. 

(C)  For  credit  to  the  Department  of  De- 
fense Family  Housing  Improvement  Fund  as 
authorized  by  section  2404(a)  of  this  Act. 
$20,000,000. 

(D)  For  the  Homeowners  Assistance  Pro- 
gram as  authorized  by  section  2832  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code.  $36,181,000.  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

(b)  LMFTATION  ON  TOTAL  COST  OF  CON- 
STRUCTION PROJECTS.— Notwithstanding  the 
cost  variation  authorized  by  section  2853  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code,  and  any  other 
cost  variations  authorized  by  law.  the  total 
cost  of  all  projects  carried  out  under  section 
2401  of  this  Act  may  not  exceed— 

(1)  the  total  amount  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated under  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of 
subsection  (a): 

(2)  $161,503,000  (the  balance  of  the  amount 
authorized  under  section  2401(a)  of  this  Act 
for  the  construction  of  a  chemical  demili- 
tarization facility  at  Pueblo  Army  Depot. 
Colorado):  and 

(3)  $1,600,000  (the  balance  of  the  amount  au- 
thorized under  section  2401(a)  of  this  Act  for 
the  construction  of  a  replacement  facility 
for  the  medical  and  dental  clinic.  Key  West 
Naval  Air  Sutlon,  Florida). 


TITLE  XXV— NORTH  ATLANTIC  TREATT 
ORGANIZATION  SECURITY  INVESTMENT 
PROGRAM 

SEC.  2S01.  AUTHORCZD  NATO  CONSTRUCTION 
A.ND  LAND  ACQUISITION  PROJECTS. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  make  con- 
tributions for  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Or- 
ganization Security  Investment  program  as 
provided  in  section  2806  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  the 
sum  of  the  amount  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated for  this  purpose  in  section  2502  and 
the  amount  collected  from  the  North  Atlan- 
tic Treaty  Organization  as  a  result  of  con- 
struction previously  financed  by  the  United 
States. 

SEC.  2S02.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS, 
NATO. 

Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated for  fiscal  years  beginning  after  Sep- 
tember 30.  1996.  for  contributions  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  under  section  2806  of  title 
10.  United  States  Code,  for  the  share  of  the 
United  States  of  the  cost  of  projects  for  the 
North  Atlantic  Treaty  Security  Investment 
program  as  authorized  by  section  2501,  in  the 
amount  of  $197,000,000. 

SEC.  2503.  REDESIGNATION  OF  NORTH  ATLANTIC 
TREATY  ORGANIZATION  INFRA- 
STRUCTURE PROGRAM. 

(a)  REDESIGNATION.— Subsection  (b)  of  sec- 
tion 2806  of  title  10.  United  States  Code.  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  "North  Atlantic 
Treaty  Organization  Infrastructure  pro- 
gram" and  inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "North 
Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  Security  In- 
vestment program". 

(b)  References. — Any  reference  to  the 
North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  Infra- 
structure program  in  any  Federal  law.  Exec- 
utive order,  regulation,  delegation  of  author- 
ity, or  document  of  or  pertaining  to  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  shall  be  deemed  to  refer 
to  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization 
Security  Investment  program. 

(c)  Clerical  amentjments.— (l)  The  section 
heading  of  such  section  Is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

'$2806.    Contributioiis    for    North    Atlantic 
Treaty  OiyniwHoM  Seeority  laveatacnt". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
subchapter  I  of  chapter  169  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  the 
Item  relating  to  section  2806  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 
"2806.  Contributions  for  North  Atlantic  Trea- 
ty Organizations  Security  In- 
vestment.". 

(d)  (Conforming  amendments. — (l)  Section 
2861(bK3)  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "North  Atlantic 
Treaty  Organization  Infrastructure  pro- 
gram" and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "North 
Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  Security  In- 
vestmenr  program". 

(2)  Section  21(h)(lKB)  of  the  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  (22  U.S.C.  2761(h)(lKB))  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  "North  Atlantic 
Treaty  Organization  Infrastructure  Pro- 
gram" and  inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "North 
Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  Security  In- 
vestment program". 

TITLE  XXVI— GUARD  AND  RESERVE 
FORCES  FACIUTIES 

SEC.  mi.  AUTHORIZED  GUARD  AND  RESERVE 
CONSTRUCTION  AND  LAND  ACQUISI- 
TION PROJECTS. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
fiscal  years  beginning  after  September  30, 
1996.  for  the  costs  of  acquisition,  architec- 
tural and  engineering  services,  and  construc- 
tion of  facilities  for  the  Guard  and  Reserve 
Forces,  and  for  contributions  therefor,  under 
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chapter  1803  of  title  10,  United  States  Code 
(Including  the  cost  of  aoqulsltion  of  land  for 
those  facilities),  the  following  amounts: 

(1)  For  the  Department  of  the  Army— 

(A)  for  the  Army  National  Guard  of  the 
United  States,  $79,628,000;  and 

(B)  for  the  Army  Reserve.  $59,174,000. 

(2)  For  the  Department  of  the  Navy,  for  the 
Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve.  $32,743,000. 

(3)  For  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force— 

(A)  for  the   Air  National   Guard   of  the 
United  States.  $208,484,000;  and 

(B)  for  the  Air  Force  Reserve.  $54,770,000. 
TITLE  XXVn— EXPIRATION  AND 

EXTENSION  OF  AUTHORIZATIONS 
SEC.  2701.  EXPIRATION  OF  AUTHORIZATIONS  AND 
AMOUNTS  REQUIRED  TO  BE  SPECI- 
FIED BY  LAW. 
(a)   EXPIRATION  OF  AUTHORIZATIONS  AFTER 

THREE  Years.— Except  as  provided  in  sub- 
section (b),  all  authorizations  contained  in 
titles  XXI  through  XXVI  for  military  con- 


sult 


Nmr  Jeney  . 


Notth  C3rolini  . 
Wisconsin  


struction  projects,  land  acquisition,  family 
housing  projects  and  facilities,  and  contribu- 
tions to  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organiza- 
tion Security  Investment  program  (and  au- 
thorizations of  appropriations  therefor)  shall 
expire  on  the  later  of— 

(1)  October  1,  1999;  or 

(2)  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  an  Act  au- 
thorizing funds  for  military  construction  for 
fiscal  year  2000. 

(b)  EXCEPTION.— Subsection  (a)  shall  not 
apply  to  authorizations  for  military  con- 
struction projects,  land  acquisition,  family 
housing  projects  and  facilities,  and  contribu- 
tions to  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organiza- 
tion Security  Investment  program  (and  au- 
thorizations of  appropriations  therefor),  for 
which  appropriated  funds  have  been  obli- 
gated before  the  later  of— 

(1)  October  1, 1999;  or 

(2)  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  an  Act  au- 
thorizing funds  for  fiscal  year  2000  for  mlll- 

Vny:  Eitamion  of  1994  Preiict  /hiMncujtians 


tary  construction  projects,  land  acquisition, 
family  housing  projects  and  facilities,  or 
contributions  to  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty 
Organization  Security  Investment  program. 

SEC.  2702.  EXTENSION  OF  AUTHORIZATIONS  OF 
CERTAIN  FISCAL  YEAR  1994 
PROJECTS. 

(a)  Extensions.— Notwithstanding  section 
2701  of  the  Military  Construction  Authoriza- 
tion Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1994  (division  B  of 
Public  Law  103-160;  107  Stat.  1880).  authoriza- 
tions for  the  projects  set  forth  In  the  tables 
In  subsection  (b).  as  provided  in  section  2101. 
2102,  2201.  2301.  or  2601  of  that  Act.  shall  re- 
main in  effect  until  October  1.  1997.  or  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  an  Act  authorizing 
funds  for  military  construction  for  fiscal 
year  1998.  whichever  is  later. 

(b)  Tables.— The  tables  referred  to  In  sub- 
section (a)  are  as  follows: 


Installation  or  location 


Picatinny  Araenal  . 


Fort  Brajj  . 


Proiact 


Advance  Wartiead  Dtvelop- 
ment  Facility. 

Land  Acquisition  

Family  Housinj  Construc- 
tion (16  units). 


AiMunl 


$4,400,000 

$15,000,000 
$2,950,000 


lavy:  Eitension  of  1994  Protect  tutlMclzations 

Stati  or  LAcatMi 

Installation  or  locatiBii 

Proftct 

taoint 

Calitomia — ■■ 

Connecticut                                              — -  

Camp  Pendleton  Marine  Corps  Base  _ _ - 

New  London  Naval  Submanne  Base  .„ _ „ 

Earle  Naval  Weapons  Station 

Oceana  Naval  Atr  Station „ _ „ 

Sewage  Facility 

$7,930,000 
$1,450,000 

$1,290,000 
$5,300,000 

$540,000 

$800,000 

Hazardous  Waste  Transfer 
Facility. 

Explosives  Holdint  Van) 

Jet  Eniine  Test  Cell  Re- 
placement. 

Land  Acquisition  Inside  ttie 
United  States. 

Land  Acquisition  Outside 
tne  United  States. 

IfcKkfsey - 

Vanous  Locations - ~ - 

Air  Fora:  EUantian  ol  1994  Proiact  Autlnriiatiom 

Slate 

IntaMlMi  orlacalian 

Proiact 

taonM 

Alaska    _ _.   ._      

Eielson  Air  Force  Base  - _ - - 

Elmendorf  Air  Foice  Base     —  _. .  -......- -  ..  — .    -    

Upgrade  Water  Treatment 

Plant. 
Corrosion  Contml  Facility  ... 
Educational  Center 

$3,750,000 

$5,975,000 
$3,150,000 
$2,600,000 

$4,500,000 
$4,300,000 

$3,850,000 

California 

Beale  Air  Force  Base           „    „ -..,.- - .....    ^ 

Fionda  -.- 

Mississippi  

PMti  Carolina 

Tyndall  Air  Forre  Base                                                1 1 

Base  Supply  Logistics  Cen- 
ter. 

Upgrade  Student  Dormitory 

Add  To  and  Alter  Dor- 
mitories. 

Fire  Station _ 

Keesler  Air  Force  Base      ...-    ......,..- — .  - „—._....-. 

Pope  Air  Foice  Base  

Virtinia ... 

Langlcy  Air  Force  Base 

Iray  Rational  bard:  Eitemion  of  1994  Project  AuOnrizatims 

SMa 

tajblation  or  Location 

Project 

tanint 

AlaPama 

Anjona 

California -.  . 

Hen  Mesco                                                                    

Birmingnam  _ 

Aviation  Support  Facility  .... 
Organization  Maintenance 

Shop. 
Dormitoiy/Dining  Facility  .... 
Organization  Maintenance 

Shop  Modification. 
Armory  Addition 

$4,907,000 
$553,000 

$2,919,000 
$905,000 

$6,518,000 
$2,940,000 

$1,995,000 
$3,570,000 

$9,200,000 
$5,004,000 

$3,000,000 

Marana  _ .-. 

Fresno . 

White  Sands  Missile  Range — .- 

White  Sands  Missile  Range   -...» 

Organization  Maintenance 
Shop 

Tactical  Site 

Mobilization  and  Training 
Equipment  Site. 

State  Militaiy  Building 

Annoiy  Addition/Flight  Fa- 
cility. 

Aniioiy _ -.. 

Pennsylvania ... 

White  'ands  Missile  Range — 

Johnstown                                    _ _.. „ „ „. „ 

Johnstown  _ __ __ 

SEC.  2703.  EXTENSION  OF  AUTHORIZATIONS  OF  CERTAIN  FISCAL  YEAR  1993  PROJECTS. 

(a)  Extensions.— Notwithstanding  section  2701  of  the  Military  Construction  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1993  (division  B  of  Public 
Law  102-484;  106  Stat.  2602).  authorizations  for  the  projects  set  forth  In  the  tables  In  subsection  (b),  as  provided  in  section  2101,  2301,  or  2601 
of  that  Act  and  extended  by  section  2702  of  the  Military  Construction  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  (division  B  of  Public  Law  104- 
106;  110  Stat.  541).  shall  remain  In  effect  until  October  1. 1997.  or  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  an  Act  authorizing  funds  for  military  construc- 
tion for  fiscal  year  1998,  whichever  Is  later. 

(b)  Tables.— The  tables  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  are  as  follows: 
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SMe 

tatabtion  ar  locahen 

Prepct 

tmmn 

Pinr  Rlutt  Atvnal 

Ammunition  Dcmilitanza- 
tion  Supoor  Facility 

$15,000,000 

Air  Force:  Etfenin  el  1993  Pisieci  MHuiization 

tmtn 

Intallation  or  iBcalian 

PniKl 

immm 

Portugal  

Laies  Field  _ 

Water  Wells  

$950000 

Arny  Katienl  Giar<:  Erianion  el  1993  Preiect  Aiilheraatiam 

State 

tataMian  or  lacMan 

Pieiect 

tmmt 

Alabama 

Tusc 
Unior 

Annay    

Aimei)  .    - 

$2J73.00C 
$813,000 

Springs                                                 ,  ,                                                   

SEC.  2704.  EXTENSION  OF  AUTHORIZATIONS  OF  CERTAIN  FISCAL  YEAR  1992  PROJECTS. 

(a)  Extensions.— Notwithstanding  section  2701  of  the  Military  Construction  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1992  (division  B  of  Public 
Law  102-190;  105  Stat.  1535).  authorizations  for  the  projects  set  forth  in  the  table  in  subsection  (b).  as  provided  In  section  2101  of  that  Act 
and  extended  by  section  2702(a)  of  the  Military  Construction  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  (division  B  of  Public  Law  103-337;  106 
SUt.  3047)  and  section  2703(a)  of  the  Military  Construction  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  (division  B  of  Public  Law  104-106;  110 
Stat.  543).  shall  remain  In  effect  until  October  1.  1997.  or  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  an  Act  authorizing  funds  for  military  construction 
for  fiscal  year  1998.  whichever  Is  later. 

(b)  Table.— The  table  referred  to  In  subsection  (a)  Is  as  follows: 

Aray:  EjSeruMin  ef  1992  Piiijeif  Aothorizjtiens 


State 


Oiegon 


Umatilla  Army  Depot  . 
Umatilla  Army  Depot  . 


Ammunition  Demilitariza- 
tion Supper  Facility 

Ammunition  Demilitariza- 
tion UDlities. 


$3  600  000 

$7,500,000 


SEC.  2705.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

Titles  XXI.  XXn.  XXm.  XXrv.  XXV.  and  XXVI  shall  take  effect  on  the  later  of— 

(1)  October  1. 1996;  or 

(2)  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 


TITLE  XXVm— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Subtitle  A— Military  Constraction  Program 
and  Militaiy  Family  Housing  Changes 

SEC.  2801.  INCREASE  IN  CERTAIN  THRESHOLDS 
FOR  imSPECIFIED  MINOR  CON- 
STRUCTION PROJECTS. 

(a)  O&M  Funding  for  projects.— Section 
2805(c)(1)(B)  of  title  10.  United  States  Code.  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  "S300.000"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "$500,000". 

(b)  O&M  Funding  for  Reserve  Component 
Facilities.— Subsection  (b)  of  section  18233a 
of  such  title  Is  amended  by  striking  out 
"5300,000"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"$500,000". 

"  (c)  notification  for  Expenditures  and 
Contributions  for  Reserve  Component  Fa- 
CILITIES.- Subsection  (a)(1)  of  such  section 
18233a  Is  amended  by  striking  out  "$400,000" 
and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "$1,500,000". 

SEC.  2802.  CLARIFICATION  OF  AUTHORITY  TO  IM- 
PROVE MILITARY  FAMILY  HOUSINC. 

(a)  Exclusion  of  Minor  Maintenance  and 
REPAIR.— Subsection  (a)(2)  of  section  2825  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code.  Is  amended  by 
Inserting  "(other  than  day-to-day  m.alnte- 
nance  or  repair  work)"  after  "work". 

(b)  APPUCABILITY  of  LIMITATION  ON  FUNDS 

FOR  IMPROVEMENTS.— Subsection  (b)(2)  of 
such  section  Is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "the  cost  of  repairs" 
and  all  that  follows  through  "in  connection 
with"  and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "of  the 
unit  or  units  concerned  the  cost  of  mainte- 
nance or  repairs  undertaken  In  connection 
with  the  Improvement  of  the  unit  or  units 
and  any  cost  (other  than  the  cost  of  activi- 
ties undertaken  beyond  a  distance  of  five 
feet  from  the  unit  or  units)  In  connection 
with";  and 

(2)  by  inserting  ".  drives."  after  "roads". 


SEC.    2803.   AUTHORnY  TO   GRANT   EASEMENTS 
FOR  RIGBrS«F-WAY. 

(a)  Easements  for  Electric  Poles  and 
LINES  and  for  Communications  Lines  and 
Facilities.— SecUon  2668(a)  of  utle  10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (9); 

(2)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (10)  as  para- 
graph (13);  and 

(3)  by  Inserting  after  paragraph  (9)  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraphs: 

"(10)  poles  and  lines  for  the  transmission 
or  distribution  of  electric  power; 

"(11)  poles  and  lines  for  the  transmission 
or  distribution  of  communications  signals 
(including  telephone  and  telegraph  signals); 

"(12)  structures  and  facilities  for  the  trans- 
mission, reception,  and  relay  of  such  signals; 
and". 

(b)  Conforming  amendments.— Such  sec- 
tion Is  further  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (3).  by  striking  out  ".  tele- 
phone lines,  and  telegraph  lines.";  and 

(2)  in  paragraph  (13).  as  redesignated  by 
subsection  (a)(2).  by  striking  ont  "or  by  the 
Act  of  March  4.  1911  (43  U.S.C.  961)". 

Subtitle  B— Defenae  Base  Closure  and 
Realignment 
SEC.  2811.  RESTORATKXX  OF  AUTHOHITY  UNDER 
1S88  BASE  CLOSURE  LAW  TO  TRANS- 
FER  PROPKBTY  AND  FACnJTIES  TO 
OTHER  ENTITIES  IN  TBE  DEPART- 
MENT OP  DEFENSE. 

(a)  restoration  of  Authority.— Section 
204(b)(2)  of  the  Defense  Authorization 
Amendments  and  Base  Closure  and  Realign- 
ment Act  (Public  Law  100-526;  10  U.S.C.  2687 
note)  Is  amended — 

(1)  by  redesignating  subparagraphs  (D)  and 
(E)  as  subparagraphs  (E)  and  (F).  respec- 
tively; and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  subparagraph  (C)  the 
following  new  subparagraph  (D): 


"(D)  The  Secretary  may  transfer  real  prop- 
erty or  facilities  located  at  a  military  Instal- 
lation to  be  closed  or  realigned  under  this 
title,  with  or  without  reimbursement,  to  a 
military  department  or  other  entity  (Includ- 
ing a  nonappropriated  fund  Instrumentality) 
within  the  Department  of  Defense  or  the 
Coast  Guard.". 

(b)  Ratification  of  transfers— Any 
transfer  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  of  real 
property  or  facilities  at  a  military  Installa- 
tion closed  or  realigned  under  title  II  of  the 
Defense  Authorization  Amendments  and 
Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Act  (Public 
Law  100-526;  10  U.S.C.  2687  note)  to  a  military 
department  or  other  entity  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  or  the  Coast  Guard  during 
the  period  beginning  on  November  30.  1993. 
and  ending  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act  Is  hereby  ratified. 

SEC.  2812.  DISPOSITION  OF  PROCEEDS  FROM  DIS- 
POSAL OF  CmOOSSAKY  ST0BE8 
AND  NONAPPBOPRIATBD  FOND  IN- 
STRVMENTAUTBS  AT  INSTALLA- 
TIONS BEING  CLOSED  OR  RE- 
ALIGNED. 

(a)  1988  Law.— (1)  SecUon  204(b)(7KC)  of  the 
Defense  Authorization  Amendments  and 
Base  Closui«  and  Realignment  Act  (Public 
Law  100-526;  10  U.S.C.  2687  note)  Is  amended— 

(A)  In  clause  (1).  by  striking  out  "shall  be 
deposited"  and  all  that  follows  through  the 
end  of  the  clause  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of "shall  be  deposited  as  follows: 

"(I)  In  the  case  of  proceeds  of  the  transfer 
or  other  disposal  of  property  acquired,  con- 
structed, or  Improved  with  commissary  store 
funds,  in  the  account  In  the  Treasury  known 
as  the  Sujxharge  Collection,  Sales  of  Com- 
missary Stores.  Defense,  account. 

"(II)  In  the  case  of  proceeds  of  the  transfer 
or  other  disposal  of  property  acquired,  con- 
structed, or  improved  with  nonappropriated 
funds.  In  a  nonappropriated  fund  account  of 
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the  Department  of  Defense  deslgmated  by  the 
Secretary."; 

(B)  by  redesignating  clause  (ill)  as  clause 
(Iv);  and 

(C)  by  Inserting  after  clause  (11)  the  follow- 
ing new  clause  (ill): 

••(lii)(I)  The  Secretary  may  use  amounts 
deposited  under  clause  (1)(I)  In  the  account 
referred  to  in  that  clause  for  the  purpose  of 
acquiring,  constructing,  and  improving  com- 
missary stores. 

"(n)  The  Secretary  may  use  amounts  de- 
posited under  clause  (IKII)  in  a  non- 
appropriated fund  account  pursuant  to  that 
clause  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring,  con- 
structing, and  improving  nonappropriated 
fund  instnunentalities.". 

(2)  Section  206(a)(7)  of  that  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "Proceeds  received"  auQd  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "Except  as  provided  in 
section  204(bX7)(C),  proceeds  received". 

(b)  1990  Law.— Section  2906(d)  of  the  De- 
fense Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Act  of 
1990  (part  A  of  title  XXIX  of  Public  Law  101- 
510;  10  U.S.C.  2687  note)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1),  by  striking  out  "shall 
be  deposited"  and  all  that  follows  through 
the  end  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "shall 
be  deposited  as  follows: 

"(A)  In  the  case  of  proceeds  of  the  transfer 
or  other  disposal  of  property  acquired,  con- 
structed, or  Improved  with  commissary  store 
funds,  in  the  account  in  the  Treasury  known 
as  the  Surcharge  Collections,  Sales  of  Com- 
missary Stores,  Defense,  account. 

"(B)  In  the  case  of  proceeds  of  the  transfer 
or  other  disposal  of  property  acquired,  con- 
structed, or  Improved  with  nonappropriated 
funds,  in  a  nonappropriated  fund  account  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  designated  by  the 
Secretary.";  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (3)  and  In- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  the  following  new 
paragraph  (3): 

"(3)(A)  The  Secretary  may  use  amounts  de- 
posited under  paragraph  (1)(A)  in  the  ac- 
count referred  to  in  that  paragraph  for  the 
purpose  of  acquiring,  constructing,  and  im- 
proving commissary  stores. 

"(B)  The  Secretary  may  use  amounts  de- 
posited under  paragraph  (1)(B)  in  a  non- 
appropriated fund  account  pursuant  to  that 
paragraph  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring,  con- 
structing, and  improving  nonappropriated 
fund  instrumentalities.". 

SEC.  1813.  AGREEMENTS  FOR  SERVICES  AT  IN- 
STALLATIONS AFTER  CLOSURE. 

(a)  1988  Law.— Section  204(b)(8)(A)  of  the 
Defense  Authorization  Amendments  and 
Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Act  (Public 
Law  100-526;  10  U.S.C.  2687  note)  is  amended 
by  Inserting  ",  or  at  facilities  not  yet  trans- 
ferred or  otherwise  disposed  of  in  the  case  of 
installations  closed  under  this  title,"  after 
"under  this  title". 

(b)  1990  Law.— Section  2905(b)(8)(A)  of  the 
Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Act 
of  1990  (part  A  of  title  XXIX  of  Public  Law 
101-510;  10  U.S.C.  2687  note)  is  amended  by  in- 
serting ".  or  at  facilities  not  yet  transferred 
or  otherwise  disposed  of  in  the  case  of  instal- 
lations closed  under  this  part."  after  "under 
this  part". 

Subtitle  C — Land  Conveyances 
SEC.  2821.  TRANSFER  OF  LANDS,  ARLINGTON  NA- 
TIONAL     CEMETERY.      ARLINGTON. 
VIRGINIA. 
(a)  REQUIREMENT  FOR  SECRETARY  OF  THE  IN- 
TERIOR   To    TRANSFER    CERTAIN    SECTION    29 

Lands.— (1)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
shall  transfer  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
administrative  jurisdiction  over  the  follow- 
ing lands  located  in  section  29  of  the  Na- 
tional Park  System  at  Arlington  National 
Cemetery,  Virginia: 


(A)  The  lands  known  as  the  Arlington  Na- 
tional Cemetery  Interment  Zone. 

(B)  All  lands  in  the  Robert  E.  Lee  Memo- 
rial Preservation  Zone,  other  than  those 
lands  in  the  Preservation  Zone  that  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  determines  must  be  re- 
tained because  of  the  historical  significance 
of  such  lands  or  for  the  maintenance  of  near- 
by lands  or  facilities. 

(2)  The  transfer  of  lands  under  paragraph 
(1)  shall  be  carried  out  in  accordance  with 
the  Interagency  Agreement  Between  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior,  the  National  Park 
Service,  and  the  Department  of  the  Army, 
Dated  February  22,  1995. 

(3)  The  exact  acreage  and  legal  descrip- 
tions of  the  lands  to  be  transferred  under 
paragraph  (1)  shall  be  determined  by  surveys 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

(b)  Requirement  for  additional  Trans- 
fers.—(l)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall 
transfer  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  ad- 
ministrative jurisdiction  over  a  parcel  of 
land,  including  any  Improvements  thereon, 
consisting  of  approximately  2.43  acres,  lo- 
cated In  the  Memorial  Drive  entrance  area  to 
Arllngrton  National  Cemetery. 

(2)(A)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall 
transfer  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  ad- 
ministrative jurisdiction  over  a  parcel  of 
land,  including  any  Improvements  thereon, 
consisting  of  approximately  0.17  acres,  lo- 
cated at  Arlington  National  Cemetery,  and 
known  as  the  Old  Administrative  Building 
site.  The  site  is  part  of  the  original  reserva- 
tion of  Arllngrton  National  Cemetery. 

(B)  In  connection  with  the  transfer  under 
subparagraph  (A),  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
shall  grant  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  a 
perpetual  right  of  ingress  and  egress  to  the 
parcel  transferred  under  that  subparagraph. 

(3)  The  exact  acreage  and  legal  descrip- 
tions of  the  lands  to  be  transferred  pursuant 
to  this  subsection  shall  be  determined  by 
surveys  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  The 
costs  of  such  surveys  shall  be  borne  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army. 

SEC.  2822.  LAND  TRANSFER,  POTOMAC  ANNEX. 
DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA. 

(a)  Transfer  required.— Subject  to  sub- 
section (b),  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  shall 
transfer,  without  consideration  other  than 
the  reimbursement  provided  for  in  sub- 
section (d),  to  the  United  States  Institute  of 
Peace  (in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  "In- 
stitute") administrative  jurisdiction  over  a 
parcel  of  real  property,  including  any  im- 
provements thereon,  consisting  of  approxi- 
mately 3  acres,  at  the  northwest  corner  of 
Twenty-third  Street  and  Constitution  Ave- 
nue, Northwest,  District  of  Columbia,  the 
site  of  the  Potomac  Annex. 

(b)  Condition.- The  Secretary  may  not 
make  the  transfer  specified  in  subsection  (a) 
unless  the  Institute  agrees  to  provide  the 
Navy  a  number  of  parking  spaces  at  or  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  headquarters  to  be  con- 
structed on  the  parcel  transferred  equal  to 
the  number  of  parking  spaces  available  to 
the  Navy  on  the  parcel  as  of  the  date  of  the 
transfer. 

(c)  Requirement  Relating  to  Transfer.— 
The  transfer  specified  in  subsection  (a)  may 
not  occur  until  the  Institute  obtains  all  per- 
mits, approvals,  and  site  plan  reviews  re- 
quired by  law  with  respect  to  the  construc- 
tion on  the  parcel  of  a  headquarters  for  oper- 
ations of  the  Institute. 

(d)  Costs.— The  Institute  shall  reimburse 
the  Secretary  for  the  costs  incurred  by  the 
Secretary  in  carrying  out  the  transfer  speci- 
fied in  subsection  (a). 


(e)  Description  of  Property.- The  exact 
acreage  and  legal  description  of  the  property 
to  be  transferred  under  subsection  (a)  shall 
be  determined  by  a  survey  that  Is  satisfac- 
tory to  the  Secretary.  The  cost  of  the  survey 
shall  be  borne  by  the  Institute. 

SEC.  2823.  LAND  CONVEYANCE,  ARMY  RESERVE 
CENTER,  MONTPEUER,  VERMONT. 

(a)  CONVEYANCE  AUTHORIZED.— Subject  to 
subsection  (b),  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
may  convey,  without  consideration,  to  the 
City  of  Montpeller,  Vermont  (in  this  section 
referred  to  as  the  "City"),  all  right,  title, 
and  interest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to  a 
parcel  of  reaJ  property,  including  improve- 
ments thereon,  consisting  of  approximately 
4.3  acres  and  located  on  Route  2  in  Montpe- 
ller, Vermont,  the  site  of  the  Army  Reserve 
Center.  Montpeller,  Vermont. 

(b)  Requirement  for  Federal  Screening 
OF  Property.— The  Secretary  may  not  carry 
out  the  conveyance  of  property  authorized 
by  subsection  (a)  unless  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines that  no  department  or  agency  of  the 
Federal  Government  will  accept  the  transfer 
of  the  property. 

(c)  Condition.— The  conveyance  authorized 
under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  subject  to  the 
condition  that  the  City  agree  to  lease  to  the 
Civil  Air  Patrol,  at  no  rental  charge  to  the 
Civil  Air  Patrol,  the  portion  of  the  real  prop- 
erty and  improvements  located  on  the  parcel 
to  be  conveyed  that  the  Civil  Air  Patrol 
leases  from  the  Secretary  as  of  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(d)  Description  of  Property.— The  exact 
acreage  and  legal  description  of  the  real 
property  to  be  conveyed  under  subsection  (a) 
shall  be  determined  by  a  survey  satisfactory 
to  the  Secretary.  The  cost  of  the  survey 
shall  be  borne  by  the  City. 

(e)  ADDITIONAL  Terms  and  Conditions.— 
The  Secretary  may  require  such  additional 
terms  and  conditions  in  connection  with  the 
conveyance  under  this  section  as  the  Sec- 
retary considers  appropriate  to  protect  the 
interests  of  the  United  States. 

SEC.  2824.  LAND  CONVEYANCE,  FORMER  NAVAL 
RESERVE  FACILITY,  LEWES,  DELA- 
WARE. 

(a)  CONVEYANCE  AUTHORIZED.— Subject  to 
subsection  (b).  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
may  convey,  without  consideration,  to  the 
State  of  Delaware  (in  this  section  referred  to 
as  the  "State"),  all  right,  title,  and  interest 
of  the  United  States  In  and  to  a  parcel  of 
real  property,  including  any  improvements 
thereon,  consisting  of  approximately  16.8 
acres  at  the  site  of  the  former  Naval  Reserve 
Facility,  Lewes,  Delaware. 

(b)  Requirement  for  Federal  Screening 
OF  Property.— The  Secretary  may  not  carry 
out  the  conveyance  of  property  authorized 
by  subsection  (a)  unless  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines that  no  department  or  agency  of  the 
Federal  Government  will  accept  the  transfer 
of  the  property. 

(c)  Condition  of  Con'veyance.- The  con- 
veyance under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  subject 
to  the  condition  that  the  State  use  the  real 
property  conveyed  under  that  subsection  in 
perpetuity  solely  for  public  i>ark  or  rec- 
reational purposes. 

(d)  Reversion.— If  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior determines  at  any  time  that  the  real 
property  conveyed  pursuant  to  this  section 
Is  not  being  used  for  a  purpose  specifled  in 
subsection  (b),  all  right,  title,  and  interest  in 
and  to  such  real  property.  Including  any  im- 
provements thereon,  shall  revert  to  the 
United  States  and  the  United  States  shall 
have  the  right  of  immediate  entry  thereon. 

(e)  Description  of  Property.— The  exact 
acreage  and  legal   description  of  the  real 
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property  to  be  conveyed  pursuant  to  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  determined  by  a  survey  satis- 
factory to  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy.  The 
cost  of  such  survey  shall  be  borne  by  the 
State. 

(f)  Additional  Terms  and  Conditions.— 
The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  require  such 
additional  terms  and  conditions  In  connec- 
tion with  the  conveyance  under  this  section 
as  the  Secretary  considers  appropriate  to 
protect  the  Interests  of  the  United  States. 

SEC.  282S.  LAND  CONVEYANCE,  RADAR  BOMB 
SCORING  SITE.  BELLE  FOURCHE. 
SOUTH  DAKOTA. 

(a)  CON\TEYAXCE  AUTHORIZED.— Subject  to 
subsection  (b),  the  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force  may  convey,  without  consideration,  to 
the  Belle  Fourche  School  District,  Belle 
Fourche.  South  Dakota  (in  this  section  re- 
ferred to  as  the  "District"),  all  right,  title. 
and  Interest  of  the  United  States  In  and  to  a 
parcel  of  real  property,  together  with  any 
improvements  thereon,  consisting  of  ap- 
proximately 37  acres  located  in  Belle  Four- 
che, South  Dakota,  which  has  served  as  the 
location  of  a  support  complex  and  housing 
facilities  for  Detachment  21  of  the  554th 
Range  Squadron,  an  Air  Force  radar  bomb 
scoring  site.  The  conveyance  may  not  in- 
clude any  portion  of  the  radar  bomb  scoring 
site  located  in  the  State  of  Wyoming. 

(b)  Requirement  for  Federal  Screening 
OF  Property.— The  Secretary  may  not  carry 
out  the  conveyance  of  property  authorized 
by  subsection  (a)  unless  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines that  no  department  or  agency  of  the 
Federal  Government  will  accept  the  transfer 
of  the  projjerty. 

(c)  Condition  of  Conveyance.— The  con- 
veyance authorized  under  subsection  (a) 
shall  be  subject  to  the  condition  that  the 
District— 

(1)  use  the  property  and  facilities  conveyed 
under  that  subsection  for  education,  eco- 
nomic development,  or  housing  purposes;  or 

(2)  enter  into  an  agreement  with  an  appro- 
priate public  or  private  entity  to  sell  or  lease 
the  property  and  facilities  to  such  entity  for 
such  purposes. 

(d)  Description  of  Property.— The  exact 
acreage  and  legal  description  of  the  property 
conveyed  under  this  section  shall  be  deter- 
mined by  a  survey  satisfactory  to  the  Sec- 
retary. The  cost  of  the  survey  shall  be  borne 
by  the  District. 

(e)  Additional  Terms  and  Conditions.- 
The  Secretary  may  require  such  additional 
terms  and  conditions  in  connection  with  the 
conveyance  under  this  section  as  the  Sec- 
retary considers  appropriate  to  protect  the 
Interests  of  the  United  States. 

SEC.  2826.  conveyance  OF  PRIMATE  RESEARCH 
COMPLEX,  HOLLOMAN  AIR  FORCE 
BASE.  NEW  MEXICO. 

(a)  CONVEYANCE  AUTHORIZED.— Notwith- 
standing any  provision  of  the  Federal  Prop- 
erty and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949 
(40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.),  or  any  regulations  pre- 
scribed thereunder,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force  may  convey  all  right,  title,  and  inter- 
est of  the  United  States  in  and  to  the  pri- 
mate research  complex  at  Holloman  Air 
Force  Base,  New  Mexico.  The  conveyance 
shall  Include  the  colony  of  chimpanzees 
owned  by  the  Air  Force  that  are  housed  at  or 
managed  from  the  primate  research  complex. 
The  conveyance  may  not  include  the  real 
property  on  which  the  primate  research  com- 
plex is  located. 

(b)  CoMPETrrrvE  procedures  Required.— 
The  Secretary  shall  use  competitive  proce- 
dures in  selecting  the  person  or  entity  to 
which  to  make  the  conveyance  authorized  by 
subsection  (a). 


(C)  STANDARDS  TO  BE  USED  DJ  SOLICITATION 

OF  Bids.— The  Secretary  shall  develop  stand- 
ards for  the  care  and  use  of  the  primate  re- 
search complex,  and  of  chimpanzees,  to  be 
used  in  soliciting  bids  for  the  conveyance  au- 
thorized by  subsection  (a).  The  Secretary 
shall  develop  such  standards  in  consultation 
with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the 
Director  of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health. 

(d)  Conditions  of  conveyance.— The  con- 
veyance authorized  by  subsection  (a)  shall  be 
subject  to  the  followings  conditions: 

(1)  That  the  recipient  of  the  primate  re- 
search complex— 

(A)  utilize  any  chimpanzees  included  in  the 
conveyance  only  for  scientific  research  or 
medl<^  research  purposes;  or 

(B)  retire  and  provide  adequate  care  for 
such  chimpanzees. 

(2)  That  the  recipient  of  the  primate  re- 
search complex  assume  from  the  Secretary 
any  leases  at  the  primate  research  complex 
that  are  in  effect  at  the  time  of  the  convey- 
ance. 

(e)  DESCRIPTION  of  Complex.— The  exact 
legal  description  of  the  primate  research 
complex  to  be  conveyed  under  subsection  (a) 
shall  be  determined  by  a  survey  or  other 
means  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary.  The 
cost  of  any  survey  or  other  services  per- 
formed at  the  direction  of  the  Secretary 
under  the  authority  in  the  preceding  sen- 
tence shall  be  borne  by  the  recipient  of  the 
primate  research  complex. 

(f)  ADDITIONAL  Terms  and  Conditions.— 
The  Secretary  may  require  such  additional 
terms  and  conditions  In  connection  with  the 
conveyance  under  subsection  (a)  as  the  Sec- 
retary considers  appropriate  to  protect  the 
interests  of  the  United  States. 

SEC.  2827.  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECT  FOR  IN- 
STALLATION AND  OPERATION  OF 
ELECTRIC  POWER  DISTRIBUTION 
SYSreM  AT  YOUNGSTOWN  AIR  RE- 
SERVE STATION,  OHIO. 

(a)  AUTHORITY.- The  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force  may  carry  out  a  demonstration 
project  to  assess  the  feasibility  and  advis- 
ability of  permitting  private  entitles  to  in- 
stall, operate,  and  maintain  electric  power 
distribution  systems  at  military  Installa- 
tions. The  Secretary  shall  carry  out  the 
demonstration  project  through  an  agreement 
under  subsection  (b). 

(b)  AGREEMENT.— (1)  In  Order  to  carry  out 
the  demonstration  project,  the  Secretary 
shall  enter  Into  an  agreement  with  an  elec- 
tric utility  or  other  comjjany  in  the  Youngs- 
town.  Ohio,  area  imder  which  the  utility  or 
company,  as  the  case  may  be,  installs,  oper- 
ates, and  maintains  (in  a  manner  satisfac- 
tory to  the  Secretary  and  the  utility  or  com- 
pany) an  electric  power  distribution  system 
at  Youngstown  Air  Reserve  Station,  Ohio. 

(2)  The  Secretary  may  not  enter  into  an 
agreement  under  this  subsection  until— 

(A)  the  Secretary  submits  to  the  congres- 
sional defense  committees  a  report  on  the 
agreement  to  be  entered  into,  including  the 
costs  to  be  incurred  by  the  United  States 
under  the  agreement;  and 

(B)  a  period  of  21  days  has  elapsed  from  the 
date  of  the  receipt  of  the  report  by  the  com- 
mittees. 

(c)  LICENSES  and  Easements.— In  order  to 
facilitate  the  installation,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  electric  power  distribu- 
tion sjrstem  under  the  agreement  under  sub- 
section (b),  the  Secretary  may  grant  the 
utility  or  company  with  which  the  Secretary 
enters  into  the  agreement  such  licenses, 
easements,  and  rights-of-way  as  the  Sec- 
retary and  the  utility  or  company,  as  the 
case  may  be,  jointly  determine  necessary  for 
such  purposes. 


(d)  OWNERSHIP  OF  SYSTE.M.— The  agreement 
between  the  Secretary  and  the  utility  or 
company  under  subsection  (b)  may  provide 
that  the  utility  or  company,  as  the  case  may 
be.  shall  own  the  electric  power  distribution 
system  installed  under  the  agreement. 

(e)  Rates.— The  rates  charged  by  the  util- 
ity or  company  for  providing  and  distribut- 
ing electric  power  at  Youngstown  Air  Re- 
serve Station  through  the  electric  power  dis- 
tribution system  Installed  under  the  agree- 
ment under  subsection  (b)  may  not  include 
the  costs.  Including  the  amortization  of  any 
costs,  incurred  by  the  utility  or  company,  ms 
the  case  may  be,  in  Installing  the  system. 

(f)  Reports.— Not  later  than  February  l, 
1997.  and  February  1  of  each  year  following  a 
year  in  which  the  Secretary  carries  out  the 
demonstration  project  under  this  section, 
the  Secretary  shall  submit  to  the  congres- 
sional defense  committees  a  report  on  the 
project.  The  report  shall  include  the  Sec- 
retary's current  assessment  of  the  project 
and  the  recommendations,  if  any,  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  extending  the  authority  with  re- 
spect to  the  project  to  other  facilities  and  In- 
stallations of  the  Department  of  Defense. 

(g)  FUNDING. — In  order  to  pay  the  costs  of 
the  United  States  under  the  agreement 
under  subsection  (b),  the  Secretary  may  use 
funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by  sec- 
tion 2801(3)(B)  of  the  MiUtary  Construction 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  (divi- 
sion B  of  Public  Law  104-106;  110  Stat.  540)  for 
the  purpose  of  rebuilding  the  electric  power 
distribution  system  at  the  Youngstown  Air 
Reserve  Station  that  were  appropriated  for 
that  purpose  by  the  Military  Construction 
Appropriations  Act,  1996  (Public  Law  104-32; 
109  Stat.  283)  and  that  remain  available  for 
obligation  for  that  purpose  as  of  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(h)  ADDITIONAL  Terms  and  Conditions.— 
The  Secretary  may  require  such  additional 
terms  and  conditions  in  the  agreement  under 
subsection  (b)  as  the  Secretary  considers  ap- 
propriate to  protect  the  Interests  of  the 
United  States. 

DIVISION    C— DEPARTMENT    OF    ENERGY 
NATIONAL  SECURirr  AUTHORIZATIQNS 
AND  OTHER  AUTHORXZATICWS 
TITLE  XXXI— IKPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 
NATIONAL  SECmUTY  PBOGRABfS 
Subtitle  A— National  Security  PrograsM 
Anthorizatioiis 
SEC.  310L  WEAPONS  ACIIVITIES. 

(a)  STOCKPILE  STEWARDSHIP.— Funds  are 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
Department  of  Energy  for  fiscal  year  1997  for 
stockpile  stewardship  in  carnrlng  out  weap- 
ons activities  necessary  for  national  security 
programs  in  the  amount  of  Sl.636,767.000.  to 
be  allocated  as  follows: 

(1)  For  core  stockpile  stewardship. 
Jl  .200.907,000.  to  be  allocated  as  follows: 

(A)  For  operation  and  maintenance. 
Sl.112,570,000. 

(B)  For  plant  projects  (including  mainte- 
nance, restoration,  planning,  construction, 
acquisition,  modification  of  facilities,  and 
the  continuation  of  projects  authorized  in 
prior  years,  and  land  acquisition  relaved 
thereto),  $88,337,000.  to  be  allocated  as  fol- 
lows: 

Project  96-D-102,  stockpile  stewardship  fa- 
cilities revltalization.  Phase  VI,  various  lo- 
cations, $19,250,000. 

Project  96-D-103,  ATLAS.  Los  Alamos  Na- 
tional Laboratory.  Los  Alamos,  New  Mexico, 
115.100,000. 

Project  96-D-104,  processing  and  environ- 
mental technology  laboratory  (PETL). 
Sandia  National  Laboratories,  Albuquerque. 
New  Mexico.  S14.100.000. 
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Project  96-r)-105.  contained  firing  facility 
addition,  Lawrence  Llvermore  National  Lab- 
oratory. Llvermore.  California.  S17, 100,000. 

Project  95-D-102.  Chemical  and  Metallurgy 
Research  Building  upgrades  project.  Los  Ala- 
mos National  Laboratory.  Los  Alamos.  New 
Mexico.  S15.000.000. 

Project  94-D-102.  nuclear  weapons  re- 
search, development,  and  testing  facilities 
revitalization.  Phase  V.  various  locations. 
$7,787,000. 

(2)  For  inertial  fusion.  $366,460,000.  to  be  al- 
located as  follows: 

(A)  For  operation  and  maintenance. 
S234 .560.000. 

(B)  For  the  following  plant  project  (Includ- 
ing maintenance,  restoration,  planning,  con- 
struction, acquisition,  and  modification  of 
facilities,  and  land  acquisition  related  there- 
to): 

Project  96-D-lll.  national  ignition  facility. 
location  to  be  determined.  S131. 900.000. 

(3)  For  technology  transfer  and  education. 
S69.400.000. 

(b)  Stockpile  Management.— Funds  are 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
Department  of  Energy  for  fiscal  year  1997  for 
stockpile  management  In  carrying  out  weap- 
ons activities  necessary  for  national  security 
programs  In  the  amount  of  SI. 988.831 .000.  to 
be  allocated  as  follows: 

(1)  For  operation  and  maintenance. 
Sl.894.470.000. 

(2)  For  plant  projects  (including  mainte- 
nance, restoration,  planning,  construction, 
acquisition,  modification  of  facilities,  and 
the  continuation  of  projects  authorized  In 
prior  years,  and  land  acquisition  related 
thereto),  S94,361,000,  to  be  allocated  as  fol- 
lows: 

Project  97-D-121,  consolidated  pit  packag- 
ing system,  Pantex  Plant.  Amarillo.  Texas. 
S870.000. 

Project  97-D-122.  nuclear  materials  storage 
facility  renovation.  Los  Alamos  National 
Laboratory,  Los  Alamos.  New  Mexico. 
S4.000,000. 

Project  97-D-123,  structural  upgrades.  Kan- 
sas City  Plant.  Kansas  City.  Missouri. 
Sl.4OO.O0O. 

Project  97-D-124.  steam  plant  waste  water 
treatment  facility  upgrade.  Y-12  plant.  Oak 
Ridge.  Tennessee.  S600.000. 

Project  96-D-122.  sewage  treatment  quality 
upgrade  (STQU).  Pantex  Plant.  Amarillo. 
Texas.  SIOO.OOO. 

Project  96-D-123.  retrofit  heating,  ventila- 
tion, and  air  conditioning  and  chillers  for 
ozone  protection.  Y-12  plant.  Oak  Ridge. 
Tennessee.  S7.000.000. 

Project  9$-D-125.  Washington  measure- 
ments operations  facility.  Andrews  Air  Force 
Base.  Camp  Springs.  Maryland.  S3.825.000. 

Project  95-D-I22.  sanitary  sewer  upgrade. 
Y-12  plant.  Oak  Ridge.  Tennessee.  SIO.900.000. 

Project  94-D-124.  hydrogen  fluoride  supply 
system.  Y-12  plant.  Oak  Ridge,  Tennessee, 
S4,900,000. 

Project  94-D-125.  upgrade  life  safety.  Kan- 
sas City  Plant.  Kansas  City,  Missouri. 
S5.200.000. 

Project  94-D-127.  emergency  notification 
system.  Pantex  Plant.  Amarillo.  Texas. 
S2.200.000. 

Project  93-D-122.  life  safety  upgrades.  Y-12 
plant.  Oak  Ridge.  Tennessee.  S7.200.000. 

Project  93-D-123.  non-nuclear  reconfigura- 
tion, complex-21,  various  locations, 
S14.487,0OO. 

Project  8&-D-122.  facilities  capabUity  as- 
surance program,  various  locations, 
S21.»40,000. 

Project  88-D-123,  security  enhancement, 
Pantex  Plant.  Amarillo,  Texas.  S9.739,000. 


(c)  Program  DmEcnoN.— Funds  are  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  for  fiscal  year  1997  for  pro- 
gram direction  in  carrying  out  weapons  ac- 
tivities necessary  for  national  security  pro- 
grams In  the  amount  of  S323.404.000. 
SEC.  3102.  ENVIRONMENTAL  RESTORATION  AND 
WASTE  MANAGEMENT. 

(a)  Environmental  Restoration.— Subject 
to  subsection  (j).  funds  are  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  to  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy for  fiscal  year  1997  for  environmental 
restoration  in  carrying  out  environmental 
restoration  and  waste  management  activi- 
ties necessary  for  national  security  pro- 
grams in  the  amount  of  $1,777.194'.000. 

(b)  Waste  Management.— Subject  to  sub- 
section (j).  funds  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Department  of  Energy 
for  fiscal  year  1997  for  waste  management  in 
carrying  out  environmental  restoration  and 
waste  management  activities  necessary  for 
national  security  programs  in  the  amount  of 
$1,601,653,000.  to  be  allocated  as  follows: 

(1)  For  operation  and  maintenance. 
SI. 513.326.000. 

(2)  For  plant  projects  (including  mainte- 
nance, restoration,  planning,  construction, 
acquisition,  modification  of  facilities,  and 
the  continuation  of  projects  authorized  In 
prior  years,  and  land  acquisition  related 
thereto).  $88,327,000.  to  be  allocated  as  fol- 
lows: 

Project  97-D-402.  tank  restoration  and  safe 
operations.  Richland.  Washington.  S7.584.000. 

Project  96-D-408.  waste  management  up- 
grades, various  locations.  $11,246,000. 

Project  95-D-402.  Install  permanent  elec- 
trical service.  Waste  Isolation  Pilot  Plant. 
Carlsbad.  New  Mexico.  $752,000. 

Project  95-D-405.  Industrial  landfill  V  and 
construction/demolition  landfill  Vn.  Phase 
m.  Y-12  Plant.  Oak  Ridge.  Tennessee. 
S200.000. 

Project  94-D-404.  Melton  Valley  storage 
tank  capacity  increase.  Oak  Ridge  National 
Laboratory.  Oak  Ridge.  Tennessee.  $6,345,000. 

Project  94-D-407,  Initial  tank  retrieval  sys- 
tems, Richland,  Washington.  $12,600,000. 

Project  93-D-182,  replacement  of  cross-site 
transfer  system,  Richland,  Washington, 
$8,100,000. 

Project  93-D-187.  high-level  waste  removal 
from  filled  waste  tanks.  Savannah  River 
Site.  South  Carolina.  $20,000,000. 

Project  89-D-174.  replacement  high-level 
waste  evaporator.  Savannah  River  Site. 
Aiken.  South  Carolina.  $11,500,000. 

Project  86-D-103.  decontamination  and 
waste  treatment  facility.  Lawrence  Llver- 
more National  Laboratory.  Llvermore.  Cali- 
fornia. $10,000,000. 

(c)  Technology  Development.— Subject  to 
subsection  (j).  funds  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  the  Department  of  Energy 
for  fiscal  year  1997  for  technology  develop- 
ment in  carrying  out  environmental  restora- 
tion and  waste  management  activities  nec- 
essary for  national  security  programs  In  the 
amount  of  $328,771,000. 

(d)  Nuclear  Materials  and  Fachjties 
Stabilization.— Subject  to  subsection  (j). 
funds  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  Department  of  Energy  for  fis- 
cal year  1997  for  nuclear  materials  and  facili- 
ties stabilization  In  carrying  out  environ- 
mental restoration  and  waste  management 
activities  necessary  for  national  security 
programs  in  the  amount  of  $994,821,000.  to  be 
allocated  as  follows: 

(1)  For  operation  and  maintenance. 
$909,664,000. 

(2)  For  plant  projects  (Including  mainte- 
nance, restoration,   planning,   construction. 


acquisition,  modification  of  facilities,  and 
the  continuation  of  projects  authorized  In 
prior  years,  and  land  acquisition  related 
thereto).  $85,157,000.  to  be  allocated  as  fol- 
lows: 

Project  97-D-450.  actinlde  packaging  and 
storage  facility.  Savannah  River  Site.  Aiken. 
South  Carolina.  $7,900,000. 

Project  97-D-451.  B-plant  safety  class  ven- 
tilation upgrades.  Richland.  Washington, 
$1,500,000. 

Project  96-D-406.  spent  nuclear  fuels  can- 
ister storage  and  stabilization  facility.  Rich- 
land. Washington.  $60,672,000. 

Project  96-D-464.  electrical  and  utility  sys- 
tems upgrade.  Idaho  Chemical  Processing 
Plant.  Idaho  National  Engineering  Labora- 
tory. Idaho.  $10,440,000. 

Project  95-D-456.  security  facilities  up- 
grade. Idaho  Chemical  Processing  Plant, 
Idaho  National  Engineering  Laboratory, 
Idaho,  $4,645,000. 

(e)  Policy  and  Management.— Subject  to 
subsection  (j),  funds  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  the  Department  of  Energy 
for  fiscal  year  1997  policy  and  majiagement 
activities  (including  development  and  direc- 
tion of  policy,  training  and  education,  and 
management)  in  carrying  out  environmental 
restoration  and  waste  management  activi- 
ties necessary  for  national  security  pro- 
grams in  the  amount  of  $26,155,000. 

(f)  Site  Operations.— Subject  to  sub-  i 
section  (j),  funds  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Department  of  Energy 
for  fiscal  year  1997  for  site  operations  in  car- 
rying out  environmental  restoration  and 
waste  management  activities  necessary  for 
national  security  programs  in  the  amount  of 
$363,469,000.  to  be  allocated  as  follows: 

(1)  For  operation  and  maintenance. 
$331,054,000. 

(2)  For  plant  projects  (Including  mainte- 
nance, restoration,  planning,  construction, 
acquisition,  modification  of  facilities,  and 
the  continuation  of  projects  authorized  in 
prior  years,  and  land  acquisition  related 
thereto).  $32,415,000.  to  be  allocated  as  fol- 
lows: 

Project  96-D-461.  electrical  distribution  up- 
grade. Idaho  National  Engineering  Labora- 
tory. Idaho.  S6.790.000. 

Project  96-D-470.  environmental  monitor- 
ing laboratory.  Savannah  River  Site.  Aiken, 
South  Carolina,  S2.500.000. 

Project  96-D-471.  chlorofluorocarbon  heat- 
ing, ventilation,  and  air  conditioning  and 
chiller  retrofit.  Savannah  River  Site,  Aiken, 
South  Carolina,  $8,541,000. 

Project  96-D-473,  health  physics  site  sup- 
port facility.  Savannah  River  Site.  Aiken. 
South  Carolina.  $2,000,000. 

Project  95-E-«)0.  hazardous  materials  man- 
agement and  emergency  response  training 
center.  Richland.  Washington.  $7,900,000. 

Project  95-D-155.  upgrade  site  road  Infra- 
structure. Savannah  River.  South  Carolina, 
$4,137,000. 

Project  94-D-401.  emergency  response  facil- 
ity. Idaho  National  Engineering  Laboratory, 
Idaho.  $547,000. 

(g)  Environmental  Science  and  Risk  Pol- 
icy.—Subject  to  subsection  (j).  funds  are 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
Department  of  Energy  for  fiscal  year  1997  for 
environmental  science  and  risk  policy  activi- 
ties In  carrying  out  environmental  restora- 
tion and  waste  management  activities  nec- 
essary for  national  security  programs  in  the 
amount  of  $52,136,000. 

(h)  Environmental  Management  Privat- 
ization.— Subject  to  subsection  (j),  funds  are 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
Department  of  Energy  for  fiscal  year  1997  for 
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environmental  management  privatization 
activities  In  carrying  out  environmental  res- 
toration and  waste  management  necessary 
for  national  security  programs  in  the 
amount  of  $185,000,000. 

(1)  Program  Direction.— Subject  to  sub- 
section (j).  funds  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Department  of  Energy 
for  fiscal  year  1997  for  program  direction  in 
carrying  out  environmental  restoration  and 
waste  management  activities  necessary  for 
national  security  programs  In  the  amount  of 
S436.511.000. 

(j)  adjustments.— The  total  amount  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  pursuant  to  this 
section  is  the  sum  of  the  amounts  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  in  subsections  (a)  through 
(1)  reduced  by  the  sum  of— 

(1)  $150,400,000.  for  use  of  prior  year  bal- 
ances: and 

(2)  $8,000,000,  for  Savannah  River  Pension 
Refund. 

SEC.  3103.  OTHER  DEFENSE  ACI'IVI'I'IKS. 

Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  Department  of  Energy  for  fis- 
cal year  1997  for  other  defense  activities  in 
carrying  out  programs  necessary  for  na- 
tional security  In  the  amount  of 
$1,560,700,000.  to  be  allocated  as  follows: 

(1)  For  verification  and  control  technology. 
$456,348,000.  to  be  allocated  as  follows: 

(A)  For  nonproliferation  and  verification 
research  and  development.  $204,919,000. 

(B)  For  arms  control.  S216.244.000. 

(C)  For  intelligence.  $35,185,000. 

(2)  For  nuclear  safeguards  and  security. 
$47,208,000. 

(3)  For  security  Investigations.  $22,000,000. 

(4)  For  environment,  safety,  and  health, 
defense.  $53,094,000. 

(5)  For  program  direction,  environment, 
safety,  and  health,  defense.  $10,706,000. 

(6)  For  worker  and  community  transition 
assistance.  $62,658,000. 

(7)  For  program  direction,  worker  and  com- 
munity transition  assistance.  $4,341,000. 

(8)  For  fissile  materials  $93,796,000.  to  be  al- 
located as  follows: 

(A)  For  control  and  disposition.  $73,163,000. 

(B)  For  the  following  plant  project  (includ- 
ing maintenance,  restoration,  planning,  con- 
struction, acquisition,  and  modification  of 
facilities,  and  land  acquisition  related  there- 
to): 

Project  97-D-140.  consolidated  special  nu- 
clear materials  storage  plant,  location  to  be 
determined.  $17,000,000. 

(C)  For  program  direction.  $3,633,000. 

(9)  For  emergency  management.  $16.7^.000. 

(10)  For  program  direction,  nonprolifera- 
tion and  national  security.  $90,622,000. 

(11)  For  naval  reactors  development. 
$681,932,000.  to  be  allocated  as  follows: 

(A)  For  operation  and  Infrastructure. 
$649,330,000. 

(B)  For  plant  projects  (including  mainte- 
nance, restoration,  planning,  construction, 
acquisition,  modification  of  facilities,  and 
the  continuation  of  projects  authorized  in 
prior  years,  and  land  acquisition  related 
thereto).  $13.700  000.  to  be  allocated  as  fol- 
lows: 

Project  97-D-201.  advanced  test  reactor 
secondary  coolant  system  upgrades  Idaho 
National  Engineering  Laboratory.  Idaho, 
$400,000. 

Project  95-D-200,  laboratory  systems  and 
hot  cell  upgrades,  various  locations, 
$4,800,000. 

Project  95-D-201,  advanced  test  reactor  ra- 
dioactive waste  system  upgrades.  Idaho  Na- 
tional Engineering  Laboratory.  Idaho, 
$500,000. 


Project  9(X-N-102,  expended  core  facility  dry 
cell  project.  Naval  Reactors  Facility.  Idaho. 
$8,000,000. 

(C)  For  program  direction.  $18,902,000. 

(12)  For  international  nuclear  safety. 
$15,200,000. 

(13)  For  nuclear  security,  $6,000,000. 

SEC.  310«.  DEFENSE  NUCIXAR  WASTE  DISPOSAL. 

Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  Department  of  Energy  for  fis- 
cal year  1996  for  payment  to  the  Nuclear 
Waste  Fund  established  in  section  302(c)  of 
the  Nuclear  Waste  Policy  Ace  of  1982  (42 
U.S.C.  10222(c))  in  the  amount  of  $200,000,000. 

Subtitle  B— Recurring  General  Provisions 
SEC.  3121.  REPHOCRAMMING. 

(a)  L\  General.— UntU  the  Secretary  of 
Energy  submits  to  the  congressional  defense 
committees  the  report  referred  to  In  sub- 
section (b)  and  a  period  of  30  days  has 
elapsed  after  the  date  on  which  such  com- 
mittees receive  the  report,  the  Secretary 
may  not  use  amounts  appropriated  pursuant 
to  this  title  for  any  program — 

(1)  in  amounts  that  exceed,  in  a  fiscal 
year — 

(A)  110  percent  of  the  amount  authorized 
for  that  program  by  this  title;  or 

(B)  $1,000,000  more  than  the  amount  au- 
thorized for  that  program  by  this  title:  or 

(2)  which  has  not  been  presented  to.  or  re- 
quested of,  Congress. 

(b)  Report. — (l)  The  report  referred  to  In 
subsection  (a)  is  a  report  containing  a  full 
and  complete  statement  of  the  action  pro- 
posed to  be  taken  and  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances relied  upon  in  support  of  such 
proposed  action. 

(2)  In  the  computation  of  the  30-day  period 
under  subsection  (a),  there  shall  be  excluded 
any  day  on  which  either  House  of  Congress  is 
not  in  session  because  of  an  adjournment  of 
more  than  3  days  to  a  day  certain. 

(c)  Limitations.— (1)  In  no  event  may  the 
total  amount  of  funds  obligated  pursuant  to 
this  title  exceed  the  total  amount  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  by  this  title. 

(2)  Funds  appropriated  pursuant  to  this 
title  may  not  be  used  for  an  item  for  which 
Congress  has  specifically  denied  funds. 

SEC.      3122.      LIMITS      ON      GENERAL      PLANT 
PBOilECTS. 

(a)  Ln  General.— The  Secretary  of  Energy 
may  carry  out  any  construction  project 
under  the  general  plant  projects  authorized 
by  this  title  if  the  total  estimated  cost  of  the 
construction  project  does  not  exceed 
$2,000,000. 

(b)  Report  to  Congress.— If.  at  smy  time 
during  the  construction  of  any  general  plant 
project  authorized  by  this  title,  the  esti- 
mated cost  of  the  project  Is  revised  because 
of  unforeseen  cost  variations  and  the  revised 
cost  of  the  project  exceeds  $2,000,000,  the  Sec- 
retary shall  immediately  furnish  a  complete 
report  to  the  congressional  defense  commit- 
tees explaining  the  reasons  for  the  cost  vari- 
ation. 

SEC.  3123.  LIMITS  ON  CONSTRUCTION  PROJECTS. 

(a)  IN  General.— <1)  Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (2).  construction  on  a  construc- 
tion project  may  not  be  started  or  additional 
obligations  Incurred  In  connection  with  the 
project  above  the  total  estimated  cost,  when- 
ever the  current  estimated  cost  of  the  con- 
struction project,  which  is  authorized  by  sec- 
tion 3101.  3102.  or  3103.  or  which  is  in  support 
of  national  security  programs  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  and  was  authorized  by  any 
previous  Act.  exceeds  by  more  than  25  [>er- 
cent  the  higher  of— 

(A)  the  amount  authorized  for  the  project: 
or 


(B)  the  amount  of  the  total  estimated  cost 
for  the  project  as  shown  in  the  most  recent 
budget  justification  data  submitted  to  Con- 
gress. 

(2)  An  action  described  in  paragraph  (1) 
may  be  taken  if- 

(A)  the  Secretary  of  Energy  has  submitted 
to  the  congressional  defense  committees  a 
report  on  the  actions  and  the  circumstances 
making  such  action  necessary:  and 

(B)  a  period  of  30  days  has  elapsed  after  the 
date  on  which  the  report  Is  received  by  the 
committees. 

(3)  In  the  computation  of  the  30-day  period 
under  pairagraph  (2).  there  shall  be  excluded 
any  day  on  which  either  House  of  Congress  is 
not  in  session  because  of  an  adjournment  of 
more  than  3  days  to  a  day  certain. 

(b)  Exception. — Subsection  (a)  shall  not 
apply  to  any  construction  project  which  has 
a    current    estimated    cost    of    less    than 
$5,000,000. 
SEC.  3124.  FUND  TRANSFER  AUTHORmT. 

(a)  Transfer  to  Other  Federal  agen- 
CIES.— The  Secretary  of  Energy  may  transfer 
funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
Department  of  Energy  pursuant  to  this  title 
to  other  Federal  agencies  for  the  perform- 
ance of  work  for  which  the  funds  were  au- 
thorized. Funds  so  transferred  may  be 
merged  with  and  be  available  for  the  same 
purposes  and  for  the  same  period  as  the  au- 
thorizations of  the  Federal  agency  to  which 
the  amounts  are  transferred. 

(b)  Transfer  wrrmN  department  of  En- 
ergy; LaMTTATiONS.— (1)  Subject  to  paragraph 
(2).  the  Secretary  of  Energy  may  transfer 
funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
Depairtment  of  Energy  pursuant  to  this  title 
between  any  such  authorizations.  Amounts 
of  authorizations  so  transferred  may  be 
merged  with  and  be  available  for  the  same 
purposes  and  for  the  same  period  as  the  au- 
thorization to  which  the  amounts  are  trans- 
ferred. 

(2)  Not  more  than  five  percent  of  any  such 
authorization  may  be  transferred  between 
authorizations  under  paragraph  (1).  No  such 
authorization  may  be  Increased  or  decreased 
by  more  than  five  percent  by  a  transfer 
under  such  paragraph. 

(3)  The  authority  provided  by  this  section 
to  transfer  authorizations — 

(A)  may  only  be  used  to  provide  funds  for 
Items  relating  to  weapons  activities  nec- 
essary for  national  security  programs  that 
have  a  higher  priority  than  the  Items  from 
which  the  funds  are  transferred;  and 

(B)  may  not  be  used  to  provide  authority 
for  an  item  that  has  been  denied  funds  by 
Congress. 

(c)  NOTICE  to  Congress.— The  Secretary  of 
Energy  shall  promptly  notify  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Committee  on  National  Security  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  of  any  transfer  of 
funds  to  or  from  authorizations  under  this 
title. 

SEC.   3125.   AUTBORITY  FOR  CONCEPTUAL  AND 
CONSTRUCTION  DESIGN. 

'a)  REQUIREMENT  FOR  CONCEPTUAL  DE- 
SIGN.—(1)  Subject  to  paragraph  (2)  and  except 
as  provided  in  paragraph  (3).  before  submit- 
ting to  Congress  a  request  for  funds  for  a 
construction  project  that  is  In  support  of  a 
national  security  program  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy,  the  Secretary  of  Energy 
shall  complete  a  conceptual  design  for  that 
project.  The  Secretary  shall  submit  to  Con- 
gress a  report  on  each  conceptual  design 
completed  under  this  paragraph. 

(2)  If  the  estimated  cost  of  completing  a 
conceptual  design  for  a  construct!  in  project 
exceeds  $3,000,000,  the  Secretary  shall  submit 
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to  Congress  a  request  for  funds  for  the  con- 
ceptual design  before  submitting  a  request 
for  funds  for  the  construction  project. 

(3)  The  requirement  in  paragraph  (1)  does 
not  apply  to  a  request  for  funds — 

(A)  for  a  construction  project  the  total  es- 
timated cost  of  which  is  less  than  S2.000.000; 
or 

(B)  for  emergency  planning,  design,  and 
construction  activities  under  section  3126. 

(b)  ALTHORTTY  FOR  CO.NSTRUCTION  DESIGN.— 

(1)  Within  the  amounts  authorized  by  this 
title,  the  Secretary  of  Energy  may  carry  out 
construction  design  (including  architectural 
and  engineering  services)  in  connection  with 
any  proposed  construction  project  If  the 
total  estimated  cost  for  such  deslgm  does  not 
exceed  S600.000. 

(2)  If  the  total  estimated  cost  for  construc- 
tion design  in  connection  with  any  construc- 
tion project  exceeds  S800.000.  funds  for  such 
design  must  be  specifically  authorized  by 
law. 

SEC.  3US.  AUTHORITY  FOR  EMERGENCY  PLAN- 
NING, DESIGN,  AND  CONSTRUCTION 
ACTIVITIES. 

(a)  AUTHORITY.— The  Secretary  of  Energy 
may  use  any  funds  available  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  pursuant  to  an  authorization 
in  this  title,  including  those  funds  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  for  advance  planning 
and  construction  design  under  sections  3101. 
3102.  and  3103.  to  perform  planning,  designs, 
and  construction  activities  for  any  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  national  security  program 
construction  project  that,  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary,  must  proceed  expeditiously  in 
order  to  protect  public  health  and  safety,  to 
meet  the  needs  of  national  defense,  or  to  pro- 
tect property. 

(b)  LnoTATiON. — ^The  Secretary  may  not 
exercise  the  authority  under  subsection  (a) 
In  the  case  of  any  construction  project  until 
the  Secretary  has  submitted  to  the  congres- 
sional defense  committees  a  report  on  the 
activities  that  the  Secretary  Intends  to 
carry  out  under  this  section  and  the  cir- 
cumstances making  such  activities  nec- 
essary. 

(c)  Specific  ACTHORrrY.— The  requirement 
of  section  3125(b)(2)  does  not  apply  to  emer- 
gency planning,  design,  and  construction  ac- 
tivities conducted  under  this  section. 

SEC.  3U7.  FUNDS  AVAILABLE  FOR  ALL  NATIONAL 
SECURiry  FItOGBABtS  OF  THE  DE- 
PAinMENT  OF  ENERGY. 

Subject  to  the  provisions  of  appropriations 
Acts  and  section  3121.  amounts  appropriated 
pursuant  to  this  title  for  management  and 
support  activities  and  for  general  plant 
projects  are  available  for  use,  when  nec- 
essary, in  connection  with  all  national  secu- 
rity programs  of  the  Department  of  Energy. 

SEC.  312&  AVAILABILITY  OF  FUNDS. 

When  so  specified  in  an  appropriations  Act, 
amounts  appropriated  for  operation  and 
maintenance  or  for  plant  projects  may  re- 
main available  until  expended. 

Subtitle  C— Progrmm  Anthorizations, 
RcatrlctioiM.  and  Limitations 

SEC.  StSL  TRITIUM  PRODUCTION. 

(a)  ACCELERATION  OF  TRTITOM  PRODUC- 
TION.—(1)  The  Secretary  of  Energy  shall,  dur- 
ing fiscal  year  1997,  make  a  final  decision  on 
the  technologies  to  be  utilized,  and  the  ac- 
celerated schedule  to  be  adopted,  for  tritium 
production  in  order  to  meet  the  require- 
ments of  the  Nuclear  Weapons  Stockpile 
Memorandum  relating  to  tritium  produc- 
tion, including  the  new  tritium  production 
date  of  2005  specified  In  the  Nuclear  Weapons 
Stockpile  Memorandum. 

(2)  In  making  the  final  decision,  the  Sec- 
retary shall  take  Into  account  the  following: 


(A)  The  requirements  for  tritium  produc- 
tion specified  in  the  Nuclear  Weapons  Stock- 
pile Memorandum,  including,  in  particular, 
the  requirements  for  the  "upload  hedge" 
component  of  the  nuclear  weapons  stockpile. 

(B)  The  ongoing  activities  of  the  Depart- 
ment relating  to  the  evaluation  and  dem- 
onstration of  technologies  under  the  accel- 
erator reactor  program  and  the  commercial 
light  water  reactor  program. 

(b)  Report.— (1)  Not  later  than  April  15. 
1997.  the  Secretary  shall  submit  to  the  Con- 
gress a  report  that  sets  forth  the  final  deci- 
sion of  the  Secretary  under  subsection  (a)(1). 
The  report  shall  set  forth  in  detail— 

(A)  the  technologies  decided  on  under  that 
subsection;  and 

(B)  the  accelerated  schedule  for  the  pro- 
duction of  tritium  decided  on  under  that  sub- 
section. 

(2)  If  the  Secretary  determines  that  it  is 
not  possible  to  make  the  final  decision  by 
the  date  specified  in  paragraph  (1).  the  Sec- 
retary shall  submit  to  Congrress  on  that  date 
a  report  that  explains  in  detail  why  the  final 
decision  cannot  be  made  by  that  date. 

(c)  NEW  Tritium  p>roduction  Facility.- 
The  Secretary  shall  commence  planning  and 
design  activities  and  infrastructure  develop- 
ment for  a  new  tritium  production  facility. 

(d)  Lv-Reactor  Tests.— The  Secretary  may 
perform  in-reactor  tests  of  tritium  target 
rods  as  part  of  the  activities  carried  out 
under  the  commercial  light  water  reactor 
program. 

(e)  Funding. — Of  the  funds  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Department  of  Energy 
pursuant  to  section  3101 — 

(1)  not  more  than  S45.000.000  shall  be  avail- 
able for  research,  development,  and  tech- 
nology demonstration  activities  and  other 
activities  relating  to  the  production  of  trit- 
ium in  accelerators;  and 

(2)  not  more  than  S15.000.000  shall  be  avail- 
able for  the  commercial  light  water  reactor 
project,  including  activities  relating  to  tar- 
get development,  extraction  capability,  and 
reactor  acquisition  or  initial  tritium  oper- 
ations. 

SEC.  3132.  MODERNIZATION  AND  CONSOLIDA- 
TION OF  TRITIUM  RECYCLING  FA- 
dUTIES. 

(a)  Ln  General.— The  Secretary  of  Energy 
shall  carry  out  activities  to  modernize  and 
consolidate  the  facilities  for  recycling  trit- 
ium for  weapons  at  the  Savannah  River  Site. 
South  Carolina,  so  as  to  ensure  that  such  fa- 
cilities have  a  capacity  to  recycle  tritium 
from  weapons  that  is  adequate  to  meet  the 
requirements  for  tritium  for  weapons  speci- 
fied in  the  Nuclear  Weapons  Stockpile 
Memorandum. 

(b)  Funding.— Of  the  funds  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Department  of  Energy 
pursuant  to  section  3101.  not  more  than 
S6.000.000  shall  be  available  for  activities 
under  subsection  (a). 

SEC.  3133.  MODIFICATION  OF  REQUIREMENTS 
FOR  MANUFACTLTUNG  INFRASTRUC- 
TURE FOR  REFABRICATION  AND 
CERTIFICATION  OF  NUCLEAR  WEAP- 
ONS STOCKPILE. 

(a)  General  Program  requirements.— 
Subsection  (a)  of  section  3137  of  the  National 
Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year 
1996  (Public  Law  104-106;  110  Stat.  620;  42 
U.S.C.  2121  note)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  Inserting  "(1)"  before  "The  Sec- 
retary of  Energy"; 

(2)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (1)  through 
(5)  as  subparagraphs  (A)  through  (E),  respec- 
tively; and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(2)  The  purpose  of  the  program  carried 
out  under  paragraph  (1)  shall  also  be  to  de- 


velop manufacturing  capabilities  and  capac- 
ities necessary  to  meet  the  requirements 
specified  in  the  annual  Nuclear  Weapons 
Stockpile  Review.". 

(b)  Required  Capabilities.- Subsection 
(b)(3)  of  such  section  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(3)  The  capabilities  of  the  Savannah  River 
Site  relating  to  tritium  recycling  and  fissile 
materials  components  processing  and  fab- 
rication.". 

(c)  Plan  and  Report.— Not  later  than 
March  1.  1997.  the  Secretary  of  Energy  shall 
submit  to  Congress  a  report  containing  a 
plan  for  carrying  out  the  program  estab- 
lished under  section  3137(a)  of  the  National 
Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year 
1996.  as  amended  by  this  section.  The  report 
shall  set  forth  the  obligations  that  the  Sec- 
retary has  incurred,  and  proposes  to  incur, 
during  fiscal  year  1997  in  carrying  out  the 
program. 

(d)  Funding.— Of  the  funds  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  pursuant  to  section  3101(b). 
S5.000.000  shall  be  available  for  carrying  out 
the  program  established  under  section  3137(a) 
of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act 
for  Fiscal  Year  1996.  as  so  amended. 

SEC.  3134.  LDOTATION  ON  USE  OF  FUNDS  FOR 
CERTAIN  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOP- 
MENT PURPOSES. 

(a)  Limitation. — No  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  to  the  Department 
of  Energy  for  fiscal  year  1997  under  section 
3101  may  be  obligated  or  expended  for  activi- 
ties under  the  Department  of  Energy  Labora- 
tory Directed  Research  and  Development 
Program,  or  under  any  Department  of  En- 
ergy technology  transfer  program  or  cooper- 
ative research  and  development  agreement, 
unless  such  activities  support  the  national 
security  mission  of  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy. 

(b)  ANNUAL  Report.— (1)  The  Secretary  of 
Energy  shall  annually  submit  to  the  congres- 
sional defense  committees  a  report  on  the 
funds  expended  during  the  preceding  fiscal 
year  on  activities  under  the  Department  of 
EUiergy  Laboratory  Directed  Research  and 
Development  Program.  The  purpose  of  the 
report  is  to  permit  an  assessment  of  the  ex- 
tent to  which  such  activities  support  the  na- 
tional security  mission  of  the  Department  of 
Energy. 

(2)  Each  report  shall  be  prepared  by  the  of- 
ficials responsible  for  Federal  oversight  of 
the  funds  expended  on  activities  under  the 
program. 

(3)  Each  report  shall  set  forth  the  criteria 
utilized  by  the  officials  preparing  the  report 
in  determining  whether  or  not  the  activities 
reviewed  by  such  officials  support  the  na- 
tional security  mission  of  the  Department. 

SEC.  313S.  ACCELERATED  SCHEDULE  FOR  ISO- 
LATING HIGH-LEVEL  NUCLEAR 
WASIC  AT  THE  DEFENSE  WASTE 
PROCESSING  FACILmr,  SAVANNAH 
BIVERSITE. 

The  Secretary  of  Energy  shall  accelerate 
the  schedule  for  the  Isolation  of  high-level 
nuclear  waste  in  glass  canisters  at  the  De- 
fense Waste  Processing  Facility  at  the  Sa- 
vannah River  Site  if  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines that  the  acceleration  of  such  sched- 
ule— 

(1)  will  achieve  long-term  cost  savings  to 
the  Federal  Government;  and 

(2)  could  accelerate  the  removal  and  Isola- 
tion of  high-level  nuclear  waste  from  long- 
term  storage  tanks  at  the  site. 
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SEC.  313S.  PROCESSING  OF  HIGH-LEVEL  NU- 
CLEAR WASTE  AND  SPENT  NUCLEAR 
FUEL  RODS. 

(a)  In  GE.NERAL. — In  order  to  provide  for  an 
effective  response  to  requirements  for  man- 
aging spent  nuclear  fuel  that  is  sent  to  De- 
partment of  Energy  consolidation  sites  pur- 
suant to  the  Department  of  Energy  Pro- 
grammatic Spent  Nuclear  Fuel  Management 
and  Idaho  National  Engineering  Laboratory 
Environmental  Restoration  and  Waste  Man- 
agement Programs  Final  Environmental  Im- 
pact Statement,  dated  April  1995.  there  shall 
be  available  to  the  Secretary  of  Energy,  from 
amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated  pur- 
suant to  section  3102.  the  following  amounts 
for  the  purposes  stated: 

(1)  Not  more  than  S43.000.000  for  the  devel- 
opment and  Implementation  of  a  program  for 
the  processing,  reprocessing,  separation,  re- 
duction, isolation,  and  interim  storage  of 
high-level  nuclear  waste  associated  with  De- 
partment of  Energy  aluminum  clad  spent 
fuel  rods  and  foreign  spent  fuel  rods  in  the  H- 
canyon  facility  and  F-canyon  facility. 

(2)  Not  more  than  S15.000.000  for  the  devel- 
opment and  implementation  of  a  program  for 
the  treatment,  preparation,  and  conditioning 
of  high-level  nuclear  waste  associated  with 
Department  of  -Energy  stainless  steel  spent 
nuclear  fuel  rods  (including  naval  spent  nu- 
clear fuel)  for  Interim  storage  and  final  dis- 
position. 

(b)  Update  of  Implementation  Plan.— Not 
later  than  April  30.  1997.  the  Secretary  shall 
submit  to  Congress  a  plan  which  updates  the 
five-year  plan  required  by  section  3142(b)  of 
the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for 
Fiscal  Year  1996  (Public  Law  104-106;  110 
Stat.  622).  The  updated  plan  shall  Include — 

(1)  the  matters  required  by  paragraphs  (1) 
through  (4)  of  such  section,  current  as  of  the 
date  of  the  updated  plan;  and 

(2)  the  assessment  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
progress  made  in  implementing  the  program 
covered  by  the  plans. 

SEC.  3137.  FELLOWSHIP  PROGRAM  FOR  DEVEL- 
OPMENT OF  SKUXS  CRITICAL  TO 
DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY  NUCLEAR 
WEAPONS  COMPLEX. 

(a)  Funding.— Subject  to  subsection  (b),  of 
the  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  pur- 
suant to  section  3101(b).  SS.OOO.OOO  may  be 
used  for  conducting  the  fellowship  program 
for  the  development  of  skills  critical  to  the 
ongoing  mission  of  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy nuclear  weapons  complex  required  by 
section  3140  of  the  National  Defense  Author- 
ization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  (Public  Law 
104-106;  110  Stat.  621;  42  U.S.C.  2121  note). 

(b)  Notice  and  Watt.- The  Secretary  of 
Energy  may  not  obligate  or  expend  funds 
under  subsection  (a)  for  the  fellowship  pro- 
gram referred  to  In  that  subsection  until— 

(1)  the  Secretary  submits  to  Congress  a  re- 
port setting  forth- 

(A)  the  steps  the  Department  has  taken  to 
implement  the  fellowship  program; 

(B)  the  amount  the  Secretary  proposes  to 
obligate;  and 

(C)  the  purposes  for  which  such  amount 
wiU  be  obligated;  and 

(2)  a  period  of  21  days  elapses  from  the  date 
of  the  receipt  of  the  report  by  Congress. 

Subtitle  D— Otber  Matters 
SEC.    3191.   REQUIREMENT    FOR   ANNUAL   FIVE- 
YEAR  BUDGET  rOR  THE  NATIONAL 
SECURITY  PROGRAMS  OF  THE  DE- 
PARIWENT  OF  ENERGY. 

(a)  Requirement.— The  Secretary  of  En- 
ergy shall  prepare  each  year  a  budget  for  the 
national  security  programs  of  the  Dei)art- 
ment  of  Energy  for  the  five-year  period  be- 
ginning in  the  year  the  budget  is  prepared. 
Each  budget  shall  contain  the  estimated  ex- 


penditures and  proposed  appropriations  nec- 
essary to  support  the  programs,  projects,  and 
activities  of  the  national  security  programs 
during  the  five-year  period  covered  by  the 
budget  and  shall  be  at  a  level  of  detail  com- 
parable to  that  contained  in  the  budget  sub- 
mitted by  the  President  to  Congress  under 
section  1105  of  title  31.  United  States  Code. 

(b)  Submittal.— The  Secretary  shall  sub- 
mit each  year  to  the  congressional  defense 
committees  the  budget  required  under  sub- 
section (a)  in  that  year  at  the  same  time  as 
the  President  submits  to  Congress  the  budg- 
et for  the  coming  fiscal  year  pursuant  to 
such  section  1105. 

SEC.  31S2.  REQUIREMENTS  FOR  DEPARTMENT  OF 
ENERGY  WEAPONS  ACTIVITIES 
BUDGETS  FOR  FISCAL  YEARS  AFTER 
FISCAL  YEAR  1997. 

(a)  In  General. — The  weapons  activities 
budget  of  the  Department  of  Energy  for  any 
fiscal  year  after  fiscal  year  1997  shall — 

(1)  set  forth  with  respect  to  each  of  the  ac- 
tivities under  the  budget  (Including  stock- 
pile stewardship,  stockpile  management,  and 
program  direction)  the  funding  requested  to 
carry  out  each  project  or  activity  that  is 
necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
Nuclear  Weapons  Stockpile  Memorandum; 
and 

(2)  identify  specific  infrastructure  require- 
ments arising  from  the  Nuclear  Posture  Re- 
view, the  Nuclear  Weapons  Stockpile  Memo- 
randum, and  the  programmatic  and  tech- 
nical requirements  associated  with  the  re- 
view and  memorandum. 

(b)  Required  Detail.— The  Secretary  of 
Energy  shall  include  in  the  miaterials  that 
the  Secretary  submits  to  Congress  in  support 
of  the  budget  for  any  fiscal  year  after  fiscal 
year  1997  that  is  submitted  by  the  President 
pursuant  to  section  1105  of  title  31.  United 
States  Code,  the  following: 

(1)  A  long-term  program  plan,  and  a  near- 
term  program  plan,  for  the  certification  and 
stewardship  of  the  nuclear  weapons  stock- 
pile. 

(2)  An  assessment  of  the  effects  of  the 
plans  referred  to  In  paragraph  (1)  on  each  nu- 
clear weapons  laboratory  and  each  nuclear 
weapons  production  plant. 

(c)  Definitions.- In  this  section: 

(1)  The  term  "Nuclear  Posture  Review" 
means  the  Department  of  Defense  Nuclear 
Posture  Review  as  contained  in  the  report  of 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  the  President 
and  the  Congress  dated  February  19.  1995.  or 
in  subsequent  such  reports. 

(2)  The  term  "nuclear  weapons  laboratory" 
means  the  following: 

(A)  Lawrence  Llvermore  National  Labora- 
tory. California. 

(B)  Los  Alamos  National  Laboratory,  New 
Mexico. 

(C)  Sandla  National  Laboratories. 

(3)  The  term  "nuclear  weapons  production 
plant"  means  the  following: 

(A)  The  Pantex  Plant. 

(B)  The  Savannah  River  Site. 

(C)  The  Kansas  City  Plant,  Missouri. 

(D)  The  Y-12  Plant.  Oak  Ridge.  Tennessee. 

SEC.  31S3.  REPEAL  OF  REQUIREMENT  RELATING 
TO  ACCOUNTING  PROCEDURES  FOR 
DEPARmENT  OF  ENERGY  FUNDS. 

Section  3151  of  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  (Public 
Law  10»-337;  106  Stat.  3089)  is  repealed. 

SEC.  3154.  PLANS  FOR  ACIlVITlliS  TO  PROCESS 
NUCLEAR  MAISRIALS  AND  CLEAN 
UP  NUCtKARWAgre  AT  THE  SAVAN- 
NAH RIVEE  SITE. 

(a)  NEAR-TERM  Plan  for  Processing 
Spent  Fuel  rods.— (l)  Not  later  than  March 
15, 1997,  the  Secretary  of  Energy  shaJl  submit 
to  Congress  a  plan  for  a  near-term  program 


to  process  the  spent  nuclear  fuel  rods  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (2)  in  the  H-canyon  fa- 
cility and  the  F-canyon  facility  at  the  Sa- 
vannah River  Site.  The  plan  shall  include 
cost  projections  and  resource  requirements 
for  the  program  and  identify  program  mile- 
stones for  the  program. 

(2)  The  spent  nuclear  fuel  rods  to  be  proc- 
essed under  the  program  referred  to  In  para- 
graph (1)  are  the  following: 

(A)  Spent  nuclear  fuel  rods  produced  at  the 
Savannah  River  Site. 

(B)  Spent  nuclear  fuel  rods  being  sent  to 
the  site  from  other  Department  of  Energy  fa- 
cilities for  processing,  interim  storage,  and 
other  treatment. 

(C)  Foreign  nuclear  spent  fuel  rods  being 
sent  to  the  site  for  processing,  interim  stor- 
age, and  other  treatment. 

(b)  Multi-Year  Plan  for  Clean-Up  at 
SrrE.— The  Secretary  shall  develop  and  im- 
plement a  multi-year  plan  for  the  clean-up  of 
nuclear  waste  at  the  Savannah  River  Site 
that  results,  or  has  resulted,  from  the  follow- 
ing: 

(1)  Nuclear  weapons  activities  carried  out 
at  the  site. 

(2)  The  processing  of  Department  of  Energy 
domestic  and  foreign  spent  nuclear  fuel  rods 
at  the  site. 

(c)  Require-ment  for  Co.vtinuing  Oper- 
ations.—The  Secretary  shall  continue  oper- 
ations and  maintain  a  high  state  of  readiness 
at  the  H-canyon  facility  and  the  F-canyon 
facility  at  the  Savannah  River  Site,  and 
shall  provide  technical  staff  necessary  to  op- 
erate and  so  maintain  such  facilities,  pend- 
ing the  development  and  implementation  of 
the  plan  referred  to  in  subsection  (b). 

SEC.   31U.   UPDATE   OF   REPORT  ON   NUCLEAR 
TEST  READINESS  FOSrUBES. 

Not  later  than  February  15.  1997.  the  Sec- 
retary of  Energy  shall  submit  to  Congress  a 
report  which  updates  the  report  submitted 
by  the  Secretary  under  section  3152  of  the 
National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fis- 
cal Year  1996  (PubUc  Law  104-106;  110  Stat. 
623).  The  updated  report  shall  Include  the 
matters  specified  under  such  section,  current 
as  of  the  date  of  the  updated  report. 
SEC.  3196.  REPORTS  ON  CRITICAL  DIFFICULTIES 
AT    NUCLEAR    WEAPONS    LABORA- 
TORIES   AND    NUCLEAR    WEAPONS 
PRODUCTION  PLANTS. 

(a)  Reports  by  heads  of  Laboratories 
and  Plants.— In  the  event  of  a  difficulty  at 
a  nuclear  weapons  laboratory  or  a  nuclear 
weapons  production  plant  that  has  a  signifi- 
cant bearing  on  confidence  in  the  safety  or 
reliability  of  a  nuclear  weapon  or  nuclear 
weapon  type,  the  head  of  the  laboratory  or 
plant,  as  the  case  may  be.  shall  submit  to 
the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Energy  for  De- 
fense Programs  a  report  on  the  difficulty. 
The  head  of  the  laboratory  or  plant  shall 
submit  the  report  as  soon  as  practicable 
after  discovery  of  the  difficulty. 

(b)  Transmittal  by  assistant  Sec- 
retary.—As  soon  as  practicable  after  receipt 
of  a  report  under  subsection  (a),  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  shall  transmit  the  report  (to- 
gether with  the  comments  of  the  Assistant 
Secretary)  to  the  congressional  defense  com- 
mittees and  to  the  Secretary  of  Energy  and 
the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

(c)  Reports  by  nuclear  weapons  Coun- 
cil.—Section  179  of  title  10.  United  SUtes 
Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  redesignating  subsection  (e)  as  sub- 
section (f);  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (d)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection  (e): 

"(e)  In  addition  to  the  responsibilities  set 
forth  in  suteection  (d).  the  Council  shall  also 
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submit  to  Consrress  a  report  on  any  analysis 
conducted  by  the  Council  with  respect  to  dif- 
ficulties at  nuclear  weapons  laboratories  or 
nuclear  weapons  production  plants  that  have 
significant  bearing  on  confidence  in  the  safe- 
ty or  reliability  of  nuclear  weapons  or  nu- 
clear weapon  types.", 
(d)  DEFiNrnoNS.— In  this  section: 

(1)  The  term  "nuclear  weapons  laboratory" 
means  the  following:: 

(A)  Lawrence  Livermore  National  Labora- 
tory, California. 

(B)  Los  Alamos  National  Laboratory,  New 
Mexico. 

(C)  Sandia  National  Laboratories. 

(2)  The  term  "nuclear  weapons  production 
plant"  means  the  following: 

(A)  The  Pantex  Plant. 

(B)  The  Savannah  River  Site. 

(C)  The  Kansas  City  Plant,  Missouri. 

(D)  The  Y-12  Plant,  Oak  Ridge,  Tennessee. 

SEC.  3157.  EXTENSION  OF  APFUCABUJTY  OF  NO- 
TICE-AND-WAIT  REQinBEMENT  HE- 
CAROING  PROPOSED  COOPERATION 
AGREEMENTS. 

Section  3155(b)  of  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  (42 
U.S.C.  2153  note)  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"October  1,  1996"  and  inserting  In  lieu  there- 
of "December  31.  1997". 

SEC.  31«.  REIffiSIGNATION  OF  DEFENSE  ENVI- 
RONMENTAL RESTORATION  AND 
WASTE  MANAGEMENT  PROGRAM  AS 
DEFENSE  NUCIEAR  WASTE  MANAGE- 
MENT PROGRAM. 

(a)  Redesignation  of  Progra.m.— (l)  The 
program  of  the  Department  of  Energy  known 
as  the  Defense  Envlro;imental  Restoration 
and  Waste  Management  Program,  and  also 
known  as  the  Environmental  Management 
Program,  shall  be  known  as  the  Defense  Nu- 
clear Waste  Management  Program  of  the  De- 
partment of  Energy. 

(2)  Any  reference  to  the  program  of  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  known  as  the  Defense 
Environmental  Restoration  and  Waste  Man- 
agement Program,  and  also  known  as  the 
Environmental  Management  Program,  in 
any  Federal  law.  Executive  order,  regula- 
tion, delegation  of  authority,  or  document  of 
or  pertaining  to  the  Department  of  Energy 
or  the  Department  of  Defense  shall  be 
deemed  to  refer  to  the  Defense  Nuclear 
Waste  Management  Program  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy. 

(b)  Redesignation  of  assistant  Sec- 
retary OF  ENEKcr.— (1)  The  Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  Energy  appointed  under  section 
203(a)  of  the  Department  of  Energy  Organiza- 
tion Act  (42  U.S.C.  7133(a))  who  is  responsible 
for  the  program  of  the  Department  of  Energy 
known  as  the  Defense  Environmental  Res- 
toration and  Waste  Management  Program, 
and  also  known  as  the  Environmental  Man- 
agement Program,  shall  be  known  as  the  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  Energy  for  Defense  Nu- 
clear Waste  Management. 

(2)  Any  reference  to  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  Elnergy  described  in  paragraph  (1) 
In  aoiy  Federal  law.  Executive  order,  regula- 
tion, delegation  of  authority,  or  document  of 
or  pertaining  to  the  Department  of  Energy 
or  the  Department  of  Defense  shall  be 
deemed  to  refer  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
EInergy  for  Defense  Nuclear  Waste  Manage- 
ment- 

(c)  REDESIGNATION  OF  ACCOUNT.— (1)  Sub- 
section (a)  of  section  3134  of  the  National  De- 
fense Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Years  1992 
and  1933  (Public  Law  102-190:  105  Stat.  1575;  42 
U.S.C.  72740  is  amended  by  striking  out  "De- 
fense Environmental  Restoration  and  Waste 
Management  Account"  and  Inserting  In  lieu 
thereof  "Defense  Nuclear  Waste  Manage- 
ment Account". 


(2)  The  section  heading  of  such  section  Is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

-SEC.  3134.  DEFENSE  NUCLEAR  WASTE  MANAGE- 
MENT ACCOUNT.". 

(d)  REPORT   ON   REDESIGNATION.— Not   later 

than  January  31,  1997,  the  Secretary  of  En- 
ergy shall  submit  to  congressional  defense 
committees  a  report  on  the  redeslgnatlons  to 
be  made  under  this  section.  The  report  shall 
estimate  the  costs.  If  any.  to  the  Department 
of  Energy  of  the  redeslgnatlons  to  be  made 
under  this  section  and  describe  any  potential 
problems  for  the  Department  arising  from 
such  redeslgnatlons. 

(e)  EFFECTIVE  D.^TE.— This  section  and  the 
amendments  made  by  subsection  (c)  shall 
take  effect  on  October  1, 1997. 

SEC.      3159.      COMMISSION      ON      MAINTAINING 
UNITED  STATES  NUCLEAR  WEAPONS 

EXPERTISE. 

(a)  ESTABUSHME.NT.— There  is  hereby  es- 
tablished a  commission  to  be  known  as  the 
"Commission  on  Maintaining  United  States 
Nuclear  Weapons  Expertise"  (In  this  section 
referred  to  as  the  "Commission"). 

(b)  ORGANIZATIONAL   MATTERS.— (1)(A)   The 

Commission  shall  be  composed  of  nine  mem- 
bers appointed  from  among  individuals  in 
the  public  and  private  sectors  who  have  sig- 
nificant experience  in  matters  relating  to 
nuclear  weapons  as  follows; 

(1)  Two  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Majority 
Leader  of  the  Senate  (In  consultation  with 
the  Minority  Leader  of  the  Senate). 

(11)  One  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Minority 
Leader  of  the  Senate  (in  consultation  with 
the  Majority  Leader  of  the  Senate). 

(ill)  Two  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  (in  consulta- 
tion with  the  Minority  Leader  of  the  House 
of  Representatives). 

(Iv)  One  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Minority 
Leader  of  the  House  of  Representatives  (in 
consultation  with  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives). 

(V)  Three  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Energy. 

(B)  Members  shall  be  appointed  for  the  life 
of  the  Commission.  Any  vacancy  In  the  Com- 
mission shall  not  affect  Its  powers,  but  shall 
be  filled  In  the  same  manner  as  the  original 
appointment. 

(C)  The  chairman  of  the  Commission  shall 
be  designated  from  among  the  members  of 
the  Commission  appointed  under  subpara- 
graph (A)  by  the  Majority  Leader  of  the  Sen- 
ate, in  consultation  with  the  Minority  Lead- 
er of  the  Senate. 

(2)  The  members  of  the  Commission  shall 
establish  procedures  for  the  activities  of  the 
Commission,  including  procedures  for  calling 
meetings,  requirements  for  quonims,  and  the 
manner  of  taking  votes. 

(c)  Duties.— (1)  The  Commission  shall  de- 
velop a  plan  for  recruiting  and  retaining 
within  the  Department  of  Energy  nuclear 
weapons  complex  such  scientific,  engineer- 
ing, and  technical  personnel  as  the  Commis- 
sion determines  appropriate  in  order  to  per- 
mit the  Department  to  maintain  over  the 
long  term  a  safe  and  reliable  nuclear  weap- 
ons stockpile  without  engaging  in  under- 
ground testing. 

(2)  In  developing  the  plan,  the  Conmilsslon 
shall— 

(A)  identify  actions  that  the  Secretary 
may  undertake  to  attract  qualified  sci- 
entific, engineering,  and  technical  personnel 
to  the  nuclear  weapons  complex  of  the  De- 
partment; and 

(B)  review  and  recommend  improvements 
to  the  on-going  efforts  of  the  Department  to 
attract  such  personnel  to  the  nuclear  weap- 
ons complex. 


(d)  Report.— Not  later  than  March  15, 1998, 
the  Commission  shall  submit  to  the  Sec- 
retary and  to  Congress  a  report  containing 
the  plan  developed  under  subsection  (c).  The 
report  may  Include  recommendations  for  leg- 
islation and  administrative  action. 

(e)  Commission  Personnel  Matters.— (l) 
Each  member  of  the  Commission  who  Is  not 
an  officer  or  employee  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment shall  be  compensated  at  a  rate 
equal  to  the  dally  equivalent  of  the  annual 
rate  of  basic  pay  prescribed  for  level  IV  of 
the  Executive  Schedule  under  section  5315  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code,  for  each  day  (In- 
cluding travel  time)  during  which  such  mem- 
ber Is  engaged  in  the  performance  of  the  du- 
ties of  the  Commission.  All  members  of  the 
Commission  who  are  officers  or  employees  of 
the  United  States  shall  serve  without  com- 
pensation In  addition  to  that  received  for 
their  services  as  officers  or  employees  of  the 
United  States. 

(2)  The  members  of  the  Commission  shall 
be  allowed  travel  expenses,  including  per 
diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  at  rates  author- 
ized for  employees  of  agencies  under  sub- 
chapter I  of  chapter  57  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  while  away  from  their  homes  or 
regular  places  of  business  in  the  performance 
of  services  for  the  Commission. 

(3)  The  Commission  may,  without  regard 
to  the  civil  service  laws  and  regulations,  ap- 
point and  terminate  such  personnel  as  may 
be  necessary  to  enable  the  Commission  to 
perform  Its  duties.  The  Commission  may  fix 
the  compensation  of  the  i>ersonnel  of  the 
Commission  without  regard  to  the  provisions 
of  chapter  51  and  subchapter  m  of  chapter  53 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  relating  to 
classification  of  positions  and  General 
Schedule  pay  rates. 

(4)  Any  Federal  Government  employee  may 
be  detailed  to  the  Commission  without  reim- 
bursement, and  such  detail  shall  be  without 
interruption  or  loss  of  civil  service  status  or 
privilege. 

(f)  Termination.— The  Commission  shall 
terminate  30  days  after  the  date  on  which 
the  Commission  submits  its  report  under 
subsection  (d). 

(g)  Applicability  of  FACA.— The  provi- 
sions of  the  Federal  Advisory  Corajnittee  Act 
(5  U.S.C.  App.)  shall  not  apply  to  the  activi- 
ties of  the  Commission. 

(h)  FxncDDJG.— Of  the  amounts  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  pursuant  to  section  3101, 
not  more  than  S1,000,000  shall  be  available  for 
the  activities  of  the  Commission  under  this 
section.  Funds  made  available  to  the  Com- 
mission under  this  section  shall  remain 
available  until  exipended. 

SEC.  3160.  SENSE  OF  SENATE  REGARDING  REU- 
ABIUTY  AND  SAFETY  OF  REMAINING 
NUCLEAR  FORCES. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1)  The  United  States  Is  committed  to  pro- 
ceeding with  a  robust  science-based  stock- 
pile stewardship  program  with  respect  to 
production  of  nuclear  weapons,  and  to  main- 
taining nuclear  weapons  production  capabili- 
ties and  capacities,  that  are  adequate — 

(A)  to  ensure  the  safety,  reliability,  and 
performance  of  the  United  States  nuclear  ar- 
senal: &nd 

(B)  to  meet  such  changing  national  secu- 
rity requirements  as  may  result  from  Inter- 
national developments  or  technical  problems 
with  nuclear  warheads. 

(2)  The  United  States  is  committed  to  rees- 
tablishing and  maintaining  production  of  nu- 
clear weapons  at  levels  that  are  sufficient— 

(A)  to  satisfy  requirements  for  the  safety, 
reliability,  and  performance  of  United  States 
nuclear  weai>ons:  and 
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(B)  to  demonstrate  and  sustain  production 
capabilities  and  capacities. 

(3)  The  United  States  is  committed  to 
maintaining  the  nuclear  weapons  labora- 
tories and  protecting  core  nuclear  weapons 
competencies. 

(4)  The  United  States  is  committed  to  en- 
suring the  rapid  access  to  a  new  production 
source  of  tritium  within  the  next  decade,  as 
it  currently  has  no  meaningful  capability  to 
produce  tritium,  a  component  that  is  essen- 
tial to  the  performance  of  modem  nuclear 
weapons. 

(5)  The  United  States  reserves  the  right, 
consistent  with  United  States  law,  to  resume 
underground  nuclear  testing  to  maintain 
confidence  in  the  United  States'  stockpile  of 
nuclear  weapons  if  warhead  design  flaws  or 
aging  of  nuclear  weapons  result  In  problems 
that  a  robust  stockpile  stewardship  program 
cannot  solve. 

(6)  The  United  States  is  committed  to 
funding  the  Nevada  Test  Site  at  a  level  that 
maintains  the  ability  of  the  United  States  to 
resume  underground  nuclear  testing  within 
one  year  after  a  national  decision  to  do  so  Is 
made. 

(7)  The  United  States  reserves  the  right  to 
Invoke  the  supreme  national  interest  of  the 
United  States  and  withdraw  from  any  future 
arms  control  agreement  to  limit  under- 
ground nuclear  testing. 

(b)  SENSE  of  the  Senate  Regarding  Presi- 
dential Consultation  with  Congress.— it  is 
the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  President 
should  consult  closely  with  Congress  regard- 
ing United  States  policy  and  practices  to  en- 


sure confidence  in  the  safety  and  reliability 
of  the  nuclear  stockpile  of  the  United  States. 

(C)  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE  REGARDING  NOTI- 
FICATION AND  CONSLT-TATION.- It  Is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that,  upon  a  determination  by 
the  President  that  a  problem  with  the  safety 
or  reliability  of  the  nuclear  stockpile  has  oc- 
curred and  that  the  problem  cannot  be  cor- 
rected within  the  stockpile  stewardship  pro- 
gram, the  President  shall— 

(1)  immediately  notify  Congress  of  the 
problem:  and 

(2)  submit  to  Congress  In  a  timely  manner 
a  plan  for  corrective  action  with  respect  to 
the  problem.  Including— 

(A)  a  technical  description  of  the  activities 
required  under  the  plan;  and 

(B)  if  underground  testing  of  nuclear  weap- 
ons would  assist  in  such  corrective  action, 
an  assessment  of  advisability  of  withdrawing 
from  any  treaty  that  prohibits  underground 
testing  of  nuclear  weapons. 

TITLE  XXXn— DEFENSE  NUCLEAR 
FACIUnES  SAFETY  BOARD 
SEC.  320L  AUTHORIZATION. 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
fiscal  year  1997,  $17,000,000  for  the  operation 
of  the  Defense  Nuclear  Facilities  Safety 
Board  under  chapter  21  of  the  Atomic  Energy 
Act  of  1954  (42  U.S.C.  2286  et  seq.). 

TITLE  XXXm— NATIONAL  DEFENSE 
STOCKPILE 
SEC.    3301.    AUTHORIZED    USES    OF    STOCKPILE 
FUNDS. 

(a)  Obugations  Authorized.— During  fis- 
cal year  1997,  the  National  Defense  Stockpile 
Manager  may  obligate  up  to  $60,000,000  of  the 
funds    in    the    National    Defense    Stockpile 


Transaction  Fund  established  under  sub- 
section (a)  of  section  9  of  the  Strategic  and 
Critical  Materials  Stock  Piling  Act  (SO 
U.S.C.  98h)  for  the  authorized  uses  of  such 
funds  under  subsection  (b)(2)  of  such  section. 

(b)  ADDmoN.iL  Obligations.- The  Na- 
tional Defense  Stockpile  Manager  may  obli- 
gate amounts  In  excess  of  the  amount  speci- 
fied in  subsection  (a)  if  the  National  Defense 
Stockpile  Manager  notifies  Congress  that  ex- 
traordinary or  emergency  conditions  neces- 
sitate the  additional  obligations.  The  Na- 
tional Defense  Stockpile  Manager  may  make 
the  additional  obllgratlons  described  in  the 
notification  after  the  end  of  the  45-day  pe- 
riod beginning  on  the  date  Congress  receives 
the  notification. 

(c)  Limitations.— The  authorities  provided 
by  this  section  shall  be  subject  to  such  limi- 
tations as  may  be  provided  In  appropriations 
Acts. 

SEC.  330S.  DISPOSAL  OF  CERTAIN  MATERIALS  IN 
NATIONAL  DEFENSE  STOCKPILE. 

(a)  DISPOSAL  Required.- The  President 
shall  dispose  of  materials  contained  in  the 
National  Defense  Stockpile  and  specified  In 
the  table  in  subsection  (b)  so  as  to  result  In 
receipts  to  the  United  States  in  amounts 
equal  to — 

(1)  S338.000.000  during  the  flve-Qscal  year 
period  ending  on  September  30.  2001;  and 

(2)  $849,000,000  during  the  seven-fiscal  year 
period  ending  on  September  30,  2003. 

(b)  Limitation  on  Disposal  Quantity.- 
The  total  quantities  of  materials  authorized 
for  disposal  by  the  President  under  sub- 
section (a)  may  not  exceed  the  amounts  set 
forth  in  the  following  table: 


Alufflinum _. 

CebM 

Cotaatiuin  Fcrro  . 
Genuauim  IMal 

Indiiui)  

PiHidiuni  

natimim  _ _. 

Rubtcr.  Nitunl  ... 
Tantjiuni.  Carbide 
Tantalum.  Minenb 
Tantalum,  (kule  — 


62J8I  start  tons 
30.000.000  pounds  csntainnt 
930.911  pounds  csntamd 
40.000  kilograms 
35.000  Wi  ounces 
IS.OOO  trey  ounces 
10.000  Irer  ounces 
I2i.\ii  long  ions 
6.000  pounds  contained 
750.000  pounds  contained 
40.000  pounds  csntained 


(c)  Deposit  of  Receipts.— (l)  Notwith- 
standing section  9  of  the  Strategic  and  Criti- 
cal Materials  Stock  Piling  Act  (50  U.S.C.  98h) 
and  except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2). 
funds  received  as  a  result  of  the  disposal  of 
materials  under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  de- 
posited Into  the  general  fund  of  the  Treas- 
ury. 

(2)  Funds  received  as  a  result  of  such  dis- 
posal In  excess  of  the  amount  of  receipts 
specified  In  subsection  (a)(2)  shall  be  depos- 
ited in  the  National  Defense  Stockpile 
Transaction  Fund  established  by  section  9(a) 
of  that  Act. 

(d)  Relationship  to  Other  Disposal  au- 
THORmr.— The  disposal  authority  provided  In 
subsection  (a)  Is  new  disposal  authority  and 
is  in  addition  to.  and  shall  not  affect,  any 
other  disposal  authority  provided  by  law  re- 
garding the  materials  specified  in  such  sub- 
section. 

(e)  DEFiNrnoN.— The  term  "National  De- 
fense Stockpile"  means  the  National  Defense 
Stockpile  provided  for  In  section  4  of  the 
Strategic  and  Critical  Materials  Stock  Pil- 
ing Act  (50  U.S.C.  98c). 


TITLE  XXXIV— NAVAL  PETROLEUM 

RESERVES 

SEC.  3401.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS. 

There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  Secretary  of  Energy 
$149,500,000  for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  out  activities  under  chapter  641 
of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  relating  to 
the  naval  petroleum  reserves  (as  defined  in 
section  7420(2)  of  such  title).  Funds  appro- 
priated pursuant  to  such  authorization  shall 
remain  available  until  expended. 

TITLE  XXXV— PANAMA  CANAL 
COMMISSION 
SEC.  3501.  SHORT  TmX. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Panama 
Canal  Commission  Authorization  Act  for 
Fiscal  Year  1997". 

SEC.  3502.  AUTHORIZATION  OF  EXPENDITURES. 

(a)  IN  General.— Subject  to  subsection  (b), 
the  Panama  Canal  Commission  is  authorized 
to  make  such  expenditures  within  the  limits 
of  funds  and  borrowing  authority  available 
to  It  in  accordance  with  law,  and  to  make 
such  contracts  and  commitments,  to  be  de- 
rived from  the  Panama  Canal  Commission 
Revolving  Fund,  as  may  be  necessary  under 
the  Panama  Canal  Act  of  1979  (22  U.S.C.  3G01 
et  seq.)  for  the  operation,  maintenance,  im- 


provement, and  administration  of  the  Pan- 
ama Canal  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

(b)  LIMITATIONS.— For  fiscal  year  1997,  the 
Panama  Canal  Commission  may  expend  from 
funds  In  the  Panama  Canal  Revolving  Fund 
not  more  than  $73,000  for  reception  and  rep- 
resentation exi)enses,  of  which— 

(1)  not  more  than  $18,000  may  be  used  for 
official  reception  and  representation  ex- 
penses of  the  Supervisory  Board  of  the  Com- 
mission; 

(2)  not  more  than  $10,000  may  be  used  for 
offlcijd  reception  and  representation  ex- 
penses of  the  Secretary  of  the  Commission; 
and 

(3)  not  more  than  $45,000  may  be  used  for 
official  reception  and  representation  ex- 
penses of  the  Administrator  of  the  Commis- 
sion. 

SEC.  3503.  PURCHASE  OF  VEHICLES. 

Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  law  re- 
lating to  purchase  of  vehicles  by  agencies  of 
the  Federal  Government,  funds  available  to 
the  Panama  Canal  Commission  shall  be 
available  for  the  purchase  of,  and  for  trans- 
portation to  the  Republic  of  Panama  of,  pas- 
senger motor  vehicles,  including  large, 
heavy-duty  vehicles. 
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SEC.  S5M.  EXPENDITUBES  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH 
OTHER  LAWS. 

Expenditures  authorized  under  ttiis  title 
may  be  naade  only  In  accordance  with  the 
Panama.  Canal  Treaties  of  1977  and  any  law 
of  the  United  States  implementing  those 
treaties. 

Mr.  THURMOND  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Thur- 
mond] is  recognized. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President, 
today,  the  Senate  begrins  consideration 
of  S.  1745,  the  national  defense  author- 
ization bill  for  fiscal  year  1997.  In 
crafting-  this  important  legislation,  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services  placed 
the  national  security  interests  of  the 
United  States  and  the  strength  of  our 
Armed  Forces  above  other  consider- 
ations. The  national  defense  authoriza- 
tion bill  for  fiscal  year  1997  reflects  the 
committee's  bipartisan  approach  to 
these  overarching  priorities,  and  pro- 
vides a  clear  basis  and  direction  for 
U.S.  national  security  policies  and  pro- 
grams into  the  21st  century. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  thank 
the  distinguished  ranking  member  of 
the  Conmiittee  on  Armed  Services, 
Senator  NxmN,  for  his  outstanding 
leadership  and  cooperation  in  the  for- 
mulation of  this  bill.  It  has  been  a  sin- 
gular privilege  and  honor  for  me  to 
work  with  Senator  Nunn  over  many 
years  on  the  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee. I  very  much  regret  that  this  will 
be  his  last  defense  authorization  bill, 
and  hope  that  this  bill  will  serve  as  a 
clear  legacy  to  Senator  Nunn's  endur- 
ing contributions  to  the  U.S.  Armed 
Forces  and  this  Nation's  security. 

I  would  also  like  to  recognize  the  dis- 
tinguished contributions  to  national 
security  of  Senator  Cohen  and  Senator 
ExON.  This  bill  is  also  the  last  defense 
authorization  bill  for  these  two  out- 
standing Senators,  and  I  would  like  to 
thank  them  for  their  dedication  to  and 
support  of  our  Armed  Forces. 

Mr.  President,  the  following  prior- 
ities were  our  roadmap  in  formulating 
this  authorization  bill: 

Ensuring  national  security  and  the 
status  of  the  United  States  as  the 
world's  preeminent  military  power; 
protecting  the  readiness  of  our  Armed 
Forces;  enhancing  the  quality  of  life  of 
military  personnel  and  their  families: 
ensuring  U.S.  military  superiority  by 
continuing  to  fund  a  more  robust,  pro- 
gressive modernization  program  to  pro- 
vide required  capabilities  for  the  fu- 
ture: accelerating  the  development  and 
deplojrment  of  missile  defense  systems; 
and  preserving  the  shipbuilding  and 
submarine  industrial  base. 

I  am  satisfied  that  this  bill  does  a 
good  job  in  fulfilling  these  priorities. 
Let  me  mention  some  of  its  highlights: 

The  bill  gives  our  service  personnel  a 
well-deserved  3-percent  pay  raise  and  4- 
percent  raise  in  quarters  allowance,  ef- 
fective January  1. 1997. 

It  authorizes  the  award  of  the  Con- 
gressional Medal  of  Honor  to  seven  Af- 


rican-Americans who  served  during 
World  War  II. 

The  bill  contains  provisions  to  en- 
hance our  ability  to  protect  our  mili- 
tary forces  from  ballistic  missile  at- 
tacks. 

It  adds  essential  funding  for  the  mod- 
ernization of  our  Armed  Forces,  includ- 
ing: S40  million  for  the  Marine  Corps  to 
develop  revolutionary  operational  con- 
cepts and  technologies  through  a 
warfighting  laboratory  known  as  Sea 
Dragon;  a  funding  program  for  the 
Army's  Force  21  initiatives  to  expedite 
the  acquisition  and  evaluation  of  new 
equipment  and  associated  technology 
for  the  future  force;  and  5997  million 
for  advance  procurement  and  construc- 
tion of  the  next  two  nuclear  attack 
submarines. 

The  bill  also  adds  $1.2  billion  to  in- 
crease the  readiness  funding  for  other- 
wise unfunded  priorities  of  the  service 
chiefs,  and  it  adds  $150  million  in  fund- 
ing for  the  Department  of  Defense's  ac- 
tivities to  combat  the  flow  of  illegal 
drugs  into  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  I  could  say  that 
the  national  defense  authorization  bill 
for  fiscal  year  1997  is  a  major  step  in 
the  road  to  recovery  for  our  Armed 
Forces.  It  is  not.  However,  this  bill 
does  a  much  better  job  than  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  request  in  funding  our 
Armed  Forces.  By  offsetting  the  Presi- 
dent's requested  decreases  in  certain 
key  programs,  this  bill  enhances  our 
national  security,  while  still  authoriz- 
ing $7.4  billion  less  in  real  defense 
spending  than  last  year's  bill. 

The  main  shortcoming  in  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  request  is  its  wholly  in- 
adequate funding  for  procurement.  Our 
service  chiefs,  whose  primary  respon- 
sibility is  to  ensure  that  our  forces  are 
prepared  and  equipped  to  defeat  any 
adversary,  have  repeatedly  warned 
about  increasing  risks  due  to  the  low 
level  of  procurement.  Our  combatant 
commanders,  who  rely  on  adequately 
prepared  and  equipped  forces  to  con- 
duct military  operations,  have  said  the 
same.  Further,  General  Shall kashvili, 
who  as  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  is 
specifically  directed  to  serve  "as  the 
spokesman  for  the  combatant  com- 
manders, especially  on  the  operational 
requirements  of  their  commands,"  has 
this  to  say  about  procurement:  "We 
must  commit  ourselves  to  a  sufficient 
procurement  goal,  a  goal  I  judge  to  be 
approximately  $60  billion  annually." 
Yet,  despite  the  advice  of  his  principal 
military  adviser,  the  President  re- 
quested only  $39  billion  for  procure- 
ment. The  Committee  on  Armed  Serv- 
ices added  $7.7  billion  to  this  requested 
amount  for  procurement.  To  do  any 
less  would  be  to  ignore  the  very  advice 
we  have  charged  our  military  leaders 
to  provide. 

As  for  the  administration's  rei)eated 
promises  to  compensate  by  increasing 
procurement  in  future  years,  the  testi- 
mony of  Admiral  Owens,  then-Chair- 


man of  the  Joint  Requirements  Over- 
sight Council,  is  revealing: 

[The  administration  said  that  in  1994]  pro- 
curement would  be  at  64  billion.  Of  course, 
what  really  happened  was  that  it  went  to  48 
billion  .  .  .  and  in  1995,  [the  administration] 
said  [procurement]  was  going  to  55  billion. 
But,  in  fact,  what  really  happened  was  46  bil- 
lion. [The  administration]  promised  [jigain] 
it  would  go  up.  [But]  In  1996.  we're  .  .  .  down 
to  39  billion  and  [the  administration  Is] 
promising  ...  It  will  go  up. 

As  the  saying  goes,  You  don't  learn 
much  from  the  second  kick  of  a  mule. 
Or  maybe  I  should  say  "donkey."  This 
administration's  record  is  so  bad,  the 
Congress  simply  has  no  reason  to  be- 
lieve that  if  we  lower  defense  spending, 
the  President  will  make  up  for  it  in  fu- 
ture years. 

Mr.  President,  some  of  my  colleagues 
may  feel  that  this  is  a  time  when  we 
can  afford  to  cut  defense  spending.  In 
fact,  history  teaches  us  the  opposite. 
We  have  always  enjoyed  a  period  of  rel- 
ative calm  before  the  winds  of  war. 
With  the  lethal  technologies,  emer- 
gence of  fanatical  movements,  and  pro- 
liferation of  weapons  of  mass  destruc- 
tion that  exist  today,  we  do  not  have 
the  luxury  of  investing  in  our  military 
after  the  fact.  We  must  remain  ready 
and  fully  capable,  both  to  deter  and  de- 
feat. Although  we  cannot — and  should 
not— commit  to  every  conflict  where 
we  might  have  an  interest,  we  must  be 
able  to  dominate  those  where  we  clear- 
ly do  have  vital  national  security  in- 
terests. Imagine  what  this  world  would 
be  like  without  United  States  involve- 
ment and  leadership  in  World  Wars  I 
and  n.  the  Korean  war,  and  the  Persian 
Gulf  war.  Without  a  strong  military, 
our  identity  as  Americans  would  be  a 
shadow  of  what  it  is  today. 

Then,  there  are  those  who  think  that 
our  military  cai>abilities  should  depend 
solely  on  the  threat.  Their  familiar  re- 
frain is:  Where  is  the  threat?  What 
threat?  That  is  exactly  the  point.  What 
they  see  now  is  the  result  of  a  commit- 
ment to  a  strong  defense  in  the  past. 
When  they  do  see  a  threat,  it  will  be 
because  of  a  lack  of  commitment  to 
adequately  fund  our  military  today.  As 
General  Reimer,  Army  Chief  of  Staff, 
aptly  says,  "History  shows  that  those 
who  wish  to  threaten  us  will  do  so  at 
our  weakest  point  *  *  *.  They  will  seek 
to  exploit  a  perceived  lack  of  U.S.  com- 
mitment." 

Mr.  President,  our  Armed  Forces  con- 
tinue to  suffer  from  a  decline  in  size 
and  spending  levels.  Fiscal  year  1997 
will  witaess  the  12th  straight  decrease 
in  defense  funding,  which  has  declined 
41  percent  since  1985.  Some  of  my  col- 
leagues may  not  know  what  happened 
the  last  time  our  defense  budget  was 
this  low.  Let  me  tell  them.  Repeated 
budget  cuts  in  the  late  1940's.  and  their 
deleterious  effects  on  our  Armed 
Forces,  served  as  a  virtual  invitation 
for  aggression  in  Korea.  By  the  time  we 
saw  this  threat,  it  was  too  late.  As  de- 
scribed by  former  Army  Chief  of  Staff. 
Gen.  Creighton  Abrams: 
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We  paid  dearly  for  unpreparedness  during 
those  early  days  in  Korea  with  our  most  pre- 
cious currency — the  lives  of  our  young  men. 
The  monuments  we  raise  to  their  heroism 
and  sacrifice  are  really  monuments  we  owe 
to  ourselves  for  our  blindness  to  reality,  for 
our  indifference  to  real  threats  to  our  secu- 
rity, and  ...  for  our  wishful  thinking  about 
how  war  would  not  come. 

In  Korea,  we  suffered  nearly  50,000 
American  dead  and  had  to  settle  for  an 
embarrassing  stalemate.  Indeed,  that 
war  has  yet  to  officially  end,  and  we 
are  still  living  with  its  consequences. 

Some  saw  Korea  as  a  military  embar- 
rassment. But  it  was,  in  fact,  a  politi- 
cal embarrassment.  Our  lack  of  mili- 
tary readiness  was  a  result  of  our  lack 
of  political  commitment.  I  fear  we  may 
be  laying  the  seeds  for  another  Korea. 
Are  we  willing  to  suffer  another  such 
war? 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  is  a  sound 
bill.  It  provides  a  foundation  to  build 
on  to  prepare  our  Nation's  Armed 
Forces  to  meet  the  challenges  of  the 
21st  century.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
join  the  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services,  who  voted  this  bill  out 
of  committee  20  to  0,  and  pass  this  bill 
with  a  strong  bipartisan  vote.  Of  spe- 
cial note,  the  committee  vote  reflects  a 
consensus  that  the  issue  of  national 
missile  defense  policy  should  be  dealt 
with  only  in  connection  with  S.  1635, 
the  Defend  America  Act.  Accordingly.  I 
strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to  refrain 
from  offering  amendments  relating  to 
national  missile  defense  policy  to  the 
defense  authorization  bill.  If  Members 
on  either  side  of  the  aisle  wish  to  de- 
bate national  missile  defense  policy,  I 
suggest  we  proceed  to  consideration  of 
S.  1635  as  soon  as  possible  following 
passage  of  the  defense  authorization 
bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  remind 
my  colleagues  that  any  amendments  to 
the  defense  authorization  bill  that 
would  increase  authorizations  for  de- 
fense spending  should  be  accompanied 
by  offsetting  reductions.  Finally,  Mr. 
President,  because  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  marked  up  this  bill  before 
the  approval  of  this  year's  budget  reso- 
lution, we  marked  to  the  defense  allo- 
cation for  fiscal  year  1997  contained  in 
last  year's  budget  resolution.  I  want  to 
assure  the  Senate  that  the  amount  au- 
thorized for  defense  will  conform  to  the 
funding  level  designated  in  this  year's 
budget  resolution  when  we  complete 
the  conference  on  this  bill. 

I  thank  the  Chair,  and  3rield  the 
floor. 

PRIVILEGE  OF  THE  FLOOR 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  Jerry  Reed,  a  con- 
gressional fellow  in  my  office,  have  the 
privilege  of  the  floor  during  the  consid- 
eration of  this  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  Sen- 
ator Nunn  is  expected  to  be  here  mo- 
mentarily to  make  his  opening  state- 


ment. I  expect  that  other  Members  will 
follow  thereafter.  We  want  to  get  as 
many  statements  completed  during 
these  initial  hours  as  possible. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  senior 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  B"5fRD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  I  may  proceed  as  if 
in  morning  business  for  the  purpose  of 
introducing  a  bill  and  making  a  state- 
ment thereon  that  will  not  exceed  10 
minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  B"YRD.  I  thank  the  Chair.  I  thank 
the  managers  of  the  pending  mejisure. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Byrd  pertaining 
to  the  introduction  of  S.  1881  are  lo- 
cated in  today's  Record  under  "State- 
ments on  Introduced  Bills  and  Joint 
Resolutions.") 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  the 
floor  and  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  cadi  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Georgia  has  the 
floor. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  as  we 
begin  debate  on  the  National  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  fiscal  year  1997,  I 
first  express  my  deep  appreciation  to 
Senator  Thihimond.  the  chairman  of 
the  committee,  for  the  bipartisan  proc- 
ess under  his  leadership  that  was  fol- 
lowed in  marking  up  this  legislation. 

I  also  thank  Senator  Thurmond  for 
the  very  gracious  remarks  he  made 
about  me.  This  is  my  last  Defense  au- 
thorization bill  that  I  will  be  helping 
to  manage  on  the  floor,  and  I  deeply 
appreciate  his  remarks  but,  most  of  all, 
his  friendship  and  his  leadership  and 
his  stalwart  support  of  national  secu- 
rity for  the  entire  time  I  have  been  in 
the  U.S.  Senate  and  really  for  many 
years  before. 

I  express  my  appreciation  to  Les 
Brownlee,  the  majority  staff  director, 
and  the  other  members  of  the  majority 
staff,  for  their  hard  work  and  coopera- 
tion during  markup. 

Of  course,  I  add  my  deep  apprecia- 
tion, on  a  continuing  basis,  to  Arnold 
Punaro.  minority  staff  dfrector,  as  well 
as  all  members  of  the  minority  staff 
working  with  Mr.  Punaro. 


The  Armed  Services  Committee  has  a 
long  tradition  of  members  working 
across  the  aisle  in  the  interest  of  na- 
tional defense,  and  that  was  fully  re- 
flected in  the  process  that  was  used  to 
develop  the  bill  now  before  us.  So.  Mr. 
President,  I  say  to  Senator  Thurmond, 
I  am  very  grateful  to  him  and  to  his 
staff. 

We  have  had  and  will  continue  to 
have  issues  on  which  there  are  sharp 
differences  of  opinion  between  Sen- 
ators on  that  side  of  the  aisle  and  this 
side  of  the  aisle,  and  between  Senators 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  among  them- 
selves. It  is  not  simply  a  breakdown  of 
Democrats  versus  Republicans.  There 
are  a  lot  of  individual  views  on  defense, 
and  that  is  how  it  should  be  on  a  de- 
fense bill,  as  important  as  it  is,  as 
much  money  is  involved  and  us  much  is 
at  stake,  which  is.  indeed,  the  stake  of 
our  national  security  and  our  freedom. 

Those  differences,  however,  should 
not  obscure  the  fact  there  is  a  broad 
consensus  in  favor  of  the  key  features 
of  this  bill.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
strong  support  for  provisions  in  the  bill 
that  enhance  the  quality  of  life  for  our 
men  and  women  in  imiform  and  thefr 
families,  including  a  3-percent  pay 
raise,  a  4-percent  increase  in  basic  al- 
lowance quarters,  revised  allowances 
for  single  personnel  and  for  couples  in 
which  both  spouses  are  members  of  the 
Armed  Forces,  and  increased  funding 
for  military  construction  pertaining  to 
family  housing,  unaccompanied  person- 
nel housing,  dining  facilities  and,  most 
important,  child  development  centers. 

The  bill  also  continues  many  of  the 
committee's  key  initiatives  over  the 
last  decade,  including  modernization  of 
weapons  ssrstems  and  support  for  pro- 
grams essential  to  the  readiness  of  our 
military  forces. 

Mr.  President,  there  will  certainly  be 
a  lot  of  controversy  about  the  funding 
level  in  this  bill,  and  I  am  sure  we  will 
have  amendments  to  try  to  reduce  the 
funding  level  of  the  bill.  Let  me  state, 
I  believe  the  overall  funding  level  of 
$267.4  billion  represents  a  prudent  in- 
crease by  the  committee  to  the  admin- 
istration's budget  request.  It  is  slightly 
higher  than  the  $265.6  billion  that  is 
contained  in  the  conference  report  on 
the  budget  resolution  because  that 
budget  resolution  contains  later  infor- 
mation related  to  inflation.  These  dif- 
ferences will  not  require  any  major  re- 
adjustment of  the  committee's  prior- 
ity, but  we  will  need  to  reduce  either 
on  the  floor  or  in  conference  this  bill 
from  S267.4  to  $265.6  billion,  which  is 
our  guideline  given  to  us  by  the  budget 
resolution  passed  by  both  the  House 
and  the  Senate. 

I  hope  that  my  colleagues  on  both 
sides  of  the  funding  question  will  rec- 
ognize that  even  with  this  plus-up  of 
the  Clinton  administration's  budget, 
this  bill  still  represents  a  real  decrease 
in  spending  from  last  year.  So  I  am 
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sure,  as  usual,  all  the  reports  and  head- 
lines will  read  that  this  is  a  vast  in- 
crease in  defense.  That  is  not  accurate. 
This  is  not  an  increase  in  defense.  This 
$265.6  billion  in  the  budget  resolution, 
compared  to  laist  year,  is  a  reduction  in 
real  dollar  terms  from  last  years  fund- 
ing level,  but  it  is  an  increase  over  the 
President's  recommended  level  by 
about  SIX  billion. 

Mr.  President,  some  of  the  provisions 
of  the  bill  are  likely  to  be  the  subject 
of  vigorous  debate.  Although  we  have 
avoided,  thus  far,  many  of  the  provi- 
sions that  make  the  House-passed  bill 
unacceptable  to  the  administration, 
there  are  a  number  of  issues  that  re- 
main troublesome. 

I  think  it  is  important  for  everyone 
to  bear  in  mind  it  is  clear  the  House 
bill  and  a  number  of  its  provisions  are 
unacceptable  to  the  administration, 
and  I  hope  we  can  avoid  that  here.  It  is 
clear  that  we  do  have  some  issues  that 
already  are  unacceptable  in  this  bill  to 
the  administration.  For  example,  the 
language  relating  to  the  demarcation 
line  between  theater  and  national  mis- 
sile defense,  which  is  in  our  bill,  is  not 
at  this  time  acceptable  to  the  adminis- 
tration, and  the  language  concerning 
multilateralizatlon,  or  adding  new  par- 
ties to  the  ABM  Treaty.  Both  of  these 
provisions,  it  is  my  hope,  can  be 
worked  in  a  way  that  will  avoid  a  veto 
by  the  President  of  this  bill,  but  that 
remains  a  very  serious  challenge. 

We  will  also  consider  a  number  of 
amendments  that  are  likely  to  draw 
broad  bipartisan  support,  in  terms  of 
enhancing  our  national  security.  As  I 
noted  in  my  remarks  on  the  floor  on 
May  30,  I  have  been  working  very  dili- 
gently with  Senator  Lugar  and  Sen- 
ator DOMENICI,  and  others,  to  address 
our  Nation's  lack  of  preparedness  to 
cope  with  threats  from  the  full  range  of 
weapons  of  mass  destruction,  including 
biological  and  chemical  weapons. 

We  will  have  an  amendment  on  this 
bill  by  Senator  Lugar,  Senator  Domen- 
ici,  and  myself  that  will  strengthen  the 
ability  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
and  the  Department  of  Energy  to  assist 
local  fire  departments  and  police  de- 
partments, local  law  enforcement,  in 
terms  of  helping  prepare  them  and 
equip  them  to  deal  with  a  possible 
chemical  or  biological  attack  by  ter- 
rorists. 

Mr.  President,  the  nuclear  compo- 
nent of  that,  the  so-called  NEST  capa- 
bility, already  exists  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy.  We  do  not  have  any- 
thing comparable  on  the  chemical  or 
biologicail  side.  It  is  my  judgment, 
after  having  numerous  hearings  on  this 
subject,  after  having  considerable  in- 
depth  hearings  and  a  long  preliminary 
investigation  of  the  Aum  Shinrikyo 
and  the  religious  cult  attack  in  Tokyo 
over  a  year  ago  that  killed  12  people 
but  injured  5,000.  If  that  attack  had 
been  better  prepared  in  terms  of  deliv- 
ery  system   for   the   sarin   gas,   there 


would  literally  have  been  tens  of  thou- 
sands of  people  killed.  That  was  a  reli- 
gious cult  that  existed  and  had  over  $1 
billion  in  assets,  although  more  mem- 
bers are  in  Russia  than  Japan.  They 
had  tested  sarin  gas  in  Australia  and 
even  embarked  on  preliminary  stages 
of  trying  to  develop  biological  weap- 
ons. They  had  a  very  serious  chemical 
stockpile  and  had  already,  previous  to 
the  Tokyo  attack,  carried  out  other 
smaller  chemical  attacks  in  Tokyo. 

Not  many  of  us  would  have  predicted 
Japan  would  have  been  the  first  place 
that  would  have  happened,  but  it  is 
predictable  that  effort  is  going  to  be 
made  in  the  United  States,  by  either 
foreign  or  domestic  terrorists. 

We  had  the  World  Trade  Center  at- 
tack. We  have  seen  the  devastation  of 
that  explosion.  What  many  people  do 
not  realize,  and  what  the  judge  noted 
in  his  findings,  is  that  attack  on  the 
World  Trade  Center  also  included  a 
chemical  weapon  that  was  consumed 
by  the  flames  and,  therefore,  did  not 
activate  and  did  not  cause  damage.  The 
damage  was  done  by  the  conventional- 
type  weapons. 

So  we  have  already,  according  to  the 
judge,  had  a  chemical  attempt  in  this 
country.  So  it  is  almost  predictable, 
with  very  little  doubt,  that  we  are 
going  to  have  chemical  and  biological 
efforts  made  against  soft  targets  in 
this  country,  including  our  cities,  in- 
cluding our  population  centers,  over 
the  next  5  to  10  years. 

We  can  either  begin  to  get  in  front  of 
it  and  deal  with  it  in  advance,  try  to 
prevent  it  from  happening,  or  we  can 
wait  until  it  happens  and  then  have  ev- 
erybody say,  "Why  didn't  we  do  some- 
thing about  it?" 

Mr.  President,  we  are  going  to  try  to 
do  something  about  it  on  this  bill.  We 
are  going  to  have  an  amendment  that 
would  have  the  Department  of  Defense 
and  the  Department  of  Energy,  in  a 
very  carefully  prescribed  way — we  are 
not  getting  DOD  and  DOE  involved  in 
enforcing  the  law  at  a  domestic  level. 
We  are  not  talking  about  that.  We  are 
talking  about  having  them  help  pre- 
pare, in  terms  of  training,  in  terms  of 
equipment,  our  local  police,  and  fire  of- 
ficials around  this  country  to  deal  with 
what  almost  all  experts  on  terrorism 
believe  is  an  inevitable  kind  of  threat 
we  face  to  our  own  country. 

We  have  seen  the  work  of  domestic 
terrorists  in  Oklahoma  City  and  the 
terrible,  terrible  destruction  that  was 
caused  in  terms  of  human  suffering  in 
Oklahoma  City  and  to  the  Murrah 
Building  there.  We  have  seen  the  at- 
tack in  Tokyo.  We  have  seen  the  World 
Trade  Center  attack.  Fortunately,  the 
chemical  part  of  that  attack  did  not 
activate.  There  was  enough  destruction 
without  it,  but  it  would  have  been 
truly  of  a  worse  magnitude  had  the 
chemical  component  really  done  its 
job. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  also  seen  in 
Russia  the  Chechen  or  some  group  rep- 


resenting the  Chechen  rebels  put  a  ra- 
diological weapon  in  a  very  prominent 
place  near  Moscow,  a  radiological 
weapon  being  using  the  radiation  from 
nuclear  materials  without  causing  an 
explosion  but  causing  huge  destruc- 
tion. That  was  not  an  effort  to  actually 
use  the  weapon  but  a  warning  that  it 
could  be  done. 

So  we  are  in  a  different  kind  of  world 
now.  We  have  moved  from  an  era  of 
very  high  risk  of  nuclear  war  to  an  era 
of  much  lower  risk  of  nuclear  war.  But 
we  have  moved  from  an  era  of  high  sta- 
bility because  of  that  very  risk  of  nu- 
clear wax  and  because  the  two  super- 
powers knew  that,  if  their  clients  got 
into  a  war  or  if  there  was  some  event 
that  came  that  got  out  of  control,  the 
whole  escalation  could  take  place  and 
we  could  have  a  nuclear  war. 

Because  of  that,  we  had  high  stabil- 
ity, high  risk  but  high  stability,  during 
the  cold  war.  We  moved  to  much  lower 
risk  in  terms  of  a  nuclear  war.  We  can 
all  be  very  thankful  for  that  because  of 
the  change  in  climate,  because  of  the 
arms  control  agreements,  because  of 
the  substantial  number  of  nuclear 
weapons  in  the  Soviet  Union.  All  of 
that  greatly  reduces  the  risk  of  nuclear 
war. 

But  the  decline  of  the  Soviet  Empire 
has  also  ushered  in  a  new  era  of  lower 
stability,  meaning  that  there  are  coun- 
tries all  over  the  world  that  are  having 
ethnic,  religious  conflict.  We  no  longer 
have  the  two  superpowers  who  are  basi- 
cally policing  the  world  so  that  we  do 
not  have  conflict  between  two  super- 
powers. 

We  are  in  another  era.  We  are  in  an 
era  of  organized  crime  not  only  in  Rus- 
sia but  in  many  other  places.  We  are  in 
an  era  where  we  have  had  the  first  em- 
pire in  history  disintegrate  but  still 
containing  30,000  or  so  nuclear  weap- 
ons, over  40,000  tons  of  chemical  weap- 
ons, and  no  one  even  knows  how  much 
in  the  way  of  biological  weapons,  and 
also  scientists  all  over  the  former  So- 
viet Union,  not  just  in  Russia,  who 
know  how  to  make  these  weapons  of 
mass  destruction,  who  know  how  to 
make  ballistic  missiles,  but  in  many 
cases  do  not  know  how  they  are  going 
to  feed  their  families,  and  rogue  na- 
tions all  over  the  world  trying  to  de- 
velop these  kinds  of  capabilities,  as  we 
have  seen  in  the  past  in  Iraq  and  other 
places. 

The  combination  of  organized  crime, 
terrorism,  empire  disintegration,  tons 
of  material  and  know-how  in  terms  of 
weapons  of  mass  destruction,  all  of 
that  combined  means  that  we  are  in  a 
different  era.  What  we  have  to  make 
sure  of,  in  terms  of  our  overall  debate 
in  both  the  ballistic  missile  defense 
area,  as  well  as  this  Nunn-Lugar- 
Domenici  No.  2  effort,  as  we  can  call  it, 
we  have  to  make  sure  that  we  are  not 
so  obsessed  with  the  past  that  we  can- 
not think  of  the  future. 

The  future  kind  of  threats  we  are 
going  to  face  are  going  to  be  different. 
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We  are  going  to  have  to  be  more  agile, 
as  David  Abshire.  president  of  the  Cen- 
ter for  Strategic  and  International 
Studies,  said  in  a  recent  article  he 
wrote.  We  are  going  to  have  to  be  more 
agile,  more  flexible.  We  are  going  to 
have  to  understand  the  threats  that 
face  us  in  the  future.  And  we  are  going 
to  have  to  understand  that  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  mission  is  still  to  pro- 
tect the  national  security  of  this  coun- 
try. Included  in  that  mission,  I  think 
at  this  stage,  is  a  very  critical  need  to 
help  our  police  officials  and  our  fire  of- 
ficials be  able  to  deal  with  the  kind  of 
threat  that  they  may  face  in  the  fu- 
ture. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  have  more  to 
say  on  this  subject.  I  know  that  Sen- 
ator Lugar  and  Senator  Domenici  will 
have  more  to  say.  But  I  did  want  to  let 
people  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  know 
that  sometime  in  the  next  few  days 
while  we  are  considering  this  bill  there 
will  be  that  kind  of  an  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  it  will  be  aimed  pri- 
marily on  the  domestic  side.  It  will  be 
very  carefully  framed  so  that  there  will 
be  no  doubt  that  we  are  not  getting 
DOD  and  DOE  involved  in  the  actual 
enforcement  of  the  law.  That  is  not  the 
effort  here.  It  is  to  equip  and  train  and 
prepare  our  law  enforcement  officials 
to  deal  with  these  kinds  of  threats. 
There  will  be  a  part  2  of  this  that  will 
deal  with  a  growing  need  to  beef  up  our 
Customs  Service  to  make  sure  that 
they  can  do  their  part  and  do  it  well  in 
preventing  those  kinds  of  materials 
from  ever  getting  into  this  country, 
and  also  to  help  them  be  more  effective 
in  preparing  the  customs  services  of 
other  nations,  particularly  the  former 
Soviet  Unionv  in  preventing  materials 
firom  getting  out  of  those  countries— a 
growing  threat. 

So,  Mr.  President,  there  really  are 
three  parts  of  this  overall  Nunn-Lugar 
effort.  Part  one  is  already  underway 
and  has  been  for  about  4  or  5  years. 
That  is,  in  my  mind,  still  the  most  cru- 
cial need  because  the  window  is  open 
for  cooperation  with  these  former  So- 
viet states,  including  but  not  limited 
to  Russia.  We  are  helping  to  do  that. 
The  last  missile  was  just  taken  out  of 
the  Ukraine.  The  last  nuclear  warhead 
was  taken  out  of  the  Ukraine  the  other 
day.  So  this  is  a  remarkable  success. 

Two  years  ago  it  appeared  we  were 
going  to  have  four  new  nuclear  states 
coming  out  of  the  one  old  one,  the  So- 
viet Union.  It  appeared  we  were  going 
to  have  a  nuclear  component,  very 
strong  nuclear  component,  not  only  in 
Russia,  but  in  the  Ukraine,  also  in 
Kazakhstan  and  also  in  Belarus.  I  know 
all  nuclear  warheads  have  been  taken 
out  of  Kazakhstan,  all  nuclear  war- 
heads have  been  taken  out  of  Ukraine, 
and  the  last  weapons,  I  am  told,  will  be 
taken  out  of  Belarus  this  year.  The 
missiles  will  be  destroyed.  The  Nuim- 
Lugar  program  has  helped  facilitate 
that.  Secretary  of  Defense  Perry  told 


us  this  morning  at  the  armed  services 
breakfaist,  without  that  program  we 
could  not  have  done  what  has  been 
done.  There  is  a  long  way  to  go.  There 
is  a  lot  left  to  do. 

The  most  prominent  feature  of  this 
program  has  been  stopping  these  weap- 
ons at  the  source,  preventing  them 
from  leaking  all  over  the  world.  It  is 
going  to  cost  us  hundreds  of  billions  of 
dollars — if  we  have  nuclear  materials 
and  chemical  and  biological  materials 
and  missile  technology  know-how  dis- 
bursed all  over  the  world,  it  is  going  to 
cost  us  hundreds  and  hundreds  of  bil- 
lions of  dollars  to  defend  against  it. 
Even  then  it  will  be  extremely  difficult 
to  defend  against. 

The  first  priority  is  to  stop  it  at  the 
source,  to  help  these  countries — not 
only  Russia,  but  Ukraine  and 
Kazakhstan  and  Belarus  and  others — 
get  control  of  their  own  borders,  to 
help  them  understand  the  priority  of 
controlling  nuclear  materials  and 
chemical  materials  and  biological  ma- 
terials and  know-how;  second,  to  make 
sure  that  they  have  strong  and  effec- 
tive border  control  and,  where  they 
want  our  help,  to  help  them  in  that  re- 
gard; third,  to  beef  up  our  borders  here 
in  this  country,  to  beef  up  our  border 
protection;  and,  fourth,  to  be  able  to 
deal  with  this  kind  of  catastrophe  if  it 
ever  occurs.  First  to  deter  it,  prevent  it 
domestically,  but  to  be  able  to  deal 
with  it.  not  only  with  police  depart- 
ments and  fire  departments,  but  also 
with  health  departments. 

In  the  Avmi  Shinrikyo  attack  in 
Tokyo,  the  Japanese  police  were  cer- 
tainly not  prepared.  There  is  no  doubt 
about  that.  But  the  health  officials, 
under  the  circumstances,  did  a  pretty 
good  job.  There  is  strong  indication 
that  the  Japanese  were  better  prepared 
to  deal  with  the  health  aspects  of  this 
kind  of  chemical  attack  than  we  are  in 
this  coimtry.  In  fact,  one  of  the  key 
agencies  in  HHS  to  deal  with  this,  one 
of  the  few  agencies,  very,  very  thinly 
staffed,  has  had  almost  all  of  its  fund- 
ing cut  in  the  House.  I  hope  that  can  be 
corrected  because  I  am  sure  that  the 
people  who  made  those  cuts  did  not  re- 
alize the  context  in  which  that  agency 
would  have  to  work.  So  we  are  going  to 
be  talking  about  all  those  issues. 

PRIVILEGE  OF  THE  FLOOR 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  following  named  14  mi- 
nority staff  members  on  the  Commit- 
tee on  Armed  Services  and  two  con- 
gressional fellows  be  granted  the  privi- 
lege of  the  floor  during  the  consider- 
ation of  and  votes  relating  to  S.  1745, 
the  National  Defense  Authorization 
Act  for  fiscal  year  1997. 

Minority  staff  members:  Christine  E. 
Cowart,  Richard  D.  DeBobes,  Andrew  S. 
Effron,  Andrew  B.  Fulford,  Daniel  B. 
Ginsberg,  Mickie  Jan  Gordon, 
Creighton  Greene.  Patrick  T.  Henry, 
William  E.  Hoehn.  Jr.,  Jennifer  A. 
Lambert,   Michael   J.   McCord,   Frank 


Norton.  Jr.,  Arnold  L.  Punaro,  Julie  K. 
Rief.  James  R.  Thompson  EH.  Congres- 
sional fellows:  Maurice  B.  Hutchison 
and  DeNeige  V.  Watson. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  summing 
up  my  remarks.  I  pledge  to  Senator 
Thurmond  my  cooperation  on  this  bill. 
The  chairman  has  an  awesome  respon- 
sibility to  be  here  on  the  floor,  to  help 
manage  the  bill  and  to  make  judgment 
on  amendments.  My  role  will  be  to  help 
him  and  assist  him  where  he  calls  on 
me  and  where  I  can  be  of  help. 

I  hope  that  people  who  have  impor- 
tant amendments  will  come  to  the 
floor  and  begin  that  process  in  the  next 
few  hours.  I  know  that  the  majority 
leader  is  under  a  great  deal  of  pressure 
with  a  lot  of  other  bills.  I  have  never 
known  us  to  be  able  to  pass  this  bill  in 
less  than  3  or  4  days.  It  is  my  hope  that 
we  can  do  that  in  this  context.  That 
will  depend  on  the  cooperation  of  all  of 
the  Members. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  I 
wish  to  thank  the  able  Senator  from 
Georgia,  Senator  NuNN,  for  his  kind  re- 
marks. It  will  be  a  pleasure  working 
with  him  on  this  bill.  He  is  a  former 
chairman  of  this  committee.  He  is  now 
the  ranking  member  and  does  a  very 
fine  job  for  defense,  and  we  are  very 
proud  of  him. 

PRIVILEGE  OF  THE  FLOOR 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  Craig  Wil- 
liams, a  fellow  on  the  staff  of  Senator 
McCain,  be  granted  the  privilege  of  the 
floor  during  the  discussion  of  S.  1745. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  Senator  Inhofe  15  minutes.  Is 
that  sufficient? 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Yes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator fi-om  Oklahoma  is  recognized. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  First  of  all,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  thank  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator, the  chairman  of  the  committee. 
Senator  Thurmond,  for  all  of  his  hard 
work.  I  really  believe  that  our  commit- 
tee has  spent  a  lot  of  time,  has  had  a 
lot  of  bipartisan  cooperation  in  coming 
up  with  a  product,  which  I  think  is  still 
inadequate  but  is  still  the  very  best 
that  we  could  come  up  with  at  this 
time. 

I  think  it  is  very  unfortunate  that 
most  American  people  do  not  realize 
what  a  crisis  our  country  is  in  in  terms 
of  our  defense.  I  was  very  proud  the 
other  day  before  Senator  Thurmond's 
committee  when  the  four  Chiefs  of  the 
four  services  came  in  and  made  the 
statement  that  we  are  S20  billion  un- 
derfunded in  our  procurement  ac- 
coimts.  I  think  this  is  something  that 
we  have  to  listen  to  because  this  is  un- 
precedented. At  least  I  do  not  recall 
any  time  in  history  when  ^he  Chiefs 
themselves  have  come  in  and  said  that 
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the  President's  budget  is  underftmding 
procurement  by  $20  billion.  They  said 
that  we  need  to  get  it  up  there  in  order 
to  have  the  very  niinimum  require- 
ments the  American  people  expect  to 
defend  our  country. 

The  administration's  request  is  al- 
most S20  billion  less,  in  real  terms, 
than  we  are  spending  this  year,  and 
there  are  several  of  us  who  are  trying 
to  do  something  about  this  by  adding 
back  an  amount  of  money. 

So  I  guess  what  I  am  trying  to  say  is 
that  the  authorization  that  we  are 
dealing  with  in  this  bill  is  still,  in  my 
opinion,  inadequate.  Yet,  I  think  it  is 
the  best  that  we  can  do  at  this  time. 
Our  budget  has  actually  decreased  for 
12  consecutive  years. 

There  is  a  lot  of  talk  about  what  to 
do  about  the  deficit.  All  of  the  liberals 
will  point  toward  defense  and  say,  '"We 
need  to  cut  defense  spending,"  when  we 
have  done  nothing  but  cut  defense 
spending  for  the  last  12  consecutive 
years.  Back  during  the  Kennedy  admin- 
istration, 60  percent  of  our  budget  went 
to  defending  America  and  17  percent  to 
human  services.  Now,  17  percent  of  our 
budget  goes  to  defending  America  and 
60  percent  goes  to  human  services.  It 
just  shows  the  change  that  has  taken 
place  in  the  attitude  of  the  function  of 
Government. 

We  talked  about  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  not  long  ago,  and  the  fact 
that  we  need  to  do  something  to  bring 
it  into  balance.  So  they  always  point 
toward  national  defense,  when  we  have 
already  taken  cuts  there. 

It  is  kind  of  interesting  that  there  is 
a  study  documented  — and  it  has  not 
been  refuted  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate, 
and  I  brought  this  up  several  times— 
that  shows  that  if  we  were  to  put 
growth  caps  on  Government — one  wais  a 
2-percent  cap,  and  one  was  a  2.5-percent 
cap— we  could  actually  balance  the 
budget  without  cutting  one  Federal 
program.  I  can  assure  you  that  I  would 
be  delighted  to  have  that  kind  of  treat- 
ment in  our  defense  budget  because  it 
has  deteriorated  and  consistently  gone 
down  over  the  years.  Since  World  War 
n,  there  have  only  been  4  years  that 
have  been  lower  than  we  are  right 
now— 1947,  1948.  1949,  and  1950.  This  is 
the  lowest  budget  since  1950. 

So  it  gets  down  to  the  question,  is 
there  a  reason  for  this?  Is  it  because 
the  threat  is  not  as  great  out  there  as 
it  was  in  previous  years?  I  suggest  that 
that  is  a  matter  of  interpretation.  You 
will  get  a  lot  of  difference  of  opinion  on 
this  floor.  To  me,  it  is  incontrovertible. 

I  have  some  articles  I  will  submit  for 
the  Record.  I  am  going  to  paraphrase 
these.  The  first  one— this  is  just  in  the 
last  few  days— was  in  the  Washington 
Times.  The  last  paragraph  of  this  is: 

In  a  report  released  ahead  of  publication 
today,  Stem- 
That  is  the  German  magazine. 
Said    the    plant    was    similar    to    one    in 
Tarhunah.  Libya.  The  United  States  says 


that  complex  Is  a  chemical  weapons  factory. 
Libya  says  It  is  an  Irrigation  plant. 

Then  we  have  what  appears  to  be  a 
new  relationship  between  Syria  ajid 
Iraq.  This  was  an  article  in  the  Wash- 
ington Times  on  June  5. 

The  third  article  I  will  submit  is 
"U.S.  Investigates  Ukraine-Libya  Alli- 
ance." This  is  kind  of  a  scary  thing 
that  is  going  on  right  now.  All  of  these 
are  recent. 

The  fourth  article  is,  "Report  Cites 
China- Pakistan  Missile  Links." 

A  new,  draft  U.S.  Government  report 
states  that  all  intelligence  agencies  believe 
with  "high  confidence"  that  Pakistan  has 
obtained  medium-range  ballistic  missiles 
made  by  China,  and  says  for  the  first  time 
that  Pakistan  probably  has  finished  develop- 
ing nuclear  warheads  for  these  missiles,  U.S. 
officials  said  yesterday. 

Of  course,  we  have  been  talking,  time 
and  time  again,  about  the  threat  that 
is  out  there  that  is  different  than  it  has 
been  before.  I  understand  that  we  are 
not  going  to  be  really  addressing  the 
national  missile  defense  problem  that 
we  have.  We  tried  to  do  that  with  the 
Defend  America  Act. 

We  have  a  President  in  the  White 
House  who  vetoed  last  year's  author- 
ization bill  because  his  veto  message 
was  that  he  did  not  want  to  spend  more 
money  on  national  missile  defense. 

Time  and  time  again,  we  have  Mem- 
bers of  this  body  stand  up  and  talk 
about,  well,  we  cannot  spend  another 
$50,  $60,  $70,  or  $80  billion  more  on  star 
wars.  Star  wars  is  just  a  term  to  try  to 
make  it  appear  as  if  there  is  not  any 
real  threat  out  there.  I  suggested  that 
back  in  1983.  We  recognized  that,  in  the 
medium  term,  we  were  going  to  have  to 
defend  America  against  ICBM's,  a  mis- 
sile attack  with  weapons  of  mass  de- 
struction. 

Now,  everything  has  gone  in  accord- 
ance with  the  schedule  that  was  articu- 
lated at  that  time  by  President 
Reagan.  So  that  here  we  are  today  with 
a  system  that  was  to  be  in  place  by  the 
year  2000.  and  we  have  an  investment 
of  approximately  $50  billion  in  a  na- 
tional missile  defense  system. 

Yet.  we  stopped  it  dead  in  its  tracks 
in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  Russians 
have  missiles,  that  China  has  missiles, 
and  the  Taepo  Dong  n  missile  from 
North  Korea  is  one  that  will  be  able  to 
reach  the  United  States  by  somewhere 
around  between  the  year  of  1999  and 
2002. 

So  the  threat  is  very  real.  It  is  out 
there.  And  we  have  people  that  are  of 
the  caliber  of  Saddam  Hussein  who 
made  the  statement  back  at  the  time 
of  the  Persian  Gulf  war.  He  said,  "If  we 
had  waited  to  invade  Kuwait  for  5  more 
years  we  would  be  able  to  have  the  mis- 
sile capability  of  reaching  the  United 
States."  Would  he  do  it?  Sure  he 
would.  Anyone  who  would  kill  his  own 
grandchildren  would  do  something  like 
that.  Look  at  what  is  happening  ir 
Libya.  Qadhafi  is  developing  weapons 
of  mass  destruction,  and  they  have  a 
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new  alliance  with  the  Ukraine.  We 
have  very  real  problems  that  are  out 
there. 

The  Senator  from  Georgia,  Senator 
NUNN.  mentioned  the  crisis,  the  disas- 
ter, the  bombing  of  the  Murrah  Federal 
Office  Building  in  Oklahoma  City  and 
all  the  tragedy  that  was  linked  to  that. 
It  is  something — that  unless  you  are 
there  to  see  not  just  the  loss  of  lives  of 
168  innocent  people  but  the  brutality 
that  was  with  it;  the  fact  that  all  that 
happened  with  one  bomb  that  is  the 
equivalent  of  1  ton  of  TNT.  The  small- 
est nuclear  warhead  known  is  1  kilo- 
ton— 1.000  times  that  power;  that  explo- 
sive power.  So  just  imagine.  No  one  is 
immune  from  that  tyi>e  of  threat. 

We  saw  just  recently  China  and  how 
overt  they  are  getting  right  now  in  the 
Taiwan  Straits  with  their  missile  test- 
ing that  is  taking  place.  Then  the 
statement  that  was  made  by  a  high 
ranking  Chinese  official — it  has  been 
verified  that  he  did  say  it.  He  said,  "We 
are  not  concerned  with  the  United 
States  coming  in  and  defending  Taipei 
because  they  would  rather  defend  Los 
Angeles."  At  a  very  minimum  it  is  an 
indirect  threat.  Are  we  being  held  hos- 
tage? I  think  we  are. 

We  see  the  new  developments  in  Syr- 
ian-controlled Lebanon  and  throughout 
the  Middle  East;  that  when  Jim  Wool- 
sey  2  years  ago — it  has  been  2  years 
now  since.  He  certainly  would  not  be 
considered  a  Republican.  He  was  a  CIA 
Director  under  two  Democratic  Presi- 
dents including  President  Clinton — said 
2  years  ago  that  we  know  of  between  20 
and  25  nations  that  have  or  are  devel- 
oping in  the  final  stages  weapons  of 
mass  destruction,  either  biological, 
chemical,  or  nuclear,  and  working  on 
the  missile  means  of  delivering  it.  That 
was  2  years  ago.  He  has  come  out  since 
then  and  expanded  that  up  to  30  na- 
tions. 

So  we  are  not  talking  about  the  days 
when  we  had  two  superpowers.  Of 
course,  we  are  looking  at  elections  tak- 
ing place  right  now  in  Russia.  We  do 
not  know  how  they  are  going  to  come 
out.  But  we  see  a  change  in  attitude  in 
the  former  Soviet  Union.  We  saw  what 
happened  in  the  newest  elections  last 
December  when  the  Conmiunists  took 
over  153  seats  to  Yeltsin's  54  and 
Zhirinovsky  roughly  53  or  54  seats.  So 
we  are  seeing  a  change  there. 

But  let  us  assume  that  there  was 
tranquillity  and  there  was  no  problem 
between  the  United  States  and  the 
former  Soviet  Union,  as  we  talked 
about,  during  the  cold  war.  The  threat 
was  there.  I  have  always  contended 
that  the  threat  during  the  cold  war  was 
not  as  great  as  the  threat  is  now  be- 
cause at  least  we  could  identify  who 
enemy  was  at  that  time.  We  had  the 
Soviet  Union  and  we  had  the  United 
States.  We  had  at  that  time  a  treaty, 
an  ABM  Treaty,  and  said  that  we  were 
going  to  agree  to  downgrade  our  nu- 
clear capability.  That  was  called  mutu- 
ally assured  destruction.  "You  shoot  at 
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us.  We  shoot  back  at  you.  Everyone 
dies,  and  everybody  is  happy."  That  is 
no  longer  the  case.  I  did  not  agree  with 
the  policy.  That  was  not  a  Democratic 
policy.  It  came  under  Nixon  and  Kissin- 
ger. That  did  not  make  any  sense.  But 
there  were  those  who  did  believe  it  was 
worthwhile.  I  talked  to  Kissinger  about 
it.  He  said.  "Its  nuts  to  make  a  virtue 
out  of  our  vulnerability."  That  is  what 
we  have  done.  So  here  we  are  out  there 
adhering  to  a  policy  through  START 
n.  which  in  my  interpretation  puts  us 
back  with  the  ABM  Treaty  where  we 
are  downgrading  our  nuclear  capability 
with  one  other  nation  while  the  rest  of 
the  25  or  so  rogue  nations  are  increas- 
ing their  nuclear  capability. 

So  I  think  that  we  do  not  address 
that  in  this.  We  should  be  addressing 
that  in  this  authorization  bill.  But  I 
know  what  would  happen  if  we  did.  We 
would  not  get  it  passed  and  the  Presi- 
dent would  veto  it  because  he  said  that 
he  would. 

So  I  say.  Mr.  President,  that  this  bill 
does  not  go  far  enough.  We  have  real 
serious  problems  today.  During  the 
Persian  Gulf  war  we  had  26  divisions. 
We  are  going  to  be  down  to  15  divisions 
with  this.  I  think  that  it  is  a  very  seri- 
ous threat.  We  are  right  now  No.  9,  as 
I  understand  it.  in  ground  forces,  hav- 
ing been  passed  by  Pakistan. 

So  America  is  not  at  the  strength 
level  that  America  should  be.  While  I 
say  that.  I  am  supporting  this  bill  be- 
cause it  is  the  only  dog  in  the  fight.  We 
need  to  have  an  authorization  bill.  I 
support  this. 

Since  the  beginning  of  our  country's 
history,  national  security  has  been  the 
most  solemn  obligation  our  Govern- 
ment holds  with  its  citizens.  In  order 
to  honor  this  obligation,  top  priority 
must  be  given  to  the  forces  that  guar- 
antee our  national  security.  These 
forces  do  not  ask  much  of  us  for  their 
service.  But  they  do  need  a  certain 
amount  of  support  from  their  Govern- 
ment in  order  to  carry  out  their  duties 
and  protect  the  security  of  the  United 
States  as  well  as  maintain  our  status 
as  the  world's  preeminent  military 
power. 

However,  in  order  to  allow  our  mili- 
tary to  honor  their  sworn  duty,  we 
have  to  provide  them  with  the  means 
to  do  many  things.  We  must  give  them 
the  authority  to  retain  ample  man- 
power in  the  form  of  adequate  end 
strengths.  Our  military  must  have  the 
means  to  recruit  high-quality  person- 
nel to  carry  us  into  the  21st  century.  In 
addition,  in  order  to  keep  our  high- 
quality  personnel,  and  protect  their 
quality  of  life  which  is  so  important  in 
maintaining  morale,  we  must  provide 
them  with  equitable  pay  and  benefits- 
including  a  3-percent  pay  raise  to  pro- 
tect against  inflation— and  appropriate 
levels  of  funding  for  the  construction 
and  maintenance  of  troop  billets  and 
military  family  housing. 

We  must  keep  the  battle  sword  sharp 
by  providing  enough  resources  to  main- 


tain readiness  and  continue  moderniza- 
tion efforts  to  provide  the  capabilities 
needed  for  future  wars.  Our  military 
must  also  be  given  the  means  to  field 
the  type  and  quantity  of  weapons  sys- 
tems and  equipment  needed  to  fight 
and  win  battles  decisively,  with  mini- 
mal risk  to  our  troops,  just  as  they  did 
in  the  gulf  war. 

Another  important  lesson  learned  in 
the  gulf  war  was  that  we  need  to  be 
able  to  protect  our  troops  from  ballis- 
tic missiles,  missiles  that  are  capable 
of  delivering  weapons  of  mass  destruc- 
tion. Whether  it  is  nuclear,  chemical, 
or  biological,  we  must  protect  our 
forces  while  they  are  in  the  field  and 
we  must  protect  their  families  at 
home.  The  way  we  do  this  is  through 
the  development  and  deployment  of 
missile  defense  systems:  land  and  sea- 
based  theater  missile  defense  systems, 
which  can  protect  United  States  and 
allied  forces  against  cruise  and  ballis- 
tic missiles  while  deployed  in  the  field: 
and  a  national  missile  defense  system 
to  defend  American  families  at  home. 
We  will  have  a  ballistic  missile  defense, 
it  will  either  be  before — or  after— we 
first  need  it. 

I  have  spoken  about  what  we  must 
provide  for  our  military,  now  I  would 
like  to  point  out  what  we  can  take 
away.  To  begin  with,  we  can  eliminate 
defense  spending  that  does  not  contrib- 
ute directly  to  the  national  security  of 
the  United  States;  such  as  policing  of 
the  Olsrmpic  Games.  More  importantly, 
we  should  stand  back  and  evaluate  U.S. 
involvement  in  nontraditional  military 
operations,  and  its  impact  on  combat 
readiness,  budgeting,  and  our  national 
interests.  Bosnia.  Somalia,  and  Haiti; 
these  and  other  police  actions  continue 
to  drain  defense  funds  and  put  a  strain 
on  personnel  who  are  already  being 
stretched  beyond  their  breaking 
point— the  breaking  point  that  our 
military  as  a  whole  is  rapidly  ap- 
proaching. Bosnia  alone  is  going  to 
cost  American  taxpayers  $3  billion  in 
defense  dollars. 

Some  people  never  seem  to  see  a 
breaking  point,  however.  They  say  we 
are  spending  enough  on  defense.  Some 
say  that  we  are  spending  far  more 
money  on  defense  than  other  countries. 

Well^of  course  we  spend  more  money 
on  defense  than  other  countries.  In 
fact,  in  1996  the  United  States  will 
spend  three  times  as  much  on  defense 
as  any  other  country  on  Earth,  and 
more  than  all  its  prospective  enemies 
and  neutral  nations  combined. 

There  are  two  problems  with  this 
comparison,  however:  it  assumes  that 
all  countries  are  equal,  and  it  suggests 
that  the  comparison  between  how 
much  the  United  States  spends  versus 
other  nations  is  a  legitimate  measure 
of  which  side  will  prevail  in  a  conflict. 
But  because  of  geography,  all  things 
aren't  equal.  We  are  separated  from  our 
potential  enemies  by  two  great  oceans. 
And  rather  than  fighting  wars  in  our 


own  backyard.  Americans  prefer  to 
fight  "over  there."  Because  we  prefer 
to  fight  abroad,  it  will  naturally  cost 
us  much  more  than  it  costs  our  en- 
emies to  field  the  same  force,  since  we 
have  to  transport,  sustain  and  operate 
our  fighting  force  in  a  place  where  his 
already  is.  Each  of  these  activities- 
moving,  sustaining  and  fighting  far 
away— increases  the  cost  of  our  mili- 
tary without  significantly  changing 
the  friendly-to-enemy  force  ratio.  This 
cost  is  raised  further  if  we  want  to  field 
a  force  that  is  not  just  equivalent  to 
our  enemy's,  but  one  that  can  defeat 
his  force,  again,  with  minimal  casual- 
ties as  in  the  gulf  war.  The  question, 
therefore,  is  not  whether  we  will  be 
paying  more  for  our  armed  forces  than 
our  enemy  does,  but  rather  how  much 
more  we  must  pay.  Is  the  right  number 
three  times  as  much,  as  with  Russia,  or 
more? 

More  than  2.000  years  ago.  Sun  Tzu 
said  you  should  have  five  times  the 
strength  of  an  enemy  to  assure  success. 
Well,  there  have  been  some  changes  in 
warfkre  since  Sun  Tzu's  time.  We  now 
have  tanks,  and  planes,  and  sub- 
marines, so  the  ratio  has  changed  a  lit- 
tle. And  we  can  stand  here  and  argue 
till  we  are  blue  in  the  face  over  what 
the  proper  force  level  is;  two  times, 
three  times,  five  times  as  much  as  the 
other  guy.  But  the  cost  of  our  unique 
geography  makes  any  comparison  be- 
tween what  we  pay  and  what  our  en- 
emies pay  irrelevant.  The  point  is:  if 
you  want  to  fight,  "over  there."  and 
win.  decisively,  with  minimal  losses, 
then  you  can  expect  to  pay  many  times 
what  the  enemy  pays  for  his  military. 

Now,  the  people  who  complain  that 
we  spend  three  times  as  much  on  de- 
fense as  any  other  country  on  Earth 
are  smart  people.  They  know  that  we 
must  cross  our  oceans  to  fight.  They 
know  that  what  we  consider  defense 
spending  may  not  be  what  our  enemies 
consider  defense  spending:  First,  there 
is  the  high  cost  of  our  high-quality  vol- 
unteer military:  recruiting,  paying, 
providing  medical  care  and  retirement. 
Many  people  do  not  realize  it,  but  two- 
thirds  of  our  defense  budget  is  spent  on 
paying  people.  Then  there  is  the  cost  of 
supporting  our  worldwide  surveillance 
network,  our  nuclear  deterrent  and  so 
on.  They  know  these  costs  are  unique 
to  the  United  States  but  they  choose  to 
ignore  it  in  their  arguments.  Why?  Be- 
cause it  supports  their  view  of  proper 
levels  of  defense  spending. 

We  can  disagree  on  what  it  takes  to 
field  a  given  capability,  but  let  us  drop 
these  invalid  comparisons  and  let  us 
deal  with  the  facts.  And  with  the  facts 
in  hand,  let  us  spend  no  more  than  nec- 
essary to  get  the  job  done,  and  let  us 
spend  enough  to  fight,  "over  there," 
and  win,  decisively,  with  minimal 
losses. 

In  this  regard,  I  have  to  say  I  was  dis- 
appointed by  the  administration's 
budget  request  for  1997  defense  spend- 
ing. The  administration's  fiscal  year 
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1997  budget  request  was  $18.6  billion 
less  in  real  terms  than  the  level  en- 
acted for  fiscal  year  1996.  Now,  let  me 
put  that  another  way;  in  real  tenns, 
since  the  end  of  WWII,  there  have  only 
been  5  years  that  the  United  States  has 
spent  less  than  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion is  recommending  for  fiscal  year 
1997.  Only  in  fiscal  year  1947,  fiscal  year 
1948,  fiscal  year  1949,  fiscal  year  1950, 
those  years  immediately  following 
WWn,  and  fiscal  year  1955  immediately 
after  the  Korean  War,  has  defense 
spending  been  so  low  that  it  is  less 
than  the  President's  recommendation 
for  this  year.  Not  even  dviring  the  hol- 
low force  years  of  the  70's  have  we 
spent  so  little  on  defense.  Clearly,  it  is 
time  that  we  address  these  short- 
comings. 

As  we  prepare  to  vote  on  the  fiscal 
year  1997  defense  bill,  it  should  come  as 
no  surprise,  that  I  am  truly  concerned 
about  the  effects  that  decreasing  levels 
of  defense  spending  have  had  upon  our 
Armed  Forces.  If  the  general  public 
fully  understood  the  severity  of  defense 
cuts  under  the  Clinton  administration, 
I  believe  that  they  would  also  be  very 
concerned.  In  my  State  of  Oklahoma,  I 
have  heard  this  message  already.  We 
can  see  the  cuts  all  around  us  and  it  is 
time  to  put  these  reckless  defense  cuts 
to  an  end.  History  has  demonstrated 
that  superpower  status  cajinot  be  sus- 
tained cheaply,  nor  can  it  be  sustained 
by  budget  requests  which  do  not  pro- 
vide for  adequate  funding  of  our  forces. 
I  am  committed  to  maintaining  Ameri- 
ca's superpower  status.  However,  I  am 
skeptical  about  the  administration's 
commitment  to  this  goal. 

Right  now  our  military— the  finest 
fighting  force  on  this  Earth — is  being 
torn  in  two  directions.  Our  spending  on 
defense  is  decreasing,  while  at  the 
same  time,  the  demands  on  our  person- 
nel are  increasing.  We  are  stretching 
the  rubber  band  tighter  and  tighter, 
and  if  defense  funding  levels  do  not  in- 
crease, I  fear  the  rubber  band  will 
break  and  this  dangerous  combination 
may  result  in  an  exodus  of  high  qual- 
ity, trained-personnel  and,  ultimately, 
a  military  crises. 

It  is  our  duty,  as  Senators  of  the 
United  States,  to  do  our  part  in  provid- 
ing for  our  national  security.  In  doing 
our  part,  we  must  vote  for  a  defense 
bill  which  gives  our  nulitary  the  means 
to  do  their  part.  Our  forces  do  not  ask 
much  of  us  for  their  service,  but  they 
do  need  a  certain  amount  of  support 
from  their  Government  in  order  to 
carry  out  their  duties  and  protect  the 
security  of  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica. 

I  fei.1  it  is  time  we  take  a  more  re- 
sponsible approach  to  defending  this 
Nation,  and  I  therefore  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  the  fiscal  year  1997 
DOD  authorization  and  its  modest  in- 
crease over  the  administration  request. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  four  articles  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Washington  Times,  June  5, 1996] 

U.S.  LVFORMS  BONN  OF  SYRIAN  TOXJC-GAS 

Unit 

Bonn.— Syria  is  building  a  poison  gas  fac- 
tory In  the  western  city  of  Aleppo  that  could 
constitute  a  major  threat  to  Israel's  national 
security,  a  German  magazine  reported  yes- 
terday. 

The  weekly  Stern  said  U.S.  intelligence  of- 
ficials had  passed  on  satellite  photographs  of 
the  plant  to  their  German  counter-parts, 
who  were  checking  if  any  Germans  were  in- 
volved. 

In  a  report  released  ahead  of  publication 
today.  Stem  said  the  plant  was  similar  to 
one  in  Tarhunah,  Libya.  The  United  States 
says  that  complex  is  a  chemical  weapons  fac- 
tory; Libya  says  It  Is  an  irrigation  plant. 

[From  the  Washington  Times,  June  5. 1996] 

Iraqi  Opposition  Tells  of  Talks  in 

Damascus 

London.— A  prominent  Iraqi  businessman 
with  close  ties  to  the  regime  of  his  president, 
Saddam  Hussein,  is  in  Damascus  to  discuss 
future  cooperation  between  Syria  and  Iraq, 
an  Iraqi  opposition  group  reported  yester- 
day. 

Sattam  Kaoud,  who  heads  the  Jordanian 
Iman  company  and  oversees  other  companies 
owned  by  Saddam's  son  Uday,  arrived  in  Da- 
mascus June  1  and  is  staying  at  the  Merldlen 
Hotel  there,  according  to  the  Iraqi  Broad- 
casting Corp.  (IBC),  run  by  the  umbrella 
Iraqi  National  Congress. 

Mr.  Kaoud's  trip  was  arranged  by  a  man 
named  Mlshaan  Jibourl,  who  is  also  in  Da- 
mascus, the  IBC  said.  It  did  not  provide  de- 
tails on  Mr.  Jlbouri's  identity,  but  other 
Iraqi  opposition  sources  say  he  attended  an 
Iraqi  opposition  conference  in  Syria  this 
year. 

Mr.  Jibourl  and  Mr.  Kaoud  have  discussed 
the  possibility  of  reopening  the  Iraqi-Syrian 
border,  the  IBC  said.  Iraq,  which  has  been 
under  International  sanctions  since  its  1990 
invasion  of  Kuwait,  reached  agreement  last 
month  with  the  United  States  to  resume  lim- 
ited oil  sales  to  buy  humanitarian  supplies. 

[From  the  Washington  Times,  June  13, 1996] 
U.S.  Investigates  Ukraine-Libya  alliance 

The  State  Department  is  Investigating  re- 
ports that  Ukraine  and  Libya  are  working  on 
a  strategic  alliance  that  could  involve  the 
transfer  of  weapons  technology  to  the  pro- 
terrorist  regime  In  Libya,  a  department 
spokesman  said. 

"We're  looking  into  it.  We  take  it  seri- 
ously." spokesman  Nicholas  Burns  said  in  re- 
sponse to  a  report  of  the  Ukrainian-Libya  co- 
operation in  Monday's  editions  of  The  Wash- 
ington Times. 

Mr.  Bums  said  the  Clinton  administration 
believes  Ukraine  will  honor  existing  U.S. 
sanctions  against  Libya,  but  it  will  continue 
to  watch  the  Libyan  government  to  ensure  it 
is  not  acquiring  weapons  technology. 

[From  the  Washington  Post] 

Report  Cftes  China-Pakistan  Missile  Links 

(By  R.  Jeffrey  Smith) 

A  new,  draft  U.S.  government  report  states 
that  all  Intelligence  agencies  believe  with 
"high  confidence"  that  Pakistan  has  ob- 
tained medium-range  ballistic  missiles  made 
by  China,  and  says  for  the  first  time  that 
Pakistan  probably  has  finished  developing 


nuclear  warheads  for  these  missiles,  U.S.  of- 
ficials said  yesterday. 

The  classified  report's  unanimous  reaffir- 
mation of  a  long-standing  intelligence  con- 
clusion that  complete  Chinese  M-11  missiles 
are  in  Pakistan  puts  additional  pressure  on 
the  Clinton  administration  to  consider  im- 
posing tough  economic  sanctions  ag'alnst 
both  nations,  as  required  under  a  U.S.  law 
aimed  at  punishing  the  global  spread  of  such 
missiles,  the  officials  said. 

In  the  past,  U.S.  policymakers  have  repeat- 
edly said  that  while  components  of  the  M-11 
missiles  may  be  in  Pakistan,  Washington 
lacks  concrete  evidence  that  the  complete 
missiles  are  there.  As  a  result,  these  policy- 
makers have  said,  Washingrton  need  not  in- 
voke the  law  and  cut  off  U.S.  government 
contracts  with  China,  halt  licenses  for  U.S. 
exports  to  China  or  ban  Chinese  imports 
worth  up  to  several  billion  dollars. 

But  with  the  imminent  completion  of  the 
new  report,  which  updates  a  U.S.  intelligence 
assessment  on  the  issue  that  was  prepared  in 
1994,  policymakers  may  have  a  tougher  time 
fending  off  calls  by  many  proliferation  ex- 
perts, intelligence  analysts  and  certain  law- 
makers to  acknowledge  publicly  that  the  M- 
11  missiles  are  in  Pakistan. 

Details  of  the  draft  report  are  emerging  at 
a  sensitive  moment  in  U.S.-Chlnese  rela- 
tions, as  administration  officials  are  con- 
ducting final  negotiations  with  Beijing  re- 
garding possible  sanctions  against  China  for 
copying  U.S.  commercial  goods.  The  admin- 
istration is  also  defending  a  decision  by 
President  Clinton  to  renew  the  most-favored- 
nation  trading  status  that  allows  Chinese 
goods  to  be  imported  with  low  U.S.  tariffs. 

The  refusal  of  top  pollcjrmakers  to  accept 
the  intelligence  community's  judgment  re- 
garding the  presence  of  the  M-ll  missiles,  as 
well  as  its  recent  decision  not  to  impose 
sanctions  agrainst  China  for  selling  nuclear 
weapons-related  equipment  to  Pakistan,  has 
rankled  certain  U.S.  officials  who  favor  a 
much  tougher  policy  toward  China.  This  dis- 
satisfaction has  helped  fuel  a  series  of  leaks 
about  Chinese  wrongdoing  over  the  years. 

The  first  U.S.  intelligence  report  regarding 
the  M-lls  was  leaked  in  1992.  Last  July,  the 
Washington  Post  quoted  Intelligence  offi- 
cials as  saying  that  more  than  30  of  the  mis- 
siles were  stored  in  crates  at  Pakistan's 
Sargodha  Air  Force  Base  west  of  Lahore. 

Several  U.S.  officials  said  yesterday  that  is 
where  the  entire  intelligence  community  be- 
lieves the  missiles  remain.  But  they  added 
that  a  sharp  dispute  has  broken  out  within 
the  community  over  whether  the  missiles 
should  nonetheless  be  described  in  the  new 
report  as  "operational."  a  term  that  would 
raise  policy  alarms  in  Washington  and  upset 
the  Indian  government. 

Yesterday's  Washington  Times  reported 
the  existence  of  the  new  draft  report  and 
first  described  the  dispute  about  its  con- 
tents. 

Representatives  of  the  CIA  and  the  Defense 
Intelligence  Agency,  in  particular,  have  ar- 
gued that  because  a  unit  of  the  Pakistani 
army  has  been  assigned  to  operate  the  mis- 
siles and  has  been  trained  by  Chinese  ex- 
perts, the  missiles  can  probably  be  with- 
drawn from  their  crates  and  deployed  in  the 
field  within  a  matter  of  days. 

The  State  Department's  Bureau  of  Intel- 
ligence and  Research  (IKR),  alone  among 
U.S.  intelligence  agencies,  has  argued  to  the 
contrary  that  not  enough  information  is 
known  about  Pakistani  training  practices  to 
reach  this  judgment.  The  missiles  cannot  be 
considered  operational  until  they  have  actu- 
ally been  withdrawn  from  the  crates  and 
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been  used  in  such  training — and  act  that  has 
not  yet  occurred,  the  bureaus  has  argued. 

"There  is  nothing  new  on  this  issue  [of 
missile  operations]."  said  one  policymaker. 
That  means  "it  is  kind  of  a  semantic  ques- 
tion," rather  than  an  act  reflecting  a  shift  in 
Pakistani  military  strategy  or  security  pol- 
icy. 

A  similar  dispute  has  broken  out  over  the 
draft  report's  new  conclusion  that  "it  is 
probable"  Pakistani  weapons  engineers  have 
completed  the  arduous  task  of  creating  nu- 
clear warheads  compact  enough  to  flt  atop 
the  missiles. 

Several  officials  said  this  conclusion  is  de- 
rived from  an  estimate  of  how  long  Pakistan 
has  been  trying  to  complete  this  task  and 
certain  Information  about  the  sophistication 
of  its  weapons  designs.  But  INR  analysts 
have  argxied  to  the  contrary  that  the  effort 
cannot  be  considered  successful  until  the 
warhead  has  been  flight-tested — an  act  that 
again  has  not  yet  occurred. 

Officials  said  the  final  wording  of  the  re- 
port is  to  be  decided  by  CIA  Director  John 
M.  Deutch,  after  further  drafting  by  the 
Weapons  and  Space  Systems  Intelligence 
Committee,  a  little-known  panel  that  in- 
cludes representatives  of  all  U.S.  Intel- 
ligence agencies  as  well  as  officials  from 
Australia,  Canada  and  Britain,  Australia  and 
Canada  have  sided  with  INR  in  concluding 
the  M-lls  are  not  yet  "operational"  and  that 
Pakistan  might  not  yet  have  completed  the 
requisite  nuclear  warheads. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  I  yield  the  Qoor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
seeks  recognition? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  commend  the  able  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  for  his  fine  statement. 
He  is  a  valuable  member  of  the  Armed 
Services  Committee.  We  appreciate  his 
coming  here  and  making  a  good  state- 
ment. 

I  now  yield  to  the  able  Senator  from 
Indiana,  Senator  Coats,  another  valu- 
able member  of  the  Armed  Services 
Committee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Indiana. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
our  chairman  and  my  friend,  the  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina,  for  his  kind 
statements  and  for  allowing  me  this 
time. 

privilege  of  the  floor 

First  of  all,  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a 
member  of  my  staff,  Maj.  Sharon  Dun- 
bar, be  allowed  permission  to  be  on  the 
fioor  during  the  debate  on  the  defense 
authorization  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  have  a 
somewhat  lengthy  statement  which  I 
will  try  to  abbreviate.  There  are  essen- 
tial points  which  I  would  like  to  make 
as  we  are  debating  the  1997  national  de- 
fense bill. 

The  President's  proposed  defense 
budget  of  S254  billion  is,  in  my  opinion, 
the  epitome  of  a  mindset  that  has  been 
prevalent  throughout  the  Congress  and 
this  administration  that  the  military 
can  do  more  with  less.  Not  only  does 
this  budget  figure  as  has  been  proposed 
to  us  constitute  the  12th  consecutive 


year  of  decline  for  defense  spending  but 
it  flies  squarely  in  the  face  of  his  many 
pledges  and  conMnitments  to  ensure  a 
strong  national  defense,  and  at  the 
same  time  in  the  face  of  this  declining 
figiire  of  12  straight  years  our  military 
is  being  asked  to  do  more  and  more,  to 
be  prepared  to  do  more,  and  actually  is 
committed  to  more  conflicts  and  more 
deplojrments  around  the  world  than  it 
has  in  a  long,  long  time. 

In  his  1994  State  of  the  Union  Address 
the  President  said; 

From  the  day  I  took  the  oath  of  office.  I 
pledged  that  our  Nation  would  maintain  the 
best  equipped,  best  trained,  and  best  pre- 
pared military  on  Earth. 

This  year's  defense  budget  is  a  dis- 
avowal of  that  pledge — that  falls  far 
short  of  meeting  many  of  the  needs  of 
our  Armed  Forces.  But  the  President's 
rhetoric  in  this  instance,  as  in  many 
other  instances  and  many  other  issues, 
simply  does  not  match  the  record.  The 
President  has  praised  our  men  and 
women  in  uniform  for  their  courage 
and  skill,  and  yet  each  budget  that  he 
sends  up  refuses  to  back  up  that  praise 
and  that  commitment  with  adequate 
resources  to  allow  them  to  do  their  job. 

Let  me  just  give  a  couple  of  exam- 
ples. In  the  area  of  procurement,  in 
order  to  ensure  future  military  readi- 
ness and  superiority  against  threats 
from  outside  by  tyrants,  terrorists, 
rogue  nations,  and  others,  our  military 
needs  to,  on  a  regular  basis,  recapital- 
ize existing  equipment  and  buy  new 
systems. 

There  is  amazing  change  taking  place 
today  in  technology  and  what  is  avail- 
able to  us.  We  saw  vivid  pictures  of 
that  during  Desert  Storm — a  revolu- 
tion in  terms  of  the  way  warfare  is 
fought  to  engage  in  that  size  conflict 
with  that  number  of  troops,  and  to 
come  away  with  as  few  casualties  as  we 
have.  It  was  extraordinary.  Never  in 
the  history  of  warfare  has  this  hap- 
pened. It  is  due  to  those  changes  in 
technology  which  allow  us  to  have  a 
significant  advantage  over  our  adver- 
saries. It  is  due  to  the  extensive  train- 
ing of  troops  to  utilize  that  new  tech- 
nology, to  outstanding  leadership,  and 
the  availability  of  a  synergy  of  train- 
ing, quality  personnel,  quality  leader- 
ship, and  modem  technology  in  new 
weapons. 

Yet,  in  spite  of  warnings  by  senior 
military  officials  that  procurement  is 
in  a  crisis,  in  the  defense  budget  the 
President  seeks  to  fund  procurement  at 
its  lowest  level  since  the  Korean  war — 
S21  billion  less  than  what  senior  mili- 
tary leaders  have  testified  as  required 
by  the  year  1998.  We  are  significantly 
under  the  procurement  budget  that  is 
necessary  to  maintain  pace  with  re- 
capitalization of  existing  equipment. 

The  war-fighting  commanders,  mili- 
tary service  chiefs,  ana  Chairman  of 
the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  have  all  testi- 
fied to  their  deep  concerns  about  the 
President's  budget.  These  senior  mili- 


tary leaders  universally  have  identified 
readiness,  quality  of  life,  and  mod- 
ernization as  desperately  requiring  at- 
tention and  increased  funding.  The 
Senate  Armed  Services  Committee  has 
weighed  their  testimony  carefully.  It 
authorized  an  additional  $12.9  billion 
over  the  President's  budget  based  upon 
the  military's  own  needs  and  require- 
ments. Even  with  this  addition,  the 
1997  committee  bill  will  still  be  $5.6  bil- 
lion below  the  inflation-adjusted 
spending  levels  of  last  year's  defense 
bUl. 

So  Members  and  colleagues  need  to 
understand  that  even  though  we  are 
adding  this  to  the  President's  request, 
we  are  still  below  what  is  necessary  to 
maintain  a  level  of  funding  over  last 
year's  bill. 

So  we  are  now  entering  the  12th  con- 
secutive year  of  defense  decline.  The 
defense  bill  before  us  does  not  provide 
our  trooiK  with  what  is  required  for  the 
defense  of  our  Nation,  what  is  required 
to  sustain  military  superiority  in  a 
rapidly  changing  global  environment. 
Rhetoric  matters  little  if  our  troops 
lack  the  resources  they  need  to  execute 
the  mission  or  enjoy  an  acceptable 
quality  of  life  during  military  service. 
The  bill  that  we  are  bringing  forward 
authorizes  our  Armed  Forces  to  mod- 
ernize their  equipment,  to  replace 
aging  trucks,  ships,  and  aircraft,  and 
encourages  our  military  to  develop  new 
operational  capabilities  based  on 
emerging  technologies  and  to  better 
prepare  themselves  for  a  military  tech- 
nological revolution  that  may  well  be 
ushered  in  in  the  next  century,  a  revo- 
lution that  may  profoundly  change  the 
character  of  future  conflicts. 

Finally,  the  bill  that  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  is  bringing  for- 
ward will  improve  the  quality  of  life  of 
our  military  personnel  by  addressing 
compensation,  work  and  living  condi- 
tions. Addressing  these  issues  will  en- 
able the  troops  to  focus  on  their  mis- 
sion rather  than  worry  about  the  wel- 
fare of  themselves  or  of  their  families. 

So,  Mr.  President,  what  I  am  stating 
here  is  that  had  we  followed  the  Presi- 
dent's requested  budget,  we  would  not 
have  begun  to  address  the  concerns 
that  were  laid  out  before  us  as  mem- 
bers of  the  committee  and  members  of 
the  armed  services  leadership  came  and 
testified. 

With  this  $12.9  billion  plus  up.  in  ad- 
dition, even  though  we  fall  short  of 
maintaining  parity  with  spending  last 
year  inflation  adjusted,  we  do  address 
some  of  the  critical  areas  that  need  to 
be  addressed,  primarily  improving  our 
readiness,  improving  quality  of  life  for 
our  troops  and  their  families  and  be- 
ginning the  process  of  modernizing  to 
keep  pace  with  the  technologicad 
changes  that  are  before  us. 

As  chairman  of  the  Persoimel  Sub- 
committee. I  have  had  the  opportunity 
to  visit  our  troops,  listen  to  them  tes- 
tify before   our  conmuttee  and  meet 
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with  them  at  many  military  installa- 
tions around  the  country  and  the 
world.  With  a  30  percent  less  force 
structure,  I  found  that  our  military  is 
overextended  in  meeting  many  of  the 
new  demands  of  the  post-cold-war 
world.  By  demanding  more  of  those 
who  remain  in  the  military  after  a 
nearly  40  percent  decrease  in  personnel 
levels  and  spending  levels  but  by  not 
training  or  equipping  them  to  conduct 
these  additional  missions,  we  are  erod- 
ing the  state  of  military  readiness  and 
the  quality  of  life  of  our  military  mem- 
bers. 

Let  me  give  some  examples.  What  is 
called  personnel  tempo,  that  is,  the 
amount  of  time  our  military  members 
spend  away  from  their  home  base,  has 
increased  considerably  since  the  end  of 
the  cold  war.  Today,  four  times  as 
many  Air  Force  personnel  are  deployed 
as  there  were  in  1989.  People  think  we 
are  in  this  peace  period,  post-cold-war 
period,  where  most  of  our  troops  are 
staying  home  and  not  having  commit- 
ments for  deplojrment  or  heavy  train- 
ing. That  is  simply  not  the  case.  Air 
Force  personnel  are  deployed  at  four 
times  the  rate  they  were  in  1989.  Gen- 
eral Reimer,  the  Army  Chief  of  Staff, 
indicated  that  requirements  for  the 
Army  forces  have  risen  300  percent  dur- 
ing that  time.  Today,  more  than  41,000 
U.S.  soldiers  are  currently  deployed  on 
nearly  170  missions  in  60  countries. 
General  Sheehan,  the  Commander  in 
Chief  of  the  U.S.  Atlantic  Command, 
has  testified  that  he  has  forces  de- 
ployed in  18  separate  operations  world- 
wide, 70  ships,  400  aircraft,  and  37,000 
personnel.  At  this  pace,  maintenance, 
morale,  and  readiness  rapidly  erode  if 
they  do  not  have  the  resources  capable 
of  meeting  these  demands. 

General  Reimer  has  testified: 

Elzcesslve  time  away  from  home  is  often 
cited  by  quality  professionals  as  the  reason 
for  their  decision  to  leave  the  military.  It  Is 
common  to  Qnd  soldiers  that  have  been  away 
fjrom  home  for  140,  160  or  190  days  In  the  past 
year.  The  Army's  future  depends  upon  our 
ability  to  retain  the  best  soldiers  to  be  to- 
morrow's leaders. 

The  quality  of  our  Armed  Forces, 
their  training,  their  professionalism, 
and  their  commitment,  is  what  distin- 
guishes the  American  military  from  all 
the  others.  Today  we  have  an  excellent, 
dedicated  force,  but  in  order  to  attract 
and  retain  the  quality  of  personnel  for 
which  our  military  is  known,  we  must 
pay  attention  to  their  needs  and  con- 
cerns. 

Quality  of  life  is  a  factor  of  readiness 
that  we  cannot  ignore.  It  involves  not 
just  where  our  military  families  live 
but  how  they  live.  We  must  not  forget 
that  training  programs  and  the  qual- 
ity-of-life  initiatives  are  major  invest- 
ments in  the  future  of  our  Armed 
Forces.  If  we  fail  to  address  these 
issues  today,  our  Armed  Forces  wall 
suffer  the  consequences  tomorrow. 

The  defense  bill  before  us  addresses 
the  quality-of-life  issues  that  matter 


the  most  to  our  military  personnel  and 
their  fjunilies.  Included  in  this  legisla- 
tion are  provisions  to  provide  equitable 
pay  and  benefits  and  to  restore  funding 
for  troops,  barracks,  and  military  fam- 
ily housing.  The  committee  added  $122 
million  to  the  fund  for  family  housing 
requirements.  This  need  was  pointed 
out  clearly  by  General  Krulak,  Com- 
mandant of  the  Marine  Corps,  who  ex- 
pressed his  concern  about  conditions  of 
housing.  General  Krulak  testified: 

We  are  not  where  we  ought  to  be.  I  went 
with  my  godchild  to  his  barracks  and  was  ap- 
palled at  what  he  was  living  In.  Appalled  is 
probably  a  mild  word  for  it.  We  are  building 
some  barracks,  we  are  building  some  homes, 
but  it  is  not  to  the  level  that  I  as  Com- 
mandant or  you  as  a  public  servant  would  be 
very  pleased  about.  It  is  simply  a  matter  of 
available  money. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  visited  bar- 
racks and  family  housing  units  at 
bases  across  this  country  and  in  dif- 
ferent parts  of  the  world.  I  wish  I  could 
take  every  Member  of  the  Senate  to 
these  bases  and  show  them  personally 
what  we  are  providing  for  our  troops  in 
terms  of  living  arrangements.  They 
would  be  appalled  to  see  the  conditions 
that  we  are  asking  our  service  mem- 
bers and  their  families  to  live  in. 
Today,  over  60  percent  of  all  military 
housing  is  deemed  substandard  by  mili- 
tary standards,  and  those  military 
standards  are  far  lower  than  the  stand- 
ards we  find  in  civilian  occupations 
outside  of  the  military — soldiers  with 
rotting  shower  stalls  and  running  toi- 
lets, half  of  which  do  not  work,  with 
drywall  with  holes  punched  through, 
with  leaky,  rusted  pipes  and  units  with 
asbestos  in  the  ceilings  and  in  the 
walls.  It  is  just  extraordinary  to  see 
the  disrepair  that  our  troops  are  re- 
quired to  live  with  and  raise  their  fam- 
ilies in. 

I  commend  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
for  imderstanding  this  problem  and 
taking  initiatives  to  address  this  prob- 
lem. He  has  established  both  an  inter- 
nal task  force  and  an  external  task 
force  to  address  this  housing  problem, 
but  housing  year  after  year  after  year 
has  been  deferred  and  delayed  in  terms 
of  rebuilding  new  housing  and  main- 
taining existing  housing  because  we 
have  had  scarce  resources  and  have  had 
to  divert  those  resources  into  the  es- 
sential needs  of  readiness  and  training 
and  pay  for  our  personnel,  and  yet  we 
have  ignored  the  very  facilities  in 
which  they  live.  Members  would  feel  it 
a  disgrace  if  they  visited  these  facili- 
ties. Members  here  would  not  think  of 
raising  their  families  under  the  condi- 
tions that  our  soldiers  and  sailors  and 
marines  and  airmen  are  required  to 
raise  their  families  in.  Soldiers  today 
are  pooling  their  own  funds  and  going 
down  to  Home  Depot  to  buy  materials 
to  bring  back  to  their  barracks  to  fix 
their  shower  stalls,  to  fix  leaky  win- 
dows, to  fix  rotting  ceilings,  to  repair 
the  facilities  that  they  live  in,  with 
their  own  money  on  their  own  time. 


Our  units  are  being  organized  by 
their  commanders  to  do  self-work 
projects  in  order  just  to  obtain  mini- 
mal living  standards.  It  is  a  disgrace. 
So,  for  those  who  come  to  this  floor 
and  say  the  military  has  money  flow- 
ing out  of  its  pockets  and  is  wasting 
taxpayers'  dollars  on  defense  needs,  I 
would  like  them  to  join  me  on  a  short 
trip  to  a  number  of  facilities  so  they 
can  see  what  kind  of  quality  of  life  our 
troops  have,  what  conditions  they  are 
asked  to  live  in. 

We  take  great  pride  in  providing  our 
troops  with  the  best  training,  the  best 
leadership,  and  the  best  weapons.  Yet, 
when  it  comes  to  quality  of  life,  wheth- 
er it  comes  to  the  time  they  spend  with 
their  faunily  or  take  the  weekend  off, 
they  return  to  a  substandard  quality  of 
life  that  this  Nation  ought  to  be 
ashamed  of. 

One  of  the  ways  in  which  the  com- 
mittee is  attempting  to  close  this  gap 
between  military  housing  costs  and 
housing  allowances,  to  span  that  gap. 
is  we  have  recommended  a  4-percent  in- 
crease in  the  basic  housing  allowance. 
We  also  have  authorized  single  E-5's  to 
receive  basic  allowance  for  quarters, 
one  of  the  Navy's  highest  quality-of- 
life  priorities. 

In  addition,  we  provided  a  3-percent 
pay  raise  for  our  troops,  both  needed 
and  well  deserved,  which  is,  again,  less 
than  the  Congressional  Budget  Office's 
3.2  inflation  estimate,  but  it  is  close. 
So  it  is  hardly  unreasonable  to  ask  for 
a  3-percent  increase  in  pay. 

Additionally,  General  Shelton,  who  is 
commander  in  chief  of  Special  Oper- 
ations Command,  testified  before  our 
committee  about  his  inability  to  pay 
Army  special  operation  forces  special 
duty  assignment  pay.  He  simply  did 
not  have  the  funds.  So  we  authorized 
the  funding  to  give  them  that  pay  that 
other  special  operations  forces  receive. 
These  are  just  a  few  of  the  personnel 
initiatives  that  we  have  taken  to  at- 
tempt to  address  some  serious  person- 
nel problems. 

With  regard  to  modernization 
issues— procurement,  research,  devel- 
opment, test  and  evaluation,  military 
construction,  housing— the  administra- 
tion concedes  that  the  budget  is  "*  *  * 
contingent  on  the  realization  of  sav- 
ings expected  to  accrue  from  infra- 
structure reductions,  especially  base 
closings,  and  the  successful  implemen- 
tation of  acquisition  reform  initia- 
tives." 

Let  me  just  comment  briefly  on  that. 
I  have  some  very  fundamental  concerns 
about  the  administration's  approach  to 
funding  future  needs  based  on  assump- 
tions that  may  not  pan  out.  Many  of 
these  funding  modernizations  are  criti- 
cal to  the  future  of  our  forces,  yet  we 
are  depending  on  freeing  up  funds  based 
on  assumptions  about  inflation  which 
will  defy  all  past  records  of  what  infla- 
tion levels  will  be  in  the  future.  Any 
miscalculation    is    going    to    impact 
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greatly  the  resources  necessary  for  up- 
dating many  of  our  programs. 

Second,  planning  for  weapons  mod- 
ernization is  not  the  same  as  funding 
weapons  modernization.  Mortgaging  of 
modernization  to  fund  near-term  readi- 
ness over  recent  years  has  already  cre- 
ated massive  bow  waves  in  weapons  re- 
quirements. The  tactical  air  fleet  is 
reaching  its  half-life.  Army  and  Marine 
utility  helicopters  have  already  ex- 
ceeded their  half-life,  and  combat  vehi- 
cles and  trucks  will  reach  their  full  life 
cycle  by  the  end  of  the  future  year's 
defense  plan.  We  have  military  person- 
nel today  who  are  flying  aircraft  and 
driving  trucks  that  are  older  than  they 
are. 

So  linking  future  modernization 
funding  to  illusory  savings  from  acqui- 
sition reform,  base  closure  and  infla- 
tion is  unacceptable.  Even  if  these  sav- 
ings materialize,  modernization  at  best 
will  be  funded  at  $60  billion  4  years 
later  than  what  is  required.  If  these 
savings  do  not  materialize,  and  I  sus- 
pect they  will  not,  modernization  of 
our  Armed  Forces  will  be  pushed  fur- 
ther into  the  21st  century. 

Finally,  let  me  just  state  that  the  as- 
sumptions behind  the  auiministration's 
defense  budget  are  based  upon  its  Bot- 
tom-Up Review  strategy  calling  on  our 
military  to  fight  and  win  two  nearly  si- 
multaneous major  regional  contin- 
gencies. It  is  not  realistic  to  expect  our 
military  to  fight  two  major  regional 
conflicts  with  a  $10  billion  nominal  de- 
cline in  the  defense  budget.  Until  the 
Department  of  Defense  conducts  an- 
other strategic  review,  our  military 
must  continue  to  organize,  train,  and 
equip  to  execute  this  strategy. 

Many  of  us  share  concerns  that  the 
outdated  Bottom-Up  Review  may  be 
detracting  from  prudent  defense  invest- 
ments. Misinvestments  will  adversely 
impact  our  war  fighters,  but  it  will 
also  affect  taxpayers.  Because  of  these 
concerns,  I  am  supporting,  along  with 
Senator  Lieberman,  an  amendment 
calling  for  the  Defense  Department  to 
undertake  a  comprehensive  innovative 
study  of  alternative  force  structures  in 
1997,  and  urge  Members  to  participate 
in  this  debate  and  listen  to  the  reasons 
why  we  need  to  do  this. 

Last  year,  during  the  debate  on  the 
defense  authorization  bill,  we  heard 
from  a  number  of  Members  who  were 
offering  amendments  to  cut  funding  for 
the  Defense  Department  who  were 
questioning  the  increases  that  we  were 
seeking  in  the  funding  for  the  defense 
of  our  Nation.  We  heard  them  say  over 
and  over  and  over.  "Well,  the  Pentagon 
did  not  ask  for  this  money,  the  Penta- 
gon did  not  seek  these  funds.  So,  there- 
fore, everything  that  is  being  requested 
on  this  floor  that  exceeds  what  the 
Pentagon  sent  over  in  its  budget  re- 
quest has  to  be  pork-barrel  spending,  it 
has  to  be  unnecessary  spending,  waste- 
ful spending,  spending  that  is  not  need- 
ed." 


I  want  to  make  sure  my  colleagues 
know  that  when  this  excuse  is  brought 
up  this  year  in  the  context  of  discus- 
sion about  this  bill,  or  spending  prior- 
ities, that  this  statement  that  "the 
Pentagon  did  not  ask  for  it,  and  there- 
fore it  is  not  needed,"  is  an  excuse  that 
just  simply  will  not  wa^h.  It  does  not 
square  with  the  testimony  received  by 
the  Senate  Armed  Services  Committee. 
It  only  squares  with  what  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  department  decided  they 
would  spend  for  defense.  It  does  not 
come  anywhere  close  to  what  the  mili- 
tary has  testified  on  the  record  that 
they  need  in  order  to  accomplish  the 
tasks  and  the  missions  that  have  been 
required  of  them  by  this  adnainistra- 
tion. 

So  that  excuse,  that  this  is  above  the 
Defense  Department's  own  request,  is  a 
phony  excuse.  It  does  not  reflect  in  any 
way  the  testimony  we  received  from 
senior  military  leaders.  It  reflects  what 
those  senior  leaders  were  told  to  say 
and  the  constraints  that  were  placed 
on  them  by  the  administration.  So  let 
us  make  sure  we  understand  what  the 
difference  is  between  defense  needs  and 
their  stated  needs,  and  what  the  ad- 
ministration has  told  them  their  needs 
are  and  their  top-line  spending  is. 

In  a  December  1994  Rose  Garden 
speech.  President  Clinton  affirmed  that 
"We  ask  much  of  our  military  and  owe 
much  to  them  in  return."  What  is  a 
fair  return  to  our  troops  for  dedicating 
themselves  to  service  for  our  Nation— 
for  risking  their  lives  to  defend  Ameri- 
ca's interests  around  the  world?  Our 
troops  do  not  ask  for  much.  In  fact, 
their  requests  are  actually  quite  rea- 
sonable— modernized  weapon  systems 
to  defend  America's  interests,  to  give 
them  a  superior  edge  over  those  they 
fight  against,  training  programs  to  im- 
prove their  warfighting  capabilities,  a 
decent  standard  of  living,  and  decent 
quarters  in  which  to  live.  Attending  to 
these  basic  needs  is  indeed  a  small  in- 
vestment for  the  services  our  Armed 
Forces  provide  to  the  Nation  each  day. 
Attending  to  these  needs  is  a  small  re- 
turn on  the  price  we  may  ultimately 
ask  our  Armed  Forces  to  pay  in  defense 
of  our  Nation. 

We  must  not  squander  the  oppor- 
tunity to  plan  our  militarys  future 
during  a  time  of  peace.  Nor  should  we 
be  lulled  into  a  false  sense  of  secririty 
that  in  the  21st  century— indeed  in  the 
years  preceding  it — our  Armed  Forces 
will  not  again  be  called  upon  to  defend 
America.  I  respect  the  argument  that 
our  Nation  must  grapple  with  many, 
often  conflicting,  priorities.  Clearly, 
the  Government  has  an  obligation  to 
get  its  financial  house  in  order  and  bal- 
ance the  budget.  However,  we  must 
avoid  the  temptation  to  act  as  if  cut- 
ting defense  spending  has  no  con- 
sequences. History  is  replete  with  ex- 
amples of  the  consequences  of  ignoring 
military  preparedness. 

In  speaking  of  our  Nation's  failure  to 
address  these  very  same   issues  after 


World  War  U.  Gen.  Creighton  Abrams 
said: 

We  paid  dearly  for  unpreparedness  during 
those  early  days  in  Korea  with  our  most  pre- 
cious currency— the  lives  of  our  young  men. 
The  monuments  we  raise  to  their  heroism 
and  sacrifices  are  really  surrogates  for  the 
monuments  we  owe  ourselves  for  our  blind- 
ness to  reality,  for  our  indifference  to  real 
threats  to  our  security,  and  our  determina- 
tion to  deal  in  intentions  and  i)erceptions. 
for  our  unsubstantiated  wishful  thinking 
about  how  war  would  not  come. 

In  his  annual  report  to  the  President 
and  Congress.  Defense  Secretarj'  Perry 
wrote: 

The  world  has  changed  dramatically  over 
the  past  few  years,  but  one  thing  remains 
constant:  a  strong  military  force,  made  up  of 
the  finest  American  men  and  women,  is  the 
Nation's  best  insurance  policy. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  ponder  the 
haunting  words  of  General  Abrams.  and 
the  deliberate  words  of  Secretary 
Perry.  As  tempting  as  it  may  be  in  an 
era  of  scarce  resources  and  competing 
priorities,  we  must  not  allow  indiffer- 
ence to  serve  as  the  basis  for  today's 
defense  spending.  A  strong,  well-pre- 
pared military  has  been,  and  will  con- 
tinue to  be.  our  Nation's  only  insur- 
ance. A  strong  national  defense  does 
not  come  cheaply.  We  should  not  de- 
lude ourselves  into  thinking  otherwise. 

Mr.  President.  I  will  say  to  those  who 
think  defense  needs  to  do  more  of  its 
share  in  helping  to  reduce  our  spend- 
ing, had  every  other  item  of  Govern- 
ment done  half  the  share  that  defense 
has  provided  of  reduced  spending  over 
the  past  12  years,  we  would  more  than 
have  a  balanced  budget.  If  other  agen- 
cies of  Government  had  taken  the  same 
steps,  or  half  the  steps,  taken  by  the 
Department  of  Defense,  we  would  not 
be  arguing  over  the  need  for  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  to  balance  the  budg- 
et or  how  we  get  to  a  balanced  budget. 

The  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  over 
the  past  12  years,  defense  spending  has 
declined  nearly  40  percent,  and  it  con- 
tinues to  go  down,  now  the  12th  con- 
secutive year.  Name  me  one  other  pro- 
gram of  Government  that  has  begun  to 
match  the  record  of  reduced  spending 
as  the  Depaurtment  of  Defense— 40  per- 
cent less  troops.  40  percent  less  spend- 
ing for  equipment,  troops  deployed  all 
over  the  world,  stretched  to  the  limit, 
in  many  cases,  in  terms  of  their  oper- 
ations tempo  and  their  personnel 
tempo,  troops  living  in  substandard 
housing. 

What  Member  of  this  Congress  can 
take  any  sense  of  satisfaction  in  know- 
ing that  60  percent  or  more  of  the  men 
and  women  and  families  who  have  com- 
mitted to  defend  this  Nation  live  in  ab- 
solutely substandard  housing  arrange- 
ments? It  is  a  disgrace,  and  it  is  simply 
something  that  we  absolutely  have  to 
correct. 

So,  as  we  go  forward  in  the  debate  on 
the  defense  biU,  I  hope  my  colleagues 
will  remember  defense  has  contributed 
more  than  its  share  in  reducing  our 
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spending  and  trying  to  get  in  line  with 
a  balanced  budget.  No  other  agencies  of 
Government  can  begin  to  compare  with 
that.  And  in  the  end,  one  of  the  most 
essential,  if  not  the  most  essential, 
functions  for  Federal  Government  is  to 
provide  for  the  common  defense  and 
the  national  security  of  this  country.  I 
can  think  of  no  higher  spending  prior- 
ity. We  need  to  understand  that.  We 
need  to  understand  that  this  adminis- 
tration is  not  committed  to  that  prior- 
ity, despite  their  rhetoric. 

Let's  hope  that  the  debate  will  lead 
us  to  a  satisfactory  result,  so  we  can  at 
least  tell  our  troops  that  we  have  done 
the  best  we  can— we  have  not  provided 
them  everything  they  need,  but  we 
have  at  least  taken  steps  in  the  right 
direction  to  recognize  that  they  pro- 
vide security  and  defense  for  more  than 
250  million  people  of  this  country  and 
deserve  adequate  support  in  doing  that. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DORGAN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
seeks  recognition? 

Mr.  THURMOND  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
commend  the  able  Senator  from  Indi- 
ana for  the  valuable  contributions  he 
has  made  to  this  debate. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina.  I  will 
start  today  by  expressing  my  respect 
for  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina.  I 
think  he  has  brought  a  bill  to  the  floor 
that  includes  many  features  that  are 
very  imiwrtant.  He  and  Senator  Nunn 
are  two  Senators  for  whom  I  have  the 
highest  regard.  I  appreciate  very  much 
the  work  he  does  on  behalf  of  this 
country  in  the  area  of  defense. 

I  regret  I  am  going  to  offer  an 
amendment  he  likely  will  not  support, 
but  that  does  not  diminish  in  any  way 
my  respect  for  his  work  and  effort,  nor 
does  it  diminish  in  any  way  the  respect 
I  have  for  the  others  on  the  defense  au- 
thorization committee. 

I  intend  to  offer  an  amendment  later 
today  to  reduce  by  $300  million  the 
amount  of  money  that  was  added  to 
the  National  Missile  Defense  Program 
or,  I  call  it,  star  wars,  because  it  has  a 
space-based,  multisite  component.  But 
I  intend  to  offer  that,  hopefully  today, 
and  give  the  Senate  an  opportunity  to 
reduce  by  S300  million  this  Defense  au- 
thorization bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  be  able  to  show  my  colleagues 
the  following  piece  of  metal.  It  is  an 
item  that  comes  from  a  hinge  to  a  door 
on  a  missile  silo.  The  silo  was  silo  No. 
110  In  Pervomaysk,  Ukraine.  It  held  an 
SS-19  missile  that  was  targeted  against 
the  United  States  of  America.  That 
missile  likely  would  have  held,  I  be- 


lieve, five  or  six  warheads  buried  in  the 
ground  in  the  Ukraine.  Missile  No.  110 
and  SS-19.  This  piece  of  metal  was 
taken  from  that  destroyed  missile  silo. 

That  missile  does  not  exist  anymore. 
Where  this  was  part  of  a  component  to 
hold  an  SS-19  targeted  against  the 
United  States,  there  now  exists  not  a 
silo,  not  a  missile,  not  a  warhead,  but 
a  piece  of  level  ground  planted  not  with 
a  missile  but  with  sunflowers.  Sun- 
flowers have  replaced  an  SS-19  that 
was  targeted  against  the  United  States 
of  America. 

How  did  that  happen?  How  does  it 
happen  that  I  hold  a  piece  of  metal 
from  a  silo  that  housed  a  nuclear  weap- 
on targeted  against  our  country?  This 
has  come  from  halfway  around  the 
world  and  from  more  than  that  dis- 
tance, philosophically,  in  terms  of 
what  we  have  understood  how  we  can 
make  progress  in  arms  reductions  if  we 
do  the  right  thing. 

Senator  Nunn  and  Senator  Lugar 
proposed  legislation  that  is  now  law 
that  provides  funding  for  the  destruc- 
tion of  missiles  under  the  arms  reduc- 
tion treaties  we  have  with  Russia  and 
the  old  Soviet  Union.  Today,  as  I 
speak,  there  are  missiles  airmed  with 
nuclear  warheads  that  used  to  be  point- 
ed at  this  country  that  are  being 
chopped  up  and  crushed  and  taken  out 
of  silos  and  destroyed. 

Surely,  everyone  would  agree  the 
best  way  to  destroy  a  missile  that  is 
aimed  at  the  United  States  is  to  de- 
stroy it  before  it  leaves  its  silo.  Hun- 
dreds of  these  missiles  have  been  de- 
stroyed before  they  have  left  the  silo 
under  the  Nunn-Lugar  provisions, 
which  have  substantially  reduced  the 
nuclear  threat  and  which,  under  the 
arms  reduction  treaties,  have  resulted 
in  fewer  missiles  and  fewer  nuclear 
weapons  threatening  our  country. 

In  this  Defense  authorization  bill,  we 
are  going  to  have  a  debate  about 
whether  to  build  a  new  National  Mis- 
sile Defense  Program.  Some  call  it  De- 
fend America.  Some  call  it  star  wars. 
Some  call  it  NMD.  Whatever  it  is,  the 
Congressional  Research  Service  says  it 
is  from  between  a  $30  billion  to  $60  bil- 
lion new  program  to  build  a  new  set  of 
missiles  in  our  country  to  create  some 
kind  of  an  astrodome  across  America 
so  that  other  potential  enemy  missiles 
are  unable  to  penetrate. 

This  defense  authorization  bill  adds 
$300  million  to  the  $508  million  that 
was  requested  by  the  administration 
and  the  Pentagon  on  research  and  de- 
velopment on  a  national  missile  de- 
fense system.  Let  me  be  clear,  I  do  not 
oppose  research  on  a  National  Missile 
Defense  Program.  I  do  not  oppose  re- 
search. I  do  oppose  going  beyond  re- 
search, adding  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars,  demanding  we  deploy,  as 
quickly  as  is  possible,  almost  imme- 
diately, a  national  missile  defense  sys- 
tem. 

To  do  that  will  destroy  the  arms  con- 
trol agreemeLt-s  we  now  have.  To  de- 


stroy the  arms  control  agreements 
makes  no  sense  at  all.  Those  are  the 
agreements  by  which  we  are  seeing  the 
missiles  in  the  Ukraine — the  Ukraine, 
incidentally,  is  nuclear  free.  There  are 
no  more  missiles,  no  more  nuclear  war- 
heads in  the  Ukraine.  There  used  to  be 
thousands. 

To  do  what  is  being  proposed,  to  im- 
dercut  and  destroy  the  foundation  of 
the  arms  control  agreements,  means 
that  we  may  no  longer  have  the  Nunn- 
Lugar  program  with  the  opportunity  to 
have  our  former  adversaries  destroying 
missiles  and  destroying  wjirheads  that 
previously  were  once  aimed  at  this 
country. 

Should  we  have  a  national  missile  de- 
fense program?  I  do  not  know.  Should 
we  decide  immedlatelj'  that  we  want  to 
add  extra  money — $300  million  in  this 
case,  but  a  down  payment  at  least  on  a 
program  that  is  going  to  cost  $60  bil- 
lion— to  demand  early  deployment  of  a 
multisite,  spaced-based  component  of  a 
national  missile  defense  system? 
Should  we  do  that  now?  Of  course  not. 
We  should  not  spend  money  we  do  not 
have  on  something  we  do  not  need. 

We  will  have  a  longer  debate  on  this. 
I  am  happy  to  engage  in  a  debate  with 
my  colleagues.  I  will  do  so  respectfully. 
I  very  much  respect  their  views.  We, 
however,  have  spent  a  lot  of  time 
wringing  our  hands,  gnashing  our 
teeth,  mopping  our  brow  about  the 
Federal  budget  deficit.  We  should  do 
that  because  it  is  a  serious  problem. 

But  I  find  it  fascinating  that  those 
who  have  bleated  the  loudest  or  brayed 
the  loudest  about  the  Federal  deficit 
are  at  the  first  opportunity  coming  to 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  sasring,  "By  the 
way,  I  am  concerned  about  the  Federal 
deficit,  but  I  very  much  want  to  see  us 
embark  on  a  new  $60  billion  national 
missile  defense  program." 

My  amendment  will  be  very  simple. 
My  amendment  will  be  to  say,  let  us 
preserve  the  $508  million  the  adminis- 
tration in  the  Defense  Department 
asked  for  in  research  and  development 
funds  for  a  missile  defense  program.  We 
may  need  one  sometime.  We  may  need 
to  deploy  it  sometime  after  the  turn  of 
the  century.  I  do  not  know.  But  I  do 
not  subscribe  to  those  who  believe  we 
ought  to  deploy  it  on  an  expedited 
basis,  who  demand  we  need  to  build  it 
now,  we  need  to  buy  before  we  fly,  we 
need  to  overstate  a  threat  in  order  to 
justify  a  new  program. 

So,  again,  with  the  greatest  respect 
for  those  who  disagree,  I  will  offer  an 
amendment  :;o  cut  the  $300  million 
from  the  defense  authorization  bill  so 
that  we  are  back  at  the  $508  million  on 
the  national  missile  defense  program 
that  the  Defense  Department  had  re- 
quested in  its  budget.  In  the  scheme  of 
the  Federal  budget,  $300  million  may 
not  be  the  largest  amount  of  money, 
but  it  is  a  significant  amount  of 
money.  I  hope  my  colleagues,  when  we 
have  the  larger  debate  about  this  sub- 
ject, will  agree. 
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Let  me  finish  where  I  began.  This 
piece  of  metal  is  symbolic  of  what  we 
do  if  we  do  the  right  things  together. 
Arms  control  agreements  work.  This 
used  to  be  housed  in  the  silo  that  held 
a  missile  with  nuclear  warheads  aimed 
at  America.  The  missile  and  silo  do  not 
now  exist.  There  are  sunflowers  plant- 
ed on  that  ground  in  the  Ukraine. 
Where  missile  110  used  to  exist,  a6  SS- 
19  with  a  nuclear  warhead,  we  now  have 
a  patch  of  sunflowers. 

That  is  the  way  to  destroy  an  adver- 
sary's missile,  in  the  ground  before  it 
is  fired.  Arms  control  agreements  have 
worked.  I  cannot  compliment  Senator 
Lugar  and  Senator  Nunn  enough  for 
the  leadership  they  have  shown  in 
these  areas.  I  say,  let  us  be  very,  very, 
very  careful,  as  we  move  forward  on 
any  missile  defense  program,  that  we 
do  not  undercut  arms  control  agree- 
ments that  have  achieved  significant 
and  real  results  in  reducing  the  nuclear 
threat. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  THURMOND  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  distinguished  Senator  for  his 
comments.  I  look  forward  to  a  spirited 
debate  on  this  subject. 

Mr.  President.  Senator  Warner  is  a 
valuable  member  of  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee.  He  has  been  on  the 
committee  a  long  time  and  done  a  fine 
job.  I  now  yield  such  time  as  he  may 
require. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
my  distinguished  chairman. 

PRIVILEGE  OF  THE  FXOOR 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  first,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  Comdr. 
Mike  Matthes,  U.S.  Navy,  a  fellow  as- 
signed to  my  office,  be  granted  floor 
privileges  during  the  consideration  of 
S.  1745. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
begrin  by  again  recognizing  the  fine 
leadership  provided  by  Chairman 
Strom  Thurmond  of  South  Carolina, 
and  Senator  Sam  Nitnn  of  Georgia,  our 
ranking  member.  This  year,  as  in  many 
years  past,  the  defense  authorization 
bill  is  truly  a  bipartisan  product.  I 
have  often  thought  that  in  areas  of  de- 
fense and  foreign  policy  partisanship 
stops  at  the  water's  edge,  a  concept  en- 
visioned by  one  of  our  former  col- 
leagues many  years  ago.  I  think  it  is  a 
concept  that  is  as  true  today  as  it  was 
then. 

Despite  some  differences,  we  were 
able  to  work  together  to  unanimously 
report  out  the  bill  which  is  before  the 
Senate  at  this  time.  Less  than  3 
months  after  receiving  the  administra- 
tion's budget  request,  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee  had  conducted  a  thor- 
ough set  of  hearings  and  completed  its 
markup  of  the  defense  authorization 
bill.  This  record-setting  pace  is  a  trib- 


ute to  the  conunittee  chairman.  Sen- 
ator Thurmond,  and  the  ranking  mem- 
ber, and  the  fine  professional  staff 
under  the  direction  of  Col.  Les 
Brownlee,  U.S.  Army,  and  Gen.  Arnold 
Punaro.  U.S.  Marine  Corps. 

Mr.  President,  the  bill  before  the 
Senate  goes  a  long  way  towards  ensur- 
ing that  our  Armed  Forces  will  remain 
capable  of  meeting  the  many  chal- 
lenges that  lie  ahead.  To  achieve  this 
goal,  the  committee  added  $12.9  billion 
to  the  Clinton  administrations  budget 
request  and  concentrated  the  addi- 
tional fimding  in  the  vital  moderniza- 
tion accounts. 

President  Clinton's  request  of  $254.4 
billion  represented  an  $18.6  billion  real 
decline  in  defense  spending  from  the 
fiscal  year  1996  appropriated  level.  Over 
the  past  decade,  Mr.  President — I  want 
to  repeat  that — over  the  past  10  years, 
the  amount  the  United  States  has 
spent  on  defense  hais  declined  by  36  per- 
cent in  real  terms.  Of  course,  that  re- 
flects adjustments  for  inflation.  Even 
with  the  funding  added  by  the  Armed 
Services  Committee,  this  year  will 
mark  the  12th  straight  year  of  declin- 
ing defense  budgets.  To  all  of  the  crit- 
ics. I  simply  say  what  we  have  done  is 
not  increase  defense  spending:  we  have 
merely  slowed  the  rate  of  decline.  That 
was  the  purpose  of  adding  back  these 
funds  to  the  President's  budget. 

I  was  particularly  concerned  with  the 
inadequate  funding  of  the  procurement 
accounts  contained  in  the  President's 
budget.  Despite  last  years  promises 
that  a  modernization  ramp  up  would 
begin  in  1997,  procurement  funding  con- 
tinued a  dramatic  decline.  We  are  al- 
ready at  a  40-year  low.  Mr.  President. 
Not  since  the  start  of  the  Korean  war 
have  we  spent  so  little  on  purchasing 
new  weapons  for  the  men  and  women  of 
the  Armed  Forces  today  and,  also,  Mr. 
President,  future  generations. 

May  I  give  a  few  examples. 

Ten  years  ago.  fiscal  year  1986.  the 
United  States  of  America  purchased  840 
new  tanks.  This  year  no  new  tanks  are 
requested. 

Ten  years  ago.  in  1986.  the  United 
States  purchased  almost  400  new  tac- 
tical aircraft.  This  year  only  34  new 
tactical  aircraft  were  requested. 

Ten  years  ago.  Mr.  President,  we  pur- 
chased 40  new  ships  for  the  U.S.  Navy. 
This  year  only  6  new  ships  were  re- 
quested. 

Enough.  I  think,  is  enough,  Mr. 
President. 

U.S.  troops  are  currently  deployed  in 
10  separate  military  operations  over- 
seas. Despite  the  end  of  the  cold  war, 
we  are  caUing  on  men  ajid  women  of 
the  Armed  Forces  at  an  ever  increasing 
rate.  It  is  our  responsibility  to  provide 
our  troops  with  adequate  resources  so 
they  can  effectively  and  safely  perform 
their  missions.  We  must  not  ever  send 
them  into  harm's  way  with  equipment 
that  is  less  than  the  best,  particularly 
if  it  is  outdated. 


As  Army  Chief  of  Staff  Reimer  told 
the  Armed  Services  Committee  in 
March  of  this  year,  and  I  quote  that 
distinguished  soldier: 

In  the  event  of  a  conflict,  a  lack  of  modem 
equipment  will  cost  the  lives  of  brave  sol- 
diers. 

I  was  impressed  with  the  candor 
shown  by  the  military  leaders,  particu- 
larly those  of  the  Joint  Chiefs,  who  tes- 
tified before  the  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee this  year  during  the  course  of 
the  budget  hearings.  I  told  all  of  the 
service  chiefs — I  said  I  did— all  mem- 
bers of  the  committee  joined  in  advis- 
ing these  chiefs  that  their  challenge  is 
to  ensure  that  their  successors  10  years 
hence  will  have  the  forces  and  the 
equipment  they  will  need  to  protect 
our  Nation's  interests. 

It  was  clear  from  their  testimony 
that  the  budget  submitted  by  President 
Clinton  was  not  adequate  to  meet  this 
challenge.  In  fact,  prior  to  the  adminis- 
tration's budget  submission,  the  Joint 
Chiefs,  to  the  man.  unanimously  rec- 
ommended a  procurement  budget  of  $60 
billion  as  soon  as  possible.  Unfortu- 
nately, that  advice  was  not  followed, 
and  the  administration  proposed  a  pro- 
curement budget  of  only  $38.9  billion. 

During  the  committee  s  markup,  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  made 
progress  in  addressing  this  shortfall  by 
adding  almost  $8  billion  to  the  procure- 
ment accounts.  The  AirLand  Forces 
Subcommittee,  which  I  am  privileged 
to  chair,  added  over  $4  billion  for  addi- 
tional tactical  aircraft,  upgrades  to  ex- 
isting aircraft,  precision  guided  muni- 
tions, tank  upgrades,  new  attack  and 
scout  helicopters,  new  radios,  jeeps, 
night  vision  devices,  and  other  critical 
equipment.  These  addition  will  not  cor- 
rect all  of  the  modernization  shortfalls, 
but  they  are  a  step  in  the  right  direc- 
tion. 

I  want  to  highlight  one  item  con- 
tained in  this  bill  that  is  very  impor- 
tant to  me.  and  has  been  for  many, 
many  years,  beginning  with  my  service 
as  Under  Secretary  of  the  Navy  in  the 
year  1969.  through  my  service  as  sec- 
retary in  1972  on  into  1974.  which  is  the 
U.S.  Navy  submarine  program.  Today. 
Russia,  in  my  judgment,  is  putting  a 
disproportionately  large  amount  of 
their  defense  spending  toward  their 
military  assets  beneath  the  seas  of  the 
world.  It  is  incumbent  upon  the  United 
States  of  America,  in  every  respect,  to 
not  only  maintain  the  force  we  have 
today,  but  to  modernize  that  force  in 
the  face  of  a  determined  effort  by  Rus- 
sia to  try  and  take  conmiand  of  the 
submarine  tactical  ability  that  they 
have  and  to  meet  us  head  on.  That  con- 
cerns me. 

That  brings  me  to  the  subject  of  the 
New  Attack  Submarine  Program.  Last 
year,  our  committee  fought  long  and 
hard  to  reach  an  agreement  with  the 
administration  to  provide  for  competi- 
tion in  the  procurement  of  this  new 
class  of  submarines.  The  administra- 
tion  had   originally   proposed   a   sole 
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source  award  of  this  work  to  Electric 
Boat  in  Connecticut — effectively  pro- 
hibiting competition  and  cutting  New- 
port News  Shipping  &  Dry  Dock,  which 
is  located  in  my  State,  out  of  future 
submarine  construction.  Newport  News 
has  been  in  the  new  construction  sub- 
marine programs  since  World  War  n. 
There  is  no  question  about  its  com- 
petence and  its  cost  effectiveness  to 
compete  for  the  new  class  of  sub- 
marines. 

We  struck,  in  our  committee— with 
the  cooperation  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Connecticut,  a  valued 
member  of  our  committee,  and  my  col- 
league. Senator  Robb,  joining  me  in 
this  effort— a  compromise  as  part  of 
the  1996  defense  authorization  bill, 
which  provided  for  construction  of  the 
first  4  new  attack  submarines  at  two — 
not  one — shipyards — namely,  that  in 
Groton,  CT  and  that  in  Newport  News, 
VA— with  a  competition  for  the  fifth 
and  remaining  boats  in  the  class. 

Unfortunately,  the  administration 
failed  to  request  adequate  funding  to 
execute  the  1996  submarine  program, 
largely  initiated  in  the  Senate.  But 
then  once  in  conference,  very  valuable 
contributions  were  made  by  my  col- 
league. Congressman  Bateman,  and 
others,  on  the  House  committee.  The 
final  bill,  of  course,  was  shaped  for 
1996,  which  laid  out  a  clear  course  for 
competition  between  these  two  yards. 
Competition,  Mr.  President,  has  prov- 
en, through  the  decades  of  procure- 
ment, to  provide  for  the  American  tax- 
payer the  greatest  degree  of  savings.  It 
was  imperative  that  this  competition 
be  put  in  this  very  large  program,  envi- 
sioned to  exceed  perhaps  over  $50  bil- 
lion in  the  next  20  years  or  so. 

The  bill  before  the  Senate  today  cor- 
rects this  problem  by  providing  both 
fvmding  and  directive  language  to  en- 
sure that  the  shipbuilding  compromise 
and  the  competitive  process  mandated 
in  the  1996  defense  authorization  bill  is 
adhered  to  by  the  administration. 

Mr.  President,  before  the  Senate  is  a 
fine  bill.  I  am  proud  to  join  my  col- 
leagues on  the  committee — and  I  think 
everyone  in  the  U.S.  Senate — in  ac- 
knowledging that  our  military  is  sec- 
ond to  none  worldwide.  We  need  no  less 
than  to  carry  out  the  very  heavy  re- 
sponsibilities of  this  Nation  in  terms  of 
its  world  role  of  leadership — not  world 
role  of  policeman,  but  world  role  of 
leadership— if  we  are  to  remain  the 
world's  most  powerful  Nation  in  terms 
of  leadership  on  security  matters.  We 
must  be  willing  to  provide  adequate 
funding  today  for  our  troops  and  to- 
morrow in  the  form  of  procurement  for 
modem  weapons.  This  bill  accom- 
plishes that  goal. 

Mr.  President,  I  salute,  once  again, 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee, Mr.  THURMOND  of  South  Caro- 
lina, and  the  distinguished  ranking 
member,  Mr.  Nunn  of  Georgia. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 


(Mr.  ASHCROFT  assumed  the  chair.) 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  wish  to  commend 
the  able  Senator  from  Virginia  for  the 
fine  contribution  he  has  made  to  this 
debate. 

Mr.  WARNER.  I  thank  my  colleague. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  to  the  able  Senator  from  Texas,  a 
valuable  member  of  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee,  such  time  as  she  may 
require. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Texas  is  recognized. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  I,  too,  want  to 
thank  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
for  the  leadership  he  has  given  to  the 
committee  and  his  strong  and  endur- 
ing, never-flagging  support  for  the 
military  of  our  country. 

Mr.  President,  the  post-cold-war  era 
has  brought  about  tremendous  changes 
in  our  security  environment.  The  ab- 
sence of  great  power  confrontation  is 
the  peace  dividend  we  have  received  as 
a  result  of  our  military  investments  in 
the  1980's.  While  the  end  of  the  cold 
war  changed  the  strategic  environ- 
ment, serious  threats  remain.  For  just 
as  soon  as  we  paused  in  our  celebration 
over  the  fall  of  the  Berlin  Wall,  Sad- 
dam Hussein  dashed  all  illusions  that 
this  new  era  meant  an  end  to  the  re- 
quirement for  a  strong  military  capa- 
bility. 

Shaping  our  military  forces  to  meet 
existing  and  future  challenges  requires 
strong  leadership,  strong  leadership  by 
the  Congress  and  the  President  to- 
gether, to  make  sure  that  we  have  a 
military  that  will  keep  the  freedom 
that  we  so  enjoy. 

As  we  reduce  our  military  forces  to 
the  lowest  level  since  just  prior  to  the 
outbreak  of  World  War  n,  we  must  re- 
main mindful  that  the  threats  we  face 
are  global  in  nature  and  that  the  train- 
ing requirements  of  a  smaller  military 
must  be  even  more  rigorous  to  retain 
readiness. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  very  concerned 
that  continuing  cuts  in  defense  spend- 
ing will  leave  us  with  a  miUtaxy  force 
structure  that  lacks  the  manpower  and 
materiel  to  defend  the  United  States 
and  our  vital  interests.  This  would  be 
disastrous,  not  only  for  the  United 
States,  but  certainly  for  our  allies  and 
for  peace  and  stability  in  the  world.  We 
need  to  keep  in  mind  that  our  national 
security  assumptions  are  based  on  the 
capability  of  our  drastically  downsized 
military  forces  to  fight  and  win  two 
major  regional  conflicts.  We  do  not 
know  from  where  the  threats  will  come 
in  the  future.  But  the  magnitude  of  the 
challenge  we  have  set  forth  for  our 
military  force  is  discernible  from  re- 
cent history. 

In  addition  to  forces  currently  de- 
ployed in  Haiti,  northern  Iraq,  the 
Sinai,  and  now  in  Bosnia,  we  could  also 
conceivably  find  ourselves  facing  the 
threat  of  all-out  North  Korean  aggres- 
sion, or  renewed  aggression  by  Saddam 
Hussein.     Both    represent    very    real 


threats  to  our  national  security  inter- 
ests, and  both  demonstrate  the  in- 
creased risk  we  face  when  we  dissipate 
our  military  strength  through  involve- 
ment in  operations  such  as  Bosnia  and 
Haiti,  which  do  not  represent  clear  na- 
tional security  interests. 

Mr.  President,  none  of  us  wants  to 
think  of  this  scenario,  but  it  is  not  in- 
conceivable. In  depending  on  our 
slimmed-down  forces  to  meet  these 
very  real  and  terrible  threats,  we  must 
have  an  expectation  that  our  men  and 
women  in  uniform  can  meet  that 
threat  if  we  provide  the  support  that 
they  need. 

The  success  in  Operation  Desert 
Storm  demonstrated  the  unequaled  ca- 
pabilities of  our  military.  Even  after 
the  post-cold-war  drawdown  our  Army, 
Navy,  Air  Force,  and  Marines  remained 
the  best  trained,  the  best  led  and  the 
most  formidable  fighting  forces  in  the 
world.  But  that  superb  quality  could  be 
at  risk.  If  we  do  not  make  the  correct 
strategic  decisions  today  we  will  reap 
the  sad  rewards  5  to  10  years  from  now. 
Our  responsibility  in  this  Congress  is 
to  minimize  the  risk.  I  am  personally 
committed  to  that  goal.  Before  we  send 
soldiers  into  harm's  way,  whether  it  be 
a  Desert  Storm,  or  a  Sonaalia,  or  a 
Haiti,  or  a  Bosnia,  it  is  our  responsibil- 
ity here  in  Congress  to  ensure  that  our 
military  personnel  are  provided  the 
equipment  and  training  they  deserve. 

While  the  President  is  the  Com- 
mander in  Chief,  under  our  Constitu- 
tion our  Founding  Fathers  established 
a  primary  role  for  Congress.  Our 
Founding  Fathers  decided  that  the 
Congress  would  have  the  sole  ability  to 
declare  war,  the  power  to  make  regula- 
tions of  the  land  and  naval  forces,  the 
power  to  call  forth  the  militia,  to  raise 
and  support  the  Army  and  the  Navy, 
the  power  to  provide  for  organizing, 
arming  and  disciplining  the  military. 
When  Congress  deliberates  and  consid- 
ers executive  branch  judgments  on 
military  policy,  we  are  fulfilling  our 
constitutional  responsibility. 

I  continue  to  have  strong  reserva- 
tions about  whether  or  not  we  are  pro- 
viding enough  to  enhance  our  military 
capability.  While  the  major  provisions 
of  this  bill  go  a  long  way  toward  ad- 
dressing some  of  the  serious  defense 
shortfalls.  I  believe  serious  weaknesses 
remain  which  have  not  been  adequately 
addressed. 

As  we  try  to  achieve  an  elusive  peace 
dividend  we  do  so  at  the  expense  of  our 
military  capability.  We  have  cut  too 
far  too  fast  and  too  deep.  Based  on  the 
threats  we  face  today  we  still  need  a 
strong  military  capability. 

How  do  you  define  sufficient  capabil- 
ity, and  what  does  having  this  capabil- 
ity mean  for  our  men  and  women  in 
battle?  To  soldiers,  sailors,  airmen,  or 
marines  in  harm's  way  sufficient  mili- 
tary capability  means  they  have  what 
it  takes  to  win  decisively.  It  means 
they  take  fewer  casualties.  It  means 
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they  survive  the  battles  and  come 
home  to  their  loved  ones. 

General  Eisenhower  once  noted  that. 
"K  asked  to  captiu-e  a  village  defended 
by  a  battalion,  I  would  send  a  division 
and  I  would  take  the  village  without 
casualties."  That  is  what  having  suffi- 
cient military  capability  means— ac- 
complishing the  mission  with  as  few 
casualties  as  possible.  This  has  always 
been  the  hallmark  of  U.S.  military  op- 
erations. We  have  as  Americans  pre- 
ferred to  expend  firepower  and  re- 
sources— not  personnel. 

As  a  member  of  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  I  have  often  gone  on  record 
with  my  concerns  over  the  speed  of  the 
current  drawdown  and  the  implications 
for  our  national  security.  The  current 
force  structure  simply  does  not  meet 
our  national  security  requirements. 

By  further  stretching  our  resources 
to  participate  in  Bosnia  operations  I 
am  afraid  that  we  could  soon  be  faced 
with  the  painful  reality  of  just  how 
much  this  drawdown  has  affected  our 
military.  President  Bush,  Secretary 
Cheney  and  General  Powell  proposed 
what  they  termed  the  "base  force." 
President  Clinton's  current  force  is  re- 
ferred to  as  the  "Bottom-Up  Review 
force."  It  is  significantly  smaller  than 
the  Bush  plan.  The  stated  goal  of  both 
forces  is  to  be  able  to  prevail  in  two 
major  regional  conflicts,  and  it  is  re- 
ferred to  as  the  "two  MRC  require- 
ment." The  main  difference  between 
the  two  is  that  under  the  base  force  we 
would  be  capable  of  wiiming  under  the 
base  force.  We  would  be  capable  of  win- 
ning two  simultaneous  major  regional 
conflicts.  But  under  the  Bottom-Up  Re- 
view force  we  could  prevail  in  winning 
two  near  simultaneous  major  regional 
conflicts.  The  difference  between  those 
two  terms,  Mr.  President,  is  as  vast  as 
an  ocean. 

First,  what  does  "near  simulta- 
neous" mean?  Is  it  a  week?  Is  it  6 
months?  Will  we  have  9  months  to 
build  up  from  a  nonmilitary  or  security 
deplojmient  of  our  troops?  Under  the 
b£ise  force  it  was  assumed  that  some 
forces  would  be  engaged  in  operations 
other  than  war,  or  peacekeeping  such 
as  we  have  in  Bosnia.  These  forces 
would  not  be  in  the  calculation  for  win- 
ning two  major  regional  conflicts  be- 
cause the  combat  skills  of  any  military 
unit  degrade  when  they  are  not  train- 
ing for  their  primary  mission.  Rather 
than  send  troops  into  a  combat  situa- 
tion for  which  they  might  be  woefully 
unprepared  they  were  excluded  from 
the  two  MRC  calculations. 

So  what  we  are  saying  is  under  the 
base  force  that  was  put  forward  by 
President  Bush  these  operations  other 
than  war  would  not  count  toward  our 
goal  of  winning  two  major  regional 
conflicts  simultaneously.  But  the  Bot- 
tom-Up Review  force  under  President 
Clinton  removes  that  cushion.  General 
Shalikashvlli  said  in  testimony  before 
the  Senate  Armed  Services  Committee 


that  if  one  major  regional  conflict 
arises,  forces  performing  operations 
other  than  war  will  have  to  be  with- 
drawn in  order  to  go  to  a  second  major 
regional  conflict. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  a  vast  dif- 
ference from  what  the  base  force  that 
President  Bush  envisioned  would  be  ca- 
pable of  doing.  That  takes  away  the 
ability  to  have  simultaneous  conflicts 
that  we  would  win.  and  says  nearly  si- 
multaneous because  we  would  have  to 
rush  out  and  retrain  troops  that  were 
in  an  operation  other  than  war  because 
they  are  not  trained  and  ready  for  com- 
bat when  they  are  performing  humani- 
tarian or  peacekeeping  missions. 

We  have  a  large  force  in  Bosnia 
today.  We  have  sent  an  entire  Army  di- 
vision plus  support  troops  to  Bosnia  to- 
taling 20.000  personnel  with  5,000  at 
least  in  Croatia  and  Macedonia  and 
with  thousands  more  supporting  this 
operation  from  Hungary.  Italy.  Ger- 
many, the  Mediterranean  and  the 
United  States.  This  deployment  is  said 
to  last  for  a  year,  and  during  that  time 
we  are  not  able  to  have  our  troops  in 
training  for  their  combat  missions.  The 
Bosnian  deployment  will  cost  us  bil- 
lions of  dollars  in  unprogrammed  con- 
tingency defense  expenditures  in  addi- 
tion to  the  billions  that  we  know  it 
will  cost  up  front.  The  military  serv- 
ices could  have  to  deplete  vital  train- 
ing accounts  to  pay  for  these  un- 
planned operations. 

As  a  member  of  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  I  am  alarmed  by  the  cuts 
that  I  see  being  contemplated  in  our 
Armed  Forces.  In  my  view,  many  of  the 
reductions  which  have  occurred  in  the 
past  5  years  have  seriously  undermined 
the  capability  to  support  a  national  de- 
fense strategy  in  which  we  must  be  pre- 
pared to  fight  and  prevail  in  two  major 
regional  conflicts  simultaneously.  In 
fact,  I  feel  very  strongly,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  in  rapidly  reducing  our 
Armed  Forces  ftom  2.1  to  1.4  million  we 
have  already  reduced  their  size  to  a 
level  that  is  inadequate  to  meet  our 
needs,  and  we  can  reduce  no  further. 

When  General  Sullivan,  the  former 
Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Army,  assumed  his 
position  his  watchword  as  the  draw- 
down began  was  no  more  Task  Force 
Smiths.  He  was  referring,  of  course,  to 
the  task  force  commanded  by  Lt.  Col. 
Bradley  Smith  which  was  rushed  into 
battle  in  Korea  in  July  1950  to  counter 
the  North  Korean  attack.  This  coura- 
geous American  force  was  sent  into 
battle  outgunned,  ill-equipped,  and  ill- 
prepEired,  and  was  quickly  and  easily 
overrun  by  the  Soviet-equipped  North 
Korean  force.  At  the  time  Americans 
were  shocked  to  learn  that  the  same 
military  which  defeated  the  Japanese 
and  the  German  armies  5  years  before 
had  so  quickly  become  a  hollow  force. 

Last  suxnmer,  our  Nation  dedicated  a 
memorial  to  those  who  fought  in  the 
Korean  war.  That  honor  was  long  over- 
due. My  husband  served  in  the  Navy 


during  this  time.  He  and  I  went  to  see 
the  Korean  monument.  And  I  am  going 
to  tell  you  that  visiting  the  monument 
to  our  veterans  of  the  Korean  war  is 
one  of  the  most  poignant  and  beautiful 
experiences  that  I  believe  I  have  ever 
had. 

It  is  a  real  tribute  to  those  valiant 
warriors.  Now  as  we  consider  the  1997 
defense  authorization  bill,  we  should 
reflect  not  only  on  those  who  died  in 
Korea  but  on  the  lesson  that  we  should 
have  learned  from  that  war.  One  of  the 
finest  books  written  about  that  Korean 
war  is  "This  Kind  of  War:  a  Study  in 
Unpreparedness."  by  T.R.  Fehrenbach, 
a  fellow  Texan  and  close  friend  of 
mine.  As  an  infantry  commander,  he 
experienced  the  conflict  from  a  unique 
vantage  point,  and  his  book,  first  pub- 
lished in  1962,  remains  in  print  today.  I 
commend  this  book  to  my  colleagues 
because  what  Mr.  Fehrenbach  is  saying 
is  we  must  always  have  a  trained  and 
reeuiy  field  force,  that  whatever  we  try 
to  do  from  the  air  is  not  going  to  win 
a  war  and  we  are  not  going  to  protect 
our  freedom  throughout  civilization  if 
we  do  not  have  the  ability  to  go  into 
the  field,  and  place  soldiers  on  the 
ground,  well  equipped  and  well  trained. 

Mr.  President,  what  we  are  talking 
about  today  is  making  sure  we  have  it 
all — that  we  have  the  technology,  that 
we  have  the  airlift  and  the  sealift  that 
will  allow  us  to  take  that  very  last 
step,  which  is  placing  our  troops  on  th6 
ground.  We  are  talking  about  having 
the  training  and  arming  our  troops 
who  must  capture  hold  that  ground 
while  at  the  same  time  that  we  are 
making  sure  we  have  all  of  the  strate- 
gic and  technological  advances  which 
would  keep  them  from  having  to  go  in 
the  first  place.  But  if  we  must  send  our 
forces,  we  want  them  to  have  all  of  the 
protections  we  can  give  them.  So  we 
need  the  technology:  we  need  the 
equipment;  we  need  the  personnel;  and 
we  need  the  training.  That  is  what  we 
are  talking  about  in  this  bill  today. 

We  are  having  a  major  conflict  with 
the  President  and  the  Congress  on  just 
what  we  need  in  terms  of  military  ca- 
pability. Congress  is  trying  to  get  the 
military  spending  up  so  that  we  will 
not  have  a  hollow  force,  so  that  we  will 
be  able  to  win  two  major  regional  con- 
flicts simultaneously,  because  that  is 
what  a  ready  force  is,  and  so  that  we 
will  be  able  to  prevail  in  two  major  re- 
gional conflicts  quickly  and  with  the 
fewest  possible  casualties. 

That  is  our  goal,  and  that  is  why 
Congress  wants  to  spend  SIO  billion 
more  than  the  President  wants  to 
spend  to  make  sure  that  when  the 
troops  are  in  the  field  they  are  trained 
and  equipped,  to  make  sure  they  have 
the  air  cover  they  need,  to  make  sore 
they  have  the  equipment  they  need  to 
protect  them  if  they  are  in  the  field, 
and  to  make  sure  our  shores  are  pro- 
tected from  any  kind  of  incoming  bal- 
listic missile,  which  we  now  know  32 
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countries  in  the  world  have  the  capa- 
bility to  produce  and  someday  soon 
send  to  our  shores.  We  even  have 
groups  that  are  not  countries  with  that 
capability.  And  with  open  borders,  we 
could  be  vulnerable  if  we  do  not  do 
what  is  right  and  make  the  strategic 
decisions  that  will  protect  the  people 
who  live  in  our  country  and  will  pro- 
tect those  who  are  protecting  our  free- 
dom ansrwhere  in  the  world  in  any  the- 
ater from  coming  into  harm's  way  if  we 
can  prevent  it. 

Mr.  President,  those  axe  the  decisions 
we  aure  making  with  this  bill.  I  hope  we 
can  sit  down  with  the  President  to 
make  sure  we  are  doing  what  is  right 
for  our  troops  in  the  field  today,  for 
the  protection  of  freedom  today,  and  to 
make  sure  we  will  not  wake  up  5  or  10 
years  from  now  and  realize  that  we 
have  allowed  another  task  force  Smith; 
that  we  did  not  do  what  we  needed  to 
do  in  terms  of  the  strategic  thinking 
necessary  to  make  sure  we  were  not 
vulnerable  to  any  kind  of  attack  from 
any  source  in  the  world. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  for  his  leadership.  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  THURMOND  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  wish  to  commend 
the  able  Senator  from  Texas  for  the  ex- 
cellent remarks  she  has  made  on  this 
bill.  She  has  made  a  fine  contribution 
to  this  debate. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  win  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  imanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


RECESS 


Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
now  ask  unanimous  consent  the  Senate 
stand  in  recess  imtil  2:15. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  12:25  p.m.,  recessed  until  2:15  p.m.; 
whereupon,  the  Senate  reassembled 
when  called  to  order  by  the  Presiding 
Officer  (Mr.  Coats). 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Mississippi  is  recognized. 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kempthorne).  Without  objection,  it  is 
so  ordered. 


NATIONAL    DEFENSE    AUTHORIZA- 
TION ACT  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1997 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
working  with  the  Democratic  leader 
and  trying  to  get  agreements  on  how 
we  can  proceed  on  this  bill  and  other 
issues.  For  the  information  of  all  Sen- 
ators, the  Democratic  leader  ajid  I  have 
been  negotiating  on  the  minimum  wage 
issue  since  Friday  of  last  week.  This 
Senator  believes  that  we  are  making 
good  progress  and  may  yet  today  be 
able  to  reach  an  agreement  that  would 
satisfy  all  Senators. 

With  that  in  mind,  I  will  now  outline 
the  agreement  that  we  have  been  dis- 
cussing. The  agreement  is  as  follows: 
On  Monday,  July  8,  at  a  time  to  be  de- 
termined later,  the  Senate  would  begin 
consideration  of  H.R.  3448,  the  House- 
passed  minimum  wage  bill,  which  also 
contains  the  small  business  taxes,  and 
at  that  time  Senator  Kennedy  would 
offer  his  amendment  with  a  1-hour 
time  limit.  The  amendment  would  then 
be  laid  aside,  and  I  would  offer  an 
amendment  on  behalf  of  Senator  Bond, 
with  an  hour  time  limit.  The  Senate 
would  then  vote,  first  on  the  Bond 
simendment,  to  be  followed  by  a  vote 
on  the  Kennedy  amendment. 

Following  the  two  minimum  wage 
votes,  the  bill  would  then  be  opened  to 
two  tax-related  amendments,  one  to  be 
offered  by  each  leader  and  debated  sep- 
arately and  limited  to  2  hours  of  debate 
each.  I  want  to  emphasize  again  that 
this  has  not  been  agreed  to,  but  this  is 
an  outline  of  what  we  are  talking 
about. 

It  seems  to  me  this  is  a  fair  agree- 
ment; that  it  also  offers  a  date  specific 
that  we  would  take  these  issues  up  and 
act  on  them.  If  the  Democratic  leader 
is  optimistic  some  agreement  along 
these  lines  can  be  reached,  then  it 
would  be  my  intention  to  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  no  minimum  wa^e 
amendments  be  in  order  during  today's 
session  in  order  to  make  progress  on 
the  DOD  bill  while  negotiations  are  on- 
going with  respect  to  this  minimum 
wage  issue. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  understand  the  Demo- 
cratic leader  has  no  objection  to  this, 
and  therefore  I  ask  imanimous  consent 
that  no  minimum  wage  amendments  be 
in  order  during  the  remainder  of  the 
session  of  the  Senate  today,  Tuesday, 
June  18.  1996. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  1  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  committee 
amendments  be  set  aside  until  the 
clc-e  of  business  today. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  There  was  no  objection 
heard? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
was  no  objection. 


Mr.  LOTT.  Senator  Grassley  has 
one  on  infrastructure;  Senator  BmGA- 
MAN  has  one  on  ASAT;  Senators  Simp- 
son and  Thomas  have  one  with  regard 
to  a  Wyoming  project;  Senator  Ford, 
DOD/DOE  chemical  munitions.  We  are 
not  asking  at  this  time  for  any  time 
agreement  on  these  amendments,  but 
these  Members  and  amendments  are 
ready  to  go.  We  need  to  get  started  on 
the  amendment  process. 

It  would  be  the  intention  of  the  lead- 
ership that  we  go  ahead  and  take  these 
amendments  up  and  try  to  get  agree- 
ment on  a  time  where  votes  would  be 
agreed  to.  Perhaps,  even,  we  would 
stack  some  of  them  at  a  time  certain. 
We  will  notify  the  Members  as  soon  as 
we  can  get  that  agreed  to. 

At  this  time,  we  would  like  the  com- 
mittee members  to  go  ahead  and  pro- 
ceed with  the  DOD  bill  and  amend- 
ments that  are  ready  to  go. 

With  that,  Mr.  President,  I  turn  the 
floor  back  over  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina  is  recognized. 

PRIVILEGE  OF  THE  FLOOR 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  Michael 
Montelongo,  a  fellow  in  Senator 
HuTCfflSON's  office,  be  granted  the 
privilege  of  the  floor  during  the  consid- 
eration of  S.  1745. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  Comdr. 
Thomas  VecchioUa,  a  Navy  fellow  in 
Senator  Cohen's  office,  be  granted  the 
privilege  of  the  floor  for  the  duration 
of  the  debate  on  the  fiscal  year  1997  na- 
tional defense  authorization  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  Senator 
Grasslet,  I  believe,  will  be  here  mo- 
mentarily. I  believe  that  Senator 
Bdjgaman  is  here  ready  to  go. 

I  see  Senator  Grassley  is  on  the 
floor.  We  will  be  ready  to  go  momen- 
tarily. 


CHURCH  BURNINGS 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Senate  proceed 
to  the  inmiediate  consideration  of  Sen- 
ate Resolution  265,  submitted  earlier 
today  by  myself,  the  Democratic  leader 
and  others. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 
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The  assistant  legrislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  resolution  (S.  Res.  265)  relating  to 
church  burnings. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  resolution. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  this  Senate 
resolution  condemns  the  arson  and 
other  acts  of  desecration  against 
churches  and  other  houses  of  worship. 

Senator  Daschle  and  I  are  joined  in 
the  cosponsorship  of  this  resolution  by 
Senator  Hutchison.  Senator  Moseley- 
Braun.  Senator  Gramm.  Senator 
Helms,  Senator  Faircloth.  and  Sen- 
ator D'Amato.  I  hope  Senators  during 
today,  if  they  have  an  opportunity,  or 
later  on  this  afternoon,  and  would  like 
to  speak  on  this  issue,  that  they  will 
feel  free  to  do  so. 

Mr.  President,  my  State  of  Mis- 
sissippi was  gravely  wounded  last 
night. 

Two  churches  burned  in  Kossuth,  a 
small  town  in  the  northeast  comer  of 
our  State.  The  Mount  Pleasant  and  the 
Central  Grove  Missionary  Baptist 
Churches  were  lost  to  flames. 

The  fires,  like  several  others  that 
have  hit  churches  elsewhere  in  the 
country  in  recent  months,  were,  as  the 
official  reports  say,  of  suspicious  ori- 
gin. 

In  time,  the  truth  will  be  uncovered. 
And  if  these  fires  were  not  accidents,  if 
they  were  set  by  the  hand  of  evil,  then 
justice  must  be  done. 

The  good  people  of  Kossuth  will  re- 
build their  churches. 

Bill  Dillworth,  a  deputy  sheriff  and  a 
deacon  at  Mount  Pleasant  Church,  af- 
firmed, "We  will  always  survive.  You 
look  to  the  Lord  at  times  like  this.  He 
will  be  your  guide." 

I  hope  that  same  spirit  prevails  in 
the  meeting  President  Clinton  has 
scheduled  for  tomorrow  with  several  of 
the  Nation's  Governors,  to  discuss 
ways  to  combat  church  arsons. 

It  will  not  help  the  situation  to  turn 
these  tragedies  into  a  racial  or  regional 
issue.  Attacks  on  churches  and  syna- 
gogues are  attacks  on  religion  itself. 

James  Glassman's  column  in  today's 
Washington  Post  lays  out  the  sad  sta- 
tistics. The  Bureau  of  Alcohol.  Tobacco 
and  Firearms  has  investigated  123 
church  burnings  over  the  last  5  years. 
Of  those,  38  have  been  at  black  church- 
es. 

Attacks  of  any  kind  against  any  of 
our  places  of  worship  should  unite 
Americans  in  outrage  and  in  resolve. 
That  is  why,  early  this  year,  a  coali- 
tion of  pro-family  organizations^the 
Christian  Coalition,  Eagle  Forum, 
Family  Research  Coimcil,  and  others— 
publicly  appealed  for  action  to  protect 
churches — all  churches. 

In  response  to  their  petition,  the 
House  Judiciary  Committee  held  hear- 
ings in  May.  And  the  Christian  Coali- 


tion offered  a  S25.000  reward  for  infor- 
mation leading  to  the  arrest  and  con- 
viction of  a  church-burner. 

Those  were  constructive  steps  in  the 
right  direction. 

Perhaps  additional  legislation  is 
needed  to  make  it  easier  for  Federal 
prosecutors  to  intervene  in  cases  of 
church  burnings. 

On  the  other  hand,  perhaps  the  ad- 
ministration should  take  a  closer  look 
at  the  extraordinary  powers  to  protect 
churches  which  congress  gave  the  Jus- 
tice Department  2  years  ago  in  the 
clinic  access  bill. 

That  legislation,  designed  to  protect 
only  abortion  clinics,  was  expanded,  at 
the  insistence  of  Senator  Hatch  and 
other  Republican  Members  of  the 
House  and  Senate,  to  apply  to  religious 
institutions  as  well. 

To  date,  however,  the  administration 
has  failed  to  use  its  powers  under  that 
legislation  to  deal  with  attacks  on 
churches.  I  urge  the  Attorney  General 
to  rethink  her  Departments  approach. 

I  urge  the  President,  as  well,  to 
rethink  the  approach  he  and  some  oth- 
ers associated  with  him  have  taken  to- 
ward religious  institutions,  and  in  par- 
ticular, toward  their  role  in  public  af- 
fairs. 

Every  time  Americans  are  denounced 
as  extremists  for  standing  up  for  their 
religious  beliefs,  every  time  persons  of 
faith  are  stigmatized  for  intruding 
their  values  into  politics,  it  becomes 
easier  for  those  who  wish  evil  to  actu- 
ally do  evil. 

That  evil  is  all  of  one  piece,  whether 
it  is  a  wooden  church  aflame  in  rural 
Mississippi  or  a  synagogue  defaced  in 
California  or  a  cathedral  disrupted  in 
New  York  City. 

For  persons  of  faith,  those  buildings 
are  more  than  places  we  visit  regu- 
larly. They  are  extensions  of  our  own 
homes. 

Whoever  raised  a  hateful  hand 
against  our  homes  in  Mississippi  last 
night  is  going  to  learn  an  important 
lesson. 

Along  with  the  entfre  Nation,  they 
will  leam  that  the  faithful  people  there 
are  like  the  three  young  men  of  Israel 
who  were  cast  into  the  fiery  furnace. 
The  raging  flames  could  not  harm 
them,  and  they  were  brought  forth  ra- 
diant with  the  protection  of  thefr  God. 

I  am  glad  we  are  able  to  get  this 
unanimous-consent  agreement  on  this 
resolution.  It  is  very  important  that 
the  Senate  express  its  outrage  at  these 
churches  being  burned. 

Unfortunately,  in  my  own  State  of 
Mississippi  last  night,  we  had  two  inci- 
dents in  the  northeastern  part  of  the 
State  that  are  of  suspicious  origin. 
There  is  no  way  that  we  can  tolerate 
this  type  of  activity. 

We  want  to  express  our  outrage  and 
also  assure  our  colleagues  that  our  in- 
tent is  to  take  a  quick,  serious  look  at 
House-passed  legislation  and  hope  we 
will  be  able  to  pass  thefr  bill,  which 


provides  some  additional  authority  for 
law  enforcement  investigations  and  ac- 
tivity with  regard  to  these  church  and 
other  religious  buildings  burnings. 

I  am  very  pleased  we  have  this  reso- 
lution, and  I  am  glad  it  was  done  in  a 
bipartisan  way. 

Mr.  COCHRAN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  join  my  State  colleague  and 
other  Senators  in  cosponsoring  this 
resolution  condemning  recent  church 
burnings  and  urging  that  all  appro- 
priate Federal  authority  be  used  to  in- 
vestigate these  incidents  and  bring  to 
justice  those  who  are  responsible  for 
them. 

I  suggest,  in  addition  to  passing  this 
bipcu^isan  leadership  resolution,  that 
we  hold  at  the  desk  the  bill  that  will  be 
passed  by  the  House  and  call  it  up  for 
passage  as  soon  as  possible,  without 
amendment,  and  send  it  to  the  Presi- 
dent for  his  signature. 

Taking  this  action  should  serve  no- 
tice on  all  concerned  that  this  kind  of 
conduct  will  not  be  tolerated  in  our  so- 
ciety, and  those  who  engage  in  this  ter- 
rorism will  be  caught  and  they  will  be 
punished. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President.  I 
am  proud  to  cosponsor  this  resolution 
by  Senator  Moseley-Braun  and  Sen- 
ator LoTT  which  places  the  Senate 
firmly  on  record  against  the  recent  in- 
cidents of  church  burnings  in  our 
Southern  States. 

Church  burning  is  religious  persecu- 
tion at  its  worst.  It  denies  Americans 
their  right  to  worship  their  God  as 
they  see  fit. 

Our  Southern  States  are  witnessing 
the  worst  number  of  black  church 
bombings  and  ffres  since  the  1960's  civil 
rights  era.  Mount  Zion  AME  Church  in 
Greeleyville.  SC,  was  burned  to  the 
ground  last  year  by  an  arsonist.  Church 
bombings  are  occurring  in  Virginia. 
Tennessee,  North  Carolina.  South 
Carolina,  Georgia.  Alabama.  Mis- 
sissippi. Louisiana,  and  Texas.  For  well 
over  18  months,  communities  in  these 
States  have  been  held  hostage  by  cow- 
ardly and  intolerant  individuals 
threatening  thefr  inalienable  right  to 
pray  and  praise.  This  is  simply  unac- 
ceptable. America  is  a  land  of  tolera- 
tion and  acceptance;  not  of  prejudice 
and  fear. 

What  do  these  criminals  hate  that 
makes  them  act  so  miserably?  If  their 
goal  is  racial  prejudice,  they  should 
think  again.  Burning  a  church  is  not 
just  a  crime  against  people  of  different 
ethnic  origins.  It  is  an  attack  on  the 
House  of  God.  Surely  God  knows  and 
will  remember  those  who  commit  these 
crimes.  Church  arsonists  are  playing 
with  fire,  the  fire  of  judgment  day. 

Regrettably,  religious  persecution  is 
not  limited  to  the  South.  Illinois  citi- 
zens are  waking  up  to  crosses  burning 
in  their  yards.  Idahoans.  especially 
Idaho  Mormons,  have  suffered  as  well. 
Three  years  ago,  on  the  campus  of 
Idaho   State  University  in  Pocatello, 
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the  LDS  Institute  was  burned  to  the 
ground.  Arson  was  the  cause.  And 
that's  not  the  only  incident.  Random 
acts  of  vandalism  to  the  Boise  and 
Idaho  Falls  Temples,  as  well  as  to 
churches  and  seminaries  unfortunately 
continue  today. 

Religious  persecution  has  no  place  in 
Birmingham,  AL,  or  Boise.  ED. 

Our  Founding  Fathers  enshrined  reli- 
gious freedom  in  the  first  amendment. 
They  knew  worship  strengthens  our 
daily  lives.  They  knew  that  Americans 
held,  and  would  continue  to  hold,  dif- 
fering religious  convictions.  They  also 
knew  America  stands  for  freedom  and 
that  thousands  of  immigrants  had 
come  to  these  shores  seeking  refuge 
from  religious  persecution. 

My  prayers  go  out  to  those  parishion- 
ers whose  churches  have  been  bombed, 
burned,  or  threatened.  The  faith  that 
helped  their  forefathers  through  the 
worst  days  of  slavery  and  suffering  will 
carry  them  through  now.  Already  God 
is  at  work  opening  the  hearts  of  Ameri- 
cans all  across  the  Nation  who  are 
helping  rebuild  these  houses  of  wor- 
ship. 

These  random  acts  of  kindness  show 
America  will  not  move  back  to  a  time 
of  fear,  ignorance,  and  prejudice.  We 
will  move  forward  to  a  world  of  racial 
and  religious  tolerance,  acceptance, 
and  respect. 

All  Americans  are  entitled  to  the 
right  to  worship  their  God.  Let  us 
renew  our  faith  and  remember  what  a 
privilege  it  is  to  freely  be  able  to  prac- 
tice our  religion  according  to  the  dic- 
tates of  our  own  conscience.  This  reso- 
lution recognizes  and  reenforces  that 
right.  I  fully  support  it  and  want  it  to 
pass. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  my 
heart  goes  out  to  the  victims  of  the  re- 
cent rash  of  church  burnings.  Like  so 
many  Americans,  I  have  watched  with 
great  dismay  and  real  sadness  as  one 
after  another  African-American  house 
of  worship  has  gone  up  in  flajnes.  There 
have  been  at  least  35  fires  of  suspicious 
origin  at  these  churches  in  the  last  18 
months.  As  a  nation,  we  will  not  toler- 
ate this  attack  on  African-Americans 
and  their  right  to  exercise  their  reli- 
gion freely  and  in  peace.  I  know  that 
the  vast  majority  of  Americans  joins 
with  us  today  in  condemning  these  acts 
of  destruction  and  recognizing  that  we 
cannot  allow  a  small  number  of  hate- 
filled  people  to  derail  the  progress  we 
have  made  toward  ending  racial  dis- 
crimination and  intolerance. 

We  have  seen  in  recent  years  the  de- 
struction of  well  over  100  houses  of 
worship  serving  people  of  different 
faiths  and  different  races.  This  resolu- 
tion rightfully  condems  all  those  acts 
of  destruction  and  desecration. 

The  burning  of  these  churches— 
which  constitute  the  heart  and  soul  of 
the  communities  they  serve — is  a  na- 
tional tragedy  that  requires  a  strong 
and  swift  response.  I  commend  Presi- 


dent Clinton  both  for  his  moral  leader- 
ship on  this  issue  and  his  commitment 
of  all  possible  Federal  resources  to  the 
investigation  and  prosecution  of  the 
perpetrators  of  these  vicious  crimes.  I 
hope  we  will  be  able  to  help  these  Fed- 
eral law  enforcement  efforts  by  passing 
legislation  introduced  by  Senators 
Kennedy  and  Faircloth  that  gives 
Federal  officials  more  tools  to  fight 
these  terrible  acts.  Bringing  these 
arsonists  to  justice  must  be  one  of  our 
highest  national  priorities. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  the 
continued  spate  of  burnings  of  African- 
American  churches  in  the  South  is  a 
national  tragedy.  I  commend  Attorney 
General  Reno  for  redoubling  the  efforts 
of  the  Department  of  Justice  to  catch 
the  perpetrators  of  these  most  heinous 
crimes.  I  have  also  joined  with  Senator 
Faircloth  in  cosponsoring  legislation 
which  reiterates  that  burning  of  a 
church  is  a  Federal  crime  and  lowers 
the  damages  threshold  to  bring  Federal 
enforcement. 

One  of  out  most  precious  freedoms  is 
to  practice  our  religious  beliefs.  To 
have  that  freedom  abridged  because  of 
racist  acts  is  doubly  troubling. 

I  know  that  substantial  efforts  have 
been  made  to  investigate  these  fires. 
But  it  is  clear  that  more  must  be  done 
because  the  fires,  some  30  in  all  over 
the  past  year  and  a  half,  keep  happen- 
ing. The  leadership  of  my  Common- 
wealth is  responding.  The  attorney 
general  of  Virginia,  Jim  Gilmore,  was 
recently  elected  as  chairman  of  the 
southern  region  of  the  National  Asso- 
ciation of  Attorneys  General.  One  of 
his  first  acts  was  to  organize  a  coordi- 
nated effort  among  southern  attorneys 
general  to  combat  hate  crimes  such  as 
church  burnings.  His  leadership  on  this 
issue  will  bring  results,  and  I  commend 
him  and  the  organization  for  taking 
this  action. 

Everybody  concerned  with  the  rash 
of  church  burnings  wants  to  know 
whether  these  crimes  are  the  work  of 
an  organized  group  or  isolated  in- 
stances of  violence.  I  hope  that  the  ef- 
forts of  the  State  attorneys  general 
and  of  the  Department  of  Justice  will 
answer  this  question.  Just  as  impor- 
tantly, I  hope  that  whomever  is  com- 
mitting these  horrible  crimes  will  see 
that  law  enforcement  across  the  coun- 
try is  committed  to  solving  and  pre- 
venting these  despicable  acts.  Even  one 
instance  of  church  arson  is  too  many — 
to  have  dozens  of  church  burnings  is  a 
crisis  that  must  be  solved. 

Unfortimately,  as  disturbing  as  these 
cases  of  arson  are,  they  are  not  the 
only  instances  of  racist  violence  in- 
truding on  the  right  to  worship.  Yes- 
terday, a  church  in  Chaurles  County, 
VA,  was  defaced  with  racist  words  and 
symbols.  The  Mount  Zion  Baptist 
Church  has  served  the  Charles  City 
community  since  1812  and  is  celebrat- 
ing its  100th  year  at  its  present  loca- 
tion. 


Now  the  Federal  Government  cannot 
protect  every  church  in  America.  I 
hope,  however,  that  by  finding  and 
prosecuting  arsonists  and  by  encourag- 
ing law  enforcement  efforts  such  as 
those  led  by  Attorney  General  Gilmore. 
the  Federal  authorities  can  make  a  dif- 
ference in  protecting  America's  houses 
of  worship. 

The  wife  of  the  pastor  of  Mount  Zion 
Baptist  Church  was  quoted  that  the 
church  will  survive  this  racist  incident. 
She  said  that  the  "membership  is  just 
going  to  bind  closer  together."  I  wish 
them  well,  and  my  thoughts  go  out  to 
all  who  have  suffered  at  the  hands  of 
cowardly  attacks  on  our  churches. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  resolution  and 
the  preamble  be  agreed  to;  that  the 
motion  to  reconsider  be  laid  upon  the 
table;  and  that  any  statements  relating 
thereto  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  the 
appropriate  place  as  if  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  265)  was 
agreed  to. 

The  preamble  was  agreed  to. 

The  resolution,  with  its  preamble,  is 
as  follows: 

S.  RES.  265 

Whereas  there  have  been  at  least  156  fires 
In  houses  of  worship  across  the  Nation  since 
October  1991; 

Whereas  there  have  been  at  least  35  fires  of 
suspicious  origrln  at  churches  serving  Afri- 
can-American communities  in  the  last  18 
months; 

Whereas  these  churches  and  houses  of  wor- 
ship are  a  vital  part  of  the  life  of  these  com- 
munities; 

Whereas  Intentionally  burning  churches  or 
other  bouses  of  worship  Is  a  very  heinous 
crime; 

Whereas  Intentionally  burning  churches, 
when  done  to  Intimidate  any  American  from 
the  free  exercise  of  his  or  her  rights  as  an 
American.  Is  Inconsistent  with  the  first 
amendment  of  the  United  States  Constitu- 
tion, which  guarantees  every  American  the 
right  to  the  free  exercise  of  his  or  her  reli- 
gion, and  which  ensures  that  Americans  can 
freely  and  peaceably  assemble  together;  and. 

Whereas  intentionally  burning  churches, 
when  done  to  Intimidate  any  American  from 
the  free  exercise  of  his  or  her  rights,  Is  a  se- 
rious national  problem  that  must  be  expedi- 
tiously and  vigorously  addressed:  Now, 
therefore,  be  It 

Resolved.  That— 

(1)  the  Senate  condemns  arson  and  other 
acts  of  desecration  against  churches  and 
other  houses  of  worship  as  being  totally  In- 
consistent with  fundamental  American  val- 
ues; and 

(2)  The  Senate  believes  investigation  and 
prosecution  of  those  who  are  responsible  for 
fires  at  churches  or  other  houses  of  worship, 
and  especially  any  incidents  of  arson  whose 
purpose  is  to  divide  communities  or  to  in- 
timidate any  Americans,  should  be  a  high 
national  priority. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  Senator  Cochran's 
name  be  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  this 
Senate  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection;  it  is  so  ordered. 
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Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  the 
floor. 


NATIONAL    DEFENSE    AUTHORIZA- 
TION ACT  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1997 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator fi-om  Iowa  is  recognized. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4047 

(Purpose:  To  freeze  at  the  level  programmed 
for  fiscal  year  1998  the  amount  that  may  be 
expended   for   Infrastructure   programs   of 
the  Department  of  Defense  in  order  to  in- 
crease funding  for  force  modernization) 
Mr.  GRASSLEY.  My  purpose  for  ris- 
ing is  to  introduce  an  amendment.  I  am 
not  going  to  send  the  amendment  to 
the  desk  quite  yet.  Also,  I  inform  the 
leadership  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
that  I  do  not  have  any  intention  of 
speaking  for  an  extra  long  period  of 
time.  But  before  I  agree  to  a  time 
limit,  I  want  to  make  some  opening  re- 
marks in  regard  to  my  amendment. 
After  that,  I  will  have  an  opportunity 
to  sit  down  and  probably  work  some- 
thing out  with  the  leadership  on  the 
time. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  at  a  point  in 
the  defense  authorization  bill  where  I 
want  to  bring  up  the  point  that  we 
ought  to  be  saving  some  money  in  in- 
frastructure costs,  but  we  are  not.  We 
ought  to  be  saving  some  money  in  in- 
frastructure costs  because  it  is  just 
natural  that  infrastructure  ought  to  be 
somewhat  less  as  we  downsize  the  mili- 
tary, both  from  the  standpoint  of  per- 
sonnel and  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
number  of  bases  we  have,  and  a  lot  of 
other  factors.  The  fact  that  we  really 
are  not,  the  point  of  my  amendment  is 
to  drive  that  point  home,  but  also  to 
offer  a  plan  that  will  allow  us  to  guar- 
antee that  when  we  are  told  that 
money  should  be  saved,  that  it  is  in 
fact  saved. 

We  are  in  a  situation  here,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, where  from  a  political  standpoint 
we  ought  to  have  the  votes  to  accom- 
plish what  I  want  to  accomplish.  I  do 
not  anticipate  that  we  do.  I  anticipate 
that  we  are  in  a  long  process  of  educat- 
ing the  people  of  this  country  and  the 
Members  of  this  body  to  the  fact  of 
what  I  have  already  stated,  that  if  we 
are  going  to  close  bases  to  save  money, 
somewhere  we  ought  to  be  able  to  show 
the  American  people  that  here  is  X 
numbers  of  dollars  we  saved.  Because 
that  is  what  we  were  told  would  hap- 
pen; if  we  closed  bases,  we  would  save 
money.  But  we  have  had  even  experts 
like  the  General  Accounting  Office 
audit  to  identify  the  savings,  and  they 
have  issued  reports  that  it  is  not  saved. 
But  we  are  also  in  a  political  envi- 
ronment here  where — in  past  years,  it 
has  been  very  easy  for  us  to  make  some 
points  on  saving  money  from  the 
standpoint  of  my  being  a  conservative 
Republican.  Leading  the  efforts  to  cut 


the  defense  budget  or  to  save  money,  I 
would  almost  have  the  full  support  of 
Members  on  the  Democratic  side  of  the 
aisle  because  they  were  generally  of 
the  opinion  that  Republican  Presidents 
were  spending  too  much  on  defense, 
even  wasting  money  on  defense,  so  fis- 
cally minded  Republicans,  joining  to- 
gether with  Democrats,  would  have 
enough  votes  to  actually  win  the  battle 
and  to  save  the  taxpayers  money. 

But  now  we  have  a  political  situation 
in  the  last  3  years  where  we  have  a 
Democrat  President  and  a  Republican 
Congress,  and  we  find  people  on  the 
Democratic  side  of  the  aisle,  even 
though  that  President  may  be  spending 
money  above  and  beyond  the  level  he 
should  be  doing  it  as  Conmiander  in 
Chief,  they  seem  to  be  in  a  position 
where  they  want  to  get  behind  their 
President  even  if  they  might  disagree 
with  him  on  the  amount  of  money  he  is 
spending.  So  we  have  a  divided  Demo- 
cratic Party  more  so  than  usual  on  the 
issue  of  saving  defense  money. 

As  is  tjrpical  on  this  side  of  the  aisle, 
my  Republican  side  of  the  aisle,  it 
seems  that  there  is  a  willingness  just 
to  give  more  money  to  defense  because 
somehow  by  giving  more  money  you 
get  more  defense. 

The  point  that  I  try  to  drive  home  so 
often  to  my  colleagues  and  I  think  it  is 
legitimate:  and  I  am  speaking  now  just 
about  people  in  this  body  who  consider 
themselves  conservative;  and  for  the 
most  part  those  are  people  who  are  also 
registered  as  Republicans  and  elected 
to  this  body  as  Republicans — is  that  we 
are  constantly  admonishing  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle,  for  decades,  that  you 
cannot  solve  in  the  typical  way  liberals 
like  to  solve  problems,  throwing  money 
at  those  problems,  and  somehow  just 
by  spending  more  money  on  a  lot  of  so- 
cial problems,  you  actually  solve  those 
problems;  and  we  would  always  say, 
"Well,  you  know,  it's  not  how  much 
money  you  spend,  but  it's  how  you 
spend  it,  and  how  you  invest  it,  wheth- 
er or  not  you're  going  to  get  your  mon- 
ey's worth." 

We  do  not  seem  to  have  the  same 
caution  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  when  it 
comes  to  money  for  defense.  We  seem 
to  take  the  attitude  that  if  you  just 
put  more  money  in  the  defense  budget, 
give  more  money  to  the  Pentagon, 
somehow  you  are  just  automatically 
going  to  have  more  defense. 

I  raise  this  aurgrument  more  so  at  the 
level  of  adopting  the  budget  as  opposed 
to  the  defense  authorization  bill.  I  sup- 
pose that  is  really  a  better  place  to 
make  that  generic  argument  about 
more  money  for  defense  or  less  money 
for  defense.  But  I  think  it  is  legiti- 
mate, when  we  are  dealing  with  a  very 
specific  item  like  infrastructure  costs, 
and  particularly  when  we  were  told 
over  the  last  several  years  that  if  we 
close  bases  we  ought  to  save  money, 
and  if  we  cut  down  on  the  number  of 
personnel  in  the  Defense  Department 


we  ought  to  save  money,  that  after  a 
few  years  of  that  argument,  you  ought 
to  be  able  to  look  and  say,  "Yes.  We 
have  saved  X  number  of  dollars.  Here  it 
is."  I  would  have  believed  it.  The  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office  expected  to  find 
it.  But  the  reports  of  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office  do  not  confirm  those 
savings. 

The  point  is.  savings  are  real  things. 
You  ought  to  be  able  to  see  them.  My 
amendment  is  geared  toward  the  propo- 
sition that  if  there  is  going  to  be  sav- 
ings, we  ought  to  know  where  those 
savings  are  and  what  they  ought  to  be 
used  for  and  that,  if  they  are  going  to 
still  be  spent  in  the  defense  budget  and 
not  reduce  the  deficit,  at  least  we 
ought  to  know  what  they  buy.  So  that 
is  the  basis  for  my  amendment. 

But  I  will  to  get  into  more  detail 
about  my  amendment,  more  specifics 
in  just  a  moment.  I  want  to  remind  my 
colleagues  of  the  debate  we  had  on 
April  15  in  this  body.  It  was  a  very  ex- 
cellent debate  on  what  the  size  of  the 
defense  budget  should  be.  At  that 
point,  the  budget  resolution  we  had  be- 
fore us  had  already  added  in  an  extra 
$12  billion  to  the  budget  for  defense. 
That  is  $12  billion  over  and  above  what 
the  President  had  recommended  that 
we  spend  on  defense.  I  opposed  that 
move.  I  opposed  it  by  offering  an 
amendment  to  cut  back  most  of  that 
money.  The  vote  was  57  to  42  against 
what  I  was  trying  to  accomplish. 

The  majority  rules  in  this  body,  and 
I  am  willing  to  accept  it.  But  all  that 
extra  money  then  is  in  the  bill  before 
us  as  a  result  of  the  decision  that  we 
made  on  the  budget  resolution  and  also 
the  decision  of  the  Senate  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee  to  go  to  the  maximum 
allowed  under  the  budget  resolution. 

Most  of  this  money  is  for  moderniza- 
tion of  our  military  capabilities.  But. 
sadly,  an  analysis  of  the  bill  shows 
that  $12  billion  does  not  buy  much  at 
the  Pentagon.  That  should  come  as  no 
surprise  to  people  who  have  been 
watching  the  defense  budget  and  how 
the  Defense  Department  has  operated 
over  a  long,  long  period  of  time.  It  does 
not  come  as  any  surprise  to  me. 

The  money  has  been  spread  around  in 
so  many  different  areas  that  all  we  end 
up  with  is  a  few  bits  and  pieces.  If  you 
would  take  the  key  area  of  combat  air- 
craft as  an  example,  this  is  what  we 
get.  We  get  six  extra  F-18's.  two  extra 
AV-8BS.  four  extra  F-16's.  That  is  it. 
12  more  fighters.  The  military  needs  to 
buy  hundreds  of  fighters  each  year  to 
modernize  the  force.  The  other  areas 
are  not  much  better.  We  do  get  a  few 
extra  missiles,  a  few  extra  transports, 
a  few  extra  helicopters.  But  I  might 
say  that  we  do  not  get  one  extra  ship 
for  the  Navy,  as  an  example. 

Now.  all  of  this  added  together,  I  sup- 
pose somebody  is  going  to  make  a  case 
tliat  it  is  absolutely  needed  and  it  is 
going  to  improve  and  modernize  our 
military  considerably.  But  it  seems  to 
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me  that  when  you  see  exactly  what  we 
get,  then  it  is  not  even  a  reasonable 
downpayment  on  modernization.  And 
$12  billion — of  course,  when  you  look  at 
what  this  bill  has  for  a  total  expendi- 
ture for  a  year— happens  to  be  peanuts 
at  the  Pentagon,  kind  of  a  drop  in  the 
bucket. 

So  this  brings  me  to  a  point  that  I 
have  hammered  on  for  years,  as  I  indi- 
cated, admonishing  my  colleagues,  par- 
ticularly on  the  Republican  side  of  the 
aisle,  that  throwing  more  money  at  the 
Department  of  Defense  is  not  going  to 
solve  the  problem.  We  will  never  suc- 
ceed in  modernizing  the  force  structure 
at  these  prices  without  fundamental 
reform. 

Now,  it  happens  that  there  are  even 
outstanding  members  of  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  that  have  been 
fighting  a  long  time  for  fundamental 
reform.  I  want  to  commend  my  col- 
leagues for  fighting  for  fundamental 
reform.  I  think  that  fundamental  re- 
form is  very,  very  important  to  make 
sure  that  whatever  extra  money  we 
spend— including  the  $250-some-billion 
we  are  going  to  spend — is  invested 
wisely  and  we  get  the  most  bang  for 
the  buck.  But  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
reform  ought  to  go  ahead  of  the  addi- 
tional S12  billion. 

We  have  had  some  types  of  reform 
over  the  last  15  years.  But,  again,  we 
think  we  make  some  dramatic 
changes — what  we  feel  are  dramatic 
changes — in  the  way  the  Defense  De- 
partment does  business.  After  you  look 
back  at  it,  you  really  do  not  see  the 
changes  come  about  that  we  had  hoped 
for  when  we  passed  the  reforms  or  the 
reforms  that  go  on  within  the  Defense 
Department  that  can  be  done  without 
actually  passing  the  legislation. 

We  have  had  a  host  of  defense  re- 
forms, one  after  the  other.  But  there 
tends  to  be  a  big  gap  between  promises 
and  reaQity.  None  of  these  reforms  have 
worked  completely  as  advertised.  We 
do  not  get  all  of  the  desired  impact 
that  we  want  to  have. 

Some  could  even  been  classified  as 
bureaucratic  tricks  to  cover  for  busi- 
ness as  usual.  It  all  leads  up  to  the  fact 
that  what  the  Department  of  Defense 
needs  to  do  is  to  find  a  new  way  of 
doing  business— a  completely  new  way 
of  doing  business,  a  new  attitude,  a 
new  culture  there.  But.  in  fact,  we  real- 
ly never  really  get  the  complete 
changes  that  ought  to  be  made  so  that 
we  get  our  money's  worth  when  we  put 
additional  money  in  for  modernization, 
or  anything  else. 

If  we  do  not  get  this  fundamental  re- 
form. I  think  we  still  have  to  say,  as 
good  as  our  Armed  Forces  are,  how 
much  better  they  could  be,  how  much 
more  we  would  get  for  our  investment 
of  money  if  these  reforms  would  really 
happen.  We  are  talking  about  changing 
a  basic  culture.  To  do  that,  you  need 
new  ideas  and  new  strategies.  Most  im- 
portantly, you  need  a  disciplined  man- 


agement. You  have  to  find  ways  to 
make  reforms  work — and  work  now, 
not  later— not  in  the  year  2001. 

So  I  am  suggesting  in  the  amend- 
ment, which  I  will  deposit  at  the  desk 
shortly,  a  way  of  making  sure  that  we 
get  real  modernization  with  the  sav- 
ings that  we  are  supposed  to  get  from 
infrastructure  savings.  We  have  al- 
ready had  four  rounds  of  base  closures. 
We  have  had  a  shrinking  force.  This 
should  mean  savings  in  infrastructure 
accounts.  The  Department  of  Defense 
has  promised  these  savings,  but  the 
savings,  as  1  have  indicated,  are  not 
there.  So  promises  do  not  match  the 
reality. 

My  amendment  would,  hopefully, 
make  the  savings  real.  So  this  is  what 
I  propose  to  do  would  accomplish  that 
goal.  I  will  give  you  seven  specific  ob- 
jectives of  my  amendment. 

The  first  is  to  seek  to  establish  a  bet- 
ter balance  between  force  structure 
and  infrastructure  costs.  I  will  show 
you.  eventually,  how  there  is  an  imbal- 
ance there — an  imbalance  that  does  not 
make  sense  to  me,  but  it  is  still  an  im- 
balance. 

Second,  this  balance  would  be 
brought  about  and  achieved  by  freezing 
the  infrastructure  budget  at  the  fiscal 
year  1998  level  of  $145  billion.  The 
freeze  would  save  $10  billion  in  fiscal 
year  1998  to  the  year  2001. 

Fourth,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
would  transfer  the  savings  to  the  pro- 
curement accounts  to  pay  for  mod- 
ernization. This  is  the  key,  then,  to 
getting  money  from  savings  that  we 
ought  to  be  able  to  account  for  and  get 
it  into  modernization,  not  into  over- 
head. That  ought  to  be  going  down;  in- 
stead, it  is  going  up. 

The  fifth  point  is  that  key  readiness 
accounts  would  be  protected.  That 
would  be  like  for  spare  parts,  training, 
and  a  lot  of  other  things  like  that. 

Sixth,  the  savings  would  be  reflected 
in  the  future  years'  defense  programi 
submitted  to  Congress  next  year  so 
that  we  would  be  able  to  know  what  it 
was  and  to  see  it  and  to  have  it  ac- 
counted for. 

Seventh,  we  would  have  the  Comp- 
troller General  review  and  verify  the 
savings,  so  we  have  somebody  outside 
of  the  Defense  Department,  with  no 
vested  interest,  verifying  what  Defense 
does,  in  the  sense  of  just  the  account- 
ing, or  being  accountable  for  the 
money,  and  not  micromanaging  any- 
thing that  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
might  do. 

Now.  what  is  going  to  be  strange  to 
the  managers  of  this  bill— both  Repub- 
lican and  Democrat— is  that  I  see  my 
goals  being  100  percent  consistent  with 
the  Department  of  Defense  plans.  So 
you  take  what  they  say  they  want  to 
do.  which,  as  I  have  indicated,  is  not 
being  done,  amd  make  sure  that  it  is 
done.  It  seems  to  me  that  if  there  is 
anyplace  for  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  to  be  involved  in  some  detail  of 


the  Defense  Department's  work,  it  is 
nothing  more  than  to  make  sure  that 
they  do  what  they  say  they  are  going 
to  do,  what  they  report  to  us  they  are 
going  to  do,  to  kind  of  make  their  per- 
formance in  office  commensurate  with 
their  rhetoric.  That's  making  them  ac- 
countable. That  is  perfectly  consistent 
with  constitutional  oversight  functions 
of  the  Congress  of  the  United  States. 

This  DOD  plan  wais  presented  to  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  as  recently 
as  March  5,  1996.  At  that  time.  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  Perry  testified  that 
$10  billion  in  savings  from  base  closings 
would  be  used  to  pay  for  moderniza- 
tion. A  very  distinguished  member  of 
the  Armed  Services  Committee  who 
was  just  here — and  I  suppose  he  is 
going  to  speak  on  my  amendment.  I  am 
glad  to  have  him  engage  in  this  debate. 
But  we  know  this  very  distinguished 
member  as  a  person  who  is  a  real  hero 
for  the  defense  of  our  country  as  well 
as  being  a  very  good  Senator,  John 
McCain.  I  am  going  to  say  he  also 
agrees.  He  may  stand  up  here  shortly 
and  say  that  he  disagrees,  but  at  least 
I  want  to  give  my  version  of  that. 

He  has  said  that  there  is  a  gross  im- 
balance between  our  military  forces 
and  the  infrastructure.  He  says  we  need 
to  eliminate  excess  infrastructure,  we 
need  to  save  money.  He  has  a  white 
paper  on  our  national  defense.  That  is 
the  way  I  interpret  it.  There  is  just  one 
minor  problem  on  what  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  said  on  March  5  of  this  year 
when  he  was  going  to  take  this  $10  bil- 
lion in  savings  from  the  base  closings 
and  use  it  for  modernization.  The  sav- 
ings promised  by  Mr.  Perry  do  not 
exist.  The  General  Accounting  Office 
just  audited  those  accounts.  You  can- 
not find  any  savings.  The  savings  have 
evaporated  into  thin  air. 

Mr.  President,  earlier  this  year,  on 
April  25,  I  spoke  about  the  General  Ac- 
coimting  Office  report  on  this  subject. 
What  I  said  then  I  am  going  to  repeat 
now.  Anybody  can  read  that.  It  is  enti- 
tled, "Defense  Infrastructure:  Budget 
Estimates  for  1996-2001  Offer  Little 
Savings  for  Modernization."  It  was 
published  on  April  4,  just  2  months  ago. 
Unfortunately,  it  was  based  on  the  fis- 
cal year  1996  future  year  defense  pro- 
gram publication. 

The  fiscal  year  1996  future  year  de- 
fense program  was  submitted  to  Con- 
gress over  a  year  ago.  So  I  suppose  to 
some  extent,  as  things  move  very  rap- 
idly, it  is  somewhat  out  of  date.  It  is  at 
least  a  year  old.  I  thought  I  should 
have  more  current  data.  I  thought  that 
the  Pentagon  bureaucrats  might  have 
been  able  to  get  their  act  together 
since  last  year.  Maybe  they  succeeded 
in  getting  infrastructure  costs  on  the 
right  track.  I  think  we  could  legriti- 
mately  surmise  that  they  should  have 
done  that. 

So  not  being  able  to  get  this  informa- 
tion. I  wrote  to  Mr.  Bowsher  on  May  10 
of  this  year  asking  him  to  provide  me 
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the  updated  information  drawn  from 
the  fiscal  year  1997  future  year  defense 
plan.  I  thank  Mr.  Bowsher  and  his  ex- 
pert staff,  including  Mr.  Bill  Crocker, 
for  working  so  hard  and  to  turn  around 
my  request  in  less  than  2  weeks.  That 
is  pretty  fast  even  for  a  responsible  or- 
ganization like  the  General  Accounting 
Office.  It  must  be  a  record. 

I  have  the  General  Accounting  Of- 
fice's brandnew  report  right  here  with 
me.  It  is  entitled,  "Defense  Infrastruc- 
ture: Cost  Projected  To  Increase  Be- 
tween 1997  and  2001."  This  is  dated  May 
1996. 

Before  I  get  started,  I  think  it  is  im- 
portant to  define  infrastructure  cost. 
This  is  the  money  that  DOD  spends  to 
house,  train,  and  support  the  Armed 
Forces  and  keep  them  ready  to  go.  The 
General  Accounting  Office  has  provided 
a  brief  description  in  this  publication 
of  each  category  of  infrastructure 
costs.  The  General  Accounting  Office 
has  also  provided  a  table  that  shows 
how  infrastructure  costs  are  spread 
across  the  various  appropriations  ac- 
counts. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
that  material  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Categories  of  defense  Lvfrastructxjre 

Installation  support  consists  of  activities 
that  furnish  funding,  equipment,  and  person- 


nel to  provide  facilities  from  which  defense 
forces  operate.  Activities  include  construc- 
tion planning-  and  design,  real  property 
maintenance,  base  operating  support,  real 
estate  management  for  active  and  reserve 
bases,  family  housing  and  bachelor  housing, 
supply  operations,  base  closure  activities, 
and  environmental  programs. 

Acquisition  Infrastructure  consists  of  all 
program  elements  that  support  program 
management,  program  offices,  and  produc- 
tion support,  including  acquisition  head- 
quarters, science  and  technology,  and  test 
and  evaluation  resources.  This  category  in- 
cludes earlier  levels  of  research  and  develop- 
ment. Including  basic  research,  exploratory 
development,  and  advanced  development. 

Central  logistics  consists  of  programs  that 
provide  support  to  centrally  managed  logis- 
tics organizations,  including  the  Riana^e- 
ment  of  material,  operation  of  supply  sys- 
tems, maintenance  activities,  material 
transportation,  base  operations  and  support, 
communications,  and  minor  construction. 
This  category  also  Includes  program  ele- 
ments that  provide  resources  for  com- 
missaries and  military  exchange  operations. 

Central  training  consists  of  program  ele- 
ments that  provide  resources  for  virtually 
all  non-unit  training,  including  training  for 
new  personnel,  aviation  and  flight  training, 
military  academies,  officer  training  corps, 
other  college  commissioning  programs,  and 
officer  and  enlisted  training  schools. 

Central  medical  consists  of  programs  that 
furnish  funding,  equipment,  and  personnel 
that  provide  medical  care  to  active  military 
personnel,  dependents,  and  retirees.  Activi- 
ties provide  for  all  patient  care,  except  for 
that  provided  by  medical  units  that  are  part 


of  direct  support  units.  Activities  include 
medical  training,  management  of  the  medi- 
cal system,  and  support  of  medical  installa- 
tions. 

Central  personnel  consists  of  all  programs 
that  provide  for  the  recruiting  of  new  per- 
sonnel and  the  management  and  support  of 
dependent  schools,  community,  youth,  and 
family  centers,  and  child  development  ac- 
tivities. Other  programs  suppwrting  person- 
nel Include  permanent  change  of  station 
costs,  personnel  in  transit,  civilian  disability 
compensation,  veterans  education  assist- 
ance, and  other  miscellaneous  personnel  sup- 
port activities. 

Command,  control,  and  communications 
consists  of  programs  that  manage  all  aspects 
of  the  command,  control,  and  communica- 
tions Infrastructure  for  DOD  facilities,  infor- 
mation support  services,  mapping  and  chart- 
ing products,  and  security  support.  This  cat- 
egory Includes  program  elements  that  pro- 
vide nontactlcal  telephone  services,  the  Gen- 
eral Defense  Intelligence  Program  and 
cryptological  activities,  the  Global  Position- 
ing System,  and  support  of  air  traffic  control 
facilities. 

Force  management  consists  of  all  pro- 
grams that  provide  funding,  equipment,  and 
personnel  for  the  management  and  operation 
of  all  the  major  military  command  head- 
quarters activities.  Force  management  also 
Includes  program  elements  that  provide  re- 
sources for  defense-wide  departmental  head- 
quarters, management  of  international  iiro- 
grams.  support  to  other  defense  organiza- 
tions and  federal  government  agencies,  secu- 
rity investigate  services,  public  affairs  ac- 
tivities, and  criminal  and  judicial  activities. 
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«.1S 
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4.12 

13» 
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341 
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3M 
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1.11 

1.06 

113 

117 

Operatton  anfl  maintenance  

Miiitani  personnel  _ 

Resesrcn  itevelopment.  test,  and  naluitian  . 

Military  constructm 

Family  liousinj  _ 

PracutHiienl  _ 

Rcintnni  tuMj  and  otiief ' _ _ 


Total  direct  irrfrastrocture' 


$11238     $niJO     imm     $llSil     $119J0 


>  Ttiese  include  adiintments  lor  tortiin  oirrenqi  tluctuatnns  and  stivice  and  Defense  U|istics  Afeicy  nauted  stKt  fund  cast  nsuiremcats. 
'Totals  may  not  add  due  to  nwndini. 
Source  GAO  analysis  ot  DOS  data 


AGENCY  COMMENTS 

The  data  and  analysis  in  this  report  were 
provided  to  DOD  for  review  and  comment.  In 
oral  comments.  DOD  stated  the  data  were 
complete  and  accurate  with  the  analysis. 

scope  and  METHODOLOGY 

To  deflne  and  evaluate  DOD's  infrastruc- 
ture activities  in  the  1997  FYDP.  we  Inter- 
viewed the  acting  Director.  Force  and  Infra- 
structure Analysis  Division  In  the  Office  of 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  Program  Analysis 
and  Evaluation.  Our  analyses  are  based  on 
data  contained  in  the  fiscal  year  1997  FYDP. 
In  addition  to  the  FYDP  and  associated  an- 
nexes, we  reviewed  DOD's  Reference  Manual 
for  Defense  Mission  Categories,  Infrastruc- 
ture Categories,  and  Program  Elements,  pre- 
pared In  conjunction  with  the  Institute  for 
Defense  Analysis.  We  also  reviewed  the 
President's  fiscal  year  1997  budget  submis- 
sion and  our  prior  reports. 

Our  work  was  conducted  during  the  month 
of  May  1996  in  accordance  with  generally  ac- 
cepted government  auditing  standards. 


Mr.  GRASSLEY.  I  wish  I  could  say. 
Mr.  President,  that  the  Department  of 
Defense  has  turned  the  comer.  I  wish  I 
could  report  that  infrastructure  costs 
were  coming  down.  But  the  latest  re- 
port of  the  General  Accounting  Office 
tells  me  that  nothing  has  changed 
since  the  last  future  year  defense  plan, 
meaning  1996.  The  trends  have  to  be 
the  same.  The  Pentagon  still  has  infra- 
structure costs  on  the  wrong  track. 
They  are  still  on  an  up-ramp  instead  of 
on  a  down-ramp.  This  is  what  the  new 
data  show.  As  the  Department  of  De- 
fense budget  top  line  goes  up.  infra- 
structure costs  go  up.  Infrastructure 
costs  should  come  down  even  if  the  top 
line  goes  up.  The  infrastructure  costs 
ought  to  be  decoupled  from  the  top 
line.  The  infrastructure  costs  need  to 
be  recoupled  to  the  force  structure  be- 
cause that  is  what  Secretary  Perry 
says  Is  his  intent. 


The  infrastructure  costs  in  the  mili- 
tary force  structures  are  not  in  sjmc. 
They  are  out  of  whack.  We  need  to 
bring  them  back  into  balance.  As  I  read 
what  Senator  McCain  has  written  in 
his  white  paper,  he  sasrs  that  is  what 
we  must  do  as  well.  But  that  is  not 
what  has  happened.  The  Department  of 
Defense  seems  to  be  creating  new  infra- 
structure faster  than  the  old  stuff  is 
made  excess. 

That  is  what  this  new  data  tells  us. 
This  is  its  new  data  that  the  General 
Accounting  Office  has  followed  for  1 
year  that  was  not  available  until  the 
General  Accounting  Office  updated  it. 
It  shows  a  steady  increase  in  the  infra- 
structure costs  for  fiscal  year  1997 
through  fiscal  year  2001. 

I  want  to  repeat.  There  is  a  very 
steady  increase  from  S146  billion  in  fis- 
cal year  1997.  It  dips  by  SI  billion  to 
S145  billion  in  1998,  but  then  it  goes 


14430 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  18,  1996 


ripht  back  up  to  S148  billion  in  1999;  $2 
billion  more  in  the  year  2000.  Then  it 
leaps  by  $5  billion  to  $155  billion  in  the 
year  2001.  That  is  a  projected  increase 
of  $9  billion  over  the  next  5  years.  If 
Congress  keeps  pumping  up  the  defense 
budget,  these  numbers  will  increase 
even  more. 

The  data  portrayed  on  table  1  of  this 
new  General  Accounting  Office  report 
is  particularly  troublesome. 

I  also  ask  unanimous  consent  at  this 
point  to  have  table  1  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

TABLE  1— PROJECTED  FUNDING  FOR  INFRASTRUCTURE 
CATEGORIES.  FISCAL  YEARS  1997-2001 

(lo  tilluns  of  doltarj] 


Intrastnicture  catejones 

FY 
1997 

FY 
1998 

FY 
1999 

FY 
2000 

FY 
2001 

Instillation  ugpoft 

25.10 

23.64 

22.68 

22.53 

23.03 

Central  trjinini  _ 

19.35 

19.40 

20.08 

20.71 

21.46 

Cantral  nwdeal  

15.47 

15.82 

16.13 

16.64 

17.38 

Central  ioiistics 

UJ3 

13J0 

14.18 

14.15 

14.70 

Foret  manajement  

12.91 

12.38 

13.05 

13.12 

13.35 

Acquisition  inlrastnictun 

lOiS 

10.64 

10.97 

11.19 

11.76 

Central  personnel 

I0J3 

10.24 

10.41 

10.60 

10.83 

Central  command,  contnl. 

and  communicatioiis  _ 

5.78 

5.84 

6.05 

6.05 

6i0 

Resouitx  adiustments  <  ... 

.OS 

.53 

.50 

Si 

i8 

Total  direct  mtrastnc- 

ture'  ...._ 

112.58 

111.80 

114.05 

115.61 

119.30 

'  These  include  adjustments  for  lotei{n  currency  fluctuations  and  service 
and  Defense  Uiistics  Afency  manafeo  itxli  fund  cash  requirements. 
'Totals  may  not  add  due  to  rsundmi. 

Sounx:  GW  analysis  of  DCO  data. 

As  shown  m  figure  3  and  table  2,  most  di- 
rect Infrastructure  activities  axe  funded  by 
operation  and  maintenance  and  military  per- 
sonnel appropriations.  Thus.  If  DOD  Is  to 
achieve  slpalflcant  Infrastructure  savings  for 
future  force  modernization,  the  savings  must 
come  from  these  accounts.  However,  these 
appropriations  have  been  closely  associated 
with  the  readiness  and  quallty-of-llfe  of  the 
force,  the  Secretary  of  Defense's  priority 
areas  for  the  last  few  years. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  this 
table  breaks  the  infrastructure  costs 
into  nine  distinct  categories.  The  new 
General  Accounting  Office  data  shows 
major  increases  in  every  category,  with 
one  important  exception,  and  that 
would  be  installation  support.  Even  in- 
stallation support  shows  increases  in 
the  outyears.  The  four  BRAC  commis- 
sions proposed  closing  97  bases.  Yet,  in- 
stallation support  costs  are  projected 
to  rise.  I  think  it  is  legitimate  to  ask 
why.  Is  it  because  few,  if  any,  of  those 
bases  have  really  been  closed? 

The  downstreami  savings  promised  by 
base  closings  and  a  shrinking  force 
structure  should  be  reflected  in  these 
numbers,  but  they  are  not.  We  should 
be  able  to  identify  where  the  savings 
are.  I  do  not  expect  to  see  any  savings. 
We  will  not  ever  see  those  savings  un- 
less we  hold  the  Department's  feet  to 
the  fire. 

A  comparison  of  the  nimibers  in  the 
fiscal  year  1996  future  year  defense  plan 
with  the  numbers  in  the  1997  future 
year  defense  plan  suggests  that  instal- 
lation support  figures  on  table  1  are 
misleading.  That  comparison  reveals  a 


shocking  trend.  That  comparison  sug- 
gests that  base  support  costs  will  actu- 
ally increase  by  51  billion  per  year  be- 
tween the  years  1997  and  the  year  2001. 
Take  fiscal  year  1997  just  for  exam- 
ple. The  fiscal  year  1997  column  in  the 

1996  future  year  defense  plan  shows  in- 
stallation costs  at  $23.96  billion. 

Then  if  you  go  over  to  the  fiscal  year 

1997  column,  in  the  the  1997  future  year 
defense  plan,  the  number  goes  up  to 
$25.1  billion.  That  is  an  increase  of  $1.14 
billion  in  1  year  in  projected  installa- 
tion support.  The  next  year  it  is  the 
same  thing.  The  number  goes  from 
$22.76  billion  up  to  $23.64  billion,  and 
that  is  an  increase  of  $900  million. 

I  need  to  clarify  one  iwint  about  the 
numbers.  The  numbers  on  the  table 
that  I  have  submitted  for  the  Record 
do  not  match  up  with  the  totals  for  the 
infrastructure  costs  that  I  used  a  mo- 
ment ago,  and  there  is  a  reason  for 
that  discrepancy.  About  $35  billion  in 
infrastructure  costs  get  lost  in  what  we 
refer  to  as  DBOF — that  stands  for  De- 
fense business  operation  fund — each 
year.  We  know  the  money  is  in  there 
someplace,  but  the  General  Accounting 
Office  cannot  track  it  because  dollars 
in  the  Defense  business  operation  fund 
are  not  identified  in  the  future  year  de- 
fense program. 

And  so  I  think  it  is  very  ironic  be- 
cause DBOF  was  established  to  im- 
prove cost  accounting  at  the  Pentagon. 
In  fact,  that  was  the  whole  idea  about 
DBOF.  Here  is  $35  billion  in  annual 
DOD  costs  that  cannot  be  tracked  be- 
cause of  the  Defense  business  operation 
fund.  We  cannot  audit  them  because  of 
the  fund.  The  fund  is  an  obstacle  to  ac- 
curate cost  accounting. 

There  is  yet  another  problem.  That 
problem  is  that  the  Department  of  De- 
fense had  a  $4  billion  plug  figure  in  last 
year's  numbers,  and  they  pulled  it  out 
of  the  new  future  year  defense  plan, 
making  it  look  as  if  some  of  the  fund- 
ing levels  were  coming  down.  The  De- 
partment of  Defense  said  the  $4  billion 
that  was  plugged  in  for  last  year  was 
miscoded.  The  miscoded  dollars  were 
pulled  out  of  the  infrastructure  costs 
and,  in  a  sense,  just  heaved  overboard. 
I  suppose  somebody  could  say  they 
were  transferred  to  another  part  of  the 
future  year  defense  plan,  but  if  they 
cannot  be  tracked,  no  one  knows. 

That  makes  me  think  they  are  kind 
of  phony  numbers. 

In  a  nutshell,  Mr.  President,  that  is 
what  is  in  this  latest  report  of  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office  on  defense  in- 
frastructure. I  hope  my  colleagues  will 
take  this  as  I  have  referred  to  it  for 
several  minutes  here,  taking  statistics 
from  it,  to  make  a  case  for  my  amend- 
ment that  I  will  offer. 

This  latest  report,  I  think,  states  for 
another  year  that  Mr.  Perry's  promised 
savings  are  nowhere  in  sight.  His  $60 
billion  modernization  plan  then  is,  if 
the  savings  are  not  available,  hung  out 
to  dry.  It  is  dead  in  the  water. 


And  so  I  come  here  pleading  with  my 
colleagues  that  Congress  needs  to  help 
Mr.  Perry.  Without  a  doubt,  reason  is 
on  his  side. 

On  March  5,  he  presented  to  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States  through  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  that  there 
is  going  to  be  x  amount  of  savings,  and 
this  is  the  resource  for  modernization. 
That  all  makes  sense,  right?  But  is  it 
going  to  happen?  With  an  increase  in 
infrastructure  costs  and  overhead,  it  is 
going  to  be  eaten  up  someplace  else. 
The  modernization  that  we  think  we 
are  planning  on  being  there  is  not 
going  to  materialize.  In  fact,  at  the  be- 
ginning of  my  time  today  I  pointed  out 
how  little  we  actually  get  for  mod- 
ernization when  you  look  at  the  mate- 
riel that  is  purchased. 

So  I  cannot  come  here  and  condemn 
Mr.  Perry  for  not  having  good  intent 
and  a  plan  that  he  thinks  will  accom- 
plish what  he  wants  to  accomplish.  But 
it  just  is  not  going  to  happen.  So  my 
amendment  would  make  sure  that 
money  finds  its  way  into  moderniza- 
tion and  not  into  this  overhead  and  in- 
frastructure cost  where  it  is  going  to 
inevitably  end  up  because  four  rounds 
of  base  closings  and  a  shrinking  force 
structure  should  be  producing  substan- 
tial savings.  Because  it  should  be  pro- 
ducing substantial  savings,  we  ought  to 
identify  those  savings  and  reserve 
them  for  the  purpose  that  Mr.  Perry 
suggested.  He  wants  to  recover  those 
savings  to  pay  for  modernization.  And 
so  unless  we  freeze  these  accounts,  the 
savings  are  going  to  be  frittered  away 
on  new  infrastructure  projects.  My 
amendment  will  help  Mr.  Perry  do 
what  he  says  must  be  done. 

I  send  my  amendment  to  the  desk 
and  ask  for  its  immediate  consider- 
ation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Thompson).  The  clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Grassley] 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  4047. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  subtitle  A  of  title  X  add  the 
following: 

SEC.  .  FORCE  MODERNIZATION  FUNDED  BY  RE- 
DUCTIONS IN  SPENDING  FOR  INFRA- 
STRUCTURE PROGRAMS. 

(a)  Funding  Freeze  at  Programmed 
Level  for  Fiscal  Year  1998.— The  Secretary 
of  Defense  shall  ensure  that  the  total 
amount  expended  for  infrastructure  pro- 
grams for  each  of  fiscal  years  1998  through 
2001  does  not  exceed  S145,000,000.000. 

(b)  USE  of  Savings  for  Force  moderniza- 
tion.—The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  take 
the  actions  necessary  to  program  for  pro- 
curement for  force  modernisation  for  the  fis- 
cal years  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  the 
amount  of  the  savings  In  expenditures  for  in- 
frastructure programs  that  Is  derived  from 
actions  taken  to  carry  out  that  subsection. 

(c)  Protection  of  Program  for  Spare 
Parts  and  Training.— in  formulating  the  fu- 
ture-years defense  programs  to  be  submitted 


June  18,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


14431 


to  Congress  In  fiscal  year  1997  (for  fiscal  year 
1998  and  following  fiscal  years),  fiscal  year 
1998  (for  fiscal  year  1999  and  following  fiscal 
years),  fiscal  year  1999  (for  fiscal  year  2000 
and  following  fiscal  years),  and  fiscal  year 
2000  (for  fiscal  year  2001  and  following  fiscal 
years),  the  Secretary  shall  preserve  the 
growth  In  programmed  funding  for  spare 
parts  and  training  for  fiscal  years  1998 
through  2001  that  Is  provided  in  the  future- 
years  defense  program  that  was  submitted  to 
Congress  in  fiscal  year  1996. 

(d)  Reductions  To  Be  Shown  in  Fiscal 
year  1998  FunniE-YEARS  Defense  Pro- 
gram.—The  future-years  defense  program 
submitted  to  Congress  in  fiscal  year  1997 
shall  reflect  the  programming  for  the  reduc- 
tion in  expenditures  for  infrastructure  pro- 
grams that  is  necessary  to  carry  out  sub- 
section (a)  and  the  programming  for  force 
modernization  that  is  required  by  subsection 
(b). 

(e)  GAO  Re\tew  of  Fiscal  Year  1998  Fu- 
ture-Years Defense  Program.— The  Comp- 
troller General  shall  review  the  future-years 
defense  program  referred  to  In  subsection  (c) 
and.  not  later  than  May  1,  1997,  submit  to 
Congress  a  report  regarding  compliance  with 
that  subsection.  The  report  shall  include  a 
discussion  of  the  extent,  if  any,  to  which  the 
compliance  is  deficient  or  cannot  be 
ascertained. 

(f)  Infrastructure  Programs  Defined.— 
For  the  purposes  of  this  section.  Infrastruc- 
ture program:is  are  programs  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  that  are  composed  of  activi- 
ties that  provide  supiwrt  services  for  mission 
programs  of  the  Department  of  Defense  and 
operate  primarily  from  fixed  locations.  In- 
frastructure programs  Include  program  ele- 
ments In  the  following  categories: 

(1)  Acquisition  infrastructure. 

(2)  Installation  support. 

(3)  Central  command,  control,  and  commu- 
nications. 

(4)  Force  management. 

(5)  Central  logistics. 

(6)  Central  medical. 

(7)  Central  personnel. 

(8)  Central  training. 

(9)  Resource  adjustments  for  foreign  cur- 
rency fluctuations  and  Defense  Logistics 
Agency  managed  stock  fund  cash  require- 
ments. 

(g)  Future— YEARS  Defense  Program  De- 
fined.—As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  "fu- 
ture-years defense  program"  means  the  fu- 
ture-years defense  program  submitted  to 
Congress  pursuant  to  section  221  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code. 

Mr.  THURMOND  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  inquire  of  the  distin- 
guished Senator  if  he  is  willing  to 
enter  into  a  time  agreement  on  this 
amendment? 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  You  propose  one, 
and  then  I  will  respond  after  it  is  pro- 
posed.   

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  would  suggest 
maybe  20  minutes  to  a  side. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Yes. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Is  that  agreeable? 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Yes,  that  is  agree- 
able.     

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  time 
on  the  Grassley  amendment  be  limited 
to  40  minutes  equally  divided  in  the 
usual  form  and  that  no  amendments  be 


in  order,  and  that  following  the  use  or 
yielding  back  of  time,  the  Senate  pro- 
ceed to  vote  on  or  in  relation  to  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  I  say  to  the  man- 
ager of  the  bill,  I  would  like  to  yield 
the  floor  now  and  listen  to  the  opposi- 
tion to  my  amendment  before  I  speak 
again. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  As  I  understand, 
the  Senator  is  willing  to  agree  to  40 
minutes  equally  divided. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Yes.  We  have  al- 
ready agreed  to  that.  So  I  have  20  min- 
utes that  I  control  and  you  have  20 
minutes  that  you  control. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  If  the  Senator 
would  be  so  kind,  I  would  like  to  have 
him  use  some  of  his  20  minutes  so  I  can 
hear  the  opposition  to  my  amendment, 
and  then  I  would  like  to  respond  to 
that. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  will  be  glad  to 
speak  at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  in  strong  opposition  to  this  amend- 
ment. If  the  Senate  votes  to  pass  this 
provision  and  it  is  eventually  signed 
into  law,  it  could  have  a  serious  nega- 
tive impact  on  the  readiness  of  our 
military  forces. 

Like  my  good  friend,  the  Senator 
from  Iowa,  I  am  concerned  about  the 
amount  of  money  that  the  Department 
of  Defense  annually  expends  for  infra- 
structure. In  fact,  the  Defense  author- 
ization bill  that  we  are  considering 
now  and  is  before  us,  reduces  such  pro- 
grams by  approximately  $600  million 
and  allocates  these  funds  for  higher 
priority  programs  including  force  mod- 
ernization. 

Mr.  President.  I  believe  that  we 
should  carefully  examine  any  reduc- 
tion that  is  proposed  in  order  to  ensure 
that  we  do  not  adversely  impact  our 
military  forces.  I  am  sure  that  my  fel- 
low Senators  will  agree  with  me  when 
I  say  that  we  do  not  want  to  jeopardize 
our  national  security  or  the  men  and 
women  in  uniform  who  protect  that  se- 
curity. 

With  this  in  mind.  I  must  inform  my 
colleagues  that  the  proposed  amend- 
ment could  force  severe  funding  reduc- 
tions to  important  programs  such  as 
the  medical  care  of  military  personnel, 
military  housing,  and  military  intel- 
ligence activities.  Are  we  sure  we  can 
reduce  these  programs  without  nega- 
tively impacting  upon  military  readi- 
ness? 

Does  the  Senator  from  Iowa  really 
believe  that  we  should  reduce  such  pro- 
grams? Does  he  want  to  deny  health 
care  to  our  men  and  women  in  uni- 
form? Does  he  want  to  force  the  fami- 


lies of  military  personnel  to  live  in 
substandard  housing?  Mr.  President.  I 
cannot  speak  for  every  Member  of  this 
Chamber,  but  I  know  that  I  cannot  sup- 
port such  reductions. 

Mr.  President,  I  agree  with  the  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa  that  we  must  look  for 
new  and  innovative  management  prac- 
tices in  order  to  find  ways  to  shift 
funds  from  the  infrastructure  accounts 
to  the  modernization  accounts.  How- 
ever, we  must  be  sure  that  the  shifting 
of  such  funds  does  not-significantly  im- 
pair military  readiness.  Reducing  funds 
for  unnecessary  infrastructure  is  a 
task  which  the  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee performs  each  year  during  its 
markup  of  the  Defense  Authorization 
Act  and.  as  I  have  already  noted,  this 
year  we  reduced  such  funds  by  $600  mil- 
lion. In  addition,  the  bill  before  us 
today  includes  a  provision  that  would 
require  the  Department  to  examine 
new  ways  of  maintaining  its  forces  in 
order  to  further  reduce  funding  re- 
quired for  day-to-day  operations,  amd 
make  these  funds  available  for  force 
modernization. 

Mr.  President,  I  cannot  advocate,  nor 
agree  to  support,  an  arbitrary  cut  such 
as  that  advocated  by  this  amendment. 
We  must  preserve  the  flexibility  of  the 
President  and  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
to  request  what  they  believe  is  nec- 
essary to  ensure  our  national  security. 
If  the  Congress  disagrees  with  this  re- 
quest, it  can  authorize  and  appropriate 
a  different  mix  of  funding. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  my  fellow  Sen- 
ators to  vote  "no"  on  the  Grassley 
amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  yield  to  the  able 
Senator  from  Arizona,  Senator 
McCain. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona. 

Mr.  McCain.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  who  continues 
to  be  a  persistent,  constructive  critic 
of  defense  issues,  especially  in  the  area 
of  spending.  I  think  this  GAO  report  is 
a  good  one  and  should  have  a  sobering 
effect  on  our  defense  planners,  who 
somehow  believe  and  support  a  precept 
that  I  have  long  questioned,  and  that  is 
that  base  closings  and  other  savings 
are  going  to  support  the  modernization 
of  the  force. 

The  Senator  from  Iowa,  I  think, 
through  his  efforts,  and  also  that  of 
this  GAO  report,  points  out  clearly 
that  there  are  not  going  to  be  savings. 
In  fact,  according  to  this  GAO  study— 
which  I  must  say  needs  to  be  fleshed 
out,  I  am  sure  my  colleague  from  Iowa 
would  agree — it  shows  there  is  going  to 
be  an  increase  in  cost. 

Just  one  example  of  that,  one  of  the 
clear  reasons  for  that,  is  the  base  clos- 
ing issue.  We  believed  for  a  long  time 
there  would  be  enormous  savings  asso- 
ciated with  base  closures.  Those  bases 
needed  to  be  closed.  More  need  to  be 
closed.  But  the  fact  is  we  are  not  real- 
izing those  savings.  In  fact,  the  oppo- 
site has  been  the  case.  Rather  than  sell 
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the  valuable  land  on  which  these  bases 
reside,  we  give  it  away  to  the  local 
community.  We  are  flnding  more  and 
more  toxic  waste  sites  and  areas  of  pol- 
lution that  need  to  be  cleaned  up,  and 
anyone  who  has  ever  had  any  contact 
with  that  issue  knows  that  the  costs 
rapidly  spiral  in  a  dramatic  fashion 
when  you  are  talking  about  cleanups. 
In  fact,  as  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
points  out,  these  costs  have  been  much 
higher,  much,  much  higher  than  we 
had  originally  estimated. 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  was  kind 
enough  to  make  reference  to  the  white 
paper  that  I  did  concerning  tiered  read- 
iness, and  this  GAO  report  and  his 
amendment  highlight  the  absolute 
criticality  of  making  the  kind  of  hard 
choices  which  we  are  not  nmking  today 
because  there  is  no  possible  way  we  are 
going  to  maintain  the  level  of  readi- 
ness, operations,  find  training  of  our 
Armed  Forces  and  at  the  same  time 
modernize  the  force. 

We  have  a  Hobson's  choice,  because 
the  money  simply  is  not  there  and,  as 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  correctly  points 
out,  much  less  money  is  there  than 
even  we  had  envisioned.  The  Chairman 
of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  has  stated 
on  numerous  occasions  that  we  need 
about  $60  billion  for  the  purchase  of 
modernization.  We  have,  the  last  num- 
ber I  saw,  was  about  $30  billion. 

Having  said  all  those  things,  I  still 
have  to  disagree  with  this  amendment. 
One  reason  is  because  of  its  scope.  For 
example,  the  amendment  calls  for  re- 
ductions in  spending  for  such  programs 
as  health  care,  personnel,  and  training. 
I  do  not  see  how  you  can  impose  arbi- 
trary cuts  on  those  programs.  One  of 
the  aspects  that  we  are  most  proud  of 
in  the  military  today  is  the  quality  of 
life,  that  is.  the  quality  of  young  men 
and  women  that  we  have  been  able  to 
attract  and  keep  in  the  military.  I  am 
not  sure  that  we  could  maintain  that  if 
we  just,  across  the  board,  forced  cer- 
tain cuts  without  designating  where 
they  should  be. 

I  want  to  emphasize  that  I  believe  we 
are  spending  money  in  ways  that  are 
really  not  appropriate.  In  this  year's 
bill  we  added  some  $600  million  in  mili- 
tary construction  that  was  not  needed. 
We  add  two  new  oceanographic  ships 
for  $99.4  million.  We  have  added  $13 
million  to  fund  a  new  bureaucracy  in 
the  case  of  civilian  research  in  ocean- 
ography. We  are  going  to  add  on  $15 
million  for  the  High  Frequency  Active 
Aural  Reseiurch  Program.  This  program 
has  benefited  from  congressional  add- 
ons since  1990,  costing  a  total  of  $76 
million  in  just  7  years,  with  another 
$115  million  required.  We  continue  to 
purchase  B-2  bombers.  In  this  bill  we 
included  an  additional  $759  million  in 
the  National  Guard  and  Reserve  equip- 
ment account,  plus  as  much  as  $242 
million  in  additional  unrequested 
equipment  earmarked  for  the  Guard 
and  Reserve  in  the  regular  service  pro- 


curement accounts.  Within  this 
amount  is  $284  million  for  six 
unrequested  C-140J  aircraft  for  the 
Guard  and  Reserve,  a  tactical  airlift 
aircraft  that  the  Air  Force  has  not  yet 
been  able  to  afford. 

Mr.  President,  the  list  goes  on  and  we 
are  spending  money  that  we  should  not 
spend.  We  have  lost  sight  of  the  fun- 
damental reason  why  we  spend  money 
on  defense,  and  that  is  to  defend  the  se- 
curity of  the  Nation. 

I  strongly  suggest  to  my  friend  from 
Iowa  that  there  are  different  ways  of 
doing  this.  I  look  forward  to  working 
with  him  on  this.  I  will  have  a  couple 
of  amendments  that  I  hope  will  imi)Ose 
some  savings.  I  am  told  there  will  be 
some  additional  military  construction 
projects  which  will  be  attempted  to  be 
added  to  the  bill  here  on  the  floor.  I 
hope  my  colleague  from  Iowa  will  help 
me  in  trying  to  defeat  those,  although 
I  am  not  totally  optimistic  about 
chances  of  success. 

But,  as  I  oppose  the  amendment,  I 
thank  my  colleague  from  Iowa  because 
the  fact  is  that  the  American  people 
are  losing  confidence  that  their  tax 
dollars  that  are  earmarked  for  defense 
are  being  spent  wisely.  If  that  contin- 
ued erosion  reaches  its  logical  conclu- 
sion, sooner  or  later  we  are  going  to 
reach  a  point  where  the  American  peo- 
ple will  not  support  sufficient  funding 
to  meet  our  vital  national  security  in- 
terests. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  time  do  I 
have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Nine 
minutes  twenty  seconds. 

Mr.  McCAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  reserve 
the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  10  minutes. 

First  of  all.  I  accept  Senator 
McCain's  offer  to  work  with  him  on 
this  issue,  because  I  am  very  impressed 
with  the  intent  of  his  white  paper  and 
his  first-hand  knowledge  of  the  mili- 
tary, being  the  military  hero  that  he  is 
and  serving  ovu*  country  so  well  and 
being  on  the  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee and  his  expertise  in  that  area.  So 
whether  my  amendment  is  adopted  or 
not,  I  accept  the  offer  to  work  with 
Senator  McCain. 

I  would,  first  of  all,  like  to  respond  to 
some  specific  points  both  Senator 
Thurmond  and  Senator  McCain  raised, 
but  also  to  give  an  example  from  mili- 
tary persons  themselves  about  what 
needs  to  be  done  about  infrastructure 
costs  and  his  frustration  that  infra- 
structure costs  have  not  gone  down. 

First  of  all,  on  the  legitimacy  of 
questioning  whether  my  amendment  is 
going  to  hurt  funding  for  commiand  and 
control  and  for  medical  support,  it  will 
not,  but  it  seems  to  me,  without  my 
saying  it,  common  sense  ought  to  dic- 
tate that  a  shrinking  force  structure 


and  fewer  military  bases  should  reduce 
command  and  control  and  medical  re- 
quirements. 

My  amendment  would,  in  fact,  just 
freeze;  it  would  not  reduce.  It  would  re- 
duce increases,  yes,  but  there  are  no 
cuts  that  come  as  a  result  of  my 
amendment.  Increasing  infrastructure 
costs  are  inconsistent  with  the  philoso- 
phy behind  the  base  closure  process. 
My  amendment  would  hold  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  infrastructure  costs  at 
$145  billion  per  year.  Now,  remember, 
this  is,  as  we  are,  in  a  process  of  clos- 
ing bastes  and  reducing  the  number  of 
personnel  coimected  with  defense. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  Department 
of  Defense  needs  to  address  the  critical 
shortfalls  and  allocate  money  to  meet 
the  highest  priorities  within  the  infra- 
structure accounts.  At  this  point  in  the 
base  closure  process  and  at  this  point 
in  the  reduction  of  i)ersonnel,  infra- 
structure should  not  be  on  the  rise. 

We  need  to  make  sure  that  we  elimi- 
nate the  excess  infrastructure  and  that 
we  save  the  money  that  Secretary 
Perry  promised,  not  just  for  the  sake  of 
saving  money,  but  Secretary  Perry 
says  that  is  money  that  we  are  going  to 
use  for  modernization.  If  it  goes  to  in- 
frastructure costs,  which  are  going  up, 
it  is  not  going  to  go  for  modernization. 

It  was  also  suggested  that  my  amend- 
ment might  harm  training  and  readi- 
ness, but  very  specifically  I  want  to  ad- 
dress that  issue.  Subsection  (C)  of  my 
amendment  specifically  protects  key 
readiness  accounts,  including  training 
and  spare  parts. 

I  now  want  to  refer  to  some  remarks 
that  were  made  by  Marine  Maj.  Gen. 
John  Sheehan.  He  is  the  commander  in 
chief  of  the  U.S.  Atlantic  Command.  I 
think  he  made  some  very  pertinent  re- 
marks, a  person  in  the  military,  a  per- 
son in  command  who  views  how  the 
taxpayers'  dollars  are  being  used  every 
day.  If  you  do  not  want  to  listen  to  a 
civilian's  point  of  view,  like  the  Sen- 
ator from  Iowa  has  a  civilian  point  of 
view,  it  seems  to  me  that  we  ought  to 
pay  some  attention  to  those  who  are  in 
the  military,  because  General  Sheehan 
offers  some  very  real  insight. 

His  insights  were  given  at  a  June  6 
breakfast  hosted  by  the  Association  of 
the  U.S.  Army's  Institute  for  Land 
Warfare.  I  have  excerpts  of  his  com- 
ments from  a  trade  journal  called  In- 
side the  Pentagon.  It  was  in  the  June 
13  issue,  page  20. 

In  a  nutshell,  this  is  what  General 
Sheehan  said: 

The  overflow  of  staff  organizations  within 
the  Department  of  Defense  consumes  too 
many  personnel  and  resources  and  puts  the 
force  structure  at  risk. 

That  is  a  major  general  who  said 
that. 

Opponents  of  my  amendment  say  it  is 
going  to  put  certain  aspects,  like  readi- 
ness and  training  and  command  and 
control  and  medical  treatment,  in  jeop- 
ardy. Here  is  a  major  general  who  says 
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what  we  are  doing  now,  if  we  maintain 
the  status  quo,  is  putting  our  force 
structure  at  risk.  Of  course,  he  is  talk- 
ing about  the  Department  of  Defense 
infrastructure.  This  is  what  General 
Sheehan  had  to  say: 

There  Is  a  debate  that's  being  formed  right 
now.  where  the  only  sides  In  the  debate  are 
modernization  versus  force  structure.  .  . 

He  says: 

My  argnm:ient  says  we  ought  to  take  a  very 
serious  top-down  look  at  the  overhead  costs 
of  doing  business. 

He  asked: 

Why  do  we  have  so  many  headquarters?  Of 
what  value  are  they? 

The  general  has  identified  one  of  the 
big  drivers  in  infrastructure  costs,  and 
he  has  identified  them  as  excess  head- 
quarters and  excess  commands.  Gen- 
eral Sheehan  says: 

We  have  too  many  excess  headquarters  and 
too  many  commands. 

So  he  has  put  his  finger  on  one  of  the 
root  causes  of  the  problem. 

He  pinpoints  the  problem,  and  I  want 
to  quote  from  his  report.  He  says: 

There  are  199  DOD  staff  organizations  of 
two-star  level  or  above,  and  the  number  has 
not  changed  since  1969. 

I  say,  parenthetically,  that  is  about 
the  time  the  Berlin  Wall  came  down. 

His  1989  benchmark  is  important  be- 
cause the  force  has  shrunk  30  to  40  per- 
cent since  that  time.  So,  headquarters 
should  shrink  as  the  force  gets  smaller, 
but  headquarters  are  not  shrinking. 

As  an  example,  he  cited  the  U.S. 
Army  in  Europe  with  its  23  staff  eche- 
lons to  command  only  65,000  soldiers. 
He  also  cited  the  U.S.  Southern  Com- 
mand as  another  example  of  a  top- 
heavy  organization. 

General  Sheehan  raised  this  provoca- 
tive question: 

Why  is  it.  for  example,  that  you  have 
SOUTHCOM  with  770  officers  commanding 
less  than  4.000  men? 

Mr.  President.  I  say  to  my  col- 
leagues, listen  to  what  General 
Sheehan  says: 

Why  is  It  that  you  have  SOUTHCOM  with 
770  officers  commanding  less  than  4.000  peo- 
ple? 

He  goes  on  to  say: 

There  are  still  65  NATO  headquarters  with 
over  21,000  staff  officers  sitting  around  doing 
paperwork.  That's  more  staff  officers  than 
two  NATO  nations  have  in  land  forces. 

We  have  more  people  doing  paper- 
work than  two  NATO  nations  have  in 
their  land  forces. 

So  you  have  to  ask  yourself. 

General  Sheehan  says — 

...  of  $1.79  billion  we  invest  in  NATO  on 
burdensharing,  why  is  $800  million  of  that 
just  for  infrastructure? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's 10  minutes  have  expired. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  10  more  minutes.  I  know 
that  is  all  the  time  I  have,  but  I  think 
what  General  Sheehan  says  is  very  im- 
portant. 


General  Sheehan  has  hit  the  nail  on 
the  head,  and  this  is  his  main  argu- 
ment: 

Bloated  staff  organizations  have  created  a 
demand  for  personnel  that  can  starve 
warflghting  units  Into  hollowness. 

A  hollow  fighting  unit  like  we  had  in 
the  late  1970's,  in  other  words. 

Bloated  command  staffs  and  head- 
quarters are  an  outgrowth  of  top-heavy 
rank.  In  other  words.  General  Sheehan 
is  saying,  we  have  excess  admirals  and 
generals,  and  each  one  needs  a  home, 
and  every  senior  officer  needs  a  com- 
mand, a  headquarters,  a  base,  a  staff, 
or  a  large  department  of  some  kind, 
somewhere,  someplace  to  look  over. 

Take  the  Navy,  for  example.  At  the 
height  of  World  War  n,  the  Navy  had 
6,768  ships.  Those  6,768  ships  were  com- 
manded by  333  admirals.  That  is  one 
admiral  for  about  20  ships.  Today  s  363- 
ship  Navy  is  commanded  by  218  admi- 
rals. That  is  almost  one  admiral  for 
every  ship.  To  be  precise.  It  is  one  and 
two-thirds  ships  per  admfral. 

General  Sheehan  is  wrestling  with 
this  problem,  and  doing  it  from  the 
standpoint  of  a  person  serving  his 
country,  in  uniform,  on  the  line  where 
the  money  is  being  spent — or  should  we 
say,  on  the  line  where  the  money  is 
being  wasted. 

He  told  the  audience  that  he  is 
searching  for  technical  solutions  to  the 
problems  of  swollen  staff  organiza- 
tions. This  is  what  he  had  to  say: 

What  Is  needed  are  systems  that  can  help 
reduce  the  overhead  costs  for  commanding 
large  forces.  With  all  this  technology  and 
smarts  running  around,  why  aren't  we  more 
eCiclent? 

That  is  a  question  that  every  Senator 
ought  to  ask  before  he  votes  for  this 
bill. 

In  other  words.  General  Sheehan  has 
made  an  excellent  case  for  cutting  in- 
frastructure costs. 

The  military  today  is  top-heavy  with 
rank  and  staff  organizations  and  com- 
mand headquarters  left  over  from  the 
cold  war.  That  is  the  official  word  from 
the  commander  of  the  United  States 
Atlantic  Command.  That  is  a  pretty 
good  authority. 

General  Sheehan  has  clearly  identi- 
fied the  culprit.  He  obviously  under- 
stands the  problem.  And  he  is  also  frus- 
trated by  his  inability  to  get  rid  of  his 
own  excess  command  fat. 

We  know  that  the  Department  of  De- 
fense cannot  do  it,  so  we  need  to  help 
them.  So  if  you  vote  for  my  amend- 
ment, you  will  help  General  Sheehan 
do  what  he  says  be  sees  is  necessary  to 
get  more  bang  for  thefr  defense  dollar. 

He  put  it  this  way: 

Nobody  likes  to  cut  their  own  staff. 

He  goes  on  to  say: 

I've  never  seen  a  butcher  band  a  pig  a 
cleaver  and  say,  "Go  make  pork  chops." 

So  Congress  needs  to  lend  a  helping 
hand  to  people  like  General  Sheehan. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  this  report  about  General 


Sheehan's  speech  printed  in  the 
Record,  the  article  from  Inside  the 
Pentagon. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  report 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  Inside  the  Pentagon.  June  13. 1996] 

ATLANTIC  Commander  CRmcizES  Phofcsion 

OF  Staff  Organizations 

(By  Douglas  Berenson) 

Marine  Corps  Gen.  John  Sheehan.  com- 
mander-in-chief of  the  U.S.  Atlantic  Com- 
mand: last  week  decried  the  profusion  of 
staff  organizations  within  the  Department  of 
Defense,  arguing  they  consume  too  many 
personnel  and  resources,  and  therefore  put  at 
risk  already  strained  force  structure. 
Sheehan.  who  has  previously  targeted  the 
top-heavy  command  structure  of  the  NATO 
alliance  (Inside  the  Pentagon.  Sept.  21.  1995. 
pi),  offered  his  remarks  at  a  June  6  breakfast 
hosted  by  the  Association  of  the  U.S.  Army's 
institute  for  Land  Warfare. 

"There  is  a  debate  that's  being  formed 
right  now.  where  the  only  sides  are  in  the  de- 
bate [are]  modernization  versus  force  struc- 
ture. My  argument  says  we  ought  to  take  a 
very  serious  top-down  look  at  the  overhead 
costs  of  doing  business.  Why  do  we  have  so 
many  headquarters?  Of  what  value  are 
they?"  Sheehan  asked. 

Sheehan  noted  that  within  the  Department 
of  Defense,  there  are  199  staff  organizations 
of  two-star  level  of  above,  a  number  that  has 
not  changed  since  1969.  As  an  example,  he 
cited  the  fact  that  the  U.S.  Army  in  Europe 
has  23  staff  echelons  to  command  65.000  sol- 
diers. He  said  that  U.S.  Southern  Command 
offered  another  example  of  a  top-heavy  orga- 
nization. "Why  Is  it,  for  example,  that  you 
have  SOUTHCOM  [with]  770  officers  com- 
manding less  than  4.000  men?"  he  wondered. 

He  argued  that  these  bloated  staff  organi- 
zations have  created  a  demand  for  personnel 
that  can  starve  warflghting  units  into  hol- 
lowness. "Why  Is  it  that  the  Bradley  fighting 
vehicle  spends  so  much  time  in  gunnery 
when  you  go  into  the  field?  Why  is  it  you 
don't  spend  more  time  In  the  integration  of 
operations  of  the  rifle  unit  coming  out  the 
back  [of  the  Bradley]?  It's  because  of  this 
process. "  Sheehan  said,  noting  that  Bradley 
infantry  squads  are  often  fielded  at  lower 
than  their  optimum  strength. 

Sheehan  argued  that  the  "tooth-to-tall" 
ratio  has  become  badly  skewed  against  the 
warfighter,  such  that,  "we  field  In  the  entire 
Array  125.000  killers."  The  rest  of  the  force  is 
made  up  of  support  and  staff  personnel,  he 
said.  Sheehan  warned  that  the  staff  non- 
commissioned officer  corps  is  being  deci- 
mated, and  that  as  the  services  focus  on  free- 
ing up  money  to  spend  on  force  moderniza- 
tion, they  are  "forcing  great  people  oat  of 
the  system." 

Sheehan  noted  that  Army  Chief  of  Staff 
Gen.  Dennis  Relmer  has  been  working  to 
streamline  the  Army's  structure  in  response 
to  these  problems.  "Dennis  Reimer  has  to  be 
allowed  to  go  after  the  European  staff  struc- 
ture.  He  has  got  to  be  allowed  to  go  after  the 
SOUTHCOM  staff  structure  and  take  some  of 
that  staff  structure  out  to  keep  combat  ca- 
pability." 

Sheehan  warned  that  "the  next  organiza- 
tion to  go  is  the  2nd  ACR  [Armored  Cavalry 
Regiment].  That  would  be  a  travesty.  We 
need  light,  mobile  attack  type  forces  with  a 
protected  gun  system  for  the  battlefield  of 
the  future." 

"Nobody  likes  to  cut  their  own  staff." 
Sheehan  observed,  quipping,  "I've  never  seen 
a  butcher  hand  a  pig  a  cleaver  and  say.  'Go 
make  pork  chops.'" 
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Sheehan  appealed  to  the  assembled  audi- 
ence to  help  find  technical  solutions  to  the 
problem  of  swollen  staff  organizations.  What 
is  needed,  he  said,  are  systems  that  can  help 
reduce  the  overhead  costs  for  commanding 
large  forces.  "With  all  this  technology  and 
smarts  running  around,  why  aren't  we  more 
efficient?" 

As  he  has  In  the  past.  Sheehan  levelled 
similar  criticism  against  the  NATO  com- 
mand structure.  In  addition  to  his  respon- 
sibilities as  U.S.  Atlantic  Command  chief. 
Sheehan  serves  simultaneously  as  Supreme 
Allied  Commander  of  NATO's  Atlantic  Com- 
mand. "As  a  major  NATO  commander,  my 
main  complaint  against  my  NATO  allies  Is 
that  many  of  these  countries  took  their 
force  structure  out  and  took  a  peace  divi- 
dend without  reinvesting  in  the  future.  [But] 
they  didn't  take  the  overhead  out .  .  . 

"There  are  still  65  NATO  headquarters, 
with  over  21,000  staff  officers  sitting  around 
doing  imperwork,"  Sheehan  continued. 
"That's  more  staff  officers  than  two  NATO 
nations  have  land  forces.  And  so  you  ask 
yourself,  of  $1.79  blUlon  we  invest  in  NATO 
on  a  burdensharing  basis,  why  is  S800  million 
of  that  just  In  Infrastructure?" 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President.  I 
3nield  the  floor  and  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time.  I  inqiiire  of  the  amount  of 
time  I  have  left  versus  the  amount  of 
time  that  the  opposition  has. 

The  PRESroiNG  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  6  minutes.  24  seconds.  The  op- 
position has  9  minutes.  10  seconds. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESEDENG  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

PRIVILEOE  OF  THE  FLOOR 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  Dan 
Ciechamowski,  a  fellow  with  Senator 
Kyl,  be  granted  floor  privileges  for  the 
duration  of  the  consideration  of  the 
DOD  authorization  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  vote 
occur  on  or  in  relation  to  the  Grassley 
amendment  No.  4047  at  5:30  p.m.,  and 
following  the  conclusion  or  yielding 
back  of  time  the  amendment  be  laid 
aside  until  5:30  p.m.  this  evening. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
3rleld  back  the  balance  of  my  time  on 
my  amendment. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
3rield  back  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  laid  aside  until  5:30. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  I  oil. 


Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

PRIVILEGE  OF  THE  FLOOR 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Delila  Lacevic 
be  accorded  the  privileges  of  the  floor 
during  the  pendency  of  the  defense  au- 
thorization bill.  She  is  employed  with 
the  Center  for  Democracy  and  is  work- 
ing as  a  staff  fellow  in  my  office. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President.  I  rise  to 
offer  an  amendment  on  my  behalf  and 
on  behalf  of  Senators  Leahy,  Harkin, 
and  Bumpers. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4048 

(Purpose:  To  reduce  to  the  level  requested  by 

the  President  the  amount  authorized  to  be 

appropriated    for    research,    development, 

test,  and  evaluation  for  national  missile 

defense) 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Dor- 
can],  for  himself.  Mr.  LEAffi'.  Mr.  Harkin. 
and  Mr.  Bumpers,  proposes  an  amendment 
numbered  4048. 

On  Page  31.  strike  out  line  2  and  Insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"$9,362,542,000.  of  which— 

"(A)  $508,437,000  is  authorized  for  national 
missile  defense;". 

Mr.  DORGAN.  IVIr.  President,  if  I 
could  have  the  attention  of  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate will  come  to  order. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President.  I  am  of- 
fering an  amendment  that  would  re- 
duce, by  $300  million,  the  amount  of 
money  authorized  in  this  piece  of  legis- 
lation for  national  missile  defense. 

For  those  who  do  not  know  much 
about  this  process  and  have  not  been 
involved  in  the  lexicon  of  Defense 
issues,  the  national  missile  defense,  or 
Defend  America,  or  antiballistic  mis- 
sile system,  or  Star  Wars,  all  relates  to 
a  system  that  some  say  is  needed  to  be 
built  in  order  to  defend  America 
against  incoming  attacks  from  missiles 
launched  by  a  potential  adversary, 
ICBM's  that  would  be  launched  by  a 
rogue  nation,  or  ICBM's  that  are 
launched  accidentally.  All  of  these  are 
described  as  threats  to  our  country, 
and  it  is  proposed  by  a  number  of  Mem- 
bers of  the  Congress,  and  others,  that 
we  should  build  a  defense  system 
against  them. 

Now,  if  I  were  to  provide  a  chart  to 
the  Senate  that  showed  an  array  of  the 
threats  against  our  country,  the 
threats  would  range  all  over  the  board. 
The  threats  against  our  country  would 
be,  for  example:  A  terrorist  who  fills  a 
rental  truck  with  a  fertilizer  bomb  and 
drives  it  in  front  of  a  courthouse  or 
Federal    building    in    Oklahoma    and 


murders  scores  and  scores  of  American 
citizens.  A  threat  against  our  country 
might  be  not  a  fertilizer  bomb  in  a 
rental  truck,  but  perhaps  a  small  glass 
vial  of  the  deadliest  biological  agents 
known  to  mankind,  placed  in  a  subway 
strategically,  killing  thousands  and 
thousands  of  people.  A  threat  to  our 
country  perhaps  would  be  a  suitcase 
bomb,  or  a  nuclear  device  no  bigger 
than  the  size  of  a  suitcase  put  in  the 
trunk  of  a  Yugo  car  and  left  at  a  dock 
in  New  York  City  to  hold  hostage  an 
entire  city.  Another  threat  might  be  a 
nuclear  device  on  the  tip  of  an  incom- 
ing crmse  missile  launched  by  air, 
ground,  or  sea,  by  a  potential  adver- 
sary. Another  threat  might  be  a  full- 
scale  nuclear  attack  by  an  adversary, 
with  dozens  or  scores  of  incoming  mis- 
siles, ICBM's,  or  cruise  missiles  for 
that  matter.  Another  threat  might  be 
that  some  rogue  nation,  some  inter- 
national outlaw  on  the  scene,  gets 
ahold  of  an  ICBM  and  launches  one 
intercontinental  ballistic  missile  at 
our  country  tipped  with  a  nuclear  war- 
head. Or  another  might  be  simply  an 
accidental  launch  of  someone  who  pos- 
sesses an  ICBM  with  a  nuclear  war- 
head. 

All  of  these  are  potential  threats  to 
our  country.  They  are  not  new  threats. 
These  threats  have  existed  for  some 
long  while.  In  fact,  a  much  grreater 
threat  existed  some  years  ago  than  the 
ones  I  have  just  described,  and  the 
greater  threat  was  hundreds  and  hun- 
dreds and  hundreds  of  missiles  in  the 
ground,  in  silos,  armed  with  multiple 
warheads,  aimed  at  American  cities, 
aimed  at  American  military  targets, 
all  poised  and  ready  to  be  fired  by  a  po- 
tential adversary  called  the  Soviet 
Union. 

The  Soviet  Union  does  not  exist  any 
longer.  The  Soviet  Union  was  fractured 
into  a  series  of  independent  states — the 
Ukraine,  Russia,  and  others— in  which 
there  were  missiles  with  nuclear  war- 
heads targeted  at  the  United  States. 
But  a  series  of  arms  control  agree- 
ments with  the  old  Soviet  Union,  and 
now  with  the  independent  states,  has 
changed  that  much  larger  threat.  It 
has  not  erased  the  threat,  but  it  has 
changed  the  much  larger  threat.  Arms 
control  agreements  now  mean  that  So- 
viet missiles  that  used  to  be  aimed  at 
our  country  in  many  cases  no  longer 
exist. 

Mr.  President,  I  showed  this  piece  of 
metal  on  a  previous  occasion.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  be  allowed  to 
show  it  to  my  colleagues  again. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  this  is  a 
piece  from  a  hinge  on  the  massive  door 
that  covered  missile  silo  No.  110,  In 
Pervomaysk,  Ukraine.  This  comes  from 
a  silo  that  housed  an  SS-19,  which  had 
half  a  dozen  warheads  aimed  at  the 
United    States    of   America.    Each    of 
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those  warheads  had  a  yield  of  550  kilo- 
tons  each,  20  times  the  power  of  the 
atomic  bomb  dropped  on  Hiroshima. 

I  want  to  show  my  coUeaigues  a  chaxt 
that  describes  something  that  I  think 
is  quite  remarkable.  This  is  that  mis- 
sile site,  which  housed  missile  No.  110. 
On  June  5  of  this  year,  this  photo 
shows  the  Ukrainian  Defense  Minister 
Shmarov  on  the  left  and  his  U.S.  coun- 
terpart. Secretary  Perry,  watering  s;in- 
flowers  planted  in  the  ground  where 
there  use  to  be  a  Soviet  interconti- 
nental ballistic  missile.  In  other  words, 
it  is  where  there  previously  existed  a 
missile  with  nuclear  warheads  aimed  at 
America,  and  there  now  are  sunflowers 
growing.  The  sUo  is  gone,  the  missile  is 
gone,  and  there  are  sunflowers. 

How  did  this  happen?  Was  this  a 
magic  act?  Was  Harry  Houdini  in- 
volved? No.  This  happened  through  a 
great  deal  of  diligent,  hard  work.  Some 
of  it  was  here  in  the  Senate,  which  ap- 
proved the  arms  control  agreements 
that  were  negotiated  between  the 
United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union. 
Substantial  credit,  in  my  judgment, 
should  go  to  Senators  Lugar  and  Nunn. 
who  worked  to  create  the  Cooperative 
Threat  Reduction  program,  which 
funds  the  dismantling  of  nuclear  weap- 
ons in  the  former  Soviet  states.  The 
Soviets,  the  Russians  and  Ukrainians 
now,  began  destroying  nuclear  weap- 
ons. 

That  destruction  of  nuclear  weapons 
means  that  one  way  to  protect  Amer- 
ica is  to  destroy  a  foreign  missile  be- 
fore it  leaves  the  silo;  destroy  the  mis- 
sile before  it  leaves  the  silo.  This  chart 
shows  what  happened.  There  used  to  be 
a  missile.  Now  there  are  sunflowers. 
What  a  wonderful  thing  for  human- 
kind—that a  missile  that  used  to  be 
aimed  at  us  is  now  gone.  This  bit  of 
hinge  does  not  exist  as  a  functional 
piece  of  some  kind  of  nuclear  threat 
against  the  United  States.  It  is  not  just 
missiles  that  Senator  Lugar  and  Sen- 
ator Nunn  have  through  their  initia- 
tive in  the  U.S.  Senate  helped  to  de- 
stroy. Here  is  a  picture  of  Soviet  work- 
ers sawing  off  the  wings  of  Soviet  long- 
raJige  bombers.  This  is  success.  Arms 
control  agreements  have  worked.  They 
have  substantially  reduced  the  nuclear 
threat.  We  are  today  every  day  seeing 
in  the  old  Soviet  Union— now  Russia, 
Ukraine,  and  Kazakhstan — missiles 
being  destroyed,  bombers  being  de- 
stroyed, and  the  world  is  a  safer  place 
as  a  result. 

Some  would  come  to  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  and  say,  "None  of  this  matters 
very  much."  The  hundreds  of  ICBM's 
that  are  now  gone  do  not  matter  much. 
The  fact  that  the  President  of  Ukraine 
announced  that  his  country,  which  had 
previously  housed  thousands  of  nuclear 
warheads,  is  now  nuclear  free;  no  nu- 
clear warheads  in  the  Ukraine  is  quite 
a  remarkable  thing.  Some  would  come 
to  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  and  say, 
"That  does  not  mean  much.  What  we 


need  to  do  is  begin  a  new  arms  race.  We 
need  an  America  to  begin  building  on 
an  expedited  basis  with  expedited  de- 
ployment a  National  Missile  Defense 
Program.  And  we  insist  on  doing  it  in 
a  way  that  would  make  it  a  multiple- 
site  system,  in  a  way  that  would  pro- 
vide that  it  has  a  space-based  compo- 
nent." both  of  which  would  jeopardize 
the  arms  control  agreements  we  cur- 
rently have.  And  they  say,  "Well,  if  we 
jeopardize  those  arms  control  agree- 
ments, so  be  it.  We  will  force  the  other 
parties  to  renegotiate." 

I  £im  not  coming  to  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  saying  that  resesirch  and  devel- 
opment on  missile  defense  programs 
are  not  relevant  or  unworthy.  I  have 
supported  them  in  the  past.  I  support 
them  today.  The  administration  re- 
quested $508  million  in  this  bill  for  re- 
search and  development  on  national 
missile  defense  systems  and  programs. 

In  fact,  if  taxpayers  are  interested  we 
have  spent  $98  billion  on  strategic  and 
theater  missile  defense  programs;  $98 
billion.  The  most  recent  proposal  that 
was  brought  to  the  Senate  for  its  con- 
sideration, the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  says,  will  cost  anjrwhere  between 
$30  billion  and  $60  billion  to  construct 
without  regard  to  the  cost  of  its  oper- 
ation. That  is  what  it  will  cost  simply 
to  build  on  an  expedited  basis  the  kind 
of  national  missile  defense  that  was 
called  the  Defend  America  Program 
that  the  sponsors  envision. 

I  support  the  recommendation  of  the 
Pentag:on  to  spend  $508  million  for  re- 
search and  development  of  a  national 
missile  defense  system.  What  I  do  not 
support  is  the  Congress  saying.  "Penta- 
gon, you  do  not  know  what  you  are 
talking  about.  We  insist  on  adding  $300 
million  more." 

Let  me  read  a  comment  from  the 
Vice  Chiefs  of  Staff  in  the  Joint  Re- 
quirements Oversight  Council.  It  says: 

The  Joint  Requirements  Oversight  Council 
believes  that  with  the  current  projected  bal- 
listic missile  threat,  which  shows  Russia  and 
China  as  the  only  countries  able  to  field  a 
threat  against  the  U.S.  homeland,  the  fund- 
ing level  for  national  missile  defense  should 
be  no  more  than  $500  million  a  year  through 
the  Future  Years  Defense  Plan. 

That  is  what  the  Joint  Requirements 
Oversight  Council  says.  One  might 
argue  they  are  not  experts.  I  do  not 
know  how  one  could  credibly  argue 
that.  They  are  the  Vice  Chiefs  of  Staff 
of  our  Armed  Services.  But  one  could 
make  that  case  and  try  to  make  that 
point.  These  are  the  people  who  ought 
to  know,  in  my  judgment. 

General  Shalikashvili  in  a  letter  to 
Senator  Nunn  says  the  following: 

Efforts  which  suggest  changes  to  or  with- 
drawal from  the  ABM  Treaty  may  jeopardize 
Russia's  ratification  of  START  n.  and  couid 
prompt  Russia  to  withdraw  from  START  I. 

These  are  the  arms  control  agree- 
ments that  resulted  in  taking  these 
missiles  and  warheads  out  of  the 
ground  and  reducing  the  threat  posed 
to  the  United  States  of  America. 


General  Shalikashvili  says  the  fol- 
lowing. He  says: 

I  am  concerned  that  failure  of  either 
START  Initiative  will  result  in  Russian  re- 
tention of  hundreds  or  even  thousands  more 
nuclear  weapons  thereby  increasing  both  the 
cost  and  the  risks  that  we  face. 

We  will  hear  no  doubt,  especially 
when  the  Defend  America  Act  comes 
back  to  the  Senate,  if  it  does— and  I 
cast  a  vote  on  that  recently.  This  was 
a  bill  to  potentially  require  $30  to  $60 
billion  of  expenditure  on  the  part  of 
the  taxpayers — just  to  build,  not  to  op- 
erate. It  is  not  the  right  way  in  my 
judgment  to  do  it.  But  that  was  the 
vote  we  had.  Of  course.  I  voted  against 
cloture  because,  if  we  are  going  to  have 
a  debate  on  this,  there  ought  to  be  a 
debate.  There  ought  to  be  a  thorough 
and  lengthy  debate.  It  is  of  substantial 
importance  for  this  country,  its  foreign 
policy,  its  defense  policy,  and  certainly 
for  the  taxpayers. 

We  will  no  doubt  have  comments 
made  here — I  do  not  intend  to  address 
these  at  the  moment,  although  I  would 
be  happy  to  come  back  and  do  so — that 
reflect  the  comments  we  beard  last 
year  during  the  same  debate.  We  will 
have  maps  put  up  talking  about  the 
threat  that  North  Korea  could  pose  to 
Alaska,  or  the  threat  that  some  other 
rogue  nation  would  pose  to  Hawaii. 
Those  statements  are  not  justified  by 
the  facts.  Those  are  not  threats  that 
are  currently  justified  by  information 
given  by  this  country's  intelligence 
community. 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  ought  to 
worry  a  bit  about  how  we  are  spending 
money,  for  what  purpose  we  are  spend- 
ing money,  and  where  we  are  going  to 
get  the  money.  This  $300  million  is  the 
first  incremental  first  step  on  a  long 
staircase.  And  we  had  a  quote  fi-om 
Senator  Dole  at  a  press  conference.  The 
question  was  asked  where  the  money 
was  going  to  come  from.  "Senator,  how 
much  do  you  think  this  is  going  to 
cost,  and  where  is  that  money  going  to 
come  from?" 

The  answer:  "Well,  I'll  leave  that  up 
to  the  experts." 

The  experts  are  not  going  to  pay  the 
bill.  The  taxpayer  will  pay  this  bill — 
$300  million  this  year,  a  long  step  on  a 
long  staircase  leading  up  to  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  suggesting  as 
much  as  $60  billion. 

In  the  main,  this  is  a  security  issue. 
I  accept  that  and  agree  to  debate  it  on 
that  premise.  But  it  is  also  an  issue 
that  combines  the  question  of  security 
with  the  question  of,  "What  is  it  going 
to  cost?"  Well,  it  is  reasonable  to  ask: 
How  much  did  we  spend,  and  how  much 
are  we  going  to  spend  to  get  a  sjrstem? 
What  kind  of  protection  will  it  provide 
us? 

In  North  Dakota,  we  have  some  expe- 
rience with  this.  We  have  in  my  State 
the  only  antiballistic  missile  system 
that  was  ever  built  in  the  £ree  world.  In 
today's  dollars,  they  have  si)ent  about 
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$26  billion.  It  looks  a  little  like  this.  It 
is  a  big  concrete  pyramid.  It  was  inci- 
dentally mothballed  in  the  same  year 
that  it  was  declared  operational.  That 
was  built  in  the  early  1970's  with  bil- 
lions of  taxpayers'  money  spent. 

I  mentioned  that  somewhere  between 
$96  and  S98  billion  was  spent  in  the  ag- 
gregate in  pursuit  of  missile  defense 
technology.  I  also  said  I  am  not  op- 
posed to  spending  all  of  the  money  but 
that  I  am  opposed  to  this  rush  to  add 
extra  money  to  this  defense  authoriza- 
tion bill.  And  I  will  be  opposed  to  add- 
ing the  money  to  the  appropriations 
bill  as  well— to  demand  that  we  have 
accelerated  deployment  in  a  system 
that  we  are  told  will  cost  up  to  $60  bil- 
lion, and  the  accelerated  deployment 
must  be  combined  with  a  multisite  sys- 
tem, and  a  space-based  system  that,  in 
my  judgment,  will  jeopardize  most  of 
our  arms  control  agreements,  agree- 
ments that  I  think  are  critically  im- 
portant to  this  country. 

I  would  say  this  to  my  friends  who 
support  this — and  I  have  great  respect 
for  many  who  will  stand  up  and  support 
this  aggressively:  Senator  Kyl  has  in 
the  past.  Senator  Inhofe  and  others.  I 
suspect  the  Senator  from  Virginia  will 
weigh  in  on  this  subject.  I  have  great 
respect  for  their  views,  but  I  do  believe 
this.  You  have  to  naake  the  case  that 
spending  this  extra  money  is  critically 
necessary  for  our  defense.  I  do  not 
think  that  case  can  be  made.  No.  1. 
And,  No.  2,  you  also  ought  to  make  the 
case,  given  what  we  have  talked 
about — the  danger  of  the  Federal  defi- 
cits and  who  is  for  more  spending  and 
who  is  for  less  spending — you  also 
ought  to  make  the  case,  who  is  going 
to  pay  for  this?  Where  is  the  $60  billion 
going  to  come  from? 

This  bill  contains  the  first  small  in- 
crement of  $300  million,  which  may  not 
seem  like  a  lot  of  money  to  some  but  I 
think  is  a  whole  lot  of  money  for  the 
American  taxpayers  to  shell  out  when 
they  do  not  need  to  shell  it  out.  This  is 
a  proposal  that  we  do  not  need,  a  pro- 
posal that  we  cannot  afford,  a  proposal 
the  Pentagon  says  it  does  not  want, 
and  a  proposal  this  country  should  not 
adopt.  It  defies  common  sense  for  this 
Congress  to  say  to  General 
Shalikashvili:  It  does  not  matter  what 
you  think;  it  does  not  matter  what  you 
say  about  arms  control  agreements:  it 
does  not  matter  how  much  you  want  to 
spend.  We  demand  you  spend  more  on 
this  because  we  believe  this  ought  to  be 
built  on  an  accelerated  basis. 

I  say  you  have  to  make  the  case  that 
that  be  done  first,  and  I  do  not  think 
the  case  can  be  made.  And  second,  as 
you  make  that  case,  if  you  think  you 
can  make  the  case,  tell  us,  who  are  you 
going  to  get  to  pay  for  this?  Which 
taxes  are  you  going  to  raise  to  get  $60 
bUlion? 

Mr.  President,  I  indicated  previously 
we  will  no  doubt  have  comments  from 
those  who  say  there  is  a  direct  threat 


to  some  States  in  our  country  from 
this,  that,  or  the  other  approach.  I 
began  speaking  about  the  array  of 
threats  to  our  country  and  let  me  end 
with  the  same  notion.  If  we  are  con- 
cerned about  the  principal  threats  to 
our  country,  it  seems  to  me  somewhere 
back  on  the  far  side  of  the  range  of 
threats  that  are  likely  would  be  that  a 
Mu'ammar  Qadhafi  acquires  through 
some  magic  an  intercontinental  ballis- 
tic missile  that  he  is  able  to  laimch 
complete  with  a  nuclear  warhead  des- 
tined for  some  American  city.  That  is 
one  of  the  least  likely  threats. 

Far  more  likely  a  threat  is  an  inter- 
national rogue,  some  international 
bandit  on  the  scene  who  is  more  likely 
to  acquire  a  dozen  other  devices,  in- 
cluding, if  you  are  talking  missiles,  a 
much  more  easily  acquired  missile 
such  as  a  cruise  missile,  easier  to  ac- 
quire and  easier  perhaps  to  operate.  It 
is  much  more  likely  that  we  will  find  a 
threat  other  than  that  which  they  are 
going  to  build  the  national  missile  de- 
fense system  to  protect  our  country 
against.  Should  our  country  be  unpro- 
tected? No.  We  have  always  had  protec- 
tion with  this  understanding:  every 
missile  launched  against  our  country 
has  a  return  address.  Every  missile 
launched  against  America  has  a  return 
address  because  we  know  who  launches 
it.  We  see  all  laimches  in  this  world 
through  our  satellites.  Should  any 
country,  any  rogue  nation,  any  adver- 
sary be  foolish  enough  to  launch  a  mis- 
sile with  a  warhead  against  this  coun- 
try, that  country  will  cease  to  exist 
quickly.  Our  defense  and  our  deterrent 
has  always  been  our  ability  to  let  ev- 
eryone in  this  world  understand  you 
launch  a  nuclear  weapon  against  our 
country,  and  our  nuclear  arsenal,  the 
most  capable  in  the  world,  will  erase 
from  the  face  of  the  Earth  those  with 
that  kind  of  judgment. 

That  nuclear  arsenal  still  exists,  and 
I  hope  that  we  will  support  the  amend- 
ment to  reduce  the  $300  million.  We 
will  still  be  left  with  $508  million, 
which  is  a  substantial  amount  of 
money,  for  research  and  development, 
but  we  will  have  sent  a  signal  that  we 
do  not  want  to  begin  climbing  the  first 
step  on  a  stairway  to  a  $60  billion  ex- 
penditure, the  justification  for  which 
has  not  and  in  my  judgment  cannot  be 
made  at  this  point  in  this  Chamber. 

(Mr.  ABRAHAM  assumed  the  chair.) 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  would  be  pleased  to 
yield. 

Mr.  WARNER.  I  have  followed  very 
carefully  his  points  here.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  it  is  basically  a  recitation — and 
I  say  this  most  respectfuLy — of  the 
points  the  Senator  made  last  year.  The 
Senator  has  been  consistent  in  his  mes- 
sage. But  I  was  taken  by  his  closing  re- 
marks of  the  history  of  the  relation- 
ship between  those  nations  possessing 
intercontinental  systems  and  how  our 


planet  has  thus  far  avoided  any  con- 
frontation. 

This  is  a  subject  that  I  have  been 
dealing  with  since  1969  when  I  went  to 
the  Department  of  the  Navy.  I  do  not 
want  to  calculate  how  many  years  ago. 
But  the  Senator  is  absolutely  right;  it 
was  the  deterrence  that  prevented  any 
confrontation  between  the  former  So- 
viet Union  and  the  United  States  of 
America.  It  was  the  doctrine  of  mass 
destruction,  mutual  massive  destruc- 
tion. But  we  were  dealing  in  those 
days,  despite  our  antipathy  toward 
conununism,  with  governments,  with 
military  organizations  that  were  able 
to  grasp  the  reality  of  mutual  assured 
destruction  and  had  a  very  tight  com- 
mand and  control  over  every  single  one 
of  those  sites. 

I  should  say  that  in  the  many  years 
I  followed  this,  having  served  on  the 
Intelligence  Committee,  there  were 
isolated  incidents  where  there  was  al- 
cohol involved  on  a  site  here  and  there. 
We  saw  the  occasional  reports.  But, 
fortunately,  the  conunand  and  control 
was  exercised  so  as  to  eliminate  what  I 
personally  regard  as  the  prime  reason 
for  this  expenditure,  the  accidental  or 
unintentional  firing. 

In  the  former  Soviet  Union,  the  rock- 
et forces  were  the  elite.  Only  the  finest 
men  and.  I  suppose  in  some  instances, 
women  were  put  into  those  units.  We 
did  not  have  in  those  days  the  risk  that 
I  think  is  present  today  of  the  acciden- 
tal or  unintentional  firing. 

Quite  apart  from  the  dollars  and 
cents — and  we  could  debate  on  into  the 
night  as  to  what  the  estimates  are  to 
build  the  system  and  the  time  in  which 
it  is  to  be  done,  but  I  cannot  look  into 
the  faces  of  my  fellow  Americans  and 
say  that  there  is  any  budget  or  any  cal- 
culation which  would  induce  me  not  to 
support  this  given  the  horrific  damage 
from  a  single  accidental  firing  of  an 
ICBM  against  a  major  city.  Take  what- 
ever you  want  as  the  budget  to  build 
this  system.  If  you  hit  on  57th  and  5th 
Avenue  in  New  York  City,  it  would  be 
billions  and  billions  of  dollars  in  prop- 
erty damage  and  incalculable  lives. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  won- 
der if  the  Senator  is  warming  up  to  a 
question. 

Mr.  WARNER.  I  am  sort  of  on  a  roll 
here,  and  I  rather  enjoy  it,  but  my 
point  is,  what  is  your  concept  of  a  sin- 
gle accidental  firing,  a  risk  present 
today  that  was  not  present  during  the 
height  of  the  cold  war?  That  is  essen- 
tially the  purpose  of  this  system. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  The  Senator  asks  a 
good  question,  and  I  understand  it  well 
because  he  set  it  up  quite  well.  I  say  to 
the  Senator,  you  describe  this  in  the 
context  of  a  rogue  nation  or  an  inter- 
national terrorist  who  gets  hold  of  one 
missile  and  launches  one  missile 
against  the  United  States.  I  contend 
that  it  is  far  more  likely  that  an  inter- 
national terrorist  would  get  bold  of  a 
suitcase  dud  put  it  in  a  rusty  Yugo  on 
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the  dock  in  New  York  City  than  be  able 
to  find  an  ICBM  and  launch  an  ICBM  at 
the  United  States.  The  point  I  made  at 
the  start  of  my  discussion  is  you  have 
an  array  of  threats  against  our  coun- 
try. The  one  you  describe  is  a  threat, 
there  is  no  question  about  that. 

Let  me  give  you  another  one.  How 
about 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Let  me  give  you  a 
threat. 

Mr.  WARNER.  I  am  ready  to  concede 
that  you  are  correct.  It  may  well  be 
the  suitcase 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Let  me  continue  be- 
fore you  concede.  You  are  conceding  a 
small  part.  Let  us  assume  a  captain  of 
a  Typhoon  submarine  goes  half  wacko 
somewhere  out  in  the  ocean  and 
launches  the  entire  supply  of  warheads 
on  that  submarine,  which  is  200  war- 
heads, ICBM's,  sea-launched  ICBM's 
against  this  country.  That  is  a  rogue 
threat.  There  is  nothing  proposed  by 
anyone,  that  I  am  aware  of,  nothing 
under  any  condition  or  any  system  or 
any  bizarre  scheme  I  am  aware  of  that 
is  going  to  protect  this  country  against 
that  large  a  threat,  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  is  correct.  We  do  not  have  any- 
thing and  that  is  in  the  realm  of  risk. 
I  think  farther  down  the  scale  than  the 
single  isolated  incident  is  either  in 
Russia  or,  indeed.  North  Korea — they 
are  rapidly  approaching  the  potential, 
with  thefr  Taepo  Dong  missile,  which 
could  reach  Hawaii  or  Alaska. 

My  point  is  the  Senator  is  correct. 
There  is  a  risk  from  the  suitcase.  There 
is  a  risk  from  a  berserk  crew  on  a  Ty- 
phoon submarine.  And  there  is  a  risk 
associated  with  the  accidental  firing  of 
a  single,  or  perhaps  two  missiles 
against  the  United  States. 

But  the  fact  that  we  have  a  number 
of  risks  does  not  eliminate  the  respon- 
sibility of  every  Member  of  this  Cham- 
ber to  apply,  diligently,  every  resource 
we  have  in  this  country  to  stop  these 
risks. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  would  say  this  to  the 
Senator,  I  fully  accept  the  responsibil- 
ity of  doing  the  research  and  develop- 
ment on  a  missile  program,  a  national 
missile  defense  program  of  some  type 
for  which  there  is,  in  this  bill,  $508  mil- 
lion— plus  $300  million  added  by  the 
committee,  saying  $508  million  is  not 
enough,  we  want  to  add  $300  million 
more.  I  respect  the  obligation  to  be 
doing  the  research  and  development  to 
be  available  and  to  be  ready  to  deploy 
a  system  if  it  becomes  certain  that  we 
need  this  system  and  conceivable  we 
can  build  it  in  a  cost-effective  way.  I 
am  ready  to  do  that. 

But  what  I  am  saying  to  the  Senator 
is  this.  If  you  come  to  us  with  propos- 
als that  the  Defense  Department  says 
threaten  to  undermine  the  arms  con- 
trol treaties  that  now  exist  that  result 
in    destroying    the    missiles    in    the 


ground — all  the  missiles  are  out  of  the 
Ukraine  at  this  point. 

The  fact  is  today — I  know  the  Sen- 
ator knows  this  because  we  have  people 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  who  have  en- 
gineered this,  and  I  would  say  the  Sen- 
ator has  been  instrumental  in  a  num- 
ber of  these  areas  in  helping  this 
along— we  are  seeing  adversaries'  mis- 
siles now  being  destroyed,  sawed  in 
half,  cut  up.  It  seems  to  me  you  would 
agree  that  the  very  best  way  to  destroy 
a  potential  adversary's  missile  is  to  de- 
stroy it  before  it  leaves  the  ground.  If 
you  propose  a  national  missile  defense 
system  that  threatens  the 
underpinnings  of  our  arms  control 
agreements,  it  seems  to  me  what  you 
have  done  is  add  to  the  arsenal  of 
weapons  that  are  potentially  going  to 
be  weapons  against  us. 

So  I  am  willing  to  walk  down  the 
road,  to  talk  about  threats  and  how 
one  responds  to  them.  I  am  not  willing, 
under  any  circumstances,  not  any.  to 
do  anything  that  I  think  starts  to  take 
apart  the  arms  control  agreements.  It 
is  not  just  me  that  says  that.  It  is  the 
Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 
and  others  who  say  this  threatens  to 
destroy  the  foundation  of  these  arms 
control  agreements. 

Once  you  start  to  do  that  you  are  not 
dealing  with  little  rogue  threats  out 
there.  You  are  not  dealing  with  some 
international  nut  case  who  manages  to 
find  some  ICBM  and  then  manages  to 
find  a  nuclear  tip  to  put  on  the  top  of 
it.  Then  you  are  dealing  with  the  ques- 
tions of  hundreds,  perhaps  thousands  of 
additional  weapons  and  launchers  that 
will  be  retained  when  they  should  in 
fact  have  been  destroyed,  because  we 
were  trying  to  enter  into  arms  control 
agreements  that  really  do  accomplish  a 
reduction  in  the  threat. 

So,  I  hope — I  have  taken  some  time, 
but  I  hope  the  Senator  understands.  I 
am  not  opposed  to  research  and  devel- 
opment. I  am  opposed  to  adding,  on  top 
of  that,  money  that  means  we  will  run 
off  and  buy  and  build  and  damn  the 
consequences.  I  would  listen  to  some 
very  thoughtful  people  who  say  you  are 
going  to  injure  the  opportunities  we 
have  had  in  the  past  and  will  have  in 
the  future,  as  a  result  of  the  arms  con- 
trol agreements.  That  is  my  major  con- 
cern. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  reply.  Let  us  say  that  the  Sen- 
ator and  I  have  a  disagreement  on  the 
arms  control  issue.  I  firmly  believe 
that  we  can  resolve  with  Russia  any 
apprehension  that  they  may  have  with 
respect  to  the  development  of  this  sys- 
tem in  a  manner  that  will  pose  a  threat 
to  them.  As  a  matter  of  fact.  I  would 
argue  it  is  in  their  interests  that  we 
have  such  a  system  because,  should  a 
missile  be  fired  we  could  have  some  er- 
rors on  our  side,  thinking  a  strike  had 
been  launched  against  us  and  suddenly 
trigger  something  against  Russia. 

But  let  us  say  we  have  a  disagree- 
ment on  arms  control.  But  how  does 


the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  answer 
the  question:  We  have  no  arms  control 
with  China,  yet  they  have  the  capabil- 
ity of  an  accidental  firing.  We  have  no 
arms  control  with  North  Korea,  yet 
they  are  within  3  or  4  years  of  having 
a  missile  that  could  hit  two  of  our 
States.  What  does  the  Senator  say  to 
those  arguments? 

Mr.  DORGAN.  The  entire  philosoirfiy 
of  arms  control  is  to  reduce  the  stock 
of  nuclear  arms  and  launchers  and  de- 
vices to  deliver  arms  that  now  exists 
and  to  try  very  hard  to  work  on  the 
issue  of  nonproliferation  of  nuclear 
arms.  We  must  do  a  better  job  of  that. 

Do  you  know  why?  Because  I  think 
people  are  all  too  interested  in  going 
off  and  building  things.  The  e^orts  at 
nonproliferation  are  not  very  sexy.  It 
is  not  an  area  that  produces  the  same 
kind  of  thing  that  a  building  project 
does.  A  building  project,  you  pour  con- 
crete and  get  something  that  you  can 
see  and  everybody  can  say,  "Look  what 
we  have."  We  ought  to.  in  our  country, 
it  seems  to  me,  take  seriously  this 
issue  of  who  has  and  who  is  going  to 
have  nuclear  weapons  and  pose  a  threat 
in  the  future. 

If  the  Senator  says  it  matters  with 
respect  to  China,  yes.  it  does.  Sure  it 
matters.  It  matters  with  respect  to 
North  Korea,  yes.  It  also  matters  with 
respect  to  what  our  intelligence  com- 
munity tells  us  about  the  capabilities 
of  these  countries.  No.  1.  I  will  be 
happy  to  put  that  in  the  RECORD,  be- 
cause we  are  at  odds  on  that  issue. 

But,  second,  it  matters  very  much,  it 
seems  to  me — it  matters  very  much 
that  this  country  behave  in  a  way  that 
recognizes  it  is  in  our  interests  to  have 
fewer  nuclear  weapons  in  the  world. 
And  our  arms  control  agreements,  as 
deficient  as  they  might  be — some  would 
want  them  much  more  aggressive — 
have  started  the  process  of  doing  what 
you  and  I  might  have  thought  unthink- 
able not  too  long  ago. 

The  Senator  was  in  the  Chamber 
when  I  showed  this  chart.  I  want  to 
show  it  again,  because  I  suspect  8,  10 
years  ago,  no  one  would  have  believed 
this.  Ten  years  ago  would  anyone  have 
believed  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
and  the  Defense  Minister  of  the 
Ukraine  would  be  planting  sunflowers 
on  ground  where  there  was  planted  an 
SS-19  aimed  at  the  United  States  of 
America? 

Mr.  WARNER.  I  say  to  my  good 
friend.  Secretary  Perry  came  and  met 
with  members  of  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  at  a  breakfast  hosted  by 
the  distinguished  chairman.  Chairman 
Thukmond,  this  morning,  and  re- 
counted the  very  incident  portrayed  by 
this  picture.  We  concede  all  that. 

But  I  would  like  to  come  back  to  this 
issue.  You  stress  arms  control.  We  have 
a  disagreement  on  that.  Come  back  to 
China.  We  have  no  arms  control— do 
you  not  agree  they  have  the  capability 
today  of  a  missile  system  that  could 


14438 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  18,  1996 


hit  Alaska  and  could  hit  Hawaii,  and 
that  there  could  be.  an  accidental  or 
rogrue  firing  in  that  nation?  Just  wit- 
ness what  happened  in  connection  with 
the  Straits  of  Taiwan  here  just  several 
months  ago,  when  we  saw  what  in  my 
judgment  were  actions  by  China,  pre- 
sumably under  tight  command  and 
control,  where  those  actions  were  in 
deHance  of  what  I  call  responsible  con- 
duct by  major  nations  in  this  hemi- 
sphere. 

Let  us  go  back.  Let  us  see  if  we  can 
narrow  debate.  They  have  the  system, 
am  I  not  correct? 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Let  me  ask  the  Sen- 
ator, since  he  has  raised  the  question 
of  China,  does  the  Senator  know  ap- 
proxlnmtely  the  estimate  of  how  many 
ICBM's  the  Chinese  possess? 

Mr.  WARNER.  I  do,  but  I  am  not  sure 
it  is  a  matter  we  should  bring  out  in 
public  at  this  time. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Does  anyone  know 
whether  that  is  classified  information? 

Mr.  WARNER.  Let  us  just  concede 
that  we  know  they  have  them.  I  do  not 
know  the  number — I  do  know  it  but  I 
am  not  sure — let  us  just  assume  that 
they  have  a  system.  I  think  you  and  I 
can  agree  on  that. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Does  the  Senator  also 
agree  that,  should  any  nation 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
wonder  if  the  Senator  will  just  let  us 
take  a  voice  vote  on  the  Grassley 
amendment? 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  will  be  happy  to. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  not- 
withstanding the  previous  unanimous- 
consent  request.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  we  resume  consideration  of 
the  Grassley  amendment.  I  understand 
Senator  Grassley  has  agreed  to  have 
the  amendment  voted  on  by  a  voice 
vote.  I  understand  there  is  no  further 
debate  on  this  question. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection.  It  is  so  ordered. 

VOTE  ON  AMENDMENT  NO.  4047 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate will  vote  on  amendment  No.  4047  of 
the  Senator  from  Iowa.  The  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  (No.  4047)  was  re- 
jected. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  make  certain  the  Record  shows  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  voted  in  the 
negative  by  voice  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Record  will  so  reflect. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4048 

Mr.  WARNER.  Parliamentary  in- 
quiry, are  we  now  returning  to  the  col- 
loquy? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota  has  the  floor. 


Mr.  WARNER.  And  the  distinguished 
Senator  was  about  to  pose  a  question. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  was  about  to  ask  the 
question,  if  the  Senator  agreed  with 
me,  if  a  rogue  nation — China,  I  suppose, 
would  not  be  in  the  definition  of 
'•rogue  nation"  here;  China  is  a  trading 
partner  of  ours. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  it  de- 
pends on  the  day  of  the  week.  They  do 
have  some  actions 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Normally,  those  who 
refer  to  rogue  nations  or  international 
outlaw  leaders  have  three  or  four  in 
mind.  Now,  the  Senator  raises 

Mr.  WARNER.  You  are  correct,  China 
should  not  be  put  in  the  same  category 
as  the  generic  term  "rogue  nation."  I 
am  talking  about  the  accidental,  unin- 
tentional firing. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  understand.  The  Chi- 
nese have,  as  you  know,  without  dis- 
cussing it,  very  few  intercontinental 
ballistic  missiles.  The  Senator  raises 
the  question  of  the  potential  of  a  coun- 
try with  intercontinental  ballistic  mis- 
siles launching  an  attack  against  the 
United  States. 

The  question  I  want  to  ask  is,  does 
the  Senator  agree  with  me  that  there 
cannot  be  an  intercontinental  ballistic 
missile  launched  without  a  return  ad- 
dress; we  will  know  instantly  where  it 
is  launched  from? 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  is  correct  in  that. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  If  the  launching  of  an 
intercontinental  ballistic  missile 
means  this  country  immediately  knows 
where  that  launching  took  place,  is  it 
reasonable  to  expect,  if  they  attack  the 
United  States,  they  would  exi>ect  a  re- 
sponse that  would  annihilate  the  coun- 
try sending  the  missile?  The  point  is, 
that  has  been  a  deterrence  that  has 
been  around  for  sometime.  I  thought 
the  Senator  was  really  talking  about  a 
real  outlaw,  nut  leader  someplace  out 
there  in  space,  and  now  he  has  raised 
the  question  of  China. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  for  the 
purpose  of  this  debate,  there  are  really 
only  two  nations  which  possess  inter- 
continental systems  that  can  strike 
the  United  States,  and  that  is  Russia 
and  China.  China  has  a  system  which 
can  reach  not  only  two  States,  Alaska 
and  Hawaii,  but,  indeed,  we  have  rea- 
son to  believe  that  it  could  reach  the 
central  parts  of  the  mainland  United 
States.  For  the  record,  I  am  not  talk- 
ing about  an  organized  command  and 
control  attack  on  the  United  States  by 
China.  I  am  talking  about  the  acciden- 
tal firing,  the  unintentional — perhaps 
in  a  training  mission — firing  of  a  live 
missile,  either  from  Russia  or  China. 
Should  not  we  have  the  bare  minimum 
capability  in  this  country  to  defend 
against  a  single  or  perhaps  two  or 
three  missiles  being  fired? 

I  say  yes.  Our  difference  is  the  sched- 
ule on  which  it  is  to  be  built.  You  have 
reasons  to  believe  that  $500  million  is 
enough.   I  feel   strongly,  as  does  the 


committee,  that  5800  million  is  the  re- 
quired amount  to  keep  the  research 
and  development  at  the  most  expedi- 
tious pace,  such  as  a  President  can 
make  the  decision  with  regard  to  de- 
ployment. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  The  Senator  has  nar- 
rowed this  interestingly.  So  let  me  ask 
this  question.  The  Air  Force  has  pro- 
posed a  system  that  they  say  is  a  mini- 
mal cost  system  to  respond  to  exactly 
what  you  are  talking  about:  one  iso- 
lated case  of  one  intercontinental  bal- 
listic missile,  perhaps  with  one  war- 
head, being  launched  accidentally  or 
deliberately  at  someplace  in  this  coun- 
try. 

There  is  a  plan  floating  around  that 
they  say  will  cost  $2  billion,  $2.5  billion 
to  defend  against  that,  not  to  give  us  a 
defense  that  is  not  impenetrable,  but 
one  that  gives  a  reasonable  certainty 
of  stopping  that  limited  threat. 

I  ask  the  Senator,  is  that  what  the 
Senator  would  support  and  would  that 
be  sufficient? 

Mr.  WARNER.  This  Senator  is  in 
favor  of  supporting  a  system  that  could 
perhaps  interdict  up  to  10,  12,  15.  maybe 
as  many  as  20,  certainly  not  an  ex- 
change as  was  practical,  that  poten- 
tially could  have  occurred  between  the 
former  Soviet  Union  and  the  United 
States.  China's  total  arsenal  we  have 
agreed  we  should  not  discuss  here,  but 
it  has  numbers  that  could  approximate 
those  amounts  of  exchange.  That  is  not 
an  accidental  firing  in  reality  or  unin- 
tentional to  send  10  or  20  missiles.  Nev- 
ertheless, the  system  should  be  built  to 
cope  with  it. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  K  I  understand  your 
response,  you  are  not  proposing  then  a 
system  that  would  in  any  way  protect 
this  country  against  a  lunatic  Typhoon 
submarine  captain  who  launches  200 
warheads  from  a  Typhoon  submarine 
against  this  country?  You  are  not  pro- 
posing a  system  that  protects  us 
against  that? 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  the  sys- 
tem that  I  have  in  mind  could  limit  the 
damage.  Now,  whether  it  could  deal 
with  all  20  missiles  fired 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Two  hundred  war- 
heads. 

Mr.  WARNER.  I  am  not  prepared  to 
give  you  an  answer. 

Mr.    DORGAN.    Two    hundred    war- 

VkoaHc 

Mr.  WARNER.  If  you  interdict  the 
missile,  you  get  10  warheads. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  It  depends  on  when 
you  interdict  the  launcher.  But  my 
point  was,  I  guess  most  people  would 
say  you  are  not  proposing  a  system 
that  could  respond  to  that  threat.  So, 
again,  on  the  scale  of  threats,  you  have 
some  you  respond  to,  some  you  do  not. 
Look.  I  would  not  support  a  penny  for 
research  and  development  if  I  did  not 
think  it  is  reasonable  for  us  to  be  try- 
ing to  figoxre  out  what  are  the  threats 
and  what  is  a  reasonable  approach  to 
begin  thinking  about  them  and  plan- 
ning to  meet  them  when  they  become 
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sufficiently  real  that  the  intelligence 
conmiunity  says  this  country  needs  to 
do  something  about  those  threats. 

The  Senator  knows,  and  we  have  said 
before  in  this  debate,  that  the  intel- 
ligence community  in  this  country 
does  not  concur  that  this  is  the  time  to 
do  what  is  being  proposed  we  do.  The 
Defense  Department  tells  us  that  it 
will  undercut  the  arms  control  agree- 
ments and  launch  us  into  an  orbit  to 
spend  an  enormous  amount  of  money 
against  a  system  that  the  Senator  now 
concedes  will  not  respond  to  the  more 
aggressive  or  robust  threats. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Well.  Mr.  President, 
all  I  can  say  is  that  what  we  envision 
is  a  limited  system  to  deal  with  the  ac- 
cidental or  unintentional  firing.  I  am 
not  prepared,  nor  any  of  us  are  really 
prepared,  to  give  you  precise  numbers, 
whether  it  could  interdict  the  entire 
load  of  a  Typhoon.  It  depends  on  when 
interdiction  takes  place,  whether  there 
is  warhead  separation.  There  are  a  lot 
of  factors  that  deal  with  it. 

I  want  to  also  put  in  the  Record.  I 
respect  your  arguments  about  the  suit- 
case. Fortunately.  I  think  technology 
is  not  quite  at  the  point  where  that  is 
the  highest  risk  now.  but  we  have  in 
place  a  number  of  systems  to  deter 
and,  indeed,  interdict  the  suitcase.  It  is 
just  my  concern  we  have  nothing — 
nothing — in  place  to  interdict  the  stray 
two  or  three  missiles  that  could  be  ac- 
cidentally fired  or  a  terrorist  firing 
against  our  Nation. 

That  is  the  direction  in  which  this 
Senator  wants  to  move  as  expedi- 
tiously as  possible.  And  we  have 
O'Neill,  who  was  the  prior  head— he 
just  resigned — of  the  BMD  office,  who 
said  $800  million  is  the  figure.  I  happen 
to  agree  with  him.  You  happen  to  dis- 
agree. Therein,  I  think,  we  framed  the 
argument. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  You  say  $800  million. 
Let  me  make  just  a  couple  additional 
points.  Again.  I  respect  very  much  the 
Senator  from  Virginia.  I  have  admired 
his  work  for  a  long  while.  We  disagree 
from  time  to  time  on  things.  We  dis- 
agree on  this.  I,  nonetheless,  think  he 
contributes  a  great  deal  to  defense  pol- 
icy. 

This  little  imager  that  I  use  is  about 
the  size.  I  am  told,  of  the  device  that 
brought  down  the  Pan  Am  flight  by  a 
terrorist  planting  a  device  this  size  on 
the  Pan  Am  747  which  crashed  in 
Lockerbie.  Scotland.  That  was  a  ter- 
rible attack.  We  know  what  the  terror- 
ist attack  was  with  a  rental  truck  in 
Oklahoma  City.  We  know  of  many  ter- 
rorist accidents.  We  know  of  the  deadly 
chemical  agent  attack  in  Japan  on  the 
subway.  We  know  of  the  bombing  of  the 
World  Trade  Center  by  terrorists. 

The  Senator  raises  the  question, 
what  about  the  ultimate  terrorist  act 
of  a  terrorist  getting  ahold  of.  not  a 
suitcase,  not  a  Yugo.  but  an  ICBM,  not 
a  cruise,  an  ICBM  missile,  and  tipping 
it  with  a  nuclear  warhead  and  launch- 
ing it  against  our  country? 


Again.  I  will  say  to  the  Senator, 
there  is  a  prospect  advanced  by  one  of 
the  services  that  they  say  would  cost  $2 
billion  that  would  use  existing  tech- 
nology to  provide  a  defense  against  a 
very  limited,  isolated,  single  missile 
kind  of  rogue  nation  or  accidental 
launch.  That  proposal  does  exist. 

The  Senator  and  I  may  not  have 
much  disagreement  if  he  said,  let  us 
take  the  limited  option  at  minimum 
dollars  and  provide  the  protection 
against  that  threat  that  he  has  just  de- 
scribed in  some  detail.  I  am  not  sure 
we  would  have  much  disagreement 
about  that. 

That  is  not  what  is  being  proposed,  as 
the  Senator  knows.  What  is  being  pro- 
posed is  a  robust  system,  multiple 
sites,  space-based  components,  acceler- 
ated deployment.  That  is  a  much, 
much  different,  much  more  expensive 
and  much  more  extensive  proposal 
than  what  we  are  discussing. 

So  again  I  say,  if  the  isolated  cir- 
cumstances that  the  Senator  describes 
were  met  by  a  $2  billion  system,  which 
one  branch  of  the  service  has  given  me 
a  detailed  briefing  on,  I  do  not  know 
that  we  would  have  a  big  disagreement. 
But  what  we  are  talking  about  here — 
and  I  believe  the  Senator  in  his  heart 
knows  we  are  talking  about — is  the  po- 
tential of  $60  billion  over  the  years  to 
build  a  much  more  capable  system,  at 
the  end  of  which  we  will  not  have  ad- 
dressed the  threat  of  a  robust  attack 
against  this  country. 

I  worry  that  if  we  spend  that  money, 
we  may  develop  the  circumstance  of 
sajring  to  the  American  people,  we  now 
have  a  missile  defense  system  we  have 
spent  $60  billion  for,  just  to  build,  not 
to  operate,  and  then  someone  says. 
"What  if  somebody  launches  50  missiles 
against  us?"  We  say,  "Well,  we're  sorry 
about  that.  We're  not  going  to  be  able 
to  deal  with  that." 

If  we  are  talking  threat,  let  us  re- 
spond to  the  most  aggressive  threats 
first.  Let  us  do  the  things  that  are  nec- 
essary to  do  research  and  development 
on  national  missile  defense. 

I  notice  my  friend  from  Oklahoma  is 
now  on  the  floor.  I  mentioned  earlier 
he  is  someone  who  has  an  interest  on 
this  subject.  I  mentioned  him  in  a 
kindly  way. 

But  I  just  believe  that  to  rush  off  and 
commit  $300  million  above  what  Gen- 
eral Shalikashvili  recommends.  Sec- 
retary Perry  and  others  recommend  as 
is  prudent  and  wise,  given  our  cir- 
cumstances and  arms  control,  and 
other  needs.  I  think  that  is  not  in  this 
coimtry's  interests.  So  I  appreciate  the 
colloquy  the  Senator  and  I  have  had. 

Mr.  WARNER.  I  shall  yield  the  floor 
momentarily.  I  have  enjoyed  the  col- 
loquy. But  let  us  make  it  clear,  this  ad- 
ditional $300  million  by  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  was  for  the  pur- 
pose of  the  ground  system.  And  it  is 
our  collective  judgment  that  that 
amount  of  money  is  needed  to  keep  an 
aggressive  R&D  going. 


I  strongly  support  it.  And  $300  mil- 
lion is  not  specifically  earmarked  for 
any  system.  It  in  fact  is  the  BMDs  pro- 
gram that  they  have  at  the  moment. 
We  have  disagreements  as  to  the  total 
cost.  That  is  clear.  But  I  think  we  iso- 
lated this  to  be  a  debate  between  two 
individuals  who  feel  equally  strongly 
from  their  various  perspectives. 

I  think  we  owe  it  to  the  American 
public  to  do  everything  we  can  to  put 
in  place  such  systems  to  deter  against 
a  suitcase,  to  deter  against  the  Ty- 
phoon suddenly  coming  up  and  firing 
its  whole  load.  But  I  see  this  as  a  risk, 
which  I  think  is  far  greater,  the  acci- 
dental firing  of  a  single  or  a  double,  by 
either  a  terrorist  or  someone  who 
comes  in  and  seizes  an  installation  in 
China  or  Russia,  some  group,  band, 
who  goes  in  and  seizes  it  and  fires  it 
somehow.  That  is  what  I  want  to  stop. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  If  the  Senator  would 
3rleld  on  that  point. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Yes. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  encourage  the  Sen- 
ator to  receive  the  briefing,  if  he  has 
not  yet.  on  the  planning  that  has  been 
done  by  the  Air  Force  for  a  minimal 
system  at  minimum  cost  to  address  ex- 
actly that  circumstance. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
gotten  that  briefing.  I  am  just  not  sure 
that  that  is  a  sufficiently  robust  sys- 
tem to  meet  the  requirements  as  I  see 
them. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  other  Sen- 
ators anxious  to  speak.  I  thank  the 
Senator.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  wUl 
make  some  remarks  with  regard  to  the 
matter  at  hand,  and  the  general  feeling 
that  I  have  with  regard  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  THURMOND  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  EXON.  Did  my  colleague  from 
South  Carolina  wish  to  make  some 
kind  of  a  point?  I  have  been  recognized. 
I  would  be  glad  to  yield  to  him. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  been  debating  this  amendment 
now  for  over  an  hour.  I  just  wanted  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  to  consider 
entering  into  a  time  agreement  on  his 
amendment  at  this  time. 

Mr.  EXON.  The  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  had  a  question  for  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  wonder  if  the 
Senator  would  agree  to  a  time  agree- 
ment on  this  amendment. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  have  no  intention  of 
delaying  the  vote.  There  are  a  number 
of  Senators  who  do  want  to  speak  brief- 
ly. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  What  is  a  time  the 
Senator  would  wish  to  suggest? 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Senator  Conrad  from 
North  Dakota  wants  to  speak  and  Sen- 
ator ExoN  wishes  to  speak. 

Mr.  THURMONT).  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  EXON.  All  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
braska is  attempting  to  do  is  move 
things  along.  If  an  agreement  is 
reached  with  regard  to  a  time  agree- 
ment. I  will  certainly  yield  to  the  man- 
agers of  the  bill  and  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  to  make  that  statement. 
In  the  meantime,  I  would  like  to  pro- 
ceed with  the  statement  I  have  regard- 
ing the  bill. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina,  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee, is  a  very,  very  dear  friend  of 
mine.  He  does  an  excellent  job  and  has 
as  long  as  this  Senator  has  been  in  the 
U.S.  Senate.  He  works  very  well  with 
Senator  Nunn,  the  ranking  member  of 
the  committee.  They  have  worked  very 
hard  on  this  defense  authorization  bill 
that  this  Senator  supported  when  it 
came  out  of  the  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee. But  at  that  time  I  sent  a  first 
signal  that  I  would  be  attempting  to 
make  some  changes  to  improve  the  bill 
in  several  areas  that  I  thought  needed 
attention. 

I  will  simply  say  to  my  good  friend 
from  South  Carolina,  that  he  has  made 
noble  efforts  in  the  conmiittee.  We  had 
thorough  discussion  on  a  lot  of  these 
issues  that  we  are  going  to  be  taking 
up  in  the  form  of  amendments  now 
that  the  bill  is  on  the  floor,  which  I 
think  is  entirely  proper. 

What  this  Senator  has  been  attempt- 
ing to  do  since  this  bill  came  out  of  the 
authorization  committee,  and  as  late 
as  this  morning— as  referenced  by  my 
distinguished  friend  and  colleague  from 
Virginia,  we  met  with  the  Secretary  of 
Defense— what  I  am  trying  to  do  is.  as 
much  as  possible,  make  this  defense 
authorization  bill  vetoproof. 

In  other  words,  if  we  can  accommo- 
date some  of  the  wishes  of  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  and  others,  that  have 
key  roles  to  play  in  what  happens  to 
the  authorization  bill  that  we  will 
eventually  pass  here,  it  is  to  make  it  as 
acceptable  as  possible  to  reach  some 
compromises  on  several  things  where  I 
think  there  should  be  compromises, 
make  it  somewhat  more  acceptable  to 
the  Clinton  administration,  and  then 
we  will  have  accomplished  something 
rather  thaji  passing  a  defense  author- 
ization bill  that  will  end  up  dead  In  the 
water  in  the  form  of  a  veto. 

So  the  comments  that  I  am  now 
about  to  make  are  designed,  as  best  I 
can  design  them,  to  try  to  reach  a  com- 
promise, a  compromise,  if  you  will,  up 
front  in  the  process  of  the  Senate 
working  its  will  on  the  defense  author- 


ization bill,  and  hopefully  have  a  bill 
that  will  mean  something. 

Mr.  President,  the  defense  authoriza- 
tion bill  before  the  Senate  is  a  rather 
rare  piece  of  legislation,  one  might 
say.  It  is  one  of  the  few  spending  or  au- 
thorization bills  for  the  next  year  re- 
ceiving a  sizable  increase — I  repeat,  a 
sizable  increase — above  the  administra- 
tion's request. 

To  be  specific,  at  $267  billion,  the  1997 
defense  authorization  bill  dwarfs — 
dwarfs— Mr.  President,  any  other  dis- 
cretionary spending  program  in  the 
Federal  budget.  Like  an  out  of  shape 
prizefighter,  it  enters  the  ring  $13  bil- 
lion overweight  from  the  position  of 
the  President  of  the  United  States. 

Having  been  overfed  by  the  majority 
of  the  Senate  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee— and  I  hope  we  can  at  least  par- 
tially correct  that — the  quau-ter  of  a 
trillion-dollar  defense  bill  before  the 
Senate  is  not  just  $13  billion  above  the 
Pentagon's  proposed  budget,  it  is  $1.7 
billion  in  excess  of  the  originally 
passed  budget  resolution,  and  $4.1  bil- 
lion more  than  the  1996  defense  spend- 
ing bill.  At  a  quarter  of  a  trillion  dol- 
lars, the  1997  defense  authorization  bill 
is  flush,  with  $13  billion  in  unrequested 
spending  authority,  much  of  which 
adds  unnecessarily  to  our  national 
debt,  while  adding,  in  the  opinion  of 
this  Senator,  little  or  nothing  to  our 
national  defense. 

The  1997  defense  authorization  bill 
should  be  termed  the  "wish  list"  bill. 
It  is  so  much  so  that  every  service  offi- 
cial and  regional  military  commander 
that  appeared  before  the  Senate  Armed 
Services  Committee  on  the  bill  was 
asked  by  the  members  of  the  majority 
a  question,  and  certainly  Federal  man- 
agers of  domestic  programs  have  fre- 
quently heard  that  recently,  and  it  is 
going  to  be  driven  home  again  during 
this  debate.  This  was  the  question  that 
was  asked  of  these  various  military  of- 
ficials: "If  you  were  given  additional 
funds  above  the  budget  request,  how 
would  you  spend  it?" 

Let  me  repeat  that.  Can  you  imagine 
a  military  person  sitting  before  the 
Armed  Service  Committee  and  they  are 
asked  a  question,  "If  you  were  given 
additional  funds  above  the  budget  re- 
quest, how  would  you  spend  it?"  What 
kind  of  a  reply  would  you  expect?  To 
no  one's  surprise,  when  blank  checks 
were  enticingly  dangled  before  the  wit- 
ness, the  replies  were  as  prompt  as 
they  were  lengthy.  No  military  leader 
worth  his  salt,  under  such  a  scenario, 
could  not  find  something  that  he  could 
use. 

Of  the  $13  billion  added  to  the  Presi- 
dent's defense  budget  request,  $11.4  bil- 
lion, or  nearly  $9  out  of  every  $10 
added,  went  toward  procurement  and 
research  and  development  programs. 
But  approximately  $2  billion  of  the 
add-on  dollars  proposed  in  the  Penta- 
gon's wish  list  is  not  even  part  of  the 
Pentagon's   own   budget   plan   for   the 


next  5  years,  and  certainly  it  is  not, 
nor  has  it  been  previously,  projected. 

What  is  more,  a  similar  portion  of 
the  $13  billion  committee  add-on  is  nei- 
ther part  of  the  long-range  budget,  nor 
any  armed  services  wish  list,  including 
the  wish  lists  that  are  included  in  this 
proposal. 

In  other  words,  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  did  not  even  get  enough  re- 
quests, after  dangling  that  enticing 
proposition  before  the  witnesses,  to  add 
up  to  the  billions  that  we  are  spending. 
In  other  words,  nearly  $4.6  billion  of 
the  $13  billion-plus-up  to  the  Penta- 
gon's outyear  budget  plan,  or  a  part  of 
the  services'  wish  list.  It  is  something 
that  came  through  the  fat-feeding  pro- 
gram in  the  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee. 

In  my  opinion,  it  is  vital  that  the 
American  public  understand  this  im- 
portant distinction  between  several  op- 
tions: 

One,  what  the  President  proposed  in 
his  budget  for  defense  spending.  Two, 
what  the  Pentagon  says  it  needs  to  pro- 
vide for  our  national  defense.  Three, 
what  the  military  witnesses  wish  they 
could  have  after  having  the  proposition 
dangled  in  front  of  them.  Four,  what 
level  of  funding  the  committee  ulti- 
mately approved. 

Such  a  wish-list  approach  to  defense 
budgeting  is  not  responsible,  in  this 
Senator's  opinion,  and  stands  out  as  a 
glaring  exception  to  the  manner  in 
which  painful  cuts  have  been  levied 
against  domestic  budget  accounts.  Nor 
is  the  end  product  of  $13  million  in  ad- 
ditional defense  spending  justified  and, 
certainly  not,  Mr.  President,  in  order 
to  do  what  we  are  trying  to  do  in  these 
times,  when  we  are  supposedly  being 
prudently  fiscal,  to  reach  a  balanced 
budget  by  the  year  2002. 

A  cursory  look  at  the  defense  author- 
ization bill  before  the  Senate  indicates 
that  a  rising  budget  tide  floats  all 
boats.  Among  the  largest  beneficiaries 
of  the  committee's  blank  check  wish 
list  in  the  budget  includes  these  items: 
An  $856  million  increase  in  the  pro- 
posed ballistic  missile  defense  spend- 
ing, which  has  just  been  debated  to 
some  extent  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
preceding  my  remarks:  a  $760  million 
increase  in  the  National  Guard  and  Re- 
serve equipment:  a  $750  million  in- 
crease in  DDG-51  destroyer  funding;  a 
$701  million  increase  in  new  attack 
submarine  funding;  a  $700  million  in- 
crease in  military  construction  and 
housing  funding;  a  $351  million  increase 
in  V-22  aircraft  funding;  and  a  $341  mil- 
lion increase  in  F-16  and  F-18  funding 
for  10  unrequested  aircraft. 

These  increased  spending  levels  are 
only  a  downpayment — I  emphasize  once 
again.  Mr.  President,  the  funding  levels 
I  have  just  cited  are  only  a  downpay- 
ment for  future  spending  that  will  con- 
found budget-making  in  the  years  to 
come. 

Mr.  President,  at  a  minimum,  the 
spending  level  included  in  the  defense 
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authorization  bill  should  be  reduced  by 
$1.7  billion  to  be  brought  into  conform- 
ance with  the  budget  resolution  so  as 
to  eliminate  hollow  budget  authority 
in  the  bill.  But  the  Senate  should  not 
stop  there.  We  should  question  the 
need  for  the  remaining  $11  billion  in- 
crease and  whether  this  extraordinary 
increase  is  needed  to  properly  defend 
the  national  security  interest  of  the 
United  States. 

Perhaps  the  starting  point  for  reduc- 
tion in  spending  authority  contained  in 
this  bill  should  begin  at  $4.6  billion,  the 
sum  total  of  weapon  add-ons  and  pro- 
gram increases  not  requested  in  the 
service  wish  lists,  or  contained  in  the 
Pentagon's  long-range  budget  plan. 

At  a  later  point  during  the  consider- 
ation of  this  bill.  I  will  propose  an 
amendment  along  with  Senators 
BiNGAMAN.  Kohl,  Levin,  and 
Wellstone,  to  reduce  the  top-line  de- 
fense spending  figure  by  a  modest  $4 
billion.  This  represents  a  full  $600  mil- 
lion less.  Mr.  President,  than  the  $4.6 
billion  in  unsupported,  unjustified,  and 
unwise  spending  authority. 

In  essence,  the  Exon  amendment 
would  retain  $9  billion  in  defense 
spending  authority  over  and  above  the 
President's  request.  Now,  let  me  repeat 
that.  The  Exon  amendment  would  re- 
tain $9  billion  in  defense  spending  au- 
thority above  and  added  on  top  of  what 
the  President  has  suggested.  If  the 
Exon  amendment  is  agreed  to  by  the 
Senate,  our  Nation  would  still  be 
spending  $155  million  more  in  1997  than 
in  1996. 1  would  have  more  to  say  about 
this  amendment  when  it  is  offered. 

One  of  the  most  questionable  of  the 
committee  add-ons,  in  the  opinion  of 
this  Senator,  is  $856  million  for  missile 
defense  programs— most  notably,  the 
$300  million  add-on  for  a  national  mis- 
sile defense  system. 

The  Senator  for  North  Dakota  has  an 
amendment  before  the  Senate  at  this 
time,  which  has  been  debated  for  the 
last  hour  and  a  half.  I  also  intend  to 
support  that,  and  I  have  included  that 
in  the  numbers  that  I  have  presented 
and  will  be  presenting  later  in  the  form 
of  an  Exon  amendment,  with  several 
important  cosponsors. 

Earlier  this  month,  the  Senate  de- 
bated the  wisdom  of  the  Dole  star  wars 
proposal  to  pursue  a  crash  program  to 
field  a  continental  missile  defense  sys- 
tem by  the  year  2003.  It  was  pointed 
out  then  that  the  threat  does  not  and 
will  not  exist  in  the  near  term  to  jus- 
tify such  a  proposition.  In  the  longer 
term,  all  of  us  are  continuing  to  look 
at  various  tsrpes  of  missile  defenses 
that  we  may  need  in  the  long  term. 

Furthermore,  the  Dole  star  wars  bill 
as  presently  drafted  would  cost,  ac- 
cording to  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office,  anywhere  from  between  $31  and 
$60  billion.  So  the  $300  million  plus 
that  we  are  talking  about  now  would 
grow  to  $31  billion  to  $60  billion  just  to 
deploy,  and  perhaps  another  $10  billion 


on  top  of  that  to  operate.  The  commit- 
tee's $350  million  increase  is  an  initial 
downpayment:  $350  million  may  not 
sound  like  a  whole  lot  of  money.  But 
that  is  a  downpayment,  if  you  will,  on 
a  multibilllon  dollar  program  most 
likely,  at  a  minimum,  in  the  range  of 
$50  billion  between  now  and  the  year 
2002. 

Downpayments  are  easy,  as  the  aver- 
age American  family  knows.  But  in 
this  case  this  is  a  system  that  I  urge 
the  Senate  to  delete  as  wasteful  ex- 
penditures even  though  there  may  be 
some  arguments  and  some  people  sin- 
cerely feel  that  we  should  move  faster 
than  the  Pentagon  and  the  experts  in 
the  field  tell  us  we  should  in  this  area. 
As  was  the  case  in  last  year's  author- 
ization bill,  there  are  language  provi- 
sions in  the  1997  defense  authorization 
bill  which  are  unwise  and  may  prove  to 
be  a  problem  down  the  road  in  getting 
this  bill  signed  by  the  White  House. 
This  is  something  that  I  opened  my  re- 
marks on  by  saying  that  I  was  trying 
to  steer  this  bill  into  something  that  is 
workable  and  not  another  knockdown, 
dragout  between  the  Congress  and  the 
President. 

Mr.  President,  two  provisions  in  par- 
ticular stand  out  as  being  questionable 
forays  by  the  majority  of  the  Senate 
Armed  Services  Committee  into  the 
area  of  foreign  policy,  and  each  could 
possibly  jeopardize  bilateral  efforts  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  Russia  to 
lower  our  nuclear  inventories  in  a  bal- 
anced and  accountable  fashion. 

One  provision  ultimately  interprets 
the  ABM  Treaty  demarcation  between 
long-range  and  short-range  missile  de- 
fenses at  a  time  when  our  nations  axe 
negotiating  this  very  issue  right  now. 

The  second  language  provision  that  I 
have  concerns  about  is  with  regard  to 
changing  the  bilateral  Antiballistic 
Missile  Treaty  to  a  multilateral  treaty 
that  includes  several  of  the  independ- 
ent states  of  the  former  Soviet  Union. 
This  is  a  major  concern  of  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States.  And,  unless 
this  language  is  corrected,  I  think  we 
stand  a  high  chance  of  a  veto.  The  ma- 
jority's insistence  that  such 
multilateralization  of  the  treaty  would 
constitute  a  substantive  change  in  re- 
quiring reratification  by  the  Senate  is 
equally  meddlesome  on  the  part  of  the 
committee. 

As  President  Clinton  stated  in  his 
April  8  letter  to  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  chairman,  Strom  Thur- 
mond, he  has  strong  objections  to  this 
matter  for  very  valid  reasons,  in  the 
opinion  of  this  Senator.  He  said  in  that 
letter:  "Refusing  to  recognize  Ukraine, 
Belarus,  and  Kazakhstan  as  coequal 
successors  to  the  Soviet  Union  with  re- 
gard to  the  ABM  Treaty  would  under- 
naine  our  own  interests  in  seeing  that 
these  countries  carry  out  their  obliga- 
tions as  successors  to  the  Soviet  Union 
under  other  arms  control  treaties,  such 
as  START  I— and  START  n  and  oth- 


ers— and  the  Intennediate  range  nu- 
clear forces  treaty,"  which  is  very  im- 
portant. 

Mr.  President,  to  summarize,  this 
years  defense  authorization  bill  is  a 
marked  improvement  over  last  year's 
bill.  I  have  saluted  the  committee  for 
its  action  on  that  in  the  opening  of 
these  remarks.  Yet,  changes  must  be 
made,  in  the  opinion  of  this  Senator,  to 
reduce  unjustified  spending  increases 
and  delete  intrusive  foreign  policy  lan- 
guage before  I  can  enthusiastically 
support  this  bill.  However,  I  would  say. 
Mr.  President,  that  overall  I  congratu- 
late Senator  Thxjrmond.  my  friend,  col- 
league, and  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee, for  other  than  some  of  the  short- 
comings that  I  see.  I  salute  him  for  a 
very  well-balanced  bill  in  several  other 
areas. 

I  appreciate  the  consideration,  the 
cooperation,  and  the  understanding. 
For  those  of  us  who  tried  to  make  some 
changes  in  the  committee,  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee  did  not  agree 
with  us,  but  as  usual  he  gave  us  every 
opportunity  to  make  our  point.  We  in 
turn  supported  the  bill  as  it  came  out 
of  committee  with  the  clear  under- 
standing to  the  chairman  that  we 
would  be  making  some  changes  on  the 
fioor  of  the  U.S.  Senate. 

I  thank  the  Chair.  1 3^eld  the  floor. 

Mr.  THURMOND  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina. 

UNAMMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  there  now 
be  60  minutes  equally  divided  for  de- 
bate on  the  pending  Dorgan  amend- 
ment with  no  amendment  in  order  to 
the  amendment:  that  at  the  conclusion 
or  yielding  back  of  time  the  amend- 
ment be  set  aside;  and,  further,  that  at 
9  a.m.  on  Wednesday,  Jime  19,  the  Sen- 
ate resume  consideration  of  the  Dorgan 
amendment  and  there  be  15  minutes 
equally  divided  for  debate  with  a  vote 
on  or  in  relation  to  the  Dorgan  amend- 
ment at  the  expiration  of  that  debate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  in 
light  of  this  agreement,  there  will  be 
no  more  votes  this  evening.  The  next 
roUcall  vote  will  occur  at  approxi- 
mately 9:15  tomorrow  mormng. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  «M( 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  agreement,  there  are  60 
minutes  equally  divided  on  the  Dorgan 
amendment. 

Who  jrields  time? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  I 
now  yield  mjrself  such  time  as  may  be 
required  under  the  Dorgan  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  It  Is 
unfortunate  that  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  does  not  think  that  the 
American  people  deserve  to  be  defended 
against  the  only  military  threat  that 
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faces  them  in  their  homes  every  day,  a 
threat  that  is  growing  more  severe 
every  year.  Simply  stated,  what  the 
Dorgan  amendment  seeks  to  do  is  per- 
petuate American  vulnerability. 

We  have  heard  quite  a  bit  about  how 
there  is  no  threat  and  how  investment 
in  national  missile  defense  is  a  waste  of 
money.  Let's  remember  that  more 
Americans  died  in  the  Persian  Gulf  war 
as  a  result  of  a  single  missile  attack 
than  any  other  cause.  I  don't  imagine 
that  their  fiunilies  would  view  missile 
defense  investments  as  a  waste. 

It  has  been  argued  that  there  is  no 
threat  to  justify  deployment  of  a  na- 
tional nriissile  defense  system  to  defend 
the  United  States.  This  view  is  strate- 
gically shortsighted  and  technically  in- 
correct. Even  if  we  get  started  today, 
by  the  time  we  develop  and  deploy  an 
NMD  system  we  will  almost  certainly 
face  new  ballistic  missile  threats  to 
the  United  States.  Unfortunately,  it 
will  take  almost  10  years  to  develop 
and  deploy  even  a  limited  system. 

Much  has  been  made  of  the  intel- 
ligence community's  estimate  that  no 
new  threat  to  the  United  States  will 
develop  for  10  years  or  more.  This  esti- 
mate, however,  only  has  to  do  with  new 
indigenously  developed  missile  threats 
to  the  continental  United  States.  It 
treats  Alaska  and  Hawaii  as  if  they 
were  not  part  of  the  United  States. 
Moreover,  the  intelligence  community 
has  confirmed  that  there  are  numerous 
ways  for  hostile  countries  to  acquire 
intercontinental  ballistic  missiles  in 
much  less  than  10  years  by  means  other 
than  indigenous  development. 

North  Korea  has  also  demonstrated 
to  the  world  that  an  ICBM  capability 
can  be  developed  with  relatively  little 
notice.  The  Taepo-Dong  n  missile, 
which  could  become  operational  within 
5  years,  is  an  ICBM.  Each  new  develop- 
ment of  this  missile  seems  to  catch  the 
intelligence  community  by  surprise.  It 
certainly  undermines  the  argument  of 
those  who  downplay  the  threat  and  the 
intelligence  community's  own  10-year 
estimate. 

Even  if  we  knew  with  certainty  that 
no  new  threat  would  materialize  for  10 
years  there  would  still  be  a  strong  case 
for  developing  and  deploying  a  national 
missile  defense  system.  Deploying  an 
NMD  system  would  serve  to  deter 
countries  that  would  otherwise  seek  to 
acquire  an  ICBM  capability.  A  vulner- 
able United  States  merely  invites  pro- 
liferation, blackmail,  and  even  aggres- 
sion. 

It  has  also  been  argued  that  the  ad- 
ministration's NMD  program  is  ade- 
quate to  hedge  against  an  emerging 
threat.  Unfortunately,  the  budget  re- 
quest does  not  adequately  support  the 
administration's  own  plan.  Since  the 
administration's  NMD  program  is  sup- 
posed to  preserve  the  option  of  deploy- 
ing an  NMD  system  by  2003  it  is  appro- 
priate for  Congress  to  add  sufficient 
funds  to  ensure  that  such  an  option  is 


truly  viable.  The  director  of  the  Ballis- 
tic Missile  Defense  Organization  has 
testified  repeatedly  to  Congress  that 
about  $800  million  per  year  is  needed 
for  NMD  in  order  to  preserve  such  an 
option.  This  is  precisely  what  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  has  rec- 
ommended. 

For  those  who  argue  that  the  Senate 
Armed  Services  Committee  is  throwing 
money  at  ballistic  missile  defense,  I 
would  point  out  that  the  amount  in 
this  bill  for  the  Ballistic  Missile  De- 
fense Organization  is  only  slightly 
higher  than  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion's own  bottom-up  review  rec- 
ommended for  fiscal  year  1997. 

The  bottom  line  is  simple.  If  you 
think  that  the  American  people  should 
not  be  defended  against  ballistic  mis- 
siles, then  you  should  support  the  Dor- 
gan amendment.  If  you  think  that  the 
United  States  should  preserve  the  op- 
tion of  deploying  an  NMD  system  by 
2003,  then  vote  against  this  amend- 
ment. I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to 
put  themselves  on  the  side  of  defending 
the  American  people. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor  and 
acknowledge  the  able  Senator  from 
Oklahoma,  Senator  Inhofe. 

(Mr.  BURNS  assumed  the  chair.) 

Mr.  INHOFE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
and  I  certainly  concur  in  the  comments 
that  he  is  making.  It  is  a  very  friistrat- 
ing  thing  to  have  knowledge  of  the 
threat  that  exists  out  there  and  merely 
because  the  American  people  are  not 
aware  of  it,  we  are  ignoring  the  defense 
of  our  country  which  I  have  always  un- 
derstood when  I  was  growing  up  should 
have  been  the  primary  concern  or  func- 
tion of  Government,  to  protect  its  citi- 
zens. 

In  a  few  of  the  things  that  have  been 
said  by  a  number  of  those  who  are  on 
the  opposite  side  of  defending  America 
was  the  discussion  about  the  threat  of 
suitcases,  of  carrying  around  bombs,  of 
terrorist  activities.  Being  from  Okla- 
homa, nobody  needs  to  tell  me  about 
terrorist  activities.  I  understand.  It  is 
almost  as  if  to  say  that  because  there 
are  crazy  people  out  there  that  bum 
churches  and  carry  around  suitcases, 
we  need  to  address  that  and  not  address 
the  potential  of  an  attack  on  the 
United  States  of  America  by  an  ICBM, 
armed  with  a  warhead  that  can  be  a 
weapon  of  mass  destruction,  chemical, 
biological  or  nuclear.  It  is  like  saying 
you  do  not  want  to  have  car  insurance 
because  you  want  to  have  insurance  on 
your  home.  You  want  to  have  a  com- 
prehensive policy  that  insures  you 
against  everything.  There  is  a  threat 
out  there  and  I  think  we  need  to  talk 
about  that,  and  certainly  now  is  the 
appropriate  time  because  we  have 
heard  Senator  after  Senator  stand  up 
and  allege  there  is  no  threat  out  there; 
the  cold  war  is  over. 

It  was  2  years  ago  that  James  Wool- 
sey,  who  was  the  CIA  Director  under 
President  Clinton,  made  a  statement. 


and  his  statement  2  years  ago  was  we 
know  of  between  20  and  25  nations  that 
either  have  or  are  in  the  final  stages  of 
completing  weapons  of  mass  destruc- 
tion, biological,  chemical  or  nuclear, 
and  are  working  on  the  missile  means 
to  deliver  those  weapons. 

That  was  2  years  ago.  He  updated 
that  statement  and  said  there  are 
somewhere  closer  to  30  nations  now. 
Let  us  look  at  who  those  nations  are, 
the  type  of  people,  the  mentality  of 
those  individuals  who  are  potentially 
armed  with  this  type  of  destruction, 
countries  like  Iraq  and  Iran  and  Libya 
and  Syria,  North  Korea.  China.  Russia, 
countries  where  just  not  too  long  ago, 
for  example,  Saddam  Hussein,  a  guy 
who  murdered  his  own  grandchildren, 
made  the  statement  back  during  the 
Persian  Gulf  war  that  if  we  had  waited 
5  more  years  to  invade  Kuwait,  we 
would  have  had  the  capability  of  send- 
ing a  weapon  of  mass  destruction  to 
the  United  States. 

Well,  here  it  is.  It  is  now  5  years 
later.  So  let  us  assume  that  some  of 
these  guys  might  be  right.  They  come 
up  and  they  say,  well,  we  do  not  want 
to  do  it  because  it  might  in  some  way 
affect  adversely  the  ABM  Treaty.  The 
ABM  Treaty  was  put  together  back  in 
1972,  and  we  cannot  say  this  was  done 
in  a  Democrat  administration.  It  was 
not.  I  am  a  Republican.  Richard  Nixon 
was  a  Republican.  Henry  Kissinger,  I 
assume,  was  a  Republican.  At  least  he 
worked  for  a  Republican.  And  he  put 
together  a  plan.  The  ABM  Treaty  at 
that  time  was  designed  to  address  the 
problem  of  two  superpowers  in  the 
world  environment.  Those  superpowers 
were  the  U.S.S.R.  and  the  United 
States,  and  so  they  put  together  a  plan 
that  said  we  will  restrict  our  nuclear 
capability  bilaterally. 

So  let  us  assume  that  they  would  do 
it.  I  never  believed  they  would.  Let  us 
assume  they  would.  If  you  bring  that 
up  to  today,  there  is  no  longer  a 
U.S.S.R.  It  is  now  Russia.  Let  us  as- 
sume that  Russia  would  agree  to  step- 
ping into  this  issue  as  the  former 
U.S.S.R.  And  live  up  to  the  expectation 
of  the  ABM  Treaty.  What  about  these 
other  25  or  30  nations  out  there? 

Let  us  assume  that  the  United  States 
and  Russia,  are  downgrading  their  nu- 
clear capability.  At  the  same  time 
what  is  Iraq  doing?  What  is  China 
doing?  What  are  the  other  countries 
doing?  They  are  certainly  not  a  part  of 
this  treaty. 

It  was  brought  out  by  one  of  the  Sen- 
ators in  the  Chamber  a  few  minutes 
ago  that  these  people  are  not  part  and 
parcel  to  the  treaty  so  they  could  con- 
tinue to  increase  their  nuclear  capabil- 
ity, the  weapons  of  mass  destruction, 
and  their  capability  to  develop  a  mis- 
sile means  of  delivering  them. 

If  we  do  not  want  to  take  the  word  of 
somebody  who  is  not  here  as  to  how 
significant  and  how  applicable  today  is 
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the  policy  of  a  mutually  assured  de- 
struction, listen  to  what  Henry  Kissin- 
ger said  just  the  other  day.  I  had  lunch 
with  him.  I  asked  him  if  I  could  quote 
him.  He  said  yes.  His  statement  was, 
"It  is  nuts  to  make  a  virtue  out  of  our 
vulnerability."  And  that  is  exactly 
what  we  are  doing.  Let  us  for  a  minute 
talk  about  the  cost.  I  have  never  heard 
anyone  throw  around  figures  like  I 
have  heard  in  the  Chamber  of  the  Sen- 
ate— talking  about  another  $30  billion 
to  $60  billion.  The  CBO  estimate  of  $30 
to  $60  billion  over  14  years  was  taking 
every  system  that  is  out  there  right 
now  and  saying  we  want  to  deploy  all 
of  these  systems  by  a  date  in  the  fu- 
ture. 

No  one  has  ever  suggested  that. 
Right  now,  we  are  talking  about  in  this 
bill  looking  at  what  options  are  there. 
Let  us  take  the  Aegis  system.  We  have 
a  $40  to  $50  billion  investment  in  22 
ships  that  are  floating  out  there  right 
now.  They  have  missile  launching  ca- 
pability. They  are  there.  They  are  al- 
ready bought  and  paid  for.  We  need  to 
spend  about  $4  billion  more  to  give 
that  system  capability  of  reaching  up 
into  the  upper  tier  and  giving  us  a  de- 
fense from  an  attack  of  a  missile  that 
might  be  coming  from  North  Korea  or 
from  someplace  else.  In  that,  we  al- 
ready have  an  investment.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. 90  percent  of  it  is  already  paid 
for.  We  have  some  estimates  here  that 
were  made  by  the  team  B  of  the  Herit- 
age Foundation.  That  is  made  up  of 
people  like  Hank  Cooper,  the  former  di- 
rector of  the  Strategic  Defense  Initia- 
tive, and  several  others.  All  of  them 
are  acknowledged  experts.  No  one  has 
ever  questioned  their  credibility.  They 
say  that  a  Navy-wide  area  defense  sys- 
tem on  Aegis  cruisers  would  cost  be- 
tween $2  and  $3  billion  over  the  next  6 
years,  plus  $5  billion  for  a  sensor  sat- 
ellite. 

We  are  talking  about,  now,  not  $70 
billion,  we  are  talking  about  some- 
where in  the  neighborhood  of  $7  to  $8 
billion  over  the  next  6  years.  So  let  us 
get  this  in  perspective.  Let  us  assume 
there  could  be  some  truth  to  the  state- 
ments that  these  experts  like  James 
Woolsey  are  making,  and,  in  fact,  the 
threat  is  out  there.  Let  us  assume  the 
Russians  already  have  one, 

This  morning  in  a  speech  on  the  floor 
I  used  several  articles,  four  or  five  of 
them.  I  wish  I  had  them  with  me  now. 
I  did  not  think  this  subject  would  come 
up  again.  But  we  talked  about  how 
China  is  now  selling  technology  to 
Pakistan,  how  Syria  and  Libya  have  a 
new,  cozy  arrangement  with  each 
other. 

Here  is  an  article  right  here  that  I 
did  not  use.  The  headline  of  this  arti- 
cle, found  in  the  Washington  Times, 
dated  May  20,  "Chinas  arsenal  gets  a 
Russian  boost.  Deal  for  ICBM  tech- 
nology a  threat  to  U.S..  classified  Pen- 
tagon report  says." 

Then  it  says: 


CblBa.  under  the  guise  of  buying  space 
launchers.  Is  enhancing  its  strategic  arsenal 
with  technology  and  parts  from  Russia's 
most  lethal  intercontinental  ballistic  mis- 
sile, the  SS-18,  [that  is  the  MIRV'd  missile 
with  10  warheads]  says  a  classifled  Pentagon 
intelligence  report. 

Further  quoting. 

Incorporating  the  SS-l&-related  military 
guidance  or  warhead  technologies  Into  Chi- 
na's strategic  missile  forces  would  greatly 
improve  Beijing's  ability  to  threaten  targets 
in  the  United  States.  .  . 

Now,  that  is  in  a  confidential  report 
that  so  far  no  one  has  refuted.  Let  us 
keep  in  mind  that  was  about  the  time 
that  a  high  Chinese  official  said — dur- 
ing the  time  they  were  experimenting 
with  missiles  in  the  Strait  of  Taiwan, 
the  Chinese  were  conducting  experi- 
ments— they  said.  "We  don't  have  to 
worry  about  the  United  States  coming 
to  their  aid  because  they."  the  United 
States,  "would  rather  protect  Los  An- 
geles than  they  would  Taipei." 

I  would  characterize  that  at  the  very 
least  as  an  indirect  threat  at  the 
United  States.  It  is  like  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  said,  the  honor- 
able chairman  of  this  committee,  he 
said,  "We  are  being  held  hostage." 
Threats  like  this:  "They  are  not  going 
to  do  that,  because  if  they  do  that  we 
will  go  after  them."  Do  they  have  the 
capability?  According  to  the  reports, 
yes,  they  have  the  capability. 

So  I  just  think  we  need  to  look  at 
this  in  terms  of  the  costs  that  have 
been  grossly,  dramatically  inflated 
into  something  that  is  totally  unrealis- 
tic— the  constant  use  of  terms  like 
"star  wars"  and  other  things  to  put 
this  into  some  kind  of  fiction  environ- 
ment so  people  will  think  this  thing  is 
not  real. 

Keep  in  mind  what  was  started  in 
1983  and  was  right  on  target  all  the  way 
up  through  about  last  year,  when  the 
President  vetoed  the  DOD  authoriza- 
tion bill  from  last  year,  and  in  his  veto 
message  said  he  did  not  want  to  spend 
any  more  money  on  a  national  missile 
defense  system.  In  light  of  that,  since 
that  has  happened,  we  have  probably 
had  more  threats  that  have  come  to 
the  United  States  than  we  have  at  any 
other  time. 

We  have  talked  about  the  cost.  I  am 
from  Oklahoma.  The  cost  of  the  dam- 
age that  was  done  to  the  building  itself 
in  Oklahoma  City  was  $500  million,  half 
a  billion  dollars.  That  is  just  a  drop  in 
the  bucket  as  to  the  total  cost.  The 
bomb  that  caused  so  much  damage  in 
Oklahoma  had  the  power  of  1  ton  of 
TNT.  The  smallest  nuclear  warhead 
known  at  the  present  time  is  1  kiloton, 
1,000  times  bigger  than  that  bomb. 

So  I  would  like  to  have  anyone,  any 
of  these  Senators  who  seem  to  be  so 
passive  in  their  Interest  in  protecting 
ourselves  from  a  missile  attack,  to  stop 
and  look  and  remember,  recall  what 
happened  in  Oklahoma  City  on  April  19 
of  last  year  and  multiply  that  by  1.000. 
It  does  not  have  to  be  just  in  New  York 


City.  It  does  not  have  to  be  in  Los  An- 
geles. It  could  happen  in  North  Dakota. 
it  could  happen  in  Nebraska,  or  any- 
where. 

I  will  conclude  by  saying  if  all  these 
experts  say  the  threat  is  out  there,  if 
all  of  them  say  the  Taepo  Dong  2  mis- 
sile will  have  the  capability  of  reach- 
ing the  United  States  by  the  year  2000, 
and  there  are  missiles  in  existence 
today  that  can  already  reach  us,  and 
this  missile  technology  is  permeating 
all  the  way  through  the  various  coun- 
tries like  Iraq.  Iran.  Syria.  Libya, 
Pakistan  and  other  nations,  if  this  is 
out  there,  just  ask  the  question — we 
are  talking  about  $300  million  right 
now.  We  are  talking  about  $300  million, 
far  less  than  just  the  damage  to  the 
building  in  Oklahoma  City.  Ask  your- 
self the  question:  What  if  we  are 
wrongr? 

I  challenge  any  of  those  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  who  want  to  take  this 
money  and  put  it  into  social  programs, 
to  ask  themselves:  What  good  are  these 
social  programs  if  we  were  wrong  on 
this,  on  our  estimate  as  to  the  extent 
of  the  capability  of  these  countries  to 
reach  the  United  States? 

I  see  this  as  a  very  difficult  time  for 
us.  It  is  difficult  because  it  is  very  dif- 
ficult for  us  to  convey  to  the  American 
people  the  truth,  and  the  truth  is,  we 
have  threats  from  many,  many  nations 
now.  It  is  something  that  we  should 
have  as  our  single  highest  priority  in 
this  body,  and  that  is  to  protect  the 
lives  of  Americans.  That  is  what  we  are 
attempting  to  do. 

I  said  this  morning  I  am  supporting 
this  bill.  I  think  we  got  the  very  most 
we  could  out  of  a  defense  authorization 
bill.  It  is  still  not  adequate.  We  should 
be  moving  forward  in  a  more  rapid  pace 
to  put  ourselves  in  a  position  to  spend 
this  other  10  percent  of  the  investment 
we  have  already  spent  and  give  our- 
selves some  type  of  defense  for  a  mis- 
sile that  comes  over,  outside  the  at- 
mosphere, to  the  United  States.  The 
technology  is  there.  We  saw  it  during 
the  Persian  Gulf  war.  We  know  you  can 
knock  down  missiles  with  missiles. 
This  is  our  opportunity  to  go  forward 
with  this  program  in  a  very  minimum 
that  we  must  do  to  fulfill  our  obliga- 
tion to  the  American  people. 

Last,  let  us  look  at  this  in  terms  of  a 
nonpartisan  or  bipartisan  priority. 
Back  during  the  years  that  John  Ken- 
nedy was  President  of  the  United 
States,  regarding  our  budget  to  run  the 
entire  Government  of  the  United 
States,  60  percent  of  that  was  on  de- 
fense, 17  percent  on  human  services. 
Today,  approximately  17  percent  is  on 
defense  and  60  percent  on  human  serv- 
ices. I  think  we  have  this  completely 
turned  around.  This  is  our  opportunity 
to  try  to  get  back  on  track  to  making 
America  strong  again,  defending  our- 
selves against  a  very  serious  threat. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 
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Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  4049 

(Purpose:  To  authorize  underground  nuclear 
testing  under  limited  conditions.) 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  have  an 
amendment  I  would  like  to  send  to  the 
desk.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  we  lay 
aside  the  pending  amendment,  and  I 
send  an  amendment  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Kyl],  for 
himself  and  Mr.  R£ID.  proposes  an  amend- 
ment numbered  4049. 

Mr.  KYLi.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  subtitle  F  of  title  X  add  the 
following: 

SEC.    .  UNDERGROUND  NUCLEAR  TESTING  CON- 
STRAINTS. 

(a)  ACTHORmr.— Subject  to  subsection  (b), 
effective  on  October  1.  1996.  the  United 
States  may  conduct  tests  of  nuclear  weapons 
involving  underground  nuclear  detonations 
in  a  fiscal  year  If— 

(1)  the  Senate  has  not  provided  advice  and 
consent  to  the  ratification  of  a  multilateral 
comprehensive  nuclear  test  ban  treaty; 

(2)  the  President  has  submitted  under  sub- 
section (b)  an  annual  rejmrt  covering  that 
fiscal  year  (as  the  first  of  the  fiscal  years 
covered  by  that  report); 

(3)  90  days  have  elapsed  after  the  submittal 
of  that  report;  and 

(4)  Congress  has  not  agreed  to  a  Joint  reso- 
lution described  in  subsection  (d)  within  that 
90-day  period. 

(b)  Report.— Not  later  than  March  1  of 
each  year,  the  President  shall  submit  to  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  and  on  Ap- 
propriations of  the  Senate  and  the  Commit- 
tees on  National  Security  and  on  Appropria- 
tions of  the  House  of  Representatives.  In 
classified  and  unclassified  forms,  a  report 
containing  the  following  matters: 

(1)  The  status  on  achieving  a  multilateral 
comprehensive  nuclear  test  ban  treaty,  un- 
less the  Senate  has  already  provided  its  ad- 
vice and  consent  to  the  ratification  of  such  a 
treaty. 

(2)  An  assessment  of  the  then  current  and 
projected  safety  and  reliability  of  each  type 
of  nuclear  warhead  that  Is  to  be  maintained 
in  the  active  and  Inactive  nuclear  stockpiles 
of  the  United  States  during  the  four  succes- 
sive fiscal  years  following  the  fiscal  year  in 
which  the  report  is  submitted. 

(3)  A  description  of  the  number  and  tjrpes 
of  nuclear  warheads  that  are  to  be  removed 
from  the  active  and  inactive  stockpiles  dur- 
ing those  four  fiscal  years,  together  with  a 
discussion  of  the  dismantlement  of  nuclear 
weapons  that  is  planned  or  projected  to  be 
carried  out  during  such  fiscal  years. 


(4)  A  description  of  the  number  and  type  of 
tests  Involving  underground  nuclear  detona- 
tions that  are  planned  to  be  carried  out  dur- 
ing those  four  fiscal  years,  if  any,  and  a  dis- 
cussion of  the  justifications  for  such  tests. 

(c)  Testing  by  Unfted  Kingdom.— Subject 
to  the  same  conditions  as  are  set  forth  in 
paragraphs  (1)  through  (4)  of  subsection  (a) 
for  testing  by  the  United  States,  the  Presi- 
dent may  authorize  the  United  Kingdom  to 
conduct  in  the  United  States  one  or  more 
tests  of  a  nuclear  weapon  within  a  period 
covered  by  an  annual  report  if  the  President 
determines  that  is  in  the  national  interest  of 
the  United  States  to  do  so. 

(d)  JOINT  Resolution  of  Dis.^pproval.— 
For  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a)(4).  "joint 
resolution"  means  only  a  joint  resolution  in- 
troduced after  the  date  on  which  the  com- 
mittees referred  to  in  subsection  (b)  receive 
the  report  requfred  by  that  subsection  the 
matter  after  the  resolving  clause  of  which  is 
as  follows:  "Congress  disapproves  the  report 
of  the  President  on  nuclear  weapons  testing, 

transmitted    on   pursuant   to 

section  of  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1997."  (the 
first  blank  being  filled  in  with  the  date  of 
the  report). 

(e)  Implementation  of  Test  Ban  trea- 
TY.—U,  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate  to  ratification  of  a  comprehensive 
nuclear  test  ban  treaty,  the  United  States 
enters  into  such  a  treaty,  the  United  States 
may  not  conduct  tests  of  nuclear  weapons  in- 
volving underground  nuclear  detonations 
that  exceed  yield  limits  Imposed  by  the  trea- 
ty unless  the  President,  In  consultation  with 
Congress,  withdraws  the  United  States  from 
the  treaty  in  the  supreme  national  interest. 

(f)  Report  of  Slterseded  Law.— Section 
507  of  Public  Law  102-377  (106  Stat.  1343;  42 
U.S.C.  2121  note)  is  repealed. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  will  de- 
scribe this  very  briefly.  It  is  actually  a 
simple  amendment.  I  will  only  discuss 
it  here  for  about  3  or  4  minutes,  then 
we  can  have  further  discussion  tomor- 
row when  there  are  more  Members 
present,  when  they  desire  to  do  so. 

This  is  an  amendment  dealing  with 
nuclear  testing,  and  the  effect  of  it  is 
to  simply  extend  the  time  for  the 
President  to  decide  to  test  a  nuclear 
weapon  to  the  point  that  the  United 
States  ratifies  a  comprehensive  test 
ban  treaty  and  it  goes  into  effect. 

Today,  the  law  is,  as  of  September  30, 
the  President  could  not  order  a  nuclear 
test  unless  another  country  were  to 
test  a  weapon. 

What  this  amendment  would  do  is  to 
allow  the  President  to  order  a  test  for 
safety  and  reliability  purposes;  in 
other  words,  not  dependent  upon 
whether  another  country  happened  to 
engage  in  testing,  and  that  right  would 
exist  until  such  time  as  this  country 
ratified  and  a  CTBT  went  into  effect. 
This  chart  describes  very  simply  what 
we  are  doing. 

The  current  law  is  that  as  of  Septem- 
ber 30  of  this  year,  the  President's  abil- 
ity to  order  a  test  would  no  longer 
exist,  unless  another  country  engaged 
in  a  test.  And  then  once  a  CTBT  is  en- 
tered into  force,  there  is  no  test  except 
for  extreme  national  emergency. 

What  our  amendment  would  do  is  to 
continue   the   status   quo   until   such 


time  as  there  Is  a  CTBT,  and  the  ra- 
tionale is  very  simple.  The  fact  that 
another  country  tests  does  not  nec- 
essarily mean  that  the  United  States 
should  test.  Our  ally  France  has  con- 
ducted nuclear  tests.  China  has  con- 
ducted nuclear  tests  and  plans  to  con- 
duct some  more.  And  in  neither  of 
those  events  is  it  necessarily  the  case 
that  as  a  result  the  United  States 
should  test. 

We  have  no  reason  to  test  just  be- 
cause some  other  country  does.  But 
there  is  always  the  possibility  that  the 
President  would  want  to  order  a  test  in 
order  to  assure  stockpile  safety  and  re- 
liability. If  we  had  some  reason  to  be- 
lieve, for  example,  that  one  of  our 
weapons  was  no  longer  safe  and  we 
wanted  to  test  that  it  was  safe  or  to 
find  out  why  it  was  not  safe,  in  that 
event,  today  the  President  has  such  a 
right  to  order  such  a  test,  and  he  would 
continue  to  have  that  right  until  such 
time  as  the  CTBT  is  adopted. 

That  is  it.  That  is  as  simple  as  the 
amendment  is. 

I  further  state,  the  Congress  would 
have  the  right  under  this  amendment 
to  ratify  the  President's  decision  or  to 
reject  it,  based  upon  reports  that  the 
President  would  continue  to  send  to  us. 
Today,  the  President  is  required  to 
send  us  a  report,  and  we  would  con- 
tinue to  require  that  report  be  sent  to 
us  on  the  status  of  the  stockpile  and 
whether  any  testing  is  required. 

Under  this  amendment,  if  the  Presi- 
dent said  he  wanted  to  conduct  a  test, 
the  Congress  would  have  the  ability  to 
tell  him  he  could  not  do  so.  This  is  not 
something  that  we  are  suggesting  that 
the  President  do  or  suggesting  that  he 
would  do  it.  It  is  simply  a  safety  valve, 
if  you  will,  in  the  event  of  some  unto- 
ward event  with  our  stockpile  that  the 
President  should  conclude  that  a  test 
is  necessary  that  he  would  have  the 
ability  to  do  that. 

It  does  not  affect  the  CTBT  negotia- 
tions in  any  way.  As  I  said,  our  amend- 
ment simply  goes  up  to  the  time  that  a 
CTBT  is  entered  into.  It  is  that  simple. 
Mr.  President. 

If  Members  wish  to  further  discuss  it 
tomorrow,  I  will  be  happy  to  try  to  an- 
swer any  questions  about  it  or  discuss 
it.  I  cannot  imagine  it  would  be  par- 
ticularly controversial. 

Mr.  President,  if  there  is  no  one  seek- 
ing to  speak,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legrislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  further 
proceedings  under  the  quorum  call  be 
dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  is  recognized. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  the 
subject  matter  of  this  amendment  will 
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probably  be  quite  contentious.  I  hope 
not.  I  hope  that  other  Members  will  see 
that  the  amendment  does  not  advocate 
opposition  to  concluding  a  comprehen- 
sive test  ban  and  that  it  does  not  pro- 
mote testing.  With  that  in  mind,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  distingmshed  Senator  from  Ari- 
zona. 

As  I  understand  the  amendment,  it 
would  authorize  the  President  to  con- 
duct underground  nuclear  weapons 
tests  after  October  1,  1996,  if  a  com- 
prehensive test  ban  treaty  has  not  been 
ratified  by  the  United  States.  In  order 
to  conduct  an  underground  nuclear 
test,  the  President  would  have  to  sub- 
mit a  report  to  Congress  detailing  jus- 
tification for  the  test.  In  order  to  stop 
the  test  from  being  conducted,  the  Con- 
gress would  have  to  i>ass  a  joint  resolu- 
tion within  90  days. 

During  the  debate  on  the  Exon-Hat- 
field  legislation  which  prohibits  nu- 
clear testing,  I  voiced  my  concerns  for 
the  safety  and  reliability  of  the  nuclear 
stockpile  without  the  ability  to  test. 
So  long  as  our  defense  relies  on  nuclear 
weapons,  we  must  ensure  the  safety 
and  reliability  of  the  stockpile.  That 
requires  the  authority  to  conduct  un- 
derground nuclear  tests.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  adopt  the  amendment. 

Mr.  KYL  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf  of 
the  leader.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  there  now  be  a  period  for  the 
transaction  of  morning  business  with 
Senators  permitted  to  speak  for  up  to  5 
minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


REPORT  OF  SENATE  DELEGATION 
VISIT  TO  BOSNIA 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  during 
the  April  recess,  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Hatc^h],  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  [Mr.  Reid],  and  I  traveled  to 
Bosnia  and  other  countries  of  the 
former  Yugoslavia  as  well  as  Albania 
and  Hungary  to  monitor  developments 
related  to  implementation  of  the  Day- 
ton peace  accord  and  to  visit  United 
States  troops  stationed  in  Bosnia  and 
the  surrounding  area.  We  have  pre- 
pared a  report  of  our  trip  and  submit  it 
for  our  colleagues'  and  the  public's 
consideration.  It  should  be  noted  that 
the  situation  in  Bosnia  is  constantly 
evolving  and  that  the  report  reflects 
our  findings  based  on  developments 
through  the  period  of  our  visit,  which 
ended  on  April  12,  1996.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  full  report  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  report 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 


report  of  Senate  Delegation  Visrr  to 
Bosnia,  April  3-12, 1996 

introduction 
A  delegation  from  the  United  States  Sen- 
ate, consisting  of  Democratic  Leader  Tom 
Daschle  (D-SD).  Senator  Orrln  G.  Hatch  (R- 
UT),  and  Senator  Harry  Reid  (D-NV),  met 
with  leading  officials  in  Bosnia  and  the  other 
countries  of  the  former  Yugoslavia — Croatia, 
the  Former  Yugoslav  Republic  of  Macedonia 
(FYROM).  Serbia,  Slovenia— as  well  as  Alba- 
nia and  Hungary  from  April  3  to  April  12. 
1996.  The  delegation  was  authorized  by  the 
joint  leadership  of  the  Senate  to  explore  out- 
standing issues  related  to  Implementation  of 
the  Dayton  Peace  Accord  formally  signed  on 
December  14,  1995,  by  President  Alija 
Izetbegovlc  of  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina. 
President  Slobodan  Milosevic  of  Serbia  and 
Montenegro,  and  President  Franjo  Tudjman 
of  Croatia  in  Dayton,  OH. 

The  accord  is  based  upon  the  tenet  that 
Bosnia  will  remain  a  single  state  within  its 
internationally  recognized  borders,  but  that 
the  state  will  be  comprised  of  two  entities— 
the  Bosnian  Muslim-Croat  Federation  and 
the  Republlka  Srpska- with  substantial  au- 
thority. In  an  effort  to  create  the  conditions 
for  peace  In  Bosnia,  the  Dayton  agreement 
provides  for  a  peace  Implementation  force 
(IFOR)  under  NATO  command  and  calls  for 
civilian  implementation  through  elections 
and  economic  reconstruction. 

In  the  period  between  the  signing  of  the  ac- 
cord and  the  delegation's  departure,  the 
ceasefire  had  held,  elections  were  being 
scheduled,  and  problems  related  to  imple- 
mentation of  the  civilian  aspects  of  the 
peace  agreement  were  reported. 

On  the  day  the  delegation  left  for  the  re- 
gion, Americans  received  the  tragic  news 
that  the  plane  carrying  Commerce  Secretary 
Ron  Brown,  32  other  Americans,  and  two 
Croatians  had  crashed  near  Dubrovnlk.  (Cro- 
atia. Secretary  Brown  had  been  traveling  in 
and  around  Bosnia  with  U.S.  business  leaders 
and  Commerce  Department  officials  as  part 
of  the  American  effort  to  help  build  demo- 
cratic and  economic  Institutions  in  the  re- 
gion so  that  a  lasting  peace  might  take  hold 
In  the  Balkans.  After  making  schedule  ad- 
justments, the  delegation  chose  to  go  for- 
ward with  its  planned  visit  to  the  region  to 
honor  Ron  Brown's  vision  and  to  send  a  clear 
signal  to  those  struggling  for  peace  in  Bosnia 
that  the  United  States  remains  committed 
to  that  mission. 

ToM  Daschle. 

Orrin  G.  Hatch. 

Harry  Reid. 

SUMBitARX. 

Senators  Daschle.  Hatch,  and  Reid  met 
with  leading  officials  in  Bosnia.  Croatia,  the 
former  Yugoslav  Republic  of  Macedonia.  Ser- 
bia, Slovenia,  Albania,  and  Hungary.  In  each 
country,  the  delegation  gathered  perspec- 
tives on:  (1)  military  implementation  of  the 
Dayton  Peace  Accord;  (2)  civilian  implemen- 
tation of  the  Dayton  Peace  Accord;  (3)  that 
country's  progress  toward  democratization; 
and  (4)  that  country's  progress  toward  pri- 
vatization and  development  of  a  market 
economy.  In  Bosnia,  the  FYROM.  and  Hun- 
gary, the  delegation  visited  U.S.  military  in- 
stallations and  met  with  troops  stationed  in 
the  region. 

While  perspectives  on  progress  toward 
peace  in  Bosnia  and  the  Balkans  varied  from 
country  to  country,  the  delegation  found 
there  was  general  consensus  around  two 
basic  points:  first,  that  NATO's  Implementa- 
tion Force  (IFOR),  led  by  the  United  States, 
has  been  an  unouallfied  success  in  terms  of 


stopping  the  war  in  Bosnia;  and.  second. 
that,  while  moving  forward.  Implementation 
of  the  civilian  and  economic  asi>ects  of  the 
Dayton  accord  has  met  with  significant 
delay  and  difficulty. 

U.S.  military  and  diplomatic  leadership 
were  credited  by  virtually  everyone  in  the 
region  for  progress  that  has  been  made  In 
Bosnia.  Still,  concerns  persist  about  the 
prospects  for  full  Implementation  of  the 
Dayton  accord  within  the  timeframes  laid 
out  in  the  plan.  Officials  stressed  that  key  to 
successful  implementation  will  be  the  efforts 
of  Serbian  and  Croatian  leaders  to  gamer  the 
commitment  of  Serbs  and  Croats  within  Bos- 
nia to  the  borders  agreed  to  in  the  Dayton 
accord  as  well  as  human  rights  for  all  ethnic 
groups  within  those  borders. 

Morale  among  U.S.  troops  appeared  to  be 
high,  despite  the  fact  that  they  are  living 
3Lnd  working  under  extremely  difficult  condi- 
tions. The  servicemen  and  women  with 
whom  the  delegation  spoke  understood  and 
believed  in  the  Importance  of  their  mission. 
They  also  spoke  highly  of  the  cooperative 
spirit  that  has  exemplified  their  relationship 
with  forces  from  Russia,  Britain.  France,  and 
the  other  countries  represented  in  IFOR. 

The  delegation's  goals  were  to  promote, 
and  assess  progress  with  respect  to.  full  im- 
plementation of  the  Dayton  Peace  Accord;  to 
express  support  for  U.S.  troops  participating 
in  the  NATO  and  UN  peacekeeping  efforts;  to 
promote  democracy,  economic  growth,  and 
respect  for  human  rights  in  the  region;  and 
to  reflect  the  United  States'  commitment  to 
those  working  for  a  lasting  peace  in  Bosnia. 
findings 

The  delegation  returned  to  the  United 
States  confident  that  U.S.  military  and  dip- 
lomatic leadership  has  been  the  driving  force 
behind  the  current  peace  in  Bosnia — that  the 
peace  could  not  have  been  accomplished,  and 
probably  cannot  be  sustained,  without  our 
efforts.  The  delegation  returned  convinced  of 
the  value  of  that  mission,  for.  as  fragile  as 
the  peace  in  Bosnia  may  be,  the  promise  of 
peace,  freedom  and  democracy  for  all  the 
people  of  the  former  Yugoslavia— *nd  the  re- 
gional stability  that  would  follow  from  that 
achievement— justify  their  pursuit. 

Several  major  findings — some  of  them  con- 
firmations of  past  ones — resulted  from  this 
visit. 

NATO  military  action.  U.S.  diplomacy,  and 
military  Implementation  supporting  that  di- 
plomacy stopped  the  war  in  Bosnia  and  have 
been  the  primary  deterrents  to  resumption 
of  the  waur. 

U.S.  military  and  foreign  service  personnel 
serve  as  models  for  the  rest  of  the  world; 
their  professionalism  under  extraordinary 
circumstances  should  make  every  American 
proud. 

Landmines  pose  a  serious  threat  to  U.S. 
and  other  peacekeeing  forces  as  well  as  the 
civilian  population  in  Bosnia.  The  United 
States  should  actively  seek  an  international 
ban  on  the  use  of  anti-personnel  landmines. 

Regarding  the  military  aspect  of  the  Day- 
ton Peace  Accord.  IFOR  has  successfully  car- 
ried out  Its  mandate  thus  far. 

Conditions  for  free  and  fair  elections  in 
Bosnia  have  not  yet  been  established.  Nu- 
merous concerns  were  heard  regarding  the 
willingness  of  the  dominant  parties  in  the 
th]*ee  regions  to  allow  free  elections. 

People  throughout  the  Balkan  region  are 
concerned  about  the  timing  of  IFOR's  depar- 
ture in  light  of  problems  related  to  imple- 
mentation of  the  civilian  aspects  of  the  Day- 
ton accord  and  economic  reconstruction. 

While  these  concerns  should  be  taken  seri- 
ously, the  ultimate  success  or  failure  of  the 
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Dajrton  accord — and  the  chance  for  sustained 
peace  in  the  region— will,  depend  on  the  polit- 
ical will  of  its  signatories. 

The  United  States  must  continue  to  pres- 
sure those  sigmatories  to  commit  themselves 
fully  to  that  effort. 

HUNGARY 

The  delegation  began  its  investigations  in 
Hungary,  host  to  7000  American  troops  at 
three  U.S.  military  installations.  Including 
Taszar  Airbase.  the  primary  logistics  center 
and  staging  area  for  U.S.  troops  deployed  in 
Bosnia.  In  meetings  with  the  Deputy  Foreign 
Minister,  American  troops  at  Taszar.  busi- 
ness leaders  in  Budapest,  and  U.S.  Embassy 
officials,  the  delegation  explored  issues  re- 
lated to  implementation  of  the  Dayton  Peace 
Accord,  Hungary's  role  in  supporting  the 
military  aspects  of  the  auicord,  NATO  expan- 
sion, and  Hungary's  progress  toward  fulfill- 
ment of  the  country's  political  and  economic 
goals. 

Deputy  Foreign  Minister  Istvan  Szent- 
Ivanyi  told  the  delegation  that,  while  imple- 
mentation of  the  military  aspects  of  the 
Dayton  Peace  Accord  was  proceeding  in  the 
right  direction,  he  remained  concerned  about 
implementation  of  the  political  aspects  of 
the  accord.  He  expressed  the  view  that  the 
American  and  European  military  presence  in 
Bosnia  has  been  essential  to  the  restoration 
of  peace  in  the  region  and  that  continued 
U.S.  support  of  the  peace  effort  will  be  essen- 
tial to  maintenance  of  that  peace  and  the 
safe  resettlement  of  war  refugees,  including 
ethnic  Hungarians.  He  reported  that  Hun- 
gary is  fully  cooperating  with  the  War 
Crimes  Tribunal's  efforts  to  Identify,  locate, 
and  prosecute  perpetrators  of  war  crimes  in 
Bosnia. 

Szcnt-Ivanyl  also  stressed  Hungary's  desire 
to  be  Included  in  the  Qrst  round  of  can- 
didates for  NATO  expansion  and  called  for  a 
"normal  integration  process."  He  also  dis- 
cussed with  the  delegation  the  upcoming  of- 
ficial opening  of  the  International  Law  En- 
forcement Academy  In  Budapest  to  combat 
organized  crime. 

During  a  visit  to  the  T"  -•d  States'  Inter- 
mediate Staging  Base  ^SEa^,  Hungary, 
the  delegation  was  brie  the  massive  ef- 
fort to  deploy  U.S.  force  .dosnia.  Seventy- 
flve  to  80  percent  of  tnc  18,000  U.S.  troops 
stationed  in  Bosnia  have  entered  the  country 
through  the  staging  area  in  Taszar  since  the 
deployment  began  last  December. 

Major  General  Walter  H.  Yates,  Jr.,  Dep- 
uty Commanding  General,  V  Corps,  United 
States  Army,  Europe,  advised  the  delegation 
that  the  size  and  configuration  of  the  U.S. 
deployment  In  Bosnia  would  be  assessed 
again  In  early  summer  and  that  any  minor 
adjustments  that  might  be  needed  would  be 
made  at  that  time.  He  also  reported  that, 
from  a  military  perspective,  all  sides  have 
been  in  general  compliance  with  the  Dasrton 
Peace  Accord.  He  concluded  that  the  great- 
est challenge  facing  the  multinational  force 
in  Bosnia  is  the  existence  of  3  to  8  million 
landmines  in  that  country.  He  added  that 
U.S.  forces  are  encouraging,  training,  and 
monitoring  the  work  of  various  factions  to 
deactivate  the  mines.  Finally,  the  group  was 
told  that  the  Hungarian  government  has 
been  especially  helpful  to  U.S.  military  ef- 
forts and  that  U.S.  personnel  at  Taszar  is 
seeking  to  further  Its  cooperation  with  Hun- 
gary and  the  local  community  at  the  mili- 
tary, political,  and  civic  levels. 

Senator  Daschle  addressed  the  troops  in 
attendance  at  the  briefing,  thanking  them 
for  their  role  in  the  mission  and  expressing 
the  support  of  the  Senate.  He  and  the  entire 
delegation  also  had  a  chance  to  visit  with  in- 
dividual servlcemembers. 


SERBIA  AND  MONTENEGRO 

In  Belgrade,  the  delegation  met  with  Presi- 
dent Slobodan  Milosevic,  opposition  leaders, 
union  leaders,  members  of  the  independent 
press,  and  U.S.  Embassy  officials.  Discus- 
sions focused  on  Serbia's  compliance  with 
the  Dayton  agreement,  cooperation  with  the 
War  Crimes  Tribunal,  relations  with  other 
republics  of  the  former  Yugoslavia,  move- 
ment toward  democratization  and  privatiza- 
tion, the  situation  In  Eastern  Slavonla,  re- 
settlement of  the  Krajina  Serbs,  and 
progress  toward  a  peaceful  solution  to  the 
disputes  between  the  government  and  ethnic 
Albanians  in  Kosovo. 

In  its  meeting  with  President  Slobodan 
Milosevic,  the  delegation  reiterated  and  ex- 
pressed strong  support  for  U.S.  policy  con- 
cerning normalization  of  relations  with  Ser- 
bia—that the  "outer  wall"  of  UN  sanctions 
will  remain  in  place  until  the  Dayton  agree- 
ment is  fully  and  successfully  implemented, 
Serbia  has  fully  cooperated  with  the  War 
Crimes  Tribunal's  effort  to  arrest  and  pros- 
ecute war  criminals,  and  there  is  significant 
progress  in  Kosovo.  The  delegation  also 
pressed  Milosevic  on  the  need  for  progress 
toward  the  development  of  democratic  insti- 
tutions, including  a  free  and  independent 
media.  The  delegation  stressed  the  impor- 
tance of  normalization  of  Serbian-FYROM 
relations. 

Milosevic  characterized  developments 
since  the  signing  of  the  Dayton  accord  as 
"pretty  positive,"  concluding  that  the  mili- 
tary aspects  of  the  agreement  have  been  "ab- 
solutely successful"  and  that  civilian  imple- 
mentation of  the  agreement  has  slowed 
somewhat.  Although  he  said  he  questions  the 
objectivity  of  the  War  Crimes  Tribunal, 
Milosevic  stated  that  Serbia  has  cooperated 
with  the  Tribunal  and  "will  not  protect  war 
criminals."  While  acknowledging  that  re- 
spect for  human  rights  is  a  "global  issue,"  he 
called  the  situation  in  Kosovo  "an  internal 
matter."  Milosevic  suggested  that  the  inde- 
pendent press  in  Serbia  is  thriving  and  that 
Serbian-FYROM  relations  would  be  normal- 
ized in  the  near  future. 

BOSNIA 

Sarajevo 

The  flight  over  Bosnia  and  Into  Sarajevo 
gave  the  delegation  its  first  sense  of  the 
magnitude  of  the  devastation  in  that  coun- 
try, and  the  drives  from  the  Sarajevo  airport 
through  the  city  and  through  the  Sarajevo 
suburbs  revealed  the  reality  of  "ethnic 
cleansing"  in  a  way  that  news  reports  can 
only  suggest.  Burned  and  bombed  buildings 
lined  the  main  street  running  through  Sara- 
jevo. The  delegation's  visit  to  the  ruins  of 
the  Sarajevo  library,  which  was  known  as 
one  of  the  most  miagnlficent  buildings  in  the 
country  was  graphic  evidence  of  the  war's 
devastating  Impact  on  Bosnia.  Some  have 
proposed  to  leave  the  library  as  It  currently 
stands— if  it  can  be  stabilized  structurally— 
and  turn  it  into  a  war  memorial. 

Make-shift  cemeteries  In  what  were  for- 
merly soccer  fields  and  other  public  spaces 
served  as  sad  reminders  of  the  200,000 
Bosnians,  including  10,000  Sarajevans,  who 
died  in  the  4V4  year  war.  Still,  the  resump- 
tion of  activity  all  over  Sarajevo  served  as 
evidence  that  peace  is  both  hoped  for  and 
possible  if  all  sides  commit  themselves  to  it. 

At  the  U.S.  Embassy,  the  delegation  was 
briefed  by  Admiral  Lelghton  W.  Smith,  Jr., 
Commander  in  Chief,  IFOR  (Smith  also 
serves  as  Commander-in-Chief,  Allied  Forces 
Southern  Europe  and  Commander-in-Chief, 
U.S.  Naval  Forces),  and  by  Embassy  officials 
accompanied    by    various    U.S.    and    inter- 


national representatives  charged  with  imple- 
mentation of  various  aspects  of  the  Dayton 
accord.  The  delegation  also  met  with  Presi- 
dent Alija  Izetbegovic. 

Again,  the  delegation  heard  that  the  mili- 
tary aspects  of  the  Dayton  agreement  had 
been  very  successful,  but  that  civilian  imple- 
mentation of  the  agreement  has  proven  more 
complex.  Of  particular  concern  were  efforts 
to  ensure  the  Muslim-Croat  Federation  in 
Bosnia  remains  viable,  ensure  that  the  Bos- 
nian elections— at  the  municipality,  canton, 
entity,  and  republic  levels — are  free,  fair, 
and  in  full  compliance  with  the  Dayton 
guidelines,  and  ensure  the  safe  resettlement 
of  refugees  from  all  ethnic  groups  as  well  as 
general  freedom  of  movement. 

The  delegation  was  told  by  international 
representatives  at  the  Embassy  briefing  that 
Serb,  Croat,  and  Muslim  factions  within  Bos- 
nia all  have  been  accused  of  varying  degrees 
of  authorltarlaLnlsm  and  violations  of  human 
and  civil  rights  and  that  concerns  about  Ser- 
bian President  Milosevic's  and  Croatian 
President  Tudjman's  Interests  in  pursuing  a 
"Greater  Serbia"  and  a  "Greater  Croatia" 
persist.  Nevertheless,  most  analysts  reported 
that  Milosevic  and  Tudjman  appeared  to  be 
complying  with  the  Dayton  accord,  though 
limits  on  Serbian  cooperation  on  the  release 
of  prisoners  continues  to  pose  a  serious  chal- 
lenge, and  greater  cooperation  in  turning 
over  war  criminals  remains  wanting  from 
both  leaders.  Furthermore,  many  are  con- 
cerned that  Bosnian  Serb  Army  Commander 
Ratko  Mladic  and  Bosnian  Serb  President 
Radovan  Karadzic  are  still  in  control  of  the 
Bosnian  Serbs,  and  that  Tudjman  has  been 
reluctant  to  disassociate  himself  from  trou- 
bling actions  by  the  Bosnian  Croats.  It  is 
clear  that  close  monitoring  of  these  factors 
and  continued  pressure  on  all  sides  to  com- 
ply with  the  Accord,  Including  the  removal 
of  all  indicted  war  criminals  from  political 
power  and  their  submission  to  the  Hague, 
will  be  Important  to  the  long-term  viability 
of  the  Muslim-Croat  Federation  and  peace  in 
general. 

The  delegation  was  briefed  on  efforts  to 
build  the  civilian  police  and  criminal  justice 
systems  in  Bosnia.  The  Importance  of  having 
these  systems  In  working  order  by  the  time 
the  NATO  implementation  force  departs  was 
stressed. 

In  its  meeting  with  President  Izetbegovic, 
the  delegation  discussed  the  President 
Izetbegovic's  perspective  on  the  military  and 
civilian  implementation  of  the  Dayton  Peace 
Accord;  ways  to  strengthen  the  Muslim- 
Croat  Federation;  progress  toward  free  and 
fair  elections;  the  importance  of  freedom  of 
the  press;  and  efforts  to  ensure  that  borders 
In  the  Dayton  Accord,  as  well  as  the  human 
rights  of  all  ethnic  groups  within  those  bor- 
ders, are  respected.  The  senators  stressed  the 
importance  of  ensuring  that  all  Iranian  and 
other  foreign  forces  leave  Bosnia.  The  dele- 
gation congratulated  Izetbegovic  for  his  ef- 
forts to  release  prisoners  under  Muslim  con- 
trol and  reiterated  the  United  States'  com- 
mitment to  a  lasting  peace  and  a  multieth- 
nic Bosnia. 

Tuzla  Airbase 

After  an  aerial  tour  of  the  devastation  of 
countless  Bosnian  villages,  the  deleg:ation 
was  briefed  by  U.S.  military  personnel,  led 
by  Major  General  William  L.  Nash.  Com- 
manding General.  First  Armored  Division. 
Operation  Joint  Endeavor,  and  Colonel  John 
R.  S.  Batiste,  Commander,  Second  Brigade, 
First  Armored  Division,  Operation  Joint  En- 
deavor. They  described  a  combat  team  even- 
ly distributed  between  the  Republlka  Srpska 
and     the  '  Muslim-Croat     Federation     and 
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stressed  the  importance  of  operating  within 
both  entities  in  an  even-handed.  Impartial 
way  and  always  reflecting  the  competence 
and  discipline  that  have  given  NATO  the  le- 
gitimacy to  make  this  operation  a  success. 
Batiste  stated  that  IFOR  operates  on  the 
premise  that  any  violation  of  the  peace  ac- 
cord demands  an  appropriate  response. 

Colonel  Batiste  reported  that  contact  be- 
tween the  Muslim,  Croat,  and  Serb  factions 
in  Bosnia  has  become  less  confrontational 
over  time,  but  that  civilian  freedom  of  move- 
ment has  been  restricted  by  all  factions  and 
that  this  is  a  key  area  of  concern.  He  stated 
that  exemplary  U.S.-RussIan  troop  coopera- 
tion has  led  to  combined  patrols  and  that  the 
U.S.  military's  relationships  with  both 
NATO  and  non-NATO  countries  involved  In 
the  mission  has  been  excellent. 

Reiterating  what  the  delegation  had  heard 
in  Hungary,  Colonel  Batiste  reported  that 
one  of  the  greatest  challenges  facing  IFOR  is 
the  threat  posed  by  remaining  landmines.  He 
said  there  had  been  good  cooperation  In 
clearing  the  minefields  for  which  there  are 
records  but  that  only  30  to  40  percent  of  the 
mines  are  Included  In  that  category.  He  re- 
ported that,  on  the  previous  day.  68  mines  in 
the  area  had  been  cleared  through  the  Mine 
Action  Center  in  Tuzla.  Only  minutes  after 
the  delegation  was  given  that  Information. 
Colonel  Batiste's  briefing  was  Interrupted  by 
a  reix>rt  that  a  Russian  soldier  had  just  lost 
his  foot  in  a  mine  explosion. 

Colonel  Batiste  stressed  the  Importance  of 
the  effort  to  ensure  that  the  political  and  ci- 
vilian aspects  of  the  Dayton  accord  are  fully 
Implemented  and  to  keep  the  economic  re- 
construction effort  on  track.  He  discussed 
the  difficulties  related  to  the  election  proc- 
ess, since  many,  particularly  Serbs,  are  unin- 
formed about  where  they  must  vote  (under 
the  Dayton  agreement,  all  Bosnians'  voting 
eligibility  Is  based  on  where  they  lived  in  the 
spring  of  1990  before  the  war  began).  The  eco- 
nomic Impact  of  Serb,  Muslim,  and  Croat 
army  downsizing  was  also  discussed,  as  were 
the  ongoing  effort  at  arms  control  within 
Bosnia  and  the  Importance  of  the  develop- 
ment of  a  professional,  civilian  police  force. 

The  delegation  was  briefed  on  the  medical 
facilities  serving  U.S.  forces  (every 
lodgement  has  a  medic  and  a  surgeon)  and 
advised  that  environmental  data  collection 
that  might  be  needed  In  any  follow-up  health 
Investigations  has  been  vigorous. 

Senators  Daschle.  Hatch,  and  Reld  ad- 
dressed the  servicemen  and  women  at  the 
briefing,  acknowledging  their  personal  sac- 
rifices and  praising  and  thanking  them  for 
the  professionalism  with  which  they  are  car- 
rying out  their  mission.  Members  of  the  dele- 
gation also  had  an  opportunity  to  share  a 
lunch  of  soup  and  MREs  (meals  ready  to  eat) 
with  personnel  from  their  respective  states. 

ALBANIA 

The  delegation's  visit  to  Albania  was 
marked  by  visual  impressions  as  much  as 
verbal  reports.  As  soon  as  the  plane  made  its 
descent,  the  American  mental  Image  of  one 
of  the  world's  most  closed  societies  was  over- 
shadowed by  the  reality  of  a  green,  moun- 
tainous countryside  and  a  capital  filled  with 
activity.  Reminders  of  Albania's  past.  In- 
cluding 600.000  to  750,000  seven-ton  concrete- 
and-steel  bunkers  built  to  respond  to  the 
perceived  threat  of  simultaneous  attacks 
from  NATO  and  the  Warsaw  Pact,  remain, 
but  the  future  Is  clearly  Albania's  focus. 

In  Tirana,  in  addition  to  sessions  with  the 
President  and  opposition  leaders,  the  delega- 
tion met  with  U.S.  Embassy  officials  joined 
by  representatives  of  the  U.S.  Information 
Agency  and  the  U.S.  Peace  Corps  mission  in 


Albania.  They  were  briefed  on  the  repression 
suffered  by  the  Albanians  for  40  years  at  the 
hands  of  dictator  Enver  Hoxha.  It  is  esti- 
mated that  25  to  30  percent  of  Albanian  fami- 
lies experienced  that  repression— imprison- 
ment, exile,  torture,  or  execution— firsthand. 
Albania  had  been  a  bankrupted  economy 
that  for  decades  had  outlawed  private  owner- 
ship of  cars,  monitored  the  direction  of  peo- 
ple's television  antennas,  and  declared  itself 
atheist,  turning  Its  largest  Catholic  cathe- 
dral into  a  basketball  court  to  prove  it.  In 
April  1992,  Albania  elected  a  new  president 
and  was  on  Its  way  to  filling  Its  streets  with 
cars  and  every  other  form  of  transportation, 
tuning  in  to  "CJNN  International,"  erecting 
coffeehouses  on  every  city  curb,  privatizing 
its  economy,  and  reducing  Inflation  from  400 
percent  to  single  digits. 

Certainly  Albania  faces  serious  challenges. 
According  to  the  briefing  team,  reports  of 
discrimination  against  the  ethnic  Greek  mi- 
nority continue;  criminal  justice  and  judi- 
cial reforms  are  needed:  the  state  controls 
Albania's  electronic  media;  the  civilian  po- 
lice force  Is  ill-trained;  opposition  parties 
complain  the  coimtry's  "Lustration"  law, 
which  bars  certain  former  communist  offi- 
cials and  others  from  seeking  political  office 
until  2002.  Is  too  broad;  the  military  is  se- 
verely underfunded;  and  the  country's  econ- 
omy and  Infrastructure  have  a  long  way  to 
go.  Still,  they  report  that  Albania  has  made 
significant  progress  toward  the  establish- 
ment of  democracy. 

In  a  meeting  with  the  delegation,  Albanian 
President  Sail  Berisha  reported  that  his  ad- 
ministration has  focused  on  efforts  to  pro- 
mote fast  growth,  make  possible  Integration 
into  NATO  and  the  European  Union,  and  im- 
prove educational  opportunities  within  the 
country.  He  thanked  the  delegation  for  U.S. 
support  for  progress  In  Albania  and  reported 
that  U.S.-Albanlsm  military  cooperation  has 
been  especially  good.  He  also  expressed 
thanks  for  U.S.A-LD.'s  reforestation  pro- 
gram in  Albania,  adding  that  the  construc- 
tion of  the  ubiquitous  bunkers  had  caused  se- 
rious damage  to  Albania's  forests. 

President  Berisha  added  his  voice  to  those 
who  rate  the  military  Implementation  of  the 
Dayton  accord  as  successful  and  the  political 
progress  slow.  He  also  provided  an  Albanian 
perspective  on  the  situation  in  Kosova,  say- 
ing that  Albania  wants  a  peaceful  solution 
with  Serbia.  He  defended  Albania's 
Lustration  law,  arguing  that  Albania  faced  a 
true  "cultural  genocide"  at  the  hands  of  its 
former  rulers  and  that  those  barred  from  po- 
litical candidacy  may  appeal  that  ruling  If 
they  can  show  that  documents  Unking  them 
to  abuses  have  been  falsified.  He  addressed 
concerns  about  state-controlled  media  out- 
lets by  saying  that  private  entities  are  form- 
ing and  that  state-controlled  outlets  will  be 
privatized  as  Independent  outlets  develop. 

President  Berisha  expressed  optimism 
about  Greek-Albanian  relations  and  dis- 
cussed the  process  In  place  for  Albania's  up- 
coming elections.  He  concluded  by  saying 
that  Albania's  greatest  challenges  are  to 
maintain  the  country's  fast  economic  growth 
and  continue  to  build  its  democratic  Institu- 
tions. 

FORMER  YUGOSLAV  REPUBUC  OF  MACEDONIA 
(FYROM) 

The  former  Yugoslav  Republic  of  Macedo- 
nia Is  the  only  former  republic  to  make  a 
completely  peaceful  transition  to  Independ- 
ence, and,  in  virtually  every  discussion  the 
delegation  had  with  political  leaders  in  that 
country,  a  i»ragmatlc  and  democratic  atti- 
tude about  how  to  approach  problems  and  re- 
solve disputes  was  reflected.  The  delegation 


met  with  Tito  Petkovskl.  President  of  the 
Macedonian  Parliament,  Prime  Minister 
Branko  Crvenkovskl.  and  President  Klro 
Gligorov.  as  well  as  U.S.  Embassy  offlcials. 
The  discussions  focused  on  implementation 
of  the  Dayton  accord,  the  impact  of  poten- 
tial instability  in  Bosnia  and  Kosovo  on  the 
FYROM.  the  FYROM's  political  process,  ef- 
forts to  fully  privatize  the  country's  econ- 
omy, and  the  FYROM's  relations  with  Its 
neighbors.  The  delegation  also  visited  two 
U.N.  Preventative  Deployment  Force 
(UNPREDEP)  observation  posts  along  the 
Serbian  border. 

Parliament  President  Tito  Petkovskl  ad- 
vised the  delegation  that  Serbia  and  the 
FYROM  had  agreed  within  the  previous  24 
hours  to  establish  full  diplomatic  relations, 
though  the  details  of  the  agreement  were  not 
fully  arvallable  at  the  time  of  the  meeting. 
He  said  he  was  hopeful  that  the  issue  of  his 
country's  name  could  be  resolved  with 
Greece  In  the  near  future  and  noted  that  his 
country  has  no  other  open  problems  with 
Greece.  Petkovskl  stressed  the  Importance 
of  a  lasting  peace  In  Bosnia  saying  that  fail- 
ure to  fully  Implement  the  Dayton  accord 
would  threaten  the  FYROM's  stability.  He 
thanked  the  delegation  for  the  United 
States'  military  cooperation  and  support  of 
FYROM's  efforts  to  develop  democratic  in- 
stitutions and  a  stronger  economy. 
Petkovskl  also  briefed  the  delegation  on  the 
parliament's  preparation  of  a  new  electoral 
law  and  the  current  situation  with  respect  to 
political  parties  In  the  FYROM. 

Prime  Minister  Branko  Crvenkovskl  de- 
clared the  UN  military  presence,  led  by  a 
force  of  550  Americans,  to  be  an  overwhelm- 
ing success,  arguing  that  such  preventive  ef- 
forts are  much  more  cost-effective  than  war, 
and  predicted  that  the  deployment  would 
serve  as  a  prototyiw  for  other  deployments. 
He  discussed  the  Impact  on  the  FYROM's 
economy  of  past  UN  sanctions  against  Serbia 
and  stressed  the  Importance  of  turning 
around  the  negative  economic  trends  that 
have  been  suffered  by  the  Macedonian  peo- 
ple. Crvenkovskl  acknowledged  the  difficul- 
ties the  FYROM  has  faced  in  the  area  of  the 
schooling  for  ethnic  Albanians  and  outlined 
the  FYROM's  plan  to  increase  the  percent- 
age of  classes  taught  in  the  Albanian  lan- 
guage. He  also  noted  the  importance  of  sta- 
bilizing the  situation  in  Kosovo. 

The  delegation  met  with  President  Klro 
Gligorov  and  was  pleased  to  learn  both  that 
he  had  recovered  well  from  his  injuries  re- 
sulting from  an  assassination  attempt  sev- 
eral months  earlier,  and  that,  during  his  ab- 
sence from  office,  the  FYROM  government 
adhered  strictly  to  Its  constitutional  pre- 
cepts. President  Gligorov  spoke  of  the  resil- 
iency of  the  Macedonian  people  and  their 
willingness  to  accept  great  personal  sac- 
riflces  to  achieve  independence  and  democ- 
racy. He  expressed  his  commitment  to  a 
peaceful,  fair  resolution  of  the  Kosovo  issue 
and,  like  Petkovskl  and  Crvenkovskl,  noted 
that  Albanians  are  active  participants  in 
FYROM's  government.  Gligorov  spoke  of  his 
country's  two  most  basic  challenges  and  ob- 
ligations during  the  war  in  Bosnia  were:  to 
do  nothing  to  cause  the  expansion  of  the  war 
to  the  south  and  to  care  for  the  FYPOM's  In- 
ternal stability.  He  noted  that  he  haa  sub- 
stantial support  from  the  United  States  in 
these  efforts.  Gligorov  expressed  the  hope 
that  continued  US-FYROM  cooperation 
would  lead  to  his  country's  Integration  Into 
NATO  and  the  European  Union. 

The  delegation  traveled  by  helicopter  to 
two  U.S.-operated  UNPREDEP  observation 
posts  along  the  Serbian  border,  meeting  with 


14448 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  18,  1996 


servlcemembers  at  each  post.  Five  hundred 
Qfty  U.S.  troops  are  stationed  In  the  FYROM 
as  part  of  this  effort,  first  proposed  by  Presi- 
dent Bush  and  later  implemented  by  Presi- 
dent Clinton,  to  monitor  the  FYROM-Serbia 
border  and  prevent  the  Bosnian  conflict  from 
spreading  to  the  south. 

SLOVENTA 

In  addition  to  a  briefing-  from  U.S.  Em- 
bassy officials,  the  delegation's  visit  to  Slo- 
venia, the  most  economically  advanced 
country  of  the  former  Yugoslavia,  was 
marked  by  meetings  with  President  Milan 
Kucan.  State  Secretary  Ignac  Golob.  and 
Prime  Minister  Janez  Dmovsek. 

In  the  meeting  with  President  Kucan.  the 
delegation  discussed  the  historic  roots  of 
Slovenia,  which  he  described  as  a  traditional 
identification  with  Austria-Hungary  that 
has  manifested  Itself  in  the  Slovenian  people 
through  Individualism,  realism,  a  strong 
work  ethic,  and  tolerance  of  different  peo- 
ples. He  stated  that  Tito  interrupted  that 
tradition  but  that  Slovenia  has  maintained 
its  Central  European,  rather  than  Balkan, 
orientation. 

With  respect  to  the  break-up  of  Yugo- 
slavia. Kucan  argued  that,  while  Islam  and 
socialism  had  served  as  integrating  elements 
beginning  In  1918.  there  had  been  no  "'new 
Idea"  to  keep  Yugoslavia  unified  beyond 
those  periods.  He  called  that  explanation  an 
oversimplification,  but  said  he  believed  it 
was  a  major  factor  in  the  former  Yugoslav 
republics'  declarations  of  independence. 

Kucan  called  the  Dayton  agreement  "a  de- 
cisive point."  stating  that  the  United  States 
had  successfully  Interrupted  the  cycle  of  vio- 
lence and  ignorance.  He  reiterated  what 
many  others  had  said  about  the  roots  of  the 
conflict— that  the  war  was  not  a  civil  or  reli- 
gious one.  but  an  attempt  to  use 
ultranationalism  to  create  a  "Greater  Ser- 
bia" and.  later,  a  "Greater  Croatia"  by  ex- 
porting the  war  to  Bosnia-Herzegovina. 
Kucan  stated  that  the  U.S.  presence  has  been 
critical  to  the  effort  to  prevent  resumption 
of  the  war,  he  believes  the  ultimate  success 
of  the  Dayton  accord  will  depend  on  a  com- 
mitment to  that  peace  reflected  in  Belgrade 
and  Zagreb,  and  he  called  for  continued  U.S. 
and  European  pressure  on  Serbia  and  Croatia 
toward  that  end. 

Kucan  also  discussed  Slovenia's  current 
dispute  with  Italy  over  Slovene  land  that 
was  owned  by  Italians  before  1945.  The 
Slovene  parliament  was  to  consider  a  law  to 
ease  restrictions  on  foreign  ownership  of 
property  later  that  day.  (The  parliament  did 
later  approve  a  proposal  by  the  Spanish  pres- 
idency of  the  European  Union  to  resolve  the 
dispute.  The  Italians  foreign  ministry  has  re- 
sponded positively,  but  the  final  outcome  of 
the  issue,  which  rests  in  the  Italian  par- 
liament, remains  uncertain.) 

With  State  Secretary  Golob  of  the  Min- 
istry of  Foreign  Affairs,  the  delegation  dis- 
cussed the  Kosovo  issue.  Golob  shared  the 
view  of  many  others — that  war  in  Kosovo 
would  destabilize  the  entire  region  and  that 
the  foreign  presence  in  the  area— particu- 
larly that  of  the  United  States— is  "ex- 
tremely Important."  He  described  the  situa- 
tion in  the  former  Yugoslavia  as  "com- 
plicated, but  not  hopeless. "  and  argued  that 
the  price  the  International  conununity  is 
paying  for  the  IFOR  deployment  is  small 
compared  to  the  costs  that  would  be  associ- 
ated with  &aiure  in  Bosnia  and  a  spread  of 
the  war. 

Prime  Minister  Dmovsek  also  argued  the 
legitimacy  and  importance  of  the  U.S.  role 
in  Bosnia.  He  acknowledged  the  challenges 
the  Involvement  poses  for  the  United  States 


in  the  short  term,  but  expressed  its  long- 
term  value  in  terms  of  the  cost-effectiveness 
of  prevention  as  well  as  the  benefit  of  help- 
ing small  democracies  develop  in  Central  Eu- 
rope and  the  Balkans.  He  said,  "You  who 
espouse  democracy,  and  have  enjoyed  it  for 
200  years,  have  the  opportunity  to  see  people 
who  have  lived  for  generations  under  tyr- 
anny, dictatorship,  and  communism  now 
breathe  freely  under  democracy.  We.  the 
small  struggling  republics,  could  be  like 
you." 

CROATIA 

In  addition  to  a  briefing  from  the  Ambas- 
sador and  other  U.S.  Embassy  officials  in  Za- 
greb, the  delegation  met  with  Croatian 
President  Franjo  Tudjman  to  discuss 
progress  related  to  implementation  of  the 
Dayton  Peace  Accord,  the  prospects  for  long- 
term  peace  in  the  region,  and  the  investiga- 
tion of  the  crash  of  Secretary  Brown's  plane 
in  Dubrovnik. 

The  delegation  thanked  President 
Tudjman  for  Croatia's  assistance  in  the 
aftermath  of  the  plane  crash  and  expressed 
the  delegation's  and  the  United  States'  in- 
terest in  continuing  the  mission  that  Sec- 
retary Brown  started.  The  senators  pressed 
Tudjman  on  the  importance  to  U.S.-Croatian 
relations  of  continued  progress  toward  de- 
mocratization and  privatization.  The  delega- 
tion also  indicated  that  the  United  States 
would  be  monitoring  the  following  issues 
over  the  next  6  to  18  months:  continued  sup- 
port for  the  Muslim-Croat  Federation,  in- 
cluding respect  for  Bosnia's  borders  and  pro- 
tection of  human  rights  within  those  bor- 
ders, and  for  peaceful  resolutions  of  regional 
disputes:  fair  treatment  and  resettlement  of 
Serbs  who  lived  in  Croatia  before  the  war; 
continued  progress  in  Eastern  Slavonia;  and 
cooperation  with  the  War  Crimes  Tribunal. 
The  delegation  stated  that  the  United  States 
is  looking  to  Croatia  for  leadership  toward  a 
lasting  peace  in  the  region. 

Tudjman  reported  that  good  progress  is 
being  made  in  Eastern  Slavonia,  and  sup- 
ported the  idea  of  Serb  family  reunification, 
but  said  that  it  "would  not  be  realistic"  to 
expect  the  return  of  all  Serbs  from  that  re- 
gion. He  argued  that  Bosnian  Croats  have 
been  more  cooperative  than  Bosnian  Mus- 
lims with  respect  to  implementation  of  the 
Dayton  agreement  and  pointed  to  recent 
problems  in  Mostar  to  support  that  claim. 
Still,  Tudjman  called  himself  "an  optimist." 
saying  that  optimism  is  based  on  peace  being 
in  Croatia's  strategic  interest  and  the 
Bosnians  having  no  other  option.  He  sum- 
marily dismissed  rumors  of  his  willingness 
to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  Serbian 
President  Milosevic  to  divide  Bosnia. 


GOOD  SAMARITAN  CENTER'S  50 
YEARS  OF  SERVICE 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  take  this  time  to  con- 
gratulate the  staff  of  the  Good  Samari- 
tan Center  as  they  celebrate  50  years  of 
service  to  the  Tyndall  community.  The 
center  has  provided  quality  care  to  sen- 
ior citizens  in  the  Tyndall  area,  and  its 
management  and  staff  are  to  be  com- 
mended for  their  hard  work  and  dedica- 
tion. 

During  my  travels  throughout  South 
Dakota,  I  am  continually  reminded  of 
the  importance  of  health  care  institu- 
tions in  our  rural  communities.  They 
provide    important    services    to    local 


residents  and  help  preserve  our  tight- 
knit  communities. 

The  Good  Samaritan  Center  in  Tyn- 
dall is  one  of  those  institutions,  and  it 
gives  me  great  pride  to  be  able  to  point 
to  such  £Ln  exemplary  South  Dakota  fa- 
cility. For  half  a  century,  the  center 
has  been  an  integral  part  of  the  Tyn- 
dall community,  serving  the  elderly 
with  respect  and  compassion.  Most  im- 
portantly, the  Good  Samaritan  Center 
ensures  that  its  residents  can  continue 
to  live  close  to  their  friends  and  loved 
ones,  and  in  the  towns  in  which  many 
of  them  have  spent  their  entire  lives. 
The  center  can  be  very  proud  of  its  role 
in  the  Tyndall  community. 

Once  again,  I  applaud  the  manage- 
ment and  staff  of  the  Good  Samaritan 
Center  on  this  important  milestone.  I 
know  their  next  50  years  will  be  just  as 
successful  and  rewarding. 


TRIBUTE  TO  MINISTER  GABRIEL 
LEWIS 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  the 
United  States  and  the  Republic  of  Pan- 
ama enjoy  a  long  and  strong  relation- 
ship between  our  two  nations,  one  that 
stretches  back  to  the  1904  founding  of 
Panajna.  Since  that  time,  these  two 
great  American  nations  have  worked 
together  to  build  partnerships  for 
peace  and  prosperity  that  have  not 
only  greatly  benefited  our  respective 
coimtries,  but  all  the  states  of  the 
American  continents.  During  these  92 
years,  Panamanian  and  American  offi- 
cials and  citizens  have  built  covmtless 
friendships,  and  I  rise  today  to  share 
with  my  colleagues  the  unfortunate 
news  that  a  man  most  of  us  know  and 
like  very  much.  Foreign  Minister  of 
the  Republic  of  Panama  Gabriel  Lewis, 
is  resigning  his  position  due  to  illness. 

Minister  Lewis'  contributions  to  his 
nation  are  well  known  and  well  re- 
spected. He  has  served  Panama  faith- 
fully and  selflessly  during  his  career, 
and  through  his  service,  he  has  worked 
to  make  his  nation  a  better  and  strong- 
er place  for  its  citizens.  Perhaps  Min- 
ister Lewis'  greatest  legacy  and  con- 
tribution to  his  countrymen,  though,  is 
the  leading  role  he  took  in  opposing 
the  dictatorial  and  criminal  regime  of 
the  former  Panamanian  strongman, 
Manuel  Noriega. 

Bringing  Noriega  to  justice  and  hold- 
ing him  accountable  for  his  illegal  and 
immoral  behavior  took  thousands  of 
individuals  to  commit  acts  of  great 
courage.  It  took  courage  for  Panama- 
nian citizens  to  take  to  the  streets  and 
protest  the  regime  of  Noriega  and  to 
face  his  riot  police  and  organized  thugs 
dubiously  titled  "Dignity  Battalions": 
and.  it  took  courage  for  the  young  sol- 
diers of  the  82d  Airborne  and  the  7th 
Infantry  Divisions  to  engage  in  combat 
with  the  well  trained  and  equipped 
Panamanian  Defense  Force.  It  took 
great  courage  for  Minister  Lewis  to 
openly  defy  and  condemn  the  govern- 
ment of  his  nation,  and  to  take  Noriega 
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and  his  puppet  advisers  to  task  for  at- 
tempting to  quash  democracy  and  ig- 
nore the  baisic  civil  rights  of  their  citi- 
zens. Minister  Lewis'  leadership  in  the 
international  community  during  that 
time  of  crisis  was  just  as  critical  to  the 
successful  outcome  of  Operation  Just 
Cause,  and  the  arrest  and  conviction  of 
Noriega  as  were  the  contributions 
made  by  the  people  of  Panama  or  the 
military  personnel  of  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  President,  though  I  am  sure  that 
those  who  know  Minister  Lewis  are 
sorry  to  see  him  leave  his  post  as  For- 
eign Minister  of  the  Republic  of  Pan- 
ama, I  am  pleased  to  note  that  our 
friend  is  not  leaving  public  service. 
Recognizing  an  individuad  of  unusual 
characteristics  and  qualities,  the  Presi- 
dent of  Panama  has  appointed  Gabriel 
Lewis  to  be  his  senior  counsel,  with 
cabinet  rank.  I  am  confident  that  Min- 
ister Lewis  will  continue  to  make 
many  valuable  contributions  to  the 
I)eople  and  nation  of  Panama  through 
this  new  position,  and  that  he  will  also 
continue  to  work  to  maintain  and  fur- 
ther strengthen  the  friendship  between 
our  nations,  as  well  as  to  further  the 
march  of  democracy  throughout  Latin 
America.  I  wish  him  success  in  his 
work  as  senior  counsel,  and  for  a 
speedy  and  complete  recovery  to  his 
full  health. 


THE  VERY  BAD  DEBT  BOXSCORE 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  as  of  the 
close  of  business  yesterday,  Monday, 
June  17,  the  Federal  debt  stood  at 
$5,137,826,225,531.03,  which  amounts  to 
$19,306.97  per  man,  woman,  and  child  on 
a  per  capita  basis. 


SETTING  THE  RECORD  STRAIGHT 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  I  am  sure 
that  we  all  have  high  standards  for  ac- 
curacy on  this  floor,  and  therefore  I 
wish  to  comment  on  certain  state- 
ments which  have  been  made  in  recent 
days. 

On  June  7.  the  junior  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  mistakenly  represented  that 
the  Senate  had  voted  on  a  version  of 
the  balanced  budget  amendment  in  the 
103d  Congress  that  was  "identically  the 
same"  as  the  version  voted  on  in  the 
104th  Congress.  He  then  mistakenly  in- 
serted into  the  Congressional  Record 
copes  of  two  resolutions  when  he  rep- 
resented to  be  "the  two  resolutions 
that  we  voted  on  *  *  *." 

In  fact,  he  inserted  into  the  Record 
copies  of  the  resolutions  as  introduced, 
but  not  as  amended  and  actually  voted 
on  by  the  Senate.  The  two  resolutions 
which  were  ultimately  voted  on  con- 
tained langiiage  differences  concerning 
judicial  review. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  and  I  had  a  colloquy 
with  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma.  As 
we  pointed  out  then,  the  language  dif- 


ferences were  not  the  primary  reasons 
for  our  votes  in  opposition  to  the  bal- 
anced budget  amendment  in  the  104th 
Congress.  Oxir  opposition  stemmed 
mainly  from  the  dramatic  change  in 
the  interpretation  of  section  6  of  the 
proposal  concerning  implementing  lan- 
guage— regarding  the  intention  to 
count  the  annual  surplus  in  the  Social 
Security  trust  fund.  However,  since  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  was  attempt- 
ing to  portray  the  issue  in  a  simple 
black-and-white  fashion— as  two  votes 
on  identical  proposals — we  sought  to 
clarify  for  the  Record  that  the  rep- 
resentations he  made  were  flat  out 
wrong. 

Last  Friday,  the  junior  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  again  took  the  floor  to  dis- 
cuss this  matter.  He  stated  that,  after 
all.  the  two  resolutions  really  were 
"exactly  the  same  thing'  since  both 
added  language  dealing  with  the  issue 
of  judicial  review.  Therefore,  even 
though  the  language  was  different,  cer- 
tain Senators  "turned  right  around  and 
actively  opposed  the  same  exact  lan- 
guage in  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment" that  they  had  earlier  supported 
in  1994. 

The  junior  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
then  quoted  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Georgia,  Senator  Nunn,  who  au- 
thored a  1995  amendment  on  judicial 
review.  What  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
actually  said  on  February  28,  1995  was 
that  his  amendment  on  judicial  review 
was  "similar  to  the  Danforth  amend- 
ment we  agreed  to  last  year  aind  the 
Johnston  amendment,  which  was  de- 
feated last  week"  by  a  vote  of  47  to  52. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Danforth  amendment  from  1994  and  the 
Johnston  and  Nunn  amendments  from 
1995,  each  of  which  amends  section  6  of 
the  balanced  budget  amendment,  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Danforth  amendment 

The  power  of  any  court  to  order  relief  pur- 
suant to  any  case  or  controversy  arising 
under  this  Article  shall  not  extend  to  order- 
ing any  remedies  other  than  a  declaratory 
Judgment  or  such  remedies  as  are  specifi- 
cally authorized  in  Implementing  legislation 
pursuant  to  this  section. 

Johnston  Amendment 
The  judicial  power  of  the  United  States 
shall  not  extend  to  any  case  or  controversy 
arising  under  this  article  except  for  section  2 
hereof,  or  as  may  be  specifically  authorized 
in  implementing  legislation  pursuant  to  this 
section. 

Nunn  amendment 

The  judicial  power  of  the  United  States 
shall  not  extend  to  any  case  or  controversy 
arising  under  this  article  except  as  may  be 
specifically  authorized  by  legislation  adopt- 
ed pursuant  to  this  section. 

Mr.  FORD.  As  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  noted,  all  three  amendments 
are  similar.  The  Senator  form  Okla- 
homa  says   the   Danforth   and   Nunn 


amendments  are  "exactly  the  same 
thing."  Yet  last  year  he  voted  against 
the  Johnston  amendment,  which  also 
dealt  with  judicial  review.  Perhaps  the 
next  time  we  are  discussing  identical 
proposals  on  the  balanced  budget 
amendment,  the  jimior  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  can  inform  all  of  us  concern- 
ing what  was  so  different  about  the 
Johnston  amendment  on  judicial  re- 
view to  justify  his  different  positions.  I 
would  think  he  would  consider  it  to  be 
the  same  exact  langxiage.  The  junior 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  continues  to 
try  to  make  a  silk  purse  out  of  a  sows 
ear. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Thomas,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 

executive  messages  referred 

As  in  executive  session  the  Presiding 
Officer  laid  before  the  Senate  messages 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States  submitting  sundry  nominations 
which  were  referred  to  the  appropriate 
committees. 

(The  nominations  received  today  are 
printed  at  the  end  of  the  Senate  pro- 
ceedings.) 


MEASURES  REFERRED 

The  following  resolution  was  read 
and  referred  as  indicated: 

S.  Res.  263.  Resolution  relating  to  church 
burning;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEE  SUBMIT- 
TED DURING  ADJOURJiMENT 

Pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  Senate 
of  June  13,  1996,  the  following  report 
was  submitted  on  June  17,  1996,  during 
the  adjournment  of  the  Senate: 

By  Mr.  D'AMATO.  from  the  Special  Com- 
mittee to  Investigate  Whitewater  Develop- 
ment Corporation  and  Related  Matters: 

Special  Report  entitled  "The  Final  Re- 
port" (Rept.  No.  104-280). 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committees 
were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  ROTH,  from  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance, with  an  amendment: 

H.R.  3448.  A  bill  to  provide  tax  relief  for 
small  businesses,  to  protect  jobs,  to  create 
opportunities,  to  Increase  the  take  home  pay 
of  workers,  and  for  other  purposes  (Rept.  No. 
104-281). 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF 
COMMITTEES 

The  following  executive  reports  of 
committees  were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  THURMOND,  from  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services: 

John  W.  Hechlnger.  Sr..  of  the  District  of 
Colombia,  to  be  a  member  of  the  National 
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Security  Education  Board  for  a  term  of  4 
years. 

(The  above  nomination  was  reported 
with  the  recommendation  that  he  be 
confirmed,  subject  to  the  nominee's 
commitment  to  respond  to  requests  to 
appear  and  testify  before  any  duly  con- 
stituted committee  of  the  Senate.) 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.  BYRD: 

S.  1881.  A  bin  to  amend  title  23,  United 
States  Code,  to  make  available  for  obliga- 
tion such  sums  as  are  necessary  to  pay  the 
Federal  share  of  completion  of  construction 
of  the  Appalachian  Development  Highway 
System,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Elnvironment  and  Public  Works. 
By  Mr.  DeWINE: 

S.  1882.  A  bill  to  amend  chapter  89  of  title 
5,  United  States  Code,  to  Include  medical 
foods  as  a  specific  item  for  which  coverage 
may  be  provided  under  the  Federal  Employ- 
ees Health  Benefits  Program;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Governmental  Affairs. 

By   Ms.   SNOWE  (for  herself  and  Mr. 
Cohen  ) ' 

S.  1883.  A  bill  to  amend  title  23,  United 
States  Code,  to  conform  to  State  law  the  ve- 
hicle weight  limitations  on  certain  portions 
of  the  Interstate  System,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Environment  and 
Public  Works. 

By  Mr.  GRAMM: 

S.  1884.  A  bill  to  provide  a  penalty  of  not 
less  than  10  years  Imprisonment  without  re- 
lease for  damage  by  arson  to  houses  of  wor- 
ship; to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 


SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT  AND 

SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  concurrent  resolutions 

and  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 

referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  indicated: 

By     Mr.     LOTT     (for     himself,     Mr. 

Daschle,      Mrs.     Hutchison,     Ms. 

Moseley-Braun,  Mr.  Faircloth,  Mr. 

LEviK.  Mr.  Helms,  Mr.  Kempthorne, 

Mr.     ABRAHAM,     Mr.     Bbden.     Mrs. 

Boxer,   Mr.  Bradley,  Mr.  Chafee, 

Mr.  Cochran,   Mr.   Coverdell,   Mr. 

D'AMATO,  Mr.  DODD,  Mrs.  FEINSTEIN, 

Mr.  Gramm,  Mr.  Harkkj,  Mr.  Inhofe, 

Mr.  KENNEDY,  Mr.  KERRY,  Mr.  Lau- 

TENBERG,  Mr.  LlEBERMAN,  Mr.  MCCON- 

NELL,    Ms.    MIKULSKI,    Mr.    MOYMHAN, 

Mr.  MuRKOwsH,  Mrs.  Murray.  Mr. 
NiCKLES,  Mr.  Pell,  Mr.  SmoN,  Mr. 
Thompson,  Mr.  Thurmond,  Mr.  War- 
ner, and  Mr.  Wellstone): 
S.  Res.  265.  A  resolution  relating  to  church 
burnings;  considered  and  agreed  to. 

By  Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAUN  (for  herself 
and  Mr.  Simon): 
S.  Res.  266.  A  resolution  to  congratulate 
the  Chicago  Bulls  on  winning  the  1996  Na- 
tional Basketball  Association  Championship 
and  proving  themselves  to  be  one  of  the  best 
teams  In  NBA  history;  considered  and  agreed 
to. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  BYRD: 


S.  1881.  A  bill  to  amend  title  23, 
United  States  Code,  to  make  available 
for  obligation  such  sums  as  are  nec- 
essary to  pay  the  Federal  share  of  com- 
pletion of  construction  of  the  Appa- 
lachian Development  Highway  System, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Environment  and  Public  Works. 

the  APPALACHIAN  DEVELOPMENT  HIGHWAY 
SYSTEM  COMPLETION  ACT 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  introduce  the  Appalachian  De- 
velopment Highway  System  Comple- 
tion Act  of  1997.  This  bill  will  ensure 
that  adequate  funds  will  be  disbursed 
to  complete  the  Appalachian  Develop- 
ment Highway  System  by  the  year  2003, 
some  38  years  after  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment first  committed  itself  to  the 
completion  of  this  critical  highway 
network. 

We  are  quickly  approaching  the  expi- 
ration of  the  funding  authorizations 
contained  in  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act,  or 
ISTEA  as  it  is  commonly  referred  to. 
Our  colleagues  in  the  other  body  have 
already  begun  hearings  on  the  reau- 
thorization of  ISTEA.  and  the  Senate 
Environment  and  Public  Works  Com- 
mittee will  begin  efforts  toward  that 
end  in  the  next  several  months.  As  we 
approach  the  drafting  of  a  new  com- 
prehensive multiyear  highway  bill.  I 
want  to  call  the  attention  of  my  Sen- 
ate colleagues  to  the  proposal  to  en- 
sure that  the  Federal  Government  fi- 
nally fulfills  its  commitment  to  pro- 
viding adequate  highway  access 
throughout  the  Appalachian  region. 

The  necessity  to  expand  highway  ac- 
cess to  spur  the  development  of  the  Ai>- 
palachian  region  was  first  cited  by  the 
President's  Appalachian  Regional  Com- 
mission of  1964,  32  years  ago.  The  com- 
mission's report  stated: 

Developmental  activities  In  Appalachia 
cannot  proceed  until  the  regional  Isolation 
has  been  overcome  by  a  transportation  net- 
work which  provides  access  to  and  from  the 
rest  of  the  Nation  and  within  the  region 
Itself.  The  remoteness  and  Isolation  of  the 
region  lying  directly  adjacent  to  the  greatest 
concentration  of  people  and  wealth  in  the 
country  are  the  very  bases  of  Appalachian 
life.  Penetration  by  an  adequate  transpor- 
tation network  Is  the  first  requisite  of  Its 
full  participation  In  industrial  America. 

One  year  later,  the  Appalachian  Re- 
gional Development  Act  of  1965  author- 
ized several  programs  for  the  develop- 
ment of  the  region,  the  first  of  which 
called  for  the  construction  of  a  new 
highway  network.  According  to  the 
act,  these  highways  "will  open  up  an 
area  or  areas  with  a  developmental  po- 
tential where  commerce  and  commu- 
nication have  been  inhibited  by  lack  of 
adequate  access." 

Mr.  President,  subsequent  amend- 
ments to  the  act  defined  the  3,025  miles 
that  comprise  the  Appalaxihian  Devel- 
opment Highway  System.  Unfortu- 
nately, today  we  find  that  while  the 
Interstate  Highway  System  is  virtually 
100  percent  complete,  the  Appalachian 


Development  Highway  System  is  only 
76  percent  complete.  Of  the  3,025  miles 
that  comprise  the  Appalachian  system, 
roughly  725  miles  remain  unfinished 
more  than  30  years  after  the  system 
was  promised. 

These  unfinished  miles,  spread 
throughout  the  13  States  that  have 
counties  within  the  statutorily  des- 
ignated boundaries  of  Appalachia, 
await  completion.  Those  States  include 
Alabama,  Georgia,  Kentucky,  Mary- 
land, Mississippi,  New  York,  North 
Carolina,  Ohio.  Pennsylvania,  South 
Carolina,  Tennessee,  Virginia,  and 
West  Virginia.  All  of  West  Virginia  is 
within  Appalachia.  West  Virginia  is  the 
only  State  that  is  wholly  within  Appa- 
lachia. 

While  the  completion  of  the  Inter- 
state Highway  System  did  play  a  role 
in  the  development  of  certain  parts  of 
Appalachia,  the  interstate  system 
largely  bypassed  the  Appalachian  re- 
gion due  to  the  extremely  high  costs 
associated  with  building  roads  through 
Appalachia's  rugged  topography.  As  a 
result,  the  construction  of  the  inter- 
states  had  the  detrimental  effect  of 
drawing  passengers  and  freight,  and 
their  accompanying  economic  benefits, 
away  from  the  Appalachian  region. 
This  left  the  Appalachian  region  with  a 
transportation  infrastructure  of  dan- 
gerous, narrow,  winding  roads  that  fol- 
lowed the  paths  of  river  valleys  and 
streambeds  between  mountains.  These 
roads  are,  more  often  than  not,  two- 
lane  roads  that  are  required  to  be 
squeezed  into  very  limited  rights-of- 
way.  They  are  characterized  by  low 
travel  speeds  and  long  travel  distances 
due  to  the  winding  roadway  pattern. 
They  were  often  built  to  inadequate  de- 
sign standards  and,  therefore,  present 
very  hazardous  driving  conditions. 

For  those  areas  where  the  Appalach- 
ian Development  Highway  System  has 
been  completed,  we  have  seen  stunning 
economic  successes.  The  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission  has  completed 
surveys  indicating  that  of  the  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  jobs  that  have  been  cre- 
ated in  the  Appalachian  region  over  re- 
cent decades,  over  80  percent  of  these 
jobs  have  been  located  along  either  the 
Appalachian  highway  system  or  the 
Interstate  Highway  System. 

We  have  seen  thiis  in  West  Virginia  as 
we  have  seen  it  in  each  of  the  other  12 
States  that  comprise  the  Appalachian 
region.  Unfortunately,  we  have  also 
seen  that  in  those  areas  where  the  Ap- 
palachian Development  Highway  Sys- 
tem has  not  been  completed,  it  is  al- 
most impossible  for  communities  to 
compete  for  large  employers  due  to 
poor  access  to  national  markets. 

Mr.  President,  the  rationale  behind 
the  completion  of  the  Appalachian 
highway  system  is  no  less  sound  today 
than  it  was  32  years  ago — in  1964.  Un- 
fortunately, there  are  still  children  in 
Appalachia  who  lack  decent  transpor- 
tation routes  to  schools.  There  are  still 
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pregnant  women,  elderly  citizens,  and 
others  who  lack  timely  road  access  to 
area  hospitals.  There  are  thousands  of 
people  who  certainly  find  it  very  dif- 
ficult to  obtain  sustainable,  well-pay- 
ing jobs  because  of  poor  road  access  to 
the  major  employment  centers. 

Mr.  President,  the  people  of  Appa- 
lachia have  waited  long  enough  for  the 
Federal  Government  to  fulfill  its  com- 
mitment to  the  Appalachian  region. 
The  bill  I  am  introducing  today  will 
ensure  that  sufficient  funds  are  set 
aside  in  the  next  major  highway  bill  to 
complete  the  remaining  24  percent  of 
the  Appalachian  Development  Highway 
System. 

This  bill  takes  a  different  approach 
from  that  of  the  prior  authorization 
acts  for  the  Appalachian  highway  sys- 
tem. The  bill  calls  for  direct  contract 
authority  to  be  made  available  from 
the  highway  trust  fund  to  be  distrib- 
uted to  the  States  of  the  Appalachian 
region  solely  for  the  purpose  of  com- 
pleting the  725  unfinished  miles  of  the 
Appalachian  Development  Highway 
System. 

One  of  the  primary  reasons  why  com- 
pletion of  the  Appalachian  highway 
system  has  lagged  behind  that  of  the 
Interstate  Highway  System  is  because 
the  interstate  system  has  benefited 
from  the  direct  availability  of  highway 
trust  funds,  while  the  Appalachian  De- 
velopment Highway  System  has  been 
required  to  be  financed  largely  through 
incremental  annusd  appropriations  of 
general  funds. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  the  Appalachian 
Development  Highway  System  is  no 
less  deserving  of  highway  trust  funds 
than  any  other  major  arterial  road  sys- 
tem. The  725  miles  of  the  Appalachian 
Development  Highway  System  that 
await  completion  represent  just  1.6  per- 
cent of  the  size  of  our  completed  Inter- 
state Highway  System.  They  represent 
less  than  one-half  of  1  percent  of  the 
size  of  the  National  Highway  System, 
just  designated  in  law  in  1995.  It  is  cer- 
tainly high  time  that  the  funding 
mechanism  for  the  Appalachian  Devel- 
opment Highway  System  be  put  on  a 
par  with  those  of  other  highway  sys- 
tems of  national  significance  that  are 
customarily  funded  through  direct  con- 
tract authority  from  the  trust  fund. 

The  bill  I  introduce  today  also  makes 
clear  that  funds  provided  to  the  Appa- 
lachian States  for  the  completion  of 
the  Appalachian  Development  Highway 
System  will  be  provided  in  addition  to 
the  funds  that  those  States  will  receive 
from  the  Federal  aid  highway  program 
for  their  customary  purposes.  These 
States  should  not  be  required  to  choose 
between  the  maintenance  of  their 
interstate  and  other  Federal  highways 
and  the  completion  of  the  Appalachian 
system.  It  would  not  be  fair  to  the 
States  of  the  Appalachian  region  to 
give  with  the  one  hand  and  take  away 
with  the  other. 

Under  this  bill.  States  will  still  be  re- 
quired to  provide  the  standard  20  per- 


cent matching  share  for  Federal  funds 
for  the  completion  of  these  highways, 
as  is  the  case  for  all  major  Federal  aid 
highway  programs.  The  bill  authorizes 
the  Secretary  to  distribute  such  sums 
as  are  necessary  for  the  completion  of 
the  Appalachian  Development  Highway 
System. 

The  Appalachian  Regional  Commis- 
sion, with  the  cooperation  of  the  Fed- 
eral Highway  Administration,  is  cur- 
rently updating  its  estimate  for  the 
cost  to  complete  the  system.  I  antici- 
pate that  when  this  bill  is  incorporated 
into  next  year's  highway  legislation,  it 
will  identify  and  authorize  the  appro- 
priate dollar  figure  that  results  from 
this  ongoing  study. 

I  should  point  out,  Mr.  President, 
that  the  administration  shares  my  goal 
for  the  completion  of  the  Appalachian 
Development  Highway  System  in  the 
near  term.  I  recently  wrote  to  the 
President  regarding  my  concern  in  this 
area. 

0MB  Director.  Alice  Rivlin.  respond- 
ing for  the  President,  stated  that  it  is 
the  administration's  goal  to  complete 
the  construction  of  the  system  by  the 
year  2005.  In  response  to  my  questions 
during  a  recent  Transportation  Appro- 
priations Subconunittee  hearing.  Sec- 
retary Pena  also  signaled  his  support 
and  cooperation. 

Therefore,  I  urge  all  of  my  colleagues 
to  support  this  legislation.  Our  entire 
Nation  has  benefited  from  the  improve- 
ments brought  about  by  the  Appalach- 
ian Development  Highway  System  and 
so,  too.  will  we  all  benefit  from  its 
completion  in  the  near  future. 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  684 


By  Mr.  DeWINE: 

S.  1882.  A  bill  to  amend  chapter  89  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code,  to  include 
medical  foods  as  a  specific  item  for 
which  coverage  may  be  provided  under 
the  Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits 
Program;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

medical  foods  legislation 
•  Mr.  DeWINE.  Mr.  President.  I  intro- 
duce legislation  that  will  clarify  the 
ability  of  fee-for-service  plans  in  the 
Federal  Employees  Health  Benefit  Pro- 
gram [FEHBP]  to  provide  coverage  for 
medical  foods. 

Medical  foods  are  a  liquid  formula 
given  to  a  patient  under  the  super- 
vision of  a  doctor  in  cases  where  pa- 
tients cannot  take  solid  foods  to  meet 
their  nutritional  needs.  Medical  foods 
are  often  used  for  patients  with  AIDS 
or  patients  undergoing  chemotherapy 
and  have  difficulty  taking  solid  foods. 

So  this  bill  would  amend  title  5  of 
the  United  States  Code  to  include  med- 
ical foods  specifically  in  the  list  of 
items  and  services  that  can  be  covered 
by  fee-for-service  plans  serving  FEHBP 
beneficiaries.  This  legrislation  would 
not  mandate  coverage  of  medical  foods. 
It  simply  clarifies  that  fee-for-service 
plans  can  provide  coverage  for  medical 
foods.* 


At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatfield,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Bryan]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
684.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act  to  provide  for  programs  of 
research  regarding  Parkinson's  disease, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  794 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Lugar.  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Grams]  and  the  Senator  from  Vir- 
ginia [Mr.  W.^RNER]  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  S.  794,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and 
Rodenti£ide  Act  to  facilitate  the  minor 
use  of  a  pesticide,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  949 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Graham,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
MiiEiKOwsKi]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  949.  a  bill  to  require  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  to  mint  coins  in  com- 
memoration of  the  200th  anniversary  of 
the  death  of  George  Washington. 

S.  1035 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Daschle,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
MuRKOWSKi]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1035.  a  bill  to  permit  an  individual 
to  be  treated  by  a  health  care  practi- 
tioner with  any  method  of  medicad 
treatment  such  individual  requests, 
and  for  other  purposes, 
s.  loss 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Moynihan.  the 
namies  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Wyden]  and  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Jeffords]  were  added  as  cospon- 
sors  of  S.  1095,  a  bill  to  amend  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  extend 
permanently  the  exclusion  for  edu- 
cational assistance  provided  by  em- 
ployers to  employees, 
s.  i2r 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatch,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Coats]  wais  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1237,  a  bill  to  amend  certain  provisions 
of  law  relating  to  child  pornography, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1400 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Kassebaum, 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Pryor]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1400,  a  bill  to  require  the  Sec- 
retary of  Labor  to  issue  guidance  as  to 
the  application  of  the  Employee  Re- 
tirement Income  Security  Act  of  1974 
to  insurance  company  general  ac- 
counts. 

S.  1477 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Kassebaum, 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee [Mr.  Frist]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1477,  a  biU  to  amend  the 
Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act 
and  the  Public  Health  Service  Act  to 
improve  the  regulation  of  food,  drugs, 
devices,  and  biological  products,  and 
for  other  purposes. 
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S.  1306 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Abraham,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  SHEL3Y]  and  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Heflin]  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  S.  1506,  a  bill  to  provide 
for  a  reduction  in  regulatory  costs  by 
maintaining  Federal  average  fuel  econ- 
omy standards  applicable  to  auto- 
mobiles in  effect  at  current  levels  until 
changed  by  law,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1632 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Lautenberg, 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Califor- 
nia [Mrs.  Feinstein]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1632,  a  bill  to  prohibit  per- 
sons convicted  of  a  crime  involving  do- 
mestic violence  from  owning  or  pos- 
sessing firearms,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

S.  1669 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Lott,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Campbell]  and  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  [Mr.  Craig]  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  S.  1669,  a  bill  to  name  the 
Department  of  Veterans'  Affairs  medi- 
cal center  in  Jackson.  MS.  as  the  "G.V. 
(Sonny)  Montgomery  Department  of 
Veterans'  Affairs  Medical  Center". 

S.  1674 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Grassley,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
[Mr.  EXON]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  1674,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  expand  the  ap- 
plicability of  the  first-time  farmer  ex- 
ception. 

S.  1729 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  HtrrcmsoN,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  California 
[Mrs.  Feinstein]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1729,  a  bill  to  amend  title 
18,  United  States  Code,  with  respect  to 
stalking. 

S.  1740 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Nickles,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp- 
shire [Mr.  Gregg],  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  ASHCROFT],  the  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Gorton],  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Kyl],  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Frist], 
and  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
[Mr.  Pressler]  were  added  as  cospon- 
sors of  S.  1740,  a  bill  to  define  and  pro- 
tect the  institution  of  marriage. 

S.  1808 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Murkowski,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Bumpers]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1808,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Act 
of  October  15.  1966  (80  stat.  915).  at 
amended,  establishing  a  program  for 
the  preservation  of  additional  historic 
property  throughout  the  Nation,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

S.  1816 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bond,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Frist]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1816,  a  bill  to  expedite  waiver  approval 
for  the  Wisconsin  Works  plan,  and  for 
other  purposes. 


S.  1844 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  MuRKOWSKi,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Pryor]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1844,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  to  direct 
a  study  of  the  opportunities  for  en- 
hanced water-based  recreation  and  for 
other  purposes. 

S.  1856 

At  the  request  of  Ms.  Snowe,  her 
name  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1856,  a  bill  to  establish  a  commission  to 
study  and  provide  recommendations  on 
restoring  solvency  in  the  Medicare  Pro- 
gram under  title  XVni  of  the  Social 
Security  Act. 

S.  1879 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Moynihan,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Chafee]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1879,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  provide  for 
501(c)(3)  bonds  a  tax  treatment  similar 
to  governmental  bonds,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION  263 

At  the  request  of  Ms.  MOSELEY- 
Braun,  the  name  of  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Harkin]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  Senate  Resolution  263,  a  res- 
olution relating  to  church  burning. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  265— 
RELATING  TO  CHURCH  BURNINGS 

Mr.  LOTT  (for  himself,  Mr.  Daschle, 
Mrs.  Hutchison,  Ms.  Moseley-Braun, 
Mr.  Faircloth,  Mr.  Levin,  Mr.  Helms. 
Mr.  Kempthorne.  Mr.  Abraham,  Mr. 
BmEN,  Mrs.  Boxer,  Mr.  Bradley,  Mr. 
Chafee,  Mr.  Cochran,  Mr.  Coverdell. 
Mr.  D'Amato.  Mr.  DoDD.  Mrs.  Fein- 
stein, Mr.  Gramm,  Mr.  Harkin,  Mr. 
INHOFE,  Mr.  Kennedy,  Mr.  Kerry,  Mr. 
Lautenberg,  Mr.  Lieberman,  Mr. 
McConnell,  Ms.  Mikulski,  Mr.  Moy- 
nihan, Mr.  Murkowski,  Mrs.  Murray, 
Mr.  Nickles,  Mr.  Pell,  Mr.  Simon,  Mr. 
Thompson,  Mr.  Thurmond,  Mr.  War- 
ner, and  Mr.  Wellstone)  submitted 
the  following  resolution:  which  was 
considered  and  agreed  to: 
S.  Res.  265 

Whereas,  there  have  been  at  least  156  fires 
In  houses  of  worship  across  the  nation  since 
October  1991; 

Whereas,  there  have  been  at  least  35  fires 
of  suspicious  orlg'in  at  churches  serving  Alrl- 
can-American  communities  in  the  last  18 
months; 

Whereas,  these  churches  and  houses  of  wor- 
ship are  a  vital  part  of  the  life  of  these  com- 
munities; 

Whereas,  Intentionally  burning-  churches 
or  other  houses  of  worship  is  a  very  heinous 
crime; 

Whereas,  intentionally  burning  churches, 
when  done  to  intimidate  any  American  from 
the  free  exercise  of  his  or  her  rights  as  an 
American,  is  inconsistent  with  the  First 
Amendment  of  the  United  States  Constitu- 
tion, which  guarantees  every  American  the 
right  to  the  free  exercise  of  his  or  her  reli- 
gion, and  which  ensures  that  Americans  can 
freely  and  peaceably  assemble  together;  and. 


Whereas,  intentionally  burning  churches, 
when  done  to  intimidate  any  American  from 
the  free  exercise  of  his  or  her  rights.  Is  a  se- 
rious national  problem  that  must  be  expedi- 
tiously and  vigorously  addressed. 

Now.  therefore,  be  it  Resolved.  That — 

(1)  the  Senate  condemns  arson  and  other 
acts  of  desecration  against  churches  and 
other  houses  of  worship  as  being  totally  In- 
consistent with  fundamental  American  val- 
ues; and, 

(2)  the  Senate  believes  investigation  and 
prosecution  of  those  who  are  responsible  for 
fires  at  churches  or  other  houses  of  worship, 
and  especially  any  Incidents  of  arson  whose 
purpose  is  to  divide  communities  or  to  in- 
timidate any  Americans,  should  be  a  high 
national  priority. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  266— TO  CON- 
GRATULATE THE  CHICAGO 
BULLS 

Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAUN  (for  herself 
and  Mr.  Simon)  submitted  the  following 
resolution;  which  was  considered  and 
agreed  to: 

S.  RES.  266 

Whereas  the  Chicago  Bulls  at  72-10,  posted 
the  best  regular  season  record  in  the  history 
of  the  National  Basketball  Association; 

Whereas  the  Bulls  roared  through  the  play- 
offs, sweeping  the  Miami  Heat  and  defeating 
the  New  York  Knicks  In  five  games;  before 
sweeping  the  Orlando  Magic  to  return  to  the 
NBA  Finals  for  the  first  time  in  two  years; 

Whereas  the  Bulls  displayed  a  potent  of- 
fense, and  what  some  consider  to  be  their 
best  defense  ever,  throughout  the  playoffs 
before  beating  the  Seattle  Supersonlcs  to 
win  their  fourth  franchise  NBA  champion- 
ship; 

Whereas  head  coach  Phil  Jackson,  who 
won  his  first  Coach  of  the  Year  award,  and 
the  entire  coaching  staff  skillfully  led  the 
Bulls  through  a  record  72-win  season  and  a 
15-3  playoff  run; 

Whereas  Michael  Jordan,  Scottle  Pippen, 
and  Dennis  Rodman  all  were  named  to  the 
NBA's  "All-Defensive  Team",  the  first  time 
In  13  years  that  three  players  from  the  same 
team  have  been  so  named; 

Whereas  Michael  Jordan,  In  his  first  full 
season  after  coming  out  of  retirement,  won 
his  record  eighth  scoring  title,  his  fourth 
Most  Valuable  Player  award,  and  was  again 
named  playoff  most  valuable  player  (for  the 
fourth  time); 

Whereas  Scottle  Pippen  again  exhibited  his 
outstanding  offensive  and  defensive  versa- 
tility, proving  himself  to  be  one  of  the  best 
all-around  players  In  the  NBA; 

Whereas  the  quickness,  tireless  defensive 
effort,  and  athleticism  of  the  colorful  Dennis 
Rodman,  who  won  his  fifth  straight  rebound- 
ing title,  keyed  a  Bulls  front  line  that  led 
the  league  in  rebounding; 

Whereas  veteran  guard  Ron  Harper,  in 
shutting  down  many  of  the  league's  top 
point  guards  throughout  the  playoffs,  dem- 
onstrated the  defensive  skills  that  have 
made  him  a  cornerstone  of  the  league's  best 
defense; 

Whereas  center  Luc  Longley  frustrated 
many  of  the  all-star  caliber  centers  that  he 
faced  in  this  year's  playoffs  while  at  times 
providing  a  much  needed  scoring  lift; 

Whereas  Toni  Kukoc,  winner  of  the 
league's  "Sixth  Man"  award,  displayed  his 
awesome  variety  of  offensive  skills  in  both 
assisting  on,  and  hitting,  several  big  shots 
when  the  Bulls  needec*  them  most; 
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Whereas  the  laser-llTie  three-point  shoot- 
ing of  career  three-point  field  goal  percent- 
age leader  Steve  Kerr  sparked  many  a  Bulls 
rally; 

Whereas  the  outstanding  shooting  of  Jud 
Buechler  and  Bill  Wennlngton,  and  the  tena- 
cious defense  of  Randy  Brown,  each  of  whom 
came  off  the  bench  to  provide  valuable  con- 
tributions, were  an  Important  part  of  each 
Bulls  victory; 

Whereas  John  Salley  and  James  Edwards 
provided  valuable  contributions  throughout 
the  season  and  the  playoffs,  both  on  and  off 
the  court,  at  times  giving  the  Bulls  the  emo- 
tional lift  they  needed;  and 

Whereas  the  regular  season  contributions 
of  second  year  forward  Dickey  Simpkins  and 
rookie  forward  Jason  Caffey.  and  the  con- 
stant emotional  lift  provided  by  the  Injured 
Jack  Haley,  both  on  the  court  and  in  prac- 
tice, again  demonstrated  the  total  devotion 
of  Bulls  personnel  to  the  team  concept  that 
has  made  the  Bulls  Into  one  of  the  most  dev- 
astating basketball  forces  of  modem  times: 
Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  the  Senate  congratulates 
the  Chicago  Bulls  on  winning  the  1996  Na- 
tional Basketball  Association  championship. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


THE  NATIONAL  DEFENSE  AUTHOR- 
IZATION ACT  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR 
1997 


GRASSLEY  AMENDMENT  NO.  4047 
Mr.  GRASSLEY  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  the  bill  (S.1745)  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1997  for 
military  activities  of  the  Department 
of  Defense,  for  military  construction, 
and  for  defense  activities  of  the  De- 
partment of  Energy,  to  prescribe  per- 
sonnel strengths  for  such  fiscal  year 
for  the  Armed  Forces,  and  for  other 
purposes:  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  subtitle  A  of  title  X  add  the 
following: 

SEC.  .  FORCE  MODERNIZATION  FUNDED  BY  RE- 
DUCTKmS  IN  SPENDING  FOR  INFRA- 
STRUCTURE PROGRAMS. 

(a)  Funding  Freeze  at  Programmed 
LEVEL  FOR  Fiscal  year  1998.— The  Secretary 
of  Defense  shall  ensure  that  the  total 
amount  expended  for  Infrastructure  pro- 
grams for  each  of  ffscal  years  1998  through 
2001  does  not  exceed  S145.000.000.000. 

(b)  USE  OF  Savings  for  Force  Moderniza- 
tion.—The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  take 
the  actions  necessary  to  program  for  pro- 
curement for  force  modernization  for  the  fis- 
cal years  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  the 
amount  of  the  savings  in  expenditures  for  in- 
frastructure programs  that  Is  derived  from 
actions  taken  to  carry  out  that  subsection. 

(c)  Protection  of  Program  for  Spare 
Parts  and  training.— In  formulating  the  fu- 
ture-years defense  programs  to  be  submitted 
to  Congress  in  fiscal  year  1997  (for  fiscal  year 
1998  and  following  Qscal  years),  ffscal  year 
1998  (for  fiscal  year  1999  and  following  ffscal 
years),  ffscal  year  1999  (for  ffscal  year  2000 
and  following  ffscal  years),  and  ffscal  year 
2000  (for  fiscal  year  2001  and  following  ffscal 
years),  the  Secretary  shall  preserve  the 
growth  In  programmed  funding  for  spare 
parts  and  training  for  fiscal  years  1998 
through  2001  that  is  provided  in  the  future- 
years  defense  program  that  was  submitted  to 
Congress  in  fiscal  year  1996. 


(d)  Reductions  To  Be  Shown  in  Fiscal 
Year  1998  Future-Years  Defense  pro- 
gram.—The  future-years  defense  program 
submitted  to  Congress  in  ffscal  year  1997 
shall  reflect  the  programming  for  the  reduc- 
tion in  expenditures  for  Infrastructure  pro- 
grams that  Is  necessary  to  carry  out  sub- 
section (a)  and  the  programming  for  force 
modernization  that  is  required  by  subsection 
(b). 

(e)  GAD  Review  of  Fiscal  Year  1998  Fu- 
ture-years Defense  Program.— The  Comp- 
troller (Seneral  shall  review  the  future-years 
defense  program  referred  to  in  subsection  (o 
and,  not  later  than  May  1.  1997.  submit  to 
Congress  a  report  regarding  compliance  with 
that  subsection.  The  report  shall  include  a 
discussion  of  the  extent,  if  any.  to  which  the 
compliance  is  deficient  or  cannot  be 
ascertained. 

(f)  Infrastructure  Programs  Defined.— 
For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  infrastruc- 
ture programs  are  programs  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  that  are  composed  of  activi- 
ties that  provide  support  services  for  mission 
programs  of  the  Department  of  Defense  and 
operate  primarily  from  flxed  locations.  In- 
frastructure programs  include  program  ele- 
ments In  the  following  categories: 

(1)  Acquisition  Infrastructure. 

(2)  Installation  support. 

(3)  Central  command,  control,  and  commu- 
nications. 

(4)  Force  management. 

(5)  Central  logistics. 

(6)  Central  medical. 

(7)  Central  personnel. 

(8)  Central  training. 

(9)  Resource  adjustments  for  foreign  cur- 
rency fluctuations  and  Defense  Logistics 
Agency  managed  stock  fund  cash  require- 
ments. 

eg)  Future-Years  Defense  program  De- 
fined.— As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  "fu- 
ture-years defense  program  "  means  the  fu- 
ture-years defense  program  submitted  to 
Congress  pursuant  to  section  221  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code. 


DORGAN  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  4048 

Mr.  DORGAN  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Leahy,  Mr.  Harkin,  and  Mr.  Bumpers) 
proposed  an  amendment  to  the  bill,  S. 
1745,  supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  31.  strike  out  line  2  and  insert  In 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"$9,362,542,000.  of  which— 

"(A)  $508,437,000  Is  authorized  for  national 
missile  defense;". 


KYL  (AND  REID)  AMENDMENT  NO. 
4049 

Mr.  KYL  (for  himself  and  Mr.  REID) 
proposed  an  amendment  to  the  bill.  S. 
1745,  supra;  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  subtitle  F  of  title  X  add  the 
following: 

SEC.    .  UNDERGROUND  NUCLEAR  TESTING  CON- 
STRAINTS. 

(a)  AUTHORmr.— Subject  to  subsection  (b). 
effective  on  October  1.  1996.  the  United 
States  may  conduct  tests  of  nuclear  weapons 
involving  underground  nuclear  detonations 
In  a  fiscal  year  if— 

(1)  the  Senate  has  not  provided  advice  and 
consent  to  the  ratification  of  a  multilateral 
comprehensive  nuclear  test  ban  treaty: 

(2)  the  President  has  submitted  under  sub- 
section (b)  an  annual  report  covering  that 
ffscal  year  (as  the  first  of  the  ffscal  years 
covered  by  that  report); 


(3)  90  days  have  elapsed  after  the  submittal 
of  that  report;  and 

(4)  Congress  has  not  agreed  to  a  Joint  reso- 
lution described  In  subsection  (d)  within  that 
90-day  period. 

(b)  Report.— Not  later  than  March  1  of 
each  year,  the  President  shall  submit  to  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  and  on  Ap- 
propriations of  the  Senate  and  the  Commit- 
tees on  National  Security  and  on  Appropria- 
tions of  the  House  of  Representatives.  In 
classified  and  unclassified  forms,  a  report 
containing  the  following  matters: 

(1)  The  status  on  achieving  a  multilateral 
comprehensive  nuclear  test  ban  treaty,  jxn- 
less  the  Senate  has  already  provided  Its  ad- 
vice and  consent  to  the  ratlffcation  of  such  a 
treaty. 

(2)  An  assessment  of  the  then  current  and 
projected  safety  and  reliability  of  each  type 
of  nuclear  warhead  that  Is  to  be  maintained 
in  the  active  and  Inactive  nuclear  stockpiles 
of  the  United  States  during  the  four  succes- 
sive fiscal  years  following  the  ffscal  year  In 
which  the  report  Is  submitted. 

(3)  A  description  of  the  number  and  types 
of  nuclear  warheads  that  are  to  be  removed 
from  the  active  and  Inactive  stockpiles  dur- 
ing those  four  fiscal  years,  together  with  a 
discussion  of  the  dismantlement  of  nuclear 
weapons  that  Is  planned  or  projected  to  be 
carried  out  during  such  fiscal  years. 

(4 )  A  description  of  the  number  and  type  of 
tests  Involving  underground  nuclear  detona- 
tions that  are  planned  to  be  carried  out  dur- 
ing those  four  fiscal  years,  if  any.  and  a  dis- 
cussion of  the  justification  for  such  tests. 

(c)  Testing  by  United  Kingdom.— Subject 
to  the  same  conditions  as  are  set  forth  in 
paragraphs  (1)  through  (4)  of  subsection  (a) 
for  testing  by  the  United  States,  the  Presi- 
dent may  authorize  the  United  Kingdom  to 
conduct  in  the  United  States  one  or  more 
tests  of  a  nuclear  weapon  within  a  iwrlod 
covered  by  an  annual  report  if  the  President 
determines  that  is  in  the  national  Interest  of 
the  United  States  to  do  so. 

(d)  Jodjt  resolution  of  Disapproval.— 
For  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a)(4).  "Joint 
resolution"  means  only  a  joint  resolution  in- 
troduced after  the  date  on  which  the  com- 
mittees referred  to  In  subsection  (b)  receive 
the  report  required  by  that  subsection  the 
matter  after  the  resolving  clause  of  which  is 
as  follows:  "Congress  disapproves  the  report 
of  the  President  on  nuclear  weapons  testing, 
transmitted  on  pursuant  to  section  of  the 
National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fis- 
cal Year  1997."  (the  first  blank  being  filled  in 
which  the  date  of  the  report). 

(e)  Implementation  of  Test  Ban  Trea- 
tt.— If.  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate  to  ratification  of  a  comprehensive 
nuclear  test  ban  treaty,  the  United  States 
enters  into  such  a  treaty,  the  United  States 
may  not  conduct  tests  of  nuclear  weapons  in- 
volving underground  nuclear  detonations 
that  exceed  yield  limits  Imposed  by  the  trea- 
ty unless  the  President.  In  consultation  with 
Congress,  withdraws  the  United  States  from 
the  treaty  In  the  supreme  national  interest. 

(f)  Report  of  the  Superseded  Law.— Sec- 
tion 507  of  Public  law  102-377  (106  Stat.  1343; 
42  U.S.C.  2121  note)  is  repealed. 


NOTICES  OF  HEARINGS 

COMSOTTEE  on  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  announce  that  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Indian  Affairs  will  meet  dur- 
ing the  session  of  the  Senate  on 
Wednesday,  June  19.  1996.  at  9:30  a.m. 
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to  mark  up  title  m  of  H.R.  3286,  the 
Adoption  Promotion  and  Stability  Act 
of  1996.  The  markup  will  be  held  in 
room  485  of  the  Russell  Senate  Office 
Building. 

COMMriTEE  ON  INDL\N  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President.  I  would 
like  to  announce  that  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Indian  Affairs  and  the  Sen- 
ate Committee  on  Banking,  Housing, 
and  Urban  Affairs  will  conduct  a  joint 
hearing  during  the  session  of  the  Sen- 
ate on  Thursday,  June  20,  1996,  begin- 
ning at  10  a.m.  on  title  vn.  American 
Indian  Housing  Assistance,  to  H.R. 
2406,  the  U.S.  Housing  Act  of  1996.  The 
hearing  will  be  held  in  room  538  of  the 
Dirksen  Senate  Office  Building. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE  OX  AGFUCULTURE,  NUTIUTION,  AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Com- 
mittee on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and 
Forestry  Subcommittee  on  Research, 
Nutrition,  and  General  Legislation  be 
allowed  to  meet  during  the  session  of 
the  Senate  on  Tuesday,  June  18,  1996, 
to  discuss  issues  that  affect  the  live- 
stock industry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMTTTEE  ON  COMMERCE,  SCIENCE,  AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce,  Science,  and 
Transportation  be  allowed  to  meet  dur- 
ing the  Tuesday,  June  18,  1996,  session 
of  the  Senate  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
ducting an  oversight  hearing  on  the 
Federal  Communications  Conmiission. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMrTTEE  ON  ENVmONMENT  AND  PUBUC 
WORKS 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  full 
Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works  be  granted  permission  to  meet 
to  consider  pending  business  Tuesday, 
June  18,  at  9:30  a.m.,  hearing  room  (SD- 
406). 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIARY 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary  be  authorized 
to  meet  during  the  session  of  the  Sen- 
ate on  Tuesday,  June  18,  1996,  at  10  a.m. 
to  hold  a  hearing  on  oversight  of  the 
Department  of  Justice  witness  security 
program. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COJtMITTEE  ON  RULES  AND  ADMINISTRATION 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules  and  Administration  be 
authorized  to  meet  during  the  session 


of  the  Senate  on  Tuesday,  June  19,  1996, 
beginning  at  9  a.m.,  and  Wednesday, 
June  19,  1996.  beginning  at  9:30  a.m. 
until  business  is  completed,  to  hold  a 
hearing  on  public  access  to  Govern- 
ment information  in  the  21st  century, 
with  a  focus  on  the  GPO  depository  li- 
brary program  title  44. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE  TO  DANIEL  HEALY  AS 
HE  CELEBRATES  HIS  50TH  YEAR 
IN  THE  NEW  HAMPSHIRE  LEGIS- 
LATURE 

•  Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  pay  tribute  to  Daniel  Healy  as 
he  celebrates  the  completion  of  50 
years  as  a  New  Hampshire  State  law- 
maker. Dan  Healy  is  the  longest  serv- 
ing State  legislator  in  the  history  of 
New  Hampshire  and  the  United  States. 
I  commend  him  and  thank  him  for  his 
long  career  of  service  to  the  Granite 
State. 

Representative  Healy,  a  Democrat 
from  Manchester,  currently  holds  the 
honorary  title  of  Dean  of  the  House. 
Mr.  Healy  is  the  longest  serving  State 
legislator  in  the  history  of  New  Hamp- 
shire and  the  United  States.  First 
elected  in  1944,  he  is  the  only  person  in 
the  state's  history  to  be  elected  25 
times  to  the  New  Hampshire  House. 

Dan  is  the  son  of  an  Irish  immigrant, 
attended  Georgetown  School  of  Law 
and  began  his  career  as  a  lawyer.  He 
has  seen  the  terms  of  11  Presidents  as 
well  as  12  New  Hampshire  Governors. 
In  addition,  he  was  a  delegate  to  the 
1938.  1964.  and  1974  constitutional  con- 
ventions. He  has  seen  the  beginning 
and  the  end  of  the  cold  war  in  office. 
Daniel  was  serving  the  city  of  Man- 
chester as  it  celebrated  its  100th  anni- 
versary, and  he  is  still  serving  as  the 
city  celebrates  its  150th  anniversary 
this  year.  Secretary  of  State  Bill  Gar- 
dener says  of  the  88-year-old  Healy 
that  it  is  his  "conservative  nature  and 
Yankee  sensibility"  that  brought  him 
success  and  longevity. 

Daniel  Healy's  career  bears  the 
mawks  of  dignity  and  distinction  from 
its  earliest  days.  He  epitomizes  the 
concept  of  public  servant,  faithfully 
representing  his  constituents  for  the 
past  50  years.  Their  confidence  in  him 
is  apparent  as  he  completes  his  25th 
consecutive  term  in  office.  As  he  has 
been  in  ill  health,  the  50th  anniversary 
celebration  marks  his  first  visit  to  the 
State  House  this  year.  His  record  of 
public  service  to  the  State  of  New 
Hampshire  is  outstanding,  having  de- 
voted his  life  to  serving  the  Granite 
State.  The  public  trust  has  been  and 
continues  to  be  safe  in  the  hands  of 
Dan  Healy. 

I  commend  Dan  Healy  for  his  long  ca- 
reer of  excellence  in  public  office.  He  is 


a  New  Hampshire  institution  and  I 
would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
wish  him  well.  I  hope  that  New  Hamp- 
shire may  continue  to  be  blessed  by  his 
faithful  leadership  and  dedication.* 


JUNETEENTH  DAY 

•  Mr.  KOHL.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  join  my  fellow  citizens  of  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  in  celebrating  the 
25th  anniversary  of  Juneteenth  Day  in 
Milwaukee,  WI.  Juneteenth  Day  com- 
memorates the  day  on  which  the  last 
slaves  in  the  United  States  learned  of 
their  freedom.  While  the  Emancipation 
Proclamation,  issued  by  President  Lin- 
coln on  January  1,  1863,  represents  an 
important  step  in  the  African-Amer- 
ican population's  quest  for  freedom  and 
equality.  Juneteenth  Day,  or  June  19. 
1865,  marks  the  final  abolition  of  slav- 
ery in  the  United  States  and  thus  occu- 
pies a  special  place  in  our  Nation's  his- 
tory. 

The  celebration  of  Juneteenth  Day  in 
Milwaukee,  WI,  dates  back  to  1971 
when  the  staff  at  Northcott  Neighbor- 
hood House  initiated  the  celebration. 
Juneteenth  Day  simultaneously  pays 
homage  to  the  African- American  strug- 
gle for  freedom  and  equality,  com- 
memorates the  end  of  slavery,  and 
celebrates  the  rich  and  varied  contribu- 
tions of  African-Americans  to  the  fab- 
ric of  American  society. 

This  year,  on  the  25th  anniversary  of 
Juneteenth  Day  in  Milwaukee,  the  con- 
tributions of  several  individuals  were 
honored.  I  would  like  to  take  this  op- 
portunity to  extend  special  recognition 
to  Margaret  Henningsen,  whose  exten- 
sive work  in  the  community  has 
touched  the  lives  of  many,  and  to  the 
memories  of  Jan  Kemp-Cole.  Terrance 
Pitts,  and  O.C.  White,  all  of  whom 
made  tremendous  contributions  to  the 
Milwaukee  community.  The  lives  and 
work  of  these  individuals  embody  the 
spirit  of  Juneteenth  Day:  A  celebration 
of  African-American  achievement,  cul- 
ture, and  history. 

Juneteenth  celebrations  throughout 
the  Nation  serve  to  reaffirm  the  ideals, 
goals,  and  dreams  of  all  African-Ameri- 
cans. While  much  has  been  achieved  in 
the  years  since  President  Lincoln 
signed  the  Emancipation  Proclama- 
tion, the  fight  for  equality  continues 
and  we  must  pursue  the  dream  of  Dr. 
Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  that  all  chil- 
dren "not  be  judged  by  the  color  of 
their  skin  but  by  the  content  of  their 
character."  I  invite  my  colleagues  to 
join  me  in  celebrating  Juneteenth  Day. 
a  day  of  freedom,  pride,  and  dignity  in 
the  African-American  community.* 


THE  THEODORE  ROOSE"VELT  DAM 
IN  HISTORY 

•  Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  on  March  18. 
1911.  Teddy  Roosevelt  stood  at  the  con- 
junction of  the  Salt  River  and  Tonto 
Creek  in  the  Salt  River  Valley,  and 
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pushed  a  button  to  release  water  from 
the  dam  that  had  been  named  after 
him.  The  harnessing  of  the  Salt  River 
85  years  aigo  created  a  lake  that  is  30 
miles  long,  4  miles  wide,  and  a  tribute 
to  the  dogged  determination  of  turn-of- 
the-century  engineers,  political  lead- 
ers, and  residents  of  the  local  Indian 
and  Anglo  communities.  At  the  rededi- 
cation  of  the  dam  this  spring  —  the 
ceremony  marked  the  completion  of  a 
9-year  makeover  by  the  Salt  River 
project— I  and  some  2,000  other  Arizo- 
nans  gathered  to  celebrate  this  historic 
accomplishment. 

From  this  distance  in  time,  it  is  easy 
to  forget  that  harnessing  water  to 
make  the  desert  bloom  put  American 
political  and  technological  ingenuity 
to  a  severe  test.  In  the  late  1800's,  east- 
coast  investors  had  first  planned  to 
build  a  maisonry  dam  to  tame  the  Salt 
River,  but  they  proved  unable  to  raise 
the  $3  million  necessary  for  this  vast 
project.  Only  the  Federal  Government 
could  do  it.  Just  as  in  our  own  day, 
many  different  interests  had  to  be  rec- 
onciled before  this  mammoth  effort 
could  begin.  As  the  historian  Thomas 
Sheridan  writes: 

Debate  raged  between  farmers  and  specu- 
lators, between  small  farmers  and  large  land- 
owners like  Dwight  Heard  and  Alexander 
Chandler,  between  those  who  favored  federal 
Involvement  and  those  who  wanted  Maricopa 
County  or  Arizona  Territory  to  take  control. 

The  man  who  made  it  all  come  to- 
gether was  Benjamin  Fowler  of  Chi- 
cago, who  had  moved  west  for  his 
health.  Fowler  was  a  private  citizen 
who  was  able,  Sheridan  says,  to  "talk 
his  fellow  farmers  into  hammering  out 
a  plan  the  Government  would  ap- 
prove." In  1903,  the  Salt  River  "Valley 
Water  Users'  Association — today's  Salt 
River  project — was  incorporated,  and  a 
complex  yet  workable  public-private 
partnership  was  born.  Two  years  later, 
ground  was  broken  on  the  site,  and  the 
water  control  project  commenced. 

Instead  of  calling  for  the  huge  ma- 
sonry structure  that  was  originally  en- 
visioned, the  U.S.  Geological  Survey 
plan  made  use  of  a  natural  rock  basin 
to  create  the  dam.  Conditions  at  the 
Tonto  Basin  were  gruelling:  In  the 
parching  heat,  laborers  lowered  them- 
selves off  steep  cliffs  on  lifelines  in 
order  to  hack  roads  out  of  solid  rock. 
The  setbacks  were  nmny.  Temporary 
dams  and  flues  were  swept  away  by  the 
floods  of  1905.  The  transmission  of  elec- 
trical current  to  run  heavy  equipment 
caused  one  fatal  accident;  three  others 
were  drowned  during  construction  of 
concrete  bridges  over  the  Grand  Canal. 
But  gradually,  block  by  heavy  block, 
the  stone  and  concrete  structure  rose 
284  feet  from  the  river  bed.  Hundreds  of 
geologists,  stonecutters,  zanjeros — gate 
operators. — laborers,  and  engineers  had 
reclaimed  the  Great  Americein  Desert, 
turning  Arizona's  unnavlgable  water- 
ways into  Irrigation  for  fields  of  grain, 
vegetables,  cotton,  and  livestock. 


Today,  the  Salt  River  project  contin- 
ues the  partnership  of  Arizona  citizens 
and  the  Federal  Government  by  operat- 
ing the  dam  on  behalf  of  the  U.S.  Bu- 
reau of  Reclamation.  The  SRP's  work 
has  enabled  the  Roosevelt  Dam,  which, 
at  85,  is  19  years  older  than  Nevada's 
Hoover  Dam,  to  keep  up  with  the 
times.  The  average  family  of  four  uses 
325.851  gallons  of  water  in  1  year.  The 
recently  completed  renovation  has  in- 
creased the  dam's  height  and  capacity, 
adding  storage  for  flood  control  as  well 
jis  enabling  the  facility  to  serve  an- 
other 1.2  million  in  population.  As  the 
valley's  population  grows,  and  as  more 
and  more  recreational  users  flock  to 
the  camp  grounds  of  Roosevelt  Lake, 
the  Roosevelt  Dam  bears  out  the  vision 
of  those  who  planned,  risked,  and 
sweated  to  bring  it  into  existence.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  SHERIFF  CHARLES  A. 
FUSELIER,  NATIONAL  SHERIFF 
OF  THE  YEAR 

•  Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
with  great  pleasure  that  I  rise  to  honor 
Sheriff  Charles  Fuselier  who  has  been 
named  sheriff  of  the  year  by  the  Na- 
tional Sheriffs'  Association.  The  re- 
nowned national  Ferris  E.  Lucus 
Award  presented  annually  by  the  Na- 
tional Sheriffs  Association,  recognizes 
the  accomplishments,  outstanding  pub- 
lic service  and  strong  leadership  quali- 
ties of  its  recipient.  Of  the  forty-two 
sheriffs  in  the  Nation  to  have  been 
nominated.  Sheriff  Fuselier  holds  the 
distinction  of  being  the  first  sheriff 
irovn.  Louisiana  to  receive  this  most 
prestigious  award. 

Sheriff  Fuselier,  who  is  currently 
serving  his  fifth  term  in  office,  is  a 
very  valuable  resource  both  to  St.  Mar- 
tin Parish  and  the  State  of  Louisiana. 
He  has  demonstrated  time  and  time 
again  his  dedication  to  the  citizens  of 
St.  Martin  Parish  through  his  many 
accomplishments  which  have  touched 
the  lives  of  many  people  and  had  an 
overwhelmingly  positive  impact  on  the 
State  as  a  whole. 

When  Sheriff  Fuselier  took  office  in 
1980,  the  staff  consisted  of  28  deputies. 
Currently,  the  sheriffs  office  boasts  a 
160  deputy  staff.  This  is  just  one  of  the 
many  instances  where  Sheriff  Fuselier 
recognized  a  critical  need  and  took  the 
necessary  steps  to  better  serve  the  peo- 
ple of  St.  Martin  Parish.  Other  exam- 
ples of  his  leadership  and  dedication  in- 
clude the  establishment  of  law  enforce- 
ment centers,  parish  prisons  and  a  spe- 
cial emergency  reaction  team.  Sheriff 
Fuselier  has  not  only  recognized  the 
law  enforcement  needs  of  the  parish 
but  also  the  individuals  under  his  care 
with  the  implementation  of  an  inmate 
rehabilitation  program. 

Due  to  his  tireless  efforts  to  enhance 
the  delivery  of  law  enforcement  serv- 
ices and  combat  the  victimization  of 
older  persons.  Sheriff  Fuselier  was  in- 
strumental in  creating  the  first  TRIAD 


program  in  the  Nation  in  Louisiana.  He 
heard  about  the  TRIAD  concept  at  a 
national  FBI  forum,  knew  it  would 
help  the  people  of  St.  Martin  Parish 
and  began  a  TRIAD  program  within 
weeks  of  having  heard  about  it.  Thus 
having  earned  the  title  "Father 
TRIAD.  "  he  has  also  instructed  and 
moderated  numerous  TRIAD  work- 
shops and  seminars  providing  assist- 
ance to  develop  TRIAD  programs 
throughout  Louisiana  and  the  Nation. 

Through  his  work  on  a  myriad  of  law 
enforcement  task  forces,  study  groups, 
and  commissions.  Sheriff  Fuselier  has 
made  many  very  important  contribu- 
tions to  the  Louisiana  Sheriffs'  Asso- 
ciation and  the  National  Sheriffs'  Asso- 
ciation. In  fact.  Sheriff  Fuselier  served 
in  every  position  of  the  Louisiana 
Sheriffs'  Association  and  also  in  many 
capacities  on  the  National  Sheriffs'  As- 
sociation such  as  the  crime  prevention 
committee  and  the  national  TRIAD  ad- 
visory board. 

I  congratulate  Sheriff  Fuselier  on  re- 
ceiving this  very  prestigious  award  and 
also  on  his  contributions  to  the  State 
and  national  criminal  justice  system. 
His  achievements  are  truly  an  Inspira- 
tion and  the  national  sheriff  of  the 
year  award  is  well  deserved.* 


TREBLTE  TO  DEAN  KAMEN.  NEW 
HAMPSHIRE'S  BUSINESS  LEADER 
OF  THE  YEAR 

•  Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  conunend  Dean  Kamen.  New 
Hampshire's  Business  Leader  of  the 
Year  for  1996.  president  of  DEKA  Re- 
search and  Development,  and  founder 
of  U.S.  First.  I  congratulate  him  for  his 
record  of  excellence  in  business  and 
community  development. 

Business  NH  Magazine  and  the  Asso- 
ciation of  Chamber  of  Commerce  Ex- 
ecutives sponsor  an  annual  event  to 
recognize  New  Hampshire  individuals 
and  businesses  making  outstanding 
contributions  to  industry  and  commu- 
nity. Each  year  the  sponsoring  group 
receives  hundreds  of  nominations.  The 
exceptional  quality  of  the  entries  gives 
testimony  to  the  strength  of  Granite 
State  businesses  and  the  New  Hamp- 
shire volunteer  spirit. 

Dean  Kamen's  record  of  achievement 
is  certainly  worthy  of  this  outstanding 
honor.  His  inventions  hold  over  30  U.S. 
patents,  he  invented  a  life-saving  22- 
pound  portable  kidney  dialysis  ma- 
chine, and  he  created  a  climate  control 
system  used  by  NASA.  Dean  has  been 
recognized  by  President  Clinton  for  his 
accomplishments  and  received  the  Hoo- 
ver Medal,  an  international  engineer- 
ing honor. 

Dean  Kamen  is  a  visionary  who 
wants  to  change  the  way  children  view 
science  and  technology.  He  would  like 
to  see  our  Nation's  children  emulate 
scientists  as  much  as  they  do  sports 
heroes.  His  award-winning  and  commu- 
nity-minded contribution  for  this  year 
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is  the  U.S.  First  program  designed  to 
inspire  American  children.  Children 
from  across  the  Nation  work  with  engi- 
neers and  compete  in  a  technological 
version  of  "'American  Gladiators." 

Dean  is  working  on  a  new  project  and 
keeping  it  tightly  under  wraps,  but  I 
look  forward  to  hearing  about  it  in  the 
future.  This  is  an  outstanding  record  of 
accomplishment  for  this  45-year-old 
businessman.  I  wish  to  congratulate 
him  for  his  recognition  as  New  Hamp- 
shire's Business  Leader  of  the  Year, 
amd  I  am  proud  to  call  Dean  Kamen  my 
friend.« 


HONORING  THE  TRIMBLES  FOR 
CELEBRATING  THEIR  50TH  WED- 
DING ANNIVERSARY 

•  Mr.  ASHCROFT.  Mr.  President,  fami- 
lies are  the  cornerstone  of  America. 
The  data  is  undeniable:  individuals 
from  strong  families  contribute  to  the 
society.  In  an  era  when  nearly  half  of 
all  couples  married  today  will  see  their 
union  dissolve  into  divorce,  I  believe  it 
is  both  instructive  and  important  to 
honor  those  who  have  taken  the  com- 
mitment of  "till  death  us  do  part"  seri- 
ously, demonstrating  successfully  the 
timeless  principles  of  love,  honor,  ajid 
fidelity.  These  characteristics  make 
our  country  strong. 

For  these  Important  reasons,  I  rise 
today  to  honor  Mr.  David  and  Mrs. 
Hazel  Trimble  of  St.  Charles,  MO,  who 
on  June  16,  1996,  celebrated  their  50th 
wedding  anniversary.  My  wife,  Janet, 
and  I  look  forward  to  the  day  we  can 
celebrate  a  similar  milestone.  David 
and  Hazel's  commitment  to  the  prin- 
ciples and  values  of  their  marriage  de- 
serves to  be  saluted  and  recognized.  I 
wish  them  and  their  family  all  the  best 
as  they  celebrate  this  substantial 
marker  on  their  journey  together.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  GIEIL  OF  THE  YEAR. 
KIM  YARMO 

•  Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  recognize  Kim  Yarmo,  a  sixth- 
grader  at  Amherst  Street  School  in 
Nashua.  NH,  for  receiving  the  honor  of 
Girl  of  the  Year  Award  from  Girls,  Inc. 

Girls,  Inc.  is  an  organization  open  to 
girls  between  the  ages  of  5  and  18  and 
dedicated  to  the  empowerment  of 
young  women.  The  programs  are  de- 
signed to  help  girls  compensate  for  ne- 
glect they  sometimes  suffer  in  the  de- 
velopment of  skills  in  certain  areas, 
such  as  sports  or  subjects  such  as  math 
and  science.  Kim's  parents  thought 
that  the  program  would  help  her  over- 
come the  difficulties  of  growing  up 
with  three  brothers  and  no  sister. 

Selection  for  both  Girl  of  the  Month 
and  Girl  of  the  Year  is  based  upon  sev- 
eral qualities:  cooperative  attitude,  en- 
thusiasm, steady  attendance,  positive 
attitude,  leadership  skills,  and  out- 
standing ability  to  interact  with  staff 
and  peers.  Kim  was  chosen  by  the  local 


Girls,  Inc.  staff  and  all  of  the  4  to  500 
girls  in  the  program  as  Girl  of  the 
Year.  She  was  chosen  from  a  group  of 
12  girls  who  had  been  named  Girl  of  the 
Month  during  1  of  the  past  12  months. 
Kim  will  represent  Girls,  Inc.  at  special 
events  throughout  the  next  year. 

Kim  is  known  by  her  peers  for  her 
helping  ways,  including  sissisting  her 
peers  with  homework  and  reading.  She 
is  a  responsible  and  caring  young  lady 
who  understands  the  definition  of 
teamwork.  Kim  is  a  leader  and  I  am 
proud  to  cadi  her  one  of  New  Hamp- 
shire's own. 

Young  women  like  Kim  are  impor- 
tant to  the  future  of  New  Hampshire 
and  the  future  of  this  Nation.  I  con- 
gratulate her  as  the  recipient  of  Girls, 
Inc."s  Girl  of  the  Year  award.* 


SWISS  BANKS  AND  GOLD  LOOTED 
BY  THE  NAZIS 

•  Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  discuss  the  role  of  Swiss 
banks  and  their  handling  of  gold  looted 
by  the  Nazis. 

On  May  25,  1946.  the  Allies  and  Swit- 
zerland agreed  to  a  treaty  liquidating 
German  property  in  Switzerland.  In 
section  n.  paragraph  2  of  the  treaty, 
Switzerland  agreed  to  pay  the  Allies 
$250  million  in  Swiss  francs  payable  on 
demand,  in  gold  in  New  York.  This 
treaty  was  the  culmination  of  a  very 
difficult  negotiation  with  the  Swiss, 
who  long  refused  to  deal  with  the  prob- 
lem of  their  banks,  essentially,  laun- 
dering gold  looted  firom  all  over  Europe 
by  the  Nazis. 

Yet,  while  the  Swiss  agreed  to  pay 
this  sum,  there  was  clearly  more  gold 
deposited  in  Switzerland  by  the  Nazis 
during  the  war.  As  a  February  5,  1946 
State  Department  document  clearly 
states,  the  amount  agreed  to  in  this 
treaty  was  far  lower  than  the  true 
amount.  At  this  time,  I  ask  that  this 
document  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  document  follows: 

ALLIED  CLAIM  AGAINST  SWISS  FOR  RETURN  OF 

LOOTED  Gold 

1.  It  ha^  been  determined  from  available 
ledgrers  of  the  German  Relchsbank  that  a 
total  of  at  least  398  million  dollars  worth  of 
g-old  was  shipped  to  Switzerland  by  the  Ger- 
man Relchsbank  daring  the  war.  This  figure 
does  not  Include  the  following  which,  when 
verified  and  amounts  definitely  determined, 
should  also  be  taken  up  with  the  Swiss: 

(a)  One  additional  shipment  known  to  have 
taken  place  after  these  books  were  closed 
and  evacuated  from  Berlin. 

(b)  Other  shipments  believed  to  have  taken 
place  early  in  the  war  and  to  have  been  re- 
corded In  earlier  ledgers  of  the  German 
Relchsbank  which  axe  not  now  available; 

(c)  An  amount  approximately  12  million 
dollars  worth  of  gold  which  the  Germans 
seized  when  they  looted  the  Italian  gold  but 
delivered  directly  to  the  Swiss. 

2.  It  Is  perfectly  possible  that  the  entire 
amount  of  398  million  dollars  (or  more) 
worth  of  gold  received  by  the  Swiss  from  the 
German  Relchsbank  was  looted  gold  because 
of  the  following  facts: 


(a)  The  large  amounts  of  gold  known  to 
have  been  looted  by  the  Germans  from  the 
countries  which  they  occupied  In  Europe  be- 
fore and  during  the  course  of  the  war.  It  Is 
known  that  at  least  579  million  dollars  worth 
of  gold  was  looted  by  the  Germans  and  made 
available  to  the  German  Relchsbank.  This 
figure  represents  a  conservative  tabulation 
based  upon  the  estimates  of  the  countries 
from  which  gold  was  looted  and  upon  a  care- 
ful examination  of  the  records  of  the  Ger- 
mans. 

(b)  The  relatively  small  amounts  of  legiti- 
mate gold  available  to  them. 

(c)  The  very  small  proportion  of  the  looted 
gold  which  appears  to  have  remained  In  Ger- 
many at  the  end  of  the  war  or  to  have  been 
disposed  of  In  countries  other  than  Switzer- 
land. The  amount  of  such  looted  gold  now 
Identified  as  being  in  Germany  at  the  end  of 
the  war  or  disposed  of  to  foreign  countries 
other  than  Switzerland  is  only  169  million 
dollars.  These  figures  have  been  derived  for  a 
complete  Inventory  of  the  gold  found  In  Ger- 
many at  the  end  of  the  war  and  a  thorough 
examination  of  the  records  of  the 
Relchsbank.  Including  a  detailed  tracing  of 
the  processing  and  disposition  of  more  than 
half  of  the  gold  originally  looted. 

Subtraction  of  the  loot  thus  traced  to  Ger- 
man war-end  stocks  and  to  third  countries 
(169)  from  the  total  loot  (579)  leaves  410  mil- 
lion dollars  worth  of  loot  or  more  than  the 
entire  amount  of  the  known  shipments  to 
Switzerland  still  to  be  accounted  for. 

3.  Even  if  one  makes  the  assumption, 
which  is  dulte  unrealistic  but  presents  the 
most  favorable  possible  case  for  the  Swiss, 
that  the  shipments  which  they  received  in- 
cluded all  of  the  non-looted  gold  available  to 
the  Germans  during  the  war.  there  still  re- 
mains an  absolute  minimum  of  185  million 
dollars  of  the  gold  taken  by  the  Swiss  from 
the  German  Relchsbank  which  must  have 
been  looted. 

(a)  A  thorough  examination  of  the  records 
of  the  German  Relchsbank  and  intensive  In- 
terrogations in  Germany  of  high  Relchsbank 
ofQcials  In  a  position  to  know  the  true  facts 
have  determined  the  amount  of  hidden  re- 
serves of  gold  held  by  the  Relchsbank  before 
and  during  the  war  in  addition  to  the  pub- 
lished reserves  which  were  known  to  the 
world. 

(b)  For  the  purpose  at  hand  June  30.  1940 
has  been  chosen  as  the  base  date  in  order  to 
make  the  case  as  favorable  as  possible  to  the 
Swiss  and  eliminate  any  uncertainty  as  to 
legitimate  acquisitions  of  gold  by  the  Ger- 
mans prior  to  their  attack  on  the  low  coun- 
tries. The  Relchsbank's  total  gold  holdings 
on  that  date  were  232  million  dollars. 

(c)  From  the  holdings  shown  above  (232 
million  dollars),  there  must  be  subtracted  an 
amount  of  49  million  dollars  worth  of  loot 
accumulated  by  the  Relchsbank  In  the  pre- 
ceding year,  which  grives  a  total  of  183  mil- 
lion dollars  worth  of  non-looted  gold  stocks 
held  on  June  30. 1940. 

(d)  The  only  significant  source  of  legiti- 
mate gold  still  open  to  the  Germans  after 
June  1940  was  Russia.  German  records  show 
that  the  total  amount  of  gold  received  from 
Russia  between  the  outbreak  of  war  with  Po- 
land and  the  attack  on  Russia  was  23  million 
dollars.  Although  It  is  clear  that  much  of  the 
gold  was  received  prior  to  June  30,  1940  and. 
therefore.  Is  undoubtedly  Included  in  the 
German  gold  reserve  figiire  for  that  date  (183 
million  dollars),  we  are  making  the  assumt>- 
tlon  most  favorable  to  the  Swiss  and  assum- 
ing that  all  23  million  was  acquired  after 
June  30.  1940  and  Is.  therefore,  to  be  added  to 
the  gold  reserve  shown  on  that  date  as  addi- 
tional legitimate  gold.  The  resultant  total  of 
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206  million  dollars  is  the  maximum  possible  the  equivalent  amount  of  such  gold  available  Switzerland  has  taken  SIOO.000.000  looted 
amount  of  non-looted  gold  available  to  the  to  the  three  named  Allied  powers,  those  pow-  gold  In  deposit,  which  later  on  was  re-ex- 
German  Relchsbank  at  any  time  after  June  ers  will,  insofar  as  is  feasible,  lend  their  as-  ported  to  Spain  and  Portugal  for  German  ac- 
1940.  slstance  to  the  Swiss  In  obtaining  the  return  count;  (3)  among  the  gold  that  the  Swiss  sold 

(e)  Subtracting  from  the  total  known  ship-  of  the  specific  gold  or  an  equivalent.  How-  during  the  war  to  Portugal.  Spain,  and  Tur- 

ments  to   Switzerland  (398)  the  portion  of  ever,  such  offer  of  assistance  is  not  to  be  un-  key.  there  could  have  been  looted  German 

those  shipments  which  took  place  prior  to  derstood  or  construed  as  a  guarantee  on  the  gold;  (4)  the  gold  that  Switzerland  bought 

the  end  of  June  1940  (7  million)  leaves  an  part  of  the  three  governments  named.  from  Sweden  during  the  war  could  theoretl- 

amount  of  at  least  391  million  dollars  worth  In  the  event  that  the  Swiss  Government  cally  be  German  looted  gold;  monetary  ex- 

of  gold  received  by  the  Swiss  thereafter,  and  should  Indicate  Its  preference  to  settle  the  perts  all   over  the  world  (Switzerland  has 

the  difference  between  this  amount  and  the  gold  question  by  paying  over  a  flat  sum  rath-  monetary  experts  at  her  disposal)  knew,  or 

maximum  possible  amount  of  non-loot  avail-  er  than  assume  the  burden  of  proof  as  Is  indl-  ought  to  have  known,  roughly  the  figures 

able  to  the  Germans  In  the  same  period  (206)  cated  herein  above,  any  compromise  figure  and  movements  as  contained  In  the  above  es- 

is  185  million  dollars.  between  185  and  398  million  which  Is  agreed  tlmate— certainly  they  knew  the  gold  hold- 

4.  On  the  fairest  assumptions  the  amount  to  by  all  of  the  Allied  negotiators  could  be  ings  and  gold  reserves  of  the  German 
of  loot  taken  by  the  Swiss  from  Germany  accepted.  It  would  seem  that  289  million  Relchsbank.  Switzerland  therefore  was  lack- 
can  be  estimated  at  289  million  dollars.  would  represent  a  reasonable  settlement.  ing  good  faith.  In  addition,  she  was  warned 

(a)  It   is   unreal    to   assume,    as   was    done  „                     ^  rhat  all  Germanv's  own  nr».w«r  trn\A  crrorlrs 

above,  m  calculating  the  absolute  minimum  German  gold  movements  (estmau)  ^^ ^l^^Z%r^^^J^.1^z 

figure  of  looted  gold  received  by  the  Swiss  (From  April  1938  to  Maj-  IMS]  ^^  therefope  aU  the  gold  then  in  the  posses- 

from   Germany   that   every   ounce   of  non-  mcome                                             Million  sion  of  Germany  must  be  presumed  to  be 

looted  gold  available  to  the  Germans  was  Germany  started  the  war  looted  gold 

sent  to  Switzerland.  with  estimated  gold  re-  w-    n-ax/TATr.     ac  «„»  «»,,   ^^^    »*.« 

(b)  It  Is  more  realistic  to  assume  that  the  serves  of  (Published  gold  ^-  ^  AMATO.  As  one  can  see.  the 
ratio  of  loot  to  total  gold  available  to  the  reserves  were  only  29. )  $100  ^^o^^^*^  of  gold,  estimated  by  this  re- 
Germans  was  reflected  in  all  German  gold  Taken  over  from:  P°^t  ^s  said  to  be  $398  million.  $148  mil- 
shipments  Including  those  to  Switzerland.        Austria „ 46.0  Hon  more  than  the  treaty  amount.  A 

The  total  amount  of  gold  available  to  the        Czechoslovakia 16.0  possible  reason  for  the  difference  can 

Germans  aiter  June  30. 19«.  as  shown  above.        Danzig  4.0  be  laid  upon  the  Swiss  because  they 

was  785  million  dollars  of  which  o79  million        Poland  12.0  would  not  aeree  to  nve  ud  more  thM 

dollars  or  74  percent  was  loot.  Applying  this        Holland  168.0  M^^nnL 

percentage  to  the  total  amounts  received  by  Belgium                                                   223  0  ^T        ,  j  ,  , 

the  Swiss  It  would  appear  likely  that  at  least  Yugoslavia                                             25  0  ^  would  like  to  know  what  happened 

289  million  thereof  was  loot.                                  Luxembourg  5.0  ^°  ^^®  Other  $148  million,  or  more,  that 

ALUED  pouciES  FOR  NEGOTIATIONS  OF  LOOTED        France  „ 53.0  apparently  was  kept  by  the  Swiss.  I  am 

gold  question                              Italy  64.0  quite  sure  that  the  other  nations  of  Eu- 

It  Is  definitely  known  that  the  Swiss  re-       Hungary ^£  rope  who  had  their  gold  looted  from 

celved  at  least  398  million  dollars  worth  of  them  by  the  Nazis  and  sent  to  Switzer- 

gold  from  Germany  during  the  course  of  the          Total 7i8.0  i^nd.    not   to   mention    the   individual 

war.  Of  this  amount  the  absolute  minimum  citizens  who  had  gold  taken  from  them 

which  is  to  be  classified  as  loot  is  185  million  f"**"      ,.    v«h«.«,                    *'"'""'  would  like  to  know  where  that  gold  is 

dollars.  In  arriving  at  this  calculation  every  Sold    to    Swiss    National  .         q  .       .      „    .       ,              ^     . 

doubt   has   been   resolved   in   favor   of  the        Bank $275  to  282.0  ,^f;.^,^f„„.                            "^^  ^°®^ 

Swiss.  A  more  realistic  approach  Indicates  Possibly     sold     to     Swiss  *^"  ''  »iJ£i"g-" 

that  the  amount  of  looted  gold  taken  by  the  Commercial    Banks    be-  ^-^^^^^ ^ 

Swiss  Is  closer  to  289  million  dollars,  and        fore  1942  20.0  __,yTj^__,    —^    tjtt  t      vfAUcmv    r»ie 

there  is  a  possibility  that  all  gold  received  Washed  through  Swiss  Na-  ^^UTE    TO    BELL    MARS-TON     ON 

by  the  Swiss  from  Germany  was  looted.  "onal    Bank    depot    ac-  ^   Kl^  1  lltbMlU^  1    Ai>   fKINCIFAL 

With  these  facts  in  mind,  the  Allied  Gov-  count  and  eventually  re-  Or   GOFFSTOWN  HIGH  SCHOOL 

ernments  should  insist  that  the  Swiss  hand  ported  to  Portugal  and  «  j^     SMITH     Mr     President     I    rise 

over  immediately  185  million  dollars  worth  Spain  (larger  part  by  far  ^^^y  ^            tribute  to  an  outstanding 

of  gold.  Any  bargaining  between  the  Allies       to  Portugal) 100.0  indi^duall^  he  nears  the  end  cH^^ 

and  Switzerland  should  only  be  with  respect    Rumania 32.5  i°f"^a'iai  as  ne  nears  tne  ena  oi  a  w- 

to  the  difference  between  185  million  and  398     Sweden  18.5  ^f^     career     as     an     educator.     Bill 

niillion.  As  to  this,  the  Allies  should  take  Found  in  Germany  (includ-  Marston  retires  this  month  from  his 

the  position  that  such  difference  should  be  ing    64    earmarked    for  position  as  principal  of  Goffistown  High 

turned  over  unless  the  Swiss  are  able  to  Italy  and  32  earmarked  School  in  Goffstown,  NH. 

prove  that  such  gold  was  either  Included  in        for  Hungary) 293.0  Mr.  Marston's  15-year  tenure  as  prin- 

Germany's    non-looted    pre-war    stocks    or  Sold  to  or  used  In  Balkan  cipal  has  been  marked  by  his  unfailing 

legltimatedly  acquired  after  the  beginning  of  countries     and     Middle  dedication  to  his  students.  His  example 

the  war.                                                                     East— mainly  Turkey  10.0  „,  ^^„^u^^^^  »„w  4«..«.,»-4».„   .^»  <-^»  u*- 

It  is  possible  that  Switzerland  will  ask  to                                               °l  excellence  and  Integrity   set  for  his 

see  the  data  upon  which  the  figure  represent-  752.0  students,  his  teachers,  and  his  commu- 
ing  the  minimum  loot  was  based.  If  so,  the  ==^^^^=  nity.  will  endure  long  after  his  retire- 
Allied  negotiators  should  agree  to  this  con-  Swiss  Gold  Movements  (Swiss  official  statement)  "lent.  He  will  be  remembered  as  a  true 

cession  upon  the  condition  that  the  Swiss             ,„ ,          ,  „^ .    ,      ^  ,.._  educator  in  every  sense  of  the  word.  An 

make   available    to   Allied   experts   books.  ^        [From  January  1. 1939  to  Jane  30, 19451  educator's   job    is    about    much    more 

records  and  other  documents  in  their  posses-  Pufctiased  from.  ^■^^^^    passing    along    information    or 

Sion  relating  to  their  gold  stocks  acquired        g^^^^ *282.9  j^     ^        ^     ^    ^    classroom.  An  ed- 

from  Germany  and  the  disposition  of  such        Portugal  12.7  „^„*' ,^„^„   .  ,^^  ^.     „^„^„„^^  ^-^v  ^v.*. 

gold.  However  to  avoid  delays,  such  conces-        Sweden 17.0  ucator  provides  his  studente  with  the 

slons  should  only  be  made  after  the  Swiss  Sold  «>:  ^°^^  ^^^V  °8ed  to  shape  their  future, 
have  agreed  to  turn  over  the  initial  185  mil-  Germany 4.9  Bill  treated  each  student  as  an  Individ- 
lion  dollars  worth  of  gold.                                      Portugal  116.6  ual  and  was  always  wULing  to  go  the 

In  taking  the  above  position  the  Allied  ne-        Spain  42.6  extra  step  to  see  a  student  succeed. 

gotlators  should  make  It  clear  to  the  Swiss       Turkey 3.5  Educators  like  BUI  are  one  of  our  Na- 

offlcials  that  the  fact  that  specific  looted  Conclusions:   (1)  All  gold  that  Germany  tion's  greatest  treasures.  They  shape 

gold  is  no  longer  in  Swiss  possession  does  not  sold  after  a  certain  date,  probably  from  early  ^.jjg  future  of  this  Nation  as  they  shape 

operate  to  defeat  ^e  Allied  claim  or  hinder  1943  on   was  looted  gold,  since  her  own  re-  ^    ^^       ^  character  of  our  young 

or  impede  the  handing  over  of  an  equivalent  serves,  including  hidden  reserves  with  which  ^i****^  o^u  v<uo^»^i«-*   «t  «»»*       iTt!^ 

amount  of  gold.  The  Swiss  should  be  advised  she  started  the  war.  were  exhausted  by  that  2*?.^,  •   ^<luca"0°   "la  eaucators  UKe 

that  in  cases  where  the  original  looted  gold  time;  (2)  out  of  $278.000,000-worth  of  gold  that  B"l  Marston  give  us  hope  for  tomor- 

has    passed    from    Switzerland    to    another  Switzerland  purchased  from  Germany,  the  row.  The  young  people  whose  lives  our 

country  and  the  Swiss  Government  has  made  larger  part  was  looted  gold;  in  addition.  Nation's  educators  touch  each  day  will 
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be  the  leaders  of  tomorrow.  It  is  the  ed- 
ucator who  sparks  interest  in  physics 
or  makes  civics  come  alive  for  the  stu- 
dent. They  equip  the  future  scientists 
and  inspire  the  future  writers  of  this 
Nation.  As  a  former  teacher  myself,  I 
have  seen  the  impact  educators  can 
have  on  the  lives  of  students.  Teachers 
are,  in  many  ways,  the  keepers  of  our 
Nation's  future,  holding  the  promise  of 
tomorrow  in  their  hands. 

By  all  accounts.  Bill  Marston  has 
been  an  exemplary  educator,  both  as 
teacher  and  as  administrator.  The  job 
of  an  administrator  is  not  always  an 
easy  one.  By  keeping  the  best  interests 
of  the  students  at  heart.  Bill  set  an  ex- 
ample he  can  be  proud  of.  Bill,  how- 
ever, was  more  than  an  administrator. 
He  was  a  leader.  He  always  acted  with 
integrity  and  earned  the  respect  of  his 
community.  The  influence  of  his  lead- 
ership will  surely  be  felt  long  after  his 
retirement. 

I  commend  Bill  Marston  for  his  ca- 
reer of  distinction  in  the  field  of  edu- 
cation. New  Hampshire  is  fortunate  to 
have  such  a  talented  and  dedicated  ed- 
ucator shaping  its  future  generation.* 


CONGRATULATING  THE  CHICAGO 
BULLS  ON  WINNING  THE  1996  NA- 
TIONAL BASKETBALL  ASSOCIA- 
TION CHAMPIONSHIP 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  Senate  proceed 
to  the  immediate  consideration  of  S. 
Res.  266,  submitted  earlier  today  by 
Senators  Moseley-Braun  and  Simon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  resolution  (S.  Res.  266)  to  congratulate 
the  Chicagx)  Bulls  on  winning  the  1996  Na- 
tional Basketball  Association  Championship 
and  proving  themselves  to  be  one  of  the  best 
teams  in  NBA  history. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  resolution. 

Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAUN.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, on  behalf  of  my  colleague.  Sen- 
ator SniON,  the  city  of  Chicago,  and 
the  State  of  Illinois,  I  rise  to  offer  a 
Senate  resolution  commemorating  the 
Chicago  Bulls  for  winning  the  1995-1996 
National  Basketball  Association  Cham- 
pionship. 

I  say  to  my  &iend.  Senator  Patty 
Murray,  that  her  great  State  of  Wash- 
ington was  well-represented  in  this 
championship  series  that  ended  last 
Simday.  We  should  all  applaud  the  Se- 
attle Supersonics  for  an  excellent  sea- 
son in  which  they  won  64  games.  I  am 
sure  it  will  not  be  the  last  we  will  hear 
of  them.  I  am  just  delighted  that  this 
happens  to  be  the  year  of  the  Chicago 
Bulls. 

The  Bulls  have  put  together  a  truly 
remarkable  season.  There  should  no 
longer  be  any  doubt  that  this  Bulls 


team  is  the  best  basketball  team  in  the 
49-year  history  of  the  NBA.  Yes,  the 
best  ever.  One  need  look  no  farther 
than  the  numbers.  The  Bulls  finished 
the  regrular  season  with  an  unprece- 
dented record  of  72-10.  They  roared 
through  the  playoffs,  losing  only  three 
games  in  four  playoff  rounds.  Their 
final  record  is  a  truly  unbelievable  87- 
13.  There  has  never  been  a  team  that 
has  so  dominated  professional  basket- 
ball at  both  ends  of  the  court  like  this 
year's  Bulls. 

Coach  Phil  Jackson  once  stated  that, 
"Basketball  is  a  sum  of  parts  that 
sometimes  are  greater  than  the  whole 
*  *  *  we  try  to  get  the  concept  to  the 
team  that  you  are  only  as  strong  as 
your  weakest  link."  Coach  Jackson's 
philosophy  of  teamwork  has  resonated 
with  the  players  on  this  team.  From 
Michael  Jordan  down  to  the  last  player 
on  the  bench,  each  member  knew  his 
role,  accepted  it,  and  worked  for  the 
good  of  the  team.  They  worked  hard  in 
practice,  meshed  their  various  talents 
and  selflessly  played  together  for  team, 
not  individual,  achievements. 

As  is  the  case  with  all  great  teams 
however,  when  the  team  is  successful, 
individuals  stand  out  as  well.  Michael 
Jordan,  the  greatest  basketball  player 
on  this  planet,  was  named  the  leagrue's 
most  valuable  player  for  the  regular 
season,  for  the  playoffs,  and  for  the  all- 
star  game,  something  that  has  never 
been  done  before.  Dennis  Rodman  won 
the  rebounding  title.  The  sixth  man  of 
the  year  award  went  to  Ton!  Kukoc. 
Coach  Jackson  was  honored  as  Coach 
of  the  Year.  And  three  members — Jor- 
dan, Rodman,  and  Scottie  Pippen— 
were  named  to  the  All-Defensive  Team. 

Basketball  teams  axound  the  country 
have  hung  banners  in  their  arenas  com- 
memorating championship  seasons.  Un- 
doubtedly, some  of  those  teams  pos- 
sessed more  Hall  of  Famers  or  had 
more  individual  talent.  But  this  year's 
Chicago  Bulls  team  has  amassed  a 
record  of  success  that  ranks  as  the  best 
of  all-time.  We  are  so  proud  that  the 
city  of  Chicago  is  associated  with  the 
mark  of  excellence  and  perfection  that 
this  Bulls  team  has  shown. 

The  values  of  team,  haxd  work,  and 
both  physical  and  mental  toughness 
that  the  Bulls  embody  has  brought 
them  fans  all  across  the  country— in 
every  State  in  the  union.  It  is  therefore 
particularly  fitting  that  the  Senate 
recognize  the  special  nature  of  the 
Bulls  achievement.  I,  therefore,  strong- 
ly urge  my  colleagues  to  join  with  my 
distinguished  senior  colleague.  Senator 
Simon,  and  me,  and  to  vote  to  approve 
this  resolution  commending  the  Chi- 
cago Bulls  for  their  fourth  NBA  cham- 
pionship. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  resolution  and 
preamble  be  agreed  to,  and  the  motion 
to  reconsider  be  laid  upon  the  table, 
and  that  any  statements  relating 
thereto  be  placed  in  the  Record  at  the 
appropriate  place  as  if  read. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  266)  was 
agreed  to. 

The  preamble  was  agreed  to. 

The  resolution,  with  its  preamble, 
reads  as  follows: 

S.  RES.  266 

Whereas  the  Chicago  Bulls  at  72-10.  posted 
the  best  regular  season  record  in  the  history 
of  National  Basketball  Association; 

Whereas  the  Bulls  roared  through  the  play- 
offs, sweeping  the  Miami  Heat  and  defeating 
the  New  York  Knicks  in  five  games,  before 
sweeping  the  Orlando  Magic  to  return  to  the 
NBA  Finals  for  the  first  time  in  two  years; 

Whereas  the  Bulls  displayed  a  potent  of- 
fense, and  what  some  consider  to  be  their 
best  defense  ever,  throughout  the  playoffs 
before  beating  the  Seattle  Supersonics  to 
win  their  fourth  franchise  NBA  champion- 
ship; 

Whereas  head  coach  Phil  Jackson,  who 
won  his  first  Coach  of  the  Year  award,  and 
the  entire  coaching  staff  skillfully  led  the 
Bulls  through  a  record  72-win  season  and  a 
15-3  playoff  run; 

Whereas  Michael  Jordan,  Scottie  Pippen. 
and  Dennis  Rodman  all  were  named  to  the 
NBA's  "All-Defensive  Team",  the  first  time 
in  13  years  that  three  players  from  the  same 
team  have  been  so  named; 

Whereas  Michael  Jordan,  in  his  first  full 
season  after  coming  out  of  retirement,  won 
his  record  eighth  scoring  title,  his  fourth 
Most  Valuable  Player  award,  and  was  again 
named  playoff  most  valuable  player  for  the 
fourth  time); 

Whereas  Scottie  Pippen  again  exhibited  his 
outstanding  offensive  and  defensive  versa- 
tility, proving  himself  to  be  one  of  the  best 
all-around  players  in  the  NBA; 

Whereas  the  quickness,  tireless  defensive 
effort,  and  athleticism  of  the  colorfiil  Dennis 
Rodman,  who  won  his  fifth  straight  rebound- 
ing title,  keyed  a  Bulls  front  line  that  lead 
the  league  in  rebounding; 

Whereas  veteran  guard  Ron  Harper,  in 
shutting  down  many  of  the  league's  top 
point  guards  throughout  the  playoffs,  dem- 
onstrated the  defensive  skills  that  have 
made  him  a  cornerstone  of  the  league's  best 
defense; 

Whereas  center  Luc  Longley  frustrated 
many  of  the  all-star  caliber  centers  that  he 
faced  in  this  year's  playoffs  while  at  times 
providing  a  much  needed  scoring  lift; 

Whereas  Toni  Kukoc,  winner  of  the 
league's  "Sixth  Man"  award,  displayed  his 
awesome  variety  of  offensive  skills  in  both 
assisting  on,  and  hitting,  several  big  shots 
when  the  Bulls  needed  them  most; 

Whereas  the  laser-like  three-point  shoot- 
ing of  career  three-point  field  goal  percent- 
age leader  Steve  Kerr  sparked  many  a  Bulls 
rally; 

Whereas  the  outstanding  shooing  of  Jud 
Buechler  and  Bill  Wennington,  and  the  tena- 
cious defense  of  Randy  Brown,  each  of  whom 
came  off  the  bench  to  provide  valuable  con- 
tributions, were  an  important  part  of  each 
Bulls  victory; 

Whereas  John  Salley  and  James  Edwards 
provided  valuable  contributions  throughout 
the  season  and  the  playoffs,  both  on  and  o^ 
the  court,  at  times  giving  the  Bulls  the  emo- 
tional lift  they  needed;  and 

Whereas  the  regular  season  contributions 
of  second  year  forward  Dickey  Simpkins  and 
rookie  forward  Jason  Caffey,  and  the  con- 
stant emotional  lift  provided  by  the  injured 
Jack  Haley,  both  on  the  court  and  in  prac- 
tice, again  demonstrated  the  totaJ  devotion 
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of  Bulls  personnel  to  the  team  concept  that 
has  made  the  Bulls  into  one  of  the  most  dev- 
astating basketball  forces  of  modern  times: 
Now.  therefore  be  It 

Resolved,  That  the  Senate  congratulates 
the  Chicago  Bulls  on  winning  the  1996  Na- 
tional Basketball  Association  championship. 


E.  BARRETT  PRETTYMAN  UNITED 
STATES  COURTHOUSE 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  Committee  on 
Environment  and  Public  Works  be  dis- 
charged from  further  consideration  of 
H.R.  3029.  and,  further,  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  its  immediate  consider- 
ation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  report. 

A  bill  (H.R.  3029)  to  designate  the  United 
States  courthouse  in  Washington.  District  of 
Columbia,  as  the  "E.  Barrett  Prettyman 
United  States  courthouse." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President.  I  would 
urge  the  Senate  to  formally  consider 
and  pass  H.R.  3029,  designating  the  U.S. 
courthouse  at  3d  and  Constitution  Ave- 
nue in  Washington,  DC.  the  E.  Barrett 
Prett3rman  United  States  Courthouse. 

Following  my  graduation  from  the 
University  of  Virginia  Law  School  in 
1953,  I  was  privileged  to  serve  as  a  law 
clerk  under  E.  Barrett  F>rettyman,  cir- 
cuit judge,  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  District  of  Columbia.  He  later  be- 
came Chief  Judge  of  the  Circuit  Court 
of  Appeals  for  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Known  as  the  "Swing  Man"  of  the 
nine-member  court,  Prettyman  was  re- 
nowned for  an  emphasis  on  thoughtful- 
ness  and  fairness  in  the  rendering  of 
his  decisions.  In  perhaps  his  best 
known  opinion,  Prettyman  opted  to 
help  protect  international  stability  and 
preserved  the  State  Department's  right 
to  bar  travel  by  United  States  citizens 
to  certain  areas,  such  as  Red  China. 
The  Supreme  Court  later  upheld  this 
decision. 

I  can  think  of  no  better  qualified  or 
more  lasting  tribute  to  such  a  fine, 
honorable  public  servant  than  to  name 
the  U.S.  Courthouse  in  the  Nation's 
Capital  the  "E.  Barrett  Prettsrman 
Federal  Courthouse." 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  bill  be  deemed 
read  a  third  time,  passed,  the  motion 
to  reconsider  be  laid  upon  the  table, 
and  that  any  statements  relating  to 
the  bill  be  placed  at  the  appropriate 
place  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  bill  (H.R.  3029)  was  deemed  read 
the  third  time  and  passed. 


APPOINTMENT  BY  THE  PRESIDENT 
OF  THE  SENATE 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
chair,  on  behalf  of  the  President  of  the 
Senate,  pursuant  to  F  -.blic  Law  85-874. 
as  aimended.  appoints  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson]  to  the  Board  of 
Trustees  of  the  John  F.  Kennedy  Cen- 
ter for  the  Performing  Arts. 


EXECLTTVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 


ORDERS  FOR  WEDNESDAY,  JUNE 
19.  1996 

Mr.  KYL.  Finally,  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  completes  its  business  today  it 
stand  in  adjournment  until  the  hour  of 
9  a.m..  Wednesday,  June  19;  further, 
that  immediately  following  the  prayer, 
the  Journal  of  proceedings  be  deemed 
approved  to  date,  no  resolutions  come 
over  under  the  rule,  the  call  of  the  cal- 
endar be  dispensed  with,  the  morning 
hour  be  deemed  to  have  expired,  and 
the  time  for  the  two  leaders  be  re- 
served for  their  use  later  in  the  day. 
and  the  Senate  then  resume  consider- 
ation of  S.  1745,  the  Department  of  De- 
fense authorization  bill,  and  the  pend- 
ing Dorgan  amendment  as  under  the 
previous  consent  agreement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  for  the  in- 
formation of  all  Senators,  on  behalf  of 
the  leader,  again,  there  will  be  15  addi- 
tional minutes  of  debate  on  the  Dorgan 
amendment  tomorrow  morning,  with  a 
vote  to  occur  on  or  in  relation  to  the 
amendment  at  approximately  9:15 — a 
vote  on  the  Dorgan  amendment  at  ap- 
proximately 9:15.  As  a  reminder  to  all 
Senators,  rollcall  votes  will  be  strictly 
limited  to  20  minutes  in  length.  All 
Senators  should  be  reminded  of  this 
early  morning  vote,  and  to  be  prompt. 
Additional  amendments  are  expected 
to  the  Department  of  Defense  bill  on 
Wednesday.  Therefore,  Senators  can 
expect  rollcall  votes  throughout  the 
day. 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  9  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  if  there  is  no 
further  business  to  come  before  the 
Senate,  I  now  ask  that  the  Senate 
stand  in  adjournment  under  the  pre- 
vious order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  6:35  p.m..  adjourned  until  Wednes- 
day, June  19,  1996.  at  9  a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 
Executive   nominations   received   by 
the  Senate  Jime  18,  1996: 

NATIONAL  FOUNDATION  ON  THE  ARTS  AND  THE 
HUMANmES 

AYSE  MANYAS  KE>rMORE.  OF  FLOROA.  TO  BE  A  MEM- 
BER OF  THE  NATIONAL  MUSEUM  SERV7CES  BOARD  FOR  A 
TERM  EXPnUNC  DECEMBER  6.  2000.  (REAPPOINTMENT) 


PATRICIA  M  MCMAHON.  OF  NEW  HAMPSHIRE.  TO  BE 
DEPUTY  DIRECTOR  FOR  DEMAND  RIDUCTION.  OFFICE  OF 
NATIONAL  DRUG  CONTROL  POLICY  VICE  FRED  W  GAR- 
CIA 

FOREIGN  SER\1CE 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  PERSONS  OF  THE  AGENCIES 
INDICATED  FOR  APPOINTMENT  AS  FOREIGN  SERVICE  OF- 
FICERS OF  THE  CL.\SSES  STATED.  AND  ALSO  FOR  THE 
OTHER  APPOINTMENTS  INDICATED  HEREWITH 

FOR  .VPPOINTMENT  .\S  FOREIGN  SER\1CE  OFFICERS  OF 
CLASS  TWO.  CONSULAR  OFFICERS  A.VD  SECRET.UUES  IN 
THE  DIPLOMATIC  SERVICE  OF  THE  CMTED  STATES  OF 
.AMERICA 

AGENCY  FOR  INTERNATIONAL  DEVELOPMENT 

DON.MJ)  C.  MASTERS.  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

U.S.  INFORMATION  AGENCS" 

GAIL  MILISSA  GRANT.  OF  MISSOURI 

PATRICIA  .MCMAHON  HAWKINS.  OF  NTW  HAMPSHIRE 

FOR  APPOINTMENT  AS  FOREIGN  SERVICE  OFFICERS  OF 
CLASS  THREE.  CONSULAR  OFFICERS  AND  SECRETARIES 
IN  THE  DIPLOMATIC  SERVICE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  OF 
AMERICA 

AGENCY  FOR  INTERNATIONAL  DEVEIOPMENT 

RICHARD  W   LOL-DIS.  OF  FLORIDA 
MARK  STEWART  MILLER  OF  FLORIDA 
ALLEN  F  VARGAS  OF  NEW  YORX 

DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

REGINALD  A  MILLER.  OF  CALIF0R.VX1 
JUDY  R  REINKE.  OF  VTRGDOA 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

JUAN  M  BRACETE.  OF  FLORIDA 

FOR  APPOINTMENT  AS  FOREIGN  SERVICE  OFFICERS  OF 
CLASS  FOUR.  CONSLTAR  OFFICERS  AND  SECRETARIES  IN 
THE  DIPLOMATIC  SERVICE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  OF 
AMERICA 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

KARL  H.\MPTON.  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

U.S.  INFORMATION  AGENCi" 

SUSAN  TEBEAU  BELL  OF  SOUTH  CAROLINA 
REBECCA  TRACi'  BROWN.  OF  CALIFORNIA 
KATE  M.ARIE  B'iTlNES  OF  FLORIDA 
M.ARGOT  CARRINGTON   OF  FLORIDA 
ANNT:  SARA  CASPER.  OF  NXVAUA 
CHARLES  GARY  COLE.  OF  CMIFOR-NIA 
LINCOLN  D  DAHL.  OF  NEVADA 

DAVID  ADAMS  DUCKENFIELO.  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  CO- 
LUMBIA 
DAVID  JOSEPH  FIRESTEIN.  OF  TEXAS 
STEFEN  GRAMTO.  OF  FLORIDA 
MARJORIE  R  HARRISON  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
ERIK  A.\DERS  HOLM-OLSEN.  OF  N'EW  JERSEY 
ROBERT  C   HOWES  OF  MICHIGAN 
TIFFANY  ANN  JACKSON-ZXJNKER  OF  CALIFORNIA 
GERALDINE  F  KEENER.  OF  CALIFORNIA 
CHRISTINZ  A   LBGGETT  OF  CALIFORNIA 
DEENA  FATM  MANSOCH.  OF  Wi-QMING 
K.\REN  MORRISSEY.  OF  FLORIDA 
G£X3RGE  P  NTWMAN  OF  NTW  YORK 

THOMAS  JOSEPH  NICHOLAS  PIERCE.  OF  CONTJECTICCT 
ADELE  E  RUPPE  OF  MARYLANT) 
R  STEPHEN  SCHERMERRORN.  OF  FLORIDA 
DANA  COHN  SHELL  OF  CALIFORNIA 
VICTORIA  L.  SLOAN.  OF  FLORIDA 
SUSAN  NAN  STEVENSON  OF  FLORIDA 
SCOTT  D  WEINHOLD.  OF  WISCONSIN 
I\-AN  WEINSTEIN.  OF  NEW  JERSEY- 
RICHARD  MORGAN  WILBUR.  OF  NEW  YORK 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

ROBERT  M.  A.VTHONY.  OF  OKLAHOMA 
JONATHAN  JAY  BEIGHLE.  OF  WASRINCTOS 
RANDY  WILLIAM  BERRY  OF  COLORADO 
PAUL  W  BLANTCEN-SHIP.  OF  TEXAS 
SHARON  T  BOWMAN.  OF  NEW  YORK 
FRANCES  CHISHOLM.  OF  NTJW  HAMPSHIRE 
NANCT'  A.VN  COHEN.  OF  CAUFOR-VIA 
MARIE  CHRISTDCE  DAMOUR.  OF  VIRGINIA 
NATHANIEL  PABODY  DEAN.  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUM- 
BIA 

shawn  dorman  of  ntrw  york 

christopher  g  dcnntttt  of  florida 

levon  a  eldemir.  of  califor.s1a 

robert  frank  ensslin  of  florida 

ge»rce  h  fkow1ck  of  californta 

joa-vnt;  gilles.  of  new  york 

willi.\m  lewis  griffith.  of  nxw  york 

alex.a.vder  grossman.  of  te3cas 

david  c  herma.vn.  of  massachusetts 

andrew  s  hillman.  of  new  york 

irma  j  hopkins.  of  didlana 

mark  scott  johnsen.  of  california 

marc  c  johnson  of  the  district  of  columbia 

christopher  a  landbnig  of  washington 

scott  d  mc  donald  of  florida 

edward  vincent  obrien.  of  florida 

edward  w  o'connor  of  pennsylvania 

DQtRlCK  MEYER  OLSEN  OF  OREGON 
MICH.\£L  JOSEPH  PETRUCELLL  OF  MARYLAKD 
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PATRICK  ROBiaiT  QUGLEY  OF  FLORHJA 
JENNIFER  ANN  RICHTER.  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

CYNTHIA  CORBIN  SH.VRPE.  OF  TEXAS        

KATHLEEN  S.  SHEEHAN.  OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
CATHERINE  ANN  SHUMANN.  OF  NEW  JERSEY' 
RAYMOND  DANIEL  TOM  A.  JR..  OF  MICHIGAN 
PAMELA  M   TREMONT.  OF  TEX\S 
JAMES  J  TLTIXER.  OF  MARYLA-VD 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  MEMBERS  OF  THE  FOREIGN 
SERVICE  OF  THE  U.S  INFORMATION  AGENCY  ANT>  THE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE  TO  BE  CONSULAR  OFFICERS 
AMJ.OR  SECRETARIES  IN  THE  DIPLOMATIC  SERVICE  OF 
THE  UNTTED  STATES  OF  AMERICA.  AS  INDICATED: 

CONSULAR  OFFICERS  AND  SECRETARIES  IN  THE  DIP- 
LOMATIC SERVICE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA: 
AMANDA  L.  BLANCK.  OF  MISSOLTU 
PATRICK  W  BOYDEN.  OF  INDLANA 
BRUCE  W.  BRETT.  OF  VIRGINLA 
DAVID  H.  CANNON,  OF  CAUFORNIA 
ROBERT  W.  CHAPMAN.  OF  VIRGINIA 
RICHARD  K.  CHOATE.  OF  \1RGIN1A 
COLLETTE  M.  CHRISTIAN.  OF  OREGON 
JENNIFER  N.  M.  COILE.  OF  WYOMING 
DANIEL  KEITH  HALL.  OF  VIRGINTA 
JAMES  L.  HARRIS.  OF  VIRGINIA 

MARY  HEINTZELMAN.  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
MAUREEN  MATTER  HOWARD.  OF  WASHINGTON 
MICHAEL  J   HUGHES.  OF  VIRGINIA 
MICHAEL  C.  JOHN.  OF  VIRGINU 
PATRICIA  KOZLIK  KABRA  OF  CALIFORNIA 
ANDREW  M   LANGENBACH.  OF  VIRGINIA 
DAVID  KENT  MASON.  OF  VIRGINIA 
MARY  ANN  MCKAY.  OF  CALIFORNIA 
ANDREA  LDfDA  MEYER.  OF  PENTiSYLVANlA 
CYNTHIA  L.  MORROW.  OF  VIRGINIA 
DUC  TAN  NGO.  OF  VIRGINLA 
JEAN  T  OLSON.  OF  FLORIDA 
ROBERT  E.  ORKOSKY.  OF  VIRGINIA 
EU2ABETH  C.  POKORNY.  OF  VIRGD.1A 
LAURA  B.  PRAMCK.  OF  COLORADO 
ANTC  M.  ROUBACHEWSKY.  OF  MARYLANT) 
NORVILLE  B.  SPEARMAN.  JR..  OF  CALIFORNIA 
KAREN  SULLIVAN.  OF  NEW  YORK 
KURT  N  THEODORAKOS.  OF  VHWStNlA 

IN  THE  ARMY 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  IN  THE  US 
ARMY  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSmON  OF  IMPORTANCE 
AND  RESPONSTBn.lTY  UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTION  (OKA): 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ.  GEN.  DENNIS  L.  BENCHOFF.  19»-30-6683 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  IN  THE  U.S. 
ARMY  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORT.ANCE 
A.ND  RESPONSlBILmf  UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNTTED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTION  tOKA): 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

M-VI.  GEN.  WILLIAM  M.  STEELE.  292-70-003 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  IN  THE  U.S. 
.ARMY  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSmON  OF  IMPORTANCE 
AND  RESPONSfflnjTY  UNTJER  TTTLE  10.  UNITED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTION  »1(A): 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ.  GEN.  JOSEPH  W.  KINZER.  214-3fr-»W3 

THE  FOLLOWING-N.AMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENA-VT  GENERAL  IN  THE  US. 
ARMY  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSmON  OF  IMPORTANCE 
AND  RESPONSIBILrrY  UNDER  TTTLE  10.  L-NITED  STATES 
CODE.  SECnON  mi(A): 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ.  GEN.  ERIC  K.  SHIN-SEKI.  »S-3»-S56 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  UEUTENANT  GENERAL  IN  THE  U.S. 
ARMY  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE 
AND  RESPONSIBIUTY  l^-DER  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTION  801(A): 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ.  GEN.  JOSEPH  E.  DEFRANCISCO.  Ofl»-34-mi 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER.  ON  THE  ACTIVE 
DUTY  LIST.  FOR  PROMOTION  TO  THE  GRADE  DJDICATED 
IN  THE  U.S.  ARifY  IN  ACCORPANCT  WITH  SECTIONS  624 
AND  (38.  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE: 

■niDGE  ADVOCATE  GENERAL 

•  To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

WAYNE  E.  ANDQtSON.  U»-7»-<415 

IN  THE  AIR  FORCE 

THE  FOLLOWING  OFFICERS.  WHO  WERE  DISTIN- 
GUISHED GRADUATES  FROM  THE  U.S.  AIR  FORCE  OFFI- 
CER TRAINING  SCHOOL.  FOR  APPOINTMENT  AS  SECONT) 
UEUTENANTS  IN  THE  REGULAR  AIR  FORCE.  UNDER  THE 
PROVISIONS  OF  SECTION  531  OF  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES 
CODE.  WITH  DATES  OF  RANK  TO  BE  DETERMINED  BY  THE 
SECRETARY  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE. 

LINE 

BRIAN  K.  BAKSHAS.  »«V«-<314 


T.ARA  B.  BEEDLE.  524-27-9695 
JOHN  J.  BELL.  578-90-2066 
MICHAEL  L  BENTOm.  089-«»-4792 
MICH.AEL  S   BRAIBISH.  540-11-4916 
LARRY  R  BROADWELL.  JR  .  241-r7-5157 
GRETA  M   CISSEL.  006-62-6336 
JA.MES  H   CUNNINGH.A-M  III.  463-98-0690 
PATRICK  C.  D.ALEY.  425-55-3610 
SCOTT  C   FROMM.  503-74-6160 
WILL1A.M  F.  FRY.  226-49-7436 
DONALD  J  GREGSON.  569-57-2187 
SHAN-NON  M.  HADDAD.  525-51-8535 
EDW.ARD  G.  H.ASKELL,  JR.,  556-43-5373 
AMY  S.  HENDERSON.  451-39-8627 
MARK  G   HUHTA.  369-02-7822 
DANIEL  G  JACOBSON.  JR  .  359-52-6972 
ERIC  A  KNUDSON.  535-82-4007 
THOMAS  J   LANG.  JR..  535-94-1476 
PATRICK  J.  LAVERTY.  262-81-5347 
SCOTT  H  .MAYT.AN.  495-66-8730 
M.UIK  W.  MURRAY.  338-66-4051 
JEFFREY  R  OWEN.  242-76-4537 
AMY  L  PEPPER.  529-0-6345 
STEVEN  M.  PERRY.  522-23-1126 
MICH.AEL  P  PETERSON.  573-35-7311 
CRAIG  A  PL"NCHES.  509-84-0926 
ROBERT  L.  RUSS.  261-73-9432 
HUGH  B   ST.  MARTIN.  JR  .  427-39-5261 
MICH.AEL  R  WEnUCK.  390-94-0842 
STEPHEN  D  WHITE.  848-90-8074 

THE  FOLLOWING  OFFICERS  FOR  PROMOTION  AS  RE- 
SERVES OF  THE  AIR  FORCE.  L^NTJER  THE  PROVISIONS  OF 
SECTIONS  12203.  8366.  AN"D  8372.  OF  TITLE  10,  UNITED 
STATES  CODE  PROMOTIONS  MADE  UNTJER  SECTION  8372 
AND  CONFIR.MED  BY  THE  SENATE  UNDER  SECTION  12203 
SH.ALL  BEAR  AN  EFFECTIVE  DATE  OF  8  MARCH  1996.  A.VD 
PROMOTIONS  MADE  UNDER  SECTION  8366  SHALL  BE  EF- 
FECTIVE UPON  CO.MPLETION  OF  SEVEN  YE.VRS  OF  PRO- 
MOTION SERVICE  ANT>  TWENTY-ON-E  YEARS  OF  TOT.AL 
SERVICE.  UNLESS  A  LATER  PROMOTION  EFFECTIVE 
D.ATE  IS  REQUIRED  BY  SECTION  8372(C).  OR  THE  PRO- 
MOTION EFFECTIVE  D.ATE  IS  DELAYED  IN  ACCORDANCE 
WITH  SECTION  B380(B)  OF  TITLE  10 

CHAPLAIN  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

DANTEL  .A.  BABINE.  559-72-3597 
ROBERT  B.  COMPTION.  594-58-2523 
ROGER  N  JACQL-ES.  034-10-3172 
JOHN  F.  KUR2AK.  478-62-24! 
CHARLES  R.  LANGFORD.  433-76-3S93 
JOSEPH  E.  LEGACY.  419-62-4081 
THOMAS  A  SCHENK.  30S-54-9294 
STEPHEN  M.  SMALLEY.  349-48-5111 
STEVEN  R  THOMAS.  JR.   245-68-6648 
RUTH  M  W   WARREN,  200-34-9980 

JUDGE  ADV0C.4TE  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

BRADLEY  S   ADAMS.  064-40-4809 
FR.ANCES  G  ADAMS  n.  234-86-8557 
MARK  W   ARMSTRONG,  272-52-5614 
JEFFREY  D   BILLETT.  226-76-0250 
GLENN  H.  BROWN.  414-74-4588 
THEODORE  A.  CHUN.  575-64-7990 
MICHAEL  J.  CIANCL  140-46-9225 
TIMOTHY  COON.  286-84-8889 
DAVTD  N   COOPER,  231-70-0664 
AUGUSTUS  B.  ELKINS  H.  237-94-0056 
THOM.AS  J   FAUGNO.  064-46-3002 
MARK  A.  FERRIN.  528-68-4674 
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BISHOP  KOMARICA— A  VOICE  FOR 
PEACE  AND  JUSTICE  IN  BOSNIA 


HON.  CHRISTOPHER  H.  SMITH 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  18, 1996 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker,  re- 
cently the  Helsinki  Commission,  which  I  chair, 
held  a  briefing  on  politk^l  and  human  rights 
developments  in  Banja  Luka,  the  second  larg- 
est city  in  Bosnia.  Among  the  participants  was 
the  Most  RevererKJ  Franjo  Komarica,  Roman 
Catholk:  Bishop  of  Banja  Luka.  Bishop 
Konmarica  has  steadfastly  pursued  peace  and 
justice  throughout  the  4-year-k3ng  war  of 
armed  aggression  and  genocide  in  Bosnia 
which  has  left  his  church  in  ruins  despite  the 
fact  that  no  large-scale  fighting  occurred  in  the 
diocese. 

Catholics  from  the  region,  predominately 
ethnic  Croats,  have  been,  and  continue  to  be 
subjected  to  various  forms  of  harassment  and 
violence.  An  estimated  90  percent  of  Catholics 
have  fled  the  diocese,  many  the  victims  of  eth- 
nic cleansing.  Scores  of  churches  have  been 
destroyed  while  virtually  all  of  those  left  stand- 
ing sustained  at  least  some  damage.  Several 
members  of  the  dergy  and  religious  were  mur- 
dered during  the  course  of  the  war.  Mean- 
while, Father  Tomislav  Matanovic,  the  former 
director  of  Caritas  Banja  Luka,  is  missing  and 
believed  to  be  held  by  Bosnian  Serb  forces  of 
the  43d  Brigade.  Bishop  Komarica,  who  was 
under  house  an-est  for  much  of  1995,  has 
demonstrated  his  firm  commitment  to  peace 
and  justRe  for  all  people  of  Banja  Luka,  re- 
gardless of  their  ethnic  or  religious  back- 
ground. Strengthened  by  his  faith.  Bishop 
Komarica  is  a  leading  advocate  of  recondli- 
atkxi  in  a  country  rent  by  vk>lence  and  war. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  that  the  text  of  Bishop 
Komarica's  opening  statement  be  placed  in 
the  Record. 

The  Commission  on  SECURmr  and  Coopera- 
tion    IN     Europe— Banja     Luka-Ethnic 
Cl£ansing  Paradigm,  or  Counterpoint  to 
A  Radical  Future 
opening    statement    by    most    reverend 

franjo   komarica   ROMAN    CATHOUC   BISHOP 
OF  BANJA  LUKA— JUNE  U,  1996 

Bishop  Komarica:  (through  interpreter). 
Honorable  friends,  I  greet  you  today  as 
friends  of  peace  and  God-lovlng  people.  I 
thank  you  for  your  interest  specifically  re- 
garding Banja  Luka,  my  home  town.  I  thank 
you  for  this  opportunity  given  to  me  to  ex- 
press my  concerns  and  my  hopes  for  my 
country.  I  thank  you  on  behalf  of  all  the  citi- 
zens of  my  city,  regardless  of  their  national 
or  state  orientation. 

You  know  that  I'm  a  Catholic  bishop  and 
not  a  political  representative  of  any  specific 
group.  I'm  not  assuming  the  representation 
neither  of  Croatian  people  specifically,  nor 
Bosnian  Muslims  or  Serb  people  in  this  terri- 
tory. Regretfully,  there  is  no  politician 
avadlable  or  existing  right  now  to  represent 


the  views  of  my  country,  of  my  city,  espe- 
cially to  represent  the  views  of  the  people,  of 
tens  of  thousands  of  voiceless  people  who 
have  no  voice. 

As  a  leader  and  a  Christian,  I  have  an  obli- 
gation to  help  all  the  people  in  their  effort  to 
be  human  and  to  be  God-loving  people.  I 
would  like  to  help  every  human  being  to  af- 
firm their  human  rights  and  their  freedom 
and  to  establish  their  right  to  existence.  It  is 
now  six  years  that  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
people  whose  basic  human  rights  have  been 
taken  away  and  denied. 

That  is  the  right  to  life,  the  right  to  pro- 
fessions, the  right  to  possess  homes  and  live, 
the  right  to  have  a  country,  the  right  to 
work  and  to  secure  a  living,  the  right  to 
have  a  social  and  security  support,  the  right 
of  movement,  the  right  to  freedom  of  reli- 
gion, the  right  to  raise  your  own  children  in 
your  own  convictions,  the  right  of  freedom  of 
conscience,  the  right  of  equality  of  being 
free  to  belong  to  a  political  or  a  different 
faith  group. 

We  cannot  talk  at  all  about  these  rights 
for  thousands  of  our  citizens.  The  denial  of 
basic  human  rights  has  taken  place  without 
the  presence  of  any  media  or  any  voice  to 
publicly  declare  this.  We  had  the  Impression 
that  we  are  forgotten  in  our  corner  of  the 
world.  We  were  strengthened  only  by  our 
faith  in  our  God,  whom  we  trust  that  he  has 
the  potential  to  redeem  us. 

And  this  thing  that  I  once  again  mention  is 
really  the  basis,  that  we  try  to  respect  all 
our  neighbors  and  not  do  any  harm  to  any 
one  of  them.  As  in  other  parts  of  Bosnia 
there  were  confrontations,  armed  confronta- 
tions and  clashes,  in  this  part  of  Bosnia 
there  was  no  war  and  no  open  conflict  be- 
tween different  groups  of  different  nationali- 
ties or  faiths. 

We  opted  for  a  different  option  here.  We 
rather  accepted  denial  of  our  basic  human 
rights  than  to  hurt  our  neighbors  and  to  es- 
tablish conflict.  We  are  talking  here  about 
people  who  have  been  peaceful  and  made 
every  single  effort  to  remain  people  who  re- 
spect others  and  try  to  live  together.  The 
only  blame  that  they  receive  is  that  they  did 
not  belong  to  a  side  or  a  group  of  people  who 
by  all  means  and  by  all  forces  and  by  brutal 
approach  has  tried  to  establish  ethnically 
cleansed  territory. 

The  biggest  number,  the  highest  percent- 
age, of  the  people  in  this  region,  be  they 
Serbs  or  Bosnian  Muslims  or  Croatians.  have 
a  desire  to  remain  In  peaceful  coexistence  in 
this  region.  The  Catholic  Croatians  in  this 
region  have  shown  by  their  behavior  that 
they  are  capable  and  ready  to  live  together, 
capable  to  live  together  in  peace  with  the 
other  two  peoples,  which  are  namely  Serbs 
and  Bosnian  Muslims. 

This  desire  to  live  in  peace  Is  denied  by  the 
members  of  the  existing  political  structure, 
and  despite  all  our  efforts  to  live  the  com- 
mandment of  respect  and  love  for  others,  to 
love  those  who  did  so  much  evil  to  us,  we  are 
brutally  hurt  again  and  again  and  punished 
for  no  reason,  and  not  just  from'  the  side  of 
extreme  nationalists,  but  those  by  inter- 
national democrats. 

We  ask  all  those  who  still  crush  our  human 
rights:  "Why  are  you  doing  this  to  us?  Are 


we  people  for  you?  Are  we  human  beings  for 
you?  We  ask  for  the  basic  human  rights  that 
you  enjoy.  If  we  are  grullty,  we  would  ask  you 
to  provide  It  to  us.  and  if  we  are  not  guilty, 
then  you  are  doing  great  injustice  to  us  when 
you  are  denying  to  us  basic  human  rights." 

I  am  taking  this  opportunity  to  tell  you 
and  to  express  to  all  American  peacelovlng 
people,  God  has  given  you  in  this  country  a 
generosity  of  the  heart.  Your  land  is  almost 
like  a  garden,  that  there  are  many  wonderful 
plants  and  beautiful  flowers.  You  are  a  gar- 
den of  different  people,  different  cultures, 
different  groups  and  religions. 

The  common  characteristic  of  all  of  you  is 
the  freedom  and  love  for  peace  and  respect. 
In  this  country,  it's  especially  appreciated 
especially  important  human  rights  and 
human  honor  and  human  dignity.  These  are 
the  precious  gifts  to  our  civilization,  the 
gifts  emphasizing  diverse  cultures  and  multi- 
faced  religion. 

You  are  an  ideal  and  an  example  for  us, 
and  you  are  a  leader  for  so  many  other  peo- 
ple in  the  world.  When  we  would  affirm  simi- 
lar in  Banja  Luka,  we  are  punished  for  that. 
You  know  that.  Will  you  with  clear  con- 
science allow,  continue  to  allow,  that  the 
basic  human  rights  are  still  denied  in  my 
city  and  in  my  country?  And  they  are  being 
punished  just  because  they  would  like  to  be 
like  you — free,  human  and  democratic  peo- 
ple. 

I  expect  an  answer  from  you,  which  you 
have  to  give  unto  your  conscience  first  and 
then  to  your  people  and  then  to  the  world 
and  then  hopefully  to  us  as  well. 

Regardless  of  how  you  look  at  us  and  for 
what  you  think  of  us,  we  in  Banja  Luka  are 
definitely  fighting.  With  enormous  efforts, 
we  try  to  protect  and  restore  civilization.  I 
hope  that  we  will  not  remain  alone  in  this  ef- 
fort. We  hope  that  we'll  find  friends  who  will 
support  us  in  this  effort.  We  hope  to  find 
these  supporters  in  Europe  and  especially 
here  in  the  United  States.  I  am  quite  sure 
that  I  will  not  be  disappointed  in  this  expec- 
tation. 

Thank  you  for  listening. 


TIP  TAX  TRIBULATIONS 


HON.  PHILIP  M.  CRAIVE 

OF  ILLINOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  18, 1996 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  introduce 
legislation  to  exclude  tip  income  from  the  ad- 
ministrative and  tax  burdens  of  the  Federal  in- 
come tax.  I  have  long  objected  to  the  taxation 
of  tips  and  it  was  the  recent  tribulations  of  a 
constituent  of  mine  which  prompted  me  to 
once  again  introduce  this  legislation. 

Chariene  Beyer  from  Round  Lake  Park,  IL, 
recently  sent  to  me  copies  of  the  forms  and 
regulations  covering  the  tax  reporting  require- 
ments for  tip  income  she  receives  as  a  res- 
taurant employee.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
hard  working  restaurant  employees  even  take 
time  out  to  attend  classes  to  leam  all  the  rules 
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concerning  tip  reporting.  While  serving  cus- 
tomers, they  must  keep  track  of  their  gratu- 
ities, then  report  them  to  the  restaurant  and 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service  [IRS].  The  res- 
taurant is  also  held  liable  for  tip  income  of 
their  employees.  Of  course,  tip  income  is  re- 
ceived by  cab  drivers,  bartenders,  and  individ- 
uals of  other  professions.  The  IRS  is  given  the 
difficult  task  of  policing  all  these  activities.  The 
whole  process  creates  a  bureaucratic  mess  for 
both  the  taxpayer  and  the  Government. 

I  believe  that  tip  income  should  not  be  treat- 
ed on  par  with  eamed  income  for  tax  pur- 
poses. Gratuities  are,  by  definition,  discre- 
tionary in  both  amount  and  practice,  irrespec- 
tive of  the  sen/ice  provided.  In  fact,  tips  are 
more  gifts  than  income  and  current  law  alkjws 
an  annual  tax  exemption  from  income  of  gifts 
up  to  S1 0,000  from  an  individual. 

I  feel  this  bill  will  be  especially  relevant  to 
the  current  debate  over  reforming  the  Intemal 
Revenue  Code.  As  one  of  the  common  goals 
of  the  numerous  tax  reform  plans  is  simplifica- 
tion, the  exdusion  of  tip  income  will  go  a  long 
way  toward  simplifying  the  compliance  of  tax- 
payers with  the  law.  The  current  process  of 
taxing  tip  income  provides  an  economic  incen- 
tive for  tip  earners  to  evade  taxes  by  under- 
reporting income.  Employers,  too,  are  bur- 
dened with  paying  payroll  taxes  on  both  re- 
ported and  unreported  tip  income.  Although 
Congress  provided  a  credit  to  employers  for 
FICA  taxes  on  tip  income,  a  much  more  effi- 
dent  solution,  again,  is  to  eliminate  the  tip  tax 
altogether. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  consider  the  merits 
of  this  bill  and  to  lend  their  names  as  spon- 
sors to  It. 


CONGRATULATING  YEOMAN  FIRST 
CLASS  YVONNE  A.  ZUBER  ON 
HER  ACHIEVEMENT  AS  THE 
COAST  GUARD'S  ENLISTED  PER- 
SON OF  THE  YEAR 


HON.  MICHAEL  BOJRAKIS 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  18, 1996 

Mr.  BILIRAKIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
congratulate  and  recognize  the  achievement 
of  Yvonne  A.  Zuber,  a  resident  of  Dunedin  in 
my  ninth  distrid  of  Florida,  wtio  has  been  se- 
lected as  the  Coast  Guard's  Enlisted  Person 
of  the  Year.  She  is  certainly  the  cream  of  the 
crop. 

This  is  the  second  year  for  the  Coast 
Guard's  Enlisted  Persons  of  the  Year  Rec- 
ognitkxi  Program.  Awards  are  given  annually 
to  one  active  duty  and  one  reserve  member 
who  demonstrate  exceptk>nal  standards  In 
leadership,  woric  ethics.  Coast  Guard  knowl- 
edge, uniform  appearance,  and  military  bear- 
ing. 

Petty  Officer  Zuber  is  a  reflection  of  what 
every  enlisted  person  can  achieve  at  their 
best.  Currently,  she  is  assigned  to  the  Coast 
Guard  Aviation  Training  Center  [ATC]  in  Mo- 
bile, AL.  She  is  a  k>yal  volunteer  for  the  Mo- 
bile Area  Special  Olympics  and  has,  for  the 
past  3  years,  helped  over  6,000  spedal  ath- 
letes reach  their  full  potential — assisting  them 
in  reaching  the  State  and  national  games. 
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She  has  also  devoted  many  hours  as  a 
rape-crisis  hotline  counselor  helping  rape  vic- 
tims seek  assistance  and  coping  with  the  trag- 
edy of  rape.  She  also  volunteers  with  the 
ATC's  Partner's  in  Education  Program. 

She  has  been  the  recipient  of  numerous 
awards,  including;  Coast  Guard  Achievement 
Medal,  Commandant's  Letter  of  Commenda- 
tion, DOT  Gokj  Medal  for  Outstanding 
Achievement,  Coast  Guard  Unit  Commenda- 
tion and  Operational  Distinguishing  Device, 
Coast  Guard  Meritorious  Unit  Commendation, 
Coast  Guard  Bicentennial  Unit  Commendation, 
Coast  Guard  Good  Conduct  Medal,  Humani- 
tarian Service  Medal,  Coast  Guard  Spedal 
Operations  Ribbon,  Coast  Guard  Restrided 
Duty  Ribbon,  Coast  Guard  Recruiting  Service 
Ribbon,  and  the  Coast  Guard  Sharpshooter 
Pistol  Shot  Ribbon. 

In  addition,  she  is  also  the  1995  Sailor  of 
the  Year  for  her  dedication  to  the  vision  and 
core  values  of  the  Coast  Guard  and  her  tire- 
less community  involvement.  It  is  evident  that 
she  serves  as  an  excellent  example  of  dedica- 
tk>n,  disdpline,  and  responsibility  that  is  nec- 
essary to  serve  ones  country  well. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  can  think  of  no  greater  com- 
pliment that  you  coukj  pay  to  your  families 
than  to  honor  them  with  the  dedication  to  per- 
sonal achievement  and  service  to  your  country 
that  Yvonne  Zuber  has  demonstrated.  I  would 
like  to  congratulate  her  once  again,  arxj  wish 
her  the  best  of  luck  in  all  of  her  future  endeav- 
ors. 


TRIBUTE  TO  SISTER  HELEN  M. 
FAULDS 


HON.  niOMAS  J.  MANTON 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  18, 1996 

Mr.  MANTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  Sister  Helen  M.  Faulds. 

For  over  40  years.  Sister  Helen  has  been  a 
tireless  servant  of  the  church  and  has  dedi- 
cated her  life  to  ministry  in  education  and  the 
healthcare  industry. 

In  September  1949,  Sister  Helen  entered 
the  Congregation  of  the  Sisters  of  Saint  Jo- 
seph of  Brentwood,  NY.  Since  that  time  Sister 
Helen  has  held  various  assignments  in  ele- 
mentary and  secondary  schools  in  Brooklyn, 
Queens,  and  Long  Island.  Sister  Helen  has 
also  served  as  a  teacher,  administrator,  and 
prindpal. 

Mr.  Speaker,  along  the  way  Sister  Helen  ad- 
varK«d  her  educatk>n  by  earning  a  masters 
degree  in  religious  education  from  Providence 
College  in  1965  and  a  masters  degree  in 
health  services  administratk)n  from  George 
Washington  University  in  1982. 

In  1982,  Sister  Helen  returned  to  New  Yort< 
and  reported  to  St.  John's  Queens  Hospital  as 
associate  executive  director.  Two  years  later 
Sister  Helen  was  appointed  executive  director 
and  has  served  in  that  capacity  ever  since. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  executive  diredor  of  St. 
John's  Queens  Hospital,  Sister  Helen,  through 
private  donations,  helped  erea  a  hospital 
chapel  and  she  has  pioneered  new  hospital 
services  induding  an  AIDS  and  American 
heart  center  designations.  Sister  Helen  has 
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streamlined  many  hospital  services  and  has 
advanced  the  hospital's  computer  system. 

Ahways  aware  of  her  ministry  to  people.  Sis- 
ter Helen  implemented  new  community  serv- 
ices induding  a  bereavement  group,  Lamaze 
dasses,  and  has  helped  to  expand  the  volun- 
teer system. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  proud  to  recognize  the 
achievements  of  Sister  Helen  M.  FauWs,  and 
I  know  my  colleagues  will  join  me  in  hononng 
her  40  plus  years  of  ministry  and  service  in 
education  and  healthcare  and  extending  our 
heartfelt  congratulations  on  her  retirement. 


TRIBUTE  TO  BERNARD  AND 
ANNETTE  ABEND 


HON.  HENKY  A.  WAXMAN 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  18, 1996 

Mr.  WAXMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  my  col- 
leagues to  join  me  in  recognizing  two  out- 
standing citizens,  Bemard  and  Annette  Abend. 

One  June  23,  1996,  Bemard  Abend  wifl  be 
honored  with  a  lifetime  achievement  award  in 
recognition  of  his  36  years  of  devoted  servK« 
to  Etz  Jacob  Congregatk>n.  On  this  spedal  oc- 
cask>n,  he  and  Annette  will  also  celebrate  their 
goUen  weddir>g  anniversary. 

Bemard  and  Annette  Abend,  wtw  were  bom 
in  Poland  artd  suffered  through  the  atrocities 
of  concentration  encampment  during  the  Hoto- 
caust,  M  not  meet  until  after  Worid  War  II. 
They  mamed  in  1946  and  soon  after  emi- 
grated to  the  United  States.  The  new  paths 
they  forged  for  themselves  in  Scranton,  PA 
were  enrk:hed  with  the  births  of  their  two 
daughters  and  the  many  challenges  fadng  a 
young  family  in  an  adopted  land. 

Seeking  r>ew  opportunities,  the  Abend  family 
moved  to  Los  Angeles,  CA  in  1959  and  Etz 
Jacob  Congregation  quiddy  became  a  central 
part  of  their  lives.  Bomard  Abend's  32  years 
as  president  of  the  congregation  from  1964  to 
1996  marked  a  penod  of  great  expansion  and 
religious  inspiratkyi.  Under  his  capable  and 
energetic  leadership,  a  social  hall,  holy  ark, 
Hokxaust  memorial,  and  the  Etz  Jacob  He- 
brew Academy  were  constructed. 

It  is  indeed  fitting  that  the  congregation 
honor  Bemard  Abend  for  his  contributions  to 
Etz  Jacob  Congregation  In  conjunction  with  its 
celebratxxi  of  Bemard  and  Annette's  gokJen 
wedding  anniversary.  Their  life  together  has 
been  inextricat>ly  imertwined  with  the  growth 
and  blessings  of  Etz  Jacob  Congregation. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  extending 
best  wishes  to  Bernard,  Annette,  arxf  ttieir  be- 
toved  daugfiters  arxj  grandchildren  for  contiiv 
ued  fiappiness,  good  health,  and  prosperity. 


THE  WEBB  SCHOOLS:  SECOND 
PLACE  WINNER,  THE  1996  TO- 
SHIBA/NSTA  EXPLORAVISION 

AWARDS  PROGRAM 


HON.  GEORGE  L  BROWN,  JR. 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  18. 1996 

Mr.  BROWN  of  CaHfomia.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
June  21-22,  1996,  more  than  40  students  wiN 
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come  to  our  Nation's  Capital  to  receive  top 
honors  in  the  1996  ExploraVision  Awards  Pro- 
gram, sponsored  by  Toshiba  and  administered 
by  the  National  Science  Teachers  Association 
(NSTA). 

The  ExploraVision  Awards  Program  is  the 
largest  K  to  12  student  science  competition  in 
the  work).  The  competition  asks  students  to 
work  in  teams  to  use  their  imaginations  to  en- 
vision what  technology  will  be  like  20  years 
from  now. 

As  a  long-standing  member  of  the  House 
Science  Committee,  I  have  worked  hard  to  im- 
prove science  education  in  this  country.  The 
ExploraViSKjn  Awards  give  students  the  oppor- 
tunity to  identify  future  technological  needs 
and  develop  the  kind  of  technological  thinking 
our  society  needs  in  order  to  meet  the  chal- 
lenges of  the  future. 

The  competition  is  just  one  great  example  of 
a  successful  business-education  partnership 
that  encourages  students  to  pursue  careers  in 
scierKe.  I  have  been  supporting  this  outstand- 
ing program  since  its  launch  in  1992.  In  addi- 
tion, I  will  be  serving  as  the  honorary  co-chair- 
person of  the  1996  ExploraVision  Awards 
weekend  with  Ms.  Bartsara  Morgan,  NASA's 
Teacher  in  Space"  designee. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  proud  to  announce  that 
the  dass  from  the  Webb  Schools  of  Clare- 
mont.  one  of  the  finest  schools  in  the  inland 
empire,  has  been  selected  as  one  of  the  1996 
12  finalist  winner  teams  of  the  competition. 
The  distinguished  members  of  the  team  are 
Ewurama  Ewusi-Mensah,  William  Marshall, 
and  Christopher  Maffris.  I  would  also  like  to 
recognize  their  teacher,  John  Ball,  and  their 
advisor,  Harlow  Johnson,  who  deserve  much 
of  the  credit  for  the  success  of  the  team. 

I  am  very  proud  to  recognize  the  achieve- 
ments of  the  dass  from  the  Wet>b  Schools 
and  other  winners  of  this  year's  competition 
and  to  reaffirm  my  commitment  to  support  the 
ToshilM/NSTA  ExploraViskKi  Awards  in  1997. 


TRIBUTE  TO  FAUZIYA  KASINGA 


HON.  PAITUCIA  SCHROEDER 

OF  COLORADO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  18, 19% 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  commend  Fauziya  Kasinga,  a  19- 
year-old  woman  from  Togo,  who  was  finally 
awarded  the  freedom  for  which  she  came  to 
the  United  States.  In  a  remarkable  1 1  to  1  de- 
cision, the  Board  of  Immigration  Appeals,  the 
highest  immigration  court  in  the  land,  ruled  in 
favor  of  Fauziya  last  week.  In  so  doing,  the 
Board  established  a  precedent  not  only  in 
Fauziya's  case,  but  for  future  women  who  flee 
their  countries  of  origin  to  avoid  being  sub- 
jeded  to  female  genital  mutilatron  [FGM]. 

Although  the  Immigration  and  Naturalization 
Sennce  [INS]  had  established  guidelines  in 
1995  which  state  that  FGM  constitutes  a  form 
of  politk:al  asylum,  INS  judges  demonstrated 
various  interpretatkms  of  such  guidelines.  In 
one  occasion,  a  judge  in  Baltimore  denied  a 
woman's  petition  for  politKal  asylum,  under 
FGM,  because  the  woman  couldnt  change 
her  gender,  but  she  couM  change  her  mind 
with  regards  toward  FGM  practk:es. 
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Fauziya's  now-triumphant  case  was  not  any 
less  difficult.  While  in  several  INS  detention  fa- 
dlities,  Fauziya  was  shackled  in  chains,  tear- 
gassed  and  beaten,  and  forced  to  spend  her 
18th  and  19th  birthdays  in  prisons  inter- 
mingled with  drug  users  and  murderers.  Thus, 
the  decision  the  11  Board  members  took  in 
stating  that  FGM,  an  explidt  violation  of 
human  rights,  is  a  basis  for  political  asylum  is 
long  overdue. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  loudly  applaud  Fauziya's 
courage,  I  also  want  to  humbly  thank  her  for 
indisputably  delivering  a  wake-up  call  to  the 
rest  of  the  Nation  and  the  world  on  the  human 
rights  violation  of  FGM.  Our  immigration  sys- 
tem has  finally  "gotten  it,"  and  women  fleeing 
FGM  will  not  be  told  that  their  stories  are  not 
credible  again. 
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colleagues  to  join  me  in  honoring  true  cham- 
pions— the  Florida  Panthers. 
Congratulations  Panthers. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  FLORIDA 
PANTHERS 


HON.  L  CLAY  SHAW,  JR. 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  18, 1996 

Mr.  SHAW.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  rec- 
ognize the  1995-96  Eastem  Conference 
champions,  the  Florida  Panthers.  The  Pan- 
thers are  a  team  of  dedicated  men  who  ac- 
complished an  athletic  feat  that  many  believed 
impossible.  Those  in  the  know  never  thought 
that  a  3-year-old  expansion  team  could  defeat 
the  odds  and  make  it  to  the  Stanley  Cup 
Finals,  but  this  spedal  team  did  just  that.  The 
Florida  Panthers  captured  the  hearts  of  thou- 
sands of  Ftorida  fans,  and  their  storybook  sea- 
son is  one  which  will  never  be  forgotten.  The 
precedent  for  excellence  has  been  set;  the 
skeptics  have  been  silenced. 

After  a  grueling  80-game  regular  season 
schedule,  the  Panthers  traveled  to  the  next 
level;  the  National  Hockey  League  playoffs. 
The  experts  said  the  Boston  Bruins,  the  Phila- 
delphia Flyers,  and  the  Pittsburgh  Penguins 
were  all  better  teams,  but  the  Panthers  never 
relinquished  their  pride;  they  hung  tough  and 
piled  up  the  wins.  Finally,  the  Panthers  lived  a 
hockey  players'  greatest  dream — a  young  up- 
start team  challenging  the  veteran  squad  of 
the  former  Quetjec  Nonjkjues  for  Lord  Stan- 
ley's Cup.  Although  the  Florida  rat  pack 
showed  integrity  and  professional  zeal,  the  Av- 
alanche took  the  cup.  The  dream  ended  in  an 
all-out,  no-holds-barred  tnple  overtime  game, 
and  the  Panthers  showed  what  it  takes  to 
reach  greatness. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Florida  Panthers  have  ig- 
nited the  passions  of  our  south  Florida  com- 
munity. My  congratulations  to  Marti  and 
Wayne  Huizenga,  and  the  Panther  organiza- 
tion for  putting  together  a  group  of  men  conr>- 
mitted  to  teamwork,  winning,  and  community 
spirit;  to  Coach  Doug  McLean  and  his  coach- 
ing staff  for  their  dedicated  work  throughout 
the  year;  to  the  rat  crazy  fans  of  the  Florida 
Panthers  for  their  support  and  enthusiasm; 
and  finally  to  the  Eastem  Conference  cham- 
pions for  a  great  season  and  many,  many 
memories. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Panthers  are  a  team  and 
an  cganization  that  exemplifies  hard  work  and 
the  inportance  of  community,  and  I  urge  my 


TRIBUTE  TO  THYRA  HODGE-SMITH 


HON.  ViaOR  0.  FRAZER 

OF  THE  VIRGIN  ISLANDS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  18, 1996 

Mr.  FRAZER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  salute 
a  long-term  community  adivist  in  the  Virgin  Is- 
lands, Mrs.  Thyra  A.  Hodge-Smith,  and  mourn 
her  passing.  Mrs.  Hodge-Smith  lived  an  adive 
life  until  her  death  on  June  6,  1996,  at  age  90. 

She  had  been  a  part  of  the  Virgin  Islands 
community  band  for  over  50  years  and  was  an 
adive  participant  of  "Camival"  until  she  be- 
came ill.  Mrs.  Hodge-Smith  believed  that  edu- 
cation was  important  so  therefore,  late  in  life 
she  received  her  masters'  degree  from  the 
University  of  the  Virgin  Islands. 

A  stalwart  in  the  Republican  Party,  Mrs. 
Hodge-Smith  was  one  of  the  first  females  in 
the  Virgin  Islands  to  generate  change  in  her 
party.  Mrs.  Hodge-Smith  will  also  be  remem- 
bered for  her  numerous  years  of  service  in  the 
government  and  particulariy  for  her  work  in  the 
Department  of  Health. 

As  a  strong  supporter  of  families,  Mrs. 
Hodge-Smith  was  always  willing  to  do  any- 
thing to  strengthen  family  ties.  Her  legacy  will 
live  forever  because  of  the  many  lives  that  she 
influenced.  She  was  an  asset  to  the  Virgin  Is- 
lands and  wA\  be  missed  by  everyone  who 
knew  her. 


PREFERENCING  ON  SECURITIES 
EXCHANGES 


HON.  SUE  W.  KELLY 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  18, 1996 

Mrs.  KELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  May  9,  1996, 
18  of  my  colleagues  and  I  sent  a  letter  to  the 
SEC  regarding  that  agency's  recent  approval 
of  preferencing  on  the  Cincinnati  Stock  Ex- 
change or  CSE.  In  the  letter,  we  expressed 
concern  that  the  SEC  had  aded  predpitously 
to  permit  this  questionable  pradice  on  a  secu- 
rities exchange  without  an  adequate  empirical 
or  legal  basis. 

Preferendng  enables  a  broker-dealer  to 
take  the  other  side  of  its  own  customer  orders, 
to  the  exclusion  of  other  competing  market  in- 
terest. In  practice,  CSE  operates  as  a  pure 
dealer  market,  depriving  customers  of  the  op- 
portunity for  their  orders  to  be  executed 
against  each  other.  The  ability  of  customer  to 
meet  customer  is  one  of  the  hallmarks  of  the 
agency  audbn  system,  and  frequently  results 
in  improved  prices.  In  spite  of  the  central 
place  that  customer  order  interadion  plays  on 
a  true  exchange,  the  SEC's  order  approving 
preferencing  on  the  CSE  leaves  unanswered 
many  questions  atx>ut  the  pradice's  effed  on 
customers.  For  example,  the  order  does  not 
examine  whether  customers  whose  orders  are 
preference  on  the  CSE  are  receiving  the  best 
prices  for  their  transadk>ns.  Given  the  excel- 
lent job  that  the  SEC  has  done  over  the  years 
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in  safeguarding  customers  and  pressing  for 
fair  treatment  of  customer  orders,  it  is  indeed 
surprising  that  the  order  approving  the  CSE 
preferencing  program  does  not  address  so 
basic  an  issue. 

Mr.  Speaker,  today  we  take  up  H.R.  3005, 
the  Securities  Amendments  of  1996.  This  leg- 
islation does  not  address  the  issue  of 
preferendng  but  I  understand  that  similar  leg- 
islation in  the  other  tx)dy  may  contain  a  provi- 
sion direding  the  SEC  to  undertake  a  detailed 
study  of  preferendng  on  exchange  markets.  I 
believe  that  such  a  study  could  be  most  help- 
ful in  addressing,  among  other  issues,  the 
quality  of  customer  executions  on  the  CSE.  I 
urge  support  for  such  a  study  in  conference. 
If  the  study  kJentHies  no  tangible  benefits  to  in- 
vestors and  the  capital  formation  from 
preferencing  on  exchanges,  I  would  support 
adion  to  t>an  this  pradice. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  JOSE  RAMON 
QUDSfONEZ 


HON.  JOSE  L  SERRANO 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  18, 1996 

Mr.  SERRANO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  pay 
tribute  to  Mr.  Jose  Ramon  Quinonez,  who  was 
honored  on  Saturday  by  the  members  of  the 
Holy  Family  Parish  Coundl  for  his  outstanding 
service  to  be  community  as  the  chairman  of 
the  board,  at  the  Church  of  the  Holy  Family, 
in  my  South  Bronx  congresskjnal  district 

Ray  Ouinonez,  as  he  prefers  to  be  called, 
was  bom  in  Puerto  Rkx>  and  raised  in  South 
Bronx.  He  completed  studies  in  metallurgy  at 
the  U.S.  Marine  Corps  Institute  of  Technology, 
in  Washington,  DC  and  at  Del  Mar  Technical 
College,  in  Oceanside,  CA.  Later  on,  he  start- 
ed working  for  Seandel  Studios,  Inc.,  in  New 
York  City. 

Mr.  Quifionez  served  the  country  in  the 
Third  Marine  Divisron  in  Vietnam.  After  his  re- 
turn from  Vietnam,  he  married  his  wife, 
Edmee,  with  whom  he  has  three  chikJren. 

Ray  Quinonez  has  dedicated  his  life  to  help- 
ing our  youngsters  develop  their  full  potential 
as  community  leaders  of  tomorrow.  His  serv- 
ice includes  volunteer  work  at  the  Castle  Hill 
Little  League,  where  he  was  the  field  deaner, 
coach,  manager,  treasurer,  and  vice  president. 
He  also  served  as  a  member  of  the  league's 
board  of  diredors,  as  well  as  moderator  of  the 
Holy  Family  Youth  Leadership  Group.  Through 
the  youth  group,  he  inspired  high  school  stu- 
dents from  parochial  and  public  schools  to  de- 
vek)p  a  sense  of  leadership  and  to  strive  for 
excellence. 

Other  community  service  includes  his  work 
as  chaimian  of  the  Center  for  Catholk;  Lay 
Leadership  Fomiation  and  as  a  member  of  the 
Community  Planning  Board  9. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me 
in  recognizing  Mr.  Jose  Ramon  (Ray) 
Ouinonez  for  his  outstanding  commitment  to 
the  servk»  of  our  youngsters,  the  Church  the 
Holy  Family,  and  our  South  Bronx  community. 


HON.  CHARLES  T.  CANADY 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  18,  1996 

Mr.  CANADY  of  Fk)rida.  Mr.  Speaker,  citais 
is  a  major  food  crop  in  terms  of  nutrition,  gen- 
eration of  income,  foreign  exchange,  and  em- 
ploymem  in  the  United  States. 

There  are  approximately  1 .2  million  acres  of 
dtrus  in  the  United  States,  and  the  annual  re- 
tail value  is  over  317  t>illion.  The  dtrus  indus- 
try in  the  United  States  exceeds  SI 9  billnn  in 
gross  revenue. 

Florida  has  850,000  acres  in  citrus  groves, 
70,000  people  employed  in  the  citms  industry 
and  74,000  people  employed  indirectly,  whrch 
means  on-tree  revenues  of  S9  billion  to  Flor- 
ida. 

Citrus  is  the  No.  1  fresh  produce  commodity 
grown  in  California  and  Florida  and  there  is 
substantial  acreage  in  Arizona,  Louisiana  and 
Texas.  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico  are  also  in- 
creasing their  dtrus  Industry  to  reduce  their 
dependence  on  imports. 

The  American  dtrus  industry  produces  table 
quality  navel  and  Valencia  oranges,  and  my 
home  State  of  Florida,  grows  oranges  for  fresh 
juice  and  juice  concentrate.  Flonda  is  also  one 
of  the  worid  leaders  in  export  quality  oranges, 
lemons  and  grapefruit. 

Unfortunately,  this  vital  industry  is  being 
threatened  by  the  brown  citrus  aphkJ,  whk:h  is 
the  most  efficient  transmitter  of  the  citrus 
tristeza  virus.  This  virus  threatens  the  entire 
U.S.  crop. 

Arizona,  California,  FkNida,  Louisiana,  and 
Texas  have  formed  a  research  council  to 
study  the  eradication  of  the  brown  citrus  aphkj 
and  the  dtrus  tristeza  virus.  This  research  is 
supported  by  the  industry,  the  U.S.  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture,  and  the  land  grant  cot- 
leges. 

The  farm  bill,  whk:h  the  Congress  passed 
eariier  this  year  also,  recognized  the  impor- 
tance of  eradicating  this  disease  before  it 
takes  over  and  destroys  the  American  dtrus 
CTop.  The  legislation  authorized  S3  million  to 
be  spent  on  Citrus  Tristeza  Virus  research. 

Mr.  Speaker  it  is  extremely  important  for  us 
to  supply  the  1997  funding  needed  to  can^ 
out  this  research  arKJ  keep  out  dtrus  industry 
healthy  in  Honda  and  elsewhere  in  the  United 
States. 


TURKISH  GOVERNMENT  REPRES- 
SION: TAKING  LESSONS  FROM 
BEIJING 


HON.  CHRISTOPHER  H.  SMTm 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  18, 1996 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
United  Nations  Habitat  II  conference  on  sus- 
tainable urban  devetopment  has  conduded  in 
Istanbul,  Turttey.  While  most  observers  wHl 
point  to  the  conference's  focus  on  the  press- 
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ing  challenges  of  urt>anization,  the  repression 
emptoyed  by  the  host  Government  of  Turlcey 
in  response  to  critidsm  of  its  human  rights 
record  has  cast  a  pall  over  the  meeting  and 
should  be  protested  at  an  international  level. 

While  Turkey  cannot  be  compared  to  China 
in  terms  of  democratic  development,  Ankara 
seems  to  have  taken  some  lessons  from  Bet- 
jing  when  it  comes  to  stifling  dissent.  As  Habi- 
tat was  just  convening,  Turtdsh  police  forcibly 
evacuated  the  headquarters  of  35  NGO's  or- 
ganizing an  "Alternative  Habitat."  These 
NGO's  were  protesting  the  government's  de- 
stnjdion  of  some  3,000  Kurdish  villages  arK) 
the  creation  of  3  million  refugees  in  southeast 
Turkey.  These  groups  rightly  believe  that  such 
poildes  were  incompatible  with  the  spirit  and 
goals  of  Habitat  II. 

Mr.  Speaker,  last  week,  Turkish  authorities 
detained  hundreds  of  peaceful  demonstrators, 
induding  a  Habitat  NGO  representative,  and  a 
handful  of  TV  journalists  filming  the  police  ac- 
tk)ns.  The  demonstrators  were  protesting  gov- 
ernment polides,  and  the  readion  of  Turkish 
secunty  forces  was  reminiscent  of  China's  ac- 
tk>n  during  the  UN  Beijing  Conference  on 
Women. 

These  attacks  on  free  speech  and  the  right 
of  free  assemt>ly  are  cynical  attempts  by  the 
Govemment  of  Turtcey  to  defied  intematk>nal 
scrutiny  of  their  polides  in  southeast  Turkey. 
Yet,  Mr.  Speaker,  these  heavy-handed  tadks 
bring  even  greater  scrutiny  to  the  govern- 
ment's repressive,  undemocratk;  adivities.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  to  imagine  that  the  thousands 
of  NGO's  and  otfidals  from  around  the  worid 
who  attended  Habitat  II  have  taken  home  a 
distind  impression  that  Turkish  democracy  is 
severely  lacking. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Turidsh  Govemment  tried 
to  prevent  its  repressive  policies  in  southeast 
Turkey  from  coming  to  light,  but  a  group  of 
mayors  from  towns  and  villages  in  the  regkx) 
dkj  submit  a  revealing  report  to  the  cor>- 
ference.  The  report  linked  human  rigfrts 
atxjses  in  the  regk>n  directly  to  Habitat  issues 
and  the  urtian  ills  fadng  Istantxjl  and  other 
large  dties  in  Turtcey.  The  mayors  believe  ttiat 
crowding,  poverty  and  instability  in  Istanbul 
originated  in  the  tovms  and  villages  of  south- 
east Turtcey,  where  economc  deprivatkxi  arxj 
the  govemment's  war  on  terrorism  had  forced 
millions  from  their  homes  to  urban  centers 
unequipped  to  meet  their  needs. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  fear  Turtcey  is  headed  down 
a  road  of  increasing  instability  and  upheaval. 
As  k>ng  as  the  govemment  stifles  the  protests 
of  its  own  people  ar>d  refuses  even  to  alk>w 
open  debate  of  these  problems,  there  wiU  be 
scant  hope  for  resolving  such  tough  issues. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  enter  into  the 
Record  an  artkde  from  the  Turtdsh  Daily 
News,  June  14,  1996,  edition,  which  further 
spells  out  the  problems  faced  by  those  at- 
tempting to  bring  human  rights  issues  before 
the  Habitat  II  meeting. 

[From  the  Turkish  Dally  News.  June  14, 1996] 
The  Olympic  Struggle  for  Hl'man  Rights? 
(By  David  O'Byme) 
Istanbul — "Turkey  is  dedicated  to  advanc- 
ing: the  cause  of  human  rights  despite  the 
presence  of  mali^  element-terrorlsm-plnch- 
Ing   the  Turkish   nation   from   within  and 
without.'" 

This  rather  ungainly  Quote  Is  taken  di- 
rectly &x>m  the  Introduction  to  a  brochure 
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on  human  righis  published  by  the  Turkish 
Minister  of  Forelpn  Affairs.  One  of  a  package 
of  material  prepared  for  participants  in  the 
UN  Habitat  n  conference,  this  heavily  quali- 
fied and  ungrammatical  statement  Is  fairly 
typical  of  the  document  as  a  whole.  For  a 
country  like  Turkey  with  a  more  than  dubi- 
ous record  in  the  human  rights  department 
and  aspirations  to  host  the  2004  Olympics, 
this  government  publication  is  far  from  un- 
equivocal acceptance  of  widely  accepted 
standards. 

In  fact,  the  tone  of  the  brochure  is  decid- 
edly defensive.  Much  of  the  brochure  is  con- 
cerned with  alleged  criticisms  of  the  Turkish 
human  rights  record  by  the  Kurdish  Work- 
ers' Party  (PKK)  and  its  supporters.  But  as  a 
terrorist  organization  the  PKK  is  certainly 
not  noted  for  its  hximan  rights  record,  so  it's 
indeed  strange  that  their  opinions  should 
carry  such  weight.  Shorter  mention  is  made 
of  other  religious  and  ethnic  minorities, 
again  aimed  at  countering  what  the  Foreign 
Ministry  sees  as  unwarranted  criticism  from, 
apparently,  foreign  sources. 

The  unfortunate  Implication  is  that  human 
rights  are  something  only  demanded  by  "mi- 
nority groups",  and  then  only  at  the  bidding 
of  'outside'  forces.  Despite  giving  details  of 
numerous  amendments  to  the  Turkish  con- 
stitution and  listing  Turkey's  many  acces- 
sions to  international  treaties,  nowhere  are 
human  rights  referred  to  as  something  to 
which  the  Turkish  population  as  a  whole 
should  be  concerned  with. 

At  the  Habitat  NGO  forum  however,  there 
was  no  sign  of  Turkish  people  Ignoring  the 
human  rights  Issue.  In  fact  many  of  the 
stalls  were  occupied  with  Turkish  groups 
whose  sole  concern  was  human  rights. 
Chilling  photographs  and  texts  in  several 
languages  detail  terrible  human  rights' 
abuses  in  several  different  countries. 
Turkoman  people  in  Iraq  have,  not  surpris- 
ingly perhaps,  suffered  terribly  under  the 
despotic  regime  of  Saddam  Hussein.  In  west- 
em  China— or  eastern  Turklstan  as  it  is  also 
referred  to— native  Turkomens  have  been  re- 
move from  positions  of  authority  as  the  re- 
gion has  been  settled  by  increasing  numbers 
of  Han  Chinese  moved  in  by  the  Chinese  gov- 
ernment. 

Continued  nuclear  testing  in  the  region 
has  left  many  parts  uninhabitable  and  has 
led  to  the  predictable  increases  in  cancers. 
Displays  showing  the  results  of  Russian  oc- 
cupation of  Chechenya  and  the  occupation  of 
parts  of  Azerbaljn  by  Armenian  government 
forces  were  equally  disturbing. 

The  Turkish  speaking  minority  from 
Greece  were  also  represented.  Greek  govern- 
ment policy  has  long  centered  around  mov- 
ing the  Turkish  Muslim  community  from 
Western  Thrace  to  areas  where  it  can  more 
easily  assimilated.  The  closure  of  schools 
and  mosques  coupled  with  continued  harass- 
ment by  the  police  and  civil  authorities  has 
forced  many  to  Turkish  Greeks  leave.  An- 
other Foreign  Ministry  brochure  available  to 
people  attending  Habitat  details  these  and 
other  human  rights  abuses. 

Groups  concerned  with  minorities  inside 
Turkey  received  no  such  official  sanction 
however.  This  in  spite  of  the  government 
statement  reprinted  above.  On  the  contrary. 
foreigners  attending  the  NGO  forum  com- 
plained constantly  about  the  presence  of 
plain  clothes  policemen.  One  utterly  Innoc- 
uous seminar  on  the  "colorful  life  of  dark 
people"— le  gypsies— attracted  11  people,  two 
of  whom  were  plain  clothes  police.  While  one 
of  the  policemen  dominated  the  discussion 
with  loud  irrelevant  contributions,  the  other 
attempted  to  interview  the  three  Turkish 


participants  and  ascertain  why  they  were  in- 
terested in  gypsies. 

Outside  of  Habitat  too  further  Turkish  In- 
terest in  human  rights  issues  made  itself  evi- 
dent. The  Turkish  human  rights  group  IHD 
organized  an  "Alternative  Habitat"  con- 
ference, only  to  find  It  closed  down  prac- 
tically before  it  started.  Further  interest 
was  shown  by  the  friends  and  relatives  of  the 
400  or  so  people  who,  since  1979,  are  alleged 
to  have  "disappeared"  whilst  in  police  cus- 
tody. Their  silent  peaceful  protests  have 
been  taking  place  outside  Galatasaray  school 
for  the  past  year.  Coverage  by  the  press  was 
minimal,  with  journalists  attending  duti- 
fully in  case  of  incident. 

Last  Saturday  they  were  rewarded  (sic). 
Although  officially  bsmned  the  demonstra- 
tion went  ahead  anyway  with  predictable  re- 
sults. A  larger  than  usual  but  none  the  less 
peaceful  group  of  people  attempted  to  sit 
down  in  Galatasaray  Square  but  were  inmie- 
diately  set  upon  by  the  legions  of  waiting  po- 
lice. Journalists,  photographers  and  even 
delegates  from  the  Habitat  conference  were 
arrested,  many  being  severely  beaten  in  the 
process.  Television  pictures  of  the  unwar- 
ranted brutality  were  shown  all  over  the 
world  and  photographs  were  published  in 
many  of  the  world's  leading  journals.  A  press 
conference  held  the  following  day  to  protest 
at  the  arrests  was  also  broken  up  by  the  po- 
lice with  many  arrests. 

There  were  by  this  time  an  estimated  1500 
people  in  custody.  As  releases  began — with- 
out charge— groups  of  people  congregated 
outside  police  stations  to  welcome  their 
friends.  Prominent  human  rights  lawyer 
Serpil  Kaya  emerged  from  her  incarceration 
to  find  a  group  of  her  friends  being  harassed 
by  the  police.  On  pointing  out  that  they 
weren't  breaking  the  law  she  was  imme- 
diately rearrested.  Judging  the  reaction  of 
shocked  delegates  to  the  Habitat  conference 
was  not  difficult,  they  were  only  too  happy 
to  express  their  anger  at  what  they  had  wit- 
nessed. As  a  spokesman  for  the  NGOs  ex- 
plained in  a  press  conference.  "We  have  wit- 
nessed that  hundreds  of  individuals  have 
been  beaten,  arrested  and  detained  while 
demonstrating  peacefully  on  the  city  streets. 
We  will  not  forget  what  we  have  seen." 

During  the  whole  length  of  the  Habitat 
conference  another  demonstration  has  been 
going  on.  largely  unnoticed.  Teams  of  run- 
ners have  been  jogging  along  the  Bosphorus 
bearing  Oljrmpic  flags.  Turkey's  bid  for  the 
2000  Olympics  filled  to  make  much  impres- 
sion. The  Habitat  conference  is  one  of  the 
first  major  international  events  to  be  staged 
in  Turkey.  The  current  bid  for  the  2004 
Olympic  games  has  been  making  good  use  of 
Habitat  to  show  the  international  commu- 
nity what  Turkey  is  capable  of.  Those  efforts 
now  appear  sadly  wasted. 

Until  a  Turkish  government  can  make  a 
statement  regarding  human  rights  that  is 
both  unqualified  and  is  seen  to  be  put  into 
practice  it  is  most  unlikely  that  the  inter- 
national community  will  see  fit  to  trust  Tur- 
key with  another  event  of  major  signifi- 
cance. After  the  events  of  the  past  two  weeks 
the  effort  required  to  bring  the  2004  games  to 
Istanbul  would  seem  to  be  more  herculean 
than  Olympic. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  MARINE  PARK 
CIVIC  ASSOCIATION  AS  THEY 
JOIN  EN  CELEBRATION  OF  ITS 
70TH  ANNIVERSARY 


HON.  CHARLES  L  SCHUMER 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  18, 1996 
Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  proud  to 
join  all  my  friends  and  colleagues  in  celebrat- 
ing the  Marine  Park  Civic  Association's  70th 
anniversary.  This  wonderful  parl<,  which  occu- 
pies over  1,821  acres,  has  provided  an  impor- 
tant haven  for  Brooklyn  residents  since  1926. 
I  am  pleased  to  congratulate  the  members  of 
the  Marine  Park  Civic  Association  for  making 
this  area  a  source  of  community  pride.  As  a 
result  of  the  tireless  work  and  vigilant  dedica- 
tion of  south  Brooklyn  families.  Marine  Park 
has  maintained  its  reputation  as  a  safe  and 
quiet  community  distinct  from  the  city's  frenetic 
atmosphere.  I  have  personally  enjoyed  many 
visits  to  Marine  Park  both  as  a  child  and  as  an 
adult.  I  am  certain  that  the  strength  of  this 
community  would  not  be  what  it  is  today  with- 
out the  commitment  of  its  Civic  Association. 
Such  countless  contributions  have  ensured  the 
neighborhood's  continued  growth  and  stability, 
which  are  fully  appreciated  by  all. 

The  neighboring  communities  of  Sheeps- 
head  Bay  and  those  surrounding  Floyd  Ben- 
nett Field  are  extremely  familiar  with  the  serv- 
ices provided  by  the  Marine  Park  Civic  Asso- 
ciation. For  years,  families  in  Brooklyn  have 
known  Marine  Park  as  a  solid  community, 
making  it  a  good  place  to  Kve.  I  am  honored 
to  celebrate  70  years  of  civic  leadership  in 
Marine  Park — the  Civic  Association's  members 
have  done  much  to  improve  the  quality  of  life 
for  all  Brooklyn  residents. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  LU  ANN  DeRING 


HON.  JANE  HARMAN 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  18, 1996 

Ms.  HARMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  that  Con- 
gress join  me  today  in  honoring  a  dedicated 
constituent  of  mine,  Lu  Ann  DeRing.  On  June 
21,  Lu  Ann  will  be  honored  at  the  West- 
chester/LAX  Ctiamber  of  Commerce's  annual 
installation  dinner  for  her  outstanding  service 
as  chamber  president. 

Recognizing  the  need  to  help  fight  crime, 
during  Lu  Ann's  presidency,  the  chamber 
helped  raise  $15  million  for  mayor  Richard 
Riordan's  alliance  for  a  safer  Los  Angeles. 
This  private  sector  contribution  was  essential 
to  create  the  infrastructure  for  a  Los  Angeles 
Police  Department  computer  network,  a  critical 
piece  in  updating  badly  outdated  equipment. 
Lu  Ann  and  the  chamber  also  pressed  hard  to 
stimulate  the  local  economy  and  under  her 
watch,  Dreamwori<s  SKG  announced  plans  to 
open  a  major  studk}  in  Playa  Vista.  Perhaps 
the  metaphor  for  a  renewed  Westchester  was 
the  landing  of  the  Olympic  torch  at  LAX  to 
begin  its  nationwide  journey  to  Atlanta  and  the 
1996  summer  games. 

Over  the  past  year,  Lu  Ann  helped  arrange 
several  high-visibility  ctiamber  meetings  irv 
duding  the  annual  business  recognitk>n  dinner 
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whk:h  featured  many  noted  entrepreneurs,  in- 
cluding the  chaimian  of  the  board  of  South- 
west Airiines,  Herb  Kelleher.  Lu  Ann  helped 
bring  the  chamber  to  the  forefront  of  the  great- 
er Los  Angeles  community  by  securing  several 
well  known  and  respected  individuals  to  ad- 
dress the  Westchester  Chamber  this  year  in- 
cluding Los  Angeles  Police  Chief  Willie  Wil- 
liams. 

In  addition  to  her  tireless  work  as  chamber 
president,  Lu  Ann's  career  has  flourished,  both 
as  the  intematwnal  director  of  promotions  for 
Herbalife  and  as  the  ovmer  and  founder  of 
DeRing  Marketing.  Away  from  the  workplace, 
Lu  Ann  looks  fomvard  to  the  time  she  spends 
with  her  husband.  Robert,  and  her  9-year  old 
son  Jonathan. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Lu  Ann  DeRing  is  an  inspira- 
tion to  her  family,  friends,  community,  and  all 
who  have  the  pleasure  of  knowing  her.  Please 
join  me  in  saluting  a  great  individual,  Lu  Ann 
DeRing. 
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IN  HONOR  OF  JEANETTE  RUDY 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  DRMS  COMMANDER 
CAPT.  DONALD  A.  HEMPSON.  JR.. 

USN 


HON.  Nia  SMrm 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  18, 1996 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
Wednesday,  June  19,  1996,  Capt.  Donald  A. 
Hempson,  Jr.  (USN)  will  retire  from  the  Navy 
and  his  post  as  Commander  of  the  Defense 
Reutilization  and  Marketing  Service  [DRMS].  A 
retirement  ceremony  will  be  held  at  1:00  p.m. 
in  Battle  Creek,  Ml  at  DRMS  headquarters.  Al- 
though my  duties  in  Congress  prevent  my  at- 
tendance, I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity 
to  honor  Captain  Hempson  for  the  outstanding 
work  he  has  done  to  improve  the  effkaency 
arKJ  overall  performance  of  DRMS  during  his 
tenure  in  Battle  Creek. 

Captain  Hempson  and  dedicated  DRMS 
employees  have  revitalized  DRMS  by  adopting 
a  variety  of  management  practices  similar  to 
those  used  in  private  industry.  Among  the 
highlights  have  been  the  creation  of  an  Inter- 
net site  to  descrit>e  surplus  items  for  sale, 
computer  tracking  of  surplus  property  to  re- 
duce recordkeeping  costs,  the  initiation  of  toll- 
free  phone  lines  for  improved  customer  serv- 
ice,  and  new  advertising  practices  to  increase 
sales.  The  results  have  been  impressive.  Be- 
tween fiscal  years  1993  and  1995,  DRMS  has 
increased  its  annual  reutilization,  transfer,  do- 
nation, and  sale  of  excess  Defense  D^>art- 
ment  property  from  S2.9  billran  to  S3.5  billion. 
At  the  same  time,  it  has  moved  from  a  net 
loss  of  $120.7  million  in  fiscal  year  1993  to  a 
net  profit  of  S254.4  millon  in  fiscal  year  1995. 

By  adopting  strategies  to  put  customers 
first,  make  use  of  innovative  technologies,  and 
increase  efficiency  and  productivity,  DRMS 
and  Captain  Hemp>son  have  (xovided  an  ex- 
ample of  how  much  can  be  achieved  through 
the  reinvention  of  Govemment  agencies.  I  sa- 
lute Captain  Hempson  and  wish  him  the  best 
of  luck  in  his  future  endeavors.  Atkj  to  the  em- 
ptoyees  of  DRMS,  I  say  keep  up  the  good 
work. 


HON.  BOB  CLEMENT 

OF  TENNESSEE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  18. 1996 
Mr.  CLEMENT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse  today  to 
honor  a  distinguished  memt>er  of  the  Nashville 
community.  Dr.  Jeanette  Cantrell  Rudy.  Dr. 
Rudy  is  a  generous  philanthropist,  a  nationally 
accomplished  sportswoman  and  a  beloved 
friend  to  many  in  the  music  city  and  across 
the  country. 

Jeanette  Cantrell  and  her  twin  sister  Gene- 
va were  bom  to  Felix  and  Edna  Cautrell  on 
October  27,  1927.  in  Sheffield,  AL.  After  grad- 
uating from  Sheffield  High  School,  she  en- 
rolled in  the  St.  Thomas  Hospital  School  of 
Nursing.  Jeanette  received  her  nursing  degree 
in  the  summer  of  1948  and  served  as  a  putdic 
health  nurse  for  7  years. 

On  February  20,  1949,  Jeanette  married 
Daniel  Clees  Rudy,  cofounder  of  the  Rudy's 
Farm  Sausage  Co.  The  Rudys  made  their 
home  in  the  Pennington  Bend  area  on  the 
Cumberland  River,  and  they  enjoyed  an  active 
life  together  until  Mr.  Rudy's  death  in  1984.  In 
his  memory,  Jeanette  helped  to  found  and 
fund  the  Dan  Rudy  Cancer  Center  at  St. 
Thomas  Hospital. 

Mrs.  Rudy  has  long  been  a  devoted  and 
tireless  supporter  of  Cumberland  University  in 
Lebanon,  TN.  When  the  university  and  its 
board  of  trustees  decided  to  expand  the  cur- 
riculum to  include  a  bachelor  of  science  in  the 
nursing  degree  program,  there  were  several 
obstacles  in  the  way.  Long-term  debt  was  hin- 
denng  financial  stability,  enrollment  growth 
was  minimal,  and  resources  were  strained. 
Jeanette  helped  reduce  these  ot>stacies,  not 
only  by  providing  much-needed  finandal  re- 
sources, but  also  by  giving  her  professional 
guidance  in  the  devek)pment  of  the  nursing 
curriculum.  It  is  not  an  exaggeration  to  say 
that  without  Jeanette  Rudy,  the  nursing  pro- 
gram at  Cumberiand  University  would  not 
exist.  In  1990,  Mrs.  Rudy  was  recognized  for 
her  efforts  with  an  hor>orary  doctorate  of  hu- 
manities from  Cumberland. 

Jeanette  is  as  passkxiate  about  her  hobbies 
as  she  is  about  her  devotion  to  public  service. 
She  has  assembled  what  is  widely  considered 
to  be  the  finest  privately  held  collection  of 
State  and  Federal  duck  stamps,  induding  the 
very  first  stamp  issued  in  1934.  In  1992,  Mrs. 
Rudy  served  as  a  judge  of  the  Federal  duck 
stamp  competition  in  Washington.  DC.  The 
Smithsonian  Institution  has  established  the 
Jeanette  Cantrell  Rudy  Duck  Stamp  Gallery  at 
the  National  Postal  Museum  in  her  honor.  The 
gallery  will  open  on  June  26,  1996. 

Mrs.  Rudy  is  also  an  avkl  sportswoman  and 
has  held  the  title  of  Ladies  State  Trapshooting 
Champion  for  9  years,  and  has  been  named 
to  the  women's  all-American  trap  team  twk:e. 
She  sits  on  the  boards  of  Cumberiand  Univer- 
sity, the  St.  Thomas  Hospital  Auxiliary  and 
Foundatk>n  arkJ  the  f'Jashville  Zoo,  and  she  is 
a  major  supporter  of  the  Nashville  Police  and 
Fire  Department  Mrs.  Rudy  was  also  the 
major  donor  of  the  Natkxial  Police  Memorial  in 
Washington,  DC. 

Dr.  Jeanette  Cantrell  Rudy  is  a  living  legerx] 
and  truly  an  American  original.  Her  generosity 
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arvj  warmth  know  no  tx)unds,  and  her  devo- 
tion to  public  service  and  humanity  have  erv 
riched  the  lives  of  countless  Tennesseans.  It 
is  with  tremendous  pride  and  genuine  affection 
that  I  salute  the  great  spirit,  intelligence,  and 
wit  of  Jeanette  Rudy.  She  honors  us  all  daily 
with  her  friendship  and  love. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  FHIST  NATIONAL 
PUERTO  RICAN  PARADE 


HON.  JOSE  L  SERRANO 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  18.  19% 

Mr.  SERRANO.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  great 
joy  that  I  nse  today  to  pay  tribute  to  an  histork: 
event,  the  first  Natwnal  Puerto  Rican  Parade 
which  was  held  on  June  9.  in  New  York  City. 

As  a  Puerto  Rican.  a  New  Yorker,  and  a 
Member  of  Congress,  it  was  an  honor  to  par- 
ticipate in  this  natk>nal  parade  in  which  ttKX>- 
sands  of  Puerto  Ricans  marched  in  celebra- 
tion of  our  culture  and  achievemerrts  in  tfiis 
country. 

I  was  7  years  old  when  my  family  moved 
from  Puerto  Rkx)  to  the  Bronx  in  search  of 
emptoyment  opportunities  and  a  brighter  fu- 
ture. 

Leaving  the  beautiful  island  of  Puerto  Rico. 
its  music,  its  traditions,  and  its  people  was  no 
easy  task  for  those  who  were  bom  on  the  Car- 
ibbean island. 

In  1958,  my  father  and  I  had  the  opportunity 
to  celebrate  our  culture  during  the  first  His- 
panic parade  of  New  York  City.  As  we 
cheered  partkapants,  my  father  qukidy  un- 
foMed  a  Puerto  Rkain  flag  to  show  his  tove 
and  pride  for  his  heritage. 

Two  years  later,  the  Hispanic  parade  be- 
came ttie  New  York  Puerto  Rksui  Parade. 
From  that  day  on,  once  every  year,  Puerto 
Ricans  and  friends  of  the  Puerto  Rican  com- 
munity fn^m  all  of  the  50  States  and  the  island 
come  to  New  York  City  to  celebrate  our  herit- 
age. 

This  year,  for  the  first  time  in  its  39  years  of 
history,  the  parade  has  been  recognized  as  a 
national  event — the  largest  and  most  colorful 
celebration  of  Puerto  Rican  heritage  in  this 
Nation. 

On  this  occasion,  members  of  the  Puerto 
Rican  community  will  march  ak>ng  Fifth  Ave- 
nue in  Manhattan  to  reaffirm  our  identity  arkJ 
pride  of  our  heritage.  Among  many  other 
achievements,  Puerto  Ricans  have  been  ir>- 
strumental  in  transforming  New  York  City  into 
a  great  bilingual  city. 

Dr.  Ricardo  Alegn'a.  a  distinguished  Puerto 
Rican  anthropologist  led  the  parade  of  ttKX»- 
sands  of  partidpants.  Dr.  Alegria  is  inter- 
nationally renown  as  an  eminence  in  the  res- 
toration of  historic  cities,  for  his  anthropo- 
logical and  archaeologk:al  studies  on  Puerto 
Rkx>  and  the  Caribbean,  as  well  as  for  his  pa- 
tronage of  the  arts. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  MACON  COUNTY 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  18, 1996 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
recognize  a  beautiful  and  successful  county  in 
my  district.  Natural  beauty  resides  in  Macon 
County  at  such  places  as  Union  Camp  Water- 
fall and  Winding  Stairs,  a  natural  rock  forma- 
tion, true  to  its  name,  that  was  used  by  Indi- 
ans long  ago. 

The  success  of  Macon  County  stems  from 
its  people's  ingenuity.  In  an  area  known  for  to- 
bacco, farmers  there  are  turning  to  alternative 
crops  such  as  strawberries,  Christmas  trees, 
tomatoes,  peppers,  cabbage,  blackberries, 
grapes,  and  more.  Macon  County  farmers  are 
rtow  competing  with  growers  in  California  and 
Florida. 

Macon  County  is  composed  of  hard-working 
people  with  the  desire  to  be  the  best.  Among 
other  honors,  the  Macon  County  Fair  has 
twice  been  named  Best  Small  Fair  by  the  An- 
nual Tennessee  Association  of  Fairs  Conven- 
tion. Macon  Countian  Ronald  Jenkins  is  the 
Tennessee  Uon  of  the  Year,  while  his  Lion's 
Club  is  ranked  third  in  the  State. 

Macon  County  was  created  by  necessity.  In 
1837,  the  two  ck)sest  county  seats,  that  of 
Sumner  County  and  Smith  County,  were  tx)th 
25  miles  away.  That  year  the  State  legislature 
created  Macon  County,  named  for  statesman 
Nathanial  Macon.  Lafayette  is  the  county  seat. 

The  citizens  of  this  county  have  always 
sought  to  do  their  best  with  what  has  been 
given  ttiem.  To  these  citizens,  I  wish  contin- 
ued success  and  the  best  life  has  to  offer. 


HONORING  THE  CITY  OF  HOBOKEN: 
BIRTHPLACE  OF  OUR  NATION'S 
PASTIME 


HON.  ROBERT  MENENDEZ 

OF  NEW  JEBSETi- 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  18. 1996 

Mr.  MENENDEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  pay  tribute  to  the  City  of  Hoboken,  the  birth- 
place of  our  national  pastime.  On  June  19, 
1996,  the  Crty  of  Hoboken  as  well  as  the  en- 
tire Natkxi  will  celebrate  the  150th  anniversary 
of  t>aseball.  On  this  day  of  joyous  celebration, 
the  city  will  conduct  a  variety  of  activities,  in- 
cluding a  parade  and  awards  dinner  to  com- 
memorate the  origins  of  baseball. 

The  game  of  baseball  was  bom  on  June  19, 
1846,  on  the  Elysian  FieWs  in  Hoboken.  On 
that  day,  the  KnickertX)Ckers  squared  off 
against  the  New  York  Nine  and  the  Knk*er- 
bockers  tost  the  game  23  to  1 .  The  first  news- 
paper account  of  a  baseball  game  was  actu- 
ally written  the  previous  year  when  other  par- 
tk:ipants  gathered  in  Hoboken  on  the  same 
field  to  play  an  intramural  variation  of  the 
game. 

The  official  birthday  of  the  sport  is  conskj- 
ered  to  be  in  1846,  however,  baseball  was 
played  in  different  fomis  in  Hoboken  prior  to 
that  date.  Alexander  Joy  Cartwright,  Jr.  of  Ho- 
boken, has  been  recognized  by  many  as  one 
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of  the  initial  inventors  of  the  rules  of  baseball. 
Thus,  the  tradition  of  baseball  was  established 
on  the  banks  of  the  Hudson  River  in  Hoboken, 
NJ. 

Organized  baseball  has  been  played  in  Ho- 
boken ever  since  that  very  first  game.  Citizens 
of  Hoboken  have  long  contributed  to  the  rich 
tradition  of  the  sport  of  baseball  by  lending 
their  support  to  the  game  in  a  variety  of  fash- 
ions. The  youth  of  Hoboken  have  enjoyed  the 
opportunities  that  the  publk:  paries  and  fields 
have  provided  for  their  reaeational  uses. 
From  the  success  of  Hoboken's  Little  League 
program  to  the  well-documented  achievements 
of  its  high  school  teams,  baseball  has  since 
been  an  essential  part  of  the  city's  culture. 

Moreover,  many  of  our  modem  day  heroes 
all  share  a  piece  of  the  tradition  that  was  es- 
tablished on  the  Elysian  Fields  in  Hoboken.  It 
is  with  great  pleasure  and  admiration  that  I 
honor  the  City  of  Hoboken  and  its  great  peo- 
ple. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  THE  REV.  HENRY  LEE 
BARNWELL 


JOE  ALLEN.  A  SPECIAL  SON  OF 
KEY  WEST 


HON.  PETER  DEUTSCH 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  18. 19% 

Mr.  DEUTSCH.  Mr.  Speaker,  among  its 
many  favorite  sons,  Key  West  regards  Joe 
Allen  with  special  affection.  Not  only  has  he 
been  an  outstanding  public  servant,  he  is  also 
the  unofficial  historian  of  a  city  which  takes  its 
historical  heritage  very  sertously. 

This  year  there  is  a  special  facet  of  Joe's 
life,  to  which  I  woukf  like  to  bring  your  atten- 
tion. It  is  a  romance  which  began  50  years 
ago.  While  serving  a  brief  tour  of  duty  in  his 
home  waters  helping  to  track  down  enemy 
submarines,  which  imperiled  our  ships  off  the 
Florida  Keys,  Joe  met  Marjorie  Holladay  of 
Columbia,  KY.  At  the  time,  Ms.  Holladay  had 
tjeen  affiliated  with  the  women  of  the  U.S. 
Naval  Reserve— WAVES. 

Now  after  50  years  of  happily  married  life, 
Joe  and  Marjorie  will  celetxate  their  anniver- 
sary on  June  21  at  the  old  Civil  War  fort  on 
Monroe  Court  Beach,  now  known  as  the  "Joe 
Allen  Garden  Center." 

Forty  of  those  fifty  years  have  been  en- 
twined with  a  tong  list  of  civic  and  political  ac- 
complishments. In  addition  to  serving  in  the 
State  legislature  for  10  years  before  retiring  in 
1986,  he  served  8  years  as  a  Monroe  County 
commissioner  and  20  years  as  tax  assessor. 

While  serving  as  bicentennial  chairman  in 
1976,  he  was  named  1  of  51  State  patriots  for 
outstanding  service  in  the  fiekj  of  historic  pres- 
ervation, particulariy  the  restoration  of  two  pre- 
Civil  War  forts.  East  and  West  Martello  Tow- 
ers and  the  designatton  of  the  lighthouse  in 
Monroe  County  as  a  historic  landmark.  He  is 
also  credited  with  preserving  the  national 
guard  armory. 

In  addition  to  their  heavy  involvement  in 
community  affairs,  Joe  and  Marjorie  Allen  are 
the  proud  parents  of  four  sons,  Joseph  B.  ill. 
Dr.  William  N.,  John  H.,  and  Henry  B.  I  hope 
you  will  join  me  in  wishing  them  a  joyous  50th 
and  many  more  to  come. 


HON.  ED  PASTOR 

OF  .^^RIZONA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  18. 1996 

Mr.  PASTOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  it  is  with 
great  pleasure  that  I  rise  to  pay  tribute  to  one 
of  Phoenix's  finest  citizens,  and  also  congratu- 
late the  Rev.  Henry  Lee  Barnwell  on  the  occa- 
sion of  his  29th  anniversary  in  the  ministry. 

Reverend  Barnwell  was  educated  at  Rosen- 
wald  High  School  in  Panama  City,  FL.  He  at- 
tended Grand  Canyon  College  and  Arizona 
College  of  the  Bible  in  Phoenix,  Talbort  Theo- 
logical Seminary  at  Biola  University,  Bishop 
College  and  Lacy  Kirtc  Williams  Minister's  Insti- 
tute, tx)th  of  Dallas,  TX.  He  also  has  a  Train- 
ing Diploma  from  the  Protestant  Chaplin's  As- 
sociation of  Okinawa  (1958);  a  Diptoma  for 
Christian  Work  from  Arizona  College  of  the 
Bible  (1977);  a  bachelor  of  arts  degree 
through  Arizona  College  of  the  Bible  (1978); 
and  a  Doctor  of  Divinity  from  Guadalupe  Bap- 
tist Theological  Seminary  in  San  Antonio,  TX. 

Retired  from  the  U.S.  Air  Force,  Reverend 
Bamwell  is  now  Pastor  of  the  First  New  Life 
Baptist  Church  in  Phoenix.  He  also  serves  a 
chaplaincy  with  the  Arizona  State  Department 
of  Corrections,  and  is  Auxiliary  Chaplin  at  Wil- 
liams Air  Force  Base  in  Higley,  AZ.  Reverend 
Bamwell  is  involved  in  many  other  outreach 
efforts,  having  served  as  president  of  the 
Interdenominational  Ministerial  Alliance  of 
Phoenix  and  vicinity;  Bible  instructor  of  Zion 
Rest  District  Association;  regional  director  for 
the  National  Evangelism  Movement;  first  vice- 
president  of  the  General  Missionary  Baptist 
State  Conventton  of  Arizona;  and  immediate 
past  moderator  of  the  Area  One  American 
Baptists  Churches  of  the  Pacific  Southwest. 

Reverend  BamweN  has  applied  his  energy 
and  talents  to  many  worthwhile  projects  over 
the  years  as  an  active  member  of  the  board 
of  directors  for  the  Phoenix  Opportunities  In- 
dustrial Center  arrd  St.  Mary's  Food  Bank.  He 
is  also  a  member  of  the  Mayor's  Human  Re- 
sources Commisston;  the  Maricopa  Branch  of 
the  NAACP;  the  Sheriffs  Religious  Advisory 
Committee  on  Maricopa  County;  and  the  city 
of  Phoenix  Human  Resources  Commission. 
Reverend  Bamwell  also  serves  on  the  Clergy 
Against  Drugs  and  is  a  past  member  of  the 
Governor's  Advisory  Council  on  Juvenile  Jus- 
tice Planning. 

His  efforts  to  educate  and  improve  the  qual- 
ity of  life  in  the  community  have  earned  Rev- 
ererKl  Beunwell  recognition  from  many  groups 
who  have  bestowed  awards  on  him,  including 
The  Floyd  Adams  Community  Services  Award 
from  the  Phoenix  Opportunities  Industrial  Cen- 
ter; the  Religion  Award  from  the  Maricopa 
County  Branch  of  the  NAACP;  and  the  Rec- 
ognition for  Christian  Service  Award  from  the 
National  Evangelism  Wor1(shop.  Reverend 
Bamwell  was  named  Pastor  of  the  Year  for 
the  State  of  Arizona  in  1989  and  canries  the 
title  of  "Honorary  Citizen"  from  the  city  of  Tuc- 
son. 

I  commend  Reverend  Bamwell  for  his  many 
years  of  community  service  and  involvement. 
Scores  of  Phoenkiians  have  tjenefited  from  his 
energy  and  efforts.  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join 
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with  me  today  in  congratulating  Reverend 
Bamwell  as  he  celebrates  29  years  of  service 
in  the  ministry. 


TRIBUTE  TO  LYDLA.  CRUZ  OGO, 
GUAM'S  POLICE  OFFICER  OF  THE 
YEAR 


HON.  ROBERT  A.  UNDERWOOD 

OF  GUAM 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  18, 1996 

Mr.  UNDERWOOD.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  Guam 
as  elsewhere  across  our  Nation,  a  grateful 
community  sets  aside  time  to  pay  tribute  to 
the  men  and  women  of  law  enforcement— that 
thin  blue  line  separating  law-abiding  citizens 
from  the  criminal  element.  As  part  of  Guam's 
Police  Week  observance,  Guam's  finest  are 
recognized  for  their  dedicated  service  to  the 
community.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  proud  to  an- 
nounce that  Guam's  Police  Officer  of  the  Year 
for  1995  is  Special  Agent  Lydia  Cruz  Ogo,  an 
18-year  veteran  of  the  force. 

Special  Agent  Ogo  graduated  from  the 
Guam  Police  Department's  19th  cycle  on  Jan- 
uary 6.  1979.  She  spent  the  next  14  years  in 
the  department's  patrol  division.  On  December 
7,  1989,  Special  Agent  Ogo  was  promoted  to 
police  officer  II.  In  November  1992,  she  was 
transferred  to  the  cnminal  investigatton  section 
assigned  to  crimes  against  persons  unit, 
where  her  primary  duty  is  the  investigation  of 
criminal  sexual  conduct  cases.  As  we  all 
know,  Mr.  Speaker,  domestic  disturt}ances 
and  rape  cases  are  among  the  most  difficult, 
most  heart-wrenching,  and  most  potentially 
dangerous  calls  to  which  police  officers  are 
expected  to  respond  to.  These  are  just  the 
types  of  calls  that  Special  Agent  Ogo  handles 
everyday.  I  daresay  she  has  witnessed  more 
pain  and  human  tragedy  over  the  years  than 
we  could  t>ear. 

Over  the  years.  Special  Agent  Ogo  has  re- 
sponded to,  or  conducted  the  investigation  of, 
neariy  every  imaginable  type  of  call — from 
staking  out  illegal  gambling  dens  and  chasing 
down  car  thieves,  to  investigating  murder 
scenes  and  testifying  at  tnais.  But  Special 
Agent  Ogo  also  gives  lectures  to  public  and 
private  organizations  on  family  and  domestic 
violence,  child  abuse,  and  sexual  assault.  She 
assisted  in  the  planning  and  formatton  of  the 
Healing  Hearts  Center,  Guam's  rape  crisis 
interventton  center.  In  deed  and  action.  Spe- 
cial Agent  Ogo  exhibits  a  profound  application 
and  understanding  of  her  duty  as  a  peace  offi- 
cer. In  the  words  of  her  immediate  supervisor, 
"Agent  Ogo  is  an  outstanding  investigator  and 
continues  to  be  a  role  model  for  other  inves- 
tigators. She  is  judictous  in  carrying  out  as- 
signments. She  demonstrates  admirable  judg- 
ment and  intuitk>n.  She  has  been  classified  by 
unit  supervisors  and  her  superiors  as  the  most 
dependable,  reliable,  and  hardworidng  inves- 
tigator who  never  neglects  her  duties  and  of- 
fers no  excuses.  She  is  an  asset  to  this  sec- 
tion and  to  the  department." 

I  would  add  that  Special  Agent  Ogo  is  a  role 
model  for  young  men  and  women  in  Guam 
and  that  she  is  an  asset,  not  just  to  her  sec- 
tion and  the  police  department,  but  also  to  the 
island  of  Guam.  I  proudly  join  with  Special 
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Agent  Lydia  Crus  Ogo's  family,  friends,  neigh- 
bors, and  fellow  officers  in  extending  our 
heartiest  congratulations  and  heartfelt  Si  Yu'os 
Ma'ase.  Kontra  i  piligro,  na'fan  safo'  ham. 
Yu'os  protehi  si  Lydia  yan  todo  siha  i 
manga'chong-ria  gi  depatamentun  polisian 
Guahan. 
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AMERICA'S  FRIENDS  IN  THE 
SOUTH  PACIFIC.  H.  CON.  RES.  189 


HON.  BENJAMIN  A.  GUMAN 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  18. 1996 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  am  intro- 
ducing House  Concurrent  Resolution  189,  a 
resolution  expressing  the  sense  of  the  Con- 
gress regarding  the  importance  of  U.S.  States 
membership  in  regional  South  Pacific  organi- 
zations. 

In  the  postcolonial  era,  regional  cooperation 
has  become  one  of  the  key  elements  in  the 
development  of  the  South  Pacific.  While  the 
programs  that  the  South  Pacifk;  Commisston, 
the  South  Pacific  Regonal  Environment  Pro- 
gram, and  other  regksnal  organizations  under- 
take are  small  in  scale,  the  impact  on  regional 
stability  is  critical.  In  short,  the  small  invest- 
ment is  for  a  high  retum. 

Nations  in  the  South  Pacific  share  our  val- 
ues and  a  commitment  to  the  democratic  proc- 
ess. Their  support  has  been  important  to  the 
United  States  in  the  United  Nations  and  other 
international  fora.  However,  we  must  not  con- 
tinue to  take  it  for  granted. 

In  the  post-cokl-war  era  we  need  to  ensure 
that  we  remain  engaged  in  this  key  strategk: 
region  on  the  doorstep  of  Asia.  In  order  to  do 
this  we  must  continue  to  support  the  work  of 
regional  orgeinizattons  such  as  the  South  Pa- 
cific Commission,  the  South  Pacific  Regional 
Environment  Program,  and  the  South  Pacific 
Forum. 

I  am  pleased  to  team  thai  the  administtatton 
has  recently  paid  the  U.S.  contribution  for  this 
year  to  the  South  Padfk;  Commission.  It  is  im- 
portant that  we  maintain  our  commitinent  to 
this  key  regional  organization. 

Accordingly,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
the  resolution  and  request  that  the  full  text  of 
House  Concurrent  Resolutk)n  189  be  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Recxjrd. 

H.  Con.  Res  189 
Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  (the 
Senate  concurring).  That  the  Congress— 

(1)  recognizes  the  traditional  and  close  ties 
between  the  United  States  and  the  South  Pa- 
cific region  and  reaffirms  the  value  of  these 
ties; 

(2)  notes  the  need  to  continue  to  support 
the  efforts  of  the  countries  of  the  region  to 
enhance  the  sustainable  development  of  the 
more  fragile  Island  economies  and  their  inte- 
gration Into  the  regional  economy,  while 
helping  to  ensure  the  protection  of  the 
unique  ecosystems  of  the  region: 

(3)  commends  the  South  Pacific  Commis- 
sion for  the  process  of  managerial  and  orga- 
nizational reform  currently  being  under- 
taken, and  recognizes  the  important  role  the 
United  State."!  financial  contribution  to.  and 
participation  In.  the  organization  makes  in 
assisting  it  to  realize  the  gradual  economic 
self-sufnclency  to  all  members  of  the  organi- 
zation; and 


(4)  reaffirms  the  commitment  of  the 
United  States  as  a  member  of  the  South  Pa- 
cific Commission  and  the  South  Pacific  Re- 
gional Environment  Programme,  and  the 
post-forum  dialogue  partnership  of  the 
United  States  with  the  South  Pacific  Forum. 


TRIBUTE  TO  LOUISE  AND  GERALD 

STEIN 


HON.  GERALD  D.  KLECZKA 

OF  l»^scoNSI^ 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  18. 1996 

Mr.  KLECZKA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  pleased 
today  to  rise  in  trit>ute  to  Milwaukeeans  Louise 
and  Gerald  Stein,  as  they  receive  tfie  Jerusa- 
lem 3000  Builders  of  Israel  Award  on  Monday 
evening,  June  24,  1996. 

Both  Louise  and  Jerry  were  raised  in  tradi- 
tional Jewish  homes,  stressing  family  and 
faith.  These  commitments  remain  an  important 
and  vital  part  of  their  lives  to  this  day. 

Louise,  in  addition  to  raising  the  couple's 
three  daughters,  has  been  very  aaive  over  tt>e 
years  as  an  officer  in  the  Milwaukee  Jewish 
Federation,  the  Milwaukee  Association  for 
Jewish  Education  and  the  B'nai  B'rith  Wom- 
en's Council. 

As  presklent  and  chief  executive  officer  of 
the  Milwaukee-based  Zilber/Towne  Realty 
family  of  companies,  Jerry  has  been  a  positive 
force  in  the  Milwaukee  business  and  Jewish 
communities  for  many  years.  He  is  currently 
the  president  of  the  Milwaukee  Jewish  Federa- 
tion and  IS  a  past  campaign  chair.  In  addition, 
he  is  a  director  and  past  president  of  the  Mil- 
waukee Center  for  Independence  and  the  Mil- 
waukee Publk;  Museum.  The  University  of 
WisconsirvMitwaukee  Foundation  Board,  the 
Milwaukee  Heart  Institijte,  First  Bank  Milwau- 
kee, the  UW-M  School  of  Business  and  the 
Marquette  University  Law  School  Multicultural 
Council  all  benefit  from  Jerry's  dedkated  ef- 
forts. 

Thertore,  it  is  with  great  pleasure  that  I  join 
the  family  of  Louise  and  Jerry  Stein,  their  busi- 
ness associates  and  many  friends  in  honorir^g 
them  as  they  receive  the  prestigkxjs  Jerusa- 
lem 3000  buikJers  of  Israel  Award. 

Continued  best  wishes,  and  on  behalf  of  ttie 
reskjents  of  the  greater  Milwaukee-area,  I 
offer  a  heartfelt  "thank  you"  for  your  generos- 
ity and  many,  many  hours  of  unselfish  work 
over  the  years. 


F.E.  SPOONER,  CHUCK  SHAW,  RON 
RHODES  HONORED  FOR  DEDICA- 
TION TO  STUDENTS 


HON.  HARRY  JOHNSTON 

OF  FLORIDA 

HON.  MARK  ADAM  FOLEY 

OFFUJRIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  18. 1996 
Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  Fk>nda.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
are  pleased  to  congratulate  F.E.  (Buz) 
Spooner,  Chuck  Shaw,  and  Ron  Rhodes  tor 
their  k>ng  dedkation  to  the  students  of  Palm 
Beach  County.  For  38  years  they  have  pro- 
vkjed  over  55,000  students  with  the  oppor- 
tunity to  visit  our  lotion's  Capital.  It  has  been 
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our  plesisure  to  greet  the  thousands  of  stu- 
dents they  brought  to  Washington,  DC.  Every 
year  the  patrols  amve  and  fill  the  seats  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  bringing 
their  interest  and  excited  enthusiasm  to  these 
normally  staid  Chamljers.  Their  enthusiasm 
reminded  all  of  us  who  work  here  of  the  awe- 
some nature  of  the  Capitol  and  what  it  rep- 
resents. 

We  commend  Buz,  Chuck,  and  Ron  for 
granting  this  opportunity  to  so  many  students 
over  the  years.  One  of  the  greatest  problems 
in  our  country  today  is  a  lack  of  understanding 
and  appreciation  for  our  democratic  system 
and  the  way  we  make  laws  and  why.  Introduc- 
ing young  people  to  the  Capitol  and  educating 
them  on  the  law-making  process  is  a  truly  ad- 
mirable pursuit  that  will  serve  our  entire  coun- 
try as  those  same  students  become  adults 
who  have  the  power  to  vote  and  effect 
change. 

The  efforts  and  dedication  of  Buz  Spooner, 
Chuck  Shaw,  and  Ron  Rhodes  are  remem- 
bered and  appreciated  by  our  south  Florida 
colleagues  in  the  U.S.  House  of  Representa- 
tives and  our  predecessors,  the  Honorabies 
Dan  Mica  and  Tom  Lewis.  Most  importantly, 
they  are  remembered  by  the  students  who  will 
retain  the  experience  and  grow  up  to  be  citi- 
zens actively  involved  in  the  democratic  proc- 
ess. We  can  only  hope  that  others  will  take  up 
the  challenge  and  continue  providing  this  serv- 
k»  for  future  generations.  It  would  be  the  best 
way  to  honor  the  legacy  of  these  three  men. 
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JUNE:  SCIENCE  AND  TECHNOLOGY 
MONTH 


IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE  IRAN  OIL 
SANCTIONS  ACT  OF  1996 


HON.  L  CLAY  SHAW,  JR. 

OF  FXORIDA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  18, 1996 

Mr.  SHAW.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  In  sup- 
port of  the  Iran  Oil  Sanctions  Act  of  1996. 
H.R.  3107  is  a  good  bill  that  will  impose  sanc- 
tkins  on  those  who  provkje  Iran  and  Libya  with 
the  ability  to  acquire  or  create  weapons  of 
mass  destruction. 

Iran  and  Libya  continue  to  pose  a  serious 
threat  to  the  Middle  East  Peace  process  and 
to  the  security  of  nations  around  the  worid. 
Both  nations  continue  to  sponsor  international 
terrorism  and  operate  to  disrupt  worid  stability. 
They  have  shown  complete  disregard  for  the 
value  of  human  life  with  the  downing  of  Pan 
Am  Flight  103,  the  Bertin  disco  bombing  in 
1985,  the  seizure  of  U.S.  hostages  in  Tehran 
and  their  corttinued  sponsorship  of  inter- 
national terrorists. 

Since  these  natkxis  refuse  to  cooperate  with 
the  rest  of  the  world  on  peace  initiatives,  the 
United  States  must  take  steps  to  prevent 
these  nations  from  earning  the  money  they 
need  to  sponsor  further  intemational  terrorism. 
The  best  way  to  do  this  is  to  convince  Iran 
and  Libya's  creditors  and  trading  partners  not 
to  transact  business  with  them.  This  will  put 
pressure  on  these  ten-orist  countries  to  reform 
their  polkaes.  The  United  States  needs  to  take 
the  lead  and  take  decisive  action  today  and  if 
we  fail  to  do  so,  we  are  bound  to  see  the  toss 
of  more  innocent  lives  around  the  world. 

I  urge  each  of  my  colleagues  to  support 
H.R.  3107. 


HON.  scon  L  KLUG 

OF  WISCONSIN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday,  June  18, 1996 
Mr.    KLUG.    Mr.    Speaker,   since   June   is 
Science  and  Technology  Month,  it  is  appro- 
priate that  we  honor  the  25th  anniversary  of 
the  Association  for  Women  in  Science  [AWIS]. 
This  association  is  the  largest  multidisciplinary 
science  organization  for  women  in  the  United 
States.  Founded  in  1971,  it  has  grown  to  74 
chapters  with  neariy  6,000  members  nation- 
wide. 

AWIS  is  committed  to  achieving  equity  and 
full  participation  of  women  in  all  areas  of 
science  and  technology.  Serving  as  a  national 
voice,  the  association  has  been  recognized  for 
its  leadership  and  has  made  a  lasting  impact 
on  the  accessibility  of  science  and  engineering 
education  and  careers  to  women. 

A  high  priority  of  AWIS  is  diversity  in  the 
broadest  definitton,  including  race  and  eth- 
nicity, wori<place,  education  level  and  dis- 
cipline. The  scope  of  this  diversity  is  reflected 
in  its  membership.  Disciplines  include  natural 
sciences,  from  agronomy  to  engineering,  and 
social  sciences,  from  anthropology  to  psychol- 
ogy. Nearly  60  percent  of  AWIS  members  hold 
a  Ph.D.  In  addition,  more  than  50  percent  are 
involved  with  academic  institutions.  The  re- 
mainder wori<  in  industry  or  govemment. 

AWIS  has  also  been  instrumental  in  nomi- 
nating women  who  were  subsequently  ap- 
pointed to  the  National  Science  Board  and  the 
President's  Committee  on  Science  and  Tech- 
nology. Members  have  also  received  several 
prestigious  national  awards  such  as  the  Na- 
ttonal  Medal  of  Science.  I  would  especially  like 
to  commend  the  president  of  AWIS,  Jaleh 
Dale,  a  professor  at  the  University  of  Wiscon- 
sin. She  was  recently  inducted  into  the  Hall  of 
Fame  for  the  Network  of  Women  in  Tech- 
nology Intemattonal. 

In  1996,  AWIS  celebrates  25  years  of  serv- 
ice and  commitment  to  equity,  leadership 
training,  diversity,  and  to  supporting  women  in 
their  career  advancement.  I  am  pleased  to 
honor  this  important  organization  which  is 
committed  to  a  strong  and  diverse  science 
and  education  enterprise. 


SGT.  CHARLES  KOHRHERR  HON- 
ORED FOR  SERVICE  TO  HIS 
COUNTRY  AND  COMMUNITY 


HON.  ROBERT  MENENDEZ 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  18, 1996 
Mr.  MENENDEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  pay  special  tribute  to  Sgt.  Charles  Kohrherr, 
a  courageous  individual  who  has  served  the 
Nation  in  time  of  war  and  whose  bravery  has 
helped  protect  Union  City  from  crime  for  many 
years.  His  selfless  dedication  to  public  service 
has  made  him  a  model  of  excellence  in  law 
enforcement  and  an  ambassador  of  goodwill 
throughout  the  community. 

In  1967,  Sgt.  Kohrherr  began  his  career  en- 
listing in  the  U.S.  Amiy.  From  1968  to  1969, 
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he  was  assigned  to  the  1st  Aviation  Brigade, 
61  St  Helicopter  Company,  while  serving  in 
Vietnam.  Before  being  honorably  discharged 
from  the  Army  in  1970,  he  amassed  an  out- 
standing service  record,  including  1 1  air  medal 
awards,  the  Vietnam  Campaign  Ribbon,  a  Unit 
Citation  and  the  Air  Crewman  Badge  of  Cour- 
age. 

Following  his  military  service,  he  joined  the 
Union  City  Police  Department  in  1971.  By 
1972,  he  was  made  a  detective  and  assigned 
to  the  Narcotics  Unit.  Then  in  1974,  while 
serving  as  a  narcotics  officer,  he  was  shot  and 
his  partner  was  killed  while  apprehending  an 
escapee  from  a  Florida  chain  gang.  Despite 
this  enormous  tragedy,  Sgt.  Kohrherr  found 
the  courage  to  continue  his  law  enforcement 
career  and  to  serve  with  the  Narcotics  Unit 
until  1976.  After  serving  several  more  years  in 
various  departmental  units  such  as  the  Motor- 
cycle Division  and  Uniform  Patrol,  he  was  pro- 
moted to  the  rank  of  Sergeant  where  he  com- 
pleted his  law  enforcement  career. 

Sgt.  Kohrherr's  career  exemplifies  the  true 
meaning  of  valor  and  achievement.  For  his 
service  as  a  law  enforcement  officer,  he  was 
awarded  the  New  Jersey  State  Medal  of 
Honor,  the  State  P.B.A.  Valor  Award,  four 
meritorious  service  awards,  and  the  Knights  of 
Columbus  Policeman  of  the  Year  Award. 
Aside  from  being  a  highly  decorated  and  re- 
spected offk;er,  Sgt.  Kohrherr  has  for  many 
years  put  his  life  on  the  line  for  the  protection 
and  safety  of  others.  It  is  therefore  fitting  to 
say  that  Sgt.  Charles  Kohrhen^  is  truly  one  of 
New  Jersey's  finest. 

1  ask  that  my  colleagues  join  me  in  honoring 
Sgt.  Charies  Kohrtierr,  a  special  individual 
who  has  devoted  himself  to  serving  his  coun- 
try and  community  with  honor  and  dignity.  I 
applaud  the  dedication  of  such  a  remaricable 
man  and  an  exceptional  law  enforcement  offi- 
cial. 


TRIBUTE  TO  JOHN  BRAGG 


HON.  BART  GORDON 

OF  TENNESSEE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  18, 19% 

Mr.  GORDON.  Mr.  Speaker,  1  rise  today  to 
recognize  the  30-year  career  of  a  great  states- 
man, Tennessee  State  Representative  John 
Bragg.  Upon  his  retirement,  I  would  like  to  rec- 
ognize his  outstanding  achievements,  honors, 
and  successes,  twth  personally  and  for  the 
State  of  Tennessee. 

Sen/ing  as  the  House  Finance  chairman  for 
22  years.  Mr.  Bragg  established  an  ethical 
foundation  of  admirable  weight.  He  subse- 
quently made  significant  changes  in  the  State 
legislative  process.  For  these  measures,  he 
was  awarded  the  title  chainnan  emeritus. 

In  additton,  he  was  a  stronghold  in  the  cre- 
atton  of  the  Tennessee  Consolidated  Retire- 
ment System.  As  such,  Tennessee  is  consid- 
ered one  the  best  managed  States  in  the 
country,  with  regard  to  public  pension  plans. 

Mr.  Bragg  hails  from  Murfreesboro,  TN,  and 
his  toyatty  has  never  swayed.  He  has  rep- 
resented the  city  and  Rutherford  County 
throughout  his  entire  three  decades  in  politics. 
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During  that  time,  he  boosted  Middle  Ten- 
nessee State  University  to  a  premier  edu- 
cational institution  within  the  State.  He  se- 
cured the  funds  to  build  three  multimillion  dol- 
lar complexes  for  the  school:  the  mass  com- 
munications buikjing,  the  Tennessee  Livestock 
Center,  and  a  S31.7  million  library. 

Joining  Mr.  Bragg  at  his  retirement  cere- 
mony were  colleagues,  friends,  and  family.  He 
attributed  most  of  his  accomplishments  to  their 
support;  and  similariy,  his  desire  to  care  for 
those  he  loves  extends  to  his  feltow  citizens. 
1  ask  that  we  recognize  John  Bragg  for  his 
endless  dedicatton,  his  honorable  values,  and 
his  compassion  for  Tennessee. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  DR.  RICHARD  J. 
BOXER 


HON.  THOMAS  M.  BARREH 

OF  WISCONSIN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  June  18, 19% 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
pay  tribute  today  to  one  of  Milwaukee  Coun- 
ty's truly  outstanding  citizens.  Dr.  Richard  J. 
Boxer.  As  the  Lubavitch  House  of  Wisconsin 
prepares  to  honor  Dr.  Boxer  for  his  multitude 
of  contributions  to  our  community,  I  would  like 
to  take  a  moment  to  reflect  on  the  remartcable 
achievements  of  this  great  man. 

Dr.  Boxer,  or  Rick,  as  he  prefers  to  be 
known,  has  tjeen  nationally  recognized  for  his 
countless  number  of  contributions  to  American 
medtoine.  Rick  is  the  only  member  of  the 
board  of  advisors  to  the  Health  Policy  Institute 
at  both  the  Medical  College  of  Wisconsin  and 
the  University  of  Wisconsin.  He  has  authored 
435  scientific  articles,  chapters,  and  a  txjok 
and  has  lectured  throughout  the  worid.  Rk*  is 
the  former  chairman  of  the  surgery  department 
at  both  Sinai-Samaritan  and  St.  Michael  Hos- 
pitals in  Milwaukee.  Rk:k  was  voted  by  his 
peers  the  best  urologist  in  Milwaukee  in  three 
separate  surveys  by  Milwaukee  Magazine  in 
1987,  1991,  and  1996.  Rick  further  serves  as 
the  medcal  director  of  the  Bernard  and  Helen 
Soref  Prostate  Cancer  Foundation  and  the 
Gordon  Henke  Cancer  Foundatton.  In  additton, 
he  is  a  professor  in  the  Health  Policy  Institute 
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and  in  the  Department  of  Family  Medicine  at 
the  Medical  College  of  Wisconsin. 

President  Clinton  recognized  Rick's  capabili- 
ties in  1995  when  he  appointed  him  to  the  Na- 
tional Cancer  Advisory  Board  and  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health.  In  1996,  Rick  broke  new 
international  ground  when  he  led  the  first  phy- 
sicians' mission  to  Israel.  In  addition  to  his 
professional  associations.  Rick  selflessly  de- 
votes his  personal  time  to  numerous  philan- 
thropic organizations  including  the  Milwau- 
kee's Jewish  Federation,  the  Milwaukee  Jew- 
ish Council,  the  Wisconsin  State  of  Israel 
Bonds,  the  Milwaukee  Jewish  Home  and  Care 
Center,  the  Weizmann  Institute,  and  the 
Friends  of  Lubavitch. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  commend  the  Wisconsin 
Friends  of  Lubavitch  on  its  excellent  selection 
of  Dr.  Richard  Boxer  as  this  year's  honored 
guest,  and  1  wish  Rk:k,  his  wife  Barisara,  and 
their  toving  children  continued  success  in  all  of 
their  endeavors. 


TRIBUTE  TO  CAPITAL 
COMMITMENT 


HON.  CARRIE  P.  MEEK 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday.  June  18. 19% 
Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  congratulate  a  dynamic  local  organi- 
zation which  has  tjrought  telecommunicattons 
training  and  knowledge  to  the  economically 
disadvantaged  of  the  Washington  area.  Cap- 
ital Commitment,  recently  celebrated  its  50th 
anniversary.  And,  through  its  fine  work,  424 
disadvantaged  students  have  graduated  from 
programs  which  have  prepared  them  for  well 
paying  jobs  in  telephone  installation,  mainte- 
nance, and  repair. 

Capital  Commitment  was  bom  from  a  viston 
held  by  Emest  and  La  Veme  Boykin  who  rec- 
ognized in  June  1991  that  the  telecommuni- 
cations industry  in  whk:h  they  had  worked  for 
so  many  years  had  few  minorities.  They  also 
witnessed  increased  vtolence  in  their  Wash- 
ington neightx>rtKXXl  and  had  the  compassion 
to  ask  themselves  what  they  could  do  to  help 
these  young  people  bring  focus  to  their  lives. 
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The  answer  to  Ernest  and  La  Veme  was  to 
leave  their  jobs  at  high  technology  tele- 
communications companies  to  set  up  Capital 

Commitment. 

In  the  fall  of  1991,  they  formed  partnerships 
with  the  DC  public  schools,  Baltou  STAY  and 
Northem  Telecom  [Nortel],  a  world  leader  in 
designing,  engineering,  building,  and  maintain- 
ing digital  networi<s.  By  January  1992,  they 
graduated  their  first  dass,  which  consisted  of 
six  homeless  men  from  the  Omega-Alpha 
Brotherhood.  They  were  successful  in  placing 
this  dass  in  good  jobs  and  they  used  their 
success  to  solicit  support  from  tocal  founda- 
tions. 

As  they  struggled  finandally,  they  continued 
their  important  program  and,  by  the  end  of 
1993,  had  graduated  150  students  and  had  an 
all-time  high  placement  record  of  97.5  percent 
They  still  had  not  met  their  most  important 
goal,  to  raise  Si  00,000.  However  with  contin- 
ued support  from  Nortel  as  well  as  help  from 
the  National  Center  for  Neightxjrhood  Enter- 
prises, the  Hitachi  Foundation,  The  Beer  Insti- 
tute and  the  United  Black  Fund,  they  reached 
50  percent  of  their  money  raising  goal. 

In  the  summer  of  1994,  their  success  in 
training  and  placing  their  students  in  high  pay- 
ing, high  technology  jobs — by  this  time  they 
had  graduated  219 — attraded  additional  part- 
nerships with  Bell  Atlantic  and  the  Eisenhower 
Foundation.  Things  had  started  to  turn  around 
for  them. 

Capital  Commitment  has  been  featured  on 
several  TV  and  radto  statkjns  within  the  last 
year.  They  have  announced  further  partner- 
ships with  the  Pentagon  Renovations,  BISCI, 
the  Private  Industry  Councils  of  Washington, 
DC,  Prince  Georges  County  and  Montgomery 
County.  Their  partners  provide  funding  and 
also  help  secure  emptoyment  for  Capital  Com- 
mitment graduates. 

It  gives  me  great  pleasure  to  ask  my  cot- 
leagues  to  join  me  in  corigratulating  Ernest 
arKj  La  Veme  Boykin  arid  all  of  their  partners 
in  Capital  Commitment  for  making  a  real  dif- 
ference in  their  communities  by  provkjing  hope 
and  a  future  to  tf>e  eoonomiceUty  disadvarv 
taged. 
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The  Senate  met  at  9  a.m.,  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  Thurmond]. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogilvle,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Holy  God  of  Justice,  we  turn  to  You 
with  a  just  cause.  We  are  profoundly 
disturbed  by  the  burning  of  the  church 
buildingrs  of  black  and  multiracial  con- 
gregations in  our  land.  Our  consterna- 
tion has  grown  as  this  hateful,  destruc- 
tive arsonism  has  continued.  Father, 
we  have  prayed  through  the  years  for 
Yoxir  power  to  combat  racism  in  Amer- 
ica and  You  have  helped  us  make  some 
progress.  Now  we  ask  You  to  stay  the 
hand  of  the  collusive,  coercive  forces 
that  have  committed  these  cowardly 
acts  of  setting  fire  to  sanctuaries  of 
worship.  Intervene  to  expose  them  so 
that  they  can  be  brought  to  justice. 
Control  the  unresolved  prejudices  in 
others  who  might  be  instigated  to  copy 
these  crimes.  Thank  You  for  raising  up 
people  of  all  races  who  have  rallied  to 
help  reconstruct  the  burned  out  sanc- 
tuaries. Oh  God.  in  this  land  where  You 
have  given  us  freedom  to  worship  You, 
step  in  to  save  the  sanctuaries  of  Your 
people.  In  Your  all-powerful  name. 
Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
able  majority  leader.  Senator  Lott,  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Thank  you,  Mr.  President. 


SCHEDULE 


Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  today,  the 
Senate  will  immediately  resume  con- 
sideration of  S.  1745,  the  Department  of 
Defense  authorization  bill  and  the 
pending  Dorgan  amendment.  There  will 
be  15  minutes  of  debate  on  the  Dorgan 
amendment  this  morning,  with  a  vote 
on  or  in  relation  to  that  amendment 
immediately  following  that  debate 
time. 

Also,  Senators  should  be  reminded 
after  this  morning's  vote,  there  will  be 
other  votes,  of  course,  throughout  the 
day.  We  will  be  doing  our  very  best  to 
keep  the  time  limit  on  the  votes  to  20 
minutes.  There  are  always  extenuating 
circumstances,  but  we  will  start  off 
today  by  trying  to  keep  that  commit- 
ment. Senators  are  encouraged  to  re- 
spond promptly  to  the  votes,  and  if  you 
have  amendments  that  you  want  to 
offer,  please  be  here  with  them  so  we 
can  have  those  amendments  offered 
and  debate  so  we  can  do  it  during  the 


daylight  instead  of  very,  very  late  to- 
night. 

Mr.  President,  also,  I  announce  that 
the  Democratic  leader  and  I  are  con- 
tinuing with  negotiations  with  respect 
to  minimum  wage,  small  business  tax 
package,  and  other  issues.  We  are  in 
hope  of  reaching  some  agreement 
shortly  with  respect  to  this  issue  and 
all  the  other  related  matters.  We  have 
not  been  able  to  complete  that  effort, 
but  we  are  working  on  it  very  seri- 
ously. We  hope  to  be  able  to  get  that 
done  shortly.  We  will  come  to  the  floor 
and  make  that  announcement. 

I  yield  the  floor. 


RESERVATION  OF  LEADER  TIME 

THE  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
INHOFE).  Under  the  previous  order,  the 
leadership  time  is  reserved. 


NATIONAL    DEFENSE    AUTHORIZA- 
TION ACT  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1997 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate will  now  resume  consideration  of  S. 
1745,  which  the  clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  bill  (S.  1745)  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  fiscal  year  1997  for  military  activities  of 
the  Department  of  Defense,  for  military  con- 
struction, and  for  defense  activities  of  the 
Department  of  Energry,  to  prescribe 
stren^hs  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the  Armed 
Forces,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  bill. 

Pending:: 

Dorgan  amendment  No.  4048,  to  reduce 
funds  authorized  for  research,  development, 
test,  and  evaluation  for  national  missile  de- 
fense. 

Kyi  amendment  No.  4049,  to  authorize  un- 
derground nuclear  testing  under  limited  con- 
ditions. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4048 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
will  now  be  15  minutes  of  debate  on  the 
pending  Dorgan  amendment  No.  4048, 
equally  divided. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  under- 
stand there  is  a  period  of  time  to  con- 
tinue debate  ever  so  briefly  prior  to  the 
scheduled  vote.  Senator  Levin,  I  be- 
lieve, wishes  to  take  just  a  couple  of 
minutes.  I  intend  to  yield  to  him  when 
he  arrives.  When  Senator  Thurmond 
comes  through,  I  will  be  happy  to  yield 
to  him. 

Let  me  describe  just  briefly  exactly 
what  this  amendment  is  and  what  it  is 
not.  The  Defense  authorization  bill 
that  comes  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
includes  in  it  S508  million  for  research 
and  development  for  a  national  missile 
defense   program.   That  is  a  program 


that  hais  been  bantered  about  around 
here.  Some  call  it  national  missile  de- 
fense, some  call  it  Defend  America, 
some  call  it  star  wars.  Whatever  you 
call  it,  it  is  a  program  to  try  to  find  a 
way  to  intercept  potential  incoming 
missiles  launched  by  a  rogue  nation,  an 
adversary,  or  launched  accidentally  by 
someone  else.  This  is  the  outgrowth  of 
the  old  star  wars  proposals  back  in  the 
early  1980s. 

There  is  in  the  Clinton  budget  a  pro- 
posal for  continued  research  and  devel- 
opment of  S508  million.  The  majority 
party,  in  constructing  the  piece  of  leg- 
islation brought  to  the  floor  today, 
said.  "That  is  not  enough.  We  want  to 
add  $300  million  to  that;  $508  million  is 
not  enough.  We  want  it  to  be  $808  mil- 
lion." 

My  amendment  very  simply  says, 
"no,"  we  should  get  rid  of  the  $300  mil- 
lion that  was  added  extra,  and  go  back 
to  the  $508  million  base  proposal  of- 
fered in  the  administration's  budget, 
$508  million  requested  by  the  Pentagon, 
$508  million  requested  by  the  Chairman 
of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense,  saying,  "This  is 
what  our  country  needs.  This  is  what  is 
advisable  to  spend."  The  bill  brought 
to  the  floor  said  "No.  the  Defense  De- 
partment does  not  know  what  it  is 
talking  about.  We  want  to  authorize 
you  to  si)end  $300  million  more." 

I  read  a  quote  fi-om  General 
Shall  kashvili,  the  Chairman  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  who  says,  in 
speaking  of  this  kind  of  activity,  add- 
ing $300  million — which,  by  the  way,  is 
designed  to  provide  for  and  require  an 
early  deployment  on  a  national  missile 
defense  program  of  some  type  which 
would  provide  multiple  sites  and 
spaced-based  components  which  will 
undercut  the  arms  control  agreements, 
the  very  agreements  that  are  now  lead- 
ing to  a  reduction  in  the  nuclear 
threat.  There  are  missiles  being  de- 
stroyed in  the  old  Soviet  Union,  in 
Russia  today,  because  we  have  arms 
control  agreements  that  provide  for 
the  destruction  of  those  missiles.  The 
world  is  safer  because  those  missiles  do 
not  exist,  those  nuclear  warheads  do 
not  exist,  and  they  do  not  exist  because 
of  arms  control  agreements  that  have 
provided  that  both  the  Russians  and 
the  Independent  States  of  the  old  So- 
viet Union  are  reducing  launchers,  war- 
heads, bomber  airplanes  and  others.  We 
are  doing  the  same.  This  makes  emi- 
nent good  sense. 

This  proposal,  incidentally,  leads  to 
an  undercutting  of  all  those  arms  con- 
trol agreements.  Should  we  protect  our 
country?  Of  course  we  should.  However, 
should  we  do  so  in  a  way  that  under- 
cuts the  arms  control  agreements  that 
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are  now  leading  to  a  reduction  in  the 
threat?  No,  I  do  not  think  that  makes 
any  sense. 

General  Shalikashvili  says  the  fol- 
lowing: 

Efforts  which  suggest  changes  to  or  with- 
drawal from  the  ABM  Treaty  may  jeoi>ardize 
Russian  ratification  of  START  n  and  could 
prompt  Russia  to  withdraw  from  START  I.  I 
am  concerned  that  failure  of  either  START 
initiative  will  result  in  Russian  retention  of 
hundreds  or  even  thousands  more  nuclear 
weapons,  thereby  increasing  both  the  costs 
and  the  risks  that  we  face. 

In  short,  the  decision,  in  fact,  the  re- 
quirement by  those  who  support  this 
piece  of  legislation  that  we  spend  $300 
million  more  in  pursuit  of  a  policy  that 
may  result  in  a  potential  adversary 
having  hundreds  or  even  thousands  of 
more  nuclear  weapons  is,  in  my  judg- 
ment, a  failed  policy. 

Mr.  President,  $300  million  ought  not 
be  added  to  this.  My  amendment  with- 
draws the  $300  million. 

How  much  time  is  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  2  minutes  and  5  seconds. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Michigan.  Senator 
Levin. 

Mr.  LEVTN.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Chair  and  I  thank  Senator  Dorgan 
for  his  leadership  on  this.  We  ought  to 
rely  on  the  uniformed  military  in 
terms  of  what  is  needed  to  produce  a 
national  missile  defense  in  a  sensible 
time  period  so  that  we  can  make  a  de- 
cision to  deploy  at  a  time  a  decision  to 
deploy  is  needed. 

What  do  the  uniformed  military  say 
about  funding  levels?  We  have  heard  a 
lot  of  political  rhetoric  about  national 
missile  defense.  The  proposed  budget  in 
front  of  us  would  add  $300  million  to 
the  $500  million  the  administration  re- 
quested. These  are  not  just  numbers 
hopefully  pulled  out  of  the  air.  The  $500 
million  that  the  administration  asked 
for  is  what  our  uniformed  military  say 
is  needed  to  produce  and  develop  a  na- 
tional missile  defense  in  a  timely  way. 

Now,  that  is  not  President  Clinton 
saying  it,  that  is  not  Secretary  Perry 
saying  it;  that  is  the  uniformed  mili- 
tary saying  it.  It  is  called  the  Joint  Re- 
quirements Oversight  Council,  the 
JROC.  The  JROC,  in  January  of  this 
year,  wrote  to  their  chiefs — these  are 
the  Vice  Chiefs  of  the  four  Depart- 
ments— sashing  that  they  wanted  and 
needed  no  more  than  $500  million  per 
year  for  nationad  missile  defense.  This 
is  a  memorandum  which  I  am  going  to 
ask  to  have  inserted  into  the  Record. 
This  is  what  our  uniformed  nfulitary 
say:  The  JROC  believes  that  with  the 
current  and  projected  ballistic  missile 
threat  that  the  funding  level  "for  na- 
tional missile  defense  should  be  no 
more  than  $500  million  per  year."  That 
is  in  the  budget  request  of  the  adminis- 
tration. They  went  on  to  say,  "We  be- 
lieve that  the  proposed  acquisition 
level  for  national  missile  defense  is 
balanced  in  proportion." 


I  £isk  unanimous  consent  that  the 
letter  from  the  Chiefs  of  the  Army, 
Navy,  Marine  Corps,  and  Air  Force,  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  time  in 
support  of  the  administrations  request 
and  which  is  very  inconsistent  with  the 
add-on  of  $300  million  by  the  Armed 
Services  Commiittee. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

THE  Vice  Chairman  of  the 

Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff. 

Washington.  DC. 
Memorandum  for  the  Under  Secretary  of  De- 
fense for  Acquisition  and  Technology. 
Subject:  National  Missile  Defense. 
1.  This  memorandum  Is  to  inform  you  of  The 
Joint     Requirements     Oversight     Councils 
(JROC)  position   of  prioritizing  a  Theater 
Missile  Defense  (TMD)  capability  over  a  Na- 
tional Missile  Defense  (NMD)  capability. 

2.  The  JRCX;  believes  that  with  the  current 
and  projected  ballistic  missile  threat,  which 
shows  Russia  and  China  as  the  only  coun- 
tries able  to  field  a  threat  aigalnst  the  US 
homeland  the  funding  level  of  NMD  should 
be  no  more  than  $500  million  per  year  and 
TMD  should  be  no  more  than  S2.3  billion  per 
year  through  the  FYDP.  These  funding  levels 
will  allow  us  to  continue  to  field  critical 
TMD/NMD  systems  to  meet  the  projected 
threats  and.  at  the  same  time,  save  dollars 
that  can  be  given  back  to  the  Services  to  be 
used  for  critical  recapitalization  programs. 

3.  We  believe  the  proposed  TMD'NMD  ac- 
quisition levels  are  balanced  and  propor- 
tional and  after  great  potential  for  achieving 
an  affordable  ballistic  missile  defense  archi- 
tecture that  meets  our  joint  warflghting 
needs. 

W.A.  Owens. 
Vice  Chairman  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff. 
Thomas  S.  Moorman.  Jr.. 
General.    USAF.    VUx 
Chief  of  Staff . 
J.W.  Prueher, 
Admiral,     U.S.    Navy. 
Vice  Chief  of  Naval 
Operations. 
R.D.  HEARNEY. 
Assistant    Commander 
of  the  Marine  Corps. 
Ronald  h.  Grifftth. 
General,     U.S.    Army, 
Vice  Chief  of  Staff 
Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  be- 
fore we  vote  on  the   Dorgan  amend- 
ment. I  would  like  to  make  a  few  brief 
remarks   and   strongly   urge   my   col- 
leagues to  oppose  the  amendment. 

First  of  all,  let  me  be  clear  that  the 
additional  funds  added  in  the  bill  for 
national  missile  defense  are  not  to  sup- 
port a  space-based  or  star  wars  defense 
system.  In  fact  the  funds  are  not  to 
support  a  deployment  decision  at  all. 
We  have  simply  followed  the  advice  of 
the  Director  of  the  Ballistic  Missile 
Defense  Organization  who  has  informed 
the  committee  that  about  $800  million 
per  year  is  needed  to  support  a  robust 
technology  development  effort.  This 
additional  funding  is  consistent  with 
the  administrations  own  NMD  Pro- 
gram, which  is  supposed  to  preserve 
the  option  of  deplojring  a  system  by 
2003.  Regardless  of  whether  you  support 
the  Defend  America  Act.  the  adminis- 


tration's NMD  plan,  or  some  other  ap- 
proach, you  should  support  the  funding 
recommended  by  the  committee  to 
allow  for  a  more  comprehensive  testing 
program. 

The  Armed  Services  Committee  did 
not  earmark  the  funds  for  systems  that 
are  not  currently  being  developed  by 
the  Department  of  Defense.  We  simply 
suggest  more  robust  testing  within  the 
administrations  own  program.  This 
program  would  rely  on  a  ground-based 
system.  Nothing  associated  with  the 
additional  funds  in  any  way  conflicts 
with  the  ABM  Treaty  or  even  with  the 
administration's  own  3-plus-3  NMD 
Program. 

I  would  also  remind  all  Senators  that 
Congress  added  $375  million  above  the 
budget  request  for  NMD  in  fiscal  year 
1996,  which  the  administration  is  pres- 
ently obligating.  The  Department  of 
Defense  recognized  that  additional 
funds  were  needed.  The  Director  of 
BMDO  has  stated  this  explicitly,  and 
the  committee  added  the  funds  in  an 
effort  to  reduce  technical  risk  and  pre- 
serve a  realistic  deployment  option 
around  2003. 

Mr.  President,  in  closing,  let  me  urge 
my  colleagues  to  oppose  the  Dorgan 
amendment  and  to  support  the  addi- 
tional funds  for  NMD  risk  reduction. 

I  yield  to  the  able  Senator  from 
Oklahoma,  Senator  NiCKLES. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Oklahoma  is  recognized. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  How  much  time  re- 
mains? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Five 
minutes. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  I  will  be  very  brief.  I 
compliment  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  for  his  leadership.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  vote  "no"  on  this  amend- 
ment. This  amendment  would  strike 
$300  million  of  money  that  is  used  for 
research  and  development  for  missile 
defense.  It  is  kind  of  a  shocking  thing 
for  most  Americans  to  find  out  that  we 
do  not  have  capabilities  now  to  shoot 
down  incoming  missiles  if  you  think 
the  primary  responsibility  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government  is  the  protection  of 
our  people,  the  protection  of  our  free- 
dom. Yet.  we  do  not  have  the  capabili- 
ties today  to  shoot  down  an  incoming 
missile  from  wherever  it  comes  from. 
It  may  come  from  a  belligerent  nation, 
it  may  come  frc»n  other  rogue  nations, 
it  may  come  from  someone  getting 
control  over  missiles  in  the  former  So- 
viet empire. 

But  we  do  not  have  the  capability  to 
shoot  them  down.  That  bothers  me. 
Somebody  might  say,  well,  we  have  the 
Patriot.  The  Patriot  worked 
semisuccessfully  in  the  Persian  Gulf 
war.  It  shot  down  some  Scud  missiles 
when  they  were  right  over  thefr  back- 
yard. Not  very  effective.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  we  had  American  soldiers  who 
lost  their  lives  in  Saudi  Arabia  because 
of  Scud  missiles  that  were  20-some-odd 
years  old  that  landed  in  that  neighbor- 
hood. The  Patriot  did  not  stop  these. 
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They  stopped  some  missiles.  It  is  not 
effective. 

We  need  to  be  able  to  have  the  capa- 
bility to  shoot  down  missiles  before 
they  end  up  in  our  backyard.  The 
threats  are  becoming  more  serious  all 
the  time,  and  we  need  to  be  moving 
now  in  research  and  development  so  we 
will  have  the  system  capability  sooner 
rather  than  when  it  is  too  late.  When 
you  have  North  Korea  firing  missiles  in 
the  direction  of  Japan,  when  you  have 
China  firing  missiles  in  the  direction  of 
Taiwan,  when  you  have  China  making 
implicit  threats  to  the  United  States, 
and  even  specifically  Los  Angeles,  you 
realize  this  is  a  much  more  dangerous 
world  than  it  was  3  years  ago. 

We  are  now  using  our  money  to  help 
Israel  develop  missile  defense  capabili- 
ties. I  support  that.  But  it  is  very  iron- 
ic that  we  do  not  give  ourselves  the  ca- 
pability and  enough  resources  to  de- 
velop missile  technology  to  defend  our- 
selves against  an  incoming  missile, 
whether  it  be  an  incoming  interconti- 
nental ballistic  missile,  with  whatever 
warheads — nuclear  warheads,  biological 
or  chemical  warheads.  We  should  not 
leave  ourselves  defenseless. 

I  am  afraid  that  if  we  adopt  the 
amendment  by  our  friends  on  the  other 
side,  we  are  doing  just  that — we  are 
cutting  back  too  much.  People  like  to 
call  missile  defense  star  wars,  and 
maybe  they  score  political  points  by 
doing  so.  But  they  leave  us  without  the 
capability  of  moving  forward  rapidly, 
as  quickly  as  possible,  to  shoot  down 
incoming  missiles.  The  No.  1  priority  of 
the  Federal  Government  should  be  the 
protection  of  our  people,  the  protection 
of  our  freedom.  We  need  to  have  the  ca- 
pability to  destroy  incoming  missiles 
from  whatever  source.  We  need  this 
money. 

I  compliment  the  chairman  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee.  I  hope  our 
colleagues  will  vote  to  delete  and  vote 
against  this  amendment.  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  remains? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina  has  1  minute 
45  seconds.  The  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  has  45  seconds. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  will  yield  back 
my  time,  unless  somebody  wants  to 
speak. 

I  understand  the  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa desires  to  speak. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
NiCKLES).  The  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
is  recognized. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  his  leadership  in  this 
issue  that  we  are  discussing.  Nothing 
new  can  be  said  on  this  subject.  I  know 
what  the  final  remarks  will  be  from  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota.  I  want  to 
talk  about  two  things.  No.  1,  the 
threat;  No.  2.  the  cost.  If  anybody  out 
there  believes  it  is  going  to  cost  so 
that  we  will  ultimately  have  the  abil- 


ity to  save  ourselves,  protect  ourselves 
from  missile  attack — look  at  the  CBO 
report  and  the  figures  that  they  are 
batting  around,  $30  to  $60  billion  over 
14  years,  and  that  has  now  been  down- 
graded. 

It  is  quite  obvious  that  we  wanted  to 
have  an  Aegis  ship  with  the  space  sen- 
sors. We  already  have  a  $50  billion  in- 
vestment in  22  Aegis  ships  that  are  out 
there.  We  can  upgrade  those,  and  reach 
into  the  upper  tier  for  about  $3  to  S4 
billion  over  4  years.  If  you  add  the  $5 
billion  for  sensors  we  could  have  a  sys- 
tem in  place  that  will  stop  an  incoming 
ballistic  missile  for  the  United  States. 
Right  now  we  have  nothing. 

The  vast  majority  of  American  peo- 
ple believe  that  after  we  have  spent  all 
of  this  money  that  we  have  a  system 
but  we  do  not.  We  are  almost  there.  It 
is  90  percent  paid  for,  and  the  threat  is 
real. 

For  those  who  question  the  threat, 
remember  the  words  of  James  Woolsey 
who  was  the  CIA  Director  for  President 
Clinton.  He  said  2  years  ago  that  we 
know  of  between  20  and  25  nations  that 
have  or  are  in  the  final  stages  of  devel- 
oping weapons  of  mass  destruction  and 
the  missile  means  of  delivering  those 
weapons.  One  expert  after  another  ex- 
pert testified  that  threat  is  out  there, 
that  threat  is  real. 

So,  I  would  only  say  when  you  are 
considering  taking  out  this  little  bit  of 
money  that  we  have  to  try  to  go  for- 
ward with  this  program,  stop  and  real- 
ize and  stop  and  ask  yourself  the  ques- 
tion. What  if  all  of  these  experts  are 
right?  Look  at  Oklahoma  City.  The 
Presiding  Officer  and  I  represent  the 
State  of  Oklahoma.  We  saw  the  devas- 
tation that  took  place  there.  That  was 
what  is  comparable  to  one  ton  of  TNT. 
The  smallest  nuclear  warhead  known  is 
a  kiloton,  1,000  times  that  power. 

So  if  you  are  wrong,  we  are  making  a 
terrible  mistake  if  we  pass  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
not  about  whether  there  should  be  a 
missile  defense  program  in  this  coun- 
try. There  exists  in  the  bill  brought  to 
this  floor  $2  billion  for  theater  missile 
defense.  I  think  everyone  probably 
knows  that.  It  has  not  been  mentioned. 
The  implication  was  that  there  was 
nothing  in  this  bill  for  missile  defense. 
There  is  $2  billion  for  theater  missile 
defense  and  $508  million  was  proposed 
by  the  Pentagon  for  national  nnissile 
defense.  The  bill  comes  to  the  floor 
saying  $508  million  for  research  and  de- 
velopment is  not  enough. 

I  simply  say  for  the  people  who  sup- 
port throwing  dollars  at  this  problem 
on  national  missile  defense  that  it  is 
not  going  to  solve  the  problem.  The 
uniformed  officers  say  $508  billion  is 
enough  of  research  and  development. 
Those  of  you  who  think  that  there  is 
not  an  amount  that  is  enough,  the 
more  the  merrier  and  let  us  spend  as 
much  as  we  can  spend  are  wrong. 


This  is  a  very  simple  vote  to  cut  $300 
million  from  this  authorization  bill. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  support  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
iNHOFE).  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  remains? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  expired. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 
kota. On  this  question,  the  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Pryor],  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Bumpers] 
and  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Bradley]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Bumpers]  and  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Bradley]  would  each  vote 
"aye." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desire  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  44, 
nays  53,  as  follows: 

[RoUcall  Vote  No.  160  Leg.] 
YEAS— 44 


Akakii 

Ford 

Leahy 

Biucus 

Glenn 

Levin 

Blden 

Graham 

Mlkulskl 

Blnsaman 

Grere 

Moseley-Braan 

Boxer 

Harkln 

Moynlhan 

Breaux 

Hatfleld 

Morray 

Bryan 

HoUlngs 

Pell 

Byrd 

Jeffords 

Reld 

Conrad 

Johnston 

Robb 

Daschle 

Kassebaum 

Rockefeller 

Dodd 

Kennedy 

Sarbanes 

Dorian 

Kerrey 

Simon 

EZOD 

Kerrj- 

Wellstone 

Felngold 

Kohl 

Wyden 

Feinstein 

Lautenber; 
NAYS— 53 

Abraham 

Frist 

McConnell 

Ashcroft 

Gorton 

Murkowskl 

Bennett 

Gramm 

.Mckles 

Bond 

Grams 

Nann 

Brown 

Grassley 

Pressler 

Boms 

Hatch 

Roth 

Campbell 

Henm 

Santonun 

Chafee 

Helms 

Shelby 

Coats 

Hutchl.son 

Simpson 

Cochran 

Tnhofe 

Smith 

Cohen 

Inouye 

Snowe 

Coverdell 

Kempthome 

Specter 

Craig 

Kyi 

Stevens 

O'Amato 

Lleberman 

Thomas 

DeWlne 

Lott 

Thompson 

Domenlcl 

Lugar 

Thurmond 

Falrcloth 

Mack 

Warner 

Frahm 

McCain 

NOT  VOTING— 3 
Bradley  Bompers  Pryor 

The  amendment  (No.   4048)  was  re- 
jected. 
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Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  LOTT  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  the  Demo- 
cratic leader  and  I  are  continuing  our 
negotiations  with  respect  to  the  mini- 
mum wjige  issue.  Therefore,  in  hopes  of 
reaching  some  agreement  with  respect 
to  this  issue  and  other  related  matters, 
I  now  ask  unanimous  consent  that  no 
minimum  wage  amendment  or  legisla- 
tion be  in  order  prior  to  the  hour  of  1 
p.m.  today  and,  at  1  p.m,  the  majority 
leader  be  recognized  so  we  can  discuss 
this  issue. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  BIDEN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4049 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  what  is 
the  business  before  the  Senate? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  busi- 
ness before  the  Senate  is  the  Kyl-Reid 
amendment  to  S.  1745. 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  I  be  able  to  proceed 
for  5  minutes  as  in  morning  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  might  I  ask 
the  Senator  to  yield  for  one  moment  so 
I  may  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the 
amendment  which  is  pending? 

Mr.  BIDEN.  Sure. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the 
yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 


THE  ATTACK  ON  HARIS  SILAJDZIC 

Mr.  BIDEIN.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  deplore  in  the  strongest  pos- 
sible terms  the  brutal  assault  last  Sat- 
urday on  former  Bosnian  Prime  Min- 
ister Haris  Silajdzlc. 

For  more  than  4  years,  I  have  pro- 
tested the  bloody  aggression  by  Serbia 
and  its  Bosnian  Serb  proxies  against 
the  Republic  of  Bosnia  and 
Herzegovina.  Even  today  Senator 
LiEBERMAN,  Senator  Lugar.  and  I  are 
introducing  a  resolution  calling  upon 
our  Government  to  give  stronger  sup- 
port to  the  International  War  Crimes 
Tribunal  in  the  Hague,  including  mak- 
ing it  an  urgent  priority  for  IFOR  to 
detain  and  bring  to  justice  persons  in- 
dicted by  the  tribunal. 

But,  Mr.  President,  it  was  not  Bos- 
nian Serbs  under  the  direction  of  the 


war  criminals  Karadzic  and  Mladic  who 
attacked  Haris  Silajdzlc.  Nor  was  it 
carried  out  by  the  notorious  Bosnian- 
Croat  thugs  from  Herzegovina. 

No.  the  attack  was  carried  out  by 
Bosnian  Muslims  belonging  to  the  rul- 
ing party  of  democratic  action,  the 
SDA,  of  Bosnian  President  Izetbegovlc. 
Former  Prime  Minister  Silajdzlc  was 
making  an  election  campaign  speech  in 
the  Bihac  area  of  northwestern  Bosnia 
when  about  100  young  toughs  waving 
SDA  flags  reportedly  began  terrorizing 
citizens  at  the  rally.  Some  of  them 
struck  Prime  Minister  Silajdzlc  on  the 
head  with  a  metal  bar,  opening  a 
bloody  wound  on  his  temple.  He  was 
rushed  off  to  a  hospital. 

Many  of  my  colleagues  and  I  regard 
Haris  Silajdzlc  as  the  single  best  hope 
for  a  multireligious  democracy  in  Bos- 
nia. For  years  he  has  fought  against 
the  vicious  tribalism  that  unscrupu- 
lous politicians  have  used  to  stir  up 
hatreds,  even  as  he  has  tirelessly  strug- 
gled to  keep  his  embattled  country 
alive. 

Undaunted  earlier  this  year  after  he 
was  forced  out  of  the  prime  minister- 
ship, Haris  Silajdzlc  founded  the  party 
for  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina,  a  coalition 
of  Bosnian  Muslims,  Bosnian  Serbs, 
and  Bosnian  Croats  whose  vision  rises 
above  the  pathetic  provincialism  of  the 
ethnic  and  religious-based  parties  in- 
tent on  fragmenting  the  country. 

The  reaction  of  the  ruling  SDA  in  Sa- 
rajevo was,  sad  to  say,  typical  of  people 
who  learned  thefr  politics  at  the  foot  of 
the  old  Yugoslav  league  of  Com- 
munists. 

Mr.  Silajdzlc  has  been  harassed  at 
every  turn.  Knovring  of  his  broad  inter- 
national contacts,  the  authorities 
made  it  Impossible  for  him  to  place 
telephone  calls  abroad.  For  example, 
when  I  have  wanted  to  talk  with  him 
during  the  past  few  months,  I  have  had 
to  phone  his  home  from  Washington. 
And  our  conversations  are  routinely 
cut  off  in  mid-sentence. 

This  is  the  treatment  that  President 
Izetbegovic's  government  accords  a 
former  prime  minister  with  a  world- 
wide reputation  for  bravery  and  integ- 
rity. 

Moreover,  Haris  Silajdzics  multi-re- 
ligious party  for  Bosnia  and 
Herzegovina  has  been  systematically 
denied  a  level  playing  field  in  the  cam- 
paign for  national  elections,  which  ac- 
cording to  the  Dasrton  accords  must 
take  place  by  September  14. 

They  have  found  it  excruciatingly 
difficult  to  get  television  time  with 
which  to  spread  their  message  of  toler- 
ance and  democracy.  I  have  already  de- 
scribed how  the  SDA  hoodlums  broke 
up  thefr  campaign  rally  last  weekend. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  submit  that 
the  Bosnian  people  have  no  better 
friend  in  this  Congress  than  this  Sen- 
ator. But  let  me  be  absolutely  clear: 
The  patience  of  even  the  strongest  sup- 
porters of  Bosnlaxi  independence  has 
lunits. 


President  Izetbegovlc  and  his  party 
must  understand  that  we  have  not  sent 
young  American  fighting  men  and 
women  at  the  head  of  an  international 
force  thousands  of  miles  from  home 
merely  to  make  it  safe  for  a  power- 
hungry,  narrow-minded  Bosnian  Mus- 
lim clique  to  mimic  the  vicious,  anti- 
democratic behavior  of  thefr  Bosnian 
Serb  oppressors. 

The  clock  is  ticking  on  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  Dayton  accords. 
There  are  still  many  fundamental  prob- 
lems to  solve.  Until  now  the  record  of 
the  Bosnian  Government,  though  far 
from  perfect,  has  been  better  than  that 
of  Serbia  and  Croatia  and  their  respec- 
tive Bosnian  proxies. 

But  this  latest  outrage  against  Haris 
Silajdzlc  is  a  terrible  step  in  the  wrong 
direction.  I  call  upon  President 
Izetbegovlc  to  take  heed:  Either  get 
your  party  to  clean  up  its  act,  or  the 
United  States  of  America  may  have  to 
reconsider  its  Bosnian  policy. 

I  thank  the  Chair,  and  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  SIMON  addressed  the  Chafr. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Illinois. 


NATIONAL    DEFENSE     AUTHORIZA- 
TION ACT  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1997 
The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4049 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  Senator  Kyl  from  Arizona.  I  knew 
our  distinguished  colleague  from  Ari- 
zona when  he  was  in  the  House,  but  I 
did  not  know  him  well.  I  have  come  to 
have  great  respect  for  him  as  a  legisla- 
tor. He  really  is  a  legislator  who  works 
on  bills  and  does  the  nitty-gritty  work 
that  IS  so  important.  But  I  believe  that 
an  amendment  to  authorize  the  re- 
sumption of  nuclear  testing  is  very  ill- 
timed. 

First  of  all,  we  have  had  over  a  thou- 
sand nuclear  tests  in  the  last  50  years. 
We  do  not  need  additional  nuclear 
tests.  If  we  were  trying  to  perfect  some 
new  nuclear  weapon,  then  it  makes 
sense.  But  that  is  not  the  policy  of  this 
Government. 

But  more  important  than  that,  India 
anri  Pakistan  are  reluctant  to  join  in  a 
comprehensive  test  ban.  What  we  need 
now  is  for  all  nations  with  nuclear 
power  to  come  aboard.  China,  appar- 
ently, is  coming  aboard.  But  India  and 
Pakistan  we  do  not  know  yet. 

We  should  not  do  anjrthing  that  Is 
going  to  move  a  comprehensive  test 
ban  further  away.  We  need  it  as  soon  as 
possible.  It  is  in  the  interest  of  the 
United  States,  and  it  is  in  the  interest 
of  the  world. 

I  think  this  amendment,  and  I  know 
the  motivation  is  good  on  the  part  of 
our  colleague  from  Arizona,  but  I  think 
it  is  an  ill-timed  amendment  that  is 
not  in  the  national  interest. 
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Mr.  President,  if  no  one  else  seeks 
the  floor,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  quorum 
call  in  progress  be  vitiated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Coats).  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  be  able  to 
proceed  for  up  to  5  minutes  as  in  morn- 
ing business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  OklaJaoma  wishes  to  be  rec- 
ognized to  speak  as  in  morning  busi- 
ness for  5  minutes.  Is  there  objection? 
Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Inhofe  pertain- 
ing to  the  introduction  of  S.  1885  are 
located  in  todays  Record  under 
"Statements  on  Introduced  Bills  and 
Joint  Resolutions.") 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
the  floor  and  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
just  want  to  say  that  we  are  sitting 
here  waiting  and  doing  nothing.  Why? 
Because  those  who  have  amendments 
are  not  coming  forward  to  present 
them.  We  are  wasting  the  Govern- 
ment's time.  We  are  wasting  the  Sen- 
ate's time.  Why  do  those  who  have 
amendments  not  come  forward?  I  urge 
those  who  have  aunendments — hotline 
both  sides  and  tell  them  anybody  who 
has  amendments  to  bring  them.  We 
want  to  get  through  this  bill.  We  £ire 
supposed  to  finish  this  bill  tonight.  We 
may  have  to  go  imtil  3  or  4  o'clock  in 
the  morning.  Let  us  get  going  now  and 
finish  this  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Thompson),  without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  that  will  be  presented  in  a 
few  minutes  by  the  Senator  from  Ha- 
waii deals  with  the  Army  and  Air 
Force  Nurse  Corps  and  the  promotions 
of  the  nurses  in  that  corps. 

This  amendment  has  been  examined 
by  our  staff,  and  from  the  Democratic 


side  of  the  aisle,  we  would  recommend 
when  it  is  presented  that  the  Senate 
accept  the  amendment.  That  would  be 
our  position  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  THURMOND  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  We  can  accept  the 
amendment  on  our  side. 

Mr.  INOUYE.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  say  to  my  friend  from 
Hawaii  that  we  recommended  the 
amendment  be  accepted.  So  we  just 
wanted  to  let  him  know  that. 

Mr.  INOUYE  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Hawaii. 

Without  objection,  the  pending 
amendment  will  be  set  aside. 

AMEND.MEXT  NO.  4<B0 

{Purpose:  To  amend  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  to  codify  existing  practices  of  the 
Army  and  Air  Force  regrardlng  the  grade  of 
the  Chief  of  the  Army  Nurse  Corps  and  of 
the  Chief  of  the  Air  Force  Nurse  Corps,  and 
the  minimum  grade  required  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  positions  of  Chief  and  Assist- 
ant Chief  of  the  Army  Nurse  Corps  and  to 
the  positions  of  Chief  and  Assistant  Chief 
of  the  Air  Force  Nurse  Corps;  and  for  other 
purposes) 

Mr.  INOUYE.  I  send  an  amendment 
to  the  desk. 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Inouye]  pro- 
poses an  amendment  numbered  4050. 

Mr.  INOUYE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
At  the  appropriate  place,  insert; 

SECTION   1.   CHIEF  AND   ASSISTANT   CHIEF   OF 
ARIHY  NURSE  CORPS. 

(a)  Chief  of  army  nurse  Corps.— Sub- 
section (b)  of  section  3069  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  In  the  first  sentence,  by  striking  out 
"major"  and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "lieu- 
tenant colonel"; 

(2)  by  inserting  after  the  first  sentence  the 
following:  "An  appointee  who  holds  a  lower 
regular  grade  shall  be  appointed  In  the  regu- 
lar grade  of  brigadier  general.";  and 

(3)  In  the  last  sentence,  by  Inserting  "to 
the  same  position"  before  the  period  at  the 
end. 

(b)  AssiSTA.\T  Chief.— Subsection  (c)  of 
such  section  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"major"  In  the  first  sentence  and  Inserting 
In  lieu  thereof  "lieutenant  colonel". 

(c)  Clerical  amekdme-vts.— (l)  The  head- 
ing of  such  section  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"{3069.    Army    Ntme    Corps:    composition; 

Chief    and    assistant    chie^    appointment; 

grade". 

(2)  The  item  relating  to  such  section  in  the 
table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of  chapter 
307  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows: 

"3069.  Army  Nurse  Corps:  composition;  Chief 
and  assistant  chief;  appoint- 
ment; grade.". 

SEC.   2.  CHIEF  A.\D  ASSISTANT  CHIEF  OF  AIR 
FORCE  NintSE  CORPS. 

(a)  PosmoNS  and  appointment.— Chapter 
807  of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  is  amend- 


ed by  inserting  after  section  8067  the  follow- 
ing: 

"§  3069.  Air  Force  nurses:  Chief  and  assistant 
chie^  appointment;  grade 

'•(a)  Positions  of  Chief  and  assistant 
Chief.— There  are  a  Chief  and  assistant  chief 
of  the  Air  Force  Nurse  Corps. 

"(b)  Chief.— The  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force  shall  appoint  the  Chief  from  the  offi- 
cers of  the  Regular  Air  Force  designated  as 
Air  Force  nurses  whose  regular  grade  is 
above  lieutenant  colonel  and  who  are  rec- 
ommended by  the  Surgeon  General.  An  ap- 
pointee who  holds  a  lower  regular  grade  shall 
be  appointed  in  the  regular  grade  of  briga- 
dier general.  The  Chief  serves  during  the 
pleasure  of  the  Secretary,  but  not  for  more 
than  three  years,  and  may  not  be  re- 
appointed to  the  same  position. 

"(c)  ASSISTANT  Chief.— The  Surgeon  Gen- 
eral shall  appoint  the  assistant  chief  from 
the  officers  of  the  Regular  Air  Force  des- 
ignated as  Air  Force  nurses  whose  regular 
grade  is  above  lieutenant  colonel.". 

(b)  Clerical  Amendme-vt.- The  table  of 
sections  at  the  beginning  of  such  chapter  Is 
amended  by  inserting  after  section  8067  the 
following: 

"3069.  Air  Force  Nurse  Corps:  Chief  and  as- 
sistant chief;  appointment; 
grade.". 

Mr.  INOUYE.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  introduce  an  amendment  that 
would  put  into  law  a  designated  posi- 
tion and  grade  for  the  chief  nurses  of 
the  U.S.  Army  and  the  U.S.  Air  Force. 
To  the  credit  of  the  past  and  present 
leadership  of  our  Armed  Services,  they 
have  appointed  a  chief  nurse  in  the 
rank  of  brigadier  general  since  the 
1970's.  However,  for  the  Army  and  the 
Air  Force,  this  practice  has  never  been 
codified  in  law,  although  I  am  pleased 
to  note  that  the  Navy  has  designated 
their  chief  nurse  as  a  rear  adnural.  Our 
military  chief  nurses  have  an  awesome 
responsibility— a  degree  of  responsibil- 
ity that  is  absolutely  deserving  of  flag 
officer  rank. 

You  might  be  surprised  at  how  big 
their  scope  of  duties  actually  is.  For 
example,  the  chiefs  are  responsible  for 
both  peacetime  and  wartime  health 
care  doctrine,  standards,  and  policy  for 
all  nursing  personnel.  In  fact,  the  chief 
nurses  are  responsible  for  more  than 
80,000  Army  and  26,000  Air  Force  nurs- 
ing personnel.  This  includes  officer  and 
enlisted  nursing  specialties  in  the  ac- 
tive, reserve  and  guard  components  of 
the  military.  If  an  executive  officer  in 
a  large  American  corporation  had  this 
much  responsibility,  he  or  she  would 
undoubtedly  have  a  position  title  and 
salary  at  least  comparable  to  that  of  a 
brigadier  general,  and  would  certainly 
have  a  seat  at  the  coriwrate  table  of 
policy  and  decisionmaking. 

You  might  wonder  why  it  would  be 
necessary  to  put  these  provisions  in 
law  since  this  practice  is  already  oc- 
curring. Sadly,  I  am  most  concerned 
that  without  this  official  designation, 
these  positions  are  vulnerable  to  being 
downgraded  or  even  eliminated.  In  re- 
cent years,  downsizing  mandates  and 
new  ways  of  providing  health  care  have 
led  to  many  reorganization  efforts.  Un- 
fortunately, reorganization  has  become 
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a  euphemism  for  eliminating  posi- 
tions— and  health  care  reorganization 
has  too  often  become  an  excuse  to 
eliminate  nursing  positions,  particu- 
larly senior  and  executive  lesidership 
positions. 

There  has  been  much  discussion 
about  the  so-called  glass  ceilings  that 
unfairly  impact  the  ability  of  women 
to  achieve  the  same  status  as  their 
male  counterparts.  While  I  do  not  want 
to  make  this  a  gender-discrimination 
issue,  the  reality  is  that  military 
nurses  hit  two  glaiss  ceilings:  one  as  a 
nurse  in  a  physician-dominated  health 
care  system  and  one  as  a  woman  in  a 
male-dominated  military  system.  The 
simple  fact  is  that  orgsuiizations  are 
best  served  when  the  leadership  is  com- 
posed of  a  mix  of  specialty  and  gender 
groups — of  equal  rank— who  bring  their 
unique  talents  to  the  corporate  table. 
For  military  nurses,  the  general  officer 
chief  nurse  position  is  the  only  way  for 
nurses  to  get  to  the  corporate  execu- 
tive table. 

Mr.  President,  I  strongly  believe  that 
it  is  very  important,  and  past  time, 
that  we  recognize  the  extensive  scope 
and  level  of  responsibility  the  military 
chief  nurses  have  and  make  sure  that 
future  military  health  care  organiza- 
tions will  continue  to  benefit  from 
their  expertise  and  unique  contribu- 
tions. 

Mr.  President,  as  noted,  the  distin- 
gTiished  managers  of  the  measure  have 
both  agreed  to  its  adoption. 

I  urge  its  adoption. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  4050)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  INOUYE.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  suggest  the  ab- 
sence of  a  quonmi. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  further 
proceedings  under  the  quonmi  call  be 
dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  been  waiting  here  now  a  long  time 
to  act  on  these  amendments.  Again,  I 
want  to  tell  the  Senators,  if  they  have 
amendments,  to  come  forward  with 
them.  I  want  to  inform  all  Senators 
that  I  intend  soon  to  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  only  amendments  that 
have  been  offered  will  be  in  order  on 
this  bill.  So  it  is  important  for  them  to 
come  forward  and  offer  their  amend- 
ments, otherwise,  they  may  not  be  con- 
sidered. I  urge  all  Senators  who  have 


amendments  to  come  to  the  floor  and 
offer  them  now — I  repeat — now.  not 
later. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  KYL.  Will  the  Senator  withhold? 
I  would  like  to  discuss  the  pending 
amendment. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Certainly. 

amendment  no.  4049 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  the  pending 
amendment  is  the  Kyi  amendment,  co- 
sponsored  by  Senator  Reid  from  Ne- 
vada. The  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  committee  spoke  in  support  of  this 
ajuendment  last  night  when  I  offered 
it.  Since  then,  there  has  been  virtually 
no  discussion  of  it.  Several  people  have 
asked  me  questions,  and  I  thought  I 
would  come  to  the  floor  and  try  to  an- 
swer those  questions  because,  for  the 
life  of  me,  I  cannot  understand  why 
this  would  be  a  controversial  amend- 
ment. I  am  advised  that  at  least  one 
Senator  is  awaiting  instructions  from 
the  White  House. 

I  suggest  that  this  body  can  take  the 
action  that  it  deems  appropriate.  Cer- 
tainly the  White  House  will  have  its 
say  in  anything  that  we  do  on  the  De- 
fense authorization  bill.  But  this  ought 
not  to  be  that  controversial.  So  let  me 
attempt  to  explain  again  what  I  am 
trying  to  do  with  this  amendment. 
Again,  I  thank  the  distinguished  chair- 
man of  the  Armed  Services  Committee 
for  his  support  of  the  amendment. 

Probably  the  best  way  I  can  do  this, 
Mr.  President,  is  to  do  it  graphically. 
Above  this  line  we  have  the  status  quo, 
the  current  law  with  respect  to  nuclear 
testing.  Just  to  set  the  stage,  we  have 
not  conducted  nuclear  tests  for  a  long 
time.  The  tests  that  have  been  con- 
ducted in  the  last  decade  have  been  pri- 
marily to  ensure  safety  and  reliability 
of  our  nuclear  stockpile.  I  might  add 
that  about  a  third  of  the  problems  that 
have  been  discovered  with  the  stock- 
pile were  found  as  a  result  of  safety 
testing. 

1  also  make  the  point,  in  general, 
with  respect  to  testing,  that  it  has  al- 
ways seemed  odd  to  me  that  while  we 
hear  speeches  that  we  should  fly  before 
we  buy,  we  should  be  sure  that  we  test 
the  equipment  that  we  are  going  to  buy 
for  our  military  uses,  we  should  make 
sure  that  we  continue  to  maintain  our 
equipment,  understand  how  it  works, 
and  whether  it  might  not  work,  and  we 
want  to  make  sure  that  all  of  the 
things  that  we  are  going  to  have  to 
rely  upon  will  in  fact  work,  that  the 
one  thing  that  we  do  not  want  to  test 
to  see  if  it  will  continue  to  work  is  the 
most  sophisticated  weapon  we  have  in 
our  inventory,  namely,  our  nuclear 
weapon. 

On  that  we  are  going  to  close  our 
eyes  and  say,  "Well,  we  tested  these  a 
long  time  ago.  We  maybe  built  these 
systems  20  years  ago,  but  we're  just 
going  to  hope  that  they  continue  to 
work  if  we  ever  have  to  use  them."  I 


submit  that  that  is  not  an  intelligent 
way  for  us  to  maintain  our  nuclear 
stockpile.  But  that  is  essentially  where 
we  are  right  now.  The  administration 
does  not  want  to  test,  is  not  testing. 
We  currently  have  the  authority  to 
test,  if  the  President  decides  to  do  so. 

That  is  what  is  indicated  here.  We 
have  a  test  moratorium  in  our  country, 
but  we  could  test  for  safety  reasons  or 
to  determine  the  reliability  of  a  sys- 
tem. So  that  if.  for  example,  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  came  to  the  Presi- 
dent and  said.  "Mr.  President,  we  think 
we  may  have  a  problem  with  one  of 
these  systems.  It  seems  to  be  acting 
funny.  We  obviously  don't  want  to  send 
it  up  in  an  airplane  or  put  it  on  top  of 
a  missile  if  something  might  happen. 
Therefore,  we  need  to  conduct  a  test  to 
determine  exactly  what's  wrong  here 
or  how  to  fix  it."  the  President  could 
do  that  today. 

But  that  authority  will  expire  on 
September  30  of  this  year  under  exist- 
ing law.  The  President  will  no  longer 
have  that  capability. 

That  was  done  in  order  to  anticipate 
the  fact  that  a  Comprehensive  Test 
Ban  Treaty,  the  so-called  CTBT.  woiUd 
be  entering  into  force.  The  problem  is, 
it  has  not  been  ratified  by  this  coun- 
try. It  is  obviously  not  going  to  go  into 
force  for  some  time.  Therefore,  we  are 
left  with  a  hiatus,  a  period  between 
September  30  of  this  year  and  whenever 
the  CTBT  comes  into  effect,  if  it  comes 
into  effect.     

After  the  CTBT  comes  into  effect, 
there  are  no  tests  except  in  a  very  ex- 
treme situation  called  supreme  na- 
tional interest  which,  in  effect,  would 
only  exist  if  there  was  some  grave 
emergency  that  existed  where  the 
country  was  threatened  and  there  was 
some  need  to  do  so. 

So  what  we  are  talking  about  is  sim- 
ply extending  this  September  30  date 
until  the  CTBT  goes  into  effect.  It  is 
not  anti-test-ban  treaty.  Anyone  who 
favors  a  test-ban  treaty  should  not  be 
concerned  about  this.  In  feict,  I  would 
think  they  would  be  supportive  because 
it  would  maintain  the  status  quo  until 
the  CTBT  goes  into  effect. 

What  actually  changes?  Two  things. 
No.  1,  we  continue  to  require  the  ad- 
ministration to  report  to  the  Congress 
on  the  status  of  the  stockpile.  There  is 
nothing  wrong  with  that.  I  assume 
there  is  no  objection  to  that.  So  the 
test  moratoriimi  would  continue  and 
the  reporting  requirements  would  con- 
tinue. But  the  President  could  still  test 
for  stockpile  safety  and  reliability  pur- 
poses beyond  the  September  30  date 
until  some  date  in  the  future  if  and 
when  the  CTBT  goes  into  force  or  when 
the  U.S.  Senate  ratifies  it. 

The  other  difference  is  that  under  the 
test  moratorium  that  will  exist  if  we 
do  not  change  the  law,  there  is  one  cir- 
cumstance under  which  the  President 
can  test.  But  it  does  not  make  any 
sense.  The  Phresident  could  test  if  an- 
other country  tests.  We  do  not  need  to 
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test  just  because  China  conducts  a  test 
or  just  because  France  conducts  a  test 
or  Russia  conducts  a  test.  That  is  no 
reason  for  the  United  States  to  conduct 
a  test.  We  are  not  testing  in  retaliation 
for  what  another  nation  does.  There  is 
no  rational  reason  to  base  our  testing 
on  whether  another  nation  tests. 

Whether  another  nation  tests  will  de- 
pend upon  whether  that  nation  believes 
it  to  be  in  that  nation's  interest  to 
test.  Likewise,  whether  the  United 
States  tests  prior  to  the  implementa- 
tion of  the  CTBT,  ought  to  be  based 
upon  whether  it  is  in  our  national  in- 
terest to  do  so.  Just  because  France 
tests  should  not  mean  that  the  Presi- 
dent should  call  for  the  United  States 
to  do  so. 

But  by  the  same  token,  if  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  or  the  Department  of 
Defense  should  discover  a  problem  with 
one  of  our  weapons,  it  is  the  height  of 
irrationality  for  us  to  close  our  eyes 
and  say,  "But  we  can't  fix  that  weap- 
on." 

Until  this  Nation  has  effective  mis- 
sile defenses  and  defenses  against  any 
other  way  in  which  a  nuclear  warhead 
would  be  delivered  to  the  United 
States,  we  are  relying  upon  our  strate- 
gic retaliatory  nuclear  capability.  That 
is  a  fact.  Therefore,  it  has  to  work  and 
it  has  to  be  safe.  It  makes  no  sense  to 
say  that  we  should  not  have  the  capa- 
bility of  ensuring  that  safety. 

I  doubt  very  seriously  whether  Presi- 
dent Clinton  would  ever  order  a  test, 
but  why  tell  him  that  he  cannot  do  so? 
For  those  who  believe,  well,  maybe  it 
will  not  be  President  Clinton  next 
year,  maybe  it  will  be  President  Dole, 
and  he  is  going  to  be  irresponsible  in 
this  regard,  my  amendment  also  re- 
quires that  the  Congress  not  dis- 
approve the  decision.  So  Congress  has  a 
check  on  the  President's  actions.  The 
President  cannot  unilaterally  call  a 
test. 

I  do  not  know  what  could  be  more 
reasonable,  Mr.  President.  All  we  are 
sajrlng  is  that  the  deadline  that  is 
going  to  expire  on  September  30  be  con- 
tinued—not the  deadline — but  that  the 
ability  to  test  be  continued,  the  power 
of  the  President  to  call  for  a  test.  We 
are  not  saying  he  has  to  do  anything. 
This  has  no  relationship  to  the  CTBT. 
We  are  simply  saying,  until  the  CTBT 
comes  into  effect,  the  President  would 
have  the  ability  to  call  for  a  test,  but 
Congress  would  have  to  not  disapprove 
it. 

Let  me  read  some  statements,  per- 
haps, that  will  give  people  a  little 
sense  of  security  in  supporting  this  if 
they  think  there  is  some  hidden  mean- 
ing to  it.  There  is  not.  The  administra- 
tion's testing  policies,  as  articulated 
by  the  President  himself,  are  totally 
consistent  with  what  we  are  doing. 

On  August  11,  1995,  the  President 
gave  his  statement  regarding  the 
CTBT.  He  acknowledged  that  the  possi- 
bility   of    future    underground    tests 


might  be  needed.  In  fact,  there  is  a  spe- 
cific safeguard  in  his  policy  enumer- 
ated "Safeguard  F"  which  reads  as  fol- 
lows: 

If  the  President  of  the  United  States  Is  in- 
formed by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Energy  (DOE) — advised  by 
the  Nuclear  Weapons  Council,  the  Director  of 
DOE'S  nuclear  weapons  laboratories  and  the 
Commander  of  the  U.S.  Strategic  Com- 
mand—that a  high  level  of  confidence  In  the 
safety  or  reliability  of  a  nuclear  weapon  type 
which  the  two  Secretaries  consider  to  be 
critical  to  our  nuclear  deterrent  could  no 
longer  be  certified,  the  President,  In  con- 
sultation with  Congress,  would  be  prepared 
to  withdraw  from  the  CTBT  under  the  stand- 
ard "supreme  national  Interests"  clause  in 
order  to  conduct  whatever  testing  might  be 
required. 

That  is  the  end  of  Safeguard  F. 

Mr.  President,  what  we  are  proposing 
here  is  something  far  short  of  that.  The 
President  has  made  the  point  here  that 
he  needs  a  mechanism  for  conducting 
an  underground  test  if  it  is  in  the  su- 
preme national  interest  to  do  so.  We 
are  simply  saying  until  there  is  a 
CTBT,  he  should  have  that  same  au- 
thority. A  fortiori,  once  the  CTBT  goes 
into  effect,  the  President  is  saying  he 
should  still  have  that  authority  in  the 
supreme  national  interest.  I  agree.  It 
does  not  make  any  sense  for  that  au- 
thority to  exist  at  that  time  after  this 
CTBT  has  already  gone  into  effect,  and 
not  to  have  the  authority  before  it  goes 
into  effect. 

Following  the  President's  own  under- 
standing of  the  potential  need  for  an 
underground  test  to  ensure  safety  and 
reliability  of  our  weapons,  we  simply 
gave  him  that  authority  beyond  the 
deadline  that  it  would  otherwise  ex- 
pire, £md  base  it  on  what  the  President 
has  said  he  would  need  to  base  it  on; 
namely,  safety  and  reliability,  rather 
than  on  whether  another  nation  tests.  I 
caimot  imagine  anything  more  reason- 
able and  more  rational. 

I  will  read  a  quotation  from  one  of 
the  President's  top  advisers  in  this  en- 
tire area,  former  staff  member  for  the 
distinguished  ranking  member  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee,  Bob  Bell, 
in  a  speech  at  the  National  Missile  De- 
fense University  Foundation.  On  May  8 
of  this  year.  Bob  Bell,  who  is  a  member 
of  the  National  Security  Council,  sug- 
gested that  a  key  element  of  the  ad- 
ministration strategy  to  defend  Amer- 
ica is  deterrence,  both  conventional 
and  nuclear  deterrence.  He  said. 

The  second  line  of  defense  against  weapons 
of  mass  destruction  is  deterrence,  both  at 
the  conventional  and  nuclear  level.  Any 
rogue  nation  foolish  enough  to  contemplate 
using  nuclear,  chemical,  or  biological  weap- 
ons against  the  United  States,  its  Armed 
Forces  or  our  allies  must  not  be  confused 
about  how  we  would  respond.  As  Secretary 
Perry  stated,  it  would  be  "devastating"  and 
"absolutely  overwhelming." 

Now,  Mr.  President,  you  cannot  rely 
upon  a  nuclear  deterrent  that  is  not 
safe  or  does  not  work.  You  have  to 
know  that  it  is  safe  and  it  will  work. 


That  is  why  we  have  always  main- 
tained the  ability,  the  right,  to  test 
these  weapons,  to  make  sure  they  will 
work  and  that  they  are  safe.  That  is 
what  the  law  provides  today.  That  au- 
thority terminates  on  September  30. 
For  the  life  of  me,  I  do  not  understand 
why  anyone  would  object  to  simply 
continuing  the  President's  right  to  do 
what  he  said  he  needed  to  have  the 
ability  to  do.  Not  that  he  would  ever  do 
it.  I  am  sure  everyone  would  acknowl- 
edge this  President's  inclinations 
would  not  be  to  do  it,  but  as  he  himself 
said,  if  he  were  advised  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense,  the  Secretary  of  En- 
ergy, the  Nuclear  Weapons  Council, 
and  the  commander  of  the  U.S.  Strate- 
gic Conmiand  that  they  did  not  have  a 
high  level  of  confidence  in  the  safety  or 
reliability  of  a  weapon  type  that  was 
deemed  critical  for  nuclear  deterrent, 
then  he  would  need  that  authority.  If 
we  are  going  to  give  him  that  author- 
ity after  a  CTBT  goes  into  effect,  why 
should  he  not  have  that  authority  be- 
fore it  goes  into  effect? 

Mr.  President,  all  I  can  do  is  con- 
tinue to  repeat  the  point  that  I  wish 
somebody  would  challenge  it,  would 
argue  it,  would  debate  it.  This  amend- 
ment has  been  pending  since  last  night. 
I  said  I  am  happy  to  explain  it,  to  de- 
bate it,  but  can  we  not  have  a  discus- 
sion on  it,  and  then  vote?  I  cannot 
imagine  why  anyone  would  oppose  it. 

Now,  there  have  been  two  reasons 
suggested  to  me.  One  is  that  the  Com- 
prehensive Test  Ban  Treaty  negotia- 
tions are  in  a  delicate .  stage  now  and 
we  do  not  want  to  do  anything  that 
might  upset  them.  How  would  this 
upset  them?  It  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  CTBT.  Surely,  people  who  want  us 
to  enter  into  the  CTBT  want  us  to  do 
so  with  weapons  that  are  safe  and  reli- 
able. Surely,  they  do  not  want  us  to 
deny  ourselves  the  ability  to  enter  into 
the  treaty,  knowing  we  have  safe  and 
reliable  weapons.  Why  would  they  want 
us  to  have  a  period  of  time  where  our 
weapons  could  deteriorate  or  become 
unsafe  and  we  could  not  do  anything 
about  it,  and  then  enter  into  a  com- 
prehensive test  ban  limitation?  That 
would  not  make  any  sense. 

We  want  to  enter  into  the  com- 
prehensive test  ban  knowing  that  our 
weapons  are  in  good  shape.  I  guarantee 
you,  Mr.  President,  other  countries 
will  make  very  sure  that  their  weapons 
are  in  good  shape  before  they  enter 
into  it.  Look  at  the  evidence.  What  did 
Frajice  do?  France  thumbed  its  nose  at 
the  international  arms  limitation  com- 
munity by  sasrlng,  "We  are  going  to 
test  until  we  are  confident  that  our 
weapons  are  reliable  and  safe  and  they 
will  do  the  job."  They  conducted  their 
tests,  notwithstanding  opposition  from 
practically,  it  seemed  like,  everybody 
in  the  world.  When  they  finally  had 
concluded  they  had  done  enough  test- 
ing and  they  were  confident  of  their 
weapons,  they  said,  "Fine.  Now  we  will 
join  up." 
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China,  likewise,  has  been  conducting 
tests.  They  just  concluded  one.  They 
have  said  they  are  going  to  do  another 
one.  They  have  said.  "We  think  we 
have  to  do  one  more  to  make  sure  that 
our  system  is  reliable,  safe,  and  work- 
able. After  that,  we  will  join  up,  or  at 
least  consider  joining  up."  It  may  be 
that  Russia  has  conducted  tests.  There 
have  been  rei)orts  of  activity  at  their 
test  site  that  may  suggest  that  some 
kind  of  activity  has  occurred  there.  I 
submit  that  other  nations  will  do  the 
same  thing  if  they  believe  their  weap- 
ons are  deteriorating  or  they  need  to 
do  something  to  improve  the  safety  or 
reliability.  They  will  test  to  make  sure 
that  can  be  done. 

All  we  are  saying  is  the  President  of 
the  United  States  ought  to  have  the 
authority  to  do  that,  with  Congress  not 
overruling,  to  ensure  that  our  nuclear 
deterrent,  as  Bob  Bell  said,  is  a  mean- 
ingful deterrent.  That  is  to  say  that 
countries  of  the  world  will  know  that 
it  is  workable,  and  that  we,  in  fact, 
will  employ  it. 

The  argument  that  CTBT  negotia- 
tions are  underway  does  not  suggest 
any  reason  why  we  should  not  proceed 
with  this.  Are  those  negotiations  so 
touchy  that  if  anybody  talks  about  nu- 
clear testing  or  continues  authority 
that  currently  exists  in  law,  that  they 
somehow  are  going  to  full  apart?  I  can- 
not imagine  that.  U  that  is  the  case, 
there  is  something  drastically  wrong. 
Are  those  negotiations  dependent  upon 
an  elimination  of  our  authority  to  test 
after  September  30?  That  would  not  be 
good  policy  for  the  United  States,  and 
I  cannot  imagine  that  other  countries 
of  the  world  have  made  that  a  pre- 
condition. I  have  not  heard  any  evi- 
dence to  that  effect.  Just  because  the 
CTBT  negotiations  are  going  on  does 
not  mean  that  we  cannot  extend  the 
President's  authority  beyond  Septem- 
ber 30.  We  are  not  telling  him  he  has  to 
test,  he  should  test  or  anything  of  that 
sort.  We  are  saying  if  he  thinks  it  is 
necessary  to  test,  as  he  himself  pointed 
out,  he  should  have  the  authority  to  do 
that,  subject  to  Congress  not  saying 
no. 

Now,  I  do  not  know  of  any  other  rea- 
son, except  one  reason  expressed  to  me 
by  someone  who  said,  "Well,  I  have  al- 
ways been  so  much  in  favor  of  abso- 
lutely eliminating  all  nuclear  weapons 
from  the  world  that  I  would  not  want 
to  do  anything  even  to  extend  the  abil- 
ity of  the  United  States  to  test  until 
there  is  a  CTBT.  If  we  can  stop  it  on 
September  30,  boy,  that  is  great." 

Mr.  President,  if  all  of  the  other  na- 
tions in  the  world  were  as  idealistic  as 
this  particular  individual,  I  would  not 
have  a  problem  with  that.  As  we  have 
already  seen,  since  the  United  States 
has  stopped  testing,  since  our  morato- 
rium, other  nations,  both  firiendly  and 
unfriendly,  have  decided  it  is  in  their 
best  interests  to  go  ahead.  We  are  not 
going  to  stop  them  from  doing  what 


they  think  is  necessary  and  in  their  na- 
tional interests,  and  particularly  where 
it  relates  to  safety,  it  seems  to  me,  we 
ought  to  retain  the  ability  to  test. 
That  should  have  very  little  to  do  with 
the  argument  of  whether  or  not  all  the 
nations  of  the  world  will  eventually 
agree  to  a  comprehensive  limitation. 

One  final  point  I  make,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. When  I  served  in  the  House  of 
Representatives.  I  was  the  ranking 
member  of  the  Department  of  Energy's 
nuclear  facilities  panel,  along  with 
Representative  Spratt  from  South 
Carolina.  We  had  the  jurisdiction,  basi- 
cally to  deal  with  the  Department  of 
Energy  programs,  including  the  nu- 
clear stockpile.  During  that  time,  it 
came  to  light  that  a  very  new  and  so- 
phisticated and  technical  way  of  utiliz- 
ing very  new  and  powerful  computers 
could  actually  help  us  understand  the 
dynamics  of  nuclear  weapons  much 
better  than  we  ever  had  before.  This 
computer  analysis  seemed  to  suggest 
that  there  might  be  some  vulnerability 
to  certain  of  our  weapons  that  we 
should  look  into. 

Just  to  talk  hjrpothetically,  what  we 
are  talking  about,  if  a  nuclear  weapon 
were  to  be  dropi>ed,  for  example,  could 
that  possibly  trigger  some  kind  of 
emission  of  radioactive  material?  In 
the  past  we  had  done  a  lot  of  telephon- 
ing and  we  said,  "No,  we  think  it  is 
very  safe."  This  new  computer  tech- 
nology suggested  that  maybe  there 
would  be  a  bit  of  a  problem.  So  we 
caused  a  commission  to  be  created 
called  the  Drell  Commission.  The  mem- 
bers of  the  commission  were  very 
prominent  nuclear  scientists  who  stud- 
ied for  over  a  year  whether  there  were 
safety  or  reliability  problems  with  our 
weapons — primarily  safety  problems. 
They  made  recommendations  to  the 
Congress,  which  we  have  largely  car- 
ried out,  and  which  the  military  has 
lau^ely  carried  out,  that  caused  us  to 
make  some  changes  in  the  way  that  we 
handle  our  nuclear  weapons.  Some 
weapons  were  removed  from  active 
alert  status  on  strategic  bombers.  Cer- 
tain changes  were  made  in  the  way 
that  weapons  were  handled  in  their 
loading  and  unloading. 

Without  getting  into  too  much  tech- 
nicality, or  classified  material,  those 
recommendations  demonstrated  that 
we  have  to  be  constantly  vigilant  of 
the  potential  for  accidents,  because  the 
last  thing  in  the  world  that  we  want  is 
an  accident  with  a  nuclear  weapon.  We 
know  that  there  have  been  some,  and 
we  do  not  want  that  to  ever  happen  and 
cause  harm  to  anyone  in  the  world.  So 
safety  has  been  a  primary  consider- 
ation— at  least  in  recent  years— with 
respect  to  our  nuclear  stockpile. 

For  the  life  of  me,  Mr.  President.  I 
cannot  imagine  that  jjeople  who  are  in- 
terested in  consumer  safety,  who  are 
interested  in  the  health,  safety,  and 
welfare  of  our  citizens,  who  frequently 
support  measures  to  protect  us  from  all 


sorts  of  things  that  might  cause  dam- 
age to  us.  who  are  interested  in  reduc- 
ing smoking  by  teenagers  and  adoles- 
cents, and  I  cannot  imagine  why  people 
who  are  interested  in  protecting  the 
American  citizenry  would  say,  how- 
ever, when  it  comes  to  one  of  the  most 
potentially  devastating  threats  of  adl — 
not  a  threat  that  is  likely  to  occur,  but 
if  it  ever  did  occur,  it  would  be  very 
devastating— a  release  of  radioactive 
material  as  a  result  of  an  accident  with 
a  nuclear  weapon,  and  we  are  not  going 
to  do  anything  about  that.  We  are  just 
going  to  tnist  that  weapons  that  are  20 
or  30  years  old,  and  that  have  not  been 
tested  for  years,  are  going  to  continue 
to  work  all  right,  behave  all  right,  and 
not  pose  any  safety  threat.  We  are 
going  to  close  our  eyes  to  the  possibil- 
ity that  there  could  ever  be  a  problem 
there,  and  we  are  going  to  legally  pro- 
hibit the  President  from  testing  those 
weapons  to  see  that  they  are  safe — not 
to  develop  a  new  weapon;  we  are  not 
talking  about  testing  for  new  weapons. 
We  are  going  to  bind  the  President  and 
say  that,  after  September  30.  he  cannot 
test  to  determine  the  safety  of  a  nu- 
clear weapon  anymore.  I  just,  for  the 
life  of  me,  cannot  understand  how  peo- 
ple would  make  that  argument. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  there  are  Sen- 
ators on  the  fioor  now  who  would  like 
to  enlighten  me  as  to  why  this  per- 
fectly innocent  amendment  is  not  ap- 
propriate. I  will  conclude  by  simply  re- 
minding you  of  what  it  does.  It  simply 
says  the  power  that  the  President  has 
to  test,  which  will  expire  on  September 
30,  will  continue  until  there  is  a  CTBT. 
If  the  Congress  does  not  approve  a  test, 
the  President  cannot  do  it. 

I  hope  people  who  want  to  debate  the 
issue  will  do  that  so  I  know  what  we 
are  trying  to  respond  to  here  because, 
right  now,  I  cannot  think  of  any  argu- 
ments against  this  amendment.  I  hope 
we  can  quickly  get  a  time  agreement 
so  that,  as  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Armed  Services  Committee  said, 
we  can  get  on  with  this  bill.  This  is  a 
minor  amendment  in  the  overall 
scheme  of  things  with  this  very  impor- 
tant defense  authorization  bill.  The 
chairman  is  right  that  we  have  to  get 
on  with  it.  I  do  not  intend  to  take  any 
time  with  this.  If  we  can  reach  a  time 
agreement  for  10  minutes,  that  is  fine 
with  me. 

I  thank  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee for  supporting  my  amendment. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  again  compliment  Senator  Kyl 
for  his  detailed  explajiation  of  his 
amendment.  This  is  a  sound  provision. 
It  enhances  the  President's  authority 
to  ensure  that  the  Nation  maintains 
the  capability  to  maintain  a  ready  and 
safe  nuclear  stockpile.  I  do  not  under- 
stand the  other  side's  reluctance  to  de- 
bate this  amendment  and  agree  to  a 
time  limit. 

Again,  I  iirge  Members  to  come  to 
the  floor  and  let  us  go  forward  and 
make  progress  on  this  bill. 
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Mr.  GRAMS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota  is  recogrnized. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  pending  committee 
amendment  be  laid  aside. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  inquire  of  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota,  about  how 
much  time  does  he  wish?  There  has 
been  some  talk  about  moving  ahead  on 
this  matter.  I  prefer  to  move  ahead  on 
this  matter,  smd  I  simply  inquire,  be- 
fore I  withdraw  my  right  to  object, 
about  how  much  time  the  Senator  from 
Miimesota  feels  he  needs,  and  on  what 
subject,  before  we  set  aside  the  pending 
business  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  I  expect  to  take  10  min- 
utes, and  it  relates  to  the  closure  of 
Pennsylvania  Avenue. 

Mr.  EXON.  With  that  understanding, 
I  withdraw  my  objection.  Is  the  Sen- 
ator intending  to  propose  an  amend- 
ment? 

Mr.  GRAMS.  It  is  a  sense  of  the  Sen- 
ate. 

Mr.  EXON.  Then,  Mr.  President,  I  ob- 
ject on  the  grounds  that  I  am  prepared 
to  move  ahead  on  the  amendment  be- 
fore us.  Certainly,  I  would  like  to  ac- 
commodate the  concerns  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota  and  his  sense-of- 
the-Senate  amendment.  But  I  suggest 
that  in  order  to  try  and  move  ahead  on 
this  matter,  it  would  probably  be  best 
at  this  time  to  proceed  with  debate  on 
the  amendment  that  is  before  us  rather 
than  offering  another  amendment  at 
this  juncture.  With  that  caveat,  I  ob- 
ject. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard.  The  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota has  the  floor,  unless  he  chooses 
to  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  I  ask  the  Chair,  am  I  al- 
lowed to  go  ahead  and  offer  my  sense- 
of-the-Senate  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
must  be  approval  to  set  aside  the  pend- 
ing amendment  and  that  has  been  ob- 
jected to. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  I  yield  the  floor,  Mr. 
President. 

Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator fix)m  Nebraska  is  recognized. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  say  to  my 
friend  from  South  Carolina,  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee,  which  I  have 
observed  now  for  18  years,  and  also  my 
colleague  from  Georgia,  the  ranking 
member  of  the  committee,  that  I  un- 
derstand the  difficult  position  they 
find  themselves  in  with  regard  to  try- 
ing to  move  this  bill  along.  I  certainly 
am  not  here  to  cause  any  problems  in 
that  effort  because,  certainly,  the  de- 
fense authorization  bill,  which  I  voted 
for  as  it  came  out  of  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee,  is  an  important  piece 
of  legislation,  and  I  think  that  we 
should  move  expeditiously  ahead.  Cer- 
tainly, any  Senator  has  a  right  under 
the  rules  of  the  Senate  to  offer  any 
amendment. 


But  I  would  simply  say  that  I  intend 
to  make  some  remarks  at  this  time  in 
strong  opposition  to  the  Kyi  amend- 
ment, and  then  would  plead  to  the 
managers  of  the  bill— since  the  Kyi 
amendment  nor  nothing  like  it  was  in- 
cluded in  the  authorization  bill  that 
came  out  of  the  committee — that  it 
would  probably  be  best,  in  the  interest 
of  moving  ahead  with  this  bill,  that  the 
Kyi  amendment  be  withdrawn  and 
probably  and  possibly  considered  at 
some  later  more  appropriate  date.  Mr. 
President,  there  could  not  possibly  be  a 
worse  time,  a  more  inopportune  time, 
if  you  will,  to  consider  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Arizona. 

Here  we  are.  Mr.  President,  9  days 
away  from  the  self-imposed  June  28 
deadline  by  the  multination  nego- 
tiators now  delicately  moving  towaird 
hopefully  an  agreement  for  a  com- 
prehensive test  ban  treaty.  And  the 
deadline  is  June  28.  That  is  9  days  from 
now.  To  be  specific,  that  is  a  week  from 
this  coming  Friday. 

These  are  extremely  delicate  nego- 
tiations. I  have  talked  on  numerous  oc- 
casions to  our  Ambassador  who  is  in- 
volved in  those  detailed  negotiations.  I 
have  been  in  close  touch  with  the  Sec- 
retary that  has  resi)onsibility  in  this 
area,  the  Secretary  of  Energy.  I  have 
been  in  close  touch  with  the  White 
House,  and  the  National  Security 
Council.  They  all  agree  with  myself. 
Senator  Mark  Hatfield,  and  many 
others  who  will  speak  in  opposition  to 
this  amendment,  that  there  could  not 
possibly  be  a  worse  time  for  the  U.S. 
Senate  to  begin  meddling  in  matters  of 
this  delicate  nature  9  days  ahead  of  the 
June  28  self-imposed  date  by  the  nego- 
tiators to  try  to  come  up  with  a  com- 
prehensive test  ban  treaty  that  in  the 
opinion  of  this  Senator,  and  in  the 
opinion  of  most  people  who  understand 
the  procedure,  would  be  to  the  greatest 
benefit  of  mankind  for  as  far  as  we  can 
see  into  the  future. 

What  we  are  talking  about  here  is 
whether  or  not  we  are  going  to  have 
less  reliance  on  nuclear  weapons  in  the 
future.  Since  the  end  of  the  cold  war 
we  all  have  been  working,  and  quite 
well,  I  might  say,  with  Russia  and  the 
former  states  of  the  former  Soviet 
Union  to  the  point  where  we  do  not 
have  nuclear  warheads  pointed  at  each 
other.  Behind  all  of  this  is  the  at- 
tempted emergence  of  new  nations  to 
nuclear  power. 

If  we  can  put  in  place  and  keep  in 
place  the  nuclear  test  ban  treaty  that 
is  now  being  delicately  renegotiated  in 
Geneva  it  would  be  the  greatest  boon 
to  mankind  and  the  safety  of  mankind 
that  one  could  imagine.  No.  I  suspect 
that  none  of  us  can  see  into  future 
time  when  we  will  have  not  have  nu- 
clear weapons.  But  certainly  we  should 
be  able  to  recognize  and  realize  that 
the  United  States  of  America  which  is 
far  ahead  on  the  ability  to  test,  which 
is  far  ahead  on  the  ability  to  make 


tests  with  computers,  which  is  far 
ahead  in  inventory  of  any  other  part  of 
the  world,  it  would  seem  evident  to  me 
that  it  would  be  not  only  in  the  na- 
tional security  interests  of  the  United 
States  of  America  but  also  the  right 
thing  to  do  to  recognize  that  we  should 
continue  to  be  a  leader  in  trying  to  end 
for  all  time,  if  we  can,  nations  testing 
nuclear  devices. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  speak  now  not 
only  for  myself  but  other  Members  of 
the  U.S.  Senate  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  in  strong  opposition  to  the  Kyl- 
Reid  amendment.  It  is  being  sold  here 
just  to  give  the  President  a  little  flexi- 
bility, and  so  forth  and  so  on.  If  the 
U.S.  Senate  would  pass  the  Kyl-Reid 
amendment,  which  I  think  it  will  not — 
I  think  I  have  been  here  long  enough  to 
have  a  pretty  good  understanding  of 
the  Senate  and  its  rules — I  say  to  the 
managers  of  the  amendment,  and  I  say 
to  the  managers  of  the  bill  that  there 
could  be  long  and  delayed  debate  on 
this  amendment.  I  think  it  has  little 
chance  of  surviving  the  opposition  that 
we  will  mount  against  it.  I  want  to 
unmask,  if  I  can,  Mr.  President,  the 
feeling  that  this  is  a  harmless  amend- 
ment; that  it  is  not  going  to  hurt  any- 
thing at  all.  I  would  simply  say  that 
regardless  of  what  the  intentions  of  the 
authors  of  the  amendment  are  for  the 
U.S.  Senate  to  be  even  debating  such  a 
proposition  9  days  ahead  of  the  final 
deadline,  whether  we  pass  It  or  not, 
only  gives  the  opposition  around  the 
world,  wherever  it  is  and  for  whatever 
reason,  more  chances  of  disrupting  and 
eliminating  any  chance  of  a  com- 
prehensive test  ban  treaty  based  on  ne- 
gotiations— very  delicate  negotiations, 
I  might  say,  Mr.  President— in  Geneva 
today. 

Why  is  it  that  9  days  ahead  of  the 
deadline  we  have  some  Senators  com- 
ing on  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate  try- 
ing to  make  changes  in  what  we  are 
going  to  do  in  the  future  with  regard  to 
nuclear  tests?  No  one  knows  at  this 
juncture. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Sen- 
ator yield? 

Mr.  EXON.  I  have  not  interrupted  the 
Senator  from  Arizona.  I  will  not  yield. 
He  will  have  ample  time  to  make  his 
points  at  a  later  time. 

I  simply  say  that  this  amendment  is 
ill-timed.  It  is  ill-advised.  At  least  the 
authors  should  recognize  and  realize,  if 
they  are  so  certain  that  this  amend- 
ment is  all-important,  that  it  would  be 
more  in  line  with  reality  and  reason  to 
at  least  wait  until  follow-on  bills  after 
the  28th  day  of  June,  a  week  from  Fri- 
day, when  we  will  know  by  that  time 
whether  or  not  the  hard  work  and  the 
delicate  balance  to  try  to  reach  an 
international  comprehensive  test  ban 
treaty  is  successful. 

I  do  not  know  what  their  motives 
are.  It  may  well  be  that  the  authors  of 
thi<(  amendment  are  totally  in  support, 
as  I  hope  they  would  be  in  being  behind 
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our  negotiators  and  our  administration 
who  fully  recognize,  and  realize  the 
dangers  that  we  are  working  with  here: 
that  the  authors  of  this  amendment 
would  simply  say,  yes.  this  is  probably 
not  the  best  time  and  this  amendment 
should  not  be  offered. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment,  or 
something  like  it,  was  discussed  by 
members  of  the  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee before  our  markup  and  before 
our  hearings  in  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  on  the  defense  authoriza- 
tion bill.  It  was  agreed  unanimously 
that  this  is  a  matter  that  should  not 
have  been  taken  up  at  this  time.  And 
for  that  reason,  and  principally  for 
that  reason,  there  was  no  move  inside 
the  Armed  Services  Committee  to 
make  any  such  suggested  changes.  And 
I  believe  that  the  chairman  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  knows  and 
understands  that  full  well.  The  chair- 
man of  the  Armed  Services  Committee 
has  every  right  to  support  this  amend- 
ment, if  he  wants  to,  on  the  floor  of  the 
U.S.  Senate.  That  was  not  the  reason- 
ing of  his  committee  during  those  de- 
liberations. 

Mr.  President,  later  on  today  I  will 
insert  into  the  Record  statements  by 
the  White  House,  statements  by  the 
Secretary  of  Energy,  and  others  in 
strong  unqualified  opposition  to  this 
amendment  principally  along  the  lines 
that  I  have  outlined. 

I  cannot  imagine  anything  I  would 
oppose  more  than  the  Kyl-Reid  amend- 
ment authorizing  the  resumption  of 
nuclear  testing  beginning  on  October  1 
this  year  under  certain  conditions. 
While  proponents  of  the  amendment 
contend  that  this  change  to  the  1992 
Hatfield-Exon-Mitchell  law  closes  some 
sort  of  a  loophole  in  the  American  nu- 
clear testing  policy  and  should  have  no 
impact  on  the  comprehensive  test  ban 
negotiations  now  underway  in  Geneva, 
this  simply  is  not— I  emphasize,  Mr. 
President,  is  not — the  case.  The  Kyl- 
Reid  amendment  is  the  proverbial  wolf 
in  sheep's  clothing,  an  innocent  ap- 
pearance cloaking  a  more  sinister 
inner  nature.  Whether  intended  or  not, 
passage  of  this  meddlesome  amend- 
ment would  send  a  chilling  ripple 
around  the  world  that  the  Senate  has 
pulled  the  rug  out  from  under  our  Na- 
tion's treaty  negotiators  on  the  very 
eve  of  finalizing  a  landmark  treaty  de- 
signed to  halt  the  global  spread  of  nu- 
clear weapons. 

After  decades  of  failed  efforts  and  in- 
effectual agreements,  the  world's  nu- 
clear powers  have  finally  made  some 
progress  in  not  only  curbing  the  in- 
crease in  the  number  of  nuclear  weap- 
ons States  but  also  reducing  the  num- 
ber of  nuclear  weapons  systems  tar- 
geted on  population  centers  around  the 
world.  The  INF  Treaty,  START  I  Trea- 
ty, and  now  START  11  are  historic 
mileposts  in  the  history  of  arms  con- 
trol in  that  they  compel  for  the  first 
time  the  destruction  of  nuclear  deliv- 


ery systems  while  still  maintaining  the 
geopolitical  balance  and  the  ability  to 
deter  an  attack  by  a  potential  aggres- 
sor. 

Defense  and  foreign  policy  experts 
agree  that  the  most  significant  secu- 
rity challenge  facing  the  United  States 
and  the  rest  of  the  world  is  curbing  the 
proliferation  of  weapons  of  mass  de- 
struction, most  dangerous  of  which  is  a 
nuclear  warhead.  Closing  Pandora's 
box,  as  I  have  referred  to  these  non- 
proliferation  efforts  in  the  past,  is  a 
formidable  undertaking,  but  I  believe 
history  will  judge  the  leaders  of  our  era 
in  great  measure  on  how  successful  we 
are  in  meeting  this  challenge. 

While  the  bipartisan  Nunn-Lugar 
program  has  made  remarkable  progress 
in  addressing  the  secure  transpor- 
tation, storage,  and  destruction  of 
thousainds  of  former  Soviet  nuclear 
weapons,  another  threat  reduction  ef- 
fort designed  to  enhance  our  national 
security  is  close  to  agreement.  That  is 
the  agreement  I  talked  about  that  is 
hopefully  scheduled  to  be  agreed  to  in 
9  diays. 

What  in  the  world,  whatever  are 
their  intentions,  is  the  reasonableness 
of  Members  of  the  Senate  coming  in  9 
day^  ahead  of  that  formidable  under- 
taking with  an  amendment  that  could 
only  cause  great  mischief  and  possibly 
lead  to  further  division  of  the  nations 
that  are  having  enough  trouble  already 
in  coming  to  agreement  in  Geneva  on 
the  nuclear  test  ban  treaty  a  week 
from  this  Friday — 9  days  away.  I  can- 
not imagine  any  Member  of  the  Senate, 
Mr.  President,  I  cannot  imagine  any 
Member  of  the  Senate  believing  it 
would  be  wise,  if  they  understood  the 
possible  consequences,  for  any  Member 
of  the  Senate  to  endorse  this  amend- 
ment for  the  reasons  that  I  have  stated 
and  very  likely  for  other  reasons  as 
well. 

For  the  past  3  years,  the  37-member 
nation  conference  on  disarmament  has 
been  meeting  in  Geneva  to  negotiate  a 
verifiable  comprehensive  test  ban  or 
CTB  Treaty.  A  CTB  Treaty  is  an  im- 
portant linchpin  in  our  efforts  to  pre- 
vent new  nations  from  developing  a  nu- 
clear weapons  capability  by  depriving 
them  of  the  ability  to  test  and  verify 
the  performance  and  capability  of  the 
new  weapons.  In  effect,  the  CTB  Trea- 
ty, if  realized,  would  go  a  long  way  in 
cutting  off  membership  to  the  nuclear 
weapons  club,  depriving  autocratic  rul- 
ers and  Third  World  rogue  nations  of 
the  means  to  develop  such  weapons 
with  confidence  in  the  future. 

After  40  years  of  effort,  the  world 
community  is  now  10  days  away,  hope- 
fully, 10  days  away,  Mr.  President, 
from  its  self-imposed  negotiating  dead- 
line of  June  28 — that  is  this  June  28 — to 
finalize  a  CTB  agreement.  Not  only  are 
we  in  the  last  hours  of  the  negotiations 
end  game  in  the  context  of  the  histori- 
cal debate  on  the  test  ban  concept,  we 
are  in  the  final  minute  of  this  long  and 


difficult  endeavor.  For  this  reason,  it  is 
no  surprise  that  some  opponents  of  the 
Comprehensive  Test  Ban  Treaty  and 
advocates  of  continued  nuclear  testing 
would  look  for  ways  to  undermine  an 
agreement. 

I  am  not  saying  that  the  authors  of 
this  amendment  necessarily  fall  into 
that  category.  I  hope  they  do  not.  It 
might  well  be  that  some  people  pushing 
this  amendment  were  not  here  in  1992 
when  Senator  Mitchell,  Senator  ElxoN 
and  Senator  Hatfield  came  about  with 
a  bipartisan  agreement,  stepped  aside 
from  political  considerations  and 
worked  out  an  agreement  that  passed 
the  Senate  and  has  been  the  framework 
ever  since  and  has  been  endorsed  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States  and  in- 
directly endorsed  by  other  nations  of 
the  world  and  has  resulted  in  the  ongo- 
ing negotiations  at  Geneva. 

In  large  part,  the  bipartisan  Hatfield- 
Exon-Mitchell  law  of  1992  jump  started 
American  interest  in  joining  the 
world's  other  nuclear  powers  in  push- 
ing for  a  comprehensive  test  ban  trea- 
ty. By  requiring  that  future  U.S.  nu- 
clear weapons  testing  be  linked  to  the 
correction  of  prospective  safety  and  re- 
liability problems,  the  Hatfield-Exon- 
Mitchell  provision  confirms  what  most 
scientists,  military  leaders,  and  policy- 
makers understood:  The  United  States 
has  the  safest,  the  most  reliable  nu- 
clear weapons  arsenal  In  the  world. 

Furthermore,  after  conducting  over 
1,000  nuclear  tests,  with  the  data  re- 
sulting therefrom,  at  our  test  facility 
in  Nevada,  we  have  developed  more  ad- 
vanced simulation  technology  than  any 
other  power  in  the  world.  The  time  was 
ripe  for  phasing  out  our  testing  pro- 
gram over  3  years  and  start  seriously 
negotiating  a  comprehensive  test  ban 
agreement.  Basically,  Mitchell-Exon- 
Hatfield  played  a  key  role  in  that  de- 
velopment. And  I  am  astonished  at  this 
amendment  because,  however  well  in- 
tended, it  is  ill-advised  as  I  have  out- 
lined. 

Now.  4  years  later,  when  we  are  on 
the  verge  of  i>ossibly  reaching  a  com- 
prehensive test  ban  agreement,  a  mere 
9  days  away  from  lowering  the  lid  on 
the  nuclear  Pandora's  box,  it  is  in  this 
context  that  the  Kyl-Reid  amendment 
should  be  judged.  The  Kyl-Reid  amend- 
ment would  authorize  the  President  to 
seek  authorization  to  resume  nuclear 
testing  after  October  1  up  until  the 
time  when  a  comprehensive  test  ban 
treaty  is  ratified  by  the  Senate.  Unlike 
the  existing  requirements  of  Hatfield- 
Exon-Mitchell,  these  tests  could  be  for 
any  reason,  not  necessarily  to  correct 
any  safety  or  reliability  problem.  I 
should  reiterate,  there  is  no  known 
safety  or  reliability  problem  with  our 
nuclear  weapons.  It  is  worth  noting 
that  even  if  the  President  did  seek  to 
resume  testing  it  would  take  approxi- 
mately 2  years — let  me  repeat  that.  Mr. 
President — even  if  suddenly,  today,  the 
President  of  the  United  States  should 


14482 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  19,  1996 


find  that  we  have  a  serious  problem 
with  our  nuclear  deterrent,  it  would 
take  approximately  2  years  to  reready 
the  nuclear  test  site  to  conduct  tests 
to  verify  if  there  is  a  problem  and  to 
help  identify  what  would  be  necessary 
to  correct  it.  If  that  should  happen,  I 
believe  there  is  no  question  but  the 
U.S.  Senate  would  join  in.  would  recog- 
nize and  realize  the  serious  threat,  and 
take  action  as  the  President  has  out- 
lined. 

But  that  is  not  the  case,  and  we 
should  not  be  using  or  relying  on  that 
tyrpe  of  scare  tactic  to  justify  this  ill- 
conceived  and  ill-timed  amendment 
here  on  this  date,  late  in  June  1996,  9 
days  away  from  the  final  deadline  in 
Geneva.  According  to  the  Department 
of  Energy's  best  estimate,  we  would 
have  to  take  2  years,  if  we  needed  it,  to 
reready  the  test  site  in  Nevada.  In  that 
context,  the  amendment  before  us  is 
meaningless. 

This  reality  raises  the  question  of 
what  is  the  true  value  of  the  Kyl-Reid 
amendment  if  it  professes  to  give  the 
President  the  means  by  which  to  re- 
sume testing  up  to  a  point  of  the  Com- 
prehensive Test  Ban  Treaty  ratifica- 
tions? The  President  of  the  United 
States  is  firmly  sigainst  this.  He  does 
not  need  any  additional  authority  at 
this  time.  The  Secretary  of  Energy, 
who  has  prime  responsibility  under  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  and  the 
National  Security  Council,  are  firmly 
opposed  to  this  amendment,  primarily 
for  the  reasons  I  have  outlined.  Even  if 
there  was  a  reason  to  test,  and  there  is 
not,  we  would  have  to  wait  2  years  at 
least  before  detonation  could  take 
place  and  tests  could  be  conducted  even 
underground  at  the  Nevada  test  site, 
far  more  time  than  the  anticipated 
delay  between  signing  the  Comprehen- 
sive Test  Ban  Treaty  and  its  subse- 
quent ratification  by  the  U.S.  Senate. 

In  light  of  this,  and  the  fact  that 
there  is  no  known  safety  or  reliability 
reason  to  test,  the  question  that  needs 
to  be  asked  is.  Why  is  this  amendment 
being  proposed  now,  and  what  would 
the  consequences  be  if  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to? 

As  I  have  stated,  I  am  very  fearful 
that  they  would  be  devastating.  The 
prospects  of  a  comprehensive  test  ban 
agreement  by  June  28  were  greatly  en- 
hanced just  recently  when  China 
agreed  to  join  the  rest  of  the  world's 
declared  nuclear  weapons  states  in  ad- 
hering to  a  testing  moratorium  and 
forsaking  the  right  to  test,  ending  all 
testing  once  an  agreement  is  reached, 
which  might  be  in  the  immediate  fu- 
ture. 

For  the  first  time  in  history,  all  five 
permanent  members  of  the  Security 
Council  are  in  agreement  to  adhere  to 
a  true  zero  jrield  test  ban  treaty.  The 
Chinese  decision  clears  the  most  dif- 
ficult and  significant  hurdle  in  reach- 
ing agreement  on  a  comprehensive  test 
ban   treaty   text.   What  is  more,   the 


world's  nonnuclear  states,  the  poten- 
tial new  admissions  to  the  nuclear 
club,  are  poised  to  sign  on  to  a  treaty 
relinquishing  their  right  to  develop  or 
obtain  these  highly  lethal  and  desta- 
bilizing weapons  of  mass  destruction.  If 
the  United  States  were  to  approve  the 
Kyl-Reid  amendment  on  the  eve  of  the 
Comprehensive  Test  Ban  Treaty  agree- 
ment, changing  U.S.  policy  so  as  to  au- 
thorize tests  for  any  reason — for  any 
reason,  I  emphasize,  Mr.  President,  up 
until  the  time  of  Senate  treaty  ratifi- 
cation— the  effect  on  our  Nation's  non- 
proliferation  efforts  in  Geneva  I  am 
afraid  would  be  devastating. 

I  am  afraid,  Mr.  President,  that 
under  those  circumstances  the  United 
States  would  become  the  pariah  of  the 
international  arms  control  community 
and  the  reactions  of  condemnation 
from  around  the  world  would  undoubt- 
edly be  swift,  not  unlike  what  occurred 
following  the  French  and  the  Chinese 
weapons  tests  earlier  this  year. 

My  suggestion  to  Senator  Kyl  and 
Senator  Reid  is  that  this  issue  be  with- 
drawn and  reconsidered  at  some  later 
date  this  year  or  maybe  next  year,  or 
sometime  after  that  when  we  will  know 
whether  or  not  the  comprehensive  test- 
ban  negotiations  were  successful.  While 
we  have  learned  a  great  deal  about  all 
of  these  problems,  with  regard  to  reli- 
ability and  safety  of  our  nuclear  weap- 
ons arsenal,  and  we  have  a  lot  to  learn 
in  the  future,  but  there  is  no  justifiable 
reason  to  resume  testing  now  or  in  the 
foreseeable  future.  There  is,  however,  a 
compelling  reason  to  push  hard  in  the 
final  days  of  the  comprehensive  test- 
ban  negotiations  in  Geneva,  without 
having  to  bother  with  the  uproar  that 
is  sure  to  follow  if  the  Kyl-Reid  amend- 
ment, regardless  of  how  well  intended, 
would  be  passed  by  the  U.S.  Senate  or 
even  considered  and  defeated  under  the 
rules  that  we  have  at  our  disposal  in 
the  U.S.  Senate. 

Mr.  President.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  stay  the  course  and  work  in  a  posi- 
tive way  to  halt  the  spread  of  nuclear 
weapons  around  the  world.  The  Com- 
prehensive Test  Ban  Treaty  will  do  just 
that.  Mr.  President,  the  Kyl-Reid 
amendment  regrettably  would  work  to 
the  contrary.  Approval  of  this  amend- 
ment by  the  Senate  would  be  self-de- 
feating and  could  very  well  snatch  de- 
feat from  the  jaws  of  victory,  scuttling 
the  Comprehensive  Test  Ban  Treaty  at 
a  time  9  days — 9  days  away  from  pos- 
sible success.  Such  a  happening  would 
undermine  our  own  collective  security 
and  that  of  our  allies  by  allowing  non- 
nuclear  states  to  potentially  join  what 
has  been,  up  to  now,  an  exclusive  group 
of  nations  capable  of  killing  millions 
with  the  push  of  a  button.  Rejection  or 
withdrawal  of  the  Kyl  amendment 
would  give  us  a  chance — and  I  under- 
line the  word  chance — of  success  at  Ge- 
neva. I  fear  history  will  not  judge  this 
Senate  kindly  if  our  actions,  whether 
intended  or  not,  are  instrumental  in 


killing  the  Comprehensive  Test  Ban 
Treaty  as  it  is  prepared,  hopefully,  to 
be  enacted  and  to  join  other  landmark 
arms  control  agreements  which  have 
brought  greater  peace  to  all  Americans 
and  all  people  in  the  world,  as  we  look 
not  only  just  at  today,  but  at  tomor- 
row as  well. 

Mr.  President.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  reject  the  Kyl-Reid  amendment.  I 
will  do  everything  that  I  can,  within 
the  powers  that  I  and  others  have  in 
the  U.S.  Senate,  to  see  that  this 
amendment  does  not  prevail.  There 
will  be  many  other  speakers  who  will 
follow  me  in  opposition  to  the  Kyl-Reid 
amendment.  I  emphasize  only,  again, 
in  closing  that,  while  this  amendment 
may  be  well-intentioned,  it  is  ill-con- 
ceived and  the  timing  could  not  be 
worse.  Those  are  the  essential  elements 
that  the  White  House  and  the  Sec- 
retary of  Energy  joined  me  on  and,  in 
my  conversations  with  them,  asked  me 
to  relate  along  with  their  strong  oppo- 
sition to  this  amendment. 

I  thank  the  Chair  and  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  KYL  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
ASHCROFT).  The  Senator  from  Arizona. 

PIUVILEGE  OF  THE  FLOOR 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  Mr.  Bob  Perret,  a 
congressional  fellow  in  Senator  Reid's 
office,  be  provided  privilege  of  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  President,  let  me  sim- 
ply respond  to  the  argument  of  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  with  three 
quick  points.  I  hope  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  does  not  misunderstand  what 
the  amendment  would  do.  He  said  there 
is  no  justifiable  reason  to  test  now. 
There  is  nothing  in  this  amendment 
that  calls  for  testing  now.  Nothing 
whatsoever.  It  merely  continues  the 
existing  authority  of  the  President  to 
ask  for  a  test.  I  have  no  reason  to  be- 
lieve that  the  President  would  do  so.  It 
has  nothing  to  do  with  engaging  in  any 
tests  now. 

Second,  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
said,  "Why  bring  it  up  now?"  The  an- 
swer is  very  simple:  Because  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee  said  if  you  have  any 
amendments  to  the  defense  authoriza- 
tion bill  bring  them  to  the  floor  now.  I 
am  following  the  request  of  the  distin- 
guished chairman.  And  on  the  assump- 
tion that  the  bill  is  going  to  be  dealt 
with  within  the  next  few  days,  we  need 
to  bring  the  amendment  up  now,  not 
later. 

But  I  offer  to  my  colleague  from  Ne- 
braska this  good-faith  offer:  If  the  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska  would  agree  with 
me  that  we  could  vote  on  this  amend- 
ment on  June  29,  the  day  after  the  28th, 
which  is  the  big  date  in  the  Senator's 
mind,  I  would  be  happy  to  enter  into 
such  a  UC  agreement.  We  have  no  rea- 
son to  have  a  vote  necessarily  before  or 
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after  the  28th.  We  are  simply  proposing 
the  amendment  at  the  time  it  is  sup- 
posed to  be  proposed. 

So  if  the  Senator  will  agree  to  a 
unanimous-consent  request  to  vote  on 
the  29th,  I  would  be  delighted  to  enter 
into  such  an  agreement  with  him. 

The  third  point  is  that  nowhere  in 
the  Senators  speech  about  how  the 
timing  could  not  be  worse  because  it 
comes  only  9  days  before  the  28th  of 
June,  which  is  the  self-imposed  dead- 
line for  the  parties  negotiating  the 
CTBT  to  reach  an  agreement,  nowhere 
in  his  discussion  was  any  suggestion  as 
to  why  this  would  somehow  disrupt  the 
agreement,  why  anybody  would  con- 
sider this  relevant  in  the  least,  why 
they  would  object  to  it. 

I  understand  that  they  have  this  self- 
imposed  deadline  to  reach  an  agree- 
ment by  the  28th.  What  we  are  doing 
here  is  absolutely  irrelevant  to  that;  it 
has  no  bearing  on  it.  I  cannot  imagine 
somebody  standing  up  and  saying, 
"Well,  U.S.  Negotiator,  we  can  agree 
with  you  on  the  CTBT.  but  the  U.S. 
Senate  just  considered  this  amendment 
that  allows  the  President  to  continue 
to  test  up  to  the  time  we  have  a 
CTBT." 

Every  other  country  in  the  world  has 
that  right.  I  suspect  the  United  States 
would  be  the  only  country  in  the  world 
that  as  of  September  30  will  not  have 
that  right  by  law,  because  that  is  when 
the  President's  authority  expires. 
Other  countries  that  we  are  negotiat- 
ing with  can  test  right  up  to  the  time 
there  is  a  CTBT.  Why  is  that  not  dis- 
ruptive? 

There  is  no  logic  to  the  Senator's  ar- 
gument: "We're  going  to  have  9  more 
days  to  negotiate,  so  your  eunendment 
shouldn't  be  voted  on.  "  What  is  the 
connection?  Why  should  anybody  ob- 
ject to  our  amendment  being  voted  on 
in  these  negotiations?  Our  amendment 
has  absolutely  nothing  to  do  with  this 
CTBT.  It.  by  definition,  only  deals  with 
the  period  of  time  up  to  the  CTBT. 

If  we  put  the  chart  back  up  again,  I 
will  try  to  make  it  crystal  clear. 
Graphic:  The  law  allowing  the  Presi- 
dent to  test  expires  September  30.  Up 
until  the  time  that  there  is  a  CTBT,  he 
would  not  be  able  to  test  for  stockpile 
safety  and  reliability.  We  simply  ex- 
tend his  ability  to  do  so.  That  is  all. 
How  can  anybody  in  the  CTBT  negotia- 
tions object  to  that?  All  of  the  other 
states  will  already  have  that  right. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  heau-d  the  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska,  but  I  do  not  un- 
derstand the  Ic^c  of  the  argument. 

Two  final  quick  points.  We  are  going 
to  have  to  change  the  law  at  some 
time,  because  when  we  enter  into  a 
CTBT,  if  we  do,  we  are  going  to  have  to 
legislatively  give  the  President  the  au- 
thority to  test  in  the  supreme  national 
interest,  as  the  President  said  he  would 
need  the  authority  to  do,  and  I  quoted 
the  President's  safeguard  section  (f)  in 
that  regard. 


So  if  this  law  expires  on  September 
30,  that  is  not  the  end  of  it.  We  are 
going  to  have  to  legislate. 

Second.  I  note  that  the  administra- 
tion itself  has  said  that  until  three  dif- 
ferent countries — I  think  two  of  them 
were  Pakistan  and  India— agreed  to 
sign  up  that  we  are  not  going  to  be  en- 
tering into  a  CTBT.  I  am  just  not  at  all 
sure  this  magic  date  of  the  28th  is  all  of 
that  magic.  It  may  well  be  we  are  not 
able  to  reach  an  agreement  by  that 
self-imposed  deadline. 

But  it  does  not  matter,  because  all 
my  amendment  does  is  to  allow  the 
President  the  authority  he  has  today, 
subject  to  Congress  saying.  "No.  you 
can't  test,"  allow  him  to  call  for  a  test 
up  imtil  the  time  the  CTBT  goes  into 
effect.  It  has  no  effect  whatsoever  on 
the  CTBT.  It  does  not  affect  it  in  the 
least.  Granted,  the  28th  date  is  out 
there,  but  I  do  not  know  what  rel- 
evance that  is  as  to  what  we  are  doing 
here  today. 

I  did  want  to  clear  those  up  since  the 
Senator  had  raised  the  question  of  our 
motives  in  bringing  it  up  at  this  time. 
I  know  Senator  Reid  and  I  both  want 
to  make  it  crystal  clear— that  was  the 
point  in  my  seeking  recognition  a  mo- 
ment ago — to  assure  the  Senator  fi-om 
my  home  State  of  Nebraska  that  our 
motive  was  to  simply  comply  with  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  to  get  any  amend- 
ment we  had  to  this  bill  presented  be- 
fore the  bill  was  taken  from  the  floor. 
That  is  why  we  brought  it  up  today. 
We  could  have  easily  brought  it  up  to- 
morrow or  the  next  day.  I  think  we  are 
happy  to  agree  to  any  unanimous  con- 
sent request  that  the  Senator  would  be 
agreeable  to  enter  into  to  have  a  vote 
after  the  date  of  the  28th,  if  there  is  a 
concern  doing  it  before  then  would  be 
disruptive  in  Geneva. 
Mr.  EXON  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  I  listened 
with  great  interest  to  my  colleague 
from  the  State  of  Arizona.  I  will  simply 
say  to  him  that  everything  that  I  had 
just  said  in  my  statement  in  this  re- 
gard is  totally  accurate,  to  the  best  of 
my  knowledge. 

With  regard  to  his  counterarguments 
that  this  is  going  to  help  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  the  President  of 
the  United  States  says  he  does  not 
need  help.  "Thanks,  but  no  thanks.  ' 

The  President  of  the  United  States  is 
simply  saying  that  the  timing  of  this 
amendment  is  so  outlandish,  regardless 
of  how  well-intentioned  it  might  be. 
that  it  has  the  chance  of  doing  a  great 
deal  of  harm  and  little,  if  any,  en- 
hanced possibilities  oi  success  at  Gene- 
va. 

I  will  certainly  say  to  my  fi-iend  from 
Arizona  that  I  am  very  willing  to  try 
and  work  with  him  in  the  future  when 
the  time  might  or  might  not  be  right 
to  do  some  of  the  things  that  he  says 


his  amendment  is  designed  to  do.  But  I 
must  tell  him  that  the  White  House, 
the  negotiators  at  Geneva,  most  if  not 
all  of  the  experts  in  this  area  that  I 
know  of  and  have  worked  with  over  the 
years,  feel  that  his  is  an  especially  ill- 
timed  amendment,  notwithstanding  his 
intentions. 

I.  therefore,  simply  say  to  him  that  I 
am  not  in  a  position  at  this  time  to 
agree  to  any  time  certain  for  a  time 
limit  or  a  time  certain  for  a  vote  on 
this  matter  on  the  defense  authoriza- 
tion bill  that  is  before  us.  and  certainly 
it  is  not  possible  for  me  to  make  any 
commitments  at  this  time  as  to  some 
date  certain  in  the  future  as  to  when  I 
might  agree  to  allow  that  to  happen, 
other  than  to  say  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  knows  that  this  Senator 
is  totally  approachable,  intends  to  be 
reasonable,  and  understands  the  other 
person's  point  of  view. 

I  try  very  hard  to  walk  in  another's 
shoes,  see  both  sides  of  the  debate.  I 
will  not  walk  in  the  shoes  of  those  that 
are  trying  to  push  ahead  on  this 
amendment  that  this  Senator  feels, 
and  other  Senators  like  me  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  feel,  that  this  amend- 
ment at  this  time  is  a  disaster  from  the 
standpoint  of  tnring  to  reach  a  com- 
prehensive test  ban  treaty  at  Geneva 
that  I  think  is  essential  for  the  future 
of  mankind.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  GRAMS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  current 
amendment  and  the  pending  commit- 
tee amendments  be  laid  aside. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4QS2 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
regarding  the  reopening  of  Pennsylvania 
Avenue) 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report  the  amendment. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Grams], 
for  himself  and  Mr.  RoBB,  proposes  amend- 
ment numbered  4052. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  read- 
ing of  the  amendment  be  dispensed 
with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

"The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  bill.  Insert 
the  following: 
SEC.    .  SENSE  OF  TBE  SENATE. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1)  In  1T91.  President  G«orge  Washington 
commissioned  Pierre  Charles  L'Enfant  to 
draft  a  blueprint  for  America's  new  capital 
city;  they  envisioned  Pennsylvania  Avenne 
as  a  bold,  ceremonial  boulevard  physically 
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linking  the  U.S.  Capitol  bvUlding  and  the 
^Tiite  House,  and  symbolically  the  Legisla- 
tive and  Executive  branches  of  government. 

(2)  An  integral  element  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  Pennsylvania  Avenue  stood  for  195 
years  as  a  vital,  working,  unbroken  roadway, 
elevating  it  Into  a  place  of  national  impor- 
tance as  "America's  Main  Street". 

(3)  1600  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  the  White 
House,  has  become  America's  most  recog- 
nized address  and  a  primary  destination  of 
visitors  to  the  Nation's  Capital;  "the  Peo- 
ple's House"  is  host  to  5.000  tourists  dally, 
and  15,000.000  annually. 

(4)  As  home  to  the  President,  and  given  its 
prominent  location  on  Pennsylvania  Avenue 
and  Its  proximity  to  the  People,  the  White 
House  has  become  a  powerful  symbol  of  free- 
dom, openness,  ajid  an  individual's  access  to 
their  government. 

(5)  On  May  20.  1995.  citing  possible  security 
risks  from  vehicles  transporting  terrorist 
bombs.  President  Clinton  ordered  the  Secret 
Service,  in  conjunction  with  the  Department 
of  the  Treasury,  to  close  Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue to  vehicular  traffic  for  two  blocks  in 
front  of  the  White  House. 

(6)  While  the  security  of  the  President  and 
visitors  to  the  White  House  Is  of  grave  con- 
cern and  is  not  to  be  taken  lightly,  the  need 
to  assure  the  President's  safety  must  be  bal- 
anced with  the  expectation  of  freedom  inher- 
ent in  a  democracy:  the  present  situation  is 
tilted  too  heavily  toward  security  at  free- 
dom's expense. 

(7)  By  impeding  access  and  imposing  undue 
hardships  upon  tourists,  residents  of  the  Dis- 
trict, commuters,  and  local  business  owners 
and  their  customers,  the  closure  of  Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue,  undertaken  without  the  coun- 
sel of  the  government  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, has  replaced  the  former  openness  of 
the  area  surrounding  the  White  House  with 
barricades,  additional  security  checkpoints. 
and  an  atmosphere  of  fear  and  distrust. 

(8)  In  the  year  following  the  closure  of 
Pennsylvania  Avenue,  the  taxpayers  have 
borne  a  significant  burden  for  additional  se- 
curity measures  along  the  Avenue  near  the 
White  House. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  Is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  President  should  di- 
rect the  Department  of  the  Treasury  and  the 
Secret  Service  to  work  with  the  Government 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  to  develop  a  plan 
for  the  permanent  reopening  to  vehicular 
traffic  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue  in  fi-ont  of 
the  White  House  in  order  to  restore  the  Ave- 
nue to  its  original  state  and  return  it  to  the 
people. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President,  the  legis- 
lation we  debate  today  sets  out  the 
broad  defense  policy  for  the  Nation.  It 
affords  us  an  opportunity  to  outline 
our  defense  priorities,  and  the  oppor- 
tunity to  reflect  on  what  role  this  Na- 
tion is  to  play  in  the  defense  of  free- 
dom worldwide. 

What  I  have  come  to  the  floor  to  ad- 
dress today  is  the  defense  of  freedom 
within  our  own  borders,  indeed,  right 
here  in  the  heart  of  our  Nation's  Cap- 
ital. I  rise,  along  with  Senator  Robb, 
my  colleague  from  Virginia,  to  offer  an 
amendment  seeking  the  reopening  of 
Pennsylvania  Avenue  in  front  of  the 
White  House.  Mr.  President,  the  two- 
block  section  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue 
fronting  the  White  House  was  closed  to 
vehicular  trafQc  on  May  20.  1995,  by 
order  of  the  President. 

I  have  been  to  the  floor  several  times 
in  the  year  since  to  voice  my  concerns 


that  the  loss  of  this  historic  roadway — 
which  travels  across  one  of  the  busiest 
sections  of  one  of  the  busiest  cities  in 
the  world— has  had  a  devastating  im- 
pact on  the  District  of  Columbia.  I 
have  talked  about  the  damage  the  clos- 
ing has  done  to  Washington's  business 
community.  There  are  well-founded 
concerns  that  it  is  scaring  off  new  jobs 
and  prompting  potential  retail  and 
commercial  tenants  to  stay  away  from 
the  downtown  area.  I  have  discussed 
the  hardships  caused  by  the  closing  for 
District  residents,  and  anyone  whose 
paycheck  depends  on  access  to  the  ave- 
nue, people  like  cab  drivers  and  tour 
bus  operators.  ^ 

I  have  outlined  the  numerous  prob- 
lems the  closing  has  created  for  the 
District  itself,  which  had  one  of  its 
major  crosstown  arteries  unilaterally 
severed  by  the  Federal  Government 
without  any  consultation.  At  a  time 
when  this  troubled  city  could  least  af- 
ford another  blow,  this  has  hit  espe- 
cially hard.  I  have  discussed  the  incon- 
venience for  the  15  million  tourists  who 
come  to  Washington  each  year,  espe- 
cially the  elderly  and  disabled,  many  of 
whom  are  being  deprived  of  a  close 
look  at  the  White  House. 

And  I  have  talked  about  the  cost  for 
the  taxpayers,  which  has  already 
reached  into  the  millions  of  dollars, 
and,  if  the  National  Park  Service  pre- 
vails, could  rise  by  at  least  S40  million 
more. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  raised  each  of 
those  aspects  of  the  closing  because 
each  is  important.  But  there  is  another 
side  to  this  issue  that  is  easy  to  over- 
look amid  all  the  other  more  obvious 
problems:  the  question  of  what  the 
closing  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue  says  to 
the  American  people,  and  what  we  give 
up  as  a  free  society  when  we  give  in  to 
fear. 

Generations  of  visitors  to  Washing- 
ton would  hardly  recognize  the  stretch 
of  Pennsylvania  Avenue  that  has  stood 
for  nearly  200  years  as  America's  Main 
Street.  Today,  it  is  a  vacant  lot,  empty 
of  any  traffic.  Gone  is  the  thrill  for 
visitors  of  driving  by  the  White  House 
for  the  first  time — the  concrete  barri- 
cades have  put  an  end  to  that. 

Gone,  too,  is  the  sense  of  openness 
that  inspired  Americans  to  feel  close  to 
the  Presidency  and  close  to  their  Gov- 
ernment when  they  visited  the  Execu- 
tive Mansion.  And  1600  Pennsylvania 
Avenue  has  become  a  Federal  fortress, 
and  the  effect  is  unnerving-. 

In  a  city  that  boasts  of  such  inspiring 
symbols  of  freedom  as  the  marble  of 
the  Lincoln  Memorial,  the  columns  and 
porticos  of  the  White  House,  the  mas- 
sive stones  that  lift  the  Washington 
Monument  into  the  sky,  and  the  great 
dome  of  the  U.S.  Capitol  itself,  the 
gray,  concrete  barricades  of  Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue  are  a  national  embar- 
rassment. 

How  do  we  explain  the  blockades  to 
our  visitors,  whose  first  glimpse  of  the 


home  of  their  President  is  marred  by 
the  sight  of  a  White  House  seemingly 
under  siege?  What  do  we  say  when 
those  visitors  are  children,  who  have 
been  taught  how  this  Nation  has  fought 
for  freedom  and  values  it  above  all 
else,  and  yet  find  a  different  message 
along  the  now-empty  stretch  of  Penn- 
sylvania Avenue? 

Mr.  President.  I  must  make  this 
clear:  in  each  conversation  I  have  had 
about  the  future  of  Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue, everyone  has  been  emphatic  that 
the  safety  of  the  President  must  be  our 
primary  concern.  So  it  is — without 
question.  And  because  the  need  to  en- 
sure the  safety  and  security  of  the 
President  of  the  United  States  is  para- 
mount, there  was  little  argiiment  when 
Pennsylvania  Avenue  was  closed  in  the 
weeks  immediately  following  the 
bombing  of  the  Federal  building  in 
Oklahoma  City.  At  the  insistence  of 
the  Secret  Service,  temporary  restric- 
tions on  Pennsylvania  Avenue  seemed 
prudent,  and  because  it  was  a  tem- 
porary move,  people  went  along. 

But  months  passed,  and  then  a  year, 
and  now,  the  National  Park  Service  is 
moving  ahead  with  plans  to  forever 
close  'America's  Main  Street"  to  traf- 
fic in  front  of  the  White  House.  Be- 
cause they  are  thorough  and  efficient 
and  utterly  dedicated  to  protecting  the 
President,  the  Secret  Service  can't  be 
blamed  for  pushing  for  the  closing  of 
Pennsylvania  Avenue.  They  have  been 
trjrlng  for  30  years  to  shut  it  down,  be- 
ginning with  the  Kennedy  administra- 
tion and  every  President  since.  They 
have  long  seen  Pennsylvania  Avenue  as 
a  threat,  and  used  Oklahoma  City  as 
the  justification  to  move  ahead  with  a 
plan  they  have  been  eager  to  put  in 
place  for  more  than  three  decades.  If 
the  Secret  Service  had  its  way,  we 
would  build  a  protective  bubble  around 
the  President  from  which  he'd  never 
emerge.  But  that  is  not  what  being 
President  is  all  about,  especially  when 
you  are  an  outgoing,  gregarious  leader 
like  President  Clinton,  who  exposes 
himself  to  danger  a  thousand  times  a 
day  inside  and  outside  Washington,  be- 
cause he  thrives  on  the  public  contact 
that  comes  with  being  President.  Keep 
this  President  away  from  the  people? 
Well,  you  would  have  better  luck  keep- 
ing Cal  Ripkin  away  from  the  ballpark. 
And  that  is  the  way  it  should  be.  That 
is  what  people  need  their  President  to 
be.  We  cannot  eliminate  every  risk,  Mr. 
President,  because  that  is  the  nature  of 
a  democracy.  When  we  resort  to  the 
temptation  to  try,  we  start  down  a 
slippery  slope.  Turning  these  two 
blocks  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue  into  a 
$40  million  park  will  not  hide  the  fact 
that  we're  wrapping  the  White  House 
in  another  layer  of  protection  and  fur- 
ther insulating  our  leaders  from  the 
public. 

Mr.  President,  an  entire  year  has 
come  and  gone  since  the  closure  of 
Pennsylvania  Avenue,  and  the  cir- 
cumstances have  changed  with  time.  A 
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decision  that  seemed  prudent  a  year 
ago  now  demands  to  be  reexamined, 
and  the  sense^of-the-Senate  amend- 
ment I  introduce  today  offers  us  that 
opportunity.  It  simply  calls  on  the 
President  to  direct  the  Secret  Serv- 
ice— working  alongside  the  Treasury 
Department  and  the  District  govern- 
ment— to  develop  a  plan  for  the  perma- 
nent reopening  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue 
in  front  of  the  White  House.  It  puts 
this  Senate  on  record  as  saying  we  are 
not  a  nation  that  cowers  to  terrorists. 
My  amendment — based  on  Senate  Reso- 
lution 254,  which  46  of  my  Senate  col- 
leagues agreed  to  cosponsor  when  I  in- 
troduced it  as  stand-alone  legislation 
last  month — enjoys  widespread,  bipar- 
tisan support  here  on  Capitol  Hill, 
throughout  the  District  of  Columbia, 
and  among  the  American  people  them- 
selves. I  am  proud  to  have  Senator 
Robb  join  me  as  an  original  cosponsor. 
Many  of  his  constituents  deal  every 
day  with  the  closure  of  Pennsylvania 
Avenue.  I  am  grateful  our  efforts  have 
the  added  support  of  Congressmen 
Davis  and  Moran  and  Congresswoman 
Norton  in  the  House,  along  with  Sen- 
ator Leahy,  as  well,  here  in  the  Senate, 
and  that  we  have  been  joined  by  Mayor 
Bairry,  the  D.C.  Council,  and  more  than 
two  dozen  of  this  city's  most  influen- 
tial business,  civic,  and  historic  organi- 
zations. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  this  list  of  supporters,  the 
original  cosponsors  of  Senate  Resolu- 
tion 254,  and  a  resolution  of  support 
passed  by  the  D.C.  Council  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

We  Support  the  Senate  Resolution  Call- 
ing FOR  THE  Reopening  of  Pennsylvania 

AVENL-E  IN  Front  of  the  wmTE  House 

District  of  Columbia  Mayor  Marlon  Barry. 

DC  Council  Chairman  David  A.  Clarke. 

DC  Councllmember  Frank  Smith. 

DC  Councllmember  Jack  Evans. 

DC  Councllmember  Charlene  Drew  Jarvls. 

AAA  Potomac. 

American  Bus  Association. 

Apartment  and  Office  Building  Association 
of  Metropolitan  Washington.  Inc. 

Association  of  Oldest  Inhabitants  of  DC. 

Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the  United 
States. 

Citizens  Against  Government  Waste. 

Citizens  Planning  Coalition. 

Committee  of  100  on  the  Federal  City. 

DC  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

District  of  Columbia  Building  Industry  As- 
sociation. 

District  of  Columbia  Preservation  League. 

DuPont  Circle  Advisory  Neighborhood 
Commission  2B. 

Federation  of  Citizens  Association. 

Frontiers  of  Freedom. 

Georgetown  Klwanls  Club. 

Greater  Washington  Board  of  Trade. 

Hotel  Association  of  Washington  DC. 

Interactive  Downtown  Task  Force. 

International  Downtown  Association. 

Arthur  Cotton  Moore  Associates. 

National  Capital  Area  Chapter  of  the 
American  Planning  Association. 
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Restaurant 
Washington. 
Washington  Cab  Association. 
Washington  DC  Historical  Society. 


S.  RES.  254 
Pennsylvanu 


REOPENING  PENNSYLVANU  AVENUE  TO  THE 
PEOPLE 

Current  cosponsors  of  S.  Res.  254.  which 
calls  for  the  President  to  order  the  Secret 
Service  to  develop  a  plan  for  the  permanent 
reopening  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue  to  vehicu- 
lar traffic  in  front  of  the  White  House: 

Spence  Abraham.  John  Ashcroft.  Bob  Ben- 
nett. Hank  Brown.  Richard  Bryan.  Conrad 
Burns.  Ben  Nlghthorse  Campbell.  John 
Chafee.  Dan  Coats,  Bill  Cohen,  Paul  Cover- 
dell.  Larry  Craig. 

Al  D'Amato,  Pete  Domenlcl.  Lauch  Fair- 
cloth.  Bill  Frist.  Chuck  Grassley.  Judd 
Gregg.  Orrin  Hatch.  Mark  Hatfield.  Jesse 
Helms.  Jim  Inhofe.  Jim  Jeffords,  J.  Bennett 
Johnston. 

Nancy  Kassebaum.  Jon  Kyi.  Patrick 
Leahy.  Dick  Lugar.  Connie  Mack,  John 
McCain.  Mitch  McConnell,  Barbara  Mlkul- 
ski.  Frank  Murkowskl.  Don  Nickles.  Larry 
Pressler.  Chuck  Robb. 

Bill  Roth.  Rick  Santorum.  Richard  Shelby. 
Al  Simpson.  Bob  Smith.  Arlen  Specter.  Ted 
Stevens.  Craig  Thomas.  Fred  Thompson. 
Strom  Thurmond. 

RESOLUTION  11-382  IN  THE  COUNCIL  OF  THE 
DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBU 

Resolved,  by  the  Council  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia. That  this  resolution  may  be  cited  as 
the  "Sense  of  the  Council  Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue   Reopening   Emergency    Resolution    of 

1996 

Sec.  2.  The  Council  finds  that: 

(1)  One  year  ago  the  United  States  Depart- 
ment of  the  Treasury  closed  Pennsylvania 
Avenue  In  front  of  the  White  House,  the  na- 
tional symbol  of  an  open  democracy. 

(2)  The  National  Park  Service  has  submit- 
ted a  proposal  to  permanently  close  that  por- 
tion of  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  leaving  the 
downtown  disfigured  and  dysfunctional. 

(3)  Pennsylvania  Avenue  Is  the  major  east- 
west  artery  In  the  District  of  Columbia. 

(4)  The  temporary  closure  of  Pennsylvania 
Avenue  has  seriously  affected  the  ability  of 
District  residents  to  navigate  city  streets 
and  has  greatly  disrupted  traffic  patterns, 
commerce,  and  tourism. 

(5)  The  permanent  closure  of  Pennsylvania 
Avenue  will  exacerbate  the  serious  financial 
and  traffic  problems  that  have  been  created 
by  the  temporary  closure. 

(6)  Pennsylvania  Avenue  is  not  a  park. 

(7)  The  concern  for  heightened  security  Is 
understandable.  Nevertheless,  with  the  tech- 
nological capability  of  the  United  States,  an- 
other solution  can  be  found  to  address  secu- 
rity Interests  without  permanently  damag- 
ing the  District  of  Columbia. 

(8)  In  this  time  of  fiscal  austerity  at  the 
local  and  national  levels,  it  Is  neither  desir- 
able nor  justifiable  to  spend  the  amounts 
proposed  to  permanently  alter  Pennsylvania 
Avenue. 

(9)  The  proposal  submitted  by  the  National 
Park  Service  does  not  address  the  Impact  the 
closure  will  have  on  the  residents  and  busi- 
nesses of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

(10)  The  future  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue 
should  be  decided  with  the  cooperation  and 
approved  of  the  elected  officials  and  citizens 
of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Sec.  3.  It  Is  the  sense  of  the  Council  that 
the  United  States  Congress  enact  legislation 
requiring  the  reopening  of  Pennsylvania  Av- 
enue. 


Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  of  the  Council  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  shall  transmit  copies  of 
this  resolution  upon  its  adoption  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  the  Mayor  of 
the  District  of  Columbia,  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia Delegate  to  the  United  States  Con- 
gress, the  chairpersons  of  the  committees  of 
the  United  States  Congress  with  oversight 
and  budgetarj'  jurisdiction  over  the  District 
of  Columbia,  the  Chair  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia Financial  Responsibility  and  Man- 
agement Assistance  Authority,  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  United  States  Department  of 
the  Treasury,  the  Secretary  of  the  United 
States  General  Services  Administration,  the 
Secretarj'  of  the  United  States  Department 
of  Transportation,  the  Secretary  of  the 
United  States  Department  of  the  Interior, 
the  Chairman  of  the  National  Capital  Plan- 
ning Commission,  the  City  of  Administrator, 
the  Assistant  City  Administrator  for  Eco- 
nomic Development,  the  Director  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  Department  of  Public 
Works,  and  the  Director  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  Office  of  Planning. 

Sec.  5.  This  resolution  shall  take  effect  Im- 
mediately. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
come  together— Republicans  and  Demo- 
crats, without  regard  to  party  affili- 
ation and  without  any  political  agen- 
da—to ask  the  President  to  reverse  a 
decision  that  has  had  widespread,  unin- 
tended consequences.  In  the  Capital 
City  of  a  nation  built  "of  the  people,  by 
the  people,  and  for  the  people,"  there  is 
no  room  for  fear,  roadblocks,  or  barri- 
cades. 

The  American  people  agree,  and  I  am 
heartened  by  their  support.  By  mail 
and  through  the  Internet,  hundreds  of 
them  have  urged  me  to  continue  this 
campaign  to  restore  Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue to  its  historic  use.  I  wish  I  could 
share  each  of  their  messages  with  you. 
I  want  to  tell  you.  though,  I  have  heard 
from  military  experts  who  tell  me  the 
present  closure  would  do  nothizig  to 
blunt  a  terrorist  attack,  former — even 
current — White  House  employees  who 
are  ashamed  of  what  Pennsylvania  Av- 
enue has  become,  long-time  residents 
and  more  recent  transplants  to  the  Dis- 
trict, and  Americans  from  every  corner 
of  the  country.  They  have  said  it  many 
different  ways,  but  their  message  is  the 
same  and  that  is:  give  us  back  Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue. 

This  month,  two  former  residents  of 
1600  Pennsylvania  Avenue  joined  in  the 
national  discussion  by  speaking  out 
against  the  closing.  President  Gerald 
Ford  said,  quote,  "There  ought  to  be  a 
better  solution."  President  Jimmy 
Carter  labeled  it,  quote,  "unnecessary 
and  a  mistake." 

There  is  one  letter  I  keep  coming 
back  to,  a  letter  that  sums  up  more 
eloquently  than  any  other  the  closing 
of  Pennsylvania  Avenue  because  it  was 
written  by  a  man  who  lived  alongside 
the  fear  of  terrorism  for  444  days,  yet 
still  refuses  to  bow  to  it. 

He  urged  me  to  continue  my  efforts, 
and  sent  me  a  copy  of  a  letter  he  had 
printed  in  the  Washington  Post  just 
days   after    the    avenue's    closure.    It 
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reads:  "By  closing  Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue, we  have  succumbed  to  the  atmos- 
phere of  fear  that  terrorists — domestic 
and  foreign — seek  to  foster  among  us." 

If  there  is  any  American  who  should 
fear  the  power  of  a  terrorist,  it  is  Min- 
nesota native  Bruce  Laingen,  the  sen- 
ior diplomat  among  the  U.S.  Embassy 
employees  held  hostage  in  Tehran  be- 
ginning in  1979.  If  Bruce  Laingen  is  not 
willing  to  give  in  to  terrorism,  then 
neither  should  we. 

Mr.  President,  through  almost  200 
years  of  this  Nation's  colorful  history, 
Pennsylvania  Avenue  survived, 
through  assassinations,  civil  and  world 
wars,  political  unrest,  and  events  that 
have  often  led  us  to  question  what  it 
means  to  live  in  a  free  society  where 
risks  are  an  inescapable  part  of  our  ev- 
eryday life. 

The  transformation  of  Pennsylvania 
Avenue  from  a  national  symbol  of  free- 
dom into  a  testament  to  terrorism  is 
something  average  Americans  tell  me 
they  cannot  understand.  It  is  time  to 
reopen  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  for  our 
visitors,  our  business  community,  our 
commuters,  our  residents — for  every 
American  who  celebrates  freedom  and 
will  defend  it  at  all  costs.  Kings  live  in 
castles,  protected  by  moats.  Dictators 
hide  themselves  away  in  the  safety  of 
bunkers.  Presidents  live  alongside  busy 
streets  like  Pennsylvania  Avenue, 
close  to  the  people  who  give  them  their 
strength. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Pennsylvania  Avenue  amendment. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  to  support  the  sense-of-the-Senate 
resolution  offered  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  &>om  Minnesota,  Senator 
Grams.  Judging  from  the  number  of  co- 
sponsors,  this  resolution  has  broad  bi- 
partisan support. 

I  would  also  like  to  associate  myself 
with  the  Senators  remarks,  particu- 
larly with  his  point  that  the  White 
House  has  become  a  powerful  symbol  of 
freedom,  openness,  and  citizens'  access 
to  their  Government.  This  resolution 
informs  the  President  that  the  Senate 
believes  the  Department  of  the  Treas- 
ury and  the  Secret  Service  should  de- 
velop a  plan  to  reopen  Pennsylvania 
Avenue.  I  commend  the  Senator  for  his 
leadership  in  this  matter. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays  on  my  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufHcient  second? 

There  is  not  a  sufHcient  second. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
tempted  to  move  the  question  here  be- 
cause the  Senator  has  presented  his 
amendment,  and  he  has  presented  his 
argument.  There  is  no  one  on  the  floor 
to  either  argue  against  the  Senator's 
amendment,  to  speak  for  the  Senator's 
amendment,  or  to  offer  an  amendment 
to  the  bill  that  we  are  debating. 

Here  it  is  now  12:30  p.m.,  and  we  are 
in  this  tsrpical  nothing-happens-during- 
daylight  hours  in  the  U.S.  Senate.  We 


have  an  important  bill  on  the  floor.  We 
have  amendments  that  we  are  aware  of, 
but  no  one  is  here  to  offer  those 
amendments. 

I  am  not  going  to  move  for  adoption 
of  this  amendment  by  voice  vote  yet, 
in  deference  to  those  that  may  want  to 
speak  against  it  or  for  the  Senator's  in- 
terest in  getting  a  rollcall  vote,  but  the 
bill  before  the  Senate,  the  defense  au- 
thorization bill  for  fiscal  year  1997,  is 
not  being  debated.  The  Senate  is  wast- 
ing a  lot  of  time.  Once  again,  we  will 
find  ourselves  here  late  into  the 
evening  doing  work  that  we  ought  to 
be  doing  during  the  day. 

I  urge  colleagues  who  have  an  inter- 
est in  this  bill,  who  have  amendments 
that  they  wish  to  offer  to  this  bill,  to 
notify  the  managers  of  their  interest  so 
that  we  can  structure  some  time  for 
them  to  do  this.  Without  that,  we  are 
going  to,  at  some  point,  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  no  one  is  interested  in 
amending  the  bill  as  it  is  presented, 
other  than  the  amendment,  the  two 
amendments  that  are  currently  up,  and 
we  will  have  to  move  to  some  disposi- 
tion. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays  on  my  amendment  I 
offered  earlier,  amendment  No.  4052. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  not  a  sufficient  second. 

Mr.  REID  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada  is  recognized. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  if  I  could 
direct  a  question  to  Senator  Grams. 
who  offered  the  pending  sense-of-the- 
Senate  resolution.  It  is  my  understand- 
ing—and I  have  not  been  on  the  floor- 
that  this  would  be  a  sense-of-the-Sen- 
ate resolution  that  would  indicate  that 
Pennsylvania  Avenue  should  be  re- 
opened; is  that  true? 

Mr.  GRAMS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
that  we  should  proceed  with  caution  on 
something  as  serious  as  this.  I  know 
my  friend  from  Minnesota  has  probably 
been  inconvenienced,  as  has  this  Sen- 
ator. I  have  had  to  change  •  one  of  my 
routes  to  my  residence  in  Washington 
as  a  result  of  the  closure  of  Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue.  It  has  been  inconvenient 
for  me.  I  went  to  a  meeting  at  the 
White  House  yesterday,  however,  and 
pulled  into  Pennsylvania  Avenue  and 
the  guards  were  there.  I  was  very  im- 
pressed as  to  what  was  going  on  on 
Pennsylvania  Avenue,  the  part  of  it 
that  has  been  closed.  Vehicular  traffic 


is  stopped,  but  foot  traffic  is  heavier 
than  ever.  In  fact,  out  in  front  of  the 
White  House  on  Pennsylvania  Avenue, 
they  had  a  street  hockey  game  going 
on— in  fact,  several  of  them. 

Now.  every  one  of  us  here  on  the  Sen- 
ate floor.  Members  of  the  Senate,  have 
access  to  what  goes  on  in  the  Intel- 
ligence Committee.  I  think  it  would  be 
constructive  for  every  Member  of  the 
Senate  to  have  a  briefing  on  why  Penn- 
sylvania Avenue  was  closed.  When  I 
came  here  14  years  ago,  all  these  en- 
trances coming  into  the  Capitol  com- 
plex were  open— those  that  now  have 
these  big  cement  flower  pillars  there. 
They  were  open  when  I  came  here.  You 
could  come  in  and  out  at  your  leisure. 
There  was  no  security  of  any  con- 
sequence on  those  routes. 

The  first  year  that  I  was  in  the  House 
of  Representatives  the  Nevada  State 
Society  had  a  meeting  over  here  in  the 
Raybum  Room.  And  it  ended  sometime 
in  the  evening  at  8  o'clock  or  so.  Short- 
ly after  the  Nevada  people  left  that 
room  there  was  a  huge  explosion  that 
took  place  that  did  damage  in  here  and 
did  tremendous  damage  in  the  Raybum 
Room,  and  all  out  through  there. 

The  security  slowly  but  surely  has 
tightened  up.  and  it  has  not  been  done 
just  as  a  whim  of  the  Capitol  Police. 
They  are  short  handed  like  everyone 
else.  They  have  had  to  beef  up  thefr  se- 
curity in  an  effort  to  make  the  Capitol 
complex  safer— safer  for  the  Senators 
and  Congressmen  but  also  for  the  mil- 
lions of  people  who  visit  this  building 
and  the  office  buildings  surrounding 
the  Capitol  complex. 

I  think  it  would  be  bad  policy  for  the 
U.S.  Senate  to  start  handling  security 
for  the  White  House.  I  think  it  would 
be  bad  public  policy  for  the  U.S.  Senate 
to  start  handling  security  of  the  Cap- 
itol complex,  especially  without  con- 
gressional hearings. 

Simply  to  walk  in  here  and  say,  "In 
1791,  George  Washington  commissioned 
L'Enfant  to  draft  a  blueprint  for  Amer- 
ica's new  Capital  City;  they  envisioned 
Pennsylvania  Avenue  as  a  bold,  cere- 
monial boulevard  physically  linking 
the  U.S.  Capitol  Building  and  the 
White  House,  and  symbolically  the  leg- 
islative and  executive  branches  of  Gov- 
ernment." 

In  over  200  years  things  have 
changed.  There  were  no  automobiles,  of 
course,  then. 

The  Senate  resolution  goes  on  to  say: 

An  integral  element  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia. Pennsylvania  Avenue  stood  for  195 
years  as  a  vital,  working,  unbroken  roadway, 
elevating  It  Into  a  place  of  national  Impor- 
tance as  America's  Main  Street. 

No  one  would  dispute  that. 

1600  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  the  White 
House,  has  become  America's  m'^st  recog- 
nized address  and  a  primary  destination  of 
visitors  to  the  Nations  Capital;  the  People's 
House  Is  host  to  5.000  tourists  dally,  and 
1.500,000  annually. 

It  would  be  more  than  that.  As  we  all 
know,  they  are  limited  to  a  small  facil- 
ity to  the  numbers  of  people  that  can 
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go  there.  Those  people  we  want  to  be 
safe  also. 

As  home  to  the  President,  and  given  Its 
prominent  location  on  Pennsylvania  Avenue 
and  its  proximity  to  the  people,  the  White 
House  has  become  a  powerful  symbol  of  free- 
dom, openness,  and  an  individual's  access  to 
their  Government. 

On  May  20,  1995.  citing  possible  security 
risks  from  vehicles  transporting  terrorists 
bombs.  President  Clinton  ordered  the  Secret 
Service,  in  conjunction  with  the  Department 
of  the  Treasury,  to  close  Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue to  vehicular  traffic  for  two  blocks  in 
front  of  the  White  House. 

While  the  security  of  the  President  and 
visitors  to  the  White  House  is  of  grave  con- 
cern and  is  not  to  be  taken  lightly,  the  need 
to  assure  the  President's  safety  must  be  bal- 
anced with  the  expectation  of  freedom  inher- 
ent in  a  democracy;  the  present  situation  is 
tilted  too  heavily  toward  security  at  free- 
dom's expense. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  that  we  are 
really  lurching  into  an  area  here  that 
deserves  a  little  caution.  A  year  ago 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  Robert 
Rubin,  directed  the  Secret  Service  to 
close  a  segment  of  Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue— it  is  not  all  closed — to  vehicular 
traffic  following  the  conclusion  of  the 
White  House  security  review.  The  re- 
view of  security  to  the  White  House  is 
the  most  extensive  ever  conducted. 
Pennsylvania  Avenue  remains  acces- 
sible to  visitors,  and  the  area  will  be 
converted  to  a  pedestrian  park,  which  I 
think  people  coming  to  visit  Washing- 
ton will  certainly  be  well  served  by 
rather  than  the  traffic  jams  we  have 
had  there  since  I  can  remember. 

This  sense-of-the-Senate  resolution 
says: 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  Presi- 
dent should  direct  the  Department  of  the 
Treasury  and  the  Secret  Service  to  work 
with  the  Government  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia to  develop  a  plan  for  the  permanent 
reopening  to  vehicular  traffic  of  Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue  in  front  of  the  White  House  in 
order  to  restore  the  Avenue  to  its  original 
state  and  return  it  to  the  people. 

I  say  with  as  much  respect  as  I  can 
that  this  is  not  a  good  sense-of-the- 
Senate  resolution.  I  think  it  should  be 
defeated.  I  do  not  think  it  prudent  na- 
tional security  policy  that,  absent 
hearings,  we  take  this  measure  up  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate.  This  resolution 
has  no  business  in  the  Defense  author- 
ization bill.  There  have  been  no  hear- 
ings held  on  this.  There  are  commit- 
tees with  jurisdiction  to  handle  mat- 
ters dealing  with  intelligence. 

I  personally  feel  for  my  Government 
that  it  is  better  that  it  be  closed.  I 
have  not  heard  a  single  person  from  the 
State  of  Nevada— and  a  lot  of  them 
come  back  here — complain  because 
that  area  has  been  blocked  off.  I  have 
heard  people  who  complain  it  is  harder 
to  get  home  now.  There  is  no  question 
that  it  is.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury has  the  legal  authority  to  restrict 
vehicular  traffic  on  Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue. As  long  as  he.  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  and  the  head  of  the  Secret 
Service  cont;inue  to  determine  that  as 


a  factual  matter— doing  so  is  necessary 
to  protect  the  President— I  am  going  to 
go  along  with  that. 

Based  on  information  from  the  Se- 
cret Service,  the  closure  is  necessarj' 
to  protect  the  President  and  all  those 
who  work  at  and  visit  the  White  House 
every  day.  The  Department  of  Treasury 
remains  committed  to  that  decision. 
This,  Mr.  President,  is  not  a  decision  to 
protect  President  Clinton.  It  is  a  deci- 
sion to  protect  the  President  of  the 
United  States  and  those  thousands  of 
people  that  work  in.  and  have  contact 
with,  the  White  House  on  a  daily  basis. 

Closure  was  necessary  because  the 
White  House  security  review  was  not 
able  to  identify  any  alternative  to  pro- 
hibiting vehicular  traffic  on  Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue  that  would  ensure  the 
protection  of  the  President  and  others 
in  the  White  House  complex  from  ex- 
plosive devices  carried  in  vehicles  near 
the  perimeter. 

Mr.  President,  an  explosive  device  in 
the  trunk  of  a  car  out  on  Pennsylvania 
Avenue  would  do  significant  damage  to 
the  White  House,  its  property,  and  the 
people  in  the  White  House. 

The  Secretary  of  Treasury's  review 
recommended  a  number  of  things,  and 
his  reconmiendations  were  not  done 
alone.  They  were  not  done  by  him 
alone.  He  made  the  final  decision.  But 
the  review  recommendations  were  fully 
endorsed  by  an  independent,  bipartisan 
advisory  group  which  included  former 
Secretary  of  Transportation  William 
Coleman  and  the  former  Director  of  the 
CIA  and  the  FBI.  Judge  William  Web- 
ster. The  review  consulted  with  numer- 
ous experts  on  public  access,  architec- 
ture, and  the  history  of  the  White 
House.  He  stated  that  a  pedestrian 
park  had  numerous  advantages  other 
than  security. 

Someone  coming  from  the  State  of 
Nevada  to  look  at  the  White  House 
would  certainly  be  more  impressed 
with  an  open  park  atmosphere  rather 
than  honking  cabs  back-to-back  with 
smoke  puffing  out  of  the  cars.  A  pedes- 
trian mall  concept  is  consistent  with 
President  Washington's  vision  for  the 
White  House  similar  in  identity,  and 
which  Mrs.  Kennedy  endorsed  more 
than  a  generation  a  ago. 

At  President  Clinton's  direction,  the 
Department  of  Interior's  National  Park 
Service  has  been  working  with  a  pre- 
existing committee  on  a  comprehen- 
sive design  plan  for  the  White  House;  a 
design  for  a  pedestrian  park. 

On  Wednesday,  May  22  of  this  year, 
the  Director  of  the  National  Park  Serv- 
ice was  in  the  process  of  announcing 
the  design  plan  for  Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue and,  Mr.  President,  we  are  con- 
fident that  when  this  plan  is  completed 
the  area  will  be  much  more  inviting 
than  it  was  when  that  area  was  not 
blocked  off.  It  will  be  an  important 
public  space.  We  would  look  back  with 
derision  to  an  amendment  like  this  to 
create  and  maintain  a  roadway  for  ve- 


hicular traffic  through  the  front  of  the 
White  House. 

The  Department  of  Transportations 
Federal  Highway  Administration  is 
continuing  its  work  with  the  District 
of  Columbia  Department  of  Public 
Works  on  short-  and  long-term  traffic 
plans  to  alleviate  traffic  problems  for 
the  area. 

Although  closing  Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue has  had  an  impact  on  traffic,  it  has 
not  had  a  negative  impact  on  the 
public's  access  to  the  White  House. 
People  who  were  driving  in  front  of  the 
White  House  with  rare  exception  were 
people  who  were  not  coming  to  see  the 
White  House.  They  were  there  because 
they  were  doing  business  in  and  about 
that  area. 

It  has  not  prevented  public  access  to 
the  White  House.  Tours  have  contin- 
ued. They  have  continued  uninter- 
rupted. Visitors  can  now  enjoy  walk- 
ing, as  I  indicated.  roUerblading,  par- 
ticipating in  street  hockey,  and  other 
games  out  in  front  of  the  White  House, 
and  they  are  biking  down  Pennsylvania 
Avenue  without  the  noise  and  danger 
of  pjissing  motorists.  The  White  House. 
Mr.  President,  does  remain  the  people's 
house. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  we  would 
not  have  to  vote  on  this  sense-of-the- 
Senate  resolution.  I  think  that  we  are 
really  stepping  out  of  where  we  are 
supposed  to  be  by  trying  to  micro- 
manage  security  at  the  White  House. 
With  all  the  problems  we  have  had  in 
this  coimtry  amd  around  the  world, 
with  leaders  being  assassinated,  bombs 
being  placed  in  cars,  I  just  think  that 
this  is  the  wrong  way  to  go,  and  I  cer- 
tainly hope  that  this  sense-of-the-Sen- 
ate resolution  would  not  have  to  be 
voted  on,  and  if  we  do  I  hope  that  we 
would  not  pass  it.  I  think  it  should  be 
defeated. 

Mr.  President.  I  feel  that  there  are  a 
lot  of  things  we  should  be  talking 
about  on  this  defense  bill  but  one  of 
them  is  not  how  to  micromanage  secu- 
rity at  the  White  House.  Should  we 
pass  a  sense-of-the-Senate  resolution 
overriding  what  the  Capitol  Police  do 
around  the  Capitol  complex?  Should  we 
amend  this  sense-of-the-Senate  resolu- 
tion— I  ask  in  the  form  of  a  question  to 
my  friend  from  Minnesota,  would  the 
Senator  be  willing  to  modify  his 
amendment  to  provide  for  the  opening 
of  all  the  streets  around  the  Senate  Of- 
fice Buildings  and  the  Capitol? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Campbkt.i.).  Under  the  previous  order, 
at  the  hour  of  1  p.m..  the  majority 
leader  was  to  be  recognized. 

Mr.  REID.  I  certainly  cannot  inter- 
fere with  a  unanimous-consent  request 
that  has  previously  been  entered,  but  I 
hope  that  I  would  not  lose  the  floor. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  ACREEMENT 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sen- 
ator will  yield  at  this  time,  we  did  have 
a  conunitment  to  notify  the  Members 
of  the  progress  that  was  being  made  at 
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1  o'clock  and  get  a  unanimous-consent 
agreement  as  to  how  we  would  con- 
tinue to  proceed.  And  then,  of  course, 
we  would  go  right  back  to  where  the 
Senator  is,  and  we  would  have  an  op- 
portunity to  work  together  on  that,  so 
I  will  be  very  brief. 

Mr.  President,  for  the  information  of 
all  Senators,  the  Democratic  leader 
and  I  have  just  concluded  another 
meeting  to  further  discuss  the  possibil- 
ity of  an  agreement  with  regard  to  the 
minimum  wage  and  the  small  business 
tax  package.  Both  leaders  will  now  be 
contacting  various  Members  to  con- 
tinue to  clear  the  agreement,  and  I 
thank  all  Members  at  this  time  for 
their  cooperation.  I  hope  to  be  able  to 
resolve  this  matter  by  the  close  of 
business  today.  We  are  being  very  care- 
ful because  we  want  to  make  sure  all 
Members  know  exactly  what  is  in- 
volved, and  before  we  sigree  to  any  fur- 
ther step  we  both  go  back  to  our  Mem- 
bers to  discuss  it  with  them  further.  In 
the  meantime,  I  urge  Members  who 
have  amendments  to  the  DOD  author- 
ization bill  to  come  to  the  floor  and  be 
willing  to  accept  reasonable  time 
agreements  with  respect  to  their 
amendments. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  now  that  no 
minimum  wage  amendment  or  legisla- 
tion be  in  order  for  the  remainder  of 
today's  session. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator firom  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  We  want  to  certainly 
cooperate  with  the  majority  leader  and 
our  minority  leader  as  well  on  the 
issue  of  the  minimum  wage  and  to  try 
to  work  out  an  adequate  procedure  by 
which  the  Senate  will  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  address  this  issue.  I  had  un- 
derstood at  a  previous  time  that  that 
negotiation  had  been  in  process  and 
that  they  in  effect  were  in  agreement 
with  the  exception  of  the  notification 
on  the  particular  language  that  was 
going  to  be  offered,  one  by  the  Repub- 
licans, one  by  the  Democrats,  on  the 
minimum  wage,  and  then  one  by  Re- 
publicans and  Democrats  on  the  var- 
ious tax  provisions;  and  that  there 
would  be  then  a  conclusion  of  the  re- 
sults on  It  and  we  would  go  to  the  con- 
ference. 

That  was  I  thought  pretty  well  un- 
derstood or  announced  on  Sunday.  I 
heard  my  friend  and  colleague  from 
Mississippi  talking  on  a  national  pro- 
gram about  the  desire  to  work  that 
out.  It  is  Wednesday  now  at  1  o'clock. 

The  way  it  had  been  initially  out- 
lined seemed  to  me  to  be  a  way  that 
made  the  most  sense  in  proceeding,  to 
try  to  do  the  defense  authorization  and 
then  to  move  off  the  dime. 

Could  the  Senator  give  us  some  idea 
as  to  where  these  negotiations  are,  be- 
cause I  think  I  am  one  of  many  who  be- 


lieve that  we  have  been  back  and  forth 
on  this  issue  of  the  minimum  wage  for 
some  period  of  time.  It  does  not  seem 
to  be  an  enormously  complicated  ques- 
tion to  try  to  work  out  and  a  process 
and  procedure  which  should  be  satisfac- 
tory to  the  majority  and  the  minority. 
But  I  am  wondering  if  he  could  give  us 
some  idea  about  where  we  are  at  this 
time.  We  are  all  being  asked  about  this 
by  the  press.  I  think  the  public  ought 
to  have  at  least  some  understanding.  I 
know  that  the  leaders  have  to  work 
these  measures  through  in  terms  of  a 
variety  of  considerations,  but  I  should 
like  to  inquire  as  to  where  we  are  be- 
cause we  are  giving  up  the  opportunity 
to  address  this.  We  are  only  in  1  more 
week  prior  to  the  Fourth  of  July  recess 
and.  as  the  Senator  knows,  one  of  the 
factors  of  the  Fourth  of  July  was  that 
was  to  be  the  time  when  the  minimum 
wage  was  supposedly  increased.  That 
was  to  be  the  triggering  year  for  the 
increase  of  the  40  cents.  So  it  is  of  in- 
terest, I  imagine,  to  millions  of  Ameri- 
cans who  wonder  whether  we  are  going 
to  do  this  before  the  Fourth  and  to  try 
and  get  some  action  so  that  they  might 
be  able  to  participate  in  an  increase  or 
whether  they  are  not  and  what  the  cir- 
cumstances are  about  it. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  if  I  could 
respond 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  LOTT.  To  the  comments  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts, I  want  to  emphasize  that  this  in- 
volves a  lot  more  than  the  minimum 
wage.  It  does  involve  a  package  of 
small  business  tax  amendments  that 
could  be  very  helpful  to  small  busi- 
nesses in  America,  where  most  of  the 
jobs  are  created  in  America  anyway,  or 
the  majority  of  them  and  particularly 
where  most  of  the  entry-level  people 
are  working.  And  so  that  is  a  part  of 
this  package.  The  gas  tax  issue,  where- 
by there  would  be  a  repeal  of  the  4.3- 
cent-a-gallon  gas  tax,  has  been  in- 
volved in  all  of  this.  The  issue  of  the 
taxpayer  bill  of  rights  is  involved,  as 
well  as  the  TEAM  issue  which  had  been 
offered  earlier,  so  that  we  could  have 
cooperation  between  employees  and 
employers. 

As  our  colleagues  know,  this  issue 
took  on  more  and  more  issues  as  it  lan- 
guished for  1  month  or  6  weeks  and 
every  time  it  came  up  there  was  an- 
other angle  to  it.  So  that  is  point  No. 
1.  Second,  I  think  we  were  very  close  to 
having  an  agreement  between  Senator 
Daschle  and  myself  last  night,  or  late 
yesterday  afternoon,  one  that  was  not 
universally  appealing  on  our  side  of  the 
aisle  or  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle, 
but  then  I  believe  Senator  Daschle 
found  there  were  some  concerns  on 
your  side  of  the  aisle  with  what  we 
were  trying  to  get  an  agreement  on. 

We  have  met  subsequently,  and  we 
have  discussed  other  ways  that  maybe 
that  can  be  dealt  with.   But  we  are 


being  extra  careful  because  we  want  to 
develop  a  relationship  that  is  one  of 
trust  and  respect.  We  are  making  sure 
that  when  we  talk  about  something,  I 
understand  what  he  is  saying  and  he 
understands  what  I  am  saying.  We  are 
trying  to  reduce  it  to  writing  with  our 
staff  working  on  both  sides.  We  have 
just  come  through  a  meeting  which  I 
pointed  out  in  which  we  came  up  with 
some  suggestions  as  to  how  amend- 
ments, for  instance,  on  gas  tax  provi- 
sions, would  be  allowed,  how  many,  be- 
cause there  are  some  Senators  on  that 
side  who  want  to  have  more  than  one 
and  there  are  some  Senators  on  our 
side  who  would  like  to  have  more  than 
one  on  the  small  business  tax  provi- 
sion. I  am  sorry;  I  misspoke  myself— on 
the  small  business  portion  of  it.  So,  we 
are  being  extra  careful  to  make  sure 
that  we  understand  each  other  and  that 
colleagues  on  both  sides  can  live  with 
it.  But  what  we  are  trying  to  do  is  to 
deal  with  this  matter  in  absolutely  a 
fair  way,  an  open  way,  so  that  we  can 
deal  with  other  business  that  is  very 
important  for  our  country — Depart- 
ment of  Defense  authorization,  cam- 
paign finance  reform  next  Monday,  we 
have  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  nomi- 
nees. We  are  going  to  vote  on  those 
Thursday. 

So  this  Gordian  knot  that  has  been 
tied  up  here,  we  are  trying  to  take  it 
one  string  at  a  time,  and  we  are  mak- 
ing progress.  But  we  ask— I  ask  our  col- 
leagues here,  give  us  a  little  more 
time.  We  are  working  in  good  faith  and 
we  are  very  close  to  something,  I 
think,  that  would  be  fair,  understand- 
able, and  we  could  all  agree  with.  I 
think  we  are  going  to  try  very  hard  to 
have  that  done  by  the  close  of  this  ses- 
sion. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Just  further  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object,  just  to  make  a 
brief  comment,  Mr.  President,  I  am 
unpersuaded  by  the  Senator's  position 
that  this  is  a  Gordian  knot  and  that  it 
has  been  languishing  here.  The  reason 
it  has  been  languishing  is  those  who  for 
over  a  year  and  a  half  have  denied  this 
body  the  opportunity  to  vote  when  we 
have  been  able  to  demonstrate  in  pre- 
vious votes  a  majority  of  the  body  will 
vote  for  an  increase  in  the  minimum 
wage. 

I  reject,  also,  the  suggestion  that  it 
is  our  side  of  the  aisle  that  has  some- 
how complicated  these  negotiations.  I 
have  privity  to  those,  and  when  the 
Senator  talked  about  what  was  going 
to  happen  or  not  happen  with  regards 
to  the  TEAM  Act  on  Sunday  and  said 
that  was  not  going  to  be  called  up  this 
year  and  then  had  a  change  of  mind, 
trjring  to  add  other  things  to  these  ne- 
gotiations which  had  been  tentatively 
agreed  to,  it  was  not  this  side  of  the 
aisle  that  was  complicating  the  nego- 
tiations. It  was  his  side  of  the  aisle. 

Now,  the  American  people  are  enor- 
mously interested  in  these  provisions 
on  small  business.  As  I  understand  it, 
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it  is  12  or  13  billion  dollars'  worth. 
They  are  interested, .  the  taxpayers,  in 
the  gas  tax;  I  am  sure  In  the  TEAM 
Act.  But  I  think  it  is  a  very  simple 
issue.  We  are  asking  an  up-or-down 
vote  on  minimum  wage,  which  we  have 
historically  voted  on  seven  different 
times  at  other  times  in  our  history. 
That  is  something  we  are  being  denied, 
even  though  the  time  has  been  moving 
on  and  the  triggering  time  for  the  in- 
crease in  the  minimum  wage  is  July  4. 

So,  I  must  say  to  my  friend  and  col- 
league, I  will  not  object  at  this  time. 
But  I,  quite  frankly,  am  enormously 
troubled  by  the  failxu-e  to  make  it  very 
clear  whether  we  are  going  to  have  the 
opportunity  to  vote  on  this  measure  In 
a  way  the  Members  can  know  when  it 
will  be  called  up  and  to  vote  on  it,  and 
just  have  this  continuously  dragged 
through.  We  have  a  right  to  offer  this 
on  different  measures.  The  reason  that 
we  do  Is  because  we  are  denied  the  op- 
portunity to  vote  on  it  as  a  separate 
bill.  As  long  as  the  majority  refuses  to 
give  us  that  opportunity  to  vote  on  a 
separate  bill,  then  we  are  going  to  be 
required  to  use  any  particular  device. 

I  do  not  object  at  this  time,  but  I  cer- 
tainly hope  we  would  conclude  these 
negotiations  through  the  afternoon  and 
all  Members  will  have  a  chance  to  look 
at  what  is  actually  going  to  be  pro- 
posed on  a  unanimous  consent.  Because 
otherwise  this  minimum  wage  is  going 
to  be  right  on  the  defense  authoriza- 
tion before  this  week  ends. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  renew  my 
request  for  the  unanimous  consent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Hearing  none,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  If  I  could  just  claim  some 
leader  time,  perhaps,  to  comment  fur- 
ther on  that.  First  of  all,  I  might  just 
say  that  in  the  proposal  we  have,  the 
Senator  will  have  an  opportunity  to 
have  a  clear  vote  on  his  amendment 
the  way  he  wants  to  do  it.  So  the  op- 
portunity is  there.  I  think  it  is  only 
fair  that  we  have  an  opportunity  to 
have  our  version  of  that  issue. 

As  far  as  the  time  that  you  have  been 
delayed,  you  had  2  years  when  you  were 
in  the  majority  when  you  did  not  offer 
a  minimum  wage  increase.  To  now  say 
you  are  being  blocked  from  that,  I  just 
wonder  why  you  did  not  offer  it  in 
those  earlier  2  years.  But  having  said 
that 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Do  you  want  an  an- 
swer? 

Mr.  LOTT.  We  are  trying  to  find  a 
way  to  get  the  job  done,  and  I  am 
working  at  that  diligently. 

I  want  to  say  this.  As  far  as  the 
TEAM  Act.  saying  I  was  not  going  to 
call  it  up  this  year,  I  did  not  say  that. 
I  said  we  were  trying  to  work  up  an 
agreement  that  would  not  have  the 
TEAM  Act  in  as  a  part  of  the  minimum 
wage  and  small  business  tax  relief. 
That  is  the  direction  we  are  working 
in.  But  I  did  not  mean  to  imply  and  I 


did  not  say  we  were  not  going  to  call  It 
up  this  year.  That  is  an  issue  a  lot  of 
people  feel  very  strongly  about.  The 
American  people.  I  think,  would  agree 
with  it.  So  I  want  to  make  that  clear. 

The  other  thing  I  must  say,  the  prob- 
lem is  not  on  the  Democratic  side  of 
the  aisle  alone.  We  have  people  over 
here  who  do  not  like  this  very  much  ei- 
ther. So  there  is  an  equal  grumbling 
about  it.  But  as  leaders  here,  we  are 
trying  to  find  a  way  to  get  everybody 
just  unhappy  enough  that  they  do  not 
like  it  but  they  will  not  object  to  it. 
And  we  are  about  to  get  there.  So  give 
us  that  latitude,  and  I  think  we  will 
get  an  agreement  that  will  work. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada  [Mr.  Reid]  is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  I  had  the 
floor.  I  wanted 

Mr.  KERRY.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  REID.  I  will  be  happy  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  KERRY] 
is  recognized. 

Mr.  KERRY.  I  wanted  to  ask  my  col- 
league how  long  he  might  be  proceed- 
ing and  whether  he  thinks  there  might 
be  time,  since  Senator  McCain  and 
Senator  Smith  are  here,  for  a  quick 
interlude  to  act  on  an  amendment  that 
has  been  agreed  upon  and  restore  the 
floor  to  the  Senator  from  Nevada. 

Mr.  REID.  We  should  not  be  long.  I 
have  a  few  questions. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada  [Mr.  Reid]  is  recog- 
nized. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4052 

Mr.  REID.  The  first  question  I  ask 
my  friend  from  Minnesota  is:  Would 
the  Senator  think  it  would  be  appro- 
priate to  modify  this  sense-of-the-Sen- 
ate  resolution  to  provide  for  the  open- 
ing of  streets  around  the  Capitol,  the 
House  office  buildings  and  Senate  of- 
fice buildings  and  the  arteries  in  and 
out  of  the  Capitol? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Grams]. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  I  wanted  to  remind  the 
Senator  from  Nevada,  last  year  I  did 
make  that  recommendation,  talking 
about  removing  barriers  as  well  around 
the  Senate  office  buildings  that  have 
been  enclosed  at  the  same  time  as 
Pennsylvania  Avenue,  so  I  would  have 
no  objection  to  so  move  and  make 
those  modifications  to  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  REID.  So  the  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota feels  that  the  proper  way  to  de- 
termine security  of  the  Capitol  com- 
plex and  the  White  House  is  on  the 
floor,  without  congressional  hearings 
of  any  kind?  Any  kind  of  hearings? 

Mr.  KYL.  We  do  have  hearings  that 
are  planned  for  the  Government  Affairs 
Committee.  The  amendment  has  been 


cleared  with  Senator  Stevens  and  also 
the  chairman  of  the  D.C.  Subcommit- 
tee, Senator  Cohen.  Both  have  assured 
me  that  this  amendment  complements 
their  efforts  regarding  the  reopening  of 
Pennsylvania  Avenue,  and  they  plan  to 
hold  hearings  regarding  this. 

But  I  would  also  remind  the  Senator 
from  Nevada  that  there  were  no  hear- 
ings, there  were  no  consultations  with 
anybody,  when  Pennsylvania  Avenue 
was  closed  because  It  was  an  imposed 
closure,  only  temporary,  and  then  that 
has  evolved  into  a  permanent  closure. 
Now  the  only  option  being  offered  is  to 
keep  it  closed.  We  do  not  think  that  is 
correct  either.  So  we  have  asked  this. 
Again,  I  remind  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
vada, this  is  only  a  sense  of  the  Senate 
to  move  ahead  with  this. 

Mr.  REID.  I  hope  the  American  pub- 
lic, on  this  interchange  between  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Minnesota 
and  the  Senator  from  Nevada,  would 
not  think  this  is  how  we  do  business  all 
the  time;  that  is.  take  legislative  ac- 
tion and  then  hold  hearings  later.  It 
seems  to  me  we  should  reverse  that 
order,  hold  the  hearings  and  determine 
the  legislative  action  necessary. 

I  also  hope  there  is  no  one  of  the 
opinion  that,  regarding  the  security  of 
the  President  and  the  visitors  who 
come  to  the  White  House,  the  people 
who  work  there,  and  this  Capitol  com- 
plex, any  time  the  Capitol  police  or  Se- 
cret Service  want  to  make  a  decision, 
they  would  have  to  have  congressional 
approval  to  do  so.  Knowing  how  slowly 
we  have  moved  on  most  things  around 
here,  there  would  not  be  much  action 
taken,  especially  if  it  involved  the  se- 
curity of  the  President  or  people 
around  the  Capitol  complex. 

I  ask  my  friend  from  Minnesota  an- 
other question,  through  the  Chair  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota. Would  the  Senator  consider  an 
amendment  to  the  resolution  that, 
after  the  word  "people,"  which  is  the 
last  word  in  the  sense-of-the-Senate 
resolution,  we  add  the  words,  "provided 
that  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and 
the  Secret  Service  certiftr  that  such  a 
plan  protects  the  security  of  those  who 
live  in  and  work  in  the  White  House"? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  I  have  to  apologize  to 
the  Senator  fr^m  Nevada,  I  could  not 
hear  him  very  well. 

Mr.  REID.  I  am  sorry.  After  the  word 
"people"  there  would  be  a  comma  or 
semicolon  and  we  would  say  "provided 
that  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and 
the  Secret  Service  certify  that  such  a 
plan  protects  the  security  of  those  who 
live  in  and  work  in  the  White  House." 

Mr.  GRAMS.  No,  I  would  not  accept 
that  as  a  substitute  for  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  REID.  The  Senator  would  not. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  No. 

Mr.  REID.  Can  this  Senator  direct 
another  question  to  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  and  ask  why? 
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Mr.  GRAMS.  Because,  again,  this  is 
the  same  situation  w«  are  in  now.  This 
decision  was  made  arbitrarily  by  these 
individuals,  and  we  feel  there  should 
have  been  an  open  process. 

In  fact,  there  are  laws  on  the  books. 
I  believe,  that  say  before  the  Federal 
Government  can  permanently  close 
any  street  in  the  District  of  Columbia, 
it  has  to  have  full  consultation  with 
the  District  and  open  hearings  for  the 
public.  That  was  never  done  as  well. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President.  I  hope  that 
the  decisions  that  were  made  for  the 
President's  security,  whether  that 
President  be  a  Democrat  or  Repub- 
lican, or  people  who  work  in  the  White 
House,  people  who  visit  the  White 
House,  people  who  are  elected  officials 
to  serve  in  the  Capitol  complex,  in  the 
House  and  the  Senate,  people  who  work 
here  and  visit  here,  I  hope  that  when 
there  is  something  involving  security 
as  a  result  of  terrorist  threats  that  are 
picked  up  through  intelligence  efforts, 
that  we  certainly  will  not  have  to  go 
through  a  congressional  review  process 
as  to  whether  or  not  they  could  close  a 
road  or  walkway. 

Mr.  President.  I  move  to  table  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  lay  on  the  table  the  amendment. 

Mr.  REID.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MCCAIN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona. 

Mr.  McCAIN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  this  vote  be 
delayed  until  the  hour  of  2:15. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered.  The  vote  will  be  delayed  xmtil 
the  hour  of  2:15. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona  [Mr.  McCain]. 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  see  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  is  on  the 
floor.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  KERRY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kerry] 
is  recognized. 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  what  is 
the  parliamentary  situation? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  vote 
on  the  Grams  amendment  has  been 
postponed  until  2:15,  so  the  Senator 
may  offer  an  amendment. 

Mr.  KERRY.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4055 

(Purpose:  To  provide  for  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense to  make  payment  to  Vietnamese  per- 
sonnel who  Infiltrated  Into  North  Vietnam 
to  perform  covert  operations  as  part  of 
OPLAN  34A  or  its  predecessor) 
Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  on  behalf  of 
myself.  Senator  McCain.  Bob  Kerrey, 


Bob   Smith,   Larry  Pressler.  Chuck 

ROBB,  Tom  Daschle,  and  Pat  Leahy. 
The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     The 

clerk  will  report. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The    Senator    from    Massachusetts    [Mr. 

KERRY],    for    himself.    Mr.    McCain,     Mr. 

KERREY,  Mr.  SMrra,  Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  ROBB, 

Mr.  Daschle,  and  Mr.  Leahy",  proposes  an 

amendment  numbered  4055. 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  subtitle  E  of  title  VI  add  the 
following': 

SEC.  643.  PAYMENT  TO  VIETNAMESE  COMMAN- 
DOS CAPTURED  AND  INTERNED  BY 
NORTH  VIETNAM. 

(a)  Payment  authorized.— (l)  The  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  shall  make  a  payment  to 
any  person  who  demonstrates  that  he  or  she 
was  captured  and  Incarcerated  by  the  Demo- 
cratic Republic  of  Vietnam  after  having  en- 
tered into  the  territory  of  the  Democratic 
Republic  of  Vietnam  pursuant  to  operations 
conducted  under  OPLAN  34A  or  Its  prede- 
cessor. 

(2)  No  payment  may  be  made  under  this 
Section  to  any  individual  who  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  determines,  based  on  the  avail- 
able evidence,  served  In  the  Peoples  Army  of 
Vietnam  or  who  provided  active  assistance 
to  the  Government  of  the  Democratic  Repub- 
lic of  Vietnam  during  the  period  1958  through 
1975. 

(3)  In  the  case  of  a  decedent  who  would 
have  been  eligible  for  a  payment  under  this 
section  If  the  decedent  had  lived,  the  pay- 
ment shall  be  made  to  survivors  of  the  dece- 
dent in  the  order  In  which  the  survivors  are 
listed,  as  follows: 

(A)  To  the  surviving  spouse. 

(B)  If  there  is  no  surviving  spouse,  to  the 
surviving  children  (including  natural  chil- 
dren and  adopted  children)  of  the  decedent, 
in  equal  shares. 

(b)  AMOUNT  Payable.— The  amount  pay- 
able to  or  with  respect  to  a  person  under  this 
section  is  S40.(XX). 

(c)  Time  LiMrrATiONS.— (1)  In  order  to  be  el- 
igible for  payment  under  this  section,  the 
claimant  must  file  his  or  her  claim  with  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  within  18  months  of  the 
effective  date  of  the  regulations  Implement- 
ing this  Section. 

(2)  Not  later  than  18  months  after  the  Sec- 
retary receives  a  claim  for  payment  under 
this  section 

(A)  the  claimant's  eligibility  for  pasmient 
of  the  claim  under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  de- 
termined; and 

(B)  If  the  claimant  is  determined  eligible, 
the  claim  shall  be  paid. 

(d)  DETERMINATION      AND      PAYMENT      OF 

Claims. — (l)  Submission  and  Determination 
of  Claims.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  es- 
tablish by  regulation  procedures  whereby  in- 
dividuals may  submit  claims  for  payment 
under  this  Section.  Such  regulations  shall  be 
issued  within  6  months  of  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  Act. 

(2)  Payment  of  Claims.  The  Secretary  of 
Defense,  In  consultation  with  the  other  af- 
fected agencies,  may  establish  guidelines  for 
determining  what  constitutes  adequate  docu- 
mentation that  an  individual  was  captured 
and  Incarcerated  by  the  Democratic  Repub- 
lic of  Vietnam  after  having  entered  the  terri- 
tory of  the  Democratic  Republic  of  Vietnam 


pursuant  to  operations  conducted  under 
OPLAN  34A  or  its  predecessor. 

(e)  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPR0PRL4TI0NS.— Of 

the  total  amount  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated under  section  301.  520,000.000  is  avail- 
able for  payments  under  this  section.  Not- 
withstanding Sec.  301,  that  amount  is  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  so  as  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

(f)  PATi-MENT     in     FULL     SATISFACTION     OF 

Clalms  against  United  States.— The  ac- 
ceptance of  pajmient  by  an  individual  under 
this  section  shall  be  in  full  satisfaction  of  all 
claims  by  or  on  behalf  of  that  individual 
against  the  United  States  arising  from  oper- 
ations under  OPLAN  34A  or  its  predecessor. 

(g)  ATTORNEY  Fees.— Notwithstanding  any 
contract,  the  representative  of  an  individual 
may  not  receive,  for  services  rendered  in 
connection  with  the  claim  of  an  individual 
under  this  Section,  more  than  10  percent  of 
a  pajrment  made  under  this  Section  on  such 
claim. 

(h)  No  Right  to  Judicial  Review.— AU  de- 
terminations by  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
pursuant  to  this  Section  are  final  and  con- 
clusive, notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  Claimants  under  this  program  have 
no  right  to  judicial  review,  and  such  review 
is  specifically  precluded. 

(i)  Reports.— (1)  No  later  than  24  months 
after  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  shall  submit  a  report  to 
the  Congress  on  the  payment  of  claims  pur- 
suant to  this  section. 

(2)  No  later  than  42  months  after  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  submit  a  final  report  to  the  Congress 
on  the  payment  of  claims  pursuant  to  this 
section. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  recognized. 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  this  is  an 
amendment  that  seeks  to  address  yet 
another  painful  chapter  in  the  long  leg- 
acy of  painful  chapters  with  respect  to 
Vietnam,  and  it  specifically  addresses 
what  some  might  characterize  as  our 
own  form  of  a  bureaucratic  Phoenix 
Program  that  sought  to  eliminate  from 
existence  a  group  of  commandos  who 
served  faithfully  during  the  war  under 
our  organizational  effort  and  command 
effort. 

This  amendment  would  reimburse 
this  group  of  commandos  for  their 
years  of  incarceration  in  North  Viet- 
namese prisons  while  they  served  in 
the  mutual  cause  with  us  in  the  war  in 
Vietnaan. 

What  the  amendment  seeks  to  do  is 
to  authorize  $20  million  for  payment  to 
Vietnamese  personnel  who  infiltrated 
into  North  Vietnam  to  perform  covert 
operations  during  the  Vietnam  era  and 
who  were  captured  and  incarcerated  by 
the  Democratic  Republic  of  Vietnam. 

Under  the  amendment,  a  lump-sum 
pajrment  of  $40,0(X)  would  be  provided  to 
each  claimant  determined  eligible  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  and  I  am 
pleased  to  say  that  the  administration 
has  worked  very  closely  in  designing 
this  amendment  and  in  signing  off  on  it 
and  now  fully  supports  it,  as  do,  I  be- 
lieve, the  chairman  of  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee  and  the  ranking  mem- 
ber of  the  Armed  Services  Committee. 

Those  of  us  who  offer  this  amend- 
ment recognize  that  the  United  States 
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worked  with  many  Southeast  Asian 
forces  during  the  Vietnam  war,  but  our 
intent  here  is  to  only  single  out  for 
recognition  the  Vietnamese  comman- 
dos who  participated  in  a  specific  pro- 
gram, in  OPLAN  34A  and  its  prede- 
cessor, and  who  sought  under  that  pro- 
gram to  infiltrate  into  North  Vietnam, 
who  were  captured  and  who  were  incar- 
cerated in  the  process. 

In  designing  guidelines  for  proof  of 
eligibility  for  payments  under  this 
amendment,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
is  to  take  into  account  that  these 
claimants,  because  of  the  war  and  the 
incarceration,  may  not  have  complete 
documentation  proving  eligibility.  But 
it  is  our  intent  that  the  standard  of 
proof  here  be  set  low  enough  to  do  jus- 
tice in  this  situation. 

Mr.  President,  30  years  ago.  Vietnam 
presented  us  with  a  host  of  questions 
and  difficult  contradictions,  and  now  in 
this  situation,  we  find  a  new  chapter 
that  is  a  surprise  for  all  of  us.  In  many 
ways,  this  chapter  is  old  because  we 
have  always  known  through  the  cen- 
turies that  war  is  cruel.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  is  new  because,  as  Americans, 
none  of  us  have  ever  expected  that  we 
would  allow  something  to  happen  that 
purposefully  or  inadvertently  attacks 
or  diminishes  our  own  sense  of  honor. 

The  truth  is  that  we  sent  heroic  Viet- 
namese commandos  into  North  Viet- 
nam to  do  our  bidding,  risking  their 
lives  and  even  their  families'  lives,  and 
then  we  left  them  there,  denied  their 
existence,  and  walked  away  leaving 
them  to  be  imprisoned,  tortured  or 
killed. 

So  we  are  here  today  simply  to  right 
a  wrong,  to  pay  for  an  injustice  and  to 
seek  fairness  and  put  this  still  another 
disturbing  chapter  about  Vietnam  be- 
hind us. 

These  are  the  quick  facts,  and  I  will 
just  run  through  them  very,  very 
quickly. 

In  the  early  days  of  the  war,  the 
United  States  and  South  Vietnamese 
Governments  initiated  a  joint  covert 
intelligence-gathering  operation 

against  North  Vietnam,  and  recruited 
were  commandos  from  among  Viet- 
namese civilians  and  the  Armed  Forces 
of  the  Army  of  the  Republic  of  Viet- 
nam. 

The  United  States,  through  the  CIA 
and  later  through  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment, provided  training  and  funding. 
Including  salaries,  allowances,  bonuses, 
and  death  benefits.  Together,  the 
United  States  and  South  Vietnamese 
officials  determined  where  and  when 
the  commandos,  who  were  organized 
into  teams,  would  be  infiltrated  into 
North  Vietnam.  Many  were  dropped  by 
parachute,  but  some  were  inserted  by 
land  or  sea.  Some  also  conducted  coun- 
terintelligence activities  against  North 
Vietnam  and  against  Laos. 

ARES,  the  first  team,  was  inserted  in 
early  1961.  By  the  early  1970's,  there 
were  52  teams  comprising  nearly  500 


commandos  who  had  been  inserted  be- 
hind enemy  lines.  Initially,  the  mission 
was  confined  to  intelligence  gathering, 
but  subsequently  it  grew  to  include 
sabotage  and  psychological  warfare. 

From  the  very  beginning.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, it  was  clear  that  this  operation 
was  a  failure.  Recently,  declassified 
Defense  Department  documents  show 
that  the  teams  were  killed  or  captured 
very  shortly  after  landing  and  that  the 
CIA  and  the  Defense  Department, 
which  took  over  the  operation  in  early 
1964.  knew  it  at  that  time. 

It  is  now  apparent  that  the  missions 
were  compromised  and  that  Hanoi  ran 
a  counterespionage  operation  against 
us  and  our  South  Vietnamese  ally  by 
forcing  our  commandos  to  radio  back 
the  information  that  they.  Hanoi, 
wanted  us  to  hear. 

The  preponderance  of  the  evidence 
that  has  come  to  light  in  the  last  year 
leaves  little  doubt  that  the  United 
States  Government  at  that  time  con- 
tinued to  insert  Vietnamese  comman- 
dos behind  enemy  lines,  knowing  full 
well  that  it  was  sending  them  on  near 
impossible  missions  with  little  chance 
of  success. 

The  Defense  Department  then  com- 
pounded this  tragedy  by  writing  off  the 
lost  commandos  as  dead,  apparently  in 
order  to  avoid  passing  their  monthly 
salaries. 

An  example:  A  six-man  team,  called 
Attila,  was  dropped  into  Nghe  An  prov- 
ince on  April  25, 1964.  The  team  was  im- 
mediately captured.  Two  months  later 
on  July  16,  Radio  Hanoi  announced  the 
names  and  addresses  of  the  six  team 
members,  the  dates  they  were  cap- 
tured, and  the  start  of  their  trials. 

Declassified  Defense  Department  doc- 
uments indicate  that  we  knew  the 
team  had  been  captured,  but,  neverthe- 
less, by  the  beginning  of  1965,  only 
months  later,  the  Defense  Department 
had  declared  the  entire  team  dead  and 
paid  small  death  benefits  to  their  next 
of  kin.  The  process  of  declauring  the 
commandos  dead  on  paper  was  re- 
affirmed in  1969  by  the  colonel  in 
charge  of  the  operations  for  MACSOG, 
the  Military  Assistance  Command 
Studies  and  Observations  Group.  He 
said: 

We  reduced  the  number  of  dead  gradually 
by  declaring  so  many  of  them  dead  each 
month  until  we  had  written  them  all  off  and 
removed  them  from  the  monthly  pasrrolls. 

So,  Mr.  President,  after  sending  these 
men  on  these  extraordinary  missions, 
after  cutting  off  their  pay,  we  then 
committed  the  most  egregious  act  of 
all.  We  made  no  effort  to  obtain  their 
release,  along  with  the  American 
POW's,  during  the  peace  negotiations 
in  Paris.  As  a  result,  many  of  these 
brave  men,  who  fought  alongside  us  for 
the  same  cause,  sjwnt  years  in  prison, 
more  than  20  years  in  some  cases. 

After  their  release  from  prison  in  the 
1970's  or  1980's.  a  number  of  the  com- 
mandos made  their  way  to  the  United 


States.  They  are  now  seeking  acknowl- 
edgement from  our  country  for  their 
service  and  payment  from  the  U.S. 
Government  for  their  period  of  incar- 
ceration. 

In  a  lawsuit,  they  have  asked  for 
S2.000  a  year  for  an  average  of  20  years 
spent  in  captivity.  We  believe,  those  of 
us  supporting  this  amendment,  that 
the  United  States  owes  these  men  a 
debt  that  can  never  be  repaid.  We  can 
at  least  give  them  the  recognition  that 
they  deserve  and  the  small  amount  of 
compensation  that  they  were  promised 
three  decades  ago. 

Speaking  for  myself,  I  am  not  here, 
nor  do  I  think  any  of  us  are  here,  to  try 
to  point  fingers  at  people  individually, 
nor  even  to  find  scapegoats  or  scalps.  I 
do  not  think  any  purpose  is  served  by 
that.  But  we  do  want  people  to  under- 
stand what  happened  25.  30  years  ago  so 
that  it  will  not  happen  again.  We  are 
here  also  to  do  the  right  thing.  It  is 
clearly  important  not  to  compound 
judgments  that  were  wrong  25  and  30 
years  ago  with  judgments  that  are 
wrong  today.  It  would  be  wrong  to 
avoid  executing  our  responsibility 
today. 

So.  Mr.  President,  we  can  honor  their 
service  and  make  it  clear  to  those  who 
might  join  us  again  at  any  time,  now 
or  in  the  future,  in  the  struggle  for 
fi-eedom  and  democracy,  that  we  are 
big  enough  in  our  country  to  admit 
mistakes  when  they  are  made  and  to 
move  to  rectify  them,  and  that  while 
sometimes  people  may  make  mistakes, 
a  great  country  will  always  honor  and 
thank  those  who  fight  with  us  in  a 
common  cause. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  the  amend- 
ment that  we  are  offering  today  will 
help  to  provide  that  recognition,  and  I 
urge  its  adoption. 
Mr.  McCAIN  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  the 
ajnendment  requires  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  to  make  payments  to  Vietnam- 
ese nationals  who  were  trained  and 
commanded  by  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment to  fight  behind  enemy  lines 
during  the  war. 

The  amendment  purposely  creates  a 
low  standard  of  proof  to  be  met  by  the 
commandos,  and  it  is  our  intention  and 
hope  that  it  be  interpreted  liberally. 
All  that  those  men  must  prove  in  order 
to  receive  payment  for  their  services  is 
that:  First,  they  entered  North  Viet- 
nam during  the  war  under  an  operation 
called  OPLAN  34A  or  its  predecessor; 
and  second,  they  were  captured  and  in- 
carcerated by  the  Democratic  Republic 
of  Vietnam  as  a  result. 

For  approximately  7  years,  beginning 
in  1961,  the  United  States  apparently 
contracted  with  South  Vietnamese  na- 
tionals to  conduct  covert  military  op- 
erations in  North  Vietnam.  At  first 
under   the  authority  of  the  CIA  and 
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later  under  the  authority  of  the  De- 
fense Department,  hundreds  of  com- 
mandos were  sent  into  North  Vietnam, 
and  more  than  450  were  killed  or  cap- 
tured. 

Those  captured  were  convicted  of 
treason  and  remained  in  captivity  until 
1979,  when  they  began  to  be  released. 
At  a  minimum,  each  served  15  years  at 
hard  labor.  Many  of  them  suffered 
througrh  more  than  20  years  of  impris- 
onment. 

A  recently  declassified  study  done  in 
1970  by  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  which 
oversaw  the  commando  program,  indi- 
cates that  the  commandos  were  fvmded 
by  DOD  and  that  the  majority  of  them 
were  captured  alive  and  taken  prisoner 
by  North  Vietnam. 

More  recently,  only  weeks  ago.  80 
boxes  of  documents  were  discovered  in 
the  National  Archives  related  to  the 
employment  of  these  brave  men.  These 
documents,  240,000  in  total,  include 
DOD  payroll  rosters  for  the  comman- 
dos and  records  of  death  gratuities. 

To  address  this  injustice,  the  amend- 
ment provides  the  commandos  with  $20 
million  in  back  pay,  approximately 
S40,000  each.  As  the  Senator  from  Mas- 
sachusetts pointed  out.  this  amounts 
to  about  $2,000  for  each  year  each  com- 
mando spent  in  prison.  We  have  chosen 
as  the  number  of  commandos  the  out- 
side estinMite  of  500.  The  cost  may  ulti- 
mately be  as  low  as  $11  million,  but  be- 
cause the  number  of  eligible  Vietnam- 
ese veterans  may  increase  as  time  goes 
by,  we  thought  it  important  to  give  the 
Secretary  the  spending  authority  to 
meet  the  contingency  of  more  claims. 

The  administration,  until  very  re- 
cently, citing  an  1875  Supreme  Court 
case,  maintained  that  it  had  no  obliga- 
tion to  these  men  because  they  were 
employed  under  a  secret  contract.  I  am 
pleased  to  report,  however,  the  com- 
mandos now  have  the  support  of  the 
administration.  Senator  Kerry  and  I 
and  Senator  Smtth,  Senator  Robb,  and 
other  Senators  have  worked  very  close- 
ly with  the  administration  in  formulat- 
ing this  amendment. 

The  CIA  began  the  program,  but  later 
turned  it  over  to  the  Department  of 
Defense,  at  which  time  the  numbers  of 
teams  and  individuals  sent  into  North 
Vietnam  approximately  doubled.  The 
late  former  CIA  Director,  William 
Colby,  who  in  1961,  as  the  chief  of  the 
Agency's  Far  Eastern  Division,  was 
tasked  with  directing  the  commando 
program,  indicated  his  support  for  the 
conunandos'  claims  and  specifically  en- 
dorsed a  legislative  solution. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a 
letter  from  the  current  acting  CIA  Di- 
rector, George  Tenet,  also  supporting  a 
legislative  solution  to  the  problem,  and 
in  addition,  a  letter  to  me  from  John 
F.  Sommer,  Jr.,  Executive  Director  of 
the  American  Legion,  and  a  letter  to 
me  from  Paul  A.  Spera,  Commander  in 
Chief  of  the  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

CENTR.4L  INTELLIGE.NCE  AGENCY, 

Washington.  DC.  June  18, 1996. 

Hon.  ARLEN  SPECTER. 

Chairman.   Select   Committee   on   Intelligence. 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Crairman:  On  behalf  of  the  Di- 
rector, I  welcome  the  opportunity  to  provide 
our  views  with  respect  to  an  amendment  to 
provide  relief  to  those  who  have  come  to  be 
called  the  "Lost  Commandos." 

This  Administration  supports  an  amend- 
ment recognizing  the  hardships  endured  by 
those  of  the  Lost  Commandos  who  were  cap- 
tured and  incarcerated  during-  the  Vietnam 
War.  Although  many  of  our  Vietnamese  al- 
lies suffered  during  and  after  the  war.  the 
mission  of  these  Commandos  and  the  suffer- 
ing they  have  endured  set  them  apart  and 
make  them  uniquely  deserving  of  recogni- 
tion. Whether  or  not  the  mission  of  these 
Commandos  was  a  mistake  is  not  relevant  to 
our  moral  obligations  to  them  now.  The 
creed  of  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency, 
then  as  now,  is  to  protect,  defend,  and  com- 
pensate its  assets  for  the  sometimes  mortal 
risks  they  take  on  our  behalf.  That  Is  the 
only  credible  position  for  a  secret  Intel- 
ligence service  to  take  if  it  is  to  win  and 
hold  the  loyalty  of  Its  assets.  We  strongly 
believe  that.  In  the  case  of  these  commandos, 
the  United  States  Government  has  a  similar, 
morally  based  obligation. 

Congress,  not  the  courts.  Is  the  proper 
forum  for  the  recognition  of  such  an  obliga- 
tion. I  must  note  that  the  United  States 
Government  Is  currently  the  defendant  in  a 
lawsuit  brought  by  281  persons  claiming  to 
be  among  these  Lost  Commandos.  Our  posi- 
tion Is  that  their  claims  are  not  justiciable 
and  in  fact  are  in  the  wrong  forum.  Accord- 
ingly, the  Government  has  filed  a  Motion  to 
Dismiss.  Our  Motion  Is  based  in  major  part 
upon  the  principle,  first  enunciated  In  Totten 
V.  United  States,  that  an  Intelligence  service 
cannot  exist  if  its  secret  assets— actual  or 
Imagined — can  sue  it  publicly  for  money  or 
benefits.  That  principle  was  upheld  in  1988  in 
Vu  Due  Guong  v.  United  States,  an  earlier  suit 
by  an  individual  claiming  to  be  a  Lost  Com- 
mando. 

The  Totten  principle  Is  vital  to  the  ability 
of  this  Agency  to  obtain  secrets,  run  assets, 
and  conduct  operations  without  the  threat  of 
blackmail  of  public  exposure  through  law- 
suits for  money.  Underlying  that  principle  is 
the  necessity  that  CIA  administer  its  assets 
fairly  and  fulfill  Its  obligations  meticu- 
lously. This  we  do.  I  would  be  pleased  to  pro- 
vide any  appropriate  level  of  detail  on  this 
point  In  closed  session.  Underlying  the 
Totten  principle  as  well  is  the  recognition 
that  Congress,  not  the  courts,  has  oversight 
responsibility  for  the  conduct  of  our  oper- 
ations. 

I  regret  that  I  am  unable  to  provide  factual 
information  In  an  open  session  to  assist  In 
the  preparing  of  an  amendment.  Doing  so,  I 
am  advised,  could  jeopardize  the  Totten 
principle  and  Impede  the  transfer  of  this 
issue  from  the  courts  to  the  Congress,  where 
it  belongs.  Let  me  repeat,  however,  that  I  am 
pleased  to  support  legislative  relief  for  these 
brave,  deserving  men.  That  relief  will  be 
more  than  a  measure  of  their  suffering:  It 
will  be  a  measure  as  well  of  our  commitment 
to  our  former  allies. 
Sincerely, 

George  j.  Tenet, 

Acting  Director. 


The  AMERICAN  Legion, 
Washington.  DC.  June  19.  1996. 
Hon.  JOHN  McCain, 
Russell  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  McCain:  The  American  Le- 
gion most  certainly  supports  the  amendment 
to  provide  payments  to  former  South  Viet- 
namese Commandos  or  their  s»irvIvors. 
America's  obligation  to  the  commandos,  who 
were  written  off  by  our  government,  must  be 
fulfilled  to  recognize  their  honorable  service, 
their  commitment  to  the  principles  of  free- 
dom and  their  personal  sacrifices. 

History  has  shown  that  the  wages  of  war 
go  on  long  after  the  guns  are  silenced,  the 
treaties  are  signed  and  the  parades  are  over. 
This  Issue  warrants  serious  reexamination  of 
America's  national  policy  on  service  person- 
nel who  are  prlsoners-of-war  and  missing-In- 
action. If  our  government  places  young  men 
and  woman  In  harms  way,  it  has  a  moral  and 
ethical  obligation  for  the  repatriation  of 
each  and  every  one  of  them.  Equally  as  Im- 
portant Is  the  fact  the  families  of  these  mili- 
tary personnel  must  be  cared  for  by  a  grate- 
ful Nation. 

The  American  Legion  applauds  the  purpose 
of  this  amendment,  as  it  reflects  a  good-faith 
effort  to  recognize  the  sacrifices  of  our 
former  allies.  However,  nothing  can  erase 
this  terrible  chapter  of  the  Vietnam  War.  We 
trust  there  are  lessons  learned  from  this 
travesty  of  justice. 
Sincerely, 

John  F.  Sommer.  Jr.. 

Executive  Director. 

Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars 

OF  THE  UNFTED  STATES. 

Washington.  DC.  June  19, 1996. 
Hon.  John  McCain, 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Senator  McCain:  I  am  writing  in 
support  of  your  amendment  to  the  National 
Defense  Authorization  Act  seeking  back  pay 
for  Vietnamese  commandos  captured  and  In- 
terned by  the  Vietnamese. 

We  believe,  as  you  do,  that  these  Vietnam- 
ese who  performed  dangerous  and  covert  op- 
erations as  part  of  our  secret  war  In  Indo- 
china and  who  suffered  as  a  consequence  of 
these  operations  should  be  recomp)ensed  for 
their  service  and  sacrifice. 

For  too  long,  these  brave  men,  once  de- 
clared dead  by  our  Government,  lived  in 
Umbo,  unrecognized  for  their  achievements 
and  their  hardships. 

Now  we  find  out  that  our  own  Government, 
knowing  they  were  In  captivity,  systemati- 
cally wrote  them  off  as  dead  In  order  to 
avoid  paying  them  their  salaries.  In  good 
conscience,  we  believe  this  was  wrong  and 
strongly  support  your  amendment  to  provide 
back  pay  to  these  brave  men. 

Please  advise  your  colleagues  In  the  Sen- 
ate of  our  strong  support  for  the  Kerry- 
McCain  Amendment. 
Sincerely, 

Paul  A.  Spera. 
Commander-in-Chief. 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  I  point  out,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  amendment  has  the  support 
of  the  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars  and 
the  American  Legion. 

All  of  the  details  and  legalities  aside, 
one  thing  is  clear;  these  men  sacrificed 
for  a  cause,  the  same  cause  for  which 
all  veterans  of  the  Vietnam  war  sac- 
rificed—a free  Vietnam.  And  they  suf- 
fered horribly  for  their  commitment. 
For  many  years  United  States  immi- 
gration piolicy  has  provided  programs 
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which  ease  the  process  for  those  Viet- 
namese associated  with  the  United 
States  war  effort.  We  do  so  because  it 
is  our  obligation  to  our  wartime  allies. 
All  that  the  cosponsors  of  this  amend- 
ment are  asking  is  that  we  similarly 
honor  the  full  extent  of  our  obligations 
to  the  commandos  and  correct  this 
gross  injustice. 

One  of  the  commandos  is  quoted  in 
Saturday's  New  York  Times  as  saying. 
"They  didn't  want  to  remember  xis  be- 
cause we  represent  the  failure  of  the 
United  States  in  Vietnam."  I  have  al- 
ways made  the  case  that  as  a  nation, 
and  as  individuals,  we  must  put  the 
Vietnam  war  behind  us.  To  continue  to 
deny  the  service  of  these  men  is  not 
the  way  to  do  it. 

I  also  strongly  subscribe  to  the  words 
of  President  Reagan  who  said  it  as  suc- 
cinctly and  coherently  as  possible 
when  he  stated  that:  "The  Vietnam 
veterans  who  served,  served  in  a  noble 
cause."  I  repeat,  'a  noble  cause."  as 
did  these  South  Vietnamese  comman- 
dos. 

Mr.  President,  we  send  a  bright  sig- 
nal by  passing  this  legislation  today: 
The  United  States  of  America  lives  up 
to  its  agreements  with  its  friends  be- 
cause it  is  a  nation  of  honor  and  a  na- 
tion of  laws. 

Mr.  President,  I  strongly  urge  the 
adoption  of  this  amendment.  I  yield 
the  floor. 

Mr.  ROBB  addressed  the  Chafr. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Virginia. 

Mr.  ROBB.  Mr.  President.  I  am  very 
pleased  to  join  with  my  colleagues  in 
cosponsoring  this  particular  amend- 
ment. The  case  for  support  has  been 
eloquently  stated  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Massachusetts,  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Arizona,  and 
could  be  made  by  others.  I  will  not  re- 
peat it. 

I  will  simply  say  that  what  was  done 
in  the  name  of  the  United  States  in  the 
instance  of  these  particular  comman- 
dos is  appalling  and  unconscionable. 
This  is  clearly  the  right  thing  to  do  to 
atone  for  the  actions  that  were  taken 
some  time  ago  and  without  the  knowl- 
edge of  apparently  very  many  people  in 
the  Government  at  that  particular 
time.  In  any  event.  I  applaud  my  col- 
leagues for  taking  this  particular  ac- 
tion. 

amendment  no.  4052 

Mr.  ROBB.  Mr.  President,  while  I 
have  the  floor  for  just  one  moment,  the 
last  amendment  that  was  debated,  and 
on  which  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  which  was  temporarily  set 
aside  for  a  vote  at  2:15,  I  would  like  to 
just  say — as  I  was  prepared  to  say  at 
that  time,  but  could  not— that  I  am  a 
cosponsor  of  that  particular  amend- 
ment. I  reiterate  for  my  colleagues, 
particularly  on  this  side  of  the  aisle 
who  may  not  have  heard  the  argu- 
ments, this  is  simply  a  sense-of-the- 
Senate  resolution  which  is  attempting 


to  deal  with  a  very  difficult  problem 
here  in  the  Nation's  Capital. 

It  does  not  direct  the  President  or 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  the 
Secret  Service  to  do  anything.  It  is  a 
sense-of-the-Senate  resolution  that 
asks  them,  in  effect,  to  work  together 
to  try  to  solve  the  problem.  I  hope  my 
colleagues  will  join  in  this  case  in  op- 
posing the  motion  to  table  when  we 
vote  on  it  at  2:15. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  would  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  yield  for  a  ques- 
tion? 

Mr.  ROBB.  Mr.  President,  I  am  happy 
to  yield  to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  I  say  to  my 
friend,  it  is  a  sense  of  the  Senate  that 
the  President  should  direct,  and  lists  a 
number  of  people. 

Mr.  ROBB.  Mr.  President,  I  respond 
to  my  friend  that  it  is  a  sense  of  the 
Senate.  We  are  simply  expressing  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  that  is  what 
we  hope  the  President  will  do  in  that 
particular  instance.  It  is  not  statutory. 
It  does  not  reqmre  that  particular  ac- 
tion. 

I  might  also  say,  Mr.  President,  when 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota initially  drafted  the  particular 
piece  of  legislation  and  sent  it  to  my 
offlce,  there  was  some  language  I  felt 
could  easily  be  interpreted  as  partisan 
in  nature.  I  did  not  think  it  was  appro- 
priate. I  asked  him  if  he  would  be  will- 
ing to  make  some  concessions  in  that 
regard,  which  he  was  kind  enough  to 
do,  so  we  would  approach  it  on  a  bipar- 
tisan basis  and  attempt  to  deal  with 
the  problem  in  a  way  that  involved  the 
various  agencies  of  Government  that 
have  some  responsibility  for  this  par- 
ticular action. 

Again,  I  agree  wholeheartedly  with 
my  distinguished  friend  from  Nevada 
that  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate  is  not 
the  place  to  debate  or  make  a  decision. 
This  is  simply  a  request  to  go  through 
the  kinds  of  procedures  that  I  think 
will  lead  to  a  proper  decision. 

More  importantly,  this  is  the  best  so- 
lution to  this  particular  problem.  No 
one  wants  to  place  either  the  First 
Family  of  the  United  States  or  others 
in  particular  jeopardy.  I  agree  with  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  that  any  in- 
clusion of  some  of  the  additional  street 
closings  would  also  be  appropriate  for 
study  and  consideration. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  a  letter 
from  the  president  of  the  U.S.  Chamber 
of  Commerce  be  printed  in  the  Record 
as  part  of  that  debate. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Chamber  of  commerce  of  the 
Untted  States  of  America. 
Washington,  DC.  June  19. 1996. 

MEMBERS    OF   THE    U.S.    SENATE:    The    U.S. 

Chamber  of  Commerce — the  world's  largest 
business  federation,  representing  215.000 
businesses.  3.000  state  and  local  chambers  of 
commerce.  1,200  trade  and  professional  asso- 
ciations, and  76  American  chambers  of  com- 


merce abroad — urges  your  support  for  Sen- 
ator Rod  Grams'  resolution  calling  for  the 
reopening  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  which 
will  appear  as  an  amendment  to  the  Defense 
Appropriations  Bill  for  Fy97. 

A  little  over  a  year  ago,  Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue was  closed  between  15th  and  17th 
Streets.  The  U.S.  Secret  Service  requested 
this  action  be  taken  following  the  bombing 
of  the  Murah  Federal  Building  in  Oklahoma 
City.  At  the  time,  it  was  said  to  be  a  tem- 
porary measure.  Interestingly,  two  former 
presidents — Gerald  Ford  and  Jimmy  Carter- 
have  said  the  closure  was  requested  during 
their  presidencies  as  well,  but  was  rejected. 
The  National  Park  Service  has  since  released 
a  plan  to  turn  the  "temporarily"  closed  por- 
tion of  Pennsylvania  Avenue  into  part  of  La- 
fayette Park  at  a  cost  of  M5  million.  The 
U.S.  Chamber  does  not  feel  this  Is  an  expense 
that  should  be  spent  on  a  "temporary  solu- 
tion." Furthermore,  an  unfair  burden  of  eco- 
nomic loss  and  traffic  congestion  has  been 
placed  on  the  local  residents  of  the  park  and 
this  city  without  appropriate  consultation. 

The  U.S.  Chamber  of  Commerce  has  been  a 
resident  of  historic  Lafayette  Park  since 
1924.  Now  with  H  Street  a  main  east'west 
thoroughfare,  the  northern  boundary  of  the 
park  has  been  damaged.  This  boundary  is 
represented  by  historic  buildings  such  as  the 
Decatur  House.  St  Johns  Church,  the  Madi- 
son House,  and  the  Hay-Adams  Hotel. 

The  closure  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue  has 
taken  away  one  of  the  main  symbols  of  de- 
mocracy and  American  freedom.  While  the 
President's  safety  Is  of  the  utmost  Impor- 
tance, according  to  security  experts  the  clo- 
sure of  Pennsylvania  Avenue  does  not  make 
the  White  House  complex  significantly  more 
secure.  It  will,  however,  result  in  having  one 
of  our  symbols  of  freedom  and  democracy  be- 
come more  distant  from  the  people.  We  have 
allowed  fear  to  dictate  our  actions.  Return- 
ing Pennsylvania  Avenue  to  the  people  will 
restore  the  freedom  for  which  it  stands. 

Now.  with  the  June  28th  deadline  ap- 
proaching for  public  comment  on  the  pro- 
posed closure,  we  must  work  together  to  give 
Pennsylvania  Avenue  back  to  the  iwople.  We 
urge  you  to  supi>ort  this  amendment. 
Sincerely. 

Richard  L.  Lesher 

AME.NDMENT  NO.  «l&5 

Mr.  ROBB.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
understanding  with  respect  to  the 
amendment  before  the  Senate,  there  is 
no  objection  from  either  side.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Hampshire  may  wish  to 
comment.  If  he  does  not.  I  ask  that  the 
Senate  proceed  to  take  action  on  that 
amendment  by  voice  vote  at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Hampshire,  Mr.  SMITH, 
is  recognized. 

Mr.  SMITH.  There  is  no  objection  on 
this  side,  and  we  have  no  objection  to 
voice  voting.  I  do  have  a  few  remarks  I 
will  make.  Subsequent  to  that,  we  can 
proceed  to  do  that. 

Prioi*  to  that,  Mr.  President,  in  re- 
gard to  the  previous  unanimous  con- 
sent for  a  vote  at  2:15,  there  are  some 
Members  who  apparently  are  tied  up  at 
a  White  House  meeting.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  vote  which  was 
previously  scheduled  for  2:15  now  occur 
at  2:30  today. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection;  it  is  so  ordered. 
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Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  join  the  Senator  from  Mas- 
sachusetts. Senator  Kerry,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Nebraska.  Senator  KERREY, 
and  the  Senator  from  Arizona,  Mr. 
McCain,  in  offering  this  amendment.  It 
is  an  aunendment  that  needs  to  be  of- 
fered. It  is  one  of  those  very  painful 
chapters  in  American  history  that  oc- 
casionally we  have  to  deal  with.  It  is  a 
great  tribute,  I  think,  to  America  that 
when  we  find  a  wrong,  that  we  do  have 
the  capacity  to  admit  that  wrong  and 
to  right  it. 

Over  35  years  ago,  the  United  States 
Government  asked  the  Republic  of 
Vietnam  to  provide  some  South  Viet- 
namese military  personnel  for  special 
comnumdo  missions  into  North  Viet- 
nam. The  best  figures  that  we  have, 
and  there  is  some  variation  here,  but 
approximately  350  of  these  commandos 
were  trained  by  U.S.  Government  agen- 
cies. 

They  were  inserted  Into  North  Viet- 
nam by  our  military  forces,  and.  as  has 
already  been  said,  they  were  captured 
by  the  Communist  forces  and  forced  to 
spend  the  next  20  to  30  years  in  reedu- 
cation camps.  The  term  "reeducation 
camp"  does  not  really,  Mr.  President, 
accurately  define  what  exactly  these 
men  went  through.  We  know  they  were 
tortured.  So  reeducation  is  hardly  the 
correct  word. 

For  the  record,  Mr.  President,  it  is 
clear  that  these  commandos  knew  what 
they  were  doing.  They  knew  they  were 
taking  great  risks.  Indeed,  nmny  of 
their  fellow  comrades  died  during  these 
very  operations,  and  some  died  after 
the  missions  while  they  were  in  North 
Vietnam.  They  also  knew  what  was  at 
stake  with  the  Communist  aggression 
if  we  did  not  contain  the  Communist 
aggression  in  Southeast  Asia. 

More  importantly,  the  United  States 
certainly  was  aware  of  the  dangers  in- 
volved with  these  missions.  That  is 
why  I  believe  a  solemn  conunitment 
was  made  to  these  commandos  and 
their  families  that  they  would  be  com- 
pensated for  the  sacrifices  they  made. 

It  is  interesting,  these  Vietnamese 
worked  for  the  CIA  and  the  United 
States  military  in,  basically,  a  doomed 
effort  to  infiltrate  North  Vietnam  be- 
tween 1961  and  1969.  They  were  dropped 
behind  enemy  lines  by  parachute.  Some 
secretly  swam  ashore  after  being  taken 
there  in  speedboats,  and  then  they 
were  captured. 

It  is  clear  that  as  we  stand  here  now, 
the  United  States  has  yet  to  live  up  to 
that  commitment  that  was  made  to 
these  South  Vietnamese  commandos  in 
the  1960's.  In  ijolnt  of  fact,  a  cold  and 
uncaring  bureaucracy  was  allowed  to 
write  these  men  off.  literally,  as  dead 
three  decades  ago.  even  though  there 
was  convincing  evidence  that  many 
had  been  captured.  To  put  it  bluntly, 
their  families  were  told  they  were  dead 
when,  in  fact,  they  were  alive. 

It  is  a  documented  historical  fact 
that  in  1969.  in  then  secret  testimony 


before  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  a  DOD 
official  stated:  "We  reduced  the  num- 
ber of  conmiandos  on  the  payroll 
gradually  by  declaring  so  many  of 
them  dead  each  month  until  we  had 
written  them  all  off  and  removed  them 
from  the  monthly  payroll." 

It  is  really  bizarre  to  think  these 
kinds  of  things  do  happen  in  our  Gov- 
ernment, but.  as  I  said  earlier,  the  fact 
that  we  right  these  wrongs  is  perhaps  a 
better  comment  about  what  America  is 
like.  The  families  were  paid  a  very 
small  token  of  death  gratuity,  and  that 
was  it.  Knowing  these  men  were  alive, 
the  DOD  official  told  the  Joint  Chiefs 
of  Staff  that  we  were  writing  them  off 
as  dead,  and  the  widows  and  surviving 
family  members  were  paid  a  small  sti- 
pend and  then  informed  that  these  peo- 
ple were  dead  when,  in  fact,  we  knew 
they  were  not. 

The  majority  of  those  men  had  put 
their  lives  on  the  line  for  the  United 
States'  national  interests.  They  were 
not  Americans,  but  they  put  their  lives 
on  the  line  for  America,  and  they  were 
shackled  in  North  Vietnamese  prisons, 
and  our  Government  knew  it  and  our 
Government  never  told  the  families. 

The  amendment  that  my  colleagues 
are  offering  today,  along  with  me.  will 
authorize  back  pay,  very  simply,  for 
the  men  who  participated  in  these  dar- 
ing missions.  It  is  a  bit  late,  for  sure, 
but  it  comes  out  to  about  S2,000  per 
commando  for  each  year  spent  in  North 
Vietnamese  prisons.  It  is  the  least  we 
can  do. 

I  note  as  a  comparison  that  our  dis- 
tinguished colleague  from  Arizona  and 
many  others  who  were  captured  by  the 
North  Vietnamese  and  imprisoned  and 
tortured,  they  received  full  pay.  as 
they  should  have,  during  the  time  they 
were  in  Communist  activity.  So  there 
is  certainly  a  well-established  prece- 
dent for  this  amendment.  There  Is 
nothing  dramatic  about  it.  It  is  just 
the  right  thing  to  do. 

Let  me  also  point  out  after  a  year  of 
fighting  this  case  in  U.S.  claims  court, 
the  administration  has  decided  that 
granting  this  back  pay  to  these  com- 
mandos is  the  right  thing  to  do.  I  think 
we  should  give  credit  to  National  Secu- 
rity Adviser  Tony  Lake,  because  he  has 
been  very  supportive  and  very  helpful 
in  getting  this  done. 

I  think  that  the  tragedy  which  befell 
these  commandos  was  only  made  worse 
by  the  initial  attitude  of  the  Justice 
Department  and  DOD  and  the  CIA  in 
the  claims  court.  Again,  we  had  to  drag 
them  kicking  and  screaming  in  to  right 
the  wrong,  but  the  wrong  is  righted.  I 
commend,  again.  Tony  Lake  for  revers- 
ing this  attitude  and  coming  out  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 

Finally.  Mr.  President,  as  we  con- 
tinue to  seek  answers  about  the  fate  of 
our  own  missing  American  servicemen 
from  the  Vietnam  war.  I  think  it  is  im- 
perative for  the  administration  to  as- 
sure that  each  of  these  South  Vietnam- 


ese commandos  has  been  interviewed 
for  any  information  they  might  possess 
on  any  missing  American,  dead  or 
alive.  This  is  very  important.  Some  of 
these  men  have  been  in  prison  in  North 
Vietnam  for  20  years.  Wlio  knows  what 
they  might  know.  They  all  should  be 
debriefed  thoroughly.  This  would  in- 
clude making  arrangements  to  speak 
to  all  of  them  who  are  reportedly  still 
in  Vietnam  awaiting  approval  for  de- 
parture to  the  United  States. 

Let  me  commend  my  colleagues, 
again,  who  served  with  me  on  the  Sen- 
ate committee  in  1992,  including  the 
Senator  from  Virginia,  who  is  here  on 
the  floor,  for  working  with  me  on  this 
amendment.  We  were  all  concerned 
when  we  saw  the  news  accounts,  and  we 
were  all  committed  to  doing  something 
about  it.  We  reacted  quickly.  I  ajn 
proud  to  be  an  original  cosponsor.  and 
I  urge  all  of  my  colleagues  to  support 
it. 

Mr.  President.  I  might  say  that  there 
is  no  one  on  our  side  that  I  know  of 
who  wishes  to  speak  on  the  amend- 
ment. I  yield  to  the  Senator  firom  Vir- 
ginia to  move  the  amendment. 

Mr.  ROBB.  I  know  of  no  one  else  who 
has  requested  an  opportunity  to  speak 
on  this  amendment.  I.  therefore,  urge 
adoption  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  debate  on  the  amendment? 

The  question  is  on  agrreeing  to  the 
amendment. 

The  amendment  (No.  4055)  was  agreed 
to.  

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  ROBB.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  REID  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada,  Mr.  Reid,  is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  what  is  the 
order  of  business  now  before  the  Sen- 
ate? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Grams  amend- 
ment has  been  postponed  until  2:30. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4052 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President.  I  will  give 
some  general  statements.  We  have  been 
cadled  upon  to  vote  on  a  motion  to 
table  at  2:30  today.  There  being  no 
other  business  here  on  the  Senate 
floor.  I  will  talk  a  little  bit  about  that 
amendment  and  the  motion  to  table 
that  sense-of-the-Senate  resolution. 

Mr.  President,  it  seems  unusual  to 
me  that,  with  all  the  many  problems 
we  have  in  America  today — and  there 
are  significant  problems— such  as  mini- 
mum \/age,  problems  dealing  with 
health  care  reform,  significant  prob- 
lems dealing  with  the  environment,  we 
are  here  today  talking  about  a  block  of 
Pennsylvania  Avenue. 

The  loudest  complaints  we  hear 
about     Pennsylvania     Avenue     being 
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blocked  off  for  the  security  of  the  peo- 
ple that  live  in,  work  in.  and  visit  the 
White  House,  come  from  lobbyists. 
Most  of  the  lobbyist  offices  are  down- 
town, on  the  18th  Street  corridor,  down 
that  way.  It  makes  it  difficult  for  them 
to  travel  back  and  forth.  It  is  very  dif- 
ficult for  many  of  them  to  maneuver 
their  limousines  through  some  of  the 
small,  closely  packed  District  of  Co- 
lumbia streets  with  the  big  pot  holes. 
But  that  is  not  what  we  should  be  de- 
bating here. 

We  should  be  talking  about  whether 
or  not.  if  someone  has  health  insurance 
and  they  leave  a  job.  they  can  take  it 
with  them,  or  whether  or  not  someone 
who  has  a  son  or  a  daughter  with  a  pre- 
existing condition,  when  they  graduate 
from  college,  can  they  still  get  insur- 
ance someplaice.  or  someone  is  injured 
on  a  job  and,  for  whatever  reason,  loses 
that  job  and  now  wants  to  get  insur- 
ance for  them  and  their  family.  Under 
present  conditions,  most  times  they 
cannot  do  that  because  of  preexisting 
condition  restrictions  that  insurance 
companies  place  on  obtaining  insur- 
ance. I  have  spoken  to  people  in  the  in- 
surance industry.  They  are  hoping  that 
this  is  debated  to  a  finality  and  that 
there  is  a  decision  made. 

So  I  hope  the  motion  to  table  is 
agreed  to.  If  it  is  not.  there  is  going  to 
be  a  series  of  amendments  offered  to 
improve  the  amendment  that  is  now 
before  the  body. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  break  that  we 
have  had.  I  went  back  to  the  cloak- 
room and  received  a  call  fi-om  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury.  The  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury,  who  is  head  of  the  Se- 
cret Service,  wanted  me  to  inform  the 
U.S.  Senate — and  these  are  his  words, 
not  mine — that  "It  is  imperative  that 
that  street  remain  blocked  off." 

We  cannot  be  sending  a  message  to 
terrorists  around  the  world,  or  to  any- 
one else,  that  we  are  going  to  ease  up 
on  our  security.  I  served  for  several 
terms  as  chairman  of  th^  Legislative 
Branch  Appropriations  Committee, 
where  we  funded  the  Capitol  Police 
force.  We  had  hearings  on  their  impor- 
tant duties  and  how  they  have  changed 
as  a  result  of  international  terrorism. 

Mr.  President,  we  all  know  how 
weaponry  has  changed.  No  one  now 
needs  to  drive  a  tank  next  to  the  White 
House  to  blow  it  up,  or  on  Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue.  You  can  have  a  vehicle 
loaded  with  plastic  explosives  that 
would  blow  up  the  White  House.  This  is 
an  issue  that  we  should  not  be  involved 
in. 

It  is  difficult  for  me  to  understand, 
with  all  of  the  priorities  we  have,  how 
we  can  be  debating  for  the  people  of 
Nevada  whether  or  not  a  block  of  Penn- 
sylvania Avenue  should  be  closed. 
What  I  would  like  to  be  talking  about 
is  minimum  wage,  as  an  example.  Mini- 
mum wage,  as  you  know,  is  not  just  for 
teenagers  flipping  hamburgers  at 
McDonald's.  The  f^t  of  the  matter  is 


that  60  percent  of  the  people  who  draw 
minimum  wage  are  women,  and  for  40 
percent  of  those  women,  that  is  the 
only  money  they  get  for  their  families. 
That  is  one  of  the  issues  we  should  be 
talking  about. 

There  is  talk  that  the  Treasury  De- 
partment decision  to  close  Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue  in  front  of  the  WTiite 
House  was  nothing  more  than  a  knee- 
jerk  reaction  to  fear.  Well,  the  fact  is, 
it  was  done  under  very  strong  consulta- 
tion. And.  also,  Mr.  President,  what  we 
have  to  appreciate  is  that  the  Treasury 
Department  came  to  Capitol  Hill  and 
briefed  the  leadership  of  both  the  Sen- 
ate and  the  House,  the  Republican  and 
Democratic  leadership,  and  told  them 
what  they  were  going  to  do.  There  was 
no  objection  from  any  of  the  leader- 
ship. 

I  also  say  that  we  have  to  understand 
that  any  Member  of  the  U.S.  Senate 
can  have  a  briefing.  If  they  had  a  brief- 
ing, I  am  sure  they  would  be  enlight- 
ened as  to  how  little  it  takes  to  do  a 
lot  of  damage.  For  us  to  stand  on  the 
Senate  floor  and  say.  well,  this  resolu- 
tion really  is  only  a  sense-of-the-Sen- 
ate resolution,  it  does  not  mean  any- 
thing. I  respectfully  suggest  that  it 
does  mean  something.  The  U.S.  Senate 
is  going  on  record  and  saying  it  is  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  President 
should  direct  the  Secret  Service  to  de- 
velop a  plan  for  the  permanent  reopen- 
ing of  vehicular  traffic  on  Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue  in  front  of  the  White 
House.  That  is  about  as  direct  as  you 
can  get  and  about  as  assertive  as  you 
can  get.  I  think  it  is  wrong  that  we 
would  even  consider  doing  something 
like  that. 

Mr.  President,  in  fact,  earlier  this 
month,  the  directors  of  the  U.S.  Secret 
Service  stated,  the  Secret  Service  "re- 
mains steadfast  in  its  belief  that  the 
threat  to  the  White  House  complex  by 
explosive-laden  vehicles  is  genuine,  and 
that  griven  an  opportunity,  an  attack 
will  occur." 

That  is  about  as  direct  as  you  can 
get,  Mr.  President.  The  Secret  Service 
"remains  stea4fsist  in  its  belief  that 
the  threat  to  the  White  House  complex 
by  explosive-laden  vehicles  is  genuine, 
and  that  given  the  opportunity,  an  at- 
tack will  occur."  That  is  not  some  kind 
of  bureaucratic  jargon  where  you  have 
to  read  between  the  lines.  It  is  direct 
and  to  the  point. 

The  avenue  in  front  of  the  White 
House  should  be  closed  to  vehicular 
traffic.  The  decision  to  close  Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue  was.  in  part,  based  on  the 
recommendation  of  the  Advisory  Com- 
mittee of  the  White  House  Security 
and  Review,  a  nonpartisan  distin- 
guished panel  of  experts.  The  commit- 
tee was  impaneled  following  several  se- 
curity incidents  at  the  White  House, 
most  notable  being  the  air  crash  on  the 
south  grounds. 

Do  not  forget,  also,  colleagues  and 
Mr.  President,  that  the  White  House 


was  sprayed  with  gunfire  within  the 
past  year.  Someone  came  to  the  front 
of  the  White  House  and  Pennsylvania 
Avenue  and  simply  sprayed  the  \Miite 
House  with  gunfire.  This  was  not  a 
knee-jerk  reaction.  The  recommenda- 
tion was  based  on  a  thorough  technical 
analysis.  Concerns  about  the  vulner- 
ability of  the  White  House  were  height- 
ened by  the  truck  bombing  of  the  U.S. 
Marine  barracks  in  Beirut — we  all  re- 
member that — and  confirmed  by  the 
bombings  of  the  World  Trade  Center  in 
New  York  and  the  Murrah  Federal 
Building  in  Oklahoma  City.  It  was  only 
about  2  weeks  after  the  White  House 
wais  closed  and  Pennsylvania  Avenue 
was  closed  to  vehicular  traffic  that  the 
Federal  building  in  Oklahoma  City  was 
destroyed  and  140  people  were  killed. 

So  we  have  heard  it  from  the  head  of 
the  Secret  Service.  We  have  heard  it 
from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
and  his  words  I  repeat.  "It  is  impera- 
tive that  the  area  be  closed." 

On  this  defense  bill  we  are  dealing 
with  billions  and  billions  of  dollars  of 
taxpayers'  money  that  will  be  spent 
during  this  next  year  for  the  security 
of  this  Nation,  and  hopefully  the  peace 
and  security  of  the  rest  of  the  world — 
very  important,  weighty  issues.  I  per- 
sonally, respectfully  suggest  that  our 
talking  about  a  block  of  Pennsylvania 
Avenue  closed  to  vehicular  traffic  that 
has  caused  some  inconvenience  to  lob- 
byists and  some  of  the  people  trying  to 
get  home  at  night  should  not  be  what 
we  are  spending  our  time  about  here.  I 
believe  we  should  be  talking  about 
doing  a  better  job  of  balancing  the 
budget.  I  think  we  should  be  talking 
about  doing  something  about  the  deliv- 
ery of  health  care  to  the  people  across 
America.  I  think  we  should  be  talking 
about  doing  something  to  make  sure 
that  we  have  clean  air  and  clean  water, 
and  that  our  cities  are  areas  where 
there  is  job  growth  rather  than  job 
drought.  We  talk  about  the  drought 
happening  all  across  the  United  States. 
We  have  had  a  drought  of  jobs.  We  need 
to  get  involved. 

I  do  not  think  we  should  be  worrying 
about  Pennsylvania  Avenue.  I  think  we 
should  leave  that  to  the  experts.  I  do 
not  believe  we  should  be  micromanag- 
ing  what  the  Secret  Service  sajrs. 

The  gMiex^  scheme  of  things,  it 
seems  to  me.  is  that  we  should  not  be 
concerned  about  a  block  of  sidewalk 
when  we  should  be  talking  about  mini- 
mum wage,  welfare  reform,  and  health 
care  reform.  We  could  come  on  the 
Senate  floor  and  talk  about  some  of 
the  good  things  that  are  happening. 
There  are  good  things  happening,  too. 
It  is  not  all  bleak.  It  will  be  the  fourth 
year  in  a  row  where  we  have  had  de- 
clining deficits— not  declining  enough 
in  my  mind  and  in  the  minds  of  others. 
But  for  the  fourth  year  in  a  row,  we 
have  had  declining  deficits. 

For  the  first  time  since  the  Civil  War 
years,  we  have  had  4  years  in  a  row  of 
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declining-  deficits,  and  the  lowest  un- 
employment and  the  lowest  inflation  in 
some  40  years.  Job  creation:  Over  9  mil- 
lion jobs,  and  60  percent  of  them  are 
high-wage  jobs.  We  are  doing  some 
good  things.  We  should  be  talking 
about  that  rather  than  the  sidewzilk  in 
front  of  the  White  House  that  is  the 
travel  route  for  the  lobbyists  in  their 
limousines. 

If  I  thought  in  good  faith  that  we  are 
going  to  have  a  sense-of-the-Senate 
resolution  directing  the  President  to 
open  Pennsylvania  Avenue  to  vehicular 
traffic,  should  we  not  at  le£LSt  say  that 
we  should  be  letting  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  and  the  Secret  Service 
tell  us  that  it  protects  the  people  who 
live  in  the  White  House  and  who  work 
in  the  White  House? 

We  have  problems  with  welfare.  If 
there  is  an  issue  that  the  people  in  Ne- 
vada would  like  to  hear  some  conversa- 
tion about  here  on  the  Senate  floor,  it 
should  be  welfare  reform.  I  cannot 
g\iarantee  the  viewing  audience  much, 
but  I  can  guarantee  that  the  viewing 
audience  would  rather  we  were  talking 
about  welfare  reform  than  whether  or 
not  the  street  in  front  of  the  White 
House  is  closed. 

What  about  Medicare?  We  know  that 
Medicare  is  something  that  we  should 
be  talking  about  here.  And  Medicaid  we 
need  to  talk  about. 

So  I  hope  that  my  colleagues  will  see 
this  sense-of-the-Senate  resolution  for 
what  I  respectfully  suggest  it  is.  It  is 
something  that  we  should  not  be  in- 
volved in.  Whether  or  not  the  White 
House  is  secure  or  not  caimot  be  de- 
cided here  on  the  Senate  floor. 

I  heard  an  astounding  remark  from 
the  question  I  asked  of  my  colleague. 
"Well,  we  are  going  to  hold  hearings 
later."  Well,  I  have  served  in  legisla- 
tive bodies  for  many  years  in  my  life.  I 
believe  we  should  hold  the  hearings 
first  and  then  do  our  voting  later. 
There  are  ways  we  can  determine  if,  in 
fact,  the  vehicular  traffic  in  front  of 
the  White  House  should  be  cut  out. 

On  this  east  front  of  the  Capitol  of 
the  United  States,  when  the  Presiding 
Officer  and  I  came  to  Washington,  as 
you  will  remember,  this  was  a  parking 
lot.  Hundreds  and  hundreds  of  cars 
were  parked  out  here.  Because  of  secu- 
rity threats,  those  cars  were  elimi- 
nated. 

What  are  we  going  to  do  out  here?  We 
are  going  to  build  a  beautiful  mall.  We 
are  going  to  have  a  visitors  center 
where  people  who  come  and  wjmt  to 
visit  the  Capitol  do  not  have  to  do  it  in 
the  blaring  sun  with  the  humidity  of 
the  summertime  in  Washington  or  the 
terrible  winters  we  have  here  on  occa- 
sion. But  we  will  have  a  visitors  center 
where  people  can  come  in  out  of  the 
elements  and  come  in  order  into  the 
Capitol,  one  of  the  most  sought  after 
places  in  America.  That  is  the  same 
thing  they  are  basically  going  to  do  at 
the  White  House.  As  indicated,  there 


are  institutions  which  aire  now  study- 
ing the  best  way  to  do  that. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  when  this  mat- 
ter is  voted  on  at  2:30  that  my  col- 
leagues will  support  the  motion  to 
table.  This  should  not  be  a  partisan 
issue.  The  security  of  the  White  House 
and  the  Capitol  complex  should  not  be 
a  part  of  this  issue.  We  should,  on  a  bi- 
partisan basis,  vote  to  table  this  sense- 
of-the-Senate  resolution,  which  I  think 
is  ill-placed,  ill-timed,  and  really  some- 
thing that  we  should  not  be  debating 
here.  I  believe  this  is  something  that 
should  be  done  in  the  security  offices 
throughout  this  Govenmient.  I  think 
the  two  intelligence  committees  of  the 
House  and  Senate  can  give  us  all  the 
vision  as  to  why  it  is  important  that 
we  have  security. 

I  think  on  this  defense  bill  we  should 
get  to  the  many  issues  that  are  now 
going  to  take  up  days  of  our  time.  The 
ranking  member  of  the  full  committee 
indicated  in  the  meetings  that  we  had 
yesterday  that  we  are  going  to  have  a 
very  hard  time  with  the  schedule  that 
is  now  before  us  to  complete  this  bill 
next  week.  I  am  paraphrasing  what  he 
said.  But  it  is  going  to  be  almost  im- 
possible to  finish  this  bill  within  the 
next  day  or  two. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  we  will 
join  together,  join  hands  and  table  this 
sense-of-the-Senate  resolution.  If  we  do 
not.  then  the  Senator  from  Nevada — 
and  I  am  sure  others — will  offer  amend- 
ments to.  in  effect,  not  let  the  U.S. 
Senate  micromanage  what  the  Secret 
Service  and  the  Capitol  Police  do,  and 
put  us  back  in  the  business  we  should 
be  in — and  that  is  legislation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
seeks  recognition? 

Mr.  GRAMS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota  is  recognized. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  just 
want  to  take  a  couple  minutes  to  talk 
a  little  bit  about  the  pending  vote  com- 
ing up  and  that  is  on  the  question  of 
Pennsylvania  Avenue.  I  know  and  I 
agree  with  my  colleague  from  Nevada 
that  there  are  many,  many  important 
issues  before  the  Senate  and  that  we 
could  debate  them  if  we  had  the  oppor- 
tunity. Many  of  those  issues  have  been 
brought  to  the  floor,  and  we  have  never 
had  the  opportunity  to  debate  those. 
But  that  does  not  take  away  from  the 
question  that  we  have  at  hand,  or  the 
issue  that  we  are  facing. 

I  know  there  is  a  concern  about 
whether  there  has  been  hearings  held 
or  whether  we  should  wait  for  hearings. 
I  shoixld  like  to  remind  my  colleague 
from  Nevada  and  others  that  the  House 
has  already  held  an  entire  day  of  hear- 
ings, having  witnesses  from  all  sides  of 
this  issue.  And  what  came  out  of  those 
hearings  already  was  an  overwhelming 
support  for  this  amendment,  and  that 
is  just  to  ask  the  President  to  reopen 
Pennsylvajiia  Avenue. 

Now,  the  committee  chairman  in  the 
Senate  has  also  said  that  he  plans  on 


holding  hearings,  and  he  has  told  me 
that  this  sense-of-the-Senate  resolu- 
tion is  complementary  to  what  he 
plans  to  do  in  holding  these  hearings. 
So  this  sense-of-the-Senate  by  no 
means  is  going  to  interfere  with  gath- 
ering more  information  and  being  able 
to  listen  to  the  public  and  get  an  idea 
of  their  feelings. 

By  the  way,  we  have  a  web  page  on 
the  Worldwide  Web  asking  the  people 
from  around  the  country.  The  Senator 
from  Nevada  says  the  people  in  Nevada 
are  not  that  concerned  about  this,  but 
they  should  be.  On  our  Worldwide  Web, 
over  3,100  people  have  contacted  our 
web  page  in  just  over  2  weeks,  and  the 
overwhelming  number,  nearly  85  per- 
cent— this  is  people  from  around  the 
country,  not  just  the  nearly  100  percent 
of  the  residents  in  this  area — want  this 
street  reopened  but  for  many  reatsons. 
The  people  around  the  country  see  the 
same  concern,  that  you  cannot  put  a 
wall  around  freedom;  you  cannot  give 
in  to  the  terrorists  by  erecting  walls  in 
front  of  the  White  House. 

Now,  the  question  was  raised  about 
whether  we  should  or  not.  I  do  not 
think  alternatives  have  been  fully  ex- 
plored. And  we  talk  about  closing  off 
Pennsylvania  Avenue,  that  it  would 
eliminate  some  of  the  problems  that 
have  already  happened,  such  as  snipers 
and  a  plane  crashing  into  the  south 
lawn  of  the  White  House.  Closing  Penn- 
sylvania Avenue  would  have  done  noth- 
ing to  prevent  that  type  of  activity. 

When  you  talk  about  whose  opinion 
is  this,  this  is  not  only  my  opinion  or 
the  opinion  of  many  others  as  well,  but 
two  former  residents  of  the  White 
House  have  come  out  in  support  of  re- 
opening Pennsylvania  Avenue.  Former 
President  Jimmy  Carter  said  closing 
the  avenue  was  a  mistake.  Every  Presi- 
dent since  John  F.  Keimedy  has  been 
given  the  same  briefings  by  the  Secret 
Service  with  their  same  reasoning  for 
closing  off  Peimsylvania  Avenue,  to 
provide  more  protection  to  the  Presi- 
dent, but  each  one  of  those  Presi- 
dents—John F.  Kennedy,  Lyndon  John- 
son, Richard  Nixon,  Gerald  Ford, 
Jimmy  Carter,  Ronald  Reagan,  George 
Bush— has  said  no,  after  hearing  those 
same  briefings  from  the  same  Secret 
Service  with  those  same  reasons.  They 
have  all  said  not  on  my  watch,  we  are 
not  closing  what  Thomas  Jefferson 
called  America's  Main  Street. 

Now,  this  is  not  Tiananmen  Square. 
Is  not  Red  Square.  We  cannot  wait  for 
the  Park  Service  to  put  in  $40  million 
worth  of  mall  before  we  make  some 
kind  of  a  decision,  or  at  least  ask  the 
President  to  reconsider.  Are  we  going 
to  spend  $40  million,  are  we  going  to 
allow  the  Park  Service  to  railroad  this 
through,  to  impose  this  edict  as  they 
have  not  only  on  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia but  the  entire  country  as  well  and 
we  are  going  to  stand  back  and  say, 
well,  go  ahead,  spend  $40  million  and 
make  a  park  out  of  this  and  then  what, 
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tear  it  up?  There  are  a  lot  of  things 
that  are  done  when  you  have  a  bu- 
reaucracy with  a  right  hand  that  does 
not  know  what  the  left  hand  is  doing. 

I  just  think  this  is  not  out  of  order. 
I  think  this  is  complementary  to  the 
process  that  is  going  forward,  that  we 
should  at  least  ask  the  President  and 
the  Secret  Service  and  the  Treasury  to 
open  hearings  on  this  to  the  public.  Let 
the  public  voice  their  concerns.  They 
have  not  done  that.  The  only  com- 
ments they  are  taking  now  are,  what 
kind  of  park  do  you  want?  That  is  not 
a  very  good  alternative. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Yes. 

Mr.  FORD.  On  the  Worldwide  Web 
the  Senator  is  talking  about,  that  you 
got  1,300  responses,  and  so  forth,  did 
they  respond  to  your  explanation  of 
Pennsylvania  Avenue  or  were  they  re- 
sponding to  the  Secret  Service's  expla- 
nation of  closing  it? 

Mr.  GRAMS.  We  have  posed  the  ques- 
tion of  what  has  happened  and  what 
can  be  done,  and  their  response  has 
been  by  83.9  percent  to  reopen  Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue. 

Mr.  FORD.  So,  Mr.  President  it  has 
been  the  response  of  what  you  put  on 
the  web  not  what  the  Secret  Service 
put  on  the  web  and  therefore  is  a  polit- 
ical grandstand. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  No,  Mr.  President,  it  is 
not.  The  only  response  that  the  Park 
Service  is  taking  is  something  they  be- 
lieve is  their  grandstand,  and  that  is  to 
say,  what  kind  of  park  do  you  want? 
They  are  not  opening  their  web  page. 
They  are  not  opening  their  comment 
period  to  any  individual  to  voice  their 
opinion,  only  to  comment  on  the  Park 
Service  opinion. 

Now,  I  do  not  think  that  is  very 
democratic.  I  do  not  think  that  is  an 
open  process.  In  other  words,  I  think 
the  decision  has  been  made  on  their 
part  and  they  are  going  to  drive  it  no 
matter  what  it  takes.  They  are  not 
asking  people  whether  it  should  be 
opened  or  reopened.  They  are  just  say- 
ing, well,  we  are  going  to  do  this  and 
what  color  do  you  want  it. 

I  do  not  think  that  is  fair  either.  All 
we  are  asking  is  to  give  this  some  open 
air.  Let  the  people  decide.  Have  some 
public  input.  In  fact,  that  is  the  way 
the  process  should  have  worked.  And 
the  only  reason  people  allowed  the 
street  to  be  closed  to  begin  with  with- 
out raising  an  uproar  is  because  it  was 
posed  to  them  as  a  temporary  closure 
of  Pennsylvania  Avenue  In  the  wake  of 
Oklahoma  City,  and  then  they  were 
going  to  determine  what  would  be  the 
best  course  of  action  in  the  future. 

Well,  there  have  been  no  talks.  There 
has  been  no  discussion,  no  public  hear- 
ings or  anything.  So  I  am  not  trying  to 
say  that  the  Secret  Service  is  not  well 
intended,  and  they  are  taking  this  job 
of  theirs  very  seriously.  But  again, 
they  have  used  the  same  arguments  for 


the  last  35  years  and  not  one  President 
in  that  period  of  time  has  taken  those 
arguments  and  said,  yes.  I  need  this  ad- 
ditional security  to  protect  myself 

I  think  they  provide  adequate  secu- 
rity for  the  President.  I  think  they 
have  done  a  great  job.  I  think  right 
now  this  President  decided  that  he 
would  listen  to  the  arguments,  and 
that  is  fine — on  a  temporary  basis.  But 
we  should  have  an  opportunity,  before 
it  is  permanently  closed  and  before  this 
is  done,  for  the  people  to  have  a  chance 
to  make  that  decision.  Again,  the  deci- 
sion to  close  it  a  year  ago  might  have 
been  prudent,  on  a  temporary  basis, 
until  we  could  stand  back,  look  at  It, 
look  at  the  alternatives  to  see  how  we 
can,  first  and  foremost,  keep  the  ave- 
nue open  and  then  provide  absolute  se- 
curity. 

Closing  Pennsylvania  Avenue  is  not 
going  to  remove  100  percent  of  the 
risks.  This  is  a  democracy.  We  have 
risks  every  day.  And  there  are  many, 
many  other  opportunities.  This  is  a 
President  who  likes  to  jog  up  and  down 
The  Mall.  He  wants  to  be  near  the  pub- 
lic. I  do  not  know  why  closing  Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue  is  the  only  alternative. 

So  I  urge  my  colleagues  when  they 
come  to  the  floor  to  at  least  consider 
that.  Give  democracy  a  chance  to  work 
a  little  bit.  Get  some  input  and  have 
hearings.  And  I  think  if  you  listened  to 
the  hearings  that  were  held  in  the 
House  just  last  week,  all  the  comments 
that  were  made,  the  vast,  vast  major- 
ity of  the  people  who  were  there  sup- 
ported reopening  Pennsylvania  Avenue. 

Now,  you  might  say,  well,  it  does  not 
matter  much  here,  and  the  people  in 
Nevada  might  not  care,  but  I  would 
pose  it,  in  my  city  of  Minneapolis-St. 
Paul,  if  we  would  close  one  of  our 
major  streets  such  as  Hennepin  Ave- 
nue, what  would  that  do  to  the  down- 
town. I  think  you  would  have  a  lot  of 
complaints.  And  in  Las  Vegas,  if  you 
closed  off  the  strip  because  of  possible 
dangers  to  some  of  the  people  there.  I 
do  not  think  you  would  be  able  to  go 
for  a  couple  minutes  without  hearing 
an  outcry  from  the  businesses  and  pub- 
lic in  general. 

So  to  impose  this  on  a  main  street. 
America's  main  street,  and  a  vital  ar- 
tery in  one  of  the  major  cities  in  the 
world  and  to  say  it  will  have  no  im- 
pact. I  do  not  think  is  logical. 

Again,  I  urge  my  colleagues  when 
they  come  to  the  floor  to  take  that 
into  consideration,  and  I  hope  they 
vote  to  override  the  motion  to  table 
and  give  us  a  chance  to  have  a  vote  on 
this. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  the  Las 
Vegas  Strip,  as  important  as  it  is.  is 
not  the  center  of  Government  of  this 
country.  The  White  House  and  the  Cap- 
itol complex  is.  I  would  also  say  to  peo- 


ple within  the  sound  of  my  voice,  in 
the  statement  of  Director  Bowron  of 
the  U.S.  Secret  Service,  about  a  week 
ago.  June  7.  in  a  House  committee  he 
testified: 

The  Secret  Service  also  identified  a  need 
to  Quantify  the  vulnerability  of  the  complex 
to  explosive  detonations  outside  the  perim- 
eter. Southwest  Research  Institute,  one  of 
the  oldest  and  largest  Independent,  nonprofit 
research  organizations  in  the  United  States, 
was  selected  to  conduct  this  classified  study. 
Their  methodology  involved  obtaining  struc- 
tural data  on  the  White  House  and  selecting 
likely  explosive  detonation  points  on  the 
streets  surrounding  the  complex. 

The  Director  went  on  to  explain  how 
you  can  use  fertilizer  to  blow  up  huge 
buildings,  like  they  did  the  building  in 
Oklahoma  City.  He  went  on  to  say: 

The  Secret  Service  is  committed  to  the  use 
of  technology  in  furtherance  of  our  protec- 
tive and  Investigative  missions.  Alternatives 
to  closing  Pennsylvania  Avenue  were  exam- 
ined without  success. 

It  is  not  that  they  walked  in  and 
said.  "We  are  going  to  close  Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue."  The  President  did  not 
want  Pennsylvania  Avenue  closed.  He 
told  me  and  told  many  others  that.  The 
advisory  committee  required  full  ex- 
planations of  all  the  possible  options 
and  why  the  options  would  not  work 
before  they  concurred  that  the  avenue 
should  be  closed.  The  panel  had  con- 
cluded that  the  closing  wais  justified, 
even  before  the  bombing  in  Oklahoma 
City.  Their  decision  was  made  before 
that  bombing.  It  was  not  a  knee-jerk 
reaction  to  Oklahoma  City.  The  bomb- 
ing occurred  after  Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue was  closed — I  should  say  a  portion 
of  it.  The  Director  went  on  to  say: 

Although  specific  intelligence  information 
cansot  be  discussed  in  an  open  forum,  it  is 
known  that  members  of  certain  foreign  and 
domestic  terrorist  groups  operate  within  the 
United  States.  Those  terrorist  and  extremist 
groups  have  demonstrated  a  propensity  for 
mounting  their  attacks  to  coincide  with 
S3rmbolic  dates  or  at  symbolic  targets.  The 
White  House  is  one  of  the  most  symbolic  tar- 
gets in  the  United  States.  There  Is  every  rea- 
son to  believe  that  given  the  opportunity, 
these  groups  will  strike.  This  matter  does 
not  only  concern  the  protection  of  the  Presi- 
dent and  other  government  officials  and  a 
national  landmark— it  is  a  tremendous  pub- 
lic safety  issue  with  respect  to  individuals  In 
and  around  the  complex.  Devices  similar  to 
those  used  at  the  World  TTaae  Center  and  in 
Oklahoma  City  can  cause  destruction  as 
much  as  five  blocks  away  from  the  target. 
The  fact  of  the  matter  Is — the  i)eople  who 
would  undertake  that  type  of  act  are  present 
in  this  country.  The  means  and  ability  to 
carry  out  this  type  of  act  are  available.  The 
only  thing  that  is  preventing  the  terrorist  or 
extremist  from  mounting  an  attack  is  the 
lack  of  access.  If  you  open  Pennsylvania  Av- 
enue—they can.  and  at  some  point,  they  will 
destroy  the  White  House. 

If  we  have  people  around  the  country 
who  are  burning  churches,  do  you 
think  there  is  not  someone  going  to  try 
to  blow  up  the  White  House?  They  have 
already  tried  to  blow  up  the  White 
House.  We  know  that.  We  talk  about 
our  Government  being  open  and  firee. 
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You  still  have  access  to  the  White 
House.  You  just  do  not  have  the  traffic 
jam  in  front  of  it,  mostly  taxicabs  and 
lobbyists.  That  is  all  you  eliminate. 
And  you  make  it  inconvenient  because 
some  of  the  other  streets  are  a  little 
more  crowded. 

But  this  is  going  to  make  the  White 
House,  in  the  opinion  of  most,  better. 
It  is  going  to  be  a  nice  mall,  park  out 
there.  The  Park  Service  is  working  on 
it  now.  Just  the  same  as  we  are  going 
to  do  out  here  at  the  east  front  of  the 
Capitol.  We  are  going  to  remove  the  Jis- 
phalt.  We  are  trying  to  raise  the 
money.  It  is  a  private-public  partner- 
ship. 

I  just  have  to  say  access  to  the  White 
House  is  not  harmed  in  any  way.  I 
spoke  to  Secretary  Rubin  within  the 
past  hour.  These  are  his  words,  not 
mine:  "It  is  an  imperative  that  that 
short  piece  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue  be 
closed."  What  are  we  doing  here  today? 
We  are  being  asked  to  vote  to  open 
Pennsylvania  Avenue  without  a  con- 
gressional hearing.  Remember,  the  Se- 
cret Service,  the  Treasury  Department 
came  up  here  and  briefed  us  all.  they 
briefed  all  the  leadership,  Republican 
and  Democrat,  House,  Senate,  said 
they  were  going  to  close  it.  There  was 
not  a  single  objection. 

Mr.  FORD  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  sen- 
ior Senator  from  Kentucky  is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  bothers  me  and  many  of 
my  colleagues  very  much.  As  my  friend 
from  Nevada  has  said,  we  were  briefed. 
After  that  briefing,  there  was  no  objec- 
tion whatsoever.  Now  we  want,  without 
any  other  consideration — many  of  us 
not  having  had  the  opportunity  to  hear 
the  briefing — to  vote  to  open  up  Penn- 
sylvania Avenue.  I  think  it  has  been 
important  that,  in  the  years  that  I 
have  been  here  and  when  we  have  had 
to  make  hard  decisions,  we  err  on  the 
side  of  safety.  I  do  not  want  any  of 
those  living  or  working  in  the  White 
House  to  be  exposed. 

There  are  a  lot  of  things  the  Secret 
Service  has  told  us  that  cannot  be  pub- 
lic. The  Senator  from  Minnesota  knows 
that.  He  will  not  reveal  that  because  he 
cannot.  One  of  the  reasons  that  Penn- 
sylvania Avenue  was  closed  was  be- 
cause of  that  unavailable  information. 

If  you  want  to  take  the  blood  on  your 
hands  and  say,  "We  want  to  open  up 
that  800  feet  of  pavement  up  there," 
and  something  occurs  after  that,  then 
you  are  not  going  to  do  it  with  my 
vote.  I  want  the  safety  of  the  First 
Family.  I  want  the  lives  of  those  people 
who  work  there  day  and  night  to  be  as 
safe  as  possible. 

I  do  not  understand  what  is  going  on 
here.  I  really  do  not  understand  it.  Oh, 
I  can  go  back  in  history.  I  can  quote 
Henry  Clay.  I  can  do  lots  of  things.  But 
today  is  today,  not  history.  Today  we 
have  the  problems.  Today  we  have  ter- 


rorists operating  in  this  country.  They 
will  tell  you  that  much.  I  have  been 
there  when  we  had  to  put  out  agents  in 
many  of  the  ports,  waterways,  and  air- 
ways to  check  on  people  departing 
other  parts  of  the  world. 

To  say  we  want  to  take  an  oppor- 
tunity here  this  afternoon  to  possibly 
eliminate  the  safety  of  the  First  Fam- 
ily? K  President  Bush  had  been  re- 
elected and  he  made  this  decision,  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  would  not  be 
standing.  He  would  not  be  standing 
making  this  effort  today.  It  is  because 
another  President  is  in  the  White 
House  he  is  making  this  decision.  This 
is  grandstanding. 

I  read  the  articles  in  Minnesota. 
They  say  he  is  more  interested  in  800 
feet  of  pavement  in  Washington,  DC, 
than  he  is  the  big  Issues  of  Minnesota. 
That  is  in  his  papers.  I  just  paraphrase 
it.  But  why  do  we  want  to  possibly 
jeopardize  the  lives  of  the  people  that 
are  running  this  country?  That  is  No.  1. 
I  suspect,  if  those  people  who  had  an- 
swered him  on  the  web  had  the  ability 
to  listen  to  the  Secret  Service  and 
their  briefing  of  the  leadership  of  this 
Senate,  they  would  change  their  minds. 
So  I  encourage  my  colleagues  not  to 
vote  for  this.  Let  us  have  another  brief- 
ing. Let  us  try  to  do  the  right  thing. 
Let  us  not  expose  people,  particularly 
the  President  and  his  family  and  those 
who  have  the  responsibility  of  leading 
this  country. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  am  hopeful  the 
Senator  will  be  kind  enough  to  with- 
draw this  amendment  and  let  us  sit 
down  and  try  to  understand  the  prob- 
lems that  are  there.  You  cannot  tell 
the  American  people  all  the  problems 
that  were  given  to  us  by  the  Secret 
Service.  There  are  a  lot  of  things  you 
just  do  not  do.  And  the  decision  was 
made  based  on  that. 

I  am  one  who  believes,  after  you 
weigh  the  facts,  you  err  on  the  side  of 
safety.  So  I  believe  the  right  vote  here 
today  is  to  table  the  aimendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  and  let  us 
have  am  opportunity,  if  there  is  a  need 
for  it,  to  have  more  scrutiny,  more 
input,  and  do  the  right  thing. 

I  was  there  yesterday  afternoon, 
along  with  leadership  from  both  sides. 

I  did  not  see  anybody  protesting.  I 
did  not  see  anybody  walking  up  and 
down  Pennsylvania  Avenue  with  signs 
saying,  "Open  this  street."  I  saw  peo- 
ple enjoying  it,  walking  back  and  forth 
across  the  street,  looking  at  the  White 
House,  not  being  interfered  with  at  all, 
did  not  have  to  worry  about  the  traffic, 
were  enjoying  the  park.  I  thought  it 
was  a  right  congenial  group.  There  was 
no  one  there  protesting  the  closing  of 
Pennsylvania  Avenue,  and  they  were 
there  from  all  across  this  great  land  of 
ours  and  foreign  countries. 

So.  Mr.  President,  I  encourage  my 
colleagues  to  table  this  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  2:30  p.m.  having  arrived,  by  previous 


agreement,  the  motion  to  table  the 
Grams  amendment  is  subject  to  a  vote. 
The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 
The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  mo- 
tion to  lay  on  the  table  the  Grams 
amendment.  Those  in  favor  of  tabling 
the  Grams  amendment  will  vote  "aye: 
those  opposed  will  vote  "no."  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  D'Amato] 
is  necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Bumpers]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  39, 
nays  59.  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  161  Leg.] 
YEAS— 39 


Akaka 

Felnsteln 

Levin 

Baucus 

Ford 

Lleberman 

Blden 

Glenn 

Moseley-Braon 

Blngaman 

Gorton 

Murray 

Boxer 

Harkln 

Pell 

Byrd 

Heflln 

Pryor 

Cochran 

Holllnss 

Reld 

Cohen 

Hutchison 

Rockefeller 

Conrad 

Inouye 

Sarbanes 

Daschle 

Kassebaum 

Simon 

DeWme 

Kennedy 

Warner 

Exon 

Kohl 

Wellstone 

Felngold 

Lautenber; 
NAYS— 59 

Wyden 

Abraham 

Graham 

McConnell 

Ashcroft 

Gramm 

Mlkiilskl 

Bennett 

Grams 

Moynlhan 

Bond 

Grassley 

Murkowskl 

Bradley 

Grew 

Nlckles 

Breaux 

Hatch 

Nuns 

Brown 

Hatneld 

Pressler 

Bryan 

Helms 

Robb 

Bums 

Inhofe 

Roth 

Campbell 

Jeffords 

Santorom 

Chafee 

Johnston 

Shelby 

Coats 

Kempthome 

Simpson 

Coverdell 

Kerrey 

Smith 

Cralf 

Kerry 

Snovre 

Dodd 

Kyi 

Specter 

Domenlcl 

Leahy 

Stevens 

Dorgan 

Lott 

Thomas 

Falrcloth 

Lu^ar 

Thompson 

Frahm 

Mack 

Thurmond 

Frist 

McCain 

NOT  VOTING— 2 

Bumpers 

D'Amato 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  4052)  was  rejected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Grams  amendment  is  still  the  pending 
business  before  the  Senate. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4096  TO  AMENDMENT  NO.  4052 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  REm],  pro- 
poses an  amendment  numbered  4066  to 
amendment  4052. 

At  the  end  of  the  amendment  add  the  fol- 
lowing: "Provided,  That  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  and  the  Secret  Service  certify  that 
the  plan  protects  the  security  of  the  people 
who  live  and  work  in  the  White  House." 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  this  amend- 
ment to  the  sense-of-the-Senate  resolu- 
tion now  ijending  would  state  simply 
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that  prior  to  opening  the  street  to  ve- 
hicular traffic,  the.  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  and  the  Secret  Service  would 
certify  that  the  plan  protects  the  secu- 
rity of  the  people  who  live  and  work  in 
the  White  House. 

It  seems  to  me  if  we  are  not  willing 
to  adopt  this  amendment,  then  this 
body  will  go  on  record  saying  that 
there  should  be  vehicular  traffic  on 
Pennsylvania  Avenue  in  front  of  the 
White  House,  whether  the  people  who 
live  and  work  there  are  safe  or  not.  I  do 
not  think  we  should  go  on  record  stat- 
ing that. 

As  I  indicated,  Mr.  President,  the 
record  is  clear  that  the  Secret  Service 
is  very  concerned  about  opening  this 
avenue  in  front  of  the  White  House. 
The  Secret  Service  has  said  closing  the 
avenue  was  not  a  unilateral  Secret 
Service  decision,  but  rather  was  the 
recommendation  of  the  Advisory  Com- 
mittee to  the  White  House  Security 
Review,  a  nonpartisan  distinguished 
panel  of  experts.  This  committee  in- 
cluded former  directors  of  both  the  FBI 
and  the  CIA.  former  chairmen  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  and  others.  The 
proposal  to  close  the  avenue  was  made 
before  the  Oklahoma  City  bombing. 
The  panel  had  concluded,  prior  to  Okla- 
homa City,  that  closing  of  the  avenue 
was.  indeed,  justified. 

Historically,  people  focus  on  security 
features  after  significant  events.  For 
example,  ValuJet  Airlines.  Now  we 
hear  a  lot  about  oxygen  canisters  in 
cargo  holds.  It  is  better  we  do  some- 
thing before.  That  is,  in  effect,  what  we 
did  at  the  White  House.  The  Treasury 
Department  said,  as  previously  stated 
on  the  record  here,  that  there  are  ter- 
rorists who  simply  are  waiting  around 
for  an  opportunity  to  blow  up  the  sym- 
bol of  the  American  people. 

Mr.  President,  during  the  last  vote, 
some  people  told  me.  "Well,  people  can 
walk  in  and  blow  up  the  White  House.  " 
Not  true.  We  are  told  that  you  need  the 
trunk  of  a  car  to  put  the  explosives  in. 
You  cannot  put  enough  explosives  on  a 
bicycle  or  on  the  back  of  a  skateboard 
or  whatever  gets  in  there  now.  You 
need  a  vehicle.  You  need  access  to  a 
large  area  to  blow  up  the  White  House. 
But  if  you  did  have  the  trunk  full  of  ex- 
plosives, and  they  simply  pulled  up  in 
front  on  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  you 
would  damage  and  destroy  the  White 
House. 

What  this  amendment  does  is  ask  the 
Secret  Service  to  certify  that  the  plan 
protects  the  security  of  the  people  who 
live  in  and  work  in  the  White  House. 
That  does  not  seem  like  that  is  too 
outlandish.  There  have  been  many  al- 
ternatives considered  and  suggested, 
but  the  options  have  simply  been 
deemed  unworkable.  The  panel  re- 
quired full  explanation  of  all  possible 
iiltematives  and  why  these  would  not 
work  before  concurring  to  close  the  av- 
enue. Closing  the  avenue  was  some- 
thing that  was  done  as  a  last  resort.  In 


addition,  physical  barriers  such  as 
walls  and  berms  were  not  viable  for  a 
number  of  obvious  reasons. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  last  4  years, 
studies  have  revealed  that  45  percent  of 
terrorist  incidents  have  included  the 
use  of  explosives.  What  greater  symbol 
is  there  in  the  United  States  than  the 
White  House?  I  guess  the  second  great- 
est sjrmbol  would  be  the  Capitol  com- 
plex here.  For  terrorists,  vengeance  is 
a  motive,  and  the  White  House  is  a 
symbolic  target. 

The  means  are  available  to  attack 
the  White  House  if  the  avenue  remains 
open.  It  does  not  have  to  be  a  sophisti- 
cated apparatus.  An  abundance  of  ex- 
plosive materials  is  available  to  the 
public  with  an  ease  of  delivery  and  de- 
struction of  a  target.  You  need  a  vehi- 
cle to  do  it.  In  fact,  the  World  Trade 
Center  conspirators  were  convicted  of 
conspiracy  to  blow  up  symbolic  tar- 
gets. Not  only  the  World  Trade  Center, 
which  they  blew  up,  but  the  Holland 
Tunnel  and  the  FBI  office  in  New  York. 

To  illustrate  the  effect  of  an  incident 
to  the  American  people,  33  years  after 
President  Kennedy  was  assassinated, 
this  country  continues  to  deal  with  the 
ramifications  from  that  incident.  It  is 
impossible  to  have  a  public  debate  on 
the  issues  prior  to  the  closure  of  the 
avenue.  This  would  have  created  a  win- 
dow of  opportunity.  Therefore,  the  in- 
formation was  held  to  a  small  group  of 
people.  In  fact,  since  closure  of  Penn- 
sylvania Avenue,  more  information  is 
available  than  the  Secret  Service 
would  like  with  respect  to  the  vulner- 
ability of  the  White  House. 

In  recent  years,  other  official  resi- 
dences of  heads  of  State  have  closed  off 
vehicular  traffic  in  proximity  to  their 
facilities.  We  know  that  canines  re- 
main the  best  source  of  explosive  de- 
tection. We  are  not  talking  about  a 
perceived  threat.  Mr.  President.  The 
threat  is  a  real  threat.  I  repeat  again, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  said 
within  the  last  hour  and  a  half  that  it 
is  imperative  that  area  remain  blocked 
off. 

There  are  terrorists  here  in  this 
country,  and  it  is  everyone's  respon- 
sibility to  limit  the  opportunity  for 
them  to  carry  out  their  evil  acts.  The 
closing  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue  con- 
tains a  real  public  safety  issue.  If  you 
provide  access  to  the  Uirget.  then  you 
are  endangering  the  public  and  both 
those  who  work  in  and  around  the 
White  House. 

Mr.  President.  I  do  not  think  we 
should  consider  this  giving  in  to  terror- 
ists because  we  blocked  off  Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue. 

I  do  not  think  we  should  consider  it 
a  victory  for  terrorists  because  we  have 
closed  off  Pennsylvania  Avenue.  Roll- 
ing up  the  White  House  would  be  a  vic- 
tory for  the  terrorists,  not  limiting 
their  access  to  it.  If  this  is  perceived  as 
giving  in  to  terrorism,  then  what  about 
people  at  night  when  they  lock  their 


doors  before  they  go  to  sleep?  Are  they 
giving  into  the  unlawful  elements  of 
our  society?  When  you  leave  your  home 
to  go  shopping  or  go  to  work  and  you 
lock  your  door,  are  you  giving  in  to  the 
unlawful  elements  of  your  community? 

I  think,  Mr.  President,  that  we 
should  not  allow  the  sense-of-the-Sen- 
ate resolution  to  be  adopted,  unless  we 
put  this  simple  amendment  on  it.  say- 
ing let  us  at  least  have  the  Secret 
Service  certify  that  it  is  safe,  whatever 
plan  we  come  up  with,  whether  it  is  ve- 
hicular traffic  or  otherwise. 

Mr.  GLENN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Ohio. 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
back  the  statement  of  the  Senator 
from  Nevada.  There  has  been  no  com- 
mittee hearing  on  this.  This  bill  is 
pending  before  the  Governmental  Af- 
fairs Committee.  We  have  not  had  the 
hearing,  we  have  not  had  the  Secret 
Service  jieople  up,  and  we  have  not  had 
testimony  on  what  the  danger  is.  Much 
of  it,  as  I  understand  it.  is  classified. 
So  we  can  have  closed  hearings,  and  ev- 
erybody would  know  then  what  we  are 
doing. 

If  we  want  to  be  this  cavalier  about 
how  we  are  treating  people  at  the 
White  House,  let  us  take  all  the  flower 
pots  out  that  protect  the  Capitol  here, 
which  prevent  vehicular  traffic  here; 
let  us  take  them  out.  I  was  amazed  to 
find  out  that  L'Enfant  and  George 
Washington  did  not  somehow  think  it 
was  nice  to  have  a  Capitol  like  this. 
But  George  Washington  and  L'Enfant 
did  not  have  to  deal  with  things  like 
the  Oklahoma  bombing.  the 
Unabomber,  and  everjrthing  else. 

We  have  not  had  the  first  hearing  on 
this,  and  here  we  are  voting  to  take 
this  off  from  in  front  of  the  White 
House  after  danger  has  been  assessed, 
and  it  is  done  by  a  bipartisan  group— 
Coleman  and  Webster  were  both  on 
that.  We  are  so  cavalier  about  the 
White  House,  why  do  we  not  include 
this  and  have  a  second-degree  amend- 
ment and  take  off  all  the  protection  all 
over  the  Nation's  Capital,  including  at 
the  Capitol  right  here — if  we  are  so 
brave  about  this.  Let  people  pull  their 
vans  up  beside  the  Russell  Building, 
which  is  blocked  off,  and  behind  the 
Hart  Building,  where  my  office  happens 
to  be. 

We  have  very  good  reasons  for  think- 
ing some  of  these  protections  are  nec- 
essary and  so  does  the  White  House.  I 
think  this  vote  was  ridiculous.  If  we 
are  going  to  take  it  off  at  the  White 
House,  take  it  off  here  and  let  us  face 
the  same  danger  together.  Otherwise. 
let  us  agree  with  the  people  that  have 
made  this  assessment,  who  were  on 
this  review  committee,  and  say,  yes, 
we  need  to  assess  this  very  carefully. 
We  are  about  to  do,  with  legislation, 
here  what  we  should  not  be  doing  un- 
less we  have  a  very  thorough  hearing 
and  understanding  of  the  White  House 
personnel. 
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Mr.  MOYNIHAN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  York. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  measure  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada.  I  would  like  to  put 
it  in  a  certain  context.  The  first  thing 
to  know,  if  we  are  talking  about  our 
original  plans,  is  that  the  L'Enfant 
plan  connects  what  was  termed  the 
"Congress'  House"  with  the  "Presi- 
dent's House.'  at  either  end  of  Penn- 
sylvania Avenue.  It  is  the  center  of  the 
plan.  It  is  in  a  sense  a  diagram  of  the 
Constitution— the  separation  of  powers 
in  a  unified  Government. 

Pennsylvania  Avenue,  in  that  origi- 
nal plan,  comes  to  the  Capitol  Grounds, 
stops  at  the  west  end.  and  then  re- 
sumes at  the  east  end.  That  is  the 
present  arrangement  on  Capitol  Hill. 
The  identical  arrangement  was  to  be 
found  at  the  west  end  of  the  avenue. 
The  avenue  moved  up  to  the  Presi- 
dential grounds,  then  stopped  and  re- 
sumed further  west.  That  was  before 
the  Treasury  Building  was  built,  and 
before  any  roads  were  built.  The  city, 
at  that  point,  was  still  very  much  a 
marshland,  with  this  magnificent  plan 
still  to  be  realized. 

I  have  been  working  for  35  years  on 
the  redevelopment  of  Pennsylvania  Av- 
enue, from  the  time  President  Ken- 
nedy, in  his  inaugural  parade,  looked 
to  his  left  and  to  his  right,  south  and 
north,  at  the  avenue  and  found  it  was 
being  abandoned.  The  center  of  the 
city,  as  the  center  of  many  cities,  was 
just  falling  down.  The  city  was  moving 
out  Wisconsin  Avenue,  out  Connecticut 
Avenue.  The  Federal  triangle  was  un- 
finished on  the  south  side,  which  had 
begun  under  Andrew  Mellon  and  Presi- 
dent Hoover,  following  the  McMillan 
plan  of  1900,  which  gave  us  Union  Sta- 
tion. It  got  the  railroads  off  The  Mall, 
for  example.  To  the  north,  the  Avenue 
was  all  but  abandoned — two-  and  three- 
story  buildings  were  empty,  except  for 
the  occasional  storefront  selling  fire- 
crackers. 

President  Kennedy  proposed  redevel- 
opment of  the  avenue.  A  commission 
was  established.  Nathaniel  Owings  was 
Chairman.  Presidents  Johnson,  Nixon. 
Ford,  Carter,  Reaigan,  Bush,  and  now 
President  Clinton,  have  worked  on  it 
with  great  care.  We  are  just  about  com- 
pleted. The  Ronald  Reagan  Building, 
now  three-quarters  completed,  will  fin- 
ish the  Federal  triangle.  That  site.  sir. 
was  cleared  in  1928.  So  you  cannot  say 
we  have  been  in  any  great  rush  to  do 
this.  And  now  just  as  we  finish  the 
route  to  the  White  House,  we  have  this 
security  problem. 

I  say  to  my  friend  from  Nevada  that 
President  Clinton  did  a  fine  thing  in  es- 
tablishing a  committee  headed  by 
Roger  Kennedy,  who  is  the  Director  of 
the  Park  Service,  an  architectural  his- 
torian of  great  talent.  His  works  are 
incomparably  intelligent.  Orders  From 
France,  is  but  one  example. 


The  committee  has  come  up  with  a 
plan,  which  would  extend  the  park 
northward  in  the  manner  envisioned  by 
L'Enfant.  But  it  need  not  be  a  barrier 
to  the  movement  of  people  and  vehicles 
along  the  avenue.  An  underpass  could 
be  completed  that  would  serve  this  pur- 
pose. It  is  just  so  important  that  we 
not  define  ourselves  as  a  beleaguered, 
besieged  nation.  Suggestion  has  been 
made  by  the  ranking  member  of  the 
Governmental  Affairs  Conrmiittee.  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Ohio,  that 
we  get  rid  of  the  pots  and  barriers 
around  the  Capitol.  Fine.  We  could  ex- 
tend the  Capitol  park  down  the  western 
side  of  the  Russell  Office  Building,  add 
to  that  whole  park  complex,  do  every- 
thing that  is  desired,  without  putting 
up  what  look  like  emergency  barriers. 

That  is  not  the  message  we  want  to 
send  to  ourselves  and  to  the  world.  We 
can  also  do  what  is  necessary  for  secu- 
rity at  the  White  House  without  de- 
claring us  to  be  a  nation  under  siege. 
We  are  not,  and  we  should  not  say  so. 
We  are  the  most  powerful  nation  on 
Earth.  With  equanimity  and  care  we 
can  take  care  of  these  difficulties.  I 
hope  we  do. 

Mr.  REID.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  REID.  Before  the  Senator  leaves 
the  floor.  Mr.  President,  through  you 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
York.  I  wajit  the  Record  to  be  spread 
with  the  fact  that  because  of  his  dili- 
gent work — I  do  not  know  of  anyone 
who  is  more  responsible  for  driving 
down  Pennsylvania  Avenue  today  and 
seeing  beautiful  buildings  and  struc- 
tures. The  Pennsylvania  Avenue  Devel- 
opment Corporation  in  itself  was  a 
work  of  art. 

One  of  the  first  things  I  did  upon 
coming  here  on  the  Appropriations 
Committee  was  sit  in  on  occasion  for 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  and  conduct  those  hear- 
ings on  the  Pennsylvania  Avenue  De- 
velopment Corporation  and  listen  to 
the  enthusiasm  of  the  people  on  that 
corporation  and  what  they  were  going 
to  do.  Now  you  drive  down  the  street, 
and  it  has  been  done. 

I  further  want  the  RECORD  to  be 
spread  with  the  fact  that  I  serve  on  the 
Public  Works  Committee  with  the  dis- 
tinguished senior  Senator  from  New 
York.  I  can  remember  when  we  legis- 
lated a  building  on  that  ugly  Federal 
triangle,  a  blank  piece  of  dirt  that  was 
there.  Now  you  drive  by  there  and  you 
see  the  thriving  work  that  is  there  and 
that  building  which  will  add  to  the 
beauty  of  our  Nation's  Capital. 

So  I  appreciate  the  Senator  and  what 
the  Senator  from  New  York  said.  But  I 
also  want  to  make  sure  to  say  some 
things  that  the  Senator  could  not  say 
for  himself.  But  for  him.  we  may  still 
be  where  we  were  when  President  Ken- 
nedy had  his  inaugural  parade.  It  is  a 
beautiful  parkway. 

I  also  win  read  something  that  I 
think    the    Senator    from    New    York 


would  agree  with.  This  is  from  a  tour 
magazine  which  people  get  when  they 
come  to  the  Nation's  Capital.  L'Enfant 
had  hoped  that  the  grass  "*  *  *  would 
serve  as  an  extension  of  the  White 
House  grounds." 

So  the  original  vision  of  L'Enfant 
was  to  have  that  whole  area  as  an  addi- 
tional containment  of  the  White  House. 
Jefferson  decided  that  was  not  the 
thing  to  do  at  the  time. 

But  I  just  want  to  make  sure  that  the 
Senator  from  New  York  knows  Jind  ap- 
preciates that  the  people  will  know, 
when  the  history  books  are  written, 
about  the  work  which  he  has  done  to 
make  this  city  beautiful  as  the  Na- 
tion's Capital. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  grateful  to  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
vada. 

Might  I  close  with  just  one  line?  In 
President  Kennedy's  proposal  for  the 
redevelopment  of  Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue, which  we  are  talking  about,  he 
said  the  avenue  "should  be  lively, 
friendly,  and  inviting,  as  well  as  dig- 
nified and  impressive." 

I  think  we  can  achieve  that  in  the 
immediate  environs  of  the  White 
House.  It  is  just  the  next  challenge. 
Let  us  go  forward  and  do  it  in  good 
spirit  and  unity. 

I  thank  again  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
vada. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
understanding  that  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  has  a  second-degree  amend- 
ment now  pending.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  REID.  Yes.  I  received  word,  I  say 
to  my  friend,  the  ranking  member, 
from  one  of  the  managers  of  this  bill.  I 
understand  from  what  the  note  said 
that  they  will  accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  believe  we  are  willing  to 
accept  the  amendment  on  both  sides 
who  favor  the  original  amendment.  So 
I  would  suggest  that  the  Senator  might 
call  the  question  on  this  amendment, 
and  we  can  move  on. 

I  hope  on  Senator  Bingaman's  amend- 
ment on  ASAT,  we  can  get  a  time 
agreement,  if  that  is  satisfactory  to 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina.  Then 
it  is  my  understanding  that  Senator 
MtJRRAY  has  an  amendment  on  abor- 
tion in  overseas  hospitals.  If  we  can  get 
a  time  agreement  on  both  of  those,  I 
believe  we  can  move  both  of  those 
along  in  the  next  couple  of  hours.  I 
would  like  Senator  Bingaman  to  be  no- 
tified that  we  are  prepared  to  take  up 
his  amendment  on  ASAT  and  also 
enter  into  a  time  agreement  that  is 
satisfactory  to  him. 

Mr.  ROBB  addressed  the  Chafr. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kempthorne).  The  Senator  from  Vir- 
ginia. 

Mr.  ROBB.  Mr.  President,  as  the  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia  just  indicated,  those 
of  us  who  are  cosponsorlng  the  amend- 
ment are  entirely  prepared  to  accept 
the  language  proposed  by  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Nevada.  Indeed. 
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the  language  is  entirely  consistent 
with  the  intent  of  the  sponsors  of  this 
particular  amendment.  At  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  consideration  of  this 
amendment,  I  am  going  to  propose  a 
motion  to  change  one  word  in  the 
amendment,  and  then  I  hope  we  will  be 
able  to  take  up  the  matter  on  final  pas- 
sage. But  the  language  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada  has  suggested  is  not 
only  consistent  but  entirely  appro- 
priate. I  fully  support  it.  I  believe  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Minnesota 
shares  that  same  opinion. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  I  virge  adop- 
tion of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  GRAMS.  Mr.  President.  I  wanted 
to  concur  with  what  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  said.  Without  objection,  we 
are  willing  to  accept  the  second-degree 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
vada. We  would  like  to  go  ahead  with  a 
voice  vote  on  that. 

Mr.  LALTENBERG  addressed  the 
Chafr. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President.  I 
am  willing  to  lend  my  encouragement 
to  end  this  debate.  But  I  do  not  want  to 
close  it  without  a  brief  statement.  I 
have  an  amendment  that  I  was  about 
to  send  to  the  desk  that  said,  if  we 
think  that  we  can  expose  the  White 
House  with  the  infrastructure  and  the 
President  of  the  United  States  and  the 
people  who  work  in  the  facility  to  pass- 
ersby,  then  I  think  we  should  do  the 
same  thing  out  here  on  the  Capitol 
Grounds.  I  think  we  ought  to  say  that 
no  life  here  is  worth  more  than  a  life 
there  and  nothing  that  goes  on  here  is 
more  important  than  what  goes  on  in 
the  White  House  in  the  executive  of- 
fices of  this  country.  I  am  willing  to 
forgo  it.  But.  Mr.  President.  I  want  to 
make  the  point,  before  we  close  the  de- 
bate as  far  as  this  Senator  is  con- 
cerned, that  "do  unto  others"  is  not  an 
admonition  that  ought  to  pass  by  here. 
I  think  we  ought  to  treat  this  facility 
no  differently  than  we  treat  the  White 
House. 

If  we  are  going  to  open  up  that 
street.  I  assure  you  that  I  will  be  here 
with  an  amendment  that  says  open  up 
the  whole  plaza  here.  Let  of  the  trafflc 
come  through.  Let  them  park  cars, 
vans,  whatever  they  choose.  Let  them 
park  at  the  Hart.  Dirksen  and  the  Rus- 
sell Buildings.  I  love  this  picture  that 
says  for  the  American  people  we  are 
going  to  protect  the  Capitol,  protect 
the  Senators,  and  protect  the  Congress- 
men, but  the  President,  let  him  be- 
ware. 

That  is  the  conclusion  of  my  re- 
marks. Mr.  President.  I  congratulate 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  for  his 
amendment  to  this  proposition.  Thank 
you. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question     is     on     the     second-degree 


amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
vada. 

The  amendment  (No.  4056)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  ROBB.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  ROBB  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Virginia. 

.AMENDMENT  SO.  4052.  AS  AMENDED.  AS  MODIFIED 

Mr.  ROBB.  Mr.  President,  the  amend- 
ment was  never  designed  to  be  partisan 
nor  to  attack,  certainly,  the  President. 
I  would  never  have  been  a  part  of  it.  It 
was  designed  to  try  to  clarify  some- 
thing that  has  been  very  troubling  to 
many  of  the  people  who  are  directly  in- 
volved, both  for  symbolic  reasons  as 
well  as  for  practical  reasons,  in  terms 
of  the  traffic  flow  of  the  Nation's  Cap- 
ital. I  have  lived  in  and  around  this 
area  for  40  of  my  57  years,  or  most  of 
the  last  40  of  my  57  years.  I  am  quite 
familiar  with  the  traffic  patterns  and 
the  inconvenience  to  those  who  have  to 
traffic  the  area  every  day.  I  am  very 
conscious  of  the  ssrmbolism  of  our  Na- 
tion's Capital,  and  particularly  the 
President's  house. 

I  have  discussed  with  the  chief  spon- 
sor of  the  amendment  the  changing  of 
one  word  that  I  think  might  make  our 
intention  even  clearer.  That  would  be 
to  substitute  the  word  "request"  for 
the  word  "dfrect"  which  is  contained 
on  page  3,  line  18.  It  would  then  read 
that  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that 
the  President  should  request  the  De- 
partment of  the  Treasury  and  the  Se- 
cret Service  to  work  with  the  govern- 
ment of  the  District  of  Columbia  to  de- 
velop, et  cetera. 

I  think  there  have  been  connotations 
that  this  is  attempting  to  micro- 
manage,  or  to  take  action  that  would 
be  inappropriate.  I  fully  respect  those 
who  have  spoken  and  those  who  have 
concerns.  It  ought  to  be  considered  ap- 
propriately by  the  conmiittees  of  juris- 
diction. But  we  need  to  have  a  resolu- 
tion of  this  question. 

I  applaud  the  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota for  bringing  the  question  to  our 
attention. 

I  move,  Mr.  President,  to  strike  the 
word  "direct"  and  insert  the  word  "re- 
quest" on  line  18,  page  3. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  modifying  the  amend- 
ment? 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object,  and  I  shall  not 
object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  California. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  I  shall  not  object.  I 
would  like  to  make  an  observation.  I 
would  like  to  wait  until  other  Senators 
have  spoken. 

What  is  the  parliamentary  situation 
at  the  moment? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  unani- 
mous-consent request  is  pending  to 
modify  the  existing  amendment. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Let  me  just  make  a 
very  brief  remark  reserving  my  right 
to  object,  if  I  might,  which  is  this:  I  am 
going  to  support  this  amendment.  I  am 
glad  there  is  agreement.  But  I  really 
wonder  sometimes  where  I  am  around 
here,  if  this  is  the  city  council  or  if 
this  is  the  Senate  of  the  United  States 
of  America. 

I  think  it  is  very  important  that  we 
address  the  issue  of  security  for  the 
President.  We  are  in  this  amendment. 
And  that  we  look  at  how  we  can  make 
Pennsylvania  Avenue  work.  But  I  have 
to  say,  Mr.  President,  and  the  reason  I 
reserve  my  right  to  object,  it  is  awfully 
frustrating  to  someone  who  would  like 
to  see  us  raise  the  minimum  wage  and 
to  someone  who  would  like  to  see  us 
get  to  the  issue  of  health  care  that  we 
are  on  the  defense  bill  and  we  are  talk- 
ing about  Pennsylvania  Avenue.  With 
all  due  respect.  I  would  not  object  at 
this  time,  but  I  do  hope  we  can  move 
forward  and  get  on  with  this  bill  and 
others  to  make  life  better  for  people. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  modification  is  made. 

The  amendment,  as  amended,  as 
modified,  is  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  bill.  Insert 
the  following': 
SEC.    .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  niakes  the  fol- 
lowing' findings: 

(1)  In  1791.  President  George  Washington 
commissioned  Pierre  Charles  L'Enfant  to 
draft  a  blaejnlnt  for  America's  new  capital 
city:  they  envisioned  Pennsylvania  Avenue 
as  a  bold,  ceremonial  boulevard  physically 
linking  the  U.S.  Capitol  building  and  the 
White  House,  and  symbolically  the  Legisla- 
tive and  Executive  branches  of  government. 

(2)  An  integral  element  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  Pennsylvania  Avenue  stood  for  195 
years  as  a  vital,  working,  unbroken  roadway, 
elevating  it  into  a  place  of  national  impor- 
tance as  "America's  Main  Street". 

(3)  1600  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  the  White 
House,  has  become  America's  most  recog- 
nized address  and  a  primary  destination  of 
visitors  to  the  Nation's  Capital:  "the  Peo- 
ples  House"  Is  host  to  5.000  tourists  daily, 
and  15.000.000  annually. 

(4)  As  home  to  the  President,  and  given  Its 
prominent  location  on  Pennsylvania  Avenue 
and  Its  proximity  to  the  People,  the  White 
House  has  become  a  powerful  symbol  of  free- 
dom, openness,  and  an  individual's  access  to 
their  government. 

(5)  On  May  20.  1995.  citing  possible  security 
risks  from  vehicles  transporting  terrorist 
bombs.  President  Clinton  ordered  the  Secret 
Service,  in  conjunction  with  the  Department 
of  the  Treasury,  to  close  Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue to  vehicular  traffic  for  two  blocks  In 
front  of  the  White  House. 

(6)  While  the  security  of  the  President  and 
visitors  to  the  White  House  Is  of  grave  con- 
cern and  is  not  to  be  taken  lightly,  the  need 
to  assure  the  President's  safety  must  be  bal- 
anced with  the  expectation  of  freedom  Inher- 
ent in  a  democracy:  the  present  situation  is 
tilted  too  heavily  toward  security  at  free- 
dom's expense. 

(7)  By  impeding  access  and  imposing  undue 
hardships  upon  tourists,  residents  of  the  Dis- 
trict, commuters,  and  local  business  owners 
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and  their  customers,  the  closure  of  Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue,  undertaken  without  the  coun- 
sel of  the  government  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, has  replaced  the  former  openness  of 
the  area  surrounding  the  White  House  with 
barricades,  additional  security  checkpoints, 
and  an  atmosphere  of  fear  and  distrust. 

(8)  In  the  year  following  the  closure  of 
Pennsylvania  Avenue,  the  taxpayers  have 
borne  a  significant  burden  for  additional  se- 
curity measures  along  the  Avenue  near  the 
White  House. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  President  should  re- 
quest the  Department  of  the  Treasury  and 
the  Secret  Service  to  work  with  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  District  of  Columbia  to  develop 
a  plan  for  the  permanent  reopening  to  vehic- 
ular traffic  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue  in  front 
of  the  White  House  in  order  to  restore  the 
Avenue  to  Its  original  state  and  return  it  to 
the  people. 

At  the  end  of  the  amendment  add  the  fol- 
lowing: Provided,  That  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  and  the  Secret  Service  certify  that 
the  plan  protects  the  security  of  the  people 
who  live  and  work  In  the  White  House. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota and  the  Senator  from  Virginia. 

The  amendment  (No.  4052),  as  amend- 
ed, as  modified,  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4057 

(Purpose:  To  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
that  the  United  States- Japan  Semiconduc- 
tor Trade  Agreement  should  be  renegoti- 
ated) 

Mr.  CRAIG  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Idaho  is  recognized. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Kyi 
amendment  and  the  pending  commit- 
tee amendments  be  laid  aside  for  the 
purpose  of  offering  an  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Craig),  for 
himself.  Mr.  Bingaman.  Mr.  Kempthorne. 
Mr.  Baucus.  Mr.  Burns,  Mr.  Dorgan.  Mrs. 
FEDJSTEiN,  Mr.  Hatch,  Mr.  Levin,  Ms. 
Snowe.  Mr.  MinucowsKi,  Mrs.  Boxer,  and  Mr. 
Cohen,  proposes  an  amendment  numbered 
4057. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  subtitle  F  of  Utle  X,  add  the 
following: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  SENAIS  REGARDING  THE 
UNITED  STATE&JAPAN  SEMI- 
CONDUCTOR TRADE  AGREEMENT. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1)  The  United  States  and  Japan  share  a 
long  and  Important  bilateral  relationship 
which  serves  as  an  anchor  of  peace  and  sta- 
bility In  the  Asia  Pacific  region,  an  alliance 


which  was  reaffirmed  at  the  recent  summit 
meeting  between  President  Clinton  and 
Prime  Minister  Hashimoto  in  Tokyo. 

(2)  The  Japanese  economy  has  experienced 
difficulty  over  the  past  few  years,  dem- 
onstrating that  it  is  no  longer  possible  for 
Japan,  the  world's  second  largest  economy, 
to  use  exports  as  the  sole  engine  of  economic 
growth,  but  that  the  Government  of  Japan 
must  promote  deregulation  of  its  domestic 
economy  in  order  to  increase  economic 
growth. 

(3)  Deregulation  of  the  Japanese  economy 
requires  government  attention  to  the  re- 
moval of  barriers  to  imports  of  manufac- 
tured goods. 

(4)  The  United  States-Japan  Semiconduc- 
tor Trade  Agreement  has  begun  the  process 
of  deregulation  in  the  semiconductor  sector 
and  is  opening  the  Jai)anese  market  to  com- 
petitive foreign  products. 

(5)  The  United  States- Japan  Semiconduc- 
tor Trade  Agreement  has  put  In  place  both 
government-to-govemment  and  Industry-to- 
industry  mechanisms  which  have  played  a 
vital  role  in  allowing  cooperation  to  replace 
conflict  in  this  important  high  technology 
sector. 

(6)  The  mechanisms  include  joint  calcula- 
tion of  foreign  market  share,  deterrence  of 
dumping,  and  promotion  of  industrial  co- 
operation in  the  design  of  foreign  semi- 
conductor devices. 

(7)  Because  of  these  actions  under  the 
United  States-Japan  Semiconductor  Trade 
Agreement,  the  United  States  and  Japan 
today  enjoy  trade  in  semiconductors  which 
is  mutually  beneficial,  harmonious,  and  free 
from  the  friction  that  once  characterized  the 
semiconductor  industry. 

(8)  Because  of  structural  barriers  In  Japan, 
a  gap  still  remains  between  the  share  of  the 
world  market  for  semiconductor  products 
outside  Japan  that  the  United  States  and 
other  foreign  semiconductor  sources  are  able 
to  capture  through  competitiveness  and  the 
share  of  the  Japanese  semiconductor  market 
that  the  United  States  and  those  other 
sources  are  able  to  capture  through  competi- 
tiveness, and  that  gap  Is  consistent  across 
the  full  range  of  semiconductor  products  as 
well  as  a  full  range  of  end-use  applications. 

(9)  The  competitiveness  and  health  of  the 
United  States  semiconductor  Industry  is  of 
critical  importance  to  the  overall  economic 
well-being  and  high  technology  defense  capa- 
bilities of  the  United  States. 

(10)  The  economic  interests  of  both  the 
United  States  and  Japan  are  best  served  by 
well  functioning,  open  markets,  deterrence 
of  dumping,  and  continuing  good  cooperative 
relationships  in  all  sectors.  Including  semi- 
conductors. 

(11)  A  strong  and  healthy  and  military  and 
political  alliance  between  the  United  States 
and  Japan  requires  continuation  of  the  In- 
dustrial and  economic  cooperation  promoted 
by  the  United  States-Japan  Semiconductor 
Trade  Agreement. 

(12)  President  Clinton  has  called  on  the 
Government  of  Japan  to  agree  to  a  continu- 
ation of  a  United  States-Japan  Semiconduc- 
tor Trade  Agreement  beyond  the  current 
agreement's  expiration  on  July  31, 1996. 

(13)  The  Government  of  Japan  has  opposed 
any  continuation  of  a  government-to-govem- 
ment agreement  to  promote  cooperation  in 
United  States-Japan  semiconductor  trade. 

(b)  Sense  of  Senate.— It  is  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that— 

(1)  it  Is  regrettable  that  the  Government  of 
Japan  has  refused  to  consider  continuation 
of  a  govemment-to-government  agreement 
to  ensure  that  cooperation  continues  In  the 


semiconductor  sector  beyond  the  expiration 
of  the  Semiconductor  Trade  Agreement  on 
July  31. 1996;  and 

(2)  the  President  should  take  all  necessary 
and  appropriate  actions  to  ensure  the  con- 
tinuation of  a  government-to-govemment 
United  States-Japan  Semiconductor  Trade 
Agreement  before  the  current  agreement  ex- 
pires on  that  date. 

(c)  DEFINITION.- As  used  In  this  section, 
the  term  "United  States-Japan  Semiconduc- 
tor Trade  Agreement"  refers  to  the  agree- 
ment between  the  United  States  and  Japan 
concerning  trade  in  semiconductor  products, 
with  arrangement,  done  by  exchange  of  let- 
ters at  Washington  on  June  11,  1991. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
keep  my  remarks  brief  because  it  is  my 
understanding  that  the  amendment  I 
have  just  sent  to  the  desk  has,  in  fact, 
been  cleared  by  both  sides. 

Mr.  President,  as  we  surf  the  Net, 
drive  our  car  to  work,  or  complete  a 
training  mission  in  our  F-16  fighter,  we 
do  not  ask  "How  is  this  possible?"  We 
simply  go  about  the  task  at  hand. 

However,  there  is  a  common  thread 
that  drives  technology  in  our  lives,  the 
everpresent  semiconductor.  Semi- 
conductors are  an  increasingly  perva- 
sive aspect  of  everyday  life,  enabling 
the  creation  of  the  information  super- 
highway and  the  functioning  of  every- 
thing from  automobiles  to  advanced 
medical  equipment. 

Semiconductors  are  also  the  linchpin 
of  our  national  defense  capabilities. 
For  example,  the  current  design  of  the 
F-16  fighter  includes  17,000  electronics 
components. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  why  I  am  offer- 
ing an  amendment  today,  with  Senator 
Bingaman  and  11  of  our  colleagues, 
that  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
that  the  United  States-Japan  Semi- 
conductor Trade  Agreement  should  be 
renegotiated. 

The  United  States-Japan  Semi- 
conductor Trade  Agreement  is  due  to 
expire  in  July  of  this  year.  This  trade 
agreement  has  a  successful  track 
record  in  opening  Japanese  markets 
and  discouraging  the  dumping  of  semi- 
conductor products  by  Japanese  com- 
panies in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  the  United  States  and 
Japan  have  had  a  long  history  of  dif- 
ficulty in  this  area  of  trade  relations. 
In  1986,  when  the  first  United  States- 
Japan  Semiconductor  Agreement  was 
signed,  foreign  share  in  the  Japanese 
semiconductor  market  averaged  only 
8.4  percent  annually.  In  the  mid-1980's, 
the  International  Trade  Commission 
determined  that  Japanese  companies 
had  dumped  DRAM's,  a  commodity 
memory  chip,  into  the  United  States 
market  in  an  attempt  to  gain  market 
share  through  predatory  pricing.  As  a 
result,  9  of  11  American  DRAM  manu- 
facturers were  driven  out  of  the  mar- 
ket. 

The  United  States- Japan  Semi- 
conductor Trade  Agreement  has  made 
significant  progress  in  countering 
these  unfair  trade  practices.  The  agree- 
ment has  opened  the  Japanese  semi- 
conductor market  to  foreign  producers, 
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with  foreign  market  share  growing  to 
25  percent  in  1995. 

The  agreement  has  also  discouraged 
dumping  practices  by  requiring  Japa- 
nese firms  to  have  appropriate  data  re- 
garding costs  available  on  a  standby 
basis.  This  allows  the  Department  of 
Commerce  to  conduct  a  fast  track  in- 
vestigation, so  that  there  is  a  swift  im- 
position of  a  remedy  if  dumping  is 
found,  or  ends  the  possibility  of  litiga- 
tion if  there  is  no  evidence  of  dumping. 

Mr.  President,  the  agreement  has 
been  very  effective  in  easing  the  prob- 
lems associated  with  this  area  of 
United  States-Jai)an  trade  relations. 

Earlier  this  week,  the  United  States 
Trade  Representative's  office  an- 
nounced that  the  foreign  share  of  Ja- 
pan's semiconductor  market  increased 
during  the  first  quarter  of  1996  to  a 
record  high  of  30.6  percent. 

Acting  USTR  Charlene  Barshefsky 
responded  in  a  written  statement,  that 
this  improvement  "demonstrates  the 
progress  that  can  be  achieved  when  the 
United  States  and  Japan  work  together 
in  a  cooperative  spirit  and  is  a  tribute 
to  strenuous  efforts  that  both  sides 
have  made  to  improve  market  access 
and  strengthen  industry  cooperation 
under  the  United  States- Japan  Semi- 
conductor Agreement.  It  is  essential 
that  we  preserve  and  continue  this  ef- 
fort." 

Mr.  President,  this,  and  other  recent 
developments  are  positive  news.  How- 
ever, they  provide  added  incentive  to 
ensure  that  this  important  trade  agree- 
ment be  renewed.  Given  the  range  of 
trade  issues  currently  being  addressed 
between  the  United  States  and  Japan, 
it  would  not  be  in  our  interest  for  an- 
other area  of  contention  in  trade  to  de- 
velop. 

There  is  some  evidence  that  the 
worldwide  semiconductor  industry  may 
now  be  entering  into  a  period  when 
supply  will  exceed  demand.  Renewal  of 
the  United  States-Japan  Semiconduc- 
tor Agreement  has  become  even  more 
important  because  of  the  recent  drop  in 
DRAM  memory  semiconductors. 
Prices,  which  have  fallen  by  over  70 
percent  since  the  beginning  of  tfee  year, 
are  now  at  levels  which  ar^  below 
many  producers'  costs. 

This  kind  of  dumping  has  thrown  the 
market  into  uncertainty  and  has  in- 
jured U.S.  producers.  This  type  of  in- 
jury and  uncertainty  is  what  the  agree- 
ment is  designed  to  address,  and  has 
done  so  successfully  for  years. 

If  current  trends  continue,  the 
United  States-Japan  agreement  be- 
comes even  more  vital  to  our  national 
Interest,  since  the  protection  it  pro- 
vides is  doubly  necessary  to  discourage 
dumping  in  a  period  of  oversupply. 

American  semiconductor  manufac- 
turers are  among  the  most  efficient  in 
the  world,  but  they  cannot  be  expected 
to  compete  against  unfair  trade  prac- 
tices. 

More  important,  it  is  vital  to  our  de- 
fense interests,  because  we  cannot  af- 


ford to  lose  this  important  industry  as 
a  result  of  predatory  dumping,  similar 
to  what  existed  prior  to  the  agreement. 

In  his  speech  at  the  Semiconductor 
Industry  Association's  annual  awards 
dinner.  Secretary  of  Defense  William 
Perry  noted  the  importance  of  this  in- 
dustry in  meeting  our  defense  and  se- 
curity needs. 

In  short,  the  competitiveness  and 
health  of  the  U.S.  semiconductor  in- 
dustry is  of  critical  importance  to  the 
overall  economic  well-being  and  high 
technology  defense  capabilities  of  the 
United  States. 

THE  CASE  FOR  RENEWAL  OF  THE  AGREEMENT 

The  purpose  of  both  the  1986  and  the 
1991  United  States-Japan  Semiconduc- 
tor Agreements  is  to  allow  foreign 
manufacturers  equitable  access  to  the 
Japanese  semiconductor  market,  and 
to  discourage  Japanese  dumping  in  the 
United  States  market.  In  short,  the 
goal  of  the  agreement  is  to  open  the 
Japanese  market  to  the  point  where 
sales  generally  occur  without  respect 
to  the  nationality  of  the  supplier. 

U.S.  semiconductor  manufacturers 
are  extremely  competitive  in  all  open 
markets  across  a  wide  range  of  applica- 
tions and  a  wide  range  of  products. 
However,  there  remains  a  sharp  dispar- 
ity, between  the  market  share  United 
States  manufacturers  account  for  out- 
side the  United  States  and  Japan,  and 
the  share  they  account  for  inside 
Japan. 

In  the  world  market,  excluding  the 
United  States  and  Japan,  American 
manufacturers  accounted  for  40  percent 
of  all  semiconductor  sales  in  1995. 
United  States  semiconductor  makers 
accounted  for  only  18  percent  of  sales 
in  the  Japanese  market  that  same 
year. 

The  significant  disparity  between 
United  States  sales  outside  Japan  and 
sales  inside  Japan  indicates  that  sales 
in  that  country  are  not  always  made 
solely  on  the  basis  of  market  forces 
such  as  technology,  price,  quality, 
service,  and  delivery. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  dis- 
parity is  not  explained  by  the  argu- 
ment that  the  United  States  industry 
does  better  in  the  United  States  and 
the  Japanese  industry  does  better  in 
Japan. 

A  comparison  of  the  40-percent  share 
United  States  firms  earn  in  world  mar- 
kets outside  both  the  United  States 
and  Japan  with  the  18-percent  share 
United  States  firms  have  in  Japan 
demonstrates  that  a  significant  gap  re- 
mains. But  there  is  only  a  small  dif- 
ference between  the  23-percent  share 
Japanese  firms  have  in  the  United 
States  market  and  the  27-percent  share 
they  have  in  world  markets  outside 
both  the  United  States  and  Japan. 

KEY  POINTS  FOR  A  RENEWED  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  President,  as  I  already  men- 
tioned, the  current  semiconductor 
agreement  expires  July  31,  1996.  It  is 
essential  that  a  new  govemment-to- 


govemment  agreement  be  negotiated 
with  Japan  before  that  time. 

The  Japanese  electronic  industry  has 
proposed  an  industry-to-industry 
agreement  with  no  government  in- 
volvement as  a  replacement  for  the 
current  agreement.  An  industry-level 
agreement  is  completely  unacceptable. 
It  would  not  ensure  continued  progress 
in  increasing  foreign  market  access  in 
Japan,  nor  would  it  provide  the  nec- 
essary guarantee  against  Japanese 
dumping  in  our  market. 

Important  features  of  a  new  govern- 
ment-to-govemment semiconductor 
agreement  are: 

It  should  provide  for  joint  United 
States-Japanese  Government  calcula- 
tion and  publication  of  foreign  market 
share  in  Japan: 

And,  it  should  provide  for  regular 
government-to-govemment  consulta- 
tions to  assess  progress  in  increasing 
foreign  market  access.  These  provi- 
sions regarding  the  governments'  over- 
sight roles  are  critical  to  ensuring  con- 
tinued progress. 

Market  access  in  Japan  is  critical  for 
the  continued  growth  and  strength  of 
the  United  States  semiconductor  in- 
dustry. In  1995,  the  Japanese  semi- 
conductor market  was  S39.6  billion.  It 
is  expected  to  grow  to  $57.1  billion  by 
1999.  Every  percentage  point  increase 
in  United  States  market  access  in 
Japan  is  therefore  worth  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  in  increased  United 
States  exports,  thousands  of  additional 
jobs  in  the  United  States,  and  a  strong- 
er domestic  industry  to  meet  our  grow- 
ing national  security  and  defense 
needs. 

STATUS  OF  NEGOTUTIONS 

Mr.  President,  bilateral  talks  are  ex- 
pected to  begin  this  week.  There  is  rea- 
son to  be  cautiously  optimistic  about 
this  development;  however,  it  is  imper- 
ative that  the  Japanese  Government  be 
prepared  to  discuss  in  good  Caith  the 
role  that  government  must  continue  to 
play  in  deregulating  the  Japanese 
semiconductor  market  and  continuing 
the  process  of  opening  that  market. 

Mr.  President,  the  deadline  for  the 
expiration  of  the  United  States-Japa- 
nese Semiconductor  Agreement  is  fast 
approaching.  No  new  progress  toward 
renegotiation  of  this  important  trade 
agreement  has  been  made.  Meetings 
have  now  occurred,  which  is  certainly  a 
step  in  the  right  direction.  However, 
Japanese  and  American  officials  just 
ended  12  days  of  unofficial  semiconduc- 
tor trade  talks  yesterday  in  Tokyo 
that  jrielded  little  progress.  The  next 
step  will  be  a  sub-Cabinet-level  meet- 
ing held  here  in  Washington  tomorrow 
and  Friday  between  MTTI  Vice  Minister 
of  International  AfEairs  Yashihlro 
Sakamoto  and  Ira  Shapiro,  Ambas- 
sador in  Charge  of  Japan  and  Canada  at 
the  Office  of  the  United  States  Trade 
Representative. 

Mr.  President,  these  current  events 
emphasize  the  importance  of  the  mes- 
sage being  sent  today  by  the  Senate. 
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and  that  is  that  the  United  States-Jap- 
anese Semiconductor  Agreement 
should  be — and,  most  importantly, 
must  be — renegotiated.  Given  the  range 
of  trade  issues  currently  being  ad- 
dressed between  our  two  nations,  it 
would  not  be  in  either  of  our  interests 
for  another  area  of  contention  in  trade 
to  develop.  Therefore,  it  is  essential 
that  a  new  govemment-to-govemment 
agreement  be  negotiated  with  Japan 
before  the  current  agreement  expires 
on  July  31. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  no  further  com- 
ments on  this  amendment. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
add  my  support  to  the  amendment  re- 
garding the  United  States-Japan  Semi- 
conductor Agreement. 

The  United  States-Japan  Semi- 
conductor Agreement,  first  concluded 
in  1986,  and  renewed  in  1991,  has  led  to 
tremendous  progress  in  opening  the 
Japanese  market.  It  has  provided  the 
framework  for  discussing  trade  issues 
before  they  became  problematic  and 
has  been  the  catalyst  for  increasing  co- 
operation between  United  States  semi- 
conductor makers  and  Japanese  semi- 
conductor-consuming industries.  It  has 
also  promoted  fair  trade  in  the  market- 
place and,  at  least  until  recently,  has 
helped  to  avoid  situations  of  injurious 
dumping. 

The  current  agreement  expires  at  the 
end  of  July.  It  must  be  renewed.  More- 
over, both  governments  must  play  a 
significant  role  in  any  renewed  agree- 
ment. Govemment-to-govemment  in- 
volvement provides  essential  support 
and  encouragement  to  all  industry  ef- 
forts, and  permits  the  collection  of  rel- 
evant data  regarding  the  calculation  of 
market  share.  The  agreement  will  not 
work  unless  this  data  can  form  the 
basis  of  the  accountability  in  product 
pricing  that  can  avoid  antidumping  ac- 
tions. 

Renewal  of  the  United  States-Japan 
Semiconductor  Agreement  has  become 
even  more  important  because  of  the  re- 
cent dramatic  price  declines  for  mem- 
ory chips.  Average  sales  prices  have 
fallen  by  over  70  percent  in  recent 
months.  These  prices  are  so  low,  in 
fact,  that  the  specter  of  significant  in- 
jurious dumping  is  again  a  reality. 
Dumping  throws  markets  into  a  panic. 
This  type  of  uncertainty  and  disrup- 
tion must  not  take  place  again.  I  urge 
the  President  to  use  all  the  means  at 
his  disposal  to  conclude  a  renewed 
agreement  before  the  current  one  ex- 
pires on  July  31. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  today  in  support  of  an  amendment 
to  express  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that 
the  United  States-Japan  Semiconduc- 
tor Trade  Agreement  be  renegotiated. 
The  current  semiconductor  agreement 
expires  July  31,  and  it  is  essential  that 
a  new  govemment-to-govemment 
agreement  be  negotiated  with  Japan 
prior  to  the  expiration  date. 

The  importance  of  semiconductors 
should   not   be   underestimated.   They 


are  an  increasingly  pervasive  aspect  of 
everyday  life,  enabling  the  creation  of 
the  information  superhighway  and  the 
functioning  of  everything  from  auto- 
mobiles to  advanced  medical  equip- 
ment. Semiconductors  are  also  the  ful- 
crum of  our  national  defense  capabili- 
ties. U.S.  semiconductor  manufactur- 
ers employ  260.000  people  nationwide. 
Their  products  are  the  driving  force  be- 
hind the  nearly  $400  billion  U.S.  elec- 
tronics industry,  which  provides  em- 
ployment for  2.5  million  Americans. 
Our  semiconductor  industry  is  the 
world's  largest  and  it  has  habitually 
been  the  market  leader.  U.S.  sales,  last 
year,  totaled  $59  billion,  representing 
almost  41  percent  of  the  $144  billion 
global  market. 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  world  semi- 
conductor market  will  double  by  the 
year  2000,  with  projected  sales  of  over 
$300  billion.  Market  access  in  Japan  is 
critical  for  the  continued  growth  and 
strength  of  the  United  States  semi- 
conductor industry.  In  1995,  the  Japa- 
nese semiconductor  market  was  $39.6 
billion.  It  is  expected  to  grow  to  $57.1 
billion  by  1999.  It  is  well  accepted  that 
every  percentage  point  increase  in 
United  States  market  access  in  Japan 
is  worth  himdreds  of  millions  of  dollars 
in  increased  United  States  exiwrts  and 
approximately  thousands  of  additional 
jobs  in  the  United  States. 

In  1986,  President  Reagan  vigorously 
sought  and  concluded  a  5-year  agree- 
ment with  the  Government  of  Japan  to 
grant  foreign  access  to  its  semiconduc- 
tor market.  The  primary  purpose  of  the 
1991  United  States-Japan  semiconduc- 
tor agreement,  like  the  1986  agreement 
which  preceded  it,  is  to  allow  foreign 
manufacturers  equitable  access  to  the 
Japanese  semiconductor  market.  The 
objective  of  the  agreement  is  to  level 
the  playing  field  and  open  the  Japanese 
market  to  the  point  where  sales  gen- 
erally occur  without  respect  to  the  na- 
tionality or  origin  of  the  supplier.  The 
semiconductor  agreement  has  led  to 
tremendous  progress  in  opening  the 
Japanese  market.  Foreign  share  in- 
creased from  8.5  percent  in  1985  to  25.4 
percent  in  1995.  Of  this  25.4  percent  for- 
eign share,  the  U.S.  industry  has  18 
percent  market  share. 

It  is  quite  apparent  that  U.S.  semi- 
conductor manufacturers  are  ex- 
tremely competitive  in  all  open  mar- 
kets across  a  wide  range  of  applica- 
tions and  a  wide  range  of  products. 
There  remains  a  sharp  disparity,  how- 
ever, between  the  share  United  States 
manufacturers  account  for  in  the  neu- 
tral world  markets  outside  the  United 
States  and  Japan  and  the  share  they 
account  for  inside  Japan.  In  the  world 
market,  excluding  the  United  States 
and  Japan,  American  manufacturers 
accounted  for  40  percent  of  all  semi- 
conductor sales  in  1995.  United  States 
semiconductor  makers  accounted  for 
only  18  percent  of  sales  in  the  Japanese 
market  that  same  year.  This  huge  dif- 


ference in  United  States  sales  outside 
Japan  and  sales  inside  Japan  is  further 
evidence  that  sales  in  that  country  are, 
unfortunately,  still  not  always  made 
solely  on  the  basis  of  market  forces 
such  as  technology,  price,  quality, 
service,  and  delivery. 

Statements  that  attempt  to  rational- 
ize the  inability  of  American  manufac- 
turers to  gain  adequate  access  to  the 
Japanese  semiconductor  market  tend 
to  focus  on  the  belief  that  it  is  purely 
natural  that  the  United  States  indus- 
try does  better  in  the  United  States 
and  the  Japanese  industry  does  better 
in  Japan — this  is  simply  not  true.  A 
comparison  of  the  40  percent  share 
United  States  firms  earn  in  world  mar- 
kets outside  both  the  United  States 
and  Japan  with  the  18  percent  share 
United  States  firms  have  in  Japan 
demonstrates  that  significant  gap  re- 
mains. But  there  is  only  a  small  dif- 
ference between  the  23  percent  share 
Japanese  firms  have  in  the  United 
States  market  and  the  27  percent  share 
they  have  in  world  markets  outside 
both  the  United  States  and  Japan. 

This  week,  acting-U.S.  Trade  Rep- 
resentative Charlene  Barshefshy  is  in 
Tokyo  to  hold  inform  bilateral  talks. 
Although.  I  am  cautiously  optimistic 
about  this  development,  it  is  impera- 
tive that  the  Government  of  Japan  un- 
derstand and  be  prepared  to  discuss  in 
good  faith  the  role  that  government 
must  continue  to  play  in  deregulating 
the  Japanese  semiconductor  market 
and  continuing  the  process  of  opening 
that  market.  The  Government  of  Japan 
must  also  resist  efforts  by  its  elec- 
tronics industry  to  install  an  industry- 
to-industry  agreement  with  no  govern- 
ment involvement  as  a  replacement  for 
the  current  agreement.  Such  an  indus- 
try-to-industry agreement  would  not 
ensure  continued  progress  in  increasing 
foreign  market  access  in  Japan  and  is 
totally  unacceptable. 

A  govemment-to-govemment  semi- 
conductor agreement  will  provide  for 
joint  United  States-Japan  Government 
calculation  and  publication  of  foreign 
market  share  in  Japan  and  that  it  pro- 
vide for  regular  govemment-to-govem- 
ment consultations  to  assess  progress 
in  increasing  foreign  market  access. 
These  provisions  regarding  the  govern- 
ments' oversight  roles  are  critical  to 
ensuring  continued  progress  and  are  to- 
tally within  the  true  spirit  of  competi- 
tion. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  Craig-Bingaman 
amendm»»nt,  urging  the  renewal  of  our 
semiconductor  agreement.  The  agree- 
ment has  reduced  trade  fiiction  and 
promotes  private  sector  cooperation.  It 
is  essential  that  a  new  govemment-to- 
govemment  agreement  is  negotiated 
with  Japan  before  the  current  agree- 
ment is  allowed  to  expire  on  July  31. 

The  United  States  and  Japan  have  a 
significant  stake  in  trade  harmony  in 
this  important  economic  sector.  The 
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current  $100  billion  world  market  for 
semiconductors  is  expected  to  grow  to 
$300  billion  by  the  year  2000.  The  semi- 
conductor industry  is  the  basis  of  our 
electronics  industry  and  an  increas- 
ingly pervasive  part  of  our  everyday 
life. 

This  agreement,  first  signed  in  1986, 
creates  a  regular  framework  for  busi- 
ness and  government  leaders  to  meet 
and  review  trade  issues  and  business 
trends.  This  framework  has  helped 
build  smooth,  steady  growth  in  the  in- 
dustry, defused  potential  disputes,  and 
promoted  trade  harmony,  rather  than 
the  hostility  that  has  characterized 
other  trade  sectors. 

As  a  replacement,  the  Japanese  elec- 
tronics industry  proposes  an  industry- 
to-industry  agreement  with  no  govern- 
ment involvement.  This  industry 
agreement  is  unacceptable. 

It  would  take  no  action  to  ensure 
continued  progress  to  increase  foreign 
market  share  in  Japan.  Without  an 
agreement,  in  a  market  downturn. 
United  States  producers  could  be  cut 
out  of  segments  of  the  Japanese  mar- 
ket. 

A  strong  government  oversight  role 
is  fundamental  to  enforcing  the  integ- 
rity of  the  semiconductor  market 
under  the  agreement.  The  govemment- 
to-govemment  semiconductor  agree- 
ment must  be  renewed  in  order  to  pro- 
vide for  the  gathering  and  publication 
of  market  share  data  and  provide  for 
the  regular  meetings  of  industry  lead- 
ers to  review  market  and  industry 
issues. 

Market  access  in  Japan  is  critical  for 
the  continued  growth  and  strength  of 
the  United  States  semiconductor  in- 
dustry. The  $39  billion  Japanese  semi- 
conductor market  is  expected  to  grow 
to  $57.1  billion  by  1999.  Each  percentage 
point  increase  in  United  States  market 
access  in  Japan  represents  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  in  increased  sales 
and  United  States  jobs. 

Representatives  of  the  United  States 
semiconductor  industry  recently  met 
in  Hawaii  with  their  Japanese  counter- 
parts to  try  to  reach  agreement  on  fu- 
ture United  States-Japan  cooperation 
on  semiconductor  issues.  During  the 
meetings,  the  Japanese  company  ex- 
ecutives submitted  a  confidential  pro- 
posal to  continue  cooperation  in  semi- 
conductors, but  refused  to  discuss  the 
role  of  the  Government  in  ensuring  the 
agreement. 

At  the  same  time,  the  Japanese  Gov- 
ernment insisted  it  could  not  discuss 
the  agreement  with  the  United  States 
Government  unless  and  until  an  indus- 
try level  agreement  is  reached.  This 
rigid  insistence  appears  deliberately 
designed  to  deadlock  discussions  until 
the  current  agreement  expires  in  July. 

The  United  States  industry — in  close 
consultation  with  USTR— has  decided 
that  it  cannot  and  will  not  continue  to 
meet  with  Japanese  company  leaders 
under  these  circumstances,  but  will  re- 


spond to  proposals  put  forth  by  the 
Japanese  companies. 

Mr.  President,  the  purpose  of  the  1991 
agreement,  like  the  1986  agreement 
which  preceded  it,  is  to  allow  foreign 
manufacturers  equitable  access  to  the 
Japanese  semiconductor  market.  The 
agreement  seeks  to  open  the  Japanese 
market  to  the  point  where  sales  gen- 
erally occur  without  respect  to  the  na- 
tionality of  the  supplier. 

The  semiconductor  agreement  has 
been  a  tremendous  success  and  must  be 
continued.  Under  the  agreement,  the 
foreign  share  of  the  Japanese  increased 
from  8.5  percent  in  1985  to  25.4  percent 
in  1995.  Of  this  25-percent  share,  the 
U.S.  firms  have  an  18-percent  market 
share. 

The  United  States  semiconductor 
manufacturers,  many  of  them  based  in 
my  State  of  California,  make  the  best 
product  in  the  world  and  are  extremely 
competitive  in  all  open  markets  across 
the  full  range  of  applications  and  prod- 
ucts. 

However,  United  States  manufactur- 
ers have  been  less  successful  in  the 
Japanese  market  than  in  the  neutral 
world  markets  outside  of  the  United 
States  and  Japan. 

In  neutral  markets.  American  manu- 
facturers represent  40  percent  of  all 
semiconductor  sales  last  year. 

In  Japan,  United  States  semiconduc- 
tor makers  accounted  for  only  18  per- 
cent of  1995  sales,  a  gap  consistent 
across  the  full  range  of  semiconductor 
products  and  applications. 

By  contrast,  there  is  only  a  small  dif- 
ference between  the  23-percent  share 
Japanese  firms  have  in  the  United 
States  market  and  the  27-percent  share 
they  have  in  neutral  markets. 

The  disparity  between  United  States 
sales  outside  and  inside  the  Japanese 
market  suggests  semiconductor  sales 
in  that  country  are,  unfortunately, 
still  not  alwajrs  made  solely  on  the 
basis  of  market  forces  such  as  tech- 
nology, price,  quality,  service,  and  de- 
livery. Current  nmrket  conditions  re- 
quire the  continuation  of  the  United 
States-Japan  agreement. 

Mr.  President,  the  United  States- 
Japan  semiconductor  agreement  re- 
duces trade  friction  and  promotes  pri- 
vate sector  cooperation,  rather  than 
Government  enforcement.  For  both 
countries,  the  extension  would  rep- 
resent an  opportunity  to  continue  the 
current,  mutually  beneficial  relation- 
ship and  should  not  to  be  allowed  to 
slip  by. 

The  Clinton  administration  deserves 
credit  for  endorsing  renewal  and  rais- 
ing this  issue  during  bilateral  meet- 
ings. However,  the  Japanese  Govern- 
ment should  understand  very  clearly 
that  the  desire  to  extend  the  agree- 
ment is  shared  by  Congress  as  well.  I 
am  pleased  to  support  the  amendment. 

Mr.  NUNN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia  is  recognized. 


Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  we  favor 
the  Craig  amendment  on  this  side,  and 
I  recommend  it  be  accepted. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  we 
favor  the  Craig  amendment  and  rec- 
ommend it  be  accepted. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President.  I  urge 
adoption  of  my  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  occurs  on  agreeing  to  the 
Craig  amendment. 

The  amendment  (No.  4057)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  THURMOND  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina  is  recogrnized. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  time  on  the  Bingaman 
amendment  be  limited  to  40  minutes 
equally  divided  in  the  usual  form,  that 
no  aimendments  be  in  order,  and  that 
following  the  use  or  jrielding  back  of 
time,  the  Senate  proceed  to  vote  on  or 
in  relation  to  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  40SI 

(Purpose:  To  strike  out  provisions  that  pre- 
determine the  outcome  of  an  on^oln?  I>»- 
jMLTtment  of  Defense  study  on  space  control 
and  to  provide  a  framework  for  space  con- 
trol decisions  to  be  made) 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  an  amendment  to  the  desk  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 

objection,    the    pending    amendments 

will  be  laid  aside.  The  clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 

as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Binga- 
man] proposes  an  amendment  numbered  4058. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Be^nnlng  on  page  32.  strike  out  line  22  and 
all  that  follows  through  page  33.  line  21.  and 
Insert  In  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

SEC.     212.     SPACE     CONTROL     AKCHnSCTURE 
STUDY. 

(a)  REQUIRED    CONSTOERATION    OF    KCmC 

Energy  Tactical  ANnsATELUTE  Program.— 
The  Department  of  Defense  Space  Architect 
shall  evaluate  the  potential  cost  and  effec- 
tiveness of  the  Inclusion  of  the  kinetic  en- 
ergy tactical  antisatelllte  program  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  as  a  specific  element 
of  the  space  control  architecture  which  the 
Space  Architect  Is  developing  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense. 

(b)  Congressional  Notification  of  ant 
Determination  of  inafpropriateness  of 
Program  for  archttecture.— (i)  If  at  any 
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point  in  the  development  of  the  space  con- 
trol architecture  the  Space  Architect  deter- 
mines that  the  kinetic  energy  tactical  anti- 
satellite  program  is  not  appropriate  for  in- 
corporation into  the  space  control  architec- 
ture under  development,  the  Space  Architect 
shall  immediately  notify  the  congressional 
defense  committees  of  such  determination. 

(2)  Within  60  days  after  submitting  a  noti- 
fication of  a  determination  under  paragraph 
(1).  the  Space  Architect  shall  submit  to  the 
congressional  defense  committees  a  detailed 
report  setting  forth  the  specific  reasons  for. 
and  analytical  findings  supporting,  the  de- 
termination. 

(c)  REPORT  ON  Approved  architecture.— 
Not  later  than  March  31,  1997,  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  shall  submit  to  the  congressional 
defense  committees  a  report  on  the  space 
control  architecture  approved  by  the  Sec- 
retary. The  report  shall  Include  the  follow- 
ing: 

(1)  An  assessment  of  the  potential  threats 
posed  to  deployed  United  States  military 
forces  by  the  proliferation  of  foreign  mili- 
tary and  commercial  space  assets. 

(2)  The  Secretary's  recommendations  for 
development  and  deployment  of  space  con- 
trol capabilities  to  counter  such  threats. 

(d)  Funding.— (1)  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  release  to  the  kinetic  energy  tactical 
antlsatelUte  program  mana«rer  the  funds  ap- 
propriated In  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  kinetic 
energy  tactical  antlsatelUte  program.  The 
Secretary  may  withdraw  unobligated  bal- 
ances of  such  funds  from  the  program  man- 
ager only  If^ 

(A)  the  Space  Architect  makes  a  deter- 
mination described  in  subsection  (b)(1);  or 

(B)  a  report  submitted  by  the  Secretary 
pursuant  to  subsection  (c)  includes  a  rec- 
ommendation not  to  pursue  such  a  program. 

(2)  Not  later  than  AprU  1,  1997.  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  shall  release  to  the  kinetic 
energy  tactical  antlsatelUte  program  man- 
ager any  funds  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1997  for  a  kinetic  energy  tactical  antlsat- 
elUte program  pursuant  to  section  221(a)  un- 
less— 

(A)  the  Space  Architect  has  by  such  date 
submitted  a  notification  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (b);  or 

(B)  a  report  submitted  by  the  Secretary 
pursuant  to  subsection  (c)  Includes  a  rec- 
ommendation not  to  pursue  such  a  program. 

Beginning  on  page  42,  strike  out  line  15  and 
all  that  follows  through  page  43,  line  9. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  this 
is  a  very  simple  amendment.  It  pro- 
poses to  delete  two  provisions  that 
have  been  included  in  the  bill.  The  ef- 
fect of  the  provisions  that  are  in  the 
bill  is  that  they  would  prejudge  an  on- 
going study  that  the  Penta!gon  is  doing 
on  space  control  and  antlsatelUte 
weapons.  These  provisions  that  I  am 
proposing  to  delete  would  impose  on 
the  Pentagon  a  kinetic  energy  antlsat- 
elUte weapon  which  is  generally  re- 
ferred to  as  KE-ASAT,  which  may  well 
be  one  of  the  least  attractive  options 
available  to  the  Pentagon  for  space 
control. 

My  amendment  instead  sets  up  a 
process  whereby  the  Pentagon  can 
complete  its  analysis  of  the  ongoing 
space  control  architecture  study  and 
fimd  the  KE-ASAT,  the  kinetic  energy 
ASAT,  only  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
decides  that  It  is  a  desirable  option. 

My  amendment  was  defeated  in  the 
committee  when  I  offered  it  by  an  11- 


to-10  vote.  I  hope  that  we  can  succeed 
on  the  floor  because  we  simply  should 
not  be  imposing  a  technical  solution  to 
a  complex  problem  on  the  Pentagon  be- 
fore they  have  told  us  what  their  space 
control  architecture  will  be. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  fairly  esoteric 
subject.  There  is  no  doubt  that  our 
military  forces  deployed  overseas  will 
be  made  more  vulnerable  by  the  pro- 
liferation of  foreign  military  commer- 
cial satellite  imaging  capabilities  in 
the  coming  years.  I  have  been  among 
several  here  in  Washington  and  around 
the  country  pointing  to  that  threat  and 
urging  the  administration  to  develop 
diplomatic  and  military  options  to  deaJ 
with  the  threat. 

The  Pentagon's  own  April  1996  report. 
"Proliferation  Threat  and  Responsibil- 
ities." pointed  to  the  growing  avail- 
ability of  satellite  imaging  and  noted— 
and  here  is  a  quote  from  that  report: 

Iraq,  for  ejcample,  might  have  used  such  ca- 
pability to  discover  that  coalition  forces  had 
shifted  their  positions  prior  to  ground  oper- 
ations in  Operation  Desert  Storm.  Obviously, 
such  a  discovery  by  Iraq  could  have  cost 
many  allied  lives.  A  future  General 
Schwarzkopf  may  not  have  absolute  domi- 
nance of  the  space  above  the  battle  area  that 
the  real  General  Schwarzkopf  enjoyed  during 
Desert  Storm  as  a  result  of  the  U.N.  sanc- 
tions on  Iraq. 

To  deal  with  this  thi^at.  a  thireat 
that  the  Pentagon  does  take  seriously, 
the  Pentagon  has  launched  a  space  con- 
trol architecture  development  effort 
under  the  Pentagon's  space  aurchitect, 
Maj.  Gen.  Robert  Dickman.  The  results 
of  the  study  may  be  available  as  early 
as  this  faU.  according  to  the  testimony 
that  was  received  in  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee.  Unfortunately,  Instead 
of  waiting  for  this  study,  section  212  of 
this  bill,  this  defense  authorization  bill 
that  we  are  consldeiing  today — section 
212  of  the  bill  takes  all  funding  away 
from  the  space  architect  unless  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  Includes  the  ki- 
netic energy  ASAT  in  the  space  control 
architecture  being  developed.  Section 
221(c)  denies  all  funding  for  technical 
sinalysls,  that  is  S35  million,  denies  all 
that  funding  to  the  Under  Secretary 
for  Acquisition  and  Technology  unless 
the  kinetic  energy  ASAT  Program  is 
pursued. 

Mr.  President,  this  Is.  I  believe,  the 
first  example  I  have  seen  of  a  sort  of 
double  mandate  being  put  into  law. 
where  we  are  saying  not  only  will  we 
deny  all  funds  to  the  space  architect  in 
the  Department  of  Defense  if  they  do 
not  come  to  the  conclusion  we  want  in 
this  study,  but  we  will  also  deny  this 
$33  million  to  the  Under  Secretary  for 
Acquisition  and  Technology  unless 
they  decide  to  pursue  this  particular 
option. 

In  my  view  we  should  not  be  using 
such  a  mandate  to  influence  the  out- 
come of  an  ongoing  Pentagon  study. 
The  real  reason  for  this  mandatory  lan- 
guage. I  am  afraid,  is  that  many  are 
concerned    that    the    kinetic    energy 


ASAT  option  will  prove  to  be  a  very 
poor  alternative  in  this  ongoing  study. 
Most  previous  studies  of  antlsatelUte 
capabilities  have  pointed  toward  di- 
rected energy  options  as  preferable  to 
the  kinetic  energy  ASAT  mandated  by 
the  bill.  For  example,  the  Air  Force 
Science  Board,  in  its  "New  World  Vis- 
tas" study  in  air  and  space  power  for 
the  21st  centuiy  earlier  this  year  rec- 
ommended both  grovmd-based  lasers 
and  high-powered  microwave  systems 
over  the  kinetic  energy  ASAT  systems. 
Here  is  a  quote  from  that  "New  World 
Vistas"  study.  It  says: 

Kinetic  energy  systems  .  .  .  are  expensive. 
The  vehicles  are  complex,  and  tracking  and 
guidance  must  be  precise.  Most  of  the  cost, 
however.  Is  the  result  of  maintaining  readi- 
ness to  launch  within  an  acceptable  time. 

Mr.  President.  I  am  not  opposed  to 
the  Pentagon's  developing  antlsatelUte 
capabilities  to  deal  with  the  prolifera- 
tion of  foreign  high-resolution  imaging 
satellites.  But  we  have  to  understand 
that  these  capabilities  will  be  in  the 
hands  of  a  limited  number  of  nations 
for  the  next  10  to  15  years,  nations  such 
as  France,  Russia,  Israel,  China,  pos- 
sibly India,  and  Japan.  Would  we  really 
use  a  kill  capability — which  is  what  the 
kinetic  energy  ASAT  is?  This  kinetic 
energy  ASAT  capability  would  collide 
with  the  satellite  which  it  is  directed 
against  at  very  high  speed.  Would  we 
really  use  this  ability  against  one  of 
those  nations  which  I  just  listed,  sim- 
ply because  they  were  making  Imagery 
available  to  a  potential  foe,  such  as 
Saddam  Hussein,  during  a  regional  con- 
frontation? Would  our  national  leader- 
ship not  prefer  a  capability  that  would 
disable  or  jam  such  a  satellite  when  it 
was  over  our  deployed  forces  but  which 
would  not  permanently  damage  it? 

The  Air  Force  Science  Board  study  to 
which  I  referred  earlier  points  out  that 
high  power  "microwave  systems  coixld 
be  attractive  because  they  have  the  po- 
tential to  produce  electronic  upset 
without  damaging  the  structure  of  a 
threat  satellite."  Similarly,  a  mobile 
ground-based  laser  system  might  be  de- 
veloped that  can  only  damage  a  threat 
satelUte  if  its  shutters  were  open,  not 
if  it  were  in  a  shutdown  mode.  Such 
systems  would  provide  our  military 
commanders  a  military  option  to  en- 
sure the  doniinance  of  space  by  this 
country  above  the  battle  area,  which 
General  Schwarzkopf  enjoyed  during 
Desert  Storm,  without  resulting  in  the 
escalation  of  a  regional  conflict. 

The  ideal  space  control  capability  is 
not  one  that  destroys  a  foreign  imag- 
ing satellite  by  colliding  with  it  at 
high  velocity  and  creating  a  diplomatic 
crisis  that  broadens  a  conflict  as  well 
as  a  cloud  of  space  debris  that  will 
have  adverse  effects  on  peaceful  space 
activities. 

Mr.  President,  if  there  are  more  cost 
effective  and  more  diplomatically  ef- 
fective approaches  to  space  control, 
should  we  not  allow  the  Pentagon  to 
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pursue  those?  The  amendment  I  am  of- 
fering leaves  the  S75. million  in  the  bill 
which  is  presently  there  for  tactical 
ASAT  technology,  without  specifying 
what  technologies  we  might  be  using  it 
for.  It  eliminates  the  mandate  forcing 
the  use  of  the  kinetic  energy  ASAT  by 
the  Pentagon.  The  amendment  instead 
directs  that  the  kinetic  energy  ASAT 
option  be  explicitly  evaluated  by  Gen- 
eral Dickman  for  the  space  control  ar- 
chitecture, but  it  leaves  the  choice  of 
whether  to  fund  that  option  to  the 
Pentagon.  The  Pentagon  must  also 
give  Congress  the  results  of  its  space 
control  study  by  March  31. 1997. 

This  is  the  way  in  which  we  normally 
proceed  when  the  Pentagon  defines  a 
threat,  as  they  have  in  this  case,  and 
laimches  an  effort  to  deal  with  that 
threat.  We  do  not  impose  our  solution 
to  a  highly  complex  problem  before  we 
have  heard  the  Pentagon's  own  rec- 
ommended solution. 

Mr.  President,  the  only  testimony 
which  the  Senate  received  this  year  on 
this  whole  issue  was  from  Gil  Decker, 
the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army 
for  Research  and  Acquisition,  who  told 
the  Armed  Services  Committee  that 
this  is  not  an  Army  priority.  This  fund- 
ing did  not  appear  on  any  service  wish 
list.  This  is  hardly  the  basis  for  impos- 
ing this  kinetic  energy  ASAT  system 
on  the  Pentagon. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
amendment.  That  concludes  my  state- 
ment in  support  of  it  and  I  jrield  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
jrields  time?  The  Senator  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
understanding  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  will  be  seeking  some  time 
to  respond  to  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  and  will  be  available  to  speak 
shortly.  Let  me  just  state  we  appear, 
now.  to  be  making  some  progress  on 
the  bill.  Relevant  amendments  are 
being  debated  and  discussed  and  time 
Umits  are  being  sought.  To  the  extent 
Members  with  amendments  can  notify 
ixs  of  their  amendments  and  we  can 
work  out  a  time  agreement,  that  would 
be  preferable  to  keep  us  working  late 
into  the  night. 


REMOVAL  OF  INJUNCTION  OF  SE- 
CRECY—INTERNATIONAL NATU- 
RAL RUBBER  AGREEMENT  OF 
1995.  TREATY  DOCUMENT  NO.  104- 
27 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  Piresident,  as  in  ex- 
ecutive session.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  injunction  of  secrecy  be 
removed  from  the  following  treaty 
transmitted  to  the  Senate  on  June  19. 
1996.  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States. 

International  Natural  Rubber  Agree- 
ment of  1995,  which  is  Treaty  Docu- 
ment No.  104-27. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President.  I  further 
ask  the  treaty  be  considered  as  having 
been  read  for  the  first  time:  that  it  be 
referred,  with  accompanying  papers,  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
and  ordered  to  be  printed;  and  that  the 
President's  message  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  message  of  the  President  is  as 
follows: 

To  the  Senate  of  the  United  States: 

I  transmit  herewith,  for  the  advice 
and  consent  of  the  Senate  to  ratifica- 
tion, the  International  Natural  Rubber 
Agreement,  1995,  done  at  Geneva  on 
February  17,  1995.  The  Agreement  was 
signed  on  behalf  of  the  United  States 
on  April  23,  1996.  The  report  of  the  De- 
partment of  State  setting  forth  more 
fully  the  Administration's  position  is 
also  transmitted,  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

As  did  its  predecessors,  the  Inter- 
national Rubber  Agreement.  1995 
(INRA),  seeks  to  stabilize  natural  rub- 
ber pirices  without  distorting  long-term 
market  trends  and  to  assure  adequate 
rubber  supplies  at  reasonable  prices. 
The  U.S.  participation  in  INRA,  1995, 
will  also  respond  to  concerns  expressed 
by  U.S.  rubber  companies  that  a  transi- 
tion period  is  needed  to  allow  industrj' 
time  to  prepare  for  a  free  market  in 
natural  rubber  and  to  allow  for  the  fur- 
ther development  of  alternative  insti- 
tutions to  manage  market  risk.  The 
new  Agreement  lncoiT)orates  improve- 
ments sought  by  the  United  States  to 
help  ensure  that  it  fully  reflects  mar- 
ket trends  and  is  operated  in  an  effec- 
tive and  financially  sound  manner. 

The  Agreement  is  consistent  with 
out  broad  foreign  policy  objectives.  It 
demonstrates  our  willingness  to  engage 
in  a  continuing  dialogue  with  develop- 
ing countries  on  issues  of  mutual  con- 
cern and  embodies  our  belief  that  long- 
run  market  forces  are  the  appropriate 
determinants  of  prices  and  resource  al- 
locations. It  will  also  strengthen  our 
relations  with  the  ASEAN  countries, 
since  three  of  them — Malaysia,  Indo- 
nesia, and  Thailand — account  collec- 
tively for  approximately  80  percent  of 
world  production  of  natural  rubber. 

Therefore,  I  urge  the  Senate  to  give 
this  Agreement  prompt  consideration 
and  its  advice  and  consent  to  ratifica- 
tion to  enable  the  United  States  to  de- 
posit its  Instrument  of  ratification  as 
soon  as  possible. 

WiLUAM  J.  Clinton. 

The  White  House,  June  19. 1996. 


NATIONAL    DEFENSE    AUTHORIZA- 
TION ACT  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1997 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

Mr.  COATS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Indiana  retains  the  floor. 


AMENDMENT  NO.  ¥6» 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President.  I  wonder 
if  I  can  inquire  from  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  what  amount  of  time 
he  requests  we  yield  on  this? 

Mr.  SMITH.  I  beUeve  under  the  re- 
quest I  had  20  minutes.  Probably  veir 
close  to  that  amount  of  time. 

PRI\'ILECE  OF  THE  FLOOR 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  just  make  a  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest before  the  Senator  makes  his 
statement?  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  Linda  Taylor,  a  fellow  in  my  of- 
fice, be  given  the  privilege  of  the  floor 
during  the  pendency  of  S.  1745. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  20 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Hampshire  has  18  min- 
utes remaining. 

Mr.  COATS.  I  yield  all  time  remain- 
ing to  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp- 
shire. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  HampsMre  is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President,  some 
things  are  very  predictable  around 
here.  One  of  the  most  predictable  is 
that  somebody  every  year  gets  up  there 
in  the  authorization  debate  and  tries  to 
kill  the  ASAT  Program.  This  is  not  a 
harmless  amendment.  This  is  a  very  se- 
rious amendment  that  can  do  damage 
to  the  national  security  of  the  United 
States. 

I  might  say  very  bluntly  and  hon- 
estly, I  do  not  have  any  parochial  in- 
terest in  this.  I  have  a  national  inter- 
est in  this.  There  is  not  anybody  work- 
ing on  this  in  my  State.  It  is  not  a  jobs 
issue  in  my  State.  This  is  a  national 
security  matter,  and  year  after  year  I 
stand  up  and  engage  in  debate  on  this, 
and  in  conunittee,  as  the  opponents 
continue  to  go  after  this  progium. 

This  amendment  is  designed  to  kill 
ASAT,  to  kill  the  kinetic  energy  pro- 
gram plain  and  simple.  That  is  exactly 
what  it  is  designed  to  do.  That  is  what 
they  are  trying  to  do.  We  have  invested 
$245  million  in  this  program.  We  have  2 
years  left,  at  approximately  $75  million 
a  year,  to  complete  this  program.  This 
technology  works.  It  has  afready  been 
tested.  It  works.  We  are  going  to  throw 
it  down  the  tube,  throw  it  away. 

What  is  fronlc  to  me  is  that  some  of 
the  things  that  Senator  Bingaman  has 
said  on  this  issue  are  reasonable.  In 
fact,  I  offered  to  work  with  the  Senator 
in  committee  to  address  his  concerns 
over  the  section  deaUng  with  the  space 
architect.  But,  we  could  not  reach  a 
compromise.  There  was  no  interest  in 
having  a  compromise.  He  wants  the 
whole  thing.  He  wants  to  defeat  it. 

So  here  we  are  again,  rather  than 
simply  addressing  the  concerns  that  he 
has  over  the  space  architect  issue,  the 
Seiiator  from  New  Mexico  now  is  going 
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after  the  entire  program — ^all  or  noth- 
ing. 

The  truth  is,  this  amendment  cir- 
cumvents the  authorization  and  appro- 
priations process  totally.  It  allows  the 
space  architect  to  singlehandedly  de- 
cide if  the  Pentagon  spends  the  money 
that  has  been  authorized  and  appro- 
priated in  both  1996  and  1997  for  ASAT. 
That  is  an  assault  on  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  committee,  the  Armed  Services 
Committee,  and  the  Appropriations 
Committee.  There  is  a  process  in  place. 
a  correct  process,  to  seek  reprogram- 
ming  or  rescissions,  and  that  works 
pretty  well  around  here.  But  to  say 
that  the  space  architect,  whose  iden- 
tity I  would  venture  to  say  very  few  of 
my  colleagues  even  know,  can  decide 
whether  or  not  he  wants  to  comply 
with  the  law,  this  represents  an  enor- 
mous erosion  of  the  Senate's  jurisdic- 
tion and  particularly  that  of  the 
Armed  Services  and  Appropriations 
Committees. 

We  voted  on  this  issue  many  times, 
both  Republicans  and  Democrats, 
under  Democrat  control,  under  Repub- 
lican control.  The  Senate  has  always 
gone  on  record  in  support  of  this  pro- 
gmm,  and  yet  the  assaults  continue. 
The  Armed  Forces  have  testified  that 
they  need  this  capability.  The  Armed 
Forces  have  said  they  need  this  capa- 
bility. The  taxpayers  have  invested 
millions  in  its  development.  Now,  when 
we  are  so  close  to  completing  the  pro- 
gram, why  kill  it?  You  should  not  kill 
it  on  the  money,  because  you  have  in- 
vested so  much,  but  more  important — 
much  more  important — you  should  not 
kill  it  because  of  the  technology. 

Let  us  talk  a  little  bit  about  why  it 
makes  no  sense  to  kill  it  and  why  it  is 
a  threat  to  our  national  security  to  do 
that. 

The  global  spread  of  advanced  sat- 
ellite technology  has  made  it  possible 
for  countries  to  obtain  this  high-defini- 
tion imagery  for  satellites  in  low  orbit 
or  to  buy  that  information.  This  data 
is  crucial  because  in  a  future  conflict, 
the  United  States  has  to  be  able  to 
neutralize  a  hostile  satellite.  How  are 
you  going  to  do  that?  This  is  how  you 
do  it,  with  kinetic  energy  ASAT.  But 
at  present,  we  do  not  have  that  capa- 
bility. We  simply  do  not  have  the  capa- 
bility. 

If  you  think  back,  during  the  gulf 
war,  the  Iraqi  Air  Force  was  destroyed 
or  forced  out  of  the  air  in  the  first  few 
days  of  fighting,  and  Iraq  had  no  recon- 
naissance capability.  This  lack  of  Iraqi 
overhead  surveillance  made  it  possible 
for  the  allies  to  mass  their  forces  and 
sweep  across  the  desert  to  bring  a  swift 
conclusion  to  a  war  that  could  have 
cost  thousands — thousands  — of  Amer- 
ican casualties. 

Gen.  Charles  Homer,  Desert  Storm 
air  commander,  said  that  the  diplo- 
macy that  we  used  convinced  France 
and  Russia  not  to  sell  reconnaissance 
data  to  Iraq.  Suppose  they  bad  it?  We 


had  no  way  to  stop  them  with  that 
kind  of  reconnaissance.  ASAT  destroys 
those  satellites,  Mr.  President.  Why 
would  anyone  want  to  stop  that  tech- 
nology? 

Satellites  that  can  be  placed  up  in 
the  air,  over  the  Earth  in  low  orbit 
with  a  capability  to  spy  on  the  United 
States,  spy  on  our  forces,  collect  data, 
transmit  data,  what  does  ASAT  do? 
What  does  this  satellite  do?  It  disables. 
It  disables  that  satellite  and  keeps  that 
enemy  from  collecting  that  informa- 
tion. 

Why  would  anyone  want  to  deny  the 
United  States  of  America  the  capabil- 
ity to  do  that?  It  baffles  me.  I  cannot 
understand  it.  Every  year,  year  after 
year,  we  have  to  take  the  same  posi- 
tion— for  6  years  I  have  done  it — de- 
fending this  system,  while  those  in  this 
Congress  and  some  in  the  administra- 
tion try  to  kill  it,  try  to  kill  the  capa- 
bility of  the  United  States  to  take  out 
a  satellite  that  could  destroy  American 
forces. 

Some  say,  "'Well,  nobody  out  there 
has  any  capability  for  satellites.  What 
do  we  need  ASAT  for?"  According  to 
the  U.S.  Space  Command.  Argentina, 
Australia,  Brazil,  Canada,  China,  the 
Czech  Republic,  France,  Germany, 
Great  Britain,  India,  Indonesia,  Iran, 
Israel,  Italy,  Japan,  Korea,  Luxem- 
bourg, Malaysia,  Mexico,  Norway, 
Pakistan,  Portugal,  Russia,  Saudi  Ara- 
bia, South  Africa.  Spain,  Sweden,  Thai- 
land, Turkey,  and  Ukraine,  to  name  30. 
They  do  not  have  any  capability?  It  is 
out  there,  folks. 

You  say  some  of  those  are  friendly 
countries.  That  is  right,  and  they  sell 
this  technology  and  there  are  a  lot  of 
people  out  there  bujring  it. 

"Why  not  just  jam  them?"  they  say. 
We  do  not  have  the  capability  to  do 
that. 

A  U.S.  antisatellite  capability — and 
this  is  a  very  important  point,  I  cannot 
emphasize  this  strongly  enough  to  my 
colleagues — is  a  disincentive  for  a  po- 
tential adversary  to  spend  their  re- 
sources on  military  satellites.  A  U.S. 
kinetic  energy  ASAT  could  help  con- 
strain the  proliferation  of  such  sys- 
tems. Why  would  somebody  want  to 
spend  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  to 
develop  satellites  to  put  in  space  to  spy 
on  us  or  to  use  to  collect  data  against 
our  forces  if  they  know  we  can  disable 
them  or  disarm  them?  The  chances  are 
they  will  not.  Yet,  here  we  are,  here  we 
are.  saying,  "Let's  kill  the  program." 

Russia  leads  the  world  in  space 
launches  of  military  satellites. 

Ukraine  is  building  a  series  of  radar 
satellites. 

China  is  launching  military  recon 
satellites  and  have  been  doing  it  for  20 
years.  They  are  selling  space  launches 
and  satellite  technology  all  over  the 
world. 

United  Arab  Emirates  reportedly  has 
ordered  a  military  reconnaissance  sat- 
ellite from  a  consortium  of  Russian 
firms. 


On  and  on  and  on,  and  yet  we  stand 
here  on  the  floor  today  having  to  de- 
fend attacks  on  us.  those  who  support 
this  system.  I  have  had  enough  of  it, 
Mr.  President,  to  be  very  blunt  about 
it.  I  have  had  enough  of  it.  I  am  tired 
of  it.  I  think  it  is  outrageous  that  peo- 
ple come  down  on  this  floor  and  put 
our  forces  at  risk  to  try  to  kill  the 
technology  that  works,  that  protects 
us. 

Let  me  repeat,  had  Saddam  Hussein 
had  the  capability,  had  he  had  these 
satellites,  we  would  have  lost  thou- 
sands of  Americans  because  we  could 
not  have  disabled  them.  We  have  the 
technology.  It  works.  Why  are  we  not 
using  it? 

It  does  not  make  any  sense,  Mr. 
President,  not  to  continue  this  tech- 
nology. This  technology  was  designed, 
developed,  manufactured,  and  inte- 
grated under  the  Kinetic  Energy  ASAT 
Demonstration  Validation  Program 
from  1990  to  1993  and  ground  tested,  and 
it  works.  Here  we  are  having  to  defend 
it  from  these  attacks. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  time  do  I 
have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  7  minutes  30  seconds  remain- 
ing. 

Mr.  SMITH.  The  distinguished  chair- 
man. Senator  Thurmond,  has  asked  for 
a  little  of  my  time,  so  I  will  just  con- 
clude by  saying,  if  we  lose  this  vote 
and  lose  this  technology  and  end  this 
technology,  ASAT,  it,  in  my  opinion, 
will  be  a  direct  threat  to  the  thousands 
of  American  men  and  women  all  over 
the  world  who  wear  the  uniforms  of  the 
Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States. 

It  is  an  unprecedented  erosion  of  our 
constitutional  prerogative.  When  we 
take  the  oath  to  the  Constitution,  we 
take  axi  oath  to  protect  and  defend 
America.  This  protects  and  defends 
America.  I  have  been  hearing  a  lot  of 
this  talk.  I  have  heard  some  of  it  al- 
ready, and  we  will  hear  a  lot  more, 
about  how  we  are  going  to  do  this  stuff 
with  lasers,  disable  all  these  satellites 
with  laser  technology,  that  that  is  the 
thing  of  the  future.  It  might  be,  but  it 
is  not  here  yet.  What  are  we  going  to 
do  here  in  between? 

For  those  who  might  not  care  about 
the  military  application — or  maybe 
you  care  about  space  junk — kinetic  en- 
ergy ASAT  disables  satellites.  It  does 
not  break  them  up  into  hundreds  of 
pieces  and  create  space  junk.  It  dis- 
ables them.  It  is  a  very  important 
point. 

I  would  think  the  Senate  would  want 
to  think  long  and  hard  before  ending 
this  technology  because  this  amend- 
ment will  do  that.  That  is  what  it  is 
designed  to  do. 

There  will  be  another  amendment 
coming  to  cut  the  funding  off  just  in 
case  this  one  does  not  work.  We  face 
that  every  year. 

I  want  to  conclude  on  this  point,  Mr. 
President.  I  have  been  on  the  Armed 
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Services  Conunittee  here  in  the  U.S. 
Senate  under  Democrat  and  Republican 
leadership.  We  have  fought  this  fight 
every  year.  And  Democrats,  when  they 
were  in  the  majority,  were  some  of  the 
strongest  supporters  on  that  commit- 
tee of  this  program. 

This  is  not  a  Republican-Democrat 
issue  here.  This  is  a  national  security 
issue.  It  deserves  to  be  supported.  Why 
some  in  the  administration  have  taken 
the  position  that  it  ought  not  to  be. 
and  some  in  the  Senate,  I  do  not  know. 
But  I  know  this  is  dangerous.  This  is  a 
dangerous  amendment.  I  do  not  say 
that  about  very  many  amendments  on 
this  floor.  This  is  a  dangerous  amend- 
ment. This  could  cost  American  lives, 
and  not  too  far  in  the  distant  future  ei- 
ther. This  could  be  very  close  in  the 
immediate  future.  This  could  cost 
American  lives. 

We  have  the  technology  to  disable 
satellites.  We  ought  to  use  it.  It  is 
proven.  We  have  expended  roughly  two- 
thirds  of  the  money.  It  is  in  place.  The 
military  supports  it.  And  those  policy- 
makers who  do  not  are  ill-advised. 
They  are  wrong.  They  are  absolutely 
wrong.  We  have  an  obligation  to  stand 
up  and  be  heard  on  this,  when  these 
kinds  of  things  happen. 

So  I  am  proud  to  say,  Mr.  President, 
that  I  support  this  program,  not  for 
any  parochial  reasons,  but  for  national 
security  reasons.  I  am  standing  here  on 
the  floor  today  because  this  system 
works.  It  is  necessary  for  the  security 
of  the  United  States  of  America.  It  pro- 
tects American  lives.  It  ought  to  be 
funded  fully.  It  ought  not  to  be  in  any 
way  diminished. 

So  I  ask  my  colleagues,  please,  do 
not  fall  for  this  faulty  line,  this  false 
information,  and  to  support  kinetic  en- 
ergy ASAT. 

I  yield  the  floor,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  is  left? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina  has  3  min- 
utes. 20  seconds. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President, 
first,  I  want  to  commend  the  able  Sen- 
ator from  New  Hampshire  for  the  excel- 
lent remarks  he  has  made  on  this  sub- 
ject. He  has  made  a  very  emphatic  case 
for  our  side.  I  am  very  proud  that  he 
has  done  that  today. 

Mr.  President.  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico.  A  similar  variation 
of  the  amendment  was  offered  in  the 
committee  during  markup  and  it  was 
not  accepted. 

The  Congress  has  authorized  and/or 
appropriated  funds  for  the  kinetic  en- 
ergy antisatellite  technology  program 
since  1985.  For  the  past  3  years  the  ad- 
ministration has  not  complied  with  the 
law  and  obligated  the  funds  for  the  pro- 
gram. Every  year,  as  a  result,  we  have 
to  take  actions  to  force  the  Depart- 


ment to  comply  with  legislation  to 
compel  them  to  obligate  the  funds  for 
this  particular  program. 

Mr.  President,  the  Under  Secretary 
of  Defense  for  Space,  Bob  Davis,  has 
stated  on  many  occasions  that  there  is 
a  need  to  develop  systems  to  counter 
the  space  threat.  The  Congress  has  sup- 
ported the  kinetic  energy  antisatellite 
technologies  for  that  purposes,  as  well 
as  other  technologies  which  are  not 
ready  for  production  or  are  years  away 
from  deployment.  The  KE-ASAT  pro- 
gram is  the  only  near-term  program  to 
meet  a  potential  enemy  satellite 
threat. 

The  U.S  military  relies  on  space  for 
surveillance,  communications,  naviga- 
tion, and  attack  warning.  It  is  impor- 
tant for  the  United  States  to  ensure  its 
freedom  to  use  space.  If  our  adversaries 
achieve  the  ability  to  control  space  and 
the  United  States  does  not  have  the  ca- 
pability to  turn  this  around,  we  will 
lose  our  military  advantage. 

Mr.  President,  I.  again,  oppose  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  vote  against  it. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  memorandum  for  Robert  T. 
Howard.  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of 
the  Army  for  Budget  by  Jay  M.  Gamer, 
Lieutenant  General,  USA.  command- 
ing, be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  memo- 
randum was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Department  of  the  army. 
Space  and  Strategic  defense 
Command, 
Arlington.  VA,  January  3. 1996. 
Memorandum   for   MG   Robert  T.    Howard. 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army 
for  Budget. 
Subject:     Kinetic     Energy     Anti-Satellite 
(ASAT)  Technology  Funding  Reduction. 

1.  USASSDC  nonconcurs  with  action  pro- 
posed by  Program  Budget  Decision  719. 
which  rescinds  S30M  from  the  ASAT  program 
in  support  of  the  Bosnia  Supplemental. 
USASSDC  believes  kinetic  energy  tech- 
nology will  prove  to  be  a  vital  capability  for 
the  future.  In  addition,  the  kill  vehicle  cur- 
rently being  tested  may  have  applicability 
to  other  programs. 

2.  The  total  KE  ASAT  technology  program 
encompasses  four  years  (FY96-99)  at  a  cost  of 
J180M,  which  Includes  the  $30M  currently 
being  considered  for  rescission.  The  program 
is  structured  to  develop  incremental  tech- 
nology Improvements  (and  possible  insertion 
into  other  programs),  necessary  kill  vehicle 
and  booster  procurements,  and  testing.  For 
example,  in  FY96.  weapon  control  system  In- 
tegration, software  upgrades,  and  kill  vehi- 
cle refurbishment  will  be  accomplished  In 
support  of  a  planned  hover  test.  This  hover 
test,  along  with  kill  vehicle  qualification 
testing  and  hardware  in  the  loop  simulation 
planned  for  FY97  will  facilitate  full  up  flight 
tests  during  FY9e.  As  in  the  past,  we  expect 
continued  Congressional  landing  and  support 
of  this  program  to  not  affect  Army's  re- 
search and  development  account,  or  overall 
total  obligation  authority  (TOA).  Based  on 
this  level  of  funding  a  contingency  deploy- 
ment capability  will  be  achieved  by  Fy99. 

3.  The  current  contract  with  Rockwell  will 
terminate  on  January  31.  1996.  If  allowed  to 


do  so.  ASAT  contingency  capability  will  be 
delayed  by  a  minimum  of  one  year  depending 
on  when  funding  is  made  available. 

4.  Point  of  contact  for  this  action  is  LTC 
Robert  M.  Shell  at  (703)  607-1934. 

Jay  M.  g.arxer. 
Lieutenant  General. 
USA.  Commanding. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Bingaman  amendment 
on  ASAT  programs.  His  amendment 
would  simply  remove  two  very  onerous 
provisions  from  the  bill  and  permit  the 
Department  of  Defense  "Space  Archi- 
tect" to  complete  a  study  we  have  re- 
quired, and  determine  which  antl-sat^ 
ellite  technologies  are  most  appro- 
priate for  the  U.S.  military. 

His  amendment  would  not  kill  the 
ASAT  Program,  as  its  opponents  have 
charged.  In  fact,  his  amendment  would 
leave  in  place  $75  million  for  U.S. 
ASAT  programs,  which  was  added  by 
the  committee  majority,  for  the  ASAT 
Program.  This  is  fimding  the  admiiris- 
tration  did  not  request,  but  which  was 
added  by  the  majority. 

I  believe  it  would  be  appropriate  to 
eliminate  the  funding  as  well  as  the 
two  provisions  in  the  bill,  because  I  do 
not  believe  there  is  a  need  to  fund  this 
ASAT  Program.  But  this  amendment 
by  Senator  Bingaman  is  a  compromise 
that  would  leave  in  place  all  the  fund- 
ing added  by  the  Committee  majority, 
but  strip  out  the  two  provisions  that 
were  in  the  bill.  It  would  leave  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  the  option  of  pur- 
suing the  kinetic  energy  ASAT  Pro- 
gram if  it  is  considered  appropriate 
technology.  But  the  bill  mandates  that 
the  Pentagon  choose  the  K£  ASAT, 
without  even  knowing  the  results  of 
the  current  study  being  conducted  by 
the  "Space  Architect." 

So  the  amendment  offered  by  Sen- 
ator Bingaman  is  a  very  reasonable 
compromise  that  leaves  open  all  ASAT 
options  while  keeping  S75  million  that 
was  not  even  requested  by  the  Admin- 
istration. Although  I  do  not  believe 
that  this  funding  is  justified,  I  think 
the  underlying  provisions  in  the  bill 
are  totally  unjustified  and  should  be 
rejected  by  the  Senate. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  in  favor 
of  the  Bingaman  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  SMITH  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  SMITH.  At  this  time,  not  to  in- 
terrupt the  debate.  I  would  like,  if  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  is  finished, 
to  move  the  amendment,  or  at  least 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  najrs.  Let  me  just 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
table  the  amendment  and  ask  for  the 
yeas  and  nays. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President.  I  did 
want  to  conclude  my  debate. 
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The  PRESrOING  OFFICER.  The  mo- 
tion to  table  is  not  in  order  at  this 
point.       

Mr.  SMITH.  I  will  withhold. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  remains? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  controls  10  min- 
utes, 52  seconds. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4<B8.  AS  MODIFIED 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  first, 
I  am  informed  by  the  floor  staff  that  I 
need  to  send  a  modification  to  the 
desk.  It  is  a  technical  modification  to 
make  it  clear  as  to  which  page  and 
which  line  is  being  proposed  for  strik- 
ing in  this  amendment.  I  send  that 
modification  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  modified. 

The  amendment,  as  modified,  is  as 
follows: 

Betrlnning  on  page  33,  strike  out  line  3  and 
all  that  follows  through  page  34,  line  2,  and 
Insert  In  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

SEC.  212.  SPACE  CONTROL  ARCHITECTURE 
STUDY. 

(a)  Required  Consideration  of  Kinetic 
Energy  Tactical  antisatellite  Program.— 
The  Department  of  Defense  Space  Architect 
shall  evaluate  the  potential  cost  and  effec- 
tiveness of  the  inclusion  of  the  kinetic  en- 
ergy tactical  antisatellite  program  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  as  a  specific  element 
of  the  space  control  architecture  which  the 
Space  Architect  is  developing  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense. 

(b)  Congressional  Notification  of  any 
Determination  of  Inappropruteness  of 
Program  for  architecture.— <1)  if  at  any 
point  In  the  development  of  the  space  con- 
trol architecture  the  Space  Architect  deter- 
mines that  the  kinetic  energy  tactical  anti- 
satellite  program  Is  not  appropriate  for  in- 
corporation Into  the  space  control  architec- 
ture under  development,  the  Space  Architect 
shall  immediately  notify  the  congressional 
defense  committees  of  such  determination. 

(2)  Within  60  days  after  submitting  a  noti- 
fication of  a  determination  under  paragraph 
(1),  the  Space  Architect  shall  submit  to  the 
congressional  defense  committees  a  detailed 
report  setting  forth  the  speclflc  reasons  for, 
and  analytical  findings  supporting,  the  de- 
termination. 

(c)  Report  on  approved  archttecture.- 
Not  later  than  March  31,  1997,  the  Secretary. 
of  Defense  shall  submit  to  the  congressional 
defense  committees  a  report  on  the  space 
control  architecture  approved  by  the  Sec- 
retary. The  report  shall  include  the  follow- 
ing: 

(1)  An  assessment  of  the  potential  threats 
posed  to  deployed  United  States  military 
forces  by  the  proliferation  of  foreign  mili- 
tary and  commercial  space  assets. 

(2)  The  Secretary's  recommendations  for 
development  and  deployment  of  space  con- 
trol capabilities  to  counter  such  threats. 

(d)  Funding.— (1)  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  release  to  the  kinetic  energy  tactical 
antisatellite  program  manager  the  funds  ap- 
propriated In  nscal  year  1996  for  the  kinetic 
energy  tactical  antisatellite  program.  The 
Secretary  may  withdraw  unobligated  bal- 
ances of  such  funds  from  the  program  man- 
ager only  If— 

(A)  the  Space  Architect  makes  a  deter- 
mination described  in  subsection  (b)(1);  or 

(B)  a  report  submitted  by  the  Secretary 
pursuant  to  subsection  (c)  Includes  a  rec- 
ommendation not  to  pursue  such  a  program. 


(2)  Not  later  than  April  1,  1997,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  shall  release  to  the  kinetic 
energy  tactical  antisatellite  program  man- 
ager any  funds  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1997  for  a  kinetic  energy  tactical  antisat- 
ellite program  pursuant  to  section  221(a)  un- 
less— 

(A)  the  Space  Architect  has  by  such  date 
submitted  a  notification  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (b);  or 

(B)  a  report  submitted  by  the  Secretary 
pursuant  to  subsection  (c)  Includes  a  rec- 
ommendation not  to  pursue  such  a  program. 

Beginning  on  page  42,  strike  out  line  15  and 
all  that  follows  through  page  43,  line  9 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  just  respond  briefly.  I  do  not  think 
I  will  take  the  full  10  minutes.  The 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  says  that 
this  amendment  that  I  have  offered  is 
an  effort  to  kill  the  ASAT  Program. 
That  is  clearly  not  true.  There  is  noth- 
ing in  the  amendment  that  I  have  of- 
fered which  in  any  way  tries  to  delete 
or  reduce  or  diminish  funding  for  an 
ASAT  Program.  I  made  it  very  clear 
that  I  support  that  funding.  The  fund- 
ing remains  in  the  bill. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  is 
saying  that  the  Pentagon  is  trying  to 
kill  its  own  ASAT  capability.  I  have 
real  trouble  understanding  that  logic 
or  believing  that  that  is  a  credible  line 
of  argument. 

The  real  question  we  are  trying  to 
pose  here,  Mr.  President,  is,  should  we 
allow  the  Pentagon  to  come  forward 
with  their  own  recommendation  on 
what  makes  the  most  sense,  what  is 
the  best  option  for  an  ASAT  capability, 
or  should  we  prejudge  that? 

I  remember  a  story  that  I  heard  when 
I  was  in  school  about  how  Henry  Ford 
used  to  say.  "You  can  have  any  color  of 
Model-T  Ford  that  you  want  as  long  as 
it's  black."  What  we  are  saying  here  in 
the  existing  bill  to  the  Pentagon  is, 
"You  can  pursue  any  option  you  want 
to  obtain  ASAT  capability  as  long  as 
you  take  the  one  we  want  you  to 
take."  That  is  not  a  smart  way  for  us 
to  proceed.  We  do  not  have  the  tech- 
nical capability  here  in  the  U.S.  Senate 
to  prejudge  this  study  that  the  Penta- 
gon is  engaged  in. 

My  colleague  from  New  Hampshire 
says  that  the  military  supports  this  ki- 
netic energy  ASAT  capability;  they 
want  to  go  ahead  and  fund  it.  If  that  is 
true,  then  why  do  we  have  to  mandate 
in  the  bill  that  they  have  to  fund  it? 
Why  do  we  have  to  mandate  in  the  bill 
that  they  cannot  spend  any  money  for 
these  other  purposes  unless  they  fund 
it.  unless  they  choose  that  option? 

I  think  clearly  what  the  majority  in 
the  committee  is  trying  to  do  in  this 
bill  is  to  take  away  the  options  of  the 
Pentagon  and  say  the  Pentagon  has  to 
fight  the  way  we  say  or  else  we  will  im- 
pose sanctions  upon  them. 

My  colleague  from  New  Hampshfre 
says  that  anyone  who  would  support 
this  amendment,  the  amendment  I 
have  offered,  is  trying  to  put  our  forces 
at  risk.  Why  is  it  putting  our  forces  at 
risk  to  let  the  Pentagon  decide  what 


makes  the  most  sense,  what  is  the 
most  effective  for  protecting  our 
forces?  I  have  real  difficulty  under- 
standing that  kind  of  logic. 

Mr.  President,  the  amendment  that  I 
have  offered  is  not  an  effort  to  kill  the 
ASAT  Program.  It  is  not  an  effort  to 
reduce  funding  for  the  ASAT  Program. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  amendment 
that  does  either  of  those  things.  What 
it  says  is,  let  us  give  them  the  money, 
let  us  give  them  the  ability  to  come 
back  and  recommend  to  us  the  proper 
use  of  that  money  to  gain  the  greatest 
capability  for  protecting  our  own 
forces.  To  me  that  is  common  sense.  I 
have  great  difficulty  seeing  why  we 
even  have  to  argue  about  it. 

I  am  reminded,  as  I  hear  the  debate 
raging  around  here,  that  when  I  was 
practicing  law.  a  more  senior  member 
of  the  bar  early  on  in  some  of  the  trial 
practice  I  engaged  in  said  there  is  a 
simple  rule  in  trying  a  lawsuit.  When 
the  facts  are  on  your  side,  pound  away 
at  the  facts;  when  the  law  is  on  your 
side,  poimd  away  at  the  law;  when  nei- 
ther are  on  your  side,  pound  away  at 
the  table.  That  is  what  is  happening 
here.  Neither  the  facts  nor  the  law  nor 
common  sense  are  on  the  side  of  those 
who  put  this  provision  in  the  bill. 

We  clearly  should  delete  this  provi- 
sion. Let  the  Pentagon  make  its  own 
recommendations  as  to  what  option  is 
best  for  our  troops.  That  is  what  I 
favor  doing.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  the  Jimendment.  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  3^eld  the  remain- 
der of  the  time  to  the  able  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire,  and  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  2  additional  min- 
utes be  allowed  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  no  objection  to  an  additional  2 
minutes,  but  I  would  like  2  minutes  on 
my  side^ 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  have  no  objec- 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Thompson).  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered.  The  Senator  from  New  Hamp- 
shire is  recognized  for  up  to  2  minutes 
and  58  seconds. 

Mr.  SMITH.  I  will  respond  to  my 
friend  from  New  Mexico.  We  worked 
very  closely  together  on  the  Acquisi- 
tion and  Technology  Subcommittee.  I 
will  not  pound  the  table.  I  am  not  even 
going  to  raise  my  voice.  The  truth  of 
the  matter — and  the  Senator  knows 
this  full  well— the  administration  did 
not  request  any  funding  in  thefr  budget 
for  the  ASAT  Program. 

Unless  I  am  missing  something  in  the 
logic  here — I  do  not  believe  I  am; 
maybe  the  Senator  would  like  me  to 
miss  it  and  would  like  others  to  miss 
it — unless  I  misunderstand  something, 
if  the  administration  does  not  request 
it  and  the  policy  folks  do  not  want  it, 
if  we  send  it  back  to  the  space  archi- 
tect, who  is  a  policy  person,  to  study 
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it.  you  can  pretty  well  conclude  what 
the  results  will  be.  They  will  not  fund 
it. 

When  I  say  this  is  a  deliberate  at- 
tempt to  kill  the  Kinetic  Energy  ASAT 
Program.  I  mean  what  I  say.  It  is  true. 
It  will  kill  it.  The  other  thing  that  we 
need  to  understand  here,  the  Army  sup- 
ports the  Kinetic  Energy  ASAT  Pro- 
gram. They  objected  to  the  rescission 
list.  They  objected  to  this  being  listed 
as  a  rescission  item.  They  did  not  win 
the  debate.  The  policy  people  won. 

The  Senators  amendment  sends  this 
back  to  the  space  architect.  He  will 
study  it  diligently  over  the  next  few 
weeks,  months,  whatever  it  takes,  and 
then  announce  that  we  do  not  need  it. 
and  kill  it.  This  is  not  an  objective  de- 
cision here.  This  person  was  not  objec- 
tive. This  person  made  up  his  mind  al- 
ready. He  does  not  want  it.  If  he  want- 
ed it.  he  would  have  funded  the  remain- 
der of  it,  which  has  already  been — as 
we  said  earlier,  we  have  already  ex- 
pended S245  million  on  this  program, 
and  we  have  already  proven  that  it 
works,  and  we  already  have  the  tech- 
nology in  place.  All  we  are  asking  for  is 
the  completion.  That  is  the  reason  why 
this  is  a  killer  amendment. 

We  should  not  be  cute  about  the 
process  here.  When  somebody  opposes 
something,  you  give  it  back  to  them  to 
make  the  decision,  you  can  pretty  well 
guess  what  the  decision  is  going  to  be. 
That  is  a  little  bit  disingenuous.  They 
did  not  fund  it.  The  administration 
does  not  want  this  program.  The  ad- 
ministration is  getting  quite  a  reputa- 
tion around  here  for  not  expending 
moneys  that  we  have  appropriated  and 
authorized.  They  are  getting  pretty 
good  at  it,  and  they  are  doing  it  with- 
out legislation.  They  are  just  doing  it. 
They  are  just  sajring,  "We  do  not  want 
this,  so  even  though  you  authorized  it 
and  appropriated  it,  we  are  not  going 
to  si)end  it." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  7 
minutes  45  seconds. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President, 
again  I  will  not  take  the  full  7  minutes, 
but  let  me  conclude  by  saying  that  I 
think  there  is  clearly  a  failure  to  com- 
municate here  on  this  issue. 

My  colleague  from  New  Hampshire 
says  that  the  Army  wants  this  pro- 
gram. Looking  at  the  facts:  The  admin- 
istration asked  for  a  fafrly  healthy  de- 
fense budget;  the  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee, in  the  bill  that  is  before  the 
Senate  here,  added  about  over  S12  bil- 
lion to  that— something  in  that  range. 
In  order  to  come  up  with  that  addi- 
tional money,  we  went  to  each  of  the 
services  and  said,  "What  is  on  your 
wish  list?  Are  there  things  you  would 
like  to  have  funded  that  we  were  not 
able  to  fund,  or  that  the  President  did 
not  request,  or  that  the  Pentagon  did 
not  request,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
did  not  request?"  The  Army  gave  us 


over  S2  billion  worth  of  those,  more 
like  $3  billion.  I  am  not  sure  of  the 
exact  amount. 

Again,  there  was  nothing  in  there  for 
this  ASAT  capability.  The  argument 
that  the  Army  wants  this,  they  just 
never  want  us  to  give  them  any  money 
for  it,  is  a  hard  one  for  me  to  under- 
stand. I  think,  clearly,  this  is  not  a 
program  I  am  trying  to  kill.  We  are  not 
touching  the  money.  The  money  has 
been  added  here,  and  we  are  saying, 
"Fine,  let's  go  ahead  and  spend  the 
money  for  whichever  option  the  Penta- 
gon wants  to  pursue."  But  let  the  Pen- 
tagon make  the  judgment.  Do  not  try 
to  prejudge  the  right  technology  in 
order  to  develop  this  ASAT  capability. 
That  is  all  we  are  saying. 

The  end  of  the  amendment  that  I 
have  offered,  I  think,  makes  it  very 
clear  that  not  later  than  April  1,  1997, 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  release 
to  the  kinetic  energy  antisatellite  pro- 
gram manager  any  funds  appropriated 
in  1997  for  the  Kinetic  Energy  Tactical 
Antisatellite  Program  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 221(a)  unless  the  space  architect 
has  by  such  date  submitted  a  notifica- 
tion: or  a  report  submitted  by  the  Sec- 
retary pursuant  to  subsection  (c)  in- 
cludes a  recommendation  not  to  pursue 
such  a  program. 

What  I  am  trying  to  do  in  my  amend- 
ment is  to  protect  the  ability  of  the 
Pentagon  to  use  the  money  in  the  most 
effective  way.  We  are  not  in  favor  of 
mandating  a  result  in  an  ongoing  study 
where  they  are  trying  to  make  a  judg- 
ment as  to  what  is  the  best  use  of  this 
money  to  protect  our  own  forces. 

I  have  confidence  that  the  Pentagon 
will  make  a  judgment  based  on  thefr 
honest  and  expert  opinion  as  to  what 
makes  sense  for  the  country  and  for 
our  own  forces.  I  do  not  think  we  need 
to  prejudge  that.  Accordingly.  I  hope 
very  much  that  my  amendment  will  be 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  Senator 
Bumpers  be  added  as  a  cosponsor  to  my 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  no  additional  debate. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  upon  disposi- 
tion of  the  Bingaman  amendment,  that 
Senator  Ashcroft  and  Senator  Ken- 
nedy be  recognized  to  speak  as  in 
morning  business  for  up  to  10  minutes 
each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  table  this  amendment,  and  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  table. 


The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Bumpers]  and 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Rockefeller]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Bumpers]  would  vote  "no." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  52, 
nays  46,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  162  Leg.] 
YEAS-02 


Abrahun 

Frist 

McConaell 

Ashcroft 

Gorton 

Murkowski 

Bennett 

Granim 

Sickles 

Bond 

Crams 

Pretsler 

Brown 

Grassley 

Roth 

Burns 

Grecf 

Saotonim 

C:unpbell 

Hatch 

Shelby 

Cniafee 

Henin 

Simpson 

Coats 

Helms 

Smith 

Cochran 

Hutchison 

Snowe 

Cohen 

Inbofe 

Specter 

Coverdell 

Kassebaum 

Stevens 

cms 

Kempthome 

Thomas 

D'Amato 

Kyi 

Thompson 

DeWlne 

Lott 

Thurmond 

Domenlcl 

Lugar 

Warner 

Filrcloth 

Mack 

Frahin 

McCain 
NAYS— 46 

Akaka 

Ford 

Ueberman 

Baucos 

Glenn 

Mlkulskl 

BIden 

Moseley-Biaon 

Blnraman 

Harkin 

Moynlhan 

Boier 

Hatneld 

Moiray 

Bradley 

HoUlnrs 

Nunn 

Br«aax 

Inooye 

Pell 

Bryan 

JefTords 

Pryor 

Byrd 

Johnaton 

Reld 

Conrad 

Kennedy 

Robb 

Daachle 

Kerrey 

Sarbanes 

Dodd 

Kerry 

Simon 

Oortas 

Kohl 

Wellstone 

Exon 

loatenberc 

Wyden 

Felngold 

Leahy 

Femsteln 

Lertn 

NOT  VOTING-2 

Bumpers  Rockefeller 

The  motion  to  table  the  amendment 
(No.  4058),  as  modified,  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Senator 
Faircloth  is  recognized  for  10  minutes. 

Mr.  FAIRCLOTH.  I  thank  the  Chafr. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Fajrcloth.  Mr. 
Kennedy,  Mr.  Heflin  and  Mr.  Nunn 
pertaining  to  the  introduction  of  S. 
1890  are  located  in  today's  RECOIU} 
under  "Statements  on  Introduced  Bills 
and  Joint  Resolutions.") 

PRniLEGE  OF  THE  FLOOR 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
imanimous  consent  that  floor  privi- 
leges be  granted  to  Randy  O'Connor,  a 
defense  fellow  in  my  office  for  the  du- 
ration of  the  consideration  of  the  fiscal 
y«ar  1997  Defense  authorization  bill. 

The  PRESroiNG  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
the  Senator  from  Washingrton  would 
like  to  be  recogiiized.  I  think  there  has 
been  a  unanimous-consent  request.  I 
believe  the  Senator  from  South  Caro- 
lina will  be  asking  unanimous  consent 
that  Senator  MimRAY  be  recognized  for 
the  time  agreement  specified.  I  believe, 
also,  the  Senator  needs  to  ask  the 
amendments  be  set  aside  that  are  now 
pending. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
atsk  unanimous  consent  that  the  time 
on  the  Murray  amendment  related  to 
abortions  in  military  hospitals  be  lim- 
ited to  2  hours  equally  divided  in  the 
usual  form,  that  no  amendments  be  in 
order,  and  that  following  the  use  or 
yielding  back  of  time,  the  Senate  pro- 
ceed to  vote  on  or  in  relation  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  PRYOR  addressed  the  Chafr. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  would  like  to  in- 
clude in  the  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest, if  I  might,  that  I  be  recognized 
to  offer  an  amendment  inmiediately 
uixDn  the  disposition  of  the  Murray 
amendment. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quonom  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  we  begin  debate  on  this  amend- 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There  is 
a  pending  unanimous-consent  request. 
Is  there  objection? 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  we  now  proceed  to  debate. 

Mr.  COATS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Indiana. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  can  I  in- 
quire, has  the  Senator  from  Washing- 
ton been  recognized  to  offer  her  amend- 
ment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Not  at 
this  point.  There  was  an  objection  to 
the  unanimous-consent  request. 

Mr.  COATS.  But  that  would  not  pre- 
vent the  Senator  from  going  ahead  and 
offering  her  amendment:  there  would 
just  not  be  a  time  constraint? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 


The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina  propounds 
the  unanimous-consent  request.  I  be- 
lieve it  will  be  agreed  to  now.  I  know 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  first  would 
like  to  make  his  position  clear,  and 
perhaps  if  he  is  recogrnized  at  this  point 
for  that,  he  can  make  his  brief  state- 
ment and  then  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  can  propound  the 
unanimous=consent  request,  and  I  be- 
lieve it  will  be  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  ranking  member  of 
the  Armed  Services  Committee  for  al- 
lowing me  to  make  a  statement,  and  I 
will  say  to  my  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Armed  Services  Committee,  my 
statement  will  be  about  just  one  mo- 
ment, and  then  we  will  allow  Senator 
Murray  to  go  forward  with  her  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  President,  the  amendment  that  I 
am  going  to  offer,  and  it  may  not  be 
after  the  disposition  of  Senator  Mxm- 
RAY's  amendment  but  it  may  be  after 
the  disposition  of  a  subsequent  amend- 
ment, is  the  so-called  GATT  Glaxo 
amendment.  I  have  been  attempting  all 
of  this  year,  during  the  entirety  of  1996, 
to  bring  this  amendment  to  the  floor, 
to  have  it  debated  and  have  it  voted  on. 
I  have  asked  for  1  hour  of  debate,  30 
minutes  on  a  side,  and  then  let  us  vote 
up  or  down  and  dispose  of  this  matter 
to  see  if  we  are  willing  or  not  willing  to 
correct  a  massive  abuse  that  we  cre- 
ated by  mistake  in  the  GATT  treaty. 

This  is  allowing  one  drug  firm  to  pre- 
vent other  generic  firms  from  coming 
in  and  competing  fairly  in  the  market. 
It  is  also  allowing  an  extra  $5  million 
each  day — each  day — of  profits  that  we 
hesitate  and  fail  to  correct. 

It  should  be  a  matter  of  honor  that 
we  correct  this  matter,  and  I  am  going 
on  the  Department  of  Defense  bill  to 
continue  attempting  to  find  a  slot 
where  Senator  Brown,  Senator  Chafee, 
and  the  Senator  from  Arkansas,  Sen- 
ator Pryor,  may  offer  this  amendment 
and  have  the  U.S.  Senate  go  on  record, 
once  and  for  all,  as  to  whether  we  are 
willing  to  correct  this  abusive  flaw  cre- 
ated by  mistake. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  THURMOND  addressed  the  Chafr. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  thank  the  able  Senator  from 
Arkansas  for  taking  the  position  he 
has.  I  will  now  proceed  to  make  the  re- 
quest. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent   that    the    time    on    the    Murray 


amendment,  relating  to  abortions  at 
military  hospitals,  be  limited  to  2 
hours,  equally  divided  in  the  usual 
form,  and  that  no  amendments  be  in 
order;  and  that  following  the  use  or 
yielding  back  of  time,  the  Senate  pro- 
ceed to  vote  on,  or  in  relation  to,  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mrs.  MURRAY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washingrton. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4059 

(Purpose:  To  repeal  the  restriction  on  use  of 
Department  of  Defense  facilities  for  abor- 
tions) 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  pending  amendments  are 
laid  aside. 
The  clerk  will  report. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Washington  [Mrs.  Mtm- 
RAY].  for  herself,  Ms.  Snowe.  Mr.  Kennedy, 
Mr.  ROBB.  Mr.  Lautenberg,  Mr.  Simon,  and 
Ms.    Moseley-Braun,    proposes   an   amend- 
ment numbered  4059. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
At  the  end  of  title  Vn  add  the  following: 

SEC.  708.  RESTORATION  OF  PREVIOUS  POUCY 
REGARDING  RESTRICTIONS  ON  USE 
OF  DEPARTMEI4T  OF  DEFENSE  BflED- 
ICAL  FACIUTIES. 

Section  1093  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 
is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  subsection  (b);  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (a),  by  striking  out  "(a) 
Restriction  on  use  of  Funds.—". 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  that  I  am  offering  to  the 
fiscal  year  1997  Department  of  Defense 
authorization  bill— and  I  am  offering  it 
on  behalf  of  myself.  Senator  Snowe, 
Senator  Simon,  Senator  Lautenberg, 
Senator  Robb.  Senator  Moselet- 
Braun  and  Senator  Kennedy— is  very 
simple.  It  strikes  language  adopted  in 
last  year's  defense  authorization  and 
appropriations  bills  that  would  pro- 
hibit privately  funded  abortions  from 
being  performed  at  overseas  military 
hospitals.  This  ban  places  women  sta- 
tioned overseas  in  an  unsafe  and  unfair 
situation  and  blatantly  restricts  their 
constitutional  right  to  choose. 

Women  in  our  armed  services  sac- 
rifice each  and  every  day  to  serve  our 
country,  They  should  receive  our  ut- 
most respect,  honor,  and  gratitude. 
They  certainly  do  not  deserve  to  be 
told  they  must  check  their  constitu- 
tional rights  at  the  door  when  they  are 
stationed  overseas.  My  amendment 
protects  their  precious  rights  and  en- 
sures their  safe  access  to  quality  medi- 
cal services. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  just  say  a  few 
things  about  my  amendment  to  clear 
away  any-confusion  that  may  exist. 
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First,  this  amendment  simply  re- 
stores previous  DOD  policy.  From  1973 
to  1988.  a  woman  stationed  overseas 
was  allowed  to  obtain  an  abortion  if 
she  paid  with  private,  nondefense 
funds.  Likewise,  this  was  DOD  policy 
from  1993  till  1996.  This  is  not  some 
radical  new  idea.  Quite  the  contrary,  in 
fact.  This  law  was  in  place  for  almost 
two  full  terms  of  the  Reagan  White 
House. 

We  have  had  many  debates  on  the 
floor  of  this  Senate  over  the  past  2 
years  about  abortion,  about  Federal 
funding,  about  Federal  workers,  about 
Medicaid.  Let  me  be  very  clear,  this 
issue  is  different.  My  amendment  sim- 
ply ensures  the  same  rights  for  women 
in  our  armed  services  enjoyed  by  every 
other  woman  in  this  country. 

This  amendment  is  merely  an  effort 
to  return  us  to  the  policy  of  the  past 
which  protected  women  stationed  in  a 
foreign  country  from  having  to  seek 
medical  care  from  inexperienced  or  in- 
adequately trained  personnel.  It  is  dan- 
gerous and  unnecessary  and  just  plain 
wrong  to  put  these  women,  who  are 
serving  our  country  overseas,  at  risk. 

Furthermore,  my  amendment  does 
not  force  anyone  to  perform  an  abor- 
tion at  a  military  facility. 

Currently,  all  departments  of  the 
military  function  under  a  conscience 
clause  which  states  that  medical  per- 
sonnel do  not  have  to  participate  in  an 
abortion  procedure  if  they  have  a  reli- 
grious,  moral,  or  ethical  objection. 

This  amendment  preserves  that  im- 
portant conscience  clause.  Most  impor- 
tantly, Mr.  President,  it  deals  only 
with  an  individual's  private  funds.  The 
104th  Congress  has  spent  almost  2  years 
trying  to  return  flexibility  and  author- 
ity to  States.  But  under  the  fiscal  year 
1996  DOD  bill,  we  have  a  fundamental 
inconsistency.  We  have  a  problem  tell- 
ing our  States  how  to  spend  thefr 
money,  but  women  in  our  own  military 
are  not  afforded  that  privilege. 

Mr.  President,  I  remind  my  col- 
leagues that  a  woman  stationed  over- 
seas does  not  always  have  the  luxury  of 
access  to  safe  and  quality  medical  care 
other  than  at  the  military  hospital  on 
her  base.  It  is  dangerous  to  force  her  to 
seek  medical  care  in  the  local  area.  We 
are  sending  our  women  in  uniform  to 
the  foreigrn  back  alley.  And  that  is 
wrong. 

My  amendment  seeks  to  prevent  our 
women  in  uniform  from  having  to 
make  a  very  difficult  and  potentially 
dangerous,  life-threatening  choice.  My 
amendment  seeks  to  restore  our 
women  in  uniform,  women  stationed 
overseas,  a  right  they  have  had  for 
most  of  the  last  23  years.  My  amend- 
ment seeks  to  protect  the  constitu- 
tional rights  of  our  women  in  uniform. 
They  sacrifice  every  day  for  every  sin- 
gle one  of  us,  and  we  owe  them  that 
much.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for 
this  amendment.  I  withhold  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 


Mr.  COATS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
SANTORintf).  The  Senator  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  in  re- 
sponse to  the  Senator  from  Washington 
and  the  amendment  that  was  just  of- 
fered, it  is  true  this  is  not  some  radical 
new  idea.  This  is  an  issue  that  has  been 
debated  by  this  body  on  a  number  of 
occasions  over  the  past  several  years. 

Since  1979.  the  Department  of  De- 
fense has  had  a  policy  of  prohibiting 
the  use  of  Feder^  funds  to  perform 
abortions  except  where  the  life  of  the 
mother  would  be  in  danger  if  the  fetus 
were  carried  to  term.  The  bill  before  us 
today  carries  that  ban,  which  was  en- 
acted in  last  year's  authorization  bill, 
and  it  incorporates  also  the  exceptions 
for  rape  and  incest. 

What  the  Congress  has  always  de- 
bated are  the  two  separate  questions, 
both  of  which  are  legitimate  questions 
and  both  of  which  need  to  be  debated. 
The  separate  questions  are.  one.  wheth- 
er or  not  a  legrislative  body  ought  to  in- 
tervene in  the  decisions  made  in  Roe 
versus  Wade  by  the  Supreme  Court  and 
enact  restrictions  or  a  constitutional 
amendment  on  the  issue  of  abortion. 
The  second  issue,  however,  is  a  sepa- 
rate issue.  That  is  whether  or  not  a 
taxpayer  ought  to  be  coerced  into  sup- 
porting something  that  goes  against 
his  or  her  moral  conscience  or  moral 
beliefs. 

So  in  1979,  Congressman  Hyde  intro- 
duced the  Hyde  amendment,  which  es- 
sentially said  that  taxpayers'  funds 
would  not  be  used  in  support  of  abor- 
tion. 

The  amendment  offered  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  Washington  attempts  to  ad- 
dress the  situation  as  it  applies  only  to 
military  personnel  and  thefr  depend- 
ents, under  the  argument  that  many  of 
these  individuals  are  deployed  overseas 
and  may  find  themselves  in  situations 
where  performance  of  an  abortion  is  ei- 
ther banned  by  the  laws  of  that  coun- 
try or  there  are  situations  which  are 
not  of  the  quality  or  safety  that 
women  would  seek. 

But  it  ignores  the  fact  that  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  has  had  in  place  a 
policy  which  allows  women  the  oppor- 
tunity to  seek  an  abortion  with  thefr 
own  fvmds  at  essentially  a  hospital  of 
their  choice.  The  Department  of  De- 
fense makes  military  transportation 
available  to  these  women. 

What  we  are  really  dealing  with  here 
is  the  question  of  whether  or  not  Fed- 
eral funds  should  be  used  in  the  per- 
formance of  abortions.  It  is  also  impor- 
tant to  note  that  during  the  time  that 
the  policy  prohibiting  the  use  of  Fed- 
eral funds  to  perform  abortions  in  mili- 
tary facilities,  during  the  time  that 
that  policy  has  been  in  effect,  there  has 
been  no  difficulty  in  implementing  the 
policy,  there  have  been  no  formal  com- 
plaints filed  concerning  the  policy, 
there  have  been  no  legal  challenges  in- 
stituted concerning  this  policy,  and  no 


members  of  the  military  or  their  de- 
pendents have  been  denied  access  to  an 
abortion  as  a  result  of  the  policy. 

So  it  is  simply  not  accurate  to  say 
that  the  policy  currently  in  effect 
places  women  in  an  unfair  situation 
and.  to  quote  the  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington, "blatantly  restricts  their  con- 
stitutional rights."  This  does  not  re- 
strict the  constitutional  rights  of 
women  at  all.  Let  me  repeat  that.  This 
policy  currently  in  effect  does  not  re- 
strict the  constitutional  rights  of  any 
woman  in  the  service,  or  her  depend- 
ents. That  woman  has  full  access  to  an 
abortion,  to  a  legal  abortion  under  the 
law.  I  do  not  condone  that.  I  do  not 
support  that.  But  that  is  not  the  issue 
we  are  arguing. 

The  issue  that  we  will  be  voting  on  is 
not  whether  you  are  pro-choice  or  i>ro- 
life.  It  is  not  whether  you  think  a 
woman  ought  to  have  the  right  to 
choose.  Military  women  have  the  right 
to  choose.  No  one  is  denying  thefr  op- 
portunity to  have  an  abortion. 

We  are  simply  saying  that  the  use  of 
Federal  facilities  which  are  paid  for. 
operated  by  the  use  of  Federal  funds,  is 
violative  of  a  policy  that  the  Congress 
has  adopted  on  numerous  occasions,  de- 
scribed as  the  Hyde  amendment,  which 
says  that  essentially  no  Federal  funds 
will  be  used  for  the  performance  of 
abortions  except  in  certain  cases,  life 
of  the  mother,  and  more  recently  life  of 
the  mother  if  the  fetus  were  carried  to 
term  or  in  the  cases  of  rape  or  incest. 

There  have  been  no  recorded  or  offi- 
cial complaints,  not  only  for  women  in 
uniform  being  denied  access  to  an  abor- 
tion, but  their  dependents  being  denied 
access  to  military  transport  for  the 
purpose  of  procuring  an  abortion. 

This,  I  believe,  was  a  sound  and  a  fair 
policy.  It  worked.  If  it  had  not  worked, 
there  would  have  been  complaints 
filed,  there  would  have  been  challenges 
issued  concerning  the  policy,  there 
would  have  been  military  persoimel  or 
their  dependents  denied  access.  That 
was  not  the  case. 

It  remained  in  place  until  1993  when 
President  Clinton  issued  an  Ebcecutlve 
order  reversing  it.  Under  the  Clinton 
policy,  defense  facilities  were  used  for 
the  first  time  in  14  years,  not  to  defend 
life,  but  to  take  life,  and  to  do  so  with 
taxpayer  fuiuis. 

Last  year  the  House  and  the  Senate 
reversed  that  policy  when  we  voted  to 
override  the  President  and  make  per- 
manent the  ban  on  the  use  of  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  medical  facilities  to 
perform  abortions  except  in  the  case  of 
rape,  incest  or  to  save  the  life  of  the 
mother.  So  today  we  are  faced  again 
with  this  issue,  because  this  amend- 
ment would  strike  that  ban  and  rein- 
state the  former  Clinton  policy  regard- 
ing military  facilities. 

Supporters  of  the  Murray  amend- 
ment will  argue  that  this  policy  does 
not  involve  the  use  of  taxpayer  fUnds 
since  woinen  are  requfred  to  pay  for 
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these  abortions.  But  to  maintain  that 
fiction  is  simply  to  misunderstand  the 
nature  of  military  medicine.  Unlike 
other  medical  facilities,  military  clin- 
ics and  hospitals  receive  100  percent  of 
their  funds  from  Federal  taxpayers. 
Physicians  in  the  military  are  Govern- 
ment employees,  paid  entirely  by  tax 
revenues.  All  of  the  operational  and  ad- 
ministrative expenses  of  military  med- 
icine are  paid  by  taxpayers.  All  of  the 
equipment  used  to  perform  the  abor- 
tions are  purchased  at  taxpayer  ex- 
pense. 

So  that  is  the  issue  that  is  before  us. 
Are  we  going  to  require  the  taxpayers 
of  America,  whose  fundamental  reli- 
gious beliefs  or  whose  moral  beliefs  or 
values  are  such  that  they  do  not  ap- 
prove of  the  use  of  their  tax  dollars  for 
the  Government  providing  an  abortion, 
to  fund  abortions? 

It  is  true  that  the  pasmient  for  this 
abortion  will  be  made  by  the  person 
seeking  the  abortion  and  not  the  tax- 
payer. But  it  is  not  true  that  tax- 
payers' funds  are,  therefore,  not  used 
in  the  procedure,  because  the  procedure 
is  being  performed  by  employees  whose 
entire  salary  is  paid  by  the  taxpayer, 
in  a  facility  whose  entire  cost  of  con- 
struction is  paid  for  by  the  taxpayer, 
whose  entire  operating  costs  are  paid 
by  the  taxpayer,  and  which  equipment 
used  in  the  procedure  is  purchased  at 
taxpayer  expense. 

It  is  therefore  impossible  to  imagine 
that  taxpayer  money  can  be  preserved 
from  entanglement  of  abortion  in  mili- 
tary medicine.  Any  attempt  to  do  so 
would  present  an  accounting  night- 
mare, according  to  the  Defense  Depart- 
ment's own  analysis.  The  only  way  to 
protect  the  integrity  of  taxiayer  funds 
is  to  keep  the  military  out  of  the  abor- 
tion business.  We  must  not  take  money 
from  citizens  and  use  it  to  vandalize 
their  moral  values. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  Murray 
amendment  is  a  solution  in  search  of  a 
problem.  No  problem  has  been  identi- 
fied. When  the  prohibition  was  in  place, 
no  one  was  denied  access  to  an  abor- 
tion. 

I  repeat  that  for  my  colleagues  to 
consider:  When  this  policy  was  in  place 
banning  the  use  of  military  facilities 
to  provide  abortions,  no  one  was  denied 
access  to  an  abortion.  If  safe,  accept- 
able facilities  for  elective  abortion 
were  not  available  to  military  women 
based  on  where  they  were  stationed  or 
living,  these  women  were  permitted  to 
use  military  transport,  for  whatever 
reason  they  chose,  to  go  wherever  they 
wanted  to  go  to  have  that  abortion. 

Supporters  of  the  Murray  amend- 
ment have  argued  that  in  the  past, 
women  in  the  military  have  been 
stripped  of  their  rights,  but  not  a  sin- 
gle case  has  been  filed  challenging  this 
policy.  The  bottom  line  is  that  the 
need  for  the  legislation  or  the  Presi- 
dent's policy  has  not  been  proven. 

Therefore.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  re- 
ject  this  amendment,   to   retain   the 


present  policy  as  enacted  last  year  in 
the  House-Senate  conference,  and  now 
as  part  of  current  law,  to  retain  that 
policy,  because  that  policy  makes  im- 
minent sense.  To  repeal  that  would  vio- 
late what  this  Congress  has  adopted  as 
policy  many,  many  times  over.  That  is. 
the  intermingling  of  taxpayer  funds  for 
the  provision  of  abortion. 

I  reserve  the  balance  of  my  time.  I 
yield  the  floor. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  I  yield  10  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President.  I  want 
the  Senate  to  support  the  amendment 
offered  by  Senator  Murray  to  ensure 
that  women  in  the  armed  services  serv- 
ing overseas  can  exercise  their  con- 
stitutional right  to  choose  safe  abor- 
tion services.  It  does  not  require  the 
Department  of  Defense  to  pay  for  abor- 
tions. But  it  repeals  the  current  ban  on 
privately  funded  abortions  at  U.S.  mili- 
tary facilities  overseas.  Our  service- 
women  should  not  lose  their  rights 
granted  by  the  Constitution  when  they 
serve  the  country  in  foreign  lands. 

This  is  an  issue  of  fairness  to  the 
women  who  make  significant  sacrifices 
to  serve  our  nation.  They  go  to  mili- 
tary bases  around  the  world  to  protect 
our  freedoms,  but  when  they  get  there, 
they  are  denied  access  to  the  kind  of 
medical  care  available  to  all  women  in 
the  United  States.  Military  women 
should  be  able  to  depend  on  their  base 
hospitals  for  all  their  medical  services. 
This  amendment  gives  them  access  to 
the  same  range  and  quality  of  health 
care  services  that  they  could  obtain  in 
the  United  States. 

In  many  countries  where  our  forces 
serve,  that  quality  of  care  is  not  avail- 
able. Without  adequate  care,  an  abor- 
tion can  be  a  life-threatening  or  per- 
manently disabling  operation.  In  some 
countries,  the  blood  supply  may  pose 
an  unacceptable  health  risk  for  mili- 
tary personnel. 

We  have  a  responsibility  to  provide 
safe  options  for  U.S.  servlcewomen  in 
these  situations.  Those  who  oppose  this 
amendment  are  exposing  servlcewomen 
to  substantial  risks  of  infection,  ill- 
ness, infertility,  or  even  death.  We  can 
easily  avoid  such  risks  by  making  the 
health  facilities  at  overseas  bases 
available,  and  it  is  irresponsible  not  to 
do  so. 

In  addition  to  the  health  risks  of  the 
current  policy,  there  is  a  significant  fi- 
nancial penalty  on  servlcewomen  and 
their  families.  Round-trip  travel  costs 
for  a  woman  stationed  at  our  Air  Base 
in  Turkey  to  travel  privately  back  to 
Washington  for  an  abortion  totals  over 
$2,500  and  that  figure  does  not  include 
the  cost  of  the  medical  procedure.  For 
a  young  enlisted  woman  whose  pretax 
monthly  income  is  about  $1,400,  that 
cost  is  a  significant  financial  hardship 
that  women  serving  in  the  United 
States  do  not  have  to  bear. 


If  the  enlisted  woman  does  not  have 
the  financial  means  to  travel  privately 
to  the  United  States,  she  could  face 
significant  delays  waiting  for  space 
available  military  transportation.  The 
health  risks  increase  with  each  week. 
If  the  delays  are  too  long,  the  service- 
woman  may  well  be  forced  to  rely  on 
questionable  facilities  in  the  country 
where  she  is  stationed.  For  all  prac- 
tical purposes,  she  is  being  denied  her 
right  to  choose. 

The  decision  on  abortion  is  very  dif- 
ficult and  extremely  personal.  It  is  un- 
fair and  unreasonable  to  make  this  de- 
cision so  dangerous  for  women  who 
serve  our  country  overseas. 

Every  woman  in  America  has  a  con- 
stitutional right  to  choose  to  termi- 
nate her  pregnancy.  It  is  time  for  Con- 
gress to  stop  denying  this  right  to  mili- 
tary women  serving  overseas  and  to 
stop  treating  them  as  second-class  citi- 
zens. I  urge  the  Senate  to  support  the 
Murray  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  find  it  very  difficult 
to  follow  the  logic  of  those  individuals 
who  oppose  abortions  at  overseas  Gov- 
ernment-supported medical  facilities 
because  tax  payers'  dollars  are  in- 
volved, and  yet  somehow  distinguish 
that  from  the  Government-supported 
air  transportation  required  to  fly  indi- 
viduals back  to  the  United  States  to 
obtain  abortion  services.  Who  in  the 
world  pays  for  the  air  transportation, 
the  aircraft,  and  the  personnel  that  fly 
the  aircraft? 

The  issue  ought  to  be  what  is  the 
best  in  terms  of  the  health  care  for 
that  individual.  We  Insist  on  that  for 
our  military  personnel.  They  are  enti- 
tled to  it— the  very,  very  best.  We  are 
committed  to  make  sure  they  get  the 
best. 

Why  should  we  be  able  to  say  we  are 
going  to  provide  quality  health  care 
services  with  this  one  exception,  with 
this  one  area,  where  a  woman  is  going 
to  have  to  roll  the  dice  and  take  her 
chances,  based  upon  availability  of 
flights,  based  upon  the  particular  loca- 
tion where  the  woman  is  stationed? 
Are  we  going  to  effectively  wash  our 
hands  of  any  kind  of  responsibility?  It 
makes  no  sense.  It  is  cruel.  It  is  inhu- 
mane. It  is  failing  to  meet  the  heaith 
care  needs  of  military  personnel.  We 
should  not  be  able  to  say  we  will  pro- 
vide the  best  in  health  care  with  the 
exception  of  this  one  procedure, 

I  think  the  amendment  is  commend- 
able. I  congratulate  the  Senator  from 
Washington  for  offering  it.  I  hope  the 
amendment  is  carried. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
the  Senator  from  Maine  how  much 
time  she  desires. 

Ms.  SNOWE.  I  would  like  5  minutes. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  I  yield  5  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Maine. 

Ms.  SNOWE.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
Senator  Murray  to  repeal  the  ban  on 
abortions  in  overseas  military  hos- 
pitals. I  am  very  pleased  to  cosponsor 
this  amendment  as  well. 
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In  listening  to  the  debate  here  this 
afternoon,  I  cannot  help  but  think 
'•here  we  go  again"  on  this  issue,  on  a 
woman's  personal  right  to  choose.  We 
have  this  debate  year  in  and  year  out. 
Congress  revisits  this  issue  of  repro- 
ductive freedom  by  seeking  to  restrict, 
limit,  and  eliminate  a  woman's  right  to 
choose. 

This  ban  on  abortion  in  overseas 
military  facilities,  reinstated  last  year, 
represented  just  more  of  the  same,  I 
point  out  these  efforts  to  turn  back  the 
clock  on  a  woman's  reproductive  rights 
will  never  erase  the  fact  that  the  high- 
est court  in  the  land  reaffirmed  a  wom- 
an's basic  and  fundamental  right  to  a 
safe  and  legal  abortion  time  after  time, 
again  and  again,  in  decision  after  deci- 
sion. 

Last  year's  successful  effort  to  rein- 
state that  ban  was  another  frontal  as- 
sault on  the  principle  of  reproductive 
freedom  and  the  dignity  of  women's 
lives.  We  all  know  that  this  ban  denies 
the  right  to  choose  for  female  military 
personnel  and  dependents.  It  denies 
those  women  who  have  voluntarily  de- 
cided to  serve  our  country  in  the 
Armed  Forces  safe  and  legal  medical 
care,  simply  because  they  were  as- 
signed to  duty  in  other  countries. 

What  kind  of  reward  is  that?  Why 
does  this  Congress  want  to  punish 
those  women  who  so  bravely  serve  our 
country  overseas  by  denying  them  the 
rights  that  are  guaranteed  to  all  Amer- 
icans under  the  Constitution? 

It  did  not  occur  to  me  that  women's 
constitutional  rights  were  territorial. 
It  did  not  occur  to  me  that  when  Amer- 
ican women  in  our  Armed  Forces  get 
visas  and  passports  stamped  when  they 
go  abroad,  they  are  supposed  to  leave 
their  fundamental  constitutional 
rights  at  the  proverbial  door. 

I  think  it  is  regrettable  that  in  this 
debate  we  are  talking  about  denying 
women  their  rights  because  they  are 
serving  in  our  military  in  overseas  fa- 
cilities. We  are  denying  them  their  op- 
tion to  have  a  safe  and  legal  medical 
procedure  because  they  happen  to  be 
working  for  this  country  overseas.  The 
taxpayers  are  not  required  to  pay  for 
this  procedure.  This  procedure  is  paid 
for  by  the  woman's  personal  fund.  That 
is  the  way  it  was,  under  the  law,  be- 
tween 1979  and  1988,  And  as  we  know,  at 
that  time,  in  1988,  the  policy  was  re- 
versed. It  was  reinstated  to  lift  the  ban 
in  1993. 

I,  frankly,  cannot  understand  why  we 
are  suggesting  that  there  should  be  a 
two-tiered  policy  for  women  if  they 
happen  to  serve  in  the  military  over- 
seas. We  are  saying,  by  virtue  of  that 
taxit,  you  will  not  have  the  same  medi- 
cal care  in  this  legal  procedure  that  is 
recognized  under  the  law  in  this  coun- 
try, and  has  been  reaffirmed  time  and 
again  by  the  highest  court  in  the  land. 

Military  personnel  stationed  overseas 
still  vote,  they  pay  taxes,  they  are  pro- 
tected and,  as  well,  are  punished  under 


U.S.  law.  Whether  we  agree  about  the 
issue  of  abortion,  or  not,  we  do  not 
have  the  right  to  deny  them  their  right 
to  have  access  to  a  legal  and  safe  medi- 
cal procedure.  What  we  are  saying  is 
that  this  ban,  basically,  forces  women 
to  put  their  health  at  risk.  They  will 
be  forced  to  seek  out  unsafe  medical 
care  in  countries  where  the  blood  sup- 
ply is  not  safe,  in  many  Instances, 
where  the  procedures  are  antiquated, 
where  their  equipment  may  not  be 
sterile,  I  do  not  believe  it  is  appro- 
priate, nor  right,  to  force  our  military 
personnel  to  make  auidltional  sacrifices 
beyond  the  ones  they  are  already  mak- 
ing in  serving  their  country. 

Now,  we  are  not  sasring  that  we 
should  force  any  medical  personnel  to 
perform  this  procedure.  There  is  a  con- 
science clause  for  all  three  services  in 
the  Armed  Forces,  No  one  is  required 
to  perform  this  procedure.  If  they  have 
a  moral,  religious,  or  ethical  objection 
to  abortion,  they  do  not  have  to  par- 
ticipate in  this  procedure,  I  think  we 
all  think  that  is  reasonable.  But  what 
is  unreasonable  is  saying  to  women: 
Sorry,  we  are  not  going  to  allow  you  to 
have  the  same  medical  rights  if  you 
serve  in  the  military  because  you  hap- 
pen to  be  overseas,  I  do  not  see  any- 
thing reasonable  about  that  standard. 
It  is  unfair,  and  it  is  dangerous. 

Last  year,  the  New  York  Times.  I 
think,  expressed  the  bottom  line  on 
this  ban  when  they  said  in  an  editorial: 
"They  can  fight  for  thefr  country,  they 
can  die  for  their  country,  but  they  can- 
not get  access  to  a  full  range  of  medi- 
cal services  when  their  country  sta- 
tions them  overseas." 

I  really  think  that  this  becomes  an 
extreme  policy.  It  puts  women  in  a  cri- 
sis position,  and  we  in  this  Chamber 
have  to  stand  up  and  say  enough  is 
enough.  Unfortunately,  someday,  it 
may  be  too  late  when  we  finally  do. 

So  I  hope  that  the  Members  of  this 
Senate  will  support  the  amendment 
that  has  been  offered  by  Senator  Mur- 
ray from  Washington,  because  it  is  an 
appropriate,  reasonable  approach  to  a 
very  difficult  issue.  I  do  not  think  that 
we  want  to  be  in  a  position  of  requiring 
women  who  serve  in  our  military  to  be 
subjected  to  or  be  victim  to  unsafe 
medical  procedures  because  we  happen 
to  differ  with  that  procedure.  This  is 
their  money,  and  it  is  their  right  to 
make  this  decision.  It  Is  a  procedure 
recognized  by  the  law  of  this  covmtry 
and  by  the  Supreme  Court.  We  owe  it 
to  them  to  have  the  right  to  make  that 
decision  and.  obviously,  they  are  going 
to  pay  for  it.  And  now  we  are  saying 
that  we  are  sorry,  we  are  going  to  deny 
them  this  option  under  very  difficult 
circimistances. 

There  are  not  many  options  available 
to  a  woman  stationed  overseas,  who 
has  to  make  this  very  difficult  and  per- 
sonal decision  to  terminate  a  preg- 
nancy. So  I  hope  that  we  will  consider 
this  in  the  proper  context.  It  is  her 


right  to  make  that  decision  under  the 
law  of  this  land.  That  should  apply  to 
them  when  they  are  serving  this  coun- 
try overseas. 

I  yield  the  floor.  Mr.  President. 

Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAUN.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  rise  today  to  join  Senators 
Murray  and  Snowe  in  offering  an 
amendment  to  repeal  the  restrictions 
barring  American  women  serving  over- 
seas from  accessing  abortion  services 
in  military  hospitals. 

This  amendment  simply  grants 
women  who  have  volunteered  to  serve 
and  protect  their  country  the  same 
rights  as  every  other  American  woman. 
This  amendment  allows  them  to  pay 
their  own  funds  to  access  medical  care 
at  a  military  hospital  if  they  choose  to 
terminate  a  pregnancy.  This  amend- 
ment allows  women  serving  this  coun- 
try to  avoid  increasing  military  ex- 
penses by  having  to  leave  the  host 
country  to  travel  to  the  United  States 
to  seek  medical  care  that  is  available 
in  a  nearby  military  medical  facility. 

Women  in  the  military  are  fighting 
to  protect  the  constitution  of  the 
United  States.  We  should  not  deny 
these  women  their  constitutional 
rights,  rights  enjoyed  in  every  State  in 
the  Union.  The  right  to  choose  to  have 
an  abortion  is  protected  by  our  Con- 
stitution. 

It  would  be  unconscionable  to  force 
women  serving  overseas  to  seek  the 
services  of  hospitals  in  host  countries. 
We  have  no  way  of  ensuring  that  these 
hospitals  have  sufficiently  trained  em- 
ployees, standards  of  sanitation  com- 
parable to  those  in  America,  or  ade- 
quate facilities.  Our  military  hospitals 
maintain  world  class  facilities. 

Before  1974,  hundreds  of  women  died 
or  suffered  terribly  because  they  had 
abortions  outside  of  proper  medical  fa- 
cilities. Women  serving  this  country 
should  not  face  that  prospect  again. 

One  of  the  reasons  we  have  military 
hospitals  is  to  ensure  that  our  military 
personnel  get  the  best  medical  treat- 
ment possible.  Women  serving  overseas 
have  already  volimteered  to  risk  thefr 
lives  in  order  to  protect  this  country. 
We  cannot  place  an  additional  and 
senseless  risk  upon  them  by  turning 
them  away  from  military  medical  care. 

This  ban  also  affects  women  who  are 
not  even  in  the  military  themselves. 
Wives  of  military  personnel  also  utilize 
military  hospitals  overseas.  These 
women  have  sacrificed  in  order  to 
move  overseas  to  keep  thefr  families 
Intact.  Densrlng  thefr  access  to  quality 
care  if  they  choose  to  terminate  a  preg- 
nancy is  no  way  to  thank  them. 

I  would  Uke  to  point  out  that  this 
amendment  in  no  way  forces  anyone  to 
abrogate  thefr  religious  or  moral  be- 
liefs. All  three  branches  of  the  military 
have  a  "conscience  clause"  which  will 
remain  intact.  The  clause  permits  med- 
ical personnel  who  have  any  objection 
to  abortion  to  not  participate  in  the 
procedure. 
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There  was  never  any  Congressional 
consultation  when,  in  1988,  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  issued  an  administra- 
tive order  prohibiting  women  from  ob- 
taining abortion  services  in  military 
facilities  overseas.  Prior  to  1988, 
women  could  obtain  abortions  in  mili- 
tary facilities  with  private  funds. 
President  Clinton  lifted  the  ban  by  Ex- 
ecutive Order  on  January  20,  1993.  This 
amendment  merely  upholds  a  policy 
that  is  currently  in  effect  and  was  be- 
fore 1988  as  well. 

We  are  here  today  to  improve  the 
safety  of  women  serving  in  the  mili- 
tary overseas.  We  are  here  today  to 
protect  wives  living  overseas  with  their 
military  husbands.  We  are  here  today 
to  uphold  what  has  been  confirmed  as  a 
constitutional  right  time  and  time 
again  since  Roe  versus  Wade  in  1974.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
amendment  today. 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President,  I 
support  Senator  Mxjrray's  amendment 
to  repeal  the  provision  of  current  law 
that  prohibits  a  woman  in  the  armed 
services  fix)m  using  her  own  funds  to 
pay  for  an  abortion  in  an  overseas  U.S. 
military  facility.  I  support  this  amend- 
ment for  several  reasons. 

First,  the  Supreme  Court  has  clearly 
established  a  woman's  right  to  choose. 
That  right  is  not  suspended  simply  be- 
cause a  woman  serves  in  the  U.S.  mili- 
tary or  is  married  to  a  U.S. 
servicemember. 

Second,  women  based  in  the  United 
States  and  using  a  U.S.-based  military 
facility  are  not  prohibited  from  using 
their  own  funds  to  pay  for  an  abortion. 
Having  a  prohibition  on  the  use  of  U.S. 
military  facilities  overseas  creates  a 
double  standard,  and  an  undue  hard- 
ship on  women  servlcemembers  sta- 
tioned overseas. 

Third,  private  facilities  may  not  be 
readily  available  in  other  countries. 
For  example,  abortion  is  illegal  in  the 
Philippines.  A  woman  stationed  in  that 
country  or  the  spouse  of  a 
servicemember  would  need  to  fly  to  the 
U.S.  or  to  another  country — at  her  own 
expense — to  obtain  an  abortion.  We 
don't  pay  our  servlcemembers  enough 
to  assume  they  can  simply  jet  off  to 
Switzerland  for  medical  treatment. 

Fourth,  if  women  do  not  have  access 
to  military  facilities  or  to  private  fa- 
cilities in  the  country  they  are  sta- 
tioned, they  could  endanger  their  own 
health  by  the  delay  involved  in  getting 
to  a  facility  or  by  being  forced  to  seek 
am  abortion  by  someone  other  than  a 
licensed  physician. 

We  know  from  personal  experience  in 
this  country  that  when  abortion  is  ille- 
gal, desperate  women  are  often  forced 
into  unsafe  and  life-threatening  situa- 
tions in  back  alleys.  If  it  were  your 
wife,  or  your  daughter,  would  you  want 
her  in  the  hands  of  an  untrained  abor- 
tioziist  on  the  back  streets  of  Manila  or 
Cordoba,  Argentina?  Or  would  you  pre- 
fer that  she  have  access  to  medical 


treatment  by  a  trained  physician  in  a 
U.S.  military  facility? 

Not  only  would  these  women  be  risk- 
ing their  health  and  lives  under  normal 
conditions,  but  what  if  these  women 
are  facing  complicated  or  life-threaten- 
ing pregnancies  and  are  unaware  of  the 
seriousness  of  their  condition? 

We  are  asking  these  women  to  risk 
their  lives  in  the  service  of  their  coun- 
try. 

Current  law  does  not  force  any  mili- 
tary physician  to  perform  an  abortion 
against  his  or  her  will.  All  branches 
have  a  "conscience  clause"  that  per- 
mits  medical  personnel  to  choose  not 
to  perform  the  procedure.  What  we  are 
talking  about  today  is  providing  equal 
access  to  military  medical  facilities, 
wherever  they  are  located,  for  a  legal 
procedure  paid  for  with  one's  own 
money. 

Abortion  is  legal  for  American 
women.  U.S.  servlcemembers  would 
pay  with  their  own  funds.  To  deny 
them  access  to  medical  treatment  they 
can  trust  is  wrong.  It's  that  simple.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for  this 
amendment. 

Ms.  MIKULSKI.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
in  strong  support  of  the  Murray 
amendment. 

This  amendment  will  repeal  the  bill's 
ban  on  privately  funded  abortions  at 
military  medical  facilities  overseas. 

Let's  be  very  clear  what  we're  talk- 
ing about  here  today.  It  is  a  very  sim- 
ple question.  Are  women  who  are  de- 
fending our  Nation  women  who  sac- 
rifice every  day  in  military  service  to 
our  country  going  to  be  treated  as  sec- 
ond class  citizens  when  it  comes  to  the 
health  care  they  receive? 

The  bill  before  us  answers  "yes"  to 
that  question.  Mr.  President,  that  is 
simply  unacceptable.  Our  military 
women  are  not  second-class  citizens 
and  we  cannot  treat  them  as  if  they 
were. 

Mr.  President,  safe  and  legal  access 
to  abortion  is  the  law  of  the  land.  It  is 
a  matter  of  simple  fairness  that  our 
servlcewomen,  as  well  as  the  spouses 
and  dependents  of  servicemen,  be  able 
to  exercise  that  right  when  they  axe 
stationed  overseas. 

When  people  enlist  in  the  Armed 
Services,  they  do  not  choose  where 
they  are  to  be  stationed.  They  go 
where  our  military  decides  they  are 
needed.  They  are  often  sent  to  remote 
locations  where  the  only  access  to 
quality,  safe  medical  care  is  in  a  mili- 
tary facility. 

While  they  are  sent  all  over  the 
world  to  defend  our  freedoms,  isn't  the 
very  least  we  owe  them  the  right  to  ex- 
ercise the  same  freedoms  they  would 
enjoy  if  they  remained  here  at  home? 

By  adopting  this  amendment  we  will 
enable  military  women  to  exercise 
their  right  to  reproductive  freedom. 
The  amendment  does  not  involve  the 
use  of  any  taxpayer  funding.  What  this 
amendment  will  ensure  is  the  right  of 
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women  to  obtain  a  safe  and  legal  abor- 
tion paid  for  with  their  own  funds.  And, 
of  course,  under  this  amendment  the 
conscience  clause  for  military  person- 
nel who  do  not  wish  to  perform  abor- 
tions would  be  retained.  So  no  military 
personnel  would  be  compelled  to  per- 
form abortions. 

Adoption  of  this  amendment  will  en- 
sure that  women  in  the  Armed  Services 
have  access  to  safe  medical  care.  Let's 
do  the  right  thing.  Let's  not  treat  our 
servlcewomen  like  second-class  citi- 
zens. They  give  so  much  in  service  to 
our  country.  They  deserve  no  less  than 
to  be  treated  fairly  by  us. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
supporting  this  important  amendment. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
language  in  this  bill  is  an 
unsupportable  effort  to  take  away  a 
fundamental,  legal  right  from  women 
in  uniform  and  female  military  depend- 
ents overseas — the  right  to  use  their 
own  funds  to  obtain  a  legal  abortion. 

The  amendment  we  are  considering 
today  is  simply  a  return  to  previous 
DOD  policy  that  stood  for  many,  many 
years. 

It  is,  quite  simply,  about  treating 
these  women  fairly  and  equitably,  and 
giving  them  the  same  rights  that 
women  in  this  country  have. 

These  women  are  in  service  to  their 
country — our  country — overseas,  pro- 
tecting our  fundamental  freedoms. 

But  this  ban  would  deny  them  the 
same  freedom  that  women  in  this  coun- 
try are  granted — the  right  to  safe, 
legal,  and  comprehensive  reproductive 
services. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Murray-Snowe  amendment,  and  strike 
this  offensive  language  from  the  bill. 
We  have  no  right  to  ask  these  women 
to  sacrifice  more  than  they  already 
have  in  service  to  their  country. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
Shields  time? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  jrield  3  or  4  minutes? 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  I  yield  4  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  just  like  to  inquire  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Washington.  U  1  understand 
the  situation  correctly,  if  a  woman 
were  coming  back  to  the  United  States, 
by  and  large  she  has  to  ask  for  leave, 
does  she  not,  to  be  able  to  come  back 
to  the  United  States? 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
my  understanding  that  she  would  have 
to  ask  for  leave  to  come  back  to  the 
United  States  in  order  to  have  the 
medical  procedure  take  place. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  It  is  my  understand- 
ing that  there  may  have  to  be  reasons 
stated  for  the  leave,  in  some  cir- 
cimistances,  depending  on  the  particu- 
lar situation.  I  would  call  that  sort  of 
a  violation  of  privacy.  But  in  some 
areas,  in  some  situations,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  they  may  very  well  have  to 
reveal  the  reasons  for  that  leave.  Or  if 
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they  were  to  return  to  the  United 
States  and  have  the  procedure  and  de- 
velop complications  and  needed  more 
time,  they  would  have  to  request  addi- 
tional leave  time  and,  more  often  than 
not,  they  would  have  to  indicate  their 
reasons  for  it. 

Now.  of  course,  if  a  woman  made  the 
decision  here  In  the  United  States  and 
then  ran  into  complications,  they 
would  have  to  justify  why  they  were 
not  meeting  military  requirements,  in 
any  event.  But  it  seems  to  me  that 
while  Imposing  the  requirements  for 
leave,  you  are  also  stating,  more  often 
than  not,  as  I  understand  it,  that  they 
have  to  give  reasons  or  a  justification, 
which  is  a  privacy  issue.  If  they  run 
into  any  complications,  there  are  addi- 
tional issues  both  in  terms  of  leave  and 
additional  privacy  issues.  It  seems  to 
me  that  this  is  another  factor  that 
might  not  make  the  greatest  difference 
to  some  individuals.  But  I  would  think 
that  adding  this  kind  of  emotional 
traimia  that  is  being  experienced 
through  this  whole  kind  of  a  procedure 
is  particularly  unfortunate,  and  I  think 
probably  unfair,  certainly,  to  the 
women  as  well.  I  was  just  interested  in 
the  Senators  understanding  about  the 
situation. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  is  abso- 
lutely correct.  With  the  language  as  it 
is  currently  written  In  the  DOD  bill, 
without  my  amendment,  this  will  force 
women  in  the  military  overseas — in 
Bosnia,  in  Turkey,  or  In  many  other 
places— to  go  to  their  supervisor  and 
request  a  leave.  Most  likely,  they 
would  be  asked  to  tell  the^n  why.  which 
would  be  a  very  difficult  situation  for 
many.  They  would  be  subject  to  their 
supervisor's  decision  about  whether  or 
not  they  would  be  granted  leave.  That 
would  put  women  in  a  very  awkward 
and  unfair  position. 

I  should  add  that.  If  the  abortion  is 
delayed,  the  woman's  life  becomes 
more  in  danger.  In  many  cir- 
cumstances, that  would  be  delayed  if 
she  requested  leave.  It  could  be  delayed 
if  she  traveled  to  this  country.  If  she  is 
granted  leave  and  traveled  to  this 
country,  as  the  Senator  has  stated,  if 
the  complications  arise,  as  they  can, 
she  would  then  be  subject  to  having  to 
go  back  to  that  supervisor  again  and 
ask  for  additional  leave. 

This  is  an  extremely  unfair  situation. 
It  can  be  rectified  very  easily  by  this 
amendment  that  would  allow  a  woman 
to  use  her  own  private  money.  We  are 
not  asking  for  taxpayer  dollars.  We  are 
saying  that  a  woman  can  use  her  own 
money  to  go  into  the  military  facility 
where  we  have  excellent  personnel 
overseas  to  perform  a  safe  medical  pro- 
cedure. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Finally,  the  point 
was  made  here  on  the  floor  that  the  fa- 
cility will  have  been  built  with  Amer- 
ican taxpayers'  money  and  the  doctors 
are  going  to  be  paid  their  salary  with 


taxpayers'  money.  Does  the  Senator 
not  find  the  distinction  between  that 
and  having  space  available  on  a  plane 
which  is  paid  for  by  the  taxpayers,  pi- 
loted by  the  taxpayers— does  the  Sen- 
ator find  that  the  logic  is  failing  in 
those  who  are  opposed  to  the  amend- 
ment to  say  that  on  the  one  hand  it 
looks  like  it  is  being  tax  supported  and 
on  the  other  hand  it  is  not?  I  have  been 
singularly  unconvinced  about  that  part 
of  the  argument  which  we  have  heard 
time  and  time  again  this  afternoon.  I 
do  not  see  how  that  logic  holds  up  to 
the  light  of  day. 

I  do  not  know  whether  the  Senator 
had  some  additional  insight  that  might 
be  able  to  clarify  that. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  I  am  really  glad  that 
the  Senator  asked  about  the  taxpayers' 
funds  being  used  to  build  a  military  fa- 
cility. Frankly,  I  find  those  argiiments 
very  offensive  because,  as  taxpayers  in 
this  country,  we  provide  dollars  for 
many  facilities  across  this  country. 
But  we  have  singled  out  women  who 
are  overseas  serving  us  In  coimtries 
overseas,  and  have  told  them  that  they 
cannot  use  their  own  private  dollars  to 
pay  for  a  medical  service  in  those  fa- 
cilities. We  pay  for  many  other  serv- 
ices in  those  facilities,  but  we  will  not 
provide  an  abortion  for  those  women. 
Yet.  the  Senator  is  absolutely  correct; 
she  will  have  to  fly  back  to  this  coun- 
try in  a  military  plane  paid  for  by  tax- 
payer dollars.  She  will  eat  meals  on 
that  plane  paid  for  by  taxi>ayer  dollars. 
All  of  us  use  taxpayer  dollars  when  we 
travel  on  the  roads,  when  we  use  our 
public  schools,  when  we  go  to  our  col- 
leges, when  we  have  the  police  come  to 
our  house,  or  when  we  have  a  fire  truck 
come  to  the  House. 

Why  are  we  singling  out  women  who 
need  a  medical  procedure  and  expand- 
ing the  use  of  taxpayers"  funds  in  that 
terminologsr?  I  find  that  very  offensive. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Does  the  Senator 
find  offensive  as  well  the  fact  that  a 
woman  who  is  in  the  service  is  paying 
taxpayer  dollars  and  others  who  might 
want  to  use  those  facilities  for  this 
purpose  are  contributors  and  paying 
taxes?  The  last  time  I  checked  on  it. 
they  were.  So  here  they  are  paying 
their  fair  share  of  the  taxes  into  it.  But 
in  this  particular  time  of  medical  need 
there  is  this  arbitrary  policy  which 
would  deny  the  best  In  terms  of  health 
care.  It  is  being  denied  to  them. 

I  thank  the  Senator.  I  think  she  has 
made  a  very  powerful  case,  and  others 
have  added  to  it.  I  hope  her  position 
will  be  sustained. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts.  I  will  add  that  not 
only  is  that  woman  paying  her  taxes 
but  she  is  serving  our  country  overseas. 
She  is  serving  every  single  one  of  us; 
making  us  safe  here  at  home.  She  de- 
serves to  have  us  take  care  of  her  when 
she  has  a  medical  need. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  add  Senator  Bingaman  and  Sen- 


ator   INOUYE    as    cosponsors    to    this 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  Is  so  ordered. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Ms.  SNOWE.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  a  question? 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  I  yield  for  a  question 
to  the  Senator  from  Maine. 

Ms.  SNOWE.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
yielding. 

Would  the  present  description  of  the 
law  place  an  undue  burden  on  women 
serving  in  the  military  overseas?  In 
1992.  the  Supreme  Court  decision  about 
Planned  Parenthood  said  that  Govern- 
ment regulations  may  not  constitute 
an  uodue  burden  on  the  right  to  an 
abortion,  and  this  ban  would  be  an 
undue  burden  by  placing  an  obstacle  in 
the  path  of  the  woman  seeking  an  abor- 
tion. 

So  would  the  Senator  agree  that  this 
certainly  would  represent  an  obstacle 
in  the  path  of  a  woman  making  this  de- 
cision and  having  access  to  a  safe  medi- 
cal procedure?  Because  certainly  a 
combination  of  military  regulations 
and  the  practical  world  would  mean 
that  someone  who  needs  it.  who  made 
this  decision,  would  face  lengthy  trav- 
el, serious  delays,  expenses,  sub- 
standard medical  options,  restricted 
information,  would  have  to  fly  home, 
and  certainly  in  my  opinion — I  ask  the 
Senator  if  she  would  agree — this  ban 
appears  to  be  unconstitutionally  bur- 
dening the  right  of  a  woman  to  make 
this  decision  because  it  places  a  num- 
ber of  obstacles  in  the  way  of  her  mak- 
ing that  decision  and  having  access  to 
the  procedures  that  are  available  here 
in  the  United  States  which  are  legal 
under  the  law  of  the  land. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  I  would  agree  with 
the  Senator.  This  places  many  undue 
obstacles  in  front  of  the  woman  who  is 
serving  in  the  military  overseas  such 
as  asking  through  her  supervisor  for 
permission  to  leave.  This  is  not  some- 
thing anyone  here  has  to  ask  for  who  is 
serving  here  or  who  is  not  serving  here. 
It  means  that  a  woman  would  have  to 
fly  home — sometimes  hours  of  travel, 
sometimes  weeks  of  delay  in  getting  a 
flight  out  of  some  of  the  countries 
which  we  are  asking  our  young  women 
to  serve  in.  It  means  a  delay  in  the 
medical  procedure,  and  it  puts  an 
undue  burden  on  these  women  which  is 
not  faced  by  any  other  woman  in  this 
country. 

Ms.  SNOWE.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
answering  that  question.  The  bottom 
line  is  we  are  treating  these  people  as 
second-class  citizens  if  they  do  not 
have  access  to  the  procedures  guaran- 
teed constitutionally  under  the  law  of 
the  United  States  simply  because  of 
the  Supreme  Court  ruling. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  They  are  not  only 
making  a  sacrifice,  but  these  are 
women  who  are  serving  our  country 
who  are  every  day  working  for  every 
single  one  of  us  to  make  our  lives  safe 


14518 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  19,  1996 


here.  They  should  not  be  treated  as 
second-class  citizens.  They  should  be 
treated  as  first-class  citizens  and  be 
griven  the  same  right  that  every  woman 
in  this  country  has  and  the  access  to 
safe  medical  procedures  that  they  de- 
serve. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Maine. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
tome? 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  California. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  I  thank  my  friend  for 
her  leadership  on  this.  I  am  so  pleased 
she  has  raised  this  issue  for  the  Senate. 
As  we  know,  this  Congress  Is  narrowing 
women's  right  to  choose.  But  I  think 
nothing  would  be  more  disturbing  than 
what  we  have  before  us.  As  the  Senator 
from  Maine  pointed  out  through  her 
questioning  and  our  friend  brought  out 
through  her  answers,  these  are  women 
who  are  risking  their  lives  by  joining 
the  military;  are  they  not? 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  They  are  risking  their 
lives,  just  as  the  men  do,  to  fight  for 
their  country,  and  indeed  may  die  for 
this  country.  Why  on  Earth  would  this 
U.S.  Senate  put  their  health  at  risk? 
That  is  a  major  question. 

I  ask  my  friend.  Is  there  any  case 
that  she  knows  of  where  a  man  is  de- 
nied a  particular  medical  procedure? 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  I  cannot  think  of  any 
case  where  a  man  is  denied  a  medical 
procedure  who  is  serving  in  the  mili- 
tary overseas. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  I  wonder  what  my 
friends  of  the  male  persuasion  from 
both  sides  of  aisle  would  be  doing  on 
this  floor  if  suddenly  it  wsis  the  case 
that  men  could  not  get  help  when  they 
were  stationed  abroad.  They  would  say, 
"Well,  regardless  of  what  it  is,  we  need 
our  men  in  the  military  to  be  there. 
That  is  why  we  are  sending  them 
there."  Yet,  they  would  treat  women  in 
such  a  way. 

I  say  to  my  friend,  what  happens  if  a 
woman  cannot  get  on  a  plane  and  has 
to  go  to  a  hospital  in  a  country  that 
she  is  stationed  in?  I  will  half  answer 
that.  When  I  went  to  visit  the  troops  in 
Saudi  Arabia  during  the  Persian  Gulf 
war,  I  saw  the  incredible  health  facili- 
ties that  they  had  there  for  our  men 
and  women  in  uniform.  But  what  if 
such  a  woman  was  in  pain,  was  in  a  sit- 
uation where  she  really  needed  help, 
and  she  went  to  the  facility  and  was 
told  by  a  military  doctor,  "You  have  to 
go  to  a  local  hospital"?  I  ask  my  friend 
to  talk  about  what  that  experience 
might  be  like  in  a  place  like  Saudi  Ara- 
bia where  women  cannot  even  drive 
their  cars. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  The  Senator  from 
California  brings  up  an  excellent  point. 
The  way  the  current  bill  is  drafted, 
without  my  amendment,  it  simply  cre- 
ates foreign  back  alleys  for  our  women 
who  are  serving  overseas — for  those  of 
us  who  were  aware  before  Roe  v.  Wade, 


women  got  abortions  in  back  alleys  be- 
cause they  were  not  provided  medical 
facilities.  We  have  friends  who  are  not 
able  to  have  babies  because  of  a  proce- 
dure that  was  performed  in  a  back 
alley.  I  cannot  imagine  this  Senate  and 
this  Congress  putting  our  women  who 
serve  in  uniform  overseas  at  risk  as  we 
did  women  many  years  ago  in  this 
country.  It  seems  to  me  that  is  really 
disturbing — to  create  foreign  back 
alleys  as  this  current  bill  does. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  I  thank  my  friend.  I  say 
that  of  all  of  the  issues  that  we  face, 
where  women's  rights  to  choose  have 
been  narrowed  dramatically — if  she  is  a 
Federal  employee,  we  know  that  right 
is  narrowed.  She  cannot  use  her  insur- 
ance. But  at  least  she  is  in  America 
and  she  is  here.  So  she  will  have  to 
make  a  financial  sacrifice,  if  she  exer- 
cises that  right  to  choose,  which  is  a 
legal  right. 

I  think  we  need  to  understand  what 
is  going  on  here  in  this  U.S.  Senate. 
There  are  those  who  want  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  to  completely  out- 
law a  woman's  right  to  choose.  They 
want  to  make  it  a  crime.  You  know 
they  caimot  do  it  because  the  people  of 
America  do  not  support  that.  So  what 
they  are  doing  instead  is  attacking 
us — one  group  at  a  time;  Federal  em- 
ployee women  over  here  one  day,  poor 
women  over  here  the  next  day,  and 
women  who  live  in  D.C.  the  third  day. 
And  today  it  is  women  who  serve  in  the 
military  overseas.  They  are  the  ones 
who  will  be  subjected  to,  as  my  friend 
says,  the  foreign  back  alley.  Let  me 
tell  you,  the  back  alleys  of  America 
were  not  friendly.  I  lived  in  those  days. 
I  know  those  days.  If  there  is  anything 
I  can  do,  and  I  know  the  Senator  from 
Maine  feels  as  strongly — this  crosses 
party  lines — we  will  make  sure  that  we 
never  return  to  the  days  of  the  back 
alley. 

I  think  this  is  just  one  more  attempt 
to  harm  the  women  of  this  country,  the 
women  who  are  sacrificing  for  their 
country.  By  supporting  Senator  Mur- 
ray's amendment,  we  will  go  a  long 
way  in  telling  those  women  we  respect 
they  should  not  have  to  answer  to  an- 
other set  of  laws  to  put  their  health  in 
jeopardy  any  more  than  they  are  put  in 
jeopardy  in  the  fact  they  are  willing  on 
a  daily  basis  to  lay  their  lives  on  the 
line. 

I  thank  my  friend.  I  yield  back  my 
time  to  her. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  I  thank  my  colleagrue 
from  California  for  a  very  eloquent 
statement  and  for  her  support  of  this 
extremely  important  amendment  that 
sends  a  message  to  women  who  serve 
our  country  overseas  that  they  will  be 
treated  equal  to  any  other  woman  who 
is  a  citizen  in  this  country  today. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  time  re- 
mains on  my  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Washington  has  26Vi  min- 
utes. 


Mrs.  MURRAY.  And  how  much  time 
remains  on  the  other  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Forty- 
eight. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President  I  ask 
my  friend  from  Indiana  if  he  intends  to 
use  any  more  of  his  time? 

Mr.  COATS.  I  would  like  to  respond 
to  the  statements  that  have  been 
made,  but  I  would  tell  the  Senator 
from  Washington  that  depending  on 
whether  or  not  she  has  more  speakers 
on  her  side,  I  would  be  prepared  to 
yield  back  a  substantial  amount  of 
time  if  we  could  come  to  agreement  on 
both  yielding  back  time. 

I  have  been  approached  by  some 
Members  who  have  some  conflicts  this 
evening  and  are  looking  for  a  little  bit 
of  a  window.  One  Senator  on  your  side 
asked  if  it  would  be  possible  to  jrield 
back  some  time.  So  I  guess  I  would  in- 
quire of  the  Senator  from  Washington 
what  her  intentions  are  in  this  regard. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum  to  be 
equally  divided. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  COATS.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  Mr.  President,  I  am  sorry.  The 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  was  ask- 
ing me  a  question  and  I  did  not  under- 
stand or  hear  what  was  propounded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re- 
quest was  for  a  quorum  call,  the  time 
to  be  equally  divided. 

Mr.  COATS.  That  is  fine.  And  then 
the  Senator  is  going  to  check  to  see 
what  she  has  on  her  side  and  I  will  do 
the  same,  and  if  we  can  come  to  an 
agreement  we  will  jrield  back  our  time. 
That  is  acceptable,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey  is  recognized  for 
5  minutes. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  I  thank  the 
Chair.  I  thank  my  colleague  from 
Washlngrton  for  giving  me  some  portion 
of  the  time  to  support  the  Murray- 
Snowe  amendment. 

This  amendment  is  so  basic  that  it, 
frankly,  kind  of  surprises  me  that  we 
say  to  people  who  we  have  recruited  to 
serve  in  our  military  that  you  leave 
your  constitutional  rights  on  the  door- 
step; that  if  you  need  medical  services 
you  are  willing  to  pay  for,  we  are  not 
going  to  give  them  to  you. 

This  amendment,  as  it  is  presented, 
will  overturn  the  unreasonable,  harsh 
Republican  policy  that  prohibits  serv- 
icewomen     from     obtaining     abortion 


June  19,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


14519 


services  in  overseas  military  facilities, 
once  again,  even  if  they  are  willing  out 
of  their  own  pockets  to  pay  for  these 
health  services. 

Essentially,  the  current  law  that  was 
passed  by  the  Republican  Congress 
forces  servicewomen  to  leave  their  con- 
stitutional rights  behind,  at  the  wa- 
ter's edge. 

I  am  familiar.  Mr.  President,  with 
the  struggle  to  protect  constitutional 
rights  of  servicewomen.  In  1991  and 
1992,  I  led  the  fight  to  overturn  this 
policy.  I  had  an  aimendment  pass  the 
Senate  twice  to  overturn  this  unfair  re- 
striction. Unfortunately,  President 
Bush  threatened  to  veto  the  entire  de- 
fense appropriations  bill  over  this  pro- 
vision and  thus  it  was  dropped  in  con- 
ference. But  the  1992  election  changed 
all  of  this.  On  the  second  day  of  the 
Clinton  administration.  President  Clin- 
ton restored  servicewomen's  constitu- 
tional rights  by  executive  authority. 

Tragically,  the  Republican  Congress 
reversed  the  Clinton  policy.  But  they 
are  not  just  reversing  a  Clinton  policy. 
What  they  are  saying  to  those  individ- 
uals, who  have  every  right  under  the 
law  to  make  a  choice  about  whether  or 
not  they  continue  a  pregnancy,  is  that 
they  will  not  be  able,  practically,  to  do 
it;  they  will  not  be  able  to  have  an 
abortion  if  they  choose. 

I  am  not  promoting  abortion.  I  am 
saying  every  woman  has  a  right  under 
our  law  to  make  that  decision.  What 
they  are  sajring  is  if  you  happen  to  be 
stationed  in  a  country  that  prohibits 
abortion  and  you  want,  nevertheless, 
to  have  quality  service,  you  are  re- 
stricted. You  can  choose  to  go  to  a 
back  alley  someplace  and  take  the  ter- 
rible chance  that  involves,  or  else  you 
can  sometimes  be  standby  on  a  flight 
out  of  that  country  to  a  friendlier 
place.  The  problem  is  these  flights  are 
often  filled  and  you  could  wait  for 
months — months  that  would,  perhaps, 
put  a  pregnancy  into  a  stage  of  devel- 
opment that  no  one  would  want  to  see 
terminated. 

So  this  is  a  terrible  imposition,  I 
think.  We  are  asking  people  to  serve. 
We  are  telling  them  they  will  be  re- 
warded for  their  loyal  service.  We  tell 
them  they  may  undergo  danger,  they 
may  in  fact  lose  thefr  lives,  but  they  do 
80  on  behalf  of  their  country.  I  salute 
thefr  bravery  and  thefr  courage.  But  I 
think  it  would  be  terrible  at  the  same 
time  to  say,  if  you  need  a  medical  serv- 
ice that  is  available,  that  you  are  not 
going  to  be  able  to  get  it  because  you 
are  in  the  military. 

So  I  hope  our  colleagues  in  the  Sen- 
ate will  look  at  this  realistically  and 
say  we  are  not  encouraging  any  choice 
for  anyone  to  make  that  is  not  totally 
their  own.  But  we  are  also  saying  if 
you  enlist,  if  you  raise  your  hand,  take 
the  oath,  promise  to  serve  your  coun- 
try faithfully  under  virtually  any  con- 
dition, that  you  do  not  lose  your  rights 
as  a  woman  to  make  a  decision  that  is 


available  to  every  other  woman  in  this 
country. 

I  yield  the  floor  and  hope  the  Mur- 
ray-Snowe  amendment,  a  very 
thoughtful  piece  of  legislation,  will  be 
agreed  to  and  will  amend  what  I  think 
is  an  egregious  violation  of  a  right  that 
belongs  to  every  woman  in  this  coun- 
try, particularly  those  who  join  the 
scrvic6 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired.  Who  yields 
time? 

The  Senator  from  South  Carolina  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  to  oppose  this  amendment. 

Last  year,  in  both  the  National  De- 
fense Authorization  Act  and  the  De- 
fense appropriations  bill,  the  Congress 
spoke  on  this  issue.  Both  of  these  bills 
included  a  prohibition  on  performing 
abortions  in  military  hospitals  and 
clinics  overseas  except  in  cases  of  rape, 
incest,  and  where  the  life  of  the  mother 
is  at  risk.  The  President  signed  both  of 
these  bills. 

Now,  Senator  Murray  is  proposing 
that  we  repeal  the  law  enacted  last 
year.  I  would  suggest  that  more  debate 
on  abortion  within  the  Senate  is  not 
going  to  change  any  Senators  vote.  I 
hope  we  can  agree  to  limit  the  discus- 
sion and  vote. 

I  just  want  to  say  this.  There  is  a 
question  here  whether  you  are  going  to 
have  abortions  wide  open  for  any  pur- 
pose, any  time,  any  place,  or  you  are 
only  going  to  have  them  in  cases  of 
rape,  incest,  and  where  the  life  of  the 
mother  is  at  risk.  That  is  the  issue 
here.  I  think  Senators  ought  to  under- 
stand it. 

If  you  want  to  preserve  life  except  in 
cases  of  rape,  incest,  and  where  the  life 
of  the  mother  is  at  risk,  then  you  op- 
pose the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Washington.  But  if  you  favor  wide 
open  abortions,  as  I  said,  at  any  time, 
any  place,  for  any  purpose,  then,  of 
course,  you  support  her  in  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  President,  I  oppose  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
3rields  time? 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  ROBB.  Mr.  President.  I  thank  the 
Chafr  and  thank  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Washington.  I  thank  her  for 
her  leadership  on  this  particular 
amendment. 

This  is  a  matter  that  we  have  consid- 
ered a  number  of  times.  We  are  all  fa- 
miliar with  the  arguments.  I  describe 
my  position,  not  as  pro-abortion,  but 
as  pro-choice.  I  believe  that  abortions 
ought  to  be  safe,  legal,  and  rare.  But  I 
do  not  think,  under  any  circumstances, 
that  we  ought  to  deprive  those  people 
who  happen  to  be  stationed  overseas 
from  having  the  same  legal  and  safe 
medical  procedures  that  are  available 
to  those  of  us  here  in  the  United 
States. 


I  respect  the  very  significant  dif- 
ferences of  opinion  for  ethical,  moral, 
and  religious  reasons  that  many  hold. 
This  is  not  asking  that  the  Federal 
Government  provide  any  funds.  It  sim- 
ply is  allowing  those  folks  who  are  sta- 
tioned overseas  to  use  the  facilities. 

With  that,  Mr.  President.  I  yield  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  COATS.  I  have  been  discussing 
with  the  Senator  from  Washington  the 
timing  here.  I  have  some  responses  I 
would  like  to  make  to  statements  that 
have  been  made.  I  do  not  anticijMite 
that  will  take  more  than  10  minutes  at 
the  most,  probably  less.  I  know  the 
Senator  from  Washington  has  indicated 
an  interest  in  just  taking  a  couple  of 
minutes  to  wrap  up  the  debate  in  sup- 
port of  her  amendment,  at  which  point. 
I  believe,  we  would  both  be  ready  to  go 
to  a  vote. 

I  say  that  to  notify  Members,  who 
may  be  watching  the  debate  who  are 
interested  in  when  we  will  vote,  it  ap- 
pears we  will  vote  earlier  than  the  time 
originally  projected,  in  terms  of  the  2- 
hour  debate,  maybe  as  early  as  the 
next  10  or  15  minutes.  I  just  say  that  to 
alert  Members. 

I  would  like  to  respond  to  some  of 
the  things  that  have  been  said  relative 
to  the  Murray  amendment.  I  sit  here 
somewhat  baffled  by  the  remarks  that 
I  have  heard,  because  it  sounds  to  me 
as  if  a  crisis  situation  exists  that  is  in 
immediate  search  of  solution,  relative 
to  female  members  of  our  armed  serv- 
ices and  thefr  dependents  obtaining  the 
right  to  have  an  abortion  if  they  so 
chose.  But  the  problem  described  and 
the  rhetoric  used  to  describe  the  situa- 
tion is  totally  at  odds  with  the  facts  of 
the  situation. 

The  picture  that  has  been  painted  is 
a  false  picture.  We  are  left  with  the 
perception,  as  presented  by  supporters 
of  the  Murray  amendment,  that  we  are 
placing  women  who  serve  in  our  mili- 
tary in  extraordinarily  dangerous  situ- 
ations; that  the  policy  currently  in  ef- 
fect is  forcing  them  into  foreign  back 
alleys,  that  their  health  and  perhaps 
even  their  life  is  in  jeopardy  if  we  do 
not  inmiediately  repeal  a  policy  which 
has  been  in  place  for  a  very  substantial 
period  of  tin»  and  has  caused  no  prob- 
lems. 

There  have  been  no  complaints  reg- 
istered by  women  in  the  military. 
There  have  been  no  incidents  of  prob- 
lems relative  to  women  being  unable  to 
have  an  abortion.  There  has  been  no 
denial  of  constitutional  rights.  Yet  we 
keep  hearing-  about  these  terrible 
health  risks  that  are  being  forced  on 
women  who  serve  in  our  military  over- 
seas. Terms  were  used:  The  cruel,  inde- 
cent, inhumane  policies:  women  have 
been  victimized;  it  is  extreme  policy.  I 
just  wrote  down  some  of  the  things 
that  were  said.  "Placing  huge  obstacles 
in  front  of  women." 
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That  just  simply  is  not  the  case,  Mr. 
President.  Those  are  not  the  facts.  If 
those  were  the  facts  of  the  situation, 
there  might  be  a  basis  for  at  least  de- 
bating, in  seriousness,  the  Murray 
amendment. 

I  would  like  to  quote  from  a  response 
to  a  letter  that  I  sent  to  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  try  to  Jiscer- 
tain  the  facts  of  the  case.  I  asked  him 
several  questions.  I  said: 

Has  the  Department  of  Defense  had  any 
difficulty  in  Implementing  the  current  pol- 
icy? 

That  Is  the  policy  in  effect  that  basi- 
cally said  military  facilities  will  not  be 
used  to  perform  abortions  on  the  basis 
of  an  elective  abortion,  not  an  abortion 
in  terms  of  a  need  for  abortion,  but  an 
abortion  which  is  simply  elective,  a 
woman  wanting  an  abortion. 

Has  the  Department  had  any  difficulty  in 
implementing  the  current  policy? 

Answer:  No. 

Have  any  formal  complaints  been  filed  con- 
cerning this  policy,  to  the  best  of  your 
knowledge  and  Information? 

The  answer:  No;  no  formal  com- 
plaints have  been  filed. 

Have  any  legal  challenges  been  instituted 
concerning  this  i)olicy? 

The  answer:  No. 

Have  any  members  or  their  dependents 
been  denied  access  to  an  abortion  as  a  result 
of  this  policy? 

I  think  that  is  a  very  important 
point  here.  I  am  not  sure  our  col- 
leagues are  listening.  But  the  question 
I  posed  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  is, 
have  any  members  or  their  dependents 
been  denied  access  to  an  abortion  as  a 
result  of  the  policy  that  the  Senator 
from  Washington  is  seeking  to  over- 
turn? And  the  answer  was  no. 

I  do  not  understand  what  the  prob- 
lem is.  There  has  not  been  a  denial  of 
constitutional  rights  for  women.  There 
has  not  been  a  denial  of  access  to  abor- 
tion for  women.  The  policy  has  been  to 
enforce  a  policy  that  was  adopted  not 
just  by  Republicans  but  also  by  Demo- 
crats. I  will  state  to  my  friend  from 
New  Jersey,  that  taxpayers'  funds  in 
the  performance  of  abortions  should 
not  be  used.  That  is  a  policy  that  has 
been  upheld  by  the  Supreme  Court, 
which  said  simply  because  someone  hsis 
a  constitutional  right  to  something 
does  not  mean  the  taxi>ayer  has  to  fund 
that  right. 

That  case  is  Harris  versus  McCray, 
which  basically  upheld  the  Hyde  lan- 
guage. 

What  we  are  seeking  to  do  here  is  up- 
hold the  Hyde  language  which  has  been 
adopted  on  numerous  occasions  by  Re- 
publicans and  Democrats,  in  both  the 
Hoose  and  in  the  Senate,  as  it  applies 
to  use  of  military  facilities  which  are 
constructed,  operated,  paid  for,  doctors 
are  paid  for,  equipment  is  purchased, 
all  with  taxpayer  money. 

Now.  if  it  was  a  valid  argument  that 
we  were  forcing  women  into  foreign 


back  alleys,  I  think  that  is  a  legiti- 
mate question  for  us  to  address,  be- 
cause these  women  are  serving  in  the 
interest  of  their  country  and  they  are 
being  deployed  to  places  that  would 
not  necessarily  be  a  place  of  their 
choosing. 

But  that  is  not  the  case,  because  the 
Department  of  Defense  will  provide 
transportation  back  to  whatever  place 
that  woman  wants  to  go  to,  and  I  do 
not  know  of  anybody  who  has  to  wait 
weeks  for  that  transportation,  because 
I  asked  that  question  also  of  the  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  Defense: 

Have  any  members  or  their  dependents 
been  denied  access  to  military  transport  for 
the  purpose  of  procuring  an  abortion? 

The  answer  is  no,  none.  Nobody  has 
filed  a  complaint  saying  they  have 
been  denied  access.  Nobody  has  raised  a 
question  saying  they  have  had  to  wait 
weeks.  No  one  has  said,  "'I  have  been 
forced  into  a  back  alley."'  They  have 
had  the  opportunity  to  seek  legal,  safe 
abortions  without  risk  to  their  health. 

If  there  is  a  risk  to  their  health  in 
such  a  way  that  it  endangers  their  life 
or  potentially  endangers  their  life,  or 
the  abortion  is  as  a  result  of  a  rape  or 
incest,  then  that  womam  can  obtain  an 
abortion  from  a  military  facility.  We 
do  not  want  to  deny  them  that  oppor- 
tunity in  that  situation.  That  is  an 
abortion  that  is  needed. 

But  an  abortion  that  is  just  simply 
wanted,  for  whatever  reason,  we  are 
simply  sajring  we  do  not  believe  the 
taxpayers  should  have  to  fund  an  abor- 
tion simply  because  a  woman  wants  an 
abortion.  Now,  if  that  woman  wants  an 
abortion  and  she  has  the  right  to  get 
that  abortion  under  the  law,  we  are  not 
denying  her  that  right. 

It  is  just  difficult  for  me  to  under- 
stand the  rhetoric  that  is  used  by  peo- 
ple who  say  we  are  taking  away  the 
constitutional  rights  of  women. 

(Mr.  GORTON  assumed  the  chair.) 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
on  that  point? 

Mr.  COATS.  I  will  be  happy  to  yield 
for  questions  from  the  Senator  from 
California. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  I  say  to  my  friend.  I 
thank  you  for  yielding. 

The  issue  here  is  equal  treatment 
under  the  law,  basically.  You  have  a 
man  who  has  to  have  a  procedure  per- 
formed that  is  a  legal  procedure.  No 
one  tells  him  he  has  to  get  on  a  plane. 
No  one  asks  him  all  the  details.  No  one 
puts  him  on  a  plane,  takes  him  out  of 
his  duty  station,  flies  him  back.  I  tell 
you,  if  you  did  that  to  any  one  of  these 
Senators  here  who  might  have  been  in 
the  military,  you  would  antagonize 
every  man  on  this  Senate  floor. 

You  are  not  treating  a  woman  who 
wants  to  get  a  medical  procedure  in  the 
same  fashion.  You  may  not  like  it.  my 
colleague,  and  I  respect  your  view  and 
others  on  the  Senate  floor  who  I  see 
here  who  want  to  take  away  a  woman's 
right   to   choose,    who   want   to    take 


women  back  to  the  old  days,  but  the 
point  is:  How  do  you  justify  treating  a 
woman  who  wants  a  legal  medical  pro- 
cedure different  than  a  man  who  wants 
a  legal  medical  procedure? 

I  see  my  friend  from  Pennsylvania 
smiling  about  this.  He  may  find  it  very 
amusing,  but  I  might  just  say  to  my 
friend 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  the 
Senator  from  California  what  her  ques- 
tion is. 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Yes.  I  ask  my  friend, 
how  does  he  justify  treating  a  woman 
who  wants  to  get  a  legal  procedure  in  a 
different  fashion  from  a  man  who 
wants  to  get  a  legal  medical  procedure? 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  in  answer 
to  the  question  of  the  Senator  from 
California,  I  state  to  the  Senator  from 
California  that  there  is  a  whole  list  of 
elective  procedures  that  is  not  covered 
in  military  hospitals,  not  covered  by 
military  medicine,  depending  on  the 
size  of  the  facility,  depending  on  the  lo- 
cation of  the  facility,  and,  frsinkly, 
there  are  a  series  of  things  that  are  not 
covered,  so  men  are  denied  elective 
procedures  in  a  number  of  instances. 

So  it  is  not  a  question  here  of  equal 
treatment  under  the  law,  that  this  is 
the  only  medical  procedure  not  allowed 
to  people  who  serve  in  the  military.  We 
are  simply  saying,  and  I  think  the  Sen- 
ator has  not  addressed  the  point,  we 
are  simply  saying  that  in  the  question 
of  the  utilization — Mr.  President,  is  the 
Senator  interested  in  my  answer? 

Mrs.  BOXER.  I  say  to  my  friend,  very 
seriously,  if  you  look  a  woman  in  the 
eye  who  decides  to  exercise  her  legal 
right  to  choose,  that  she  has  a  certain 
frame  of  time  in  which  to  make  that 
painful,  difficult,  personal  decision 
with  her  God,  with  her  doctor,  with  her 
family,  you  do  not  put  her  on  a  plane. 
That  is  not  an  elective  procedure. 

My  friend  can  view  it  a  different  way. 
but  I  seriously  question  the  fact  that 
this  is  aji  elective  procedure  when  a 
woman  finds  herself  in  this  cir- 
cumstance. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ator from  California  and  I.  obviously, 
have  a  difference  of  opinion  on  this. 
Let  me  see  if  I  can  refocus  the  debate. 

The  question  here  is  not  over  a  wom- 
an's right  to  choose.  The  question  is 
not  over  whether  a  won:ian  has  the 
right  to  an  abortion.  While  the  Senator 
from  California  and  I  disagree  on  the 
current  legal  status  of  that  question, 
the  Supreme  Court  has  granted  a 
wonaan  the  right  to  an  abortion.  That 
is  not  the  issue  that  we  are  debating. 
That  is  not  what  this  amendment  is 
about. 

This  amendment  is  focused  on  a  fair- 
ly narrow  question,  and  that  is  whether 
or  not  taxpayers'  dollars  ought  to  be 
used  to  provide  abortion  for  women 
who  serve  in  the  military.  There  would 
be  a  problem  here  in  denying  a  wom- 
an's access  to  abortion  and  perhaps  im- 
peding   her    constitutional    rights    if 
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there  were  not  alternatives  available 
to  that  particular  woman. 

But  there  are  alternatives  available. 
And  the  Department  of  Defense  has 
made  sure  those  alternatives  are  avail- 
able. There  is  no  recorded  case  in  the 
Department  of  Defense  where  there  was 
ever  a  complaint  raised.  That  is  why  I 
said  this  seems  to  be  a  solution  in 
search  of  a  problem.  If  we  had  a  docu- 
mented series  of  a  list  of  problems- 
Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  yield  for  a 
question?  It  is  only  to  ask  about  time. 

Mr.  COATS.  I  do  not  wish  to  use  a 
whole  lot  of  time.  But  I  was  asked  a 
fairly  provocative  question,  and  I 
thought  I  would  give  the  answer. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  We  want  to  give  our 
Members  a  time  agreement.  How  much 
more  time  does  the  Senator  need? 

Mr.  COATS.  I  am  hoping  to  wrap  up 
very  shortly. 

But  I  hope  when  Members  come  over 
here  we  can  separate  fact  from  fiction. 
I  hope  Members  will  look  at  the  facts 
of  the  case  and  make  a  decision  on  that 
basis,  rather  than  look  at  the  fiction 
that  has  been  provided  to  us  today  by 
proponents  of  the  amendment,  because 
this  is  not  a  question  of  a  woman's 
right  to  choose.  That  is  a  separate 
question.  We  can  debate  that.  We  are 
not  debating  that  today,  at  least  I  did 
not  think  we  were  debating  that  today. 

The  issue  here  is  simply  whether  or 
not  a  woman  in  the  military  should  use 
a  military  facility  for  an  elective  abor- 
tion, paid  for  by  her  funds  for  the  cost 
of  the  procedure,  but  impossible  to  sep- 
arate from  the  use  of  taxpayer  funds  in 
constructing,  operating,  hiring  doctors, 
purchasing  equipment,  and  the  other 
associated  costs  with  taxpayer  funds 
provided  in  military  hospitals. 

The  military  has  no  recorded  evi- 
dence of  anybody  being  denied  access, 
denied  transportation,  denied  the  op- 
portunity to  get  the  abortion  that  they 
seek.  We  can  deal  with  the  other  issue 
at  another  time.  But  to  characterize 
this  policy  as  cruel,  indecent,  inhu- 
mane, the  denial  of  women's  rights, 
dangerous,  back-alley  foreign  abor- 
tions simply,  I  think,  does  not  charac- 
terize and  should  not  characterize  this 
debate  because  that  is  not  what  this 
issue  is  about. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Will  the  Senator 
Srield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  COATS.  I  will  be  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  What  happens  if 
the  woman  wants  to  have  the  proce- 
dure done — the  Senator  has  agreed  that 
under  present  law  she  can  request 
that — in  a  country  that  has  a  prohibi- 
tion within  their  population?  That 
eliminates  medical  service  there. 

The  Senator  further  says  that  you 
cannot  use  the  military  medical  facil- 
ity because  of  the  fungibility  of  funds. 
Would  the  Senator  be  willing  to  say  to 
the  military,  that  you  must  guarantee 
that  a  flight  be  made  available  within 
a  S-day  period,  a  5-day  period,  to  a  U.S. 


military  medical  facility  that  will  ac- 
commodate her  need  and  to  make  sure 
that  that  trip  can  be  arranged  within  a 
5-day  period? 

Would  the  Senator  be  willing  to  guar- 
antee, since  the  Senator  says  he  has  no 
interest  in  stopping  the  procedure — his 
concern  is  about  the  fungibility  of  the 
funds — that  we  would  guarantee  that 
this  individual  would  have  access  to  an 
abortion,  respecting  the  rights,  by  the 
way,  of  any  conscientious  objection  by 
a  physician  who  might  not  want  to  do 
it  or  medical  personnel? 

Mr.  COATS.  If  that  was  a  problem,  it 
is  something  that  we  might  want  to 
consider.  But  according  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  it  is  not  a  problem, 
never  been  a  problem.  Again,  it  is  a  so- 
lution, a  mandate,  that  is  not  nec- 
essary because  there  has  never  been  a 
problem  with  that. 

If  a  woman  in  the  military  is  in  a 
country  that  does  not  provide  abor- 
tions by  law.  obviously  that  woman  is 
free  to  travel  to  another  country  or 
back  to  the  United  States.  In  the  case 
of^I  am  not  even  sure  of  what  Italy  al- 
lows, but  if  you  are  stationed  in  Italy, 
you  usually  travel  to  Germany  to  get 
an  abortion  or  a  neighboring  country. 
It  is  just  not  a  problem.  I  do  not  think 
we  need  to  legislate  something  that  is 
not  a  problem. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  prepared  to  yield 
to  anyone  else  that  seeks  time.  But  I 
think  we  are  just  replowlng  old  ground 
here.  K  the  Senator  from  Washington 
wants  to  wrap  up,  we  can  notify  our 
colleagues  that  within  a  very  short 
time  we  expect  a  vote.  I  am  going  to 
move  to  table  as  soon  as  the  Senator 
from  Washington  is  finished. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  is  willing  to 
yield  back  time,  I  will  use  30  seconds. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
more  than  willing  to  do  that.  I  will 
srield  back  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Indiana  has  yielded  back  his 
time.  The  Senator  from  Washington  is 
recognized  for  30  seconds. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
President. 

Once  again,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
vote  for  this  very  simple  amendment. 
It  will  allow  our  women  who  serve  in 
our  military  overseas  to  use  their  own 
private  funds  to  get  a  safe,  legal  abor- 
tion in  our  military  facilities  overseas. 

We  have  talked  a  lot  about  the 
women  in  our  military,  but  this  also 
affects  the  wives  and  the  daughters  of 
our  servicemen  who  serve  overseas. 
They.  too.  should  have  the  ability  to 
have  a  safe,  legal  procedure. 

I  have  heard  that  no  complaints  have 
been  filed.  But  I  tell  my  colleagues 
that  this  puts  a  woman  in  a  very  seri- 
ous position,  if  she  does  complain,  and 
she  is  in  the  military.  It  could  have  ca- 
reer implications.  And  it  could  have 
personal  implications.  It  does  not  sur- 
prise me  that  the  Senator  from  Indiana 


has  not  heard  of  any  complaints.  But  I 
assure  you,  this  does  put  women's  lives 
in  jeopardy.  It  puts  obstacles  in  front 
of  them  that  clearly  violate  their  equal 
protection  under  the  law.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  amendment,  and  I  yield  back  my 
additional  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
is  yielded  back. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
table  the  pending  amendment. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second?  There  is  a  sufficient 
second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  lay  on  the  table  the  amendment  by 
the  Senator  from  Washington.  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  D'Amato] 
and  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Grams]  axe  necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Bumpeks]  and 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Kerrey]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  annoimce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Bumpers]  would  vote  "no." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  45, 
nays  51,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  163  Leg.] 
■yEAS— 45 


Atnlum 

Frtit 

Mar.k 

Ashcroft 

Granun 

McCain 

Bennett 

Grassley 

McConnell 

Bond 

Crere 

Morkowskl 

Breaux 

Batch 

Nlckles 

Burns 

Hatneld 

Presaler 

Coats 

Heflln 

Reld 

Cochnn 

Helms 

Both 

Covenlell 

Hutchison 

Santorom 

Craig 

Inhofe 

Shelby 

DeWine 

Johnston 

Smith 

Domenlcl 

Thomas 

EZOD 

Kyi 

Thompson 

FalrcloUi 

Lou 

Thurmond 

Fort 

Lagir 

NAYS— 51 

Warner 

Akaka 

Felnsteln 

Mlkulskl 

Baucos 

Fiahm 

Moseley-Braon 

Blden 

Glenn 

Moynlhac 

Gonon 

Momy 

Boxer 

Graham 

Nairn 

Bradley 

Harkln 

PeU 

Brown 

HoUlncs 

ftyor 

Bryan 

Inouye 

Robb 

Byrt 

Jeffords 

Rockefeller 

Campbell 

Kasiehaum 

Sarbanes 

Chafee 

Kennedy 

Simon 

Cohen 

Kerrj- 

Simpson 

Conrad 

Kohl 

Snove 

Daschle 

Lautenberr 

Specter 

Dodd 

Leah}- 

Dorgan 

Levln 

Wellstone 

Felnfold 

Ueberman 

Wyden 

NOT  VOl'lNG— 4 

Bumpers 

Crams 

D'Amato 

Kerrey 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  4059)  was  rejected. 
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Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  tbe  vote. 

Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAUN.  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
atgreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  amendment  (No.  4059)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Ms.  MOSELEY-BRAUN.  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  McCAIN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona  is  recognized. 

AMENDMENT  SO.  4060 

(Purpose:  To  reduce  the  amount  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  military  construc- 
tion In  order  to  eliminate  authorizations  of 
appropriations  for  certain  military  con- 
struction projects  not  included  In  the  Ad- 
ministration request  for  such  projects  for 
fiscal  year  1997) 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  McCain], 
for  himself  and  Mr.  Glenn,  proposes  an 
amendment  numbered  4060. 

Mr.  McCain.  Mt.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  title  XXVn,  add  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC.  S70&  BEDUCnON  IN  AUTHORIZATION  OF 
APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  CERTAIN 
MIUTABY  CONSTRUCTION 

PROJECTS  NOT  REQUESTED  BY  THE 
AOtHNISTRATION. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  division,  the  total  amount  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  by  this  division  Is  hereby  de- 
creased by  1598,764,000. 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  First  of  all,  I  would  like 
to  say  that  I  am  perfectly  agreeable  to 
a  time  agreement  to  be  entered  into 
immediately.  I  hope  that  the  other  side 
understands.  There  is  an  objection  on 
the  other  side.  But  I  do  not  believe  this 
amendment  should  take  too  long.  I 
would  be  glad  to  enter  into  a  time 
agreement  at  any  time  during  this  dis- 
cussion. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
without  losing  his  right  to  the  floor? 

Mr.  McCain.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  so  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  without  losing  my  right  to 
the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
have  a  particular  position  on  this  one. 
I  would  be  delighted  with  whatever 
time  agreement  we  might  enter  into. 


But  I  see  the  deputy  Republican  leader 
on  the  floor.  I  am  just  wondering  with 
time  aigreements  and  all  if  we  might 
have  some  idea.  What  is  the  schedule 
tonight?  For  those  of  us  who  have  faint 
glimmers  of  family-friendly  situations, 
I  just  wonder.  I  am  perfectly  willing  to 
continue  to  vote  for  the  rest  of  the 
evening,  or  stack  votes.  I  am  not  the 
one  to  make  that  choice.  I  wonder  if 
someone  could  give  us  an  idea. 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa for  purposes  of  answering. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator firom  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  there 
has  been  no  formal  agreement.  I  will 
tell  my  colleagues  that  we  are  trjring 
to  complete  this  bill.  We  have  a  lot  of 
amendments.  I  understand  the  request 
of  the  Senator  from  Vermont.  I  think 
it  is  the  intention  of  the  majority  lead- 
er to  press  on  tonight,  probably  until — 
this  time  has  not  been  announced  but  I 
will  guess  until  about  9  o'clock  and 
then  probably  continue  later  to  stack 
votes  for  a  later  time.  It  is  vitally  im- 
portant that  we  move  forward. 

I  will  consult  with  the  majority  lead- 
er and  will  report  back  very  soon. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  I  thank  my  friend  from 
Arizona  for  making  it  possible  to  make 
that  inquiry  of  the  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa. 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  yield  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Dlinois  for  3  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Illinois. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  if  I  may 
suggest  to  the  new  leadership  over 
there,  as  one  who  is  not  going  to  be 
around  here  too  long,  I  think  we  ought 
to  accommodate  families  as  much  as 
possible.  So  in  the  evenings  when  you 
can  stack  the  votes  I  think  it  is  desir- 
able to  do  so.  I  just  pass  that  along  and 
suggest  it  to  the  new  whip.  I  congratu- 
late him  publicly  on  that.  I  see  that 
Senator  Craig  is  here.  I  think  to  the 
extent  that  you  can  accommodate  fam- 
ily life  here  it  improves  the  United 
States  Senate. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President,  I  appre- 
ciate the  comments  of  my  colleague 
from  nUnois.  I  might  mention  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona  asked  for  a  time 
limit  on  his  amendment.  If  Senators 
and  opponents  of  amendments  are  will- 
ing to  enter  into  time  agreements,  it 
makes  it  a  lot  easier  to  stack  votes.  So 
for  us  to  be  cooperative,  I  share  the 
concerns  to  be  more  family  friendly, 
and  if  it  is  possible  for  us  to  stack 
votes  for  this  evening  so  there  might 
be  time  for  people  to  have  dinner  with 
their  families,  or  something,  but  to  do 
that  it  is  really  essential  to  have  time 
agreements  and  have  a  couple  of  other 
amendments  in  order.  So  if  we  have 
maybe  some  more  help  in  reaching 
those  time  agreements  and  ordering 
the  next  amendment,  that  would  cer- 
tainly be  of  help. 


Mr.  MCCAIN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona. 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
might  additionally  comment,  we  are 
reaching  the  point  in  the  process  we  go 
through  where  it  is  about  time  we  got 
hold  of  all  of  the  amendments  and  start 
trying  to  negotiate  time  agreements  on 
them.  Obviously,  the  gestation  period 
is  a  couple  of  days.  We  need  to  move 
forward  with  that  part  of  this  process 
of  getting  this  bill  through  the  body. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  say 
again  to  my  friends  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  that  I  would  be  glad  to  enter 
into  a  time  agreement  on  this  amend- 
ment at  any  time  during  the  discussion 
of  this  amendment.  As  far  as  I  know, 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  is  the  only 
other  speaker  I  have  on  this  amend- 
ment; at  least  who  is  in  favor  of  it.  We 
would  be  glad  to  enter  into  a  reason- 
able time  agreement  at  any  time. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  de- 
scribe the  amendment  and  make  a  few 
comments  on  it. 

The  amendment  would  cut  nearly 
5600  million  which  was  included  in  the 
bill  for  unrequested  military  construc- 
tion and  family  housing  projects.  I  am 
somewhat  gratified  to  learn  that  the 
close  scrutiny  focused  on  military  con- 
struction pork  has  at  least  forced  a  de- 
gree of  control  on  the  process.  Most  of 
the  projects  in  this  additional  add-on 
of  $©0O  million  meets  four  of  our  five 
criteria  stated  in  the  sense-of-the-Sen- 
ate  language. 

These  criteria  are  that  the  mission  is 
essential  for,  in  11  instances,  quality  of 
life  not  Inconsistent  with  the  BRAC 
process  in  the  future  years  defense 
plans  except  when  only  designed  money 
is  authorized  and  executed  in  fiscal 
year  1997.  Twenty-five  of  the  added 
projects  do  not  meet  some  other  cri- 
teria. However,  10  of  these  are  quality 
of  life  improvements,  and  the  balance 
received  only  planning  and  design  fund- 
ing. But,  Mr.  President,  none  of  the 
projects  that  were  added  in  this  bill 
meet  the  fifth  criteria;  that  is,  there  is 
an  offset  by  a  reduction  in  some  other 
defense  accoimt. 

These  are  simply  $600  million  add- 
ons. I  appreciate  the  fact  that  every  ef- 
fort was  made  to  adhere  to  some  credi- 
ble criteria  in  selecting  the  projects  for 
these  add-ons.  But  my  objection  in 
principle  to  adding  funds  for 
unrequested  military  construction 
projects  remains  the  same.  During  the 
markup  of  this  legislation  in  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  the  Readi- 
ness Subcommittee  recommended  a 
plus  of  SlOO  million  for  high  priority 
housing  projects  that  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  had  come  over  and  sought  ad- 
ditional funding  for.  But  the  sub- 
committee allowed  the  Department  of 
Defense  to  determine  the  allocation  of 
these  projects  by  military  priority,  not 
by  location  in  any  particular  Senator's 
State. 
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Senator  Glenn  and  I  both  voted 
against  the  addition  .of  this  $600  million 
in  unrequested  military  construction 
when  the  amendment  was  offered  in 
our  markup.  Not  surprisingly  we  lost 
that  vote. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  very  disturb- 
ing, unpleasant,  and  in  some  ways 
alarming  situation  that  has  been  going 
on  for  some  time.  Since  1990,  the  Con- 
gress has  added  more  than  $6  billion  to 
the  military  construction  accounts.  I 
want  to  repeat— $6  billion  to  military 
construction  accounts.  This  bill  adds 
another  $600  million  for  unrequested 
projects.  At  the  same  time  the  overall 
defense  budget  has  declined  by  more 
than  40  percent  despite  our  recent  ef- 
forts to  increase  funding. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  explain  that 
again.  While  we  have  increased  over 
the  request  of  the  Defense  Department 
some  $6  billion  in  unrequested  military 
construction  projects — some  of  them 
the  most  outrageous,  including,  for  ex- 
ample, a  foundry  at  a  base  that  is  being 
closed;  construction  of  a  health  care  fa- 
cility at  a  base  where  down  the  street 
is  another  health  care  facility  where 
they  could  have  put  lifetime  member- 
ships for  every  member  of  that  mili- 
tary base;  to  the  addition  of  a  runway 
at  a  base  where  not  far  away  is  a  very 
large,  one  of  the  largest  airfields  in  the 
world.  The  list  goes  on  and  on.  We  have 
added  $6  billion  to  the  military  con- 
struction accounts  while  the  defense 
budget  overall  has  decreased  by  some 
40  percent. 

Mr.  President,  we  cannot  do  that  for 
a  whole  variety  of  reasons,  including 
maintaining  credibility  with  the  Amer- 
ican people  as  to  the  need  for  thefr  tax 
dollars  which  are  earmarked  for  de- 
fense, to  be  spent  on  defense. 

Let  us  look  at  the  priority  of  these 
added  projects  in  the  overall  budget  of 
the  military  construction.  Of  the  total 
of  115  added  projects  72  of  them  were 
planned  for  the  year  2000,  or  later.  In 
fact,  14  of  these  projects  were  not  any- 
where in  the  future  year  defense  plan; 
nowhere.  Nowhere  could  14  of  these 
projects  be  found.  Of  the  $600  million 
added  for  the  unrequested  projects,  al- 
most $350  million  for  these  72  projects 
was  planned  for  the  next  century — were 
planned  for  the  next  century,  not  this 
century.  Surely  projects  planned  for 
the  year  2000,  2001,  2002,  or  later  are  not 
as  vital  to  the  services  as  those  that 
are  planned  to  be  included  in  next 
year's  defense  budget.  Why  did  we  not 
focus  on  fiscal  year  1998  projects,  if  we 
are  going  to  add  these  military  con- 
struction projects?  I  will  tell  you,  Mr. 
President,  the  answer  is  simple.  Be- 
cause some  of  these  1998  projects  were 
not  in  the  State  or  district  of  powerful 
members.  It  is  that  simple.  There  can 
be  no  other  reason.  Instead,  we  are 
reaching  4  years  out  in  the  future 
years'  defense  plan,  into  the  next  cen- 
tury, to  find  29  projects  that  are 
planned  in  the  States  of  members  of 
the  Armed  Services  Committee. 
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Let  me  repeat.  I  will  be  very  frank. 
We  are  reaching  4  years  aheaui  in  the 
future  years'  defense  plan,  into  the 
next  century,  to  fund  29  projects  that 
are  planned  in  States  of  members  of 
the  Armed  Services  Committee. 

Let  us  be  realistic.  This  bill  is  $1.7 
billion  above  the  defense  budget  target 
set  in  the  fiscal  year  1997  budget  reso- 
lution. That  means  we  will  have  to  cut 
out  some  of  the  programs  added  in  this 
bill  when  we  get  to  conference  with  the 
House. 

Will  military  construction  be  part  of 
those  cuts  when  we  reach  our  negotia- 
tions with  the  other  body?  I  do  not 
think  so.  Instead,  we  will  probably  end 
up  cutting  some  of  the  high-priority 
adds  for  much  needed  modernization 
equipment  that  will  enable  our  troops 
to  fight  and  win  in  future  conflicts. 

With  the  authorizers  and  appropri- 
ators  adding  $900  million  to  the  mili- 
tary construction  request,  I  predict  the 
outcome  of  our  conference  will  be  an 
agreement  to  fund  most  of  what  is  in 
either  bill,  or  more  than  $1  billion  in 
unrequested  projects.  After  all,  that  is 
the  only  way  to  keep  everybody  happy. 
Mr.  President,  I  am  tired  of  seeing  us 
acquiesce  to  a  practice  which  only 
feeds  on  itself.  Until  we  instill  some 
discipline  in  our  own  markup  process 
by  resisting  the  temptation  to  add 
money  simply  because  it  serves  our 
constituents,  we  cannot  expect  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  to  exercise  dis- 
cipline in  resisting  efforts  to  spend  de- 
fense dollars  on  unnecessary  non- 
defense  projects. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  made  progress 
in  reducing  the  total  amount  of  pork- 
barreling  in  the  defense  budget.  Last 
year,  about  $4  billion  of  the  total  $7  bil- 
lion that  was  added  to  the  defense 
budget  was  wasted  on  pork-barrel 
projects  like  new  attack  submarines, 
research  project  earmarks,  medical 
education  programs,  and.  of  course, 
military  construction  add-ons.  This 
year,  we  are  only  wasting  $2  billion. 
But  $2  billion  is  a  lot  of  taxpayers"  dol- 
lars to  waste. 

How  do  we  explain  to  the  American 
people  why  we  need  to  spend  $11  billion 
more  for  defense  this  year  when  we  are 
spending  $2  billion  for  projects  that  do 
little  or  nothing  to  contribute  to  our 
Nation's  security? 

For  the  sake  of  ensuring  public  sup- 
port for  adequate  defense  spending  now 
and  in  the  future,  let  us  stop  this  prac- 
tice now.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote 
to  cut  out  the  $600  million  in  unneces- 
sary military  construction  spending. 

"Rianks  to  organizations  such  as  the 
Citizens  Against  Government  Waste, 
Citizens  for  a  Sound  Economy,  the  Na- 
tional Taxpayers  Union,  and  talk  show 
hosts  all  over  America,  the  American 
people  are  becoming  increasingly 
aware  of  what  kind  of  a  process  we  are 
in.  We  might  have  had  some  rationale 
back  in  the  1980's  when  we  continually 
increased    the    defense    budget,    when 


money  for  defense  was  quite  readily 
available,  but  what  we  have  experi- 
enced in  the  last  7  or  8  years  is  a  dra- 
matic cut  in  defense  spending,  and  yet 
the  spending  on  unnecessary  and  un- 
wanted projects  goes  up.  At  some 
point,  this  is  going  to  have  to  stop.  I 
hope  it  is  now.  It  probably  will  not  be. 
There  are  enough  projects  in  here 
that  there  will  be  more  than  enough 
votes  to  defeat  this  amendment.  But  it 
is  not  fair.  It  is  not  appropriate. 

Let  me  point  out  that  we  still  have 
problems  with  our  equipment.  We  do 
not  have  sufficient  airlift  and  sealift 
and  amphibious  capability.  According 
to  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff,  we  are  underfunded  as  far  as 
force  modernization  is  concerned  by 
some  $21  billion  this  year,  and  yet  we 
are  going  to  spend  billions  of  dollars  on 
these  unwanted  projects. 

I  do  not  expect  to  win  on  this  amend- 
ment, but  I  want  to  inform  my  col- 
leagues that  I  will  not  quit  on  thffe 
issue.  I  have  an  obligation  to  the  men 
and  women  in  the  military  and  the  tax- 
payers of  America  to  continue  to  venti- 
late this  issue. 

I  am  also  pleased  that  we  passed  the 
line-item  veto  this  year,  which  will  go 
into  next  year,  and  next  year,  in  part- 
nership with  my  colleague  from  Ohio, 
we  are  going  to  at  least  send  a  list  over 
to  the  President  of  the  United  States 
for  his  consideration  so  we  can  cut  out 
this  practice  which  clearly  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States  does  not 
have  the  courage  to  do. 

With   that,    Mr.    President,   at   this 
point  I  yield  the  floor. 
Mr.  THURMOND  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  Sen- 
ator McCain  and  I  usually  are  on  the 
same  side,  but  in  this  particular  case 
we  are  on  opposite  sides. 

I  rise  to  oppose  Senator  McCain's 
amendment  to  strike  the  funding  for 
$598  million  for  military  construction 
projects  added  to  the  defense  author- 
ization bill  during  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  markup.  Senator  McCain 
has  been  persistent  trying  to  eliminate 
defense  spending  that  he  believes  is  un- 
necessary and  I  applaud  him  for  his 
persistence. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  screened  the 
projects  that  Senator  McCain  is  at- 
tempting to  strike  with  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense.  They  all  meet  the  cri- 
teria that  both  Senator  McCain  and 
Senator  Glenn  worked  so  diligently  to 
set  up.  For  the  benefit  of  all  Members 
that  criteria  are  as  follows:  Is  the 
project  in  the  future  year  defense  plan? 
Can  construction  on  the  project  begin 
in  fiscal  year  1997?  Is  the  project  mis- 
sion essential  or  a  quality  of  life  issue? 
And,  is  the  project  consistent  with  base 
closure  action? 

The  committee  received  requests 
from  62  members  for  construction 
projects  totaling  more  than  $1.6  billion. 


14524 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORI>— SENATE 


June  19,  1996 


Of  the  projects  requested,  $730  million 
met  the  committee's  criteria.  However, 
because  of  the  funding  priorities,  the 
committee  agreed  to  fund  only  the 
highest  priorities  and  those  that  would 
contribute  to  readiness  and  to  the 
quality  of  life  of  our  soldiers,  sailors, 
airmen,  and  marines. 

Mr.  President,  I  waint  to  point  out 
that  more  than  $200  million  of  the  $700 
million  is  dedicated  to  quality  of  life 
improvement  projects  such  as  barracks 
and  family  housing.  Another  $170  mil- 
lion is  dedicated  to  trjiining  and  readi- 
ness facilities.  These  are  projects  that 
the  administration  could  not  fund  be- 
cause it  chose  to  reduce  the  military 
construction  budget  by  almost  $1.5  bil- 
lion below  the  aimount  requested  in  fis- 
cal year  1996. 

Finally,  I  want  to  address  the  com- 
ment in  the  statement  of  administra- 
tion policy  regarding  this  bill.  The  ad- 
ministration states  that  projects  for 
$95  million  are  not  in  the  services  long- 
range  plans.  It  included  such  facilities 
as  the  troop  barracks  in  Germany  and 
the  family  housing  construction  in 
England.  These  projects  that  amount 
to  more  than  $25  million  were  among 
the  highest  priorities  on  the  list  of  un- 
funded projects  submitted  by  services. 
The  remaining  projects  were  equally 
justified. 

Mr.  President,  the  $700  million  added 
by  the  committee  are  justified  auid  are 
in  the  best  interest  of  our  national  se- 
curity. I  urge  the  Senate  to  support  the 
committee  and  vote  against  the 
McCain  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mrs. 
HUTCHISON).  The  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  GLENN.  Madam  President,  there 
is  not  a  single  Senator  here  who  does 
not  go  back  home  ajid  talk  all  the  time 
about  how  we  want  a  balanced  budget. 
We  want  a  balanced  budget  very  badly. 
We  have  the  President's  plan  we  put 
forward  in  1993,  we  have  the  Demo- 
cratic plan.  Republican  plan,  and  we  all 
take  great  pride  in  how  we  want  to  bal- 
ance the  budget.  Yet,  when  it  comes 
down  to  actually  doing  something 
practical,  if  it  impinges  just  a  little  bit 
in  our  area,  or  if  we  are  not  able  to 
bring  home  some  of  the  pork  we  would 
like  to  bring  home,  pump  up  the  way 
people  look  at  us  back  home,  then  our 
talk  about  budget  balancing  gets  pret- 
ty thin  around  here.  That  is  what  we 
are  talking  about  and  that  is  what  Sen- 
ator McCain  has  been  addressing. 

This  amendment  would  cut  nearly 
$600  million  which  was  included  in  the 
bill  for  unrequested  military  construc- 
tion. These  are  things  the  Pentagon  did 
not  say  they  needed.  These  were  things 
the  administration  did  not  say  we 
needed.  We  did  not  have  to  have  this 
money  in  there.  These  are  add-ons, 
strictly  add-ons. 

Granted,  many  of  these  are  going  to 
family  housing  projects  and  things  like 
that.  But  these  were  not  the  priorities 


that  the  administration  established  or 
the  Defense  Department  established  or 
the  Army,  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  es- 
tablished as  what  they  would  rather 
have  If  the  $600  million  was  available 
to  be  spent  for  whatever.  These  are 
things  that  Members  of  Congress  just 
decided  in  their  own  wisdom  to  put  in. 
As  the  Senator  from  Arizona  has  indi- 
cated, too  many  times  it  appears  that 
these  efforts  to  put  good  things  in  just 
happen  to  be  in  the  home  district  or 
just  happen  to  be  in  the  home  State. 
They  just  happen  to  be  add-ons  that  all 
total  up  to  $600  million.  So  when  we 
talk  about  balancing  the  budget  down 
here,  axe  we  going  to  walk  the  walk  as 
well  as  talk  the  talk?  That  is  basically 
what  we  are  talking  about. 

Some  years  ago  here,  I  think  it  was  3 
or  maybe  4  years  ago,  this  idea  of  the 
pork  creeping  into  every  defense  au- 
thorization bill  had  become  so  ramp- 
ant, had  become  so  out  of  control,  that 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  and  I  started 
a  policy.  We  got  this  through  as  sort  of 
sense-of-the-Senate  langruage  that  any 
add-ons  would  have  to  meet  some  cri- 
teria. We  would  use  these  as  a  bench- 
mark. That  does  not  mean  they  should 
go  in  if  they  met  these  five  criteria;  it 
just  means  we  had  to  make  a  com- 
promise and  stop  some  of  the  runaway 
pork  that  was  put  into  this  legislation 
every  year. 

So  what  did  we  do?  We  put  in  several 
criteria.  It  had  to  be  mission-essential 
for  the  long  term,  the  future;  No.  2,  it 
could  not  be  inconsistent  with  BRAC, 
the  base  closure  procedure;  it  had  to  be 
in  the  5-year  defense  plan;  it  had  to  be 
executed  in  the  next  fiscal  year  or  at 
least  start  the  contract  then;  and.  No. 
5,  it  had  to  be  offset  by  a  reduction  in 
some  other  defense  account  if  you  are 
going  to  make  an  add-on. 

That  does  not  mean  if  it  met  these 
five  criteria  automatically  you  should 
try  to  put  it  in  and  goody-grab  in  the 
budget  or  authorization  bill  if  it  meets 
those  five  criteria.  We  set  these  cri- 
teria because  that  stopped  some  of  the 
even  more  rampant  requests,  things 
that  were  put  in  the  budget  back  then 
that  were  even  worse  than  the  things 
we  see  right  now. 

What  happened  when  we  take  this 
sense-of-the-Senate  criteria  and  apply 
it  this  year?  Madam  President,  25 
added  projects  do  not  meet  some  of  the 
criteria.  It  does  not  mean  they  do  not 
meet  some  of  them;  they  do.  Are  any  of 
them  offset  by  our  defense  accounts? 
No,  they  are  not.  They  do  not  meet 
that  criteria  at  all.  But  the  basic  objec- 
tion is  just  in  principle,  adding  funds 
for  unrequested  military  construction 
projects.  Our  objection  to  it  remains 
the  same. 

During  the  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committee  markup,  as  an  example,  our 
subcommittee,  which  Chairman 
McCain  chairs  and  which  I  am  the 
ranking  minority  on,  we  recommended 
some  auiditions  in  the  subcommittee  to 


be  passed  by  the  full  committee.  They 
were  substantial  increases  in  areas  we 
had  discussed  with  the  Pentagon.  They 
thought  they  could  use  some  more 
money  in  these  areas  so  we  rec- 
ommended in  the  subcommittee  some 
additions  of  about  $100  million,  auidi- 
tions for  high  priority  housing 
projects — we  agreed  on  that.  But  the 
subcommittee  allowed  the  Department 
of  Defense  to  determine  the  allocation 
of  those  projects.  We  did  not  look 
around  the  room  and  say,  "What  Sen- 
ator is  here  we  can  please?  What  Sen- 
ator can  we  help  get  reelected?  What 
Senator  can  we  do  a  favor  for?" 

No,  we  put  that  money  in  because  the 
Defense  Department  indicated  they 
could  use  it,  and  they  could  make  the 
choice,  they  could  make  the  choice  on 
where  the  greatest  need  was.  That  was 
our  basic  criteria  in  markup  this  year, 
and  I  think  it  was  a  very  sound  one. 
Let  DOD  decide  where  their  greatest 
need  is,  not  try  to  come  back  and  do  a 
favor  for  one  or  more  of  our  Members. 

Senator  McCain  and  I  both  voted 
against  additions  of  the  $600  million  in 
unrequested  MilCon  when  it  was  of- 
fered in  otir  markup.  But  we  lost  that 
vote,  obviously.  What  is  the  cumu- 
lative effect  of  all  this?  Since  1990,  it 
has  added  up  to  real  money,  as  some 
would  say  here.  This  is  not  just  pea- 
nuts anymore.  Since  1990,  we  have 
added  more  than  $6  billion— $6  billion— 
to  MilCon  accounts.  Now  we  are  going 
to  add  another  $600  million  in 
unrequested  projects  with  what  we  are 
doing  here. 

Our  overall  defense  budget  has  gone 
down  meanwhile,  so,  when  we  make 
add-ons  like  this,  they  assume  a  more 
important  role  than  they  would  have 
even  normally,  because  they  become  a 
greater  percentage  of  what  our  total 
military  expenditures  are.  The  defense 
budget  has  gone  down  about  40  percent, 
yet  we  are  going  ahead  with  these 
things  that  benefit  primarily  our  Mem- 
bers. 

The  priority  of  these  added  projects? 
Do  we  need  them  now?  It  is  my  under- 
standing that,  of  the  115  added 
projects,  72  were  planned  for  the  year 
2000  or  later.  That  does  not  make  them 
very  necessary  right  now.  In  the 
unrequested  projects,  almost  $350  mil- 
lion out  of  the  $600  million  was  added 
for  these  projects  that  are  planned  for 
after  the  turn  of  the  century.  No  won- 
der the  Defense  Department  did  not  re- 
quest things  like  this.  No  wonder  there 
were  higher  priorities  in  the  defense 
budget. 

So,  why  do  we  put  these  in?  Although 
we  objected,  they  are  put  in  mainly  be- 
cause particular  Members  want  to  do 
something  in  their  States.  They  want 
to  bring  home  the  bacon.  We  must  be 
realistic.  This  bill  is  $1.7  billion  above 
the  defense  budget  target  set  in  the  fis- 
cal 1997  budget  resolution  now.  That 
means  we  have  to  cut  out  some  of  the 
programs  added,  and  when  we  get  to 
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conference  with  the  House,  how  are  we 
going  to  do  that?  What  is  going  to  be 
cut?  Will  these  be  out  of  the  procure- 
ment accounts?  Is  that  what  we  are 
going  to  do?  Will  MilCon  be  cut  when 
Members  just  succeeded  in  getting 
something  in  for  their  States  or  their 
home  districts? 

MilCon  is  probably  going  to  be  the 
last  thing  that  gets  cut.  So  we  will 
wind  up,  instead  of  spending  some  of 
this  $600  million  for  much-needed  mod- 
ernization equipment  that  we  will  real- 
ly need  if  we  get  into  any  future  con- 
flict, we  are  going  to  spend  it  for  these 
other  things  that  were  add-ons  that 
people  wanted  for  their  particular  area. 

As  I  understand  it,  the  House  has  al- 
ready passed  their  bill.  They  added,  in 
their  bill,  some  $900  million  to  the 
MilCon  request,  almost  $1  billion.  You 
know  what  is  going  to  come  out  of  the 
conference.  What  usually  comes  out  of 
the  conference — not  cutting  back  on 
those  MilCon  projects,  because  that 
would  offend  some  members  of  the 
committee  who  were  just  successful  in 
getting  these  projects  in  for  their  home 
State. 

So  we  are  looking  forward  to  a  con- 
ference committee  which  usually  will 
not  cut  these  accounts.  So  if  we  are 
going  to  cut  them,  it  is  going  to  have 
to  be  here,  and  it  will  have  to  be  done 
with  the  proposal  of  the  Senator  from 
Arizona,  his  proposal  that  I  support 
very,  very  strongly.  It  is  not  easy  to  be 
out  on  point,  trsring  to  do  something 
like  this.  I  will  say  that.  He  and  I  have 
both  received  a  lot  of  flak  over  the  past 
3  or  4  years  as  we  have  tried  to  cut 
back  some  of  these  things.  We  have  had 
Members  come  back  to  us  and  criticize 
us,  criticize  us  for  being  imfair  and  all 
sorts  of  things.  I  do  not  have  any  prob- 
lem at  all  standing  for  some  of  these 
cuts.  We  have  been  proud  to  make  this 
effort. 

I  will  say  this:  I  think  we  have  been 
somewhat  successful  with  this  in  re- 
ducing the  total  amount,  the  total 
amount  through  the  years  that  people 
have  requested.  I  will  not  say  we  have 
scared  people  off,  but  let  us  say  we 
have  made  some  of  them  think  twice, 
anyway,  about  some  of  these  things.  So 
the  requests  have  been  going  down,  and 
we  can  probably  point  to  where,  com- 
pared with  last  year,  we  probably  have 
gone  from  about  $4  billion  you  can 
point  to  as  questionable  down  to  only 
about  $2  billion  this  year.  Is  that  good? 
No,  it  is  not  very  good.  But  it  is  better 
than  we  thought  we  might  do  last  year, 
I  will  say  that.  So  maybe  we  are  having 
an  impact.  Maybe  we  are  heading,  real- 
ly, in  the  right  direction. 

But  what  it  comes  down  to  is.  are  we 
going  to  talk  about  budgets  and  talk 
and  talk  about  budgets  and  act  as 
though  we  are  doing  something  around 
here  all  the  time  and  worry  about  little 
tiny  amounts,  comparatively  speaking. 
In  the  budget?  Or  are  we  going  to  real- 
ly do  something  about  it? 


Here  is  what  we  do  when  it  comes  to 
trying  to  get  something  for  our  own 
States,  or  Members  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  trying  to  get  some- 
thing for  their  districts  so  they  can 
point  with  great  pride,  make  a  headline 
when  they  are  up  for  reelection:  I 
brought  back  the  park  on  this.  I  got 
that  road  intersection,  or  I  got  some- 
thing in  there  that  is  part  of  this  $600 
million. 

Are  we  doing  this  for  campaign  pur- 
poses or  are  we  doing  it  because  the 
Pentagon  really  needs  this  as  a  prior- 
ity item  to  really  fulfill  our  defense 
needs?  ; 

Most  of  these  things,  by  that  cri- 
teria, do  not  even  deserve  to  be  talked 
about  as  far  as  being  necessary.  Most 
of  them  are  add-ons  that  are  favors  to 
particular  Members,  and  we  know  it, 
and  anybody  who  works  on  this  legisla- 
tion knows  it  also. 

So  I  say,  let  us  just  keep  after  this.  I 
know  Senator  McCain  is  committed  to 
keeping  after  it.  I  am,  too.  I  believe  he 
wants  to  call  for  a  rollcall  vote  on  this, 
and  I  certainly  support  that. 

For  all  the  reasons  I  have  stated 
above,  I  support  this.  I  urge  our  col- 
leagues to  put  the  budget  ahead  of 
their  own  parochial  interests,  perhaps. 
He  and  I  have  not  added  things  in  for 
our  own  State  on  this.  I  have  not  added 
a  thing.  There  are  things  in  here  for 
Ohio,  but  not  that  I  asked  for.  I  think 
he  is  in  the  same  status,  as  far  as  Ari- 
zona goes. 

So  we  are  walking  the  walk  on  this 
ourselves.  We  are  not  just  talking 
about  this  and  talking  against  someone 
else  and  goody  grabbing  ourselves.  This 
is  something  we  feel  strongly  about. 
We  feel  this  $600  million  was  not  re- 
quested, and  we  think  when  you  look 
at  it  that  we  can  do  without  these 
things  and,  hopefully,  get  the  Pentagon 
to  prioritize  what  they  want  and  sup- 
port their  budget,  not  what  we  can  add 
on  over  here. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  REID  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada. 

Mr.  REID.  Madam  President,  I  cer- 
tainly would  never  question  the  good 
intentions  of  my  friend  from  Ohio  or 
the  Senator  from  the  State  of  Arizona, 
but  I  think  it  is  important  to  know 
that  the  chairman  of  this  subcommit- 
tee, the  junior  Senator  from  the  State 
of  Montana,  is  not  known  for  being  a 
big  spender.  He  came  to  the  U.S.  Sen- 
ate with  experience  in  the  State  of 
Montana  working  at  the  county  level. 
There  he  was  known  for  his  frugality. 
He  has  acted  the  same  way  as  chair- 
man of  this  subcommittee. 

Everyone  should  recognize  that  the 
amount  that  we  are  going  to  have 
marked  up  in  our  bill  tomorrow  is  $200 
million  less  than  what  the  House  has. 
and  I  do  not  think  the  House  is  known 
for  spending  lots  of  money.  Our  sub- 
committee is  coming  with  less  money 


than  has  been  requested  and  authorized 
and  appropriated  by  the  House. 

All  of  our  colleagues  should  under- 
stand that  the  money  that  is  the  so- 
called  add-ons  meet  the  so-called 
McCain  criteria.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Arizona  said  that  if  there 
are  going  to  be  add-ons.  they  should 
meet  certain  criteria.  If  there  is  going 
to  be  money  appropriated,  they  should 
meet  certain  criteria. 

We  have  met  every  one  of  the  criteria 
in  every  one  of  the  matters  being  ques- 
tioned. 

What  are  those  criteria?  That  there 
be  a  5-year  plan.  Evenrthing  in  our  bill 
meets  that  plan.  Every  element  in 
these  so-called  add-ons  are  within  the 
5-year  plan. 

Second  is  that  they  be  the  top  prior- 
ity of  the  base  commander.  We  have 
met  that  criteria. 

That  the  add-ons  be  mission  essen- 
tial. We  met  that  criteria. 

That  the  site  has  been  selected  for 
the  construction.  That  criteria  has 
been  met. 

Finally,  it  can  be  executed  in  this  fis- 
cal year.  That  criteria  has  been  met. 

We  have  met  the  McCain  criteria,  not 
in  some  instances  but  in  every  in- 
stance. 

The  examples  cited  by  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Arizona,  about 
the  health  club  and  all  that,  I  respect- 
fully say  I  do  not  know  what  he  is  talk- 
ing about,  but  they  would  not  meet  the 
S-year  plan  or  the  criteria  generally. 
Everything  we  are  talking  about  meets 
the  McCain  criteria. 

We  should  also  recognize  that  the  bill 
we  are  talking  about  this  year  is  10 
percent  below  last  year's  level;  $1.3  bil- 
lion below  last  year's  level.  We  are.  of 
course,  going  to  be  within  our  602(b)  al- 
location. 

If  you  look  at  what  has  happened,  the 
moneys  that  we  have  been  given  by  the 
administration  suggested  the  grand 
sum  for  the  Army  National  Guard  of  $7 
million  for  military  construction  all 
over  the  country.  The  Army  National 
Guard  would  go  out  of  business. 

I  stand  in  strong  opposition  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  and  the  Senator  from 
Ohio.  I  suggest  that  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  and  the  Senator  from  Montana 
are  proud  of  what  we  are  doing  for  the 
military.  We  are  proud  of  what  we  are 
doing  for  the  Guard  and  Reserve. 

The  amendment  would  not  allow  for 
authorization  of  construction  projects 
that  are  of  immediate  need  to  those 
who  continue  to  serve  us  so  well.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  not  to  support  this 
amendment  for  these  and  other  rea- 
sons. 

The  Senate  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee used  stringent  criteria  to  ensure 
that  all  projects  authorized  were  deter- 
mined to  have  met  these  criteria. 
These  criteria  are  known,  as  I  indi- 
cated, to  the  members  of  the  commit- 
tee as  the  McCain  criteria. 
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We,  as  members  of  the  Military  Con- 
struction Appropriations  Subcommit- 
tee, chaired  by  the  Senator  from  Mon- 
tana, funded  all  the  projects  that  had 
previously  met  these  criteria  and  were 
recommended  by  the  authorizing  com- 
mittee, of  which  the  Chair  serves  as  a 
member  of  that  committee.  The 
projects  that  have  been  authorized  are 
necessary  to  maintain  the  stability  of 
our  National  Guard  and  Reserve  and  to 
continue  to  enhance  the  quality  of  life 
for  our  soldiers,  sailors,  and  our  airmen 
and  women. 

Of  the  S600  million  talked  about  in 
construction  projects  that  this  amend- 
ment would  eliminate,  $368  million, 
about  60  percent  of  this  amount,  is  des- 
ignated for  construction  of  National 
Guard  and  Reserve  projects.  Remem- 
ber, the  administration  requested  the 
sum  of  $7  million  for  the  Army  Na- 
tional Guard  and  military  construc- 
tion. 

In  addition  to  the  $368  million,  about 
60  percent,  as  I  have  indicated,  for  Na- 
tional Guard  and  Reserve,  we  have  re- 
quested an  additional  $189  million 
which  is  directly  designated  to  build 
military  family  housing.  Why?  To  im- 
prove the  quality  of  life  of  our  service 
members. 

Nearly  all  of  this  $600  million  reduc- 
tion directly  attacks  the  projects  that 
the  administration  always  neglects. 
They  do  not  put  anything  in  there, 
knowing  that  we  have  an  obligation  to 
the  Guard  and  Reserve. 

We  have  a  National  Guard  and  Re- 
serve Caucus  in  this  Senate.  We  have  62 
Members.  Why?  Because  administra- 
tions in  years  gone  by  have  neglected 
the  Guard  and  Reserve.  We  need  to  be- 
come more  dependent  on  the  Guard  and 
Reserve  rather  than  less  dependent,  as 
a  result  of  the  builddown  of  our  mili- 
tary forces. 

It  is  our  specific  task  to  look  inde- 
pendently at  all  the  military  construc- 
tion needs  of  this  country.  Should  we 
be  a  rubberstamp  of  the  administration 
and  say  we  are  not  going  to  ask  for 
anything  other  than  what  they  request 
for  the  Guard  and  Reserve  and  from  the 
States  of  Ohio,  Arizona,  Montana, 
Texas,  Nevada,  California,  Virginia? 
The  answer  is  no,  we  have  to  look  be- 
yond what  the  administration  suggests 
and  recommends. 

It  is  our  specific  task  to  do  just  that: 
to  look  independently  at  all  the  mili- 
tary construction  needs  of  this  coim- 
try,  not  just  what  the  President  sends 
us. 

We  are  not  appropriating  moneys  for 
programs  that  have  not  been  author- 
ized. We  are  not  appropriating  moneys 
for  programs  that  have  not  met  the  cri- 
teria of  the  McCain  criteria.  The  list 
that  we  receive  annually  from  the  ad- 
ministration continues  to  overlook 
projects  we  are  known  to  support  and 
compelled  to  include  in  our  bill  in 
order  to  mairtain  the  strength  of  our 
fighting  force.  The  administration  does 


not  have  the  exclusive  wisdom  to  de- 
termine the  finality  of  this  list.  A  rub- 
ber stamp  by  our  committee  would 
take  away  the  legitimacy  of  its  obliga- 
tion, its  oversight  responsibility  and 
obligation. 

Without  the  $600  million  included  in 
this  bill,  the  Guard  and  Reserve  will 
again  be  shortchanged.  All  over  this 
coxmtry  quality  of  life  for  our  service 
members  will  be  greatly  deterred  and 
the  committee's  need  would  be  repudi- 
ated. We  could  just  eliminate  the  sub- 
committee. We  could  just  eliminate 
the  armed  services  work  that  they 
have  done. 

I  encourage  my  colleagues  to  strong- 
ly oppose  this  amendment.  I  repeat, 
the  chairman  of  this  subcommittee  has 
worked  very  hard,  along  with  the  mem- 
bers of  the  subcommittee,  to  come  up 
with  something  that  is  fair.  There  is 
talk  about  if  these  add-ons  were  added 
on — people  used  the  term  "pork." 
Maybe,  Madam  President,  what  we 
need  to  do  is  talk  about  some  of  these 
so-called  pork  projects,  projects  that 
allow  our  Guard  and  Reserve  to  survive 
and  allow  the  quality  of  life  for  our 
airmed  service  members  to  be  enhanced. 
If  that  is  pork,  then  we  have  $600  mil- 
lion of  pork,  because  the  $600  million 
will  allow  our  Guard  and  Reserve  to 
sxxrvive  and  will  enhance  and  improve 
the  quality  of  life  of  the  men  and 
women  who  serve  us  in  the  military. 

Mr.  BURNS  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Montana  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BURNS.  Madam  President,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  this  amendment.  I 
guess  whenever  we  start  talking  about 
appropriating  and  budgeting  for  cer- 
tain needs  of  our  military,  we  always 
hear  the  argimient  that  there  are 
things  unrequested  by  the  Pentagon  or 
unrequested  by  the  President.  I  am 
wondering  if  we  as  individuals  in  this 
body  and  the  House  do  not  have  the 
same  responsibility  of  taking  a  look 
and  making  up  our  own  minds  on  the 
needs  of  our  men  and  women  in  xmi- 
form. 

In  this  bill  that  has  been  authorized, 
the  greatest  share  goes  to  quality  of 
life.  Quality  of  life  leads  to  retention, 
the  retention  of  the  good  people  who 
are  now  serving  in  our  respective  serv- 
ices. 

The  Senator  from  Nevada  and  I  have 
worked — and  I  do  not  know  of  anybody 
who  is  easier  or  better  to  work  with 
when  we  start  going  down  through  the 
priority  list  on  military  construction 
than  Senator  Rem  from  Nevada.  He  un- 
derstands what  has  to  be  done,  under- 
stands that,  no.  the  administration 
never  sends  any  request  down  for 
projects  or  any  support  for  the  Na- 
tional Guard  or  sometimes  even  our 
Reserve  units.  In  fact,  if  we  would  look 
at  the  backlog  of  construction  for  our 
Reserve  units,  it  is  in  the  billions  of 
dollars,  because  it  has  been  put  away. 

I  want  to  remind  my  colleagues  that 
this  bill,  this  authorizing  bill,  and  the 


appropriations  that  we  are  going  to 
mark  up  tomorrow  is  cut  $1.3  billion 
from  a  year  ago.  So  if  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  and  my  friend  from  Arizona  say 
they  are  having  an  effect,  they  are  hav- 
ing an  effect.  We  are  spending  less 
money  than  we  did  a  year  ago  in  mili- 
tary construction. 

But  quality  of  life  and  readiness,  be- 
cause we  have  changed  that  since  the 
cold  war  is  over — in  other  words, 
money  goes  to  the  bsise  closing:  and  re- 
alignment, environmental  cleanup  of 
those  bases;  but  for  the  retention  of 
the  people  that  we  need,  the  biggest 
share  of  our  thrust  has  been  in  the 
quality  of  life. 

I  will  tell  you  that  I  have  been  in 
some  barracks  that  were  not  very  good. 
I  would  not  ask  my  employees  to  live 
there.  Those  projects  have  to  be  done  if 
we  are  going  to  retain  the  people  in  our 
military.  And  as  to  the  morale,  it  adds 
to  everything. 

But  keep  in  mind  that,  yes,  we  are 
$1.3  bUlion  under  a  year  ago.  Then  you 
have  to  sit  down,  like  Senator  Reid  and 
I  did  and  our  staffs,  and  set  some  prior- 
ities. But  the  Pentagon  should  not  be 
the  only  one  that  has  any  kind  of  judg- 
ment on  the  needs  of  some  of  our  mili- 
tary people,  nor  the  administration. 
We  have  an  obligation  to  our  military 
people,  too,  just  like  anybody  else. 

So  I  think  this  is  a  pretty  frugal  bill 
when  it  comes  to  military  construc- 
tion. There  is  not  very  much  in  here 
that  is  not  needed  and  requested  by  the 
military.  With  that,  I  say  to  my  col- 
leagues that  this  amendment  should  be 
defeated,  and  I  ask  for  its  defeat.  I 
yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  BOND.  Madam  President,  as  co- 
chair  for  the  National  Guard  Caucus  I 
rise  to  object  to  this  amendment. 

The  Senate,  in  the  past  years,  has 
voted  to  appropriate  necessary  mili- 
tary construction  funds  to  offset  the 
neglect  of  administrations  in  order  to 
make  sure  that  the  defense  infrastruc- 
ture would  be  adequately  funded. 

As  we  have  discussed  on  the  floor  be- 
fore, the  National  Guard  has  tradition- 
ally been  the  neglected  stepchild  of  the 
executive  branch  and  the  Department 
of  Defense.  They  neglect  the  Guard  be- 
cause they  know  we  will  take  care  of 
it.  We  must.  Who  do  we  look  to  for 
every  disaster?  Who  receives  the  call  in 
every  domestic  emergency?  And  who 
continues  to  serve  and  implement  mili- 
tary and  foreign  policy  the  world  over? 
The  National  Guard.  The  military  con- 
struction bill  funds  these  mission  es- 
sential and  housing  projects  which 
were  designated  as  critical  by  each 
State's  adjutant  general.  I  ask  Sen- 
ators to  support  the  men  and  women  of 
the  Guard  and  support  the  Guard's 
ability  to  carry  out  its  nussions  and 
vote  against  this  amendment. 

Active  Forces  infrastructure  has  tra- 
ditionally been  adequately  funded  with 
the  Guard  forces  traditionally  under- 
funded.   Why   has   it   been   this   way. 
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many  have  asked.  And  the  answer 
which  is  whispered  through  the  Halls  of 
this  building  is  that  the  Congressmen 
and  Senators  will  take  care  of  it.  And 
we  have  and  we  do  and  we  will  because 
we  care  about  the  welfare  and  readi- 
ness of  the  National  Guard  and  Afr  Na- 
tional Guard. 

The  administration  this  year  funded 
the  Army  Guard  to  the  tune  of  $7  mil- 
lion; $7  million  for  the  entfre  Army 
Guard  infrastructure.  For  all  50  States 
and  Puerto  Rico;  $7  million  for  the  en- 
tire Army  Guard  force.  If  the  Senators 
here  respect  our  citizen  soldiers,  then 
they  must  rectify  this  shoddy  treat- 
ment of  those  who  protect  us.  My  col- 
leagues on  the  committee  have  done 
just  that  and  they  have  done  it  with 
strict  adherence  to  a  rigorous  set  of 
standards  for  these  necessary  quality 
of  life  and  readiness  projects. 

The  committee  considered  each  of 
the  programs  added  to  this  year's  mili- 
tary construction  bill  for  its 
executability  in  fiscal  year  1997,  its 
being  of  the  highest  priority  for  the 
base  commanders  and  National  Guard 
tags,  its  inclusion  in  the  FYDP,  and  its 
overall  criticality  to  quality  of  life  and 
readiness. 

To  vote  for  this  amendment  is  to 
turn  your  back  on  your  National  Guard 
personnel.  Currently,  this  is  the  only 
venue  we  have  to  maintain  infrastruc- 
ture readiness  and  quality  of  life.  We 
are  trying  to  get  the  administration  to 
acknowledge  the  Guard's  requirements, 
but  let  us  not  hamstring  our  Guard  for 
the  administration's  shortsightedness. 
Do  not  let  this  amendment  pass. 

Mr.  FORD.  Madam  President,  I  stand 
in  strong  opposition  to  the  Amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  McCain].  This  amendment  would 
not  allow  for  the  authorization  of  con- 
struction projects  that  are  of  imme- 
diate need  to  those  who  continue  to 
serve  us  so  well.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
not  to  support  this  amendment  for 
these  reasons. 

The  Senate  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee used  stringent  criteria  to  ensure 
that  all  projects  authorized  were  deter- 
mined to  have  met  these  criteria. 
These  criteria  are  known  to  the  mem- 
bers of  the  conmiittee  as  the  McCain 
Criteria.  We,  the  members  of  the  Mili- 
tary Construction  Appropriations  Sub- 
committee funded  all  of  the  projects 
that  had  previously  met  these  criteria 
and  were  recommended  by  the  Author- 
ization Committee. 

The  projects  that  have  been  author- 
ized are  necessary  to  maintain  the  sta- 
bility of  our  National  Guard  and  Re- 
serve and  to  continue  to  enhance  the 
quality  of  life  for  our  soldiers,  sailors, 
and  airmen.  Of  the  $600  million  in  con- 
struction projects  that  this  amend- 
ment would  elinunate,  $368  million  or 
over  60  percent  of  this  amount  is  des- 
ignated for  the  construction  of  Na- 
tional Guard  and  Reserve  projects:  and 
additional  $189  million  is  directly  des- 


ignated to  build  military  family  hous- 
ing, to  improve  the  quality  of  life  of 
our  service  members.  Nearly  all  of  this 
$600  million  reduction  directly  attacks 
the  projects  that  the  administration 
annually  neglects. 

It  is  our  specific  task  to  look  inde- 
pendently at  all  the  Military  Construc- 
tion needs  of  the  country.  The  list  that 
we  receive  annually  from  the  adminis- 
tration continues  to  overlook  projects 
that  we  are  known  to  support,  and 
compelled  to  include  in  our  bill,  in 
order  to  maintain  the  strength  of  our 
fighting  force.  The  administration  does 
not  have  exclusive  wisdom  to  deter- 
mine the  finality  of  this  list.  A  rubber 
stamp  by  our  committees  would  take 
away  the  legitimacy  of  its  oversight. 

Without  the  $600  million  included  in 
this  bill,  the  Guard  and  Reserve  will 
again  be  shortchanged,  quality  of  life 
for  our  service  members  would  be 
greatly  deterred,  and  the  committee's 
need  would  be  repudiated.  I  encourage 
my  colleagues  to  strongly  oppose  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  REID  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada. 

Mr.  REID.  I  do  not  want  to  cut  off  de- 
bate. I  will  move  to  table  when  every- 
one has  completed  talking. 

Mr.  WARNER  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Virginia. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Madam  President, 
subject  to  the  concurrence  of  my  dis- 
tinguished colleague  from  Georgia,  it 
is  the  intention  of  Chairman  Thurmond 
to  have  this  matter  voted  on,  but  al- 
lowing sufficient  notification  to  Sen- 
ators of  the  time  that  that  vote  would 
commence. 

I  understand  that  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Georgia  will  address  this 
issue  for  a  period.  If  the  distingiiished 
Senator  from  Nevada  wishes  to  move 
to  table,  of  course,  that  is  his  preroga- 
tive. Then  if  it  is  agreeable  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona,  we  would  lay  aside 
the  amendment  and  delay  the  voting 
for  a  stipulated  period  of  time  and 
allow  maybe  other  business  to  come  in 
the  intervening  period.  That  would  be 
the  desire  of  this  manager.  I  presimie 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Georgia 
concurs  in  that. 

Mr.  NUNN.  That  is  fine. 

Mr.  WARNER.  He  has  indicated  his 
assent. 

Is  the  Senator  from  Arizona  agree- 
able? 

Mr.  McCAIN.  I  say  to  my  friend  from 
Virginia,  I  am  agreeable,  but  I  think  it 
should  be  made  clear.  Will  we  have  fur- 
ther votes  tonight?  This  issue  will  be 
voted  on  at  some  time  tonight? 

Mr.  WARNER.  Oh,  yes.  Let  us  say, 
hypothetically,  if  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  would  use  10  minutes,  we 
would  have  the  vote  commence  at  8:15. 
In  the  interim  period,  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  and  I  would  endeavor  to  get 
more  business  done. 


Mr.  McCAIN.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object.  I  request  3  additional  minutes 
for  comments  before  we  close  out. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Yes. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  may  I  in- 
quire of  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
whether  he  anticipates  other  rollcall 
votes  tonight  beyond  this  one? 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
advised  by  Chairman  Thurmond  that  is 
the  desire  of  the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  REID.  Reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject  

Mr.  WARNER.  I  am  not  sure  any- 
thing is  pending,  but  that  is  the  best  I 
know  at  this  time. 

Mr.  NUNN.  The  only  suggestion  I 
would  make,  unless  we  can  get  an 
amendment  up  that  is  one  that  is  going 
to  be  debated  as  a  rollcall  vote,  I  would 
suggest— I  could  take  no  more  than  30 
seconds  for  my  comments,  and  we 
could  perhaps  move  that  timeframe  up 
a  bit.  That  gives  us  a  better  chance  of 
either  one  of  two  things:  If  we  are  not 
going  to  have  other  roUcalls,  it  would 
allow  Members  to  be  able  to  go  back  to 
their  families  earlier;  if  there  are,  we 
can  get  started  on  that  debate.  I  do  not 
know  what  other  amendments  are 
going  to  come  up  requiring  rollcalls  to- 
night. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  would  yield,  I  am  informed 
that  the  majority  leader  is  agreeable  to 
having  this  vote  on  the  McCain  amend- 
ment at  the  hour  of  8  o'clock  tonight. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  NUNN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia. 

Mr.  NTJNN.  Mr.  President,  I  will  take 
just  about  1  minute.  It  is  my  under- 
standing from  all  the  information  that 
I  have  been  provided  that  every  project 
here  that  is  the  subject  of  this  amend- 
ment and  the  critique  that  has  been 
laid  down  by  our  colleagues  from  Ohio 
and  Arizona,  each  one  of  these  projects 
is  in  the  5-year  defense  plan  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense.  Each  project  also 
can  begin  construction  in  fiscal  year 
1997.  Each  project  is  mission  essential 
or  quality-of-life  related.  And  each 
project  is  consistent  with  BRAC  ac- 
tions. 

I  would  like  to  see  if  there  are  any  of 
these  projects  that  are  on  closed  mili- 
tary bases  or  ones  being  closed.  I  am 
informed  that  none  of  them  is.  That 
has  been  carefully  screened.  If  they 
are,  I  certainly  would  like  to  have 
someone  show  me  which  one  is  on  a 
closing  military  base,  because  that  is 
contrary  to  all  the  information  that  we 
have. 

A  breakdown  of  the  requested 
projects  that  have  been  added  to  the 
budiget: 

There  has  been  $206  million  added  for 
quality  of  life  improvements — bar- 
racks, family  housing,  fitness  centers, 
child   care   centers,    dining   facilities. 
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family  support  centers,  education  cen- 
ters, et  cetera:  S169  niillion  for  training 
and  readiness-related  projects;  $81  mil- 
lion for  maintenance  shops  and  facili- 
ties; $51  million  for  general  infrastruc- 
ture improvement  projects;  $50  million 
for  new  mission-related  projects;  and 
$41  million  for  health/safety/environ- 
ment-related projects. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  true  that  these 
projects  were  not  requested  by  the  De- 
partment of  Defense.  It  is  also  true 
that  there  is  $12  billion  in  the  bill  that 
was  not  requested  by  the  Department 
of  Defense. 

I  have  a  very  hard  time  understand- 
ing the  distinction  between  the  other 
$11.5  billion  that  has  been  added  and 
this  $500  million  that  has  been  added. 
The  Department  of  Defense  and  the  ad- 
ministration's official  position  is  not 
in  favor  of  any  of  the  add-ons.  The 
question  is  whether  we  are  going  to 
provide  family  housing,  whether  we  are 
going  to  provide  day  care  centers, 
whether  we  are  going  to  provide  fitness 
centers  and  other  quality-of-life  im- 
provements, and  training  for  our 
troops,  or  whether  we  are  going  to  ba- 
sically neglect  them  and  simply  add  on 
weapon  systems. 

The  argument  about  these  projects 
not  being  requested,  made  by  my  good 
friends  from  Arizona  and  Ohio,  is  abso- 
lutely right.  You  can  say  that  about 
the  other  $11.5  billion  in  this  bill  that 
has  been  added  on.  That  is  the  reason 
the  I*resident  says  he  may  veto  the 
bill.  The  question  is.  What  are  we  going 
to  add  in  terms  of  our  judgment,  be- 
cause there  is  no  request  for  this  $11  to 
$12  billion  that  has  been  added  on. 

It  has  been  added  on  because  the  Sen- 
ate and  the  budget  committees  in  the 
Senate  and  the  House  decided  that  de- 
fense was  a  priority  and  that  defense 
was  underfimded.  That  was  a  decision 
we  made  on  the  budget  resolution. 
When  we  made  that  decision,  by  its 
very  nature,  it  meant  that  the  Con- 
gress was  going  to  decide  to  add  on  the 
money,  because  the  administration  has 
not  Indicated  that  they  favor  that  add- 
on. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  against 
this  amendment  or  to  vote  to  table  it  if 
the  tabling  motion  is  made. 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  with  the 
greatest  respect  to  my  colleague  from 
the  State  of  Georgia,  I  just  state  the 
add-ons  were  not  asked  for. 

Let  me  point  out,  in  the  future  years' 
defense  plan,  specifically,  Pohakuloa 
training  area  for  $1.5  million,  is  not  in 
the  future  years'  defense  plan;  the  Lan- 
sing CSMS,  not  in  the  future  years'  de- 
fense plan:  the  Camp  Ashland  training 
site  flood  control,  not  in  the  future 
years'  defense  plan;  the  Nellis  Air 
Force  Base  FHP-Ul,  100  units,  not  in 
the  future  years"  defense  plan;  the  Air 
National  Guard  in  Ontario,  OR,  not  in 
the  future  years'  defense  plan;  the  Dal- 
las Armory,  not  in  the  future  years'  de- 
fense plan;  the  Eastover-Leesburg  Mul- 


tipurpose Simulator  Center,  not  in  the 
future  years'  defense  plan,  and  so  forth; 
the  Wyoming  Air  National  Guard, 
Camp  Guernsey,  not  in  the  future 
years"  defense  plan. 

I  do  not  know  where  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  gets  his  information,  but 
I  hope  he  corrects  the  Congressional 
Record,  because  they  axe  not  in  the  fu- 
ture years"  defense  plan. 

I  am  glad  to  hear  a  response  from  the 
Senator. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  am  in- 
formed that  what  we  have  tried  to 
apply  here  is  the  McCain-Glenn  cri- 
teria, which  is  for  construction 
projects.  All  the  projects  that  were 
listed  by  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
were  planning  and  design  money,  which 
is  not  part  of  the  McCain-Glenn  cri- 
teria. We  have  followed  those  criteria, 
but  there  is  no  5-year  defense  plan  for 
planning  and  desigrn  money.  That  is 
lump-sum  money. 

Mr.  McCAIN.  I  am  glad  to  point  out 
again,  first  of  all.  the  criteria  is  they 
had  to  be  in  the  future  years'  defense 
plan  for  any  funding:  but.  second  of  all. 
there  are  also  projects  that  are  more 
than  just  planning  and  design. 

We  also  asked  the  Department  of  De- 
fense which  of  these  projects  were  non- 
defense  essential.  They  gave  us  a  list  of 
over  20  of  these  which  were  deemed  by 
the  Department  of  Defense  as  non- 
defense  essential.  That  is  their  judg- 
ment. It  is  hard  for  me  to  understand 
how  that  judgment  could  be  overruled, 
but  I  also  understand  what  we  are  talk- 
ing about  here. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  this  list  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Projects  That  Do  Nor  Meet  Senate 
CRrrERiA 

fourteen  projects  that  are  not  in  fydp 

1.  Hawaii,  Poh&kuloa  Training  Area,  Road 
Improvement,  S1.5  million. 

2.  Michigan,  Lansing  Army  Natl  Guard, 
combined  support  maintenance  shop,  S1.3 
minion. 

3.  Montana.  Billings  Army  Natl  Guard, 
Armed  Forces  Resource  Center.  $1.1  million. 

4.  Nebraska,  Camp  Ashlaiid  Army  Guard, 
training  site  flood  control  project,  $665,000. 

5.  New  York,  Stewart  lAP  landfill  cover, 
$2.2  million. 

6.  Oregon,  Ontario  Army  Guard,  armory, 
$226,000. 

7.  Oregon,  Army  Natl  Guard,  armory. 
$210,000. 

8.  Pennsylvania.  Ohldale  Army  Reserve. 
USAR  Center,  $2.3  million. 

9.  Pennsylvania,  Johnstown.  Marine  Corps 
Reserve,  training  center,  $590,000. 

10.  Pennsylvania.  Johnstown.  Marine  Corps 
Reserve,  maintenance  hanger.  $690,000. 

11.  South  Carolina.  Eastover.  Army  Guard 
Multipurpose  Simulation  Center.  $224,000. 

12.  South  Carolina,  Eastover,  Army  Guard. 
Leesburg.  Infrastructure  upgrade.  $280,000. 

13.  Virginia.  Charlottesville  DIA  Facility. 
$4.4  million. 

14.  Wyoming,  Camp  Guernsey,  Army 
Guard,  combined  maintenance  facility, 
$935,000. 


eleven  projects  not  "MISSION  ESSENTIAL"' 

1.  California.  Travis  AFB.  two  dormitories, 
$7  minion. 

2.  Delaware  Dover  AFB,  visiting  officers 
quarters,  $13.1  million. 

3.  Kansas,  McConner  AFB,  dormitory,  $7.7 
million. 

4.  Maryland,  Andrews  AFB,  family  support 
center,  $2.3  million. 

5.  Massachusetts,  Hansuom  AFB,  family 
housing,  $5.1  million. 

6.  Nevada,  Fauon  Naval  Air  Station,  Gym- 
nasium. S500.000. 

7.  Nevada.  News  AFB.  dormitory,  $10.1  mil- 
lion. 

8.  Nevada,  Faron  Naval  Air  Station,  bach- 
elor enlisted  quarters,  $16.1  million. 

9.  Nevada,  Mevis  AFB,  family  housing, 
$150,000. 

10.  Ohio,  Wright-Paterson  AFB.  family 
housing  Improvements,  $6.3  million. 

11.  South  Dakota,  Ellsworth  AFB,  CDC  ad- 
dition, $4.5  million. 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  I  believe  that  the 
States  in  which  these  military  con- 
struction projects  are  located,  when 
correlated  with  membership  on  the 
Senate  Armed  Services  Committee  and 
the  Appropriations  Committee,  will 
give  a  better  explanation  of  the  point 
Senator  Glenn  and  I  are  trying  to 
make  here. 

I  do  not  believe  Senator  Glenn  or  I 
are  unappreciative  of  the  need  for  qual- 
ity of  life  and  the  absolute  importance 
that  we  maintain  qualified  men  and 
women  in  the  military.  My  question  is, 
do  we  have  to  maintain  the  quality  of 
life  in  the  States  of  members  of  the 
conmiittee,  or  do  we  have  to  maintain 
the  quality  of  life  in  all  50  States  in 
America? 

Clearly,  the  Record  indicates — and  I 
will  be  submitting  for  the  Record  in 
the  future — that  there  has  been  a  dra- 
matic, dramatic  imbalance  in  the  fund- 
ing for  military  construction  projects, 
which,  very  frankly,  do  not  serve  the 
men  and  women  well  who  are  stationed 
in  States  where  there  is  not  that  mem- 
bership. I  do  not  think  the  men  and 
women  in  the  military  deserve  that 
kind  of  preferential  treatment. 

I  have  no  illusions  as  to  whether  this 
amendment  will  succeed  or  not.  I  tell 
you  what  it  does  do.  It  makes  me  feel 
a  lot  better  about  the  10  years  that  I 
spent  trying  to  get  the  line-item  veto 
passed.  It  gives  me  enormous,  enor- 
mous gratification  to  know  that  next 
year  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  no  matter  who  he  is,  is  going  to 
take  a  list  like  this,  and  he  is  going  to 
line-item  veto  it,  and  we  will  spend 
money  on  projects  we  need. 

I  want  to  point  out  again,  we  are 
short  of  sealift  capability,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. We  are  short  of  airlift  capability. 
We  are  short  of  amphibious  capability. 
We  do  not  have  sufficient  tactical  air- 
craft to  man  our  carrier  decks  and 
bases  all  over  this  Nation,  including 
Nevada.  We  do  not  have  the  kind  of 
modernization  of  our  force  that  is  nec- 
essary for  us  to  fight  and  win  battles  in 
the  next  century,  and  our  moderniza- 
tion force  has  dropped  to  practically 
zero. 
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There  are  other  reasons  besides  mili- 
tary construction  why  that  has  been 
the  case.  We  have  had  to  spend  such  an 
enormous  amount  of  money  on  oper- 
ations, maintenance,  and  training  in 
order  to  keep  our  present  forces  ready. 
When  we  waste  billions  of  dollars,  as 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  points  out — $6 
billion  since  1990— on  military  con- 
struction projects,  I  do  not  think  it  is 
fair  for  us  to  ask  young  men  and 
women  to  fight  and  die  in  equipment 
that  is  not  the  very  best. 

I  will  never  forget  the  former  Com- 
mandant of  the  Marine  Corps  who  tes- 
tified before  the  Readiness  Committee, 
General  Mundy.  He  said,  "It  is  very, 
very,  very  important  that  our  Marines 
have  decent  housing,  but  I  don't  want  a 
Marine  widow  to  be  living  in  a  wonder- 
ful house  when  she  is  notified  by  the 
CO  of  the  base  and  the  base  chaplain 
that  her  husband  was  killed  in  combat 
because  he  didn't  have  the  proper 
equipment  with  which  to  defend  him- 
self." 

Mr.  President,  those  axe  not  my 
words.  Those  are  not  my  words.  Those 
are  the  words  of  the  former  Com- 
mandant of  the  Marine  Corps,  General 
Mundy. 

If  we  were  funding  modernization  of 
our  forces  and  keeping  up  with  the 
technological  requirements  that  gave 
us  the  kind  of  technological  edge  that 
won  the  Persian  Gulf  war,  I  would  not 
be  nearly  as  vociferous  in  my  opposi- 
tion to  the  add-ons.  The  reality  is— and 
you  can  talk  to  any  objective  military 
expert — that  we  simply  do  not  have  the 
money.  This  is  not  the  highest  prior- 
ity, although  it  is  certainly  very  nice 
to  have  things  for  the  men  and  women 
who  happen  to  reside  in  the  right 
States. 

I  will  not  inflame  this  debate  any 
longer,  except  to  say  I  realize  it  will 
lose.  I  do  believe  this  is  the  last  year 
for  it  because  I  believe  the  next  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  will  exercise 
the  line-item  veto,  and  I  will  be  one  of 
the  first,  along  with  my  friend  and 
partner  from  Ohio,  who  will  urge  him 
to  do  so. 
I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Solely  for  the  pur- 
poses of  trsring  to  clarify  the  par- 
liamentary situation  and  to  inform 
Senators,  it  is  still  the  desire  of  the 
manager  to  have  a  vote  occur  on  the 
McCain  amendment,  on  or  related  to 
the  pending  order  relating  to  the 
McCain  amendment,  at  8  o'clock. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  advises  the  Senator  that  the 
order  was  to  have  a  vote  at  8  p.m.  If 
you  want  to  change  that,  it  takes  a 
unanimous  consent. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  ask  imanimous  consent 
that  we  vote  on  the  McCain  amend- 
ment or  on  a  motion  related  to  the 
McCain  amendment  at  8  o'clock. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  fur- 
ther— I  add  this  to  the  unanimous-con- 


sent request — that  at  the  conclusion  of 
this  debate,  I  ask  that  the  Kyi  amend- 
ment and  McCain  amendment  be  laid 
aside  so  that  the  managers  can  proceed 
with  other  business.  Could  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  tell  me  how  much  longer  he 
wishes  to  debate? 
Mr.  GLENN.  Not  long. 
Mr.  WARNER.  Let  us  say  that  at  the 
hour  of  7:50,  debate  on  the  pending 
McCain  amendment  will  conclude,  at 
which  time  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
asks  that  the  McCain  amendment  be 
laid  aside  for  voting,  as  stipulated  in 
the  prior  order,  at  8  o'clock.  If  it  is  re- 
quired to  lay  aside  the  Kyi  amendment, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Kyi 
amendment  be  laid  aside,  and  at  the 
hour  of  7:50,  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
be  recognized  for  the  purposes  of  send- 
ing to  the  desk  an  amendment,  which 
would  require  immediate  consider- 
ation, and  that  the  Senator  from  Texas 
be  recognized  for  such  secondary 
amendments  that  she  wishes  to  offer, 
and  that  there  be  no  time  agreement 
on  the  Warner-Hutchison  amendment. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject, and  I  hope  we  will  not  have  to  ob- 
ject. We  have  not  seen  any  of  those 
amendments.  I  am  not  sure  what  the 
imanimous-consent  request  is. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Merely  a  chance  to 
get  them  in  and  get  them  up. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Maybe  we  need  to  talk  a 
moment. 

Mr.  REID.  Reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject. I  have  a  few  words  I  would  like  to 
say  after  the  Senator  from  Arizona  has 
spoken  and  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  NUNN.  It  sounds  to  me  like  the 
time  between  now  and  8  o'clock  will  be 
used  thoroughly. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  be  recognized  for  2  minutes 
prior  to  the  hour  of  8  o'clock.  Let  us 
say  at  the  hour  of  7:56,  we  could  have 
recognition,  once  again,  of  the  man- 
agers. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  do  not  have  any  objec- 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  I  add  one  other  thing 
to  the  unanimous-consent  requests 
that  is,  with  the  understanding  that 
there  be  no  second-degree  amendments 
to  the  McCain  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
Mr.  GLENN  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Ohio. 

Mr.  GLENN.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
some  short  remarks — not  a  rebuttal 
but  a  discussion  regarding  some  of  the 
comments  that  have  been  made. 

Much  has  been  made  of  this  five- 
point  criteria.  Let  me  comment  on 
that.  Back  some  years  ago.  before  we 
established  the  five-point  criteria,  the 
pork  barreling  that  went  on  in  the  de- 
fense authorization  bill  was  far  worse 
than  it  is  even  now.  The  five-point  cri- 
teria was  never  intended — and  I  think 
Senator  McCain  would  back  this  up— to 
be  the  final  goal,  and  that  anything 


that  fit  those  five  criteria  could  some- 
how automatically  be  approved  and  be 
OK.  whether  the  Pentagon  or  the  Presi- 
dents  budget  asked  for  them  or  not.  It 
was  not  supposed  to  be  an  end-all  and 
be-all  itself.  It  was  supposed  to  be  a 
way  station  to  get  toward  having  a 
budget  put  together  by  the  Pentagon 
and  sent  here,  which  really  meant  what 
it  said  and  it  did  not  need  us  to  add  on 
everj'thing  else  under  the  Sun.  Nobody 
questions  for  a  moment  the  fact  that 
some  of  these  housing  projects  are 
needed.  But  are  they  as  important  as 
some  other  things  that  are  needed  if 
the  Pentagon  had  the  choice  to  make 
that  decision. 

So  these  five  criteria,  whether  in  the 
5-year  plan  or  future  year  plan,  or 
whether  mission-essential,  or  whether 
inconsistent  with  BRAC,  when  the  con- 
tracts can  be  started  or  whether  they 
are  offset  in  some  other  defense  ac- 
count, all  of  these  are  things  that  were 
meant  to  tighten  this  up  toward  a  way 
station  toward  getting  control  and 
budgeting  the  way  we  ought  to.  Wheth- 
er the  criteria  apply  or  not  does  not 
mean  to  me  they  are  automatically  OK 
and  that  we  should  automatically  ap- 
prove them  if  they  come  in  with  a  5- 
year  plan,  which  means  we  are  stepping 
out  of  what  the  Pentagon  might  want 
to  use  the  money  for  and  projecting  the 
money  out  to  a  5-year  future.  So  mak- 
ing so  much  out  of  this  criteria  was  not 
meant  to  be  the  end-all  or  the  final 
goal  of  this  at  all. 

Now,  another  thing  was  mentioned  in 
debate — that  the  Guard  and  Reserve 
are  only  getting  $7  million.  We  go 
through  an  annual  ritual  every  spring 
on  the  Guard  and  Reserve.  It  does  not 
make  any  difference  what  administra- 
tion is  in  the  White  House.  We  have  an 
annual  ritual  where  they  underftmd, 
through  the  Pentagon,  the  Guard  and 
Reserve.  I  think  it  is  done  inten- 
tionally. It  is  done  by  Republican  ad- 
ministrations and  Democratic  adminis- 
trations. Why?  Because  they  know 
good  and  well  that  we  will  put  it  in 
over  here  so  the  Members  can  take  this 
coup  back  to  benefit  their  local  areas 
in  the  local  armory,  money  to  run  the 
local  armory,  money  to  mUk  on  it. 
money  to  rebuild  the  local  armory,  and 
these  are  things  people  were  bringing 
back  home,  waving  the  flag  that  we  did 
this  for  you  in  Washington. 

Every  administration  knows  that  the 
Guard  and  Reserve  have  a  big  enough 
constituency  out  there  that  that  will 
happen.  It  happens  every  single  year.  I 
think  it  is  time  we  put  a  stop  to  it. 
That  is  the  reason  I  think  we  should 
have  honesty  in  budgeting.  This  should 
not  be  an  annual  budget  that  lets  peo- 
ple just  bring  home  the  bacon  to  the 
local  armories  as  a  way  of  funding  this 
year  in  and  year  out.  It  should  be  done 
on  a  oasis  of  what  the  Guard's  and  Re- 
serve's needs  axe.  That  should  be  estab- 
lished by  the  Guard  Bureau,  working 
closely  with  the  Pentagon  in  determin- 
ing what  the  budget  will  be. 
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So  if  we  want  to  appropriate  $600  mil- 
lion, if  we  went  back  to  the  Pentagon 
and  said,  we  know  you  need  some 
things  in  MilCon.  in  housing;  you  need 
a  lot  of  things,  but  we  will  put  this  in 
and  let  the  Pentagon  decide,  let  you 
prioritize  where  the  greatest  needs  in 
the  services  are,  then  this  might  make 
even  a  little  bit  more  sense.  But  it  does 
not  to  me. 

Let  me  comment  on  what  the  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia  said  a  little  while 
ago  about  the  add-on  of  S11.5  billion.  I 
agree  100  percent  with  him  on  that. 
That  is  the  reason  I  voted  against  this 
bill  when  it  came  out,  and  I  will  still 
do  that  if  that  $11.5  billion  add-on 
stays  in.  I  have  not  voted  against  au- 
thorization and  appropriations  bills  for 
the  Defense  Department — except  for  be- 
ginning last  year — in  all  the  21-plus 
years  that  I  have  been  here  now.  I 
agree  with  him  on  that.  I  do  not  think 
that  add-on  was  needed.  I  disagreed 
with  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
added  on.  Some  of  those  have  been  ad- 
dressed in  amendments  here  today.  We 
have  had  a  chance  to  vote  on  them. 

I  think  that  what  we  are  trying  to  do 
is  get  honesty  in  budgeting.  That  is  the 
purpose  of  this.  The  five-point  criteria 
was  never  meant  to  be  the  final  goal  of 
all  of  this.  If  anything  came  up  and 
qualified  under  that  criteria,  we  would 
say,  that  is  all  right,  it  is  approved. 
That  was  meant  to  be  a  means  of  try- 
ing to  get  some  control  over  budgeting, 
which  we  did  have  some  years  ago,  in 
the  amount  of  add-ons  we  would  make, 
it  seemed.  This  was  a  way  station  to- 
ward getting  to  more  meaningful  budg- 
eting. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  REID  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  you  cannot 
have  It  both  ways.  We  have  been  asked 
to  follow  the  McCain  criteria.  We  do 
that  with  painstaking  efforts.  We  meet 
every  criteria  that  has  been  estab- 
lished. Every  one  of  these  add-ons  meet 
that  criteria. 

Now  we  are  being  told,  well,  the 
McCain  criteria  really  is  not  that  im- 
portant. There  are  other  things.  You 
cannot  have  It  every  way,  both  ways, 
or  any  way.  I  suggest  that  we  have  to 
stop  and  find  out  where  we  are.  First  of 
all,  this  bill  is  less  than  what  the 
House  has  appropriated.  Second,  we  are 
within  our  602(b)  allocation.  Also,  we 
are  S1.3  billion  less  than  we  appro- 
priated last  year.  We  are  10  percent 
below  last  year's  level. 

Now,  there  is  talk  here  about  the 
States,  where  there  is  somebody  on  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  or  on  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  and  they 
are  the  only  ones  that  get  anything. 
That  is  absolutely  ridiculous.  I  have 
not  had  an  opportunity  to  study  who 
got  what,  but  I  can  name  a  few  States 
that  I  looked  at  quickly  while  the  de- 
bate   has    been    going    on.    Delaware. 


There  is  no  one  in  Delaware  that  is  in 
Armed  Services  or  Appropriations.  In- 
diana, the  same.  Kansas,  South  Da- 
kota, and  North  Dakota  are  just  a  few 
where  there  are  add-ons.  There  are  add- 
ons because  they  meet  the  criteria  set 
by  Senator  McCain,  and  every  one  of 
them  meet  that  criteria. 

Mr.  President,  let  us  stop  and  under- 
stand what  happens  when  the  Pentagon 
makes  a  recommendation.  The  active 
military  is  prejudiced  against  the 
Guard  and  Reserve.  Everybody  who  has 
been  in  the  military  knows  that.  They 
do  not  favor  them.  They  want  all  the 
money  to  go  to  them,  the  active  mili- 
tary. And  so  in  the  recommendations 
that  come  to  us  every  year  they  ne- 
glect the  Guard  and  Reserve.  We  are 
the  ones  that  save  the  Guard  and  Re- 
serve. That  is  our  obligation.  It  may 
not  be  the  right  way  to  do  things,  but 
it  is  the  only  way  to  protect  the  Guard 
and  Reserve.  We  work  very  hard  to 
make  svire  they  survive.  Programs 
funded  under  this  budget  are  programs 
that  are  essential  to  the  survival  of  the 
Guard  and  Reserve. 

If  the  Guard  and  Reserve  had  to  de- 
pend on  the  active  military  to  give 
them  what  they  wanted,  they  would  all 
be  out  of  business.  The  active  military, 
frankly,  mostly  do  not  want  the  Guard 
and  Reserve  to  be  even  in  existence  be- 
cause there  is  competition  for  their 
dollars.  That  is  why  we  are  where  we 
are. 

This  is  not  a  budget  breaker.  We  are 
within  all  the  budget  constraints.  We 
are  not  going  outside  of  what  has  been 
authorized.  We  are  only  going  not  only 
with  what  is  authorized  but  what  is  au- 
thorized under  the  very  strict  criteria 
set  by  the  Senator  from  Arizona,  Sen- 
ator McCain.  These  are  in  the  5-year 
plan.  They  are  the  top  priority  of  the 
base  commander.  They  are  mission  es- 
sential. The  site  has  been  selected,  and 
we  can  execute  within  fiscal  year  1997, 
the  money  that  is  being  appropriated. 

What  more  can  we  do?  All  Senators 
should  recognize  that  this  Is  not  a 
budget  buster.  I  repeat,  it  is  within  all 
the  budget  constraints  set  by  the  Budg- 
et Committee.  We  are  not  going  out- 
side of  the  money,  above  what  has  been 
authorized. 

I  repeat,  we  are  going  one  step  fur- 
ther and  following  what  has  been  set 
by  the  very  strict  McCain  criteria.  Mr. 
President,  we  believe  that,  if  we  step 
back  and  take  a  look  at  this,  we  find 
that  the  Armed  Services  Committee 
used  very  stringent  criteria  to  ensure 
that  all  projects  authorized  were  deter- 
mined to  have  met  the  criteria  that  we 
have  outlined. 

The  projects  which  have  been  author- 
ized are  necessary  to  maintain  the  sta- 
bility of  our  National  Guard  and  Re- 
serve and  to  continue  to  enhance  the 
quality  of  life  of  our  soldiers,  sailors, 
and  airmen.  Almost  60  percent  of  this 
amount  that  is  attempted  to  be 
stripped  from  this  bill  is  designated  for 


construction    of    Guard    and    Reserve 
projects. 

I  say  with  all  respect  to  the  senior 
Senator  from  Arizona,  these  are  not 
projects  that  are  going  to  get  any 
headlines  because  you  strike  them 
from  the  bill.  These  are  projects  that 
help  the  men  and  women  who  defend 
our  country.  The  Pentagon  simply  did 
not  put  them  in  their  request,  knowing 
we  would  step  forward  and  try  to  help 
them. 

These  projects  help  the  Guard  and 
Reserve  from  the  State  of  Ohio.  The 
Senator  from  Ohio  did  not  ask  for  this 
money,  but  we  felt  it  was  Important. 
We  have  two  add-ons  for  the  State  of 
Ohio  because  the  Ohio  Guard  and  Re- 
serve believe  they  are  essential  to  their 
mission.  We  knew  when  we  did  this  bill 
that  the  Senator  from  Ohio  would  be 
here  with  our  friend  from  the  State  of 
Arizona  complaining  about  these  add- 
ons. But  we  felt  it  was  important  to 
the  people  of  Ohio  to  have  the  Guard 
and  Reserve  strong  there,  as  it  should 
be  all  over  the  country. 

With  the  downsizing  of  our  military, 
we  are  going  to  have  to  become  even 
more  aware  of  the  imi)ortance  of  the 
Guard  and  Reserve.  Stories  have  been 
written  and  will  continue  to  be  written 
about  how  important  the  Guard  and 
Reserve  was  in  Desert  Storm,  how  ef- 
fective and  Important  they  have  been 
in  our  situation  in  the  Balkans. 

So  there  is  no  apology  for  what  we 
have  done  in  the  Military  Construction 
Subcommittee.  We  have  done  what  is 
really  important,  and  we  appreciate 
the  direction  and  guidance  given  by  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  under  the 
leadership  of  the  senior  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  and  the  Senator  from 
the  State  of  Kentucky. 

I  move  to  table  the  McCain  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  MCCAIN  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  REID.  I  am  happy  to  withhold 
that  until  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
speaks. 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  Montana.  I  think  they  have 
done  a  dedicated  job.  We  have  a  dis- 
agreement, but  I  know  for  a  fact  that 
the  Senator  from  Montana  and  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  are  dedicated  to 
improving  the  quality  of  life  for  the 
men  and  women  in  the  military.  We 
have  an  honest  difference  of  opinion. 
But  I  appreciate  very  much  their  ef- 
forts. I  appreciate  the  cooperative  spir- 
it in  which  we  have  worked  over  many 
years,  along  with  the  Senator  from 
Ohio.  I  disagree,  obviously,  as  I  have 
pointed  out,  with  this  add-on,  but  that 
in  no  way  diminishes  the  dedication 
and  effort  on  the  part  of  the  Senator 
from  Montana  and  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  to  try  to  provide  a  decent  qual- 
ity of  life  for  men  and  women  in  the 
military. 

I  also  want  to  point  out  again  the 
reason  I  began  with.  The  Senator  from 
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Nevada  pointed  out  a  very  legitimate 
aspect  of  this  whole  process.  The  Guard 
and  Reserve  have  now  become  depend- 
ent on  the  Congress  to  provide  the 
funding  that  they  need— the  Senator 
from  Nevada  is  exactly  right— because 
they  know  that  the  Pentagon  knows 
that,  if  they  do  not  request  it,  it  will 
be  added  on  in  the  process  that  we  go 
through  here. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  a  stated  reality, 
but  it  is  wrong.  It  is  wrong,  and  we 
have  to  fix  this.  We  have  to  force  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  in 
the  Department  of  Defense  to  come 
over  here  with  legitimate  needs  and  re- 
quirements that  the  Guard  and  Reserve 
have. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  the 
Senator  from  Montana  and  the  Senator 
from  Nevada  in  trying  to  fix  this  gross 
inequity  which  has  become  part  of  the 
system  that  we  have  today. 

Mr.  President,  I  understand  my  time 
has  expired. 

The  PRESromG  OFFICER.  May  the 
Chair  advise  the  Senate  that  under  a 
previous  order  we  have  2  minutes  re- 
maining for  the  managers  to  wrap  up? 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
are  still  2  minutes  for  each  manager. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
back  such  time  as  is  reserved  for  the 
purpose  of  the  Senator  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  if  I  could 
ask  the  Chair,  would  the  proper  motion 
be  that  we  proceed  immediately  to  a 
rollcall  vote?  As  I  understand  it,  we  do 
not  have  any  more  time  on  this.  We  ba- 
sically have  an  order  for  an  8  o'clock 
vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  WARNER.  We  have  an  order  for  2 
minutes  in  behalf  of  the  Senator  from 
Virginia,  which  I  yielded  back. 

Mr.  REID.  I  move  to  table,  and  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second?  There  is  a  sufficient 
second. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  believe  we  object  to 
moving  up  of  the  time.  I  think  we  need 
to  delay  the  clock. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  I  renew  my 
motion  to  table,  and  I  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 


The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Nevada  to  lay  on 
the  table  the  amendment  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona.  On  this  question, 
the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered, 
and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  D'Amato] 
and  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Grams]  are  necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Bumpers]  and 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Ms. 
Moseley-Braun]  are  necessarily  ab- 
sent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber 
who  desfre  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  83, 
nays  13,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  164  Leg.] 
YEAS— 83 


Abraham 

Fort 

Mack 

Akaka 

Fralun 

McConnell 

Ashcroft 

Frist 

Mlkulskl 

Baucus 

Gorton 

Moynlhan 

Benaett 

Graham 

Murkowskl 

Blden 

Gramm 

Murray 

Bond 

Crassley 

Nlckles 

Boxer 

Gregg 

Nunn 

Breaux 

Hatch 

Pell 

Bryan 

Hatneld 

Pressler 

Bums 

Henin 

Pryor 

Byrd 

Helms 

Reld 

Campbell 

HoUlngs 

Rohb 

Ctaafee 

Hutchison 

Rockefeller 

Coats 

Inhofe 

Roth 

Cochran 

Inouye 

Santonim 

Cohen 

Jeffords 

Sarbanes 

Conrad 

Johnston 

Shelby 

Coverdell 

Kassebaum 

Simpson 

Cralf 

Kemptbome 

Smith 

Daschle 

Kennedy 

Snowe 

Oewme 

Kerry 

Specter 

Dodd 

Lautenberg 

Stevens 

Domenlcl 

Leahy 

Thomas 

Dorian 

Levin 

Thompson 

Exon 

Llebennan 

Thurmond 

Falrcloth 

Lott 

Warner 

Feins  t«ln 

Lugar 

NAYS— 13 

Blngaman 

Harkln 

Simon 

Bradley 

Kerrey 

Wellstone 

Brown 

Kohl 

Wyden 

Felnjold 

Kj-1 

Glenn 

McCain 

NOT  VOTING— 4 

Bumpers 

Grams 

DAmato 

Moseley-Braun 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
amendment  (No.  4060)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  mo- 
tion was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  LOTT  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Smith).  The  majority  leader  is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  we  want  to 
continue  to  move  forward  on  this  legis- 
lation. We  have  not  made  a  lot  of  good 
progress,  but  the  chairman  and  the 
ranking  member  are  working  on  that. 


trying  to  get  a  list  of  amendments  that 
can  be  agreed  to. 

I  hope  a  block  of  those  can  be  done 
tonight.  After  consultation  with  the 
Democratic  leader,  it  is  our  intent  at 
this  time  for  the  committee  to  take  up 
another  amendment  and  complete  all 
debate  on  that,  see  what  other  issues 
can  be  agreed  to  and  done  tonight,  and 
the  first  vote  then  be  rolled  over  and 
occur  in  the  morning  at  9:15. 

Mr.  INOUYE.  9:15? 

Mr.  LOTT.  9:15  in  the  morning. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Will  the  majority 
leader  yield? 

Mr.  LOTT.  Yes,  I  yield. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  I  know 
we  have  had  the  opportunity  to  discuss 
what  will  happen  after  the  Federal  Re- 
serve debate  is  completed  and  the  votes 
are  taken  at  2:15.  We  have  been  in  con- 
sultation, and  it  Is  my  understanding 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  has  been 
able  to  work  out  an  agreement  with 
the  Senator  from  Utah  with  regard  to 
his  amendment.  I  think  they  have  also 
agreed  to  a  time  limit  within  which 
that  amendment  can  be  taken  up. 

Is  the  majority  leader  at  this  time 
ready  to  enter  into  an  agreement  on 
that,  or  do  we  need  to  continue  some 
consultation? 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  would  like  to  have  an 
opportunity  to  check  with  the  Sen- 
ators who  have  an  Interest  in  it  from  a 
committee  jurisdiction  standpoint  and 
other  Interests. 

I  am  under  the  Impression  that  prob- 
ably can  be  worked  out,  but  if  the  Sen- 
ator will  allow  me  to  check  on  it,  be- 
cause I  would  like  to  get  things  lined 
up  to  go  forward.  If  it  is  going  to  be  of- 
fered, let  us  get  an  arrangement  to  get 
it  done  and  move  forward.  I  would  like 
to  talk  with  two  of  the  Senators  I 
know  who  have  a  special  Interest  in  it. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  We  will  work  with 
the  majority  leader  to  see  if  that  can 
be  accommodated,  and  we  can  lock 
that  in  perhaps  tomorrow  morning. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  If  the  distinguished 
leader  will  yield  for  a  comment. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  will  yield. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  I  have  consulted  two 
times  in  an  hour  and  a  half  with  Sen- 
ator Hatch,  the  chairman  of  the  Judi- 
ciary Committee.  He  has  an  intense  in- 
terest in  the  issue.  He  has  agreed  to  a 
time  limit  and  hopes,  like  I  do,  that 
perhaps  tomorrow  after  the  Federal 
Reserve  issues  are  decided,  that  we 
could  then  possibly  go  to  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  LOTT.  That  sounds  like  what  we 
all  would  like  to  do.  Give  me  a  chance 
to  check  with  the  Senator  from  Utah 
and  one  other,  and  I  believe  we  can 
work  that  out. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Idaho. 

PRIVILEGE  OF  THE  FLOOR 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask    unanimous    consent    that    Marc 
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Thomas,  through  the  Congressional 
Fellowship  Program,  who  has  been  as- 
signed to  my  office  for  sometime  now. 
be  granted  privilege  of  the  floor  during 
the  discussion  of  the  defense  authoriza- 
tion bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  SIMPSON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wyoming. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4061 

(Purpose:  To  authorize  $4,100,000  for  the  con- 
struction, phase  I.  of  a  combined  support 
maintenance  shop  at  Camp  Guernsey.  Wyo- 
ming) 
Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President.  I  send 

an  amendment  to  the  desk. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 

objection  to  lajrlng  aside  the  pending 

Kyi  amendment?  Without  objection,  it 

is  so  ordered. 
The  clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson], 

for  himself  and  Mr.  Thomas,  proposes  an 

amendment  numbered  4061. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

In  section  2601(1)(A).  strike  out 
"J79,628,000'"  and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"$83,728,000-. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
to  offer  an  amendment 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  does  the 
Senator  have  a  copy  of  his  amendment 
at  the  desk?  We  need  a  copy. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  The  amendment  can 
be  read.  That  will  save  you  trouble.  It 
is  one  line. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  read. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

In  section  2601(1  )(A),  strike  out 
"J79.628.000"'  and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof 
'•«3.728,000". 

ORDER  OF  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
just  for  a  moment?  I  just  would  like  to 
clarify  with  the  majority  leader  that 
there  will  be  no  more  votes  tonight;  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sen- 
ator from  Wyoming  will  yield  for  1  sec- 
ond more,  I  would  like  to  clarify  there 
will  be  no  more  roUcall  votes  tonight. 
I  felt  that  was  clear  when  we  said  we 
would  roll  over  to  9:15.  I  want  to  make 
it  official. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  on  Thursday.  June 
20,  following  the  votes  on  the  confirma- 
tion of  the  nominees  to  the  Federal  Re- 
serve, when  the  Senate  resumes  consid- 
eration of  the  DOD  authorization  bill, 
the  committee  amendments  be  laid 
aside  and  Senator  Pryor  be  recognized 
to  offer  an  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


Mr.  LOTT.  I  yield  the  floor.  Thank 
you  very  much. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wyoming. 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  4061 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  offer  an  amendment  to  the  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  myself  and  my 
friend.  Senator  Thomas.  This  is  a 
minor  amendment  in  the  greater 
scheme  of  legislative  matters  which  we 
wrestle  with  in  this  body,  but  never- 
theless, it  is  quite  a  very  important 
matter  for  the  Wyoming  Army  Guard 
and  all  Guard  soldiers  who  train  in  Wy- 
oming, and  we  train  a  good  many  sol- 
diers in  Wyoming  firom  around  the 
United  States. 

The  amendment  would  authorize  $4.1 
million  in  funding  for  the  first  phase  of 
construction  of  a  combined  support 
maintenance  shop  at  Camp  Guernsey, 
WY.  The  existing  critical  facility  is  a 
47-year-old,  26,(XX>-square-foot  multi- 
purpose repair  building  where  all  of  the 
Wyoming  Army  National  Guard 
wheeled  and  tracked  vehicles  and 
equipment,  light  trucks,  the  self-pro- 
pelled howitzers  are  repaired  and  over- 
hauled. 

The  primary  problem  with  the  exist- 
ing facility  is  inherent  electrical  and 
ventilation  deficiencies  that  have  not 
been  able  to  be  adequately  corrected, 
despite  some  $270,000  in  retrofits  and 
repairs  over  the  last  11  years. 

Additionally,  the  National  Guard  Bu- 
reau and  industrial  hygiene  team  con- 
ducted an  evaluation  of  this  facility  in 
March  of  1995  and  concluded  that  nu- 
merous hazards  exist.  Of  seven  discrep- 
ancies and  hazards  that  exist,  four 
have  been  assigned  a  Risk  Assessment 
Code,  or  RAC,  of  1,  and  the  other  three 
have  been  rated  RAC  2. 

These  ratings  reflect  the  severity  of 
the  conditions  of  the  facility.  RAC  1  in- 
dicates always  a  critical  problem  and 
has  the  possibility  of  causing  perma- 
nent, severe,  disabling,  irreversible  ill- 
ness or  even  death.  RAC  2  reflects  a  se- 
rious condition  also. 

Mr.  President,  the  National  Guard 
Association  of  the  United  States 
strongly  supports  this  project.  In  a  let- 
ter dated  June  6,  the  executive  director 
of  the  National  Guard  Association 
wrote: 

Since  13  March  1990,  the  soldiers  working 
in  this  shop  have  seen  every  day  a  warning 
on  the  front  door  that  reads  in  part— 

And  here  is  what  the  warning  says: 

Unsafe  or  unhealthy  working  condition. 
Carbon  monoxide  level  exceeds  the  OSHA 
ceiling  limit. 

The  only  solution  to  protect  the 
health  and  life  of  National  Guard  sol- 
diers in  Wyoming  is  to  replace  this 
building.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  letter  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


National  Guard  assocution 

OF  THE  UNFTED  STATES, 

Washington,  DC,  June  6, 1996. 
Hon.  Strom  Thurmond, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  U.S. 
Senate.  Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Thurmond:  The  National 
Guard  Association  of  the  United  States 
(NGAUS)  is  respectfully  submitting  this  en- 
dorsement of  a  MILCON  authorization  re- 
quest from  the  Wyoming  Army  National 
Guard. 

During  the  accelerated  budget  process  this 
year,  a  critical  military  construction  request 
was  initially  left  off  the  MILCON  project 
list.  The  request  is  for  a  Combined  Support 
Maintenance  Shop  (CSMS)  at  Camp  Guern- 
sey, Wyoming. 

According  to  information  provided  by  the 
state,  this  47-year  old  facility  contains  seri- 
ous. Inherent  health  and  safety  hazards.  An 
industrial  hygiene  team  from  the  National 
Guard  Bureau  has  determined  that  the  build- 
ing has  seven  serious  Risk  Assessment  Code 
(RAC)  discrepancies.  Four  of  the  discrep- 
ancies are  coded  RAC  1:  "a  critical  problem 
exists  that  has  the  possibility  of  causing  per- 
manent, severe,  disabling.  Irreversible  illness 
or  death."  The  CSMS  facility  has  inherent 
ventilation  and  electrical  deficiencies  that 
the  Wyoming  National  Guard  has  not  been 
able  to  adequately  correct  despite  $268,000  in 
retrofits  and  repairs  over  the  last  11  years. 
Since  13  March  1990,  the  soldiers  working  In 
this  shop  have  seen  every  day  a  warning  on 
the  front  door  that  reads  in  part:  "UNSAFE 
or  UNHRALTHY  WORKING  CONDITION  (DO 
NOT  REMOVE  NOTICE  UNTIL  CONDITION 
IS  ABATED).  Carbon  monoxide  level  exceeds 
both  the  OSHA  8  hour  PEL  .  .  .  and  OSHA 
ceiling  limit ..." 

The  only  solution,  to  protect  the  health 
and  lives  of  National  Guard  soldiers  in  Wyo- 
ming, is  to  replace  the  building. 

The  Wyoming  Army  National  Guard, 
through  its  Adjutant  General,  MaJ.  Gen.  Ed 
Boenisch,  Is  requesting  phased  funding  to  al- 
leviate this  health  and  safety  discrepancy. 
The  phase  1  request  for  the  current  appro- 
priations year  (FY  97)  Is  S4.1  nUllion.  Phase 
2  (FY  96)  would  be  for  J4.0  million. 

NGAUS  respectfully  urges  favorable  sup- 
port of  your  Committee  for  a  floor  amend- 
ment to  the  National  Defense  Authorization 
Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1997  (S.  1745)  to  Include 
this  MILCON  authorization  request  from  the 
Wyoming  Army  National  Guard. 
Sincerely, 

Edward  J.  Philbin. 
Major  General,  ANGUS  (Ret.), 

Executive  Director. 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
secondary  problem  with  the  existing 
facility  is  the  wholly  inadequate 
amount  of  space,  as  I  said.  They  need 
70,000  square  feet  instead  of  the  current 
26,000.  Clearly,  this  is  a  quality  equip- 
ment repair  facility  and  is  critical  to 
the  function  of  the  combined  support 
maintenance  shop  that  directly  im- 
pacts the  Wyoming  Guard's  top  goal  of 
military  readiness  and  those  who  train 
there,  and  there  are  thousands  fi-om 
across  the  United  States. 

Finally,  the  number  of  specialized 
jobs  in  the  combined  maintenance 
shop,  such  as  welding  and  fabrication 
operations,  painting  operations,  brake 
shop,  brake  shoe  rebuilding,  small 
arms  repair,  and  electrical  and  me- 
chanical repairs,  cannot  be  performed. 
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These  other  operational  attitudes  can-    ing  the  Guard  funds.  This,  I  think,  is  The  fact  remains  that  the  scarcity  of 

not  be  performed  at  smaller  outlying    part  of  that.  defense    resources    requires    that    the 

maintenance  facilities.                                    So,  Mr.  President,  I  will  not  take  any  Guard  Bureau,   the   services,  and   the 

But,  more  importantly,  you  have  more  time.  But  I  certainly  ask  for  sup-  Department  of  Defense  all  make  tough 
health  and  safety  as  more  of  a  concern,  port  from  our  colleagues  for  this  im-  choices  among  priority  projects.  This 
Since  repeated  efforts  to  repair  the  fa-  portant  National  Guard  addition.  I  project  did  not  meet  the  test  of  ur- 
cility  and  correct  the  inefficiencies  yield  the  floor.  ^ency  when  considered  against  all 
have  been  unsuccessful,  closing  the  fa-  Mr^McCi^addressed  the  Chair.  other  priorities  for  the  Guard,  and  it 
cihty  may  be  the  only  alternative.  It  is  T^e  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen-  ^,^  ^ot  included  in  the  initial  priority 
used,  as  I  say,  by  thousands  of  people  ^'^'1™-.^°??-  ^  .  .  r  ,  r  "st  submitted  by  the  Guard, 
in  the  Guard  units  from  all  the  sur-  ^^r-  McCAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  j  j^^  j  ^  impropeTand  counter- 
rounding  States                                            the  yeas  and  nays  on  this  amendment.  „/„h,!!TsL  Lt%iT7v;i~       »  counter 

The    WvSnine    Guard     have     com         The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a  Productive  for  the  Congress  to  approve 

ine     Wyoming    txuara     nave     com-    sufficient  second' There  is  a  <;nffioiPiif  this.  I  hope  my  colleagues  will  not  vote 

promised  and  curtailed  their  request    g^"^"®°'^  ^'=°°'^-  ^^^""^  '^  ^  sufficient  ^^^  ^^^  addition  of  several  million  dol- 

for  military  construction  funding  to  in-    ^^^^  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered  1*«  for  another  unrequested.  low-prior- 

clude  only  this  cntical  program.  It  is       i£^  ^m^cSj     SeS    of  ^T    Mr  ity  project.  However,  let  me  emphasize. 

«!i,«!^^ofi-  L."S  1®    '?v  ^""^^r  i.^^    President,  it  is  a  minor  item,  but  when  if  this  $4.1  million  project  is  approved, 

^nh^fi  o?.h^n.^ii.V    ,'°H  ^i''"°f    the  Senator  from  Wyoming  yielded  the  then   I  would  strongly  urge  my  col- 

ffon^n^lnw  f^    project   and  $4  mil-    ^^^^  ^^  ^^^^^^  ^^^  floor.  He  could  not  leagues  to  come  over  here  with  every 

T  »  «o^?.^.o^.^«iS    ^     ^,5^-    yield  to  the  other  Senator  from  Wyo-  Project  that  they  have,  because  they 

I  a^o  cite  to  my  colleagues   on  May    ^^  ^^r  him  to  receive  next  recoil-  deserve  equal  consideration.  I  have  no 

6,   1996,   in  a  letter  from  William  A.     ^^^^  ^^^  j^  ^^  ^^^^  important  idea  how  many  more  hundreds  of  mil- 

Navas,  Major  General,  U.S.  Army,  Di-       ^he  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen-  lions   or   even   billions   of  dollars   we 

rector,  the  Army  National  Guard,  in  a    ^tor  is  correct.  The  Chair  notes  the  could  add  on  in  military  construction 

letter    to    the    chairman,    it    stated,     mistake.  projects  if  this  one  is  agreed  to. 

"Thirty-three        urgently        required        Mt.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  let  me  So.   Mr.   President,  I  guess  we  will 

projects    were    inadvertently    omitted    just  say  that  right  now,  and  for  those  find  out  tomorrow.  But  I  hope  all  my 

from  that  list."  which  was  received  be-    few  who  may  be  listening  or  watching,  colleagues  will  be  ready  with  their  own 

fore  the  committee  on  March  21.  1996.     if  this  amendment  passes,  then  I  en-  projects.  I  yield  the  floor. 

"A    listing   of   those    projects    is   en-    courage  all  of  my  colleagues  who  have  The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     Who 

closed."  One  of  those  is  the  project  for    a  military  construction  project  in  their  seeks  recognition? 

which  we  seek  the  funds  this  evening.        district  or  State,  that  they  may  want  Mr.  SIMPSON  addressed  the  Chair. 

I  yield  to  my  friend  from  Wyoming.        to  come  over  and  have  an  amendment.  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 

^"  ^o  A^^T^^A^^^To^^i^^f^'"*.     V      and  we  will  have  a  vote-because  this  ator  from  Wyoming. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Did  the    meets  none  of  the  criteria  Mr.  SIMPSON.  Let  me  reflect  again. 

Senator  from  Wyoming  yield  to  the       This  has  nothing  to  do  with  any  pri-  so  the  Record  is  clear,  that  I  will  have 

Senator  from  Wyoming?                             ority.  This  is  a  violation,  clear  viola-  entered  into  the  Record  a  letter  from 

^' ^^S*iS?c' ^^'  o*^*^' -,                       tion  of  the  sense-of-the-Senate  resolu-  General   William   A.   Navas.   Jr.,   that 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  President,  I  will    tion,  which  I  will  read  into  the  Record  this  project  was  inadvertently  omitted 

take  a  moment.  I  appreciate  very  much    again.  So  if  this  passes,  I  want  all  of  from  the  list.  I  restate  that  and  ask 

this  opportumty.  My  senior  Senator    my  colleagues  to  come  over,  and  what-  unanimous  consent  that  that  letter  be 

has  described  the  issue.  I  just  simply    ever  military  construction  project  you  printed  in  the  Record. 

want  to  tell  you  that  this  Camp  Guem-    ^ant  in  your  State,  put  it  up.  and  we  There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 

sey  is  a  very  important  part  of  the  Na-    ^111  have  a  vote  on  it,  because  you  was    ordered    to    be    printed    in    the 

tional  Guard,  not  only  for  Wyoming,    should  win.  You  should  win  because  Record,  as  follows: 

but  It  is  also  the  training  facility  for  a    there  is  no  reason  why  you  should  not.  Departments  of  the  army  and 

good  many  of  the  units  surrounding    because  if  we  pass  this  project,  then  ev-  the  air  Force  National  Guard 

Wyoming.  It  is  an  artillery  unit  with  a    erything  meets  the  criteria,  including  Bureau,  army  Pentagon. 

range  there.                                                   the  fact  that  there  will  be  no  require-  „    ,    ,„„       ,_    ,      Washington,  DC. 

So,  as  the  Senator  said,  this  was  in-    ment  for  any  offsets  Installation,  Logistics,  and  Environment 

advertently  left  out  of  the  accelerated       so  I  hope  my  colleagues,  after  the  „„„^\o*l?^Mr?*rx 

budget  process.    It  combines   the  sup-     vote    tomorrow     If    this    amendment  ^u              mci-ain.              „    ^.         „        . 
Tv.,^  oTiH  rr,oiT,«-»T,o^,.^  =>,,,,,    Tn.joico                 tomorrow,    11    tms    amenoment  chairman.  Subcommittee  en  Readiness.  Commt- 
port  and  maintenance  shop.  This  is  a    passes,  will  have  lots  of  projects  ready  tee  on  Armed  Services.  U.S.  Senate   Wash- 
very  compelling  need  here.                         to  vote  for.  because,  as  far  as  I  am  con-  ington.  DC. 

Three  tenants  have  occupied  the  cemed,  it  is  open  season  on  the  mill-  Dear  mr.  Chairman:  During  a  hearing  be- 
same  building  since  1948.  The  building  tary  construction  situation.  fo«  the  Senate  Appropriations  Military  Con- 
is  environmentally  in  noncompliance.  This  project  does  not  meet  the  cri-  structlon  Subcommittee  on  March  21.  1996,  I 
with  problems  of  ventilation  and  elec-  teria  established  for  the  Senate's  au-  '"'^  **^**^  "*  provide  a  S250  MlUion  priority 
trical  systems.                                               thorization    of    unrequested    military  "st  of  Army  National  Guard  Military  Con- 

The  National  Guard  Bureau  has  iden-    construction   projects.   Mr.   President,  S  brthTi^'^' SsS^aT '*°' " 

tified   seven   serious   risk   assessment    this  project  is  not  included  in  the  serv-  ^l^y.^^^ntTy^uired    projects 

discrepancies,     as     the     Senator    has    ices'  future  years  defense  program.  In  were  inadvertently  omitted  from  that  list.  A 

pointed   out.   We   have,   as   was  men-    other  words,  the  Guard  does  not  plan  to  listing  of  these  projects  is  enclosed, 

tioned,   the  letter  fi-om  the  National    build  this  project  until  after  the  year  sincerely, 

Guard  Association,  the  letter  from  the    2000.  wuxjam  a.  Navas.  Jr., 

Director  of  the  Army  National  Guard,        If  the  safety  hazards  at  that  location  Director,  Army  National  Guard. 

written  in  support  of  this  funding.              are  as  serious  as  stated  today,  then  the  ■^""i'  National  Guard  Military  Construction 

The  original  funding  actually  was  $12    National  Guard  Bureau  should  request  Amount 

million.  Now  it  is  less  than  that.                emergency  construction  authority.  Alaska:   Bethel— AASF  Taxiway 

Mr.    President,   as   we   downsize,    of       The  Senate  Armed  Services  Commit-       Upgrade  si.838 

course,  we  call  on  the  Guard  and  the    tee  was  asked  to  review  this  project  ^t^*^'   „  Birmingham-Joint 

Reserve   to   carry   more   of  the   load,    during  our  markup  of  the   bill.   The  c^iloiifa^  "^t^s    Aia^tii:::^:^ 

Someone  mentioned  earlier  m  the  de-    committee  did  not  include  the  project  pyei  p^c  supplemental                        i  092 

bate  that  the  Congress  pretty  much  is    because  it  did  not  meet  the  established  Connecticut: 

responsible — the    Senate— for   support-    criteria.  Camp  Kartell— CSMS'OMS  ....           4.700 
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Amount  rgct  On  tMs  matter.  We  have  the  letter  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 

Camp  Harcell-AiTOory 8.500  in  from  William  A.  Navas.  Jr.,  Major  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Florida'^°^^^^^"^ General,    U.S.    Army.    Director.    Army  Mr.  McCAIN.  I  object  to  no  second- 
Camp      Blanding— Combined  National  Guard.  The  Senator  from  Wy-  degree  amendments  being  in  order. 

Support  Maint  Shops 8.068  oming  has  already  read  the  letter.  He  The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     The 

Lakeland— Limited  AASF  5.000  basically  says  that  33  urgently  required  Chair  hears  the  objection. 

MacDlll— AASF  4.248  projects    were    inadvertently    omitted  Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  object  to 

Indiana:  from  the  list  that  was  submitted.  the  unanimous-consent  request. 

Camp  Atterbury— Water  Sys-  The  reason  this  project  was  not  in-  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ob- 

**™J^P^^®  ?'^  eluded  to  begin  with  was  because  it  did  jection  is  heard. 

Kent^ky             ^°^  ^^^^  ^^®  criteria  because  it  was  Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 

Westem  KY  Tng  Site— Phase  °°^  ^°  ^^®  5-year  defense  plan.  This  let-  imous  consent  that  the  pending  amend- 
in  11.995  ter  says  that  was  an  error.  So  I  just  ment  be  set  aside. 

Fort  Knox-MATres 2.691  want  to  make  it  clear  that  what  the  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 

Western  KY  Tng  Site— Phase  Senator  has  said,  from  my  perspective  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

rv 11.000  and  the  perspective  from  this  side  of  amendment  no.  4062 

Western  KY  Tn?  Site— Phase  ^j^e  aisle,  is  exactly  right.  This  would  (Purpose:  To  strike  the  authorization  for  the 

„         , •;;• "wVif  "H"'TTciit''r\  have  been  part  of  the  list  had  it  been  military  construction  project  of  the  Na- 

V^ehouse  renovation                            7  099  listed    as    is    now    listed    by    General  tlonal   Security   Agency   at  Fort   Meade, 

MlcwS       For?      Cust^r-Edu:  Navas,  Major  General.  U.S.  Army,  Di-  Maryland;  to  authorize  $1,400,000  for  the 

"^^^S.^XfJuT....^!           3.4^  rector.  Army  National  Guard.  ^?S\TLno  m^.^tnSTi^'rtif 

New  Mexico:  Tao^Armory 1.935  Mr.  THOMAS  addressed  the  Chair.  ^Ih,    Lrt  r^  ^nrh^ri^  w^^l^^'  ^h- 

North  Carolina:  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen-  ^''^^-  ^^,  ^°  f^t^o^lze  15,800  000  /or  the 

/^„  wt_    * CQCM  ^      t     ivi^vjij^ij.  vj  vyx  X  xv-jjiv    iiic  «cix  construction  of  a  jet  engine  test  facility/ 

r^nrJ^Z^^^ ^-^  *''J2?"^^<S?^T-     ,           .    .         ..  aircraft  test  enclosure  at  Fallon  Naval  Air 

Charlottee— QMS 3.673  Mr.   THOMAS.   I  just  want  to  reit-  station  Nevada) 

FortBrare-MllEdFacPhI          15.844  erate  again,  SO  Others  will  understand  m_    t>eid    Mr    President    I  have  an 

Fort  Bragg— Mil  Ed  Fac  Ph  n             4.985  thoroue-hlv   When  thp  Senator  from  Ar-  ^Vir.  KtiU.  MT.   iTesiaent,  1  nave  an 

Oregon-  tnorougniy.  wnen  cne  senator  irom  Ar-  amendment  I  hope  we  can  resolve  in 

Salem-Armed  Force  Reserve  izona  said,  come  over,  bring  anything  3^3^  ^  few  minutes  this  evening,  and  I 

Center 11.000  ^^^  ^^a-ve  in  mind,  this  is  not  in  that  gg^jj  t^at  amendment  to  the  desk. 

Eugene— Armory 11.796  category.  The  letter  is  here.  It  is  en-  ^he     PRESIDING     OFFICER      The 

Eugene-OMS  2.136  tered.  It  was  sent  to  the  committee,  pending  amendments  are  laid  aside. 

South  Carolina:  And  it  was  inadvertently  left  off  the  The  clerk  will  report 

Eastover-R«adiness  Center  ..           5.994  list.  I  think  it  is  unfair  to  make  that  The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

Eastover— Simulation  Center              2.800  kind  of  a  oharart^ri7Al-ion  xuc  iceioxawvc  ^-icio.  icau  <*o  luiiuwo. 

Eastover— Infrastructure    Urv  i>      i,i<^  1,^1      1     i    t       ,  The  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  REID],  for 

Eastover   Infrastructure  Up-            ,  5^0  Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan-  himself  and  Mr.  Bryan,  proposes  an  amend- 

Tenne^e:  imous  consent  the  pending  amendment  ment  numbered  4062. 

Chattanooga— AAOF 3.414  ^®J®^  ffil®:  t>t   t,          •       *u         u»  *  Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 

West  Virginia:  „y,^.V    t  ?iSS  wf  h^p°L,5niIlS  2°  i"^°^  «°°^"t  that  the  reading  of  the 

Camp  Dawson-Mil  Ed  Fac  ....          15.144  object,  I  think  we  have  completed  de-  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

Camp  Dawson-Armory  6.954  bate  on  this  amendment.  The  vote  is  ^^  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 

""r^M-S^M.^^     Guernsey-  set  for  9:15  tomorrow   I  think  we  can  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

CSMS/OMS/UTES  11.692  move  off  Of  it  and  on  to  whatever  busi-  ^j.^  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President.  I  have  ness  the  Senator  from  Nevada  wishes.  «^r(„T,   "woi^.n    it,   i->,« 

spent  little  time  in  my  18  years  in  the  The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.    There  ,^,,S%of^  lor'thritem'^relai^o 

Senate  wandering  in  here  to  talk  about  lias  been  no  unanimous  consent  for  a  pallon  Naval  Air  Station,  Nevada,  strike  out 

any  project.  In  fact,  I  believe  that  this  time  set  for  the  vote.  "$14,800,000"    and    insert    in    lieu    thereof 

would  be  perhaps  the  first  time  because  Mr.  McCAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest  •  •$20,600,000". 

these  things  have  usually  been   very  ^^ere    is   no    further   debate    on    this  Strike  out  the  amount  set  forth  as  the 

well  considered  amendment.  total  amount  at  the  end  of  the  table  In  sec- 

Thls  is  something  that  did  not  get  Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President,  in  line  "on  ^l(a)    and    insert    m    lieu    thereof 

oon«5idpr*»d  nronoriv    That-  i<s  whv  wf>  ^i^h  the  Senator  from  Arizona,  per-  $5i2,8oz,ooo  . 

consioerea  properly.    That   is   why   we  unanimous-consent  reouest  ^  section  2205(a),  In  the  matter  preceding 

are  here,  to  seek  an  authorization  to  ;^,^.^"^;   Jt^t^^t^fwr  >L^^^f  paragraph  (1),  strike  out  '•$2,O40.093,000"  and 

place  it  before  the  Senate  on  a  priority,  could   be   made   that   debate   be   con-  msert  in  lieu  thereof  "$2,045,893.000". 

I  believe  that  I  am  told  that  there  are  eluded  and  the  majority  and  nunonty  in      section      2205(a)(1),       strike      out 

not  more  than  four  or  five  amendments  leader  set  the  time  for  the  vote  on  the  "$507,052,000"    and    insert    in   lieu    thereof 

that  are  out  here  that  have  to  do  with  amendment  tomorrow  at  a  time  cer-  "$512,852,000". 

adding  money  or  add-ons  ^^^-  ^  '^«  '^^'l*  ^°  section  2401(a),  strike  out 

So  if  the  invitation  is  to  come  to  the  .  ^lie  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is  the  item  relating  to  th^N^^^^^         Security 

_         ^     , ,                       X.         .^     J  in  order  Agency,  Fort  Meade,  Maryland. 

?at    ti^r^  hfvp°n  J^°  wr^^'nt  ZIZ  ^T-  SIMPSON.  I  move  that.  Strike  out  the  amount  set  forth  as  the 
cat,  there  have  not  been  many  people  ,j^g  PRESIDING  OFFICER    Is  there  ^^^  amount  at  the  end  of  the  table  m  sec- 
doing  that.  There  are  about  five.  That  objection?  "°°    2401(a)    and    insert    in    lieu    thereof 
will  not  cause  some  breach  in  the  diet  m_  nunn  Reservln?  the  rlrtt  to  ob-  "5502,390.000". 
that  will  create  an  onslaught  on  this  jecl^I^k  ^hel^LVSid  9^5:  does  p^Xu^lSl^ie^ouT-K^T^'S^'-S 

STSTd  we°hav"eTrieJSd  theYetterTn  '^^  S«°^^°^  ^^"^  ^^""^"^  ^^  «^^  [^^n ?!  u 'thS  ^^'J^^^'"^    "' 

.^J^i^r^  T         ^°s«f  ^'^  ^^«  ^^^^'^  1°  Mr.  SIMPSON.  I  leave  it  to  the  dis-  m       section       2406(a)(1),       strike       out 

the  RECORD.  I  suggest  to  our  colleagues  cretion  of  the  leader.  "$364,487,000"    and    insert    in    lieu    thereof 

that  this  is  very  necessary  for  one  of  Mr.    NUNN.    Perhaps   a   unanimous-  "$339,287,000". 

the   few   Guard   units   in    the   United  consent  request  would  reflect  that.  in      section      260l(3)(A),      strike      out 

States  that  trains  the  rest   of  them  Mr.    SIMPSON.    I    incorporate    that  "$208,484,000"    and    insert   in   lieu    thereof 

from  the  rest  of  the  United  States.  within  it.  "$209,884,000". 

Mr.  NUNN  addressed  the  Chair.  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without  Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  this  amend- 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen-  objection,  the  request  is  agreed  to.  ment  encompjisses  two  projects  and  is 

ator  firom  Georgia.  Mr.  NUNN.  I  add  to  that  unanimous-  offered    on    my    behalf    and    Senator 

Mr.  NUNN.  The  Senator  from  Wyo-  consent  request  that  no  second-degree  Bryan.  These  two  projects  are  for  the 

ming.  Senator  Simpson,  is  exactly  cor-  amendments  be  in  order.  State  of  Nevada.  The  reason  they  were 
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not  included  in  the  matter  we  voted  on 
last  is  the  fact  that  Top  Gun  just 
moved  to  Nevada.  It  is  a  very  impor- 
tant project  for  the  Navy.  Fallon  Naval 
Air  Station  is  the  premier  naval  air 
fighting  station  in  the  whole  world. 
Top  Gun  has  moved  there. 

This  amendment  meets  all  the 
McCain  criteria  of  the  Senate  Armed 
Services  Committee.  This  project  we 
are  talking  about  is  for  testing  of  Navy 
jet  engine  acoustics  at  Fallon  Naval 
Air  Station.  This  authorizes  appropria- 
tion of  $5.8  million  to  move  and  com- 
plete a  badly  needed  jet  engine  test  fa- 
cility at  the  Naval  Air  Station  Ala- 
meda, which  is  due  to  close  this  fiscal 
year,  to  Fallon  Naval  Air  Station,  sav- 
ing millions  of  dollars.  If  we  wait  to  do 
this,  we  will  have  to  spend  millions  of 
additional  moneys.  This  is  an  effort  to 
save  money. 

We  would  still  be  within  our  302(b)  al- 
location. It  is  not  a  budget  buster.  If 
we  cannot  do  this,  we  would  be  re- 
quired to  construct  a  new  and  a  small- 
er test  facility.  This  is  extremely  im- 
portant for  Top  Gun  and  other  projects. 

Now,  the  other  project,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. Fallon  Naval  Air  Station,  I  have 
indicated,  is  rapidly  becoming  the 
Navy's  premier  pilot  training  site,  in- 
cluding Top  Gun,  Top  Dome,  and  train- 
ing of  the  navy's  elite  pilots.  If  you 
want  to  have  a  Ph.D.  as  a  naval  fighter 
in  airplanes,  you  have  to  go  to  Fallon 
and  train.  This  project  meets  all  the 
criteria  I  have  mentioned. 

Mr.  President,  the  other  is  a  $1.4  mil- 
lion project  that  will  add  badly  needed 
space  to  the  aircraft  parking  are  at  the 
Reno  Air  National  Guard  for  C-130's. 
This  is  a  new  mission  they  have.  One 
thing  I  did  not  mention,  Mr.  President, 
for  both  of  these  projects,  the  money  is 
offset.  Both  projects  in  the  amendment 
are  fully  offset  in  moneys  and  for  a 
project  that  is  simply  not  usable  any- 
more. It  meets  all  the  criteria.  I  do  not 
need  to  dwell  on  it.  I  ask  this  amend- 
ment be  approved. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  urge  sup- 
port of  the  Reid  amendment  when  we 
do  get  to  a  vote  on  it.  This  meets  the 
committee's  criteria  that  corrects  po- 
tential problems  currently  in  the  Air 
National  Guard. 

Mr.  REID.  If  I  could  say.  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Arizona  is  going 
to  object  to  this,  but  I  think  he  would 
accept  it  on  a  voice  vote.  That  is  my 
understanding. 

Mr.  McCAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  under- 
stand the  argument  of  the  Senator 
from  Nevada.  There  is  not  an  offset  in 
it.  I  understand  it  meets  with  all  the 
other  criteria.  I  oppose  the  amend- 
ment. I  will  not  request  a  recorded 
vote. 

Let  me  also  say  I  will  try  and  have 
the  second-degree  amendment  to  the 
amendment  from  the  Senator  from  Wy- 
oming very  soon.  As  I  understand  the 
majority  leader  would  have  liked  to 
have  had  a  time  certain. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Nevada. 

The  amendment  (No.  4062)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  REID.  I  move  to  reconsider  the 
vote. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

STARSTREAK  EVALUATION 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  engage  Senators  Warner, 
Smith,  and  Kennedy,  who  are  my  col- 
leagues on  the  Armed  Services  Com- 
mittee, in  a  colloquy  for  the  purposes 
of  clarifying  and  correcting  provisions 
in  the  committee's  report  with  respect 
to  the  committee's  funding  of  the  air- 
to-air  Starstreak  missile  evaluation,  to 
be  conducted  by  the  Army. 

Senator  Kennedy  and  I,  along  with 
other  members  of  the  committee,  have 
supported  continued  evaluation  of  the 
Starstreak  missile  in  an  air-to-air  role, 
to  provide  self-protection  capability 
for  the  Apache  helicopter.  I  understand 
that  it  has  been  the  committee's  intent 
to  provide  $15  million  in  fiscal  year  1997 
for  the  completion  of  the  air-to-air 
Starstreak  live  fire  phase  test,  to  be 
carried  out  by  the  Army's  applied  avia- 
tion technology  directorate.  This  test 
phase  is  to  be  completed  prior  to  con- 
ducting a  side-by-side  evaluation  with 
the  air-to-air  Stinger  missile.  It  is  also 
my  understanding  that  to  achieve  the 
committee's  intent,  these  funds  should 
be  placed  in  program  element  63003A. 
an  account  used  in  prior  years  for  this 
program. 

However,  the  committee  report 
placed  it  in  a  different  line  item— PE 
No.  23801A — and  contains  language  that 
suggests  an  alternate  use  of  these 
funds.  I  would  like  to  correct  the 
record  in  this  matter. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Senator,  you  are  cor- 
rect on  both  accounts.  As  the  chairman 
of  the  Air-Land  Forces  Subcommittee, 
I  can  attest  that  the  committee's  in- 
tent is  to  authorize  $15  million  in  pro- 
gram element  63003A  explicitly  for  the 
continuation  air-to-air  Starstreak 
evaluation.  The  committee's  report  in- 
advertently implies  that  Starstreak 
would  be  evaluated  alongside  Stinger 
and  placed  the  funds  in  the  incorrect 
funding  line.  This  was  not  the  commit- 
tee's intent  and  will  be  corrected  dur- 
ing conference  with  the  House. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  share  the  concerns 
of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Oklahoma,  and  thank  the  Air-Land 
Subcommittee  chairman  for  his  sup- 
port. These  actions  would  be  inconsist- 
ent with  the  authorization  conference 
report  for  fiscal  year  1996  and  with  ac- 
tions taken  last  year  by  the  Army  to 
move  Starstreak  funds  into  this  line 
for  the  continuation  of  the  air-to-air 
Starstreak  evaluation.  The  Army  has 
indicated  a  clear  need  for  helicopter 
self-defense,    and   is   completing   nec- 


essary documentation  of  that  require- 
ment. To  best  meet  this  requirement, 
there  must  be  a  fair  shoot-off  competi- 
tion between  Starstreak  and  Stinger. 
Providing  this  funding  is  necessary  to 
fully  evaluate  the  Starstreak  missile 
prior  to  any  shootoff.  to  ensure  a  level 
playing  field. 

Mr.  SMITH.  I  concur  with  Senator 
Warner's  earlier  statement,  that  the 
$15  million  for  the  Starstreak  evalua- 
tion should  be  placed  in  PE  63003A  and 
be  provided  for  the  purpose  of  continu- 
ing the  Starstreak  evaluation.  As 
chairman  of  the  Acquisition  and  Tech- 
nology Subcommittee,  I  am  pleased  to 
join  my  colleagues  in  working  to  bring 
this  development  program  to  a  success- 
ful conclusion.  The  position  and  legis- 
lative intent  of  the  committee  as  ar- 
ticulated in  this  colloquy  will  super- 
sede that  expressed  in  the  committee 
report.  Appropriate  corrections  will  be 
made  during  conference  on  this  bill 
with  the  House  of  Representatives,  and 
the  Army  will  be  notified  of  our  posi- 
tion on  this  issue. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  I  thank  my  colleagues 
for  their  assistance  in  clarifying  this 
important  matter. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4049 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  I  oppose 
strongly  the  amendment  on  nuclear 
testing  offered  by  the  Senators  from 
Arizona  and  Nevada,  Mr.  Kyl  and  Mr. 
Reid.  The  United  States  is  currently  in 
the  forefront  of  nations  seeking  a  com- 
prehensive ban  on  nuclear  explosions. 
Members  of  the  administration  have 
worked  assiduously  to  remove  obsta- 
cles to  such  a  ban  both  in  the  United 
States  and  among  the  other  nuclear 
powers.  Currently,  we  are  in  the  final 
stages  of  an  effort  that  could  cul- 
minate an  agreement  on  the  text  by 
June  28,  with  the  opening  of  the  text 
for  signatures  occurring  this  coming 
September. 

Getting  us  to  this  point,  at  which  a 
comprehensive  treaty  ban  is  almost  in 
hand,  has  been  both  slow  and  tortuous. 
I  recall  well  that  President  John  F. 
Kennedy  hoped  to  bring  about  a  com- 
plete ban  on  nuclear  testing.  By  build- 
ing upon  the  positive  aspects  on  both 
sides,  he  was  able  to  bring  about  the 
breakthrough  that  produced  the  Lim- 
ited Test  Ban  Treaty  of  1963.  which 
limited  nuclear  testing  to  the  under- 
ground environment  and  spared  the 
world  further  exposure  to  radiation  and 
fallout  from  the  tests  by  the  three  sig- 
natories, the  United  States.  Great  Brit- 
ain, and  the  Soviet  Union. 

In  1974,  president  Nixon  achieved  the 
Threshold  Test  Ban  Treaty,  and  Presi- 
dent Ford  accomplished  the  Peaceful 
Nuclear  Explosives  Treaty  in  1976.  In 
1990,  while  I  was  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Foreign  Relations,  the  com- 
mittee and  the  Senate  approved  ratifi- 
cation of  those  two  treaties.  The  com- 
plete ban  has  been  an  oft-stated  goal  of 
the  United  States  for  more  than  three 
decades  and  it  has  been  pursued  with 
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varying  degrrees  of  enthusiasm.  In  re- 
cent years,  as  some  questions  of  safety 
and  reliability  of  nuclear  weapons  have 
been  resolved  auid  as  our  scientific 
community  has,  with  methods  of  en- 
suring the  safety  and  reliability  of  the 
stockpile  without  resort  to  nuclear 
testing,  it  has  become  increasing  clear 
that  nuclear  testing  is  no  longer  an  im- 
perative and  that  national  interests  of 
the  United  States  would  be  served  by 
an  end  to  nuclear  testing. 

When  the  administration  succeeded 
last  year  in  securing  the  unconditioned 
and  permanent  extension  of  the  non- 
proliferation  treaty,  we  were  successful 
largely  because  many  nations  who  have 
foresworn  nuclear  weapons  trusted  us 
amd  the  other  nuclear  powers  to  move 
expeditiously  to  a  complete  end  of  nu- 
clear testing.  That  goal  appears  now  to 
be  within  both  reach  and  grasp. 

As  a  result  of  legislation  sponsored 
by  Senators  Hatfield,  Exon,  and 
Mitchell  in  1992,  the  United  States  has 
been  operating  under  a  moratorium  on 
nuclear  testing  that  will  extend 
through  this  September.  According  to 
that  legislation,  the  United  States  can 
only  resume  nuclear  testing  if  another 
nation  does  so.  Russia  has  not  tested 
since  1992  and  indicates  it  does  not  in- 
tend to  resume  nuclear  testing.  Earlier 
this  year.  France  finished  its  latest  and 
controversial  series  of  nuclear  tests  in 
the  Pacific  and  declared  its  commit- 
ment to  achievement  of  a  comprehen- 
sive ban.  That  leaves  only  China,  which 
has  indicated  that  it  will  conduct  only 
one  more  test  before  September  amd 
then  win  join  the  other  nuclear  powers 
in  stopping  testing. 

The  Kyl-Reid  amendment  would  re- 
voke the  Hatfleld-Exon-Mitchell  lan- 
guage, under  which  the  United  States 
has  been  engaged  in  the  moratorium 
and  moving  toward  a  complete  ban.  It 
is  correct  that  the  amendment  does  not 
require  testing,  but  it  does  open  the 
way  to  renewed  testing  and  send  a 
completely  wrong  signal  at  this  flnal 
stage  of  the  negotiation  on  a  complete 
ban.  It  would  serve  to  undermine  U.S. 
commitment  to  success  in  the  negotia- 
tion. It  could  serve  to  disrupt  the  nego- 
tiation completely,  and  it  could  pre- 
cipitate an  end  to  prospects  for  a  com- 
plete ban  for  years  to  come. 

Mr.  President,  in  January,  John 
Holum,  the  director  of  the  U.S.  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  Agency,  de- 
livered a  message  from  the  President 
to  the  delegates  negotiating  the  test 
ban  at  the  conference  on  disarmament 
in  Geneva.  The  President  made  the 
point:  "A  Comprehensive  Test  Ban 
Treaty  is  vital  to  constrain  both  the 
spread  and  further  development  of  nu- 
clear weapons.  And  it  will  help  fulfill 
our  mutual  pledges  to  renoimce  the  nu- 
clear arms  race  and  move  toward  our 
ultimate  goal  of  a  world  free  of  nuclear 
arms." 

The  President  concluded:  "I  pledge 
the  full  and  energetic  support  of  the 


United  States  to  conclude  promptly  a 
treaty  so  long  sought  and  so  long  de- 
nied. Let  us,  now,  take  this  historic 
step  together." 

"ITie  IjLst  several  weeks  in  Geneva 
have  been  marked  by  heated  negotia- 
tions as  delegates  attempt  to  remove 
final  roadblocks.  The  next  few  days 
will  be  similarly  hectic  as  delegates 
try  to  meet  the  June  28  deadline  for 
success.  John  Holum  told  us  today, 
"We  are  close  to  achieving  our  goal  in 
Geneva.  This  window  of  opportunity  is 
the  best,  and  perhaps  the  last,  chance 
to  achieve  this  goal." 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  has  had 
the  wisdom  to  agree  to  the  SALT  I  in- 
terim agreement,  the  1972  Anti-ballis- 
tic Missile  Treaty,  START  I  and  the 
START  n  Treaty.  These  treaties  first 
capped  the  arms  race,  and  ensured  the 
viability  of  strategic  deterrence. 
Through  the  START  I  Treaty  which  is 
now  in  force  and  the  START  II  Treaty 
which  awaits  Russian  ratification,  the 
world's  two  superpower  will  have  re- 
duced their  nuclear  arsenals  by  ap- 
proximately two- thirds.  If  we  are  wise 
and  prudent  we  will  move  beyond  that 
level  still  further  to  substantially 
lower  levels  of  nuclear  armament.  A 
complete  ban  on  nuclear  testing  will 
help  to  reinforce  and  invigorate  that 
process. 

I  hope  very  much  that  the  Senate 
will  decide  today  to  keep  the  United 
States  on  the  course  it  so  wisely  chose 
in  1992  in  deciding  to  initiate  a  morato- 
rium on  nuclear  testing. 

HOUSE  PROVISION  ON  ANTIPERSONNEL 
LANDMLNES 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  last  year 
an  amendment  to  the  Fiscal  Year  1996 
Defense  Authorization  bill  which  I 
sponsored  with  49  other  senators,  both 
Democrats  and  Republicans,  to  impose 
a  1-year  moratorium  on  the  use  of  anti- 
personnel landmines,  except  along 
international  borders  and  in  demili- 
tarized zones,  passed  the  Senate  on  Au- 
gust 4  of  last  year  by  a  vote  of  67  to  27. 
It  was  signed  into  law  by  President 
Clinton  on  February  12  of  this  year. 
Support  for  the  moratorium  has  broad- 
ened in  the  Congress  since  then,  due  to 
the  extraordinary  media  attention  this 
issue  has  received  and  the  experience 
of  our  troops  in  Bosnia. 

Recently,  it  came  to  my  attention 
that  the  House  National  Security  Com- 
mittee included  a  provision  in  its  ver- 
sion of  the  fiscal  year  1996  Defense  au- 
thorization bill,  which  would  effec- 
tively nullify  my  amendment.  This 
provision  is  identical  to  a  provision  the 
House  included  last  year,  but  which 
was  deleted  in  the  conference. 

While  I  do  not  question  the  motives 
of  the  authors  of  that  provision,  I  have 
communicated  my  concerns  about  it  to 
Chairman  Thurmond,  as  well  as  Sen- 
ators Warner  and  Nunn.  I  have  made 
clear  that  not  only  does  this  provision 
undermine  the  position  of  two-thirds  of 
the  Senate,  it  is  totally  unnecessary 


and  premature  since  the  moratorium 
would  not  take  effect  until  February 
1999.  It  also  contradicts  the  Pentagon's 
considered  judgment  that  it  can  man- 
age with  the  Leahy  moratorium,  and 
ignores  the  administration's  own  posi- 
tion that  it  will  not  seek  to  modify  or 
repeal  the  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  on  May  16,  President 
Clinton  announced  the  administra- 
tion's long-awaited  policy  on  land- 
mines. While  I  was  disappointed  that 
the  administration  did  not  use  this  op- 
portunity to  renoimce  the  use  of  an  in- 
discriminate weapon  that  is  respon- 
sible for  horrendous  suffering  of  civil- 
ians, the  President  did  commit  to  vig- 
orously negotiate  an  international 
agreement  to  ban  antipersonnel  mines. 
Over  the  next  2  years,  we  will  have 
ample  opportunity  to  judge  the  seri- 
ousness of  the  administration's  efforts. 
With  41  nations  already  on  record  in 
support  of  an  immediate,  total  ban,  in- 
cluding many  of  our  NATO  allies,  it  is 
crucial  that  we  preserve  the  Leahy 
amendment  intact  in  order  to  reinforce 
our  support  for  strong  U.S.  leadership 
in  this  global  effort. 

I  am  very  pleased  and  appreciative 
that  Chairman  Thurmond  has,  like  last 
year,  answered  my  concerns  by  re- 
affirming his  intention  to  defend  the 
Senate  position  in  conference.  He  was 
successful  in  doing  so  last  year,  and 
nothing  has  changed  since  then  to 
weaken  the  Senate  position.  In  fact, 
the  official  opinion  of  the  Pentagon 
that  it  can  live  with  the  Leahy  morato- 
rium, the  administration's  policy  to 
vigorously  negotiate  an  international 
ban  as  soon  as  possible,  and  the  grow- 
ing number  of  countries  that  support  a 
ban,  should  significantly  strengthen  it. 

I  hope  the  House  will  reconsider  its 
position  on  this.  There  is  no  reason  for 
£ui  issue  that  has  such  broad  public 
support,  from  veterans  organizations 
to  the  Catholic  Bishops  to  the  Amer- 
ican Red  Cross,  to  become  an  issue  of 
contention  between  us.  If  necessary, 
there  is  more  than  enough  time  to  re- 
visit this  when  the  effective  date  of  the 
moratorium  approaches. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  excerpts  from  a  May  16  Pen- 
tagon press  briefing  describing  the 
Pentagon's  opinion  of  my  amendment, 
and  my  corre^iondence  with  Chairman 
Thurmond,  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

News  Briefisc 

office  of  the  assist.ant  secretary  of 

defense— public  affairs 

Senior  Defense  Official  #2:  The  President 
signed  it  Into  law.  I  mean,  we  have  not  been 
happy  with  it  with  regard  to  Its  provisions 
compared  to  this  broader  policy.  The  Presi- 
dent did  accept  It.  And  we  believe  we  can  live 
with  It,  but  we  don't  think  It's  an  adequate — 
I  didn't  say  we  didn't  support  It— 1  mean,  we 
don't  think  It's  an  adequate  answer  to  the 
problem.  And  so,  this  policy  Is  meant  to  an- 
swer the  problem  la  a  broader  way.  If  the 
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moratorium  stays  In  place,  we  can  live  with 
that  one  year  moratorium  given  the  excep- 
tions that  are  written  into  it. 

Q;  All  anti-personnel  mines? 

Senior  Defense  Official  #2:  Anti-personnel 
landmines. 

U.S.  SENATE. 
Washington.  DC.  May  12. 1996. 
Hon.  Strom  Thurmond, 
Chairman,  Committee  on  Armed  Services.  Wash- 
ington. DC. 
Dear  Strom:  It  has  come  to  my  attention 
that  the  House  National  Security  Committee 
has  Included  in  its  FY  1997  Defense  Author- 
ization bill  the  same  certification  provision 
concerning-  my  anti-personnel  landmine  mor- 
atorium amendment  that  was  deleted  last 
year. 

Not  only  is  this  provision  unnecessary 
since  the  moratorium  does  not  take  effect 
until  February  1999,  it  also  would  nullify  the 
effect  of  the  amendment  which  was  sup- 
ported by  over  two-thirds  of  the  Senate  in  a 
bipartisan  vote. 

If  necessary.  1  will  take  whatever  measures 
are  necessary  to  prevent  this  attempt  by  the 
House  to  undermine  the  Senate's  position  on 
my  amendment.  However,  your  help  was  in- 
strumental in  getting  this  same  provision 
deleted  from  the  bill  last  year.  Before  I  make 
any  decision  on  this,  I  would  appreciate 
knowing  whether  I  can  count  on  you  to  pre- 
vent this  provision  from  being  Included  In 
the  final  version  of  the  FY  1997  Defense  Au- 
thorization bin. 
I  look  forward  to  hearing  from  you  soon. 
With  best  regards. 

Patrick  Leahy. 

U.S.  Senator. 
U.S.  Senate, 

COMMriTEE  ON  ARMED  SERVICES. 

Washington,  DC,  December  18, 1995. 
Sen.  Patrick  J.  Leahy. 
U.S.  SenaU,  Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Leaih':  Pursuant  to  our  dis- 
cussion on  the  floor  this  morning  concerning 
consideration  of  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996.  I  would 
like  to  recap  our  agreement. 

We  have  agreed  that:  You  will  control  20 
minutes  of  debate  on  the  landmine  provision 
and  I  will  control  the  same  amount  of  time; 
you  will  not  filibuster  the  defense  authoriza- 
tion conference  report  and  will  not  object  to 
a  unanimous  consent  for  a  time  certain  to 
vote  on  the  defense  authorization  conference 
report;  and  If  the  current  version  of  the  FY 
96  Defense  Authorization  bill  does  not  be- 
come law.  I  win  do  everything  in  my  power 
to  ensure  that  section  1402(b)  (concerning  a 
certification  In  relation  to  the  moratorium 
on  landmine  use)  is  deleted  from  any  subse- 
quent version  of  the  bill.  If  the  current  ver- 
sion of  the  FY  96  Defense  Authorization  bill 
is  signed  Into  law,  I  will  do  everything  In  my 
power  to  ensure  that  section  1402(b)  is  re- 
versed In  the  next  Defense  Authorization 
bill. 

Sincerely. 

Strom  Thurmond, 

Chairman. 

U.S.  Senate. 

COMMriTEE  ON  ARMED  SERVICES, 

Washington,  DC,  June  11. 1996. 
Sen.  Patrick  LeahT['. 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Pat:  Thank  you  for  your  recent  cor- 
respondence regarding  the  anti-personnel 
landmine  moratorium.  1  appreciate  your 
bringing  to  my  attention  the  provision  In 
the  House  defense  bill  regarding  a  require- 
ment for  a  certification  prior  to  the  imposi- 
tion of  a  moratorium. 


As  the  Chairman  of  the  Senate  Armed 
Services  Committee,  1  will  support  the  Sen- 
ate position  on  any  Issue  that  comes  before 
the  conference  on  the  defense  authorization 
bill.  However,  as  you  know.  It  is  impossible 
for  me,  or  any  other  member  of  the  Senate, 
to  predict  or  guarantee  the  outcome  of  any 
particular  provision  during  the  conference  of 
a  bill.  As  always.  I  would  support  the  Senate 
position  with  the  House  In  the  conference  on 
the  defense  authorization  bill. 

As  I  recall  our  agreement  last  year  It  was 
that  I  would  not  offer  any  language  to  the 
fiscal  year  1997  defense  bill  that  would  under- 
mine your  provision,  and  you  would  not  offer 
language  regarding  the  anti-personnel  land- 
mine moratorium  to  the  fiscal  year  1997  de- 
fense authorization  bill.  I  have  kept  that 
agreement— there  is  no  language  in  the  fiscal 
year  1997  Senate  defense  authorization  bill 
regarding  the  anti-personnel  landmine  mora- 
torium. 

With  kindest  regards  and  best  wishes. 
Sincerely, 

Strom  Thurmond. 

Chairman. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  there  are 
a  few  issues  which  I  think  must  be  con- 
sidered during  what  I  expect  will  be 
complicated  and  controversial  delib- 
erations on  the  1997  Defense  authoriza- 
tion bill.  First  and  foremost,  this  bill 
defines  nationad  security— the  Govern- 
ment's primary  obligation  to  its  citi- 
zens. 

The  United  States  military  is  the 
greatest  military  power  in  the  world. 
In  a  time  of  rapidly  evolving  tech- 
nology, sufficient  yet  judicious  funding 
authority  is  absolutely  essential  to 
maintain  the  status  quo.  The  commit- 
tee budget  is  S12.9  billion  higher  than 
flscaJ  year  1996  levels.  However,  adjust- 
ing this  figure  for  inflation,  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  will  actually  see 
spending  levels  reduced  by  S5.5  billion 
from  last  year. 

The  administration  in  1994  and  1995 
promised  outyear  funding  would  in- 
crease to  recover  the  shortfalls  driven 
by  deep  cuts  in  earlier  budgets.  Yet.  for 
the  second  straight  year,  the  Presi- 
dential budget  is  less  than  projected  in 
previous  years.  I  am  confident  that 
DOD  will  meet  its  assigned  mission, 
but  I  am  concerned  at  what  cost. 

If  we  are  to  continue  sending  our  sol- 
diers into  harm's  way,  this  Nation  has 
a  responsibility  to  provide  them  with 
the  highest  level  of  technology.  I  often 
overhear  comments  that  since  the  fall 
of  the  Iron  Curtain.  America  has  no 
significant  enemy.  However,  since  1989, 
America  has  deployed  more  forces  than 
at  any  time  since  1964.  Yes.  the  Soviet 
Union  is  no  more,  but  renegade  fac- 
tions continue  to  threaten  our  Nation's 
security  and  vital  economic  interests. 
While  we  are  the  only  remaining  super 
power,  our  armed  forces  shouldn't  be 
used  in  the  role  of  the  world's  police 
force. 

In  the  past  7  years,  American  forces 
have  deployed  to  Panama,  Grenada, 
and  Saudi  Arabia  to  protect  our  Na- 
tional interests.  Additionally,  peace- 
keeping operations  have  sent  our 
troops  to  Haiti,  Somalia,  and  most  re- 


cently Bosnia.  This  Nation  has  a  re- 
sponsibility to  scrutinize  each  mission 
carefully  and  send  American  Forces 
only  when  absolutely  necessary.  The 
threat  is  still  there,  but  its  face  has 
changed.  America  will  continue  to  send 
her  young  soldiers  and  sailors  to  for- 
eign shores  to  protect  our  peace,  but 
we  must  be  judicious  in  those  assign- 
ments. 

As  we  examine  the  1997  authoriza- 
tion, we  must  consider  that  the  De- 
fense budget  has  decreased  to  the  low- 
est spending  levels  in  40  years.  As  we 
debate  these  issues,  we  must  strive  to 
produce  a  budget  which  defines  na- 
tional security  and  guarantees  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  has  the  necessary 
funding  to  complete  all  assigned,  care- 
fully chosen  missions,  obtain  all  train- 
ing vital  to  success,  and  secure  the  best 
technology  available.  When  this  is  fin- 
ished, our  military  forces  will  continue 
to  be  the  most  influential  military  in 
the  world  and  this  Nations  security 
unquestioned. 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  NXINN.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
understanding  that  the  pending  amend- 
ments would  have  to  be  set  aside  by 
unanimous  consent  before  considering 
this  block  of  amendments  that  have 
been  consented  to  on  both  sides. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
pending  amendments  be  set  aside  for 
the  purpose  of  taking  up  these  amend- 
ments. I  believe  there  are  19  amend- 
ments that  we  will  be  presenting, 
which  have  been  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  ther^ 
objection  to  the  request? 

Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4063 

(Purpose:  To  specify  funding  and  require- 
ments for  research,  development,  test,  and 
evaluation  of  advanced  submarine  tech- 
nologies) 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President, 
on  behalf  of  Senator  Cohen,  I  offer  an 
amendment  that  would  include  a  provi- 
sion in  the  Senate  bill  that  would  pro- 
vide for  explicit  guidance  on  the  in- 
tended use  of  funds  that  are  authorized 
for  submarine  technology.  I  believe 
this  amendment  has  been  cleared  by 
the  other  side. 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The    Senator    from    Idaho    [Mr.    KEMP- 
THORNE]. for  Mr.  C^HEN.  proposes  an  amend- 
ment numbered  4063. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 

objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
At  the  end  of  subtitle  B  of  title  II  add  the 

following: 

SEC.       223:      ADVANCED      SUBMARINE       TECH- 
NOU>GIES. 

(a)  AMOfNTS      AUTHORIZED      FROM      NAAA" 

RDTiE  ACCOUNT.— Of  the  amount  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  by  section  201(2) — 

(1)  $489,443,000  is  available  for  the  design  of 
the  submarine  previously  designated  by  the 
Navy  as  the  New  Attack  Submarine;  and 

(2)  $100,000,000  is  available  to  address  the 
inclusion  on  future  nuclear  attack  sub- 
marines of  core  advanced  technologies,  cat- 
egory I  advanced  technologies,  and  category 
n  advanced  technologies,  as  such  advanced 
technologies  are  Identified  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  in  Appendix  C  of  the  report  of  the 
Secretary  entitled  "Report  on  Nuclear  At- 
tack Submarine  Procurement  and  Sub- 
marine Technology",  submitted  to  Congress 
on  March  26,  1996. 

(b)  Certain  Technologies  To  Be  Empha- 
sized.—In  using  funds  nude  available  in  ac- 
cordance with  subsection  (a)(2),  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Navy  shall  emphasize  research, 
development,  test,  and  evaluation  of  the 
technologies  Identified  by  the  Submarine 
Technology  Assessment  Panel  (in  the  final 
report  of  the  panel  to  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  the  Navy  for  Research,  Develop- 
ment, and  Acquisition,  dated  March  15,  1996) 
as  having  the  highest  priority  for  initial  in- 
vestment. 

(c)  SHn'YARDS  Involved  in  Technology 
Development.— To  further  implement  the 
recommendations  of  the  Submarine  Tech- 
nology Assessment  Panel,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  shall  ensure  that  the  shipyards  in- 
volved in  the  construction  of  nuclear  attack 
submarines  are  also  principal  participants  in 
the  process  of  developing  advanced  sub- 
marine technologies  and  Including  the  tech- 
nologies m  future  submarine  designs.  The 
Secretary  shall  ensure  that  those  shipyards 
have  access  for  such  purpose  (under  proce- 
dures prescribed  by  the  Secretary)  to  the 
Navy  laboratories  and  the  Office  of  Naval  In- 
telligence and  (in  accordance  with  arrange- 
ments to  be  made  by  the  Secreatry)  to  the 
Defense  Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency. 

(d)  Funding  for  Contracts  Under  1996 
Agreement  among  the  Navy  and  Ship- 
yards.—In  addition  to  the  purposes  of  which 
the  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by 
section  201(2)  are  available  under  paragraphs 
(1)  and  (2)  of  subsection  (a),  the  amounts 
avilable  under  such  paragraphs  are  also 
available  for  contracts  with  Electric  Boat 
Division  and  Newport  News  Shipbuilding  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  "Memoran- 
dum of  Agreement  Among  the  Department  of 
the  Navy,  Electric  Boat  Corporation  (EB), 
and  Newport  News  Shipbuilding  and  Drydock 
Company  (NNS)  Concerning  the  New  Attack 
Submarine",  dated  April  5.  1996,  for  reseach 
and  development  activities  under  that 
memorandum  of  agreement. 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  would  add  a  provision  to 
title  n  of  the  Senate  bill  that  reflects 
the  markup  position  on  advanced  sub- 
marine technology  that  is  now  re- 
flected in  report  language  and  the 
funding  tables  that  accompany  the  bill. 
This  position  was  developed  as  a  result 
of  testimony  provided  at  a  hearing  on 
submarine  procurement  and  develop- 
ment and  on  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
Report  on  Nuclear  Attack  Submarine 


Procurement  and  Submarine  Tech- 
nology that  was  submitted  to  Congress 
on  March  26,  1996  in  compliance  with 
section  131  of  last  year's  defense  au- 
thorization bill. 

The  hearing  and  report  both  indicate 
that  the  approach  used  by  the  Navy  to 
invest  in  submarine  technology  should 
be  revised  to  accommodate  the  low 
rate  of  future  production  for  attack 
submarines  relative  to  cold  war  levels 
and  the  much  higher  rate  of  technology 
turnover  that  is  occurring  in  the  civil- 
ian sector.  The  previous  focus  on  incor- 
porating new  technologies  into  new  de- 
signs that  occurred  with  much  greater 
frequency  than  can  be  expected  in  the 
future  and  then  reducing  technology 
funding  to  subsistence  funding  until 
time  for  a  new  design  will  no  longer 
suffice  to  maintain  the  technological 
edge  that  our  submarine  force  enjoyed 
during  the  cold  war.  A  more  promising 
model  would  be  the  creation  of  a  sin- 
gle, stable  research  and  development 
program  under  a  single  product  man- 
ager and  funded  at  a  steady  state  level 
that  supports,  matures,  and  incor- 
porates new  technology  on  a  continu- 
ing basis.  In  other  words  a  process  of 
continuous  rather  than  cyclical  evo- 
lution. A  far  greater  emphasis  would  be 
placed  on  involvement  of  civilian  in- 
dustry, particularly  the  shipyards  in- 
volved in  submarine  construction,  than 
has  occurred  in  the  past.  The  Report 
accompanying  the  Senate  bill  provides 
guidance  that  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  is  to  use  these  funds  to  carry  out 
high  priority  research  on  advanced  sub- 
marine technology  that  is  identified  in 
the  Secretary  of  Defense's  report. 

The  House  also  concluded  that  addi- 
tional funding  for  submarine  tech- 
nology was  needed.  However,  consist- 
ent with  the  fascination  with  sub- 
marine technology  reflected  in  last 
year's  conference  negotiations,  the 
House  bill  would  make  over  $200  mil- 
lion available  for  it  in  fiscal  year  1997 
and  pursue  initiatives  such  as  the  de- 
velopment of  six  different  design  alter- 
natives at  a  cost  of  at  least  $500  million 
before  settling  on  a  design  for  series 
production  no  earlier  than  fiscal  year 
2003.  The  House  provision  also  makes 
very  detailed  allocations  on  how  sub- 
marine technology  funds  would  be 
spent  by  the  Navy  without  providing 
any  objective  analysis  or  documented 
justification  to  support  this  allocation. 

It  is  clear  that  the  House  and  Senate 
have  developed  divergent  views  on  how 
the  course  of  future  research  and  devel- 
opment for  advanced  submarine  tech- 
nology should  proceed.  It  appears  pru- 
dent, based  on  the  magnitude  of  fund- 
ing increases  in  the  House  bill  and  its 
micromanagement  of  them,  to  estab- 
lish in  the  Senate  bill  a  provision  in 
law  that  articulates,  with  more  force 
than  can  be  achieved  with  report  lan- 
guage, the  Senate's  view  on  how  the 
Navy  should  proceed  with  a  program  to 
develop    submarine    technology.    This 


provision  will  provide  stronger  guid- 
ance to  our  conferees  when  they  nego- 
tiate a  final  outcome  in  the  fiscal  year 
1997  defense  authorization  bill.  I  en- 
courage my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
voting  in  favor  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President, 
again,  I  point  out  there  is  no  objection 
from  the  other  side. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  urge  sup- 
port of  this  amendment.  It  would  clar- 
ify the  Senate's  intention  on  how  the 
Navy  should  spend  funds  and  imple- 
ment recommendations  of  the  DOD's 
report  on  nuclear  attack  submarine 
procurement  and  technology.  This  is 
an  important  effort  to  begin  to  address 
inefficiencies  that  have  been  identified 
in  previous  attack  submarine  R&D  pro- 
grams. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President.  I 
urge  adoption  of  this  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  4063)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4064 

(Purpose:  To  ensure  that  the  annual  report 
from  the  Reserve  Forces  Policy  Board  is 
submitted  as  a  report  that  Is  separate  from 
the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense on  the  expenditures,  work,  and  ac- 
complishments of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense) 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  Senator  B"5rRD,  I  offer  an  amendment 
that  would  make  technical  corrections 
to  the  references  to  the  annual  report 
required  to  be  submitted  by  the  Re- 
serve Forces  Policy  Board  and  estab- 
lish that  the  annual  report  be  a  sepa- 
rate report  submitted  in  conjunction 
with  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary 
of  Defense.  This  has  been  cleared  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Nunn],  for 
Mr.  BYRD,  proposes  an  amendment  numbered 
4064. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  imanimous  consent  that  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  subtitle  E  of  title  X  add  the 
following: 

SEC.  1054.  ANNUAL  REPOBT  OF  RESERVE  FORCES 
POUCY  BOARD. 

Section  113<c)  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  Is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (3); 

(2)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (1),  (2),  and 
(4)  as  subparagraphs  (A),  (B),  and  (C).  respec- 
tively; 

(3)  by  inserting  "(1)"  after  "(c)"; 

(4)  by  inserting  "and"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (B),  as  redesignated  by  paragraph 
(2):  and 


June  19,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


14539 


(5)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(2)  At  the  same  time  that  the  Secretarj- 
submits  the  annual  report  under  paragraph 
(1),  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to  the 
President  and  Congress  a  separate  report 
from  the  Reserve  Forces  Policy  Board  on  the 
reserve  programs  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense and  on  any  other  matters  that  the  Re- 
serve Forces  Policy  Board  considers  appro- 
priate to  include  in  the  report.". 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  This  amendment 
has  been  cleared. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  urge  adoption  of  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  4064)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  I  move  to  lay 
that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4065 

(Purpose:  To  provide  for  managed  health 
care  services  to  be  furnished  under  the 
health  care  delivery  system  of  the  uni- 
formed services  by  transferees  of  Public 
Health  Service  hospitals  or  other  stations 
previously  deemed  to  be  uniformed  serv- 
ices treatment  facilities  that  enter  Into 
agreements  with  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
to  provide  such  services  on  an  enrollment 
basis) 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President, 
on  behalf  of  Senators  Gorton,  Cohen, 
and  Gl^nn,  I  offer  an  amendment 
which  would  establish  the  integration 
of  the  uniformed  services  treatment  fa- 
cilities in  the  Department  of  Defense 
TRICARE  health  care  program. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  KEMP- 
THORNE]. for  Mr.  Gorton,  for  himself,  Mr. 
COHEN,  and  Mr.  Glen'N,  proposes  an  amend- 
ment numbered  4065. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unajiimous  consent  that  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

After  the  heading  for  title  VII  insert  the 
following: 

SubUtle  A— General 

Strike  out  section  704. 

Redesignate  section  705  as  section  704. 

Redesignate  section  706  as  section  705. 

Redesignate  section  707  as  section  706. 

At  the  end  of  title  vn  add  the  following: 

Subtitle  B — Uniformed  Services  Treatment 
Facilities 
SEC.  721.  DEFINmONS. 

In  this  subtitle: 

(1)  The  term  "administering  Secretaries" 
means  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation,  and  the  Secretary 
of  Health  and  Human  Services. 

(2)  The  term  "agreement"  means  the 
agreement  required  under  section  722(b)  be- 
tween the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  a  des- 
ignated provider. 

(3)  The  term  "capitation  payment"  means 
an  actuarially  sound  payment  for  a  defined 
set  of  health  care  services  that  Is  established 
on  a  per  enroUee  per  month  basis. 


(4)  The  term  "covered  beneficiary"  means 
a  beneficiary  under  chapter  55  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  other  than  a  beneficiary 
under  section  1074(a)  of  such  title. 

(5)  The  term  "designated  provider"  means 
a  public  or  nonprofit  private  entity  that  was 
a  transferee  of  a  Public  Health  Service  hos- 
pital 6r  other  station  under  section  987  of  the 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1981 
(Public  Law  97-35;  95  Stat.  6031  and  that,  be- 
fore the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
was  deemed  to  be  a  facility  of  the  uniformed 
services  for  the  purposes  of  chapter  55  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code.  The  term  in- 
cludes any  legal  successor  in  Interest  of  the 
transferee. 

(6)  The  term  "enrollee"  means  a  covered 
beneficiary  who  enrolls  with  a  designated 
provider. 

(7)  The  term  "health  care  services  '  means 
the  health  care  services  provided  under  the 
health  plan  known  as  the  TRICARE  PRIME 
option  under  the  TRICARE  program. 

(8)  The  term  "Secretary"  means  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense. 

(9)  The  term  "TRICARE  program"  means 
the  managed  health  care  program  that  Is  es- 
tablished by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  under 
the  authority  of  chapter  55  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  principally  section  1097  of  such 
title,  and  includes  the  competitive  selection 
of  contractors  to  financially  underwrite  the 
delivery  of  health  care  services  under  the  Ci- 
vilian Health  and  Medical  Program  of  the 
Uniformed  Services. 

SEC.  722.  INCLUSION  OF  DESIGNATED  PROVID- 
ERS IN  UNIFORMED  S:RVICES 
HEALTH  CARE  DELIVERY  SYSTEM. 

(a)  Inclusion  in  System.— The  health  care 
delivery  system  of  the  uniformed  services 
shall  Include  the  designated  providers. 

(b)  AGREEMENTS     TO     PROVIDE     MANAGED 

HEALTH  Care  Services.— (1)  After  consulta- 
tion with  the  other  administering  Secretar- 
ies, the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  negotiate 
and  enter  into  an  agreement  with  each  des- 
ignated provider,  under  which  the  designated 
provider  will  provide  managed  health  care 
services  to  covered  beneficiaries  who  enroll 
with  the  designated  provider. 

(2)  The  agreement  shall  be  entered  into  on 
a  sole  source  basis.  The  Federal  Acquisition 
Regulation,  except  for  those  requfrements 
regarding  competition,  issued  pursuant  to 
section  25(c)  of  the  Office  of  Federal  Procure- 
ment Policy  Act  (41  U.S.C.  421(c))  shall  apply 
to  the  agreements  as  acquisitions  of  com- 
mercial items. 

(3)  The  implementation  of  an  agreement  is 
subject  to  availability  of  funds  for  such  pur- 
pose. 

(c)  Effective  Date  of  agreements.— (l) 
Unless  an  earlier  effective  date  is  agreed 
upon  by  the  Secretary  and  the  designated 
provider,  the  agreement  shall  take  effect 
upon  the  later  of  the  following: 

(A)  The  date  on  which  a  managed  care  sup- 
port contract  under  the  TRICARE  program 
is  Implemented  in  the  service  area  of  the 
designated  provider. 

(B)  October  1, 1997. 

(2)  Notwithstanding  paragraph  (1).  the  des- 
ignated provider  whose  service  area  includes 
Seattle,  Washington,  shall  implement  Its 
agreement  as  soon  as  the  agreement  permits. 

(d)  Temporary  Continuation  of  Existing 
Participation  agreements.— The  Secretary 
shall  extend  the  participation  agreement  of 
a  designated  provider  in  effect  immediately 
before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act 
under  section  718(c)  of  the  National  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1991  (Pub- 
lic Law  101-510;  104  Stat.  1587)  until  the 
agreement  required  by  this  section  takes  ef- 
fect under  subsection  (c). 


(e)  Service  Area.— The  Secretary  may  not 
reduce  the  size  of  the  service  area  of  a  des- 
ignated provider  below  the  size  of  the  service 
area  in  effect  as  of  September  30.  1996. 

(f)  Compliance  Wrrn  administrative  Re- 
quirements.—<l)  Unless  otherwise  agreed 
upon  by  the  Secretary  and  a  designated  pro- 
vider, the  designated  provider  sliall  comply 
with  necessary  and  appropriate  administra- 
tive requirements  established  by  the  Sec- 
retary for  other  providers  of  health  care 
services  and  requirements  established  by  the 
Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services  for 
risk-sharing  contractors  under  section  1876 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
1395mm).  The  Secretary  and  the  designated 
provider  shall  determine  and  apply  only  such 
administrative  requirements  as  are  mini- 
mally necessary  and  appropriate.  A  des- 
ignated provider  shall  not  be  required  to 
comply  with  a  law  or  regulation  of  a  State 
government  requfring  licensure  as  a  health 
insurer  or  health  maintenance  organization. 

(2)  A  designated  provider  may  not  contract 
out  more  than  five  percent  of  its  primary 
care  enrollment  without  the  approval  of  the 
Secretary,  except  in  the  case  of  primary  care 
contracts  between  a  designated  provider  and 
a  primary  care  contractor  in  force  on  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  72$.  PROVISION  OF  UNIFORM  BENEFIT  BY 
DESIGNATED  PROVIDERS. 

(a)  Unifor-m  Benefft  Required.- A  des- 
ignated provider  shall  offer  to  enrollees  the 
health  benefit  option  prescribed  and  imple- 
mented by  the  Secretary  under  section  731  of 
the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for 
Fiscal  Year  1994  (Public  Law  103-160;  10 
U.S.C.  1073  note),  including  accompanying 
cost-sharing  requirements. 

(b)  Time  for  Implementation  of  Bene- 
fit.—a  designated  provider  shall  offer  the 
health  benefit  option  described  in  subsection 
(a)  to  enrollees  upon  the  later  of  the  follow- 
ing: 

(1)  The  date  on  which  health  care  services 
within  the  health  care  delivery  system  of  the 
uniformed  services  axe  rendered  through  the 
TRICARE  program  in  the  region  in  which 
the  designated  provider  operates. 

(2)  October  1. 1996. 

(c)  Adjustments.— The  Secretary  may  es- 
tablish a  later  date  under  subsection  (bK2)  or 
prescribe  reduced  cost-sharing  requirements 
for  enrollees. 

SEC.    724.    ENKOLLMENT    OF    COVERED    BENE- 
FICIARIES. 

(a)  Fiscal  Year  1997  Limitation.— (D  Dur- 
ing fiscal  year  1997.  the  number  of  covered 
beneficiaries  who  are  enrolled  in  managed 
care  plans  offered  by  designated  providers 
may  not  exceed  the  number  of  such  enrollees 
as  of  October  1, 1995. 

(2)  The  Secretary  may  waive  the  limitation 
under  paragraph  (1)  if  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines that  additional  enrollment  authority 
for  a  designated  provider  is  required  to  ac- 
commodate covered  beneflclarles  who  are  de- 
pendents of  members  of  the  uniformed  serv- 
ices entitled  to  health  care  under  section 
1074(a^  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 

(b)  Permanent  Limttatiok.— For  each  fis- 
cal year  after  fiscal  year  1997,  the  number  of 
enrollees  in  managed  care  plans  offered  by 
designated  providers  may  not  exceed  110  per- 
cent of  the  number  of  such  enrollees  as  of 
the  first  day  of  the  Immediately  {speeding 
fiscal  year.  The  Secretary  may  waive  this 
limitation  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)(2). 

(c)  Retention  of  Current  En-rollees.- An 
enroUee  in  the  managed  care  program  of  a 
designated  provider  as  of  September  30,  1997, 
or  such  earlier  date  as  the  designated  pro- 
vider and  the  Secretary  may  agree  upon. 
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shall  continue  receiving  services  from  the 
designated  provider  pursuant  to  the  agree- 
ment entered  into  under  section  722  unless 
the  enroUee  disenrolls  from  the  designated 
provider.  Except  as  provided  in  subsection 
(e).  the  administering  Secretaries  may  not 
dlsenroll  such  an  enroUee  unless  the 
dlsenrollment  is  agreed  to  by  the  Secretary 
and  the  designated  provider. 

(d)  ADDITIONAL  Enrollment  authority.— 
Other  covered  beneficiaries  may  also  receive 
health  care  services  from  a  designated  pro- 
vider, except  that  the  designated  provider 
may  market  such  services  to,  and  enroll, 
only  those  covered  beneficiaries  who— 

(1)  do  not  have  other  primary  health  insur- 
ance coverage  (other  than  medicare  cov- 
erage) covering  basic  primary  care  and  inpa- 
tient and  outpatient  services;  or 

(2)  are  enrolled  in  the  direct  care  system 
under  the  TRICARE  program,  regardless  of 
whether  the  covered  beneficiaries  were  users 
of  the  health  care  delivery  system  of  the  uni- 
formed services  in  prior  years. 

(e)  Special  RvhS  for  medicare-Eligible 
Beneficiaries.— If  a  covered  beneficiary  who 
desires  to  enroll  in  the  managed  care  pro- 
gram of  a  designated  provider  is  also  entitled 
to  hospital  insurance  benefits  under  part  A 
of  title  XVm  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  1395c  et  seq.).  the  covered  beneficiary 
shall  elect  whether  to  receive  health  care 
services  as  an  enrollee  or  under  part  A  of 
title  XVm  of  the  Social  Security  Act.  The 
Secretary  may  dlsenroll  an  enrollee  who  sub- 
sequently violates  the  election  made  under 
this  subsection  and  receives  benefits  under 
part  A  of  title  XVm  of  the  Social  Security 
Act. 

(f)  Information  Regarding  Eligible  Cov- 
ered Beneficiaries.— The  Secretary  shall 
provide,  in  a  timely  manner,  a  designated 
provider  with  an  accurate  list  of  covered 
beneficiaries  within  the  marketing  area  of 
the  designated  provider  to  whom  the  des- 
ignated provider  may  offer  enrollment. 

sec.  73S.  APPUCATICm  OF  CHAMPUS  PAYMENT 
BULBS. 

(a)  Appucation  of  Payment  Rules.— Sub- 
ject to  subsection  (b),  the  Secretary  shall  re- 
quire a  private  facility  or  health  care  pro- 
vider that  is  a  health  care  provider  under  the 
Civilian  Health  and  Medical  Program  of  the 
Uniformed  Services  to  apply  the  payment 
rules  described  in  section  1074(c)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  in  imposing  charges  for 
health  care  that  the  private  facility  or  pro- 
vider provides  to  enrollees  of  a  designated 
provider. 

(b)  Au-THORiZED  ADJUSTMENTS.— The  pay- 
ment rules  imposed  under  subsection  (a) 
shall  be  subject  to  such  modifications  as  the 
Secretary  considers  appropriate.  The  Sec- 
retary may  authorize  a  lower  rate  than  the 
maximum  rate  that  would  otherwise  apply 
under  subsection  (a)  if  the  lower  rate  is 
agreed  to  by  the  designated  provider  and  the 
private  facility  or  health  care  provider. 

(c)  Regulations.— The  Secretary  shall  pre- 
scribe regulations  to  Implement  this  section 
after  consultation  with  the  other  admin- 
istering Secretaries. 

(d)  Conforming  Amendment.- Section  1074 
of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  subsection  (d). 

SEC.  7H.  PAYBCENTS  FOR  SEBVICE& 

(a)  Form  of  Payment.— Unless  otherwise 
agreed  to  by  the  Secretary  and  a  designated 
provider,  the  form  of  payment  for  services 
provided  by  a  designated  provider  shall  be 
full  risk  capitation.  The  capitation  pay- 
ments shall  be  negotiated  and  agreed  upon 
by  the  Secretary  and  the  designated  pro- 
vider. In  addition  to  such  other  factors  as 


the  parties  may  agree  to  apply,  the  capita- 
tion payments  shall  be  based  on  the  utiliza- 
tion experience  of  enrollees  and  competitive 
market  rates  for  equivalent  health  care  serv- 
ices for  a  comparable  population  to  such  en- 
rollees in  the  area  in  which  the  designated 
provider  is  located. 

(b)  Limitation  on  total  Payments.— Total 
capitation  payments  to  a  designated  pro- 
vider shall  not  exceed  an  amount  equal  to 
the  cost  that  would  have  been  incurred  by 
the  Government  if  the  enrollees  had  received 
their  care  through  a  military  treatment  fa- 
cility, the  TRICARE  program,  or  the  medi- 
care program,  as  the  case  may  be. 

(C)  ESTABLISHMENT  OF  PAYMENT  RATES  ON 

An-nual  Basis.— The  Secretary  and  a  des- 
ignated provider  shall  establish  capitation 
payments  on  an  annual  basis,  subject  to  peri- 
odic review  for  actuarial  soundness  and  to 
adjustment  for  any  adverse  or  favorable  se- 
lection reasonably  anticipated  to  result  from 
the  design  of  the  program. 

(d)    ALTERNATIVE    BASIS    FOR    CaLCUL.\TING 

Payments.— After  September  30,  1999,  the 
Secretary  and  a  designated  provider  may 
mutually  agree  upon  a  new  basis  for  cal- 
culating capitation  payments. 

SEC.    727.    REPEAL   OF    SUPERSEDED   AUTHORI- 
TIES. 

(a)  REPEALS.— The  following  provisions  of 
law  are  repealed: 

(1)  Section  911  of  the  Military  Construction 
Authorization  Act,  1982  (42  U.S.C.  248c). 

(2)  Section  1252  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense AuthorizaUon  Act,  1984  (42  U.S.C.  248d). 

(3)  Section  718(c)  of  the  National  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  year  1991  (Pub- 
lic Law  101-510;  42  U.S.C.  248c  note). 

(4)  Section  726  of  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  (Public 
Law  104-106;  42  U.S.C.  248c  note). 

(b)  EFFECTIVE  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  take  effect  on  Oc- 
tober 1.  1997. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
am  offering  an  amendment  which  de- 
fines the  future  for  Uniformed  Services 
Treatment  Facilities  [USTFs]  in  order 
to  ensure  that  these  hospitals  and  clin- 
ics can  continue  to  provide  high-qual- 
ity care  to  thousands  of  military  bene- 
ficiaries throughout  the  country.  Sen- 
ators Sarbanes,  Moynihan,  and  Mxm- 
RAY  have  joined  me  as  cosponsors  of 
this  amendment.  I  appreciate  the  ac- 
commodation of  the  Committee  leader- 
ship for  clearing  my  amendment  for  in- 
clusion in  the  Senate  version  of  the  Na- 
tional Defense  Authorization  Act  for 
fiscal  year  1997. 

USTFs  are  former  Public  Health 
Service  hospitals  that  were  transferred 
to  private,  not-for-profit  ownership 
during  the  Reagan  administration.  The 
late  Senator  from  Washington  State, 
Scoop  Jackson,  sponsored  legislation 
in  1981  that  completed  this  transition 
by  deeming  these  hospitals  and  clinics 
facilities  of  the  Uniformed  Services 
and  authorizing  them  to  provide  health 
care  to  military  beneficiaries,  includ- 
ing retirees  and  family  members  of  ac- 
tive-duty personnel  and  retirees.  I  was 
proud  to  join  as  a  cosponsor  of  that 
amendment  during  my  first  year  in  the 
Senate. 

USTFs  have  performed  well  over  the 
past  15  years  as  providers  of  cost-effec- 
tive and  quality  military  health  care. 


There  are  currently  9  USTFs  operated 
by  7  organizations  serving  about  120,(X)0 
military  beneficiaries  in  nine  States: 
Maine,  Maryland,  Massachusetts,  New 
Hampshire,  New  Jersey,  New  York, 
Ohio,  Texas,  and  Washington.  These  fa- 
cilities have  a  loyal  base  of  bene- 
ficiaries who  have  come  to  rely  on 
them  as  their  primary  care  providers. 

USTFs  have  also  pioneered  new  inno- 
vations in  military  health  care,  includ- 
ing full  at-risk  managed  care.  I  spon- 
sored an  amendment  in  1992  that  re- 
quired the  Department  of  Defense 
[DOD]  to  enter  into  agreements  with 
USTFs  to  carry  out  a  managed  care  de- 
livery program.  The  USTFs  managed 
caire  program,  called  the  Uniformed 
Services  Family  Health  Plan,  I  am 
told,  has  further  reduced  costs  and  has 
consistently  received  a  favorable  bene- 
ficiary rating  in  excess  of  90  percent. 

The  USTFs  are  now  at  a  crossroads. 
With  their  current  participation  agree- 
ments expiring  next  year,  USTFs  and 
DOD  entered  into  negotiations  late  last 
year  aimed  at  integrating  the  USTFs 
program  into  the  overall  military 
health  care  system.  The  negotiations 
resulted  in  a  set  of  "guiding  prin- 
ciples" which  both  DOD  and  USTFs  ac- 
cepted. My  ajnendment  implements 
these  "guiding  principles"  by  clarify- 
ing how  the  USTF  program  will  be  in- 
tegrated into  the  TRICARE  program. 
With  one  exception  concerning  the  date 
for  the  application  of  TRICARE  enroll- 
ment fees  and  increased  co-payments, 
my  amendment  is  identical  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  House-passed  National 
Defense  Authorization  Act  for  fiscal 
year  1997. 

My  amendment  reflects  a  careful 
compromise  reached  between  the 
USTFs  and  DOD  to  protect  the  inter- 
ests of  the  military  beneficiary  and  the 
taxpayer.  In  addition  to  integrating 
the  USTFs  into  TRICARE.  my  amend- 
ment limits  the  growth  of  the  USTF 
program  and  implements  a  rec- 
ommendation of  a  new  GAO  report  by 
disenroUing  USTF  beneficiaries  who 
receive  benefits  under  Medicare.  A 
more  detailed  section-by-section  sum- 
mary of  my  amendment  will  follow  this 
statement. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment  is  a 
true  compromise  which  serves  the  in- 
terest of  American  servicemen  and 
women.  It  not  only  has  the  support  of 
the  Health  Affairs  Office  at  the  Defense 
Department,  but  except  for  the  one  dif- 
ference already  mentioned,  the  en- 
tirety of  my  amendment  has  been  in- 
cluded in  the  House-passed  bill.  I  thank 
the  Committee  leadership  for  agreeing 
to  include  this  amendment  in  the  Sen- 
ate bill  as  well. 

I  aisk  unanimous  consent  that  the 
summary  I  mentioned  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
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Section-by-Section  Summary  of  the 
Gorton  amendment 
The  amendment  adds  a  new  subtitle  B  to 
title  Vn  dealing  with  the  Uniformed  Serv- 
ices Treatment  Facilities. 

Section  721  defines  nine  terms  in  subtitle 
B. 

Section  722  reauthorized  the  USTFs  as 
"designated  providers"  of  health  care  to 
military  beneficiaries.  DOD  is  directed  to  ne- 
gotiate and  enter  into  new  agreements  with 
each  USTF  on  a  sole  source  basis.  Although 
the  competitive  requirements  of  the  Federal 
Acquisition  Regulations  (FAR)  would  not 
apply,  the  FAR  would  apply  to  USTF  agree- 
ments as  "acquisitions  of  commercial 
items."  The  new  USTF  agreements  would  be 
required  by  the  later  of  October  1.  1997  (when 
the  current  agreements  expire)  or  when 
TRICARE  is  implemented  in  the  region 
served  by  the  USTF.  The  Seattle  USTF,  how- 
ever, could  begin  their  agreement  sooner 
than  October  1,  1997.  USTFs  which  will  not 
have  TRICARE  in  their  regions  until  after 
1997  will  automatically  have  their  current 
participation  agreement  extended.  The 
USTFs  shall  comply  with  "necessary  and  ap- 
propriate" administrative  requirements  es- 
tablished by  DOD  for  other  health  care  pro- 
viders. USTFs  would  be  exempt  from  state 
health  maintenance  organization  licensure 
requirements.  A  USTF  could  not  contract 
out  more  than  5%  of  Its  primary  care  enroll- 
ment without  DOD's  approval,  except  for 
contracts  In  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment. 
Section  723  established  the  process  for  ap- 
plying the  uniform  benefit  to  the  USTFs. 
The  USTFs  would  be  required  to  apply  the 
TRICARE  Prime  enrollment  fees  and  in- 
creased co-payments  the  later  of  October  1. 
1996  or  when  TRICARE  is  implemented  in 
their  region.  DOD  has  the  discretion  to  pre- 
scribe a  later  date  or  reduce  the  cost  shares. 
Section  724  establishes  two  enroUee  caps  to 
limit  the  growth  of  the  USTFs.  For  FY-1997, 
the  enrollee  cap  consists  of  the  total  number 
of  those  enrolled  in  the  program  (even  those 
for  which  no  funding  was  provided)  as  of  Oc- 
tober 1, 1995  plus  new  active-duty  dependents 
that  DOD  could  waive  into  the  program.  For 
FY-1998  and  beyond,  the  program  enrollee 
cap  is  10%  higher  than  the  previous  year. 
This  section  also  requfres  that  all  existing 
enrollees  continue  to  receive  care  under  the 
new  agreements  unless  the  beneficiary 
disenrolls.  The  USTF  can  also  enroll  addi- 
tional beneficiaries,  but  can  only  market  to 
those  who  do  not  have  other  non-govern- 
mental primary  health  Insurance  coverage  or 
are  participating  in  the  TRICARE  program. 
This  section  also  authorized  DOD  to  auto- 
matically dlsenroll  any  beneficiary  over  65 
who  unlawfully  receives  benefits  under  Medi- 
care. This  provision  reflects  the  rec- 
ommendations of  a  new  GAO  report  and 
should  prevent  double  payments. 

Section  725  applies  the  CHAMPUS  payment 
rules  to  the  USTFs.  DOD  could  modify  the 
payment  rules  as  appropriate  and  could  au- 
thorize a  lower  rate  than  the  maximum  rate 
if  agreed  to  by  the  USTF  and  the  primary 
health  care  provider  facility. 

Section  726  states  that  the  form  of  pay- 
ments for  the  USTFs  will  be  full-risk  capita- 
tion negotiated  and  aigreed  upon  by  DOD  and 
the  USTFs.  The  capitation  payments  must 
be  based  on  utilization  experience  of  enroll- 
ees and  "competitive  market  rates"  for 
equivalent  health  care  services  for  a  com- 
parable population  in  the  area  served  by  the 
USTF.  The  total  capitation  cannot  exceed 
the  amount  Incurred  had  the  beneficiary  re- 
ceived care  from  a  military  hospital  or  under 
TRICARE.  The  capitation  payments  will  be 


established  on  an  annual  basis  and  subject  to 
periodic  review  to  reflect  actuarial  sound- 
ness and  adverse  selection.  The  USTFs  and 
DOD  may  mutually  agree  upon  a  new  basis 
for  calculating  capitation  payments  after 
September  30, 1999. 

Section  727  repeals  much  of  the  existing. 
now  superseded  USTF  provisions,  including 
the  statutory  status,  the  authority  for  man- 
aged care  agreements,  and  the  application  of 
the  FAR  and  the  TRICARE  cost  shares.  The 
repeals  take  effect  on  October  1. 1997. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
believe  this  amendment  has  been 
cleared. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  urge  adoption  of  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  4065)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

amendment  no.  «66 

(Purpose:  To  authorize  the  Secretaries  of  the 
military  departments  and  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  to  carry  out  a  food  dona- 
tion pilot  program  at  the  service  acad- 
emies) 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  Senator  Sarbanes,  I  offer  an  junend- 
ment  which  would  authorize  the  Sec- 
retaries of  the  military  departments 
and  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  to 
carry  out  a  food  donation  program  at 
the  service  academies,  under  their  re- 
spective jurisdiction.  I  believe  this 
amendment  has  been  cleared  on  the 
other  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Nunn],  for 
Mr.  Sarbanes,  for  himself  and  Ms.  Mikulski, 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  4066. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
At  the  end  of  subtitle  F  of  title  X,  add  the 
following: 

SEC.  1078.  FOOD  DONATION  PILOT  PROGRAM  AT 
THE  ^RVICE  ACADEMIES. 

(a)  Program  authorized.— The  Secretaries 
of  the  military  departments  and  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation  may  each  carry  out 
a  food  donation  pilot  program  at  the  service 
academy  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Sec- 
retary. 

(b)  Donations  antj  Collections  of  food 
AND  Grocery  Products.— Under  the  pilot 
program,  the  Secretary  concerned  may  do- 
nate to,  and  permit  others  to  collect  for,  a 
nonprofit  organization  any  food  or  grocery 
product  that— 

(l)is— 

(A)  an  apparently  wholesome  food; 

(B)  an  apparently  fit  grocery  product;  or 

(C)  a  food  or  grocery  product  that  is  do- 
nated in  accordance  with  section  402(e)  of  the 
National  and  Community  Service  Act  of  1990 
(42  U.S.C.A  12672(e)); 

(2)  is  owned  by  the  United  States; 

(3)  is  located  at  a  service  academy  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary;  and 


(4)  is  excess  to  the  requirements  of  the 
academy. 

(c)  Prcxjram  COM.MENCEMENT.— The  Sec- 
retary concerned  shall  commence  carrying 
out  the  pilot  program,  if  at  all.  during  fiscal 
year  1997. 

(d)  APPUCABIUTY     OF     GOOD     SAMARITAN 

FOOD  DONATION  ACT.— Section  402  of  the  Na- 
tional and  Community  Service  Act  of  1990  (42 
U.S.C.  12672)  shall  apply  to  donations  and 
collections  of  food  and  grocery  products 
under  the  pilot  program  without  regard  to 
section  403  of  such  Act  (42  U.S.C.  12673). 

(e)  Reports.— (1)  Each  Secretary  that  car- 
ries out  a  pilot  program  at  a  service  acad- 
emy under  this  section  shall  submit  to  Con- 
gress an  Interim  rejwrt  and  a  final  report  on 
the  pilot  program. 

(2)  The  Secretary  concerned  shall  submit 
the  interim  report  not  later  fhan  one  year 
after  the  date  on  which  the  Secretary  com- 
mences the  pilot  program  at  a  service  acad- 
emy. 

(3)  The  Secretary  concerned  shall  submit 
the  final  report  not  later  than  90  days  after 
the  Secretary  completes  the  pilot  program 
at  a  service  academy. 

(4)  Each  report  shall  include  the  following: 

(A)  A  description  of  the  conduct  of  the 
pilot  program. 

(B)  A  discussion  of  the  experience  under 
the  pilot  program. 

(C)  An  evaluation  of  the  extent  to  which 
section  402  of  the  National  and  Community 
Service  Act  of  1990  (42  U.S.C.  12672)  has  been 
effective  in  protecting  the  United  States  and 
others  from  liabilities  associated  with  ac- 
tions taken  under  the  pilot  program. 

(D)  Any  recommendations  for  legislation 
to  facilitate  donations  or  collections  of  ex- 
cess food  and  grocery  products  of  the  United 
States  or  others  for  nonprofit  organizations. 

(f)  Definitions.- In  this  section: 

(1)  The  term  "service  academy"  means 
each  of  the  following: 

(A)  The  United  States  Military  Academy. 

(B)  the  United  States  Naval  Academy. 

(C)  The  United  States  Air  Force  Academy. 

(D)  The  United  States  Coast  Guard  Acad- 
emy. 

(2)  The  term  "Secretary  concerned"  means 
the  following 

(A)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  with  re- 
spect to  the  United  States  Military  Acad- 
emy. 

(B)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  with  re- 
spect to  the  United  States  Naval  Academy. 

(C)  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  with 
respect  to  the  United  States  Air  Force  Acad- 
emy. 

(D)  The  Secretary  of  Transportation,  with 
respect  to  the  United  States  Coast  Guard 
Academy. 

(3)  The  terms  "apijarently  fit  grocery  prod- 
uct", "apparently  wholesome  food",  "do- 
nate", "food",  and  "grocery  product"  have 
the  meanings  given  those  terms  In  section 
402(b)  of  the  National  and  Community  Serv- 
ice Act  of  1990  (42  U.S.C.  12672(b)). 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
pleased  to  offer  this  amendment  which 
would  establish  a  voluntary  food  dona- 
tion pilot  program  at  the  service  acad- 
emies. The  amendment  would  provide 
the  academies  with  the  necessary  au- 
thority to  donate  surplus  foods  to  non- 
profit organizations  for  hunger  relief 
efforts  in  their  local  communities. 

With  the  need  for  food  assistance  es- 
calating, especially  among  our  working 
poor,  this  additional  source  of  food 
which  might  otherwise  go  to  waste, 
could  help  to  alleviate  hunger  in  these 
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surrounding  communities.  I  look  for- 
ward to  the  academies'  voluntary  par- 
ticipation in  and  the  overall  success  of 
this  program. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  This  amendment 
has  been  cleared  on  our  side. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  urge  its 
adoption. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  4066)  was  aigreed 
to. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4067 

(Purpose:  To  provide  for  the  designation  of  a 
memorial  as  the  National  D-Day  Memorial) 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President, 
on  behalf  of  Senator  Warner,  I  offer  an 
amendment  that  would  designate  a  me- 
morial to  be  constructed  in  Bedford, 
VA,  to  be  known  as  the  "National  D- 
Day  Memorial." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Kemp- 
THORNE].  for  Mr.  Warner,  proposes  an 
amendment  numbered  4067. 

AC  the  appropriate  place  In  title  X,  insert 
the  following: 

SEC.    .    DESIGNATKm    OF    MEMORIAL    AS    NA- 
TIONAL D-DAY  MEMORIAI> 

(a)  DESIGNATION.— The  memorial  to  be  con- 
scracced  by  the  National  D-Day  Memorial 
Foundation  In  Bedford.  Virginia,  is  hereby 
designated  as  a  national  memorial  to  be 
known  as  the  "National  D-Day  Memorial". 
The  memorial  shall  serve  to  honor  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
States  who  served  in  the  invasion  of  Nor- 
mandy, France,  In  June  1944. 

(b)  PUBUC  PROCLAMATION.— The  President 
is  requested  and  urged  to  issue  a  public  proc- 
lamation acknowledging  the  designation  of 
the  memorial  to  be  constructed  by  the  Na- 
tional D-Day  Memorial  Foundation  In  Bed- 
ford, Virginia,  as  the  National  D-Day  Memo- 
rial. 

(C)  MAINTENANCE  OF  MEMORIAL.— All  ex- 
penses for  maintenance  and  care  of  the  me- 
morial shall  be  paid  for  with  non-Federal 
funds,  including  funds  provided  by  the  Na- 
tional D-Day  Memorial  Foundation.  The 
United  States  shall  not  be  liable  for  any  ex- 
pense Incurred  for  the  maintenance  and  care 
of  the  memorial. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
the  designation  of  the  memorial  to  be 
constructed  in  Bedford,  Virginia  as  the 
National  D-Day  Memorial. 

The  Normandy  Invasion  of  June  6, 
1944— more  commonly  known  as  D- 
Day— was  the  largest  air,  land,  and  sea 
invasion  ever  undertaken.  The  sheer 
magnitude  of  the  invasion,  which  in- 
cluded 4,870  ships.  7.200  planes  and 
250.000  soldiers  was  unprecedented.  By 
the  battle's  end.  causalities  for  the  Al- 
lied forces  numbered  9,758,  including 
6.603  Americans.  As  the  turning  point 
in  World  War  n.  D-Day  will  forever  be 
remembered  as  the  decisive  battle  that 
spelled  the  beginning  of  the  end  for 


Hitler's  dream  of  Nazi  domination  of 
the  world. 

Remarkably,  there  is  no  memorial  in 
the  United  States  commemorating  this 
important  battle.  My  amendment 
would  rectify  this  oversight  by  des- 
ignating the  memorial  to  be  con- 
structed in  Bedford,  Virginia  as  the  Na- 
tional D-Day  Memorial. 

Bedford  is  the  ideal  location  for  a  Na- 
tional D-Day  Memorial  for  several  rea- 
sons. Most  important,  Bedford,  VA — 
home  base  for  Company  A  of  the  116th 
Infantry  Regiment — sustained  the 
highest  per-capita  loss  of  any  single 
community  as  a  result  of  the  D-Day  in- 
vasion. In  addition,  the  88-acre  scenic 
site  is  easily  accessible  via  the  inter- 
state highway  system  and  overlooks 
the  beautiful  Blue  Ridge  Mountains. 

It  is  important  to  realize  that  this 
designation  is  not  exclusively  granted 
to  the  memorial  in  Bedford,  ajid  obli- 
gates no  federal  funds  for  construction 
or  operation  of  the  memorial  now  or  in 
the  future. 

When  completed,  this  memorial  will 
serve  as  a  lasting  tribute  to  all  who 
took  part  in  D-Day,  as  a  reminder  of 
the  price  paid  for  freedom  and  peace, 
and  as  a  resource  to  educate  future 
generations  about  the  significance  and 
sacrifice  of  D-Day. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President, 
this  has  been  cleared  by  the  other  side. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  urge  adoption  of  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  4067)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4068 

(Purpose:  To  Increase  authorizations  of  ap- 
propriations for  the  Air  National  Guard  by 
$8,700,000  for  support  of  10  primary  author- 
ized O130  aircraft  for  each  airlift  squadron 
In  the  Air  National  Guard  of  Kentucky, 
West  Virginia.  North  Carolina,  Tennessee, 
and  California;  and  to  Increase  various  per- 
sonnel end  strength  authorizations  by  385 
for  support  of  such  aircraft) 
Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  Senator  Byrd,  for  himself.  Senators 
Ford  and  Fedjstein,  I  offer  an  amend- 
ment which  would  authorize  the  Air 
National  Guard  to  retain  10  C-130  air- 
craft in  each  of  the  five  National  Guard 
C-130  squadrons.  I  believe  this  amend- 
ment has  been  cleared  on  the  other 
side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  NUNN].  for 
Mr.  Byrd,  for  himself.  Mr.  Ford,  and  Mrs. 
Feinstein,  proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 4068. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

In  section  301(11).  strike  out  "$2,692,473,000" 
and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$2,699,173,000". 

In  section  411(a)(5).  strike  out  "108.594"  and 
insert  In  lieu  thereof  "108.904". 

In  section  412(5).  strike  out  "10,378"  and  In- 
sert In  lieu  thereof  "10,403". 

In  section  421.  strike  out  "$69,878,430,000" 
In  the  first  sentence  and  Insert  in  lieu  there- 
of "$69,880,430,000". 

In  section  201(3).  strike  out  "$14,788,356,000" 
and  Insert  In  lieu  thereof  "$14,783,356,000". 

In  section  301(4),  strike  out  "$17,953,039,000" 
and  insert  In  lieu  thereof  "$17,949,339,000". 

At  the  end  of  subtitle  B  of  title  V  add  the 
following: 

SEC.  518.  MODIFIED  END  STRENGTH  AUTHORIZA- 
TION FOR  MIUTARY  TECHNICIANS 
FOR  THE  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  FOR 
FISCAL  YEAR  1997. 

Section  513(b)(3)  of  the  National  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  (Pub- 
lic Law  104-106;  110  Stat.  305;  10  U.S.C.  115 
note)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(3)  Air  National  Guard: 

"(A)  For  fiscal  year  1996,  22,906. 

"(B)  For  fiscal  year  1997,  22,956.". 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  which  I  am  offering  on  be- 
half of  myself  and  Senators  Ford  and 
Feinstein  enables  Air  National  Guard 
units  in  North  Carolina.  Tennessee, 
West  Virginia,  Kentucky,  and  Califor- 
nia to  maintain  their  full  complement 
of  12  C-130's.  Without  $6.7  million  In  op- 
erations and  maintenance  funds  and 
S2.0  million  in  personnel  funds,  these 
units  would  be  forced,  prematurely  and 
perhaps  unnecessarily,  to  reduce  their 
airlift  capacity  to  10  aircraft  per  unit. 

The  President's  budget  for  Fiscal 
Year  1997  reduces  the  Air  National 
Guard  inventory  of  C-130's  in  these  five 
states  from  12  aircraft  per  unit  to  10  in 
accordance  with  earlier  Air  Force  pro- 
gram decisions.  However,  subsequent 
to  the  FY  1997  budget  submission,  the 
Air  Force  Initiated  an  airlift  analysis 
which,  together  with  congresslonally- 
directed  C-130  Master  Stationing  Plan, 
would  provide  the  Air  Force  with  a 
comprehensive  look  at  long-term  air- 
lift requirements.  Therefore,  it  is  pre- 
mature to  reduce  the  number  of  air- 
craft in  these  imits  until  the  total 
force  requirements  analysis  is  com- 
pleted. If  these  aircraft  and  personnel 
are  eliminated  from  the  force,  it  would 
be  difficult  to  replace  them,  should  the 
ongoing  study  demonstrate  an  ongoing 
requirement  for  them. 

Mr.  President,  airlift  has  long  been 
the  ugly  duckling  of  aircraft  programs, 
drab  and  utilitarian  next  to  the  swans 
that  are  fighter  and  bomber  aircraft. 
But  airlift  is  essential  to  every  mili- 
tary operation,  delivering  the  supplies 
that  keep  our  military  going.  Air  Na- 
tional Guard  units  are  critical  to  main- 
taining the  supply  pipeline,  and  I  am 
confident  that  the  Air  Force  study  will 
recognize  the  value  of  retaining  the 
maximum  number  of  C-130's  in  the  in- 
ventory. 

Mr.  FORD.  This  amendment  is  very 
simple,  and  as  I  understand,  is  accept- 
able to  both  sides.  During  the  1997  Fis- 
cal Year  budget  deliberations  at  the 
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Pentagon,  a  decision  was  made  to  re- 
duce the  Air  National  Guard  C-130  fleet 
by  ten  aircraft.  Two  aircraft  would  be 
taken  from  each  of  the  five  units  in  the 
States  of  Kentucky.  West  Virginia, 
California,  North  Carolina  and  Ten- 
nessee. However,  the  Air  Force  has  ini- 
tiated an  Inter-theater  Lift  Analysis  to 
determine  the  Impact  of  the  C-17  on 
the  C-130  requirements.  Furthermore, 
the  Air  Force  has  not  yet  completed  its 
C-130  Master  Stationing  Plan. 

My  colleagues  and  I  believe  it  is  pre- 
mature to  reduce  the  Air  National 
Guard  O130  fleet  below  current  levels 
until  both  of  the  studies  have  been 
completed  and  the  comprehensive 
Total  Force  airlift  requirements  have 
been  approved  by  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a 
letter  from  the  Adjutant  General  of 
Kentucky,  Gen.  John  R.  Groves,  Jr. 
General  of  the  Kentucky  National 
Guard  immediately  following  my  re- 
marks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Commonwealth  of  Kentuckt. 
Department  of  MiLrrARV  affairs, 

Frankfort.  KY.  April  18. 1996. 
The  Adjutant  General 
100  Minuteman  Parkway 
Frankfort.  KY. 
Hon.  Wendell  H.  ford, 
Russell  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Ford:  The  upcoming  con- 
gressional action  concerning  Defense  Au- 
thorization Bills  Is  one  of  great  importance 
to  the  Commonwealth  of  Kentucky  and  the 
Nation.  We  In  Kentucky  ask  for  you  and 
your  colleagues'  support  of  the  following 
facts  as  they  relate  to  the  Air  National 
Guard's  role  In  National  Defense. 

The  Kentucky  Air  National  Guard  has 
proven  to  be  one  of  the  most  cost-effective 
means  of  maintaining  the  Nation's  Total  Air 
Force  capability  within  the  constraints  of  a 
shrinking  defense  budget.  This  has  never 
been  more  evident  than  with  our  Air  Na- 
tional Guard  C-130H  aircraft  and  unit  per- 
sonnel constantly  being  Involved  in  world- 
wide contingencies. 

Our  Kentucky  Air  National  Guard  units  as 
well  as  those  of  other  C-130  states  like;  West 
Virginia.  North  Carolina,  Tennessee  and 
California  are  more  involved  today  than  ever 
before.  Recently,  I  watched  Kentucky  C-130"s 
fly  out  of  Louisville  International  Airport 
for  destination  like  Honduras  and  Germany 
in  support  of  Operation  Joint  Endeavor.  The 
men  and  women  of  the  Kentucky  Air  Na- 
tional Guard  perform  these  and  many  other 
missions  In  support  of  national  policy  with  a 
high  degree  of  experience  and  an  even  higher 
degree  of  professionalism. 

For  years  the  Congress  has  provided  fund- 
ing to  maintain  several  Air  National  Guard 
C-130  units  at  12  primary  authorized  aircraft 
(PAA).  Secretary  Perry  has  Indicated  the  Air 
National  Guard's  participation  in  airlift  will 
continue  to  Increase,  as  I  am  sure  Is  based  on 
the  great  record  of  Total  Force  support  by 
Air  National  Guard  C-130  units  like  Ken- 
tucky. If  the  Air  National  Guard's  supi>ort  of 
national  defense  Initiatives  continues,  then 
so  should  the  funding  of  twelve  primary  au- 
thorized aircraft  and  Its  associated  personnel 


package.  Reduced  funds  in  the  FY  97  Defense 
budget  and  further  reductions  in  the  out 
years  of  defense  budgets  will  Impact  the  Air 
National  Guard's  ability  to  step  up  to  In- 
creased operations  tempo. 

We  in  Kentucky  feel  strongly  that  the  Air 
National  Guard  force  structure  should  re- 
main constant  until  a  new  National  Security 
Review  is  completed  and  that  the  C-130  air- 
lift units  in  the  Ave  states  mentioned  above 
should  retain  their  current  primary  author- 
ized aircraft  of  twelve.  This  would  most  as- 
suredly be  more  cost  effective  than  any  re- 
duction of  authorized  aircraft  necessary  to 
meet  near  term  total  Air  Force  require- 
ments. 

The  stabilization  of  these  Ave  states  C-130 
units  at  12  (PAA)  would  require  Congres- 
sional restoration  of  $8.7  million  in  Air  Na- 
tional Guard  accounts  for  operations,  main- 
tenance and  military  personnel.  Addition- 
ally, authorized  manpower  increases  of  25 
AGR's  310  drill,  and  50  military  technician 
positions  are  necessary  to  support  maintain- 
ing these  units. 

If  my  offlce  can  be  of  any  assistance  to  you 
in  this  concern  of  great  importance  to  the 
Commonweaith.  please  call  me  at  (502)  564- 
8558.  Thank  you. 

John  R.  Groves.  Jr.  BG.  KynG. 

The  Adjutant  General. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  I  urge  its  adop- 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  4068)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  I  move  to  lay 
that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

amendment  no.  4069 

(Purpose:  To  modify  the  specification  of  the 
source  authorization  of  appropriations  for 
certain  submarine  lo-ogram  contracts) 
Mr.   KEMPTHORNE.   Mr.   President, 
on  behalf  of  Senator  Cohen.  I  offer  an 
amendment  that  would  properly  iden- 
tify the  appropriation  that  will  be  used 
to  fund  the  transfer  of  design  Informa- 
tion for  the  next  nuclear  attack  sub- 
marine from  the  lead  design  shipyard 
to  the  second  building  shipyard,  under 
the  terms  of  an  agreement  that  has 
been  negotiated  between  the  Navy  and 
the  two  building  yards. 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     The 
clerk  win  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The    Senator    from    Idaho     [Mr.    Kemp- 
THORNE],  for  Mr.  Cohen,  proposes  an  amend- 
ment numbered  4069. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  imanimous  consent  that  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  Is  as  follows: 

In  section  123(a).  strike  out  paragraph  (2). 
and  Insert  In  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

(2)  In  addition  to  the  purposes  for  which 
the  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by 
section  102(a)(3)  is  available  under  subpara- 
graphs (B)  and  (C)  of  paragraph  (1).  the 
amounts  available  under  such  subparagraphs 
are  also  available  for  contracts  with  Electric 
Boat  Division  and  Newport  News  Shipbuild- 


ing to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the 
"Memorandum  of  Agreement  Among  the  De- 
partment of  the  Navy.  Electric  Boat  Cor- 
poration (EB)  and  Newport  News  Shipbuild- 
ing and  Drydock  Company  (NNS)  Concerning 
the  New  Attack  Submarine",  dated  April  5. 
1996.  relating  to  design  data  transfer,  design 
improvements.  Integrated  process  teams,  and 
updated  design  base. 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  is  intended  to  properly 
identify  the  resources  that  will  be  used 
to  carry  of  the  transfer  of  design  infor- 
mation for  the  fiscal  year  1998  nuclear 
attack  submarine  from  the  lead  design 
shipyard.  Electric  Boat,  to  Newport 
News  Shipbuilding  and  Drydock.  the 
shipyard  that  will  build  the  fiscal  year 
1999  submarine.  In  its  present  form  sec- 
tion 123  would  direct  that  design  trans- 
fer be  funded  from  the  Navy's  Research 
and  Development  account.  Subsequent 
to  markup  and  referral  of  the  bill.  I 
have  been  informed  by  the  Navy  that 
the  correct  account  to  fund  this  activ- 
ity should  be  the  Shipbuilding  and  Con- 
version, Navy  appropriation. 

This  amendment  will  require  no 
change  in  funding  levels  in  the  bill  that 
is  imder  consideration.  Sufficient  re- 
sources have  been  proposed  in  the  bill 
to  carry  out  design  transfer  activities 
for  the  fiscal  year  1999  submarine.  The 
amendment  is  simply  a  bookkeeping 
change  that  will  properly  align  funding 
sources  with  intended  activity. 

I  encourage  the  other  members  to 
join  me  in  voting  in  favor  of  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  This  amendment 
has  been  cleared. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  urge  its  adoption. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  4069)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4070 

(Purpose:  To  Improve  the  National  Security 
Education  Program) 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  Senator  Simon,  I  offer  an  amend- 
ment which  would  revise  the  National 
Security  Education  Program  by  revis- 
ing the  service  requirement  for  award 
recipients  and  making  other  improve- 
ments in  the  program.  I  believe  this 
amendment  has  also  been  cleared  by 
the  other  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Nunn),  for 
Mr.  SiMON,  proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 4070. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
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On  page  311.  between  lines  9  and  10.  Insert 
the  following-: 

SEC.  1072.  IMPROVEMENTS  TO  NATIONAL  SECU- 
RITY EDUCATION  PROGRAM. 

(a)  Repeal  of  Temporary  requirement 

RELATING  TO  EMPLOYMENT.— Title  VII  Of  the 

Department  of  Defense  Appropriations  Act. 
1996  (PubUc  Law  104-61:  109  Stat.  650).  Is 
amended  under  the  heading  "National  Secu- 
rity Education  Trust  Fund"  by  striking 
out  the  proviso. 

(b)  General  Program  Requirements.— 
Subsection  (a)(1)  of  section  802  of  the  David 
L.  Boren  National  Security  Education  Act  of 
1991  (title  Vm  of  Public  Law  102-183;  50 
U.S.C.  1902)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  subparagraph  (A)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following  new 
subparagraph  (A): 

"(A)  awarding  scholarships  to  undergradu- 
ate students  who — 

"(1)  are  United  States  citizens  in  order  to 
enable  such  students  to  study,  for  at  least 
one  academic  semester  or  equivalent  term. 
In  foreign  countries  that  are  critical  coun- 
tries (as  determined  under  section 
803(d)(4KA)  of  this  title)  in  those  languages 
and  study  areas  where  deficiencies  exist  (as 
identified  in  the  assessments  undertaken 
pursuant  to  section  806(d)  of  this  title);  and 

"(11)  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)(2)(A)  of 
this  section,  enter  into  an  agreement  to 
work  for.  and  make  their  language  skills 
available  to.  an  agency  or  office  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government  or  work  in  the  field  of  high- 
er education  in  the  area  of  study  for  which 
the  scholarship  was  awarded;";  and 

(2)  in  subparagraph  (B)— 

(A)  In  clause  (I),  by  inserting  "relating  to 
the  national  security  interests  of  the  United 
States"  after  "international  fields";  and 

(B)  in  clause  (U)— 

(I)  by  striking  out  "subsection  (b)(2)"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "subsection 
(b)(2)(B)":  and 

(II)  by  striking  out  "work  for  an  agency  or 
oQlce  of  the  Federal  Government  or  in"  and 
inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "work  for.  and  make 
their  language  skills  available  to.  an  agency 
or  oiUce  of  the  Federal  Government  or  work 
in". 

(c)  Service  Agreement.— Subsection  (b)  of 
that  section  is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1). 
by  striking  out  ".  or  of  scholarships"  and  all 
that  follows  through  "12  months  or  more." 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "or  any  scholar- 
ship". 

(2)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (2)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  the  following  new 
paragraph  (2): 

"(2)  will— 

"(A)  not  later  than  eight  years  after  such 
recipient's  completion  of  the  study  for  which 
scholarship  assistance  was  provided  under 
the  program,  and  in  accordance  with  regula- 
tions Issued  by  the  Secretary— 

"(I)  work  in  an  agency  or  office  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government  having  national  security 
responsibilities  (as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary in  consultation  with  the  National  Se- 
curity Education  Board)  and  make  available 
such  recipient's  foreign  language  skills  to  an 
agency  or  office  of  the  Federal  Government 
approved  by  the  Secretary  (in  consultation 
with  the  Board),  upon  the  request  of  the 
agency  or  office,  for  a  period  specified  by  the 
Secretary,  which  period  shall  be  no  longer 
than  the  period  for  which  scholairship  assist- 
ance was  provided;  or 

"(11)  if  the  recipient  demonstrates  to  the 
Secretary  (in  accordance  with  su-h  regula- 
tions) that  no  position  In  an  agency  or  office 
of  the  Federal  Government  having  national 


security  responsibilities  is  available,  work  In 
the  field  of  higher  education  in  a  discipline 
relating  to  the  foreign  country,  foreign  lan- 
guage, area  study,  or  international  field  of 
study  for  which  the  scholarship  was  awarded, 
for  a  period  specified  by  the  Secretary,  which 
period  shall  be  determined  in  accordance 
with  clause  (1);  or 

"(B)  upon  completion  of  such  recipient's 
education  under  the  program,  and  in  accord- 
ance with  such  regulations— 

"(1)  work  in  an  agency  or  office  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government  having  national  security 
responsibilities  (as  so  determined)  and  make 
available  such  recipient's  foreign  language 
skills  to  an  agency  or  office  of  the  Federal 
Government  approved  by  the  Secretary  (In 
consultation  with  the  Board),  upon  the  re- 
quest of  the  agency  or  office,  for  a  period 
specified  by  the  Secretary,  which  period 
shall  be  not  less  than  one  and  not  more  than 
three  times  the  period  for  which  the  fellow- 
ship assistance  was  provided;  or 

"(ii)  If  the  recipient  demonstrates  to  the 
Secretary  (In  accordance  with  such  regula- 
tions) that  no  position  In  an  agency  or  office 
of  the  Federal  (Jovemment  havinj^  national 
security  responsibilities  is  available  upon 
the  completion  of  the  degree,  work  in  the 
field  of  higher  education  In  a  discipline  re- 
lating to  the  foreign  country,  foreign  lan- 
guage, area  study,  or  international  field  of 
study  for  which  the  fellowship  was  awarded, 
for  a  period  specified  by  the  Secretary,  which 
period  shall  be  established  in  accordance 
with  clause  (1);  and". 

(d)  EVALUATION  OF  PROGRESS  DC  LANGUAGE 

Skills.— Such  section  802  is  further  amended 
by- 

(1)  redesignating  subsections  (c).  (d).  and 
(e)  as  subsections  (d),  (e).  and  (f).  respec- 
tively; and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (b)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection  (c): 

"(c)  Evaluation  of  Progress  in  Language 
Skills. — The  Secretary  shall,  through  the 
National  Security  Education  Program  office, 
administer  a  test  of  the  foreign  language 
skills  of  each  recipient  of  a  scholarship  or 
fellowship  under  this  title  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  study  or  education  for 
which  the  scholarship  or  fellowship  is  award- 
ed and  after  the  completion  of  such  study  or 
education.  The  purpose  of  the  tests  is  to 
evaluate  the  progress  made  by  recipients  of 
scholarships  and  fellowships  in  developing 
foreign  language  skills  as  a  result  of  assist- 
ance under  this  title.". 

(e)  Functions  of  the  National  SECxmiTY 
Education  Board.— Section  803(d)  of  that 
Act  (50  U.S.C.  1903(d))  Is  amended— 

(1)  In  paragraph  (1),  by  Inserting  ".  Includ- 
ing an  order  of  priority  In  such  awards  that 
favors  individuals  expressing  an  interest  in 
national  security  issues  or  pursuing  a  career 
in  an  agency  or  office  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment having  national  security  responsibil- 
ities" before  the  period; 

(2)  in  paragraph  (4)— 

(A)  in  the  matter  preceding  subparagraph 
(A),  by  striking  out  "Make  reconmienda- 
tions"  and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "After 
taking  into  account  the  annual  analyses  of 
trends  in  language,  international,  and  area 
studies  under  section  806(b)(1),  make  rec- 
ommendations"; 

(B)  In  subparagraph  (A),  by  inserting  "and 
countries  which  are  of  Importance  to  the  na- 
tional security  interests  of  the  United 
States"  after  "are  studying";  and 

(C)  in  subparagraph  (B).  by  inserting  "re- 
lating to  the  national  security  Interests  of 
the  United  States"  after  "of  this  title"; 

(3)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (5)  as  para- 
graph (7);  and 


(4)  by  Inserting  after  paragraph  (4)  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraphs: 

"(5)  Encourage  applications  for  fellowships 
under  this  title  from  graduate  students  hav- 
ing an  educational  background  in  disciplines 
relating  to  science  or  technology. 

"(6)  Provide  the  Secretary  on  an  on-going 
basis  with  a  list  of  scholarship  recipients  and 
fellowship  recipients  who  are  available  to 
work  for.  or  make  their  language  skills 
available  to.  an  agency  or  office  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government  having  national  security 
responsibilities.". 

(f)  REPORT  ON  Program.— (1)  Not  later  than 
six  months  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act.  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
submit  to  Congress  a  report  assessing  the 
improvements  to  the  program  established 
under  the  David  L.  Boren  National  Security 
EducaUon  Act  of  1991  (title  vm  of  Public 
Law  102-183;  50  U.S.C.  1901  et  seq.)  that  result 
from  the  amendments  made  by  this  section. 

(2)  The  report  shall  also  include  an  assess- 
ment of  the  contribution  of  the  program,  as 
so  improved,  in  meeting  the  national  secu- 
rity objectives  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  the  Na- 
tional Security  Education  Program  has 
been  temporarily  suspended.  The  con- 
sequence is  that  an  estimated  324  U.S. 
graduate  and  undergraduate  student  fi- 
nalists are  anxiously  waiting  to  hear 
whether  they  will  be  able  to  study  and 
conduct  research  in  critical  national 
security  areas  of  the  world.  These  stu- 
dents are  waiting  because  a  change  in 
the  service  obligation  was  attached  to 
the  FY  1996  Defense  Appropriations 
Bill  to  require  NSEP  award  recipients 
to  "be  employed  by  the  Department  of 
Defense  or  in  the  Intelligence  Commu- 
nity." Previously,  students  could  fulfill 
this  requirement  by  working  in  any 
branch  of  the  federal  government  or 
higher  education. 

The  current  service  obligation  is  un- 
workable. However,  I  agree  that  there 
should  be  a  return  of  investment  to  the 
Department  of  Defense  for  its  support 
of  the  National  Security  Education 
Program.  To  this  end  I  am  offering  an 
amendment  that  will  improve  this  pro- 
gram by  better  targeting  the  service 
obligation  to  meet  national  security 
needs  and  to  increase  program  account- 
ability. The  continuation  of  the  Na- 
tional Security  Education  Program  is 
vital  to  nil  the  existing  gap  in  America 
for  linguists  and  country  specialists  in 
critical  areas  of  national  security. 

I  would  like  to  call  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues  to  a  letter  that  I  re- 
ceived from  the  Honorable  Walter  Mon- 
dale.  Ambassador  of  the  United  States 
to  Japan,  about  the  importance  of  the 
National  Security  Education  Program. 

As  Ambassador  Mondale's  letter 
points  out,  we  have  only  1,700  Amer- 
ican students  studying  in  Japan,  com- 
pared 'With  45,000  Japanese  students  in 
the  U.S.  The  National  Security  Edu- 
cation Program  has  made  the  largest 
number  of  awards  to  American  under- 
graduate and  graduate  students  to 
learn  the  language  and  culture  of 
Japan.  This  is  only  one  example  of  over 
100  countries  in  which  NSEP  recipients 
have  studied.  The  continuation  of  this 
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program  makes  sense  because  it  is  in 
America's  long-term  national  security 
and  economic  interests  to  educate  our 
students  in  foreign  languages  and  cul- 
tures. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  read  Ambas- 
sador Mondale's  letter  and  to  work 
with  me  to  support  improvements  to 
the  NSEP  and  the  continuation  of 
other  federal  programs  that  support 
international  educational  and  cultural 
exchange. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  Am- 
bassador Mondale's  letter  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  order  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

ambassador  of  the 
Untted  States  of  America. 

Tokyo,  May  30, 1996. 
Hon.  Paul  Simon. 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington  DC. 

DEAR  Paul:  I  wanted  to  write  you  about  a 
matter  that  has  come  up  to  give  you  my  per- 
spective. I  am  worried  by  the  present  threat 
to  the  future  of  the  National  Security  Edu- 
cation Program  (NSEP).  This  has  been  a 
great  success  over  here.  The  new  service  re- 
quirements that  mandate  future  service  in 
the  Defense  Department  of  "the  intelligence 
community"  will.  I  fear,  dry  up  the  pool  of 
applicants,  alienate  the  American  scholarly 
community,  and  undermine  the  ability  of 
awardees  to  operate  comfortably  in  foreign 
countries. 

U.S.  Japanese  language  students  have  been 
the  largest  single  group  of  NSEP  grantees. 
Therefore,  the  impact  here  of  these  new  pro- 
visions will  be  particularly  severe.  Is  there 
any  chance  that  the  existing  provisions 
could  be  retained? 

Increasing  the  numbers  of  American  stu- 
dents learning  about  Japan  must  be  a  major 
of  our  efforts  here.  The  goal  of  having  more 
Americans  learning  about  this  very  different 
society  is  in  our  long-term  national  security, 
as  well  as  economic,  interests.  Currently,  we 
have  only  about  1,700  American  students  in 
Japan,  compared  to  45,000  Japanese  students 
in  the  U.S. 

Since  it  started  a  couple  of  years  ago,  the 
NSEP  program  has  been  a  welcome  contribu- 
tor to  the  in-depth  training  of  Americans. 
Thanks  to  NSEP  scholarships.  100  under- 
graduates have  already  studied  In  Japan,  and 
some  36  more  are  slated  to  come  this  year. 

I  write  you  personally  because  I  believe  the 
NSEP  program  has  been  very  helpful  and  I 
hope  we  can  keep  it  going  as  presently  con- 
stituted. We  would  be  glad  to  provide  any 
further  information  that  you  may  want. 

I  hope  you  will  have  a  chance  to  give  this 
matter  your  attention.  Normally  I  wouldn't 
write,  but  I  believe  the  program  as  presently 
written  is  very  much  in  our  interests. 

Best  wishes  from  Tokyo. 
Sincerely. 

Walter  F.  Mondale. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President, 
this  amendment  has  been  cleared. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  urge  its  immediate 
adoption. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  4070)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  I  move  to  lay 
that  motion  on  the  table. 


The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

amendment  no.  4071 

(Purpose;  To  require  a  modification  of  a  plan 
for  development  of  a  program  leading  to 
production  of  a  more  capable  and  less  ex- 
pensive submarine  than  the  New  Attack 
Submarine  in  order  to  advance  by  three 
years  the  earliest  fiscal  year  in  which  a  de- 
sign for  a  next  submarine  for  serial  produc- 
tion may  be  selected) 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President, 
on  behalf  of  Senator  Cohen,  I  offer  an 
amendment  that  deals  with  serial  pro- 
duction of  New  Attack  Submarines.  It 
has  been  cleared  by  the  other  side. 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The    Senator    from    Idaho    [Mr.    Kemp- 
THORNE].  for  Mr.  COHEN,  proposes  an  amend- 
ment numbered  4071. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  section  123  add  the  following: 

(e)    NEXT    ATTACK    SUBMARINE    AFTER    NEW 

ATTACK  SUBMARECE.- The  Secretary  of  De- 
fense shall  modify  the  plan  (relating  to  de- 
velopment of  a  program  leading  to  produc- 
tion of  a  more  capable  and  less  expensive 
submarine  than  the  New  Attack  Submarine) 
that  was  submitted  to  Congress  pursuant  to 
section  131(c)  of  Public  Law  104-106  (110  Stat. 
206)  in  order  to  provide  in  such  plan  for  selec- 
tion of  a  design  for  a  next  submarine  for  se- 
rial production  not  earlier  than  fiscal  year 
2000  (rather  than  fiscal  year  2003.  as  provided 
in  paragraph  (3)(B)  of  such  section  131(c)). 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  would  restore  the  planning 
date  for  serial  production  of  the  next 
class  of  nuclear  attack  submarine  to 
the  fiscal  year  2000.  the  date  reflected 
in  last  year's  Senate  defense  authoriza- 
tion bill.  The  amendment  is  intended 
to  resolve  a  flaw  in  congressional  di- 
rection regarding  serial  production  of 
the  next  class  of  nuclear  attack  sub- 
marine that,  if  left  standing,  could 
have  a  devastating  impact  on  the  Na- 
tion's submarine  industrial  base.  This 
flawed  direction,  contained  in  the  sec- 
tion 131  of  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996. 
mandates  a  delay  in  design  competi- 
tion for  the  next  class  of  nuclear  at- 
tack submarine  until  fiscal  year  2003. 
It  was  identified  in  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  Report  on  Nuclear  Attack  Sub- 
marine Procurement  and  Submarine 
Technology  that  was  submitted  to  Con- 
gress on  March  26,  1996  in  compliance 
with  section  131  of  last  year's  defense 
authorization  bill. 

Under  the  assumption  that  no  suit- 
able design  could  be  available  until  the 
first  decade  of  the  next  century,  sec- 
tion 131  directed  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense to  plan  to  commence  serial  pro- 
duction of  the  next  class  of  nuclear  at- 
tack submarine  no  earlier  than  fiscal 
year  2008.  Let  me  emphasize  that  the 
Senate  conferees  did  not  share  this 


view,  but  accepted  this  proviso  in  sec- 
tion 131.  and  others  with  which  they 
disagreed,  in  order  to  reach  conclusion 
of  a  conference  that  had  lasted  far  too 
long. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense's  report 
makes  clear  the  Department  of  De- 
fenses  disagreement  with  the  premise 
that  the  design  being  developed  for  the 
next  nuclear  attack  submarine,  now 
called  the  New  Attack  Submarine,  that 
is  to  be  flrst  authorized  in  fiscal  year 
1998  will  be  inadequate  for  the  require- 
ments set  for  it  by  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff.  This  view  is  strongly  supported 
by  an  .  independent  Submarine  Tech- 
nology Assessment  Panel  that  was 
commissioned  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navj'  to  assist  in  preparation  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defenses  report. 

The  approach  recommended  by  the 
report  and  the  panel  is  to:  utilize  the 
New  Attack  Submarine  design  as  the 
basis  for  serial  production;  fund  a  con- 
tinuing level  of  effort  for  submarine  re- 
search and  development:  and  incor- 
porate new  technologies  that  emerge 
from  this  research  effort  into  the  base 
design  as  they  mature.  These  findings 
are  consistent  with  the  position  of  the 
Senate  during  last  year's  conference. 

This  year's  House  version  of  the  de- 
fense authorization  bill  provides  exten- 
sive direction  of  how  it  would  pursue 
development  of  the  next  class  of  sub- 
marine, included  is  direction  to  the 
Navy  to  develop  six  independent  de- 
signs that  would  be  completed  in  fiscal 
year  2003.  The  winning  design  would 
then  become  the  basis  for  serial  pro- 
duction of  the  next  class  of  nuclear  at- 
tack submarine.  Aside  from  the  cost 
implications  of  pursuing  six  independ- 
ent designs,  the  consequences  of  delay- 
ing a  design  competition  until  fiscal 
year  2003  and  the  ensuing  delay  of  up  to 
two  years  before  actual  authorization 
of  the  first  submarine  would  be  a  gap  of 
four  to  five  years  between  submarine 
contract  awards  no  matter  which  ship- 
yard, Newport  News  or  Electric  Boat, 
wins  the  competition  for  serial  produc- 
tion. Such  a  lengthy  production  break 
could  not  be  tolerated  by  either  ship- 
yard. The  Secretary  of  Defense's  Re- 
port points  out  the  disruptive  effect  of 
such  a  lengthy  delay  and  notes  the 
need  for  additional  authorizations  in 
order  to  maintain  a  viable  construction 
base  for  nuclear  attack  submarines. 

By  accepting  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense's proposal  for  incorporating  new 
technology  into  future  nuclear  attack 
submarine  and  setting  fiscal  year  2000 
as  the  year  in  which  serial  production 
can  begin,  the  future  of  the  submarine 
industrial  base  can  be  preserved.  The 
Senate  bill,  as  modified  by  this  amend- 
ment would  accomplish  that  objective. 
I  strongly  encourage  my  colleagues  in 
the  Senate  to  join  me  in  supporting  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  urge 
adoption  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  McCain.  Mr.  President.  I  would 
like  to  know  what  the  amendment  is.  I 
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would  like  an  explanation  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  believe  the  Senator 
from  Idaho  has  the  explanation. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President, 
this  amendment  would  restore  the 
planning  date  for  serial  production  of 
the  next  class  of  nuclear  submarines  to 
fiscal  year  2000,  the  date  reflected  in 
last  years  Senate  defense  authoriza- 
tion bill. 

Mr.  McCAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  4071)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  «72  TO  AMENDMENT  NO.  4061 

Mr.  McCAIN.  Mr.  President,  with  the 
indulgence  of  the  managers,  I  have 
worked  out  an  agreement  with  Senator 
Simpson.  I  would  propose  a  second-de- 
gree amendment  to  the  Simpson 
amendment.  I  believe  we  can  dispose  of 
it  by  voice  vote.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
a  second  degree  amendment  at  the 
desk,  and  I  ask  for  its  immediate  con- 
sideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  win  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  Crom  Arizona  [Mr.  McCain] 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  4072  to 
amendment  4061. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
At  tbe  end  of  the  ainendment  add  the  fol- 
lowing 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  Act,  none  of  the  funds  authorized  for 
construction.  Phase  I.  of  a  combined  support 
maintenance  shop  at  Camp  Gunnson,  Wyo- 
ming may  be  obligated  until  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  certifies  to  Congress  that  the  project 
Is  In  the  Future  Years  Defense  Plan. 

Mr.  McCAIN.  Mr.  President.  I  have 
discussed  this  amendment  with  Sen- 
ator Simpson.  I  have  explained  to  him 
and  to  Senator  Thomas  that  the  reason 
this  amendment  was  in  violation  of  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  criteria  for 
MILCON,  for  military  construction 
projects,  was  that  it  was  not  in  the  fu- 
ture year  defense  plan.  Both  Senator 
Thomas  and  Senator  Simpson  pointed 
out  that  it  was  an  inadvertent  absence 
from  the  military  future  year  defense 
plan.  If  it  was  inadvertent,  then  clearly 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  can  come  over 
with  a  letter  and  say  this  is  in  the  fu- 
ture year  defense  plan.  And  I  believe 
that  Senator  SmpsON  and  Senator 
Thomas  are  confident  that  will  happen 
especially  since  they  were  assured  that 
there  is  a  safety  and  health  problem 
here  which  they  are  very  cognizant  of. 
and  that  this  is  a  very  important 
project. 

I  believe  that  it  is  sensible  to  ask  for 
the  funds  to  be  not  authorized  until  the 


Secretary  of  Defense  comes  over  with  a 
letter  saying  that  it  is  included  in  the 
future  yeaj  defense  plan  which  I  think 
could  happen  in  a  matter  of  days. 

Before  I  yield.  I  am  fully  aware  that 
this  is  the  last  period  of  time  here  in 
the  Senate  for  my  dear  friend  from  Wy- 
oming. Senator  Simpson.  I  am  equally 
appreciative  of  his  continuing  commit- 
ment to  the  people  of  Wyoming,  and  to 
the  Guard  in  his  State.  He  has  never — 
as  he  and  I  have  discussed — come  over 
for  an  additional  project  in  the  10  years 
that  I  have  here — an  unauthorized 
project.  He  has  never  pork  barreled.  He 
has  never  sought  special  favors  for  his 
State.  I  do  not  believe  he  is  doing  so 
now. 

I  am  grateful  that  he  accepts  this 
second-degree  amendment  so  that  we 
can  get  it  done  in  the  future  year  de- 
fense plan  and  get  the  much  needed 
project  for  the  State  of  Wyoming  and 
for   the    men   and   women   who   serve 

Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President.  I 
thank  my  friend  from  Arizona  for  help- 
ing us  to  resolve  this  issue.  I  appre- 
ciate his  good  faith  assistance.  It  was 
important  to  resolving  it. 

I  am  going  to  say  that  I  am  going  to 
miss  my  firiend  from  Arizona  because 
we  do  commimicate  at  the  most  earthy 
levels  of  discussion.  Both  of  us  have 
been  trained  in  different  fields.  But 
there  is  no  one  I  respect  more  and  ad- 
mire more.  And  I  have  said  that.  Some- 
times this  is  but  a  sparrow  gas  in  the 
midst  of  a  typhoon  compared  to  what 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  and  I  have 
been  into  in  years  past,  especially  with 
regard  to  senior  citizens.  But  we  will 
not  go  into  that. 

So  I  thank  him.  I  very  much  appre- 
ciate it.  I  thank  Senator  Nunn  and 
Senator  Kempthorne.  This  is  a  good 
resolution  of  an  issue  which  was  very 
tough  for  us  on  behalf  of  my  col- 
leagues. But  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  very  much. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  has  the 
second-degree  amendment  been  accept- 
ed? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  No.  It 
has  not. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
second-degree  amendment. 

Mr.  McCAIN.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  vitiate  the  request  for  the  yeas 
and  nays  which  I  made  earlier. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

The  amendment  (No.  4072)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President.  I  urge 
adoption  of  the  amendment,  as  amend- 
ed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  4061)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 


Mr.  McCAIN.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo- 
tion on  the  table. 
The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4073 

(Purpose:  To  waive  a  limitation  on  use  of 
funds  In  the  National  Defense  Seallft  Fund 
for  purchasing  three  ships  for  the  purpose 
of  enhancing  Marine  Corps  preposltionlng 
ship  squadrons) 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President, 
on  behalf  of  Senator  Smith  and 
Santorum  I  offer  an  amendment  that 
would  reaffirm  in  law  the  authority  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  acquire 
ships  that  are  needed  to  improve  the 
capability  of  the  Marine  Corps  Mari- 
time Prepositions  Force. 

I  believe  this  amendment  has  been 
clejired  by  the  other  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  firom  Idaho  [Mr.  Kemp- 
thorne], for  Mr.  Smith,  for  himself  and  Mr. 
Santorum.  proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 4073. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  subtitle  C  of  title  I  add  the 
following: 

SEC.  125.  MARnXME  PREPOSmONING  SHIP  PRO- 
GRAM ENHANCEMENT. 

Section  2218(f)  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  shall  not  apply  In  the  case  of  the  pur- 
chase of  three  ships  for  the  purpose  of  en- 
hancing Marine  Corps  preposltionlng  ship 
squadrons. 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President,  since  fis- 
cal year  1995  the  Senate  has  annually 
sponsored  in  its  defense  authorization 
bill  a  program  for  enhancement  of  the 
Marine  Corps  maritime  preposltionlng 
force  by  the  purchase  and  conversion  of 
three  ships  from  the  world  market.  An 
additional  ship  for  each  of  the  three 
Marine  Corps  prepositioned  squadrons 
will  allow  them  to  carry  extra  mate- 
riel, including  an  expeditionary  air- 
field, a  fleet  hospital,  a  Navy  mobile 
construction  battalion  equipment  set, 
Marine  Corps  command  element  equip- 
ment, and  additional  sustainment  sup- 
plies. The  lessons  learned  from  the  Ma- 
rine Corps'  experience  in  Desert  Storm 
demonstrate  that  having  this  addi- 
tional equipment  afloat  on  a  continu- 
ing basis  will  provide  our  warfighting 
commanders  with  much  greater  flexi- 
bility when  they  choose  to  employ  Ma- 
rine Corps  units. 
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For  3  years  the  Senate  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee  has  intensively  studied 
various  options  for  providing  MPF  en- 
hancement for  the  Marine  Corps.  The 
objective  has  been  an  affordable  pro- 
gram that  will  deliver  an  adequate  ca- 
pability at  the  lowest  cost  to  the  tax- 
payer. The  committee  has  consistently 
concluded  that  a  program  for  purchase 
and  modest  conversion  of  existing  ships 
represents  the  best  means  to  achieve 
this  goal.  However,  the  committee  has 
avoided  any  temptation  to  foreclose 
possible  alternatives.  Consequently, 
section  345  of  the  Senate  bill,  which 
would  authorize  additional  funds  for 
the  MPF  Enhancement  program,  leaves 
open  the  option  to  satisfy  its  require- 
ments by  construction  of  new  ships,  if 
this  option  can  compete  based  on  cost 
and  timeliness.  The  Senate  approach  is 
supported  by  the  Marine  Corps,  the 
Navy,  and  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  and 
by  the  vast  majority  of  United  States 
shipyards. 

Although  the  House  supported  the 
Senate  program  for  MPF  Enhancement 
in  both  the  fiscal  year  1995  and  1996  de- 
fense authorization  bills,  it  has  now  in- 
cluded a  provision  in  its  version  of  the 
defense  authorization  bill  that  would 
exclude  the  purchase  and  conversion  of 
existing  ships  for  the  MPF  Enhance- 
ment program.  This  action  is  yet  an- 
other in  a  series  of  exclusionary  provi- 
sions proposed  by  the  House  that  seek 
to  limit  competition,  no  matter  what 
the  cost  to  the  taxpayer  and  the  ship 
construction  and  repair  industry  as  a 
whole. 

My  amendment  would  reaffirm  in  law 
an  authorization  for  the  purchase  and 
conversion  of  the  ships  needed  to  pro- 
vide MPF  Enhancement  for  the  Marine 
Corps  by  the  most  cost  effective  means. 
It  will  also  provide  a  strong  Senate  po- 
sition for  use  by  our  conferees  that 
stands  in  stark  contrast  to  the  exclu- 
sionary one  contained  in  the  House 
bill.  I  strongly  encourage  my  fellow 
Senators  to  join  Senator  Santorum 
and  myself  in  supporting  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  urge 
adoption  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  4073)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

amendment  no.  4074 

(Purpose:  To  revise  and  Improve  the  author- 
ity for  research  projects  under  trans- 
actions other  than  contracts  and  grants 
and  for  certain  cooperative  research  and 
development  agreements) 
Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  Senator  Bingaman.  for  himself  and 
Senator  Smith,  I  offer  an  amendment 


which  would  revise  the  legislation  gov- 
erning the  use  of  cooperative  agree- 
ments and  innovative  transaction  au- 
thorities under  section  2371  of  title  X. 
United  States  Code. 

The  revisions  are  supported  by  the 
Department  of  Defense.  And  I  believe 
this  amendment  has  also  been  cleared 
by  the  Republican  side  of  the  aisle. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Geor^a  [Mr.  Nunn],  for 
Mr.  Bingaman,  for  himself  and  Mr.  SMrra. 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  4074. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  title  VHI  add  the  following: 

SEC.  810.  RESEARCH  UNDER  TRA.NSACnONS 
OTHER  THAN  CCWTRACTS  AND 
GRANTS. 

(a)  Conditions  for  Use  of  AUTHORm-.— 
Subsection  (e)  of  section  2371  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code.  Is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2) 
as  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B); 

(2)  by  inserting  "and"  after  semicolon  at 
the  end  of  subparagraph  (A),  as  so  redesig- 
nated: 

(3)  by  striking  out  ";  and"  at  the  end  of 
subparagraph  (B).  tis  so  redesignated,  and  In- 
serUng  In  lieu  thereof  a  period; 

(4)  by  inserting  "(1)"  after  "(e)  Condi- 
tions.—"; and 

(5)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (3)  and  In- 
serting m  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(2)  A  cooperative  agreement  containing  a 
clause  under  subsection  (d)  or  a  transaction 
authorized  under  subsection  (a)  may  be  used 
for  a  research  project  when  the  use  of  a 
standard  contract,  grant,  or  cooperative 
agreement  for  such  project  Is  not  feasible  or 
appropriate.". 

"(b)  Revised  Requirement  for  Annual 
Report.— Section  2371  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  subsection  (h)  and  Insert- 
ing In  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(h)  Annual  report.— (l)  Not  later  than  90 
days  after  the  end  of  each  fiscal  year,  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  shall  submit  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  the  Committee  on  National  Security  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  a  report  on  De- 
partment of  Defense  use  during  such  fiscal 
year  of— 

"(A)  cooperative  agreements  authorized 
under  section  2358  of  this  title  that  contain 
a  clause  under  subsection  (d);  and 

"(B)  transactions  authorized  under  sub- 
section (a). 

"(2)  The  report  shall  Include,  with  respect 
to  the  cooperative  agreements  and  other 
transactions  covered  by  the  report,  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(A)  The  technology  areas  in  which  re- 
search projects  were  conducted  under  such 
agreements  or  other  transactions. 

"(B)  The  extent  of  the  cost-sharing  among 
Federal  Government  and  non-Federal 
sources. 

"(C)  The  extent  to  which  the  use  of  the  co- 
operative agreements  and  other  trans- 
actions— 

"(1)  has  contributed  to  a  broadening  of  the 
technology  and  industrial  base  available  for 
meeting  Department  of  Defense  needs:  and 

"(11)  has  fostered  within  the  technology 
and  industrial  base  new  relationships  and 
practices  that  support  the  national  security 
of  the  Unloed  States. 

"(D)  the  total  amount  of  payments,  if  any. 
that  were  received  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment during  the  fiscal  year  covered  by  tbe 


report  pursuant  to  a  clause  described  In  sub- 
section (d)  that  was  Included  in  the  coopera- 
tive agreements  and  transactions,  and  the 
amount  of  such  payments.  If  any.  that  were 
credited  to  each  account  established  under 
subsection  (f).". 

(c)  Protection  of  Certain  Information 
From  Disclosure.— Such  section,  as  amend- 
ed by  subsection  (b).  Is  further  amended  bj- 
Inserting  after  subsection  (h)  the  following: 

(1)  Protection  of  Certain  Information 
From  Disclosltie— (D  Disclosure  of  infor- 
mation described  In  paragraph  (2)  is  not  re- 
quired, and  may  not  be  compelled,  under  sec- 
tion 552  of  title  5  for  five  years  after  the  date 
on  which  the  information  is  received  by  the 
Department  of  Defense. 

"(2)  Paragraph  (1)  applies  to  the  following 
information  In  the  records  of  the  DejMrt- 
ment  of  Defense  If  the  information  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  department  in  a  competitive  or 
noncompetitive  process  having  the  potential 
for  resulting  in  an  award,  to  the  submitters, 
of  a  cooperative  agreement  tliat  Includes  a 
clause  described  in  subsection  (d)  or  other 
transactions  authorized  under  subsection  (a): 

"(A)  Proposals,  proposal  abstracts,  and 
supporting  documents. 

"(B)  Business  plans  submitted  on  a  con- 
fidential basis. 

"(C)  Technical  information  submitted  on  a 
confidential  basis.". 

(d)  DmsioN  of  Section  Into  Distinct  Pro- 
visions BY  Subject  Matter.— (D  Chapter  139 
of  title  10.  Umted  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(A)  by  Inserting  before  the  last  subsection 
of  section  2371  (relating  to  cooperative  re- 
search and  development  agreements  under 
the  Stevenson-Wydler  Technology  Innova- 
tion Act  of  1980)  the  following: 

**{  2371a.  Coopermtrve  research  and  devdop- 
ment  agreements  under  Stevenaon-Wydler 
Technolocy  Innovation  Act  of  1980"; 

(B)  by  striking  out  "(1)  Cooperative  Re- 
search and  De\'Elopment  agreements 
Under  STE\'ENS0N-WyDLER  Technology  In- 
novation ACT  OF  1980.—";  and 

(C)  in  the  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  such  cliapter.  by  inserting  after  the  item 
relating  to  section  2371  the  following: 

"2371a.C;ooperative    research    and    develop- 
ment agreements  under  Steven- 
son-Wydler Technology  Innova- 
Uon  Act  of  1980.". 
(2)  Section  2358(d)  of  such  title  Is  amended 
by  striking  out  "section  2371"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "sections  2371  and  2371a". 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  which  I  have  offered  on  be- 
half of  myself  and  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  makes  a  series  of 
changes  in  section  2371  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  that  are  designed 
to  make  this  authority  more  useful  to 
the  military  services  and  defense  agen- 
cies. 

Holier  this  year,  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office  submitted  a  report  to 
the  Armed  Services  Committee  enti- 
tled "DOD  Research:  Acquiring  Re- 
search by  Nontraditional  Means."  I 
was  very  encouraged  by  the  findings  of 
this  very  constructive  report.  The  re- 
port concluded  that  cooperative  agree- 
ments and  other  transactions  carried 
out  under  the  authority  of  section  2371 
of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  have 
provided  DOD  a  tool  to  leverage  the 
private  sector's  technological  know- 
how  and  financial  investment  and  have 
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attracted  firms  that  traditionally  did 
not  perform  research  for  DOD  to  carry- 
ing out  such  research. 

Mr.  President,  in  light  of  the  signifi- 
cant declines  projected  in  defense  re- 
search spending  and  the  continued 
rapid  growth  of  private-sector  research 
investments.  Senator  Smith  and  I  be- 
lieve that  it  is  going  to  become  even 
more  important  for  DOD  to  leverage 
commercial  research  investments  and 
attract  commercial  firms  to  working 
on  service  requirements.  Innovative 
military  leaders  such  as  the  Marine 
Corps  Commandant.  General  Krulak. 
and  the  former  Vice  Chairman  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs,  Admiral  Owens,  fully  rec- 
ognize this  and  are  taking  steps  to  in- 
sure the  services  leverage,  and  don't 
duplicate  private  sector  efforts. 

However,  the  report  also  points  out 
that  DARPA  has  been  the  primary  uti- 
lizer of  this  innovative  transaction  au- 
thority thus  far  and  that  there  has 
been  some  confusion  on  the  use  of  this 
instnament  among  the  services.  Since 
DOD  is  preparing  new  guidance  on  this 
matter,  the  Armed  Services  Conunittee 
in  its  report  on  the  pending  legislation 
sought  to  clarify  several  points.  First, 
the  committee  intended  in  creating 
other  transactions  authority  to  maxi- 
mize flexibility  on  intellectual  prop- 
erty negotiations  with  private  sector 
entities.  In  particular,  the  committee 
did  not  intend  that  such  transactions 
be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  Public 
Law  96-517.  as  amended.  The  GAO  re- 
port points  out  that  this  additional 
flexibility  has  been  important  in  at- 
tracting commercial  firms  to  carry  out 
cost-shared  research  with  the  Penta- 
gon. Second,  the  committee  intended 
that  the  sunk  cost  of  prior  research  ef- 
forts not  count  as  cost-share  on  the 
part  of  the  private  sector  firms.  Only 
the  additional  resources  provided  by 
the  private  sector  needed  to  carry  out 
the  specific  project  should  be  counted. 
Finally  in  the  committee's  hearings 
DOD  officials  testified  that  the  reluc- 
tance of  the  services  to  use  other 
transactions  authority  derived  in  part 
from  the  requirement  that  standard 
contract,  grant  or  cooperative  agree- 
ment first  be  found  not  feasible  or  ap- 
propriate for  carrying  out  any  given 
project.  The  committee  did  not  intend 
that  this  requirement  unduly  restrict 
use  of  the  other  transactions  instru- 
ment. DARPA  has  properly  interpreted 
Congress'  intent  that  if  the  goal  of  a 
research  project  is  to  leverage  the  ca- 
pabilities of  firms  who  will  not  accept 
a  standard  grant,  contract  or  coopera- 
tive agreement  to  conduct  defense  re- 
search, then  it  is  not  feasible  or  appro- 
priate to  use  such  instruments  and  the 
use  of  other  transactions  authority  is 
warranted.  The  committee  intended 
that  program  managers  in  DARPA  and 
the  services  be  given  the  discretion  to 
make  these  judgments  within  a  frame- 
work provided  by  overall  defense  guid- 
ance. The  committee  urged  that  these 


issues  be  clarified  by  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  as  soon  as  pos- 
sible so  that  the  services  can  gain  the 
benefits  which  the  GAO  report  dem- 
onstrates DARPA  has  received  from 
use  of  other  transactions. 

Mr.  President,  since  the  committee's 
markup.  Dr.  Kaminski,  the  Under  Sec- 
retary for  Acquisition  and  Technology, 
has  provided  additional  information  to 
the  committee  about  the  changes 
which  the  Pentagon  would  like  to  see 
in  the  other  transactions  authority  in 
order  to  spur  its  use  by  the  military 
services.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
has  written  response  to  a  question 
posed  at  our  March  hearing  be  printed 
at  the  end  of  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Our  amendment 
makes  the  changes  requested  by  Dr. 
Kaminski  with  one  exception.  We  have 
preserved  an  annual  report  on  the  use 
of  other  transactions  authority,  but  we 
have  changed  the  entire  tone  of  that 
reporting  requirement.  The  reporting 
requirement  in  our  amendment  would 
essentially  ask  DOD  to  continue  to  up- 
date the  GAO  report  on  an  annual  basis 
so  that  we  can  judge  how  the  services 
are  doing  in  making  use  of  this  flexible 
authority  to  leverage  the  commercial 
sector  to  meet  DOD's  needs  for  dual- 
use  technologies. 

Mr.  President.  I  believe  that  it  is  im- 
IxDrtant  to  give  the  Pentagon  the  au- 
thorities it  needs  to  make  the  best  use 
of  its  limited  R&D  resources.  One  of 
the  great  achievements  of  the  past  two 
Congresses  and  Secretary  Perry's  Pen- 
tagon is  that  we  have  really  changed 
the  Pentagon's  acquisition  system  for 
the  better.  We  have  done  this  on  a  bi- 
partisan basis,  and  I  am  glad  to  con- 
tinue to  work  with  the  Chairman  of  the 
Acquisition  and  Technology  Sub- 
committee. Senator  Smith,  to  bring 
about  needed  reforms  in  that  system. 
Our  amendment  is  a  modest  step  in 
helping  the  Pentagon  to  leverage  the 
private  sector's  $100  billion  annual 
R&D  investment  and  to  broaden  the  in- 
dustrial base  that  supports  the  Penta- 
gon to  include  truly  commercial  firms. 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  it. 

ExHiBrr  1 
Excerpt  From  Senate  coMMrrrEE  on  armed 

Services,   SuBCOMMriTEE  ox  AcquismoN 

AND   TECHNOLOGY   HEARING    ON    DOD   TECH- 
NOLOGY    Base     Programs.     Wednesday. 
March  20. 1996 
flexible  instruments  for  science  and 

technology 
First,  I  would  like  to  mention  that  we  are 
taking  actions  to  encourage  Increased  use  of 
flexible  Instruments,  which  include  coopera- 
tive agreements  and  "transactions  other 
than  contracts,  grants,  or  cooperative  agree- 
ments" (commonly  known  as  "other  trans- 
actions" or  OTs).  Cooperative  agreements, 
like  OTs.  can  have  provisions  designed  to  In- 
volve commercial  organizations  that  haven't 
traditionally  received  Government  awards, 
thereby  helping  to  Increase  DoD  access  to 


the  portion  of  the  U.S.  technology  and  indus- 
trial base  that  serves  the  needs  of  the  com- 
mercial marketplace.  Both  cooperative 
agreements  and  OTs  therefore  can  be  respon- 
sive to  the  policy  Intent  of  10  U.S.C.  2371.  To 
encourage  Increased  use  of  flexible  Instru- 
ments, we  are: 

Preparing  to  advise  the  Military  Depart- 
ments that  the  authority  to  use  OTs  should 
be  delegated  to  at  least  the  level  of  the 
major  commands  that  have  responsibility  for 
making  awards  under  DoD  Science  and  Tech- 
nology programs.  In  conjunction  with  that 
action,  1  have  asked  the  Director  of  Defense 
Research  and  Engineering  to  issue  updated 
guidance  on  when  it  is  appropriate  to  use 
flexible  Instruments.  Feedback  that  we've 
received  indicates  that  Improved  guidance 
will  help  to  Increase  comfort  levels  with  the 
use  of  the  Instruments. 

Seeking  to  remove  factors  that  may  unnec- 
essarily discourage  potential  users  of  the  in- 
struments from  using  them.  For  example, 
there  is  a  requirement  to  report  to  Congress 
each  OT,  as  well  as  any  cooperative  agree- 
ment that  uses  the  funds-recovery  authority 
In  10  U.S.C.  2371.  It  was  suggested  that  this 
reporting  requirement  is  a  potential  dis- 
incentive to  use  the  instruments.  Therefore, 
section  805  of  the  Administration-proposed, 
national  defense  authorization  bill  would  re- 
peal the  requirement,  and  I  ask  that  you 
give  the  proposal  favorable  consideration. 

It  should  be  noted  that  use  of  flexible  In- 
struments already  is  increasing.  In  Fiscal 
Year  1994.  the  first  year  in  which  they  used 
the  instruments,  the  Military  Departments 
entered  into  19  cooperative  agreements  with 
provisions  designed  to  involve  commercial 
firms  that  hadn't  traditionally  received  Grov- 
ernment  awards.  The  niimber  of  those  flexi- 
ble agreements  Increased  to  41  in  Fiscal  Year 
1995.  With  that  experience  as  a  foundation.  I 
think  that  we  can  expect  a  continued  in- 
crease in  the  use  of  such  instruments  in  the 
future,  because  I  don't  believe  that  we've  ex- 
hausted the  areas  of  opportunity  for  flexible 
Instruments  to  help  us  meet  our  objectives. 

Second,  I  want  to  provide  an  answer  to  the 
question  about  the  provision  in  10  U.S.C.  2371 
that  requires  a  judgment  before  using  an 
"other  transaction,"  that  standard  grants, 
cooperative  agreements,  and  contracts  are 
not  feasible  or  appropriate.  10  U.S.C.  2371  is 
a  very  powerful  authority,  but  it  should  not 
be  totally  open-ended.  Creative  people  in  the 
DoD  will  continue  to  use  the  authority  to  in- 
vent different  and  Improved  tjrpes  of  agree- 
ments; we  can't  predict  today  what  those  in- 
novations might  be.  In  the  context,  this  pro- 
vision helps  to  provide  assurance  that  the 
powerful  authority  will  continue  to  be  used 
in  a  disciplined  naanner. 

However,  there  are  some  indications  that 
the  provision  may  be  impeding  use  of  OTs.  in 
situations  where  they  are  appropriate.  The 
problem  appears  to  be  that  some  people  have 
the  Impression  that  the  provision  sets  a 
standard  so  high  that  it  is  almost  unattain- 
able. I  think  that  one  could  revise  the  provi- 
sion slightly  to  change  its  tone  in  a  way  that 
alleviates  this  problem,  while  retaining  the 
benefits  the  clause  provides.  The  provision 
currently  says  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  ensure  that  an  OT  is  used  for  a  research 
project  only  when  the  use  of  a  standard  con- 
tract, grant,  or  cooperative  agreement  for 
such  project  is  not  feasible  or  appropriate. 
With  minor  restructuring  of  the  subsection 
that  contains  the  provision,  one  could  re- 
state the  condition  without  the  severe  term 
"only."  I  think  that  would  require  thought- 
ful analysis  before  using  an  OT.  but  remove 
the  impression  of  an  unattainable  standard. 
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Paragraph  (e)  of  10  U.S.C.  2371  then  would 
read  as  follows: 

"(e)  CONDmoNS.— (1)  The  Secretary  of  De- 
fense shall  ensure  that — 

"(A)  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable, 
no  cooperative  agreement  containing  a 
clause  under  subsection  (d)  and  no  trans- 
action entered  into  under  subsection  (a)  pro- 
vides for  research  that  duplicates  research 
being  conducted  under  existing  programs 
carried  out  by  the  Department  of  Defense; 
and 

"(B)  to  the  extent  that  the  Secretary  de- 
termines practicable,  the  funds  provided  by 
the  Government  under  a  cooperative  agree- 
ment containing  a  clause  under  subsection 
(d)  or  a  transaction  entered  into  under  sub- 
section (a)  do  not  exceed  the  total  amount 
provided  by  other  parties  to  the  cooperative 
agreement  or  other  transaction. 

"(2)  A  cooperative  agreement  containing  a 
clause  under  subsection  (d)  or  a  transaction 
entered  into  under  subsection  (a)  may  be 
used  for  a  research  project  when  the  use  of  a 
standard  contract,  grant,  or  cooperative 
agreement  for  such  project  is  not  feasible  or 
appropriate." 

Third.  I'd  like  to  respond  to  your  sugges- 
tion that  Congress  might  amend  section  2371 
of  title  10  of  the  U.S.  Code,  to  clarify  that 
the  intent  was  to  exempt  agreements  under 
that  authority  from  the  Bayh-Dole  require- 
ments (chapter  18  of  35  U.S.C).  There  is  no 
need  to  amend  the  law;  the  Bayh-Dole  statu- 
tory requirements,  by  the  terms  of  the  stat- 
ute, do  not  include  OTs. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  mention  one  point 
about  the  need  for  maintaining  good  stew- 
ardship. The  development  and  use  of  flexible 
Instruments  to  involve  firms  that  have  not 
traditionally  jjerformed  research  for  the 
Government  has  tremendous  potential  bene- 
fits, but  it  is  not  without  risk,  the  goal  is  to 
find  the  right  tradeoff  or  balance — one  must 
develop  approaches  with  sufficient  oversight 
to  ensure  the  appropriate  use  of  federal  funds 
but  without  excessively  Intrusive  require- 
ments that  drive  commercial  firms  away  and 
deny  DoD  access  to  some  of  the  best  and 
most  affordable  technology.  That  is  both  the 
opportunity  and  the  challenge. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President, 
this  amendment  has  been  cleared  on 
this  side.  I  urge  its  adoption. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  agreement  is  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  4074)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  I  move  to  lay 
that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  «75 

(Purpose:  To  make  reimbursement  of  Gov- 
ernment contractors  for  costs  of  excessive 
amounts  of  compensation  for  contractor 
personnel  unallowable  under  Government 
contracts) 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President, 
on  behalf  of  Senators  Grassley,  Boxer 
and  Harkin,  I  offer  an  amendment 
which  would  place  a  limitation  of 
$200,000  on  the  amount  of  axmual  indi- 
vidual compensation  that  may  be  reim- 
bursable under  contiracts  with  the  De- 
partment of  Defense. 

I  believe  this  amendment  has  been 
cleared  with  the  other  side. 


The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Kemp- 
THORNE],  for  Mr.  Grassley,  for  himself,  Mrs. 
Boxer,  and  Mr.  Harkin.  proposes  an  amend- 
ment numbered  4075. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
On  page    ,  between  lines    and    ,  insert  the 
following: 

SEC.  .  REIMBUItSEMENT  FOR  EXCESSIVE  COM- 
PENSATION OF  CONTRACTOR  PER- 
SONNEL PROHIBrrED. 

(a)  ARMED  SER\^CES  PR0CURE.MENTS.— Sec- 
tion 2324(e)(1)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(P)  Costs  of  compensation  (including  bo- 
nuses and  other  Incentives)  paid  with  respect 
to  Che  services  (including  termination  of 
services)  of  any  one  individual  to  the  extent 
that  the  total  amount  of  the  compensation 
paid  in  a  fiscal  year  exceeds  $200,000.". 

(b)  Civilian  agency-  PR(Xure.ments.— Sec- 
tion 306(e)(1)  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Ad- 
ministrative Services  Act  of  1949  (41  U.S.C. 
356(e)(1))  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 

"(P)  Costs  of  compensation  (including  bo- 
nuses and  other  incentives)  paid  with  respect 
to  the  services  (Including  termination  of 
services)  of  any  one  Individual  to  the  extent 
that  the  total  amount  of  the  compensation 
paid  in  a  fiscal  year  exceeds  S200.000. '. 

(b)  CniLiAN  AGENCY  PROCUREMENTS.— Sec- 
tion 306(e)(1)  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Ad- 
ministrative Services  Act  of  1949  (41  U.S.C. 
256(e)(1))  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 

"(P)  Costs  of  compensation  (including  bo- 
nuses and  other  incentives)  paid  with  respect 
to  the  services  (including  termination  of 
services)  of  any  one  individual  to  the  extent 
that  the  total  amount  of  the  compensation 
paid  in  a  fiscal  year  exceeds  S200,000.". 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
proud  to  cosponsor  this  amendment 
with  my  friend  from  California,  Sen- 
ator Boxer. 

Over  the  years,  she  has  helped  me 
watchdog  the  Pentagon. 

That  is  not  an  easy  thing  to  do. 

Whether  Republicans  or  Democrats 
are  running  the  place,  it's  always 
tough  to  tangle  with  the  Pentagon. 

It  is  an  unpopular  thing  to  do. 

She  has  always  been  a  reliable  de- 
fense reform  ally. 

In  today's  political  environment,  de- 
pendable defense  reform  allies  are  hard 
to  come  by. 

They  may  be  an  endangered  species. 

So  I  am  happy  to  team  up  with  her 
on  this  measure. 

It  is  another  effort  to  chip  away  at 
the  Pentagon  culture. 

This  is  a  culture  that  is  literally 
blind  to  waste. 

It  tolerates  waste  and  sometimes 
even  encourages  waste. 

What  we  want  to  do  is  change  that 
culture. 

In  trying  to  change  that  culture,  we 
hope  to  strengthen  our  military  capa- 
bilities. 

When  we  add  $12  billion  for  defense — 
like  in  this  bill,  we  want  to  make  sure 
we  buy  more  capability. 

We  want  to  make  sure  that  we  are 
not  buying  more  waste  and  more  cost. 


Our  ajnendment  would  place  a  perma- 
nent cap  on  individual  executive  com- 
pensation allowable  under  Government 
contracts. 

It  would  set  the  cap  at  $200,000  per 
year. 

The  cap  would  apply  to  salaries,  bo- 
nuses, and  other  incentives. 
It  would  be  a  permanent  cap. 
There  is  a  temporary,  short-term  cap 
in  effect  today. 

The  temporary,  short-term  cap  was 
imposed  by  the  DOD  Appropriations 
Act  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

It  applies  only  to  fiscal  year  1996  con- 
tracts. 

I  will  discuss  the  existing  cap  in 
greater  detail  later  in  the  debate. 

Mr.  President.  I  would  like  to  make 
one  point  crystal  clear  right  off  the 
bat. 

This  is  not  an  attempt  to  tell  private 
companies  how  much  they  should  pay 
their  top  executives. 

Instead,  it  would  restrict  what  Gov- 
ernment bureaucrats  are  allowed  to 
pay  top  executives  in  Industry. 

Mr.  President,  executive  salaries  in 
private  Industry  should  be  determined 
in  the  marketplace. 

And  not  by  a  bunch  of  bureaucrats  in 
the  Pentagon. 
But  that  is  what  is  going  on. 
Right  now,  bureaucrats  decide  what 
is  fair  and  reasonable  and  pay  it. 

Our  amendment  would  put  a  lid  on 
Government  payments  only. 

I  underscore  Government  pasnments 
only. 

That  is  the  driving  force  behind  this 
measure. 

The  Grassley-Boxer  amendment 
would  not  limit  the  amount  of  money  a 
defense  contractor  could  pay  its  execu- 
tives. 

If,  for  example,  a  defense  company 
wants  to  pay  one  of  its  top  executives 
working  on  military  contracts 
S6.332.00G.00  a  year— as  one  did.  then  so 
be  it. 

Under  Grassley-Boxer,  the  company 
could  continue  to  do  it — no  questions 
asked. 

Mr.  President,  Loral  Corporation's 
top  executive,  Mr.  Bernard  L. 
Schwartz,  received  a  pay  and  bonus 
package  in  1995  that  totaled 
$6,332,000.00 
But  that's  not  the  whole  enchilada. 
Mr.  Schwartz  will  also  receive  a  $36 
million  bonus  for  agreeing  to  sell  his 
company's  defense  business.  The  buyer 
is  the  Lockheed  Martin  Corp. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  place  a  recent  newspaper  arti- 
cle about  Mr.  Schwartz's  pay  In  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
[From  the  Washington  Post,  Jan.  16, 1996] 
Loral  Chairman  to  GrvE  S18  Miluon  of 

MERGER  Fee  TO  40  EMPLOYEES 

(By  John  Mintz) 
Loral  Corp.  Chairman  Bernard  L.  Schwartz 
will  receive  a  S36  million  bonus  for  agreeing 
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to  s«ll  his  company's  defense  business  to 
Lockheed  Martin  Corp..  but  will  give  $18  mil- 
lion of  it  to  a  group  of  Loral  employees,  ac- 
cording to  documents  filed  with  the  Securi- 
ties and  Exchange  Commission. 

The  money  Schwartz  is  giving  up  will  re- 
ward 40  people  in  Loral's  Manhattan  head- 
quarters who  may  lose  their  jobs  or  be  de- 
moted in  the  merger,  according  to  the  docu- 
ments. The  employees,  including  some  sec- 
retaries and  mid-level  executives,  could  re- 
ceive money  equivalent  to  as  much  as  twice 
their  annual  salary  and  bonus. 

Loral's  New  York  headquarters  likely  will 
close  and  be  folded  into  Lockheed  Martin's 
Bethesda  offices,  industry  officials  said. 

"Their  lives  could  be  affected  by  the  merg- 
er, and  I  decided  it  would  be  appropriate  to 
recognize  their  efforts."  Schwartz  said  yes- 
terday. "There  are  some  smiling  faces  here 
today.  ...  If  I'd  had  enough  resources,  I 
would  have  spread  it  among  all  38,000  Loral 
employees." 

Giving  such  a  grift  to  employees  is  ex- 
tremely rare  in  mergers.  Investment  bankers 
said.  Schwartz,  the  only  liberal  Democrat 
among  chief  executives  of  large  defense 
firms,  has  often  expounded  on  his  views  of 
corporate  empowerment,  and  for  years  has 
offered  generous  stock  options  to  Loral  em- 
ployees to  make  them  what  he  calls  "stake- 
holders" in  his  company. 

The  $18  million  bonus  Schwartz  will  collect 
from  Loral  Is  in  addition  to  approximately 
$27  million  he  has  made  on  paper  in  the  value 
of  his  Loral  stock  due  to  the  proposed  merg- 
er. He  owns  about  3.6  million  shares,  and 
each  has  increased  in  value  by  approxi- 
mately $7.50  following  the  announcement 
last  week. 

Schwartz's  regular  annual  compensation 
and  bonus  from  the  company  in  1995  totaled 
$6,332,000. 

The  proposed  merger  with  Lockheed  Mar- 
tin was  announced  last  week.  If  Loral  pulls 
out  of  the  transaction,  it  must  pay  Lockheed 
Martin  a  termination  fee  of  $175  million,  ac- 
cording to  the  SEC  filings. 

Meanwhile,  the  Pentagon  has  largely  sided 
with  Lockheed  Martin  and  against  a  group  of 
critics  in  a  bitter  controversy  involving  a 
previous  merger  that  created  Lockheed  Mar- 
tin from  Lockheed  Corp.  and  Martin  Mari- 
etta Corp.  in  March  last  year. 

In  a  report,  a  Defense  Department  account- 
ing office  called  the  Defense  Contract  Audit 
Agency  (DCAA)  did  not  support  allegations 
by  Rep.  Bernard  Sanders  (I-VT.),  some  con- 
gressional colleagues  and  the  newspaper 
Newsday  that  Lockheed  Martin  was  improp- 
erly seeking  a  Pentagon  payment  of  $31  mil- 
lion In  connection  with  the  merger.  The  crit- 
ics called  it  a  taxpayer  rip-off. 

The  DCAA  recommendations,  which  still 
must  be  reviewed  by  the  Pentagon,  were  first 
reported  In  the  industry  publication  Defense 
Week. 

The  company  has  asserted  for  months  that 
its  foes  are  confusing  two  sums  of  money. 
One  is  a  $61  million  payment  to  460  former 
Martin  Marietta  executives  because  of  the 
merger.  The  military  won't  reimburse  firms 
for  such  payments,  and  Locheed  Martin  is 
not  asking  for  that. 

But  the  firm  is  asking  the  military  to  re- 
imburse it  $31  million  that  it  has  already 
paid  those  460  executives.  These  sums  had 
nothing  to  do  with  the  merger,  the  company 
has  said. 

The  military  pays  contracts  on  a  "cost- 
plus"  basis,  meaning  the  companies  tell  the 
Pentagon  about  their  expenses,  including 
overhead,  cost  of  labor  and  materials,  and 
executive  compensation.  The  military  de- 


cides which  requests  are  "reasonable."  com- 
putes the  profit  and  pays  the  appropriate 
amounts. 

The  company  has  said  the  $31  million  was 
part  of  its  long-standing  executive  com- 
pensation package  and  not.  as  Sanders  as- 
serted, a  cozy  Pentagon  pay-off  to  high-rank- 
ing executives  for  arranging  the  merger. 

Now  the  Pentagon's  DCAA  has  concluded 
that  $16  million  of  the  firm's  $31  million  in 
reimbursement  requests  was  proper,  has  de- 
ferred consideration  on  $9  million  and  raised 
questions  about  $6  million  of  the  requested 
amount.  The  questions,  however,  focused  on 
complex  government  accounting  issues  and 
did  not  directly  track  with  Sanders"  objec- 
tions. 

Congressional  offices  were  closed  for  the 
holiday.  Calls  to  Sanders'  office  seeking 
comment  were  not  answered. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  that 
is  a  big  bundle  of  money  g-oing  to  Mr. 
Schwartz. 

But  I  am  not  questioning  whether  he 
earned  or  deserved  It. 

Under  Grassley-Boxer,  he  would  get 
it. 

I  owe  it  to  my  colleague  to  point  out 
that  Mr.  Schwartz  is  at  the  high  end  of 
the  defense  executive  wage  scale. 

The  others'  salary  and  bonus  pack- 
ages are  not  quite  so  generous. 

They  ranged  from  about  $1  million  up 
to  $2,500,000  in  1995. 

Some  are  slightly  lower. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  place  the  latest  data  on  defense 
executive  compensation  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Reasonableness  Test  for  Executive 
Compensation 

Made  in  accordance  with  FAR  31-205-6, 
compensation  for  personal  services. 

Considers  same  relevant  factors,  i.e..  We 
check  for  conformity  with  firms  of:  same 
size/lndustry/geographic  area  and  gov't/non- 
gov't  business. 

Includes  all  remuneration  paid  although 
elements  also  individually  assessed. 

In  sync  with  fact  that  FAR  places  burden 
of  proof  on  company  (i.e..  upon  challenge, 
company  must  demonstrate  reasonableness). 

On  balance,  experience  has  shown  process 
to  be  generally  fair/not  arbitrary. 
basic  AUDrr  steps  for  reasonableness  test 

1.  Identify  exec  positions,  comp  amts,  sales 
volume  data,  &  industry. 

2.  Use  multiple  survey  sources  to  compare 
cash  comp  amts  by  exec  positions  &  gain 
mkt  consensus  of  avg  pay  levels. 

3.  Calculate  mkt  avg  of  surveys  with  10% 
range  of  reasonableness. 

4.  Similarly  judge  reasonableness  of  other 
comp  elements  (FRINGES/PERQS/LTIs). 

5.  Challenge  amounts  over  110%  of  "market 
consensus"  survey  averages. 

6.  Ask  contractor  to  demonstrate  reason- 
ableness. 

7.  Evaluate  contractor's  justification/re- 
buttal including  proposed  offsets. 

8.  Exit  with  contractor.  Report  results. 

exec  comp  sltiveys  now  in  use 

1.  Officer  compensation  report  (panel  pubs) 

2.  Dietrich  exec  engineering  survey 

3.  Ernst  &  Young  exec  comp  surveys 

4.  Wyatt  Data  Services— ECS 

5.  TPF&C  MGMT  COMP  fflGH  TECH  SUR- 
VEY 


SEC- 


Of   Mr. 
would 


6.       CD      EXECSURV— MID/ATL's 
BASED  TOP  5. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President. 
Grassley-Boxer  would  not  restructure 
or  reinvent  the  defense  executive  wage 
scale. 

This  is  what  Grassley-Boxer  would 
do:  it  would  change  the  way  the  money 
is  dished  out. 

It  would  come  out  of  a  different 
pocket. 

Instead  of  coming  right  off  the  top  of 
a  defense  contract,  most  of  it  would 
have  to  be  taken  out  of  profits. 

Instead  of  being  taken  directly  out  of 
the  pockets  of  hard-working  American 
taxpayers,  most  of  the  money  would 
come  from  the  company's  earnings. 

The  source  of  the  money  would 
change. 

Under  Grassley-Boxer,  most 
Schwartz's  pay,  for  example, 
have  to  be  taken  out  of  profits. 

In  Mr.  Schwartz's  case,  $6,132,000 
would  come  out  of  profits. 

The  balance,  $200,000,  could  be 
charged  to  Uncle  Sam. 

Mr.  President,  Pentagon  bureaucrats 
should  not  be  put  in  the  position  of 
having  to  decide  how  much  to  pay  in- 
dustry executives. 

The  Government  should  get  out  of 
that  business  entirely. 

Those  decisions  should  be  made  in 
the  marketplace. 

This  amendment  will  start  us  down 
the  road  in  the  right  dii^ction. 

With  a  cap  in  place,  we  can  reexam- 
ine the  issue  next  year  and  decide  how 
to  proceed. 

Mr.  President,  I  feel  sure  that  some 
of  my  Republican  colleagues  will  howl 
about  this  amendment. 

They  will  complain  that  Grassley- 
Boxer  will  eat  into  corijorate  profits 
and  slash  conwrate  benefits. 

We  will  undermine  initiative  and  mo- 
rale. 

In  response.  I  say  to  my  colleagues: 
Our  defense  industry  is  health. 

That  is  what  the  latest  report  on  cor- 
porate earnings  shows. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  place  a  report  on  corporate 
profits  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  Leaders  in  1995  Sales  and  Profpts 
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THE  TOP  25  IN  SALES— Continued 
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THE  TOP  25  IN  EARNINGS 
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tram  1994 


1994 
rank 


31.519 

26 

20 

30.421 

7 

18 

28.128 

-3 

17 

27.066 

4 

19 

27.037 

22 

25 

24.637 

3 

21 

23.938 

4 

73 

22353 

0 

NR 

22.802 

8 
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1994 
rank 


I  General  Motors  

7  C^nwal  Flulnf 

$6,932 
6.573 
6.470 
5.478 
4.178 
4.139 
3.566 
3.464 
3J35 
3i93 
2.986 
2.835 
2.828 
2.664 
2.538 
2.433 
2.4C3 
2J76 
2.156 
2.025 
2.008 
1.950 
1.904 
1391 
1.889 

23 
U 
27 
16 
38 

-22 

56 

1 

11 
21 
17 
17 
12 
22 
4 
52 
20 
35 
I 

-45 

72 

15 

293 

145 

15 

2 
1 

4 

4  Philip  Moms  

5  IBM  _    

5 
9 

6  Ford  Motor  

7  Intel  

3 
16 

8 

9  UHKk  

10  Oupont  

11  Coca-Cola  

12  Procter  I  Gambit 

13  Wal-Mart  Stores 

14  Bankamenca  ._ ... 

15  GTE  

10 
11 
13 
15 
12 
17 
14 

16  Hewlett-Packard  

17  Johnson  {  Johnson  _ 

18  Mobil  „ 

19  Fannie  Mae    ..     ._       

20  Chfrsler 

?1  ImonlK-h             

23 
21 
26 
20 
7 
47 

22  '*aliois8ank  ._,„„.„„_... 

27 

23  Allstate _ 

24  Dow  Chemical 

136 

19 

25  S8C  Communications 

28 
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Mr.  GRASSLEY.  This  report  appears 
in  the  March  4,  1996  issue  of  Business 
Week. 

Profits  are  reported  as  follows:  Boe- 
ing: $393  million;  General  Elective:  $6.6 
billion;  General  Dynamics  $247  million; 
Lockheed  Martin:  $682  million;  Nor- 
throp Gnimman:  $252  million,  and 
United  Technologies:  $750  million. 

They  are  doing  OK,  and  that's  good. 

In  my  mind,  executive  pay  should  be 
tied  directly  to  company  performance 
and  to  profits. 

If  the  company  had  a  great  year, 
earned  big  profits  and  enjoyed  other 
successes,  then  the  chief  executive 
should  enjoy  the  fi-uits  of  his  labor. 

A  big  year  should  equal  a  big  pay 
check. 

A  bad  year  might  mean  a  pay  cut. 


The  profit  figures  cited  above  are  for 
calendar  year  1995. 

During  that  period,  only  McDonnell 
Douglas  suffered  a  loss. 

The  company  took  a  loss  of  $416  mil- 
lion. But  guess  what? 

That  loss  did  not  keep  the  company's 
top  executive  from  drawing  a  bigger 
paycheck. 

The  top  boss'  base  pay  went  from  $1.6 
million  in  1994  to  $1.9  million  in  1995, 
including  a  bonus  of  $1,042,400. 

But  that  is  not  all. 

McDonnell  Douglas'  chief  executive. 
Mr.  Harry  C.  Stonecipher.  received  a 
very  generous  share  of  company  stock. 

Mr.  Stonecipher  got  cash  and  stock 
valued  at  a  staggering  $34  million— in 
1995  alone. 

The  other  top  executives  at  McDon- 
nell Douglas  also  received  handsome 
bonuses.  These  generous  pay  packages 
came  at  a  time  when  the  company  was 
downsizing  in  the  face  of  declining 
sales. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a 
report  on  Mr.  Stonecipher's  pay  pack- 
age from  the  Journal  of  Commerce. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Recxjrd,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Joumai  of  Commerce,  Mar.  24. 

1995] 

Mcdonneli.  Chief's  Compensation  Takes  On 

Superstar  Proportions 

St.  Louis.— The  compensation  package 
McDonnell  Douglas  Corp.  assembled  to  at- 
tract Harry  C.  Stonecipher,  chief  executive, 
last  year  was  worthy  of  basketball's  Michael 
Jordan. 

McDonnell's  nearly  seven-year  deal  with 
Mr.  Stonecipher,  the  first  non-family  mem- 
ber to  run  the  company,  cotild  bring  him 
more  than  S34  million  in  cash  and  stock. 

"We  paid  the  market  rate  for  a  person  of 
his  caliber,"  said  James  Reed,  vice  president 
for  communications.  "We're  very  convinced 
of  that,  and  the  board  of  directors  is  very 
convinced  of  that." 

The  Chicago  Bulls  also  paid  the  market 
rate  when  they  signed  Jordan,  the  National 
Basketball  Association's  top  player,  to  an 
eight-year.  $28  million  deal  In  April  of  1988. 

Although  the  S825.000  base  salary  and 
S575.000  annual  bonus  target  McDonnell  set 
for  Mr.  Stonecipher  are  unremarkable  for  a 
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Fortune  500  company,  the  stock  incentives 
McDonnell  offered  are  notable. 

The  aerospace  giant  used  the  promise  of 
what  is  now  $17.7  million  In  stock  proflts  to 
persuade  Mr.  Stonecipher  to  leave  his  Job  as 
chairman  and  chief  executive  of  Sundstrand 
Corp. 

McDonnell  awarded  Mr.  Stonecipher  180.000 
sliares  of  restricted  stock,  with  a  current 
market  value  of  $10.1  million.  The  first  42,000 
of  those  shares  vest  next  Friday;  the  rest 
vest  in  1996.  1997  and  2002. 

McDonnell  also  gave  Mr.  Stonecipher  the 
option  to  buy  450.000  shares  later  in  the  dec- 
ade for  $36.96  each,  the  market  price  when  he 
joined  the  company  on  Sept.  24. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Now.  why  would  the 
big  boss  at  McDonnell  Douglas  get  a 
huge  bonus  when  the  company  sus- 
tained a  $416  million  loss? 

Could  it  be  because  the  company  has 
a  direct  tap  on  the  DOD  money  pipe? 

When  Uncle  Sugar  is  picking  up  the 
tab,  you  can  afford  to  give  big  pay 
raises — even  when  you  are  losing 
money. 

In  private  business,  it  is  not  supposed 
to  work  that  way. 

I  would  like  to  clarify  one  point  as 
we  proceed  with  the  debate: 

These  defense  companies  are  not  to- 
tally dependent  on  the  Pentagon;  most 
do  50  to  70  percent  of  their  business 
with  the  Government  the  Pentagon  pri- 
marily; they  are  really  semi-private. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record  the 
top  10  defense  contractors. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

LIST  OF  TOP  10  CONTRACTORS  IN  1993  WITH  AT  LEAST 
ONE-THIRD  DOD  BUSINESS 

[Mlais  Ki  billions] 
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on 

con- 
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McOonnell  Oo«|las 

Lockheed     

Maitin  Manetta 
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52 
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S3 

94 

SO 
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35 
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U 

U 

3J 

a 

32 

S3 

3i 

46 
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38 
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1989 


1990 
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1992 


1993 


1994 


McDonnell  Oou|las  _ 

Ucklieed 

Martm  Manetta 

Raytheon _.»____.„ 

Nortlin)!}  - 

General  Dynamics 

Lofal 

GniiMian 

LlCtBQ  .—     
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S13.938 

J15497 

$18il6I 

$17J65 

J14«7 

$ai76 

9.891 

9.958 

9J09 

10.100 

13.071 

13.130 

5.796 

6126 

6075 

5J54 

9.436 

9J74 

1.79. 

9i68 

9J74 

9J)58 

9J01 

10.166 

Si48 

5.490 

5.694 

SJSO 

5063 

6.711 

10.043 

10.173 

8.751 

3.472 

1117 

IPSI 

1.187 

U74 

2.127 

2JI2 

3J3S 

tsm 

3.559 

4.041 

4.038 

3.504 

32*9 

(') 

S.023 

5.156 

3526 

3.711 

3474 

3.«4< 

1.626 

IJOl 

1,991 

2-095 

2.097 

2.028 
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1989 


1990 


1991 


1992 


1993 


1994 


McOonodI  Ooiiilas 

locMiceO  _ 

Martin  Mantna 

RiytMOfi  — — .^.— 
Nofthrep  — — •«» 


127.900 

I21J00 

109.100 

87.400 

70.000 

65J00 

82.500 

73.000 

72J00 

71.700 

n.oao 

tun 

65.500 

62i00 

KM 

55.700 

92J00 

90J00 

77.600 

76.700 

71.600 

63J00 

63J00 

(03U 
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32J00 


36J00 


33M) 


29jn 


42.400 


14552 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 

TOTAL  EMPLOYEES  OF  TOP  10  DEFENSE  CONTRACTORS,  1989-94— Continued 


June  19,  1996 


Compiny 


1989 


1990 


1991 


1992 


1993 


1994 


General  Dimimics 

lofil  

Gnimmao 

Utton  

E-S)rstems 


102.200 

98.100 

80.600 

56.800 

30.500 

24.200 

12700 

26.100 

24.400 

26.500 

24.200 

32.400 

28.900 

26.100 

23.600 

21.200 

17.900 

(') 

50.800 

SO.SOO 

52.300 

49.600 

46.400 

42.000 

17.900 

18.400 

18.600 

18.600 

16.700 

16.000 

■  Acgmm)  by  Northnp. 


COMPENSATION  OF  TOP  5  EXECUTIVES  AT  TOP 
DEFENSE  CONTRACTORS  FOR  1995 

The  following  Information  Is  the  fiscal 
year  1995  reported  compensation  of  the  top  5 
executives  at  the  defense  contractors  pre- 
viously reported  in  GAO  report  "Defense 
Contractors:  Pay,  Benefits,  and  Restructur- 
ing' During  Defense  Downsizing". 

In  this  paper,  total  compensation  is  denied 
as  Salary  plus  Bonus.  Other  cash  compensa- 
tion and  long-term  valuation  of  stock  op- 
tions is  not  Included. 

The  soiirces  of  information  are:  SEC 
(Edgar)  online  electronic  filings  of  company 
Proxy  Statements  or.  Business  Week,  April 
22.1996. 

COMPENSATION  OF  TOP  5  EXECUTIVES  AT  TOP  DEFENSE 
CONTRACTORS  FOR  1995 


T:- 

Saliiy 

Bonus 

Total  Sal- 
aiy/Bonus 

McOonneil  Douglas  

1         825.000 

1.042.400 

1.867.400 

I        502.308 

571.000 

1.073.3O8 

1        392J08 

524.100 

916.408 

1        382.116 

500.300 

882.116 

5        376.024 

229.600 

605.624 

iKUitcMliitin  „ 

1.053.462 

1.400.000 

2.453.462 

I        983.846 

U00.000 

2.283.846 

I         733.077 

750.000 

1.483.077 

464.615 

a3.500 

908.115 

)         459.904 

448.200 

908.104 

Gtnenl  Ovnamics ..  . 

670.000 

1.750.000 

2.420.000 

i        500.000 

700.000 

1.200.000 

356.000 

500.000 

856.000 

300.000 

300.000 

600.000 

>         220.000 

175.000 

395.000 
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999.996 

870.000 

1J69.996 

!         573.908 

425.000 

998.908 

419.520 

290.000 
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397.500 

240.000 

637.500 

)         379.500 

235.000 

614.500 

Ibitlin«/Cniinman  — ... 

730.000 

1.000.000 

1. 730.000 

'        238.688 

428.000 

666.688 

336.667 

320.000 

656.667 

I         275.000 

350.000 

625.000 

>        288J33 

330.000 

618J33 

Uttoa     

445.681 

500.000 

945.681 

>        337.418 

340.000 

677.418 
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260.000 
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335.000 
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„ 
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Mr.  GRASSLEY.  This  information  is 
drawn  from  a  recent  GAO  report  enti- 
tled "Defense  Contractors:  Pay,  Bene- 
fits, and  Restructuring  During  Defense 
Downsizing." 

Mr.  President,  the  Government 
should  not  be  in  the  business  of  decid- 
ing how  much  to  pay  corporate  execu- 
tives in  the  defense  industry. 

Grassley-Boxer  will  not  get  the  Gov- 
ernment out  of  that  business  entirely, 
but  it  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction. 

Mr.  President,  earlier  in  the  debate,  I 
said  that  we  need  to  get  Government 
bureaucrats  out  of  the  business  of  de- 
ciding how  much  to  pay  defense  execu- 
tives. 


Grassley-Boxer  wouldn't  get  us  out  of 
that  business  entirely,  but  it  would  be 
a  step  in  the  right  direction. 

Grassley-Boxer  would  put  a  governor 
on  executive  pay  flowing  through  the 
DOD  money  pipe. 

The  Grassley-Boxer  amendment 
would  limit  the  size  of  executive  sala- 
ries that  could  be  charged  directly  to 
the  Government  under  a  specific  con- 
tract. 

Under  existing  rules,  the  sky  is  the 
limit. 

For  the  bills  coming  due  today,  DOD 
pay  what  is  fair  and  reasonable. 

Reasonableness  is  defined  in  Federal 
regulation,  FAR  31-205-6. 

The  rule  is  broad  and  general,  as  I 
suspected. 

It  gives  the  bureaucrats  wide  latitude 
for  maneuver. 

The  guidance  on  how  to  make  the  de- 
termination is  spelled  out  in  defense 
contract  audit  agency  [DCAA]  docu- 
ments. 

DCAA  bureaucrats  make  the  final  de- 
cision. 

The  main  gmde  is  a  market  consen- 
sus survey  to  see  what  everybody  else 
is  getting  paid. 

Above  all,  the  DCAA  documents  say: 
"Be  fair — not  arbitrary." 

At  the  Pentagon,  being  fair  and  rea- 
sonable usually  means  the  taxpayers 
get  shafted. 

Pentagon  bureaucrats  like  to  bend 
over  backward  to  keep  the  defense  con- 
tractors happy. 

And  shoveling  money  at  corporate 
executives  is  a  great  way  to  do  it. 

The  Pentagon  has  proven  over  and 
over  again  that  it  is  incapable  of  keep- 
ing lid  on  executive  pay  dished  out  on 
contracts.  ) 

The  pay  package  coming  out  of  the 
recent  Martin  Marietta-Lockeed  merg- 
er is  a  prime  example  of  what  I'm  talk- 
ing about. 

Some  460  executives  and  directors  are 
slated  to  receive  a  total  of  $92.2  mil- 
lion: $8.2  million  in  cash  and  stock  op- 
tions is  supposed  to  go  to  Mr.  Norman 
Augustine,  chairman  of  the  Martin 
Marietta  Corp.  before  the  merger. 

Now  this  very  generous  plan  is  in  the 
process  of  being  blessed  by  the  Penta- 
gon bureaucrats. 

The  deal  isn't  final,  yet. 

Since  this  pay  package  is  based  on 
longstanding  contractual  commit- 
ments, some  dating  back  to  the  early 
1980's,  United  Same  has  to  pay. 

The  old  rules  apply. 

The  sky  is  the  limit. 

This  is  what  the  DCAA  bureaucrats 
have  to  do  to  make  it  happen. 


They  take  the  salary  of  each  cor- 
porate executive  and  break  it  down 
into  many  parts  and  spread  it  around 
on  thousands  of  contracts. 

They  use  a  mathematical  formula  to 
determine  how  much  to  put  on  each 
contract. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  what  we  must 
not  forget.  This  is  the  key  point: 

There  is  no  ceiling  on  what  DOD  can 
pay  the  Lockheed-Martin  executives. 

But  from  what  I  am  hearing,  indus- 
try's demand  for  money  is  being  scaled 
back,  somewhat. 

But  exactly  how  much  will  each  exec- 
utive get  under  the  merger  deal? 

I  don't  think  the  Pentagon  wants  us 
to  kown  how  much  the  taxpayers  are 
paying  Mr.  Augustine. 

They  don't  want  us  to  know  how 
much  is  about  to  be  taken  out  of  the 
pockets  of  hard-working  American  tax- 
payers to  bankroll  these  outrageous 
pajrments. 

These  top  industry  executives  are  on 
the  Government  payroll,  and  we  can't 
even  find  out  how  much  they  make. 

DCAA  says  that's  sensitive  propri- 
etary information. 

If  they  are  on  the  public  payroll,  the 
people  have  a  right  to  know  how  much 
each  one  gets. 

Over  a  year  ago.  Senator  Boxer  and 
I  asked  the  DOD  Insjjector  General,  Ms. 
Eleanor  Hill,  for  this  information. 

That  was  on  April  28,  1995. 

We  received  her  response  on  May  26, 
1995. 

But  it  was  unsatisfactory,  and  we 
went  back  to  her  on  June  20  for  more 
specific  answers  to  our  questions. 

When  no  satisfactory  response  was 
given,  the  request  was  renewed  again 
on  February  16, 1996. 

On  June  17,  1996,  she  finally  provided 
a  partial  answer  to  the  question. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  place  our  correspondence  with 
the  DOD  IG  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

U.S.  SENATE. 

Washington.  DC.  April  28, 1995. 
Ms.  Eleanor  Hill, 

Inspector    General.    Department    of   Defense, 
Army  NaT)}/  Drive,  Arlington,  VA. 

Dear  Ms.  Hill:  We  are  writing  to  ask  you 
to  examine  the  merger  of  the  Lockheed  and 
Martin  Marietta  Corporations  and  to  deter- 
mine its  cost  to  the  taxpayers. 

We  think  this  merger  needs  scrutiny  by 
your  office. 

The  "payout  benefit  plan"  being  given  to 
executives  and  managers  at  Martin  is  truly 
beyond  comprehension  for  most  ordinary 
American  citizens.  Martin  Marietta  Chair- 
man Norman  Augustine,  for  example,  will  re- 
ceive S8.2  inllllon  In  cash  and  stock  options 
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as  a  result  of  the  merger.  Other  top  execu- 
tives are  set  to  receive  huge  sums.  A  total  of 
$92.2  million  will  be  dished  out  to  about  460 
managers  and  executives  under  various 
plans.  We  understand  that  some  of  this 
money  will  be  taken  out  of  the  pockets  of 
hard  working  American  taxpayers. 

Since  mid-1992,  there  have  been  at  least 
nine  or  ten  major  mergers  or  acquisitions  in 
the  U.S.  defense  industry.  Under  current  pol- 
icy, the  amounts  charged  to  current  or  fu- 
ture defense  contracts  to  cover  the  ••restruc- 
turing'" or  merger  costs  could  be  building  up 
to  unacceptable  levels.  What  are  the  govern- 
ment's total  potential  liabilities  from  all  re- 
cent mergers?  What  is  the  rationale  for  giv- 
ing defense  companies  tax  money  to  cover 
the  costs  of  their  mergers?  To  us,  mergers 
mean  less  competition,  and  less  competition 
usually  means  higher  prices. 

Furthermore,  we  understand  that  there  is 
a  lack  of  clear  guidance  in  regulation  and 
law  governing  mergers  as  to  what  is  allow- 
able and  what  is  not  allowable.  This  situa- 
tion could  leave  the  door  wide  open  for 
waste,  abuse  and  excessive  cash  payments  to 
Industry  executives. 

In  line  with  our  more  general  concerns,  we 
have  eleven  more  specific  questions  on  the 
Martin/Lockheed  merger: 

Is  there  any  evidence— based  on  recent  ex- 
perience—to suggest  that  the  merger  will 
generate  real  savings  to  the  taxpayers? 

If  so,  what  are  the  total  expected  savings 
to  the  taxpayers  from  the  merger? 

What  is  the  total  projected  cost  of  the 
merger  to  the  taxpayers,  including  potential 
reUnbursements  for  closing  unneeded  facili- 
ties? 

How  exactly  would  tax  dollars  be  used  to 
compensate  the  two  firms  for  the  cost  of  the 
merger? 

To  what  extent  are  tax  dollars  being  used 
to  support  the  executive  compensation  plan 
resulting  from  the  merger— particularly  the 
one  contained  in  a  joint  proxy  statement  for 
the  meeting  held  on  March  15, 1995? 

If  tax  money  is  used  to  finance  the  execu- 
tive "payout"  operation,  please  provide  the 
name  of  each  person  receiving  tax  money 
and  the  total  amount  each  person  is  to  re- 
ceive. 

What  is  the  legal  basis  for  using  tax  money 
to  make  such  payments? 

Will  projected  costs  and  savings  be  sub- 
jected to  adequate  audit  verification? 

Does  the  merger  plan  comply  with  Section 
818  of  Public  Law  103-337  and  Section  8117  of 
Public  Law  103-335? 

Does  the  April  15,  1995  deadline  specified  in 
Section  8117  mean  that  the  Martin/Lockheed 
merger  is  not  covered  by  this  provision? 

Have  anti-trust  issues  been  adequately  ad- 
dressed? 

Ms.  Hill,  as  far  as  we  are  concerned,  the 
salaries  paid  to  top  executives  In  industry 
should  be  determined  in  the  market  place — 
not  by  some  obscure  act  of  Congress.  But  if 
money  is  taken  out  of  the  pockets  of  hard 
working  American  taxpayers  to  pay  defense 
Industry  executive  outrageous  and  unreason- 
able salaries  and  bonuses,  then  we  feel  like 
we  have  an  obligation  to  ask  questions. 

We  look  forward  to  your  Independent  as- 
sessment of  the  facts. 

Your  continued  support  is  always  appre- 
ciated. 

Sincerely, 

Charles  e.  Grassley. 
Barbara  Boxer. 


Lnspector  GE-VERAL. 

DEPARTME.Vr  OF  DEFENSE. 

Arlington.  VA,  May  26,  1995. 
Hon.  Charles  E.  Grassley. 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Grassley:  This  is  in  reply 
to  a  letter  of  April  28.  1995,  signed  jointly  by 
you  and  Senator  Barbara  Boxer,  that  re- 
quested our  assessment  of  the  facts  sur- 
rounding the  merger  of  the  Lockheed  and 
Martin  Marietta  Corporations.  Our  response 
to  each  of  your  concerns  and  questions  is 
presented  in  the  enclosure. 

Under  Section  818.  Public  Law  337,  and  im- 
plementing regulations,  restructuring  costs 
associated  with  a  business  combination  of 
defense  contractors  may  not  be  paid,  absent 
a  review  of  projected  costs  and  savings  re- 
sulting for  the  Department  from  that  busi- 
ness combination.  We  understand  that  Lock- 
heed Martin  Corporation  plans  to  submit  a 
proposal  containing  such  Information  by  late 
June  1995.  That  proposal  will  be  audited  by 
the  Defense  Contract  Audit  Agency  and  the 
results  assessed  by  the  Defense  Contract 
Management  Command  to  determine  the 
amount  of  restructuring  costs  that  properly 
may  be  reimbursed  by  the  Government.  In 
the  interim,  those  agencies  will  review  the 
companies'  requests  for  payments  to  assure 
that  the  Government  is  not  being  improperly 
bUled. 

Because  the  Defense  Contract  Audit  Agen- 
cy and  the  General  Accounting  Officer  will 
be  examining  the  costs  associated  with  the 
business  combination,  we  do  not  plan  to  ini- 
tiate a  review  of  the  matter.  We  will,  how- 
ever, closely  monitor  the  audit  by  the  De- 
fense Contract  Audit  Agency  and  actions  by 
the  Defense  Contract  Management  Com- 
mand. Let  me  assure  you  that  I  share  your 
concern  that  the  Lockheed  and  Martin  Mari- 
etta business  combination  not  result  in  the 
payment  of  unallowable  or  excessive  costs  by 
the  Government. 

A  similar  reply  is  being  provided  to  Sen- 
ator Boxer.  If  we  may  be  of  further  assist- 
ance, please  contact  me  or  Mr.  John  R. 
Crane,  Office  of  Congressional  Liaison,  at 
604-8324. 

Sincerely, 

ELEANOR  Htt.t., 

Inspector  General. 

Response  to  Comments  and  Questions  Re- 
garding THE  Mercer  of  Lockheed  and 
Martin  Marietta  Corportions 
General  Comments:  A  total  of  S92.2  million 
will  be  dished  out  to  about  460  managers  and 
executives  under  various  plans. 

Of  the  S92.2  million,  the  Lockheed  Martin 
Corporation  believes  that  S31  million  are  al- 
lowable costs  that  can  be  charged  to  Govern- 
ment contracts.  The  Defense  Conti-act  Audit 
Agency  is  currently  auditing  the  $31  million. 
The  audit  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  by 
June  30.  1995. 

What  are  the  Government's  total  potential 
liabilities  from  all  recent  mergers? 

The  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  may  pay 
allowable  and  allocable  restructuring  costs 
resulting  from  a  business  combination  pro- 
vided under  that  audited  proposals  indicate 
that  overall  savings  to  the  Government  will 
result.  As  only  a  few  contractors  have  pre- 
sented restructuring  proposals,  the  total  po- 
tential costs  and  overall  savings  to  the  Gov- 
enmient  cannot  be  predicted  at  this  time. 

What  is  the  rationale  for  giving  defense 
companies  tax  money  to  cover  the  costs  of 
their  mergers?  To  us,  merger  means  less 
competition,  and  less  competition  means 
higher  iirlces. 


The  DoD  may  pay  restructuring  costs.  I.e.. 
the  cost  to  streamline  operations,  including 
the  elimination  of  unneeded  or  redundant  fa- 
cilities and  reductions  in  the  work  force  sub- 
sequent to  a  merger  or  acquisition,  provided 
they  are  offset  by  related  savings.  We  share 
your  concern,  however,  that  competition  is 
being  reduced  and  may  lead  to  higher  prices. 
We  understand  that  there  is  a  lack  of  clear 
guidelines  in  regulation  and  law  governing 
mergers  as  to  what  is  allowable  and  what  is 
not  allowable. 

Clearly,  those  costs,  such  as  reorganization 
costs,  that  were  previously  unallowable  are 
still  not  allowable.  A  July  1993  policy  memo- 
randum on  restructuring  costs  by  the  Under 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition  and 
Technology  speclQcally  makes  that  point. 
What  Is  unclear  is  the  law  and  regulations 
addressing  the  allowability  of  restructuring 
costs  that  result  in  increased  costs  on  con- 
tracts novated  from  the  selling  company  to 
the  buyer. 

Under  the  provisions  In  the  present  Fed- 
eral Acquisition  Regulation  (FAR),  the  DoD 
is  under  no  obligation  to  pay  increased  costs 
of  novated  contracts  even  if  they  are  offset 
by  decreases.  The  July  1993  memorandum 
was  Intended  to  clarify  that  DoD  contracting 
officers  have  the  latitude  to  recognize  cost 
increases  on  novated  contracts  due  to  re- 
structuring provided  they  are  offset  with  re- 
lated savings. 

The  problem  we  see  is  that  the  Congress 
initially  believed  that  restructuring  costs 
actually  represented  merger  and  acquisition 
costs.  Section  818  of  Public  Law  103-337, 
therefore,  addresses  restructuring  costs  in 
general  rather  than  those  situations  specifi- 
cally related  to  Increased  costs  on  novated 
contracts. 

Restructuring  costs  are  generally  allow- 
able since  contractors  must  have  the  ability 
to  change  and  improve  their  operations. 
However,  the  Interim  regulations  written  by 
the  DoD  in  response  to  the  broad  require- 
ments of  Section  818.  require  contractors  to 
demonstrate  that  all  restructurlxig  costs. 
whether  related  to  a  merger  or  acquisition  or 
not.  are  offset  by  savings.  It  Is  possible  that 
the  law  and  new  regulations  will  make  pre- 
viously allowable  costs  unallowable.  The  net 
effect  Is  that  few  contractors  have  come  for- 
ward with  restructuring  proposals.  We  be- 
lieve, therefore,  that  the  law  and  the  DoD  In- 
terim regulations  should  be  clarified  to  ad- 
dress restructuring  related  to  novated  con- 
tracts only. 

Specific  Concerns:  Is  there  any  evidence — 
based  on  recent  experience — to  suggest  that 
the  merge  will  generate  real  savings  to  the 
taxpayers? 

Yes.  In  those  very  few  cases  where  compa- 
nies Involved  in  business  combination  have 
submitted  restructuring  proposals,  cost  re- 
ductions are  forecast.  However,  we  cannot 
predict  whether  anticipated  savings  are  off- 
set by  diminished  competition. 

If  so.  what  are  the  total  expected  savings 
to  the  taxpayer  from  the  merger? 

The  company  has  not  submitted  a  proposal 
of  forecasted  savings. 

What  Is  the  total  projected  cost  of  the 
merger  to  the  taxpayer,  including  potential 
reimbursements  for  closing  unneeded  facili- 
ties? 

Again,  that  Information  is  not  yet  avail- 
able because  the  company  has  not  submitted 
a  proposal  of  forecasted  savings. 

How  exactly  would  tax  dollars  be  used  to 
compensate  the  two  firms  for  the  cost  of  the 
merger? 

As  previously  stated,  the  costs  of  the 
merger  are  not  compensated.  Restructuring 
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costs  are  reimbursed  once  the  contractor  audit  by  the  Defense  Contract  Audit  Agency        Mr.    GRASSLEY.    Martin   Marietta's 

satisfactorily  demonstrates  to  the  Contract-  will  evaluate  the  compensation  costs  pro-  top      executives      are      getting      paid 

Ing  Officer  at  the  Defense  Contract  Manage-  posed  to  be  claimed  after  April  15. 1995,  to  de-  $16,272,000  under  the  deal, 

ment  Command  and  auditor  at  the  Defense  termlne  compliance  with  the  public  law.  This'  isn't  salary    It's  a  retirement 

contract  Audit  Agency  that  there  will  be        Have  anti-trust  Issues  been  adequately  ad-  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^.^^  executives. 

overall  savings  to  the  Government   An  ad-  ^'^f^.  antitrust  laws  Is  the  re-        Some  call  it  a  -golden  parachute." 

vance  agreement  will  then  be  executed  sped-        compliance  witn  antitrust  laws  is  tne  re  Hpfinifinn    it-'«5  a  vprv  p-Pn^r- 

fylng  the  type  and  limits  for  restructuring  sponsibUity  of  the  Department  of  Justice        By  any  deflmtion.  it  s  a  very  gener- 

costs  that  can  be  charged  to  contracts  each  and  the  Federal  Trade  Commission.  We  are  ous  deal.  ,,^„„^,„„e  .„ 

year  That  agreement  is  forwarded  to  a  sen-  °ot  aware  of  any  problems  in  that  area.  DOD  pays  the  top  five  executives,  In- 

lor  DoD  official  who  certifies  that  savings  ,        ^  eluding  Mr.  Augustine.  $3,552,909. 

will  be  achieved.  The  costs  are  then  alio-  Inspector  General,  Now.  this  isn't  Mr.  Augustine's  sal- 

cated  among  all  the  contractor's  business  Department  OF  Defense.  gxy,  for  example. 

and  the  Government  pays  its  share.  Arlington,  va.  June  i4.  lyyb.  These  aire  just  retirement  benefits. 

To  what  extent  are  tax  dollars  being  used  Hon.  Charles  Grassley,  jjg  ggts  a  lot  more,  but  it  comes  out 

to  support  the  executive  compensation  plan  ^^'^^f^'  „„  of  another  DOD  pool  of  money. 

':^^^^^J^7^n'':!^^n?^.^ll^^l'J^r       S^Ienator  Grassley:  This  is  m  fur-  ^  How  many  pools  of  money  does  DOD 

r^f^-.^h-HnnM^rr'^^fi^r  ther  response  to  a  letter  of  April  28,  1995,  have  for  corporate  pay. 

-^o    t^^!„     n  rv.r^^  nV^nUor  n,.  signed  Jointly  by  you  and  Senator  Barbara        Mr.  President,  this  tells  me  we  need 

rl^.  ^n^  ,  Lh  r^  ^TJi..  n?^.^x^r  Boxer  that  requested  Information  regarding  a  cap. 

ments.  wUl  be  used  to  Pay  some  of  the  execu-  lojjg-term  incentive  compensaUon  payouts        I  am  told  that  when  the  idea  of  a  cap 

Srco:?Sofh"asTn'^-cS'd'r^^  ^°  Martin  Marietta  executives.  These  pay-  was  first  debated  over  in  the  Pentagon, 

will  te  dlatoed  on  IM  Sjvemment  contracts  ""'^  ^''^  ''**°  claimed  for  government  reim-  a  DCAA  bureaucrat  made  this  sugges- 

wiii  be  ciaimea  on  its  ixovernment  contracts  ^ursement  by  Lockheed  Martin  Corporation  ^.-„. 

based  on  Its  past  pracUces  and  would  not  ex-  „,  .  ™«;nlt  nf  rh*.  mpre-Pr  of  Lorkh^d  and  "2,^-  ^  - „ 

ceed  the  amount  DoD  would  have  paid  had  Martin  Ma^iett^Co^rltlons  ^°^^^^^  ""^        Why  not  set  the  cap  at  $1  million? 

the  merger  not  occurred.  Each  of  the  ele-  "Indose^areag^^a^  totals  of  the  long-        ^r-  President,  the  Pentagon's  weak- 

ments  of  compensation  Included  in  the  proxy  x.evm  Incentive  compensation  for  four  cat-  kneed  attitude  on  executive  pays  tells 

statement  resulting  from  the   merger  are  egorles  of  Lockheed  Martin  executives  that  me  that  a  cap  is  mandatory. 

being    reviewed    by    the    Defense    Contract  ^e    allocable     to    Government    contracts        On  March  5.  1996.  the  DOD  inspector 

Audit  Agency  to  determine  the  reasonable-  through  indirect  expense   pools,   excluding  general.  Ms.  Eleanor  Hill,  came  out  in 

ness  of  the  compensation  paid  and  to  ensure  commercial  and  foreign  military  sales.  It  favor  of  a  $250,000  cap. 

the  long-term  compensation  plans  are  In  ac-  should   be   noted   the   long-term   incentive        i  thank  her  for  doing  that 

cordance  with  the  procurement  regulations,  compensation  was  earned  over  a  period  of        mt    President    I  ask  unanimous  con- 

^L'ib?e^rt°i?n"of^e«c'!'^^^  ^^^  ^°^  '"''^  '°  ^^^  ^^^^^  ^^«  '^''^''-  '^'  sent^to  pSce  he^  leuer  SJr^ZSieSda- 

allowable  portion  of  executive  compensation  categories  of  former  Martin  Marietta  execu-  ^f"    .  "  ^v*  o^IdtT 

based  on  their  share  of  the  contractors  busl-  tj^es  include  the  top  five  executives,  other  "2^1°    kIs^,^^^  AK^n^f-i«„    ^>,«.  ,„o^^ 

'iess-  top  executives,  all  other  executives  and  the      .  There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 

If  tax  money  Is  used  to  finance  the  execu-  outside  Board  of  Directors.  rial  was  oraered  to  be  printed  m  the 

tlve -payout"  operation,  please  provide  the       The    Lockheed    Martin    Corporation    has  RECORD,  as  follows: 

name  of  each  person  receiving  tax  money  agreed,  on  an  exception  basis,  to  a  release  of  Inspector  General. 

and  the  amount  each  person  is  to  receive.  the  aggregate  totals  without  a  company  pro-  Department  of  Defense, 

Although  the  proxy  statement  does  iden-  prietary  stamp.  Lockheed  Martin  Corpora-  Arlington,  VA,  March  5, 1996. 
tlfy  some  Individuals  and  amounts  paid,  it  tlon  considers  individual  names  and  assocl-  Hon.  Strom  THxmMOND, 
does  not  identify  the  amount  that  will  be  ated  financial  information  to  be  confidential  Chairman,  Committee  on  Armed  Services, 
claimed  on  Government  contracts.  We  will  proprietary  and  management  sensitive  data  u.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC. 
not  know  all  the  names  of  the  people  recelv-  and  has  not  made  an  exception  as  to  that  in-        Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Recently,  the  Depart- 
ing the  money  or  the  final  amount  being  formation.  ment  provided  its  views  on  S.   1102,   "To 
claimed  on  Government  contracts  until  the        We  agree  that  such  Information  is  proprl-  amend  title  10.  United  States  Code,  to  make 
audit  by  the  Defeiise  Contract  Audit  Agency  etary  and  is  exempt  from  release  under  the  reimbursement   of  defense    contractors   for 
is  complete.  The  audit  is  scheduled  to  be  Freedom     of    Information     Act.     Sections  costs  of  excessive  amounts  of  compensation 
completed  by  June  30. 1995.  552(b)(4)  and  552(b)(6),  Title  5,  United  States  for  contractor  personnel  unallowable  under 

What  is  the  legal  basis  for  using  tax  money  Code.  It  has  been  designated  "For  Official  the  Department  of  Defense  contracts".  In  re- 

to  make  such  payments?  Use  Only"  (FOUO),  and  can  be  released  pur-  sponse  to  a  request  from  Senator  Grassley'S 

The  FAR  provides  for  a  fair  share  of  con-  suant  to  a  request  from  a  chairman  of  a  com-  office,  we  offer  our  views  on  the  legislation 

tractor  costs,  including  executive  compensa-  mittee   or   subcommittee   with  Jurisdiction  for  your  consideration. 

tlon,  to  be  charged  to  Government  contracts,  over  the  subject  matter.  We  support  a  permanent  S250,000  cap  on  al- 

The  regulation  prohibits  paying  costs  such        We  hope  that  the  above  InformaUon  is  lowable  Individual  compensation  costs  under 

as  "golden  parachutes."  The  audit  by  the  De-  helpful  to  you.  If  we  may  be  of  further  assist-  jjoD  contracts.  This  is  not  a  limitation  on 

fense  Contract  Audit  Agency  will  determine  ance,   please   contact  me   or  Mr.   John  R.  total  compensation  but  on  the  costs  charged 

If  the  amounts  claimed  by   the  Lockheed  Crane,  Office  of  Congressional  Liaison,  at  to  the  Government.  Furthermore,  we  would 

Martin  Corporation  are  allowable.  (703)  604-8324.  also  support  a  limitation  on  all  ciovernment 

Will  projected  costs  and  savings  be  sub-  Sincerely.  contractors.     This     additional     limitation 

Jected  to  adequate  audit  verification?  Eleanor  Hill.  would  prevent  DoD  contractors  who  also 

The  Public  Law  and  procurement  regrula-  Inspector  General.  have  contracts  with  other  Government  agen- 

tions  require  audit  verification  by  the  De-  cles  from  charging  this  compensation  to  non- 

fense  Contract  Audit  Agency.  We  plan  to  Martin  Marietta  long-term  incentive  compensa-  jj^jj  contracts. 

monitor  the  audit.  Hon     allocable     to     Government     contracts        j  jjope  this  information  Is  helpful  as  the 

Does  the  merger  plan  comply  with  Section        through  indirect  expense  pools  Congress  continues  consideration  of  this  im- 

818  of  Public  Law  103-337  and  Section  8117  of      [Excluding  commercial  and  foreign  military  sales]  portant  issue.  If  we  can  be  of  further  assist- 

Publlc  Law  103-335?  Top  Executives  (5)  iJ3.552,909  ance,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me  or 

We  will  not  know  whether  the  plan  com-  Other  Top  Executives  (14) '2.691,248  Mr.  John  R.  Crane,  Office  of  Congressional 

plies  with  either  law  until  the  restructuring  Outside   Board   of  Directors  (19)  Liaison,  at  (703,  604-8324. 

proposal  is  submitted  and  examined  by  the        (1993  to  1995) '2,773.263  Sincerely, 

contracting  officer  and  auditor.  Outside  Board  of  Directors  (Prior  Eleanor  Hill. 

Does  the  April  15,  1995  deadline  specified  in        to  1993)  '555.297  Inspector  General. 

Section  8117  mean  that  the  Martla'Lockheed  All  Other  Executives  (450+)  '6,668.283        ^  GRASSLEY.  Unfortunately.  Sen- 

"^e  AXl5.7^'de'rd?S:  S^^o  pay-  ^^^ ^^«'^2'«»  f -  Bo-R  and  I  think  $250,000  cap  is 

ments  from  funds  appropriated  in  fiscal  year        'TTieseamoanu  were  calculated  from  information  too  high.  ^      ^     .^  ,    .^ 
1995  for  contracts  awarded  after  April  15,  ''T^llf^^^^' ^l!i^^°,^The  dm^^^^                     ^^^^    ^^^    ^^®    President    of   the 
1995.  Section  8117  Will  limit,  to  some  extent,  ex^^Tw^  u^^Si^'flr'^'n^^^iS^I  United  States  makes  in  a  year, 
the  DoD  reimbursement  to   the   Lockheed  nnal  settlement  with  the  Lockheed  Martin  Corpora-         Only  one  person  on  the  Federal  pay- 
Martin  Corporation  after  April  15.  1995.  The  tlon.  roll  should  make  that  much  money. 
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Mr.  President,  the  appropriators 
seem  to  agree  with  our  thinking. 

We  can  thank  the  appropriators  for 
their  pioneering  work  in  this  area. 

In  1944,  they  established  the  first 
"cap"  on  the  defense  appropriations 
bill. 

Under  Section  8117  of  Public  Law  103- 
335.  they  placed  a  $250,000  salary  "cap" 
on  fiscal  year  1995  contract  payments. 

Then,  just  last  year,  they  lowered  the 
cap  to  $200,000  on  fiscal  year  1996  con- 
tract payments. 

That  was  in  Section  8068  of  Public 
Law  104-61— the  fiscal  year  1996  defense 
appropriations  bill. 

As  I  pointed  out  earlier  in  the  debate. 
that's  not  a  permanent  cap. 

It's  a  1-year  cap  on  fiscal  year  1996 
defense  appropriations. 

Mr.  President,  we  need  a  permanent 
cap  on  all  Government  contracts. 

We  shouldn't  take  money  out  of  the 
pockets  of  hard  working  American  tax- 
payers to  bank-roll  the  big  executives 
in  defense  industry. 

We  need  to  get  the  taxpayers  out  of 
the  loop. 

Pay  and  bonuses  for  top  defense  ex- 
ecutives should  be  determined  in  the 
marketplace. 

Executive  wages  should  be  deter- 
mined by  successes  and  failures  by 
profits  and  losses. 

And  not  by  a  bunch  of  bureaucrats  in 
the  Pentagon. 

A  $200,000  cap  is  a  good  first  step  in 
the  right  direction. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  support 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  throughout  this  de- 
bate. I  have  repeatedly  stressed  one 
point: 

We  need  to  get  government  bureau- 
crats out  of  the  business  of  deciding 
how  much  to  pay  industry  executives. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  only  one  place 
where  those  kinds  of  decisions  should 
be  made  in  this  country. 

And  that's  in  the  marketplace. 

Those  decisions  should  be  governed 
by  profits  and  business  successes. 

"There  is  a  general  consensus  for  get- 
ting the  Government  out  of  the  loop. 

Government  bureaucrats  are  incapa- 
ble of  deciding  what  an  executive 
should  earn. 

Mr.  President.  I  have  here  in  my 
hand  an  article  taken  from  one  of  the 
defense' trade  journals. 

This  one  is  from  Defense  News.  June 
3-9. 1996.  page  14. 

Now,  Defense  News  is  a  weekly  publi- 
cation with  close  ties  to  defense  indus- 
try. 

The  article  has  this  title:  "White 
House  Prepares  New  Rule  on  Com- 
pensation for  Executives." 

The  report  says  the  White  House  pro- 
curement czar  is  about  to  issue  a  new 
regtilation  on  how  much  executive  pay 
can  be  charged  to  defense  contracts. 

"Industry  officials"  are  quoted. 

And  industry  officials  are  sasrlng 
what  I  am  sajring. 


They  say  that  this  decision  should  be 
made  in  the  marketplace. 

This  is  what  the  reports  says,  and  I 
quote: 

"Industry  officials  say  the  free  mar- 
ket should  determine  how  much  they 
[defense  executives]  are  paid,  and  how 
much  the  Government  reimburses 
them  [for  salary]." 

Mr.  President,  that  is  exactly  what  I 
am  saying. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  in  the  Record,  the 
article. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Defense  News,  Jun6  3-9. 1996] 

White  House  Prepares  New  Rule  On 

Compensation  for  Executives 

(By  Jeff  ErUch) 

Washington.— White  House  officials  will 
make  a  decision  this  month  on  what  portion 
of  defense  executives"  salaries  the  govern- 
ment will  reimburse. 

The  issue  of  how  much  corporate  execu- 
tives are  paid  has  taken  on  populist  over- 
tones as  salaries  continue  to  rise  while  work- 
ers are  laid  off,  a  senior  government  official 
said. 

"Some  contractors  seem  to  have  tunnel  vi- 
sion," the  official  said.  "There  is  a  larger  de- 
bate in  society  about  executive  compensa- 
tion. This  is  not  Just  about  defense  contract- 
ing." 

Industry  officials,  however,  say  the  free 
market  should  determine  how  much  they  are 
paid,  and  how  much  the  government  reim- 
burses them. 

"If  you  find  the  right  guy,  the  leverage  of 
his  thought  process  Is  way  beyond  the  value 
you  would  attribute  to  him  as  one  man." 
Vaince  Coffman,  chief  operating  officer  of 
Lockheed  Martin  Corp.,  Bethesda,  Md.,  said 
in  a  May  29  Interview. 

Steve  Kelman,  White  House  director  of  fed- 
eral procurement  policy,  is  due  to  issue  the 
pay  rule  this  month.  He  said  May  28  that  he 
has  not  yet  made  a  decision. 

Kelman  will  weight  options  that  Include  a 
cap  on  how  much  the  Pentagon  can  reim- 
burse executives  for  their  salaries. 

Congress  has  a  S200.000  cap  this  year,  pend- 
ing the  new  policy.  Or  Kelman  could  elimi- 
nate any  caps  and  let  the  DoD's  cost-ac- 
counting principles  govern  levels  of  reim- 
bursement. 

He  also  will  address  other  forms  of  pay. 
such  as  bonuses,  deferred  salary,  stock  op- 
tions and  other  compensation,  often  earned 
during  corporate  restructuring. 

These  Issues  came  under  congressional 
scrutiny  with  the  merger  of  Lockheed  and 
Martin  Marietta  corporations.  Lockheed 
Martin  will  get  $16.5  million  from  the  gov- 
ernment in  extra  comjwnsatlon  resulting 
from  the  restructuring. 

"During  the  past  eight  years.  2.2  million 
Americans  have  lost  their  defense-related 
Jobs.  At  precisely  the  same  time,  the  top 
CEOs  among  defense  contractors  have  been 
taking  home  huge  salaries  and  stock  payouts 
paid  in  no  small  part  by  U.S.  taxpayers." 
Reps.  Peter  DeFazio.  D-Ore.,  Bernard  Sand- 
ers, I-Vt.,  and  Carolyn  Maloney,  D-N.Y.. 
wrote  May  9  to  Defense  Secretary  William 
Perry. 

Bert  Conckliii,  president  of  the  Profes- 
sional Services  Couiicll,  a  Vienna,  Va. -based 
consultants  association,  said  the  policy 
should  address  only  high  levels  of  compensa- 


tion resulting  from  mergers,  buyouts  or 
other  corporate  restructuring,  while  leaving 
alone  normal  bonuses  and  salaries. 

"It  should  focus  on  what  has  apparently 
gotten  the  attention  of  the  critics." 
Concklln  said  May  28. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Grassley-Boxer 
doesn't  get  the  Government  out  of  the 
loop  completely. 

It  would  leave  bureaucrats  with  au- 
thority to  manipulate  just  a  small 
piece  of  the  compensation  pie. 

The  bulk  of  executive  compensation 
would  be  decided  by  industry  in  the 
marketplace  where  it  belongs. 

In  time.  I  hope  to  see  a  complete  end 
to  this  practice. 

It  would  cease  to  be  an  allowable  ex- 
pense undier  defense  contracts. 

Mr.  NLTJN.  Mr.  President,  I  urge 
adoption  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

"The  amendment  (No.  4075)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

amendment  no.  «76 

(Purpose:  To  amend  the  reporting  require- 
ment under  demonstration  project  for  pur- 
chase of  fire,  security,  police,  public  works, 
and  utility  services  from  local  government 
agencies) 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  Senator  Boxer,  I  offer  an  amend- 
ment that  would  extend  the  reporting 
date  on  the  demonstration  project  for 
an  additional  2  years.  The  demonstra- 
tion involves  purchase  of  services  from 
municipalities. 

I  believe  this  amendment  has  also 
been  cleared  by  the  Republican  side  of 
the  aisle. 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  followB: 
The  Senator  from  Georgia  (Mr.  Nunn),  for 
Mrs.  Boxer,  proposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 4076. 
The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
At  the  end  of  title  vm,  insert  the  follow- 
ing new  section: 

SEC.  .  BEFOBTING  REQUIREMENT  UNDER  DEM- 
ONSTRATKm  PROJECT  FOR  PUR- 
CHASE <w  FIRE,  SECuitrnr.  pouce. 

PUBLIC  WORKS.  AND  UTIUTr  SERV- 
ICES FROM  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 
AGENCIES. 

Section  816(b)  of  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  (Public 
Law  103-337;  106  Stat.  2820)  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "1996"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "1998". 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President, 
this  has  been  cleared  on  this  side. 

I  urge  its  immediate  adoption. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  4076)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 
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Mr.  NUNN.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
aigreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4077 

(Purpose:  To  authorize  agreements  with  In- 
dian tribes  for  services  under  the  Defense 
Environmental  Restoration  Program) 
Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President, 
on  behalf  of  Senator  McCain,  I  offer  an 
amendment  that  modifies  section  2701 
of  title  X,  United  States  Code,  that 
specifically  authorizes  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  to  enter  into  agreements  to  ob- 
tain the  reimbxirsable  services  of  any 
Indian  tribe  to  assist  the  Secretary  in 
carrying  out  the  Department  of  De- 
fense environmental  restoration  activi- 
ties. Section  2701  currently  authorizes 
the  Secretary  to  enter  into  such  agree- 
ments with  any  other  Federal  agency 
or  State  or  local  government  agency. 
The  amendment  would  make  it  clear 
that  an  Indian  tribe  may  be  party  to 
such  an  agreement. 

I  believe  this  amendment  has  been 
cleared  by  the  other  side. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  urge 
adoption  of  the  amendment. 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The    Senator    from    Idaho    [Mr.    Kemp- 
THORNE],  for  McCain,  proposes  an  amend- 
ment numbered  4077. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
At  the  end  of  subtitle  D  of  title  m,  add  the 
foUowlnK: 

SEC.  .  AUTHORITT  FOR  AGREEMENTS  WITH  IN- 
DIAN TRIBES  FOR  SERVICES  UNDER 
ENVIRONSIENTAL  RESTORATION 

PROGRAIL 

Section  2701(d)  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code.  Is  amended — 

(1)  In  the  first  sentence  of  paragraph  (1),  by 
striking  out  ",  or  with  any  State  or  local 
government  agency."  and  Inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  ".  with  any  State  or  local  govern- 
ment agency,  or  with  any  Indian  tribe.";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(3)  DEFixmoN.— In  this  subsection,  the 
term  'Indian  tribe'  has  the  meaning  given 
such  term  In  section  101(36)  of  the  Com- 
prehensive Environmental  Response.  Com- 
pensation, and  Liability  Act  of  1980  (42 
U.S.C.  9601(36)).". 

Mr.  MCCAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  am  of- 
fering an  amendment  to  S.  1745.  the 
National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for 
fiscal  year  1997,  that  would  modify  sec- 
tion 2701  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  to  specifically  authorize  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  to  enter  into  agree- 
ments to  obtain  the  reimbursable  serv- 
ices of  any  Indian  tribe  to  assist  the 
Secretary  in  carrjring  out  Department 
of  Defense  environmental  restoration 
activities.  Section  2701  currently  au- 
thorizes the  Secretary  to  enter  into 
such  agreements  "*  *  *  with  any  other 
Federal  agency,  or  with  any  State  or 
local  government  agency.  *  *  *" 

Participation  in  agreements  under 
section  2701  became  an  issue  when  the 
Department  of  Defense  informed  the 
Suquamish  Indian  tribe  that  the  De- 
partment did  not  have  the  legal  au- 


thority to  enter  into  such  agreements 
with  Indian  tribes.  The  amendment 
would  expressly  authorize  the  Depart- 
ment to  enter  into  agreements  with  In- 
dian tribes  for  reimbursable  services 
related  to  environmental  restoration. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  that  the  Senate 
adopt  this  amendment. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  I  urge  adoption 
of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  4077)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote.  I  move  to 
lay  it  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  4078 

(Purpose:  To  revise  the  description  of  a  cat- 
egory of  expenses  for  which  humanitarian 
and  civic  assistance  funds  may  be  used) 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  it  be 
reported. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report  the  amendment. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Nunn]  pro- 
poses an  amendment  numbered  4078. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

In  section  1006.  strike  out  the  last  three 
lines  and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(B)  The  cost  of  any  equipment,  services, 
or  supplies  acquired  for  the  purpose  of  carry- 
ing out  or  supporting  activities  described  In 
such  subsection  (e)(5).  including  any  non- 
lethal.  Individual  or  small-team  landmine 
cleaning  equipment  or  supplies  that  are  to  be 
transferred  or  otherwise  furnished  to  a  for- 
eign country  in  furtherance  of  the  provision 
of  assistance  under  this  section. 

"(C)  The  cost  of  any  equipment,  services, 
or  supplies  provided  pursuant  to  (B)  may  not 
exceed  $5  million  each  year.". 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  amends  existing  law  to  en- 
able the  Department  of  Defense  in  the 
course  of  providing  education,  training 
and  technical  assistance  to  foreign  na- 
tions personnel  on  landmine  clearance 
to  also  acquire  equipment,  services  or 
supplies  and  to  transfer  nonlethal  indi- 
vidual small  team  landmine  clearing 
equipment  or  supplies  to  such  foreign 
country.  A  ceiling  of  $5  million  would 
be  set  for  the  cost  of  such  services, 
equipment  and  supplies. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President, 
this  has  been  cleared  on  this  side,  and 
I  urge  its  immediate  adoption. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  4078)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  I  move  to  lay 
that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


AMENDMENT  NO.  4079 

(Purpose:  To  revise  the  eligibility  require- 
ments for  grants  and  contracts  under  the 
University  Research  Initiative  Support 
Program) 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President.  I 
send  to  the  desk  an  amendment  on  be- 
half of  myself  which  would  clarify  the 
eligibility  criteria  for  the  University 
Research  Initiative  Support  Program. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Kempthorne] 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  4079. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
At  the  end  of  subtitle  D  of  title  n  add  the 
following; 

SEC.  243.  AMENDMENT  TO  UNIVERSITY  RE- 
SEARCH INITIATrVE  SUPPORT  PRO- 
GRAM. 

Section  802(c)  of  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1994  (Public 
Law  103-160;  107  Stat.  1701;  10  U.S.C.  2358 
note)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "fiscal 
years  before  the  fiscal  year  In  which  the  in- 
stitution submits  a  proposal"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "most  recent  fiscal  years  for 
which  complete  statistics  are  available  when 
proposals  are  requested". 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President.  I 
am  proposing  an  amendment  to  the  De- 
fense Authorization  bill  in  support  of 
the  University  Research  Initiative  Sup- 
port Program  [URISP].  This  amend- 
ment will  greatly  improve  and  make 
more  efficient  the  process  for  calculat- 
ing the  eligibility  of  colleges  and  uni- 
versities around  the  country  to  receive 
grants  and  contracts  for  research  by 
clarifying  that  such  institutions  may 
not  have  received  more  than  S2  million 
in  funding  from  the  Department  of  De- 
fense in  the  two  most  recent  fiscal 
years  for  which  complete  statistics  are 
available  when  proposals  are  requested. 

The  University  Research  Initiative 
Support  Program  [URISP]  was  initi- 
ated by  the  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committee  in  section  802  of  the  Na- 
tional Defense  Authorization  Act  for 
fiscal  year  1994.  The  purpose  of  the  pro- 
gram was  to  provide  support  for  indi- 
vidual universities  which  had  not  been 
participants  in  Department  of  Defense 
research  programs.  The  URISP  pro- 
gram is  only  open  to  universities  that 
have  received  less  than  $2  million  in 
DOD  R&D  funds  in  the  two  fiscal  years 
preceding  the  submission  of  proposals 
for  participation  by  the  university.  The 
program  was  intended  to  be  a  com- 
plement to  the  similar  Defense  Pro- 
gram to  Stimulate  Competitive  Re- 
search [DEPSCoR]  program  in  which 
university  eligibility  is  determined 
solely  by  location  In  a  designated 
DEPSCoR  state  and  not  by  the  amount 
of  research  funding  an  individual  insti- 
tution may  have  received  in  the  past. 
Section  802  directs  that  all  contracts 
and  grants  be  awarded  under  the 
URISP  program  using  merit-based, 
competitive  procedures. 

On  February  13,  1996.  the  Department 
of   Defense    announced    that    it    will 
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award  S30  million  under  the  URISP 
program  over  the  next  five  years.  The 
funding  is  intended  to  allow  for  the 
building  of  infrastructure  to  allow  the 
universities  to  compete  for  DOD  re- 
search contracts.  The  average  grant  is 
$2  million,  and  the  plan  is  to  fund  the 
first  three  years  at  $500,000  each  and  to 
provide  $300,000  and  $200,000  in  the 
fourth  and  fifth  year,  respectively. 

Unfortunately,  release  of  full  funding 
for  the  first  installment  has  been  re- 
duced by  the  OSD  comptroller  to 
$140,000  because  the  eligibility  deter- 
minations required  under  the  law  are 
delaying  program  implementation.  In- 
formation for  the  two  most  recent  fis- 
cal years  has  not  been  available  be- 
cause of  the  time  lag  in  compiling  such 
recent  data. 

The  amendment  I  projHjse  would  have 
the  effect  of  allowing  the  program  to 
go  forward  by  authorizing  the  use  of 
data  from  the  two  most  recent  fiscal 
years  for  which  it  is  available  at  the 
time  the  university  made  its  proposal. 
This  change  will  allow  the  effective  im- 
plementation of  a  program  that  origi- 
nated in  the  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committee. 

The  Department  of  Defense  has  re- 
quested that  this  change  be  made  and 
the  House  has  included  this  provision 
in  their  bill  as  section  244.  In  the  spirit 
of  competition,  passage  of  this  amend- 
ment would  allow  universities  which 
previously  lacked  the  ability  to  vie  for 
government  research  dollars  to  com- 
pete on  a  more  equal  footing  thereby 
ensuring  that  healthy  competition  re- 
mains the  standard  bearer  in  the  re- 
search and  development  community. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  this  amend- 
ment has  been  cleared  by  the  other 
side. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  urge 
adoption  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  4079)  was 
agreed. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4080 

(Purpose:  To  strike  section  1008.  relating  to 
the  prohibition  on  the  use  of  funds  for  Of- 
fice of  Naval  Intelligence  representation  or 
related  activities) 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President, 
on  behalf  of  Senator  Lott,  I  offer  an 
amendment  to  strike  section  1008  of 
the  bill  relating  to  the  Office  of  Naval 
Intelligence.  I  believe  this  amendment 
has  been  cleared  by  the  other  side. 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The    Senator    from    Idaho    [Mr.    Kemp- 
thorne), for  Mr.  LOTT.  proposes  an  amend- 
ment numbered  4080. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 


Strike  out  section  1008.  relating  to  the  pro- 
hibition on  the  use  of  funds  for  Office  of 
Naval  Intelligence  representation  or  related 
activities. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  strikes  section  1008  of  the 
bill  as  reported  out  of  committee.  I  ap- 
preciate the  support  of  the  members  of 
the  committee  as  well  as  the  full  Sen- 
ate for  this  amendment. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  urge 
adoption  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  4080)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4061 

(Purpose:  To  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  to  convey  certain  real  property  lo- 
cated at  Fort  Sill.  Oklahoma) 
Mr.   KEMPTHORNE.    Mr.    President, 
on  behalf  of  Senators  Inhofe  and  Nick- 
LES.  I  offer  an  amendment  which  would 
transfer  400  acres  located  at  Fort  Sill, 
OK,  to  the  Department  of  Veterans  Af- 
fairs for  use  as  a  national  cemetery.  I 
believe     this     amendment     has     been 
cleared  by  the  other  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report  the  amendment. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Kemp- 
thorne]. for  Mr.  NICKLES.  for  himself  and 
Mr.  Inhofe.  i)roposes  an  amendment  num- 
bered 4081. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Insert  the  following  In  the  appropriate 
place: 

SEC.  .  TRANSFER  OF  JURISDICTICm  AND  LAND 
CONVEYANCE,  FORT  gn  1  OKLA- 
HOMA 

(a)  Transfer  of  Land  for  National  Ceme- 
tery.— 

(1)  Transfer  authorked.— The  Secretary 
of  the  Army  may  transfer,  without  reim- 
bursement, to  the  administrative  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Secretary  of  Veterans  Affairs  a 
parcel  of  real  property  (Including  any  Im- 
provements thereon)  consisting  of  approxi- 
mately 400  acres  and  comprising  a  portion  of 
Fort  Sill.  Oklahoma. 

(2)  Use  of  land.— The  Secretary  of  Veter- 
ans Affairs  shall  use  the  real  property  trans- 
ferred under  paragraph  (1)  as  a  national  cem- 
etery under  chapter  24  of  title  38.  United 
States  Code. 

(3)  Return  of  unused  land.— If  the  Sec- 
retary of  Veterans  Affairs  determines  tiiat 
any  portion  of  the  real  property  transferred 
under  paragraph  (1)  is  not  needed  for  use  as 
a  national  cemetery,  the  Secretary  of  Veter- 
ans Affairs  shall  return  such  portion  to  the 
administrative  Jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army. 

(b)  Legal  DESCRmiON.— The  exact  acreage 
and  legal  description  of  the  real  property  to 
be  transferred  or  conveyed  under  this  section 
shall  be  determined  by  surveys  that  are  sat- 
isfactory to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  The 
cost  of  such  surve3rs  shall  be  borne  by  the  re- 
cipient of  the  real  property. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  Mr.  President.  I  wish 
to  thank  Senators  Thurmond  and  Nunn 


for  their  assistance  in  getting  this  pro- 
vision included  in  the  Defense  author- 
ization bill.  I  also  want  to  thank  the 
staff  of  the  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committee  for  their  patience  and  un- 
derstanding in  working  with  my  staff 
on  this  issue. 

This  land  transfer  will  put  Oklahoma 
well  on  its  way  to  getting  a  new  na- 
tional veterans  cemetery.  This  process 
was  started  nearly  ten  years  ago.  but 
for  one  reason  or  another  has  been  slow 
in  moving  forward.  The  transfer  will 
conclude  years  of  searching  for  a  loca- 
tion by  utilizing  this  land  now  a  part  of 
Ft.  Sill. 

Getting  property  upon  which  to  lo- 
cate a  veterans  cemetery  has  been  a 
major  struggle,  and.  obviously,  this 
land  transfer  solves  that  problem.  I  am 
very  pleased  that  this  provision  will  be 
in  the  bill  for  the  veterans  of  Okla- 
homa who  wondered  if  this  day  would 
ever  come. 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President.  I  wish  to 
thank  Senators  Thurmond  and  Nunn 
for  agreeing  to  include  this  provision 
in  the  Defense  authorization  bill.  I  also 
want  to  thank  the  staff  of  the  Senate 
Armed  Services  Committee  for  their 
patience  and  understanding  in  working 
with  Senator  Nickles'  and  my  staff  on 
this  issue. 

This  land  transfer  will  allow  Okla- 
homa to  move  forward  in  its  attempt 
to  establish  a  new  national  veterans' 
cemetery.  This  process  has  taken  al- 
most a  decade  to  get  to  this  point,  but 
I  believe  we  now  have  a  satisfactory  so- 
lution in  using  available  land  at  Fort 
Sill,  in  Lawton.  OK. 

Finding  property  for  this  veterans' 
cemetery  has  been  a  major  struggle, 
and.  obviously,  this  land  transfer  will 
mean  a  great  deal  to  many  Oklahonoan 
veterans.  I  am  pleased  to  be  a  part  of 
this  solution,  and  I  thank  the  other 
Senators  who  have  helped  to  make  this 
happen. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  urge  adoption  of  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  4081)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President.  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  4062 

(Purpose:  To  revise  the  provision  relating  to 
the  environmental  restoration  accounts) 
Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President, 
on  behalf  of  Senator  McCain,  I  offer  an 
amendment  that  would  remove  lan- 
guage that  refers  to  the  treatment  of 
appropriations  and  focuses  on  purposes 
for  which  authorized  funds  may  be  obli- 
gated under  the  four  environmental 
restoration  accounts  for  the  military 
departments. 

The  amendment  also  eliminates  all 
references  to  transfer  accounts.  The  de- 
letion of  ^e  term  "transfer  accounts" 


14558 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  19,  1996 


ensures  that  the  four  environmental 
restoration  accounts  are  treated  ais 
separate  line  items  for  authorization  of 
appropriations  not  susceptible  to 
transfer  funds  between  the  military  de- 
partments. 

I  believe  this  amendment  has  been 
cleared  by  the  other  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report  the  amendment. 

The  legrislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Kemp- 
THORNE],  for  Mr.  McCain,  proposes  an  amend- 
ment numbered  4082. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  pag'e  81,  strike  out  line  18  and  all  that 

follows  through  page  86,  line  2.  and  Insert  in 

lieu  thereof  the  following: 

SEC.  341.  ESTABUSHMENT  OF  SEPARATE  ENVI- 
BONMSNTAL  RESTORATION  AC- 
COUNTS FOR  EACH  MILITARY  DE- 
PARTMENT. 

(a)    ESTABUSHMENT.— <1)   Section    2703   of 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 
"§  2703.  Environmental  restoration  accounts 

•'(a)  ESTABUSHMENT  OF  ACCOUNTS.— There 
are  hereby  established  in  the  Department  of 
Defense  the  following  accounts: 

"(1)  An  account  to  be  known  as  the  'De- 
fense Environmental  Restoration  Account'. 

"(2)  An  account  to  be  known  as  the  'Army 
Environmental  Restoration  Account'. 

"(3)  An  account  to  be  known  as  the  'Navy 
Environmental  Restoration  Account'. 

"(4)  An  account  to  be  known  as  the  'Air 
Force  Environmental  Restoration  Account". 

"(b)  OBUGATION  of  AUTHORIZED 

AMOUNTS.— Funds  authorized  for  deposit  In 
atn  account  under  subsection  (a)  may  be  obli- 
gated or  expended  from  the  account  only  in 
order  to  carry  out  the  environmental  res- 
toration functions  of  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense and  the  Secretaries  of  the  military  de- 
partments under  this  chapter  and  under  any 
other  provision  of  law.  Funds  so  authorized 
shall  remain  available  until  expended. 

"(c)  Budget  Reports.— In  proposing  the 
budget  for  any  Qscal  year  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 1105  of  title  31.  the  President  shall  set 
forth  separately  the  amounts  requested  for 
environmental  restoration  programs  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  and  of  each  of  the 
military  departments  under  this  chapter  and 
under  any  other  Act. 

"(d)  AMOUNTS  Recovered.— The  following 
amounts  shall  be  credited  to  the  appropriate 
environmental  restoration  account: 

"(1)  Amounts  recovered  under  CERCLA  for 
response  actions. 

"(2)  Any  other  amounts  recovered  from  a 
contractor,  insurer,  surety,  or  other  person 
to  reimburse  the  Department  of  Defense  or  a 
military  department  for  any  expenditure  for 
environmental  response  activities. 

"(e)  Payments  of  Fines  and  penalties.- 
None  of  the  funds  appropriated  to  the  De- 
fense Environmental  Restoration  Account 
for  fiscal  years  1995  through  1999.  or  to  any 
environmental  restoration  account  of  a  mili- 
tary depaitmei^t  for  fiscal  years  1997  through 
1999,  may  be  used  for  the  payment  of  a  fine 
or  iwnalty  (including  any  supplemental  envi- 
ronmental project  carried  out  as  part  of  such 
penalty)  Imposed  against  the  Department  of 
Defense  or  a  military  department  unless  the 


act  or  omission  for  which  the  fine  or  penalty 
Is  imposed  arises  out  of  an  activity  funded 
by  the  environmental  restoration  account 
concerned  and  the  payment  of  the  fine  or 
penalty  has  been  specifically  authorized  by 
law.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
chapter  160  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  Item  relating  to 
section  2703  and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following  Item; 
"2703.  Environmental  restoration  accounts.". 

(b)  References.— Any  reference  to  the  De- 
fense Environmental  Restoration  Account  in 
any  Federal  law,  Eixecutive  Order,  regula- 
tion, delegation  of  authority,  or  document  of 
or  pertaining  to  the  Department  of  Defense 
shall  be  deemed  to  refer  to  the  appropriate 
environmental  restoration  account  estab- 
lished under  section  2703(a)(1)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code  (as  amended  by  sub- 
section (a)(1)). 

(C)        C0NF0R.MING         AMENDMENT.— Section 

2705(g)(1)  of  title  10,  United  SUtes  Code,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "the  Defense  Envi- 
ronmental Restoration  Account"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "the  environmental  res- 
toration account  concerned". 

(d)  TREAT.MENT  OF  UNOBUGATED  BAL- 
ANCES.—Any  unobligated  balances  that  re- 
main In  the  Defense  Environmental  Restora- 
tion Account  under  section  2703(a)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  as  of  the  effective  date 
specified  in  subsection  (e)  shall  be  trans- 
ferred on  such  date  to  the  Defense  Environ- 
mental Restoration  Account  established 
under  section  2703<a)(l)  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code  (as  amended  by  subsection 
(a)(1)). 

(e)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  take  effect  on  the 
later  of— 

(1)  October  1, 1996;  or 

(2)  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  urge  adoption  of  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  (No.  4082)  was  aigreed 
to. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
ooT*ftftfi  to 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President, 
as  it  was  noted  in  Senate  Report  No. 
104-267  produced  by  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services,  it  was  not  possible  to 
include  CBO  cost  estimates  when  the 
report  was  created  because  the  cost  es- 
timates were  not  available.  I  now  have 
CBO's  figures. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  they  be 
printed  in  the  RECORD. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

U.S.  Congress, 
Congressional  Budget  Office, 

Washington,  DC,  May  15, 1996. 
Hon.  Strom  Thurmond, 
Chairman.  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  C/.5. 
Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman;  The  Congressional 
Budget  Office  has  prepared  the  attached  cost 


estimate  for  S.  1745,  the  National  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1997  as  or- 
dered reported  by  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Armed  Services  on  May  2, 1996. 

The  bill  would  affect  direct  spending,  and 
thus  would  be  subject  to  pay-as-you-go  pro- 
cedures under  section  252  of  the  Balanced 
Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act 
of  1985. 

If  you  wish,  we  would  be  pleased  to  provide 
further  details  on  the  estimate. 
Sincerely, 

June  E.  O'Neill, 

Director. 

Attachment. 
congressional  budget  office  cost  estimate 

1.  Bill  number:  S.  1745. 

2.  Bill  title:  National  Defense  Authoriza- 
tion Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1997. 

3.  BUI  Status:  As  ordered  reported  by  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Armed  Services  on 
May  2, 1996. 

4.  BUI  purpose:  This  bill  would  authorize 
appropriations  for  1997  for  the  military  func- 
tions of  the  Department  of  Defense  (DoD) 
and  the  Department  of  Energy  (DoE).  This 
bill  also  would  prescribe  personnel  strengths 
for  each  active  duty  and  selected  reserve 
component. 

5.  Estimated  cost  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment: Table  1  summarizes  the  budgetary  ef- 
fects of  the  bill.  It  shows  the  effects  of  the 
bill  on  direct  spending  and  aisset  sales  and  on 
authorizations  of  appropriations  for  1997.  As- 
suming appropriation  of  the  amounts  au- 
thorized, the  bill  would  increase  funding  for 
discretionary  programs  in  1997  by  J3.0  billion 
over  the  1996  appropriated  level,  although 
outlays  would  decline  by  SO.l  billion. 

6.  Basis  of  estimate:  The  estimate  assumes 
that  the  bill  will  be  enacted  by  October  1, 
1996,  and  that  the  amounts  authorized  will  be 
appropriated  for  1997.  Outlays  are  estimated 
according  to  historical  spending  patterns. 

Direct  spending  and  asset  sales 

The  bill  contains  several  provisions  that 
would  affect  direct  spending  or  asset  sales 
(see  Table  2).  The  provisions  Involve  the  sale 
of  material  In  the  National  Defense  Stock- 
pile, the  sale  of  various  naval  vessels,  civil- 
ian and  military  retirement  benefits,  annu- 
ities for  military  surviving  spouses,  the  use 
of  proceeds  from  certain  property  sales,  and 
other  matters  with  less  significant  costs. 

Under  the  1996  budget  resolution,  proceeds 
from  asset  sales  are  counted  In  the  budget 
totals  for  purposes  of  Congressional  scoring. 
Under  the  Balanced  Budget  Act,  however, 
proceeds  from  asset  sales  are  not  counted  In 
deterrr.lnlng  compliance  with  the  discre- 
tionary spending  limits  or  pay-as-you-go  re- 
quirement. 

Stockpile  Sales.  The  bill  would  require  the 
Administration  to  sell  certain  materials  In 
the  National  Defense  Stockpile  to  raise  re- 
ceipts by  S338  million  during  the  five-year 
period  ending  on  September  30,  2001,  and  S649 
million  during  the  seven-year  period  ending 
on  September  30,  2003.  Table  2  shows  CBO's 
estimates  of  sales  through  2002. 
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TABLE  l.-BUOGETARY  IMPACT  OF  THE  fWTIONAL  DEFENSE  AUTHORIZATION  ACT  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1997  AS  ORDERED  REPORTED  BY  THE  SENATE  COMMITTEE  ON  ARMED  SERVICES 

[By  fisul  lan.  m  millions  of  MIsrj) 

. '"^  1897  1998  !899  ?0M  200!  2002 

DIRECT  SPENDING  AM)  ASSET  SMES 

Direct  SMiDing:. 

Eslimatea  budjel  agthonty  >  ,,  ,.  „  „ 

Estimated  outlip I  S  '?  ?S  S  J!  '^  « 

Assets  Sales::  0-1  13  72  77  82  89 

Estimate  buaget  authority  _ _  ..  .  ,,,  ..  ,, 

^»'™"^-'''»' - - -..:...::=::::i::::::::::::i=iz::::::::=:        S      illl      11      :g      iW      -.]\      :l« 

SPENDING  SU8ECT  TO  APfWJPRIATIONS  ACTIONS 

SneniliTig  'jnoer  current  law: 

Buoget  auttiority' Tct  n«  n  a  »  ■ 

Propo!^'^;^""' - --" ~-===~==:===^  ^^l  9U52  36.«?  17.13^  7.s5  Ul\  ,1^ 

Estimate!)  aulhonation  IntI  n         5«  nco  n  « 

'THe  1996  figure  is  die  amount  aponpnaleil  tor  programs  authorued  tiy  this  Oill. 

I***.— Costs  o(  the  bill  Muld  tall  unsef  budget  (unction  050,  National  Defense,  exceot  for  cjitain  ottKf  itenn  as  noted. 


The  receipts  would  come  from  selling  alu- 
minum, cobalt,  columblum  ferro.  germanium 
metal.  Indium,  palladium,  platinum,  rubber, 
and  tantalum.  Current  law  does  not  permit 
DoD  to  sell  any  of  these  materials  except  co- 
balt, but  CBO  expects  that  all  cobalt  now  au- 
thorized for  sale  will  be  sold  during  1996. 

To  determine  if  the  receipt  targets  could 
be  achieved,  CBO  reviewed  both  past  sales 
and  historical  trends  In  prices  for  the  dif- 
ferent materials.  Using  both  historical  aver- 
age prices  and  quantities  that  would  prob- 
ably not  cause  any  significant  disruption  In 
world  markets,  CBO  found  the  receipt  levels 
to  be  achievable. 

Transfer  of  Naval  Vessels.  The  bill  would 
authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  sell 
eight  naval  vessels  to  certain  foreign  coun- 
tries and  otherwise  dispose  of  two  other  ves- 
sels. The  Navy  estimates  the  sale  would  gen- 
erate $72  million  In  offsetting  receipts  in 
1997. 

Civilian  Retirement  Annuities.  Section 
1121  would  Index  the  average  pay  used  to  cal- 
culate deferred  retirement  benefits  for  cer- 
tain DoD  civilian  employees.  CBO  estimates 
that  this  proposal  would  reduce  spending  by 
$40  million  In  fiscal  year  1997.  $98  million  in 
1998,  $57  million  In  1999,  $57  million  in  2000, 
$56  million  in  2001,  and  $54  million  in  2002. 

Section  1121  would  apply,  at  the  discretion 
of  DoD,  to  employees  at  military  bases  sold 
to  private  contractors.  To  qualify  for  bene- 
fits under  this  proposal,  the  DoD  employee 
must  continue  working  In  the  same  Job  after 
the  base  is  sold  to  a  private  company.  Fur- 
ther, the  employee  must  be  enrolled  In  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  and  Disability  Sys- 
tem and  not  be  eligible  for  retirement  bene- 
fits. Based  on  the  Base  Realignment  and  Clo- 
sure Commission  reports  and  data  from  DoD, 
CBO  assumes  that  about  1,200  people  In  1997 
and  2,000  In  1998  would  take  advantage  of  this 
proposal. 

Under  the  bill,  qualified  workers  could 
count  their  years  of  service  under  the  pri- 
vate contractor  toward  meeting  the  age  and 


service  requirements  for  regular  retirement. 
Further,  the  hlgh-3  average  federal  salary 
used  to  calculate  benefits  would  be  Indexed 
to  federal  pay  raises  during  the  time  between 
the  end  of  federal  service  and  retirement. 
Based  on  data  from  DoD,  CBO  estimates  that 
only  about  5  percent  of  those  affected  would 
begin  receiving  benefits  In  the  six-year  pro- 
jection period.  Direct  spending  outlays  are 
estimated  to  be  less  than  $500,000  In  fiscal 
year  1997,  $2  million  In  1998.  $3  million  in 
1999,  $3  million  In  2000,  $4  million  In  2001,  and 
$6  million  In  2002.  The  bulk  of  the  costs 
would  begin  to  be  realized  about  15  years 
from  enactment. 

Over  the  six-year  projection  period,  the  In- 
creased costs  of  the  annuities  would  be  more 
than  offset  by  forgone  refunds  of  employee 
contributions.  Based  on  rates  of  withdrawal 
from  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management, 
CBO  assumes  that  under  current  law  about 
60  percent  of  affected  employees  would  have 
withdrawn  their  retirement  contributions, 
when  they  lost  their  federal  jobs  to  a  private 
contractor.  Since  this  proposal  would  great- 
ly Increase  the  value  of  the  employee's  re- 
tirement benefits,  most  of  the  affected  work- 
ers would  not  withdraw  their  contributions 
and  Instead  would  remain  eligible  for  retire- 
ment benefits.  Given  an  average  refund  of 
about  $34,000,  the  reduction  in  outlays  from 
fewer  refunds  Is  estimated  to  be  $20  million 
In  fiscal  year  1997  and  about  $40  million  in 
1998. 

Section  1121  would  also  require  that  DOD 
amortize  In  10  equal  payments  any  increase 
in  the  unfunded  liability  of  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  and  Disability  Fund  that  Is  at- 
tributable to  the  enhanced  benefits  of  this 
proposal.  DOD  would  pay  an  estimated  $20 
million  a  year  for  10  years  beginning  In  fiscal 
year  1997  and  another  $40  million  a  year  for 
10  years  beginning  in  1996.  The  receipt  of 
these  payments  Is  not  included  in  the  cost 
estimate  because  they  fund  additional  bene- 
fits that  generally  lie  beyond  the  horizon  of 
the  estimate. 

TABLE  2.— DIRECT  SPENDING  AND  ASSET  SALES  IN  S.  1745 

IBy  fiscal  year;,  in  millions  of  doilarsj 


Annuities  for  Certain  Military  Surviving 
Spouses.  Section  634  would  provide  annuities 
to  the  surviving  spouses  of  two  groups  of 
former  servlcemembers.  The  first  group 
would  consist  of  military'  reUrees  who  died 
before  March  21,  1974.  The  second  group 
would  consist  of  reservists  who  died  between 
September  21,  1972  and  October  1,  1978,  and 
who  were  entitled  to  retired  pay  at  the  time 
of  their  death  except  that  they  were  under 
the  age  of  60.  Based  on  Information  from 
DOD.  CSO  estimates  that  this  provision 
would  ultimately  extend  benefits  to  about 
25.000  surviving  spouses.  We  assume,  how- 
ever, that  only  half  of  those  eligible  spouses 
would  learn  of  this  provision  and  receive 
benefits  in  1997.  when  costs  are  estimated  to 
total  about  $12  miUion.  In  2002,  we  assume 
all  25.000  will  be  receiving  the  benefits.  CBO 
estimates  that  payments  will  eventuaUy 
total  about  $57  million  a  year. 

Use  of  Base  Closure  Proceeds.  Section  2812 
would  allow  DOD  to  use  certain  proceeds 
from  the  sale  of  base  closure  property  for  the 
construction  of  commissaries  or  facilities  re- 
lated to  morale,  recreation,  or  welfare  ac- 
tivities. This  provision  would  affect  proceeds 
from  the  sale  of  any  property  that  was  ac- 
quired or  constructed  with  commissary  funds 
or  nonappropriated  funds  and  that  Is  sold 
due  to  the  base  closure  process.  Under  cur- 
rent law,  these  proceeds  cannot  be  used  un- 
less appropriated  by  the  Congress.  By  2002, 
CBO  estimates  that  spending  under  this  sec- 
tion would  total  about  $15  million  annually. 

Retirement  of  Certain  Officers.  Section  532 
would  allow  no  more  than  25  retired  officers 
in  each  military  department  to  be  recalled 
to  active  duty.  Under  current  law,  the  Army 
and  Navy  have  recalled  about  100  retired  offi- 
cers to  active  duty.  This  provision  would 
force  the  retirement  of  about  150  people  and 
would  result  in  Increased  retirements  costs 
of  about  $5  million  annually. 


1997 


1998   1999   200D   2001 


2002 


Civilian  Retirement  

Sunming  Spoitses 

Base  Closure  Proceeds  

Retirement  of  Certain  Oftccra 

Bonuses  Repayments 

Other  Direct  Spending 

Total  Direct  Soendag 
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TABLE  2— timer  SPENDING  AND  ASSET  SALES  IN  S.  1745— Continued 

(By  fiscal  yean,  in  millions  of  dollars] 


1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

2002 

Stoctoile  Sales _ _ 

Sale  of  Naval  Vnvi; 

AssnsAUS 

„ _. -70 

-59 

0 

-59 

-64 

0 

-M 

-70 

0 

-70 

-75 

0 

-75 

-145 

'ZZ'ZIIZZl       '  U2 

0 

Total  Asset  Sales 

-145 

'  Less  tnan  $500,000. 


Repayment  of  Separation  Bonuses.  Under 
current  law,  some  servicemembers  who  leave 
the  military  and  receive  certain  separation 
bonus  payments  must  repay  those  amounts 
if  they  later  receive  veterans'  disability 
compensation  or  military  retirement.  For 
these  individuals  retirement  and  compensa- 
tion payments  are  withheld  until  the  full 
amount  of  the  bonus  payment  has  been  re- 
couped. This  provision  would  change  the 
amount  that  must  be  repaid  from  100  percent 
of  the  bonus  payment  to  the  net  amount  of 
the  payment  following  federal  Income  tax 
withholding,  for  separations  from  service  oc- 
curring in  1997  or  later.  Thus,  beneficiaries 
would  begin  receiving  veterans  compensa- 
tion or  retired  pay  sooner  than  under  current 
law. 

Additional  veteran's  compensation  pay- 
ments would  begin  in  1999.  Near  term  costs 
would  be  small— less  than  S500,000  in  1999  and 
$15  million  in  2002.  Total  costs  for  Individual 
separating  over  the  next  six  years  would 
eventually  amount  to  about  $70  million,  but 
this  total  amount  would  not  be  reached  for 
10  to  15  years. 

No  data  are  kept  on  the  number  of  individ- 
uals who  receive  separation  payments  and 
subsequently  rejoin  the  military  and  qualify 
for  retired  pay.  Such  Individual  would  most 
likely  join  and  retire  from  the  Selected  Re- 
serves. Reserve  retirees  do  not  receive  re- 
tired pay  until  they  reach  age  62 — more 
than  25  years  after  most  would  have  received 
the  initial  separation  payment.  Any  costs  as- 
sociated with  this  part  of  the  provision 
would  be  small  and  would  not  appear  for 
many  years. 

Miscellaneous  Military  Retirement  Provi- 
sions. Four  other  provisions  would  change 
current  law  governing  the  military  retired 
program  including  survivor  benefits.  None  of 
these  provisions  would  have  significant  costs 
because  relatively  few  people  would  be  af- 
fected or  changes  in  benefit  levels  would  be 
relatively  small: 

Section  515  would  authorize  reservists  to 
receive  disability  retirement  if  they  are  in- 
jured during  overnight  stays  associated  with 
inactive-duty  training. 

Section  516  would  allow  certain  members 
of  the  reserves  to  receive  retirement-related 
credit  If  they  participate  In  select  edu- 
cational programs  and  work  in  a  specialty 
that  is  critically  needed  In  wartime. 

Section  531  would  allow  service  members 
who  are  retired  due  to  physical  disabilities 
to  receive  retired  pay  based  on  the  grade  to 
which  they  would  have  been  promoted  had  it 
not  been  for  the  onset  of  the  physical  disabil- 
ity. 

Section  533  would  authorize  disability  cov- 
erage for  certain  officers  who  are  injured 
while  attending  educational  programs  on 
leave  without  pay. 

Other  provisions.  The  bill  would  grtve  the 
President  the  authority  to  award  the  Medal 
of  Honor  to  seven  individuals.  This  award  is 
accompanied  by  monthly  payment  of  $400. 
but  the  annual  cost  of  all  seven  recipients 
would  amount  to  less  than  $500,000  per  year. 

The  bill  would  allow  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  to  stop  trying  to  collect 
amounts  that  Coast  Guard  personnel  owed 


the  government  before  they  died  on  active 
duty.  The  forgone  receipts  would  be  consid- 
ered direct  spending.  Both  the  number  of 
people  and  the  amount  of  collections  would 
be  small,  however,  and  the  cost  of  this  provi- 
sion would  be  less  than  $500,000  annually. 

The  bill  also  contains  a  provision  that 
would  allow  the  government  to  recover  the 
costs  of  compensation  for  certain  military 
servicemembers  who  are  unable  to  perform 
their  military  duties.  If  a  third  party  is 
found  liable  for  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  servicemember  becomes  incapaci- 
tated, the  government  would  be  able  to  col- 
lect and  spend  the  money.  Collections  would 
increase  but  expenditures  would  rise  by  the 
same  amount,  so  there  would  be  no  net  budg- 
etary Impact. 
Autkori2ations  of  appropriations 

The  bill  authorizes  specific  appropriations 
of  $198  billion  for  1997  for  operation  and 
maintenance,  procurement,  reseairch,  devel- 
opment, test  and  evaluation,  nuclear  weap- 
ons programs,  and  other  DoD  program.  These 
authorizations  fall  under  National  Defense, 
budget  function  050. 

In  addition,  the  bill  would  authorize  spe- 
cific appropriations  for  other  budget  func- 
tions: $150  million  for  the  Naval  Petroleum 
Reserve  (function  270).  $57  million  for  the 
Armed  Forces  Retirement  Home  (function 
700). 

The  bill  also  contains  both  specific  and  Im- 
plicit authorizations  of  appropriations  for 
other  military  programs,  primarily  for  mili- 
tary personnel  costs,  some  of  which  extend 
beyond  1997.  Table  3  contains  estimates  for 
the  amounts  authorized  and  the  related  out- 
lays. The  following  sections  describe  the  es- 
timated authorizations  shown  In  Table  3  and 
provide  information  about  CBO's  cost  esti- 
mates. 

Endstrength.  The  bill  would  authorize  ac- 
tive and  reserve  component  endstrengths  for 
1997  at  a  cost  of  $68  billion.  Endstrengths  spe- 
cifically stated  in  the  bill  for  active-duty 
personnel  would  total  about  1.457.500— about 
500  more  than  in  the  Administration's  re- 
quest but  about  24.200  below  the  level  esti- 
mated for  1996.  DoD  reserve  endstrengths 
would  be  authorized  at  about  901.900— about 
900  more  than  in  the  Administration's  re- 
quest but  about  28.900  less  than  the  esti- 
mated 1996  level. 

Also,  the  bin  would  authorize  an 
endstrength  of  8.000  in  1997  for  the  Coast 
Guard  Reserve,  which  is  the  same  as  the  1996 
level  and  the  Administration's  request;  this 
authorization  would  cost  about  $66  million 
and  would  fall  under  budget  function  400. 
Transportation. 

Compensation  and  Benefits.  The  blU  con- 
tains several  provisions  that  would  affect 
military  compensation  and  beneHts. 

Pay  Raises  and  Quarters  Allowances.  The 
bin  would  authorize  a  3.0  percent  increase  In 
the  rates  of  basic  pay  and  the  basic  allow- 
ance for  subsistence  for  military  personnel, 
at  a  cost  of  $1.2  billion.  The  same  section 
would  also  call  for  the  basic  allowance  for 
quarters  (BAQ)  to  Increase  by  4.0  percent. 
Under  current  law  BAQ  Increases  according 
to  the  military  pay  raise;  consequently,  the 


3.0  percent  pay  raise  authorized  in  this  bill 
would  raise  BAQ  by  $109  million.  The  provi- 
sion that  raises  BAQ  by  the  additional  1.0 
percent  would  cost  another  $36  million. 
Thus.  BAQ  would  Increase  by  $145  million 
compared  to  1996  rates. 

Expiring  Authorities.  Several  sections  would 
extend  for  one  year  certain  payment  authori- 
ties that  are  scheduled  to  expire  at  the  end 
of  1997.  In  some  cases,  renewing  authorities 
for  one  year  results  in  costs  over  several 
years  because  payments  are  made  in  install- 
ments. Payment  authorities  for  enlistment 
and  reenllstment  bonuses  for  active  duty 
personnel  would  cost  $148  million  in  1998.  The 
cost  of  extensions  of  speciaJ  payments  for 
aviators  and  nuclear-qualified  personnel 
would  total  $49  million  in  1998.  Extension  of 
various  bonus  programs  for  Selected  Reserve 
personnel  would  increase  costs  by  $33  million 
in  1998.  Finally,  authorities  to  make  special 
payments  to  nurse  officer  candidates,  reg- 
istered nurses,  and  nurse  anesthetists  would 
increase  authorizations  by  $12  million  In 
1998. 

Housing  Allowance  During  Duty  at  Sea.  The 
bill  would  authorize  payment  of  housing  al- 
lowances to  certain  personnel  in  pay  grade 
E-5  who  are  assigned  to  shipboard  sea  duty. 
This  change  would  provide  about  7.000  per- 
sonnel with  housing  allowances  averaging 
$6,000  annually,  for  a  total  yearly  cost  of 
about  $40  million. 

Grade  Structure.  The  bill  would  authorize 
the  number  of  active  duty  officers  who  can 
serve  in  certain  pay  grades  In  each  of  the 
military  services.  This  change  would  not  in- 
crease overall  endstrength.  but  it  would  re- 
sult in  Increased  promotions.  The  provision 
has  a  cost,  about  $35  million  annually,  be- 
cause personnel  serving  in  higher  grades  are 
paid  more.  Because  the  provision  does  not 
take  affect  until  September  1,  1997,  the  cost 
is  only  $3  million  in  1997. 

Special  Pay  for  Dentists.  In  1996,  DoD  will 
pay  about  $40  million  In  Incentive  payments 
to  dentists  serving  as  officers  in  the  military 
services.  This  bill  would  increase  these  in- 
centives at  a  cost  of  $8  million  a  year. 

Moving  costs.  The  bill  would  allow  DoD  to 
pay  storage  costs  for  motor  vehicles  when 
members  cannot  take  the  vehicle  along  on  a 
move  and  to  reimburse  members  for  certain 
expenses  when  they  pick  up  a  vehicle  at  a 
port  following  government  shipment.  To- 
gether, these  two  provisions  would  cost  $4 
million  m  1997. 

Family  separation  allowance.  Current  law 
authorizes  payment  of  a  fannlly  separation 
allowance  (FSA)  to  servicemembers  whose 
military  duties  prevent  them  from  being 
able  to  live  with  their  families.  However,  no 
allowance  Is  paid  when  both  spouses  are 
servicemembers  and  there  are  not  other  de- 
pendents. This  provision  would  pay  FSA  to 
military  couples  who  are  otherwise  eligible 
for  payments  at  a  cost  of  $2  million  annu- 
ally. 

Adoption  expenses.  Under  current  law,  DOD 
reimburses  members  of  the  military  services 
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for  expenses  Incurred  when  they  adopt  chil- 
dren through  state,  local,  or  non-profit  adop- 
tion agencies.  The  bill  would  extend  this  re- 
imbursement to  adoptions  arranged  pri- 
vately under  court  supervision.  Based  on  na- 
tional adoption  statistics.  CBO  estimates 
that  this  change  would  increase  the  number 
of  adoptions  eligible  for  reimbursement  by 
about  50  percent,  at  an  annual  cost  of  $1  mil- 
lion. 

Military  Personnel  Authorization.  The  bill 
explicitly  authorizes  appropriations  for  mili- 
tary personnel  of  $69,878  million  in  1997.  Be- 
cause the  estimated  cost  of  other  sections  of 
the  bill  exceed  this  amount,  this  section  has 
the  effect  of  reducing  costs  by  $36  million. 

Military  Health  Care  Programs.  The  bill 
contains  two  provisions  that  affect  military 
health  care  and  that  have  significant  budg- 
etary Impacts. 

Dental  Insurance.  The  bill  would  require 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  establish  a  den- 
tal insurance  program  for  military  retirees 


and  their  dependents.  DOD  could  bear  part  of 
the  cost  of  the  premium  payments.  Assum- 
ing premium  sharing  at  the  same  level  as  in 
similar  programs  currently  available  to  ac- 
tive duty  dependents  and  members  of  the  Se- 
lected Reserve,  this  provision  would  cost 
about  $300  million  annually. 

Composite  Health  Care  System  (CHCS).  The 
bin  would  direct  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
make  certain  changes  to  the  composite 
Health  Care  System  (CHCS),  an  automated 
medlcai  information  system  used  by  DOD. 
These  changes  would  standardize  C^CS  so 
that  the  information  systems  of  various 
military  treatment  facilities  and  private 
contractors  could  exchange  data  about 
health  care  beneficiaries.  No  information  is 
available  from  DOD  about  the  potential 
costs  of  the  changes,  and  CBO  is  unable  to 
estimate  the  cost  of  this  provision. 

Civilian  Retirement  Annuities.  Section 
1121,  which  would  Index  the  average  pay  used 
to  calculate  deferred  retirement  benefits  for 


certain  DOD  civilian  employees,  also  results 
in  costs  that  would  be  funded  by  appropria- 
tions. The  10-year  amortization  payments 
made  by  the  DOD  to  the  civilian  retirement 
fund  would  total  an  estimated  $10  million  in 
1997  and  $60  million  a  year  for  each  of  the  fol- 
lowing years  In  the  projection  period.  These 
costs  are  offset  by  savings  of  about  S30  mil- 
lion in  fiscal  year  1997  and  S50  million  In  1996 
attributable  to  the  provision  that  precludes 
severance  payment  to  any  individual  taking 
advantage  of  benefits  under  this  section. 

Public  Health  Service.  The  bill  would  au- 
thorize payments  to  Public  Health  Service 
officers  of  certain  special  pay  and  allowances 
currently  received  by  DoD  military  person- 
nel. Payments  would  be  extended  to  optom- 
etrists, non-physlclan  health  care  providers, 
and  foreign  language  specialists  at  a  cost  of 
$4  million  annually.  These  costs  would  fall 
under  various  budget  functions. 


TABLE  3.— AUTHORIZATIONS  OF  APPROPRIATIONS  IN  THE  NATIONAL  DEFENSE  ALITHORIZATION  ACT  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1997  AS  ORDERED  REPORTED  BY  THE  SENATE  COMMITTEE  ON 

ARMED  SERVICES 

[Br  fiscal  years,  in  millions  c^  Ooiiars] 


Category 


1997 


1998 


1999 


nx 


20C1 


2002 


Stated  autDoruations 

Estimated  outlays   .._ 

EndstnoitftS: 
Function  050; 

Estimated  authoruation  level  . 

Estimated  outlays  

Function  400: 

Estimated  autlionzation  level  . 
Estimated  outlays 


Compensation  and  Benefits  (OoO): 
Military  Pay  Kiiit- 

Estimated  autlioraatnn  level  . 

Estimated  outlays  

Expinng  Authorities— Active  Duty: 

Estimated  auttionzatnn  level  . 

Estimated  outlays 


Etpinng  Authorities— Awation  and  Nuclear  OKcers: 

Estimated  authorization  level  

Estimated  outlays  ._ 

Expinng  Authorities— -Deserves: 

Estimated  authoriatnn  level  _______ 

Estimated  outlays  1 

Expiring  Authonties— -Nurses: 

Estimated  authonatnn  level 

Estimated  outlays _„ 

Duty  at  Sea: 

Estimated  authorization  level  _ 

Estimated  outlays  _ 

Grade  Relief: 

Estimated  authorization  level 

Estimated  outlays 

Dental  Special  Pay: 

Estimated  authorization  level 

Estimated  outlays  

Moving  Costs: 

Estimated  authorization  level 

Estimated  outlays  

Family  Separation  Allowances: 

Estimated  authorization  level         • 
Estimated  outlays  , 

Adoption  Expenses: 

Estimated  authorization  level  

Estimated  outlays 


Cap  on  Milita7  Personnel  Appnpnabons: 

Estimated  auttionzatnn  level 

Estimated  outlays  

Health  Care  Provisions: 

Retiree  Dental  Insurance: 

Estimated  authorization 

Estimated  outlays 


Comxsite  Health  Care  System  (CHCS): 

Estimated  authorization  level 

Estimated  outlays  

Cwlian  Retirement  Annuities: 

Estimated  authonzatnii  l(Ml 

Estimated  outlays 

Public  Health  Sennce: 

Estimated  authorization  level 

Estimated  outlays 


Total  Authonzations  o1  Appropnatnns: 
Estimated  authorization  level 


Estimated  outlays  from  ajthonzations  tor  1997  

Estimated  outlays  from  authonzations  for  1998-2001 


198.120 
lOe.579 

0 
51.760 

0 
2UI5 

0 
9J73 

0 
3938 

0 
2.084 

68479 
65.036 

0 
3.443 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

66 

0 
7 

0 
0 

8 
0 

0 
0 

un 

1J09 

im 

1.798 
1.799 

1.780 
1.781 

1.779 
1.779 

1.776 
1.776 

148 
141 

51 
M 

35 
36 

33 
33 

16 
17 

«9 

47 

24 
2S 

24 
24 

17 
17 

15 

15 

33 

31 

27 
27 

18 
18 

13 
13 

U 
U 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

40 
3* 

«0 
40 

41 
41 

41 

41 

41 
4! 

41 
41 

33 

31 

34 
34 

35 
35 

36 

36 

37 
37 

8 
8 

8 
8 

8 
8 

8 
8 

i 
i 

S 
5 

5 
5 

5 

5 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
2 

1 
1 

I 
1 

1 
1 

1 

-36 
-35 

0 
-2 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

P) 
C) 

283 
212 

296 
293 

309 
306 

322 
319 

337 
333 

(') 
CI 

P) 

P) 

p) 

P) 
P) 

PI 

m 

10 
10 

60 

60 

60 
60 

60 

60 

60 
60 

I 
4 

4 
4 

4 
4 

4 
4 

4 
4 

4 

4 

261.069 

173.007 

0 

2.452 

S5780 
2J73 

2J51 
21.615 
2JS6 

2377 
9J73 
2J2; 

2J2I 
3J38 
2J18 

2J1I 
2JK4 
2J88 

I  The  1997  impacts  of  these  pmisions  an  included  in  the  amounts  specifically  authorized  to  be  apprapnated  in  the  bill. 
'C60  IS  unable  tc  estimate  the  costs  of  this  piowsioo. 


Panama  Canal  Commission.  Title  XXXV 
would  authorize  the  Panama  CUmal  Commis- 
sion to  spend  any  sums  available  to  It  from 
oi>eratIng  revenues  or  Treasury  borrowing 


for  operation,  maintenance,  and  Improve- 
ment of  the  canal  In  fiscal  year  1997.  This 
spending  Is  considered  discretionary,  because 
the   appropriation    bill   customarily    estab- 


lishes an  obligation  celling  for  this  account. 
CBO  estimates  that  Panama  Canal  Commis- 
sion collections  and  outlays  will  be  about 
S624  million  In  1997. 
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7.  Pay-as-you-go  considerations:  Section 
252  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency 
Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985  sets  up  pay-as- 
you-go  procedures  for  legislation  affecting 
direct  spending  or  receipts  through  1998.  Be- 
cause this  bill  would  affect  direct  spending, 
pay-as-you-go  procedures  would  apply.  These 
effects  are  summarized  in  the  following 
table. 

IBy  liscil  iKirs.  m  millions  ot  dollirs] 


1996 

1997 

1998 

CHanje  in  outlays 

CHjnje  m  receipts  

0 

(') 

-1 

13 

'Notipoluble. 

8.  Estimated  impact  on  State,  local,  and 
tribal  governments:  The  bill  contains  no 
intergovernmental  mandates  as  defined  in 
Public  Law  104-4  and  would  impose  no  sig- 
nificant costs  on  State,  local,  or  tribal  gov- 
ernments. A  number  of  the  bill's  provisions- 
such  as  those  pertaining  to  cultural  resource 
management,  land  transfers,  and  teacher  and 
firefighter  placement  programs— would  af- 
fect State,  or  local  governments;  however, 
none  would  create  new  enforceable  duties  or 
result  m  significant  budgetary  Impacts  on 
these  entitles. 

9.  Estimated  impact  on  the  private  sector: 
This  bill  would  impose  no  new  Federal  pri- 
vate sector  mandates,  as  defined  In  Public 
Law  104-4. 

10.  Previous  CBO  estimate:  None. 

11.  Estimate  prepared  by;  Federal  Cost  Es- 
timate: Kent  Chrlstensen.  Victoria  Fralder. 
Rajrmond  Hall,  and  Amy  Plapp  prepared  the 
estimates  affecting  the  Department  of  De- 
fense; they  can  be  reached  at  226-2840.  Kathy 
Gramp  (226-2860)  prepared  the  estimate  for 
the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve.  Deborah  Reis 
(226-2860)  prepared  the  estimate  for  the  Pan- 
aima  Canal  Commission.  Wayne  Boyington 
(226-2820)  prepared  the  estimates  for  the 
costs  of  changes  to  civilian  retirement  pro- 
grams. 

State  and  local  government  Impact:  Leo 
Lex  and  Karen  MoVey  (226-2885). 

Private  sector  impact;  Neil  Singer  (226- 
2900). 

12.  Estimate  approved  by  Paul  N.  Van  de 
Water,  Assistant  Director  for  Budget  Analy- 
sis. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  for  those 
who  may  be  listening,  I  believe  there 
had  originally  been  a  vote  at  9:15  that 
the  leader  had  announced  and  now  that 
the  amendment,  which  was  the  Simp- 
son amendment,  has  been  disposed  of 
and  agreed  to  with  the  second-degree 
amendment  that  was  accepted,  so  as 
far  as  I  know — and  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  may  want  to  add  to  this— there 
will  be  no  vote  on  this  amendment  at 
9:15  tomorrow  morning. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct;  that  vote  was  vitiated. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President, 
we  are  certainly  in  agreement  that  the 
vote  which  was  ordered  has  been  viti- 
ated, or  has  been  dealt  with.  We  have 
not  yet  received  final  word  from  the 
majority  leader  as  to  whether  or  not  he 
wishes  to  still  have  an  early  vote.  We 
will  know  that  very  shortly. 

At  this  point  I  suggest  the  absence  of 
a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 


Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 


AFRICAN-AMERICAN  MEDAL  OF 
HONOR  NOMINEES 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  today  to  pay  tribute  to  seven  un- 
sung heroes  of  World  War  U.  Although 
a  half-century  in  the  making,  it  is 
never  too  late  to  honor  the  bravery  and 
heroism  of  our  men  and  women  in  uni- 
form. I  view  the  nomination  of  seven 
African-American  World  War  n  heroes 
for  the  Medal  of  Honor  with  much  ad- 
miration and  pride.  This  is  an  honor 
that  should  have  been  bestowed  many 
decades  ago.  The  award  acknowledges  a 
job  well  done  and  is  absolutely  well  de- 
served. 

A  15-month  study  conducted  by  a 
team  of  military  historiajis  reviewed 
the  nation's  archives  and  interviewed 
veterans  to  find  out  why  no  black  serv- 
ice member  received  the  Medal  of 
Honor  during  World  War  n.  Nine  black 
soldiers  were  awarded  the  second-high- 
est honor— the  Distinguished  Service 
Cross.  I  was  surprised,  however,  to 
learn  that  the  study  found  no  evidence 
that  any  African- American  soldier  in 
World  War  n  was  ever  nominated  for 
the  Medal  of  Honor,  though  command- 
ers, comrades  and  archival  records  in- 
dicate that  at  least  four  of  the  seven 
nominees  had  been  recommended.  This 
same  report  found  evidence  that  the 
segregation  of  units  by  race  often  com- 
plicated training,  exacerbated  rela- 
tions between  officers  and  enlisted  men 
and  their  imits,  and  undermined  the 
morale  of  these  units  in  both  subtle 
and  obvious  ways. 

The  Senate  Armed  Services  Commit- 
tee and  the  House  Committee  on  Na- 
tional Security  approved  a  provision  in 
the  Defense  Authorization  bill  that 
would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  to  award  the  Medal  of  Honor  to 
African-American  former  service  mem- 
bers who  have  been  found  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Army  to  have  distin- 
guished themselves  by  gallantry  above 
and  beyond  the  call  of  duty  while  serv- 
ing in  the  U.S.  Army  during  WWn. 

It  is  truly  unfortunate  that  only  one 
of  the  seven  nominees — ^Vernon  J. 
Baker — is  still  living.  On  April  5,  1945, 
then  First  Lieutenant  Baker  led  a  pla- 
toon over  "Hill  X"  in  Italy.  Along  the 
way,  he  and  his  men  destroyed  six  ma- 
chine gun  nests,  two  observer  posts  and 
four  dugouts  while  the  Germans  rained 
bullets  down  on  them.  Out  of  25  men,  7 
Americans  survived  while  26  Germans 
were  killed  in  the  action.  "Hill  X"  had 
to  be  taken  in  order  to  capture  a  castle 
that  guarded  the  town  of  Montignoso 
along  Highway  1.  The  route  was  key  to 


the  Allies  push  north  and  its  capture 
helped  to  hastened  the  end  of  WWn. 
First  Lieutenant  Baker  received  the 
Distinguished  Service  Cross— our  Na- 
tion's second  highest  award— for  his  ac- 
tions. And  now  at  long  last  he  will  re- 
ceive the  appropriate  recognition — the 
Medal  of  Honor  the  highest  honor  that 
we  can  bestow. 

Mr.  Baker,  although  raised  in  Wyo- 
ming, moved  to  St.  Maries,  ID,  in  1987 
because  he  enjoys  the  State's  hunting 
£ind  great  outdoor  opportunities.  I  am 
proud  of  and  thankful  for  the  many 
sacrifices  that  our  men  and  women  in 
uniform  have  made  in  the  past  and  con- 
tinue to  make  around  the  world.  We 
are  certainly  proud  that  Mr.  Baker  now 
resides  in  the  State  of  Idaho,  and  that 
he  and  the  other  nominees  will  now 
rightfully  receive  the  Congressional 
Medal  of  Honor. 


HONORING  THE  DASCHLES  CELE- 
BRATING THEIR  50TH  WEDDING 
ANNIVERSARY 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
distinct  pleasure  to  rise  today  to  honor 
Sebastian  and  Elizabeth  Daschle,  who 
celebrated  their  50th  wedding  anniver- 
sary on  January  16,  1996.  Their  lives 
and  strong  commitment  to  one  another 
serve  as  an  example  to  the  entire  Na- 
tion. 

Betty  Meiers  and  Sebastian  "Dash" 
Daschle  were  married  on  a  mild  winter 
day  in  Roscoe,  SD.  Two  days  later, 
they  were  hit  by  the  worst  blizzard  of 
the  year.  Together,  the  Daschles 
weathered  the  storm  and  have  contin- 
ued to  stand  beside  one  another 
through  50  years  of  surprises  and  joys. 

The  Daschles  devotion  to  one  another 
began  eau-ly,  with  Betty  waiting  for  her 
sweetheart  to  return  home  from  World 
War  II  so  they  could  be  married.  Since 
fabric  was  scarce  at  the  time,  Betty's 
wedding  dress  and  the  flower  girl's 
dress  were  made  out  of  a  parachute 
brought  home  from  the  war.  While  the 
fabric  was  unconventional,  it  was  plen- 
tiful and  provided  enough  material  for 
Betty's  dress  to  have  a  long,  elegant 
train.  Betty  and  Dash  took  their  vows 
on  the  day  of  Betty's  parents  25th  anni- 
versary and,  for  30  years,  the  two  cou- 
ples jointly  celebrated  their  happiness. 
Clearly,  commitment  and  lasting  love 
run  in  the  family. 

Following  the  wedding,  the  young 
couple  moved  to  Aberdeen,  SD,  to 
make  their  home.  After  an  unsuccess- 
ful search  for  a  place  to  live,  they  had 
to  install  plumbing  on  the  top  floor  of 
a  house  to  create  a  makeshift  apart- 
ment. Betty's  father  and  brother  built 
the  Daschles'  first  house  in  1948.  In 
1952,  they  built  a  bigger  home  on  the 
same  lot  and  have  happily  lived  there 
ever  since. 

Through  the  years.  Dash  worked  as  a 
bookkeeper  for  Nelson  Auto  Electric, 
and  eventually  worked  his  way  to  be- 
come a  part-owner  of  the  business.  The 
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Daschles  are  proud  parents  of  four 
boys — including  my  friend  and  col- 
league, the  distinguished  minority 
leader  Senator  Tom  Daschle.  The 
Daschles  now  delight  each  day  in  the 
joy  of  their  grandchildren. 

For  the  Daschles,  a  promise  made 
was  a  promise  kept.  Their  dedication 
to  their  vows  and  commitment  to 
strong  family  ties  serve  as  a  model  for 
families  across  America. 

I  congratulate  the  Daschles  on  this 
achievement,  and  wish  them  continued 
happiness  in  their  lives  together. 


SALUTE  TO  THE  PERFORMING 
ARTS 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  when 
I  think  of  Iowa,  I  envision  lush,  rolling 
hills:  wide,  blue  skies;  and  rich,  black 
soil.  Located  in  the  heartland  of  Amer- 
ica, Iowa's  bounteous  fields  and 
streams  feed  the  world.  I'm  sure  most 
people  across  the  country  and  through- 
out the  world  associate  my  State  with 
its  exceptional  agricultural  products 
and  productive  farmland. 

But  today.  I  am  going  to  share  with 
America  a  different  chapter  of  the  Iowa 
story.  Perhaps  one  that  many  already 
have  read  about  or  seen  on  the  Big 
Screen — and  that  is,  Iowa's  contribu- 
tions to  film  making  and  the  perform- 
ing arts.  A  handful  of  our  Iowa-bom 
friends  have  risen  to  celebrity  status 
on  TV,  on  the  silver  screen,  and  on 
stage. 

To  name  a  few— singer  Andy  Wil- 
liams was  bom  in  Wall  Lake;  the 
Everly  Brothers,  Don  and  Phil  lived  in 
Shenandoah;  Cloris  Leachman,  who 
played  Phyllis  on  "The  Mary  Tyler 
Moore  Show."  hails  from  Des  Moines, 
as  did  Harriett  Nelson  of  the  television 
series,  "The  Adventures  of  Ozzie  and 
Harriett."  Marion  Michael  Morrison, 
better  known  as  John  Wayne,  was  bom 
in  Winterset.  The  famous  musician/ 
composer,  Glenn  Miller  came  from 
Clarinda.  And  who  can  ever  forget  the 
memorable  sounds  of  the  "Music  Man," 
Meridith  Wilson  is  from  Mason  City. 
And,  last  but  not  least,  Mr.  President, 
internationally-acclaimed  opera  sing- 
er, Simon  Estes,  was  born  in 
Centerville,  lA. 

In  addition  to  the  talents  of  Iowa's 
hometown  celebrities,  my  State  has 
opened  its  doors  to  reveal  our  scenic 
countryside  to  Hollywood  film  makers. 
Box  office  hits  filmed  in  Iowa  include. 
"Field  of  Dreams,"  "The  Bridges  of 
Madison  County."  and  "Twister."  The 
movie  "Bridges"  was  adapted  from  the 
novel  written  by  my  fellow  lowan,  Rob- 
ert Waller.  If  asked,  Mr.  President,  I 
would  have  to  concur  with  a  popular 
scene  from  the  movie  "Field  of 
Dreams,"  filmed  in  eastern  Iowa  near 
Dyersville.  That  scene  included  the 
lines— "Is  this  Heaven?  No,  it's  Iowa." 

Mr.  President,  the  list  of  Iowa-bom 
celebrities  includes  a  hometovm  girl 
who  never  forgot  where  she  came  from. 


The  oldest  of  five  children.  Donna  Belle 
Mullenger.  attended  a  one  room  school 
house  and  helped  with  the  family 
chores  on  a  western  Iowa  farm  near 
Denison.  Growing  up  on  a  farm,  Donna 
cherished  the  rare  Saturday  trips  to 
town,  when  she  would  meet  friends  at 
the  Candy  Kitchen  and  catch  a  movie 
at  the  Ritz  Theater. 

This  girl-next-door  later  became  a 
household  name  and  Hollywood  star. 
Donna  Reed  starred  in  more  than  40 
films,  including  such  classics  £is  "It's  a 
Wonderful  Life,"  "Portrait  of  Dorian 
Gray,"  and  her  Oscar-winning  perform- 
ance in  "From  Here  to  Eternity."  And 
for  8  years.  Donna  Reed  entertained 
families  in  their  living  rooms  across 
America.  "The  Donna  Reed  Show"  ran 
from  1958  to  1965. 

As  I  stated  earlier  in  one  of  my 
speeches  describing  the  Iowa  Spirit, 
the  people  of  Iowa  strive  to  excel  in 
any  and  all  endeavors,  whether  it  be 
education,  entertainment  or  enter- 
prise. And  the  community  of  Denison, 
the  county  seat  of  Crawford  County,  is 
no  exception.  In  memory  of  the  Holly- 
wood actress  who  was  known  to  say, 
"No  matter  what  I  do,  I  am  still  a  farm 
girl  from  Denison,"  the  community 
celebrated  a  1-day  festival  in  her  honor 
after  her  death  in  1986.  At  that  time, 
her  Oscar  was  presented  to  the  city  of 
Denison.  One  year  later.  Donna  Reed's 
hometown  community,  friends  and 
family  members  formed  The  Donna 
Reed  Foundation  for  the  Performing 
Arts  to  recognize  youth  and  promote 
education. 

The  Foundation  celebrates  its  10th 
annual  Donna  Reed  Festival  this  week. 
June  15-23.  Building  on  its  charter  to 
provide  affordable  and  high  quality 
education  to  those  who  share  a  love  for 
the  arts,  the  Foundation  offers  per- 
forming arts  workshops,  and  awards  an 
annual  college  scholarship  to  appli- 
cants interested  in  studying  acting, 
music,  and  dance.  The  first  scholarship 
was  awarded  in  1987  for  $500.  Within  8 
years,  the  award  had  grown  to  a  SIO.OOO 
national  scholarship.  During  this 
week's  festival,  performing  arts  in- 
structors and  professionals  from  New 
York,  California,  and  the  Midwest  will 
conduct  about  45  professional  work- 
shops. One  of  the  highlights  at  the  fes- 
tival this  year  includes  a  tribute  to  the 
SOth  anniversary  of  "It's  A  Wonderful 
Life,"  featuring  a  reunion  of  cast  and 
crew. 

Mr.  President,  I  proudly  salute  mem- 
bers of  the  Denison  community  and 
their  vision  for  promoting  the  arts. 
Borne  of  hard  work,  countless  volun- 
teer hours,  and  unparalleled  commu- 
nity spirit.  The  Donna  Reed  Founda- 
tion has  achieved  a  center  for  cultural 
and  performing  arts  in  Americas 
heartland. 

Mr.  President,  life  in  Iowa  truly  is  a 
wonderful  life.  And  I'm  sure  the  citi- 
zens of  Denison  would  be  the  first  to 
agree. 


SALUTE  TO  KBBG-FM  RADIO 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  salute  an  enterprise  under- 
taken almost  two  decades  ago  by  two 
community-oriented  entrepreneurs  in 
northeast  Iowa.  Declaring  that  radio 
for  the  Black  community  was  an  idea 
whose  time  had  come,  Jimmie  Porter 
founded  KBBG-FM  radio  in  1977  with 
his  partner,  Warren  Nash,  Jr.,  in  Wa- 
terloo, lA.  Incorporated  as  Afro-Amer- 
ican Community  Broadcasting.  Inc., 
KBBG's  charter  pledged  to  fulfill  the 
needs,  interests  and  wishes  of  ethnic 
minority  people  in  northeast  Iowa. 

KBBG  has  come  a  long  way  since  its 
first  equipment  testing  of  10  watts  on 
July  26.  1978.  On  its  first  full  day  of 
broauicasting  that  August.  KBBG 
reached  a  4  to  5  mile  radius.  Today,  the 
radio  station  boasts  a  60-mile  radius. 
10.000  watts,  and  11  employees. 

The  largest  African  American  owned 
and  operated  noncommercial  edu- 
cationaJ  radio  station  in  my  State  of 
Iowa,  KBBG  Radio  has  provided  almost 
$1.8  million  of  public  service  announce- 
ments for  nonprofit  organizations  in 
the  last  8  years. 

Mr.  President,  I  proudly  commend 
KBBG  Radio,  its  owners  and  its  em- 
ployees for  providing  a  valuable  service 
to  the  Waterloo  and  Cedar  Falls  metro 
area  and  to  northeast  Iowa. 

A  model  of  self-development  and 
community  outreach,  KBBG  continues 
to  build  on  its  well-served  motto,  com- 
municate to  educate.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  and  congratulate  KBBG  for  18 
years  of  service  and  extend  my  wishes 
for  continued  success  in  the  future. 


DR.  BEATRICE  BRAUDE  AND  JUS- 
TICE DELAYED  BUT  NOT  ULTI- 
MATELY DENIED 

Mr.  M0"5fNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  this 
past  Monday,  the  Washington  Post  re- 
ported that  Justice  Department  attor- 
neys have  reached  a  settlement  with 
lawyers  representing  the  estate  of  Dr. 
Beatrice  Braude  concerning  monetary 
damages  equitably  due  for  the  wrongful 
dismissal  of  Dr.  Braude  from  her  Fed- 
eral job  in  1953  and  subsequent  black- 
listing. The  estate  will  receive  $200,000 
in  damages.  Family  members  have  an- 
nounced that  the  funds — which  Con- 
gress must  now  appropriate — will  be 
donated  to  Hunter  College,  the  institu- 
tion from  which  Dr.  Braude  received 
her  bachelor's  degree. 

This  settlement  stems  from  the  enor- 
mously gratifying  decision  of  U.S. 
Court  of  Federal  Claims  Judge  Roger 
B.  Andewelt  on  March  7,  following  a 
hearing  last  November,  that  the  United 
States  Information  Agency  (USIA)  had 
wrongfully  dismissed  Dr.  Braude  and 
intentionally  concealed  the  reason  for 
her  termination.  He  concluded  that 
such  actions  constituted  an  equitable 
claim  for  which  compensation  is  due. 

Dr.  Braude's  suit  was  made  possible 
through  legislation  then-Senator  Jav- 
its  and  I  originally  introduced  in  1979 
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and  which  Senator  D'Amato  and  I  con- 
tinued to  press.  When  finally  enacted, 
it  lifted  the  statute  of  limitations,  ena- 
bling the  Court  to  hear  Dr.  Braude's 
case  and  hand  down  its  decision.  I 
know  Senator  D'Amato  shares  my 
gratification  with  the  settlement  an- 
nouncement. 

With  Judge  Roger  B.  Andewelt's  deci- 
sion and  this  negotiated  settlement,  we 
have  finally  seen  a  measure  of  justice 
which  brings  back  memories  of  an  old 
and  awful  time.  Dr.  Braude,  a  linguist 
fluent  in  several  languages,  was  dis- 
missed from  her  position  at  the  USIA 
in  1953  as  a  result  of  accusations  of  dis- 
loyalty to  the  United  States.  The  accu- 
sations were  old;  2  years  earlier,  the 
State  Department's  Loyalty  Security 
Board  had  investigated  and  unani- 
mously voted  to  dismiss  them.  The 
Board  sent  a  letter  to  Dr.  Braude  stat- 
ing "there  is  no  reasonable  doubt  as  to 
your  loyalty  to  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment or  as  to  your  security  risk  to 
the  Department  of  State." 

Dr.  Braude  was  terminated  1  day 
after  being  praised  for  her  work  and  in- 
formed that  she  probably  would  be  pro- 
moted. USIA  officiaJs  told  that  her 
that  the  termination  was  due  to  budg- 
etary constraints.  Congress  had  funded 
the  USIA  at  a  level  27  percent  below 
the  President's  request.  The  Supple- 
mental Appropriation  Act  of  1954  (Pub- 
lic Law  83-207)  authorized  a  reduction 
in  force  commensurate  to  the  budget 
cut.  Fair  enough.  As  Dr.  Braude  re- 
marked years  later,  "I  never  felt  that  I 
had  a  lien  on  a  government  job."  But 
what  Dr.  Braude  did  not  know  is  that 
she  was  selected  for  termination  be- 
cause of  the  old — and  answered — 
charges  against  her.  And  because  she 
did  not  know  the  real  reason  for  her 
dismissal,  she  was  denied  certain  pro- 
cedural rights  (the  right  to  request  a 
hearing,  for  instance). 

The  true  reason  for  her  dismissal  was 
kept  hidden  from  her.  When  she  was 
unable,  over  the  next  several  years,  to 
secure  emplosrment  anywhere  else 
within  the  Federal  Government— even 
in  a  typing  pool  despite  a  perfect  score 
on  the  typing  test — she  became  con- 
vinced that  she  had  been  blacklisted. 
She  spent  the  next  30  years  fighting  to 
regain  employment  and  restore  her 
reputation.  Though  she  succeeded  in 
1982  (at  the  age  of  69)  in  securing  a  po- 
sition in  the  CIA  as  a  language  instruc- 
tor, she  still  had  not  been  able  to  clear 
her  name  by  the  time  of  her  death  in 
1988.  The  irony  of  the  charges  against 
Dr.  Braude  is  that  she  was  an  anti- 
conununist,  having  witnessed  first- 
hand communist-sponsored  terrorism 
in  Europe  while  she  was  an  assistant 
cultural  affairs  officer  in  Paris  and,  for 
a  brief  period,  an  exchange  officer  in 
Boim  during  the  late  1940's  and  early 
1950's. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  review 
the  charges  against  Dr.  Braude  because 
they  are  illustrative  of  that  dark  era 


and  instructive  to  us  even  today.  There 
were  a  total  of  four.  First,  she  was 
briefly  a  member  of  the  Washington 
Book  Shop  on  Farragut  Square  that 
the  Attorney  General  later  labeled  sub- 
versive. Second,  she  had  been  in  con- 
tact with  Mary  Jane  Keeney,  a  Com- 
munist Party  activist  employed  at  the 
United  Nations.  Third,  she  had  been  a 
member  of  the  State  Department  unit 
of  the  Communist-dominated  Federal 
Workers'  Union.  Fourth,  she  was  an  ac- 
quaintance of  Judith  Coplon. 

With  regard  to  the  first  charge.  Dr. 
Braude  had  indeed  joined  the  Book 
Shop  shortly  after  her  arrival  in  Wash- 
ington in  1943.  She  was  eager  to  meet 
congenial  new  people  and  a  friend  rec- 
onamended  the  Book  Shop,  which 
hosted  music  recitals  in  the  evenings.  I 
must  express  some  sensitivity  here:  my 
F.B.I,  records  report  that  I  was  ob- 
served several  times  at  a  "leftist  musi- 
cal review"  in  suburban  Hampstead 
while  I  was  attending  the  London 
School  of  Economics  on  a  Fulbright 
Fellowship. 

Dr.  Braude  was  aware  of  the  under- 
current of  sympathy  with  the  Russian 
cause  at  the  Book  Shop,  but  her  mem- 
bership paralleled  a  time  of  close  U.S.- 
Soviet collaboration.  She  drifted  away 
from  the  Book  Shop  in  1944  because  of 
her  distaste  for  the  internal  politics  of 
other  active  members.  Her  membership 
at  the  Book  Shop  was  only  discovered 
when  her  name  appeared  on  a  list  of  de- 
linquent dues.  It  appears  that  her  most 
sinister  crime  while  a  member  of  the 
book  shop  was  her  failure  to  return  a 
book  on  time. 

Dr.  Braude  met  Mary  Jane  Keeney  on 
behalf  of  a  third  woman  who  actively 
aided  Nazi  victims  after  the  war  and 
was  anxious  to  send  clothing  to  an- 
other woman  in  occupied  (Jermany.  Dr. 
Braude  knew  nothing  of  Keeney's  polit- 
ical orientation  and  characterized  the 
meeting  as  a  transitory  experience. 

With  regard  to  the  third  charge.  Dr. 
Braude.  in  response  to  an  interrogatory 
from  the  State  Department's  Loyalty 
Security  Board,  argued  that  she  be- 
longed to  an  anti-Communist  faction  of 
the  State  Department  unit  of  the  Fed- 
eral Workers'  Union. 

Remember  that  the  Loyalty  Security 
Board  investigated  these  charges  and 
exonerated  her. 

The  fourth  charge,  which  Dr.  Braude 
certainly  did  not — or  could  not — deny, 
was  her  friendship  with  Judith  Coplon. 
Braude  met  Coplon  in  the  summer  of 
1945  when  both  women  attended  a  class 
Herbert  Marcuse  taught  at  American 
University.  They  saw  each  other  infre- 
quently thereafter.  In  May  1948,  Coplon 
wrote  to  Braude,  then  stationed  in 
Paris  and  living  in  a  hotel  on  the  Left 
Bank,  to  announce  that  she  would  be 
visiting  shortly  and  needed  a  place  to 
stay.  Dr.  Braude  arranged  for  Coplon  to 
stay  at  the  hotel.  Coplon  stayed  for  6 
weeks,  during  which  time  Dr.  Braude 
found  her  behavior  very  trying.  The 


two  parted  on  unfriendly  terms.  The 
friendship  they  had  prior  to  parting 
was  purely  social. 

Mr.  President,  Judith  Coplon  was  a 
spy.  She  worked  in  the  Justice  Depart- 
ment's Foreign  Agents  Registration 
Division,  an  office  integral  to  the  FBI's 
counterintelligence  efforts.  She  was  ar- 
rested early  in  1949  while  handing  over 
notes  on  counterintelligence  oper- 
ations to  Soviet  citizen  Valentine 
Gubitchev.  a  United  Nations  employee. 
Coplon  was  tried  and  convicted — there 
was  no  doubt  of  her  guilt — but  the  con- 
viction was  overturned  on  a  technical- 
ity. Gubitchev  was  also  convicted  but 
was  allowed  to  return  to  the  U.S.S.R. 
because  of  his  quasi-diplomatic  status. 

I  bring  all  this  up  because,  as  I  men- 
tioned earlier,  it  is  instructive.  The 
world  is  a  dangerous  place.  On  July  11, 
1995—6  days  before  the  50th  anniversary 
of  the  first  successful  detonation  of  an 
atomic  bomb— the  National  Security 
Agency  released  49  of  some  2,200  coded 
messages  sent  by  the  KGB  and 
decrypted  between  1943  and  1980.  The 
decoded  messages  have  been  kept  clas- 
sified until  now.  They  are  known  as  the 
■\rENONA  intercepts. 

The  existence  of  a  Soviet  spy  ring 
and  the  active  involvement  of  Amer- 
ican conmiunists— fellow  countrymen 
was  the  KGB  code  word  for  them — has 
long  been  established.  Of  late,  details 
have  been  flooding  in  from  Moscow. 
But  this  is  the  first  American  archive 
to  be  opened. 

At  the  onset  of  the  Cold  War,  in  Ed- 
ward Shils'  memorable  phrase,  the 
American  visage  began  to  cloud  over. 
Some  saw  conspiracy  everjrwhere.  Re- 
call, that  in  1951,  Senator  Joseph 
McCarthy  published  America's  "Re- 
treat fi-om  "Victory:  The  Story  of 
George  Catlett  Marshall."  Some  denied 
any  such  possibility  and  accused  the 
accusers.  Loyalty  oaths  and  back- 
grround  checks  proliferated,  and  all  in- 
formation became  Top  Secret.  A  cul- 
ture of  secrecy  took  hold  within  the 
American  government,  whilst  a  hugely 
divisive  debate  raged  in  Congress  and 
the  press. 

We  got  through  it.  But  the  world  re- 
mains a  dangerous  place,  and  it  is  just 
possible  that  we  might  learn  something 
from  the  "VENONA  files.  Had  they  been 
published  in  1950,  we  might  have  been 
spared  the  soft-on-communism  charge 
that  distorted  our  politics  for  four  dec- 
ades. We  might  have  been  spared  the 
anti-anti-communist  stance  that  was 
no  less  unhelpful. 

The  fact  is,  there  were  spies  in  this 
country  and  they  did  awful  things — 
Coplon  among  them.  But  there  were  in- 
nocent people,  too,  like  Dr.  Braude, 
who  were  caught  in  a  hall  of  mirrors. 

My  involvement  in  Dr.  Braude's  case 
dates  back  to  early  1979,  when  Dr. 
Braude  came  to  me  and  my  colleague 
at  the  time.  Senator  Javits,  and  asked 
us  to  introduce  private  relief  legisla- 
tion on  ter  behalf.  In  1974,  after  filing 
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a  Freedom  of  Information  Act  request 
and  finally  learning  .the  true  reason  for 
her  dismissal,  she  filed  suit  in  the 
Court  of  Claims  to  clear  her  name  and 
seek  reinstatement  and  monetary  dam- 
ages for  the  time  she  was  prevented 
from  working  for  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. The  Court,  however,  dismissed 
her  case  on  the  grounds  that  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations  had  expired.  On 
March  5.  1979,  Senator  Javits  and  I  to- 
gether introduced  a  bill,  S.  546,  to 
waive  the  statute  of  limitations  on  Dr. 
Braude's  case  against  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment and  to  allow  the  Court  of  Claims 
to  render  judgment  on  her  claim.  The 
bill  passed  the  Senate  on  January  30, 
1980.  Unfortunately,  the  House  failed  to 
take  action  on  the  bill  before  the  96th 
Congress  adjourned. 

In  1988,  and  again  in  1990,  1991.  and 
1993,  Senator  D'Amato  and  I  re-intro- 
duced similar  legislation  on  Dr. 
Braude's  behalf.  Our  attempts  met 
with  repeated  failure.  Until  at  last,  on 
September  21.  1993,  we  secured  passage 
of  Senate  Resolution  102,  which  re- 
ferred S.  840,  the  bill  we  introduced  for 
the  relief  of  the  estate  of  Dr.  Braude, 
to  the  Court  of  Claims  for  consider- 
ation as  a  congressional  reference  ac- 
tion. The  measure  compelled  the  Court 
to  determine  the  facts  underlying  Dr. 
Braude's  claim  and  to  report  back  to 
Congress  on  its  findings. 

The  Court  held  a  hearing  on  the  case 
last  November  and  Judge  Andewelt 
issued  his  verdict  in  March.  Forty- 
three  years  after  her  dismissal  from 
the  USIA  and  8  years  after  her  death, 
the  Court  found  in  favor  of  the  estate 
of  Dr.  Braude. 

Senator  D'Amato  and  I  wish  to  ex- 
press our  profound  admiration  for 
Judge  Andewelt's  decision  in  which  he 
absolved  Dr.  Beatrice  Braude  of  the 
surreptitious  charges  of  disloyalty 
with  which  she  was  never  actually  con- 
fronted. The  Court  declared  that  Dr. 
Braude  "cared  about  others  deeply  and 
was  loyal  to  her  friends,  faimily  and 
country." 

We  are  equally  grateful  to  Chris- 
topher N.  Sipes  and  William  Living- 
ston, Jr.  of  Covington  &  Burling,  two  of 
the  many  lawyers  who  have  handled 
Dr.  Braude's  case  on  a  pro  bono  basis 
over  the  years.  Mr.  Sipes  quite  prop- 
erly remarked  that  the  decision  rep- 
resents an  important  page  in  the  an- 
nals of  U.S.  history:  "The  Court  of  the 
United  States  has  said  It  recognizes 
that  this  conduct  is  out  of  bounds.  It 
tells  the  government  it  must  acknowl- 
edge its  wrongs  and  pay  for  them." 

Anthony  Lewis  wrote  about  Dr. 
Braude's  case  on  March  15  in  his  regu- 
lar New  York  Times  column.  Abroad  at 
Home.  He  properly  warns  us  that  the 
cause  of  the  injustice  to  Beatrice 
Braude  and  other  loyalty  victims — se- 
cret proceedings— is  not  ancient  his- 
tory. The  anti-terrorism  bill  had  a  pro- 
vision to  allow  for  the  deportation  of 
aliens    on    secret    evidence.    It    was 


stripped,  fortunately,  during  floor  con- 
sideration in  the  House.  But  the  provi- 
sion is  likely  to  reappear  in  some  fash- 
ion. We  must  remain  vigilant. 

Now  that  the  parties  to  the  Braude 
case  have  reached  an  agreement  on  the 
monetary  damages  equitably  due  to  Dr. 
Braude's  estate.  Senator  D'Amato  and 
I  will  be  offering  legislation  soon  to  re- 
lease the  S200.000  to  her  estate.  When 
that  time  comes.  I  hope  that  we  will 
have  the  unqualified  and  unanimous 
support  of  our  colleagues. 

Ann  Kirchheimer.  a  friend— now  80— 
who  carried  on  Dr.  Braude's  fight,  re- 
cently commented  that  Dr.  Braude's 
life  following  her  dismissal  from  the 
USIA  could  have  been  taken  from  the 
opening  lines  of  Franz  Kafka's  book. 
The  Trial:  "Someone  must  have  tra- 
duced Joseph  K.,  for  without  having 
done  anything  wrong,  he  was  arrested 
one  fine  morning."  Indeed. 

What  happened  to  Dr.  Braude  was  a 
personal  tragedy.  But  it  was  also  part 
of  a  national  tragedy,  too.  This  nation 
lost,  prematurely  and  unnecessarily, 
the  exceptional  services  of  a  gifted  and 
dedicated  public  servant.  Stanley  I. 
Kutler,  a  professor  of  constitutional 
history  at  the  University  of  Wisconsin, 
estimates  that  Dr.  Braude  was  one  of 
about  1,500  Federal  employees  who 
were  dismissed  as  security  risks  be- 
tween 1953  and  1956.  Another  6,000  re- 
signed under  the  pressure  of  security 
and  loyalty  inquiries,  according  to  Pro- 
fessor Kutler,  who  testified  as  an  ex- 
pert witness  on  Dr.  Braude's  behalf  last 
November.  It  was,  as  I  said  earlier,  an 
awful  time.  We  had  settled  "as  on  a 
darkling  plain.  Swept  with  confused 
alarm  of  struggle  and  flight.  Where  ig- 
norant armies  clash  by  night."  It 
mustn't  happen  again. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  an  ar- 
ticle appearing  in  the  June  17,  1996, 
issue  of  the  Washington  Post,  "S200,000 
Repasmient  Agreement  for  Estate  of 
McCarthy-Era  "Victim",  Mr.  Lewis's 
March  15,  1996  column,  "Secrecy  and 
Justice,"  from  the  New  York  Times, 
and  a  letter  dated  June  19,  1996  from 
Mr.  Sipes  to  my  legislative  director. 
Gray  Maxwell,  be  printed  in  the  Con- 
gressional Record  following  my  re- 
marks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Washington  Post.  June  17.  1996] 

$200,000  REPA^-ME-VT  AGREEME^T  FOR  ESTATE 

OF  McCarthy-Era  Victim 
The  estate  of  Beatrice  "Blbl"  Braude.  who 
was  fired  from  the  U.S.  Information  Agency 
and  blacklisted  43  years  a?o  during  a  spasm 
of  ancl-communlst  zealotry,  should  be  paid 
S200,000,  according  to  an  agreement  between 
the  U.S.  government  and  attorneys  for  her 
estate. 
Funding  the  settlement  is  up  to  Congress. 
Braude   fought  for  decades  to  clear  her 
name  after  her  firing  In  1953.  By  the  time  she 
was  m  her  seventies,  she  seemingly  had  ex- 
hausted all  court  remedies.  After  her  death 
nearly  nine  years  ago,  her  friends  and  rel- 


atives took  up  her  cause  and  persuaded  Sens. 
Daniel  Patrick  Moynlhan  (D-N.Y.)  and 
Alfonse  M.  D'Amato  (R-N.Y. )  to  sponsor  leg- 
islation that  mandated  review  of  the  case  by 
the  U.S.  Court  of  Federal  Claims. 

Attorneys  for  the  Justice  Department  ar- 
gued earlier  this  year  that  there  was  insuffi- 
cient proof  that  loyalty  concerns  prevented 
Braude  from  being  rehired  for  decades.  The 
reason  might  have  been,  they  argued,  be- 
cause she  was  a  woman  and  in  her  forties. 
Judge  Roger  B.  Andewelt  disagreed,  saying 
Braude  was  a  loyal  American  persecuted 
"during  a  dark  era  in  American  history." 

He  ordered  the  Justice  Department  to  ne- 
gotiate an  amount  to  pay  Braude's  estate. 
Christopher  Sipes.  of  the  law  firm  of  Coving- 
ton ic  Burling,  who  handled  the  case  without 
a  fee.  said  lawyers  considered  what  Braude 
would  have  earned  during  the  period  of  her 
blacklisting.  The  case.  Sipes  said,  represents 
a  rare  acknowledgment  of  the  wrongs  com- 
mitted by  the  government  during  the  era  as- 
sociated with  Sen.  Joseph  R.  McCarthy. 

Braude's  niece.  EWcka.  responding  to  the 
agreement,  said  she  was  nearly  speechless. 
"It's  unbelievable."  she  said,  "and  it's  about 
time." 

[From  the  New  York  Times.  Mar.  15. 1996] 

ABROAD  at  Home;  SECRECi*  and  Justice 

(By  Anthony  Lewis) 

The  case  before  him.  the  judge  said,  "harks 
back  to  a  dark  era  in  American  history  when 
Senator  Joseph  R.  McCarthy  was  a  powerful 
political  force  In  this  nation,  when  promis- 
ing careers  In  the  public  and  private  sectors 
were  arbitrarily  cut  short  based  on  innu- 
endo, unsubstantiated  allegations  and  Irra- 
tional fears.  .  . 

That  was  the  opening  sentence  of  a  re- 
markable opinion  by  Judge  Roger  B. 
Andewelt  of  the  United  States  Court  of  Fed- 
eral Claims.  It  told  a  story  of  long  ago,  but 
one  with  a  moral  for  today. 

Beatrice  Braude  came  to  Washington  to 
work  for  the  Government  during  World  War 
XL  She  had  college  and  graduate  degrees,  and 
she  won  lots  of  praise  at  work.  In  1951  she 
went  to  the  new  United  States  Information 
Agency.  On  Dec.  30.  1953,  she  was  told  she 
was  going  to  get  a  pay  raise.  The  next  day 
she  was  fired. 

Why?  They  told  her  that  Congress  had  cut 
the  U.S.I.A.  budget.  But  when  she  applied  for 
other  government  jobs  over  the  next  several 
years,  she  got  nowhere.  She  was  even  turned 
down  for  a  position  as  a  typist,  although  she 
had  a  perfect  score  on  the  Civil  Service  t3ri>- 
Ing  exam. 

Ms.  Braude  went  on  to  other  work.  She  got 
a  Ph.D.  and  was  a  tenured  teacher  at  the 
University  of  Massachusetts.  But  she  never 
again  felt  the  exhilaration  she  had  In  govern- 
ment service,  and  her  exclusion  from  it  was 
a  troubling  mystery. 

Then,  when  the  Privacy  Act  became  law  in 
1974.  she  got  her  records  from  the  Govern- 
ment. They  showed  she  had  been  fired  as  a 
security  risk. 

She  had  been  investigated  by  the  Stat*  De- 
partment Loyalty  Board  in  1951  because  of 
casual  past  associations  with  two  people  con- 
sidered suspect.  The  board  cleared  her,  find- 
ing that  there  was  "no  reasonable  doubt"  as 
to  her  loyalty.  But  the  U.S.LA.,  on  the  same 
evidence,  decided  to  fire  her— and  to  conceal 
the  reason. 

Mr.  Braude  sued,  but  the  courts  held  that 
she  was  too  late.  In  1982  she  finally  went 
back  to  work  for  the  Governments— as  a  lan- 
guage instructor  at  the  C.LA.  She  died  in 
1988. 
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But  her  family,  still  angry  at  what  had 
happened,  persuaded  Senators  Daniel  Pat- 
rick Moynlhan  and  Alfonse  D'Amato  to  spon- 
sor a  bill  to  compensate  her  for  any  wrong:- 
doing.  It  was  referred  to  the  Court  of  Claims 
for  a  finding  on  whether  she  had  a  claim  in 
law  or  equity. 

Judge  Andewelt  said  there  was  no  basis  for 
saying  that  Ms.  Braude  "was  a  security  risk 
or  was  sympathetic  to  any  political  philoso- 
phy not  within  the  mainstream."  Indeed,  he 
said,  the  record  showed  her  to  be  "a  rather 
typical  American.  She  cared  about  others 
deeply  and  was  loyal  to  her  friends,  family 
and  country." 

The  judge  found  that  the  U.S.I.A.  had  "in- 
tentionally concealed"  the  reason  for  her 
dismissal  and  had  "blacklisted"  her  there- 
after. That  was  wrongdoing,  he  said,  and 
gave  Ms.  Braude's  heirs  an  equitable  claim. 
The  lawyers  will  work  out  the  amount  due, 
and  the  court  will  send  that  to  Congress  for 
action. 

So,  43  years  she  was  fired,  8  years  after  she 
died,  Beatrice  Braude  got  a  kind  of  justice.  I 
asked  her  lawyer,  Christopher  N.  Sipes  of 
Washington,  why  the  effort  on  her  behalf  had 
been  so  persistent. 

"She  was  happy,"  he  said,  "she  served  her 
country— and  in  a  flash  it  was  gone.  In  time, 
bewilderment  turned  to  anger  and  frustra- 
tion. She  had  friends  and  family  who  cared 
so  much  that  they  had  the  same  burning  de- 
sire to  see  justice  done." 

It  would  be  nice  to  think  that  the  cause  of 
the  Injustice  to  Beatrice  Braude  and  other 
loyalty  victims — secret  proceedings — is  an- 
cient history.  But  it  Is  not. 

The  Clinton  Administration  has  pressed  for 
a  so-called  antiterrorism  bill  allowing  the 
deportation  of  aliens  on  secret  evidence.  An 
unusual  combination  of  civil  libertarians  on 
the  right  amd  left  has  just  deleted  that  and 
other  dangerous  sections  from  the  legisla- 
tion. But  the  same  proposals  will  be  back  on 
the  floor  next  week  as  part  of  an  immigra- 
tion bill. 

The  National  Rifle  Association,  In  its  criti- 
cism of  the  antiterrorism  bill,  made  the  case 
as  well  as  anyone.  "The  constitutional  right 
to  confront  one's  accusers  is  a  necessary 
safeguard  against  government  abuses,"  It 
said.  "Our  nation  has  survived  for  200  years 
without  resorting  to  the  use  of  secret  evi- 
dence in  criminal  trials  or  deportation  pro- 
ceedings. Congress  must  not  set  a  dangerous 
precedent  by  abandoning  the  right  to  con- 
front evidence  against  you." 

Re  Estate  of  Beatrice  Braude  v.  United 
States;  Congressional  Reference  No.  93- 
64SZ. 

Covington  &  Burung, 
Washington,  DC,  June  19, 1996. 
Gray  Maxwell, 
Legislative  Director, 
Hon.  Daniel  P.  Moynlhan. 
RusseU  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  DC 

Dear  Mr.  Maxwell:  It  was  a  pleasure 
speaking  with  you  yesterday.  As  we  dis- 
cussed, I  am  writing  now  to  update  you  on 
the  status  of  Dr.  Braude's  case.  As  you  may 
recall,  on  March  7.  1996.  Judge  Andewelt  of 
the  Court  of  Federal  Claims  ruled  that  Dr. 
Braude  had  been  blacklisted  by  the  Federal 
Government  during  the  1950s  and  1960s  on  the 
basis  of  spurious  allegations  of  disloyalty 
and  that  her  state  therefore  had  an  equitable 
claim  for  compensation  from  the  United 
States  for  the  wrongs  she  suffered. 

In  its  opinion,  the  court  left  open  the 
amount  of  compensation  due.  Following  ne- 
gotiations with  the  Justice  Department,  the 


parties  stipulated  to  S200.000  as  the  appro- 
priate amount  of  compensation.  On  June  3, 
1996,  Judge  Andewelt  Issued  his  final  report. 
"recommend[ing]  to  Congress  that  plaintiffs 
equitably  entitled  to  $200,000  from  the  United 
States  ."  For  your  convenience,  I  have  at- 
tached copies  of  the  March  7  and  June  3  rul- 
ings. 

The  next,  and  final,  step  in  the  Congres- 
sional Reference  regarding  Dr.  Braude's  case 
is  submission  of  the  final  report  issued  by 
Judge  Andewelt  to  a  review  panel  composed 
of  three  judges  of  the  Court  of  Federal 
Claims.  See  28  U.S.C.  § 2509(d).  This  review 
should  complete  the  Congressional  Reference 
and  result  in  transmission  of  a  final  report 
on  Dr.  Braude's  case  back  to  the  Senate.  See 
28  U.S.C.  §2509(6). 

It  is  unclear  how  long  the  review  panel  will 
take  with  Dr.  Braude's  case.  However,  both 
the  Justice  Department  and  plaintiff  have 
submitted  a  notice  of  acceptance  of  the  hear- 
ing officer's  report,  and  therefore  neither 
party  is  seeking  review  or  otherwise  raising 
any  objections  or  Issues  for  the  review  panel 
to  address.  It  is  our  hope  that.  In  the  light  of 
both  parties'  acceptance  of  Judge  Andewelt's 
report,  that  report  will  be  adopted  by  the  re- 
view panel  expeditiously  and  without  modi- 
fication. It  is  thus  our  hope  that  the  Senate 
will  shortly  be  receiving  a  final  report  on  Dr. 
Braude's  case  indicating  that  she  is  equi- 
tably due  S200,000  as  a  result  of  her  wrongful 
blacklisting  from  government  employment. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  payment  of 
Dr.  Braude's  claim  requires  an  appropriation 
from  Congress.  (In  the  alternative,  it  may  be 
possible,  if  funds  are  already  available,  for 
her  claim  to  be  paid  pursuant  to  a  directive 
of  Congress).  For  this  reason,  we  urge  you  to 
discuss  her  case,  and  Judge  Andewelt's  favor- 
ite report,  with  members  of  the  Appropria- 
tions Committee,  and,  more  specifically, 
with  the  Subcommittee  on  Commerce,  Jus- 
tice and  State.  We  understand  that  the  Sub- 
committee has  not  yet  scheduled  a  mark-up 
of  its  FY  1997  Appropriations  Bill.  We  would 
be  happy  to  accompany  you  to  any  meeting 
with  the  Staff  and  urge  you  to  request  that 
the  Subcommittee  bill  include  funding  for 
Dr.  Braude's  claim. 

Thank  you  again  for  your  interest  and  as- 
sistance in  this  matter.  Please  feel  free  to 
call  me  or  Joan  Kutcher  if  we  can  be  of  any 
further  assistance  in  this  matter. 
Sincerely  yours, 

CHRliTOPHER  SiPES. 


THE  '^TERY  BAD  DEBT  BOXSCORE 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  at  the 
close  of  business  yesterday,  Tuesday, 
June  18.  1996.  the  Federal  debt  stood  at 
$5,118,200,749,524.53. 

On  a  per  capita  basis,  every  man, 
woman,  and  child  in  America  owes 
$19,306.24  as  his  or  her  share  of  that 
debt. 


HONORING  THE  RAGSDALES  FOR 
CELEBRATING  THEIR  50TH  WED- 
DING ANNIVERSARY 

Mr.  ASHCROFT.  Mr.  President,  fami- 
lies are  the  cornerstone  of  America. 
The  data  is  undeniable:  individuals 
from  strong  families  contribute  to  the 
society.  In  an  era  when  nearly  half  of 
all  couples  married  today  will  see  their 
union  dissolve  into  divorce.  I  believe  it 
is  both  instructive  and  important  to 


honor  those  who  have  taken  the  com- 
mitment of  "till  death  us  do  part"  seri- 
ously, demonstrating  successfully  the 
timeless  principles  of  love,  honor,  and 
fidelity.  These  characteristics  make 
our  country  strong. 

For  these  important  reasons,  I  rise 
today  to  honor  Mr.  Gene  and  Mrs. 
"Vieta  Ragsdale  of  Marshfield,  MO,  who 
on  July  13,  1996,  will  celebrate  their 
50th  wedding  anniversary.  My  wife, 
Janet,  and  I  look  forward  to  the  day  we 
can  celebrate  a  similar  milestone.  Gene 
and  "Vieta's  commitment  to  the  prin- 
ciples and  values  of  their  marriage  de- 
serves to  be  saluted  and  recognized.  I 
wish  them  and  their  family  all  the  best 
as  they  celebrate  this  substantial 
marker  on  their  journey  together. 


EARL  VARNEY 


Mr.  SIMPSON.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
to  pay  tribute  to  a  most  wonderful  man 
and  a  dear  friend  of  mine.  Earl  'Vamey. 
Earl  'Vamey.  a  World  War  I  Army  vet- 
eran, will  be  honored  by  the  commu- 
nity of  Worland.  WY,  on  Military  Day, 
June  29,  1996.  Earl  will  have  celebrated 
his  100th  birthday  by  that  day!  He  is 
the  oldest  living  veteran  of  that  con- 
flict now  residing  in  Washakie  County 
and  quite  possibly  in  the  State  of  Wyo- 
ming. 

Earl  is  absolutely  an  extraordinarily 
dazzling  man.  He  is  Wyoming's  answer 
to  George  bums!  He  has  all  of  the  en- 
ergy, graciousness,  wit  and  good  humor 
and  civility  of  George  Burns  himself— 
and  especially  the  wit!  His  good  humor 
reminds  me  of  the  old  adage  that  my 
Mother,  who  Earl  knew  well,  used  to 
share  with  me — "Humor  is  the  univer- 
sal solvent  against  the  abrasive  ele- 
ments of  life." 

My  dear  father,  Milward  Simpeon, 
also  loved  Earl  Vamey.  They  used  to 
have  a  helluva  lot  of  fun  together. 
They  were  contemporaries  in  every 
sense.  They  were  veterans  of  World 
War  I,  great  friends  and  business  asso- 
ciates. They  also  worked  together  in 
the  American  Legion.  They  had  a 
shared  and  splendid  lifetime  of  friend- 
ship and  memories  and  love  and  affec- 
tion. When  my  Dad  died  at  the  age  of 
95,  Earl  was  one  of  the  first  to  respond 
to  offer  his  condolences. 

In  addition  to  personally  knowing 
my  parents  and  grandparents.  Earl 
knew  the  parents  and  grandparents  of 
my  dear  wife,  Ann.  He  was  at  her  par- 
ents' wedding.  He  is  such  a  thoughtful 
and  kind  man,  too,  as  he  always  re- 
members others  and  the  memorable 
dates  and  times  in  their  lives. 

Earl  served  this  Nation  proudly  in 
the  final  months  of  World  War  I  before 
the  Armistice.  His  dates  of  service  were 
September  18,  1918  to  November  26, 
1918.  He  achieved  the  rank  of  Corporal. 
Not  only  did  Earl  give  to  the  Nation  in 
uniform,  he  has  also  been  a  great  con- 
tributor to  the  good  of  the  entire  State 
of  Wyoming.  He  was  bom  in  Ansley, 
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Nebraska  on  June  14.  1896  but  he  went 
on  to  become  a  true  Wyomingite.  After 
release  from  the  Army  in  1918,  Earl 
moved  to  Thermopolis.  WY.  and 
worked  as  a  pharmacist  in  the  local 
drug  store  where  he  first  met  my  wife's 
father,  Ivan  Schroll.  His  other  profes- 
sions over  the  years  included  managing 
a  finance  and  insurance  office  in 
Greybull,  Wyoming,  owning  the  Vamey 
Motors  Ford  dealership  in  Worland, 
WY.  and  operating  the  Worland  Oil 
Corporations-Mobil  Bulkplant  and 
Service  Stations.  He  also  worked  in 
real  estate.  Earl  didn't  really  embark 
on  any  kind  of  a  retirement  program 
until  he  reached  his  mid  80's!! 

We  are  so  very  fortunate  to  have  Earl 
living  among  us  in  Wyoming.  Earl  is 
one  of  those  special  people  that  make 
up  the  core  and  fiber  of  the  State — one 
of  nature  s  nobleman.  I  cherish  the 
years  I  have  been  the  beneficiary  of  his 
counsel  and  friendship.  My  life  is  richer 
because  of  him.  Those  of  us  who  know 
him  so  well  think  of  him  always  as  a 
rock  solid  citizen  and  a  man  who  is  au- 
thentic, honest  and  sincere — a  man 
whose  word  is  his  bond.  I  know  the 
proud  community  of  Worland.  WY.  will 
be  making  June  29  a  very  special  day 
for  this  good  and  dear  man — Earl 
Vamey.  He  so  richly  deserves  it.  God 
bless  him. 


REPUBLICANS  STAND  FOR 
CHILDREN 

Mr.  PRESSLER.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  would  like  to  address  a  subject 
that  has  received  much  attention  dur- 
ing the  last  several  weeks— the  future 
of  our  children. 

As  a  father  myself,  I  share  the  con- 
cerns of  the  many  who  recently 
marched  on  The  Mall  this  month  at  the 
Stand  for  Children  rally.  Certainly, 
parents,  families,  teachers,  and  com- 
mimity  leaders  all  agree  that  children 
should  be  protected  and  nurtured.  This 
is  a  universal  sentiment.  We  all  stand 
for  children.  Every  child  deserves  a 
safe  and  loving  environment,  adequate 
nutrition  and  a  full  education. 

Child  poverty  and  its  related  prob- 
lems, such  as  hunger,  certainly  deserve 
our  attention.  Child  poverty  is  an  espe- 
cially pressing  problem  in  South  Da- 
kota, where  unemployment  in  some 
areas  reaches  as  high  as  85  percent.  Ac- 
cording to  the  Annie  E.  Casey  Founda- 
tion, 17  percent  of  all  South  Dakota 
children  live  in  poverty,  compared  to  21 
percent  nationwide.  Federal  programs 
are  designed  to  address  these  issues 
and  many  states  like  South  Dakota  are 
doing  an  admirable  job.  Child  poverty 
has  dropped  3  percent  in  my  State 
since  1985. 

Looking  out  for  the  best  interests  of 
children  is  not  a  partisan  issue.  The 
budgets  passed  in  Congress  dem- 
onstrate that  we  are  protecting  chil- 
dren. Child  nutrition  programs  re- 
ceived an  increase  in  this  fiscal  year— 


the  National  School  Lunch  program 
was  increased  by  $173  million,  the 
School  Breakfast  program  by  $107  mil- 
lion, the  Women,  Infants  and  Children 
program  by  $260  million.  Head  Start 
also  was  increased  by  $36  million. 
These  increases  mean  that  hundreds  of 
additional  children  in  South  Dakota 
will  receive  the  sustenance  they  need. 
The  increases  in  school-based  nutrition 
programs  are  especially  beneficial. 
They  allow  children  to  concentrate  on 
what  is  really  important^-leaming. 
Clearly.  Congress  is  making  good  on  its 
commitment  to  the  youngest  and  most 
vulnerable  in  our  society. 

The  single  greatest  issue  affecting 
our  children's  future  though,  is  the 
Federal  budget.  Our  $5  trillion  debt 
threatens  the  quality  of  life  of  future 
generations  on  many  fronts.  Sky- 
rocketing interest  payments  on  our  na- 
tional debt  will  continue  to  squeeze  out 
funding  for  other  legitimate  Federal 
programs,  such  as  child  care  or  foster 
care.  We  must  take  immediate  action 
to  control  deficit  spending  to  preserve 
our  school  lunch  or  Title  I  programs 
for  future  generations. 

Budget  deficits  darken  our  children's 
economic  future  as  well.  We  need  a  bal- 
anced budget  to  lower  interest  rates, 
spur  economic  development  and  create 
jobs.  Lower  interest  rates  will  make  a 
college  education  and  a  first  home 
more  affordable. 

I  was  very  disappointed  that  liberals 
in  the  Senate  once  again  rejected  the 
Balanced  Budget  Amendment.  This  is  a 
moral  issue.  A  balanced  budget  rep- 
resents real  hope  and  opportunity  for 
all  Americans.  I  continuously  have 
supported  a  balanced  budget,  as  well  as 
a  Balanced  Budget  Amendment  to  the 
Constitution.  Our  $5  trillion  debt  bur- 
den is  an  albatross  that  our  children 
will  be  forced  to  carry.  Having  just 
celebrated  Father's  Day.  I  would  like 
to  grive  my  daughter,  and  all  other  chil- 
dren, the  gift  of  freedom  from  our  na- 
tional debt. 

Balancing  the  budget,  preserving  pro- 
grams like  school  lunch  and  Head 
Start,  providing  read  hope  and  oppor- 
tunity for  future  generations— that's 
how  we  can  stand  for  children.  All  are 
not  mutually  exclusive  goals.  I  look 
forward  to  working  with  my  colleagues 
in  the  months  ahead  to  ensure  that  we 
in  Congress  demonstrate  a  strong,  bi- 
partisan commitment  to  children. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Thomas,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 

EXEOmVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session  the  F*residing 
Officer  laid  before  the  Senate  messages 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States  submitting  a  treaty. 


At  2:45  p.m.,  a  messaige  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Mr.  Hays,  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  House  has  passed  the 
following  bills,  in  which  it  requests  the 
concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.R.  2803.  An  act  to  amend  the  anti-car 
theft  provisions  of  title  49,  United  States 
Code,  to  increase  the  utility  of  motor  vehicle 
title  information  to  State  and  Federal  law 
enforcement  officials,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

H.R.  3525.  An  act  to  amend  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  to  clarify  the  Federal  jurisdic- 
tion over  offenses  relating  to  damage  to  reli- 
gious property. 

H.R.  3572.  An  act  to  designate  the  bridge  on 
United  States  Route  231  which  crosses  the 
Ohio  River  between  Maceo.  Kentucky,  and 
Rockport.  Indiana,  as  the  "William  H. 
Natcher  Bridge." 


At  6:02  p.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Ms.  Goetz.  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  House  has  passed  the 
following  bill,  without  amendment: 

S.  1579.  An  Act  to  streamline  and  improve 
the  effectiveness  of  chapter  75  of  title  31. 
United  States  Code  (commonly  referred  to  as 
the  "Single  Audit  Act"). 

MEASURES  REFERRED 

The  following  bill  was  read  the  first 
and  second  times  by  unanimous  con- 
sent and  referred  as  indicated: 

H.R.  3572.  An  act  to  designate  the  bridge  on 
United  States  Route  231  which  crosses  the 
Ohio  River  between  Maceo,  Kentucky,  and 
Rockport,  Indiana,  as  the  "William  H. 
Natcher  Bridge  ":  to  the  Committee  on  Envi- 
ronment and  Public  Works. 


MEASURES  PLACED  ON  THE 
CALENDAR 

The  following  measures  were  read  the 
first  and  second  times  by  unanimous 
consent  and  placed  on  the  calendar: 

H.R.  3060.  An  act  to  implement  the  Proto- 
col on  Environmental  Protection  to  the  Ant- 
arctic Treaty. 

H.R.  3562.  An  act  to  authorize  the  State  of 
Wisconsin  to  implement  the  demonstration 
project  known  as  "Wisconsin  Works." 


executrt:  and  other 
comml^^^cations 

The  following  communications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  with 
accompanying  papers,  reports,  and  doc- 
uments, which  were  referred  as  indi- 
cated: 

EO3045.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Administrator  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service,  Department  of  Agriculture,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  rule  entitled 
"Spearmint  Oil  Produced  In  the  Far  West: 
Revision  of  the  Salable  Quantity  and  Allot- 
ment Percentage  for  Class  I  (Scotch)  Spear- 
mint Oil  for  the  1995-96  Marketing  Year,"  re- 
ceived on  June  11,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

EC-3046.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Administrator  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service,  Department  of  Agriculture,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  rule  entitled 
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"Honey  Research.  Promotion,  and  Consumer 
Information  Order— Amendment  of  the  Rules 
and  Regulations  to  Add  HTS  Code  for  Fla- 
vored Honey."  (FV-96-701)  received  on  June 
11.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

EC-3047.  A  communication  from  the  Con- 
gressional Review  Coordinator  of  the  Animal 
and  Plant  Health  Inspection  Service.  Depart- 
ment of  AgTicultore.  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law,  the  rule  entitled  "Mediterranean 
fruit  Fly;  Removal  of  Quarantined  Areas." 
received  on  June  14,  1996;  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

EC-30W.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Administrator  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service,  Department  of  Agriculture,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  rule  entitled 

■Tobacco  Inspection:  Grower's  Referendum 
Results."  (TB-95-15)  received  on  June  13. 1996; 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition, 
and  Forestry. 

EC-3049.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Administrator  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service,  Department  of  Agriculture,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  rule  entitled 
"Tobacco  Inspection;  Grower's  Referendum 
Results,"  (TB-95-13)  received  on  June  13, 1996; 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition, 
and  Forestry. 

EC-3050.  A  conununication  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service,  Department  of  Agriculture,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  rule  entitled 
"Hazelnuts  Grown  In  Oregon  and  Washing- 
ton; Assessment  Rate,"  (FV96-982-1)  received 
on  June  13,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture, Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

EC-3051.  A  communication  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service.  Department  of  Agriculture,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law.  the  rule  entitled 
"Increased  Assessment  Rate  for  Domesti- 
cally Produced  Peanuts  Handled  by  Persons 
not  Subject  to  Peanut  Marketing  Agreement 
No.  146  and  for  Marketing  Agreement  No.  146 
Regulating  the  Quality  of  Domestically  Pro- 
duced Peanuts,"  (FV96-998-1)  received  on 
June  13.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture, Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

EC-d062.  A  communication  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service,  Department  of  Agriculture,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law.  the  rule  entitled 
"Apricots  Grown  in  Designated  Counties  In 
Washington;  Temporary  Suspension  of  Mini- 
mum Grade  Requirements,"  (FV-96-922-1)  re- 
ceived on  June  13,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

EC-30S3.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
of  the  Forest  Service,  Department  of  Agri- 
culture, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the 
report  of  program  performance  for  fiscal 
year  1995;  to  the  CommJttee  on  Agriculture, 
Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

EC-30S4.  A  communication  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service,  Department  of  Agriculture,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  rule  entitled 
"Apricots  Grown  in  Washington;  Temporary 
Suspension  of  Minimum  Grade  Require- 
ments." (FV-96-922-1)  received  on  June  18, 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nu- 
trition, and  Forestry. 

EC-3055.  A  communication  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service.  Department  of  Agriculture,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  rule  entitled 
"Irish  Potatoes  Grown  In  Colorado;  Assess- 
ment Rate,"  (FV-96-948-1)  received  on  June 
18,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

EC-a056.  A  communication  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 


Service.  Department  of  Agriculture,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  rule  entitled 
"Fresh  Cut  Flowers  and  Fresh  Cut  Greens 
Promotion  and  Consumer  Information 
Order— Postponement  of  Assessments,"  (FV- 
96-702)  received  on  June  18.  1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and  For- 
estry. 

EC-3057.  A  communication  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Service,  Department  of  Agriculture,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law.  the  rule  entitled 
"Cranberries  Grown  in  States  of  Massachu- 
setts. Rhode  Island.  Connecticut.  New  Jer- 
sey, Wisconsin.  Michigan.  Minnesota.  Or- 
egon, Washington,  and  Long  Island  in  the 
State  of  New  •york,"  (FV-96-92&-1)  received 
on  June  18,  1996;  to  the  Conunlttee  on  Agri- 
culture, Nutrition,  and  Forestry. 

EC-3058.  A  communication  from  the  Con- 
gressional Review  Coordinator  of  the  Animal 
and  Plant  Health  Inspection  Service.  Depart- 
ment of  Agrrlculture.  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law.  the  rule  entitled  "'^^irueses.  Serums 
and  Toxins  and  Analogous  Products;  Master 
Labels,"  received  on  June  17,  1996;  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition,  and 
Forestry. 

EC-3059.  A  communication  from  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States,  transmitting,  pur- 
suant to  law,  a  report  on  foreign  economic 
collection  and  industrial  espionage;  to  the 
Select  Committee  on  Intelligence. 

EC-3060.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State  (Legislative  Af- 
fairs), transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  a  re- 
port relative  to  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce Trade  and  Investment  Programs;  to 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 

E(3-3061.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Navy,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law.  a  report  of  determination  and  find- 
ings relative  to  the  authority  to  award  a 
contract;  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Serv- 
ices. 

EC-3062.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Navy,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law,  a  report  of  determination  and  find- 
ings relative  to  the  authority  to  award  a 
contract;  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Serv- 
ices. 

EO3063.  A  communication  from  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development,  transmitting,  pur- 
suant to  law,  the  major  rule  entitled  "The 
Withdrawal  of  Employer-Employee  and  Com- 
puter Loan  Origination  Systems  Exemp- 
tions," received  on  June  13. 1996;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs. 

E(3-3064.  A  communication  from  the  Gen- 
eral Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development,  transmitting,  pur- 
suant to  law.  the  report  of  three  rules  in- 
cluding a  rule  entitled  "Section  8  Tenant- 
Based  Programs,"  received  on  June  11,  1996; 
to  the  Committee  on  Banking,  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs. 

EO3065.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  U.S.  Securities  and  Exchange 
Commission,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law. 
the  annual  report  for  fiscal  year  1995;  to  the 
Committee  on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban 
Affairs. 

EC-3066.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Housing  and  Urban  Development, 
transmitting,  drafts  of  proposed  legislation 
entitled  "The  FHA  Multifamily  Housing  Re- 
form Act  of  1996"  and  "The  Housing  Enforce- 
ment Act  of  1996";  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

EC^3067.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Housing  and  Urban  Development, 
transmitting,  a  draft  of  proposed  legislation 


entitled  "The  FHA  Single  Family  Housing 
Reform  Act  of  1996";  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

EC-3068.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Housing  and  Urban  Development, 
transmitting,  a  draft  of  proposed  legislation 
entitled  "The  Community  Development 
Block  Grant  Performance  Fund  and  HOME 
Performance  Fund  Act  of  1996";  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs. 

EC-3069.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Housing  and  Urban  Development, 
transmitting,  a  draft  of  proposed  legislation 
entitled  "The  Homeless  Assistance  Perform- 
ance Fund  Act  of  1996";  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

EC-3070.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Housing  and  Urban  Development, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  report  en- 
titled "Expanding  Housing  Choices  for  HUD- 
Asslsted  Families";  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

EC-3071.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Housing  and  Urban  Development, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  report  en- 
titled "The  Assessment  of  the  Comprehen- 
sive Grant  Program';  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs. 

EC;-3072.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Director  of -the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Or- 
ganization, Department  of  Defense,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  a  notice  relative  to 
Presidential  Determination  96-27;  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

EC-3073.  A  communication  from  the  Comp- 
troller General  of  the  United  States,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law.  a  report  relative  to 
sixth  special  impoundment  message  for  fis- 
cal year  1996;  referred  Jointly,  pursuant  to 
the  order  of  January  30,  1975.  as  modified  by 
the  order  of  April  11,  1986,  to  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations,  to  the  Conmilttee  on  the 
Budget,  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Serv- 
ices. 

EG-3074.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget, 
Executive  Office  of  the  President,  transmit- 
ting, pursuant  to  law,  the  cumulative  report 
on  rescissions  and  deferrals  dated  June  11, 
1996;  referred  Jointly,  pursuant  to  the  order 
of  January  30.  1975,  as  modified  by  the  order 
of  April  11,  1986,  to  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations, to  the  Committee  on  the  Budget, 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  Nutrition, 
and  Forestry,  to  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services,  to  the  Committee  on  Finance,  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  and  to 
the  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

E(>-3075.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
of  the  Office  of  Legislative  Liaison  (Pro- 
grams and  Legislative  Division),  Department 
of  the  Air  Force,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  report  of  a  cost  comparison  study 
relative  to  the  Base  Operating  Support  at  all 
Air  Force  Bases;  to  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services. 

EC-3076.  A  communication  from  the  Chief 
of  the  Office  of  Legislative  Liaison  (Pro- 
grams and  Legislative  Division).  Department 
of  the  Air  Force,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  the  report  of  a  multi-function  cost  com- 
parison study  relative  to  training  equipment 
maintenance  and  the  precision  measurement 
laboratory  at  Kessler  Air  Force  Base,  MS;  to 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 


PETITIONS  AND  MEMORIALS 

The  following  petitions  and  memori- 
als were  laid  before  the  Senate  and 
were  referred  or  ordered  to  lie  on  the 
table  as  indicated: 
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POM-600.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Sen- 
ate of  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Geor- 
gia; to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

"SE.VATE  RESOLCTION  288 

"WTiereas,  It  Is  estimated  37  million  Amer- 
icans are  without  health  insurance,  many 
while  between  jobs,  and  more  are  under- 
insured  because  of  the  effects  of  rising  health 
care  costs  and  spending.  The  costs  of  health 
care  are  escalating,  forcing  employers  to 
trim  the  level  and  availability  of  health  care 
benefits  to  their  employees;  and 

"Whereas,  overutlllzation  of  health  care 
services  for  relatively  small  claims  is  one  of 
the  most  significant  causes  of  health  care 
cost  and  spending  Increases.  Currently,  more 
than  two-thirds  of  all  Insurance  claims  for 
medical  spending  are  less  than  $3,000.00  per 
family  per  year  in  this  country;  and 

"Whereas,  in  response  to  the  runaway  cost 
increases  on  health  care  spending  in  this 
country,  the  private  sector  has  developed  the 
concept  of  medical  savings  accounts.  This 
Initiative  is  designed  to  ensure  health  insur- 
ance availability  for  Americans.  It  is  predi- 
cated on  providing  incentives  to  eliminate 
unnecessary  medical  treatment  and  encour- 
age competition  in  seeking  health  care;  and 

"Whereas,  through  employer-funded  medi- 
cal savings  account  arrangements  and  re- 
duced cost  qualified  higher  deductible  Insur- 
ance policies,  millions  of  Americans  could 
Insure  themselves  for  both  routine  and  major 
medical  services.  Under  the  concept  of  medi- 
cal savings  accounts,  an  employer  currently 
providing  employee  health  care  benefits 
would  purchase  Instead  a  low-cost,  high  de- 
ductible major  medical  policy  on  each  em- 
ployee. The  employer  may  then  set  aside  the 
saving  premium  differential  in  a  medical 
savings  account  arrangement.  The  partici- 
pating employees  would  use  the  money  in 
the  account  to  pay  their  medical  care  ex- 
penses up  to  the  deductible.  However,  any 
account  money  unspent  by  the  participating 
employees  in  a  plan  year  would  then  belong 
to  the  employees  to  save,  spend  on  medical 
care,  or  use  otherwise.  This  would  be  a 
strong  Incentive  for  people  not  to  abuse 
health  expenditures  and  to  Institute  "cost- 
shopping"  for  medical  care  services;  and 

"Whereas,  by  setting  aside  money  for  em- 
ployees to  spend  on  health  care,  employees 
could  change  Jobs  and  use  the  money  they 
had  so  far  earned  to  buy  Interim  health  in- 
surance or  to  cover  health  care  exjwnses 
thereby  eliminating  the  problems  of 
uninsureds  between  Jobs  and  helping  to  re- 
duce "Job-lock";  and 

"Whereas,  by  making  medical  care  deci- 
sions the  employee's  prerogative,  individual 
policyholders  have  a  strong  stake  in  reduc- 
ing costs.  This  simple  financial  mechanism 
will  expand  health  Insurance  options  to  oth- 
ers who  presently  have  no  insurance.  Most 
importantly,  this  move  to  decrease  health 
care  cost  burdens  in  this  country  would  re- 
quire no  new  federal  bureaucracy  and  would 
be  revenue  neutral  to  employers;  Now,  there- 
fore, be  It 

"Resolved  by  the  Senate,  That  the  members 
of  this  body  encourage  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  to  enact  legislation  swiftly 
and  in  good  faith  to  enable  Americans  to  es- 
tablish medical  savings  accounts;  be  it  fur- 
ther 

"Resolved.  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Sen- 
ate is  authorized  and  dfrected  to  transmit  an 
appropriate  copy  of  this  resolution  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  the  President 
of  the  United  States  Senate,  the  Speaker  of 
the  United  States  House  of  Representatives, 
and  all  members  of  the  Georgia  congres- 
sional delegation." 


POM-601.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the   Commonwealth  of  Vir- 
ginia; to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 
"House  joint  Resolution  No.  227 

"Whereas,  tax-exempt  industrial  develop- 
ment bonds  play  a  critical  role  in  promoting 
economic  development  in  the  Common- 
wealth; and 

"Whereas,  these  bonds  are  used  by  local  In- 
dustrial development  authorities  and  cor- 
porations to  create  jobs  and  bring  invest- 
ment to  the  Commonwealth;  and 

"Whereas,  in  1995,  these  bonds,  amounting 
to  $134  million,  played  a  role  in  creating  2.500 
Jobs;  and 

"Whereas,  the  Virginia  Small  Business  Fi- 
nancing Authority,  which  facilitates  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  industrial  development 
bond  program  for  the  Commonwealth,  finds 
that  federal  restrictions  on  the  Issuance  of 
these  bonds  hinders  business  development; 
and 

"Whereas,  particularly  restrictive  Is  the 
$10  million  cap  and  the  limitation  that  bond 
proceeds  cannot  be  used  to  finance  associ- 
ated office  and  warehouse  space  that  busi- 
nesses expanding  in  or  relocating  to  Virginia 
need;  and 

"Whereas.  Congressman  Phil  English  has 
introduced  H.R.  2617  to  the  104th  Congress  to 
increase  the  cap  to  $20  million  and  to  remove 
many  of  the  unnecessary  restrictions  on  the 
use  of  industrial  development  bonds;  and 

"Whereas,  the  Joint  Subcommittee  Study- 
ing Capital  Access  and  Business  Financing, 
created  pursuant  to  House  Joint  Resolution 
No.  591  (1995)  and  Senate  Joint  Resolution 
No.  370  (1995),  has  expressed  Its  support  for 
H.R.  2617;  now,  therefore,  be  It 

"Resolved  by  the  House  of  Delegates,  the  Sen- 
ate concurring.  That  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  be  urged  to  pass  legislation 
providing  states  and  localities  with  addi- 
tional flexibility  relating  to  the  Issuance  of 
tax-exempt  Industrial  development  bonds  to 
promote  economic  development;  and,  be  It 

"Resolved  further.  That  the  Clerk  of  the 
House  of  Delegates  transmit  copies  of  this 
resolution  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  the  Speaker  of  the  United  States 
House  of  Representatives,  the  President  of 
the  United  States  Senate,  the  Virginia  Liai- 
son Office,  and  to  each  member  of  the  Vfr- 
ginia  Congressional  Delegation  in  order  that 
they  may  be  apprised  of  the  sense  of  the  Gen- 
eral Assembly  of  Virginia." 

POM-602.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
General  Assembly  of  the  State  of  New  Jer- 
sey; to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

"ASSEMBLY  RESOLUnOX  NO.  23 

"Whereas,  Since  illegally  coming  to  power 
in  1959,  the  government  of  Fidel  Castro  has 
constantly  demonstrated  a  consistent  dis- 
regard for  internationally  adopted  standards 
of  human  rights  and  domestic  values;  and 

"Whereas,  The  Cuban  people  have  dem- 
onstrated their  desfre  for  freedom  and  de- 
mocracy and  their  opposition  to  the  Castro 
government  by  risking  their  lives  by  orga- 
nizing demonstrations  In  opposition  to  Cas- 
tro's totalitarian  regime;  and 

"Whereas,  Cubans  regardless  of  thefr  age, 
gender  and  medical  conditions,  are  presently 
undertaking  the  hazardous  and  perilous  90 
mile  journey  of  freedom  to  the  United 
States;  and 

"Whereas.  Fidel  Castro  is  attempUng  to 
manipulate  this  exodus  of  Innocent  people  to 
win  concessions  from  an  American  nation 
that  has  grown  Increasingly  impatient  and 
Intolerant  of  his  regime;  and 

"Whereas,  The  Castro  regime  has  histori- 
cally placed  citizens  of  the  United  States  in 


danger  by  maintaining  a  government  domi- 
nated by  the  military  and  proliferating  Its 
offensive  military  capacity  90  miles  from 
this  nation's  shores;  and 

"Whereas,  In  response  to  Castro's  contin- 
ued ruthless  leadership,  many  Americans,  re- 
gardless of  ethnic  or  national  background, 
feel  strongly  that  the  United  States  needs  to 
isolate  Castro's  Cuba  from  the  rest  of  the 
democratic  world:  and 

"WTiereas.  The  citizens  of  New  Jersey  fully 
support  the  federal  "Cuban  Democracy  Act 
of  1992"  and  the  trade  embargo  currently  Im- 
posed by  the  government  of  the  United 
States  against  the  Cuban  government;  and 

"Whereas.  While  additional  sanctions  re- 
cently imposed  by  President  Clinton  are  hav- 
ing a  dramatic  impact  on  the  ability  of  Cas- 
tro to  continue  his  forced  rule  over  the 
Cuban  people,  a  full  quarantine  of  Cuba  will 
further  Isolate  the  Castro  government  from. 
the  rest  of  the  world,  and  thus  hasten  Its 
movement  towards  democratic  elections; 
now.  therefore  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  General  Assembly  of  the 
State  of  New  Jersey: 

"1.  The  President  of  the  United  States  is 
memorialized  to  assist  the  people  of  Cuba  by 
Implementing  a  full  quarantine  of  (^ba  until 
such  time  that  the  authoritarian  regime  of 
Fidel  Castro  gives  way  to  a  democratically 
elected  government. 

"2.  Duly  authenticated  copies  of  this  reso- 
lution, signed  by  the  Speaker  of  the  General 
Assembly  and  attested  by  the  Clerk  thereof, 
shall  be  transmitted  to  the  President  and 
Vice  President  of  the  United  States,  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
every  member  of  Congress  elected  from  this 
State." 

POM-603.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Leg- 
islature of  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto 
Rico:  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela- 
tions. 

"Senate  Resolution  zoas 

"Whereas,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto 
Rico  enjoys  a  close  relationship  with  the 
province  of  Taiwan.  Republic  of  China,  and 

"Whereas.  Dr.  S»in  Yat-Sen  founded  the 
Republic  of  China  in  Taiwan,  which  is  at 
present  the  fourteenth  largest  commercial 
country,  the  twentieth  in  gross  national 
product  and  the  twenty-fifth  in  gross  per 
capita  income,  and 

•Whereas,  the  population  of  the  Republic 
of  China  in  Taiwan  is  greater  than  the  popu- 
lation of  two  thirds  of  the  members  of  the 
United  Nations  Organizations,  and 

"Whereas,  the  Republic  of  China  in  Taiwan 
has  consistently  shown  its  support  to  democ- 
racy and  world  peace,  its  concern  for  re- 
gional and  international  development,  and 
Its  interest  in  programs  of  assistance  to  its 
global  fellow  neighbors,  and 

"Whereas,  the  establishment  of  an  ad  hoc 
committee  for  the  study  and  analysis  of  the 
special  situation  of  the  Republic  of  (^hina  in 
Taiwan  In  the  international  community,  has 
been  proposed  to  the  United  Nations  Organi- 
zation in  order  to  find  a  fair  and  viable  solu- 
tion to  its  participation  within  the  frame  of 
the  United  Nations  Organization,  and 

"Whereas,  the  people  of  the  Republic  of 
China  in  Taiwan  deserve  appropriate  rec- 
ognition and  credit  for  thefr  dynamic  par- 
ticipation in  the  international  community, 
and 

"Whereas,  the  Republic  of  China  in  Taiwan 
should  be  granted  full  membership  in  the 
United  Nations  Organization  and  Its  affili- 
ated organizations  in  the  same  manner  as 
other  divided  nations  such  as  South  Korea 
and   the   former  East  and  West  Germany. 
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which  have  been  granted  full  participation. 
and 

■'Whereas,  considering  that  our  Puerto 
Rlcan  people  lack  the  power  to  Influence  di- 
rectly the  United  States  of  America's  foreign 
policy  which  applies  to  Puerto  Rico,  through 
a  vote  for  the  president  and  representation 
entitled  to  vote,  it  is  essential  for  this  High 
Body  to  state  its  feelings  on  this  matter; 
therefore,  be  it 

•Resolved  by  the  Senate  of  Puerto  Rico: 

••  Section  l.— The  President  and  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States  of  America  are 
hereby  requested  to  give  their  utmost  con- 
sideration to  render  active  support  to  the 
Republic  of  China  in  Taiwan  as  an  important 
commercial  nation,  and  as  a  former  ally,  in 
order  to  assist  In  achieving  the  full  partici- 
pation of  the  Republic  of  China  in  Taiwan  In 
the  International  community  In  general,  and 
in  the  United  Nations  Organization  in  par- 
ticular. 

•'Section  2.— a  copy  of  this  Resolution, 
translated  Into  the  English  language,  shall 
be  remitted  to  the  President,  to  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States  of  America  and  to  the 
Representative  of  the  Republic  of  China  in 
Taiwan. 

"Section  3.— This  Resolution  shall  take  ef- 
fect Immediately  after  its  approval." 

POM-604.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Arizona:  to 
the  Committee  on  Government  Affairs. 

"SENATE  CONCXniRENT  MEMORIAL  1001 

"Whereas,  the  federal  government  was  es- 
tablished by  the  states  through  the  ratifica- 
tion of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States:  and 

"Whereas,  the  federal  government  was 
granted  carefully  limited  powers  under  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  and  the 
Tenth  Amendment  to  the  United  States  Con- 
stitution provides  that  "[t]he  powers  not  del- 
egated to  the  United  States  by  the  Constitu- 
tion, nor  i)rohlblted  by  It  to  the  States,  are 
reserved  to  the  States  respectively,  or  to  the 
people";  and 

"Whereas,  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  established  a  system  In  which  the 
states  ceded  only  certain  powers  to  the  fed- 
eral government;  and 

"Whereas,  the  framers  recognized  that  sep- 
aration of  powers  Is  essential  and  ensured 
that  the  rights  of  the  people  would  be  pro- 
tected by  establishing  checks  and  balances 
not  only  between  the  branches  of  the  federal 
government  but  also  between  the  federal 
government  and  state  governments;  and 

"Whereas,  the  legislative,  executive  and 
judicial  branches  of  the  federal  government 
have  by  many  actions  usurped  powers  re- 
served by  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  to  the  states  and  to  the  people;  and 

"Whereas,  by  the  combined  actions  of  the 
legislative,  executive  and  judicial  branches 
of  the  federal  government,  the  relationship 
between  the  federal  government  and  state 
governments  established  by  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States  has  been  severely  unbal- 
anced; and 

"Whereas,  the  federal  judiciary,  itself  a 
branch  of  the  federal  government,  has  failed 
to  stop  many  of  these  federal  excesses:  and 

"Whereas,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  In  Garcia  v.  San  Antonio  Met- 
ropolitan Transit  Authority  (469  U.S.  528 
(1985)).  noted  that  the  interests  of  states  are 
best  protected  by  their  representation  in 
Congress;  and 

"Whereas,  to  restore  the  balance  of  power 
between  the  federal  government  and  state 
governments  Intended  by  the  framers  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  fed- 


eral government  must  carefully  consider, 
and  be  accountable  for.  the  constitutional 
boundaries  of  its  jurisdiction  to  protect  the 
states  and  the  people  from  the  unwarranted 
assumption  of  power  by  the  federal  govern- 
ment. 

"Wherefore  your  memorialist,  the  Senate 
of  the  State  of  Arizona,  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives concurring,  prays: 

"1.  That  the  One  Hundred  Fourth  Congress 
of  the  United  States  enact  legislation  requir- 
ing the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to 
specify  the  section  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  that  grants  Congress  the  au- 
thority to  enact  the  proposed  section  of  law. 
The  Arizona  Legislature  supports  the  inclu- 
sion in  such  legislation: 

"(a)  That  Congress  be  required  to  state  ex- 
plicitly the  extent  to  which  the  proposed  sec- 
tion of  law  preempts  any  state,  local  or  trib- 
ad  law,  and  if  so.  an  explanation  of  the  rea- 
sons for  such  preemption. 

"(b)  That  if  Article  I.  Section  8.  Clause  3. 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  is  identi- 
fied as  the  Constitutional  provision  granting 
authority  to  Congress  for  its  proposed  sec- 
tion of  law.  Congress  report  a  list  of  factual 
findings  establishing  a  substantial  nexus  be- 
tween the  regulatory  effect  of  the  proposed 
section  of  law  and  interstate  commerce. 

"2.  That  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the 
State  of  Arizona  transmit  certified  copies  of 
this  Memorial  to  each  Member  of  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States  and  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  and  to  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  President  of  the  Senate  of  each  state  leg- 
islature in  the  United  States." 

POM-605.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Hawaii;  to 
the  Committee  on  (Jovemmental  Affairs. 

"Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  No.  86 

"Whereas,  the  number  of  unfunded  federal 
mandates  Imposed  upon  the  states  by  the 
United  States  Congress  has  alarmingly  in- 
creased in  recent  years;  and 

"Whereas,  this  continuing  imposition 
places  Hawaii  and  her  sister  states  in  the 
precarious  position  of  either  attempting  to 
fund  the  federal  requirements  with  diminish- 
ing amounts  of  available  revenue  or  jeopard- 
izing eligibility  for  certain  federal  funds;  and 

"Whereas,  the  United  States  Congress 
should  try  to  understand  the  difficult  pos- 
ture In  which  the  states  have  been  cast  and 
the  urgent  necessity  of  the  states  to  receive 
monetary  assistance  for  these  mandates  or 
relief  from  the  enforcement  of  these  un- 
funded decrees:  and 

"Whereas,  the  members  of  this  Legislature 
desire  to  convey  to  the  United  States  Con- 
gress the  seriousness  of  this  problem  so  that 
the  Congress  may  be  completely  cognizant  of 
the  effect  the  actions  of  the  federal  govern- 
ment have  at  the  state  legislative  level  and 
may  be  more  sensitive  to  the  difficulties  un- 
funded federal  mandates  create;  now,  there- 
fore be  it, 

"Resolved  by  the  Senate  of  the  Eighteenth 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Hawaii,  Regular  Ses- 
sion of  19%,  the  House  of  Representatives  con- 
curring. That  the  United  States  Congress  is 
respectfully  requested  not  to  enact  federal 
legislative  mandates  on  states  without  nec- 
essary funding:  and  be  it  further 

"Resolved.  That  certified  copies  of  this 
Concurrent  Resolution  be  transmitted  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States  Senate,  the 
speaker  of  the  United  States  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, and  the  members  of  Hawaii's 
congressional  delegation." 

POM-606.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  New  Hampshire; 
to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 


"SENATE  Resolution  no.  63 

"Whereas,  the  number  of  unfunded  federal 
mandates  Imposed  upon  the  states  by  the 
United  States  Congress  has  alarmingly  in- 
creased in  recent  years;  and 

"Whereas,  this  continuing  imposition 
places  Hawaii  and  her  sister  states  in  the 
precarious  position  of  either  attempting  to 
fund  the  federal  requirements  with  diminish- 
ing amounts  of  available  revenue  or  jeopard- 
izing eligibility  for  certain  federal  funds:  and 

"Whereas,  the  United  States  Congrress 
should  try  to  understand  the  difficult  pos- 
ture in  which  the  states  have  been  cast  and 
the  urgent  necessity  of  the  states  to  receive 
monetary  assistance  for  these  mandates  or 
relief  from  the  enforcement  of  these  un- 
funded decrees;  and 

"Whereas,  the  members  of  this  Legislature 
desire  to  convey  to  the  United  States  Con- 
gress the  seriousness  of  this  problem  so  that 
the  Congress  may  be  completely  cognizant  of 
the  effect  the  actions  of  the  federal  govern- 
ment have  at  the  state  legislative  level  and 
may  be  more  sensitive  to  the  difficulties  un- 
funded federal  mandates  create;  now,  there- 
fore, be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  Senate  of  the  Eighteenth 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Hawaii.  Regular 
Session  of  1996.  That  the  United  States  Con- 
gress is  respectfully  requested  not  to  enact 
federal  legislative  mandates  on  states  with- 
out necessary  funding:  and  be  it  further 

"Resolved.  That  certified  copies  of  this  Res- 
olution be  transmitted  to  the  President  of 
the  United  States  Senate,  the  Speaker  of  the 
United  States  House  of  Representatives,  and 
the  members  of  Hawaii's  congressional  dele- 
gation." 

POM-607.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  New  Hampshire: 
to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs. 
"HOUSE  joint  Resolution  no.  26 

"Whereas.  Maxfleld  Parrlsh  was  a  citizen 
of  New  Hampshire  for  68  years;  and 

"Whereas,  he  was  one  of  the  foremost 
American  artist/Illustrators  of  the  early  20th 
century:  and 

"Whereas,  Maxfleld  Parrish  painted  2  post- 
ers for  the  state  of  New  Hampshire:  and 

"Whereas,  through  his  art.  Maxfleld  Par- 
rish continued  to  expose  millions  to  the 
beauties  of  the  New  Hampshire  landscape; 
now,  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives in  General  Court  convened: 

"That  the  New  Hampshire  legislature  re- 
quests that  the  United  States  Postal  Service 
issue  a  postage  stamp  honoring  Maxfleld 
Parrlsh;  and 

"That  copies  of  this  resolution  be  sent  by 
the  house  clerk  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  the  Speaker  of  the  United 
States  House  of  Representatives,  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  Senate,  the  United 
States  Postmaster  General  and  New  Hamp- 
shire's Congressional  delegation." 

POM-608.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Vir- 
ginia; to  the  Committee  on  Governmental 
Affairs. 

"House  Joint  Resolution  no.  179 

"Whereas,  employees  of  the  Common- 
wealth and  its  political  subdivisions  may 
defer  compensation  to  a  date  later  in  life 
when  tax  rates  might  be  more  advantageous; 
and 

"Whereas,  this  deferred  Income  remains 
the  "property"  of  the  employer  as  required 
by  federal  Internal  Revenue  Service  regula- 
tions and  technically  has  not  been  distrib- 
uted to  the  employee:  and 
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"Whereas,  because  the  deferred  compensa- 
tion remains  in  the  hands  of  the  employer, 
there  is  a  possibility  that  the  employer  can 
access  deferred  compensation  funds  should 
the  employer  find  itself  in  need  of  revenue 
for  any  purpose:  and 

"Whereas,  language  contained  in  federal 
legislation  would  have  required  that  all  as- 
sets and  income  in  state  and  local  govern- 
ment deferred  compensation  plans  be  held  In 
trust  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  participants 
and  their  parties:  and 

"Whereas,  current  law  prevents  states 
from  enacting  similar  requirements  without 
compromising  the  tax  advantages  of  deferred 
compensation  plans:  now,  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  House  of  Delegates,  the  Sen- 
ate concurring.  That  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  be  urged  to  enact  legislation 
to  provide  that  public  employees'  deferred 
compensation  funds  may  be  used  for  no  other 
purpose  than  to  return  deferred  compensa- 
tion assets  and  income  to  the  plan's  partici- 
pants and  their  beneficiaries.  The  Ongress 
Is  urged  to  provide  that  all  assets  and  earn- 
ings of  deferred  compensation  plans  for  state 
and  local  government  employees  be  held  in 
trust  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  participants 
and  their  beneficiaries:  and.  be  It 

"Resolved  further.  That  the  Clerk  of  the 
House  of  Delegates  transmit  copies  of  this 
resolution  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  the  Speaker  of  the  United  States 
House  of  Representatives,  the  President  of 
the  United  States  Senate,  the  Virginia  Liai- 
son Office,  and  the  members  of  the  Virginia 
Congressional  Delegation  In  order  that  they 
may  be  apprised  of  the  sense  of  the  General 
Assembly  of  Virginia  on  this  Issue." 

POM-609.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Leglslatxire  of  the  State  of  Kansas;  to 
the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

"HOUSE  Concurrent  Resolution  No.  5046 

"Whereas.  More  than  600,000  members  of 
the  United  States  Armed  Forces,  including 
activated  units  of  the  Ready  Reserve  and  Na- 
tional Guard,  were  deployed  to  the  Persian 
Gulf  region  in  Operation  Desert  Shield  and 
Operation  Desert  Storm  to  liberate  Kuwait: 
and 

"Whereas.  United  States  service  personnel 
were  exposed  not  only  to  the  hazards  of  war. 
but  to  an  unknown  variety  of  potential 
health  hazards.  Including  exposure  to  smoke 
from  oil  well  fires,  depleted  uranium  and  in- 
fectious biological  weapons:  and 

"Whereas,  More  than  55,000  individuals 
who  served  in  Operation  Desert  Shield  and 
Operation  Desert  Storm  have  reported  wide- 
ranging  medical  problems  that  began  during 
service,  or  shortly  after  their  return  from 
the  Persian  Gulf,  a  significant  number  of 
which  have  not  been  accurately  diagnosed  or 
treated:  and 

"Whereas,  There  Is  evidence  that  family 
members  of  Gulf  War  veterans  are  experienc- 
ing health  problems  similar  In  nature  to 
those  of  the  veterans,  including  abnormal 
numbers  of  birth  defects  In  children  con- 
ceived by  Gulf  War  veterans;  and 

"Whereas.  In  November  1994.  Congress  en- 
acted the  Persian  Gulf  War  Veterans'  Act, 
authorizing  the  Department  of  Veterans  Af- 
fairs to  compensate  any  Persian  Gulf  War 
veteran  suffering  from  a  chronic  disability 
resulting  from  undiagnosed  illnesses  that  oc- 
curred either  during  active  duty  or  within  a 
certain  period  following  service  In  the  Per- 
sian Gulf  War;  and 

"Whereas,  The  Department  of  Defense  has 
been  condu':t.ng  research  into  the  causes  of 
symptoms  that  have  collectively  come  to  be 
called  "Gulf  War  Syndrome"  for  over  three 


years  and  during  that  time,  the  Department 
has  failed  to  make  any  substantive  scientific 
progress  in  determining  the  causes,  effects, 
and  transmlssibillty  of.  or  treating  this  dis- 
abling and  sometimes  fatal  syndrome:  Now. 
therefore. 

"Be  it  resolved  by  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives of  the  State  of  Kansas,  the  Senate  concur- 
ring therein.  That  we  memorialize  the  Presi- 
dent and  the  United  States  Congress  to  take 
action  to  Identify,  locate  and  provide  funds 
for  research  and  treatment  of  Gulf  War  relat- 
ed Illnesses  among  Persian  Gulf  War  Veter- 
ans, and.  to  that  end.  to  work  jointly  with 
private  research  facilities;  and  be  It  further 

"Resolved.  That  we  urge  the  President  and 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  and  the 
Department  of  Defense  to  review  the  neces- 
sity for  secrecy  of  all  classified  information 
bearing  on  the  detrimental  health  effects 
that  the  Gulf  War  Veterans  and  their  fami- 
lies are  experiencing,  and  to  make  any  pre- 
viously classified  material  available  for  pub- 
lication; and  be  It  further 

"Resoli^ed.  That  we  urge  the  President  and 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to  place  a 
moratorium  on  the  donation  of  blood,  blood 
products  and  organs  by  veterans  of  the  Gulf 
War  until  a  determination  regarding  the 
communlcabllity  of  these  Illnesses  has  been 
made;  and  be  it  further 

"Resolved.  That  the  Secretary  of  State  be 
directed  to  send  enrolled  copies  of  this  reso- 
lution to  the  President  and  Vice  President  of 
the  United  States,  to  the  Speaker  of  the 
United  States  House  of  Representatives,  to 
each  member  of  the  Kansas  Congressional 
Delegation,  to  the  Administrator  of  Veterans 
Affairs,  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  to 
the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
(Center  for  Disease  Control)." 

POM-610.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislative  of  the  State  of  Oklahoma: 
to  the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 
"Senate  Concltirent  Resolution  No.  57 

"Whereas.  Oklahoma's  atomic  veterans 
showed  steadfast  dedication  and  undisputed 
loyalty  to  thefr  country  and  made  Intoler- 
able sacrifices  In  service  to  their  country; 
and 

"Whereas,  these  atomic  veterans  gave 
thefr  all  during  the  terribly  hot  atomic  age 
to  keep  our  country  strong  and  free;  and 

"Whereas,  these  atomic  veterans  were  un- 
knowingly placed  In  the  line  of  fire,  after 
being  assured  that  they  faced  no  harm,  and 
were  subjected  to  an  ungodly  bombardment 
of  Ionizing  radiation;  and 

"Whereas,  the  radiation  to  which  they 
were  exposed  Is  now  and  will  continue  eating 
away  at  their  bodies  every  second  of  every 
day  for  the  rest  of  thefr  lives  with  no  hope  of 
cessation  or  cure:  and 

"Whereas,  because  their  wounds  were  not 
of  the  conventional  type  and  were  not  caused 
by  the  enemy  but  by  the  United  States  (Jov- 
emment.  the  atomic  veterans  did  not  receive 
service-connected  medical  and  disability 
benefits  and  did  not  receive  a  medal  such  as 
the  Purple  Heart:  and 

"Whereas,  many  atomic  veterans  have  al- 
ready died  and  others  will  die  a  horrible  and 
painful  death;  now  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  Senate  of  the  2nd  session  of 
the  45th  Oklahoma  Legislature,  the  House  of 
Representatives  concurring  therein: 

"That  atomic  veterans  be  recognized  by 
the  federal  government. 

"That  the  United  States  Senators  and  Rep- 
resentatives from  Oklahoma  propose  or  sup- 
port legislation  granting  service-connected 
medical  and  disability  benefits  to  all  atomic 
veterans  who  were  exposed  to  Ionizing  radi- 


ation and  propose  or  support  legislation 
Issuing  a  medal  to  atomic  veterans  to  ex- 
press the  gratitude  of  the  people  and  govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  for  the  dedication 
and  sacrifices  of  these  veterans. 

"That  copies  of  this  resolution  be  distrib- 
uted to  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
the  Vice  President  of  the  United  States,  the 
Secretary  of  the  United  States  Senate,  the 
Clerk  of  the  United  States  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, the  Secretary  of  Defense,  the 
Secretary  of  Veterans  Affafrs.  the  Chairs  of 
the  United  States  House  and  Senate  Veter- 
ans Affairs  Committees,  and  each  member  of 
the  Oklahoma  Congressional  Delegation. 

"Adopted  by  the  Senate  the  21st  day  of 
May.  1996.  " 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committees 
were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  STEVENS,  from  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs,  without  amendment: 

S.  253.  A  bill  to  repeal  certain  prohibitions 
against  political  recommendations  relating 
to  Federal  employment,  to  reenact  certain 
provisions  relating  to  recommendations  by 
Members  of  Congress,  and  for  other  purposes 
(Rept.  No.  104-282). 

S.  1577.  A  bill  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  the  National  Historical  Publications  and 
Records  Commission  for  fiscal  years  1996. 
1999.  2000.  and  2001  (Rept.  No.  104-283). 

By  Mr.  STEVENS,  from  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs,  with  amendments: 

H.R.  2739.  A  bill  to  provide  for  a  represen- 
tational allowance  for  Members  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  to  make  technical  and 
conforming  changes  to  sundry  provisions  of 
law  In  consequence  of  administrative  re- 
forms In  the  House  of  Representatives,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

By  Mr.  MURKOWSKL.  from  the  Committee 
on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources,  without 
amendment: 

S.  1888.  An  original  bill  to  extend  energy 
conservation  programs  under  the  Energy 
Policy  and  Conservation  Act  through  Sep- 
tember 30.  1996. 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF 
COMMITTEES 

The  following  executive  reports  of 
committees  were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  MURKOWSKL  from  the  Committee 
on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources: 

Vicky  A.  Bailey,  of  Indiana,  to  be  a  Mem- 
ber of  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Com- 
mission for  the  term  expiring  June  30.  2001. 

(The  above  nomination  was  reported 
with  the  recommendation  that  she  be 
confirmed,  subject  to  the  nominee's 
commitment  to  respond  to  requests  to 
appear  and  testify  before  any  duly  con- 
stituted committee  of  the  Senate.) 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 

By  Mr.  INHOFE  (for  himself,  Mr.  Fair- 
cloth,  Mr.  Grams.  Mr.  Abraham.  Mr. 
Helms,  and  Mr.  McConnell): 
S.  1885.  A  bill  to  limit  the  liability  of  cer- 
tain nonprofit  organizations  that  are  provid- 
er; of  prosthetic  devices,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses: to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
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By  Mr.  FRIST; 
S.  1886.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  to  clarify  the  treatment  of 
educational  grants  by  private  foundations, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 

By  Mr.  GRASSLEY  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Hatch,  and  Mr.  Heflix); 
S.  1887.  A  bill  to  make  Improvements  In 
the  operation  and  administration  of  the  Fed- 
eral courts,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  MURKOWSKI; 
S.  1888.  An  original  bill  to  extend  energy 
conservation    programs    under   the    Energy 
Policy  and  Conservation  Act  through  Sep- 
tember 30.  1996;  from  the  Committee  on  En- 
ergy and  Natural  Resources;  placed  on  the 
calendar. 

By  Mr.  MURKOWSKI  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Stevens): 
S.  1889.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  exchange  of 
certain  lands  conveyed  to  the  Kenai  Native 
Association  pursuant  to  the  Alaska  Native 
Claims  Settlement  Act,  to  make  adjust- 
ments to  the  National  Wilderness  System, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources.. 

By  Mr.  FAIRCLOTH  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Kennedy,  Mr.  Hatch,  Mr.  Biden,  Mr. 
LoTT.  Mr.  Daschle,  Mr.  Thurmond. 
Mr.  Byrd.  Mr.  Warner.  Mr.  LEAm', 
Mr.     Cochran,     Mr.     Hefldj,     Mr. 
D'AMATO.  Mr.  Johnston,  Mr.  Gramm. 
Mr.      Breaux,      Mr.      Frist,      Ms. 
Moseley-Braun.     Mr.     Levin,     Mr. 
Simon.  Mr.  Rockefeller,  Mr.  Reid. 
Mr.  DoDD,  Mr.  Glenn,  Mr.  kerre^-, 
Mr.  Kerry.  Mr.  Harkin,  Mr.  Brad- 
ley, Ms.  Mdculski,  Mr.  KOHL,  Mrs. 
MLTIRAY.    Mrs.    BOXER,    Mr.    WYDEN. 
Mrs.  Hutchison,  Mr.  Coverdell.  Mr. 
Pryor.   Mr.   Lautenberc.   and   Mrs. 
Feinstein): 
S.  1890.  A  bill  to  increase  Federal  protec- 
tion against  arson  and  other  destruction  of 
places  of  religious  worship;  read  twice,  and 
placed  on  the  calendar. 

By  Mrs.  BOXER  (for  herself  and  Mr. 

BINGAMAN): 

S.  1891.  A  bill  to  estabUsh  sources  of  fund- 
ing for  certain  transportation  infrastructure 
projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  border  between 
the  United  States  and  Mexico  that  are  nec- 
essary to  accomodate  increased  traffic  re- 
sulting from  the  Implementation  of  the 
North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement,  in- 
cluding construction  of  new  Federal  border 
crossing  facilities,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Environment  and  Public 
Works. 

By  Mr.  LAUTENBERG  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Wellstone): 

S.  1892.  A  bill  to  reward  States  for  collect- 
ing medicaid  funds  expended  on  tobacco-re- 
lated illnesses,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

By  Mrs.  FEINSTEIN: 

S.  1893.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  settlement 
of  Issues  and  claims  related  to  the  trust 
lands  of  the  Torres-Martinez  Desert  Cahuilla 
Indians,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Indian  Affairs. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  INHOFE  (for  himself.  Mr. 

FAIRCLOTH.    Mr.    Grams,    Mr. 

ABRAHAM.  Mr.  Helms,  and  Mr. 

M(Xk)NNELL): 

S.  1885.  A  bill  to  Umlt  the  liability  of 

certain    nonprofit    organizations    that 


are  providers  of  prosthetic  devices,  and 
for  other  purposes:  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 

the  PROSTHETIC  LIMB  ACCESS  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  President,  a  few 
years  ago  I  became  exposed  to  a  prob- 
lem that  exists  in  the  lives  of  thou- 
sands of  Americans.  It  happened  when 
one  of  my  closet  friends  in  Oklahoma, 
Buddy  Martin;  lost  both  of  his  legs. 

He  was  one  of  the  fortunate  ones  who 
had  the  resources  to  purchase  artificial 
limbs,  and  is  able  to  live  today  a  much 
more  normal  life  than  one  could  imag- 
ine. 

It  is  because  of  this  exposure  that  I 
rise  today  to  introduce  a  bill  to  provide 
relief  to  thousands  of  Americans.  Ev- 
eryday far  too  many  Americans  are  im- 
able  to  live  full  and  productive  lives 
like  Buddy  Martin  because  they  cannot 
afford  adequate  prosthetic  care.  There 
are  over  250,000  Americans  who  cannot 
afford  adequate  prosthetic  care.  While 
the  government  provides  assistance 
through  Medicare  and  other  programs 
they  can  not  meet  all  of  the  needs,  and 
they  don't  have  to.  The  private  sector 
stands  ready  to  help,  through  nonprofit 
foundations,  but  they  cannot  because 
of  our  country's  product  liability  laws. 
That  is  why  I  am  introducing  the  Pros- 
thetic Limb  Access  Act  of  1996,  I  am 
joined  by  my  colleagues  Senators  Fair- 
CLOTH,  Grams,  Abraham,  and  Helms. 

In  Oklahoma,  a  nonprofit  foundation 
called  Limbs  for  Life  takes  used  artifi- 
cial limbs,  reconditions  them,  and  pro- 
vides them  to  needy  people  in  third 
world  countries,  they  do  not  give  them 
to  Americans.  It  is  not  because  there  is 
not  the  need,  they  do  not  provide  them 
because  of  our  country's  laws  regarding 
product  liability.  They  would  be  unable 
to  afford  the  necessary  insurance  to 
provide  the  limbs  to  needy  Americans. 
One  doctor  in  Oklahoma,  Dr.  John 
Sabolich,  the  Nation's  foremost  pros- 
thesis expert,  currently  saws  used  de- 
vices in  half  before  throwing  them 
away,  because  of  liability.  He  showed 
me  a  S50,000  prosthetic  arm  that  was 
about  to  be  destroyed;  to  make  it  reus- 
able would  only  have  required  about  20 
minutes  of  work.  It  is  a  disgrace  that 
perfectly  good  artificial  limbs  have  to 
be  destroyed  when  there  are  thousands 
of  Americans  who  could  use  them. 

My  bill  would  provide  the  necessary 
product  liability  relief,  while  still  pro- 
tecting the  patients  by  providing  relief 
for  intentional  wrongdoing.  This  would 
allow  hundreds  of  Americans  to  care 
for  themselves,  work,  and  better  enjoy 
a  more  full  life. 

There  are  over  3,000  new  amputations 
each  week,  which  amounts  to  160.000 
amputations  each  year,  for  a  grand 
total  of  3.8  million  amputees  in  the 
United  States.  The  number  of  new  am- 
putees has  increased  over  the  years  be- 
cause of  the  early  detection  of  cancer, 
doctors  are  able  to  detect  cancer  ear- 
lier and  it  is  better  to  sacrifice  a  limb 
to  save  a  person.  Therefore  the  demand 


for  more  limbs  by  needy  people  will 
only  increase.  I  have  been  told  that  if 
this  bill  is  enacted  that  at  least  2,000 
limbs  per  year  could  be  made  available 
for  needy  Americans.  These  are  2,000 
people  who  otherwise  would  not  have 
access  to  an  artificial  arm  or  leg.  These 
are  2,000  people  who  are  currently  not 
living  full  and  productive  lives,  who 
need  assistance  to  care  for  themselves, 
sometimes  to  just  accomplish  tasks 
that  we  all  take  for  granted  such  as 
eating,  moving  around,  or  even  work- 
ing. 

I  have  met  many  of  these  people  who 
would  benefit  from  this  legislation  and 
have  listened  to  their  heartbreaking 
stories.  And  for  everyone  I've  heard  of 
there  are  hundreds  more  who  go  daily 
without  a  prosthetic  device,  depending 
on  others. 

There  is  Nestor,  a  man  who  is  miss- 
ing both  arms.  He  states: 

My  prosthesis  is  broken  and  I  am  unable  to 
eat  or  do  any  activities  of  dally  living  such 
as  personal  care  or  cooking.  I  live  alone  and 
have  no  friends  to  help,  so  I  must  do  things 
for  myself. 

There  is  Pearl,  a  46-year-old  woman 
with  one  leg  missing,  who  lives  in  a 
nursing  home.  She  said: 

I  slip  and  fall  so  often  when  my  crutches 
slip  away  from  me — and  it  hurts  a  lot  when 
my  wrist  or  neck  or  other  body  parts  are 
throbbing  with  pain  for  weeks  due  to  my 
falls— and  although  I  try  to  be  careful  and 
watchful,  the  crutches  still  can  slip  away 
from  me  when  encountering  the  mopped 
floors  or  wet  spots  that  are  in  a  nursing 
home. 

There  is  Dalia,  she  was  fitted  with 
her  current  prosthesis  in  1983,  but  since 
then  her  body  has  changed  and  it  no 
longer  fits  properly.  She  says: 

When  I  changed  prosthesis,  my  whole  body 
changed,  my  balance  is  off  especially  effect- 
ing my  back.  I  have  fallen  down,  have  wors- 
ening osteoporosis  and  am  very  frustrated 
because  I  can't  do  the  things  I  used  to  do. 

Mr.  President,  I  know  these  are  sad 
stories,  and  I  know  we  as  Members  run 
across  sad  stories  every  day.  But  here 
we  can  do  something  positive  for  them, 
which  will  solve  their  problems,  at  no 
cost  to  the  taxpayers.  We  can  provide 
them  the  same  medical  services  we  are 
now  giving  poor  people  in  third  world 
countries,  and  we  can  do  this  through 
the  nonprofit  sector.  We  have  needy 
people  and  a  willing  organization  ready 
to  help.  Mr.  President,  we  should  at 
least  treat  our  own  citizens  as  well  as 
we  treat  those  in  other  countries. 

Mr.  President,  my  legislation  is  sup- 
ported not  only  by  the  Limbs  for  Life 
Foundation,  but  also:  Goodwill  Indus- 
tries, National  Amputee  Fund,  Na- 
tional Association  for  the  Advance- 
ment of  Orthotics  and  Prosthetics, 
American  Academy  of  Physical  Medi- 
cine and  Rehabilitation,  and  the  Amer- 
ican Congress  of  Rehabilitation  Medi- 
cine. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  simple  bill 
which  would  create  major  relief  for  a 
number  of  needy  people.  It  is  not  a 
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broad  product  liability  bill,  so  there- 
fore it  should  not  draw  the  opposition 
that  other  bills  have  received  this  Con- 
gress. It  corrects  a  small  problem  that 
literally  means  the  world  for  a  lairge 
group  of  disabled  Americajis.  I  hope  we 
can  move  this  bill  forward  this  year. 


By  Mr.  FRIST: 
S.  1886.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  clarify  the 
treatment  of  educational  grants  by  pri- 
vate foundations,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

EDUCATIONAL  GRANTS  LEGISLATION 

•  Mr.  FRIST.  Mr.  President,  I  intro- 
duce a  bill  which  is  essential  in  build- 
ing a  higher  educated  and  more  produc- 
tive labor  force  as  we  move  toward  the 
next  century.  My  bill  would  encourage 
private  foundations  to  increase  the 
amounts  they  currently  provide  for 
educational  assistance  to  students  in 
their  communities. 

Currently,  guidelines  developed  by 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service  can  have 
the  effect  of  prohibiting  certain  foun- 
dations from  being  able  to  provide  the 
maximum  amount  of  educational  as- 
sistance to  local  students.  As  the  Fed- 
eral Government  faces  greater  and 
greater  fiscal  constraints,  we  must 
look  for  ways  to  encourage  the  private 
sector  to  fill  unmet  educational  needs. 

Essentially,  under  current  law,  a  pri- 
vate foundation  will  not  suffer  tax  pen- 
alties if  it  meets  certain  tests  when 
providing  scholarships  or  educational 
loans  to  employees,  or  children  of  em- 
ployees, of  a  particular  employer. 
While  there  is  a  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances test  which  can  be  met,  un- 
certainty surrounding  application  of 
this  test  to  an  employer-related  grant 
program  results  in  much  greater  usage 
of  a  safe-harbor  percentage  test  which 
has  been  developed  by  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service.  This  safe-harbor  per- 
centage test  basically  limits  the 
amount  of  scholarships  and  loans  that 
a  fovmdation  may  provide  to  one  out  of 
four  applicable  children  of  employees 
of  a  particular  company.  This  25-per- 
cent test  can  cause  hardship,  especially 
in  cases  where  a  substantial  percentage 
of  the  community  at  large  works  for  a 
single  employer. 

My  proposal  eliminates  this  rigid  25- 
percent  test. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  join  me  in 
supporting  this  essential  education 
bill.  By  providing  these  private  founda- 
tions relief  from  the  IRS'  rigid  25-per- 
cent test,  we  will  be  granting  valuable 
and  badly  needed  educational  support 
to  America's  hard-working  families.* 


By  Mr.  GRASSLEY  (for  himself. 
Mr.  Hatch,  and  Mr.  Heflin): 
S.  1887.  A  bill  to  make  improvements 
in  the  operation  and  administration  of 
the  Federal  courts,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses; to  the  Committeeon  the  Judlci- 
ai7- 


THE  FEDERAL  COURTS  IMPROVEMEN'TS  ACT  OF 
1996 

•  Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
introducing  for  myself.  Senator  Hatch. 
and  Senator  Hefun,  a  bill  entitled 
•'The  Federal  Courts  Improvements 
Act  of  1996."  A  first  version  of  the  bill. 
S.  1101,  was  introduced  in  August  1995, 
at  the  request  of  the  Judicial  Con- 
ference. In  October  of  last  year,  we 
held  a  comprehensive  hearing  on  that 
bill  in  the  Judiciauy  Subcommittee  on 
Administrative  Oversight  and  the 
Courts,  which  I  chair,  at  which  both 
judges  and  lawyers  testified  at  length 
on  the  substance  of  many  of  S.  1101  s 
provisions.  The  present  bill  was  crafted 
after  many  months  of  detailed  discus- 
sions and  intense  collaboration  be- 
tween myself.  Senators  Hatch  and 
Heflin,  and  the  Administrative  Office 
of  the  U.S.  Courts.  More  importantly, 
we  have  worked  closely  with  the  other 
members  of  the  subcommittee  to  ad- 
dress their  concerns  and  include  their 
suggestions,  making  this  truly  a  bipar- 
tisan bill. 

At  the  onset,  I  would  like  to  elabo- 
rate on  the  spirit  in  which  this  bill  was 
crafted.  I  am  sure  my  colleagues  are 
well  aware,  many  of  my  efforts  have  fo- 
cused on  saving  the  Federal  CJovern- 
ment's  sparse  resources  and  making 
the  most  of  taxpayer  dollars.  As  chair- 
man of  the  Judiciary  Subcommittee 
with  jurisdiction  over  the  courts,  I  am 
also  concerned  that  the  Federal  judi- 
cial system  be  administered  in  the 
most  efficient  and  cost-effective  man- 
ner possible,  while  maintaining  a  high 
level  of  quality  in  the  administration 
of  justice.  In  fact,  I  sent  out  a  judicial 
questionnaire  earlier  this  year  request- 
ing assistance  from  individual  judges 
on  their  ideas  and  views  of  the  needs  of 
the  Federal  judiciary.  I  hope  some  of 
you  have  had  the  opportunity  to  review 
my  subcommittee's  report  on  the 
courts  of  appeal,  which  I  released  re- 
cently. The  report  on  the  District 
courts  will  be  completed  shortly.  I 
found  it  enlightening  to  communicate 
with  the  individual  judges,  and  hope 
that  these  lines  of  candid  and  construc- 
tive communication  with  the  individ- 
ual judges  and  the  Administrative  Of- 
fice remain  open  ajid  continue  to 
produce  beneficial  results  in  terms  of 
efficiency,  cost  savings,  and  other  im- 
provements within  the  Federal  judici- 
ary. 

In  drafting  the  Federal  Courts  Im- 
provement bill,  we  worked  closely  with 
the  Administrative  Office  to  assess  and 
axldress  the  needs  of  the  Federal  judici- 
ary. As  a  result,  the  bill  contains  both 
technical  and  substantive  changes  in 
the  law,  many  of  which  were  carried 
over  from  previous  Congresses  and-or 
originally  proposed  in  S.  1101.  During 
our  working  sessions  on  the  bill,  some 
of  the  provisions  in  S.  1101,  such  as  the 
sections  dealing  with  Federal  Defender 
Services  matters,  were  determined  to 
warrant  further  inquiry  or  additional 


hearings.  On  the  whole,  the  bill  is 
broad-reaching,  and  contains  provi- 
sions concerning  judicial  process  im- 
provements: judiciary  personnel  ad- 
ministration, benefits  and  protections: 
judicial  financial  administration;  Fed- 
eral Courts  Study  Committee  rec- 
ommendations: and  other  miscellane- 
ous issues.  Almost  all  of  the  provisions 
have  been  formally  endorsed  by  the  Ju- 
dicial Conference,  the  governing  body 
of  the  Federal  courts.  I  would  now  like 
to  mention  some  of  the  more  salient 
provisions  of  the  bill. 

Many  provisions  contained  in  this 
bill  streamline  the  operation  of  the 
Federal  court  system.  A  good  example 
of  our  attempt  to  render  the  judiciary 
more  efficient  is  section  605.  which 
abolishes  a  special  tribunal  with  nar- 
row jurisdiction,  the  Special  Court,  the 
Regional  Rail  Reorgainization  Act  of 
1973.  established  in  the  early  1970's  to 
oversee  the  reorganization  of  insolvent 
railroads.  The  work  of  this  court  is  ba- 
sically concluded,  with  the  court's 
docket  containing  10  largely  inactive 
cases.  This  section  transfers  the  Spe- 
cial Courts  jurisdiction  over  those 
cases  and  any  future  rail  reorganiza- 
tion proceedings  to  the  U.S.  District 
Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia, 
where  the  courts  records  and  a  major- 
ity of  its  judges  are  currently  located, 
and  makes  other  technical  and  con- 
forming changes  incidental  to  the 
court's  abolition.  The  elimination  of 
this  court  will  produce  budgetary  and 
administrative  economies  and.  accord- 
ing to  the  Administrative  Office  of  the 
U.S.  Courts,  result  in  an  annual  cost 
savings  of  approximately  S175,000. 

Section  209  simplifies  the  appeal 
route  in  civil  cases  decided  by  mag- 
istrate judges  with  consent  by  confin- 
ing appeals  of  judgments  in  such  cases 
to  the  court  of  appeals  and  eliminating 
an  alternative  route  of  appeal  to  the 
district  judge.  A  single  forum  of  appeal 
in  civil  consent  cases  simplifies  court 
procedures  and  recognizes  the  existing 
practice  in  most  districts.  The  Judicial 
Conference  reconmiended  such  action 
in  the  long  range  plan  for  the  Federal 
courts.  Also,  this  section  would  not 
alter  the  role  of  magistrate  judges  as 
adjuncts  to  article  m  courts  since  dis- 
trict judges  would  still  control  the  re- 
ferral of  consent  cases  to  magistrate 
judges. 

Section  304  changes  the  reappoint- 
ment procedure  for  incumbent  bank- 
ruptcy judges.  Rather  than  requiring 
the  judicial  council  for  a  circuit  or  a 
merit  selection  panel  to  undergo  a 
lengthy  and  time-consuming  screening 
process,  this  section  streamlines  the 
reappointment  process  for  judges 
whose  performance  has  previously  been 
reviewed.  In  this  manner,  the  section 
eliminates  unnecessary  expenditures  of 
time  and  money. 

Another  example  is  section  202. 
which  authorizes  magistrate  judges  to 
try  all  petty  offense  cases.  Tradition- 
ally, safeguards  applicable  to  criminal 


14574 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  19,  1996 


defendants  charged  with  more  serious 
crimes  have  not  been  applicable  to 
petty  offense  cases  because  the  burdens 
were  deemed  undesirable  and  imprac- 
tical in  dealing  with  such  minor  mis- 
conduct. Section  202  aJso  authorizes 
magistrate  judges  to  try  misdemeanor 
cases  upon  either  written  consent  or 
oral  consent  of  the  defendant  on  the 
record.  This  amendment  enhances  the 
efficiency  of  the  courts,  since  most  de- 
fendants routinely  consent  to  proceed- 
ing before  the  Federal  magistrate 
judge  system.  Presently,  consent  to 
trial  of  misdemeanor  cases  by  mag- 
istrate judges  is  required  to  be  in  writ- 
ing, although  there  is  no  legal  signifi- 
cance between  written  consent  and 
consent  made  orally  on  the  record,  pro- 
vided that  the  defendant's  consent  is 
made  with  full  knowledge  of  the  con- 
sequences of  such  consent,  is  intel- 
ligently given,  and  is  voluntary.  Elimi- 
nation of  the  written-consent  require- 
ment saves  time  and  eases  burdensome 
pai)erwork  for  court  personnel,  while 
preserving  knowing  and  voluntary  con- 
sent in  such  cases. 

Additional  sections  that  facilitate  ju- 
dicial operations  are  sections  201  and 
205.  Section  201  authorizes  naagistrate 
judges  temporarily  assigned  to  another 
judicial  district  because  of  an  emer- 
gency to  dispose  of  civil  cases  with  the 
consent  of  the  parties.  Section  205 
clarifies  that  deputy  clerks  may  act 
whenever  the  clerk  is  unable  to  per- 
form official  duties  for  any  reason,  and 
permits  the  court  to  designate  an  act- 
ing clerk  of  the  court,  when  it  is  ex- 
pected that  the  clerk  will  be  unavail- 
able or  the  office  of  clerk  will  be  va- 
cant for  a  prolonged  period. 

Provisions  in  this  bill  also  clarify  ex- 
isting law  to  better  fulfill  Congress' 
original  intent.  For  example,  section 
208  enables  the  United  States  to  obtain 
a  Federal  forum  in  which  to  defend 
suits  against  Federal  officers  and  agen- 
cies when  those  suits  involve  Federal 
defenses.  This  section  would  legisla- 
tively reverse  the  Supreme  Court's  de- 
cision in  Jntemational  Primate  Protec- 
tion League,  et  al.  v.  Administrators  of 
Tulane  Educational  Fund,  et  al..  Ill 
S.Ct.  1700  (1991),  which  held  that  only 
Federal  officers,  and  not  Federal  agen- 
cies, may  remove  State  court  actions 
to  Federal  court  pursuant  to  28  U.S.C. 
1442(aXl).  The  section  would  also  re- 
verse at  least  three  other  Federal  dis- 
trict court  decisions  which  held  that 
Federal  officers  sued  exclusively  in 
their  official  capacities  cannot  remove 
State  court  actions  to  Federal  court. 
The  result  of  these  decisions  has  been 
that  Federal  agencies  have  had  to  de- 
fend themselves  in  State  court,  despite 
important  and  complex  Federal  issues 
such  as  preemption  and  sovereign  im- 
munity. Section  208  fulfills  Congress' 
intent  that  questions  concerning  the 
exercise  of  Federal  authority,  as  well 
as  the  scope  of  Federal  immunity  and 
Federal-State  confiicts,  be  adjudicated 


in  Federal  court.  It  also  clarifies  that 
suits  against  Federal  agencies,  as  well 
as  those  against  Federal  officers  sued 
in  either  an  individual  or  official  ca- 
pacity, may  be  removed  to  Federal  dis- 
trict court.  More  importantly,  this  sec- 
tion does  not  alter  the  requirement 
that  a  Federal  law  defense  be  alleged 
for  a  suit  to  be  removable  pursuant  to 
28  U.S.C.  §  1442(a)(1). 

Another  example  is  section  503, 
which  repeals  a  provision  in  a  1981  con- 
tinuing appropriation  resolution  bar- 
ring annual  cost-of-living  adjustments 
in  pay  for  Federal  judges  except  as  spe- 
cifically authorized  by  Congress.  Re- 
peal of  section  140  restores  the  oper- 
ation of  28  U.S.C.  §461  as  to  article  m 
judges  and  parity  with  the  other  two 
branches  of  Government,  as  enacted  by 
the  Federal  Salary  Cost-of-Living  Ad- 
justment Act  of  1975  and  amended  by 
the  Ethics  Reform  Act  of  1989. 

Several  sections  improve  the  judicial 
court  system  in  other  ways.  Section  206 
ajnends  section  1332  of  title  28  relating 
to  diversity  jurisdiction  to  raise  the  ju- 
risdictional amount  in  diversity  cases 
from  $50,000  to  $75,000.  The  purpose  of 
this  amendment  is  to  supplement  the 
increase  of  the  jurisdictional  amount 
from  $10,000  to  $50,000  in  the  100th  Con- 
gress by  a  modest  upward  adjustment 
to  $75,000.  Section  210  requires  each  Ju- 
dicial Council  to  submit  an  annual  re- 
port to  the  Administrative  Office  of  the 
United  States  Courts  on  the  number 
and  nature  of  orders  relating  to  judi- 
cial misconduct  or  disability  under  sec- 
tion 332  of  title  28  of  the  United  SUtes 
Code.  This  reporting  requirement  was 
recommended  by  the  Report  of  the  Na- 
tional Commission  on  Judicial  Dis- 
cipline and  Removal  of  August  1993, 
which  found  that  reliable  information 
concerning  council  orders  was  difficult 
to  obtain. 

In  addition,  section  608  extends  by  6 
months  the  due  date  of  the  Civil  Jus- 
tice Reform  Act  reports  on  the  dem- 
onstration and  pilot  programs.  The  bill 
at  section  609  also  extends  the  author- 
ization of  appropriations  by  1  year  of 
the  use  of  arbitration  by  district  courts 
under  28  U.S.C.  §651.  This  will  give  us 
more  time,  if  needed,  to  consider  how 
we  will  implement  permanently  alter- 
native dispute  resolution  in  the  courts. 

In  conclusion,  this  bill  is  the  result 
of  careful  consideration  by  members  of 
the  subcommittee  and  their  staff,  in 
close  collaboration  with  the  Adminis- 
trative Office,  who  have  all  worked 
long  and  hard  in  attempting  to  produce 
a  strong,  bipartisan  piece  of  legisla- 
tion. I  am  pleased  to  say  that  the  legis- 
lation we  are  introducing  today  not 
only  enhances  and  improves  the  oper- 
ation of  the  Federal  judiciary,  but  also 
takes  into  consideration  any  potential 
increase  in  costs  to  the  Federal  budg- 
et.* 


By  Mr.  MURKOWSKI  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Stevens): 


S.  1889.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  ex- 
change of  certain  lands  conveyed  to  the 
Kenai  Native  Association  pursuant  to 
the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement 
Act,  to  make  adjustments  to  the  Na- 
tional Wilderness  System,  and  for 
other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

THE  KEXAI  NATIVE  ASSOCUTION  EQUm"  ACT 

•  Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  introduce  the  Kenai  Native  As- 
sociation Equity  Act.  This  legislation 
will  correct  a  significant  inequity  in 
Federal  law  with  respect  to  lands  con- 
veyed to  the  Kenai  Natives  Association 
[KNA]  under  the  Alaska  Native  Claims 
Settlement  Act  [ANCSA].  This  legisla- 
tion, which  win  mark  the  final  out- 
come of  a  process  begun  nearly  14  years 
ago. 

The  legislation  directs  the  comple- 
tion of  a  land  exchange  and  acquisition 
package  between  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  [USFWS]  and  KNA. 
The  legislation  will  allow  KNA,  for  the 
first  time,  to  make  economic  use  of 
lands  conveyed  them  under  ANSCA. 
The  final  stage  of  this  process  began  by 
directing  in  Public  Law  102-458,  a  land 
exchange  and  acquisition  package  be- 
tween the  USFWS  and  KNA.  Over  the 
past  year,  negotiations  were  com- 
pleted, resulting  in  the  legislation  I  am 
introducing  today. 

Mr.  President,  unlike  other  corpora- 
tions in  ANCSA,  KNA,  as  an  urban  cor- 
poration, was  not  entitled  to  receive 
monetary  settlement  or  additional 
lands  than  those  granted  under 
ANCSA.  KNA  ultimately  selected  19,000 
of  its  23,040  entitlement  within  what 
later  became  the  Kenai  National  Wild- 
life Refuge.  KNA  lands  are  located  be- 
tween operating  oilfields  within  the 
refuge  to  the  North  and  urban  and  sub- 
urban developments  to  the  South. 

At  the  request  of  the  USFWS,  KNA 
officials  chose  lands  along  the  bound- 
aries of  the  refuge  so  that  development 
would  be  allowed.  Notwithstanding  the 
representation  that  development  would 
be  allowed,  the  USFWS  advised  KNA 
after  selections  were  made  that  use  of 
the  property  would  be  severely  re- 
stricted by  the  application  of  section 
22(g)  of  ANCSA. 

Section  22(g)  requires  that  all  uses  of 
private  inholdings  within  the  refuge 
comply  with  the  laws  and  regtilatlons 
applicable  to  the  public  lands  within  a 
refuge  and  that  those  lands  be  managed 
consistent  with  the  purpose  for  which 
the  refuge  was  established.  Section 
22(g)  has  been  an  ongoing  problem  in 
Alaska  as  it  has  significantly  limited 
the  economic  use  of  private  lands  with- 
in refuges. 

Pursuant  to  agreements  between 
USFWS  and  KNA,  this  legislation  will 
allow  USFWS  to  acquire  three  small 
parcels  of  land  and  KNA's  remaining 
ANCSA  entitlement  at  appraised  value. 
These  parcels  include:  Stephanka 
Tract,  803  acres  on  the  Kenai  River; 
Moose    River    Patented    Tract,    1,243 
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acres;  Moose  River  Selected  Tract,  753 
acres:  and  Remaining  Entitlement,  454 
acres. 

The  total  habitat  acquisition  of  2.253 
acres  will  be  purchased  with  Exxon 
Valdez  oilspill  funds  at  a  cost  of 
$4,443,000.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no 
cost  to  the  Federal  Government  for  the 
purchase  of  these  lands.  Refuge  bound- 
aries would  be  adjusted  to  remove 
15,500  acres  of  KNA  lands  from  the  ref- 
uge, thus  resolving  the  22(g)  conflict. 
This  can  be  done  because,  although  the 
property  is  within  the  refuge— it  does 
not  belong  to  the  Federal  Government. 
KNA  would  also  receive  the  refuge 
headquarters  site  in  downtown  Kenai 
which  consists  of  a  building  and  a  5- 
acre  parcel. 

Under  the  terms  of  this  agreement, 
the  USFWS  has  proposed,  in  order  to 
maintain  equivalent  natural  resource 
protection  for  Federal  resources,  that 
Congress  designate  the  Lake 
Todatonten  area,  approximately  37,000 
acres,  as  a  BLM  Special  Management 
Area  [SMA].  The  lake  is  adjacent  to 
the  Kanuti  National  Wildlife  Refuge. 
The  SMA  would  be  subject  to  subsist- 
ence preferences  under  ANILCA  and  to 
valid  existing  rights.  While  I  support 
the  intent  of  this  provision  I  do  intend 
on  exploring  its  implications  on  land 
use  closely  during  Senate  hearings  be- 
fore the  Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Committee. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  the  Kenai 
Native  Association  has  waited  long 
enough  to  resolve  these  issues.  It  is  my 
intention  to  move  this  legislation 
quickly  and  get  it  behind  us.» 

By  Mr.  FAIRCLOTH  (for  himself.  Mr.  KEN- 
NEDY, Mr.  Hatch,  Mr.  Biden.  Mr.  Lott,  Mr. 
Daschle,  Mr.  Thurmond,  Mr.  Byrd,  Mr. 
Warner,  Mr.  Leahy,  Mr.  Cochran,  Mr.  Hef- 

LDJ,      Mr.      D'AMATO,      Mr.      JOHNSTON.      Mr. 

Gramm.  Mr.  Breaux,  Mr.  Frist.  Ms. 
Moseley-Braun,  Mr.  Levdj.  Mr.  Simon.  Mr. 
Rockefeller,  Mr.  Reid,  Mr.  Dodd,  Mr. 
Glenn.  Mr.  Kerrey,  Mr.  Kerry.  Mr.  Harkin, 

Mr.  BRADLEY,  Ms.  MKULSKI,  Mt.  KOHL.  MtS. 

MURRAY.  Mrs.  Boxer,  Mr.  w^-den,  Mrs. 
HUTCHISON.  Mr.  Coverdell,  and  Mr.  PRYOR): 

S.  1890.  A  bill  to  increase  Federal  pro- 
tection against  arson  and  other  de- 
struction of  places  of  religious  worship. 

THE  CHURCH  ARSON  PROTECTION  ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  FAIRCLOTH.  Senator  KENNEDY 
and  I  stand  here  today  united  in  our 
belief  that  the  rash  of  church  arson 
must  end  and  now.  If  we  in  Congress 
cannot  agree  that  church  burning  is  a 
despicable  crime,  what  can  we  agree 
upon?  It  is  not  a  matter  of  liberals, 
conservatives,  blacks,  or  whites.  It  is 
about  justice,  faith,  and  right  and 
wrong.  Five  of  these  churches— sadly, 
including  a  recent  one  on  last  Sunday 
night — were  located  in  my  home  State 
of  North  Carolina. 

I  have  every  confidence  that  local 
law  enforcement  in  my  State  can  solve 
these  crimes,  but  there  is  a  real  possi- 
bility that  persons  from  outside  of  my 
State  and  other  States  may  have  set 
the  fireo,  and  that  is  the  need  for  this 


bill  and  for  Federal  law  enforcement 
assistance  and  a  Federal  statute.  We 
have  taken  too  long  as  a  nation  to 
react  to  this  tragedy. 

I  do  not  know  why  the  response  has 
been  so  slow,  nor  do  I  fully  understand 
if  these  crimes  were  the  acts  of  con- 
spirators or  copycats. 

What  I  do  know  is  that  we  are  send- 
ing a  clear  message  today  to  anyone 
who  is  thinking  about  burning  a 
church,  that  the  wrath  of  the  Federal 
Government  will  fall  upon  them. 
Scoundrels  who  bum  churches  have  no 
refuge  in  our  America  on  this  day  or 
any  other  day.  They  should  and  will  be 
prosecuted  and  punished  to  the  fullest 
extent  of  the  law. 

To  that  end.  Senator  Kennedy  and  I 
have  introduced  this  bill,  full  of  both 
symbol  and  substance,  to  protect 
houses  of  worship. 

Growing  up  and  living  in  the  rural 
South,  I  understand  better  than  a  lot  of 
people  that  the  church  serves  as  a  cen- 
ter of  family  life,  of  the  community 
life,  and  in  so  many  of  these  areas  life 
is  built  around  the  church.  Con- 
sequently, they  hold  in  more  ways  than 
one  a  sacred  place  in  the  hearts  of  the 
people  within  that  conmiunity.  There 
is  far  more  potential  in  these  churches 
to  cure  what  ails  us  as  a  nation  than 
the  Federal  Government  will  ever  pos- 
sess. Let  us  renew  our  commitment 
with  energy  and  conscience  to  protect 
the  rights  of  all  Americans  without  re- 
gard to  race  or  religion. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  re- 
cently, the  entire  Nation  has  watched 
in  horror  and  disbelief  as  an  epidemic 
of  terror  has  gripped  the  South.  Events 
we  all  hoped  were  a  relic  of  the  past  are 
now  almost  a  daily  occurrence.  The 
wave  of  arsons  primarily  directed  at 
African  American  churches  is  a  re- 
minder of  some  of  the  darkest  mo- 
ments in  our  history— when  African- 
Americans  were  mired  in  a  quicksand 
of  raujial  injustice.  We  have  come  a 
long  way  from  the  era  of  Jim  Crow,  the 
Klan.  and  nightly  lynchings.  But  these 
arsons  are  a  chilling  reminder  of  how 
far  we  have  to  go  as  a  nation  in  rooting 
out  racism. 

In  the  1960's.  at  a  time  when  acts  of 
violence  against  African-Americans 
were  commonplace,  when  white  free- 
dom workers  were  being  murdered  by 
cowardly  racists.  Congress  first  began 
to  speak  vigorously  and  in  a  bipartisan 
fashion  to  condemn  this  violence  and 
address  the  many  faces  of  bigotry. 
Today,  we  again  speak  with  a  united 
voice  in  introducing  bipartisan  legisla- 
tion to  address  this  alairming  recent 
epidemic  of  church  burnings. 

I  commend  my  colleague  from  North 
Carolina,  Senator  Faircloth,  for  his 
leadership  on  the  legislation  we  are  in- 
troducing today.  It  is  vitally  important 
for  the  American  people  to  recognize 
that  all  Americans — Democrats  and 
Republicans,  whites  and  nonwhites, 
Catholics.  Protestants,  Jews,  and  Mus- 


lims— must  speak  with  a  united  voice 
in  condemning  and  combating  these 
outrageous  acts.  We  must  send  the 
strongest  possible  signal  that  Congress 
intends  to  act  swiftly  and  effectively  to 
address  this  festering  crisis. 

President  Clinton  has  also  spoken 
eloquently  on  this  issue,  and  has  pro- 
vided strong  leadership.  I  applaud  his 
efforts  to  commit  substantial  addi- 
tional Federal  resources  to  the  inves- 
tigations. Just  as  it  was  appropriate  in 
the  1960's  for  the  Federal  Government 
to  play  an  important  role  in  reducing 
racial  unrest,  it  is  vitally  important 
today  for  the  Federal  Government  to 
take  an  active  role  in  combating  these 
racist  arsons. 

I  also  commend  Congressmen  Henry 
Hyde  and  John  Conyers,  who  devel- 
oped the  bipartisan  House  bill  that  was 
passed  swiftly  and  unanimously  yester- 
day, and  I  urge  the  Senate  to  act  with 
similar  swiftness. 

There  are  four  basic  components  to 
the  Faircloth-Kennedy  bill.  First,  it 
provides  needed  additional  tools  for 
Federal  prosecutors  to  address  violence 
against  places  of  worship.  The  bill 
amends  the  primary  Federal  statute 
dealing  with  destruction  of  places  of 
worship  to  make  it  easier  to  prosecute 
these  cases.  Current  law  contains  oner- 
ous and  unnecessary  jurisdictional  ob- 
stacles that  have  made  this  provision 
largely  ineffective.  In  fact,  despite  the 
large  number  of  incidents  of  destruc- 
tion or  desecration  of  places  of  reli- 
gious worship  in  recent  years,  only  one 
prosecution  has  been  brought  under 
this  statute  since  its  passage  in  1988. 
Our  bill  will  breathe  life  into  this  stat- 
ute by  removing  these  unnecessary  ob- 
stacles. 

In  addition,  our  bill  strengthens  the 
penalty  for  church  arson  by  conform- 
ing it  with  the  penalties  under  the  gen- 
eral Federal  arson  statute.  By  con- 
forming the  penalty  provisions  of  these 
two  statutes,  the  maximum  potential 
penalty  for  church  arson  will  double, 
from  10  years  to  20  years.  Our  bill  also 
extends  the  statute  of  limitations  from 
5  to  7  years,  giving  investigators  need- 
ed additional  time  to  solve  these  dif- 
ficult crimes. 

Giving  prosecutors  additional  tools 
will  enable  them  to  address  the  current 
crisis  more  effectively.  However,  we 
must  also  deal  with  the  aftermath  of 
the  arsons  that  have  left  so  many 
needy  communities  without  a  place  of 
worship.  The  bill  contains  an  impor- 
tant provision  granting  the  Depart- 
ment of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop- 
ment the  authority  to  make  loan  g\iar- 
antees  to  lenders  who  provide  loans  to 
places  of  worship  that  have  been  vic- 
timized by  arson. 

This  provision  does  not  require  an 
additional  appropriation  of  funds  to 
HUD.  It  simply  gives  HUD  authority  to 
use  funds  it  already  has.  These  loan 
guarantees  will  serve  an  indispensable 
function  to  help  expedite  the  rebuild- 
ing process  and  the  healing  process. 
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These  arsons  have  placed  an  enor- 
mous burden  on  State  and  local  law  en- 
forcement, who  also  must  investigate 
the  crimes  and  address  the  tense  after- 
math within  their  communities.  Our 
bill  contains  two  measures  to  assist 
State  and  local  law  enforcement  and 
local  communities  in  responding  to 
these  vicious  crimes.  The  Department 
of  the  Treasury  is  authorized  to  hire 
additional  ATF  agents  to  assist  in 
these  investigations,  and  to  train  State 
and  local  law  enforcement  officers  in 
arson  investigations.  ATF  already 
trains  85  to  90  percent  of  local  law  en- 
forcement in  how  to  investigate  arson. 
This  authorization  will  facilitate  need- 
ed additional  training. 

The  bill  also  authorizes  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  to  provide  additional 
funds  to  the  Community  Relations 
Service,  a  small  but  vital  mediation 
arm  established  by  the  Civil  Rights  Act 
of  1964.  The  mission  of  the  Community 
Relations  Service  is  to  go  into  a  com- 
munity and  reduce  racial  unrest 
through  mediation  and  conciliation. 
The  Community  Relations  Service  has 
worked  effectively  to  calm  conmiu- 
nities  during  some  of  the  Nation's  most 
difficult  moments  in  the  battle  for  ra- 
cial justice,  and  it  has  earned  the  re- 
spect of  law  enforcement  officials  and 
community  leaders  nationwide. 

In  1996,  its  budget  was  cut  in  half— 
from  10  million  to  $5  million.  As  a  re- 
sult, at  a  time  when  its  services  are  in 
enormous  demand,  the  Community  Re- 
lations Service  is  about  to  be  forced  to 
lay  off  half  of  its  already  slim  staff. 
This  bill  authorizes  the  restoration  of 
funds  to  the  Community  Relations.  We 
must  act  now,  because  its  services  are 
urgently  needed. 

Finally,  the  bill  reauthorizes  the 
Hate  Crimes  Statistics  Act.  This  rash 
of  arsons  demonstrates  the  need  to  doc- 
ument all  hate  crimes  nationwide.  Re- 
authorizing the  Hate  Crimes  Statistics 
Act  is  essential,  and  law  enforcement 
groups,  religious  leaders,  and  civil 
rights  leaders  throughout  the  Nation 
strongly  support  it. 

Taken  together,  this  bill  represents  a 
sensible  and  practical  response  to  the 
church  arson  crisis.  We  have  a  con- 
stitutional obligation  to  preserve  the 
separation  of  church  and  state,  but  we 
also  have  a  Federal  obligation  to  pro- 
tect the  right  of  all  Americans  to  wor- 
ship freely  without  fear  of  violence.  We 
believe  this  legislation  is  a  timely  and 
constructive  step  to  stem  the  tide  of 
violence  in  the  South.  If  more  can  be 
done,  we  will  do  it. 

In  a  larger  sense,  this  tragic  violence 
provides  an  opportunity  for  all  Ameri- 
cans to  examine  our  consciences  on  the 
issue  of  prejudice.  We  must  work  to 
root  out  racism  and  bigotry  in  every 
form.  If  we  create  a  climate  of  intoler- 
ance, we  encourage  racist  acts  of  de- 
struction. While  I  respect  and  indeed 
cherish  the  first  amendment  right  of 
free  expression,  we  must  be  mindful 


that  words  have  consequences.  It  is  dis- 
tressing that  hate  crimes  are  on  the 
rise — whether  arson  of  a  church  or  as- 
saults and  murders  because  of  bigotry. 
At  other  times  in  our  history,  we  have 
been  able  to  act  together  to  heal  a  sud- 
den or  lingering  sickness  in  our  soci- 
ety, and  we  will  do  so  now.  The  fun- 
damental challenge  is  to  re-commit 
ourselves  as  a  Nation  to  the  basic  val- 
ues of  tolerance  and  mutual  respect 
that  are  the  Nation's  greatest 
strengths. 

The  courage  and  faith  demonstrated 
by  the  parishioners  and  clergy  of  the 
burned  churches  is  an  inspiration  to 
the  entire  country.  Their  churches  may 
have  burned,  but  their  spirit  endures, 
and  it  is  stronger  than  ever. 

I  also  welcome  the  outpouring  of  gen- 
erosity from  numerous  sources  in  the 
private  sector.  I  commend  the  many  in- 
dividuals, businesses,  congregations, 
and  charitable  organizations  that  have 
pledged  financial  support  to  rebuild  the 
churches.  These  generous  acts,  as  Mar- 
tin Luther  King  once  said,  "will  enable 
us  as  a  Nation  to  hew  out  of  the  moun- 
tain of  despair  a  stone  of  hope." 

I  urge  my  colleagrues  to  join  in  expe- 
diting action  on  this  urgent  legisla- 
tion. America  is  being  tested,  and  the 
people  are  waiting  for  our  answer. 

Mr.  President,  this  Faircloth-Ken- 
nedy  bill  addresses  the  recent  spate  of 
arsons  that  have  gripped  the  South. 
The  bill  contains  a  number  of  measures 
designed  to  assist  prosecutors  and  in- 
vestigators in  pursuit  of  the  cowardly 
perpetrators  of  these  crimes,  and  to  as- 
sist victims  and  communities  in  the  re- 
building process.  This  statement  per- 
tains to  Congress'  constitutional  au- 
thority to  amend  the  criminal  provi- 
sion pertaining  to  destruction  of  reli- 
gious property  and  violent  interference 
with  right  of  free  exercise  of  religious 
worship. 

The  bill  amends  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  section  247  to  make  it 
easier  for  prosecutors  to  establish  Fed- 
eral violations  in  instances  of  destruc- 
tion or  desecration  of  places  of  reli- 
gious worship.  Although  section  247 
was  passed  in  1988,  there  has  been  only 
one  Federal  prosecution  due  to  the  on- 
erous jurisdiction  requirements  con- 
tained in  section  247(b). 

The  interstate  commerce  require- 
ment of  section  247(b)(1)  is  much  great- 
er than  in  other  simdlar  Federal  stat- 
utes. For  example,  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  section  844(i)  is  the  gen- 
eral Federal  arson  statute  and  contains 
a  much  lower  interstate  commerce 
threshold  than  is  found  in  section 
247(b)(1). 

The  $10,000  requirement  of  section 
247(b)(2)  is  arbitrary  and  unnecessary, 
and  does  not  reflect  the  serious  nature 
of  many  bias  motivated  acts  of  vio- 
lence against  places  of  religious  wor- 
ship. For  example,  there  have  been  a 
number  of  incidents  of  bias-motivated 
violence     committed     by     skinheads 


against  synagogues  which  involved  fir- 
ing gunshots  into  these  sacred  places  of 
worship,  or  the  desecration  of  solemn 
symbols  or  objects,  such  as  a  Torah. 

The  Justice  Department  is  providing 
specific  examples  of  the  limitations  of 
section  247  which  it  will  present  at  a 
hearing  scheduled  for  June  25,  1996  in 
the  Judiciary  Committee.  The  mone- 
tary damage  amount  in  these  incidents 
described  above  is  minimal.  Yet,  the 
devastation  caused  by  these  crimes  is 
enormous,  and  the  Federal  Government 
can  and  should  play  a  role  in  prosecut- 
ing these  heinous  acts  of  desecration. 

The  Faircloth-Kennedy  bill  amends 
section  247  in  a  number  of  ways.  Most 
importantly,  the  onerous  jurisdictional 
requirements  of  section  247(b)  are  dis- 
carded in  favor  of  a  more  sensible 
structure  that  will  better  enable  pros- 
ecutors to  pursue  the  cowardly  per- 
petrators of  these  crimes. 

Section  2  of  the  bill  contains  congres- 
sional findings  that  set  out  in  explicit 
detail  the  constitutional  authority  of 
Congress  to  amend  section  247.  A  hear- 
ing was  conducted  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives on  May  21.  1996,  and  a 
hearing  will  be  conducted  in  the  Senate 
on  June  25,  1996,  in  which  substantial 
evidence  has  or  will  be  presented  to 
support  these  congressional  findings. 

Congress  has  three  separate  bases  of 
constitutional  authority  for  amending 
section  247.  First,  Congress  has  author- 
ity under  section  2  of  the  13th  amend- 
ment to  enact  legislation  that  rem- 
edies conditions  which  amount  to  a 
badge  or  incident  of  slavery.  The  Su- 
preme Court,  in  Jones  v.  Alfred  H. 
Mayer  Co.,  392  U.S.  409  (1968),  and  Grif- 
fin  V.  Breckenridge,  403  U.S.  88  (1971). 
held  that  Congress  has  broad  power 
under  the  13th  amendment  to  enact 
legislation  that  addresses  societal 
problems  of  discrimination.  In  Griffin, 
the  Supreme  Court  held  that  "there 
has  never  been  any  doubt  of  the  power 
of  Congress  to  impose  liability  on  pri- 
vate persons  under  section  2  of  the  th[e 
Thirteenth]  Amendment. 

The  arsons  that  have  occurred  have 
been  directed  primarily  at  African- 
American  churches.  Although  a  num- 
ber of  the  perpetrators  have  not  been 
apprehended,  it  is  clear  from  the  state- 
ment of  the  Justice  Department  that  a 
substantial  number  of  the  arsons  were 
motivated  by  animus  against  African- 
Americans.  Indeed,  these  events  are  a 
tragic  reminder  of  a  sad  era  in  our  Na- 
tion's history,  when  African-Americans 
were  mired  in  a  quicksand  of  racial  in- 
justice. As  such.  Congress  has  the  au- 
thority under  the  13th  amendment  to 
amend  section  247.  and  to  eliminate  the 
interstate  commerce  requirement  alto- 
gether. 

Congress  also  has  authority  xmder 
the  commerce  clause  to  enact  this  leg- 
islation. As  the  record  makes  clear,  the 
churches,  synagogues,  and  mosques 
that  have  been  the  targets  of  arson  and 
vandalism,   serve  many  purposes.  On 
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Saturdays  or  Sundays,  they  are  places 
of  worship.  During .  the  rest  of  the 
week,  they  are  centers  of  activity.  A 
wide  array  of  social  services,  such  as 
inoculations,  day  care,  aid  to  the 
homeless,  are  performed  at  these 
places  of  worship.  People  often  register 
to  vote,  and  vote  at  the  neighborhood 
church  or  synagogue.  Activities  that 
attract  people  from  a  regional,  inter- 
state area  often  take  place  at  these 
places  of  worship.  There  is  ample  evi- 
dence to  establish  that  Congress  is  reg- 
ulating an  activity  that  has  a  "sub- 
stantial effect"  upon  interstate  com- 
merce. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  include 
as  cosponsors  of  this  legislation  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd];  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  DODD];  and  the  Senator  from  Ala- 
bama [Mr.  Heflin]. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent the  upcoming  hearing  on  church 
arson  currently  scheduled  for  June  25, 
1996  by  the  Judiciary  Committee  as 
well  as  excerpts  of  other  statements 
submitted  in  the  context  of  that  hear- 
ing be  made  a  part  of  the  overall  record 
pertaining  to  consideration  of  the  Fair- 
cloth-Kennedy  church  arson  prevention 
bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
Excerpt  of  Statement  of  Deval  Patrick, 

assist.ujt     attorney     general,     clvll 

rights  division.  before  the  commntee 

OX  THE  Judiciary,  May  2i,  1996 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Com- 
mittee. I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  ap- 
pear today  to  discuss  the  efforts  of  the  De- 
partment of  Justice  to  prosecute  those  indi- 
viduals responsible  for  the  deplorable  act  of 
setting  fires  to  houses  of  worship  and  intimi- 
dating their  parishioners. 

Let  me  assure  you  all,  first  and  foremost, 
that  the  Department  of  Justice  considers  in- 
vestigation of  church  fires  and  prosecution 
of  those  persons  responsible  for  attempting 
to  destroy  houses  of  worship  to  be  among  our 
most  important  Investigative  and  prosecu- 
torial priorities.  Houses  of  worship  have  a 
special  place  In  our  society.  They  are.  of 
course,  the  center  of  a  community's  spiritual 
life.  In  many  communities,  the  church  is  the 
center  of  its  social  life  as  well.  As  we  have 
seen  In  communities  that  are  the  subject  of 
today's  hearing,  destruction  of  a  church  can 
have  devastating  effects. 

When  the  fire  is  accompanied  by  an  ex- 
plicit or  Implied  threat  of  violence  directed 
at  church  members  because  of  their  race, 
these  devastating  effects  are  multiplied.  In 
our  society,  arson  of  a  church  attended  pre- 
dominantly by  African  Americans  carries  a 
unique  and  menacing  threat— tiiat  those  in- 
dividuals are  physically  vulnerable  because 
of  their  race.  These  threats  are  intolerable; 
no  one  In  our  society  should  liave  to  endure 
them.  The  Department  of  Justice  Is  commit- 
ted to  insuring  that  those  who  make  such 
threats  will  be  prosecuted  and  will  serve  sen- 
tences commensurate  with  the  cowardly  and 
despicable  nature  of  their  actions. 

I  will  provide  a  more  general  overview  of 
federal  prosecutorial  activities. 

FEDERAL  JtHUSDICTION 

There  are  a  number  of  statutes  that  pro- 
vide federal  jurisdiction  over  arsons  at 
churches. 


We  also  have  jurisdiction  under  18  U.S.C. 

247  and  248.  Under  18  U.S.C.  247,  anyone  who 
"intentionally  defaces,  damages,  or  destroys 
and  religious  real  property,  because  of  the 
religious  charter  of  that  property,  or  at- 
tempts to  do  so."  through  use  of  fire,  has 
committed  a  felony.  Subsection  (bl  of  the 
statute  states  that  the  defendant  muse  have 
traveled  in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce, 
or  used  a  "facility  or  Instrumentality  of 
Interstate  or  foreign  commerce  In  interstate 
or  foreign  commerce"  In  committing  the 
crime,  and  caused  more  than  SIO.OOO  damage. 

Section  844(h)  of  Title  18  applies  when  fire 
or  an  explosive  is  used  to  commit  another 
crime,  and  section  844(1)  of  Title  18  prohibits 
the  use  of  fire  when  destroying  a  building 
used  in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce.  Sec- 
tion 248(a)(3)  of  Title  18  makes  it  a  crime  to 
"intentionally  damage[]  or  destroy[]  the 
property  of  a  place  of  religious  worship."  As 
we  discuss  later,  however,  our  ability  to  use 

248  may  be  limited. 

SUCCESSFUL  prosecutions 

Investigation  of  church  fires  is  extremely 
challenging.  Fire  often  destroys  all  of  the 
relevant  evidence.  In  addition  to  examining 
the  evidence  at  the  scene  of  the  fire,  many 
witnesses  must  be  Interviewed  In  order  to 
get  a  lead,  as  there  are  seldom  witnesses  to 
an  arson  at  a  church,  particularly  churches 
located  in  rural  areas,  as  many  of  these 
churches  are.  There  are  currently  over  200 
federal  agents  from  the  ATF  and  FBI  as- 
signsed  to  the  various  fires  we  are  investigat- 
ing. 

We  have  had  successful  federal  prosecu- 
tions, and  have  secured  sentences  commen- 
surate with  the  seriousness  of  these  crimes. 
Two  recent  cases  demonstrate  the  type  of  in- 
vestigations and  prosecutions  that  vindicate 
federal  rights. 

MAURY  county,  TENNESSEE 

In  January  of  1995.  two  African  American 
churches  and  an  African  American-owned 
tavern  were  burned.  Local  law  enforcement 
investigated,  and  arrested  three  suspects,  all 
of  whom  said  the  fires  were  the  result  of  ac- 
tions they  took  while  intoxicated,  and  were 
intended  only  as  a  joke.  The  FBI  also  inves- 
tigated, and  determined  that  all  three  de- 
fendants spent  a  Sunday  watching  the  Super 
Bowl,  drinking,  and  discussing  their  hatred 
of  African  Americans.  The  discussion  later 
turned  si>ecifically  to  "burning  nigger 
churches."  After  gathering  various  supplies, 
the  defendants  first  drove  to  an  adjoining 
county  and  tried  to  set  fire  to  the  tavern  by 
throwing  a  molotov  cocktail  through  the 
window.  It  failed  to  Ignite.  They  also  burned 
a  cross  on  the  tavern  property.  They  then 
crossed  back  into  Maury  County  and  went  to 
the  Friendship  Missionary  Baptist  Church, 
an  African  American  church,  and  threw  a 
railroad  tie  and  molotov  cocktail  through 
the  window.  The  fire  ignited  and  caused 
heavy  damage  to  the  church.  They  also  at- 
tached a  small  cross  to  the  church  sign  and 
Ignited  it.  They  then  drove  to  another  Afri- 
can American  church,  the  Canaan  African 
Methodist  Episcopal  Church,  again  throwing 
a  molotov  cocktail  into  the  church  and  caus- 
ing damage,  and  again  leaving  a  cross  on 
church  property. 

The  FBI  obtained  inculpatory  statements 
and  physical  evidence,  and  identified  other 
I>ersons  who  later  testified  before  the  grand 
jury  concerning  the  defendants  Intent  to 
bum  African  American  churches.  Attorneys 
from  the  United  States  Attorney's  Office  for 
the  Middle  District  of  Tennessee,  as  well  as 
from  the  Criminal  Section  of  the  Civil 
Rights  Division,  participated  in  the  Federal 


prosecution  of  these  three  defendants.  They 
also  met  often  with  local  church  officials. 
not  only  to  keep  them  apprised  of  the  devel- 
opments in  the  Federal  prosecution,  but  also 
to  discuss  with  them  the  impact  of  this  at- 
tack on  the  members  of  the  church. 

The  defendants  were  arrested  in  August  of 
1995  on  Federal  charges  of  violating  18  U.S.C. 
241  by  conspiring  to  set  fire  to  the  two  Afri- 
can American  churches  and  the  tavern.  They 
pled  guilty  to  the  Federal  charges  in  October 
of  1995.  Two  of  the  defendants  were  sentenced 
to  33  months  in  Federal  prison,  and  the  third 
to  57  months,  for  this  hate  crime. 

One  reason  we  decided  to  proceed  with  a 
Federal  prosecution  was  ttiat  because  the 
tavern  flrebombing  occurred  in  another 
county,  trial  in  State  court  would  have  re- 
quired separate  State  indictments  and  re- 
sulted in  the  juries  in  each  case  seeing  only 
part  of  the  overall  crime.  The  Federal  con- 
spiracy charge  permitted  the  full  scope  and 
nature  of  the  crime  to  be  presented  in  one 
prosecution,  and  provided  certain  evi- 
dentiary advantages,  such  as  the  admissibil- 
ity of  co-conspirator  statements.  In  addition, 
the  sentences  these  defendants  would  have 
received  under  local  law  were  much  less  than 
Federal  law  would  permit.  The  Federal  sen- 
tencing guidelines  permitted  the  court  to 
tailor  sentences  which  reflected  the  culpabil- 
ity and  subsequent  cooperation  and  accept- 
ance of  responsibility  by  the  defendants.  The 
Government  was  able  successfully  to  argue 
at  sentencing  ttiat  the  leader  of  three  defend- 
ants deserved  an  enhanced  sentence.  The 
Federal  investigation  also  revealed  that  the 
local  firefighters  who  responded  to  the  first 
church  burning  were  placed  at  a  substantial 
risk  of  death  or  serious  bodily  injury  by  the 
fire,  which  also  persuaded  the  court  to  im- 
pose an  enhanced  sentence.  The  decision  to 
proceed  against  these  defendants  in  Federal 
court  and  on  Federal  charges  resulted  in  sen- 
tences that  fit  the  contemptible  nature  of 
their  actions  and  the  efiect  of  those  actions 
on  the  members  of  the  churches  they  at- 
tempted to  destroy. 

PIKE  county.  MISSISSIPPI 

On  April  5,  1993,  on  the  25th  anniversary  of 
the  death  of  Rev.  Martin  Luther  King.  Jr., 
two  African  American  churches  in  rani 
southern  Mississippi  burned  to  the  ground. 
The  FBI.  with  some  cooperation  by  the  local 
sheriffs  department,  took  the  lead  .in  the  in- 
vestigation and  identified  three  suspects,  one 
adult  and  two  juveniles.  The  Bureau  con- 
tacted the  father  of  one  suspect,  and  met 
with  the  suspect.  Ills  father  and  his  attorney. 
Later  the  Bureau  agent  and  a  lawyer  Crom 
the  criminal  Section  of  the  Civil  Rights  Di- 
vision met  with  another  suspect  and  the  sus- 
pect's parents.  The  suspects  admitted  setting 
fire  to  the  churches.  The  churches  were  cho- 
sen because  they  were  African  American 
churches,  and  the  suspects  admitted  making 
racially  derogatory  remarks  such  as  "Bum 
Nigger  Bum"  and  "tliat  will  teach  you  Nig- 
gers" when  setting  the  fires. 

These  fires  were  set  in  an  area  of  J€is- 
sissippi  with  a  disturbing  and  violent  racial 
past.  This  prosecution  sent  a  strong  message 
tliat  this  sort  of  violence  will  not  be  toler- 
ated. A  thorough  six  month  investigation 
was  done,  followed  by  grand  jury  testimony. 
On  October  1, 1993,  all  three  participants  pled 
guilty  to  violating  18  U.S.C.  241.  Two  defend- 
ants were  sentenced  to  37  months  in  Federal 
prison  and  one  to  46  months. 

These  are  two  instances  of  successful  Fed- 
eral investigation  and  prosecution  of  hate 
crimes  involving  the  burning  of  African 
American  churches.  Other  fires  have  been  in- 
vestigated jointly  with  State  and  local  au- 
thorities. Some  of  these  have  resulted  in 
St&^  convictions  and  lengthy  sentences. 
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KCREASE  IN  REPORTS  OF  CHURCH  FIRES 


We  have  found  a  disturbing  increase  in  the 
number  of  fires  at  churches  reported  to  the 
Justice  Department  over  the  past  two  years. 
As  of  May  1.  1996 — only  four  months  into  the 
year— we  had  received  reports  of  fires  at  24 
churches,  seventeen  of  which  occurred  at 
churches  In  which  the  membership  is  pre- 
dominantly African  American.  During-  1995, 
we  received  reports  of  fires  at  13  churches, 
and  reports  of  acts  of  vandalism  at  three 
churches  that  did  not  Involve  fires.  Eleven  of 
the  fires  that  occurred  in  1995  were  at  Afri- 
can American  churches.  From  1990  through 
1994.  we  received  and  Investigated  reports  of 
fires  at  only  7  houses  of  worship.  6  of  which 
were  at  African  American  churches,  and  acts 
of  vandalism  at  5  synagogues. 

This  pattern  of  church  fires  has  not  been 
limited  to  one  region  of  the  country.  The  re- 
ports of  church  fires  occurring  in  1996  have 
come  from  Alabama.  Georgia.  Louisiana. 
Mississippi,  Tennessee.  Virginia.  South  Caro- 
lina, and  Texas  in  the  southern  United 
States,  and  also  from  Arizona,  Maryland, 
and  New  Jersey.  In  1995,  we  investigated 
church  flres  that  occurred  in  Alabama, 
North  and  South  Carolina,  and  Tennessee, 
and  also  one  that  occurred  at  an  African 
American  church  in  Washington  state. 

Nearly  one-quarter  of  the  cases  reported  to 
us  in  1995  and  1996  have  been  resolved.  Of  the 
24  Ores  reported  to  us  as  of  May  1  of  this 
year,  arrests  have  been  made  in  two  cases, 
and  one  has  been  determined  to  have  been 
accidental.  The  rest  remain  under  active  fed- 
eral Investigation,  and  we  are  hopeful  that 
we  can  bring  some  to  conclusion  soon.  Of  the 
13  fires  and  3  Incidents  of  vandalism  occur- 
ring in  1995.  10  remain  under  active  federal 
Investigation.  Two  Investigations  have  been 
closed  after  successful  federal  prosecution, 
and  one  fire  was  determined  to  be  accidental. 
Arrests  have  been  made  In  two  of  the  inci- 
dents still  under  active  Investigation.  The 
three  incidents  of  vandalism  at  churches  In 
Alabama  were  resolved  through  local  pros- 
ecution. 

We  have  taken  a  number  of  steps  to  en- 
courage local  law  enforcement  personnel 
throughout  the  country  and  others  to  con- 
tact the  FBI  and  ATF  whenever  a  fire  ap- 
pears suspicious.  We  have  also  spoken  to 
church  and  civil  rights  leaders  in  many  areas 
to  encourage  them  to  get  the  word  out  to 
their  parishioners  and  members  that  fires 
and  acts  of  vandalism  at  houses  of  worship 
are  of  serious  federal  concern,  and  that  they 
should  Quickly  report  these  incidents  to  both 
local  and  federal  officials. 

I  recently  went  to  Boligee.  Alabama,  to 
visit  the  sites  of  recent  church  arsons  and  to 
meet  with  local  law  enforcement  officials  as 
well  as  officials  of  the  damaged  churches.  I 
spoke  both  of  the  high  priority  these  cases 
have  in  the  Department  of  Justice,  and  of 
our  need  for  a  close  relationship  vrtth  local 
law  enforcement  and  local  citizens  regarding 
these  kinds  of  actions.  I  was  heartened  by 
the  reception  I  was  given  by  local  church  of- 
ficials, and  I  hope  they,  and  other  church 
members  and  other  citizens  around  the  coun- 
try fully  understand  the  Department's  com- 
mitment. I  know  that  Assistant  Secretary 
James  Johnson  from  the  Department  of  the 
Treasiury  has  also  made  a  number  of  visits  to 
churches  around  the  country  victimized  by 
suspicious  fires,  and  has  explained  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  federal  government  is  re- 
sponding to  these  fires. 

I  am  sure  that  local  church  and  commu- 
nity members  are  as  trustrated  as  we  are  by 
those  instances  in  which  church  flres  are  not 
yet  solved.  I  certainly  hope  that  those  same 


officials  and  citizens  understand  that  we  are 
actively  investigating  these  fires,  and  doing 
whatever  we  can  to  determine  what  hap- 
pened and  to  make  arrests  where  criminal 
activity  occurred.  It  Is  Important  to  remem- 
ber that  arsons  are  among  the  most  difficult 
crimes  to  solve.  Fire  often  destroys  impor- 
tant evidence.  Some  of  these  fires  were  set  at 
churches  located  in  rural.  Isolated  areas,  and 
for  that  reason  the  fires  at  some  were  exten- 
sive. In  some  Instances,  churches  burned  to 
the  ground.  It  Is  not  yet  clear  whether  the 
increase  in  the  number  of  fires  reported  to  us 
reflects  an  increase  in  the  number  of  fires 
that  have  occurred,  or  reflects  an  Increase  in 
reporting.  As  I  stated  earlier,  we  have  ac- 
tively encouraged  local  citizens  and  law  en- 
forcement officials  to  report  all  fires  at 
houses  of  worship  to  federal  officials,  and  re- 
cent publicity  about  some  church  flres  may 
have  encouraged  the  reporting  of  others. 

It  Is  clear,  however,  from  some  of  the  cases 
that  have  been  solved,  that  some  of  the  peo- 
ple who  have  set  flres  at  houses  of  worship 
are  motivated  by  hate.  Most  of  the  other 
cases  are  still  under  Investigation.  As  you 
know,  I  cannot  discuss  specifics  of  any  open 
case.  I  can  say,  however,  that  during  our  In- 
vestigation we  focus  not  only  on  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  speclflc  fire  before  us,  but 
also  on  whether,  if  we  identify  an  individual 
or  individuals  responsible  for  the  fire,  there 
Is  any  evidence  that  these  Individuals  have 
any  ties  to  fires  that  have  occurred  else- 
where in  the  country.  Because  these  inves- 
tigations are  ongoing,  it  is  premature  to 
draw  conclusions  one  way  or  the  other  as  to 
whether  the  flres  we  are  seeing  are  part  of  an 
organized  hate  movement. 

DIFFICULTIES  WITH  FEDERAL  JURISDICTION 

While  I  mentioned  the  Federal  statutes 
that  give  us  jurisdiction  over  some  flres  and 
acts  of  vandalism  at  houses  of  worship,  using 
those  statutes  does  present  some  difficulties. 

18  U.S.C.  241  applies  when  we  have  two  or 
more  defendants  acting  In  a  conspiracy. 
While  we  can  get  significant  jail  sentences 
under  section  241.  we  can  use  section  241  only 
when  we  have  a  conspiracy  of  two  or  more 
persons.  When  we  do  not  have  two  or  more 
individuals  involved  in  the  Are.  section  241  is 
not  available. 

When  we  are  left  with  only  one  suspect, 
our  jurisdiction  Is  provided  by  18  U.S.C.  sec- 
tions 247  or  248.  Prosecutions  under  section 
247  are  complicated  significantly  by  the  fact 
that  subsection  (b)  of  the  statute  states  that 
the  defendant  must  have  traveled  In  Inter- 
state or  foreign  commerce,  or  used  a  "facil- 
ity or  instnimentallty  of  Interstate  or  for- 
eign commerce  in  Interstate  or  foreign  com- 
merce" in  committing  the  crime,  and  caused 
more  than  $10,000  damage.  These  provisions 
make  this  statute  nearly  impossible  to  use. 
The  $10,000  requirement  means  that  when  the 
damage  from  the  fire  is  minimal,  or  when 
hate  Is  expressed,  not  through  fire  but 
through  desecration  or  defacement  of  houses 
of  worship,  18  U.S.C.  247  is  not  an  available 
source  of  jurisdiction.  In  those  cases,  the 
message  of  hate  is  just  as  clear,  and  the  ef- 
fect on  the  victims  often  just  as  palpable  and 
disturbing,  but  an  Important  law  enforce- 
ment tool  is  not  available. 

18  U.S.C.  248(a)(3)  also  provides  Federal  ju- 
risdiction In  church  arsons.  While  that  sec- 
tion could  be  a  useful  tool  to  address  this 
problem,  we  believe  that  the  Supreme 
Court's  recent  decision  In  United  States  v. 
Lopez.  115  S.Ct.  1624  (1995).  may  make  use  of 
that  provision  more  difficult. 

Section  844(h)  of  title  18  applies  when  fire 
or  an  explosive  Is  used  to  commit  another 
crime,  and  section  844(1)  of  title  18  prohibits 


the  use  of  fire  when  destroying  a  building 
used  in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce. 
Their  utility  is  limited,  however,  where  no 
other  crime  is  present,  or  the  interstate 
commerce  nexus  is  not  met. 

CONCLUSION 

The  Clinton  Administration  is  determined 
to  address  this  problem  using  all  the  law  en- 
forcement and  investigative  tools  available, 
working  cooperatively  with  our  Federal  as 
well  as  State  and  local  law  enforcement. 
Solving  these  crimes,  and  punishing  those 
responsible,  remains  a  high  priority  for  this 
Administration. 

Statement  by  the  Rev.  Dr.  Joseph  E.  Low- 
ERY.     President.     Southern     Christian 
Leadership  Conference.  Chairman.  Black 
leadership  Forum,  Inc.,  to  the  Judiciary 
COMMfTTEE,  Tuesday,  May  21, 1996 
Mr.  Chairman,  and  Members  of  the  Judici- 
ary Committee,  the  Department  of  Justice 
through    the    Assistant    Attorney    General, 
Civil  Rights  Division,  has  advised  us  that  (as 
of  April   24.    1996)   they   have   investigated 
"fires  and  incidents  of  desecration"  at  46  dif- 
ferent houses  of  worship  in  15  States  .  .  . 
since  1990. 

Of  the  46  Incidents  listed.  29  remain  un- 
solved. So  far  in  1996.  25  incidents  have  been 
reported,  and  23  remain  unsolved. 

We  have  been  outraged  at  these  continuing 
attacks  on  places  of  worship— and  sorely  dis- 
appointed that  until  recently  law  enforce- 
ment In  particular,  as  well  as  government 
and  media  in  general— have  seemed  only 
mildly  interested  in  focusing  on  these  acts  of 
terrorism.  Scant  notice  was  given  by  na- 
tional media  until  a  church  where  the  assist- 
ant pastor  was  a  well  known  professional 
football  star— was  torched. 

In  late  1995.  SCLC  intensified  its  protest 
and  plea  to  law  enforcement  agencies  to  un- 
leash all  available  resources  to  bring  these 
criminals  to  justice. 

In  early  1996  we  visited  the  sites  of  burned 
churches  in  Alabama  and  Louisiana.  Subse- 
quently. Asst.  Atty.  Gen.  Deval  Patrick  vis- 
ited our  offices  in  Atlanta  to  assure  us  that 
the  Investigation  of  these  fires  would  be 
given  top  priority.  An  official  in  the  enforce- 
ment division  of  the  Treasury  Department 
(ATF)  also  called  and  Informed  us  that  a 
Joint  Task  Force  with  the  Justice  Dept.— 
consisting  of  approximately  100  i>ersons — had 
been  assigned  to  the  investigation.  We  were 
advised  that  two  of  the  officers  originally  as- 
signed to  the  Task  Force  had  been  removed 
after  it  was  discovered  that  they  had  been 
among  ATF  agents  who  attended  a  Good  01' 
Boy  Roundup,  where  shameful  racist  activi- 
ties took  place.  It  is  our  understanding  that 
none  of  the  agents  who  frequented  these 
"Roundups"  has  been  dismissed  or  severely 
disciplined.  African  Americans  are  concerned 
that  many  law  enforcement  agencies  include 
personnel  who  are  also  members  of  racist 
groups. 

We  are  not  surprised  at  this  feeble  response 
to  racist  behavior— for  like  the  national  re- 
sponse to  these  church  burnings,  it  rep- 
resents a  fifty-first  state  in  the  nation — "the 
state  of  denial".  While  we  have  been  shocked 
as  a  nation  at  the  rise  of  hate  groups  and 
right-wing  terrorists  that  have  bombed  fed- 
eral buildings,  and  militia  groups  that  pose 
serious  threats  to  democracy,  we  have 
downsized  the  racist  nature  of  these  groups. 
History,  however,  is  clear  that  hate  mongers 
in  this  nation  are  usually  Integrated  with 
white  supremacists,  anti -Semites,  and  neo- 
Nazis.  They  are  usually  gui.  addicts  and  are 
heavily  armed  with  assault  v.  e<ipons. 

Is  It  any  wonder  that  wc  are  outraged  that 
law  enforcement  agencies  insist  on  denying 
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the  racist  nature  of  these  attacks  on  the  soul 
of  the  Black  community— our  churches? 

A  few  days  ago  a  gang  of  white  teenagers 
in  Ft.  Myers,  Florida— known  as  "Lords  of 
Chaos"— shot  and  killed  a  high  school  band 
director  who  uncovered  their  mayhem.  This 
gang  of  white  teens— from  affluent  homes 
(some  of  whom  were  honor  students)— had 
burned  a  soft  drink  warehouse,  a  restaiirant 
with  exotic  birds;  had  burned  property  of  a 
Baptist  church  and  were  on  their  way  to  at- 
tack Disney  World  with  assault  weapons. 
What  the  media  have  hardly  mentioned  is 
that  their  plans  Included  a  shooting  spree 
against  Black  tourists  following  the  attack 
on  Disney. 

We  are  witnessing  a  frightening  and  seri- 
ous assault  on  African  Americans  in  this  na- 
tion. In  the  judicial  and  legislative  suites— 
as  well  as  in  the  streets.  One  hundred  years 
ago.  around  the  time  of  Plessy  vs.  Ferguson 
(separate  but  equal)  African  Americans  were 
stripped  of  political  power  and  our  properties 
including  churches  were  burned.  One  hun- 
dred years  later  the  ghost  of  Plessy  vs.  Fer- 
guson and  the  forces  that  ended  reconstruc- 
tion are  haunting  the  nation.  Our  children 
are  cast  into  inferior  courses  by  "tracking" 
and  other  forms  of  miseducation  and  denial 
of  justlqe  and  equal  opportunity  In  edu- 
cation. Our  voting  rights  are  being  dev- 
astated by  federal  judges  who  hold  the  sacred 
rulings  of  their  predecessors  in  contempt. 
Ekiual  opportunities  In  employment  and  eco- 
nomic enterprise  are  Imperiled  by  the  as- 
sault on  affirmative  action.  The  rhetoric 
around  welfare  reform  suggests  that  welfare 
recipients  are  black,  lazy,  dishonest,  and 
need  to  be  penalized  for  being  poor.  It  Is 
soundly  perceived  and  believed  that  efforts 
to  balance  the  budget  are  totally  insensitive 
to  the  needs  of  the  poor  and  elderly— and 
that  the  budget  should  be  balanced  on  the 
backs  of  the  poor.  So-called  angry  white 
males  are  concerned  that  affirmative  action, 
the  Federal  government,  and  welfare  recipi- 
ents are  their  enemies  and  are  responsible 
for  their  economic  uncertainties.  These  mis- 
conceptions are  fomented  by  the  rhetoric 
and  policies  of  extremists  in  both  the  public 
and  private  sector. 

While  we  continue  to  call  for  Intensive  and 
massive  efforts  by  law  enforcement  to  bring 
these  criminals  to  justice,  we  recognize  that 
concomitantly,  we  must:  (1)  recognize  the 
widening  Impact  of  anti-Black,  anti-poor 
policies.  In  creating  attitudes  of  hostility 
that  can  translate  Into  acts  of  hostility;  (2) 
we  must  hold  accountable  the  extremist 
groups  that  fan  flames  of  racial  and  class  di- 
visions. 

We  would  strongly  urge  the  Congress  of 
these  United  States  to: 

1.  Call  for  a  massive.  Intense  effort  on  the 
part  of  the  FBI,  and  the  entire  law  enforce- 
ment contingency  of  the  United  States  gov- 
ernment to  bring  to  justice  those  who  com- 
mitted these  crimes. 

2.  Commend,  support  and  encourage  the 
ministers,  congregations  and  communities 
that  refuse  to  be  intimidated  by  these  cow- 
ardly acts  of  terrorism.  The  message  must  be 
loud  and  clear  that  the  African  American 
commimity  will  not  be  intimidated  In  1996 
any  more  than  we  were  in  1896,  1963  or  any 
other  time.  These  attacks  stiffen  our  resist- 
ance to  oppression  and  render  firm  our  re- 
solve in  the  pursuit  of  justice  and  equity. 

We  respectfully  urge  this  committee  and 
the  Congress  to  remember  the  history  of  fire 
bombing  of  churches  In  our  community. 
While  no  life  has  been  lost,  we  recall  with 
deep  pain  and  sorrow  the  murder  of  four  lit- 
tle girls  in  Sunday  school  In  a  church  in  Bir- 


mingham. Alabama.  These  criminals  must  be 
stopped  before  such  tragedies  recur. 

3.  We  respectfully  urge  the  committee  and 
the  Congress  to  seek  ways  and  means  of  ad- 
dressing the  economic  distress,  the  loss  of 
jobs,  the  growing  fears  and  uncertainties 
about  the  future  In  ways  that  do  not  make 
African  Americans.  Hispanlcs.  women,  and 
low  income  persons — scapegoats. 

We  urge  the  Congress  to  engage  In  a  posi- 
tive campaign  to  achieve  racial  justice  and 
an  end  to  political,  judicial,  economic  and 
street  violence. 

We  believe  that  an  Intelligence  system  and 
advanced  criminological  technology  that  can 
identify  terrorists  in  faraway  lands,  and  in 
New  York  and  Oklahoma,  ought  to  be  able  to 
apprehend  angry  arsonists  who  burn  church- 
es. 

Finally,  some  religious  extremists  have  of- 
fered rewards  for  the  culprits  and  challenged 
civil  rights  groups  to  match  the  reward  mon- 
ies. 

We  believe  the  religious  community  could 
better  serve  the  common  good  by  engaging 
m  joint  efforts  to  eliminate  the  climate  of 
hostility  which  encourages  acts  of  hostility. 
We  are  willing  to  work  together  for  social 
justice,  the  beloved  community,  and  an  end 
to  economic,  political,  judicial  and  physical 
violence. 

Excerpts  of  Testimony  of  John  w.  Magaw. 

DIRECTOR,  Bureau  of  alcohol.  Tobacco 

AND  Firearms,  before  the  Committee  on 

the  Judiciary.  May  21. 1996 

Thank  you.  Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Conyers. 
and  members  of  the  Committee,  for  provid- 
ing this  forum  to  discuss  the  Federal  re- 
sponse to  the  recent  series  of  church  fires, 
predominately  African-American,  that  have 
occurred  In  the  Southeastern  United  States. 
The  Bureau  of  Alcohol.  Tobacco  and  Fire- 
arms is  the  arson  investigative  agency  of  the 
Federal  government,  and  we  bring  unparal- 
leled expertise  to  fire  investigations.  Today. 
I'd  like  to  highlight  ATF's  role  in  working 
with  State  and  local  fire  and  police  authori- 
ties, the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation, 
and  the  Civil  Rights  Division  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  in  Investigating  these  fires. 
The  burning  of  churches  is  a  particularly 
heinous  crime  because  those  who  would  at- 
tack our  churches  seek  to  strike  at  our  most 
fundamental  liberties  and  sources  of  per- 
sonal support.  African-American  churches 
historically  have  served  as  places  of  sanc- 
tuary, centers  of  the  community,  and  sym- 
bols of  freedom.  ATF  Is  committed  to  fully 
applying  all  of  our  Investigrative  resources  to 
determine  the  cause  of  these  fires  and  arrest 
those  responsible  for  the  arsons. 

Although  ATF  has  dedicated  a  tremendous 
amount  of  resources  to  investigating  this  un- 
usual increase  In  the  number  of  church  fires, 
church  fires  are  not  necessarily  a  new  phe- 
nomenon. According  to  statistics  compiled 
by  the  National  Fire  Data  Center  (NFDO  in 
the  U.S.  Fire  Administration.  179  church 
fires  were  reported  in  1994.  The  NFDC  esti- 
mates that  the  statistics  represent  half  of 
the  actual  number  of  fires  which  occur  each 
year.  ATF  has  investigated  135  church  fires 
across  the  United  States  since  October  1. 
1991.  However,  as  depicted  In  the  displayed 
pie  chart,  all  church  fires  that  ATF  initially 
Investigates  are  not  determined  to  be  arsons. 

current  church  fire  INVESTIGATIONS 

Since  January  1995.  ATF  has  conducted 
more  than  2.600  fire  investigations.  During 
this  same  period.  ATF  has  conducted  51 
church  fire  Investigations.  Twenty-five  of 
these  investigations  are  arsons  which  oc- 
curred at  predominately  African-American 


churches  in  the  Southeast.  These  include  six 
in  Tennessee:  five  each  in  Louisiana  and 
South  Carolina;  four  in  Alabama;  three  in 
Mississippi;  and  one  each  in  Virginia  and 
Georgia.  These  locations  are  reflected  in  the 
displayed  map  chart.  As  you  know,  these  In- 
vestigations are  ongoing  and.  therefore.  I  am 
unable  to  go  Into  detail  about  the  speclflcs  of 
these  fires.  I  can  tell  you  that,  as  of  May  15. 
1996,  there  have  been  two  individuals  ar- 
rested In  connection  with  flres  In  Williams- 
burg County  and  Manning.  South  Carolina. 
In  addition,  there  have  been  three  arrests  In 
Lexington  County.  South  Carolina;  one  ar- 
rest in  Tyler.  Alabama;  and  another  In 
Satartia.  Mississippi.  I  am  confident  that  we 
will  make  additional  arrests  in  the  near  fu- 
ture. 

The  concentration  of  arsons  at  Afri- 
can-American churches,  depicted  on 
the  line  chart,  rauses  the  obvious  possi- 
bility of  race/hate-based  motives.  The 
proximity  in  time  and  geographic  re- 
gion indicates  the  possibility  that 
some  of  the  fires  are  connected.  Be- 
cause of  the  potential  of  racial  mo- 
tives, and  the  possibility  that  some 
fires  may  be  connected,  there  has  been 
an  extraordinary  degree  of  coordina- 
tion of  the  various  investigations.  We 
are  always  aware  of  the  possibility 
that  evidence  and  information  devel- 
oped in  one  investigation  might  pro- 
vide valuable  leads  in  another.  While 
the  targets,  timing,  and  locations  of 
the  arsons  have  resulted  In  heightened 
attention  to  race/hate-based  motives 
and  possible  connections.  ATF  must 
also  examine  all  other  i>ossible  motives 
for  the  fires.  Motives  can  range  from 
blatant  racially  motivated  crimes  to  fi- 
nancial profit  to  simply  personal  re- 
venge or  vandalism.  In  any  event,  the 
motive  in  one  arson  does  not  automati- 
cally speak  to  the  motive  in  another 
arson  or  series  of  arsons.  A  conspiracy 
was  uncovered  involving  at  least  two 
fires  in  South  Carolina.  We  have  not 
yet  found  any  evidence  of  an  interstate 
or  national  conspiracy,  but  until  our 
work  is  done  no  motive  or  suspect  will 
be  eliminated. 

The  Bureau  of  Alcohol.  Tobacco  and  Fire- 
arms (ATF)  is  the  arson  investigative  agency 
of  the  Federal  government  and  we  bring  un- 
paralleled expertise  to  fire  investigations. 
AFT  derives  its  authority  to  investigate 
arson  Incidents,  in  part,  trom  18  U.S.C.  Sec- 
tion 844(1)  which  makes  it  a  Federal  crime  to 
use  explosives  or  fire  to  destroy  projwrty  af- 
fecting Interstate  commerce.  The  legislative 
history  of  this  law  makes  It  clear  that  Con- 
gress intended  It  to  cover  churches  and  syna- 
gogues. The  Interstate  nexus  generally  flows 
from  national  or  international  afflllatlons 
that  Involve  the  movement  of  funds,  prop- 
erty, and  other  support  services  across  State 
boundaries. 

Since  January  1995.  ATF  has  conducted 
more  than  2.600  fire  Investigations.  During 
this  same  period.  ATF  has  conducted  51 
church  fire  investigations.  Twenty-five  of 
these  investigations  are  arsons  which  oc- 
curred at  predominately  African-American 
churches  In  the  Southeast.  We  are  working 
in  concert  with  over  20  State  and  local  law 
enforcement  and  fire  agencies,  as  well  as 
with  the  FBI.  the  Civil  Rights  Division  of 
the  Department  of  Justice.  U.S.  Attorneys' 
offices,  and  local  prosecutors.  We  have  com- 
mitted virtually  every  arson  Investigative 
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resource  at  our  disposal  to  the  investigation 
of  the  African-American  church  fires.  Ap- 
proximately 100  ATF  special  agents  have 
been  assigned  to  the  active  investigations  in 
the  Southeast.  We  have  employed  all  of 
ATF's  investigative  resources,  such  as  our 
National  Response  Teams,  Certified  Fire  In- 
vestigators, and  ATF-tralned  accelerant  de- 
tecting canines  to  help  process  the  crime 
scenes. 

Because  of  the  potential  of  racial  motives, 
and  the  possibility  that  some  fires  may  be 
connected,  there  has  been  an  extraordinary 
degree  of  coordination  of  the  various  inves- 
tigations. A  conspiracy  was  uncovered  In- 
volving at  least  two  fires  in  South  Carolina. 
We  have  not  found  any  evidence  so  far  of  an 
Interstate  or  national  conspiracy,  but  until 
our  work  is  done  no  motive  or  suspect  will  be 
eliminated.  African-American  churches  have 
served  as  places  of  sanctuary,  centers  of  the 
community,  and  symbols  of  freedom.  We  will 
continue  to  vigorously  pursue  all  Investiga- 
tive leads  to  solve  these  arsons  and  remove 
the  fear. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  section-by- 
section  analysis  of  the  legislation  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  sec- 
tion-by-section analysis  was  ordered  to 
be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 
Faircloth-Kennedy  Church  arson 
Prevention  act 

Section  One:  Short  Title:  This  section 
notes  that  the  bill  may  be  cited  as  "The 
Church  Arson  Prevention  Act  of  1996." 

1.  Sections  Two  and  Three;  Amendment  to 
Federal  Criminal  Code.— Title  18,  United 
States  Code,  Section  247.  is  one  of  the  prin- 
cipal federal  statutes  addressing  destruction 
of  religious  property.  Since  Its  passage  in 
1968.  this  provision  has  been  used  once  by 
federal  prosecutors,  despite  the  hundreds  of 
incidents  of  destruction  or  desecration  of  re- 
ligious property.  (The  one  case  involved  the 
murder  of  a  cult  member  by  another  cult 
member.)  The  reason  prosecutors  do  not  use 
the  statute  is  because  it  contains  jurisdic- 
tional requirements  that,  as  a  practical  mat- 
ter, have  been  impossible  to  meet. 

Speclflcally.  section  247(b)  contains  a  very 
high  interstate  commerce  requirement,  a  re- 
quirement that  is  not  constitutionally  man- 
dated, even  after  Lopez.  The  level  of  inter- 
state conmierce  required  under  section  247(b) 
is  much  higher  than  is  required  in  other 
similar  federal  statutes,  such  as  the  arson 
statute. 

In  addition.  In  cases  of  destruction  of  reli- 
gious property,  there  is  a  requirement  that 
the  damage  exceed  $10,000.  The  monetary  re- 
quirement is  arbitrary,  and  does  not  reflect 
the  seriousness  of  many  crimes.  For  exam- 
ple, there  have  been  a  number  of  very  serious 
cases  Involving  sldnheads  firing  gunshots 
Into  synagogues  that  could  not  be  prosecuted 
under  this  statute  because  the  damage  did 
not  exceed  SIO.OOO. 

The  upshot  of  these  two  requirements  is 
that  section  247  is  essentially  useless  because 
prosecutors  cannot  meet  the  unduly  onerous 
jurisdictional  requirements.  The  attached 
bill  (Section  3)  addresses  this  problem  by 
eliminating  these  unworkable  jurisdictional 
requirements  and  replacing  them  with  a 
more  sensible  scheme  that  will  expand  the 
scope  of  a  prosecutor's  ability  to  prosecute 
religious  violence  under  section  247.  The 
monetary  requirement  Is  eliminated  alto- 
gether, and  the  Interstate  commerce  require- 
ment is  replaced  by  a  much  more  workable 
framework  that  will  enable  prosecutors  to 


prosecute  church  arsons,  as  well  as  other  se- 
rious acts  of  religious  violence,  under  this 
statute.  The  House  bill  contains  a  very  simi- 
lar provision,  and  the  Administration  sup- 
ports this  approach. 

The  Senate  bill  pertaining  to  section  247 
contains  two  additional  features  that  are  not 
contained  in  the  House  bill.  First,  the  Senate 
bill  conforms  the  penalty  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 247  so  that  they  are  identical  to  the  gen- 
eral federal  arson  statute.  Presently.  If  a  de- 
fendant Is  prosecuted  under  the  federal  arson 
statute  for  the  arson  of  a  building  in  which 
nobody  is  injured,  he  faces  a  maximum  pos- 
sible penalty  of  20  years.  However,  if  that 
same  person  burns  down  a  place  of  religious 
worship,  and  is  prosecuted  under  section  247. 
the  maximum  possible  penalty  is  10  years. 
Similarly,  the  statute  of  limitations  for 
prosecutions  under  the  general  federal  arson 
statute  is  seven  years,  while  it  is  only  five 
years  under  section  247.  The  Senate  bill  cor- 
rects these  anomalies  by  conforming  these 
provisions  of  section  247  to  the  provisions  of 
the  federal  arson  statute. 

The  Senate  bill  (Section  2)  also  contains 
the  requisite  Congressional  findings  that  en- 
able Congress  to  amend  section  247.  These 
flndingrs.  in  conjunction  with  the  extensive 
factual  record  that  is  being  generated,  are 
intended  to  ensure  that  the  bill  withstands 
constitutional  scrutiny. 

2.  Section  4:  Loan  Guarantees— The  Senate 
bill  contains  a  provision  intended  to  assist 
victims  in  seeking  to  rebuild  without  run- 
ning afoul  of  First  Amendment  establish- 
ment clause  concerns.  Under  this  provision. 
HUD  will  have  the  authority  to  use  up  to 
$5,000,000  from  an  existing  fund  to  extend 
loan  guarantees  to  financial  Institutions  who 
make  loans  to  501(c)(3)  organizations  that 
have  been  damaged  as  a  result  of  an  act  of 
terrorism  or  arson.  This  provision  does  not 
require  an  appropriation  of  additional  funds 
to  HUD.  It  will  simply  give  HUD  the  author- 
ity to  use  already  existing  funds  in  a  new 
manner.  The  financial  benefit  derives 
primlarly  to  the  financial  institution,  which 
now  has  the  ability  to  make  certain  loans 
that  it  might  now  otherwise  have  considered. 
The  House  bill  does  not  contain  this  provi- 
sion. 

3.  Section  5:  Additional  Resources  to 
ATF— ATF  trains  approximately  85-90%  of 
state  and  local  law  enforcement  in  how  to  in- 
vestigate suspicious  fires.  It  has  been  very 
difficult  for  state  and  local  enforcement  to 
keep  pace  with  the  recent  spate  of  arsons.  As 
a  result.  ATF  has  played  a  prominent  role  in 
these  investigations.  The  bill  contains  au- 
thorization language  (Section  5)  for  ATF  to 
add  investigators  and  technical  support  per- 
sonnel to  participate  in  these  investigations, 
and  to  train  state  and  local  law  enforcement 
with  the  necessary  arson  investigation  skills 
to  enable  them  to  conduct  these  difficult  In- 
vestigations. The  House  bill  does  not  contain 
this  provision. 

4.  Section  5:  Additional  Resources  to  Com- 
munity Relations  Service — The  Community 
Relations  Service  Is  the  mediation/concilia- 
tion arm  of  the  Justice  Department  that  was 
created  as  part  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of 
1964.  Its  mission  Is  to  go  out  in  the  commu- 
nity to  quell  racial  unrest  through  medi- 
ation and  conciliation.  From  working  In 
Memphis  following  the  death  of  Martin  Lu- 
ther King  to  working  in  Los  Angeles  during 
the  Rodney  King  riots,  the  Community  Rela- 
tions Service  has  worked  to  calm  commu- 
nities during  our  nation's  most  tense  mo- 
ments. CRS  focuses  on  non-litigation  ai>- 
proaches  to  problem  solving,  and  has  earned 
the  respect  of  police  chiefs  and  community 
leaders  across  the  country. 


In  an  unfortunate  development.  CJRS  had 
its  budget  cut  in  half  (10  million  to  5  million) 
during  the  1996  appropriation  cycle.  Con- 
sequently, effective  June  22nd.  at  a  time 
when  their  services  are  in  great  demand. 
CRS  will  be  forced  to  lay  off  almost  half  Its 
staff,  unless  they  get  additional  money.  Sec- 
tion 5  of  the  bill  contains  authorization  lan- 
guage for  CRS  to  receive  such  sums  as  are 
necessary  to  perform  these  essential  serv- 
ices. It  is  Senator  Kennedy's  hope  that  CRS 
ultimately  will  be  funded  at  1995  levels.  The 
House  bill  does  not  contain  this  provision. 

5.  Section  6:  Reauthorization  of  the  Hate 
Crimes  Statistics  Act— Newspaper  reports 
give  differing  accounts  of  the  number  of 
church  fires  that  have  occurred  over  the  past 
two  years.  The  inability  to  document  the 
number  of  such  incidents  points  to  the  need 
to  reauthorize  the  Hate  Crimes  Statistics 
Act  permanently. 

Section  7  contains  a  provision  permanently 
reauthorizing  the  Hate  Crimes  Statistics 
Act.  Although  the  Senate  has  already  passed 
a  separate  bill  reauthorizing  the  HCSA.  the 
House  has  not  acted.  Given  the  paucity  of 
time  remaining  in  this  legislative  term,  it  is 
imperative  to  pass  the  HCSA  reauthorization 
as  soon  as  possible.  As  a  result.  It  has  been 
Included  In  the  Senate  bill. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  feel  free  to  con- 
tact me  at  224-4031.  I  hope  your  Senator  will 
consider  co-sponsoring  this  proposal  so  that 
the  Senate  can  send  a  strong  message  to  the 
American  public  on  this  pressing  Issue. 

6.  Section  7:  Sense  of  the  Senate — Section 
7  is  a  sense  of  the  Senate  resolution  com- 
mending Individuals  and  entities  who  have 
assisted  financially,  or  offered  to  assist  Q- 
nancially,  in  the  rebuilding  process.  This  res- 
olution encourages  the  private  section  to 
continue  these  efforts. 

7.  Section  8:  Severability  Provision.— This 
clarifies  the  severability  of  all  provisions  of 
this  bin. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  think  I  have  2  min- 
utes left.  I  yield  2  nUnutes  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Alabama  for  his  comments. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  "President,  may 
I  make  an  inquiry?  Am  I  listed  on  that 
bill  as  cosponsor?  I  just  want  to  find 
out. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Senator  Faircloth,  I 
think,  is  indicating  in  the  affirmative. 
Senator. 

Mr.  FAIRCLOTH.  Yes,  the  ones  so  far 
are  Senator  Lott,  Senator  Thurmond. 
Senator  Warner,  Senator  D'Amato, 
Senator  Gramm,  Senator  Frist,  and 
Senator  Cochran.  There  are  several 
others,  and  many  more  who  are  going 
to  sign  on.  but  you  are  listed,  Senator 
Thurmond. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  How  much  time  do  I 
have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  3  minutes,  30  seconds. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Alabama. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alabama. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  we  re- 
cently awoke  once  again  to  disturbing 
news  that  has  become  all-too-common- 
place. We  were  told  that  during  the 
night,  additional  southern  black 
churches  had  been  burned.  These  re- 
cent church  burnings  came  amidst 
heightened  national  concern  over  the 
epidemic  of  such  episodes  throughout 
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tue  South.  As  each  fire  is  reported,  we 
cling  to  the  hope  that  what  we  will 
hear  is  that  it  was  the  result  of  an  ac- 
cident and  not  the  work  of  some  de- 
mented arsonist.  The  evidence,  how- 
ever, points  away  from  the  accidental 
fire. 

As  these  hateful  incidents  continue 
to  occur  with  alarming  regularity,  we 
are  reminded  of  some  of  the  most  ter- 
rible moments  of  the  civil  rights  strug- 
gle of  the  1960's.  Then,  homes,  busi- 
nesses, churches,  and  other  property 
was  set  afire  in  the  dark  of  the  night 
by  those  who  wanted  to  preserve  the 
existing  social  order.  Their  goal  was  to 
intimidate  and  frighten  those  working 
legally  for  the  causes  of  equality  and 
integration. 

To  those  of  us  who  remember  those 
dark  days  and  who  applaud  the 
progress  which  has  been  made  in  our 
society  since  then  in  terms  of  race  re- 
lations, these  current  images  of  fires  at 
churches  in  the  early  hours  before 
dawn  are  profoundly  disturbing  and 
disconcerting.  This  is  not  supposed  to 
happen  in  this  day  and  age.  not  in  the 
South  or  anywhere  in  this  country. 

Such  incidents  remind  us  that  such 
hatred  is  alive  in  the  United  States  of 
America  and  it  is  directed  today  at  the 
very  heart  of  these  small,  rural  black 
conmiunlties.  We  ask  ourselves  who 
would  hate  a  group  enough  to  burn  its 
church,  the  spiritual  and  social  center 
of  the  community.  The  forces  of  evil 
are  intentionally  striking  at  the  very 
soul  of  these  communities  by  destroy- 
ing their  most  sacred  and  powerful 
symbols. 

Last  week,  the  President  said: 

This  country  was  founded  on  the  premise 
of  religious  liberty.  It's  how  we  got  started 
*  *  *  It  is  the  cruelest  of  all  ironies  that  an 
expression  of  bigotry  in  America  that  would 
sweep-  this  country  Is  one  that  Involves 
trashing  religious  liberty. 

Most  would  agree  that  one  of  the 
most  logrical  institutions  or  ssrmbols 
for  bringing  different  people  together 
would  be  a  house  of  worship.  What  bet- 
ter venue  could  there  be  for  transcend- 
ing social  and  cultural  division  tham 
the  spiritual  setting  provided  by  a 
church? 

These  fires  are  far  more  than  an  ex- 
pression of  religious  bigotry.  The  fact 
that  these  small  churches  are  so  much 
more  to  the  conamunity  than  simply 
places  of  worship  makes  the  expres- 
sions of  hatred  even  more  egregious. 
They  go  beyond  religion  to  the  very  es- 
sence of  racial  hatred.  We  have  to  ask 
ourselves  what  kind  of  hatred  could 
possibly  motivate  individuals  to  de- 
stroy these  symbols  of  a  community  in 
such  a  despicable  manner. 

As  the  Government  searches  for  ways 
to  address  this  epidemic,  including  the 
legislative  efforts  which  I  strongly  sup- 
port, we  have  to  look  at  the  twin  possi- 
bilities of  a  conspiracy  and  the  work  of 
copycat  arsonists.  If  it  is  a  conspiracy, 
the    work    of   one    isolated   group   or 


groups  fanning  their  hatred  across  the 
South,  then  our  task  is  to  find  the  per- 
petrators and  prosecute  them  to  the 
fullest  extent  of  the  law.  Some  of  the 
evidence  points  to  a  conspiracy,  such 
as  the  timing  of  the  fires— they  have 
all  occurred  in  the  very  early  hours  of 
the  morning,  before  day-light.  As  dis- 
turbing as  it  would  be.  it  would  be  bet- 
ter for  us  as  a  country  if  the  fires  are 
the  result  of  a  conspiracy,  the  work  of 
one  group  of  individuals  that  does  not 
reflect  the  current  sentiment  in  this 
region  of  the  country. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  they  are  the  re- 
sult of  copycats,  which  is  more  likely 
the  case,  then  we  are  dealing  with  a  so- 
cietal disease.  Addressing  such  a  soci- 
etal ill  is  far  more  difficult  and  re- 
quires a  much  different  response  that 
goes  beyond  basic  law  enforcement.  At 
the  same  time,  it  provides  us  with  an 
opportunity  to  reevaluate  race  rela- 
tions in  this  country  and  to  seek  new 
ways  to  improve  them.  As  these  tragic 
fires  illustrate,  some  remedial  atten- 
tion with  regard  to  continued  progress 
in  race  relations  is  needed. 

There  are  some  ways  in  which  com- 
munities can  be  brought  together  be- 
cause of  these  fires.  White  churches 
should  invite  their  black  neighbors 
who  have  lost  their  places  of  worship 
to  come  and  worship  with  them.  Black 
and  white  churches  should  come  to- 
gether in  forming  watches  to  prevent 
these  attacks  in  the  future.  Ministers — 
black  and  white — should  speak  force- 
fully about  racial  equality  and  of  the 
importance  of  honoring  houses  of  God 
and  keeping  them  sacred. 

These  rather  small  but  common- 
sense  acts  of  neighborliness  and  spir- 
itual leadership  could  direct  more  at- 
tention on  where  we  are  in  terms  of  ra- 
cial attitudes  and  relations.  It  is  sad 
that  with  all  the  progress  we  have 
made  over  the  last  few  decades,  these 
kinds  of  terrorist  acts  still  occur. 
Throughout  my  career,  I  have  striven 
to  promote  racial  harmony  in  my  State 
and  throughout  the  Nation.  I  am  proud 
of  the  progress  we  have  made.  But,  as 
my  time  in  the  Senate  draws  to  a  close. 
I  am,  frankly,  quite  disheartened  that 
these  kinds  of  incidents  are  a^ain 
plaguing  our  society. 

While  we  do  all  in  our  power  possible 
to  stop  these  hate  crimes,  bring  thefr 
perpetrators  to  justice,  and  encourage 
compliance  with  the  law,  we  should 
also  ask  ourselves  if  there  is  more  we 
can  do  as  individual  communities  to 
advance  the  causes  of  equal  rights  and 
racial  harmony.  So,  Mr.  President,  I 
support  the  Faircloth-Kennedy  bill.  I 
think  it  is  an  improvement  over  the 
House  bill.  A  lot  of  work  has  gone  into 
this.  I  think  it  approaches  the  situa- 
tion with  an  investigatory  device,  to 
try  to  enhance  the  right  of  the  FBI  to 
investigate  these  terrible  acts  that  are 
occurring  throughout  our  Nation. 

Senator  Prtor  has  asked  me  to  add 
his  name  to  this.  I  am  sure  there  will 


be  others.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  the 
cosponsors'  names  be  allowed  to  be  en- 
tered for  a  period  of  time  following 
this. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President.  I  also 
see  this  as  an  opportunity  to  bring  fur- 
ther improvement  in  regard  to  race  re- 
lations. Yesterday  I  spoke  with  a  group 
of  Methodist  ministers.  I  told  them 
this  was  an  opportunity  to  extend  a 
hand  of  friendship  to  the  black  mem- 
bers of  churches  that  were  destroyed, 
to  endeavor  to  try  to  work  with  them 
to  improve  thefr  lot  in  the  agony  they 
are  suffering  today.  I  think  this  is  an 
opportunity. 

I  do  not  know  whether  this  is  a  con- 
spiracy or  whether  it  is  a  copycat  situ- 
ation. If  it  is  a  conspiracy,  we  should 
root  out  the  perpetrators  of  this  and 
punish  them.  If  it  is  a  copycat  situa- 
tion, then  we  have  to  try  to  work  to  re- 
move the  root  cause. 

So.  it  is  something  I  think  the  Amer- 
ican people  ought  to  be  aware  of,  and 
that  they  ought  to  do  everything  they 
can  to  address  these  crimes. 

I  fully  support  this  bill. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
the  remainder  of  our  time. 

Mr.  FAIRCLOTH.  Mr.  President,  any 
time   I  have  remaining  I  also  yield 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  (Georgia. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  North  Carolina.,  have  they 
completed  their  remarks  and  the  intro- 
duction of  thefr  bill? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  thank  the  Chair 
and  ranking  minority  member  for 
yielding  for  this  purpose.  We  yield 
back  our  time. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  congratulate  both  Sen- 
ators on  taking  this  step.  I  think  there 
is  nothing  that  is  so  discouraging  and 
heartbreaking  than  to  see  the  burnings 
that  have  taken  place  of  churches 
across  much  of  our  country. 

I  congratulate  both  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  and  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina.  Maybe  we  can  get 
unanimous  support  for  denouncing  this 
unexplainable  and  detestable  series  of 
acts.  ^Tiatever  the  cause,  I  think  the 
message  should  go  out  that  the  U.S. 
Senate  is  firmly  on  record,  both  sides 
of  the  aisle,  every  political  philosophy, 
deploring  this  kind  of  conduct. 

So  I  congratulate  both  Senators  for 
introducing  this  bill.  I  know  it  will  re- 
ceive prompt  and  careful  consideration 
by  the  Senate  and  the  respective  com- 
mittees. 

Ms.  MIKULSKI.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  voice  my  strong  condemna- 
tion of  the  rash  of  church  burnings 
that  have  swept  through  the  South. 
This  is  a  national  crisis. 

These  acts  of  terrorism,  which  are 
aimed  solely  at  predominately  black 
churches,  strike  at  the  very  heart  of 
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what  is  sacred  in  our  country— the 
right  to  freedom  of.  religion  and  fun- 
damental civil  rights.  Churches, 
mosques,  temples,  and  synagogues  are 
sanctuaries  where  Americans  enjoy  the 
freedom  to  worship.  That  is  why  these 
acts  are  truly  repugnant,  and  I  am  out- 
raged that  the  arsons  continue. 

Yesterday  the  Senate  passed  unani- 
mously a  resolution  expressing  our 
horror  at  these  repugnant  acts,  and 
calling  for  rigorous  investigation  and 
prosecution  of  these  crimes.  I  was 
proud  to  be  a  cosponsor  of  that  resolu- 
tion. 

But  we  can  and  must  do  more.  That 
is  why  I  am  cosponsoring  the  bill  intro- 
duced by  my  colleagues.  Senators  Ken- 
nedy and  Faircloth.  that  will  make  it 
easier  for  the  Federal  Government  to 
investigate  and  prosecute  crimes  in- 
volving the  intentional  destruction  of 
churches. 

Our  Nation  has  made  tremendous 
progress  since  the  civil  rights  move- 
ment in  the  1960's.  Church  burnings 
turn  the  clock  back  on  the  strides  we 
have  made  since  the  1960"  s  and  bring 
shame  to  our  great  Nation.  Our  Nation 
cannot  tolerate  the  increasing  number 
of  black  church  arsons.  The  burnings 
have  reached  epidemic  proportions. 

It  is  a  painful  reminder  of  a  time 
when  hate  and  ignorance  prevailed  in 
many  parts  of  the  country.  The  per- 
petrators of  these  crimes  must  be 
caught  and  punished.  They  must  know 
that  our  Nation  will  not  tolerate  or  en- 
courage these  cowardly  acts.  Citizens 
around  the  country  are  outraged  that 
places  of  worship— mostly  in  small 
Southern  towns — are  being  burned  to 
the  ground.  Many  of  the  churches  are 
historic  landmarks.  Some  were  erected 
over  100  years  ago. 

Black  churches  are  the  lifeblood  in 
small  Southern  communities— by  burn- 
ing these  churches  the  arsonists  strike 
at  the  very  heart  of  the  black  contmiu- 
nlty.  But.  all  of  us  who  worship  and  be- 
lieve in  God  are  hurt  by  these  church 
burnings;  they  strike  everyone. 

Faith  built  our  country.  We  must 
begin  building  bridges  to  destroy  the 
plague  of  racism.  It  is  the  basis  of  our 
Constitution  that  everyone  has  the 
freedom  to  worship  wherever  they 
please.  These  fundamental  freedoms 
must  be  protected  from  those  who 
would  like  to  bully  and  intimidate 
peaceful,  worshiping  citizens. 

Nearly  40  churches  have  burned  since 
the  beginning  of  the  year.  This  is  the 
worst  kind  of  terrorism.  It  is  reminis- 
cent of  a  time  when  the  Ku  Klux  Klan 
and  other  hate  groups  felt  free  to  burn 
crosses,  lynch  Innocent  blacks,  and 
bum  churches.  The  current  wave  of 
church  burnings  has  targeted  remote, 
isolated  places  of  worship  in  Southern 
black  communities.  These  arsonists 
sneak  into  the  night  to  torch  churches 
falsely  believing  they  will  not  be 
caught.  We  must  not  let  these 
arsonists  continue  to  commit  their 
acts  without  being  punished. 


Our  country  will  not  tolerate  this 
kind  of  moral  outrage  and  shame.  Fed- 
eral prosecutors  should  be  able  to  in- 
vestigate and  prosecute  these  criminals 
to  the  fullest  extent  allowed  by  law. 
Federal  prosecution  of  those  who  are 
responsible  for  these  fires  at  churches 
should  be  the  highest  national  priority. 
We  need  to  have  the  resources  to  go 
after  these  criminals;  a  civilized  soci- 
ety cannot  continue  to  have  churches 
being  burned  to  the  ground  every  other 
day. 

It  is  encouraging  that  my  Senate  col- 
leagues in  a  bipartisan  fashion  have 
come  together  to  condemn  the  church 
burnings.  This  is  an  issue  that  crosses 
all  racial  and  party  lines.  We  need  to 
begin  rebuilding — the  churches  across 
the  South  and  the  moral  fabric  of  our 
country. 

We  must  do  all  that  we  can  to  bring 
these  criminals  to  justice.  We  are  all 
the  victims  of  the  rash  of  church  burn- 
ings in  our  country. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Kennedy-Faircloth  bill.  The  legislation 
will  give  law  enforcement  officials  the 
tools  they  need  to  stop  this  terrible 
epidemic. 

We  must  come  together  to  begin 
healing  the  racial  wounds  caused  by 
the  church  fires.  Racism  and  hatred 
have  no  place  in  our  country. 

Mr.  KERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  join  my 
colleagues  to  express  concern  and  out- 
rage at  the  dastardly  acts  of  hatred 
and  violence  against  black  churches, 
against  good  and  decent  people,  people 
of  faith  with  a  strong  sense  of  commu- 
nity. This  legislation  is  a  bipartisan 
statement  that  the  United  States  Sen- 
ate is  determined  to  bring  this  outrage 
to  a  halt. 

Make  no  mistake,  those  who  have  set 
these  churches  ablaze  have  rekindled 
our  desire  to  stamp  out  bigotry  and 
prejudice  everywhere.  There  was  a  time 
in  America,  not  long  ago,  when  many 
of  us  were  Involved  in  the  Civil  Rights 
movement  with  men  and  women  of 
good  will— white  and  black — who  dem- 
onstrated and  marched  for  equal  rights 
and  justice  in  the  face  of  the  worst 
kind  of  violence,  hatred,  and  bigotry. 
Black  churches  had  long  been  a  refuge 
from  prejudice  and  served  as  the  sym- 
bol of  community  for  millions  of  Amer- 
icans who  were  the  victims  of  blind  in- 
tolerance that  raged  throughout  this 
country. 

We  cannot  and  must  not  let  the  ha- 
tred and  ignorance  of  a  few  criminals, 
arsonists,  separatists,  or  supremacists 
turn  back  the  clock  on  the  progress  we 
have  made  toward  racial  equality.  We 
must,  in  this  face  of  the  haters,  the 
bigots,  and  the  racists,  strengthen  our 
resolve  to  tear  down  the  walls  that  di- 
vide us  and  stand  together,  shoulder- 
to-shoulder,  in  solidarity  against  intol- 
erance and  this  kind  of  violent,  de- 
structive, sociopathlc  behavior  di- 
rected at  our  fellow  citizens. 

Those  who  have  committed  these 
nate  crimes  have  forgotten  the  lessons 
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of  history.  They  have  forgotten  or 
never  learned  what  America  went 
through  in  the  1960s.  They  have  forgot- 
ten the  faces  on  the  bridge  in  Selma, 
the  burning  bus  of  the  Freedom  Riders 
ablaze  in  Anniston,  AL  and  the  horrify- 
ing scene  of  demonstrators  being 
dragged  from  the  bus  and  beaten.  They 
have  forgotten  the  image  of  "Bull" 
Connor  ordering  the  use  of  police  dogs 
and  fire  hoses  on  demonstrators  in  Bir- 
mingham. They  have  forgotten  or 
never  learned  the  meaning  of  the  assas- 
sination of  Dr.  King.  These  thugs  are 
no  different  than  the  haters,  cowards, 
and  common  criminals  in  white  hoods 
who  burned  crosses  in  the  middle  of  the 
night  in  a  reign  of  terror  against  inno- 
cent people  who  sought  only  fairness, 
equal  rights,  and  justice. 

We  can  thank  God  that  history 
taught  most  of  us  a  lesson.  History  has 
passed  its  own  lesson  on  the  cross- 
burners  along  with  men  like  "Bull" 
Connor  because  of  their  racism,  igno- 
rance and  cowardice.  But  now,  years 
later,  those  who  learned  nothing  from 
history,  or  those  too  yoimg,  too  alone, 
too  desocialized,  disinterested,  or  de- 
moralized to  know  better  are  burning 
churches  instead  of  crosses,  and  they 
must  be  brought  to  justice. 

As  a  nation  and  as  one  people  united 
In  our  constitutional,  religious,  and 
philosophical  belief  in  equal  justice 
under  the  law,  we  cannot  let  the  ac- 
tions of  these  criminals  result  in  bit- 
terness, anger,  or  retaliation.  We  can- 
not let  them  divide  us.  We  must  re- 
member the  words  of  Martin  Luther 
King  who  said, 

I've  seen  too  much  hate  to  want  to  hate 
myself,  and  I've  seen  hate  on  the  faces  of  too 
many  sheriffs,  too  many  White  Citizens 
Councilors,  and  too  many  Klansmen  of  the 
South  to  want  to  hate,  myself;  and  every 
time  I  see  It.  I  say  to  myself:  hate  Is  too 
great  a.  burden  to  bear. 

Let  Dr.  King's  words  be  our  lesson  as 
we  find  these  criminals,  bring  them  to 
justice,  and  rally  together  for  an  end  to 
hatred  and  intolerance  in  this  Nation. 

I  commend  the  Senators  who  have 
taken  the  leading  roles  in  crafting  the 
language  on  which  we  will  be  voting, 
and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
the  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  KOHL.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
cosponsor  the  Church  Arson  Protection 
Act  of  1996  Introduced  today  by  Sen- 
ators Kennedy  and  Faircloth. 

Since  the  beginning  of  this  year,  a  se- 
ries of  fires  have  swept  our  country. 
More  than  30  predominantly  African- 
American  churches  in  the  southeast 
have  been  burned.  Not  all  of  the  fires 
have  been  set  by  people  filled  with  ra- 
cial hatred.  But  many  have.  And  even 
one  is  too  much. 

Passing  this  measure  is  the  least  we 
can  do  to  address  this  problem.  With 
this  new  law,  we  send  a  clear  message 
to  every  person  who  is  thinking  of  set- 
ting fire  to  a  place  of  worship:  we  will 
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catch  you.  If  you  think  that  any 
church  is  small  and  remote,  think 
again.  No  church  is  too  small  or  re- 
mote for  us  not  to  care  about  it.  If  you 
think  that  you  can  burn  all  of  the  evi- 
dence, think  again.  We  will  find  the 
evidence.  If  you  think  that  no  one 
cares  if  you  bum  a  church  used  by  Afri- 
can Americans,  think  again.  This  Na- 
tion condemns  your  actions. 

In  the  last  few  months,  the  FBI.  the 
Bureau  of  Alcohol.  Tobacco  and  Fire- 
arms, and  State  and  local  law  enforce- 
ment have  vigorously  investigated  the 
fires  in  our  churches.  They  have  made 
numerous  arrests  and  have  leads  on 
many  other  cases. 

Despite  this  progress,  the  news  of 
these  fires  is  genuinely  disturbing  and 
perplexing.  How  could  anyone  do  such 
a  heinous  thing?  How  could  anyone 
burn  a  church  and  feel  proud  of  their 
actions?  No  one  who  is  truly  commit- 
ted to  the  principles  of  our  country 
could  do  this.  This  Nation  was  founded 
on  tolerance  and  respect  for  religious 
worship.  And  the  greatest  battle  of  our 
country's  short  life  has  been  fought  for 
the  principle  of  racial  tolerance. 

Many  people  may  say  that  these  fires 
are  a  blow  aimed  at  racial  and  religious 
equality.  And  they  are.  But  they  are 
feeble  and  small  swats.  We  will  rebuild 
the  burned  churches:  we  will  condemn 
the  bigots  who  started  the  fires;  and 
with  this  law.  we  will  help  assure  that 
pvmishment  is  swift,  sure,  and  severe. 
These  fires  cannot  undo  the  progress  in 
race  relations  that  we  have  made  as  a 
nation. 

So  today,  I  rise  to  cosponsor  this  leg- 
islation. And  I  urge  my  fellow  Senators 
to  pass  it  rapidly  an  unanimously. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  what 
has  happened  recently  in  this  country 
is  abominable  and  we  have  all  heard 
the  reports:  yet  another  church,  at- 
tended by  black  parishioners,  was 
torched  in  the  South.  The  recent  rash 
of  arson  attacks  on  black  churches 
should  put  this  country  in  fear;  it  has 
to  this  Senator. 

These  caises  of  arson  are  more  than 
the  destruction  of  a  structure:  it  is  the 
destruction  of  the  congregation  and 
the  communities  themselves.  This  is 
the  time  for  this  body,  and  for  all  this 
Nation,  to  lend  their  support  to  these 
communities  and  these  congregations 
for  they  have  suffered  a  tremendous 
loss.  If  we  allow  this  to  continue  with 
impunity  in  America,  what  protection 
do  any  of  us  have? 

The  reporting  of  over  30  church  burn- 
ing in  18  months  indicates  the  need  for 
a  swift  and  just  response.  The  respon- 
sible parties  must  be  caught  and  pros- 
ecuted to  the  fullest  extent  of  the  law. 
These  malicious  burnings  must  end  and 
end  now. 


By  Mrs.  BOXER  (for  herself  and 

Mr.  BINGAMAN): 

S.  1891.  A  bill  to  establish  sources  of 
funding  for  certain  transportation  in- 


frastructure projects  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  border  between  the  United  States 
and  Mexico  that  are  necessary  to 
accomodate  increased  traffic  resulting 
from  the  implementation  of  the  North 
American  Free  Trade  Agreement,  in- 
cluding construction  of  new  Federal 
border  crossing  facilities,  and  for  other 
purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Envi- 
ronment and  Public  Works. 

THE  BORDER  INHIASTRUCTURE,  SAFETY.  AND 
CO.NCESTION  RELIEF  ACT  OF  1996 

Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  introduce  the  Border  Infra- 
structure. Safety  and  Congestion  Relief 
Act  of  1996  with  Senator  Bingaman  of 
New  Mexico. 

When  the  Senate  debated  the  North 
American  Free  Trade  Agreement.  I  op- 
posed it  on  the  grounds  that  the  United 
States  was  unprepared  for  its  impact 
on  our  environment,  infrastructure, 
and  labor  relations.  In  fact  our  Mexi- 
can border  States  face  trying  to  handle 
the  Increased  traffic  from  NAFTA  in 
less  time  than  it  takes  to  design,  re- 
view and  construct  major  highway 
projects. 

Now  that  NAFTA  is  a  reality,  how- 
ever. I  am  determined  to  make  it  work 
to  California's  best  advantage. 

Whatever  its  shortcomings.  NAFTA 
has  increased  trade  across  our  borders. 
However,  this  trade  boom  now  threat- 
ens to  overwhelm  residents  and  busi- 
nesses in  the  border  region  of  San 
Diego  and  Imperial  Counties.  In  Cali- 
fornia's border  commimlty  of  Otay 
Mesa,  my  colleagues,  you  can  see  that 
the  new  global  economy  is  choking  old 
city  streets. 

To  get  a  good  idea  of  the  problem, 
you  need  look  no  further  than  Otay 
Mesa  Road. 

Just  a  few  miles  up  the  road  is  the 
Otay  Mesa  Port  of  Entry.  Serving  a 
border  region  of  over  4  million  people, 
it  is  the  third-busiest  truck  crossing  on 
the  United  States-Mexico  border  and 
the  only  conunercial  crossing  facility 
linking  San  Diego  and  Tijuana.  The 
number  of  trucks  crossing  annually  at 
Otay  Mesa  has  increased  from  668.000  in 
1993  to  more  than  1.5  million  today. 
Daily  traiffic  is  expected  to  double 
again  by  the  year  2010. 

The  Otay  Mesa  Port  is  connected  to 
the  U.S.  Interstate  Highway  System  by 
this  one  city  street,  which  narrows  to 
two  lanes  before  reaching  Interstate 
905.  Otay  Mesa  Road  already  carries 
traffic  that  is  three  times  its  design  ca- 
pacity. 

In  Imperial  County  the  situation  is 
similar,  if  slightly  less  intense.  The 
Calexlco/Mexicali  Port  of  Entry  serves 
a  regional  population  of  1  million.  The 
border  crossing  opens  on  to  a  two-lane 
road  with  no  shoulders,  which  is  ex- 
pected to  carry  truck,  car  and  bus  traf- 
fic through  the  heart  of  Calexlco. 

Between  Otay  Mesa  and  Calexlco. 
construction  is  beginning  on  a  new 
Federal  border  port  of  entry  at  Tecate. 
The    U.S.    Department    of    Transpor- 


tation is  providing  no  direct  funding  to 
link  any  of  these  stations  with  the  re- 
gional road  networks. 

The  California  Transportation  Com- 
mission recently  approved  shifting  J244 
million  from  other  transportation 
projects  in  the  State  to  the  border  re- 
gion as  a  down  payment  on  about  SI 
billion  in  needed  Infrastructure  im- 
provements to  serve  commercial  vehi- 
cle traffic  crossing  the  California-Mex- 
ico border. 

The  State  of  Cadifomia  is  doing  its 
share.  Now.  State  transportation  offi- 
cials are  demanding  Federal  assist- 
ance— over  and  above  the  States  cur- 
rent Federal  highway  funding— to  help 
pay  for  these  border  improvements. 

That  is  why  Senator  Bingaman  and  I 
are  introducing  the  Border  Infrastruc- 
ture. Safety  and  Congestion  Relief  Act 
of  1996. 

Our  bill  provides  a  two-level  system 
for  Federal  assistance  to  fund  the 
States'  top-priority  border  infrastruc- 
ture projects: 

First,  it  establishes  a  $500  million 
Border  Infrastructure  Trust  Fund  to 
provide  grants  by  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  to  the  States  in  order 
to  pay  for  new  or  upgraded  coimections 
to  the  National  Highway  System. 

States  could  also  be  reimbursed  for 
projects  that  have  begun  any  time 
since  1994.  when  NAFTA  was  imple- 
mented. This  means  that  California 
would  not  be  penalized  for  putting  its 
State  money  up  early  to  prepare  for 
NAFTA  with  projects  such  as  the  new 
inspection  station  at  Otay  Mesa. 

We  also  allow  provide  up  to  $10  mil- 
lion, if  needed,  for  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral to  use  to  provide  transportation 
improvements  for  the  Border  Patrol 
and  other  law  enforcement  agencies.  I 
believe  that  we  should  do  more  at  the 
border  to  deter  drug  smuggling  and  il- 
legal inrmilgration.  My  bill  will  provide 
important  help  In  funding  access  roads, 
lighting,  and  other  transportation  im- 
provements needed  by  our  Federal  law 
enforcement  agencies. 

The  second  part  of  our  bill  would  au- 
thorize Federal  loan  guarantees  to  as- 
sist the  States  in  financing  major  con- 
struction of  high-cost,  revenue-produc- 
ing projects,  such  as  toll  roads.  The  as- 
sistance is  provided  through  the  State 
Infrastructure  Bank  pilot  program,  es- 
tablished under  the  National  Highway 
System  Designation  Act  of  1995.  Our 
bill,  however,  would  authorize  new 
Federal  funds  to  finance  border  infra- 
structure projects. 

The  final  part  of  the  bill  authorizes 
Federal  assistance  to  railroad  projects 
in  the  border  region  which  are  inter- 
modal  and  will  provide  traffic  conges- 
tion relief  by  providing  a  rail  alter- 
native for  freight  shipments.  These 
loan  guarantees  for  railroad  improve- 
ments would  be  provided  under  the 
Railroad  Revitalization  and  Regu- 
latory Reform  Act  of  1976. 

This  assistance  is  critical  to  San 
Diego's  efforts  to  reopen  the  eastern 
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extension  of  the  San  Diego  &  Arizona 
Eastern  Railway.  Extending  this  rail- 
road across  southeastern  Cadifornia 
will  provide  a  critical  link  to  the  U.S. 
national  rail  network.  By  providing 
fast  and  efficient  service  to  new  mar- 
kets throughout  Mexico,  it  is  also  San 
Diego's  best  opportunity  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  NAFTA.  Trade  with  Mexi- 
co's interior  offers  the  San  Diego  re- 
gion its  greatest  opportunity  to  take 
full  advantage  of  NAFTA.  But  this  can- 
not happen  without  good,  dependable 
rail  service. 

In  today's  post-cold-war  global  mar- 
ketplace, the  competition  is  economic. 
America's  place  in  the  world  will  be  de- 
termined largely  by  our  ability  to 
produce  and  market  goods  and  services 
and  deliver  them  efficiently  into  that 
global  marketplace. 

I  have  been  working  with  the  San 
Diego  House  delegation,  local  elected 
officials,  and  members  of  the  commu- 
nity to  make  Washington  pay  much 
greater  attention  to  our  infrastructure 
needs  at  the  border.  The  San  Diego  As- 
sociation of  Governments,  the  four- 
State  Border  Trade  Alliance  business 
group  and  the  Greater  San  Diego 
Chamber  of  Conmierce  have  endorsed 
my  legislation. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  bill 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

s.  189: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
SBCnON  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Border  In- 
frastructure  Safety  and   Congestion  Relief 
Act  of  1996' ". 
SBC.  2.  FINDINGS. 

Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  although  the  United  States  Customs 
Service  has  collected  Increased  duties,  mer- 
chandise fees,  and  revenues  from  other  com- 
merce-related activities  because  of  the  ap- 
proval and  Implementation  of  the  North 
American  Free  Trade  Agreement,  these  In- 
creased revenues  have  not  been  accompanied 
by  Federal  funding  for  Improving  transpor- 
tation facilities  along  the  International  bor- 
ders of  the  United  States  to  ensure  the  free 
and  safe  flow  of  trade  destined  for  all  States 
and  regions  of  the  United  States: 

(2)  because  of  NAFTA,  all  4  States  along 
the  United  States-Mexico  border  will  require 
significant  Investments  In  highway  Infra- 
structure capacity  and  motor  carrier  safety 
enforcement  at  a  time  when  border  States 
face  extreme  dlfflculty  In  meeting  current 
highway  funding  needs: 

(3)  the  full  benefits  of  Increased  inter- 
national trade  can  be  realized  only  if  delays 
at  the  borders  are  significantly  reduced:  and 

(4)  the  increased  revenues  to  the  general 
fund  of  the  Treasury  described  In  paragraph 
(1)  should  be  sufficient  to  provide  Federal 
funding  for  transportation  Improvements  re- 
quired to  accommodate  NAFTA-generated 
trafflc,  in  an  amount  above  and  beyond  regu- 
lar Federal  transportation  funding  appor- 
tionments. 

SBC.  S.  DEFDfmONS. 

In  this  Act: 


(1)  Border  region.— The  term  "border  re- 
gion" means  the  region  located  within  60 
miles  of  the  United  States  border  with  Mex- 
ico. 

(2)  BORDER  STATE.— The  term  "border 
State"  means  California.  Arizona,  New  Mex- 
ico, and  Texas. 

(3)  FUND.— The  term  "Fund"  means  the 
Border  Transportation  Infrastructure  Fund 
established  under  section  4(g). 

(4)  NAFTA.— The  term  "NAFTA"  means 
the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement. 

(5)  Secretary.— The  term  "Secretary" 
means  the  Secretary  of  Transportation. 

SEC.  4.  DIRECT  FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE  FOR  BOR- 
DER CONSTRUCTION  AND  CONGES- 
TION RELIEF. 

(a)  In  General.— Using  amounts  in  the 
Fund,  the  Secretary  shall  make  grants  under 
this  section  to  border  States  that  submit  an 
application  that  demonstrates  need,  due  to 
increased  traffic  resulting  from  the  imple- 
mentation of  NAFTA,  for  assistance  in  car- 
rying out  transportation  projects  that  are 
necessary  to  relieve  traffic  congestion  or  Im- 
prove enforcement  of  motor  carrier  safety 
laws. 

(b)  Gra.\ts  for  Connectors  to  Federal 
Border  Crossing  FACiLmES.— The  Secretary 
shall  make  grants  to  border  States  for  the 
purposes  of  connecting,  through  construc- 
tion or  reconstruction,  the  National  High- 
way System  designated  under  section  103(b) 
of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  with  Federal 
border  crossing  facilities  located  in  the 
United  States  In  the  border  region. 

(c)  Grants  for  Weigh-in-Motion  devices 
IN  Mexico.— The  Secretary  shall  make  grants 
to  assist  border  States  in  the  purchase,  in- 
stallation, and  maintenance  of  welgh-ln-mo- 
tion  devices  and  associated  electronic  equip- 
ment that  are  to  be  located  in  Mexico  if  real 
time  data  from  the  devices  is  provided  to  the 
nearest  United  States  port  of  entry  and  to 
State  commercial  vehicle  enforcement  facili- 
ties that  serve  the  jxsrt  of  entry. 

(d)  Grants  for  Commercial  Vehicle  En- 
forcement Facilities.- The  Secretary  shall 
make  grants  to  border  States  to  construct, 
operate,  and  maintain  commercial  vehicle 
enforcement  facilities  located  in  the  border 
region. 

(e)  limttations  on  expendrtures  of 
fltjds.- 

(1)  Cost  sharing.— a  grant  under  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  used  to  pay  the  Federal  share  of 
the  cost  of  a  project.  The  Federal  share  shall 
be  80  percent. 

(2)  Allocation  .-vmong  states.— 

(A)  In  general.— For  each  of  fiscal  years 
1998  through  2001,  the  Secretary  shall  allo- 
cate amounts  remaining  In  the  Fund,  after 
any  transfers  under  section  5,  among  border 
States  In  accordance  with  an  equitable  for- 
mula established  by  the  Secretary  in  accord- 
ance with  subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C). 

(B)  Considerations.— Subject  to  subpara- 
graph (C),  In  establishing  the  formula,  the 
Secretary  shall  consider— 

(I)  the  annual  volume  of  International 
commercial  vehicle  traffic  at  the  i>orts  of 
entry  of  each  border  State  as  compared  to 
the  annual  volume  of  international  commer- 
cial vehicle  traffic  at  the  ports  of  entry  of  all 
border  States,  based  on  the  data  provided  In 
the  most  recent  report  submitted  under  sec- 
tion 8: 

(II)  the  percentage  by  which  International 
commercial  vehicle  traffic  In  each  border 
State  has  grown  during  the  period  beginning 
on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  North  Amer- 
ican Free  Trade  Agreement  Implementation 
Act  (Public  Law  103-182)  as  compared  to  that 
percentage  for  each  other  border  State:  and 


(ill)  the  extent  of  border  transportation 
Improvements  carried  out  by  each  border 
State  during  the  period  beginning  on  the 
date  of  enactment  of  the  North  American 
Free  Trade  Agreement  Implementation  Act 
(Public  Law  103-182). 

(C)  MiNiML-M  allocation.- Each  border 
State  shall  receive  not  less  than  5  percent  of 
the  amounts  made  available  to  carry  out 
this  section  during  the  period  of  authoriza- 
tion under  subsection  (1). 

(f)  EUGEBILm-    FOR    REIMBLHSEMENT    FOR 

Previously  Commenced  Projects.— The  Sec- 
retary shall  make  a  grant  under  this  section 
to  a  border  State  that  reimburses  the  border 
State  for  a  project  for  which  construction 
commenced  after  January  1.  1994.  if  the 
project  Is  otherwise  eligible  for  assistance 
under  this  section. 

(g)  Border  Transportation  Infrastruc- 
ture fund.— 

(1)  Establishment.— There  is  established 
In  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  the  Bor- 
der Transportation  Infrastructure  Fund  to 
be  used  in  carrying  out  this  section,  consist- 
ing of  such  amounts  as  are  appropriated  to 
the  Fund  under  subsection  (I). 

(2)  EXPENDnXTlES  FROM  FUND.— 

(A)  IN  GENERAL.— Subject  to  Subparagraph 
(B).  upon  request  by  the  Secretary,  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  shall  transfer  from 
the  Fund  to  the  Secretary  such  amounts  as 
the  Secretary  determines  are  necessary  to 
make  grants  under  this  section  and  transfers 
under  section  5. 

(B)  Administrative  expenses.— An  amount 
not  exceeding  1  percent  of  the  amounts  in 
the  Fund  shall  be  available  for  each  fiscal 
year  to  pay  the  administrative  expenses  nec- 
essary to  carry  out  this  section. 

(h)  APPUCABIUTY  OF  Tttle  23.— Title  23, 
United  States  Code,  shall  apply  to  grants 
made  under  this  section. 

(I)     AUTHORIZATION     OF     APPROPRIATIONS.— 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Fund  to  carry  out  this  section  and  sec- 
tion 5  $125,000,000  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1998 
through  2001.  The  appropriated  amounts 
shall  remain  available  for  obligation  until 
the  end  of  the  third  fiscal  year  following  the 
fiscal  year  for  which  the  amounts  are  appro- 
priated. 

SEC.  5.  CONSTRUCTION  OF  TRANSPORTATION  IN- 
FRASTRUCTURE FOR  LAW  ENFORCE- 
MENT PURPOSES. 

At  the  request  of  the  Attorney  General, 
the  Secretary  may  transfer,  during  the  pe- 
riod consisting  of  fiscal  years  1998  through 
2001.  up  to  $10,000,000  of  the  amounts  from 
the  Fund  to  the  Attorney  General  for  the 
construction  of  transportation  Infrastruc- 
ture necessary  for  law  enforcement  in  border 
States. 

SEC.  6.  BORDER  INFRASHtUCTURE  INNOVATIVE 
FINANCING. 

(a)  PURPOSES.— The  purposes  of  this  section 
are— 

(1)  to  encourage  the  establishment  and  op- 
eration of  State  Infrastructure  banks  In  ac- 
cordance with  section  350  of  the  National 
Highway  System  Designation  Act  of  1995  (109 
Stat.  618:  23  U.S.C.  101  note);  and 

(2)  to  advance  transportation  Infrastruc- 
ture projects  supporting  International  trade 
and  commerce. 

(b)  FEDERAL  Line  of  CREorr.— Section  350 
of  the  National  Highway  System  Designation 
Act  of  1995  (109  Stat.  618:  23  U.S.C.  101  note) 
is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  subsection  (1)  as  sub- 
section (m):  and 

(2)  by  Inserting  after  subsection  (k)  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(1)  Federal  line  of  CREDn.— 
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"(1)  DEnNmoNS.— In  this  subsection,  the 
terms  'border  region'  and  'border  State'  have 
the  meanings  provided  in  section  3  of  the 
Border  Infrastructure  Safety  and  Congestion 
Relief  Act  of  1996. 

"(2)    AUTHORIZATION    OF    APPROPRIATIONS.— 

There  Is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  from 
the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  $100,000,000 
to  be  used  by  the  Secretary  to  make  lines  of 
credit  available  to — 

"(A)  border  States  that  have  established 
Infrastructure  banks  under  this  section;  and 

"(B)  the  State  of  New  Mexico  which  has  es- 
tablished a  border  authority  that  has  bond- 
ing capacity. 

"(3)  AMOUNT.— The  line  of  credit  available 
to  each  participating  border  State  shall  be 
equal  to  the  product  of— 

"(A)  the  amount  appropriated  under  para- 
graph (2);  and 

"(B)  the  quotient  obtained  by  dividing- 

"(I)  the  contributions  of  the  State  to  the 
Highway  Trust  Fund  during  the  latest  fiscal 
year  for  which  data  are  available:  by 

"(11)  the  total  contributions  of  all  partici- 
pating border  States  to  the  Highway  Trust 
Fund  during  that  fiscal  year. 

"(4)   USE   OF   LINE   OF   CREDIT.— The   line    Of 

credit  under  this  subsection  shall  be  avail- 
able to  provide  Federal  support  In  accord- 
ance with  this  subsection  to— 

"(A)  a  State  infrastructure  bank  engaged 
In  providing  credit  enhancement  to  credit- 
worthy eligible  public  and  private 
multimodal  projects  that  support  Inter- 
national trade  and  commerce  In  the  border 
region;  and 

"(B)  the  New  Mexico  Border  Authority; 
(each  referred  to  in  this  subsection  ais  a  'bor- 
der infrastructure  bank'). 

"(5)  LIMTTATIONS.- 

"(A)  In  GENERAL.— a  line  of  credit  under 
this  subsection  may  be  drawn  on  only— 

"(1)  with  respect  to  a  completed  project  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (4)  that  is  receiving 
credit  enhancement  through  a  border  Infra- 
structure bank; 

"(11)  when  the  cash  balance  available  in  the 
border  infrastructure  bank  is  insufficient  to 
pay  a  claim  for  payment  relating  to  the 
project;  and 

"(III)  when  all  subsequent  revenues  of  the 
project  have  been  pledged  to  the  border  In- 
frastructure bank. 

"(B)  Third  partj-  CREDrroR  rights.— No 
third  party  creditor  of  a  public  or  private  en- 
tity carrying  out  a  project  eligible  for  assist- 
ance from  a  border  infrastructure  bank  shall 
have  any  right  against  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment with  respect  to  a  line  of  credit  under 
this  subsection.  Including  any  guarantee 
that  the  proceeds  of  a  line  of  credit  will  be 
available  for  the  payment  of  any  particular 
cost  of  the  public  or  private  entity  that  may 
be  financed  under  this  subsection. 

"(6)  Interest  rate  and  repayment  pe- 
riod.— Any  draw  on  a  line  of  credit  under 
this  subsection  shall— 

"(A)  accrue,  beginning  on  the  date  the 
draw  Is  made.  Interest  at  a  rate  equal  to  the 
current  (as  of  the  date  the  draw  is  made) 
market  yield  on  outstanding,  marketable  ob- 
ligations of  the  United  States  with  matu- 
rities of  30  years:  and 

"(B)  shall  be  repaid  within  a  period  of  not 
more  than  30  years. 

"(7)  Relationship  to  state  apportion- 
ment.—Funds  made  available  to  States  to 
carry  out  this  subsection  shall  be  in  addition 
to  funds  apportioned  to  States  under  section 
104  of  title  23,  United  States  Code.". 

SEC.    7.    RAILROAD    REHABILITATION    AND    IM- 
PROVEMENT PROGRAM. 

(a)  Purpose.— The  purpose  of  this  section 
is    to    provide    assistance    for   freight   r?.ll 


projects  In  border  States  that  benefit  inter- 
national trade  and  relieve  highways  of  in- 
creased traffic  resulting  from  NAFTA. 

(b)  Issuance  of  Obligations.— The  Sec- 
retary shall  Issue  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  notes  or  other  obligations  pursuant 
to  section  512  of  the  Railroad  Revltallzation 
and  Regulatory  Reform  Act  of  1976  (45  U.S.C. 
832),  in  such  amounts,  and  at  such  times,  as 
may  be  necessary  to— 

(1)  pay  any  amounts  required  pursuant  to 
the  guarantee  of  the  principal  amount  of  an 
obligation  under  section  511  of  the  Act  (45 
U.S.C.  831)  for  any  eligible  freight  rail 
project  described  In  subsection  (c)  during  the 
period  that  the  guaranteed  obligation  is  out- 
standing; and 

(2)  during  the  period  referred  to  in  para- 
graph (1),  meet  the  applicable  requirements 
of  this  section  and  sections  511  and  513  of  the 
Act  (45  U.S.C.  832  and  833). 

(c)  Eligibility. — Assistance  provided  under 
this  section  shall  be  limited  to  those  freight 
rail  projects  located  In  the  United  States 
that  provide  Intermodal  connections  that  en- 
hance cross-border  traffic  in  the  border  re- 
gion. 

(d)  LrMTTATiON.- Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law.  the  aggregate  unpaid 
principal  amounts  of  obligations  that  may  be 
guaranteed  by  the  Secretary  under  this  sec- 
tion may  not  exceed  $100,000,000  during  any 
of  fiscal  years  1998  through  2001. 

(e)  AUTHORIZATION     OF    APPROPRIATIONS.— 

There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
make   loan   guarantees   under   this   section 
$10,000,000    for    each    of    fiscal    years    1998 
through  2001. 
SEC.  &  REPORT. 

(a)  Lv  General.— The  Secretary  shall  annu- 
ally submit  to  Congress  and  the  Governor  of 
each  border  State  a  report  concerning — 

(1)  the  volume  and  nature  of  international 
commercial  vehicle  traffic  crossing  the  bor- 
der between  the  United  States  and  Mexico; 
and 

(2)(A)  the  number  of  International  com- 
mercial vehicle  Inspections  conducted  by 
each  border  State  at  each  United  States  port 
of  entry;  and 

(B)  the  rate  of  out-of-servlce  violations  of 
international  commercial  vehicles  found 
through  the  inspections. 

(b)  INFORMATION      PROVIDED      BY      UNITED 

States  C^jstoms  Service.— For  the  purpose 
of  preparing  each  report  under  subsection 
(a)(1),  the  Commissioner  of  Customs  shall 
provide  to  the  Secretary  such  Information 
described  In  subsection  (a)(1)  as  the  Commis- 
sioner has  available. 


By  Mr.  LAUTENBERG  (for  him- 
self and  Mr.  Wellstone): 
S.  1892.  A  bill  to  reward  States  for 
collecting  Medicaid  funds  expended  on 
tobacco-related  Illnesses,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance. 

THE  TOBACCO  MEDICAID  RECOVERY  ACT  OF  I99S 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  to  introduce  the  Tobacco  Medicaid 
Recovery  Act,  along  with  Senator 
Wellstone. 

This  bill  will  create  a  new  Federal/ 
State  partnership  to  help  recover  Med- 
icaid costs  associated  with  tobacco  use. 

Mr.  President,  for  years,  the  tobacco 
industry  has  hooked  Americans  on 
products  that  cause  death  and  disease. 
They've  made  billions  of  dollars  in  the 
process.  But  they've  never  been  held 
accountable. 


When  big  tobacco  sells  it's  deadly 
products,  all  Americans  pay  the  price. 
Not  only  through  the  mothers  and  fa- 
thers, sisters  and  brothers  who  are  lost 
to  lung  cancer  and  other  diseases.  But 
through  the  higher  taxes  that  must  be 
paid  to  support  programs  like  Medic- 
aid. 

Mr.  President,  10  courageous  states 
are  suing  the  tobacco  industry  for  the 
large  Medicaid  costs  associated  with 
tobacco  use.  There  are  two  other 
states,  including  New  Jersey,  that  will 
soon  file  suit  and  10  others  that  may 
file  before  the  summer  is  out.  These 
suits  enjoy  bipartisan  support  from 
Democratic  an(l  Republican  governors 
and  Democratic  and  Republican  state 
attorney  generals.  In  fact,  I  was 
pleased  to  be  joined  this  morning  in 
unveiling  this  legislation  with  Mike 
Moore,  attorney  general  from  Mis- 
sissippi, Hubert  "Skip"  Humphrey,  at- 
torney general  from  Minnesota,  and 
Bob  Butterworth.  attorney  general 
from  Florida.  They  are  all  leaders  in 
suing  the  tobacco  industry  for  Medic- 
aid costs  and  strongly  support  this  leg- 
islation. The  Minnesota  suit  is  being 
supported  by  its  Republican  Governor. 
Ame  Carlson,  and  the  Florida  suit  is 
being  supported  by  its  Democratic  Gov- 
ernor, our  former  colleague  Lawton 
Chiles. 

Mr.  President,  the  tobacco  industry 
is  fighting  hard  to  avoid  being  held  ac- 
countable. It  doesn't  just  use  every 
hardball  legal  tactic  in  the  book.  It  has 
even  sent  its  hired  guns  into  state  at- 
torney generals"  offices  to  intimidate 
them. 

In  one  case,  a  state  official  was 
warned  not  to  sue  the  industry — and  if 
the  state  did,  the  industry  would  force 
the  state  to  pay  enormous  sums — In- 
cluding the  possible  deposition  of  every 
single  Medicaid  recipient  in  that  state. 

Mr.  President,  the  courageous  states, 
like  Mississippi,  Minnesota  and  Flor- 
ida, who  have  taken  on  the  tobacco 
companies  deserve  more  Federal  sup- 
port^because  they  are  doing  the  Fed- 
eral taxpayers'  bidding.  If  they  are  suc- 
cessful in  their  litigation,  they  must 
return  the  Federal  portion  of  Medicaid 
funds  to  Washington.  The  Federal  gov- 
ernment should  be  helping  them  get 
this  money,  not  sitting  on  its  hands. 

This  legislation  would  allow  the 
states  to  keep  a  third  of  the  Federal 
portion  to  better  serve  the  needs  of 
their  Medicaid  recipients — their  sen- 
iors, disabled,  poor  children  and  preg- 
nant women. 

Another  third  of  the  Federal  share 
would  go  to  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  to  conduct  research  on  the  dis- 
eases caused  by  tobacco  products,  like 
lung  cancer  and  heart  disease. 

Finally,  the  balance  would  go  into 
the  Federal  Treasury  to  help  reduce 
the  deficit. 

Currently,  many  states  are  sitting  on 
the  fence,  thinking  how  difficult  and 
expensive  it  will  be  to  sue  the  tobacco 
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industry.  This  bill  may  get  them  off 
the  fence,  and  into  battle  with  the  in- 
dustry. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  time  for  the  Fed- 
eral government  to  help  states  get  the 
taxpayers'  money  back.  It  is  time  to 
reward  the  states  for  trying  to  hold  the 
tobacco  companies  accountable,  and 
provide  an  incentive  for  those  consider- 
ing entering  the  fray. 

This  bill  could  provide  states  with 
millions  in  much  needed  Medicaid 
funds.  It  could  increase  funding  for  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health.  And  it 
will  not  increase  the  deficit. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  to  support  this  common  sense 
legislation  that  will  help  our  state  tax- 
payers. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent the  text  of  the  legislation  and  a 
summary  of  it  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
riaJ  wais  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

S.  1892 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled, 
SifCnON  1.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Tobacco 
Medicaid  Recovery  Act  of  1996". 
SEC.  2.  FINDINGS  AND  PURPOSE. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Congress  finds  the  fol- 
lowing: 

(1)  Federal  taxpayers  pay  for  approxi- 
mately S20.000,000,000  each  year  In  Federal 
health  expenditures  to  treat  tobacco-related 
illnesses,  including-  expenditures  Incurred 
under  the  medicare  and  medicaid  programs 
operated  under  titles  XVm  and  XIX  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  health  care  programs 
carried  out  by  the  Secretary  of  Veterans  Af- 
fairs under  chapter  17  of  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  and  other  Federal  health  care 
programs.  These  expenditures  often  contrib- 
ute to  an  Increase  In  the  Federal  budget  defi- 
cit. 

(2)  According  to  the  Centers  for  Disease 
Control  and  Prevention,  tobacco-related  Ill- 
nesses cost  the  medicaid  program  under  title 
XIX  of  the  Social  Security  Act  $5,100,000,000 
each  year. 

(3)  The  efforts  of  several  States  that  are 
attempting  under  Federal  law,  including  in 
some  cases,  under  the  Federal  anti-rack- 
eteering statutes,  or  under  State  law,  to  re- 
cover the  health  care  costs  incurred  under 
the  medicaid  program  for  the  treatment  of 
individuals  with  diseases  attributable  to  the 
use  of  tobacco  products  from  the  manufac- 
turers of  such  products,  are  to  be  com- 
mended. 

(b)  Purpose.— The  purpose  of  this  Act  is  to 
reward  States  that  successfully  recover  the 
Federal  and  State  health  care  costs  Incurred 
under  the  medicaid  program  for  the  treat- 
ment of  individuals  with  diseases  attrib- 
utable to  the  use  of  tobacco  products  by  pro- 
viding increased  funding  for  their  medicaid 
programs  and  to  provide  increased  resources 
to  the  National  Institutes  of  Health. 

SEC.  3.  INCENTIVE  PAYMENTS  FOR  COLLECTION 
OF  MEDICAm  FUNDS  EXPENDED  ON 
TOBACCO-RELATED  ILLNESSES. 

(a)  Financial  Reward  for  Successful  Re- 
coveries.—Section  1903(d)  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  (42  U.S.C.  1396b(d))  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  para- 
graph: 


"(7)(A)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  law.  if  a  State  recovers,  by  judgment 
In.  or  settlement  of,  any  suit  arising  under 
Federal  or  State  law.  amounts  expended  as 
medical  assistance  under  the  State  plan  for 
the  treatment  of  individuals  with  diseases 
attributable  to  the  use  of  tobacco  products, 
from  a  manufacturer  of  tobacco  products, 
the  State  shall  notify  the  Secretary  of  the 
amount  of  such  recovery.  Upon  receipt  of 
such  a  notice,  the  Secretary  shall  determine 
the  amount  of  Federal  expenditures  under 
this  title  that  are  attributable  to  the 
amounts  recovered,  based  on  the  Federal 
medical  assistance  percentage,  as  defined  In 
section  1905(b),  for  such  State.  The  Secretary 
shall  treat  the  amount  so  determined  as  an 
overpayment  under  this  section,  in  accord- 
ance with  paragraph  (2)(A),  and  with  respect 
to  such  amount  shall  do  the  following: 

"(1)  Provide  that  the  State  shall  retain  V3 
of  such  amount,  for  the  purpose  of  using  such 
funds  to  meet  the  non-Federal  share  of  ex- 
penditures under  the  State  plan  with  respect 
to  which  payments  may  be  made  under  this 
title. 

"(il)  Pay  %  of  such  amount  to  the  Director 
of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health,  for  the 
purpose  of  conducting  disease  research. 

"(B)  Any  amount  of  new  budget  authority 
or  outlays  resulting  from  the  provisions  of 
this  paragraph  shall  not  be  counted  for  any 
purpose  under  section  251  or  252  of  the  Bal- 
anced Budget  and  Emergency  Deficit  Control 
Act  of  1985. 

"(C)  For  purposes  of  this  paragraph— 

"(i)  the  term  'manufacturer  of  tobacco 
products'  has  the  meaning  given  such  term 
by  section  5702(d)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1986;  and 

"(11)  the  term  'tobacco  products'  has  the 
meaning  given  such  term  by  section  5702(c) 
of  such  Code.". 

(b)  Conforming  amendment.— Section 
1902(a)  (42  U.S.C.  1396a(a))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (61); 

(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (62)  and  inserting  ";  and";  and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (62)  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

"(63)  provide  that  the  State  shall  provide 
prompt  notice  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
amount  of  any  recovery  from  a  manufacturer 
of  tobacco  products,  as  defined  in  section 
1903(d)(7)(C)(i),  of  expenditures  for  medical 
assistance  provided  under  such  plan  for  the 
treatment  of  Individuals  with  diseases  at- 
tributable to  the  use  of  tobacco  products,  as 
defined  in  section  1903(d)(7)(C)(li).". 

(c)  EFFECTIVE  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  shall  apply 
to  amounts  recovered  on  and  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Lautenberg  Bill  to  Reward  States  for 

Recouping   medicaid   ExPENomiRES    for 

Tobacco-Related  Illnesses 

This  legislation  recognizes  the  following: 

States  who  sue  the  tobacco  industry  for 
Medicaid  costs  face  tremendous  expenses,  in- 
timidation and  extraordinary  legal  tactics 
from  the  tobacco  Industry. 

Pursuant  to  the  Medicaid  statute  and 
other  legal  Interpretations,  states  must  re- 
turn the  Federal  Medicaid  share  of  any 
award  to  the  Federal  government. 

States  should  be  rewarded  for  their  efforts 
to  recoup  Federal  tax  dollars. 

This  bill  will  do  the  following: 

Upon  a  settlement  or  a  Jury  award  between 
a  state  and  a  tobacco  company,  the  Federal 
government  shall  return  33  percent  of  the 
Federal  share  of  the  award  to  the  states  to 
be  used  in  their  Medicaid  programs. 


Another  33  percent  of  the  Federal  share 
shall  be  placed  in  an  NIH  Trust  Fund  to  be 
used  for  research  on  lung  cancer,  heart  dis- 
ease and  other  Illnesses. 

The  final  34  percent  of  the  Federal  share 
shall  be  used  for  deficit  reduction. 


By  Mrs.  FEINSTEIN: 

S.  1893.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  set- 
tlement of  issues  and  claims  related  to 
the  trust  lands  of  the  Torres-Martinez 
Desert  Cahuilla  Indians,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Indian 
Affairs. 

the  torres-martinez  settlement 
agreement  act  of  1996 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President, 
today  I  rise  to  introduce  legislation 
that  will  ratify  the  settlement  agree- 
ment negotiated  by  the  U.S.  Depart- 
ments of  the  Interior  and  Justice,  Im- 
perial Irrigation  Water  District, 
Coachella  "Valley  Water  District,  and 
the  Torres-Martinez  Desert  Cahuilla 
Indian  Tribe.  This  settlement  agree- 
ment resolves  a  long  standing  dispute 
to  replace  reservation  lands  the  Torres- 
Martinez  Tribe  lost  due  to  flooding 
from  the  Salton  Sea. 

In  1876,  the  Torres-Martinez  Indian 
Reservation  was  created  by  a  640-acre 
section  of  land  in  Coachella  Valley, 
California  at  the  northern  end  of  the 
Salton  Sink.  The  Reservation  was  ex- 
panded in  1891  adding  approximately 
12,(XX)  acres  to  the  original  640-acre  res- 
ervation. Between  1905  and  1907,  flood 
waters  of  the  Colorado  River  filled  the 
Salton  Sink,  creating  the  Salton  Sea, 
inundating  approximately  2,000  acres  of 
the  reservation  lands.  In  1909,  am  addi- 
tional 9,000  acres  of  land  were  then  sub- 
merged under  the  Salton  Sea. 

Today,  the  federal  government  holds 
25,000  acres  of  the  reservation  in  trust 
for  the  Tribe.  Of  this  parcel,  11,800 
acres  is  either  currently  under  water  or 
has  been  condemned  as  uninhabitable 
due  to  runoff  and  drainage  water  from 
the  irrigation  systems  of  the  Imperial, 
Coachella,  and  Mexicali  Valleys  into 
the  Salton  Sea.  Since  1982,  the  United 
States  government,  acting  for  the 
Tribe,  has  been  negotiating  with  the 
Imperial  and  Coachella  Valley  Water 
Districts  to  compensate  the  Tribes  for 
the  loss  of  their  reservation  lands. 

In  the  settlement  agreement,  the 
Torres-Martinez  Indian  Tribe  will  re- 
ceive S14  million:  SIO  million  from  the 
U.S.  government  and  $4  million  from 
the  water  districts.  From  these  funds, 
the  Tribe  can  acquire  and  take  into 
trust  11.800  acres  of  land.  Of  these  par- 
cels, 11.160  must  be  contiguous  to  exist- 
ing reservation  land.  The  Tribe  can  ac- 
quire the  remaining  640  acres  within 
the  Coachella  Valley  only  if  the  local 
governing  body  or  Riverside  County 
does  not  object.  The  Tribe's  right  to 
conduct  gaming  on  lands  taken  into 
trust  is  limited  and  restricted  to  one 
gaming  operation  on  one  site. 

In  return,  the  irrigation  districts 
would  be  granted  a  permanent  flowage 
easement-  over  tribal  and  Federal  lands 
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within  the  minus  220  foot  contour  of 
the  Salton  Sink. 

The  settlement  of  this  land  dispute 
has  been  a  major  concern  for  many 
years.  It  has  taken  more  than  ten  years 
for  all  parties  involved  to  reach  a  con- 
sensus on  the  settlement  agreement. 
There  have  been  competing  interests 
and  priorities  for  everyone  involved, 
including  completion  of  the  construc- 
tion of  the  Route  86  Expressway 
project. 

All  parties  involved  in  negotiating 
this  settlement  agreement  have 
worked  hard  to  reach  a  consensus  to 
implement  this  agreement.  The  Tribe 
has  agreed  to  give  local  communities 
the  right  to  veto  its  purchase  of  land 
and  Riverside  County  has  passed  a  res- 
olution in  support  of  this  settlement 
agreement.  Moreover,  construction  of 
Route  86  will  progress. 

I  commend  the  Departments  of  the 
Interior  and  Justice,  the  Coachella  and 
Imperial  Water  Districts,  and  the 
Torres-Martinez  Tribe  for  remaining 
committed  to  resolving  this  issue. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  resolution  passed  by  Riv- 
erside County  in  support  of  the  agree- 
ment and  correspondence  I  have  re- 
ceived from  the  Water  Districts  and 
the  Torres-Martinez  Tribe  indicating 
the  accuracy  of  this  legislation  in  com- 
pletely implementing  the  settlement 
agreement,  be  printed  in  the  Record 
following  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  Exhibit  1.) 

Mrs.  FEINSTEIN.  Mr.  President, 
Congressman  Sonny  Bono  introduced 
identical  legislation  last  Thursday  and 
the  Native  American  and  Insular  Af- 
fairs Subconmiittee  of  the  House  Re- 
sources Committee  has  scheduled  hear- 
ings this  afternoon  on  this  legislation. 
I  look  forward  to  working  with  the 
Senate  Conmiittee  on  Indian  Affairs  to 
implement  this  agreement  in  law  and 
the  Appropriations  Committee  to  pro- 
vide funds  as  outlined  in  the  settle- 
ment agreement. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  join  me 
today  in  enacting  this  legislation. 
Exmsm 

SUBMriTAL  TO  THE  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS, 

COUNTY  OF  Riverside,  State  of  Californli 
From:  Supervisor  Wilson. 
Subject:  Support  of  Legislation  for  Settle- 
ment With  Torres-Martinez  Indian  Tribe. 

Recommended  Motion:  That  the  Board 
take  a  position  in  support  of  the  attached 
draft  legislation,  proposed  by  Congressman 
Sonny  Bono  and  providing  for  settlement 
with  the  Torres-Martinez  Indian  Tribe  by 
providing  compensation  for  acquisition  of 
lands  in  the  Coachella  Valley;  further,  direct 
the  county  Executive  Office  to  immediately 
forward  copies  of  the  Board  Minute  Order  to 
members  of  California's  Congressional  dele- 
gation. 

Justification:  The  accidental  creation  of 
the  Salton  Sea  In  1905-1907  resulted  in  ap- 
proximately 12.000  acres  of  Torres-Martinez 
Indian  Tribal  lands  in  the  southeastern 
Coachella  Valley  being  either  underwater  or 


unusable.  There  has  been  litigation  since 
1982  by  the  Federal  Government  on  behalf  of 
the  Tribe  against  Coachella  Valley  Water 
District  and  Imperial  Irrigation  District,  and 
the  Tribe  Itself  filed  litigation  in  1991.  In  ad- 
dition to  the  issue  of  compensation  to  the 
Tribe,  the  completion  of  Highway  86  Is  also 
at  risk,  as  the  alignment  and  construction  of 
the  highway  is  contingent  on  right-of-way  on 
existing  Tribal  lands. 

The  atuched  draft  legislation  has  been  de- 
veloped in  consultation  with  all  parties,  and 
I  am  advised  that  all  are  In  agreement  with 
its  provisions.  It  provides  the  Tribe  with 
funds  to  acquire  12,000  acres,  either  In  en- 
tirety in  the  "primary"  acquisition  area  (Av- 
enue 56,  also  known  as  Airport  Blvd..  south 
to  the  Riverside/Imperial  County  line)  which 
Is  adjacent  to  existing  Tribal  lands,  or  up  to 
640  acres  (out  of  the  total  12.000)  In  the  "sec- 
ondary" acquisition  area  (the  remainder  of 
the  Coachella  Valley,  generally  from  Desert 
Hot  Springs  southeast  to  Avenue  56). 

Finally,  the  legislation  authorizes  the 
Tribe  to  establish  a  single  gaming  site,  and 
provides  land  use  jurisdiction  within  the  sec- 
ondary acquisiUon  area  with  the  ability  to 
protest  acquisition/conversion  of  land  to 
Tribal  status  within  60  days  of  being  notified 
of  the  Tribe's  Intent. 

County  Counsel  worked  directly  with  Con- 
gressman Bono's  staff  in  development  of  the 
draft  legislation,  and  I  urge  the  Board's  sup- 
port of  this  proposed  settlement. 

Roy  Wilson. 

Bayh,  Connaughton  &  Malone,  P.O. 

Washington,  DC.  June  14,  1996. 

Hon.  DIANNE  FEINSTEIN, 

Senate  Hart  Office  Building, 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Feinstein:  I  would  like  to 
transmit  correspondence  from  Coachella 
Valley  Water  District,  the  Imperial  Irriga- 
tion District  and  the  Torres-Martinez  Desert 
Cahuilla  Indians  regarding  the  Torres-Mar- 
tinez settlement  legislation  (H.R.  3640). 

For  the  past  four  years,  on  behalf  of  the 
water  districts  and  In  full  cooperation  with 
the  Tribe,  I  have  assisted  in  facilitating  this 
settlement  through  the  Departments  of  the 
Interior  and  Justice.  The  legislation  Intro- 
duced by  Rep.  Bono  In  the  House  accurately 
and  completely  implements  the  settlement 
agreement.  Thus,  all  parties  support  enact- 
ment of  this  legislation  and  ask  that  you 
sponsor  the  companion  bill  on  the  Senate 
side. 

We  appreciate  your  consideration  of  our  re- 
quest and  are  grateful  for  all  of  the  help  we 
have  received  from  Mia  Ellis.  Susy  Elfvlng 
and  your  other  staff  members  over  the  past 
several  years.  We  are  close  to  the  finish  line 
and  we  ask  that  you  and  Senator  Boxer  help 
us  on  the  Senate  side  in  enacting  this  legis- 
lation that  Is  so  critical  to  both  the  Tribe 
and  the  water  users  in  the  Imperial  and 
Coachella  Valleys  of  California. 

Thank  you. 
Sincerely, 

Joseph  Findaro. 

Coachella  Valley  Water  District. 

Coachella,  CA,  June  14, 1996. 
Hon.  Diane  Feinstein, 
Senate  Hart  Office  Building,  f 

Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Feinstein:  The  text  of  the 
Torres- Martinez  settlement  legislation  (In- 
troduced by  Congressman  Bono  In  the  House 
as  H.R.  3640)  accurately  and  completely  Im- 
plements the  settlement  agreement.  We, 
therefore,  support  enactment  of  this  legisla- 


tion and  request  that  you  sponsor  this  legis- 
lation m  the  Senate. 
Yours  very  truly. 

Tom  Levy, 
General  Manager-Chief  Engineer. 

Imperial  Irrigation  District. 

Imperial.  CA.  June  14.  1996. 
Hon.  Dianne  Feinstein, 
U.S.    Senate.    Hart    Senau    Office    Building. 
Washington.  DC. 
Dear  Senator  feinstein:  I  sincerely  ap- 
preciate your  consideration  of  our  request  to 
carry  the  Senate  companion  bill  to  authorize 
the  Torres-Martinez  land  claims  seCTlement. 
The  text  of  the  Torres-Martinez  settlement 
legislation  (introduced  in  the  House  by  Rep. 
Bono  as  H.R.  3640)  accurately  and  completely 
Implements  the  settlement  agreement.  We 
therefore  support  enactment  of  this  legisla- 
tion and  request  that  you  sponsor  this  legis- 
lation in  the  Senate. 
Again,  thank  you  for  your  assistance. 
Sincerely, 

Eric  E.  yoder. 
Government  Relations. 

The  Torres  Martinez 
Desert  Cahuilla  Indians, 
Thermal.  CA.  June  14. 1996. 
Hon.  Dianne  Feinstein. 
Senate  Hart  Office  Building. 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Feinstein:  The  text  of  the 
Torres-Martinez  settlement  legislation  (in- 
troduced by  Rep.  Bono  in  the  House  as  HJl. 
3640)  accurately  and  completely  Implements 
the  settlement  agreement.  We  therefore  sup- 
port enactment  of  this  legislation  and  re- 
quest that  you  sponsor  this  legislation  in  the 
Senate. 
We  thank  you  for  all  of  your  assistance. 
Sincerely. 

Mary  E.  Belaroo, 

Chairperson. 

Law  Offices  of 
Thomas  E.  Luebben. 
Albu^erque,  NM.  June  14. 1996. 

Attention:  Mia  EUls. 

Re  Torres-Martinez  settlement  legislation, 

H.B.  3640. 
Hon.  Dianne  Feinstein. 
Senate  Hart  Office  Building. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Feinstein:  The  text  of  the 
Torres-Martinez  settlement  legislation  (in- 
troduced by  Rep.  Bono  in  the  House  as  HJl. 
3640)  accurately  and  completely  Implements 
the  settlement  agreement.  We  therefore  sup- 
port enactment  of  this  legislation  and  re- 
quest that  you  sponsor  this  legislation  in  the 
Senate. 

Sincerely, 

Richard  L.  Young. 
Attorney  for  Torres-Martinez. 

Desert  Cahuilla  Indians. 

Cmr  OF  Desert  hot  Springs. 
Desert  Hot  Springs.  CA.  June  10. 1996. 
Hon.  DiANN'E  Feinstein, 
Senate.  Hart  Senate  Building, 
Washington,  DC. 

DEAR  Senator  Feinstein:  Soon  President 
Clinton  is  expected  to  approve  a  settlement 
of  claims  by  the  Torrez-Martinez  Desert 
Cahuilla  Indian  Tribe  regarding  the  Salton 
Sea.  The  Imperial  Irrigation  District  and  our 
district  will  be  signing  this  agreement  along 
with  the  Tribe  and  the  Federal  government. 

This  settlement  resolve  long-standing  dis- 
putes concerning  land  and  water  use  In  our 
region  of  California.  At  the  local  level,  there 
Is  widespread  support  finally  settling  the  dis- 
pute and  for  swift  enactment  of  legislation 
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to  Implement  this  settlement.  We.  therefore, 
urge  you  to  sponsor  this  legrlslation  for  In- 
troduction in  the  Senate  concurrently  with 
House  Introduction. 

The  Cahuilla  Indian  Tribe  will  receive  $14 
million,  approximately  $4  million  from  the 
two  water  districts  and  $10  million  from  the 
federal  g-ovemment.  The  districts  will  re- 
ceive permanent  flowage  easements,  the 
Tribe  will  be  able  to  purchase  new  lands,  and 
local  water  rights  will  be  protected. 

We  appreciate  the  attention  your  staff  has 
given  this  matter  over  the  last  several  years 
and  look  forward  to  working  with  you  to  ob- 
tain implementing  legislation. 
Sincerely, 

Gerald  F.  Pisha. 

Mayor. 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  794 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Lugar,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Wyden]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
794,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Insecti- 
cide, Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act  to 
facilitate  the  minor  use  of  a  pesticide, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  912 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  KOHL,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Gramm] 
was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S.  912,  a 
bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1986  with  respect  to  the  eligi- 
bility of  veterans  for  mortgage  revenue 
bond  financing,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  949 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Warner,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Grassley]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  949,  a  bill  to  require  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  to  mint  coins  in  com- 
memoration of  the  200th  anniversary  of 
the  death  of  George  Washington. 

S.  1271 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Craig,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  ASHCROFT]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1271,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Nu- 
clear Waste  Policy  Act  of  1982. 

S.  1402 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Craig,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Kyl]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1402,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Waste  Isola- 
tion Pilot  Plant  Land  Withdrawal  Act. 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1491 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Grams,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Mack],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Frist],  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Gregg]  were  added  as 
cosponsors  of  S.  1491,  a  bill  to  reform 
antimicrobial  pesticide  registration, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1641 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Grams,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Frist]  and  the  Senator  from  Illi- 
nois [Ms.  Moseley-Braun]  were  added 
as  cosponsors  of  S.  1641,  a  bill  to  repeal 
the  consent  of  Congress  to  the  North- 
east Interstate  Dairy  Compact,  and  for 
other  purposes. 


S.  1731 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Craig,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Hatfield]  and  the  Senator  from  Kan- 
sas [Mrs.  Kassebaum]  were  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  S.  1731,  a  bill  to  reauthorize 
and  amend  the  National  Geologic  Map- 
ping Act  of  1992,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1811 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Mack,  the  name 
of  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Helms]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  S.  1811,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Act  enti- 
tled "An  Act  authorizing  Federal  par- 
ticipation in  the  cost  of  protecting  the 
shores  of  publicly  owned  property"  to 
confirm  and  clarify  the  authority  and 
responsibility  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  En- 
gineers, to  promote  and  carry  out 
shore  protection  projects,  including 
beach  nourishment  projects,  and  .  for 
other  purposes. 

S.  1815 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Gramm,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Bennett]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  1815,  a  bill  to  provide  for  improved 
regulation  of  the  securities  markets, 
eliminate  excess  securities  fees,  reduce 
the  costs  of  investing,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION  238 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Helms,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  ASHCROFT]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  Senate  Resolution  238,  a  resolu- 
tion expressing  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
that  any  budget  or  tax  legislation 
should  include  expanded  access  to  indi- 
vidual retirement  accoimts. 

amendment  no.  4048 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Dorgan  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  California 
[Mrs.  Boxer]  and  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Wellstone]  were  added 
as  cosponsors  of  amendment  No.  4048 
proposed  to  S.  1745,  an  original  bill  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  fiscal  year 
1997  for  military  activities  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense,  for  military  con- 
struction, and  for  defense  activities  of 
the  Department  of  Energy,  to  prescribe 
personnel  strengths  for  such  fiscal  year 
for  the  Armed  Forces,  and  for  other 
purposes. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


THE  NATIONAL  DEFENSE  AUTHOR- 
IZATION ACT  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR 
1997 


mOUYE  AMENDMENT  NO.  4050 

Mr.  INOUYE  proposed  an  amendment 
to  the  bill  (S.  1745)  to  authorize  appro- 
priations for  fiscal  year  1997  for  mili- 
tary activities  for  the  Department  of 
Defense,  for  military  construction,  and 
for  defense  activities  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy,  to  prescribe  personnel 


strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the 
Armed  Forces,  and  for  other  purposes: 
as  follows: 
At  the  appropriate  place,  insert: 

SECTION    1.   CHIEF   AND   ASSISTANT   CHIEF   OF 
ARMY  NURSE  CORPS. 

(a)  Chief  of  army  Nurse  Corps.— Sub- 
section (b)  of  section  3069  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code.  Is  amended— 

(1)  in  the  first  sentence,  by  striking  out 
"major"  and  inserting  In  lieu  thereof  "lieu- 
tenant colonel"; 

(2)  by  inserting  after  the  first  sentence  the 
following:  "An  appointee  who  holds  a  lower 
regular  grade  shall  be  appointed  in  the  regu- 
lar grade  of  brigadier  general.";  and 

(3)  in  the  last  sentence,  by  Inserting  "to 
the  same  position"  before  the  period  at  the 
end. 

(b)  ASSISTANT  Chief.— Subsection  (O  of 
such  section  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"major"  in  the  first  sentence  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "lieutenant  colonel". 

(c)  CLERICAL  AMENDMENTS.— <1)  The  head- 
ing of  such  section  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"§3069.    Army    Nurse     Corps:    composition; 

Chief    and    assistant    chief;    appointment; 

grade 

(2)  The  item  relating  to  such  section  in  the 
table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of  chapter 
307  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amend- 
ed to  read  as  follows: 

"3069.  Army  Nurse  Corps:  composition;  Chief 
and  assistant  chief;  appoint- 
ment; grade.". 

SEC.   2.  CHIEF   AND   ASSISFANT  CHIEF  OF  AIR 
FORCE  NURSE  CORPS. 

(a)  PosmoNS  and  appointment.— Chapter 
807  of  title  10,  United  States  Code.  Is  amend- 
ed by  inserting  after  section  8067  the  follow- 
ing: 

"§  S(M9.  Air  Force  nurses:  Chief  and  assistant 

chief;  appointment;  grade 

"(a)  Positions  of  Chief  and  assistant 
Chief.— There  are  a  Chief  and  assistant  chief 
of  the  Air  Force  Nurse  Corps. 

"(b)  Chief.— The  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force  shall  appoint  the  Chief  from  the  offi- 
cers of  the  Regular  Air  Force  designated  as 
Air  Force  nurses  whose  regular  grade  Is 
above  lieutenant  colonel  and  who  aire  rec- 
ommended by  the  Surgeon  General.  An  ap- 
pointee who  holds  a  lower  regular  grade  shall 
be  appointed  in  the  regular  grade  of  briga- 
dier general.  The  Chief  serves  during  the 
pleasure  of  the  Secretary,  but  not  for  more 
than  three  years,  and  may  not  be  re- 
appointed to  the  same  position. 

"(c)  Assistant  Chief.— The  Surgeon  Gen- 
eral shall  appoint  the  assistant  chief  from 
the  officers  of  the  Regular  Air  Force  des- 
ignated as  Air  Force  nurses  whose  regular 
grade  is  above  lieutenant  colonel. 

(b)  Clerical  amendment.— The  table  of 
sections  at  the  beginning  of  such  chapter  Is 
amended  by  inserting  after  section  8067  the 
following: 

"3069.  Air  Force  Nurse  Corps:  Chief  and  as- 
sistant chief;  appointment,; 
grade.". 


GRASSLEY  AMENDMENT  NO.  4051 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.      GRASSLEY      submitted      an 
amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
him  to  the  bill,  S.  1745.  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

Insert  page  108.  at  the  end  of  line  5,  a  new 
Section  368: 
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SEC. 


368.  TRANSFER  OF  EXCESS  PERSONAL 
PROPERTY  TO  SUPPORT  LAW  EN- 
FORCEMENT ACriVl'I'IES. 

(a)  Transfer  AuTHORm'.— (l)  Chapter  153 
of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  section  2576  the  following  new 
section: 

"§  2576a.  Excess  personal  property:  sale  or  do- 
nation for  law  enforcement  activities 
"(a)  Transfer  Althorized.— (l)  Notwith- 
standing any  other  provision  of  law  and  sub- 
ject to  subsection  (b),  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense may  transfer  to  Federal  and  State 
agencies  personal  property  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense,  Including  small  arms  and 
ammunition,  that  the  Secretary  determines 
is— 

"(A)  suitable  for  use  by  the  agencies  in  law 
enforcement  activities,  Including  counter- 
drug  activities;  and 

"(B)  excess  to  the  needs  of  the  Department 
of  Defense. 

"(2)  The  Secretary  shall  carry  out  this  sec- 
tion in  consultation  with  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral and  the  Director  of  National  Drug  Con- 
trol Policy. 

"(b)  conditions  for  Transfer.— The  Sec- 
retary may  transfer  personal  property  under 
this  section  only  if— 

"(1)  the  property  is  drawn  from  existing 
stocks  of  the  Department  of  Defense;  and 

"(2)  the  transfer  Is  made  without  the  ex- 
penditure of  any  funds  available  to  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  for  the  procurement  of 
defense  equipment. 

"(c)  Consideration. — Personal  property 
may  be  transferred  under  this  section  with- 
out cost  to  the  recipient  agency. 

"(d)  Preference  for  Certain  Trans- 
fers.— In  considering  applications  for  the 
transfer  of  personal  property  under  this  sec- 
tion, the  Secretary  shall  give  a  preference  to 
those  applications  indicating  that  the  trans- 
ferred property  will  be  used  In  the  counter- 
drug  activities  of  the  recipient  agency." 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
such  chapters  is  amended  by  Inserting  after 
the  item  relating  to  section  2576  the  follow- 
ing new  Item: 

"2576a.  Excess  personal  property:  sale  or  do- 
nation for  law  enforcement  ac- 
tmues." 

(b)  Conforming  amendments.— (1)  Section 
1208  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization 
Act  for  Fiscal  Years  1990  and  1991  (Public 
Law  101-189: 10  U.S.C.  372  note)  Is  repealed. 

(2)  Section  1005  of  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1991  (Public 
Law  101-510;  104  Stat.  1630)  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "section  1208  of  the  National 
Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Years 
1990  and  1991  (10  U.S.C.  372  note)  and  section 
372"  and  inserting  in  Ueu  thereof  "sections 
372  and  2576a". 


GRAMS  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  4052 

Mr.  GRAMS  (for  himself,  Mr.  ROBB, 
and  Mr.  Leahy)  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  the  bill,  S.  1745,  surpa;  as  fol- 
lows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  In  the  bill,  insert 
the  following: 
SEC.    .  SENSE  OF  THE  SENATE. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1)  In  1791,  President  George  Washington 
commissioned  Pierre  Charles  L'Enfant  to 
draft  a  blueprint  for  America's  new  capital 
city;  they  envisioned  Pennsylvania  Avenue 
as  a  bold,  ceremonial  boulevard  physically 
Unking  the  U.S.  Capitol  building  and  the 


White  House,  and  symbolically  the  Legisla- 
tive and  Executive  branches  of  government. 

(2)  An  integral  element  of  the  District  of 
Columbia.  Pennsylvania  Avenue  stood  for  195 
years  as  a  vital,  working,  unbroken  roadway, 
elevating  it  Into  a  place  of  national  Impor- 
tance as  "America's  Main  Street". 

(3)  1600  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  the  White 
House,  has  become  America's  most  recog- 
nized address  and  a  primary  destination  of 
visitors  to  the  Nation's  Capital;  "the  Peo- 
ple's House"  is  host  to  5,000  tourists  dally, 
and  15,000.000  annually. 

(4)  As  home  to  the  President,  and  given  its 
prominent  location  on  Pennsylvania  Avenue 
and  Its  proximity  to  the  People,  the  White 
House  has  become  a  powerful  symbol  of  free- 
dom, openness,  and  an  Individual's  access  to 
their  government. 

(5)  On  May  20,  1995,  citing  possible  security 
risks  from  vehicles  transporting  terrorist 
bombs.  President  Clinton  ordered  the  Secret 
Service,  in  conjunction  with  the  Department 
of  the  Treasury,  to  close  Pennsylvania  Ave- 
nue to  vehicular  traffic  for  two  blocks  in 
front  of  the  White  House. 

(6)  While  the  security  of  the  President  and 
visitors  to  the  White  House  Is  of  grave  con- 
cern and  Is  not  to  be  taken  lightly,  the  need 
to  assure  the  President's  safety  must  be  bal- 
anced with  the  expectation  of  freedom  inher- 
ent In  a  democracy;  the  present  situation  is 
tilted  too  heavily  toward  security  at  free- 
dom's expense. 

(7)  By  Impeding  access  and  Imposing  undue 
hardships  upon  tourists,  residents  of  the  Dis- 
trict, commuters,  and  local  business  owners 
and  their  customers,  the  closure  of  Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue,  undertaken  without  the  coun- 
sel of  the  government  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, has  replaced  the  former  openness  of 
the  area  surrounding  the  White  House  with 
barricades,  additional  security  checkpoints, 
and  an  atmosphere  of  fear  and  distrust. 

(8)  L[i  the  year  following  the  closure  of 
Pennsylvania  Avenue,  the  taxpayers  have 
borne  a  significant  burden  for  additional  se- 
curity measures  along  the  Avenue  near  the 
White  House. 

(b)  Sense  of  the  Senate.— It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  President  should  di- 
rect the  Department  of  the  Treasury  and  the 
Secret  Service  to  work  with  the  Government 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  to  develop  a  plan 
for  the  permanent  reopening  to  vehicular 
traffic  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue  In  front  of 
the  White  House  In  order  to  restore  the  Ave- 
nue to  its  original  state  and  return  it  to  the 
people. 


FORD  (AND  BROWN)  AMENDMENTS 
NOS.  4053-4054 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.     FORD    (for    himself    aind    Mr. 
BROWN)  submitted  two  amendments  in- 
tended to  be  proposed  by  them  to  the 
bill,  S.  1745,  supra;  as  follows: 
amendment  No.  4053 
At  the  end  of  subtitle  B  of  title  I,  add  the 
following: 

SEC.    113.    DEMIUTARIZATION    OF    ASSEMBLED 
CHEiaCAL  MUNmONS. 

(a)  Pilot  program.— (l)  The  Secretary  of 
Energy  and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
jointly  conduct  a  pilot  program  to  identify 
and  demonstrate  technologies  for  demili- 
tarization of  assembled  chemical  munitions 
that  are  feasible  alternatives  to  incineration 
of  such  munitions. 

(2)  For  the  purpose  of  paragraph  (1),  the 
term  "assembled  chemical  munition"  means 
an  entire  chemical  munition.  Including  com- 


ponent  parts,    chemical   agent,   propellant. 
and  explosive. 

(b)  program  Requirements.— <1)  The  Sec- 
retary of  Energy  shall  enter  into  a  contract 
for  carrying  out  the  pUot  program. 

(2)  The  contract  shall  provide  for— 

(A)  the  United  States  and  the  contractor 
to  share  the  costs  of  the  contractor's  activi- 
ties under  the  pilot  program  equally  when 
the  Secretary  of  Energy  determines  that 
such  a  cost  sharing  arrangement  Is  feasible; 
and 

(B)  subject  to  paragraph  (3).  the  contractor 
to  be  liable  for  any  claim  under  the  pilot 
program  only  with  respect  to  activities  per- 
formed by  or  under  the  exclusive  control  of 
the  contractor. 

(3)  The  aggregate  amount  of  the  liability  of 
the  contractor  under  paragraph  (2)(B)  may 
not  exceed  $50,000,000.  The  United  States 
shall  be  liable  for  and  Indemnify  the  contrac- 
tor for  any  liability  of  the  contractor  under 
the  pilot  program  In  excess  of  such  amount. 

(4)  The  pilot  program  shall  terminate  not 
later  than  September  30.  1999. 

(c)  Evaluation  and  Report.— Not  later 
than  December  31.  1999.  the  Secretary  of  En- 
ergy and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
jointly— 

(1)  evaluate  each  alternative  technology 
identified  and  demonstrated  feasible  under 
the  pilot  program;  and 

(2)  submit  to  Congress  a  report  containing 
the  evaluation. 

(d)  Limitations  on  Contracting  for  Base- 
line incineration.— (1)  Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law,  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense shall  not  enter  into  any  contract  for 
the  purchase  of  long  lead  materials  for  the 
construction  of  any  Incinerator  In  the  State 
of  Kentucky  for  the  Incineration  of  chemical 
munitions  known  as  "baseline  Incineration" 
before— 

(A)  the  expiration  of  60  days  of  continuous 
session  of  Congress  after  the  date  on  which 
the  report  required  under  subsection  (c)  Is 
received  by  Congress;  and 

(B)  the  transfer  required  by  subsection 
(e)(2)  has  been  completed. 

(2)  For  the  purposes  of  paragraph  (1)(A) — 

(A)  continuity  of  session  Is  broken  only  by 
an  adjournment  of  Congress  sine  die:  and 

(B)  the  days  on  which  either  House  is  not 
in  session  because  of  an  adjournment  of  more 
than  three  days  to  a  day  certain  are  excluded 
In  the  computation  of  any  period  of  time  In 
which  Congress  Is  In  continuous  session. 

(e)  Funding,  Transfer,  and  ADDmoNAL 
Limitation. — (l)(A)  Of  the  amount  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  under  section  107. 
S60.000.000  shall  be  available  for  the  pilot  pro- 
gram under  this  section. 

(B)  The  funds  made  available  under  sub- 
paragraph (A)  may  not  be  derived  from  funds 
to  be  made  available  under  the  chemical  de- 
militarization program  for  the  alternative 
technologies  research  and  development  pro- 
gram at  bulk  sites. 

(2)  Funds  made  available  for  the  pilot  pro- 
gram pursuant  to  paragraph  (1)  shall  be 
transferred  to  the  Secretary  of  Energy  for 
use  for  the  pilot  program. 

(3)  No  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
by  section  107  may  be  obligated  until  the 
transfer  required  by  paragraph  (2)  has  been 
made.  The  limitation  In  the  preceding  sen- 
tence is  m  addition  to  the  limitation  in  sub- 
section (d)(1)(B). 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4054 
At  the  end  of  subtitle  B  of  title  L  add  the 
following: 

SEC    IIX    DEMIUTARIZATION    OF    ASSEMBLED 
CHEMICAL  MUNmONS. 

(a)  Pilot  Program.— The  Secretary  of  De- 
fense shall  conduct  a  pilot  program  to  Iden- 
tify and  demonstrate  feasible  alternatives  to 
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incineration  for  the  demllitaxlzation  of  as- 
sembled chemical  munitions. 

(b)  PROGRAM  REQUIREMENTS.— The  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  shall  designate  an  execu- 
tive agrent  to  carry  out  the  pilot  program  re- 
quired to  be  conducted  under  subsection  (a). 

(2)  The  executive  agent  shall— 

(A)  be  an  officer  or  executive  of  the  United 
States  Government; 

(B)  be  accountable  to  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense; and 

(C)  not  be.  or  have  been,  in  direct  or  imme- 
diate control  of  the  chemical  weapon  stock- 
pile demilitarization  program  established  by 
1412  of  the  Department  of  Defense  Authoriza- 
tion Act,  1986  (50  U.S.C.  1521)  or  the  alter- 
native disposal  process  program  carried  out 
under  sections  174  and  175  of  the  National  De- 
fense Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1993 
(Public  Law  102-484;  50  U.S.C.  1521  note). 

(3)  The  executive  agent  may— 

(A)  carry  out  the  pilot  program  directly; 

(B)  enter  into  a  contract  vith  a  private  en- 
tity to  carry  out  the  pilot  program;  or 

(C)  transfer  funds  to  another  department 
or  agency  of  the  Federal  G<  vemment  in 
order  to  provide  for  such  department  or 
agency  to  carry  out  the  pilot  program. 

(4)  A  department  or  agency  that  carries 
oat  the  pilot  program  under  paragraph  (3)(C) 
may  not.  for  purposes  of  the  pilot  program, 
contract  with  or  competitively  select  the  or- 
ganization within  the  Army  that  exercises 
direct  or  Immediate  management  control 
over  either  program  referred  to  in  paragraph 
(2)(C). 

(5)  The  pilot  program  shall  terminate  not 
later  than  September  30,  2000. 

(c)  ANNUAL  Report.— Not  later  than  De- 
cember 15  of  each  year  in  which  the  Sec- 
retary carries  out  the  pilot  program,  the 
Secretary  shall  submit  to  Congress  a  report 
on  the  activities  under  the  pilot  program 
during  the  preceding  fiscal  year. 

(d)  Evaluation  and  report.— Not  later 
than  December  31.  2000.  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense shall— 

(1)  evaluate  each  demilitarization  alter- 
native identified  and  demonstrated  under  the 
pilot  program  to  determine  whether  that  al- 
ternative— 

(A)  is  a  safe  and  cost  efficient  as  inciner- 
ation for  disposing  of  assembled  chemical 
munitions;  and 

(B)  meets  the  requirements  of  section  1412 
of  the  Department  of  Defense  Authorization 
Act.  1986;  and 

(2)  submit  to  Congress  a  report  containing 
the  evaluation. 

(e)  Limttation  on  LiOng  Lead  Contract- 
ing.—Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  the  Secretary  may  not  enter  into  any 
contract  for  the  purchase  of  long  lead  mate- 
rials  for  the  construction  of  an  incinerator 
at  any  site  in  Kentucky  or  Colorado  until 
the  executive  agent  designated  for  the  pilot 
program  submits  an  application  for  such  per- 
mits as  are  necessary  under  the  law  of  the 
State  of  Kentucky  and  Colorado  for  the  con- 
struction at  that  site  of  a  plant  for  demili- 
tarization of  assembled  chemical  munitions 
by  means  of  an  alternative  to  incineration. 

(f)  ASSEMBLED  CHEMICAL  MUNITION  DE- 
FINED.—For  the  purpose  of  this  section,  the 
term  "assembled  chemical  munition"  means 
an  entire  chemical  munition,  including  com- 
ponents parts,  chemical  agent,  propellant. 
and  explosive. 

(g)  Fxwding.— <1)  Of  the  amount  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  under  section  107. 
$60,000,000  shall  be  available  for  the  pilot  pro- 
gram under  this  section. 

(2)  Funds  made  available  for  the  pilot  pro- 
gram  pursuant  to   paragraph   (1)  shall   be 


made  available  to  the  executive  agent  for 
use  for  the  pilot  program. 

(3)  No  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
by  section  107  may  be  obligated  until  funds 
are  made  available  to  the  executive  agent 
under  paragraph  (2). 


KERRY  (AND  OTHERS)  AMEND- 
MENT NO.  4055 

Mr.  KERRY  (for  himself.  Mr.  McCain, 
Mr.  Kerrey,  Mr.  Smith,  Mr.  Pressler, 
Mr.  ROBB,  Mr.  Daschle,  Mr.  Leahy, 
and  Mr.  Moynihan)  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  the  bill.  S.  1745.  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

At  the  end  of  subtitle  E  of  title  VI  add  the 
following: 

SEC.  643.  PAYMENT  TO  VIETNAMESE  COMMAN- 
DOS CAPTLTtED  AND  INTERNED  BY 
NORTH  VIETNAM. 

(a)  Pa^-ment  AUTHORIZED.— (1)  The  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  shall  make  a  payment  to 
any  person  who  demonstrates  that  he  or  she 
was  captured  and  incarcerated  by  the  Demo- 
cratic Republic  of  Vietnam  after  having  en- 
tered into  the  territory  of  the  Democratic 
Republic  of  Vietnam  pursuant  to  operations 
conduction  under  OPLAN  34A  or  its  prede- 
cessor. 

(2)  No  payment  may  be  made  under  this 
Section  to  any  individual  who  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  determines,  based  on  the  avail- 
able evidence,  served  in  the  Peoples  Army  of 
Vietnam  or  who  provided  active  assistance 
to  the  Government  of  the  Democratic  Repub- 
lic of  Vietnam  during  the  period  1958  through 
1975. 

(3)  In  the  case  of  a  decedent  who  would 
have  been  eligible  for  a  payment  under  this 
section  if  the  decedent  had  lived,  the  pay- 
ment shall  be  made  to  survivors  of  the  dece- 
dent in  the  order  in  which  the  survivors  are 
listed,  as  follows: 

(A)  To  the  surviving  spouse. 

(B)  If  there  is  no  surviving  spouse,  to  the 
surviving  children  (including  natural  chil- 
dren and  adopted  children)  of  the  decedent, 
in  equal  shares. 

(b)  Amount  Payable.— The  amount  pay- 
able to  or  with  respect  to  a  person  under  the 
section  is  S40,000. 

(c)  Tlme  LiMrTATiONS.— <1)  In  order  to  be  el- 
igible for  payment  under  this  section,  the 
claimant  must  file  his  or  her  claim  with  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  within  18  months  of  the 
effective  date  of  the  regulations  implement- 
ing this  Section. 

(2)  Not  later  than  18  months  after  the  Sec- 
retary receives  a  claim  for  payment  under 
this  section— 

(A)  the  claimant's  eligibility  for  payment 
of  the  claim  under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  de- 
termined; and 

(B)  if  the  claimant  is  determined  eligible, 
the  claim  shall  be  paid. 

(d)  Determination  and  Payment  of 
Claims.— (1)  Submission  and  Determination 
of  Claims.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  es- 
tablish by  regrulation  procedures  whereby  in- 
dividuals may  submit  claims  for  payment 
under  this  Section.  Such  regulations  shall  be 
issued  within  6  months  of  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  Act. 

(2)  Payment  of  claims.— The  Secretary  of 
Defense,  in  consultation  with  the  other  af- 
fected agencies,  .nay  establish  guidelines  for 
determining  what  constitutes  adequate  docu- 
mentation that  an  individual  was  captured 
and  incarcerated  by  the  Democratic  Repub- 
lic of  Vietnam  after  having  entered  the  terri- 
tory of  the  Democratic  Republic  of  Vietnam 
pursuant  to  operations  conducted  under 
OPLAN  34A  or  its  predecessor. 


(e)  Authorization  of  appropriations.— Of 
the  total  amount  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated under  section  301.  $20,000,000  is  avail- 
able for  payment  under  this  section.  Not- 
withstanding Sec.  301.  that  amount  is  au- 
thorized to  be  appropriated  so  as  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

(f)  Payment  in  Full  Satisfaction  of 
Clalms  against  the  Unfted  States.— The 
acceptance  of  payment  by  an  individual 
under  this  section  shall  be  in  full  satisfac- 
tion of  all  claims  by  or  on  behalf  of  that  in- 
dividual against  the  United  States  arising 
from  operations  under  OPLAN  34A  or  its 
predecessor. 

(g)  ATTORNEY  FEES.— Notwithstanding  any 
contract,  the  representative  of  an  individual 
may  not  receive,  for  services  rendered  in 
connection  with  the  claim  of  an  individual 
under  this  Section,  more  than  ten  percent  of 
a  payment  made  luder  this  Section  on  such 
claim. 

(h)  NO  Right  to  Judicial  Review.— All  de- 
terminations by  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
pursuant  to  this  Section  are  final  and  con- 
clusive, notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law.  Claimants  under  this  program  have 
no  right  to  Judicial  review,  and  such  review 
is  specifically  precluded. 

(1)  Reports.— (1)  No  later  than  24  months 
after  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  shall  submit  a  repwrt  to 
the  Congress  on  the  payment  of  claims  pur- 
suant to  this  section. 

(2)  No  later  than  42  months  after  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  submit  a  flnal  report  to  the  Congress 
on  the  payment  of  claims  pursuant  to  this 
section. 


REID  AMENDMENT  NO.  4056 

Mr.  REID  proposed  an  amendment  to 
amendment  No.  4052  proposed  by  Mr. 
Grams  to  the  bill,  S.  1745,  supra:  as  fol- 
lows: 

At  the  end  of  the  amendment  add  the  fol- 
lowing: "provided  that  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  and  the  Secret  Service  certify  that 
the  plan  protects  the  security  of  the  people 
who  live  and  work  in  the  White  House." 


CRAIG  (AKD  OTHERS)  AMENDMENT 
NO.  4057 

Mr.  CRAIG  for  himself,  Mr.  Binga- 
MAN,  Mr.  Kempthorne,  Mr.  Baucus. 
Mr.  Burns,  Mr.  Dorgan,  Mrs.  Fein- 
stein,  Mr.  Hatch,  Mr.  Levin,  Ms. 
Snowe,  Mr.  Murkowski,  Mrs.  Boxer, 
Mr.  Helms,  and  Mr.  Cohen)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  bill,  S.  1745,  supra; 
as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  subtitle  F  of  title  X,  add  the 
following: 

SEC.  .  SENSE  OF  SENATE  REGARDING  THE 
UNITED  STATEStIAPAN  SEMI- 
CONDUCTOR TRADE  AGREEMENT. 

(a)  Findings.— The  Senate  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1)  The  United  States  and  Japan  share  a 
long  and  important  bilateral  relationship 
which  serves  as  an  anchor  of  peace  and  sta- 
bility in  the  Asia  Pacific  region,  an  alliance 
which  was  reaffirmed  at  the  recent  summit 
meeting  between  President  Clinton  and 
Prime  Minister  Hashimoto  in  Tokyo. 

(2)  The  Japanese  economy  has  experienced 
difficulty  over  the  past  few  years,  dem- 
onstrating btat  it  is  no  longer  possible  for 
Japan,  the  world's  second  largest  economy, 
to  use  exports  as  the  sole-engine  of  economic 
growth,  but  that  the  Government  of  Japan 
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must  promote  deregulation  of  its  domestic 
economy  in  order,  to  increase  economic 
growth. 

(3)  Deregulation  of  the  Japanese  economy 
requires  government  attention  to  the  re- 
moval of  barriers  to  imports  of  manufac- 
tured goods. 

(4)  The  United  States-Japan  Semiconduc- 
tor Trade  Agreement  has  begun  the  process 
of  deregulation  in  the  semiconductor  sector 
and  is  opening  the  Japanese  market  to  com- 
petitive foreign  products. 

(5)  The  United  States-Japan  Semiconduc- 
tor Trade  Agreement  has  put  in  place  both 
government- to-govemment  and  Industry-to- 
industry  mechanisms  which  have  played  a 
vital  role  in  allowing  cooperation  to  replace 
conflict  In  this  important  high  technology 
sector. 

(6)  The  mechanisms  include  joint  calcula- 
tion of  foreign  market  share,  deterrence  of 
dumping,  and  promotion  of  industrial  co- 
operation in  the  design  of  foreign  semi- 
conductor devices. 

(7)  Because  of  these  actions  under  the 
United  States-Japan  Semiconductor  Trade 
Agreement,  the  United  States  and  Japan 
today  enjoy  trade  in  semiconductors  which 
is  mutually  beneficial,  harmonious,  and  tree 
fi-om  the  friction  that  once  characterized  the 
semiconductor  industry. 

(8)  Because  of  structural  barriers  in  Japan, 
a  gap  still  remains  between  the  share  of  the 
world  market  for  semiconductor  products 
outside  Japan  that  the  United  States  and 
other  foreign  semiconductor  sources  are  able 
to  capture  through  competitiveness  and  the 
share  of  the  Japanese  semiconductor  market 
that  the  United  States  and  those  other 
courses  are  able  to  capture  through  competi- 
tiveness, and  that  gap  is  consistent  with  the 
full  range  of  semiconductor  products  as  well 
as  a  full  range  of  end-use  applications. 

(9)  The  competitiveness  and  health  of  the 
United  States  semiconductor  industry  is  of 
critical  importance  to  the  overall  economic 
well-being  and  high  technology  defense  capa- 
bilities of  the  United  States. 

(10)  The  economic  interests  of  both  the 
United  States  and  Japan  are  best  served  by 
well  functioning,  open  markets,  deterrence 
of  dumping,  and  continuing  good  cooi>erative 
relationships  in  all  sectors,  including  semi- 
conductors. 

(11)  A  strong  and  healthy  military  and  po- 
litical alliance  between  the  United  States 
and  Japan  requires  continuation  of  the  in- 
dustrial and  economic  cooperation  promoted 
by  the  United  Sutes-Japan  Semiconductor 
Trade  Agreement. 

(12)  President  Clinton  has  called  on  the 
Government  of  Japan  to  agree  to  a  continu- 
ation of  a  United  States-Japan  Semiconduc- 
tor Trade  Agreement  beyond  the  current 
agreement's  expiration  on  July  31, 1996. 

(13)  The  Government  of  Japan  has  opposed 
any  continuation  of  a  govemment-to-govem- 
ment  agreement  to  promote  cooperation  in 
United  States-Japan  semiconductor  trade. 

(b)  Sense  of  Senate.— It  is  the  sense  of  the 
Senate  that— 

(1)  it  is  regrettable  that  the  Government  of 
Japan  has  refused  to  consider  continuation 
of  a  govemment-to-govemment  agreement 
to  ensure  that  cooperation  continues  in  the 
semiconductor  sector  beyond  the  expiration 
of  the  Semiconductor  Trade  Agreement  on 
July  31, 1996;  and 

(2)  the  President  should  take  all  necessary 
and  appropriate  actions  to  ensure  the  con- 
tinuation of  a  govemment-to-govemment 
United  States-Japan  Semiconductor  Trade 
Agreement  before  the  current  agreement  ex- 
pires on  that  date. 


(c)  DEFiNrnoN.— As  used  in  this  section, 
the  term  "United  States-Japan  Semiconduc- 
tor Trade  Agreement"  refers  to  the  agree- 
ment between  the  United  States  and  Japan 
concerning  trade  in  semiconductor  i>roducts, 
with  arrangement,  done  by  exchange  of  let- 
ters at  Washington  on  June  11.  1991. 


BINGAMAN  (AND  BUMPERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  4058 
Mr.  BINGAMAN  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Bumpers)  proposed  an  amendment  to 
the  bill.  S.  1745.  supra;  as  follows: 

Beginning  on  page  32.  strike  out  line  22  and 
all  that  follows  through  page  33.  line  21,  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following; 
SEC     to.     SPACE     CONTROL     ARCHITECTURE 
STUDY. 

(A)  REQUIRED  Consideration  of  Kinetic 
Energy  Tactical  antisatelltte  Program.— 
The  Department  of  Defense  Space  Architect 
shall  evaluate  the  potential  cost  and  effec- 
tiveness of  the  inclusion  of  the  kinetic  en- 
ergy tactical  antisatellite  program  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  as  a  specific  element 
of  the  space  control  architecture  which  the 
Space  Architect  is  developing  for  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense. 

(b)  Congressional  Notification  of  any 
Determination  of  Inappropriateness  of 
I>rograh  for  ARCHrrBCTURE.— (1)  If  at  any 
point  in  the  develojnnent  of  the  space  con- 
trol architecture  the  Space  Architect  deter- 
mines that  the  kinetic  energy  tactical  anti- 
satellite  program  is  not  appropriate  for  in- 
corporation into  the  space  control  architec- 
ture under  development,  the  Space  Architect 
shall  immediately  notify  the  congressional 
defense  committees  of  such  determination. 

(2)  Within  60  days  after  submitting  a  noti- 
Qcation  of  a  determination  under  paragraph 
(1),  the  Space  Architect  shall  submit  to  the 
congressional  defense  committees  a  detailed 
report  setting  forth  the  specific  reasons  for. 
and  analytical  findings  supporting,  the  de- 
termination. 

(c)  Report  on  approved  archtfecture.- 
Not  later  than  March  31,  1997.  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  shall  submit  to  the  congressional 
defense  committees  a  report  on  the  space 
control  architecture  approved  by  the  Sec- 
retary. The  report  shall  Include  the  follow- 
ing: 

(1)  An  assessment  of  the  potential  threats 
posed  to  deployed  United  Stotes  military 
forces  by  the  proliferation  of  foreign  mili- 
tary and  commercial  space  assets. 

(2)  The  Secretary's  recommendations  for 
development  and  deployment  of  space  con- 
trol capabilities  to  counter  such  threats. 

(d)  Funding.— (1)  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  release  to  the  kinetic  energy  tactical 
antisatellite  program  manager  the  funds  ai>- 
propriated  in  fiscal  year  1996  for  the  kinetic 
energy  tactical  antisatellite  program.  The 
Secretary  may  withdraw  obligated  balances 
of  such  funds  tiom  the  program  manager 
only  if— 

(A)  the  Space  Architect  makes  a  deter- 
mination described  in  subsection  (b) 

(B)  a  report  submitted  by  the  Secretary 
pursuant  to  subsection  (c)  includes  a  rec- 
ommendation not  to  pursue  such  a  program. 

(2)  Not  later  than  April  1.  1997.  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  shall  release  to  the  Kinetic 
energy  tactical  antisatellite  program  man- 
ager any  funds  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1997  for  a  kinetic  energy  tactical  antisat- 
ellite program  pursuant  to  section  221(a)  un- 
less— 

(A)  the  Space  Architect  has  by  such  date 
submitted  a  notification  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (b);  or 


(B)  a  report  submitted  by  the  Secretary 
pursuant  to  subsection  (c)  includes  a  rec- 
ommendation not  to  pursue  such  a  program. 

Beginning  on  page  42.  strike  out  line  15  and 
all  that  follows  through  page  43  line. 


MURRAY  (AND  OTHERS) 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4059 

Mrs.     MURRAY    (for    herself,    Ms. 

Snowe,  Mr.  Kennedy,  Mr.  Robe,  Mr. 

Lautenberg,  Mr.   Simon.  Mr.   Binga- 

MAN,  Mr.  INOITYE.  Ms.  MIKULSKI,  and 
Ms.  Moseley-Braun)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  bill,  S.  1745,  supra; 
as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  title  vn  add  the  following: 

SEC  TM.  restoration  OF  PREVIOUS  POLICY 
RBGAimiNC  RESTRICTIONS  OH  USE 
OF  DEPARniENT  OF  DEFENSE  MED- 
ICAL FACOHTES. 

Section  1093  of  title  10.  United  Sutes  Code. 
is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  subsection  (b);  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (a),  by  striking  out  "(a) 
Restriction  on  Use  of  Funds.-". 


McCain  (and  mr.  glenn) 
amendment  no.  4060 
Mr.    MCCAIN    (for   himself  and  Mr. 
Glenn)  proposed  an  amendment  to  the 
bill.  S.  1745.  supra;  as  follows; 

At  the  end  of  title  XXVU.  add  the  follow- 
ing: 

SEC  r706.  REDUCTION  IN  AUTHOBBATION  OF 
APPROPBIATKMUS  FOR  CERTAIN 
MHJTABT  OONSnUCnON 

PROJECTS  NOT  REQUESIED  BY  THE 
ADMINISTRATION. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  division,  the  total  amount  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  by  this  division  is  hereby  de- 
creased by  SS98.764.000. 


SIMPSON  (AND  THOMAS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  4061 

Mr.  SIMPSON  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Thomas)  proposed  an  amendment  to 
the  bill.  S.  1745.  supra:  as  follows: 

In  section  2601(1  X  A).  strike  out 
"$79,628,000"  and  insert  In  lieu  thereof 
"$83,728,000". 


REID  (AND  BRYAN)  AMENDMENT 
NO.  4062 

Mr.  REID  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
BRYAN)  proposed  an  amendment  to  the 
bill,  S.  1745,  supra:  as  follows: 

In  the  table  in  section  2201(a).  in  the 
amount  column  for  the  item  relating  to 
Fallon  Naval  Air  Station.  Nevada,  strike  out 
"$14,800,000"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"$20,600,000". 

Strike  out  the  amount  set  forth  as  the 
total  amount  at  the  end  of  the  table  in  sec- 
tion 2201(a)  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"$512,852,000". 

In  section  2205(a).  in  the  matter  preceding 
paragraph  (1).  strike  out  "$2.O40.(B3,000"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$2,045,898,000". 

In  section  2205(aXl).  strike  oat 
"$507,052,000"  and  insert  in  lieu  therof 
"$512,852,000'  . 

In  the  table  in  section  2401(a).  strike  oat 
the  item  relating  to  the  National  Security 
Agency,  Fort  Meade.  Maryland. 

Strike  out  the  amount  set  forth  as  the 
total  amount  at  the  end  of  the  table  in  sec- 
tion 2401(a)  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"$502,390,000". 
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In  section  2406(a).  in  the  matter  preceding: 
paragraph  (1),  strike  out  ••J3.421.366.000"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  '•$3,396,166,000". 

In  section  2406(a)(1).  strilce  out 
••$364,487,000"  and  Insert  In  lieu  thereof 
••$339,287,000". 

In  section  2601(3)(A),  strike  out 
••$208,484,000"  and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof 
••$209,884,000". 


COHEN  AMENDME^fT  NO.  4063 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE  (for  Mr.  Cohen) 
proposed  an  amendment  to  the  bill,  S. 
1745,  supra;  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  subtitle  B  of  title  n  add  the 
following: 

SEC.      223.      ADVANCED       SUBMARINE       TECH- 
NOUMIES. 

(a)  Amounts  Authorized  From  NA\ri- 
RDTftE  A(XOUNT.— Of  the  amount  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  by  section  201(2) — 

(1)  $489,443,000  is  available  for  the  design  of 
the  submarine  previously  designated  by  the 
Navy  as  the  New  Attack  Submarine:  and 

(2)  SIOO.000.000  is  available  to  address  the 
inclusion  on  future  nuclear  attack  sub- 
marines of  core  advanced  technologies,  cat- 
egory I  advanced  technologies,  and  category 
n  advanced  technologies,  as  such  advanced 
technologies  are  identified  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  in  Appendix  C  of  the  report  of  the 
Secretary  entitled  "Report  on  Nuclear  At- 
tack Submarine  Procurement  and  Sub- 
marine Technology",  submitted  to  Congress 
on  March  26. 1996. 

(b)  (Certain  Technologies  To  be  Empha- 
sized.—in  using  funds  made  available  in  ac- 
cordance with  subsection  (a)(2).  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Navy  shall  emphasize  research, 
development,  test,  and  evaluation  of  the 
technologies  identified  by  the  Submarine 
Technology  Assessment  Panel  (in  the  final 
report  of  the  panel  to  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  the  Navy  for  Research,  Develop- 
ment, and  Acquisition,  dated  March  15,  1996) 
as  having  the  highest  priority  for  initial  In- 
vestment. 

(c)  Shipyards  Involved  in  Technology 
Development.— To  further  implement  the 
recommendations  of  the  Submarine  Tech- 
nology Assessment  Panel,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  shall  ensure  that  the  shipyards  in- 
volved in  the  construction  of  nuclear  attack 
submarines  are  also  principal  participants  in 
the  process  of  developing  advanced  sub- 
marine technologies  and  Including  the  tech- 
nologies in  future  submarine  designs.  The 
Secretary  shall  ensure  that  those  shipyards 
have  access  for  such  purpose  (under  proce- 
dures prescribed  by  the  Secretary)  to  the 
Navy  laboratories  and  the  Office  of  Naval  In- 
telligence and  (in  accordance  with  arrange- 
ments to  be  made  by  the  Secretary)  to  the 
Defense  Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency. 

(d)  funding  for  Contracts  Under  1996 

AGREEMENT  AMONG  THE  NAVY  AND  SHIP- 
YARDS.— In  addition  to  the  purposes  of  which 
the  amount  authorized  to  appropriated  by 
section  201(2)  are  available  under  paragraphs 
(1)  and  (2)  of  subsection  (a),  the  amounts 
available  under  such  paragraphs  are  also 
available  for  contracts  with  Electric  Boat 
Division  and  Newport  News  Shipbuilding  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  "Memoran- 
dum of  Agreement  Among  the  Department  of 
the  Navy.  Electric  Boat  Corporation  (EB). 
and  Newport  News  Shipbuilding  and  Drydock 
Company  (NNS)  Concerning  the  New  Attack 
Submarine",  dated  April  5,  1996.  for  research 
and  development  activities  under  that 
memorandum  of  agreement. 


BYRD  AMENDMENT  NO.  4064 

Mr.  NUNN  (for  Mr.  BYRD)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  bill,  S.  1745,  supra: 
as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  subtitle  E  of  title  X  add  the 
following: 

SEC.  lOM.  ANNUAL  REPORT  OF  RESERVE  FORCES 
POUCY  BOARD. 

Section  113(c)  of  title  10.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (3): 

(2)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (1),  (2).  and 
(4)  as  subparagraphs  (A).  (B).  and  (C).  respec- 
tively; 

(3)  by  inserting  "(1)"  after  "(e)"; 

(4)  by  inserting  "•and"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (B).  as  redesignated  by  paragraph 
(2);  and 

(5)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(2)  At  the  same  time  that  the  Secretary 
submits  the  annual  report  under  paragraph 
(1),  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to  the 
President  and  Congress  a  separate  report 
from  the  Reserve  Forces  Policy  Board  on  the 
reserve  programs  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense and  on  any  other  matters  that  the  Re- 
serve Forces  Policy  Board  considers  appro- 
priate to  Include  in  the  report.". 


GORTON  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  4065 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE  (for  Mr.  GORTON, 
for  himself.  Mr.  Cohen,  and  Mr.  Glenn) 
proposed  an  amendment  to  the  bill,  S. 
1745,  supra;  as  follows: 

After  the  heading  for  title  VII  insert  the 
following: 

Sabtitle  A— General 

Strike  out  section  704. 
Redesignate  section  705  as  section  704. 
Redesignate  section  706  as  section  705. 
Redesignate  section  707  as  section  706. 
At  the  end  of  title  VII  add  the  following: 
Sabtitle  B— Uniformed  Services  Treatment 
Facilities 
SEC.  721.  DEFINITIONS. 

In  this  subtitle: 

(1)  The  term  "administering  Secretaries" 
means  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation,  and  the  Secretary 
of  Health  and  Human  Services. 

(2)  The  term  "agreement"  means  the 
agreement  required  under  section  722(b)  be- 
tween the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  a  des- 
ignated provider. 

(3)  The  term  •'capitation  payment"  means 
an  actuarially  sound  payment  for  a  defined 
set  of  health  care  services  that  is  established 
on  a  per  enrollee  per  month  basis. 

(4)  The  term  '•covered  beneficiary"  means 
a  beneficiary  under  chapter  55  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  other  than  a  beneficiary 
under  section  1074(a)  of  such  title. 

(5)  The  term  '•designated  provider"  means 
a  public  or  nonprofit  private  entity  that  was 
a  transferee  of  a  Public  Health  Service  hos- 
pital or  other  station  under  section  987  of  the 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1931 
(Public  Law  97-35;  95  Stat.  603)  and  that,  be- 
fore the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act, 
was  deemed  to  be  a  facility  of  the  uniformed 
services  for  the  purposes  of  chapter  55  of 
title  10.  United  States  Code.  The  term  in- 
cludes any  legal  successor  in  interest  of  the 
transferee. 

(6)  The  term  "enrollee"  means  a  covered 
beneficiary  who  enrolls  with  a  designated 
provider. 

(7)  The  term  "health  care  services"  means 
the  health  care  services  provided  under  the 


health  plan  known  as  the  TRICARE  PRIME 
option  under  the  TRICARE  program. 

(8)  The  term  "Secretary"  means  the  Sec- 
retary of  Defense. 

(9)  The  term  "TRICARE  program"  means 
the  managed  health  care  program  that  is  es- 
tablished by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  under 
the  authority  of  chapter  55  of  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  principally  section  1097  of  such 
title,  and  includes  the  competitive  selection 
of  contractors  to  financially  underwrite  the 
delivery  of  health  care  services  under  the  Ci- 
vilian Health  and  Medical  Program  of  the 
Uniformed  Services. 

SEC.  722.  INCLUSION  OF  DESIGNATED  PROVID- 
ERS IN  UNIFORMED  SERVICES 
HEALTH  CARE  DELIVERY  SYSTEM. 

(a)  INCLUSION  IN  SYSTEM.— The  health  care 
delivery  system  of  the  uniformed  services 
shall  Include  the  designated  providers. 

(b)  AGREEMENTS     TO     PROVIDE     MANAGED 

Health  Care  Services.— (l)  After  consulta- 
tion with  the  other  administering  Secretar- 
ies, the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  negotiate 
and  enter  into  an  agreement  with  each  des- 
ignated provider,  under  which  the  designated 
provider  will  provide  managed  health  care 
services  to  covered  beneficiaries  who  enroll 
with  the  designated  provider. 

(2)  The  agreement  shall  be  entered  into  on 
a  sole  source  basis.  The  Federal  Acquisition 
Regxtlation.  except  for  those  requirements 
regarding  competition,  issued  pursuant  to 
section  25(c)  of  the  Office  of  Federal  Procure- 
ment Policy  Act  (41  U.S.C.  421(c))  shall  apply 
to  the  agreements  as  acquisitions  of  com- 
mercial items. 

(3)  The  implementation  of  an  agreement  Is 
subject  to  availability  of  funds  for  such  pur- 
pose. 

(c)  EFFECTIVE  Date  of  agreements.— (1) 
Unless  an  earlier  effective  date  is  agreed 
upon  by  the  Secretary  and  the  designated 
provider,  the  agreement  shall  take  effect 
upon  the  later  of  the  following: 

(A)  The  date  on  which  a  managed  care  sup- 
port contract  under  the  TRICARE  program 
is  Implemented  in  the  service  area  of  the 
designated  provider. 

(B)  October  1,  1997. 

(2)  Notwithstanding  paragraph  (1),  the  des- 
ignated provider  whose  service  area  Includes 
Seattle.  Washington,  shall  Implement  its 
agreement  as  soon  as  the  agreement  permits. 

(d)  Temporary  Continua-hon  of  Existing 
PAHTiciPA'noN  agreements.— The  Secretary 
shall  extend  the  participation  agreement  of 
a  designated  provider  In  effect  immediately 
before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act 
under  section  718(c)  of  the  National  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1991  (Pub- 
lic Law  101-510;  104  Stat.  1587)  until  the 
agreement  required  by  this  section  takes  ef- 
fect under  subsection  (c). 

(e)  SERVICE  Area.— The  Secretary  may  not 
reduce  the  size  of  the  service  area  of  a  des- 
ignated provider  below  the  size  of  the  service 
area  in  effect  as  of  September  30, 1996. 

(f)  Compliance  wfth  Administrative  Re- 
quirements.— (1)  Unless  otherwise  agreed 
upon  by  the  Secretary  and  a  designated  pro- 
vider, the  designated  provider  shall  comply 
with  necessary  and  appropriate  administra- 
tive requirements  established  by  the  Sec- 
retary for  other  providers  of  health  care 
services  and  requirements  established  by  the 
Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services  for 
risk-sharing  contractors  under  section  1876 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
1395mm).  The  Secretary  and  the  designated 
provider  shall  determine  and  apply  only  such 
administrative  requirements  as  are  mini- 
mally necessary  and  appropriate.  A  des- 
ignated provider  shall  not  be  required  to 
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comply  with  a  law  or  regulation  of  a  State 
government  requiring  licensure  as  a  health 
insurer  or  health  maintenance  organization. 
(2)  A  designated  provider  may  not  contract 
out  more  than  five  percent  of  its  primary 
care  enrollment  without  the  approval  of  the 
Secretary,  except  in  the  case  of  primary  care 
contracts  between  a  designated  provider  and 
a  primary  care  contractor  in  force  on  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  723.  PROVISION  OF  UNIFORM  BENEFIT  BY 
DESIGNATED  PROVIDERS. 

(a)  Uniform  Benefft  Re<3Uired.— a  des- 
ignated provider  shall  offer  to  enroUees  the 
health  benefit  option  prescribed  and  imple- 
mented by  the  Secretary  under  section  731  of 
the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for 
Fiscal  Year  1994  (Public  Law  103-160;  10 
U.S.C.  1073  note).  Including  accompanying 
cost-sharing  requirements. 

(b)  Time  for  Implementation  of  Bene- 
Frr.- A  designated  provider  shall  offer  the 
health  benefit  option  described  in  subsection 
(a)  to  enrollees  upon  the  later  of  the  follow- 
ing: 

(1)  The  date  on  which  health  care  services 
within  the  health  care  delivery  system  of  the 
uniformed  services  are  rendered  through  the 
TRICARE  program  in  the  region  In  which 
the  designated  provider  operates. 

(2)  October  1. 1996. 

(c)  adjustments.— The  Secretary  may  es- 
tablish a  later  date  under  subsection  (b)(2)  or 
prescribe  reduced  cost-sharing  requirements 
for  enrollees. 

SEC.    724.    ENROLLMENT    OF    COVERED    BENE- 
FICIARIES. 

(a)  Fiscal  Year  1997  LmrrA'noN.— <1)  Dur- 
ing fiscal  year  1997.  the  number  of  covered 
beneficiaries  who  are  enrolled  in  managed 
care  plans  offered  by  designated  providers 
may  not  exceed  the  number  of  such  enrollees 
as  of  October  1. 1995. 

(2)  The  Secretary  may  waive  the  limitation 
under  paragraph  (1)  If  the  Secretary  deter- 
mines that  additional  enrollment  authority 
for  a  designated  provider  is  required  to  ac- 
commodate covered  beneficiaries  who  are  de- 
pendents of  members  of  the  uniformed  serv- 
ices entitled  to  health  care  under  section 
1074(a)  of  title  10.  United  States  Code. 

(b)  Permanent  LiMrrA'noN.- For  each  fis- 
cal year  after  fiscal  year  1997,  the  number  of 
enrollees  in  managed  care  plans  offered  by 
designated  providers  may  not  exceed  110  per- 
cent of  the  number  of  such  enrollees  as  of 
the  first  day  of  the  immediately  preceding 
fiscal  year.  The  Secretary  may  waive  this 
limitation  as  provided  In  subsection  (a)(2). 

(c)  Retention  of  Current  Enrollees.— An 
enrollee  in  the  managed  care  program  of  a 
designated  provider  as  of  September  30,  1997. 
or  such  earlier  date  as  the  designated  pro- 
vider and  the  Secretary  may  agree  upon, 
shall  continue  receiving  services  from  the 
designated  provider  pursuant  to  the  agree- 
ment entered  into  under  section  722  unless 
the  enrollee  dlsenrolls  from  the  designated 
provider.  Except  as  provided  in  subsection 
(e).  the  administering  Secretaries  may  not 
dlsenroU  such  an  enrollee  unless  the 
dlsenrollment  is  agreed  to  by  the  Secretary 
and  the  designated  provider. 

(d)  additional  Enrollment  authortty.— 
Other  covered  beneficiaries  may  also  receive 
health  care  services  from  a  designated  pro- 
vider, except  that  the  designated  provider 
may  market  such  services  to.  and  enroll, 
only  those  covered  beneDciaries  who— 

(1)  do  not  have  other  primary  health  insur- 
ance coverage  (other  than  medicare  cov- 
erage) covering  basic  primary  care  and  inpa- 
tient and  outpatient  services;  or 

(2)  are  enrolled  in  the  direct  care  system 
under  the  TRICARE  program,  regardless  of 


whether  the  covered  beneficiaries  were  users 
of  the  health  care  delivery  system  of  the  uni- 
formed services  in  prior  years. 

(e)  Special  Rule  for  Medicare-Eugible 
Beneficiaries. — If  a  covered  beneficiary  who 
desires  to  enroll  in  the  managed  care  pro- 
gram of  a  designated  provider  is  also  entitled 
to  hospital  Insurance  benefits  under  part  A 
of  title  XVm  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  1395c  et  seq.),  the  covered  beneficiary 
shall  elect  whether  to  receive  health  care 
services  as  an  enrollee  or  under  part  A  of 
title  XVm  of  the  Social  Security  Act.  The 
Secretary  may  disenroU  an  enrollee  who  sub- 
sequently violates  the  election  made  under 
this  subsection  and  receives  benefits  under 
part  A  of  title  XVm  of  the  Social  Security 
Act. 

(0  Information  Regarding  Eligible  Cov- 
ered Beneficiaries.— The  Secretary  shall 
provide,  in  a  timely  manner,  a  designated 
provider  with  an  accurate  list  of  covered 
beneficiaries  within  the  marketing  area  of 
the  designated  provider  to  whom  the  des- 
ignated provider  may  offer  enrollment. 

sec.  725.  APPUCATION  OF  CHAMPUS  PAYMENT 
RULES. 

(a)  APPUCA'nox  OF  Payment  Rules.— Sub- 
ject to  subsection  (b),  the  Secretary  shall  re- 
quire a  private  facility  or  health  care  pro- 
vider that  is  a  health  care  provider  under  the 
Civilian  Health  and  Medical  Program  of  the 
Uniformed  Services  to  apply  the  payment 
rules  described  In  section  1074(c)  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  in  Imposing  charges  for 
health  care  that  the  private  facility  or  pro- 
vider provides  to  enrollees  of  a  designated 
provider. 

(b)  Authorized  Adjustments.— The  pay- 
ment rules  imposed  under  subsection  (a) 
shall  be  subject  to  such  modifications  as  the 
Secretary  considers  appropriate.  The  Sec- 
retary may  authorize  a  lower  rate  than  the 
maximum  rate  that  would  otherwise  apply 
under  subsection  (a)  If  the  lower  rate  is 
agreed  to  by  the  designated  provider  and  the 
private  facility  or  health  care  provider. 

(c)  Regulations.— The  Secretary  shall  pre- 
scribe regulations  to  implement  this  section 
after  consultation  with  the  other  admin- 
istering Secretaries. 

(d)  Conforming  amendment.— Section  1074 
of  title  10.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  subsection  (d). 

SEC.  ISC  PAYMENTS  FOR  SERVICES. 

(a)  Form  of  Payment.- Unless  otherwise 
agreed  to  by  the  Secretary  and  a  designated 
provider,  the  form  of  payment  for  services 
provided  by  a  designated  provider  shall  be 
full  risk  capitation.  The  capitation  pay- 
ments shall  be  negotiated  and  agreed  upon 
by  the  Secretary  and  the  designated  pro- 
vider. In  addition  to  such  other  factors  as 
the  parties  may  agree  to  apply,  the  capita- 
tion payments  shall  be  based  on  the  utiliza- 
tion experience  of  enrollees  and  competitive 
market  rates  for  equivalent  health  care  serv- 
ices for  a  comparable  population  to  such  en- 
rollees in  the  area  In  which  the  designated 
provider  is  located. 

(b)  LmrtATioN  ON  Total  Payments.- Total 
capitation  payments  to  a  designated  pro- 
vider shall  not  exceed  an  amount  equal  to 
the  cost  that  would  have  been  incurred  by 
the  Government  if  the  enrollees  had  received 
their  care  through  a  military  treatment  fa- 
cility, the  TRICARE  program,  or  the  medi- 
care program,  as  the  case  may  be. 

(c)  Estabushment  of  Payment  Rates  on 
ANNUAL  Basis.— The  Secretary  and  a  des- 
ignated provider  shall  establish  capitation 
payments  on  an  aimual  basis,  subject  to  peri- 
odic review  for  actuarial  soundness  and  to 
adjustment  for  any  adverse  or  favorable  se- 


lection reasonably  anticipated  to  result  from 
the  design  of  the  program. 

(d)  alternattve  Basis  for  Calcuxating 
Payments.— After  September  30.  1999.  the 
Secretary  and  a  designated  provider  may 
mutually  agree  upon  a  new  basis  for  cal- 
culating capitation  payments. 

SEC.    727.    REPEAL   OF   SVPOSEXSED   AUTHORI- 
TIES. 

(a)  Repeals.— The  following  provisions  of 
law  are  repealed: 

(1)  Section  911  of  the  Military  Construction 
Authorization  Act.  1982  (42  U.S.C.  248c). 

(2)  Section  1252  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense Authorization  Act.  1984  (42  U.S.C.  a48d). 

(3)  Section  718(c)  of  the  National  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  year  1991  (Pub- 
lic Law  101-510;  42  U.S.C.  248c  note). 

(4)  Section  726  of  the  National  Defense  An- 
thorlzatlon  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  (Public 
Law  104-106:  42  U.S.C.  248c  note). 

(b)  EFFEcm'E  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  take  effect  on  Oc- 
tober 1.  1997. 


SARBANES  AMENDMENT  NO.  4066 

Mr.  NUNN  (for  Mr.  Sarbanes)  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  the  bill,  S. 
1745.  supra:  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  subtitle  F  of  title  X.  add  the 
following: 

SEC.  1072.  FOOD  DONATION  PILOT  PROGRAM  AT 
THE  SERVICE  ACADEMIES. 

(a)  PROGRAM  AUTHORIZED.— The  Secretaries 
of  the  military  departments  and  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation  may  each  carry  out 
a  food  donation  pilot  program  at  the  service 
academy  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Sec- 
retary. 

(b)  DONA'nONS   AND   COLLECTIONS   OF   FOOD 

AND  GROCERY  PRODUCTS.— Under  the  pilot 
program,  the  Secretary  concerned  may  do- 
nate to.  and  permit  others  to  collect  for,  a 
nonprofit  organization  any  food  or  grocery 
product  that — 
(l)is— 

(A)  an  apparently  wholesome  food: 

(B)  an  apparently  Dt  grocery  product;  or 

(C)  a  food  or  grocery  product  that  Is  do- 
nated in  accordance  with  section  402(e)  of  the 
National  and  Community  Service  Act  of  1990 
(42  U.S.C.  12672(e)); 

(2)  Is  owned  by  the  United  States; 

(3)  is  located  at  a  service  academy  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary;  and 

(4)  is  excess  to  the  requirements  of  the 
academy. 

(c)  Program  Commencement.- The  Sec- 
retary concerned  shall  commence  canrlng 
out  the  pilot  program,  if  at  all.  during  fiscal 
year  1997. 

(d)  APPUCABIUTY     OF     GOOD     SAMARTTAN 

Food  Dona-hon  act.— Section  402  of  the  Na- 
tional and  Community  Service  Act  of  1990  (42 
U.S.C.  12672)  shall  apply  to  donations  and 
collections  of  food  and  grocery  products 
under  the  pilot  program  without  regard  to 
section  403  of  such  Act  (42  U.S.C.  12673). 

(e)  Reports.— (1)  Each  Secretary  that  car- 
ries out  a  pilot  program  at  a  service  acad- 
emy under  this  section  shall  submit  to  Con- 
gress an  Interim  report  and  a  final  report  on 
the  pilot  program. 

(2)  The  Secretary  concerned  shall  submit 
the  interim  report  not  later  than  one  year 
after  the  date  on  which  the  Secretary  com- 
mences the  pilot  program  at  a  service  acad- 
emy. 

(3)  The  Secretary  concerned  shall  submit 
the  final  report  not  later  than  90  days  after 
the  Secretary  completes  the  pilot  program 
at  a  service  academy. 

(4)  Each  report  shall  Include  the  followlt«: 
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(A)  A  description  of  the  conduct  of  the 
pilot  program. 

(B)  A  discussion  of  the  experience  under 
the  pilot  program. 

(C)  An  evaluation  of  the  extent  to  which 
section  402  of  the  National  and  Community 
Service  Act  of  1990  (42  U.S.C.  12672)  has  been 
effective  In  protecting  the  United  States  and 
others  from  liabilities  associated  with  ac- 
tions taken  under  the  pilot  program. 

(D)  Any  recommendations  for  legislation 
to  facilitate  donations  or  collections  of  ex- 
cess food  and  grocery  products  of  the  United 
States  or  others  for  nonprofit  organizations. 

(f)  Defdjitions.— In  this  section: 

(1)  The  term  '•service  academy"  means 
each  of  the  following: 

(A)  The  United  States  Military  Academy. 

(B)  The  United  States  Naval  Academy. 

(C)  The  United  States  Air  Force  Academy. 

(D)  The  United  States  Coast  Guard  Acad- 
emy. 

(2)  The  term  "Secretary  concerned"  means 
the  following: 

(A)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  with  re- 
spect to  the  United  States  Military  Acad- 
emy. 

(B)  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  with  re- 
spect to  the  United  States  Naval  Academy. 

(C)  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  with 
respect  to  the  United  States  Air  Force  Acad- 
emy. 

(D)  The  Secretary  of  Transportation,  with 
respect  to  the  United  States  Coast  Guard 
Academy. 

(3)  The  terms  "apparently  fit  grocery  prod- 
uct", "apparently  wholesome  food",  "do- 
nate", "food",  and  "grocery  product"  have 
the  meanings  given  those  terms  in  section 
402(b)  of  the  National  and  Community  Serv- 
ice Act  of  1990  (42  U.S.C.  12672(b)). 


WARNER  AMENDMENT  NO.  4067 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE  (for  Mr.  Warner) 
proposed  an  amendment  to  the  bill,  S. 
1745,  supra:  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  title  X,  Insert 
the  following: 

SEC.    .    OBSIGNATION    (»"    MEMORIAL    AS    NA- 
TIONAL D-DAY  MEM<HtIAL. 

(a)  Designation.— The  memorial  to  be  con- 
structed by  the  National  D-Day  Memorial 
Foundation  In  Bedford,  Virginia,  is  hereby 
designated  as  a  national  memorial  to  be 
known  as  the  "National  D-Day  Memorial". 
The  memorial  shall  serve  to  honor  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
States  who  served  in  the  invasion  of  Nor- 
mandy, France,  in  June  1944. 

(b)  PUBUC  Proclamation.— The  President 
is  requested  and  urged  to  issue  a  public  proc- 
lamation acknowledging  the  designation  of 
the  memorial  to  be  constructed  by  the  Na- 
tional D-Day  Memorial  Foundation  in  Bed- 
ford. Virginia,  as  the  National  D-Day  Memo- 
rial. 

(c)  Maintenance  of  Memorial.— All  ex- 
penses for  maintenance  and  care  of  the  me- 
morial shall  be  paid  for  with  non-Federal 
funds,  including  funds  provided  by  the  Na- 
tional D-Day  Memorial  Foundation.  The 
United  States  shall  not  be  liable  for  any  ex- 
pense Incurred  for  the  maintenance  and  care 
of  the  memorial. 


In  section  301(11),  strike  out  "$2,692,473,000" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$2,699,173,000". 

In  section  411(a)(5).  strike  out  "108,594"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "108,904". 

In  section  412(5),  strike  out  "10.378"  and  in- 
sert in  lieu  thereof  "10,403". 

In  section  421.  strike  out  "$69,878,430,000" 
in  the  first  sentence  and  insert  in  lieu  there- 
of "$69,880,430,000". 

In  section  201(3),  strike  out  "$14,788,356,000" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$14,783,356,000". 

In  section  301(4),  strike  out  "$17,953,039,000" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$17,949,339,000". 

At  the  end  of  subtitle  B  of  title  V  add  the 
following: 

SEC.  518.  MODIFIED  END  STRENGTH  AUTHORIZA- 
TION FOR  MILITARY  TECHNICIANS 
FOR  THE  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  FOR 
FISCAL  YEAR  1997. 

Section  513(b)(3)  of  the  National  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1996  (Pub- 
lic Law  104-106;  110  Stat.  305;  10  U.S.C.  115 
note)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(3)  Air  National  Guard: 

"(A)  For  fiscal  year  1996.  22,906. 

"(B)  For  fiscal  year  1997,  22,956.". 


COHEN  AMENDMENT  NO.  4069 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE  (for  Mr.  COHEN) 
proposed  an  amendment  to  the  bill,  S. 
1745,  supra:  as  follows: 

In  section  123(a),  strike  out  paragraph  (2), 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

(2)  In  addition  to  the  purposes  for  which 
the  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by 
section  102(aK3)  is  available  under  subpara- 
graphs (B)  and  (C)  of  paragraph  (1),  the 
amounts  available  under  such  subparagraphs 
are  also  available  for  contracts  with  Electric 
Boat  Division  and  Newport  News  Shipbuild- 
ing to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the 
"Memorandum  of  Agreement  Among  the  De- 
partment of  the  Navy,  Electric  Boat  Cor- 
poration (EB)  and  Newport  News  Shipbuild- 
ing and  Drydock  Company  (NNS)  Concerning 
the  New  Attack  Submarine",  dated  April  5, 
1996,  relating  to  desigrn  data  transfer,  design 
improvements,  integrated  process  teams,  and 
updated  design  base. 


BYRD  (AND  OTHERS)  AMENDMENT 
NO.  4068 

Mr.  NUNN  (for  Mr.  Byrd,  for  himself. 
Mr.  Ford,  and  Mrs.  Feinstein)  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  the  bill,  S. 
1745,  supra:  as  follows: 


SIMON  AMENDMENT  NO.  4070 

Mr.  NUNN  (for  Mr.  SiMON)  proposed 
an  amendment  to  the  bill,  S.  1745. 
supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  311.  between  lines  9  and  10.  Insert 
the  following: 

SEC.  1072.  IMPROVEMENTS  TO  NATIONAL  SECU- 
lUTY  EDUCATION  PROGRAM. 

(a)  Repeal  of  Temporary  Requirement 
Relating  to  Employment.— Title  vn  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  Appropriations  Act. 
1996  (Public  Law  104-61;  109  Stat.  650).  is 
amended  under  the  heading  "National  Secu- 
Rmc  Education  Trust  Fund"  by  striking 
out  the  proviso. 

(b)  General  Program  Requirements.— 
Subsection  (a)(1)  of  section  802  of  the  David 
L.  Boren  National  Security  Education  Act  of 
1991  (title  Vm  of  Public  Law  102-183;  50 
U.S.C.  1902)  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  subparagraph  (A)  and 
Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following  new 
subparagraph  (A): 

"(A)  awarding  scholarships  to  undergradu- 
ate students  who — 

"(i)  are  United  States  citizens  in  order  to 
enable  such  students  to  study,  for  at  least 
one  academic  semester  or  equivalent  term, 
in  foreign  countries  that  are  critical  coun- 
tries (as  determined  under  section 
803(d)(4)(A)  of  this  title)  in  those  languages 


and  study  areas  where  deficiencies  exist  (as 
identified  in  the  assessments  undertaken 
pursuant  to  section  806(d)  of  this  title);  and 

"(11)  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)(2)(A)  of 
this  section,  enter  into  an  agreement  to 
work  for,  and  make  their  language  skills 
available  to,  an  agency  or  office  of  the  Fed- 
eral (jrovernment  or  work  in  the  field  of  high- 
er education  in  the  area  of  study  for  which 
the  scholarship  was  awarded;";  and 

(2)  in  subparagraph  (B>— 

(A)  in  clause  (i).  by  inserting  "relating  to 
the  national  security  interests  of  the  United 
States"  after  "international  fields";  and 

(B)  in  clause  (11)— 

(1)  by  striking  out  "subsection  (b)(2)"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "subsection 
(b)(2)(B)";  and 

(ii)  by  striking  out  "work  for  an  agency  or 
office  of  the  Federal  Government  or  in"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "work  for,  and  make 
their  language  skills  available  to,  an  agency 
or  office  of  the  Federal  Government  or  work 
In". 

(c)  Service  agreement.— Subsection  (b)  of 
that  section  is  amended — 

(1)  in  the  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1). 
by  striking  out  ",  or  of  scholarships"  and  all 
that  follows  through  "12  months  or  more," 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "or  any  scholar- 
ship". 

(2)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (2)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  the  following  new 
paragraph  (2): 

"(2)  will— 

"(A)  not  later  than  eight  years  after  such 
recipient's  completion  of  the  study  for  which 
scholarship  assistance  was  provided  under 
the  program,  and  in  accordance  with  regula- 
tions Issued  by  the  Secretary— 

"(i)  work  in  an  agency  or  office  of  the  Fed- 
eral (Jovemment  having  national  security 
responsibilities  (as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary in  consultation  with  the  National  Se- 
curity Education  Board)  and  make  available 
such  recipient's  foreign  langruage  skills  to  an 
agency  or  office  of  the  Federal  (Sovemment 
approved  by  the  Secretary  (in  consultation 
with  the  Board),  upon  the  request  of  the 
agency  or  office,  for  a  period  specified  by  the 
Secretary,  which  period  shall  be  no  longer 
than  the  period  for  which  scholarship  assist- 
ance was  provided;  or 

"(11)  if  the  recipient  demonstrates  to  the 
Secretary  (in  accordance  with  such  regula- 
tions) that  no  position  in  an  agency  or  office 
of  the  Federal  Government  having  national 
security  responsibilities  is  available,  work  In 
the  field  of  higher  education  In  a  discipline 
relating  to  the  foreign  country,  foreign  lan- 
guage, area  study,  or  international  field  of 
study  for  which  the  scholarship  was  awarded, 
for  a  period  specified  by  the  Secretary,  which 
period  shall  be  determined  In  accordance 
with  clause  (1);  or 

"(B)  upon  completion  of  such  recipient's 
education  under  the  program,  and  in  accord- 
ance with  such  regulations— 

"(I)  work  in  an  agency  or  office  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government  having  national  security 
responsibilities  (as  so  determined)  and  make 
available  such  recipient's  foreign  language 
skills  to  an  agency  or  office  of  the  Federal 
Government  approved  by  the  Secretary  (In 
consultation  with  the  Board),  upon  the  re- 
quest of  the  agency  or  office,  for  a  period 
specified  by  the  Secretary,  which  period 
shall  be  not  less  than  one  and  not  more  than 
three  times  the  period  for  which  the  fellow- 
ship assistance  was  provided;  or 

"(11)  If  the  recipient  demonstrates  to  the 
Secretary  (in  accordance  with  such  regula- 
tions) that  no  position  In  an  agency  or  office 
of  the  Federal  Government  having  national 


June  19,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


14595 


security  responsibilities  is  available  upon 
the  completion  upon  the  completion  of  the 
degree,  work  in  the  field  of  higher  education 
in  a  discipline  relating  to  the  foreign  coun- 
try, foreign  language,  area  study,  or  inter- 
national field  of  study  for  which  the  fellow- 
ship was  awarded,  for  a  period  specified  by 
the  Secretary,  which  period  shall  be  estab- 
lished in  accordance  with  clause  (i);  and". 

(d)  Evaluation  of  Progress  in  Language 
Skills.— Such  section  802  is  further  amended 
by- 

(1)  redesignating  subsections  (c),  (d),  and 
(e)  as  subsections  (d),  (e),  and  (f),  respec- 
tively; and 

(1)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (b)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection  (c): 

"(c)  Evalu.^tion  of  Progress  in  Language 
Skills.— The  Secretary  shall,  through  the 
National  Security  Education  Program  office, 
administer  a  test  of  the  foreign  language 
skills  of  each  recipient  of  a  scholarship  or 
fellowship  under  this  title  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  study  or  education  for 
which  the  scholarship  or  fellowship  is  award- 
ed and  after  the  completion  of  such  study  or 
education.  The  purpose  of  the  tests  is  to 
evaluate  the  progress  made  by  recipients  of 
scholarships  and  fellowships  in  developing 
foreign  language  skills  as  a  result  of  assist- 
ance under  this  title.". 

(e)  Functions  of  the  National  Securpty 
Education  board.— Section  803(d)  of  that 
Act  (50  U.S.C.  1903(d))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  paragraph  (1).  by  inserting  ",  includ- 
ing an  order  of  priority  In  such  awards  that 
favors  individuals  expressing  an  interest  in 
national  security  issues  or  pursuing  a  career 
in  an  agency  or  office  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment having  national  security  responsibil- 
ities" before  the  period; 

(2)  in  paragraph  (4) — 

(A)  in  the  matter  preceding  subparagraph 
(A),  by  striking  out  "Make  recommenda- 
tions" and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "After 
taking  into  account  the  annual  analyses  of 
trends  in  language,  international,  and  area 
studies  under  section  806(b)(1).  make  rec- 
ommendations' ' ; 

(B)  In  subparagraph  (A),  by  inserting  "and 
countries  which  are  of  importance  to  the  na- 
tional security  interests  of  the  United 
States"  after  "are  studying";  and 

(C)  in  subparagraph  (B).  by  Inserting  "re- 
lating to  the  national  security  interests  of 
the  United  States'"  after  "of  this  title'; 

(3)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (5)  as  para- 
graph (7);  and 

(4)  by  Inserting  after  paragraph  (4)  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraphs: 

"(5)  Encourage  applications  for  fellowships 
under  this  title  from  graduate  students  hav- 
ing an  educational  background  in  disciplines 
relating  to  science  or  technology. 

"(6)  Provide  the  Secretary  on  an  on-going 
basis  with  a  list  of  scholarsUp  recipients  and 
fellowship  recipients  who  are  available  to 
work  for.  or  make  their  language  skills 
available  to,  an  agency  or  office  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government  having  national  security 
responsibilities.". 

(f)  Report  on  Program.— (l)  Not  later  than 
six  months  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
submit  to  Congress  a  report  assessing  the 
Improvements  to  the  program  established 
under  the  David  L.  Boren  National  Security 
Education  Act  of  1991  (title  Vin  of  Public 
Law  102-183;  50  U.S.C.  1901  et  seq.)  that  result 
from  the  amendments  made  by  this  section. 

(2)  The  report  shall  also  Include  an  assess- 
ment of  the  contribution  of  the  program,  as 
so  improved.  In  meeting  the  national  secu- 
rity objectives  of  the  United  States. 


COHEN  AMENDMENT  NO.  4071 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE  (for  Mr.  COHEN) 
proposed  an  amendment  to  the  bill.  S. 
1745.  supra:  as  follows: 
At  the  end  of  section  123  add  the  following: 
(e)  Next  attack  Submarine  after  new- 
attack  Submarine.— The  Secretary  of  De- 
fense shall  modify  the  plan  (relating  to  de- 
velopment of  a  program  leading  to  produc- 
tion of  a  more  capable  and  less  expensive 
submarine  than  the  New  Attack  Submarine) 
that  was  submitted  to  Congress  pursuant  to 
section  131(c)  of  Public  Law  104-106  (110  Stat. 
208)  in  order  to  provide  in  such  plan  for  selec- 
tion of  a  design  for  a  next  submarine  for  se- 
rial production  not  earlier  than  fiscal  year 
2000  (rather  than  fiscal  year  2003.  as  provided 
in  paragraph  (3)(B)  of  such  section  131(c)). 


McCAESr  AMENDMENT  NO.  4072 

Mr.  MCCAIN  proposed  an  amendment 
to  amendment  No.  4061  proposed  by  Mr. 
SIMPSON  to  the  bill,  S.  1745.  supra:  as 
follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  amendment,  add  the  fol- 
lowing: 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  Act,  none  of  the  funds  authorized  for 
construction.  Phase  I.  of  a  combined  supjwrt 
maintenance  shop  at  Camp  Guernsey.  Wyo- 
ming, may  be  obligated  until  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  certifies  to  Congress  that  the 
project  is  In  the  future  years  Defense  plan. 


SMITH  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  4073 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE  (for  Mr.  SMITH 
for  hinaself.  Mr.  Santorum,  and  Mr. 
Graham)  proposed  an  amendment  to 
the  bill,  S.  1745,  supra:  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  subtitle  C  of  title  I  add  the 
following: 

SEC.  125.  MARITIME  PBEPOSITIONING  SHIP  PRO- 
GRAM ENHANCEMENT. 

SecUon  2218(0  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  shall  not  apply  in  the  case  of  the  pur- 
chase of  three  ships  for  the  purpose  of  en- 
hancing Marine  Corps  prepositioning  ship 
squadrons. 


BINGAMAN  (AND  SMITH) 
AMENTOMENT  NO.  4074 

Mr.  NUNN  (for  Mr.  Bingaman,  for 
himself  and  Mr.  Smith)  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  bill.  S.  1745,  supra: 
as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  title  Vm  add  the  following: 

SEC.  8ia  RESEARCH  UNDER  TRANSACTIONS 
OTHER  THAN  CONTRACTS  AND 
GRANTS. 

(a)  CoNDmoNS  FOR  Use  of  ALTHOnnr.— 
Subsection  (e)  of  section  2371  of  title  10. 
United  States  Code  is  amended— 

(1)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2) 
as  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B); 

(2)  by  Inserting  "and"  after  the  semicolon 
at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (A),  as  so  redesig- 
nated: 

(3)  by  striking  out  ";  and"  at  the  end  of 
subparagraph  (B).  as  so  redesignated,  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  a  period; 

(4)  by  inserting  "(1)"  after  "(e)  Condi- 
tions.—"; and 

(5)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (3)  and  In- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(2)  A  cooperative  agreement  containing  a 
clause  under  subsection  (d)  or  a  transaction 
authorized  under  subsection  (a)  may  be  used 


for  a  research  project  when  the  use  of  a 
standard  contract,  grant,  or  cooperative 
agreement  for  such  project  is  not  feasible  or 
appropriate.". 

(b)  RE^^SED  Requirement  for  annual  Re- 
port.— Section  2371  of  such  title  Is  amended 
by  striking  out  subsection  (h)  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(h)  ANNUAL  Report.— (1)  Not  later  than  90 
days  after  the  end  of  each  fiscal  year,  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  shall  submit  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  the  (k>mmittee  on  National  Security  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  a  report  on  De- 
partment of  Defense  use  during  such  fiscal 
year  of— 

"(A)  cooperative  agreements  authorized 
under  section  2358  of  this  title  that  contain 
a  clause  under  subsection  (d):  and 

"(B)  transactions  authorized  under  sub- 
section (a). 

"(2)  The  report  shall  include,  with  respect 
to  the  cooperative  agreements  and  other 
transactions  covered  by  the  report,  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(A)  The  technology  areas  in  which  re- 
search projects  were  conducted  under  such 
agreements  or  other  transactions. 

"(B)  The  extent  of  the  cost-sharing  among 
Federal  Government  and  non-Federal 
sources. 

"(C)  The  extent  to  which  the  use  of  the  co- 
operative agreements  and  other  trans- 
actions— 

"(i)  has  contributed  to  a  broadening  of  the 
technology  and  Industrial  base  available  for 
meeting  Department  of  Defense  needs;  and 

"(11)  has  fostered  within  the  technology 
and  Industrial  base  new  relationships  and 
practices  that  support  the  national  security 
of  the  United  States. 

"(D)  The  total  amount  of  payments,  if  any. 
that  were  received  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment during  the  fiscal  year  covered  by  the 
report  pursuant  to  a  clause  described  In  sub- 
section (d)  that  was  included  in  the  coopera- 
tive agreements  and  transactions,  and  the 
amount  of  such  payments.  If  any.  that  were 
credited  to  each  account  established  under 
subsection  (f).". 

(c)  Protection  of  Certain  Information 
From  Disclosure.— Such  section,  as  amend- 
ed by  subsection  (b).  Is  further  amended  by 
inserting  after  subsection  (h)  the  following: 

"(I)  Protection  of  Certain  Information 
From  Disclosure.— (l)  Disclosure  of  infor- 
mation described  In  paragraph  (2)  Is  not  re- 
quired, and  may  not  be  compelled,  under  sec- 
tion 552  of  title  5  for  five  years  after  the  date 
on  which  the  Information  is  received  by  the 
Department  of  Defense. 

"(2)  Paragraph  (1)  applies  to  the  following 
Information  in  the  records  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  If  the  information  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  department  in  a  competitive  or 
noncompetitive  process  having  the  potential 
for  resulting  In  an  award,  to  the  submitters, 
of  a  cooperative  agreement  that  Includes  a 
clause  described  In  subsection  (d)  or  other 
transaction  authorized  under  subsection  (a): 

"(A)  Proposals,  proposal  abstracts,  and 
supporting  documents. 

"(B)  Business  plans  submitted  on  a  con- 
fidential basis. 

"(C)  Technical  information  submitted  on  a 
confidential  basis.". 

"(d)  Division  of  Section  Lvto  Distinct 
Provisions  by  subject  Matter.— (l )  Chapter 
139  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amend- 
ed— 

"(A)  by  Inserting  before  the  last  subsection 
of  section  2371  (relating  to  cooperative  re- 
search and  development  agreements  under 
the  Stevenson-Wydler  Technology  Innova- 
tion Act  of  1980)  the  following: 
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'S  2371a.  Cooperative  research  and  develop- 
ment agreements  under  Stevenson>Wydler 
Technology  Innovation  Act  of  1980"; 

••(B)  by  striking  out  •'(!)  CooPERATrv'E  Re- 
search    AND     Development     Agreements 

UNDER    STEVENSON-WYDLER    TECHNOLOGY    IN- 
NOVATION ACT  OF  1980.—:  and 

"(C)  In  the  table  of  sections  at  the  begin- 
ning of  such  chapter,  by  inserting  after  the 
item  relating  to  section  2371  the  following: 
•'§2371a.  Cooperative  research  and  develop- 
ment agreements  under  Steven- 
son-Wydler  Technology  Innova- 
tion Act  of  1980."'. 
"(2)  Section  2358(d)  of  such  title  is  amended 
by  striking  out  '•section  2371"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "sections  2371  and  2371a"  •. 


GRASSLEY  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  4075 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE  (for  Mr.  GRASS- 
LEY,  for  Mmself.  Mrs.  Boxer,  and  Mr. 
Harkin)  proposed  an  amendment  to  the 
bill.  S.  1745,  supra:  as  follows: 

On  page  .  between  lines  and  .  insert  the 
following: 

SEC.  .  REDfBUBSEMENT  FOR  EXCESSIVE  COM- 
PENSATION OF  CONTRACTOR  PER- 
SONNEL PROmBITED. 

(a)  ARMED  Services  procurements.— Sec- 
tion 2324(e)(1)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing: 

'•(P)  Costs  of  compensation  (including  bo- 
nuses and  other  incentives)  paid  with  respect 
to  the  services  (including  termination  of 
services)  of  any  one  individual  to  the  extent 
that  the  total  amount  of  the  compensation 
paid  in  a  fiscal  year  exceeds  S200.(X)0.". 

(b)  Civilian  agency  procurements.— Sec- 
tion 306(e)(1)  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Ad- 
ministrative Services  Act  of  1949  (41  U.S.C. 
2S6(eXl))  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following: 

"(P)  Costs  of  compensation  (including  bo- 
nuses and  other  Incentives)  paid  with  respect 
to  the  services  (including  termination  of 
services)  of  any  one  individual  to  the  extent 
that  the  total  amount  of  the  compensation 
paid  in  a  fiscal  year  exceeds  S200,000.  ". 


BOXER  AMENDMENT  NO.  4076 

Mr.  NUNN  (for  Mrs.  Boxer)  proposed 
an  amendment  to  the  bill,  S.  1745. 
supra:  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  title  Vm,  insert  the  follow- 
ing new  section: 

SEC.  .  REPORTING  REQUIREMENT  UNDER  DEM- 
ONSTRATION PROJECT  FOR  PUR- 
CHASE OF  FIRE,  SECXnOTY,  POUCE, 
PUBUC  WORKS,  AND  UnLITY  SERV- 
ICES FROM  UKAL  GOVERNMENT 
AGENCIES. 

Section  816(b)  of  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  (Public 
Law  103-337:  108  Stat.  2820)  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "1996"  and  inserting  In  lieu 
thereof  "1998". 


MCCAIN  AMENDMENT  NO.  4077 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE  (for  Mr.  McCain) 
proposed  an  amendment  to  the  bill,  S. 
1745,  supra;  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  subtitle  D  of  title  m.  add  the 
following: 

SEC.  .  AUTBORITY  FOR  AGREEMENTS  WITH  IN- 
DIAN TRIBES  FOR  SERVICES  UNDER 
ENVnUMXMENTAL  RESTORA'nON 

PROGRAM. 

Section  2701(d)  of  Utle  10,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended— 


(1)  in  the  first  sentence  of  paragraph  (1),  by 
striking  out  ••.  or  with  any  State  or  local 
government  agency,"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  ••.  with  any  State  or  local  govern- 
ment agency,  or  with  any  Indian  tribe,":  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

'•(3)  DEFiNmox.— In  this  subsection,  the 
term  'Indian  tribe'  has  the  meaning  given 
such  term  in  section  101(36)  of  the  Com- 
prehensive Environmental  Response,  Com- 
pensation, and  Liability  Act  of  1980  (42 
U.S.C.  9601(36)).'. 


NUNN  AMENDMENT  NO.  4078 

Mr.  NUNN  proposed  an  amendment 
to  the  bill,  S.  1745,  supra;  as  follows: 

In  section  1006,  strike  out  the  last  three 
lines  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(B)  The  cost  of  any  equipment,  services, 
or  supplies  acquired  for  the  purpose  of  carry- 
ing out  or  supporting  activities  described  in 
such  subsection  (e)(5),  including  any  non- 
lethal.  Individual  or  small-team  landmine 
cleaning  equipment  or  supplies  that  are  to  be 
transferred  or  otherwise  furnished  to  a  for- 
eign country  in  furtherance  of  the  provision 
of  assistance  under  this  section.". 

(C)  The  cost  of  any  equipment,  services  or 
supplies  provided  pursuant  to  (B)  may  not 
exceed  $5  million  each  year. 


KEMPTHORNE  AMENDMENT  NO. 
4079 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  bill,  S.  1745,  supra; 
as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  subtitle  D  of  title  n  add  the 
following: 

SEC.  243.  AMENDMENT  TO  UNIVERSITY  RE- 
SEARCH INITIATIVE  SUPPORT  PRO- 
GRAM. 

Section  802(c)  of  the  National  Defense  Au- 
thorization Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1994  (Public 
Law  103-160:  107  Stat.  1701:  10  U.S.C.  2358 
note)  Is  amended  by  striking  out  "fiscal 
years  before  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  in- 
stitution submits  a  proposal'"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "most  recent  fiscal  years  for 
which  complete  statistics  are  available  when 
proposals  are  requested'". 


LOTT  AMENDMENT  NO.  4080 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE  (for  Mr.  LOTT) 
proposed  an  amendment  to  the  bill,  S. 
1745,  supra;  as  follows: 

Strike  out  section  1008,  relating  to  the  pro- 
hibition on  the  use  of  funds  for  Office  of 
Naval  Intelligence  representation  or  related 
activities. 


INHOFE  (AND  NICKLES) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  4081 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE  (for  Mr.  iNHOFE, 
for  himself  and  Mr.  Nkhcles)  proposed 
an  amendment  to  the  bill,  S.  1745, 
supra;  as  follows: 

Insert  the  following  in  the  appropriate 
place: 

SEC.  .  TRANSFER  OF  JURISDICTION  AND  LAND 
CONVEYANCE,  FORT  SILL,  OKLA- 
HOMA. 

(a)  Transfer  of  Land  for  National  Ceme- 
tery.— 

(1)  Transfer  authorized.— the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  may  transfer,  without  reim- 
bursement, to  the  administrative  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Secretary  of  "Veterans  Affairs  a 
parcel  of  real  property  (including  any  Im- 


provements thereon)  consisting  of  approxi- 
mately 400  acres  and  comprising  a  portion  of 
Fort  Sill.  Oklahoma. 

(2)  Use  of  land.— The  Secretary  of  "Veter- 
ans Affairs  shall  use  the  real  property  trans- 
ferred under  paragraph  (1)  as  a  national  cem- 
etery under  chapter  24  of  title  38,  United 
States  Code. 

(3)  Return  of  unused  land.— If  the  Sec- 
retary of  "Veterans  Affairs  determines  that 
any  portion  of  the  real  property  transferred 
under  paragraph  (1)  is  not  needed  for  use  as 
a  national  cemetery,  the  Secretair  of  Veter- 
ans Affairs  shall  return  such  portion  to  the 
administrative  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army. 

(b)  Legal  Description.— the  exact  acreage 
and  legal  description  of  the  real  property  to 
be  transferred  or  conveyed  under  this  section 
shall  be  determined  by  surveys  that  are  sat- 
isfactory to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  The 
cost  of  such  surveys  shall  be  borne  by  the  re- 
cipient of  the  real  property. 


MCCAIN  AMENDMENT  NO.  4082 
Mr.  KEMPTHORN'E  (for  Mr.  McCain) 

proposed  an  amendment  to  the  bill,  S. 

1745,  supra;  as  follows: 
On  page  81.  strike  out  line  18  and  all  that 

follows  through  page  86.  line  2,  and  Insert  in 

lieu  thereof  the  following: 

SEC.  341.  ESTABLISHMENT  OF  SEPARATE  ENVI- 
RONMENTAL RESTORATION  AC- 
COUNTS FOR  EACH  MILITARY  DE- 
PARIMENT. 

(a)   Estabushment.— (1)    Section    2703   of 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 
"§  2703.  Environmental  restoration  accounts 

"(a)  Establishment  of  Accoitots.- There 
are  hereby  established  in  the  Department  of 
Defense  the  following  accounts: 

"(1)  An  account  to  be  known  as  the  'De- 
fense Environmental  Restoration  Account'. 

"(2)  An  account  to  be  known  as  the  'Army 
Environmental  Restoration  Account". 

"(3)  An  account  to  be  known  as  the  'Navy 
Environmental  Restoration  Account'. 

"(4)  An  account  to  be  known  as  the  'Air 
Force  Environmental  Restoration  Account'. 

"(b)  Obugation  of  authorized 
Amounts.— Funds  authorized  for  deposit  in 
an  account  under  subsection  (a)  may  be  obli- 
gated or  expended  from  the  account  only  in 
order  to  carry  out  the  environmental  res- 
toration functions  of  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense and  the  Secretaries  of  the  military  de- 
partments under  this  chapter  and  under  any 
other  provision  of  law.  Funds  so  authorized 
shall  remain  available  until  expended. 

"(c)  Budget  reports.— In  proposing  the 
budget  for  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 1105  of  title  31,  the  President  shall  set 
forth  separately  the  amounts  requested  for 
environmental  restoration  programs  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  and  of  each  of  the 
military  departments  under  this  chapter  and 
under  any  other  Act. 

"(d)  Amol^nts  Reco"vered.— The  following 
amounts  shall  be  credited  to  the  appropriate 
environmental  restoration  account: 

"(1)  Amounts  recovered  under  CERCLA  for 
response  actions. 

"(2)  Any  other  amounts  recovered  from  a 
contractor.  Insurer,  surety,  or  other  person 
to  reimburse  the  Department  of  Defense  or  a 
military  department  for  any  expenditure  for 
environmental  response  activities. 

"(e)  Payments  of  Fines  and  Penal^hes.- 
None  of  the  funds  appropriated  to  the  De- 
fense Environmental  Restoration  Account 
for  fiscal  years  1995  through  1999,  or  to  any 
environmental  restoration  account  of  a  mili- 
tary department  for  fiscal  years  1997  through 
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1999,  may  be  used  for  the  payment  of  a  fine 
or  penalty  (including  any  supplemental  envi- 
ronmental project  carried  out  as  part  of  such 
penalty)  imposed  against  the  Department  of 
Defense  or  a  military  department  unless  the 
act  or  omission  for  which  the  fine  or  penalty 
Is  imposed  arises  out  of  an  activity  funded 
by  the  environmental  restoration  account 
concerned  and  the  pajrment  of  the  fine  or 
penalty  has  been  specifically  authorized  by 
law."". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
chapter  160  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  item  relating  to 
section  2703  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following  new  item: 
••2703.  Environmental  restoration  accounts."". 

(b)  References.— Any  reference  to  the  De- 
fense Environmental  Restoration  Account  in 
any  Federal  law.  Executive  Order,  regula- 
tion, delegation  of  authority,  or  document  of 
or  pertaining  to  the  Department  of  Defense 
shall  be  deemed  to  refer  to  the  appropriate 
environmental  restoration  account  estab- 
lished under  section  2703(a)(1)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code  (as  amended  by  sub- 
section (a)(1)). 

(c)  Conforming  amendment.— Section 
2705(g)(1)  of  title  10,  United  State  Code,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  '"the  Defense  Envi- 
ronmental Restoration  Account""  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  •'the  environmental  res- 
toration account  concerned". 

(d)  treatment  of  Unobligated  Bal- 
ances.—Any  unobligated  balances  that  re- 
main in  the  Defense  Environmental  Restora- 
tion Account  under  section  2703(a)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  as  of  the  effective  date 
specified  in  subsection  (e)  shall  be  trans- 
ferred on  such  date  to  the  Defense  Environ- 
mental Restoration  Account  established 
under  section  2703(a)(1)  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code  (as  amended  by  subsection 
(a)(1)). 

(e)  EFFEcrrvE  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  take  effect  on  the 
later  of— 

(1)  October  1, 1996:  or 

(2)  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 


NOTICES  OF  HEARINGS 

coMMrrTEE   on    energy   and    natural   re- 
sources, subcommtttee  on  parks,  historic 

preservation,  and  RECREA"nON 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  announce  for  the  public 
that  the  hearing-  scheduled  before  the 
Subcommittee  on  Parks,  Historic  Pres- 
ervation, and  Recreation  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources on  Th'orsday,  June  20,  1996  at 
9:30  a.m.  in  room  SD-366  of  the  Dirksen 
Senate  Office  Building  in  "Washington, 
DC,  to  review  S.  1424,  a  bill  to  redesig- 
nate the  Black  Canyon  of  the  Gunnison 
National  Monument  as  a  national  park, 
to  establish  the  Gunnison  Gorge  Na- 
tional Recreation  Area,  to  establish 
the  Curecanti  National  Recreation 
Area,  to  establish  the  Black  Canyon  of 
the  Gunnison  National  Park  Complex, 
has  been  canceled  until  further  notice. 
For  further  information,  please  con- 
tact Jim  O'Toole  of  the  subcommittee 
staffat  (202)  224-5161. 
committee  on  energy  and  natural  re- 
sources, subcommittee  on  parks,  historic 

PRESERVA-nON,  AND  RECREA-nON 

Mr.    CAMPBELL.    Mr.    President,    I 
would  like  to  announce  for  the  public 


that  a  hearing  has  been  scheduled  be- 
fore the  Subcommittee  on  Parks,  His- 
toric Preservation,  and  Recreation  of 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources. 

The  hearing  will  take  place  on  Thurs- 
day, July  18,  1996  at  9:30  a.m.  in  room 
SD-366  of  the  Dirksen  Senate  Office 
Building  in  Washington,  DC. 

The  purpose  of  this  hearing  is  to  re- 
view S.  988.  a  bill  to  direct  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  to  transfer  ad- 
ministrative jurisdiction  over  certain 
land  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to 
facilitate  construction  of  a  jetty  and 
sand  transfer  system  and  S.  1805,  a  bill 
to  provide  for  the  management  of 
Voyageurs  National  Park. 

Because  of  the  limited  time  available 
for  the  hearing,  witnesses  may  testify 
by  invitation  only.  However,  those 
wishing  to  submit  written  testimony 
for  the  hearing  record  should  send  two 
copies  of  their  testimony  to  the  Sub- 
committee on  Parks,  Historic  Preser- 
vation, and  Recreation,  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources.  United 
States  Senate.  364  Dirksen  Senate  Of- 
fice Building,  "Washington,  D.C.  20510- 
6150. 

For  further  information,  please  con- 
tact Jim  O'Toole  of  the  subcommittee 
staff  at  (202)  224^161. 

committee  on  ENERGY  AND  NATURAL  RE- 
SOURCES, subcommittee  on  parks,  HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION,  AND  RECREA"nON 

Mr.  CAMPBELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  announce  for  the  public 
that  a  hearing  has  been  scheduled  be- 
fore the  Subcommittee  on  Parks,  His- 
toric Preservation,  and  Recreation  of 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources. 

The  hearing  will  take  place  on  Thurs- 
day, July  25,  1996,  at  9:30  a.m.  in  room 
SD-366  of  the  Dirksen  Senate  Office 
Building  in  Washington,  DC. 

The  purpose  of  this  hearing  is  to  re- 
view S.  1699,  a  bill  to  establish  the  Na- 
tional Cave  and  Karst  Research  Insti- 
tute in  the  State  of  New  Mexico;  S. 
1737,  a  bill  to  protect  Yellowstone  Na- 
tional Park,  the  Clarks  Fork  of  the 
Yellowstone  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  and  the  Absaroka-Beartooth  Na- 
tional Wilderness  Area;  and  S.  1809,  the 
"Aleutian  World  War  II  National  His- 
toric Sites  Act  of  1996". 

Because  of  the  limited  time  available 
for  the  hearing,  witnesses  may  testify 
by  invitation  only.  However,  those 
wishing  to  submit  written  testimony 
for  the  hearing  record  should  send  two 
copies  of  their  testimony  to  the  Sub- 
committee on  Parks,  Historic  Preser- 
vation, and  Recreation,  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources,  United 
States  Senate.  364  Dirksen  Senate  Of- 
fice Building,  Washington,  DC  20510- 
6150. 

For  further  information,  please  con- 
tact Jim  O'Toole  of  the  subcommittee 
staff. 

COMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President.  I 
would  like  to  announce  for  the  infor- 


mation of  the  Senate  and  the  public  an 
addition  to  the  agenda  of  the  Full  Com- 
mittee hearing  previously  scheduled 
for  Wednesday.  June  26  at  9:30  a.m.  in 
Room  SD-366  of  the  Dirksen  Senate  Of- 
fice Building  in  Washington.  DC. 

In  addition  to  receiving  testimony  on 
matters  regarding  the  U.S.  Territories, 
the  Committee  will  also  receive  testi- 
mony on  S.  1889,  a  bill  to  authorize  the 
exchange  of  certain  lands  conveyed  to 
the  Kenai  Native  Association  pursuant 
to  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settle- 
ment Act,  to  make  adjustments  to  the 
National  Wilderness  System,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Those  wishing  to  testify  or  who  wish 
to  submit  written  statements  with  re- 
gard to  S.  1889,  should  write  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources, U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC 
20510.  Presentation  of  oral  testimony  is 
by  Committee  in-vitation.  For  further 
information,  please  contact  Jo  Mease 
or  Brian  Malnak. 


ALTUORTTY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 
MEET 

COMMriTEE  ON  AGRICtn^TURE,  NUTRmON,  AKD 
FORESTRY 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Agriculture.  Nutrition,  and  For- 
estry be  allowed  to  meet  during  the 
session  of  the  Senate  on  Wednesday, 
June  19,  1996,  to  consider  the  commit- 
tee's budget  reconciliation  instruc- 
tions. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
Objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  BANKING,  HOUSING.  AND  URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban 
Affairs  be  authorized  to  meet  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  on  Wednes- 
day, June  19,  1996,  to  conduct  a  mark- 
up of  S.  1815,  the  "Securities  Invest- 
ment Promotion  Act  of  1995". 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMriTEE  ON  COMMERCE.  SCIENCE.  AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Trans- 
portation be  allowed  to  meet  during 
the  Wednesday,  June  19,  1996  session  of 
the  Senate  for  the  purpose  of  conduct- 
ing a  hearing  on  Salmon  Recovery  Re- 
search. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
be  granted  permission  to  meet  during 
the  session  of  the  Senate  on  Wednes- 
day, June  19,  1996,  for  purposes  of  con- 
ducting a  Full  Committee  business 
meeting  which  is  scheduled  to  begin  at 


14598 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  19,  1996 


9:30  a.in.  The  purpose  of  this  meeting  is 
to  consider  pending  calendar  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMnTEE  ON  FDJ.'VNCE 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  requests  unanimous 
consent  to  conduct  a  hearing  on 
Wednesday,  June  19,  1996,  beginning  at 
10:00  a.m.  in  room  SD-215. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMrrXEE  ox  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Indian  Affairs  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Wednesday.  June  19,  1996  at  9:30  a.m. 
to  conduct  a  mark-up  on  Title  in  of 
H.R.  3286,  the  Adoption  Promotion  and 
Stability  Act  of  1996.  The  mark-up  will 
be  held  in  Room  485  of  the  Russell  Sen- 
ate Office  Building. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIARY 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Wednesday.  June  19.  1996.  to  hold  an 
executive  business  meeting. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  RULES  AND  ADMINISTRATION 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Rules  and  Administration  be  au- 
thorized to  meet  during  the  session  of 
the  Senate  on  Tuesday.  June  18,  1996 
beginning  at  9:00  a.m.,  and  Wednesday, 
June  19,  1996,  beginning  at  9:30  a.m. 
until  business  is  completed,  to  hold  a 
hearing  on  Public  Access  to  Govern- 
ment Information  in  the  21st  Century, 
with  a  focus  on  the  GPO  Depository  Li- 
brary Program/Title  44. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON  DJTELLICENCE 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  be  author- 
ized to  meet  during  the  session  of  the 
Senate  on  Wednesday,  June  19,  1996  at 
9:00  a.m.  to  hold  an  open  hearing  on  In- 
telligence Matters  and  at  2:00  p.m.  to 
hold  a  closed  business  meeting. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


PROPOSED  MERGER  BETWEEN  THE 
UNION  PACIFIC  AND  SOUTHERN 
PACIFIC  RAILROADS 

•  Mr.  BOND.  Mr.  President,  when  Con- 
gress passed  legislation  last  year  trans- 
ferring the  authority  to  review  pro- 
posed rail  mergers  from  the  former 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  to 
the   Surface  Transportation  Board,   a 


major  issue  of  concern  in  the  Senate 
was  whether  or  not  the  Board  should 
retain  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  en- 
suring that  healthy  competition  is  pro- 
tected before  any  proposed  merger  is 
approved.  That  congressionally  im- 
posed responsibility  is  indeed  impor- 
tant and  its  first  major  test  will  be 
seen  soon  when  the  Board  issues  its  de- 
cision on  the  proposed  merger  of  the 
Union  Pacific  and  Southern  Pacific 
Railroads. 

Never  before  has  such  a  large  consoli- 
dation of  control  over  rail  traffic  been 
proposed  and  never  before  have  so 
many  expressed  such  strong  reserva- 
tions about  the  dangers  to  competition 
posed  by  such  a  merger. 

The  Board  must  discharge  its  respon- 
sibility to  protect  competition  and  in 
this  case  to  do  so,  it  must  condition  ap- 
proval of  the  proposed  merger  with 
mandatory  divestiture  of  the  parallel 
lines  created  as  a  result  of  the  merger 
to  an  independent  rail  competitor. 

This  condition  is  essential  to  approve 
the  proposed  merger.  Granting  track- 
age rights  alone  is  not  sufficient  to 
protect  competition.  In  reviewing  this 
question,  the  Board  should  consider  the 
following: 

First,  the  proposed  merger  would 
leave  two  railroads  in  the  West,  the 
combined  UP-SP  and  the  BN-Santa  Fe, 
with  control  of  90  percent  of  the  rail 
traffic  in  the  West,  resulting  in  reduced 
competition,  higher  shipping  rates,  and 
reduced  service. 

Second,  the  proposed  merger  will 
cause  many  shippers  to  go  from  three 
carriers  to  two,  and  many  more  from 
two  carriers  to  only  one.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Justice's  review  estimates  over 
56  billion  in  shipping  traffic  would  be 
affected  by  this  reduced  competition. 

Third,  oddly  enough,  the  competitive 
harm  in  this  proposed  merger  is  two 
times  the  competitive  harm  of  the  pro- 
posed Santa  Fe-Southern  Pacific  merg- 
er proposed  and  rejected  in  the  mid- 
1980's. 

It  is  not  surprising  that  numerous 
shipping  groups  have  publicly  opposed 
the  merger  in  its  present  form  and 
favor  divestiture  to  solve  the  competi- 
tive problems.  These  groups  include 
the  Society  of  Plastics,  the  NIT 
League,  and  the  Gulf  States  of  Texas 
and  Louisiana.  The  American  Farm 
Bureau.  National  Grange,  and  National 
Farm  Bureau  are  among  the  many  ag- 
riculture groups  opposed  to  the  merger 
and  requesting  conditions  other  than 
the  BNSF-CMA  agreement.  Divestiture 
of  parallel  tracks  and  facilities  will  re- 
sult in  preservation  of  competitive  op- 
tions for  all  shippers  who  would  other- 
wise see  reduction  in  competition  from 
two  carriers  to  one,  and  for  a  signifi- 
cant number  who  would  go  from  three 
to  two. 

Mr.  President,  last  fall  I  joined  with 
the  chairman  of  the  House  Small  Busi- 
ness Conmilttee,  Congresswoman  Jan 
Meyers,  in  convening  a  joint  session  of 


our  Small  Business  Committees,  to 
hear  from  small  shippers  who  have 
been  affected  by  mega-mergers  like 
this  in  the  past  and  who  know  what  the 
consequences  of  this  proposed  merger, 
if  approved  in  its  current  form,  will  be 
for  them  in  the  future.  They  were 
unanimous.  They  know  that  only  ac- 
tual, real  competition  protects  them 
from  the  serious  consequences  of  being 
captive  to  a  single  shipper.  They  have 
come  out  in  droves  to  voice  their  fears 
in  their  public  filing  to  the  Board. 
Their  interests  collectively  must  be 
protected. 

Because  of  the  intense  interest  in 
these  parallel  lines  by  competing  car- 
riers, divestiture  would  not  force  the 
applicants  to  sell  any  of  these  lines  for 
less  then  their  market  value.  Divesti- 
ture allows  the  merger  to  go  forward 
and  gives  the  UP  and  SP  the  benefits  of 
end-to-end  efficiency  and  the  adminis- 
trative-corporate consolidation  that 
they  want  while  protecting  competi- 
tion for  shippers. 

Unfortunately,  the  trackage  rights 
solution  to  these  serious  threats  to 
competition  will  not  resolve  the  prob- 
lems. Even  with  added  access,  competi- 
tors operating  over  lines  controlled  by 
an  aggressively  competitive  owner  are 
inferior  to  the  owner  of  the  line  who 
uses  control  of  access  to  place  the  com- 
petitor at  a  serious  disadvantage. 
Trackage  rights  alone  do  not  con- 
stitute available  competition,  only  ac- 
cess to  actual  moving  traffic  does. 
That  can  be  achieved  only  by  manda- 
tory divestiture  of  parallel  lines. 

The  Departments  of  Justice,  Trans- 
portation, and  Agriculture  oppose  the 
current  proposed  merger  due  to  these 
competitive  problems.  Numerous  ship- 
pers groups  and  many  of  the  affected 
States  have  voiced  concerns  as  well. 
Mr.  President,  I  believe  Congress  wants 
the  Board  to  discharge  its  duty  to  pro- 
tect competition.  We  will  see  this  deci- 
sion as  the  crucial  test  whether  it  will 
or  will  not. 

Congress  explicitly  recognized  dives- 
titure as  a  viable  condition  available 
to  the  Board  when  it  passed  the  ICC 
Termination  Act  creating  the  Surface 
Transportation  Board.  Congress  spe- 
cifically wrote  divestiture  into  the  new 
law  with  this  need  in  mind.  Divestiture 
to  the  highest  bidder  certainly  pro- 
motes free-market  competition.  The 
Board  clearly  has  this  authority  and 
should  use  it  to  protect  competition.* 


FINAL  REPORT  BY  THE  SPECIAL 
COMMITTEE  TO  INVESTIGATE 
WHITEWATER 

•  Mrs.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  yes- 
terday, after  13  months,  51  hearings,  159 
witnesses,  thousands  of  pages  of  docu- 
ments, and  nearly  2  million  taxpayer 
dollars,  the  Special  Committee  To  In- 
vestigate Whitewater  concluded  its 
work. 

Our  committee  found  no  instance  in 
which  the  President  or  the  First  Lady 
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have    acted    unethically,    illegally    or 
abused  their  power.    , 

Mr.  President,  the  special  committee 
released  two  varying  reports  yesterday: 
A  Republican  majority  report  and  a 
Democratic  minority  report.  Our  com- 
mittee started  its  work  in  true  biparti- 
san fashion.  Unfortunately,  as  the  in- 
vestigation repeatedly  failed  to 
produce  any  substantive  or  legitimate 
wrongdoing  by  the  President,  the  ma- 
jority veered  the  committee  down  a 
path  of  partisan  politics  and  specula- 
tion. As  a  result,  our  bipartisan  team- 
work broke  down.  It  disintegrated  to  a 
point  that  two  separate  reports  are 
needed  in  order  to  report  our  findings 
as  clearly  as  possible. 

The  biggest  failing  of  this  commit- 
tee, however,  was  our  failure  to  keep 
faith  with  the  American  people.  For 
months,  I  reminded  our  committee  of 
the  importance  of  being  credible  and  of 
the  need  to  maintain  the  confidence  of 
the  American  people.  Constituents  in 
my  home  State  often  expressed  their 
displeasure  with  our  committee's  par- 
tisan politics.  And  they  told  me  they 
no  longer  trusted  our  committee  to 
find  the  truth  in  a  fair  and  impartial 
manner. 

Mr.  President,  we  were  charged  with 
the  mission  of  finding  all  of  the  facts 
relating  to  the  President's  relationship 
with  Whitewater  and  related  matters. 
That's  what  the  American  people  want- 
ed us  to  do.  That  is  what  they  expected 
us  to  do.  Unfortunately,  the  majority 
decided  to  make  allegations  first,  and 
find  the  facts  second.  If  the  facts  failed 
to  support  the  allegations,  the  major- 
ity simply  discarded  the  facts. 

I  believe,  and  most  of  my  colleagues 
will  agree,  that  there  were  few  in- 
stances where  the  White  House  could 
have  produced  documents  faster  or  an- 
swered questions  more  quickly.  In  its 
attempt  to  be  careful  and  cautious,  the 
White  House  ultimately  ran  into  per- 
ception problems.  The  White  House 
looked  as  if  it  was  covering  up  the 
truth.  Once  all  the  information  was 
gathered,  we  learned  the  White  House 
had  not  acted  improperly — rather  in 
many  cases  it  was  as  open  and  forth- 
coming as  possible.  In  no  way  did  the 
White  House  act  to  obstruct  justice  or 
attempt  to  impede  this  committee's  in- 
vestigation. 

The  majority  granted  the  special 
committee  S400,000  to  extend  our  hear- 
ings well  beyond  our  original  February 
deadline.  Nearly  4  months  later,  our 
committee  conducted  only  10  more 
hearings.  This  track  record  makes  it 
very  cleair  to  me  that  we  could  have 
concluded  our  work  by  the  original 
deadline,  and  that  the  majority  simply 
Intended  to  continue  these  hearings 
further  into  the  Presidential  election 
season. 

Now,  after  finding  no  wrongdoing  by 
the  President  in  relation  to  the  subject 
at  hand— Whitewater  and  Madison 
Guaranty — the  Majority  has  leaked  re- 


ports that  it  intends  to  pursue  perjury 
charges  on  three  of  the  President's 
aides  and  advisers.  This  is  a  clear  at- 
tempt to  move  attention  away  from 
the  fruitless  investigation  by  creating 
a  new  allegation.  Like  many  of  the 
smoking  guns  that  amounted  to  no 
more  than  squirt  guns,  it  again  appears 
to  be  another  effort  to  make  news 
where  there  is  no  news,  and  to  make 
political  noise  in  an  election  year. 

Our  committee  spent  nearly  $2  mil- 
lion to  examine  the  facts.  The  Resolu- 
tion Trust  Corporation  [RTC]  spent 
nearly  $4  million  conducting  an  inde- 
pendent investigation  clearing  the 
Clintons  of  any  wrongdoing.  And  the 
independent  counsel  has  spent  more 
than  $26  million  on  its  ongoing  inves- 
tigation. Including  the  House  commit- 
tee hearings,  nearly  $40  million  of  pub- 
lic money  has  been  spent  to  bring  all 
relevant  information  into  the  open. 
The  final  reports  put  to  rest  the  suicide 
of  Vince  Foster,  concluded  the  Clinton 
White  House  did  not  interfere  with 
RTC  and  Department  of  Justice  inves- 
tigations, and  discovered  then-Gov- 
ernor Clinton  did  not  misuse  his  power 
to  influence  State  regulators. 

It  is  time  for  us  to  move  beyond  this 
political  issue.  It  is  time  for  Congress 
to  address  the  issues  that  really  con- 
cern the  American  people.  When  I  go 
home  people  ask  me  what  Congress  has 
done  to  preserve  their  quality  of  life, 
what  Congress  has  done  to  improve  our 
education  system,  and  what  Congress 
has  done  to  improve  our  health  care  de- 
livery system.  I  can  count  on  one  hand 
the  number  of  times  somebody  asked 
me  about  Whitewater  over  the  past  2 
years. 

As  a  member  of  the  Special  White- 
water Committee,  I  took  my  job  seri- 
ously. I  understood  the  importance  of 
our  committee,  and  I  stand  by  the  mi- 
nority report.  Our  report  studies  the 
facts  very  carefully,  and  after  compil- 
ing all  of  the  facts  we  made  our  conclu- 
sions accordingly.  I  urge  all  interested 
parties  to  read  this  report,  and  I  am 
hopeful  it  completes  the  mission  we 
were  instructed  to  pursue.* 


TRIBL^TE  TO  JIM  SMITH 

•  Mr.  McCONNELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  today  to  jjay  tribute  to  a  Kentucky 
businessman  whose  success  allowed 
him  to  give  something  back  to  Ken- 
tucky. Jim  Smith,  who  passed  away 
May  31.  was  one  of  western  Kentucky's 
most  successful  self-made  businessmen. 
Mr.  Smith,  the  youngest  of  eight 
children,  dropped  out  of  school  in  the 
10th  grade.  After  being  involved  in  sev- 
eral construction  company  partner- 
ships, he  struck  out  on  his  own  and 
turned  one  bulldozer  into  a  multi-mil- 
lion dollar  construction  business.  Jim 
Smith  Construction  Co.  built  most  of 
the  major  highways  in  western  Ken- 
tucky. He  also  expanded  into  other 
areas,  including  coal,  transportation,  a 
hotel,  and  a  restaurant. 


A  close  Criend  and  business  partner. 
David  Reed,  was  quoted  in  the  Paducah 
Sun  as  saying.  "Those  of  us  who  know 
Jim  well  realize  immediately  the  void 
his  i)assing  will  mean,  not  only  to  us 
personally  but  to  all  of  western  Ken- 
tucky." Former  Kentucky  Gov.  Julian 
Carroll  said  of  Mr.  Smith,  "I've  known 
him  as  a  friend,  a  businessman,  a  citi- 
zen of  the  community,  a  Christian  •  *  * 
but  of  all  the  roles  that  Jim  filled  In 
his  life,  the  one  that  he  relished  the 
most,  and  agonized  over  the  most,  was 
being  the  father  of  four  sons."  Even 
though  he  was  wealthy.  Mr.  Smith  re- 
quired his  sons  to  work  and  earn  their 
living. 

Mr.  Smith  is  survived  by  his  wife. 
Sandy;  four  sons.  Mike.  Rex.  Chris,  and 
Steve;  two  stepchildren.  Joelle  Smith 
and  Joel  Weaver;  three  brothers. 
Hiram.  Hugh,  and  Bill  Smith;  and  three 
sisters.  Geneva  Youngblood,  Imogene 
Riggs.  and  Lucille  Wade.  I  would  ask 
that  my  colleagues  join  me  in  honoring 
this  extraordinary  Kentuckian.* 


HIDDEN  HUMAN  TOLL  OF 
GAMBLING 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  in  all  the 
discussion  about  the  problems  of  gam- 
bling in  the  United  States,  most  of  us 
in  those  discussions  use  statistics. 

What  we  frequently  fail  to  under- 
stand are  the  human  beings  involved  in 
the  addiction. 

Ken  Adelman,  the  former  head  of  The 
Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agen- 
cy and  now  a  columnist  who  is  nation- 
ally syndicated,  recently  had  a  column 
in  the  Washington  Times  that  told 
about  a  cousin  of  his. 

It  tells  in  simple,  graphic  terms  why 
we  need  a  commission  to  look  at  this 
problem. 

I  don't  know  how  nuiny  personal 
cases  I  have  heard  of  since  introducing 
the  bill  on  the  commission,  but  it  is 
enough  to  encourage  me  to  fight  for  its 
creation,  and  I  hope  my  colleagues  will 
have  the  good  sense  to  pass  the  meas- 
ure and  create  the  commission. 

I  ask  that  the  Washington  Times  col- 
umn be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  column  follows: 
[From  the  Washington  Times.  June  13. 1996] 
Hidden  Human  Toll  of  Gambling 
(By  Ken  Adelman) 

Stopping  for  a  fund-raiser  in  Las  'Vegas 
lasc  weekend.  Bill  Clinton  soUciced  big  gajn- 
bling  bucks,  as  has  Bob  Dole.  Lost  In  the  pol- 
icy debate  over  state-sponsored  gambling— 
via  lotteries,  casinos,  horse  races.  what- 
ever—Is the  personal  dimension. 

This  hasn't  been  lost  on  our  family,  which 
has  endured  pain  from  my  first  cousin,  Alby. 
becoming  a  compulsive  gambler.  At  15  years 
old.  I  should  have  sensed  Alby's  problem 
when  our  grandfather.  Papa,  took  us  on  a 
trip  abroad.  The  whole  way  Alby  wanted  to 
bet  on  whose  room  would  have  a  higher  num- 
ber (Papa's  or  ours),  whether  our  seats  would 
be  on  the  right  or  left  side  of  the  airplane,  on 
anything  really.  He  was— and  presumably  Is. 
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though  I  h&ven'c  seen  him  in  yeaxs — an  en- 
gaging and  brilliant  fellow.  We  never  sus- 
pected the  years  of  jail  and  a  failed  life  gam- 
bling would  bring. 

Between  prison  sentences,  beginning  at  age 
16  or  so.  Alby  would  hit  the  track,  poker  ta- 
bles, and  sports  events.  No  state  lotteries 
had  yet  been  established,  so  we  can't  blame 
them  for  our  family  woes.  How  much  state- 
sponsored  gambling,  now  dubbed  "gaming," 
multiplies  the  number  of  Albys  in  America 
should  be  a  key  focus  of  the  national  com- 
mission on  gambling,  which  Congress  is  now 
debating. 

"The  main  ambitions  I  ever  had  were  fan- 
tasies," Alby  told  me  in  1975,  when  I  spent 
six  months  researching  his  life.  He  poured 
his  mathematical  genius,  personality  and 
wit  into  gambling.  Alby  won  big  at  times— 
SIO.OOO  in  one  day  and  S7,700  in  one  race.  But 
those  triumphs  were  fleeting  as  all  winnings 
went  back  into  the  game.  The  amounts  were 
staggering,  at  least  to  me.  Alby  burned 
through  more  than  $1  million  before  turning 
30.  He  squandered  it  all,  as  well  as  two  mar- 
riages and  a  host  of  natural  abilities. 

Alby  became  attracted  and  then  addicted 
to  horse-racing  while  still  in  high  school. 
"When  you're  at  the  track  or  when  you're 
gambling,  you're  in  a  different  world,"  he 
mused.  "There's  nothing  else  that  matters 
until  you  walk  Into  reality  again.  It's  a 
dream  world."  Gambling  became  his  trade- 
mark. 

"When  I  won.  I  would  have  a  lot  of  money 
in  my  pocket  and  flash  it  around.  It  was  an 
ego  trip  for  me."  And  a  macho  thing,  since 
compulsive  gambling  is  mostly  a  man's  dis- 
ease. Unlike  alcoholism  or  drug  addiction, 
only  10  percent  of  compulsive  gamblers  are 
women. 

But  women  become  victims.  One  elderly 
landlady  in  New  Mexico  housed  Alby  and  a 
buddy  when  they  were  16.  After  they  skipped 
out  without  paying  rent,  she  wrote  Alby's 
parents,  "They  were  both  good,  likable 
kids."  She  missed  them  after  Alby  "left 
town  like  something  from  a  cannon.  He  said 
he  needed  to  return  home  on  account  of  a 
death  of  a  sister."  No  sister  had  died.  Such 
began  a  life  of  lies. 

Though  having  now  spent  more  than  half 
his  life  behind  bars,  Alby  never  considered 
himself  a  criminal.  He  trashed  common  con- 
victs, especially  armed  robbers:  "They're 
stupidest  people  in  the  world.  They  go  to  jail 
for  10  years  for  a  hundred  bucks  when  I  can 
get  $50,000  with  a  pen  in  hand  rather  than  a 
gun." 

Like  most  compulsive  gamblers.  Alby  ab- 
hors violence.  None  of  his  crimes  involved 
guns,  knives  or  physical  assaults.  They  in- 
volved passing  teid  checks  and  schemes  of 
every  sort.  Though  non-violent,  they  still 
hurt  others,  especially  family  members. 
Alby's  father  bailed  him  out  of  jail  and  dan- 
gerous situations  for  several  years  before 
giving  up.  His  grandfather  lasted  longer,  but 
after  Alby  stole  his  prized  stamp  collection 
and  World  War  1  medals,  he  too  gave  up. 

The  burden  falls  too  on  friends  and  neigh- 
bors. Rummaging  through  family  cor- 
respondence, I  came  across  scores  of  sad  sto- 
ries. One  came  from  the  mother  of  a  high 
school  buddy  who  "loaned"  Alby  his  coin 
collection  but  never  got  it  back. "My  son  is  a 
stranger  to  you  but  he  is  my  only  child  and 
the  most  Important  person  in  the  world  to 
me,"  she  wrote  Alby's  folks.  "The  coins  he's 
been  saving  since  he  was  little  were  his  only 
concrete  asset.  They  are  now  gone. 

Though  sharing  an  addiction,  compulsive 
gamblers  differ  from  drug  and  alcohol  abus- 
ers. The  gambling  life  Is  one  of  involvement 


and  stimuli.  Drug  and  alcohol  addicts  lead  a 
life  of  withdrawal  and  passivity. 

While  gambling  Is  as  old  as  humanity 
Itself— archaeologists  have  found  a  4,000- 
year-old  lamb  bone  used  as  dice — compulsive 
gambling  is  a  relatively  new  affliction.  Up- 
ward of  10  million  compulsive  gamblers  in 
America — perhaps  10  times  the  number  of 
drug  addicts — may  be  increasing  in  numbers 
now.  For  state  and  local  lotteries  not  only 
furnish  the  opportunity,  but  encourage 
"striking  it  rich"  without  any  effort. 

Alby's  tragedy  may  become  epidemic  since 
legalized  gambling  has  Increased  2,800  per- 
cent over  the  past  two  decades.  To  grasp  this 
danger,  imagine  the  furor  If  state  and  local 
governments  not  only  legalized  drug  sale  and 
use  but  themselves  sold  and  advertised  drugs 
to  the  general  public. 

As  Congress  debates  establishing  a  na- 
tional commission  on  the  effects  of  gam- 
bling, everyone  has  focused  on  the  commis- 
sion's subpoena  powers.  More  critical  would 
be  a  focus  on  the  human  toll  gambling  takes, 
on  tales  of  wasted  lives,  like  Alby's.* 


INS  EMPLOYMENT  VERIFICATION 
PILOT  PROJECT 
•  Mr.  KERREY.  Mr.  President,  at  the 
end  of  May,  the  Immi^ation  and  Natu- 
ralization Service  and  a  consortium  of 
meatpacking  companies  announced  an 
innovative  pilot  project  in  which  the 
companies  will  voluntarily  verify  the 
employment  eligibility  of  noncitizens 
who  seek  employment. 

I  commend  the  meatpacking  indus- 
try, specifically  EBP  and  BeefAmerica 
in  Nebraska,  as  well  as  companies  else- 
where in  recognizing  that  the  jobs  they 
offer  are  a  major  draw  for  immigrants, 
some  of  whom  are  not  in  the  country 
legally,  and  for  taking  the  initiative  to 
help  root  out  those  who  are  not  eligible 
to  work.  The  meatpacking  industry 
wants  to  hire  legal  workers;  this  indus- 
try is  also  well  aware  of  how  difficult  a 
task  that  can  be  given  the  availability 
of  forged  documents.  The  Employment 
Verification  Pilot  will  test,  across  an 
entire  industry,  a  hiring  system  that 
has  already  demonstrated  success  in 
smaller  pilot  projects. 

In  a  relatively  short  period  of  time 
we  should  expect  that  the  word  will 
spread:  Nebraska  and  other  States  with 
good  job  opportunities  will  keep  the 
welcome  mat  out  for  those  authorized 
to  work,  but  will  shut  the  door  to  those 
who  are  not.  The  participating  compa- 
nies together  employ  about  56,000 
workers  at  48  sites  in  10  States.  Par- 
ticipation by  these  employers  ensures 
that  about  80  percent  of  the 
meatpacking  industry  will  be  covered. 

I  also  conmiend  the  INS  for  their  re- 
sponse to  an  issue  of  utmost  impor- 
tance to  the  country — protecting 
American  jobs  and  continuing  efforts 
to  reduce  the  primary  incentive  for  il- 
legal immigration— the  job  magnet.  I 
also  want  to  laud  the  INS  for  recogniz- 
ing the  usefulness  of  a  voluntary  sys- 
tem. By  participating  with  employers 
in  fashioning  the  program,  the  INS  has 
forged  a  partnership  that  will  lead  to 
success. 


The  process  is  simple.  Employers  who 
volunteer  to  participate  car  quickly 
verify  with  INS,  through  a  computer, 
whether  their  newly  hired,  noncitizen 
employees  are  authorized  to  work.  In 
most  cases,  verification  will  be  re- 
ceived in  minutes.  Through  quick  ver- 
ification, this  project  cracks  down  on 
illegal  employment  while  protecting 
the  rights  of  legal  immigrant  workers. 

I  believe  this  pilot  project  has  the  po- 
tential to  restore  American's  faith  in 
the  legal  immigration  system  and  I 
look  forward  to  the  evaluation  of  the 
program  after  it  has  gotten  off  the 
ground.  I  also  look  forward  to  continue 
working  with  INS  and  employers  to  en- 
sure that  Americans  jobs  are  protected 
and  available  for  those  who  are  in  the 
United  States  legally.* 


HONORING  THE  150TH 
ANNIVERSARY  OF  BASEBALL 

•  Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
on  a  warm  spring  afternoon,  on  June 
19,  1846.  the  seeds  of  modern  baseball 
were  planted  in  the  fertile  soil  of  New 
Jersey.  On  that  day,  one  of  baseball's 
first  teams,  the  Knickerbockers,  in- 
vited a  group  known  as  the  New  York 
City  Club  to  join  them  for  a  game  of 
ball.  They  met  on  the  Elysian  Fields  of 
Hoboken,  NJ,  and  played  under  a 
unique  set  of  rules,  which  the  Knicker- 
bockers had  recently  devised.  With  the 
first  pitch,  the  modem  game  of  base- 
ball was  born.  The  new  pastime  quickly 
captured  the  young  Nation's  interest 
and  fired  its  imagination.  Clubs  were 
soon  modeling  themselves  upon  the 
Knickerbockers,  and  Hoboken's  Ely- 
sian Fields  became  one  of  the  first 
great  centers  of  baseball  activity  in  the 
United  States. 

Over  the  last  150  years,  the  seed  first 
planted  in  New  Jersey  became  firmly 
rooted  in  the  American  landscape  and 
then  spread  around  the  globe. 

But  although  baseball  is  enjoyed 
throughout  the  world,  it  is  a  uniquely 
American  game.  It  both  mirrors  and 
molds  our  national  character. 

It  has  been  said  that  "Whoever  wants 
to  know  the  hearts  and  minds  of  Amer- 
ica had  better  learn  baseball."  This  is 
undeniably  true,  because  baseball  is 
one  of  the  world's  most  democratic 
games.  Each  team  has  equal  oppor- 
tunity to  win,  since  no  timeclock  de- 
cides when  the  game  is  done.  Only  hard 
work  and  teamwork  determine  a  win- 
ner. What  could  better  reflect  our  na- 
tional philosophy? 

But  baseball  not  only  mirrors  our 
character,  it  also  molds  it.  For  genera- 
tions of  immigrant  children,  their  first 
American  experience  often  came  on  the 
baseball  diamond.  During  World  War  n, 
when  our  male  baseball  players  joined 
the  war  effort,  all-female  teams  were 
formed.  Displaying  exceptional  talent 
and  tenacity,  these  ballplayers  vividly 
demonstrated  that  a  woman  could  fill  a 
man's  shoes.   In  1947,   baseball  set  a 
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powerful  example  for  the  Nation:  when 
Jackie  Robinson  joined  the  Brooklyn 
Dodgers,  professional  baseball  became 
one  of  the  standard  bearers  of  the  de- 
segregation movement. 

For  all  that  baseball  has  done,  per- 
haps its  greatest  contribution  is  simply 
the  bond  that  it  forms  between  one 
generation  of  Americans  and  the  next. 
It  is  a  bond  forged  between  children 
and  parents  who  have  spent  long  daj's 
together  at  the  ballpark  or  on  the  ball- 
field. 

As  Americans,  we  come  from  diverse 
cultures,  often  with  very  different  cus- 
toms and  beliefs.  It  is  only  our  com- 
mon experiences  that  bind  us  together 
8LS  a  nation.  Whether  playing  it  or 
watching  it,  baseball  has  been  one  of 
the  few  shared  experiences  enjoyed  by 
all  of  us,  a  common  thread  which  has 
helped  stitch  together  the  tapestry  of 
America.  So,  it  is  no  exaggeration  to 
say  that  baseball  is,  and  will  always  be, 
a  part  of  our  national  identity,  our  na- 
tional heritage,  and  our  national  great- 
ness. 

I  am  pleased  to  recognize  the  impor- 
tant role  which  New  Jersey  played  in 
baseball's  history.  Too  few  people  real- 
ize that  baseball's  first  match  game 
was  played  in  Hoboken.  Hopefully,  the 
events  taking  place  today  in  Hoboken. 
to  celebrate  that  first  game,  will  help 
spread  the  word.  Congratulations  Ho- 
boken. and  happy  150th  anniversary  to 
America's  national  pastime,  the  sport 
of  baseball. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  a  letter 
from  President  Clinton  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

The  letter  follows: 

THE  White  House, 
Washington.  June  19. 1996. 

Warm  greetings  to  everyone  gathered  In 
Hoboken.  New  Jersey,  to  commemorate  the 
150th  anniversary  of  the  celebrated  baseball 
game  on  Elysian  Fields  between  the  Knicker- 
bockers and  the  New  York  Club. 

Throughout  its  long  and  storied  history, 
baseball  has  stirred  the  hearts  and  captured 
the  Imagination  of  the  American  people. 
From  hot  summer  days  on  the  sandlot  to 
cool  autumn  nights  at  the  World  Series, 
baseball  has  passed  from  generation  to  gen- 
eration as  new  stars  rise  to  replace  the  leg- 
ends of  the  past  and  new  fans  learn  to  root 
for  the  home  team. 

Through  wars  and  depression,  good  times 
and  bad,  we  have  been  beguiled  by  the  sights 
and  sounds  of  this  graceful  and  timeless 
game.  The  crack  of  the  bat  on  a  hard-hit 
ball:  the  slap  of  a  fastball  into  a  catcher's 
mitt:  the  smooth  precision  of  a  well-turned 
double  play;  the  thrill  of  a  stolen  base:  the 
sight  of  a  home  run  as  it  clears  the  center 
field  fence— these  are  the  things  that  have 
imprinted  baseball  in  the  soul  of  America. 

I  join  you  in  celebrating  this  cherished  na- 
tional pastime  and  the  players,  managers, 
coaches,  and  fans  who  have  made  it  a  perma- 
nent part  of  American  culture.  Best  wishes 
for  a  memorable  day. 

Bill  Cunton.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  LUCILLE  MAURER. 
FORMER  STATE  TREASURER  OF 
MARYLAND 

•  Ms.  MIKULSKI.   Mr.   President,   the 
State  of  Maryland  mourns  today. 

We  have  lost  a  tremendous  public 
servant  and  role  model  in  Lucille 
Maurer.  who  died  Monday  at  the  age  of 
73.  after  a  long  struggle  with  a  brain 
tumor. 

Lucy  Maurer  was  a  long  time  Mont- 
gomery County  legislator  who  went  on 
to  serve  as  Maryland's  first  female 
treasurer.  She  served  as  treasurer  for 
over  9  years,  ending  this  past  January. 
As  treasurer,  she  was  widely  recognized 
for  her  effectiveness,  her  professional- 
ism, her  intelligence,  and  her  commit- 
ment. Lucy  also  served  in  the  House  of 
Delegates  and  on  several  school  boards. 

But  her  public  service  was  not  lim- 
ited to  fiscal  affairs:  Lucy  Maurer  also 
committed  her  considerable  talents 
and  energies  to  those  who  needed  them 
most — Maryland's  children.  'V\Tiether 
the  issue  was  education,  nutrition,  or 
safety,  Lucy  wanted  the  promise  of  a 
better  future  to  become  a  reality  for 
every  child. 

Lucy  was  an  outstanding  example  of 
all  that  is  good  about  democratic  poli- 
tics. She  was  also  a  great  friend  and  an 
inspiration  to  so  many  women — and 
men— who  hold  public  office.  We  looked 
to  emulate  the  strength,  fiscal  and  po- 
litical savvy,  confidence,  and  can-do 
spirit  that  was  so  much  a  part  of  her. 

She  was  an  inspiration  to  the  many 
unheralded  women  across  Maryland 
who  work  everyday  to  improve  their 
communities  and  make  a  real  dif- 
ference. I  hope  Lucy's  community  in- 
volvement— with  groups  like  the  PTA 
and  the  League  of  Women  Voters — will 
encourage  even  more  women  to  become 
active  in  community  and  political  af- 
fairs. I  can  think  of  no  legacy  more  im- 
portant that  Lucy  Maurer  could  leave 
for  the  Maryland  she  loved  so  much. 

I  would  like  to  extend  my  condo- 
lences to  Lucy's  husband,  EUy  Maurer. 
to  the  rest  of  the  Maurer  family,  and  to 
the  colleagues  and  friends  in  Maryland 
and  across  the  country  who  are  mourn- 
ing Lucy's  passing.  I  share,  and  the 
U.S.  Senate  shares,  your  tremendous 
loss.* 


CUBAN  POLICY 


•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  one  of  the 
most  shortsighted  policies  we  have 
anywhere  is  Oiir  policy  toward  Cuba. 

The  reality  is,  we  are  letting  a  small 
group  dictate  American  policy  because 
of  domestic  political  interests. 

There  is  not  a  single  nation  in  the 
world  that  doesn't  believe  our  policy 
toward  Cuba  is  counterproductive. 

Our  aim  should  be  to  get  the  Govern- 
ment of  Cuba  to  ameliorate  their  hard 
stands  on  human  rights  issues,  and  it 
has  had  the  opposite  effect. 

Certainly,  if  we  had  followed  a  dif- 
ferent course,  it  is  hard  to  believe  the 


situation  could  be  any  worse  than  it  is 
right  now. 

Recently,  the  New  York  Times  had 
an  article  by  Larry  Rohter  titled. 
"Latin  American  Nations  Rebuke  U.S. 
for  the  Embargo  on  Cuba." 

They  are  right  in  their  criticism. 

I  ask  that  the  New  York  Times  arti- 
cle be  printed  in  the  Congressional 
Record. 

The  article  follows: 

[From  the  New  York  Times.  June  6.  1996] 

Latik  American  Na'hons  Rebuke  U.S.  For 

THE  Embargo  on  Cuba 

(By  Larry  Rohter) 

Panama.  June  5. — In  a  display  of  near  una- 
nimity, the  countries  of  the  Organization  of 
American  States,  gathered  here  for  their  an- 
nual meeting,  singled  out  the  United  States, 
criticizing  the  recent  extension  of  the  eco- 
nomic embargo  against  Cuba  as  a  probable 
violation  of  international  law. 

The  criticism  came  in  the  form  of  a  resolu- 
tion aimed  at  the  Helms-Burton  Law,  which 
President  Clinton  signed  into  law  in  March. 

A  vote  on  Tuesday  on  the  measure,  which 
had  32  co-sponsors,  ended  with  the  United 
States,  traditionally  the  organization's  dom- 
inant force,  as  the  sole  dissenter. 

Dismayed  by  the  strong  language  of  the 
resolution,  the  United  States  fired  back  with 
a  harsh  assessment  of  the  behavior  of  some 
of  its  closest  allies,  including  many  members 
of  the  organization  who  have  supported 
American  intervention  in  the  past  in  places 
such  as  Haiti  and  the  Dominican  Republic. 

In  a  stinging  speech  at  the  gathering, 
which  ends  on  Friday,  the  United  States  del- 
egate. Harriet  C.  Babbitt,  condemned  the 
resolution  as  an  act  of  "diplomatic  coward- 
ice." 

•What  is  the  message  that  will  emerge 
from  this  assembly?"  she  asked  her  fellow 
delegates.  "That  the  hemisphere  will  flex  its 
muscles  to  defend  and  justi^  Illegal  expro- 
priations, but  remain  silent  while  our  broth- 
ers and  sisters  in  a  neighboring  state  remain 
subject  to  the  caprices  of  a  brutal  dictator? 
Where  is  our  sense  of  perspective?" 

Cuba  was  "excluded"  £rom  the  organiza- 
tion in  1962  as  part  of  an  American  diplo- 
matic effort  to  isolate  Fidel  Castro  and  the 
Communist  Government  he  continues  to 
lead. 

Since  then.  Cuban  officials  and  the  state- 
controlled  press  have  regiilarly  ridiculed  the 
organization  as  a  claQue  of  subservient  pup- 
pets manipulated  by  the  United  States. 

In  Havana,  a  spokesman  for  the  Cuban  For- 
eign Ministry  said  the  resolution  "was  really 
a  surprise."  and  thanked  organization  mem- 
bers for  their  support. 

The  Helms-Burton  legislation  tightens  the 
35-year-old  economic  embargo  against  Cuba 
by  allowing  American  citizens  to  sue  foreign 
companies  that  "traffic"  in  property  seized 
from  Americans  and  denies  executives  of 
those  companies  the  right  to  enter  the 
United  States. 

Congress  overwhelmingly  approved  the  bill 
after  Cuban  Air  Force  pilots  shot  down  two 
small  civilian  aircraft  owned  by  Cuban  exile 
groups  in  February.  klUlng  four  people. 

The  resolution  is  directed  against  all  laws 
that  "obstruct  international  trade  and  in- 
vestment" or  "the  free  movement  of  per- 
sons." 

In  addition,  the  Inter-American  Juridical 
Committee,  an  independent  body  that  ad- 
vises the  organization  on  legal  matters,  was 
asked  to  "examine  the  validity  under  inter- 
national law"  of  Helms-Burton  and  to  pre- 
pare a  "judgment"  as  soon  as  possible. 


14602 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  19,  1996 


Coming:  from  a  forum  that  has  always  done 
Its  best  to  avoid  controversy,  the  vote  could 
only  be  Interpreted  as  a  stunning  defeat  for 
the  United  States  and  a  rejection  of  the  Clin- 
ton Administration's  get-tough  policy  to- 
ward Cuba. 

But  at  a  news  conference  after  the  rebuke, 
Ms.  Babbitt  tried  to  put  the  best  face  on  the 
vote  and  to  mend  some  fences.  "We  have  in 
effect  agreed  to  disagree  on  this  issue,"  she 
said.  "We  share  the  same  goal,  but  we  dis- 
agree on  the  methods  of  attaining  that 
goal." 

Privately,  members  of  the  American  dele- 
gation said  they  were  distressed  not  only 
with  the  language  of  the  resolution  but  also 
by  the  manner  in  which  it  was  pushed 
through.  They  also  complained  of  being 
given  insufficient  time  to  consult  with  Wash- 
ington.* 


OPERATION  SMILE  WINS  CONRAD 
N.  HILTON  HUMANITARIAN  PRIZE 

•  Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  there 
are  kind  hearts  in  the  world. 

The  Conrad  N.  Hilton  Foundation — 
for  the  first  time — is  awarding  a  SI  mil- 
lion prize  to  a  humanitarian  organiza- 
tion committed  to  alleviating  human 
suffering. 

Mr.  President,  I  rise  today  to  con- 
gratulate Operation  Smile,  a  Virginia- 
based  organization  dedicated  to  bring- 
ing smiles  to  the  world's  children.  Op- 
eration Smile,  an  international,  volxm- 
teer,  medical-services  organization, 
provides  reconstructive  surgery  to  in- 
digent children  suffering  from  facial 
and  functional  deformities. 

I  am  delighted  that  Operation  Smile 
was  chosen  by  the  Conrad  N.  Hilton 
Foundation. 

Both  Operation  Smile  and  the  Hilton 
Foundation  fuel  the  spirit  of  volunteer- 
ism.  Operation  Smile,  embracing  the 
mission  of  all  humanitarians,  touches 
the  face  of  humanity,  literally,  figu- 
ratively, and  spiritually.  For  centuries, 
throughout  much  of  the  world — even  in 
our  great  Nation — children  born  with 
facial  deformities  were  sentenced  to  a 
life  of  private  pain  and  public  humilia- 
tion. Operation  Smile  was  founded  in 
1982  by  the  husband-ajid-wife  team  of 
Dr.  William  P.  Magee,  a  plastic  sur- 
geon, and  Kathleen  Magee,  a  nurse  and 
social  worker.  I  particularly  want  to 
commend  the  founders  of  Operation 
Smile,  their  vision  and  hard  work  have 
nuuie  the  dreams  of  many  youngsters 
come  true. 

The  generous  award  by  the  Conrad  N. 
Hilton  Foundation  will  help  keep  this 
hope  alive.  By  establishing  this  prize, 
the  foundation,  according  to  the  execu- 
tive director  of  the  Hilton  Prize,  seeks 
to  recognize  and  support  all  persons 
working  hard,  and  often  under  difficult 
conditions,  to  alleviate  human  suffer- 
ing. 

Today,  selfless  volunteers  with  Oper- 
ation Smile  provide  reconstructive  sur- 
gery and  related  health  care  to  chil- 
dren around  the  world.  Thanks  to  the 
unwavering  dedication  of  Operation 
Smile  volunteers,  over  18,000  children 


have  witnessed  a  personal  miracle  and 
embarked  on  a  new  life. 

Internationally,  Operation  Smile 
educates  and  trains  local  medical  pro- 
fessions and  creates  an  infrastructures 
for  volunteer  and  financial  support — all 
of  which  contributes  to  a  local  network 
of  self-sufficiency. 

From  the  State  of  Virginia,  as  well 
as  the  other  28  chapters  around  the 
country.  Operation  Smile  reaches  into 
schools  and  communities,  identifying 
children  in  need  of  reconstructive  sur- 
gery. With  the  unwavering  support  of 
volunteer  surgeons  and  hospitals.  Oper- 
ation Smile  insures  that  no  child  will 
suffer  through  a  childhood  made  trau- 
matic by  facial  disfigurement. 

Mr.  President,  the  Conrad  N.  Hilton 
Foundation  could  not  have  chosen  a 
more  worthy  organization.  Operation 
Smile  deserves  a  standing  ovation.  In 
fact.  I  applaud  both  Operation  Smile 
and  the  Conrad  N.  Hilton  Foundation 
for  showing  the  world  the  promise  of 
hope  and  the  power  of  smiles.* 


CAPT.  DONALD  A.  HEMPSON,  JR. 
•  Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
honor  and  congratulate  Capt.  Donald 
A.  Hempson,  Jr.  on  27  years  of  dedi- 
cated service  in  the  U.S.  Navy.  Today, 
June  19,  1996,  Captain  Hempson  will  re- 
tire from  the  Navy  as  commander  of 
Defense  Reutilization  and  Marketing 
Service  [DRMS]  located  in  Battle 
Creek,  MI.  During  Captain  Hempson's 
3-year  command,  DRMS  made  great 
strides  in  its  mandate  of  reutilization. 
transfer,  ajid  donation  of  excess  gov- 
ernment property.  Captain  Hempson 
successfully  commanded  the  service 
under  many  changes  brought  about  by 
"Reinventing  Government"  initiatives. 
His  vision  and  drive  were  key  to  the 
success  of  DRMS  during  this  transi- 
tional period. 

DRMS  reuse,  transfer,  and  donation 
of  government  property  reached  an  all- 
time  high  of  $3.5  billion  in  1995,  a  21- 
percent  growth  since  1993.  The  DRMS 
Sales  Program  saved  American  tax- 
payers over  $302  million  last  year,  an 
increase  of  134  percent  since  1993.  These 
money  saving  programs  have  enjoyed 
great  success  during  the  past  3  years, 
and  much  of  it  is  due  to  Captain 
Hempson's  leadership. 

Captain  Hempson  has  had  a  long  and 
far  reaching  naval  career.  He  is  quali- 
fied in  nuclear  submarines  and  has 
served  several  sea  assignments  as  a 
Supply  Officer.  His  shore  assignments 
have  included  logistics,  acquisition, 
and  financial  management  in  many  dif- 
ferent offices  and  commands.  Captain 
Hempson  has  also  been  designated  a 
Surface  Warfare  Supply  Corps  officer. 
His  decorations  include  the  Legion  of 
Merit,  the  Meritorious  Service  Medal 
and  the  Navy  Commendation  Medal, 
each  with  one  Gold  Star  in  lieu  of  sec- 
ond award. 

Captain  Hempson  is  an  immensely 
qualified  individual  who  has  graduated 


from  Georgia  Institute  of  Technology, 
the  Wharton  School  of  the  University 
of  Pennsylvania,  Northwestern  Univer- 
sity's Kellogg  Graduate  School  of  Man- 
agement, and  the  Brookings  Institu- 
tion. His  extensive  training  has  served 
the  Defense  Department  well.  Captain 
Hempson  is  married  to  Sandra  R. 
Zayatz  Hempson.  and  they  have  two 
children,  Donald  and  Kelly. 

I  know  my  Senate  colleagues  join  me 
in  thanking  Capt.  Donald  Hempson  for 
his  27  years  of  dedicated  service  to  our 
country.* 


SALINE  CELTIC  FESTIVAL 

•  Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
honor  the  Saline  Celtic  Festival  which 
will  take  place  on  the  banks  of  the  Sa- 
line River  on  July  6,  1996,  in  Saline,  MI. 
This  festival  celebrates  Irish.  Scottish, 
and  Welsh  cultures  and  will  feature 
traditional  Celtic  food,  music,  and 
dance.  This  year's  Celtic  festival  is  es- 
pecially significant  because  it  marks 
the  30th  anniversary  of  the  Saline, 
MI— Brecon,  Wales  Sister  City  pro- 
gram. 

On  April  18. 1966.  Mayor  George  John- 
son invited  the  City  of  Brecon,  Wales 
to  become  a  Sister  City  in  the  People- 
to-People  program  established  by 
President  Eisenhower  in  1956.  The  pro- 
gram's goal  was  to  promote  strong  ties 
among  different  cultures.  The  Saline- 
Brecon  union  was  the  first  to  involve 
United  States  and  Welsh  citizens  under 
the  program. 

Over  the  years,  the  relationship  be- 
tween the  two  cities  has  often  involved 
the  exchange  of  music.  In  1967,  Musical 
Youth  International,  during  its  tour  of 
Europe,  was  the  first  official  group 
fi-om  Saline  to  visit  Brecon.  In  1984,  the 
mayor  of  Brecon  asked  the  city  of  Sa- 
line to  become  involved  in  a  3-day  Dix- 
ieland Jazz  Festival  it  was  planning. 
Saline  quickly  accepted  the  invitation 
and  sent  the  Saline  Big  Band  to  Brec- 
on, Wales.  An  original  "Hymn  for  Brec- 
on", written  by  Dil  Murrell,  was  per- 
formed for  their  gracious  hosts.  The 
trip  was  a  memorable  experience  for 
the  group  of  35  that  traveled  to  Wales. 
They  were  treated  with  great  hospi- 
tality and  made  many  new  friends  at 
the  festival.  During  the  following 
years.  Saline  sent  its  high  school  choir 
and  marching  band— and  in  1988,  the 
Saline  Big  Band  made  a  return  visit  to 
Brecon. 

The  residents  of  Brecon  have  also 
reached  out  to  the  City  of  Saline.  The 
first  guests  from  Brecon  were  Mayor 
and  Mrs.  Tony  Elston  in  1973.  In  1986. 
while  celebrating  the  20th  anniversary 
of  the  twinning  of  the  cities,  nearly  60 
citizen  ambassadors  traveled  from 
Brecon  to  Saline.  This  year  will  also 
see  a  large  group  from  Brecon  celebrat- 
ing the  Celtic  Festival  in  Saline. 

Thirty  years  have  fostered  a  solid 
friendship  between  Saline  and  Brecon, 
they've  learned  about  each  other,  and 
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as  Mayor  Little  has  so  aptly  put  it, 
they  have  become .  "one  community 
separated  by  a  large  body  of  water."  I 
know  my  Senate  colleagues  join  me  in 
Saluting  the  Saline  Celtic  Festival  and 
the  30th  anniversary  of  the  Saline- 
Brecon  Sister  City  program.* 


MEASURE  PLACED  ON  THE 
CALENDAR— S.  1890 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  S.  1890,  in- 
troduced earlier  today  by  Senator 
Faircloth,  be  placed  on  the  calendar. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MEASURE  PLACED  ON  THE 
CALEN'DAR-H.R.  3562 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  H.R.  3562, 
received  from  the  House,  be  placed  on 
the  calendar. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MEASURE  PLACED  ON  THE 
CALENDAR— H.R.  3060 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  H.R.  3060, 
relating  to  Antarctic  protection,  just 
received  from  the  House,  be  placed  on 
the  calendar. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDERS  FOR  THURSDAY,  JLT^E  20, 
1996 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  completes  its  business  today  it 
stand  in  adjournment  until  the  hour  of 
9:30  a.m.  on  Thursday,  June  20:  further, 
that  immediately  following  the  prayer, 
the  Journal  of  proceedings  be  deemed 
approved  to  date,  no  resolutions  come 
over  under  the  rule,  the  call  of  the  cal- 
endar be  dispensed  with,  the  morning 
hour  be  deemed  to  have  expired,  the 
time  for  the  two  leaders  be  reserved  for 
their  use  later  in  the  day.  and  the  Sen- 
ate then,  imder  a  previous  order,  re- 
sume executive  session  to  consider  the 
nomination  of  Alan  Greenspan  to  be 
Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President, 
for  the  information  of  all  Senators,  at 
9:30  a.m.,  Thursday,  there  will  be  3 
hours  of  debate  time  remaining  on  the 
Greenspan  nomination.  Under  the  pre- 
vious order,  a  vote  will  occur  on  the 
Greenspan  nomination  at  2  p.m.,  to  be 
followed  by  any  votes  required  on  the 
remaining  nominees  to  the  Federal  Re- 
serve System. 

The  Senate  will  also  resume  the  DOD 
authorization  bill  during  tomorrow's 
session.  Senators  can  therefore  expect 
rollcall  votes  throughout  the  day. 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  9:30  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  if 
there  is  no  further  business  to  come  be- 
fore the  Senate.  I  now  ask  the  Senate 
stand  in  adjournment  under  the  pre- 
vious order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate. 
at  9:29  p.m.,  adjourned  until  Thursday. 
June  20.  1996.  at  9:30  a.m. 
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HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— Wed/icsday,  June  19,  1996 


The  House  met  at  10  a.m.  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro  tem- 
pore [Mr.  Collins  of  Georgia]. 


DESIGNATION  OF  SPEAKER  PRO 
TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication from  the  Speaker: 

Washington.  DC. 

June  19. 19%. 
I  hereby  designate  the  Honorable  Mac  Col- 
lins to  act  as  Speaker  pro  tempore  on  this 
day. 

Newt  Gingrich. 
Spaiker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


PRAYER 


The  Chaplain,  Rev.  James  David 
Ford,  D.D.,  offered  the  following  pray- 
er: 

When  we  see  violence  in  any  form.  O 
God,  we  cringe  and  are  appalled.  And 
when  we  see  violence  against  our 
places  of  worship,  we  can  despair  and 
lose  hope  for  there  is  madness  about. 
Yet,  O  loving  and  gracious  God,  You 
would  have  all  people  of  good  will  per- 
severe in  peace  and  be  open  to  the  heal- 
ing and  reconciliation  that  builds  com- 
munity and  respect.  May  Your  Spirit, 
O  God,  that  can  accomplish  what  we 
cannot,  be  with  those  who  hurt  and 
may  each  person  speak  and  work  and 
give  in  ways  that  promote  justice  and 
peace.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  has  examined  the  Journal  of  the 
last  day's  proceedings  and  announces 
to  the  House  his  approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1.  rule  I,  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Will  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Brown] 
come  forward  and  lead  the  House  in  the 
Pledge  of  Allegiance. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio  led  the  Pledge  of 
Allegiance  as  follows: 

1  pledgre  allegiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  to  the  Repub- 
lic for  which  it  stands,  one  nation  under  God. 
indivisible,  with  liberty  and  justice  for  all. 


without  amendment  a  bill  of  the  House 
of  the  following  title: 

H.R.  3029.  An  act  to  deslgrnate  the  United 
States  courthouse  in  Washingxon.  District  of 
Columbia,  as  the  "E.  Barrett  Prettsonan 
United  States  Courthouse." 

The  message  also  announced  that 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  85-874.  as 
amended,  the  Chair,  on  behalf  of  the 
President  of  the  Senate,  appoints  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson] 
to  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  John  F. 
Kennedy  Center  for  the  Performing 
Arts. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Lundregan,  one  of  its  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  Senate  had  passed 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  will  receive  fifteen  1-minutes  on 
each  side. 


REPUBLICAN  HEALTH  CARE  RE- 
FORM BLOCKED  IN  THE  SENATE 
BECAUSE  IT  DOES  NOT  RELY  ON 
GOVERNMENT  MANDATES 

(Mr.  ARMEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  ARMEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  1992  the 
House  Republicans,  working  with 
President  Bush,  put  together  an  excel- 
lent health  care  bill  designed  to  ad- 
dress the  questions  of  portability  and 
affordability  for  the  American  people. 
That  bill  was  not  allowed  on  the  floor 
in  1992  by  the  then  majority  Democrat 
leadership. 

As  Members  know,  we  have  struggled 
with  this  question  of  health  care  for 
some  time.  We  have  passed  through  the 
House  a  bill  that  ensures  affordability, 
ensures  portability,  and  offers  to  40 
million  Americans  the  health  care  sav- 
ings account.  The  people  who  would 
take  advantage  of  these  are  the  self- 
employed  and  employees  of  small  busi- 
ness, people  who  would  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  buy  the  most  rational  insur- 
ance possible  for  themselves  by  their 
own  choosing,  get  a  tax  credit  for  put- 
ting money  in  a  savings  accoimt  with 
which  to  deal  with  the  deductible  and 
incidental  medical  expenses,  and  an 
ability  to  do  something  for  themselves 
on  their  own  health  care. 

That  bill  is  under  consideration  in 
the  other  body  and  is  stopped  by  one 
Senator  and  one  Senator  alone,  from 
Massachusetts,  who  apparently  does 
not  like  freedom  and  would  only  have 
the  Americans  do  what  they  please  if  it 
is  mandated. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  would  remind  Members  they 
should  not  refer  to  Members  of  the 
other  body  by  name  or  in  an  identifi- 
able way. 


CONSUMERS  UNION  WEIGHS  IN 
AGAINST  MEDICAL  SAVINGS  AC- 
COUNTS 

(Ms.  DeLAURO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  fact, 
we  do  want  to  have  portable  and  secure 
health  insurance  for  people,  and  we 
want  to  have  insurance  companies  pro- 
hibited from  not  insuring  folks  for 
their  preexisting  conditions.  But  let 
me  tell  the  Members,  under  the  banner 
of  reform,  what  the  congressional  ma- 
jority has  done  to  the  health  care  bill. 

Do  not  take  my  word  for  it,  take  the 
word  of  Consumers  Union.  Consumers 
Union  produces  the  Consumer  Reports 
that  advise  us  on  buying  an  auto- 
mobile, an  appliance,  and  not  to  buy  a 
lemon.  Let  me  tell  the  Members  what 
they  say  about  medical  savings  ac- 
counts, which  is  holding  up  the  health 
care  reform  bill: 

The  inclusion  of  the  Republican  MSA  pro- 
posal in  the  Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill  makes 
the  legrislatlon  worse  than  a  wash  for  con- 
sumers. It  takes  us  backward  in  our  efforts 
to  make  health  Insurance  accessible  and  af- 
fordable. 

MSA's  axe  a  time  bomb.  They  turn  the 
very  principle  of  insurajice  on  its  head.  In- 
stead of  pooling:  resources,  they  help  healthy 
people  accumulate  wealth. 

I  ask  Members  to  be  on  their  guard 
and  oppose  the  MSA's. 


HEALTH  CARE  REFORM:  COMMON- 
SENSE  ANSWERS  FOR  AMERI- 
CA'S HEALTH  CARE  NEEDS 

(Mrs.  KELLY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Mrs.  KELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  encourage  our  colleagues  to 
join  me  in  calling  on  the  Senate  to  pass 
our  commonsense  health  care  reforms 
now.  These  are  reasonable  changes  like 
portability,  affordability,  and  most  of 
all.  accessibility. 

Portability  is  within  this  Congress' 
grasp.  And  here  our  reforms  can  end 
job  lock,  giving  tens  of  thousands  of 
Americans  the  opportunity  to  main- 
tain their  health  care  coverage,  with- 
out sacrificing  their  careers. 


DThis  symbol  represents  the  time  of  day  during  the  House  proceedings,  e.g.,  D  1407  is  2:07  p.m. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 
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Second,  by  allowing  individuals  tax- 
free  medical  savings  accounts,  expand- 
ing the  health  insurance  deduction  for 
the  self-employed  and  introducing  tax 
incentives  to  promote  long-term  care 
coverage,  we  are  helping  people  help 
themselves. 

But  finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  Con- 
gress has  the  opportunity  to  end  the 
preexisting  conditions  exclusion,  which 
keeps  more  than  20  million  Americans 
from  the  coverage  they  need. 

One  of  these  is.  in  fact,  one  of  my 
own  family.  They  have  a  full  time  job 
and  pay  their  taxes.  Yet.  because  of  a 
condition  that  they  developed,  they 
cannot  secure  the  health  care  coverage 
that  they  need  and  want. 

I  can  assure  you.  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
when  we  cast  our  final  votes  on  this 
package,  it  will  be  these  three  com- 
monsense reforms,  portability,  afford- 
ability, and  accessibility,  that  will  be 
foremost  in  the  minds  of  all  Ameri- 
cans. 


GRANTING  MFN  TO  CHINA  NOT 
FAIR  TO  AMERICAN  WORKERS 

(Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
had  planned  to  hold  up  a  toy  assault 
weapon  when  I  spoke  today  on  the 
House  floor.  House  rules  suggest  I  not 
do  so. 

This  toy  gun  was  made  in  China.  It  is 
only  a  toy.  But  the  2,000  assault  weap- 
ons that  the  U.S.  attorney  in  San  Fran- 
cisco found  last  month  were  not  toys. 
They  were  the  real  thing,  smuggled  in 
by  the  Chinese  Government  or  a  com- 
pany controlled  by  the  Chinese  Govern- 
ment. It  is  sometimes  hard  to  tell  the 
difference  when  you  are  dealing  with  a 
Communist  country  that  uses  slave 
labor. 

The  assault  weapons  in  California 
kill  people.  Those  toys  made  by  the 
Chinese  in  Chinese  slave  labor  camps 
kill  jobs,  American  jobs.  The  trade  def- 
icit with  China  is  534  billion  a  year  and 
growing.  Before  long  it  will  be  greater 
than  the  deficit  we  have  with  Japan. 
Mt'N,  most-favored-nation  status,  is 
not  fair  to  American  workers.  Kill 
MFN. 


THE  NEA  MUST  GO 

(Mr.  FUNDERBURK  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
Ills  T*ftTn fl.T* Ics  ) 

Mr.  FUNDERBURK.  Mr.  Speaker, 
here  we  go  again.  The  NEA  insists  on 
offending  American  families.  Freshman 
Republicans  tried  to  eliminate  tax- 
payer funding  for  the  National  Endow- 
ment for  the  Arts,  in  part  because  tax- 
payers should  not  have  to  subsidize  art 
which  blatantly  offends  the  religious 
belie&    and    family    values    of    most 


Americans.  As  Bob  Dole  puts  it,  most 
people  know  the  difference  between 
Mapplethorpe  and  Michelangelo. 

Now  the  NEA  has  crossed  the  lines 
again  with  a  debut  this  Sunday  of  the 
"Watermelon  Woman"  film  at  the  New 
York  Lesbian  and  Gay  Video  and  Film 
Festival.  The  film  is  described  in  the 
Washington  Times  as  "black  lesbian 
quirky,  steamy,  and  taxpayer  funded." 
The  Times  goes  on  to  quote  Edmond 
Peterson,  chairman  of  Project  21,  an 
organization  of  conservative  blacks, 
saying:  "This  is  a  classic  example  of 
the  Clinton  administration  being  in 
bed  with  the  gay-lesbian  movement 
and  funding  a  project  through  tax  dol- 
lars that  cannot  get  funded  Jiny  other 
way." 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a  free  country  and 
people  can  make  any  kind  of  trash  they 
want,  but  taxpayers  should  not  have  to 
pay  for  it.  It  is  time  we  cut  off  funding 
for  the  NEA. 


A  MODERN-DAY  HELEN  OF  TROY 

(Mrs.  SCHROEDER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
Helen  of  Troy  supposedly  laimched 
many  ships  with  just  her  face.  Today  I 
picked  up  the  Hill  and  read  that  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  is  giving  me  cred- 
it for  laimching  the  Republican  budget 
with  my  face.  I  want  to  thank  him,  but 
I  cannot  take  credit. 

Everybody  wondered  how  the  Repub- 
licans got  the  last  four  votes  on  this 
Republican  budget  that  they  launched, 
because  this  Republican  budget  in- 
creases the  deficit  from  this  year,  next 
year,  and  the  next  year.  It  is  a  disaster. 
It's  a  ship  that  should  be  sunk,  not 
launched. 

Mr.  Speaker,  when  the  Republicans 
counted  the  votes,  they  did  not  have 
them,  so  they  had  to  keep  the  voting 
machine  open  for  a  very  long  time 
while  they  pressured  their  Members  to 
change.  The  Speaker  said  he  did  not 
have  to  work  at  all,  that  their  four 
changers  very  willingly  came  down 
here  and  changed  when  they  saw  my 
face.  That  is  fairly  incredible,  because 
I  was  not  here.  I  was  one  of  the  first  to 
vote,  went  home,  and  was  watching  the 
vote  on  C-SPAN.  so  I  have  something 
over  Helen  of  Troy.  If  the  Speaker  is 
right,  they  can  beam  my  face  right 
back  in  here  from  C-SPAN  even  if  I'm 
absent. 


MEDICAL  SAVINGS  ACCOUNTS  ARE 
NEW  APPROACH  WITH  PROVEN 
TRACK  RECORD 

(Mr.  BALLENGER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BALLENGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  med- 
ical savings  accounts  have  become  a 


focal  point  for  this  whole  debate  over 
the  health  care  reform.  MSA's  are  a 
new  approach,  but  they  do  have  a  prov- 
en track  record. 

A  recent  study  by  researchers  at 
Cleveland  State  University  prove  the 
effectiveness  of  MSA's.  They  studied  27 
Ohio  firms  of  less  than  200  employees. 
The  average  employee  had  lower  out- 
of-pocket  costs— as  much  as  $1,355  per 
family.  The  firms  themselves  saved  an 
average  of  12  percent  a  year  without 
passing  on  the  savings  to  thefr  employ- 
ees. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  of  last  year.  17 
States  have  passed  MSA  laws,  another 
11  are  considering  them,  and  another  11 
have  called  on  Congress  to  enact 
MSA's.  Even  the  United  Mine  Workers 
offers  MSA's  to  its  members.  Let  us 
join  the  trend  toward  serious,  workable 
health  care  reform:  let  us  follow  the 
lead  of  the  States  and  enact  the  kind  of 
reforms  that  have  a  proven  track 
record. 


CALL  GHOSTBUSTERS  FOR 
AIRLINE  SAFETY 

(Mr.  TRAFICANT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Speaker,  be- 
fore the  ValuJet  crash,  an  FAA  inspec- 
tor said  that  ValuJet  is  an  accident 
waiting  to  happen.  It  is  so  bad.  she 
said,  that  neither  she  nor  her  family 
would  ever  fly  on  ValuJet.  But  after 
the  crash,  a  DOT  spokesman  said 
ValuJet  is  completely  safe.  It  is  per- 
fectly OK. 

Yesterday,  after  a  Three-Stooges- 
type  soap  opera,  the  Government,  who 
has  been  speaking  out  of  both  sides  of 
their  mouth  on  the  ValuJet  incident, 
did  the  following  thing.  They  grounded 
ValuJet  as  unsafe,  and  they  threw  the 
top  safety  man,  Tony  Broderick,  to  the 
wolves. 

Beam  me  up,  Mr.  Speaker.  It  is  evi- 
dent after  this  soap  opera  that  the  only 
call  the  flying  public  can  make  is  to 
Ghostbusters,  because  the  FAA  is  out 
to  lunch  with  a  bunch  and  the  DOT  has 
gone  for  soup  with  the  group.  Think 
about  it. 


WHEN  ARE  WE  GOING  TO  HEAR 
THE  TRUTH  ABOUT  THE  FBI 
FILEGATE  SCANDAL? 

(Mr.  HEFLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HEFLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  order 
to  help  me  and  the  American  people  de- 
cipher the  police  state  tactics  of  the 
FBI  files  scandal,  I  tried  to  figure  out 
what  an  innocent  bureaucratic  mistake 
was.  I  thought  it  might  help  to  look  up 
the  word  "innocent"  in  the  dictionary. 
Webster's  New  Collegiate  Dictionary 
states  that  the  word  "innocent"  has 
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the  following  definition:  free  from  giiilt 
through  lack  of  knowledge. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  really  did  not  help, 
because  how  could  anyone  realistically 
have  a  lack  of  knowledge  that  all  of 
the  names  in  the  files  in  question  were 
Republican  White  House  personnel? 
Certainly  the  White  House  should 
know  our  former  Secretary  of  State 
James  Baker,  who  was  on  the  list,  is 
not  really  a  security  risk. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  colleagues  and  I  ask 
just  one  thing  of  the  Clinton  White 
House  with  regard  to  the  new  FBI 
Filegate  scandal.  It  is  the  same  ques- 
tion we  have  asked  with  so  many  of  the 
scandals  down  at  this  White  House: 
When  are  we  going  to  hear  the  truth? 


ANOTHER  REPUBLICAN 
DISMANTLING  OF  MEDICARE 

(Mr.  OLVER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  OLVER.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  Yogi 
Berra  once  said,  it  is  deja  vu  all  over 
again:  another  Republican  dismantling 
of  Medicare;  a  little  smaller  than  be- 
fore, but  just  as  unnecessary,  and  still 
a  bad  policy.  Doctors  can  charge  thou- 
sands of  dollars  in  bills  that  Medicare 
will  not  cover:  hospitals  are  cutting 
even  more  than  before,  and  these  cuts, 
along  with  the  Republicans'  Medicaid 
cuts,  will  close  many  rural  hospitals  in 
districts  all  over  this  coimtry.  Seniors 
are  still  herded  into  managed  care 
plans  where  they  cannot  choose  their 
own  doctor.  That  means  less  choice  and 
continually  rising  premiums. 

Once  again.  Republicans  demand  that 
seniors  pay  more  and  more  and  get  less 
and  less.  Once  again,  seniors  will  pay 
for  the  tax  cuts  for  the  well  off.  This 
plan  was  never  intended  to  improve 
Medicare.  As  Speaker  Gingrich  has  al- 
ready said,  this  plan  is  intended  to  see 
Medicare  wither  on  the  vine.  It  is  still 
a  bad  deal  for  America's  senloi^. 


D  1015 

PRIVACY  RIGHTS  AND  FILEGATE 

(Mr.  CHABOT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  CHABOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  when  the 
privacy  rights  of  American  citizens  are 
in  jeopardy,  partisan  politics  has  no 
place. 

That  is  why  I  stood  up  to  Members  of 
my  own  party  in  fighting  against  giv- 
ing the  FBI  more  leeway  to  conduct 
warrantless  wiretaps.  I  have  opposed 
the  so-called  digital  telephony  scheme 
which  would  have  expanded  the  FBI's 
power  to  eavesdrop  on  American 
homes.  And  I  have  taken  on  Members 
of  my  own  party  when  I  fought  against 
the  odious  1-800-BIG-BROTHER  em- 
ployee computer  registry  plan. 

Thus,  I  am  absolutely  astounded  by 
some  of  the  political  professionals  in 


this  town  who  have  rushed  blindly  to 
defend  the  White  House  on  this  FBI  file 
scandal.  There  is  no  excuse  for  White 
House  operatives  to  nimmage  through 
the  private  FBI  background  files  of  po- 
litical opponents.  None.  People  who 
sacrifice  all  dignity  in  order  to  help  the 
White  House  Stonewall  and  on  filegate 
lose  any  right  to  call  themselves  civil 
libertarians.  It  is  disgraceful  and  they 
should  be  ashamed. 


DOLE'S  ANTI-ENVIRONMENT 
RECORD 

(Mr.  MILLER  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker.  Bob  Dole's  first  campaign 
swing  through  California  had  a  chilling 
message  for  every  voter  who  cares 
about  the  environment. 

Bob  Dole  endorsed  (Jovemor  Wilson's 
Ward  Valley  nuclear  dump,  although 
the  bankrupt  developer  has  yet  to  build 
a  radioactive  waste  facility  without  se- 
rious safety  problems. 

Bob  Dole  endorsed  the  S2  billion  Au- 
burn Dam  for  Sacramento  Valley  de- 
velopers, situated  smack  on  top  of  an 
earthquake  fault,  ignoring  a  cheaper 
and  more  environmentally  safe  flood 
control  alternative. 

Bob  Dole  endorsed  logging  of  a  giant 
ancient,  redwood  forest  in  violation  of 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  to  benefit 
a  giant  timber  corporation. 

And  Bob  Dole  embraced  subsidized 
agribusinesses  who  refuse  to  share 
water  with  California  cities,  fisheries, 
wetlands,  and  refuges.  No  surprise,  be- 
cause Bob  Dole's  campaign  manager  is 
a  lawyer  representing  the  biggest  sub- 
sidized growers  and  polluters  in  our 
State. 

This  is  Bob  Dole's  scorched  Earth 
campaign  for  California's  environment, 
designed  by  lawyers,  lobbsrists,  and  spe- 
cial interests.  It  will  be  rejected  by 
California  voters  because  Bob  Dole  is 
no  friend  of  our  environment. 


WHAT  IS  THREATENING  ABOUT 
MEDICAL  SAVINGS  ACCOUNTS? 

(Mr.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Speaker,  taking  power  and  influence 
out  of  the  hands  of  bureaucrats  in 
Washington  and  returning  it  to  the 
America  people  is  something  the  Amer- 
ican people  want  and  that  the  Congress 
is  trying  to  provide. 

Medical  savings  accounts,  MSA's,  are 
one  way  to  return  power  and  influence 
over  health  insurance  to  individuals. 

With  an  MSA,  you  do  not  need  any- 
one's permission  to  spend  money  on 
health  care.  It  is  your  money  to  spend 
or  save  as  you  see  fit. 


With  an  MSA,  you  do  not  have  to 
worry  about  losing  your  health  care  in- 
surance if  you  switch  jobs  or  lose  your 
job— your  MSA  is  yours  and  it  goes 
with  you.  That  is  true  portability. 

With  an  MSA,  you  do  not  have  to 
worry  about  the  potential  for  ruinous 
out-of-pocket  costs.  Out-of-pocket 
costs  are  limited  to  the  amotmt  of  the 
deductible;  and  catastrophic  insurance 
kicks  in  with  full  coverage  after  that. 

With  an  MSA,  the  power  and  influ- 
ence over  health  care  spending  is  in  the 
hands  of  the  individual  Americans  who 
choose  to  have  an  MSA  to  pay  for  their 
health  care. 

Why  is  this  power  and  influence  for 
individuals  so  threatening? 

One  person  should  not  deny  millions 
of  Americans  reform,  including  MSA's, 
that  will  make  health  insurance  more 
portable  and  affordable. 


TOSHIBA/NSTA 
AWARDS     PRO- 


TRIBUTE     TO     1996 
EXPLORAVISION 
GRAM 

(Mr.  BROWN  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, this  Friday,  more  than  40  students 
will  come  to  our  Nation's  Capital  to  re- 
ceive top  honors  in  the  1996 
Explora Vision  Awards  Program,  spon- 
sored by  Toshiba  and  administered  by 
the  National  Science  Teachers  Associa- 
tion [NSTA]. 

The  ExploraVislon  Awards  Program 
is  the  largest  K-12  student  science 
competition  in  the  world.  The  competi- 
tion asks  students  to  work  in  teams  to 
use  their  imaginations  to  envision 
what  technology  will  be  like  20  years 
from  now. 

As  a  longstanding  member  of  the 
House  Science  Committee.  I  have 
worked  hard  to  improve  science  edu- 
cation in  this  counti^r. 

The  competition  is  just  one  great  ex- 
ample of  a  successful  business-edu- 
cation partnership  that  encourages 
students  to  pursue  careers  in  science.  I 
have  been  supporting  this  outstanding 
program  since  its  laimch  in  1992. 

The  Explora  Vision  Awards  give  stu- 
dents the  opportunity  to  Identify  fu- 
ture technological  needs  and  develop 
the  kind  of  technological  thinking  our 
society  needs  in  order  to  meet  the  chal- 
lenges of  the  future. 

I  am  proud  to  recognize  the  achieve- 
ments of  this  year's  winners  and  proud 
to  be  the  honorary  cochalrperson  of  the 
1996  ExploraVislon  Awards  weekend. 


CLINTONOMICS 

(Mr.  KINGSTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
submit  the  latest  "Say  what,  Mr. 
President?"  and  the  credit  goes  to  Clin- 
ton appointee  Richard  Rominger  who 
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last  night  proclaimed  to  the  Georgia 
Farm  Bureau  that,  and  I  quote,  "Dur- 
ing this  administration,  the  national 
debt  has  fallen  $15,000  per  family  of 
four.'" 

"How  so?"  asks  our  numbers-crunch- 
ing colleague.  Mac  Collins,  because 
the  national  debt  has  risen  steadily 
during  this  administration. 

"Well,"  answered  a  shameless 
Rominger,  "the  annual  deficit  had  been 
rising  and  since  it  is  not  rising  ais 
much,  the  $15,000  represents  the  addi- 
tional amount  saved  had  it  kept  ris- 
ing." 

Let  me  put  that  in  English.  I  weigh 
170  pounds.  I  have  never  weighed  190 
pounds.  But  according  to  Clintonomics, 
I  lost  20  pounds  if  I  add  up  all  the  sun- 
daes and  desserts  that  I  have  said  "no" 
to. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  that  is 
Clintonomics.  It  is  like  an  Oliver  Stone 
movie — it  is  exciting,  it  is  entertain- 
ing, but  it  is  not  based  on  reality. 


HIGH-TECHNOLOGY  JOBS  BEING 
TRANSFERRED  TO  CHINA 

(Ms.  PELOSI  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Ms.  PEILOSI.  Mr.  Speaker,  soon  we 
will  be  voting  on  the  President's  spe- 
cial request  for  a  waiver  for  most-fa- 
vored-nation status  for  China.  I  am 
here  today  to  talk  about  one  of  the 
myths  that  has  been  circulated,  and 
that  is  that  most  of  the  jobs  that  we 
are  losing  to  China  are  low-technology 
jobs.  Indeed,  one  of  the  greatest  as- 
saults on  the  American  worker  is  being 
made  right  now  with  the  transfer  of 
technology  to  China.  For  example.  Boe- 
ing used  to  make  all  of  its  tail  sections 
for  the  737  in  Wichita,  KS.  Now,  in  the 
last  couple  of  years,  they  have  trans- 
ferred the  production  of  half  of  those 
tail  sections  to  Xi'an,  China,  where 
workers  make  $50  a  month  on  these 
high-technology  jobs,  thereby  taking 
jobs  from  the  American  worker  that 
are  high-technology. 

In  addition  to  that,  if  you  wish  to 
sell  into  the  Chinese  market,  you  must 
build  a  factory  there  and  then  turn 
over  your  technology  plans  to  some  in- 
stitute there  which  then  passes  it 
around  among  the  Chinese  where  you 
have  now  created  your  competitors. 

This  is  a  very  important  issue,  Mr. 
Speaker.  If  intellectual  property  is  a  $2 
to  $3  billion  loss,  this  is  over  a  $100  bil- 
lion loss.  It  does  harm  to  the  American 
worker  and  steals  America's  economic 
fut\ire. 


ROBBING  OUR  UNION  EMPLOYEES 

(Mr.  KNOLLENBERG  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  KNOLLENBERG.  Mr.  Speaker, 
employees  have  a  right  to  know  why 


their  hard-earned  money  is  being  taken 
out  of  their  pockets  and  being  used  by 
union  leaders.  They  also  deserve  the 
right  to  stop  it  if  they  choose. 

Why  would  anyone  oppose  legislation 
which  gives  workers  the  right  to  know 
where  their  money  is  going?  Because  it 
is  a  cash  cow. 

AFL-CIO  President  John  Sweeney 
publicly  vowed  his  imion's  intention  to 
spend  $35  million  to  fund  campaign  and 
political  activities— $35  million  right 
out  of  the  pockets  of  rank  and  file 
union  members. 

More  than  62  percent  of  these  haurd- 
working  men  and  women  said  in  a  poll 
that  they  do  not  approve.  They  do  not 
want  their  dues  going  to  campaign  and 
political  purposes. 

And  most  did  not  even  know  about 
President  Sweeney's  political  attack 
with  their  hard-earned  money. 

We  need  to  stop  this  ripoff  and  give 
our  hard-working  families  a  break. 
There  is  a  way.  Support  the  Worker 
Right-To-Know  Act. 


MEDICARE  OVERBILLING 

(Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  House  Republican  plan  on 
Medicare  calls  for  $168  billion  in  cuts  in 
the  growth,  as  they  say.  They  say  they 
need  to  cut  this  much  in  order  to  save 
Medicare,  but  the  President's  budget 
saves  Medicare  for  $44  billion  less  in 
the  cuts  in  growth. 

Perhaps  this  is  the  Republican  ma- 
jority way  of  paying  for  financially  ir- 
responsible tax  cuts.  These  are  the 
same  tax  cuts  that  increase  the  deficit 
for  the  next  2  years.  We  will  not  hear 
that  from  that  microphone  over  there. 

But  there  is  more.  In  the  Speaker 
Gingrich  House  Republican  Medicare 
plan  there  is  a  provision  that  would 
allow  health  care  providers  to  bill  sen- 
iors more  now  than  they  are  for  cur- 
rent services  paid  for  by  Medicare.  So, 
in  other  words,  not  only  are  we  going 
to  cut  Medicare  but  seniors  are  going 
to  have  to  pay  more  for  services  that 
have  been  provided  by  Medicare.  The 
Gingrich  plan  would  weaken  the  provi- 
sion, thereby  opening  the  door  for 
higher  out-of-pocket  exi>enses  for  our 
seniors. 

The  Republican  majority's  first  pri- 
ority is  tax  cuts,  even  though  they  in- 
crease the  deficit.  Then  they  want  to 
cut  Medicare,  education,  and  all  the 
rest  in  order  to  pay  for  it.  These  are 
not  the  priorities  of  the  American  peo- 
ple. 


THE  RIGHT  CHOICE  TO  SAVE 

MEDICARE 

(Mr.    HAYWORTH    asked    and    was 

given  permission  to  address  the  House 

for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 

his  remarks.) 


Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  hear- 
ing my  dear  friend  from  Texas  reminds 
me  of  that  great  country  and  western 
song  entitled  "That's  my  story  and  I'm 
sticking  to  it."  The  same  tired  old  bro- 
mides based  on  fear  and  not  on  facts 
still  exist  within  the  liberal  minority. 

I  daresay  what  we  fail  to  hear  from 
that  microphone  is  the  stunning  re- 
ality that  the  bipartisan  trustees  of 
the  Medicare  trust  fund  told  us  not  2 
weeks  ago  that  if  we  fail  to  act.  Medi- 
care, as  we  know  it,  goes  broke  in  5 
years,  quite  possibly  in  4. 

The  key  difference  is  this.  Mr.  Speak- 
er: When  we  get  past  the  name  calling 
and  the  playground  taunts,  those  of  us 
in  the  new  majority  are  willing  to 
work  to  govern,  to  save,  preserve,  pro- 
tect, and  improve  a  program  for  the 
next  generation,  while  our  dear  liberal 
friends  are  so  willing  to  abandon  re- 
ality they  are  thinking  only  of  the 
next  election.  The  American  iwople 
will  make  the  right  choice. 


HEALTH  CARE  REFORM 

(Mr.  WYNN  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  WYNN.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  morn- 
ing I  would  like  to  talk  about  health 
care,  because  Americans  want  health 
care  and  they  want  health  care  reform. 

Interestingly  enough,  there  is  bipar- 
tisan support  for  health  care  reform, 
reforms  which  would  provide  port- 
ability, which  is  the  right  of  a  person 
to  transfer  their  health  insurance  when 
they  change  jobs,  and  also  a  provision 
that  would  ban  prohibitions  against 
preexisting  conditions,  so  if  their  child 
has  asthma,  they  can  still  get  health 
care.  There  is  bipartisan  support  in 
both  houses. 

We  ought  to  pass  it  because  the 
American  people  want  it.  But  why  do 
we  not  pass  it?  Because  the  Republican 
majority  wants  to  overreach  again. 
They  want  medical  savings  accounts. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  American  people 
are  not  asking  for  medical  savings  ac- 
counts. Medical  savings  accounts  sound 
good,  but  actually  they  only  work  for 
the  wealthy  and  the  healthy.  Those 
people  who  are  poor,  those  people  who 
are  middle  class,  those  people  who  are 
sick  will  face  rising  premiums  as  the 
healthy  and  the  wealthy  get  out  of  the 
health  insurance  pool. 

That  is  why  medical  savings  ac- 
counts are  not  a  good  idea.  Let  us  put 
that  idea  on  hold.  Let  us  pass  what  the 
American  people  want,  which  is  health 
care  reform.  That  is  why  Republicans 
are  bad  managers,  because  they  cannot 
see  the  forest  for  the  trees. 


THE  lOOTH  BIRTHDAY  OF 
LAWRENCE  WESTERMAN 

(Mr.    FLANAGAN    asked    and    was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
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for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FLANAGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  in  recognition  of  the  100th  birth- 
day of  Mr.  Lawrence  Westerman,  a 
former  resident  of  Chicago.  It  is  appro- 
priate that  we  celebrate  Mr. 
Westerman's  100  years  of  life  and  recog- 
nize his  years  of  service  to  our  great 
Nation  as  we  prepare  to  celebrate  Inde- 
pendence Day. 

Mr.  Westerman  was  born  on  January 
14,  1896.  in  Chicago,  EL,  of  German  im- 
migrant parents.  A  World  War  I  vet- 
eran who  enlisted  in  the  Illinois  Na- 
tional Guard  on  June  16,  1916,  Mr. 
Westerman  was  commissioned  as  a  sec- 
ond lieutenant  and,  2  years  later,  was 
promoted  to  first  lieutenant  and  sent 
to  France  to  serve  in  the  33d  Division. 
In  August  of  1918,  Mr.  Westerman  was 
severely  wounded  while  defending  our 
Nation  and,  accordingly,  was  awarded 
the  Purple  Heart.  Interestingly,  Mr. 
Speaker,  Mr.  Westerman  may  be  the 
oldest  recipient  of  this  heroic  award. 

We  should  take  this  time  to  person- 
ally wish  Mr.  Westerman  a  belated 
happy  birthday  and  also  to  thank  him 
for  his  superior  dedication  and  unwav- 
ering commitment  to  our  great  coun- 
try. Mr.  Westerman,  thank  you  and  we 
wish  you  all  the  best. 


Stop  with  the  ghost  of  Halloween  and 
let  us  put  a  good  Medicare  plan  on  the 
table  and  provide  health  care  for  sen- 
iors and  Americans  across  the  Nation. 


us  to  think  about  the  poor  as  we  think 
about  the  rich.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  can  do 
better  than  this. 


O  1030 

MEDICARE  VERSUS  PERSONNEL 
FILES 

(Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  her  remarks.) 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  this  is  the  month  of  June,  but 
I  do  not  know,  some  of  us  may  be 
thinking  it  is  Halloween.  The  reason  is 
because  it  seems  that  the  Republicans 
want  to  play  around  with  the  ghost  of 
the  personnel  files  in  the  White  House. 
Already  the  White  House  has  indicated 
that  there  was  no  wrong  intended. 
They  have  got  a  new  director.  The  spe- 
cial prosecutor  Kenneth  Starr  says 
there  is  nothing  to  investigate  or  pros- 
ecute. But  all  we  can  hear  is  about  the 
ghost  of  the  personnel  files.  The  reason 
is  because  they  do  not  want  to  talk  to 
us  about  the  Medicare  cuts.  There  is  a 
Sl.OOO  increase  with  the  Republican 
plan  on  seniors  by  the  year  2002. 

Listen,  America,  forcing  hospitals  to 
close,  already  hospitals  have  closed  in 
neighborhoods  in  New  York  and  they 
are  closing  in  rural  communities  across 
the  Nation  because  of  the  cuts  in  Medi- 
care. What  Americans  need  most  is 
good  health  care.  For  our  seniors  in 
particular,  we  need  hospitals  open  and 
with  lower  cost.  Yes;  rather  than  try- 
ing to  fix  the  Medicare  trust  fund  with 
reasonable  responses  and  cuts  in  abuse 
and  fraud,  the  Republicans  want  to  get 
a  large  cut  so  that  they  can  give  tax 
cuts  to  the  wealthy. 


MEDICAL  SAVINGS  ACCOUNTS 

(Mr.  CHRYSLER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  CHRYSLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  last 
week,  the  Marketing  Research  Insti- 
tute released  a  poll  of  1,000  workers 
across  the  Nation  on  their  opinions  on 
health  care  issues. 

This  poll  found  that  87  percent  of  the 
respondents  wanted  Congress  to  enact 
medical  savings  accounts. 

But  now,  all  of  a  sudden,  MSA's  have 
become  a  partisan  issue  with  liberal 
Democrats.  They  have  effectively  shut 
down  health  care  reform  over  this  and 
other  issues  where  there  is  widespread 
bipartisan  support. 

At  the  State  level,  MSA's  have  been 
passed  by  legislatures  and  signed  by 
Governors  of  both  parties.  In  every 
State  where  MSA's  have  been  passed, 
they  passed  with  overwhelming  biparti- 
san majorities.  In  five  States,  MSA's 
were  passed  by  both  Chambers  unani- 
mously. We  have  pilot  programs. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a  shame  the  liberal 
Democrats  here  in  Washington  have  re- 
sorted to  obstructionism.  They  have  no 
new  ideas,  they  have  no  positive  agen- 
da, and  all  they  can  do  is  stand  in  the 
way  and  throw  up  road  blocks  to  seri- 
ous health  care  reforms  that  are  popu- 
lar with  the  American  people. 


DOING  BETTER  ON  HEALTH  CARE 

(Mrs.  CLA"yTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
should  indeed  ask  oiirselves  what  are 
the  implications  of  this  Medicare  dis- 
cussion. Are  they  the  realities  my  col- 
leagues on  the  other  side  say?  Well,  the 
realities  of  cutting  $168  million  from 
rural  America  in  the  State  I  come  from 
will  mean  that  many  of  my  senior  citi- 
zens will  have  to  pay  more  for  their 
premium.  The  reality  will  mean  that 
they  will  be  forced  into  health  care 
plans  where  they  have  no  option. 

The  reality  will  mean  in  many  in- 
stances the  hospitals  that  depend  heav- 
ily on  Medicare  and  Medicaid  may  have 
to  close.  So  the  reality  of  cutting  so  se- 
verely does  not  protect  for  the  future. 
It  denies  opportunity.  Also,  what 
should  be  the  expectation  for  us  as  we 
look  for  Medicare  and  the  security  in 
the  future?  It  means  we  need  to  come 
together  as  bipartisan  and  to  under- 
stand there  are  ways  to  protect  but  not 
necessarily  cut  and  be  extreme. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  ways  in  which 
we  can  help  the  citizens  who  need  help 
now  and  to  protect  in  the  future.  It  re- 
quires us  not  to  be  extreme.  It  requires 


THE  ENERGY  STANDARD 

(Mr.  GTTJiMOR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  GILLMOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
the  House  will  debate  the  interior  ap- 
propriations bill.  While  I  support  many 
of  the  provisions  of  this  bill,  I  do  have 
serious  concerns  in  at  least  one  area. 
Nearly  20  years  ago.  Congress  asked 
the  Energy  Department  to  set  energy 
efficiency  standards  for  home  appli- 
ances. This  was  an  effort  to  stem  the 
unnecessarily  rapid  rate  of  energy  con- 
sumption in  this  country.  By  establish- 
ing national  standards  for  everyone  to 
use,  a  valuable  measuring  stick  was 
created  to  permit  manufacturers  to 
commit  time,  investment  and  engi- 
neering resources.  However,  this  was 
all  placed  on  hold  in  our  spending  bill 
in  1996  which  put  a  moratorium  on 
rulemaking. 

While  I  have  never  been  one  to  sup- 
port increased  regulation,  this  issue 
should  have  been  handled  better.  Con- 
gress ought  not  be  in  the  business  of 
artificially  manipulating  a  steady  mar- 
ket once  it  is  established.  Yet  this  is 
exactly  what  the  appropriations  bill  re- 
port language  purports  to  do. 

Second,  the  issue  of  energy  standard 
should  be  dealt  with  through  the  Com- 
mittee on  Commerce,  the  committee  of 
jurisdiction.  What  the  committee  is  at- 
tempting to  do  is  to  interfere  in  the 
economic  marketplace. 


THE  INTERIOR  APPROPRIATIONS 
BILL 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
in  strong  opposition  to  the  so-called 
Riggs  amendment.  In  the  full  commit- 
tee, on  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
we  took  up  the  Interior  appropriations 
bill.  After  last  year,  I  think  all  of  us 
learned  that  we  should  be  very  careful 
about  extraneous  riders  to  that  bill. 
But  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Riggs]  decided  to  offer  an  amend- 
ment that  would  knock  out  a  crucial, 
critical  habitat  designation  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  for  some  im- 
portant marbled  murrelet  habitat  in 
northern  California. 

I  urge  the  House  today  to  support  my 
amendment,  which  will  be  offered  as  an 
amendment  to  strike  this  provision, 
section  116,  when  the  bill  is  considered 
later  today.  There  is  a  way  to  deal  with 
this  problem  for  the  company  in  Cali- 
fornia that  I  know  Congressman  Riggs 
is  concerned  about,  and  that  is  to  get 
that  company  to  do  a  multispecies 
habitat  conservation  plan  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act.  That  is  the 
proper  way  to  proceed,  not  with  this 
rider. 
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JUNETEENTH  DAY 


(Mr.  SOUDER  asked  and  was  grlven 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  SOUDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to 
commend  those  in  my  district  who 
today  are  celebrating  Juneteenth  Day, 
marking  the  freedom  of  the  last  known 
slaves  on  June  19,  1865,  almost  2Vi  years 
after  President  Lincoln  signed  the 
Emancipation  Proclamation  and  65 
days  after  Lincoln  had  been  assas- 
sinated. Gen.  Gordon  Granger  entered 
Galveston,  TX,  with  1,800  troops,  pro- 
claimed Texas  under  U.S.  Federal  au- 
thority and  declared  the  250,000  slaves 
in  Texas  free. 

His  remarks  to  the  slaves  and  slave 
owners  concluded  with  his  reading  of 
the  Emancipation  Proclamation.  Upon 
hearing  the  final  line  of  (Seneral  Grang- 
er's reading,  the  slaves  in  Galveston 
immediately  began  the  first 
Juneteenth  celebration  in  response  to 
their  freedom. 

A  story  that  has  been  passed  down 
through  the  generations  says  that 
President  Lincoln  sent  a  messenger  on 
a  slow-stepping  mule  from  Washington 
with  the  news  which  did  not  reach 
these  States,  deep  southern  States, 
until  2Vi  years  later.  This  shows  that 
some  things  never  change.  Historians 
have  attributed  the  delay  to  the  slow- 
moving  Washington  bureaucracy. 

Today  this  holiday  is  celebrated 
throughout  America,  not  just  in  the 
South.  I  know  that  in  my  district,  in 
addition  to  celebrations  like  picnics, 
parades,  and  pageants,  very  much  like 
those  going  throughout  the  country, 
there  are  150  community  leaders  meet- 
ing and  how  their  groups  work  to  bet- 
ter people's  lives.  I  rise  to  congratulate 
them.  We  all  must  work  together. 


THE  BUDGET 


(Ms.  McKINNEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Ms.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  proud- 
ly beating  their  chests  in  1994,  the  Re- 
publicans signed  a  contract  with  Amer- 
ica which  promised  to  balance  the 
budget.  Last  week,  however,  almost 
every  Republican  voted  for  a  budget 
resolution  that  would  increase  the  defi- 
cit by  $40  billion  over  the  next  2  years. 

It  was  only  after  3  years  of  hard  work 
by  President  Clinton  and  the  Demo- 
crats that  we  succeeded  in  reducing  the 
Reagan  and  Bush  deficits  from  S290  bil- 
lion a  year  to  $130  billion.  And  now, 
Mr.  Speaker,  Republican  leaders  want 
to  take  us  back  to  the  borrow-and- 
spend  policies  which  put  us  in  this  defi- 
cit hole  in  the  first  place. 

By  now  it  should  be  crystal  clear 
that  the  only  things  the  Republican 
Party  cares  about  are  giving  tax 
breaks  to  the  wealthy  and  more  money 
to  the  Pentagon. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let's  face  it.  The  Con- 
tract on  America  was  nothing  more 


than  the  vehicle  by  which  the  Repub- 
lican Party  delivered  Government 
handouts  to  defense  contractors  and 
junk  bond  dealers,  period. 


REPUBLICAN  HEALTH  CARE 
REFORM  BELL 

(Mr.  PALLONE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  both 
Democrats  and  Republicans  support  a 
health  care  reform  bill  that  would  es- 
sentially make  it  easier  for  people  to 
get  health  insurance  if  they  lose  their 
jobs  or  change  jobs,  or  also  if  they  have 
a  preexisting  medical  condition.  The 
problem,  though,  is  that  the  Repub- 
lican leadership  continues  its  effort  to 
add  on  what  I  call  the  poison  pill  to 
this  health  care  reform  bill,  and  that  is 
the  medical  savings  accounts.  Essen- 
tially what  they  want  to  do  is  encour- 
age healthy  and  wealthier  people  to  opt 
out  of  the  traditional  insurance  pool 
that  we  have  for  most  health  insurance 
and  leave  in  the  insurance  pool  the 
people  who  are  sickisr,  who  have  less 
money  and.  therefore,  drive  up  insvir- 
ance  costs,  premium  costs. 

Last  night  I  heard  some  of  my  col- 
leagues on  the  Republican  side  talk 
about  how  they  wanted  an  MSA  dem- 
onstration project,  but  that  it  is  not 
enough  to  just  have  it  for  employers  of 
15  employees  or  less,  they  want  it  for 
100  employees  or  less. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  bottom  line  is,  if 
you  include  these  MSA's  in  this  health 
insurance  reform,  you  will  destroy 
health  insurance  reform.  The  President 
will  not  sign  it.  The  Democrats  will 
not  support  it.  The  end  result  is  to  in- 
crease premiums  for  the  average  Amer- 
ican. 


REAL  HEALTH  CARE  REFORM 

(Mr.  WELLER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  WELLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  in- 
teresting that  we  on  the  Republican 
side  are  committed  to  making  health 
care  more  affordable.  There  is  40  mil- 
lion Americans  in  this  country  without 
health  care  insurance  today.  Whjr?  If 
you  listen  to  them  and  ask  them  why, 
they  tell  you  it  is  because  they  cannot 
afford  it. 

Now,  those  on  the  other  side  said, 
well,  let  us  have  the  Government  take 
over  and  run  our  health  care  system. 
Let  the  bureaucrats  do  it.  they  can  do 
a  better  job.  Well,  the  people  spoke 
loud  and  clear  2  yeaurs  ago  and  said 
they  do  not  want  the  Government  run- 
ning health  care.  They  want  more 
choice,  more  freedom,  more  affordable 
health  care. 

Well,  we  have  an  agreement  between 
the  House  and  Senate  to  make  health 
care  more  affordable,  making  it  easier 


for  small  businesses  to  ban  together, 
pool  their  employees,  get  better,  more 
affordable  rates.  Medical  savings  ac- 
counts provide  choice,  allowing  con- 
sumers to  be  rewarded  for  making  bet- 
ter choices,  being  able  to  work  with 
their  own  physician  and  save  money, 
which  is  the  bottom  line. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  want  to  bring  about 
real  health  care  reform.  We  need  bipar- 
tisan support.  We  need  those  who  want 
government-run  health  care  to  just  say 
okay,  let  us  let  a  proposal  to  make 
health  care  reform  affordable  pass. 


PERMISSION  FOR  SUNDRY  COM- 
MITTEES AND  THEIR  SUB- 
COMMITTEES TO  SIT  TODAY 
DURING  THE  5-MINUTE  RULE 

Mr.  GILLMOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  following 
committees  and  their  subcommittees 
be  permitted  to  sit  today  while  the 
House  is  meeting  in  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  under  the  5-minute  rule: 
Committee  on  Agriculture;  Committee 
on  Banking  and  Financial  Services: 
Committee  on  Commerce;  Committee 
on  Economic  and  Educational  Opportu- 
nities; Committee  on  Government  Re- 
form and  Oversight;  Committee  on 
International  Relations;  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary;  Committee  on  National 
Security;  Committee  on  Resources; 
Committee  on  Science;  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure; 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs;  and 
Permanent  Select  Committee  on  Intel- 
ligence. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  understanding 
that  the  minority  has  been  consulted 
and  that  there  is  no  objection  to  these 
requests. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PROVIDING  FOR  CONSIDERATION 
OF  H.R.  3662,  DEPARTMENT  OF 
THE  INTERIOR  AND  RELATED 
AGENCIES  APPROPRIATIONS 

ACT,  1997 

Ms.  PRYCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc- 
tion of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  455  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  455 

Resolved,  That  at  any  time  after  the  adoi>- 
tloD  of  this  resolution  the  Speaker  may,  por- 
suant  to  clause  Kb)  of  rule  'v^^m  declare  the 
House  resolved  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  state  of  the  Union  for 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  3662)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of  the  In- 
terior and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending:  September  30.  1997.  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. The  first  reading  of  the  bill  shall  be 
dispensed  with.  Points  of  order  against  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  for  failure  to  complT 
with  clause  2(1  )(6)  of  rule  XI  or  clause  7  of 
rule  XXI  are  waived.  General  debate  shall  be 
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confined  to  the  bill  and  shall  not  exceed  one 
hour  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations.  After  gen- 
eral debate  the  bill  shall  be  considered  for 
amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule. 
Points  of  order  against  provisions  in  the  bill 
(Other  than  section  117  and  the  first  two  pro- 
visos under  the  heading  '-Strategic  Petro- 
leum Reserve")  for  failure  to  comply  with 
clause  2  or  6  of  rule  XXI  are  waived.  Where 
points  of  order  are  waived  against  part  of  a 
paragraph,  points  of  order  against  a  provi- 
sion in  another  part  of  such  paragraph  may 
be  made  only  against  such  provision  and  not 
against  the  entire  paragraph.  An  amendment 
striking  the  last  proviso  under  the  heading 
"Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve"  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  adopted  In  the  House  and  in  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole.  During  further  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Chairman  of  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
may  accord  priority  In  recognition  on  the 
basis  of  whether  the  Member  offering  an 
amendment  has  caused  it  to  be  printed  in  the 
portion  of  the  Congressional  Record  des- 
ignated for  that  purpose  In  clause  6  of  rule 
XXm.  Amendments  so  printed  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  read.  The  Chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  may  postpone  until  a 
time  during  further  consideration  In  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  a  request  for  a  re- 
corded vote  on  any  amendment.  The  Chair- 
man of  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  may  re- 
duce to  not  less  than  five  minutes  the  time 
for  voting  by  electronic  device  on  any  post- 
poned question  that  Immediately  follows  an- 
other vote  by  electronic  device  without  In- 
tervening business,  provided  that  the  time 
for  voting  by  electronic  device  on  the  first  in 
any  series  of  questions  shall  be  not  less  than 
fifteen  minutes.  After  the  reading  of  the 
final  lines  of  the  bill,  a  motion  that  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  rise  and  report  the  bill 
to  the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted  shall,  if  offered  by  the 
majority  leader  or  his  designee,  have  prece- 
dence over  a  motion  to  amend.  At  the  con- 
clusion of  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  re- 
port the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amend- 
ments as  may  have  been  adopted.  The  pre- 
vious question  shall  be  considered  as  ordered 
on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final 
passage  without  intervening  motion  except 
one  motion  to  recommit  with  or  without  In- 
structions. 

D  1045 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gren- 
tlewoman  from  Ohio  [Ms.  Pryce]  is 
recognized  for  1  hour. 

Ms.  PRYCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the 
purpose  of  debate  only,  I  yield  the  cus- 
tomary 30  minutes  to  my  grood  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Beilenson].  During  consideration  of 
this  resolution,  all  time  yielded  is  for 
the  purpose  of  debate  only. 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Ms.  PRYCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  all  Members  may 
have  5  legislative  days  within  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  on 
House  Resolution  455.  and  that  I  be  per- 
mitted to  submit  extraneous  materials 
into  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle- 
woman from  Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 


Ms.  PRYCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker.  House  Resolution  455  is 
an  open  rule  providing  for  the  consider- 
ation of  H.R.  3662,  the  Interior  and  Re- 
lated Agencies  appropriations  bill  for 
fiscal  year  1997. 

The  rule  provides  1  hour  of  general 
debate  equally  divided  and  controlled 
by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations, after  which  time  the  bill  will 
be  open  to  amendment  under  5-mlnute 
rule. 

Under  this  open  rule,  any  Member 
can  be  heard  on  any  germane  amend- 
ment to  the  bill  at  the  appropriate 
time,  as  long  as  it  is  consistent  with 
the  normal  rules  of  the  House.  It  is  im- 
portant to  note  that  of  the  four  pre- 
vious appropriations  bills  that  have 
been  reported  to  the  House  this  year, 
all  have  been  considered  under  an  open 
amendment  process. 

As  we  have  done  in  the  past,  the  rule 
empowers  the  Chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  to  give  priority  in 
recognition  of  Members  who  have 
preprinted  their  amendments  in  the 
Record  prior  to  their  consideration. 

The  Committee  on  Rules  continues 
to  believe  that  the  option  of  making 
amendments  available  for  our  col- 
leagues to  read  in  advance  of  floor  ac- 
tion is  a  very  useful  tool  for  improving 
the  quality  of  debate;  in  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  rule  also  provides  a 
limit  but  necessary  number  of  waivers 
to  facilitate  the  orderly  consideration 
of  the  bill.  For  example,  the  rule 
waives  clause  2(1  )(6)  of  rule  XI,  regard- 
ing the  3-day  availability  of  the  com- 
mittee report,  and  clause  7  of  rule  XXI, 
regarding  the  3-day  availability  of 
printed  hearings  and  reports  on  general 
appropriations  bills. 

Since  authorizing  legislation  for  sev- 
eral programs  within  the  scope  of  the 
bill  has  not  yet  been  approved  by  the 
House,  the  rule  provides  the  necessary 
waiver  of  clause  2  of  rule  XXI,  which 
prohibits  unauthorized  and  legislative 
provisions  in  appropriations  bills.  How- 
ever, Members  should  be  aware  that 
the  waiver  of  unauthorized  provisions 
does  not  extend  to  that  section  of  the 
bill  regarding  the  collection  of  States 
sales  taxes  on  tribal  businesses,  or  to 
the  first  two  provisos  under  the  head- 
ing of  "Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve." 

In  addition,  at  the  recommendation 
of  the  Budget  Committee,  the  rule  pro- 
vides for  the  automatic  adoption  of  an 
amendment  striking  the  final  proviso 
under  the  heading  of  "Strategic  Petro- 
leum Reserve"  from  the  bill.  It  is  the 
Rules  Committee's  understanding  that 
the  provision,  if  it  were  not  removed 
from  the  bill,  would  constitute  a  sig- 
nificant violation  of  the  Budget  Act. 

Furthermore,  the  rule  allows  the 
Chairman  of  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  to  postpone  and  shorten  votes 
during  further  consideration  of  the  bill. 
After  the  reading  of  the  final  lines  of 


the  bill,  a  motion  to  rise,  if  offered  by 
the  majority  leader  or  his  designee, 
will  have  precedence  over  a  motion  to 
amend.  Finally,  the  rule  provides  for 
one  motion  to  recommit,  with  or  with- 
out instructions,  as  is  the  right  of  the 
minority. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  focus  of  this  year's 
Interior  appropriations  bill  has  been  to 
make  good  government  choices,  and  I 
congratulate  my  colleague  from  Ohio, 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee, for  his  leadership  in  bal- 
ancing the  need  for  meaningful  deficit 
reduction  with  the  need  to  enhance  and 
protect  our  Nation's  natural  and  cul- 
tural resources. 

Although  the  bill  appropriates  $500 
million  less  than  last  year's  enacted 
level,  the  committee  has  provided  rea- ' 
sonable  Increases  for  the  national 
parks,  wildlife  refuges,  and  forests. 
Special  increases  are  provided  for  Ever- 
glades restoration,  the  earthquake  pro- 
gram, and  for  two  new  initiatives — the 
new  Southern  California  Natural  Com- 
munities Conservation  Planning  Pro- 
gram and  the  Appalachian  Clean 
Stream  Program.  Funds  have  also  been 
added  to  address  important  Indian 
health  and  education  needs. 

As  I  am  sure  my  colleagues  know, 
summer  is  the  time  when  many  of  our 
constituents  travel  to  the  Nation's 
Capital  to  visit  the  city's  treasured 
landmarks,  and  I  am  pleased  to  note 
that  In  the  bill  priority  was  given  to 
funding  increases  in  both  operations 
and  relieving  critical  maintenance 
backlogs  for  some  of  our  Nation's 
major  cultural  institutions.  These  in- 
clude such  popular  sites  as  the  Smith- 
sonian Institution,  the  National  Gal- 
lery of  Art,  the  John  F.  Kennedy  Cen- 
ter for  the  Performing  Arts,  and  the 
National  Holocaust  Memorial  Museum. 

While  the  comnMttee  was  able  to  pro- 
vide modest  funding  increases  for  these 
programs,  I  should  also  point  out  that 
the  bill  responds  to  the  American  peo- 
ple's call  for  smaller,  less  costly,  and 
more  effective  government.  In  order  to 
fund  these  and  other  priorities,  the 
committee  has  taken  responsible  steps 
to  eliminate  duplication  and  layers  of 
management,  and  to  do  away  with 
functions  that  the  committee  believes 
are  not  Inherent  Federal  responsibility. 

By  continuing  to  reduce  unnecessary 
spending  and  focusing  reasonable  fund- 
ing increaises  on  the  core  programs  con- 
tained in  the  bill.  Chairman  Regula 
and  members  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  have  been  able  to  save  the 
American  taxpayers  S500  million,  and 
at  the  same  time  fulfill  the  commit- 
ment to  preserve  and  enhance  our  na- 
tional treasures. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  closing  I  would  em- 
phasize again  that  the  rule  before  us  is 
both  fair  and  open.  Any  remaining 
areas  of  concern  or  disagreement  can 
be  addressed  through  the  normal 
amendment  process.  House  Resolution 
455  was  reported  unanimously  by  the 
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Rules  Committee  yesterday  and  it  will 
allow  our  Members  to  participate  most 
fully  in  the  deliberative  process.  I  urge 


my  colleagues  to  vote  "yes"  on  the 
rule  and  "yes"  on  the  underlying  legis- 
lation. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  include  the  following 
information  for  the  Record. 


THE  AMENDMENT  PROCESS  UNDER  SPECIAL  RULES  REPORTED  BY  THE  RULES  COMMHrEE.'  1030  CONGRESS  V  104TH  CONGRESS 

;*$  0)  June  18.  19961 
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Ms.  PRYCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume, and  I  thank  the  distinguished 
gentlewoman  from  Ohio,  my  good 
firiend,  Ms.  Prtce,  for  yielding  the  cus- 
tomary 30  minutes  of  debate  time  to 
me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  rule  permits  Mem- 
bers to  offer  any  amendment  which  is 
in  order  under  the  standing  rules  of  the 
House,  and  we  are  pleased  that  the  ma- 
jority has  provided  again  such  a  rule 
for  the  Interior  appropriations  bill.  We 
are  also  pleased  that  the  rule  continues 
a  practice  established  several  years  ago 
when  Democrats  controlled  the  House, 
of  respecting  the  prerogatives  of  au- 
thorizing committees  by  not  protecting 
against  points  of  order  legislative  lan- 
guage in  an  appropriations  bill  that  the 
authorizing  committee  with  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  matter  objects  to. 

In  that  regard,  the  rule  allows  two 
controversial  legislative  riders  in  the 
bill  to  be  struck  by  raising  a  point  of 
order.  One  is  a  provision  mandating  the 
sale  of  over  S200  million  worth  of  oil 
from  the  strategic  petroleum  reserve. 
The  other  is  a  provision  concerning  the 
collection  of  State  and  local  taxes  by 
native  American  retail  establishments 
located  on  native  American  lands. 


However,  there  is  one  aspect  of  this 
rule.  Mr.  Speaker,  that  we  object  to. 
and  that  is  the  absence  of  a  rule  XXI 
waiver,  a  waiver  against  legislating  on 
an  appropriations  bill  for  an  amend- 
ment that  the  gentlewoman  from  Or- 
egon [Ms.  FuRSE]  and  the  gentleman 
from  Dlinois  [Mr.  Porter]  hoped  to 
offer  to  repeal  the  salvage  timber  pro- 
gram enacted  by  the  Congress  last 
year. 

The  enactment  of  that  program, 
which  is  causing  serious  environmental 
damage  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  was 
possible  only  because  the  Committee 
on  Rules  last  year  waived  rule  XXI  to 
permit  the  salvage  timber  program  to 
be  added  as  a  legislative  rider  to  an  ap- 
propriations bill.  Because  the  destruc- 
tiveness  of  this  program  has  become  a 
grrowing  concern  to  an  increasing  num- 
ber of  Members,  it  seems  only  fair  and 
reasonable  to  allow  the  House  to  con- 
sider terminating  the  program  through 
the  same  means  by  which  it  was  origi- 
nally enacted.  We  feel  that  we  should 
have  had  that  opportunity. 

Beyond  the  rule  itself,  many  of  us 
have  serious  concerns  about  the  bill 
that  the  rule  makes  in  order.  While  the 
bill  does  not  contain  the  many 
antienvironmental  riders  that  last 
year's  Interior  bill  contained,  it  is  not 
entirely  devoid  of  controversy  stem- 


ming from  legislative  provisions  that 
do  not  belong  on  an  appropriations  bill. 

One  rider  that  this  year's  bill  con- 
tains would  prohibit  the  enforcement 
of  the  critical  habitat  desigrnation  for 
the  marbled  murrelet  on  private  lands 
in  California.  Over  37,000  acres  of  criti- 
cal habitat  is  affected,  most  of  which  is 
in  the  Headwaters  Forest  area,  the  last 
unprotected  ancient  redwood  wilder- 
ness in  the  world.  Fortunately,  we  an- 
ticipate an  amendment  striking  this 
provision  will  be  offered.  We  urge  Mem- 
bers to  support  that  amendment. 

But  even  without  containing  a  large 
number  of  antienvironmental  legisla- 
tive riders,  this  bill  would  cause  great 
harm  to  our  Nation's  valuable  natural 
and  cultural  resources  by  falling  far 
short  of  providing  the  funds  needed  to 
protect  those  resources.  The  bill  would 
reduce  funding  by  half  a  billion  dollars, 
as  the  gentlewoman  from  Ohio  [Ms. 
Pryce]  stated,  below  last  year's  level. 
When  combined  with  the  deep  cuts  in 
the  Interior  bill  enacted  for  fiscal  year 
1996,  this  bill  would  provide  about  12 
percent  less  for  Interior  programs  than 
we  were  spending  in  fiscal  year  1995. 

Under  this  bill,  funding  for  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service  would  be  18  percent 
below  the  President's  request.  That 
shortfall  will  prevent  the  Park  Service 
from  meeting  the  growing  demand  at 
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our  great  national  i)arks  for  visitor 
services,  maintenance  and  resource 
protection. 

The  bill  also  contains  large  reduc- 
tions from  the  President's  request  in 
other  programs  critical  to  effective  re- 
sources management,  including  a  20- 
percent  cut  in  endangered  species  pro- 
grams and  a  24-percent  cut  in  funds  re- 
quested for  the  Pacific  Northwest  for- 
est plan,  designed  to  protect  our  Na- 
tion's remaining  old  growth  forests. 

Funding  for  land  acquisition,  which 
is  critical  to  protecting  threatened 
areas  in  and  around  our  national  parks, 
national  forests,  and  wildlife  refuges, 
would  be  reduced  to  just  $100  million, 
which  is  less  than  one-thfrd  the 
amount  we  spent  for  that  purpose  in 
1992  when  Mr.  Bush  was  President  and 
only  one-ninth  of  the  amount  of  money 
we  are  collecting  in  the  lajid  and  water 
conservation  fund  for  the  purpose  spe- 
cifically of  purchasing  critical  lands. 

This  bill  also  imposes  a  deep  cut  in 
energy  conservation  programs.  It  is  33 
percent  below  the  President's  request 
in  that  area.  These  programs  not  only 
increase  our  Nation's  energy  efficiency, 
they  also  prevent  pollution  and  save 
businesses  and  Individuals  large  sums 
of  money  in  energy  costs.  A  particu- 
larly shortsighted  provision  is  the  50- 
percent  cut  in  the  President's  request 
for  the  Federal  Energy  Management 
Program,  which  saves  taxpayers  money 
by  reducing  the  Federal  Government's 
energy  costs. 

Furthermore,  the  bill's  low  level  of 
funding  for  fire  suppression,  $83  million 
below  the  President's  request,  is  inad- 
equate to  meet  the  rising  costs  of  the 
Forest  Service's  efforts  to  fight  and 
prevent  wildfires. 

In  addition,  this  bill  would  severely 
impair  programs  serving  native  Ameri- 
cans by  cutting  funding  for  them  by  14 
percent  below  the  President's  request. 
Particularly  hard  hit  would  be  the 
critically  important  health  and  edu- 
cational services  we  currently  provide 
for  native  Americans. 

Finally.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  would 
reduce  funding  for  the  arts  and  human- 
ities by  40  percent  from  the  levels  pro- 
vided in  fiscal  year  1995.  In  doing  so.  it 
would  severely  jeopardize  important 
cultural,  educational  and  artistic  pro- 
grams in  hundreds  upon  himdreds  of 
conmiunities  throughout  the  United 
States. 

I  do  not  fault  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Resources,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Regula].  for 
these  shortfalls  in  funding.  He  is  an 
eminently  fair  and  thoughtful  gen- 
tleman, who  has  done  a  very  good  job 
with  this  bill  in  light  of  the  very  lim- 
ited spending  allocation  his  sub- 
committee was  granted. 

The  fault  lies,  if  I  may  say  so.  Mr. 
Speaker,  with  the  Republican  leader- 
ship's spending  priorities,  which,  sim- 
ply stated,  are  wrong.  It  makes  no 
sense  to  shortchange  the  many  rel- 


atively modest  programs  contained  in 
this  bill,  programs  that  protect  our  Na- 
tion's resources  for  our  children  and 
our  grandchildren  in  order,  for  exam- 
ple, to  help  pay  for  a  defense  spending 
bill  that  provides  $11  billion  in  excess 
of  what  the  Pentagon  itself  requested. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  this  rule  makes 
in  order  does  not  serve  our  Nation's 
best  interests.  It  denies  future  genera- 
tions the  legacy  we  believe  we  would 
all  like  to  leave  behind:  abundant  natu- 
ral resources,  a  clean  and  well-pro- 
tected environment,  and  a  cultural 
richness  that  all  Americans  can  enjoy. 
When  the  House  considers  the  bill 
itself,  we  urge  Members  to  oppose  it. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Ms.  PRYCE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
such  tinne  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Solo- 
mon], the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Rules,  my  friend 
from  the  great  Empire  State. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman  from  Columbus,  OH, 
a  member  of  the  Committee  on  Rules 
that  does  such  a  great  job,  for  yielding 
me  time.  She  is  going  to  do  a  great  job 
on  this  one  here  today,  too. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  rule  that  is 
open,  it  is  fafr.  it  allows  cutting 
amendments,  it  allows  offsetting 
amendments,  it  allows  limitation 
amendments,  and  there  is  no  time 
limit  on  the  bill  itself. 

I  have  to  forewarn  the  Members  that 
after  today  there  will  be  29  legislative 
days  left.  That  means  that  we  have  ap- 
proximately 13  appropriation  bills  and 
their  conference  reports  to  deal  with. 
We  have  three  reconciliation  bills  that 
must  be  dealt  with.  We  have  the  Safe 
Drinking  Water  Act.  We  have  welfare 
reform.  We  have  all  of  these  issues  that 
have  to  come  to  the  floor.  Each  one  of 
them,  there  are  about  85  of  them,  are 
going  to  take  the  best  part  of  a  day. 
When  you  consider  there  are  29  days 
left  and  we  have  85  major  issues  to  deal 
with,  a  lot  is  going  to  get  left  by  the 
boards,  because  it  is  imperative  we  get 
out  of  here  by  October  4  and  go  back 
home  and  be  where  we  should  be.  with 
our  constituents. 

So.  having  said  that,  let  me  just  say 
that  I  hope  that  the  Members,  if  they 
are  going  to  offer  amendments,  will 
work  together.  We  do  not  want  to  have 
duplicative  amendments.  If  some  of  us 
are  interested  in  cutting  this  particu- 
lar program  or  adding  to  that  program, 
we  ought  to  work  together  so  that  we 
do  not  have  40  or  50  or  60  amendments. 
Let  us  keep  it  to  as  few  as  we  can  and 
still  accomplish  what  we  want  to  do. 

D  1100 

Having  said  that,  let  me  just  say  to 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio,  Congressman 
Ralph  Regula,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois.  Sm  Yates,  what  a  great 
job  they  have  done.  It  is  absolutely  im- 
perative that  this  Congress  stay  on  the 


glidepath  to  a  balanced  budget.  This  is 
the  second  consecutive  year  that  we 
are  doing  that,  and  we  have  5  more 
years  to  go.  Every  year  gets  more  dif- 
ficult because  the  cuts  come  even  deep- 
er, but  we  must  absolutely  stay  on  that 
glidepath  to  a  balanced  budget. 

That  is  why  today  I  am  supporting 
this  bill,  because  it  is  a  part  of  that 
glidepath.  it  is  $500  million  less  than 
last  year,  and  the  projection  for  next 
year  is  going  to  be  even  deeper  cuts  in 
this  bill  and  all  of  the  other  appropria- 
tion bills  that  are  coming  down  the 
line.  So,  I  want  to  really  commend 
Ralph  Regula  and  Sm  Yates,  because 
their  job  was  very,  very  difficult. 

We  have  very  important  issues  in 
this  Interior  bill.  They  deal  with  our 
national  parks,  which  are  so  important 
to  the  past  and  the  future  of  this  coun- 
try, and  to  be  able  to  develop  this  bill 
while  still  cutting  the  overall  budget,  I 
think  is  a  great  accomplishment.  I 
want  to  commend  them  for  it  and  hope 
that  this  rule  and  this  bill  is  going  to 
pass  today  so  that  we  can  get  on  and 
get  to  welfare  reform  and  immigration 
reform  and  all  of  these  other  important 
bills  that  we  have  to  deal  with  in  the 
next  29  days. 

So,  I  thank  the  gentlewoman  for 
yielding  me  the  time,  and  good  luck. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  8  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  [Mr.  DiCKS]. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  appreciate 
my  friend  from  California  jrtelding 
time  to  me.  I  want  to  talk  today  about 
a  rather  complicated  issue,  and  I  am 
pleased  that  the  rule  allows  us  to  con- 
sider this  amendment. 

This  is  an  issue  that  involves  the 
continued  existence  of  California's 
marbled  murrelet.  The  marbled 
murrelet  is  a  rare  sea  bird  that  nests  in 
forests  along  the  Pacific  coast.  It  is  a 
small  bird  that  spends  much  of  its  time 
at  sea  feeding  on  fish.  However,  during 
certain  crucial  months  each  year  it 
nests  in  California's  coniferous  forests. 

The  marbled  murrelet  is  listed  as  en- 
dangered under  the  California  Endan- 
gered Species  Act  and  threatened  under 
the  Federal  Endangered  Species  Act. 
My  colleague  and  member  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  RiGGS]. 
has  a  rider  on  the  Interior  bill  attached 
in  committee  last  week  which  could 
lead  to  the  extinction,  unfortunately, 
of  the  California  marbled  murrelet. 

The  Riggs  amendment  prohibits  im- 
plementation of  critical  habitat  des- 
ignation under  the  Federal  Endangered 
Species  Act  for  the  marbled  murrelet. 
The  rider  would  apply  to  most  of  the 
private  lands  in  the  northern  coastal 
area  of  California  that  has  been  identi- 
fied as  critical  habitat  for  the  marbled 
murrelet. 

U  critical  habitat  in  this  California 
area  does  not  continue  to  be  des- 
ignated, there  is  strong  likelihood  of 
the    marbled   murrelet   extinction    in 
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northern  California,  which  will  most 
likely  affect  the  bird  throughout  its 
Pacific  Northwest  range. 

The  Riggs  amendment  excludes  from 
its  coverage  3,000  acres  commonly 
called  the  "Headquarters  Grove,"  but 
this  exception  does  not  include  head- 
waters areas  that  are  crucial  for  sur- 
vival of  the  bird  in  California.  For  ex- 
ample, the  exception  does  not  include 
the  Owl  Creek  Forest,  a  440-acre  stand 
of  old  growth  coastal  coniferous  forest 
that  contains  a  key  137-acre  marbled 
murrelet  nesting  area. 

The  Riggs  amendment  does  not  pro- 
vide needed  protection  for  private 
property  because  critical  habitat  des- 
ignation does  not  stop  private  activi- 
ties. Critical  habitat  designation  on 
private  land  does  not  stop  activities, 
but  it  results  in  more  careful  consider- 
ation before  Federal  agencies  carry 
out,  approve,  or  fund  activities. 

Critical  habitat  designation  impacts 
only  Federal,  not  private,  actions.  For 
private  land,  critical  habitat  will  come 
into  consideration  when  the  landowner 
seeks  some  Federal  permit  or  approval, 
such  as  an  incidental  take  permit. 
Moreover,  while  critical  habitat  des- 
ignation may  change  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service's  calculus  in  granting 
a  take  permit,  it  does  not  trigger  the 
incidental  take  process.  If  marbled 
murrelets  will  not  be  injured  or  killed 
by  logging  or  designating  habitat,  the 
logging  can  proceed  without  a  permit. 

The  marbled  murrelet  is  dependent 
on  little  areas  that  remain.  In  Califor- 
nia, over  the  past  150  years,  we  have 
taken  and  harvested  much  of  the  mar- 
bled murrelet's  nesting  habitat.  The 
number  of  birds  in  California  has 
dropped  from  an  estimated  historic 
population  of  60,000  to  only  about  6,000. 
Because  of  the  marbled  murrelet's  pre- 
carious situation,  further  destruction 
of  its  significant  habitat  makes  extinc- 
tion of  the  northern  California  popu- 
lation probable. 

The  marbled  murrelet  has  special 
nesting  requirements.  Every  year  the 
species  loses  a  majority  of  its  chicks  to 
predation;  therefore,  it  can  nest  suc- 
cessfully only  where  foliage  is  thick 
enough  for  the  chicks  to  hide  from 
predators.  In  addition,  marbled 
murrelets  do  not  build  typical  nests; 
instead,  they  lay  eggs  in  natural  de- 
pressions on  tree  limbs,  so  they  require 
large  limb  structures. 

Critical  habitat  designation  has  fo- 
cused on  Federal  land.  In  May  1996  crit- 
ical habitat  was  designated  for  the 
marbled  murrelet  along  the  Pacific 
coast.  Slightly  over  1  percent  of  the 
designation  occurred  on  private  land, 
because  the  Pish  and  Wildlife  Service 
worked  to  designate  non-Federal  lands 
as  critical  habitat  only  "where  Federal 
lands  are  limited  or  nonexistent  and 
where  non-Federal  lands  are  essential 
for  maintaining  marbled  murrelet  pop- 
ulations and  nesting  habitats."  A  total 
of  about  48,000  private  acres  were  des- 
ignated as  critical  habitat  for  the  bird. 


The  Riggs  amendment  applies  to  al- 
most all  this  area,  most  of  which  is 
owned  by  the  Pacific  Lumber  Co. 

The  marbled  murrelet  draft  recovery 
plan  emphasizes  the  importance  of 
these  acres  for  marbled  murrelet  recov- 
ery. Suitable  nesting  habitat  on  Pacific 
Lumber  Co.  lands  in  Humboldt  County, 
CA,  is  the  only,  and  I  underline  that 
word,  only,  available  nesting  habitat 
for  the  southern  portion  of  zone  4.  This 
area  is  situated  in  a  key  area  close  to 
the  coast  with  no  Federal  lands  in  the 
immediate  area  that  are  able  to  pro- 
vide similar  recovery  distributions. 

That  is  why  I  am  offering  my  amend- 
ment today,  to  strike  this  provision.  I 
wanted  to  emphasize  to  my  colleagues 
that  there  are  remedies  here.  If  we 
want  to  get  around  the  designation  of 
critical  habitat,  I  should  not  say  get 
around,  but  if  we  want  to  deal  with  it, 
what  we  should  do  is  what  I  have  asked 
the  companies  in  my  State  and  in  the 
Northwest  and  in  Washington  State  to 
do,  and  that  is  to  enter  into  a  multi- 
species  habitat  conservation  plan  with 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Through  doing  a  multispecies  habitat 
conservation  plan,  a  person  can  achieve 
100  years  of  certainty  on  his  lands. 
Now,  yes,  there  is  a  negotiation  and 
certain  aresis  have  to  be  protected  on 
these  private  lands,  but  that  is  the  way 
to  proceed. 

If  one  gets  a  multispecies  habitat 
conservation  plan,  then  they  are  enti- 
tled to  an  incidental  take  permit,  so 
that  if  there  is  a  take  on  private  lands 
there  will  be  no  Federal  sanction. 

The  companies  in  the  State  of  Wash- 
ington are  entering  into  these  agree- 
ments. Now,  if  my  friend  from  Califor- 
nia can  walk  in  here  into  the  Congress 
and  overturn  a  Federal  court  decision 
which  directed  that  critical  habitat  be 
designated  and  get  relief  for  his  indi- 
vidual company,  then  how  am  I  to  ask 
all  of  my  companies  to  do  the  right 
thing,  and  that  is  to  negotiate  a  multi- 
species HCP  with  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment? So  if  we  do  this,  the  administra- 
tion has  stated  in  their  letter  to  all  of 
us  up  here  on  this  bill  that  they  will 
veto  the  bill. 

Last  year  we  got  ourselves  into  trou- 
ble by  giving  in  to  these  substantive 
riders  on  this  bill.  So  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  my  amendment 
today  to  strike  this  out.  It  is  the  right 
thing  to  do  for  the  ESA.  It  is  the  right 
thing,  I  think,  to  do  for  the  private 
companies  because  then  it  will  force 
Pacific  Lumber  Co.,  which  has  not  ne- 
gotiated in  good  faith  with  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service,  to  establish  a 
habitat  conservation  plan;  that  they 
cannot  come  here  and  get  around  this 
provision. 

My  judgment  is  that  they  should  go 
back,  sit  down  with  the  Fish  and  Wild- 
life Service,  and  do  what  Murray  Pa- 
cific, Weyerhaeuser.  Plum  Creek,  and 
the  major  companies  in  my  part  of  the 
world  are  doing,  and  that  is  negotiat- 


ing a  multispecies  habitat  conserva- 
tion plan.  So  let  us  defeat  the  Riggs 
amendment  and  stand  behind  the  En- 
dangered Species  Act. 

I  might  say  to  my  colleagues  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  this  will  be  one  of  the  most  impor- 
tant environmental  votes  of  this  Con- 
gress. 

Ms.  PRYCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yiela  3 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  the  great  State  of  Florida, 
[Mr.  Goss],  from  the  Committee  on 
Rules. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  my 
friend  from  Columbus,  OH,  the  distin- 
guished Judge  Pryce,  for  yielding  me 
this  time,  and,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  this  open  rule,  yet 
another  open  rule  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules. 

Members  wiU  recall  that  last  year  a 
simple  open  rule  proved  to  be  not 
enough  for  the  Interior  bill,  so  I  am  es- 
pecially pleased  that  we  seem  to  have 
achieved  broad  bipartisan  agreement 
on  how  we  will  consider  this  legislation 
before  us  today. 

There  were  some  tough  choices  this 
year,  including  how  to  treat  the  legis- 
lative language  in  the  bill  dealing  with 
issues  like  the  strategic  petroleum  re- 
serve and  the  sale  of  commercial  goods 
on  Indian  reservation  lands.  I  think  we 
made  the  right  choices  upstairs  in  de- 
ferring to  the  authorizing  committees 
on  this  issue,  and  I  hope  that  those 
panels  will,  and  I  encourage  those  pan- 
els to,  look  into  these  issues  in  the 
very  near  future  because  there  is  a  lot 
of  Member  interest  in  them. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Interior  appropria- 
tions bill  is  an  important  bill  for  the 
country  and  it  is  particularly  impor- 
tant for  the  State  of  Florida,  which  I 
am  privileged  to  represent  part  of.  It  is 
the  vehicle  for  crucial  Everglades  res- 
toration funds  to  meet  the  Federal 
commitment  in  our  ongoing  effort  to 
restore  and  preserve  for  future  genera- 
tions the  unique  "River  of  Grass,"  as 
we  call  the  Everglades.  It  is  a  national 
treasure.  It  is  a  global  treasure. 

Although  we  will  have  some  discus- 
sion later  in  this  debate  about  the  need 
to  boost  and  guarantee  that  commit- 
ment in  this  bill,  I  wish  to  commend 
the  gentleman  fi-om  Ohio,  Chairman 
Regula,  and  the  ranking  member,  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois,  Mr.  Yates,  for 
their  attention  to  this  unique  national 
treasure  and  for  their  commitment  to 
helping  us  have  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment meet  its  commitment  to  the 
State  of  Florida;  and  the  polluters,  who 
have  agreed  to  help  pay  and  clean  up 
the  Everglades:  and  the  taxpayers  of 
Florida  who  are  involved,  and  there  are 
a  great  number  of  them. 

It  is  an  important  Federal  commit- 
ment and  there  is  no  reason  at  this 
point  to  relinquish  it  because  the  job  is 
not  done  yet. 

Also  vital  to  Florida's  economy  and 
our  national  commitment  to  wise  stew- 
ardship of  the  natural  resources  is  the 
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annual  outer  continental  shelf  oil  and 
gas  exploration  moratorium,  which 
protects  our  fragile  coastline  in  Flor- 
ida from  oil  slicks  and  pollution.  We 
are  grateful  for  the  attention  we  have 
received. 

Of  course,  this  year's  Interior  bill  is 
not  without  some  controversy.  Several 
programs  have  been  scaled  back  to 
achieve  budget  targets  so  we  stay  on 
our  glidepath.  The  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Fund,  for  instance,  which 
is  used  to  fund  land  acquisition  in  our 
national  parks,  wildlife  refuges,  and 
elsewhere,  has  been  reduced  again  this 
year.  I  personally  believe  that  is  a  false 
saving,  but  while  I  may  not  agree  en- 
tirely with  all  the  choices  made  in  the 
bill,  I  certainly  applaud  Chairman  Reg- 
Ul-A  and  the  members  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  for  their  hard  work 
in  getting  to  this  point. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
rule  and  support  the  bill  when  it  comes 
to  the  floor.  I  believe  we  have  some 
amendments  that  will  make  it  even 
better  than  it  is  now. 

Mr.  BEELENSION.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  my  distinguished 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Brown]. 

(Mr.  BROWN  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend his  remarks. ) 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  thank  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  California  for  jrielding  me 
this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  certainly  want  to  rise 
in  support  of  this  rule.  I  think  it  is  a 
very  reasonable  rule  and  will  allow  the 
House  to  work  its  will  on  the  bill.  I 
want  to  take  advantage  of  this  oppor- 
tunity to  make  a  few  brief  statements 
about  the  bill  itself,  which  I  think 
would  be  appropriate  to  make  at  this 
time,  and  I  am  going  to  confine  myself 
to  those  parts  of  the  bill  which  would 
fall  within  the  authorizing  jurisdiction 
of  the  Committee  on  Science. 

I  want  to  applaud  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Regijla]  for  his  tireless 
and  farsighted  support  of  the  fossil  en- 
ergy R&D  programs,  and  I  enthusiasti- 
cally commend  him  for  his  recognition 
of  the  importance  of  academic  research 
In  the  earthquake  hazards  program  at 
the  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  with  which 
I  have  had  a  long-time  association. 

I  understand  how  difficult  it  was  to 
fund  these  programs  at  the  desired  lev- 
els, and  I  praise  the  work  that  he  has 
done  on  these  provisions  in  the  bill. 

Although  I  understand  that  It  wsis 
also  difficult  to  fund  energy  conserva- 
tion R&D  at  even  10  percent  below  last 
year,  I  cannot  support  the  drastic  cuts 
made  in  this  overall  program.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  last  year,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  fiscal  year  1996  appropria- 
tions bill,  made  a  commitment  to 
spread  reductions  in  energy  conserva- 
tion over  5  years  and  to  cut  only  10  per- 
cent per  year,  and  obviously,  it  has 
been  difficult  to  do  that  this  year. 


I  want  to  say  that  energy  conserva- 
tion R&D  efforts  have  produced  a  host 
of  success  stories  in  the  past.  For  ex- 
ample, R&D  has  developed  a  new  win- 
dow coating  that  now  captures  36  per- 
cent of  the  $4  billion  per  year  new  win- 
dow market  and  has  saved  taxpayers 
nearly  S2  billion  in  energy  savings. 
Further  advances  in  the  laboratory 
have  produced  windows  that  lose  less 
heat  than  the  wall  within  which  they 
are  embedded. 

Other  energy  conservation  R&D  suc- 
cesses include  the  energy-saving  com- 
pressors that  most  Americans  have  in 
their  home  refrigerators  and  better  and 
more  powerful  fluorescent  lights. 
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These  examples  show  that  R&D  pro- 
vides incredible  returns  to  the  tax- 
payers in  the  form  of  lower  energy 
bills.  I  might  say  that  this  is  applied 
R&D,  which  some  Members  have  criti- 
cized as  being  corporate  subsidies.  It 
has  also  produced  returns  in  increased 
energy  security,  high-technology  jobs, 
environmental  protection.  The  Clinton 
budget  recognizes  the  value  of  energy 
research  and  development  for  the  fu- 
ture prosperity  of  the  American  econ- 
omy and  seeks  to  increase  these  efforts 
by  30  percent  within  a  balanced  budget. 

I  might  say  that  this  is  possible  with- 
in a  balanced  budget,  and  the  so-called 
blue  dog  budget  provides  for  this  kind 
of  an  increase  within  a  balanced  budg- 
et. 

I  know  that  the  gentlenum  fi*om  Ohio 
[Mr.  Regula],  is  well  acquainted  with 
the  accomplishments  of  these  pro- 
grams and  would  not  cut  them  if  the 
budget  constraints  put  upon  him  by 
the  budget  resolution  were  not  so  dire. 
I  also  believe  that  in  the  coming 
months,  if  funds  become  available,  he 
will  seek  higher  levels  of  funding.  I 
commend  him  for  this  attitude.  I  will 
also  fight  for  these  progranas  and  sup- 
port any  effort  to  enhance  research  and 
development  in  the  energy  efficiency 
area. 

Ms.  PRYCE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Wki.t.er],  a  valued  new  Member  of 
this  Congress. 

Mr.  WELLER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to 
thank  the  gentlewoman  from  Ohio  for 
the  opportunity  to  speak  on  this  rule.  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  rule  and  I  also 
rise  in  support  of  this  interior  appro- 
priations bill. 

This  legislation  provides  a  real  op- 
portunity to  invest  in  the  children  and 
also  the  future  of  my  home  State  of  Il- 
linois. 

I  want  to  point  out  the  extraordinary 
efforts  of  my  good  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois,  Sid  Yates,  the 
ranking  member,  and  also  the  leader- 
ship of  the  chairman  of  this  sub- 
committee, that  this  appropriations 
legislation  invests  In  an  important 
conservation  program  important  to  the 
State  of  Illinois  and,  in  fact,  provides 


J3.35  million  to  the  U.S.  Forest  Service 
for  continued  development  and  oper- 
ations of  the  Midewin  National 
Tallgrass  Prairie  Park,  what  has  al- 
ready been  nicknamed  the  Yellowstone 
of  the  Midwest  by  many  conservation- 
ist groups.  This  appropriation  legisla- 
tion also  continues  an  investment 
which  the  subcommittee  and  this 
House  last  year  made  of  a  S400,000  ap- 
propriation. 

The  point  is  that  establishment  of 
the  Midewin  National  Tallgrass  Prairie 
is  a  key  part  of  our  efforts,  a  bipartisan 
effort  in  the  State  of  Illinois,  to  rede- 
velop the  Joliet  Arsenal,  the  largest 
single  of  piece  of  property  in  northern 
Illinois,  in  fauct.  this  effort  is  consid- 
ered a  national  model  for  redevelop- 
ment of  former  surplus  military  facili- 
ties and  something  anyone  who  has  a 
base  closing  in  their  district  should 
look  at.  The  President  signed  into  law 
legislation  to  redevelop  the  Joliet  Ar- 
senal in  February  of  this  year.  It  was  a 
bipartisan  bill,  a  bipartisan  effort. 

This  legislation  took  the  almost 
24.000  acres  of  the  Joliet  Arsenal,  set 
aside  19.000  acres  for  establishment  and 
development  of  the  Midewin  National 
Tallgrass  Prairie,  almost  1.000  acres. 
what  will  be  the  second  largest  na- 
tional veterans  cemetery  in  the  coun- 
try, and  3,000  acres  for  job  creation. 

Clearly,  this  is  an  important  project. 
In  fact,  the  people  of  Illinois  consider 
development  of  the  Midewin  National 
Tallgrass  Prairie  and  its  funding  and 
continued  operation  the  No.  1  environ- 
mental and  conservation  priority  for 
the  State  of  Illinois. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  thank  Mr. 
Yates  and  thank  Mr.  Rbgula  for  their 
leadership.  It  is  a  win,  win,  win  and  de- 
serves bipartisan  support. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman 
fi"om  Colorado  [Mrs.  Schroeder]. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  as  one  who  was  bom  in  Portland, 
OR.  loves  the  forests  of  the  Northwest 
and  am  very  saddened  by  the  fact  that 
we  are  not  going  to  be  able  to  do  any- 
thing to  reverse  the  clear-cutting  pro- 
visions, that  are  taking  them  down  so 
much  faster  than  they  grew  up. 

There  are  many  other  problems  with 
this  bill  that  saddens  me.  We  gut  the 
National  Park  Service,  18  percent 
below  the  President's  budget.  We  gut 
Fish  and  Wildlife,  20  percent  below  the 
administrations  request.  We  reduce 
forest  plan  funding  for  $19  million  less 
than  the  President's  request.  And  we 
dc  not  fund  the  Everglades  as  the  ad- 
ministration had  requested. 

I  find  these  all  national  treasures, 
national  treasures  that  we  cannot  re- 
store again.  Once  these  are  gone,  they 
are  gone.  I  now  live  in  Colorado,  where 
we  think  of  ourselves  as  the  lungs  of 
the  Nation,  and  we  treasure  our  na- 
tional parks.  So,  there  is  going  to  be 
some  voting  today  that  is  going  to  be 
very,  very  key.  I  hope  Members  vote  on 
the  issue. 
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I  was  saddened  today  to  read  in  the 
paper  that  the  Speaker  was  saying  that 
he  could  get  Members  on  that  side  of 
the  aisle  to  vote  any  way  he  wanted 
just  by  showing  my  face.  Apparently 
they  have  my  face  on  a  stick  over 
there.  I  just  wanted  to  show  Members 
that,  if  they  see  this,  please  vote  the 
environmental  vote.  Let  us  not  use  this 
kind  of  thing  to  stampede  Members. 

The  Speaker  was  bragging  that  he 
was  able  to  get  four  Members  on  that 
side  of  the  aisle  to  change  their  vote  on 
the  budget  to  lift  the  deficit  from  this 
year  to  next  year  just  by  showing  my 
face.  It  must  have  been  because  I  was 
not  here. 

So,  I  want  to  make  sure,  if  that  trick 
is  used  on  these  votes,  my  colleagues 
have  now  seen  the  trick.  My  colleagues 
better  have  a  better  excuse  for  voting 
against  these  really  wonderful  treas- 
ures that  we  should  be  holding  in  stew- 
ardship and  trusteeship  for  our  chil- 
dren and  for  the  future. 

Let  us  listen  and  let  us  think  and  re- 
member, those  who  voted  to  increase 
the  President's  defense  budget  by  $13 
billion  more  than  he  asked  for,  how  can 
we  possibly  take  away  these  national 
treasures  that  our  forefathers  and 
foremothers  had  the  vision  to  put 
away?  If  we  do  not  fund  them  and  if  we 
do  not  maintain  them,  we  are  going  to 
lose  them. 

Just  remember,  many  in  this  body 
voted  to  increase  the  defense  funding, 
and  they  have  now  got  to  gash  and  cut 
away  at  the  environmental  funding. 
They  have  even  raised  the  deficit  from 
this  year  to  next  year.  Please  do  not  do 
it  with  my  face.  Please  do  It  on  the 
merits. 

I  cannot  really  believe  that  the 
Speaker  meant  folks  on  that  side  were 
that  afraid  of  me.  I  am  being  made  the 
big,  bad  wolf,  I  guess.  Well,  do  not  be 
afraid  of  me.  I  am  a  55-year-old  woman. 
This  face  is  not  going  to  kill  you.  Do 
not  run  from  this  face  and  do  not  run 
from  the  vote.  I  want  no  more  excuses. 

Ms.  PRYCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
3rleld  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Farr]. 

Mr.  FARR  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  thank  the  gentleman  for  3rlelding 
time  to  me. 

I  rise  on  this  rule,  and  I  think  it  is  a 
good  rule  and  am  going  to  support  it. 
but  to  point  out  that  the  rule  aJso  al- 
lows for  this  bill  to  be  amended.  I  want 
to  offer  an  amendment,  an  amendment 
that  is  consistent  with  the  purpose  for 
which  this  fund  was  created,  the  land 
and  water  conservation  fund. 

The  Congress  back  In  the  1960's  en- 
acted this  bill  and  said  that  we  are 
going  to  allow  for  offshore  oil  drilling 
of  Federal  lands  and  the  revenues  from 
those  Federal  lands,  from  public  lands 
will  be  put  into  a  fund  and  then  that 
fund  will  be  used  to  help  all  the  States, 
not  just  those  coastal  States  that  have 


offshore  oil  drilling  but  all  the  States 
for  all  the  people  of  the  United  States. 
My  amendment  shows  that  we  have  not 
been  doing  that.  In  essence  we  have 
taken,  that  account  now  has  about  $900 
million  a  year  income,  and  reappro- 
priated  about  $400  million  out  of  that. 

Of  that  $400  million,  $300  million  goes 
back  to  the  oil  companies  to  essen- 
tially do  research  for  multinational 
corporations  to  do  research.  The  prob- 
lem I  have  with  that  is,  oil  is  also 
being  drilled  on  State  lands.  It  is  being 
drilled  on  private  lands,  and  there  is  no 
requirement  that  in  those  types  of 
drilling  operations  that  money  goes 
back  for  that  purpose. 

Then  we  have  shortchanged  the 
money  that  goes  back  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior  and  to  our  States 
and  from  our  States  to  our  counties 
and  to  our  cities.  I  am  concerned  that 
this  fund,  which  Congress  set  up  origi- 
nally for  that  purpose,  is  not  being 
used  for  that  purpose  anymore.  It  is 
being  used  to  do  a  lot  of  other  things. 
So  in  my  amendment  I  shift  that  bal- 
ance. Instead  of  two-thirds  for  the  peo- 
ple of  America,  I  suggest  that  we  re- 
verse that  and  make  the  funding  prior- 
ities just  the  opposite:  one-third  for 
the  oil  companies  and  two-thirds  for  all 
the  citizens  of  the  United  States  of 
present  and  future  generations  and 
visitors  who  are  lawfully  present  with- 
in the  boundaries  of  the  United  States 
so  that  they  can  enjoy  the  quality  and 
quantity  of  outdoor  recreational  re- 
sources as  may  be  available  and  are 
necessary  and  desfrable  for  individual 
active  participation  in  such  recreation 
to  strengthen  the  health  and  vitality  of 
the  citizens  of  the  United  States. 

I  am  reading  exactly  from  the  bill, 
from  the  law  that  Congress  in  the  1960's 
adopted.  So,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  I  think,  has  done  a 
very  good  job  under  hard  work,  but  I 
thank  on  this  one  my  colleague  has 
missed  the  mark.  My  colleague  has  es- 
sentially not  put  the  priorities  where 
the  public-  wants  the  priorities  to  be. 
There  is  not  a  city,  there  is  not  a  coun- 
ty, there  is  not  a  State  that  is  not  in 
need  of  more  resources  to  buy  from 
willing  sellers,  to  Invest  in  manage- 
ment opportunities.  So  for  every  Mem- 
ber of  Congress,  my  amendment  has 
something  In  it  for  them.  I  would  urge 
that,  when  that  amendment  comes  up 
under  the  rule  that  we  are  debating 
and  win  be  adopting,  we  all  vote  for 
that  amendment. 

Ms.  PRYCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Regula],  my 
friend  and  chairman  of  the  subcommit- 
tee. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman  for  yielding  time  to 
me. 

Let  me  just  say  that  I  hope  all  the 
Members  will  carefully  review  this  bill. 
I  think  we  have  done  a  good  job.  We 


have  been  very  bipartisan  in  terms  of 
projects.  There  have  been  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  projects  that  have  been 
funded.  The  bill  recognizes  the  fact 
that  we  have  a  limited  amount  of 
money,  we  have  tried  to  manage  our 
resources  carefully. 

This  bill  Is  a  billion  and  a  half  dollars 
less  than  in  1995.  That  is  a  billion  and 
a  half  that  our  children  and  grand- 
children will  not  have  to  pay  in  terms 
of  national  debt  and  in  terms  of  inter- 
est on  that  debt.  But  in  the  process,  I 
think  we  have  taken  care  of  the  impor- 
tant things,  and  we  will  discuss  that 
more  in  the  general  debate. 

I  certainly  would  again  urge  all  of 
the  Members  to  look  carefully  at  the 
details  of  the  bill.  I  think  working  with 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Yates],  my  colleague  on  the  sub- 
committee, that  we  have  tried  to  bring 
to  the  floor  today  a  responsible  bill 
given  the  constraints  that  were  put 
upon  us  by  reducing  the  spending  by 
the  reduced  allocation.  We  have  tried 
to  address  the  Important  things. 

Last  year  I  talked  about  must-do's, 
need-to-dos  and  nice-to-do's.  The 
must-do's  we  have  done;  added  $55  mil- 
lion for  the  parks,  for  example.  Need- 
to-do's,  we  have  tried  to  take  care  of 
problem  areas.  We  have  done  things 
like  finish  construction  that  was  un- 
derway, put  a  lot  of  money  in  for  re- 
pairs and  maintenance.  That  is  very 
Important,  and  those  are  need-to-do's. 
On  the  nlce-to-do's,  we  have  to  scale 
back  considerably,  but  it  Is  important. 

We  also  recognize  the  fact  that  the 
taxpayers  foot  the  bill  for  all  of  this, 
and  so  I  think  on  balance  we  have  done 
a  responsible  job.  I  would  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  vote  for  the  rule.  It  is  an 
open  rule.  Members  will  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  offer  amendments  as  they  see 
fit. 

Given  those  circumstances,  I  would 
not  see  any  reason  not  to  support  the 
rule.  I  urge  all  Members  to  do  so. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Ra- 
HALL]. 

Mr.  RAHALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  shielding  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  this 
rule  as  well  as  the  fiscal  year  1997  ap- 
propriation bill  itself  and  the  Interior 
Department  and  related  agencies. 
While  it  is  not  the  perfect  Interior  ap- 
propriation bill,  I  do  commend  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Regula]  for  the 
manner  and  the  actions  that  he  took 
within  the  context  of  the  si)endlng  allo- 
cations with  which  he  has  dealt. 

D  1130 

I  believe  that  he  did  a  decent  job  of 
providing  for  those  programs  which  are 
the  most  important.  We  are.  after  all, 
in  an  era  of  having  to  make  decisions 
in  order  to  prioritize  our  scarce  re- 
source dollars. 

So  while  It  is  true  that  this  bill  Is 
about  S400  million  less  than  current 
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year  funding,  it  should  be  noted  that 
part  of  this  reduction  can  be  contrib- 
uted to  the  fact  that  several  programs 
have  been  terminated  and  no  longer  re- 
quire funding.  This  Is  an  Important 
fact  to  bear  in  mind. 

Further,  while  cuts  are  being  pro- 
posed for  energy  conservation  and  re- 
search programs,  those  reductions  are 
allowing  more  funds  to  be  plowed  into 
operating  our  National  Park  System 
wildlife  refuges,  endangered  species 
and  other  resource  management  agen- 
cy programs.  In  my  view  these  are 
some  of  the  most  important  aspects  of 
the  Interior  appropriation  bill. 

But  most  importantly  I  am  support- 
ing this  bill  because  it  does  not  reduce 
funding  for  the  Office  of  Surface  Min- 
ing, and  it  contains  the  moratorium  on 
the  processing  and  issuance  of  hard 
rock  mining  patents,  an  Issue  this 
House  has  expressed  itself  on  unani- 
mously on  a  number  of  occasions.  The 


OSM  in  both  its  regulatory  functions 
and  through  the  abandoned  mine  rec- 
lamation program  well  serves  the  citi- 
zens of  our  Nation's  coalfields. 

So  I  commend  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Regula],  express  my  grati- 
tude to  him  for  resisting  the  agenda 
being  advanced  by  certain  quarters  to 
gut  the  Surface  Mining  Control  and 
Reclamation  Act  of  1977  through  back- 
door approaches  such  through  OSM's 
budget.  The  agency  took  a  severe  hit  in 
the  current  year  appropriation.  It  is 
operating  with  about  25  percent  less 
Federal  inspectors,  and  it  is  coping  and 
under  the  leadership  of  Director  Bob 
Uram.  It  is  doing  a  job. 

So  I  commend  the  fact  this  bill  Is 
largely  free  of  controversial  anti-envi- 
ronment, anti-public  interest  riders 
which  plagued  our  consideration  for  so 
many  appropriation  bills  last  year. 

Amendments  might  be  offered  today, 
Mr.  Speaker.  Many  of  my  colleagues  on 


this  side  of  the  aisle  will  vote  for  them. 
Fine.  I  may  vote  for  them  as  well.  But 
when  all  is  said  and  done,  let  us  vote 
for  this  Interior  appropriation  bill  and 
vote  for  the  rule. 

Ms.  PRYCE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  wiU  re- 
serve the  balance  of  my  time  until  my 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  BEILENSON]  concludes. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  at  the  beginning  of  this 
Congress  the  Republican  majority 
claimed  that  the  House  was  going  to 
consider  bills  under  an  open  process. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  62  per- 
cent of  the  legislation  this  session  has 
been  considered  under  a  restrictive 
process. 

At  this  point  I  insert  the  following 
extraneous  material  in  the  Record: 
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Process  used  tor  iiooi  ansiotntiai 


AmcflSfnMs 


H.R.  1*  _ 

H.  Res.  6  

H.R.  5-  . 

HJ.  R«s.  2- 

H.  Rtt.  43  

HR.  101  „ 

H.R.  400  

HJJ.  440  

RR.  f  

HB.  665* 

H.R.  666*  .„ 

HJJ.  {67-  

H.R.  66P 

HJJ.  W  

HJI.  7- 

HJl  729* 

S.  2 

HJJ.  S31  

H.R.  830-  

H.R.  889  

H.R.  450-  

H.R.  I02r  

MR.  926-  

MR.  925*  

H.R.  1058*  

H.R.  988*  

H.R.  956*  

MR.  1158  

HJ.  Rts.  73*  

H.R.  4*  

H.R.  1271*  

HJJ.  660*  

H.R.  1215*  

HJJ.  483 

H.R.  655 

HJJ.  1361  

HJJ.  961 

HJJ  535 

HJJ.  584 

HJJ.  (14  

H.  Con  Res  67 

H.R.  1561  

H.R.  1530 

HJI.  1817  

H.R.  1854  

HJJ.  1868  

HJJ.  1905  

HJ.  Res.  79 

HJJ.  1944  _.. 

Hit.  1868  (2ii0  rule) 

H.R.  1977  *Rulc  Dettated* 

H.R.  1977  

H.R.  1976  

H.R.  1977  (3nl  role)  

HJI.  2020  

HJ.  Res.  96 

H.R.  2002  

H.R.  70  

HJJ.  2076 

HJJ.  2099 

S.  21  - 

H.R.  2126  


Compliance  

Ooeninj  Day  Rules  Packiie 

UntunOed  Mandjtes 

Balanced  Buijet  _ 

Committee  Heanngs  Sclitdalmi _ 

To  transfer  a  parcel  o)  land  to  the  Taos  Pueblo  Indians  of  Nea  Ha- 


H.  Res.6 
H.  Res  5 
H.  Res.  38 
H  Res.  44 
H.  Res.  43  m 
H.  Res.  51 


To  provide  tor  the  echante  of  lands  ntnin  Gates  of  the  Aictc  Na-     H.  Res.  52 

ttonal  Part  Preserve. 
To  provide  for  the  conveyance  of  lands  to  certain  indnndujis  m     H.  Res.  S3 

Butte  County.  California. 

Line  Kern  Veto  

Victim  Restitution  kx  of  1995  

EKlusionaiy  Rule  Reform  «ct  of  1995 
Violent  Cnmmal  Incaiwration  Act  of  1995 


The  Criminal  Alien  Deportation  hnpiovement  Act  - 
lAcal  Government  Law  Enforcement  Bloch  Grants  . 

National  Secunty  Revitaiation  Act _ _. 

Death  PenaltyHaPeas  _ _ 

Senate  Compliance  . 


To  Permanently  blend  the  Health  Insurance  Deduction  tor  tlie  Self- 

Empl^. 

The  Papenmoni  Reduction  Act  _ 

Emerjency  Supplemental/Rescinding  Certain  Bijd|et  Aiitbonty 

Regulatory  Moratonum 

Risn  Assessment  ________________„____ 

Regulatory  Floibility 


Pnvate  Property  Protection  Act 

Securities  btigatioi  Retonii  Act 

The  Attorney  tecountability  Act  of  1995 

Prodx;  Lias;!^  and  Legal  Reform  Act _ 

Waking  Emergency  Supplemental  Appropnatms  and  Resossioas 

Term  Limits  ...._ 

Wellart  Reform 

Family  Pmracy  Act 

Housiivj  for  Older  Persons  Act 

The  Contract  With  Amenca  Ta«  RHiel  Act  of  1995 

Medicare  Select  Extension 

Hydrogen  Futuie  Act  

Coast  Guard  Authoruation  

Clean  Water  Act 

Coning  National  Fish  Hatchery  Conveyance  Act 

Conveyance  o!  the  Fairport  National  Fish  Hatcheiy  to  tlie  State  of 

kma. 
Coflwyance  of  the  New  lindon  National  Fish  Hatcheiy  Production  Fa- 
cility, 

Budget  Resolution  

American  Overseas  Interests  Act  of  1995  .— 

National  Defense  Authonntion  Acti  FT  1996 


Militaiy  Constrvction  Appnpnations;  FY  1996  . 
Legislative  Branch  Ajproonations 


Foreign  Operations  Appiopnations  . 
Energy  I  Water  Acpropnations  . 


Constitutional  Afflendinent  to  Permit  Coogitss  and  States  to  PnhM 
the  Ptiysical  Desecration  of  the  Amencao  Flag. 

Recissens  Bill 

Foreign  Operations  Appnpnatniis 

Intenor  Appropriations  . 
Intenor  Approonatnns  . 


Agnculture  Apprapnatnns . 
Intenor  Appnpnations  . 


Ireasiiiy  Postal  A«pro«nations 
DisapprMhg  IffN  for  China  .... 
Transportation  Appropriations  . 
Exports  of  Alaskan  North  Slope  Oil . 
Commeice.  iustce  Appropnations  . 
VVHUD  Appmpnations  . 


Termination  of  U.S.  Arms  Efflbarfo  on  E 
Defense  Appropnations 


H  Res.  55 
H  Res  61 
H.  Res  63 
H.  Res.  63 
H  Res.  69 
H  Res.  79 
H.  Res.  83 
IVA 
Wh 
H  Res.  88 

H.  Res  91 
H  Res.  92 
H  Res.  93 
H.  Res.  96 
H  Res.  100 
H.  Res.  101 
H.  Res.  105 
RRes.  104 
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H.  Res.  116 
H.  Res.  119 
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H.  Res.  126 
H  Res.  12S 
H  Res.  130 
H.  Res.  136 
H.  Res.  139 
H.  Res.  140 
H  Res  144 
H  Res.  145 

H.  Res.  146 

H.  Res  149 
H.  Res.  155 
H.Res.  164 

H.  Res.  1(7 
H.  Res.  169 

H.  Res.  170 
H.  Res.  171 
H.  Res.  173 

H.  Res.  175 
H.  Res.  177 
H.  Res.  185 
H  Res.  18? 
H.  Res.  188 
H.  Res.  189 
H.Res.  190 
H  Res.  193 
H  Res.  194 
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H  Res.  201 
H.Res.  204 
H.  Res.  205 
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Restnctne  . 
Restnctnc . 
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Open 

Restnctne . 
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Restnctne. 
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Bill  No. 
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Resolution  No. 


Process  used  tor  floor  consideration 


Amendments 

in  order 


H.R.  1555  

H.R.  2127  __ 

H.R.  1594  _, 

HJ!.  1655  _.. 

HJl  1162  

H.R.  1670 

H.R.  1617  ._ _ 

H  R.  2274 

HJ!  927  

H  R.  743 

HJ».  1170  

HJi.  1601 

HJ.  Res.  108 

H.R.  2405  

HJJ.  2259  

HJl.  2425  __. 

H.R.  2492  

H.R  2491  _ 

H.  Con.  Rn.  109  . 

HJl.  1833 

HJl.  2i46  

HJ  Res.  115 

HJl.  2586  ._. 

HJl.  2S39  

HJ.  Res.  115  

HJl.  2586  

H.  Res  250  

HJl.  2564  

HJl.  2606  

HR.  1788  

H.R  1350  

HR.  2621  

HR.  1745  

H.  Res.  304 


Communications  Act  ot  1995 


H  Res.  309 

HR.  558  

HJl.  2677  ... 


HR.  1643  

HJ.  Res.  134 

H.  Con.  Rev  131 
HJl.  1358  

HJJ.  2924  

KR.  2854  


HJl.  994  .. 
HJl.  3021 


HJJ.  3019  ..... 
HJl.  2703  

HJl  zm .... 

Hi.  Res.  165  . 
HJl.  125 

HR.  3136  ._. 
HR.  3103  ..... 
HJ.  Res.  159 

HJl.  842  

HJl.  2715  ..... 

HJl.  1675  

HJ.  Rb  175  . 
HJl.  2641  ._. 
HJl.  2149  .... 
HJl.  2974  


HJl.  3120 

HJl.  2406 
H.R3322 
HR.  3286 
HR  3230 


HR.  3415 
H  R.  3259 


H.R.  3ia  

HJl.  3448/NJI.  1227 


HJl.  3517 
HJl.  3540 
HJl.  3562 
HR.  2754 
HJl.  3603 
HR.  3610 
HJl.  3662 


Labor/HHS  Aooiooriations  Act 

Economically  larttted  Investmeots  . 
Intelli|ence  Authoruation 


H.  Res.  207 

H.  Res  208 

H.  Res.  215 

H.  Res.  216 

OeficiF  Reduction  Lock  Bo» -.- H.  Res.  218 

Federal  /tquisition  Reform  Act  of  1995 „ H.  Res.  219 

To  Consolidate  and  Reform  Workforce  Development  and  Utetacy  Pro-     H.  Res.  222 

rams  Act  (CAREERS! 

National  Hijlway  System  Designation  Act  of  1995 _.    H.  Res.  224 

Cuban  LOetty  and  Demaratic  Solidanty  Act  of  1995 H.  Res.  225 

The  Teaimwr>  for  Employees  and  Manajers  Act  of  1995 H.  Res.  226 

3-Jiidje  Court  tof  Certain  Iniunctions  H.  Res.  227 

International  Space  Station  Autlionzation  Act  of  1995 H.  Res.  228 

Making  Continuing  Approonations  tor  FY  1996  H.  Res.  230 

Omnipus  Civilian  Science  Auttiofization  Act  of  1995 H.  Res.  234 

To  Disapprove  Ceitain  Sentencing  Guideline  Amendments _ H.  Res.  237 

Medicare  Pieseivation  Act __ —    H.  Res.  238 

legislative  Brancli  Apprepnations  Bill  _ H.  Res.  239 

7  Year  Balanced  Budget  Reconciliation  Social  Secgnty  Earnings  Test     H  Res.  245 

Reform. 
Partial  Bittli  Abortion  Ban  Act  of  1995 
O.C  Appmpnations  FY  1996 


Restrictive  . 


Open  

Open  

Restrictive . 

Open  

Open 

Open  


Open 

Restrictive  . 

Open 

Open  

Open _ 

Closed 

Open  

Restrictive  . 
Restrictive  . 
Restrictive . 
Restrictive. 


Further  Continuing  Appiopnations  for  FY  1996  . 
Temporary  Increase  in  the  Statutory  Debt  Umit  . 

ICC  Termination 

Further  Continuing  Appropnations  for  FY  1996 


H.  Res.  251 

H.  Res.  252 

H.  Res.  257 

H.  Res.  258 

H.  Res.  259 

._  H.  Res.  261 

Temporary  Increase  in  the  Statutory  Limit  on  the  Public  Debt H.  Res.  262 

tteuse  Gift  Rule  Reform H.  Res.  268 

Lobbying  Disclosure  Act  of  1995  - H.  Res.  269 

Prohibition  on  Funds  tor  Bosnia  Deployment  H.  Res.  273 

Amtiak  Retonn  and  Pnvatization  Act  of  1995  H.  Res.  289 

Maritime  Secunly  Act  of  1995 H.  Res.  287 

To  Protect  Federal  Trust  Funds H.  Res.  293 

Utah  Public  Lands  Management  Act  of  1995 H.  Res.  303 

Pnwding  tor  Debate  and  Consideration  ot  Three  Measures  Relating  IVA 
to  U.S.  TrooD  Deployments  in  Bosnia. 

Revised  Budget  Resolution H.  Res.  309 

Texas  low-level  Radioactive  Waste  Disposal  Compact  Consent  Act  ...  H.  Res.  313 

The  National  Parks  and  National  Wildlife  Refuge  Systems  Freedom  H.  Res.  323 

Act  of  1995. 


Closed 

Restrictive . 

Closed 

Restnctive  . 

Open  

Closed 

Closed  . 

Closed 

Open  

Restnctive . 

Open 

Open  

Closed 


Open 
Closed  . 

Closed  . 
Open  .„ 
Ctosed  . 
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To  airtltona  tbe  extension  ot  nondiscnminatoiy  treatment  (MFN)  to  H.  Res.  334 

the  products  of  Bulgana. 

Making   continuing   apptopnations/establishing   procedures   making  H.  Res.  336 

the  transmission  of  the  continuing  resolution  HJ.  Res.  134. 

Conveyance  of   National   Manne  Fisheries  Service   Laboratory  at  H.  Res.  338 

Gloucester.  Massachusetts. 

Sooal  Security  Guarantee  Act —  H.  Res.  355 

The  Agricultural  Market  Transition  Program H.  Res.  366 

Regulatory  Sunset  I  Review  Act  of  1995  _ H.  Res.  368 

To  Guarantee  the  Continuing  Full  Investment  of  Social  Security  and  H.  Res.  371 
Other  Federal  Funds  in  Obligations  of  the  United  States. 

A  Fuither  Downpayment  Toward  a  Balanced  Budget H.  Res.  372 

Tbe  Effectne  Death  Penalty  and  Public  Safety  Act  of  1996 H.  Res.  380 


Ckised  . 
Closed  . 
Closed  . 


Closed 

Restnctive  .. 


Open  rule:  Rule  tabled  . 
Ckised  rule  


Restnctive  . 
Restnctive  . 


Tbe  Immigration  and  National  Interest  Act  of  1995  . 


H.  Res.  384 


Restnctive  .... 


Making  furtlier  continuing  appropnations  for  FY  1996  

The  Gun  Cnine  Enforcement  and  Second  Amendment  Restoration  Act 
011996. 

The  Contract  With  Amenca  Advancement  Act  of  1996  _ 

The  Healtli  Coverage  Availability  and  Atfordability  Act  of  1996  

Tax  Limitatnn  Constitutional  Amendment 

Tnith  in  Budgeting  Act _ 

Paperwork  Elimination  Act  of  1996  

National  Wildhfe  Refuge  htiptovement  Act  of  1995 

Further  Continuing  Appropnations  for  FY  1996 


H.  Res.  386 
H.  Res.  388 

H.  Res  391 
H.  Res.  392 
H.  Res.  395 
H.  Res.  396 
H.  Res.  409 
H.  Res.  410 
H.  Res  411 
H.  Res.  418 
H.  Res.  419 
H.  Res.  421 


Ckised  . 
Ck>sed  . 


United  States  Marshals  Service  Improvement  Act  of  1996 

The  Ocean  Shipping  Refomi  Act 

To  amend  the  Violent  Cnme  Control  and  Law  Enforcement  Act  of 

1994  to  provide  enhanced  penalties  for  cnmes  against  elderly  and 

child  victims. 
To  amend  Title  18.  United  States  Code,  with  respect  to  witness  re-     H.  Res.  422 

taliatnn.  witness  tampenng  and  jury  tampenng. 
The  United  SUtes  Housing  Act  ot  1996 


Ckised 

Restnctive  . 
Restnctive  . 

Open  

Open  _ 

Open  

Ckised  ..... 

Open  

Open  

Open  


Open 


Omnibus  Civilian  Science  Authoniation  Act  of  1996  ... 

The  Adoption  Promotion  and  Stability  Act  of  1996 

Defense  Authonation  Bill  FY  1997  


H.  Res  426 
H.  Res.  427 
H.  Res.  428 
H.  Res.  430 


Open 

Osen  

Restnctwe . 
Restnctive  . 


Repeal  ot  the  43-Cent  Increase  in  Transeoration  Fuel  Taxes H.  Res  436 

Intelligence  Autfiomation  Act  for  FY  1997 _. H.  Res.  437 

The  Defend  Amenca  Vt _ _ H.  Res.  438 

Tbe  Small  Business  kib  Protection  Act  of  1996.  and  The  Employee  H.  Res.  440 
Commuting  Flexibility  Act  of  1996. 

Military  Constmcton  Appropnations  FY  1997  H.  Res.  442 

Foreign  Operations  Appropnations  FY  1997  H.  Res.  445 

T>ie  Wisconsin  Works  Waiver  Aporoval  tet H.  Res  446 

ShipbuiWing  Trade  Agreement  Act  H.  Res.  448 

Agnculture  A»propnat«ns  FY  1997  H.  Res.  451 

Defense  Appropnations  FY  1997 H.  Res.  453 

kitenor  Appropnations  FY  1997 H.  Res.  455 


Ckised  ...... 

Restnctive  . 
Restnctive  . 
Restnctive  . 

Open  

Open 

Restnctive  . 
Restnctive  . 

Open  

Open  

Open  


2mm  Bi- 
partisan. 
N/A. 
N/A. 
Wk 
Wk 
Wk 
Wk 

Wk 
2R/20. 
N/A. 
N/A. 
N/A. 

10. 
ID. 
N/A. 
ID. 

Wk 
Wk 
N/A. 
5R. 
^^„ 

N/A. 
2R. 
Wk 
Wk 
Wk 
Wk 
Wk 
Wk 

ID;2R. 

N/A. 
Wk 
Wk 


Wk 

Wk 

Wk 

N/A. 

5D:  9R:  2 

Bipartisan. 

Wk 

Wk 

ram. 

6D.  7R:  4 

Bipartisan. 

I2D.  19R:  1 

Bipartisan. 

N/A. 

Wk 

Wk 
Wk 
ID 
N/A. 
N/A. 
Wk 
Wk 
Wk 
Wk 
Wk 


Wk 

Wk 
Wk 

10.  IR. 

41  amends: 

20D;  17R:  4 

bipartisan 

N/A. 

N/A. 

ID. 

2R. 

Wk 
Wk 
Wk 
IR. 
Wk 
Wk 
N/A. 


•Contract  Bills.  67H  restnctive,  33%  open,  "Ail  legislation  1st  Session.  53%  restnctn*.  47%  open  ~A1I  legislation  2d  Session.  62%  restnctive:  38%  open,  "—All  legislation  104th  Congress.  56%  restnctive;  44%  open.  — —NR 
indicates  thai  ttie  legislation  oemg  considered  by  the  House  for  amendment  has  circumvented  standard  procedure  and  was  never  reported  from  any  House  committee.  '"•••PQ  Indicates  Uiat  previous  Question  was  ordered  on  the  resolu- 
tion. •~~~  Restnctive  rules  are  those  wbicn  lirai!  the  number  of  amendments  wbich  can  be  offered,  and  include  so-called  modified  open  and  modified  closed  niles  as  well  as  completely  closed  niles  and  rules  providing  for  consideration 
n  Die  House  as  opposed  to  the  Committee  a<  the  Whole.  This  definition  of  restnctive  rale  is  taken  from  the  Republican  chart  of  resolutions  reported  from  the  Rules  Committee  in  the  103d  Congress.  N/A  means  not  available. 
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Legislation  in  the  104th  Congress,  2d 
Session 

To  date  14  out  of  35  of  the  bills  considered 
under  rules  in  the  2d  session  of  the  104th 
Congrress  have  been  considered  under  an  ir- 
regular procedure  which  circumvents  the 
standard  committee  procedure.  They  have 
been  brought  to  the  floor  without  any  com- 
mittee reporting  them.  They  are  as  follows: 

H.R.  1643,  to  authorize  the  extension  of 
nondiscriminatory  treatment  (MFN)  to  the 
products  of  Bulgaria. 

H.J.  Res.  134,  making  continuing  appro- 
priations for  fiscal  year  1996. 

H.R.  1358,  conveyance  of  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service  Laboratory  at  Gloucester, 
Massachusetts. 

H.R.  2924,  the  Social  Security  Guarantee 
Act. 

H.R.  3021,  to  guarantee  the  continuing  full 
investment  of  Social  Security  and  other  Fed- 
eral funds  In  obligations  of  the  United 
States. 

H.R.  3019,  a  further  downpayment  toward  a 
balanced  budget. 

H.R.  2703,  the  Effective  Death  Penalty  and 
Public  Safety  Act  of  1996. 

H.J.  Res.  165,  making  further  continuing 
appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

H.R.  125,  the  Crime  Enforcement  and  Sec- 
ond Amendment  Restoration  Act  of  1996. 

H.R.  3136,  the  Contract  With  America  Ad- 
vancement Act  of  1996. 

H.J.  Res.  159,  tax  limitation  constitutional 
amendment. 

H.R.  1675,  National  Wildlife  Refuge  Im- 
provement Act  of  1995. 

H.J.  Res.  175,  making  further  continuing 
appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1996. 

H.R.  3562  the  Wisconsin  Works  Waiver  Ap- 
proval Act. 

Mr.  BEILENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
our  colleagrues  to  join  the  gentlewoman 
from  Ohio  [Ms.  Pryce]  and  I  in  voting 
for  this  open,  fair  rule. 

Ms.  PRYCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
self the  balance  of  the  time  remaining 
on  this  side,  and  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Beilenson]  for  his 
remarks. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  heard  a  lot  of 
criticism  here  this  morning  about  the 
funding  levels  contained  in  this  bill. 
Let  me  say  that  I,  for  one,  recognize 
that  Chairman  Regula  and  the  mem- 
bers of  the  committee  have  made  dif- 
ficult choices  in  crafting  this  year's 
bill.  It  is  never  easy  to  reverse  years  of 
spiraling  increases  and  bloating  bu- 
reaucracies. 

The  chairman's  system  of 
prioritizing  the  must-do's,  the  need-to- 
do's,  and  the  nice-to-do's,  reflects  the 
kind  of  fiscal  restraint  and  responsibil- 
ity that  we  need  in  order  to  keep  us  on 
the  glidepath  to  a  balanced  Federal 
budget. 

The  1997  Interior  appropriations  bill 
is  all  making  good  Government  choices 
and  responsible  spending  decisions.  It 
saves  the  American  taxpayers  S500  mil- 
lion from  last  year's  level,  and  roughly 
$1.5  billion  from  the  1995  level,  while  fo- 
cusing resources  on  programs  that  are 
important  to  the  American  people — the 
national  parks,  forests,  wildlife  ref- 
uges, and  the  Nation's  great  cultural 
landmarks. 

Under  the  terms  of  this  fair  and  open 
rule,  the  House  will  have  an  oppor- 


tunity to  give  full  consideration  to  the 
environmental,  cultural,  and  Native 
American  programs  contained  in  this 
year's  bill.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  give 
this  rule  their  full  support. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time,  and  I  move  the  previous 
question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Col- 
lins of  Georgia).  Pursuant  to  clause  5 
of  rule  I.  the  Chair  will  now  put  the 
question  on  each  motion  to  suspend  the 
rules  on  which  further  proceedings 
were  postponed  on  Tuesday.  June  18. 
1996.  in  the  order  in  which  that  motion 
was  entertained. 

"Votes  will  be  taken  in  the  following 
order:  H.R.  3005.  by  the  yeas  and  nays, 
and  H.R.  3107  by  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  Chair  will  reduce  to  5  minutes 
the  time  for  any  electronic  vote  after 
the  first  such  vote  in  this  series. 


SECURITIES  AMENDMENTS  OF  1996 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  un- 
finished business  is  the  question  of  sus- 
I>ending  the  rules  and  passing  the  bill, 
H.R.  3005,  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Bli- 
LEY]  that  the  House  suspend  the  rules 
and  pass  the  bill.  H.R.  3005,  as  amend- 
ed, on  which  the  yeas  and  nays  are  or- 
dered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  407.  nays  8, 
answered  "present"  1,  not  voting  18.  as 
follows: 

[Roll  No.  249] 
YEAS— 407 


Abercromble 

Ackerman 

AUard 

Andrewrs 

Archer 

Armey 

B&chus 

Baesler 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Baidaccl 

Ballen^r 

Barcla 

Barr 

Barrett  (NE) 

Barrett  (Wl) 

Banlett 

BartoD 

Bass 

Batemao 

Becerra 

Beilenson 

Bentsen 

Bereuter 

Berman 

BevlU 

Bllbray 

BlUiakls 

Blsbop 


BUley 

Blumenaaer 

Blate 

Boetmer 

Bonllla 

Bonlor 

Bono 

Borskl 

Boucher 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Bunn 

Bunnlng 

Burr 

Burton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Calvert 

Camp 

Campbell 

Canaidy 

Cardln 

Castle 


Chabot 

Chambllss 

Chapman 

Chrlstensen 

Chrysler 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

Clinker 

Clybum 

Coble 

Cobum 

Coleman 

Collins  (GA) 

Collins  (IL) 

Combest 

Condlt 

Conyers 

Cooley 

Costello 

Cox 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Crane 

Cremeajks 

Cnbln 

Cummlnes 

Cunningham 

Danner 


Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeLauro 

DeLay 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

Dtaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Dlnrell 

Dixon 

Doreeti 

Dooley 

DooUttle 

Dornan 

Doyle 

Dreler 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Durbln 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

Ehrllch 

Eagel 

English 

Enslrn 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Everett 

EwlDg 

Fair 

Fattah 

Fawell 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Fields  (TX) 

Fllner 

Flake 

Flanagan 

Foflletta 

Foley 

Forties 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  (NJ I 

Frells«hu)-sen 

Frlsa 

Frost 

Fundertturk 

Furse 

Ganske 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Geren 

Gibbons 

Gllchresi 

Glllmor 

Gllman 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Goodllng 

Gordon 

Goss 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

Greene  (UT) 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutierrez 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (OH) 

HaU(TX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Barman 

Hasten 

Hasun^(FL) 

Hastlncs  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Heney 

Hefner 

Helneman 

Herrer 

HlUeary 

HlUlard 

Hlnchey 

HobsoE 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Hostettler 


Houg'hton 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hide 

Inglls 

Is  took 

Jackson (IL) 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson  (CT) 
Johnson  (SD) 
Johnson.  E.  B. 
Johnson.  Sam 
Johnston 
Jones 
Kanlorskl 
Kaslch 
Kelly 

Kennedy  (MA) 
Kennedy  I RI) 
Kennelly 
Klldee 
Kim 
Kins 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Kllnk 
Klue 

KnoUenber? 
Kolbe 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Larfent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lauffhlln 
Lazlo 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis  (CA) 
Lewis  (GA) 
Lewis  (KY) 
Llchtfoot 
Llnder 
Llplnskl 
Llvineston 
LoBlondo 
Lofpren 
Loncley 
Lucas 
Luther 
Maloney 
Man  ton 
Manznllo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Martini 
Mascara 
Matsul 
McCarthy 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDennott 
McHale 
McHush 
Mclnnls 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
McKlnney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
MlUender- 

McDonald 
MlUer  (CA) 
MlUer  (FL) 
Mlnre 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollnan 
MoUohan 
Mooiiiead 
Moran 
MoreUa 
Murtha 
My  en 
Myrlck 
Nadter 


Neal 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Ortiz 

OrlOD 

(Jwens 

Oxley 

Packard 

Pallone 

Pastor 

Paxon 

Payne (NJ) 

Payne  (VA) 

Pelosl 

Pet«reon  (MN) 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Porter 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 

QulUen 

Qulnn 

Radanovlcfa 

Rahall 

Raneel 

Reed 

Recula 

Richardson 

Rires 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Rose 

Roth 

Roukema 

Roybal-Allard 

Royce 

Rush 

Sabo 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Sawyer 

Sazton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schlff 

Schroeder 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Saraoo 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

Slslsky 

Skaggs 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stearns 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stokes 

Stadds 


Stopak 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Taylor  (NO 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Tliui  ubei  1  y 

TborstoB 
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Thaimui 

TiAhrt 

Torklldsen 

Torres 

TorrtceUl 

Towns 

Tnncaot 

Upton 

VeUzqaez 

Vento 

Vlsclosky 

Walker 


Cheaowetb 

Cnpo 

DeFazlo 
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Walsb 
Wamp 
Wart 
Watt  (NO 
Watts  (OK) 
Waxxnan 
Weldon  (FL) 
Weldon  (PA) 
WeUer 
White 
Whitneld 
Wicker 

NAYS— 8 

Montgomery 

Parker 

Sanders 


WUUams 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Tates 

Yoai«  (AK) 
Toong  (FL) 

zeiur 
Zimmer 


Taylor  (MS) 
Vacanovich 


ANSWERED  "PRESENT"—! 
Lowey 
NOT  VOTING— 18 


BoeUert 

GaUevly 

Scbomer 

Collins  (MI) 

Kaptor 

Scott 

Emenon 

Lincoln 

Taozin 

Ford 

McDade 

Volkmer 

Frank  (MA) 

Peterson  (FL) 

Waters 

Wilson 

D  1154 

Mr.  COBURN  changed  his  vote  from 
"nay"  to  "yea." 

So  (two-thirds  having  voted  in  favor 
thereof)  the  rules  were  suspended  and 
the  bill,  as  amended,  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  unable 
to  vote  on  the  finai  passage  of  H.R.  3005,  Se- 
curities Amendments  of  1996,  wfien  the  yeas 
axx)  nays  were  ordered  on  June  19,  1996. 
Had  I  been  present,  I  would  have  voted  "yea" 
on  the  bill. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  COL- 
LINS of  Georgia).  Pursuant  to  the  provi- 
sions of  clause  5  of  rule  I,  the  Chair  an- 
nounces that  he  will  reduce  to  a  mini- 
mum of  5  minutes  the  period  of  time 
within  which  a  vote  by  electronic  de- 
vice may  be  taken  on  the  additional 
motion  to  suspend  the  rules  on  which 
the  Chair  has  postponed  further  pro- 
ceedings. 


IRAN  AND  LIBYA  SANCTIONS  ACT 
OF  1996 

The  SPEAKER  Pro  Tempore.  The  un- 
finished business  is  the  question  of  sus- 
pending the  rules  and  passing  the  bill, 
H.R.  3107,  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Oilman]  that  the  House  suspend  the 
rules  and  pass  the  bill,  H.R.  3107,  as 
amended,  on  which  the  yeas  and  nays 
are  ordered. 

This  is  a  5-minute  vote. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  415,  nays  0, 
not  voting  19,  as  follows: 


Abercrombie 

Ackerman 

Allard 

Andrews 

Archer 

Aimey 

Bachns 

Baesler 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Baldaccl 

Ballenger 

Barcia 

Barr 

Barrett  (NE) 

Barrett  (WD 

Bartlett 

Barton 


Bateman 

Becerra 

BeilensoD 

Bentsen 

Bereater 

Berman 

Bevill 

Bilbray 

Bilirakis 

Bishop 

BlUey 

Blomenauer 

Blnte 

Boehner 

Bonilla 

Bono 

BorsU 

Boucher 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Bonn 

Banning 

Burr 

Barton 

Bayer 

Calvert 

Camp 

Campbell 

Canady 

Cardin 

Castle 

Chabot 

Chambliss 

Ch&pman 

Chenoweth 

Chrlstensen 

Chrysler 

(nay 

Clayton 

Clement 

(Hineer 

Clybum 

Coble 

(>>bum 

Coleman 

Collins  (GA) 

Collins  (IL) 

Combest 

Condit 

Conyets 

Cooley 

Ck>stello 

Cox 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cabin 

Cammings 

Canningham 

Danner 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeFazlo 

DeLaaro 


[Roll  No.  250] 

YEAS— 115 

DeLay 

Dellams 

Deutsch 

Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

DingeU 

Dixon 

DoKtrett 

Dooley 

Doolittle 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreier 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Durbin 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

Ehrlich 

Engel 

English 

Ensign 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Everett 

Ewing 

Fan- 

Fattah 

Fawell 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Fields  (TX) 

Filner 

Flake 

Flanagan 

Foglietta 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Franks  (N  J) 

Frelinghuysen 

Frlsa 

Frost 

Funderbork 

Fnrse 

Ganske 

Gejdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Geren 

Gibbons 

Gilchrest 

Gillmor 

Gilman 

Gonzalez 

Ckxxllatte 

Goodling 

Gordon 

(k>ss 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

Greene  (UT) 

Greenwood 

Ganderson 

Gutierrez 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall{TX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Heney 

Hefner 

Heineman 

Herger 

Hilleary 

HlUiard 

Hinchey 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Houghton 


Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglis 

Istook 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson  (CT) 
Johnson  (SD) 
Johnson.  E.  B. 
Johnson.  Sam 
Johnston 
Jones 
Kanjorski 
Kasich 
Kelly 

Kennedy  (MA) 
Kennedy  (RI) 
Keimelly 
KUdee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Slink 
King 

KnoUenberg 
Kolbe 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Lugent 
Tjit.ham 
LaToorette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis  (CA) 
Lewis  (GA) 
Lewis  (KD 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Liplnski 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Lotgren 
Itongley 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luther 
Maloney 
Man  ton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara. 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCoUum 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mclnnis 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller  (CA) 
MUler  (FL) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
MoUohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 


Myrtck 

Nadler 

Neal 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nnssle 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Owens 

Oxley 

Packard 

Pallone 

Parker 

Pastor 

Paxon 

Payne  (NJ) 

Payne  (VA) 

Pelosi 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Porter 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 

Quillen 

Quinn 

Radanovlch 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Reed 

Regola 

Richardson 

Riggs 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 


Ros-Lehtinen 

Rose 

Roth 

Roukema 

Roybal-Allard 

Royce 

Rush 

Sabo 

Salmon 

Sanders 

Sanfort 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schlff 

Schroeder 

Scott 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Shuster 

Sisisky 

Skaggs 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Spratt 

Stark 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stokes 

Stadds 

Stomp 

StuptJc 

Talent 


Tanner 

Tate 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Tiahrt 

Torkildsen 

Torres 

TorriceUi 

Towns 

TVaficant 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Vacanovich 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Watts  (OK) 

Wazman 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Williams 

Wise 

Wolf 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Yates 

Young  (AK) 

Yoong  (FL) 

Zeliff 

Zimmer 


NOT  VOTING— 19 


Boehtert 
Bonlor 
CoUins  (MI) 
Emerson 
Fort 

Frank  (MA) 
Franks  (CD 


Gallegly  Ramstad 

Kaptor  Schumer 

Lincoln  Serrano 

Martini  Tauzin 

McDade  Wilson 
Meek 
Peterson  (FL) 

D  1204 

So  (two-thirds  having  voted  in  favor 
thereof)  the  rules  were  suspended  and 
the  bill,  as  amended,  was  passed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  title  of  the  bill  was  amended  so 
as  to  read:  "A  bill  to  impose  sanctions 
on  persons  making  certain  investments 
directly  and  significantly  contributing 
to  the  enhancement  of  the  ability  of 
Iran  or  Libya  to  develop  its  petroleum 
resources,  and  on  persons  exporting 
certain  items  that  enhance  Libya's 
weapons  or  aviation  capabilities  or  en- 
hance Libya's  ability  to  develop  its  pe- 
troleum resources,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses." 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
missed  rollcall  vote  No.  250.  If  I  were 
here,  I  would  have  voted  "yes." 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  MARTINI.   Mr.  Speaker,  on  June  19, 
1996,    i    was    unavoidably    detained    and 
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missed   rollcall  vote   No.  250.   Had   I   been 
present,  I  would  have  voted  "yes"  on  the  Ijill. 


ANNOUNCING  BIRTH  OF  TWIN  SONS  TO 
HON.  BLANCHE  LAMBERT  LINCOLN 

(Mr.  THORNTON  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  THORNTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  gives  me 
great  privilege  to  annourx^e  that  for  the  first 
time  in  the  history  of  the  U.S.  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, a  Member  has  given  birth  this 
morning  to  twin  sons. 

Bom  to  our  colleague  Blanohe  Lambert 
Lincoln  this  rooming  was  their  oldest  son, 
Meyers  Reese,  weighing  in  at  5  pounds,  1 
ounce,  followed  1  hour  and  10  minutes  later 
by  his  brother  Stephen  Bennett  who  weighed 
in  at  6  pounds,  5  ounces.  Mother  and  twins 
are  doing  well. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr.  THORNTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Speaker,  just  so  that  we 
keep  the  facts  straight  and  keep  this  biparti- 
san, I  want  to  point  out  to  my  colleagues  that 
one  of  our  Ohio  members,  Mr.  Giomor,  is  the 
proud  father  of  twin  boys,  so  we  have  a  good 
balance  here,  and  about  an  equal  number  of 
votes  on  both  sides. 

Mr.  THORNTON.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
his  comments.  I  will  say  that  it  was  somewhat 
easier  for  Congressman  Gillmor.  We  cele- 
brate with  Blanche  and  her  husbarxl,  Dr. 
Steve  Lincoln,  the  arrival  of  their  sons,  t)ut  I 
continue  in  my  claim  that  this  is  the  first  time 
a  Memtjer  has  given  birth  to  twins. 

Mr.  REGULA.  I  understand,  if  the  gentleman 
will  yiekl,  we  have  not  k>st  a  father  yet 

Mr.  THORNTON.  I  thank  tfie  gentleman  for 
his  comments. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  (XXUNS  of 
Georgia).  We  appreciate  \i\e  information 
shared  with  Members  of  the  House  and  we 
congratulate  both  families. 


REMOVAL  OF  NAME  OF  MEMBER  AS 
COSPONSOR  OF  H.R.  1462 

Mr.  CALLAHAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  my  name  be  removed  as  a 
cosponsor  of  H.R.  1462. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there  objec- 
tion to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ala- 
bama? 

There  was  no  objection. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 


Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  all  Members  may  have  5  legisla- 
tive days  in  which  to  revise  and  eidend  their 
remarks  on  H.R.  3662,  and  that  I  may  be  per- 
mitted to  include  tables,  charts,  and  other  ma- 
terial. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there  objec- 
tion to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO- 
PRIATIONS ACT,  1997 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
antto  House  Resolution  455  and  rule 
XXm,  the  Chair  declares  the  House  in 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consider- 
ation of  the  bill,  H.R.  3662. 

a  1209 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (H.R.  3662)  mak- 
ing appropriations  for  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  and  related  agencies  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30, 
1997,  and  for  other  purposes,  with  Mr. 
Burton  of  Indiana  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  the  bill  is  considered  as  having 
been  read  the  first  time. 

Under  the  rule,  the  gentleman  firom 
Ohio  [Mr.  Reguia]  and  the  gentleman 
from  niinois  [Mr.  Yates]  will  each  con- 
trol 30  minutes. 

The  <3hair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Rbgula]. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Let  me  say  at  the  outset,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
and  myself  have  worked  closely  on  this 
bill  along  with  the  other  members  of 
our  subcommittee.  I  think  we  bring  to 
the  Members  today  a  very  responsible 
bill  given  the  fiscal  constraints. 

I  would  point  out  the  chart  that  is  in 
the  weU  demonstrates  that  we  appro- 
priate a  total  of  about  $12  bilUon  and 
save  the  taxpayers,  save  future  genera- 
tions $500  million  plus  the  interest  that 
they  would  have  to  pay  on  that  money. 
But  at  the  same  time  we  take  care  of 
the  things  that  are  vitally  important 
and  that  people  care  about  in  this 
country,  our  public  lands,  in  many  in- 
stances, the  parks,  the  forests,  the  Gsh 
and  wildlife  facilities,  the  grazing 
lands  managed  by  the  BLM.  They  are 
the  jewels  of  this  Nation  and  I  think 
we  have  a  great  responsibility  to  man- 
age these  facilities  and  this  resource 
well  so  that  we  can  leave  it  as  a  legacy 
to  future  generations. 

I  would  like  to  start  by  giving  some 
little  known  facts  about  this  bill.  Let 
me  start  with  the  Forest  Service.  The 
National  Forest  System  covers  8  per- 
cent of  all  the  land  in  America.  Of  all 
the  land,  8  percent  is  in  national  for- 
ests. The  national  forests  produce  55 
percent  of  the  water  for  16  western 
States.  I  think  that  is  a  significant 
fact.  Fifty-five  percent  of  the  water 
that  they  use  for  irrigation,  for  munic- 
ipal water  supplies,  for  the  many, 
many  purposes,  for  industrial  uses,  55 
percent  of  that  in  the  16  western  States 


comes  from  our  public  lands.  Three 
hundred  million  recreational  visitors 
to  the  Forest  Service  lands  every  year, 
300  million  Americans  enjoyed  these 
lands.  Half  of  the  Nation's  ski  lift  ca- 
pacity is  on  forest  land.  For  those  that 
like  to  ski  undoubtedly  if  you  have 
gone  out  in  the  western  States,  you 
have  been  on  public  lands.  Half  of  the 
Nation's  big  game  and  cold  water  fish 
habitat  is  on  the  national  forest  lands. 

With  respect  to  timber  harvest,  I 
might  say  there  has  been  a  lot  of  con- 
cern about  the  fact  that  we  have  been 
excessively  harvesting  timber,  rec- 
ognizing the  importance  of  it  for  mul- 
tiple use,  recognizing  the  importance 
of  timber  lands  in  providing  water  sup- 
ply, that  we  might  be  doing  too  much. 
But  let  me  point  out  that  we  are  on  a 
downward  glide  path.  We  harvested  11 
billion  board  feet,  in  1990.  It  this  bill 
today  it  provides  for  4.3  billion  board 
feet,  almost  one-third  of  what  we  were 
allowing  in  1990.  I  think  it  is  a  recogni- 
tion that  the  national  forests  have  far 
greater  value  in  terms  of  multiple  use 
and  in  terms  of  our  watershed  than 
perhaps  just  for  timber  harvest. 

Little  known  facts  is  the  Department 
of  Energy.  Fossil  energy  research  fo- 
cuses on  cleaning  up  the  environment 
and  reducing  energy  consumption.  We 
hear  a  lot  about  clean  air  and  clean 
water  and  how  important  these  are  to 
our  Nation  and  to  the  people  in  our  so- 
ciety. Well,  the  fossil  energy  program 
is  directed  right  at  that  need  and  the 
importance  of  cleaning  up  the  environ- 
ment. Low  emission  boilers  will  reduce 
sulfur  dioxide  and  nitrogen  oxide  emis- 
sions by  80  i>ercent  once  we  develop  the 
technology.  I  mention  these  things  be- 
cause during  the  course  of  handling 
this  bill,  there  will  be  an  amendment 
to  reduce — maybe  several — to  reduce 
our  fossil  energy  commitment  in  terms 
of  research,  but  keep  in  mind,  any  vote 
to  cut  fossil  research,  and  we  have  al- 
ready reduced  it  considerably,  a  vote  to 
do  that  is  a  vote  against  the  environ- 
ment, it  is  a  vote  against  reducing  en- 
ergy consumption. 

Advanced  turbine  systems  will  dra- 
matically reduce  emissions  and  reduce 
energy  consumption  while  supporting 
100,000  high-paying  U.S.  jobs  and  the 
export  of  ''  billion  dollars'  worth  of 
technology.  We  hear  a  lot  about  the 
balance  of  payments.  Again,  a  vote  to 
reduce  the  fossil  budget  and  I  think  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Brown] 
addressed  it  well  during  the  rule  de- 
bate, is  a  vote  against  increasing  ex- 
ports, it  is  a  vote  against  U.S.  jobs, 
against  cleaning  up  our  environment. 

I  would  point  out  also  in  the  Office  of 
Surface  Mining  in  the  bill,  we  fund  S4 
million  for  a  new  Appalachian  clean 
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streams.  Again,  an  effort  to  clean  up 
the  water  to  preserve  this  resource  for 
the  future. 

Public  lands.  Interior  and  the  Forest 
Service,  are  about  one-third  of  the  Na- 
tion's land  mass.  We  manage  it  for 
clean  waters  and  for  open  space  and  we 
try  to  preserve  as  much  as  possible  the 
pristine  values  of  our  wilderness  lands, 
the  vaist  wetland  and  forests  that  natu- 
rally cleanse  the  water  and  the  air  and 
replenish  the  aqmfers. 

D  1215 

But  at  the  same  time,  Mr.  Chairman, 
as  evident  by  the  charts  up  here,  we 
are  also  recognizing  that  part  of  our 
legacy  to  future  generations  should  not 
only  be  clean  air,  clean  water,  a  land 
mass  that  can  be  enjoyed  in  terms  of 
parks  and  forests  and  fish  and  wildlife 
facilities  and  the  BLM  lands,  but  at  the 
same  time,  we  are  reducing  the  amount 
of  expenditures. 

It  points  out  in  the  chart  that  we  are 
recommending  $12  billion.  While  ex- 
pending $12  billion,  we  are  reducing 
spending  by  $500  million  under  1996  and 
$1.5  billion  under  1995.  At  the  same 
time,  we  will  increase  national  park 
operations  by  $55  million:  national 
wildlife  refuge  operations  by  $18  mil- 
lion; native  American  programs  by  $52 
million;  forest  health  by  $72  million; 
and  Smithsonian  and  other  cultural  in- 
stitutions by  $16  noillion. 

While  doing  that,  we  cut  $114  million 
from  energy  programs.  We  cut  $25  mil- 
lion from  Washington  and  regional  bu- 
reaucracy. We  are  getting  people  out  of 
Washington  and  into  the  field,  aJid  we 
are  also  moving  the  expenditure  of  ad- 
ministrative-type funds  out  to  the  field 
where  the  problems  need  to  be  solved. 

As  can  be  noted  from  the  chart,  the 
$114  million  cut  in  energy  programs  has 
already  been  taken.  So  let  me  again 
caution  all  of  the  Members,  evaluate 
the  aimendments  that  will  be  proposed 
that  would  do  harm  to  our  energy  pro- 
grams. They  are  vitally  important  for 
the  future  of  this  Nation,  both  in  terms 
of  clean  water,  in  terms  of  clean  air, 
and  in  terms  of  reducing  our  depend- 


ency on  other  nations  outside  the 
United  States  for  energy. 

I  think  if  Members  look  at  the  num- 
bers, they  will  realize  that  probably  in 
terms  of  petroleum,  we  are  importing 
over  one-half  of  our  usage  and  we  need 
to  become  more  energy  independent. 
We  have  tried  to  maintain  the  pro- 
grams that  are  vitally  important  to 
the  Nation's  future. 

I  would  mention  the  same  thing  in 
terms  of  being  responsible  to  the  na- 
tive American  programs.  We  have  trea- 
ty obligations.  We  have  rights  that 
were  generated  in  the  historical  devel- 
opment of  Indian  programs,  so  we  have 
had  to  increase  those  by  $52  million 
over  1996.  We  put  the  money  in  these 
areas:  $10  million  for  tribal  priority  al- 
locations, $10  million  for  Indian  school 
operations.  $20  million  for  new  hospital 
staffing,  and  $12  million  for  health  care 
professionals. 

I  would  mention  these  things,  Mr. 
Chairman,  because  under  our  treaty 
obligations,  we  have  a  responsibility 
for  health,  for  education,  and  for  the 
tribal  priority  needs.  We  have  tried  to 
address  these  in  our  bill. 

In  terms  of  forest  health,  and  I  reem- 
phasize  a  point  I  made  earlier,  and  that 
is  that  in  the  western  States,  55  per- 
cent of  their  water  comes  from  forest 
lands.  A  healthy  forest  is  important  to 
their  future  in  terms  of  having  clean 
water,  in  terms  of  having  adequate 
water  supplies.  To  recognize  those  for- 
est health  problems,  we  have  increased 
by  $72  million  the  overall  program, 
$16.5  in  forest  health  management,  $40 
million  in  wildfire  preparation  and  pre- 
scribed bums,  and  $10.5  million  for 
thinning  and  vegetation  improvement. 
We  have  had  $4  million  for  road  main- 
tenance and  reconstruction  and  $1  mil- 
lion for  Forest  Service  research.  We 
recognize,  as  in  the  case  with  energy, 
that  knowledge  is  very  important,  that 
knowledge  in  managing  forests  or 
parks  or  any  of  the  public  lands  be- 
comes an  important  element. 

We  have  maintained  the  United 
States  Geologric  Survey  at  last  year's 
level  because  that  is  the  science  arm  of 
the    Department    of   the    Interior.    In 


terms  of  the  Everglades,  we  added  $13 
million  for  scientific  research  because 
we  recognize  that  we  are  going  to  em- 
bark on  a  major  program  to  undo  some 
of  the  great  mistakes  of  the  past;  but 
to  do  that  in  a  responsible  way,  we 
need  to  have  good  science.  Therefore 
we,  as  a  starter  in  restoring  the  Ever- 
glades, put  a  large  increase  in  the  fund- 
ing for  the  Everglades  research  and 
science  that  will  go  with  that. 

I  think  when  we  look  at  the  total 
bill,  it  is  a  responsible,  commonsense 
approach  to  challenges.  We  all  treasure 
the  public  lands  and  what  it  means  to 
the  quality  of  life  in  this  country,  and 
we  have  tried  to  recognize  that.  We 
have  avoided  programs,  starting  new 
programs  that  have  high  downstream 
costs,  because  both  sides  of  the  aisle, 
starting  with  the  President,  are  com- 
mitted to  getting  the  budget  deficit 
under  control;  and  to  do  that,  we  have 
to  avoid  programs,  we  have  to  avoid  ac- 
quiring facilities  that  have  big  costs 
downstream  because  we  need  to  con- 
tinue this  effort  to  manage  the  pro- 
grrams  as  well  as  possible. 

So.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  certainly  say  to 
all  of  my  colleagues,  I  hope  that  they 
will  give  this  bill  their  consideration.  I 
hope  they  will  take  time  to  understand 
what  we  have  tried  to  do  here.  It  is  a 
nonpartisan  bill.  When  it  came  to 
doing  projects,  we  have  an  even  bal- 
ance between  Members  on  each  side  of 
the  aisle.  In  the  subcommittee,  we  had 
very  little  partisanship.  We  worked  as 
a  team  to  try  to  use  the  resources  that 
were  allocated  to  us  to  do  the  best  pos- 
sible job  of  managing  this  marvelous 
resource  called  forests  and  parks,  and 
so  on,  in  the  way  that  is  constructive 
for  the  American  people  and  that  we 
can  be  proud  of  as  far  as  a  legacy  to  fu- 
ture generations.  I  urge  all  the  Mem- 
bers to  give  us  the  support  that  we 
need  and  deserve  on  this  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  include  for  the 
Record  the  table  detailing  the  vaurtous 
accounts  in  the  bill. 

The  information  referred  to  Is  as  fol- 
lows: 
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TTTl£  I  -  OEPARIMENT  OF  THE  INTEFWDR 
Buraau  of  Land  Managemant 


Managamant  of  lands  and  mourcas.. 

WiJdiand  fin  managamani 

Cantral  hazmat  aocounl 

Conatfudion  and  i 


EmafganeyapptopftaUont  (PJ_  104-134). 

Paymanla  In  Heu  of  taxaa. 

Land  aoqulrtion . 


Oregon  and  Califocnia  grant  lands., 


Emergency  appropfialions  (PJ_  104-134) 
Range  Improvements  findefinlle) 


Swvica  charges,  deposits,  and  foileitures  OndefinM^ . 
MisoaUanaous  trust  funds  (indefinite) 

Total,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 


UnMed  Stun  Hsfi  and  Wildlife  Servic* 


Resource  managamerrt 

Emergency  appropriations  (P.L  104-134).. 
Corvlruction . 


Emergency  appropriations  (PX.  104-134) 

Naturl  raaourca  damage  asaassment  Mtd  rastorition  fund. 
Land  aequisilion . 


CoopentiM  endangered  spades  conaarvMion  fund . 

National  MOdHfe  refuge  fund 

ReiMHds  and  operttons- 


Norlfi  American  wetlands  conservation  fund 

Lafiontan  VaNay  and  Pyramid  Lake  fish  and  wiWIiie  fund . 

Rhirtocaroe  and  tiger  conservatiuii  fund _ 

Wildlife  consenation  and  appreciation  fund _. 


Total.  United  Slates  Fish  and  Wildlife  Sanica.. 


fMional  Park  Senice 

Operation  of  the  national  parti  system 

National  recreation  and  prsaervaticn 

HlBtortc  presenMnon  funo— 

Coratiuction 


CtO  Canal  (PX.  104-09) . 

Emergency  appiDprtattons  pi.  104-134)_ 


Land  and  water  consamation  fund  (rescission  of  contract 
authority). 


Land  aequisilion  and  state  assistanoe . 

Everglades  restoration  fund 

FoMd  aaaal  aequisilions  (sec.  621) 


Total,  National  Partt  Service  (net) . 


United  Stales  Geologicai  Survey 


Surveys,  invsitigrtioni,  and  research 


Emergency  appropriations  (P.L  104-134). 


Minerals  Management  Service 

Royally  and  offshore  minerals  mani^emerM 

Oil  spill  research . 


Total,  Minerals  Management  Service . 


Bureau  of  Mirtas 


Mines  and  minerib . 


Office  of  Suiface  Mining  Redarrution 
and  Enforcement 


ReguiMion  and  teehnotogy 

Receipts  from  performance  bond  forfeitures  rir>definlle) . 


Subtotal. 


Abandoned  mine  rsdamation  fund  (definile,  trust  fund) 

Total,  Office  of  Surface  Mining  Reclamation  and 
Entorcerrtent 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

Opertfon  of  Indian  programs 

Emergency  appropriations  (PJ_  104-134) 

Construction. 


Emergency  appropriations  (PI.  104-134). 


FY  1906 
Enacted 


567,453,000 

235.924.000 

10.000.000 

3.115.000 

5X100,000 

113.900.000 

12.600.000 

97,452/X)0 

35.000.000 

9,113.000 

8,983,000 

7,606,000 


1,106.955.000 


501.010.000 

1.600.000 

37.6S5.000 

37,300,<X)0 

4,000.000 

36.900.000 

6.066.000 

10,770,000 

600,000 

6,750,000 

152.000 

200.000 

800.000 


645.831,000 


1,062,481,000 

37.640,000 

36,212,000 

143.225.000 

2.00O.00O 

47.000.000 

■30.000.000 
49,100.000 


1J67.667/)00 


730.163.000 
2.000.000 


162.586.000 

6,440.000 

188.966.000 


64.000.000 


95.470.000 
300,000 

96,970,000 
173387.000 

269357,000 


1384,434,000 
500,000 

100,833,000 
16300300 


FY  1967 
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575362.000 
247324,000 

yo.Mo.ooo 

3,103300 

101300300 

12300,000 

108379300 

0,113300 
8303,000 
7,606,000 

1,006300,000 


4300300 
36300300 
16365300 
10.770,000 
6OO3OO 
11,750,000 


200300 

800,000 


660,073,000 


1,173304.000 

40.218.000 

38300300 

143325300 


-30300.000 

363003(X> 

100300,000 

111300,000 

1.612337,000 


746380300 


16230*300 
6.440.000 

180,434300 


94372.000 
500,000 

94,772,000 
179385,000 

274,157300 

1370,423300 
122,424,000 


Bil 


Bw  ccnpmd  mrith 
Enacted 


Bfll  compared  wMh 


566314,000 

247324,000 

12.000,000 

3,103300 

113300,000 
10300,000 
96366300 

9,113.000 
8303.000 
7,606300 

1377,117300 


5203193n 

36308300 

4300300 

30.000,000 

13,065,000 

10.779,000 

1,000,000 

7.750.000 

400.000 
6(X>,000 

626.631,000 


1,135,130,000 

36,476,000 

36312300 

110,745300 


-30300.000 
30300.000 


1327372.000 


730.163300 


186355,000 
6,440.000 

102306,000 


94372,000 
500.000 

04,772300 
175387,000 

270,650300 


1381,623,0(X) 
85331300 


-830300 

+  12.000300 

+^000300 

-12300 

-5.000300 

-2300300 

+013.000 

-35.000,000 


-28,838300 


+  16309300 

-1,800300 

+643300 

-37300300 

ft  onft  flpp 

'^'5300300 
+400300 

+1.000300 

•152.000 
+  200.000 


-10300300 


+S236B300 
•1.173300 

-23.480300 

-2300300 

-47.000300 


-10,100300 


-40306300 


^300300 


+4300300 


+4,000300 


-64.000300 


-1,108300 


-1,196,000 
+2300300 


+602300 


-2311300 
•500,000 

-15,000300 
-16300300 


-0378300 


-8300300 


M2300300 

-2300300 

-10314300 


-18302300 


-19363300 


+711300 


'4300300 
-3,000300 

+400300 
•4300300 


+200300 


-32,442300 


-38,166300 
-3,742300 
-2376300 

-23.460300 


■6300300 
-100300300 
-111300300 


-284.706300 


•16317300 


+3361300 


+3361300 


•3.. 


-197300300 


"36^903(000 
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Indian  land  and  maUr  claim  leWaiiiaiito  and  miicallaneous 

paymanti  lo  Indians  ~.-~«»...».....»—~— 

Tachnical  aaaiManoa  of  Indian  an«arprtae« 

Indian  ijuafintaad  loan  progtain  account 

(LimMlion  on  guaiantaad  loans) . 

Total,  Bufaau  of  Indian  AMre 

Departmsnial  Offices 

Inaiiiaf  AJfaiis  , 

Naitham  Mariwia  Wand*  Covenant 

Compaci  of  Fiee  A»ocialion 

Dnatgancy  apprepiiilions  (PJ_  104-134) — 

Subtotal 

Dspartmanlal  managamant 

ones  of  the  Soldlor 

OWoa  of  Inspector  Genacal — 

Conakuction  Manajament« .„..^..... — ....« 

OHloe  of  Special  Tiustse  tor  Amsrican  Indians - 
Nilional  kidivi  Gaming  Cornmlssion 

Total,  Oapartmental  Offices 

Total.  Ws  I.  Dsp««tmant  of  ttw  Interior 
New  budget  (obligalional)  authority  (net).. 

Apprapnafions ._...— .^........^ 

Cmefgancy  appraprialiora .. 

(Limililion  on  guaianleed  loans) 

TTTl£  I  -  RELATED  AGEKCIES 

OEPAFmiEKrr  of  agrkxilture 

Forest  Service 
Foiaal  and  langsland  leeaaich . 


FY  1996 
Enacted 

FY  1997 
Estimate 

Bill 

Bill  compared  with 
Enacted 

Bill  compared  with 
Estimate 

80,645,000 
500,000 

5,000,000 
(35,914,000) 

68^41,000 

5,002.000 
(34.615.000) 

1,776,490,000 

«,241,000 

(34,615,000) 
1,537,695,000 

■15,404,000 
-500,000 

(-1,299,000) 

-4,000,000 

-2,000 

1,588,412,000 

-50,717,000 

-236,795,000 

47,506,000 
27,720,000 
14,900,000 
13,000,000 

47,506.000 
27,720,000 
13,500,000 

47,906,000 
13,500,000 

-1,400,000 
-13,000,000 



103.126,000 

56.912.000 

34,427,000 

23.939,000 

500,000 

88.726,000 

59,196,000 
35,206.000 
24,436,000 

53,691,000 
24,439,000 

-14,400,000 

-3,221,000 

+781,000 

+500,000 

-500,000 

+2.788,000 

•5.906,000 

16,338,000 
1,000,000 

36.338,000 
1,000,000 

19,126,000 
1,000,000 

-17.212.000 

236,242,000 

244,907,000 

222.190,000 

-14,052,000 

-22.717.000 

6.199,122,000 

(6,071,222,000) 

(157,900,000) 

(-30,000,000) 

(35,914,000) 

6,598.587,000 
(6,628,587,000) 

(-30,000,000) 
(34,615,000) 

5.965,022,000 
(6,015.022.000) 

(-30,000,UUU) 
(34,615,000) 

-214,100,000 

(-56.200.000) 

(-157,900,000) 

(-1,29O,O0C^ 

-613.565.000 
(-613.565,000) 

WVdtond  (be  management .. 


(P.L  104-134) 


Rsconstfucbon  and  oonslmction ..^^ 

Emafgancyapp«Bpilatior»(PJ-  104-134) 

r  to  general  fund  (indefinite .. 


Land  aoqutritton  ,  ,        ■         ^..,^.,..,.....^...^^ 

AinuWiimi  of  iMid*  tor  nsiional  forests,  special  acts 

AoQuWHon  G>  tands  to  oompisto  Isnd  •MchsnQM  (indcfinito) ., 
RviQV  MOMffTwnl  njnd  ^ndOTnite)  ...«^^.»....^....  — .-^>..-.^^— .... 
GRb,  oofMBons  end  mqumIb  pDt  focul  And  rengotwio 


fund. 


Total.  FoiBSI  Saivice . 


De>ARTMBn-  OF  ENERGY 
Oean  coal  technology: 

DetonaL 

Siihtntal _»„.........„„....„.......„«« 


92,000 
110,000,000 


2.363,173,000 


F(MM  cncfQy  fMWCh  wtd  dsvBtopcrwnt .. 
AMmtwIra  iUsIb  pfoduction  (indcfintto)  „.... 
NsmI  pflifolMxn  snd  oil  shsts  rassfVBs^.^. 
EfWfQy  oonwnMtion  . 

BtofiMM  Enotyy  Oovwopfnont  pninvof) .. 
Eoononijc  MQUHion  * 


(8ylranaf*r)_ 


Energy  tnlormsiion  Admeiistialion^ 

Total.  Depaftment  of  Energy: 
New  budget  fobKgitionat  authority  (net).. 


Oetsnal 

(By  transfer). 


417,018,000 
-2,400,000 
148.786,000 
563,189,000 
-16,000,000 
6.297,000 

(187,000.000) 
72.266,000 


1.179.156,000 
(1,179,156.000) 


(187,000,000) 


178,000,000 

179,786,000 

179,000,000 

+  1.000.000 

136,884,000 

164,000,000 

148,884,000 

+  12.000,000 

1^57,067,000 

1,291,553,000 

1,259,067,000 

26,600,000 

, ™...„ , 

-26,600,000 

385.485.000 

385,485,000 

411.485.000 

+26,000,000 

109,531,000      ... 

163,600,000 

169,662,000 

164.100,000 

+500.000 

60,800,000      ... 

-60.800.000 

(-44,548,000)      ... 

(+44,548.000) 

(-50,000.000) 

-9,400,000 

(50,000,000) 
39,400,000 

(50.000,000)      ... 

41,200,000 

W,000,000 

1,069,000 

1,069,000 

1,066.000      ... 

210,000 

210,000 

210.000      ... 

3J78.000 

3.996.000 

+  19,000 

92,000 


92,000 


2.346.583.000 


-32S.000.000 
-312.879.000 

-637379,000 

348,508,000 

-4,0(X),000 

148.500,000 

735.363,000 


2.197.882.000 


-110.000,000 
-165,281,000 


2.725.000 
221.300.000 

86.120.000 


881,637,000 

(1,519,516,000) 

(-325,000,000) 

(-312,879,000) 


358.754,000 

-4.000.000 

143.786.000 

486.880.000 

2,725.000 

(220.(XIO.OOO) 
66.120.000 


1.067,065,000 
(1,067,065,000) 


(220,000,000) 


-58,264.000 
-1,600,000 
-5,000,000 

-53,906,000 

+  16,000.000 

-3.572,000 

(+33.000,000) 
-6.146.000 


-112,061,000 
(-112.091.000) 

(+33.000.000) 


-786.000 
-15.116.000 
-32.496.000 


+26.000.000 

-109A31.0OO 

-5.96^000 


(-90.000.000) 
-113».000 


-148.681.000 


+325.000,000 
+312.879,000 


+637,879,000 
+  10,246,000 

-6,714,000 
•235,683,000 


-221,300,000 
(+220.000,000) 


+  189,428.000 
(-492.451.000) 
(+325.000,000) 
(+31^879,000) 
(+220,000,000) 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  AND  HUliMN  SERVICES 
Indian  Health  Service 
Indian  health  services 


Total,  Indian  Health  Senice- 


DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATK3N 
Office  of  Elementary  and  Saoor>dary  Education 
Indian  education 

OTHER  RBATED  AGENCIES 
Office  of  N»<aio  arxl  Hopi  Indian  Oeloclion 
Salaries  and  expenses 


InsUtule  of  American  Indian  ar^  Alaslia 
Native  Culture  and  Alts  DawelopmerTt 


Payment  to  the  Institute- 


Smithsonian  Institution 


Constnjction  and  impro¥emerttt.  National  Zoological  Pailc. 
Repair  and  restoration  of  buildirigs  » 

Total.  Smithsonian  Institution .. 

Nitional  Gallery  of  Art 


Salaries  and  expenses.. 


Repeir.  restoration  end  renovation  of  buHdings- 

Total.  National  Galleiy  of  Art 

Jofm  F.  Kennedy  Center  for  the  Performing  Arts 

Opsntiens  and  mairMenance 

Coivlnjction 


Total.  John  F.  Ksrvtedy  Center  tar  the  Peiforming  Arts 

Woodrow  Wilson  International  Center  for  Scholan 
Salailes  and  expenses 


Nattonal  Foundation  on  the  Arts  ar>d  ttw  Humanities 
National  EndovwnenI  tor  the  Arts 

Matching  giants 

Total.  National  Endowment  for  the  Arts 

National  EnooMnent  tor  the  HumanAies 

Grants  and  adminisliatiuii  „ 

Matching  grants- 
Total.  National  EndOKwnent  tor  ttie  Humanities . 
Institute  of  Museum  Sarvicas 
Grants  and  administration 

Tot^  Nation^  Foundation  on  the  Alts  and  the  Humwities  . 
Commisiien  of  Fine  Arts 


Salaries  and  expenses 

National  Captal  Arts  and  CuHural  AfWfs 

R»lin*»                                                                                                                    

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 

Salaries  arwl  nifriniii 

FranMin  Delano  HooaeveH  Meirwrial  Commisaion 

Salnriffs  and  expertaett , 

United  States  Holocauat  ktemorial  Council 

HoioeausI  Memorial  Council 

FY  1996 
Enacted 

FY  1997 

EstimMe 

BM 

Bin  compared  with 
Enacted 

BH  compered  wMh 
Estimate 

1,747342.000 
238368,000 

1398341.000 
275351,000 

1.779361300 
227.701300 

+31,719300 
•11397,000 

-119.380,000 
-47360300 

1.686300300 

2.174,192300 

2,007362.000 

+20,462300 

-166330300 

52,500.000 

81,900300 

52300,000 

20349,000 
5300,000 

25.000300 
5,500.000 

20345.000 
5300.000 



-4356,000 

311,188,000 
3  250.000 

328.716.000 
13.000300 

317.188300 
lynnm 

36364300 
7300300 

+6300300 

-11328300 
-750300 

33364300 

+6300300 
-20,700300 

+  1364300 

376,062.000 

383,716300 

367362300 

-16324300 

51344300 

93369300 
9342300 

53369300 
5342300 

+2366300 
-900300 

6.442300 

58.286.000 

59.841,000 

59341300 

+  1366,000 

10323300 

10375.000 
9,000,000 

10375,000 
9.000.000 

+5S2300 
+  17300 

19375,000 

19375,000 

+  969.000 

5340,000 

5340300 

5340  nnn 

82.259.000 
17236.000 

115300300 
21300300 

82.734300 
16.760300 

+479300 
-475300 

•32386300 
-4340300 

99,494,000 
94300300 

118.250300 
17.750300 

99.494300 

92394.000 

11300.000 

-1.006300 
-4300300 

-25396300 
■6350300 

110300300 

136300300 
23.000.000 

104.484300 
21 .000300 

-9306300 

•31 306300 

230.494300 

224366,000 

-9306300 

-70312300 

aM.ooo 

6.0(X).000 

2,500.000 

5.060.000 

147300 

28.707300 

867300 
6,733,000 
^500.000 

125,000 
31362300 

867300 

7  500.000 

5390,000 

129300 

29.707300 

+300300 
-22.000 

+  1.000.000 

•496300 

-1366300 
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FY  1996 
Enacted 


FY  1997 
Estimate 


BiH 


Bill  comparad  wrfth 
Enacted 


Bill  ooinparad  with 
Estimate 


Total,  ma  a,  raMad  fancies: 
New  budget  (obiigalionaQ  authority  (net)  _ 


Emaigancy  apprapnatjora  » 


(Timber  leoeJpts  lianitar  to  general  fund,  indefinite) 

(Tlmbor  puichaaer  credits) 

(Byt 


6,340,770,000 

(6,253,370,000) 

(87,400,000) 


(-44,546,000) 

(50,000,000) 

(187,000,00(4 


6,326,056,000 
(6,963,935,000) 

(-325,000,000) 
(-312.879,000) 

(50,000,000) 


6,073,069,000 
(6,073,069,000) 


(220,000,000) 


-267,681,000 

(-180,261,000) 

(-87,400,000) 


(+44,548,00(9 

(-50.000,000) 

(+33,000,000) 


-252.967,000 
(490,846.000) 


(+325.000.000) 
(+312.879,000) 


(-50,000,00(9 
(  +  220,000,000) 
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Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  re- 
serve the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  honor  my  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Ohio, 
Ralph  Regula,  for  this  hard  work  and 
his  very  great  diligence  in  formulating 
this  bill. 

It  could  have  been  a  much  better  bill, 
if  we  only  had  the  money  that  is  re- 
quired to  do  the  job  properly.  To  prop- 
erly care  for  the  vast  natural  resources 
of  the  United  States  and  the  magnifi- 
cent museums  and  galleries  which  are 
funded  in  this  bill,  money  is  needed, 
and  that  money  has  not  been  allocated 
to  us  in  the  602(b)  allocation.  For  some 
reason.  Interior  continues  to  be  the 
stepchild  of  the  602(b)  bosses. 

This  bill  has  been  saddled  with  many 
burdens.  We  have  been  forced  to  take  a 
cut  of  $482  million  in  our  602(b)  alloca- 
tion, which  comes  on  top  of  the  $1.1  bil- 
lion reduction  this  bill  enjoyed  in  the 
previous  fiscal  year.  To  add  insult  to 
injury,  this  malnourished  bill  had  two 
legislative  riders  foisted  on  it  in  the 
full  Committee  on  Appropriations.  One 
deails  with  native  American  taxation, 
the  other  deals  with  the  endangered 
marbled  murrelet. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  first  rider  added 
by  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
ISTOOK],  will  effectively  cripple  the 
ability  of  many  native  American  tribes 
to  operate  successful  retail  establish- 
ments, like  gas  stations  or  convenience 
stores,  on  their  property  by  forcing  na- 
tive American  tribes,  who  are  sov- 
ereign under  the  decisions  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  and  under  treaties  estab- 
lished with  the  United  States  to  charge 
State  sales  taxes  at  their  establish- 
ment. 

The  second  troubling  rider  was  added 
by  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
RiGGS],  and  deals  with  protection  of 
the  endangered  marbled  murrelet.  The 
Riggs  amendment  was  precipitated  by 
a  court  ruling  that  ordered  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  to  designate  areas 
in  California,  Oregon,  and  Washington 
as  critical  habitat  for  the  elusive 
seabird. 

What  the  Riggs  provision  seeks  to  do 
is  to  prevent  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  from  enforcing  this  designation 
on  private  lands  in  California.  Not  only 
does  this  ill-conceived  provision  set  a 
dangerous  precedent  for  suspending  the 
Endangered  Species  Act.  but  it  could 
very  well  lead  to  the  extinction  of  the 
marbled  murrelet  in  the  Headwaters 
forest. 

Mr.  Chairman,  even  our  full  commit- 
tee chairman,  the  gentleman  from  Lou- 
isiana [Mr.  Livingston],  recognizes 
that  these  riders  could  sink  the  Inte- 
rior bill.  That  is  why  he  voted  against 
both  of  them  in  committee. 

Our  good  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
New  York,  [Mr.  Boelhert]  has  also 
been  (luoted  as  saying  these  riders 
present  real  problems  for  floor  consid- 


eration. Inclusion  of  these  riders  is  es- 
pecially ironic  in  light  of  an  article 
that  ran  in  the  Washington  Post  on 
Monday  with  the  headline.  "GOP  Buffs 
environmental  Image".  If  the  Repub- 
lican Party  seeks  to  improve  its  envi- 
ronmental image,  then  they  can  join  us 
in  striking  the  marbled  murrelet  rider. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  legislative  riders 
are  not  the  only  problem  with  this  bill, 
and  while  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Regula]  did  his  best  to  minimize 
the  pain  of  our  reduced  allocation, 
there  are  major  problems  with  the 
funding  of  this  bill,  critical  problems 
which  I  cite. 

For  example,  funding  for  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service  has  been  cut  by 
$40,095,000.  Funding  for  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  is  down  by  $19,200,000. 
Funding  for  vital  agency  support  from 
Interior  Departmental  management 
has  been  punitively  cut  by  $3,221,000. 
Funding  for  the  Forest  Service  has 
been  reduced  by  $56,281,000.  Funding  for 
energy  efficiency  programs  are  cut  by 
$37,519,000.  Funding  for  low-income 
weatherization  is  cut  out  by  another 
$11,764,000.  Funding  for  Indian  health 
service  facilities  hais  been  reduced  by 
$11,257,000.  Funding  for  the  Smithso- 
nian Institution  has  been  decreased  by 
$8,700,000.  Funding  for  the  National  En- 
dowment for  the  Humanities  has  been 
cut  by  $5,506,000. 

At  the  same  time  that  important 
programs  are  being  cut.  other  non- 
essential accounts  have  been  increased, 
including  an  increase  in  corporate  wel- 
fare for  the  timber  industry  in  the 
form  of  an  additional  $14  million  over 
the  fiscal  year  1996  amount  for  timber 
roads  and  timber  sale  management  and 
$12  million  over  the  administration  re- 
quest for  the  PILT  program. 

Finally,  I  want  to  express  my  support 
for  the  funding  contained  in  this  bill 
for  the  National  Endowment  for  the 
Arts  and  the  HLmianlties.  The  issue  of 
funding  the  endowments  has  long  been 
very  controversial  in  this  bill.  The 
funding  that  is  in  this  bill  is  the  result 
of  the  agreement  that  was  reached  last 
year  by  the  members  of  the  Republican 
Party  to  continue  the  NEA  for  2  years 
and  the  NEH  for  3  years.  Given  these 
austere  budgets,  representing  a  cut  of 
nearly  40  percent  for  each  agency  from 
fiscal  year  1995,  I  hope  my  colleagues 
will  oppose  any  amendment  to  cut  or 
eliminate  additional  funding  for  the 
endowments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  closing.  I  want  to 
commend  my  chairman,  mr  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 
Ralph  Regula.  for  his  hard  work,  for 
his  firiendship.  for  his  warm  association 
and  for  his  cooperation. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  just  a 
footnote.  I  concede  that  we  have  re- 
duced some  of  these  programs,  but  it 
was  land  acquisition,  construction  of 
things   that  have   downstream  costs, 


and  the  only  way  we  can  save  money  is 
to  cut  spending. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Kolbe],  a  very  able  member  of  our  sub- 
committee. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
voice  my  support  for  the  Interior  ap- 
propriations bill  which  is  before  us 
today  and  add  my  thanks  to  both  the 
chairman  and  the  ranking  minority 
member  and  their  staffs  for  the  work 
that  they  have  done  on  this. 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  are  going  to  hear 
a  lot  of  concerns  expressed  here  today, 
some  in  support  of  this,  some  in  ada- 
mant opposition  to  the  bill.  But,  before 
we  take  too  seriously  some  of  the  ex- 
pressions of  discontent,  we  should  all 
be  aware  of  the  budget  parameters 
under  which  our  subcommittee  was  op- 
erating. 

D  1230 

Our  initial  602(b)  allocation  was  $1.1 
billion  below  fiscal  year  1996  funding 
levels.  That  is  $1.1  billion  below.  Fortu- 
nately, when  the  House  approved  the 
budget  resolution,  we  foimd  there  was 
an  additional  $3.9  billion  of  discre- 
tionary funding  which  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  was  able  to  reallo- 
cate eimong  the  subcommittees.  De- 
spite this  infusion  of  money,  the  Inte- 
rior Subcommittee's  fiscal  year  1997 
budget  is  still  $482  million  less  than 
last  year.  Is  this  fair  and  equitable? 
Perhaps  it  is  not  for  those  concerned 
about  these  particular  programs.  But 
what  is  important  is  not  what  we  do 
not  have.  What  is  significant  is  what 
we  have  done  with  the  money  that  we 
do  have  available  to  us. 

This  Interior  appropriations  bill  re- 
flects increases  for  our  national  parks, 
for  the  Everglades  restoration,  for  for- 
est health,  specifically  fire  manag-e- 
ment  and  research,  for  USGS  earth- 
quake research  and  cooperative  water 
research,  and  we  have  $4  million  for  a 
clean  streams  initiative.  We  have  also 
increased  or  at  least  maintained  fiscal 
year  1996  funding  levels  for  native 
American  programs,  like  the  vital  and 
multipurpose  tribal  priority  alloca- 
tions account,  for  Indian  education,  In- 
dian health,  and  increased  the  funding 
levels  of  major  cultural  institutions, 
like  the  Smithsonian,  the  Holocaust 
Museum,  the  Kennedy  Center,  and  the 
National  Gallery  of  Art. 

We  have  attempted  to  ensure  that 
sufficient  funds  are  available  to  fulfill 
our  responsibilities  as  stewards  of  the 
Nation's  natural  treasures.  Did  some 
agencies  incur  reductions  or  even  ter- 
minations of  programs?  Absolutely. 
But  this  is  necessary  as  a  subcommit- 
tee, as  a  body  for  us  to  do  this,  to  keep 
OLir  commitment  to  the  American  peo- 
ple that  we  would  exercise  fiscal  re- 
sponsibility, that  we  would  balance  the 
Federal  budget  in  7  years.  And,  all  told, 
we  have  saved  nearly  $500  million  in 
doing  that. 
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Let  us  not  fool  each  other  about  what 
is  going  to  happen.  There  are  going  to 
be  a  lot  of  amendments  to  increase 
funding  levels  for  programs  and  agen- 
cies. Members  will  speak  with  great 
conviction  about  the  merits  of  these 
programs,  and  in  many  cases  they  will 
be  right  about  whether  the  program  is 
good  or  not. 

But.  what  I  have  said  before  needs  to 
be  said  again.  The  appropriations  proc- 
ess is  not  about  numbers.  It  is  not 
about  whether  we  spend  S12.1  billion,  as 
this  bill  recommends,  or  $13.1  billion.  It 
is  not  even  about  whether  we  cut  a  par- 
ticular program,  whether  we  increase  a 
program,  or  whether  we  terminate  a 
program.  This  and  the  other  appropria- 
tions bills  that  are  working  their  way 
through  the  legislative  process  is  an 
opportunity  for  Congress  and  our  polit- 
ical parties  to  make  a  philosophical 
statement  about  the  direction  we  be- 
lieve this  country  should  be  going.  It  is 
an  opportunity  to  say  something  about 
where  we  think  our  future  is.  It  is  an 
opportunity  for  each  ijarty  in  Congress 
to  set  forth  its  vision,  its  hopes  and 
dreams  for  our  future  and  our  chil- 
dren's future.  This  bill  does  that.  I  urge 
support  for  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  voice  my  strong 
support  for  the  Interior  appropriations  bill  be- 
fore us.  I  know  that  you  have  heard  many  of 
my  colleagues  express  their  support  for  or  ad- 
amant opposition  to  this  bill.  But  before  the 
opposition  continues  their  litany  of  discontent, 
I'd  like  to  make  you  aware  of  the  budgetary 
parameters  under  which  the  subcommittee 
was  operating. 

Our  initial  602(b)  allocatkxi  was  S1.1  billion 
below  fiscal  year  1996  funding  levels.  Thafs 
S1.1  billion.  Fortunately,  when  the  House  ap- 
proved the  budget  resolution  there  was  an  ad- 
ditional S3.9  billion  in  discretionary  funding 
whKh  the  Appropriations  Committee  was  able 
to  reallocate  among  the  subcommittees.  De- 
spite this  infusk>n  of  money,  the  Interior  Sub- 
committee's fiscal  year  1997  budget  authority 
is  still  S482  million  less  than  last  year.  Is  this 
fair  and  equitable?  Probably  not.  But  wfiafs 
important  is  not  what  we  dont  have.  What  is 
significant  is  what  we  did  with  the  money  we 
were  provided. 

The  fiscal  year  1997  Interior  appropriations 
bill  reflects  increases  for  our  national  parks, 
for  Everglades  restoration,  for  forest  health — 
specifically,  fire  management  and  research,  for 
USGS  earthquake  research  and  cooperative 
water  research,  and  we  provide  S4  million  for 
a  dean  streams  initiative.  We  have  also  in- 
creased or  maintained  fiscal  year  1996  fund- 
ing levels  for  native  American  programs  like 
the  vital  and  multipurpose  tribal  priority  alloca- 
tions account,  Indian  education,  Indian  health, 
and  increased  the  funding  levels  of  major  cul- 
tural institutkjns  like  the  Smithsonian,  the  Hol- 
ocaust Museum,  the  Kennedy  Center,  and  the 
Natk>nal  Gallery  of  Art.  We  have  attempted  to 
ensure  that  sufficient  funds  are  available  to 
fulfill  our  responsibilities  as  stewards  of  this 
NatKin's  natural  treasures.  Did  some  agencies 
incur  furxjing  reductions  or  program  termi- 
nations? Absolutely.  But  this  was  necessary 
for  us  to  keep  our  commitment  to  the  Amer- 


ican people  that  we  would  exercise  fiscal  re- 
sponsibility and  balance  the  Federal  budget  in 
7  years.  All  told,  this  bill  saves  the  American 
taxpayers  almost  S500  million. 

Let's  not  fool  each  other  about  what  is  going 
to  happen.  Several  amendments  will  be  of- 
fered to  Increase  the  funding  levels  for  various 
programs  and  agencies.  Members  will  speak 
with  great  conviction  about  the  merits  of  these 
programs,  and  in  many  Instances  they'll  t>e 
right.  But  I've  said  it  t)efore,  and  it  needs  to  be 
said  again.  The  appropriations  process  is  not 
about  numbers.  It's  not  about  whether  we 
spend  S12.1  billion — as  this  bill  rec- 
ommends— or  S13.1  bilton.  It's  not  even  about 
whether  we  cut  a  program,  whether  we  in- 
crease a  program,  or  whether  we  eliminate  a 
program. 

This  bill  and  the  other  appropriations  bills 
worlting  their  way  through  the  legislative  proc- 
ess is  an  opportunity  for  Congress,  and  our 
p>olitical  parties,  to  make  a  philosophical  state- 
ment atxjut  the  direction  we  believe  this  coun- 
try should  be  going.  It  is  an  opportunity  for  us 
to  say  something  atx>ut  where  we  think  our  fu- 
ture is.  It's  an  opportunity  for  each  party  in 
Congress  to  set  forth  its  vision  for  America;  its 
hopes,  its  dreams  for  our  future,  and  for  our 
children's  future. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  its  entirety,  this  appropria- 
tions bill  reflects  this  vision.  When  you  dissect 
and  place  the  funding  level  of  each  program, 
each  agency  and  each  line  item  under  a  mi- 
croscope you  won't  get  a  true  indication  of  the 
overall  picture.  But  if  you  step  back  and  look 
at  this  bill  in  its  entirely,  keeping  in  mind  that 
these  numbers  reflect  a  promise  we  made  to 
our  children — the  promise  that  we  woukl  no 
longer  burden  them  with  our  fiscally  irrespon- 
sible actions— then  you  get  a  clearer  perspec- 
tive. 

This  appropriations  bill  is  not  perfect.  But  I 
believe  it  reflects  a  thoughtful  and  balanced 
approach  given  this  Nation's  S5  trillion  debt.  I 
urge  all  of  my  colleagues  to  support  its  pas- 
sage. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Colorado  [Mr.  Skaggs]. 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  start  out  by  paying  tribute  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Regula],  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  who 
has  been  a  joy  to  work  with  throughout 
the  process  of  shaping  this  bill.  He  is 
invariably  willing  to  listen  and  try  his 
best  to  accommodate  in  a  bipartisan 
fashion  the  interests  of  other  members 
of  the  subcommittee,  and  I  am  proud  to 
serve  on  his  subcommittee. 

I  wish  that  I  could  transfer  all  of  the 
enthusiasm  that  I  feel  about  Mr.  Reg- 
in^  personally  to  the  legislative  prod- 
uct that  we  have  before  us  this  sifter- 
noon.  I  am  afraid  that  probably  the 
best  thing  I  can  do  is  to  say  it  is  better 
than  last  year's  bill.  But  laist  year's 
bill,  as  we  all  recall,  had  some  prob- 
lems. 

Just  to  get  what  I  think  is  the  appro- 
priate framework,  this  Interior  appro- 
priations bill  is  the  primary  way  that 
this  Congress  and  this  country  makes  a 
statement  about  the  precious  respon- 
sibility  we   have   as   stewards   of  the 


country's  natural  and  cultural  re- 
sources. So  it  really  is  a  very  impor- 
tant indication  of  what  is  important  to 
us  as  a  people. 

In  that  context,  I  am  afraid  that  this 
bill  does  not  meet  the  fundamental  re- 
sponsibilities we  in  Congress  have  to 
protect  and  preserve  those  very  vital 
natural  and  cultural  resources  which 
we  all  are  proud  to  claim  as  citizens  of 
this  country. 

There  is  an  increase  in  many  of  the 
accounts,  as  the  gentleman's  opening 
comments  indicated,  over  last  year's 
levels,  but  we  are  still  falling  behind. 
Even  with,  for  instance,  the  increase 
for  the  Park  Service,  we  are  not  keep- 
ing up  with  the  increasing  backlog  of 
deferred  maintenance  which  is  showing 
itself,  whether  in  my  home  area  at 
Rocky  Mountain  National  Park,  with 
trails  being  closed  and  visitor  services 
being  curtailed,  or  as  is  being  repeated 
elsewhere  around  the  country. 

One  of  the  bill's  more  serious  short- 
comings has  to  do  with  the  energy  con- 
servation and  efficiency  efforts.  If  we 
are  so  shortsighted  as  to  fail  to  appre- 
ciate the  threat  to  this  country's  na- 
tional security  and  its  economic  secu- 
rity by  continuing  our  profligate  ways 
on  energy,  we  are  going  to  be  in  very, 
very  sad  shape.  I  will  have  an  amend- 
ment later  on  that  addresses  this  point 
to  a  modest  degree,  far  from  curing 
what  I  think  are  real  shortcomings  in 
that  part  of  the  bill. 

I  wish  as  well  that  we  could  find  the 
wherewithal  to  do  the  honor  that  we 
should  as  a  Nation  to  our  work  in  the 
humanities  and  the  arts.  The  funding 
levels  for  both  of  those  endowments  are 
way  below  what  American  civilization 
ought  to  dedicate  to  the  furtherance  of 
the  humanities  and  the  arts  and  I  re- 
gret that  very  much. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Hansen],  the  distinguished  chair- 
man of  the  Subcommittee  on  National 
Parks,  Forests  and  Lands  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Resources. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  this  appropriations  bill  and  rec- 
ognize the  great  work  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio,  Chairman  Regula, 
has  done  and  the  many  of  us  who  have 
spend  hours  talking  to  him  about  this. 

I  notice  that  people  talk  about  an  in- 
crease in  pajrment  in  lieu  of  taxes.  I 
hope  that  Members  realize  what  this  is. 
Out  in  the  West,  many  of  us  are  owned 
by  the  Federal  Government.  In  the  lit- 
tle county  of  Garfield,  you  take,  for  ex- 
ample, 93  percent  is  owned  by  the  Fed- 
eral Government. 

All  these  folks  from  around  the  world 
and  especially  the  E^t  come  out  there 
and  they  want  to  play,  and  they  want 
to  look  at  things  and  fish,  hunt,  camp, 
et  cetera.  So  we  are  sajring,  pay  your 
share,  if  you  will.  They  are  the  ones 
that  put  the  debris  down  that  has  to  be 
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picked  up.  They  are  the  ones  that  start 
the  fires.  They  are  the  ones  that  find 
themselves  breaking  a  leg  and  you 
have  to  go  out  and  take  care  of  them. 
All  we  are  saying  is  pay  your  share.  So 
I  commend  the  gentleman  for  adding 
money  to  payment  in  lieu  of  taxes. 

They  also  tell  us  where  to  put  it  in 
wilderness,  how  to  use  it  for  grazing, 
what  we  can  mine  and  cut.  We  are  say- 
ing if  you  are  going  to  tell  us  how  to 
run  it,  at  least  pay  a  little  bit. 

I  also  hope  the  Members  realized  over 
the  past  year  there  has  been  sensa- 
tioniil  news  stories  about  closure  of 
park  facilities,  resulting  from  dramati- 
cally increased  visitation  to  national 
parks  and  cuts  in  park  budgets.  Actu- 
ally, this  is  a  result  of  disinformation, 
Mr.  Chairman,  on  the  part  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  Interior.  Contrary  to  what 
you  have  heard,  and  I  could  njime  the 
cities  and  towns  that  this  has  been 
said,  including  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  including  the  Secretary 
of  Interior,  that  the  Republicans  are 
going  to  close  parks,  that  there  is  a  list 
of  312  parks  somewhere. 

Let  me  tell  you.  as  chairman  of  that 
conunittee.  there  is  no  list.  H.R.  260 
has  no  place  in  it,  absolutely  no  place, 
where  it  closes  one  single  park.  I  stand 
in  the  well  and  would  eat  the  bill  if 
someone  could  tell  me  where  it  closed 
one  park.  It  does  not  do  an3rthing  like 
that. 

However,  that  does  not  stop  the  Sec- 
retary of  Interior  from  engaging  in  this 
partisan  politics,  going  on  fishing  trips 
on  Government  time  and  running  par- 
tisan things  when  he  should  be  running 
his  department. 

There  are  two  indisputable  facts: 
First,  is  visitation  to  parks  have  been 
flat  for  nearly  a  decade.  Second,  fund- 
ing for  parks  has  dramatically  in- 
creased in  recent  years.  The  fact  is  in- 
creased fimding  for  parks  has  been  sup- 
ported by  both  Democratic  and  Repub- 
lican administrations  in  Congress.  As  a 
direct  result  of  the  effort  of  Chairman 
Regula,  and  before  him  Chairman 
Yates,  annual  base  funding  for  parks 
has  risen  from  S394  to  S666  million  in 
the  last  7  years,  an  increase  of  69  per- 
cent. As  GAO  has  testified  before  my 
subcommittee  last  year,  these  in- 
creases have  far  outpaced  inflation. 

Meanwhile,  total  visitation  to  parks 
has  remained  flat  for  a  decade.  In  fact, 
total  park  visitation  last  yeas  was.  do 
you  know,  about  5  percent  from  its 
peak  year  of  1988. 

Using  two  parks  as  illustrations, 
Zion  in  Utah  and  Yosemite  in  Califor- 
nia, funding  increases  have  far  out- 
paced both  of  these.  These  facts  have 
not  stopped  Secretary  Babbitt  from 
sajrlng  we  are  shutting  those  down. 

The  park  newspaper  at  Yellowstone 
Park  declares  the  park  facilities  were 
closed  due  to  budget  shortfalls.  Last 
winter  during  the  lapse  in  appropria- 
tions. Secretary  Babbitt  shut  down  all 
the    parks   and   concession   facilities, 


even  though  the  parks  reported  they 
actually  had  more  rangers  on  duty  dur- 
ing the  shutdowns  than  before.  Mean- 
while, the  Forest  Service,  also  without 
a  budget,  did  not  shut  down  a  single 
ski  area,  outfitter,  or  any  other  conces- 
sionaire on  Forest  Service  lands.  They 
continued  to  welcome  the  public,  and 
for  that  I  salute  Secretary  Glickman. 

Overall  budget  cuts  at  the  Forest 
Service  have  been  much  higher,  but 
that  agency  has  sought  out  innovative 
ways  to  continue  to  serve  the  public. 
Rather  than  shut  down  its  camp- 
grounds, the  Forest  Service  contracted 
them  out  to  the  private  sector.  Sec- 
retary Glickman  has  contracted  out  70 
percent  of  Forest  Service  campgrounds 
to  the  private  sector  this  year.  That 
provides  for  a  vivid  contrast  with  Sec- 
retary Babbitt,  who  runs  around  the 
coimtry  complaining  about  budget 
shortfalls. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  we  need  a  Sec- 
retary who  puts  protecting  and  manag- 
ing our  parks  above  politics. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  urge  support 
of  this  good  piece  of  legislation. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  shield  4 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Fazio]. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, as  we  consider  this  very  impor- 
tant bill.  I  think  it  is  important  that 
we  revisit  the  issue  of  the  timber  sal- 
vage rider  that  was  part  of  the  rescis- 
sions bill  last  year.  While  I  felt  at  the 
time  that  it  was  Important  to  address 
the  problem  of  dead  and  dying  trees, 
and  the  issue  of  forest  health  in  gen- 
eral, in  hindsight  it  was  clear  we  dealt 
with  it  in  too  much  haste. 

I  did  not  vote  on  the  Yates  amend- 
ment when  it  was  considered  on  the 
floor  last  year  because  I  was  with  my 
wife  at  the  hospital  while  she  had 
minor  surgery.  I  did  vote  for  the  bill  on 
final  passage,  however,  both  because  it 
helped  to  provide  disaster  relief  to 
California  and  because  it  had  the  ad- 
ministration's support.  At  the  time  I 
think  few  Members  of  Congress  were 
aware  that  the  salvage  timber  rider  al- 
lowed section  318  timber  sales  to  be  re- 
instated as  well.  K  they  had  been  aware 
of  the  deficiency,  I  do  not  think  this 
rider  would  have  gotten  through. 

The  1990  section  318  sales  were  in- 
tended to  allow  the  development  of  a 
compromise  in  the  Northwest  but  they 
did  not  succeed  and  were  halted  due  to 
environmental  concerns.  These  sales 
only  affect  old  growth  timber.  The 
issue  of  salvage  timber — or  the  attempt 
to  glean  the  forest  of  dead  or  ds^ing 
trees  particularly  after  drought  periods 
like  the  one  recently  in  California— is  a 
different  concern  altogether. 

To  my  knowledge,  these  two  issues 
were  never  intended  to  be  inter- 
mingled. Fortunately,  the  Appeals 
Court  has  stepped  in  to  stop  the  expe- 
dited 318  sales  of  old  growth  trees  so  we 
win  have  a  chance  to  deal  with  option 
9  in  a  responsible  manner. 


Given  the  vagueness  of  the  definition 
of  salvage  timber,  it  was  not  unex- 
pected that  this  provision  could  be  ill 
used  to  harvest  healthy  trees.  We 
should  not  have  gone  forward  with  the 
salvage  timber  rider  without  tighten- 
ing up  how  the  Forest  Service  imple- 
mented the  program  in  the  first  place. 
In  practice,  the  program  allowed  for 
more  than  dead  and  dying  trees  to  be 
cut. 

For  those  of  us  in  this  Congress  who 
see  a  real  threat  to  forest  health  and 
who  have  a  strong  desire  to  find  the  ap- 
propriate solution,  the  salvage  timber 
rider  simply  went  too  far.  Instead  of 
merely  allowing  the  timber  companies 
some  flexibility  in  helping  to  prevent 
future  wildfires,  those  pursuing  a  dif- 
ferent agenda  took  advantage  of  the 
opportunity  and  sought  to  cut  health 
trees  and  old  growth  timber  as  well. 

I  would  like  to  cite  an  example  of 
how  such  sales  can  be  extremely  det- 
rimental. Recently  in  my  district  the 
Forest  Service  sought  to  reinstate  the 
Barkley  timber  sale  in  the  Lassen  Na- 
tional Forest.  I  personally  appealed  to 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  stop 
the  sale  because  it  would  have  seri- 
ously unraveled  the  cooperative  local 
efforts  among  landowners,  conserva- 
tionists, and  government  officials  to 
produce  a  collaborative  strategy  for  re- 
source management. 

In  particular,  the  Quincy  Library 
Group  is  a  broad-based  organization 
which  worked  hard  to  come  to  an 
agreement  on  timber  harvests  in  the 
Sierra  Nevadas.  The  Barkley  timber 
sale  would  have  jeopardized  that  care- 
fully balanced  effort.  In  response  to  my 
concern,  the  sale  was  stopped. 

We  must  seek  an  appropriate  balance 
in  identifsrlng  solutions  that  will  work 
overtime.  I  support  the  amendment  be- 
fore us  to  restore  environmental  review 
to  the  timber  salvage  process.  We  need 
to  provide  a  check  to  the  extreme  ac- 
tions being  undertaken  under  the  guise 
of  harvesting  dead  and  dying  trees. 

We  need  to  come  up  with  a  definition 
of  salvage  similar  to  those  that  have 
been  introduced  by  Members  of  both 
bodies,  but  which  have  yet  to  become 
law. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  an  important 
issue  that  hopefully  can  be  not  only  de- 
bated clearly  today,  but  resolved  once 
and  for  all.  so  the  Congress  can  send  a 
clear  message  about  how  it  wants  to 
deal  with  the  issue  of  forest  health. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  I  s^eld  to 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  does 
the  gentleman  recognize  that  it  is  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  that  has  to 
approve  these  sales  that  he  is  discuss- 
ing in  his  remarks?  I  think  that  is  an 
important  point.  It  is  the  administra- 
tion's Secretary  that  is  doing  it. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man,  reclaiming  my   time,   typically 


14630 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


June  19,  1996 


they  axe  reaUy  approved  at  the  forest 
level.  I  think  tjTJically  these  decisions 
are  made  by  Forest  Service  personnel 
at  the  regional  level.  They  of  course 
come  from  many  different  perspectives 
on  these  issues. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  in  draft- 
ing the  regulation,  we  did  not  spell  out 
that  the  Secretary  in  effect  has  ap- 
proval responsibility.  So  I  think  that  is 
an  important  element  that  we  should 
just  bring  to  the  attention  of  our  col- 
leagues in  discussing  this  question. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, reclaiming  my  time,  I  think  the 
key  is  to  come  up  with  a  definition  of 
dead  and  dying  trees  that  would  war- 
rant a  salvage  operation.  The  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Condit] 
had  proposed,  for  example,  70  percent. 
If  we  had  that  kind  of  clarity  in  the 
law,  then  we  would  not  have  the  prob- 
lem of  green  trees  being  cut  in  some 
areas  and  the  program  working  perhaps 
more  appropriately  in  other  areas. 

n  1245 

And,  of  course,  the  318  inclusion, 
which  occurred  in  the  Senate  during 
the  conference,  was  very  much  a  trou- 
bling aspect  for  people  across  the  spec- 
trum who  were  interested  in  the  forest 
health  issue. 

Mr.  REGUIiA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2V^  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Taylor],  a  very 
fine  member  of  our  subcommittee. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  want  to  commend  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Regula],  the 
staff  of  the  committee,  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington  [Mr.  Dicks], 
and  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Yates],  for  the  bill  that  has  been  put 
together.  I  think  it  is  an  outstanding 
bill,  as  has  been  said  on  the  floor. 

So  far.  it  does  recognize  many  axeas 
in  forest  health  and  it  recognizes  areas 
of  park  maintenance.  It  is  probably  the 
largest  effort  that  has  been  n:iade  to- 
ward maintenance  that  we  have  had  in 
a  long  time,  and  that  is  especially  im- 
portant in  a  time  when  there  is  so 
much  pressure  on  reducing  the  budget. 

I  would  like,  though,  as  a  member  of 
the  committee  and  a  sponsor  of  the 
timber  salvage  bill,  to  correct  some 
misstatements.  A  lot  of  the  organiza- 
tions outside  that  have  never  under- 
stood this  legislation,  never  really 
cared  about  forest  health,  have  been 
trying  to  promote  its  demise. 

First  of  all,  the  318  legislation  that 
was  put  in  by  the  Senate,  as  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Fazio]  in- 
dicated earlier,  will  expire  September 
30  of  this  year,  so  it  is  pretty  much  a 
moot  question.  As  he  mentioned  a  mo- 
ment ago,  the  sales  that  people  in  that 
region  felt  were  a  problem,  they  have 
appealed.  The  court  has  spoken  in  this 
area  and  that  is  going  to  be  pretty  well 
handled,  and  there  is  no  reason  to  ad- 
dress it  on  this  floor  at  all. 


As  it  deals  with  salvage,  to  say  that 
this  language  ought  to  be  changed  or 
we  should  have  used  this  language  is  to 
fail  to  understand  that  the  salvage  lan- 
guage used  in  the  timber  salvage  bill 
was  the  identical  salvage  language  that 
has  been  used  for  years  in  the  Forest 
Services  procedure  in  salvaging  tim- 
ber. 

It  was  only  a  few  years  ago  that  envi- 
ronmental organizations  decided  they 
needed  to  move  another  step  forward 
and  stop  cutting  in  the  national  forest, 
as  they  have  openly  now  said  they 
want  to  do,  and  they  put  in  a  provision 
against  salvage  timber  at  the  time.  We 
simply  removed  that  provision  with 
the  salvage  amendment.  The  language 
is  the  same,  that  has  never  been  con- 
tested over  the  years,  as  was  used  by 
the  Forest  Service. 

Second,  to  talk  about  its  being  used 
abusively,  there  is  not  one  single  case, 
and  I  challenge  anyone  to  come  with 
me,  an  it  is  hard  to  do  on  the  floor,  but 
I  challenge  anyone  to  come  with  me 
and  prove  there  is  a  single  case  where 
that  has  been  abused. 

And  the  final  point  is  that  green 
trees,  when  we  are  trying  to  wipe  out 
disease  and  insects,  for  instance,  with 
insects,  the  green  tree  is  the  host  tree 
of  the  insect;  it  is  a  peripheral  area 
just  around  the  dead  trees.  If  all  we 
were  cutting  were  the  dead  trees  when 
we  try  to  wipe  out  insects,  we  would 
never  cut  that  out  because  the  insect 
has  already  moved  on  to  a  living  tree. 

So  we  have  to  come  around  to  a  pe- 
ripheral area  to  get  rid  of  the  insects. 
And  if  we  do  not  get  rid  of  the  insect, 
it  will  take  the  entire  forest.  And  that 
was  the  reason  for  the  salvage  bill;  it 
was  for  forest  health. 

So  I  think  the  legislation  has  been 
misvmderstood.  We  will  address  it  more 
specifically  in  the  debate,  but  it  is  a 
good  piece  of  legislation  that  has 
worked  well. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Doyle]. 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
acknowledge  the  efforts  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio,  Chairman  Regula, 
and  the  ranking  member,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois,  Mr.  Yates,  for 
the  bill  they  bring  before  us  today. 
They  have  done  their  best  to  protect  a 
wide  variety  of  important  programs  in 
a  difficult  budgetary  climate. 

While  there  are  many  parts  of  this 
legislation  I  support,  there  is  one  in 
particular  that  I  want  to  highlight,  and 
that  is  the  Department  of  Energy's  fos- 
sil energy  R&D.  During  the  debate 
today  many  Members  will  come  to 
floor  and  seek  to  plus  up  other  ac- 
counts at  the  expense  of  fossil  energy. 
While  I  do  not  necessarily  disagree 
with  the  programs  they  seek  to  plus 
up,  I  believe  that  their  efforts  to  cut 
fossil  energy  are  misguided  at  best. 

As  you  can  see  from  this  chart,  the 
Energy  Information   Agency  has  pre- 


dicted that  20  years  from  now,  we  will 
still  be  dependent  on  fossil  energy  for 
89  percent  of  our  energy  needs.  Since 
this  will  still  be  the  primary  source  of 
our  energy  supply,  it  make  sense  to 
pursue  technological  advancements 
that  will  allow  us  to  make  better  use  of 
these  fuels. 

There  is  one  Jirea  which  I  wish  had 
received  greater  funding  than  is  in  the 
bill,  and  that  is  energy  conservation 
R&D.  For  the  same  reasons  that  I  sup- 
port fossil  R&D.  I  think  it  is  important 
that  we  maintain  a  strong  commit- 
ment to  conservation  R&D,  as  they 
deal  with  improving  combustion-based 
energy. 

However,  I  will  oppose  efforts  to  raise 
the  conservation  line  at  the  expense  of 
fossil. 

I  believe  that  such  efforts  are  based 
on  a  fundamental  misunderstanding  of 
these  two  programs.  Those  who  projwse 
to  increase  conservation  by  reducing 
fossil  are  proposing  no  net  gain  for 
meeting  our  energy  needs,  they  only 
move  funds  from  one  good  program  to 
another.  The  only  difference  is  the 
name  "conservation"  sounds  more  po- 
litically-correct than  fossil. 

I  realize  that  because  fossil  fuels 
have  been  around  for  awhile,  that  there 
is  a  tendency  to  think  that  the  utiliza- 
tion technologies  have  been  improved 
to  their  maximum.  If  this  logic  was  ap- 
plied to  nuclear  R&D,  you  would  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  since  atoms 
haven't  changed  since  the  begrinnlng  of 
time,  that  there  is  no  more  work  to  be 
done  in  this  area.  Or  in  the  case  of  re- 
newables,  since  wind  has  been  around 
since  the  formation  of  the  planet,  we 
shouldn't  fund  wind  energy  research. 

While  these  arguments  make  no 
sense,  neither  does  the  argument  that 
we  should  cut  fossil  R&D,  because  they 
are  currently  in  use.  We  are  not  talk- 
ing about  the  fuel,  but  the  way  in 
which  it  is  used. 

The  Department  of  Energy,  should  be 
praised  for  the  way  in  which  they  have 
managed  to  live  within  the  confines  of 
last  years  Interior  Appropriations  bill, 
which  calls  for  a  10  percent  reduction 
per  year  for  the  next  4  years.  This  is  al- 
lowing for  a  gradual  phase-out  of  the 
fossil  energy  program,  without  throw- 
ing away  tax  dollars  already  invested 
in  research  projects  that  yet  to  be  com- 
pleted. 

The  amendments  being  offered  to  re- 
duce fossil  are  being  offered  by  those 
who  either  don't  understand  or  don't 
care  about  the  way  their  proposals  will 
impact  our  energy  security.  I  urge 
Members  to  oppose  them  all,  as  fossil 
energy  should  not  be  penalized  with 
further  reductions  for  adhering  to  its 
downsizing  plan. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2Vi  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Riggs],  a  member  of  the 
full  Conrmiittee  on  Appropriations. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio,  Chairman 
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Regula,  for  yielding  me  this  time,  and 
I  look  forward  to  the  debate  coming  up. 

Colleagues,  first  of  all,  in  this  very 
brief  2  minutes,  I  want  to  address 
something  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  Dicks]  said  during  debate 
on  the  rule.  He  said  that  my  amend- 
ment in  the  full  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations last  week  to  prohibit  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  from  enforcing  the 
critical  habitat  designation  for  the 
marbled  murrelet  on  private  lands,  pri- 
vately owned  property,  would  render 
the  marbeled  murrelet  extinct  in 
northern  California. 

The  question  I  have  for  Mr.  DiCKS  is, 
when  was  the  last  time  he  visited  us  in 
northwest  California?  Because  that 
critical  habitat  designation  in  my  dis- 
trict alone,  and  this  goes  to  the  gentle- 
man's staffer,  too,  who  wrote  his  re- 
marks, in  my  district  alone  this  criti- 
cal habitat  designation  applies  to 
693,000  acres  in  Humboldt,  Del  Norte, 
and  Mendocino  Counties,  and  that 
breaks  down  as  follows:  477,300  acres  in 
Six  Rivers  National  Forest,  Federal 
property;  Redwood  National  Park;  the 
King  Range  National  Conservation 
Area;  and  some  parcels  of  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  land.  That  is  all  fed- 
erally owned  property. 

And,  in  addition  to  that,  the  critical 
habitat  designation  applies  to  the 
175.000  acres  of  State  land,  including 
State  redwood  parks,  the  Sinkyone 
Wilderness  State  Park,  and  some 
Mendocino  State  parks. 

I  am  talking  about  protecting  the 
property  rights  of  10  private  property 
owners,  10  private  property  owners  who 
own  32,000  acres  in  Humboldt  County, 
the  largest  county  in  my  congressional 
district.  Some  of  those  property  owners 
are  here  today.  They  are  not  just  tim- 
ber companies,  by  the  way.  Some  of 
them  are  longtime  ranching  and  farm- 
ing families,  properties  that  have  been 
in  the  hands  of  these  families  for  gen- 
erations, such  as  the  Gift  family,  501 
acres  designated  critical  habitat,  taken 
without  just  compensation  to  the  Gift 
family;  the  Bowers  family,  156  acres 
taken  without  just  compensation  to 
the  Bowers  family;  Harold  Crabtree, 
his  entire  254-acre  ranch  taken  without 
just  compensation  from  the  Federal 
Government. 

So  I  conclude,  99  percent  of  this  criti- 
cal habitat  designation  is  on  public 
lands.  We  are  talking  about  the  final  1 
percent,  the  remaining  1  percent,  that 
is  privately  owned  property. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  6  minutes. 

I  would  say  to  my  distinguished 
friend  from  California  that  I,  too,  rep- 
resent an  area  that  has  been  as  affected 
as  any  in  the  country  by  listings  under 
the  Endangered  Species  Act,  and  my 
approach  has  been  to  try  to  work  with 
the  private  companies  and  the  State  of 
Washington  in  order  to  get  them  to 
enter  into  a  multispecies  habitat  con- 
servation plan,  an  agreement  between 


the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the 
private  company  to  protect  the  species 
on  the  private  property  lands  and  to 
help  in  the  conservation  effort.  For 
that,  they  get  100  years  of  certainty. 

Now.  I  checked  yesterday  with  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  asked 
them  about  the  company  involved  here, 
and  whether  they  had  seriously  at- 
tempted to  negotiate  a  multispecies 
HCP,  and  the  answer  was  a  resounding 
no. 

Now,  that  is  the  way  for  the  gen- 
tleman to  solve  his  problem,  to  sit 
down  with  his  company  and  with  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  try  to  get 
them  to  work  out  on  a  voluntary  basis 
a  multispecies  HCP.  That  is  how  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  allows  one  to 
get  the  incidental  take  permit  that  is 
necessary. 

Let  me  just  also  say  to  my  friend 
from  California,  even  with  a  critical 
habitat  listing,  the  company  still  can 
log.  All  it  cannot  do  is  have  a  taking  of 
a  species  that  is  either  threatened  or 
endangered,  and  so  they  can  use  this 
private  property.  I  just  want  to  make 
that  point. 

If  he  is  going  to  have  a  taking,  the 
only  way  he  can  get  around  a  taking  is 
to  have  an  incidental  take  permit.  And 
the  way  one  gets  an  incidental  take 
permit,  a  large  private  landowner,  is  to 
do  it  by  negotiating  a  multisjjecies 
HCP.  I  have  worked  with  the  Murray 
Pacific  Co.,  Plum  Creek,  Weyerhaeu- 
ser, the  major  timber  companies  in  the 
Northwest,  to  get  them  to  do  that. 

What  the  gentleman  is  doing  today 
by  walking  into  the  full  committee  and 
offering  an  exemption  for  one  large 
lumber  company  in  his  district  is  not 
only  undermining  the  Endangered  Spe- 
cies Act,  but  he  is  undermining  my  ef- 
forts and  the  efforts  of  other  Members 
of  Congress  who  are  trying  to  work 
with  thefr  private  timber  companies  to 
get  them  to  do  these  multispecies 
HCP's.  I  am  sure  the  gentleman  has  a 
different  interpretation  of  his  intent, 
but  the  bottom  line  is,  this  is  what  is 
occurring. 

So  I  am  urging  my  colleagues  today 
to  join  with  me  in  striking  out  the 
Riggs  amendment,  and  I  urge  the  gen- 
tleman to  go  back  and  do  it  the  old- 
fashioned  way,  to  sit  down  and  get  a 
multispecies  HCP  through  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  First  of  all,  Mr.  Chafr- 
man,  I  appreciate  the  gentleman  yield- 
ing, and  I  want  to  give  him  an  oppor- 
tunity to  respond  to  the  point  I  made 
that  we  are  talking  about  10  property 
owners. 

Mr.  DICKS.  But  the  gentleman  would 
admit  that  the  predominant  landowner 
here  is  the  Pacific  Lumber  Co.;  is  that 
not  right? 

Mr.  RIGGS.  If  the  gentleman  would 
continue  to  yield,  I  would  not  stipulate 


to  that.  We  are  talking  about  nine 
other  private  property  owners,  some  of 
which  are 

Mr.  DICKS.  But  the  Pacific  Lumber 
Co.  has  33,000  acres. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gen- 
tleman would  give  me  an  opportunity 
to  finish,  there  are  nine  property  own- 
ers who  own  collectively  8.000  acres. 
And  I  am  going  to  introduce  in  the  de- 
bate to  come,  on  the  gentleman's  mo- 
tion to  strike,  letters  from  these  prop- 
erty owners  that  say  they  have  never 
had  a  single  contact  from  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service.  Not  once.  The  prop- 
erties have  not  been  inspected. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  take 
back  my  time.  The  gentleman  knows 
fully  if  they  have  a  species  on  their 
property,  it  is  their  responsibility. 
They  do  not  have  to  do  it,  but  if  they 
do  not  do  it,  they  do  not  get  an  inci- 
dental take  permit.  If  they  want  to 
risk  taking  a  species  without  an  inci- 
dental take  permit,  then  they  will  vio- 
late the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

The  way  to  do  it  is  to  go  in  and  enter 
into  an  agreement.  Now.  in  many 
cases,  small  landowners  are  given,  as  a 
matter  of  course,  an  incidental  take 
permit.  It  is  the  large  landowner  that 
is  asked  to  do  the  multispecies  HCP. 

D  1300 

In  this  case,  the  company  involved 
did  not  negotiate  in  good  faith  to  get  a 
multispecies  HCP.  If  they  had  done 
that  and  they  were  willing  to  do  that 
on  all  the  lands  that  they  own  in  this 
area  that  the  gentleman's  amendment 
affects,  I  am  told  by  the  Fish  and  Wild- 
life Service  that  they  would  have  bent 
over  backwards  to  try  to  enter  into 
such  an  agreement. 

The  facts  are  that  they  came  in  and 
made  it  very  clear  from  the  very  first 
instant  that  what  they  wanted  to  do 
was  to  file  a  lawsuit  that  would  raise 
the  issue  of  a  constitutional  taking. 
That  is.  in  fact,  what  they  did.  And  in 
fact  the  Federal  judge.  Judge 
Rothstein,  is  the  one  who  directed  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  designate 
critical  habitat.  In  this  instance,  78 
percent  of  the  critical  habitat  was  on 
Federal  lands,  and  only  1  percent  was 
on  the  private  lands. 

In  my  judgment,  the  only  reason  it  is 
on  the  private  land  is  because  the  area 
involved  is  crucial  to  the  survival  of 
the  spotted  owl  in  that  area.  So  I 
would  just  say  to  the  gentleman  from 
California,  not  only  in  this  amendment 
is  he  undermining  the  Endangered  Spe- 
cies Act,  he  is  also  threatening  the  sur- 
vival of  the  marbled  murrelet. 

There  are  a  lot  of  fishermen  who 
have  written  me  saying,  please  oppose 
the  Riggs  amendment.  They  are  feirful 
that,  if  we  do  not  protect  the  marbled 
murrelet  and  it  becomes  endangered 
rather  than  threatened  under  the  Fed- 
eral law,  even  more  onerous  restric- 
tions will  be  put  on  the  fishermen  in 
my  colleague's  area  as  well. 
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Now,  I  sympathize  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  California.  He  and  I  have 
worked  on  things  together  in  the  past, 
but  what  I  do  not  like  here  is  what  he 
is  doing.  By  coming  in  here  and  getting 
a  specific  exemption,  it  is  undermining 
all  of  the  rest  of  us  who  are  trying  to 
get  our  private  companies  to  do  the 
right  thing  by  entering  into  a  multi- 
species  HCP.  That  is  what  the  gen- 
tleman should  be  doing,  not  coming 
here  and  undermining  the  Endangered 
Species  Act,  threatening  the  marbled 
murrelet  and  threatening  the  old 
growth  in  this  particular  area  which  is 
crucial  to  the  survival  of  the  marbled 
murrelet. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  niiinutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
New  Jersey  [Mrs.  Roukema]. 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  me 
the  time.  I  want  to  thank  him  for  his 
hard  work  in  bringing  this  bill  to  the 
floor. 

These  are  very  difficult  issues.  As  we 
have  heard  by  the  previous  speakers, 
the  chairman  has  had  to  deal  with  situ- 
ations where  there  are  very  meritori- 
ous but  competing  interests.  I  think  he 
has  done  an  admirable  job  here.  But  I 
rise  today  to  revise  and  extend  my  re- 
marks with  respect  to  an  issue  that  is 
of  paramount  importance  here  to  us  in 
the  State  of  New  Jersey. 

Included  in  this  legislation  is  the 
Sterling  Forest  issue,  which  is  located 
in  my  district.  It  is  being  put  in  this 
legislation  as  one  of  the  Nation's  top 
two  priorities  for  land  ax:quisitions. 
This  legislation  recommends  that  Ster- 
ling Forest  receive  $9  million  as  a 
downpayment  on  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's purchase  price. 

I  want  to  point  out,  by  the  way,  I 
thank  the  chairman.  He  and  I  have 
worked  for  a  number  of  years  on  this 
together.  I  do  appreciate  his  coopera- 
tion and  his  commitment  to  this  par- 
ticular project.  I  also  want  to  point  out 
that  the  Speaker  this  last  March  vis- 
ited our  State  and  Sterling  Forest  and 
has  made  a  commitment  that  he  would 
see  to  it  this  year  that  this  would  be 
accomplished. 

However,  although  this  is  an  impor- 
tant step,  it  is  a  significant  step.  It 
strictly  undermines  the  contention 
that  I  have  had  from  the  beginning, 
which  is  that  time  is  of  the  essence  and 
that  Sterling  Forest  owners  cannot  be 
expected  to  wait  forever,  even  though 
they  are  willing  in  a  willing  com- 
promise, a  negotiated  compromise  to 
deal  with  the  Federal  Government.  But 
I  must  point  out  here  that,  even 
though  this  is  set  as  a  priority  under 
this  authorization,  not  only  is  time  of 
the  essence  but  we  must  not  lose  sight 
of  the  fact  that  we  need  authorization 
for  this  to  be  effective.  This  Sterling 
Forest  is  not  yet  authorized.  I  will  be 
pressing  ahead  with  every  fiber  of  my 
being  to  see  to  it  that  it  gets  author- 
ized in  the  very  near  future. 


Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Ne- 
vada [Mrs.  VUCANOVICH],  an  excellent 
member  of  our  subcommittee. 

Mrs.  VUCANOVICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  3662,  the  fiscal 
year  1997  Interior  and  related  agencies 
appropriations  bill.  This  bill  is  $482 
million  below  last  year's  funding  and 
within  our  budget  allocation. 

Given  the  need  to  reduce  Federal 
spending,  and  the  resulting  lower  fund- 
ing allocation  the  subcommittee  and 
full  Appropriations  Committee  is 
working  under  this  year,  this  is  a  good 
bill,  and  I  commend  Chairman  Regula 
and  his  staff  for  putting  this  measure 
together. 

H.R,  3662  represents  the  tough 
choices  that  have  to  be  made  if  we  are 
going  to  get  spending  under  control.  So 
while  I  call  it  a  good  bill  and  urge  all 
of  my  colleagues  to  support  the  bill,  I 
also  recognize  that  there  is  something 
in  here  for  everyone  to  dislike.  It  is  im- 
possible to  both  cut  spending  and  to 
fund  everything  that  all  of  us  would 
like  to  fund. 

On  the  other  hand,  compared  to  last 
year,  H.R.  3662  increases  funding  for 
operating  our  National  Park  System 
by  $55  million;  it  increases  forest 
health  initiatives  like  pest  suppression 
and  wildfire  management  by  $72  nail- 
lion;  and  it  allows  $52  million  more  for 
Native  American  programs  than  last 
year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  balance,  this  bill 
represents  a  tremendous  effort  to  bal- 
ance spending  cuts  with  stewardship  of 
our  natural  resources.  I  urge  a  "yes" 
vote. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a 
very  good  bill.  I  hope  the  Members  will 
take  a  good  look  at  it,  especially  the 
amendments,  as  we  go  along.  We  will 
accept  some,  but  we  will  have  to  resist 
a  number  of  them.  We  want  to  finish 
the  bill  today,  and  we  want  to  move 
along  as  quickly  as  possible. 

Mr.  POSHARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  very  corv 
cemed  about  the  numerous  amendments,  no- 
tably the  Farr,  Walker,  and  Richardson 
amendments,  in  the  Interior  appropriations  bill 
for  fiscal  year  1997  that  cut  valuable  funding 
of  up  to  $138  million  for  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy's Fossil  Energy  Research  and  Develop- 
ment Program.  We  hear  a  great  deal  today 
about  how  the  United  States  has  become 
overly  dependent  on  foreign  sources  of  oil.  A 
main  reason  for  this  is  because  over  the  past 
decade  strict  limitations  have  been  put  on  the 
burning  of  certain  types  of  coal.  These  rnorv 
eys  address  such  crucial  energy  issues  by  en- 
abling research  into  vital  dean  coal  tech- 
nology, as  well  as  ways  to  increase  domestic 
oil  and  gas  production.  In  addition,  programs 
such  as  the  Petroleum  Technology  Transfer 
Council  that  provide  for  the  transfer  of  tech- 
nology between  independent  producers  would 
be  eliminated. 

Rural  economies  have  been  especially  hard 
hit  by  the  limitations  on  coal,  and  the  de- 


creased production  of  oil  and  natural  gas.  In 
my  district  alone,  thousands  of  people  em- 
ployed in  these  industries  have  been  affected, 
whether  they  are  displaced  coal  miners  or 
small  oil  companies  that  can  no  longer  afford 
to  operate.  These  citizens  represent  the  back- 
bone of  our  domestic  energy  production,  and 
stand  ready  to  provide  attemative  energy  op- 
tions to  foreign  petroleum.  In  Illinois,  the  Fossil 
Energy  Research  and  Development  Program 
will  account  for  almost  30,000  jobs  in  the  first 
decade  of  the  next  century.  Moreover,  the 
budget  for  fossil  energy  programs  has  already 
been  cut  10.5  percent  from  last  year's  levels, 
and  30  percent  from  fiscal  year  1995.  Hence, 
these  amendments  would  seriously  endanger 
the  future  of  energy  devek)pment  in  this  coun- 
try, as  well  as  many  local  economies.  I  urge 
all  of  my  colleagues  to  retain  funding  for  this 
important  research. 

Mr.  BILBFIAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  permis- 
sion to  revise  and  extend  my  remarks. 

I  rise  today  In  support  of  the  funding  in  this 
bill  for  California  Natural  Communities  Con- 
servation Planning  [NCCP]  program.  The  fiscal 
year  1997  Interior  appropriations  bill,  which 
will  be  considered  by  the  subcommittee  this 
afternoon,  contains  S5  million  for  the  program. 

I  wouki  also  like  to  support  the  amendment 
offered  by  my  California  colleague  Rep.  Ken 
Calvert.  His  amendment  will  shift  SI  million 
from  the  Forest  Service  General  Administra- 
tion Account  to  the  Cooperative  Endangered 
Species  Conservation  Fund.  By  cutting  bu- 
reaucracy, the  Calvert  amendment  will  further 
our  goals  for  protecting  and  preserving  sen- 
sitive species  in  southem  California. 

The  NCCP  pilot  program  in  southem  Califor- 
nia is  the  Nation's  most  advanced  cooperative 
approach.  The  program  was  initiated  5  years 
ago  as  an  attempt  to  create  a  multispectes  ap- 
proach to  preserving  species.  By  increasing 
funding  in  the  Cooperative  Endangered  Spe- 
cies Conservation  Fund,  Rep.  CalverTs 
amendment  will  help  us  to  fund  the  NCCP  at 
the  administration's  requested  level. 

Even  in  a  time  of  unprecedented  fiscal  con- 
straints, I  would  like  to  commend  Interior  Sub- 
committee Chairman  Ralph  Regula  for  rec- 
ognizing the  merit  of  this  process  and  support- 
ing the  program.  The  NCCP  represents  the  fu- 
ture of  conservation,  and  it  is  a  giant  leap  for- 
ward over  the  historical  project-by-project, 
command  and  control  methods  of  most  envi- 
ronmental strategies.  The  system  we  have  in 
place  now  sets  us  up  for  confrontation,  con- 
flict, and  gridlock.  The  NCCP  will  replace  that 
system  and  create  a  framewort<  for  com- 
prehensive conservation  planning  to  protect 
natural  resources  and  sensitive  species  in 
southem  California  while  allowing  for  reason- 
able growth. 

The  NCCP  is  part  of  a  collaborative  effort 
between  Federal,  State,  and  local  officials,  as 
well  as  land  owners  and  environmental 
groups.  The  planning  process'  goal  is  to  pro- 
tect a  variety  of  species  and  sensitive  natural 
habitats,  to  prevent  the  need  to  list  other  spe- 
cies in  the  future  as  endangered,  and  allow 
growth  and  economic  development  to  occur  in 
balance  with  sound  resource  conservation. 

The  NCCP  includes  conservation  and  devel- 
opment plans  for  nine  separate  areas  within 
the  southem  Califomia  planning  region. 

Again,  I  urge  support  of  the  Calvert  amend- 
ment, and  final  passage  of  this  bill. 
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Mr.  UNDERWOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
pleased  that  Chairman  Regula  and  the  Appro- 
priations Committee  has  included  in  the  fiscal 
year  1997  Interior  appropriations  bill  S4.58  mil- 
lion in  reimbursement  to  Guam  for  the  costs 
incun'ed  as  a  result  of  the  Compacts  of  Free 
Association. 

These  compacts  with  the  Federated  States 
of  Micronesia,  the  Republic  of  the  Marshall  Is- 
lands, and  the  RepuWic  of  Palau,  allow  open 
and  free  migration  to  the  United  States.  Of 
course,  Guam  receives  the  greatest  share  of 
this  migratk>n  which  puts  a  tremendous  strain 
on  our  local  resources  and  this  impact  contin- 
ues to  grow.  Guam  is  geographically  located 
closest  to  these  new  nations.  Their  economies 
are  less  developed  than  Guam's,  and  for 
many  of  their  citizens,  the  economk:  draw  and 
unlimited  access  are  powerful  irrcentives  lead- 
ing to  widespread  migration  to  Guam.  The 
FederaJ  commitment  to  Guam  is  a  statutory 
commitment  made  to  Guam  in  Public  Law  99- 
239,  section  104(e),  which  authorizes  the  ap- 
propriation of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  incurred 
as  a  result  of  increased  demands  placed  on 
educatranal  and  social  services. 

Let  me  underscore  that  this  S4.58  million  is 
only  minimum  reimbursement  for  the  costs  in- 
curred by  the  Government  of  Guam.  I  am 
pleased  tfiat  the  Committee  ir>duded  report 
language  which  recognizes  the  need  to  aug- 
ment this  funding.  I  am  also  encouraged  that 
in  a  letter  to  me  on  May  15,  1996,  the  Depart- 
ment of  Interior  has  agreed  to  submit  a  report 
to  Congress  on  the  impact  of  the  compact 
also  required  by  PuWk:  Law  99-239.  This  in- 
formation will  assist  Congress  in  continuing  to 
address  this  important  issue.  We  are  hopeful 
that  the  Interior  report  will  detail  and  document 
the  full  financial  impact  of  the  compact  on 
Guam. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposi- 
tk>n  to  the  fiscal  year  1997  Interior  appropria- 
tKKis  bill.  This  legislation  further  cuts  the  al- 
ready lean  budgets  of  the  National  Park  Serv- 
ice, Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Bureau  of  In- 
dian Affairs,  and  other  Federal  land  use  agen- 
cies, even  though  demands  by  the  public  on 
these  agencies  is  increasing. 

We  in  the  Congress  are  charged  to  act  as 
stewards  of  America's  natural  and  cultural  re- 
sources. We  have  a  sworn  duty  to  protect 
wildlife,  our  air  and  water,  and  our  National 
Parks.  We  have  the  responsibility  to  ensure 
that  our  children  and  grandchildren  will  be 
able  to  use  and  enjoy  our  public  lands.  This 
appropriatk>ns  bill  represents  an  abdk:ation  of 
our  responsibility  to  the  American  people. 

Although  this  bill  does  not  contain  the 
sweeping  anti-environmental  riders  the  Repub- 
lican leadership  included  last  year,  the  appro- 
priatkjns  measure  we  are  conskfering  includes 
a  number  of  provisons  that  threaten  our  natu- 
ral resources.  This  bill  prohibits  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  from  resolving  longstand- 
ing rights  of  way  disputes  under  RS2477  and 
waives  certain  environmental  laws  to  expedite 
the  oonstructx>n  of  a  telescope  on  Mt. 
Graham,  a  sacred  site  for  Native  American 
people.  It  also  prohibits  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  from  enforcing  designation  of  critical 
habitat  to  protect  the  marbled  munrelet  on 
37,000  acres  of  private  property  in  Califomia, 
whrch  amounts  to  an  exemption  from  the  En- 
dangered Species  Act  for  a  select  few.  Finally, 


the  bill  undermines  the  sovereignty  of  Indian 
tribes  by  prohibiting  the  use  of  Federal  funds 
to  take  lands  into  trust  by  a  tribe  unless  the 
tribe  has  a  binding  agreement  in  place  to  pro- 
vide for  the  collection  of  State  and  local  sales 
and  excise  taxes  on  sales  to  non-members  of 
the  trit>e. 

I  also  question  the  spending  priorities  set  by 
Congressional  Republicans  in  the  1997  Inte- 
rior appropriatk>ns  bill.  For  instance,  despite 
increasing  numbers  of  visits  to  our  National 
Pari<s  and  a  considerable  backlog  of  Park 
maintenance,  the  total  funding  for  National 
Pari<s  is  reduced  by  840  million  from  the  fiscal 
year  1996  total.  Funding  for  National  Park  op- 
erations and  maintenance  totals  S24  million 
less  than  the  President's  request.  At  the  same 
time,  subskiies  for  timber  road  construction 
and  road  maintenance,  and  "green"  timber 
sales  are  increased  by  $14  million  over  last 
year's  levels.  I  do  not  believe  this  allocation 
represents  the  values  of  the  public,  who  have 
overwhelmingly  supported  our  National  Partes 
and  opposed  corporate  welfare. 

Mr.  Chainnan,  the  Republican  Majority  has 
tried  to  talk  the  talk  on  environmental  issues, 
but  this  Interrar  appropriatk>ns  bill  dem- 
onstrates more  loudly  than  words  that  the 
GOP  aren't  yet  ready  to  "walk  the  walk."  I 
urge  Members  to  defeat  this  bill. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  Mem- 
ber nses  in  support  of  H.R.  3662,  the  Interior 
appropriations  bill  for  fiscal  year  1 997. 

This  Member  would  like  to  commend  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Reg- 
ula], the  chairman  of  the  Interior  Appropria- 
tk>ns  Subcomminee,  and  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Yates],  the  rank- 
ing member  of  the  subcommittee  for  their  ex- 
ceptional wori<  in  bringing  this  bill  to  the  floor. 
Extremely  tight  budgetary  constraints  made 
the  job  of  the  sut>oommittee  much  more  dif- 
ficult 

This  Member  is  pleased  that  the  report  in- 
cludes language  directing  the  Natk>nal  Park 
Service  to  devekip  a  general  management 
plan  for  Homestead  Natnnal  Monument  of 
America  near  Beatrne,  NE. 

Homestead  National  Monument  of  America 
commemorates  the  lives  and  accomplishments 
of  all  pioneers  and  the  changes  to  the  land 
and  the  peopte  as  a  result  of  the  Homestead 
Act  of  1862.  This  monument  was  authonzed 
by  legislation  enacted  in  1936.  However,  a 
general  management  plan  is  needed  to  help 
ensure  that  Homestead  is  able  to  reach  its  full 
potential  as  a  place  where  Americans  can 
more  effectively  appreciate  the  Homestead  Aa 
and  its  effects  upon  the  Nation. 

A  general  management  plan  is  the  first  step 
in  assessing  and  planning  for  new  park  devel- 
opment. The  plan  is  used  to  identify  the  park's 
purposes,  assess  current  situations,  and  plan 
new  devek)pment  arxj  management  directions. 
A  general  management  plan  also  contains  en- 
vironmental and  histoncal  assessments.  Public 
comment  on  the  plan  and  proposed  alter- 
natives are  required  by  the  Natkmal  Environ- 
mental Polk:y  Act  and  other  laws  and  policies. 
Before  Homestead  coukj  embark  upon  any  fu- 
ture projects,  the  general  management  plan 
process  woukj  have  to  be  completed  to  en- 
sure that  mission-based  objectives  and  public 
comment  were  property  considered.  This  proc- 
ess normally  takes  several  years  and  it  is  this 


Member's  understanding  that  it  can  be  accom- 
plished with  base-funded  staff  with  available 
funds. 

Homestead  Natkjnal  Monument  of  America 
is  truly  a  unique  treasure  among  the  NatranaJ 
Park  Service  jewels.  The  authorizing  legisla- 
tk>n  makes  it  dear  that  Homestead  was  in- 
tended to  have  a  spedal  place  among  Park 
Service  units.  According  to  the  onginal  legisla- 
tion: 

It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  lay  out  said  land  In  a  suitable  and 
enduring-  manner  so  that  the  same  may  be 
maintained  as  an  appropriate  monument  to 
retain  for  posterity  a  proper  memorial  em- 
blematic of  the  hardships  and  the  pioneer 
life  through  which  the  early  settlers  passed 
In  the  settlement,  cultivation,  and  clvlllaa- 
tion  of  the  great  West.  It  shall  be  his  duty  to 
erect  suitable  buildings  to  be  used  as  a  mu- 
seum in  which  shall  be  preserved  literature 
applying  to  such  settlement  and  agricultural 
implements  used  In  bringing  the  western 
plains  to  Its  present  state  of  high  clvUlaa- 
tlon.  and  to  use  the  said  tract  of  land  for 
such  other  objects  and  purposes  as  In  his 
judgment  may  perpetuate  the  history  of  this 
country  mainly  developed  by  the  homestead 
law. 

Clearty,  this  authorizing  legislation  sets 
some  kjfty  goals.  This  Member  believes  that  a 
general  management  plan  wouW  begin  the 
process  of  realizing  these  goals. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  Memt>er  is  also  gratified 
that  H.R.  3662  maintains  last  year's  funding 
level  of  $250,000  from  State  and  pnvate  for- 
estry funds  for  the  Natk>na)  Agroforestry  Cerv 
ter  at  Lincoln,  NE. 

The  NatkKiai  Agroforestry  Center — formeriy 
the  Center  for  Semiand  Agrotorestry — was  au- 
thorized by  the  1990  Farm  Bill,  the  Food,  Agri- 
culture. Conservatwn,  and  Trade  Act  FACTA]. 
Secbon  1243  of  the  FACTA  auttwnzed  an  an- 
nual approprfatkm  of  up  to  $5  millon  for  the 
center.  The  Natk>nal  Agroforestry  Center  is  a 
partnership  of  the  Research,  State,  and  Pri- 
vate Forestry,  aiKl  International  Forestry 
branches  of  the  USDA  Forest  Servkx.  The 
center  conducts  research  on  deveksptng  tree 
varieties,  especially  adapted  to  the  Great 
Plains,  that  will  enhance  crop  and  livestock 
production,  protect  surtace  and  groundwater 
quality,  create  wildlife  hatxtat,  and  pronrate  ef>- 
vironmental  goals.  The  center  is  natk>nally  and 
intemattonally  rerrowned  as  the  U.S.  flagship 
tor  agroforestry  due  to  its  leadership  in  agro- 
forestry research,  devek>pment  and  applica- 
tions. 

The  center,  located  in  Lincoln,  Nebraska  is 
a  key  element  of  agroforestry  research  and 
technotogy  transfer  for  the  Forest  Service.  The 
center's  mission  is  to  accelerate  the  devetop- 
ment  and  applk^atkxi  of  agroforestry  tedv 
nok)gies  to  attain  more  ecorxxnKatty.  environ- 
mentally, and  sodalty  sustainable  ecosystems. 
To  accomplish  its  misskxi,  the  center  corxjucts 
agroforestry  research  arxf  interacts  with  a  na- 
tional network  of  cooperators  to  conduct  re- 
search, develop  technotogies  and  tools,  estab- 
lish demonstrations,  and  provtde  useful  infor- 
mation to  natural  resource  professionals  na- 
tk>nwkje  and  gk)bally. 

The  National  Agroforestry  Center  is  devet- 
opir>g  key  partnerships  with  other  agencies 
and  institutons  and  catalyzing  interdisdplinary 
teamwork.  Since  agroforestry  bridges  critkal 
productivity,    biodiversity,    sustainabiiity,    and 
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socio-economic  issues,  the  National  Agro- 
forestry  Center  has  tjecome  a  focal  point  for 
interagency  cooperation.  The  multi-agency  ini- 
tiative being  developed  Includes  the  Agricul- 
tural Research  Service  [ARS],  the  Cooperative 
State  Research,  Education,  and  Extension 
Service  [CSREESJ  and  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency  [EPA]. 

The  center  seeks  to  increase  the  use  of 
agroforestry  in  order  to  fulfill  the  following  pur- 
poses: Make  agriculture  more  sustainable; 
mitigate  the  adverse  environmental  side  ef- 
fects of  agriculture;  convert  marginal  farm- 
lands to  high-value  tree  crops  and  wildlife 
habitat;  and  enhance  human  environments 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  conclusion,  this  Member 
supports  H.R.  3662  and  urges  his  colleagues 
to  approve  it. 


Mr.  DEUTSCH.  Mr.  Chaimian,  I  would  like 
to  underscore  the  comments  of  my  colleagues 
who  join  with  me  in  supporting  the  Florida  del- 
egation's Everglades  amendment  to  H.R. 
3662— the  fiscal  year  1997  Interior  appropria- 
tions bill.  Congress  has  tong  recognized  that 
Everglades  restoration  is  a  basic  quality  of  life 
issue.  The  State  of  Florkla  has  taken  the  lead 
on  this  by  funding  the  ton's  share  of  restora- 
tkxi.  It  is  crucial  that  Congress  recognize  the 
FederaJ  commitment  by  funding  authorized 
land  acquisition  priorities  In  this  Interior  bill.  Al- 
though the  committee  report  daims  to  make 
the  Everglades  a  top  national  priority,  this 
promise  can  only  be  fulfilled  by  fully  funding 
the  land  priorities  in  this  bill. 

This  Congress  is  deeply  interested  in  the 
link  between  the  economy  and  the  environ- 
ment. There  Is  no  better  example  than  in 
south  Florida  where  our  muttibilton  dollar 
economy  depends  solely  on  reversing  the  en- 
vironmental mistakes  of  the  past. 

I  appreciate  Chairman  Regula's  willingness 
to  work  with  us  on  this  issue.  I  led  the  delega- 
tion in  organizing  our  unified  position,  and  I 
krww  the  chairman  is  aware  that  a  majority  of 
us  are  on  record  supporting  our  efforts  today. 
I  kwk  forward  to  resolving  this  issue  to  every- 
one's satisfaction,  and  I  thank  the  chainnan. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  Calilomla.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  it  is  importarrt  that  we  revisit  the  issue  of 
the  timber  safvage  rider  that  was  part  of  the 
Resdsskxis  bill  last  year.  While  I  felt  at  the 
time  that  it  was  important  to  address  the  prot> 
lem  of  dead  and  dying  trees,  and  the  issue  of 
forest  health  in  general,  in  hindsight  it  was 
dear  we  dealt  with  it  in  too  much  haste. 

I  dUti  not  vote  on  the  Yates  amendment 
when  it  was  considered  on  the  floor  last  year 
because  I  was  with  my  wife  at  the  hospital 
while  she  had  minor  surgery.  I  did  vote  for  the 
bill  on  final  passage,  however,  both  because  it 
helped  to  provide  disaster  relief  to  California 
and  because  it  had  the  administration's  sup- 
port. At  the  time  I  think  few  Members  of  Con- 
gress were  aware  that  the  salvage  timber  rider 
allowed  section  318  timber  sales  to  be  rein- 
stated as  well.  If  they  had  been  aware  of  the 
defidency,  I  do  not  think  this  rider  would  have 
gotten  through. 

The  1990  section  318  sales  were  intended 
to  alow  the  development  of  a  compromise  in 
the  fstorthwest  but  they  did  not  succeed  and 
were  halted  due  to  environmental  concerns. 
These  sales  only  affect  old  growth  timt>er.  The 
issue  of  salvage  timber— or  the  attempt  to 


glean  the  forest  of  dead  or  dying  trees  particu- 
lariy  after  drought  periods  like  the  one  recently 
in  Califomia — is  a  different  concern  altogether. 

To  my  knowledge,  these  two  issues  were 
never  intended  to  be  intermingled.  Fortunately, 
the  Appeals  Court  has  stepped  in  to  stop  the 
expedited  318  sales  of  old  growth  trees  so  we 
will  have  a  chance  to  deal  with  option  9  in  a 
responsible  manner. 

Given  the  vagueness  of  the  definition  of  sal- 
vage timber,  it  was  not  unexpected  that  this 
provision  could  be  ill  used  to  harvest  healthy 
trees.  We  should  not  have  gone  forward  with 
the  salvage  timber  rider  without  tightening  up 
how  the  Forest  Service  implemented  the  pro- 
gram In  the  first  place.  In  practice,  the  pro- 
gram altowed  for  more  than  dead  and  dying 
trees  to  be  cut. 

For  those  of  us  in  this  Congress  who  see  a 
real  threat  to  forest  health  and  who  have  a 
strong  desire  to  find  the  appropriate  solution, 
the  salvage  timber  rider  simply  went  too  far. 
Instead  of  merely  allowing  the  timt)er  compa- 
nies some  flexibility  in  helping  to  prevent  fu- 
ture wildfires,  those  pursuing  a  different  agen- 
da took  advantage  of  the  opportunity  and 
sought  to  cut  healthy  trees  and  old  growth  tim- 
ber as  well. 

I  woukj  like  to  cite  an  example  of  how  such 
sales  can  be  extremely  detrimental.  Recently 
in  my  district  the  Forest  Service  sought  to  re- 
instate the  Barkley  timber  sale  in  the  Lassen 
Natkmal  Forest.  I  personally  appealed  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  to  stop  the  sale  be- 
cause it  would  have  seriously  unraveled  the 
cooperative  kical  efforts  among  larxjowners, 
consen/ationists,  and  government  offidals  to 
produce  a  collaborative  strategy  for  resource 
management. 

In  particular,  the  Quincy  Library  Group  is  a 
broad-based  organization  which  worked  hard 
to  come  to  an  agreement  on  timtier  harvests 
in  the  Sierra  Nevadas.  The  Barkley  timber 
sale  woukJ  have  jeopardized  that  carefully  bal- 
anced effort.  In  response  to  my  concem,  the 
sale  was  stopped. 

We  must  seek  an  appropriate  balance  in 
identifying  solutions  that  will  work  over  time.  I 
support  the  amendment  before  us  to  restore 
environmental  review  to  the  timber  salvage 
process.  We  need  to  provide  a  check  to  the 
extreme  actions  tieing  undertaken  under  the 
guise  of  harvesting  dead  and  dying  trees. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LaHood).  All  time  for  general  debate 
has  expired. 

Pursuant  to  the  nile,  the  bill  shall  be 
considered  for  amendment  under  the  5- 
minute  rule.  An  amendment  striking 
the  last  proviso  under  the  heading 
"Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve"  is 
adopted. 

During  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment,  the  Chair  may  accord  pri- 
ority in  recognition  to  a  Member  offer- 
ing an  amendment  that  he  has  printed 
in  the  designated  place  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record.  Those  amendments  will 
be  considered  read. 

The  Chairman  of  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  may  postpone  until  a  time 
during  further  consideration  in  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  a  request  for  a 


recorded  vote  on  any  amendment  and 
may  reduce  to  not  less  than  5  minutes 
the  time  for  voting  by  electronic  de- 
vice on  any  postponed  question  that 
immediately  follows  another  vote  by 
electronic  device  without  intervening 
business,  provided  that  the  time  for 
voting  by  electronic  device  on  the  first 
in  any  series  of  questions  shall  not  be 
less  than  15  minutes. 

After  the  reading  of  the  final  lines  of 
the  bill,  a  motion  that  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as 
may  have  been  adopted  shall,  if  offered 
by  the  majority  leader  or  a  designee, 
have  precedence  over  a  motion  to 
amend. 

The  Clerk  will  read: 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
H.R.  3662 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled.  That  the  following  sums 
are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money  In  the 
Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  and  related  agen- 
cies for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30, 
1997.  and  for  other  purposes,  namely: 

TITLE  I— DEPARTMENT  OF  THE 

interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
management  of  lands  and  resources 
For  expenses  necessary  for  protection,  use, 
improvement,  development,  dlsi>osal,  cadas- 
tral surveying,  classification.  acQuisItion  of 
easements  and  other  interests  in  lands,  and 
performance  of  other  functions,  including 
maintenance  of  facilities,  as  authorized  by 
law.  in  the  management  of  lands  and  their 
resources  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Bu- 
reau of  Land  Management,  Including  the 
general  administration  of  the  Bureau,  and 
assessment  of  mineral  potential  of  public 
lands  pursuant  to  Public  Law  96-487  (16 
U.S.C.  3150(a)).  $566,514,000,  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended,  of  which  $2,000,000  shall 
be  available  for  assessment  of  the  mineral 
potential  of  public  lands  In  Alaska  pursuant 
to  section  1010  of  Public  Law  96-487  (16  U.S.C. 
3150);  and  of  which  $3,000,000  shall  be  derived 
from  the  special  receipt  account  established 
by  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Act  of 
1965,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  4601-6a(l));  and  of 
which  $1,000,000  shall  be  available  in  fiscal 
year  1997  subject  to  a  match  by  at  least  an 
equal  amount  by  the  National  Fish  and  Wild- 
life Foundation,  to  such  Foundation  for  chal- 
lenge cost  share  projects  supporting  fish  and 
wildlife  conservation  affecting  Bureau  lands; 
in  addition,  $27,300,000  for  Mining  Law  Ad- 
ministration program  operations,  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  to  be  reduced  by 
amounts  collected  by  the  Bureau  and  cred- 
ited to  this  appropriation  from  annual  min- 
ing claim  fees  so  as  to  result  In  a  final  appro- 
priation estimated  at  not  more  than 
$566,514,000;  and  in  addition,  not  to  exceed 
$5,000,000.  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended, from  annual  mining  claim  fees; 
which  shall  be  credited  to  this  account  for 
the  costs  of  administering  the  mining  claim 
fee  program,  and  $2,000,000  from  communica- 
tion site  rental  fees  established  by  the  Bu- 
reau for  the  cost  of  administering  commu- 
nication site  activities:  Provided,  That  ap- 
propriations herein  made  shall  not  be  avail- 
able for  the  destruction  of  healthy, 
unadopted,  wild  horses  and  burros  in  the 
care  of  the  Bureau  or  its  contractors:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  in  fiscal  year  1997  and 
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thereafter,  all  fees,  excluding  mining  claim 
fees,  in  excess  of  the  fiscal  year  1996  collec- 
tions established  by  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior under  the  authority  of  43  U.S.C.  1734 
for  processing,  recording,  or  documenting 
authorizations  to  use  public  lands  or  public 
land  natural  resources  (including  cultural, 
historical,  and  mineral)  and  for  providing 
specific  services  to  public  land  users,  and 
which  are  not  presently  being  covered  Into 
any  Bureau  of  Land  Management  appropria- 
tion accounts,  and  not  otherwise  dedicated 
by  law  for  a  speciQc  distribution,  shall  be 
made  Immediately  available  for  program  op- 
erations in  this  account  and  remain  avail- 
able until  expended. 

WILDLAND  FIRE  MANAGEMENT 

For  necessary  expenses  for  fire  use  and 
management,  fire  preparedness,  suppression 
operations,  and  emergency  rehabilitation  by 
the  Department  of  the  Interior.  $247,924,000. 
to  remain  available  until  expended,  of  which 
not  to  exceed  $5,025,000  shall  be  for  the  ren- 
ovation or  construction  of  fire  facilities:  Pro- 
vided. That  such  funds  are  also  available  for 
repayment  of  advances  to  other  appropria- 
tion accounts  from  which  funds  were  pre- 
viously transferred  for  such  purposes:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  persons  hired  pursuant  to 
43  U.S.C.  1469  may  be  furnished  subsistence 
and  lodging  without  costs  from  funds  avail- 
able from  this  appropriation:  Provided  fur- 
ther. That  unobligated  balances  of  amounts 
previously  appropriated  to  the  "Fire  Protec- 
tion" and  "Emergency  Department  of  the  In- 
terior Flreflghtlng  Fund"  may  be  transferred 
to  this  appropriation. 

CENTRAL  HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  FUND 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  and  any  of  its  component  of- 
fices and  bureaus  for  the  remedial  action.  In- 
cluding associated  activities,  of  hazardous 
waste  substances,  pollutants,  or  contami- 
nants pursuant  to  the  Comprehensive  Envi- 
ronmental Response.  Compensation  and  Li- 
ability Act,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C  9601  et 
seq.).  $12,000,000.  to  remain  available  until 
expended:  Provided.  That  notwithstanding  31 
U.S.C.  3302.  sums  recovered  from  or  paid  by 
a  party  in  advance  of  or  as  reimbursement 
for  remedlcal  action  or  response  activities 
conducted  by  the  Department  purusant  to 
sections  107  or  113(f)  of  such  Act.  shall  be 
credited  to  this  account  to  be  available  until 
expended  without  further  appropratlon:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  such  sums  recovered  from 
or  paid  by  any  party  are  not  limited  to  mon- 
etary payments  and  may  include  stocks, 
bounds  or  other  personal  or  real  property, 
which  may  be  retained,  liquidated,  or  other- 
wise disposed  of  by  the  Secretary  and  which 
shall  t>e  credited  to  this  account. 

CONSTRUCTION 

For  construction  of  buildings,  recreaton  fa- 
cilities, roads,  trails,  and  appurtenant  facili- 
ties. $3,103,000.  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. 

PAYMENTS  IN  LIEU  OF  TAXES 

For  expenses  necessary  to  Implement  the 
Act  of  October  20, 1976,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C. 
6901-07),  $113,500,000.  of  which  not  to  exceed 
$400,000  shall  be  available  for  administrative 
expenses. 

LAND  ACQUISmON 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  sec- 
tion 205.  206.  and  318(d)  of  Public  Law  94-579 
including  administrative  expenses  and  acqui- 
sition of  lands  or  waters,  or  Interests  there- 
in. $10,000,000.  to  be  derived  from  the  Land 
and  Water  Conservation  Fund,  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 


.AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BT  MR.  FARR  OF 
CAUFORNIA 

Mr.  FARR  of  Califomia.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Farr  of  Califor- 
nia: In  the  item  relating  to  the  DEPART- 
MENT OF  THE  INTERIOR^Bureau  of  Land 
Management— Land  Acquisition,  insert  "(in- 
creased by  $4,750,000)"  after  the  dollar 
amount. 

In  the  Item  relating  to  the  DEPARTMENT 
OF  THE  INTERIOR— United  States  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service — Land  Acquisition,  insert 
"(increased  by  $37,300,000)"  after  the  dollar 
amount. 

In  the  item  relating  to  the  DEPARTMENT 
OF  THE  INTERIOR— National  Park  Serv- 
ice— Land  Acquisition  and  State  Assist- 
ance— 

(1)  Insert  "(Increased  by  $57,790,000)"  after 
the  first  dollar  amount;  and 

(2)  Insert  "(increased  by  $2,240.000) '  after 
the  second  dollar  amount.  

In  the  Item  relating  to  RELATED  AGEN- 
CIES— Department  of  Agriculture — Forest 
Service — Land  Acquisition,  insert  "(in- 
creased by  $35,310,000)"  after  the  dollar 
amount. 

In  the  item  relating  to  DEPARTMENT  OF 
ENERGY— Fossil  Energy  research  Develop- 
ment, insert  "(reduced  by  $135,150,000)"  after 
the  dollar  amount. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re- 
serve a  point  of  order  since  we  have  not 
yet  seen  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  A 
point  of  order  is  reserved. 

The  Chair  would  note  that  the 
amendment  is  printed  in  the  Re(X)RO  as 
amendment  No.  7. 

Mr.  FARR  of  Califomia.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, my  amendment  directly  benefits 
every  American  and  every  Member  who 
supports  our  parks,  our  public  spaces. 
There  is  a  big  pot  of  money  in  the  Fed- 
eral budget  to  pay  for  new  parklands 
and  for  other  open  space  acquisition. 
That  money  can  benefit  every  Amer- 
ican who  enjoys  the  beauty  of  our  na- 
tional parks,  the  serenity  of  the  wilder- 
ness, the  exhilaration  of  an  early 
morning  duck  hunt  of  the  surge  of 
pride  in  exploring  the  great  historical 
places  of  this  Nation. 

That  pot  of  money  is  called  the  Land 
and  Water  Conservation  Fund.  It  is 
supposed  to  take  some  of  the  money 
raised  from  the  sale  of  publicly  owned 
fossil  energy  resources  to  build  a  leg- 
acy of  parks  and  open  space  resources 
for  future  generations. 

In  1964,  Congress  created  the  Land 
and  Water  Conservation  Fund  to  use 
some  of  the  Federal  royalties  from  off- 
shore oil  drilling  to  buy  parklands. 
Even  though  the  offshore  oil  drilling 
only  comes  from  coastal  States,  the 
money  was  to  be  used  in  all  of  the 
States.  It  was  an  ideal  environmental 
business  plan,  reinvest  the  profits  from 
the  exploration  of  publicly  owned  natu- 
ral resources  into  the  infrastructure  of 
our  Nation's  parks  and  other  public 
spaces.  Money  wculd  come  into  the 


fund  and  Congress  and  the  President 
would  allocate  it  between  State  parks 
programs  and  Federal  public  land  pri- 
orities. 

The  fund  currently  takes  in  $900  mil- 
lion a  year.  It  will  continue  to  take  in 
such  money  until  the  program's  au- 
thority expires  in  the  year  2015.  But 
the  plan  is  broken.  Only  a  trickle  of 
that  money  reaches  the  parks  and 
other  land  conservation  needs. 

By  the  early  1980°s.  the  President  and 
Congress  began  using  more  and  more  of 
the  fund  each  year  to  mask  the  size  of 
the  deficit.  Less  and  less  went  into 
land  acquisition.  In  1991,  only  5321  mil- 
lion of  the  fund's  $900  million  income 
went  into  the  environment:  only  $100 
million  of  that  is  appropriated  today 
for  fiscal  year  1997,  a  $12  billion  sur- 
plus, which  frees  up  other  moneys  to  be 
spent  for  other  purposes,  including  fos- 
sil fuel  energy  research. 

My  amendment  would  restore  the 
funding  to  the  1995  appropriated  levels 
by  increasing  the  bill's  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Fund  appropriation  levels 
by  $134,904,000  over  the  committees  ap- 
propriated level,  reported  level  of 
about  $100  million. 

My  amendment  allocate  this  increase 
among  the  land  management  agency 
accounts  according  to  the  fiscal  year 
1995  allocations.  The  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  would  get  about  $14  mil- 
lion; Fish  and  Wildlife,  $67  million;  Na- 
tional Parks  Service.  $87  million:  and 
Forest  Service.  $65  million;  for  a  total 
of  $235  million. 

It  is  my  intention  that  $2  million  of 
the  Park  Service  increase  be  allocated 
for  State  grants  through  the  National 
Park  Service  States  assistance  pro- 
grams. 

This  is  assisting  our  States  which 
have  long  asked  for  help  with  this  fund. 
My  amendment  preserves  the  commit- 
tee's decision  not  to  earmark  individ- 
ual projects  and  to  leave  it  to  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  agencies  which  projects 
to  pxxrsue. 

I  offset  the  $135  million  cut  in  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  fossil  research  ac- 
count. This  account  has  a  total  amount 
of  $359  million  remaining  in  the  bill. 

D  1315 

The  point  is  that  we  do  not  need  to 
allocate  as  much  as  the  appropriators 
have  done  for  the  programs  for  re- 
search which  really  benefit  our  large 
multinational  corporations  like  Chev- 
ron, Exxon,  Conoco  and  such. 

We  have  spent  over  $2%  billion  for 
fossil  fuel  research  since  fiscal  year 
1992.  just  over  a  billion  of  that  for,  just 
a  billion  of  that  for,  the  land  and  water 
conservation  fund  for  acquisition  in 
the  same  period  of  time.  Yet,  for  exam- 
ple, in  my  home  State  of  Califomia 
this  program,  which  the  committee  has 
appropriated,  would  help  fund  Chev- 
ron's research  into  enhanced  oil  recov- 
ery technology.  Arcos  research  into 
new  horizontal  drilling  techniques.  Pa- 
cific  Oi>6rators'   offiBbore   research   in 
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Santa  Barbara  on  lateral  drilling  tech- 
nology to  extract  more  oil  offshore. 
One  may  argrue  these  are  appropriate 
areas  of  research,  but  why  rely  totally 
on  this  fund? 

We  also  have  money  coming  from 
drilling  on  State  lands  and  from  drill- 
ing on  private  lands,  and  none  of  that 
money  is  being  earmarked  for  this  re- 
search purpose. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Farr] 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Farr  of 
California  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1 
additional  minute.) 

Mr.  FARR  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  ask  that  we  reverse  the  prior- 
ities here  and  put  two-thirds  of  this  ap- 
propriation into  acquisition  of  land  and 
one-third  into  fossil  fuel  research.  That 
would  still  leave  a  surplus  in  the  fund 
for  fossil  fuel  research  of  about  $224 
million,  and  I  suggest  that  that  is  an 
appropriate  balance  of  funds  and  would 
urge  this  House  to  support  my  amend- 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  withdraw  his  point  of  order? 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  with- 
draw my  point  of  order. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
strong  opposition  to  this  amendment. 
Let  me  point  out  to  our  colleagues  that 
fossil  energy  research  is  vitally  impor- 
tant. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  point  out  that 
the  fossil  energy  research  program  is 
vitally  important  to  this  Nation.  We 
are  dependent  of  fossil  energy  for  85 
percent  of  our  needs  and  will  be  far 
into  the  foreseeable  future.  Fossil  en- 
ergy research  is  important  in  reducing 
emissions.  We  all  talk  about  clean  air, 
and  here  is  a  key  element  in  the  clean 
air  program.  It  is  important  in  reduc- 
ing emissions  into  the  environment  of 
this  Nation;  it  is  important  to  having 
energy  independence. 

As  we  well  know,  thinking  back  to 
Desert  Storm,  we  paid  a  heavy  price  to 
maintain  access  to  energy  offshore.  We 
have  cut  23  percent  since  1995  in  fossil 
energy  research.  Most  of  these  pro- 
grams, if  not  all,  are  contractual  rela- 
tionships with  the  private  sector, 
where  they  are  being  matched.  Federal 
dollars  are  being  matched  by  at  least  50 
percent  private  dollars.  These  pro- 
grams are  not  to  implement  the  use  of 
energy,  but  rather  to  find  better  ways 
to  use  our  energy  resources.  These  dol- 
lars Increase  energy  technology  at  the 
domestic  level,  and  I  think  it  is  vitally 
important  that  we  maintain  our  com- 
mitment to  those  private  sector  part- 
ners that  have  helped  us  in  these  pro- 
grams and  have  committed  their  own 
dollars. 

Most  of  us  depend  on  gasoline  pow- 
ered automobiles,  and  we  cannot  at 
this  point  give  up  that  source  of  energy 
for  the  vast  number  of  domestic  auto- 
mobiles, but  we  can  And  ways  to  bum 
energy    in    a    more    environmentally 


friendly  way.  Coal  supplies  are  vital  to 
the  generation  of  electricity.  We  only 
need  to  look  at  the  industrial  consump- 
tion of  electricity  that  produces  jobs  to 
realize  how  important  coal  is  as  a  part 
of  our  energy  resources  in  this  Nation. 

For  all  of  these  reasons,  and  given 
the  fact  that  we  have  reduced  funding 
by  23  percent,  it  becomes  extremely 
important  that  we  maintain  this  fossil 
energy  research.  We  will  have  a  num- 
ber of  amendments  trying  to  take  out 
the  funding  that  we  have  in  for  these 
programs,  and  we  recognize  we  are 
scaling  back  10  percent  each  year. 

But  recognizing  that  we  are  going  to 
depend  on  fossil  energy  for  the  foresee- 
able future,  I  think  It  is  vitally  impor- 
tant that  we  continue  these  partner- 
ship research  progrrams  to  ensure  that 
we  bum  this  energy,  use  this  energy  in 
the  most  efficient  way,  that  we  protect 
our  air.  that  we  protect  our  water  re- 
sources, that  we  protect  the  competi- 
tiveness of  our  industry,  and  I  think  to 
vote  for  this  amendment  is  a  vote 
against  jobs,  it  is  a  vote  against  clean 
air,  it  is  a  vote  against  energy  inde- 
pendence, it  is  a  vote  against  the  envi- 
ronment, and  I  urge  all  Members  to  op- 
pose this  amendment. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REGULA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  agree 
with  the  gentleman  in  opposing  this 
amendment.  This  amendment  is  an- 
other form  of  the  amendment  that  will 
be  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Waucer]  later  on. 
For  the  same  reasons  as  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Regula]  so  eloquently 
outlined,  I  think  the  Farr  amendment 
should  be  defeated. 

Sure,  it  would  be  great  if  we  had 
enough  money  to  buy  land  for  the  Park 
Service,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment, the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
and  the  Forest  Service.  The  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Fund  needs  that 
money.  We  just  do  not  have  it  under 
the  602(b)  allocation  that  we  received, 
and  it  is  very  important  that  the  fossil 
energy  research  and  development  con- 
tinue with  the  money  that  we  have  al- 
located. 

Mr.  REGULA.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Yates]. 

Mr.  HINCHEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  very  much  in 
favor  of  this  amendment,  and  I  want  to 
take  the  opportunity  to  say  a  few 
words  on  its  behalf. 

I  think  that  it  makes  very  good  sense 
for  us  to  take  this  relatively  small 
amount  of  money,  $359  million,  out  of 
the  fund  for  fossil  fuel  research  and  put 
it  where  it  is  most  needed  at  this  par- 
ticular moment,  and  that  is  in  the 
Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund. 

The  Land  and  Water  Conservation 
Fund,  first  of  all,  is  funded  presently  at 
the  lowest  level  it  has  ever  been  funded 


at  since  its  beginning,  so  it  is  not  a 
case  that  there  is  too  much  money  in 
the  Land  and  Water  Conservation 
Fund.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is  there  is 
far  too  little. 

Furthermore,  it  makes  good  sense 
now  at  this  particular  moment  to  take 
this  $359  million  out  of  fossil  fuel  re- 
search and  put  it  into  the  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Fund.  Why?  This 
$359  million  in  research  for  fossil  fuels 
ought  to  be  being  paid  for  the  fossil 
fuel  companies  themselves.  The  oil 
compames  today  are  making  once 
again  record  profits.  Let  me  give  my 
colleagues  an  example. 

Since  January  of  this  year  the  price 
that  we  are  paying  for  regular  gasoline 
at  the  pump  in  New  York  has  gone  up 
by  more  than  30  cents  a  gallon.  Now 
that  the  spot  market  price  for  gasoline 
has  come  down,  and  it  has  come  down 
now  more  than  16  cents  a  gallon  since 
the  end  of  April,  the  oil  companies 
have  dropped  their  prices  by  only  2  to 
3  cents  a  gallon.  So  they  are  pocketing 
13  to  14  cents  a  gallon  on  every  gallon 
of  gasoline  that  is  sold  in  New  York, 
and  it  is  even  higher  than  that  in  Cali- 
fornia and  other  places  across  the 
country.  They  are  the  ones  who  ought 
to  be  paying  for  this  fossil  fuel  re- 
search. 

Furthermore,  this  Congress  has 
failed  since  its  beginning  to  continue  a 
tax  on  the  oil  companies  which  was  de- 
signed to  pay  for  the  cost  of  the  clean- 
up of  old  toxic  and  hazardous  waste 
dump  sites  and  also  is  to  pay  for  the 
cost  of  leaking  underground  petroleum 
storage  tanks.  That  failure  of  this  Con- 
gress to  extend  that  tax  which  had 
been  in  existence  for  those  purposes 
means  that  every  year  the  oil  compa- 
nies are  pocketing  an  additional  $1  bil- 
lion. 

Now  we  are  never  going  to  recoup 
that  money.  We  are  never,  even  if  we 
pass  these  taxes,  put  them  back  in  ex- 
istence so  we  have  the  funds  to  pay  for 
the  cost  of  cleaning  up  toxic  and  haz- 
ardous waste  dump  sites  and  the  cost 
of  underground  petroleum  spills,  we  are 
never  going  to  make  it  retroactive.  So 
they  have  gotten  away  now  with  more 
than  a  billion  dollars  a  year  by  not 
having  to  pay  that  tax,  and  they  are 
getting  away  with  additional  billions 
in  dollars  in  excess  profits  because  of 
the  fact  they  are  changing  more  at  the 
pump  by  orders  of  magnitude  than  they 
have  to  pay  on  the  spot  market  for  the 
petroleum  products  that  they  buy. 

The  oil  companies  are  getting  away 
with  murder.  They  have  their  hands  in 
the  piockets  of  the  motoring  American 
public,  and  they  are  pulling  out  fistfuls 
of  dollars  day  in  and  day  out  and  stuff- 
ing it  into  their  own  pockets.  CEO's 
making  salaries  of  a  million  and  a  half 
dollars  while  the  guy  who  is  struggling 
to  go  to  work  every  day  has  to  pay  an 
additional  30  cents  a  gallon,  25  cents  a 
gallon,  for  every  gallon  of  gasoline  he 
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buys  at  the  pump.  It  is  wrong,  it  is  un- 
fair, it  is  unreasonable,  and  this  Con- 
gress ought  to  put  a  stop  to  it. 

So  this  is  the  time  to  take  that 
money,  that  $359  million,  put  it  in  the 
Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund, 
where  it  is  desperately  needed;  the  fund 
has  never  been  this  low;  and  make  the 
oil  companies  pay  for  this  fossil  fuel 
research.  Why  should  the  American 
public  be  subsidizing  that  fossil  fuel  re- 
search when  the  benefits  are  going  to 
go  to  the  oil  companies  in  the  end  in 
any  case?  This  is  just  another  example 
of  the  kind  of  corporate  welfare  that 
has  been  perpetuated  here  over  and 
over  again. 

Let  us  make  the  oil  companies  pay 
for  their  own  research,  let  us  put  a  lit- 
tle money  into  the  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Fund,  and  let  us  go  to  a 
system  that  is  a  little  bit  fairer  for  the 
American  public,  particularly  those  in 
rural  districts  like  mine  and  other 
rural  districts  axiross  the  country 
where  the  people  are  totally  dependent 
upon  the  automobile  for  transpor- 
tation. Every  time  they  go  from  home 
to  work,  from  home  to  school,  from 
home  to  the  supermarket,  they  are 
putting  additional  money  into  the 
hands  of  the  oil  compainies,  and  it  is 
coming  out  of  their  pockets. 

So  this  amendment  makes  good 
sense.  Let  us  pass  this  amendment  and 
tell  the  oil  companies  it  is  time  for 
them  to  pay  for  their  own  research,  put 
a  little  more  money  in  the  Land  Water 
Conservation  Fund,  and  stop  exploiting 
the  American  people. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the 
House,  I  rise  in  strong  support  of  this 
amendment,  and  I  would  hope  that  the 
committee  would  look  upon  this  as  a 
friendly  amendment  because  clearly 
this  committee,  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  and  the  ranking  minority 
member  struggled  long  and  hard  to  try 
and  meet  the  priorities  of  this  Nation, 
of  the  Members  of  this  Congress  in 
dealing  with  the  status  and  the  quality 
of  our  national  parks,  our  wildlife  ref- 
uges and  the  forests  of  this  Nation. 

In  1964,  when  we  passed  the  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Act,  we  kind  of 
make  a  bargain  with  the  Congress  and 
within  this  country  that  we  would 
trade  the  exploration  and  the  develop- 
ment of  our  offshore  energy  resources 
off  the  coast  of  California  and  the  Gulf 
of  Mexico  and  elsewhere  in  this  coun- 
try, that  we  would  trade  the  develop- 
ment of  those  resources  to  generate  a 
pool  of  revenues  to  protect  and  to  pro- 
vide and  to  expand  the  public  lands 
system  within  this  country,  that  we 
would  take  a  portion  of  those  royalties 
and  set  them  aside  so  we  could  buy 
lands  for  additions  for  new  parks,  for 
additions  to  existing  parks  and  for  our 


wildlife  refuges,  in  some  cases  for  for- 
ests and  other  public  land  units. 

What  has  happened  now  because  we 
have  gone  and  spent  ourselves  into  a 
deficit  position,  we  now  use  this  sacred 
trust,  if  my  colleagues  will,  to  protect 
the  assets  of  the  public  lands  of  this 
Nation.  We  are  now  using  that  as  a 
gimmick  to  balance  this  budget.  Every 
dollar  we  do  not  take  out  of  the  Land 
and  Water  Conservation  Fund  that  is 
reserved  for  the  acquisition  of  public 
lands  we  divert,  whether  it  is  to  the 
military  budget,  to  the  education  budg- 
et, to  infrastructure,  to  some  other 
purpose.  But  that  is  not  what  we  told 
the  people  of  this  country  we  were 
going  to  do  with  this  money,  and  that 
is  not  what  the  people  of  this  country 
expect  us  to  do  with  this  money. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  what  we  have  now  is 
we  have  a  situation  where  by  deferral 
of  land  acquisitions,  deferral  of  the 
protection  of  the  parks,  deferral  of  the 
protections  of  the  wildlife  refuges  and 
the  other  public  lands,  we  are  now  sub- 
sidizing other  activities  in  the  Govern- 
ment where  we  do  not  have  the  courage 
to  say  no.  It  does  not  mean  they  are  a 
higher  priority,  it  does  not  mean  they 
are  a  better  priority.  It  just  means  this 
committee  has  less  money  to  work 
with. 

I  think  by  adopting  the  Farr  amend- 
ment, we  have  the  opportunity  to  sug- 
gest that  perhaps  the  priorities  ought 
to  be  changed.  Unfortunately,  we  can 
only  deal  with  it  within  the  context  of 
the  budget  that  is  given  to  this  com- 
mittee. The  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Farr]  has  sought  to  go  to  the  en- 
ergy research,  the  fossil  fuel  research 
portions  of  this  budget  that  clearly  do 
not  have  as  high  a  priority  as  they 
might  have  had  at  one  time,  clearly  do 
not  have  as  high  a  priority  at  a  time 
when  the  energy  companies  were  not 
doing  as  well  as  they  are  doing  today, 
clearly  do  not  have  as  high  a  priority 
at  a  time  when  we  were  struggling  to 
fill  the  strategic  petroleum  reserve, 
and  now  we  are  selling  off  portions  of 
the  petroleum  reserve  kind  of  willy- 
nilly.  The  President  wants  to  sell  off 
parts  of  it,  this  committee  has  made  a 
decision  to  sell  off  parts  of  it. 

Obviously  this  is  not  as  high  a  prior- 
ity. But  what  is  a  high  priority  with 
the  American  people  is  the  additions  to 
and  the  protections  of  the  public  lands, 
and  most  importantly,  I  think,  as  we 
start  this  summer  season,  the  protec- 
tions and  the  additions  to  the  crown 
jewels,  the  national  park  system  of 
this  country  that  so  many  families  will 
spend  time  this  summer  visiting  with 
their  children  and  with  other  members 
of  their  family.  This  aunendment  is 
about  setting  those  priorities. 

Mr.  Chafrman,  this  amendment  does 
not  mean  that  fossil  fuel  research  will 
not  take  place.  This  amendment  sug- 
gests that  those  who  will  benefit  by  the 


fossil  fuel  research  perhaps  shoulder 
more  of  the  burden,  now  that  they  are 
doing  better  as  a  result  of  the  nin-up  in 
gasoline  prices  and  a  stabilizing  of 
world  oil  prices. 

That  is  what  this  amendment  sug- 
gests: that  we  share  the  burden:  that 
the  other  luxuries  that  we  want  to  put 
into  the  spending  of  this  budget  not  be 
subsidized  by  the  trust.  This  is  a  trust 
fund,  a  trust  we  created  with  the 
American  people  to  protect  the  na- 
tional parks,  to  preserve  the  national 
parks,  to  expand  the  national  parks, 
and  to  protect  the  other  public  lands  of 
this  Nation.  The  Farr  amendment  gives 
us  an  opportunity  to  do  that. 

I  know  that  the  chairman  of  this 
committee  believes  strongly  in  the  pro- 
tection of  the  national  parks,  but  he 
has  to  play  the  cards  that  he  is  dealt. 
I  would  hope  that  he  would  understand 
that  this  is  hopefully  a  statement  by  a 
naajority  in  this  House  that  is  deeply 
concerned  about  those  cards  and  would 
perhaps  play  them  in  a  different  fash- 
ion, in  a  way  in  which  the  committee 
was  incapable  of  playing  them  during 
the  committee  deliberations.  I  would 
urge  support  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman.  *  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Regula] 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
we  ought  to  correct  this  statement 
that  we  have  not  recognized  the  prior- 
ities. Certainly  it  would  be  nice  to  do  a 
lot  of  these  things.  If  we  buy  more 
land,  it  costs  more  money.  We  need  to 
take  care  of  what  we  have. 

I  know  the  gentleman  &t)m  Califor- 
nia is  very  strongly  In  favor  of  a  mora- 
torium on  offshore  drilling  both  of  the 
gentlemen  from  California.  Therefore, 
they  would  diminish  the  revenues  that 
flow  into  the  Land  and  Water  Con- 
servation Fund  for  these  acquisitions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  vast  amount  of 
the  money  that  goes  in  that  fund  is 
from  drilling  off  of  Louisiana.  Ala- 
bama, and  Texas,  so  I  think  if  they  are 
so  anxious  to  have  more  money  in  the 
Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fimd, 
they  should  be  out  here  supporting  the 
lifting  of  the  drilling  moratorium  on 
offshore  drilling  from  California. 

Mr.  FARR  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REGULA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  FARR  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, some  of  that  money,  a  good  deal 
of  that  money,  also  comes  from  drilling 
off  the  coast  of  California.  The  point  of 
it  is  that  this  Congress  created  that 
fund  so  those  revenues  would  be  rein- 
vested back  into  lands.  It  now  has  a 
$900  million  surplus.  We  are  only  ask- 
ing for  a  very  small  amount  of  that 
money. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  believe  that  the  fossil 
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energy  research  is  an  investment  in  the 
future  of  this  Nation.  We  are  an  en- 
ergy-dependent Nation.  We  bum  more 
energy  per  person  than  any  other  na- 
tion in  the  world.  What  we  want  to  do 
is  make  it  affordable,  what  we  want  to 
do  is  increase  our  economic  competi- 
tiveness in  the  world  market,  and  most 
importantly,  we  want  to  improve  the 
envirormient:  clean  air,  clean  water, 
jobs.  That  is  what  defeating  this 
ajnendment  is  all  about. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  do  not  put  any 
money  in  for  commercialization.  That 
is  up  to  the  private  sector  totally.  But 
we  do  say  that  it  is  in  the  interests  of 
the  American  public  to  have  these 
things  that  I  just  described.  Therefore, 
we  are  willing  to  be  a  partner  with  the 
private  sector  in  developing  the  tech- 
nology. Then  the  commercialization  is 
something  that  is  picked  up  by  the  pri- 
vate sector. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  already  cut 
fossil  research  by  23  percent  since  1995. 
I  think  it  is  vitally  important  that  we 
keep  these  programs  going. 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  opposi- 
tion to  the  Farr  amendment.  I  want  to 
echo  some  of  the  comments  made  by 
the  chairman  of  the  committee,  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  KEGULA]. 
Let  us  make  no  mistake  about  what  is 
happening  from  this  amendment.  I 
have  a  letter  here  from  the  Secretary 
of  Energy  that  I  would  like  to  quote 
from.  We  are  talking  about  almost  a  40 
percent  cut  in  the  fossil  energy  R&D 
accounts. 

This  is  a  quote  from  Secretary  Hazel 
O'Leary. 

A  cut  of  this  magnitude  would  effectively 
eliminate  the  Department  of  Energy's  fossil 
energy  R&D  programs  and  limit  our  Nation's 
ability  to  manage  Its  energy  future.  We  have 
already  cut  this  program  to  the  bone.  The 
administration's  FY  1997  budget  request  of 
S348  million  represents  a  10.5  percent  reduc- 
tion from  fiscal  year  1996  funding  levels  and 
a  ao-percent  reduction  from  FY  1995.  Taking 
an  additional  S137  million  from  this  program, 
plus  the  estimated  S30  to  S40  million  in  ter- 
mination costs,  would  essentially  stop  It 
dead  in  its  tracks. 

So.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  be  clear 
about  this.  What  we  are  talking  about 
in  the  Farr  amendment  is  the  elimi- 
nation of  the  fossil  energy  research  and 
development  program  in  this  country. 
Mr.  Chairman,  we  just  talked  about, 
into  the  future.  85  percent  of  our  needs; 
fossil  energy  is  going  to  play  a  major 
role  in  providing  85  percent  of  the  en- 
ergy needs  of  this  country. 

Many  people  in  the  environmental 
community  say,  well,  coal  and  oil,  they 
are  dirty  fuels.  That  is  exactly  our 
point.  Why  would  we  stop  research  and 
development  in  ways  to  bum  coal 
cleaner  and  cheaper  and  to  use  fossil 
fuels  more  efficiently,  in  environ- 
mentally sound  ways,  right  at  the  time 
when  our  dependence  on  them  is  in- 
creasing, not  decreasing? 


Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  not  be  fooled  by 
this.  I  urge  all  Members  to  understand, 
a  vote  for  the  Farr  amendment  and 
later  on  for  the  Walker  amendment  is  a 
vote  to  eliminate  fossil  energy  R&D 
programs  in  this  country.  I  think  that 
would  be  terribly  shortsighted. 

Mr.  FARR  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield 

Mr.  D0"5rLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  FARR  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, it  does  not  eliminate  it.  This  pro- 
gram has  received  over  S2  billion  in  the 
history  of  fossil  fuel  research.  We  only 
take,  of  the  appropriations  this  year, 
one-third;  $1  out  of  every  $3. 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment takes  38  percent  from  the  budget. 
The  Secretary  of  Energy.  Hazel 
O'Leary,  in  a  letter  that  I  would  be 
happy  to  share  with  the  gentleman, 
says  clearly  here  that  we  are  talking 
about  gutting,  terminating,  eliminat- 
ing, fossil  R&D  programs  for  this  coun- 
try, right  here  froni  our  own  Secretary 
of  Energy. 

Mr.  SHAW.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reluctantly  come  to 
speak  in  favor  of  the  amendment,  not 
because  of  the  contents,  but  just  rec- 
ognizing the  work  that  this  committee 
has  done  in  trying  to  balance  the  needs 
of  this  country.  But  we  have  a  problem 
of  national  proportions,  which  is  a  na- 
tional responsibility  in  south  Florida. 

Early  on  in  the  history  of  south  Flor- 
ida, south  Florida,  the  rim  of  south 
Florida  had  a  natural  dike.  Outside  we 
had,  of  course,  the  Atlantic  Ocean. 
Within,  we  had  a  river  of  grass,  which 
now  is  known  as  the  Florida  Ever- 
glades. There  were  natural  springs  bub- 
bling up  in  downtown  Fort  Lauderdale, 
just  in  the  new  river.  There  were  natu- 
ral springs  in  Dade  County  that  were 
bubbling  up.  It  was  a  true  tropical  par- 
adise. 

Then,  along  came  development  with- 
in the  Everglades  itself.  The  whole  at- 
titude of  the  people  was  to  drain  the 
swamps,  get  rid  of  the  alligators,  get 
rid  of  all  the  problems,  draiin  the 
swamps  and  put  in  a  series  of  canals. 
Then  agriculture  came  in  to  backfill  on 
what  was  once  the  river  of  grass  and 
the  bottom  of  this  giant  swamp. 

We  have  found  that  because  of  this 
right  now,  something  has  happened 
which  has  got  everything  out  of  bal- 
ance. We  have  found  that  the  natural 
ecosystem  of  the  Everglades  now  is  in 
serious  danger,  irreversible  danger.  We 
find  down  at  the  south  end  of  the  Flor- 
ida bay  that  the  natural  marine  habi- 
tat is  disappearing,  which  is  the  nurs- 
ery for  all  of  the  fisheries  going  up  the 
coast,  the  east  and  west  coast  of  Flor- 
ida. 

We  have  found  that  this  is  being 
caused  because  of  the  salinity  that  is 
building  up  and  the  rapid  change  of  the 
salinity  because  of  the  rapid  flow  of  the 


waters  down  into  the  southern  part  of 
the  Everglades  National  Park,  which  is 
the  Florida  Bay.  This  is  a  national  re- 
sponsibility. The  only  way  to  solve  this 
problem  is  to  reacquire  some  of  this 
land  and  try  to  turn  to  the  past  and  try 
to  reestablish  the  natural  flow  of  much 
of  the  water  flowing  through  the  Ever- 
glades. 

What  is  the  tradeoff?  The  tradeoff  is 
the  irreparable  damage  that  is  being 
caused  right  now,  day  by  day,  as  we  sit 
here.  We  are  finding  that  this  is  hap- 
pening at  a  more  and  more  rapid  rate 
every  day.  It  is  imperative  that  more 
money  be  found  for  land  acquisition  so 
that  we  can  put  a  stop  to  this  destruc- 
tion of  this  most  valuable  natural  re- 
source. It  is  a  Federal  responsibility.  It 
is  an  entire  network  of  Federal  lands. 
It  is  a  great  national  park.  It  is  tre- 
mendously important,  not  only  for  the 
natural  environment  of  Florida,  but  for 
the  very  supply  of  water  that  supplies 
the  growing  population  of  south  Flor- 
ida. 

Therefore.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think 
what  the  gentleman  from  California  is 
proposing  is  a  transfer  of  these  funds 
from  the  fossil  fuel  area  into  the  land 
acquisition  fund,  so  we  can  speed  up 
the  acquisition  of  this  land,  is  a  most 
reasonable  request.  I  would  therefore 
urge  all  the  Members  to  support  this 
amendment,  which  will  speed  up  the 
restoration  of  the  Everglades  and  per- 
haps actually  save  the  Everglades  from 
the  destructive  process  that  has  been 
put  into  place  over  many,  many  years 
of  neglect  and  misunderstanding  of  the 
environment  of  south  Florida. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  going  to  come 
down  in  opposition  to  this  amendment, 
but  I  would  like  to  provide  a  little 
backgrovmd  beforehand. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  not  an  all 
black  or  white  situation.  We  see  emerg- 
ing here,  expressed  in  debate  on  both 
sides,  a  recognition  that  we  do  need 
more  funding  for  the  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Fund.  I  thoroughly  agree 
with  that,  and  would  support  every  rea- 
sonable effort  to  achieve  that  kind  of 
funding. 

We  also,  I  think,  see  on  both  sides  a 
recognition  that  we  need  to  continue 
with  the  program  of  fossil  energy  re- 
search and  development.  That  pro- 
gram, of  course,  has  been  under  attack 
for  several  years  because  we  point,  as 
we  have  seen  here  on  the  floor  today, 
to  the  mature  coal  and  oil  industry  and 
say,  why  can  they  not  do  their  own  re- 
search. Well,  they  could  if  they  wanted 
to  spend  the  money.  But  their  biggest 
priority  is  selling  more  oil  and  coal, 
not  in  doing  research. 

What  we  have  in  the  present  research 
program,  as  the  distinguished  chair- 
man of  the  subcommittee  pointed  out. 
is  a  working  partnership  between  in- 
dustry and  the  Government  in  which 
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we  are  getting  these  companies  to  do 
the  research  by  giving  them  an  incen- 
tive. We  are  offering  to  match  a  part  of 
the  money.  If  Members  can  think  of  a 
better  way  to  do  it,  to  encourage  ma- 
ture industries  to  do  research  in  the 
national  interest  which  will  improve 
the  environment,  improve  the  utiliza- 
tion of  coal  and  oil  by  finding  better 
and  cheaper  ways  to  get  it  out.  I  would 
like  to  know  what  it  is,  because  I  want 
to  support  that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  some  Mem- 
bers in  the  House  who  do  not  believe  in 
this  kind  of  cooperative  research  as  a 
way  to  achieve  national  goals.  I  differ 
quite  strongly  with  them.  I  think  this 
kind  of  partnership  is  the  wave  of  the 
future  and  we  are  going  to  have  to  do 
it.  and  we  are  doing  it  here.  Are  we 
spending  too  much  or  too  little?  I  can- 
not answer  that  question. 

I  would  support  more  money  for  this, 
but  actually,  the  bill  has  in  it  $10  mil- 
lion more  than  the  President  re- 
quested, so  I  would  support  a  reduction 
of  SIO  million  and  use  that,  at  least,  to 
fund  some  additional  acquisitions  of 
land  through  the  Land  and  Water  Con- 
servation Fund.  I  cannot,  I  do  not  be- 
lieve it  is  in  the  national  interest,  cut 
this  program  back  to  the  extent  pro- 
posed in  this  amendment  and  in  some 
of  the  other  amendments  which  are 
going  to  be  suggested.  It  is  not  good  for 
the  coimtry  to  do  that.  It  is  not  a  prop- 
er utilization  of  national  resources  to 
avoid  funding  this  research  which  is  so 
important  to  the  future  of  this  coun- 
try. 

O  1345 

I  come  at  this  from  a  bias,  of  course, 
in  favor  of  finding  ways  to  get  the  pri- 
vate sector  to  support  more  research  of 
this  kind.  I  think  the  partnership  ar- 
rangement does  it.  I  want  to  continue 
to  support  that.  I  will  support  any 
other  way  of  fimding  the  acquisition  of 
the  lands  which  I  know  are  necessary 
through  the  Land  and  Water  Conserva- 
tion Fvmd.  We  use  this  in  California  for 
many  different  programs  and  I  know  it 
is  important  in  Florida.  Let  us  see  if 
we  cannot  preserve  the  values  from 
both  of  these  things  by  a  proper  bal- 
ance between  funding  the  acquisition 
of  land  and  a  proper  allocation  of 
money  for  fossil  energy  research  which 
I  think  is  vital  to  the  future  of  the  Na- 
tion. 

Mr.  MICA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  first  I  have  to  take  a 
moment  and  compliment  Chairman 
REGxn^  and  his  staff.  They  have  done  a 
tremendous  job.  I  sometimes  see  him 
as  having  tremendous  responsibility 
and  wisdom  in  this  process  and  he  has 
been  more  than  fair  to  me.  he  has  been 
very  fair  to  the  State  I  represent,  Flor- 
ida, and  very  fair  to  the  environment. 
I  also  would  be  remiss  if  I  did  not 
thank  Secretary  Babbitt.  I  flew  up  dur- 
ing the   Easter  recess  and  met  with 


him.  He  responded  to  an  environmental 
concem  in  Florida.  And  this  Congress 
has  responded  to  environmental  con- 
cerns in  my  State,  which  is  being  pres- 
sured by  environmental  problems  and 
concerns. 

When  we  come  to  Congress,  however, 
we  have  an  important  responsibility, 
and  that  responsibility  is  to  make 
choices.  This  is  a  tough  choice  because 
there  are  good,  worthwhile  programs. 
But  I  cannot  think  of  anything  that  we 
do  in  the  long  term  for  so  few  dollars 
that  makes  such  a  big  difference  to 
what  we  are  going  to  leave  behind.  In  a 
few  decades,  most  of  us  will  be  history. 
Some  of  us  will  be  pushing  up  daisies 
and  some  of  us  will  be  someplace  else, 
but  the  legacy  that  we  leave  behind 
will  be  determined  today  by  this  pol- 
icy. 

When  you  have  a  program,  and  I  con- 
sider myself  a  fiscal  conservative,  and  I 
get  up  with  some  folks  of  a  little  bit 
different  philosophy,  last  year  I  was 
here  with  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Miller]  and  now  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Farr], 
certainly  a  little  bit  different  philoso- 
phy, but  we  agree  that  this  is  a  sound 
investment  with  our  dollars,  that  we 
have  a  surplus  in  the  fund  of  $12  billion 
and  that  we  get  $900  million  in,  and 
this  is  an  investment  for  the  future. 

My  colleague,  Mr.  Shaw,  fi-om  south 
Florida  came  up  and  spoke  about  what 
was  happening  in  our  State.  I  grew  up 
in  south  Florida.  I  saw  what  happened 
in  south  Florida.  I  saw  the  mistakes 
that  were  made  in  south  Florida. 
Today  we  can  see  where  we  developed 
to  the  Everglades  and  now  this  Con- 
gress has  to  appropriate  a  quarter  of  a 
billion  dollars  to  take  back  some  of 
that  land.  In  my  district,  I  am  in  cen- 
tral Florida  and  the  same  thing  is  hap- 
pening there.  We  see  the  mushroom. 
Since  I  have  been  in  office  for  a  little 
over  36  months  here,  I  have  2  new  cit- 
ies, one  of  68,000  people,  the  third  larg- 
est city  in  central  Florida,  in  my  dis- 
trict. I  have  another  new  city.  The 
growth  is  phenomenal.  And  I  will  not 
get  another  chance.  This  is  not  a  pro- 
gram where  we  are  saying  buy  land  and 
you  do  not  want  land  out  West.  This  is 
a  program  where  local  governments 
and  State  governments  in  concert  with 
the  Federal  Grovemment,  and  the  way 
this  darned  thing  should  work,  acquire 
land.  We  say  that  for  children.  I  will 
not  be  here  to  enjoy  it.  We  will  not 
have  another  opportunity.  I  can  tell 
you  the  developers  are  waiting  with 
their  plow. 

We  are  asking  when  you  make  these 
decisions,  and  I  know  they  are  tough 
decisions,  I  know  the  chairman  is 
pressed  to  consider  us,  consider  the  leg- 
acy, consider  these  choices,  and  con- 
sider what  we  are  going  to  leave  behind 
us  for  this  next  generation  and  con- 
sider also  that  we  will  never  get  an- 
other chance  in  States  like  Florida  ajid 
other  areas,  and  again  that  this  is  a 


voluntary  program  and  that  is  it  a  pro- 
gram of  cooperation. 

I  urge  my  colleagues,  whether  lib- 
eral, conservative,  independent,  mod- 
erate. Republican,  Democrat,  this  is 
the  chance  to  make  a  big  difference  in 
the  environment  that  our  children  and 
grandchildren  live  in.  This  is  a  chance 
for  them  to  inherit  the  earth,  a  part  of 
that  earth,  and  leave  it  a  little  bit  bet- 
ter than  we  found  it. 

I  urge  Members,  I  beg  Members  to 
consider  this  amendment  to  expand  the 
funds  in  this  particular  provision  of- 
fered by  the  good  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  Farr]  and  let  us  vote  for 
this  and  vote  for  opportunity  for  the 
environment  for  the  future. 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Farr  amendment  as  well.  I  agree  with 
the  comments  that  my  colleague  on 
the  other  side  from  Florida  made.  Just 
looking  at  the  land  acquisition  funds 
that  have  been  available  through  the 
Land  And  Water  Conservation  Fund, 
particularly  for  the  two  programs  that 
New  Jersey  has  most  benefited  from  in 
the  last  few  years,  I  am  looking  at  for 
the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  for 
fiscal  year  1994  $83  million;  and  then  in 
1995  $67  million;  in  1996  $37  million:  and 
now  proposed,  my  understanding,  for 
fiscal  year  1997  is  $30  million.  Every 
year  at  least  since  1994  that  amount 
has  been  going  down. 

The  same  with  the  National  Park 
Service.  Fiscal  1994  $95  million:  fiscal 
1995  $85  million;  fiscal  1996  $49  million; 
and  my  understanding  for  fiscal  1997 
proposed  $30  million. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  the  Federal 
Government  has  been  less  and  less  able 
to  provide  for  open  space  acquisition 
which  is  so  important,  particularly  for 
a  State  like  mine.  New  Jersey  is  the 
most  densely  populated  State  in  the 
country.  There  are  many  projects  out 
there  through  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  as  well  as  the  Park  Service  or 
the  Forest  Sendee  where  we  would  like 
to  see  additional  acquisition  for  open 
space  to  alleviate,  if  you  will,  some  of 
the  problems  of  high  density  so  that 
people  have  a  place  where  they  can 
enjoy  themselves,  have  recreational 
opportunities,  whatever. 

I  think  the  point  here  and  the  point 
of  the  Farr  amendment  is  that  these 
opportunities  are  decreasing  because 
the  Federal  Government  has  not  been 
able  to  provide  the  funds.  Similarly  al- 
though the  States  try  oftentimes  to 
provide  funding,  they  have,  because  of 
budget  cuts  and  because  of  their  own 
constraints,  not  been  able  to  make  up 
for  the  difference. 

So  I  think  what  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Farr]  is  essentially 
saying  here  is  that  here  is  our  oppor- 
tunity to  take  some  money  from  an- 
other fund,  in  this  case  the  fossil  en- 
ergy R&D  where  to  some  extent  the  oil 
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companies  which  I  know  have  been 
making  windfall  profits  this  year,  we 
have  all  heard  about  that,  we  all  know 
what  is  going  on  with  the  oil  compa- 
nies and  they  should  be  able  to  pay  a 
little  more  so  that  we  can  release  more 
money  that  can  actually  be  used  for 
open  space  acquisition.  I  think  it  is  a 
very  simple  amendment,  it  makes  the 
point  clearly,  that  if  we  want  to  re- 
verse the  situation  and  see  the  Federal 
Government  involved  In  more  land  ac- 
quisition, more  open  space  acquisition, 
this  is  certainly  the  way  to  go. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment.  It  is  interesting,  as 
chairman  of  the  Subconunittee  on  Na- 
tional Parks,  Forests  and  Lands,  to 
come  to  this  floor  and  talk  to  my  col- 
leagues. A  day  does  not  go  by  that 
somebody  comes  up  to  me  and  says, 
"Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  got  this  great 
place  for  a  park  in  my  district  and  it 
would  be  great  if  we  could  put  a  bill  in 
for  my  legacy  to  buy  that."  And  then 
another  person  comes  up  and  he  says, 
"I  want  to  buy  up  a  few  more  acres  of 
forest  here  for  the  Forest  Service." 
Then  a  third  person  thinks  we  ought  to 
exchange  something  over  to  BLM.  This 
has  been  going  on  for  years  around 
here. 

In  fact,  one  of  the  leading  members 
of  this  committee — who  is  now  de- 
ceased— from  California  used  to  have 
the  park-a-month  club,  where  they 
bought  park  after  park.  In  fact  there  is 
a  statue  to  him  down  around  the  Pre- 
sidio where  he  bought  all  these  parks. 
I  guess  some  were  good,  and  I  do  not 
object  to  that.  I  love  our  parks  like 
you  do. 

However,  we  find  ourselves  in  the  po- 
sition, now  we  turn  around,  we  go  to 
the  Ralph  Regula's  and  the  Sm 
Yates'  of  the  world,  we  say.  Fine,  now 
fund  them.  However  the  public  says, 
"We  don't  want  to  put  the  money  up  to 
fund  them."  We  want  all  the  beauties 
of  the  parks  and  forests  but  we  cannot 
fund  them. 

I  have  sat  and  chaired  meeting  after 
meeting  with  the  GAO,  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office.  They  walk  in,  what  do 
they  say  to  me?  They  say  that  our  big- 
gest single  problem  is  we  do  not  have 
enough  money  to  take  care  of  these 
areas.  We  do  not  have  enough  men.  We 
do  not  have  enough  manpower.  We  do 
not  have  enough  time. 

We  continue  to  go  on  buying  and 
bu3ring  more  and  more  of  these  particu- 
lar pieces  of  ground.  I  think  that  is 
probably  all  right  if  we  can  afford 
them.  Unfortunately,  living  within  our 
income  really  is  not  in  popularity  in 
this  particular  body. 

Chairman  YotWG  did  an  interesting 
thing.  He  decided  that  he  would  check 
out  how  much  ground  we  have  bought. 
He  ased  the  GAO  to  look  into  it.  Ex- 
cluding the  Alaskan  Native  Statehood 


Act,  34  million  acres  have  been  added 
to  the  Federal  land  base  in  the  last  30 
years,  so  we  now  have  650  million 
acres.  Just  that  34  million  acres  is  the 
size  of  the  combined  areas  of  the  States 
of  Connecticut.  Delaware,  Hawaii, 
Maryland,  Massachusetts,  New  Hamp- 
shire, New  Jersey,  and  Vermont. 

So  we  are  buying  all  this  new  ground 
but  nobody  is  saying  how  we  are  going 
to  take  care  of  it.  I  agree  that  the  Fed- 
eral Government  may  not  own  all  of 
the  land,  which  is  appropriate,  but  ba- 
sically what  we  really  ought  to  do  is 
come  up  with  a  way  for  better  changes, 
for  sale  of  land. 

One  of  the  most  ridiculous  state- 
ments that  can  be  made  in  America  is, 
"I'm  going  to  go  buy  some  ground  for 
the  Federal  Government"  or  "I'm 
going  to  exchange  ground  with  the 
Federal  Government."  Believe  me, 
folks,  that  does  not  happen.  It  is  so 
tied  up  with  rigmarole,  jumping 
through  hoops,  EIS's  and  all  that  type 
of  thing,  it  never  happens. 

As  a  city  councilman  for  12  years  in 
the  little  town  of  Faxmington,  I  tried 
to  make  a  minor  land  exchange  with 
the  Forest  Service.  It  did  not  work.  As 
a  legislator  for  8  years  I  tried  to  do  it. 
It  did  not  work.  As  speaker  of  the  Utah 
House  we  tried  to  do  it.  They  could  not 
find  a  way  to  get  through  the  paper  of 
it  all.  Finally,  as  a  U.S.  Congressman, 
I  finally  got  that  through.  It  took  30 
years  to  get  a  minor  land  exchange 
done  with  the  Forest  Service. 

So  those  things  do  not  occur.  But  I 
am  sympathetic  to  inholdings,  .and  I 
think  we  should  be  working  to  take 
care  of  it.  I  think  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Regula]  has  done  everything 
that  he  possibly  can. 

Mr.  FARR  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HANSEN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  FARR  of  California.  Mr.  Chafr- 
man,  let  me  point  out  that  the  reason 
people  are  having  such  difficulty  with 
this  is  we  do  have  a  surplus  here.  We 
are  not  spending  enough  money.  When 
the  gentleman  wsis  a  city  councilman 
and  mayor,  he  received  money  out  of 
the  land  and  water  conservation  money 
that  came  to  his  city.  When  he  was  a 
State  legislator  he  received  money  out 
of  the  land  and  water  conservation 
money  that  came  as  grants  to  his 
State. 

What  has  happened  is  all  that  money 
has  dried  up  because  we  are  not  spend- 
ing it,  even  though  we  are  taking  in 
$900  million.  We  are  only  asking  that 
you  spend  another  $135  million  of  that 
$900  million  surplus  for  acquisition,  so 
that  those  cities  and  counties  and 
States  could  benefit  from  this  surplus. 
That  is  what  this  amendment  is  about. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
when  I  was  a  city  councilman,  a  State 
legislator  and  speaker  of  the  House,  I 
do  not  recall  getting  any  of  that 
money,  and  I  was  chairman  of  the  exec- 


utive appropriation  committee.  It  just 
did  not  happen. 

Let  me  just  say,  in  my  humble  opin- 
ion, I  think  what  has  been  worked  out 
here  in  many,  many  long  hours  is  the 
correct  way  to  handle  this.  I  would 
urge  defeat  of  this  amendment.  I  think 
they  have  done  a  good  job  on  the  Ap- 
propriations Committee.  Let  us  get  on 
with  more  important  things. 

Mr.  DEUTSCH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  several  of 
my  colleagues  from  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  speaking  in  favor  of  this 
amendment.  I  think  what  is  clear  is 
this  is  a  bipartisan  amendment.  It  is 
not  just  a  Florida  amendment.  Each  of 
us  in  Florida  can  speak  to  specific  ac- 
quisitions that  need  to  be  taken  by  this 
country.  We  can  speak,  in  fact,  in 
south  Florida  alone,  probably  in  the 
billion-dollar  range  of  appropriate 
lands  that  should  be  bought  by  govern- 
mental entitles.  The  State  of  Florida 
has  taken  the  lead,  local  governments 
have  taken  the  lead,  and  the  Federal 
Govermment  needs  to  be  a  participant 
in  that. 

The  property  is  only  getting  more  ex- 
pensive. If  there  is  any  lesson  about 
land  acquisition  by  governmental  enti- 
ties, it  is  do  it  now.  Do  not  do  it  tomor- 
row. Do  not  do  it  in  5  years.  Do  not  do 
it  in  10  years.  Do  it  now.  Because  the 
reality  is  the  land  is  only  getting  more 
exi)ensive. 

And  not  just  that  they  are  getting 
more  expensive  but  there  is  another 
reason.  Each  of  us  is  getting  a  little  bit 
older,  our  children  are  getting  older 
and  our  grandchildren  are  getting 
older.  What  that  means  is  a  little  less 
opportunity  for  us  and  our  children  and 
our  grandchildren  to  enjoy  really  the 
treasures  of  America.  That  is  really 
what  this  debate  is  about,  really  giving 
the  treasures  of  America  to  our  chil- 
dren, our  grandchildren  and  ourselves. 

As  I  said,  there  is  a  place  in  every 
part  of  America  that  benefits  by  this 
amendment.  We  have  people  from  New 
Jersey,  people  from  California,  people 
from  literally  every  State  in  this  coun- 
try, 435  Members.  I  hope  that  when  the 
vote  occurs,  each  of  us  will  remember 
that  and  the  vote  will  pass  unani- 
mously. I  do  not  expect  that  to  happen 
but  I  hope  that  happens,  and  I  think 
that  is  what  our  constituents  expect  us 
to  do  on  final  passage  of  this  amend- 
ment. 

a  1400 

Mr.  BEVILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment  to  cut  the  fossil  energy 
research  and  development  program. 
This,  of  course,  is  robbing  Peter  to  pay 
Paul.  I  am  a  strong  supporter  of  our 
National  Park  System,  and  I  am  a 
strong  supporter  of  the  Forest  Service, 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  the 
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Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  But  I  cannot 
support  adding  more-  funding  to  these 
programs  at  the  expense  of  our  fossil 
energy  programs. 

This  proposal  in  fact  would  shut 
down  the  fossil  energy  programs.  This 
would  be  highly  counterproductive 
when  we  consider  that  our  fossil  energy 
programs  are  designed  to  help  protect 
the  environment.  The  research  is  fo- 
cused on  ways  to  use  energy  resources 
like  coal,  oil,  and  natural  gas  in  a  more 
envfronmentally  sound  manner.  We 
rely  on  these  energy  resources,  and  it 
is  critical  that  we  find  ways  to  use 
them  in  a  clean,  efficient  way.  If  we 
shut  down  the  fossil  energy  programs, 
we  axe  turning  our  backs  on  the  devel- 
opment of  technology  we  will  need  into 
the  21st  century.  We  are  turning  our 
backs  on  the  environment  and  on  our 
Nation's  energy  security.  We  will  be 
turning  our  backs  on  partnerships  we 
have  formed  with  industry  which  is 
footing  at  least  half  the  bill  on  most  of 
these  fossil  energy  projects. 

Our  Nation  cannot  afford  to  fall  be- 
hind in  the  development  of  these  new 
technologies,  and  we  cannot  afford  to 
renege  on  our  commitments.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  defeat  these  amend- 
ments. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LaHOOD).  The  Chair  will  note  the  Chair 
permitted  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  to 
address  the  amendment  for  a  second 
time  without  objection. 

The  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Reg- 
ula] is  recognized  for  a  third  time  for 
5  minutes,  without  objection. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment  and  want 
a  couple  last  comments  before  we  vote. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  just  reempha- 
size  that  the  fossil  energy  research 
touches  the  lives  of  every  American.  It 
means  jobs  in  the  future,  it  means 
clean  air,  it  means  energy  security.  It 
is  so  vitally  important  to  this  Nation 
that  we  work  in  a  partnership  arrange- 
ment with  the  private  sector  to  develop 
better  ways  to  use  our  energy. 

We  consume  enormous  amounts  of 
energy  in  this  Nation,  and  if  we  use  it 
carefully,  we  will  have  it  for  future 
generations  and  at  the  same  time  we 
will  protect  our  environment. 

We  have  $100  million  in  this  bill  for 
land  acquisition.  We  have  a  problem  of 
maintaining  and  taking  care  of  what 
we  have  now,  and  I  think  it  would  be 
very  poor,  very  unwise  public  policy  to 
abandon  our  goals  of  clean  energy,  of 
clean  air,  of  all  those  things  in  order  to 
transfer  money  to  the  land  account  and 
thereby  increase  the  costs  down  the 
road  of  maintaining  these  land  re- 
sources. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly  urge  the 
Members  to  vote  against  this  amend- 
ment and  support  the  good  envfron- 
mental  policies  of  this  Nation. 


Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Farr]. 

Mr.  FARR  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, this  vote  is  about  whether  oil 
companies  get  more  research  money  or 
whether  your  city,  county,  and  State 
gets  more  land  acquisition  money.  The 
gentleman  from  Ohio  pointed  out  that 
this  vote  is  essentially  the  difference 
between  Ohio  receiving  $830,000  in 
grants  from  my  amendment  or  no 
money.  I  think  that  most  of  the  Mem- 
bers here  coming  to  represent  their  dis- 
tricts have  to  also  think  about  rep- 
resenting the  totality  of  the  districts. 

It  is  not  just  the  Federal  forest  lands 
and  Federal  park  lands  and  BLM  lands 
and  fisheries  management,  but  it  is 
also  State  lands,  county  lands,  and  city 
lands.  This  amendment  allows  those 
communities  to  get  access  to  funds 
that  have  been  created  by  Congress  for 
that  purpose,  for  that  purpose  alone.  It 
does  not  delete  the  fimding  in  the  oil 
and  gas  research  fund.  It  only  takes  a 
thfrd  of  that  money  and  still  leaves  in 
excess  of  $200  million  for  research. 

So  I  suggest  to  Members  of  this 
House  that  if  they  want  to  support 
their  communities  for  their  ability  to 
acquire  land  from  willing  sellers,  then 
this  is  the  amendment  to  do  it,  and  I 
ask  for  an  "aye"  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Fare]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
chairman  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.   REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  183,  noes  235, 
not  voting  16,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  251] 
AYES-183 


Abercromble 

Ackernun 

Andrews 

Baesler 

Baker  (C.\) 

Baldaccl 

BarcU 

Barrett  <WI) 

Bass 

Becem 

Bellenson 

Bereuter 

Bermas 

BUbny 

BlUrakts 

Blomenaaer 

Blute 

Boehlert 

Bonlor 

Brown  (FL> 

Brown  (OH) 

Camp 

Campbell 

Canady 

Cardln 

Castle 

Cliabot 

Clay 


Clayton 

Clyborn 

Coleman 

Collins  (MI) 

Cox 

Cummin^ 

Cunningham 

DeFazlo 

DeLaoro 

Delliuns 

Deutsch 

Dlaz-Balan 

Dlzon 

Ehrllch 

Es^l 

Ensign 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Ewlng 

Fan- 

Fattah 

Fawell 

Fazio 

Ftlner 

Flake 

Flanagan 

Foley 

Forbes 


Fowler 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (NJ) 

FrellngboyMn 

Furse 

Ganske 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gllchrest 

Gtlman 

Gonzalez 

Gordon 

Coss 

Gatlerrez 

Haman 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hlnchey 

Horn 

Jackson  (U.) 

Jacobs 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnston 

Kaptor 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy  (RI) 


Kennelly 

Klldee 

Kleczka 

Klug 

LaFalce 

LaHood 

Lantos 

Lazlo 

Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  (GA) 

LoBlondo 

Lofgren 

Longley 

Lowey 

Luther 

Maloney 

Man  ton 

Markey 

Martinez 

Martini 

Matsul 

McCarthy 

McCollum 

McDermott 

McHale 

Mclnnls 

McKlnney 

McXulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Ml(» 


Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker  (LA) 
Ballenger 
Ban- 
Barrett  (NE) 
Banlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentsen 
Bevlll 
Bishop 
Bllley 
Boehner 
Bonllla 
Bono 
Borskl 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown  (CA) 
Bryant  (TX) 
Bunn 

Running 

Bun- 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
C^alvert 
Chambllss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Chrlstensen 
Chrysler 
Clement 
Cllnger 
Coble 
Cobum 
Ck)Ulns  (GA) 
Collins  (ID 
Combest 
Condlt 
Conyers 
Cooley 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cubln 
Danner 
Davis 

de  la  Garza 
Deal 
DeLay 
Dickey 


Mlllender- 

McDonald 
Miller  (CA) 
Miller  (FL) 
Mlnge 
Mink 
Moran 
Nadler 
Neal 
Obey 
Olver 
Owens 
Pal  lone 
Pastor 
Pelosl 
Petri 
Porter 
Rangel 
Reed 

Richardson 
Rlggs 
Rivers 

Ros-Lehtlnen 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allanl 
Royce 
Rush 
Salmon 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Sazton 
Scarborough 
Schroeder 
Seastrand 

NOES— 235 

Dicks 

DlngeU 

Doggett 

Dooley 

DooUttle 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreler 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Durbln 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

English 

Everett 

Fields  (LA) 

Foglletu 

Ford 

Frlsa 

Frost 

Funderburk 

Gekas 

Geren 

GlUmor 

Coodlatte 

Goodllng 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

Greene  (UT) 

Greenwood 

Gnnderson 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (OH) 

Hall(TX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hasten 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Haywonh 

Hefley 

Hefner 

Helneman 

Herger 

Hllleary 

HlUlard 

Hobion 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Inglls 

Istook 


Serrano 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shays 

Slaughter 

Smith  (NJ) 

Spratt 

Stark 

Steams 

Stokes 

Stadds 

Taylor  (MS) 

Thurman 

Torklldsen 

Torrtcelll 

Towns 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Visclosky 

Volkmer 

Walsh 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Wazman 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Young  (FL) 

Zlmmer 


Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson  (CD 
Johnson.  E.  B. 
Johnson.  Sam 
Jones 
Kanlorskl 
Kaslch 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kllnk 

Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Laigest 
TiiTham 
LaToorette 
Laoghlln 
Lewis  (CA) 
Lewis  (KT) 
Llgticfoot 
Liader 
UptiMkl 
Uviagcton 
Lucas 
Manzollo 
Mascara 
McCrery 
McHogh 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Moakley 
Mollnan 
Mollohan 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrlck 
Nethercan 
Neumann 
Ney 

Norwood 
Nttssle 
Oberstar 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Pazon 
Payne  (NJ) 
Payne  (VA) 
Peterson  (MN) 
Pickett 
Pombo 
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Pomeroy 

Sensenbrenner 

Tejeda 

Portman 

Sbuster 

Thomas 

Poshard 

Slslsky 

Thompson 

Pryce 

SkaCTS 

Thomberry 

Qulllen 

Skeen 

Thornton 

QulQO 

Skelton 

Tlahrt 

Radasovich 

Smith  (MI) 

Traflcant 

R;ihii11 

Smith  (TX) 

Vucanovlch 

Reeula 

Smith  (WA) 

Walker 

Roberts 

Solomon 

Wamp 

Ro«mer 

Souder 

Ward 

Rogers 

Spence 

Watts  (OK) 

Rohrabacher 

Stcnholm 

Whltneld 

Rose 

Stockman 

Wicker 

Roth 

Stump 

Williams 

Sabo 

Stupak 

Wise 

Sanfonl 

Talent 

Wolf 

Schaefer 

Tanner 

Yates 

ScMff 

Tate 

Young  (AK) 

Scott 

Taylor  (NO 

Zellff 

NOT  VOTING— 16 

Brownback 

Hyde 

Schumer 

Bryant  (TX) 

Lincoln 

Taozln 

Emerson 

McDade 

Torres 

Flelcb  (TX) 

Montgomery 

Wilson 

Franks  (CD 

Peterson  (FL) 

Gallegly 

Ramstad 

n  1427 

Mr.  KNOLLENBERG,  Ms.  EDDIE 
BERNICE  JOHNSON  of  Texas,  and  Mr. 
MOAKLEY  changed  their  vote  from 
"aye"  to  "no." 

Mr.  MINGE,  Ms.  SLAUGHTER,  and 
Messrs.  BARCIA,  CHABOT.  and 
YOUNG  of  Florida.  Mrs.  MEEK  of  Flor- 
ida, Mrs.  KELLY,  and  Messrs.  HORN. 
ROYCE.  SHADEGG,  WHITE, 

BILBRAY.  and  FORBES  changed  their 
vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  iXPLANATION 

Mr.  FRANKS  of  Connecticut.  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  missed  the  first  three  votes 
yesterday  due  to  my  attending  my 
daughter's  graduation  from  preschool. 
I  congratulate  Jessica  Ljmn,  and  I 
thank  the  Bunker  Hill  Nursery  School 
for  doing  such  an  outstanding  job. 

Had  I  been  present.  I  would  have 
voted  yea  on  rollcall  votes  249  and  250. 
and  I  would  have  voted  no  on  rollcall 
vote  251. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  other 
amendments  in  this  portion  of  the  bill? 

AMENDMENT  NO.  27  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SANDERS 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  sunendment  and  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  it  be  considered  out  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  No.  27  offered  by  Mr.  Sanders: 
In  the  Item  relating  to  "Bureau  of  Land 
Management— PAYMENTS  in  lku  of  taxes." 
after  the  first  dollar  amount,  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: "(increased  by  $10,000,000)". 

In  the  item  relating  to  "DEPARTMENT 

OF  ENERGY— fossil  ENERGY  RESEARCH  AND 

DEVELOPMENT,  after  the  dollar  amount,  in- 
sert the  following:  "(reduced  by  $25,000,000)". 

D  1430 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LaHood).  Is  there  objection  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Vermont  offering  the 
amendment? 

Mr.  MURTHA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ob- 
ject. 


The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  objects. 

Are  there  further  amendments  to 
this  portion  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  remainder 
of  title  I  be  considered  as  read,  printed 
in  the  Record,  and  open  to  amendment 
at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Washington? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  text  of  the  remainder  of  title  I  is 
as  follows: 

OREGON  AND  CAUFORNIA  GRANT  LANDS 

For  expenses  necessary  for  management, 
protection,  and  development  of  resources  and 
for  construction,  operation,  and  mainte- 
nance of  access  roads,  reforestation,  and 
other  improvements  on  the  revested  Oregon 
and  California  Railroad  grant  lands,  on  other 
Federal  lands  in  the  Oregon  and  California 
land-grant  counties  of  Oregon,  and  on  adja- 
cent rights-of-way;  and  acquisition  of  lands 
or  interests  therein  including  existing  con- 
necting roads  on  or  adjacent  to  such  grant 
lands;  $98,365,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended:  Provided,  That  25  per  centum  of 
the  aggregate  of  all  receipts  during  the  cur- 
rent fiscal  year  from  the  revested  Oregon 
and  California  Railroad  grant  lands  is  hereby 
made  a  charge  against  the  Oregon  and  Cali- 
fornia land-grant  fund  and  shall  be  trans- 
ferred to  the  General  Fund  in  the  Treasury 
in  accordance  with  the  second  paragraph  of 
subsection  (b)  of  title  n  of  the  Act  of  August 
28.  1937  (50  Stat.  876). 

RANGE  IMPROVEMENTS 

For  rehabilitation,  protection,  and  acquisi- 
tion of  lands  and  interests  therein,  and  Im- 
provement of  Federal  rangelands  pursuant  to 
section  401  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  of  1976  (43  U.S.C.  1701).  not- 
withstanding any  other  Act.  sums  equal  to  50 
per  centum  of  all  moneys  received  during  the 
prior  fiscal  year  under  sections  3  and  15  of 
the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  (43  U.S.C.  315  et  seq.) 
and  the  amount  designated  for  range  Im- 
provements from  grazing  fees  and  mineral 
leasing  receipts  from  Bankhead-Jones  lands 
transferred  to  the  Department  of  the  Inte- 
rior pursuant  to  law,  but  not  less  than 
$9,113,000,  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended: Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $600,000 
shall  be  available  for  administrative  ex- 
penses. 

SERVICE  CHARGES,  DEPOSTTS,  AND  FORFEITLTIES 

For  administrative  expenses  and  other 
costs  related  to  processing  application  docu- 
ments and  other  authorizations  for  use  and 
disposal  of  public  lands  and  resources,  for 
costs  of  providing  copies  of  official  public 
land  documents,  for  monitoring  construc- 
tion, operation,  and  termination  of  facilities 
in  conjunction  with  use  authorizations,  and 
for  rehabilitation  of  damaged  property,  such 
amounts  as  may  be  collected  under  Public 
Law  94-579,  as  amended,  and  Public  Law  93- 
153,  to  remain  available  until  expended:  Pro- 
vided, That  notwithstanding  any  provision  to 
the  contrary  of  section  305(a)  of  Public  Law 
94-579  (43  U.S.C.  1735(a)),  any  moneys  that 
have  been  or  will  be  received  pursuant  to 
that  section,  whether  as  a  result  of  forfeit- 
ure, compromise,  or  settlement,  if  not  appro- 
priate for  refund  pursuant  to  section  305(c)  of 
that  Act  (43  U.S.C.  1735(c)),  shall  be  available 
and  may  be  expended  under  the  authority  of 
this  Act  by  the  Secretary  to  improve,  i)ro- 
tect.  or  rehabilitate  any  public  lands  admin- 


istered through  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment which  have  been  damaged  by  the  ac- 
tion of  a  resource  developer,  purchaser,  per- 
mittee, or  any  unauthorized  person,  without 
regard  to  whether  all  moneys  collected  from 
each  such  action  are  used  on  the  exact  lands 
damaged  which  led  to  the  action:  Provided 
further.  That  any  such  moneys  that  are  in  ex- 
cess of  amounts  needed  to  repair  damage  to 
the  exact  land  for  which  funds  were  collected 
may  be  used  to  repair  other  damaged  public 
lands. 

MISCELLANEOUS  TRUST  FUNDS 

In  addition  to  amounts  authorized  to  be 
expended  under  existing  laws,  there  is  hereby 
appropriated  such  amounts  as  may  be  con- 
tributed under  section  307  of  the  Act  of  Octo- 
ber 21, 1976  (43  U.S.C.  1701),  and  such  amounts 
as  may  be  advanced  for  administrative  costs, 
surveys,  appraisals,  and  costs  of  making  con- 
veyances of  omitted  lands  under  section 
211(b)  of  that  Act,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

Appropriations  for  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  shall  be  available  for  purchase, 
erection,  and  dismantlement  of  temporary 
structures,  and  alteration  and  maintenance 
of  necessary  buildings  and  appurtenant  fa- 
cilities to  which  the  United  States  has  title; 
up  to  $100,000  for  payments,  at  the  discretion 
of  the  Secretary,  for  information  or  evidence 
concerning  violations  of  laws  administered 
by  the  Bureau;  miscellaneous  and  emergency 
expenses  of  enforcement  activities  author- 
ized or  approved  by  the  Secretary  and  to  be 
accounted  for  solely  on  his  certificate,  not  to 
exceed  $10,000:  Provided,  That  notwithstand- 
ing 44  U.S.C.  501,  the  Bureau  may.  under  co- 
operative cost-sharing  and  partnership  ar- 
rangements authorized  by  law.  procure 
printing  services  from  cooperators  in  con- 
nection with  jointly-produced  publications 
for  which  the  cooperators  share  the  cost  of 
printing  either  in  cash  or  In  services,  and  the 
Bureau  determines  the  cooperator  Is  capable 
of  meeting  accepted  quality  standards. 

UNTTED  STATES  FiSH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 
RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 

For  expenses  necessary  for  scientific  and 
economic  studies,  conservation,  manage- 
ment. Investigations,  protection,  and  utiliza- 
tion of  fishery  and  wildlife  resources,  except 
whales,  seals,  and  sea  lions,  and  for  the  per- 
formance of  other  authorized  functions  relat- 
ed to  such  resources;  for  the  general  admin- 
istration of  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wild- 
life Service;  for  maintenance  of  the  herd  of 
long-homed  cattle  on  the  Wichita  Mountains 
Wildlife  Refuge;  and  not  less  than  $1,000,000 
for  high  priority  projects  within  the  scope  of 
the  approved  budget  which  shall  be  carried 
out  by  the  Youth  Conservation  Corps  as  au- 
thorized by  the  Act  of  August  13.  1970.  as 
amended.  $520,519,000.  to  remain  available 
until  September  30,  1998.  of  which  $11,557,000 
shall  remain  available  until  expended  for  op- 
eration and  maintenance  of  fishery  mitiga- 
tion facilities  constructed  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  under  the  Lower  Snake  River 
Compensation  Plan,  authorized  by  the  Water 
Resources  Development  Act  of  1976.  to  com- 
pensate for  loss  of  fishery  resources  from 
water  development  projects  on  the  Lower 
Snake  River,  and  of  which  $1,000,000  shall  be 
provided  to  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Foundation  for  implementation  of  the  Natu- 
ral Communities  Conservation  Plan,  and 
shall  be  available  only  to  the  extent  matched 
by  at  least  an  equal  amount  from  the  Foun- 
dation and  shall  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended: Provided,  That  pursuant  to  31  U.S.C. 
9701,  the  Secretary  shall  charge  reasonable 
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fees  for  the  full  costs  of  providing  training 
by  the  National  Education  and  Training  Cen- 
ter, to  be  credited  to  this  account,  notwith- 
standing 31  U.S.C.  3302,  of  which  not  to  ex- 
ceed $2,000,000  shall  be  available  for  the  di- 
rect costs  of  providing  such  training:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  not  to  exceed  $1,000,000  of 
the  funds  provided  herein  may  be  used  for 
contaminant  sample  analysis. 

CONSTRUCTION 

For  construction  and  acquisition  of  build- 
ings and  other  facilities  required  in  the  con- 
servation, management,  investigation,  pro- 
tection, and  utilization  of  fishery  and  wild- 
life resources,  and  the  acquisition  of  lands 
and  interests  therein;  $38,298,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

NATURAL  RESOURCE  DA.MAGE  ASSESSMENT  FtTND 

To  conduct  natural  resource  damage  as- 
sessment activities  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Comprehensive  Environmental 
Response,  Compensation,  and  Liability  Act. 
as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  9601,  et  seq.).  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act,  as  amended  (33 
U.S.C.  1251,  et  seq.).  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of 
1990  (Public  Law  101-380),  and  Public  Law 
101-337;  $4,000,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

LAND  AC(JUISmON 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of 
1965.  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  4601-4-11),  includ- 
ing administrative  expenses,  and  for  acquisi- 
tion of  land  or  waters,  or  Interest  therein,  in 
accordance  with  statutory  authority  applica- 
ble to  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service.  $30,000,000.  to  be  derived  from  the 
Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund,  to  re- 
main available  until  expended. 

COOPERATIVE  ENDANGERED  SPECIES 
CONSERVATION  FUND 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of 
1973  (16  U.S.C.  1531-1543).  as  amended, 
$13,085,000.  for  grants  to  States,  to  be  derived 
from  the  Cooperative  Endangered  Species 
Conservation  Fund,  and  to  renialn  available 
until  expended. 

NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE  FUND 

For  expenses  necessary  to  Implement  the 
Act  of  October  17,  1978  (16  U.S.C.  715s), 
$10,779,000. 

REWARDS  AND  OPERATIONS 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  the  African  Elephant  Conserva- 
tion Act  (16  U.S.C.  4201-4203,  4211-4213,  4221- 
4225,  4241-4245,  and  1538).  $1,000,000.  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

NORTH  AMERICAN  WETLANDS  CONSERVATION 

FUND 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  the  North  American  Wetlands 
Conservation  Act,  Public  Law  101-233. 
$7,750,000,  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. 

RHINOCEROS  ANT)  TIGER  CONSERVATION  FUND 

For  deposit  to  the  Rhinoceros  and  Tiger 
Conservation  Fund.  $400,000,  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended,  to  carry  out  the  Rhinoc- 
eros and  Tiger  Conservation  Act  of  1994  (Pub- 
lic Law  103-391). 

WILDLIFE  CONSERVATION  AND  APPRECUTION 
FUND 

For  deposit  to  the  Wildlife  Conservation 
and  Appreciation  Fund,  $800,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  for  carrying  out 
the  Partnerships  for  Wildlife  Act  only  to  the 
extent  such  funds  are  matched  as  provided  in 
section  7105  of  said  Act. 


ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

Appropriations  and  funds  available  to  the 
United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  shall 
be  available  for  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  83 
passenger  motor  vehicles  of  which  73  are  for 
replacement  only  (including  43  for  police- 
type  use);  not  to  exceed  $400,000  for  payment, 
at  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary,  for  infor- 
mation, rewards,  or  evidence  concerning  vio- 
lations of  laws  adnUnlstered  by  the  Service, 
and  miscellaneous  and  emergency  expenses 
of  enforcement  activities,  authorized  or  ap- 
proved by  the  Secretary  and  to  be  accounted 
for  solely  on  his  certificate;  repair  of  damage 
to  public  roads  within  and  adjacent  to  res- 
ervation areas  caused  by  operations  of  the 
Service;  options  for  the  purchase  of  land  at 
not  to  exceed  $1  for  each  option;  facilities  in- 
cident to  such  public  recreational  uses  on 
conservation  areas  as  are  consistent  with 
their  primary  purpose:  and  the  maintenance 
and  improvement  of  aquaria,  buildings,  and 
other  facilities  under  the  Jurisdiction  of  the 
Service  and  to  which  the  United  States  has 
title,  and  which  are  utilized  pursuant  to  law 
in  connection  with  management  and  inves- 
tigation of  fish  and  wildlife  resources:  Pro- 
vided, That  notwithstanding  44  U.S.C.  501. 
the  Service  may,  under  cooperative  cost 
sharing  and  partnership  arrangements  au- 
thorized by  law.  procure  printing  services 
from  cooperators  in  connection  with  jointly- 
produced  publications  for  which  the  coopera- 
tors share  at  least  one-half  the  cost  of  print- 
ing either  in  cash  or  services  and  the  Service 
determines  the  cooperator  is  capable  of 
meeting  accepted  quality  standards:  Provided 
further.  That  the  Service  may  accept  donated 
aircraft  as  replacements  for  existing  air- 
craft: Provided  further,  That  notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  may  not  spend  any  of  the  funds 
appropriated  in  this  Act  for  the  purchase  of 
lands  or  interests  in  lands  to  be  used  In  the 
establishment  of  any  new  unit  of  the  Na- 
tional Wildlife  Refuge  System  unless  the 
purchase  Is  approved  In  advance  by  the 
House  and  Senate  Committees  on  Appropria- 
tions in  compliance  with  the  reprogrammlng 
procedures  contained  in  House  Report  103- 
551. 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

OPERATION  OF  THE  NATIONAL  PARK  SYSTEM 

For  expenses  necessary  for  the  manage- 
ment, operation,  and  maintenance  of  areas 
and  facilities  administered  by  the  National 
Park  Service  (including  special  road  mainte- 
nance service  to  trucking  permittees  on  a  re- 
imbursable basis),  and  for  the  general  admin- 
istration of  the  National  Park  Service,  in- 
cluding not  to  exceed  $1,593,000  for  the  Vol- 
unteers-ln-Parks  program,  and  not  less  than 
$1,000,000  for  high  priority  projects  within 
the  scope  of  the  approved  budget  which  shall 
be  carried  out  by  the  Youth  Conservation 
Corps  as  authorized  by  16  U.S.C.  1706. 
$1,135,139,000,  without  regard  to  16  U.S.C.  451, 
of  which  $12,800,000  for  research,  planning 
and  Interagency  coordination  in  support  of 
land  acquisition  for  Everglades  restoration 
shall  remain  available  until  expended,  and  of 
which  not  to  exceed  $72,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  is  to  be  derived 
from  the  special  fee  account  established  pur- 
suant to  title  V,  section  5201,  of  Public  Law 
100-203. 

NATIONAL  RECREATION  .VNT)  PRESERVATION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  recre- 
ation programs,  natural  programs,  cultural 
programs,  environmental  compliance  and  re- 
view, international  park  affairs,  statutory  or 
contractual  aid  for  other  activities,  and 
grant  administration,  not  otherwise  provided 
for,  $36,476,000. 


HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  FLTCD 

For  expenses  necessary  in  carrying  out  the 
Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966.  as  amend- 
ed (16  U.S.C.  470),  $36,212,000.  to  be  derived 
from  the  Historic  Preservation  Fund,  to  re- 
main available  until  September  30.  1996. 

CONSTRUCTION 

For  construction.  Improvements,  repair  or 
replacement  of  physical  facilities  including 
the  modifications  authorized  by  section  104 
of  the  Everglades  National  Park  Protection 
and  Expansion  Act  of  1989,  $119,745,000,  to  re- 
main available  until  expended:  Prowled. 
That  funds  provided  under  this  head,  derived 
from  the  Historic  Preservation  Fund,  estab- 
lished by  the  Historic  Preservation  Act  of 
1966.  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  470),  may  be 
available  until  expended  to  render  sites  safe 
for  visitors  and  for  building  stabilization. 

LAND  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION  FUND 
(RESCISSION) 

The  contract  authority  provided  for  fiscal 
year  1997  by  16  U.S.C.  4601-lOa  Is  rescinded. 

LAND  ACQLnSmON  AND  STATE  ASSISTANCE 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of 
1965,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  4601-4-11).  includ- 
ing administrative  expenses,  and  for  acquisi- 
tion of  lands  or  waters,  or  interest  therein, 
in  accordance  with  statutory  authority  ap- 
plicable to  the  National  Park  Service, 
$30,000,000.  to  be  derived  from  the  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Fund,  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended,  of  which  $1,000,000  is  to 
administer  the  State  assistance  program: 
Provided,  That  any  funds  made  available  for 
the  purpose  of  acquisition  of  the  Elwha  and 
Glines  dams  shall  be  used  solely  for  acqolsi- 
tion.  and  shall  not  be  expended  until  the  full 
purchase  amount  has  been  appropriated  by 
the  Congress. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

Appropriations  for  the  National  Park  Serv- 
ice shall  be  available  for  the  purchase  of  not 
to  exceed  404  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of 
which  287  shall  be  for  replacement  only.  In- 
cluding not  to  exceed  320  for  police-type  use, 
13  buses,  and  6  ambulances:  Provided.  That 
none  of  the  funds  appropriated  to  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service  may  be  used  to  process 
any  grant  or  contract  documents  which  do 
not  Include  the  text  of  18  U.S.C.  1913:  Pro- 
vided  further.  That  of  the  funds  provided  to 
the  National  Park  Service  In  this  or  any 
other  Act  not  more  than  $1,700,000  is  to  be 
used  for  the  Office  of  the  Director,  not  more 
than  $2,000,000  is  to  be  used  for  the  Office  of 
Public  Affairs,  and  not  more  than  $951,000  Is 
to  be  used  for  the  Office  of  Congressional  Af- 
fairs: Provided  further.  That  none  of  the  funds 
appropriated  to  the  National  Park  Service 
may  be  used  to  implement  an  agreement  for 
the  redevelopment  of  the  southern  end  of 
Ellis  Island  until  such  agreement  has  been 
submitted  to  the  Congress  and  shall  not  be 
implemented  prior  to  the  expiration  of  30 
calendar  dajrs  (not  Including  any  day  in 
which  either  House  of  Congress  Is  not  in  ses- 
sion because  of  adjournment  of  more  than 
three  calendar  days  to  a  day  certain)  from 
the  receipt  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  the  President  of  th* 
Senate  of  a  full  and  comprehensive  report  on 
the  development  of  the  southern  end  of  Ellis 
Island,  Including  the  facts  and  circumstances 
relied  ui>on  in  support  of  the  proposed 
project. 

None  of  the  funds  in  this  Act  may  be  spent 
by  the  National  Park  Service  for  activities 
taken  In  direct  response  to  the  United  Na- 
tions Biodiversity  Convention. 

The  National  Park  Service  may  In  fiscal 
year  1997  and  thereafter  enter  into  coopera- 
tive agreements  that  Involve  the  transfer  of 
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National  Park  Service  appropriated  funds  to 
State,  local  and  tribal  governments,  other 
public  entitles,  educational  institutions,  and 
private  nonprofit  organizations  for  the  pub- 
lic purpose  of  carrying  out  National  Park 
Service  programs  pursuant  to  31  U.S.C.  6305 
to  carry  out  public  purposes  of  National 
Park  Service  programs. 

United  States  Geological  Survey 

stjrveys.  investigations,  and  research 

For  expenses  necessary  for  the  United 
States  Geological  Survey  to  perform  sur- 
veys. Investigations,  and  research  covering 
topography,  geology,  hydrology,  and  the 
mineral  and  water  resources  of  the  United 
States,  Its  Territories  and  possessions,  and 
other  areas  as  authorized  by  43  U.S.C.  31,  1332 
and  1340;  classify  lands  as  to  their  mineral 
and  water  resources;  give  engineering  super- 
vision to  power  permittees  and  Federal  En- 
ergy Regulatory  Commission  licensees;  ad- 
minister the  minerals  exploration  program 
(30  U.S.C.  641);  and  publish  and  disseminate 
dau  relative  to  the  foregoing  activities;  and 
to  conduct  Inquiries  into  the  economic  con- 
ditions affecting  mining  and  materials  proc- 
essing Industries  (30  U.S.C.  3.  21a,  and  1603;  50 
U.S.C.  98g(l))  and  related  purposes  as  author- 
ized by  law  and  to  publish  and  disseminate 
data;  $730,163,000,  of  which  $62,130,000  shall  be 
available  only  for  cooperation  with  States  or 
municipalities  for  water  resources  Investiga- 
tions; and  of  which  $137,000,000  shall  be  avail- 
able until  September  30,  1998  for  the  biologi- 
cal research  activity  and  the  operation  of 
the  Cooperative  Research  Units;  and  of 
which  $16,000,000  shall  remain  available  until 
expended  for  conducting  inquiries  Into  the 
economic  conditions  affecting  mining  and 
materials  processing  Industries:  Provided. 
That  none  of  these  funds  provided  for  the  bi- 
ological research  activity  shall  be  used  to 
conduct  new  surveys  on  private  property,  un- 
less specifically  authorized  in  writing  by  the 
property  owner:  Provided  further,  That  begin- 
ning in  fiscal  year  1998  and  once  every  five 
years  thereafter,  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences  shall  review  and  report  on  the  bio- 
logical research  activity  of  the  Survey:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  no  part  of  this  appropria- 
tion shall  be  used  to  pay  more  than  one-half 
the  cost  of  topographic  mapping  or  water  re- 
sources data  collection  and  Investigations 
carried  on  in  cooperation  with  States  and 
municipalities. 

ADJrONlSTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

The  amount  appropriated  for  the  United 
States  Geological  Survey  shall  be  available 
for  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  S3  pas- 
senger motor  vehicles,  of  which  48  are  for  re- 
placement only;  reimbursement  to  the  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration  for  security 
guard  services;  contracting  for  the  furnish- 
ing of  topographic  maps  and  for  the  making 
of  geophysical  or  other  specialized  surveys 
when  It  is  administratively  determined  that 
such  procedures  are  In  the  public  interest; 
construction  and  maintenance  of  necessary 
buildings  and  appurtenant  facilities;  acquisi- 
tion of  lands  for  gauging  stations  and  obser- 
vation wells;  expenses  of  the  United  States 
National  Committee  on  Geology:  and  pay- 
ment of  compensation  and  expenses  of  per- 
sons on  the  rolls  of  the  Survey  duly  ap- 
pointed to  represent  the  United  States  in  the 
negotiation  and  admlEistratlon  of  Interstate 
compacts:  Provided.  That  activities  funded 
by  appropriations  herein  made  may  be  ac- 
complished through  the  use  of  contracts, 
grants,  or  cooperative  agreements  as  defined 
in  31  U.S.C.  6302.  et  seq. 


MINERALS  MANAGEMENT  SERVICE 

ROYALTY  AKD  OFFSHORE  MINERALS 

M.ANAGEMENT 

For  expenses  necessary  for  minerals  leas- 
ing and  environmental  studies,  regulation  of 
Industry  operations,  and  collection  of  royal- 
ties, as  authorized  by  law;  for  enforcing  laws 
and  regulations  applicable  to  oil,  gas.  and 
other  minerals  leases,  permits,  licenses  and 
operating  contracts;  and  for  matching  grants 
or  cooperative  agreements;  including  the 
purchase  of  not  to  exceed  eight  passenger 
motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only; 
$186,555,000,  of  which  not  less  than  $74,063,000 
shall  be  available  for  royalty  management 
activities;  and  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
$15,400,000  for  the  Technical  Information 
Management  System  and  Related  Activities 
of  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf  (OCS)  Lands 
Activity,  to  be  credited  to  this  appropriation 
and  to  remain  available  until  expended,  from 
additions  to  receipts  resulting  from  in- 
creases to  rates  In  effect  on  August  5,  1993, 
from  rate  increases  to  fee  collections  for 
OCS  administrative  activities  performed  by 
the  Minerals  Management  Service  over  and 
above  the  rates  in  effect  on  September  30, 
1993,  and  from  additional  fees  for  OCS  admin- 
istrative activities  established  after  Septem- 
ber 30,  1993:  Provided,  That  $1,500,000  for  com- 
puter acquisitions  shall  remain  available 
until  September  30,  1998:  Provided  further. 
That  funds  appropriated  under  this  Act  shall 
be  available  for  the  payment  of  Interest  In 
accordance  with  30  U.S.C.  1721  (b)  and  (d): 
Provided  further.  That  not  to  exceed  $3,000 
shall  be  available  for  reasonable  expenses  re- 
lated to  promoting  volunteer  beach  and  ma- 
rine cleanup  activities:  Provided  further. 
That  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  $15,000  under  this  head  shall  be  available 
for  refunds  of  overpayments  in  connection 
with  certain  Indian  leases  in  which  the  Di- 
rector of  the  Minerals  Management  Service 
concurred  with  the  claimed  refund  due,  to 
pay  amounts  owed  to  Indian  allottees  or 
Tribes,  or  to  correct  prior  unrecoverable  er- 
roneous payments. 

OIL  SPILL  RESEARCH 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  title  I, 
section  1016,  title  IV,  sections  4202  and  4303, 
title  vn,  and  title  vm,  section  8201  of  the 
Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990,  $6,440,000,  which 
shall  be  derived  from  the  Oil  Spill  Liability 
Trust  Fund,  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. 
OFncE  OF  Surface  Mining  Reclamation  and 

ENFORCEMENT 
REGULATION  AND  TECHNOLOGY 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  the  Surface  Mining  Control  and 
Reclamation  Act  of  1977,  Public  Law  95-87,  as 
amended,  including  the  purchase  of  not  to 
exceed  10  passenger  motor  vehicles,  for  re- 
placement only;  $94,272,000,  and  notwith- 
standing 31  U.S.C.  3302,  an  additional  amount 
shall  be  credited  to  this  account,  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  from  performance 
bond  forfeitures  in  fiscal  year  1997:  Provided. 
That  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  pursuant 
to  regulations,  may  utilize  directly  or 
through  grants  to  States,  moneys  collected 
In  fiscal  year  1997  for  civil  penalties  assessed 
under  section  518  of  the  Surface  Mining  Con- 
trol and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977  (30  U.S.C. 
1268),  to  reclaim  lands  adversely  affected  by 
coal  mining  practices  after  August  3,  1977.  to 
remain  available  until  expended:  Provided 
further.  That  appropriations  for  the  Office  of 
Surface  Mining  Reclamation  and  Enforce- 
ment may  provide  for  the  travel  and  per 
diem  expenses  of  State  and  tribal  personnel 
attending  Office  of  Surface  Mining  Reclama- 
tion and  Enforcement  sponsored  training. 


ABANDONED  MINE  RECLAMATION  FUND 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  title 
IV  of  the  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Rec- 
lamation Act  of  1977,  Public  Law  95-87,  as 
amended,  including  the  purchase  of  not  more 
than  10  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replace- 
ment only.  $175,887,000,  to  be  derived  from  re- 
ceipts of  the  Abandoned  Mine  Reclamation 
Fund  and  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended; of  which  $4,000,000  shall  be  for  sup- 
plemental grants  to  States  for  the  reclama- 
tion of  abandoned  sites  with  acid  mine  rock 
drainage  from  coal  mines  through  the  Appa- 
lachian Clean  Streams  Initiative:  Provided, 
That  grants  to  minimum  program  States 
win  be  $1,500,000  per  State  in  fiscal  year  1997: 
Provided  further.  That  of  the  funds  herein 
provided  up  to  $18,000,000  may  be  used  for  the 
emergency  program  authorized  by  section 
410  of  Public  Law  95-87,  as  amended,  of  which 
no  more  than  25  per  centum  shall  be  used  for 
emergency  reclamation  projects  in  any  one 
State  and  funds  for  federally-administered 
emergency  reclamation  projects  under  this 
proviso  shall  not  exceed  $11,000,000:  Provided 
further.  That  prior  year  unobligated  funds 
appropriated  for  the  emergency  reclamation 
program  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  25  per 
centum  limitation  per  State  and  may  be 
used  without  fiscal  year  limitation  for  emer- 
gency projects:  Provided  further.  That  pursu- 
ant to  Public  Law  97-365,  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  Is  authorized  to  use  up  to  20  per 
centum  from  the  recovery  of  the  delinquent 
debt  owed  to  the  United  States  Government 
to  pay  for  contracts  to  collect  these  debts: 
Provided  further.  That  funds  made  available 
to  States  under  title  IV  of  Public  Law  95-87 
may  be  used,  at  their  discretion,  for  any  re- 
quired non-Federal  share  of  the  cost  of 
projects  funded  by  the  Federal  Government 
for  the  purpose  of  environmental  restoration 
related  to  treatment  or  abatement  of  acid 
mine  drainage  from  abandoned  mines:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  such  projects  must  be 
consistent  with  the  purposes  and  priorities 
of  the  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclama- 
tion Act. 

Bureau  of  Indian  affairs 
operation  of  indian  programs 

For  operation  of  Indian  programs  by  direct 
exi)enditure,  contracts,  cooperative  agree- 
ments, compacts,  and  grants  including  ex- 
penses necessary  to  provide  education  and 
welfare  services  for  Indians,  either  directly 
or  in  cooperation  with  States  and  other  or- 
ganizations. Including  payment  of  care,  tui- 
tion, assistance,  and  other  expenses  of  Indi- 
ans in  boarding  homes,  or  institutions,  or 
schools;  grants  and  other  assistance  to  needy 
Indians;  maintenance  of  law  and  order;  man- 
agement, development.  Improvement,  and 
protection  of  resources  and  appurtenant  fa- 
cilities under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Bureau, 
including  payment  of  irrigation  assessments 
and  charges;  acquisition  of  water  rights;  ad- 
vances for  Indian  industrial  and  business  en- 
terprises; operation  of  Indian  arts  and  crafts 
shops  and  museums;  development  of  Indian 
arts  and  crafts,  as  authorized  by  law;  for  the 
general  administration  of  the  Bureau,  in- 
cluding such  expenses  In  field  offices;  main- 
taining of  Indian  reservation  roads  as  de- 
fined in  23  U.S.C.  101;  and  construction,  re- 
pair, and  Improvement  of  Indian  housing, 
$1,381,623,000,  of  which  not  to  excoed 
$90,829,000  shall  be  for  pajrments  to  tribes  and 
tribal  organizations  for  contract  support 
costs  associated  with  ongoing  contracts  or 
grants  or  compacts  entered  into  with  the  Bu- 
reau prior  to  fiscal  year  1997,  as  authorized 
by  the  Indian  Self-Determinatlon  Act  of  1975, 
as  amended,  and  up  to  $5,000,000  shall  be  for 
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the  Indian  Self-Determination  Fund,  which 
shall  be  available  for  the  transitional  cost  of 
initial  or  expanded  tribal  contracts,  grants, 
compacts,  or  cooperative  agreements  with 
the  Bureau  under  such  Act;  and  of  which  not 
to  exceed  $339,709,000  for  school  operations 
costs   of  Bureau-funded  schools  and   other 
education  programs  shall  become  available 
on  July  1,  1997,  and  shall  remain  available 
until  September  30.  1998;  and  of  which  not  to 
exceed  $55,838,000  for  higher  education  schol- 
arshijjs,  adult  vocational  training,  and  as- 
sistance to  public  schools  under  25  U.S.C.  452 
et  seq..  shall  remain  available  until  Septem- 
ber 30.   1998;   and   of  which   not  to  exceed 
$55,603,000  shall  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended for  housing  Improvement,  road  main- 
tenance,  attorney   fees,   litigation  support, 
self-governance  grants,  the  Indian  Self-De- 
terminatlon Fund,  and  the  Navajo-Hopl  Set- 
tlement Program:  Provided,  That  tribes  and 
tribal  contractors  may  use  their  tribal  prior- 
ity allocations  for  unmet  indirect  costs  of 
ongoing  contracts,  grants  or  compact  agree- 
ments:  Provided  further.  That   funds  made 
available  to  tribes  and  tribal  organizations 
through  contracts  or  grants  obligated  during 
fiscal  year  1997,  as  authorized  by  the  Indian 
Self-Determination  Act  of  1975.  or  grants  au- 
thorized  by  the  Indian  Education  Amend- 
ments of  1988  (25  U.S.C.  2001  and  2008A)  shall 
remain  available  until  expended  by  the  con- 
tractor or  grantee:  Provided  further.  That  to 
provide  funding  uniformity  within  a  Self- 
Governance  Compact,  any  funds  provided  in 
this  Act  with  availability  for  more  than  one 
year  may   be   reprogrammed    to   one   year 
availability  but  shall  remain  available  with- 
in the  Compact  until  expended:  Provided  fur- 
ther. That  notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  law.  Indian  tribal  governments  may, 
by  appropriate  changes  in  eligibility  criteria 
or  by  other  means,  change  eligibility  for  gen- 
eral assistance  or  change  the  amount  of  gen- 
eral   assistance    payments    for    individuals 
within  the  service  area  of  such  tribe  who  are 
otherwise  deemed  eligible  for  general  assist- 
ance payments  so  long  as  such  changes  are 
applied  in  a  consistent  manner  to  individuals 
similarly  situated:  Provided  further.  That  any 
savings  realized  by  such  changes  shall  be 
available  for  use  in  meeting  other  priorities 
of  the  tribes:  Provided  further.  That  any  net 
increase  in  costs  to  the  Federal  Government 
which  result  solely  from  tribally  increased 
payment  levels  for  general  assistance  shall 
be  met  exclusively  from  funds  available  to 
the  tribe  from  within  Its  tribal  priority  allo- 
cation: Provided  further.  That  any  forestry 
funds  allocated  to  a  tribe  which  remain  un- 
obligated as  of  September  30,  1997.  may  be 
transferred  during  fiscal  year  1998  to  an  In- 
dian forest  land  assistance  account  estab- 
lished for  the  benefit  of  such  tribe  within  the 
tribe's  trust  fund  account:  Provided  further. 
That  any  such  unobligated  balances  not  so 
transferred  shall   expire   on   September  30. 
1998:  Provided  further.  That  notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  law,  no  funds  avail- 
able to  the  Bureau,  other  than  the  amounts 
provided    herein    for   assistance    to    public 
schools  under  25  U.S.C.  452  et  seq.,  shall  be 
available  to  support  the  operation  of  any  ele- 
mentary or  secondary  school  In  the  State  of 
Alaska  in  fiscal  year  1997:  Provided  further. 
That  funds  made  available  in  this  or  any 
other  Act  for  expenditure  through  Septem- 
ber 30,  1996  for  schools  funded  by  the  Bureau 
shall  be  available  only  to  the  schools  in  the 
Bureau  school  system  as  of  September  1, 
1995:  Provided  further.  That  no  funds  avail- 
able to  the  Bureau  shall  be  used  to  support 
expanded  grades  for  any  school  beyond  the 
grade  structure  in  place  at  each  school  in  the 


Bureau  school  system  as  of  October  1,  1995: 
Provided  further.  That  in  fiscal  year  1997  and 
thereafter,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
25  U.S.C.  2012(h)(1)  (A)  and  (B),  upon  the  rec- 
ommendation of  either  (1)  a  local  school 
board  and  school  supervisor  for  an  education 
position  in  a  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  oper- 
ated school,  or  (li)  an  Agency  school  board 
and  education  line  officer  for  an  Agency  edu- 
cation position,  the  Secretary  shall  establish 
adjustments  to  the  rates  of  basic  compensa- 
tion or  annual  salary  rates  established  under 
25  U.S.C.  2012(h)(1)  (A)  and  (B)  for  education 
positions  at  the  school  or  the  Agency,  at  a 
level  not  less  than  that  for  comparable  posi- 
tions in  the  nearest  public  school  district. 
and  the  adjustment  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a 
change  to  basic  pay  and  shall  not  be  subject 
to  collective  bargaining:  Provided  further. 
That  any  reduction  to  rates  of  basic  com- 
pensation or  annual  salary  rates  below  the 
rates  established  under  25  U.S.C.  2012(h)(1) 
(A)  and  (B)  shall  apply  only  to  educators  ap- 
pointed after  June  30,  1997,  and  shall  not  af- 
fect the  right  of  an  Individual  employed  on 
June  30,  1997,  in  an  education  position,  to  re- 
ceive the  compensation  attached  to  such  po- 
sition under  25  U.S.C.  2012(h)(1)  (A)  and  (B)  so 
long  as  the  individual  remains  in  the  same 
position  at  the  same  school:  Provided  further. 
That  notwithstanding  25  U.S.C.  2012(h)(1)(B). 
when  the  rates  of  basic  compensation  for 
teachers  and  counselors  at  Bureau-operated 
schools  are  established  at  the  rates  of  basic 
compensation  applicable  to  comparable  posi- 
tions in  overseas  schools  under  the  Defense 
Department  Overseas  Teachers  Pay  and  Per- 
sonnel Practices  Act,  such  rates  shall  be- 
come effective  with  the  start  of  the  next  aca- 
demic year  following  the  issuance  of  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  salary  schedule  and 
shall  not  be  effected  retroactively. 

CONSTRUCTION 

For  construction,  major  repair,  and  im- 
provement of  irrigation  and  power  systems, 
buildings,  utilities,  and  other  facilities,  in- 
cluding architectural  and  engineering  serv- 
ices by  contract;  acquisition  of  lands,  and  In- 
terests in  lands;  and  preparation  of  lands  for 
farming,  and  for  construction  of  the  Navajo 
Indian  Irrigation  Project  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  87-483.  $85,831,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended:  Provided.  That  such  amounts 
as  may  be  available  for  the  construction  of 
the  Navajo  Indian  Irrigation  Project  may  be 
transferred  to  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation: 
Provided  further.  That  not  to  exceed  6  per 
centum  of  contract  authority  available  to 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  from  the  Fed- 
eral Highway  Trust  Fund  may  be  used  to 
cover  the  road  program  management  costs  of 
the  Bureau:  Provided  further.  That  any  funds 
prwlded  for  the  Safety  of  Dams  program 
pursuant  to  25  U.S.C.  13  shall  be  made  avail- 
able on  a  non-reimbursable  basis:  Provided 
further.  That  for  fiscal  year  1997,  In  imple- 
menting new  construction  or  facilities  im- 
provement and  repair  project  grants  in  ex- 
cess of  $100,000  that  are  provided  to  tribally 
controlled  grant  schools  under  Public  Law 
100-297.  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior   shall    use    the    AdministraOve    and 
Audit  Requirements  and  Cost  Principles  for 
Assistance  Programs  contained  In  43  CFR 
part  12  as  the  regulatory  requirements:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  such  grants  shall  not  be 
subject  to  section  12.61  of  43  CFR;  the  Sec- 
retary and  the  grantee  shall  negotiate  and 
determine  a  schedule  of  payments  for  the 
work  to  be  performed:  Provided  further.  That 
in  considering  applications,   the  Secretary 
shall  consider  whether  the  Indian  tribe  or 
tribal  organization  would  be  deficient  in  as- 
suring that  the  construction  projects  con- 


form to  applicable  building  standards  and 
codes  and  Federal,  tribal,  or  State  health 
and  safety  standards  as  required  by  25  U.S.C. 
2005(a).  with  respect  to  organizational  and  fi- 
nancial management  capabilities:  Provided 
further.  That  if  the  Secretary  declines  an  ap- 
plication, the  Secretary  shall  follow  the  re- 
quirements contained  in  25  U.S.C.  2505(f): 
Provided  further.  That  any  disputes  between 
the  Secretary  and  any  grantee  concerning  a 
grant  shall  be  subject  to  the  disputes  provi- 
sion In  25  U.S.C.  2508(e). 

INDIAN  LAND  AND  WATER  CLAIM  SETTLEMENTS 
AND  MISCELLANEOUS  PA'i'MENTS  TO  INDIANS 

For  miscellaneous  payments  to  Indian 
tribes  and  individuals  and  for  necessary  ad- 
ministrative expenses.  $65,241,000.  to  remain 
available  until  expended;  of  which  $56,400,000 
shall  be  available  for  implementation  of  en- 
acted Indian  land  and  water  claim  settle- 
ments pursuant  to  Public  Laws  101-618.  103- 
374,  102-575,  and  for  Implementation  of  other 
enacted  water  rights  settlements,  including 
not  to  exceed  $8,000,000.  which  shall  be  for 
the  Federal  share  of  the  Catawba  Indian 
Tribe  of  South  Carolina  Claims  Settlement. 
as  authorized  by  section  5(a)  of  Public  Law 
103-116;  and  of  which  $841,000  shall  be  avail- 
able pursuant  to  Public  Laws  96-500,  99-264, 
and  100-580. 

INDIAN  GUARANTEED  LOAN  PROGRAM  ACCOUNT 

For  the  cost  of  guaranteed  loans,  $4,500,000, 
as  authorized  by  the  Indian  Financing  Act  of 
1974,  as  amended:  Provided.  That  such  costs, 
including  the  cost  of  modifying  such  loans, 
shall  be  as  defined  in  section  502  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Act  of  1974:  Provided  fur- 
ther. That  these  funds  are  available  to  sub- 
sidize total  loan  principal,  any  part  of  which 
Is  to  be  guaranteed,  not  to  exceed  $34,615,000. 

In  addition,  for  administrative  expenses  to 
carry  out  the  guaranteed  loan  programs, 
$500,000. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

Appropriations  for  the  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs  (except  the  revolving  fund  for  loans, 
the  Indian  loan  guarantee  and  insurance 
fund,  the  Technical  Assistance  of  Indian  En- 
terprises account,  the  Indian  Direct  Loan 
Program  account,  and  the  Indian  Guaranteed 
Loan  Program  account)  shall  be  available  for 
expenses  of  exhibits,  and  purchase  of  not  to 
exceed  229  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of 
which  not  to  exceed  187  shal)  be  for  replace- 
ment only. 

DEPARTMENTAL  OFFICES 

LVSU-LAR  AFFAIRS 

ASSISTANXE  TO  TERRITORIES 

For  expenses  necessary  for  assistance  to 
territories  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior,  $65,068,000.  of  which 
(1)  $61,239,000  shall  be  available  untU  ex- 
pended for  technical  assistance,  including 
maintenance  assistance,  disaster  assistance, 
insular  management  controls,  and  brown 
tree  snake  control  and  research;  grants  to 
the  judiciary  in  American  Samoa  for  com- 
pensation and  expenses,  as  authorized  by  law 
(48  U.S.C.  1661(c));  grants  to  the  Government 
of  American  Samoa,  In  addition  to  current 
local  revenues,  for  corstrictlon  and  support 
of  governmental  functions;  grants  to  the 
Government  of  the  Virgin  Islands  as  author- 
ized by  law;  grants  to  the  Government  of 
Guam,  as  authorized  by  law:  and  grants  to 
the  Government  of  the  Northern  Mariana  Is- 
lands as  authorized  by  law  (Public  Law  94- 
241;  90  Stat.  272);  and  (2)  $3,849,000  shall  be 
available  for  salaries  and  expenses  of  the  Of- 
fice of  Insular  Affairs:  Provided,  That  all  fi- 
nancial transactions  of  the  territorial  and 
local  governments  herein  provided  for.  in- 
cluding such  transactions  of  all  agencies  or 
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Instxumentallties  established  or  utilized  by- 
such  g-overnments,  may.  be  audited  by  the 
General  Accounting  Office,  at  Its  discretion, 
in  accordance  with  chapter  35  of  title  31, 
United  States  Code:  Provided  further,  That 
Northern  Mariana  Islands  Covenant  grant 
funding  shall  be  provided  according  to  those 
terms  of  the  Agreement  of  the  Special  Rep- 
resentatives on  Future  United  States  Finan- 
cial Assistance  for  the  Northern  Mariana  Is- 
lands approved  by  Public  Law  99-396,  or  any 
subsequent  legislation  related  to  Common- 
wealth of  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands 
grant  funding:  Provided  further.  That  of  the 
amounts  provided  for  technical  assistance, 
sufflclent  funding  shall  be  made  available  for 
a  grant  to  the  Close  Up  Foundation:  Provided 
further.  That  the  funds  for  the  program  of  op- 
erations and  maintenance  Improvement  are 
appropriated  to  institutionalize  routine  op- 
erations and  maintenance  improvement  of 
capital  infrastructure  In  American  Samoa. 
Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands,  the  Common- 
wealth of  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands,  the 
Republic  of  Palau,  the  Republic  of  the  Mar- 
shall Islands,  and  the  Federated  States  of 
Micronesia  through  assessments  of  long- 
range  operations  maintenance  needs,  im- 
proved capability  of  local  operations  and 
maintenance  institutions  and  agencies  (in- 
cluding management  and  vocational  edu- 
cation training),  and  project-specific  mainte- 
nance (with  territorial  participation  and 
cost  sharing  to  be  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary based  on  the  individual  territory's 
commitment  to  timely  maintenance  of  its 
capital  assets):  Provided  further.  That  any  ap- 
propriation for  disaster  assistance  under  this 
head  in  this  Act  or  previous  appropriations 
Acts  may  be  used  as  non-Federal  matching 
funds  for  the  purpose  of  hazard  mitigation 
grants  provided  pursuant  to  section  404  of 
the  Robert  T.  Stafford  Disaster  Relief  and 
Emergency  Assistance  Act  (42  U.S.C.  5170c). 

COMPACT  OF  FREE  ASSOCIATION 

For  economic  assistance  and  necessary  ex- 
penses for  the  Federated  States  of  Microne- 
sia and  the  Republic  of  the  Marshall  Islands 
as  provided  for  In  sections  122,  221,  223.  232, 
and  233  of  the  Compacts  of  Free  Association, 
and  for  economic  assistance  and  necessary 
expenses  for  the  Republic  of  Palau  as  pro- 
vided for  in  sections  122,  221,  223,  232,  and  233 
of  the  Compact  of  Free  Association, 
S23.638,000,  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended, as  authorized  by  Public  Law  99-239 
and  Public  Law  99-658. 

Departmental  Management 
salaries  and  expenses 

For  necessary  expenses  for  management  of 
the  Department  of  the  Interior,  $53,691,000,  of 
which  not  to  exceed  $7,500  may  be  for  official 
reception  and  representation  expenses. 
Ofhce  OF  THE  SoucrroR 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the 
Solicitor.  $35,208,000. 

OFnCE  OF  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  In- 
spector General,  $24,439,000,  together  with 
any  funds  or  property  transferred  to  the  Of- 
fice of  Inspector  General  through  forfeiture 
proceedings  or  from  the  Department  of  Jus- 
tice Assets  Forfeiture  Fund  or  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Treasury  Assets  Forfeiture 
Fund,  that  represent  an  equitable  share  from 
the  forfeiture  of  property  in  investigations 
in  which  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  par- 
ticipated, with  such  transferred  funds  to  re- 
main av&Uable  until  expended. 


National  Indian  Gaming  Commission 
salaries  and  expenses 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  National  In- 
dian Gaming  Commission,  pursuant  to  Pub- 
lic Law  lCO-497,  $1,000,000. 

OFFICE  OF  Special  Trustee  for  American 

Indians 

federal  trust  programs 

For  operation  of  trust  programs  for  Indi- 
ans by  direct  expenditure,  contracts,  cooper- 
ative agreements,  compacts,  and  grants. 
$19,126,000.  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended for  trust  funds  management:  Pro- 
vided. That  funds  made  available  to  tribes 
and  tribal  organizations  through  contracts 
or  grants  obligated  during  flscad  year  1997,  as 
authorized  by  the  Indian  Self-Determination 
Act  of  1975  (25  U.S.C.  450  et  seq.),  shall  re- 
main available  until  expended  by  the  con- 
tractor or  grantee:  Provided  further.  That 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law. 
the  statute  of  limitations  shall  not  com- 
mence to  run  on  any  claim,  including  any 
claim  in  litigation  pending  on  the  date  of 
this  Act.  concerning  losses  to  or  mismanage- 
ment of  trust  funds,  until  the  affected  tribe 
or  individual  Indian  has  been  furnished  with 
an  accounting  of  such  funds  from  which  the 
beneficiary  can  determine  whether  there  has 
been  a  loss:  Provided  further.  That  unobli- 
gated balances  previously  made  available  (1) 
to  liquidate  obligations  owed  tribal  and  indi- 
vidual Indian  payees  of  any  checks  canceled 
pursuant  to  section  1003  of  the  Competitive 
Equality  Banking  Act  of  1987  (Public  Law 
100-86;  31  U.S.C.  3334(b)),  (2)  to  restore  Indi- 
vidual Indian  Monies  trust  funds,  Indian  Irri- 
gation Systems,  and  Indian  Power  Systems 
accounts  amounts  invested  in  credit  unions 
or  defaulted  savings  and  loan  associations 
and  which  where  not  Federally  Insured,  In- 
cluding any  Interest  on  these  amounts  that 
may  have  been  earned,  but  was  not  because 
of  the  default,  and  (3)  to  reimburse  Indian 
trust  fund  account  holders  for  losses  to  their 
respective  accounts  where  the  claim  for  said 
loss  has  been  reduced  to  a  Judgement  or  set- 
tlement agreement  approved  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice,  under  the  heading  "Indian 
Land  and  Water  Claim  Settlements  and  Mis- 
cellaneous Payments  to  Indians",  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs  In  fiscal  years  1995  and  1996. 
are  hereby  transferred  to  and  merged  with 
this  appropriation  and  may  only  be  used  for 
the  operation  of  trust  programs,  in  accord- 
ance with  this  appropriation. 

Administrative  Provisions 

There  Is  hereby  authorized  for  acquisition 
from  available  resources  within  the  Working 
Capital  Fund,  15  aircraft,  10  of  which  shall  be 
for  replacement  suid  which  may  be  obtained 
by  donation,  purchase  or  through  available 
excess  surplus  property:  Provided.  That  not- 
withstanding any  other  provision  of  law,  ex- 
isting aircraft  being  replaced  may  be  sold, 
with  proceeds  derived  or  trade-in  value  used 
to  offset  the  purchase  price  for  the  replace- 
ment aircraft:  Provided  further.  That  no  pro- 
grams funded  with  appropriated  funds  in 
"Departmental  Management",  "Office  of  the 
Solicitor",  and  "Office  of  Inspector  General" 
may  be  augmented  through  the  Working 
Capital  Fund  or  the  Consolidated  Working 
Fund. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS,  DEPARTMENT  OF 
THE  INTERIOR 

Sec.  101.  Appropriations  made  in  this  title 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  or  transfer 
(within  each  bureau  or  office),  with  the  ap- 
proval of  the  Secretary,  for  the  emergrency 
reconstruction,  replacement,  or  repair  of  air- 
craft, buildings,  utilities,  or  other  facilities 


or  equipment  damaged  or  destroyed  by  fire, 
flood,  storm,  or  other  unavoidable  causes: 
Provided.  That  no  funds  shall  be  made  avail- 
able under  this  authority  until  funds  specifi- 
cally made  available  to  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  for  emergencies  shall  have  been 
exhausted:  Provided  further,  That  all  funds 
used  pursuant  to  this  section  are  hereby  des- 
ignated by  Congress  to  be  "emergency  re- 
quirements" pursuant  to  section  251(b)(2)(D) 
of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency  Defi- 
cit Control  Act  of  1985,  and  must  be  replen- 
ished by  a  supplemental  appropriation  which 
must  be  requested  as  promptly  as  possible. 

Sec.  102.  The  Secretary  may  authorize  the 
expenditure  or  transfer  of  any  no  year  appro- 
priation In  this  title,  in  addition  to  the 
amounts  Included  In  the  budget  programs  of 
the  several  agencies,  for  the  suppression  or 
emergency  prevention  of  forest  or  range  fires 
on  or  threatening  lands  under  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Department  of  the  Interior;  for 
the  emergency  rehabilitation  of  burned-over 
lands  under  its  jurisdiction;  for  emergency 
actions  related  to  potential  or  actual  earth- 
quakes, floods,  volcanoes,  storms,  or  other 
unavoidable  causes;  for  contingency  plan- 
ning subsequent  to  actual  ollsplUs;  response 
and  natural  resource  damage  assessment  ac- 
tivities related  to  actual  oilspills;  for  the 
prevention,  suppression,  and  control  of  ac- 
tual or  potential  grasshopper  and  Mormon 
cricket  outbreaks  on  lands  under  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Secretary,  pursuant  to  the  au- 
thority in  section  1773(b)  of  Public  Law  99- 
198  (99  Stat.  1658);  for  emergency  reclamation 
projects  under  section  410  of  Public  Law  95- 
87;  and  shall  transfer,  from  any  no  year  funds 
available  to  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining 
Reclamation  and  Enforcement,  such  funds  as 
may  be  necessary  to  i}ermit  assumption  of 
regulatory  authority  in  the  event  a  primacy 
State  is  not  carrying  out  the  regulatory  pro- 
visions of  the  Surface  Mining  Act:  Provided. 
That  appropriations  made  In  this  title  for 
fire  suppression  purposes  shall  be  available 
for  the  payment  of  obligations  Incurred  dur- 
ing the  preceding  fiscal  year,  and  for  reim- 
bursement to  other  Federal  agencies  for  de- 
struction of  vehicles,  aircraft,  or  other 
equipment  in  connection  with  their  use  for 
fire  suppression  purposes,  such  reimburse- 
ment to  be  credited  to  appropriations  cur- 
rently available  at  the  time  of  receipt  there- 
of: Provided  further.  That  for  emergency  re- 
habilitation and  wildfire  suppression  activi- 
ties, no  funds  shall  be  made  available  under 
this  authority  until  funds  appropriated  to 
"Wildland  Fire  Management"  shall  have 
been  exhausted:  Provided  further.  That  all 
funds  used  pursuant  to  this  section  are  here- 
by designated  by  Congress  to  be  "emergency 
requirements"  pursuant  to  section 
251(b)(2)(D)  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and 
Emergency  Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985,  and 
must  be  replenished  by  a  supplemental  ap- 
propriation which  must  be  requested  as 
promptly  as  possible:  Provided  further.  That 
such  replenishment  funds  shall  be  used  to  re- 
imburse, on  a  pro  rata  basis,  accounts  from 
which  emergency  funds  were  transferred. 

Sec.  103.  Appropriations  made  in  this  title 
shall  be  available  for  operation  of  ware- 
houses, garages,  shops,  and  similar  facilities, 
wherever  consolidation  of  activities  will  con- 
tribute to  efficiency  or  economy,  and  said 
appropriations  shall  be  reimbursed  for  serv- 
ices rendered  to  any  other  activity  In  the 
same  manner  as  authorized  by  sections  1535 
and  1536  of  title  31,  United  States  Code:  Pro- 
vided, That  reimbursements  for  costs  and 
supplies,  materials,  equipment,  and  for  serv- 
ices rendered  may  be  credited  to  the  appro- 
priation current  at  the  time  such  reimburse- 
ments are  received. 
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Sec.  104.  Appropriations  made  to  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior  in  this  title  shall  be 
available  for  services  as  authorized  by  5 
U.S.C.  3109.  when  authorized  by.  the  Sec- 
retary, in  total  amount  not  to  exceed 
$500,000;  hire,  maintenance,  and  operation  of 
aircraft;  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles; 
purchase  of  reprints;  payment  for  telephone 
service  in  private  residences  in  the  field, 
when  authorized  under  regulations  approved 
by  the  Secretary;  and  the  payment  of  dues, 
when  authorized  by  the  Secretary,  for  li- 
brary membership  in  societies  or  associa- 
tions which  issue  publications  to  members 
only  or  at  a  price  to  members  lower  than  to 
subscribers  who  are  not  members. 

Sec.  105.  Appropriations  available  to  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  for  salaries  and 
expenses  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or 
allowances  therefor,  as  authorized  by  law  (5 
U.S.C.  5901-5902  and  D.C.  Code  4-204). 

Sec.  106.  Appropriations  made  in  this  title 
shall  be  available  for  obligation  in  connec- 
tion with  contracts  issued  for  services  or 
rentals  for  periods  not  in  excess  of  twelve 
months  beginning  at  any  time  during  the  fis- 
cal year. 

Sec.  107.  Appropriations  made  in  this  title 
from  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund 
for  acquisition  of  lands  and  waters,  or  inter- 
ests therein,  shall  be  available  for  transfer, 
with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  between 
the  following  accounts:  Bureau  of  Land  Man- 
agement. Land  acquisition.  United  States 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  Land  acquisition, 
and  National  Park  Service.  Land  acquisition 
and  State  assistance.  Use  of  such  funds  are 
subject  to  the  reprogrammlng  guidelines  of 
the  House  and  Senate  Committees  on  Appro- 
priations. 

Sec.  108.  Prior  to  the  transfer  of  Presidio 
properties  to  the  Presidio  Trust,  when  au- 
thorized, the  Secretary  may  not  obligate  in 
any  calendar  month  more  than  Vii  of  the  fis- 
cal year  1997  appropriation  for  operation  of 
the  Presidio:  Provided,  That  prior  to  the 
transfer  of  any  Presidio  property  to  the  Pre- 
sidio Trust,  the  Secretary  shall  transfer  such 
funds  as  the  Trust  deems  necessary  to  initi- 
ate leasing  and  other  authorized  activities  of 
the  Trust:  Provided  further.  That  this  section 
shall  expire  on  September  30, 1997. 

Sec.  109.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  may  be 
obligated  or  expended  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  for  developing,  promulgating, 
and  thereafter  implementing  a  rule  concern- 
ing rights-of-way  under  section  2477  of  the 
Revised  Statutes. 

Sec.  no.  No  funds  provided  in  this  title 
may  be  expended  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  for  the  conduct  of  offshore  leasing 
and  related  activities  placed  under  restric- 
tion in  the  President's  moratorium  state- 
ment of  June  26.  1990.  in  the  areas  of  North- 
em,  Central,  and  Southern  California;  the 
North  Atlantic;  Washington  and  Oregon;  and 
the  Eastern  Gulf  of  Mexico  south  of  26  de- 
grees north  latitude  and  east  of  86  degrees 
west  longitude. 

Sec.  111.  No  funds  provided  in  this  title 
may  be  expended  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  for  the  conduct  of  leasing,  or  the  ap- 
proval or  permitting  of  any  drilling  or  other 
exploration  activity,  on  lands  within  the 
North  Aleutian  Basin  planning  area. 

Sec.  U2.  No  funds  provided  in  this  title 
may  be  expended  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  for  the  conduct  of  preleaslng  and 
leasing  activities  in  the  Eastern  Gulf  of  Mex- 
ico for  Outer  Continental  Shelf  Lease  Sale 
151  in  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf  Natural 
Gas  and  Oil  Resource  Management  Com- 
prehensive Program.  1992-1997. 


Sec.  113.  No  funds  provided  In  this  title 
may  be  expended  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  for  the  conduct  of  preleaslng  and 
leasing  activities  in  the  Atlantic  for  Outer 
Continental  Shelf  Lease  Sale  164  in  the  Outer 
Continental  Shelf  Natural  Gas  and  Oil  Re- 
source Management  Comprehensive  Pro- 
gram. 1992-1997. 

Sec.  114.  There  is  hereby  established  in  the 
Treasury  a  franchise  fund  pilot,  as  author- 
ized by  section  403  of  Public  Law  103-356.  to 
be  available  as  provided  in  such  section  for 
costs  of  capitalizing  and  operating  adminis- 
trative services  as  the  Secretary  determines 
may  be  performed  more  advantageously  as 
central  services:  Provided.  That  any  inven- 
tories, equipment,  and  other  assets  pertain- 
ing to  the  services  to  be  provided  by  such 
fund,  either  on  hand  or  on  order,  less  the  re- 
lated liabilities  or  unpaid  obligations,  and 
any  appropriations  made  prior  to  the  current 
year  for  the  purpose  of  providing  capital 
shall  be  used  to  capitalize  such  fund:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  such  fund  shall  be  paid  in 
advance  from  funds  available  to  the  Depart- 
ment and  other  Federal  agencies  for  which 
such  centralized  services  are  performed,  at 
rates  which  wUl  return  in  full  all  expenses  of 
operation.  Including  accrued  leave,  deprecia- 
tion of  fund  plant  and  equipment,  amortiza- 
tion of  automatic  data  processing  (ADP) 
software  and  systems  (either  acquired  or  do- 
nated) and  an  amount  necessary  to  maintain 
a  reasonable  operating  reserve,  as  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary:  Provided  further. 
That  such  fund  shall  provide  services  on  a 
competitive  basis:  Provided  further.  That  an 
amount  not  to  exceed  four  percent  of  the 
total  annual  Income  to  such  fund  may  be  re- 
tained in  the  fund  for  fiscal  year  1997  and 
each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended,  to  be  used  for  the  acqui- 
sition of  caplt»;  equipment,  and  for  the  im- 
provement and)  Implementation  of  Depart- 
ment financial  management,  ADP,  and  other 
support  systems:  Provided  further.  That  no 
later  than  thirty  days  after  the  end  of  each 
fiscal  year  amounts  in  excess  of  this  reserve 
limitation  shall  be  transferred  to  the  Treas- 
ury: Provided  further.  That  such  franchise 
fund  pilot  shall  terminate  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 403(f)  of  Public  Law  103-356. 

Sec.  115.  None  of  the  funds  in  this  Act  or 
any  other  Act  may  be  used  by  the  Secretary 
for  the  redesign  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue  in 
front  of  the  White  House  without  the  ad- 
vance approvail  of  the  House  and  Senate 
Committees  on  Appropriations. 

Sec.  116.  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
in  this  Act  may  be  used  by  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  to  continue  or  enforce  the 
designation  of  any  critical  habitat  for  the 
marbled  murrelet  on  private  property  in  the 
State  of  California,  excluding  approximately 
3,000  acres  of  redwood  forest  commonly 
known  as  the  "Headwaters  Grove",  located 
in  Humboldt  County,  California. 

Sec.  117.  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
In  this  Act  may  be  used  by  the  Bureau  of  In- 
dian Affairs  to  transfer  any  land  into  trust 
under  section  5  of  the  Indian  Reorganization 
Act.  48  Stat,  965.  25  USC  s.  465.  or  any  other 
federal  statute  that  does  not  explicitly  de- 
nominate and  Identify  a  specific  tribe  or  spe- 
cific property,  unless  It  has  been  made 
known  to  the  Secretary  of  Interior,  or  his  or 
her  designee,  that  a  binding  agreement  is  in 
place  between  the  tribe  that  will  have  juris- 
diction over  the  land  to  be  taken  into  trust 
and  the  appropriate  state  and  local  official(s) 
and  that  such  agreement  provides,  for  as 
long  as  the  land  is  held  in  trust,  for  the  col- 
lection and  payment,  by  any  retail  establish- 
ment located  on  the  land  to  be  taken  into 


trust,  of  State  and  local  sales  and  excise 
taxes.  Including  any  special  tax  on  motor 
fuel,  tobacco,  or  alcohol,  on  any  retail  Item 
sold  to  any  non-member  of  the  tribe  for 
which  the  land  is  held  in  trust. 
point  of  order 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  a 
point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Illinois  will  state  his 
point  of  order. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  pagre 
47  of  the  bill,  section  117,  I  make  the 
point  of  order  that  it  is  legislation  on 
an  appropriations  bill.  It  is  written  in 
the  form  of  a  limitation,  but,  neverthe- 
less, it  requires  additional  duties  on 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and, 
therefore,  it  is  subject  to  a  point  of 
order. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Does 
anyone  else  wish  to  be  heard  on  the 
point  of  order?  If  not,  the  Chair  is  pre- 
pared to  rule. 

The  language  in  section  117  of  the  bill 
would,  among  other  things,  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  des- 
ignate another  person  to  fulfill  a  spe- 
cific role.  As  such,  section  117  includes 
legislation.  The  point  of  order  is  sus- 
tained. Section  117  is  stricken  from  the 
bill. 

Are  there  any  amendments  to  the  re- 
maining portion  of  title  I? 

amendment  offered  by  j£r.  walker 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Walker:  In  the 
item  relating  to  "Na'HOnal  Park  Service- 
operation  OF  THE  national  PARK  SYSTEM", 
after  the  third  dollar  amount,  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: "(increased  by  $62,000,000)". 

In  the  item  relating  to  "Bltieau  of  Indiam 

AFFAIRS— OPERATION  OF  INTJIAN  PROGRAMS"— 

(1)  after  the  first  dollar  amount  Insert  the 
following:  "(increased  by  $27,534,000)";  and 

(2)  after  the  fourth  dollar  amount,  insert 
the  following:  "(increased  by  $27,534,000)"; 
and 

In  the  item  relating  to  "Department  of 

EN-ERGY— FOSSIL  ENERGY  RESEARCH  AND  DE- 
VELOPMENT", after  the  doUar  amount.  Insert 
the  following:  "(reduced  by  $137,804,000)". 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  aunendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  be  limited  to  20  minutes,  to  be 
equally  divided  between  the  two  sides. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Walker]  will  be  recognized  for  10  min- 
utes and  a  Member  in  opposition  will 
be  recognized  for  10  minutes. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chainnan.  I  claim 
the  10  minutes  in  opposition. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Walker]  will  be  recognized  for  10  min- 
utes, and  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
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Regula]  will  be  recognized  for  10  min- 
utes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walker]. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  had  an  exten- 
sive debate  about  the  fossil  energy  pro- 
gram that  just  preceded  this  and  the 
questions  that  arise  about  exactly  how 
we  are  spending  that  money.  Let  me 
enter  one  more  point  into  that  debate. 
When  this  House  passed  an  authoriza- 
tion bill  last  year,  we  funded  these  pro- 
grams at  $221  million.  This  particular 
appropriations  bill  is  at  a  figure  $138 
million  above  what  this  House  author- 
ized last  year. 

At  the  time  that  that  authorization 
took  place,  there  was,  in  fact,  a  vote  on 
the  floor.  The  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Doyle]  sought  to  do  what 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Regula] 
proposes,  and  that  is  to  have  only  a  10- 
percent  cut  rather  than  the  cut  that 
the  committee  proposed.  Instead,  the 
House  voted  by  a  rather  large  margin 
to  stick  with  the  committee's  position 
in  terms  of  the  authorization. 

What  I  am  here  today  doing  is  de- 
fending that  authorization,  to  say  that 
we  ought  to  put  the  appropriations  in 
this  bill,  the  spending  in  this  bill  that 
equals  where  we  are  on  the  authoriza- 
tion amount. 

Now,  what  we  do  in  this  amendment 
is,  we  then  transfer  some  of  the  money 
into  some  other  accounts.  For  example, 
one  of  the  things  we  do  is  we  put  some 
money  into  the  National  Park  Service 
for  operations  and  for  maintenance;  $62 
million  of  the  money  saved  here  would 
go  for  369  Park  Service  units  in  49 
States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 
This  is  an  increase  of  $23.8  million 
above  the  administration's  request 
that  will  help  begin  addressing  the 
backlog  of  serious  maintenance  needs 
in  the  national  parks. 

Second,  the  money  goes  for  edu- 
cation. $27.5  million  will  be  used  for  an 
increase  to  forward-fund  Native  school 
operations  to  fund  the  administration's 
request  to  provide  quality  education 
for  more  than  51,000  Native  Americans. 

Third,  this  amendment  addresses  the 
issue  of  deficit  reduction.  Nearly  $48 
million  in  budget  authority  will  be  re- 
duced under  this  amendment.  In  short, 
this  amendment  is  proenvironment, 
pronational  parks.  proeducation, 
prodeficit  reduction,  probasic  research, 
and  anticori>orate  welfare. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  this  amend- 
ment for  that  reason.  I  think  it  is  time 
that  we  start  taking  money  out  of  ac- 
counts which  are  essentially  Industrial 
subsidies  and  put  them  into  the  things 
which  are  high  priorities  for  this  coun- 
try. That  is  what  this  does;  it  takes 
money  out  of  industry  subsidy  pro- 
grams and  puts  the  money  into  na- 
tional parks,  into  Indian  education, 
and  into  deficit  reduction. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  adopt  the 
amendment. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Doyle]. 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  Chairman  and  I  rise  in  strong  oppo- 
sition to  the  amendment.  While  I  do 
not  have  anything  against  the  pro- 
grams it  seeks  to  plus  up.  I  once  again 
believe  we  should  not  do  this  at  the  ex- 
pense of  fossil  energy. 

This  amendment  has  almost  a  fic- 
tional quality  about  it.  Here  we  have 
the  vice  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget,  who  has  never  been  a  pro- 
ponent of  big  government,  seeking  to 
fund  social  programs  at  levels  above 
the  President's  request.  I  welcome  the 
sudden  concern  of  my  colleague  from 
Pennsylvania,  Mr.  Walker,  in  the  last 
months  in  Congress  for  programs  he 
seeks  to  increase  funding  for.  espe- 
cially since  he  has  never  been  a  vocal 
advocate  for  them  in  the  past.  How- 
ever. I  doubt  his  true  motivation  lies 
with  the  programs  he  is  increasing. 
Rather,  it  lies  with  the  program  he 
seeks  to  cut.  fossil  energy. 

I  want  to  praise  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walker]  for  the 
clever  approach.  He  may  succeed  in 
getting  his  amendment  passed,  al- 
though I  hope  who  voted  against  the 
Farr  amendment  will  remember  the 
Walker  amendment  is  just  about  iden- 
tical, and  we  should  defeat  it  also. 

I  have  here  a  letter  from  Public  Citi- 
zens Critical  Mass  Energy  Project  in 
support  of  the  Walker  amendment,  and 
I  quote,  "Coal  and  oil  are  extremely 
dirty  energy  sources  and  are  signifi- 
cant sources  of  air  and  water  pollu- 
tion." 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  could  not  state  a 
better  argument  for  fossil  energy  R&D 
than  this.  This  statement  makes  it 
sound  as  if  fossil  research  was  tnring  to 
find  more  ways  to  make  it  harmful  to 
use  these  fuels  when  that  is  the  very 
purpose  of  these  programs,  to  find 
more  efficient  ways  and  cleaner  ways 
to  bum  fossil  fuel. 

Let  us  look  at  why  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walker] 
claims  we  should  cut  fossil  to  roughly 
$221  million.  He  said  the  Committee  on 
Science  did  not  act  on  these  accounts 
in  fiscal  year  1997  because  he  knew  he 
did  not  have  the  votes  in  committee  to 
defend  his  vision  of  energy  policy. 
When  we  debated  H.R.  3322,  the  science 
authorization,  the  committee  chair 
claimed  we  handled  the  energy  ac- 
counts on  the  floor  last  year.  He  refers 
us  back  to  H.R.  2405,  which  )}assed  the 
House  last  October  without  prior  no- 
tice, and  let  me  quote  from  that  de- 
bate. 

The  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Walker]  said.  "I  never  contended 
I  brought  this  matter  before  the  com- 
mittee. I  brought  it  to  the  floor  as  my 
own  amendment." 

The  Committee  on  Science  never 
agreed  to  the  authorization  levels. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  ask  all  Mem- 
bers to  do  what  they  did  with  the  Farr 
amendment,  and  let  us  soundly  defeat 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ari- 
zona [Mr.  Hayworth]. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  my  colleague,  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Science,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania,  for  the 
time. 

I  listened  with  great  interest  to  the 
arguments  of  my  good  friend  and  col- 
league on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
from  Pennsylvania,  Mr.  Doyle.  With 
all  due  respect,  I  think  that  what  we 
should  focus  on  today  is  not  the  notion 
of  personalities  but  the  notion  of  pub- 
lic policy.  And  while  I  have  the  utmost 
respect  for  the  Herculean  efforts 
brought  to  the  formulation  of  this  bill 
by  the  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  Appropriations,  my  good  friend  and 
colleague,  Mr.  Regula  of  Ohio,  I  see 
the  Walker  amendment  as  providing  a 
common  sense  approach  to  some  badly 
needed  funds  in  some  areas  of  great 
concern. 

First  and  foremost,  as  the  represent- 
ative of  the  Sixth  District  of  Arizona.  I 
am  acutely  aware  of  the  solemn  and 
oft-regarded  sacred  nature  of  our  trea- 
ty and  trust  obligation  with  native 
Americans.  I  believe  this  aunendment 
works  to  address  those  problems  by 
raising  the  forward-funded  tribal  edu- 
cation by  $27.5  million. 

Also,  in  the  Grand  Canyon  State  of 
Arizona,  where  some  of  nature's  great- 
est treasures  exist,  I  am  mindful  of  the 
need  to  deal  with  the  real  wear  and 
tear  on  some  of  our  national  parks. 
And,  yes,  if  the  truth  be  told,  I  do  have 
my  share  of  problems  with  the  Park 
Service  in  terms  of  funds  and  some 
questions  about  how  those  funds  have 
been  used,  but  no  one  can  dispute  the 
fact  that  this  type  of  maintenance  is 
needed. 

Moreover,  to  the  notion  of  dealing 
with  our  deficit,  the  Walker  amend- 
ment eliminates  spending  by  $48  mil- 
lion. So,  it  rightly  does  what  we  come 
to  this  Chamber  to  do,  to  determine 
the  proper  priorities,  to  deal  not  in  per- 
sonalities but  in  policy,  and  to  realisti- 
cally face  the  future. 

For  that  reason.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
stand  in  strong  support  of  the  Walker 
amendment  and  would  urge  my  col- 
leagues here  in  this  House  to  join  me  in 
that  support. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Connecticut  [Mrs.  Johnson]. 

Mrs.  JOHNSON  of  Connecticut.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  opposition 
to  the  Walker  amendment.  Let  me  give 
my  colleagues  one  example  of  the  pro- 
ductivity of  these  research  dollars. 

Just  as  NIH  research  has  been  criti- 
cal to  the  great  strength  of  the  Amer- 
ican medical  products  sector,  so  R&D 
dollars  have  been  critical  to  the  devel- 
opment of  clean  energy  alternatives. 
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Fuel  cell  technology.  It  has  taken 
more  than  a  decade  of  time  to  develop 
this  technology.  The  private  sector  has 
invested  S3  for  every  $1  the  public  sec- 
tor has  invested  and  the  result  is  a 
very  clean  energy  technology  that  is 
going  to  demand,  as  we  get  into  pro- 
duction, iron-making,  and  especially 
steel  manufacturing,  electrical  sys- 
tems, heat  exchanger  and  boiler  manu- 
facture, piping  vessels,  piping  vessel 
capability,  primary  industries  that  are 
essential  to  keep  our  economy  strong. 

Secondary  industries,  plating,  trans- 
portation of  scrap,  recycling  of  scrap 
metals,  handling  equipment  and  so  on 
and  so  forth.  It  is  just  the  kind  of  prod- 
uct that  America's  future  depends  on  if 
we  are  going  to  be  a  strong  manufac- 
turing economy,  capable  of  producing 
state-of-the-art  energy  sources. 

I  rise  in  strong  opposition  to  the 
Walker  amendment. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Okla- 
homa [Mr.  Largent]. 

Mr.  LARGENT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  strong  opposition  to  the  Walker 
amendment  that  seeks  to  reduce  fossil 
energy  accounts  by  over  $130  million  in 
order  to  bump  up  the  National  Park 
Service's  and  native  American  ac- 
counts. 

I  would  point  to  the  illustrations  we 
have  brought  here  from  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  Interior  Subcommit- 
tee that  shows  already  we  are  increas- 
ing national  park  operations  by  $55 
million  and  the  native  American  is  also 
increased  about  $52  million.  So  we  are 
increasing  these  programs  in  this  budg- 
et in  this  appropriations  bill  already. 

But  I  would  also  point  out,  one  of  the 
previous  speakers  came  up  and  spoke 
about  establishing  national  priorities, 
and  that  is  exactly  why  this  amend- 
ment goes  in  the  wrong  direction  when 
we  consider  the  fact  that  85  percent  of 
the  energy  requirements  that  we  have 
in  this  country  today  are  met  through 
fossil  fuel  energry.  Eighty-five  percent. 

Also  consider  the  fact  that  today  we 
import  58  percent  of  the  oil  from  over- 
seas. 
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This,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  a  national  pri- 
ority. What  were  to  happen  if  58  per- 
cent of  the  fuel  oil  that  we  were  im- 
porting from  overseas  was  cut  off  and 
now  we  are  in  a  national  crisis?  Say  we 
are  in  a  conflict  somewhere  around  the 
world.  How  are  we  going  to  meet  that 
58  percent  of  oil  that  we  were  import- 
ing that  has  been  cut  off  because  of 
some  national  crisis?  How  are  we  going 
to  meet  those  fuel  requirements?  The 
energy  fossil  energy  research  and  de- 
velopment is  absolutely  essential. 

This  has  been  portrayed  as  corporate 
welfare.  This  is  not  corporate  welfare. 
When  we  think  about  energy,  fossil  en- 
ergy research  and  development,  we 
might  think  of  the  Texaco 's  and 
Mobil's  or  Shell's.  But  80  percent  of  the 


wells  that  are  in  this  country  today, 
domestic  production  in  this  country, 
are  produced  from  wells  that  produce 
less  than  two  barrels  of  oil  per  day. 
That  is  the  marginal  well,  the  stripper 
well,  the  producer,  the  mom  and  pop 
operation,  the  rancher,  the  farmer. 
That  is  the  people  that  benefit  through 
the  fossil  fuel  energy  research  and  de- 
velopment. 

This  is  a  bill  that  goes  in  the  wrong 
direction.  I  urge  my  colleagxies  to  vote 
'•no"  on  the  Walker  amendment. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  re- 
serve the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Vir- 
ginia [Mr.  Davis]. 

Mr.  DAVIS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  to 
oppose  this  with  a  number  of  other 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Science 
on  this  side  of  the  aisle  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Boeh- 
LERT],  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Wamp].  and  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Largent],  who  we  have 
just  heard  and  others.  We  rise  to  op- 
pose the  Walker  amendment. 

I  think  the  situation  has  changed 
from  last  year.  First  of  all,  when  we 
take  a  look  last  year,  we  made  a  com- 
mitment. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAVIS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Boeh- 
LERT]  is  a  supi)orter  of  this  amend- 
ment. I  just  want  to  correct  the  gen- 
tleman. 

Mr.  DAVIS.  I  stand  corrected  on 
that,  Mr.  Chairman.  But  I  know  that 
the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Wamp]  and  I,  could  reach  no  contem- 
porary consensus  this  year  on  the  au- 
thorization. We  are  dealing  with  last 
year's,  last  year's  amendment  which 
was  offered  on  the  floor.  Last  year  we 
made  a  commitment  to  reduce  R&D 
funding  in  both  fossil  and  energy  effi- 
ciency by  10  percent.  That  commit- 
ment is  more  than  met  in  the  bill  be- 
fore us  this  year  which  is  a  14-percent 
cut. 

This  amendment  would  amount  to  a 
47-percent  cut  from  last  years  level.  It 
would  literally  wreak  havoc  on  what  is 
currently  a  planned  ajid  sensible 
downsizing  of  the  government  R&D 
part  of  this.  Funding  for  fossil  energy 
has  been  declining  from  $442  million  in 
fiscal  year  1995  to  $359  million  in  fiscal 
year  1997  under  the  committee  bill,  a 
23-percent  decline  in  2  years. 

More  than  92  percent  of  global  man- 
made  carbon  emissions  are  released 
from  outside  the  United  States.  Higher 
efficiency  technologies,  I  believe,  will 
help  lower  CO2  emissions  by  more  than 
40  percent  compared  to  existing  options 
while  reducing  energy  costs  providing 
exportable  technologies.  I  do  not  think 
we  want  to  move  backward  on  this, 
which  is  where  this  amendment  takes 


us  with  reduced  funding  for  R&D.  The 
private  sector  R&D  funding,  including 
the  Electric  Power  Institute  and  the 
Gas  Research  Institute,  is  declining  at 
the  same  time. 

Private  sector  spending  on  R&D  In 
this  area  has  dropped  nearly  30  percent 
since  1982.  Ekiergy  demand  in  the 
United  States  is  going  to  continue  to 
grow.  EIA  predicts  that  overall  energy 
consumption  will  increase  19  percent 
over  the  next  two  decades.  It  does  not 
make  sense  to  cut  funding  for  R&D  in 
this  area. 

Contribution  to  fossil  fuels  to  our  en- 
ergy mix  will  not  decline  when  this  in- 
crease occurs.  In  fact  in  my  judgment, 
it  is  going  to  continue  to  grow.  EIA 
projects  that  by  the  year  2015.  88  per- 
cent of  our  energy  will  come  from  fos- 
sil fuels.  I  urge  defeat  of  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  HOLDEN]. 

Mr.  HOLDEN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  say  to 
my  colleagues,  we  are  far  too  depend- 
ent in  this  coimtry  on  foreign  oil.  What 
we  need  to  be  doing  is  investing  in  our 
own  natural  resources.  I  represent  the 
anthracite  coal  fields  of  Pennsylvania. 
We  have  between  300  and  500  years  of 
coal  reserves  left.  We  should  be  spend- 
ing our  Federal  dollars  investing  in  al- 
ternative uses  of  anthracite  coal  and 
not  be  so  dependent  on  foreign  oil.  Sci- 
entists already  are  able  to  convert  an- 
thracite coal  into  diesel  fuel.  We  are 
not  able  to  do  that  cost  efficiently  yet. 

We  need  to  invest  in  our  own  natural 
resources.  Anthracite  coal  is  a  prime 
example  where  I  believe  this  Congress 
should  be  spending  money.  Anthracite 
coal  is  low  in  sulfur,  and  high  in  Btu, 
and  meets  all  of  EPA's  requirements  as 
far  as  emissions  go.  So  I  say  to  my  col- 
leagues, defeat  this  amendment.  Let  us 
invest  in  our  own  natural  resources. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walker]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  and  I  appreciate  the  de- 
bate. Let  me  just  clarify  a  couple  of 
points  of.  first  of  all,  some  Members 
who  have  come  before  us  and  make  us 
think  that  there  is  going  to  be  no 
money  left  for  fossil  energy  research  if 
we  adopt  this  amendment.  Wrong. 
There  is  going  to  be  $221  million  left 
for  fossil  energy  research,  even  if  we 
adopt  this  amendment.  That  is  a  quar- 
ter-of-a-billion  dollars  that  will  be 
available  for  fossil  energy  research. 

So  no  doubt  about  it,  there  is  going 
to  be  money  there  to  do  that.  The  ques- 
tion is  whether  or  not  we  need  the  ad- 
ditional $138  million  above  what  the 
House  authorized  last  year.  That  is  an- 
other point.  We  have  heard  several 
Members  come  to  the  floor  and  say.  the 
Committee  on  Science  did  not  do  it. 
The    House    did    it.    Ultimately,    the 
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House  is  the  place  where  we  make 
these  decisions.  The  House  passed  au- 
thorization last  year  for  fiscal  year 
1997.  is  that  the  fig^ire  that  would  be  in 
place  should  my  amendment  pass. 

So  this  keeps  with  the  authorization, 
which  in  fact  in  the  committee  report 
last  year  the  committee  said  that  they 
would  go  with  whatever  the  House 
passed  in  terms  of  an  authorization. 
Yes,  they  also  put  langoaage  in  that 
said  they  would  only  take  a  10-percent 
cut  so  there  is  enough  confusion  in 
there,  I  guess,  to  make  anybody's 
points.  But  the  fact  is,  their  report  said 
that  they  would  stick  with  the  House- 
passed  authorization.  The  House-passed 
authorization  is  what  is  in  my  amend- 
ment. 

Third,  I  think  it  ought  to  be  remem- 
bered by  everybody  who  came  out  here 
and  argued  a  few  days  ago  on  the  floor 
about  the  bump  in  this  yeax's  funding, 
the  fact  that  the  deficit  is  going  up  a 
little  bit  this  year.  When  we  were  argu- 
ing the  budget  just  a  week  ago,  lots  of 
Members  worried  about  the  bump. 

Here  is  your  chance  to  begin  doing 
some  deficit  reduction  and  taking  care 
of  the  bump.  Here  we  are,  we  have  got 
S48  million  in  deficit  reduction  here. 
We  get  a  chance  to  begin  voting  to  re- 
duce spending  below  what  the  budget 
says,  so  that  what  we  can  do  is  begin  to 
deal  with  some  of  these  factors.  This 
helps  us  on  the  bump. 

Fourth,  I  would  suggest  to  my  col- 
leagues that  a  chart  that  has  been 
floating  around  here,  talking  about  the 
impact  of  reductions  in  fossil  energy 
R&D  by  State,  actually  when  we  add  up 
the  figures  on  the  chart,  adds  up  to 
more  money  that  they  claim  is  coming 
out  of  the  States  that  is  in  my  amend- 
ment. So  we  have  to  be  real  careful 
about  some  of  the  figures  flying  around 
here.  They  actually  have  millions  of 
dollars  more  that  is  coming  out  of  the 
States,  when  we  add  them  all  up,  than 
what  is  included  in  my  amendment.  Be 
very  careful  of  some  of  the  documenta- 
tion. 

Also  I  would  suggest  that  in  terms  of 
environment,  the  League  of  Conserva- 
tion Voters  has  said  that  this  is  the 
right  direction  to  go.  they  are  for  this 
amendment.  And  they  point  out,  for 
example,  that  this  is  an  amendment 
that  does,  in  fact,  meet  the  needs  of  re- 
ducing fossil  energy  research  to  the 
right  levels  at  the  same  time  funding 
the  parks. 

Public  Citizen,  also  an  environmental 
organization,  has  written  saying,  fossil 
energy  programs  have  received  over  $15 
billion  in  1995  dollars  in  Federal  fund- 
ing since  1974.  The  fossil  energy  indus- 
try is  prosperous  and  mature.  It  is  not 
deserving  of  a  continuing  large  share  of 
taxpayer  support.  The  money  that 
would  be  cut  in  this  amendment  can 
better  be  used  for  national  parks,  In- 
dian education,  and  deficit  r»^duction. 

That  is  exactly  the  point.  That  is 
what  we  are  doing  with  this  amend- 


ment. We  get  a  chance  to  increase  the 
funding  for  the  national  parks.  We  get 
a  chance  to  increase  funding  for  the  In- 
dian schools,  and  we  also  get  a  deficit 
reduction. 

I  might  make  one  final  point;  that  is, 
that  this  amendment  actually  brings 
the  bill  somewhat  closer  to  the  admin- 
istration's recommendations.  When 
you  look  at  the  statement  that  the  ad- 
ministration has  given  with  regard  to 
whether  that  the  administration  has 
given  with  regard  to  whether  they  veto 
the  bill,  a  number  of  the  areas  in  that 
particular  message  is  in  fact  addressed 
by  this  amendment.  They  were  con- 
cerned about  the  amount  of  money  for 
Indian  education.  They  were  concerned 
about  some  of  the  moneys  that  were  in 
their  request  for  national  parks  that 
are  not  reflected  in  this  particular  ap- 
propriation. So  this  does  in  fact  get  us 
somewhat  closer  to  where  the  adminis- 
tration would  be  on  this  bill  and  maybe 
avoids  a  veto  on  some  of  these  issues  as 
a  result  of  the  adoption  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

I  would  urge  my  colleagues  to  adopt 
the  amendment.  It  is  prodeficit  reduc- 
tion. It  is  pro-environment.  It  is  pro- 
national  parks.  It  is  pro-Native  Ameri- 
cans. And  it  is  anti-industrial  subsidy. 
It  is  a  good  amendment.  I  urge  its 
adoption. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman   from    West    'Virginia    [Mr. 

MOIXOHAN]. 

Mr.  MOLLOHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  this  amendment. 

I  rise  in  strong  opposition  to  the  Walker 
amerKiment  to  reduce  funding  for  fossil  energy 
research  and  development  and  transfer  these 
funds  to  the  National  Park  System,  Indian  pro- 
grams, and  the  budget  deficit. 

I  wish  that  I  did  not  have  to  stand  here 
today  in  opposition  to  an  amendment  that 
would  increase  funds  for  our  national  parks. 
Unlike  my  colleagues  on  the  other  skJe  of 
aisle,  I  have  a  history  of  supporting  our  parks. 
The  360  or  so  units  of  the  National  Park  Sys- 
tem are  among  the  Nation's  most  precious 
natural  areas,  cultural  resources,  and  recre- 
ation sites.  These  parks  belong  to  the  people, 
not  just  today,  but  in  perpetuity.  The  Repub- 
lican cuts  to  the  National  Park  Service  have 
greatly  undermined  our  parks. 

In  fiscal  year  1996  House  Republicans 
thought  it  suffictent  to  provide  a  budget  for  the 
Park  Service  that  would  be  S69  million  less 
than  the  Presklenfs  request  And  this  year 
they  apparently  believe  that  S1.13  billion,  $290 
million  less  than  the  President's  request,  is 
sufficient  to  sustain  our  Park  System.  Perhaps 
Republicans  now  realize  that  their  cuts  have 
gone  too  far,  and  they  are  trying  to  com- 
pensate by  attacking  an  important  program 
like  fossil  energy  R&O.  A  program  which 
stands  for  the  devetopment  of  dean,  efficient, 
k>w-cost  fossil  energy  technologies.  I  say: 
raise  funds  for  the  park  service— just  dont 
take  it  out  of  fossil  energy  R&D. 

The  Walker  amendment  effectively  elimi- 
nates the  Federal-private  sector  partnerships 
that  are  within  2  to  3  years  of  reaching  their 


objectives — after  20  years  and  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  of  joint  Govemment  and  in- 
dustry investment.  This  bill  will  cause  scores 
of  private  companies,  who  signed  on  with  the 
Federal  Govemment  to  cost-share  high-risk, 
high-payoff  research,  to  see  the  Govemment 
renege  on  its  agreements.  In  all  likelihood 
these  companies  will  either  abandon  their  re- 
search or  look  for  foreign  interests  to  pick  up 
the  cost-share. 

It  is  particularly  ironic  that  the  Walker 
amendment  comes  at  this  point  in  time. 
Throughout  the  worid,  our  economic  competi- 
tors are  expanding  their  govemment-industry 
partnerships,  modeling  their  R&D  arrange- 
ments after  the  public-private  cooperative  ef- 
forts which  were  pioneered  here  in  the  United 
States.  In  spite  of  a  flat  economy,  Japan  has 
neariy  tripled  its  funding  over  the  past  5  years 
for  advanced  coal  combustion  technology — the 
technology  most  in  demand  in  the  growring 
global  marketplace.  In  fact,  the  governments 
of  Germany  and  Japan  are  increasing  their  co- 
operative efforts  with  their  private  Industries  to 
devetop  technologies  for  global  sale.  Why? 
Because  a  S1  trillion  market  for  advanced  coal 
and  other  power-generating  equipment  awaits 
them  in  the  21st  century.  The  Walker  amend- 
ment would  unilaterally  put  U.S.  developers  at 
a  distinct  disadvsmtage  against  the  combined 
arsenals  of  other  govemments. 

It  is  also  ironic  that  the  Walker  amendment 
comes  at  a  time  when  an  unprecedented  re- 
structuring of  our  domestic  energy  market  has 
caused  private  industry's  investment  in  energy 
R&D  to  drop  by  35  percent  since  the  mid- 
1980's. 

The  U.S.  energy  industry  involves  more 
than  S500  billion  a  year  in  sales  and  about  8 
percent  of  our  gross  national  product.  Some 
85  percent  of  our  energy  consumption  comes 
from  fossil  fuels— coal,  petroleum,  and  natural 
gas.  With  this  kind  of  impact  on  our  economy, 
the  development  of  dean,  effident,  k>w-cost 
fossil  energy  technologies  should  be  one  of 
the  Nation's — and  this  Congress' — top  prior- 
ities. 

The  Walker  amendment  turns  its  back  on 
the  future  of  technologies  that  supply  85  per- 
cent of  the  energy  in  this  country.  It  turns  its 
back  on  technologies  that  are  within  2  to  3 
years  of  crossing  over  the  threshoki  to  private 
sector  deployment.  It  turns  its  back  on  today's 
energy  industry  where  U.S.  private  sector  in- 
vestment in  R&D  is  already  dedining.  The 
Walker  amendment  tums  its  back  on  hundreds 
of  millions  of  dollars  in  public  and  private  in- 
vestment— provided  in  good  faith — to  develop 
dean,  efficient,  k>w-cost  technokigies  that  can 
be  used  here  at  home  and  can  be  marketed 
to  customers  overseas. 

I  strongly  oppose  the  Walker  amendment  to 
cut  funding  for  fossil  energy  R&D  by  SI 37.8 
million  in  the  fiscal  year  97  Interior  appropria- 
tions bill.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  "no"  on 
the  Walker  amendment 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  srield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  just  let  us  get  the 
facts  straight  here.  I  have  a  letter  ad- 
dressed to  the  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  dated  May  7, 
1996.  It  points  out  that  the  Davis 
amendment  in  the  authorization  bill, 
and  I  qiiote:   "the  Davis  amendment 
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clarifies  that  authorization  for  these 
programs  should  be  reconsidered  if  in 
the  budget  and  appropriations  process 
more  funds  become  available." 

Now  more  funds  have  become  avail- 
able. So  that  what  we  have  just  heard 
about  what  passed  this  House  last  year 
is  not  relevant  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
we  now  have  more  money  available. 

Second,  I  would  like  to  point  out  a 
quote  from  the  administration  letter 
which  says,  "a  cut  of  this  magnitude 
would  effectively  eliminate  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy's  fossil  energy  R&D 
programs  and  limit  our  Nation's  abil- 
ity to  manage  its  energy  future."  It 
goes  on  to  say  that  "fossil  energy  con- 
sumption will  continue  to  supply  85 
percent  or  more  of  the  total  energy 
consumption  in  the  United  States  for 
well  into  the  next  century." 

What  we  are  talking  about  is  the  en- 
ergy future  of  this  Nation.  We  are  talk- 
ing about  energy  independence,  as  was 
pointed  out  by  a  previous  speaker. 

We  now  import  nearly  50  percent  of 
our  energy  needs  in  terms  of  petro- 
leum. That  is  a  fragile  position  to  be 
in.  The  world  is  volatile.  What  happens 
to  our  industries?  I  can  remember  in 
the  last  1970' s  that  I  had  companies 
that  manufactured  plastics  come  to  me 
and  want  a  few  barrels  of  petroleum 
products  because  some  other  things 
come  out  of  a  barrel  of  oil.  Probably, 
some  of  the  fabric  in  this  suit  has  an 
oil-based  derivative.  So  it  is  important 
that  we  have  energy  security. 

Second,  it  is  important  that  we  de- 
velop the  ability  to  use  our  energy, 
coal,  oil  and  gas,  without  impacting  on 
our  clean  air,  without  impacting  on 
our  environment.  What  this  vote  is  all 
about  is  to  protect  our  environment,  to 
move  to  more  ability  to  maintain  clean 
air. 

What  it  is  about  is  energy  security. 
What  it  is  about  is  jobs,  bottom  line  is 
jobs,  because  in  this  Nation,  we  are 
heavily  dependent  on  energy  in  every 
facet  of  our  life,  of  our  indtistrial  com- 
munity, of  our  domestic  conmiunity. 
Households  today  use  far  more  elec- 
tricity than  they  did  in  the  past.  We 
drive  many  more  miles  than  we  did  in 
past  years. 

Therefore,  it  becomes  vitally  impor- 
tant that  we  protect  our  energy  re- 
sources, that  we  use  them  wisely,  be- 
cause they  are  finite,  that  we  use  coal, 
because  it  is  a  tremendous  energy  re- 
source in  this  Nation.  If  we  do  what  is 
embodied  in  this  amendment,  we  crip- 
ple our  fossil  energy  program. 

Let  me  point  out.  because  this 
amendment  transfers  to  parks  and  na- 
tive Americans,  we  have  increased  park 
operations  S55  million.  We  have  in- 
creased native  American  programs  $52 
million.  The  committee  in  its  wisdom 
reduced  the  fossil  energy  budget  by  14 
percent  from  1996,  a  total  of  23  percent 
from  1995.  It  is  going  down.  To  pass  this 
amendment  totally  upsets  this  balance 
that   we   have  achieved  betwe'en   the 


needs  of  our  society  for  energy  versus 
some  of  these  programs.  Obviously 
they  are  put  in  there  to  sound  attrac- 
tive to  Members,  to  save  more  parks, 
more  native  Americans. 

Let  me  just  reiterate,  energy  is  vital 
to  every  person  in  this  Nation.  It  is 
vital  to  our  future.  We  want  to  be  inde- 
pendent. We  want  clean  air.  We  want 
jobs. 

D  1500 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  vote  "'no'  is  for 
those  things,  a  vote  "no"  is  for  jobs, 
clean  air  and  for  energy  independence. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REGULA.  I  yield  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Yates]. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  join  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee, the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Reg- 
ula].  in  opposing  this  sunendment.  I 
agree  completely  with  the  arguments 
that  he  has  advanced.  This  amendment 
would  really  disrupt  our  energy  pro- 
grams tremendously. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

One  last  comment:  If  you  voted  "no" 
on  the  last  amendment,  this  one  is 
worse.  The  last  amendment  slashed  the 
fossil  program  $134  million  after  we  al- 
ready took  out  $60  million.  This 
amendment  slashes  it  $137  million, 
three  more  million  dollars  after  we 
have  taken  out  $60  million.  So  if  you 
were  a  "no"  on  Farr,  you  are  an  even 
more  emphatic  "no"  on  Walker. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  aunendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walk- 
er]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  196,  noes  224. 
not  voting  14,  as  follows: 
[Boll  No.  252] 
AyES-196 


AlUrd 

Andrews 

Barcta 

Barrett  (NE) 

Barrett  (WI) 

Bartlett 

Bass 

Bellenson 

Bereater 

Berman 

Bllbny 

Blumenauer 

Blute 

Boehlen 

Boolor 

Brown  (OH) 

Burr 

Burton 

Buyer 

Camp 

Campbell 

Cardln 

Castle 


Chabot 

Ctulstensen 

Clirysler 

CUy 

Coble 

Co  bum 

Coleman 

Collins  (CA) 

Cooley 

Cox 

Crane 

Commlncs 

Cunnlnfbain 

Danner 

Deal 

DeFazlo 

Delliuns 

Dlncell 

Domas 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Ehlers 

Etarlldi 


Ensign 

Esboo 

Eva£s 

Ewlnr 

Fawell 

Fllner 

Pl^nacan 

Foley 

Forbes 

Fowler 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (NJ) 

FreUnchuysen 

Furse 

Ganske 

Cejdenson 

Gekas 

Gephardt 

Gll(Uirest 

GUUnor 

Gontalet 

GoodllDC 


Gordon 

Greene  (LT) 

Greenwood 

GundersoD 

Gutierrez 

Gutknechl 

Hancock 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hastings  iWA) 

Hij-worth 

Heney 

Hlllearj- 

Hlnchey 

Hoekstra 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Hyde 

IngUs 

Jackson  (ID 

Jacobs 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnston 

Kaslcb 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Klldee 

Kim 

Kingston 

Kleczka 

Klug 

LaFalce 

LaHood 

Lantos 

Latham 

Laao 

Leach 

Levin 

Under 

LoBlondo 

Lofgren 

Longley 

Lowey 


Abercromble 
Ackennan 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker  .(CA) 
Baker  (LA) 
Baldiccl 
Ballenger 
Ban- 
Barton 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bevlll 
BlUrakls 
Bishop 
Bllley 
Boehner 
Bonllla 
Bono 
Borskl 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown  (CAi 
Brown  (FL) 
Bryant  (TN) 
Bryant  (TX) 
Bunn 
Bunnlng 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Canady 
Chambllss 
Chapman 
Chenowelh 
Clayton 
Clement 
dinger 
Clybum 
Collins  (IL) 
Collins  (MI) 
Combest 
Condlt 
Costello 
Coyne 
Crmmer 
Crapo 


Luther 

Man  ton 

Manzullo 

Markey 

Martinez 

.Martini 

McCarthy 

McCollum 

McDermott 

McHttgh 

Mclnnls 

McKeoD 

McKlnney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Metcalf 

Mica 

Miller  (CA) 

Mlnge 

Mink 

Montgomery 

Myrtck 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Owens 

Pal  lone 

Pastor 

Pelosl 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Porter 

Qulnn 

Reed 

Richardson 

Rlggs 

Rivers 

Rohrabacher 

NOES— 224 

Cremeans 

Cnbm 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

DeLauro 

DeLay 

Deutsch 

Dlax-Balart 

Dickey 

Dlcka 

Dlzon 

Doggett 

Dooley 

DoolltUe 

Doyle 

Dreler 

Durbln 

Edwards 

Engel 

English 

Everett 

Farr 

Fattah 

Fano 

Flake 

FogUetU 

Ford 

Franks  (CT) 

Frlsa 

Frost 

Funderburk 

Geren 

Gibbons 

Oilman 

Goodlatte 

Gob 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

Hall  (OH) 

HaU(TX) 

Hamilton 

Hansen 

Harman 

Hasten 

Hayes 

Hefner 

Heloeman 

Herger 

HlUtard 

Hobion 


Roth 

Roukema 

Rcybal-Allard 

Royce 

Rush 

Sabo 

Salmon 

Sanders 

Sanford 

Saxton 

Scart>orough 

Seaslrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Shadegg 

Shays 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (WA) 

Stark 

Steams 

Studds 

Stump 

Talent 

Tau 

Te}eda 

Thurman 

Torklldsen 

Torrtcelll 

Upton 

Vento 

Walker 

Walsh 

Waters 

Wazman 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

White 

Woolsey 

Young  (AK) 

Zimmer 


Hoke 

Holden 

HooghtOD 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Istook 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
JefTerion 
Johnson  (CT) 
Johnson.  E.  B. 
Johnson.  Sam 
Jones 
Kanjonkl 
Kaptor 
Kenselly 
King 
KUnk 

KnoUenberg 
Kolbe 
Laigent 
LaTonreite 
Laughlln 
Lewis  (CA) 
Lewis  (GA) 
LewU(KT) 
Ll^tfoot 
Uplnskl 
Livingston 
Lucas 
Maloney 
Mascara 
Matsul 
McCrery 
McHale 
McInto*h 
Menendez 
Meyen 
MUleader- 

McDooald 
MUter  (FL) 
Moakley 
Mollnan 
MoUohan 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Mnrtha 
Myers 
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Nadler 

Sawyer 

Thomberry 

Neal 

Schaefer 

Thornton 

Ney 

schifr 

Tlahrt 

OrtU 

Schroeder 

Torres 

Orton 

Scott 

Towns 

Oxley 

Shaw 

Traflcant 

Packard 

Shuster 

Velazquez 

Parker 

Slslsky 

Vlsclosky 

Paxon 

SkaCTS 

Volkmer 

Paj-ne  (VA) 

Skeen 

VacanoYlch 

Pickett 

SkeltoD 

Wamp 

Pombo 

Slaivhter 

Ward 

Pomeroy 

Smith  (TX) 

Watt  (NO 

Portman 

Solomon 

Watts  (OK) 

Poshard 

Souder 

Weller 

Pryce 

Spence 

Whltneld 

Qulllen 

Spratt 

Wicker 

Radanovlch 

Stenholm 

Williams 

Rahall 

Stockman 

Wise 

Raji«:el 

Stokes 

Wolf 

Rerila 

Stupak 

Wynn 

Roberts 

Tanner 

Yates 

Roemer 

Taylor  (MS) 

Younf  (FL) 

Rogers 

Taj-lor  (NO 

ZeltfT 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Thomas 

Rose 

Thompson 

NOT  VOTING— 14 

Brownback 

Gallegly 

Rams  tad 

Conyers 

Lincoln 

Schumer 

Emerson 

McDade 

Taozln 

Fields  (LA) 

Payne (NJ) 

Wilson 

Fields  (TX) 

Peterson  (FL) 

D  1520 

Mr.  HUTCHINSON.  Mr.  HEINEMAN, 
Mrs.  CLAYTON,  Mr.  WELLER.  and  Mr. 
ARCHER  changed  their  vote  from 
'"aye"  to  "no." 

Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida,  Messrs. 
COBURN.  WAXMAN,  and  COOLEY,  Ms. 
McKINNEY,         Messrs.  LATHAM. 

VENTO.  RUSH,  and  CHRISTENSEN, 
Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  and  Mr.  McKEON 
changed  their  vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  resTilt  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mrs.  COLLINS  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, on  rollcall  No.  252  I  had  intended 
to  vote  "aye,"  but  I  inadvertently 
voted  "no."  I  would  like  for  the 
Record  to  reflect  that  I  would  have 
voted  "aye"  on  rollcall  No.  252. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  SCHUMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
unavoidably  detained  and  unable  to 
nmke  votes  249.  250.  251,  and  252.  Had  I 
been  present.  I  would  have  voted  "yes" 
on  all  four. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman 
from  Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  OILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
H.R.  3662,  the  fiscal  year  1997  Interior 
appropriations  bill.  I  commend  the 
chaimtian.  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Rkoula],  and  the  ranking  mem- 
ber, the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Yates),  for  their  diligent  efforts  that 
produce  a  bill  that  properly  protects 
our  environment  and  meets  the  needs 
of  the  shrinking  Federal  budget. 

As  the  subconrniittee  chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Regula]  is 
aware.  I  have  long  supported  the  need 
for  Federal  fuading  for  the  acquisition 
of  Sterling  Forest  which  lies  between 
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New  York  State  and  the  State  of  New 
Jersey.  Similarly,  I  know  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  also  supports  what  I 
and  my  colleagues  from  New  York  and 
New  Jersey  are  trying  to  do  with  re- 
gard to  Sterling  Forest,  which  is  lo- 
cated in  my  congressional  district  in 
the  State  of  New  York.  I  am  gratified 
that  the  House  today  will  be  offered  an 
opportunity  to  vote  for  the  funding  for 
this  important  endeavor. 

Mr.  Chairman,  permit  me  to  note 
that  Speaker  Gingrich  and  the  Speak- 
er's environmental  task  force  are  fully 
supportive  of  the  need  to  preserve  Ster- 
ling Forest.  I  look  forward  to  working 
with  the  gentleman  from  Ohio,  Mr. 
Regula,  during  the  fiscal  year  1998 
process,  as  well  as  Speaker  Gingrich, 
to  put  an  end  to  this  long,  hard-fought 
battle  to  preserve  Sterling  Forest.  By 
doing  so,  we  will  protect  the  Appalach- 
ian Corridor,  protect  the  new  Jersey 
watershed,  consolidate  contiguous  pub- 
lic lands,  and  preserve  its  ecological  in- 
tegrity. 

Accordingly,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  support  this  fair- 
minded  bill  that  not  only  supports  our 
environment  but  continues  our  con- 
gressional efforts  to  balance  the  Fed- 
eral budget. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  DICKS 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  DiCKS:  On  page 
47  of  the  bill,  strike  lines  3  through  9. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
offer  an  amendment  to  H.R.  3662,  the 
fiscal  year  1997  Interior  appropriations 
bill.  Specifically,  my  amendment 
strikes  section  116  of  the  general  provi- 
sions of  title  I  of  the  bill,  eliminating 
language  that  withholds  funding  and 
restricts  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  from  designating  critical  habi- 
tat on  certain  private  lands  in  north- 
em  California. 

I  believe  that  section  116  is  an  ill-ad- 
vised provision  for  several  reasons,  and 
that  it  is  inappropriate  to  include  this 
language  on  the  fiscal  year  1997  Inte- 
rior appropriations  bill.  First  of  all, 
the  provision  allows  for  the  weakening 
of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  [ESA]. 
The  gentleman  from  California,  who  is 
responsible  for  this  provision  being  in- 
cluded in  the  bill  might  want  you  to 
believe  that  all  this  amendment  does  is 
withhold  funding:  but  in  fact  it  pre- 
vents the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv- 
ice from  carrying  out  its  statutory  and 
regulatory  responsibilities  under  the 
Endangered  Specief  Act. 

The  act  allows  for  the  Service  to  des- 
ignate critical  habitat  for  species  list- 
ed as  "threatened  or  endangered."  Sec- 
tion 4(b)(2)  of  the  Endangered  Species 
Act  specifically  states: 

The  Secretary  shall  designate  critical 
habitat,  and  make  revisions  thereto,  under 
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subsection  (a)(3)  on  the  basis  of  the  best 
science  available  and  after  taking  Into  con- 
sideration the  economic  Impact,  and  any 
other  relevant  impact,  specifying  any  par- 
ticular areas  as  critical  habitat.  The  Sec- 
retary may  exclude  any  area  from  critical 
habitat  if  he  determines  that  the  benefits  of 
such  exclusion  outweigh  the  benefits  of 
specifying  such  area  as  part  of  the  critical 
habitat,  unless  he  determines,  based  on  the 
best  scientific  and  commercial  data  avail- 
able, that  the  failure  to  designate  such  area 
as  critical  habitat  will  result  In  the  extinc- 
tion of  the  species  concerned. 

Critical  habitat  designation  is  the 
one  area  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
where  economic  impacts  are  clearly 
considered,  and  I  believe  that  is  what 
fully  occurred  in  this  cfrcumstance. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  say  to  my 
colleagues,  there  are  three  major  rea- 
sons why  I  am  opposed  to  the  Riggs 
amendment.  First  of  all,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  believe  that  we  should  be  supporting 
the  Endangered  Species  Act,  not  under- 
mining it.  Critical  habitat,  when  we 
designate  it  on  private  land,  all  it  does 
is  requfre  one  on  private  lands  to  come 
in,  if  you  are  going  to  take  a  bird  or  a 
species,  in  this  case  the  marbled 
murrelet,  and  get  an  incidental  take 
permit. 

The  way  to  do  that  is  by  filing  a 
habitat  conservation  plan.  That  is  how 
you  get  out  of  jail.  You  do  not  get  out 
of  jail  by  coming  to  the  U.S.  Congress 
and  offering  an  amendment  that  makes 
it  possible  for  you,  while  everybody 
else  is  complying  with  this  law,  to  get 
a  special  deal.  That  is  what  I  object  to 
here. 

Second,  the  marbled  murrelet  in 
northern  California  had  declined  in 
population  from  60,000  down  to  about 
6,000.  The  reason  it  has  declined  is  be- 
cause its  habitat,  old  growth  redwood 
trees,  have  been  cut  down  in  that  area 
in  a  very  significant  way. 

Third,  as  I  mentioned,  there  is  a  way 
to  get  out  of  the  Endangered  Species 
Act,  and  that  is  to  enter  into  a  multi- 
species  HCP.  In  this  case.  Pacific  Lum- 
ber, who  has  most  of  the  territory  here, 
about  40,000  acres,  did  not  negotiate  in 
good  faith  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  to  get  a  multispecies  HCP.  Up 
in  my  State  of  Washington.  I  sat  down 
with  Murray  Pacific,  Weyerhauser, 
Plum  Creek,  and  the  major  companies 
in  my  area.  I  said,  "(]r€ntleman,  you 
are  going  to  have  to  work  with  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  You  are 
going  to  have  to  get  an  HCP."  Those 
companies  are  up  there  negotiating 
these  HOP'S.  They  get  100  years  of  cer- 
tainty, they  get  to  go  into  their  land 
and  do  the  harvesting;  yet,  they  have 
to  make  some  set-asides  for  conserva- 
tion purposes,  be  it  is  the  right  thing 
to  do.  It  is  a  win-win. 

What  am  I  going  to  do  if  the  Rigrgs 
amendment  is  enacted?  Then  all  these 
companies  are  going  to  come  to  me  and 
say,  NORM,  why  do  you  not  offer  an 
amendment  to  take  me  out  from  under- 
neath   the    Endangered    Species    Act? 
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This  is  something  we  have  never  done. 
I  just  think  it  would  be  a  tragic  mis- 
take in  this  instance  to  do  it.  That  is 
why  I  am  offering  this  amendment  to 
strike  the  Riggs  amendment,  and  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chafrman,  let  me  put  this  debate 
in  perspective,  because  we  have  now 
heard  from  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  Dicks],  let  us  see.  8  min- 
utes under  the  rule,  several  minutes 
under  general  debate,  and  the  last  5 
minutes.  I  do  not  believe  I  have  heard 
him  once  mention  the  two  words,  pri- 
vate property. 

D  1530 

There  was  a  lot  of  discussion  about 
the  marbled  murrelet.  No  discussion 
about  private  property.  He  said  he  be- 
lieves in  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 
But  the  flipside  of  that  is  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington  [Mr.  Dicks]. 
unlike  277  Members  of  this  House  in  a 
bipartisan  manner,  voted  against  the 
Private  Property  Protection  Act  in 
March  of  last  year.  That  is  why  we  are 
here.  We  aire  talking  about  protecting 
private  property  rights. 

Let  us  do  some  simple  math  here  for 
just  a  moment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  here  is  what  we  are 
talking  about.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  wants  to  designate  nearly  4 
million  acres  of  property  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest,  Oregon,  and  Washington 
and  northwest  California,  as  critical 
habitat  for  the  marbled  murrelet,  a 
tiny  little  seabfrd,  which  actually  is 
not  at  all  in  danger  of  extinction  be- 
cause of  flourishes  in  British  Columbia 
and  Alaska. 

Let  us  look  at  how  that  4  million 
acres  breaks  down.  First  of  all,  the 
ownership,  largely  Federal  lands,  these 
are  properties  that  are  already  under 
public  ownership  and  in  the  public  do- 
main, 2.9  million  acres;  706.000  acres 
owned  by  State  governments;  10,000 
acres  owned  by  local  government;  and 
48,000  acres,  1  percent,  privately  owned. 

So  the  question  is,  do  you  have  to 
have  it  all?  Why  will  99  percent  not  suf- 
fice? 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RIGGS.  I  will  not  yield. 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  will  get  the  gentleman 
extra  time.  I  promise  the  gentleman  I 
will  get  him  extra  time  if  he  will  yield. 
I  will  ask  for  unanimous  consent. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  I  will  yield  then  at  the 
appropriate  time.  I  appreciate  the  gen- 
tleman now  wanting  to  engage  in  a  de- 
bate since  he  was  unwilling  to  earlier. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  we  are  talking 
about  is  the  private  property  that  was 
1  percent  of  the  4  million  acres.  I  will 
admit  right  from  the  get-go,  there  is  no 
way  to  satisfy  the  regulatory  appetite 
of  the  Federal  Government.  I  acknowl- 
edge that.  I  acknowledge  that  there  are 


those  that  genuinely  believe  we  have  to 
have  it  all.  even  the  final,  last,  remain- 
ing 1  percent  under  private  ownership. 

But  here  is  the  problem,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. That  1  percent  represents  4  tim- 
ber companies  and  6  small  ranches.  10 
property  owners  altogether,  in  my  con- 
gressional district.  If  we  cannot  pro- 
tect private  property  rights  for  these  10 
property  owners,  we  cannot  protect 
private  property  rights  for  America. 

So  before  Members  think  that  this  is 
an  easy  vote,  a  clean,  green  environ- 
mental vote  with  no  consequences  in 
your  congressional  district  because  you 
do  not  have  to  worry  about  the  eco- 
nomic consequences  and  the  potential 
job  losses,  you  can  come  down  here  and 
demagogue  in  the  well  because  it  does 
not  mean  anything  to  you  and  your 
constituents  back  home. 

But  it  means  a  lot  to  the  families 
that  are  affected,  or  would  be  affected, 
by  the  Dicks  amendment,  some  of 
whom  are  in  the  gallery  today.  I  want 
to  introduce  those  families,  because 
when  we  get  done  voting,  if  you  have 
really  got  the  courage  of  your  convic- 
tions, you  can  come  down  and  look 
those  families  in  the  eye  and  explain  it 
to  them. 

ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  CHAIRMAN 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
suspend.  The  gentleman  is  not  allowed 
to  make  reference  to  the  occupants  of 
the  gallery.  The  gentleman  may  pro- 
ceed. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  I  appreciate  that,  Mr. 
Chairman,  because  the  last  thing  we 
want  to  do,  of  course,  is  personalize 
this  debate  and  put  a  human  face  on  it. 
No,  let  us  talk  about  it  in  the  abstract. 
Let  us  talk  about  it  conceptually.  Let 
us  not  talk  about  the  families  and  the 
property  owners  that  are  directly  af- 
fected. 

But  I  am  talking  about  them  because 
I  represent  them,  and  I  care  about 
them.  The  Gift  family.  501  acres,  they 
have  owned  this  ranch  since  the  1800's. 
and  it  is  prairie  land,  not  forest  land.  It 
is  prairie  land.  They  graze  on  this  prop- 
erty. Here  it  is.  At  least  those  of  us  in 
northern  California  can  tell  the  dif- 
ference between  a  cow  and  a  marbled 
murrelet.  These  are  cows,  not  marbled 
murrelet  seabirds. 

The  Gift  family,  501  acres  taken.  The 
Bowers  family,  156  acres  taken.  In  case 
you  cannot  see  it,  Mrs.  Bowers  is 
wheelchair-bound.  She  is  still  trying  to 
operate  the  family  ranch.  Harold 
Crabtree,  his  entire  254  acres  taken  by 
the  designation. 

Do  not  tell  me  that  these  families 
have  the  financial  resources  to  prepare 
elaborate  habitat  conservation  plans 
and  go  through  months  and  months  of 
review  with  the  Federal  bureaucracy  in 
order  to  get  an  incidental-take  permit 
because  they  cannot.  They  do  not  have 
the  wherewithal  or  the  financial  re- 
sources. 

That  is  what  we  are  talking  about 
here.  Fundamentally  this  debate  boils 


down  to  whether  you  believe  in  private 
property  rights,  whether  you  are  going 
to  take  a  stand  here  and  now  to  follow 
through  on  the  commitment  we  made 
last  March  when  the  House  voted  over- 
whelmingly in  favor  of  the  Private 
Property  Protection  Act. 

I  look  forward  in  the  debate  as  we 
move  forward  to  further  introducing 
these  families.  Again  I  ask  that  Mem- 
bers take  a  stand  here  and  now.  protect 
private  property  and  the  families  and 
jobs  that  depend  on  that  private  prop- 
erty. 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  con- 
tinue talking  about  families.  Somehow 
it  seems  that  in  this  list  of  families,  we 
left  off  one  leading  Califomian.  and  I 
think  that  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington would  indulge  me  that  if,  in 
fact,  there  were  a  citizen  and  a  worthy 
cause,  he  might  be  more  sympathetic 
to  the  Riggs  amendment.  But  the  fact 
is,  these  families  with  thefr  couple  of 
hundred  acres  are  not  really  affected 
by  this.  But  good  old  Charlie  Hurwitz. 
now  there  is  a  man  that  we  could  all  be 
proud  of.  He  has  got  40-some-odd  thou- 
sands acres  of  this  stuff,  most  of  which 
he  got  by  stealing  money  from  the  Fed- 
eral Government.  Charlie,  if  he  is  not 
under  indictment,  he  is  under  the  cloud 
of  it  for  raiding  a  savings  and  loan 
which  he  used  to  buy  Pacific  Lumber. 

After  he  bought  Pacific  Lumber  in 
the  district  of  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Riggs],  and  this  is  who 
the  gentleman  is  trying  to  protect,  be 
proceeded  to  lay  off  105  people  and  he 
proceeded  to  log  all  these  redwoods  and 
sell  them  off  to  pay  off  the  junk  bonds 
that  were  supposed  to  pay  off  the  sav- 
ings and  loan  that  forced  the  Pacific 
Life  Insurance  Company,  Executive 
Life,  into  bankruptcy,  costing  not  only 
the  people  in  his  district  100  jobs  but 
costing  hundreds  of  people  to  lose  thefr 
pensions.  This  is  good  old  Charlie 
Hurwitz  from  the  gentleman's  district. 
He  is  the  corporate  raider  who  owns 
this  land  who  is  trying  to  clear-cut  all 
of  the  redwoods.  Forget  the  murrelets. 
Let  us  think  about  the  hundreds  of 
loggers  who  will  be  out  of  work  when 
Charlie  is  done. 

I  think  that  we  should  protect  pri- 
vate property.  The  first  person  we 
ought  to  protect  is  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment from  raiders  like  Hurwitz  who 
will  go  in  and  clean  out  a  savings  and 
loan  to  illegally  acqufre  this  property, 
then  begin  to  fire  the  people,  deprive 
them  of  their  pensions,  sell  off  really 
what  is  a  birthright  for  generations  to 
come,  these  magestic  redwoods,  cut 
them  down,  sell  them  off  to  pay  off 
junk  bonds. 

Is  that  the  kind  of  a  gentleman  that 
you  would  like  to  help.  I  would  ask  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington? The  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Riggs]  wants  to  help  him. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield,  I  want  to  applaud 


14654 

the  gentleman  from  California  who  has 
written  on  this  subject  and  who  has 
even  suggested  that  maybe  we  could 
trade  the  massive  S1.2  billion  that  we 
lost,  or  that  the  Federal  Government 
lost  because  of  the  S&L  that  Mr. 
Hurwit^s  went  bankrupt  with. 

Mr.  STARK.  We  could  make  a  deal 
with  the  devil  himself  and  trade  him 
out  of  his. 

Mr.  DICKS.  We  could  buy  the  head- 
waters redwoods  that  are  so  critical  to 
this.  But  in  this  case,  most  of  the  land 
is  Pacific  Lumber  Co.  land.  The  gen- 
tleman is  right. 

The  other  point  the  gentleman  is 
right  on,  too,  is  that  there  was  a  Fed- 
eral court  that  said  you  have  got  to 
issue  critical  habitat.  So  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  was  directed  by  a 
court  to  do  it. 

Also.  Mr.  Hurwitz  was  stopped  from 
logging  the  rest  of  the  old  growth  be- 
cause of  a  Federal  court  decision. 

Mr.  STARK.  But  then  he  found  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Riggs]. 
Aha.  He  did  not  have  to  bother  with 
the  Federal  court  and  the  $1.6  billion 
he  stole  from  the  savings  and  loans.  He 
could  just  sneak  a  little  amendment  in 
here  to  get  himself  absolved  and  con- 
tinue to  rip  off  on  the  public. 

Is  that  the  kind  of  a  private  citizen 
we  should  be  helping  when  it  entails 
destroying  these  redwoods  which  all  of 
the  citizens  of  the  country  can  enjoy,  I 
ask  the  gentleman? 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  do  not  think  we  should 
do  it  for  those  reasons.  Let  me  also  say 
to  the  gentleman,  I  think  the  impor- 
tant point  here  is  that  critical  habi- 
tat  

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  have  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Will  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Stark]  yield  for  a 
parliamentary  inquirsr? 

Mr.  STARK.  Not  at  this  time.  How 
much  time  do  I  have  remaining,  Mr. 
Chairman? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  am  listening  to  some  comments. 
I  am  about  ready  to  take 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
suspend.  Does  the  gentleman  yield  for 
a  parliamentary  inquiry? 

Mr.  STARK.  How  much  time  do  I 
have  remaining,  Mr.  Chairman? 

POINT  OF  ORDER 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Point  of 
order,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  asked  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  has 
IVi  minutes  remaining. 

Is  the  gentleman  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Young]  raising  a  point  of  order? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Point  of 
order. 

The  CHAmMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  point  of  order. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rarely  do  this,  but  I  have  heard 
some  very  serious  charges  made  from 
the  gentleman  in  the  well  that  relates 
to  nothing  about  this  bill.  Of  course  in 
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taking  a  question,  the  gentleman  of- 
fered the  amendment,  in  fact  the  in- 
tent of  the  amendment 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  point  of  order. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  My  point  of 
order  is  when  does  one  ask  to  have  the 
words  taken  down,  especially  when  the 
question  comes  to  a  fellow  member  of 
this  committee  that  asks  and  presents 
an  amendment  and  someone  questions 
the  integrity,  such  as,  "He  found  Mr. 
Riggs  and  now  he  can  go  ahead  and 
steal  from  the  public." 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  demand  for  the 
gentleman's  words  to  be  taken  down 
must  immediately  follow  the  words  in 
question.  So  a  demand  at  this  point  is 
untimely. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  I  would  not 
ask  that  that  be  done,  but  I  would  sug- 
gest to  the  gentleman,  and  I  do  respect 
the  gentleman  in  the  well,  to  be  very 
careful  when  he  questions  another 
Member  on  the  floor  of  the  House  and 
show  him  due  respect.  He  is  a  Member 
of  this  House.  He  is  supporting  those 
small  people. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  California  may  continue. 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alaska's  point  is  well 
taken.  The  intent  of  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Riggs]  is  unques- 
tionably honorable  in  this.  He  \&  trsrtng 
to  help  Mr.  Hurwitz,  there  is  no  ques- 
tion about  that,  and  that  is  his  right  as 
it  is  Mr.  Hurwitz's  right  who  still 
walks  abroad  as  a  free  man  even 
though  he  has  some  civil  differences 
with  the  Federal  Government.  I  appre- 
ciate that. 

However,  the  question  still  remains, 
is  good  old  Charlie  the  kind  of  person 
that  we  think  should  be  helped  by  giv- 
ing him  a  gift  and  allowing  him  to  log 
these  redwoods. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  STARK.  I  5^eld  to  the  gentleman 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  appreciate  the  gen- 
tleman yielding. 

If  I  were  Mr.  Hurwitz,  I  would  be 
working  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  to  do  a  multispecies  habitat 
conservation  plan  like  Murray  Pacific, 
Simpson,  Weyerhaeioser,  and  other  peo- 
ple are  doing  in  order  to  have  a  nego- 
tiated settlement  of  this  issue  so  that 
he  can  get  an  incidental  take  permit 
and  we  can  protect  the  owls  and  the 
murrelets. 

The  only  problem  here  for  the  other 
people,  by  the  way,  there  is  a  notion 
here  that  when  you  have  a  designation 
of  critical  habitat,  you  cannot  do  any- 
thing on  your  private  lands.  That  is 
not  accurate.  You  can  go  in  and  con- 
tinue to  log,  but  you  cannot  go  in  and 
take  one  of  the  species.  If  you  are 
going  to  take  a  species,  then  you  have 
got  to  get  a  habitat  conservation  plan, 
which  is  completely  understandable. 

So  there  is  a  way  for  Mr.  Hurwitz  to 
proceed,  but  he  chooses  not  to  because 


he  wants  to  bring  lawsuits  saying  that 
this  whole  process  is  a  constitutional 
taking  of  his  property.  I  guarantee  I 
will  work  with  any  of  the  people  that 
are  here  from  the  Congressman's  dis- 
trict, with  the  people  in  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  who  are  doing  HCPs 
to  see  if  we  can  get  them  taken  care  of. 
I  will  be  glad  to  work  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Riggs]  to 
help  the  people  who  legitimately  need 
help. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Stark] 
has  expired. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
gentleman  from  California  be  given  2^! 
additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  have  had  some 
discussion  with  the  gentleman  offering 
this  amendment  and  after  we  have  one 
more  speaker  on  this  side,  which  would 
even  out  the  time  at  that  point,  we  will 
seek  a  unanimous-consent  agreement 
to  limit  the  debate  on  the  amendment. 

So  I  would  ask  that  we  go  to  a  speak- 
er on  this  side,  then  we  will  have  an 
even  amount  of  time.  I  would  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Chafr- 
man,  I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment.  I  want  to  congratulate  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Riggs] 
for  introducing  this  amendment. 

I  am  still  very  frustrated  that  one 
person's  name  was  used  over  and  over 
and  over  again.  What  happened  to  the 
five  landowners,  the  little  ones,  125 
acres,  151  acres,  527  acres?  There  are  no 
trees  on  those  lands.  Contrary  to  what 
the  gentleman  from  Washington  says, 
there  is  in  fact  with  the  Fish  and  Wild- 
life, you  cannot  do  anything  on  that 
land  if  they  designate  it  might  disturb 
the  murrelet.  The  murrelet  is  not  en- 
dangered. It  is  not  endangered,  I  say  to 
the  gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Dicks].  It  is  all  over  the  area.  But  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  says  it  is  endangered. 
So  we  bow  and  we  scrape  to  the  Federal 
Government,  the  almighty  Federal 
Government. 

Yet  these  people,  this  lady  in  the 
wheelchair,  these  people  on  this  little 
ranch  with  thefr  kids,  they  are  brow- 
beaten by  this  Government  saying  you 
must  meet  our  requirements.  With 
what?  Has  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  Dicks]  ever  been  on  a  farm? 
No.  Does  he  know  anything  about 
farming?  No. 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  worked  on  a  farm  for 
two  summers. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  The  gen- 
tleman knows  how  these  people  live, 
and  he  wants  them  to  go  get  a  lawyer, 
and  draw  up  this  plan  and  we  have  got 
the  big  Federal  Government,  the  Fish 


June  19,  1996 

and  Wildlife,  telling  you  what  to  do, 
that  "if  you  don't  do  it  you're  going  to 
jail  and  you're  going  to  get  fined." 
That  is  our  Government  today.  We 
wonder  why  we  have  got  the  Freemen 
or  the  militants.  We  wonder  why,  in 
fact,  we  have  got  unrest  in  this  coun- 
try. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  because  our  Gov- 
ernment, in  fact,  has  got  out  of  hand 
and  out  of  line  with  the  Endangered 
Species  Act,  and  I  am  glad  to  hear  the 
gentleman  supports  the  Endangered 
Species  Act,  35,000  people  were  put  out 
of  work  in  his  area.  In  California  and 
Oregon  alone,  181  mills  closed  down. 
For  what?  For  a  species  not  endan- 
gered—because the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  says  it  is  endangered. 

I  write  a  bill  that  says  it  must  have 
biological  substantial  evidence  it  is  en- 
dangered, and  I  am  criticized  for  that. 

Do  you  know  how  to  get  a  specie  on 
the  endangered  list  today?  Any  one  of 
you  can  file  a  petition,  as  they  did  in 
Alaska.  That  is  all  you  have  to  do. 
Then  the  agency  says,  we  must  study 
it.  It  the  meantime,  by  the  way,  you 
are  going  to  lose  your  job.  This  is  just 
how  ridiculous  the  Endangered  Species 
Act  is  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  ridiculous 
that  this  amendment  is  even  proposed 
when  this  gentleman  has  families  to 
protect,  and  he  talks  about  one  person. 
What  about  the  families?  I  do  not  care 
if  it  is  one  family  or  one  acre.  When 
this  Government  is  wrong,  it  is  wrong. 

What  happened  to  the  gentlenmn's 
liberalism?  What  happened  to  his  pro- 
tecting the  masses?  What  happened  to 
"We  have  to  think  about  the  people"? 
All  he  thinks  about  now  is  the  Govern- 
ment and  how  right  they  are.  I  am  tell- 
ing you  they  are  wrong  in  this  case, 
dead  wrong. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  bad  amend- 
ment, and  I  support  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Riggs]. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Young],  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Resources,  for  his 
very  strong  remarks. 

We  have  heard  some  on  the  other 
side,  in  fact,  I  believe  I  heard  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington  [Mr.  Dicks] 
say  this  earlier  today,  that  my  amend- 
ment may  actually  send  the  marbled 
murrelet  into  extinction,  and  I  just 
want  to  get  on  the  record  right  now 
how  absurd  that  contention  is.  Accord- 
ing to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
there  are  an  estimated  18,000  to  35,000 
murrelets  in  Washington,  Oregon,  and 
California  alone,  with  several  hundred 
thousand  additional  birds  in  Alaska 
and  British  Columbia. 

The  second  point  I  want  to  make, 
particularly  since  the  gentleman  from 
California  spoke  first,  to  point  the  fin- 
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ger  to  one  particular  company,  the 
gentleman  may  want  to  bad-mouth  the 
majority  owner  of  that  particular  com- 
pany, but  I  want  him  to  know  he  is 
talking  about  the  largest  private  em- 
ployer in  the  largest  county  in  my  con- 
gressional district,  and  that  employ- 
ment at  that  company  has  grown  from 
approximately  950  employees  at  the 
time  of  the  merger  in  1986  to  1,600  em- 
ployees as  of  last  month,  an  increase  of 
650  living-wage  jobs  that  cannot  be  eas- 
ily replaced  in  our  local  economy. 

So  this  debate  is  about  private  prop- 
erty, as  I  said  earlier,  and  the  families 
and  jobs  that  depend  on  that  private 
property,  not  about  a  particular  indi- 
vidual property  owner. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Reclaiming 
my  time,  I  had  an  opportunity,  I  wrote 
a  good  bill  with  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Pombo]  to  solve  this 
problem.  But  anybody  who  thinks  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  works,  I  would 
suggest  he  start  reading  it  and  seeing 
where  this  Government  has  gone  out  of 
whack,  when  they  tell  a  woman  she 
cannot  take  and  raise  grain  on  her 
ranch  because  there  is  a  kangaroo  rat. 
She  stopped  raising  grain.  The  rats  left 
because  there  was  nothing  to  eat.  It 
burned  and  burned  the  houses  down  in 
all  the  area. 

This  is  the  act  that  Members  sup- 
port. I  am  terribly  disappointed  to  sup- 
port an  Endangered  Species  Act  that 
does  not  protect  the  species,  does  not 
take  and  protect  the  private  lamd- 
owners,  in  fact,  allows  this  Govern- 
ment to  run  amok.  I  am  saying,  let  us 
change  it.  That  is  what  I  am  saying. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  a 
feeling  I  am  not  going  to  get  it,  but  I 
am  going  to  propound  it  anyhow.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  aJl  debate  on 
this  amendment  be  limited  to  60  min- 
utes, the  time  equally  divided  between 
the  gentleman  from  Washington  offer- 
ing the  amendment  [Mr.  Dicks]  and  the 
gentleman  from  California,  and  all 
amendments  thereto. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arizona? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words,  and  I  rise  in  support 
of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  is 
about  an  individual,  Mr.  Hurwitz.  It  is 
about  corporate  ethics  and  corporate 
policy,  and  it  is  about  special  legisla- 
tion that  if  you  are  rich  enough,  you 
are  strong  enough,  you  have  enough 
lawyers  and  you  have  enough  lobbyists, 
what  you  can  get  done  in  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States. 

It  was  not  about  the  families  who  are 
on  the  poster  board  here,  because  if 
they  wanted  to  take  care  of  those  fami- 
lies, they  could  have.  The  driving  force 
for  this  ajnendment  is  Mr.  Hurwitz.  Mr. 


Hurwitz.  who  would  get  exempted  not 
145  acres  or  165  acres  on  the  family 
spread.  Not  that,  but  32.000  acres  of 
California's  redwood  forest  heritage 
that  he  seeks  now  to  log  in  violation  of 
the  law. 

But  that  is  not  anything  new  from 
Mr.  Hurwitz.  Because  when  Mr. 
Hurwitz  had  a  pension  fund,  he  ran  the 
pension  fund  in  violation  of  the  law. 
When  Mr.  Hurwitz  had  an  S&L.  a  sav- 
ings and  loan,  he  cost  the  taxpayers  of 
this  country  a  billion  dollars,  because 
he  ran  that  in  violation  of  the  law. 
When  Mr.  Hurwitz  had  employees,  he 
ran  his  company  in  violation  of  the  law 
with  respect  to  the  labor  law. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  point  of 
order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  point  of  order. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  it  ap- 
propriate under  the  rules  of  the  House 
to  charge  individuals  with  crimes  of 
which  they  have  not  been  convicted? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, if  I  may  have  regular  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  point  of  order. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will 
make  a  point  of  order  that  the  gentle- 
man's comments  are  out  of  order  be- 
cause they  amoimt  to  slander,  in  that 
the  individual  mentioned  has  not  been 
convicted  of  any  of  the  crimes. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  object.  I  ask  the  gentleman's 
words  be  taken  down  because  he  has  no 
evidence  that  any  of  this  is  suggestive 
slander.  It  is  a  matter  of  public  record 
what  Mr.  Hurwitz  has  done  to  the  peo- 
ple of  this  company,  the  people  of  the 
community,  and  the  i>eople  of  our 
State. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Both  gentlemen 
will  suspend.  The  Clerk  wiU  first  report 
the  words  of  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  MnxER]. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Riggs]  seek  rec- 
ogrnition? 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  so  we  can 
move  forward.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  words  in  question  be  con- 
sidered withdrawn. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  does 
not  need  unanimous  consent  to  with- 
draw his  objection  to  Mr.  Miller's 
words;  all  he  needs  to  do  is  withdraw 
his  demand. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  I  do  so,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  California,  [Mr.  Miller]  withdraw 
his  request? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  do.  The  gentleman  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayworth]  informed  me  I  was 
wrong,  that  the  gentleman  said  I  was 
"slender."  That  is  what  I  took  offense 
at. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Both  demands  are 
withdrawn.  The  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  Mn.i.ER]  is  recognized  for 
the  remaining  3V^  minutes. 
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Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  Committee  is  not  in  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  slender  Mem- 
ber from  California  wants  order.  The 
Comimittee  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, this  may  be  a  painful  biography 
to  point  out,  but  it  is  an  important 
one,  because  it  goes  to  the  character  of 
this  amendment  and  it  goes  to  the 
character  of  the  company  behind  this 
amendment.  Because  every  time  this 
company  has  engaged  a  regulatory 
agency  of  this  Government,  the  FDIC. 
who  is  worried  about  his  banking  prac- 
tices, he  has  encountered  them  in 
court.  The  OfQce  of  Thrift  Supervision, 
which  was  dealing  with  the  taxpayers 
money,  he  has  encountered  them  in 
court.  The  California  Forest  Practices 
Board,  he  has  encountered  them  in 
court.  And  the  Federal  judge  on  forest 
practices,  he  has  encountered  them  in 
court. 

This  noan  has  engaged  every  law  that 
he  has  been  involved  with  in  his  com- 
pany, and  he  has  essentially  violated 
them  all  or  been  chau^ed  with  violating 
them  all  by  regulatory  agencies  and 
the  courts  of  this  country.  So  what 
good  does  he  do?  He  comes  to  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States,  amd  to  sug- 
gest that  somehow  the  Members  of  this 
body,  the  Members  of  this  body  can  be 
conned  into  allowing  him  to  do  some- 
thing which  nobody  else  gets  to  do  in 
California,  the  Pacific  Northwest,  in 
dealing  with  the  problems  of  our  envi- 
ronment, he  simply  gets  to  escape  his 
responsibility  under  the  law.  He  simply 
escapes  his  responsibility  under  the 
law. 

Now,  they  put  a  couple  of  families  in 
the  lifeboat  with  him  to  decorate  it  up, 
but  the  captain  and  the  crew  is  Mr. 
Hurwltz  and  Pacific  Lumber  Co.  They 
are  the  driving  force,  because  they  are 
the  33,000  acres  that  are  being  exempt- 
ed here. 

So  what?  So  he  can  start  practicing 
the  forest  practices  that  brought  him 
in  violation  of  the  State  law  and  the 
Federal  law?  No.  We  cannot  have  that 
in  California.  We  treasure  our  red- 
woods, and  so  does  this  Nation.  And 
you  know  why  he  is  lumbering  these 
woods?  Why  he  is  timbering  these 
woods?  He  is  timbering  because  he  sold 
junk  bonds  and  now  he  cannot  pay  the 
interest  on  those  junk  bonds  that  he 
destroyed  a  pension  plan  with,  that  he 
destroyed  a  wonderful  company  with,  a 
company  that  used  to  take  care  of  its 
employees'  children  by  griving  them 
college  scholarships,  a  company  that 
used  to  take  care  of  you  at  Christmas- 
time and  Thanksgiving.  Those  employ- 
ees were  thrown  out.  They  were  bought 
an  annuity  and  the  annuity  collapsed. 
But  now  he  has  to  pay  those  bonds  off. 

He  has  been  in  my  office,  he  has  been 
in  everyone's  office,  or  his  representa- 
tives have.  He  tried  to  shop  one  deal 
after  another  to  avoid  obeying  the  law. 
This  is  the  court  of  last  request.  This 


body  should  not  dignify  this  request. 
This  body  should  turn  down  this  re- 
quest in  the  name  of  decency,  in  the 
name  of  this  institution.  This  is  so  far 
out  of  the  realm  of  responsibility  it 
should  not  even  befoul  the  aisles,  be- 
foul the  aisles  of  this  Congress,  that 
this  man  would  come  here  in  the  name 
of  his  not  wanting  to  obey  the  law,  to 
desecrate  the  redwoods,  to  desecrate 
forest  practices,  to  desecrate  these 
lands. 

No,  that  should  not  be  allowed.  And 
when  we  talk  about  private  property, 
let  us  talk  about  the  small  business- 
man in  terms  of  the  fisherman,  the 
people  that  are  fishing  off  of  your  coast 
and  my  coast,  because  when  this  man 
gets  done  logging  on  the  streams,  the 
salmon  fisheries  go  to  hell.  What  about 
those  small  business  people?  It  is  all 
entertwined.  That  is  why  it  is  called  an 
ecosystem.  That  is  why  we  are  using 
Federal,  State,  and  private  lands  to 
share  the  burden,  to  share  the  burden. 

This  is  not  the  answer.  This  is  wrong, 
it  was  wrong  when  it  was  introduced  in 
the  committee,  and  it  was  wrong  when 
it  has  been  brought  to  this  floor,  and  it 
is  wrong  that  you  should  have  to  take 
your  time  with  it.  Because  this  is  not 
fair  to  the  people  in  Oregon  and  Wash- 
ington and  California  who  are  playing 
by  the  rules,  the  people  who  SLce  trying 
to  amend  their  practices. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Mil- 
ler] has  expired. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  pro- 
ceed for  2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  COOLEY  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  COOLEY  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  oppose  the  Dicks 
amendment.  I  do  not  know  what  is  hap- 
pening in  this  debate.  We  seem  to  be  off 
on  an  individual.  We  are  not  talking 
about  the  masses,  the  little  people  in- 
volved in  this  process.  For  too  long  pri- 
vate property  owners  of  America  have 
been  asked  to  sacrifice  property  for 
government  ventures.  Nameless  faces, 
bureaucrats  who  believe  in  quasi- 
science  instead  of  sound  principles, 
have  trampled  all  over  the  constitu- 
tional guarantee  of  just  compensation 
for  the  land  that  is  taken  for  public 
use.  This  has  to  end. 

In  my  18  months  in  Congress,  I  have 
been  astounded  by  the  number  of  peo- 
ple who  believe  that  all  America's  land 
is  theirs  for  the  taking.  How  far  has 
this  gone?  It  has  gone  too  far.  We  are 
involved  in  a  debate  now,  we  are  talk- 
ing about  aji  individual  in  California. 
Let  us  talk  about  the  little  people  in 
California  and  also  in  Oregon  that  have 
done  nothing  wrong.  If  somebody  has 
done  something  wrong,  let  us  get  some 
legislation  to  punish  them,  but  let  us 
not  punish  the  other  people  involved  in 


this  process  by  masking  it  to  the  point 
of  where  we  are  going  to  take  the  land 
away  from  the  little  people  because  we 
have  somebody  big  who  may  or  may 
not  have  done  something  wrong. 

This  bill  contains  commonsense  lan- 
guage to  protect  the  private  property 
that  the  Government  is  asking  to  set 
aside  for  the  marbled  murrelet  habitat. 
This  provision  only  relates  to  1  percent 
of  all  the  area  designated  as  critical 
habitat.  Unfortunately,  the  opponents 
of  this  provision  feel  there  is  no  such 
thing  as  private  property.  This  is  a  rad- 
ical measure.  The  private  property  in 
question  is  northern  California,  south- 
ernmost tip  of  the  marbled  murrelet 
migration. 

With  4  million  acres  set  aside  for 
critical  habitat  in  Oregon,  in  Washing- 
ton, and  California,  is  1  percent  of  the 
habitat,  the  southernmost  tip  of  the 
bird's  migration,  going  to  change  any- 
thing? Not  at  all.  I  do  not  think  so,  es- 
pecially when  you  consider  the 
murrelet  is  mostly  found  in  Canada 
and  Alaska.  What  the  opponent  of  pri- 
vate property  rights  ought  to  do  is  pe- 
tition the  Canadian  Government  to  set 
aside  millions  of  acres  of  land  in  their 
country  for  this  critical  habitat. 

But,  again,  maybe  they  think  that 
the  bird  simply  stops  at  the  border.  It 
is  the  time  for  Congress  to  stand  up 
and  protect  private  property  rights  and 
not  allow  this  discussion  to  focus  on 
one  individual  who  may  or  may  not 
have  had  a  problem.  But  think  about 
the  thousands  auid  literally  hundreds  of 
small  families  as  we  have  seen  by  the 
example  that  are  being  adversely  af- 
fected by  this  piece  of  legislation. 

I  oppose  the  Dicks  amendment. 

Ms.  ESHOO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Dicks-Stark  amendment,  and  I  want  to 
salute  them  for  offering  it.  It  would 
strike  the  language  from  this  Interior 
bill  which  obviously  I  think  has  been 
established  in  the  debate  so  far  will 
harm  the  marbled  murrelet. 

The  bill  prohibits  the  expenditure  of 
funds  to  protect  this  endangered  spe- 
cies that  nests  in  the  Head  Waters  For- 
est in  California. 

As  a  Califomian,  I  rise  in  support  of 
the  amendment.  How  dare  anyone  try 
to  pluck  out  the  jewels  in  the  crown  of 
our  State?  Why  does  this  bill  give  spe- 
cial treatment  to  one  timber  company 
at  the  expense  of  this  endangered  spe- 
cies and  the  Endangered  Species  Act? 

The  U.S.  District  Court  in  California 
has  already  stopped  Pacific  Lumber. 
Maybe  the  other  side  should  have 
called  this  the  Pacific  Lumber  amend- 
ment. The  U.S.  District  Court  in  Cali- 
fornia already  stopped  Pacific  Lumber 
from  cutting  crucial  sections  of  this 
bird's  habitat,  because  Pacific  Lumber 
refused  to  comply  with  the  Endangered 
Species  Act.  So  it  is  not  the  Endan- 
gered Species  Act  that  should  be  com- 
ing imder  the  hammer  today,  it  is  Pa- 
cific Lunlber.  Now  Pacific  Lumber  is 
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asking  the  Congress  to  reverse  that  de- 
cision. Members,  make  no  mistake 
about  it.  That  is  what  the  attempt  is 
here  today.  I  want  to  repeat  that:  Now 
Pacific  Lumber  is  asking  the  Congress 
to  reverse  the  court's  decision. 

Why  are  we  being  asked  to  reverse 
this  decision?  Because  1  percent  of  the 
marbled  murrelet 's  total  critical  habi- 
tat designated  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  is  on  private  lands  in  Washing- 
ton, Oregon,  and  California. 

Pacific  Lumber  is  concerned  that 
they  will  not  be  able  to  continue  log- 
ging their  logging  activities  in  the 
area.  Importantly,  and  this  is  some- 
thing that  every  Member  should  listen 
to,  a  critical  habitat  designation  does 
not  in  and  of  itself  prevent  logging  or 
other  activity;  it  simply  triggers  a 
process  to  ensure  that  any  activity  in 
the  area  does  not  adversely  modify  the 
habitat.  That  is  a  reasonable  approach. 
I  want  to  repeat  that,  that  is  a  reason- 
able approach.  There  is  nothing  far- 
fetched or  off  the  ranch  about  this.  It 
is  a  reasonable  approach. 

Where  there  were  once  60,000  marbled 
murrelets  there  are  now  only  2,000  to 
5,000.  Commercial  logging  has  de- 
stroyed 95  percent  of  this  nesting  habi- 
tat. I  think  we  have  the  responsibility 
to  protect  threatened  and  endangered 
species.  They  are  a  part  of  the  cycle  of 
our  life.  They  are  a  part  of  the  cycle  of 
our  life  that  God  has  given  to  us.  It  is 
not  for  us  to  desecrate,  it  is  not  for  us 
to  use  up.  The  Riggs  language  in  the 
Interior  appropriations  bill  would 
doom  this  coastal  bird  forever,  and  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Dicks-Stark  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment  to  strike  language  from  the  Inte- 
rior bill  which  will  harm  the  mart)led  murrelet. 

This  bill  prohibits  the  expenditure  of  funds  to 
protect  the  threatened  marbled  murrelet,  a  sea 
bird  that  nests  in  the  Head  Waters  Forest  in 
Califomia. 

Why  does  this  bill  give  special  treatment  to 
one  timber  company  at  the  expense  of  the 
mart>led  murrelet  and  the  Endangered  Species 
Act?  The  U.S.  District  Court  in  Califomia  has 
already  stopped  Pacific  Lumber  from  cutting 
crucial  sections  of  this  bird's  habitat  because 
Pacific  Lumtser  refused  to  comply  with  the  En- 
dangered Species  Act. 

Now  Pacific  Lumber  is  asking  the  Congress 
to  reverse  that  decision. 

And  why  are  we  being  asked  to  reverse  this 
decision?  Because  1  percent  of  the  marbled 
murrellefs  total  critical  habitat  designated  by 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  on  private 
lands  in  Washington,  Oregon,  and  California. 
Pacific  Lumber  is  concerned  that  they  wont 
be  able  continue  kjgging  activities  in  the  area. 

Importantly,  a  critical  habitat  designation 
does  not,  in  and  of  itself,  prevent  logging  or 
other  activity — it  simply  triggers  a  process  to 
ensure  that  any  activity  in  the  area  does  not 
adversely  modify  the  habitat.  Thafs  a  reason- 
able approach. 

Mr.  Chairman,  where  there  were  once 
60,000  marbled  murrelets,  there  are  now  only 
2,000  to  5,000.  Commercial  logging  has  de- 
stroyed 95  percent  of  their  nesting  habitat. 


We  have  a  responsibility  to  protect  threat- 
ened and  endangered  species — ^they  are  part 
of  our  cyde  of  life.  The  Riggs  language  in  the 
Interior  appropriations  tjill  could  doom  this 
coastal  sea  bird  forever.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  the  Dicks  amendment. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield?      ^ 

Ms.  ESHOO.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
point  out  to  my  colleagues  the  reason 
that  critical  habitat  was  designated  on 
private  lands,  and,  by  the  way.  in 
Washington,  Oregon,  and  northern 
Califomia  it  was  only  1  percent  of  the 
lands,  and  it  is  because  suitable  nest- 
ing habitat  on  Pacific  Lumber  Co. 
lands  in  Humboldt  County  is  the  only 
available  nesting  habitat  for  the  south- 
em  portion  of  zone  4.  It  is  imperative 
to  protect  marbled  murrelet  habitat  on 
corporate  forest  lands  in  northern  Cali- 
fomia, because  these  lands  provide  a 
biological  link  for  the  murrelet  popu- 
lations between  Redwood  National 
Park  to  the  north  and  the  State  red- 
wood parks  to  the  south.  This  is  not 
being  done  in  any  mean-spirited  way. 
It  is  being  done  to  protect  the  marbled 
murrelet. 

I  was  somewhat  amazed  by  my  friend 
from  California  suggesting  that  the 
murrelet,  because  it  is  surviving  in 
Alaska,  that  we  are  not  concerned 
about  it.  You  have  to  understand  under 
the  law  we  have  to  protect  these  spe- 
cies throughout  their  range,  and  that  is 
why  you  have  got  to  protect  them  in 
northern  Califomia,  Oregon,  Washing- 
ton, and  Alaska.  That  is  our  law. 

I  would  say  to  my  colleague  from 
Alaska,  he  is  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee. We  have  been  waiting  for  him  to 
come  out  with  his  amended  bill.  I  un- 
derstand that  maybe  the  leadership  on 
the  majority  side  has  had  second 
thoughts  about  It,  but  I  got  to  tell  you 
this:  To  get  up  here  today  and  say  un- 
equivocally that  he  does  not  support 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  I  think  is 
shocking.  The  Endangered  Species  Act 
is  important  to  the  future  of  this  coun- 
try, it  is  important  to  our  biological 
diversity,  it  is  important  to  the  future 
of  mankind.  I  think  that  we  ought  to 
think  very,  very  carefully  here  today 
about  a  special  exemption. 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Califomia. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  just 
want  to  respond  to  the  comments  of 
the  gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Dicks]  because  this  is  the  point  I  made 
earlier  today.  The  gentleman  claims 
that  we  have  to  have  this  1  percent  of 
private  property  to  preserve  the  criti- 
cal habitat  for  the  murrelet  toward  the 
southern  range  of  its  existence. 

But  I  want  to  point  out  again.  693,000 
acres,  693,000  acres  in  Humboldt,  Del 


Norte,  and  Mendocino  Counties  have 
been  designated  critical  habitat,  and 
almost  all  of  that  is  on  public  lands, 
my  colleagues.  It  is  on  public  land.  The 
Six  Rivers  National  Forest,  the  Red- 
wood National  Park,  the  King  Ranch 
National  Conservation  Area,  and  par- 
cels of  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
land.  In  addition.  175.000  acres  of  State 
land,  including  the  State  redwood 
parks,  the  Sinkonyone  Wilderness 
State  Paxk,  and  some  Mendocino  coast- 
al parks.  What  we  are  talking  about 
here  now  is  29.000  acres  owned  by  Pa- 
cific Lumber  Co.  and  another  8,000 
acres,  smaller  parcels,  owned  by  nine 
other  private  property  owners. 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  we  have  heard  it 
represented  and  a  number  of  very  un- 
kind things  have  been  said  about  Mr. 
Hurwitz.  I  have  never  met  Mr.  Hurwitz. 
So  I  find  it  fascinating  to  see  such  in- 
tensity coming  out  of  the  other  side. 
When  Mr.  RiGGS"  predecessor  offered 
the  amendment  2  years  ago  on  the 
Heaui  Waters,  we  were  going  to  spend  SI 
billion,  and  you  all  voted  to  pay  Mr. 
Hurwitz  $1  billion  for  some  56.000  acres. 
That  was  OK,  because  that  is  more 
Government  land,  and  that  is  a  posi- 
tive good. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield  further,  diid  I  under- 
stand the  gentleman  correctly  to  say 
that  in  the  last  Congress  my  prede- 
cessor. Congressman  Dan  Hamburg,  of- 
fered a  bill  that  would  have  authorized 
Federal  taxpayers  to  spend  up  to  SI  bil- 
lion to  acquire  56,000  acres  of  produc- 
tive timber  land? 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  That  is  exactly 
what  I  said. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  And  the  two  gentlemen 
from  Califomia  who  have  been  most 
outspoken,  Mr.  Stark  and  Mr.  Miller. 
voted  for  that  bill? 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  That  is  my  under- 
standing. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  That  sounds  like  a  bail- 
out for  Charles  Hurwitz. 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  That  was  a  bailout 
for  Charles  Hurwitz.  That  was  OK  in 
that  day.  Today  Mr.  Hurwitz  is  the  sub- 
ject of  attack.  I  fought  Mr.  Hamburg 
on  this,  by  the  way. 

I  just  want  to  point  out  when  you 
want  to  shoot  the  rich,  Mr.  Hurwitz,  it 
is  the  working  person  that  takes  the 
bullet.  Here  is  a  book  on  the  Pacific 
Lumber  Co.  You  heard  they  now  have 
1,600  employees,  up  by  over  500  from 
when  the  merger  occurred.  You  have 
the  Blakelesrs  and  the  Andersons.  You 
have  the  Phillips,  a  number  of  people,  a 
whole  book.  These  are  fiesh  and  blood 
people  that  work  for  a  living.  They  are 
not  the  Fortune  500. 

D  1615 

They  are  people  that  get  up  every 
morning  and  go  to  work  and  they  are 
thankful  they  have  a  job.  And  this 
mean-spirited  attack  is  going  to  basi- 
cally throw  these  people  out  of  work. 
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just  as  has  happened  in  my  district 
with  the  shutting  down  of  timber,  and 
in  the  district  of  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Herger]  as  well  as  the 
district  of  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  RiGGS],  and  a  number  of  dis- 
tricts throughout  the  Northwest. 

And  here  the  Clinton  administration 
comes  again.  They  are  everybody's 
friend.  Just  like  they  did  in  their  great 
timber  summit,  we  lost  two-thirds  of 
the  timber  jobs;  and  with  their  growth 
proposal,  we  went  to  four-fifths  of  the 
jobs  that  were  lost.  I  do  not  want  that 
to  happen  to  this  area.  These  people 
are  too  important. 

The  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
RiGGS]  is  seeking  to  exempt  only  1  per- 
cent of  the  territory.  And  do  not  be- 
lieve these  representations  that  this  is 
to  get  at  Mr.  Hurwitz  for  all  those  sup- 
posedly terrible  things  he  has  done.  We 
are  seeking  to  protect  private  property 
rights,  the  six  ranches  which  are  im- 
portant. 

They  want  to  talk  about  Mr.  Hurwitz 
and  get  the  focus  off  the  six  ranches, 
the  people  who  do  not  have  the  attor- 
neys or  the  money  for  the  attorneys 
and  the  accountants  and  so  forth  to  do 
these  habitat  conservation  plans. 
These  are  the  people  we  seek  to  pro- 
tect. And,  yes,  we  seek  to  protect  the 
employees  in  Mr.  Hurwitz'  company. 

Mr.  Hurwitz  is  wealthy.  He  will  con- 
tinue to  be  wealthy  whatever  happens 
on  the  floor  today,  but  these  people, 
when  they  are  out  of  a  job,  will  be  on 
welfare  and  we  do  not  want  that.  I 
strongly  urge  Members  to  defeat  the 
Dicks  amendment. 

ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  CHAIRMAN 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  must  ad- 
monish OUT  guests  in  the  gallery  not  to 
show  demonstrations  with  applause. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Ms.  FURSE.  I  yield  to  the  gentlenoan 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted 
to  say  to  my  two  colleagues  over  there, 
there  is  a  way  for  Mr.  Hurwitz  to  get  a 
certain  program  where  he  can  continue 
to  harvest  on  his  entire  property,  and 
that  is  to  do  a  multispecies  HCP  like 
every  other  responsible  timber  com- 
pany is  doing  in  the  Northwest.  But  he 
will  not  do  it  because  he  wants  to  get 
special  legislation  either  to  exempt 
him  or  he  wants  to  take  it  to  court  and 
raise  a  taking. 

The  reason  this  land  is  so  important 
on  this  private  property  is  because  it 
has  got  the  most  nesting  murrelets  in 
the  entire  northern  California  area. 
That  is  why  the  judge,  the  scientists 
and  everyone  else  said  it  is  critical 
habitat  and  that  is  why  we  have  to  pro- 
tect it. 

Now,  that  makes  sense  to  me,  and  I 
appreciate  the  gentlewoman's  yielding. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 


fornia [Mr.  RiGGS]  Is  fighting  for  10  in- 
dividuals in  his  district.  I  think  that  is 
fine,  but  I  am  here  to  speak  for  thou- 
sands, thousands  of  people  in  Oregon, 
in  Washington,  and  in  California  who 
depend  for  their  livelihood  on  fishing.  I 
am  not  going  to  use  my  own  words,  I 
will  use  the  words  of  a  man  who  is  very 
well  respected,  Mr.  Glen  Spain,  who 
represents  the  Pacific  Coast  Federa- 
tion of  Fishermen,  and  I  quote: 

We  urge  you,  on  behalf  of  the  commercial 
fishing  Industry,  to  oppose  the  Rlggs  rider 
and  support  stripping  it  out  of  the  bill. 

They  go  on  to  say: 

Anything  that  delays  ESA-mandated  re- 
covery of  the  marbled  murrelet  is  a  direct 
threat  to  our  industry  and  tens  of  thousands 
of  coastal  and  Inland  jobs  that  we  provide. 

Mr.  Spain  goes  on  to  say: 

The  amendment,  the  Rlggs  amendment,  is 
counterproductive,  shortsighted,  and  will  ul- 
timately delay  the  steps  necessary  to  mini- 
mize landowner  Impacts,  not  assist  land- 
owners In  the  long  run. 

Critical  habitat  designation  does  not 
stop  logging  activities  on  private  land; 
it  only  assures  that  the  impact  on  the 
murrelet  is  considered  and  assessed. 
Critical  habitat  only  directly  impacts 
Federal,  not  private,  actions. 

Now,  Mr.  Spain  goes  on  to  say,  re- 
membering he  represents  thousands  of 
fishermen: 

If  Congress  wants  to  minimize  the  impact 
of  this  listing  on  our  Industries.  Congress 
would  be  working  towards  a  speedier  des- 
ignation of  critical  habitat,  far  more  recov- 
ery funding,  and  for  better  science,  not  the 
reverse.  We  therefore  urge  you,  on  behalf  of 
the  fishing  Industry  and  the  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  jobs  that  we  represent,  to  vote 
against  the  Rlggs  amendment  and  voce  to 
strip  It  from  the  funding  bill. 

I  agree,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  they  are 
supporting  thousands  and  thousands  of 
jobs,  and  that  is  why  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues, because  of  the  Oregon,  Wash- 
ington, and  California  fishermen,  to 
supixjrt  the  Dicks  amendment,  support 
private  property  rights,  support  jobs. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  continue  to  yield? 

Ms.  FURSE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  would  the 
gentlewoman  tell  me  where  that  gen- 
tleman that  wrote  the  letter  is  from? 

Ms.  FURSE.  The  gentleman  is  the 
Northwest  regional  office  representa- 
tive. Now,  they  have  offices  in 
Sausalito,  CA;  El  Granada,  CA; 
Mendocino,  CA;  and  Eugene,  OR;  and 
they  do  indeed  represent  the  fishermen 
of  the  Nation. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Ms.  FURSE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman  for  srielding  to  me, 
and  I  have  a  copy  of  the  same  letter. 
And  just  to  respond  to  the  gentleman's 
question,  he  has  clearly  checked  the 
box  that  says  Eugene,  OR,  on  the  cor- 
respondence, so  he  is  from  Eugene,  OR. 
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I  want  to  make  one  other  point  the 
gentlewoman  skipped  over  in  quoting 
from  the  letter.  The  author  says: 

The  marbled  murrelet  is  a  sea  bird  which  Is 
also  of  great  concern  to  fishermen  because 
under  the  ESA  our  Industry  must  go  to  ex- 
traordinary and  sometimes  expensive 
lengths  to  avoid  even  accidental  "take"  of 
the  bird  In  commercial  fishing  gear. 

It  is  my  understanding  that 
murrelets  are  dying  in  fishing  nets. 
And  if  we  take  the  gentlewoman's  logic 
out  to  its  logical  extension,  perhaps  we 
should  ban  commercial  fishing  because 
it  is  bad  for  murrelets. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gen- 
tlewoman will  continue  to  yield,  the 
gentleman  is  worried,  the  fisherman  is 
worried  that  if  we  take  the  Riggs  ap- 
proach, instead  of  being  threatened, 
the  species  will  be  endangered  and 
there  will  be  even  more  onerous  re- 
strictions put  on  the  fisherman.  That 
is  why  he  is  worried,  because  it  has  an 
adverse  effect  on  that  whole  segment  of 
the  economy  if  it  is  endangered. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  those  are  thousands  of 
small,  small  businesses  who  have  this. 
They  are  willing  to  go  to  the  length  of 
protecting  the  marbled  murrelet,  but 
they  see  no  reason  why  one  or  two  or 
maybe  even  ten  companies  should  be 
relieved  of  that,  that  burden.  They  say, 
let  us  share  the  burden,  let  us  not  just 
have  the  fishermen  carry  the  burden. 
Let  us  share  it,  as  private  property 
owners  across  my  State,  the  gentle- 
man's State  and  Washington  State  are 
prepared  to  do. 

Mrs.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  opposi- 
tion to  the  Dicks  amendment  and  rise 
in  strong  support  of  the  Riggs  language 
adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations. 

I  think  finally,  after  we  sift  out  the 
debate  that  has  gone  on  today,  and 
some  of  it,  admittedly,  has  been  quite 
mean-spirited,  we  finally  find  out  that 
they  let  the  cat  out  of  the  bag,  and  the 
fact  is  that  some  people  are  nmd  at  a 
California  timber  company.  So  we  are 
really  going  to  show  them.  We  are 
going  to  get  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv- 
ice after  them,  and  we  are  going  to  list 
a  bird  that  spends  most  of  its  life  at 
sea. 

Its  nesting  habitat  is  in  Alaska  and 
Canada,  but  we  axe  going  to  fix  this 
timber  company.  We  will  list  some  bird 
and  we  will  take  thefr  land,  and,  oh,  by 
the  way,  we  are  going  to  take  several 
other  farmers'  lajid,  and  it  makes  no 
difference  if  we  throw  them  out  of  an 
income. 

I  have  sat  by  and  I  have  listened  for 
years  to  these  dulcet,  round,  pear- 
shaped  tones  about  how  we  can  work 
with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  on 
establishing  critical  habitat  on  an  indi- 
vidual's land.  Well,  just  ask  my  people 
in  Idaho  or  the  people  west  of  the  100th 
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meridian  how  much  the  Fish  and  Wild- 
life Service  works  with  private  owners 
on  the  designation  of  private  land  for 
critical  habitat. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  simply  does  not 
work  that  way.  Ask  the  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  people  who  have  been 
thrown  out  of  work  or  had  their  busi- 
nesses totally  diminished  because  of 
listing  of  endangered  species. 

I  think  this  has  gone  for  enough,  and 
I  think  that  there  are  appropriate  pros- 
ecuting attorneys  who  can  certainly,  if 
there  is  a  valid  case  here  against  this 
lumber  company,  can  certainly  go  after 
the  lumber  company.  But  we  do  not  use 
the  listing  of  an  endangered  species  to 
go  after  a  lumber  company.  That  is  a 
complete  distortion  of  this  system.  I 
am  thoroughly  disgusted  with  it  and  I 
think  we  need  to  strongly  support  the 
Riggs language. 

In  addition  to  my  support,  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Realtors  support 
the  Riggs  language  and  his  position, 
and  the  Farm  Bureau,  the  U.S.  Cham- 
ber of  Commerce,  the  American  Forest 
and  Paper  Association  all  support  the 
Riggs  position. 

I  urge  opposition  to  the  Dicks 
amendment. 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Mr.  Chafrman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in  strong 
support  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Washington,  Rep- 
resentative Dicks,  and  the  gentleman 
from  California,  Mr.  Stark. 

My  friends,  we  must  correct  the  ter- 
rible provision  Included  in  this  bill,  a 
poison  pill  that  will  destroy  the  mag- 
nificent headwaters  forest  of  northern 
California.  By  stripping  the  endangered 
species  critical  habitat  designation 
from  37,000  acres  of  forest,  the  Riggs 
provision  will  allow  logging  to  begin  at 
will,  logging  in  a  pristine  old  growth 
forest  which  is  home  to  many  precious 
species,  including  a  rare  sea  bird  and 
the  dwindling  coho  salmon. 

The  Riggs  provision  would  leaxi  to 
the  extinction  of  the  marbled  murrelet, 
which,  in  California,  has  seen  a  popu- 
lation decline  from  over  60.000  birds  to 
fewer  than  5,000  today.  These  birds  nest 
in  the  headwaters  forest  and  rely  on 
critical  habitat  designation  for  their 
survival. 

The  Riggs  provision  also  threatens 
the  endangered  coho  salmon.  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  headwaters  is  home  to 
some  of  the  last  coho  salmon  runs  in 
California.  If  we  do  not  pass  the  Dicks 
amendment,  the  murrelet  and  the  coho 
could  be  gone  forever. 

Preserving  these  species  is  crucial 
not  only  to  our  ecosystem  but  to  the 
commercial  fishing  industry  in  my  dis- 
trict and  in  the  district  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  RiGGS]  as 
well.  Under  the  Riggs  provision,  fisher- 
men will  see  their  salmon  catch  con- 
tinue to  decline  and,  eventually,  die. 

We  must  ask  why.  Why  are  we  asked 
to  swallow  this  poison  pill,  a  poison 


pill  which  may  send  rare  species  into 
extinction?  The  unbelievable  answer, 
Mr.  Chairman,  is  for  a  special  interest 
giveaway  to  Pacific  Lumber.  This  is 
simply  outrageous  and  it  is  not  accept- 
able. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  people  of  northern 
California  and  the  Pacific  Northwest 
know  that  we  can  successfully  balance 
our  environmental  protection  and  eco- 
nomic growth.  They  are  ready  to  work 
together  on  a  common  solution  to  our 
region's  problems.  The  Riggs  provision, 
however,  leaves  them  out  of  the  proc- 
ess, and  in  so  doing,  would  set  a  dis- 
turbing precedent  for  our  future  and 
for  our  environment. 

We  do  not  want  the  headwaters  forest 
to  be  destroyed.  We  do  not  want  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  and  the  Pa- 
cific Northwest  forest  plan  to  be  under- 
mined, and  we  are  amazed  that  this  is 
proposed  in  the  first  place,  proposed  for 
the  sake  of  corporate  special  interests. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  not  what  the 
doctor  ordered.  We  must  refuse  to  swal- 
low this  poison  pill  and  vote  for  the 
Dicks-Stark  amendment. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chafrman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appre- 
ciate the  gentlewoman's  yielding  to 
me. 

It  is  not  like  there  is  not  a  way  for 
Pacific  Lumber  to  deal  with  the  Fed- 
eral Government  on  this  issue.  They 
have  sat  down,  but  they  have  never  ne- 
gotiated in  good  faith  to  get  a  habitat 
conservation  plan.  Now,  under  a  habi- 
tat conservation  plan,  they  get  100 
years  of  certainty  about  harvesting 
timber  on  their  lands,  and  for  that 
they  give  some  protection  to  those  spe- 
cies on  the  lands.  Most  of  the  protec- 
tion for  species  in  the  Northwest  will 
be  done  on  Federal  lands,  so  this  is  the 
constructive  thing  to  do. 

Companies  in  my  State  of  Washing- 
ton, Weyerhaeuser,  Plum  Creek,  Mur- 
ray Pacific,  ITT,  right  here,  all  have 
worked  out  thefr  problems  with  the 
Federal  Government  and  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  in  a  negotiated  settle- 
ment. But.  again.  Pacific  Lumber  has 
refused  to  do  that,  and  it  is  because 
they  think  that  either  by  going  to 
court  and  filing  a  taking  suit  or  by 
coming  to  Congress  that  they  can  get 
legislation  enacted  that  takes  away 
their  responsibility.  Every  other  com- 
pany out  there  is  doing  this.  We  have 
never  done  this  before  under  the  En- 
dangered Species  Act,  and  I  think  it 
would  be  a  terrible  precedent  to  set. 

I  appreciate  the  gentlewoman's  sup- 
port of  my  amendment,  and  I  hope  that 
we  can  pass  it  here  today. 

Mr.  POMBO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  niunber  of 
words. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POMBO.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 


Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  before  the 
gentlewoman  from  California  walks  off 
the  floor,  I  want  to  point  out  that  she 
obviously  did  not  read  the  bill,  because 
on  page  47  of  the  bill,  section  116,  be- 
ginning at  line  3.  we  have  the  language 
of  my  amendment,  and  it  says: 

None  of  the  funds  made  available  in  this 
act  may  be  used  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  to  continue  or  enforce  the  designa- 
tion of  any  critical  habitat  for  the  marbled 
murrelet  on  private  property  In  the  State  of 
California,  excluding  approximately  3.000 
acres  of  redwood  forest  commonly  known  as 
"Headwaters  Grove",  located  In  Humboldt 
County.  California. 
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The-  gentlewoman,  of  course,  insisted 
on  using  the  Headwaters  Forest  as  a 
reference  throughout  her  remarks. 

Mr.  POMBO.  Reclaiming  my  time,  I 
believe  that  the  gentleman  points  out 
that  the  portion  of  this  private  prop- 
erty that  was  supposedly  the  ancient 
forest,  the  headwaters,  redwood,  the 
big  redwood  trees,  is  specifically  ex- 
empted from  the  amendment  that  was 
adopted  in  committee.  We  have  been 
talking  about  that  on  and  off  during 
this  debate.  But  it  was  specifically  ex- 
empted in  committee. 

Here  we  go  again.  I  think  that  this 
debate  has  been  very,  very  instructive. 
It  really  does  outline  what  the  debate 
has  been  over  the  Endangered  Species 
Act  over  the  past  several  years.  That  is 
what  we  want  to  use  as  the  Endangered 
Species  Act,  which  is  supposed  to  pro- 
tect fish  and  wildlife  from  becoming 
extinct.  We  want  to  use  that  to  accom- 
plish other  goals.  We  have  heard  that 
we  wanted  to  use  it  to  accomplish 
something  that  the  fishing  industry 
wants.  But  more  importantly,  we  have 
heard  it  said  that  we  want  to  use  the 
EIndangered  Species  Act  to  punish  this 
particular  company,  that  we  want  to 
go  after  this  company  and  punish  them 
for  whatever  transgressions  they  have 
committed  over  the  years,  whatever  it 
is,  real  or  imagined  that  they  may 
have  done.  We  want  to  use  the  Endan- 
gered Species  Act  to  achieve  that  goal. 

This  entire  listing  of  putting  the 
marbled  murrelet  as  threatened  has 
been  politically  driven  from  the  very 
beginning.  I  would  like  to  read  one 
thing  here  out  of  something  that  the 
Defenders  of  Wildlife  has  sent  out,  and 
my  colleagues  on  the  other  side  have 
used  this  extensively  in  thefr  prepared 
floor  statements.  It  says  the  marbled 
murrelets  population  in  California,  be- 
lieved to  have  been  about  60,000,  is  now 
estimated  to  be  between  2,000  and  5,000 
individuals. 

One  of  the  problems  on  this  listing 
was  the  fact  that  Fish  and  Wildlife 
could  not  count  the  marbled  murrelets. 
They  had  a  real  tough  time  counting 
them.  They  could  not  find  the  nests. 
They  resorted  to  trying  to  count  them 
as  they  would  go  out  into  the  ocean  to 
feed.  They  had  a  real  tough  time  count- 
ing them.  Yet  today  it  is  presented  as 
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fact  that  at  one  time,  sometime  in  an- 
cient history,  we  had  60,000  marbled 
murrelets  in  northern  California  be- 
cause the  Defenders  of  Wildlife  put  it 
in  their  piece  of  paper  that  they  sent 
out.  Even  though  they  cannot  count 
them  today,  in  today's  time  they  can- 
not count  them,  they  have  a  tough 
time  finding  them,  but  somehow  it  is 
presented  as  fact  that  at  some  point 
they  had  that  number. 

Furthermore,  this  naap  here  that  I 
would  like  to  bring  to  my  colleaigues' 
attention  points  out  the  land  patterns 
in  northern  California,  in  this  one  par- 
ticular section.  The  brown  and  purple 
areas  represent  publicly  owned  lands. 
We  can  see  that  the  vast  majority  of 
this  area  is  publicly  owned.  There  is  no 
doubt  about  it.  But  they  went  in  here 
to  this  area  and  picked  out  one  par- 
ticular section  of  ground  that  they 
were  going  to  go  after,  which  just  hap- 
pens to  be  the  land  that  is  predomi- 
nantly owned  by  one  timber  company. 
It  also  involves  nine  other  private 
property  owners,  nine  other  small  indi- 
viduals, but  they  went  after  that  one 
particular  piece  of  land  to  further  their 
agenda  of  trying  to  punish  this  one  per- 
son. 

They  have  been  trying  for  years  to 
get  this  piece  of  property.  They  were 
never  able  to  get  it  through  legislation, 
through  buying  it.  through  anything 
that  they  ever  tried.  So  they  resorted 
to  the  Federal  Government's  trump 
card,  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  You 
And  an  endangered  species,  you  get  it 
on  the  list,  somehow,  some  way.  even  if 
you  have  to  use  trumped  up  science  to 
do  it,  even  if  you  have  to  make  things 
up,  you  get  it  on  the  list  and  then  you 
go  after  the  property,  because  that  is 
the  one  thing  that  you  can  do,  is  to  use 
the  Endangered  Species  Act. 
Unfortunately,  my  time  has  expired. 
Mr.  BLUMENAUER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BLUMENAUER.  I  jrleld  to  the 
gentleman  from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
point  out  to  the  gentleman  that  the 
reason  that  the  habitat  has  been,  that 
this  area  was  designated  is  because  it 
is  where  the  murrelets  are  living.  It  is 
their  habitat.  There  are  the  old-growth 
trees.  This  is  where  they  reproduce.  It 
is  not  any  vendetta  or  trying  to  get 
somebody.  It  is  because  that  is  where 
the  species  exist,  that  is  where  their 
habitat  exists. 

What  I  would  say  to  the  gentleman 
from  California,  when  we  cut  the  habi- 
tat down,  the  species  populations  go 
down.  They  have  been  going  down  at  6 
to  8  percent  per  year.  If  we  do  not  stop 
it,  then  we  are  going  to  lose  that  spe- 
cies In  that  particular  area. 

So  I  just  wanted  to  point  this  out  to 
my  friend.  This  is  no  vendetta.  This  is 
trying  to  do  what  the  law  that  Con- 


gress passed  said  we  should  do.  That  is 
to  protect  these  species  throughout 
their  range. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  to 
me. 

Mr.  BLUMENAUER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
strongly  support  the  amendment  by 
the  gentleman  from  Washington.  I 
could  not  agree  more  with  his  words 
that  are  still  echoing  in  this  Chamber, 
that  this  is  not  to  punish  any  single 
company.  Indeed,  I  am  concerned  about 
the  tenor  here  that  sort  of  makes  a 
cartoon  process  out  of  rules  and  regula- 
tions that  a  number  of  responsible  tim- 
ber owners  in  the  Northwest  are  work- 
ing with  us  to  try  and  deal  with  the 
issues  of  environmental  protection. 

It  is  not  about  a  handful  of  small 
property  owners,  as  has  been  repeat- 
edly documented  throughout  the 
course  of  this  conversation.  It  is,  rath- 
er, for  the  overwhelming  benefit  of  the 
single  large  property  owner. 

It  is  not  about  using  a  process 
against  somebody.  This  is  what  other 
companies  are,  in  fact,  doing.  They 
have  learned  to  use  abitat  protection 
plans  and,  in  fact,  even  light-end  tim- 
ber companies  are,  in  fact,  advertising 
that  point  to  their  customers  through- 
out the  Northwest.  To  observe  that 
there  is  no  science  involved  when,  in 
fact,  what  we  are  giving  is  a  political 
fix  to  solve  the  problem  primarily  of 
one  large  owner  really  stretches  credi- 
bility here  in  this  regard. 

If  we  adopt  this  approach,  what  we 
are  suggesting  to  people  is,  rather  than 
working  in  a  cooperative  fashion  under 
the  framework  of  the  law,  seek  a  politi- 
cal fix.  Rather  than  working  with  the 
Government,  with  other  landowners, 
with  enviroimientally  concerned  citi- 
zens, seek  a  political  fix.  And  if  this  po- 
litical fix  fails  and.  in  fact,  it  goes 
through  the  progression  of  increased 
requirements  for  protection,  what  we 
will,  in  fact,  have  ended  up  doing  is 
putting  an  even  greater  burden  on  the 
responsible  private  owners  who  have 
been  playing  by  the  rules  because  they 
are  going  to  have  to  pick  up  the  slack 
if  it  fails. 

This  Riggs  proposal  is  a  blow  against 
cooperation  and  voluntary  compliance. 
It  sends  the  message  to  go  to  Congress 
to  circumvent  the  laws.  It  is  the  wrong 
message  to  business.  It  is  the  wrong 
message  to  the  environment,  and  it 
suggests  that  we  are  turning  our  backs 
on  people  who  are  committed  to  keep 
and  improve  our  environmental  protec- 
tions. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  If  the  gen- 
tleman will  continued  to  srield,  on  this 
one  point  about  this  vendetta,  here  is  a 
letter  written  by  David  E.  Blockstein, 
Ph.D.  and  Chair  of  the  Ornithological 
Society: 

As  the  umbrella  orgranizatlon  representing 
this  Nation's  5000  ornithologists  and  stu- 
dents of  bird  life,  the  Ornithological  Council 
recognizes  that  we  all  have  to  play  our  par; 
If  our  wildlife  resources  are  to  survive  In  the 


21st  century.  Our  members  have  spent  many 
thousands  of  hours  studying  endangered  and 
threatened  species  like  the  marbled 
murrelet.  Much  of  this  time  has  been  con- 
tributed on  a  voluntary  basis.  The  central 
finding  of  this  work  Is  that  without  habitat, 
our  wildlife  will  not  survive. 

Critical  habitat  designation  is  Important 
because  it  provides  direction  to  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service.  If  a  private  landowner  ap- 
plies for  a  Federal  permit,  such  as  an  Inci- 
dental take  permit.  By  itself,  critical  habi- 
tat designation  does  not  restrict  action  to 
the  landowner.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
designates  Federal  lands  for  critical  habitat 
first  and  will  only  designate  private  land  as 
critical  habitat  if  Federal  lands  are  insuffi- 
cient as  In  the  case  in  northern  California.  If 
anything,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has 
been  too  cautious  when  It  comes  to  identify- 
ing critical  habitat  on  nonFederal  lands. 

The  RIggs  rider  is  wrong  for  the  following 
reasons:  By  depriving  the  government  of  one 
of  its  most  important  tools  in  species  protec- 
tion, it  drives  up  the  cost  of  recovering  the 
marbled  murrelet  and  Increases  the  prob- 
ability of  extinction. 

The  RIggs  rider  sets  a  dangerous  precedent 
that  could  be  used  to  harm  the  recovery  of 
other  species. 

Other  States  in  the  Pacific  northwest  and 
elsewhere  have  learned  to  live  with  the  law 
and  are  trying  to  protect  their  wildlife  spe- 
cies. It  would  be  unfair  to  exempt  northern 
California. 

Other  Members  of  Congress  have  avoided 
legislating  through  appropriations  riders: 
Congressman  Riggs  should  not  have  special 
privileges. 

Please  vote  to  delete  the  Riggs  rider  from 
the  interior  appropriations  bill.  David  E. 
Blockstein,  Chairman  of  the  Ornithological 
Council. 

That  is  not  politicians  speaking. 
Those  are  some  of  the  Nation's  finest 
scientists. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayworth]. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
listened  with  great  interest  to  our  new 
colleague  from  Oregon  and  our  good 
friend  from  Washington,  the  sponsor  of 
this  amendment.  I  listened  with  inter- 
est to  the  letter  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  the  ornithological  asso- 
ciation. 

I  stand  here  in  the  well  today  rep- 
resenting the  people  of  the  Sixth  Dis- 
trict of  Arizona,  many  of  whom  feel 
they  are  voiceless  and  powerless 
against  an  onslaught  that  is  ofttimes 
offered  in  moderate  tones,  with  the  oc- 
casional playground  taunt  or  the  de- 
monization  of  one  personality. 

In  stark  contrast  to  the  assertion  of 
my  new  colleague  from  Oregon,  I  would 
commend  to  him  the  words  of  my  good 
friend,  the  ranking  member  from  the 
Committee  on  Resources  on  his  side  of 
the  aisle,  who  absolutely,  tooth  and 
nail,  went  after  a  private  citizen  for 
the  sin  of  operating  a  company  that 
provides  jobs  and,  dare  I  say  the  word, 
yes,  "profits."  But  what  we  have  to 
ask,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  this  question, 
What  is  reasonable?  What  is  fair? 

Again,  despite  the  letters,  despite  the 
playground  taunts,  despite  the  venom 
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and  vitriol,  here  are  the  facts.  Take  a 
look  at  the  ownership  of  the  acreage 
for  this  critical  habitat  designation,  2.9 
million  acres  belong  to  the  Federal 
Government;  706,000  acres  belong  to  the 
State  government:  only  48,000  acres  are 
private. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  a  fair  question  to 
ask.  Is  it  not  reasonable  to  allow  a  true 
balance  to  exist,  to  let  the  fragile  rural 
economies  and  the  very  downtrodden 
that  side  of  the  aisle  purports  to  cham- 
pion keep  their  jobs  and  their  way  of 
life?  When,  oh  when,  will  we  speak  up 
for  the  disenfranchised  who  do  not 
have  the  glitz  and  glamour  of  the  Hol- 
lyTvood  crowd  on  their  side  but  a  sim- 
ple plea  and  request:  Let  us  keep  our 
jobs.  Let  us  keep  our  way  of  life  be- 
cause we  have  an  interest  in  the  envi- 
ronment, too.  We  have  an  interest  in 
seeing  this  society  preserved  and,  yes, 
we  love  the  true  concept  of  conserva- 
tion. Yes,  that  is  an  emotional  plea 
backed  up  by  a  rational  plea. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  implore  the 
Members  of  this  minority  to  rise  up 
against  this  amendment.  It  is  unfair,  it 
is  unreasonable. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
reclaiming  my  time,  I  rise  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  Dicks  sunendment.  It  will 
undermine  private  property  rights.  It 
will  harm  resource  protection  and  con- 
servation. It  will  impose  a  Washington- 
knows-best.  one-size-fits-all  approach. 

If  you  support  private  property,  re- 
source protection  and  flexible  common- 
sense  regulation,  you  should  reject  this 
amendment.  The  amendment  violates 
private  property  rights.  Ninety-nine 
percent  of  the  land  for  critical  habitat 
of  the  marbled  murrelet  is  on  public 
lands.  Only  1  percent  is  on  private 
property. 

The  interior  appropriations  bill  cur- 
rently protects  both  the  murrelet  and 
the  rights  of  private  landovmers.  The 
amendment  would  undermine  this 
careful  balance.  It  would  ignore  and 
violate  the  constitutional  rights  of  pri- 
vate landowners  in  California.  That  is 
why  the  amendment  is  opposed  by  the 
League  of  Private  Property  Voters. 

By  violating  private  property  rights, 
the  amendment  will  undermine  envi- 
ronmental protection.  The  private 
landowners  in  northern  California  are 
good  envfronmental  stewards.  They 
have  worked  over  generations,  both  to 
productively  use  thefr  land  and  to  pro- 
tect their  natural  resources.  The 
amendment  will  sabotage  their  efforts. 
It  will  convert  resources  from  environ- 
mental assets  into  financial  liabilities. 
In  so  doing,  it  will  harm  the  very  spe- 
cies it  claims  to  help. 

One  cannot  protect  species  unless 
they  work  with  landowners.  The 
amendment  punishes  landowners  for 
good  environmental  management. 
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By  punishing  landowners  it  harms 
species  as  well.  If  my  colleagues  are 


concerned  about  protecting  the  mar- 
bled murrelet,  reject  this  amendment. 
The  amendment  rejects  flexible  regula- 
tion in  favor  of  a  Washington-knows- 
best,  one-size-fits-all  approach. 

The  current  bill  recognizes  the  pri- 
vate land  is  different  from  public  land, 
so  it  applies  different  approaches  to 
protect  the  marbled  murrelet  on  pri- 
vate and  public  lands.  The  amendment 
rejects  this  flexible,  reasonable  ap- 
proach. Instead  it  imposes  a  command 
and  control,  one-size-fits-all  approach 
on  all  property  regardless  of  who  owns 
it. 

If  we  really  believe  in  commonsense 
regulation,  if  we  really  believe  and  sup- 
port flexibility,  if  we  really  believe 
that  the  era  of  big  government  is  over, 
as  the  President  tells  us,  we  must  re- 
ject this  amendment.  Protect  the  envi- 
ronment, secure  private  property 
rights,  ensure  flexibility.  Reject  one- 
size-fits-all,  Washington  knows  best, 
and  oppose  this  amendment. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  apologize  for  speak- 
ing on  this  amendment  because  I  have 
not  been  on  the  floor  during  most  of 
the  debate,  and  undoubtedly  at  least 
some,  if  not  most,  of  what  I  say  will  be 
repetitious.  I  had  intended  to  partici- 
pate, and  only  because  I  was  in  a  mark- 
up was  I  not  able  to  be  here. 

The  point  that  I  would  like  to  make 
is  that  what  the  Riggs  amendment  does 
is  intervene  in  the  processes  of  an  on- 
going court  case  which  has  halted  the 
logging  on  the  property  that  is  a  sub- 
ject of  discussion  here,  and  through  the 
enactment  of  this  legislation  the  proc- 
esses of  the  court  would  be  cir- 
cumvented. Normally  speaking,  the 
Congress  is  reluctant  to  do  this  kind  of 
thing,  and  I  do  not  quite  imderstand 
why  they  would  be  doing  it  in  this  par- 
ticular situation. 

Now  I  did  hear  the  emotional  re- 
marks of  our  good  friend  from  Arizona 
a  few  moments  ago  about  how  it  was 
important  to  preserve  the  jobs  and  the 
profits  created  by  the  owner  of  this 
property  who  is  doing  so  much  for  the 
economics  of  the  United  States.  I  think 
this  is  the  same  gentleman  who  pre- 
sided over  the  bankruptcy  of  the  sixth 
largest  savings  and  loans  in  the  United 
States  which  cost  the  taxpayers  a  bil- 
lion and  a  half  dollars.  I  cannot  quite 
get  so  emotional  about  his  claims  to  be 
providing  this  great  civic  service  by 
overlogging  the  redwoods  of  northern 
California.  Now  I  admit  that  he  has  a 
right  to  use  his  property  in  accordance 
with  reasonable  public  standards,  but  I 
do  not  think  he  has  a  right  to  be  proud 
of  the  great  service  he  is  doing  until  I 
can  understand  a  little  better  why  he 
was  unable  to  conduct  a  successful  sav- 
ings and  loan  business  to  begin  with. 

Now  we  have  this  endangered  species 
problem  in  southern  California.  It  does 
not  involve  the  forests.  We  have  the 


kangaroo  rat,  the  Delhi  sand  fly,  a 
number  of  other  things  that  the  devel- 
opers hate,  but  we  learned  to  love  them 
and  to  live  with  them  in  the  same  fash- 
ion that  the  gentleman  from  Washing- 
ton [Mr.  Dicks]  has  described  in  the 
Northwest.  Basically  the  major  devel- 
opers and  the  private  property  owners 
have  agreed  that  a  simple  device  of 
multiple  species  habitat  protection, 
worked  out  with  the  support  and  help 
of  the  local  government,  or  the  State 
government  as  the  case  may  be,  is  the 
logical  approach  both  to  protecting  pri- 
vate property  rights  and  to  preserving 
species. 

Now  if  my  colleagues  do  not  agree  It 
is  useful  to  preserve  endangered  spe- 
cies, of  course  this  kind  of  approach 
will  not  appeal  to  them  very  much.  But 
I  think  that  it  would  be  unwise  to  pub- 
licly, take  the  position  that  our  soci- 
ety is  entitled  to  wipe  out  any  species 
that  it  likes.  I  just  do  not  think  that 
will  sell. 

Now  we  have  to  this  with  good  judg- 
ment, we  have  to  respect  property 
rights,  we  have  to  protect  those  who 
suffer  a  loss  as  a  result  of  protecting 
endangered  species.  We  try  and  do  this 
in  accordance  with  the  normal  work- 
ings of  law.  and  I  think  this  is  the 
course  we  ought  to  continue  to  follow. 

I  think  this  amendment  introduced 
by  my  good  friend  from  northern  Cali- 
fornia. Mr.  Riggs.  to  circimivent  judi- 
cial processes,  to  secure  si>ecial  treat- 
ment for  a  rather  small  number  of  peo- 
ple, including  the  gentleman  that  we 
have  been  talking  about,  is  really  not 
the  operation  of  law  but  an  effort  to 
circumvent  the  normal  processes  of  our 
society,  and  I  support  the  amendment 
to  the  gentleman  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Dicks]. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  strong  support 
of  the  Dicks  amendment  to  strike  lan- 
guage added  to  the  Interior  appropria- 
tions bill  which  will  allow  the  Pacific 
Lumber  Co.  to  circumvent  the  Endan- 
gered Species  Act  on  most  of  the  land 
contained  in  the  Headwaters  Forest. 
This  provision,  which  was  added  by  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Riggs], 
would  prohibit  the  Department  of  Inte- 
rior from  enforcing  the  designation  of 
critical  habitat  for  the  marbled 
murrelet  on  lands  exclusively  within 
his  district. 

The  Headwaters  Forest  is  the  largest 
remaining  property  owned  old  growth 
redwood  forest  in  the  world.  It  hosts 
numerous  species,  including  the 
murrelet  and  the  coho  salmon.  Now 
Congress  is  planning  to  provide  a  spe- 
cial exemption  for  Pacific  Lumber— a 
company  that  has  demonstrated  reck- 
less logging  practices  within  the  Head- 
waters Forest. 

For  over  100  years  Pacific  Lumber 
was  owned  by  a  company  that  operated 
under  model  sustainable  logging  prac- 
tices. Well,  as  many  of  my  colleagues 
know,  in  1986,  Charles  Hurwltz  orches- 
trated a  hostile  takeover  of  the  Pacific 
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Lumber  Co..  primarily  through  junk 
bonds.  In  the  wake  of  the  takeover. 
Hurwitz's  United  Savings  Association 
of  Texas  failed,  costing  the  tajcpayers 
SI. 6  billion.  It  was  the  sixth  largest 
savings  and  loan  failure  in  U.S.  his- 
tory. 

Currently  there  are  FDIC  and  OTS 
suits  pending  against  Mr.  Hurwltz  and 
Maxxam  Corp..  which  owns  Pacific 
Lumber. 

Pacific  Lumber  furiously  increased 
the  rate  of  logging  in  the  Headwaters 
Forest,  tripling  the  logging  of  redwood, 
especially  old  growth  trees.  After  near- 
ly exhausting  the  resources  of  this  for- 
est and  facing  numerous  lawsuits  and 
court  orders  to  halt  its  destructive 
practices.  Pacific  Lumber  laid  off  105 
workers. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  re- 
cently designated  lands  as  critical 
habitat  for  the  marbled  murrelet,  and 
only  1  percent  is  privately  owned.  Only 
those  lands  that  contain  individual  ma- 
ture or  old  growth  trees  with  occupied 
or  potential  nesting  sites  are  included. 
Critical  habitat  is  essential  to  protect 
enough  area  for  the  species  to  expand 
its  range  and  recover  to  healthy  popu- 
lation levels.  A  lengthy  review  and 
public  comment  period  preceded  the 
designation  of  the  critical  habitat. 
Based  on  that  public  comment,  the 
boundaries  were  reduced  from  the  1995 
proposal. 

Through  this  provision,  the  Pacific 
Lumber  Co.  is  merely  trsring  to  cir- 
cumvent a  Federal  court  order  that 
halted  logging  in  crucial  sections  of 
the  habitat  until  a  sufficient  Habitat 
Conservation  Plan  has  been  completed. 
While  I  understand  the  concerns  of  the 
gentleman  from  California,  I  feel  this 
exemption  is  irresponsible,  and  com- 
pletely lacking  any  scientific  justifica- 
tion, and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  elimi- 
nate it  by  passing  the  Dicks  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  srield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appre- 
ciate the  gentleman's  support  and 
again  reiterate  what  underlies  what 
the  gentleman  said.  All  the  company 
has  to  do  is  go  and  sit  down  with  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  They  work 
out  a  multispecies  habitat  conserva- 
tion plan,  and  it  takes  some  work  to  do 
it,  there  is  no  doubt  about  it,  but  there 
is  a  lawful  way  for  them  to  have  cer- 
tainty, to  protect  the  jobs,  and  that  is 
what  most  responsible  companies 
would  do. 

But  to  come  here  with  this  amend- 
ment which  undermines  a  court  deci- 
sion, undermines  the  Endangered  Spe- 
cies Act  and  frankly  is  inappropriate 
on  this  particular  bill,  I  just  think  is  a 
mistake,  and  I  appreciate  the  gentle- 
man's support. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  thank  the  gentleman. 


Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  req- 
uisite number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Dicks]  and  I  are  often 
together  in  majiy  areas,  and  I  find  that 
today  we  do  oppose  each  other.  I  sup- 
port the  Riggs  proposition  that  was  put 
into  the  committee. 

First  of  all,  we  need  to  look  at  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  itself,  and  we 
should  not  be  doing  that  quite  vigor- 
ously in  committee.  The  act  was  passed 
some  years  ago  with  the  intent  of  not 
killing  endangered  species,  of  not  de- 
stroying, going  in  and  physically  de- 
stroying those  species.  We  got  to  the 
regulations.  It  turned  out  to  be,  after 
the  regulations  were  completed,  not  to 
disturb  the  habitat  of  that  species. 
Now  that  is  broad  as  the  whole  world. 

It  is  a  long  way  from  California  to 
North  Carolina,  but  in  North  Carolina 
we  found  the  red  cockaded  woodpecker 
landing  on  a  gentleman's  land  that  by 
all  the  authorities,  both  regulators  and 
nonregulators,  was  being  managed  in  a 
businesslike,  a  professional  and  envi- 
ronmental way.  There  was  8,000  acres 
of  land,  and  he  won  awards  in  doing  it. 
The  red  cockaded  woodpecker  landed 
on  it,  built  a  nest,  and  in  order  to  keep 
from  disturbing  the  woodpeckers'  habi- 
tat, they  took  a  thousand  acres  of  this 
land,  set  it  aside.  He  could  no  longer 
harvest  timber.  He  really  could  not  do 
anything  with  it  much.  He  went  ahead 
and  started  harvesting  the  other  7,000 
because  he  did  not  know  when  seven  of 
the  cousins  of  the  red  cockaded  wood- 
pecker might  come  over  and  take  the 
rest  of  his  land. 

Now  we  do  not  know,  and  we  did  not 
know  at  that  time,  whether  or  not  the 
red  cockaded  woodpecker  was  endan- 
gered at  that  time  simply  because  the 
man  manages  land,  harvests  it,  grazes 
it  and  so  forth,  but  that  was  not  the 
question.  It  was  determined  by  the  bu- 
reaucracy that  it  would  disturb  the 
habitat. 

Now  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  with 
the  spotted  owl  we  found  that  thou- 
sands of  people  were  put  out  of  work, 
we  found  that  private  property  rights 
were  taken  in  order  to  protect  the  owl. 
Some  years  ago  I  went  out  on  a  tour  of 
the  area.  We  found  plenty  of  owls.  We 
found  finally  that  the  owl  probably  was 
miscounted,  that  there  were  a  lot  more 
spotted  owls  than  we  thought.  In  fact 
they  were  quite  more  adaptable.  We 
found  them  nesting  in  Kmart  signs.  So 
they  had  adjusted  to  their  habitat  pret- 
ty well.  But  that  did  not  stop  the  fact 
that  we  destroyed  tens  of  thousands  of 
jobs  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  en- 
dangered private  property  rights. 

Now  let  us  look  at  the  marbled 
murrelet  and  see  whether  or  not  we  are 
talking  about  really  the  destruction  of 
the  marbled  murrelet  by  setting  aside 
this  1  percent.  I  was  on  the  Interior 
Committee  in  question:  the  scientists 
coming  in. 


First  of  all,  the  marbled  murrelet 
most  of  its  life  nests  in  the  Aleutian  Is- 
lands. There  are  no  trees  in  the  Aleu- 
tian Islands.  So  if  it  has  to  have  trees, 
I  asked  the  scientists,  why,  how  did  it 
get  along  in  the  Aleutians?  They  said 
it  adapts.  Well,  precisely. 

Most  of  the  land  of  the  nesting  areas 
is  along  the  coast,  is  already  protected, 
so  the  seafaring  marbled  murrelet  has 
habitat  to  come  in  and  nest  in  in  the 
coast.  The  1  percent  that  we  are  talk- 
ing about  may  not  even  be  necessary  at 
all. 

In  fact,  if  the  99  percent  of  public 
land  that  we  now  set  aside  is  not 
enough  to  protect  the  marbled 
murrelet,  why  do  we  think  1  more  per- 
cent of  private  property  is  absolutely 
essential  to  that  at  all,  and  there  is  no 
reason  to  say  that  we  are  going  to  de- 
stroy the  marbled  murrelet,  even 
though  its  numbers  may  be  decreasing, 
by  defeating  the  Riggs  jwsition  and 
taking  this  private  property. 

The  only  thing  we  know  for  certain  is 
that  we  are  treading  on  private  prop- 
erty rights  each  time  someone  puts 
forth  one  of  the  5,000,  one  of  the  5,000 
endangered  species,  and  there  are  5,000 
out  there  endangered  or  listing.  We  can 
shut  down  the  entire  United  States  any 
time  we  want  to  put  any  of  those  en- 
dangered species  forward,  as  we  have 
the  spotted  owl,  or  as  we  have  done 
with  the  marbled  murrelet.  We  have  to 
get  some  sense  back  into  our  Endan- 
gered Species  Act,  and  we  must  stop 
taking  people's  private  property  under 
the  guise  of  protecting  endangered 
spices  when  there  is  very  little  sci- 
entific evidence  at  all. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TA'JTLOR  of  North  Carolina.  I 
jrield  to  the  gentleman  from  Washing- 
ton. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  to 
the  gentleman,  I  would  think  the  gen- 
tleman would  be  up  here  applauding 
the  Fish  smd  Wildlife  Service  for  keep- 
ing the  designation  of  critical  habitat 
down  to  1  percent  of  the  land,  48,000 
acres,  Washington,  Oregon,  and  north- 
em  California,  and  only  in  those  areas 
where  the  recovery  plan  states  that 
there  is  no  Federal  lands  or  there  is  no 
State  lands  to  designate,  and  it  hap- 
pens to  be  that  this  area,  this  40,000 
acre  area  in  northern  California,  has 
the  best  old  growth  habitat  and  a  large 
number  of  murrelets,  and  so  they  felt 
that  there  was  no  other  way  to  protect 
the  murrelet  in  that  area  and  keep  dis- 
tribution of  the  species  without  pro- 
tecting this  area. 

And  I  would  just  point  out  even  with 
the  designation  of  critical  habitat 
there  really  is  no  restriction.  The  com- 
pany can  go  in  and  still  get  a  habitat 
conservation  plan,  as  the  people  of 
Georgia  Pacific  did  very  successfully 
on  the  red  cockaded  woodpecker. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Taylor]  has  expired. 
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(On  request  of  Mr.  Dicks,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Taylor  of 
North  Carolina  was  allowed  to  proceed 
for  1  additional  minute.) 

Mr.  TA'iTLOR  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  gentleman's 
courtesy.  Is  it  really  essential;  in  other 
words,  is  the  marbled  murrelet  going 
to  be  destroyed  if  this  1  percent  is  not 
in?  That  would  be  the  first  question, 
and  the  second 

Mr.  DICKS.  And  the  scientists  have 
said  that  there  is  a  greater  risk  of  ex- 
tinction if  we  do  not  protect  it  in  this 
area,  and  that  is  why  they  said  we  have 
got  to  designate  it  as  critical  habitat. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  If 
that  is  absolutely  essential,  then  have 
we  considered  the  taking  and  com- 
pensating? We  are  considering  the  tak- 
ing. Then  can  we  consider  the  com- 
pensation of  the  individuals,  not  just 
this  individual,  but  the  other  ranchers 
and  other  private  property  owners? 

Mr.  DICKS.  The  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Riggs]  does  not  support 
this  idea,  so  I  do  not  know.  I  think  we 
cannot  do  it,  I  guess.  I  would  be  per- 
fectly willing  to  consider  it. 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  seems  to  me  this 
has  been  fairly  thoroughly  debated  al- 
ready. But  one  thing  that  has  been,  I 
think,  given  fairly  short  treatment  is 
the  question  of  fundamental  equity  be- 
tween what  is  proposed  to  happen  in 
California  under  the  language  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  and  what  is 
already  the  process  for  working  out 
this  same  problem  in  the  forests  of  Or- 
egon and  Washington.  Questions  of  fun- 
damental equity  for  the  companies  in 
those  States  that  have  gone  the  extra 
mile,  have  worked  out  with  the  govern- 
ment habitat  conservation  plans  so  as 
to  avoid  the  proverbial  train  wreck. 
And  I  think  it  is  very  unfair  to  cut  a 
special  deal  for  this  or  any  other  par- 
ticular company,  given  the  efforts  that 
are  being  made  elsewhere  in  the  North- 
west to  deal  with  this  problem. 

Second,  I  hope  we  will  not  revert 
back  to  the  form  that  unfortunately 
was  all  too  often  the  case  in  dealing 
with  appropriations  bills,  and  particu- 
larly this  appropriation  bill,  in  the  last 
session  of  this  Congress,  namely  load- 
ing down  this  bill  with  ill-advised  envi- 
ronmental riders  that  are  a  real  invita- 
tion to  legislative  deadlock  which  we 
simply  do  not  have  time  for  this  year 
in  particular.  I  think  it  was  a  failed 
strategy  botb  substantively  and  politi- 
cjilly  for  the  majority  last  year;  it  is 
not  going  to  be  any  better  this  year. 

Finally,  on  the  fundamental  issue  of 
the  merits  of  the  Endangered  Species 
Act,  Mr.  Chairman,  some  very,  very 
conservative  and  thoughtful  scientists 
who  work  on  environmental  issues  in 
my  district  have  put  the  question  to 
me  about  whether  human  activity  has 
already  made  such  changes  in  the  natu- 


ral environment  on  this  planet  that  it 
may  be  beyond  recovery. 
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Their  answer  to  that  question  is  we 
do  not  know  yet.  I  think  when  we  have 
doubts  about  that  fundamental  issue  of 
whether  human  interference  with  natu- 
ral systems  may  have  put  our  survival 
in  jeopardy,  the  question  ought  to  arise 
whether  we  opt  for  a  default  position  of 
further  exploiting  natural  resources,  or 
we  opt  for  a  default  position  of  being 
very  conservative  about  natural  re- 
sources, including  species,  which  are 
indicators  of  overall  environmental 
health. 

As  my  friend  and  my  predecessor  in 
this  job  I  think  has  very  profoundly  ob- 
served, "the  economy  is  a  wholly- 
owned  subsidiary  of  the  environment." 
We  forget  that  at  our  literal  peril. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
again  point  out  that  there  is  a  state- 
ment of  the  administration  saying  they 
strongly  object  to  the  language  and 
provision  concerning  the  designation  of 
critical  habitat  to  the  endangered  mar- 
bled murrelet  on  private  lands  in  Cali- 
fornia. The  provision  adopted  by  the 
committee  would  adversely  affect  the 
administration's  effort  to  achieve  bal- 
anced implementation  of  the  critical 
habitat  designation  for  this  species, 
eind  would  set  a  dangerous  and 
unsupportable  precedent  that  would 
lead  to  costly  and  time-consuming  liti- 
gation. I  want  the  gentleman  to  know 
that  the  administration  again  strong- 
ly, as  he  knows,  strongly  opposes  this 
rider. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  I  3^eld  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  'VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to 
commend  the  gentleman  from  Colo- 
rado, the  gentleman  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Dicks]  for  his  amendment,  and  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Skaggs] 
for  his  statement. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is.  in  this  in- 
stance, this  has  been  a  longstanding 
problem.  This  new  owner  of  this  par- 
ticular parcel  of  land  knew  when  he 
bought  this  land  what  the  laws  were. 
This  is  not  something  that  changed,  in 
fact,  during  the  course  of  his  owner- 
ship. The  interest  here,  of  course,  is  a 
special  interest  amendment  that  is 
being  offered  to.  in  fact,  increase  the 
value  of  the  land  at  the  expense  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  and  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  laws  of  the  land  that  we 
have. 

Is  the  Endangered  Species  Act  per- 
fect? No.  Can  it  be  improved  upon?  Yes. 
In  a  generic  sense.  I  think  it  could.  But 
to  do  it  on  this  basis,  with  riders  on  ap- 
propriation bills  for  special  interests, 
is  inappropriate.   I  think  the  fact  is 


that  that  law  serves  us  jjretty  well  if 
we  look  at  all  the  resolution  that  has 
gone  on.  But  if  we  are  going  to  open 
the  door  up  to  special  interest  amend- 
ments, then  we  are  going  to  find  a  dis- 
respect for  the  laws  of  this  land.  That 
is  what  has  happened. 

On  the  basis  of  anecdotal  stories 
here,  we  have  heard  again  about  the 
spotted  owl.  about  the  marbled 
murrelet.  on  the  basis  of  this.  This  is 
the  rejection  of  science.  This  is  not  the 
acceptance  of  a  sound  science  process 
on  this  House  floor.  It  is  rejecting  the 
facts  and  putting  in  place  the  special 
interest.  The  hell  with  the  facts,  full 
speed  ahead.  That  is  what  this  amend- 
ment is:  business  as  usual  for  the  spe- 
cial interests.  This  amendment  ought 
to  be  adopted  and  this  measure  pulled 
from  this  bill. 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  comments.  It  is  a  good  reason  to 
support  the  gentleman's  amendments. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  worked  with  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Dicks]  on  national  security  and  a  lot  of 
different  areas.  I  know  he  is  not  mean- 
spirited  and  I  know  he  does  not  mean 
this  amendment  in  that  direction,  but 
let  me  describe  how  I  feel  the  gen- 
tleman is  wrong  in  it,  at  the  same  time 
he  is  right.  I  think  there  needs  to  be  a 
balance.  This  particular  amendment  I 
do  not  feel  is  a  balance.  Let  me  explain 
why. 

First  of  all,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have 
never  met.  and  I  do  not  know  the  gen- 
tleman with  this  particular  company 
that  the  gentleman  is  talking  about, 
and  I  do  not  really  care  about  him.  I 
know  there  are  a  lot  of  jobs  at  stake 
with  it,  and  I  know  in  the  State  of 
California  and  in  the  State  of  Oregon 
and  in  the  State  of  Washington  there 
have  been  thousands  of  jobs  lost.  We 
look  at  the  individuals  that  you  are 
talking  about  and  focusing  on  one  gen- 
tleman. 

The  things  that  the  Democrat  Party 
strives  for,  education,  law  enforce- 
ment, and  those  things.  94  percent  of 
that  is  paid  out  of  State  revenues.  All 
of  those  jobs,  with  the  defense  cuts  in 
California,  does  the  gentleman  know 
how  many  jobe  we  have  lost  to  the 
spotted  owl  and  the  gnatcatcher  with 
the  farmers,  and  with  the  Central  Val- 
ley water  project  with  the  salmon  and 
the  farmers?  It  cost  us  S4  million  be- 
cause a  kit  fox  lived  under  a  bridge  and 
we  could  not  continue  in  San  Diego. 
Those  are  the  things  we  are  rallring 
about. 

In  this  particular  case,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, it  is  more  than  just  the  bird.  I 
look  at  the  cases  in  California,  where 
we  had  people  wanting  to  just  doze 
around  their  house  because  in  fire  sea- 
son, you  know  how  bad  it  is.  They 
could  not.  They  were  told  no  because  it 
was  gnatcatcher  country.  Do  Members 
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know  how  many  homes  we  lost?  We 
lost  12  very  valuable-  homes  to  people. 
Those  are  real  people,  I  would  say  to 
the  gentleman  from  Washington.  In 
New  Mexico,  remember  when  the  little 
boy  was  lost  for  3  days  and  they  would 
not  let  a  helicopter  land  because  it  was 
a  wilderness  area? 

That  is  wrong  when  we  take  private 
property  and  put  it  on  a  list,  which  we 
cannot  pay  for,  and  I  think  a  more  bal- 
anced way,  and  we  have  offered  and  I 
offered  to  help,  and  I  think  part  of  the 
new  ESA  is  to  have  revenues  where  we 
can  pay  for  these  lands.  But  when  we 
take  a  person's  land,  cannot  pay  for  it, 
it  goes  on  a  list,  and  because  of  that  it 
is  devalued  to  10  cents  on  the  dollar, 
and  the  Government  comes  in  and  says 
I  want  to  give  you  fair  market  value, 
that  is  wrong. 

In  this  case,  we  are  talking  about 
real  people.  I  do  not  care  about  the  for- 
estry people,  but  we  have  farmers,  we 
have  people  who  are  going  to  lose  their 
places,  just  like  in  all  these  other  ex- 
amples. I  do  believe  that  is  wrong.  Over 
52  percent  of  California  is  owned  by  the 
Government.  What  is  too  much?  In 
Idaho,  I  think  it  is  somewhere  close  to 
70  percent  is  owned  by  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment and  set  aside.  There  is  a  point 
to  which,  yes,  we  need  to  provide  for 
the  environment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Qrst  of  all,  I  promised 
that  I  would  jrield  to  my  frtend,  the 
gentleman  firom  California,  and  then  I 
will  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  to  me.  I 
want  to  address  my  remarks  to  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Dicks]  who  has  repeatedly  asserted 
throughout  the  debate  tonight  that 
somehow  the  largest  of  the  10  property 
owners  who  are  affected  by  the  marbled 
murrelet  critical  habitat  designation. 
Pacific  Lumber  Co.,  which  again  hap- 
pens to  be  the  largest  private  employer 
in  the  largest  county  of  my  congres- 
sional district,  although  I  know  that 
does  not  count  for  a  whole  lot  at  times 
in  our  debates  out  here,  but  he  has  as- 
serted that  all  they  have  to  do  is  go 
down,  see  Fish  and  Wildlife,  and  get  an 
incidental  take  permit  under  the  En- 
dangered Species  Act,  which  would 
allow  them  then  to  selectively  harvest 
in  those  areas  where  the  murrelet  has 
been  detected. 

The  facts  are  as  follows.  By  the  way, 
I  might  add,  I  received  a  letter  today. 
I  know  this  may  seem  a  little  incred- 
ulous to  some  of  you  on  the  other  side. 
I  received  a  letter  today.  Pacific  Lum- 
ber opposes  the  amendment,  my 
amendment,  which  I  offered  in  front  of 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  be- 
cause it  believes  it  does  not  provide 
sufficient  relief.  They  feel  my  amend- 
ment  should   have   provided   for   just 


compensation  for  this  regulatory  tak- 
ing. 

Mr.  Chairman,  they  go  on  and  say: 
"Pacific  Lumber  has  worked  dili- 
gently, without  success,  with  the  ap- 
propriate government  agencies  for 
years  in  an  effort  to  ensure  some  eco- 
nomic return  on  and  value  from  its 
timberlands  which  are  considered  habi- 
tat. It  has  spent  over  3  years  and  $2.5 
million  in  this  regard,  including  sub- 
stantial efforts  to  create  an  acceptable 
habitat  conservation  plan. 

Weyerhauser  and  Plum  Creek,"  very 
important  timber  constituents  of  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Dicks]  "are  much  differently  situated 
land-wise  and  murrelet-wise  than  Pa- 
cific Lumber  Co.  Also,  the  government 
is  working  with  Weyerhauser  and  Plum 
Creek  to  obtain  an  acceptable  HCP  or 
an  acceptable  land  swap.  This  is  very 
different  from  Pacific  Lumber's  experi- 
ence. For  example,  the  government  has 
told  Pacific  Lumber  that  the  only  kind 
of  permissible  activities  it  would  allow 
on  its  privately  owned  marbled 
murrelet  habitat  would  be,"  from  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  "non- 
commercial mushroom  picking,  Christ- 
mas tree  cutting,  rock  collecting,  and 
recreational  fishing."  These  are  not 
viable  alternatives  and  would  do  little 
to  sustain  the  company,  its  employ- 
ment base,  and  its  tax  base. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Cunningham]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr. 
Cunningham  was  allowed  to  proceed  for 
2  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  jrield? 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  appreciate  the  gen- 
tleman yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  again  point 
out  that  the  designation  of  critical 
habitat  has  very  significant  meaning 
on  Federal  land,  but  when  critical 
habitat  is  designated  on  private  land, 
all  it  means  is  if  you  have  to  get  a  Fed- 
eral permit,  they  have  to  take  into  ac- 
count that  you  have  got  a  murrelelet 
population  and  habitat  on  this  particu- 
lar land,  only  if  there  is  a  Federal 
nexus. 

Having  said  that,  there  is  also  a  way 
to  deal  with  the  problem  of  the  fact 
that  you  have  murrelets  on  the  land. 
That  is  to  do  a  habitat  conservation 
plan.  When  you  do  the  habitat  con- 
servation plan,  and  I  would  take  um- 
brage at  what  has  just  been  said  about 
this,  the  company  involved  here  did 
not  negotiate  in  good  faith  with  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  I  have  talked 
to  the  people  that  were  there.  They 
said  they  made  it  very  clear  when  they 
came  through  the  door  that  they  were 
interested  in  filing  a  suit  on  taking,  a 
constitutional  taking,  and  they  were 
never  willing  to  negotiate. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Cunningham]  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Dicks,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Cunningham 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  to 
rebut  this  contention.  I  have  to  ask  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Dicks]  if  he  has  had  any  personal  con- 
tact with  top  level  officials  of  the  Pa- 
cific Lumber  Company. 

Mr.  DICKS.  No,  I  have  not.  But  I 
have  had  contact  with  the  top  level  of- 
ficials of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Mr.  POMBO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  POMBO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  to  me. 

We  keep  hearing  about  the  magical, 
mystical  HCP  process.  I  guess  if  you 
own  400,000  acres  in  one  block,  it  is 
much  easier  to  come  up  with  an  HCP 
which  will  work,  because  you  are  al- 
lowed to  rotate  your  cutting  through- 
out the  entire  parcel. 

Unfortunately  for  most  small  prop- 
erty owners,  that  is  not  an  option.  It  is 
not  available  to  you.  You  do  not  have 
the  attorneys,  you  do  not  have  the  ac- 
countants, you  do  not  have  the  biolo- 
gists. You  do  not  have  the  ability  to 
adopt  that  kind  of  plan.  I  know  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  has 
worked  very  hard  on  HCP. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Cunningham]  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Pombo,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Cunningham 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  POMBO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  POMBO.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  supported 
HCPs.  As  the  gentleman  is  well  aware, 
in  my  endangered  species  reform  bill. 
We  strengthened  the  HCP  process  so  it 
would  be  capable  of  establishing  HCPs 
that  would  actually  work.  My  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  southern 
California  [Mr.  Brown],  was  down  here 
before  and  he  talked  about  the  HCP 
process  they  established  in  southern 
California,  which  was  a  very  painful 
and  very  expensive  process  that  took 
years  to  come  up  with,  and  has  shown 
everything  that  was  wrong  with  the 
current  Endangered  Species  Act  in 
terms  of  an  HCP. 

Again,  the  problem  is  not  the  major 
property  owners.  The  problem  is  not 
the  larger  developers.  The  problem  is 
the  small  people,  the  individual  prop- 
erty owners  that  do  not  have  the  abil- 
ity to  do  that. 
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Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr. 
Cunningham]  will  continue  to  yield, 
the  administration  has  made  it  very 
clear  that  for  the  small  people,  they 
are  going  to  be  able  to  come  in  and  file 
something  and  be  able  to  be  exempted. 
What  they  are  trying  to  do  is  get  an 
HCP  on  the  big  companies. 

Mr.  POMBO.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  one  of  the  worst  possible 
things  we  could  do  to  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  is  put  in  some  arbitrary 
things  and  say  if  you  have  5  acres  or 
less,  you  are  exempted  from  that. 

Again,  in  looking  at  the  land  pat- 
terns in  northern  California,  the  brown 
and  the  purple  are  publicly  owned 
lands.  They  are  either  owned  by  the 
Federal  or  the  State  government.  We 
can  look  at  this  and  tell  that  there  is 
an  abundance  of  Federal-  and  State- 
owned  lands,  publicly  owned  lands.  The 
gentleman  keeps  talking  about  the 
Headwaters  Forest  and  the  great  red- 
woods. It  should  be  pointed  out  that  we 
also  have  the  Redwood  National  Park 
just  a  few  miles  from  there  that  is  al- 
ready federally  owned  and  has  fallen 
into  disrepair,  like  most  Federal  land. 

I  would  like  to  quote  one  thing  from 
the  Defenders  of  Wildlife  again  in  their 
thing  that  they  sent  out  on  this.  They 
said  that  unlike  other  sea  birds  with 
nests  in  the  sand,  the  marbled  murrelet 
nests  in  branches  150  feet  above  the 
pine  needle  forest,  in  the  column  of 
trees.  This  is  the  property  we  are  talk- 
ing about,  the  private  property.  You 
would  have  a  heck  of  a  time  finding 
that  type  of  habitat  that  they  insist 
they  need  for  this  bird. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  nimiber  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Washington  [Mr.  DiCKS].  I  think 
the  provision  added  in  full  committee 
by  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Riggs]  ought  to  be  stricken  from  this 
appropriations  bill.  I  think  it  is  a  spe- 
cial interest  rider.  We  have  a  private 
calendar  for  the  relief  of  individuals. 
Perhaps  that  rider  ought  to  move  to 
the  private  calendar. 

At  any  rate,  I  think  we  are  ready  to 
vote,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  have  spent 
more  than  2  hours  in  debating  this 
amendment.  I  would  hope  that  we  are 
just  about  through  with  it  so  we  can 
get  on  with  the  rest  of  the  bill. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  srield? 

Mr.  YATES.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  California. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  to  me,  as  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Washing- 
ton [Mr.  Dicks].  In  the  interests  of  the 
gentleman's  admonition  for  us  to  move 
on,  I  will  eliminate  some  of  my  state- 
ment, but  I  do  wish,  in  deleting  my 
statement,  that  we  will  delete  the 
Riggs  rider  in  the  Interior  appropria- 
tions bill. 


The  Headwaters  Forest  is  very  im- 
portant, Mr.  Chairman.  It  is  home  to 
the  largest  private  growth  of  giant  red- 
woods anywhere  in  the  world,  as  well 
as  home  to  the  endangered  marbled 
murrelet,  as  we  have  discussed.  The 
critical  habitat  of  the  murrelet  in  the 
headwaters  is  an  essential  link  between 
Redwood  National  Park  and  Humboldt 
Redwood  State  Park,  where  the 
murrelet  also  depends  on  old  growth 
forest  for  survival. 

A  few  points  on  this.  The  great  red- 
woods are  a  symbol  of  California's,  in- 
deed America's,  magnificent  natural 
wonders.  Many  of  the  trees  are  thou- 
sands of  years  old.  They  existed  when 
Hannibal  crossed  the  Alps.  People  come 
from  all  over  the  world  to  view  these 
giant  redwoods,  and  some  of  the  trees 
would  require  many  people  to  com- 
pletely encircle  them.  They  are  truly 
natural  wonders  of  the  world. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  this  is  impor- 
tant to  the  point  that  has  been  made 
earlier.  Once,  2.1  million  acres  of  dense 
coastal  redwoods  covered  the  coast 
from  the  Oregon  border  to  Big  Sur  in 
California.  Today,  original  redwood  oc- 
cupies only  3.9  percent,  of  this  former 
range,  and  the  48,000  acres  we  are  talk- 
ing about  today  is  a  large  part  of  that 
3.9  percent.  The  ancient  groves  are 
interdependent  and  support  numerous 
species. 

The  Riggs  amendment  is  a  giant  step 
forward  in  imdoing  the  Endangered 
Species  Act.  The  Riggs  rider  reduces 
protection  of  the  marbled  murrelet  in 
northern  California,  and  amounts  to  an 
outright  assault  on  the  Endangered 
Species  Act.  with  the  exclusive  goal  of 
protecting  a  major  special  interest 
that  will  gain  financially  from  this 
rider. 
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It  sets  a  dangerous  precedent  for 
other  species  and  for  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  by  opening  up  areas  once 
protected. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Dicks]  has  stated,  adequate  re- 
course currently  exists  for  private 
landowners  to  have  their  grievances 
about  the  Endangered  Species  Act  and 
critical  habitats  addressed. 

The  appropriate  place  for  an  endan- 
gered species  amendment  is  in  the  au- 
thorizing process  as  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Pombo]  has  sug- 
gested he  is  pursuing.  We  have  done 
enough  damage  to  our  old-growth  and 
ancient  forests  without  contributing 
further  to  their  destruction. 

The  Riggs  rider  would  put  the 
murrelet  firmly  on  the  road  to  extinc- 
tion. If  every  Member  of  Congress 
sought  to  restrict  coverage  of  the  En- 
dangered Species  Act  or  circumvent  its 
intent  on  a  piecemeal  basis,  the  ark 
would  sink. 

The  Dicks  amendment  places  the 
public  interest  over  individual  eco- 
nomic gain.  The  marbled  murrelet  and 


the  Headwaters  Forest  contribute 
greatly  to  the  richness  of  our  world 
and  the  natural  heritage  we  will  to  fu- 
ture generations  of  Earth's  inhab- 
itants. 

Vote  for  the  Dicks  amendment  to 
strike  the  Riggs  rider  from  the  bill.  A 
vote  against  the  Riggs  rider  is  a  vote 
for  jobs,  environmentally  sound  jobs. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Dicks  to  delete  the 
Riggs  rider  in  the  Interior  appropriations  bill. 

The  Headwaters  Forest  is  home  to  ttie  larg- 
est private  grove  of  giant  redwoods  anywhere 
in  the  world  as  well  as  home  to  the  endarv 
gered  marbled  murrelet.  The  critical  habitat  of 
the  murrelet  in  headwaters  is  an  esserrtial  link 
between  Redwood  National  Park  arxj  Hum- 
boklt  Redwood  State  Park  where  the  murrelet 
also  depends  on  old-growth  forests  for  its  sur- 
vival. 

These  great  redwoods  are  a  symbol  of  CaH- 
fomia's  indeed  Amerka's  magnificent  natural 
wonders — many  of  the  trees  are  thousands  of 
years  old.  These  trees  existed  when  Hannibal 
crossed  the  Alps.  People  come  from  aJI  over 
the  worM  to  view  these  great  redwood  giants; 
some  of  the  trees  would  require  many  people 
to  completely  endrde  them.  They  are  trufy 
natural  wonders  of  the  world. 

Once,  2.1  millkxi  acres  of  dense  coastal 
redwoods  covered  the  coast  from  the  Oregon 
border  to  Big  Sur  in  California.  Today,  original 
redwood  occupies  only  3.9  percent  of  this 
former  range,  according  to  fiekf  work  and  sat- 
ellite mapping.  And  the  48,000  acres,  last  re- 
maining redwoods  make  up  a  large  part  of 
that  small  percentage. 

The  arxaent  groves  are  interdeperKlent  and 
support  numerous  species,  many  of  whidh  are 
endarigered.  It  is  the  collective  nature  of  spe- 
cies and  their  habitat  that  determine  their 
preservation  and  survival.  ErxJangered  spe- 
cies, once  listed  as  endangered,  shouM  not  be 
vKtims  of  actions  that  restrka  their  envirorv 
ment  and  further  endanger  their  status  in  na- 
ture. 

The  marbled  murrelet  once  numbered 
60,(XX)  in  California  and  has  been  reduced  to 
between  2.0(X)  to  5,000  birds.  The  reduction  in 
numbers  is  directly  linked  to  intense  commer- 
dal  togging  whKh  has  destroyed  over  95  per- 
cent of  the  mart>led  mun'elet's  nesting  areas. 

The  Riggs  rkjer  is  a  giant  step  toward 
undoing  the  Endangered  Spedes  Act.  The 
Riggs  rider  reduces  protection  of  the  mart>led 
murrelet  in  northern  California  ar)d  amounts  to 
an  outright  assault  on  the  Endangered  Spe- 
des Act  with  the  exdusive  goal  of  protecting 
a  major  special  interest  that  will  gain  finan- 
dally  from  this  rider. 

It  sets  a  dangerous  precedent  for  ottier  spe- 
des and  for  the  Endangered  Spedes  Act  by 
opening  up  areas,  once  protected,  for  timber 
harvesting.  Under  the  bill,  only  3,0(X}  acres 
woukj  be  protected — the  headwaters  grove. 

As  Mr.  Dicks  has  stated,  adequate  recourse 
currently  exists  for  private  landowners  to  have 
their  grievar)ces  about  endangered  species  in 
critical  habitats  addressed.  Sectk>n  10  of  the 
act  aHows  landowners  to  enter  into  tong^trm 
agreements  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  WikXife 
Service  through  habitat  conservation  ptems. 
These  plans  altow  landowners  to  secure  some 
certainty  on  the  use  of  their  private  property 
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over  a  long-term,  for  as  much  as  100  years 
ahead. 

Critical  habitat  primarily  seeks  to  protect 
enough  area  for  the  species  to  expand  its 
range  and  recover  to  healthy  population  lev- 
els. Critical  habitat  designation  and  enforce- 
ment are  crucial  to  the  recovery  of  every  listed 
species. 

The  appropriate  place  for  an  endangered 
species  amendment  is  in  the  authorizing  proc- 
ess, not  the  appropriations  process.  We  have 
done  enough  damage  to  our  old-growth  and 
ancient  forests  without  contributing  further  to 
their  destruction. 

The  Riggs  rider  would  put  the  murrelet  firm- 
ly on  the  road  to  extinction.  If  every  Member 
of  Congress  sought  to  restrict  coverage  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  or  circumvent  its  in- 
tent on  a  piecemeal  basis,  the  ark  would  sink. 

The  Dicks  amendment  places  the  public  in- 
terest over  individual  economic  interest.  The 
marbled  murrelet  and  the  Headwaters  Forest 
contribute  greatly  to  the  richness  of  our  world 
and  the  natural  heritage  we  will  to  future  gen- 
erations of  Earth's  inhabitants. 

The  world  is  a  poorer  place  for  the  loss  of 
a  species.  Vote  for  the  Dicks  amendment  to 
strike  the  Riggs  rider  from  the  bill. 

A  vote  against  the  Riggs  rider  is  a  vote  for 
jobs. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairmaji,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  YATES.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  I  appreciate  the  gen- 
tleman yielding.  I  just  want  to  point 
out  to  my  good  friend  from  California 
and  fellow  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  again  since  she  was 
present  the  other  night  and  will  recall 
the  debate,  the  amendment  specifically 
excludes  the  Headwaters  Forest. 

So  I  do  not  understand  why  those  on 
that  side  insist  on  repeating  this  con- 
tention that  it  includes  the  Headwaters 
Forest  when  it  clearly,  by  the  language 
of  the  bill,  excludes  3,000  acres  of  red- 
wood forest  commonly  known  as  the 
Headwaters  Grove  located  in  Humboldt 
County,  CA. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  the  gen- 
tleman's original  amendment  was  even 
more  destructive  than  the  way  it  was 
amended  in  committee  because  indeed 
he  did  not  exempt  the  Headwaters  For- 
est, these  3,000  acres. 

This  perfecting  amendment  from  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Regula]  in 
his  good  intention  to  protect  some  of 
the  acreage  simply  did  not  go  far 
enough.  The  3,000  acres  does  not  begin 
to  cover  the  area  that  needs  to  be  pro- 
tected. But  I  am  pleased  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Riggs]  is  pointing 
out  that  his  original  amendment  was 
even  more  drastic. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Yates] 
has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Dicks,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Yates  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  2  additional  min- 
utes.) 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  YATES.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
just  like  to  commend  the  gentlewoman 
for  her  statement.  Yes,  3,000  acres  are 
protected  but  there  is  at  least  33,000  ad- 
ditional acres  that  are  not  protected. 
The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  says  that 
in  order  to  protect  the  murrelet  in  this 
area  where  you  have  got  a  lot  of  old 
growth,  you  have  got  to  have  some  pri- 
vate property  designated.  Again,  I 
point  out  that  in  the  three  States,  they 
only  designated  1  percent  but  that  1 
percent  is  critical  to  the  survival  of  the 
marbled  murrelet  in  northern  Califor- 
nia. That  is  why  they  did  it.  They  did 
it  with  great  apprehension,  firankly. 
Again,  the  answer  here  to  my  col- 
leagues and  the  other  private  compa- 
nies that  have  done  this,  get  a  habitat 
conservation  plan.  Negotiate  it.  The 
people  in  southern  California  did  it. 
The  people  in  northern  Washington 
State  are  doing  it.  It  is  not  that  hard 
to  do. 

What  this  is  is  an  exemption  that  is 
going  to  then  have  every  company  in 
the  country  coming  to  all  the  Members 
saying,  "Why  don't  you  get  one  for  us." 
That  is  just  not  the  way  to  do  business. 

The  irony  of  all  ironies  is  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  RiGGS] 
stating  that  Mr.  Hurwitz  is  not  satis- 
fied with  his  amendment.  If  he  is  not 
satisfied  with  it,  why  is  the  gentleman 
offering  it?  Why  does  he  not  just  with- 
draw it  and  accept  my  amendment? 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  YATES.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  The  reason  I  am  offering 
it,  I  will  be  very  clear  again,  is  that  we 
are  talking  about  10  property  owners,  4 
different  companies  and  6  small 
ranches.  That  is  why.  And  because  the 
principle  involved  here  is  the  fifth 
amendment  of  the  Bill  of  Rights  to  the 
Constitution. 

Mr.  DICKS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  has  told  me,  and  I  have  talked 
to  the  people  in  that  region,  they  will 
sit  down  with  those  people,  the  small 
landonwers,  and  work  this  out.  They 
are  willing  to  sit  down  with  Mr. 
Hurwitz  and  work  this  out. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Does  the  gentleman  have 
that  in  writing? 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  have  been  told  by  peo- 
ple whom  I  have  known  and  worked 
with  for  many  years  and  we  have 
worked  successfully  on  getting  the 
Murray  Pacific  HCP,  so  why  do  we  not 
do  it  the  old-fashioned  way,  do  it  right, 
instead  of  having  this  legislative  rider 
that  is  going  to  cause  all  the  problems 
for  the  Members  of  Congress  in  our 
areas? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Yates] 
has  again  expired. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  time  for 


debating  this  amendment  terminate  in 
10  minutes  with  the  two  gentlemen 
from  California  who  are  on  their  feet 
having  spoken  being  given  that  full 
time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
niinois? 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  think  a  split  of  10  min- 
utes, 5  on  each  side;  I  will  agree  to 
that.  They  will  agree  to  that. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  time  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  be  limited  to  15  minutes,  half 
on  this  side  aind  half  on  that  side. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve 
the  right  to  object  to  simply  point  out 
that  many  of  our  colleagues  have  now 
come  to  the  floor  to  participate  in  this 
debate  and  I  think  we  owe  it  to  them 
to  give  them  the  opportunity  to  ex- 
press their  personal  views.  So  I  would 
seek  a  unanimous-consent  agreement, 
but  I  would  propose  that  we  make  it  a 
little  bit  longer  than  the  timeframe  of 
the  unanimous  consent. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RIGGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  YATES.  Twenty  minutes.  We 
have  already  debated  it  over  an  hour,  I 
might  say. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Two-and-a-half  hours. 

Mr.  YATES.  This  is  only  the  third 
amendment  to  this  whole  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  What  is  the  time 
request  on  each  side? 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  we  have  20 
minutes,  10  minutes  on  each  side. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  What  is  the  unani- 
mous-consent request  from  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois? 

Mr.  YATES.  The  request  is  that  all 
debate  terminate  in  20  minutes,  10  min- 
utes on  each  side. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  yield  under  my 
reservation  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Dreier]. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
my  friend  for  yielding. 

I  am  inclined  to  support  this,  but  I 
would  like  to  ask,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  it 
would  be  possible  for  those  Members 
who  are  seeking  the  opportunity  to 
speak  on  this  amendment,  if  they  could 
stand,  raise  their  hands  so  that  there 
would  be  some  indication  as  to  whether 
or  not  we  should  proceed  with  this 
measure.  Members  who,  I  guess,  have 
already  taken  their  time  would  not  be 
included,  this  would  be  Members  who 
have  not  yet  taken  an  opportunity. 

It  appears  that  there  are  several 
Members,  Mr.  Chairman,  who  wish  to 
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speak  on  this,  so  I  would  propose  to  my 
dear  friend  from  Illinois  that  we  extend 
it  to  possibly  30  minutes  total  so  that 
those  Members  who  wish  to  speak 
would  have  the  opportunity. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  for 
debate  on  this  amendment  and  all 
amendments  thereto  be  limited  to  30 
minutes,  15  minutes  on  each  side. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserving 
the  right  to  object.  I  do  so  to  clarify 
that  I  would  then  control  the  15  min- 
utes of  time  in  opposition  to  the  Dicks 
amendment. 

Mr.  YATES.  And  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  [Mr.  DiCKS]  will  be  in 
chairge  of  our  time  on  our  side. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  with- 
draw my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  time  for  debate  on  this  amendment 
and  all  amendments  thereto  will  be 
limited  to  30  minutes.  The  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Riggs]  and  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Dicks]  each  will  control  15  minutes. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Riggs]. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  my  good  friend  and  north- 
em  California  neighbor  and  colleague 
[Mr.  Herger]. 

Mr.  HERGER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
strong  opposition  to  the  Dicks  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  listing  of  the  mar- 
bled murrelet  is  the  capstone  of  efforts 
by  extreme  environmentalists  to  lock 
up  private  property  in  northern  Cali- 
fornia. This  small  bird,  which  environ- 
mentalists claim  is  on  the  verge  of  ex- 
tinction, actually  has  a  habitat  range 
that  stretches  all  the  way  from  Califor- 
nia through  Canada  and  into  Alaska, 
where  literally  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  murrelets  can  be  found. 

The  thrust  of  the  movement  and  this 
amendment  is  to  move  the  battle  to 
stop  timber  harvests  from  Federal  to 
private  property.  Over  4  million  acres 
of  murrelet  habitat  already  has  been 
designated  in  Washingrton.  Oregon,  and 
northern  California;  3.9  million  of  these 
acres  are  on  Federal  land. 

Less  than  1  percent  of  the  critical 
habitat,  approximately  48,000  acres,  is 
located  on  private  land.  Seventy  per- 
cent of  this  private  property  is  owned 
by  one  property  owner.  This  one  prop- 
erty owner  will  have  33,000  acres  of 
land  locked  up  by  an  uncompensated 
taking  unless  this  Congress  has  the 
courage  to  stop  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  3.9  million  acres  of 
critical  habitat  for  a  bird  that  thrives 
by  the  hundreds  of  thousands  in  Alaska 
through  northern  California.  We  do  not 
need  to  confiscate  33,000  acres  of  pri- 
vate property  to  save  the  marbled 
murrelet. 


Unfortunately,  the  extreme  environ- 
mentalists do  not  see  it  that  way.  Ex- 
tremist juggernauts  like  the  Sierra 
Club  have  already  declared  open  war  on 
Federal  timber  harvests.  Now  they  are 
setting  their  sights  on  private  timber 
interests.  Their  work  will  not  be  done 
until  every  square  inch  of  forest  in 
North  America  has  been  converted  to  a 
park. 

Mr.  Chairman,  every  private  property 
owner  in  the  United  States  should  pay 
close  attention  to  this  vote.  Today,  ex- 
tremist policies  are  taking  property 
from  a  northern  Califomian.  Tomor- 
row, it  might  be  a  Georgian  or  a  Flo- 
ridian  or  even  someone  in  New  York  or 
New  Jersey  who  will  lose  their  prop- 
erty rights  for  the  sake  of  furthering 
an  extreme  environmental  agenda. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  my  colleagues, 
especially  those  who  champion  private 
property  rights,  to  stand  up  for  the 
millions  of  private  property  owners  in 
our  country,  to  oppose  policies  that 
systematically  rob  Americans  of  their 
rights  of  self-determination,  and  to  re- 
ject the  extreme  environmentalist 
agenda  by  opposing  the  Dicks  amend- 
ment. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Regula 
was  allowed  to  speak  out  of  order.) 

EVENING  SCHEDULE 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  let  Members  know  what  we  have  in 
mind.  That  is,  there  is  about  25  min- 
utes left  on  this  amendment,  and  then 
there  will  be  a  vote.  Then  we  have  two 
amendments  that  will  be  offered  that 
will  be  accepted  by  the  ranking  minor- 
ity member  and  myself,  and  we  will 
voice  vote  those.  Then  it  would  be  our 
intent  to  roll  votes  after  that  for  a 
rather  sustained  period. 

This  will  allow  people  to  have  some 
idea  of  what  is  planned  for  the  rest  of 
the  evening.  We  do  hope  to  finish  this 
bill  tonight,  and  I  think  we  can,  if  ev- 
erybody works  at  it. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

The  Chairatmn,  first  of  all  I  am  a  lit- 
tle disappointed  in  the  hysteria  that  I 
have  been  hearing  about  what  this  all 
means.  I  want  to  read  again,  so  that  all 
my  colleagues  have  an  understanding 
objectively,  with  passions  lowered, 
what  this  means. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  only 
designated  non-Federal  lands  as  criti- 
cal habitat  where  Federal  lands  are 
limited  or  nonexistent  where  non-Fed- 
eral lands  are  essential  for  maintaining 
marbled  murrelet  populations  and 
nesting  habitat.  The  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  recovery  plan  stated 
that  suitable  nesting  habitat  on  Pacific 
Lumber  Co.  lands  in  Humboldt  County, 
CA,  is  the  only  available  nesting  habi- 
tat for  the  southern  portion  of  zone 
four.  This  area  has  known  nest  sites 
and  is  situated  in  a  key  area  close  to 
the  coast,  with  no  Federal  lands  in  the 
immediate  area  that  are  able  to  pro- 
vide similar  recovery  distributions. 


It  is  imperative  to  protect  murrelet 
habitat  on  corporate  forest  lands  in 
northern  California  because  these  lands 
provide  a  biological  link  to  the 
murrelet  populations  between  the  Red- 
wood National  Park  to  the  north  and 
the  State  redwood  parks  to  the  south. 
Contrary  to  the  assertion  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Riggs] 
that  critical  habitat  designation 
amounts  to  a  condemnation  or  taking 
of  private  land,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  action  does  not  specifically 
prohibit  logging  or  any  other  tsrpe  of 
land  use  on  those  properties. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  RICJGS.  Does  the  gentleman's 
letter  that  he  is  reading  from  now 
make  any  mention  of  the  nine  other 
property  owners  who  are  affected  by 
the  marbled  murrelet  designation? 

Mr.  DICKS.  The  same  remedies  exist 
for  them. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Does  the  gentleman's 
letter  make  any  mention  of  those  nine? 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  as  I  said  to  the  gen- 
tleman, the  other  people  that  are  af- 
fected besides  your  major  company  can 
go  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and 
can  get  a  habitat  conservation  plan. 
The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  said 
it  is  going  to  work  with  smaller  land- 
owners. 

The  most  important  areas,  as  the 
gentleman  has  mentioned,  are  the 
headwaters  areas.  The  problem  we  have 
got  here  is  that  there  is  a  legal  and 
proper  way  to  proceed.  That  is  getting 
a  multispecies  HCP.  What  the  gen- 
tleman is  doing  today  with  his  amend- 
ment that  was  adopted  in  the  full  com- 
mittee is  trying  to  short-circuit  the 
process. 

I  would  again  say  to  the  gentleman, 
why  is  it  that  Plum  Creek, 
Weyerhaeuser.  Simpson  and  the  Mur- 
ray Pacific  Co.  are  all  able  to  negotiate 
with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and 
yet  Mr.  Hurwitz  and  Pacific  Lumber 
are  not? 

D  1730 

It  is  because  this  gentleman  is  not 
interested  seriously  in  reaching  an 
agreement  which  would  give  him  100 
years  of  certainty  and  the  ability  to 
log  on  his  land.  Now,  we  can  work  out 
the  problems  of  the  other  small  land- 
owners. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  jrield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appre- 
ciate the  gentleman  from  Washington 
jrielding  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  fact  is  that  the 
Fish  ?Jid  Wildlife  Service,  under  the 
Clint  jn  administration,  has  actually 
made  a  commitment  to  exempt  small 
landowners. 
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When  we  hear  the  discussion  about 
landowners,  the  only  reason  this 
amendment  has  any  effect  in  this  bill 
is  because  of  the  large  landowner  ex- 
emption. This  is  a  single-interest,  spe- 
cial-interest exemption  to  this  particu- 
lar issue. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  aisk  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington  [Mr.  Dicks] 
this.  I  heard  some  suggestion  that 
there  was  some  modification  to  the 
flfth  amendment  to  the  Constitution  in 
this  particular  amendment.  Now,  the 
gentleman  from  California,  our  friend 
and  colleague,  and  the  gentleman  from 
Washington,  neither  of  my  colleagues 
have  amended  the  fifth  amendment  to 
the  Constitution  in  this  appropriation 
bill:  have  they? 

Mr.  DICKS.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
even  in  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions, we  are  not  that  brazen,  I  would 
assure  my  friend  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  point  is  here, 
there  is  not  a  taking,  because  the  com- 
pany can  come  in,  they  can  get  a  habi- 
tat conservation  plan.  They  can  work 
out  this  problem  with  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service.  They  do  not  need  to 
be  exempted. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  would  yield  to  me  further 
on  this  point  of  taking,  there  was  an 
earlier  court  decision  in  this  term  of 
Congress. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Sweet  Home.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Mr.  VENTO.  The  Sweet  Home  deci- 
sion. And  it  was  suggested  that  this  ac- 
tivity by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
constituted,  that  was  the  assertion, 
that  it  constituted  a  taking.  The  Su- 
preme Court  rejected  that  particular 
logic. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  just  suggest 
to  my  colleagues  that  in  fact  we  are  in 
an  era  where  we  have  this  new  informa- 
tion and  knowledge.  It  obviously  is  dif- 
ficult for  some  of  us  to  come  to  grips 
with  it.  It  means  new  limits  and  com- 
plications in  the  world  of  work  and  in 
the  world  of  commerce.  But  the  fact  is 
it  has  the  same  logic  as  if  water  ran 
through  your  land  that  you  did  not 
have  any  responsibility  to  anyone  as  to 
where  the  water  came  from  or  what 
you  did  to  it  while  it  was  on  your  land 
or  the  air  quality  issue.  The  same  is 
true  with  these  habitat  areas  that  have 
these  important  species.  Obviously 
they  affect  all  of  us.  They  affect  the 
entire  fauna  and  flora  in  these  eco- 
systems that  are  critical,  and  that  is 
why  we  have  laws  in  place,  because  of 
the  foresight  of  others  that  addressed 
those  issues  with  sound  science  and  ec- 
onomics. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  jrield 
msrself  1  minute  to  point  out,  first  of 
all,  that  under  this  administration  we 
have  seen  a  gradual  erosion  of  private 
property  rights.  Many  of  us  from  the 
West,  of  course,  vividly  recall  the  bro- 
ken promises  of  this  administration, 
beginning  with  the  Pacific  Forest  Con- 


ference, or  whatever  it  was  called, 
which  has  resulted  in  literally  thou- 
sands of  timber  workers  being  unem- 
ployed today  and  on  food  stamps. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  make  one 
other  point.  The  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  Dicks]  has  repeatedly  as- 
serted that  there  is  no  other  suitable 
murrelet  habitat  in  the  vicinity  of 
these  37.000  acres.  He  has  repeatedly  as- 
serted that,  but  in  the  immediate  vi- 
cinity are  693,000  acres  of  publicly 
owned  land  which  has  also  been  des- 
ignated as  critical  habitat  for  the  mar- 
bled murrelet. 

How  many  times  do  I  have  to  repeat 
these  statistics:  477,300  acres  on  Fed- 
eral land  and  175,000  acres  on  State 
land.  That  is  not,  that  is  not  a  lack  of 
critical  habitat  in  the  immediate  vicin- 
ity for  the  marbled  murrelet. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2  minutes  and 
30  seconds  to  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Nethercutt]. 

Mr.  NETHERCUTT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  me 
the  time,  and  I  want  to  respond  to  the 
comments  of  my  friend  from  Washing- 
ton, and  he  is  my  friend,  on  this  issue. 
The  gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Dicks]  has  stated  that  it  is  all  that  a 
landowner  has  to  do,  is  go  in  and  get  an 
HCP.  Well,  that  cost  of  those  timber 
companies  who  did  that  in  my  State 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  to  get 
that  HCP.  It  is  not  that  easy,  in  my 
judgment.  They  did  it  with  great  sac- 
rifice, great  time  delays,  and  at  a  great 
cost  of  their  corporate  dollars,  and 
that  is  very  real. 

It  is  easy  for  us  to  stand  here  in  this 
body  and  talk  about,  well,  just  go  get 
an  HCP  or  just  go  down  and  negotiate 
with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 
That  is  not  that  easy  in  today's  world. 
That  is  one  of  the  problems  that  I 
think  small  owners,  landowners  face, 
first. 

Second,  I  received  a  letter  from  the 
Farm  Bureau.  Now,  I  represent  the 
eastern  district  of  Washington,  lots  of 
farmers,  lots  of  small  farmers.  This  is 
what  they  said  about  this  amendment 
of  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
RiGGS]  and  this  provision  in  the  appro- 
priations bill.  The  Farm  Bureau  sup- 
ports this  private  property  rights  pro- 
vision and  urges  its  retention  in  the 
bill.  The  provision  sets  a  valuable 
precedent  that  it  is  wrong  for  the  Gov- 
ernment to  impose  regulations  that 
prohibit  private  landowners  from  har- 
vesting a  crop. 

Third,  I  think  all  this  debate  really 
emphasizes  is  that  we  have  got  an  En- 
dangered Species  Act  in  this  country 
that  needs  very,  very  serious  attention. 
We  have  ambigruities  in  the  law  that 
was  passed  in  1973.  We  are  fighting  this 
out  today,  this  discussion  between  pri- 
vate property  rights  and  the  public  in- 
terest in  protecting  critical  habitat 
and  protecting  endangered  species. 
They  are  both  very,  very  important. 

But  I  think  what  we  really  ought  to 
be  doing  instead  of  fighting  this  debate 


on  this  amendment  is  addressing  the 
issue,  the  greater  issue  of  reforming 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  to  make  it 
work  so  that  small  landowners  and  pri- 
vate property  rights  and  big  companies 
and  birds  and  fish  and  animals  can  co- 
exist. I  think  they  can,  and  I  think  we 
ought  to  really  direct  our  attention  to 
that  effort. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlemanyield?  

Mr.  NETHERCUTT.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  The  gentleman  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Dicks]  has  repeatedly 
asserted  throughout  the  day  that  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  is  working 
well  in  the  State  of  Washington.  The 
gentleman  from  Washington  '  [Mr. 
NETHERCtrrr]  also  represents  a  congres- 
sional district.  Is  it  your  opinion  that 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  is  working 
well  in  the  State  of  Washington  today? 

Mr.  NETHERCUTT.  Reclaiming  my 
time,  I  think  we  are  frustrated  in  our 
State,  whether  it  is  the  gentleman's 
district  or  mine.  We  are  frustrated  try- 
ing to  make  it  work.  Again.  I  want  to 
make  the  point,  it  should  work.  We 
need  to  protect  species.  We  need  to  pro- 
tect private  property  rights.  But  under 
the  current  laws,  we  axe  all  frustrated 
and  it  is  costing  everybody  a  fortune  to 
make  it  work. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  4  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  say  to  my 
friend  from  Washington,  and  he  is  my 
friend,  that  habitat  conservation  plans 
are  a  voluntary  thing.  A  company  like 
Murray  Pacific,  my  good  friend  Toby 
Murray  from  Tacoma,  WA,  worked 
hard  with  my  office,  the  Fish  and  Wild- 
life Service,  everyone  over  an  extended 
period  of  time  to  negotiate  out  a  habi- 
tat conservation  plan.  I  was  there  the 
day  that  that  plan  was  approved.  Toby 
Murray  got  up,  conservative  Repub- 
lican, a  business  guy,  solid  as  anyone. 
You  would  love  him  on  your  side  of  the 
aisle,  and  we  would  love  him  on  our 
side  of  the  aisle.  He  is  providing  good 
jobs  for  people. 

He  said  this  was  the  proudest  thing 
that  he  had  ever  done,  to  be  able  to  sit 
down  with  the  Federal  officials  and  to 
work  out  an  agreement  that  would 
allow  him  on  his  private  lands  to  pro- 
tect salmon,  to  protect  murrelets,  to 
protect  owls,  to  protect  species,  and 
yet  still  be  able  to  do  harvesting  for 
the  next  100  years.  That  is  a  win-win. 
Now,  that  is  not  an  Endangered  Species 
Act  that  is  broken.  That  is  an  Endan- 
gered Species  Act  that  is  working. 

I  applaud  this  administration.  I  have 
opposed  them  on  many  things,  and  I 
think  sometimes  that  they  are,  you 
know,  too  zealous.  But  in  this  area, 
they  have  been  willing  to  sit  down  with 
the  private  sector,  roll  up  thefr  sleeves 
and  come  up  with  these  habitat  con- 
servation plans.  That  is  why  I  object  to 
this  approach,  while  all  of  my  compa- 
nies up  there  are  doing  it  the  right 
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way,  the  way  that  the  law  lays  out  to 
do  it,  and  they  are  succeeding. 

Plum  Creek  is  going  to  be  next,  then 
Weyerhaeuser  and  the  State  of  Wash- 
ington. Then  if  we  can  get  this  protec- 
tion with  the  Federal  option  nine  at 
the  core,  we  protect  the  major  Federal 
lands,  the  big  landowners,  then  we  can 
exempt  most  of  the  little  landowners 
that  both  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  RiGGS]  and  I  are  both  con- 
cerned about.  They  can  be  exempted 
because  we  will  protect  enough  species 
on  the  Federal  lands  and  on  the  major 
private  landowners  and  the  State  lands 
to  let  the  little  people  off  without  any 
requirements  whatsoever.  That  is  my 
goal. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  willing  to  work 
with  the  majority  side  in  strengthen- 
ing the  habitat  conservation  provisions 
of  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  But  let 
us  not  go  down  the  road  of  an  exemp- 
tion for  one  company  that  was  taken  in 
a  hostile  takeover,  who  comes  here  and 
asks  for  legislation  and  now  they  are 
not  even  satisfied  with  what  the  gen- 
tleman from  California,  [Mr.  Riggs]  is 
trying  to  do  for  him.  I  think  this  is  a 
terrible  precedent. 

We  are  all  going  to  regret  the  day  we 
do  this.  The  administration  says  it  will 
veto  the  bill  over  this.  We  have  got  a 
lawful  way  to  proceed.  We  do  not  need 
to  do  this.  This  is  a  terrible  mistake 
and  we  will  rue  the  day  that  we  did  not 
protect  the  murrelet,  did  not  protect 
the  old  growth  redwood,  and  that  we 
did  not  protect  the  Endangered  Species 
Act. 

I  thought  this  was  going  to  be  the 
new  majority  now  that  we  are  going  to 
look  at  environmental  things  in  a  little 
more  responsible  way,  and  that  is  why 
I  was  so  upset  by  the  comments  that 
were  made  by  the  gentleman  from 
Alaska  [Mr.  Young],  when  he  said  fiat 
out,  as  chairman  of  your  Committee  on 
Resources,  that  he  does  not  support  the 
Endangered  Species  Act. 

I  think  we  have  got  to  sit  here  and 
say  to  ourselves,  how  can  we  say  that? 
If  biodiversity  is  not  important,  if  pro- 
tecting species  is  not  important,  even 
some  of  the  most  conservative  Chris- 
tians today  in  the  church  movement 
were  standing  up  and  defending  the  ne- 
cessity to  protect  God's  creatures.  I 
say  to  the  gentleman  that  protecting 
species  is  a  responsibility  of  this  Con- 
gress, and  protecting  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  is  the  tool  to  do  it. 

Can  we  improve  it?  Yes.  But  to  come 
in  here  today  for  one  company  and  try 
to  pass  a  social  exemption  is  wrong, 
and  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Miller]  said  it  better  than  I  can  say  it, 
but  it  is  not  the  right  way  to  proceed. 
If  we  want  to  change  the  ESA,  let  us  go 
to  the  authorizing  committee  and 
change  it.  Let  us  not  do  it  here  in  an 
amendment  that  has  had  no  hearings, 
no  process,  no  procedure.  It  is  simply 
wrong. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chafr  would 
advise  that  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
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ington  [Mr.  Dicks],  has  6  minutes  re- 
maining, and  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  RiGGS],  has  8Mj  minutes  re- 
maining. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  30 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  DOOLITTLE]. 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
say  to  the  gentleman,  suppose  Pacific 
Lumber  Co.  jumped  through  all  the 
hoops  to  get  a  habitat  conservation 
plan,  spent  the  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  dollars  and  took  the  months  or  years 
to  accomplish  it.  Do  we  have  informa- 
tion that  suggests  what  activities  they 
might  be  permitted  to  carry  out  on 
their  land,  having  spent  the  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  dollars  and  the  months 
to  obtain  such  a  plan? 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
say  again  for  the  Record  that  Pacific 
Lumber  Company  was  told  by  the  Fed- 
eral Government,  quote,  that  the  only 
kind  of  permissible  activities  it  will 
allow  on  its  privately  owned  marbled 
murrelet  habitat  would  be  noncommer- 
cial mushroom  picking,  Christmas  tree 
cutting,  rock  collecting  and  rec- 
reational fishing. 

Mr.  DOOLITTLE.  And  that  is  reason- 
able. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2% 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Dreier]  my  very  good  friend 
and  a  distinguished  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Rules  and  the  Chairman 
of  the  Legislative  Task  Force. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
my  friend  for  yielding  me  the  time,  and 
since  he  mentioned  I  am  on  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules,  it  is  great  to  see  this 
marvelous  testimony  to  the  open 
amendment  process  we  have  gone 
through  for  the  past  several  hours.  Ev- 
eryone is  cheering  for  it,  I  can  tell. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  that  as  we 
look  at  this  measure,  I  believe  that 
what  we  have  come  to  is  actually  a 
compromise.  We  continue  to  hear  the 
terms  veto  bait  and  this  is  a  special  in- 
terest measure,  but  it  is  a  bipartisan 
compromise.  It  includes  the  support  of 
the  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Conunittee 
on  Fisheries  and  Aquaculture,  a  Demo- 
crat from  the  California  State  legisla- 
ture who  has  spent  time  looking  at 
this,  and  Chairman  Hauser  has  con- 
cluded that  the  Riggs  language  is  very 
appropriate. 

It  also  enjoys  the  support  of  the  in- 
clusion of  an  amendment  by  the  chair- 
man of  the  subcommittee,  who  obvi- 
ously dealt  with  this  Headwaters  ques- 
tion which  continues  to  come  to  the 
forefront  time  and  time  again,  and  it  is 
excluded.  Mr.  Riggs  has  made  that 
point  very,  very  clear.  But  very,  very 
important  is  the  fact  that  this  address- 
es the  issue  of  private  property  rights 
while  it  is  also  looking  at  the  environ- 
mental concerns,  which  my  friend  from 
Washington  has  just  raised. 


Mr.  Chairman.  I  submit  for  the 
Record  letters  that  have  come  from 
people  who  are  actually  witnessing  this 
debate:  Mary  and  Jack  Walsh,  who  are 
property  owners  whose  land  was  pic- 
tured here  on  the  easel  earlier,  and 
people  like  Martin  and  Donna  Gift,  who 
I  know  are  very  interested  in  this  de- 
bate and  in  fact  are  being  victimized  if 
we  do  proceed  with  this.  Also  a  very 
thoughtful  handwritten  letter.  It  is 
handwritten,  so  I  cannot  read  exactly. 
Donmarie  Paddock-Bowers. 

The  letters  referred  to  are  as  follows: 

Jack  Walsh.  M.D.. 
Eureka.  CA.  June  14, 1996. 

Dear  Congress.man  Riggs:  I  am  writing 
you  in  regards  to  the  Marbled  Murrelet  Criti- 
cal Habitat  Designation  which  is  currently 
impacting  our  family's  property  Just  north 
of  Fortuna,  California. 

My  wife  Mary  and  I  purchased  this  pre- 
viously clear  cut  property  in  1953  when  the 
second  growth  market  was  Just  coming  into 
its  own.  We  never  dreamed  that  we  would  see 
it  logged  in  our  lifetime.  This  summer,  our 
son  Pat.  will  have  completed  his  ninth  year 
of  selective  logging  on  a  sustained  yield 
basis.  We  are  all  very  proud  of  our  logging 
operation. 

The  property  (880  acres),  is  completely  sur- 
rounded by  other  second  growth  stands.  Why 
we  were  arbitrarily  placed  In  this  Habitat 
Designation,  without  any  input  from  our 
family  or  forester  is  beyond  our  imagination. 
(see  aerial  photos) 

Just  October,  our  forester.  Ron  Hunt  wrote 
a  detailed  letter  to  Russell  Peterson.  State 
Supervisor  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  in  Portland. 
Oregon.  He  requested  that  our  vropeny  be 
removed  from  Habitat  Designation  for  obvi- 
ous reasons,  (no  existing  habitat)  Several 
follow  up  inquiries  were  put  off  by  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service.  We  have  yet  to  hear 
any  logical  explanation  as  to  why  we  were 
placed  in  the  Habitat  Designation,  (see  Ron 
Hunt's  letter). 

The  arrogance  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  to  arbitrarily  begin  drawing  maps 
which  impact  our  property,  we  feel  is  com- 
pletely unjust.  We  have  more  than  enough 
regulations  to  overcome  in  an  attempt  to 
properly  care  for  our  forest.  We  hope  you  can 
help  us. 

Sincerely, 

Dr.  and  Mrs.  Jack  Walsh. 

Gift  Ranch. 
Kneeland.  CA.  June  14. 1996. 
Hon.  Frank  Riggs, 
1st  District,  California. 
Eureka.  CA. 

Dear  Congressman  Riggs:  L  along  with 
my  son  Todd,  am  the  current  owner  and 
manager  of  the  Gift  Ranch  in  Humboldt 
County.  California.  A  significant  portion  of 
our  ranch.  510  acres  of  grassland,  brushland. 
and  tlmberland  have  been  included  within 
the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
(USFWS)  marbled  murrelefs  "so  called  crit- 
ical habitate".  This  arbitrary  designation  of 
our  property  will  cause  a  great  financial  bur- 
den upon  our  families. 

This  ranch  has  been  owned  and  managed 
by  the  Gift  family  for  four  (4)  generations. 
We  have  been  good  stewards  of  this  land  and 
the  land  has  rewarded  us  with  a  reasonable 
living.  Currently,  the  ranch  supports  me.  my 
wife,  my  son  Todd,  his  wife,  and  his  three 
young  children. 

Recently  we,  at  considerable  expense,  ob- 
tained a  long  term  timber  management  per- 
mit from  the  State  of  California.  This  con- 
tract with  the  state  obligates  us  to  grow  oar 
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timber  on  a  "sustained  yield"  basis.  It  re- 
quires that  we  do  only  selective  logging  and 
maintain  existing  wildlife  habitate.  One  of 
the  requirements  of  this  permit  was  an  ex- 
tensive, and  I  mean  extensive,  wildlife  re- 
view. Among  the  wildlife  habitate  reviewed 
was  the  marbled  murrelet.  Both  public  and 
private  biologists  agreed  that  due  to  the  ex- 
tensive grassland,  hardwood  areas,  and 
young  growth  forestlands  that  our  ranch  was 
not  murrelet  habitate.  Nowhere  on  this 
ranch  Is  the  type  of  old  growth  forests  that 
are  reported  to  be  essential  for  murrelet 
habitate. 

This  appears  to  be  another  example  of 
heavy  handed  government  "taking"  of  pri- 
vate property  with  little  or  no  justification. 
At  least  the  government  could  have  ex- 
plained to  us  why  my  son's  house  and  the  100 
or  so  acres  of  grass  and  oak  woodlands  is  so 
critical  to  the  survival  of  the  marbled 
murrelet  which  is  a  sea  bird  that  nests  in 
dense  old  growth  forests  near  the  PaclQc 
Ocean,  not  20  or  so  air  miles  away  on  a  hot 
open  south  facing  slope. 

This  designation  will  not  allow  us  to  har- 
vest the  timber  (no  matter  how  conserv- 
atively) that  we  need  to  supplement  our  live- 
stock operations.  With  severely  depressed 
livestock  prices  the  maoiaging  of  our  timber 
resources  Is  critical  to  our  existence. 

Every  generation  of  Gifts  have  added  as- 
sets to  this  ranch.  These  assets  are  usually 
in  the  form  of  innovative  stewardship  and/or 
acreage  to  the  property.  It  seems  odd  that 
the  government  with  its  vast  holdings  and 
seemly  unlimited  resources  must  take  land 
from  the  private  individual  non  industrial 
landowner  to  provide  "so  called"  habitate 
for  the  marbled  murrelet  and/or  any  other 
"so  called"  endangered  species. 
Sincerely, 

Mabtdj  Gift. 
June  14. 1996. 
Congressmian  Riggs, 
Washington,  D.C. 

My  name  Is  Donnavie  Paddock  Bowers,  I 
am  55  3rrs  old.  My  husbands  name  Is  Ben 
Bowers,  he  Is  58  years  old.  We  are  living  on 
what's  left  of  my  family's  sheep  and  cattle 
ranch.  Visualize  a  small  ranch  (440  acres) 
half  wooded  and  half  prairie,  this  Is  a  small 
ranch— too  small  In  our  county  to  make  a 
living  on.  so  my  husband  has  a  job  off  the 
ranch  to  make  ends  meet.  My  parents  had 
2,500  acres  originally  and  sold  most  of  it  off 
to  retire,  and  kept  enough  of  the  ranch  to 
run.  to  supplement  their  retirement  which  is 
what  we  had  planned  to  do  when  Ben  retires. 

I  am  disabled  and  in  a  wheelchair.  I  have 
been  diagnosed  with  2  diseases.  "M.S."  and 
"Late  Lyme  Disease"  both  of  which  are  in- 
curable diseases  at  this  time.  So  we  have 
large  medical  bills. 

We  are  very  concerned  (half  of  our  prop- 
erty 220  acres)  has  been  put  into  the  "Mar- 
bled Murelet  Habitat"  as  seen  on  page  *412, 
413,  and  page  «414.  We  feel  that  we  will  be  so 
restricted  over  time  that  we  won't  be  able  to 
graze  our  cattle  on  our  own  land,  and  won't 
have  this  extra  Income  that  we  desperately 
need  to  live  on.  This  property  is  In  my 
blood— "I  love  it".  It  makes  me  ill  to  think 
it  could  be  taken  away  from  us.  Why  this 
"marbled  murrelet  habitat"  bill  or  some 
other  bills  that  could  come  up  in  the  future. 
I  have  been  fighting  for  the  past  5  years  to 
keep  our  ranch  (part  or  all  of  it)  from  being 
Included  Into  the  "Headwaters  Forest".  We 
can't  get  rich  running  this  ranch,  but  do 
need  the  extra  income. 

Because  of  my  disabilities  I  have  to  ran 
the  ranch  from  my  wheel  chair  and  my  wheel 
chair  accessible  van.  If  we  are  forced  off  of 


our  property  at  our  ages  and  health  we 
wouldn't  be  able  to  start  over!  But  the  big- 
gest concern  is  losing  my  heritage  which 
can't  be  replaced  at  any  price!  My  family  has 
been  on  this  land  for  113  years.  I  thank  God 
every  morning  that  I  can  live  on  this  land 
that  previous  generations  of  my  family  lived 
here  before  me. 

A  few  miles  from  house  most  of  my  rel- 
atives are  buried,  including  Mom  &  Dad. 

Please  protect  our  personal  &  property 
rights.  We  voted  for  you  to  look  out  for  us 
when  you  went  to  Wash..  D.C.  Please  help  us 
now. 

I  want  to  continue  running  this  ranch  from 
my  wheel  chair  with  my  trusty  dog  named 
"Teal"  at  my  side. 
Thank  you. 

DoNNARiE.  Paddock-Bowers. 

Congress  of  the  United  States. 

HOUSE  OF  Representatives. 
Washington.  DC,  June  17,  1996. 
Leading  California  Democrat  agrees— 

This  Habitat  is  not  for  the  Birds! 
Dear  Colleague:  Later  this  week,  you 
may  be  asked  to  vote  on  a  provision  now  in- 
cluded in  the  Interior  Appropriations  bill 
that  excludes  37  thousand  acres  of  private 
land  from  the  3.9  million-acre  critical  habi- 
tat designation  for  the  marbled  murrelet. 
The  murrelet  is  a  small  bird  that  sometimes 
nests  In  old-growth  redwoods.  Why  then,  did 
the  Interior  Department  include  501  acres  of 
land  belonging  to  my  constituent,  Martin 
Gift,  that  is  largely  prairie,  as  well  as  other, 
similar  private  land?  As  you  can  see  from 
the  letter  that  follows.  Democratic  Assem- 
blyman Dan  Hauser,  Chairman,  of  the  Cali- 
fornia Legislature's  Joint  Comtmlttee  on 
Fisheries  and  Aquaculture.  agrees  that  the 
designation  is  wrong. 

If  you  favor  protection  of  private  property 
from  government  action  that  reduces  value 
without  compensation,  then  vote  "No"  on 
any  amendment  to  delete  the  habitat  limita- 
tion. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Frank  D.  Riggs. 

California  Legislature,  Joint 
Committee  on  Fisheries  and 
aquaculture. 

Sacramento,  CA,  June  17, 1996. 
Hon.  FRANK  Riggs, 
Capitol  Hill 

DEAR  Congressman  Riggs:  Mary  Morgan  of 
my  staff  has  personally  toured  Martin  Gift's 
ranch.  This  ranch  has  been  in  the  family  for 
four  generations.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  a  measure  Is  pending  that  would  declare 
approximately  500  acres  of  their  ranch  as 
critical  habitat.  Their  ranch  is  part  of  the  3.9 
million  acre  desigrnatlon  for  critical  habitat 
that  is  Included  in  the  Interior  appropriation 
bill  for  1997. 

I  question  the  methodology  that  could 
have  allowed  this  portion  of  their  ranch  to 
be  included  In  this  critical  habitat  designa- 
tion. Scientists  have  never  walked  over  this 
land  or  studied  this  land  from  the  land.  Aer- 
ial photos  are  not  as  accurate  as  land  sur- 
veys. According  to  my  staff  person,  clearly, 
almost  one-half  of  this  acreage  is  bare  grassy 
prairie  which  Is  good  grazing  pasture.  What 
tree  would  a  marbled  murrelet  or  spotted 
owl  live  in  on  the  bare  grassy  prairie?  On  the 
remaining  acreage,  that  is  included  In  this 
critical  habitat  desigmation.  there  Is  some 
fir,  very  little  redwood,  some  oak  and 
pepperwood. 

At  the  very  least,  their  ranch  should  be  de- 
leted from  the  critical  habitat  designation. 
Moreover,  given  the  shaky  methodology  that 


Included  their  land,  may  be  the  best  alter- 
native is  to  exclude  private  land  from  this 
critical  habitat  designation? 

Thank  you  for  your  thoughtful  and  timely 
consideration  of  this  request. 
Sincerely. 

Dan  Hauser. 

It  seems  to  me  that  as  we  look  at 
these  very  touching  statements  that 
have  been  made  by  these  individuals 
whose  rights  are  being  jeopardized,  if 
we  pass  this  amendment  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington,  [Mr.  DiCKS], 
we  have  no  choice  other  than  to  sup- 
port private  property  rights,  respon- 
sible environmental  concerns,  and  we 
should  move  ahead  and  do  this  imme- 
diately. 

D  1745 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  one  minute. 

Mr.  Chairman,  again,  let  us  just  talk 
a  little  bit  about  Pacific  Lumber  Co. 
Pacific  Lumber  Co.  was  once  an  out- 
standing practitioner  of  sustainable 
forestry.  In  1985,  Charles  Hurwitz' 
Houston  based  holding  company  Maxim 
Corporation  orchestrated  a  hostile 
takeover  of  Pacific  Lumber  using  junk 
bonds  financed  by  the  notorious  Mi- 
chael Milken  and  his  firm,  Drexel, 
Bumham,  Lambert.  Almost  imme- 
diately after  the  take  over,  Hurwitz 
raided  the  PALCO  employees'  pension 
fund  and  practically  tripled  the  rate  of 
cutting  redwoods  to  pay  off  the  loans 
and  junk  bonds  used  to  Hnance  the 
takeover.  In  justification  of  his  ac- 
tions, Hurwitz  was  quoted  by  Time 
Magazine  as  telling  his  new  employees, 
"There  is  the  story  of  the  golden  rule: 
He  who  has  the  gold  rules." 

Now,  this  seems  to  me  not  to  be  a 
company  that  deserves  our  help  here 
today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  4  minutes  to 
my  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Miller]. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing me  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  gentleman 
makes  an  important  point.  There  is  in 
fact  a  right  way  to  do  business  and  a 
wrong  way  to  do  business. 

My  family,  interestingly  enough, 
logged  in  this  area  and  logged  for  this 
company  and  settled  in  this  area  in  the 
1840' s  and  taught  school  and  were 
workers  in  the  mills  in  Eureka  and 
Scotia  and  that  whole  surrounding 
area  for  many,  many  years,  before  they 
moved  down  to  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
area.  Our  family  is  legend  with  the  cul- 
ture of  the  woods  and  what  it  meant  to 
work  in  those  woods,  and  it  is  a  very 
important  part  of  our  state. 

As  the  gentleman  pointed  out,  at  one 
time  this  was  a  company  that  people 
pointed  to  with  great  pride,  not  only 
because  it  took  very  good  care  of  its  re- 
sources, but  because  its  schedule  of 
cutting  was  based  essentially  on  sus- 
tainable forestry  before  we  knew  the 
term  here  in  the  Halls  of  Congress. 
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But  all  of  that  changed  one  day  when 
this  company  was  subject  to  a  lever- 
aged buyout  and  the  bottom  line  and 
interest  rates  took  precedence  over  the 
workers,  over  the  forest  resources,  and, 
unfortunately,  also  over  the  laws  of 
this  Nation  that  are  there  to  protect 
workers,  protect  pension  plans,  protect 
labor  rights,  and  to  protect  the  futures 
of  those  families.  That  is  long  and  leg- 
endary, and  we  have  had  some  heated 
debate  about  that  today. 

But  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  as  we 
close  this  debate,  this  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives cannot  be  used  in  this 
fashion,  because  this  is  deciding  simply 
you  no  longer  want  to  play  by  the 
rules,  as  does  every  other  company  in 
California  and  the  Pacific  Northwest 
and  many  other  areas  of  our  country, 
as  they  struggle  with  endangered  spe- 
cies. 

Rather  than  try  and  reform  that  leg- 
islation, all  that  we  have  had  so  far  is 
these  extreme  proposals  that  say  "you 
can't  kill  the  species,  but  you  can  de- 
stroy the  habitat."  These  extreme  pro- 
posals that  have  caused  Speaker  Ging- 
rich now  to  announce  that  the  Endan- 
gered Species  Act  changes  are  dead  for 
this  year,  they  will  not  be  passed. 

So  now  we  are  back  with  this  kind  of 
extreme  proposal,  that  says  simply  you 
get  yourself  a  lobbyist,  you  get  your- 
self a  lawyer,  and  you  opt  out  of  the 
system. 

We  really  cannot  present  to  the 
American  people  that  that  is  the  way 
you  do  business,  because  there  are  a  lot 
of  businesses  in  my  area,  there  are  a 
lot  of  home  builders  in  my  area,  there 
are  a  lot  of  land  developers  in  my  area, 
that  are  struggling  to  put  together 
habitat  conservation  areas.  That  is  the 
way  they  do  business.  They  will  be  able 
to  build  fewer  homes  or  in  different 
places  or  use  parts  of  land  and  not 
other  parts  of  land,  because  that  is 
what  they  are  required  to  do  to  present 
compatibility  with  the  species  and 
with  the  protection  of  our  environ- 
ment. That  is  the  way  those  people  are 
doing  business. 

They  do  not  all  get  to  run  to  the  Con- 
gress and  say  "Take  us  out."  If  this  is 
about  endangered  species  and  this  is 
about  reform,  we  can  talk  about  re- 
form. What  we  were  not  able  to  talk 
about  in  the  last  session  was  the  gut- 
ting of  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

We  should  not  allow  Mr.  Hurwitz  and 
Pacific  Lumber  Company  to  unilater- 
ally, only  for  his  purpose,  to  gut  the 
Endangered  Species  Act.  That  is  what 
this  amendment  does,  for  one  particu- 
lar party,  for  one  particular  purpose, 
that  has  been  unable,  unable,  to  decide 
to  play  by  the  rules  and  to  obey  the 
law. 

I  want  to  thank  the  gentleman  very 
much  for  offering  this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Washington  [Mr.  DiCKS]  has  1 
minute  remaining,  and  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  RiGGS]  has  5V4 
minutes  and  has  the  right  to  close. 


Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  California  is  a  member  of  the 
committee. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  a 
member  of  the  committee  and  I  am  a 
senior  member  of  the  committee.  I 
have  the  right  to  close. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Riggs]  has  the 
right  to  close,  because  he  represents 
the  committee  position  and  is  a  mem- 
ber of  the  committee. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  30  seconds,  simply  to  point  out 
that  Pacific  Lumber  Co..  as  I  men- 
tioned earlier,  has  grown  from  950  em- 
ployees in  1986  at  the  time  of  the  merg- 
er to  1,600  employees  as  of  last  month, 
and  over  the  past  10  years,  this  is  no 
cut  and  run  operation.  I  would  say  to 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Vento],  over  the  last  10  years  the  com- 
pany has  invested  over  $125  million  in 
capital  improvements  and  additions  to 
equipment  and  machinery.  It  has  pur- 
chased two  sawmills,  invested  in  addi- 
tional timber  lands,  and  has  invested 
heavily  in  modernizing  its  facilities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Smith].    

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  everybody  in 
this  Chamber  agrees  we  should  not 
carelessly  cause  the  extinction  of  ani- 
mal or  plant  species.  Unfortunately, 
this  amendment,  our  current  policy, 
makes  it  harder  to  save  endangered 
species.  I  think  it  is  important  to  real- 
ize that  just  because  something  is 
called  an  Endangered  Species  Act,  it  is 
not  automatically  effective  in  saving 
endangered  species.  In  fact,  over  the 
last  20  years,  that  act  has  not  been 
credited  with  saving  a  single  endan- 
gered species. 

Now,  the  reason  is  the  act  creates  the 
wrong  incentives.  The  most  effective 
way  to  preserve  a  threatened  spe- 
cies  

Mr.  DICKS.  Has  the  gentleman  heard 
of  the  bald  eagle? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigan.  The  bald 
eagle  was  by  DDT. 

Mr.  DICKS.  The  DDT  did  not  save  it. 
The  Endangered  Species  Act  saved  it. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  the  most  effective  way  to 
preserve  threatened  species  is  by  im- 
proving and  expanding  their  habitat. 
One  might  expect  that  an  endangered 
species  law  would  reward  people  for 
creating  habitat.  It  does  not  do  that. 

For  example,  it  could  pay  people  who 
establish  breeding  grounds  for  the  spot- 
ted owl  or  the  marbled  murrelet.  We  do 
not  do  that.  Instead,  we  punish  those 
who  happen  to  have  endangered  species 
on  thefr  property.  It  is  the  wrong  way 
to  go  about  it.  It  benefits  all  of  society. 
We  should  not  impose  on  small  prop- 


erty owners  the  imposition  that  does 
us  all  good.  We  need  to  change  our  pol- 
icy. It  is  not  a  good  amendment. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1V4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  POMBO],  cochairman  of  the 
Speaker's  task  force  on  the  environ- 
ment. 

Mr.  POMBO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  yes.  it  is  true  that 
this  debate  really  is  not  about  the  En- 
dangered Species  Act.  I  wish  we  were 
debating  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
on  this  floor  today,  but  we  are  not.  We 
are  debating  about  whether  or  not  we 
should  protect  the  private  property 
rights  of.  these  few  people. 

What  it  really  comes  down  to  is  that, 
yes,  the  gentleman  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Dicks]  is  correct  about  one  thing. 
When  your  property  is  designated  as 
critical  habitat,  and  it  is  private  prop- 
erty, it  is  not  immediately  affected 
under  the  law.  unless  you  want  to  use 
it.  K  you  want  to  use  it  for  anything, 
you  have  to  go  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment to  get  permission  to  use  it. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Only  if  you  want  to  take 
a  species. 

Mr.  POMBO.  If  you  want  to  use  your 
property,  you  have  to  go  to  the  Federal 
Government  and  get  permission  to  use 
your  property,  or  risk  being  taken 
under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  and 
being  prosecuted  for  taking  an  endan- 
gered species.  You  must  go  to  the  Fed- 
eral CJovemment  to  use  your  property. 

So,  fine.  You  do  not  have  to  go  to  the 
Federal  Government,  unless  you  want 
to  use  your  property. 

Now,  under  the  marbled  murrelet 
critical  habitat  listing  it  says  they 
need  150-foot-tall  trees.  This  is  part  of 
the  private  property  that  was  so  nec- 
essary to  include  under  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  to  protect  the  threatened 
marbled  murrelet,  this  property  right 
here.  You  can  tell  that  it  is  not  a  for- 
est, it  is  not  populated  with  150-foot- 
high  trees,  and  yet  they  insist  that  it 
must  be  protected.  This  is  about  pri- 
vate property  rights.  That  is  what  this 
debate  is  all  about,  and  that  is  what  we 
must  protect. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  ask  my  col- 
leagues to  support  this  amendment. 
The  gentleman  before  said  they  cannot 
use  the  property.  They  can  go  in,  they 
can  get  an  incidental  take  permit; 
small  companies  are  regularly  exempt- 
ed by  this  administration.  The  story 
here  today  is  whether  we  are  going  to 
allow  a  special  interest  amendment  to 
exempt  one  company  from  having  to  go 
through  the  lawful  pattern  that  every 
other  company  is  going  through.  The 
question  is  about  the  survival  of  the 
marbled  murrelet  in  northern  Califor- 
nia. It  is  about  protecting  old  growth 
redwood  forests.  The  recovery  plan  of 
the  forests  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  says  that  this  habitat  is  criti- 
cal. 
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Now,  think  of  it:  In  three  States  we 
only  desigmated  48,000  acres,  most  of 
which  are  Pacific  Lumber.  I  think  it  is 
wrong:  to  give  them  an  exemption.  I 
urge  my  colleagrues  to  support  the  En- 
dangered Species  Act,  to  support  the 
environment. 

Now,  this  will  probably  be  one  of  the 
most  important  environmental  votes  of 
the  year.  The  administration  has  said 
that  they  will  veto  this  bill  if  this  rider 
is  not  taken  out.  Let  us  not  mess  up 
the  Interior  appropriations  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  RiGGS]  is  recog- 
nized for  2  minutes  to  close. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  after 
much  debate  we  finally  found  a  point 
to  agree  on.  This  is  probably  the  most 
important  private  property  rights  vote 
that  we  will  have  in  the  104th  Congress, 
and  that  is  what  this  is  about.  Since  99 
percent  of  the  designated  habitat  is  un- 
changed in  my  amendment. 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  said  environmental 
vote. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  This  is  not  an  endan- 
gered species  debate.  Instead,  it  is 
about  the  core  differences  here  between 
those  who  seek  to  protect  the  rights  of 
private  property  owners,  including 
some  longtime  ranch  families,  and 
those  who  have  little  concern  about 
government  regulatory  takings  of 
property  without  compensation. 

So  that  is  what  this  debate  is  about. 
Let  us  put  an  end  to  the  taking.  Let  us 
keep  our  promises.  Let  us  not  betray 
rural  America.  If  you  were  one  of  the 
277  Members  of  this  body  who  back  on 
March  3,  1995,  voted  for  the  Private 
Property  Protection  Act,  I  urge  you,  I 
implore  you,  to  reject  the  Dicks 
amendment,  his  motion  to  strike,  and 
to  stand  firm  for  private  property 
rights,  stand  firm  for  the  small  ranch 
families  and  rural  America. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  strong  support  of  the  Dicks  amendment 
to  strike  language  added  to  the  Interior  appro- 
priations t>ill  wtik;h  will  allow  the  Pacific  Lum- 
ber Co.  to  circumvent  the  Endangered  Spe- 
cies Act  on  most  of  the  land  contained  in  the 
Headwaters  Forest.  This  provision  which  was 
added  by  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
RiGGS],  would  prohibit  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  from  enforcing  the  designation  of  criti- 
cal habitat  for  the  mart>led  murrelet  on  lands 
exclusively  within  his  district. 

The  Headwaters  Forest  is  the  largest  re- 
maining privately  owned  okj  growth  redwood 
forest  in  the  worid.  It  hosts  numerous  species, 
including  the  murrelet  and  the  coho  salmon. 
Now  Cor>gress  is  planning  to  provide  a  special 
exemption  for  Pacific  Lumber — a  company 
that  has  demonstrated  reckless  k)gging  prac- 
tices within  the  Headwaters  Forest. 

For  over  100  years  Pacific  Lumber  was 
owned  by  a  company  that  operated  under 
model  sustainable  logging  practices.  Well,  as 
many  of  my  colleagues  know,  in  1986, 
Charies  Hurwitz  orchestrated  a  hostile  take- 
over of  the  Pacific  Lumber  Co.,  primarily 
through  junk  bonds.  In  the  wake  of  the  take- 
over. Hurwitz's  United  Savings  Association  of 


Texas  failed,  costing  the  taxpayers  SI. 6  bil- 
lion. It  was  the  sixth  largest  savings  and  loan 
failure  in  U.S.  history.  Currently  there  are 
FDIC  and  OTS  suits  pending  against  Mr. 
Hunwitz  and  Maxxam  Corp.,  which  owns  Pa- 
cific Lumber. 

Pacific  Lumber  furiously  increased 
the  rate  of  logging  in  the  Headwaters 
Forest,  tripling  the  logging  of  redwood, 
especially  old  growth  trees.  After  near- 
ly exhausting  the  resources  of  this  for- 
est and  facing  numerous  lawsuits  and 
court  orders  to  half  its  destructive 
practices.  Pacific  Lumber  laid  off  105 
workers. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  re- 
cently designated  lands  as  critical 
habitat  for  the  marbled  murrelet,  and 
only  one  percent  is  privately  owned. 
Only  those  lands  that  contain  individ- 
ual mature  or  old  growth  trees  with  oc- 
cupied or  potential  nesting  sites  are  in- 
cluded. Critical  habitat  is  essential  to 
protect  enough  area  for  the  species  to 
expand  its  range  and  recover  to 
healthy  population  levels.  A  lengthy 
review  and  public  comment  period  pre- 
ceded the  designation  of  the  critical 
habitat.  Based  on  that  public  com- 
ment, the  boundaries  were  reduced 
from  the  1995  proposal. 

Through  this  provision,  the  Pacific 
Lumber  Company  is  merely  trying  to 
circumvent  a  federal  court  order  that 
halted  logging  in  crucial  sections  of 
the  habitat  until  a  sufficient  Habitat 
Conservation  Plan  has  been  completed. 
While  I  understand  the  concerns  of  the 
gentleman  from  California,  I  feel  this 
exemption  is  irresponsible,  and  com- 
pletely lacking  any  scientific  justifica- 
tion, and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  elimi- 
nate it  by  passing  the  Dicks  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chainnan,  I  rise  in  strong  support  of  the 
Dicks  amendment.  Since  the  start  of  the  104th 
Congress,  the  Republican  majority  has  con- 
sistently attempted  to  ignore  the  nation's  exist- 
ing environmental  protections.  In  this  particular 
instance  the  Republicans  would  like  to  prohibit 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  from  enforcing 
critical  habitat  protectkjns  for  the  marbled 
murrelet  in  the  state  of  Califomia. 

For  those  of  you  who  are  unaware,  the  mar- 
bled murrelet  is  an  endangered  seabird  that 
nests  in  old-growth  forests.  In  order  to  protect 
these  endangered  birds,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  recently  designated  roughly  4.5  million 
acres  of  forest  in  California,  Washington,  and 
Oregon  as  critical  habitat-  areas.  Yet.  rather 
than  encourage  private  industries  to  comply 
with  these  protections  and  enter  into  a  multi- 
species  habitat  conservation  plan,  the  bill  be- 
fore us  today  would  exempt  these  companies 
in  Califomia  from  complying  with  these  stand- 
ards. 

In  addition  to  harming  the  Nation's  efforts  to 
protect  these  endangered  birds,  exempting 
Califomians  from  these  standards  will  under- 
mine efforts  in  my  own  state  of  Washington  to 
have  owners  of  critical  habitat  areas  enter  into 
multi-species  habitat  conservation  plans  of 
their  own.  The  Dicks  amendment  would  strike 
these  environmentally  dangerous  provisions.  I 
would  hope  that  the  House  supports  his  ef- 
forts. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington  [Mr.  Dicks]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  demand 
a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  257.  noes  164, 
not  voting  13.  as  follows: 
AYES— 257 


Abercromble 

Franks  (CT) 

McCoUum 

Ackerman 

Franks  (NJ) 

McDermott 

Andrews 

Frellnghuysen 

McHale 

Baldaccl 

Frost 

McKlnney 

Barcu 

Furse 

McNulty 

Barrett  {Wl) 

Gejdenson 

Meehan 

Bass 

Gephardt 

Meek 

Becerra 

Gibbons 

Menendez 

Bellenson 

GUchrest 

Metcalf 

Bentsen 

GUlmor 

Meyers 

Bereuter 

Gllman 

Millender- 

Berman 

Gordon 

McDonald 

BUbray 

Goss 

Miller  (CA) 

Bishop 

Green  (TX) 

Miller  (FL) 

Blumenauer 

Greenwood 

Mlnge 

Blute 

GundersoD 

Mink 

Boehlert 

Gutierrez 

Moakley 

Bonlor 

Gutknecht 

MoUohan 

Borekl 

Hall  (OH) 

Moran 

Boucher 

Hamilton 

MorelU 

Browder 

Harman 

Munha 

Brown  (CA) 

Hastert 

Nadler 

Brown  (FL) 

Hastings  (FL) 

Neal 

Brown  (OH) 

Heftier 

Oberstar 

Bryant  (TX) 

HlUlard 

Obey 

Camp 

Hlnchey 

Olver 

Campbell 

Hoke 

Owens 

Cardln 

Holden 

Pallone 

Castle 

Horn 

Pastor 

Chrysler 

Houghton 

Payne  (NJ) 

Clay 

Hoyer 

Payne  (VA) 

Clayton 

Hutchinson 

Pelosl 

Clement 

Inglls 

Peterson  (MN) 

CUiver 

Jackson  (IL) 

Petri 

Clyburn 

Jackson-Lee 

Pomeroy 

Coleman 

(TX) 

Portman 

Collins  (IL) 

Jacobs 

Poshard 

Collins  (MI) 

Jefferson 

Pryce 

Conyere 

Johnson  (CT) 

Qulnn 

Costello 

Johnson  (SD) 

Rahall 

Coyne 

Johnson,  E.  B. 

Rangel 

Cramer 

Johnston 

Reed 

Cummlngs 

Kanjorskl 

Richardson 

Davis 

Kaptur 

Rivers 

Deal 

Kasich 

Roemer 

DeFazlo 

Kelly 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

DeLaoro 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Rose 

Dellums 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Roukema 

Deutsch 

Kennelly 

Roybal-AUard 

Dlaz-Balart 

Klldee 

Rush 

Dicks 

Kingston 

Sabo 

Dlngell 

Kleczka 

Sanders 

Dixon 

Kllnk 

Sanford 

Dogsrett 

King 

Sawyer 

Doyle 

Kolbe 

Saxton 

Durbln 

LaFalce 

Scarborough 

E3Uers 

LaHood 

Schlff 

En^el 

Lantos 

Schroeder 

English 

LaTourette 

Schumer 

Ensign 

Lazlo 

Scott 

Eshoo 

Leach 

Sensenbrenner 

Evans 

Levin 

Serrano 

Ewlng 

Uwls  (GA) 

Shaw 

Farr 

Llplnskl 

Shays 

Fattah 

LoBlondo 

Slslsky 

Fawell 

Lofgren 

Skaggs 

Fazio 

Longley 

Skelton 

Fields  (LA) 

Lowey 

Slaughter 

Fllner 

Luther 

Smith  (NJ) 

Flake 

Maloney 

Smith  (WA) 

Flana«ran 

Man  ton 

Spratt 

FogUetta 

Markey 

Stark 

Foley 

Martinez 

Stokes 

Forbes 

Martini 

Studds 

Ford 

Mascara 

Stupak 

Fox 

Matsul 

Tanner 

Frank  (MA) 

McCarthy 

Tate 
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Thompson 

Volkmer 

Williams 

Thornton 

Walsh 

WUson 

Thurman 

Ward 

Wise 

Torklldsen 

Waters 

Wolf 

Torres 

Watt  (NO 

Woolsey 

Towns 

Waxman 

Wynn 

Ijpton 

Weldon  (FL) 

Yates 

Velazquez 

Weldon  (PA) 

ZUnxner 

Vento 

Weller 

Vlsdosky 

White 
NOES— 164 

Allart 

Edwards 

Nethercntt 

Archer 

Ehrllch 

Neumann 

Armey 

Everett 

Ney 

Bachus 

Fowler 

Norwood 

Baker  (CA) 

Frtsa 

Nussle 

Baker  (LA) 

Funderburk 

Ortiz 

Ballenger 

Ganske 

Orion 

Barr 

Gekas 

Oxley 

Barrett  (NE) 

Geren 

Packard 

Bartlett 

Gonzalez 

Parker 

Barton 

Goodlatte 

Paxon 

Bateman 

Goodllng 

Pickett 

BevlU 

Graham 

Pombo 

Blllrakls 

Greene  (UT) 

Porter 

BlUey 

Hall  (TX) 

QulUen 

Boehner 

Hancock 

Radanovlch 

Bonllla 

Hansen 

Regula 

Bono 

Hastings  (WA) 

Rlggs 

Brewster 

Hayworth 

Roberts 

Bryant  (TS) 

Heney 

Rogers 

Bunn 

Helneman 

Rohrabacher 

Burning 

Herger 

Roth 

Bun- 

Hilleary 

Royce 

Burton 

Hobson 

Salmon 

Buyer 

Hoekstra 

Schaefer 

Callahan 

Hostettler 

Seastrand 

Calvert 

Hunter 

Shadegg 

Canady 

Hyde 

Shuster 

Chabot 

Is  took 

Skeen 

Chambllss 

Johnson.  Sam 

Smith  (MI) 

Chapman 

Jones 

Smith  (TX) 

Chenowelh 

Kim 

Solomon 

Chrlstensen 

King 

Souder 

Coble 

KnoUenberg 

Spence 

Cobum 

Largent 

Steams 

Collins  (GA) 

Latham 

Stenholm 

Combest 

Laughlln 

Stockman 

Condlt 

Lewis  (CA) 

Stump 

Cooley 

Lewis  (KY) 

Talent 

Cox 

Ughtfoot 

Taylor  (MS) 

CruM 

Under 

Taylor  (NO 

Cnpo 

Livingston 

Tejeda 

Cremeans 

Lucas 

Thomberry 

Cubln 

Manzullo 

Tlahrt 

nnnnlTifham 

McCrery 

Traflcant 

Danner 

McHugh 

Vucanovlch 

de  la  Garza 

Mclnnls 

Walker 

DeLay 

Mcintosh 

Wamp 

Dickey 

McKeon 

Watts  (OK) 

Dooley 

Mica 

Whitfield 

DoolltUe 

Molmarl 

Wicker 

Doman 

Montgomery 

Young  (AK) 

Dreler 

Moorhead 

Young  (FL) 

Duncan 

Myers 

Zellff 

Dunn 

Myrtck 

NOT  VOTING— 13 

Baesler 

Hayes 

Tauzln 

Brownback 

Lincoln 

Thomas 

Emerson 

McDade 

TorrlceUl 

Fields  (TX) 

Peterson  (FL) 

Gallegly 

Ramstad 

D  1817 

Messrs.  BILIRAKIS.  HALL  of  Texas, 
and  MANZULLO  changed  their  vote 
from  "aye"  to  "no." 

Messrs.  CAMP.  WELDON  of  Florida. 
KASICH,  and  CHRYSLER  changed 
their  vote  flrom  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  rolk:all  No. 
253,  I  was  unavoidably  delayed,  had  I  been 
present,  I  would  have  voted  "no." 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  was  present 
on  the  fk>or  and  voted  on  rollcall  No.  253.  I  in- 
tended to  and  thought  I  had  voted  in  favor  of 
the  Dicks  amendment,  but  on  checking  the 
Record  find  that  I  am  recorded  as  "no."  Ap- 
parently, I  inadvertently  pressed  the  wrong 
button  on  the  voting  statk)n.  I  wish  to  correc:t 
the  Record  to  indicate  that  my  intentbn  was 
to  vote  "aye." 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  missed  a  vote 
on  an  amendment  to  H.R.  3662,  which  passed 
by  a  93  vote  margin,  257  to  164.  I  oppose  the 
amendment  which  woukj  resume  designatir>g 
critical  hat>itat  for  the  mart}led  murrelet  and 
would  have  voted  against  the  amendment  had 
I  not  been  detained  discussing  a  matter  of  im- 
portance to  some  of  my  Tulare  County  corv 
stituents  with  Members  of  the  Senate  in  the 
Senate  Chamber. 

For  too  tong,  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
has  hurt  our  economy  and  wasted  public  re- 
sources. As  a  cosponsor  of  H.R.  2275,  I  be- 
lieve Congress  must  reform  the  Endangered 
Species  Act,  so  that  it  will  contain  strict  re- 
quirements for  scientific  documentation  and 
mandate  objective  evaluation  of  evidence  prior 
to  any  species  t>eing  listed  and  a  habitat  des- 
ignation made.  If  society  wants  to  protect  a 
species,  then  society  should  pay  for  it,  and  not 
lay  the  costs  onto  the  backs  of  that  segment 
of  society  who  own  property  on  which  so- 
called  endangered  species  live. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  title  I? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SKAGGS 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  aimendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Skaggs:  On 
page  22,  line  1.  strike  "S186.555,000"  and  In 
lieu  thereof  Insert  "5182,555,000":  On  page  58, 
line  25,  strike  •'$358,754,000"  and  In  lieu  there- 
of insert  "S354.754.000":  and  on  page  59,  line 
24,  strike  "$499,680,000"  and  in  lieu  thereof 
Insert  "$507,680,000". 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  would  move  an  additional 
S8  million  into  some  very  important 
energy  conservation  programs  in  the 
bill.  It  would  be  offset  by  a  $4  million 
reduction  in  the  Mineral  Management 
Services  account  and  an  additional  S4 
million  offset  against  the  fossil  energy 
R&D  program.  The  8  million,  it  is  my 
intention,  would  be  divided,  with  3  mil- 
lion to  the  Federal  Energy  Manage- 
ment Program,  which  makes  tremen- 
dous difference  in  reducing  the  costs  of 
operating  Federal  buildings  and,  there- 
fore, a  major  contribution  to  our  ef- 
forts to  control  the  budget,  and  5  mil- 
lion to  the  building  equipment  and  ma- 
terials program,  which  promotes  major 
energy  conservation  programs  in  build- 
ing construction  around  the  country. 

I  have  been  pleased  to  work  with  the 
chairman  on  this. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  en  tMx  amendments 
would  increase  by  S8  million  the  funding  for 
important  energy  conservation  programs. 

To  do  this,  they  woukJ  reduce  by  $4  million 
each  the  funding  for  leasing  of  oil  and  gas  on 


the  Outer  Continental  Shetf  and  for  fossil  en- 
ergy programs. 

One  of  the  most  serious  shortcomings  of 
this  t)ill  is  the  inadequate  funding  that  it  would 
provide  for  the  programs  managed  by  the  De- 
partment of  Energy's  offrce  of  energy  effi- 
ciency and  renewable  energy.  These  energy 
conservation  programs  return  big  dividerxls, 
including  important  reductk>ns  in  the  amounts 
that  the  Government  must  sperKi  for  energy. 
In  other  words,  these  programs  help  reduce 
budget  defkats,  while  at  the  same  time  they 
also  help  reduce  or  avoid  pollution  in  our  air, 
water,  and  soil,  lessen  our  dependence  on  for- 
eign oil,  and  create  jobs  in  Amencan  industry. 

These  programs  have  already  been  se- 
verely cut.  The  1996  legislaton  reduced  them 
t>y  25  percent  below  1995.  Now,  on  top  of 
that,  this  bill  would  inflict  an  additional  all  of 
nearly  1 0  p)ercent.  The  result  wouW  be  to  seri- 
ously damage  these  programs — programs  that 
have  been  successful  in  reducing  tt>e  Federal 
defk:tt  as  well  as  helping  to  boost  America's 
economic  growth,  improve  the  quality  of  our 
environment,  and  enable  us  to  maintain  world 
leadership  in  several  technologies. 

This  amendment  does  not  restore  all  the 
funds  that  these  programs  shouki  have.  In 
fact,  even  after  the  increase  I  am  proposing, 
funding  for  the  energy  consen/ation  programs 
will  still  be  cut  by  more  than  S29  million  from 
current  levels.  But  while  I  woukJ  have  liked  to 
do  more,  at  least  my  amendment  will  some- 
wtiat  mitigate  the  injury  this  t)ill  will  do  to  these 
tested,  successful  programs  whkii  save  both 
money  and  energy. 

The  offsets  proposed  in  my  amerxJment  will 
not  have  serious  adverse  effects.  Under  the 
bill,  large  areas  of  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf 
will  remain  under  the  longstanding  moratorium 
putting  them  off-limits  to  oil  and  gas  leasing. 
So,  the  proposed  reductkxi  in  funding  for  the 
Mineral  Management  Service's  offshore  leas- 
ing program  will  not  seriously  hirxler  that  pro- 
gram. And  the  proposed  reduction  in  the  fossil 
energy  account  can  be  absort>ed  by  reducing 
the  funds  for  work  on  an  advaix^ed  natural  gas 
turbine,  which,  even  after  the  reductkxi,  will 
receive  SI  5  miilkm  more  than  President  Clirv 
ton  has  requested  and  almost  30  percent 
more  than  this  year. 

As  to  the  proposed  increases,  my  objective 
is  to  add  S3  milUon  to  the  Federal  energy 
management  program,  and  S5  miKon  to  the 
buikjing  e<H<ipment  and  materials  program. 
Each  of  these  programs  has  a  proven  track 
record  of  success,  yet  each  of  them  would  be 
severely  hurt  by  the  cuts  in  the  bill  as  it  new 
reads.  Even  with  the  changes  I'm  proposing, 
each  of  these  programs  will  receive  less  than 
they  are  getting  in  tt>e  cxirrent  fiscal  year,  al- 
though the  harm  will  be  lessened. 

FEDEFW.  ENER(3Y  MANAOEMEhTT  PnOGRAM 

The  Federal  Energy  Management  Program 
provides  technical  and  other  assistance  to  re- 
duce the  amount  of  energy  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment uses,  in  other  words,  it  enables  the 
Federal  Government  to  reduce  its  sperxJing  on 
heating,  lighting,  and  other  energy  costs — 
whk:h  means  it  helps  reduce  the  budget  defi- 
cit. 

These  are  ikX  minor  savings.  The  Energy 
Department  estimates  that  in  Cotorado  atone, 
the  program  has  the  potential  to  save  $263 
million  annually,  while  weating  510  new  jobs— 
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savings  and  jobs  that  are  at  risk  if  my  amend- 
ment is  not  adopted. 

And  Colorado  is  not  the  only  place  where 
savings  and  jobs  are  at  risk  without  my 
amendment.  To  take  just  a  few  examples,  the 
energy  department  estimates  that:  in  Califor- 
nia, without  my  amendment  the  bill  puts  at  risk 
annual  savings  of  more  than  $188  million,  and 
some  3,500  new  jobs;  in  Texas,  without  my 
amerfdment  the  bill  puts  at  risk  annual  savings 
of  more  than  S93  million,  and  some  1 ,700  new 
jobs;  in  Virginia,  without  my  amendment  the 
bill  puts  at  risk  annual  savings  of  more  than 
S82  millkxi,  and  some  1 ,500  new  jobs;  in  New 
Yoik,  without  my  amendment,  the  bill  puts  at 
risk  annual  savings  of  more  than  S51  million, 
and  some  900  new  jobs;  in  Illinois,  without  my 
amendment,  the  bill  puts  at  risk  annual  sav- 
ings of  more  than  S40  million,  and  some  700 
new  jobs;  in  Arizona,  without  my  amendment, 
the  bill  puts  at  risk  annual  savings  of  more 
than  S23  million,  and  some  450  new  jobs;  and 
in  Ohio,  without  my  amendment,  the  bill  puts 
at  risk  annual  savings  of  more  than  S33  mil- 
lion, and  some  600  new  jobs. 

We  should  not  be  so  shortsighted.  We 
shoukj  not  jeopardize  such  savings  and  jobs. 

BUILDING  EQUIPMENT  AND  MATERIALS  PROGRAM 

The  Story  is  similar  for  the  building  equip- 
ment and  design  program.  It  funds  research 
on  advanced  lighting,  improved  window  tech- 
nohigies,  and  voluntary,  market-driven  initia- 
tives to  promote  high-efficiency  equipment. 

Every  year,  35  percent  of  all  the  energy 
used  in  our  country  goes  to  light,  heat,  and 
cod  residential  and  commercial  buildings.  The 
goal  of  the  building  equipment  and  materials 
program  is  to  cut  in  half  the  energy  used  for 
light,  heat,  and  air-conditk)ning — reducing 
waste  and  reducing  costs.  One  example  of 
whafs  underway  is  the  joint  DOE-EPA  "En- 
ergy Star"  labels,  a  voluntary  program  for 
high-effkaency  appliances.  Another  is  pro- 
motwn  of  advanced  technologies  like  the 
superwindows  with  special  coatings  that  cut 
down  on  energy  transmisskxi — technologies 
that  have  already  saved  American  consumers 
more  than  S2  billion  and  that  can  save  billk>ns 
more. 

Mr.  Chairman,  energy  conservation,  in- 
creased use  of  renewable  energy,  and  in- 
creased energy  efficiency  should  be  bipartisan 
goals.  I  greatly  appreciate  the  help  and  sup- 
port of  many  of  our  colleagues,  on  botti  sides 
of  the  aisle,  who  share  that  view.  It's  been  a 
pleasure  to  work  with  them,  and  I  am  con- 
fident that  they  will  join  in  support  of  these  en 
bkx  amendments. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  I  yield  to  he  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  REGULAR.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  to 
me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  examined  the 
amendment.  We  have  no  objection  to 
it.  We  are  willing  to  accept  it. 

I  might  say  that  in  conference  I 
would  like  to  do  some  fine  tuning  as  to 
where  we  move  these  accounts  to  get 
the  most  cost-effective  way  of  accom- 
plishing the  goal. 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  support  very,  very  much. 


Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it 
is  a  good  amendment.  Our  side  is  will- 
ing to  accept  it. 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  these 
axe  among  the  most  cost-effective  pro- 
grams that  the  Federal  Govenmaent 
has  to  offer.  I  think  that  the  gentle- 
man's amendment  is  very  important 
and  will  be  well  received  by  the  Fed- 
eral Government.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  propounding  it. 

I  rise  in  strong  support  for  the  amendment 
offered  by  my  colleagues,  Mr.  Skaggs  and  Mr. 
Ehlers. 

This  amendment  to  restore  a  small  portion 
of  the  energy  effkaency  budget  is  key  to  our 
Nation's  environmental  health  and  economic 
future. 

The  Skaggs-Ehlers  amendment  also  cuts 
Government  waste.  The  Skaggs-Ehlers 
amendment  will  return  S3  million  to  the  Fed- 
eral Energy  Management  Program  [FEMP]. 
FEMP's  misskjn  is  to  reduce  energy  use  in  the 
Federal  Govemment,  thus  providing  direct  dol- 
lar returns  to  the  taxpayer.  FEMP  provides  at 
least  S4  in  lower  Federal  energy  costs  for 
every  SI  spent. 

The  Skaggs-Ehlers  amendment  will  also 
help  mitigate  deep  cuts  in  DOE'S  buildings  ef- 
ficiency research  programs  which  have  thus 
far  yielded  billk>ns  of  dollars  in  energy  savings, 
consumer  savings,  and  pollution  prevention. 
DOE  research  and  devetopment  of  advanced 
technologies  in  lighting  and  windows,  for  ex- 
ample, have  improved  consumer  choice  while 
provkJing  Americans  the  opportunity  to  reduce 
their  energy  bills  and  improve  their  quality  of 
life. 

These  are  critical  needs  and  I  kx>k  forward 
to  woriang  with  the  Department  of  Energy  so 
that  these  additional  funds  will  be  targeted  to 
these  high  results  programs,  such  as  lighting 
research  and  windows  research. 

These  programs  have  been  among  the  most 
successful  programs  in  the  Federal  Govem- 
ment. I  serve  as  a  cochair  of  the  bipartisan  Al- 
liance to  Save  Energy  and  in  that  capacity  I 
have  become  very  familiar  with  Federal  en- 
ergy efficiency  programs.  These  are  some  of 
the  most  successful — that's  why  they  enjoy 
the  strong  support  not  only  of  the  Alliance  to 
Save  Energy,  but  companies  in  the  lighting 
and  windows  industries,  environmental  groups, 
and  many  others. 

I  thank  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee, 
Mr.  Regula,  for  his  leadership  on  these 
issues.  I  encourage  my  colleagues  to  vote  in 
favor  of  the  Skaggs-Ehlers  amendment  to  cut 
Govemment  waste  and  improve  our  environ- 
ment. 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  support. 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong 
support  of  this  amendment.  While  research 
into  alternative  energy  sources  is  extremely 
important,  we  must  not  tose  sight  of  what  we 
can   do  to   lower   our   energy   consumptk>n 


today.  Increased  funding  for  energy  efficiency 
programs  within  the  Federal  Govemment  as 
well  as  for  energy  efficient  building  equipment 
and  materials  will  dramatically  reduce  our 
country's  energy  demand  at  the  present  time. 

By  increasing  funding  for  the  Federal  En- 
ergy Management  Program  or  FEMP,  we  will 
reduce  energy  use  in  the  Federal  Govemment 
thereby  providing  direct  dollar  returns  to  the 
taxpayer.  Cun-ently,  the  Federal  Govemment 
wastes  more  than  S1  billion  annually  on  un- 
necessary energy  bills.  Expanding  FEMP  will 
be  an  important  step  in  eliminating  this  terrible 
waste.  FEMP  has  reduced  the  annual  U.S. 
Government  energy  bill  by  S4.4  billion  since 
1985  and  provides  at  least  S4  in  tower  energy 
costs  for  every  SI  spent. 

In  addition  to  improving  energy  effictency 
within  the  Federal  Govemment,  increased 
funding  for  building  equipment  and  materials 
will  improve  options  for  the  American  home- 
owner to  make  their  homes  more  energy  effi- 
cient. Specifically  the  use  of  energy  efficient 
lighting  and  windows  will  save  the  consumers 
significantly  in  their  energy  bills.  In  additkxi  to 
providing  consumers  an  opportunity  to  reduce 
their  energy  bills,  these  new  materials  and 
technologies  will  assist  in  pollutk>n  preventk>n. 

As  cochair  of  the  Alliance  to  Save  Energy, 
a  nonprofit  coalition  of  business  leaders  wori<- 
ing  to  promote  energy  efficiency,  I  have  be- 
come very  familiar  with  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's energy  efficiency  programs.  Both 
FEMP  and  the  building  equipment  and  mate- 
rials program  are  among  the  most  successful. 

I  join  together  with  the  Alliance,  companies 
promoting  energy  efficient  building  equipment 
and  materials,  environmental  groups  and 
many  in  supporting  this  amendment  I  hope 
the  rest  of  my  colleagues  will  choose  to  do  the 
same. 

Mr.  OLVER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in 
strong  support  of  the  Skaggs-Ehlers  amend- 
ment. 

This  amendment  is  sound  environmental 
polk:y  that  saves  the  Govemment  biltons — yes 
biltons — in  energy  costs  in  Federal  buildings. 

This  amendment  says  that  this  Natk>n  will 
not  surrender  in  our  war  of  independence  from 
Persian  Gulf  oil. 

With  passage  of  today's  amendment,  we  win 
begin  to  tum  back  the  tankers  that  carry  oil 
from  the  Middle  East. 

We  will  reassert  our  independence,  and  re- 
duce the  overseas  reliance  which  has  hurt  our 
economy,  and  dragged  us  into  war  and  con- 
flict. We  must  end  the  high  price — in  lives  and 
dollars— that  has  been  placed  on  foreign  oil. 

This  amendment  also  means  that  we  might 
have  a  few  less  tankers  navigating  Prince  Wil- 
liam Sound,  Nan-aganset  Bay,  and  the  Chesa- 
peake. 

This  amendment  takes  significant  steps  to- 
ward improving  and  encouraging  energy  effi- 
ciency, and  reducing  our  reliance  on  foreign 
oil. 

This  amendment  offers  a  long-term,  for- 
ward-thinking approach  to  energy  policy. 

This  amendment  signals  that  an  energy  effi- 
ciency strategy  will  become  a  larger  and  more 
important  part  of  our  Natk>n's  energy  pk:ture. 

By  improving  energy  efficiency,  families  will 
be  able  to  have  more  disposable  income,  save 
energy,  and  incorporate  environmental  protec- 
tk>n  into  their  way  of  life. 
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I  urge  you  to  vote  to  protect  the  environ- 
ment and  protect  the  wallets  of  working  fami- 
lies by  supporting  the  Skaggs-Ehlers  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  TORKILDSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  the  Skaggs  amendment  to 
restore  S8  million  in  funding  to  important  en- 
ergy conservation  programs.  This  amendment 
would  restore  the  Federal  Energy  Manage- 
ment Program  [FEMP]  and  the  Department  of 
Energy's  lighting  research  progrjun  to  their  fis- 
cal year  1996  levels. 

The  House  should  lead  by  example  by  pro- 
viding Federal  buildings  with  energy  efficient 
lighting  systems.  Today,  the  Federal  Govem- 
ment is  committed  to  cutting  their  energy 
usage  in  over  500,000  buikjings  by  30  percent 
over  the  next  decade.  Federal  Energy  Man- 
agement Program  funding  plays  a  key  role  in 
meeting  this  objective. 

The  Federal  Energy  Management  Program 
is  a  small  but  signifkiant  part  of  the  effort  to 
reduce  this  Nation's  energy  dependency.  We 
all  agree  that  energy  resources  will  become 
inaeasingly  scarce  in  future  years.  Let's  do 
the  right  thing  and  pass  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Colorado  [Mr.  Skaggs]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  CALVERT 

Mr.  CALVERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Calvert;  Page 
12.  line  14,  after  the  dollar  amount.  Insert 
the  following:  "(Increased  by  $1,000,000)". 

Page  49,  line  6.  after  the  dollar  amount.  In- 
sert the  following:  (reduced  by  $1.000,000) '. 

Mr.  CALVERT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  like  to  thank  Chairman  Reguu^ 
for  allowing  me  the  opportunity  to 
offer  this  amendment. 

My  amendment  would  simply  trans- 
fer $1  million  from  the  Forest  Service 
general  administration  account  to  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  Coop- 
erative Endangered  Species  Conserva- 
tion Fund.  We  are  decreasing  bureauc- 
racy to  bring  money  back  to  the  local 
communities  to  help  save  endangered 
species. 

The  transferred  money  would  be  used 
to  further  the  completion  of  habitat 
conservation  plans  and  thus  would 
serve  two  important  purposes.  It  would 
provide  lands  as  safe  harbors  for 
threatened  and  endangered  species  and 
bring  us  one  step  closer  to  creating 
multi-species  preserves.  It  would  also 
help  protect  American  citizens  from 
any  negative  effects  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  by  freeing  them  from  var- 
ious restrictions  and  fees.  I  would  like 
to  see  acceptance  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CALVERT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are 
prepared  to  accept  this.  It  is  a  good 
amendment.  This  program  in  southern 
California  has  worked  out  very  well, 
and  it  has  become  a  model  for  about  200 
others,  other  programs  of  a  similar  na- 


ture around  the  country.  We  think  it  is 
a  very  excellent  way  of  showing  how 
we  can  get  a  partnership  with  private, 
local.  State.  Federal,  all  working  to- 
gether to  set  up  a  habitat  conservation 
program. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CALVERT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  DREIER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  con- 
gratulate the  gentleman  on  this  very 
thoughtful  amendment.  One  of  the 
greatest  burdens  for  those  who  are  try- 
ing to  attain  the  American  dream  of 
homeownership  in  Riverside  County, 
the  area  represented  by  my  friend.  Mr. 
Calvert  has  been  jeopardized  by  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  and  the  over- 
riding costs  that  have  been  imposed  on 
those  who  are  trying  to  be  successful. 
This  will  in  fact  play  a  role  in  reliev- 
ing, just  a  part,  a  part  of  that  cost  bur- 
den. I  strongly  support  it  and  appre- 
ciate my  friend's  bringing  forward  this 
thoughtful  amendment. 

Mr.  BILBRAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  jrield? 

Mr.  CALVERT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  BILBRAY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
strongly  support  this  amendment.  I  ap- 
preciate the  chairman  supporting  it  be- 
cause this  will  be  a  downpayment.  a 
new  innovative  way  of  implementing 
our  species  management.  This  is  multi- 
species  management.  It  is  the  next  pro- 
gressive step  in  preserving  endangered 
species.  I  think  we  may  all  disagree 
about  different  tactics,  but  the  goal 
should  be  the  same,  supporting  the  spe- 
cies. 

This  act  will  help  to  pay  for  that  new 
strategy  and  will  show  that  we  can 
truly  update  our  approach  and  instead 
of  being  punitive  and  confrontational 
with  many  of  our  approaches  like  we 
have  in  the  past,  we  are  being  coopera- 
tive and  actually  progressive  with  this. 

I  strongly  support  my  colleague's 
amendment  on  this  side.  I  thank  him 
very  much  for  those  of  us  that  have 
worked  over  5  years  at  moving  to 
multispecies  management  of  our  en- 
dangered species. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CALVERT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  our  side 
is  willing  to  accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment  offered  by  my 
friend  ar>d  colleague  from  California,  Mr.  Cal- 
vert to  shift  SI  million  from  the  Forest  Servrce 
General  Administration  Account  to  the  Ck)oper- 
ative  Endangered  Species  Conservatkxi  fund. 
This  funding  is  very  important  to  further  Cali- 
fomia's  Natural  Habitat  Conservation  Plans 
[NCCP].  This  multi-species  approach  to  habi- 
tat and  species  conservatk>n  is  a  great  im- 
provement over  the  traditkKial  command  and 
control  methods.  It  brings  all  parties  together 


to  protect  the  environment  aryj  private  prop- 
erty rights. 

Mr.  CalverTs  amendment  will  enhance  the 
program  in  California  to  develop  conservation 
and  development  plans  in  nine  separate  areas 
in  southem  California  that  protect  multiple  spe- 
cies while  altowing  economic  growth.  In  San 
Diego,  our  Multi-Speaes  Conservation  Plan 
encompasses  over  55,000  acres  in  the  San 
Diego  region.  I  am  encouraged  by  these  ef- 
forts to  protect  the  habitat  of  native  plant  and 
animal  species,  and  I'm  glad  the  Federal  Gov- 
emment can  lend  support  to  our  exceptional 
project. 

Chairman  Regula  has  been  extremely  sup- 
portive of  our  conservatkxi  plan,  and  I  am 
sure  it  will  be  a  model  throughout  the  country. 
I  commend  Mr.  Calvert  for  his  amendment 
and  urge  my  colleagues  to  jo«n  me  in  support. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the   junendment   offered   by   the   gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Calvert]. 
The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 
Mr.  CARDIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chainnan,  I  rise  to  request  a  col- 
loquy with  chairman  regarding  the  fate 
of  the  ongoing  restoration  work  at 
Fort  McHenry  National  Monument  and 
Historic  Shrine.  I  would  ask  that  the 
chairman  engage  in  such  a  colloquy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  concerned  that 
the  committee  has  cut  a  S2.5  million 
line  item  in  the  Park  Service's  con- 
struction budget  for  the  completion  of 
a  project  that  is  now  underway  at  Fort 
McHenry. 

Last  year,  based  upon  a  high  priority 
request  from  the  Park  Service,  $1.5 
million  was  appropriated  for  work  to 
preserve  the  underground  bombproof 
rooms  and  power  magazines  at  the  fort 
as  well  as  some  of  the  more  deterio- 
rated walls  and  defenses  of  the  struc- 
ture. This  year  the  Park  Service  re- 
quested S2.5  million  to  complete  this 
project. 

The  action  of  the  conmiittee  threat- 
ens the  timely  completion  of  the  work 
that  is  now  underway  at  the  birthplace 
of  our  national  anthem.  I  understand 
the  pressures  your  subcommittee  is 
under  this  year,  but  this  was  a  2-year 
high  priority  project  requested  by  the 
Park  Service  that  is  being  cut  off  in 
the  middle.  I  would  greatly  api>reciate 
your  reconsideration  of  this  project  as 
this  bill  moves  forward  in  conference 
with  the  other  body. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  srield? 

Mr.  CARDIN.  I  jrield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  under- 
stand the  gentleman's  concerns  and  his 
appreciation  of  the  pressures  we  are  - 
under  this  year.  I  hope  that  in  con- 
ference we  will  be  able  to  seriously 
consider  restoring  the  funding  and  see 
this  important  project  through  to  com- 
pletion in  a  timely  manner. 

Mr.  CARDIN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  chairman  for  his  comments. 

AMENOMB«T  OFFERED  BT  MR.  COSS 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  GOSS:  In  the 
Item  relating  to  "National  Park  Service— 

LAKD    ACQUISITION    AND    STATE    ASSISTANCE". 

after  the  first  dollar  amount.  Insert  the  fol- 
lowing "(Increased  by  $15,000,000)". 

In  the  Item  relating  to  "Forest  Service- 
reconstruction  AND  CONSTRUCTION",  after 
the  first  dollar  amount.  Insert  the  following: 
"(reduced  by  $15,000,000)". 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  pur- 
pose of  this  amendment  is  to  increase 
the  funds  available  to  the  National 
Park  Service  for  necessary  land  acqui- 
sition, reducing  the  Forest  Service  con- 
struction account  by  the  same  amount. 
The  amount  is  S15  million. 

The  reason  that  I  am  seeking  this 
shifting  of  funds  is  to  help  provide 
money  for  Everglades  restoration  land 
acquisition  that  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment has  promised.  A  $15-million  in- 
crease in  the  Park  Service's  land  and 
water  conservation  fund  would  pay  for 
the  top  priority  for  Everglades  land  ac- 
quisition. 

D  1830 

It  is  necessary  to  limit  further  deg- 
radation of  the  park  and  Florida  Bay 
and  to  restore  natural  water  flow 
which  is  critical  to  the  long-term  sur- 
vival of  the  entire  system.  This  is  a 
plan  that  has  been  agreed  upon  by 
many  participating  parties  and  that 
the  Federal  Government  has  commit- 
ted to. 

Members  should  know  that  the  State 
of  Florida,  its  industry  and  Its  individ- 
ual taxiMiyers,  have  made  a  solid  finan- 
cial commitment  to  Everglades  res- 
toration across  the  board.  Over  the  es- 
timated life  restoration  effort,  which  is 
a  15-  to  20-year  program,  the  State  ex- 
pects to  spend  $1.1  billion  or  60  percent 
of  the  total  cost,  primarily  from  Flor- 
ida taxpayers.  The  Federal  Govern- 
ment is  committed  to  $737  million, 
which  is  less  than  40  percent  over  the 
same  period,  and  the  sugar  industry 
will  pay  about  $245  million  in  that  pe- 
riod. 

I  think  this  demonstrates  that  Flor- 
ida is  the  senior  partner  here  and  is 
really  stepping  up  to  pay  more  than  its 
share.  It  is  clearly  living  up  to  its  end 
of  the  bargain. 

The  proposed  source  of  funds  we  have 
chosen  for  this  amendment  is  the  For- 
est Service  construction  account, 
which  saw  an  increase  over  last  year's 
funding  levels  and  includes  the  con- 
troversial road  construction  program. 
In  &u;t,  because  it  often  costs  more  to 
build  these  roads  then  the  Forest  Serv- 
ice recovers  in  subsequent  timber  sales, 
many  refer  to  the  program  as  a  sub- 
sidy. In  my  view  they  are  right.  The 
committee  recommends  that  $62  mil- 
lion be  spent  on  new  timber  roads  next 
year.  That  is  $15  million  that  we  are 
talking  about,  represents  24  percent  of 
that  amount.  But  I  ask  Members  to 


keep  in  mind  that  these  construction 
programs  are  slated  to  have  their  fund- 
ing levels  increased  over  last  year's 
amounts  under  the  bill. 

By  comparison,  land  and  water  con- 
servation funding  has  declined  steeply 
over  the  past  2  years,  and  the  Park 
Service's  share  is  down  $19.1  million 
since  last  year.  An  additional  $15  mil- 
lion, in  fact,  will  not  even  restore  it  to 
last  year's  levels,  but  it  will  help  the 
Everglades  and  other  areas  seeking 
help  with  land  acquisition.  I  think 
most  Members  agree  that  the  Ever- 
glades is  a  national  priority,  and  we  do 
not  want  to  end  up  taking  a  step  back- 
ward from  our  level  of  commitment  to 
restore  them. 

I  am  grateful  for  the  excellent  work 
done  by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Regula]  in  this  committee  this  tough 
year.  The  bill  before  us  does  an  excel- 
lent job  of  providing  scientific  and 
management  resources  necessary  for 
the  restoration  effort  we  are  talking 
about.  It  adds  $13.8  million  over  last 
year's  levels. 

I  know  Members  remember  that  Con- 
gress made  a  strong  investment  in  Ev- 
erglades restoration  in  the  farm  bill 
passed  this  year.  The  truth  is  that 
there  is  already,  quote,  a  short  list  for 
those  moneys  for  the  farm  bill  that  far 
exceeds  the  available  dollars  we  have 
got.  This  short  list  does  not  include 
lands  that  were  scheduled  to  be  pur- 
chased through  the  normal  process  of 
this  appropriations  bill  because  lan- 
guage in  the  fexm  bill  specifically  dis- 
couraged that.  The  money,  in  fact,  is 
not  fungible,  and  it  is  already  declared 
for  other  areas. 

Mr.  Chairman,  at  this  time  I  would 
like  to  yield  for  a  brief  colloquy  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Regula]. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Is  it  in  regards  to  the 
amendment? 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  to 
the  gentleman  I  am  querying  on  the 
amendment.  I  would  like  him  to  accept 
the  amendment,  but  short  of  that,  if 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  can,  I  would 
like  to  know  if  he  can  grive  us  some  as- 
surances on  this  bill. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  srield? 

Mr.  GOSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  REGULA.  I  thank  my  fnend,  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Goss],  for 
yielding,  and  I  would  say  to  him  that 
we  consider  the  Everglades  restoration 
funding,  including  land  acquisition,  to 
be  one  of  the  very  top  priorities  in  our 
bill,  and  I  might  mention  in  the  bill, 
and  I  am  quoting  from  the  report,  "the 
committee  considers  this,"  speaking  of 
Sterling  Forest,  "this  and  the  Ever- 
glades restoration  effort  to  be  two  of 
the  highest  priority  projects  in  this 
bill."  I  understand  that  the  pressing 
need  for  land  acquisition  is  outlined  by 
the  State-Federal  Everglades  Task 
Force,  and  included  in  that  were  the 


National  Park  Eastern  Expansion  and 
the  STA-1  watershed  project. 

It  is  clear  that  the  State  of  Florida 
and  its  taxpayers  have  made  a  real 
commitment  to  this  restoration 
project,  and  it  is  appropriate  that  the 
Federal  Government  live  up  to  its  re- 
sponsibilities as  well.  I  would  point  out 
that  we  have  increased  all  other  Ever- 
glades accounts  by  a  total  of  $13.4  mil- 
lion, and  most  of  this  is  for  science. 

Finally,  while  I  cannot  support  this 
amendment,  given  the  limited  amount 
of  money  we  have  for  land  acquisition, 
I  would  pledge  to  work  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  [Mr.  Goss]  and 
the  Florida  delegation  in  conference  to 
ensure  adequate  funding  for  Everglades 
land  acquisition. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Goss]  has 
expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Goss 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  reclaim 
the  time. 

I  accept  the  pledge,  and  it  will  be  my 
intent  to  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
withdraw  my  request  for  this  amend- 
ment. However,  Mr.  Chairman,  others 
wish  to  speak  on  it,  so  I  would  like  to 
allow  them  to  strike  the  last  word  to 
speak  on  it  briefly,  and  I  believe  the 
appropriate  procedure  then  is  for  me  to 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time  and 
hope  to  get  recognition  for  my  request 
as  soon  as  they  are  finished. 

Mr.  SHAW.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
favor  of  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Goss]. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Goss]  has  done  tremen- 
dous work  on  this  amendment.  I  cer- 
tainly support  it.  It  is  certainly  need- 
ed. We  went  through  the  arguments 
and  the  problems  with  the  Everglades 
and  the  need  for  the  restoration.  I 
think  he  has  very  adequately  set  forth 
the  determination,  which  is  met  with 
financial  backing  by  the  State  of  Flor- 
ida and  the  taxpayers  of  the  State  of 
Florida,  for  the  restoration  of  this 
most  precious  natural  resource. 

I  think  this  is  a  good  amendment.  I 
would  like  to  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Regiila],  and  I  know 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Yates]  also  has  an  interest  in  the  Ev- 
erglades. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SHAW.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it 
is  a  good  amendment.  I  would  be  will- 
ing to  accept  it  now.  I  do  not  know  why 
the  gentleman  is  going  to  withdraw  it. 

Mr.  SHAW.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
that  were  to  be  the  case,  and  I  would 
like  to  comment,  too,  on  the  funding 
area  for  which  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Goss]  picked  out  in  order 
to  fimd  this  amendment,  and  it  is  a 
construction  of  roads  into  new  forests 
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that  have  not  been  harvested.  I  have 
always  looked  at  this  with  a  great  deal 
of  skepticism  as  to  why  in  the  world 
that  we  are  putting  these  roads  to  no- 
where through  our  national  forests 
and.  in  effect,  selling  off  these,  in  many 
cases,  very  precious  timber  resources 
at  a  loss  when  we  put  the  price  of  the 
road  in  there. 

To  me,  I  think  we  need  to  take  a 
look,  and  I  would  hope  that  the  Com- 
mittee on  Natural  Resources  would 
take  a  look,  at  reexamining  our  whole 
outlook  as  to  how  we  manage  our  natu- 
ral resources.  We  can  certainly  go  in 
and,  with  some  good  forestry  practices, 
we  can  cut  our  national  forests.  I  am 
not  necessarily  opposed  to  that,  but  I 
think  it  is  absolutely  absurd  to  do  this 
at  a  loss  to  the  American  taxpayers  be- 
cause we  are  losing  the  precious  natu- 
ral resources,  being  the  national  for- 
ests, and  we  are  constructing  roads  to 
nowhere  that  really  are  not  doing  any- 
body any  good,  and  we  are  losing 
money  in  the  process.  To  me  this 
makes  absolutely  no  sense. 

But  to  get  back  to  the  main  thrust  of 
the  amendment,  this  is  a  very  impor- 
tant amendment,  and  at  this  time  I 
will  not  object  should  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Goss]  want  to  with- 
draw the  amendment  based  upon  the 
colloquy  with  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Regula]. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  the 
subcommittee  chairman  for  his  assur- 
ances to  address  the  issue  of  funding 
for  Everglades  land  acquisition  in  con- 
ference. This  is  an  extremely  vital 
issue  for  the  State  of  Florida,  and  I 
look  forward  to  working  with  the 
chairman  through  conference. 

As  the  author  of  the  amendment  to 
provide  $200  million  for  land  acquisi- 
tion in  the  Everglades  earlier  this  year 
In  the  farm  bill — it  was  not  my  inten- 
tion, nor  the  intention  of  the  Florida 
delegation,  to  have  these  monies  un- 
dercut any  future  land  acquisition 
funding  through  the  normal  appropria- 
tions cycle.  As  I  stated  during  the  de- 
bate on  the  conference  report  of  the 
farm  bill  in  House — "It  is  not  my  In- 
tent that  these  funds  supplant  any 
funds  committed  to  South  Florida  for 
the  purpose  of  Everglades  restoration." 

In  fact,  the  Florida  delegation  has 
sent  several  letters  to  the  Interior  Sub- 
committee stating  that  the  Farm  Bill 
money  was  a  furthering  of  the  federal 
conmiitment  to  restore  the  fragile  Ev- 
erglades ecosystem— not  the  end  of  this 
ongoing  process. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  part  of  the  Ever- 
glades Forever  Act  passed  by  the  Flor- 
ida legislature,  the  State  of  Florida  has 
Invested  over  $850  million  in  Ever- 
glades and  the  agriculture  Industry  has 
also  pledged  a  commitment  of  up  to 
$320  million.  The  Federal  Government 
was  the  third  part  of  the  funding 
scheme  for  overall  Everglades  restora- 
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tion — so  we  must  retain  that  commit- 
ment. 

I  appreciate  the  committee's  willing- 
ness to  make  Everglades  restoration 
one  of  its  highest  priorities — however,  I 
believe  the  lack  of  funding  in  this  bill 
for  land  acquisition  under  the  Land 
and  Water  Conservation  Fimd  is  incon- 
sistent with  this  goal. 

The  Everglades  ecosystem  is  a  unique 
national  treasure  and  its  long  term  vi- 
ability is  critical  to  the  water  supply, 
quality  of  life,  and  economy  for  South 
Florida. 

Therefore,  today,  it  is  important  to 
remember  that  because  South  Florida 
is  home  to  seven  of  the  ten  fastest- 
growing  metropolitan  areas  in  the 
country— Everglades  restoration  is 
clearly  on  a  critical  path. 

And  success  will  depend  upon  the  fed- 
eral government,  the  State  of  Florida, 
and  all  local,  regional,  and  tribal  inter- 
est working  in  tandem. 

But  to  keep  this  process  moving  for- 
ward we  must  not  neglect  the  federal 
role — so  with  the  chairman's  assur- 
ances that  this  issue  will  be  addressed 
in  conference  it  is  my  hope  that  the 
Everglades  will  continue  to  receive  the 
land  acquisition  funds  it  needs  in  the 
upcoming  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  GOSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  based  on 
the  assurance  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Regui^]  and  the  dialog  and 
the  colloquy  we  have  had,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  to  withdraw  my  amend- 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  any  objec- 
tion to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  of 
Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  amendment  of 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  GOSS] 
is  withdrawn. 

AMENDMED  OFFERED  BY  MR.  RICHARDSON 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Richardson:  On 
page  10,  Under  the  Item  "United  States 
Fish  and  Wildufe  Service",  under  the  item 
"RESOURCE  management",  after  the  second 
dollar  amount  Insert  "(increased  by 
$5,000,000)". 

On  page  58,  Under  the  Item  "Department 
OF  Energy",  under  the  Item  "fossh,  energy 
research  A.ND  DEVELOPME.vT",  after  the  first 
dollar  amount  insert  "(reduced  by 
$5,000,000)". 

Mr.  RICHARDSON,  (during  the  read- 
ing). Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  Mexico? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
my  amendment  simply  Increases  fund- 
ing for  the  operations  and  maintenance 
of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System 
by  $5  million.  Let  me  say  that  my 
amendment  is  supported  by  the  Na- 
tional Wildlife  Federation,  Trout  Un- 
limited,  the  Wilderness  Society,   the 


Izaak  Walton  League,  Defenders  of 
Wildlife,  the  Freshwater  Institute,  the 
Wildlife  Society,  National  Audubon  So- 
ciety. Wildlife  Refuge  Association,  a 
variety  of  other  hunting  groups. 

Mr.  Chaimmn,  the  refuge  system  is 
the  only  system  of  national  lands  man- 
aged primarily  for  wildlife,  including 
migratory  waterfowl,  songbfrds  and  en- 
dangered species.  It  also  provides 
unique  opportunities  for  compatible 
wildlife  oriented  recreation  including 
hunting,  fishing,  wildlife  education  and 
observation.  In  fact,  30  million  people 
visit  refuges,  5.7  million  anglers  use  250 
refuges,  and  1.3  million  hunters  use  270 
refuges. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  taking  a  total  of 
$5  million  from  the  coal-fired  plant. 
There  have  been  a  number  of  amend- 
ments here  that  went  after  some  of  the 
coal-fired  and  other  fossil  fuels.  Mine 
simply  takes  5  million,  which  is  5  mil- 
lion more  than  the  administration  re- 
quested. 

The  refuge  system  has  for  years  suf- 
fered from  inadequate  funding  and 
staffing  to  manage  its  exceptional  re- 
sources. 

D  1845 

In  1993  the  Interior  Department  In- 
spector General  documented  a  $323  mil- 
lion backlog  in  refuge  maintenance 
projects.  A  growing  number  of  refuges 
have  been  placed  in  custodial  status. 
Furthermore,  the  report  concluded 
that  refuges  were  not  maintained  at  a 
level  sufficient  to  meet  thefr  goals. 
Many  refuges  today  suffer  with  inad- 
equate water  supplies,  insufficient  staff 
and  funding  to  implement  plans  to  re- 
cover endangered  species,  restore  habi- 
tat, or  conduct  even  rudimentary  in- 
ventories of  their  wildlife  populations. 
The  lack  of  adequate  funding  also 
threatens  refuge  recreation  and  Inter- 
pretive programs.  Inadequate  oper- 
ations and  maintenance  funds  for  na- 
tional wildlife  refuges  have  also  re- 
sulted in  reduced  wildlife  populations 
and  fewer  associated  recreational  op- 
portunities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  just  state  once 
again,  my  amendment  adds  only  $5  mil- 
lion to  the  operations  and  maintenance 
of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System 
and  takes  this  from  fossil  energy.  $5 
million  that  comes  from  an  increase  of 
$5  million  from  the  administration  re- 
quest. 

I  want  to  commend  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio,  [Mr.  Rbgula]  for  the  fund- 
ing he  has  initiated  on  several  of  these 
programs,  but  I  do  think  that  we 
should  go  with  the  administration  re- 
quest. The  refuges  need  the  money.  En- 
vironmental groups,  bunting,  fishing 
groups  are  for  this  amendment.  They 
have  sent  a  letter  to  all  Members:  De- 
fenders of  Wildlife,  Fresh  Water  Insti- 
tute, the  Wilderness  Society,  Trout  Un- 
limited, the  National  Wildlife  Federa- 
tion. Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  an  impor- 
tant priority  to  give  $5  million  to  the 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  System. 
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Again,  to  my  coUeagrues  from  the  fos- 
sil energy  areas,  we  axe  only  taking  $5 
million  over  the  administration  re- 
quest. Again.  I  believe  this  is  a  good 
amendment,  an  environmentalist 
amendment,  a  hunting  and  fishing 
aunendment.  But  it  deals  construc- 
tively, in  my  judgment,  with  some  re- 
sponsible appropriations  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  has  made  in  several 
of  these  instances.  I  do  want  to  com- 
mend him.  The  numbers  are  a  lot  bet- 
ter, but  I  think  with  this  amendment 
we  can  improve  things.  I  would  hope 
the  gentleman  would  be  supportive  of 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  insert  the  following 
for  the  Record: 

League  of  conservation  voters. 

June  19. 19%. 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives. 
Washington,  DC. 

Re:  FY  Interior  Appropriations— Support  En- 
vironmental Protections. 

DEAR  REPRESENTattve:  The  League  of  Con- 
servation Voters  (LCV)  Is  the  bi-partisan  po- 
litical arm  of  the  national  environmental 
movement.  Each  year,  LCV  publishes  the  Na- 
tional Environmental  Scorecard,  which  de- 
tails the  voting  records  of  Members  of  Con- 
gress on  environmental  legislation.  The 
Scorecard  Is  distributed  to  LCV  members, 
concerned  voters  nationwide  and  the  press. 

Over  the  next  few  days  the  House  will  be 
voting  on  the  FY  1997  Interior  Appropria- 
tions Bill.  DxtrlQg  consideration  of  this  bill 
several  amendments  will  be  offered  relating 
to  the  protection  of  the  nation's  environ- 
ment and  valuable  natural  resources.  LCV 
urges  you  to  support  the  following  amend- 
ments: 

Representatives  Porter  (R-IL)  and  Furse 
(D-OR)  will  offer  an  amendment  to  repeal 
Section  2001  of  Public  Law  104-19.  This 
amendment  repeals  the  so-called  salvage  log- 
ging rider  Included  in  the  1995  Rescissions 
bill  which  suspended  all  federal  environ- 
mental and  natural  resource  law  for  old 
growth  timber  sales  in  Washington,  Oregon, 
and  Northern  California  and  salvage  logging 
being  conducted  on  Forest  Service  and  BLM 
lands  nationwide. 

Representative  Dicks  (D-WA)  will  offer  an 
amendment  to  strike  the  provision  prohibit- 
ing the  Implementation  of  critical  habitat 
designation  under  the  federal  ESA  for  the 
endangered  marbled  murrelet  on  private 
lands  in  the  northern  coastal  area  of  Califor- 
nia. If  critical  habitat  in  this  California  area 
does  not  continue  to  be  designated,  there  Is 
a  strong  likelihood  of  marbled  murrelet  ex- 
tinction In  northern  California.  Critical 
habitat  designation  on  private  land  does 
NOT  stop  all  activities,  as  such  designation 
only  impacts  federal,  not  private,  actions. 

Representatives  Kennedy  (D-MA),  Porter 
(R-IL),  Miller  (R-FL).  Mlnge  (D-MN),  Royce 
(R-CA),  Klug  (R-WI),  and  Hostettler  (R-IN) 
will  offer  an  amendment  to  reduce  wasteful 
funding  for  logging  road  construction  In  the 
National  Forest  System  by  eliminating  fund- 
ing for  new  Forest  Service  logging  roads  In 
Fiscal  Year  1997.  This  amendment  will  save 
S48  million  by  eliminating  funding  for  550 
miles  of  new  timber  roads. 

Representative  Skaggs  (D-CO)  will  offer  an 
amendment  to  restore  $8  million  to  energy 
conservation  for  the  Federal  Energy  Manage- 
ment Program  and  the  high  results  building 
research  programs  which  were  cut 
disproportlonally  to  the  other  severe  cuts  In 
the    overall    energy    conservation    budget. 


These  programs  save  taxpayers  billion  of  dol- 
lars In  economic  returns  and  energy  savings 
while  preventing  tens  of  thousands  of  tons  of 
air  pollution. 

Representatives  Farr  (D-CA)  and  Walker 
(R-PA)  are  each  expected  to  offer  amend- 
ments which  would  use  the  Department  of 
Energy's  Fossil  Fuel  Research  and  Develop- 
ment program  as  an  offset.  Rep.  Farr  will 
offer  an  amendment  to  Increase  the  Land 
and  Water  Conservation  Fund  account  by 
$134.6  million,  and  Rep.  Walker  will  offer  an 
amendment  to  provide  an  additional  S62  mil- 
lion to  the  National  Park  Service's  operating 
budget.  While  the  conservation  community 
supports  each  amendment,  the  Farr  amend- 
ment Is  of  higher  priority  because  restoring 
funding  to  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation 
Fund  would  provide  additional  funds  for  all 
land  management  agencies,  and  renew  the 
NatlonaJ  Park  Service's  state  assistance  pro- 
gram. If  the  Farr  amendment  is  defeated, 
LCV  recommends  approval  of  the  Walker 
amendment  which  would  improve  funding  for 
the  national  parks. 

Representative  Miller  (D-CA)  will  offer  an 
amendment  to  provide  $10  million  to  restore 
the  Park  Service's  Urban  Parks  and  Recre- 
ation Program  which  was  zeroed  out  in  the 
Interior  Bill. 

Representative  Richardson  (D-NM)  will 
offer  an  amendment  to  increase  funding  for 
the  operations  and  maintenance  of  the  Na- 
tional Wildlife  Refuge  System  by  $5  million, 
to  be  offset  by  a  decrease  of  $3  million  In  the 
Advanced  Pulverized  Coal-fired  Power  Plant. 

Representative  Yates  (D-IL)  will  offer  an 
amendment  to  correct  an  environmentally 
damaging  provision  in  the  telecommuni- 
cations Act  of  1996  that  could  lead  to  a  pro- 
liferation of  huge  antenna  towers  In  our 
parks,  wildlife  refuges,  and  forests.  This 
amendment  would  ensure  that  no  such  facil- 
ity is  approved  without  public  notice  and 
comment  and  a  determination  of  consistency 
with  other  statutes  governing  the  unit. 

Representative  Faleomavaega  (D-AS)  will 
offer  an  amendment  to  strike  section  317  of 
the  Interior  Appropriations  bill.  That  sec- 
tion declares  to  be  legal  a  Forest  Service 
permit  for  the  construction  of  a  third  tele- 
scope m  the  critical  habitat  of  the  Mt. 
Graham  Red  Squirrel,  despite  three  court 
rulings  that  It  violates  the  ESA  and  NEPA. 
He  may  also  move  to  bar  funds  for  Forest 
Service  participation  In  the  construction  and 
operation  of  the  third  telescope. 

LCV  urges  you  to  support  these  amend- 
ments to  Improve  environmental  protection 
and  energy  conservation.  tiCV's  Political  Ad- 
visory Committee  will  consider  including 
votes  on  these  amendments  In  compiling 
LCV's  1996  Scorecard. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  this 
issue.  If  you  need  more  Information  please 
call  Betsy  Loyless  in  my  office  at  202785- 
8683. 

Sincerely, 

Deb  Callahan, 
President. 

Cooperative  allianxe 
FOR  Refuge  Enhanxement, 

June  19. 19%. 
Dear  Representative:  We  are  writing  to 
urge  you  to  support  an  amendment  to  be  of- 
fered to  the  FY1997  Interior  Appropriations 
bill  by  Representative  Bill  Richardson  to  In- 
crease funding  for  the  operations  and  main- 
tenance of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  Sys- 
tem. The  operating  budget  for  the  Refuge 
System  represents  a  tiny  fraction  of  federal 
spending  but  management  and  protection  of 
this  system  is  one  of  the  nation's  most  Im- 
portant wildlife  conservation  programs. 


Our  diverse  group  formed  last  year  out  of 
strong  support  for  the  National  Wildlife  Ref- 
uge System.  The  92  million-acre  Refuge  Sys- 
tem is  the  only  federal  public  lands  system 
dedicated  primarily  to  the  conservation  of 
fish  and  wildlife.  Throughout  most  of  its  93- 
year  history,  the  Refuge  System  has  been 
central  to  our  nation's  efforts  to  conserve 
migratory  birds,  endangered  species,  and 
other  wildlife.  National  wildlife  refuges  also 
provide  exceptional  opportunities  for  envi- 
ronmental education  and  wildlife-oriented 
recreation,  such  as  wildlife  observation, 
hunting,  and  fishing. 

We  are  deeply  concerned,  however,  for  the 
Integrity  of  the  National  Refuge  System. 
Chronic  underfunding  In  past  years  has  led 
to  degradation  of  refuge  habitats  and  wildlife 
populations  and  put  at  risk  popular  wildlife- 
oriented  recreation  programs.  Some  refuges 
now  report  that  as  much  as  95  percent  or 
more  of  their  funding  goes  to  salaries,  utili- 
ties and  other  Qxed  costs.  Some  have  even 
indicated  that  their  FY95  funding  levels  are 
less  than  fixed  costs.  Exotic  species.  Inad- 
equate water  supplies,  and  other  problems 
plague  many  refuges,  undermining  their 
ability  to  meet  their  wildlife  objectives. 
Management  programs  to  help  recover  en- 
dangered, threatened,  and  candidate  species, 
restore  habitats  and  address  resource  threats 
are  left  unaccomplished  on  an  Increasing 
number  of  stations. 

In  September,  1993,  the  Department  of  the 
Interior's  Inspector  General  issued  a  report 
that  documented  a  $323  million  backlog  in 
maintenance  projects  (Maintenance  of  Wild- 
life Refuges,  Report  No.  93-1-1477).  Inspectors 
found  that  the  Service  was  not  maintaining 
any  of  the  refuges  that  It  examined  "In  a 
manner  that  would  effectively  enhance  and 
protect  wildlife  and  provide  a  safe  and  aes- 
thetic experience  for  the  public."  The  report 
concluded  that  "refuges  were  not  maintained 
at  a  level  sufficient  to  meet  [their]  goals  be- 
cause Service  funding  requests  for  refuge 
maintenance  have  not  been  adequate  to  meet 
even  the  minimal  needs  of  sustaining  the  ref- 
uges." 

The   funding   Increaise    proposed    by   Rep. 
Richardson's  amendment  would  begin  to  re- 
store integrity  to  the  National  Wildlife  Ref- 
uge System.  Such  an  increase  could  allow  for 
long-overdue  habitat  restoration,  facilities 
repair,  and  wildlife  protection  and  manage- 
ment and  Is  essential  to  sustain  and  Improve 
the  quality  of  environmental  education  and 
wildlife-oriented  recreation  programs. 
Sincerely. 
James  Wyerman,  Defenders  of  Wildlife; 
Robert    Putz,    Freshwater    Institute; 
Ronald  Scott,  Izaak  Walton  League  of 
America;  Evan  Hirsche,  National  Audu- 
bon Society;  Douglas  Inkley,  National 
Wildlife  Federation;  David  Tobin,  Na- 
tional   Wildlife    Refuge    Association; 
Rollin  Sparrowe,  Wildlife  Management 
Institute;  Jim  Waltman,  The  Wilder- 
ness Society;  Thomas  Franklin.  The 
Wildlife  Society;  Steve  Moyer.  Trout 
Unlimited. 
Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  the  gentle- 
man's concepts  are  well-meaning,  but  I 
simply  have  to  point  out  that  this 
would  take  this  account  $4  million  over 
what  the  President  has  asked  for,  and 
he  has  not  been  shy  in  his  requests. 
This  would  come  out  of  our  Fossil  En- 
ergy Program.  We  have  already  cut  $63 
million  from  the  1996  levels.  I  think  in 
the  two  votes  we  have  had  on  the  Fos- 
sil Energy  Program,  it  is  clear  that  the 
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majority  of  this  House  feels  we  should 
maintain  that  program  to  protect  our 
energy  resources,  to  protect  clean  air. 
to  protect  jobs,  to  protect  our  energy 
independence. 

While  Fish  and  Wildlife  obviously 
would  spend  it,  let  me  point  out  that 
we  gave  this  program,  fish  and  wildlife 
resource  management,  S20  million 
more  in  this  bill  than  we  had  in  1996.  It 
is  a  4-percent  increase  in  the  bill,  while 
at  the  same  time  we  were  cutting  fossil 
energy  research  by  14  percent.  I  do  not 
think  it  is  logical  at  this  juncture  to 
take  another  cut  on  fossil  energy, 
which  has  already  had  a  14-percent  cut, 
to  add  it  to  an  agency  that  has  had  a  4- 
percent  increase.  It  is  a  matter  of  bal- 
ance. It  is  a  matter  of  trying  to  achieve 
equity  among  the  many  responsibil- 
ities of  the  agencies  funded  in  this  bill. 
For  these  reaisons,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  have  to  object  strenuously  to 
this  amendment.  Certainly  I  would 
think  we  would  not  want  to  go  over  the 
Presidents  requests.  We  were  within  $1 
million  of  that  in  the  amount  we  put  in 
the  bill,  and  it  is  presently  part  of  the 
proposal  that  is  before  us.  I  would  hope 
that  the  Members  would  vote  against 
this  if  we  do  have  a  rollcall  vote. 

Ms.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today 
in  support  of  the  amendment  by  my  colleague 
from  New  Mexico  to  provide  additional  funding 
for  the  operations  of  the  National  Park  Serv- 
ice. 

One  of  the  parks  operated  by  the  National 
Park  Service,  the  home  of  former  President 
Harry  S.  Tmman,  is  located  in  my  district  in 
Independence,  Missouri.  Eariier  this  week  I 
had  the  distinction  of  joining  with  Independ- 
ence Mayor  Ron  Stewart,  local  presen^ation- 
ists,  and  National  Park  Service  officials  to  an- 
nounce that  Harry  Truman's  neightx)rtK)od  is 
one  of  the  nation's  1 1  Most  Endangered  His- 
toric Places. 

Hundreds  of  thousands  of  tourists  visit  the 
Harry  S.  Tmman  Historic  District  each  year  to 
experience  a  living  history  lesson  unlike  any 
other.  It  is  one  example  of  our  vital  national 
treasures  whk;h  must  be  preserved.  Unfortu- 
nately, like  the  Truman  Historic  District,  many 
of  these  treasures  are  endangered  due  to  new 
devetopment,  and  decades  of  deterioration 
and  neglect. 

The  National  Park  Service  is  vital  to  the  pro- 
tectk>n  of  preservation  of  historic  landmarks 
Hke  the  Truman  Home.  The  additional  money 
provided  by  this  amendment  is  necessary  for 
the  Park  Servrce  to  pertorm  its  many  oper- 
atkms.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
National  Pari<  Service,  and  to  vote  for  the 
Richardson  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Richard- 
son]. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  on 
that  I  demand  a  recorded  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  455,  further  proceedings  on 
the   amendment   offered   by   the   gen- 


tleman from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Richard- 
son] will  be  postponed. 

Are  there  further  amendments  to 
title  I? 

amendment  OFFERED  BY  MR.  VENTO 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
amendment  No.  33. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  No.  33  offered  by  Mr.  Vento: 
In  the  item  relating  to  the  DEPARTMENT 
OF  THE  INTERIOR— National  Park  Serv- 
ice— Operation  of  the  National  Park  System. 
Insert  "(Increased  by  $23,480,000)'"  after  the 
third  dollar  amount. 

In  the  Item  relating  to  RELATED  AGEN- 
CIES—Department  of  Agriculture— Forest 
Service — Reconstruction  and  Construction, 
Insert  "(reduced  by  $28,050,000)"  after  the 
first  dollar  amount. 

Mr.  "VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a 
good  amendment,  an  amendment  that 
talks  about  our  fundamental  priorities 
in  this  Congress  in  terms  of  the  way  we 
fund  various  activities,  and  enable  and 
empower  people  to  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  use  our  resources. 

In  the  bill  before  the  House  presented 
after  a  lot  of  work,  I  guess,  by  the  ap- 
propriation committees,  I  know  a  lot  of 
work,  I  think  fundamentally  that  the 
priorities  are  out  of  balance.  Many  of 
us  are  very  concerned  about  our  forests 
and  the  rate  of  cutting.  We  had  quite  a 
debate  in  this  last  year  on  salvage  har- 
vest and  the  concerns  that  grew  out  of 
that  in  terms  of  the  indiscriminate 
harvest  of  millions  of  board  feet  from 
our  national  forests  without  regard  to 
the  various  laws  that  protect  the  spe- 
cies. 

In  this  bill  today,  though,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, we  continue  a  subsidy  of  over  $160 
million  in  terms  of  the  Forest  Service 
appropriations,  and  the  fact  is  that 
this  appropriation  largely  goes  to  sub- 
sidize the  construction  of  timber  roads. 
In  fact,  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Goss],  had  offered  an 
aunendment,  which  he  subsequently 
withdrew,  which  others  from  Florida 
spoke  about  and  began  the  discussion 
of  the  subsidization  of  timber  harvest 
on  our  national  forests. 

This,  of  course,  does  not  just  involve 
the  construction  of  the  roads,  is  also 
involves  what  we  call  the  restoration 
of  roads.  That  is  actually  road  closing. 
So  the  Forest  Service,  as  an  agency,  in 
fact,  runs  a  road  system  through  our 
forests,  which  is  actually  much  greater 
in  many  respects  than  our  interstate 
system.  We  operate  a  great  road  sys- 
tem that  is  produced  there  largely  on  a 
subsidized  basis  by,  in  fact,  the  Forest 
Service  itself,  in  fact,  370.000  miles  of 
road  within  our  National  Forests. 

The  fact  is  when  we  get  CBO  to  start 
scoring  this,  they  do  not  even  look  at 
some  of  the  facts  in  terms  of  the  sub- 
sidies, because  much  of  it,  the  advo- 
cates of  forest  road  construction  have 
been  very  clever  in  terms  of  their  tim- 
ber interests  groups  and  others  in  this 
Congress  and  in  this  Government,  in 


the  way  the  budget  scores  this  in  terms 
of  allocating  these  roads  back  to  mul- 
tiple use.  Somehow  these  roads  that 
are  being  constructed  through  these 
forests,  roads  to  nowhere,  as  was  point- 
ed out,  somehow  have  some  great  uses 
for  recreation  and  other  purposes. 

The  forest  road  construction  in  this 
bill  is  actually  $164.1  million.  This  goes 
on  year  after  year,  the  spending  of  this 
money,  similar  amounts,  to  subsidize 
the  harvest,  and  very  often  I  think  in 
some  cases  the  indiscriminate  harvest, 
based  on  legislation  that  is  now  in 
place  with  regard  to  the  forest  salvage 
rider  that  was  added  to  some  appro- 
priation and  rescission  bills  last  year. 

What  this  amendment  does  is  try  to 
say  straighten  out  those  priorities, 
straighten  out  those  priorities  to  meet 
the  needs  of  the  people  of  this  country 
first,  meet  the  needs  that  exist  in  the 
people's  parks,  the  national  park  sys- 
tem. In  this  bill  that  is  before  us,  they 
underfund  the  Park  Service  by  $24  mil- 
lion less  than  what  was  aisked  by  the 
administration. 

What  the  Vento  amendment  does  not 
take  out  all  of  the  subsidy  for  the  tim- 
ber roads,  timber  companies,  and  the 
credits  they  use.  We  are  saying  to  the 
timber  interests  is  to  stand  on  your 
own  2  feet.  Take  the  receipts  that  you 
get  from  the  forest  that  you  harvest 
and  in  fact  apply  those,  apply  them  as 
credits.  K  the  timber  harvest  does  not 
pay,  if  it  does  not  pay  enough,  maybe 
we  ought  not  to  be  adding  that  subsidy 
to  them  to  the  extent  that  we  are  in 
order  to  harvest  this  timber. 

We  do  not  take  all  the  money  out  of 
there,  we  just  say  that  we  are  going  to 
meet  the  needs  of  the  Park  Service. 
The  Park  Service  today  has  at  least  a 
$4  billion  backlog,  a  $4  billion,  with  a 
"b",  backlog  of  unmet  maintenance 
needs. 

This  spring,  as  all  of  us  look  forward 
to  enjoying  our  national  parks  again  in 
1996.  we  are  faced  with  some  pretty  bad 
news,  bad  news  about  the  closing  and 
limits  in  terms  of  how  we  are  going  to 
be  able  to  use  the  parks,  because  the 
parks  did  not  have  the  resources  to 
maintain  some  of  the  facilities  they 
embrace  and  to  keep  them  open  to  the 
general  public  for  this  particular  rec- 
reational season,  for  this  summer  sea- 
son. We  are  going  to  fswie  increasing 
problems  of  limited  park  uses. 

I  realize  that  all  of  us  support  the 
parks,  but  the  fact  is  that  parks  do  not 
just  need  our  enthusiasm  and  our  lip 
service,  they  need  real  dollars.  The 
Committee  on  Appropriations  histori- 
cally has  done  a  very  good  job  in  terms 
of  trying  to  respond  to  that.  But  in  this 
case  they  Call  $24  million  short  with  a 
backlog  of  $4  billion  in  repair  and 
maintenance.  We  are  not  going  to 
catch  up  with  that  by  spending  money 
excessively  in  terms  of  our  natural  for- 
ests. This  is  a  question  of  priorities. 
The  Vento  amendment  transfers  S24 
million  from  the  Forest  Service  ac- 
count to  the  Park  Service  account  to 
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provide  adequate  funding  for  the  park 
operations,  based  on  the  plan  that  was 
put  before  us  by  the  administration. 

My  amendment  does  not  change  the 
total  funding  of  the  Interior  appropria- 
tion bill.  It  simply  changes  the  alloca- 
tion of  funds  within  the  bill.  My 
amendment  is  about  setting  priorities. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Vento] 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Vento 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
amendment  is  about  setting  priorities. 
Should  be  timber  industry  or  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service  get  the  preference 
when  we  allocate  scarce  Federal  dol- 
lars. That  is  what  this  is  about.  The 
timber  sales  actually  cost  the  Govern- 
ment money,  forcing  the  American  tax- 
payer to  subsidize  the  timber  interests. 
That  is  continuing  business  as  usual 
with  regard  to  this  funding  measure. 

Timber  purchasers  can  build  roads  in 
natural  forests  for  logging  purposes 
and  then  can  receive  purchaser  credits. 
Often  they  do,  so  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment never  receives  anything  back,  so 
often  the  timber  sales  jrield  so  low  a 
bid  in  terms  of  dollars  that  the  Govern- 
ment does  no  receive  money.  In  fact, 
they  have  to  put  more  money  into  har- 
vesting the  forest,  to  cleauxiutting  the 
trees,  than  in  fact  we  get  back.  So  the 
taxpayer  not  only  loses  these  wonder- 
ful verdant  green  forests,  but  we  also 
lose  our  green  dollars  from  our  pocket- 
book,  the  taxpayers'  dollars  that  have 
to  go  in  there  to  subsidize  this  activ- 
ity. 

All  we  are  sajring  is  that  the  dollars 
in  the  appropriations,  the  Interior  ap- 
propriation, ought  to  have  a  priority 
on  the  people's  business,  in  the  i>eople's 
parks,  in  our  national  park  system, 
which  I  think  everyone  would  agree  we 
would  like  to  give  more  money  to  but 
we  cannot  do  it  because  we  are  in  a 
tough  budget  situation. 

But  we  can  do  it  here  by  facing  up  to 
these  special  interests  and  by  providing 
the  money  to  the  Park  Service  first, 
and  let  the  special  interests  try  to  do  it 
on  the  basis  of  the  free  enterprise  sys- 
tem. They  like  to  give  speeches  about 
it.  They  like  the  part  about  making 
money  and  getting  FederaJ  Govern- 
ment subsidies.  They  just  do  not  like 
the  idea  of  taking  risks. 

It  is  time  they  start  taking  risks.  It 
is  time  they  start  passing  their  own 
way  in  terms  of  these  programs  that 
we  have,  especially  as  they  affect  our 
natural  resources.  They  are  not  just 
taking  our  dollars,  they  are  not  just 
cutting  our  forests,  they  are  taking 
away  America's  legacy.  They  are  al- 
lowing the  despoiling  of  our  national 
park  system,  the  cultural  natural  re- 
sources, and  they  are  cutting  down  the 
national  forests  in  this  Nation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  for  a  "yes"  vote 
on  the  Vento  amendment.  Let  us  pro- 
tect our  national  parks  first. 


Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  look  at  the 
facts  on  this.  We  heard  a  lot  about  the 
problems  in  the  parks.  I  would  point 
out  that  the  Inspector  General  in  his 
audit  report  documented  item  after 
item  after  item,  and  that  is  before  our 
watch.  What  causes  these  problems? 
The  failure  to  administer  these  pro- 
grams carefully:  the  fact  that  money 
was  spent  helping  out  private  property 
owners  and  concessionaires.  Here  it  is. 
What  we  are  trying  to  do  in  this  bill  is 
to  ensure  that  we  manage  these  parks 
well.  I  said  at  the  outset,  we  want  to 
bring  the  same  kind  of  cost-effective 
management  to  our  services  that  we 
ask  the  private  sector  to  do. 

Let  me  point  out  also  that  at  this 
point  we  have  just  S2  million  additional 
for  this  program,  the  Forest  Service 
roads,  whereas  we  have  $55  million 
more  in  the  Park  Service.  So  we  have 
recognized  that.  We  have  earmarked 
money  for  programs  in  the  Park  Serv- 
ice. It  gets  one  of  the  larger  increases 
in  the  bill,  given  the  allocation  that  we 
had  available. 

Let  me  also  mention  a  couple  of 
other  things.  That  is  that  all  this 
money  on  the  Forest  Service  roads  is 
for  reconstruction;  not  new  roads,  just 
reconstructing  the  roads  that  are 
there.  Why  is  that  important?  Any  of 
the  Members  that  have  worked  on  a 
driveway  or  any  kind  of  road  that  is 
not  ixaved  discover  that  if  you  do  not 
take  care  of  it,  you  get  erosion.  Pretty 
soon  we  get  stream  impact  from  the 
washing  that  goes  on  in  these  roads  if 
they  are  not  reconstructed.  So  environ- 
mentally, it  is  very  important  that 
these  roads  be  constructed  properly  to 
prevent  the  impact  on  the  streams  and 
the  adjacent  areas. 

Second,  and  I  have  made  this  point  in 
the  general  debate,  our  forests  provide 
enormous  recreation  opportunities. 
They  are  multipurpose  to  the  hunter, 
the  fisherman,  the  camper,  the  Boy 
Scout,  the  bird  watchers.  All  kinds  of 
groups  use  our  forests.  In  fact,  the  na- 
tional forests  have  twice  the  visitor 
days  of  the  national  parks.  How  do 
they  get  there?  How  is  the  sportsman 
who  wants  to  enjoy  the  outdoor  de- 
lights of  the  forests  in  America  to  get 
there?  They  have  to  have  a  road,  a  rea- 
sonably safe  road  to  utilize  these  re- 
sources. 

To  say  OK,  this  does  not  make  sense 
because  of  below-cost  sales,  ignores 
that  fact  that  there  is  enormous  value 
to  society,  to  people,  to  have  these 
roads  available  for  all  of  the  rec- 
reational resources.  There  were  over 
300  million  visitors  last  year  in  the  na- 
tional forests.  I  think  to  make  this 
kind  of  a  switch  does  not  recognize  the 
needs  of  those  visitors,  does  not  recog- 
nize the  polluting  impact  of  failure  to 
reconstruct  these  roads. 

Again,  we  were  very  frugal  in  what 
we  gave  the  road  program  as  compared 


to  what  we  gave  the  park  program.  I 
think  it  would  be  a  big  mistake  in 
terms  of  priorities  to  adopt  this 
amendment.  I  urge  the  Members  to 
vote  no. 

D  1900 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
Vento  amendment  which  I  understand 
would  basically  increase  the  National 
Park  Service  operations  enough  to 
bring  the  funding  up  to  the  President's 
request  for  fiscal  year  1997,  basically  to 
stress  that  the  Park  Service  operation 
funds,  more  funding  essentially  is  need- 
ed for  both  operating  national  parks  as 
well  as  to  construct  and  maintain  Park 
Service  facilities  that  are  used  by 
many  Americans. 

In  my  own  district  the  demand  for 
outdoor  opportunities  and  recreation 
services  continues  to  grow,  and  yet 
funding  for  the  Park  Service  is  shrink- 
ing, which  does  not  make  any  sense  to 
me.  I  have  in  my  own  district  the 
Sandy  Hook  unit  of  Gateway  National 
Recreation  Area,  which  is  basically 
used  by  millions  of  people  in  the  highly 
urbanized  New  York-New  Jersey  met- 
ropolitan area. 

If  I  could  just  use  that  as  an  example, 
there  are  many  needs  right  now  at 
Sandy  Hook  that  are  not  being  met, 
not  only  in  terms  of  facilities  but  even 
in  terms  of  basic  access  to  Sandy  Hook. 
Just  continued  access  to  the  park  and 
sufficient  water  availability  for  fire 
fighting  needs,  for  example,  are  a  prob- 
lem. 

I  did  want  to  thank  the  chairman, 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Regula], 
because  there  is  report  language  in  the 
bill  acknowledging  the  problem  at 
Sandy  Hook  and  recognizing  that  there 
is  an  access  problem,  and  I  do  appre- 
ciate Chairman  Regula  including  that. 
But  I  have  to  say  that  I  do  think  we 
need  more  money  for  the  Park  Service. 

The  Vento  amendment  would  in- 
crease funding  for  the  overall  benefit  of 
the  American  public  and  it  takes  it.  I 
know,  by  reducing  funding  for  con- 
struction of  timber  roads.  But  I  do 
think  that  we  need  to  recognize — and 
that  is  what  the  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota [Mr.  Vento]  does— the  fact  that 
there  is  a  need  for  more  operational 
funds  as  well  as  for  construction  of  fa- 
cilities and  other  opportunities 
throughout  the  country. 

I  also  wanted  to  say,  I  know  we 
passed  it  by,  but  I  did  want  to  also  sup- 
port the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Rich- 
ardson] with  regard  to  the  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  system.  Again  if  I 
could  use  New  Jersey  as  an  example, 
we  are  faced  with  very  serious  environ- 
mental problems,  many  of  which  are 
the  result  of  human  accelerated  envi- 
ronmental changes,  especially  due  to 
the  high  population  density  in  my 
State. 
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Whether  it  is  coastal  waters,  migra- 
tory birds,  fish  or  other  wildlife  re- 
sources under  Federal  trusteeship,  it  is 
only  because  of  the  national  wildlife 
system  that  we  have  about  five  areas 
now  in  New  Jersey  that  are  protected. 
I  was  able  to  get  a  few  years  ago  an  ex- 
tension of  the  service  for  another  2.000 
acres  of  sensitive  wetlands,  but  again 
there  are  a  lot  of  unmet  needs  in  my 
district  as  well  as  throughout  the 
State.  Until  we  are  able  to  get  some 
additional  funding  to  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  service  for  acquisition,  these 
needs  are  not  going  to  be  met. 

I  realize  that  we  are  dealing  with 
budget  priorities  and  we  are  trying  to 
reduce  the  deficit,  but  I  do  think  that 
this  is  one  area  where  most  Americans 
and  certainly  those  in  my  home  State 
feel  that  the  priorities  should  be  to 
provide  additional  funding  rather  than 
the  level  of  cutbacks  that  we  have  seen 
in  the  last  few  years. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PALLONE.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appre- 
ciate the  gentleman  yielding,  and  I 
want  to  thank  the  gentleman  for  his 
support. 

I  would  just  point  out  that  the  nearly 
550  million  in  this  appropriation  of 
some  $160  million  dollars  for  Forest 
Service  construction  is  for  road  cred- 
its. That  would  construct  approxi- 
mately 550  miles  of  new  roads.  The  fact 
is  that  I  am  not  surprised  that  the  For- 
est Service  needs  reconstruction  of 
roads.  They  have  379,000  miles  of  Forest 
Service  roads.  That  is  eight  times  the 
number  of  mileage  in  the  entire  inter- 
state highway  system,  eight  times  the 
amount  of  roads. 

So  the  fact  that  we  have  all  of  these 
roads  and  that  they  are  somehow  asso- 
ciated with  recreation  and  they  are 
there  for  some  other  purpose  I  think  is 
ludicrous  on  the  face  of  it.  These  are 
not  there  for  any  other  reason.  If  my 
colleagues  have  ever  flown  over  any 
area  where  these  roads  are  located,  it 
is  to  harvest  the  timber.  That  is  why 
these  roads  are  put  in.  They  are  there 
almost  exclusively  for  that  purpose. 
There  may  be  some  other  tangential 
use  that  goes  on  with  it  but  it  is  to 
support  it  on  that  basis. 

I  am  not  cutting  all  the  dollars  in 
this  item.  I  am  saying  the  first  priority 
ought  not  to  be  to  these  roads  but  to 
our  Nation's  national  parks.  That  is 
what  this  amendment  is  about.  If  you 
are  for  the  national  parks,  vote  for  the 
Vento  amendment. 

If  you  are  not  for  it,  if  you  are  for 
harvesting  more  of  the  forests  and 
doing  it  at  the  expense  of  the  taxpayer, 
eliminating  future  generations'  legacy 
of  forests  and  spending  taxpayers'  dol- 
lars to  do  it,  then  you  can  vote  against 
it.  But  I  think  it  is  the  wrong  vote,  and 
I  think  it  is  the  wrong  priority  for  this 
Congress. 


Can  the  Forest  Service  or  the  Park 
Service  use  a  better  accounting  sys- 
tem? Yes,  and  they  have  put  it  in 
place,  but  that  is  not  what  this  issue  is 
about.  It  is  about  the  priorities,  wheth- 
er it  is  for  the  parks  or  for  the  special 
interest  timber  interests. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  req- 
uisite number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  over  the  years  I 
served  with  the  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota [Mr.  Vento]  in  the  Interior 
Committee  and  worked  with  the  gen- 
tleman there,  I  have  tried  diligently  to 
teach  forestry  to  him  and  I  have  not 
had  much  success.  We  are  good  friends 
and  I  appreciate  his  interest  in  this 
area  and  before  I  leave  Congress  it  is  a 
goal  of  mine  to  make  clear  to  him  what 
this  program  is  all  about.  There  is  no 
subsidy  in  the  forest  road  system. 

First  of  all,  the  timber  is  sold  by  the 
national  forests  on  a  bid  basis.  The  bid 
has  two  components.  First  of  all.  I  bid 
what  I  am  going  to  buy  if  I  am  a  bidder 
for  that  timber  that  is  put  on  sale  by 
the  Forest  Service.  Part  of  my  bid  in- 
cludes the  fact  that  I  would  be  given 
credit  for  building  a  road  to  the  Forest 
Service's  specification,  because  the 
Forest  Service  in  mamy  cases  plans  to 
use  that  for  recreation  and  other  pur- 
poses. They  may  want  it  built  to  a 
much  higher  standard  than  you  need  to 
harvest  the  timber.  They  may  plan  to 
use  it  as  their  trail  program.  A  great 
portion  of  the  trails  either  for  walking 
or  horseback  riding  in  our  national  for- 
ests comes  from  roads  that  were  built 
to  harvest  timber  and  then  kept  and 
maintained  for  the  purposes  of  recre- 
ation. So  I  get  that  credit. 

If  the  Forest  Service  did  not  give 
that  credit  to  the  person  bidding,  then 
the  bid  would  be  lower,  therefore,  it 
would  be  the  same  thing.  The  Forest 
Service  would  have  to  build  it  them- 
selves at  the  cost  that  they  are  giving 
me  credit  for,  or  they  would  give  me 
credit  and  I  would  build  it.  So  it  is  a 
wash.  There  is  no  subsidy.  There  is  a 
wash  to  the  program  when  you  are  bid- 
ding timber. 

Unfortunately,  what  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Vento]  is  talking 
about,  and  he  is  confusing  it  to  some 
extent,  if  you  are  taking  $24  million  in 
new  money  and  transferring  it  over  to 
the  park,  it  does  not  come  from  the 
Forest  Credit  Program  for  road  credit. 
What  it  comes  from  is  the  program  to 
upgraide  existing  roads.  They  have  over 
1,700  miles  of  old  roads  that  are  already 
built  that  they  are  going  to  try  to  raise 
standards  on. 

This  is  an  anti-environmental  vote  if 
Members  vote  with  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Vento]  because  part  of 
this  money  that  he  is  going  to  be  tak- 
ing is  being  used  to  upgrade  the  envi- 
ronmental standards  of  that  road.  They 
are  going  to  reseed,  try  to  cut  sedi- 
mentation. Some  of  the  money  is  going 
to  be  spent  to  upgrade  the  roads  for 


recreational  purposes,  perhaps  to  raise 
weight  limits  on  bridges  and  other 
areas  to  allow  recreational  vehicles  to 
be  involved.  You  are  jeoijardizing  pub- 
lic safety  and  the  environment  by 
transferring  the  money  over  to  the 
Park  Service. 

As  the  chairman  of  the  Interior  Ap- 
propriations Committee  pointed  out, 
there  has  been  close  to  $55  million  put 
into  park  maintenance.  To  many  peo- 
ple in  the  United  States,  they  really  do 
not  know  the  difference  between  na- 
tional parks  and  national  forests  when 
it  comes  to  recreation  because  they 
may  go  to  a  national  forest  and  camp 
or  fish  or  carry  out  all  the  same  things 
they  would  do,  hike,  as  they  would  do 
in  a  national  park.  If  we  cut  the  money 
for  maintaining  their  recreational 
roads  which  the  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota [Mr.  Vento]  is  suggesting  into 
the  national  forest  and  give  it  to  the 
national  park,  what  have  we  axjcom- 
plished?  If  more  people  are  going  to  the 
forest,  the  people  need  that  road  im- 
provement in  the  forest  just  as  much 
as  they  would  need  maintenance  in  the 
national  park.  And  so  we  are  not  mak- 
ing a  statement  for  the  recreational 
user  by  taking  money  out  of  a  forest 
where  they  now  recreate  and  putting  it 
into  a  park  maybe  that  has  less  rec- 
reational use. 

Finally.  I  would  like  to  point  out,  all 
this  talk  about  subsidy,  about  losing 
money  in  national  forests,  the  GAO— 
and  the  gentleman  I  think  misquoted 
them  a  moment  ago — pointed  out.  it 
documents  that  in  fiscal  year  1992 
through  1994.  we  took  in  almost  $3  bil- 
lion. We  spent  just  a  little  over  $1.25 
billion  in  administration  costs  and  sale 
preparation  for  timber.  So  there  was  a 
substantial  profit  made  by  the  U.S. 
Govenmaent. 

It  is  dictated  to  use  that  profit  sev- 
eral ways.  First  of  all.  $1.3  billion  of  it 
goes  to  the  national  forest  fund.  Al- 
most $1  billion  of  it  goes  to  the  States 
where  it  is  used  for  schools  and  govern- 
ment. State  roads  or  county  roads, 
given  the  case.  $134  million  goes  in  to 
maintain  roads  and  trails  for  recre- 
ation. And  then  we  have  almost  three- 
quarters  of  a  billion  dollars  of  it  by  law 
goes  into  reforest.  Not  all  of  that  is  re- 
foresting areas  that  are  cut.  It  may  be 
reforesting  areas  that  have  burned,  re- 
foresting areas  that  have  gone  down 
with  wind  damage  or  disease. 

We  also  show  that  for  other  erosion, 
brush  removal,  other  things,  we  have 
$1.34  million  that  go  into  the  Forest 
Service  use  of  maintaining  the  forest. 
The  taxpayer  would  have  to  pay  that 
out  of  his  pocket  if  it  was  not  coming 
from  the  sale  of  timber. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Taylor]  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Vento,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Taylor  of 
North  Carolina  was  allowed  to  proceed 
for  1  additional  minute.) 
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Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  to  summarize  I  would  say 
that  to  say  that  we  are  losing  money 
by  our  timber  harvest  is  not  true.  The 
homebuilders,  the  realtors,  people  who 
rely  on  the  forest  products  to  build 
homes  know  that  it  is  not  true  and 
they  know  it  is  important  for  them  to 
have  a  home. 

This  vote  that  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Vento]  suggests  is 
aigainst  public  safety,  as  well  as 
against  the  environment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  VENTO.  I  want  to  just  turn  to 
page  50  of  the  bill  that  the  gentleman 
is  commenting  on  and  I  want  to  point 
out  it  says  on  line  16  that  not  to  exceed 
$50  million  to  remain  available  until 
expended  may  be  obligated  for  the  con- 
struction of  forest  roads  by  timber  pur- 
chasers. 

That  is  the  $50  million  that  I  am 
talking  about.  The  issue  of  reconstruc- 
tion and  so  forth  is  ahead  of  that.  I  am 
not  suggesting  in  the  amendment  that 
I  have  that  it  ought  to  be  taken  all 
from  that  or  all  from  the  other  area.  I 
agree  with  the  gentleman  that  there  is 
a  need  to  maintain  roads,  but  I  am  just 
sasrlng  that  it  is  a  question  of  priority. 
There  Is  $50  million  in  here  for  the  con- 
struction of  new  roads,  not  just  the 
credit  program  that  the  gentleman  is 
talking  about. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  Is 
the  gentleman  talking  about  $50  mil- 
lion for  credit  or  $50  million  for  timber 
roads? 

Mr.  VENTO.  It  is  provided  that  $50 
million  out  of  the  $164  million  is  an  ob- 
ligation of  direct  spending,  direct  sub- 
sidy by  this  Congress  to  those  timber 
interests. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  this  is  a  clas- 
sic case  of  what  we  do  around  here 
when  all  else  fails,  throw  money  at  it. 
The  fact  is  that  the  overall  spending 
for  our  national  parks  has  increased 
substantially  over  inflation  in  recent 
years.  In  fau;t,  in  the  last  7  years  alone, 
funding  for  national  parks  has  in- 
creased by  69  percent.  This  bill  contin- 
ues that  trend  and  authorizes  an  addi- 
tional $50  million  for  park  operating 
accounts.  However,  there  are  some  con- 
cerns with  allocating  it.  I  do  not  see 
any  reason  just  to  throw  money  down  a 
black  hole  because  that  seems  to  be  the 
way  we  have  done  business  around  here 
for  the  past  40  years.  We  have  tried  to 
come  up  with  a  better  way  to  manage 
the  parks.  H.R.  260,  the  bill  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Colorado,  Mr.  Hefley, 
supported  by  mjrself,  by  former  Chair- 
man Vento  and  Miller  was  one  that 
was  shot  down  here.  Some  people  tried 
to  say  it  was  a  park  closing  bill,  which 
is  the  greatest  misnomer  I  have  ever 


heard  in  my  life.  That  contained  in  it 
some  of  the  management  procedures 
that  were  necessary  to  take  care  of  it. 

We  are  also  working  on  a  fee  bill, 
which  will  allow  the  park  superintend- 
ent to  have  in  his  own  ability  to  spend 
the  money  himself  without  having  to 
come  back  here  or  talk  to  somebody  in 
Washington. 

We  are  working  on  lot  of  things  to  in- 
crease the  park.  We  have  talked  about 
the  idea  of  having  a  professional  in  the 
park  director's  position,  so  a  man  who 
has  been  in  park  work  who  understands 
the  problems  can  take  care  of  it.  All  of 
those  things  respond  to  this.  Why  take 
another  $50  million  and  throw  it  at  the 
park?  We  have  tried  that  before  and  it 
has  not  worked. 

In  other  words.  Congress  could  easily 
provide  $25  million,  $50  million  or  $100 
million  in  ajiy  funding  aigency  and  no 
expectation  that  campgrounds  would 
be  reopened  and  visitor  services  re- 
stored. In  fact,  the  National  Park  Serv- 
ice has  stated  itself  it  needs  $800  mil- 
lion in  additional  operating  funds 
which,  if  you  look  at  it,  you  have  to 
have  a  little  skepticism  in  your  mind. 

D  1915 

Several  years  ago  the  National  Park 
Service  estimated  it  had  a  shortfall  of 
over  $500  million  to  repair  employee 
housing.  However,  in  testimony  before 
the  conmiittee,  the  GAO  said  this: 
They  could  not  find  1  in  the  15  parks  to 
justify  their  estimates  for  the  housing 
shortfall,  not  one. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  support,  and  I  am 
sure  most  of  us  do,  responsible  increase 
for  our  parks  aind  believe  they  are  pro- 
vided for  in  this  bill.  I  support  a  fee  in- 
crease. I  support  taking  care  of  the 
parks.  I  do  not  support  closing  any 
parks,  contrary  to  what  has  been  stat- 
ed around  America  by  a  few  folks.  But 
I  do  support  taking  care  of  these 
things,  and  I  cannot  see  where  this  is 
going  to  help  anything.  I  ijersonally 
feel  if  we  are  going  to  do  this  right,  we 
should  go  down  the  path  we  are  going, 
a  reasonable  modest,  approach,  doing  it 
with  a  fee  bill,  doing  it  with  a  manage- 
ment structure  change  which  we  are 
working  on.  I  am  trying  to  work  in 
harmony  with  the  minority  on  this.  I 
do  not  think  this  does  anything  but 
take  $50  million  out  of  a  much  needed 
road  project  in  the  forests. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to  my  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Vento]. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appre- 
ciate the  gentleman's  willingness  to 
work,  and  I  have  been  pleased  to  work 
with  him  for  many  years.  In  this  case, 
we  are  going  to  agree  to  disagree. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  concern  here  is  we 
have  to  make  tough  choices.  This  is  a 
tough  choice.  This  choice  is  whether 
we  want  to  continue  a  $164  million  for 
Forest  Service  construction,  roads,  and 
the  other  activities  in  this  particular 
account,  or  we  want  to  transfer  some 
of  that  to  the  Park  Service. 


The  gentleman  has  been  a  leader  in 
pointing  out  the  backlog  in  the  Park 
Service.  When  I  was  chairman,  the  gen- 
tleman was  pointing  it  out  and  many 
others.  Four  billion  dollars,  I  said  it  is: 
there  are  many  that  would  claim  it  is 
higher.  But  the  Park  Service,  one  of 
the  major  backlogs  the  have  is  the 
roads  that  people  use  to  get  in  and  out 
of  the  parks.  So  that  is  100  percent  for 
the  people  of  this  country,  not  just 
some  sort  of  incidental  use  that  might 
be  used  in  rural  Minnesota  or  out-State 
Utah. 

My  concern  is  the  priorities  here 
ought  to  be  with  the  parks.  I  know  the 
difference  between  a  park  and  a  forest. 
The  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Taylor]  suggests  that  most  peo- 
ple do  not.  I  think  they  do.  I  think 
they  know  the  difference  between  a 
park  and  a  forest.  They  know  where 
you  can  cut  timber  and  where  you  can- 
not and  the  nature  of  our  parks.  I  just 
think  that  this  is  making  a  tough 
choice.  Making  a  tough  choice,  that  is 
what  this  is  about.  We  are  going  to 
have  to  make  these  tough  choices.  We 
need  to  send  a  message  to  those  that 
are  cutting  resources  and  taking  re- 
sources out  of  forests  that  they  are 
going  to  have  to  pay  their  own  way, 
that  we  cannot  keep  them  on  this  base 
of  $164  million.  This  is  going  into  the 
forest  largely  for  the  timber  interests 
in  this  country. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  I  agree  with  the 
gentleman  that  there  have  to  be  some 
tough  choices.  I  have  no  problem  with 
that.  I  submit  to  the  House  this  is  not 
the  right  choice.  I  think  there  are  lot 
better  ways  to  do  it.  I  articulated  three 
of  them.  If  we  had  the  time.  I  would 
like  to  get  into  this  thing  of  road 
building.  I  think  there  is  a  lot  better 
and  easier  way  to  do  it.  I  urge  a  "no" 
vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Utah  [Mr.  Hansen]  has 
expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Hansen 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Taylor]. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  gentleman  is  trjring  to 
make  believe  that  all  recreation  in  this 
country  in  forests  is  done  in  the  na- 
tional parks.  There  is  probably  more 
recreation  in  forests  than  there  is  in 
national  parks,  and  it  is  a  multiple  use. 
There  is  hunting,  for  instance,  in  the 
national  forests,  whereas  in  many 
parks  there  is  no  hunting.  Most  people 
are  accessible  to  national  forests  fax 
more  than  they  are  to  national  parks, 
and  also  many  national  parks  have 
been  put  aside  in  limited  type  of  rec- 
reational use. 

If  we  cut  recreational  road  money, 
which  the  gentleman  is  suggesting,  for 
the  forest,  we  will  be  denying  people 
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access  to  the  forest  for  recreation 
while  purporting  to  help  them  out  in 
the  park  where  we  already  put  $50  mil- 
lion for  maintenance,  is  that  not  so? 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  the  gentleman 
makes  an  excellent  point.  If  people 
would  take  the  time  to  study  it,  they 
would  see  there  is  more  recreation  in 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  there  is 
more  recreation  in  BLM  and  there  is 
more  recreation  in  the  Forest  Service 
than  there  is  in  parks,  and  now  we  are 
taking  away  from  where  people  go  and 
spend  their  time.  I  think  that  is  an  ex- 
cellent point  the  gentleman  has  made. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  If 
the  gentleman  will  continue  to  yield,  if 
we  are  improving  those  roads  in  the 
forests  against  environmental  hazards, 
reseeding  and  so  forth,  is  it  not  better 
to  spend  that  money  in  the  national 
forest  on  environmental  improvements 
than  spend  it  in  the  parks  where  envi- 
ronment is  not  a  concern? 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is 
how  I  would  look  at  it. 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  colloquy  with 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Regula] 
that  we  can  deal  with  now  in  the  inter- 
est of  expediting  things. 

Santa  Clara  Day  School  in  my  dis- 
trict has  received  a  grant  from  the  BIA 
for  facilities  improvement  and  repairs. 
With  these  monies,  Santa  Clara  would 
bring  its  elementary  school,  which  was 
originally  built  in  1926,  up  to  modem 
code.  Although  the  school  has  already 
altered  its  plans  to  cut  construction 
costs.  Santa  Clara  will  fall  $1.2  million 
short  of  the  monies  needed  to  complete 
construction  in  accordance  with  BIA 
education  standards. 

I  realize  the  chairman  has  done  the 
best  that  he  can  on  Indian  construction 
funding  in  this  bill,  and  I  would  ask 
that  the  BIA  give  consideration  to 
Santa  Clara  with  any  discretionary 
funds  available. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  be  pleased  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Regula]. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  to  me.  and 
I  sympathize  with  the  situation  of  the 
Santa  Clara  Day  School.  I,  like  the 
gentleman  from  New  Mexico,  would 
also  hope  that  the  BIA  would  give  con- 
sideration to  the  school  situation  with 
any  discretionary  funds  within  school 
construction  that  may  come  available. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  use  this 
chart  to  illustrate  how  Forest  Service 
timber  sales  have  gone  down.  In  1990, 
we  were  almost  at  10  billion  board  feet. 
In  1995.  we  were  down  here  to  less  than 
4  billion  board  feet.  The  reason  for  the 
roads  and  the  money  we  put  in  is  for 
reconstruction,  not  for  contract  sales. 
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and  the  money  that  the  gentleman  is 
taking  out  for  his  amendment  comes 
out  of  reconstruction.  Why  reconstruct 
these  roads?  It  avoids  siltation  in 
streams.  It  avoids  other  environmental 
problems  and,  most  importantly,  it 
gives  access  to  the  recreational  user.  I 
reiterate  the  Forest  Service  has  double 
the  visitor  days  of  the  Park  Service. 
These  visitors  are  people  who  go  out  to 
hunt,  to  fish,  to  camp,  the  low-cost 
type  of  recreation.  It  is  important  that 
they  have  a  decent  road  to  get  access 
to  these  facilities.  Our  forests  offer  a 
wonderful  recreation  asset  and.  there- 
fore. I  think  it  is  important  that  we 
have  roads. 

We  did  not  put  a  lot  of  money  in.  We 
added,  I  think  it  was,  $2  million,  and 
we  added  $55  million  to  the  parks.  It  is 
an  equitable  balance  and  for  that  rea- 
son, I  would  oppose  the  amendment. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REGULA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appre- 
ciate the  gentleman  yielding,  and  I 
could  not  agree  more  with  the  idea.  I 
would  like  to  close  some  of  the  roads. 
I  think  that  is  really  where  we  ought 
to  be  putting  some  dollars,  because  I  do 
not  think  in  the  long  run  you  can  keep 
379.000  miles  of  road  open  and  main- 
tained properly,  because  they  do,  in 
fact,  disturb  the  watersheds  of  all  of 
these  areas  and  they  are  unnatural  and 
there  are  a  lot  of  problems  with  them. 

I  understand  the  restoration  to  main- 
tain the  roads.  We  ought  to  be  closing 
the  roads.  Restoration,  not  just  the  re- 
construction. The  problem  with  all  of 
that  is  these  roads  were  put  in  plau;e 
and  to  an  extent  not  379.000  for  recre- 
ation. There  may  be  some  for  recre- 
ation, nothing  to  that.  The  other  as- 
pect is.  it  just  is  an  indication  of  past 
problems  where  we  did  not  require 
those  that  were  harvesting  the  timber 
to  pay  for  an  adequate  closure  of  those 
roads  and  for  the  maintenance  of  them 
in  the  future.  So  we  are  faced  with  the 
problem  of  what  historically  has  been 
the  policy  here. 

My  concern  here,  of  course,  is  that 
there  is  in  this  bill,  appears  to  be.  $50 
million  for  new  road  construction.  It 
says  of  the  $164  million  that  $50  million 
is  for  new  road  construction,  and  that 
is  the  basis.  Of  course.  I  am  not  taking 
all  the  dollars  out  of  here.  I  would 
point  out  that  yes,  the  Forest  Service 
is  used  for  recreation,  but  I  think  obvi- 
ously our  parks  are  also  used  for  that. 
It  is  not  a  question  just  of  numbers 
here.  I  think  it  is  a  question  of  what 
our  priorities  are  and  who  ought  to 
pay,  more  out  of  the  credits,  more  out 
of  the  timber. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  saw  timber  is 
going  down  because  they  have  elimi- 
nated the  forests  in  this  Nation.  They 
have  eliminated  them.  They  started 
out  in  our  area  in  Ohio  and  Minnesota 
and  cut  all  the  white  pine  and  moved 


all  the  way  west,  and  guess  what,  we 
are  running  out  of  it  now.  That  is  why 
those  numbers  are  down,  because  we  do 
not  have  those  forests  left  that  were 
eliminated  100  years  ago.  They  have 
not  come  back. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
if  I  am  to  believe  the  Forest  Service, 
the  sustained  srield  is  greater  than  the 
cut.  and  therefore  we  are  growing  more 
board  feet  every  year  than  we  are  cut- 
ting. The  reason  these  numbers  are 
going  down  is  that  we  are  recognizing 
the  value  of  the  forest  for  recreation,  a 
high  priority.  There  has  been  less  pres- 
sure to  cut  timber.  Just  as  recent  as 
1990.  we  were  up  almost  to  12  million 
board  feet,  now  we  are  down  to  4.  But 
these  roads  are  there  and  we  have  to 
take  care  of  them.  The  gentleman's 
amendment  takes  the  money  out  of  the 
reconstruction  account. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  would  yield  further,  he  is 
saying  this  bill  does  not  mandate  the 
harvest,  as  some  of  the  bills  in  the 
1980's  mandated  the  harvest  of  an 
amount  that  was  over  and  above  the 
professionals.  That  is  a  positive  aspect 
of  this  bill.  But  I  obviously  contend  in 
my  amendment  the  priorities  are  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Reclaiming  my  time,  I 
would  hope  that  Members  would  oppose 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REGULA.  I  jrield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  and 
reluctantly  oppose  this  amendment. 
The  reason  I  am  opposing  it  is  that  this 
cut  of  forest  road  money  will  result,  by 
an  estimate  from  the  Forest  Service,  in 
a  billion  board  feet  reduction  in  the 
timber  harvest  program,  our  timber 
sale  program.  We  only  have  4.9.  It  is 
dramatically  lower  than  it  was  histori- 
cally. 

So  if  we  take  this  money  out  of  the 
roads,  there  is  a  corresponding  reduc- 
tion in  timber  sales.  When  you  have 
that  corresponding  reduction  in  timber 
sales,  it  reduces  the  revenues  to  the 
Government  and  to  local  communities. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Regula)  has 
expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Vento,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Regula  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  REGULA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  this 
would  result  in  a  reduction  of  a  billion 
feet  of  harvest,  that  means  in  essence 
we  are  subsidizing.  If  we  were  not  put- 
ting the  money  in,  that  means  tho~« 
sales  would  not  be  sustained  by  their 
own  credits,  by  their  own  revenue. 
That  means  that  we  are  then  subsidiz- 
ing one-fourth  of  the  timber  in  this 
bUl.  If  the  Forest  Service  numbers  are 
correct,    that    is   what    that   literally 


14684 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


June  19.  1996 


means,  is  that  we  are  subsidizing  it,  be- 
cause you  cannot  harvest  it  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the  dollars  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations. 

So  that  I  think  is  a  pretty  good  mes- 
sage to  the  timber  industry  that  we  ex- 
pect them  to  carry  their  own  weight, 
we  do  not  expect  taxpayers,  if  we  do 
not  have  break-even  sales.  I  think  with 
timber  prices  up  and  other  factors,  we 
ought  to  get  off  the  subsidy  in  terms  of 
these  roads.  We  ought  to  at  least  make 
these  programs  pay  for  themselves.  I 
do  not  think  it  is  the  recreation  user 
that  is  the  problem  here. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REGULA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  one  point 
I  will  make  is  you  have  to  judge  the 
sales  on  a  sales-by-sales  basis.  In  most 
of  the  sales  we  are  making  money,  and 
without  the  roads,  you  cannot  do  the 
sales.  So  I  do  not  see  where  there  is  a 
sobsidv  &t  &11 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  move  to  strike  the  last 
word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  again  I  would  like  to 
point  out  in  the  area  of  subsidy,  if  you 
order  a  table  to  Minnesota,  the  gen- 
tleman did,  or  if  you  bought  it  at  an 
auction,  and  at  that  auction  they  said. 
all  right,  you  are  getting  the  table  for 
SlOO  and  we  will  ship  it,  or  you  can  pay 
at  S90  and  we  will  pay  the  shipping  cost 
of  SIO.  It  is  the  same  thing  when  we  are 
talking  about  giving  credits  for  timber 
roads,  there  is  no  subsidy. 

We  get  the  highest  bid  for  the  timber. 
If  the  credit  was  not  given  for  the  road, 
then  the  timber  bid  would  be  lower  to 
include  the  road.  The  Forest  Service 
wants  the  road  built  to  their  specifica- 
tions, and  that  is  why  they  give  a  cred- 
it for  it.  So  there  is  no  subsidy  to  the 
timber  industry.  It  is  a  credit  that  is 
given  when  the  road  is  built. 

Now,  let  me  go  on  to  the  second 
thing  where  you  can  see  by  this  chart 
the  enormous  drop  in  forest  products. 
In  fact,  the  Sierra  Club,  which  the  gen- 
tleman speaks  out  for  many  times, 
wants  no  cutting  in  our  national  for- 
ests. Now,  if  we  cut,  if  we  stop  all  cut- 
ting in  our  national  forests,  and  we 
have  almost  done  that  because  we  are 
down  to  about  20  percent  of  our  na- 
tional forests  now  that  can  be  consid- 
ered for  harvest,  that  is  an 
antienvironmental  position.  I  have  not 
yet  been  able  to  persuade  my  friends  on 
the  right  of  that,  all  of  them. 

But  take  this  podium,  it  is  made  out 
of  wood.  We  can  make  it  out  of  wood  or 
plastic  or  metal.  If  we  make  it  out  of 
the  renewable  resource  of  wood,  it  is 
much  easier  to  make,  takes  less  energy 
to  make,  it  is  easily  recyclable.  If  we 
make  it  out  of  plastic,  then  we  have  to 
fight  to  get  the  oil  out  of  the  Middle 
East.  We  have  to  spill  it  two  or  three 
times  on  the  way.  It  is  more  toxic  in 
the  manufacturing  process  and  it  is 


harder  to  recycle.  That  is  saying  noth- 
ing against  plastic,  because  plastics  are 
going  to  be  needed.  I  am  just  saying  if 
you  start  limiting  your  options,  the 
same  thing  with  metal,  it  takes  8  times 
more  energy  to  produce  a  table  with 
metal  than  it  does  with  wood.  It  is 
much  harder  to  recycle. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  at  a  section  of 
choices.  If  we  follow  the  leadership  of 
these  folks  who  want  all  timber  har- 
vests stopped  in  the  national  forest  and 
certainly  if  we  do  away  with  credits  for 
roads,  if  we  do  away  with  any  types  of 
work  with  the  Forest  Service,  because 
that  is  where  a  large  portion  of  the 
timber  is  in  the  forest,  which  is  dif- 
ferent from  the  national  parks  part, 
then  we  are  going  to  create  fau-  more 
environmental  problems  than  we  have 
solved  in  that  manner. 

n  1930 

Second,  I  would  just  say  one  other 
thing.  If  you  look  at  our  chart  to  the 
left,  today  we  get  three-quarters  of  a 
billion  dollars  of  our  reforestation, 
which  contributes  enormously  to  forest 
health,  from  the  timber  funds,  the  $3 
billion  that  we  take  in  saving  timber. 
Our  States  and  local  communities  get 
almost  51  billion  to  operate  their 
schools  primarily  and  for  their  local 
uses  that  would  have  to  be  made  up  by 
the  American  taxpayer.  We  have  S134 
million  in  erosion  control  and  other 
programs  that  would  have  to  come  out 
of  the  taxpayers"  pocket,  and  many 
other  parts  of  improvements  in  our  for- 
est that  come  from  the  S3  billion  we 
take  in  from  the  timber  sale  program, 
plus  we  provide  lumber  for  houses  that 
would  have  to  come  from  sensitive 
areas  like  the  rain  forest  and  other 
parts  of  the  world. 

We  are  provided  with  one  of  the  best 
managed  forests  in  the  world  and  we 
have  the  best  technical  science  in  the 
world.  So  if  we  stop  harvesting  the  na- 
tional forest,  we  are  going  to  have  a 
forest  health  problem  and  going  to 
have  an  economic  and  environmental 
disaster  because  of  the  jobs  lost  and  be- 
cause of  the  damage  we  do  to  the  envi- 
ronment, having  to  use  substitute  fi- 
nite products  rather  than  renewable 
products. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appre- 
ciate the  gentleman  jrieldlng  and  his 
continued  effort  to  get  me  to  see  things 
his  way.  As  a  biologist,  I  try  to  get  the 
gentleman  to  see  things  my  way  as 
well. 

I  believe  that  these  programs  ought 
to  stand  on  their  own.  The  fact  is  you 
go  to  that  auction  house,  you  do  not 
start  off  with  the  Government  giving 
you  an  extra  $164  million  in  order  to 
build  the  roads. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  reclaiming  my  time,  what 


you  are  saying  is  the  roads  are  built  to 
government  specifications.  They  either 
give  you  the  credit  for  building  the 
roads,  or  your  bid  is  going  to  be  lower 
because  you  are  only  going  to  pay  a 
certain  amount  for  that  product. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  first  of 
all.  they  may  be  built  to  government 
specifications,  but  there  is  a  variety  of 
reasons  for  that  in  terms  of  what  hap- 
pens with  the  rain  and  what  happens 
with  the  erosion  and  other  factors. 

The  other  issue  is  we  do  not  pay  for 
the  restoration,  the  closure  of  the  road. 
We  do  not  pay  for  the  maintenance  of 
the  road  with  that  timber  harvest.  Why 
are  we  putting  money  here  if  these  ac- 
tivities do  not  pay  for  themselves?  Is  it 
not  time  to  make  tough  choices? 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  reclaiming  my  time,  does 
the  gentleman  recognize  that  a  great 
portion  of  the  recreation  that  people  go 
to  fish,  hunt,  camp  or  picnic,  they  go 
to  those  areas  on  roads  built  under  the 
program,  as  well  as  a  great  portion  of 
our  trails? 

Mr.  VENTO.  I  do  not  think  379,000 
miles  of  it. 

Mr.  NETHERCUTT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  try  to  persuade 
my  friend  from  Minnesota  one  more 
time.  I  think  the  focus  of  this  debate 
has  been  on  timber  harvesting  and  tim- 
ber harvesting  road  construction.  I 
think  the  gentleman  should  understand 
that  roads  in  the  national  forests  are 
used  by  millions  of  Americans.  They 
allow  them  access  to  over  121,000  miles 
of  hiking  trials,  96  wild  and  scenic  riv- 
ers. 120  scenic  byways,  397  designated 
scenic  wilderness  areas,  over  18.000  rec- 
reational facilities,  including  boat 
ramps,  campgrounds,  and  picnic  areas. 
That  is  the  use  of  roads  in  national  for- 
ests. 

They  provide  not  only  access  for 
recreation,  but  for  wildlife  and  fish- 
eries projects,  for  fire  protection,  and 
for  monitoring  water  quality.  People 
have  to  get  into  these  forests  and  un- 
derstand what  the  water  quality  is. 
They  provide  for  many  other  aspects  of 
ecosystem  management.  For  timber 
harvesting,  certainly,  but  roads  are 
really  a  necessary  tool  for  environ- 
mental management  in  the  national 
forests. 

As  with  regard  to  the  amount  of 
roads  we  are  building  versus  those  we 
are  eliminating,  in  1994  the  Forest 
Service  permanently  closed,  ripped  up, 
restored,  almost  2,300  miles  among 
needed  roads  to  productive  forest  land, 
as  I  said,  in  1994,  but  they  built  only  519 
miles.  So  we  have  a  net  loss  of  roads  of 
1,780  miles  in  1994.  That  happened  also 
in  1995  and  1996. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  they  only  have 
378.000  miles  of  road  left.  We  are  very 
concerned  about  it. 
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Mr.  NETHERCUTT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
reclaiming  my  time.  I  understand  that. 
But  there  is  a  reason  we  have  those 
roads.  It  is  not  just  to  rape  the  land 
and  hurt  the  forest:  it  is  to  get  people 
into  the  recreation  areas  and  the 
places  they  are  entitled  to  be  in  this 
area.  What  we  are  doing  is  increasing 
the  road  construction  a  very,  very  lit- 
tle amount  for  1997. 

I  really  think  it  is  shortsighted  to 
just  say  all  roads  are  bad  and  we  have 
to  eliminate  roads  and  put  the  money 
someplace  else.  I  think  it  makes  sense 
to  do  this. 

Mr.  VENTO.  If  the  gentleman  will 
srield  further,  my  amendment  cuts  $28 
million  out  of  this  account  of  $164  mil- 
lion. I  would  just  read  from  page  74  of 
your  conunittee  report.  "The  commit- 
tee recommends  $97  million  for  road 
construction  areas.  S2  million  above 
the  1996  act.  This  includes  $59  million 
for  timber  roads  and  $26  million  for 
recreation." 

So  apparently  you  recognize  the  dif- 
ference in  this  report.  You  can  see  the 
disparity.  It  is  not  as  though  there  is  a 
denial  of  the  facts.  In  other  words,  you 
do  articulate  that.  And  $12  million  for 
general  purpose  roads.  So  the  bulk  of 
this  money,  $50  million  set  aside  again 
for  road  credits,  timber  harvest  gives 
us  $164  million  total.  It  is  clear  that  is 
articulated.  This  is  for  the  subsidy  in 
terms  of  what  goes  on  in  terms  of  tim- 
ber harvest.  That  is  the  point  here. 

Mr.  NETHERCUTT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
reclaiming  my  time.  I  understand  the 
gentleman's  point.  Really,  one  cannot 
just  specify  only  timber  roads  as  being 
bad.  I  think  there  are  road  systems  in 
this  great  land  of  ours  that  are  very 
valuable  to  the  use  of  Americans, 
whether  it  is  timber  harvesting,  recre- 
ation or  other  reasons.  It  is  a  good 
thing  we  are  fixing  some  of  these  roads, 
they  are  in  disrepair.  We  are  trsring  to 
use  this  money  for  proper,  not  im- 
proper, purposes,  and  we  ought  to  re- 
ject this  amendment.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  do  so. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  Vento  amendment.  The  fact 
of  the  matter  is,  we  are  sitting  here 
with  somewhere  in  excess  of  350,000  to 
370,000  miles  of  roads  in  our  forests, 
and  we  claim  that  we  have  closed  2.300, 
and  we  have  built  500  miles  in  the  last 
year.  And  600  years  from  now  perhaps 
we  will  have  closed  those  roads.  All  of 
those  roads  should  not  be  closed,  but 
let  us  not  pretend  by  a  huge  amount  of 
money  currently  being  spent  is  being 
spent  on  road  closure,  and  let  us  not 
pretend  that  all  of  this  money  all  of  a 
sudden  is  here  for  the  purposes  of 
recreation. 

In  fact,  there  is  a  line  item  within 
the  bill  that  provides  $26  million  for 
recreation  roads.  Not  8dl  of  the  roads 
that  are  built  in  the  forest  are  nec- 


essary for  hunting  and  fishing,  because 
in  fact  if  you  come  with  me  to  the  Sier- 
ras, if  you  four-wheel  across  the  Sier- 
ras, you  have  roads  that  are  50  or  60 
yau"ds  from  one  another.  Not  all  these 
roads  are  in  fact  necessary. 

But  what  we  have  is  a  situation 
where  if  you  want  to  buy  timber  from 
the  Federal  Government,  the  Govern- 
ment says,  "Come  in  and  get  it:  we  will 
build  you  the  roads  or  give  you  a  credit 
for  building  the  roads."  That  program 
is  costing  us  $109  million  a  year. 

Now,  if  you  are  a  private  landowner 
and  you  have  500  acres  or  1,000  acres  or 
whatever  to  sell  of  timber,  the  person 
who  buys  the  timber  comes  in  and 
builds  the  road.  The  gentleman  fi-om 
North  Carolina  might  be  right  that 
they  deduct  that  from  the  price  of  the 
timber,  so  that  is  the  real  value  of  the 
timber. 

We  are  like  the  auction  house  that 
says,  "You  can  either  pay  $100  or  $90. 
Do  you  want  us  to  ship  it  or  not?"  We 
say,  "Pay  us  $90  and  we  will  pay  to  ship 
it."  That  is  what  is  not  fair  about  this. 

What  you  do  not  have  is  you  do  not 
have  reflection  of  the  real  value  of  tim- 
ber, because  you  have  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment subsidizing  the  activity  to  ex- 
tract it.  Even  if  we  provide  a  credit  or 
we  build  the  road,  the  fact  is  that  20 
and  30  years  later  we  are  maintaining 
those  roads.  So  the  cost  of  that  timber 
far  exceeds  and  continues  far  beyond 
the  harvest  of  that  timber. 

So  that  is  why  we  find  ourselves 
stuck  with  more  than  $1  billion  to  log 
these  forests  over  the  last  several  years 
than  the  timber  sales  brought  in.  And 
what  does  that  mean?  That  means  that 
as  this  committee  struggled  to  meet 
the  demands  of  the  National  Park  Sjrs- 
tem  in  this  country,  they  fell  $23  mil- 
lion short.  As  they  struggled  to  repair 
the  elevator  in  the  Washington  Monu- 
ment, as  they  struggled  to  do  health 
and  safety  repair  work  at  some  of  our 
parks,  as  they  tried  to  provide  a  trans- 
portation system  and  all  that,  they 
still  fell  $23  million  short. 

Let  us  not  pretend  that  there  is  an 
eqiuvalency  here  about  the  mainte- 
nance and  the  care  of  these  national 
parks  and  these  forest  roads.  There 
simply  is  not.  We  had  that  fight  last 
session  when  we  had  a  park  commis- 
sion bill  on  this  floor.  I  was  a  supporter 
of  that.  That  was  one  of  the  worst  bi- 
partisan drubbings  we  had.  Why?  Be- 
cause the  American  public  sent  a  mes- 
sage to  every  member  of  this  Congress, 
except  me,  I  guess,  and  a  few  others, 
that  somehow  they  did  not  even  want 
to  consider  the  closure  or  the  recon- 
stitution  of  those  parks  and  monu- 
ments. What  they  want  us  to  do  is  have 
them  open  and  available  and  put  forth 
in  first  class  shape. 

We  cannot  report  to  the  American 
public  this  summer  that  that  is  the 
condition  of  our  national  parks.  In 
California  and  elsewhere,  we  have 
campgrounds  that  are  closed,  we  have 


campgrounds  that  are  not  accessible, 
we  have  repairs  that  are  not  made,  we 
have  bridges  that  are  not  safe,  and  we 
have  trails  that  are  unsafe  for  families 
to  walk  in  those  national  parks. 

That  is  not  to  pit  the  national  parks 
against  the  national  forests,  because 
that  is  not  fair,  because  in  many  areas 
they  serve  essentially  the  same  pur- 
pose. But  the  suggestion  that  somehow 
all  of  this  money  is  really  there  so  that 
we  can  keep  the  national  forest  open 
for  hvmting.  fishing  and  recreation, 
just  is  not  the  case. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is,  what  we 
have  here  is  a  very  substantial  subsidy 
that  does  not  exist  in  the  private  sec- 
tor in  the  timber  world.  It  does  not 
exist  in  terms  of  providing  us  a  true  re- 
flection of  the  real  cost  of  these  timber 
sales,  and  that  is  why  the  GAO  and 
others  have  come  to  us  time  and  time 
again  and  talked  about  the  loss  of  reve- 
nues for  the  taxpayers  in  the  presen- 
tation of  this. 

We  can  better  use  that  money  in  an 
area  of  much  higher  priority  for  the 
people  of  this  Nation,  and  that  is  to 
present  to  them  their  parks  in  the  sea- 
sons that  they  use  them  in  first  class 
shape  for  the  use  by  them  and  their 
families. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Mil- 
ler] has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Vento,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Miller  of 
California  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2 
additional  mdnutes.) 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  gentleman  made  a  state- 
ment that  we  take  in  $1  billion  less 
than  it  costs  in  the  Forest  Service  in 
our  timber  program.  Is  the  gentleman 
familiar  with  the  GAO  report  that  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Yates]  re- 
quested that  said  we  take  in  roughly  $3 
billion,  and  it  costs  $1.25  billion  to  pre- 
pare the  sale  and  administer  the  forest, 
which  gives  us  a  $2.7  billion  profit?  So. 
$1  billion  goes  to  State  governments, 
and  $1  billion  then  goes  for  forest 
health,  reforestation,  erosion,  and  so 
forth. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, reclaiming  my  time,  those  i)ay- 
ments  to  the  State  government  under 
our  budgeting  procedures  are  not  con- 
sidered a  cost  to  the  program.  I  appre- 
ciate that.  If  you  say  that  is  not  a  cost 
and  you  take  it  off  the  books,  then  you 
are  numing  a  surplus. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  The 
cost  is  $1.25  billion  according  to  GAO. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  That  is 
not  an  allocated  cost. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  I  srield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appre- 
ciate the  gentleman  yielding,  because 
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it  is  the  same  GAO  study  on  page  1 
that  suggests  that  we  collect  $3  billion, 
we  distribute  S2.7  billion  under  law,  or 
90  percent  of  it  goes  back  out,  but  it 
costs  $1.3  billion  for  administering  it. 
So  the  end  result  is  that  we  have  an 
outlay  of  $4  billion  that  takes  place 
and  an  influx  of  $3  billion.  So  it  costs 
us  $1  billion  in  the  2  years  to  admin- 
ister the  programs  from  1992  to  1994. 
You  have  a  $1  billion  net  loss.  This  is 
part  of  it  right  here. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, reclaiming  my  time,  the  point  is 
we  can  continue  that  loss  or  we  can 
make  up  a  shortfall.  This  deals  with 
the  national  parks,  this  deals  with  the 
presentation  of  these  national  parks, 
this  deals  with  the  experience  that  our 
constituents  and  their  families  expect 
when  they  go  to  those  parks. 

In  our  Committee  on  Natural  Re- 
sources we  constantly  listen  to  the 
concerns  about  the  backlogrs  in  mainte- 
nance and  effort,  and  people  constantly 
are  coming  to  our  committee  and  pass- 
ing authorizations  for  this  program 
and  handing  it  off  to  you  and  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations.  That  is  why 
there  is  a  shortfall.  But  nobody  consid- 
ered that  when  they  asked  us  to  pass 
those  bills  and  expand  those  parks  and 
participate  in  that. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Mil- 
ler] has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Regula,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Miller  of 
California  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2 
additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  firom  Ohio. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  cou- 
ple of  things.  I  would  like  to  give  the 
gentleman  a  gentle  reminder  that  for 
40  out  of  the  last  41  years,  the  budget 
has  been  controlled  by  his  party,  and  if 
there  is  a  $4  billion  backlog,  I  believe 
that  that  accrued  during  the  time  that 
his  party  was  in  charge. 

The  second  point  I  would  make  is 
that  the  president  of  his  party  re- 
quested $366  million  for  repairs  and  re- 
construction of  the  parks.  We  put  in 
$369  million.  In  other  words,  we  put  in 
$3  million  more  than  the  president  re- 
quested. Whsr?  Because  we  believe,  and 
we  agree  with  the  gentleman,  repairs 
and  maintenance  of  the  parks,  all  the 
functions  of  these  agencies,  is  vitally 
important.  We  have  tried  to  take  care 
of  that  and  address  that  problem.  I  just 
want  to  get  the  facts  out  on  this. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, reclaiming  my  time,  it  is  not 
about  denying  those  facts.  That  is  a 
historical  record.  As  we  see  on  this 
floor,  we  have  had  historically  very 
strong  bipartisan  support  for  roads  in 
the  forest.  That  is  how  the  parks  have 
suffered. 

a  1945 

Because  as  your  committee  has  had 
its  allocation  and  it  has  had  to  diwy  it 


up,  the  forest  interests  have  been  here 
with  their  special  interest  hands  out 
and  they  have  garnered  most  of  the 
money,  and  the  parks  have  fallen  fur- 
ther and  further  behind,  and  we  have 
listened  to  this  in  our  committees. 

It  is  not  a  question  of  which  party  is 
in  power  or  not,  it  is  a  question  of 
whether  we  will  meet  our  obligation  to 
the  parks.  And  try  as  the  gentleman 
might,  we  were  still  unable  to  meet  our 
obligations  in  terms  of  the  construc- 
tion requests  necessary  for  the  mainte- 
nance of  these  parks.  And  I  do  not  fault 
the  gentleman,  but  I  think  it  is  a  ques- 
tion, £is  we  started  out  this  afternoon, 
and  it  seems  like  3  days  ago  that  we 
started  talking  about  setting  prior- 
ities. We  are  suggesting  this  is  a  higher 
priority  to  the  American  public  than 
the  continuation  of  these  roads  in  the 
forests  would  be  to  in  fact  provide  for 
the  proper  maintenance  of  roads  and 
other  facilities  inside  of  the  national 
parks. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  not  only  for 
his  comments  but  for  all  his  hard  work 
and  for  making  all  these  horrible  and 
terrible  and  tough  decisions. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Vento]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  demand 
a  recorded  vote,  and  pending  that.  I 
make  a  point  of  order  that  a  quonmi  is 
not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  455.  further  proceedings  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Vento] 
will  be  postponed. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 

Are  there  further  amendments  to 
title  I? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  Mnj^ER  OF 
CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  wUl  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  MILLER  of  Cali- 
fornia: In  the  Item  relating  to  the  DEPART- 
MENT OF  THE  rNTERIOR-Natlonal  fark 
Service-National  Recreation  and  Preserva- 
tion, Insert  "(Increased  by  $10,000,000)'"  after 
the  dollar  amount. 

In  the  item  relating  to  DEPARTMENT  OF 
ENERGY-Fossll  Energy  Research  and  Devel- 
opment, Insert  "(reduced  by  $10,000,000)" 
after  the  dollar  amount. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  10  minutes  and  that 
the  time  be  equally  divided. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, reserving  the  right  to  object,  can 


we  do  15  minutes?  I  may  not  use  it,  but 
I  do  not  have  any  idea.  I  had  other  re- 
quests for  time  and  I  do  not  know  if 
Members  will  be  here  or  not. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  with- 
draw my  unanimous-consent  request 
and  make  a  unanimous-consent  request 
that  all  debate  on  this  amendment  and 
all  amendments  thereto  close  in  15 
minutes  and  that  the  time  be  equally 
divided. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio? 

There  was  not  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Miller]  will  be 
recognized  for  7V4  minutes  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Regula]  will  be 
recognized  for  7Vi  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Miller]. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  jrield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume,  and  I  want  to  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  his  consideration. 

For  the  second  time  in  a  row,  the 
committee  has  recommended  zero 
funding  of  the  urban  parks  and  reha- 
bilitation program.  As  a  result,  once 
again  we  are  seeing  a  long  backlog  of 
restoring  the  deteriorating  urban 
recreation  facilities  and  that  backlog 
will  continue  to  grow. 

In  1995,  there  were  almost  200  appli- 
cations filed  for  this  inexpensive  but 
important  program.  Failure  to  provide 
any  funding  for  the  urban  parks  pro- 
gram is  unacceptable  at  a  time  when 
after-school  recreational  opportunities 
for  millions  of  children  have  dis- 
appeared from  our  cities  and  suburban 
communities.  We  know  the  hours  of  3 
to  6  p.m.  now  are  some  of  the  most 
dangerous  times  not  only  for  our  chil- 
dren, but  for  our  neighborhoods  and  for 
our  families.  The  prime  hours  for  gang 
activities,  crime  and  violence  are  when 
children  axe  without  school,  parental 
supervision,  or  constructive  opportuni- 
ties. 

A  Carnegie  task  force  report  entitled 
"A  Matter  of  Time"  found  that,  other 
than  infancy,  the  period  of  early  ado- 
lescence is  the  most  critically  impor- 
tant time  for  the  development  because 
so  much  physical,  social,  emotional, 
and  moral  development  is  compressed 
into  such  a  short  period  of  time  with 
our  adolescents. 

The  National  Urban  League  just  re- 
cently reported  that  the  hours  from  3 
to  6  p.m.  is  the  peak  time  for  violent 
youth  crime  and  sexual  activity  among 
adolescents.  Parents  throughout  this 
Nation  are  rightly  concerned  that  dur- 
ing these  critical  hours  of  each  day 
while  these  parents  are  working,  and 
working  out  of  necessity,  their  chil- 
dren have  nowhere  to  play,  nowhere  to 
receive  instruction,  nowhere  to  learn 
proper  values  and  behavior. 

All  of  us  can  hearken  back  in  my 
generation  to  the  time  when  we  had 
after-school       recreation       programs, 
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where  we  had  city  recreation  programs, 
where  we  would  go  to  the  ball  field  or 
go  to  the  arts  center  and  do  these  pro- 
grams. We  could  all  hesurken  back  to 
people  who  helped  us,  coaches  and  men- 
tors and  people  who  talked  to  us  about 
life,  talked  to  us  about  sportsmanship, 
talked  to  us  about  cooperation.  The  fa- 
cilities to  provide  that  in  many  of  our 
urban  areas  has  fallen  into  disrepair. 

What  this  program  is  is  a  program  of 
partnership  where  the  cities  put  up  30 
percent  of  the  money  and  make  appli- 
cation to  the  Federal  Government  to 
reclaim,  to  reconstruct,  to  repair  many 
of  the  recreational  facilities  that  are  in 
their  communities.  The  communities 
that  have  made  application  are  from 
the  entire  spectrum  across  the  land- 
scape. They  are  small  towns,  they  are 
small  cities,  they  are  large  urban 
areas,  they  are  paxts  of  counties  that 
are  seeking  this  kind  of  effort. 

This  effort,  when  we  presented  it  2 
years  ago  to  the  Congress,  was  ap- 
proved overwhelmingly.  It  was  ap- 
proved overwhelmingly  on  a  bipartisan 
basis.  It  was  approved  because  it  had 
the  interest  of  the  private  sector,  it 
had  the  support  of  m^jor  league  base- 
ball, it  had  the  supiwrt  of  the  MBA,  it 
had  the  support  of  the  sporting  goods 
manufacturers,  and  it  had  the  support 
of  law  enforcement  agencies.  It  had  the 
support  of  many  of  the  agencies,  of 
nonprofits.  Boys  Clubs  and  Girls  Clubs, 
the  Girl  Scouts  and  Boy  Scouts,  other 
agencies  that  provide  these  services. 
Big  Brothers  and  Big  Sisters  to  the 
young  people  of  this  country. 

We  see  these  crisis  hours  in  our  com- 
munity growing.  We  see  them  growing 
in  concerns  among  parents,  parents 
who  unfortunately,  because  of  eco- 
nomic need,  are  not  able  to  be  home  in 
their  communities  after  hours.  They 
are  not  able  to  be  there  to  supervise 
their  children. 

They  are  looking  for  alternatives.  We 
see  national  summit  after  national 
summit.  We  have  seen  discussions  be- 
tween the  President  and  young  people, 
between  congressional  leaders  and 
young  people,  and  always  we  get  back 
to  the  fact  there  is  not  much  to  do. 
When  we  couple  that  with  what  we  now 
see  in  the  crime  statistics,  this  pro- 
gram is  a  small  but  important  and  ef- 
fective effort  to  try  and  to  change  the 
destiny  of  these  young  people  and  to 
reclaim  these  facilities.  That  is  why 
this  program  has  received  such  over- 
whelming support. 

This  is  not  just  about  big  rec- 
reational facilities  in  a  few  big  cities. 
These  cities  run  from  Hialeah,  FL;  Peo- 
ria, IL;  Kokomo,  IN;  Lynn,  MA;  Grand 
Rapids,  MI;  Kalamazoo.  MI;  Pough- 
keepsie.  NY;  Marietta,  OH;  Chat- 
tanooga. TN;  Bellingham.  WA,  and 
when  I  have  the  handout,  the  list  goes 
on  and  on  and  on. 

What  are  these  cities  asking  for? 
They  are  asking  for  this  Federal  Gov- 
ernment to  serve  a  partner  and  a  cata- 


lyst because,  in  fact,  this  is  the  money 
around  which  an  additional  effort  can 
be  organized  to  try  to  reclaim  our  com- 
munities and  our  neighborhoods. 

This  is  part  of  the  war  on  crime.  This 
is  part  of  the  war  on  drugs.  This  is  a 
part  of  the  socialization  of  our  young 
people.  This  is  a  part  of  getting  our 
young  people  to  appreciate  teamwork, 
participation,  and  constructive  engage- 
ment with  others.  This  is  a  part  of 
transmitting  values  from  adult  popu- 
lations to  an  adolescent  population. 
This  is  a  part  of  one  generation,  an 
older  group  of  people,  mentoring  and 
coaching  a  younger  group  of  people, 
about  building  teams,  about  building 
communities,  about  building  volunteer 
spirit. 

These  are  grants.  These  grants  do  not 
keep  these  facilities  open.  These  grants 
allow  us  to  reclaim  them,  the  disuse, 
the  lack  of  repair  and  turn  them  into  a 
catalyst  for  community  action,  for 
community  organization  and  for  youth 
activities. 

So  I  would  hope  that  what  we  are 
asking  is  that  we  would  take  $10  mil- 
lion out  of  the  fossil  fuel  accounts,  and 
many  Members  who  voted  against 
those  early  amendments  have  sug- 
gested to  me  that  they  will  vote  to  sup- 
port this  amendment.  This  in  only  4 
percent  of  that  account,  but  the  multi- 
plier effect  of  these  projects  that  have 
been  submitted  from  every  State 
across  the  Nation,  the  multiplier  effect 
far  exceeds,  far  exceeds  that  small 
amount  of  money  and  its  contribution 
to  the  fossil  fuel  accounts. 

We  have  heard  the  arguments  about 
the  fossil  fuel  account.  We  are  at  a 
time  when  that  industry  clearly  has 
the  ability  to  shoulder  an  additional 
burden.  Make  no  misunderstanding 
about  it,  this  is  an  American  priority. 
This  is  about  our  streets,  our  neighbor- 
hoods, our  children  and  our  families. 
This  is  about  where  we  live,  it  is  about 
where  our  constituents  live. 

A  woman  said  to  me  the  other  day  in 
a  town  hall  meeting.  I  am  so  afraid  of 
my  neighborhood,  an  elderly  woman. 
She  said.  Because  they  are  home,  but 
their  parents  are  not  home.  There  is  no 
nowhere  for  these  children  to  go.  That 
is  when  the  trouble  starts. 

That  is  what  the  urban  parks  and 
recreation  program  is  about.  That  is 
what  was  recognized  by  the  private  sec- 
tor, who  joined  in  their  support,  and  by 
the  sports  organizations  and  by  the  po- 
lice organizations  as  they  joined  in 
their  support  for  this  effort,  as  well  as 
many  of  the  oldest  nonprofit  service 
organizations  that  have  supported  our 
children  throughout  the  history  of  this 
Nation. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment,  and  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  those  are  nice  sound- 
ing words.  I  was  interested  when  the 
gentleman  said  he  had  overwhelming 
support.  His  overwhelming  support 
does  not  include  his  President.  In  the 
Presidents  budget  he  made  absolutely 
no  request  for  money  for  this  program. 
His  overwhelming  support  did  not  in- 
clude the  former  chairman  of  this  sub- 
committee, the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois [Mr.  Yates]. 

In  1995.  the  last  time  Mr.  Yates 
served  as  chairman,  there  was  no 
money  put  in  this  program,  because 
even  he  recognized  that  these  parks  are 
a  local  responsibility.  Our  responsibil- 
ities are  with  the  national  parks.  And 
with  369  units,  we  have  our  hands  full. 

Let  me  point  out  that  the  State 
parks,  the  local  parks,  the  tennis 
courts,  the  swimming  pools  are  a  local 
responsibility. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REGULA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  our  recol- 
lection is  that  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois [Mr.  Yates]  put  money  into  the 
bill  but  it  was  rescinded  by  the  new 
Congress.  I  think  that  is  the  history 
here. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time.  I  believe  the  gen- 
tleman is  correct,  we  did  rescind  the 
fiscal  year  1995  funds,  but  in  1990  and 
1993  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Yates]  had  zero  funding. 

Mr.  DICKS.  But,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  would  continue  to  yield,  Mr. 
Yates  has  been  a  strong  supporter  of 
this. 

Mr.  REGULA.  I  understand  that,  but 
the  point  I  am  making  is  that  while  he 
was  a  strong  supporter  in  recognizing 
the  priorities  in  several  of  those  years, 
he  decided  that  we  did  not  have  ade- 
quate money  and  that  we  should  first 
of  all  take  care  of  our  national  parks, 
and  that  is  the  point  I  would  make. 
And.  again,  the  President  did  not  put  it 
in  his  budget. 

These  are  local  responsibilities.  It  is 
nice  to  do  if  we  have  plenty  of  money. 
We  do  not  have  plenty  of  money,  and  I 
do  not  think  that  we  should  trade  the 
fact  that  under  the  fossil  research  pro- 
gram we  can  protect  our  jobs,  energy 
dependent  jobs  and  that  we  can  protect 
the  clean  air  programs  that  result  firom 
that.  We  can  protect  our  energy  inde- 
pendence. 

We  should  not  trade  that  off  for  local 
tennis  courts,  and  that  is  exactly  what 
this  amendment  does.  It  says  let  us 
take  money  out  of  a  program  that  has 
already  had  a  14-percent  cut  and  add  it 
to  taking  care  of  local  responsibilities. 
Nice  to  do,  nobody  quarrels  with  that, 
but  it  is  not  the  responsibility  in  this 
bill  to  meet  those  needs. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
strongly  oppose  this  amendment  be- 
cause I  think  that  we  need  to  malntAin 
our  fossil  energy  research  program.  I 
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think  that  we  need  to  let  the  local 
communities  understand  that  it  is 
their  responsibility  to  build  the  tennis 
courts,  to  build  the  swimming  pools,  to 
do  the  local  parks.  I  hope  that  my  col- 
leagTies  will  vote  against  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  yield  myself  the  balance  of  my 
time,  and  in  30  seconds  I  would  say 
that  I  always  knew  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  was  never  a  rubber  stamp  for  our 
President,  but  let  me  just  say  that  in 
this  budget  we  do  an  awful  lot  for  local 
communities,  because  the  forest  mon- 
ies we  talked  about  earlier  go  to 
schools  and  public  maintenance  out 
west. 

We  may  not  want  to  talk  about  that 
in  the  rest  of  the  country,  but  the  fact 
of  the  matter  is  this  entire  budget 
deals  with  local  governments  and  we 
can  choose.  This  is  a  priority.  The  gen- 
tleman may  not  like  this  priority,  but 
this  is  a  priority  of  the  American  peo- 
ple because  this  is  about  their  neigh- 
borhoods and  about  crime. 

All  of  the  evidence  is  starting  to 
emerge  that  these  are  facilities  that 
our  neighborhoods  need.  That  is  why 
this  program  is  Included  in  the  crime 
bill,  too.  The  gentleman  might  have 
voted  against  that,  but  the  fact  of  the 
matter  is  that  is  what  the  police  chiefs 
and  others  have  said  they  wanted  in 
their  arsenal  to  fight  crime  and  to 
work  with  young  people.  I  would  hope 
the  gentleman  would  take  this  and  sup- 
port this  amendment. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  srield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume, 
and  I  would  just  point  out  that  this  is 
an  authorizing  problem  and  I  think  the 
authorizing  committee  should  deal 
with  it.  We  have  a  responsibility  to 
deal  with  the  national  parks  and  we 
have  a  responsibility  to  deal  with  the 
needs  of  fossil  energy  research.  We 
have  done  that  to  the  best  of  our  abil- 
ity in  a  very  balanced  way. 

D  2000 

I  think  this  amendment,  while  it  is  a 
nice  thing  to  do,  is  not  an  appropriate 
response  given  the  priorities  that  we 
have  had,  judgments  we  have  had  to 
make  in  this  bill.  I  hope  my  colleagues 
would  oppose  this  along  with  these 
other  amendments  because  we  have  a 
balance.  Let  us  not  change  that.  It  Is 
not  in  the  best  interests  of  the  people 
of  this  Nation  to  do  so. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  sup- 
port of  the  Miller  amendment  which  will  reduce 
Federal  assistance  for  the  fossil  energy  indus- 
try to  help  fund  parks  in  urban  areas  through 
the  National  Park  Service's  National  Recre- 
ation and  Preservation  Program. 

As  the  representative  of  an  urban  area  in 
Connectkxit,  there  are  few  greater  needs  then 
maintaining  and  Improving  parks.  Parks  bene- 
fit everyone  in  the  community,  but  most  of  all, 
it  benefits  our  chiMren.  Ours  is  a  time  that 


forces  young  people  to  confront  adult  prob- 
lems at  earlier  ages.  That's  why  ifs  so  impor- 
tant that  we  give  our  children  park  space  to 
have  fund  and  enjoy  childhood  in  a  safe, 
dean,  and  secure  setting. 

Many,  many  Connecticut  parents  in  my  con- 
gressional district  have  expressed  to  me  the 
No.  1  challenge  they  face  is  having  someplace 
where  their  kids  can  go  after  school.  Parents 
need  to  know  that  their  kids  have  someplace 
safe  to  go  to.  They  need  to  know  that  their 
children  are  not  out  somewhere  getting  into 
trouble.  Paries  offer  children  the  opportunity  to 
have  good  clean  fun  and  they  give  parents  the 
peace  of  mind  that  their  kids  are  okay. 

But  this  bill  contains  no  funding  for  urban 
paries.  Zero.  Nothing.  What  message  are  we 
sending  to  the  hardworking  parents  in  this 
country  when  we  deny  them  this  one  small  op- 
portunity to  do  something  positive  atx}ut  one 
of  their  greatest  fears? 

The  Miller  amendment  is  a  responsible  ef- 
fort to  respond  to  the  concerns  of  America's 
hard-pressed  parents.  For  the  modest  funding 
level  of  SIO  million,  we  will  provide  commu- 
nities the  opportunity  to  help  families  cope 
with  the  day-to-day  pressures  that  besiege 
them. 

Mr.  Speaker,  many  families  in  this  country 
are  woridng  harder  and  harder  to  make  less 
and  less.  Barely  getting  by  has  replaced  the 
American  dream  as  the  daily  preoccupation.  A 
two-income  household  was  a  rarity  just  a  gen- 
eration ago,  and  now  it  is  the  norm.  These 
families  have  to  keep  up  with  the  pressures  of 
the  job  and  raising  the  kids,  it's  about  time 
they  got  a  break. 

Investing  in  paries  is  but  a  small  step  to  give 
them  that  break.  Let's  provide  our  commu- 
nities with  safe  and  dean  parks  for  the  kids  of 
our  urt^an  families  to  go.  And  let's  give  Ameri- 
ca's parents  a  little  peace  of  mind. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for  the  Miller 
amendment. 

Mr.  FOGLIETTA.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  the  Miller  amendment  to  re- 
store funding  for  the  urt>an  park  program.  It 
helps  us  achieve  two  goals.  First,  we  can  help 
revitalize  and  strengthen  economkally  dis- 
tressed communities  making  them  more  pleas- 
ant places  to  live.  At  the  same  time,  we  can 
reduce  urtjan  crime  by  giving  our  city  youth  al- 
ternatives to  crime,  drugs,  and  gangs. 

When  Phoenix  basketball  courts  and  other 
recreation  fadlities  are  kept  open  in  the  sum- 
mer nxmths  until  2  a.m.,  police  calls  reporting 
juvenile  crime  drop  by  as  much  as  55  percent. 
When  the  gyms  start  dosing  earty  in  the  fall, 
the  crime  rate  goes  up  again.  MkJnight  recre- 
atk>n  programs  range  from  basketball  to  swim- 
ming and  have  over  170,000  partidpants, 
costing  an  average  of  60  cents  per  youth. 

In  Fort  Myers,  FL,  juvenile  arrests  have 
dropped  by  28  percent  since  1990  w\nen  the 
city  began  STARS— Success  Through  Aca- 
demks  and  Recreational  Support  for  young 
adolescents. 

In  my  own  district  in  Philadelphia,  police 
launched  a  program  to  help  neighborhood  vol- 
unteers dean  up  vacant  lots  and  plant  gar- 
dens, and  burglaries  and  thefts  in  the  prednct 
dropped  by  an  astounding  90  percent  from  40 
crimes  per  month  to  an  average  of  4  per 
month.  The  small  investment  that  Mr.  Miller 
has  requested — SIO  million — can  bring  such 
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dividends,  bringing  green  to   neighborhoods 
and  reducing  crime. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  "yes"  on  the 
Miller  amendment. 

Mr.  OLVER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support 
of  the  Miller  amendment  to  restore  funding  for 
the  Parie  Service's  National  Recreation  and 
Preservation  Program. 

This  program  offers  urban  families  brief  ref- 
uge from  the  scenic  pollution  of  urtsan  blight, 
temporary  refuge  from  the  degradation  of  job- 
lessness, and  temporary  refuge  from  the  fear 
of  stray  bullets. 

To  many  of  the  millions  residing  in  urban 
centers,  Yellowstone  is  a  million  miles  away — 
the  Grand  Canyon — a  place  they  once  saw  in 
a  film  strip  in  elementary  school.  But  the  urtjan 
park,  the  ideal  of  visionaries  like  Edward 
Olmstead,  is  a  place  where  urtjan  dwellers 
can  find  some  open  space  to  throw  a  fnsbee, 
ride  a  bike,  or  just  feed  the  pigeons. 

Some  of  our  urban  paries  even  offer  pools 
for  families  to  get  away  from  their  non-air-con- 
ditioned apartments  and  cool  off  a  bit.  They're 
the  places  where  the  likes  of  a  future  Michael 
Jordan  or  Marcus  Camby  learn  to  play  basket- 
ball. Where  the  Mo  Vaughns  hit  their  first 
home  mns. 

The  funding  in  this  amendment  provkles 
grants  for  renovation  of  urt)an  recreation  cen- 
ters. Many  of  these  fadlities  are  in  such  pexjr 
shape  that  they  endanger  kids'  safety  and 
health. 

These  grants  help  repair,  reconstruct,  and 
rehabilitate  these  facilities  so  that  they  can  re- 
main open  to  the  public. 

In  the  past  these  grants  have  provkfed 
recreation  for  the  disabled,  repaired  swimming 
pools,  resurtaced  tennis  and  tjasketball  courts, 
purchased  picnic  tables,  created  arts  and 
crafts  areas,  fitness  trails,  and  t>ocd  courts  for 
seniors. 

I  urge  you  to  support  the  Miller  amendment. 
If  you  choose  to  vote  against  urban  parks,  and 
cite  the  quest  for  a  balanced  budget  as  your 
reason,  just  keep  in  mind  the  vote  last  week 
when  this  body  gave  the  Defense  Department 
S1 1  billion  more  than  requested. 

If  you  choose  to  vote  against  this  amend- 
ment, you  will  certainly  know  why  the  swim- 
ming pool  wont  be  open  this  year — and  why 
the  water  fountain  will  remain  out  of  order. 

Support  the  Miller  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Miller]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ai>- 
peared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  demand  a  recorded  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  455,  further  proceedings  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Miller] 
will  be  postponed. 

Mr.  WALSH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  clarify 
a  point  in  the  report  language  of  the 
bill. 

The  report  language  on  the  Codes  and 
Standards  program  would  require  the 
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Department  of  Energy  to  achieve  con- 
sensus between  interested  parties  be- 
fore proceeding  with  any  rulemaking, 
including  those  mandated  by  the  En- 
ergy Policy  Act  of  1992. 

As  Members  know.  DOE  has  worked 
long  and  hard  with  manufacturers  this 
year  to  rethink  and  revamp  Its  process 
for  promulgating  rules  to  allow  much 
greater  industry  input  into  rule- 
making. The  process  improvement  ef- 
forts will  soon  come  to  fruition. 

I  am  concerned  that  a  strict  interpre- 
tation of  consensus  conveys  to  any 
company,  organization  or  interested 
individual  the  right  to  veto  any  pro- 
posed standard,  even  if  DOE  has  gone 
the  extra  mile  to  address  industry  con- 
cerns or  even  if  there  is  a  broad  indus- 
try acceptance  of  the  proposal. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  does  consensus 
mean  in  this  context? 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WALSH.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  consen- 
sus in  this  case  means  that  all  partici- 
pating parties  need  to  be  involved  in 
the  rulemaking  process.  We  are  trying 
to  hold  the  department's  feet  to  the 
fire  to  follow  through  on  Its  process 
improvement  efforts  and  then  to  con- 
scientiously avoid  repeating  mistakes 
It  has  made  in  the  past. 

Some  of  these  have  included  not  pay- 
ing enough  attention  to  ways  in  which 
the  burden  on  manufacturers  can  be 
eased,  failing  to  incorporate  real  world 
market  information  into  their  eco- 
nomic analsrsis  and  taking  inordinately 
long  amounts  of  time  to  issue  stand- 
ards. 

Our  goal  Is  to  make  sure  that  DOE 
solicits  and  seeks  to  address  the  con- 
cerns of  manufacturers  which  then 
have  to  live  with  these  standards  while 
successfully  complying  with  the  law. 

Mr.  WALSH.  Mr.  Chairman,  can  we 
clarify  the  language  in  conference  to 
reflect  the  requirement  for  consensus 
is  not  just  a  rephrasing  of  the  morato- 
rium that  we  had  last  year  but  a  stand- 
ard of  rigor  which  will  be  expected  of 
DOE  in  future  rulemakings? 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  continue  to  yield.  I 
look  forward  to  working  with  the  gen- 
tleman to  achieve  clarification  of  this 
report  language  in  conference  with  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  WALSH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  RICHARDSON 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
offer  an  amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Richardson: 

On  page  15 

Under  the  item  "National  Park  Service", 
under  the  Item  "operation  of  the  national 
PARK  SYSTEM",  after  the  3d  dollar  amount  in- 
sert "(Increased  by  515,579.000)". 

On  page  SO 

In  the  Item  relating  to  Related  Agen- 
cies—Department     of     Agriculture— Forest 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


14689 


Service — Reconstruction  and  Construction, 
Insert  "(reduced  by  S20.000.000)"  after  the 
first  dollar  amount. 

Mr.  RICHARDSON  (during  the  read- 
ing). Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  Mexico? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  10  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio? 

Mr.  OBEY.  Reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject, Mr.  Chairman,  what  is  the  re- 
quest? 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield. 

Mr.  OBEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio? 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
the  debate  be  limited  to  10  minutes. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  reluc- 
tant to  object,  but  given  the  fact  that 
this  involves  taking  money  out  of 
roads.  I  do  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
my  amendment  increases  funding  by 
S15  million  for  our  national  parks.  It 
basically  makes  it  the  same  level  as 
what  the  Clinton  administration  re- 
quested for  the  national  parks.  Let  me 
just  state  that  I  am  taking  these  funds 
from  Forest  Service  roads  and  not  from 
fossil  energy  research,  as  was  stated  or 
printed  in  some  document. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  is  an  Increase 
not  an  increase?  When  you  add  up  the 
funds  being  appropriated  to  directly 
support  our  national  parks.  The  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  has  made  it  a 
point  to  trumpet  that  there  is  a  3-per- 
cent across-the-board  increase  for 
parks.  Members  should  be  aware  that 
providing  only  a  S-percent  increase  will 
mean  our  national  parks  will  have  less 
money  in  which  to  operate  in  fiscal 
year  1997  than  they  had  in  fiscal  year 
1996.  Why?  Because  the  3  percent  does 
not  even  cover  such  basic  operational 
costs  as  the  pay  and  retirement  cost 
Increases,  inflation,  and  uncon- 
trollables. 

In  addition,  the  bill  cuts  back  on  the 
amounts  the  National  Park  Service  re- 
quested for  resource  stewardship,  visi- 
tor services,  maintenance,  and  park 
support,  leaving  the  individual  parks 
to  pick  up  the  costs  that  would  other- 
wise be  covered  by  these  progrrams. 

When  it  comes  to  our  national  parks, 
we  can  and  should  do  more.  The  Rich- 
ardson amendment  funds  the  addi- 
tional S15.5  million  the  administration 
requested  In  operational  increases  for 
individual  national  parks.  Again,  what 
my  amendment  does  is  simply  raises 
the  amoimt  S15  million  to  conform 
with  what  the  Clinton  administration 
requested  for  this  fiscal  year. 


These  are  the  nuts  and  bolts  funds  for 
our  national  parks  and  not  the  bells 
and  whistles. 

The  Richardson  amendment  is  only  a 
small  down  payment  on  what  is  needed 
for  our  national  pxarks.  The  amendment 
funds  the  rangers,  the  interpreters,  the 
camp  grounds,  and  the  trails.  The  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  may  say  that 
we  cannot  afford  this,  but  I  find  it  in- 
teresting that  they  found  the  money  to 
earmark  from  park  funds  $650,000  for 
Lackawanna  County.  PA.  S200.000  for  a 
study  of  the  Robert  Russa  Morton  High 
School  in  Virginia,  and  $100,000  for  a 
Gterman-American  cultural  center. 
Americans  expect  our  national  parks 
to  be  a  funding  priority. 

I  think  funding  our  national  parks  is 
a  higher  priority  than  spending  over 
$164  million  to  build  more  Forest  Serv- 
ice roads.  Again.  I  am  not  decimating 
the  road  programs  for  forests.  It  is  a 
$15  million  decrease  that  would  be 
moved  to  the  national  parks. 

There  are  already  a  quarter  of  a  mil- 
lion miles  of  forest  roads.  We  can  and 
should  take  a  small  portion  of  these 
funds  to  make  sure  that  our  national 
parks  are  better  cared  for. 

Mr.  Chairman,  over  the  last  year  in 
the  authorizing  conmiittee  and  in  the 
appropriating  committees  and  in  the 
media  and  in  the  public  there  has  been 
a  debate  about  our  national  parks.  No. 
1.  everybody  agrees  that  they  are  Im- 
portant and  that  they  are  national 
treasures.  But  everybody  agrees  that 
they  are  not  being  funded  properly, 
that  there  is  crime  In  some  areas,  that 
there  Is  not  enough  money  for  law  en- 
forcement in  our  parks.  We  do  not  have 
enough  for  park  housing,  for  Rangers 
to  maintain  many  of  these  jewels. 
Without  necessarily  going  Into  the  de- 
bate we  had  on  a  bill  that  was  called 
the  park  closure  bill,  apart  from  that, 
I  think  the  very  least  we  should  do  Is 
fund  the  parks  to  what  the  administra- 
tion requested. 

This  is  not  going  to  be  enough.  There 
are  already  proposals  on  the  table  to 
raise  money  for  the  parks  through  in- 
creased fees.  There  is  also  a  proposal,  a 
creative  proposal  the  National  Park 
Foundation  has  initiated  which  would 
fund  from  partnerships  between  the 
public  and  private  sector  some  of  the 
parks.  But  in  the  meantime,  it  just 
strikes  me  that  we  should  move  these 
funds  from  Forest  Service  roads.  There 
is  already  a  lot  of  timber  harvesting 
going  on.  We  have  got  a  whole  system 
of  roads  being  built. 

The  budget  is  a  healthy  one  for  For- 
est Service  roads.  Let  us  just  move  the 
$15  million.  We  are  not  talking  about 
changing  a  lot  of  operations  that  are 
existing,  move  them  into  the  parks. 
Our  parks  need  the  money.  We  keep 
having  these  debates  that  we  are  not 
funding  the  parks  properly. 

What  my  amendment  is  simply 
doing,  again,  it  is  funding  the  national 
parks  at  the  level   requested  by   the 
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Clinton  administration.  It  is  not 
enough,  obviously.  We  have  had  stories 
everywhere  where  in  each  State,  in 
each  region  of  the  country  that  some- 
how our  parks  are  not  getting  the  right 
funding. 

There  is  not  enough  money  for  main- 
tenance. The  parks  are  overcrowded. 
We  have  got  260  million  Americans  vis- 
iting the  parks  again.  Let  us  support 
the  Richardson  amendment  which  just 
beings  the  money  for  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration request.  It  is  not  coming 
out  of  fossil  energy  as  was  originally 
printed. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  heard  this 
song  before.  It  sounds  very  attractive. 
We  are  going  to  take  the  money  out  of 
the  roads,  put  it  in  the  parks.  We 
talked  about  260  million  visitors  in  the 
parks.  Let  me  point  out,  once  again, 
that  the  Forest  Service  gets  twice, 
double,  twice  the  visitor  days  of  the 
Park  Service.  So  if  we  are  talking 
about  providing  recreation  for  the  peo- 
ple of  the  United  States,  it  is  vitally 
important  that  we  have  adequate,  safe 
roads  so  they  have  access  to  these  rec- 
reational opportunities. 

I  think  that  it  is  not  a  good  use  of 
the  resources  available  to  us  to  deci- 
mate the  road  program  in  order  to  put 
more  money  in  the  parks. 

Let  me  point  out  we  have  put  an  ad- 
ditional S55  million  in  the  parks.  This 
money  that  is  being  subjected  to  being 
moved  is  for  reconstruction  of  roads. 
Why  reconstruction?  Because  if  we  do 
not  reconstruct  these  roads,  you  get  a 
washing  effect,  grullies  that  end  up 
silting  up  the  streams.  It  has  an  ad- 
verse environmental  impact  on  the 
streams,  on  the  fishing,  on  the  rec- 
reational opportunities.  I  think  it  is 
just  a  poor  use  of  our  resources  to 
make  this  kind  of  a  transfer. 

I  have  to  say  that  we  in  the  sub- 
committee listened  carefully  to  the 
priorities  of  the  various  agencies.  The 
Members  collectively  made  judgments 
as  to  what  represented  a  fair  balance 
among  the  various  needs  that  con- 
fronted us.  We  gave  the  parks  a  lot 
more  money  because  there  is  heavy 
usage. 

But  also,  we  gave  money,  provided 
money  to  reconstruct  these  roads  that 
are  absolutely  essential  to  the  recre- 
ation opportunities  of  millions  and 
millions  of  Americans.  I  think  it  would 
be  a  mistake  in  judgment  now  at  this 
point  somehow  to  reduce  the  environ- 
mental protection  of  our  streams  that 
results  from  reconstructing  the  roauis 
and  also  limiting  the  recreational  op- 
portunities of  the  300  million  people 
that  visit  the  national  forests. 

I  hope  that  my  colleagues  would  vote 
"no"  on  this  amendment.  Let  us  keep 
this  delicately  crafted  balance  that  we 
have  between  the  Forest  Service  and 
the  parks  and  between  the  parks  and 
Fish  and  Wildlife  and  the  other  agen- 
cies. 


Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word,  and  I  rise  in  sup- 
port of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  good  amend- 
ment that  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Richardson]  has 
offered.  Even  if  you  took  both  the 
Vento  amendment  and  this  amend- 
ment, you  would  still  have  $12  million 
in  road  construction  and  maintenance 
money  for  the  Forest  Service  in  this 
budget.  The  fact  is  that  this  then 
would  meet  the  request  of  the  adminis- 
tration in  terms  of  construction  and 
would  meet  the  request  of  the  adminis- 
tration in  terms  of  operation. 

If  you  want  to  argue,  if  you  want  to 
meet  the  needs  of  the  Park  Service,  I 
think  the  people's  parks  should  have  a 
priority  over  these  subsidies  that  we 
are  providing  in  terms  of  the  timber 
harvest,  in  terms  of  that  they  are  only 
doing  restoration  work.  In  fact  we 
ought  to  have  no  money  in  this  bill  for 
new  road  construction.  We  should  in- 
sist that  the  Forest  Service  sales  actu- 
ally pay  for  themselves,  that  the  bid 
prices  ought  to  be  adequate. 

K  someone  is  cutting  timber  on  pri- 
vate land,  they  do  not  get  a  Govern- 
ment subsidy  to  build  roads  to  that 
particular  timber.  They  have  to  pay  for 
it  out  of  the  receipts  that  they  get  in 
terms  of  the  timber.  Why  should  we 
treat  our  national  forests  any  different 
than  that?  We  should  in  other  words  be 
dealing  with  it  on  the  basis  of  dollars 
and  cents.  The  fact  is  that  there  are  in- 
numerable t3T)es  of  assistance  and  sub- 
sidy in  terms  of  management  of  those 
forests. 

The  dollars  for  recreation  are  sepa- 
rate dollars  in  this  Forest  Service 
budget  for  recreation  roads,  for  admin- 
istrative roads.  We  are  talking  about 
the  pure  subsidy  that  goes  to  the  tim- 
ber, to  the  sales,  to  the  timber  harvests 
that  are  given  in  credits.  The  fact  is  we 
have  379,000  miles  of  road  in  the  for- 
ests. 

D  2015 

That  is  not  for  recreation;  that  is  for 
harvesting  the  timber,  and  the  fact  is 
that  those  roads  represent  a  tremen- 
dous liability.  They  are  destroying  our 
watersheds  in  these  national  forests. 
They  obviously  represent  a  great 
threat  to  the  quality.  We  ought  to  be 
spending  the  dollars,  we  need  to  spend 
money  because  past  congresses  insisted 
on  constructing  these  roads,  not  taking 
care  of  them,  and  then  requiring  res- 
toration dollars  in  addition  to  that 
that  we  have  to  pay  for  it  today. 

That  is  why  we  have  got  nearly 
400.000  miles  of  these  roads,  because  no- 
body paid  attention  to  what  is  going 
on.  It  was  just  put  in  the  roads,  cut  the 
timber  and  not  worry  about  it,  and 
that  is  the  same  attitude  that  is  per- 
sisting in  spending  these  types  of  dol- 
lars. We  have  got  to  hold  these  timber 
companies  and  the  way  that  they  treat 
these  forests  accoimtable,  and  we  are 


not  doing  that.  We  are  just  sajring  to 
do  it  on  a  basis. 

We  do  not  cut  all  the  money  out  of 
here  for  roads  and  construction.  In 
fact,  we  leave  S125  million,  and,  as  my 
colleagues  know,  many  would  argue  it 
all  ought  to  come  out.  But  we  got  to 
send  a  message  here.  We  got  to  send  a 
message  that  the  people's  parks  come 
first,  that  they  come  first  in  terms  of 
the  construction  and  maintenance 
needs  that  they  have,  that  they  come 
first  in  terms  of  operation.  If  we  do  not 
pay  for  operation,  for  the  interpreters, 
for  the  Park  Service  people,  we  cannot 
keep  them  safe. 

We  had  a  terrible  incident  that  oc- 
curred here  in  terms  of  the  Blue  Ridge 
Parkway  on  the  Appalachian  Trail, 
where  a  constituent  or  person  from  my 
State  was  victimized,  and  others,  and 
so  I  think  we  have  got  to  make  more 
certain  that  these  areas  are  as  safe  as 
possible.  We  have  got  to  have  these  dol- 
lars in  place,  and  we  do  not  have  them 
today. 

We  do  not  have  them  today,  and  we 
can  do  it.  We  can  do  it  by  changing  and 
sending  a  message  and  letting  these 
timber  industry  folks  pay  for  their  own 
roads  by  funding  the  operation  of  the 
parks,  by  funding  the  construction  of 
the  needs  we  have.  We  simply  have  to 
address  this. 

We  need  to  send  a  message  tonight  by 
voting  for  the  Richardson  amendment 
and  voting  for  the  Vento  amendment. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  colleagues,  I  hope 
we  could  be  clear  about  what  we  are 
talking  about  in  this  situation,  both 
with  this  amendment  and  also  with  the 
earlier  amendment  by  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Vento],  because 
by  transferring  money  from  the  Forest 
Service  construction  and  reconstruc- 
tion account  into  the  Park  Service  we 
are  effectively,  and  perhaps  this  is  an 
unintended  consequence,  turning  our 
Federal  forest  lands  into  Federal  park 
lands,  and  in  our  part  of  the  world  we 
do  not  need  more  park  land.  We  have 
hundreds  and  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
acres  that  are  permanently  preserved 
in  the  Federal  and  State  park  system 
of  the  California  north  coast.  We  have 
literally  thousands  of  acres  that  are 
permanently  preserved  and  are  off  lim- 
its firom  any  timber  harvesting  of  any 
kind. 

So  we  like  to  believe  that  our  Fed- 
eral forest  lands  in  northern  California 
are  important,  important  for  providing 
a  resource  and  a  timber  commodity 
that  is  used  by  virtually  every  Amer- 
ican, and  certainly  important  in  terms 
of  providing  jobs  in  our  home  districts. 

Now  let  me  just  tell  my  colleagues  a 
little  bit  about  timber  jobs,  since  we  so 
easily  shift  the  focus  in  our  debate  on 
this  floor  from  jobs  to  other  issues.  But 
in  terms  of  what  we  are  talking  about 
in  terms  of  jobs,  between  1989  and  1994 
we  have  )iad  223  mills  closed,  timber 
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mills  in  the  Pacific  Northwest.  Forty- 
two  of  those  mills  axe  in  my  district 
and  that  of  my  neighbor  to  the  east, 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Herger].  That  means  that  we  have  lost 
nearly  20,000  jobs  in  our  timber  indus- 
try, and  that  does  not  count  the  indi- 
rect jobs,  the  service  and  support  jobs, 
that  we  have  also  lost.  And  colleagues, 
this  is  catastrophic  for  us  that  rep- 
resent these  communities,  a  point  we 
were  trying  to  make  earlier  today  in 
the  debate  on  the  Dicks  amendment. 
Since  1994,  these  conmiunities  have 
been  decimated. 

Now  I  also  want  to  point  out  to  my 
colleagues  that  during  the  years  since 
the  listing  of  the  spotted  owl  in  the 
Clinton-Gore  option,  the  so-called 
northwest  forest  plan,  these  entire 
communities  have  been  devastated,  and 
we  have  yet  to  demonstrate,  and  I  defy 
anybody  here  tonight,  we  have  yet  to 
demonstrate  that  any  of  the  pain  and 
suffering  has  been  necessary  or  has  had 
any  measurable  benefit  for  the  spotted 
owl.  Here  is  why  I  am  particularly  con- 
cerned and  why  I  say  that  this  transfer 
would  have  the  effect  of  turning  these 
productive  forest  lands  into  Federal 
park  land. 

This  is  all  part  of  a  recent  extremist 
trend  in  the  so-called  mainstream  envi- 
ronmental movement  in  this  country. 
Just  a  few  months  ago  the  Sierra  Club, 
by  a  vote  of  2  to  1  of  its  membership, 
voted  to  ban  all  logging  on  Federal  for- 
est lands.  So  I  ask  how  long  until  the 
extremists  openly  call  for  a  total  ban 
on  timber  harvesting  on  Federal  forest 
lands?  That  is  why  we  are  worried 
when  there  is  an  attempt  to  transfer 
money  out  of  the  construction  and  re- 
construction accoimts  of  the  Forest 
Service. 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RIGGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
just  want  to  point  out  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Riggs] 
that  we  are  not  giving  the  Park  Serv- 
ice money  to  purchase  new  parks.  What 
we  are  doing  is  simply  fimding  existing 
parks.  I  just  want  to  make  that  abso- 
lutely clear. 

And  we  are  not  talking  about  deci- 
mating the  Forest  Service  sjrstem.  We 
are  talking  about  $15  million.  It  simply 
moves  the  Park  Service  request  to 
what  the  administration,  the  Clinton 
administration,  requested.  But  it  is  for 
funding  of  individual  parks,  not  pur- 
chasing new  parks. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
ask  the  gentleman,  does  he  support  the 
position  that  was  recently  taken  by 
the  Sierra  Club? 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  No,  I  do  not. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  In  favor  of  an  outright 
ban  on  all  logging  on  Federal  forest 
lands 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  No,  I  do  not. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  A  position  so  extreme, 
that  says  we  should  not  even  harvest  a 
dead,  dying,  or  diseased  tree? 
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Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Not  at  all.  I  have 
substantial  timber  harvesting  in  my 
State.  No,  I  do  not  support  that. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
going  to  conclude  by  saying  I  am  very 
concerned  about  these  amendments  be- 
cause again  I  think  they  reflect  an  en- 
vironmental policy  direction  in  the 
Federal  Government  that  is  a  very  real 
threat  to  our  way  of  life  in  northern 
California.  I  hope  my  colleague  can  un- 
derstand because  this  is  very  sincere, 
and  it  is  from  the  heart,  why  those  of 
us  believe  that  this  administration, 
backed  by  its  democratic  allies  in  the 
Congress,  is  still  waging  a  war  on  the 
West,  and  we  want  it  to  stop.  It  has 
been  too  much. 

The  survival  of  our  way  of  life  de- 
pends on  developing  sound  environ- 
mentaJ  laws  that  are  based  on  soimd 
science  and  protect  private  property 
rights,  and  I  personally  am  going  to 
continue  to  fight  for  those  kind  of 
changes.  I  am  going  to  oppose  this 
amendment  and  the  amendment  by  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Vento]. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RIGGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  ■^TENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
want  to  assure  the  gentleman  that, 
first  of  all,  I  do  not  look  for  a  banning 
of  all  timber  harvest,  and  this  is  based 
more  on  economics  than  it  is  based  on 
anything  else.  The  fact  is  that  I  imder- 
stand  the  gentleman's  need  for  jobs  and 
employment  in  this  area,  but  I  think, 
as  my  colleagues  know,  the  jobs  and 
dollars  that  are  spent  in  the  Park  Serv- 
ice also  produce  jobs.  The  dollars  spent 
in  the  Park  Service  also  produce  eco- 
nomic activity.  It  is  a  question  of  what 
these  dollars  subsidize. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Richard- 
son]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  455,  further  proceedings  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Richard- 
son] will  be  postponed. 

If  there  are  no  other  amendments  to 
title  I,  the  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

TITLE  n— RELATED  AGENCIES 

DEPARTMEKT  of  AGRICULTXniE 

FOREST  SERVICE 

FOREST  A.VD  RANGELAND  RESEARCH 

For  necessary  expenses  of  forest  and  range- 
land  research  as  authorized  oy  law. 
S179.000.000,  to  remain  available  oncil  Sep- 
tember 30.  1998:  Provided.  That  unobligated 
and  unexpended  balances  remaining  In  this 
account  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1996  shall  be 
merged  with  and  made  a  part  of  the  fiscal 
year  1997  Forest  and  Rangeland  Research  ap- 
Itroprlation. 
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Mr.  SCHAEFER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  make  a  point  of 
order  on  page  61  of  title  n. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  entertaining  a  point  of  order  on  page 
61? 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  what  was 
the  unanimous-consent  request? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Colorado  asked  unanimous  con- 
sent to  transact  a  point  of  order  on 
page  61  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object.  Mr.  Chairman,  could  the  gen- 
tleman from  Colorado  tell  us  what  the 
point  of  order  is? 

Mr.  SCHAEFER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado. 

Mr.  SCHAEFER.  Mr.  Chairman,  yes. 
I  would  be  very  pleased  to. 

Page  61,  beginning  on  line  2  and  end- 
ing on  page  61  line  11,  based  on  the 
ground  that  such  provision  would  con- 
stitute legislation  in  an  appropriation 
bill  in  violation  of  rule  XXI.  clause  2, 
of  the  rules  of  the  House. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  not 
there  yet. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Washington  still  reserve  his  right 
to  object? 

Mr.  DICKS.  This  has  not  been  cleared 
with  us.  I  would  have  to  object  at  this 
point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

STATE  AND  PRIVATE  FORESTRY 

For  necessary  expenses  of  cooperating 
with,  and  providing  technical  and  financial 
assistance  to  States.  Territories,  posses- 
sions, and  others  and  for  forest  pest  manage- 
ment activities,  cooperative  forestry  and 
education  and  land  conservation  activities, 
S148.8S4.000  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended, as  authorized  by  law. 

national  forest  ststem 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Forest  Serv- 
ice, not  otherwise  provided  for.  for  manage- 
ment, protection.  Improvement,  and  utilixa- 
tlon  of  the  National  Forest  System,  for  eco- 
system planning  inventory,  and  monitoring, 
and  for  administrative  expenses  associated 
With  the  management  of  funds  provided 
under  the  heads  "Forest  and  Rangeland  Re- 
search," "State  and  Private  Forestry."  "Na- 
tional Forest  System,"  "Wlldland  Fire 
Management,"  "Reconstruction  and  Con- 
struction," and  "Land  Acquisition." 
S1.2S9,057.000  to  remain  available  for  obliga- 
tion until  September  30.  1998.  and  including 
50  per  centum  of  all  monies  received  during 
the  prior  fiscal  year  as  fees  collected  under 
the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act 
of  1965.  as  amended,  in  accordance  with  sec- 
tion 4  of  the  Act  (16  U.S.C.  4601-6a(i)):  Pro- 
vided. That  unobligated  and  unexpended  bal- 
ances in  the  National  Forest  System  account 
at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1996.  shall  be  merged 
with  and  made  a  part  of  the  fiscal  year  1997 
National  Forest  System  appropriation,  and 
shall  remain  available  for  obligation  until 
September  30.  1998:  Provided  further.  That  up 
to  S5.000.000  of  the  funds  provided  herein  for 
road  maintenance  shall  be  available  for  the 
planned  obliteration  of  roads  which  are  so 
longer  needed. 
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Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  CHAIRMAN,  it  is  my  understand- 
ing that  we  have  rolled  these  votes.  We 
now  have  found,  and  it  is  my  under- 
standing that  we  would  vote  these 
amendments  before  we  go  further  into 
title  II. 

Is  that  correct? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

SEQUENTIAL  VOTES  POSTPONED  IN  COMMITTEE 
OF  THE  WHOLE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  455,  proceedings  will  now 
resume  on  those  amendments  on  which 
further  proceedings  were  postponed  in 
the  following  order:  The  earlier  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Richardson],  amend- 
ment No.  33  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Vento],  amend- 
ment No.  21  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Miller],  and  the 
later  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Richard- 
son]. 

The  Chair  will  reduce  to  5  minutes 
the  time  for  any  electronic  vote  after 
the  first  vote  in  this  series. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  RICHARDSON 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Richard- 
son] on  which  further  proceedings  were 
postponed  and  on  which  noes  prevailed 
by  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  designate  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  Clerk  designated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were  ayes  200,  noes  220, 
not  voting  14,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  254] 
AYES-200 
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AckemuLO 

Andrews 

Baesler 

6&ldaccl 

BarcU 

Barrett  (Wl) 

Bartlett 

Becerra 

Bellenson 

Bentsen 

Bereater 

Berman 

Bllbray 

Bishop 

Blomenauer 

Blute 

Boehlen 

Bonlor 

Brewster 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Burr 

Camp 

Cardln 

Castle 

Chabot 

Clay 


Clayton 

Clement 

Clybum 

Coleman 

Collins  (IL) 

Collins  (MI) 

Condlt 

Conyers 

Commlngs 

delaCaiza 

DeFazlo 

DeLauro 

Dellums 

Deatsch 

Dicks 

DUwell 

Dlzon 

Donett 

En^l 

Ensign 

Esboo 

Evans 

Fan- 

Fattab 

Fawell 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Fllner 

Flake 


Flanagan 

FoglletU 

Foley 

Forbes 

Ford 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frost 

Furse 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gllman 

Gonzalez 

Goodllng 

Gordon 

Green  (TX) 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Gutierrez 

Harman 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hefner 

HlUlard 

Hlnchey 

Horn 

Hoyer 

Isglls 


Jackson  (IL) 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson  (SD) 
Johnston 
Kaslch 
Kelly 

Kennedj-  (MA) 
Kennedy  (RI) 
Klldee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
LaFalce 
Lazlo 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis  (GA) 
LoBlondo 
Lofgren 
Longley 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney 
Man  ton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martini 
Matsul 
McCarthj- 
McDermott 
McKlnney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
MlUender- 
McDonald 


Abercromble 

Allard 

.Archer 

Armey 

Bachus 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Ballenger 

Barr 

Barrett  (NE) 

Barton 

Bass 

Bateman 

BevlU 

BlUrakls 

BlUey 

Boehner 

Bonllla 

Bono 

Borskl 

Boucher 

Browder 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bunn 

Bunnlng 

Burton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Calvert 

Campbell 

Canady 

Chambllss 

Chapman 

Chenoweth 

Chrlstensen 

Chrysler 

Coble 

Cobum 

Collins  (GA) 

Combest 

Cooley 

Costello 

Cox 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cubln 

Cunningham 

Danner 

Davis 

Deal 

DeLay 

Dlaz-Balart 


Miller  (CA) 

Mlnge 

Mink 

Moakley 

Moran 

Morella 

Nadler 

Seal 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Ortiz 

Owens 

Pallone 

Pastor 

Payne (NJ) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Porter 

Qulnn 

Rahall 

Range! 

Reed 

Richardson 

Rivers 

Roemer 

Rose 

Roukema 

Roybal-Allard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sanford 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

NOES— 220 

Dickey 
Dooley 
DooUttle 
Doman 
Doyle 
Dreler 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbln 
Edwards 
Eblers 
Ehrllch 
English 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fowler 
Franks  (CT) 
Frellnghuysen 
Frlsa 

Funderburk 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Geren 
GUchrest 
GUlmor 
Goodlatte 
Goss 
Graham 
Greene  (UT) 
Gutknecht 
Hall  (OH) 
Hall  (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings  (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Helneman 
Herger 
HlUeaiy 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Is  took 
Jackson-Lee 
(TX) 


Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Shays 

Skaggs 

Slaughter 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stupak 

Tanner 

Taylor  (MS) 

Tejeda 

Thompson 

Thurman 

Torklldsen 

Torres 

Towns 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Vlsclosky 

Volkmer 

Walker 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Waxman 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

Williams 

Wilson 

Woolsey 

Yates 

Zlmmer 


Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kanjorskl 

Kaptur 

Kennelly 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Kllnk 

KnoUenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlln 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Llghtfoot 

Llnder 

Llplnskl 

Livingston 

Lucas 

Martinez 

Mascara 

McCoUum 

McCrery 

McHale 

McHugh 

Mclnnls 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Metcalf 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Mollnarl 

MoUohan 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Murtha 

Myers 

MjTlck 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Orton 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Paxon 

Pickett 


Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Portman 

Poshard 

Pryce 

QulUen 

Radanovlch 

Regula 

Rlggs 

Roberts 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Roth 

Royce 

Salmon 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schlff 


Brownback 
dinger 
Emerson 
Fields  (TX) 
Gallegly 


Seastrand 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shuster 

Slslsky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 

Talent 

Tate 

Tajior  (NO 
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Thomas 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

Tlahrt 

Traflcant 

Vucanovlch 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Watts  (OK) 

White 

Whltneld 

Wicker 

Wise 

Wolf 

Wynn 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

Zellff 


NOT  VOTING— 14 

Lantos 
Lincoln 
.McDade 
Payne  (VA) 
Pelosl 


Peterson  (FL) 
Ramstad 
Tauzln 
TorrlcelU 


D  2046 

Mr.  HAMILTON  changed  his  vote 
from  "aye"  to  '"no." 

Messrs.  PETRI,  BENTSEN,  GENE 
GREEN  of  Texas.  MANZULLO,  SMITH 
of  Michigan,  BILBRAY,  BARTLETT  of 
Maryland,  INGLIS  of  South  Carolina. 
TAYLOR  of  Mississippi,  CONDIT,  and 
ORTIZ  changed  their  vote  from  "no" 
to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  VENTO 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Diaz-Balart).  The  pending  business  is 
the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote  on  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Vento]  on  which 
further  proceedings  were  postponed  and 
on  which  the  noes  prevailed  by  voice 
vote. 

The  Clerk  will  redesignate  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  redesignated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  A  re- 
corded vote  has  been  demanded. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  This  is 
a  5-minute  vote. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  178,  noes  242, 
not  voting  14,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  255] 
AYES— 178 


Ackerman 

Andrews 

Baldaccl 

Barrett  (Wl) 

Bartlett 

Becerra 

Bellenson 

Bereuter 

Berman 

Bllbray 

Blllrakls 

Bishop 

Blomenauer 

Blute 

Boehlert 

Bonlor 

Borskl 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 


Brown  (OH) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Campbell 

Cardln 

Chabot 

Chapman 

Chrysler 

Clay 

Clement 

Clybum 

Coleman 

Collins  (ID 

Collins  (MI) 

Conyers 

Coyne 

Cunimlngs 

DeLauro 

Dellums 

Oeutsch 


Dlngell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Durbln 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

Engel 

English 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Farr 

Fattah 

Fields  (LA) 

Fllner 

Flake 

Flanagan 

FogUetu 

Forbes 

Ford 
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Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frellnghuysen 

Frost 

Furse 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gllman 

Gonzalez 

Gordon 

Gutierrez 

Gutknecht 

Harman 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hefley 

HllUard 

Hlnchey 

Horn 

Hoyer 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson.  E.  B. 
Johnston 
Kaptur 
Kennedy  (MA) 
Kennedy  (RI) 
Kennelly 
Klldee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
LaFalce 
Lazlo 
Leach 
Lertn 
Lewis  (GA) 
Llplnskl 
LoBlondo 


Abercromble 

Allard 

Archer 

Armey 

Bachus 

Baesler 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Ballenger 

Barcla 

Barr 

Barrett  (NE) 

Barton 


Bateman 
Bentsen 
BevllI 
BUley 
Boehner 
BonlUa 
Bono 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Bryant  (TN) 
Bunn 
Bunnlng 
Bun- 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Chambllss 
Chenoweth 
Chrlstensen 
Clayton 
Coble 
Cobum 
Collins  (GA) 
Combest 
Condlt 
Cooley 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cubln 


Lofgren 

Lowey 

Luther 

Maloney 

Man  ton 

Markey 

-Martini 

McCarthj- 

McDermott 

McHale 

McKlnney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Meyers 

MUlender- 

McDonald 
Miller  (CA) 
Mlnge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Moran 
Morella 
Nadler 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosl 
Porter 
Portman 
Qulnn 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 

Richardson 
Rivers 
Ros-Lehtlnen 

NOES— 242 

Cunningham 

Danner 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeFazlo 

DeLay 

Dlaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Dooley 

DooUttle 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreler 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Ehrllch 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewlng 

Fawell 

Fazio 

Foley 

Fowler 

Franks  (CT) 

Frlsa 

Funderburk 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Geren 

GUchrest 

GUlmor 

Goodlatte 

Goodllng 

Goss 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

Greene  (UT) 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

HaU  (OH) 

Hall  (TX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Hefner 

Helneman 


Roukema 

Roybal-Allard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Serrano 

Shays 

Skaggs 

Slaughter 

Souder 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Talent 

Tejeda 

Thompson 

Thurman 

Towns 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Vlsclosky 

Walsh 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Waxman 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

Williams 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Yates 

Zlmmer 


Herger 

HUlearj- 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglls 

Istook 

Jacobs 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kanjorskl 

Kaslch 

Kelly 

Kim 

King 

Kingston 

Kllnk 

KnoUenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlln 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Llghtfoot 

Llnder 

Livingston 

Longley 

Lucas 

Manzullo 

Martinez 

Mascara 

Matsul 

McCoUum 

MoCrery 

McHugh 

Mclnnls 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Metcalf 

Mica 

MUler  (FL) 


Mollnarl 

MoUohan 

Montgoraerj- 

Moorhead 

Murtha 

Myers 

Myrlck 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Paxon 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

fnckett 

Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Poshard 

Pryce 

QulUen 

Radanovlch 


Brownback 
dinger 
Emerson 
Fields  (TX) 
Gallegly 


Regula 

Rlggs 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Rose 

Roth 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schlff 

Seastrand 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shuster 

Slslsky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Spence 

Steams 

NOT  VOTIN(3— 14 

Lantos 
Lincoln 
McDade 
Payne  (VA) 
Peterson  (FL) 


Stenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 

Stupak 

Tanner 

Tate 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NC) 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

Tlahrt 

Torklldsen 

Traflcant 

Volkmer 

Vucanovlch 

Walker 

Wamp 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

White 

Whltneld 

Wicker 

WUson 

Wolf 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

Zellff 


Ramstad 
Tauzln 
Torres 
TorrtcelU 


D  2054 

Mr.  FOLEY,  Mrs.  CLAYTON,  and  Mr. 
ROSE  changed  their  vote  from  "aye" 
to  "no." 

Mr.  COYNE  changed  his  vote  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  21  OFFERED  BY  MR.  .MILLER  OF 
CALIFORNIA 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
pending  business  is  the  demand  for  a 
recorded  vote  on  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Mn.T.KR]  on  which  further  proceed- 
ings were  postponed  and  on  which  the 
"noes"  prevailed  by  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  redesignate  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  redesignated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  A  re- 
corded vote  has  been  demanded. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  This 
will  be  a  5-minute  vote. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  199,  noes  223, 
not  voting  12,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  256] 
AYES— 199 


Abercromble 

Ackerman 

Allard 

Andrews 

Baesler 

Baldaccl 

Barcla 

Barrett  (Wl) 

Becerra 

Bellenson 

Bentsen 

Bereuter 

Berman 

Bllbray 

Bishop 


Blumenauer 

Blute 

Boehlert 

Bonlor 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Cardln 

Castle 

Cniabot 

Chapman 

Chrysler 

Clay 

Clayton 


Clement 

Clybum 

Coleman 

Collins  (IL) 

Collins  (MI) 

Condlt 

Conyers 

Cummlngs 

Cunningham 

Danner 

DeFazlo 

DeLauro 

DeUums 

Deutsch 

Dicks 


DlngeU 

Duon 

Doggett 

E:ngel 

Ensign 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Ewlng 

Fan- 

Fattah 

Fawell 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Fllner 

Flake 

Flanagan 

FogUetu 

Foley 

Forbes 

Ford 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Furse 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

Gllman 

Gonzalez 

Goodllng 

Green  (TX) 

Greenwood 

Gutierrez 

Harman 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hlnchey 

Hoke 

Horn 

Hoyer 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson  (SD) 
Johnson.  E.  B. 
Johnston 
Kaptur 
Kaslch 

Kennedy  (MA) 
Kennedy  (RI) 
Kennelly 


Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker  (CA) 
Baker  (LA) 
Ballenger 
Ban- 
Barrett  (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
BevlU 
BUlrakls 
BUley 
Boehner 
BonlUa 
Bono 
Borskl 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Bryant  (TN) 
Bunn 
Bunnlng 
Bun- 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
ChambUss 
Chenoweth 
Chrlstensen 
Coble 
Cobum 
CoUlns  (GA) 
Combest 
Cooley 


Klldee 

Kingston 

Kleczka 

LaFalce 

LaHood 

Lazlo 

Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  (GA) 

Llplnskl 

LoBlondo 

Lofgren 

Lowey 

Luther 

Maloney 

Man  ton 

Markey 

Martinez 

Martini 

Matsul 

McCarthy 

McDermott 

Mclnnls 

McKeon 

McKlnney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Metcalf 

MlUender- 

.McDonald 
Miller  (CA) 
Mlnge 
MlBk 
Moakley 
Moran 
MoreUa 
Nadler 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
OrUz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne  (NJ) 
Pelosl 
Petri 
Porter 
Qulnn 

NOES— 223 

CostcUo 

Cox 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cubln 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeLay 

Dlaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dooley 

DooUttle 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreler 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Durbln 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

Ehrllch 

FnglHh 

Everett 

Fowler 

Franks  (CD 

Frellnghuysen 

Frlsa 

Frost 

Funderburk 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Geren 

GUchrest 

GUlmor 

Goodlatte 

Gordon 

Goss 


Rangel 

Reed 

Richardson 

Rivers 

Roemer 

Ros-Lehtlneo 

Roybal-AlUrd 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sanford 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Shays 

Skaggs 

Skelton 

Slaughter 

Smith  (NJ) 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stokes 

Stadds 

Tuiner 

Taylor  (MS) 

Tejeda 

Thompson 

Torklldsen 

Torres 

Towns 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Vlsclosky 

WaUcer 

Wamp 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NC) 

Waxman 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weller 

wutfleld 

Wilaon 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Tates 

Zlmmer 


Grahajn 

Greene  (UT) 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

HalKOH) 

HalKTX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hastert 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Hefher 

Helneman 

Herger 

HUleary 

HllUard 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Holden 

Hostettler 

Houghton 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Inglls 

Istook 

Johnson  (CT) 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kanjorskl 

Kelly 

Kim 

King 

Kllnk 

Klug 

KnoUenberg 

Kolbe 

lArgent 
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Latliam 

Packard 

Smith  (TX) 

Ensign 

LaFalce 

Rohrabacher 

LaTourette 

Parker 

Smith  (WA) 

Eshoo 

LaHood 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

LaugUm 

Paxon 

Solomon 

Evans 

Lazio 

Rose 

Lewis  (CA) 

Payne  (VA) 

Souder 

Ewing 

Leach 

Roybal-AUard 

Lewis  (KY) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Spence 

Fan- 

Levin 

Rush 

Llghtfoot 

Pickett 

Steams 

Fattah 

Lewis  (GA) 

Sabo 

Linder 

Pombo 

Stenholm 

Fawell 

LoBlondo 

Sanders 

Livingston 

Pomeroy 

Stockman 

Fields  (LA) 

Lofgren 

Sanford 

Lonjley 

Portman 

Stump 

Fllner 

Longley 

Sawyer 

Lucas 

Poshard 

Stupak 

Flake 

Lowey 

Saxton 

Manzullo 

Pryce 

Talent 

Flanagan 

Luther 

Schaefer 

Qiilllen 

Tate 

FogUetta 

Maloney 

Schlff 

McCoUum 

Radanovlch 

Taylor  (NO 

Foley 

Man  ton 

Schroeder 

McCrery 

Rahall 

Thomas 

Forbes 

.Markey 

Schumer 

McHale 

Reeula 

Thomberry 

Ford 

Martini 

Scott 

McHivh 

Rlggs 

Thornton 

Fox 

Matsul 

Sensenbrenner 

Mcintosh 

Roberts 

Thurman 

Frank  (MA) 

McCarthy 

Serrano 

Meyers 

Rogers 

Tlahrt 

Franks  (NJ) 

McDermott 

Shays 

Mica 

Rohrabacher 

Trancant 

Frost 

McHale 

Skaggs 

MlUer  (FL> 

Rose 

Volkmer 

Furse 

Mclnnls 

Slaughter 

Mollnarl 

Roth 

Vucanovlch 

GeJdensoD 

McKlnney 

Souder 

MoUoban 

Roukema 

Walsh 

Gephardt 

McNulty 

Spratt 

Montgomery 

Royce 

Watts  (OK) 

Gibbons 

Meehan 

Stark 

Moorhead 

Salmon 

Weldon  (PA) 

Gllchrest 

Meek 

Stokes 

Murtba 

Scarborough 

White 

Gllman 

Menendez 

Studds 

Myers 

Schaefer 

Wicker 

Gonzalez 

Meyers 

Talent 

Myrlck 

Schlff 

Williams 

Gordon 

MlUender- 

Tejeda 

Nethercatt 

Seastrand 

Wise 

Gutierrez 

McDonald 

Thompson 

Neoinann 

Shadegg 

Wolf 

Harman 

Miller  (CA) 

Thurman 

Key 

Shaw 

Young  (AK) 

Hastings  (FL) 

Mlnge 

Torklldsen 

Norwood 

Shuster 

Y'oung  (FL) 

Hefley 

Mink 

Towns 

Nussle 

Slslsky 

ZellfT 

Hlnchey 

Moakley 

Upton 

Orton 

Skeen 

Horn 

Moran 

Velazquez 

Oxley 

Smith  (MI) 

Hoyer 

Morella 

Vento 

NOT  VOTING— 12 

IngUs 
Jackson  (IL) 

Nadler 
Neal 

Vlsclosky 
Volkmer 

Brownback 

GaUegly 

Peterson  (FL) 

Jackson- Lee 

Giver 

Walsh 

dinger 

Ijintos 

Rams  tad 

(TX) 

Owens 

Ward 

Emerson 

Lincoln 

Tauzln 

Jacobs 

Pallone 

Waters 

Fields  (TX) 

McDade 

TorrtcelU 

Jefferson 

Pastor 

Watt  (NO 

John.son  (SD) 

Payne (NJ) 

Waxman 

D  2103 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Pelosl 

Weldon  (P.\) 

Johnston 

Petri 

Weller 

Mr.  McKKON  and  Mr.  WAMP  changed 

Kaptur 

Pomeroy 

Whltneld 

their  vote  from  '"no"  to  ' 

'aye." 

Kaslch 

Porter 

Williams 

Wilson 

Woolsey 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (.M.A.) 
Kennedy  (RI) 

Portman 

(2ulnn 

Rahall 

The  result  of  the  vote 

was  announced 

Wynn 

as  above  recorded. 

Kennelly 

Rangel 

Yates 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  RICHARDSON 

Klldee 
Kleczka 

Reed 
Richardson 

Zlmmer 

The   CHAIRMAN    pro 

tempore   (Mr. 

Klug 

Rivers 

Diaz-Balart).  The  pending  business  is 

the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote  on  the 

NOES— 218 

amendment  offered  by 

the  gentleman 

Abercromble 

Cox 

Greenwood 

from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Richardson]  on 
which  further  proceedings  were  post- 

Archer 
Armey 
Bachos 

Cramer 

Crane 

Crapo 

Gunderson 
Gntknecht 
Hall  (OH) 

poned  and 

on  which  the 

noes  prevailed 

Baker  (CA) 

Cremeans 

HalKTX) 

by  voice  vote. 

Baker  (LA) 

Cubln 

Hamilton 

The  Clerk  will  designate  the  amend- 

Ballenger 
Barcla 

Cunningham 
Danner 

Hancock 
Hansen 

ment. 

Barr 

Davis 

Hasten 

The    Clerk    designated    the    amend- 

Barrett (NE) 

de  la  Garza 

Hastings  (WA) 

ment. 

Barton 

Deal 

Hayes 

Bass 

DeFazlo 

Hayworth 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Bateman 

DeLay 

Hefner 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  A  re- 

Bentsen 

Dlaz-Balart 

Helneman 

corded  vote  has  been  demanded. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

BevlU 
BlUey 
Boehner 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Dooley 

Herger 

Hllleary 

HlUlard 

The  vote 

was  taken  by  electronic  de- 

BonlUa 

DooUttle 

Hobson 

vice,  and  there  were — ayes  203,  noes  218, 
not  voting  13,  as  follows: 

Bono 

Brewster 

Browder 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreler 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

[RoU  No.  257] 

Bryant  (TN) 

Dunn 

Hostettler 

AYES— 203 

Bttim 
Buimlng 

Durbm 
Edwards 

Houghton 
Hunter 

Ackemum 

Bonier 

Collins  (IL) 

Burr 

Everett 

Hutchinson 

Allard 

Borskl 

ColUns  (MI) 

Burton 

Fazio 

Hyde 

Andrews 

Boucher 

Condlt 

Buyer 

Fowler 

Istook 

Baesler 

Brown  (CA) 

Conyers 

Callahan 

Franks  (CT) 

Johnson  (CT) 

Baldaccl 

Brown  (FL) 

Coyne 

Calvert 

Frellnghuysen 

Johnson.  Sam 

Barrett  (Wl) 

Brown  (OH) 

Cummlngs 

Camp 

Frlsa 

Jones 

Bartlett 

Bryant  (TX) 

DeLaoro 

Canadj- 

Funderburk 

Kanjorskl 

Becem 

Campbell 

Dellums 

Chambllss 

Ganske 

Kim 

Bellenson 

Cardln 

Deutsch 

Chenoweth 

Gekas 

King 

Bereuter 

Castle 

Dlngell 

Chrlstensen 

Geren 

Kingston 

Berman 

Chabot 

Dixon 

Clement 

GlUmor 

Kllnk 

Bllbray 

Chapman 

Doggett 

Coble 

Goodlatte 

KnoUenberg 

Blllrakls 

Chrysler 

Duncan 

Cobum 

Goodllng 

Kolbe 

Bishop 

CUy 

Ehlers 

Collins  (GA) 

Goss 

Largent 

Blomeoaaer 

Clayton 

Ehrllch 

Combest 

Graham 

Latham 

Blute 

Clybnm 

Engel 

Cooley 

Green  (TX) 

LaTourette 

Boehlert 

Coleman 

English 

Costello 

Laughlln 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Llghtfoot 

Linder 

Llplnskl 

Livingston 

Lucas 

Manzullo 

Martinez 

Mascara 

McCoUum 

McCrerj' 

McHugh 

Mcintosh 

McKeon 

Metcalf 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

Mollnan 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Murtha 

Myers 

Myrlck 

Nethercutt 

Neumaxm 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Oberstar 

Obey 


Ortiz 

Orton 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Paxon 

Payne  (VA) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Poshard 

Pryce 

QuUlen 

Radanovlch 

Regula 

Rlggs 

Roberts 

Roemer 

Rogers 

Roth 

Roukema 

Royce 

Salmon 

Scarborough 

Seastrand 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shuster 

Slslsky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (MI) 


Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Spence 

Steams 

Stenholm 

Stcjckman 

Stump 

Stupak 

Tanner 

Tate 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Thornton 

Tlahrt 

Traflcant 

Vucanovlch 

Walker 

Wamp 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

White 

Wicker 

Wise 

Wolf 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

ZeUfT 


NOT  VOTING— 13 


Brownback 
dinger 
Emerson 
Fields  (TX) 
Gallegly 


Lantos  Tauzln 

Lincoln  Torres 

McDade  TorrtcelU 

Peterson  (FL) 
Ramstad 

D  2111 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA  changed  her  vote 
from  "aye"  to  "no." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr.  LaHood) 
having  assumed  the  chair,  Mr.  Diaz- 
Balart,  Chairman  pro  tempore  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  Com- 
mittee, having  had  under  consideration 
the  bill  (H.R.  3662)  making  appropria- 
tions for  the  Department  of  the  Inte- 
rior and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  September  30,  1997,  and  for 
other  purposes,  had  come  to  no  resolu- 
tion thereon. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 
Mr.  CLINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  June  19, 
1996,  I  was  unavoidably  detained  and  missed 
rollcall  votes  254.  255,  256,  and  257  during 
consideration  of  H.R.  3662,  a  bill  making  ap- 
propriations for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  De- 
partment of  Interior  and  related  agencies. 

Had  I  been  present,  I  would  have  voted 
"no"  on  rollcall  254,  "no"  on  rollcall  255,  "no" 
on  rollcall  256,  "no"  on  rollcall  257. 


REPORT  ON  RESOLUTION  PROVID- 
ING FOR  CONSIDERATION  OF 
H.R.  3666,  VA,  HUD  AND  INDE- 
PENDENT AGENCIES  APPROPRIA- 
TIONS ACT,  1997 

Mr.  QUHiLEN,  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  submitf^d  a  privileged  report 
(Rept.  No.  104-630)  on  the  resolution  (H. 
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Res.  456)  providing  for  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.R.  3666)  making  appropria- 
tions for  the  Departments  of  Veterans 
Affairs  and  Housing  and  Urban  Devel- 
opment, and  for  sundry  independent 
agencies,  boards,  commissions,  cor- 
porations, and  offices  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  September  30,  1997.  and  for 
other  purposes,  which  was  referred  to 
the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed. 


D  2115 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO- 
PRIATIONS ACT,  1997 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
LaHood).  Pursuant  to  House  Resolu- 
tion 455  and  rule  XXm,  the  Chair  de- 
clares the  House  in  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  further  consideration  of 
the  bill,  H.R.  3662. 

DJ  THE  COMMrrTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  fur- 
ther consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
3662)  making  appropriations  for  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior  and  related 
agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Sep- 
tember 30,  1997,  and  for  other  purposes, 
with  Mr.  Dlaz-Balart,  Chairman  pro 
tempore,  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  When 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  rose  ear- 
lier today,  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Richardson]  had  been  disposed  of  and 
the  bill  had  been  read  through  page  48. 
line  19. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

WILDLIFE  FIRE  MANAGEMENT 

For  necessary  expenses  for  forest  fire 
presuppression  activities  on  National  Forest 
Sjrstem  lands,  for  emergency  fire  suppression 
on  or  adjacent  to  such  lands  or  other  lands 
under  fire  protection  agreement,  and  for 
emergency  rehabilitation  of  burned  over  Na- 
tional Forest  System  lands.  $411,485,000.  to 
remain  available  until  expended:  Provided. 
That  unexpended  balances  of  amounts  pre- 
viously appropriated  under  any  other  head- 
ings for  Forest  Service  fire  activities  are 
transferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appro- 
priation and  subject  to  the  same  terms  and 
conditions:  Provided  fwther.  That  such  funds 
are  available  for  repayment  of  advances  from 
other  appropriations  accounts  previously 
transferred  for  such  purix>ses. 

RECONSTRUCTION  AND  CONSTRUCTION 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Forest  Serv- 
ice, not  otherwise  provided  for.  $164,100,000. 
to  remain  available  until  expended  for  con- 
struction, reconstruction  and  acquisition  of 
buildings  and  other  facilities,  and  for  con- 
struction, reconstruction  and  repair  of  forest 
roads  and  trails  by  the  Forest  Service  as  au- 
thorized by  16  U.S.C.  532-538  and  23  U.S.C.  101 
and  205:  Provided.  That  not  to  exceed 
$50,000,000.  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended, may  be  obligated  for  the  construc- 
tion of  forest  roads  by  timber  purchasers: 
Provided  further.   That    funds   appropriated 


under  this  head  for  the  construction  of  the 
Wayne  National  Forest  Supervisor's  Office 
may  be  granted  to  the  Ohio  State  Highway 
Patrol.  Ohio  State  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation, as  the  Federal  share  of  the  cost  of 
construction  of  a  new  facility  to  be  Jointly 
occupied  by  the  Forest  Service  and  the  Ohio 
State  Highway  Patrol:  Provided  further.  That 
an  agreed  upon  lease  of  space  in  the  new  fa- 
cility shall  be  provided  to  the  Forest  Service 
without  charge  for  the  life  of  the  building. 

LAND  ACQUISmON 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  the  Land  and  Water  Conserva- 
tion Fund  Act  of  1965.  as  amended  (16  U.S.C. 
4601-4-11).  including  administrative  expenses, 
and  for  acquisition  of  land  or  waters,  or  in- 
terest therein,  in  accordance  with  statutory 
authority  applicable  to  the  Forest  Service. 
$30,000,000.  to  be  derived  from  the  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Fund,  to  remain  avail 
able  until  expended:  Provided.  That  funding 
for  specific  land  acquisitions  are  subject  to 
the  approval  of  the  House  and  Senate  Com- 
mittees on  Appropriations. 

ACQUISmON  OF  LANDS  FOR  NATIONAL  FORESTS 
SPECIAL  ACTS 

For  acquisition  of  lands  within  the  exte- 
rior boundaries  of  the  Cache.  Uinta,  and 
Wasatch  National  Forests.  Utah;  the  Tolyabe 
National  Forest.  Nevada;  and  the  Angeles. 
San  Bernardino.  Sequoia,  and  Cleveland  Na- 
tional Forests.  California,  as  authorized  by 
law.  $1,069,000.  to  be  derived  from  forest  re- 
ceipts. 

ACQUISmON  OF  LANDS  TO  COMPLETE  LAND 
EXCHANGES 

For  acquisition  of  lands,  to  l)e  derived  from 
funds  deposited  by  State,  county,  or  munici- 
pal governments,  public  school  districts,  or 
other  public  school  authorities  pursuant  to 
the  Act  of  December  4.  1967.  as  amended  (16 
U.S.C.  4«4a),  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. 

RANGE  BETTERMENT  FUND 

For  necessary  expenses  of  range  rehabilita- 
tion, protection,  and  improvement,  50  per 
centum  of  all  moneys  received  during  the 
prior  fiscal  year,  as  fees  for  grazing  domestic 
livestock  on  lands  in  National  Forests  in  the 
sixteen  Western  States,  pursuant  to  section 
401(b)(1)  of  Public  Law  94-579,  as  amended,  to 
remain  available  until  expended,  of  which 
not  to  exceed  6  per  centum  shall  be  available 
for  administrative  expenses  aissociated  with 
on-the-ground  range  rehabilitation,  protec- 
tion, and  Improvements. 

GIFTS.  DONATIONS  ANT)  BEQUESTS  FOR  FOREST 
AND  RANGELAND  RESEARCH 

For  expenses  authorized  by  16  U.S.C. 
1643(b).  $92,000.  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended, to  be  derived  from  the  fund  estab- 
lished pursuant  to  the  above  Act. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS.  FOREST  SERVICE 

Appropriations  to  the  Forest  Service  for 
the  current  fiscal  year  shall  be  available  for: 
(a)  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  159  passenger 
motor  vehicles  of  which  14  will  be  used  pri- 
marily for  law  enforcement  purposes  and  of 
which  149  shall  be  fOr  replacement;  acquisi- 
tion of  10  passenger  motor  vehicles  from  ex- 
cess sources,  and  hire  of  such  vehicles;  oper- 
ation and  maintenance  of  aircraft,  the  pur- 
chase of  not  to  exceed  two  for  replacement 
only,  and  acquisition  of  20  aircraft  from  ex- 
cess sources;  notwithstanding  other  provi- 
sions of  law,  existing  aircraft  being  replaced 
may  be  sold,  with  proceeds  derived  or  trade- 
in  value  used  to  offset  the  purchase  price  for 
the  replacement  aircraft;  (b)  services  pursu- 
ant  to   7  U.S.C.   2225,   and  not  to   exceed 


$100,000  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109; 
(c)  purchase,  erection,  and  alteration  of 
buildings  and  other  public  improvements  (7 
U.S.C.  2250);  (d)  acquisition  of  land,  waters, 
and  Interests  therein,  pursuant  to  7  U.S.C. 
428a:  (ei  for  expenses  pursuant  to  the  Volun- 
teers in  the  National  Forest  Act  of  1972  (16 
U.S.C  558a.  558d.  558a  note);  and  (f)  for  debt 
collection  contracts  In  accordance  with  31 
U.S.C.  3718(C). 

None  of  the  funds  made  available  under 
this  Act  shall  be  obligated  or  expended  to 
Change  the  boundaries  of  any  region,  to  abol- 
ish any  region,  to  move  or  close  any  regional 
office,  or  to  implement  any  reorganization, 
"reinvention"  or  other  type  of  organiza- 
tional restructuring  of  the  Forest  Service 
without  the  consent  of  the  House  and  Senate 
Committees  on  Appropriations. 

Any  appropriations  or  funds  available  to 
the  Forest  Service  may  be  advanced  to  the 
Wlldland  Fire  Management  appropriation 
and  may  be  used  for  forest  flreflghtlng  and 
the  emergency  rehabilitation  of  burned-over 
lands  under  Its  jurisdiction. 

Funds  appropriated  to  the  Forest  Service 
shall  be  available  for  assistance  to  or 
through  the  Agency  for  International  Devel- 
opment and  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
in  connection  with  forest  and  rangelasd  re- 
search, technical  information,  and  assist- 
ance in  foreign  countries,  and  shall  be  avail- 
able to  support  forestry  and  related  natural 
resource  activities  outside  the  United  States 
and  its  territories  and  possessions,  including 
technical  assistance,  education  and  training, 
and  cooperation  with  United  States  and 
international  organizations. 

None  of  the  funds  made  available  to  the 
Forest  Service  under  this  Act  shall  be  sub- 
ject to  transfer  under  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 702(b)  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2257)  or  7  U.S.C 
147b  unless  the  proposed  transfer  is  approved 
in  advance  by  the  House  and  Senate  Commit- 
tees on  Appropriations  in  compliance  with 
the  reprogramming  procedures  contained  in 
House  Report  103-551. 

None  of  the  funds  available  to  the  Forest 
Service  may  be  rcprogrammed  without  the 
advance  approval  of  the  House  and  Senate 
Committees  on  Appropriations  in  acconUiice 
with  the  procedures  contained  In  House  Re- 
port 103-551. 

No  fvmds  appropriated  to  the  Forest  Serv- 
ice shall  be  transferred  to  the  Working  Cap- 
ital Fund  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
without  the  approval  of  the  Chief  of  the  For- 
est Service. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
the  law,  any  appropriations  or  funds  avail- 
able to  the  Forest  Service  may  be  used  to 
disseminate  program  information  to  private 
and  public  individuals  and  organizations 
through  the  use  of  nonmonetary  items  of 
nominal  value  and  to  provide  nonmonetary 
awards  of  nominal  value  and  to  incur  nec- 
essary exiwnses  for  the  nonmonetary  rec- 
ognition of  private  individuals  and  organiza- 
tions that  make  contributions  to  Forest 
Service  programs. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law.  money  collected,  in  advance  or  other- 
wise, by  the  Forest  Service  under  authority 
of  section  101  of  Public  Law  93-153  (30  U.S.C. 
185(1))  as  reimbursement  of  administrative 
and  other  costs  Incurred  in  processing  pipe- 
line right-of-way  or  permit  applications  and 
for  costs  incurred  in  monitoring  the  con- 
struction, operation,  maintenance,  and  ter- 
mination of  any  pipeline  and  related  facili- 
ties, may  t>e  used  to  reimburse  the  applicable 
appropriation  to  which  such  costs  were  origi- 
nally charg:ed. 
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Funds  available  to  the  Forest  Service  shall 
be  available  to  conduct  a  program  of  not  less 
than  $1,000,000  for  high  priority  projects 
within  the  scope  of  the  approved  budget 
which  shall  be  carried  out  by  the  Youth  Con- 
servation Corps  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of 
August  13,  1970,  as  amended  by  Public  Law 
93-408. 

None  of  the  funds  available  in  this  Act 
shall  be  used  for  timber  sale  preparation 
using  clearcutting  in  hardwood  stands  in  ex- 
cess of  25  percent  of  the  fiscal  year  1989  har- 
vested volume  in  the  Wayne  National  Forest, 
Ohio:  Provided.  That  this  limitation  shall  not 
apply  to  hardwood  stands  damaged  by  natu- 
ral disaster:  Provided  further.  That  landscape 
architects  shall  be  used  to  maintain  a  vis- 
ually pleasing  forest. 

Any  money  collected  from  the  States  for 
Qre  suppression  assistance  rendered  by  the 
Forest  Service  on  non-Federal  lands  not  in 
the  vicinity  of  National  Forest  System  lands 
shall  be  used  to  reimburse  the  applicable  ap- 
propriation and  shall  renuin  available  until 
expended  as  the  Secretary  may  direct  In  con- 
ducting activities  authorized  by  16  U.S.C. 
2101  (note),  2101-2110.  1606,  and  2111. 

Of  the  funds  available  to  the  Forest  Serv- 
ice, J1.500  is  available  to  the  Chief  of  the  For- 
est Service  for  official  reception  and  rep- 
resentation expenses. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  the  Forest  Service  is  authorized  to  em- 
ploy or  otherwise  contract  with  persons  at 
regular  rates  of  pay.  as  determined  by  the 
Service,  to  perform  work  occasioned  by 
emergencies  such  as  fires,  storms,  floods, 
earthquakes  or  any  other  unavoidable  cause 
without  regard  to  Sundays.  Federal  holidays, 
and  the  regular  workweek. 

To  the  greatest  extent  [>ossible,  and  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  Final  Amendment  to  the 
Shawnee  National  Forest  Plan,  none  of  the 
funds  available  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  for 
preparation  of  timber  sales  using 
clearcutting  or  other  forms  of  even  aged 
management  in  hardwood  stands  in  the 
Shawnee  National  Forest.  Illinois. 

Pursuant  to  sections  405(b)  and  410(b)  of 
Public  Law  101-593,  funds  up  to  Sl.000,000  for 
matching  funds  shall  be  available  for  the  Na- 
tional Forest  Foundation. 

Funds  appropriated  to  the  Forest  Service 
shall  be  available  for  interactions  with  and 
providing  technical  assistance  to  rural  com- 
munities for  sustainable  rural  development 
purposes. 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  80  percent  of  the  funds  appropriated  to 
the  Forest  Service  in  the  National  Forest 
System  and  Construction  accounts  and 
planned  to  be  allocated  to  activities  under 
the  "Jobs  in  the  Woods"  program  for 
projects  on  National  Forest  land  in  the  State 
of  Washington  may  be  granted  directly  to 
the  Washington  State  Department  of  Fish 
and  Wildlife  for  accomplishment  of  planned 
projects.  Twenty  percent  of  said  funds  shall 
be  retained  by  the  Forest  Service  for  plan- 
ning and  administering  projects.  Project  se- 
lection and  prioritization  shall  be  accom- 
plished by  the  Forest  Service  with  such  con- 
sultation with  the  State  of  Washington  as 
the  Forest  Service  deems  appropriate. 

Funds  appropriated  to  the  Forest  Service 
shall  be  available  for  payments  to  counties 
within  the  Columbia  River  Gorge  National 
Scenic  Area,  pursuant  to  sections  14(c)(1)  and 
(2),  and  section  16(a)(2)  of  PubUc  Law  99-663. 
DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 

FOSSIL  ENERGY  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

For  necessary  expenses  in  carrying  out  fos- 
sil energy  research  and  development  activi- 
ties, under  the  authority  of  the  Department 


of  Energy  Organization  Act  (Public  Law  95- 
91),  Including  the  acquisition  of  interest,  in- 
cluding defeasible  and  equitable  interests  in 
any  real  property  or  any  facility  or  for  plant 
or  facility  acquisition  or  expansion,  and  for 
conducting  inquiries,  technological  inves- 
tigations and  research  concerning  the  ex- 
traction, processing,  use.  and  disposal  of 
mineral  substances  without  objectionable  so- 
cial and  environmental  costs  (30  U.S.C.  3. 
1602,  and  1603),  performed  under  the  minerals 
and  materials  science  programs  at  the  Al- 
bany Research  Center  in  Oregon,  $358,754,000, 
to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided, 
That  no  part  of  the  sum  herein  made  avail- 
able shall  be  used  for  the  field  testing  of  nu- 
clear explosives  in  the  recovery  of  oil  and 
gas. 

ALTERNATIVE  FUELS  PRODUCmON 
(INCLUDING  TRANSFER  AND  RESCISSION  OF 

FUNDS) 

Monies  received  as  investment  income  on 
the  principal  amount  in  the  Great  Plains 
Project  Trust  at  the  Norwest  Bank  of  North 
Dakota,  in  such  sums  as  are  earned  as  of  Oc- 
tober 1.  1996,  shall  be  deposited  in  this  ac- 
count and  immediately  transferred  to  the 
General  Fund  of  the  Treasury.  Monies  re- 
ceived as  revenue  sharing  from  the  operation 
of  the  Great  Plains  Gasification  Plant  shall 
be  Immediately  transferred  to  the  General 
Fund  of  the  Treasury.  Funds  are  hereby  re- 
scinded in  the  amount  of  $2,500,000  from  un- 
obligated balances  under  this  head. 

NAVAL  PETROLEUM  AND  OIL  SHALE  RESERVES 

For  necessary  expenses  in  carrying  out 
naval  petroleum  and  oil  shale  reserve  activi- 
ties, $143,786,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended:  Provided.  That  the  requirements  of 
10  U.S.C.  7430(b)(2)(B)  shall  not  apply  to  fis- 
cal year  1997. 

ENERGY  CONSERVATION 

For  necessary  expenses  in  carrying  out  en- 
ergy conservation  activities,  $499,680,000.  to 
remain  available  until  expended,  including, 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law. 
the  excess  amount  for  fiscal  year  1997  deter- 
mined under  the  provisions  of  section  3003(d) 
of  Public  Law  99-509  (15  U.S.C.  4502):  Pro- 
vided, That  $125,000,000  shall  be  for  use  in  en- 
ergy conservation  programs  as  defined  in 
section  3008(3)  of  Public  Law  99-509  (15  U.S.C. 
4507)  and  shall  not  be  available  until  excess 
amounts  are  determined  under  the  provi- 
sions of  section  3003(d)  of  Public  Law  9^-509 
(15  U.S.C.  4502):  Provided  further,  That  not- 
withstanding section  3003(d)(2)  of  Public  Law 
99-509  such  sums  shall  be  allocated  to  the  eli- 
gible programs  as  follows:  $100,000,000  for 
weatherization  assistance  grants  and 
$25,000,000  for  State  energy  conservation 
grants. 

ECONOMIC  REGULATION 

For  necessary  expenses  in  carrying  out  the 
activities  of  the  Office  of  Hearing  and  Ap- 
peals. $2,725,000.  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. 

STRATEGIC  PETROLEUM  RESERVE 
(INCLUDING  TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS) 

For  necessary  expenses  for  Strategic  Pe- 
troleum Reserve  facility  development  and 
operations  and  program  management  activi- 
ties pursuant  to  the  Energy  Policy  and  Con- 
servation Act  of  1975.  as  amended  (42  U.S.C. 
6201  et  seq.),  $220,000,000.  to  remain  available 
until  expended,  of  which  $220,000,000  shall  be 
repaid  from  the  "SPR  Operating  Fund"  from 
amounts  made  available  from  the  sale  of  oil 
from  the  Reserve:  Provided,  That  notwith- 
standing section  161  of  the  Energy  Policy 
and  Conservation  Act.  the  Secretary  shall 


draw  down  and  sell  in  fiscal  year  1997 
$220,000,000  worth  of  oil  from  the  Strategic 
Petroleum  Reserve:  Provided  further.  That 
the  proceeds  from  the  sale  shall  be  deposited 
into  a  special  account  in  the  Treasury,  to  be 
established  and  known  as  the  "SPR  Operat- 
ing Fund",  and  shall,  upon  receipt,  be  trans- 
ferred to  the  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve 
account  for  operations  of  the  Strategic  Pe- 
troleum Reserve. 

SPR  PETROLELTH  ACCOUNT 
Notwithstanding  42  U.S.C.  6240(d)  the 
United  States  share  of  crude  oil  in  Naval  Pe- 
troleum Reserve  Numbered  1  (Elk  Hills)  may 
be  sold  or  otherwise  disposed  of  to  other 
than  the  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve:  Pro- 
vided. That  outlays  in  fiscal  year  1997  result- 
ing from  the  use  of  funds  in  this  account 
shall  not  exceed  $5,000,000. 

ENERGY  INFORMATION  ADMINISTRATION 

For  necessary  expenses  In  carrying  out  the 
activities  of  the  Energy  Information  Admin- 
istration, $66,120,000  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

ADMDnSTRATTVE  PROVISIONS.  DEPARTMENT  OF 
ENERGY 

Appropriations  under  this  Act  for  the  cur- 
rent fiscal  year  shall  be  available  for  hire  of 
passenger  motor  vehicles;  hire,  maintenance, 
and  operation  of  aircraft;  purchase,  repair, 
and  cleaning  of  uniforms;  and  reimburse- 
ment to  the  General  Services  Administration 
for  security  gruard  services. 

From  appropriations  under  this  Act,  trans- 
fers of  sums  may  be  nrnde  to  other  agencies 
of  the  Government  for  the  performance  of 
work  for  which  the  appropriation  is  made. 

None  of  the  funds  made  available  to  the 
Department  of  Energy  under  this  Act  shall 
be  used  to  implement  or  finance  authorized 
price  support  or  loan  guarantee  programs 
unless  specific  provision  is  made  for  such 
programs  in  an  appropriations  Act. 

The  Secretary  Is  authorized  to  accept 
lands,  buildings,  equipment,  and  other  con- 
tributions from  public  and  private  sources 
and  to  prosecute  projects  In  cooperation 
with  other  agencies.  Federal,  State,  private 
or  foreign:  Provided,  That  revenues  and  other 
moneys  received  by  or  for  the  account  of  the 
Department  of  Energy  or  otherwise  gen- 
erated by  sale  of  products  in  connection  with 
projects  of  the  Department  appropriated 
under  this  Act  may  be  retained  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Energy,  to  be  available  until  ex- 
pended, and  used  only  for  plant  construction, 
operation,  costs,  and  payments  to  cost-shar- 
ing entitles  as  provided  in  appropriate  cost- 
sharing  contracts  or  agreements:  Provided 
further.  That  the  remainder  of  revenues  after 
the  making  of  such  pa3rments  shall  be  cov- 
ered into  the  Treasury  as  miscellaneous  re- 
ceipts: Provided  further.  That  any  contract, 
agreement,  or  provision  thereof  entered  into 
by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  this  authority 
shall  not  be  executed  prior  to  the  expiration 
of  30  calendar  days  (not  including  any  day  in 
which  either  House  of  Congress  is  not  in  ses- 
sion because  of  adjournment  of  more  than 
three  calendar  days  to  a  day  certain)  from 
the  receipt  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  the  President  of  the 
Senate  of  a  full  comprehensive  report  on 
such  project,  including  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances relied  upon  In  support  of  the  pro- 
posed project. 

No  funds  provided  in  this  Act  may  be  ex- 
pended by  the  Department  of  Energy  to  pre- 
pare. Issue,  or  process  procurement  docu- 
ments for  programs  or  projects  for  which  ap- 
propriations have  not  been  made. 

In  addition  to  other  authorities  set  forth 
in  this  Act,  the  Secretary  may  accept  fees 
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and  contributions  from  public  and  private 
sources,   to   be  deposited  in  a  contributed 
funds  account,  and  prosecute  projects  using 
such  fees  and  contributions  in  cooperation 
with  other  Federal.  State  or  private  agencies 
or  concerns. 
DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  AND  HUMAN 
SERVICES 
Indian  Health  Service 
indian  health  services 
For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
Act  of  August  5.  1954  (68  Stat.  674).  the  Indian 
Self-Determlnation  Act.  the  Indian  Health 
Care  Improvement  Act,  and  titles  n  and  m 
of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act  with  re- 
spect    to     the     Indian     Health     Service, 
$1,779,561,000.    together    with    payments    re- 
ceived during  the  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  42 
U.S.C.  238(b)  for  services  furnished  by  the  In- 
dian  Health   Service:   Provided,  That   funds 
made  available  to  tribes  and  tribal  organiza- 
tions through  contracts,  grant  agreements, 
or  any  other  agreements  or  compacts  au- 
thorized by  the  Indian  Self-Determlnation 
and   Education   Assistance  Act  of  1975   (25 
U.S.C.  450).  shall  be  deemed  to  be  obligated 
at  the  time  of  the  grant  or  contract  award 
and  thereafter  shall  remain  available  to  the 
tribe  or  tribal  organization  without  fiscal 
year     limitation:     Provided    further,     That 
$12,000,000  shall  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended, for  the  Indian  Catastrophic  Health 
Emergency    Fund:    Provided    further.    That 
$353,125,000  for  contract  medical  care  shall 
remain  available  for  obligation  until  Sep- 
tember 30.  1998:  Provided  further.  That  of  the 
funds  provided,  not  less  than  $11,306,000  shall 
be  used  to  carry  out  the  loan  repayment  pro- 
gram under  section  108  of  the  Indian  Health 
Care    Improvement    Act:    Provided    further. 
That  funds  provided  in  this  Act  may  be  used 
for  one-year  contracts  and  grants  which  are 
to  be  performed  in  two  fiscal  years,  so  long 
as  the  total  obligation  is  recorded  in  the 
year  for  which  the  funds  are  appropriated: 
Provided  further.  That  the  amounts  collected 
by  the  Secretary  of  Health  aiid  Human  Serv- 
ices under  the  authority  of  title  IV  of  the  In- 
dian Health  Care  Improvement  Act  shall  re- 
main available  until  expended  for  the  pur- 
pose of  achieving  compliance  with  the  appli- 
cable conditions  and  requirements  of  titles 
XVm  and  xrx  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
(exclusive  of  planning,  design,  or  construc- 
tion of  new  facilities):  Provided  further.  That 
of  the  funds  provided,  $7,500,000  shall  remain 
available  until  expended,  for  the  Indian  Self- 
Determlnation  Fund,  which  shall  be  avail- 
able for  the  transitional  costs  of  initial  or 
expanded  tribal  contracts,  grants  or  coopera- 
tive   agreements    with    the    Indian    Health 
Service  under  the  provisions  of  the  Indian 
Self-Determlnation    Act:    Provided    further. 
That  funding  contained  herein,  and  in  any 
earlier  appropriations  Acts  for  scholarship 
programs  under  the  Indian  Health  Care  Im- 
provement Act  (25  U.S.C.  1613)  shall  remain 
available  for  obligation  until  September  30. 
1998:  Provided  further.  That  amounts  received 
by  tribes  and  tribal  organizations  under  title 
rv  of  the  Indian  Health  Care  Improvement 
Act  shall  be  reported  and  accounted  for  and 
available  to  the  receiving  tribes  and  tribal 
organizations  until  expended. 

INDIAN  HEALTH  FACIUTIES 

For  construction,  repair,  maintenance,  im- 
provement, and  equipment  of  health  and  re- 
lated auxiliary  facilities,  including  quarters 
for  personnel;  preparation  of  plans,  specifica- 
tions, and  drawings;  acquisition  of  sites,  pur- 
chase and  erection  of  modular  buildings,  and 
purchases  of  trailers;  and  for  provision  of  do- 
mestic and  community  sanitation  facilities 


for  Indians,  as  authorized  by  section  7  of  the 
Act  of  August  5.  1954  (42  U.S.C.  2004a),  the  In- 
dian Self-Determinatlon  Act.  and  the  Indian 
Health  Care  Improvement  Act.  and  for  ex- 
penses necessary  to  carry  out  such  Acts  and 
titles  n  and  m  of  the  Public  Health  Service 
Act  with  respect  to  environmental  health 
and  facilities  support  activities  of  the  Indian 
Health  Service,  $227,701,000,  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended:  Provided.  That  notwith- 
standing any  other  provision  of  law.  funds 
appropriated  for  the  planning,  design,  con- 
struction or  renovation  of  health  facilities 
for  the  benefit  of  an  Indian  tribe  or  tribes 
may  be  used  to  purchase  land  for  sites  to 
construct,  improve,  or  enlarge  health  or  re- 
lated facilities. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  PR0\7SI0NS,  INDIAN  HEALTH 
SERVICE 

Appropriations  in  this  Act  to  the  Indian 
Health  Service  shall  be  available  for  services 
as  authorized  by  5  U.S.C.  3109  but  at  rates 
not  to  exceed  the  per  diem  rate  equivalent  to 
the  maximum  rate  payable  for  senior-level 
positions  under  5  U.S.C.  5376;  hire  of  pas- 
senger motor  vehicles  and  aircraft;  purchase 
of  medical  equipment;  purchase  of  reprints; 
purchase,  renovation  and  erection  of  modu- 
lar buildings  and  renovation  of  existing  fa- 
cilities; payments  for  telephone  service  in 
private  residences  in  the  field,  when  author- 
ized under  regulations  approved  by  the  Sec- 
retary; and  for  uniforms  or  allowances  there- 
fore as  authorized  by  5  U.S.C.  5901-5902;  and 
for  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings  which 
are  concerned  with  the  functions  or  activi- 
ties for  which  the  appropriation  is  made  or 
which  will  contribute  to  improved  conduct, 
supervision,  or  management  of  those  func- 
tions or  activities:  Provided,  That  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  the  Indian  Health 
Care  Improvement  Act.  non-Indian  patients 
may  be  extended  health  care  at  all  tribally 
administered  or  Indian  Health  Service  facili- 
ties, subject  to  charges,  and  the  proceeds 
along  with  funds  recovered  under  the  Federal 
Medical  Care  Recovery  Act  (42  U.S.C.  2651-53) 
shall  be  credited  to  the  account  of  the  facil- 
ity providing  the  service  and  shall  be  avail- 
able without  fiscal  year  limitation:  Provided 
further.  That  notwithstanding  any  other  law 
or  regulation,  funds  transferred  from  the  De- 
partment of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
to  the  Indian  Health  Service  shall  be  admin- 
istered under  Public  Law  86-121  (the  Indian 
Sanitation  Facilities  Act)  and  Public  Law 
93-638.   as  amended:   Provided  further.  That 
funds   appropriated    to    the    Indian   Health 
Service  in  this  Act.  except  those  used  for  ad- 
ministrative   and    program    direction    pur- 
poses, shall  not  be  subject  to  limitations  di- 
rected at  curtailing  Federal  travel  and  trans- 
portation: Provided  further.  That  the  Indian 
Health  Service  shall  neither  bill  nor  charge 
those  Indians  who  may  have  the  economic 
means  to  pay  unless  and  until  such  time  as 
Congress  has  agreed  upon  a  specific  policy  to 
do  so  and  has  directed  the  Indian  Health 
Service  to  implement  such  a  policy:  Provided 
further.  That  notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision  of  law,   funds  previously   or  herein 
made  available  to  a  tribe  or  tribal  organiza- 
tion through  a  contract,  grant,  or  agreement 
authorized  by  title  I  or  title  m  of  the  Indian 
Self-Determlnation   and   Education   Assist- 
ance  Act  of  1975   (25  U.S.C.   450).    may   be 
deobligated  and  reobligated  to  a  self-deter- 
mination contract  under  title  I.  or  a  self- 
governance  agreement  under  title  m  of  such 
Act  and  thereafter  shall  remain  available  to 
the  tribe  or  tribal  organization  without  fis- 
cal year  limitation:  Provided  further.  That 
none  of  the  funds  Riade  available  to  the  In- 
dian Health  Service  in  this  Ac.  shall  be  used 


to  implement  the  final  rule  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  on  September  16,  1987,  by 
the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices, relaung  to  the  eligibility  for  the  health 
care  services  of  the  Indian  Health  Service 
until  the  Indian  Health  Service  has  submit- 
ted a  budget  request  reflecting  the  increased 
costs  associated  with  the  proposed  final  rule, 
and  such  request  has  been  included  in  an  ap- 
propriations Act  and  enacted  into  law:  Pro- 
vided further.  That  funds  made  available  in 
this  Act  ase  to  be  apportioned  to  the  Indian 
Health  Service  as  appropriated  In  this  Act. 
and  accounted  for  In  the  appropriation  struc- 
ture set  forth  In  this  Act:  Provided  further. 
That  funds  received  from  any  source,  includ- 
ing tribal  contractors  and  compactors  for 
previously  transferred  functions  which  tribal 
contractors  and  compactors  no  longer  wish 
to  retain,  for  services,  goods,  or  training  and 
technical  assistance,  shall  be  retained  by  the 
Indian  Health  Service  and  shall  remain 
available  until  expended  by  the  Indian 
Health  Service:  Provided  further.  That  reim- 
bursements for  Straining,  technical  assist- 
ance, or  services  provided  by  the  Indian 
Health  Service  will  contain  total  costs,  in- 
cluding direct,  administrative,  and  overhead 
associated  with  the  provision  of  goods,  serv- 
ices, or  technical  assistance:  Provided  fur- 
ther. That  the  appropriation  structure  for 
the  Indian  Health  Service  may  not  be  altered 
without  advance  approval  of  the  House  and 
Senate  Committees  on  Appropriations. 
DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 
OFFICE  OF  Elementary  and  Secondary 

EDUCATION 
INDIAN  EDUCATION 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out,  to  the 
extent  not  otherwise  provided,  title  EC,  part 
A  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Edu- 
cation Act  of  1965.  as  amended,  and  section 
215  of  the  Department  of  Education  Organi- 
zation Act.  $52,500,000. 

OTHER  RELATED  AGENCIES 
OFncE  OF  Navajo  and  Hopi  Indian 

RELOCATION 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of 
Navajo  and  Hopi  Indian  Relocation  as  au- 
thorized by  Public  Law  9S-531.  $20,345,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended:  Provided. 
That  funds  provided  in  this  or  any  other  ai>- 
propriations  Act  are  to  be  used  to  relocate 
eligible  individuals  and  groups  Including 
evictees  from  District  6.  Hopi-partltloned 
lands  residents,  those  in  significantly  sub- 
standard housing,  and  all  others  certified  as 
eligible  and  not  included  in  the  preceding 
categories:  Provided  further.  That  none  of  the 
funds  contained  in  this  or  any  other  Act  may 
be  used  by  the  OfDce  of  Navajo  and  Hopi  In- 
dian Relocation  to  evict  any  single  Navajo  or 
Navajo  family  who,  as  of  November  30,  1965, 
was  phj^lcally  domiciled  on  the  lands  parti- 
tioned to  the  Hopi  Tribe  unless  a  new  or  re- 
placement home  is  provided  for  such  house- 
hold: Provided  further.  That  no  relocatee  will 
be  provided  with  more  than  one  new  or  re- 
placement home:  Provided  further.  That  the 
Office  shall  relocate  any  certified  eligible 
relocatees  who  have  selected  and  received  an 
approved  homeslte  on  the  Navajo  reservation 
or  selected  a  replacement  residence  off  the 
Navajo  reservation  or  on  the  land  acquired 
pursuant  to  25  U.S.C.  640d-10. 

LVSTITUTE  OF  AMERICAN  INDIAN  AND  ALASKA 

NATIVE  CULTL-RE  AND  ARTS  DEVELOPMENT 

PAYMENT  TO  THE  INSTTTUTE 

For  payment  to  the  Institute  of  American 
Indian  and  Alaska  Native  Culture  and  Arts 
Development,  as  authorized  by  title  XV  of 
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Public  Law  99-498,  as  amended  (20  U.S.C.  56. 
part  A).  $5,500,000. 

Smithsosux  LNSTmrnoN 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Smithsonian 
Institution,  as  authorized  by  law.  Including 
research  in  the  fields  of  art.  science,  and  his- 
tory; development,  preservation,  and  docu- 
mentation of  the  National  Collections;  pres- 
entation of  public  exhibits  and  perform- 
ances; collection,  preparation,  dissemina- 
tion, and  exchange  of  information  and  publi- 
cations; conduct  of  education,  training,  and 
museum  assistance  programs;  maintenance, 
alteration,  operation,  lease  (for  terms  not  to 
exceed  thirty  years),  and  protection  of  build- 
ings, facilities,  and  approaches;  not  to  exceed 
JIOO.OOO  for  services  as  authorized  by  5  U.S.C. 
3109;  up  to  5  replacement  passenger  vehicles; 
purchase,  rental,  repair,  and  cleaning  of  uni- 
forms for  employees;  $317,188,000.  of  which 
not  to  exceed  $31,664,000  for  the  instrumenta- 
tion program,  collections  acquisition.  Mu- 
seum Support  Center  equipment  and  move, 
exhibition  reinstallation,  the  National  Mu- 
seum of  the  American  Indian,  the  repatri- 
ation of  skeletal  remains  program,  research 
equipment,  information  management,  and 
Latino  programming  shall  remain  available 
until  expended,  and  including  such  funds  as 
may  be  necessary  to  support  American  over- 
seas research  centers  and  a  total  of  $125,000 
for  the  CouQcIl  of  American  Overseas  Re- 
search Centers:  Provided.  That  funds  appro- 
priated herein  are  available  for  advance  pay- 
ments to  Independent  contractors  perform- 
ing research  services  or  participating  in  offi- 
cial Smithsonian  presentations. 

CONSTRUCTION  AND  IMPROVEMENTS,  NATIONAL 
ZOOLOGICAL  PARK 

For  necessary  expenses  of  planning,  con- 
struction, remodeling,  and  equipping  of 
buildings  and  facilities  at  the  National  Zoo- 
logical Park,  by  contract  or  otherwise, 
$3,250,000,  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. 

REPAIR  AND  RESTORATION  OF  BLTLDINGS 

For  necessary  exi>enses  of  repair  and  res- 
toration of  buildings  owned  or  occupied  by 
the  Smithsonian  Institution,  by  contract  or 
otherwise,  as  authorized  by  section  2  of  the 
Act  of  August  22, 1949  (63  Stat.  623),  Including 
not  to  exceed  $10,000  for  services  as  author- 
ized by  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $39,954,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended:  Provided,  That  con- 
tracts awarded  for  environmental  systems. 
protection  systems,  and  exterior  repair  or 
restoration  of  buildings  of  the  Smithsonian 
Institution  may  be  negotiated  with  selected 
contractors  and  awarded  on  the  basis  of  con- 
tractor qoallflcatlons  as  well  as  price. 

CONSTRUCTION 

For  necessary  expenses  for  construction. 
$7,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. 

National  Gallery  of  art 
salaries  and  expenses 
For  the  upkeep  and  operations  of  the  Na- 
tional Gallery  of  Art,  the  protection  and 
care  of  the  works  of  art  therein,  and  admin- 
istrative expenses  incident  thereto,  as  au- 
thorized by  the  Act  of  March  24, 1937  (50  Stat. 
51).  as  amended  by  the  public  resolution  of 
April  13,  1939  (Public  Resolution  9.  Seventy- 
sixth  Congress),  including  services  as  author- 
ized by  5  U.S.C.  3109;  payment  In  advance 
when  authorized  by  the  treasurer  of  the  Gal- 
lery for  membership  in  library,  museum,  and 
art  associations  or  societies  whose  publica- 
tions or  services  are  available  to  members 
only,  or  to  members  at  a  price  lower  than  to 
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the  general  public;  purchase,  repair,  and 
cleaning  of  uniforms  for  guards,  and  uni- 
forms, or  allowances  therefor,  for  other  em- 
ployees as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.S.C.  5901- 
5902);  purchase  or  rental  of  devices  and  serv- 
ices for  protecting  buildings  and  contents 
thereof,  and  maintenance,  alteration,  im- 
provement, and  repair  of  buildings,  ap- 
proaches, and  grounds;  and  purchase  of  serv- 
ices for  restoration  and  repair  of  works  of 
art  for  the  National  Gallery  of  Art  by  con- 
tracts made,  without  advertising,  with  indi- 
viduals, firms,  or  organizations  at  such  rates 
or  prices  and  under  such  terms  and  condi- 
tions as  the  Gallery  may  deem  proper. 
$53,899,000,  of  which  not  to  exceed  $3,026,000 
for  the  special  exhibition  program  shall  re- 
main available  until  expended. 

REPAIR,  restoration  AND  RENOVATION  OF 
BUILDINGS 

For  necessary  expenses  of  repair,  restora- 
tion and  renovation  of  buildings,  grounds 
and  facilities  owned  or  occupied  by  the  Na- 
tional Gallery  of  Art,  by  contract  or  other- 
wise,   as   authorized.    $5,942,000.    to    remain 
available  until  expended:  Provided,  That  con- 
tracts awarded  for  environmental  systems, 
protection  systems,  and  exterior  repair  or 
renovation  of  buildings  of  the  National  Gal- 
lery of  Art  may  be  negotiated  with  selected 
contractors  and  awarded  on  the  basis  of  con- 
tractor qualifications  as  well  as  price. 
John  F.  Kennedy  Center  for  the 
Performing  arts 
operations  and  .maintenance 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  operation, 
maintenance  and  security  of  the  John  F. 
Kennedy  Center  for  the  Performing  Arts, 
$10,875,000. 

CONSTRUCTION 

For  necessary  expenses  of  capital  repair 
and  rehabilitation  of  the^existlng  features  of 
the  building  and  site  of  the  John  F.  Kennedy 
Center  for  the  Performing  Arts.  $9,000,000.  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 
WooDROw  Wilson  International  Center  for 
scholars 
salaries  and  expenses 
For  expenses  necessary  in  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  the  Woodrow  Wilson  Memorial 
Act  of  1968  (82  Stat.  1356)  including  hire  of 
passenger  vehicles  and  services  as  authorized 
by  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $5,840,000. 
National  Foundation  on  the  arts  and  the 
Humanities 
National  Endowment  for  the  arts 

GRANTS  and  ADMINISTRATION 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
National  Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the  Hu- 
manities Act  of  1965.  as  amended.  $82,734,000. 
shall  be  available  to  the  National  Endow- 
ment for  the  Arts  for  the  support  of  projects 
and  productions  in'  the  arts  through  assist- 
ance to  organizations  and  individuals  pursu- 
ant to  section  5(c)  of  the  Act.  and  for  admin- 
istering the  functions  of  the  Act.  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

MATCHING  grants 

To  carry  out  the  provisions '  of  section 
10(a)(2)  of  the  National  Foundation  on  the 
Arts  and  the  Humanities  Act  of  1965.  as 
amended.  $16,760,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended,  to  the  National  Endowment 
for  the  Arts:  Provided,  That  this  appropria- 
tion shall  be  available  for  obligation  only  In 
such  amounts  as  may  be  equal  to  the  total 
amounts  of  gifts,  bequests,  and  devises  of 
money,  and  other  property  accepted  by  the 
Chairman  or  by  grantees  of  the  Endowment 
under  the  provisions  of  section  10(a)(2).  sub- 


sections 11(a)(2)(A)  and  11(a)(3)(A)  during  the 
current  and  preceding  fiscal  years  for  which 
equal  amounts  have  not  previously  been  ap- 
propriated. 

Nation.^l  Endowment  for  the  Humanities 
grants  and  administration 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the 
National  Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the  Hu- 
manities Act  of  1965.  as  amended.  $92,994,000 
shall  be  available  to  the  National  Endow- 
ment for  the  Humanities  for  support  of  ac- 
tivities in  the  humanities,  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 7(c)  of  the  Act.  and  for  administering 
the  functions  of  the  Act.  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

MATCHING  grants 

To  carry  out  the  provisions  of  section 
10(a)(2)  of  the  National  Foundation  on  the 
Arts  and  the  Humanities  Act  of  1965.  as 
amended.  $11,500,000.  to  remain  available 
until  expended,  of  which  $7,500,000  shall  be 
available  to  the  National  Endowment  for  the 
Humanities  for  the  purposes  of  section  7(h): 
Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  obligation  only  in  such 
amounts  as  may  be  equal  to  the  total 
amounts  of  gifts,  bequests,  and  devises  of 
money,  and  other  property  accepted  by  the 
Chairman  or  by  grantees  of  the  Endowment 
under  the  provisions  of  subsections 
11(a)(2)(B)  and  11(a)(3)(B)  during  the  current 
and  preceding  fiscal  years  for  which  equal 
amounts  have  not  previously  been  appro- 
priated. 

Institute  of  Museum  Services 
grants  and  administration 
For  carrying  out  title  n  of  the  Arts,  Hu- 
manities, and  Cultural  Affairs  Act  of  1976.  as 
amended,    $21,000,000,    to    remain    available 
until  expended. 

administrative  provisions 

None  of  the  funds  appropriated  to  the  Na- 
tional Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the  Hu- 
manities may  be  used  to  process  any  grant 
or  contract  documents  which  do  not  include 
the  text  of  18  U.S.C.  1913:  Provided,  That  none 
of  the  funds  appropriated  to  the  National 
Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the  Humanities 
may  be  used  for  official  reception  and  rep- 
resentation expenses. 

Commission  of  Fine  arts 

salaries  and  expenses 

For  expenses  made  necessary  by  the  Act 
establishing  a  Commission  of  Fine  Arts  (40 
U.S.C.  104),  $867,000. 

NATIONAL  CAPITAL  ARTS  AND  CULTURAL 
AFFAIRS 

For  necessary  expenses  as  authorized  by 
Public  Law  99-190  (20  U.S.C.  956(a)).  as 
amended.  $6,000,000. 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic 

Preservation 

salaries  and  expenses 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Advisory 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (Public 
Law  89-665.  as  amended),  $2,500,000:  Provided. 
That  none  of  these  funds  shall  be  available 
for  the  compensation  of  Executive  Level  V  or 
higher  position. 

National  Capital  Planning  Commission 

salaries  and  expenses 

For  necessary  expenses,  as  authorized  by 
the  National  Capital  Planning  Act  of  1952  (40 
U.S.C  71-711).  Including  services  as  author- 
ized by  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $5,390,000:  Provided. 
That  all  appointed  members  will  be  com- 
pensated at  a  rate  not  to  exceed  the  rate  for 
Executive  Schedule  Level  IV. 
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Frantcun  Delano  Roosevelt  Memorial 
Commission 


salaries  and  expenses 
For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Franklin 
Delano  Roosevelt  Memorial  Commission,  es- 
tablished by  the  Act  of  August  11.  1955  (69 
Stat.  694).  as  amended  by  Public  Law  92-332 
(86  Stat.  401).  $125,000. 

UNITED  States  Holocaust  Memorial 

Council 

holocaust  memorul  council 

For  expenses  of  the  Holocaust  Memorial 

Council,  as  authorized  by  Public  Law  96-388 

(36  U.S.C.   1401).  as  amended.  $29,707,000.   of 

which  $1,575,000  for  the  Museum's  repair  and 

rehabilitation  program  and  $1,264,000  for  the 

Museum's  exhibitions  program  shall  remain 

available  until  expended. 

Mr.  KOLBE  (during  the  reading).  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  title  n  of  the  bill  may  be  consid- 
ered read,  printed  in  the  Record,  and 
open  to  amendment  at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Arizona? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Are 
there  any  points  of  order  at  this  time? 
point  of  order 

Mr.  SCHAEFER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
to  a  point  of  order  on  title  n. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  will  state  his  point  of  order. 

Mr.  SCHAEFER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  a  point  of  order  against  the  pro- 
visos beginning  at  page  61,  line  2,  and 
ending  at  page  61,  line  11,  based  on  the 
ground  that  such  provisions  would  con- 
stitute legislation  in  an  appropriations 
bill  in  violation  of  rule  XXI,  clause  2, 
of  the  rules  of  the  House. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  any  Member 
wish  to  be  heard  on  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  ma- 
jority, the  chairman  and  vice  chairman 
concede  this  point  of  order. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  con- 
cede the  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  point  of  order 
having  been  conceded,  it  is  sustained. 

Are  there  any  amendments  to  title  n 
at  this  time? 

.OiENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  KENNEDY  OF 
MASSACHUSETTS 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  No.  18  offered  by  Mr.  Kennedy 
of  Massachusetts:  In  the  item  relating  to 
"Forest  Service— Reconstruction  and  Con- 
struction"— 

(1)  after  the  first  dollar  amount.  Insert  the 
following:  "(reduced  by  $12,000,000)";  and 

(2)  after  the  second  dollar  amount,  insert 
the  following:  "(reduced  by  $30,000,000)". 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  be  limited  to  10  minutes,  the 
time  to  be  equally  divided. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 


The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy]. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  to  offer  this  bipartisan 
amendment  to  the  Interior  appropria- 
tions bill  with  my  colleagues  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois,  John  Porter,  the 
gentleman  from  Florida.  Dan  Miller. 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota.  David 
Minge.  the  gentleman  from  California. 
Ed  Royce.  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin. Scott  Klug,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana,  John  Hostettler. 

This  is  a  very  bipartisan  amendment. 
I  want  to  pay  particular  thanks  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Porter] 
as  well  as  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin [Mr.  Klug]  for  their  efforts.  Mr. 
Klug  worked  very  hard  on  this  amend- 
ment in  years  past,  as  well  as  Mr.  Por- 
ter, and  I  appreciate  their  efforts. 

One  would  be  surprised  to  know  that 
there  is  money  in  this  bill  that  will  go 
to  the  Forest  Service,  but  will  travel 
right  from  the  pocket  of  the  taxpayer 
directly  into  the  pockets  of  the  most 
profitable  timber  companies,  such  as 
Weyerhaeuser,  (Georgia  Pacific,  and 
International  Paper,  in  the  form  of  fed- 
erally subsidized  timber  roads  in  our 
National  Forest  System. 

One  would  think  if  we  are  going  to 
allow  private  timber  companies  to 
come  in  and  remove  the  Federal  assets 
from  our  forests  for  their  own  profit,  at 
the  very  least  these  companies  would 
have  to  pay  for  their  roads  that  are 
needed  to  be  made  to  get  to  that  tim- 
ber. 

The  American  taxpayer  has  already 
paid  for  379,000  miles  of  roads  that 
crisscross  our  national  forests,  which  is 
more  than  eight  times  the  size  of  our 
U.S.  Interstate  Highway  System. 
Enough  is  enough.  We  do  not  need  any 
new  taxpayer-subsidized  logging  roads. 
If  the  new  roads  for  logging  purposes 
are  warranted,  practical,  and  profit- 
able, why  should  not  the  corporate  gi- 
ants build  their  own  roads? 

Our  amendment  would  eliminate 
Federal  funds  for  the  Forest  Service  for 
the  construction  of  only  new  timber 
logging  roads  in  fiscal  year  1997.  There 
have  been  other  amendments  that  have 
been  offered.  This  is  a  very  specific 
amendment  that  only  goes  for  the 
building  of  new  roads,  and  the  money 
will  be,  in  fact,  rescinded. 

Thirty  million  dollars  from  this 
would  be  cut  by  the  amendment  for  the 
purchaser  credit  program,  S12  million 
from  the  reconstruction  and  construc- 
tion budget  of  the  Forest  Service  that 
is  used  for  building  new  roads  and  for 
the  administrative  costs  associated 
with  those  new  roads. 

The  amendment  only  cuts  funds  trom 
the  budget  that  would  be  used  to  build 
550  miles  of  new  roads,  and  we  do  not 
touch  the  funds  that  would  be  used  for 
the  repair  of  roads  or  the  existing  in- 
frastructure. Nothing  in  this  amend- 
ment would  keep  private  companies 
from  building  their  own  roads. 


Some  may  say  that  this  amendment 
will  cause  the  price  of  lumber  to  in- 
crease, leading  to  higher  home  prices. 
The  fact  is  that  the  interest  rates 
alone  affect  home  prices  much  more 
than  the  price  of  lumber.  Only  less 
than  5  percent  of  the  cost  of  building  a 
home  actually  goes  to  the  cost  of  lum- 
ber. So  anyone  who  argues  that  this  is 
going  to  push  up  the  price  of  lumber  is 
not  following  how  homes  are  built. 

Our  approach  is  very  simple:  Let  the 
market  dictate.  If  the  roads  must  be 
built  and  should  be  built,  let  the  com- 
panies that  want  to  build  the  roads  go 
ahead  and  build  them.  Why  should  the 
American  taxpayer  have  to  reach  into 
their  back  pocket  and  subsidize  roads 
that  are  going  to  be  utilized  by  private 
companies  for  the  purposes  of  going 
and  cutting  our  finest  trees,  and  in 
many  cases  cutting  them  up,  mulching 
them  into  fiber  board,  and  selling  them 
to  somebody  else,  where  we  have  to 
buy  them  back  at  inflated  prices? 

The  truth  of  the  matter  is  if  we  are 
to  stand  up,  and  I  appreciate  so  many 
of  the  Members  from  the  Republican 
side  who  have  joined  with  me  in  the  of- 
fering of  this  amendment,  because  I 
know  that  just  as  you  are  opposed  to  so 
much  welfare,  that  you  are  opposed  to 
welfare  on  both  sides  of  the  equation, 
and  in  fact  do  not  believe  in  so  many  of 
your  cases  that  we  ought  to  be  provid- 
ing subsidies  to  corporations  as  well. 
Many  Members  of  the  Republican  side 
have  been  suggesting  that  in  recent 
months,  and  we  very  much  api>reciate 
the  help  and  support  that  they  could 
give  us  on  this  amendment. 

Finally.  I  would  just  like  to  add  how 
much  I  appreciate  the  f^t  that,  again, 
Mr.  Porter,  Mr.  Klug,  and  so  many 
other  fine  Republicans  like  Dan  Mil- 
lar and  Ed  Rotce  and  John 
Hostettler  have  joined  with  us  in  this 
amendment.  This  will  be  the  first  time 
that  we  really  have  a  chance  to  defeat 
the  lumber  lobby  in  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  and  stand  up  for  the  or- 
dinary people  who  are  paying  the 
taxes.  This  will  not  cut  roads,  it  wUl 
simply  make  sure  that  the  roads  that 
are  going  to  be  cut  by  the  Forest  Serv- 
ice are  going  to  be  paid  for  by  the  cor- 
porations that  use  them  for  their  own 
purposes. 

Let  us  be  honest  with  the  American 
people  and  say  where  we  need  to  build 
roads  to  rebuild  the  old  road  system, 
we  will  pay  for  it.  Where  we  need  to 
build  roads  for  recreational  purposes, 
we  will  pay  for  it.  But  if  the  purpose  of 
the  road  is  to  be  built  so  that  lumber 
companies  can  go  in  and  identify  trees 
that  they  themselves  want  to  chop 
down,  let  those  lumber  companies 
themselves  pick  up  the  tab. 

Mr.  Taylor  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  had  a  chance  to 
ask  the  gentleman  a  question,  I  am  not 
sure  if  he  is  familiar  with  President 
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Clinton's  Option  9.  Option  9  is  for  the 
Pacific  Northwest.  It  is  going  to  be 
very  difficult  for  the  President  to  carry- 
out  his  Option  9  without  the  funds  for 
roads,  especially  new  roads,  to  meet 
the  commitment  to  the  people  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest. 

Second,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  I  think  is 
probably  the  fourth  time  this  evening 
that  we  have  tried  to  debunk  this  myth 
that  is  being  predicated  that  there  is  a 
subsidy  for  road  building.  The  timber 
that  is  sold  in  the  national  forest  is 
sold  on  a  bid.  It  is  not  on  a  negotiated 
basis;  it  is  sold  to  the  highest  bidder  in 
a  bid  process.  The  Forest  Service  usu- 
ally puts  a  floor  in;  that  is,  a  figure 
below  which  they  will  not  go. 

The  bid  includes  the  fact  that  the 
Forest  Service  will  give  credit  for 
roads  to  be  built  for  timber  harvest,  be- 
cause they  want  those  roads  build  for 
specific  purposes  beyond  timber  har- 
vest. They  want  them  built  for  rec- 
reational purposes,  they  want  them 
built  for  fire  protection,  they  want 
them  built  for  a  variety  of  reasons. 

If  a  company  on  a  private  tract  of 
land  wanted  to  build  roads  for  private 
timber,  they  could  probably  build  those 
roads  at  a  fraction  of  the  cost  that  the 
Government  wants  their  roads  built, 
because  the  Government  wants  a  mul- 
tiple use  in  their  forest.  So  they  dic- 
tate how  the  roads  will  be  built  for  the 
broader  use.  It  adds  value  to  the  forest 
land  for  recreational  purposes  and 
other  purposes. 

If  the  credit  is  not  given,  then  the 
company  bidding  will  simply  lower  its 
bid,  all  companies  bidding  will  lower 
their  bid  to  take  Into  consideration  the 
cost  of  that  road,  because  it  is  a  special 
road  that  the  Government  wants  built. 

So  there  is  no  subsidy,  there  is  no 
savings.  You  pay  in  the  front  or  you 
pay  in  the  back.  You  pay  the  same 
thing.  It  is  a  myth  to  say  that  anyone 
is  being  subsidized  because  implicit  in 
the  bid  Itself,  when  a  person  bids  for 
that  timber,  he  will  bid  that  price, 
knowing  that  he  is  going  to  get  credit 
for  the  road  construction.  If  he  were 
not  getting  credit  for  the  road  con- 
struction, he  would  give  a  lower  price 
for  the  timber  so  that  he  would  be  able 
to  cover  the  Government's  road  con- 
struction, because  it  is  a  specifically 
built  road  to  Government  standards  for 
use  far  beyond  timber. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  we  can  put  that 
msrth  to  bed,  and  then  maybe  we  can 
get  on  with  real  debate  on  this  subject. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  I 
srleld  to  the  gentleman  trom  California. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appre- 
ciate my  good  frtend  yielding.  Is  it  not 
a  fact  that  a  lot  of  the  timber  that  we 
are  attempting  to  harvest  on  Federal 
forest  lands  declines  in  merchantable 
value,  or  loses  its  monetary  value  alto- 
gether because  of  our  inability  to  get 
these  sales  out,  because  of  our  inability 


to  harvest  these  dead,  dying  and  dis- 
eased trees  in  particular? 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  reclaiming  my  time,  cer- 
tainly in  the  area  of  salvage  that  is 
true,  because  the  appeal  process  is  get- 
ting so  long  now  many  companies  will 
not  give  a  high  bid  for  government  tim- 
ber because  the  process  is  so  lengthy. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  continue  to  yield,  is  it  not 
a  fact  that  some  of  our  friends  con- 
cerned about  so-called  below  costs 
sales  and  concerned  about  taxpayer 
subsidies  are  the  same  people  who  are 
opposed  to  allowing  any  kind  of  expe- 
dited logging  on  our  forest  lands,  in- 
cluding the  salvage  harvesting  of  dead, 
dying  and  diseased  trees? 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  Ex- 
actly. The  Sierra  Club  came  out  re- 
cently with  a  vote  two  to  one  against 
any  cutting  on  government  forest  lands 
altogether. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Did  I  understand  cor- 
rectly the  Sierra  Club,  the  most  mod- 
erate mainstream  environmental  orga- 
nization, the  one  that  enjoys  the  most 
moderate  mainstream  ima^e  of  all  en- 
vironmental organizations,  voted  re- 
cently two  to  one  to  completely  ban  all 
logging  on  Federal  forest  lands? 

Mr.  TA^XLOR  of  North  Carolina.  Ex- 
actly. The  implications  of  that  is  going 
to  be  severe,  not  only  economically, 
because  of  the  thousands  of  jobs  and 
tens  of  thousands  of  jobs  to  be  lost,  but 
environmentally.  Because  as  we  point- 
ed out  again  aind  again,  we  use  wood 
products  for  many  things.  That  table 
in  front  of  you  is  an  example.  If  we  do 
not  make  it  out  of  wood,  we  make  it 
out  of  a  finite  product,  usually  plastic 
or  metal.  Both  are  finite  and  harsher 
on  "the  environment.  We  also  need  the 
plastics  for  other  uses. 

We  need  the  renewable  resource  of 
wood.  Throughout  eastern  America, 
the  Appalachian  hardwood  in  the  For- 
est Service,  I  would  say  50  percent  of 
the  timber,  the  Appalachian  hardwoods 
that  are  going  to  be  collected  in  the  fu- 
ture, is  going  to  come  from  Forest 
Service  lands,  supports  the  furniture 
industry  that  not  only  supplies  homes 
across  this  Nation,  but  is  a  substantial 
export  market  for  us,  value  added. 

The  other  factor  I  would  like  to  point 
out  in  the  total  object  we  are  talking 
about  is  all  the  folks  who  want  to  stop 
harvest  in  the  forest  do  not  tell  us 
what  is  going  to  happen  to  replace  all 
those  forest  products  that  the  people 
need  and  a  growing  population  needs, 
much  less  the  jobs  that  will  be  abol- 
ished. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chalrmap,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  Kennedy-Porter  amendment 
and  would  suggest  that  the  arguments 
being  made  by  the  other  side  appar- 
ently, after  only  a  brief  display,  are  ob- 
viously trying  to  create  a  strawman. 
They  do  not  want  to  talk  about  the 


issue  in  terms  of  what  is  in  this  amend- 
ment. This  amendment  does  not  ban 
harvesting  on  the  national  forests. 
That  is  not  what  this  amendment  does. 
This  amendment  takes  out  some  $50 
million  in  terms  of  subsidy  for  new 
road  construction  for  those  sales. 

D  2130 

What  we  are  saying  is  that  this  ought 
to  make  economic  sense.  I  might  say  it 
would  be  a  good  idea  if  it  made  envi- 
ronmental sense  as  well.  It  would  be  a 
good  idea  if  it  made  scientific  sense,  I 
would  suggest,  too.  And  first  and  fore- 
most, perhaps  it  would  be  a  good  idea  if 
it  made  ethical  sense,  that  it  was  the 
right  thing  to  do  in  terms  of  what  we 
do  in  terms  of  policy. 

So  I  think  the  gentleman  from  Mas- 
sachusetts, [Mr.  Kennedy],  is  coming 
from  an  economic  basis  here,  but  I 
think  in  the  end  it  makes  a  lot  of  sci- 
entific ajid  environmental  sense.  We 
have  rejected  amendments  to  take  and 
transfer  this  money  out.  and  this  is  the 
consequence  that  my  friend,  Mr.  Ken- 
nedy, is  trying  to  show,  what  happens 
to  these  forests  and  what  is  happening 
with  these  roads.  Because  when  they 
are  constructed  and  we  end  up  with 
nearly  400,od)  miles  of  roads,  they  are 
just  left  in  a  bad  condition. 

This  slumping,  this  taking  of  the  soil 
that  is  washing  into  the  streams  is  de- 
stroying the  fisheries,  destroying  the 
watersheds,  leaving  behind  literally 
tens  of  billions  of  dollars  of  damage  in 
this  country,  in  our  landscape,  that  we 
have  a  responsibility  for  as  stewards, 
that  is  left  in  disrepair. 

What  is  the  suggestion  of  this  com- 
mittee? What  is  the  sugrgestion  on  this 
floor?  To  construct  more  new  roads. 
Are  we  closing  down  some?  Yes,  but 
not  nearly  enough.  Are  we  containing 
them  at  the  level  that  is  necessary? 
Not  nearly  well  enough.  And  that  has 
been  bad  policy  that  has  been  handed 
to  us  today  to  make  a  decision. 

The  decision  ought  to  be  to  take  the 
money  and  save  this  money  for  the  tax- 
payer and  to  save  this  legacy  for  future 
generations. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VENTO.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  aK>reciate  the  gentleman's 
Shielding  and  his  comments.  I  want  to 
clear  up  a  couple  of  the  inaccuracies 
that  were  suggested  by  the  two  earlier 
speakers. 

First  and  foremost,  there  is  S2  mil- 
lion that  was  requested  by  the  Forest 
Service  to  go  into  our  forests  to  clean 
up  the  areas  that  need  to  be  cleaned 
up.  We  have  not  touched  that  money. 
The  money  that  was  requested  specifi- 
cally by  the  Forest  Service  to  meet  the 
concerns  of  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia, [Mr.  RiGGS],  is  left  in  the  budg- 
et. 

This  deals  with  the  fact  that  in  1995 
a  GAO  report  showed  that  the  timber 
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sale  program  lost  an  estimated  $330 
million  a  year  for  3  years  for  a  total  of 
over  a  billion  dollars  to  the  American 
taxpayer  between  1992  and  1994.  This  is 
what  we  are  talking  about,  is  whether 
or  not  the  roads,  when  they  go  in.  that 
we  can  say  that  we  are  going  to  sell  as 
many  board  feet  of  timber  if  we  cut  the 
subsidy. 

Well,  obviously,  that  is  probably 
true.  I  will  grant  my  colleagues  that. 
But  the  truth  of  the  matter  is,  we  are 
going  to  save  the  American  taxpayer 
millions  and  millions  of  dolljirs  at  the 
same  time.  K  what  we  are  really  about 
is  simply  to  subsidize  timber  sales, 
then  why  not  just  write  the  timber 
companies  a  check  and  to  heck  cutting 
down  the  trees.  Keep  the  trees. 

But  that  is  not  what  we  are  really 
wanting  to  do.  What  we  want  to  do  is 
hide  the  fact  that  underneath  this  pro- 
gram is  a  tremendous  subsidy  that  goes 
to  these  companies  and  ends  up  with 
the  kinds  of  damage  done  that  that  pic- 
ture demonstrates. 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  I  think  the  gentleman  is 
right.  If  there  were  not  a  subsidy,  we 
would  not  have  the  $164  million  in  the 
bill  that  we  have  before  us.  It  is  just 
economic  sense.  If  these  forests  cannot 
pay  for  themselves,  if  these  forests  do 
not  pay  to  cut  these  trees  down,  and  I 
tell  my  colleagues,  our  forestry  prac- 
tices are  a  disaster  because  of  incidents 
like  this. 

Go  out  and  fly  over  the  400,000  miles 
of  roads  that  they  have  constructed 
that  are  in  disrepair  and  will  never  be 
taken  care  of.  At  the  rate  we  are  going, 
we  are  just  destroying  the  environ- 
ment, is  what  we  are  doing,  and  it  does 
not  make  economic  sense.  We  would 
not  have  to  have  this  money  in  the  bill. 
Our  forestry  practices  have  resulted 
in  just  the  prime  cuts  going.  So  the 
areas  that  remain,  yes,  they  are  below 
cost,  because  the  prime  areas  have 
been  cut  out.  It  takes  money,  obvi- 
ously, to  restore  these  areas  today. 
That  is  what  is  going  on,  is  the  type  of 
cuts,  and  what  is  left  simply  does  not 
make  sense  in  terms  of  the  economics. 
That  is  why  we  will  have  to  have  more 
and  more  money  each  year  to  deal  with 
this  particular  problem. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

I  must,  unfortunately,  oppose  the 
Kennedy  amendment.  In  my  judgment, 
there  is  a  correlation  between  how 
much  money  we  spend  in  roads  and 
how  much  timber  harvesting  we  are 
able  to  do.  If  we  cut  the  timber  road 
purchaser  credit  program  by  60  per- 
cent, we  are  going  to  drastically  reduce 
timber  harvesting  in  the  States  that 
use  the  timber  purchaser  credit  pro- 
gram. We  are  also  going  to  cut  back 
the  other  construction  program. 

Now.  I  agree  with  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota,  but  If  we  cut  the 
money  for  roads,  then  we  are  also  cut- 
ting road  maintenance  and  we  are  cut- 
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ting  recreational  roads, 
all  are  affected. 

These  roads  are  used  for  multiple 
purposes.  The  Forest  Service  provides 
more  recreational  opportunities  than 
our  entire  National  Park  System,  and 
we  have  to  have  roads  to  get  into  these 
recreational  areas. 

So  we  cannot  walk  away  from  the 
truth  here.  The  truth  is,  if  we  are  going 
to  cut  the  road  program  by  25  percent, 
total,  then  we  are  going  to  dramati- 
cally reduce  the  level  of  timber  har- 
vesting. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  must  tell  my  friend 
from  Massachusetts  that  there  is  no 
subsidy  here  that  I  know  about,  be- 
cause what  happens  is,  we  have  two  dif- 
ferent programs.  In  some  areas,  the 
Forest  Service  builds  the  roads,  and 
when  they  do  that,  people  bid  on  this 
timber  and  they  will  bid  a  certain 
level.  In  some  cases,  the  timber  opera- 
tor builds  the  roads,  and  in  that  case, 
he  bids  less  for  the  timber.  That  is 
called  purchaser  credit. 

There  are  two  different  systems,  but 
both  of  them  are  based  on  the  econom- 
ics of  how  much  this  timber  is  worth. 

Now,  I  must  remind  everyone  that  we 
have  cut  timber  harvesting  in  this 
country  by  over  50  percent,  and  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest,  we  have  reduced  it 
by  85  percent.  This  has  had  a  dramatic 
negative  effect  on  the  economies  of 
many  areas.  To  come  in  now  and  again 
cut  these  timber  roads,  many  of  which 
are  used  for  maintenance  and  recre- 
ation and  other  purposes,  simply  is 
going  to  cause  additional  problems. 

In  fact,  most  of  the  money  in  the 
President's  program  for  watershed  res- 
toration is  to  take  out  roads.  A  lot  of 
this  money  is  used  to  take  out  existing 
roads. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  first  of  all,  let  us  point  out 
the  fact  that  there  have  been  a  couple 
of  statements  that  are  simply  not  true. 
This  amendment  does  not  cut  rec- 
reational roads,  number  one. 

When  the  gentleman  talks  about  the 
fact  that  timber  sales  might  go  down, 
the  truth  is  that  less  than  10  or  12  per- 
cent of  the  total  amount  of  timber  that 
is  cut  in  this  country  comes  from  the 
national  forest. 

No.  2,  the  private  sales  in  this  coun- 
try have  skyrocketed,  so  we  are  not 
talking  about  damage  done  to  the  lum- 
ber industry.  What  we  are  talking 
about  is  the  subsidy  program  which  the 

GAO 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing my  time. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts. 
Well,  if  the  gentleman  would  just  allow 
me  to  finish,  then  he  can  take  back,  so 
I  will  leaxn  something  here,  because  I 
am  sure  I  will  from  the  gentleman. 

The  GAO  says  that  we  are  going  to 
lose  $330  million  on  this  program  this 


year.  That  is  how  much  they  claim  is 
going  to  be  lost. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Reclaiming  my  time.  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  people  from  the  Forest 
Service  do  not  agree  with  the  GAO  cal- 
culations. And.  again,  one  of  the  rea- 
sons that  we  are  not  getting  as  much 
return  out  of  our  timber  harvest  is  be- 
cause we  have  put  on  all  kinds  of  addi- 
tional environmental  restraints  and  re- 
strictions in  order  to  protect  and  do 
ESA's  and  do  EISs  aind  all  the  other 
things  that  we  have  to  do  to  protect 
the  environment.  The  gentleman 
agrees  that  those  are  important  prior- 
ities that  we  ought  to  do. 

Mr.  Chairman,  again,  I  want  to  say  it 
one  more  time.  If  we  cut  the  roads  pro- 
gram, we  are  going  to  then  reduce  tim- 
ber harvesting  from  what  the  commit- 
tee approved.  4.9,  down  about  1.7  less.  It 
would  be  down  to  about  3.2.  And  we 
have  carpenters  and  all  kinds  of  people 
out  there  who  depend  on  the  timber 
coming  off  the  Federal  forest  lands. 

As  I  told  the  gentleman  and  my  good 
friend,  we  have  already  cut  the  timber 
harvesting  program  in  this  country  by 
approximately  50  percent.  I  think  going 
any  further  than  that  is  a  very  serious 
mistake,  and  I  would  urge  the  House  to 
reject  the  amendment. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  the  gentleman  will  con- 
tinue to  yield,  the  only  point  again  I 
would  like  to  make  Is  that,  yes,  there 
are  going  to  be  reductions  in  the  num- 
ber of  board  feet.  Where  we  go  about  4 
percent  of  the  total  board  feet  last  year 
out  of  the  timber  program  that  comes 
out  of  the  national  forest  program, 
some  of  that  4  percent  that  we  get  out 
of  the  total  sales  from  the  national  for- 
est program  will  go  down  a  small  per- 
centage. It  is  a  tiny,  tiny  percentage 
from  the  overall  number  of  board  feet 
cut. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Dicks]  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Dicks 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say 
one  other  thing  here.  At  he  request  of 
our  former  chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Yates],  the  General 
Accounting  Office  recently  completed  a 
report  detailing  the  allocation  of  For- 
est Service  timber  sale  receipts  to  var- 
ious funds  and  accounts  and  comparing 
total  receipts  to  outlays  for  timber 
sale  preparation  and  administration. 

The  report  covers  fiscal  years  1992 
through  1994.  That  is  3  years  during 
which  timber  sales  ere  at  a  postwar 
low.  Nevertheless,  the  report  shows 
nearly  $3  billion  in  timber  sale  receipts 
against  $1.3  billion  In  preparation  and 
administration  outlays.  Therefore,  we 
are  covering,  the  cost  by  approximately 
$1.7  billion. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  the  gentleman  would  once 
again  yield.  I  would  just  like  to  point 
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out  that  that  report  goes  on  to  say,  if 
the  gentleman  would  read  the  next 
page,  that  those  numbers  do  not  take 
into  account  the  cost  of  building  the 
roadbed  into  the  forest,  which  is  70  per- 
cent of  the  cost;  it  does  not  take  into 
account  something  else,  too,  and  it  is  a 
phony  baloney  report. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
strong  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  point  out  that 
I  have  been  on  the  committee  that  han- 
dles these  things  for  16  years.  I  am 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  For- 
est Service,  Public  Lands  and  National 
Parks.  If  anyone  would  care  to  come  to 
our  meetings,  we  hold  hearings  on 
these  things  on  a  very  regular  basis.  In 
fact,  there  is  one  tomorrow  at  10 
o'clock.  We  have  gone  over  this  issue 
ad  nauseam.  How  much  it  costs,  below- 
lost  timber.  It  goes  on  and  on  and  on. 

Here  is  the  myth  that  seems  to  float 
around  here  right  now,  and  it  goes  this 
way:  Cutting  all  funds  for  construction 
of  new  forest  roads  will  save  the  Fed- 
eral Government  J95  million  per  year 
or  $495  million  over  5  years.  They  tie 
this  argument  to  the  claim  that  the 
Forest  Service  timber  sale  loses 
money. 

I  can  tell  my  colleagues  after  16 
years  on  that  committee  that  is  com- 
pletely and  unequivocally  false. 

Withholding  these  road  funds  for  fis- 
cal year  1997  will  preclude  needed  envi- 
ronmental Improvements  to  the  exist- 
ing road  system  and  will  cause  the  ter- 
mination of  most  timber  sales  on  the 
national  forest. 

And  today,  just  today,  we  Went  over 
these  f^ts.  Listen  to  these  figures, 
please,  resulting  in  a  net  loss  of  ap- 
proximately S600  million  in  annual  tim- 
ber sales. 

Now,  a  lot  of  folks  have  been  wonder- 
ing, why  do  we  have  so  many  fires 
around  the  area?  We  have  fires  all  over 
the  West  and  other  areas.  One  of  the 
reasons  we  are  hearing  this  is  because 
they  cannot  get  to  them.  It  is  very  ro- 
mantic to  see  them  jumping  out  of 
Cessna  210s  and  things  such  £is  that, 
but,  in  reality,  how  they  fight  these 
fires  is  these  guys  take  these  trucks 
and  go  up  these  roads.  These  roads  we 
are  not  taking  care  of.  These  roads  we 
are  not  going  to  build.  So  this  is  one  of 
the  reasons  we  find  ourselves  in  that 
situation. 

Eliminating  the  funding  for  the  For- 
est Service  would  virtually  half  the 
Forest  Service's  timber  sales  program, 
which  is  needed  to,  one,  accomplish 
forest  management  activities:  two.  pro- 
vide an  important  share  of  the  Nation's 
wood  products.  And  my  friends  may 
have  noticed  how  timber  is  going  up 
over  the  years.  When  I  built  a  home  20. 
30  years  ago,  a  2-by-4  was  87  cents.  It  is 
now  $4.  One  of  the  reasons  directly  tied 
to  that  is  because  of  that. 

And  being  in  the  construction  busi- 
ness myself  for  many  years,  I  can  tell 
my  colleagues  that,  contrary  to  what 


my  good  friend  said,  timber  is  a  big 
part  of  building  homes. 

Many  accounting  firms  are  looking 
at  this  at  this  particular  time,  and  we 
have  had  them  before  the  committee. 
And  what  have  they  testified  to?  They 
say  one  of  the  reasons  the  cost  of  hous- 
ing is  going  up  is  because  we  are  not 
doing  this. 

My  good  friend  from  Massachusetts 
made  an  interesting  statement  not  too 
long  ago.  He  said,  we  are  going  to  take 
care  of  this  timber  lobby.  That  is  not 
the  person  we  are  going  to  hurt.  I  will 
tell  him  who  we  are  going  to  hurt.  If 
we  go  back  to  our  districts  and  look  in 
the  faces  and  eyes  of  these  people  with 
modest  incomes  who  like  to  hunt  and 
fish  and  camp  and  be  out  in  the  out- 
doors and  enjoy  it,  those  are  the  people 
we  are  going  to  hurt. 

We  are  not  hurting  the  lumber  indus- 
try at  all.  They  are  moving  out  of 
these  areas,  and  wisely  so.  because 
they  can  do  it  cheaper.  If  Members 
want  a  great  experience,  they  should 
go  down  with  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia, Wally  Herger,  and  look  at 
some  of  this  that  is  owned  by  private 
industry,  where  they  are  flourishing 
and  doing  very  well,  and  then  look 
what  the  Federal  Government  is  doing. 
Old  growth  forest  and  fires. 

And  now  we  are  even  kicking  the  cat- 
tle off  the  ranch  because  we  do  not 
want  those  to  take  care  of  the  grass. 
Funny  enough,  in  Canada  they  send 
them  up  there,  paying  them  $5  a  head 
to  eat  that  grass  so  it  does  not  bum. 

D    2145 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HANSEN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen- 
tleman seems  to  have  a  good  handle  on 
this  issue.  Let  me  ask  him  this.  I  am 
concerned  about  small  communities 
like  I  have  in  my  area,  I  have  a  lot  of 
national  forests  in  my  conmiunity,  like 
Phillips,  WI  that  is  totally  in  a  na- 
tional forest.  They  do  not  have  any 
power  of  taxation.  What  happens  when 
they  need  some  new  streets  like  they 
do? 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  give  the  gentleman  a  classic  ex- 
ample. Anybody  in  here  ever  heard  of 
Escalante,  UT?  Escalante.  UT  has 
Escalante  sawmills  in  it:  268  people 
have  jobs  there.  Guess  what?  The  ex- 
treme groups  came  in  and  they  chal- 
lenged every  one  of  the  contracts.  No, 
they  will  not  let  them  do  it.  Two  hun- 
dred sixty-eight  people  do  not  have 
jobs  anymore.  You  want  to  buy  a  town? 
You  can  buy  one.  It  is  called  Escalante, 
UT,  because  they  all  went  out  because 
people  were  challenging  the  road  build- 
ing. 

Also  Kaibab  Industries  in  Arizona 
has  a  place  in  Utah.  They  are  pretty 
•well  out.  That  is  vhat  happens  in  these 
little    communities    when    we    follow 


amendments   like    the    one   from    our 
good  friend  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  continue  to  yield.  I  am  in- 
terested in  what  is  going  to  happen  if 
this  amendment  would  pass.  What  is 
going  to  happen  to  this  small  commu- 
nity that  is  within  this  national  forest? 
They  are  not  going  to  get  a  new  street. 
They  do  not  have  any  power  of  tax- 
ation. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
tell  my  colleagues,  of  my  16  years  in 
that  committee,  do  you  know  who  uses 
these  roads,  it  is  not  these  guys.  A  lot 
of  this  was  pointed  out  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington.  This  build 
them  themselves  in  many  instances. 
Who  uses  the  road  is  the  person  who 
likes  to  recreate,  the  person  of  modest 
means.  That  is  the  person  who  is  going 
to  be  hurt. 

In  answer  to  your  question,  those  lit- 
tle communities  are  the  ones  that  suf- 
fer. The  little  communities  that  are  all 
through  the  48  lower  States  and  the 
other  2,  they  are  the  people  that  will 
suffer.  I  think  this  is  a  misguided 
amendment.  I  have  great  respect  for 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts. 

the  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Utah  [Mr.  Hansen]  has  ex- 
pired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Kennedy  of  Massa- 
chusetts, and  by  unanimous  consent, 
Mr.  Hansen  was  allowed  to  proceed  for 
1  additional  minute.) 

Mr.  HANSEN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken- 
nedy]. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  just  like  to  point 
out  the  fact  that  you  had  cited  this  as 
though  all  379,000  miles  worth  of  roads, 
all  the  new  roads  that  the  repairs  that 
are  going  to  go  into  1,850  miles  worth 
of  roads,  the  new  roads  that  are  going 
to  be  built  for  recreational  purposes, 
all  seem  to  account  for  nothing.  All  of 
the  cuts  that  you  and  the  gentleman 
from  Washington  [Mr.  DiCKS]  are  pre- 
dicting come  out  of  these  550  miles 
worth  of  new  roads.  You  have  a  lot  of 
roads  to  go  out  and  cut  a  lot  of  timber, 
which  is  only  harvested  4  percent  of 
the  total  take  in  this  country.  So  how 
you  can  blame  this  tiny  little  cut  of  $50 
million  for  all  these  terrible  things 
that  are  going  to  happen,  I  think  is  ir- 
responsible. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HANSEN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
thinks  this  is  a  defense  bill.  Fifty  mil- 
lion in  the  interior  bill  is  a  big  deal.  It 
is  about  one-third  of  the  timber  pro- 
gram, timber  road  program.  So  this  is 
a  big  amendment,  worse  than  any  of 
the  ones  we  have  seen  today. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Well  stated. 

Mr.  ROYCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
this  amendment,  and  there  are  several 
points  I  want  to  make.  The  first  on 
purchaser  road  credits,  they  are  not 
necessary  for  timber  harvesting.  Log- 
ging occurs  on  land  managed  by  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  under 
their  lump  sales  program,  which  does 
not  involve  purchaser  road  credits. 

States  also  manage  their  timber  sale 
programs  much  more  effectively.  Ac- 
cording to  the  General  Accounting  Of- 
fice. States  fund  their  programs  with  a 
percentage  of  timber  sales  receipts 
which  provides  a  built-in  incentive  to 
promote  cost  efficiency. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  also 
states  that  while  the  States"  planning 
processes  are  fairly  straightforward, 
the  Federal  agencies'  processes  are 
much  more  lengthy  and  expensive. 

I  would  lastly  also  like  to  note  that 
the  House  budget  resolution  that  we 
recently  passed  calls  for  market-based 
decisionmaking  in  public  land  manage- 
ment in  the  area  of  multiple  activities, 
including  the  timber  road  programs.  In 
my  view,  those  of  us  who  supported  our 
budget  resolution  should  also  support 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROYCE.  I  jrield  to  the  gentleman 
fi-om  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  KLUG.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  my 
colleague,  Mr.  Royce.  has  put  this  in 
perspective.  There  has  been  a  lot  of 
emotion  on  both  sides  of  this  issue  to- 
night. I  think  in  the  end  it  really  boils 
down  to  hard,  cold  numbers. 

Let  me  go  back  to  the  point  the  gen- 
tleman firom  Massachusetts  made  ear- 
lier in  terms  of  the  General  Accounting 
Office  study.  The  General  Accounting 
Office,  which  essentially  is  charged  by 
Congress  with  doing  fiscal  analysis, 
came  back  and  said  we  have  lost  nearly 
$1  billion  over  3  years  in  below-cost 
timber  sales.  Of  that,  $245  million  was 
the  cost  of  new  road  construction. 

Again,  this  amendment  does  not  say 
you  cannot  hjirvest  and  that  timber 
comijanies  cannot  cut  down  trees.  It 
simply  says  if  they  want  to  do  It,  they 
can  pay  for  it- 
Let  us  put  in  perspective  exactly  how 
much  mileage  we  are  talking  about. 
There  are  already  379,000  miles  of  roads 
in  the  National  Forest  Service  which  is 
eight  tunes  bigger  than  the  national 
highway  system.  We  have  already  built 
roads  from  one  corner  to  the  next. 

It  seems  to  me  it  should  be  a  fun- 
damental Republican  principle  that  at 
the  very  least  you  break  even.  What  an 
extraordinarily  novel  idea,  if  you  actu- 
ally make  money  when  you  sell  a  Fed- 
eral resource. 

Let  me  again  congratulate  my  col- 
league from  Illinois  [Mr.  Porter],  the 
gentlemen  firom  California,  [Mr. 
Royce],  and  the  gentleman  from  Mas- 
sachusetts, [Mr.  Kennedy],  for  trjring 
to  bring  some  common  sense  and,  more 
than  anything  else,  economic  sense  to 


this  issue  which  says,  if  you  are  going 
to  do  harvesting,  go  ahead  and  do  it. 
Let  the  private  companies  pay  for  it. 
And  when  you  harvest  the  timber,  let 
us  make  a  buck  at  it. 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  have  to  say 
that  we  have  spent  the  last  year  and  a 
half  discussing  timber,  cattle  grazing, 
mining.  And  the  difficulty  I  have  with 
all  of  this  is  that  I  never  find  a  time 
when  those  who  are  interested  in  these 
industries  are  willing  to  give  at  all  in 
solving  some  of  our  budgetary  prob- 
lems in  this  country.  No,  we  have  to 
continue  to  subsidize  the  timber  indus- 
try. We  have  to  continue  to  subsidize 
the  cattle  ranchers.  We  cannot  change 
that.  We  have  to  continue  to  subsidize 
mining  interests  in  our  country.  There 
is  never  any  give  to  solve  our  country's 
problems.  I  wish  I  could  say  that  there 
was. 

Here  we  are  asking  simply  to  cut  $50 
million  to  build  550  miles  of  new  road 
on  top  of  379,000  miles  of  existing  road, 
as  Mr.  KLUG  just  said,  eight  times, 
eight  times  longer  than  the  interstate 
highway  system.  And  we  are  saying, 
why  not  forgo  this,  why  do  we  not  just 
do  this  for  a  year.  There  are  plenty  of 
roads  out  there  that  are  already  in  ex- 
istence. Yet,  no,  no,  we  cannot  do  that. 
We  are  already  subsidizing  them  and 
we  have  to  continue  to  do  it. 

I  believe  very  strongly  that  it  is  time 
we  look  at  all  of  these  kinds  of  sub- 
sidies and  we  say,  hey,  the  Federal  tax- 
payers do  not  have  an  obligation  to  the 
U.S.  timber  Industry.  They  do  not  have 
an  obligation  to  cattle  ranchers  to  sub- 
sidize, nor  do  they  have  an  obligation 
to  the  mining  industry. 

We  have  a  mining  law  that  has  been 
in  existence  since  1872,  subsidizing  an 
industry.  Let  us  have  a  time  when  the 
interests  who  come  up  here  and  say. 
yes,  we  have  to  balance  the  budget,  but 
we  have  got  to  do  it  on  everybody 
else's  interests  but  ours,  we  are  going 
to  protect  ours  ad  infinitum.  1  think  it 
is  time  that  contributions  be  made. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PORTER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Utah. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
just  say  that  after  having  heairings  on 
each  one  of  those  issues  you  men- 
tioned, we  are  trying  to  come  up  with 
a  grazing  bill  that  pays  more.  We  have 
had  more  hearings  that  say  that  they 
are  not  being  subsidized  in  both  tim- 
ber, mining  and  grazing  than  we  have 
otherwise.  I  do  not  know  where  the 
gentleman  comes  up  with  those  figures, 
because  they  are  surely  not  the  figures 
we  get  in  front  of  the  committee.  That 
is  the  line  of  extreme  environmental- 
ists. We  do  not  get  that.  We  sit  there 
for  hour  after  hour  after  hour  going 
through  this.  I  would  like  to  know 
where  these  figxires  come  that  you  are 


talking  about.  I  have  never  seen  them, 
and  I  have  been  on  that  committee  for 
16  long  years. 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  does 
the  gentleman  mean  that  we  are  not 
subsidizing  these  industries? 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  do  not 
think  we  are  at  all.  In  fact,  the  facts 
we  have,  we  are  making  money  on  this 
timber  industry  to  the  tune  of  $600  mil- 
lion this  year. 

Mr.  PORTER.  I  find  the  gentleman's 
arguments  incredible,  frankly. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Well,  come  to  the  com- 
mittee then. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  first  of  all.  let  me  ex- 
plain to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois.  I 
hold  him  in  high  regard,  obviously,  he 
is  chairman  of  one  of  the  subcommit- 
tees on  which  I  serve  on  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations,  but  I  have  to  point 
out  in  all  fairness  that  the  gentleman 
makes  no  bones  about  his  environ- 
mental bent.  He  is  an  opponent  of  tim- 
ber salvage  harvesting,  the  idea  of  har- 
vesting even  a  dead,  dying  or  diseased 
tree. 

I  just  want  to  bring  a  little  bit  more 
factual  light  to  bear  on  this  particular 
debate.  We  have  had  reference  made 
here  on  this  floor  tonight  to  the  GAO 
study.  This  diagram  refers  to  the  GAO 
study.  It  talks  about  the  distribution 
of  timber  sale  receipts  for  the  Federal 
fiscal  years  1992  through  1994.  Initial 
distribution  of  timber  sale  receipts 
which  totaled  $2,995  billion  goes  into 
six  funds  or  accounts. 

One  is  the  national  forest  fund.  We 
will  talk  more  about  that  in  a  moment. 
Second  is  for  reforestation.  $736  mil- 
lion. Third,  preparation  of  salvage 
sales,  again,  many  of  the  Members 
making  this  argument  tonight  are  op- 
posed to  the  idea  of  salvaging  even 
dead,  dying  and  diseased  trees  on  na- 
tional forest  lands,  even  though  we 
have  had  scientific  testimony  that  it  is 
good  for  fire  suppression  purposes  and 
the  health  of  the  forest. 

One  hundred  thirty-four  million  dol- 
lars for  brush  removal  and  erosion  con- 
trol. Last,  the  credits  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington  referred  to  for 
purchaser  built  roads.  $221  million  and 
5  million  for  interest  and  penalties  as- 
sessed. 

This  Is  the  interesting  figure  over 
here,  and  it  should  concern  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois.  [Mr.  Porter], 
chairman  of  the  Subconunittee  on 
Labor.  Health  and  Human  Services, 
and  Eklucation,  because  of  the  $1.34  bil- 
lion that  goes  into  the  national  forest 
fund,  $886  million  is  going  to  States  in 
which  those  forests  are  located.  Those 
are  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes.  Those 
are  going  primarily  for  local  public 
education  in  those  States.  Another  $134 
million  is  going  to  roads  and  trails  and 
$22  million  to  the  Forest  Service  for 
road  building  purposes. 

But  here  is  the  bottom  line;  here  is 
the  net  figure.  Defy  this  number,  defy 


14704 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


June  19,  1996 


this  number.  Remaining  funds  to  the 
Department  of  Treasury.  Could  that  be 
any  more  clear?  Two  hundred  ninety- 
seven  million  doUau-s  going  to  the  De- 
partment of  Treasury.  It  is  a  net,  it  is 
a  net  revenue  generator  to  the  Federal 
treasury. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, wiU  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RIGGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  know  that  paper  came  out  of 
the  GAO  report.  There  is  a  $1.3  billion 
cost  in  addition,  so  that  the  net  cost  to 
the  Federal  Government  is  almost  $1 
billion.  This  is  the  revenue,  where  it 
goes. 

There  is  only  $300  million  going  to 
the  Federal  Government,  but  you  do 
not  take  into  consideration  on  the  next 
page  from  that  chart  which  shows  that 
$1.3  billion  cost.  The  GAO  says  there  is 
a  net  cost  of  timber  sales,  not  net  reve- 
nues. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  You  are  saying  there  is 
$1.3  billion  in  addition  to  this? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Florida.  Of  cost  to 
the  Federal  Government  to  run  the 
program.  Look  at  the  next  page  of  the 
report. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  This  comes  right  out  of 
the  GAO  report.  As  we  talked  about 
earlier,  I  also  want  to  point  out  that 
one  of  the  reasons  that  we  have  so- 
called  below  cost  sales  is  because  we  do 
not  salvage  or  harvest  these  trees  in  a 
timely  manner.  They  begin  to  lose  a 
lot  of  their  monetary  value.  This  is 
merchantable  timber,  but  if  we  do  not 
harvest  it  when  it  has  a  monetary 
value,  then  of  course  we  are  not  get- 
ting the  best  return  on  that  particular 
timber. 

One  other  thing  I  want  to  say.  I  want 
to  ask  my  colleagues  about  this.  I  see 
that  the  forest  health  bill  in  the  other 
body  is  now  held  up  over  the  debate 
about  whether  or  not  we  would  permit 
forest  health  type  selective  harvesting 
on  Federal  forest  lands  in  so-called 
roadless  areas.  This  amendment  pre- 
vents us  from  building  any  new  roads 
in  Federal  forest  lands.  So  it  is  part 
and  parcel  of  the  movement  again  to 
turn  Federal  forest  lands  into  national 
parklands. 

The  point  I  want  to  make  in  conclu- 
sion, Mr.  Miller  and  others,  you  have 
joined  together  in  your  pork  busters 
coalition  or  the  green  scissors  coali- 
tion, do  you  support  the  position  of  the 
Sierra  Club,  which  is  part  of  the  green 
scissors  coalition,  which  has  come  out 
by  a  vote  of  2  to  1  of  its  membership  in 
favor  of  a  complete  ban  on  all  logging 
on  Federal  forest  lands,  an  extreme  po- 
sition to  put  it  mildly,  a  position  that 
says  we  are  not  even  going  to  harvest  a 
dead,  dying  or  diseased  tree.  Does  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  support  that 
position? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  support  Mr.  Taylor,  and  his 
amendment  on  salvaging  timber.  That 


is  not  the  issue  we  axe  talking  about. 
The  issue  we  are  talking  about  here  is 
costing  the  Federal  taxpayers  money. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen- 
tleman is  aligned  in  the  green  scissors 
coalition  with  the  Sierra  Club  which 
has  now  taken  the  position  of  favoring 
a  complete  ban  on  all  foresting  on  Fed- 
eral forest  lands. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, did  the  gentleman  know  that 
Citizens  Against  Government  Waste  fa- 
vors this  amendment.  This  is  not 
strictly  a  green  scissors  vote.  It  is  a 
green  scissor  vote  and  it  is  a  fiscally 
conservative  vote,  too. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  I  will  simply  point  out 
that  my  colleagues,  I  know  they  are 
sincere  about  this,  my  colleagues  who 
are  behind  this,  they  have  not  come  to 
those  of  us  who  represent  these  con- 
gressional districts  to  discuss  this.  You 
might  talk  to  inside  the  beltway 
groups,  whether  it  be  Citizens  Against 
Government  Waste  or  the  Sierra  Club, 
but  you  do  not  come  to  us  and  say,  tell 
us  about  the  impacts  of  doing  this,  as 
high-minded  and  well-intentioned  as 
this  might  be.  Tell  us  about  the  eco- 
nomic consequences. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Riggs] 
has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Dicks,  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Riggs  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  2  additional  min- 
utes.) 

Mr.  RIGGS.  You  do  not  come  to  us. 
Instead  you  rise  on  the  floor  in  a  very 
high-minded  fashion,  but  you  do  not 
consult  those  of  us  who  represent  these 
districts  which  are  disproportionately 
impacted  by  these  well-intentioned 
amendments  on  the  House  floor. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RIGGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Washington. 
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Mr.  DICKS.  Now,  one  of  the  things 
that  is  confusing  here:  the  study  that 
was  done  by  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois [Mr.  Yates]  shows  that  in  the  Na- 
tional Forest  Fund  over  that  3-year  pe- 
riod we  get  1.3  billion.  That  is,  I  think 
that  is,  the  gentleman's  figure  there  on 
the  far  right.  But  then  the  law  requires 
us  to  do  some  things  that  I  would  con- 
sider kind  of  good  government  things 
with  that  money  if  we  sent  back  25  per- 
cent of  it  to  the  States.  That  is  886.7 
million. 

We  then  provide  roads  and  trail 
funds,  134.2  million,  and  the  Forest 
Service  for  road  building  purposes,  22.9. 
The  remaining  funds  went  to  the 
Treasury,  297.7.  So  those  cannot  be 
considered;  I  mean  I  do  not  think  those 
should  be  considered  cost  to  the  pro- 
grams. Those  were  Congress'  decision 
to  take  care  of  the  communities,  the 
counties,  where  this  timber  harvesting 
was  done.  That  is  where  the  vast 
amount  of  that  money  went.  And  if  we 


look  at  it  from  that  perspective,  we 
even  have  a  bigger  return  than  the  297.7 
in  the  Treasury.  We  have  a  return  that 
looks  to  me  roughly  about  1.3  billion. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  would  the  gentleman  say 
that  figure  one  more  time? 
Mr.  DICKS.  1.3  billion. 
Mr.  RIGGS.  Would  that  be  roughly 
equal  to  the  1.3  billion  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  just  claimed  was 
the  actual  outlay  by  Federal  taxpayers 
for  this  program? 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  think  what  we  have 
here  is  about  1.3  in  outlays  and  1.7  in 
total  dollars  that  come  in  above  that, 
so  it  will  be  a  total  of  3  billion. 

We  have  a  major  return  on  invest- 
ment here  that  was  documented  by  the 
GAO.  The  problem  is  people  want  to 
twist  these  figures  and  not  look  at 
where  this  money  goes.  The  money 
went  to  good  government  purposes,  not 
the  cost  of  the  program. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  yield  first  to 
my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  and 
then  I  wish  to  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Boehlert]. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  think  there  has  been  a  lot 
of  confusion  about  how  to  read  these 
charts  and  these  numbers.  The  truth  of 
the  matter  is  that  the  total  timber 
sales  receipts  were  $2,995  billion.  They 
went  to  the  purposes  on  the  chart 
which  the  gentleman  had  showed  us  in 
the  well.  But  what  he  does  not  show  us 
is  that  in  addition  to  the  timber  sales 
receipts  there  is  another  1.2  billion 
that  went  into  the  fund  from  the  gen- 
eral fund  of  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica. So  that  is  why,  when  we  add  the 
two  together  and — excuse  me — it  is  my 
time  here. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  would  continue  to  jrield,  the 
truth  is  that  if  we  add  both  figures  to- 
gether, we  come  up  with  the  total 
amount  of  revenues  that  come  into  the 
forest  system.  At  that  point,  then  dis- 
coimt  the  costs  that  are  mandated  by 
the  Congress  for  various  actions  that 
we  deem  as  appropriate  for  the  Forest 
Service  to  take,  and  they  are  substan- 
tial, and  as  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  Dicxs]  has  already  indi- 
cated, there  are  things  that  all  of  us 
have  signed  off  on.  Then  what  is  done, 
if  we  look  at  the  cost  of  how  much  we 
put  into  the  forest  versus  how  much  we 
subtract  out  of  the  forest  as  a  result  of 
selling  the  trees,  and  it  comes  out  ac- 
cording to— and  listen,  this  thing  is  on 
the  same  page  of  the  GAO  account. 
Here  is  the  cost  structure,  and  here  is 
how  much  it  costs  the  taxpayer.  And 
according  to  this  report,  it  costs  the 
taxpayer,  1992,  $339.6  million;  in  1993. 
$377.2  million:  In  1994,  $278.6  million,  for 
a  grand  3-year  total  of  $995  million,  and 
that  is  the  true  story. 
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Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield?- 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Florida.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  follow  up  on  what  my 
colleague  from  Massachusetts  said.  He 
is  right  on  track  and  because  he  is 
right  on  track  there  are  a  number  of 
organizations  that  have  followed  this 
very  closely.  These  are  fiscal  watchdog 
groups,  and  they  support  this  amend- 
ment. 

I  might  point  out  it  is  Taxpayers  for 
Common  Sense,  Citizens  Against  Gov- 
ernment Waste,  Taxpayer  Assets  Pro- 
gram. They  are  all  in  favor  of  this 
amendment,  as  too  are  all  of  the  sig- 
nificant environmental  groups  like  the 
Wilderness  Society  and  the  Natural  Re- 
sources Defense  Council.  For  good  rea- 
son, they  are  all  concerned  with  the  re- 
sponsible management  of  public  lands. 

As  we  work  to  cut  unnecessary  spending 
and  balance  the  budget,  it  makes  good  sense 
to  cut  those  programs  that  target  assistance  to 
large  corporations  and  harm  the  environment. 

Thafs  the  opportunity  that  we  have  before 
us  today  through  support  of  this  amendment. 
Road  building  is  one  of  the  most  fiscally  and 
environmentally  irresponsible  components  of 
the  Forest  Service's  timber  sale  program. 

The  Forest  Service  is  supposed  to  serve  the 
interests  of  the  entire  general  public  that  ap- 
preciates  and  values  our  National  Forests,  yet 
95  percent  of  the  roads  constructed  under  the 
Forest  Servce  program  are  used  for  logging, 
not  recreatk>nal  or  other  general  purposes. 
Taxpayers  must  therefore  pay  twice — once  for 
road  subsidies  and  again  for  the  environ- 
mental damage  that  results. 

Taxpayers  have  already  subsidized  a  net- 
work of  forest  roads  eight  times  the  size  of  the 
interstate  highway  system.  This  amendment 
simply  prevents  the  expenditure  of  taxpayer 
dollars  to  buikj  new  forest  service  roads. 
Funding  for  maintenance  and  rehabilitation  of 
the  existing  1,850  miles  of  logging  road  for 
use  in  the  fiscal  year  1997  timber  harvest  pro- 
gram will  not  be  affected  by  this  amendment 
Nor  will  the  ability  of  private  companies  to 
build  new  roads  with  their  own  money. 

An  amendment  as  sensible  as  this  has  gar- 
nered the  support  of  both  fiscal  watchdog 
groups,  such  as  Taxpayers  for  Common 
Sense,  Taxpayer  Assets  Program,  and  Citi- 
zens Against  Government  Waste,  and  of  envi- 
ronmental groups,  such  as  the  Wilderness  So- 
ciety and  the  Natural  Resources  Defense 
Council,  for  good  reason.  They  are  all  con- 
cerned with  the  responsible  management  of 
public  lands. 

Support  U.S.  taxpayers  and  the  environ- 
ment. Support  the  Kennedy-Porter-Miller- 
Minge-Royce-Klug-Hostettler  amendment. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  today  in  support  of  this 
amendment  to  cut  spending  the  for 
Forest  Service  road  construction.  This 
amendment  represents  exactly  what 
the  American  people  sent  us  here  to  do. 
It  Is  a  bipartisan  amendment  to  elimi- 
nate wasteful  spending.  Before  we  ap- 
propriate taxpayer  dollars,  we  must 
ask   the  question:   Is  this  the  proper 


function  of  Federal  Government?  And 
should  working  Americans  be  forced  to 
spend  their  hard-earned  dollars  on  this 
program? 

I  do  not  believe  that  Government 
needs  to  provide  subsidies  to  the  log- 
ging companies.  Logging  is  an  impor- 
tant industry,  I  realize,  but  it  does  not 
need  a  subsidy.  We  do  not  subsidize 
aluminum  companies  or  concrete  com- 
panies or  brick  companies,  and  yet  we 
have  axiequate  supplies  for  home  con- 
struction from  those  industries.  If  log- 
ging in  the  national  forest  makes  na- 
tional economic  sense,  then  let  us  let 
market  economics  establish  that. 
There  is  the  real  debate,  where  logging 
in  many  parts  of  our  national  forest  is 
economically  rational.  We  can  settle 
that  argument  very  easily  by  stopping 
the  market-distorting  Federal  subsidj'. 

The  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Kennedy]  read  from  the  GAO  re- 
port. It  is  a  $995  million  loss  for  3 
years. 

Now  we  can  come  up  with,  oh.  this 
expert  said  this  and  this  expert  said 
that.  That  is  the  reason  we  have  the 
General  Accounting  Office,  to  come  up 
with  an  arbitrary  unbiased  statement 
of  what  the  real  costs  are.  It  is  costing 
the  American  taxpayers. 

This  is  a  simple  amendment  to  save 
$30  million,  and  we  need  to  send  a  mes- 
sage to  the  Forest  Service.  The  Forest 
Service,  and  there  is  a  report  recently, 
just  as  matter  of  fact  today  that  a  let- 
ter was  sent  from  the  General  Accoimt- 
ing  Office,  saying  the  books  of  the  For- 
est Service  are  a  mess.  They  cannot 
even  tell  us.  the  Forest  Service,  what 
it  is  actually  costing.  So  we  have  to 
send  a  message  to  get  thefr  books  in 
order. 

This  is  a  good  amendment.  It  is  a  fis- 
cally conservative  amendment.  It  cuts 
spending.  It  does  not  shift  it  to  another 
area.  It  does  not  ban  logging  in  the  na- 
tional forest.  It  is  just  saving  the  tax- 
payers money,  and  that  is  what  we  are 
here  for. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Florida.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  I  notice  that  our  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Boehlert],  when  he  was  talking  about 
the  environmental  organizations  that 
have  endorsed  my  colleague's  amend- 
ment skipped  right  over  the  Sierra 
Club,  and  yet  I  am  looking  at  an  arti- 
cle, a  very  recent  newspaper  article, 
says  the  Sierra  Club,  by  voting  for  the 
first  time  in  its  104-year  history  sup- 
ports an  end  to  commercial  logging  in 
national  forests.  Does  the  gentleman 
agree  with  that  position? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Florida.  That  is  not 
the  question  here.  The  question  is  sav- 
ing the  taxpayers  money. 

Mr.  HOSTETTLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  start  out  by 
saying  I  am  not  opposed  to  logging  on 


public  lands.  I  am  not  opposed  to  tim- 
ber salvage.  I  think  forestry-related  in- 
dustries are  very  important  to  our  na- 
tional and  local  economies. 

But  as  much  as  I  am  for  these  things, 
I  am  against  corporate  welfare.  Mr. 
Chairman  this  country  is  still  in  the 
midst  of  a  fiscal  crisis.  With  more  than 
$5  trillion  in  national  debt,  we.  the 
elected  representatives  of  this  coimtry. 
are  charged  with  making  the  choices  in 
priority  that  will  bring  the  budget  into 
balance.  I  know  very  well  that  these 
choices  are  not  always  popular.  But 
Mr.  Chairman,  we  simply  must  take 
stands  If  we  are  going  to  balance  the 
budget — and  we  must,  balance  the 
budget. 

This  amendment  which  I  am  helping 
offer  is  a  simple  solution  to  a  some- 
what convoluted  Federal  program.  The 
amendment  strikes  $12  million  in  ad- 
ministrative funding  and  $30  million  in 
purchaser  credits  through  which  the 
Forest  Service  subsidizes  timber  com- 
panies as  they  log  on  public  lands.  The 
subsidy,  which  of  course  really  comes 
from  the  taxpayer,  reimburses  the 
companies  after  they  build  the  nec- 
essary roads  to  harvest  timber  in  na- 
tional forests. 

Now,  when  a  company  harvests  on 
privately  owned  land— they  pay  for  the 
roads  themselves,  they  pay  for  the 
land — and  then  they  sell  the  product. 
Well,  they  get  to  sell  the  product  they 
harvest  on  public  land — and  they  do 
make  a  bid  for  the  rights  to  harvest — 
but  they  get  all  of  this  help— $30  mil- 
lion of  free  lumber  in  1997.  to  build  the 
access  roads.  This  is  pure  corporate 
welfare. 

These  roads  are  not  recreational  or 
fire  roads,  because  there  are  separate 
line  items  for  these  types  of  roads.  And 
these  are  not  existing  roads — as  the 
funding  to  maintain  those  is  inten- 
tionally left  alone  by  the  amendment. 

Perhaps  most  importantly,  there  is 
nothing  in  this  amendment  which 
would  prohibit  private  companies  from 
paying  for  their  own  roads  should  they 
wish.  Some  oppose  this  amendment  by 
saying  that  if  the  amendment  becomes 
law.  companies  may  decide  it  is  not  fis- 
cally prudent  to  build  such  roads.  If 
this  happens.  I  would  ask  on  behalf  of 
the  taxpayers  in  my  district,  if  the 
companies  don't  think  it  makes  sense, 
why  should  the  Federal  Government  be 
doing  it? 

I  help  offer  this  amendment  because 
we  need  to  be  diligent  In  rooting  out 
this  kind  of  spending,  if  we  are  to  give 
the  taxpayers  of  this  country  what,  at 
the  very  minimum  we  should  give 
them — a  balanced  budget.  A  vote  for 
the  amendment  is  a  vote  of  fiscal  re- 
sponsibility, toward  a  balanced  budget 
and  against  corporate  welfare. 

Mr.  BUNN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  move  to  strike  requisite  number  of 
words. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  this  has  been  an  inter- 
esting debate.  I  listened  as  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken- 
nedy] said  that  only  4  percent  of  the 
timber  is  off  the  Federal  lands,  and 
maybe  that  does  not  have  a  very  big 
impact  to  Massachusetts,  but  in  De- 
troit, OR,  in  Mill  City,  OR,  and  Idanha, 
OR,  communities  that  I  represent  that 
axe  surrounded  by  Federal  forest  land, 
it  makes  a  real  big  impact,  and  when 
they  are  trying  to  keep  their  schools 
open  and  they  are  trying  to  keep  their 
businesses  open,  it  does  have  a  huge 
impact  on  those  people. 

Earlier  we  saw  a  picture  of  a  forest 
road  that  had  erosion  problems,  and  I 
think  that  that  is  significant,  and  one 
of  the  things  that  is  significant  about 
that  is  we  have  changed  the  method  of 
building  the  roads,  we  have  increased 
the  cost  to  prevent  the  erosion  that 
was  pictured  there,  and,  as  my  col- 
leagues know,  if  it  is  simply  a  question 
of  getting  the  timber  out,  timber  com- 
panies can  get  in  and  haul  logs  out  for 
a  fraction  of  the  cost  that  we  demand 
that  they  pay,  but  because  we  want 
those  roads  to  be  there  for  years,  be- 
cause we  want  those  roads  to  be  avail- 
able for  camping  and  hunting  and  fish- 
ing, and  I  have  gone  into  the  national 
forest,  and  I  have  gone  hunting  and  I 
have  gone  camping,  and  I  have  gone 
fishing  on  those  lands,  on  those  roads 
that  were  paid  for  with  the  logging 
moneys.  Those  are  multiple  use,  and 
there  may  be  money  in  the  budget  that 
is  designed  for  recreation,  but  the 
money  that  we  require  the  logging 
companies  to  pay  to  build  these  roads 
is  also  being  used  for  those  multiple 
uses.  It  is  also  being  used  for  fire  fight- 
ing, pulling  the  logs  out. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUNN  of  Oregon.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  as  my  colleagrues  know,  it  is 
interesting  to  hear  the  gentleman  talk 
about,  and  I  think  eloquently,  about 
the  fact  that  he  is  concerned  about  the 
people  in  his  district  and  how  they  are 
going  to  be  affected  by  a  budget  cut 
which  is  costing  the  taxpayer  money 
by  providing  corporate  subsidies  to  the 
lumber  industry,  and  all  I  am  pointing 
out  to  my  colleagues  is  that  we  have 
heard  an  awful  lot  of  rhetoric  in  this 
Chamber  about  how  we  ought  to  be  get- 
ting rid  of  the  budget  deficit. 

Now,  when  they  do  that,  when  they 
cut  the  health  care  and  the  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  fund,  when  they  cut  the 
education  fund,  and  when  they  cut  the 
research  and  development  fund,  that 
comes  out  of  my  district,  and  the  peo- 
ple of  my  district,  the  poor  kids  and 
the  working  claiss  families  in  my  dis- 
trict get  hurt,  and  all  of  a  sudden  when 
the  shoe  comes  on  their  foot,  all  of  a 
sudden,  oh,  no,  no,  no.  We  got  to  pro- 
tect that. 

All  I  am  trying  to  point  out  is  what 
hurts  us.  It  also  ought  to  be  shared 


with  people  in  other  parts  of  the  coun- 
try. 

Mr.  BUNN  of  Oregon.  Reclaiming  my 
time,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  do  feel  those 
same  cuts  to  health  care,  and  we  do 
feel  the  same  cuts  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  is  talking  about,  but 
the  thing  that  he  is  not  talking  about 
is  that  road  is  far  more  than  hauling  a 
log  to  the  mill.  That  road  is  for  fire 
protection.  That  road  is  for  hunting 
and  fishing  and  recreation,  and  that  is 
not  a  cost. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUNN  of  Oregon.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  just 
want  to  say  to  the  gentleman  again  I 
appreciate  what  the  gentleman  has 
said  here.  The  bottom  line  here  is  the 
Kennedy  amendment  will  cut  timber 
harvesting  on  a  Federal  forest  from  4.9 
to  3.2  or  1.7  million  reduction,  and  that 
means  a  loss  of  revenue,  a  loss  of  jobs, 
and  a  very  significant  impact.  And  the 
gentleman  simply  does  not  have  it  un- 
derstood that  there  is  no  subsidy  here. 

I  mean  we  tried  to  explain  it  to  him 
over  and  over  again,  but  there  is  no 
subsidy.  People  bid  on  these  contracts, 
they  bid  on  these  contracts,  and  in  pur- 
chaser credits  they  bid  lower  because 
they  have  to  build  the  roads. 

In  the  other  case  they  bid  more,  bid 
more  for  the  timber,  because  the  Gov- 
ernment pays  for  the  roads,  and  the 
GAO  report  says  that  overall,  when  we 
net  it  all  out,  we  still  made  $300  mil- 
lion even  though  we  spent  $900  million 
in  payments  back  to  the  counties  when 
we  spent  it  in  two  or  three  other  cat- 
egories that  should  not  be  considered 
cost  of  producing  the  timber. 
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This  was  done  because  we  decided 
that  they  deserved  part  of  the  receipts. 
We  could  have  put  them  all  in  the 
Treasury.  If  they  all  went  in  the  Treas- 
ury it  would  be  over  23  to  1  in  a  posi- 
tive cash  flow.  So  I  appreciate  the  gen- 
tleman yielding,  and  I  would  urge  us  to 
get  on  and  let  us  vote  on  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUNN  of  Oregon.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  gentleman 
yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  point  is,  we  are 
subsidizing,  according  to  the  GAO,  $330 
billion  to  this  industry.  I  feel  sorry  for 
the  people  who  potentially  lose  their 
jobs  as  a  result,  but  the  truth  of  the 
matter  is  if  we  want  a  balanced  budget, 
it  has  to  be  shared  equally  by  a  lot  of 
people.  Cutting  this  corporate  subsidy  I 
think  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction. 

Mr.  BUNN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chairman, 
as  a  member  of  the  committee,  I  would 
like  to  remind  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  that  we  have  made  sig- 


nificant cuts  in  our  committee  to 
make  sure  we  do  our  part  to  balance 
the  budget,  and  the  GAO  does  nothing 
to  recognize  the  subsidy  that  the  tim- 
ber industry  does  for  recreational  in- 
dustries. 

Mr.  POMBO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POMBO.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chafrnian,  I  just  want  to  try  this 
one  more  time.  I  beg  the  indulgence 
and  patience  of  my  colleagues.  If  we  re- 
duce the  number  of  timber  sales  on 
Federal  forestlands,  we  reduce  the 
number  of  timber  sales  receipts.  That 
is  pretty  easy  to  follow.  If  we  reduce 
the  number  of  timber  sales  receipts,  we 
reduce  funding  for  reforestation,  sal- 
vage, road  building  purposes,  and  we 
reduce  the  timber  yield  taxes,  which, 
as  the  gentleman  from  Washington  just 
pointed  out,  go  to  local  counties  to 
help  compensate,  to  help  mitigate  for 
the  fact  that  so  much  of  their  tax  base 
and  land  mass  is  in  Federal  ownership. 

That  is  where  the  corporate  subsidies 
are  coming  into  play.  That  is  money 
that  is  coming  from  the  successful  pur- 
chases of  these  timber  sales.  If  we  did 
not  have  private  parties  bidding  on 
these  sales  and  purchasing  this  timber, 
much  of  this  money  would  have  to  be 
paid  for  by  the  taxpayer  out  of  general 
revenues.  That  is  the  point  we  have 
been  trjring  to  stress  all  night  when  we 
say  this  is  not  a  net  loss  program  to 
the  taxpayer.  It  does  not  involve  a  tax- 
payer subsidy. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POMBO.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
correct  something  I  said.  I  wanted  to 
say,  and  I  want  to  make  clear,  it  is  1.7 
billion  board  feet  reduction  from  4.9  to 
3.2.  It  will  cost  us  hundreds  of  millions 
of  dollars  in  revenue.  It  is  1.7  million  if 
we  do  not  have  these  roads.  We  have  to 
have  the  road  structure  in  order  to  do 
these  things. 

Mr.  POMBO.  Reclaiming  my  time. 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  say,  to  clarify 
what  the  gentleman  is  saying,  he  is 
saying  if  we  reduce  the  number  of  sales 
that  we  are  going  to  have  less  money 
coming  in? 

Mr.  RIGGS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  POMBO.  It  is  going  to  cost  the 
Government  more  money  to  run  the 
program  because  they  are  not  having 
any  money  coming  in? 

Mr.  RIGGS.  That  is  absolutely  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  POMBO.  The  gentleman  is  telling 
me  that  all  of  the  money  that  goes  to 
the  schools  and  fire  suppression  and  ev- 
enrthing  else  is  still  going  to  be  paid 
for  by  the  taxjjayer? 
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Mr.  RIGGS.  That  is  correct. 
Mr.  POMBO.  The  money  that  is  com- 
ing in  from  private  industry,  that  is 
creating  thousands  of  jobs,  regardless 
of  the  efforts  of  some  of  my  friends  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  they  still 
have  some  timber  jobs,  that  if  that 
money  does  not  come  in,  that  the  tax- 
payer is  actually  going  to  get  hit  worse 
because  there  is  no  more  private  indus- 
try? 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Yes,  the  gentleman  is 
correct,  if  the  gentleman  will  continue 
to  yield.  K  we  do  not  permit  any  new 
roads  into  roadless  areas,  if  we  do  not 
permit  new  sales,  then  obviously  tim- 
ber sale  receipts  are  going  to  decline 
and  the  distribution  of  those  receipts, 
much  of  which  goes  for  many  impor- 
tant purposes,  not  least  of  which, 
again,  is  timber  yield  taxes  to  local 
counties,  revenue  is  going  to  decline 
and  some  of  it,  not  all  of  it,  but  some 
of  it  obviously  will  have  to  be  made  up 
by  the  taxpayers  out  of  general  reve- 
nues. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield  further,  I  would  say 
that  at  the  end  of  the  day  we  put  $300 
million  in  the  Treasury.  I  think  that  is 
remarkable.  I  appreciate  the  gen- 
tleman yielding. 

Mr.  POMBO.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Kennedy],  but  I  would  first  like  to 
ask  him  a  question. 

If  many  people  have  fought  very  hard 
to  preserve  these  areas  for  future  gen- 
erations, in  that  it  is  extremely  impor- 
tant that  we  preserve  our  natural  her- 
itage and  that  we  preserve  those  areas 
for  future  generations,  but  if  we  do  not 
have  any  access  points  into  these 
areas,  if  we  do  not  have  any  roads  into 
those  areas,  how  are  future  generations 
going  to  get  in  to  see  them? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POMBO.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  I 
would  point  out  to  the  gentleman,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  right  now  he  has  have 
379,000  miles. 

Mr.  POMBO.  Reclaiming  my  time, 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  talking  about  the 
roads  that  the  gentleman  is  specifi- 
cally saying  that  we  will  not  build. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield,  what  I  am 
trjring  to  suggest  is  that  in  existence 
today  in  the  national  forest  system  are 
379,000  miles  of  roads. 

Mr.  POMBO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not 
talking  about  the  roads  that  are  built 
already.  I  am  not  talking  about  the 
roads  in  existence,  not  the  roads  that 
we  have  already  built.  We  are  talking 
about  the  roads  that  the  gentleman 
wants  to  stop  us  from  building.  How 
are  we  going  to  get  into  those  areas  for 
the  public  to  enjoy  them? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  If 
the  gentleman  will  yield,  this  amend- 
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ment  allows,  when  private  companies 
want  to  build  a  road  to  go  harvest  lum- 
ber, they  can  go  right  ahead.  They  can 
go  right  ahead. 

Mr.   POMBO.   Reclaiming   my   time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  is  saying 

that  he  does  not  want  them  to  do  this. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 

gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POMBO.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
just  say  this:  The  gentleman  is  cutting 
the  timber  purchaser  credit  program 
by  60  percent. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Ba- 
loney. 

Mr.  DICKS.  He  is  taking  that  out  of 
the  program. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Pombo] 
has  expired. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Pombo]  be  allowed 
to  proceed  for  2  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Washington? 
Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  chairman.  I  object. 
Mr.  DICKS.  Did  somebody  object? 
The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 
Mr.    DICKS.    Mr.    Chairman,    I    ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Pombo]  be  allowed 
to  proceed  for  1  additional  minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Washington? 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chafrman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POMBO.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chafrman.  I  would 
just  say,  the  fact  is  the  program  the 
gentleman  is  cutting  by  $30  million  Is 
the  program  called  timber  purchaser 
credits,  where  the  timber  companies 
build  the  roads  and  then  they  bid  less 
for  the  timber  to  compensate  them- 
selves for  the  roads  that  have  been  con- 
structed, so  I  would  say  the  gentleman 
is  cutting  that  program  by  60  percent. 
That  is  hardly  a  de  minimis  act.  He 
ought  to  be  adding  money  to  the  pro- 
gram, not  cutting  it. 

Mr.  POMBO.  Reclaiming  my  time,  in 
conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  just 
like  to  say  that  this  is  nothing  more 
than  furthering  the  agenda  of  locking 
up  our  public  lands,  locking  them  up  to 
using  them  for  any  resources  extrac- 
tion, as  well  as  locking  them  up  so  that 
the  American  public  does  not  have  an 
opportunity  to  enjoy  our  public  lands. 
That  is  all  it  is.  It  is  furthering  an  ex- 
tremist agenda. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SANDERS.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts. 


Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
jaelding  to  me. 

We  have  heard  an  awful  lot  of  talk 
and  yakking  this  evening  about  this 
issue.  What  I  would  like  to  point  out  is 
that  in  any  way  we  add  up  the  num- 
bers, when  the  GAO  finished  dealing 
with  all  of  the  numbers,  they  recog- 
nized that  there  were  hundreds  of  mil- 
lions of  dollars"  worth  of  losses  in  tim- 
ber sales  that  are  going  to  companies 
that  are  making  very  fine  profits. 

We  are  in  a  situation  where  only  4 
percent  of  the  lumber  that  is  harvested 
in  the  United  States  of  America  comes 
out  of  our  national  forests.  We  have 
379,000  miles  of  existing  roads.  In  this 
appropriations  bill,  there  is  another 
1.400  miles  of  additional  roads  that 
they  want  to  fix  up.  We  did  not  touch 
them.  They  want  more  money  to  build 
up  roads  for  recreational  purposes.  We 
said  fine.  All  we  did  was  target  specifi- 
cally the  new  roads  that  are  going  to 
lose  money  for  the  American  taxpayer. 
That  is  all  this  amendment  does. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  just  point  out 
if  we  go  through  the  $2.9  billion  in  re- 
ceipts. $1,3  billion  for  general  appro- 
priations and  timber  sales,  $736  million 
for  reforestation  of  timber  sales,  $555 
million  for  timber  salvage  sales.  $134 
million  for  timber  brush  removal  and 
erosion.  $221  million  for  purchaser  road 
credits,  we  are  already  up  to  the  $2.9 
billion  dollars. 

It  does  not  in  fact  account  for  the 
$886.7  million  to  the  State  program,  it 
does  not  take  into  account  the  fund  for 
$134  million  to  build  roads  and  trails, 
and  it  does  not  take  into  account  the 
$22.9  million,  and  that  then  adds  up  to 
the  $297.7  million  in  losses. 

That  is  a  lot  to  take  in,  but  the  GAO 
report  does  not  lie.  This  report  tells  It 
like  it  is.  The  American  taxpayer  loses 
$300  million  a  year  as  a  result  of  these 
tax  subsidies  that  go  to  these  compa- 
nies, plain  and  simple.  We  can  dress  it 
up  any  way  we  want,  but  the  monkey 
still  dances  to  the  way  the  music  plays, 
and  that  tells  us  that  we  lose  $300  mil- 
lion. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SANDERS.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
where  the  gentleman  is  wrong.  Let  us 
say,  instead  of  taking  that  money  and 
putting  it  to  the  national  forest  fund 
which  takes  care  of  the  pa3mient  to 
counties,  let  us  say  we  put  all  of  that 
money  into  the  Treasury  and  then  ap- 
propriated it  for  those  specific  pur- 
poses. Then  the  gentleman  would  say 
that  the  amount  going  into  the  Treas- 
ury, instead  of  being  $300  million, 
would  be  roughly  $1.3  billion,  and  then 
that  would  have  been  the  return  com- 
pared to  the  cost  of  the  program.  The 
rest  of  it  went  to  legitimate  govern- 
ment purposes.  The  fact  that  we  took 
it  out  of  the  program  and  took  care  of 
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those  purposes  without  sending  it  to 
the  Treasury  is  where  I  think  the  gen- 
tleman confuses  himself.  Those  are  le- 
gitimate government  purposes. 

Mr  KENNEDY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  the  fact 
is  there  are  legitimate  government 
purposes,  for  which  this  body  has  al- 
ready passed  laws,  that  says  certain 
sales  percentages  are  going  to  be  dis- 
tributed to  the  localities. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Then  do  not  treat  that  as 
a  cost  of  the  program. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  It 
is  a  cost  of  the  program.  The  truth  of 
the  matter  is  you  might  have  dif- 
ferences, you  might  want  to  cut  out 
certain  costs.  Those  you  might  want  to 
do.  If  you  want  to  cut  out  the  money 
going  to  cities  and  towns,  go  right 
ahead  and  do  that.  Right  now  that  is 
not  possible.  What  is  possible  is  to  get 
rid  of  the  subsidy  program  that  goes  to 
these  companies,  and  that  is  what  this 
amendment  tries  to  do.  plain  and  sim- 
ple. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken- 
nedy]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  demand  a  recorded  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  455,  further  proceedings  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken- 
nedy] will  be  postponed. 

Mr  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word  for  the  purpose  of 
a  colloquy  with  the  vice  chairman  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Interior  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  the  gen- 
tleman form  Arizona  [Mr.  KOLBE]. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  the  gentleman 
knows,  I  have  traditionally  offered 
amendments  to  this  appropriations  bill 
to  eliminate  funding  for  the  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts.  I  was  consid- 
ering offering  an  amendment  again  this 
year.  However,  I  understand  that  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  set  the 
funding  level  for  the  NEA  in  this  bill  at 
$99.5  million  for  fiscal  year  1997.  This 
funding  level  conforms  to  the  under- 
standing that  was  reached  last  year 
with  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations,  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Livingston],  and  your 
chairman,  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Regula],  as  well  as  the  chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Interior,  re- 
garding future  funding  levels  for  the 
NEA. 

Under  that  agreement,  the  House 
would  fund  the  NEA  at  599.5  million  for 
fiscal  years  1996  and  1997,  and  then  zero 
out  funding  for  the  NEA  in  fiscal  year 
1998.  I  have  spoken  to  Chairman  Lrv- 
ingston  and  he  has  indicated  that  he  is 
committed  to  last  year's  agreement, 
and  that  it  would  be  his  intention  next 
year  to  report  out  an  Interior  appro- 


priations bill  which  would  contain  zero 
funding  for  the  NEA  in  fiscal  year  1998. 
I  simply  want  to  inquire  of  the  gen- 
tleman whether  this  would  be  his  in- 
tention as  well  as  that  of  the  chairman 
of  the  committee. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRANE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  speaking 
on  behalf  of  the  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee, as  well  as  myself  and,  I 
think,  the  other  members  or  many 
members  of  the  subcommittee,  that 
certainly  is  the  intention. 

Mr.  CRANE.  If  that  is  the  case.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  will  not  offer  my  amend- 
ment this  year.  Instead,  I  will  simply 
commend  the  gentleman  from  Arizona 
and  my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Regula],  for  his  hard  work 
on  this  bill,  and  for  standing  by  last 
year's  NEA  agreement. 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRANE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado. 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  srielding.  I  just  wish 
to  observe  that  the  agreement  being 
referenced  in  the  gentleman's  colloquy 
was  an  agreement  between  the  minor- 
ity and  the  majority,  and  the  majority 
and  the  majority,  but  not  anybody  in 
the  minority  of  the  minority,  and 
therefore  we  did  not  want  it  to  appear 
to  have  been  an  agreement  encompass- 
ing the  views  of  the  entire  body. 

Mr.  HERGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

I  would  like  to  engage  my  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
KOLBE],  in  a  colloquy. 

D  2230 

Mr.  Chairman,  recently  concluded 
scientific  studies  of  forests  within  the 
Sierra  Nevada  mountains  of  California 
indicate  that  timber  harvests,  when  ac- 
companied by  forest  thinning,  biomass 
removal  and  other  natural  fuels  pre- 
scriptions, can  reduce  fire  risk  and  aid 
overall  forest  health  conditions.  These 
same  studies  indicate  that  natural 
fuels  prescriptions  are  essential  to  the 
success  of  larger  fire  management 
strategies,  such  as  developing  systems 
of  defensible  fuels  profile  zones.  Coordi- 
nated efforts  of  this  kind,  particularly 
when  mechanical  and  natural  fuel 
treatments  are  utilized,  can  also  pro- 
vide economic  benefits  to  forest  de- 
pendent communities  in  the  form  of 
merchantable  fiber  for  mills,  fuel  for 
biomass  cogeneration  plants,  and  other 
valuable  wood  products. 

Mr.  Chairman,  is  it  therefore  the  gen- 
tleman's expectation  that  funds  allo- 
cated to  H.R.  3662  for  forest  health  and 
natural  fuels  treatment  in  region  5  of 
the  Forest  Service  should  be  used,  to 
the  extent  feasible,  for  those  prescrip- 
tions which  both  achieve  forest  health 
objectives    and    provide    useful    wood 


products  for  forest  dependent  commu- 
nities? And  is  it  also  the  gentleman's 
exijectation  that  these  prescriptions  be 
carried  out  in  the  most  cost-effective 
manner  possible  and  as  part  of  larger 
developed  management  strategies  like 
timber  harvest  and  large  scale  fire 
management  plans? 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HERGER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe 
I  can  speak  for  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  in  saying  that  the  gen- 
tleman is  correct  in  his  statement.  The 
Forest  Service  should  undertake  fuels 
management  actions  which  are  done  in 
conjunction  with  larger  management 
strategies,  integrated  into  national  for- 
est plans,  and  which  include  treat- 
ments such  as  timber  harvest  and 
large-scale  fire  management  planning. 
The  Forest  Service  needs  to  integrate 
its  fire  management  and  fuels  manage- 
ment activities  into  a  coordinated  ef- 
fort to  maximize  forest  health  benefits, 
economic  benefits  and  overall  cost  ef- 
fectiveness. 

Mr.  HERGER.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  PARKER 

Mr.  PARKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  No.  23  offered  by  Mr.  Parker: 
In  the  Item  relating  to  "DEPARTMENT  OF 
ENERGY— ENERGY  CONSERVATION"— 

(1)  after  the  second  dollar  amount.  Insert 
the  following:  "(increased  by  $18,204,000)"; 
and 

(2)  after  the  third  dollar  amount,  insert  the 
following:  "(Increased  by  $11,764,000)";  and 

(3)  after  the  fourth  dollar  amount,  insert 
the  following:  "(increased  by  $6,440,000)". 

Mr.  PARKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  that  Mr.  Fox  of  Pennsyl- 
vania and  I  are  offering  represents  a 
simple  case  for  restoring  a  degree  of 
equity  to  the  funding  levels  contained 
in  the  Energy  Conservation  Program  at 
the  Department  of  Energy. 

The  Energy  Conservation  Program  is 
funded  at  S499  million  fiscal  year  1997. 
This  represents  a  7-percent  reduction 
from  fiscal  year  1996  and  a  39-percent 
reduction  from  fiscal  year  1995.  The  En- 
ergy Conservation  Progrram  is  divided 
into  a  number  of  functional  sectors  or 
subprograms  with  the  funding  levels 
for  each  one  outlined  by  the  Interior 
Subcommittee. 

Neither  Mr.  Fox  nor  I  are  advocating 
a  restoration  of  funding  to  prior  year 
levels.  We  accept  and  support  the  origi- 
nal $499  million  funding  level  rec- 
ommended by  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee. 

What  we  do  not  accept,  and  which  we 
seek  to  address  with  this  amendment  is 
the  breakdown  of  that  overall  funding 
level  and  the  allocation  of  funds  to  the 
various  sectors  within  the  Energy  Con- 
servation Program  that  has  been  rec- 
onmiended  by  the  committee. 
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One  of  the  sectors  within  the  Energy 
Conservation  Program  is  the  State  and 
Community  Grants  Sector.  This  is 
composed  primarily  of  the  Weatheriza- 
tion  Assistance  Program  and  the  State 
Energy  Program. 

The  State  Energy  Program  basically 
involves  the  Department  of  Energy 
providing  grants  to  the  State  Energy 
Offices  who  then  use  these  funds  to  im- 
plement State  and  Federal  programs 
designed  to  save  energy. 

Under  the  Weatherization  Assistance 
Program,  the  Department  of  Energy 
makes  grants  to  the  States  which  are 
then  used  to  weatherize  low-income 
housing  to  make  them  more  energy  ef- 
ficient. 

Both  of  these  programs  offer  inune- 
diate  energy  saving  potential.  Both  of 
them  are  designed  to  assist  people  at 
the  grassroots.  Both  of  these  programs 
represent  what  I  believe  is  a  primary 
focus  of  this  Congress— sending  tax- 
payer dollars  out  of  Washington  and 
back  to  the  people. 

We  can  accomplish  this  by  simply 
making  further,  and  I  might  add.  rea- 
sonable reductions  in  two  other  sectors 
of  the  Energy  and  Conservation  Pro- 
gram. We  can  reduce  the  industry  and 
transportation  sectors  by  8  percent 
below  the  fiscal  year  1997  committee 
recommendation  and  move  that  money 
to  the  Weatherization  and  State  En- 
ergy Programs. 

The  industry  and  transportation  Sec- 
tors are  primarily  energy  research  pro- 
grams that  are  largely  comprised  of 
partnerships  between  DOE  and  the  pri- 
vate sector.  For  example  DOE  may 
partner  with  an  automobile  manufac- 
turer to  develop  new  electric  car  tech- 
nology. 

These  too  are  worth  endeavors.  How- 
ever, it  is  not  fair  to  make  the  level  of 
reductions  in  the  people-oriented  pro- 
grams, like  low-income  weatherization 
assistance,  in  order  to  limit  the  reduc- 
tions to  these  bureaucracy-oriented  re- 
search programs. 

Since  fiscal  year  1995.  the  State  En- 
ergy Program  and  the  Weatherization 
Assistance  Program  combined  have 
taken  a  reduction  of  over  53  percent  in 
their  level  of  funding. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Industry  Sec- 
tor has  been  reduced  about  21  percent 
from  its  fiscal  year  1995  level,  and  the 
Transportation  Sector  has  been  re- 
duced 16.5  percent. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  we  are  seek- 
ing with  this  amendment  to  show  a 
sense  of  fairness  and  to  spread  these  re- 
ductions in  funding  across  the  spec- 
trum of  the  programs  within  the  En- 
ergy Conservation  Program  in  a  more 
equitable  manner. 

The  $18  million  that  this  amendment 
reallocates  does  not  even  approach  the 
recommendation  of  the  budget  resolu- 
tion for  these  two  people  programs  nor 
does.it  establish  actuail  equity  between 
all  of  the  energy  conservation  pro- 
grams. However,  it  does  move  toward  a 


fairer  distribution  of  declining  funds,  it 
provides  the  State  and  Weatherization 
Programs  with  a  funding  level  that  al- 
lows for  a  degree  of  continuity  in  their 
programs,  and  it  directly  assists  peo- 
ple— low-income  people. 

There  is  no  justifiable  reason  that 
this  amendment  should  not  receive 
broad  bipartisan  support  and  I  urge  its 
adoption. 

What  we  are  simply  saving  is  that 
this  amendment  moves  money  out  of 
Washington  and  it  sends  it  back  to  the 
States.  With  this  amendment,  you  have 
a  choice  between  supporting  the  Wash- 
ington Department  of  Energy  bureauc- 
racy and  voting  "no"  or  supporting  the 
only  Department  of  Energy  programs 
in  this  bill  which  go  directly  to  our 
constituents  by  voting  "yes.  " 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  today  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  this  amendment  with  Con- 
gressman Parker  which  would  restore 
critical  funding  to  the  weatherization 
assistance  and  State  energy  conserva- 
tion grant  programs.  I  would  like  to 
commend  Chairman  Regula  and  the 
conamittee  for  their  outstanding  work 
on  this  bill  which  they  have  again  de- 
veloped under  some  of  the  most  strin- 
gent budgetary  conditions  in  a  long 
time. 

Congressman  Parker  and  I  are  offer- 
ing this  amendment  to  increase  fund- 
ing for  the  Important  low-income 
weatherization  assistance  and  State 
energy  conservation  grant  programs. 
Our  intention  is  to  increase  the  level 
for  weatherization  to  the  fiscal  year 
1996  enacted  level  and  the  State  Energy 
Conservation  Program  [SECP]  to  the 
fiscal  year  1996  Senate  appropriated 
level.  In  fiscal  year  1996.  weatheriza- 
tion assistance  took  a  serious  cut  of 
approximately  50  percent — something 
we  did  not  agree  with. 

Both  the  House  Budget  and  Com- 
merce Committees  have  supported  full 
funding  of  these  programs.  There  is  no 
consensus  to  reduce  funding  for  these 
programs  and  turn  them  over  to  the 
States.  The  States  need  the  Federal 
support  of  these  programs  at  least  at 
the  levels  we  are  attempting  to  provide 
through  our  amendment. 

The  weatherization  program  is  a 
cost-conscious,  energy  conservation 
program  which  makes  renovations  to 
low-income  homes  to  increase  energy 
efficiency  and  make  health  and  safety 
improvements.  These  improvements 
make  a  significant  difference  in  the 
home  heating  bills  of  thousands  of  fam- 
ilies every  year.  For  instance,  in  the 
cold  climate  region,  a  1989  study  found 
that  first  year  net  savings  for  natural 
gas  consumption  represent  a  25  percent 
reduction  in  gas  used  for  space  heating 
and  an  18  percent  reduction  in  total  gas 
usage.  This  program  can  be  the  dif- 
ference in  whether  or  not  an  elderly 
couple  maintains  their  independence 
and  are  able  to  stay  in  their  own  home. 


Furthermore,  regardless  of  how  yon 
feel  about  LIHEAP,  the  Weatherization 
Assistance  Program  reduces  the  de- 
pendence on  LIHEAP  funds. 

The  State  Energy  Conservation  pro- 
gram permits  a  wide  variety  of  tar- 
geted programs  to  be  implemented  at 
the  State  level,  ranging  from  pollution 
prevention— such  as  recycling,  small 
business  energy  and  economic  develop- 
ment programs,  financing  of  energy  ef- 
ficiency projects,  agricultural  energy 
programs,  energy  emergency  prepared- 
ness, etc.  For  example,  these  activities 
help  every  American  by  making 
schools  and  hospitals  more  energy  effi- 
cient which  allows  more  resources  to 
go  into  education  and  medical  care.  A 
survey  recently  showed  that  for  every 
Federal  dollar  invested,  $19  in  non-Fed- 
eral governmental  and  private  funds 
have  been  dedicated  to  these  projects. 

The  gentleman  from  Mississippi  and  I 
are  merely  attempting  to  create  a 
more  equitable  distribution  of  the 
budget  cuts  which  have  taken  place 
over  the  last  2  years. 

The  State  grant  programs,  which  are 
people  oriented  programs  have  endured 
disproportionate  cuts,  as  you  can  see 
from  this  chart.  The  other  sectors  are 
examples  of  Department  of  Energy  bu- 
reaucracy-oriented programs  and  we 
feel  that  this  amendment  will  restore 
equity  to  this  section  of  the  bill. 

I  urge  Members  to  support  our 
amendment  and  these  important  pro- 
grams. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  in  support  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  a  national  dis- 
grace that  large  numbers  of  people  in 
this  country,  including  many  elderly 
people,  go  cold  in  the  wintertime.  That 
is  not  what  this  country  is  supposed  to 
be  about.  It  is  especially  stupid  that  we 
have  a  situation  where  people  are  liv- 
ing in  extremely  energy  inefficient 
homes.  They  lack  storm  windows,  they 
have  cracks  in  thefr  walls,  and  they 
have  inadequate  heating  systems  so 
that  the  little  amount  of  money  that 
they  have  that  goes  into  heat  ends  up 
being  used  very  inefficiently. 

The  weatherization  program  is  an  in- 
telligent, cost-effective  program.  It 
saves  money  and  it  helps  a  lot  of  peo- 
ple. I  commend  the  authors  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  STERNS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  today  in  support 
of  this  amendment,  offered  by  Mr.  Fox. 
which  will  restore  funding  for  the 
Weatherization  Assistance  Program. 

The  Weatherization  Assistance  Pro- 
gram provides  assistance  to  families 
who  are  in  the  greatest  need,  particu- 
larly the  elderly,  those  with  disabil- 
ities, and  families  with  children.  The 
assistauice  provided  to  these  families 
comes  in  the  form  of  home  insulation 
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improvement,  repair  and  maintenance 
of  heating  and  air  conditioning  units, 
and  any  number  of  other  home  repairs 
that  keep  families  in  their  homes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  the  best  ways 
to  conserve  energy  is  to  repair  dam- 
aged or  aging  roofs,  windows,  and  insu- 
lation in  any  home.  Too  often,  lower 
income  families  don't  have  the  re- 
sources necessary  to  make  these  re- 
pairs. The  Weatherization  Assistance 
Program  has  proven  effective  in  ensur- 
ing that  resources  are  available,  lead- 
ing to  more  energy-efficient  homes  and 
lower  utility  bills  for  those  who  need  it 
the  most. 

In  1995,  my  own  State  of  Florida  re- 
ceived close  to  S2  million,  serving  976 
homes.  Those  numbers  were  literally 
cut  in  half  for  1996,  serving  502  homes. 
The  current  1997  proposals  for  the 
Weatherization  Assistance  Program 
are  cut  by  an  additional  $12  million, 
eliminating  service  to  an  additional  50 
homes.  The  amendment  by  Mr.  Fox 
simply  restores  funding  to  laist  year's 
level,  for  a  total  of  $112  million. 

I  strongly  support  Mr.  Fox's  amend- 
ment to  restore  funding  to  last  year's 
level,  and  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port this  amendment  as  well. 

Mr.  LONGLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  speak 
briefly  in  support  of  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
sissippi [Mr.  Parker]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Fox]. 

Mr.  Chairmam,  the  Weatherization 
Assistance  Program  is  used  to  increase 
the  energy  efficiency  of  residences  oc- 
cupied by  low-income  individuals.  I 
know  that  there  are  a  number  of 
changes  that  many  in  this  body  would 
like  to  see  made  to  these  programs,  but 
for  whatever  reason,  those  changes  are 
not  going  to  be  occurring.  On  that 
basis.  I  think  it  is  appropriate  to  seek 
some  level  of  stability  in  funding  for 
these  programs  so  that  to  the  extent 
that  there  are  disagreements  between 
the  administration  and  the  Congress, 
that  those  who  are  in  need  of  this  as- 
sistance are  not  caught  in  the  cross- 
fire. On  that  basis,  I  would  support  the 
amendment  which  will  Introduce  con- 
sistency and  stability  in  the  funding  of 
this  very  important  program. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words 
and  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  know  it  is  very  se- 
ductive to  take  the  money  out  of  con- 
servation and  put  it  into  weatheriza- 
tion. It  has  a  great  appeal.  But  just  re- 
member this.  Energy  conservation  is 
for  all  the  people.  The  Energy  Con- 
servation Research  Program  affects  ev- 
eryone, because  it  means  that  we  save 
our  energy  resources  so  that  they  are 
there  for  future  generations. 
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It    means    that    we    develop    auto- 
mobiles that  will  give  us  many  more 


miles  per  gallon.  Weatherization  af- 
fects a  very  limited  number  of  people 
and  does  not  solve  the  problem.  I  think 
in  terms  of  national  policy,  the  con- 
servation program  has  a  far  greater 
long-lasting  impact,  an  important  and 
valuable  impact  that  will  be  beneficial 
to  everyone  as  opposed  to  putting  some 
more  money  on  weatherization. 

Keep  in  mind  we  have  already  cut 
substantially  from  the  conservation 
program.  We  have  funded  weatheriza- 
tion, it  is  four  times  greater  than  it 
was  In  1977.  We  have  the  State  grants 
of  $25  million,  and  we  have  tried  to 
have  a  balance.  We  have  tried  to  say 
let  us  do  the  research  that  will  develop 
vehicles  that  will  go  many  more  miles 
per  gallon,  that  will  save  energy,  that 
means  jobs  for  the  future,  that  will 
mean  the  ability  to  export  our  prod- 
ucts and  compete  in  the  world  market, 
that  will  be  beneficial  to  the  entire 
economy  in  the  United  States,  as  op- 
posed to  weatherization,  which  has  a 
limited  impact. 

We  have  done,  I  think,  very  well  by 
weatherization  in  this  bill,  and  we  have 
tried  to  have  a  realistic  balance  be- 
tween conservation,  fossil  energy  re- 
search, and  weatherization.  I  know  it 
has  a  great  appeal. 

Mr.  PARKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REGULA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  PARKER.  Mr.  Chairman.  One  of 
the  problems  we  had  was  the  DOE 
made  decisions,  especially  in  the  last 
few  years,  where  they  have  maintained 
their  bureaucracy  here  in  Washington 
at  the  expense  of  programs  that  we 
were  sending  back  home.  They  have 
drastically  cut  the  amounts  of  money 
that  would  go  to  the  States,  especially 
from  the  weatherization  side  and  also 
from  our  State  energy  officials,  and 
those  go  directly  to  our  constituents. 
That  is  the  biggest  problem  we  have 
got.  The  DOE,  we  are  just  talking 
about  equity  here.  We  are  not  talking 
about  cutting  out  the  programs  that 
DOE  has.  We  are  just  talking  about 
being  fair  about  it  and  having  more  go 
to  the  State,  make  up  some  of  the  dif- 
ference as  far  as  the  losses  that  we 
have  had  because  they  have  cut  us  so 
much  more  drastically  than  they  have 
cut  their  own  bureaucracy  in  Washing- 
ton. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Reclaiming  my  time. 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  advise  the  gen- 
tleman that  we  have  taken  out  the  ad- 
ministrative costs  so  that  the  entire 
$100  million  we  provide  in  the  bill  actu- 
ally goes  out  to  the  weatherization 
programs  In  the  states.  So  we  have 
tried  to  address  the  very  thing  that  he 
is  describing,  and  in  that  process,  we 
have,  I  think,  struck  a  reasonable  bal- 
ance between  conserving  energy,  doing 
the  research  that  is  necessary  to  do  so, 
doing  the  fossil  programs  and  weather- 
ization. So  my  objection  here  is  that 
we  have  already  tried  to  get  something 


that  reflects  priorities  of  this  Nation  in 
a  balanced  way. 

Mr.  PARKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  continue  to  yield? 

Mr.  REGULA.  Certainly  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  PARKER.  I  appreciate  what  has 
been  done  in  trying  to  strike  that  bal- 
ance. I  do  not  feel  we  have  gone  far 
enough  and  I  think  we  have  short- 
changed our  States.  We  have  short- 
changed our  citizens  out  there,  where 
in  this  part  of  the  bill  which  deals  with 
DOE,  we  have  not  sent  enough  back 
home.  That  is  one  of  the  purposes  of 
this  amendment,  to  I  think  rectify  that 
situation. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Reclaiming  my  time,  I 
think  we  short-change  our  citizens  if 
we  do  not  continue  developing  con- 
servation programs,  because  in  the 
long  haul,  conservation  of  energy  will 
be  vitally  important  to  this  Nation  be- 
cause of  our  great  dependency  on  en- 
ergy for  economic  growth.  We  hear  a 
lot  of  people  talking  about  economic 
growth  as  the  solution  to  our  budget 
deficits,  to  the  unemployment,  to  our 
trade  balance.  To  get  economic  growth, 
we  have  to  get  energy  and  we  have  to 
use  it  in  a  very  efficient  way.  That  is 
the  purpose  of  the  conservation  pro- 
gram. 

Mr.  PARKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  continue  to  yield,  I 
agree  totally  with  the  gentleman  about 
conservation  programs  and  they  need 
to  be  maintained.  One  of  the  problems 
is  that  from  a  percentage  standpoint, 
we  have  cut  these  programs  going  to 
the  States  by  over  50  percent,  whereas 
on  the  amount  that  is  staying  in  the 
bureaucracy  In  Washington,  we  have 
only  cut  it  around  an  average  of  25  to 
30  percent.  There  needs  to  be  some  eq- 
uity there  and  we  are  only  making  an 
8-percent  variation  there  from  the 
standpoint  of  making  that  change. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Let  me  reclaim  my 
time,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  simply  say 
that  the  energy  conservation  programs 
are  not  money  going  to  the  Washingrton 
bureaucracy.  It  is  going  out  on  match- 
ing programs  with  the  private  sector 
that  develop,  such  as  the  auto  indus- 
try, to  develop  fuel-efficient  auto- 
mobiles, which  is  a  great  plus  for  the 
entire  population. 

All  I  am  simply  saying,  as  I  said  ear- 
lier, is  the  conservation  programs  are 
beneficial  to  everybody.  They  are  bene- 
ficial to  economic  growth  and  so  on. 
Weatherization  has  a  narrow,  rel- 
atively narrow  constituency  and  we 
feel  that  policjrwise  we  have  struck  a 
good  balance  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
position  taken  by  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee.  I  have, 
of  course,  no  objections  whatsoever  to 
the  weatherization  program.  I  wish  we 
could  strengthen  it.  But  if  I  read  the 
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figures  correctly  in  this  bill,  what  the 
committee  has  done  is  to  reduce  the 
energy  research  and  development  budg- 
et by  10  i)ercent  from  last  year  and 
then  by  25  percent  from  what  the  Presi- 
dent requested,  which  means  about  a 
35-percent  reduction  below  the  Presi- 
dent's request,  somewhere  in  that 
range.  Am  I  correct  on  that  point? 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  I  think  the 
chair  of  he  subcommittee  has  correctly 
pointed  out  that  the  Importance  of  the 
energy  research  and  development  pro- 
gram is  that  this  is  really  an  invest- 
ment in  the  improved  efficiency  of  our 
economy.  This  benefits  everyone  in 
this  country,  not  the  few.  Important  as 
they  may  be,  who  cannot  afford  ade- 
quate weatherization  of  their  homes  or 
who  need  the  additional  protection  to 
protect  themselves  from  the  extremes 
of  either  heat  or  cold.  I  want  to  do 
something  for  these  people,  but  I  am 
more  interested  in  helping  them  and 
the  rest  of  the  people  of  this  coimtry  to 
improve  our  ability  to  create  jobs,  to 
improve  our  economy,  to  be  competi- 
tive in  the  world  economy.  I  think  this 
is  what  in  the  long  run  is  going  to  ben- 
efit us  more  than  anything  else.  So  I 
strongly  support  the  position  of  the 
committee.  I  really  should  not  say 
strongly  support.  I  think  we  have  cut 
energy  R&D  too  much  already  and  the 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  would 
take  that  even  further  than  it  has. 

I  would  be  happy  to  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  PARKER.  Just  to  put  the  figures 
into  perspective,  if  we  look  at  the  three 
basic  divisions  that  are  in  this  bill,  we 
are  talking  about  State  grants  and 
weatherization,  DOE,  industrial  pro- 
grams in  DOE  transportation  pro- 
grams. The  State  grants  and  weather- 
ization, what  we  are  talking  about 
here,  the  changes  that  would  be  made 
firom  1995  to  1996,  excuse  me,  from  1995 
to  1997.  it  has  been  cut  46.31  percent.  On 
the  DOE  industrial  programs,  it  has 
been  cut  26.81.  On  the  transportation 
programs,  22.21.  We  are  talking  about 
equity  here  as  far  as  when  we  are  talk- 
ing about  the  difference  between  22  and 
46  percent,  that  is  a  major  difference, 
and  we  are  talking  about  just  making 
up  some  of  the  difference,  that  is  all.  It 
is  not  a  major  thing. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  appreciate  the  arg\iment  of  eq- 
uity that  the  gentleman  makes,  and  in 
a  perfect  world  I  would  probably  go 
along  with  it,  but  this  is  not  a  perfect 
world.  I  have  spent  too  many  years  try- 
ing to  further  the  development  of  these 
very  important  research  and  develop- 
ment programs  in  energy  to  be  com- 
fortable seeing  them  cut  by  30  to  35 
percent,  as  they  already  are  in  this 
bill.  So  again  I  take  the  position  of 
supporting. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  jrield? 


Mr.  BRO^^TS:  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  to  me. 

In  the  administration's  position, 
they  say  and  I  quote:  Energy  conserva- 
tion programs  not  only  work  to  im- 
prove society's  energy  efficiency,  they 
also  provide  a  successful  means  of  pol- 
lution prevention. 

As  the  gentleman  pointed  out,  not 
only  is  it  jobs,  competitiveness,  but  we 
are  all  concerned  about  pollution. 
These  conservation  programs  do  a 
great  deal  in  reducing  pollution  from 
our  energy  sources. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Calffomla.  Reclaim- 
ing my  time,  the  gentleman  is  truly  a 
great  statesman,  and  I  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  won't  take  the  full  5 
minutes,  but  I  come  down  a  little  bit 
different  than  the  gentleman  from 
California  on  this,  because  I  know  from 
personal  relations  with  many  people  in 
my  district  that  the  weatherization 
program  has  been  a  very  good  program, 
especially  for  those  who  cannot  afford 
to  fix  up  their  own  place.  Different 
from  Mississippi  where  he  has  the  heat, 
we  have  got  the  cold. 

When  I  look  at  this  amendment,  the 
areas  that  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
sissippi is  taking  the  money  from  is 
much  needed.  The  weatherization  pro- 
gram is  much  needed  money.  I  see  that 
we  are  forced  into  a  choice  that  many 
of  us  would  not  like  to  have  to  make, 
solely  because  of  the  budget  that  has 
been  driven  in  order  to  reduce  funds,  in 
order  to  give  money  to  the  wealthy. 
That  is  all  it  amounts  to.  These  cuts 
are  not  necessary  if  we  just  forget  the 
tax  bill. 

Let  us  just  forget  the  tax  bill,  not 
have  one.  Then  we  can  have  the  weath- 
erization, can  still  reduce  the  deficits. 
The  Blue  Dog  budget,  the  coalition 
budget  provides  it,  and  we  can  have  the 
energy  research  programs  that  we 
need.  But  because  you  all  want  to  have 
the  big  tax  cut,  we  cannot  do  it.  So  we 
have  to  make  a  choice  between  making 
the  poor  hot  in  the  sunmiertime  in  the 
South  where  they  cannot  afford  air 
conditioners,  they  cannot  afford  any 
fans,  or  in  the  North,  where  I  am  from, 
they  can  freeze  in  the  winter.  Between 
that,  which  I  do  not  like,  and  cutting 
back  on  research  and  development  in 
energy  and  conservation  programs, 
which  I  agree  with  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  I  agree  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  Calffomla,  they  are  very 
much  needed  programs,  they  are  the 
future. 

But  what  you  have  done  with  your 
budget  and  with  your  proposed  cuts  in 
order  to  give  taxes  to  the  wealthy,  you 
have  forced  us  into  this  dilemma.  I  am 
just  going  to  ask  the  gentleman  on  my 
right,  please,  let  us  just  forget  the  tax 
bill  and  let  us  do  a  budget  without  the 


tax  bill  so  that  we  can  still  reduce  the 
deficits  and  we  can  still  have  a  good 
weatherization  program  for  the  poor 
and  we  can  still  have  sufficient  funds 
for  research  and  development. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is 
nothing  in  this  bill  that  cuts  taxes. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Reclaiming  my  time. 
I  know  that.  I  know  it  is  in  your  budg- 
et. I  know  why  you  had  to  make  these 
cuts. 

Mr.  REGULA.  If  the  gentleman  will 
continue  to  yield,  we  made  these  cuts 
because  we  do  not  want  our  children 
and  grandchildren  to  pay  for  today's 
programs. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  The  gentleman 
would  not  have  to  do  that.  If  he  would 
have  taken  the  coalition  or  the  Blue 
Dog  budget,  he  would  not  have  had  to 
do  that.  We  would  not  be  here  today 
making  this  decision  on  these  type  of 
amendments  if  you  would  just  forget 
the  tax  cut,  forget  it.  Why  do  you  not 
just  forget  it?  We  would  not  have  to 
make  these  terrible  decisions  between 
choices  of  very  good  programs  just  so 
you  can  give  money  in  a  tax  cut  bill. 

Mr.  REGULA.  K  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  I  think  the  gentleman  is  direct- 
ing his  statements  to  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  and  the  Committee 
on  the  Budget. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  No,  I  am  addressing 
my  statement  to  all  of  the  Members  on 
that  side  because  they  almost  all  voted 
for  that  budget  that  calls  for  the  tax 
cut  in  it.  I  say  forget  it. 

Mr.  REGULA.  If  the  gentleman  will 
continue  to  yield.  I  think  that  speech 
should  be  given  on  the  budget. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  realize  it  is  late  and 
I  am  not  going  to  take  all  of  my  time, 
and  I  am  concerned  about  the  rec- 
ommendation to  cut  $411.8  million  from 
the  weatherization  program  for  next 
year.  Keep  in  mind,  we  have  cut  this 
prograjn.  the  weatherization  program, 
almost  in  half  right  now  and  we  are 
asked  to  strike  yet  another  blow  to,  I 
think,  a  program  that  is  very,  very  im- 
portant. 

We  have  just  had  a  very  harsh  winter. 
This  is  a  program  that  is  used  essen- 
tially by  the  elderly  and  the  disadvan- 
taged, and  I  think  we  should  try  to 
continue  at  level  funding,  which  is  rea- 
sonable considering  that  we  have  dras- 
tically cut  the  funding  in  this  year's 
program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strorig  support  of  this 
amendment.  I  am  deeply  concerned  about  the 
Appropriation  Committee's  recommendation  to 
cut  S11.8  million  in  weathenzaton  funds  tor 
next  year.  This  year,  the  weatherization  pro- 
gram was  cut  almost  in  half  and  now,  we  are 
asked  to  strike  another  btow  to  this  important 
program. 
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I  would  like  to  remind  my  colleagues  of  the 
particularly  harsh  winter  we  just  suffered.  Fur- 
thermore, let's  not  forget  last  year's  summer 
which  saw  hundreds  of  our  frail  citizens  die  in 
their  apartments  while  trying  to  escape  the 
heat.  The  weatherization  program  is  essential 
for  preventing  these  tragedies  by  helping  to 
keep  our  poor  and  elderly  in  a  safe  environ- 
ment in  the  extreme  heat  of  the  summer  and 
the  bitter  cold  of  the  winter. 

I  understand  the  need  to  cut  spending  and 
balance  the  budget.  And  we  all  know  that  bal- 
ancing the  budget  isn't  easy  as  almost  every 
program  is  going  to  take  some  cuts.  However, 
I  believe  that  the  weatherization  program  has 
already  taken  more  than  its  share  of  cuts,  and 
further  cuts  will  only  serve  to  threaten  the 
safety  and  welfare  of  our  poor  and  elderly 
neighbors. 

I  urge  passage  of  this  amendment  to  fund 
the  weatherization  program  at  last  year's  level. 

D  2300 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  gentleman  is  recognized  for  5  min- 
utes. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  what 
we  anticipate  doing  here  is  having  a 
vote  on  the  Kennedy  amendment,  and 
that  will  be  the  last  vote  of  the 
evening.  Then  the  Sanders  amendment 
will  be  offered  rolled  over  until  tomor- 
row, along  with  the  vote  on  this 
amendment.  There  will  be  one  more 
vote,  and  then  we  will  do  colloquies. 
Once  we  vote  on  the  Kennedy  amend- 
ment, we  will  be  done  voting  for  to- 
night. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Parker]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  PARKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  455.  further  proceedings  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Parker] 
will  be  postponed. 

AMEND.MENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  KENNEDY  OF 
MASSACHUSETTS 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken- 
nedy] on  which  further  proceedings 
were  postponed  and  on  which  the  noes 
prevailed  by  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  redesignate  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  redesignated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  211,  noes  210, 
not  voting  14,  as  follows: 


[Roll  No.  258] 

AYES— 211 

Abercromble 

Oilman 

Nadler 

.■Vcierman 

Goodllng 

Neal 

Andrews 

Gordon 

Neumann 

Baesler 

Goss 

Giver 

Baldacr.l 

Greenwood 

Owens 

Barrett  (WI) 

Gutierrez 

Pallone 

Becerra 

Hall  (OH) 

Pastor 

Bellenson 

Harman 

Payne  (NJ) 

Bertnan 

Hastings  (FL) 

Pelosl 

BUbray 

Hefher 

Petri 

Blllrakls 

HlUeary 

Pomeroy 

Blumenauer 

HllUard 

Porter 

Blute 

Hlnchey 

Portman 

Boehlert 

Hobson 

Poshard 

Bonlor 

Hoekstra 

Qulnn 

Borekl 

Horn 

Rahall 

Boucher 

Hostettler 

Rangel 

Brown  (CA) 

Hoyer 

Reed 

Brown  (FL) 

Jackson  (IL) 

Richardson 

Brown  (OH) 

Jacobs 

Rivers 

Bryant  (TX) 

Jefferson 

Roemer 

Campbell 

Johnson  (SD) 

Rohrabacher 

Cardln 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Castle 

Johnston 

Roukema 

Chabot 

Kaptur 

Roybal-Allard 

Chrysler 

Kaslch 

Royce 

Clay 

Kelly 

Rash 

Clement 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Sabo 

Clybum 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Salmon 

Coleman 

Kennelly 

Sanders 

Collins  (ID 

Klldee 

Sanford 

Collins  (MI) 

Kleczka 

Sawyer 

Conyers 

Klug 

Saxton 

Costello 

LaFalce 

Schlff 

Coyne 

LaHood 

Schroeder 

C^uinmlngs 

LaTourette 

Schumer 

Davis 

Lazlo 

Scott 

DeLauro 

Leach 

Sensenbrenner 

Dellums 

Levin 

Shaw 

Deutsch 

Lewis  (GA) 

Shays 

Dlaz-Balart 

Llnder 

Ska^gs 

Dlngell 

LoBlondo 

Slaughter 

Dixon 

Lofgren 

Smith  (.MI) 

Doreett 

Lowey 

Smith  (NJ) 

Duncan 

Lather 

Smith  (TX) 

Durbln 

Maloney 

Souder 

Ehlers 

Man  ton 

Spratt 

Enifel 

ManzuUo 

Stark 

English 

Markey 

Stokes 

Eshoo 

Martinez 

Sludds 

Evans 

Martini 

Talent 

Ewlng 

Matsul 

Thompson 

Fan- 

McDermott 

Thurman 

Fattah 

.McHale 

Torklldsen 

Fawell 

McKlnney 

Torres 

Fields  (LA) 

McNulty 

Towns 

Fllner 

Meehan 

Upton 

FUnagan 

Meek 

Velazquez 

FogUetta 

.Menendez 

Vento 

Foley 

Meyers 

Vlsclosky 

Forbes 

MlUender- 

Walker 

Ford 

McDonald 

Wamp 

Frank  (MA) 

Miller  (CA) 

Ward 

Franks  (NJ) 

Miller  (FL) 

Waters 

Frellnghuysen 

.Mlnge 

Watt  (NO 

Furse 

Mink 

Waxman 

Ganske 

Moakley 

Weldon  (PA) 

Gejdenson 

MoUnarl 

Woolsey 

Gephardt 

Moran 

Young  (FL) 

Gibbons 

Morella 

Zlmmer 

Gllchrest 

Myrtck 
NOES— 210 

AUard 

Boehner 

Clayton 

Archer 

BonUla 

dinger 

Armey 

Bono 

Coble 

Bachos 

Brewster 

Cobum 

Baker  (CA) 

Browder 

Collins  (GA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Bryant  (TN) 

Combest 

Ballenger 

Bunn 

Condlt 

Barcla 

Banning 

Cooley 

Ban- 

Bun- 

Cramer 

Barrett  (NE) 

Barton 

Crane 

Bartlett 

Buyer 

Crapo 

Barton 

Callahan 

Cremeaas 

Bass 

Calvert 

Cubln 

Bateman 

Camp 

Cunningham 

Bentsen 

Canady 

Danner 

Bereuter 

Chambllss 

de  la  Garza 

Bevlll 

Chapman 

Deal 

Bishop 

Chenoweth 

DeFazlo 

BUley 

(Huistensen 

DeUy 

Dickey 

Johnson  (CT) 

(}ulllen 

Dicks 

Johnson.  Sam 

Radanovlch 

Dooley 

Jones 

Regula 

DooUttle 

Kanjorskl 

Rlggs 

Doman 

Kim 

Roberts 

Doyle 

King 

Rogers 

Dreler 

Kingston 

Roth 

Dunn 

KUnk 

Scarborough 

Edwards 

Knollenberg 

Schaefer 

Ehrllch 

Kolbe 

Seastrand 

Ensign 

Largent 

Serrano 

Everett 

Latham 

Shadegg 

Fazio 

Laughlln 

Shuster 

Flake 

Lewis  (CA) 

SUlsky 

Fowler 

Lewis  (KY) 

Skeen 

Fox 

Llghtfoot 

Skelton 

Franks  (CT) 

Llplnskl 

Smith  (WA) 

Frlsa 

Livingston 

Solomon 

Frost 

Longley 

Spence 

Funderburk 

Lucas 

Steams 

Gekas 

Mascara 

Stenholm 

Geren 

McCarthy 

Stockman 

Glllmor 

McCoUum 

Stamp 

Gingrich 

McCrery 

Stupak 

Gonzalez 

-McHugh 

Tanner 

Goodlatte 

Mclnnls 

Tate 

Graham 

Mcintosh 

Taylor  (MS) 

Green  (TX) 

McKeon 

Taylor  (NO 

Greene  (UT) 

.Metcalf 

Tejeda 

Gunderson 

Mica 

Thomas 

Gutknecht 

Mollohan 

Thomberry 

HalKTX) 

Montgomerj- 

Thornton 

Hamilton 

Moorhead 

Tlahrt 

Hancock 

Murtha 

Traflcant 

Hansen 

Myers 

Volkmer 

Hasten 

Nethercutt 

Vuoanovlch 

Hastings  (WA) 

Ney 

Walsh 

Hayes 

Norwood 

Watts  (OK) 

Hayworth 

Nussle 

Weldon  (FL) 

Hefley 

Oberstar 

Weller 

Helneman 

Obey 

White 

Herger 

Ortiz 

Whltneld 

Hoke 

Orton 

Wicker 

Holden 

Oxley 

Williams 

Houghton 

Packard 

Wilson 

Hunter 

Parker 

Wise 

Hutchinson 

Paxon 

Wolf 

Hyde 

Payne  (VA) 

Wynn 

IngUs 

Peterson  (MN) 

Young  (AK) 

Istook 

Pickett 

Zellfr 

Jackson-Lee 

Pombo 

(TX) 

Pryce 

NOT  VOTING— 14 

Brownback 

Lantos 

Rose 

Cox 

Lincoln 

Tauzln 

Emerson 

McDade 

TorrlceUl 

Fields  (TX) 

Peterson  (FL) 

Yates 

Callegly 

Ramstad 

D  2318 

Messrs.  HEINEMAN,  FLAKE,  SCAR- 
BOROUGH, and  MCCOLLUM  changed 
their  vote  from  "aye"  to  "no." 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  South  Dakota  and 
Mr.  LINDER  changed  their  vote  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  do  two 
things.  First,  I  would  like  to  enter  a 
colloquy  with  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  REGULA],  and  then  I  am  going  to 
offer  an  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  enter 
into  a  colloquy  with  Mr.  Regula  re- 
garding an  issue  that  is  very  important 
to  the  State  of  Vermont  and  others  in- 
terested in  conservation  and  sustain- 
able agriculture.  Unfortunately,  this 
bill  does  not  provide  funding  for  the 
Marsh-Billing  National  Historic  Park 
that  is  located  in  Woodstock,  VT.  The 
planned  opening  for  this  park  is  1998, 
and  the  administration's  budget  in- 
cluded $340,000  in  startup  funding. 


June  19,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


14713 


My  understanding  is  that  the  gen- 
tleman would  support  funding  for  this 
historic  park  should  the  Senate  include 
funds  specifically  for  this  purpose. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SANDERS.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  in- 
cluded $55  million  in  increases  for  the 
National  Park  Service  specifically  for 
operations  and  backlog  maintenance.  If 
our  allocation  had  been  greater,  I 
would  have  recommended  an  additional 
$13  million  for  39  specific  park  units 
recommended  in  the  1997  budget.  These 
units,  including  Marsh-Billing,  are  ei- 
ther new  parks  or  units  that  have  expe- 
rienced unusually  high  visitation  or 
boundary  extensions. 

Should  the  Senate  include  funding 
for  this  unit,  either  with  a  specific  ear- 
mark or  by  providing  for  the  $13  mil- 
lion program,  I  will  certainly  give  seri- 
ous consideration  to  supporting  the 
Senate  position. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SANDERS 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Sanders:  In  the 
Item  relating:  to  -'DEPARTMENT  OF  EN- 
ERGY—naval  PETROLEUM  AND  OIL  SHALE  RE- 
SERVES", after  the  dollar  amount  insert  the 
following::  -(reduced  by  Jll.764,000)". 

In  the  item  relating  to  "DEPARTMENT 
OF  ENERGY— ENERGY  CONSERVATION",  after 
each  of  the  first,  second,  and  third  dollar 
amounts,  insert  the  following:  "(increased  by 
$11,764,000)". 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose:  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Barton 
of  Texas)  having  assumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana,  Chairman  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union,  reported  that 
that  Committee,  having  had  under  con- 
sideration the  bill  (H.R.  3662)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  and  related  agencies  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30, 
1997,  and  for  other  purposes,  had  come 
to  no  resolution  thereon. 


PROVIDING  FOR  FURTHER  CONSID- 
ERATION OF  H.R.  3662,  DEPART- 
MENT OF  THE  INTERIOR  AND 
RELATED  AGENCIES  APPROPRIA- 
TIONS ACT,  1997 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  during  the  fur- 
ther consideration  of  H.R.  3662  in  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole,  pursuant  to 
House  Resolution  455,  one,  the  bill  be 
considered  as  having  been  read;  and. 
two,  no  amendment  shall  be  in  order 
except  for  the  following  amendments, 
which  shall  be  considered  as  read,  shall 


not  be  subject  to  amendment  or  to  a 

demand  for  a  division  of  the  question 

in  the  House  or  in  the  Committee  of 

the  Whole,  and  shall  be  debatable  for 
the  time  specified,  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  proponent  and  a 
Member  opposed: 

Mr.  Sanders,  regarding  weatheriza- 
tion, 20  minutes;  Mr.  Fox  of  Pennsyl- 
vania regarding  weatherization,  10 
minutes;  Mr.  Parker,  regarding 
weatheri-  zation.  10  minutes:  Mr. 
Faleomavaega.  regarding  the  red 
squirrel,  15  minutes;  Mr.  Hoekstra,  re- 
garding NEA,  10  minutes;  Mr.  Shadegg 
regarding  NEH,  30  minutes:  Mr.  Klug 
or  another  Member  regarding  timber 
contracts,  10  minutes;  Mr.  DeFazio,  re- 
garding timber  sourcing.  10  minutes: 
Mr.  Olver,  regarding  funding  levels  for 
codes  and  standards.  10  minutes;  Mr. 
CONDIT,  regarding  the  Endangered  Spe- 
cies Act,  10  minutes;  Mr.  Sanders,  re- 
garding PILT,  20  minutes;  Ms.  Furse. 
Mr.  Porter,  regarding  timber  salvage, 
60  minutes:  Mr.  GtmcNECHT.  regarding 
across-the-board  cut,  20  minutes:  Mrs. 
Chenoweth,  regarding  grizzly  bears.  10 
minutes;  and  Mr.  Istook  regarding 
BIA,  20  minutes. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio? 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  am  informed  by 
staff  that  the  gentleman  from  Dlinois 
[Mr.  Yates]  also  had  an  amendment 
that  he  offered  in  committee  which 
lost  by  one  vote  that  relates  to  tele- 
communications. I  do  not  know  where 
on  that  list  that  amendment  ought  to 
be  placed,  but  I  would  urge  the  gen- 
tleman to  amend  the  motion  to  make 
certain  that  that  is  provided  for  for  5 
minutes  on  each  side. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  to  the  unanimous- 
consent  request  I  would  add  an  amend- 
ment by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Yates]  on  telecommunications  for 
10  minutes. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  withdraw 
my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 


D  2330 
SPECIAL  ORDERS 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Barton  of  Texas).  Under  the  Speaker's 
announced  policy  of  May  12.  1995,  and 
under  a  previous  order  of  the  House, 
the  following  Members  will  be  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes  each. 


REPORT  ON  H.R.  3675,  DEPART- 
MENT OF  TRANSPORTATION  AND 
RELATED  AGENCIES  APPROPRIA- 
TIONS ACT  1997. 

Mr.  REGULA,  from  the  Conmiittee 
on  Appropriations,  submitted  a  privi- 
leged report  (Rept.  No.  104-631)  on  the 
bill  (H.R.  3675)  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Transportation 
and  related  agencies  for  other  pur- 
poses, which  was  referred  to  the  Union 
Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  All 
points  of  order  are  reserved  on  the  bill. 


JUNETEENTH 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
woman from  Texas  [Ms.  Jac:kson-Lee] 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  am  pleased  to  rise  today  to  cetebrate  a 
major  holiday  in  the  African-American  commu- 
nity known  as  Juneteenth.  The  genesis  of  this 
holiday  began  on  January  1.  1863,  then  Presi- 
dent Abraham  Lincoln  issued  the  Emar>c»- 
patk)n  Prodamatran  which  freed  the  slaves. 
Unfortunately,  because  of  the  Dvil  War  being 
waged  along  the  borders  dtviding  north  and 
south,  Lincoln's  message  of  Emandpation  was 
not  received  by  all.  Slaves  in  Oklahoma,  Lou- 
isiana, Arkansas,  and  Texas  continued  their 
lives  in  bondage  until  April  of  1865  when  the 
Civil  War  ended  and  Union  Army  troops  were 
sent  thnxighout  the  south  to  enforce  the  free- 
ing of  black  slaves.  One  hundred  and  twenty- 
one  years  ago  today,  Unkjn  Army  troops  led 
by  Gen.  Gorijon  Granger  reached  (3alveston, 
TX  and  the  news  of  the  Emancipation  Procla- 
mation was  given. 

The  memory  of  this  event,  affectonately 
nicknamed  Juneteenth,  is  celebrated  each 
year  across  the  regk>n  and  is  now  a  State  hol- 
klay  in  Texas.  This  Juneteenth  celebration  af- 
fords us  a  chance  to  ackrK>wledge  and  re- 
member the  history  of  slavery  in  this  country, 
and  honor  the  many  generations  that  suffered 
through  this  tenriWe  era  so  that  their  children 
might  live  better,  more  dignified  lives.  But 
most  importantly,  June  19  is  a  celebration  of 
liberty  and  opportunity;  a  time  to  recognize  the 
many  accomplishments  and  contributnns  his- 
torically made  by  Americans  of  African  de- 
scent; and  focus  on  the  many  challenges 
ahead  so  that  we  might  continue  to  strive  for- 
ward together,  with  the  unity  and  brothertwod 
of  all  men  and  women  in  America  today. 
Happy  Juneteenth. 

TRIBUTE  TO  SFC.  DONALD  H. 
DUGAN 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Dornan]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  tonight  I 
noticed  in  my  clippings  that  the  one 
businessman  who  was  held  hostage  in 
Iran  from  Sherman  Oaks,  CA,  Mr. 
Jerry  Plotkin,  died.  He  said,  when 
Mayor  Tom  Bradley  called  Jerry  Plot- 
kin  Day  in  Los  Angeles,  after  his  re- 
turn from  444  days  of  captivity,  that 
the  treatment  under  the  Ayathollah's 
henchmen  in  Tehran  was  horrible  from 
the  first  day.  He  lost  40  pounds,  began 
smoking  again,  and  it  obviously  short- 
ened his  life.  He  died  younger  than  I 
am. 
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I  looked  at  that  figiire,  the  Election 
Day  was  on  November  4.  They  had  been 
in  captivity  for  444  days.  It  cost  a  good 
naan  his  F*residency.  Jimmy  Carter,  a 
moral  man.  a  decent  man,  a  man  who 
always  tried  to  tell  the  truth,  unlike 
some  leadership  now. 

I  looked  at  that  clippingr  about  Jerrj' 
Plotkin's  death  and  I  said,  as  good  a 
man  as  Jimmy  Carter  was  personally, 
he  deserved  to  lose.  When  the  leader  of 
the  world's  greatest  free  superpower 
cannot  get  American  citizens,  one  busi- 
nessman and  51  marines  and  other  Gov- 
ernment employees  and  high-ranking 
State  Department  people,  when  he  can- 
not get  them  out  of  captivity,  he  de- 
serves to  go  down  to  defeat. 

This  is  not  to  say  that  Ronald 
Reagan  turned  some  magic  key  and  got 
the  52  hostages  home  from  Iran.  But 
the  change  of  leadership  at  the  top 
gave  the  Iranians  an  excuse  to  say  the 
Carter  years  were  over.  Here  is  your 
hostages.  We  got  a  fresh  start. 

This  thought  hit  me,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
am  wearing  the  pin  of  the  1st  Armored 
Division,  the  main  division  that  is  in 
Bosnia.  It  is  now  rumored,  and  Mr. 
Christopher  and  Mr.  Perry  come  right 
out,  our  Secretaries  of  Defense  and 
State,  and  said,  we  may  have  to  leave 
them  there  longer.  This  thought  hit 
me,  that  our  men  in  Bosnia  are  a  form 
of  hostage. 

If  Mr.  Clinton  is  reelected,  they  are 
obviously  going  to  stay.  If  Mr.  Dole  is 
elected,  just  Uke  Mr.  Reagan  in  1980, 
our  men  are  going  to  come  home,  men 
and  women  from  Bosnia. 

They  are  no  longer  in  an  armored  di- 
vision. People  who  know  what  it  takes 
to  keep  an  armored  division  up  to 
training  speed  are  now  pointing  out 
that  you  take  men  out  of  their  M-1 
tanks  and  their  Bradley's  since  last  De- 
cember with  no  training,  it  is  not  an 
armored  division  anymore.  It  is  not  a 
mechanized  infantry  division,  it  is  a 
light  infantry  division. 

There  are  139  days  until  election 
night,  when  we  wake  up  in  the  morn- 
ing. If  America  wants  its  men  and 
women  home  from  Bosnia,  then  the 
best  thing  they  can  do  is  to  defeat  Bill 
Clinton  and  elect  the  43rd  President  of 
the  United  States,  Bob  Dole. 

Thinking  about  our  men  in  Bosnia,  I 
have  been  promising  to  do  this  for  a 
widow,  Miriam  Dugan  from  Fort  Hood, 
TX,  for  months  now. 

When  her  husband,  who  I  think  is  a 
hero,  SFC.  Donald  Dugan  was  killed 
February  3,  going  beyond  his  orders  to 
try  and  defuse  a  land  mine  that  was  set 
at  child-eye  level  and  said  to  these 
children,  stand  back,  and  told  his 
friends,  we  are  here  to  make  this  place 
safe  for  Bosnian  children,  and  he  said 
to  these  children,  mine-o,  mine-o, 
boom  boom,  move  back,  and  then  died 
a  few  seconds  later,  this  man,  who  was 
called  McGyver  after  the  TV  adven- 
turesome character,  here  is  his  picture 
from  the  Army  Times.  Mr.  Speaker   If 


that  is  not  the  poster  for  a  manly, 
tough  special  forces  or  armored  divi- 
sion sergeant,  I  do  not  know  what  is. 

I  want  to  put  in  the  record  his  wid- 
ow's letter  to  the  Army  Times,  who 
said, 

I  would  like  to  thank  everyone  who  has 
taken  the  time  to  express  their  sympathy  for 
my  husbands  passing.  My  family  and  I  hope 
that  everyone  who  knew  him  remembers  him 
the  way  he  was  and  not  how  he  has  been  rep- 
resented. 

She  means  by  this  administration,  as 
though  he  did  something  wrong  to  keep 
Mr.  Clinton's  skirts  clean. 

She  said. 

He  is  deeply  missed  and  thought  of  often. 
Donald  will  always  be  close  to  the  hearts  of 
his  family  and  his  soldiers. 

Earlier  she  said. 

He  devoted  17  years  serving  his  country  In 
the  U.S.  Army.  The  Army  was  my  husband's 
life.  I  am  happy  he  was  doing  exactly  what 
he  enjoyed  most  when  he  passed  away,  work- 
ing with  and  protecting  his  soldiers,  his  ci- 
vilians and  Che  children. 

I  put  her  statement  into  the  Record. 

Dugan  Widow  Remembers  Husband.  Tells 
His  Story 

I  am  writing  this  letter  on  behalf  of  my 
husband.  SFC  Donald  H.  Dugan.  and  my  fam- 
ily. 

My  husband  was  killed  handling  an  explo- 
sive device  while  deployed  In  Bosnia. 

I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  let 
everyone  know  that  he  was  not  the  type  of 
person  that  the  media  has  represented  him 
to  be.  He  was  portrayed  as  careless  for  trying 
to  disarm  the  explosive  when  specific  guid- 
ance had  been  Issued  to  leave  explosives 
alone. 

He  was  not  careless — he  was  caring.  He  was 
a  very  loving  and  devoted  husband,  father 
and  military  leader.  My  husband  made  the 
ultimate  sacrifice.  He  gave  his  life  to  save 
others. 

Through  the  many  cards  and  letters  that  I 
have  received  from  soldiers  who  worked  with 
my  husband.  I  believe  he  attempted  to  dis- 
arm the  device  t6  protect  children  who  were 
playing  In  the  area. 

Since  he  Is  unable  to  tell  his  side  of  the 
story.  I  felt  it  was  necessary  to  write  this 
letter. 

No  one  will  ever  know  the  exact  facts  of 
what  happened  that  day.  but  one  fact  is  cer- 
tain: he  was  well  loved  and  respected  by  his 
soldiers,  comrades,  friends  and  family. 

Many  unfavorable  statements  have  been 
made  about  the  circumstances  surrounding 
the  death  of  my  husband  In  Bosnia.  The  peo- 
ple who  made  these  statements  did  not  know 
him  or  the  type  of  man  he  was.  Donald  was 
a  selfless  man  who  thought  of  others'  needs 
and  welfare  ahead  of  his  own. 

He  devoted  17  years  serving  his  country  in 
the  U.S.  Army.  The  Army  was  my  husband's 
life,  and  I  am  happy  that  he  was  doing  ex- 
actly what  he  enjoyed  most  when  he  passed 
away— working  with  and  protecting  soldiers 
and  civilians.  He  truly  believed  In  the  mis- 
sion in  Bosnia  and  was  happy  to  go. 

I  would  like  to  thank  everyone  who  has 
taken  the  time  to  express  their  syrnpathy  for 
my  husband's  passing.  My  family  and  I  hope 
that  everyone  who  knew  him  remembers  him 
the  way  he  was  and  not  how  he  has  been  rep- 
resented. 

He  Is  deeply  missed  and  thought  of  often. 
Donald  will  always  be  close  to  the  hearts  of 
his  family  and  soldiers. 


THE  SHRINKING  MIDDLE  CLASS 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington  [Mr. 
Metcalf]  Is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is 
a  rising  tide  of  despair  and  growing  re- 
sentment all  across  this  Nation.  The 
American  dream  is  being  snuffed  out 
for  more  and  more  American  families. 

This  is  directly  related  to  the  decline 
of  the  middle  class.  The  rich  are  get- 
ting richer,  but  the  middle  class  is 
being  assaulted  today  by  the  flight  of 
family  wage  jobs  overseas,  by  high 
taxes,  by  the  disparity  of  income  be- 
tween the  rich  and  the  middle  class. 
The  middle  class  has  shrunk,  as  many 
families  no  longer  have  the  income  to 
buy  a  home,  save  money  for  their  chil- 
dren's education  or  prepare  for  their 
retirement. 

The  number  of  millionaires  is  dra- 
matically increasing.  That  is  great,  un- 
less at  the  same  time  more  people  fall 
out  of  the  middle  class  to  become  the 
working  poor,  descending  into  poverty. 

Many  say  that  the  Republican  Party 
Is  the  party  of  the  rich.  I  say  this  Re- 
publican Congress  is  the  party  with  the 
duty  to  resurrect  the  middle  class. 

My  dad  quit  school  and  went  to  work 
at  age  16  on  his  first  job  for  $1  a  day. 
That  was  the  pay,  $1  a  day  on  his  first 
job.  Just  10  years  later,  he  made 
enough  working  in  a  mill  in  Marysville 
to  support  a  family,  built  his  own 
house  and,  2  years  after  that,  to  build 
his  own  small  commercial  fishing  boat. 
And  all  that  was  paid  for  at  that  time. 

Today  with  both  husband  and  wife 
working,  many  families  cannot  get 
ahead.  They  are  caught  In  a  cycle  of 
what  we  have  to  call  the  working  poor. 
We  must  ask  ourselves,  what  is  happen- 
ing to  America?  What  is  happening  to 
the  American  dream?  What  Is  the 
cause?  Is  it  the  flood  of  immigrants 
who  are  desperate,  who  will  work  for 
anything,  pennies,  just  to  get  to  live  in 
America?  Is  It  the  giant  multinational 
cartels  of  this  era?  Is  the  Government 
wasteful  and  inefficient?  Is  it  the 
former  Congresses  who  voted  us  $5  tril- 
lion of  debt?  Is  it  the  interest  on  that 
debt  that  now  costs  hundreds  of  bil- 
lions of  dollars  each  year  just  to  pay 
the  interest,  hundreds  of  billions  of 
dollars  each  year? 

I  believe  this  Congress  has  no  more 
important  duty  than  to  find  out  what 
went  wrong,  to  report  to  the  American 
people  exactly  what  went  wrong  and 
the  steps  American  must  take  to  fix  it. 

TRIBUTE  TO  MAYOR  JAMES 
THOMAS  WIGGD^TON 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Bryant]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  BR'VANT  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  inform  the  House  of  the  passing 
of    one    of    Tennessee's    valuable    leaders. 
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Mayor  James  Thomas  Wigginton.  Tommy 
Wigginton,  mayor  of  MIchie,  IN  died  earlier 
this  month  at  the  age  of  52. 

Mayor  Wigginton  dedicated  his  life  to  the 
service  of  others.  He  was  a  man  who  por- 
trayed undying  Christian  principles  in  every- 
thing he  did,  every  day  of  his  life.  He  was  a 
blessing  to  his  family,  his  friends,  and  every 
citizen  of  the  community  of  Michie.  Mayor 
Wigginton  served  the  community  as  mayor, 
wholeheartedly,  for  the  past  19  years.  He  was 
also  a  benevolent  contributor  to  the  lives  of 
the  residents  of  McNairy  County,  which  has  a 
population  of  more  than  23,000  people.  Mayor 
Wigginton  played  a  key  role  in  the  education 
of  McNairy  County's  school  children,  and  he 
was  the  transportation  supervisor  for  the 
McNairy  County  school  system. 

Superintendent  of  Schools  Billy  Joe  Glover 
said  of  Wigginton:  "Tommy  was  a  valuable 
part  of  the  department  of  education.  He  had 
really  worked  hard  and  had  been  concemed 
about  drivers,  buses,  the  children  and  the 
problems  that  related  to  all  of  them.  He 
worked  to  do  the  right  thing,  the  Christian 
thing  in  dealing  with  others.  He  was  constantly 
concemed  that  everyone  around  him  be  treat- 
ed fairty." 

The  residents  of  Tennessee  and  the  conv 
munity  of  Michie  owe  a  great  debt  to  Tommy 
Wigginton.  He  was  a  man  who  lived  every  day 
for  the  betterment  of  the  community.  Tommy 
was  an  excellent  leader  in  many  aspects  of 
his  life.  He  will  be  missed  greatly  by  all  of  the 
people  he  affected  while  on  this  Earth. 

I  want  to  extend  my  sympathies  to  his  wife, 
Elizabeth  Ann.  and  his  three  sons:  Tommy, 
Shea,  and  Jim,  and  let  them  krrow  Tommy's 
contributkjns  to  his  community  are  greatly  ap- 
preciated. 

Let  us  remember  Mayor  Wigginton,  as  a 
man  of  honor,  honesty,  and  patriotism. 


DONALD  DUGAN'S  WIDOW'S 
LETTER 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Georgia  [Mr.  Kingston]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want- 
ed to  yield  some  time  to  Mr.  Dornan  of 
California  because  he  was  reading  a 
letter  of  a  widow  of  a  great  American 
and  he  was  not  through  with  it. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just 
found  another  paragraph  In  Miriam 
Dugans  letter,  the  widow  of  Donald 
Dugan,  the  handsome  35-year-old.  17- 
year  Army  sergeant  who  died  In  the 
presence  of  the  children  that  he  was 
trsring  to  save  from  a  land  mine. 

I  just  wanted  to  read  the  opening  of 
her  letter  and  the  whole  letter  will  ap- 
pear in  the  Record  for  anybody  inter- 
ested who  watches  our  proceedings  on 
C-SPAN. 

I  am  writing  this  letter  on  l)ehalf  of  my 
husband.  Specialist  First  Class  Donald  H. 
Dugan.  and  my  family.  My  husband  was 
killed  disarming  an  explosive  device  while 
deployed  In  Bosnia.  I  would  like  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  let  everyone  know  he  was  not 
the  type  of  person  that  the  media  has  rep- 
resented him  to  be.  He  was  portrayed  as 
careless  for  trying  to  disarm  the  explosive 


when  specific  guidance  had  been  issued  to 
leave  explosives  alone.  He  was  not  careless. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  I  hate  to  interrupt 
this  great  letter  but  are  you  saying  to 
me  that  a  war  hero,  right  after  Memo- 
rial Day.  was  depicted  by  the  U.S. 
Army  for  being  careless  and  irrespon- 
sible because  he  was  trying  to  save 
children's  lives? 

Mr.  DORNAN.  It  started  the  very 
week  Don  Dugan  died,  when  I  went  to 
a  big  military  dinner  and  a  four-star 
general  says  to  me.  without  knowing 
the  facts  and  did  not  even  know  his 
name.  Well,  I  hear  he  wjis  way  out  in 
front  of  his  troops  and  he  was  not  doing 
what  was  right. 

I  looked  at  this  four-star  and  I  said, 
we  are  not  developing  a  story  here  so 
that  Clinton  bears  no  blame  for  send- 
ing these  people  to  Bosnia.  I  said,  you 
better  be  careful  here,  general.  To  have 
a  widow,  through  the  Army  Times, 
have  to  beg  people,  Mother  of  his  four 
children,  not  to  portray  him  in  a  bad 
light.  She  said.  "He  was  not  careless. 
He  was  caring.  He  was  a  loving  and  de- 
voted husband,  father  and  military 
leader.  My  husband  made  the  ultimate 
sacrifice.  He  gave  his  life  to  save  oth- 
ers." 

She  talks  about  the  cards  and  letters 
she  had  received  from  his  friends  who  I 
told  you  called  him  McGyver.  Since 
when  does  a  widow  have  to  beg.  do  not 
think  ill  of  my  husband  who  had  told 
his  men  the  day  before,  the  week  before 
and  that  morning,  we  are  here  to  save 
these  children  in  Bosnia  from  blowing 
themselves  to  bits  by  these  mines? 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  This  was  a  woman 
whose  husband  went  because  of  the 
Commander  in  Chief  sending  them  into 
harm's  way. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  His  was  one  of  the  first 
vehicles  to  cross  the  Sava  River.  Get 
this  peculiar  thing,  of  being  the  first 
man,  he  was  in  A  company,  A  troop  of 
the  first  company  of  the  first  squadron 
of  the  first  battalion  of  the  first  bri- 
gade of  the  First  Armored  division.  He 
was  one  of  the  first  to  cross  the  bridge. 

The  media  could  highlight  with  a  lit- 
tle brightened  circle  and  say,  here  is 
Donald  Dugan.  one  of  the  first  men 
into  Bosnia.  He  gives  his  life,  and  he 
has  probably  saved  other  lives  because 
now  everybody  is  backing  off  the  explo- 
sives. There  will  be  kids  losing  legs  and 
arms  and  their  lives  with  these  land 
mines  that  all  sides  planted  there. 

To  have  the  widow  beg.  through  the 
Army  Times,  Please  do  not  think  ill  of 
my  husband,  he  was  not  careless,  he 
was  caring,  is  symbolic.  That  is  why  I 
say,  all  of  our  people  in  Bosnia  on  the 
ground  are  a  form  of  hostage,  relieving 
European  men  and  women  from  being 
there,  outside  of  the  NATO  mandate 
that  they  should  take  care  of  this  on 
the  ground. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  The  gentleman  from 
Arizona  has  joined  us.  I  srield  to  Mr. 
Hayworth. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  my  colleague  from  Georgia.  As 


always.  I  am  heartened  and.  yes.  frank- 
ly troubled  by  the  statements  of  our 
good  friend  from  California.  For  once 
again,  our  friend  from  California  points 
up  a  disturbing  pattern  of  denial  on  the 
part  of  this  administration. 
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As  we  said  on  the  evening  when  we 
debated  the  whole  notion  of  sending 
our  troops  there,  this  is  not  for  fight- 
ing men  and  women  to  pull  the  zebra 
stripes  of  the  referee  in  an  athletic 
contest  over  their  camouflage.  Our 
fighting  men  and  women  are  exactly 
that.  They  are  not  referees,  nor  are 
they  social  workers. 

And  far  more  disturbing,  my  col- 
leagues, in  addition  to  the 
disinformation,  the  denial,  the  dis- 
avowal of  this  man's  sacrifice,  now 
word  comes  that  the  President  of  the 
United  States  would  like  to  extend  this 
mission  in  Bosnia  past  the  deadline  of 
1  year,  perhaps  to  silence  critics  that 
said  this  could  have  been  a  political 
move,  or  perhaps  fitting  into  a  pattern 
of  inconsistency  that  has  beset  the  for- 
eign policy  of  this  administration,  a 
foreign  policy  tsrpified  by  the  irration- 
ality  

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Barton  of  Texas).  The  time  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Georgia  [Mr.  Kingston] 
has  expired. 


PARLIMENTARY  INQUIRIES 

Mr.  HA-YWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
a  parliamentary  Inquiry. 

The  SPELAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman will  state  his  parliamentary  in- 
quiry. 

Mr.  HA"YWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  it 
in  order  for  this  gentleman  to  make  a 
unanimous-consent  request  that  we 
continue  to  speak  until  12  midnight? 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Ask  for  5  minutes. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona  has  the  right 
under  the  rules  to  request  a  unani- 
mous-consent request  that  he  address 
the  House  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman will  state  his  parliamentary  in- 
quiry. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Is  it  not  true  we  are 
about  to  end  the  5-minute  session? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  K  there 
are  no  other  5-minute  requests  under 
the  Speaker's  previous  announced  pol- 
icy, the  minority  will  be  recognized  for 
7Va  minutes. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  And  is  it  not  true,  if 
the  minority  is  not  here,  then  we  can 
request  unanimous  consent  to  use  the 
balance  of  the  time  if  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayworth]  does  not 
give  a  5-minute  request? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  does  not  know  that  the  state- 
ment the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
made  is  correct  at  thic  time. 
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Mr.  HAYWORTH.  I.  rather  than  re- 
questing  

Mr.  KINGSTON.  No.  no. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Ladies  and  gentle- 
men, we  are  consulting  on  this. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen- 
tleman's time  has  expired. 
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DISTURBING  TRENDS  OF  THE 
CLINTON  ADMINISTRATION 

The  SPEAKER  pro- tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995,  the  gentleman  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  HAYWORTH]  is  recognized  for  until 
midnight  as  the  designee  of  the  major- 
ity leader. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  I  thank  the  Speak- 
er pro  tempore  for  taking  us  through 
that  process  which  is  required  because, 
after  all,  this  House  operates  by  rules, 
and  we  attempt  to  bring  some  rational- 
ity to  this  process  that  some  would  call 
highly  irrational. 

But  as  I  was  saying  a  moment  ago, 
what  I  find  completely  irrational  are 
the  flip-flops  of  this  administration  as 
stewards  of  our  foreign  policy  for  once 
again,  remarkable  to  me  upon  my  elec- 
tion to  this  institution  was  hearing  the 
suggestion,  far  from  modest  and  far 
from  realistic,  that  this  Nation  provide 
the  technology  for  nuclear  reactors  to 
be  construed  in  the  outlawed  Nation  of 
North  Korea.  I  asked  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  at  a  brunch  we  held,  and  I 
thanked  the  Secretary  for  coming  by, 
and  essentially  he  told  me: 

Congressman-elect,  you  need  a  better 
briefing  on  the  subject. 

It  was  my  good  fortune  to  run  into 
the  Honorable  Jean  Kirkpatrick,  our 
former  ambassador  to  the  United  Na- 
tions, who  was  far  more  candid  in  her 
assessment  when  she  said: 

Congressman-elect,  you  do  not  need  a 
fuller  briefing.  You  correctly  identified 
the  problem. 

And  it  is  this  disturbing  trend  of  this 
administration  that  would  put  Ameri- 
cans in  harm's  way,  that  would  deal 
with  the  most  irrational  policy  aroimd 
the  world  that  should  give  all  Ameri- 
cans grave  concern,  for  this  adminis- 
tration is  typified  not  by  what  it  can 
accomplish  but  how  it  can  explain 
away  its  problems  this  time,  what 
verbal  contortions  and  rhetorical  gym- 
nastics can  be  brought  to  bear  to  ex- 
plain away  an  vmfortunate  snafu  this 
time?  Woe  to  us  if  we  fail  to  develop  a 
rational,  consistent  foreign  policy  that 
has  paramount  interests  of  the  United 
States  of  America  as  its  clearly  defined 
goal. 

No  good  people  can  disagree,  but  I 
maintain  this  administration,  perhaps 
with  the  best  of  intentions,  has  made 
the  worst  of  decisions. 

I  3^eld  to  my  friend  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  If  the  gentleman 
would  3rleld,  now  on  this  subject  of 
what  is  reality  I  have  one  that  I  want 
to  share  with  you.  It  is  a  little  bit  off 
the  military  path,  but  is  true. 


Last  night  I  attended  a  Georgia  Farm 
Bureau  dinner  in  Washington,  and  the 
speaker  was  Clinton  appointee  Richard 
Rominger.  Now  he  was  speaking  on  ac- 
complishments of  the  Clinton  adminis- 
tration. Well,  as  did  everyone  else  in 
the  audience,  I  thought  it  was  going  to 
be  a  real  short  evening  with  that  being 
the  topic,  but  as  it  turns  out  he  was 
claiming  everything  with  the  convic- 
tion of  the  rooster  taking  credit  for  the 
rising  sun,  and  so  it  was  rather 
lengthy. 

But  one  of  the  things  that  he  said 
was  the  Clinton  administration  is 
claiming  that  the  national  debt  has 
fallen  $15,000  per  family  of  four. 

Now  our  colleague,  Mac  Collins,  a 
Ways  and  Means  member  and  number 
cruncher,  says  how  is  that  possible? 
The  national  debt  has  risen  for  the  last 
3  years  the  Clinton  folks  have  had  the 
White  House;  how  could  it  be  falling? 
And  without  blinking  a  shameless  Clin- 
ton appointee  said: 

Oh.  it  is  easy.  The  annual  deficit  had 
been  going  up  at  a  certain  rate,  and 
since  it  is  no  longer  going  up  at  that 
rate,  then  the  savings  that  we  cal- 
culate, the  $15,000  per  family,  is  in  the 
anticipation. 

And  I  said,  OK.  wait  a  minute,  let  me 
follow  this,  let  me  put  it  in  laymen's 
terms.  I  weight  170  pounds.  Now  I  have 
never  weighed  190  pounds.  But  if  I  add 
up  all  the  days  that  I  passed  up  ice 
cream  sundaes  and  other  fattening  des- 
serts, I  probably  would  weigh  190 
pounds.  But  according  to  Clintonomics 
I  have  lost  20  pounds,  and  so  I  am  going 
to  pat  myself  on  the  back.  And,  Mr. 
HAYWORTH,  I  know  that  you  are  diet- 
ing. I  just  want  you  to  feel  better 
about  yourself. 

Mr.  HA"5fW0RTH.  You  know,  I  really 
do  appreciate  this  new  insightful  diet 
plan  offered  by  the  administration,  and 
let  me  pause  here  to  actually  give  the 
President  some  credit  because  in  terms 
of  his  diet  and  exercise  regimen  in  the 
real  world  he  has  done  a  pretty  good 
job  passing  up  the  fast  food  on  several 
occasions,  and  I  have  to  give  him  credit 
there. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Not  Milwaukee. 

Mr.  HA"5rW0RTH.  Would  that  he  only 
would  help  us  put  this  Nation  on  a  fis- 
cal diet  to  help  straighten  out  the  pri- 
orities with  tax  reform  for  the  middle 
class  which  he  promised  and  then 
backed  away  from;  with  welfare  re- 
form, as  the  claim  was  to  end  welfare 
as  we  know  it,  but  vetoing  that  mean- 
ingful welfare  reform  which  we  sent 
him  and  a  myriad  of  other  projects 
that  he  campaigned  on  and  then 
backed  away  from.  I  can  appreciate  his 
exercise  regimen,  but  I  do  wish  that  his 
exercises  in  his  role  as  chief  executive 
would  have  more  followthrough  and  be 
more  in  tone  with  reality.  But  that 
new  diet  plan  offered  by  an  assistant 
secretary 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  A  Clinton  appointee, 
yes 


Mr.  HA"5nV0RTH.  I  guess  this  is 
something  that  will  be  printed  up  in 
the  not  too  distant  future  and  be  avail- 
able in  P*ueblo,  CO,  from  the  consumer 
folks  there:  The  painless  Clinton  diet. 
Not  "I  feel  your  pain,"  but  "I  can 
miscompute  your  calories."  Imagine 
what  you  would  have  weighed. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  would  yield,  the  best  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  in  my  18  years  here,  20-year 
span,  was  Jim  Miller,  and  Jim  Miller  in 
President  Reagan's  last  3  years 
brought  the  budget  deficit  down  to  $150 
billion,  down  about  where  we  are  try- 
ing to  get  it  now.  Those  were  the  3  best 
years  of  all  the  Reagan  8  years  and  the 
Bush  4  years,  which  means,  using  his 
logic,  if  Reagan  had  had  a  third  term 
and  then  a  fourth  term,  every  family  in 
America  would  have  saved  $50,000, 
$60,000,  $70,000,  $100,000  because  of  Jim 
Miller.  He  was  not  able  to  carry  that 
message  in  his  quest  to  win  the  pri- 
mary in  Virginia,  but  this  is  like  one  of 
the  most  stunning  speeches  I  ever 
heard  in  this  house: 

The  then  Speaker,  Jim  Wright,  stood 
at  what  was  then  the  majority  lectern 
and  said  "Ronald  Reagan  has  made  a 
raid  on  the  U.S.  Treasury."  I  got  him 
out  in  the  Speakers  Lobby,  and  I  said, 
"Jim,  that  is  tax  dollars  not  yet  col- 
lected." This  was  the  Reagan  tax  cuts 
of  1982.  I  said,  "It  is  money  not  yet  col- 
lected. You  mean  money  that  has  not 
even  been  taken  out  of  the  pockets  on 
the  withholding  part  of  the  check  stub, 
that  has  not  even  be  collected  yet,  is 
owed  by  the  U.S.  Treasury?"  And  he 
says,  "Yes,  that  is  exactly  what  I 
mean." 

And  I  thought  this  is  the  difference 
between  the  two  parties  in  modem 
America.  They  coimt  tax  dollars  as 
theirs  that  have  not  even  been  earned 
yet. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  If  the  gentleman 
would  jrield  for  a  second,  it  is  not  a  dif- 
ference between  the  two  parties,  it  is  a 
difference  between  Washington,  been  in 
town  too  long,  status  quo  liberals  and 
the  rest  of  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  And  most  of  the  Gov- 
ernors. 

Mr.  KINGSTON.  Because  not  one 
household  in  America  would  think  of 
economics 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Can  I  give  you  another 
example  that  one  of  the  Interior  Com- 
mittee people  asked  me  if  I  got  to  the 
floor  before  they  did? 

Bruce  Babbitt,  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior, in  testifying  recently  before  the 
Interior  Committee,  and  everyone  is 
choking  on  themselves  trying  to  hold 
back  the  word  "lying."  It  is  a  tough 
word.  We  are  not  supposed  to  use  it  on 
this  floor  to  one  another,  and  we  do 
not.  Words  can  be  taken  down.  But 
they  are  frustrated.  They  are  trying  to 
say  to  him,  "You  are  not  telling  the 
truth." 
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So  they  got  him  afterward,  this  is 
your  former  Governor  in  Arizona,  and 
they  said  to  him,  "Mr.  Secretary,  you 
were  lying  out  there."  They  did  use  the 
word  then  off  camera.  And  you  know 
what  his  response  was?  And  this  rank- 
ing Republican  majority  member  on 
Interior  said  please  tell  us  on  the  floor. 
He  said  to  them,  smile  ear  to  ear,  you 
can  picture  him  saying  it:  "Well,  you 
guys  know  how  the  game  is  played." 

Unbelievable. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Let  me  talk  quite 
candidly  about  my  fellow  Arizonian 
who  has  a  decidedly  different  interpre- 
tation of  reality.  In  a  western  caucus 
meeting  I  brought  forth  a  speech  that 
Governor  Babbitt  made  on  two  occa- 
sions, now  as  Secretary  Babbitt,  once 
at  Tufts  University,  on  the  other  occa- 
sion in  Colorado  Springs,  where  he  es- 
sentially said  that  those  of  us  who 
have  honest  disagreements  on  how  best 
to  balance  the  priorities  of  the  econ- 
omy and  the  environment  were,  quote, 
guilty  of  the  greatest  sneak  attack  on 
America  since  Pearl  Harbor,  end  quote. 
When  I  asked  him  politely,  "Now,  Gov- 
ernor, do  you  really  believe  that?"  he 
gave  us  the  same  aw  shucks  grin  and 
said,  "Oh,  come  on  now,  J.D..  you  know 
how  the  game  is  played." 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  make  this  point, 
let  me  make  this  point  to  all  the  Amer- 
ican Nation.  Mr.  Speaker.  This  is  not  a 
game. 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Exactly. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  It  is  a  competition 
in  a  free  society  of  conflicting  philoso- 
phies, and  when  the  day  comes  when 
one  side  continues  to  deliberately  dis- 
tort the  truth,  then,  as  in  the  eloquent 
words  of  Robert  J.  Samuelson  last 
summer  in  the  Washington  Post, 
quoting  now: 

The  purpose  is  not  to  debate.  It  is  to  de- 
stroy. 

That  has  no  place  in  the  free  society.  If  we 
cannot  honestly  debate  factual  material 
along  philosophical  lines  and  have  honest 
disagreements,  then  I  fear  for  the  very  foun- 
dations of  our  republic. 

When  someone  will  go  around  the  country 
saying  here  It  Is.  here  Is  the  secret  list  of 
parks  the  Republicans  are  closing,  when 
there  are  no  secret  lists  and  there  are  no 
plans  to  close  the  crown  jewels  of  this  coun- 
try. It  is  Inexcusable,  and  there  should  be  an 
accounting  to  the 

Mr.  DORNAN.  Let  me  add  a  biparti- 
san note  to  some  friendships  around 
here.  We  all  have  friendships  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle.  A  Democrat  from 
Texas  who  I  dearly  respect.  I  am  sorry 
to  see  him  leaving,  a  Democrat  from 
Michigan  who  I  dearly  respect,  one  of 
the  pro-life  leaders  on  their  side,  both 
discussed  today  with  me  that  pretty 
soon  Clinton  is  going  to  have  to  visit 
all  his  friends  from  jail. 

He  was  talking  about  indicted,  not 
unindicted,  coconspirator  Bruce 
Lindsey,  No.  2  man  down  at  the  White 
House  staff  down  there,  and  this  means 
that  they  could  indict  him,  but  they 
want  to  take  care  of  the  two  bankers 


that  are  already  indicted.  Kenneth 
Starr  special  prosecutor,  and  by  nam- 
ing Bruce  Lindsey  an  unindicted  co- 
conspirator they  can  go  after  what 
would  otherwise  be  ruled  hearsay  evi- 
dence and  get  these  two  people,  and 
they  are  going  to  win  indictments 
against  Herbie  Branscom  and  the  other 
banker. 

But  there  is  a  young  handsome  guy, 
about  35  years  old,  beautiful  wife,  two 
or  three  kids,  who  my  wife  looked  at 
him  on  the  cover  of  Washington  Times 
a  few  months  ago,  Ainslie,  Jim,  or 
John  Ainslie,  and  she  said. 

Look  at  this  young  man.  a  young 
banker,  rural  banks,  small  town.  Par- 
ish. Arkansas.  She  said  his  life  is  de- 
stroyed because  he  got  too  near  Bill 
Clinton. 

I  am  going  back  to  my  original  pre- 
diction in  1993  and  1994  when  I  sat  in 
for  Rush  Limbaugh: 

An  honorable  man  named  Al  Gore  I 
believe  is  going  to  be  the  Democrat 
nominee  and  a  new  Vice  President. 
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Mr.  KINGSTON,  for  5  minutes,  today. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Mr.  Ramstad  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Armey)  for  today  and  the  balance  of 
the  week,  on  account  of  illness. 

Mr.  Tauzdj  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Armey)  for  today,  on  account  of  ill- 
ness. 

Mr.  Yates  (at  the  request  of  Mr.  Gep- 
hardt) after  10  p.m.  today,  on  account 
of  illness. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Ms.  Jackson-Lee  of  Texas)  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  and  in- 
clude extraneous  material:) 

Mr.  Geren  of  Texas,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 

Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 

Ms.  Jackson-Lee  of  Texas,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Taylor  of  North  Carolina) 
to  revise  and  extend  their  remarks  and 
include  extraneous  material:) 

Mr.  Metcalf,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Manzullo,  for  5  minutes,  on 
June  20. 

Mr.  Wicker,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Gutknecht.  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  RiGGS,  for  5  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Collins  of  Georgia,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 

Mr.  Bryant  of  Tennessee,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 

(The  following  Member  (at  his  own 
request)  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks and  include  extraneous  mate- 
rial:) 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Ms.  Jackson-Lee  of  Texas)  and 
to  include  extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Stokes. 

Ms.  Jackson-Lee  of  Texas. 

Mr.  Hamilton. 

Mr.  Serrano. 

Mr.  COSTELLO. 

Mr.  McDermott. 

Mr.  Fazio  of  California. 

Ms.  Norton. 

Mr.  BORSKi. 

Mr.  Stark. 

Mr.  VlSCLOSKY. 

Mr.  Menendez. 
Mr.  Clement. 
Mr.  Kleczka. 
Mr.  Ward. 
Mr.  Torres. 
Mr.  FiLNER. 
Mrs.  SCHROEDER. 

Mr.  Abercrombie. 

Mr.  POSHARD. 

Mr.  Pallone. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Taylor  of  North  Carolina) 
and  to  include  extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Radanovich. 

Mr.  Wicker. 

Mr.  Coble. 

Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Camp. 

Mr.  Talent. 

Mr.  Knollenberg. 

Mr.  Diaz-Balart. 

Mr.  Riggs  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Cunningham. 


ENROLLED  BILL  SIGNED 

Mr.  THOMAS,  from  the  Committee 
on  House  Oversight,  reported  that  that 
committee  had  examined  and  found 
truly  enrolled  a  bill  of  the  House  of  the 
following  title,  which  were  thereupon 
signed  by  the  Speaker: 

H.R.  3029.  An  act  to  designate  the  United 
States  courthouse  In  Washington,  District  of 
Columbia,  as  the  "E.  Barrett  Prettyman 
United  States  Courthouse." 


SENATE  ENROLLED  BILL  SIGNED 

The  SPEAKER  announced  his  signa- 
ture to  an  enrolled  bill  of  the  Senate  of 
the  following  title: 

S.  1136.  An  act  to  control  and  prevent  com- 
mercial counterfeiting,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  HA^XWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
move  that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  12  o'clock  midnight),  the 
House  adjourned  until  tomorrow,  June 
20. 1996,  at  10  a.m. 
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EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS. 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV.  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

3713.  A  letter  from  the  Regulatory  Review 
Officer.  Agricultural  Marketings  Service, 
transmitting  the  Service's  final  rule — Apri- 
cots Grown  in  Washington;  Temporary  Sus- 
pension of  the  Minimum  Grade  Requirement 
[Docket  No.  FV-96-922-1IFR]  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Agriculture. 

3714.  A  letter  from  the  Administrator.  Ag- 
ricultural Marketing  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule — Cranberries  Grown 
in  the  States  of  Massachusetts.  Rhode  Is- 
land, Connecticut.  New  Jersey.  Wisconsin. 
Michigan.  Minnesota.  Oregon,  Washington, 
and  Long  Island  in  the  State  of  New  York 
[Docket  No.  FV-96-929-1FR]  received  June 
18,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

3715.  A  letter  from  the  Administrator.  Ag- 
ricultural Marketing  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule — Irish  Potatoes 
Grown  in  Colorado;  Assessment  Rate  [Dock- 
et No.  FV-96-94&-1IFR]  received  June  18.  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  810(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Agriculture. 

3716.  A  letter  from  the  Administrator.  Ag- 
ricultural Marketing  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  nile — Fresh  Cut  Flowers 
and  Fresh  Cut  Greens  Promotion  and  Con- 
sumer Information  Order — Postponement  of 
Assessment  [Docket  No.  FV-96-702FR]  re- 
ceived June  18.  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture. 

3717.  A  letter  from  the  Administrator.  Ag- 
ricultural Marketing  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule — Limes  and  Avoca- 
does  Grown  in  Florida;  Relaxation  of  Con- 
tainer Marketing  Requirements  [Docket  No. 
FV-96-911-41FR]  received  June  19.  1996.  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Conunit- 
tee  on  Agriculture. 

3718.  A  letter  from  the  Administrator,  Ag- 
ricultural Marketing  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule — Graps  Grown  in  a 
Designated  Area  of  Southeastern  California; 
Revision  of  Container  Requirements  [Docket 
No.  FV-96-925-1IFR]  received  June  19.  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Agriculture. 

3719.  A  letter  from  the  Administrator,  Ag- 
ricultural Marketing  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule— Irish  Potatoes 
Grown  in  Washington;  Modification  of  the 
Minimum  Size  Requirements  [Docket  No. 
FV-96-®46-lFR]  received  June  19.  1996.  pursu- 
ant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture. 

3720.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Bilingual  Elducatlon  and  Minority  Languages 
Affairs,  Department  of  Education,  transmit- 
ting final  regulations— Bilingual  Education: 
Graduate  Fellowship  Program,  pursuant  to 
20  U.S.C.  1232(f);  to  the  Committee  on  Eco- 
nomic and  Educational  Opportunities. 

3721.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  General 
Counsel  for  Regulations,  Department  of  Edu- 
cation, transmitting  the  Department's  final 
rule— Notice  of  Final  Priority  and  Limita- 
tion on  Use  of  Funds  for  Fiscal  Years  1996; 
Elementary  School  Mathematics  and 
Science  Equipment  Program  (Fund  for  the 
Improvement  of  Education  (FIE))  received 
June  19,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Economic 
and  Educational  Opportunities. 

3722.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulatory   Management   and   Information, 


Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule — Approval  and 
Promulgration  of  Implementation  Plans; 
California— Mammoth  Lakes  Nonattalnment 
Area;  PMIO  (FRL-3511-4)  received  June  18. 
1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce. 

3723.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule — Approval  and 
Promulgation  of  Implementation  Plans  and 
Designation  of  Areas  for  Air  Quality  Plan- 
ning Purposes;  State  of  Michigan  (FRL-552o- 
4)  received  June  18,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3724.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule — Triflusulfuron 
Methyl;  Pesticide  Tolerance  (FRL-5377-7)  re- 
ceived June  17,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3725.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule— Sodium  Salt  of 
AciQuorfen;  Pesticide  Tolerance  (FRL-5371- 
4)  received  June  17.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3726.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule — Diquat;  Pes- 
ticide Tolerance  (FRL-5372-5)  received  June 
17,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to 
the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3727.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule— 1.1, 1,2- 
Tetrafluoroethane;  Pesticide  Tolerance 
(FRL-0376-3)  received  June  17,  1996,  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Conmiittee  on 
Commerce. 

3728.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule — Oxidized  Pine 
Lignin,  Sodium  Salt;  Pesticide  Tolerance 
(FRL-5375-9)  received  June  17,  1996,  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  ConmUttee  on 
Commerce. 

3729.  A  letter  from  the  Dfrector,  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule — Quizalofop 
Ethyl:  Pesticide  Tolerance  for  Use  on  Pine- 
apple (FRL-5373-5)  received  June  17,  1996, 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  ConMnerce. 

3730.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule — Aluminum  Tris 
(O-ethlyphosphonate);  Pesticide  Tolerance 
for  Use  in  or  on  Blueberry  (FRL-5374-7)  re- 
ceived June  17,  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3731.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule — DiHubenzuron; 
Pesticide  Tolerance  for  Use  on  Artichokes 
(FRL-5370-8)  received  June  17,  1996,  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

3732.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule — Amendment  to 
the  National  Emission  Standards  for  Hazard- 
ous Air  Pollutants  for  Shipbuilding  and  Ship 
Repair  (Surface  Coating)  Operations  (FRL- 


5521-5)  received  June  17,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

3733.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule — Approval  and 
Promulgation  of  Air  Quality  Plans:  Louisi- 
ana: Revision  to  the  State  Implementation 
Plan  (SIP)  Addressing  Ozone  Monitoring 
(FRL-5522-6)  received  June  17,  1996,  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

3734.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regrulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule — Operating  Per- 
mits Program  Interim  Approval  Criteria 
(FRL-5521-4)  received  June  17,  1996.  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Conmiittee  on 
Commerce. 

3735.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regrulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule — Fenoxaprop- 
Ethyl;  Extension  of  Study  Due  Date  and 
Time-Limited  Tolerances:  Correction  (FRL- 
5372-4)  received  June  17,  1996,  pursuant  to  5 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

3736.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of 
Regulatory  Management  and  Information, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  transmit- 
ting the  Agency's  final  rule — National  Emis- 
sion Standards  for  Hazardous  Air  Pollutants 
for  Source  Categories:  Organic  Hazardous 
Afr  Pollutants  from  the  Synthic  Organic 
Chemical  Manufacturing  Industry  and  Other 
Processes  Subject  to  the  Negotiated  Regula- 
tion for  Equipment  Leaks;  Clarifications 
(FRL-5521-7)  received  June  17,  1996,  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

3737.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Legal  Ad- 
viser for  Treaty  Affairs.  Department  of 
State,  transmitting  copies  of  International 
agreements,  other  than  treaties,  entered  into ' 
by  the  United  States,  pursuant  to  1  U.S.C. 
112b(a):  to  the  Committee  on  International 
Relations. 

3738.  A  letter  from  the  Associate  Attorney 
General  of  the  United  States,  transmitting  a 
report  activities  under  the  Freedom  of  Infor- 
mation Act  for  the  calendar  year  1995.  pursu- 
ant to  5  U.S.C.  552(d);  to  the  Committee  on 
Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3739.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  transmitting  the  semiannual  re- 
port on  activities  of  the  Inspector  general  for 
the  period  October  1,  1995,  through  March  1, 
1996,  and  the  Secretary's  semiannual  report 
for  the  same  period,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  app. 
(Insp.  Gen.  Act)  section  5(b);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3740.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Indian  Affairs.  Department  of  the  Interior, 
transmitting  the  Department's  final  rule — 
Leasing  of  Tribal  Lands  for  Mineral  Develop- 
ment and  Leasing  of  Allotted  Lands  for  Min- 
eral Development  (Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs) 
(RIN:  1076-AA82)  received  June  19,  1996,  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Resources. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  Xm.  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows: 

[Omitted  from  the  Record  of  June  18, 1996] 
Mr.   ARCHER:    Committee   on   Ways   and 
Means.  H.R.  3161.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  ex- 
tension   of  nondiscriminatory    treatment — 
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most-favored-nation  treatment— to  the  prod- 
ucts of  Romania  (Rept.  104-629).  Referred  to 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union. 

[Submitted  June  19, 1996] 

Mr.  QUILLEN:  Committee  on  Rules.  House 
Resolution  456.  Resolution  providing  for  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (H.R.  3666)  making  ap- 
propriations for  the  Departments  of  Veter- 
ans Affairs  and  Housing  and  Urban  Develop- 
ment, and  for  sundry  independent  agencies, 
boards,  commissions,  corporations,  and  of- 
fices for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30. 
1997.  and  for  other  purposes  (Rept.  104-630). 
Referred  to  the  House  Calendar. 

Mr.  WOLF:  Committee  on  Appropriations. 
H.R.  3675.  A  bill  making  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  Transportation  and  relat- 
ed agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Sep- 
tember 30.  1997.  and  for  other  purposes  (Rept. 
104-631).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 


BILLS  PLACED  ON  THE 
CORRECTIONS  CALENDAR 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  Xm,  the 
Speaker  filed  with  the  Clerk  a  notice 
requesting  that  the  following  bills  be 
placed  upon  the  Corrections.  Calendar: 

H.R.  2531  A  bill  to  amend  the  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act  of  1938  to  clarify  the  exemp- 
tion for  houseparents  from  the  minimum 
wage  and  maximum  hours  requfrements  of 
that  Act,  and  for  other  purposes. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  rule  XXn.  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mr.  STUMP  (for  himself,  Mr.  Mont- 
gomery.  Mr.   Everett,   Mr.   Evans, 
Mr.  BUYER,  and  Mr.  Filner): 
H.R.  3673.  A  bill  to  amend  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  to  revise  and  improve  certain 
veterans  programs  and  benefits,  to  authorize 
the  American  Battle  Monuments  Conunls- 
sion  to  enter  into  arrangements  for  the  re- 
pair and  long-term  maintenance  of  war  me- 
morials for  which  the  Commission  assumes 
responsibility,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  STUMP  (for  himself.  Mr.  Mont- 
gomery, Mr.  Buyer.  Mr.  Everett. 
Mr.  Evans,  and  Mr.  Mascara): 
H.R.  3674.  A  bill  to  amend  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  to  clarify  the  causal  relation- 
ship required  between  a  veteran's  service- 
connected  disability  and  employment  handi- 
cap for  purposes  of  determining  eligibility 
for  training  and  rehabilitation  assistance,  to 
transfer  certain  educational  assistance  enti- 
tlements from  the   post-Vietnam  era   edu- 
cational assistance  program  to  the  Mont- 
gomery GI  bill,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs. 
By  Mr.  CONYERS: 
H.R.  3676.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  clarify  the  intent  of  Congress 
with  respect  to  the  Federal  carjacking  prohi- 
bition; to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Mr.  ENGLISH  of  Pennsylvania  (for 
himself,  Mr.  Matsu,  Mr.  Royce,  Mr. 
Rangel,  Mr.  Bono.  Mr.  Gejdenson, 
Mr.  Dornan.  Mr.  TORRES,  and  Mr. 
Waxman): 
H.R.  3677.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Interna.'  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1986  relating  to  the  unemploy- 
ment tax  for  individuals  employed  in  Uie  en- 


tertainment industry;  to  the  Committee  on 

Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  JACOBS  (for  himself.  Mr. 
PORTMAN.  Mr.  C.uiDiN.  Mrs.  Johnson 
of  Connecticut,  Mr.  McDermott,  Mr. 
English  of  Pennsylvania,  Mr.  Coy'ne, 
Mr.  BUNNTNG  of  Kentucky,  Mr.  ABER- 
CROMBIE.  Mr.  STUPAK.   Mr.  B.U-DACCI. 

Mr.  EMERSON,  Ms.  Norton,  and  Mr. 
Ehlers): 
H.R.  3678.  A  bill  to  extend  the  Medicare 
waiver  of  liability  provisions  for  home 
health  agencies,  hospice  programs,  and 
skilled  nursing  facilities:  to  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mrs.  MINK  of  Hawaii: 
H.R.  3679.  A  bill  to  prohibit  any  increase  in 
the  amount  of  a  security  deposit  paid  by  a 
low-income  family  for  rental  of  a  dwelling 
unit  receiving  Fedei-al  rental  housing  assist- 
ance during  the  occupancy  of  the  family  in 
the  unit:  to  the  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Financial  Services. 

By  Mr.  JONES  (for  himself,  Mr.  HOKE, 
Mr.      STUMP,      Mr.      SOLOMON.      Mr. 

MCHALE,  Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  MONTGOM- 
ERY,   Mr.    LEWIS    of   Kentucky,    Mr. 
TORKILDSEN,    Mr.    WATTS    Of    Okla- 
homa,   Mr.    EVERETT,    Mr.    McHuGH. 
Mr.    Ortiz,    Mr.    Hostettler.    Mrs. 
Fowler.     Mr.     Longley.     and    Mr. 
Kolbe): 
H.R.  3680.  A  bill  to  amend  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  to  carry  out  the  international 
obligations  of  the  United  States  under  the 
Geneva  Conventions  to  provide  criminal  pen- 
alties for  certain  war  crimes;  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary. 
By  Ms.  NORTON: 
H.R.  3681.  A  bill  to  provide  that  if  an  em- 
ployer provides  additional  leave  to  a  parent 
for  the  birth  such  employer  shall  provide  the 
same  leave  to  a  parent  for  an  adopted  child 
or  a  foster  child:  to  the  Conamittee  on  Eco- 
nomic and  Educational  Opportunities,  and  in 
addition  to  the  Committees  on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight,  and  House  Oversight, 
for  a  period  to  be  subsequently  determined 
by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for  consider- 
ation of  such  provisions  as  fall  within  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  committee  concerned. 
By  Mrs.  SCHROEDER: 
H.R.  3682.  A  bill  to  allow  certain  individ- 
uals seeking  part-time  employment  to  be  eli- 
gible to  receive  unemployment  compensa- 
tion, to  require  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  es- 
tablish and  carry  out  an  annual  survey  relat- 
ing to  temporary  workers,  to  protect  part- 
time  and  temporary  workers  relating  to  pen- 
sion and  group  health  plans,  and  for  other 
purposes:  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  and  in  addition  to  the  Committees  on 
Economic    and    Educational    Opportunities. 
Government  Reform  and  Oversight,  and  Na- 
tional Security,  for  a  period  to  be  subse- 
quently determined  by  the  Speaker,  in  each 
case  for  consideration  of  such  provisions  as 
fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  comniittee 
concerned. 

By  Mr.  TIAHRT: 
H.R.  3683.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Elec- 
tion Campaign  Act  of  1971  to  prohibit  use  of 
labor  organization  dues  and  fees  for  political 
activities,  and  for  other  purposes:  to  the 
Committee  on  House  Oversight. 

By  Mr.  ENGEL  (for  himself,  Mr.  ACK- 
ERMAN,  Mr.  ANT)REWS,  Mr.  Berman. 
Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana,  Mr.  Chabot. 
Mr.  Deutsch.  Mr.  Dornan.  Mr. 
Forbes.  Mr.  Frank  of  Massachusetts. 
Mr.  Gejdenson.  Mr.  Hastings  of 
Florida,  Mr.  KiLDEE,  Mr.  Kdjg.  Mr. 
Knollenberc,  Mr.  LaHood,  Mr.  Lan- 
Tos.    Mr.   Levin.   Mrs.    Lowey,   Mr. 


McCOLLUM.  Mr.  MCNULTY.  Ms.  MOI^ 

INARI.         Ms.         ROS-LEHTDfEN.         Mr. 

Saxton.  and  Mr.  Torricelu): 
H.    Ck)n.    Res.    190.    Concurrent   resolution 
urging  the  Government  of  Syria  to  withdraw 
its  armed  forces  from  Lebanon:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  International  Relations. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII.  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows: 

H.R.  359:  Mr.  BEVILL. 

H.R.  708:  Mr.  CUNNINGHAM. 

H.R.  878:  Mr.  Yates  and  Mr.  Kasich. 

H.R.  1010:  Mr.  Matsli.  Mr.  DELTSCH.  Mrs. 
Mink  of  Hawaii,  and  Mr.  Baker  of  Louisiana. 

H.R.  1229:  Ms.  Harman. 

H.R.  1750:  Ms.  DELaURO. 

H.R.  1776:  Mr.  Christensen  and  Mr.  GEP- 
HARDT. 

H.R.  1805:  Mr.  Saxton. 

H.R.  1863:  Mr.  LEACH. 

H.R.  1899:  Mr.  Yates  and  Ms.  NORTON. 

H.R.  2016:  Mr.  HOBSON. 

H.R.  2026:  Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Mr.  Barcia.  Ms. 
BROWN  of  Florida.  Mr.  Browder.  Mr.  Bereu- 
ter.  Mr.  Gordon.  Mr.  Kanjorski.  Mr.  Thom- 
as. Mr.  EwxNG.  Mr.  Goss.  Ms.  ESHOO.  and  Mr. 
Christensen. 

H.R.  2089:  Mr.  Fawell. 

H.R.  2244:  Ms.  PRYCE. 

H.R.  2246:  Mr.  GREEN  of  Texas. 

H.R.   2391:   Ms.   GREENE  of  Utah  and  Mr. 

COBLTIN. 

H.R.  2545:  Ms.  EDDIE  BERNICE  JOHNSON  of 
Texas. 

H.R.  2651:  Mr.  BRYANT  Of  Texas. 

H.R.  2705:  Mr.  FRAZER.  Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio, 
and  Mr.  GREEN  of  Texas. 

H.R.  2868:  Mr.  HOKE. 

H.R.  2900:  Mr.  HiNCHEY.  Mrs.  Seastrakd, 
Mrs.  Cl-BIN,  Mr.  Bevtll.  and  Mrs.  FOWXER. 

H.R.  2928:  Mr.  LaTourette.  Mr.  Salmon. 
Mr.  STOCKMAN.  Mr.  Smtth  of  Michigan,  and 
Mr.  Duncan. 

H.R.  3037:  Mr.  RiOCS,  Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr. 
Sanders,  Mr.  Rahall.  and  Mr.  Evans. 

H.R.  3084:  Mr.  DELLUMS,  Mr.  ROMERO- 
Barcelo.  Mrs.  LOWEY.  and  Mrs.  Mdck  of  Ha- 
waii. 

H.R.  3118:  Ms.  LOFGREN. 

H.R.  3119:  Mr.  BOUCHER. 

H.R.  3142:  Mr.  MiNGE.  Mr.  OXLEY.  Mr.  DLT«- 
CAN.  and  Mr.  McKeon. 

H.R.  3182:  Mr.  COSTELLO.  Mr.  JOHNSON  of 
South  Dakota,  and  Mr.  Radanovich. 

H.R.  3195:  Mr.  Ballenger  and  Mr.  BURR. 

H.R.  3201:  Mr.  DORNAN.  Mr.  EHLERS,  Mr. 
Combest,  Mr.  WELLER.  Mr.  Baesler,  Mr. 
Chambuss.  Mr.  Luther.  Mr.  Roberts.  Mr. 
Stockman.  Mr.  Packard,  Mr.  Buntjing  of 
Kentucky,  Mr.  Kleczka,  and  Mr.  Callahan. 

H.R.  3234;  Mr.  CRAPO,  Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North 
Carolina,  and  Mr.  Shaw. 

H.R.  3244:  Mr.  FaTTah  and  Mr.  BOEHNTX. 

H.R.  3252:  Mr.  TOWNS.  Ms.  EDDIE  BERNICE 
JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Cummincs,  and  Mr. 

FRAZER. 

H.R.  3266:  Mr.  LUTHER. 

H.R.  3277:  Mr.  CUNTJINGHAM.  Mr.  BAKER  of 
Louisiana,  and  Mr.  Schaefer. 

H.R.  3303:  Ms.  LOFGREN. 

H.R.  3307:  Mr.  McCOLLUM. 

H.R.  3324:  Mr.  Barr. 

H.R.  3338:  Mr.  McLvroSH.  Mr.  ROTH.  Mrs. 
Thurman.  and  Mr.  W.\lsh. 

H.R.  3349:  Mr.  MASCARA,  Mrs.  COLUNS  of  Il- 
linois. Mrs.  CLAYTON,  Mr.  Waxman,  Mr. 
Payne  of  New  Jersey,  and  Mr.  Frazer. 

H.R  3384:  Mr.  Ehruch  and  Mr.  Petri. 

HJl.  3423:  Mr.  LEACH  and  Mr.  SOUDER. 
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H.R.  3450:  Mr.  DOYLE. 

H.R.  3460:  Mr.  HYDE  and  Mr.  Johnston  of 
Florida. 

H.R.  34T7:  Ms.  Rl-VERS  and  Ms.  LOFGREN. 

H.R.  3482:  Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mrs.  MINK  of  Ha- 
waii. Mr.  DeFazio.  Ms.  Slaughter.  Mr. 
Stearns,  Mr.  Frank  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Torres,  Ms.  Lofgren.  Mr.  Evans,  and  Mr. 
Shays. 

H.R.  3496:  Mr.  EHLERS  and  Mr.  Dellums. 

H.R.  3508:  Mr.  BAKER  of  California.  Mr. 
Green  of  Texas,  and  Mrs.  Schroeder. 

HJl.  3533:  Mr.  FROST,  Ms.  VELAZQUEZ,  Mr. 
ackerman,  and  Mr.  Hinchey. 

H.R.  3564:  Mr.  LaToltiette.  Mr.  Canady, 
Ms.  DeLauro,  and  Mr.  Kleczk.\. 

HJl.  3568:  Mr.  WALKER. 

HJl.  3602:  Mr.  Evans  and  Mr.  Hltchinsox. 

H.R.  3605:  Mr.  BiLBRAY,  Mr.  HORN,  Mr. 
Dreier,  Mr.  POMBO.  Mr.  MOORHEad,  Mr.  Klm, 
Mr.  ROYCE,  Mr.  ROHRABAchek.  Mr.  Doo- 
ltttle.  Mr.  McKEON,  Mr.  Baker  of  Califor- 
nia. Mr.  Herger.  Mrs.  Seastrand,  Mr. 
Radanovich.  Mr.  Cox.  Mr.  Calvert.  Mr. 
Hun-ter,  Mr.  Packard,  Mr.  Cltjningham,  Mr. 
Campbell.  Mr.  Fazio  of  California.  Mr. 
DooLEY,  Mr.  Matslt.  Mr.  Lantos,  Mr.  Ber- 
.MAN,  Mr.  DrxON,  and  Ms.  LOFGREN. 

H.R.  3618:  Mr.  CASTLE.  Mr.  DELLUMS.  Mr. 
Stark,  Mr.  Fazio  of  California,  Mr.  Brown  of 
Ohio.  Mr.  Green  of  Texas,  Ms.  Norton,  Mr. 
DiNGELL.  Mr.  Evans,  and  Mr.  Conyers. 

H.R.  3619:  Mr.  PETERSON  of  Minnesota. 

H.R.  3636:  Mr.  SMITH  of  Michigran,  Mr.  DUN- 
CAN, Mr.  Under,  and  Mr.  Qxhllen. 

H.R.  3648:  Mr.  LA.NTOS,  Mr.  Frazer,  Mr. 
Boucher,  Mr.  Evans,  Mr.  Underwood,  and 
Mr.  Frost. 

H.R.  3665:  Mr.  MINGE. 

H.J.  Res.  180:  Mr.  GREEN  of  Texas. 

H.    Con.    Res.    47:    Mr.    RiGGS    and    Mrs. 

MYRICK. 

H.  Con.  Res.  108:  Mr.  Nadler  and  Mr.  FRAZ- 
ER. 

H.  Con.  Res.  170:  Mr.  COX. 

H.  Con.  Res.  177:  Mr.  MoRAN  and  Mrs.  Mey- 
ers of  Kansas. 

H.  Res.  285:  Ms.  FURSE  and  Mr.  CUMMINGS. 

H.  Res.  286:  Mr.  Engush  of  Pennsylvania. 

H.  Res.  441:  Mr.  GILMAN,  Mr.  Lan-tos.  Ms. 
Ros-Lehtin-en,  and  Mr.  Ackerman. 

H.  Res.  452:  Mr.  Fazio  of  California. 


DELETIONS  OF  SPONSORS  FROM 
PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXn,  sponsors 
were  deleted  from  public  bills  and  reso- 
lutions as  follows: 

HJl.  1462:  Mr.  Callahak. 


AMENDMEN'TS 

Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXm,  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Barr  of  Georgia 
AMENDMENT  NO.  4:  Page  70,  line  2,  after  the 
dollar     amount,     insert:      "(increased     by 
$10,000,000)". 

Pa«re  70,  line  21,  after  the  semicolon  Insert: 
"$10,000,000  for  the  Clean  Rivers  and  Lakes 
program  under  section  314  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act;" 

Page  66.  line  8,  after  the  dollar  amount.  In- 
sert the  following:  "(reduced  by  $10,000,0001". 
H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Barr  of  Georgia 
AMENDMENT  NO.  5:  Page  70.  line  21.  after 
the   semicolon    insert:    "$10,000,000   for   the 


Clean  Rivers  and  Lakes  program  under  sec- 
tion 314  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con- 
trol Act;" 

H.R.  3666 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Barr  of  Georgia 

AMEND.MENT  No.  6:  Page  71.  line  4,  after  the 
semicolon  insert:  Provided  further,  That  from 
funds  appropriated  under  this  heading,  the 
Administrator  may  use  $10,000,000  for  the 
Clean  Rivers  and  Lakes  program  under  sec- 
tion 314  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con- 
trol Act;" 

H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  bentsen 

AMEND.ME.NT  NO.  7:  Page  95,  after  line  21  in- 
sert the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  422.  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
in  this  Act  may  be  used  by  the  Environ- 
mental F*rotectlon  Agency  to  Issue,  reissue, 
or  renew  any  approval  or  authorization  for 
any  facility  to  store  or  dispose  of  poly- 
chlorinated  biphenyls  when  it  is  made  known 
to  the  Federal  official  having  authority  to 
obligate  or  expend  such  funds  that  there  Is  In 
effect  at  the  time  of  the  issuance,  reissuance, 
or  renewal  a  rule  authorizing  any  person  to 
import  into  the  customs  territory  of  the 
United  States  for  treatment  or  disposal  any 
polychlorinated  biphenyls,  or  poly- 
chlorinated  blphynyl  items,  at  concentra- 
tions of  more  than  50  part  per  million. 
H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Bentsen 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  8:  Page  95.  after  line  21  in- 
sert the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  422.  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
in  this  Act  may  be  used  by  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  to  issue,  reissue, 
or  renew  any  approval  or  authorization  for 
any  facility  to  store  or  dispose  of  poly- 
chlorinated biphenyls  when  it  is  made  known 
to  the  Federal  official  having  authority  to 
obligate  or  expend  such  funds  that  there  is 
included  as  a  binding  and  enforceable  term 
of  the  issuance,  reissuance,  or  renewal  a 
commitment  of  the  recipient  of  the  issuance, 
reissuance,  or  renewal  not  to  receive  at  the 
facility  covered  by  the  Issuance,  reissuance, 
or  renewal  any  polychlorinated  biphenyls,  or 
polychlorinated  blphenyl  items,  at  con- 
centrations of  more  than  50  parts  per  million 
that  have  been  imported  from  outside  the 
customs  territory  of  the  United  States  for 
treatment  or  disposal. 

H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Bentsen 

Amendment  No.  9:  At  the  end  of  the  bill, 
insert  after  the  last  section  (preceding  the 
short  title)  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  422.  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
in  this  Act  may  be  used  by  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  to  issue,  imple- 
ment, administer,  or  enforce  any  rule  or 
order  when  It  is  made  known  to  the  Federal 
official  having  authority  to  obligate  or  ex- 
pend such  funds  that  the  rule  or  order  au- 
thorizes any  person  to  import  into  the 
United  States  (pursuant  to  an  exemption 
under  section  6(e)(3)(B)  of  the  Toxic  Sub- 
stances Control  Act  or  otherwise)  any  waste 
containing  concentrations  or  more  than  50 
parts  per  million  (ppm)  or  polychlorinated 
biphenyls  for  the  purposes  of  disposal  or 
treatment. 

H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Brown  of  Caufornla 

amendment  no.  10:  At  the  end  of  the  bill. 
Insert  after  the  last  section  (preceding  the 
short  title)  the  following  new  section: 

SEC.  .  None  of  the  funds  made  available  in 
this  Act  for  the  National  Aeronautics  and 


Space  Administration  may  be  used  for  the 
National  Center  for  Science  Literacy,  Edu- 
cation and  Technology  at  the  American  Mu- 
seum of  Natural  History. 

H.R.  3666 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Brownback 
A.MENDMENT  NO.  11:  Page  28.  line  20.  after 
the  dollar  amount.  Insert  the  following:  "(in- 
creased by  $352,000,000)". 

Page  61,  line  14,  strike  "$365,000,000"  and 
all  that  follows  through  page  64.  line  4,  and 
insert  "$15,000,000.". 

H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Dltibin 
A.MENDMENT  No.  12:  Page  65,  line  16,  after 
the  second  dollar  amount.  Insert  the  follow- 
ing: "(reduced  by  $1,500,000)". 

Page  66,  line  8,  after  the  dollar  amount.  In- 
sert the  following:  "(increased  by 
$1,500,000)". 

H.R.  3666 

OFFERED  By:  MR.  DURBIN 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  13:  In  the  Item  relating  to 
"DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT— COMMUNm-  PLANNING  AND 
DEVELOPMENT— COMMUNfTi"  DEVELOPMENT 

BLOCK  GR.'V.NTS  FUND",  after  $4,300,000,000"  In- 
sert "(Increased  by  $300,000,000,  which  addi- 
tional amounts  shall   become  available  on 
September  30, 1997)". 
In  the  item  relating  to  "INDEPENDENT 

AGENCIES— FEDERAL  E.MERGENCY  MANAGE- 
MENT      AGENCY- DISASTER       REUEF",       after 

$1,320,000,000"  Insert  "(reduced  by 
$300,000,000)". 

H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Gutknecht 
A.MEND.ME.NT  NO.  14:  Page  95,  after  line  21, 
insert  the  following  new  section: 

SEC.  422.  Each  amount  appropriated  or  oth- 
erwise made  available  by  this  Act  that  Is  not 
required   to   be   appropriated   or   otherwise 
made  available  by  a  provision  of  law  is  here- 
by reduced  by  1.9  percent. 
H.R.  3666 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Hefley 
AMENDME.NT     No.      15:      Page     37,      after 
"$962,558,000"         Insert         "(reduced         by 
$42,000,000)". 

Page  69,  line  8,  after  "$46,500,000"   insert 
"(increased  by  $20,000,000)". 
H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Hoekstra 
AMEND.MENT  No.  16:  In  the  item  relating  to 
"Corporation  for  National  and  Commltjity 
Service— NATIONAL  and  commutjity  service 
programs  operating  expenses",  after  each 
of  the  first  and  penultimate  dollar  amounts. 
Insert      the      following:       "(reduced      by 
$12,787,000)". 

HJl.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  hoekstra 
Amentjment  No.  17:  In  the  item  relating  to 
"Corporation  for  Nation.u.  and  Ccmmu-nity 
Service— NATIONAL  and  community  service 
PROGRAMS  operating  EXPENSES",  after  each 
of  the  first  and  penultimate  dollar  amounts, 
insert  the  following:  "(reduced  by 
$1,100,000)". 

H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Hoekstra 
AMENDMENT  NO.  18:  In  the  item  relating  to 
"Corporation  for  National  and  Communtty 

SERVICB— national  and  COMMLTJITY  SERVICE 
PROGRAMS  OPERATLSG  EXPENSES"— 

(1)  after  the  sixth  dollar  amount,  insert  the 
following:  "(increased  by  $30,000,000)";  and 

(2)  strike' the  tenth  proviso. 
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H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Ma.  Hoekstra 

Amendment  No.  19:  At  the  end  of  the  bill. 
Insert  after  the  last  section  (preceding  the 
short  title)  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  None  of  the  funds  made  available  in 
this  Act  for  the  Corporation  for  National  and 
Community  Service  may  be  used  for  the  op- 
eration of  the  I»resldlo  Leadership  Center  at 
the  Presidio  National  Park  in  San  Francisco, 
California,  or  for  the  operation  of  any  other 
training  facility. 

H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Hoekstra 

Amendment  No.  20:  At  the  end  of  the  bill. 
Insert  after  the  last  section  (preceding  the 
short  title)  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.    .  None  of  the  funds  made  available  in 

this  Act  for  the  Corporation  for  National  and 

Community  Service  may  be  used  for  training 

and  technical  assistance  contracts. 

H.R.  3666 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Hoekstra 

amendment  no.  21;  At  the  end  of  the  bill. 
Insert  after  the  last  section  (preceding  the 
short  title)  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  None  of  the  funds  made  available  in 
this  Act  for  the  Corporation  for  National  and 
Community  Service  may  be  used  for  uni- 
forms, site  signs,  palm  cards,  or  any  other 
national  identity  activity. 
H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Hoekstra 

AMENDME.NT  NO.  22:  At  the  end  of  the  bill. 
Insert  after  the  last  section  (preceding  the 
short  title)  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  None  of  the  funds  made  available  in 
this  Act  for  the  Corporation  for  National  and 
Community  Service  may  be  used  to  award 
any  grant  to  any  national  service  program 
when  It  is  made  known  to  the  Federal  offi- 
cial having  authority  to  obligate  or  expend 
such  funds  that  the  amount  of  such  grant  ex- 
ceeds $21,000  per  program  participant,  using 
the  accounting  methodology  utilized  by  the 
Government  Accounting  Office  in  its  cost 
study  of  the  Corporation. 
H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Hoke 

Amendment  no.  23:  At  the  end  of  the  item 
relating  to  "DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING 
AND  URBAN  DE\'^LOPMENT— COMMUNTTT 
Planning  and  Development— coMMUTnTY  de- 
velopment block  GRANTS  FUND",  insert  the 
following: 

Of  the  amount  made  available  under  this 
heading,  $5,000,000  shall  be  available  for  the 
John  Heinz  Neighborhood  Development  Pro- 
gram under  section  123  of  the  Housing  and 
Urban-Rural  Recovery  Act  of  1983. 
H.R.  3666 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Hoke 

Amendment  no.  24:  Page  95,  after  line  21, 
Insert  the  following  new  section: 

SEC.  422.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by 
this  Act  may  be  used  for  the  aircraft  consoli- 
dation at  the  Dryden  Flight  Research  Center 
proposed  In  May  1995  in  the  Zero-Base  Re- 
view of  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration. 

H.R.  3666 
OFFERED  By:  Ms.  Jackson-Lee 

Ament)MENT  no.  25:  Page  95,  after  line  21. 
insert  the  following  new  section: 

Sec  422.  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
in  this  Act  may  be  used  to  provide  assistance 
under  section  8  of  the  United  States  Housing 
Act  of  1937  when  It  is  made  known  to  the 
Federal  official  having  authority  to  obligate 
or  expend  such  funds  that— 


(1)  the  assistance  will  be  used  for  tenant- 
based  assistance  in  connection  with  the  revl- 
talization  of  severely  distressed  public  hous- 
ing; and 

(2)  the  public  housing  agency  to  which 
such  funds  are  to  be  provided- 

(A)  has  a  waiting  list  for  public  housing  of 
not  less  than  10,000  families; 

(B)  has  a  jurisdiction  for  which  the  Sec- 
retarj-  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
has  determined  (pursuant  to  section 
203(e)(2)(A)  of  the  Housing  and  Community 
Development  Amendments  of  1978  or  other- 
wise) that  there  is  not  an  adequate  supply  of 
habitable,  affordable  housing  for  low-income 
families  using  tenant-based  assistance;  and 

(C)  does  not  include,  under  its  plan  for  re- 
vitalizatlon  of  severely  distressed  public 
housing,  replacement  of  some  of  the  public 
housing  dwelling  units  demolished  with  new 
units. 

H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Kennedy  of 
Massachusetts 
Amendment  No.  26;  In  the  item  relating  to 
"DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN 
DE\^LOPMENT— HOUSING       PROGRA.MS— AN- 
NUAL contributions  FOR  ASSISTED  HOUSING", 

after   "$5,372,000,000"   insert   "(Increased  by 
$174,000,000)". 

In  the  Item  relating  to  "INDEPENDENT 
AGENCIES— National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  administration— human  space 
FLIGHT",  after  "$5,362,900,000"  Insert  "(de- 
creased by  $174,000,000)". 

H.R.  3666 

OFFERED  By:  Mr.  KENT.EDY  OF 

Massachusetts 
Amentiment  no.  27:  In  the  item  relating  to 
"DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN 
development— commu-nm-  planning  and 
Development— homeless  assistance 

FUNDS",  after  "823,000,000"  insert  "(increased 
by  $297,000,000)". 

In  the  Item  relating  to  "INDEPENDENT 
AGENCIES— National  aeronautics  and 
Space  administration— hltian  space 
FLIGHT",  after  "$5,362,900,000"  insert  "(de- 
creased by  $297,000,000)". 

H.R.  3666 

Offered  By:  mr.  Klug 

AMENTJMENT  NO.  28:  Page  30.  line  13,  strike 

",  Including"  and  all  that  follows  through 

line  17  and  insert  a  period. 

H.R.  3666 

OFFERED  BY:  MR.  KOLBE 

AMENT5MENT  NO.  29:  Strike  Section  421  of 
the  bill. 

H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Lazio 
A.VIENDMENT  NO.  30:  Page  19.  line  9,  after 
the    dollar    amount    insert    "(reduced    by 
$235,000,000)". 

Page  19,  line  11,  after  the  dollar  amount  in- 
sert "(reduced  by  $235,000,000)". 

Page  20,  line  18,  after  the  dollar  amount  in- 
sert "(increased  by  $235,000,000)". 
H.R.  3666 
OFFERED  By:  MR.  LaZIO 
AMENDMENT  NO.  31:  Page  19.  line  9.  after 
the    dollar    amount    Insert    "(reduced    by 
$100,000,000)". 

Page  19,  line  11,  after  the  dollar  amount  In- 
sert "(reduced  by  $100,000,000)". 

Page  20.  line  18,  after  the  dollar  amount  in- 
sert "(increased  by  $100,000,000)". 
H.R.  3666 
OFFERED  Bi"  Mr.  LaZIO 
A.MENDMENT  No.  32:  Page  19,  line  9.  after 
the    dollar    amount    Insert    "(reduced    by 
$84,000,000)". 


Page  19,  line  11,  after  the  dollar  amount  In- 
sert "(reduced  by  $84.000.000) '. 

Page  20.  line  24.  after  the  dollar  amount  In- 
sert "(increased  by  $84.000.000) '. 
H.R.  3666 
OFFERED  BY;  MR.  LAZIO 

AMENDMENT  NO.  33:  Page  19.  line  9.  after 
the  dollar  amount  Insert  "(reduced  by 
$40,000,000)". 

Page  19.  line  11,  after  the  dollar  amount  In- 
sert "(reduced  by  $40,000,000)". 

Page  20,  line  24,  after  the  dollar  amount  In- 
sert "{increased  by  $40,000,000)". 
H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mrs.  Lo\hx^- 

AMENDME.NT  No.  34:  Page  70,  line  21,  after 

the  semicolon  Insert:  "$15,000,000  for  grants 

to  the  State  of  New  York  to  be  used  for  New 

York  City  Watershed  Protection;". 

H.R.  3666 

Offered  by:  Mr.  Markey 

AMENDME.NT  NO.  35:  Page  95.  after  line  21. 
insert: 

Sec.  422.  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
to  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
under  the  heading  HAZARDOUS  SUB- 
STANCE SUPERFUND  may  be  used  to  pro- 
vide any  reimbursement  of  response  costs  in- 
curred by  any  person  when  it  is  made  known 
to  the  official  having  the  authority  to  obli- 
gate such  funds  that  such  person  has  agreed 
to  pay  such  costs  under  a  judicially  approved 
consent  decree  entered  into  before  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act,  and  none  of  the  funds  made 
available  under  such  heading  may  be  used  to 
pay  any  amount  when  It  is  made  known  to 
the  ofQcial  having  the  authority  to  obligate 
such  funds  that  such  amount  represents  a 
retroactive  liability  discount  or  similar  re- 
imbursement for  response  costs  incurred  by 
any  person  for  liability  under  section  107  of 
the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response, 
Compensation,  and  Liability  Act  of  1960  that 
is  attributable  to  a  status  or  activity  of  such 
person  that  existed  or  occurred  prior  to  Jan- 
uary 1,  1987. 

B.R. 3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Minge 

AMEN'DME.vr  No.  36:  Page  30.  line  13.  strike 
".  including"  and  all  that  follows  through 
line  17  and  insert  a  period. 
H.R.  3666 
Offered  Bs';  Mr.  Pallone 

AMENTJMENT  NO.  37:  Strike  the  last  proviso 
under  the  heading  HAZARDOUS  SUB- 
STANCE SUPERFU'ND. 

H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  roemer 

AMENDMENT  NO.  38:  At  the  end  of  the  Item 
relating  to  "National  aeronautics  and 
Space  admintstration- administrative 
provisions",  insert  the  following: 

The  amounts  otherwise  provided  In  this 
title  for  the  following  accounts  and  activi- 
ties of  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration  are  hereby  reduced  by  the 
following  amounts: 

(1)  "Human  Space  Flight".  $1,840,200,000. 

(2)  "Science,  Aeronautics  and  Tech- 
nology", $308,400,000. 

H.R.3666 
Offered  By;  Mr.  Roemer 
Amen^dment  No.  39:  In  the  item  relating  to 
"National  aeronautics  and  Space  adminis- 
TRATiON-^a-MAN  SPACE  FUGHT".  after  thc 
dollar  amount.  Insert  the  following:  "(re- 
duced by  $75,000,000)". 

H.R.3666 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  ROEMER 
AMENDMENT  NO.  40:  At  the  end  of  the  bill. 
insert  after  the  last  section  (preceding  the 
short  title)  the  following  new  section: 
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Sec.  .  None  of  the  funds  made  available  in 
this  Act  for  the  National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Administration  may  be  used  to  carry 
out.  or  pay  the  salaries  of  personnel  who 
carry  out.  the  Bion  11  and  Bion  12  projects. 
H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Sanders 

Amendment  no.  41:  Page  37,  line  13,  after 
the  first  dollar  amount,  insert  the  following: 
"(reduced  by  $1,411,000)". 

Page  64,  line  9,  after  the  dollar  amount,  in- 
sert the  following:  "(increased  by 
$1,411,000)". 

H.R.  3666 
Offered  by  Mr.  Shays 

T4Amendment  No.  42:  In  the  item  re- 
lating to  "DEPARTMEl^  OF  HOUS- 
ING AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT- 
HOUSING  oppoRTU>frnES  for  persons 
WITH  AIDS,"  after  the  dollar  amount, 
insert  the  following:  "(increased  by 
$15,000,000)". 

In  the  item  relating  to  "Federal  Emer- 
gency Management  agency— salaries  and 
expenses",  after  the  last  dollar  amount,  in- 
sert the  following:  "(reduced  by  $15,000,000)". 
H.R.  3666 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Shays 

amendment  No.  43:  In  the  item  relating  to 
"DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  ITRBAN 
DEVELOPMENT— HOUSING  OPPORTL-NITIES 

FOR  PERSONS  wmi  AIDS,"  after  the  dollar 
amount,  insert  the  following:  "(increased  by 
$15,000,000)". 

In  the  item  relating  to  "National  Aero- 
nautics AND  Space  Administration— human 
SPACE  flight",  after  the  dollar  amount,  in- 
sert the  following:  "(reduced  by  $15,000,000)". 
H.R.  3666 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Shays 

Amendment  No.  44:  In  the  item  relating  to 
"DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT— housing  OPPORTUNmES 
FOR  PERSONS  WITH  AIDS,"  after  the  dollar 
amount,  insert  the  following:  "(increased  by 
$15,000,000)". 

In  the  item  relating  to  "National  Aero- 
nautics AND  Space  administration- 
science,  aeronautics  and  technology", 
after  the  dollar  amount.  Insert  the  following: 
"(reduced  by  $15,000,000)". 
H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Shays 

Amendment  No.  45:  In  the  item  relating  to 
"DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT— HOUSING  OPPORTUNmES 

FOR  PERSONS  WITH  AIDS,"  after  the  dollar 
amount,  insert  the  following:  "(increased  by 
$15,000,000)". 

In  the  Item  relating  to  "National  Aero- 
nautics AND  Space  administration- 
science,  aeronautics  and  technology", 
after  the  dollar  amount,  insert  the  following: 
"(reduced  by  $60,000,000)". 
H.R.  3666 

OFFERED  BY:  MR.  SHATS 

Amendment  no.  46:  In  the  item  relating  to 
"DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT— housing  OPPORTUNmES 

FOR  PERSONS  WFTH  AIDS",  after  the  dollar 
amount.  Insert  the  following:  "(Increased  by 
$15,000,000)". 

In  the  Item  relating  to  "National  Aero- 
nautics AND  Space  administration— mission 
support",  after  the  last  dollar  amount.  In- 
sert the  following:  "(reduced  by  $15,000,000)". 
H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Shays 

Amendment  no.  47:  in  the  item  relating  to 
"DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN 


DEVELOPMENT— housing  OPPORTUNITIES 
FOR  PERSONS  WTTH  AIDS",  after  the  dollar 
amount,  insert  the  following:  "(increased  by 
$15,000,0001". 

In  the  item  relating  to  "National  Aero- 
nautics .AND  Space  ad.ministration— mission 
SUPPORT",  after  the  last  dollar  amount,  in- 
sert the  following:  "(reduced  by  $60,000,000)". 
H.R.  3666 
OFFERED  By:  Mr.  Shays 

Amendment  No.  48:  In  the  item  relating  to 
"DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT— HOUSLNG  OPPORTUNITIES 

FOR  PERSONS  WTTH  AIDS",  after  the  dollar 
amount,  insert  the  following:  "(increased  by 
$15,000,000,  which  additional  amount  shall  be- 
come available  for  obligation  on  September 
30. 1997)". 

In  the  item  relating  to  "Federal  Emer- 
gency Management  agency— disaster  re- 
lief", after  the  dollar  amount,  insert  the 
following:  "(reduced  by  $15,000,000)". 
H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Solomon 

Amendment  No.  49:  Page  95,  after  line  21, 
insert  the  following  new  sections: 

SEC.  422.  (a)  Denlal  of  Funds  for  Pre- 
tontlvg  ROTC  ACCESS  to  Campus.— None  of 
the  funds  made  available  in  this  Act  may  be 
provided  by  contract  or  by  grant  (including  a 
grant  of  funds  to  be  available  for  student 
aid)  to  an  institution  of  higher  education 
when  it  is  made  linown  to  the  Federal  offi- 
cial having  authority  to  obligate  or  expend 
such  funds  that  the  Institution  (or  any  sub- 
element  thereof)  has  a  policy  or  practice  (re- 
gardless of  when  Implemented)  that  pro- 
hibits, or  in  effect  prevents — 

(1)  the  maintaining,  establishing,  or  oper- 
ation of  a  unit  of  the  Senior  Reserve  Officer 
Training  Corps  (in  accordance  with  section 
654  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  and  other 
applicable  Federal  laws)  at  the  institution 
(or  subelement);  or 

(2)  a  student  at  the  institution  (  or  subele- 
ment) from  enrolling  In  a  unit  of  the  Senior 
Reserve  Officer  Training  Corps  at  another  in- 
stitution of  higher  education. 

(b)  Exception.— The  limitation  established 
In  subsection  (a)  shall  not  apply  to  an  insti- 
tution of  higher  education  when  it  is  made 
known  to  the  Federal  official  having  author- 
ity to  obligate  or  expend  such  funds  that— 

(a)  the  institution  (or  subelement)  has 
ceased  the  policy  or  practice  described  In 
such  subsection;  or 

(2)  the  institution  has  a  longstanding  pol- 
icy of  pacifism  based  on  historical  religious 
affiliation. 

Sec.  423.  (a)  Denial  of  Funds  for  Pre- 
venting Federal  Military  Recrltting  on 
Campus.— None  of  the  funds  made  available 
In  this  Act  may  be  provided  by  contract  or 
grant  (including  a  grant  of  funds  to  be  avail- 
able for  student  aid)  to  any  Institution  of 
higher  education  when  it  is  made  known  to 
the  Federal  official  having  authority  to  obli- 
gate or  expend  such  funds  that  the  institu- 
tion (or  any  subelement  thereof)  has  a  policy 
or  practice  (regardless  of  when  implemented) 
that  prohibits,  or  in  effect  prevents — 

(1)  entry  to  campuses,  or  access  to  stu- 
dents (who  are  17  years  of  age  or  older)  on 
campuses,  for  purposes  of  Federal  military 
recruiting;  or 

(2)  access  to  the  following  information  per- 
taining to  students  (who  are  17  years  of  age 
or  older)  for  purposes  of  Federal  military  re- 
cruiting, student  names,  addresses,  tele- 
phone listings,  dates  and  places  of  birth,  lev- 
els of  education,  degrees  received,  prior  mili- 
tary experience,  and  the  most  recent  pre- 
vious educational  institutions  enrolled  in  by 
the  students. 


(b)  Exception.— The  limitation  established 
in  subsection  (a)  shall  not  apply  to  an  insti- 
tution of  higher  education  when  it  is  made 
known  to  the  Federal  official  having  author- 
ity to  obligate  or  expend  such  funds  that — 

(1)  the  institution  (or  subelement)  has 
ceased  the  policy  or  practice  described  in 
such  subsection;  or 

(2)  the  institution  has  a  longstanding  pol- 
icy of  pacifism  based  on  historical  religious 
affiliation. 

Sec.  424.  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
in  this  Act  may  be  obligated  or  expended  to 
enter  into  or  renew  a  contract  with  an  entity 
when  It  is  made  known  to  the  Federal  offi- 
cial having  authority  to  obligate  or  expend 
such  funds  that — 

(1)  such  entity  is  otherwise  a  contractor 
with  the  United  States  and  is  subject  to  the 
requirement  in  section  4212(d)  of  title  38. 
United  States  Code,  regarding  submission  of 
an  annual  report  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
concerning  employment  of  certain  veterans; 
and 

(2)  such  entity  has  not  submitted  a  report 
as  required  by  that  section  for  the  most  re- 
cent year  for  which  such  requirement  was 
applicable  to  such  entity. 

H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Stump 

Amendment  No.  50:  After  section  401  (page 
88,  after  line  16),  insert  the  following  new 
section: 

Sec.  401A.  The  amount  provided  in  title  I 
for  "Veterans  Health  Administration— Medi- 
cal care"  is  hereby  increased  by,  the  amount 
provided  in  title  I  for  "Departmental  Admin- 
istration—<}€neral  operating  expenses"  is 
hereby  increased  by,  and  each  amount  of 
budget  authority  provided  in  this  Act  for 
payments  not  required  by  law  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  September  30.  1997  (other  than 
any  amount  of  budget  authority  provided  in 
title  I  and  any  such  amount  provided  in  title 
in  for  the  American  Battle  Monuments  Com- 
mission, the  Court  of  Veterans  Appeals,  or 
Cemeterlal  Expenses,  Army),  is  hereby  re- 
duced by,  $40,000,000,  $17,000,000,  and  0.40  per- 
cent, respectively. 

H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Tiahrt 

Amendment  no.  51:  Page  8,  line  8,  after  the 
dollar  amount.  Insert  the  following:  "(In- 
creased by  $20,000,000)". 

Page  8,  line  19,  after  the  dollar  amount,  in- 
sert the  following:  "(increased  by 
$20,000,000)". 

Page  61,  line  14.  after  each  of  the  two  dol- 
lar amounts.  Insert  the  following:  "(reduced 
to  $0)". 

Page  64,  line  4,  after  the  dollar  amount.  In- 
sert the  following:  "(reduced  to  $0)". 
H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Walker 

Amendment  No.  52:  In  the  item  relating  to 
"National  Science  Foundation— research 
AND  related  activities",  after  the  first  dol- 
lar amount,  insert  the  following:  "(increased 
by  $9,110,000)". 

In  the  item  relating  to  "National  Science 
Foundation— salaries  and  expenses",  after 
the  second  dollar  amount,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: "(reduced  by  $9,110,000)". 
H.R.  3666 
Offered  by:  Mr.  Weller 

Amendment  No.  53:  At  the  end  of  the  bill 
(before  the  short  title),  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

Sec.  .  (a)  Department  of  Veterans  af- 
fairs Sharing  agreements  for  Health 
Care  Resources.— (1)  Subchapter  IV  of  chap- 
ter 81  of  title  38,  United  States  Code,  Is 
amended — 
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(A)  by  striking  out  section  8151;  and 

(B)  by  redesignating  sections  8152.  8153. 
8154,  8155,  8156,  8157.  and  8158  as  sections  8151, 
8152,  8153,  8154,  8155,  8156,  and  8157,  respec- 
tively. 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning  of 
such  chapter  is  amended— 

(A)  by  striking  out  the  item  relating  to 
section  8151;  and 

(B)  by  revising  the  items  relating  to  sec- 
tions 8152,  8153,  8154,  8155,  8156,  8157,  and  8158 
to  reflect  the  redesignations  made  by  para- 
graph (1)(B). 

(b)  Reused  author^-  for  Sharing 
agreements.— Section  8152  of  such  title  (as 
redesignated  by  subsection  (a)(1)(B))  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a)(l)(A>— 

(A)  by  striking  out  "specialized  medical  re- 
sources" and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"healthcare  resources";  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "other"  and  all  that 
follows  through  "medical  schools"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "any  medical  school, 
health-care  provider,  health-care  plan,  in- 
surer, or  other  entity  or  Individual"; 

(2)  In  subsection  (a)(2)  by  striking  out 
"only"  and  all  that  follows  through  "are 
not"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "if  such  re- 
sources are  not,  or  would  not  be,"; 

(3)  in  subsection  (b),  by  striking  out  "re- 
ciprocal reimbursement"   In  the  first  sen- 


tence and  all  that  follows  through  the  period 
at  the  end  of  that  sentence  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "payment  to  the  Department  in 
accordance  with  procedures  that  provide  ap- 
propriate flexibility  to  negotiate  payment 
which  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  Govern- 
ment."; 

(4)  in  subsection  (d),  by  striking  out  "pre- 
clude such  pajrment,  in  accordance  with—" 
and  all  that  follows  through  "to  such  facility 
therefor"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "pre- 
clude such  payment  to  such  payment  to  such 
facility  for  such  care  or  services"; 

(5)  by  redesignating  subsection  (e)  as  sub- 
section (f);  and 

(6)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (d)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection  (e): 

"(e)  The  Secretary  may  make  an  arrange- 
ment that  authorizes  the  furnishing  of  serv- 
ices by  the  Secretary  under  this  section  to 
individuals  who  are  not  veterans  only  if  the 
Secretary  determines— 

"(1)  that  such  an  arrangement  will  not  re- 
sult in  the  denial  of,  or  a  delay  in  providing 
access  to,  care  to  any  veteran  at  that  facil- 
ity; and 

"(2)  that  such  an  arrangement — 

"(A)  is  necessary  to  maintain  an  accept- 
able level  and  quality  of  service  to  veterans 
at  that  facility;  or 


"(B)  will  result  In  the  improvement  of 
services  to  eligible  veterans  at  that  facil- 
ity.". 

(c)  Cross-Reference  Amendments.— <1) 
Section  8110(c)(3)(A)  of  such  title  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "8153"  and  inserting  In  lieu 
thereof  "8152". 

(2)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  8154  of  such 
title  (as  redesignated  by  subsection  (aKl)(B)) 
Is  amended  by  striking  out  "section  8154" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "section  8153". 

(3)  Section  8156  of  such  title  (as  redesig- 
nated by  subsection  (a)(1)(B))  Is  amended— 

(A)  in  subsection  (a),  by  striking  out  "sec- 
tion 8153(a)"  and  Inserting  In  lieu  theireof 
"section  8152(a)";  and 

(B)  in  subsection  (b)(3).  by  striking  out 
"section  8153"  and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"section  8152". 

(4)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  8157  of  such 
title  (as  redesignated  by  subsection  (a)(1)(B)) 
is  amended— 

(A)  in  the  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1), 
by  striking  out  "section  8157"  and  "section 
8153(a)"  and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "sec- 
tion 8156"  and  "section  8152(a)",  respec- 
tively; and 

(B)  in  paragraph  (1).  by  striking  out  "sec- 
tion 8157(bK4)  ■  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"secOon  8156<bK4)". 
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IN  HONOR  OF  MRS.  SALLIE 
LANGSETH  FOR  HER  INDUCTION 
INTO  THE  NATIONAL  TEACHERS 
HALL  OF  FAME.  DEER  PARK,  TX 


HON.  KEN  BElVrSEN 

OF  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  19, 1996 
Mr.  BENTSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  honor 
Mrs.  Sallie  Langseth  of  Pasadena,  TX,  who 
will  be  inducted  Into  the  National  Teachers 
Hall  of  Fame  in  Emporia,  KS,  on  June  22, 
1996.  She  is  one  of  five  educators  in  the 
country  being  inducted  into  the  Hall  of  Fame. 
It  is  a  particular  honor  to  recognize  Mrs. 
Langseth  because  she  was  named  Texas' 
Teacher  of  the  Year  in  1995.  I  cannot  think  of 
a  more  deserving  recipient  of  this  award. 

Mrs.  Langseth  is  the  first  teacher  from  a 
Texas  school  district  to  be  inducted  Into  the 
National  Teachers  Hall  of  Fame.  Mrs. 
Langseth  taught  in  the  Pasadena  School  Dis- 
trict from  1969  to  1972  and  has  since  taught 
in  the  Deer  Park  School  District.  She  has  dis- 
tinguished herself  through  her  innovative 
teaching  methods  and  her  dedication  to  her 
students,  and  her  ability  to  help  them  under- 
stand problems.  Her  teaching  goes  well  be- 
yond the  classroom,  including  hosting  study 
groups  in  her  home  and  tutoring  former  stu- 
dents wtio  are  having  difficulty  with  their  col- 
lege math  courses. 

Mrs.  Langseth's  tremendous  dedication  in 
serving  her  students  and  our  community  is 
consistent  with  the  highest  degree  of  profes- 
sionalism. I  join  her  students,  their  parents, 
her  colleagues,  and  our  entire  community  in 
thanking  her  for  all  that  she  has  done  for  the 
young  people  of  Pasadena  and  Deer  Park. 
She  truly  belongs  in  the  National  Teachers 
Hall  of  Fame. 


TRIBUTE  TO  HLLBERT  L.  BRADLEY 


HON.  PEUR  J.  VISCLOSKY 

OF  INDIANA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19. 1996 

Mr.  VISCLOSKY.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  the  be- 
lief of  many  that  we  are  all  put  on  this  Earth 
tor  a  reason.  Mr.  Hibert  L.  Bradley  has  ac- 
complished his  mission  in  life  after  spending  a 
lifetime  woridng  unselfishly  to  improve  the 
lives  of  citizens  in  the  city  of  Gary,  as  well  as 
the  entire  State  of  Indiana.  In  a  congratulatory 
celebration,  the  community  of  Indiana's  First 
Congressnnal  District  will  gather  on  Sunday, 
June  23,  1996,  for  a  testimonial  dinner  to 
honor  Hibert.  This  dinner  will  taka  place  at 
Marquette  on  the  Lagoon  in  Gary,  IN. 

As  an  attorney  dedicated  to  his  profession, 
and  a  community  activist  dedicated  to  the 
well-being  of  others,  Hilbert  has  ti'eiessly  led 


the  fight  for  equal  opportunity,  and  civil  and 
human  rights  protections  for  all  people.  He 
has  provided  legal  counsel  in  landmark  civil 
rights  cases,  as  well  as  pro  bono  services  for 
the  NAACP.  Hilbert  is  a  noted  trial  lawyer  and 
has  had  a  distinguished  career  as  a  deputy 
prosecutor,  corporation  counsel,  and  interim 
judge  and  mediator. 

In  1987,  Hilbert  founded  the  Indiana  Coali- 
tion for  Black  Judicial  Officials,  and  he  serves 
as  the  group's  general  chairman  today.  The 
organization's  purpose  is  to  increase  the  num- 
ber of  black  judicial  officials  in  the  State  of  In- 
diana. The  Indiana  Coalition  for  Black  Judicial 
Officials  organizes  statewide  public  awareness 
campaigns  which  have  resulted  in  an  in- 
CTeased  number  of  black  referees  and  judges 
pro  tem,  the  election  of  a  black  judge  to  the 
Lake  County  Superior  Court,  the  appointment 
of  Robert  Rucker,  the  first  African-American  to 
serve  on  the  Indiana  Court  of  Appeals,  Fifth 
District,  and  Myra  Selby,  the  first  female  and 
the  first  African-American  to  serve  on  the  Indi- 
ana Supreme  Court. 

Hilbert  also  cofounded  the  Fair  Share  Orga- 
nization in  1958.  Its  purpose  was  to  assure 
that  black  people  receive  their  fair  share  of  the 
fruits  of  American  demoaacy.  One  major  ac- 
complishment of  the  organization  was  the  em- 
ployment of  the  first  black  managers  of  a 
major  chain  store,  the  A&P,  in  Gary. 

Outside  of  the  legal  profession,  Hilbert  has 
reached  out  to  several  civic  organizations. 
Hubert's  distinguished  memberships  Include: 
lifetime  memberships  of  the  NAACP  and  the 
Kappa  Alpha  Psi  Fratemity;  the  Urban  League 
of  Northwest  Indiana;  St.  Timothy  Community 
Church;  Calumet  Inn  of  Court;  James  C. 
Kimbrough  Law  Association;  the  Lake  County 
Bar  Associatkm;  the  Indiana  State  Bar  Asso- 
ciation. He  also  serves  as  a  board  member  for 
the  Methodist  Hospitals. 

Moreover,  he  has  received  local  and  na- 
tional recognitk}n  for  having  excelled  in  his 
profession.  In  1994,  Hilbert  received  the  Na- 
tional NAACP  William  Ming  Award,  the 
Valparaiso  University  Black  Law  Students  As- 
sociation Education  and  Civil  Rights  Award, 
the  Omega  Psi  Phi  Inc.  Citizen  of  the  Year 
Award,  and  the  Phi  Delta  Kappa  (Beta  Mu 
Chapter)  Outstanding  Service  and  Leadership 
Award.  In  1992,  Hilbert  was  inducted  into  the 
Steel  City  Hall  of  Fame,  and,  in  1991  and 
1958,  he  received  the  NAACP  Mary  White 
Ovington  Award.  Hilbert  is  the  only  member  to 
whom  the  Gary  branch  has  twice  presented 
this  award.  In  1990,  Hilbert  was  presented 
with  the  Gary  Frontiers  Drum  Major  Award, 
the  Focus  2000  Great  Garyite  Award,  the 
NAACP  Community  Service  Award,  and  the 
Tolleston  Community  Council  Service  Award. 

As  Hilbert  reflects  back  on  his  career  and 
community  activism,  he  can  hold  his  head 
high  and  be  proud  o1  his  accomplishments. 
Hilbert  is  a  true  role  model  for  all  young  pro- 
fessionals and  citizens.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  you 
and  my  other  distinguished  colleagues  to  join 


me  in  honoring  Hilbert  Bradley  for  his  unself- 
ish dedication  to  make  Indiana's  First  Con- 
gressional District,  as  well  as  the  entire  Na- 
tion, a  better  place  in  which  to  work  and  live. 


ZACKY  COLD  STORAGE  GROWTH 
WARMS  FRESNO  ECONOMY 


HON.  GEORGE  P.  RADANOVICH 

OF  CAUFORNU 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  19, 1996 

Mr.  RADANOVICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  major 
California  poultry  producer,  Zacky  Farms,  is 
embartcing  on  an  expansion  plan  in  coopera- 
tion with  the  city  of  Fresno,  and  I  am  pleased 
to  bring  it  to  the  attention  of  my  colleagues. 

Zacky  Farms  is  an  engine  of  economic  en- 
terprise in  my  19th  Congressional  District.  In 
sharing  the  following  article  from  the  Fresno 
Bee,  written  by  business  news  reporter  San- 
ford  Nax,  I  salute  the  men  and  women  of 
Zacky  Farms  and  wish  them  well  as  they  grow 
and  add  value  to  our  community. 

[From  the  Fresno  Bee.  June  6.  1996] 

Zacky  Farms  Expansion  Expected  To  Add 

200  Jobs 

(By  Sanford  Nax) 

The  latest  expansion  by  Zacky  Farms  will 
generate  200  new  jobs,  with  more  to  come  as 
the  poultry  producer  puts  even  deeper  roots 
Into  Fresno. 

A  75.000-square-foot  addition  to  its  Empire 
Cold  Storage  plant  at  East  and  California 
streets  will  add  13  million  pounds  of  storage. 

Also,  5,000  square  feet  of  space  is  being 
added  to  the  East  Street  turkey-processing 
operation  in  a  related  project,  said  Ken  Rut- 
ledge,  vice  president  and  general  manager  of 
Zacky  Farms. 

Together,  the  two  expansions  will  Increase 
Zacky's  local  work  force  by  about  200.  The 
poultry  processor  employs  about  2.400  t>eople 
in  Fresno  and  is  one  of  the  largest  private 
employers  in  the  county. 

Many  of  the  turkeys  supplied  to  Zacky  are 
raised  in  Fresno,  Tulare,  Kings  and  Madera 
counties.  California  is  its  largest  market. 

The  expansion  of  the  cold-storage  plant 
should  be  complete  in  October.  The  addition 
to  the  turkey  processing  plant  should  be 
done  in  January. 

The  projects,  which  will  total  about  S12 
million,  are  among  the  J124  million  worth  of 
investment  Zacky  plsms  to  make  in  Fresno 
in  the  next  20  years.  Rutledge  said. 

Zacky  operates  turkey  and  chicken  plants 
in  Fresno,  and  the  investments  could  lead  to 
3.400  new  jobs  over  20  years,  city  officials 
said. 

Ruledge  said  an  expanded  freezer  will  en- 
able Zacky  to  store  all  of  its  produce  inter- 
nally rather  than  contracting  some  of  it  out 
to  a  public  freezer  as  it  now  does.  The  addi- 
tional 5,000  square  feet  at  the  processing 
plant  will  allow  Zacky  to  consolidate  func- 
tions that  are  divided  between  two  buildings, 
he  said. 

The  expansions  also  will  make  Zacky's  op- 
eration more  energry-efficient  and  will  reduce 
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water  consumption.  "This  new  equipment  is 
very  efficient,"  Rutledge  said. 

Zacky's  "grand  plan"  in  Fresno  is  being 
accomplished  with  help  from  city  officials 
through  a  development  incentive  agree- 
ments. 

In  such  agreements,  companies  get  a  credit 
for  some  development  fees  against  the  pro- 
jected increase  in  tax  payments.  These 
agreements  are  common  with  large  manufac- 
turing companies  that  make  significant  con- 
tributions to  the  tax  base  and  have  large 
work  forces. 

"They  provide  the  necessary  incentive  to 
encourage  expansion  and  relocation,"  said 
Bill  Evans,  vice  president  of  the  Fresno 
County  Economic  Development  Corp. 

Any  program  that  generates  new  jobs  is 
welcome  in  a  county  where  the  labor  pool  is 
expanding  at  twice  the  pace  of  job  creation. 

Zacky  Farms  began  business  in  Los  Ange- 
les in  1928  and  expanded  its  operations  to 
Central  California  and  the  Fresno  area  in 
1971. 


TRIBUTE  TO  PICATINNY  ARSENAL 


HON.  RODNEY  P.  FREUNGHUYSEN 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19. 1996 

Mr.  FREUNGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  when 
"Braveheart"  won  the  Oscar  for  best  motion 
picture  this  year,  everyone  knew  about  it,  be- 
cause an  Oscar  is  the  top  award  for  the  mo- 
tk>n  picture  industry.  The  Emmys,  the  Tonys, 
the  Pulitzers,  the  f^ot^els,  and  others  are  just 
like  it.  We  recognize  these  awards  and  imme- 
diately equate  them  with  excellence  and  un- 
paralleled achievement  in  a  certain  fiekJ  of  en- 
deavor. They  represent  the  "creme  de  la 
aeme,"  the  best  of  the  best.  And  when  people 
win  them,  they  receive  well-deserved  recogni- 
tx>n. 

But  2  weeks  ago,  a  group  of  neighbors, 
friends,  relatives,  and  peers  in  our  community 
who  work  at  Picatinny  Arsenal  won  the  top 
military  awards  for  installation  excellence,  and 
no  one  seemed  to  notice.  In  fact,  they  won  the 
top  three  awards,  including  the  highly  coveted 
President's  award — an  extremely  rare  feat  in 
the  military  and  one  which  is  referred  to  as  the 
Triple  Crown  in  the  ha]k>wed  halls  of  the  Pen- 
tagon. At  the  ceremony,  I  sat  next  to  Senator 
Strom  Thurmond — who's  served  in  the  Sen- 
ate longer  than  anyone  else — and  even  he 
was  shaking  his  head  in  amazement  that  one 
base  won  all  the  awards. 

I  was  fortunate  to  have  been  with  base 
commander  Brig.  Gen.  James  W.  Boddie, 
Rockaway  Mayor  John  Inglesino,  and  a  group 
of  Picatinny  empHoyees  when  they  received 
the  Army's  top  award,  and  I  must  admit  it  was 
an  awesome  explosion  of  pride.  Military  brass 
up  to  and  Including  Secretary  of  Defense  Wil- 
liam Perry  clapped  k>ng  and  loud,  saluted  time 
and  again,  and  sat  up  and  took  notk;e  of  the 
success  of  Picatinny  Arsenal. 

The  Defense  Department  created  these 
awards  to  recognize  excellence  and  to  reward 
improvement  in  quality,  performance,  and  pro- 
ductivity. The  criteria  that  is  used  is  exactly 
the  same  that  private  businesses  are  rated  on 
when  being  judged  for  the  prestigious  Malcolm 
Baldrkjge  Awards  for  Quality. 

But  what  makes  this  achievement  much 
more  amazing  Is  that  all  of  this  took  place  dur- 
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ing  what  Secretary  Perry  called  in  his  remarks 
"the  toughest  times  in  the  U.S.  military."  In- 
deed, several  top  ofTtcers  told  stories  of  the 
pain  and  reality  of  working  in  the  times  of 
base  closures  and  defense  downsizing,  when 
both  civilian  and  military  employment  rolls  are 
being  reduced. 

"You  cant  cut  excellence,"  said  Lt.  Col.  Carl 
Smith,  in  reference  to  the  shrinking  military. 
Smith  is  a  staff  officer  who  wori(s  for  the  as- 
sistant chief  of  staff  for  Installation  manage- 
ment. I  asked  him  how  rare  it  was  that 
Picatinny  hit  the  grand  slam  of  military  awards. 
"It  is  a  milestone,  because  most  of  the  time 
the  larger  installations — ^the  Fort  Bennings — 
are  the  top-dog  winners.  To  have  a  smaller  in- 
stallation like  Picatinny  come  in  and  win  all 
three  really  is  precedent-setting." 

I  couldnl  say  it  any  better  myself. 

On  Memorial  Day,  well  salute  and  remem- 
ber the  men  and  women  who  gave  the  ulti- 
mate sacrifice  for  this  Nation.  And  when  we 
do,  we  often  think  of  veterans  and  ttiose  who 
currently  serve  our  Nation  in  the  armed  serv- 
ices. 

The  men  and  women  at  Picatinny  Arsenal 
are  these  people.  They  build  the  munitions 
and  armaments  that  our  soldiers  in  Bosnia 
and  throughout  the  worid  are  using.  They  as- 
sure that  we  have  the  best  technology  and 
arms  to  keep  the  peace. 

When  I  traveled  to  Bosnia  in  December  and 
met  with  our  troops  on  the  eve  of  their  deploy- 
ment, I  saw  determination,  professionalism, 
and  a  willingness  to  do  the  job.  When  Sec- 
retary Perry  led  the  thundering  and  raucous 
applause  to  congratulate  Picatinny  employees 
for  being  the  best  of  the  best,  I  saw  joy  and 
pride  of  a  job  well  done. 

Congratulations,  Picatinny.  I  salute  you,  and 
salute  those  wtra  gave  their  lives  and  those 
wtK>  have  defended  our  country  on  this  Menx>- 
rial  Day. 


ACTING  TO  SHAPE  THE  FUTURE: 
MACHASKEE  ADDRESSES  WORLD 
NEWSPAPER  CONGRESS 


HON.  LOUIS  STOKES 

OFomo 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19, 1996 

Mr.  STOKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  just  recently,  the 
49th  World  Newspaper  Congress  gathered  in 
Washington,  DC.  Using  the  theme,  "Vision  for 
the  Future,"  the  group  addressed  the  chal- 
lenges which  must  be  met  if  newspapers  are 
to  retain  their  vital  place  in  the  world. 

One  of  the  highlights  of  the  World  News- 
paper Congress  was  a  keynote  address  deliv- 
ered by  Alex  Machaskee,  the  president  and 
publisher  of  the  Plain  Dealer  newspaper  which 
serves  my  congressional  district  Mr. 
Machaskee  has  enjoyed  a  distinguished  ca- 
reer at  the  Plain  Dealer,  which  spans  approxi- 
mately 36  years,  serving  at  the  helm  as  presi- 
dent and  publisher  since  1990.  The  news- 
paper has  maintained  a  daily  circulation  level 
of  approximately  400.000  and  a  Sunday  cir- 
culation of  550,000.  Among  major  metropolitan 
newspapers  in  the  United  States,  the  Plain 
Dealer  ranks  first  in  circulation  penetratk>n  in 
the  home  county. 
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In  his  remarks  at  the  World  Newspaper 
Congress,  Mr.  Machaskee  outlined  how  the 
Plain  Dealer  is  meeting  the  current  gk)bal 
competition.  He  said,  in  part. 

We  are  exploring  and  entering  new  areas  to 
meet  changing  needs  and  a  changing  world. 
Indeed,  in  all  that  we  do,  we  are  acting  to 
shape  our  future  so  it  does  not  become  nec- 
essary to  react  to  save  our  existence. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to  share  the  en- 
tire text  of  Mr.  Machaskee's  remarks  with  my 
colleagues  and  others  throughout  the  IMation. 
It  represents  worthwhile  aruj  insightful  reading. 
ACTING  TO  Shape  the  Fitture 
(By  Alex  Machaskee) 

I  want  to  express  my  thanks  to  Donald 
Newhouse.  who  addressed  this  Congress  In 
Berlin  in  1993  and  "nominated"  me  to  pro- 
vide an  ujxlate  on  the  message  he  shared  at 
that  time.  As  you  certainly  know  by  now. 
this  year's  theme  is  "Vision  for  the  Future." 
and  those  of  you  who  were  in  Berlin  three 
years  ago  may  recall  that  Donald  conveyed 
his  own  "vision  for  the  future"  at  that  time. 
Donald  expressed  the  hope  that  his  young 
grandson,  Andrew,  and  his  peers  wUl  still  re- 
ceive their  news  from  newspapers  when  they 
are  adults.  Grandfather  Donald  expressed  an- 
other hope  for  the  future  as  well — that  An- 
drew wouldn't  be  his  only  grandchild!  Well,  I 
am  pleased  to  report  to  you  that  Donald's  vi- 
sion is  already  coming  true.  First,  as  an  in- 
dustry, we  are  l)eglnning  to  successfully  ad- 
dress the  challenges  we  must  meet  if  news- 
papers are  to  retain  their  vital  place  in  our 
world  and  in  the  world  of  our  children  and 
grandchildren.  Second— and  of  equal  impor- 
tance to  Donald — young  Andrew  now  has  a 
little  brother.  Alexander,  giving  Donald  two 
grandsons! 

Back  in  1993.  Donald  talked  about  the  need 
for  newspapers  to  "constantly  reinvent  our- 
selves." and  he  suggested  Ave  "seismic 
changes"  that  all  of  us  in  the  industry  must 
address.  He  mentioned  (1)  competition  from 
mass  marketers;  (2)  database  marketing;  (3) 
consolidation  among  retailers;  (4)  magazines 
and  cable  television  focusing  on  narrower  de- 
mographic groups;  and  (5)  the  multi-year  re- 
cession which,  fortunately,  is  now  behind  us. 
Donald  cited  The  Plain  Dealer  as  a  case 
study  in  dealing  with  these  seismic  changes. 
Much  of  what  he  talked  about  was  still  in 
process  at  the  time — most  significantly  the 
construction  of  our  S200  million,  state-of-the- 
art  production  and  distribution  center.  So. 
Donald  suggested  that  an  update  of  oar  vi- 
sion of  the  future  might  be  in  order. 

Before  I  bring  you  up  to  date,  I  t>elieve  we 
all  could  agree  that  since  1993.  two  addi- 
tional factors  have  had  a  crucial  Impact  on 
our  industry:  the  dramatic  Increase  in  news- 
print prices,  which  have  skyrocketed  55%  in 
the  United  States  since  Donald  addressed  the 
Congress;  and  the  intensifying  competition 
for  people's  time  and  attention,  especially 
from  the  Internet.  Nearly  30  years  ago.  when 
I  was  promotion  manager  at  The  Plain  Deal- 
er. I  told  a  marketing  group:  "Intelligent 
and  foresighted  planning  permits  the  mar- 
keting-oriented newspaper  to  act  to  shape  its 
future  rather  than  react  to  save  its  very  ex- 
istence." That  message  is  really  at  the  heart 
of  the  philosophy  that  drives  us  at  The  Plain 
Dealer.  Throughout  our  organization,  we  are 
acting  to  shape  our  future— to  protect  our 
news-on-paper  franchise  and  to  ensure  our 
role  as  a  primary  provider  of  information  for 
my  own  grandchildren,  as  well  as  Andrew 
and  AJexander. 

When  we  set  out  several  years  ago  to  "re- 
invent" The  Plain  Dealer,  we  detei  mined 
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that  we  needed  to  produce  a  more  relevant 
newspaper  for  current  and  potential  sub- 
scribers and  that  we  had  to  create  the  capa- 
bility to  provide  quality  color  reproduction 
for  advertisers,  better  sectionalizing-  and 
more  zoning  availabilities  for  target  market- 
ing. Key  to  the  strateg:y  we  developed  was 
the  "reallocation  of  resources"  from  redun- 
dant manufacturing  and  distribution  activi- 
ties to  areas  that  would  Improve  the  content 
of  the  newspaper.  We  knew  that  enhancing 
our  core  product  was  the  most  essential  com- 
ponent of  our  strategy.  After  all.  the  finest 
facilities  and  technologies  in  the  world  mean 
nothing  unless  the  quality  of  the  content  is 
there. 

So  we  adopted  the  phrase  "Leadership  In 
editorial  excellence"— not  only  as  a  pro- 
motional tagline  emblazoned  on  our  trucks 
but  as  an  attitude.  We  invested  in  people, 
adding  75  reporters  and  editors  at  a  time 
when  other  newspapers  were  cutting  back  on 
stall.  We  added  or  enhanced  a  number  of  edi- 
torial features  and  sections  aimed  at  specific 
demographic  targets,  including  minorities, 
women  and  teen-agers.  We  also  opened  three 
bureaus  in  outlying  counties  as  part  of  our 
commitment  to  in-depth  coverage  of  the  125 
communities  in  our  primary  circulation 
area.  We  began  to  provide  more  local  news 
and  features.  Including  increased  coverage  of 
scholastic  sports  at  176  high  schools.  "News 
from  around  the  world  and  around  the  cor- 
ner" became  our  hallmark  as  well  as  a  pro- 
motional slogan. 

Not  only  did  we  change  our  product,  but  we 
fundamentally  changed  the  way  we  produce 
and  distribute  it.  In  the  late  1980's  we  began 
a  planning  process  to  Identify  and  eliminate 
contract  language  that  was  an  impediment 
to  effectively  managing  the  work  force  and 
Implementing  changes  in  technology.  Con- 
siderable time  and  effort  were  put  into  devel- 
oping an  operational  change  plan  based  on 
how  we  would  operate  If  we  had  no  contrac- 
tual limitations  and  restrictions  to  deal 
with.  This  exercise  was  particularly  impor- 
tant as  we  planned  our  new  production  facil- 
ity. The  end  result  of  that  exercise  was  a  33- 
page  document  that  served  as  our  guide  for 
setting  bargaining  goals  and  objectives  and 
for  implementing  and  managing  change  over 
the  next  several  years. 

In  two  very  successful  rounds  of  negotia- 
tions, we  won  more  favorable  contract  terms 
and  phased  in  a  program  of  voluntary 
buyouts  In  the  manufacturing  and  distribu- 
tion areas  of  our  operation.  The  first  major 
component  of  the  "reinvention"  of  The  Plain 
Dealer  was  the  phased-ln  opening  of  19  stra- 
tegically located  circulation  depots,  where 
newspapers  could  be  trucked  in  bulk  by  our 
drivers  for  pickup  by  Independent  distribu- 
tors. The  distribution  of  newspapers  to  de- 
pots would  allow  the  use  of  a  two-part  run 
system  when  the  new  plant  opened,  with 
classified  and  feature  sections  being  printed 
early  in  the  evening  and  main  news  and 
sports  printed  several  hours  later.  The  de- 
pots were  all  fully  operational  a  year  before 
the  plant  opened,  giving  us  ample  time  to 
work  out  bugs  In  the  system. 

This  transition,  which  Included  a  $3.5  mii- 
llon  conversion  of  our  fleet,  meant  we  had 
fewer  trucks,  going  to  fewer  places— so  we 
were  able  to  reduce  our  driver  work  force  by 
about  80  positions.  Surely  the  capstone  of 
our  'Telnventlon,"  however,  was  the  1994 
opening  of  our  Tledeman  Production  and 
Distribution  Center.  With  this  plant,  we  now 
have  the  very  latest  newspaper  technologies 
and  capabilities,  including  electronic  pre- 
press pagination,  high-speed  printing  and 
color  capability  throughout  the  newspaper. 
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The  plant  brought  a  high  level  of  automa- 
tion to  our  operation,  and  it  resulted  in  a 
number  of  innovations  of  our  own— including 
the  only  automated,  cart-based  loading,  stor- 
age and  delivery  system  operational  in  the 
world  today.  We  are  very  proud  of  our  facil- 
ity, and  grateful  to  our  very  supportive  own- 
ers. We  are  also  very  proud  of  our  people  for 
helping  to  ensure  a  virtually  problem-free 
startup.  This  was  a  result  of  the  fact  that,  as 
I  mentioned,  we  had  already  converted  to  the 
depot  system  a  year  earlier.  It  was  also  a  re- 
sult of  the  tremendous  effort  that  went  into 
planning  and  training. 

To  train  our  pressmen,  for  example,  we 
erected  two  Goss  press  units  and  a  folder 
next  door  to  our  downtown  facility.  Long  be- 
fore the  new  plant  opened,  we  conducted  test 
runs  and  produced  live  product  on  the  new 
presses,  easing  the  transition  not  only  for 
the  pressmen  but  for  graphic  designers  and 
pre-press  personnel  as  well.  We  went  fully 
operational  at  the  new  plant  in  early  April  of 
1994 — and  things  went  so  smoothly  that  it 
was  almost  a  "non-event."  The  changeover 
happened  to  coincide  with  the  similarly  ex- 
citing and  successful  opening  of  a  new  ball- 
park for  our  red-hot  Cleveland  Indians  in 
downtown  Cleveland.  To  most  of  our  readers, 
our  front-page  headline  the  next  morning 
seemed  to  refer  to  the  opening  of  the  ball- 
park and  Cleveland's  opening-day  victory: 
"Just  perfect,"  it  said.  But  for  us  at  The 
Plain  Dealer,  the  headline  had  a  second, 
more  personal  meaning. 

As  proud  as  we  are  of  the  Tledeman  facil- 
ity, we  know  that  shaping  the  future  re- 
quires doing  much  more  than  building  a  new 
plant.  That  is  why  we  are  constantly  "rein- 
venting" and  fine-tuning  our  primary  prod- 
uct and  the  way  we  produce  and  distribute  it. 
In  the  editorial  area,  we  introduced  a  major 
graphic  redesign  in  1994.  including  not  only 
easier-to-read  body  type,  but  a  completely 
new  headline  face  designed  for  us  specifically 
for  offset  reproduction.  We  also  continually 
develop  additional  features  that  target  spe- 
cific demographic  groups.  Over  the  past  18 
months,  for  example,  these  have  included 
weekly  sections  devoted  to  Family.  Personal 
Finance/Personal  Technology.  On  Campus, 
Driving  and  others,  as  well  as  Community 
pages  twice  a  week. 

Our  teen  section,  which  we  call  "NKXT," 
was  redesigned  and  expanded  by  editors  who 
involved  teen-agers  extensively  in  the  proc- 
ess. We  also  have  undertaken  a  number  of 
major  special  sections  for  such  events  as  the 
Major  League  Baseball  playoffs,  the  opening 
of  the  Rock  and  Roll  Hall  of  Fame  and  Cleve- 
land's bicentennial  celebration. 

One  project  we  are  especially  proud  of  is 
"What  Makes  Cleveland.  Cleveland!"— 48 
pages  of  color  photography  featuring  our 
metropolitan  area  through  the  eyes  of  our 
photographers.  This  was  a  very  special  sec- 
tion for  several  reasons.  For  one.  it  was  a 
great  device  for  showcasing  our  color  capa- 
bilities and  the  talents  of  our  photo  staff. 
Even  more  importantly,  it  was  great  testi- 
mony to  Editorial  and  Advertising  working 
together.  At  the  time,  a  major  national  re- 
taller.  Target  stores,  was  entering  the  Cleve- 
land market  and  was  looking  for  a  way  to 
top  off  its  marketing  plan.  Target  became 
the  only  sponsor  of  the  section,  which  later 
earned  a  major  local  advertising  award  as 
well  as  the  National  Printing  Industries  of 
America  award  for  best  four-color  printing 
on  newsprint.  All  in  all,  while  color  is  very 
Important,  our  primary  focus  is  on  creating 
an  excellent  product,  day  in  and  day  out. 

In  "reinventing  ourselves."  to  use  Donald's 
phrase  again.  The  Plain  Dealer  is  rediscover- 
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lag  something  that  the  best  community-ori- 
ented newspapers  of  the  past  knew  and  prac- 
ticed—that it  is  possible  to  be  an  aggressive 
watchdog  while  simultaneously  recognizing 
pride  and  achievement  in  a  community. 
Such  undertakings  as  "What  Makes  Cleve- 
land Cleveland"  and  the  extensive  coverage 
of  the  Rock  Hall  opening  and  the  baseball 
playoffs  come  from  a  newspaper  that  has 
also  been  recognized  as  a  civic  watchdog.  Our 
coverage  of  government  investment  prac- 
tices, for  example,  was  credited  by  banking 
experts  with  forestalling  an  Orange  County- 
style  bankruptcy  in  our  home  county.  And 
editorially  we  have  been  aggressive  in  de- 
manding reform  of  the  Cleveland  public 
schools. 

Our  goal  is  to  create  an  information  re- 
source that  competitors  cannot  match  in 
terms  of  breadth  and  depth.  At  times,  we  can 
even  hold  our  own  against  television  in 
terms  of  timeliness.  One  of  the  best  examples 
of  that  came  last  fall,  when  the  Cleveland  In- 
dians brought  our  city  its  first  post-season 
baseball  game  in  41  years.  Things  seemed  to 
be  working  against  us  all  night— the  game 
was  delayed  several  hours  by  rain,  and  on  top 
of  that  it  went  into  extra  innings,  ending 
after  2  o'clock  in  the  morning.  Many  Cleve- 
landers  didn't  get  to  bed  until  3  o'clock  or 
later.  But  thanks  to  the  flexibility  of  our 
plant,  some  latitude  In  our  deadlines  and  a 
lot  of  hustle  on  the  part  of  our  staff  and  our 
independent  distributors,  most  of  our  readers 
woke  up  just  a  couple  of  hours  later  to  the 
complete  game  story  and  color  action  shots 
in  The  Plain  Dealer. 

The  power  of  color  Is  the  big  story  in  Ad- 
vertising. Major  retailers  tell  us  that,  with- 
out question,  color  ads  move  more  product. 
One  of  the  most  dramatic  results.  In  fact, 
came  from  a  department  store  that  directly 
linked  a  color  ad  to  a  45  percent  Increase  In 
sales  of  a  particular  fragrance.  Timeliness  of 
advertising,  too,  can  be  dramatically  effec- 
tive. One  Friday  night  last  September  when 
the  Indians  clinched  the  division  champion- 
ship. The  Plain  Dealer  had  special  advertis- 
ing pages  ready  to  put  on  the  presses—//"  the 
Indians  won.  This  required  reconfiguring  the 
presses  on  deadline,  but  planning  and  team- 
work by  Production,  Advertising  and  Edi- 
torial and  the  capabilities  of  the  new  plant 
combined  to  make  It  possible.  As  a  result, 
advertisers  found  crowds  of  baseball  fans 
waiting  for  their  doors  to  open  on  Saturday 
morning.  And  within  hours,  those  customers 
snatched  up  millions  of  dollars'  worth  of 
championship  jackets,  T-shirts  and  caps. 

Advertisers  are  very  pleased  with  results 
like  these,  and  so  are  we.  In  fact,  in  retail 
display  alone,  our  color  ad  revenues  were  up 
17  percent  from  1994  to  1995.  Color  revenues 
from  national  advertising,  while  starting 
from  a  smaller  base,  were  up  90  percent.  And 
classified  advertisers — particularly  auto 
dealers— are  seeing  the  benefits  of  using  spot 
and  full  color.  But  color  isn't  the  only  story, 
as  we  continually  work  to  Identify  appro- 
priate new  products  and  services  In  an  effort 
to  provide  marketing  solutions  for  our  ad- 
vertisers. Our  Marketing  Database  now  has 
well  over  one  million  names  and  addresses, 
appended  with  a  broad  array  of  demographic 
and  lifestyle  Information  from  quality 
sources.  In  a  joint  effort  between  Advertising 
and  Circulation,  we  are  working  rapidly  to- 
ward the  day  when  we  can  actually  deliver 
an  address-specific  product.  In  the  mean- 
time, we  are  constantly  exploring  opportuni- 
ties to  utilize  this  wealth  of  Information  to 
help  our  advertisers  achieve  their  marketing 
objectives. 

Over  the  winter,  for  example,  we  put  It  to 
use  for  a  heating  and  air  conditioning  dis- 
tributor. This  advertiser  was  running  a  print 


June  19,  1996 

and  broadcast  campaign  focusing  on  the 
theme  of  cold-weather  pet  care,  and  he  want- 
ed to  supplement  the  campaign  with  a  direct 
mail  piece.  His  target  consisted  of  dog  and 
cat  owners  with  specific  income  and  demo- 
graphic criteria.  Using  our  data  base,  we 
were  able  to  identify  more  than  10.000  read- 
ers who  met  these  requirements.  In  our  ef- 
fort to  be  full-service  providers  and  to  de- 
velop marketing  solutions  for  our  advertis- 
ers, we  are  offering  new  options  that  go  be- 
yond traditional  newspaper  advertising.  One 
such  option  Is  PDQuickllne.  our  audio-based 
system  that  puts  an  array  of  information- 
including  information  about  advertisers' 
products  and  services— at  cjdlers"  fingertips. 

Another  new  product  is  Star  Watch,  a  non- 
proprietary, entertainment-oriented  publica- 
tion that  carries  single-sheet  and  other  in- 
serts to  non-subscribers  and  enhances  the  ef- 
fectiveness of  advertising  In  the  Plain  Deal- 
er. Being  a  full-service  provider  also  requires 
the  capability  to  compete  successfully  for 
advertisers'  commercial  printing  business. 
This  is  a  relatively  small  but  growing  part  of 
our  business,  primarily  involving  super- 
market preprints.  Speaking  of  supermarkets, 
while  many  newspapers  have  all  but  lost  food 
advertising,  the  leading  supermarket  chains 
In  our  market  rank  as  our  number-three  and 
number-four  advertisers.  Our  success  In  re- 
taining these  Important  advertisers  is  clear- 
ly a  result  of  our  ability  to  provide  more 
than  "traditional"  newspaper  advertising 
services.  Circulation  is  an  area  that  poses  a 
special  challenge  for  us.  because  we  are  in  a 
shrinking  marketplace — with  a  trend  of  out- 
migration  of  people  from  our  core  market. 
Even  so.  among  major  metropolitan  news- 
papers in  the  United  States,  we  rank  first  in 
circulation  penetration  in  our  home  coun- 
ty—with 54%  penetration  daily  and  72%  on 
Sunday.  And  despite  three  suggested  retail 
price  Increases  in  three  years,  we  have  main- 
tained circulation  levels  of  about  400.000 
dally  and  550.000  Sunday.  This  Is  largely  a  re- 
sult of  gearing  the  Circulation  Division's  ef- 
forts toward  establishing  a  productive  and 
efficient  distribution  system  that  provides 
both  outstanding  service  and  professional- 
ism. Going  forward,  it  requires  building  our 
ability  to  distribute  an  evermore  narrowly 
targeted  product. 

We  are  also  working  to  create  an  environ- 
ment that  enables  our  independent  distribu- 
tors to  succeed,  by  improving  communica- 
tions, offering  incentives  and  sponsoring 
seminars  to  help  them  run  their  operations 
profitably.  And,  to  reduce  the  handling  of 
money,  we  worked  with  Diebold  Incor- 
porated, the  nation's  leading  maker  of  auto- 
mated teller  machines,  to  develop  an  ATM- 
like  machine  in  which  Independent  distribu- 
tors can  deposit  their  receipts  at  the  depots. 
Considerable  attention  Is  being  focused  on 
single-copy  sales,  as  well.  We  have  worked 
hard  over  the  past  several  years  to  Improve 
our  relationships  with  vendors  and  to  de- 
velop the  cai)ablllty  to  determine  by  com- 
puter just  how  many  newspapers  should  be 
placed  at  each  location  each  day  to  avoid 
sell-outs  and  reduce  returns.  Our  continuing 
community  outreach  efforts  are  helping  us 
learn  the  concerns  of  various  ethnic  and  na- 
tionality groups  as  well  as  young  people,  our 
readers  of  tomorrow.  And  within  The  Plain 
Dealer,  we  are  working  bard  to  get  every  one 
of  our  more  than  1,600  employees  committed 
to  our  vision  of  being  the  finest  newspaper  in 
the  United  States.  Over  the  past  18  months, 
I  have  met  with  virtually  every  one  of  our 
employees,  usually  in  groups  of  no  more 
than  25  over  breakfast  or  lunch.  I  have  found 
these  sessions  insightful  and  invaluable  in 
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truly  keeping  a  finger  on  the  pulse  of  our 
newspaper. 

As  I  mentioned  at  the  outset,  two  signifi- 
cant factors  have  emerged  during  the  past 
couple  of  years— newsprint  costs  and  the 
Internet.  In  addressing  these  factors,  it  is  in- 
teresting that  we  find  ourselves  dealing  with 
"webs"  in  both  cases.  At  The  Plain  Dealer, 
part  of  our  efforts  to  reduce  our  newsprint 
consumption  was  a  reduction  in  or  web  width 
this  past  February.  The  conversion  went 
without  a  hitch,  and  the  change  in  widths  is 
imperceptible.  Nevertheless,  we  expect  sav- 
ings of  upwards  of  $1  million  a  year  in  our 
newsprint  costs.  The  other  -web."  of  course, 
is  the  burgeoning  World  Wide  Web.  As  part  of 
our  vision  for  the  future,  we  formed  a  wholly 
owned  subsidiary  this  past  year  that  special- 
izes in  developing  Internet  sites.  In  connec- 
tion with  this,  we  are  actively  working  with 
advertisers  and  potential  advertisers  to  iden- 
tify opportunities  for  increased  business.  For 
example,  recently  we  worked  with  the  local 
Auto  Dealers  Association  to  provide  a  web 
site  in  connection  with  a  major  Auto  Show. 

Our  first  venture  onto  the  Internet  was 
rockhall.com.  our  very  successful  Web  site 
for  Cleveland's  new  Rock  and  Roll  Hall  of 
Fame  and  Museum.  The  site  has  recorded 
more  than  20  million  "page  impressions" 
since  its  debut  last  August  and  has  been 
named  a  "cool  site"  by  many  publications. 
In  addition  to  features  about  the  Hall  of 
Fame  and  its  inductees,  the  site  offers  a  link 
that  features  Information  on  Cleveland  res- 
taurants, hotels  and  museums.  At  The  Plain 
Dealer,  our  vision  of  the  future  is  very 
clear- the  newspaper  will  remain  our  core 
business  for  as  long  as  we  can  foresee.  In 
fact,  with  the  support  of  the  Newhouse  orga- 
nization we  are  betting  more  than  S200  mil- 
lion on  this  vision,  represented  by  our  new 
plant. 

On  June  5,  1994,  at  the  formal  dedication  of 
The  Plain  Dealer's  Tledeman  Production  and 
Distribution  Center,  the  symbolism  was  re- 
assuring: it  was  young  Andrew  Newhouse 
who  pushed  the  button  to  start  the  presses! 
Yet,  like  most  of  you,  we  are  exploring  and 
entering  new  areas  to  meet  changing  needs 
and  a  changing  world.  Indeed,  in  all  that  we 
do,  we  are  acting  to  shape  our  future  so  it 
does  not  become  necessary  to  react  to  save 
our  existence.  Most  of  us  in  this  room  have 
dedicated  our  lives  to  newspapers.  For  us, 
nothing  beats  the  roar  of  the  presses,  and  we 
believe  nothing  can  ever  replace  the  depth 
and  breadth  of  information  newspapers 
present.  In  the  current  environment,  how- 
ever, we  need  to  work  harder  than  ever  to 
ensure  that  newspapers  remain  a  vital  part 
of  our  children's  Ives— and  our  grand- 
children's lives— as  well. 


NORTH  CAROLINA  IS  HOME  TO  A 
GREAT  SOCCER  TRADITION 


HON.  HOWARD  COBLE 

OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  19. 1996 

Mr.  COBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  State  of  North 
Carotina  is  home  to  a  great  soccer  tradition, 
particularly  in  women's  soccer.  This  year,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  Sixth  District  of  North  Carolina  is 
proud  to  add  two  more  chapters  to  this  out- 
standing tradition. 

ftorth  Carolina  has  k>ng  divided  its  schools 
into  classifications  to  determine  sports  cham- 
pions. That  way  schools  of  equal  size  can 
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compete  fairfy.  This  system  also  alk>ws  more 
schools  the  opportunity  to  compete  for  titles 
and  trophies.  We  are  proud  to  say,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, that  the  Piedmont  Triad  is  the  home  of  the 
North  Carolina  1A/2A/3A  and  the  North  Caro- 
lina 4A  women's  soccer  champtons  for  1996. 

The  Ragsdale  High  School  Tigers  of  James- 
town, NC,  captured  the  1996  1A/2A/3A  State 
women's  soccer  championship,  and  the 
Whiriies  of  Gnmsley  High  School  in  Greens- 
boro, NC,  daimed  the  4 A  women's  soccer 
championship.  Both  teams  were  crowr>ed 
champions  on  June  1  in  Raleigh,  NC. 

In  the  1A/2A/3A  dass,  the  Ragsdale  Tigers 
captured  the  State  title  with  a  3  to  0  shutout 
of  the  Asheville  Roberson  Rams,  limiting  the 
Rams  to  just  four  shots  on  goal  all  game.  The 
championship  win  capped  off  a  brilliant  23-3 
season  for  coach  Brien  BrasweV's  squad.  The 
Ragsdale  Tigers  have  been  outstanding  in  the 
champk>nships,  claiming  two  State  titles  In  the 
last  3  years. 

Congratulations  go  to  Sarah  Judy,  who  won 
the  championship  game's  Most  Valuable  Play- 
er Award.  Mr.  Speaker,  congratulations  on  a 
great  season  are  in  order  for  Coach  Braswell. 
manager  Joey  Menendez.  Trainer  Julie 
Hutchens,  and  team  members  Cindy  Mullinix, 
Kyleen  Hudson,  Kelly  Martin,  Kristin 
Wittentx>m,  Anna  Dellosa,  Jordan  Allison.  Erin 
Beeson.  Paige  Waggoner,  Vickie  Cortes,  Ni- 
cole Brannan,  Ashline  Green,  Chnstie  Dixon, 
Lindsey  MoorefieU,  Laura  Pendergrass,  Ryan 
Andres.  Danielle  Gain,  Emily  McCoy,  Can 
Hammond,  Michelle  Pizzuro,  Becky  Garmon, 
Amanda  Holtzman,  Meg  Hemdon,  and  Keibe 
Dixon. 

To  athletic  director  Mike  Raybon,  prirxapal 
Dr.  Kathryn  Rogers,  the  faculty,  staff,  stu- 
dents, parents,  and  friends  of  Ragsdale  High 
School,  we  offer  our  congratulations  for  win- 
ning the  North  Carolina  1A/2A/3A  State  vmm- 
en's  soccer  championship. 

Raleigh  also  was  the  site  of  another  Sixth 
District  high  school  State  championship.  The 
women's  soccer  team  of  Grimsiey  high  School 
in  Greensboro,  NC.  captured  the  1996  State 
4A  women's  soccer  championship,  defeatirig 
the  Raleigh  Broughton  High  School  Caps  2  to 
1.  The  victory  moved  the  Grimsiey  Whiriies  to 
a  stellar  record  of  21-1-1  for  the  1996  sea- 
son. 

The  State  championship  was  the  third  in  5 
years  for  the  Whiriies,  and  the  win  was  truly 
a  team  effort.  As  Coach  Herit  DeGraw  put  it, 
"This  one  is  sweet.  Everybody  stepped  up  and 
did  their  jobs  extremely  well." 

Congratulations  go  to  Laurie  Benson,  who 
won  the  championship  game's  Most  Valuable 
Player  Award.  Congratulations  are  also  in 
order  for  team  memt)ers  Meagan  Renn,  Con 
Stevens,  Lacy  Ross,  Sarah  Ann  Davis,  Moflie 
Lynch,  Meredith  Seawell,  Sarah  Atkinson, 
Mikel  Casey,  Kristy  Shumate,  Kelly  Clark,  Jerv 
nifer  Marsh,  Carrie  Anderson,  Jamie  Bombart. 
Kristen  Moody,  Courtney  Black,  Jesska 
Overby,  and  Ashley  Andringa. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  t>ehatf  of  the  dtizeru  of  the 
Sixth  District  of  North  Carolina,  let  me  con- 
gratulate the  1996  Grimsiey  Whiriies  on  their 
State  championship.  Congratulations  to  head 
coach  Heri(  DeGraw,  assistant  coach  Susie 
Williams,  announcer  Dk:k  Forrester,  faculty 
trainer  Joe  Franks,  student  trainer  Pablo 
Torrente,  and  statisticians  Usa  Evans,  Zach 
Wineberg,  Tyler  Spence,  and  Mike  Cleaver. 
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To  athletic  director  Bob  Sawyer,  principal 
Tom  Penlend,  the  faculty,  staff,  students,  par- 
ents, and  friends  of  Grirnsley  High  School,  we 
offer  our  congratulations  on  winning  the  North 
Carolina  4A  State  women's  soccer  champion- 
ship. 

Once  again.  North  Carolina  remains  a  soc- 
cer hotbed  and  the  Sixth  Oistnct  is  proud  to 
daim  two  more  champions. 


NORTH  PONTOTOC  STUDENT,  ABI- 
GAIL HAMILTON,  IS  DISTRICT 
WINNER  IN  RESPECTEEN  SPEAK 
FOR  YOURSELF  PROGRAM 


HON.  ROGER  F.  WICKER 

OF  MISSISSIPPI 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19. 1996 

Mr.  WICKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  more  than 
15,000  seventh-  and  eighth-grade  students 
around  the  country  participated  in  this  year's 
RespecTeen  Speak  for  Yourself  social  studies 
curriculum  program,  which  teaches  young 
people  about  the  political  process.  The  pro- 
gram is  part  of  the  Lutheran  Brotherhoixj's 
philanthropic  initiative  in  support  of  our  Na- 
tkxi's  youth. 

One  of  the  final  lessons  in  the  program  in- 
cluded having  students  write  their  Members  of 
Congress  to  express  their  views  or  offer  solu- 
tions to  issues  of  interest.  The  letters  were 
judged  by  a  panel  of  educators  and  one  win- 
ner was  chosen  in  each  congressional  district. 
A  seventh-grade  student  from  North  Pontotoc 
Attendance  Center  was  selected  as  the  winner 
from  Mississippi's  First  Congressional  District. 
Her  name  is  Abigail  Hamilton.  Abigail  wrote  to 
me  regarding  prayer  in  our  public  schools. 

I  warned  to  share  Abigail's  letter  with  my 
codeagues  and  congratulate  her  for  participat- 
ing in  this  program. 

Speak  for  Yourself, 
Ecru,  MS,  Janvxiry  30, 1996. 
Hon.  Roger  Wicker, 
U.S.  Representative, 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Congressman  Wicker:  How  would 
you  feel  if  one  day  someone  suddenly  said 
you  could  no  longer  continue  a  tradition? 
Devastated?  Grieved?  This  scenario  describes 
what  bad  been  done  to  students,  teachers, 
and  the  community  of  North  Pontotoc.  A 
tradition  of  student-initiated,  student-led, 
prayer  was  taken  from  us.  For  approxi- 
mately 20  years,  we  had  this  type  prayer  In 
our  school. 

On  December  20,  1994.  Mrs.  Lisa  Herdahl 
with  the  ACLU  and  People  for  the  American 
Way  filed  a  lawsuit  against  Pontotoc  County 
Schools  for  having  student-led.  student-initi- 
ated prayer  over  the  school's  intercom.  A 
court  Injunction  last  spring  stopped  prayer 
over  the  Intercom.  The  court  date  deciding 
whether  to  continue  student-initiated  prayer 
is  March  4,  1996  at  federal  court  in  Oxford. 
Mississippi. 

George  Washington  warned:  "reason  and 
experience  both  forbid  us  to  expect  that  na- 
tional morality  can  prevail  in  exclusion  of 
religious  principle."  Research  proves  the  ac- 
curacy of  his  warning.  Birth  rates  for  teen- 
agers and  cases  of  sexually  transmitted  dis- 
eases have  risen  since  1962.  Also.  SAT  test 
scores  have  plummeted  for  18  consecutive 
years  since  that  year.  What  happened  in 
1962?  The  Supreme  Court  took  prayer  out  of 
public  school  with  the  Engel  case. 
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I  support  you  co-authoring  the  school 
prayer  amendment  with  Congressman  Istook 
from  Oklahoma.  Please  participate  in  the 
meeting  to  force  this  amendment  to  the 
House  floor,  and  do  not  allow  compromises 
that  would  defeat  the  purpose  of  this  amend- 
ment. I  wouldn't  want  a  government  written 
prayer  or  mandatory  participation  in  devo- 
tion. I  trust  you  are  influencing  other  con- 
gressmen to  be  co-signers  of  this  amend- 
ment. 

Our  Constitution  guarantees  us  freedom  of 
speech  and  religion.  However,  should  one 
person  be  allowed  to  dictate  the  beliefs  of  a 
community?  Thomas  Jefferson  said:  "The 
will  of  the  majority,  the  natural  law  of  every 
society,  is  the  only  sure  guardian  of  the 
rights  of  man." 
Sincerely, 

Abigail  Ha.milton, 

7th  grader  NPAC. 


PRESIDENT  VISITS  YOUNG  RESI- 
DENTS OF  HOMELESS  SHELTER 
IN  MOSCOW 


HON.  CHRISTOPHER  H.  SMITH 

of  new  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTA'HVES 

Wednesday.  June  19. 1996 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  to  note  and  commend  the  President  for 
taking  the  time  during  his  recent  trip  to  Mos- 
cow to  meet  with,  and  encourage  the  wori<  of 
Alexander  Ogorodnikov,  a  former  political  pris- 
oner and  founder  of  the  Christian  Mercy  Soci- 
ety. Alexander  Ogorodnikov  established  a  pri- 
vate shelter  for  young  homeless  from  all  over 
Russia  who  find  themselves  on  the  streets  of 
Moscow  without  a  roof  over  their  heads.  Dur- 
ing the  Moscow  G-7  Nudear  Security  Summit 
in  April,  PreskJent  Clinton  visited  a  number  of 
the  residents  of  the  shelter. 

Naturally,  Mr.  Ogorodnikov's  woric  has  been 
very  challenging.  After  70  years  of  com- 
munism, the  institutk>n  of  private  charity  has 
been  slow  to  make  a  comeback.  Resources 
are  scarce;  property  rights  are  undear.  Bu- 
reaucrats often  seem  more  determined  to  stifle 
than  assist  private  initiative.  Criminal  struc- 
tures would  prefer  that  idle  hands  look  in  the 
directkjn  of  criminal  activity  for  sustenance 
and  livelihood.  Nevertheless,  Mr.  Ogorodnikov 
has  persisted.  His  efforts  have  been  reported 
and  applauded  by  the  Moscow  press,  and 
Mayor  Luzkkov's  office  has  been  supportive  of 
his  wori<.  Some  international  organizations  are 
provkjing  a  measure  of  assistance. 

As  Moscow  was  preparing  for  the  Summit, 
Mr.  Ogorodnikov  had  invited  President  Clinton 
to  visit  the  Christian  Mercy  Sodety  shelter  to 
observe  private  charity  in  action  in  Russia. 
This  request  was  forwarded  through  the  Beau- 
ti  ul  Hearts  charitable  organization  of  Erie,  PA, 
arKl  by  many  Members  of  the  Congress  of 
both  parties.  For  logistical  and  security  rea- 
sons, the  President  was  unable  to  visit  the 
shelter  itself,  but  Mr.  Ogorodnikov  and  his 
Beautiful  Hearts  assodates  had  anranged  an 
exhibit  atx>ut  the  shelter  at  a  Moscow  hotel 
where  the  PreskJent  had  other  meetings 
scheduled.  Despite  the  heavy  demands  on  his 
schedule,  Presklent  Clinton  graciously  visited 
the  exhibit  and  met  with  some  of  the  young 
reskJents. 


June  19,  1996 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  G-7  Nudear  Security 
SummK  was  about  providing  nuclear  safety  in 
our  uneasy  world,  about  governments  cooper- 
ating with  one  another  to  reduce  danger  to 
millions  of  people.  Security  can  also  be  a 
function  of  mutual  understanding  and  having 
genuine  concern — even  across  borders — for 
other  human  beings,  one  for  another.  By  visit- 
ing the  young  people  of  the  Christian  Mercy 
Sodety  shelter.  President  Clinton  exhibited 
that  concem  on  behalf  of  all  of  us  here  in  the 
United  States,  and  I  appreciate  his  kind  ges- 
ture. 


TRIBUTE  TO  MICHAEL  STEVENS 

HON.  PETER  J.  VISCLOSKY 

OF  INDIANA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19, 1996 

Mr.  VISCLOSKY.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  gives  me 
great  pleasure  to  rise  today  and  pay  tribute  to 
a  celebrated  community  servant,  Mr.  Michael 
Stevens.  On  Friday,  June  21,  1996,  Michael, 
along  with  his  friends  and  family,  will  celebrate 
his  retirement  from  the  Iron  Workers  Union 
Local  No.  395  in  Hammond,  IN.  This  retire- 
ment dinner  will  be  held  at  St.  Elijah  Serbian- 
American  Hail  in  Merrillville,  IN. 

We  are  all  fortunate  to  have  dedicated  peo- 
ple, like  Michael,  involved  in  the  labor  move- 
ment in  Indiana's  First  Congressional  Distrid. 
Michael  embarked  on  his  distinguished  career 
as  an  iron  worker  in  local  No.  392  in  East  SL 
Louis,  IL,  in  June  of  1966.  He  then  moved  to 
northwest  Indiana  and  joined  Iron  Workers 
Local  No.  395  in  Hammond  in  September 
1967. 

In  May,  1974,  he  suffered  from  a  disabling 
fall  on  the  job.  During  his  convalescence.  Mi- 
chael earned  a  degree  from  Mineral  Area  Col- 
lege in  Missouri.  Following  his  graduation  in 
June  1979,  he  returned  to  ironworking  out  of 
local  No.  395  in  September  of  that  same  year. 

In  1981,  Michael  was  eleded  to  the  local 
No.  395's  examining  board.  In  1981,  1986, 
and  1991,  Michael  was  elected  to  represent 
local  No.  395  as  a  convention  delegate.  In 
1984,  Michael  was  eleded  as  local  No.  395's 
finandal  secretary-treasurer  and  he  was  re- 
eleded  for  three  more  terms  in  1987,  1990, 
1993.  Mk:hael  retired  this  year  after  30  years 
as  a  member  of  kx^al  No.  395,  15  years  as  an 
officer,  and  4  terms  as  local  No.  395's  finan- 
cial secretary-treasurer. 

I  offer  my  heartfelt  congratulatk>ns  to  Mi- 
chael, his  wife,  Bonnie,  and  his  two  children, 
Tina  and  Byron.  They  can  all  be  proud,  as  Mi- 
chael has  worked  arduously  in  the  labor 
movement  to  make  the  American  dream  pos- 
sible for  others.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  you  and 
my  other  distinguished  colleagues  to  congratu- 
late Michael,  who  has  proven  himself  to  be  a 
distinguished  advocate  for  the  labor  move- 
ment. I  sincerely  wish  Michael  a  k>ng,  happy, 
and  produdive  retirement. 
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TRIBUTE  TO  WILLIAM  SINCLAIR 


HON.  FRED  UPTON 

OF  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19, 1996 

Mr.  UPTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
honor  Mr.  William  Sinclair.  Please  join  me  in 
congratulating  Bill  as  he  retires  after  spending 
almost  two  decades  as  the  city  manager  of  my 
hometown,  St.  Joseph,  Ml.  For  18  great  years 
he  has  dedicated  his  hard  work  and  efforts 
into  making  St.  Joseph  a  quality  dty  and  a 
great  place  to  call  home. 

Bill's  career  in  public  service  reaches  back 
to  1954  when  he  began  working  as  a  surveyor 
and  cartographer  for  the  dty  of  Detroit.  His 
time  in  Detroit  was  interrupts)  for  2  years  by 
a  tour  of  duty  in  the  U.S.  Army.  After  spending 
a  few  more  years  in  Detroit,  Bill  lent  his  engi- 
neering expertise  to  the  cities  of  Binningham 
and  Rochester  before  calling  the  west  side  of 
the  State  his  new  home. 

He  has  also  been  adive  in  other  aspects  of 
the  community.  Bill  has  served  on  the  Twin 
Cities  Airport  Board,  the  Hartxjr  Authority,  and 
has  been  a  fixture  in  the  Mk:higan  Munidpal 
League. 

Over  the  past  18  years,  local  officials,  dty 
coundls,  businesses,  and  residents,  alike, 
have  all  correctly  sung  the  praises  of  this  won- 
derful dvic  leader.  He  has  been  a  fixture  in 
our  community  and  an  integral  part  of  its 
growth.  His  dedication,  vision,  and  commit- 
ment has  been  an  important  ingredient  in  the 
rebirth  of  the  twin  cities  area. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  been  lucky  enough  to 
work  with  Bill  Sindair  on  many  different  occa- 
sions. Time  and  time  again  I  have  counted  on 
Bill  for  his  assistance,  his  advice  and  his 
abundant  energy.  I  know  that  though  Bill  is  of- 
fk:ially  retiring,  looking  out  for  the  best  inter- 
ests of  the  people  of  the  St.  Joseph-Benton 
Hartx>r  area  will  continue  to  t>e  a  major  focal 
point  in  his  life.  Someone  this  dedkated  sim- 
ply coukj  not  have  it  any  other  way. 

Mr.  Speaker,  please  join  vinth  me  on  behalf 
of  the  people  of  Michigan's  Sixth  Congres- 
sranal  Distrid  in  thanking  Bill  Sindair  for  18 
years  of  dedicatk>n  to  St.  Joseph,  Ml.  I  wish 
him  and  his  wife,  Hilda,  a  k>ng,  healthy,  and 
happy  retirement.  All  the  best.  Bill,  and  thank 
you  for  all  that  you  have  done. 


TRIBUTE  TO  JIM  WEATEIERS 


HON.  DAVE  CAMP 

OF  MICHIGAN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19, 1996 

Mr.  CAMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with  great 
pleasure  that  I  rise  today  to  honor  Mr.  James 
J.  "Jim"  Weathers.  Jim  answered  his  Nation's 
call  to  ams,  served  his  community,  and  most 
importantly  raised  a  family.  He  provided  a 
steriing  example  of  what  we  hope  to  accom- 
plish and  strive  to  be. 

Jim  served  in  the  U.S.  Navy  during  the  Viet- 
nam war.  Following  his  naval  servne,  he  par- 
tk^ipated  in  the  Naval  Reserve.  As  a  member 
of  New  Lothrop  Post  6579  of  Veterans  of  For- 
eign Wars,  he  served  as  9th  VFW  Distrid 
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Commander  and  captain  of  the  VFW  State 
Honor  Guard  and  was  instrumental  in  serving 
the  needs  of  veterans.  He  was  also  employed 
by  General  Motors'  Buick  Motor  Division  for  32 
years,  8  years  as  a  driver. 

Jim  was  bom  in  Owosso,  Ml,  on  January 
19,  1944,  the  son  of  Jerome  and  Gladys 
Weathers.  He  was  a  1964  graduate  of  New 
Lothrop  High  School  and  resided  in  New 
Lothrop  most  of  his  life.  He  mamed  Glenda 
Walworth  on  November  4,  1967,  and  raised  a 
family. 

Jim  was  a  member  of  the  West  Flint  Church 
of  the  Nazarene.  He  was  also  a  member  of 
the  New  Lothrop-Hazelton  Township  Fire  De- 
partment and  the  Tri-County  and  Shiawassee 
Bike  Club.  Jim  was  very  adive  with  the  New 
Lothrop  Athletk:  Department. 

Jim's  extraordinary  life  was  cut  short  during 
a  recent  biking  trip.  His  family  and  accomplish- 
ments stand  as  a  testimony  to  his  commitment 
to  service,  dedication  to  country,  and  love  of 
family. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  you  will  join  me  in  pay- 
ing tribute  to  Jim  Weathers  for  his  service  to 
his  country,  his  community,  and  his  family. 
The  people  of  mkJ-Michigan  will  miss  him 
deariy. 
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HONORING  SAM  LENA 


TRIBUTE  TO  MS.  IDA  CASTRO 


HON.  JOSE  L  SERRANO 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19, 1996 

Mr.  SERRANO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  pay 
tribute  to  Ms.  Ida  Castro,  an  outstanding  indi- 
vidual who  has  dedkated  her  life  to  the  em- 
powermenf  of  Hispane  women.  Ms.  Castro 
was  recently  appoirrted  by  PreskJent  Ointon 
as  DIredor  of  the  Women's  Bureau  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Labor. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Ms.  Castro  was  bom  in  Puerto 
Rico.  On  the  island,  she  direded  job  training 
and  job  development  programs.  Later  on  she 
taught  labor  law  at  Rutgers  University  in  New 
Jersey,  and  woriced  at  Hostos  Community  Col- 
lege in  my  congressk>nal  distrid,  the  south 
Bronx,  helping  mothers  who  were  receiving 
Aid  for  Families  with  Dependent  ChiMren  be- 
come economically  indeperxJent  through  full- 
time  emptoyment. 

Ms.  Castro  has  been  a  k>ng-time  advocate 
of  women's  issues.  She  has  fought  to  improve 
working  conditkjns  for  women,  insure  equal 
pay  for  equal  work,  incorporate  emptoyment 
with  family  needs,  and  increase  job  opportuni- 
ties for  women  in  all  fiekte. 

Prior  to  her  appointment  as  Diredor,  she 
wori<ed  as  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Labor  for  Woricers'  Compensatton  programs 
and  later  as  the  Labor  Departments  Acting 
Deputy  Solkator.  Through  her  new  position  at 
Labor's  Women's  Bureau,  Ms.  Castro  will  con- 
tinue working  to  provkle  better  emptoyment 
opportunities  for  women  and  encouraging 
them  to  develop  their  full  potential. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me 
in  congratulating  Ms.  Ida  Castro  for  her  new 
post  as  Diredor  of  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Latxjr  Women's  Bureau  and  in  recognizing  her 
contributtons  to  the  advancement  ot  women  in 
this  Nation. 


HON.  ED  PASTOR 

OF  ARIZONA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday.  June  19. 1996 
Mr.  PASTOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  rise  to 
pay  tribute  to  Sam  Lena,  a  betoved  public 
servant  of  southern  Arizona  who  passed  away 
on  March  12,  1996.  He  will  be  greatly  missed. 
Sam  Lena  was  bom  January  23,  1921,  in 
Evergreen,  LA.  At  the  age  of  20,  he  moved  to 
Tucson  for  health  reasons.  For  the  ensuring 
55  years,  Sam  was  a  distinguished  member  of 
the  Tucson  and  the  southern  Anzona  commu- 
nity. He  was  an  outstanding  sottbail  player, 
and  was  well-known  for  being  a  strike-out  ace. 
In  one  game  as  the  pitcher  for  the  Tucson 
Elks,  he  struck  out  21  batters  in  eight  innings. 
Sam  was  also  a  respeded  businessman  and 
dedicated  public  servant. 

His  athletic  skills  and  business  talents 
gained  him  widespread  recognitton  and  re- 
spect throughout  the  community.  This  popu- 
larity encouraged  him  to  move  into  a  more  for- 
mal leadership  role.  In  1965,  he  was  ap- 
pointed to  the  Arizona  House  of  Representa- 
tives where  he  served  two  eleded  terms.  In 
1968  he  was  eleded  to  the  State  senate 
where  he  served  three  terms  and  became  a 
powerful  force  in  southern  Anzona  politks. 

From  playing  softball  as  a  pitching  strike-out 
ace  to  his  extraordirury  effediveness  as  a 
publk:  servant,  Sam  Lena  infused  his  life  with 
commitment  and  caring.  He  worked  tirelessly 
for  those  groups  and  issues  that  were  dear  to 
him:  Law  enforcement,  educatkxi,  health  care, 
social  servtoes,  and  the  mentally  retarded. 
Each  of  these  areas  benefited  throughout 
Sam's  tenure  in  the  Arizona  State  Legislature, 
the  Arizona  State  Senate,  the  Pima  Country 
Board  of  Supervisors,  and  as  the  special  as- 
sistant to  Arizona  GovertKir  Rose  Mofford 
while  he  direded  her  southern  Arizona  office. 
Sam  made  government  personal.  To  quote 
his  friend  and  protege  of  many  years,  Pima 
County  Supervisor  Dan  Eckstrom: 

Sam  truly  loved  the  many  constituents 
that  he  served,  from  the  youngest  child  to 
the  oldest  senior  citizen.  To  him  all  people 
were  the  same.  Yet,  it  was  his  special  love 
for  the  Indigent  and  disadvantaged  that 
made  him  such  the  great  community  servant 
that  he  was.  "Mr.  Sam."  as  be  was  affection- 
ately called  by  many,  really  enjoyed  being 
out  with  his  people,  whether  it  was  at  the 
Knights  of  Columbus  Hall.  Lena's  Liquors, 
the  District  10  Democratic  Club  meetings,  at 
Safeway,  or  just  on  the  street.  Sam  was  very 
approachable,  willing  to  listen  and  always 
ready  to  help.  He  knew  practically  everyone 
In  his  district  and  everyone  who  knew  him. 
knew  him  first  as  a  friend. 

Sam  Lena  worked  diligently  to  ensure  that 
sodety's  resources  were  available  to  all.  But 
more  importantly,  he  spoke  for  those  who  are 
often  unable  to  speak  for  themselves:  The 
poor,  the  disadvantaged,  the  downtrodden.  In 
many  areas  of  health  care,  services  to  the 
poor,  recreation  fadlities,  education,  and  serv- 
toes  for  the  mentally  retarded,  Sam  Lena's 
peace  making  ability  and  genius  as  a  conserv 
sus  bulkier  made  new  and  better  programs 
possible. 

In  additkKi  to  his  official  duties  as  an  eleded 
and  appointed  public  servant,  Sam  Lena  was 
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an  activist  for  the  community.  Through  his  per- 
sonal efforts  on  behalf  of  Kino  Hospital,  this 
critically  needed  community  facility  has  been 
kept  open.  As  a  member  of  the  Pima  County 
Sports  Authority,  Sam  was  instrumental  in  pro- 
moting sporting  activities,  especially  spring 
training  t>aseball  and  the  building  of  a  new 
southslde  baseball  stadium. 

Kino  Hospital  and  the  new  baseball  stadium 
are  a  small  part  of  the  legacy  Sam  Lena 
leaves  this  community.  The  greater  part  of  his 
legacy  is  the  people  he  helped  and  encour- 
aged. "Mr.  Sam"  was  a  friend,  a  teacher,  a 
counselor,  a  mentor.  Many  community  leaders 
were  first  befriended  and  encouraged  by  Sam 
Lena.  The  spirit  of  community  that  he  engen- 
dered continues  to  grow  through  those  he  has 
mentor  ed. 

Sam  was  always  available  to  counsel  and  to 
talk  with  those  who  needed  a  caring  friend. 
We  are  fortunate  that  this  man  of  good  morale 
character,  simple  tastes,  and  mild  manner  of- 
fered his  guidance  to  so  many  others.  Many 
were  encouraged  by  his  example  to  emulate 
these  positive  characteristics. 

To  Sam  Lena's  many  friends,  to  his  beloved 
wife,  Tina,  to  his  children,  Sam,  Jr.,  Katherine, 
and  Johnny,  and  his  step-children,  Christine 
and  David,  to  his  grandchildren,  Jennifer, 
Julieanne,  Catherine,  Benjamin,  Matthew  and 
Sara,  to  his  sisters,  Lily  and  Virginia,  and  his 
brothers  Buddy  and  Babe,  I  extend  my  sincere 
appreciation  for  their  willingness  to  share  this 
great  man  with  so  many  others.  His  life  is  a 
model  for  all  to  follow.  I  thank  Sam  Lena  for 
being  my  friend  and  for  making  his  city,  his 
county,  his  State,  and  his  country  better  for  all 
of  us. 


CAREGIVERS  LEND  A  HAND 


HON.  JOE  KNOLLENBERG 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19. 1996 

Mr.  KNOLLENBERG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  honor  a  special  person  who  has 
taken  on  a  special  task. 

Livonia  native  Vikki  Kowaleski,  publisher  of 
Caregiver  Monthly,  and  her  hust^and  John 
have  dedicated  themselves  to  people  who 
need  help. 

After  a  personal  experience  with  the  every- 
day rigors  of  caregiving  in  which  their  ideas 
were  innovative  and  praised,  Vikki  and  John 
decided  to  share  their  experience. 

They  developed  Caregiver  Monthly,  a  na- 
tionwide, Livonia-tsased  newsletter,  which  is 
published  to  encourage,  support,  assist.  In- 
form, and  exhort  caregivers  throughout  the 
world. 

Celebrating  the  first  anniversary  of  their  ini- 
tial publication  this  month,  this  first  year  has 
been  a  tremendous  success. 

Dedicated  to  helping  those  who— out  of 
need  or  even  the  goodness  of  their  hearts — 
care  for  relatives,  the  elderty,  or  those  unable 
to  care  for  themselves.  Caregiver  Monthly  fo- 
cuses on  helpful  hints  and  lnformatk>n  on 
many  things  like  nutrition,  king-term  care,  and 
other  important  health  and  personal  tips. 

Often  promoting  ways  to  make  caregiving 
easier.  Caregiver  Monthly  is  a  very  important 


reading  for  our  dedicated  individuals  who  care 
for  those  who  need  help  the  most. 

Congratulations,  Vikki  and  John,  and  keep 
up  the  great  work.  Caregiver  Monthly  is  head- 
ed in  the  right  direction.  Your  commitment  to 
caregiving,  as  well  as  our  outstanding  dedica- 
tion are  tribute  to  your  success.  It  is  also  an 
important  part  of  making  our  community  and 
country  a  better  place. 


THE  lOOTH  AKNrV'ERSARY  OF 
PEACE  LUTHERAN  CHURCH 


HON.  JERRY  F.  COSTILLO 

OF  ILLINOIS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  19, 1996 

Mr.  COSTELLO,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
recognize  Peace  Lutheran  Church  in 
Steeleville.  IL.  August  9,  1996,  marks  the 
church's  100th  anniversary. 

Their  first  church  was  built  in  1896  by  27 
charter  members.  Peace  considered  itself  an 
independent  Lutheran  congregation  affiliated 
with  the  Wartburg  synod,  which  it  officially 
joined  in  1933.  In  1950,  the  remaining  serv- 
ices still  conducted  in  German  were  discon- 
tinued in  favor  of  services  conducted  in 
"American."  Throughout  the  years  Peace  has 
established  a  school  for  seventh  and  eighth 
graders,  a  Sunday  school  program,  a  mission- 
ary society,  two  children's  choirs,  a  young 
women's  missionary  society,  and  a  prayer 
group.  In  1988,  Peace  Lutheran  Church  be- 
came part  of  the  Central-Southern  Illinois 
Synod  of  the  Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  in 
America. 

Peace  Lutheran  Church  has  contributed  to 
the  life  of  the  Steeleville  community  for  a  cen- 
tury. Their  faith  and  dedication  to  their  com- 
munity remains  a  fine  example  for  the  people 
of  Illinois  and  the  country  as  a  whole. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  August  11,  Bishop  Zenker 
of  the  Central-Southern  Illinois  Synod  will  join 
Rev.  James  R.  Lillie  arKj  the  rest  of  the  Peace 
Lutheran  congregation  for  their  1 00th  anniver- 
sary celebration.  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join 
me  in  wishing  them  a  wonderful  celebration 
and  hope  that  their  next  century  can  be  as 
productive  as  the  past  century. 


WHY  CONGRESS  NEEDS  THE 
MENTAL  HEALTH  BENEFIT 


HON.  FORTNEY  PETE  STARK 

OF  CAUFORNU 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19, 1996 

Mr.  STARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  it  is  not 
fashionable  to  seek  perks  for  Members  of 
Congress,  but  we  desperately,  desperately 
need  one — and  the  country  woukj  be  better  for 
it  if  we  obtained  this  benefit  for  ourselves. 

We  need  the  mental  health  parity  amend- 
ment, because  a  majority  of  the  Members  are 
deariy  suffering  from  severe  mental  dis- 
connect. As  an  institution,  we  are  in  need  of 
treatment. 

I  refer,  of  course,  to  the  insanity  of  spending 
k>ng  hours  trying  to  pass  the  Kennedy-Kasse- 
baum  amendment  to  improve  health  insurance 


coverage,  while  we  are  also  about  to  pass 
Medicaid  budget  cuts  which  will  effectively  re- 
move health  insurance  coverage  from  millions 
of  Americans. 

The  Congressional  Budget  Office  estimates 
that  the  Kennedy-Kassebaum  bill  might  help 
about  550,000  people  a  year  when  they  switch 
jobs  or  leave  a  job  which  offers  health  insur- 
ance and  want  to  buy  a  policy  of  their  own.  It 
is  a  nice  little  bill  and  justifiably  helps  many 
worthy  people.  The  Medicaid  budget  bill,  on 
the  other  hand,  will  probably  reduce  Medicaid 
resources  by  a  quarter  of  a  trillion  dollars  over 
the  next  6  years,  and  remove  the  guarantee  of 
adequate  health  insurance  from  millions  of 
children,  parents,  and  grandparents.  Thirty- 
seven  million  low-income  blind,  disabled, 
aged,  and  low-income  children  and  their  fami- 
lies are  currently  covered  by  Medicaid.  Far 
more  people  will  be  hurt  by  the  Medicaid  cuts 
than  will  ever  be  helped  by  the  Kennedy- 
Kassebaum  bill. 

If  an  individual  pursued  two  such  diamet- 
rically opposed  actions,  we'd  say  he  was  un- 
balanced and  should  seek  professional  help. 
The  Senate  in  Kassebaum-Kennedy  adopted 
an  amendment  to  provide  basically  equal  cov- 
erage of  mental  and  physical  health.  I  under- 
stand that  that  provision  is  being  dropped. 
That  is  unfortunate.  Members  of  Congress 
could  use  the  help. 


IN  RECOGNITION  OF  THE  SALVA- 
TION ARMY'S  EFFORTS  IN  ST. 
LOUIS 


HON.  JAMES  M.  TALENT 

OF  MISSOURI 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19. 1996 

Mr.  TALENT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  in 
recognition  of  two  outstanding  programs  that 
have  made  a  tremendous  impact  on  the  St. 
Louis  community:  the  Sahmtion  Army  com- 
prehensive substance  treatment  and  rehabili- 
tation program  [CSTAR]  and  the  Salvation 
Army  community  in  partnership  family  center 
(CIPj.  These  two  organizations  have  worked 
with  a  consortium  of  businesses,  service  orga- 
nizations, and  governmental  groups  to  provide 
the  St.  Louis  community  at  large  with  invalu- 
able homeless  and  drug  treatment  services. 

The  Salvation  Army's  CSTAR  and  CIP  pro- 
grams are  part  of  an  effort  to  help  stabilize 
and  empower  homeless  families  and  women 
with  chemical  dependencies  so  that  they  may 
help  themselves.  By  nurturing  a  sense  of  dig- 
nity and  resourcefulness,  these  programs  en- 
able individuals  and  their  families  to  re-enter 
the  community  as  participating  citizens. 
Through  the  unique  programming  offered  at 
each  of  the  centers,  families  are  given  a  foun- 
datk>n  to  rebuild  their  lives  and  eventually  relo- 
cate into  safe  and  affordable  housing. 

About  a  year  ago.  Congressman  Watts  and 
I  began  to  travel  and  visit  organizations,  like 
these,  around  the  country.  We  asked  the  peo- 
ple and  community  leaders  what  they  needed 
to  run  their  programs  more  efficiently  and  what 
it  would  take  to  revitalize  these  impoverished 
communities. 

All  of  the  organizations  found  the  Federal 
Government's  involvement  in  their  programs  to 
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be  burdensome  and  intrusive.  The  Govern- 
ment made  them  jump  through  bureaucratic 
hoops,  fill  out  stacks  of  papenwori<,  and  follow 
silly,  expensive,  and  troublesome  regulations. 
They  asked  us  to  reduce  this  redtape  and 
allow  participants  to  enter  their  programs  with- 
out having  to  comply  with  an  abundance  of  re- 
quirements and  to  be  at>le  to  run  their  pro- 
gram without  being  told  which  portions  of  the 
programs  were  acceptable  and  which  were 
not. 

Based  on  these  recommendations  and  oth- 
ers from  people  we  met,  we  introduced  legis- 
lation designed  to  empower  the  institutions 
that  provide  structure,  rehabilitation  and  order 
to  low-income  neight)orhoods.  The  bill  does 
this  by  empowering  faith-based  and  other  pri- 
vate groups,  funding  scholarships  for  low-in- 
come children,  encouraging  private  investment 
and  home-ownership,  and  assisting  those 
neighborhood  groups  which  are  restoring 
structure  to  their  communKies. 

The  American  Community  Renewal  Act  al- 
lows for  up  to  1 00  renewal  communities  to  be 
established  on  a  competitive  basis  in  both 
urt>an  and  rural  areas.  To  be  designated  a  re- 
newal community,  State  and  local  govern- 
ments would  have  to  work  together  with  neigh- 
borhood groups  to  lessen  the  burden  of  rules 
and  regulations  that  hamper  job  aeation. 

There  are  two  tenants  of  the  bill  that  would 
directly  and  positively  impact  the  Community 
in  Partnership  Family  Center  as  well  as  the 
CSTAR  program.  The  first  is  a  charitat>le  tax 
credit.  IndivkJuals  would  be  able  to  corrtribute 
to  the  charity  of  their  choice,  wfiose  mission  is 
poverty  relief,  and  receive  a  tax  credit  of  up  to 
75  percent  of  a  S200  donation.  The  other  pro- 
vision would  allow  renewal  communities  to 
voucherize  their  drug  and  alcohol  rehabilitation 
programs.  Participants  wouM  have  the  ability 
to  choose  where  to  receive  their  treatment — 
whether  private  or  public.  It's  no  great  secret 
that  [jrivate  programs  like  CSTAR  have  tre- 
mendous success  rates  and  little  reckjivism. 

Targeting  the  few  pillars  of  strength  in  these 
communities  and  empowering  them  is  essen- 
tial to  uplifting  the  deterioratkin  of  our  low-irv 
come  communities.  CSTAR,  the  family  center, 
and  others  deserve  the  recognitkjn  and  sup- 
port from  the  Federal  Govemment  and  I  be- 
lieve the  community  renewal  bill  does  just  that. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  tx>th  an  honor  and  a  privi- 
lege for  me  to  pay  trit)ute  to  these  fine  organi- 
zations, and  commend  them  upon  their  efforts 
to  ensure  that  all  residents  of  St.  Louis  County 
have  the  opportunity  to  operate  in  the  commu- 
nity as  participating  citizens.  They  are  an  out- 
standing example  not  only  for  the  residents  of 
St.  Louis  County,  but  to  the  Nation  as  a 
whole. 


ACADEMIC  HIGH  SCHOOL:  RANKED 
AMONG  NEW  JERSEY'S  BEST 


HON.  ROBERT  MENENDEZ 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  19. 1996 

Mr.  MENENDEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  pay  tribute  to  Academic  High  School.  Aca- 
demk:  has  consistently  been  ranked  one  of  the 
best  publk:  schools  in  the  State,  and  has  been 
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ranked  one  of  New  Jersey's  top  21  best  high 
schools  by  New  Jersey  Monthly. 

At  a  time  when  some  question  the  missk)n 
of  our  public  school  system.  Academic  High 
School  is  an  example  of  wrfiat  can  be  done 
with  dedicatksn  and  commitment  to  an  ideal. 
Public  schools  can  excel  and  anyone  who 
doubts  this  need  only  take  a  tour  of  Academic 
High  School. 

Academic  High  Scfxxjl  was  established  in 
1976  as  a  college  preparatory  school  for  high- 
ly motivated  students.  Academic  serves  an 
ethnically  and  racially  diverse  population.  Pro- 
spective students  must  undergo  a  highly  se- 
lective sCTeening  process.  This  process  is 
based  on  the  student's  elementary  school  per- 
formance, standardized  tests,  recommenda- 
tk>ns,  attendance,  and  partrcipation  in  extra- 
curricular activities.  With  a  student-teacher 
ratio  of  15  to  1,  every  student's  indivklual  aca- 
demk:  needs  can  be  addressed.  The  faculty 
shows  a  great  deal  of  dedk:atk>n  to  their  work. 
This  is  exemplified  by  the  fact  that  51.9  per- 
cent of  the  teachers  hold  master's  degrees — 
well  above  the  State  average. 

The  students  of  Academic  High  School  have 
consistently  distinguished  themselves  at  the 
Hudson  County  Science  Fair.  Academic  stu- 
dents have  won  trips  to  the  International 
Science  Fair  on  a  regular  basis.  Academk: 
students  have  distinguished  themselves  by 
qualifying  as  Natk>nal  Merit  semifinalists,  as 
well  as  attending  the  Goverrrar's  Schools  and 
the  St.  Peter's  College  Summer  Scholars  Pro- 
gram. Students  also  have  received  the  New 
York  Times'  Young  Citizen  Award  and  placed 
first  in  the  Kiwanis-Key  Club  essay  contest. 
With  achievements  such  as  these,  it  is  not 
surprising  that  96.9  percent  of  the  graduates 
go  on  to  attend  4-year  colleges,  including  the 
most  competitive  colleges,  such  as  Harvard, 
Yale,  MIT,  and  Cornell. 

Despite  tf>e  challenges  inherent  in  provkling 
quality,  urban  publk;  education.  Academic 
High  School  demonstrates  that  it  can  t>e  done. 
Provkjing  a  quality  publk:  education  takes 
dedicated  teachers,  parents,  and  students 
working  together  to  buiW  a  community  school. 
I  want  to  particularty  note  the  work  of  Scfiool 
Principal  Robert  J.  Roggenstein,  who  has 
worked  many  k>ng  hours  to  fulfill  the  school's 
mission. 

I  am  proud  to  have  a  school  in  my  district 
that  serves  as  a  model  for  other  urt>an 
schools.  I  ask  that  my  colleagues  rise  and  join 
me  in  fionoring  this  outstanding  school. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  AWARD  WINNING 
STUDENTS  OF  HILLSBORO  HIGH 
SCHOOL 


HON.  BOB  CI£MENT 

OF  TENNESSEE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19, 1996 

Mr.  CLEMENT.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  April  27- 
29,  1996,  more  than  1,300  students  from  50 
States  and  the  District  of  Columbia  were  in 
Washington,  DC,  to  compete  in  the  national 
finals  of  the  We  the  People  .  .  .  The  Citizen 
and  the  Constitutnn  program.  I  am  proud  to 
announce  that  the  class  from  Hillsboro  High 
School  in  Nashville  represented  Tennessee. 
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These  young  scholars  have  worked  diligently 
to  reach  the  national  finals  by  winning  local 
competitions  in  their  home  State. 

The  distinguished  members  of  the  team  rep- 
resenting Tennessee  are:  Aras  Alexander, 
Meghan  Ashford-Grooms,  Allison  Bradfield. 
Jennifer  Cartwmght,  Andy  Cheatham,  Grace 
Cheng.  Alfredo  Cisneros,  Hillary  Condon,  Usa 
DeBusk,  Kimberty  Ewton,  Marthie  Francis, 
BIythe  Gore,  Corey  Harkey,  Eva  Lea,  Charies 
McMackin.  Katie  Newman,  Casey  O'Shea. 
Amanda  Osteen,  Austin  Ray,  Jamie  Rk:hards, 
Kristin  Robertson,  James  Shadinger,  James 
Shaub,  Madeline  Short,  Eleanor  Smith,  Jen- 
nifer Tlumak,  Emily  Van  Hook,  Katie  Walton, 
and  Emily  White. 

I  woukJ  also  like  to  recognize  their  teacher, 
Mary  Catherine  Bradshaw,  who  deserves 
much  of  the  credit  for  the  success  of  the  team. 
The  distnct  coordinator.  Holly  Brewer,  and  the 
State  coordinator.  Dorothy  Skeel,  also  contrib- 
uted a  significant  amount  of  time  and  effort  to 
help  the  team  reach  the  national  finals. 

The  We  the  People  .  .  .  The  Citizen  and 
the  Constitution  program  Is  Vl\e  most  extensive 
educational  program  in  the  country  developed 
specifically  to  educate  young  people  about  the 
Constitutkjn  and  the  Bill  of  Rights.  The  3-day 
national  competition  simulates  a  congressional 
hearing  in  which  students'  oral  presentations 
are  judged  on  the  basis  of  their  knowledge  of 
constitutional  prinaples  arxj  tt>eir  ability  to 
apply  them  to  historical  and  contemporary 
issues. 

Administered  by  the  Center  for  Civk;  Edu- 
cation, the  We  the  People  .  .  .  program,  now 
in  its  ninth  academic  year,  has  reached  more 
than  70,400  teachers,  and  22,600,000  stu- 
dents nationwide  at  the  upper  elementary, 
middle,  and  high  school  levels.  Memt>ers  of 
Congress  and  their  staff  enhance  the  program 
by  discussing  current  constitutkxial  issues  with 
students  and  teachers. 

The  We  the  People  .  .  .  program  provkJes 
an  excellent  opportunity  for  students  to  gain 
an  informed  perspective  on  the  significartce  of 
the  U.S.  Constitutkxi  and  its  place  in  our  his- 
tory and  our  lives.  I  wish  these  students  the 
best  of  luck  in  the  national  finals  and  kx)k  for- 
ward to  their  continued  success  in  the  years 
ahead. 


TRIBUTE  TO  DARRELL 
TORGERSON 


HON.  VIC  FAZIO 


OF  CAUFORNU 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATTVES 

Wednesday,  June  19. 1996 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  salute  a  decorated  veteran  of  pubkc 
educatk>n,  Darrell  Torgerson,  on  the  occasion 
of  his  retirement  from  active  service. 

Mr.  Torgerson  has  taugtit  chemistry  to  stu- 
dents at  Mira  Loma  High  School  in  Sac- 
ramento for  the  past  30  years.  Over  the 
course  of  those  three  decades,  Mr. 
Torgerson's  rare  fusk>n  of  light-heartedness 
and  dedkatkjn  to  tf>e  task  at  hand  has  earned 
him  a  permanent  place  in  the  hearts  and 
minds  of  countless  pupils. 

Mr.  Torgerson  is  the  kind  of  teacher  in 
whose   eyes  ttie   classroom   door   is   never 
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closed,  and  in  whose  ears  the  dismissal  bell 
never  rings.  Ignoring  the  common  standards  of 
medJocrity,  Darrell  Torgerson  has  set  the 
standard  for  this  students  by  demanding  more 
of  himself  than  was  ever  asked.  Mr.  Torgerson 
has  devoted  countless  hours  after  school  to 
tutoring  both  the  eager  and  the  frustrated,  has 
worked  closely  with  honor  students  on  their 
science  papers  for  the  International  Bacca- 
laureate program,  and  has  coached  student 
teams  to  numerous  victories  in  various  local 
and  national  science  competitions.  His  fresh- 
man students  have  made  their  mark  in  Sac- 
ramento area  competitions  by  regulariy  taking 
first  place  over  opposing  high  school  teams 
made  up  of  juniors  and  seniors. 

We  all  know  that  teachers  are  the  guardians 
of  America's  future,  but  we  don't  hear  enough 
about  teachers  like  Darrell  Torgerson,  who 
has  been  a  guardian  angel  for  an  entire  gen- 
eratk>n  of  young  people.  I  commend  him  on 
his  long  smd  fruitful  career,  and  I  wish  him  the 
best  of  luck  on  the  next  stage  of  his  life  as  ed- 
ucator. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  THE  PARENTAL 
LEAVE  EQUITY  ACT  OF  1996 


HON.  ELEANOR  HOLMES  NORTON 

OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19, 19% 

Ms.  NORTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  today,  I  intro- 
duce the  Parental  Family  Leave  Act  of  1996, 
a  bill  which  will  ensure  that  employees  who 
choose  to  care  for  a  foster  child  or  adopt  a 
child  will  benefit  from  the  same  leave  policy  as 
their  coworkers  who  are  birth  parents.  This  bill 
does  not  mandate  that  employers  provide 
leave  benefits  beyond  existing  law,  but  rather 
that  if  they  choose  to  provide  such  benefits, 
they  do  so  for  all  parents  equitably.  Because 
the  employers  involved  are  generally  larger 
businesses  and  the  number  of  children  is 
small,  the  bill  will  not  txjrden  employers. 

The  Family  Medical  Leave  Act  of  1993 
[FMLA]  provkjes  that  employers  must  grant  up 
to  12  weeks  of  unpaid,  jot>-protected  leave  for 
adoptive,  birth  and  foster  parents  to  care  for  a 
new  child.  Although  some  employers  go  be- 
yond the  mandate  of  the  act  and  provide  paid 
leave  or  allow  paki  sick  leave  to  be  used  by 
employees  with  a  new  child,  they  often  extend 
these  benefits  only  to  birth  parents  and  not  to 
foster  parents  or  parents  who  adopt.  My  bill 
tracks  the  FMLA,  correcting  this  inequity  by 
provkjing  that  if  an  employer  allows  additional 
leave  benefits  for  the  birth  of  a  child,  the  em- 
ployer shall  provkle  the  same  leave  benefits  to 
parents  of  a  foster  child  or  an  adopted  child. 
Thus,  my  bill  does  not  require  emptoyers  to 
provkje  leave  policies  beyond  the  requirement 
of  the  FMLA,  but  provkles  only  for  equal  treat- 
ment for  adoptive  and  foster  parents,  in  keep- 
ing with  the  intent  of  the  original  legislation. 

The  basis  for  granting  parental  leave  to  txjth 
foster  and  adoptive  parents  overiap,  but  the 
circumstances  of  foster  parents  and  adoptive 
parents  are  often  different  Foster  children  are 
generally  older  chikfren  who  have  been  re- 
moved from  their  own  homes.  Often  they  are 
chikjren  with  specific  needs.  Sometimes  they 
have  been  abused.  Thus,  a  foster  parent  will 
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normally  have  a  greater  challenge  of  adjust- 
ment than  a  new  birth  parent.  A  foster  parent 
must  acdimate  to  a  child  who  already  has  set 
habits  and  personality  traits.  The  foster  child  is 
sometimes  intimidated  by  being  thrust  into  her 
new  surroundings.  She  may  have  come  from 
dangerous  or  perhaps  life  threatening  cir- 
cumstances. In  addition,  foster  care  systems, 
especially  those  in  large  cities,  are  in  great 
disrepair.  A  recent  GAO  report  reported  dis- 
graceful circumstances  for  the  care  of  many  of 
these  youngsters,  a  situation  that  is  pervasive 
throughout  the  United  States.  The  wreckage 
left  behind  by  failed  foster  care  systems  is 
often  reflected  in  the  lives  of  foster  children. 
They  cleariy  need  their  parents  in  their  new 
home  as  much,  and  probably  more  than  the 
newtjorns  who  are  the  major  recipients  of  paid 
leave. 

Adopted  children  are  generally  not  as  okj  as 
foster  care  children  and  do  not  generally  come 
to  their  new  families  from  troubled  cir- 
cumstances. However,  because  most  adoptive 
parents  are  caring  for  an  infant,  they  find 
themselves  in  a  situation  similar  to  the  parents 
of  newtx)rns.  There  is  no  reason,  therefore,  to 
treat  them  differently  than  birth  parents. 

There  are  few  foster  or  adoptive  parents  in 
any  single  wori<place,  guaranteeing  that  the 
effects  on  the  employer  would  be  minuscule  in 
keeping  with  the  policy  of  the  FLMA.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  this  bill  to  help  ensure 
that  foster  parents  and  adoptive  parents  re- 
ceive the  same  opportunity  as  birth  parents  to 
bond  with  a  new  child  and  to  acclimate  that 
child  to  her  new  family  and  surroundings. 


ZION  EVANGELICAL  LUTHERAN 
CHURCH  CENTENNIAL  ANNIVER- 
SARY 


HON.  BART  STOPAK 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19, 1996 

Mr.  STUPAK.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  an  honor  for 
me  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  the  Nation  that  the  Zion 
Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  or  Ironwood,  Ml, 
is  celebrating  its  centennial  anniversary  on 
June  22,  1996.  It  was  100  years  ago  that  20 
Lutherans  were  drawn  together  by  their  com- 
mon faith  to  form  the  Church  of  Ironwood,  Ml. 
Today,  the  congregation  has  nearty  600  dedi- 
cated members  who  are  proudly  celebrating 
the  love  and  faith  that  has  been  shared  within 
the  congregation  and  the  Ironwood  community 
for  the  past  century. 

In  1896,  Pastor  Michael  Kivi  was  asked  to 
lead  the  small  congregatbn.  He  graciously  ac- 
cepted the  offer  and  began  his  new  job  for  a 
salary  of  S20  a  month.  Thirteen  dedicated 
pastors  have  served  the  congregation  since 
Pastor  Krvi.  Cun-ently,  Pastor  Francis  Strong 
leads  the  members  in  worship  and  fellowship. 

The  congregation  has  been  planning  the  an- 
niversary festivities  since  1992.  "The  History 
of  the  Zion  Evangelical  Lutheran  Church,"  a 
concise  history  of  the  parish,  was  printed  last 
fall.  An  original  stage  play  was  written  for  the 
celebration  entitled  "Workers  in  the  Vineyard." 
A  centennial  feast  is  being  hosted  on  June  22 
for  members  and  friends  of  the  congregation. 


June  19,  1996 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  behalf  of  all  northern  Michi- 
gan, and  the  entire  Nation  I  would  like  to  con- 
gratulate Zion  Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  on 
100  years  of  faith,  love,  and  ministry. 


FATHER  THOMAS  PATRICK 
JOSEPH  DOYLE,  S.J. 


HON.  ROBERT  A.  BORSKI 

OF  PE.VNSYLVANIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19, 1996 

Mr.  BORSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
honor  Father  Thomas  J.  Doyle,  S.J.,  who  will 
be  celebrating  the  50th  anniversary  of  his  ordi- 
nation into  the  Society  of  Jesus  on  June  30, 
1996. 

Father  Doyle,  a  product  of  the  Philadelphia 
community,  attended  the  Gesu  Grammar 
School,  Roman  Catholic  High  School,  and  St. 
Joseph's  Preparatory  School  before  deciding 
to  serve  God  and  the  community.  Upon  his 
graduation  from  St.  Joseph's  in  1933,  Father 
Doyle  entered  the  Society  of  Jesus.  After  per- 
forming his  priestly  studies  in  Toronto,  Can- 
ada, he  was  ordained  on  June  30,  1946,  by 
James  Cardinal  McGuligan.  Father  Doyle  re- 
turned to  Philadelphia  to  celebrate  his  first 
mass  at  Our  Lady  of  Mercy  Church  before 
traveling  the  worid  as  an  educator,  mission  di- 
rector, editor,  and  preacher. 

Since  returning  to  OW  St.  Joseph's  Church 
in  1967,  Father  Doyle  has  become  a  pillar  of 
the  Philadelphia  Community.  He  has  served 
as  chaplain  to  the  Federation  of  Irish  Societies 
of  the  Delaware  Valley,  the  Irish  Society,  Le- 
gion of  Mary,  Knights  of  Columbus,  and  the 
Ancient  Order  of  Hibernians.  Father  Doyle  was 
honored  as  the  1992  Hibernian  of  the  year  for 
his  selfless  dedication  to  the  community  and 
willingness  to  help  those  in  need. 

Father  Thomas  Patrick  Joseph  Doyle  epito- 
mizes the  Jesuit  ideals.  Today,  I  join  his 
friends  in  offering  both  thanks  and  congratula- 
tions for  his  years  of  dedicated  service. 


CUTTING  SPENDING 


HON.  LEE  H.  HAMILTON 

OF  INDIANA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19, 19% 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
insert  my  Washington  Report  for  Wednesday, 
June  19,  1996,  into  the  Congressional 
Record. 

Cutting  Spending 

Despite  much  of  the  political  rhetoric  In 
Washington,  Congress  and  the  President 
have  made  significant  progress  on  reducing 
the  federal  budget  deficit.  For  the  first  time 
since  President  Truman,  the  deficit  has  been 
reduced  for  years  in  a  row.  In  fact,  the  pro- 
jected 1996  deficit  ($140  billion)  is  less  than 
half  of  the  1992  deficit  ($290  billion).  Com- 
pared to  the  size  of  the  economy,  the  U.S. 
deficit  is  now  lower  than  that  of  any  other 
major  industrialized  nation.  However,  much 
more  must  be  done.  The  challenge  facing 
Congress  is  to  maintain  this  discipline  and 
stay  the  course  until  the  deficit  is  erased.  In 
past  months.  Congress  has  taken  a  number 
of  positive  actions. 


June  19,  1996 


1996  SPENDING 

With  my  strong  support,  Congress  recently 
passed  the  last  of  the  yearly  appropriations 
bills  which  fund  basic  government  oper- 
ations. Overall,  these  bills  cut  spending  $23 
billion  blow  1995  levels — about  5  percent.  I 
voted  to  eliminate  more  than  200  wasteful 
programs,  including  the  Advisory  Commis- 
sion on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  the 
modular  helium  reactor  program,  a  congres- 
sional warehouse  and  parking  lot.  and  many 
more. 

LINE-rrEM  VETO 

With  my  support.  Congress  passed  a  line- 
Item  veto,  and  the  President  signed  it  Into 
law.  Under  this  provision,  the  President  can 
object  to  any  spwclflc  project  or  program  and 
return  It  to  Congress.  Without  a  two-thirds 
vote  in  both  the  House  and  Senate,  the  pro- 
gram would  be  eliminated.  This  is  an  Impor- 
tant step  in  efforts  to  block  wasteful  spend- 
ing and  "pork-barrel"  projects.  I  am  dis- 
appointed that  the  congressional  leadership 
delayed  this  provision  until  1997  by  defeating 
an  effort  to  make  It  effective  immediately.  If 
this  had  passed,  even  more  could  be  saved 
from  spending  bills  this  year. 

BALANCED  BUDGET  AMENDMENT 

For  the  first  time  in  history,  the  House 
last  year  approved  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution.  The  version  that 
passed  the  House  would  require  a  ^i  vote  of 
both  the  House  and  the  Senate  to  pass  an  un- 
balanced budget  or  to  raise  the  debt  limit.  It 
would  allow  certain  exemptions  in  time  of 
war  or  national  security  threat.  I  voted  for 
this  amendment,  and  am  disappointed  that  it 
failed  in  the  Senate. 

DOWNSIZING  GOVERNMENT 

With  my  support.  Congress  voted  in  1994  to 
cut  more  than  270.000  federal  positions  by 
1999.  We  are  significantly  ahead  of  schedule, 
with  more  than  160.000  positions  eliminated, 
leaving  the  federal  workforce  smaller  now 
than  at  any  time  since  the  mid-1960s.  We 
should  continue  this  course,  focusing  par- 
ticularly on  top-heavy  bureaucracies  that 
have  the  bulk  of  their  employees  in  Washing- 
ton. D.C.  It  has  been  my  personal  practice 
each  year  to  reduce  administrative  spending 
for  government  programs  and  agencies  to 
lessen  the  opportunity  for  waste.  During  the 
appropriations  process  for  fiscal  year  1996.  I 
supported  many  amendments  to  reduce  over- 
head In  certain  government  agencies  and 
programs. 

REFORMING  GOVERNMENT  PURCHASING 

Too  often  we  hear  about  outrageous  gov- 
ernment purchases  of  $600  toilet  seats  or  $100 
screwdrivers.  Centralized  management  is 
often  inefficient.  Last  year,  with  my  sup- 
port. Congress  passed  legislation  to  stream- 
line the  wasteful  government  procurement 
process.  The  new  law  reduces  paperwork  bur- 
dens, streamlines  acquisition  procedures, 
and  cuts  government  purchasing  costs.  It  en- 
courages federal  employees  to  act  like  pri- 
vate businesses  and  purchase  certain  sup- 
plies at  a  local  office  supply  store  if  it  saves 
money.  It  also  expands  the  bidding  process 
to  make  it  more  competitive  and  efficient. 

SIX-YEAR  BALANCED  BUDGET 

I  voted  for  a  plan  to  balance  the  budget  In 
six  years.  This  conservative  "Coalition" 
budget  asks  all  Americans  to  do  their  fair 
share  with  equitably  distributed  savings. 
This  plan  would  cut  spending  by  more  than 
$700  billion.  It  reforms  welfare,  protects  So- 
cial Security,  preserves  Medicare  and  Medic- 
aid for  the  future,  maintains  Investments  in 
education  and  Job  trailnlng.  and  cuts  cor- 
porate subsidies.  The  Coalition  budget  would 
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reduce  the  deficit  by  $9  billion  in  1997.  $25 
billion  in  1998.  and  continue  on  a  glidepath 
to  a  balanced  budget  in  2002. 

Unfortunately,  the  House  defeated  this 
budget  and  passed  a  version  that  would  in- 
crease the  deficit  In  1997  and  1998.  This  is  the 
plan  that  was  supported  by  House  Speaker 
Newt  Gingrich.  I  voted  against  Increasing 
the  deficit.  The  main  difference  between  this 
plan  and  the  Coalition  budget  is  that  the 
Speaker's  plan  borrows  an  additional  $150 
billion  to  expand  certain  tax  breaks.  As  a  re- 
sult, the  national  debt  would  be  billions  of 
dollars  higher  In  2002  than  under  the  Coali- 
tion budget.  The  Coalition  budget  dem- 
onstrates that  it  is  possible  to  make  tough 
budget  choices  while  reflecting  the  values 
American  cherish:  responsibility,  honesty, 
fairness,  and  the  promise  that  the  future  will 
be  better  for  our  children.  The  problem  with 
the  budget  supported  by  Speaker  Gingrich  Is 
that  increasing  the  national  debt  would 
leave  even  more  of  a  burden  on  our  children. 

It  Is  correct  that  both  the  Speaker's  plan 
and  the  Coalition  plan  balance  the  budget  on 
paper,  but  the  Speaker's  plan  postpones  82% 
of  the  deficit  reduction  until  after  the  1998 
elections.  In  fact,  the  President's  separate 
plan  makes  a  similar  mistake.  History  shows 
that  such  an  approach  Is  a  recipe  for  failure. 
Time  and  time  again  Congress  has  passed 
"deficit  reduction"  plans  that  postpone  seri- 
ous spending  cuts  for  several  years.  My  posi- 
tion is  that  we  should  use  the  Coalition  ap- 
proach and  pay  our  bills  now.  and  not  just 
promise  to  pay  them  later.  We  should  con- 
tinue reducing  the  deficit,  year  by  year,  in  a 
disciplined,  methodical  manner. 

Unless  significant  changes  are  made,  the 
final  budget  plan  is  expected  to  be  vetoed  by 
the  President.  Although  the  differences  be- 
tween the  sides  are  significant.  1  think  the 
American  people  want  Congress  and  the 
President  to  continue  negotiating  to  reach 
agreement  on  the  budget.  It  is  the  respon- 
sibility of  leaders  in  both  parties  to  put  aside 
partisan  differences  for  the  common  good  of 
the  nation. 

Over  the  past  year,  both  the  President  and 
the  congressional  leadership  have  moved  to- 
wards the  Coalition  budget.  There  is  still 
time  to  unite  the  American  people  behind  a 
tough,  honest,  and  fkir  balanced  budget  that 
reflects  basic  American  values  and  Invests  in 
our  future.  It  would  be  a  tragedy  if  the 
progress  that  has  been  made  since  1992  is  re- 
versed with  a  budget  that  increases  the  defi- 
cit In  1997  and  1998. 1  will  continue  to  urge  all 
of  my  colleagues  to  seek  a  final  agreement. 


TRIBUTE  TO  HUGH  B.  MITCHELL. 
FORMER  MEMBER  OF  CONGRESS 


HON.  JIM  McDERMOn 

OF  WASHINGTON 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19, 19% 

Mr.  McDERMOTT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise  today 
to  pay  tribute  to  a  former  Member  of  both 
Houses  of  Congress,  Hugh  Bumton  Mitchell. 
Mr.  Mitchell  died  on. June  10,  at  age  89,  and 
his  family  and  friends  are  gathering  at  Day- 
break Star  Center  in  Seattle  to  remember  him 
today. 

Hugh  Mitchell  was  a  true  son  of  the  North- 
west, and  true  Democrat.  His  belief,  that  gov- 
ernment could  help  people  realize  their 
dreams,  was  at  the  core  of  his  publk:  service. 
He  was  bom  in  Great  Falls,  MT  in  1907,  grew 
up   on   a   dairy   farm,   and   attended   public 
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schools.  After  graduating  from  Dartmouth  Cot- 
lege,  he  engaged  in  editorial  work  at  an  Ever- 
ett, WA  newspaper.  In  1933,  he  joined  the 
congressional  staff  of  U.S.  Representative 
Monrad  Wallgren,  arvj  extended  his  service  on 
the  Hill  for  12  years,  including  Wallgren's  term 
in  the  Senate. 

When  Wallgren  was  elected  Governor  of  the 
State  of  Washington,  he  appointed  Mitchell  to 
serve  the  balance  of  his  Senate  term.  Hugh 
Mitchell  was  just  37  years  old  when  he  was 
swom  on  January  10.  1945— the  second 
youngest  U.S.  Senator  at  the  time.  He  ¥«s 
defeated  for  election  in  1946,  but  was  elected 
to  the  House  m  1948  and  served  in  the  81st 
and  82d  (Congresses.  He  was  not  a  candidate 
for  renomination  in  1952,  but  mounted  an  un- 
successful bid  for  the  governorship  of  Wash- 
ington in  1 952. 

Mr.  Speaker,  our  country  has  changed  dra- 
matkxilly  in  the  40  years  since  Hugh  Mitchell 
graced  the  fk>or  of  this  Chamber,  but  the  prin- 
ciple that  animated  his  public  service  is  time- 
less: that  government  coukj  and  should  aid 
the  people  he  represented.  He  listened  to  the 
people,  and  tried  to  put  government  to  work 
for  them. 

Hugh  Mitchell's  congressional  career  t>egan 
as  Worid  War  II  was  ending;  the  country's 
agenda  then  was  similar  to  that  which  faces  it 
today  in  the  post-cold  war  era.  Mitchell  urged 
conversion  of  America's  war-related  industries 
to  peacetime  intrastructure-buiUing,  bo&i  to 
put  people  to  work,  and  to  prevent  a  reversx>n 
to  the  hardships  of  the  Depresskxi. 

America's  hard-won  superiority  in  science 
and  techrKstogy,  he  believed,  should  t>e  used 
to  relieve  the  tenskms  and  miseries  of  tfie 
war-torn  workj.  He  supported  the  Marshall 
plan  for  Europe,  but  also  proposed  a  similar 
program  of  engagement  in  Asia.  Had  the  Con- 
gress heeded  his  prophetk:  advice,  we  might 
have  avokjed  the  disastrous  route  that  took 
our  country  into  confbcts  in  Korea  and  Viet- 
nam. "We  must  make  allies  in  Asia,"  he 
warned,  "or  we  are  doomed  to  protracted, 
costly,  and  indecisive  wars." 

His  kJeas  about  cultivating  constructive  co- 
operative relationships  with  Padfk;  Rim  oourv 
tries  were  part  of  the  k>ng  tradition  of  trade 
and  friendship  among  the  people  of  the  North- 
west and  their  neighbors  to  the  East.  Our 
APEC  program  today  is  a  culmination  of  tfie 
vision  of  Washington  State  advocates  such  as 
Warren  Magnuson,  Henry  Jackson,  and  Hugh 
B.  Mitchell. 

Mitchell's  legislative  agenda  also  included 
the  careful  stewardship  of  the  aburtdant  natu- 
ral resources  of  the  Pacific  Northwest.  Adop- 
tion of  his  plan  for  comprehensive  manage- 
ment of  the  Columbia  River  Valley  by  the  Corv 
gress  might  have  averted  the  ecok>gk:al  crisis 
we  now  struggle  to  overcome. 

Hugh  Mitchell's  reputatxxi  as  a  far-sighted 
intellectual  is  complemented  by  his  legendary 
attentiveness  to  the  wisdom  of  his  constitu- 
ents. His  civility  of  discourse  and  equanimity  in 
the  face  of  adversity  sprang  from  his  faith  in 
the  democratk:  process.  His  pragmatic  viskxi 
of  govemment  of,  by,  and  for  the  people  is  a 
legacy  that  enhances  this  txx)y,  Mr.  Speaker, 
arxl  I  oommer>d  it  to  you. 
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AMERICA  WANTS  HEALTH  CARE 
REFORM 


HON.  RON  PACKARD 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19, 1996 

Mr.  PACKARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  America's  wait 
for  health  care  reform  is  nearly  over.  My  col- 
leagues in  tx>th  the  House  and  the  Senate 
have  reached  agreement  on  the  Health  Cov- 
erage Availability  and  Affordability  Act  of  1996. 
This  is  the  health  care  bill  the  American  peo- 
ple have  wanted  for  years. 

The  Republican  health  care  reform  plan  is 
portable  and  affordable.  Despite  the  extremist 
efforts  of  the  Clinton  administration  to  national- 
ize this  Nation's  private  health  care  system, 
the  long  wait  for  portable  and  affordable  heath 
care  is  over,  and,  it  took  a  Republican  Con- 
gress to  get  it  done.  Our  F>lan  ensures  port- 
ability, fights  fraud  and  abuse,  cuts  red  tape, 
increases  access,  and  enhances  affordability. 

For  the  first  time,  working  Americans  will  be 
able  to  leave  their  jobs  without  having  to  worry 
about  losing  their  health  care  insurance  due  to 
preexisting  conditions.  Up  to  25  million  Ameri- 
cans per  year  will  benefit  from  this  agreement, 
which  eliminates  preexisting  condition  exclu- 
sions for  persons  with  prior  health  insurance 
coverage.  An  additional  4  million  job-locked 
Americans  are  freed  to  job  hunt  because  in- 
surance companies  will  t)e  required  by  law,  to 
accept  persons  who  had  prior  health  insur- 
ance coverage. 

This  agreement  fights  fraud  and  abuse  by 
creating  new  penalties  against  those  who  en- 
gage in  health  care  fraud.  It  creates  a  national 
health  care  fraud  and  abuse  control  program 
to  coordinate  Federal,  State,  and  \oca\  law  en- 
forcement actions  arKJ  funding  is  increased  for 
investigation,  reviews,  and  prosecutions. 

To  provkje  greater  access  to  health  care, 
the  agreement  fights  discrimination  in  the  Tax 
Code  against  millkKis  of  small,  self-employed 
business  men  and  women  by  giving  them  vir- 
tually the  same  rights  as  large  corporations  to 
deduct  their  health  insurance  costs.  It  allows 
tax  deductnns  for  k>ng-term  health  care 
needs,  and  it  alk>ws  terminally  ill  patients  and 
their  families  to  receive  tax-free  accelerated 
death  benefits  from  their  insurance  compa- 
nies. 

The  President  and  his  liberal  allies  insist  on 
perpetuating  big  Government  policies  and  so- 
cialized heath  care.  Amerk:a  rejected  it  in 
1993,  and  they  do  not  want  it  today.  The 
Health  Coverage  Availability  and  Affordability 
Act  of  1996  ensures  portable,  affordable 
health  care  for  working  Americans. 

It  is  time  the  Clinton  liberals  stop  dragging 
their  feet  and  came  to  the  negotiating  table. 


DO  NOT  PUT  HARD-WORKING 
AMERICANS  AT  RISK 


HON.  GREG  UUGHUN 

OF  TEXAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  19, 1996 

Mr.   LAUGHLIN.   Mr.   Speaker,   like   other 
Memt>ers  of  this  body,  I  abhor  terrorism  and 
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support  ongoing  efforts  to  reduce  the  spread 
of  weapons  of  mass  destruction.  But  I  also 
want  to  t>e  sure  that  we  do  not  hurt  hard-work- 
ing Americans  in  our  efforts  to  achieve  foreign 
policy  objectives.  From  the  outset,  I  have  been 
particulariy  concerned  that  enactment  of  this 
bill  might  hurt  the  citizens  of  the  14th  District 
of  Texas  and  American  families  throughout  the 
country. 

As  the  chairman  of  the  Trade  Sutxiommittee 
knows,  I  was  particulariy  concerned  that  the 
bill,  as  reported  by  the  Intemational  Relations 
Committee,  could  have  two  potentially  harmful 
effects.  First,  the  initial  bill  would  have  put  at 
risk  the  jobs  of  Americans  at  totally  innocent 
U.S.  subsidiaries  of  foreign  companies.  Sec- 
ond, the  initial  bill  could  be  read  to  apply  retro- 
actively to  investment  commitments  made  and 
contractual  obligations  undertaken  many  years 
ago. 

Through  the  strong  leadership  and  personal 
interventran  of  the  chairman  of  the  full  commit- 
tee and  of  the  Trade  Subcommittee,  these 
concerns  have  been  addressed.  I  am  gratified 
that  the  unprecedented  innocent  subsidiary 
provision  was  dropped  in  its  entirely.  That 
change  abne  will  ensure  that  workers  in  my 
district  will  not  have  their  livelihoods  affected 
by  the  actions  of  others  that  were  well  beyond 
their  control.  Moreover,  the  bill  was  redrafted 
to  ensure  that  the  long-standing  principle  of 
contract  sanctity  is  preserved.  To  eliminate 
any  possible  interpretive  ambiguity,  the  defini- 
tk)n  of  investment  makes  dear  that  the  legisla- 
tk)n  applies  only  to  activities  undertaken  pur- 
suant to  an  agreement  entered  into  with  the 
Government  of  Iran  or  the  Govemment  of 
Libya  (or  nongovemmental  entities  formed  by 
those  governments)  after  the  date  of  enact- 
ment. Thus,  for  example,  companies  can  con- 
tinue to  honor  their  contractual  obligations 
under  existing  contracts  without  fear  of  being 
sanctioned.  As  a  result,  the  supply  of  services 
arKJ  other  subcontracts,  tarm-in  arrangements, 
and  the  like  in  connectk>n  with  contracts  en- 
tered into  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  will 
not  expose  companies  to  potential  sanctions. 
Similarly,  companies  may  continue  the  devel- 
opment of  oil  resources  as  contemplated 
under  exploration  and  productran-sharing 
agreements  signed  long  before  introductk>n  of 
this  legislation.  By  addressing  these  legitimate 
concerns  of  the  business  community,  our  com- 
mittee has  preserved  an  important  principle 
while  reducing  the  likely  exposure  of  U.S. 
companies  and  U.S.  workers  to  foreign  gov- 
emment retaliation. 

As  the  administration  made  clear  in  its  testi- 
mony before  the  Trade  Subcommittee,  it  too 
shares  my  concerns  about  the  potential  unin- 
tended consequences  of  the  legislation.  I  was 
pleased  that  the  administratkjn  indicated  that 
the  bill  shoukj  apply  only  prospectively,  to  fu- 
ture contracts  and  to  future  investments.  With 
the  bill  before  us  today,  the  administration 
should  be  in  a  better  position  to  ensure  that 
hard-working  Americans  in  the  14th  District  or 
anywhere  in  our  great  land  will  not  be  put  at 
risk. 

In  dosing,  I  wish  to  again  commend  our 
Committee  leadership  for  produdng  a  bill  that 
maintains  long-standing  prindples,  reduces 
the  risk  of  harmful  retaliation,  and  provides  the 
President  with  the  flexibility  needed  to  ensure 
that  the  American  economy  is  not  adversely 
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affected  by  our  pursuit  of  foreign  policy  objec- 
tives. 


HONORING  "OLD"  JOE  CLARK 


HON.  HAROLD  ROGERS 

OF  KENTUCKY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19, 1996 

Mr.  ROGERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
honor  one  of  southem  Kentucky's  country 
music  legends,  "Old"  Joe  Claris. 

"Old"  Joe  recently  celebrated  his  50th  year 
of  performing  at  Renfro  Valley,  Kentudcy's 
premier  country  music  venue.  He  has  been 
making  us  laugh  with  his  unique  brand  of 
country  humor  and  skillful  banjo-picking  for  the 
last  half  century.  He  is  a  true  treasure  of  the 
Commonwealth. 

"Old"  Joe  came  to  Renfro  Valley  after  enter- 
taining folks  in  and  around  his  home  of  John- 
son City,  TN.  After  sharpening  his  talents  in 
Tennessee,  "Old"  Joe  attracted  the  attention 
of  Renfro  Valley's  founder,  John  Lair.  And,  as 
they  say,  the  rest  is  history. 

It  did  not  take  long  for  "Old"  Joe's  fame  to 
spread  throughout  southern  Kentucky.  And,  he 
was  soon  a  part  of  the  national  country  music 
scene.  He  appeare  at  the  Grand  Ole  Opry  and 
pertonned  with  some  the  Nation's  top  country 
stars. 

"Old"  Joe  Clark  talents  are  legendary  at 
Renfro  Valley.  For  50  years,  he  has  set  the 
standard  for  an  entire  generation  of  country 
musicians  and  comedians.  Without  a  doubt, 
"Old"  Joe  has  left  his  mark  on  the  Renfro  Val- 
ley community. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  very  proud  to  honor 
"Old"  Joe  Clart<  on  his  50th  anniversary  at 
Renfro  Valley.  I  know  that  the  people  of  south- 
em  Kentucky  love  Joe  and  appreciate  his  life- 
time of  service  to  entertain  us. 


TRIBUTE  TO  WENDY  GUEY,  1996 
NA-nONAL  SPELLING  BEE  WINNER 


HON.  MARK  ADAM  FOLEY 

OF  FLORIDA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19. 1996 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  today,  I  rise  to  sa- 
lute an  exceptional  student  from  Palm  Beach 
County,  FL,  Miss  Wendy  Guey.  At  12  years 
old,  Wendy  attends  the  Palm  Beach  County 
School  of  the  Arts  and  was  the  winner  of  the 
1996  Scripps  Howard  National  Spelling  Bee. 

Not  only  a  talented  pianist  and  violinist,  Miss 
Guey  is  also  a  t>right,  young  lady  who  calmly 
spelled  vivisepulture  to  become  a  national 
champion.  To  get  through  the  early  rounds, 
she  spelled  correctly — parquet,  multifarious, 
and  gestk:ulate.  Aside  from  a  small  shopping 
trip,  she  donated  S200  to  her  school  while  the 
rest  of  the  prize  money  has  been  put  away  for 
college. 

This  was  Miss  Gue/s  fourth  Natnnal  Spell- 
ing Bee.  In  1993.  she  came  in  fourth  place  at 
the  unbelievable  age  of  9.  This  year,  she 
came  back  after  missing  two  words  in  pre- 
vious rounds  to  win  the  championship. 

Perhaps  most  importantly.  Miss  Guey  has 
reached  a  level  that  all  American  students 
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should  strive  to  achieve.  Education  cannot  be 
emphasized  enough;  our  children  need  to  be 
prepared  to  attain  the  skilled  positions  that  will 
await  them  in  the  future.  For  the  United  States 
to  compete  on  the  intemational  level,  young 
individuals  such  as  Miss  Guey  need  to  be- 
come the  role  models  for  all  students. 

I  am  proud  to  recognize  Miss  Guey  for  her 
victory  as  well  as  her  parents  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Ching  and  Susan  Guey  of  Palm  Beach  Gar- 
dens. We  should  all  be  proud  to  salute  Wendy 
for  her  achievements  and  wish  her  the  best  of 
luck  in  her  future  endeavors. 


POSTAL  REFORM 


HON.  JOHN  M.  McHUGH 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19, 1996 
Mr.  MCHUGH.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  following 
letter  by  Postmaster  General  Marvin  Runyon 
was  published  in  the  June  1,  1996  Washing- 
ton Post  as  a  rebuttal  to  an  eariier  Washington 
Post  column  calling  for  the  creatwn  of  a  Gov- 
ernment commission  to  address  the  complex 
issues  of  postal  reform.  The  authors  of  the 
original  artide — Messrs.  David  Ginsburg,  Mur- 
ray Comarow,  Robert  Hardesty  and  David 
Harris — argued  in  their  guest  column,  "Deliv- 
ery for  the  Postal  Service,"  that  postal  reform 
would  best  be  addressed  through  the  creation 
of  a  Govemment  commissksn  to  report  and 
analyze  these  important  public  polk:y  issues. 
While  I  do  not  embrace  that  concluskMi,  I  in- 
duded  their  column  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  June  6. 

In  his  rebuttal,  Mr.  Runyon  argues  to  the 
contrary  and  says  that  the  Postal  Servkie  can- 
not wait  for  results  of  findings  of  a  commis- 
sion. Mr.  Runyon  stresses  that  the  Postal 
Service  has  t>egun  to  meet  the  demands  of  to- 
day's mail  delivery  and  that  legislative  reforms 
are  needed  to  keep  it  thriving  for  years  to 
come.  I  will  be  introdudng  such  legislation  in 
the  next  few  days. 

[From  the  Washlngrton  Post,  June  1. 1996] 
Already  Delh'ering 
(By  Marvin  Runyon) 

Were  the  Postal  Service  a  private  com- 
pany. It  would  be  the  ninth-largest  business 
In  the  United  States.  It  is  bigger  than  Coca- 
Cola,  Xerox  and  Eastman  Kodak— combined. 
With  more  than  750.000  employees  in  all  U.S. 
states  and  territories,  the  U.S.  Postal  Serv- 
ice Is  the  largest  civilian  employer  In  the 
country— accounting  for  one  out  of  every  170 
U.S.  paychecks.  Last  year,  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice delivered  181  billion  pieces  of  mail— more 
pieces  In  a  day  than  Federal  Express  delivers 
in  a  year. 

No  doubt  the  complex  and  amazing  U.S. 
Postal  Service  faces  some  serious  challenges. 
But  does  anyone  seriously  believe  that  this 
calls  for  creating  another  govemment  com- 
mission? 

In  their  article  of  May  20  ["Delivery  for 
the  Postal  Service."  op-ed]  four  Criends  of 
the  Postal  Service — David  Ginsburg.  Murray 
Comarow.  Robert  L.  Hardesty  and  David  F. 
Harris— argue  for  Just  such  a  panel. 

The  fact  is,  the  Postal  Service  can't  wait 
for  a  commission.  We've  already  begun  to 
turn  things  around. 

No  tax  dollars  fill  our  coffers.  And  the  real 
price  of  a  stamp,  when  adjusted  for  inflation. 
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is  about  the  same  today  as  it  was  in  1971.  But 
today's  Postal  Service  makes  a  profit.  Last 
year,  we  earned  J1.8  billion.  So  far.  were  on 
track  to  earn  between  $700  million  and  $900 
million  in  fiscal  1996. 

In  1995  we  set  a  record  of  88  percent  for  on- 
time  delivery.  We  expect  to  set  a  new  record 
when  new  statistics  are  released  next  week. 
Moreover,  we  intend  to  raise  our  national 
on-time  delivery  average  for  local  first-class 
mail  to  92  percent  by  next  year.  By  2000.  we 
are  aiming  for  95  percent  or  better,  with 
similar  improvements  in  other  service  cat- 
egories. 

We're  also  working  to  raise  revenue  and 
exploring  the  universe  of  technology.  In  the 
coming  months,  we  will  be  launching  hybrid 
mall  services  that  combine  the  speed  of  com- 
puter messaging  with  the  security  and  im- 
pact of  the  U.S.  Mall.  We'll  also  be  introduc- 
ing electronic  money  transfer  services,  inter- 
national catalogue  shopping,  convenient  new 
bill-paying  methods  and  dozens  of  new  serv- 
ices available  at  our  40.000  post  offices. 

And  we're  Increasing  service,  not  costs,  by 
reenglneerlng  the  way  we  deliver  the  mall. 
Last  year,  we  launched  a  new  blueprint  for 
excellence  called  Customer  Perfect;,  which  Is 
helping  us  examine  how  we  deliver  the  mail 
every  step  along  the  way.  from  the  back 
dock  to  the  customer's  mailbox.  At  the  same 
time,  we're  working  to  reduce  labor  costs, 
which  account  for  some  80  percent  of  our  an- 
nual budget. 

But  more  must  be  done.  Legislative  reform 
Is  needed  to  allow  the  Postal  Service  to  keep 
pace  with  the  communications  business;  for 
example,  to  offer  business  customers  volume 
discounts  and  customized  service  contracts. 
We  need  the  authority  to  test  new  products 
more  easily  and  bring  them  to  market  more 
quickly.  And  we  need  changes  that  will  bring 
labor  negotiations  back  to  the  bargaining 
table  so  we  can  better  control  our  costs. 

The  Postal  Service  doesn't  need  a  commis- 
sion. It  needs  to  have  the  shackles  of  govern- 
ment regulation  loosened  so  it  can  continue 
its  commitment  to  excellence. 


INS  TO  BE  COMMENDED  IN  MIAMI 


HON.  LINCOLN  DIAZ-BALART 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19, 1996 

Mr.  DIAZ-BALART.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Immi- 
gratk>n  and  Naturalization  Service  [INS],  ae- 
ated  by  Congress  over  a  hundred  years  ago— 
March  3,  1891 — has  been  charged  with  the  re- 
sponsibility of  provkJing  services  under  the  Im- 
migration and  Nationality  Act.  which  among 
other  things  indudes  providing  assistance  to 
individuals  seeking  naturalization — ^the  process 
by  whk:h  eligible  immigrants  t>ecome  U.S.  citi- 
zens. Therefore,  INS  is  appropriately  involved 
in  the  citizenship  process  as  an  integral  part 
and  I  believe  that  Commissioner  Meissner  has 
made  significant  progress  in  redudng  the  ex- 
tensive processing  tiacklogs  for  prospective 
new  citizens  as  interest  in  naturalization  has 
increased  sut>stantially  during  her  term  as 
commissioner. 

Although  I  cannot  speak  for  other  oortions 
of  the  country,  in  Miami  INS  has  done  a  com- 
mendable job  of  moving  applk:ants  through 
the  citizenship  process  expeditiously.  As  a 
part  critic  of  INS's  failure  to  process  applk»- 
tions  on  a  timely  basis,  I  have  t>een  encour- 
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aged  by  the  important  headway  INS  has  made 
in  redudng  the  average  time  for  completing  an 
application. 

Naturalization  applications  have  severely 
outpaced  the  capacity  of  INS — from  just  over 
200,000  in  1983  to  over  a  million  in  1955.  and 
thousands  of  applications  had  been  accumu- 
lating in  Miami  with  a  mere  22  personnel  to 
process  them.  To  respond  to  this  unaccept- 
able situation,  using  its  own  fee  revenue.  INS 
has  added  158  naturalization  personnel  to  the 
Miami  Distrid  staff  this  year  to  handle  the 
steadily  inaeasing  volume  of  citizenship  appli- 
cations. In  the  first  half  of  this  year,  thanks  to 
the  additional  staffing  provided  by  Commis- 
sioner Meissner.  the  Miami  district  has  t)een 
able  to  complete  dose  to  30.000  N-400  appli- 
cations— the  standard  naturalization  form — 
which  is  over  1.000  more  than  the  Miami  dis- 
trid completed  in  the  entire  year  for  1995.  I 
have  been  pleased  with  this  progress  and 
commend  Commissioner  Meissr>er's  hard  work 
to  ensure  that  naturalization  is  given  the  pnor- 
ity  it  merits. 

Through  its  Citizenship  USA  projed.  INS  is 
meeting  on  a  monthly  tasis  in  Miami  with  kxal 
organizations  to  improve  community  outreach. 
Groups  such  as  One  Nation,  the  Cathotic 
Legal  immigration  Network  Inc.  (CLINIC). 
Dade  County  Schools  and  the  Hispanic  Coali- 
tion have  worked  with  volunteers  and  kxal  of- 
fidals  to  help  the  INS  fadlitate  its  citizenship 
adivities. 

To  t>e  eligible  for  citizenship,  an  immigrant 
must  be  a  legal  permanent  resident  for  at 
least  5  years — three  if  married  to  a  U.S.  dti- 
zerv— exhibit  good  moral  charader  and  under- 
standing of  constitutional  principies.  dem- 
onstrate a  knowledge  of  U.S.  history/civics 
and  basis  English — unless  exempted  tor  age 
or  disability— and  must  pay  an  application  fee 
of  S95  which  funds  the  INS  process  of  exanv 
ining  each  case.  Thus,  naturalization  Is  not  an 
automatic  step  for  every  immigrant,  and  those 
individuals  wtro  have  gorre  to  the  trouble  and 
effort  of  playing  by  the  rules  and  have  dem- 
onstrated their  dedkation  arxj  desire  to  t)e  a 
U.S.  citizen  deserve  the  opportunity  to  be 
pnx;essed  on  a  timely,  efficient  basis  by  INS. 
Although  there  have  been  er>ormous  baddogs 
in  the  past,  I  believe  that  Commissnner 
Meissner  is  taking  important  steps  toward 
helping  immigrants  naturalize  and  take  full  ad- 
vantage of  citizenship  in  these  great  United 
States. 


CITRUS  TRISTEZA  VIRUS 


HON.  FRANK  RIGGS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19. 1996 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  northern  Califor- 
nia, with  its  benign  temperatijre,  is  home  to 
many  agncultural  products,  induding  grapes, 
stone  fruits,  vegetables,  and  citrus.  California 
has  275.000  aaes  in  citrus  groves.  Roughly 
30,000  to  35,000  people  ara  employed  in  the 
citrus  industry,  which  means  ontree  revenues 
of  $546.3  milUon  for  the  State  of  Calitomia. 
However,  if  the  brown  citrus  aphkj  intrudes 
into  our  groves,  everything  we  worked  so  hard 
for  will  be  lost. 
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The  brown  citrus  aphid  is  the  carrier  for  the 
citrus  tristeza  virus  or  CTV.  CTV  Is  a  very  de- 
structive disease  that  has  already  killed  over 
40  million  trees  worldwide  and  Is  projected  to 
destroy  180  million  citrus  trees  on  citrus 
tristeza  virus-sensitive  sour  orange  rootstock 
in  the  United  States,  Mexico,  the  Caribbean, 
and  other  parts  of  North  America.  If  there  is 
even  one  strain  of  the  CTV  in  the  rootstock,  it 
will  debilitate  the  trees  and  will  produce  ex- 
tremely low  quantities  of  fruit.  If  the  quantity  of 
citrus  decreases,  it  means  millions  of  dollars  In 
revenue  tosX  for  the  State  of  California. 

My  colleagues  In  Arizona,  Flordia,  Louisi- 
ana, and  Texas  share  Callfomla's  understand- 
ing of  the  Importance  of  the  threat  presented 
by  the  brown  citrus  aphid.  If  not  controlled,  the 
disease  will  escalate  and  will  affect  the  U.S. 
citrus  industry,  possibly  eliminating  the  United 
States  as  a  major  supplier  of  fresh  fruit  and 
juice  concentrate  In  the  world. 

Congress  has  already  made  a  commitment 
to  fight  the  citms  tristeza  virus  In  the  fiscal 
year  1996  and  fiscal  year  1997  Agricultural 
appropriations  bills  with  a  S500,000  special  re- 
search grant.  However,  I  believe  more  needs 
to  be  done.  The  farm  bill,  passed  earlier  this 
year,  created  a  S3  mllton  cooperative  national 
research  initiative  to  control  the  citrus  tristeza 
virus  and  the  brown  citrus  aphid.  The  program 
would  entail  new  research  and  develop  tech- 
nologies needed  to  manage  the  disease,  pro- 
vide environmentally  and  energy-efficient  con- 
trol measures,  and  reduce  the  economic 
losses  due  to  the  diseases  caused  by  the 
CTV.  Unfortunately  It  was  not  possible  to  fund 
the  research  Initiative  In  this  year's  appropria- 
tions bin.  However,  If  addltk>nal  monies  be- 
come available  to  the  committee,  I  will  work  to 
ensure  that  the  CTV  research  initiative  Is 
given  strong  consideration  for  funding. 


AUNG  SAN  SUU  KYI  AND  HER 
WORK  IN  BURMA 


HON.  NHL  ABERCROMBIE 

OFHAWAn 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19. 1996 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
there  was  a  ceremony  commemorating  the 
51st  birthday  of  Aung  San  Suu  Kyi,  the  rightful 
leader  of  Burma.  It  highlighted  the  continuing 
represskin  occurring  In  Burma.  As  you  know, 
Burma  is  ruled  by  a  brutal  military  dictatorship 
wtiich  rejects  the  mandate  of  the  democratic 
elections  of  1990. 

Although  Aung  San  Suu  Kyi  is  no  longer 
under  house  arrest,  the  military  regime  has 
been  stepping  up  its  repressive  measures 
against  her  and  her  party,  the  National  League 
for  Democracy.  As  the  sixth  anniversary  of  the 
democratic  electk>n  approached,  over  200 
people  were  arrested.  Recently,  the  regime  re- 
leased hall  of  the  detainees.  These  arrests 
were  the  latest  example  of  the  egregious 
human  rights  situation  In  Burma. 

Aung  San  Suu  Kyi  and  members  of  the  Na- 
tional League  for  Democracy  did  not  give  In  to 
the  fear  of  retribution.  They  hekj  rallies  these 
past  two  weekends  and  will  continue  to  meet. 

I  say  to  Anug  San  Suu  Kyi,  thank  you  for 
your  courage  and  devotion  to  principle,  you  In- 
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spire  all  of  us.  You  are  a  very  courageous 
woman,  who  has  endured  uncomprehenslble 
hardships.  We  will  continue  to  help  restore 
you  and  the  rightfully  elected  pariiament  to 
power  In  Burma  and  end  the  horrendous 
human  rights  violations. 


SALUTE  TO  THE  MISSIONARY  EF- 
FORTS OF  NINTH  AND  O  BAP- 
TIST CHURCH 


HON.  MKE  WARD 

OF  KENTUCKY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday.  June  19. 1996 

Mr.  WARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  sa- 
lute the  Ninth  and  O  Baptist  Church  of  Louis- 
ville, KY.  This  remarkable  congregation  led  by 
Pastor  Rodney  Bumette  organized  relief  ef- 
forts for  the  children  of  a  war-tom  Bosnia. 

Last  October,  the  parishioners  of  the  Ninth 
and  O  Baptist  Church  organized  an  amazing 
congtomeration  of  "shoebox  blessings"  filled 
with  a  variety  of  gifts  for  children  in  Bosnia. 
They  worthed  in  collaboration  with  the  South- 
em  Baptist  Foreign  Mission  Board  adminis- 
trator In  Eastem  Europe  Bill  Steele  to  Iron  out 
the  specifics  of  the  project.  They  then  ap- 
pealed to  other  churches,  schools,  and  com- 
munity organizations  to  donate  boxes  filled 
with  toys,  clothes,  picture  books,  and  candy 
for  children  of  ages  up  to  13  years  okJ. 

More  than  2,700  boxes  were  collected  as 
well  as  over  200  cases  of  medical  supplies 
and  150  cases  of  food.  Thanks  to  this  extraor- 
dinary church  group,  thousands  of  Bosnian 
children  had  gifts  for  Christmas.  I  would  like  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  commend  them  for 
their  efforts  and  their  commitment  to  building 
bridges  of  peaceful  offerings  to  the  unfortunate 
victims  of  war  across  the  Atlantic. 


TRIBUTE  TO  DARLENE  CAROL 
CALVERT 


HON.  BOB  FUJVER 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19. 1996 

Mr.  FILNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
honor  a  great  community  leader  who  passed 
away  last  week — Dariene  Carol  Calvert. 

Ms.  Calvert  dedicated  her  life  to  community 
servk».  She  was  active  In  the  Unitarian  Unl- 
versalist  Church  of  San  Diego  and  In  Its  Wom- 
en's Federation  and  Project  Freedom  of  Reli- 
gion. She  was  coordinator  of  the  Religious 
Rights  Task  Force  and  advisor  for  Planned 
Parenthood  at  her  church.  She  served  as 
founder  and  chairwoman  of  the  San  Diego 
chapter  of  the  Rellgkius  Coalition  for  Atiortion 
Rights  and  as  a  member  of  the  board  of  direc- 
tors of  the  Coalition  for  Reproductive  Choice. 

As  a  woman  who  had  been  stricken  with 
polio  at  the  age  of  15,  she  committed  herself 
to  ensuring  that  others  in  similar  situations 
could  enjoy  a  rewarding  and  Independent  life. 
She  was  an  appointee  to  the  County  Commit- 
tee for  Persons  with  Disabilities,  and  she  lob- 
bied for  access  to  facilities  and  servrces  for 
disabled  persons. 
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With  a  power  wheelchair,  arm  braces  and  a 
ventilator  to  provide  oxygen,  she  lived  as  Inde- 
pendently In  San  Diego  as  her  health  would 
permit — and  she  worked  at  The  Access  Cen- 
ter, a  nonprofit  agency  that  provides  services 
for  the  disabled,  representing  her  clients  In 
their  efforts  to  also  live  independently. 

Despite  being  told  often  that  she  would 
never  finish  college  or  be  employed,  she  re- 
ceived a  bachelor's  degree  In  social  work  and 
a  master's  degree  in  counseling  from  San 
Diego  State  University.  She  was  employed  In 
social  work  and  chemical  dependency  coun- 
seling, first  at  Episcopal  Community  Services 
and  then  at  the  California  Youth  Authority.  She 
joined  The  Access  Center  In  1993  and  coordi- 
nated a  program  to  buy  adaptive  equipment 
for  people  with  severe  disabilities. 

She  was  honored  with  several  awards,  Irv 
eluding  the  Gallantry  Award  by  the  Easter 
Seal  Society,  the  Unsung  Unitarian  of  the 
Year  Award,  the  Woman  of  the  Year  Award  by 
the  Coalition  for  Reproductive  Choice,  and  the 
Freedom  of  Religion  Award  by  the  Religious 
Coalition  for  Abortion  Rights. 

But  of  all  the  awards,  the  most  significant 
was  the  respect  and  admiration  of  her  friends, 
family,  and  community  for  her  community  in- 
volvement, her  passionate  advocacy  for  the 
disabled,  and  her  desire  to  make  the  wortd  a 
better  place  for  all  people  with  disabilities. 

We  seldom  find  a  person  as  dedicated  and 
brave  as  Ms.  Calvert — those  who  touch  us 
with  their  perseverance  and  optimism.  My 
thoughts  and  prayers  go  out  to  her  partner, 
Chris  Shelly,  to  her  family,  and  to  her  friends 
In  the  disabled  community  and  In  the  San 
Diego  community  at  large.  She  will  be  missed. 


THE  PART-TIME  AND  TEMPORARY 
WORKERS  PROTECTION  ACT 


HON.  PATTIICIA  SCHROEDER 

OF  COLORADO 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19, 1996 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  live  in 
a  disposable  society.  We  have  disposable  dia- 
pers, cups,  plates,  utensils,  gloves,  needles, 
razors,  bags,  heat  packs,  and  flashlights.  We 
even  have  disposable  cameras  and  contact 
lenses.  But  we  have  gone  too  far.  We  have 
entered  the  age  of  the  disposable  wort<er. 

I  am  talking  atx)ut  the  contingent  wo*  force, 
which  is  made  up  of  part-time  workers,  tem- 
porary employees.  Independent  contractors, 
day  laborers,  and  others.  Let  me  make  It 
dear.  I  am  not  talking  atx)ut  teenagers  flipping 
burgers.  Contingent  workers  can  be  heads  of 
a  househokJs.  They  can  be  o\6  or  young.  But, 
not  surprisingly,  they  are  disproportionately 
women  and  minorities. 

Employers  increasingly  view  contingent 
wortcers  as  disposable.  Contingent  workers 
often  provide  short-term  profits  to  employers 
who  don't  want  to  pay  health  insurance,  pen- 
sion benefits,  unemployment  Insurance,  and 
vacation  and  sick  leave.  This  is  not  to  say  that 
there  should  be  no  part-time  or  temporary 
jobs.  They  provide  flexibility  for  both  employ- 
ees and  employers.  Moreover,  there  are  con- 
sciences employers  and  temporary  agencies 
that  set  the  standard  when  It  comes  to  pay 
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and  benefits  for  part-time  and  temporary  work- 
ers. But  the  rise  In  the  numt>er  of  involuntary 
contingent  wori<ers  and. the  recent  corporate 
purging  that  has  taken  place  paint  a  gtoomy 
portrait  of  contingent  work  In  America. 

Temporary  employment  alone  grew  10 
times  faster  than  overall  employment  between 
1982  and  1990.  In  1982  contingent  workers 
constituted  a  quarter  of  the  labor  force.  And 
that  number  continues  to  rise. 

Not  surprisingly,  women  and  minorities  are 
overrepresented  In  the  part-time  and  tem- 
porary wort<  force.  For  example,  the  percent- 
age of  African-Americans  in  the  temporary 
work  force  Is  double  that  of  the  whole  work 
force.  Moreover,  two  out  of  three  temporary 
workers  are  women.  Women  and  minority 
groups,  therefore,  suffer  a  disproportwnate 
share  of  the  drawbacks  of  Involuntary  part- 
time  and  temporary  employment — tower  per- 
hour  wages  than  full-time  workers;  reduced  or 
no  empkjyment-based  health,  retirement,  and 
other  benefits;  and  the  constant  threat  of 
being  released  with  little  or  no  warning. 

Employees  who  wori<ed  for  Honeywell  Infor- 
mation Systems  found  out  the  hard  way.  After 
working  for  Honeywell  as  a  computer  pro- 
grammer for  8  years,  JImmie  Ruth  and  the 
majority  of  her  department  were  laid  off.  She 
was  hired  back  as  a  consultant,  but  the 
change  In  status  resulted  In  a  loss  of  benefits 
and  forced  her  to  pay  Social  Security  taxes. 
She  found  herself  working  along  side  her 
former  coworkers,  who  had  also  been  hired 
back  without  their  benefits. 

Corporations  that  replace  full-time  workers 
with  temporary  wori<ers  do  It  to  save  money. 
But  it  can  often  cost  taxpayers  money.  We  all 
pay  higher  health  costs  when  uninsured  work- 
ers receive  expensive  emergency  care  rather 
than  preventative  medicine.  We  all  pay  when 
emptoyees  without  retirement  plans  must  de- 
pend on  public  assistance.  We  all  pay  when 
families  are  unable  to  reinvest  money  back 
Into  the  economy. 

There  Is  little  proof  that  replacing  core  work- 
ers with  contingent  latx>r  benefits  companies. 
According  to  management  research  consultant 
Helen  Axel,  companies  do  not  always  save 
money  by  provkllng  contingent  emptoyees  with 
tower  wages  and  fewer  benefits.  The  produc- 
tivity of  companies  is  often  negatively  Im- 
pacted by  the  high  turnover  rates  of  contingent 
emptoyees.  The  costs  and  time  required  for 
training  new  waves  of  temporary  employees 
are  not  compensated  for  by  trimming  wages 
and  benefits. 

Cutting  jobs  has  become  profitable  in  an- 
other way — fattening  the  pockets  of  CEO's. 
When  Robert  Allen,  CEO  of  AT&T,  announced 
40,000  layoffs  In  January,  he  made  more  than 
S5  mlllton  as  AT&T  stock  soared.  This  is  In 
addltton  to  his  S3  million  salary.  So  Allen 
eamed  millions  for  firing  thousands. 

The  Part-Time  and  Temporary  Worker  Pro- 
tection Act  address  this  problem.  Simply  put. 
If  an  emptoyer  provides  health  care  and  pen- 
ston  t>eneflts  to  full-time  workers,  then  they 
must  provide  partial  coverage  to  contingent 
workers. 

Under  the  bill,  all  emptoyees  working  500 
hours  or  more  per  year  receive  a  prorated 
share  of  health  benefits  under  the  employee 
sponsored  group  health  plan  based  on  the 
amount  they  worked.  In  other  words,  an  em- 
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ployee  who  worics  20  hours  per  week  Is  eligi- 
ble for  haK  of  the  benefits  of  a  full-time  em- 
ployee. 

In  addition,  employees  working  500  hours  or 
more  per  year  are  eligible  to  participate  in  an 
emptoyer-provlded  pension  plan  at  the  same 
prorated  rate. 

The  bill  also  allows  voluntary  part-time  work- 
ers to  receive  unemployment  compensation 
while  looking  for  part-time  work.  Cun-ently,  In 
order  to  receive  unemployment  Insurance,  a 
part-time  worker  must  took  for,  and  accept  if 
offered,  full-time  work. 

Another  concem  is  the  mlsdassificatlon  of 
emptoyees  as  independent  contractors.  The 
Part-Time  and  Temporary  Workers  Protection 
Act  limits  the  IRS's  ability  to  waive  employer 
tax  liability  for  misdassifying  employees  as 
independent  contractors  and  prevents  Federal 
and  defense  contractors  from  willfully 
misdassifying  employees  as  independent  con- 
tradors. 

Finally,  the  bill  requires  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  to  conduct  an  annual  survey  to  de- 
termine the  level  of  health  and  pension  bene- 
fits for  temporary  employees,  the  number  of 
jobs  an  Individual  holds,  and  the  number  of 
hours  an  Individual  works  on  each  job. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  with  me  In  suf>- 
portlng  the  Part-Time  and  Temporary  Workers 
Protection  Ad  of  1996. 
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IN  HONOR  OF  MARIO  JIMENEZ 


TRIBUTE  TO  1996  PRESIDENTIAL 
SCHOLAR  BRAD  CONNERS 


HON.  GERALD  D.  KLECZKA 

OF  WISCONSIN 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19, 19% 

Mr.  KLECZKA,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  trit>ute  to  Brad  Conners,  who  was  named 
a  1996  Presidential  Scholar.  As  a  constituent 
of  mine.  It  is  a  special  honor  to  congratulate 
Brad  and  his  distinguished  teacher,  Mr.  John 
Burke. 

Each  year,  only  141  students  In  the  country 
are  seleded  for  the  prestigtous  Presidential 
Scholar  award.  The  competition  Is  fierce,  and 
those  that  are  chosen  must  demonstrate  ex- 
cellence in  academics,  leadership,  and  school 
and  community  Involvement. 

Brad  recently  graduated  from  Catholic  Me- 
morial High  SdKX>l,  where  he  excelled  tx)th  In 
and  out  of  the  dassroom.  Namely,  he  finished 
school  with  an  A  average  and  was  a  memt>er 
of  the  academic  decathlon  team.  Coached  by 
Mr.  Burke,  the  team  took  second  place  at  the 
State  finals.  Brad  won  individual  honors,  as 
well,  with  a  gold  medal  in  economtos  and 
bronze  medals  in  tx>th  fine  arts  and  sdence. 

In  addition.  Brad  partldpated  In  foott>ail, 
basketball,  and  track  all  through  high  school. 
In  fad,  this  year  the  Cattx>lto  Memorial  track 
team  took  the  State  champtonshlps  by  one- 
half  of  a  point  thanks  to  Brad's  relay  team  in 
the  final  event.  And,  somehow  he  still  found 
the  time  to  coach  a  youth  tsasketball  team  in 
his  community. 

Brad's  parents.  Mike  and  Sheila  Conners, 
are  undoubtedly  very  proud  of  their  son's 
achievements.  I  share  in  their  pride  and  wish 
Brad  the  best  of  luck  in  his  studies  at  Notre 
Dame  next  year. 


HON.  ESTIBAN  EDWARD  TORRES 

OF  CAUFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATTVES 

Wednesday.  June  19. 1996 

Mr.  TORRES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  my  col- 
leagues to  join  me  In  recognition  of  the  great 
honor  that  will  be  bestowed  upon  Mr.  Mario  Ji- 
menez of  Whittier,  CA. 

On  June  28,  1996,  during  the  annua)  grad- 
uation ceremony  of  the  university  of  his  home- 
town, Hultzuco,  Guen^ero,  Mexico.  Mr.  Ji- 
menez will  be  named  the  "Father  of  the  Gen- 
eration" for  the  dass  of  1993-96. 

Mario  Jimenez,  a  leader  of  the  community 
and  a  philanthropist  In  my  congresstonal  dis- 
trict, has  spent  many  years  supporting  our 
local  youth  and  educattonal  initiatives.  As  a 
successful  businessman  In  Pkx)  Rivera,  Mario 
has  dedicated  his  time  and  resources  to  var- 
ious progjrams  and  adivitles  ttiat  promote  ex- 
cellence In  education.  He  is  a  member  of  the 
Congressional  Award  Coundl,  a  national  orga- 
nizatton  that  diallenges  and  recognizes  young 
people  In  my  congressional  distrid. 

In  honor  of  the  following  1996  graduates  of 
the  Centre  de  Bachlllerato  Tecrwtogico,  I  oorv 
gratulate  the  candidates  to  receive  a  bachetor 
of  science  in  electricity:  Frarxasco  Castreion 
Martian.  Isahl  Rores  Garda,  Eden  Vladimir 
Garces  Nunez,  RIcardo  Ernesto  Garda  Cas- 
tro. Jose  Alfredo  Jimenez  Roman,  Adrian 
Lopez  Carrera,  Jose  Esteban  Marban 
Satoado,  Rafael  Mendoza  Pafiatoza,  Jorge 
Israel  Ortega  FIgueroa.  and  Jorge  Luis  Rivera 
Roman  y  Annando  Tellez  Escamilla. 

The  following  candidates  are  to  receive  a 
bachetor  of  sdence  In  fiscal  accounting:  Flavio 
Agulrre  Pineda.  Lazaro  Atonso  Astudilto. 
Edgar  Aragon  Perez,  Heriberto  Coronel  Fto- 
res.  Silberto  Calindp  Garcia,  Martyn  Gonzalez 
Varga,  Maribel  Iktentoso  Fkxes,  Martha  Euge- 
nia Jimenez  EiizaWe,  Rubi  Nelly  Lagunas 
Gaytan,  Suhail  Lopez  Garda.  Omar  Marban 
Ocampo.  Nayelli  Miranda  Sanchez,  CeMna 
Nieves  Nieves.  Adson  Peralta  Bautista.  Alicia 
Rodriquez.  Arellano,  Claudia  Rojas  Aragon, 
and  Susana  Sonido  Gon>ez. 

The  foltowing  cancMaies  are  to  receive 
bachelor  of  soence  in  administrative  Informa- 
tton:  Nazaria  Basilto  Saavedra,  Al^aixjro 
Casarrubias  Merino,  Vioteta  Castilto  Jalmes, 
Ellda  Castro  Ayala,  Vidor  Hugo  DelgiKk)  Her- 
nandez, Antonto  Elizahle  AVita.  Ozcar 
Encamacion  Jaimes,  Fior  FIgueroa  Taboada. 
Alfonsina  Hernandez  Castrejon.  Matriza  Her- 
nandez De  La  Cruz.  Armlda  Eltona  Marban 
Martian.  Gustavo  Morales  San  Matrin,  Henrik 
Adu  t^va  FIgueroa.  Andres  Nery  Robles. 
Mallnal  Xochltl  Ocampo  Cardenas,  Nailely 
Pineda  Gonzales,  Lorena  Resales  FrarKO, 
Rodo  Segura  Eligio,  Juan  Tabodada  Ayala, 
Alfonso  Toledo  Rgueroa.  Isaias  Valle  Abrego, 
and  Magdalena  Villalva  Estrada. 

The  foltowing  candidates  are  to  receive 
bachetor  of  sdence  In  fiscal  accounting: 
Yaraset  Maria  Alonso  Cruz,  Candido  Barrera 
Vasquz,  Angel  Bautista  Capistran.  Lucero 
Bustos  Ouezada,  Yaneth  Alejandra  Bustos 
Terrones,  Daniel  Castr^on  Hernandez, 
Conrado  Diaz  Mota,  Luis  Alberto  Elizatoe 
Martian,  Arturo  Guevara  Dirdo.  Marlcela  Jarez 
Gatica,  Maria  Atoegunda  Lopez  Hernandez. 
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Andres  Jordan  Mendoza  Arteaga,  Resales 
Maricfuz  Morquecho,  Sandra  Ocampo  Santos, 
Yareli  Perez  Herta,  Jesus  Reza  Cruz.  Luis 
Rojas  Castro,  Betzavet  Salinas  Mateos,  and 
Mana  Del  Rosark)  Santiaguillo  Guerrero. 

The  following  candidates  are  to  receive 
bachelor  of  science  in  general  medicine: 
Rossana  Castrejon  Hernandez,  Belen  Catalan 
Chavez,  Fatima  Janet  Catalan  Lopez,  Sindy 
Oe  Jesus  Tapoya,  Magnolia  Elizalde  Gaytan, 
Maribel  Garcia  Munoz,  Juan  Benito  Gaytan 
Catrejon,  Nestor  Hernandez  Riquelme,  Luz 
Estela  Iriarte  Salinas,  Selene  Montanez 
Dominguez,  Maribel  Montes  Juan,  Graciela 
Peratta  Marba,  and  Maria  De  La  Guadalupe 
Soto  Garcia. 


GEYSERVILLE  INTERMODAL/ 
VISITORS  CENTER 


HON.  FRANK  RIGGS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19. 1996 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  ex- 
press my  appreciation  and  support  for  the  rec- 
ognitkin  given  by  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions to  the  value  of  a  proposed  project  in 
Geysen/ille.  CA,  in  Sonoma  County.  In  the  re- 
port accompanying  the  fiscal  year  1997  Agri- 
culture appropriations  bill,  the  committee  ex- 
presses its  expectation  that  the  Department 
will  give  consideration  to  funding  this  project 
under  the  njral  business  enterprise  grants  pro- 
gram. While  the  report  makes  reference  to 
intermodal  transportation  and  technical  assist- 
ance requests  relating  to  a  train  depot  in 
Geyserville,  one  point  merits  clarification.  In 
order  to  fully  meet  the  rural  needs  of 
Geyserville,  it  is  important  to  give  equal  con- 
sideratk>n  to  funding  the  construction  of  a  visi- 
tor's center  and  small  business  incubator, 
which  will  be  constructed  adjacent  to  the 
depot. 


MEN  STATUS  FOR  CHINA 


HON.  NEIL  ABERCROMBIE 

OF  HAW  AH 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19, 1996 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
rise  to  speak  out  against  granting  China  the 
most-favored-nation  [MFIM]  status.  For  many 
years  I  have  followed  the  human  rights  and 
business  violatons  occurring  in  China.  This 
past  year  we  have  once  again  seen  many 
problems  arise  with  China. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  last  month  the 
United  States  customs  agents  arrested  sus- 
pects in  the  United  States  with  ties  to  China's 
state-owrted  munitkxis  companies  for  smug- 
gling AK-47's  and  other  dangerous  weapons 
into  the  United  States.  These  same  compa- 
nies are  selling  nudear  weapons  technology 
to  Pakistan  and  advanced  missile  technology 
to  Iran. 

Many  people  daim  that  if  we  don't  grant 
MFN  status  to  China  that  American  business 
wHI  be  hurt.  Thafs  not  true.  American  busi- 
nesses are  hurt  by  the  Chinese  Government 
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allowing  piracy  of  copyrighted  American 
goods.  These  pirated  copies  are  made  in  fac- 
tories vinth  the  full  knowledge  of  the  Chinese 
Government.  Everyone  here  is  aware  that  a 
trade  war  was  barely  averted  yesterday  be- 
cause the  United  States  and  China  came  to 
an  agreement  that  is  designed  to  crack  down 
on  Chinese  piracy  of  compact  discs  and  com- 
puter software. 

Unfortunately,  I  don't  think  the  Chinese  un- 
derstand that  we  are  serious  about  protecting 
our  copyrighted  goods.  Once  again,  the  Chi- 
nese have  only  been  slapped  on  the  wrist  for 
not  abiding  by  agreements  made.  In  the  past, 
MFN  status  has  been  granted  in  hopes  that 
the  Chinese  Govemment  was  going  to  crack 
down  on  the  piracy  problems  and  human 
rights  violatkjns.  This  has  not  happened  yet. 

Granting  MFN  to  China  does  not  encourage 
the  Chinese  Govemment  to  correct  their 
human  rights  violations.  Despite  China's  ro- 
bust economy  and  economic  reforms,  there 
continues  to  be  widespread  human  rights 
abuses.  China  still  places  severe  restrictions 
on  freedom  of  speech,  the  press,  assembly, 
association,  religion,  privacy,  movement  and 
worker  rights.  In  Sunday's  Post,  it  was  noted 
that  China's  priority  for  the  next  15  years 
would  be  to  discredit  Tibet's  exiled  religious 
leader,  his  Holiness,  the  Dalai  Lama. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  ask  themselves — 
Why  would  we  want  to  grant  MFN  status  to  a 
country  that  continues  to  ignores  human  rights 
violations,  continues  to  replicate  American 
copyrighted  goods,  smuggles  guns  into  our 
country,  and  has  given  nudear  technology  to 
rogue  nations?  I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues 
to  vote  against  MFN  for  China. 
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SIOUX  FALLS  MAY  REPRESENT 
THE  FUTURE  OF  MOTHERHOOD 


HON.  PATTUOA  SCHROEDER 

OF  COLORADO 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19, 1996 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  talking 
family  values  is  one  thing.  But  in  yesterday's 
Los  Angeles  Times  artide  "Sioux  Falls  May 
Represent  the  Future  of  Motherhood"  Melissa 
Healy  tells  us  how  one  community  is  living 
them.  The  artide  tells  how  family  values  and 
working  mothers  are  coexisting  peacefully  in 
Sioux  Falls,  SD,  because,  as  Ms.  Healy  points 
out,  the  community,  its  employers  and  Its  insti- 
tutions, "are  scrambling  to  adapt  to  the  needs 
of  working  mothers  instead  of  expecting  moth- 
ers to  adapt  to  theirs."  Hats  off  to  the  Los  An- 
geles Trmes  and  to  the  moms  in  Sk>ux  Falls 
for  showing  us  how  a  community  can  wori<  to- 
gether to  help  its  families  thrive. 
[From  the  Los  Angeles  Times.  June  18. 1996] 
Sioinc  Falls  May  Represent  the  Flture  of 
Motherhood 
(By  Melissa  Healy) 

Sioux  Falls.  SD.— Marjorle  Beeck,  31. 
grew  up  In  small-town  South  Dakota,  and 
she  Is  not  abashed  about  calling  herself  tra- 
ditional. There  is  no  trace  of  irony  in  her 
voice  when  she  volunteers  that  she  has  fam- 
ily values;  she  likes  to  think  most  folks  In 
Sioux  Falls  do. 

So  when  daughter  Jessica  was  bom  four 
years  ago.  Beeck  made  a  decision  that  she 


says  reflects  her  deep  conviction  that  family 
comes  first:  Seven  weeks  after  giving  birth, 
she  enrolled  Jessica  in  day  care  and  returned 
to  her  job  as  a  securities  broker  at 
Citibank's  South  Dakota  branch. 

For  Beeck.  whose  pay  nudges  her  family's 
annual  income  just  above  the  nation's  me- 
dian of  S33.000,  working  outside  the  home 
could  easily  be  characterized  as  a  choice  in 
name  only.  Her  family  needs  her  income  if  it 
is  to  afford  the  trappings,  and  opportunities, 
of  middle-class  life. 

■yet  there's  more  involved  here  than  eco- 
nomic necessity.  The  fact  is.  Beeck  likes  her 
Job.  She  likes  day  care  too.  She  says  it  has 
given  her  children.  Jessica  and  7-year-old 
Ryan,  "things  I  couldn't  give  them  at 
home."  Including  field  trips,  a  structured 
learning  environment  and  other  kids  to  play 
with — lots  and  lots  of  other  kids. 

Beeck  could  easily  parlay  her  skills  into  a 
high-intensity,  and  probably  higher-paying, 
job  elsewhere.  But  she  has  chosen  to  stay  at 
Citibank  and  In  Sioux  Falls  In  part  because 
her  employer  and  her  community  have  taken 
pains  to  ease  the  burden  on  mothers  who 
work  outside  the  home. 

"Staying  here."  she  said,  "is  a  measure  of 
my  coimnltment  to  family  values." 

Sioux  Falls,  in  fact,  might  just  represent 
the  future  of  American  motherhood. 

A  surprising  84%  of  mothers  who  live  here 
are  employed  outside  the  home,  according  to 
the  1990  census.  Among  women  with  children 
younger  than  6.  a  whopping  four  out  of  five 
are  in  the  paid  work  force.  In  a  recent  na- 
tional ranking  of  the  best  places  for  mothers 
to  work.  Sioux  Falls  with  its  population  of 
approximately  100.000  placed  first. 

The  reason:  Local  employers  such  as 
Citibank  are  scrambling  to  adapt  to  the 
needs  of  working  mothers  instead  of  expect- 
ing mothers  to  adopt  to  theirs.  Civic  leaders 
are  mobilizing  private  charities  an  public 
schools  to  pitch  In.  Elected  officials  are 
doing  their  part,  providing  a  model  for  other 
cities,  and  perhaps  Washington,  to  emulate. 

As  a  result,  fiunlly  values  and  working 
mothers  are  coexisting  i>eacefully  here  in 
America's  heartland. 

"I  don't  think  women  have  to  be  home  to 
teach  their  children  family  values,"  said  Liz 
Bute,  a  37-year-old  manager  at  Citibank 
whose  five  children  have  all  spent  their  pre- 
school years  in  day  care.  "I  think  we're  past 
that." 

While  IC  Is  no  simple  matter  for  women  to 
simultaneously  keep  their  careers  on  track 
and  give  their  kids  the  moral  foundation 
they  need,  she  said,  it's  up  to  "society  as  a 
whole"  to  share  the  burden. 

That,  said  Bute,  is  part  of  what  values  are 
all  about.  And  it  is  a  responsibility  that 
Sioux  Falls  is  taking  seriously. 
special  place 

At  a  time  when  many  Americans  say  they 
are  reexamining  some  of  the  fundamental 
choices  made  by  themselves  as  individuals — 
and  by  society  as  a  whole — the  issue  of  work- 
ing moms  occupies  a  special  place  in  the  na- 
tional "values"  debate. 

In  the  mld-80s.  conservative  activist  Phyl- 
lis Schlafly  suggested  that  mothers  who  re- 
mained employed  for  their  own  self-fulfill- 
ment had  contributed  to  adolescent  suicides. 
As  recently  as  1991.  then-Rep.  William  Dan- 
nemeyer  (R-Fullerton)  took  to  the  floor  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  to  denounce 
the  "devaistatlon"  that  results  when  "work- 
ing mothers  *  *  *  put  careers  ahead  of  chil- 
dren and  rationalize  material  benefits  In  the 
name  of  children." 

But  a  substantial  number  of  working 
mothers,  including  many  who  characterize 
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themselves  as  political  and  social  conserv- 
atives, has  rejected  that  argument.  They 
work  not  just  because  they  need  to.  but  be- 
cause they  want  to.  They  believe  they  can 
continue  to  work  without  jeopardizing  the 
physical  and  psychological  well-being  of 
their  children,  particularly  if  they  get  a  lit- 
tle help  from  their  employers,  their  commu- 
nities and  their  elected  representatives. 

Clearly,  for  women  whose  families  can  af- 
ford It.  curtailing  outside  work  can  increase 
the  quantity,  as  well  as  the  quality,  of  their 
involvement  in  their  children's  lives.  Evi- 
dence Indicates  some  women  are  managing 
to  do  so,  although  their  numbers  so  far  don't 
add  up  to  a  significant  demographic  trend. 

But  for  a  majority  of  American  women,  the 
values  debate  no  longer  turns  on  the  ques- 
tion of  whether  they  will  or  won't  work  out- 
side the  home.  They  simply  will,  at  a  rate  of 
almost  seven  out  of  10  nationally. 

In  places  like  Sioux  Falls,  the  values  de- 
bate now  turns  on  the  question  of  how  hus- 
bands, employers,  communities  and  govem- 
ment will  adapt  to  the  reality  of  a  society  In 
which  both  mothers  and  fathers  draw  a  pay- 
check. 

"We  have  an  economy  that  requires  women 
to  work  and.  of  course,  by  choice,  women 
work."  said  Fran  Sussner  Rogers,  chief  exec- 
utive officer  of  Work'Family  Directions,  a 
Boston  consulting  firm.  "But  we've  kept  our 
institutions  and  the  places  we  work  running 
on  rules  that  were  made  for  men  with  wives 
at  home.  And  then  we've  had  such  ambiva- 
lence about  whether  women  should  work 
that  we  haven't  adapted  our  corrmiunitles  to 
a  new  situation." 

The  solution,  Rogers  said,  is  obvious:  "So- 
cial institutions,  not  individuals,  need  to 
deal  with  this  as  a  values  Issue.  Working  is 
a  necessity,  and  it's  good  for  us." 

Does  this  mean  the  end  of  maternal  guilt, 
and  of  politicians  and  activists  who  prey 
upon  it?  Certainly  not.  But  the  working 
mothers  of  Sioux  Falls  have  a  message  for 
public  figures  who  suggest  that  employed 
mothers  are  hurting  their  kinds  and  eroding 
the  nation's  values:  Don't  try  it  here. 

'To  tell  you  the  truth,  it  kind  of  makes 
my  blood  boil"  to  hear  politicians  who 
equate  stay-at-home  moms  with  family  val- 
ues, said  Karla  Quarve,  a  31-year-old  mother 
of  a  son  In  day  care  and  a  daughter  in  first 
grade. 

An  auditor  at  Sioux  Falls'  Home  Federal 
Savingrs  Bank.  Quarve  works  because  she 
likes  her  job.  And  she  offers  no  apologies.  Be- 
cause she  has  a  boss  who  values  her  and  re- 
spects her  family  responsibilities,  she  regu- 
larly helps  out  during  school  and  day-care 
field  trips,  and  always  makes  it  to  her 
daughter's  school  ceremonies. 

Although  it  could  probably  afford  to  do 
without  her  income.  Quarve  said.  "I  think 
our  family  would  suffer"  if  she  stayed  home. 
She  would  be  less  happy,  and  the  kids  would 
be  denied  the  fun  of  their  day-care  center. 

"■you  can  still  instill  values  in  your  chil- 
dren and  work.  "  she  said. 

DRAMA"nC  RISE 

Today,  more  than  two  out  of  three  children 
have  mothers  who  work  outside  the  home,  up 
from  just  under  half  in  1972.  More  dramatic, 
however,  is  the  rise  in  women  with  very 
young  children  at  home  returning  to  work. 
In  1980,  38%  of  mothers  with  Infants  younger 
than  1  worked  outside  the  home.  By  1990, 
that  percentage  had  climbed  to  33%.  Among 
women  with  preschool  children,  the  figure 
has  risen  -o  67%.  from  44%  in  1970. 

According  to  a  1995  Harris  Poll  cited  by  the 
Families  and  Work  Institute.  48%  of  married 
women  in  1995  were  bringing  in  half  or  more 
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of  their  family's  income,  making  women  a 
significant  financial,  as  well  as  emotional, 
pillar  of  their  families. 

The  rapid  rise  in  maternal  employment  has 
coincided  with  extraordinary  social  ferment 
on  a  number  of  fronts:  a  surging  divorce 
rate,  more  children  bom  to  single  moms,  a 
drastic  rise  in  crime,  a  decline  in  academic 
standards  and  a  general  sense  that  the  na- 
tion's ethical  climate  has  eroded.  It  was  only 
a  matter  of  time,  say  some,  before  mothers 
who  work  outside  the  home  got  blamed. 

"Women  have  always  been  seen  as  the  peo- 
ple who  are  the  custodians  of  morals  and  val- 
ues." said  Caryl  Rivers,  co-author  of  the 
book.  "She  Works.  He  Works:  How  the  Two- 
Income  Family  Is  Happier.  Healthier  and 
Better  Off."  "They  are  seen  as  the  people 
who  are  supposed  to  keep  the  culture  tidy. 
So  when  it  becomes  untidy,  there  is  a  rush  to 
say  to  women.  'It's  your  fault.'  " 

As  a  result.  Rivers  said,  "we're  loading  all 
the  issues  of  modem  society — drugs,  crime, 
violence,  rap  music — onto  the  question  of 
whether  Mom  is  home  or  not." 

But  it  remains  a  subject  of  intense  debate 
within  academic  circles  whether  children — 
and  with  them,  society — suffer  from  that  de- 
cision. 

The  early  results  of  the  most  comprehen- 
sive study  on  the  subject,  released  in  April, 
appear  to  offer  heartening  news  to  women 
who  work  outside  the  home.  In  the  first 
phase  of  a  study  overseen  by  the  National  In- 
stitute of  Child  Health  and  Human  Develop- 
ment, psychologists  tracked  1.300  families 
from  a  child's  birth  to  15  months.  They  found 
that  the  security  of  the  bond  Infants  form 
with  their  mothers  is  largely  unaffected  by 
their  having  been  left  In  the  care  of  others. 

Behavioral  scientists  have  long  surmised, 
though  not  yet  established,  that  a  weak 
trust  relationship  between  a  mother  and  her 
infant  often  marks  a  child  for  future  trouble. 
But  the  study  found  that  only  in  cases  where 
the  mother  is  judged  to  be  insensitive  to  a 
baby's  needs  does  day  care — especially  exten- 
sive day  care  or  poor-quality  day  care  or  a 
succession  of  day-care  providers— adversely 
affect  an  Infant's  attachment  to  its  mother. 

A  1993  survey  by  the  Eklucatlon  Depart- 
ment also  reflects  favorably  on  working 
mothers.  The  study  gauged  parental  involve- 
ment in  their  children's  school  life— a  strong 
predictor  of  student  Ijehavior  and  in  turn, 
student  achievement.  It  found  that  mothers 
in  the  workplace  are,  overall,  more  likely  to 
be  Involved  in  their  children's  school  life — 
going  to  plays,  volunteering  in  classes,  orga- 
nizing fund-raising  or  school  functions— than 
mothers  who  are  not  employed. 

GOVERNMENT  HELP 

When  it  comes  to  working  moms,  many 
Americans  appear  willing  to  abandon  their 
customary  caution  about  the  wisdom  of  out 
side  intervention. 

In  a  pool  conducted  in  January  1996  as  part 
of  a  National  Issues  Convention  sponsored  by 
the  University  of  Texas  at  Austin.  80%  said 
they  believe  that  government  should  help 
with  child  care  and  preschool  would  be  a 
"useful  step  in  strengthening  the  family." 

The  Clinton  administration  and  its  Demo- 
cratic allies  on  Capitol  Hill  have  tried  to 
seize  upon  such  views  in  their  efforts  to 
shore  up  the  party's  values  credentials.  Ar- 
guing, for  instance,  that  half  of  all  low-wage 
workers  in  America  have  children.  CUnton 
officials  have  pressed  for  a  boost  in  the  mini- 
mum wage,  sought  to  stave  off  Republican 
efforts  to  restrict  the  eamed-lncome  tax 
credit  for  low-income  families,  and  endorsed 
legislation  to  make  women's  pensions  more 
comparable  to  men's. 
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"We  as  a  society  cannot  and  should  not 
separate  family  values  from  economic  val- 
ues. "  said  Labor  Secretary  Robert  B.  Reich. 
"And  what  is  the  most  important  family 
value?  The  ability  to  keep  your  family  in 
shelter,  food  and  clothing."  On  Capitol  Hill. 
Rep.  Cynthia  McKlnney  (D-Ga.)  is  pressing 
legislation  to  create  a  more  generous  tax 
credit  than  currently  exists  for  day-care 
costs  incurred  by  families  with  annual  in- 
comes ranging  from  J20.000  to  180.000. 

Many  in  the  GOP  have  sought  to  Improve 
access  to  day  care  as  well,  especially  as  a 
corollary  to  welfare  reform,  which  would 
allow  states  to  require  recipients  to  go  to 
work. 

Republicans  have  added  S4  billion  to  bol- 
ster welfare  recipients'  access  to  day  care, 
and  legislation  by  Rep.  Constance  A.  Morella 
(R-Md.)  would  expand  poor  women's  access 
to  day  care  by  providing  additional  tax  cred- 
its. 

For  middle-class  parents.  Republicans  have 
argued  that  the  broad  design  of  their  policy 
priorities  is  family-friendly:  By  balancing 
the  budget,  cutting  taxes  and  reducing  the 
deficit,  they  argue.  Republicans  would  re- 
turn more  money  to  families,  which  they 
could  use  as  they  see  fit. 

WORKPLACE  CHANGES 

While  politicians  look  for  legislative  rem- 
edies, women  increasingly  are  voting  with 
their  pumps  and  work  boots  and  rubber-soled 
uniform  shoes. 

In  places  like  Siojix  Falls— a  tight  labor 
market  in  which  working  mothers  enjoy  con- 
siderable clout^mothers  are  doing  more 
than  merely  hoping  their  kids  will  not  be  ad- 
versely affected.  They  are  commanding 
changes  in  the  ways  that  employers  and  the 
community  operate,  making  the  care  of  chil- 
dren easier  and  higher  in  quality,  and  mak- 
ing vital  family  time  better,  both  quali- 
tatively and  quantitatively. 

Sioux  Falls'  largest  employer.  Citibank. 
sut>sidlzes  a  day-care  center  for  its  employ- 
ees just  across  a  grassy  field  from  its  sprawl- 
ing campus.  The  firm's  corporate  culture  Is 
consciously  pro-family.  Supervisors  try  to 
accommodate  the  needs  of  their  larg«ly  fe- 
male work  force,  offering  flexible  working 
hours,  insurance  for  part-timers,  and  a  hot- 
line offering  employees  advice  on  everything 
from  breast  feeding  to  balancing  career  and 
family. 

Easing  the  burden  on  employed  mothers  is 
a  challenge  the  Sioux  Falls  community  is 
working  to  shoulder  as  well.  The  Sioux  Em- 
pire United  Way  spends  20%  of  Its  funds  to 
help  provide  day  care,  compared  with  a  na- 
tional average  of  about  9%.  The  Sioux  Falls 
public  schools  have  switched  many  of  their 
parent-teacher  conference  times  to  evening 
hours,  and  family  physicians  like  Dr.  Jerry 
Walton  have  altered  their  hours  so  they  can 
see  many  of  their  youngest  patients,  with 
parents  in  tow.  after  the  standard  workday. 

Privately  funded  before-  and  after-school 
programs  serve  600  children  throughout  the 
Sioux  Falls  school  district,  with  slidlng- 
scale  fees  for  children  from  lower-income 
families.  The  school  district  has  launched  a 
summer-care  program  that  combines  learn- 
ing and  fun.  and  fills  the  vital  child-care  gap 
that  working  parents  of  school-age  kids  find 
during  the  summer  months. 

"We  don't  take  the  place  of  parents,  no  one 
could  do  that."  said  Dennis  Bamett,  presi- 
dent of  Sioux  Falls'  'Volunteers  of  America, 
and  organization  that  funds  three  day-care 
centers  in  the  city.  "But  we  are  partners 
with  parents  in  teaching  some  of  these  val- 
ues we  would  all  expect  in  our  children.  In 
many  cases,  parents  choose  to  have  that 
kind  of  partner  in  raising  their  children." 
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Some  in  Sioux  Falls  would  cake  the  con- 
cept of  partnering  with  working-  parents  even 
further. 

Mark  Britzman,  a  psychologist  and  35- 
year-old  father  of  two,  is  laboring  to  create 
the  Circle  of  Hope  Family  Enrichment  Cen- 
ter, which  he  calls  a  "one-stop  shopping  cen- 
ter for  families." 

Britzman's  center  would  provide  day  care 
with  a  holistic  twist:  When  a  child  is  en- 
rolled, his  or  her  family  would  undergo  a 
fsimlly  assessment,  designed  to  identify 
areas  of  strength  and  weakness,  and  would 
agree  to  volunteer  a  certain  amount  of  time 
to  the  program. 

For  families,  and  especially  for  stressed- 
out  working  mothers,  he  says,  the  family  en- 
richment center  would  be  a  place  to  "relax 
and  connect"  with  an  extended  network  of 
neighbors  and  other  helpers. 

TOP  EKVmONMENT 

Sioux  Falls  recently  topped  a  list  of  cities 
with  the  friendliest  environment  for  working 
mothers,  compiled  and  published  by  the 
women's  magazine  Redbook.  Some  observers 
caution  that  the  city  Is  still  far  from  nirvana 
for  employed  moms  and  their  families. 
Wages  for  both  men  and  women  remain  quite 
low — part  of  the  region's  draw  to  big  cor- 
porations like  Citibank. 

For  all  their  growing  economic  clout  in 
their  families  and  the  community,  profes- 
sional women  here  still  react  coolly  to  femi- 
nist rhetoric. 

Yet  it  may  be  that  Sioux  Falls  and  other 
communities  like  it  represent  the  best  avail- 
able synthesis  of  our  culture's  traditional 
commitment  to  family  and  mothers'  increas- 
ing commitment  to  work. 

"There's  a  QUlet  revolution  going  on  in 
this  city,"  said  Susan  Randall,  development 
director  of  Turning  Point,  a  social  service 
agency  that  works  with  troubled  children. 

"There  are  still  the  trappings  of  tradition- 
alism, but  the  reality  is  very  different." 


TRIBUTE  TO  STEPHEN  R. 
BRASWELL 


HON.  DONALD  M.  PAYNE 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19, 1996 

Mr.  PAYNE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  to  recognize  and  honor  the  retirement  of 
the  esteemed  Vice  President  and  Chief  Ethics 
Officer  of  The  Prudential,  Mr.  Stephen  R. 
Braswell. 

Mr.  Braswell  began  his  career  with  The  Pru- 
dential in  Jadtsonville,  Florida  In  1963.  He 
held  a  wide  variety  of  positions  tsefore  rising  to 
the  position  of  Vice  President  of  Prudential's 
Group  Insurance  Department.  In  1975,  he  was 
transfered  to  Prudential's  Government  Rela- 
tions Division  in  Washington,  DC  where  he 
was  responsible  for  Prudential's  federal  gov- 
ernment relations.  Mr.  Braswell  spent  five 
years,  working  with  Congress,  the  White 
House,  Federal  Regulatory  Agencies,  and  the 
National  Trade  and  Business  Organizations.  In 
1981  Mr.  Braswell  was  named  President  of 
Southwestern  Operations  in  Houston,  Texas 
with  overa;:  responsibility  for  ten  southwestern 
states.  He  also  served  as  Senior  Vice  Presi- 
dent in  charge  of  Human  Resources  and  as 
President  of  the  Prudential  Property  and  Cas- 
ualty Company  for  four  years.  Mr.  Braswell 
ends  his  years  of  service  from  the  New  Jersey 


headquarters  as  the  Senior  Vice  President 
and  Chief  Ethics  Officer  of  The  Prudential. 

Mr.  Braswell  has  been  personally  involved 
in  the  communities  in  which  he  has  lived.  He 
served  as  President  of  both  the  Jacksonville, 
Florida  and  Houston,  Texas  Mental  Health  As- 
sociations. He  also  has  acted  as  Vice  Chair- 
man of  the  Metropolitan  YMCA  Board  and 
served  on  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Rice 
Center,  while  he  was  a  resident  of  Houston. 
His  commitment  to  excellence  and  dedication 
to  service  cleariy  extend  past  the  realm  of  his 
professional  commitments.  His  involvement  is 
admirable. 

The  retirement  celebration  honoring  Mr. 
Braswell's  many  years  of  service  will  take 
place  on  the  twenty  fourth  of  June.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, please  join  me  in  thanking  Mr.  Braswell  for 
33  years  of  sen/ice  and  devotion  to  the  Pru- 
dential. 


TRIBUTE  TO  STELLA  PODBELSKI 
KUKULSKI 


HON.  FRANK  PALLONE,  JR. 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  June  19. 1996 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  pay 
tribute  to  Stella  Podbelski  Kukulski  of 
Sayreville,  NJ,  a  valued  and  cherished  mem- 
ber of  our  community  who  recently  passed 
away. 

Stella  Kukulski  lived  her  entire  life  in 
Sayreville.  She  served  with  distinction  as  a 
valued  employee  for  Sunshine  Biscuit  In 
Sayreville  for  17  years  before  her  retirement  in 
1981  and  as  a  supervisor  for  the  Marion  Dress 
Company  in  South  River,  NJ,  where  she 
worked  for  40  years.  For  her  involvement  in 
community  service,  Stella  Kukulski  was  well 
respected  and  admired.  She  served  as  a 
member  of  the  Sayreville  Saint  Stans  Seniors 
Club,  the  Sayreville  Senkjr  Citizens  Thursday 
Club,  and  as  a  charter  member  of  the  Union 
of  Polish  Women  Group  81.  Her  deep  faith 
and  generosity  was  consistently  demonstrated 
as  a  communicant  of  Our  Lady  of  Vk:tories 
Roman  Catholic  Church  in  Sayreville,  and  as 
member  of  its  Rosary  Society. 

As  a  testimony  to  the  high  esteem  in  whk:h 
Stella  Kukulski  was  held,  the  New  Jersey 
General  Assembly  enacted  a  resolution,  intro- 
duced by  Assemblyman  John  Wisniewski  who 
represents  Sayreville  in  the  State  legislature, 
paying  tribute  to  the  memory  of  Stella  Kukulski 
and  extending  profound  sympathy  and  sincere 
condolences  to  her  family. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  honored  to  join  in  paying 
tribute  to  Stella  Kukulski,  an  exceptional  per- 
son who  will  t>e  deeply  missed  by  all  those 
who  knew  her. 


TRIBUTE  TO  RALPH  MILTEER 


HON.  DONALD  M.  PAYNE 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT.\TIVES 

Wednesday.  June  19, 1996 

Mr.  PAYNE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Speaker, 
this  evening  a  retirement  dinner  is  being  held 


in  honor  of  Ralph  Milteer.  Mr.  Milteer  is  "a 
man  for  all  seasons."  He  has  spent  all  of  his 
adult  life  helping  others.  When  I  think  of 
achievers,  Ralph  is  always  on  my  list.  His 
achievements  have  benefited  him  personally 
but  more  importantly,  they  have  benefited 
many,  many  New  Jerseyans. 

Ralph  Milteer  is  a  product  of  the  East  Or- 
ange, NJ,  school  system  where  he  attended 
elementary  and  high  schools.  After  graduation 
from  Montclair  State  College  Ralph  returned  to 
the  system  as  a  teacher.  For  36  years,  he  has 
been  affiliated  with  the  same  school  system  in 
many  different  capacities.  He  has  been  a 
classroom  teacher,  a  counselor,  a  coordinator, 
a  director,  an  administrative  assistant,  and  an 
assistant  principal  during  his  career. 

Ralph  believes  in  being  prepared  and  has 
spent  a  great  deal  of  his  life  attending  school. 
He  has  done  a  great  deal  of  graduate  work 
and  received  his  Master's  degree  from  Newari< 
State  College  Graduate  School.  Coursework 
at  the  NASA  Center  is  also  a  part  of  his 
resume.  Ralph  has  used  his  experience  in  the 
classroom  in  a  great  deal  of  his  community 
wori<  where  he  has  been  active  in  many  recre- 
ation programs. 

Ralph's  love  of  the  communities  he  serves 
is  evident  in  his  work  In  East  Orange  and  in 
his  hometown  of  Hillside,  NJ.  He  has  been  ac- 
tive in  the  Citizens'  Advisory  Committee  of  the 
Hillside  Board  of  Education,  a  member  of  the 
Hillside  Board  of  Education,  and  president  of 
the  Hillside  Democratic  Club.  Realizing  that  he 
could  serve  his  community  better  from  an 
elected  position,  Ralph  was  elected  to  the  Hill- 
side Township  Committee  where  he  has 
served  as  the  Finance  Commissioner,  the 
deputy  major  and  major  of  Hillside  for  two 
temis. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sure  my  colleagues  will 
want  to  join  me  as  I  offer  my  congratulations 
to  Ralph  Milteer  and  extend  my  best  wishes  to 
him  and  his  family  for  a  happy,  active  and 
healthy  future. 


SENATE  COMMITTEE  MEETINGS 

Title  rv  of  Senate  Resolution  4, 
agreed  to  by  the  Senate  on  February  4, 
1977,  calls  for  establishment  of  a  sys- 
tem for  a  computerized  schedule  of  all 
meetings  and  hearings  of  Senate  com- 
mittees, subcommittees,  joint  commit- 
tees, and  committees  of  conference. 
This  title  requires  all  such  committees 
to  notify  the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest — designated  by  the  Rules  Com- 
mittee— of  the  time,  place,  and  purpose 
of  the  meetingrs,  when  scheduled,  and 
any  cancellations  or  changes  in  the 
meetings  as  they  occur. 

As  an  additional  procedure  along 
with  the  computerization  of  this  infor- 
mation, the  Office  of  the  Senate  Daily 
Digest  will  prepare  this  information  for 
printing  in  the  Extensions  of  Remarks 
section  of  the  Congressional  Record 
on  Monday  and  Wednesday  of  each 
week. 

Meetings  scheduled  for  Thursday, 
June  20, 1996,  may  be  found  in  the  Daily 
Digest  of  today's  Record. 


June  19,  1996 


MEETINGS  SCHEDULED 

JUNE.  21 
10:00  a.m. 
Foreign  Relations 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  nominations  of 
John  Christian  Komblum,  of  Michigan, 
to  be  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for 
European  and  Canadian  Affairs,  Mad- 
eleine May  Kunin,  of  Vermont,  to  be 
Ambassador   to    Switzerland,    and    A. 
Vernon  Weaver,  of  Arkansas,  to  be  the 
Representative  of  the  United  States  of 
America  to  the  European  Union,  with 
the  rank  and  status  of  Ambassador. 

SD-419 
10:30  a.m. 
Foreign  Relations 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  nomination  of 
Barbara  Mills  Larkin,  of  North  Caro- 
lina, to  be  an  Assistant  Secretary  of 
State. 

S-116,  Capitol 

JUNE  25 
9:30  a.m. 
Commerce,  Science,  and  Transportation 
To  hold   closed  hearings   on   broadcast 
spectrum  issues. 

8-407,  Capitol 
Environment  and  Public  Works 
Transportation    and    Infrastructure    Sub- 
committee 
To  hold  oversight  hearings  on  the  impact 
of  Federal  streamlining  efforts  on  Gen- 
eral  Services  Administration   leasing 
activities. 

SEM06 
Governmental  Affairs 
Permanent    Subcommittee    on    Investiga- 
tions 
To  resume  hearings  to  examine  the  secu- 
rity status  of  national  computer  infor- 
mation systems  and  networks. 

SD-342 
10:00  a.m. 
Foreign  Relations 
To  hold  hearings  on  the  nominations  of 
Leslie  M.  Alexander,  of  Florida,  to  be 
Ambassador  to  the  Republic  of  Ecua- 
dor, James  Francis  Creagan,  of  Vir- 
ginia, to  t>e  Ambassador  to  the  Repat>- 
lic  of  Honduras,  and  Lino  Gutierrez,  of 
Florida,  to  be  Aml>assador  to  the  Re- 
public of  Nicaragua. 

SD-419 
Veterans'  Affairs 
Business  meeting,  to  mark  up  S.  1791.  to 
increase,  effective  as  of  December  1. 
1996,  the  rates  of  disability  compensa-' 
tion  for  veterans  with  service-con- 
nected disabilities  and  the  rates  of  de- 
pendency and  indemnity  compensation 
for  survivors  of  such  veterans,  and 
other  pending  legislation. 

SRr-418 
2:00  p.m. 
Foreign  Relations 

Near  Eastern  and  South  Asian  Affairs  Sul>- 
committee 
To  resume  hearings  to  examine  prospects 
for  peace  in  Afghanistan. 

SD-106 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

JUNE  26 
9:30  a.m. 
Commerce.  Science,  and  Transportation 
Science.    Technology,     and    Space    Sul>- 
committee 
To  resume  hearings  on  S.  1726.  to  pro- 
mote electronic  commerce  by  facilitate 
ing  the  use  of  strong  encnrption. 

SB^253 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1804.  to  make 
technical  and  other  changes  to  the 
laws  dealing  with  the  territories  and 
freely  associated  States  of  the  United 
States,  on  a  proposed  amendment  re- 
lating to  Bikini  and  Enewetak  medical 
care,  and  to  hold  oversight  hearings  on 
the  law  enforcement  initiative  in  the 
Commonwealth  of  the  Northern  Mari- 
ana Islands. 

SD-d66 
Governmental  Affairs 
Permanent    Sutxiommittee    on    Investiga- 
tions 
To  continue  hearings  to  examine  the  se- 
curity status  of  national  computer  In- 
formation systems  and  networks. 

SD-342 
Labor  and  Human  Resources 
Business  meeting,  to  mark  up  S.  1221.  to 
authorize  ftinds  for  fiscal  years  1996 
through  2000  for  the  Legal  Services 
Corporation,  S.  1400.  to  require  the  Sec- 
retary of  Labor  to  issue  guidance  as  to 
the  application  of  the  Employee  Re- 
tirement Income  Security  Act  of  1974 
to  insurance  company  general  ac- 
counts, proposed  legislation  authoriz- 
ing funds  for  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health,  and  pending  nominations. 

SIM30 
Rules  and  Administration 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  legislation 
authorizing  funds  for  the  Federal  Elec- 
tion Commission,  and  on  campaign  fi- 
nance reform  proposals. 

SRr«l 

Indian  Affairs 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposals  to  reform 
the  Indian  Child  Welfare  Act. 

SRr4S5 
10:00  a.m. 
Judiciary 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice's  handling  of  "Project 
Special  Delivery". 

SD-226 
2:00  p.m. 
Foreign  Relations 

Near  Eastern  and  South  Asian  Affairs  Sub- 
committee 
To  continue  hearings  to  examine  pros- 
pects for  peace  in  Afghanistan. 

SD-106 

JUNE  27 
10:00  a.m. 
Judiciary 
To  hold  hearings  to  examine  the  recent 
incidents  of  church  burnings. 

SD-226 
2:00  p.m. 
Foreign  Relations 

Near  Eastern  and  South  Asian  Affairs  Sub- 
committee 
To  continue  hearings  to  examine  pros- 
pects for  peace  in  Afghanistan. 

SD-106 


14741 

JULY  11 
2:00  p.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Forests  and  Public  Land  Management  Sub- 
conunittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1738.  to  provide 
for  improved  access  to  and  use  of  the 
Boundary   Water  Canoe  Area  Wilder- 
ness. 

SD-3S6 

JULY  16 
2:00  p.m. 
Appropriations 

Labor.  Health  and  Human  Services,  and 
Education  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  projxjsed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  De- 
partment of  Education. 

SD-138 

SEPTEMBER  17 
9:30  a.m. 
Veterans'  Affairs 
To  hold  joint  hearings  with  the  House 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs  to  re- 
view the  legislative  recommendations 
of  the  American  Legion.  334  Cannon 
Building 


CANCELLAITONS 

JUNEaO 
9:30  a.m. 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources 
Parks,  Historic  Preservation  and  Recre- 
ation Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  S.  1424,  to  redesig- 
nate the  Black  Canyon  of  the  Gunnison 
National  Monument  as  a  national  park 
to  establish  the  Gunnison  Gorge  Na- 
tional Conservation  area,  to  establish 
the     Curecanti     National     Recreation 
Area,  and  to  establish  the  Black  Can- 
yon  of  the   Gunnison   National   Park 
Complex. 

SD-3G6 
10:00  a.m. 
Governmental  Affairs 
To  resume  hearings  to  examine  the  sta- 
tus of  the  modernization  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Service  tax  information 
systems,  focusing  on  certain  technical 
problems. 

SD-342 

JUNE  25 
10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Li- 
brary of  Congress,  and  the  Government 
lYinting  OfCce. 

S-128.  Capitol 

POSTPONEMENTS 

JUNE  21 

10:00  a.m. 
Appropriations 

Legislative  Branch  Subcommittee 
To  hold  hearings  on  proposed  budget  es- 
timates for  fiscal  year  1997  for  the  Ser- 
geant At  Arms,  and  the  Government 
Printing  Office. 

S-128.  Capitol 
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CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 

SENATE—Thursday,  June  20,  1996 


June  20,  1996 


The  Senate  met  at  9:30  a.m..  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  Thurmond]. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  To- 
day's prayer  will  be  offered  by  our 
guest  Chaplain,  Rev.  William  B.  Mann 
V.  pastor.  Our  Savior's  Way  Lutheran 
Church  in  Ashbum,  VA. 


PRAYER 

The  guest  Chaplain,  Reverend  Wil- 
liam B.  Mann,  V,  Pastor  of  Our  Sav- 
ior's Way  Lutheran  Church.  Ashburn, 
VA,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Let  us  pray: 

Ruler  of  all,  we  thank  and  praise  You 
for  this  Nation  which  is  our  home.  We 
thank  and  praise  You  for  permitting 
this  Nation  to  survive  armed  conflicts, 
cold  wars,  threats  and  rumors  of  war, 
and  the  uncertainties  of  this  nuclear 
age. 

We  ask  You  to  urge  the  leaders  and 
the  people  of  our  Nation  to  pursue  al- 
ways the  search  for  human  freedoms. 
We  ask  You  to  bless  with  wisdom  the 
lawmakers  of  our  Nation,  to  regulate 
our  Government  that  it  will  offer  hope 
and  freedom  to  all  who  swear  alle- 
giance to  it. 

Forgive  us  for  our  waste  of  natural 
resources,  for  the  neglect  of  our  own 
rights  and  the  rights  of  others.  Enable 
us  to  conduct  ourselves  honorably  as 
citizens  and  to  manage  the  affairs  of 
Government  sensibly.  Permit  this  Na- 
tion to  prosper  and  to  fulfill  Your  pur- 
pose to  the  good  of  all.  This  we  ask  in 
the  name  of  our  Lord  and  Savior. 
Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  MAJORITY 

LEADER 
The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
able  majority  leader.  Senator  Lott,  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Thank  you,  Mr.  President. 
Good  morning  to  you. 


SCHEDULE 


Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  we  had  an- 
nounced last  night  the  intention  to 
have  a  vote  at  9:15.  but  the  amend- 
ments that  were  involved  in  that  vote 
were  agreed  to  and  were  accepted  on  a 
voice  vote,  so  it  was  not  necessary  to 
have  a  recorded  vote. 

This  morning,  the  Senate,  though, 
will  resume  executive  session  to  con- 
sider the  nomination  of  Alan  Green- 
span to  be  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Board.  Under  the  order,  there 
will  be  3  hours  of  debate  on  the  nomi- 
nation, with  the  vote  to  occur  at  2  p.m. 
today.  Following  that  vote,  the  Senate 
will  dispose  of  the  remaining  Federal 
Reserve  nominees. 


Also  today,  the  Senate  will  resume 
consideration  of  S.  1745,  the  Depjirt- 
ment  of  Defense  authorization  bill.  We 
did  make  substantial  progress  on  the 
bill  yesterday,  and  I  hope  we  can  con- 
tinue with  amendments  and  short  time 
agreements  during  today's  session  as 
well.  We  would  like  to  complete  action 
on  the  DOD  bill  this  week  if  at  all  pos- 
sible. We  will  continue  working 
through  the  afternoon  with  votes  until 
early  evening. 

We  will  recess  or  leave  for  the  day  in 
time  for  an  event  at  the  White  House 
tonight,  and  then  we  will,  after  con- 
sultation with  the  Democratic  leader, 
make  some  announcement  later  today 
about  exactly  what  will  happen  on  Fri- 
day. We  will  be  in  session,  and  we  will 
have  to  assess  where  we  are  as  to 
whether  or  not  there  will  be  votes  at 
that  time. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor.  See- 
ing no  Senator  seeking  recognition  at 
this  point,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  JEF- 
FORDS). The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 


NOMINATION  OF  ALAN  GREEN- 
SPAN, OF  NEW  YORK,  TO  BE 
CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  BOARD  OF 
GO-VTERNORS  OF  THE  FEDERAL 

RESERVE  SYSTEM 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  now 
proceed  to  executive  session  to  con- 
sider the  nomination  of  Alan  Green- 
span, which  the  clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
the  nomination  of  Alan  Greenspan,  of 
New  York,  to  be  Chairman  of  the  Board 
of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
System. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  nomination. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
are  3  hours  of  debate  equally  divided. 

The  minority  leader  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DASCHLE.  I  thank  the  Presi- 
dent, and  I  wish  him  good  morning. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  begin  by  com- 
mending the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Iowa,  Senator  Harkdj,  for  de- 
manding our  careful  consideration  of 
the  nomination  of  Alan  Greenspan  for 
another  term  as  Chairman  of  the  Fed- 


eral Reserve  Board.  The  Senate  has  the 
duty  and  the  obligation  to  thoroughly 
review  the  record  of  any  nominee  to 
such  a  key  post.  No  one  has  met  that 
obligation  more  consequentially  than 
has  Senator  Harkin.  or  has  made  a 
greater  contribution  to  this  debate. 

This  debate  over  Federal  Reserve  pol- 
icy, while  seemingly  distant  to  many 
Americans,  actually  affects  the  lives  of 
every  American  family.  It  affects  fami- 
lies trying  to  buy  a  house  or  to  make  a 
payment  on  one.  It  affects  families  try- 
ing to  buy  a  new  car,  farm  families  try- 
ing to  get  a  loan  to  put  in  next  year's 
crop,  small  business  people  trying  to 
get  a  loan  to  operate  their  businesses 
for  yet  another  year.  Even  more  fun- 
damentally, it  affects  whether  millions 
of  Americans  will  have  a  job  at  all  and 
whether  those  without  jobs  can  find 
one. 

In  judging  nominees  for  the  Federal 
Reserve,  their  records  are  the  most  im- 
portant factor  to  consider.  Despite 
some  reservations.  I  believe  Mr.  Green- 
span's performance  justifies  his  recon- 
firmation. 

Congress  has  mandated  that  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  conduct  its  monetary  pol- 
icy to  "promote  effectively  the  goals  of 
maximum  employment,  stable  prices 
and  moderate  long-term  interest 
rates."  We  must  judge  Mr.  Greenspan 
by  how  well  he  has  fulfilled  this  man- 
date and.  I  must  say.  his  record  is 
mixed. 

Back  in  1990.  under  the  direction  of 
Chairman  Greenspan,  the  Federal  Re- 
serve fkiled  to  act  quickly  enough  in 
lowering  interest  rates  when  a  reces- 
sion hit  in  the  summer  of  that  year. 
Recently  released  transcripts  show 
that  as  late  as  October,  Mr.  Greenspan 
still  insisted  there  was  no  recession. 
The  Fed's  failure  to  understand  and  re- 
spond to  the  recession  made  it  last 
longer  and  run  deeper.  That  recession 
hit  farmers  and  families  in  my  own 
State  of  South  Dakota  especially  hard. 

Thankfully,  the  economy  turned 
around  in  1993,  and  it  has  remained 
strong  and  steady  ever  since,  with  in- 
flation remaining  under  control.  That 
sustained  recovery  grew  out  of  the 
President's  economic  plan  of  that  year, 
and  that  plan  passed  Congress,  I  re- 
mind all  of  our  colleagues,  without  a 
single  vote  from  the  other  side. 

While  Democrats  in  Congress  and  the 
President  led  the  1993  fight  for  the  eco- 
nomic plan,  Mr.  Greenspan  helped  that 
plan  realize  success.  He  offered  encour- 
aging words  during  the  plan's  consider- 
ation, which  helped  it  gain  credibility 
in  the  financial  markets. 

Following  its  enactment,  the  Federal 
Reserve  kept  interest  rates  down  for  a 
while.  As  Mr.  Greenspan  noted  later: 


9  This  "bullet"  symbol  idendfies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
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The  actions  taken  (In  1993]  to  reduce  the 
federal  budget  deficit  have  been  instrumen- 
tal In  creating  the  basis  for  declining  infla- 
tion expectations  and  easing  pressures  on 
long  term  interest  rates. 

So  the  results  speak  for  themselves. 
Since  1993,  nearly  10  million  jobs  have 
been  created.  These  are  nearly  eight 
times  more  private-sector  jobs  than 
were  created  during  the  entire  Bush  ad- 
ministration. These  are  not  just  any 
jobs:  more  than  two- thirds  of  them  are 
high-wage  positions— the  kinds  of  jobs 
you  can  raise  a  family  on  and  plan  for 
the  future. 

Along  with  jobs,  the  overall  U.S. 
economy  has  grown  steadily.  Again, 
the  Democrats'  1993  economic  plan 
sparked  a  real  turnaround.  During  the 
previous  4  yesirs,  economic  growth 
averaged  just   1.3  percent.   But   since 

1993,  the  economy  has  grown  by  more 
than  twice  that  rate,  averaging  more 
than  3.2  percent  each  year. 

We  have  cut  the  deficit  in  half  in  the 
last  4  years.  As  many  of  us  remember, 
the  deficit  stood  at  a  whopping  $290  bil- 
lion in  1992.  This  year,  we  have  cut  the 
deficit  to  $130  billion,  according  to  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office.  Our  plan 
created  4  consecutive  years  of  deficit 
reduction  for  the  first  time  since  the 
1940's. 

It  remains  an  open  question  whether 
Mr.  Greenspan's  more  recent  policies 
have  raised  interest  rates  too  high 
again.  Few  people  realize  that  in  1 
year,  from  1994  to  1995.  Mr.  Greenspan 
increased  the  Federal  funds  rate  seven 
times.  In  fact,  his  actions  helped  to 
double  interest  rates  over  that  period 
of  time. 

Here   are   the   figures:   In   February 

1994,  the  Federal  funds  rate  was  3  per- 
cent; in  February  1995,  it  doubled  to  6 
percent.  Every  homeowner,  every  farm- 
er, probably  most  Americans,  know 
what  doubling  interest  rates  can  mean. 
Since  that  time,  despite  any  indication 
that  inflation  was  threatening  to  rise, 
the  rate  has  dropped  by  only  three- 
quarters  of  a  point,  to  5.25  percent. 

Senators  Harkin  and  Dorgan  have 
made  a  good  case  before  the  Senate 
that  Mr.  Greenspan  has  tended  to  place 
a  higher  priority  on  fighting  inflation 
than  creating  jobs. 

Mr.  Greenspan  needs  to  reconsider 
whether  by  lowering  interest  rates  the 
economy  could  expand  more  quickly 
without  triggering  inflation.  Indeed,  a 
number  of  prominent  business  leaders 
and  economists  argue  that  unemploy- 
ment, currently  at  5.6  percent,  could  be 
pushed  to  as  low  as  5  percent  without 
affecting  inflation  at  all.  Taking  this 
step  would  generate  an  additional 
600,000  jobs.  This  strikes  me  as  a  plau- 
sible and  worthwhile  goal  which  Mr. 
Greenspan  and  the  entire  Federal  Re- 
serve should  take  very  seriously. 

After  all,  jobs  are  a  critical  part  of 
the  Federal  Reserve's  mandate.  Jobs 
also  top  the  list  of  priorities  for  most 
American  families.  Jobs  are  certainly 


on  the  top  of  the  list  of  every  member 
of  the  Democratic  caucus. 

I  am  deeply  concerned  that  many  of 
our  colleagues  on  the  other  side,  led  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Flor- 
ida. Senator  Mack,  and  our  former  col- 
league. Senator  Dole,  have  proposed 
dropping  jobs  as  a  Federal  Reserve  pri- 
ority. The  Federal  Reserve  generates 
perhaps  the  most  important  economic 
policy  decisions  of  this  country.  To  re- 
move jobs  from  their  mandate  would 
prove  devastating  to  American  work- 
ers. 

The  Mack-Dole  bill  would  limit  the 
Fed  to  considering  only  inflation  when 
making  its  decisions.  It  directs  the  Fed 
to  ignore  unemployment  and  focus 
solely  on  price  stability.  Imagine  put- 
ting this  question  to  a  family  sitting 
around  a  kitchen  table:  Do  you  think 
the  most  powerful  economic  institu- 
tion in  this  country  should  be  more  or 
less  concerned  about  creating  jobs? 
You  can  bet  the  family  would  say. 
"Focus  more  on  jobs — more  on  jobs— 
not  less." 

Clearly,  one  powerful  group  places  a 
higher  priority  on  controlling  inflation 
than  on  promoting  economic  growth. 
Wealthy  investors,  wealthy  bond- 
holders are  hurt  far  more  by  small  in- 
creases in  inflation  than  by  increases 
in  unemployment.  They  are  the  major 
constituency  for  an  initiative  of  this 
kind.  I  believe  the  Fed  should  pay  more 
attention  to  working  families  who  are 
feeling  a  growing  sense  of  economic  in- 
security in  this  country. 

While  the  statistics  I  have  outlined 
show  a  strong  economy,  when  I  go 
home  I  hear  a  lot  of  anxiety  from  farm- 
ers, small  businesspeople.  and  families 
just  trjring  to  make  a  living  wage.  In 
fact,  wages  have  stagnated  for  many 
middle-class  working  families.  Every 
year  it  seems  harder  and  harder  just  to 
make  ends  meet. 

The  simple  fact  is  that  if  there  is  a 
crunch  out  there,  it  is  the  Fed's 
crunch. 

We  need  a  Federal  Reserve  to  serve 
as  an  ally,  not  an  opponent,  in  the 
fight  for  more  high-wage  jobs.  If  we 
really  mean  to  raise  living  standards 
and  fight  for  higher  wages,  the  Federal 
Reserve  should  consider  lowering  inter- 
est rates  now,  this  year,  this  month. 

But  monetary  policy  is  only  one  part 
of  economic  policy.  Democrats  in  Con- 
gress are  promoting  an  agenda  that 
goes  even  further  to  address  the  insecu- 
rities so  many  people  rightly  feel 
today. 

We  are  fighting  for  paycheck  secu- 
rity, starting  with  raising  the  mini- 
mum wage  now. 

We  are  committed  to  health  security 
and  to  controlling  health  care  coLts 
that  are  eating  up  workers'  compensa- 
tion gains. 

We  are  developing  a  legislative  pack- 
age to  promote  retirement  security  so 
that  economic  security  can  last  a 
whole  lifetime. 


At  the  same  time,  we  have  a  plan  to 
balance  the  budget  without  damaging 
the  economy  and  without  hurting 
those  who  need  help  the  most. 

As  Mr.  Greenspan  himself  advocates, 
we  must  continue  to  invest  in  edu- 
cation, training,  and  technological  de- 
velopment. The  Democratic  plan 
makes  those  investments  in  America's 
future. 

On  balance.  Mr.  Greenspan's  success- 
ful partnership  with  us  in  the  wake  of 
the  1993  plan  merits  my  support  for  his 
reconfirmation.  As  he  himself  has 
noted,  the  1993  economic  plan  "was  an 
unquestioned  factor  in  contributing  to 
the  improvement  in  economic  activity 
that  occurred  thereafter." 

Still,  he  should  take  heed  of  the  ar- 
guments made  so  effectively  by  Sen- 
ators Harkin  and  Dorgan  that  he  needs 
to  do  more  to  promote  economic 
growth.  Our  goal  must  be  to  extend  the 
economic  recovery  to  all  Americans— 
not  just  the  stock  and  bondholders  of 
Wall  Street,  but  the  families  and  the 
shops  on  Main  Street. 

Essentially,  the  record  of  the  past  4 
years  shows  that  we  have  created  eco- 
nomic growth  and  jobs.  I  can  support 
Mr.  Greenspan's  nomination,  but  with 
the  caveat  that  jobs  should  remain  as 
one  of  the  Fed's  top  priorities.  The 
hard-working  people  of  this  country  de- 
serve an  agenda  that  continues  to  raise 
their  standard  of  living.  That  ought  to 
be  the  responsibility  not  only  of  the 
Congress,  but  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board  as  well.  I  yield  the  floor. 
Mr.  REED  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada  is  recognized. 

Mr.  REID.  One  of  the  things  that 
mystified  me  in  regard  to  the  work 

that  we  have  done 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  I  am 
sorry  to  interrupt  you.  The  Senator 
from  Iowa  controls  the  time. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  I  yield  whatever  time 
he  may  consume  to  the  Senator  from 
Nevada. 
Mr.  REID.  I  thank  Senator  Harkin. 
One  of  the  things  that  has  mystified 
me  during  the  work  I  have  been  in- 
volved in  and  the  study  by  the  General 
Accounting  Office  has  been  the  lack  of 
attention  by  the  press  and  others  about 
what  we  have  found  through  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office  regarding  how 
the  Fed  is  run. 

Senator  Harkin,  Senator  Dorgan, 
and  others,  have  talked  a  lot  about 
monetary  policy.  I  respect  them  and 
join  with  them  in  those  statements. 

But  what  I  want  to  talk  about  today 
again  for  a  few  minutes  is  what  the 
General  Accounting  Office  found  in 
their  study  of  the  Fed.  Mr.  President,  if 
I  were  on  the  Senate  floor  talking 
about  one  of  the  Federal  agencies  hav- 
ing overspent  their  budget,  there  would 
be  cries  for  an  investigation. 

Let  us  take  a  closer  look.  If  you  real- 
ly look  at  what  the  Fed  has  done,  it  is 
not  just  a  question  of  overspending 
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their  budget,  it  is  a  question  of  their 
spending  being  uncontrolled. 

For  example,  within  the  Fed  itself 
you  are  reimbursed  for  travel  in  many- 
different  ways.  Unlimited  travel  ex- 
penses are  reimbursed.  You  have  a 
foyer  going  from  a  few  thousand  square 
feet  to  20,000  square  feet.  That  is  just 
the  entry  room  to  one  of  their  build- 
ings. There  is  nothing  in  it  except  mar- 
ble. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  only 
peeked  at  their  perks.  But  what  they 
did  find  when  they  took  a  peek  is  that, 
for  example,  in  the  Fed  system  you  can 
get  a  security  system.  You  know,  their 
vice  presidents  have  them,  vice  chair- 
men have  them.  They  have  security 
systems  for  reasons  I  do  not  under- 
stand. Some  of  them  have  door-to-door 
travel. 

We  do  not,  I  indicate  again,  Mr. 
President,  know  exactly  what  they 
have.  A  preliminary  report  that  was 
issued  by  the  General  Accounting  Of- 
fice, their  final  report,  only  confirmed 
further  what  is  going  on  at  the  Fed. 
but  nobody  seems  to  care.  If  this  were 
an  agency  of  the  Federal  Government 
or  State  government,  people  would  be 
raising  their  hands. 

One  of  the  big  things  they  are  look- 
ing at  now  on  the  House  side — it  has 
not  hit  here  yet;  I  assume  it  will— is 
whether  Members  of  Congress,  when 
they  go  to  receptions,  sit  down  and  eat 
a  sandwich.  If  they  do,  it  is  a  violation 
of  the  rules.  If  they  stand,  it  is  OK.  If 
you  sit.  it  is  not.  That  is  what  we  are 
looking  at  here.  With  the  Fed,  they  can 
do  whatever  they  want  to  do.  It  is  not 
a  question  of  sitting  or  standing.  They 
can  do  just  about  anything  they  want 
to  do. 

The  Fed  operating  costs  have  grown 
considerably:  50  percent  between  1988 
and  1994.  Salary  costs  increased  44  per- 
cent, travel  costs  increased  66  percent 
during  that  same  period  of  time,  but 
nobody  seems  to  care. 

This  is  an  organization  that  has  no 
oversight.  This  is  an  organization  that 
does  not  have  an  annual  audit.  This  is 
an  organization  that  keeps  S3.7  billion 
in  a  trust  fund,  a  slush  fund.  They  call 
it  a  rainy  day  fund.  Why?  They  said, 
"We  might  need  it  sometime."  In  79 
years,  they  have  never  needed  it.  The 
S3.7  billion  should  be  returned  to  the 
Federal  Treasury.  They  still  have  the 
S3.7  billion.  No  one  seems  to  much  care 
that  they  have  the  money  stashed 
away. 

We  are  going  to  begin  markup  of  this 
year's  appropriation  bUls  over  in  the 
Senate.  We  are  going  to  get  our  alloca- 
tion and  then  look  at  military  con- 
struction and  then  the  defense  spend- 
ing bill,  maybe  foreign  operations.  We 
are  going  to  be  fighting  for  dollars  just 
for  little  projects.  I  have  a  project  for 
S55,000,  but  we  will  have  trouble  fund- 
ing it.  It  is  extremely  essential  to  sav- 
ing a  lake  in  Nevada,  extremely  impor- 
tant to  an  Indian  tribe  in  Nevada.  We 


probably  cannot  get  that  money.  Yet, 
the  Fed  has  $3.7  billion  there  for  no 
purpose,  and  nobody  seems  to  care. 

The  final  report  of  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office,  Mr.  President,  was 
issued  yesterday.  "The  Federal  Reserve 
System:  Current  and  Future  Chal- 
lenges Require  Systemwide  Atten- 
tion." They  are  not  going  to  have  any 
"systemwide  attention"  because  Mem- 
bers of  this  body  do  not  seem  to  care 
about  what  is  going  on  at  the  Fed.  This 
final  report  issued  yesterday  confirmed 
everything  found  in  the  preliminary  re- 
port. 

The  real  news  here,  in  my  opinion,  is 
the  Fed's  xmwillingness  to  accept  any 
of  the  recommendations  made  by  the 
independent  study.  The  report  dem- 
onstrates the  absolute  arrogance  of  a 
tremendously  powerful  entity  that  be- 
lieves it  is  unaccountable  to  mere  tax- 
payers. It  has  every  reason  to  believe 
that  it  is  unaccountable,  because  it  is. 

The  Fed  has  chosen  to  reject  these 
recommendations.  That  is  their  prerog- 
ative. We.  as  a  legislative  body,  have 
let  them  get  away  with  it.  It  is  really 
just  a  rejection  of  taxpayer  requests, 
that  is  all. 

The  Fed  may  think  they  need  not 
bother  themselves  with  these  requests 
from  the  taxpayer  for  greater  effi- 
ciency, and  it  appears  maybe  they  are 
right.  It  is  obvious  that  those  of  us  who 
believe  this  nomination  should  not  go 
forward,  we  are  going  to  lose,  but  we 
are  gaining  ground.  We  are  going  to  get 
more  votes  than  last  time.  I  know  that, 
because  I  am  one  of  the  people  that  is 
going  to  join  those  who  feel  that  the 
Fed  needs  some  direction  change. 

We  are  not  going  to  go  away  quietly. 
We  are  going  to  say  our  piece  here 
today,  and  then  we  are  going  to  come 
back  in  the  weeks  ahead  with  legisla- 
tion. We  are  not  going  to  wait  until  the 
next  nomination  process  comes 
through.  We  are  going  to  go  through 
with  the  legislation,  and  we  are  going 
to  continue. 

We  are  going  to  call  for  an  annual 
audit.  We  are  going  to  call  for  some  of 
the  things  that  the  General  Accounting 
Office  thinks  should  be  done.  We  are 
going  to  keep  talking  about  this  until 
the  American  public  gives  other  Mem- 
bers of  this  body  and  the  other  body 
the  backbone  to  go  forward  amd  do 
something. 

Taxpayers,  and  I  believe  this  Con- 
gress, should  no  longer  tolerate  the  in- 
efficiency, the  mismanagement,  and 
questionable  accounting  procedures  of 
the  Fed.  I  repeat:  inefficiency,  mis- 
management, and  questionable  ac- 
counting procedures. 

Greenspan  and  the  Fed  have  an  un- 
limited budget.  They  can  spend  money 
however  they  want.  There  is  no  over- 
sight, no  investigations,  no  audits. 
Budgets  can  be  exceeded  within  house. 
What  difference  does  it  make?  They 
control  the  money. 

We  have  heard  numerous  times  that 
the   Fed  has  said,   "We  will   put  the 


brakes  on  the  economy."  I  think  we 
should  put  the  brakes  on  the  Fed.  That 
would  be  the  better  way  to  approach 
this. 

Also,  the  General  Accounting  Office 
talks  about  conflicts  of  interest,  talks 
about  how  they  let  contracts.  I  repeat, 
if  this  were  done  in  the  private  sector 
or  in  another  agency  of  Government,  it 
would  be  scandalous.  But  the  Fed  just 
does  it  and  turns  their  head  the  other 
way  and  goes  on  with  their  business. 

The  report  raises  the  legitimate 
questions  about  fiscal  management 
within  the  Fed.  Important  questions 
need  to  be  answered,  and  they  have  not 
been  answered.  They  have  been  re- 
quested, but  they  simply  do  not  answer 
them,  just  like  they  did  not  answer 
most  of  the  questions  that  the  General 
Accounting  Office  presented. 

This  report  is  about  ensuring  greater 
accountability  to  the  American  tax- 
payer and  improving  fiscal  responsibil- 
ity. The  Fed  has  pocketed  $3.7  billion 
in  taxpayer  money.  It  claims  this 
quietly  held  fund  is  necessary  to  cover 
systemwide  losses  that  it  has  never  had 
and  never  will  have.  In  its  79-year  his- 
tory, the  Fed  has  never  operated  at  a 
loss.  Excessive  salaries  increased  by  44 
percent;  120  top  Fed  officials  earned 
more  than  the  Chairman  in  1994,  in- 
creasing excessive  expenditures;  bene- 
fits increased  by  89  percent  since  1980 
and  were  found  to  be  more  generous 
than  any  other  Federal  agency;  travel 
expenses,  I  repeat,  increased  by  66  per- 
cent. 

Board  members  travel  in  high  style, 
to  say  the  least.  Travel  reimbursement 
policies  vary  from  bank  to  bank,  and 
they  are  permitted  to  reimburse  either 
on  a  per  diem  or  actual  costs  basis. 
There  is  no  conformity,  no  uniformity. 
A  uniform  travel  reimbursement  policy 
would  unquestionably  yield  greater 
savings  to  the  taxpayer. 

Mr.  President,  as  far  as  I  am  con- 
cerned, the  most  important  thing  is 
the  need  for  an  independent  audit.  To 
date,  there  has  been  no  comprehensive 
audit  of  our  central  banking  system. 
We  need  permanent  annual  independ- 
ent audits.  There  is  a  double  standard. 
This  report  demonstrates  the  double 
standard  that  is  practiced  by  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve.  While  counseling  others 
to  decrease  their  spending,  the  Fed  has 
increased  theirs. 

I  conducted  a  meeting.  Mr.  Green- 
span was  there,  and  he  was  asked  the 
question:  What  is  the  most  important 
thing  to  do?  Cut  spending.  I  guess  for 
every  place  except  the  Fed,  because 
while  we  nave  cut  and  hacked  away  at 
these  budgets  coming  through  here, 
theirs  has  done  eversrthing  but  balloon 
up  and  fly  away.  They  are  bloated. 
They  are  gluttonous. 

Congress  heeded  the  advice  of  the 
Fed  and  took  painful  but  necessary 
steps  to  get  the  deficit  under  control, 
but  they  did  not.  The  Fed  staffing 
grew,  while  the  rest  of  the  Government 
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shrunk  by  2  percent.  We  tightened  our 
fiscal  belts,  and  the-  Fed  sat  down  to 
enjoy  all  you  can  eat,  in  response  to 
the  report,  that  "we  are  not  interested, 
we  will  run  our  own  show,  you  leave  us 
alone." 

The  Fed  has  powerful  defenders  will- 
ing to  turn  a  blind  eye  to  any  criti- 
cism. This  General  Accounting  Office 
report  provides  a  tough  prescription 
that  some  may  find  hard  to  swallow. 
But  I  believe  the  alternative  to  treat- 
ment is  simply  an  unfair  cost  to  the 
taxpayer  who  would  continue  to  be 
forced  to  pay. 

I  yield  the  floor  and  express  my  ap- 
preciation to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  D'AMATO  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
INHOFE).  The  Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  point  out  that  I  think  when  the 
Banking  Committee  considered  the 
nomination  of  Chairman  Greenspan 
some  4  years  ago,  there  was  only  1  vote 
cast  in  opposition  to  Mr.  Greenspan. 
That  opposing  vote  was  this  Senator. 
There  were  no  other  votes  cast  against 
him. 

So  I  rise  today  to  say  that  I  am 
pleased  that  the  concerns  that  I  had 
with  respect  to  Chairman  Greenspan 
were  proven  to  be  wrong.  The  Chair- 
man has  done  a  most  diligent  job — in 
spite  of  the  failure  of  the  Congress  to 
address  the  problems  of  the  people  of 
this  Nation  in  a  forthright,  intelligent 
way,  as  it  relates  to  dealing  with  our 
spending. 

Throughout  his  tenure,  the  Chair- 
man, even  during  turbulent  political 
times,  has  remained  constant  and  true. 
Some  can  be  critical — regardless  of 
whether  the  Congress  is  in  control  of 
the  Democrats  or  Republicans,  or  split, 
or  regardless  of  the  stewardship  of  the 
Presidency,  be  it  Republican  or  Demo- 
crat. However,  absolutely  essential  to 
the  well-being  and  the  economic 
growth  of  this  country  was  a  necessity 
to  reduce  our  deficits  and  to  dem- 
onstrate that  we  were  going  to  do  this 
for  real,  not  with  make-believe  num- 
bers, because  we  have  seen  that  too 
often. 

Indeed,  I  remember  well  the  years 
1979  and  1980,  with  inflation  rates  that 
made  it  impossible  for  small  businesses 
and  entrepreneurs  to  invest  in  plants 
or  equipment  and  working  middle-claiss 
families  to  purchase  homes.  I  recall 
fear,  consternation,  panic.  Chairman 
Greenspan  understands  and  remembers 
well  the  lessons  of  that  inflation.  It 
was  devastating  to  the  morale  of  the 
people  of  this  Nation,  to  our  economic 
well  being,  and  to  our  leadership  at 
home  and  abroad. 

With  that  in  mind,  he  has  kept  a 
steady  hand  at  the  wheel,  instead  of 
taking  the  politically  expedient  course 
of  sajring:  Slash  the  discount  rate. 
Slash  it  and  let  us  pump  up  the  money 
supply  and,  with  that  action,  create 
doubts  in  the  domestic  and  global  busi- 


ness community  about  our  resolve 
against  inflation.  These  doubts  will  re- 
sult in  the  kind  of  inflation  where  they 
used  to  change  the  prices  of  the  canned 
goods  so  fast  they  would  put  one  stick- 
er on  top  of  the  other.  Today,  they 
would  not  do  that.  You  would  not  even 
know  they  were  doing  it  because  they 
would  do  it  by  way  of  the  computer 
markings.  But  in  the  late  1970s,  people 
saw  those  price  changes,  felt  their  ef- 
fects, and  understood  the  results.  I 
hope  we  have  not  forgotten  those  les- 
sons. 

In  the  late  1970's  and  early  1980s, 
prime  interest  rates  were  over  20  per- 
cent. Who  could  buy  a  house?  That  is 
the  kind  of  thing  we  can  very  easily 
have  today  if  the  Federal  Reserve  over- 
reacts. What  experts  does  the  Congress 
have  who  are  talking  about  slashing 
the  interest  rates?  The  politicians  who 
want  to  go  home  and  say,  "We  axe 
going  to  give  you  everything  for  noth- 
ing." Why  do  we  not  cut  the  discount 
rate  to  1  percent?  How  about  a  half- 
percent?  How  about  a  quarter  percent? 
It  is  now  about  5Vt  percent.  I  will  tell 
you  what  will  take  place  if  interest 
rates  are  unnecessarily  cut  while  the 
economy  is  near  its  productive  capac- 
ity. The  cuts  will  fuel  a  speculative 
market,  inflation  and  long-term  inter- 
est rates  will  soar  and  young  people 
who  want  to  purchase  homes  will  not 
be  able  to  buy  them. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  going  to  make 
some  more  remarks.  I  know  the  chair- 
man of  the  Budget  Committee  is  here 
and  he  has  a  very  difficult  schedule.  I 
believe  he  would  like  to  speak.  I  am 
ready  to  jrield  the  floor  to  my  distin- 
guished colleague  for  as  long  as  he 
wants  so  that  he  might  make  some  re- 
marks. But  I  intend  to  come  back  to 
this  debate. 

Let  us  not  hold  responsible  the 
Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve  for 
our  failures,  the  failures  of  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States  to  address 
the  problems  we  have.  Congress  wants 
to  be  all  things  to  all  people,  and  never 
wants  to  cut  ansrthing.  Members  of 
Congress  want  to  spend  and  spend,  and 
then  come  into  this  Hall  and  say  that 
the  reason  we  are  having  the  slowness 
in  economic  growth  is  because  Alan 
Greenspan,  in  a  mean-spirited  or  shal- 
low way,  does  not  want  to  cut  the  dis- 
count rate.  If  you  really  believe  cut- 
ting the  discount  rate  is  going  to  solve 
all  of  the  problems  of  the  Nation,  let  us 
cut  it.  I  have  not  heard  people  come 
forth  and  say  that  is  going  to  be  the 
answer.  I  have  not  seen  any  economists 
of  any  note  say  that  is  going  to  create 
long-term  economic  growth.  I  mean, 
this  is  nonsense — absolute,  pure  pap. 

I  have  to  tell  you  something.  If  you 
are  really  going  to  get  down  to  saying, 
let  us  not  confirm  Mr.  Greenspan  be- 
cause economic  growth  has  not  been 
fast  enough,  that  would  be  like  sajring 
that  the  Chicago  Bulls  should  not  re- 
sign Michael  Jordan  because  the  Bulls 


did  not  beat  Seattle  fast  enough  by 
sweeping  Seattle  in  four  games.  That  is 
nonsense  for  the  Chicago  Bulls,  and  not 
confirming  Chairman  Greenspan  would 
be  the  equivalent. 

We  have  steady  growth  now.  We  have 
not  had  the  kind  of  cycle  that  many 
have  predicted  because  the  economy  is 
in  the  steady  hands  of  someone  who 
has  not  yielded  to  the  expedience  re- 
sorted to  by  many  in  politics. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOMENICI  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President.  I  may 
speak  for  a  shorter  period  of  time  than 
I  thought.  My  voice  seems  to  be  having 
a  little  trouble  today.  Mr.  President,  in 
a  few  hours,  the  U.S.  Senate  will  con- 
firm three  appointees  to  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board.  I  am  very  confident 
that  we  will  do  that.  We  will  do  it  be- 
cause, to  do  otherwise,  would  be  fool- 
hardy. 

First  of  all,  I  am  delighted  to  take 
this  opportunity  not  only  to  speak  on 
behalf  of  Alan  Greenspan's  renomina- 
tion  as  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve, but  to  congratulate  him  on  a 
masterful  job  in  his  previous  term — 
most  recently,  gmding  the  economy 
into  the  sixth  year  of  expansion. 

While  many  will  try  to  take  credit 
for  the  upbeat  economy  right  now  and 
for  its  consistency,  I  believe  it  is  a  re- 
flection of  the  anti-inflationary  poli- 
cies, which  began  under  Paul  Volcker 
and  have  continued  under  Alan  Green- 
span. Let  me  repeat.  I  believe  no  insti- 
tution, including  the  Presidency,  in- 
cluding the  Congress,  deserves  more 
credit  for  the  6  years  of  sustained 
growth  in  this  economy  than  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Board,  headed  by  Alan 
Greenspan.  By  keeping  inflation  low. 
businesses  and  households  alike  are 
able  to  make  investments  and  savings 
decisions  with  greater  certainty,  per- 
mitting more  efficient  fimctioning  of 
the  economy.  Households  have  been 
spared  the  tragedy  of  having  inflation 
erode  their  savings  nest  eggs,  while 
countless  home  buyers  have  benefited 
from  lower  long-term  interest  rates 
which  have  followed  the  Fed's  disinfla- 
tionary policies. 

Of  note,  the  Volcker/Greenspan  ten- 
ure has  seen  economic  growth  in  12  of 
the  last  13  years.  Furthermore,  Chair- 
man Greenspam  has  played  a  very  im- 
portant role  in  enhancing  banking  reg- 
ulation, ensuring  that  depositor  safety 
is  maintained  in  the  midst  of  sweeping 
technologic  breakthroughs  in  elec- 
tronic banking,  smart  cards,  and  home 
banking. 

I  am  somewhat  amazed  by  Chairman 
Greenspan's  critics,  who  argue  that  he 
is  responsible  for  the  low  2.1-percent 
level  of  trend  economic  growth.  Now  I 
am  as  intent  upon  boosting  long-run 
growth  as  anyone  here.  But,  it  is  im- 
portant to  realize  that  the  solution  to 
this  long-term  growth,  which  we  want. 
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and  a  higher  rate  of  GDP  growth  than 
we  have  had,  does  not  rest  with  the 
current  Fed.  Numerous  academic  stud- 
ies have  shown  that  the  best  way  for 
central  banks  to  boost  growth  is  by- 
targeting  price  stability.   The  United 
States  is  already  very  close  to  price 
stability  right  now,  with  inflation  at  or 
below  3  percent  for  the  last  4  years.  As 
such,  there  is  little  more  that  the  cur- 
rent  Fed   can   do    to   boost   long-run 
growth  further.  The  same  was  not  true 
in  the  mid  to  late  1970's,  when  rampant 
inflation  was  having  negative  impact 
on  investment  and  savings  decisions. 
Such   economic    turmoil    prompted   a 
switch  in  1979,  from  an  easy  money  pol- 
icy to  a  strong  anti-inflation  regime 
under  then  Chairman  Volcker,  followed 
by  Chairman  Greenspan.  This  switch 
brought  inflation  down  over  12  percent- 
age points  in  6  years  and  gave  rise  to 
the  second  longest  expansion  this  cen- 
tury during  the  1980's.  However,  it  is 
this  very  successful  policy  of  reducing 
inflation   that   Chairman   Greenspan's 
critics  would  change,  and  charge  him 
with  doing  less  than  a  good  job.  This  is 
ironic  since  excessive  monetary  easing 
now  would  actually  harm  growth,  not 
enhance  it  as  some  will  claim.  With  the 
economy  at  full  potential,  an  easing 
now  would  only  provide   a  short-run 
boost,  before  inflationary  pressures  re- 
surfaced. This  would  necessitate  subse- 
quent tightening  and  economic  slow- 
down. It  is  precisely  this  type  of  feast 
or  famine  monetary  policy  that  injects 
economic  uncertainty  and  constrains 
long-run      growth      and      causes      a 
roUercoaster  in  the  economy  instead  of 
sustained  growth  over  long  periods  of 
time. 

We  want  more  growth.  I  do,  and  I 
talk  to  more  and  more  people,  and  they 
all  seem  to  think  we  should  have  more 
growth  than  the  2.1  to  2.3  percent  GDP 
growth  of  late.  Just  as  an  explanation, 
our  gross  domestic  product  is  like  a  big 
pie,  perhaps  a  big  cherry  pie.  What  hap- 
pens is  when  the  pie  is  getting  smaller, 
you  have  a  recession.  When  it  is  grow- 
ing, you  have  more  jobs,  better  pay, 
more  resources  to  split  and  divide 
among  the  various  activities,  including 
our  working  peoples'  salary  paychecks. 
This  must  grow  or  we  have  stagnation. 
Mr.  President,  2.1  to  2.2  percent 
added  to  that  cherry  pie  is  not  suffi- 
cient. But  what  we  must  do  is  to  urge 
that  the  Federal  Reserve  do  just  what 
it  has  been  doing  and  then  we,  as  pol- 
icsnanakers,  must  do  at  least  four 
things. 

First,  we  must  balance  our  budget 
within  a  reasonable  period  of  time; 
stop  using  up  the  savings  of  the  Amer- 
ican people  to  pay  for  the  debts  of  our 
country,  rather,  making  it  available 
for  growth  and  to  enhance  productiv- 
ity. 

Second,  we  must  throw  away  the  tax 
policies  of  today.  Throw  out  the  tax 
laws  and  start  over  with  a  brand  new 
set  of  tax  policies  that  are  progrowth. 


proinvestment,  prosavingrs — simpler, 
easier  to  administer,  and  not  so  oner- 
ous on  American  business.  We  must  cut 
taxes  wherever  we  can. 

Then  we  must  take  a  serious  look  at 
all  the  regulations  in  the  country,  and 
where  we  find  regulations  that  are  not 
needed,  take  those  burdens  away  from 
the  economy,  thus  making  room  for 
growth. 

And  last,  we  must  totally  reform  the 
education  system  of  America.  There  is 
no  question  that  the  education  system 
is  not  working.  There  are  many  who 
are  not  getting  educated  sufficiently 
for  the  jobs  of  today.  There  are  many 
who  need  retraining,  reeducating.  The 
system  seems  to  be  floundering. 

I  think,  just  as  we  need  a  reform  in 
fiscal  policy,  we  need  a  reform  in  edu- 
cation so  we  can  do  a  better  job  of 
helping  people  get  ready  for  jobs  in  this 
economy.  I  note  just  today  in  the  paper 
that  some  companies  are  paying  a 
bonus  to  attract  people  to  come  to 
work  in  the  beginning  jobs  in  our  econ- 
omy, the  startup  jobs.  We  need  to  do  a 
better  job  of  training  people,  getting 
them  educated  enough  to  take  the  jobs 
and  then  move  up  to  better  jobs. 

So,  it  seems  to  me,  we  should  not  say 
to  the  Federal  Reserve  Board:  You 
should  do  all  this  and  cause  the 
growth,  with  the  obvious  problem  that 
that  can  produce  superinflation.  We 
have  seen  it.  We  saw  the  day,  in  the 
waning  months  of  the  Carter  adminis- 
tration, when,  if  you  went  to  a  grocery 
store  you  would  see,  right  in  the  aiisles 
of  the  grocery  store,  people  changing 
the  prices  of  food  every  day  because  in- 
flation was  so  high  that  they  had  to 
have  their  clerks  changing  prices  every 
single  day.  That  was  happening 
throughout  the  economy. 

America  needs  low  inflation  to  have 
sustained  economic  growth.  America 
does  not  need  a  Federal  Reserve  Board 
that  loosens  up  the  money  supply  to 
invite  inflation,  or  pushes  interest 
rates  down  when  they  do  not  belong 
any  further  down,  just  for  the  sake  of  a 
spurt  in  growth  only  to  be  followed  by 
very,  very  negative  impacts  on  our  peo- 
ple. 

So,  instead  of  blaming  the  Federal 
Reserve,  we  ought  to  look  clearly  at 
ourselves.  We  ought  to  look  at  what  we 
spend  our  money  for,  how  much  we  tax 
our  people.  Are  we  spending  enough  of 
the  tax  dollar  in  productive  axitivities 
or  are  we  spending  it  just  exchanging 
money  between  our  citizens?  Do  we 
have  an  education  system  that  is  feed- 
ing into  our  production  machine  stu- 
dents of  all  ages  ready  to  take  the  jobs 
that  we  have  today,  with  retraining 
and  high  skills  being  required?  Do  we 
have  regulations  that  are  too  severe, 
that  are  not  worth  the  costs  that  we 
are  imposing? 

If  we  were  to  do  this  for  ourselves, 
none  of  us  would  be  here  looking  for 
excuses  by  blaming  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Board  that  has  caused  6  years  of 


sustained  growth,  has  gotten  rid  of  the 
roller  coaster,  gotten  rid  of  the  idea 
that  once  you  have  growth  you  have  to 
have  a  precipitous  downturn  that  goes 
way  down  and  lasts  for  a  while.  This 
Federal  Reserve  has  slowed  those 
peaks,  which  I  think  is  worth  a  huge 
amount  to  the  average  working  man 
and  woman  in  America. 

So,  today,  I  am  hopeful  in  a  few 
hours  from  now  we  will  overwhelm- 
ingly support  Alan  Greenspan.  I  will 
put  my  remarks  in  the  Record  regard- 
ing the  other  two  candidates,  whom  I 
will  support.  I  do  not  know  their  effec- 
tiveness as  Federal  Reserve  Members 
because  they  have  not  been  there.  But 
it  does  appear  to  me  the  President  has 
chosen  two  others  who  will,  in  com- 
plement with  Alan  Greenspan  and  the 
others,  make  a  good  team  to  keep 
America  on  the  right  path. 

At  present,  the  Fed's  main  challenge 
is  to  preserve  low  inflation  and  to  keep 
the  economy  as  close  to  its  potential 
growth  as  it  can.  By  doing  so,  the  Fed 
can  ensure  that  any  economic 
downturns  are  mild  and  short-lived. 
Greenspan  has  succeeded  in  this  re- 
gard, keeping  the  1991  recession  very 
shallow,  despite  widespread  pressures 
in  the  banking  sector.  In  fact,  unem- 
ployment rose  to  only  7.7  percent  in 
1992,  well  below  the  double  digit  levels 
seen  in  the  early  eighties.  Further- 
more, with  a  preemptive  strike  on  in- 
flation in  1994,  he  was  able  to  achieve 
an  economic  soft  landing  in  1995.  He  re- 
moved any  nascent  inflationary  pres- 
sures, allowed  firms  to  pare  back  their 
inventory  overhang  without  precipitat- 
ing a  recession  and  set  the  stage  for 
continued  trend  growth  of  2.1  to  2.2  per- 
cent in  coming  years. 

For  those  who  would  still  argue  that 
the  Fed  should  run  an  easier  policy  in 
efforts  to  boost  growth,  I  recommend  a 
trip  down  memory  lane.  Remember 
back  to  the  1970's.  Twice  during  this 
period,  inflation  topped  12  percent  in 
conjunction  with  oil  price  shocks.  How- 
ever, the  primary  driver  of  these  sus- 
tained inflation  gains  was  not  commod- 
ity prices  per  se,  but  the  Fed's  reaction 
to  them.  In  both  cases,  then  Fed  Chair- 
men Burns  and  Miller  pursued  easy 
money  policies  to  cushion  the  economy 
from  the  impact  of  the  oil  shocks. 
While  well-intentioned,  such  policies 
exacerbated  the  situation  by 
ingraining  inflation  expectations,  driv- 
ing bond  yields  above  13.5  percent, 
plunging  the  dollar,  and  discouraging 
investment.  There  were  direct  human 
costs  as  well.  In  addition  to  skyrocket- 
ing mortgage  rates  and  the  plunging 
value  of  private  savings,  real  average 
hourly  earnings  fell  3  percent  in  1974, 
and  another  2  percent  in  1975.  After 
making  flractional  gains  in  the  late 
1970's,  they  fell  another  2.9  percent  in 
1979  and  4.7  percent  in  1980.  Clearly, 
this  is  not  a  period  upon  which  we  can 
look  back  with  any  favor. 

Economic  studies  have  shown  that 
such  large  inflation  spikes  do  curtail 
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long-run  economic  growth,  because  of 
the  disruption  to  business  and  con- 
sumer savings  and  investment  deci- 
sions. Recent  crosscoimtry  surveys 
have  shown  that  a  10-percentage-point 
increase  in  inflation  per  year  is  con- 
sistent with  a  0.2  to  0.3  percent  lower 
per  capita  GDP.  Other  studies  show 
even  larger  negative  effects.  This  high- 
lights the  economic  risks  if  inflation 
had  remained  at  high  levels  into  the 
1980's. 

With  the  economy  on  the  brink  of 
economic  crisis  in  1979,  President 
Carter  appointed  Paul  Volcker  as  Fed 
Chairman  that  fall.  Realizing  the  grav- 
ity of  the  situation,  Volcker  tightened 
credit  appreciably,  using  money  supply 
targeting  as  his  compass.  While  there 
was  a  painful  period  of  economic  ad- 
justment during  1980-82,  the  situation 
would  have  been  far  worse  had  infla- 
tion continued  to  spiral  out  of  control. 
Post  1982,  the  benefits  of  the  Fed's  pol- 
icy soon  became  evident.  The  economy 
entered  the  second  longest  recovery  of 
this  century,  which  lasted  from  the  end 
of  1982  to  the  middle  of  1990  and  the 
onset  of  Iraqi-United  States  military 
tensions.  The  economic  statistics  from 
the  1980°s  recovery  are  nothing  short  of 
remarkable.  GDP  growth  averaged  3.7 
percent — 20.8  million  jobs  were  created. 
Median  family  earnings  rose  over  10 
percent.  All  of  this  occurred  as  infla- 
tion was  finally  brought  under  control, 
falling  from  14.5  percent  in  1980  to 
below  2  percent  by  1986,  and  remaining 
at  relatively  low  levels  thereafter.  In- 
terest rates  followed  suit,  with  the 
Federal  funds  rate  falling  from  highs  of 
roughly  20  percent  in  1981  to  just  under 
6  percent  in  1986.  Indeed,  the  1980's  re- 
covery might  well  have  extended  be- 
yond 1990  had  it  not  been  for  gulf  war 
tensions  and  the  savings  and  loan  cri- 
sis. 

There  was  another  essential  element 
to  the  1980's  recovery,  as  well,  that  I 
haven't  mentioned  yet.  Under  Ronald 
Reagan,  we  had  a  government  that  was 
committed  to  reducing  the  tax  and  reg- 
ulatory burden  on  the  American  peo- 
ple. Via  the  tax  reform  acts  of  1981  and 
1986,  individual  effective  income  tax 
rates  fell  13  percent.  Such  benefits  were 
well  dispersed— the  lowest  40  percent 
saw  their  individual  tax  rates  fall  31 
percent  between  1980  and  1990,  while 
the  top  40  percent  saw  a  &-percent  de- 
cline. 

As  we  entered  the  nineties,  however, 
only  half  of  the  successful  recipe  for 
1980's  growth  remained.  We  still  had  a 
Federal  Reserve  committed  to  low  in- 
flation under  the  tenure  of  Alan  Green- 
span. This  ensured  that  growth  would 
remain  close  to  potential  with  minimal 
economic  disruption.  However,  what  we 
lost  was  the  pro-growth,  low  tax,  less 
regulation  philosophy  of  Government. 
Instead,  we  inherited  President  Clin- 
ton's high  tax,  large  Government  ap- 
proach. This  combination  has  kept 
trend  growth  steady  but  artificially  de- 
pressed. 


In  a  reversal  of  Reagan's  efforts  to 
scale  back  Government  intrusion  in 
peoples'  lives.  President  Clinton  and 
congressional  Democrats  passed  the 
largest  tax  increase  in  history  in  1993. 
It  saddled  average  Americans  with 
higher  gas  prices  and  lower  Social  Se- 
curity take-home  benefits,  it  hiu-t  busi- 
nesses by  altering  deductions,  and  it 
boosted  marginal  tax  rates  for  EITC  re- 
cipients and  higher  income  individuals 
alike.  Thus,  it  is  not  surprising  that 
productivity  under  President  Clinton 
has  averaged  only  0.5  percent,  well 
below  the  post  1973  average  of  1.1  per- 
cent. Such  meager  productivity  growth 
has  kept  real  wages  stagnant,  giving 
rise  to  much  of  the  economic  angst 
which  so  many  workers  have  experi- 
enced. Just  to  emphasize  this  point, 
real  average  hourly  earnings  were  $7.40 
when  Clinton  took  office  and  are  the 
same  $7.40  today  despite  3  years  of 
growth  during  this  period.  Further- 
more, real  median  family  earnings 
were  lower  in  1994  than  they  were  at 
the  bottom  of  the  last  recession.  The 
only  one  consolation  is  that  President 
Clintons  massive  Government  take- 
over over  the  health  sector  never  oc- 
curred. Had  it  materialized,  I  fear  that 
productivity,  savings,  and  standards  of 
living  would  have  been  even  worse  than 
they  are.  For  that,  we  have  congres- 
sional Republicans  to  thank. 

Lackluster  productivity  growth 
stresses  the  need  for  more  substantive 
action  on  the  part  of  policymakers. 
One  effort  that  I  have  devoted  enor- 
mous effort  to  is  reducing  the  budget 
deficit.  By  bringing  the  budget  to  bal- 
ance in  2002,  CBO  estimates  that 
growth  will  be  boosted  by  an  additional 
0.4  percent  over  this  time  period.  It 
will  free  up  savings  for  investment,  it 
will  allow  citizens  to  keep  more  of 
their  hard  earned  money,  and  it  will 
boost  standards  of  living— the  over- 
riding goal  of  all  policy.  Now  some  will 
say  that  President  Clinton  shares  this 
goal  too,  and  note  that  the  deficit  has 
declined  since  he  took  office.  However, 
I  would  first  call  attention  to  the 
President's  fiscal  year  1996  budget,  in 
which  he  proposed  a  deficit  of  $195  bil- 
lion in  the  year  2000.  He  only  hopped 
onto  balanced  budget  efforts  after  the 
Republican  Congress  championed  this 
issue. 

Furthermore,  I  would  argue  that 
most  of  the  current  deficit  reduction 
and  economic  growth  has  occurred  in 
spite  of  President  Clinton  not  because 
of  him.  If  one  looks  at  CBOs  projection 
of  the  1995  budget  deficit  when  Presi- 
dent Clinton  took  office  and  compares 
it  to  actual  numbers,  some  interesting 
facts  appear.  A  full  50  percent  of  this 
deficit  reduction  stems  came  from 
technical  factors,  notably  from  the  res- 
olution of  the  thrift  crisis.  Another  11 
percent  came  from  economic  growth,  a 
tribute  to  Fed  Chairman  Greenspan 
more  than  anything  else.  The  remain- 
ing chunk  stemmed  from  higher  taxes 


and  user  fee  hikes.  Less  than  1  percent 
came  from  spending  cuts.  Now  some 
will  argue  that  debate  over  why  the 
deficit  has  fallen  is  just  partisan  snip- 
ing. Far  from  it.  however.  It  is  crucial 
to  know  how  the  deficit  came  down  in 
order  to  assess  whether  it  will  stay 
down.  The  path  of  deficit  reduction 
that  I  have  just  described  does  not  bode 
well  for  future  progress.  We  can't  rely 
on  savings  from  thrift  crisis  resolution 
forever.  We  can't  assume  that  the  econ- 
omy will  always  be  a  positive  for  defi- 
cit reduction. 

In  addition  to  a  balanced  budget, 
there  are  other  needed  components  for 
long-run  growth  strategy  as  well- 
overall  tax  reform  and  enhanced  edu- 
cation and  job  training  opportunities 
are  critical.  The  current  U.S.  Tax  Code 
is  designed  to  favor  consumption  over 
savings  so  it  should  be  no  surprise  that 
it  has  given  the  United  States  one  of 
the  lowest  overall  savings  rates  in  the 
G-7.  We  must  alter  our  Tax  Code  to 
favor  savings  by  increasing  IRA's  and 
allowing  businesses  to  expense  their  in- 
vestments. 

We  also  need  to  be  as  concerned  with 
human  capital  as  we  are  with  physical 
capital.  We  must  look  for  innovative 
ways  to  enhance  the  training  that  our 
children  and  workers  receive.  As  tech- 
nology advances,  job  advancement  will 
be  linked  to  skill  levels  more  and 
more,  serving  to  widen  income  dif- 
ferentials unless  action  is  taken. 
States  should  be  encouraged  to  experi- 
ment with  a  variety  of  voucher  pro- 
grams at  the  primary  and  secondary 
level.  It  does  no  good  to  put  emphasis 
on  postsecondary  education  if  second- 
ary schools  are  turning  out  students 
without  adequate  reading  and  writing 
skills.  We  must  also  work  to  facilitate 
the  transition  of  many  workers  be- 
tween jobs.  This  can  be  done  by  using 
State  job  training  vouchers  as  well  as 
encouraging  consortiums  of  small  busi- 
nesses to  provide  training  to  their 
workers  collectively.  This  has  already 
been  done  successfully  with  small  busi- 
ness pension  programs. 

And  lastly  and  very  importantly,  we 
must  ensure  that  the  Federal  Reserve 
continues  to  follow  an  anti-inflation- 
ary policy.  We  should  give  our  full  sup- 
port to  Chairman  Greenspan  as  he  en- 
deavors to  keep  inflation  low  and 
growth  centered  around  longrun  trend. 
We,  as  policymakers,  should  be  the 
ones  trying  to  boost  trend  growth  from 
here,  not  the  Fed. 

Alan  Greenspan  has  done  an  excep- 
tional job  since  he  first  assumed  the 
Chair  in  1987,  and  will  undoubtedly 
continue  this  track  record  if  re- 
appointed. I  encourage  all  my  col- 
leagues to  give  their  full  and  unwaver- 
ing support  for  Chairman  Greenspan's 
reappointment. 

I  thank  my  friend.  Senator  D'Amato. 
chairman  of  the  Banking  Committee, 
for  srieldlng.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
if  anybody  has  earned  the  respect  of 
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our  colleagues  on  the  issues  of  the  Fed- 
eral budget  and  domestic  spending,  it 
is  certainly  Senator  Domenici.  It  is  im- 
perative that  we  not  attempt  to  at- 
tribute slow  economic  growth  to  the 
Fed.  That  is  an  easy  political  ploy, 
whether  it  be  used  by  Democrats  or  Re- 
publicans. 

I  think  Senator  Domenict  is  abso- 
lutely correct.  In  the  area  of  failing  to 
balance  the  budget,  that  is  the  failure 
of  Congress;  that  is  the  Executive's 
failure:  that  is  the  failure  of  past  ad- 
ministrations and  the  present  adminis- 
tration, past  Congresses  and  the 
present  Congress.  We  have  all  failed  to 
develop  and  implement  which  will 
bring  even  greater  confidence  and  eco- 
nomic stability,  domestically  and 
worldwide. 

If  we  want  interest  rates  to  come 
down  and  create  better  investment  op- 
portunities, we  need  a  Taix  Code  which 
encourages  savings  to  bring  about 
more  capital  formation,  leading  to 
more  jobs  and  more  opportunity.  Obvi- 
ously, as  the  Senator  has  touched  on, 
the  fact  Is  that  we  are  failing  in  our 
educational  system  to  meet  the  chal- 
lenges of  retraining  and  providing  a 
trained  labor  pool.  Many  businesses 
caimot  get  the  qualified  personnel  that 
they  need.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  hear 
those  who  are  opposed  to  some  of  the 
proposed  immigration  reforms  because, 
they  say,  the  reforms  would  n^tke  it 
impossible  to  get  the  kind  of  talented 
work  pool  needed  from  outside  the 
United  States.  This  is  a  fact. 

So  for  us  to  say,  well,  the  reason  we 
do  not  have  a  better  growth  rate  than 
2.5  or  2.2  percent  is  because  of  Chair- 
man Greenspan  or  that  he  is  opposed 
somehow  to  greater  economic  growth 
is  just  fallacious. 

Let  me  address,  if  I  might,  the  ques- 
tion of  the  GAO  report.  We  are  going  to 
look  into  this.  It  is  important.  Chair- 
man Greenspan  acknowledged  that  the 
report  has  touched  on  a  nimiber  of 
areas  where  they  beUeve  they  can  do 
better. 

I  must  comment  on  this  business  of 
saying  that  there  is  a  $3.7  billion  slush 
fund.  The  Federal  Reserve  turns  over 
about  S20  billion  a  year  in  earnings  to 
the  Treasury  and  keeps  a  reserve — let 
us  say  it  is  $4  billion.  To  say  that  this 
reserve  is  a  slush  fund  is  just  not  cor- 
rect. It  is  wrong.  Let  me  tell  you  why. 
You  need  to  understand  the  nature  of 
this  reserve.  This  is  the  central  bank  of 
the  United  States.  We  have  had  all 
manner  of  occasions  where  the  finan- 
cial system  experiences  stress  and  cri- 
ses. Sometimes  there  are  even  signifi- 
cant costs  to  the  taxpayer.  For  exam- 
ple, we  saw  in  the  savings  and  loans  de- 
bacle S150  billion  of  taxpayers'  moneys 
being  needed  to  end  that  crisis.  We 
have  seen  worldwide  situations  that  de- 
veloped when  our  central  bank  and  oth- 
ers have  to  move  in  quickly.  We  have 
in  terms  of  deposits  insured  by  the 
Federal   Government  roughly  $4   tril- 


lion—$4  trillion — in  the  American  sys- 
tem. Let  me  say  that  the  Fed  surplus 
of  $4  billion  represents  one-tenth  of  1 
percent  of  those  deposits.  That  is  not  a 
tremendous  amount  for  the  central 
bank  to  hold  in  the  event  it  has  to  deal 
with  an  emergency.  My  colleagues  who 
run  around  and  banter  that  the  Federal 
Reserve  has  a  S3.7  billion  fund  with 
some  unknown  purpose  need  to  under- 
stand the  ramifications  of  dealing  with 
a  financial  system  that  includes  S4  tril- 
lion in  deposits  insured  through  the 
FDIC. 

I  think  it  is  rather  irresponsible  to 
somehow  equate  holding  this  reserve  to 
the  people's  money  being  negligently 
managed.  Indeed,  Mr.  Greenspan  is 
known  as  the  world's  preeminent  cen- 
tral banker.  President  Clinton  did  not 
nominate  Chairman  Greenspan  because 
he  is  a  Republican  or  a  Democrat  or  a 
partisan.  He  nominated  him  because  he 
deserved  the  position  and  he  has  been 
universally  applauded  for  his  overall 
performance  of  the  last  8  years. 

I  want  to  include  at  the  end  of  my  re- 
marks a  number  of  editorials  which  il- 
lustrate the  overwhelming  support 
that  Mr.  Greenspan  enjoys.  Again,  if 
we  want  to  do  something  to  bring 
about  more  growth,  then  let  us  see  that 
the  Congress  manages  the  business  of 
the  people  in  a  more  effective,  more  ef- 
ficient way.  There  is  room  for  agree- 
ment and  disagreement  as  to  how  we 
can  do  better,  but  let  us  put  our  own 
fiscal  house  in  order  and  we  will  get  in- 
terest rates  down  for  the  long  term.  We 
do  not  need  false  stimulation  that  will 
give  some  temporary  relief  for  short- 
term  borrowing  costs  but  ultimately 
create  inflation  of  double  digits  once 
again,  causing  long-term  interest  rates 
to  rise  so  that  young  families  are  de- 
nied the  opportunity  of  purchasing 
homes  and  businesses  are  unable  to  fig- 
ure out  their  long-term  borrowing 
costs. 

That  is  not  the  kind  of  management 
ovu"  Nation  needs.  We  need  steady,  pru- 
dent management  of  our  economy. 
Most  importantly,  we  have  to  see  that 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
nM,kes  the  necessary  reforms  in  our 
current  tax  system  which  does  not  re- 
ward savings  or  investment  and  in  fact 
penalizes  savings.  0\ir  tax  system  and 
our  complex  system  of  regulations  help 
retard  economic  growth  and  expansion. 
We  have  an  educational  system  that 
has  too  many  bureaucrats  and  not 
enough  money  coming  into  classrooms 
and  not  enough  choice  for  people  to 
make  in  educating  their  children.  This 
is  particularly  true  in  poor  inner  cities 
where  we  find  that  the  working  poor 
are  trapped  and  do  not  have  the  ability 
to  send  their  children  to  schools  that 
can  give  them  meaningful  educational 
opportunities  to  enable  them  to  com- 
pete. We  have  become  a  nation  en- 
trapped in  the  bureaucracy  that  comes 
out  of  Washington. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to  strongly 
support  the  nomination  of  Chairman 


Greenspan.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  articles  I  have  alluded  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  edi- 
torials were  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Financial  Times.  Jan.  29, 1996] 
Renominating  Mr.  Greenspan 

The  Identity  of  the  person  who  will  hold 
what  Is  arguably  the  most  powerful  post  In 
the  United  States  will  shortly  be  known.  If 
the  present  Incumbent,  a  major  figure  In  do- 
mestic politics.  siUTTives  the  peculiarly 
American  ritual  of  nomination  then  a  land- 
slide victory  can  be  all  but  assured.  Unfortu- 
nately for  President  Clinton,  whose  practical 
authority  and  command  depends  so  much  on 
the  co-operation,  often  not  forthcoming,  of 
others,  the  position  concerned  Is  chairman  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board  and  the  person  Is 
Mr.  Alan  Greenspan. 

The  chairman's  present  term  expires  on 
March  2  and  he  has  Indicated  a  wllUnErness  to 
accept  a  third  period  as  the  world's  most  Im- 
portant central  bank  chief.  Since  his  Initial 
appointment  by  President  Reagan  In  1987, 
Mr.  Greenspan  has  built  a  formidable  reputa- 
tion for  himself.  He  has  managed  to  combine 
a  reputation  for  vigorous  economic  ortho- 
doxy with  Wall  Street  and  world  markets 
whilst  In  practice  proving  rather  more  flexi- 
ble than  that  image  would  suggest.  He  has 
mastered  the  art  of  being  a  political  figure 
whilst  not  looking  one.  His  genuine  Inter- 
nationalism, and  capacity  to  Innovate,  have 
earned  high  praise  within  the  G7  and  beyond. 

UTTLE  OPTION 

It  Is  not  surprising  then  that  the  president 
not  only  should  renominate  him  but  almost 
certainly  will.  Given  a  Republican  Senate, 
Mr.  Clinton  has  precious  little  option  but  to 
back  the  current  chairman.  This  Is  com- 
pounded by  the  failure  of  previous  White 
House  efforts  to  acquire  Influence  on  the  Fed 
through  more  aggressive  nominations. 

The  flrst  Clinton  appointment,  Ms.  Janet 
■yellen,  was  perceived  as  insufficiently  ortho- 
dox and  has  been  a  marginalised  figure 
throughout  her  tenure.  Mr.  Alan  Blinder, 
elevated  to  vice-chairman,  and  widely  touted 
ais  the  favoured  candidate  for  chairman, 
never  recovered  from  a  speech  that  ques- 
tioned the  minimisation  of  inflation  as  the 
board's  exclusive  mission.  He  announced  his 
return  to  academla  this  month.  The  presi- 
dent has  still  to  find  a  replacement  for  Mr. 
John  LaWare,  who  quit  last  year,  that  the 
Senate  will  accept.  The  administration  will 
be  playing  with  congressional  fire  again  If. 
as  suggested,  It  offer  Mr.  Felix  Rohatyn  as 
Mr.  Blinder's  replacement. 

GOOD  FORTUNE 

Whether  Mr.  Greenspan  Is  wise  to  court 
further  office  Is  another  nutter.  Central 
bank  governors  require  luck  as  well  as  Judg- 
ment and  he  has  had  an  unusually  large 
share  of  good  fortune  over  the  past  nine 
years.  To  stretch  that  record  for  another 
four  years  is  surely  tempting  fate. 

Yet  he  must  consider  the  short-term  signs 
to  be  encouraging.  Given  last  weeks'  agree- 
ment, the  federal  governments— and  hence  his 
office — will  at  least  be  open  on  March  2.  It 
took  the  merest  bint  of  a  credit  downgrading 
from  Moody's  for  previously  gung-ho  con- 
gressional Republicans  to  make  assuring 
noises  on  the  debt  celling. 

In  the  medium  term.  If  any  multi-year  bar- 
gain on  the  federal  budget  deHclt  Is  reached, 
deliberately  restricting  fiscal  options,  then 
monetary  policy  and  the  control  of  it  will  be- 
come evenmore  significant.  Were  this  fiscal 
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shift  enshrined  in  a  balanced  budget  amend- 
ment to  the  American  Constitution,  that  en- 
hanced significance  would  become  i)erma- 
nent.  The  Federal  Reserve  Board  is  likely  to 
be  an  Increasingly  important  body  in  the 
21st  century. 

In  such  circumstances,  the  jjrospective  re- 
nomination  of  Mr.  Greenspan  is  especially 
appropriate.  The  president  would  be  well  ad- 
vised to  announce  bis  intentions  imme- 
diately. 

[From  the  Washington  Post,  May  9,  1996] 
Fed  Up 

A  President  nearing  the  end  of  his  term 
can  expect  to  have  a  hard  time  moving  nomi- 
nations through  the  Senate,  especially  if  the 
other  party  Is  In  the  majority.  The  party 
reasons  that.  If  only  It  waits,  its  candidate 
may  win  the  next  election  and  be  the  one  to 
fill  the  job.  It  may  therefore  come  as  no  sur- 
prise that  President  Clinton's  nominations 
of  Alan  Greenspan  to  be  chainnan,  Alice 
Rlvlln  to  be  vice  chairman  and  economist 
Laurence  Meyer  to  fill  a  vacancy  on  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Board  are  stalled— except  that 
it  Isn't  Republicans  doing  the  stalling. 

The  nominations  are  being  held  up  by  a 
small  group  of  Democrats  led  by  Sen.  Tom 
Harkln.  Their  complaint  Is  that  Mr.  Green- 
span, In  his  zeal  to  suppress  inflation,  has 
kept  the  economy  from  growing  as  fast  as  it 
should  and  thereby  cost  the  country — work- 
ing people  in  particular— jobs  and  income. 
Sooner  or  later  they  are  expected  to  relent; 
they  don't  expect  to  deny  him  the  nomina- 
tion so  much  as  to  call  attention  to  their  ar- 
gument and — who  knows?— possibly  soften 
up  the  board  and  cause  it  to  alter  course  a 
little. 

It's  fair  enough  to  make  the  argument  If 
they  want  to,  and  Republicans  earlier  went 
much  further  in  deflecting  altogether  the 
nomination  of  Investment  banker  Felix 
Rohatyn  as  vice  chairman;  they  argued  he 
was  too  pro-growth.  Of  course,  the  Demo- 
crats said  in  response  that  It  was  wrong  to 
make  a  capable  nominee  a  pawn  in  a  politi- 
cal dispute — and  that's  as  true  in  this  case  as 
it  was  in  that. 

All  three  of  these  people  are  excellent 
choices  whose  instincts  will  keep  them  well 
within  the  envelope  of  acceptable  policy. 
There  will  always  be  a  debate  about  how  fast 
the  economy  can  safely  be  allowed  to  grow 
and  where  the  balance  point  exists  between 
the  risks  of  renewed  inflation  and  lingering 
slack.  The  more  success  the  Fed  has  had  in 
combating  Inflation  lately,  the  more  that 
risk  has  seemed  to  recede,  but  that  hardly 
means  the  board's  policy  has  been  wrong. 

Our  own  sense  is  that  the  board  has  both 
less  latitude  and  less  fine  control  over  the 
economy  than  some  of  the  rhetoric  surround- 
ing its  decisions  would  suggest.  Its  ability  to 
tilt  in  the  direction  of  growth  is  further  con- 
strained by  Congress  itself,  or  by  the  elected 
branches  generally.  The  budget  deflclts  th*y 
have  compiled  in  recent  years  have  given  tie 
board  little  choice  but  to  lean  on  the  brakes 
as  an  offset.  Mr.  Greenspan  seems  to  us  to 
have  done  a  good  job  of  navigating  a  narrow 
channel.  As  Mr.  Harkin's  own  president  is 
fond  of  saying,  the  unemployment  and  infla- 
tion rates  are  both  pretty  low  just  now. 

But  the  real  point  is  that  those  who  be- 
lieve the  mix  of  risks  in  the  economy  has 
changed  a  little  in  recent  years,  so  that  It 
would  be  both  safe  and  beneficial  to  shoot  for 
a  slightly  higher  rate  of  growth,  can  make 
that  argument  in  the  confirmation  process, 
as  to  some  extent  they  already  have.  Merely 
putting  nominations  on  held  is  obstruction- 
ism, not  debate.  It  is  time  for  the  Senate  to 


liberate  Mr.  Clinton's  three  nominees  and 
take  a  vote. 

[From  the  Washington  Post.  June  3. 1996] 
A  Job  for  the  Sen.^te 

If  the  Senate  has  some  time  to  kill  when  It 
reconvenes  this  week— and  the  Senate  is  al- 
ways killing  time— we  have  a  suggestion.  It 
could  debate  and  vote  on  the  president's 
choices  to  complete  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board.  They  have  been  held  up  too  long. 

It  was  in  February  that  Mr.  Clinton  an- 
nounced his  intention  to  nominate  Alan 
Greenspan  to  another  term  as  chairman  of 
the  seven-member  panel,  Alice  Rlvlln  to  be 
vice  chairman  and  St.  Louis  economist  Lau- 
rence Meyer  to  fill  a  vacancy.  The  paperwork 
went  up  a  few  weeks  later,  the  Banking  Com- 
mittee held  a  hearing  March  26  and  sent  the 
nominations  to  the  floor  the  next  day. 
They've  languished  since  because  of  opposi- 
tion on  the  part  of.  not  the  majority  Repub- 
licans, but  a  handful  of  discontented  Demo- 
crats led  by  Iowa's  Tom  Harkln. 

The  opponents  think  that,  in  its  zeal  to 
suppress  inflation,  the  Fed  in  recent  years 
has  kept  the  economy  from  growing  as  rap- 
Idly  as  It  safely  could.  The  slower  growth  has 
cost  the  country  Income  and  jobs;  so  they  be- 
lieve, and  in  part  they  blame  Mr.  Greenspan. 
It's  the  ancient  argument:  Which  is  the 
greater  danger,  the  risk  of  renewed  Inflation 
or  the  consequences  of  economic  slack?  Mr. 
Harkin  and  the  others  on  his  side  believe  the 
latter,  and  want  to  use  the  debate  on  the 
nominations  as  a  consciousness-raising  ses- 
sion. The  argument  has  had  to  do  with  how 
much  time  they'll  be  given,  but  surely  that 
can  be  worked  out.  They  ought  to  get  it 
done. 

Our  own  sense  has  been  that  the  Fed  has 
done  a  pretty  good  Job  of  late  of  steering  be- 
tween the  risks  of  inflation  and  slack;  the  in- 
flation and  unemployment  rates  are  both 
pretty  low.  Its  maneuvering  room  in  this  re- 
gard has  also  been  constrained  by  Congress 
Itself.  The  country  has  had  a  wide-open  fiscal 
policy  in  recent  years:  the  deficit  is  Its  em- 
blem. The  Fed  has  had  little  choice  but  to 
offset  it.  The  pro-growth  types  In  both  par- 
ties complain  about  a  policy  of  constraint 
that  they  themselves  have  helped  to  force. 

Sure,  the  Senate  ought  to  debate  these 
Issues.  They're  a  lot  more  Important  than 
much  of  what  it  does  debate.  But  It  ought 
not  hold  these  nonUnatlons  hostage  in  the 
process.  The  president  has  chosen  well.  The 
nominees  are  qualified.  The  senators  can 
talk  all  they  want,  and  they  usually  do.  But 
time  now  to  vote  as  well. 

[From  the  New  York  Times,  June  8. 1996} 
THE  Unfair  War  on  Alan  Greenspan 

Senator  Tom  Harkin  of  Iowa  has  single- 
handedly  blocked  a  vote  to  confirm  Alan 
Greenspan's  reappointment  as  chairman  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board.  Mr.  Greenspan 
will  no  doubt  be  approved,  eventually.  But 
the  annoying  delay  could  grow  worse  if.  as  Is 
now  threatened,  his  confirmation  is  tied  to 
that  of  a  number  of  controversial  judicial 
nominations. 

The  truth  is  that  Mr.  Greenspan's  record, 
by  testimony  of  liberal  and  conservative 
economists  alike,  deserves  high  praise,  not 
Mr.  Harkin's  thoughtless  barbs. 

Mr.  Harkin  accuses  Mr.  Greenspan  of  need- 
lessly shackling  the  economy,  and  there  are 
some  economists  and  businessmen  who  agree 
with  him.  But  the  record  says  otherwise. 

The  economy  has  grown  during  seven  of 
the  eight  years  that  Mr.  Greenspan  has  led 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board.  Unemployment. 


has  steadily  declined.  So  has  inflation— an 
unusual  combination  of  good  outcomes. 
What  Mr.  Harkin  criticizes  is  the  fact  that 
the  steady  growth  rate  has.  by  comparison 
with  the  1950's  and  60's.  been  relatively 
slow — about  2.5  percent  per  year.  Mr.  Harkin 
wants  growth  of  3  or  4  percent. 

The  sobering  fact  Is  that  the  Fed  has  no 
say  over  long-term  growth  and  employment. 
Growth  Is  limited  to  about  2.5  percent  a  year 
because  of  slow  population  growth  and  pro- 
ductivity growth,  two  trends  over  which  the 
Fed  has  almost  no  control.  What  the  Fed 
does  control  Is  the  amount  of  money  cir- 
culating through  the  economy,  which  deter- 
mines how  fast  prices  rise.  The  best  way  the 
Fed  can  make  sure  the  economy  grows  as 
fast  as  possible  Is  to  remove  the  fear  of  Infla- 
tion from  the  decisions  to  work  and  Invest 
that  are  made  by  ordinary  citizens.  On  that 
score.  Mr.  Greenspan's  record  has  been  very 
good. 

It  is  true  that  the  Fed  can.  when  the  econ- 
omy Is  in  a  temporary  lull,  bring  down  Inter- 
est rates  in  an  attempt  to  spur  investment 
and  boost  economic  activity  back  up  to  ca- 
pacity levels.  But  there  are  fairly  strict  lim- 
its on  how  far  the  Fed  can  go.  At  some 
point — economists  disagree  where — unem- 
ployment falls  so  low  tliat  wage  and  price  in- 
flation begin  to  soar. 

Mr.  Harkin  asserts  that  the  economy  could 
operate  without  threat  of  inflation  at  an  un- 
employment rate  well  below  the  current 
level  of  5.6  percent.  That  may  be  true.  But 
even  if  the  Fed  turned  activist,  and  Mr. 
Greenspans  critics  turned  out  to  be  right 
about  inflation,  the  impact  on  the  economy 
would  be  modest  and  temporary.  If.  for  ex- 
ample, the  Fed  nudged  unemployment  down 
to  4.5  percent,  it  would  mean  only  that  the 
economy  could  grow  a  bit  quicker,  around  3.5 
percent,  for  about  two  years.  Then  growth 
would  slip  back  down  to  Its  long-run  poten- 
tial of  2.5  percent. 

A  case  can  be  made,  in  hindsight,  that  the 
Fed  has  erred  in  the  direction  of  caution  the 
past  couple  of  years.  But  the  errors  have 
been  slight  and  the  Impact  small.  The  impor- 
tant fact  is  that  Mr.  Greenspan  has  kept  the 
economy  on  a  steady  course  through  turmoil 
on  Wall  Street  and  a  war  in  the  Persian  Gulf. 
Mr.  Harkin's  carping  is  not  just  annoying.  It 
is  wrong. 

[From  the  Dallas  Morning  News,  Oct  8, 1995] 

Federal  Reserve— Greenspan  Deserves  4 

MORE  Years  as  Chairiian 

The  job  of  Federal  Reserve  Board  chairman 
requires  a  steady  hand,  which  Is  why  Presi- 
dent Clinton  should  reappoint  Alan  Green- 
span to  a  third  four-year  term. 

The  Fed's  main  mission  is  to  preserve  the 
value  of  the  nation's  currency  by  managing 
the  money  supply.  In  this,  the  Fed  has  per- 
formed extremely  well  under  Mr.  Green- 
span's direction,  and  often  in  difficult  cir- 
cumstances. Prudent  Fed  adjustments  of 
short-term  interest  rates  have  helped  to 
keep  inflation  low  during  more  than  four 
years  of  unbroken  economic  growth. 

Not  that  Mr.  Greenspan  has  been  without 
controversy.  Mr.  Clinton  has  been  known  at 
times  to  resent  his  anti-Inflation 
hawklshness.  President  George  Bush  felt  Mr. 
Greenspan  waited  too  long  to  lower  interest 
rates,  when  a  well-timed  lowering  might 
have  provided  an  economic  stimulus  to  aid 
his  doomed  re-election  effort. 

But  In  general,  Mr.  Greenspan  has  led  the 
Fed  to  sound  decisions.  Despite  the  (act  that 
his  prior  appointments  were  by  Republicans. 
Mr.  Clinton  should  reward  him  for  his  impar- 
tial and  Intelligent  deliberations. 
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The  choice  is  important.  Over  the  next  six 
months.  Mr.  Clinton  must  fill  three  vacan- 
cies on  the  Fed's  seven-person  board  of  gov- 
ernors. At  the  same  time.  Congress  is  ex- 
pected to  try  seriously  to  eliminate  the  26- 
year  string  of  federal  budget  deficits. 

Because  the  deficit  may  at  last  vanish,  the 
temptation  will  be  for  Mr.  Clinton  to  appoint 
Inflation  doves.  That's  not  necessarily  bad.  if 
Congress  actually  balances  the  budget.  The 
nation  may  need  a  looser  monetary  policy  to 
stimulate  investment  and  jobs  while  the 
economy  adjusts  to  smaller  government. 

But.  in  that  event,  financial  markets  will 
demand  a  chairman  who  is  a  known  and  re- 
spected quantity,  a  proven  Inflation  fighter, 
a  seasoned  dealer  with  congressman  and 
presidents.  Mr.  Greenspan  is  that  choice. 

If  Mr.  Clinton  deems  Mr.  Greenspan  capa- 
ble, he  should  be  able  to  reappoint  him.  Be- 
sides, Mr.  Greenspan's  14-year  term  as  a  Fed 
governor  doesn't  expire  until  2002.  As  long  as 
he's  on  the  board,  he  should  be  able  to  serve 
as  chairman. 

The  choice  Is  clear:  Give  the  green  light  to 
Greenspan. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Not  to  overuse  a  good 
statement,  but  I  am  going  to  do  it 
again.  Chairman  Greenspan  has  been  a 
success.  He  should  be  rewarded,  and  the 
people  should  be  protected.  He  has  ac- 
tually won  the  championship,  much 
like  the  Chicago  Bulls,  and  winning 
that  economic  championship  has  not 
been  easy.  It  has  not  been  a  knockout 
in  every  sense.  He  did  not  sweep  the  se- 
ries. But,  again,  refusing  to  confirm 
Mr.  Greenspan  because  economic 
growth  has  not  been  East  enough  or 
high  enough  would  be  like  the  Chicago 
Bulls  saying  we  are  not  going  to  sign 
Michael  Jordan  because  the  Bulls  did 
not  sweep  in  four  games  but  just  won 
the  championship  in  a  way  that  did  not 
meet  the  expectations  of  all  the  critics. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
20  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  I  had  a 
real  good  sleep  last  night  so  I  am  well 
rested  and  I  hear  quite  well.  I  heard  ap- 
parently the  Senator  from  New  York 
compare,  was  it  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board  to  the  Chicago  Bulls?  Did  the 
Senator  from  New  York  just  compare 
the  Chicago  Bulls  championship  bas- 
ketball team  to  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board? 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  I  did  not  hear  the  last 
comparison  that  the  Senator  asked  me 
to  conament  on. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  just  said  I  had  a  good 
sleep,  and  I  am  hearing  fairly  well  this 
morning.  I  thought  I  heard  the  Senator 
say  that  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  is 
kind  of  like  the  Chicago  Bulls,  and  ap- 
parently one  was  referring  to  the  fact 
that  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  has 
been  champions  in  winning  this  battle 
agjunst  inflation  and  the  Chicago  Bulls 
are  the  world  championship  basketball 
team,  and  I  thought,  well,  maybe  I  did 
not  hear  very  well. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  That  is  true.  I  think 
the  Federal  Reserve  has  done  an  excel- 
lent job.  They  have  put  us  on  a  strong 
and  steady  course,  and  I  would  com- 


pare that  course  to  any  worldwide,  to 
all  the  other  major  economies,  the  Jap- 
anese, the  Germans,  et  cetera.  I  would 
say  that  the  failure  to  make  an  eco- 
nomic sweep  comes  from  the  Congress 
and  the  failure  of  us  to  do  our  jobs, 
coupled  with  the  White  House — not  just 
this  White  House  but  other  White 
Houses  as  well. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  yielding  on  that  point.  I  thought, 
heck.  I  guess  I  do  not  understand  this 
debate.  If  the  Fed  is  like  the  Chicago 
Bulls,  where  is  the  Dennis  Rodman? 
There  would  be  no  one  down  at  the  Fed 
who  would  be  countenanced  as  having 
contrary  views. 

The  Federal  Reserve  Board,  as  you 
know,  operates  behind  closed  doors  and 
in  secret.  It  is  the  last  dinosaur  in  our 
Government  making  monetary  policy 
decisions  that  affect  everyone.  We  talk 
a  lot  about  taxes  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate.  When  the  Fed  hikes  interest 
rates,  there  is  a  tax  imposed  on  every 
single  American,  vdth  no  debate  or 
democratic  process  about  whether  the 
families  in  America  should  pay  these 
taxes. 

There  is  a  tax  imposed  on  every  sin- 
gle American  when  the  Fed  says  behind 
closed  doors,  "We're  going  to  keep  the 
Federal  funds  rates  higher  than  it 
should  be." 

Why? 

"Because  we.  as  a  group  of  econo- 
mists and  bankers  and  others  who  run 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board  are  worried 
about  inflation." 

What  inflation?  Five  years  in  a  row 
inflation  has  come  down,  not  gone  up. 
That  is  not,  I  say  to  my  friend  from 
New  York,  a  function  of  the  behavior  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board. 

The  global  economy  has  put  down- 
ward pressure  on  wages.  Why?  Because 
the  global  economic  system  is  says 
that  our  largest  corporations  are  inter- 
national citizens.  These  corporations 
say  we  want  to  consign  America's  work 
force,  at  least  the  lower  two- thirds  of 
the  work  force  in  America,  to  compete 
with  2  or  3  billion  other  people  around 
the  world,  some  of  whom  are  willing  to 
work  for  10,  12  or  25  cents  an  hour.  This 
puts  downward  pressure  on  wages. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Will  my  colleague 
yield  for  an  observation? 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  will  be  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  First  of  all,  let  me 
say  Mr.  President,  I  believe  my  col- 
league has  brought  up,  absolutely  cor- 
rectly, the  need  to  have  a  thorough, 
thoughtful  discussion  and  review  of 
how  the  Federal  Reserve  conducts  its 
business.  And  I,  as  Chairman  of  the 
Banking  Committee  which  has  juris- 
diction, promise  you  that  discussion 
and  review.  I  also  welcome  your  active 
participation. 

My  colleague  and  friend.  Senator 
DORGAN,  has  not  been  a  Johnny-come- 
lately  to  scrutinizing  the  Federal  Re- 
serve.    Senator     Dorgan     has     been 


thoughtful  in  addressing  a  number  of 
issues,  and  just  recently  brought  to  the 
chairman's  attention  one  of  his  con- 
cerns. I  wanted  to  stop  at  this  point 
and  say  the  Senator  is  correct.  We  have 
to  examine  the  Federal  Reserve's  oper- 
ations and  look  at  how  much  secrecy 
and  confidentiality  is  required.  Senator 
Dorgan  and  I  both  understand  there 
are  certain  instances  where  confiden- 
tiality is  unquestionably  warranted,  in 
order  to  avoid  speculative  actions  in  fi- 
nancial markets.  I  think  Congress  has 
to  thoughtfully  look  at  these  issues 
and  examine  them  in  light  of  the  world 
markets  we  have  and  in  light  of  the 
communications  we  have. 

I  also  want  to  indicate  to  you  that  we 
have  responded  to  the  concerns  raised 
by  Senator  Dorgan  in  his  letter.  I  do 
not  know  if  you  have  gotten  a  response 
to  your  recent  inquiry  regarding  to 
some  of  the  very  disturbing  reports  on 
the  Los  Angeles  branch  of  the  San 
Francisco  Federal  Reserve.  These  re- 
ports discuss  irregularities  which  in- 
volve hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars.  I 
have  asked  the  Federal  Reserve  to  re- 
spond to  these  reports.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  Senator  Dorgan 's 
letter  and  my  letter  to  the  Federal  Re- 
serve be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

U.S.  Senate, 
Washington.  DC.  June  18. 1996. 
Hon.  ALFONSE  D'AMATO. 
Chairman,  Committee  on  Banking,  Housing  and 
Urban  Affairs.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairhan:  I'm  writing  to  urge 
that  the  Senate  Banking  Committee  bold  a 
hearing  to  thoroughly  examine  the  troubled 
currency  reporting  practices  recently  uncov- 
ered at  the  Los  Angeles  Branch  of  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Bank  in  San  Francisco. 

According  to  recent  press  reports.  Federal 
Reserve  employees  at  the  Los  Angeles 
branch  bank  knowingly  engaged  In  an  ongo- 
ing practice  of  falsifying  cash  reports  sent  to 
the  Board  of  Governors.  It  Is  my  understand- 
ing that  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  uses  this 
Information  to  help  determine  the  level  of 
money  in  circulation,  to  assess  currency 
needs  in  different  parts  of  the  country  and 
for  other  Important  reasons. 

In  the  last  three  months  of  1995.  there  re- 
portedly were  errors  in  currency  and  coin  ac- 
tivities that  totaled  more  thaji  $178  million. 
It  is  alleged  that  this  practice  has  occurred 
for  years  and  was  actually  condoned,  if  not 
directed,  by  bank  management. 

This  is  simply  outrageous  if  the  reports  are 
anywhere  near  accurate.  I  think  that  Fed- 
eral Reserve  officials  ought  to  fully  explain 
to  the  American  people  if  there  are  mis- 
management and  accounting  lapses  at  the 
Los  Angeles  branch  bank,  and  tell  us  what 
steps,  if  any,  are  being  taken  to  prevent  this 
from  happening  in  the  future.  I  also  believe 
the  matter  should  be  fully  audited  by  the 
General  Accounting  Office.  One  thing  Is 
clear  if  we  ultimately  find  out  that  money 
is  actually  missing  at  the  branch  bank, 
American  taxpayers  are  the  real  losers. 
That's  why  we  can't  allow  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Board  to  simply  brush  this  matter 
aside  and  allow  it  to  become  just  another 
case  of  business  as  usual  when  questions 
arise  about  Federal  Reserve  oversight. 
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Again.  I  urge  you  to  hold  hearing  to  exam- 
ine this  matter  at  the  first  available  oppor- 
tunity. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  my 
request.  I  look  forward  to  hearing  from  you 
soon. 

Sincerely. 

Byron  l.  dorgan. 

U.S.  senate. 
Committee  on  Banking  Housing, 

AND  Urban  affairs. 
Washington.  DC.  June  7. 1996. 
Hon.  ALAN  Greenspan. 
Chairman.  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  System.  Washington.  DC. 
Dear  Chairman   Greenspan:   I  am  con- 
cerned about  recent  news  reports  concerning 
the  operations  of  the  Los  Angeles  branch  of 
the  Federal  Reserve. 

I  urge  you  to  look  into  the  published  ac- 
counts, to  prepare  a  complete  report  and  ex- 
planation, and  to  expect  to  utilize  the  mate- 
rials in  connection  with  hearings  and  public 
discussion  of  the  GAO's  final  report  on  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board  Operations. 
Sincerely. 

ALFONSE  D'AMATO.  Chairman. 

[From  the  New  York  Times.  June  4. 1996) 

Fed  Looks  Lnto  Cash  Discrepancies  at 

Branch 

(By  Dow  Jones) 

WASHINGTON,  June  3— The  Los  Angeles 
Federal  Reserve  bank  branch  appears  to  have 
had  trouble  counting  its  money,  and  a  report 
published  today  said  that  cash  reports  sent 
to  Washington  had  been  doctored  to  conceal 
discrepancies  totaling  tens  of  millions  of  dol- 
lars. 

The  alteration  of  the  documents,  disclosed 
m  The  Wall  Street  Journal  today,  was  con- 
firmed. The  Journal  said,  by  an  executive  of 
the  San  Francisco  Fed  bank,  which  oversees 
the  Los  Angeles  branch.  The  executive  said 
the  discrepancies  were  being  investigated. 

Internal  documents  showed  that  In  the  1995 
fourth  quarter,  employees  were  "forcing" 
balances  that  did  not  add  up.  so  that  the  re- 
ports sent  to  the  Fed  board  would  appear 
correct. 

Curreat  and  former  employees  say  the 
practice  has  been  going  on  for  at  least  a  year 
in  the  cash-handling  operation  and  that  tax 
larger  discrepancies  may  have  occurred  over 
time.  The  Los  Angeles  branch  runs  one  of 
the  largest  Federal  cash  vaults,  putting 
money  into  circulation  and  destroying  old 
currency. 

But  none  of  the  people  familiar  with  the 
situation  said  there  was  evidence  that  cash 
was  missing. 

The  apparent  numagement  lapses  in  one  of 
the  Fed's  most  basic  and  Important  func- 
tions may  prove  an  embarrassment  for  the 
central  bank  at  a  time  when  it  is  already 
under  fire  from  the  General  Accounting  Of- 
Qce  for  its  spending  and  management  prac- 
tices, particularly  at  some  of  the  Fed's  12 
district  Fed  banks. 

Although  there  was  no  evidence  that  other 
branches  had  problems  akin  to  the  Los  Ange- 
les branch's,  the  incident  may  renew  ques- 
tions about  Fed  bank  management  as  its 
chairman.  Alan  Greenspan,  awaits  Senate 
confirmation  for  a  third  term. 

On  Friday,  Representative  Henry  B.  Gon- 
zalez, a  Texas  Democrat  and  longtime  Fed 
critic,  aisked  the  Government  Accounting  Of- 
fice, an  investigative  arm  of  Congress,  for  an 
emergency  audit  of  the  Los  Angeles  cash 
unit.  He  asserted  that  senior  managers  in 
Los  Angeles  had  known  of  "deliberate  fal- 
sifications" of  the  cash  reports. 


The  chief  operating  officer  of  the  San 
Francisco  Fed,  John  F.  Moore,  confirmed 
that  "there  were  some  reports  that  con- 
tained inaccuracies  that  were  identified  by 
management  in  January.  " 

"There  were  months  when  the  report  had 
to  be  completed  before  deadline  when  they 
sent  it  up  without  substantiating  certain 
numbers.  "  Mr.  Moore  said. 

The  Fed  board  uses  cash  reports  from  dis- 
trict banks  to  track  the  level  of  currency  in 
circulation,  to  order  new  cash  from  the 
United  States  Mint  and  to  monitor  how 
much  has  been  destroyed  and  for  other  sta- 
tistical purposes. 

According  to  an  internal  compliance  report 
prepared  in  January  by  the  staff  at  the  Los 
Angeles  branch,  discrepancies  varied  sharply 
from  month  to  month.  In  November  1995.  for 
example,  the  report  sent  to  the  Fed  board 
claimed  J61.8  million  more  than  it  should 
have;  in  December,  the  figure  was  too  low  by 
Jlll.l  million. 

[From  the  American  Banker.  June  4. 1996) 

Fed  Branch  accused  of  Juggling  Books 
(By  Bill  McConnell) 

WASHINGTON— Managers  at  the  Los  An- 
geles branch  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of 
San  Francisco  falsified  their  books  to  cover 
up  accounting  errors.  Rep.  Henry  Gonzalez 
charged  Friday. 

John  Moore,  first  vice  president  and  chief 
operating  officer  at  the  San  Francisco  Fed. 
denied  any  official  coverup.  but  told  The 
Wall  Street  Journal  that  the  Los  Angeles 
branch  sent  incorrect  cash  reports  to  Wash- 
ington. He  did  not  return  phone  calls  Mon- 
day. 

Rep.  Gonzalez,  publicizing  ix-oblems  at  the 
Fed's  L.A.  branch,  said  on  Friday  that  his 
staff  had  uncovered  more  than  $178  million 
in  accounting  errors  there  during  the  fourth 
quarter.  An  aide  to  the  House  Banking  Com- 
mittee's ranking  Democrat  said  the  branch 
may  have  submitted  false  reports  for  as  long 
as  two  years. 

The  Investigation  uncovered  a  variety  of 
mistakes  at  the  branch,  which  operates  one 
of  the  government's  largest  vaults.  Errors 
included  $28  million  In  misclassifled  cash 
shipments  from  the  Bureau  of  PrInUng  and 
Engraving  and  $2  million  in  dollar  coins  re- 
corded as  paper  currency. 

Rep.  Gonzalez  asked  the  General  Account- 
ing Office  to  Investigate  the  branch's  cur- 
rency operations. 

[From  the  Wall  Street  Journal.  June  3. 1996) 

Los  Angeles  Fed  Has  Money  Troubles 

(By  John  R.  Wllke) 

Washington.— The  Los  Angeles  Federal 
Reserve  branch  appears  to  have  had  some 
trouble  counting  its  money,  and  has  doc- 
tored cash  reports  sent  to  Washington  after 
finding  discrepancies  totaling  tens  of  mil- 
lions of  dollars. 

The  altered  reports  were  confirmed  by  an 
executive  of  the  San  Francisco  Fed  bank, 
which  oversees  the  Los  Angeles  branch.  He 
said  the  discrepancies  are  being  investigated. 
Internal  documents  show  that  in  the  1995 
fourth  quarter,  employees  were  "forcing" 
balances  that  didn't  add  up  so  that  the  re- 
ports sent  to  the  Fed  board  would  appear 
normal. 

Current  and  former  employees  say  the 
practice  has  been  going  on  for  at  least  a  year 
In  the  cash-handling  operation  and  that  far 
larger  discrepancies  may  have  occurred  over 
time.  The  Los  Angeles  branch  runs  one  of 
the  largest  federal  cash  vaults,  putting 
money  into  circulation  and  destroying  old 
currency. 


The  apparent  management  lapses  in  one  of 
the  Fed's  most  basic  and  critical  functions 
could  prove  to  be  an  embarrassment  for  the 
central  bank  at  a  time  when  it  is  already 
under  fire  from  the  General  Accounting  Of- 
fice for  its  spending  and  management  prac- 
tices, particularly  at  some  of  the  12  district 
fed  banks. 

Although  the  problems  appear  to  have  been 
confined  to  the  Los  Angeles  branch,  the  inci- 
dent could  renew  questions  about  Fed  bank 
management  as  its  powerful  chairman.  Alan 
Greenspan,  is  awaiting  Senate  confirmation 
to  a  third  term. 

Rep.  Henry  Gonzalez,  a  Texas  Democrat 
and  longtime  Fed  critic,  asked  the  GAO  late 
Friday  for  an  emergency  audit  of  the  Los 
Angeles  cash  unit.  He  charged  that  "delib- 
erate falsifications"  of  the  cash  reports  were 
known  to  senior  managers  in  Los  Angeles. 

John  F.  Moore,  chief  operating  officer  of 
the  San  Francisco  Fed.  confirmed  that 
"there  were  some  reports  that  contained  In- 
accuracies that  were  identified  by  mana^- 
ment  in  January."  He  said  local  managers 
apparently  continued  the  practice  even  as 
they  tried  to  correct  the  problem,  delib- 
erately sending  misleading  reports  to  the 
Fed  board. 

"There  were  months  when  the  report  had 
to  be  completed  before  deadline  when  they 
sent  it  up  without  substantiating  certain 
numbers."  he  said. 

Mr.  Moore  said  that  no  cash  was  actually 
missing  from  the  bank.  "We  balance  to  the 
penny  all  the  money  coming  In  and  out  of 
the  bank  everyday."  Other  Fed  employees 
said  that  given  the  huge  discrepancies,  this 
assertion  couldn't  be  proved  unless  separate 
manual  cash  tallies  were  checked.  "If  they 
are  forcing  the  balances  on  these  reports, 
you  still  have  to  establish  where  that  cash 
Is."  one  said.  However,  none  of  the  people  fa- 
miliar with  the  situation  said  there  was  evi- 
dence of  missing  cash. 

According  to  an  internal  compliance  report 
prepared  by  the  Los  Angeles  branch  staff  In 
January,  discrepancies  varied  sharply  from 
month  to  month.  In  November  1995.  for  ex- 
ample, the  report  sent  to  the  Fed  board 
claimed  $61.8  million  more  than  It  should 
have;  In  December,  the  flgxire  was  too  low  by 
$111.1  million. 

The  Fed  board  uses  cash  reports  from  the 
district  banks  to  track  the  level  of  currency 
In  circulation,  order  new  cash  from  the  U.S. 
Mint,  monitor  how  much  has  been  destroyed, 
and  for  other  statistical  purposes. 

Mr.  Moore  said  that  there  was  a  $178  mil- 
lion difference  "between  what  our  compli- 
ance group  was  able  to  add  up  and  what  was 
sent  to  the  board"  in  the  cash  reports  In  the 
1995  fourth  quarter.  But  he  Insisted:  "This  Is 
a  statistical  problem,  not  a  financial  one." 

[From  the  USA  Today.  June  4. 1996] 
CRrnc  Says  Fed  juggled  its  Books 

Federal  Reserve  employees  were  ordered  to 
falsify  reports  to  cover  up  $179  million  In  dis- 
crepancies, a  longtime  Fed  critic  alleged 
Monday. 

Rep.  Henry  Gonzalez  of  Texas,  senior  Dem- 
ocrat on  the  House  Banking  Committee, 
claims  Fed  employees  used  accounting  gim- 
micks to  cover  discrepancies  In  Fed  reports 
the  last  three  months  of  '95. 

The  employees  work  at  the  Fed's  Los  An- 
geles branch,  one  of  the  nation's  largest  cur- 
rency processing  centers.  The  General  Ac- 
counting OfQce  has  been  asked  to  Inves- 
tigate the  allegations.  Gonzalez  says. 

He  says  the  accounting  gimmicks  covered 
up  shortages  of  $5.8  mlllloi  in  October  and 
$111.1  million  In  December  between  two  dif- 
ferent reports. 
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In  November,  the  reporc  that  was  chang'ed 
actually  came  in  S61.8  million  higher  than 
another  report.  That  left  a  net  shortfall  of 
S55  million  for  the  three  months,  althoug'h 
there  are  no  accusations  of  missing-  money. 

John  Moore — chief  operating  officer  of  the 
San  Francisco  Fed,  which  oversees  the  Los 
Angeles  branch— says  there  have  been  report 
inaccuracies. 

But  new  procedures  have  been  put  in  place 
to  correct  the  problems.  Moore  says. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
not  suggesting  for  one  second  that 
while  I  support  Mr.  Greenspan  as 
Chairman  that  we  should  not  take  a 
careful  look  at  the  practices  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  that,  in  some  cases, 
are  so  esoteric.  I  think  we  have  an  obli- 
gation to  review  this,  and  I  say  to  you. 
I  will  support  such  an  endeavor. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  appreciate  that.  I 
think  that  is  a  helpful  response. 

Let  me  frame  this  issue  the  way  it 
should  be  framed.  I  said  before,  and  I 
want  to  say  again,  this  is  not  personal 
with  me.  In  fact,  I  admire  Chairman 
Greenspan.  I  think  he  has  performed  a 
substantial  amount  of  service  for  this 
country.  I  disagree  fundamentally  with 
the  monetary  policy  that  is  now  em- 
ployed by  the  Federal  Reserve  Board, 
because  I  think  it  artificially  restricts 
economic  growth  in  this  country  in  a 
way  that  is  unwarranted.  I  think  it 
serves  interests  that  are  not  the  inter- 
ests of  the  producers  and  workers.  It 
serves  the  money  center  bank  inter- 
ests. I  think  they  are  fighting  a  ghost 
foe.  The  Fed's  fighting  inflation  that 
does  not  exist  and  claiming  credit  for 
bringing  inflation  down.  Again,  infla- 
tion is  being  brought  down  by  the  pres- 
sures of  the  global  economy.  So  it  is 
not  personal  with  me. 

In  addition  to  the  issues  of  monetary 
policy,  the  GAO  raises.  I  think,  some 
fundamental  questions  about  the  me- 
chanics and  the  operations  of  the  Re- 
serve Board,  and  I  think  those  need  to 
be  examined.  And  I  appreciate  the  re- 
sponse of  the  Senator  from  New  York 
that  he  intends  to  do  that. 

Let  me  say  that  the  Senator  from 
Iowa,  Senator  Hakkdj,  has  only  asked 
that  there  be  a  debate  and  a  full  discus- 
sion about  Mr.  Greenspan's  nomination 
on  the  floor.  We  had  people  in  the  Sen- 
ate who  said,  "Well,  what  we  would 
like  to  do  is  move  these  nominations 
by  unanimous  consent,  and  we  don't 
have  time  for  a  debate." 

The  Senator  from  Iowa.  I  think,  has 
su^ered  some  significant  pressures  and 
criticism  by  people  who  said,  "What 
are  you  doing?" 

Well,  he  was  not  bowed  by  that,  for- 
tunately. He  was  doing  what  he 
thought  was  right  and  what  I  think  is 
right:  Asking  that  this  Senate  discuss 
monetary  policy. 

We  are  now  discussing  it,  and  we  are 
going  to  have  a  vote.  Mr.  Greenspan,  I 
predict,  is  going  to  be  confirmed  by  a 
wide  margin.  I  personally  am  not  going 
to  vote  for  his  reconfirmation  for  a  sec- 
ond term.  It  is  nothing  personal,  but  I 


think  the  Fed  is  marching  in  the  wrong 
direction. 

I  am  going  to  read  some  quotes,  but 
let  me  first  respond  to  something  said 
by  the  Budget  Committee  chairman. 
He  said  if  the  Congress  were  more  re- 
sponsible in  fiscal  policy,  we  would 
have  better  economic  growth.  I  heard 
that  before.  Let  me  respond  by  reading 
this. 

This  is  a  comment  by  the  former  Di- 
rector of  the  Congressional  Budget  Of- 
fice. Robert  Reischauer.  He  is  now  with 
the  Brookings  Institution.  He  says: 

Whether  or  not  the  supply-siders  think 
cutting  taxes  will  make  the  economy  grow 
faster  doesn't  really  matter.  ...  If  Alan 
Greenspan  thinks  the  economy  can't  grow 
faster  than  2.2  percent  a  year  without  trig- 
gering Inflation,  it  isn't  going  to  happen. 

That  is  Mr.  Reischauer.  If  Mr.  Green- 
span does  not  want  growth  rates  higher 
than  2.2  percent,  it  is  not  going  to  hap- 
pen. I  agree  with  him. 

The  Federal  Reserve  Board  believes 
that  unemployment  should  not  drop 
much  below  5.5  percent,  maybe  even  6 
percent,  because  they  worry  it  will 
trigger  more  Inflation.  They  believe 
the  economy  should  not  grow  more 
than  2  or  2.5  percent  a  year,  because 
they  worry  it  will  trigger  more  infla- 
tion. I  have  said  they  view  themselves 
as  a  set  of  human  brake  pads  whose 
sole  mission  it  is  to  slow  down  the 
economy.  My  Uncle  Joe  can  do  that. 
Maybe  we  should  put  my  Uncle  Joe  on 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board.  He  does  not 
have  any  experience,  but  he  could  cer- 
tainly slow  down  the  American  econ- 
omy. 

If  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  believes 
that  its  mission  is  to  slow  down  the 
economy,  then  they  are  doing  just  fine, 
because  we  have  an  anemic  rate  of  eco- 
nomic growth.  Mr.  President,  2  or  2.3 
percent  economic  growth  is  not  the 
kind  of  economic  growth  that  is  going 
to  provide  the  opportunity  and  the  jobs 
that  the  American  people  need  and  de- 
serve. The  fact  is,  we  can  have  a  better 
rate  of  economic  growth  without  stok- 
ing the  fires  of  inflation.  Inflation  is 
coming  down,  not  going  up. 

Let  me  read  some  quotes,  lest  you 
think  it  is  only  myself  or  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  who  believes  this.  The  chair- 
man of  the  General  Electric  Co.,  John 
Welch.  Jr.: 

We  don't  see  a  connection  between  the 
numbers  out  there  and  what  we  feel  in  our 
business.  There  is  absolutely  no  inflation. 
There  Is  no  pricing  power  at  all. 

Dana  Mead,  chief  executive  of  Ten- 
neco,  who  I  believe  is  also  chairman  of 
the  National  Association  of  Manufac- 
turers: 

I  believe  very  strongly  that  the  Fed  should 
be  leaiiing  more  toward  growth  and  not  be  so 
concerned  with  the  threat  of  inflation. 

I  think  the  numbers  support  Mr. 
Mead's  contention. 

Felix  Rohatyn: 

There  was  a  time  when  2.8  percent  growth 
would  be  considered  a  modest  rate  of  growth. 
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Today,  it  is  considered  dangerously  robust. 
Most  corporate  leaders  don't  agree  with  this 
notion  of  dragging  the  anchor  just  as  soon  as 
the  economy  has  wind  behind  it.  They  under- 
stand that  we  can  sustain  high  growth  based 
on  muscular  productivity  improvements  that 
they  are  generating  in  their  own  businesses. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  not  about  idle 
debate  about  theory.  This  is  a  debate 
that  reaches  every  home  and  every 
worker  in  this  country.  A  century  ago, 
we  would  have  been  debating  interest 
rate  policy  from  barbershops  to  bar- 
rooms all  across  this  country.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  York  is  one  of  the  real 
historians  in  our  country  and  serving 
in  this  body.  You  read  the  financial 
history  of  this  country  and  the  debate 
surrounding  the  large  economic  issues 
of  this  country.  You  read  in  the  last 
century  that  monetary  policy  and  in- 
terest rates  were  a  predominant  politi- 
cal issue  in  America. 

Over  two  centuries,  there  has  been  a 
wrestling  match  between  those  who 
produce  in  America  and  those  who  fi- 
nance production  in  America.  There 
has  always  been  this  wrestling  match, 
this  tension.  One  wants  to  overcome 
the  other.  It  is  about  profits  and 
money. 

You  look  at  these  two  centuries  of 
that  struggle,  and  you  find  you  go  a 
decade  or  two,  and  one  side  has  an 
upper  hand,  those  who  finance  produc- 
tion have  the  power  and  wield  the 
power  and  have  the  upper  hand;  then  it 
turns  and  the  pendulum  swings,  and 
those  who  produce  have  the  upper 
hand. 

We  are  in  a  period  in  this  country 
today  where  those  who  finance  produc- 
tion not  only  have  the  upper  hand,  but 
have  an  abiding  ally  among  those  who 
make  this  country's  money  policy.  It 
sounds  like  theory  to  a  lot  of  people, 
but  what  it  means  is  in  every  house- 
hold at  the  end  of  every  month  when 
every  American  pays  their  bills,  they 
are  paying  a  tax.  It  has  been  imposed 
on  their  family  by  an  institution  that 
keeps  interest  rates  higher  than  they 
can  justifiably  be  kept  in  this  country 
today. 

These  costs  of  higher  interest  rates 
will  cost  the  American  people,  not  $20, 
$50,  or  $100  billion,  but  hundreds  of  bil- 
lions of  dollars  in  extra  costs  coming 
out  of  their  pockets.  Credit  card  inter- 
est rates  are  higher,  the  prime  rate  is 
higher,  business  operating  loans  are  at 
a  higher  interest  rate,  all  because  they 
come  off  the  Federal  funds  rate. 

The  Federal  funds  rate  is  higher  now 
than  can  be  justified.  There  is  no  doubt 
about  that.  There  is  no  real  debate 
about  that,  in  my  judgment.  They  will 
say  it  is  higher  because  they  are  wor- 
ried about  the  threat  of  inflation. 

In  North  Dakota,  for  example.  North 
Dakotans  will  pay  close  to  $400  million 
over  the  next  5  years  in  excess  interest 
costs.  That's  $80  million  a  year  in  ex- 
cess interest  charges  because  wp  have 
those  sitting  on  monetary  policy  who 
manage  it  in  a  way  th£.t  keeps  interest 
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rates  excessively  high  in  order  to  re- 
strict the  rate  of  economic  growth  in 
our  country.  I  fundamentally  disagree 
with  that. 

I  hope,  in  the  context  of  having  a  de- 
bate about  monetary  policy  and  the 
Federal  Resen^e  Board,  that  we  can 
perhaps  light  the  fuse  that  will  result 
in  a  larger  debate  in  this  country  about 
in  whose  interest  are  we  conducting 
monetary  policy? 

We  will  have  some  people  stand  up  in 
this  Chamber  and  say  that  the  fight 
against  inflation  is  the  only  fight  that 
counts.  Let  us  evaluate  that  for  just  a 
moment.  What  has  happened  to  infla- 
tion? Inflation  has  come  down  5  years 
in  a  row.  It  now  stands  at  2.5  percent, 
and  the  current  Chairman  of  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Board  says  the  2.5  percent 
may  be  overstated  by  1.5  percent.  If 
that  is  the  case,  we  have  virtually  no 
inflation  in  America. 

In  fact,  we  have  one  of  the  prominent 
economists  in  our  country,  who  wais 
born  out  in  my  part  of  the  country, 
Glendive,  MT,  bom  not  so  far  from  the 
North  Dakota  side  I  was  on,  Lester 
Thurow,  who  is  an  economist  whose 
views  I  value.  He  has  written  a  chapter 
on  the  subject  in  a  recent  book  that  I 
think  is  interesting.  He  talks  about 
this  interest  rate  poUcy  and  the  deci- 
sion by  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  to 
fight  a  foe  that  Mr.  Thurow  says  no 
longer  exist. 

"Beliefs,"  Mr.  Thurow  says,  "change 
more  slowly  than  reality.  Inflation  is 
largely  gone,  but  inflation  fighting 
still  dominates  central  bank  policies." 
He  says,  every  time  the  Chairman, 
Alan  Greenspan,  admitted  that  the  Fed 
could  not  point  to  even  a  hint  of  infla- 
tion in  the  current  numbers — he  said, 
the  Fed  could  not  point  to  inflation  be- 
cause there  was  no  inflation.  The 
broadest  mesisure  of  inflation,  the  im- 
plicit price  deflator  for  the  gross  do- 
mestic product  fell  from  2.2  percent  in 
1993  to  2.1  percent  in  1994.  In  the  third 
quarter  of  1995,  it  was  running  at  the 
rate  of  six-tenths  of  1  percent. 

If  all  these  factors  are  put  together 
that  he  described  in  this  chapter,  "The 
real  rate  of  inflation,  outside  of  the 
health  care  sector,  was  undoubtedly 
very  low,  perhaps  even  negative  during 
the  entire  period  when  Alan  Greenspan 
was  worried  about  inflation.  Greenspan 
could  not  see  any  inflation  in  the  in- 
dexes because  there  was  no  inflation  to 
be  seen." 

I  have  described  my  interest  and  con- 
cerns in  the  construct  of  money  policy. 
I  hope  we  will  have  a  Federal  Reserve 
policy  that  at  some  point  would  coun- 
tenance an  honest  debate,  and  inside 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board,  and  perhaps 
come  to  a  conclusion  that  we  have  twin 
economic  goals  in  this  country— stable 
prices  and  full  emplosonent.  Not  one 
goal,  twin  goals. 

Let  me  turn  just  for  a  moment  to  the 
report  that  was  issued  by  the  Govern- 
ment Accounting  Office,  the  "Federal 


Reserve  System,  Current  and  Future 
Challenges  Require  Systemwide  Atten- 
tion." This  is  the  report  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  York  alluded  to.  I  will 
make  just  a  couple  brief  observations 
about  it. 

It  moves  from  the  issue  of  my  dis- 
agreement with  monetary  policy  to  a 
couple  of  issues  that  relate  to  how  the 
Fed  now  functions.  The  Senator  from 
New  York  pointed  out  that  the  surplus 
that  has  been  accrued  down  at  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Board  is  really  kind  of  an 
innocent  siuplus. 

It  is  at  $3.7  billion  surplus  account 
accrued  to  meet  the  needs  when  the 
Fed  might  have  a  loss.  Of  course,  the 
Fed  has  not  lost  money  in  the  last  79 
years,  and  the  Fed  in  the  next  79  years 
is  not  exi)ected  to  lose  money.  When 
you  are  guaranteed  by  your  operations 
to  make  money,  you  are  not  expected 
to  lose  it. 

The  point  that  we  raised— the  point  I 
did  not  know;  and  I  do  not  know 
whether  other  Senators  knew  it — is 
that  this  surplus,  this  $3.7  billion  that 
has  been  squirreled  away  by  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Board,  has  increased  by 
over  70  percent  between  1988  and  1994. 
at  the  very  time  the  Fed  was  telling 
everybody  else,  "Tighten  your  belt." 
They  say,  "This  little  rainy  day  fund 
we  have  we  want  to  increase  by  79  per- 
cent." I  say:  Wait  a  second.  You  have 
not  had  a  loss  in  79  years.  You  are  sug- 
gesting that  everyone  tighten  their 
belt.  Why  are  you  increasing  your  sur- 
plus down  at  the  Fed  by  over  70  per- 
cent? 

That  is  something  I  hope  that  the 
Banking  Committee  will  evaluate.  I  did 
not  bring  the  charts  today  because  I 
presented  them  previously.  I  know  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  is  also  presenting 
them.  But  the  charts  that  show  the 
amount  of  expenditure  at  the  Fed  show 
that  they  are  expending  more  and  more 
money  on  employee  benefits,  travel 
and  other  issues. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  1  additional 
minute  by  unanimous  consent  from 
Senator  Harkin's  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Just  to  conclude,  I  will 
not  discuss  it  in  any  greater  detail.  But 
this  one-of-a-kind  report,  which  took 
the  GAO  over  2  years  to  complete, 
shows  that  at  a  time  when  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board  was  saying  to  everyone 
else,  "Tighten  your  belts,  downsize." 
they  were  increasing  their  expendi- 
tures rather  substantially. 

One  would  say.  if  this  is  the  house  on 
the  hill  that  operates  in  secret,  with 
the  shades  drawn,  you  cannot  see  in- 
side, and  we  finally  discover  what  is 
going  on  inside,  aside  from  monetary 
policy,  and  the  practices  inside  are  not 
in  keeping  with  what  they  are  counsel- 
ing the  rest  of  the  Government,  I  think 
there  is  something  wrong. 

Again.  I  respectfully  say  in  conclu- 
sion I  am  going  to  vote  against  Mr. 


Greenspan.  It  is  not  personal.  1  admire 
him.  I  think  their  monetary  policy  is 
wrong.  I  think  there  are  very  serious 
management  practices  that  need  to  be 
addressed.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  the 
floor. 
Mr.  MOYNIHAN  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  York. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  inquire  of  my  distinguished  friend 
and  fellow  New  Yorker,  is  time  being 
allocated? 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President.  I  cer- 
tainly yield  time  to  the  Senator  from 
New  York.  I  believe  he  would  like  to 
make  some  remarks  in  support  of  Mr. 
Greenspan.  I  am  wondering  if  the  man- 
agers on  the  other  side — if  we  could  not 
agree  to  attempt  to  work  out  some  sys- 
tem whereby  we  would  yield  the  floor 
to  each  other.  I  would  be  happy  to  do 
that. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President.  I 
wonder  whether  I  could  lean  on  the 
other  side,  and  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  follow  the  Senator  from  New  York, 
and  we  could  alternate  back  and  forth. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  MOYNIHAN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
in  emphatic  and  enthusiastic  support 
for  the  nomination  of  the  Honorable 
Alan  Greenspan  to  a  third  term  as 
Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Governors  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  System.  He  is  a 
national  treasure.  He  has  served  our 
Nation  with  principle  and  wisdom,  and 
as  I  shall  attempt  to  show  in  these 
brief  remarks,  unprecedented  success. 

Let  me  cite  four  principal  reasons  he 
should  again  be  confirmed  by  the  Sen- 
ate. 

The  economy  is  now  in  the  64th 
month  of  an  expansion  that  shows  no 
signs  of  ending. 

Unemplo3nment  for  May  was  at  5.6 
percent,  and  has  been  below  6  percent, 
which  is  roughly  agreed  to  be  full  em- 
ployment, for  almost  2  years. 

Inflation  is  in  check,  measured  by 
the  Consumer  Price  Index,  which 
economists  generally  believe  over- 
states inflation.  Consumer  prices  have 
increased  by  less  than  3  percent  per 
year  for  the  past  4  years.  That  could,  in 
truth,  be  more  like  a  2  percent  figure. 

Finally,  that  renowned  misery  index, 
the  sum  of  the  unemployment  rate  and 
the  inflation  rate,  is  about  8  percent, 
the  lowest  level  in  a  quarter  century. 

In  the  course  of  this  debate  about 
whether  the  economy  could  be  growing 
faster,  I  believe  it  ought  to  be  pointed 
out  that  20  or  25  years  ago,  the  figures 
I  have  just  cited  would  have  been 
thought  unattainable.  It  would  not 
have  been  thought  within  the  range  of 
possible  economic  outcomes,  much  less 
economic  management  and  planning, 
to  produce  this  combination  of  5-year, 
6-year  expansions,  full  emplosrment 
near  zero  inflation.  This  could  be 
taught  in  a  textbook  as  an  ideal,  and 
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with  the  full  and  firm  understanding: 
that  it  would  not  in  our  lifetimes,  per- 
haps in  any  lifetime,  be  achieved.  You 
would  measure  your  performance  by 
the  distance  between  what  was  ideal 
and  what,  in  fact,  you  could  do.  I  do 
not  think  we  understand — perhaps  it  is 
part  of  our  historical  distance — how 
much  social  learning  has  taken  place 
in  our  country  and  to  what  con- 
sequence, an  area  which  was  thought 
to  be  absolutely  essential  to  our  eco- 
nomic, socio-political  well-being, 
which  is  employment. 

I  speak  as  someone  who  entered  the 
Kennedy  administration  in  1961.  I  was 
an  Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor  for 
Policy  Planning.  I  know  what  our  high- 
est expectations  were  in  those  days.  I 
say  to  you  on  this  floor  they  never 
would  have  contemplated  what  we  have 
achieved  in  this  last  10  years  or  so  of 
American  policy. 

Mr.  President,  on  the  front  page  of 
the  Washington  Post  this  morning 
there  is  a  story  which  may  be  the  first 
such  in  the  history  of  this  Nation.  The 
headline  says:  "Labor  Shortages  May 
Be  Slowing  Economy."  Referring  to 
the  latest  surveys  of  regional  economic 
conditions  by  Federal  Reserve  Banks, 
the  subheading  states:  "Fed  Finds 
Firms  in  Some  Regions  Having  a  Hard 
Time  Filling  Jobs." 

The  article  begins: 

Sigrniag  bonuses  are  nothing  new  for  bas- 
ketball players  and  Wall  Street  traders.  But 
hamburger  flippers? 

Some  fast-food  restaurants  In  St.  Louis  are 
now  paying  as  much  as  S2S0  in  signing  bo- 
nuses for  new  hires,  according  to  the  latest 
Federal  Reserve  survey  of  regional  economic 
conditions  released  yesterday. 

Companies  all  over  the  country  are  going 
to  extra  lengths  to  attract  workers,  the  Fed 
reports.  In  the  latest  sign  that  the  pool  of 
unemployed  workers  has  shrunk  to  the  point 
that  It  Is  limiting  economic  growth.  Unem- 
ployment natlozially  has  hovered  around  5.5 
percent  for  the  past  18  months  and  In  more 
than  half  the  States  this  spring  it  is  below  5 
percent. 

I  interpolate.  Mr.  President,  that  in 
Madison,  WI.  it  is  now  at  1.8  percent.  I 
say  that  is  statistically  almost  impos- 
sible, but  that  is  a  fact. 

A  Minneapolis  company  is  offering  a 
chance  at  free  vacations  in  Las  Vegas  for 
employees  who  recruit  new  hires.  Temporary 
employment  agencies  In  Chicago  say  more 
employers  are  snaring  their  workers  for  i)er- 
manent  positions.  Banks  In  Salt  Lake  City 
are  having  a  hard  time  finding  tellers. 

According  to  the  Minneapolis  Federal  Re- 
serve Bank,  a  growing  number  of  firms  want- 
ing to  hire  skilled  workers  have  stopped  ad- 
vertising because  they  got  no  responses. 
"Perhaps  we  should  call  them  "discouraged 
employers,'  one  Mlonesota  state  official 
quipped." 

Again.  Mr.  President,  30  years  ago,  40 
years  ago,  one  of  the  continued  con- 
cerns, a  legitimate  one,  on  the  part  of 
a  person  working  in  the  field  of  labor 
statistics  was  something  called  hidden 
unemployment,  which  referred  to 
workers  who  had  given  up  looking  for 
work.  By  definition,  you  are  not  in  the 


work  force  unless  you  are  working  or 
looking  for  work.  These  discouraged 
workers  had  dropped  out  of  the  work 
force,  but  represented  unemployment, 
even  so. 

Now,  we  have  a  phrase  "discouraged 
employers."  I  am  not  saying  the  world 
has  transformed  itself,  but  I  am  saying 
in  a  lifetime  in  this  area,  this  field,  I 
have  never  heard  the  term  "discour- 
aged employer"  before. 

The  article  goes  on  to  say  that  Min- 
nesota is  now  one  of  the  10  States  with 
a  jobless  rate  of  3.9  percent  or  less.  In 
the  Kennedy  administration,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, in  the  3d  year,  the  report  of  the 
Council  on  Economic  Advisers  made  a 
bold  and  unprecedented  assertion  of  op- 
timism, in  an  optimistic  age.  They 
said,  "We  call  for  a  national  goal  of  an 
unemployment  rate  of  4  percent."  It 
was  not  going  to  happen  in  our  life- 
times, but  that  is  what  goals  are  for. 
Now  here  it  is:  more  than  half  the 
States  are  under  5  jsercent,  and  10 
States  are  under  4  percent. 

According  to  the  Minneapolis  Fed, 
businesses  are  now  looking  more  at 
whether  people  will  be  available  to 
work  at  a  new  plant,  than  at  whether 
the  company  can  get  incentives  or  tax 
breaks  to  build  there. 

Mr.  President,  a  century  and  more  of 
State  governments,  and  local  govern- 
ments, offering  tax  abatements,  cash 
incentives,  to  bring  the  firms  into  their 
high  unemployment  areas  and,  sud- 
denly we  are  told,  "We  do  not  need 
your  tax  abatements.  Do  you  have  any 
workers?" 

I  quote  an  official  from  Minneapolis: 
"This  parallels  the  dilemma  that  east- 
em  South  Dakota  has  faced  for  some 
time.  It  is  difficult  to  attract  new  in- 
dustry when  labor  seems  short." 

Mr.  President,  I  simply  want  to  say, 
sir,  if  I  may  repeat,  that  in  a  lifetime 
of  involvement  with  these  matters  I 
have  never  read  such  data,  or  heard 
such  comments.  It  is  a  wonderful  play 
on  usage — the  idea  of  discouraged  em- 
ployers who  cannot  find  workers.  And 
so,  is  it  inappropriate  to  attribute 
these  outcomes,  in  significant  measure, 
to  the  wisdom  and  the  practical  knowl- 
edge with  which  Alan  Greenspan  has 
conducted  his  stewardship  of  our  Na- 
tion's monetary  policies  over  the  last  9 
years?  That  is  not  to  say — and  he 
would  certainly  so  insist— that  he  is 
solely  responsible  for  the  performance 
of  the  economy  in  this  period. 

Without  wishing  to  introduce  any- 
thing like  a  partisan  note,  I  still  say 
that  much  credit  is  owing  to  the  Presi- 
dent, President  Clinton,  and  the  103rd 
Congress,  which  enacted  a  5-year,  $500 
billion  deficit  reduction  in  the  summer 
of  1993—5600  billion,  if  you  include  the 
effects  of  the  decline  in  interest  rates 
that  came  about  in  the  aftermath  of 
the  1993  deficit  reduction  package. 

Alan  Greenspan  himself  has  testified 
that  there  was  an  inflation  premium  on 
interest  rates.  With  the  anxiety — just  a 


touch,  but  sufficient — of  a  country 
going  into  debt  as  fast  as  we  would  do, 
could  it  be  that  we  would  someday 
monetize  the  debt,  which  is  to  say, 
through  inflation,  wipe  it  out?  Well, 
that  costs  you  something  in  interest 
rates.  When  it  appeared  that  we  were 
going  in  a  different  and  better  direc- 
tion, interest  rates  came  down — bring- 
ing additional  deficit  reduction,  and  all 
the  advantages  of  lower  interest  rates 
across  the  economy. 

Not  since  the  Kennedy-Johnson  ad- 
ministrations, in  which  we  had  the 
longest  peacetime  expansion  of  106 
months,  have  monetary  and  fiscal  pol- 
icy been  so  well  coordinated.  We  seem 
to  have  learned  to  manage  affairs  that 
were  previously  thought  beyond  our 
reach.  Yet  rather  than  celebrating, 
some  of  us  are  complaining  that  we 
need  to  accelerate  economic  growth. 
And  no  one  can  say  that  slightly  faster 
growth  will  lead  to  higher  inflation. 
Almost  certainly,  that  has  to  be  a  con- 
cern. Ultimately,  if  it  should,  there 
will  be  an  end  to  the  expansion.  You 
will  lose  more  production  in  a  down- 
turn than  ever  you  will  have  lost  by 
not  speeding  to  the  point  where  you 
produce  a  downturn. 

Last  week,  the  distinguished  junior 
Senator  firom  Iowa  stated  that  "*  *  * 
the  bottomline  is  that  Chairman 
Greenspan  has  this  long  history  of  fo- 
cusing solely  on  inflation  to  such  an 
extent  that  all  focus  on  expanding  our 
economy  has  been  lost."  My  good 
friend  added,  "We  have  a  mindset  at 
the  Fed  that  2  percent  growth  is  ac- 
ceptable, that  the  economy  cannot 
grow  any  faster— maybe  2.5,  but  that  is 
getting  close  to  the  limits — but  that  we 
cannot  have  the  3  percent  growth  of 
the  1970's  or  the  4  percent  growth  of  the 
1960's.  That  is  the  mindset  of  the  Fed." 
Might  I  say  that,  in  the  judgment  of 
this  Senator — and  it  will  be  for  the 
Senate  itself  to  make  a  collective  judg- 
ment— the  issue  is  not  whether  2.5  per- 
cent growth  is  acceptable,  but  rather, 
is  £my  higher  rate  possible? 

There  are  realities  in  the  world  of  ec- 
onomics, and  there  are  constraints. 
Economists  of  every  school,  every 
range  of  opinion,  will  agree  that 
growth  and  capacity  or  potential  of  the 
economy  is  determined  by  two  basic 
factors:  increases  in  productivity,  out- 
put per  worker  hour;  and  growth  in  the 
labor  force. 

In  the  February  1996  Economic  Re- 
port of  the  President,  the  Council  of 
Economic  Advisers  estimated  that  for 
the  next  several  years,  productivity 
growth  would  be  about  1.2  percent  per 
year,  and  the  labor  force  would  grow  at 
about  1.1  percent.  You  put  those  two 
numbers  together,  and  you  have  about 
a  2.3  percent  possible  economic  growth 
for  the  year. 

Do  not  underestimate  2.3  percent, 
Mr.  President.  It  means  that  your  total 
economic  product  doubles  every  30 
years  or  so — an  experience  that  is  new 
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to  mankind.  It  may  sound  low,  but  if 
you  keep  it  up,  you  double  your  wealth 
every  generation.  That  is  what  we  are 
now  doing.  It  is  recession,  and  worse, 
that  puts  an  end  to  economic  growth,  if 
you  think  in  terms  of  a  generation. 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  correctly 
noted  last  week  that,  in  the  1960's,  the 
economy  grew  at  4  percent  a  year,  and, 
indeed,  it  did.  But,  Mr.  President,  at 
that  time,  the  labor  force  was  increas- 
ing at  2  percent  a  year,  and  productiv- 
ity was  rising  at  about  2  percent.  So 
you  have  that  4  percent  potential. 

That  labor  force  increaises  at  abso- 
lute constraint.  We  have  reached  about 
the  limit  of  labor  force  participation. 
It  used  to  be  a  much  lower  rate  than  it 
is  now.  and  the  consequence  of  women 
entering  the  work  force  in  larger  num- 
bers has  kept  us  going.  But  we  are  now 
at  a  very  small  rate  of  increase.  This  is 
a  demographic  fact — who  was  bom  20 
years  ago?  You  cannot  change  it 
through  manipulating  interest  rates  or 
demand  or  supply.  The  supply  is  fixed. 
Yet,  our  performance  in  this  situation 
is  extraordinary. 

We  are  actually  at  full  employment. 
We  have  a  period  of  economic  growth, 
now  in  its  sixth  year  of  sustained  eco- 
nomic growth.  We  have  done  so  with- 
out any  of  the  intrusive  Federal  Gov- 
ernmental measures  that  have  been  as- 
sociated  with  response  to  emergencies 
in  the  past. 

I  do  not  want  to  hold  the  floor  longer 
than  this.  I  have  tried  to  make  two 
points.  Mr.  President.  With  Dr.  Alan 
Greenspan  as  Chairman  of  the  Federal 
Reserve,  we  have  entered  a  period  for 
which  many  persons  may  properly 
claim  a  measure  of  responsibility,  but 
for  which  he  is  uniquely  held  respon- 
sible. 

We  have  entered  a  period  of  unprece- 
dented growth — full  emplosrment.  price 
stability  and  year  after  year  after  year 
of  growth.  What  more  would  be  asked? 
Can  we  not  take  some  satisfaction  in 
our  performance  as  a  country,  as  a  so- 
ciety? We  have  learned  to  do  this. 

We  have  reached  the  point,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, which  as  a  sometime  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Labor  I  certainly  never 
thought  we  would  see,  and  I  do  not 
think  anybody  in  Washington  35  years 
ago  would  have  ever  seen,  where  on  the 
front  page  of  the  Washington  Post  we 
learn  that  labor  shortages  may  be 
slowing  the  economy — not  Alan  Green- 
span, but,  rather,  the  extraordinary 
success  of  accumulated  understandings 
and  practices  have  brought  us  to  the 
point  where  there  is  a  shortage  of 
workers,  an  idea  that  we  would  hardly 
have  entertained.  And  that  wonderful 
phrase  — I  suppose  you  have  to  have 
been  around  the  subject  long  enough  to 
appreciate  the  irony— "discouraged 
employers."  The  idea  that  in  eastern 
North  Dakota,  as  cited  here  and  else- 
where aroimd  the  country,  employers 
looking  for  new  plant  sites  are  no 
longer  looking  for  tax  breaks  and  other 


incentives.     They     say.     "Are     there 
enough  workers  for  the  plant?" 

Well,  can  we  not,  in  the  midst  of  a 
Presidential  election  and  a  lot  of  dis- 
tress on  all  sides,  recognize  what  good 
fortune  we  have  had  as  a  nation  and 
how  much  Alan  Greenspan  has  contrib- 
uted to  that  good  fortune? 

I  thank  the  Chair  for  allowing  me 
this  extensive  time.  I  thank  my  friend, 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Banking  Committee,  for  indulging  me. 
I  hope  he  feels  I  have  not  gone  on  too 
long.  But  I  do  say,  sir,  I  have  gone  on 
about  an  event  that  has  never  hap- 
pened before  and  is  worth  noting. 

I  finally  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  article  from  the  Washington  Post 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Labor  Shortages  May  Be  Slowing  Eco.nomy 
(By  John  M.  Berry) 

Signing  bonuses  are  nothing  new  for  bas- 
ketball players  and  Wall  Street  traders.  But 
hamburger  flippers? 

Some  fast-food  restaurants  in  St.  Louis  are 
now  paying  as  much  as  S250  in  signing  bo- 
nuses for  new  hires,  according  to  the  latest 
Federal  Reserve  survey  of  regional  economic 
conditions  released  yesterday. 

Companies  all  over  the  country  are  going 
to  extra  lengths  to  attract  workers,  the  Fed 
reports,  in  the  latest  sign  that  the  pool  of 
unemployed  workers  has  shrunk  to  the  point 
that  it  Is  limiting  economic  growth.  Unem- 
ployment nationally  has  hovered  around  5.5 
percent  for  the  past  18  months  and  in  more 
than  half  the  states  this  spring  It  Is  below  5 
percent. 

A  Minneapolis  company  is  offering  a 
chance  at  free  vacations  in  Las  Vegas  for 
employees  who  recruit  new  hires.  Temporary 
emplojnnent  agencies  in  Chicago  say  more 
employers  are  snaring  their  workers  for  per- 
manent positions.  Banks  In  Salt  Lake  City 
are  having  a  hard  time  finding  tellers. 

According  to  the  Minneapolis  Federal  Re- 
serve Bank,  a  growing  number  of  firms  want- 
ing to  hire  skilled  workers  have  stopped  ad- 
vertising because  they  got  no  responses. 
"Perhaps  we  should  call  them  'discouraged 
employers,'"  one  Minnesota  state  offlcial 
quipped. 

In  Minnesota,  one  of  10  states  with  a  job- 
less rate  of  3.9  percent  or  less,  economic  de- 
velopment officials  say  that  businesses  are 
looking  more  at  whether  people  will  be 
available  to  work  at  a  new  plant  than  at 
whether  the  compauay  can  get  Incentives  or 
tax  breaks  to  build  there,  according  to  the 
Minneapolis  Fed.  "This  parallels  the  di- 
lemma that  eastern  South  Dakota  has  faced 
for  some  time:  It  is  difficult  to  attract  new 
industry  when  labor  seems  short."  the  report 
said. 

Many  Fed  offlclals  have  expressed  surprise 
that,  with  the  unemployment  rate  so  low, 
there  have  not  been  more  problems  on  the 
Inflation  front,  with  wages  rising  to  attract 
workers.  But  the  Fed's  latest  survey  turned 
up  only  scattered  Instances  in  which  tight 
labor  markets  were  causing  wages  overall  to 
Increase  rapidly. 

Economists  and  government  policy  makers 
aren't  exactly  sure  why  labor  costs  haven't 
begun  to  rise  more  rapidly  in  response  to  the 
nation's  low  unemploym<'nt  rate.  Some  ana- 
lysts say  the  best  explanation  is  twofold: 
Heightened  concern  amoLe   workers  about 


job  security  In  a  world  of  corporate 
downsizing  has  made  them  squeamish  about 
asking  for  raises.  That's  coupled  with  strong 
resistance  by  employers  to  raise  overall 
wages  because  they  know  that  in  a  low-infla- 
tion economy,  it  is  difficult  to  raise  prices  to 
cover  higher  costs. 

So  even  though  some  companies  are  having 
to  increase  their  offers  of  starting  wages  to 
get  workers.  In  the  aggregate,  pay  hikes  are 
still  modest  by  historic  standards. 

And  companies  aren't  going  begging  for 
workers  everywhere  In  the  country.  Indeed, 
in  places  such  as  the  District.  New  York  and 
New  Jersey,  a  southern  tier  of  states  stretch- 
ing from  Mississippi  west  through  Texas  to 
New  Mexico  and  most  important.  California, 
finding  workers  isn't  as  tough  as  it  is  else- 
where. Joblessness  In  California,  whose  re- 
covery has  lagged  that  of  the  rest  of  the  na- 
tion, is  7.5  percent.  Only  West  Virginia  at  7.7 
percent  and  the  District  at  8.4  percent  have 
higher  rates. 

To  many  economists,  this  is  a  picture  of  a 
nation  essentially  at  full  employment.  That 
means  that  going  forward,  the  economy  can 
grow  only  as  fast  as  its  capacity  to  produce 
goods  and  services  grows. 

How  fast  that  growth  can  occur  is  the  sub- 
ject of  much  debate  these  days.  Indeed.  Sen. 
Tom  Harkin  (D-Iowa)  delayed  the  full  Sen- 
ate's vote  to  confirm  Fed  Chairman  Alan 
Greenspan  to  a  third  term  until  today  so  he 
could  hold  a  public  discussion  the  subject. 
Harkin  believes  the  economy  could  grow 
much  faster  if  Greenspan  would  only  lower 
Interest  rates  and  stop  worrying  so  much 
about  inflation.  "A  turtle  makes  progress  - 
only  when  it  sticks  its  neck  out.  even  though 
that  is  when  it  is  most  vulnerable."  Harkin 
said  in  an  Interview.  He  said  that  the  Fed 
cannot  be  sure  the  jobless  rate  can't  be 
pushed  down  to  5  percent  or  4.5  percent  with- 
out making  inflation  worse. 

Few  people  in  official  Washington  agree 
with  Harkin.  though.  The  Clinton  adminis- 
tration, the  Congressional  Budget  Office  and 
many  private  economists  all  peg  the  econo- 
my's capacity  to  grow  at  a  little  above  2  per- 
cent. 

According  to  White  House  economist  Mar- 
tin Bally,  the  administration's  estimate  of 
2.3  percent  a  year  "is  based  on  supply-side 
factors,"  meaning  labor  supply  and  produc- 
tivity. 

If  the  economy  is  at  full  employment,  ad- 
ditional labor  is  largely  a  matter  of  how  fast 
the  population  Is  growing,  including  immi- 
grants. When  the  post-World  War  n  baby 
boomers  were  entering  the  work  force  in  the 
1960s  and  1970s,  labor  supply  was  Increasing 
roughly  2  percent  a  year. 

Now  it  Is  increasing  only  about  1  percent  a 
year.  All  other  things  equal,  that  difference 
means  the  economy's  capacity  to  grow  is  a 
full  percentage  point  lower  than  it  used  to 
be. 

And  gains  In  productivity  slowed  sharply 
after  1973  for  reasons  economists  still  can't 
explain  fully.  But  over  the  past  year,  output 
per  hour  worked  at  private  noofarm  busi- 
nesses rose  1.3  percent,  exactly  the  pace  the 
administration  foresees  for  coming  years. 

At  a  recent  conference  on  econoiriic  growth 
sponsored  by  the  Boston  Federal  Reserve 
Bank,  Bally  said  that  Fed  policy  doesn't  di- 
rectly affect  either  of  these  determinants  of 
growth.  "I  don't  think  monetary  policy  in 
the  United  States  is  seen  as  a  significant  re- 
straint on  economic  growth  in  the  next  few 
years."  Baily  told  the  conference. 

Thomas  Hoenlg.  president  of  the  Kansas 
City  Federal  Reserve  Bank,  said  in  a  recent 
Interview  that  In  his  district,  where  the  av- 
erage unemployment  rate  is  not  much  above 
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4  percent,  business  executives  aren't  com- 
plaining about  Fed  policy. 

The  complaint  Hoenig  hears  most  fre- 
quently, he  said.  Is.  "I  can't  gret  enoug-h  of 
the  type  of  help  I  need.  I  have  heard  no  one 
say,  1  could  grow  faster  If  you  lowered  Inter- 
est rates." 

The  PRESmrNG  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  D'AMATO  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  York. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  I  know  my  colleagTies 
on  the  other  side  want  to  be  recog- 
nized, but  I  am  going  to  make  a  re- 
quest and  ask  that  those  who  speak  on 
behalf  of  Mr.  Greenspan — I  think  we 
have  about  31  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Thirty- 
seven  minutes. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  I  ask  that  they  hold 
their  remarks  down  to  5  minutes,  if 
they  could.  I  would  be  deeply  appre- 
ciative, because  there  are  a  number 
who  have  indicated  they  would  like  to 
speak,  and  so  we  have  a  limited  period 
of  time.  When  we  do  yield  on  this  side, 
I  will  yield  for  the  purpose  of  recogniz- 
ing those  who  would  speak  for  up  to  5 
minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  is  to  be  recognized  if  that 
time  is  yielded  by  the  Senator  from 
Iowa. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  we  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Fifty-six 
minutes. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  have  about  3 
minutes  to  respond  to  the  Senator 
from  New  York  and  that  then  the  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota  be  recognized  for 
15  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  the  sen- 
ior Senator  from  New  York,  Mr.  Moy- 
NIHAN,  talked  that  if  you  want  growth, 
you  have  to  have  productivity  growth 
and  labor  growth.  He  correctly  pointed 
out  that  right  now  we  have  1.2  percent 
productivity  growth  and  about  1.1  per- 
cent labor  growth.  That  is  about  2.3 
percent  growth  per  year  and  there  is 
nothing  you  can  do  about  it.  He  cor- 
rectly pointed  out  that  in  the  1960's,  as 
I  said  last  week,  we  had  4  percent 
growth,  but  then  we  had  about  2  per- 
cent growth  in  the  labor  force  and 
about  a  2-percent  growth  in  productiv- 
ity. 

Let  me  respond  to  my  friend  from 
New  York  by  saying  that  is  the  chick- 
en-and-egg  argument.  Is  this  some- 
thing that  we  have  to  accept,  that  pro- 
ductivity growth  is  only  1.2  percent?  I 
know  some  have  said  that  is  what  it  is 
going  to  be,  but  based  on  what?  And 
labor  growth  of  1.1  percent  per  year, 
based  on  what? 

I  would  refer  my  friend  to  an  article 
that  appeared  in  the  June  12  Wall 
Street  Journal  talking  about  the  mil- 
lion missing  men,  that  there  are  stud- 


ies now,  they  said,  that  when  the  Labor 
Department  reported  Friday  a  jobless 
rate  of  5.6  percent  and  7.4  million  un- 
employed people,  an  additional  1  mil- 
lion were  not  included:  many  of  them 
are  sitting  at  home  too  discouraged  to 
hunt  for  a  job.  They  can  be  found  in  all 
50  States.  Actually,  some  economists, 
such  as  Lester  Thurow  at  MIT,  say 
there  may  be  far  more  than  that  out 
there  in  the  labor  force. 

Therefore,  there  is  a  possibility,  I 
would  submit,  that  labor  growth  can 
exceed  1.1  percent  per  year.  That  is,  if 
we  get  off  of  this  old  idea  the  Fed  has 
of  NAIRU,  the  nonaccelerating  infla- 
tion rate  of  unemployment,  in  which  it 
is  felt  that  if  we  reduce  unemployment 
below  a  certain  level,  which  they  first 
assumed  to  be  6,  now  they  are  saying 
may  be  5.5  percent,  that  somehow  in- 
flation will  not  just  increase  but  will 
accelerate.  And,  that  premptive  strikes 
are  needed  to  block  excessive  growth. 

So  I  say  to  my  friend  from  New  York 
that  I  believe  we  can  have  a  higher  rate 
of  growth  in  the  labor  force  because 
there  are  a  lot  of  people  out  there  not 
even  counted.  There  are  a  lot  of  people 
out  there  who  are  underemployed. 
There  are  a  lot  of  women  out  there  who 
are  underemployed  at  minimum  wage 
part  time  jobs  who  could  be  employed 
better.  So  I  believe  that  the  labor  force 
can,  indeed,  grow  much  faster. 

Secondly,  in  terms  of  productivity 
growth,  I  do  not  accept  that  the  Amer- 
ican work  force  has  to  be  stuck  at  1.2 
percent  productivity  growth.  I  say  that 
knowing  full  well  we  are  still  the  lead- 
er in  the  world  in  productivity.  Our 
work  force  is  still  the  leader.  We  have 
more  output  per  hours  worked  than 
any  other  country  in  the  world. 

Does  that  mean  we  can  just  sit  there 
and  say  that  is  OK?  Productivity  has  to 
do  a  lot  with  what  is  happening  in  that 
work  force  out  there  right  now.  There 
are  a  lot  of  workers  out  there  now  who 
have  been  discouraged  because  of 
downsizing.  They  are  discouraged  be- 
cause of  wage  stagnation.  I  see  it  in  my 
own  family,  my  relatives,  who  are 
working  at  manufacturing  jobs.  They 
are  discouraged,  and  so  their  output 
could  be  better.  Their  output  per  hour 
worked  could  be  more  if  in  fact  they 
thought  their  wages  were  going  to  go 
up,  if  they  thought  they  were  going  to 
have  a  better  stake  in  our  economy.  We 
can  have  more  efficient  methods  to 
produce  goods  by  the  way  we  structure 
companies  and  through  technologry. 

I  predict  that  the  productivity 
growth  in  America  could  boom  a  lot 
more  than  what  it  is.  That  yields  then 
to  more  labor  growth,  more  productiv- 
ity growth,  which  leads  to  higher 
growth  in  our  economy.  Those  two 
things  will  not  happen  as  long  as  the 
Federal  Reserve  continues  to  adhere  to 
this  NAIRU  concept  and  as  long  as  the 
Fed,  every  time  growth  starts  to  go  up, 
puts  on  the  brakes. 

I  respect  very  much  the  insight  of  my 
friend  from  New  York.  My  premise,  and 


I  believe  the  premise  of  those  of  us  who 
are  taking  the  opposite  side,  is  that  we 
can,  indeed,  grow  faster  in  this  country 
and  we  can  grow  faster  because  we 
have  an  untapped  labor  source  and  our 
productivity  can,  indeed,  increase  but 
if  and  only  if  the  Federal  Reserve  takes 
the  brakes  off  and  lowers  the  interest 
rates  in  this  country. 

I  thank  the  Chair.  I  then  yield  15 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota  is  recogrnized. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  thank  the  Chair. 
I  am  going  to  actually  pick  up  on  some 
points  that  have  been  made  by  my  col- 
league from  New  York,  for  whom  I 
have  deep  respect,  and  by  my  colleague 
from  Iowa.  First  of  all,  let  me  thank 
Senator  Harkin  from  Iowa  for  doing 
something  very  important  as  a  Sen- 
ator. He  has  insisted  that  at  least  we 
have  a  debate  about  economic  policy, 
that  we  have  a  debate  about  monetary 
policy,  that  we  not  just  go  forward  and 
confirm  someone  to  be  Chairman  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board  without  any  dis- 
cussion or  debate.  I  do  not  think  this 
debate  is  at  all  personal.  I  think  each 
and  every  one  of  us  has  gone  out  of  our 
way  to  say  that  we  hold  the  Chairman 
in  high  personal  regard.  But  this  is  a 
debate  about  economic  policy.  My  col- 
league has  taken  a  lot  of  criticism  for 
insisting  that  there  be  a  debate.  That 
is  all  he  has  ever  asked  for.  I  thank 
him  for  doing  that.  My  colleague  from 
North  Dakota  earlier  made  an  impor- 
tant point,  which  is.  it  used  to  be,  back 
in  the  1870's,  1880's.  1890's,  and  the  early 
part  of  this  century,  that  there  was  an 
important  debate  about  monetary  pol- 
icy. It  was  not  conspiratorial,  it  was 
important,  because  people  know  that 
real  interest  rates  and  monetary  policy 
can  make  or  break  communities'  lives. 
They  can  make  or  break  families'  lives. 
They  have  a  huge  impact,  a  huge  im- 
pact on  small  business  people,  a  huge 
impact  on  farmers,  a  huge  impact  on 
whether  people  can  afford  to  buy  a 
home,  a  huge  impact  on  whether  or  not 
people  can  afford  to  take  out  a  loan  for 
their  son  or  their  daughter  to  go  on  to 
higher  education. 

This  is  a  fundamentally  important 
debate  we  are  having.  It  is  not  hate;  it 
is  debate.  I  think  it  is  an  extremely  im- 
portant question  that  my  colleague  has 
been  raising. 

When  I  listen  to  this  discussion,  I 
have  to  smile,  because  I  do  think  to  a 
certain  extent  some  of  my  colleagues, 
either  by  accident  or  by  design,  are 
being  a  bit  ahistorical. 

Let  me  also,  teacher  to  teacher,  pro- 
fessor to  professor,  respond  to  a  little 
bit  of  what  Senator  MoynIhan  said.  He 
never,  of  course,  leaves  out  a  historical 
analysis,  and  people  in  good  faith  can 
reach  very  different  conclusions,  but  I 
would  like  to  go  back  to  the  1946  Em- 
ployment Act  in  our  country  which 
called  for"  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  to 
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be  a  part  of  this  and  to  keep  inflation 
down,  but  also  with  the  mandate  of 
achieving  maximum  employment.  That 
was  an  important  piece  of  legislation. 

There  was  a  classic  book  written 
called  "Congress  Makes  a  Law,"  by 
Stephen  K.  Bailey,  all  about  the  Mur- 
ray-Wagner Act  that  finally  passed  in 
1946.  Full  employment,  the  idea  that 
people  should  be  able  to  find  work,  de- 
cent wages  under  civilized  working 
conditions,  was  the  No.  1  issue  for  the 
country.  The  Depression  was  fresh  in 
everybody's  memory,  and  World  War  U, 
in  fact,  pumped  up  the  economy,  and 
people  found  it  to  be  a  pleasant  experi- 
ence to  be  able  to  work.  Women  were  in 
the  work  force.  Men  and  women  of 
color  were  also  finding  jobs.  So  after 
the  war  was  over,  the  No.  1  challenge 
for  our  country  was,  how  do  you  have 
an  economy  that  generates  jobs  for 
people  that  are  living-wage  jobs?  That 
is  what  it  was  all  about. 

I  smile  when  I  hear  some  of  the  anal- 
yses by  some  economists — not  by  ail- 
that,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  what  we  have 
here  is  a  situation  of  full  employment, 
because  the  unemployment  rate  is  5.6 
percent.  Therefore,  we  have  full  em- 
ployment. 

People  in  Minnesota  and  around  the 
country  have  to  just  be  scratching 
their  heads  and  wondering  what  is 
going  on  here.  Ten  blocks  from  here, 
why  do  we  not  go  out  and  ask  people 
whether  or  not  they  think  we  have  full 
employment.  Just  ask  them.  This  does 
not  measure  subemployment,  it  does 
not  measure  the  1  million  discouraged 
workers,  it  does  not  measure  people 
who  are  working  part  time  because 
they  cannot  work  full  time. 

Do  you  know  what  else  it  does  not 
measure?  It  does  not  measure  all  the 
people  who  have  jobs  but  not  jobs  they 
can  count  on.  It  does  not  measure  all 
the  working  poor  people,  who  work  52 
weeks  a  year,  40-hours-plus  a  week,  and 
still  make  only  poverty-level  wages. 

So,  when  we  hear  all  these  macro  fig- 
ures about  how  we  cannot  afford  to 
have  unemployment  below  5.5  percent, 
otherwise  we  will  set  off  this  inflation- 
ary cycle,  this  is  the  old  "Phillips 
curve"  argument.  It  has  been  discred- 
ited over  and  over  again.  It  is  not  the 
experience  in  our  own  country.  We 
have  had  no  evidence  that  we  are  about 
to  see  a  cycle  of  inflation. 

What  we  have  instead  is  a  policy  that 
works  great  for  bondholders,  great  for 
Wall  Street,  but  does  not  work  well  for 
families  in  our  country.  Every  time  we 
are  about  to  have  a  real  recovery  and 
every  time  small  businesses  are  about 
to  have  a  break  or  every  time  farmers 
are  about  to  have  a  break  or  every 
time  homeowners  are  about  to  have  a 
break  or  every  time  some  of  the  busi- 
nesses in  our  country  which  are  inter- 
est-sensitive businesses  are  about  to 
have  a  break  and  every  time  we  are 
about  to  generate  more  jobs  that  peo- 
ple can  count  on,  we  have  this  policy. 


which  I  think  is  outdated  and  which  I 
think,  in  fact,  helps  some  folks  at  the 
top  but  puts  a  squeeze  on  the  vast  ma- 
jority of  people  in  this  country.  That  is 
what  this  debate  is  all  about. 

When  we  get  to  this  policy  of  main- 
taining and  insisting  that  2  percent 
growth  is  all  we  can  do  as  a  Nation, 
that  we  have  to  always  cool  down  the 
economy,  that  we  have  to  have  price 
stability,  the  question  that  needs  to  be 
asked  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  is  the 
question  people  ask  in  cafes  in  our 
country:  Who  exactly  is  deciding?  Who 
exactly  is  benefiting?  And  who  is  being 
asked  to  sacrifice?  Who  decides  that  we 
can  only  afford  economic  growth  of  2 
percent  a  year?  Who  decides  that  inter- 
est rates  will  be  kept  at  this  high  level 
and  not  reduced?  And  whose  farm  goes 
under  the  auctioneers  hammer?  Who 
goes  without  a  job?  Who  goes  without  a 
job  that  pays  a  decent  wage?  Who  goes 
without  a  job  working  under  civilized 
working  conditions?  Who  is  not  able  to 
pay  for  higher  education  for  their  chil- 
dren? That  is  what  it  is  all  about. 

I  suggest  to  my  colleagues  that  this 
argument  that  we  now  have  about  full 
employment — my  God,  just  tour  the 
cities.  Go  to  Hartford.  Go  to  Minneapo- 
lis. I  heard  statistics  about  my  State. 
Yes,  the  official  unemployment  level  is 
down,  but  that  does  not  measure  sub- 
employment.  I  will  repeat  that.  Not 
the  discouraged  workers,  not  people 
who  are  part-time  workers,  and  not 
people  who  are  working  but  working  at 
jobs  they  cannot  count  on — that  is 
what  this  is  all  about:  living-wage  jobs. 
I  can  tell  you  that  a  much  too  signifi- 
cant percentage  of  the  population  all 
across  this  country,  including  Min- 
nesota, is  struggling  to  make  ends 
meet. 

This  effort  to  always  cool  the  econ- 
omy down,  fight  this  bogeyman  of  in- 
flation and  insist  on  this  stringent 
monetary  policy  has  made  it  very  dif- 
ficult for  families  to  do  well.  That  is 
what  this  debate  is  all  about. 

My  colleague  from  New  York  talked 
about  the  piece  that  he  read  today  in 
the  Washington  Post  about  discouraged 
employers.  It  is  interesting  to  hear 
about  discouraged  employers,  but  I 
suggest  to  colleagues.  Democrats  and 
Republicans  alike,  that  is  only  one 
piece  of  the  story.  That  is  true. 

I  meet  with  businesses  owners  in 
Minnesota  who  say  the  same  thing.  I 
meet  with  small  businesses  owners  and 
a  good  many  of  them  say  to  me,  "Paul, 
we  are  not  worried  about  the  minimum 
wage  raise,  but  do  you  know  what?  We 
are  technology  companies  and  we  can- 
not find  skilled  workers." 

That  is  true.  That  is  one  piece  of  it. 
But  I  also  suggest  to  my  colleagues,  it 
is  only  one  small  piece  of  it.  The  other 
piece  has  to  do  with  this  effort  to  keep 
economic  growth  down,  to  argue  we 
can  only  afford  2  percent  a  year  growth 
in  our  economy,  to  constantly,  there- 
fore, make  this  an  economy  where  we 


have  a  recovery  but  a  recovery  where 
people  are  not  able  to  find  the  jobs  at 
decent  wages. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  a  second? 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  I  will  be  pleased 
to. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  I  thank  my  colleagne 
for  making  that  point.  Yes,  there  was  a 
story  in  the  paper  this  morning  about 
discouraged  employers  trying  to  find 
certain  specific  people  to  work.  There 
is  another  story  on  the  front  page  of 
the  New  York  Times,  also  on  the  front 
page  of  the  USA  Today:  "Income  Dis- 
parity Between  Poorest  and  Richest 
Rises.  Trend  in  U.S.  Confirmed.  New 
Report  by  Census  Bureau  Shows  Gap  Is 
at  Its  Widest  Since  World  War  n." 
That  is  another  part  of  this  debate. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Because  any  time  you 
have  high  interest  rates,  think  about  it 
as  a  transfer  of  wealth  from  the  middle 
class  to  the  richest  class.  Because, 
after  all.  who  borrows  money?  It  is  our 
working  famflies.  They  borrow  money 
to  buy  a  car,  they  borrow  money  to  buy 
a  house,  they  borrow  money  to  send 
their  kids  to  school,  and  when  they  pay 
these  exorbitantly  high  interest  rates— 
and  I  will  get  to  that  in  my  remarks 
later — that  is  a  hidden  tax  on  our 
working  families. 

So  I  say  people  ought  to  look  at  this 
and  start  asking  questions  about  our 
monetary  policy  and  how  that  affects 
the  disparity  between  the  rich  and  poor 
in  our  country. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
for  pointing  that  out. 

Mr.  WELLSTONE.  Mr.  President,  my 
colleague  essentially  made  what  was 
my  second  point.  One  had  to  do  with 
the  Employment  Act  of  1946  and  what 
is  the  mandate  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board  and  how  this  monetary  policy 
has,  in  fact,  made  it  impossible  for  our 
country  to  achieve  what  should  be  the 
No.  1  domestic  priority,  which  is  an 
economy  that  produces  jobs  that  peo- 
ple can  count  on,  jobs  at  decent  wages, 
living-wage  jobs  under  civilized  work- 
ing conditions  where  men  and  women 
can  support  their  families. 

This  Is  the  tradeoff.  Sdme  people  are 
very  generous  with  other  people's  suf- 
fering. It  is  great  for  bond  holders, 
great  for  Wall  Street.  It  is  not  great  for 
Main  Street.  It  is  not  great  for  wage 
earners.  It  is  not  great  for  farmers.  It 
is  not  great  for  small  business  people. 
It  is  not  great  for  homeowners.  It  is 
not  great  for  people  trying  to  afford  a 
higher  education  for  their  children. 
And  the  second  point  is  precisely  this: 
there  is  a  rather  significant  correlation 
between  the  tight  monetary  policy  and 
the  lopsided  economy  we  have.  That  is 
what  we  have  right  now.  We  ought  to 
be  focusing  on  how  we  can  raise  the 
standard  of  living  of  middle-class  and 
working  families  in  our  country. 

I  suggest  to  you  one  of  the  reasons 
we  have  not  been  able  to  do  that,  one 
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of  the  reasons  that  the  bottom  60  per- 
cent has  been  standing  still  and  even 
losing  ground  over  the  past  20  years- 
plus  is  because  of  this  monetary  policy. 
It  is  time  we  debate  it  and,  I  must  say, 
that  I  believe  that  this  policy  has  been 
profoundly  mistaken  with  very  harsh 
consequences  for  the  vast  majority  of 
working  people  in  this  country. 

Mortimer  Zuckerman,  in  an  editorial 
in  U.S.  News  &  World  Report,  wrote: 

Alan  Greenspan's  "dear  money"  leadership 
has  caused  the  Fed  to  exert  a  monetary 
choke  bold  on  one  of  the  weakest  economic 
recoveries  since  World  War  n  at  the  cost  of 
billions  of  dollars  in  lost  output  and  tens  of 
thousands  of  uncreated  jobs. 

That  is  the  point  I  was  trying  to 
make. 

The  renowned  economist,  James  Gal- 
braith.  criticizes  Greenspan  this  way: 

He  is  pathologically  adverse  to  full  em- 
ployment, pathologically  overanzious  about 
inflation.  His  policies  are  the  reasons,  for  the 
most  part,  that  unemployment  has  stayed 
high  and  that  wag-es  have  not  raised  in  the 
past  decade,  and  he's  determined  to  keep 
things  that  way. 

Again,  that  is  my  point  about  this 
whole  issue  of  good  jobs  and  good 
wages. 
Finally.  Felix  Rohatsm  writes: 
Every  major  American  social  and  eco- 
nomic problem  requires  stronger  economic 
growth  for  its  solution.  This  includes  im- 
provements in  public  education,  as  well  as 
increasing  private  capital  Investment  and 
savings,  balancing  the  budget  and  maintain- 
ing a  social  safety  net.  improving  the  eco- 
nomic conditions  in  our  big  cities  and  reduc- 
ing racial  policies  as  a  result. 

This,  again,  is  tied  in  to  the  whole 
question  of  monetary  policy.  Thomas 
Palley,  of  the  New  School  for  Social 
Research,  writes: 

Greeasiian's  "soft  landing"  has  been  per- 
fect for  Wall  Street,  keeping  the  lid  on  wages 
while  keeping  consumer  demand  strong 
enough  to  earn  massive  profits. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  Felix  Rohatsm 
is  right  on  the  mark.  I  maintain  that 
this  debate  is  not  about  one  person. 
This  is  a  debate  about  monetary  policy 
that  should  be  a  front-burner  issue  in 
the  United  States  of  America.  This  is 
policy  that  can  make  or  break  people's 
lives;  that  can  make  or  break  small 
businesses;  can  make  or  break  farmers. 
I  say  to  my  colleague  from  North  Da- 
kota; can  make  or  break  middle-class 
families;  can  make  or  break  working 
people. 

The  key  to  decent  jobs  at  decent 
wages,  the  key  to  investment  in  our 
cities,  the  key  to  economic  opportuni- 
ties, the  key  to  improving  the  standard 
of  living  for  the  vast  majority  of  people 
in  this  country  is  a  combination  of  a 
number  of  different  things.  I  suggest 
that  one  critical  piece  is  monetary  pol- 
icy. 

I  believe  that  Chairman  Greenspan's 
policies  have,  again,  been  profoundly 
mistaken  and  I  think  have  had  serious 
consequences  for  the  vast  majority  of 
people  in  this  country.  I  would  rather 


stand  for  Main  Street  interests,  I 
would  rather  be  on  the  side  of  small 
business  people,  I  would  rather  be  on 
the  side  of  working  families,  I  would 
rather  be  on  the  side  of  middle-income 
Americans,  I  would  rather  be  on  the 
side  of  growing  this  economy,  I  would 
rather  be  on  the  side  of  jobs  with  de- 
cent wages,  I  would  rather  be  on  the 
side  of  economic  fairness,  I  would  rath- 
er be  on  the  side  of  economic  oppor- 
tunity and,  for  those  reasons,  I  will 
vote  "no." 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
see  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  York,  but  I  believe  pursuant  to  an 
earlier  agreement,  I  am  to  be  recog- 
nized after  Senator  Wellstone's  re- 
marks. I  understand  we  are  operating 
under  a  &-minute  constraint. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  paraphrase,  if  I 
can.  First  of  all,  let  me  say  to  my  col- 
league from  Iowa,  I,  too,  appreciate  the 
fact  he  has  raised  this  issue.  I  think  it 
is  important  we  have  a  debate  and  cer- 
tainly a  debate  about  monetary  policy 
is  not  inappropriate  at  all. 

Mr.  President,  I  rise  today  to  voice 
my  strong  support  for  the  nominations 
of  Alan  Greenspan,  Laurence  Meyer, 
and  Alice  Rivlin  to  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board. 

Considering  the  tremendous  impact 
of  the  Federal  Reserve  on  America's 
economy,  our  ratification  of  these 
nominees  to  the  Fed  Board  is,  in  my 
view,  one  of  the  Senate's  most  impor- 
tant responsibilities  this  year. 

As  members  of  the  Federal  Reserve, 
these  three  Americans  will  play  an  in- 
tegral role  in  the  economic  well-being 
of  the  American  people. 

They  will  be  making  critically  im- 
portant economic  decisions  on  the 
monetary  policy  of  this  Nation — deci- 
sions that  affect  each  and  every  Amer- 
ican. 

Those  Americans  looking  to  finance 
their  mortgage;  those  Americans  seek- 
ing loans  to  start  a  new  business;  and 
those  citizens  searching  for  a  new  job— 
or  who  fear  being  downsized  out  of 
their  current  one — will  be  enormously 
impacted  by  the  choices  we  make 
today. 

And,  in  my  view,  the  American  peo- 
ple could  not  ask  for  three  better 
choices. 

Mr.  Greenspan,  Ms.  Rivlin,  and  Pro- 
fessor Meyer  represent  three  of  Ameri- 
ca's finest  economic  minds. 

I  believe  they  will  serve  the  Amer- 
ican people  with  distinction,  and  re- 
flect well  upon  both  the  President  and 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  Greenspan,  now  poised  to  begin 
his  third  term  as  Chairman  of  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve,  is,  in  the  words  of  The 
Economist,  "Vested  with  more  influ- 
ence over  the  world  economy  than  any 
man  who  may  be  President  in  1997." 

Whether  this  is  true  or  not  is  open  to 
discussion,  but  I  have  little  doubt  that 


there  are  few  people  in  this  Nation  who 
are  more  qualified  to  be  Chairman  of 
the  Fed  than  the  incumbent. 

Under  Mr.  Greenspan's  leadership, 
the  economy  has  continued  to  grow  at 
a  healthy  clip. 

In  the  last  4  years  alone,  nearly  10 
million  jobs  were  created  and  inflation 
continues  to  remain  at  manageable 
levels. 

Ms.  Rivlin,  is  very  well  known  to  al- 
most everyone  in  this  body  through  her 
stewardship  of  the  Office  of  Manage- 
ment and  Budget. 

And  if  it  doesn't  date  me  too  much, 
also  as  the  first  director  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office. 

And  Professor  Meyer,  though  perhaps 
not  as  well  acquainted  on  a  personal 
level  with  my  colleagues  as  the  other 
two  nominees,  is  well  known  by  reputa- 
tion for  both  his  scholarly  knowledge 
and  his  practical  acumen. 

I  believe  that  the  President  has  done 
an  excellent  job  in  selecting  these 
three  nominees  and  he  should  be  com- 
mended for  presenting  the  Senate  with 
such  laudable  choices  for  service  on  the 
Fed  Board. 

I  will  not  disguise,  Mr.  President,  the 
fact  that  I  was  a  strong  advocate  of 
Felix  Rohatyn  to  be  Vice  Chairman  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board.  That  nomi- 
nation, unfortimately.  did  not  get 
much  of  a  hearing  in  the  Senate,  de- 
spite the  President's  support  for  him.  I 
thought  Felix's  addition  to  the  Board 
would  have  created  a  wonderful  de- 
bate— the  kind  of  debate,  in  fact,  we 
are  having  to  some  degree  this  morn- 
ing—within the  Federal  Reserve  Board 
about  growth. 

The  absence  of  Felix  Rohatyn  does 
not  make  that  debate  impossible,  but  I 
felt  his  addition  to  the  Board  would 
have  been  healthy  for  the  country  to 
have  a  good  discussion  about  how  you 
achieve  a  higher  growth  rate  without 
also  fanning  the  flames  of  inflation. 

Obviously,  that  did  not  occur.  I  have 
great  respect  for  Felix  Rohatsm.  and  I 
believe  he  can  still  make  a  significant 
contribution.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
follow  his  writings  on  growth  and  how 
we  might  achieve  it.  I  point  out.  as  he 
has  said,  and  this  is  something  with 
which  I  totally  agree,  that  while  mone- 
tary policy  obviously  has  a  lot  to  do 
with  growth,  tax  policy  also  is  a  major 
element  of  our  growth  rates.  Investing 
in  the  infrastructure  of  this  country 
has  a  great  deal  to  do  with  whether  we 
axjhieve  growth.  And.  clearly,  edu- 
cation and  training  has  a  lot  to  do  with 
whether  or  not  we  can  grow  properly. 
There  is  not  just  one  issue.  Monetary 
policy  is  important,  but  there  are  other 
major  elements  that  contribute  to  our 
ability  to  grow. 

Let  me  just  say,  Mr.  President,  to 
those  who  are  focusing  on  the  interest 
rate  debate,  and  I  certainly  have  been 
as  critical  as  others  when  the  interest 
rates  have  gone  up.  I  did  not  think  in 
several  instances  it  was  warranted  over 
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the  last  several  years.  But  it  is  undeni- 
able as  well  that  we  have  created  more 
than  10  million  new  jobs  over  the  last 
number  of  years  in  this  covmtry,  an  un- 
precedented growth  rate  in  employ- 
ment. We  are  witnessing  the  lowest 
misery  index  rate  in  28  years.  That  is  a 
combiiLatlon  of  inflation  and  unem- 
ployment. 

I  remember  very  well  what  it  was 
like  back  in  the  late  seventies— you 
want  to  talk  about  a  tax;  inflation  is  a 
tremendous  tax  on  people — ^when  it  was 
20  percent  inflation  rates.  You  talk 
about  jobs  and  middle-income  people 
and  homes,  when  you  have  staggering 
inflation  rates,  it  is  crippling  to  peo- 
ple. 

The  fact  is  only  a  healthy  rate  of 
growth  in  the  economy  will  translate 
into  the  fundamental  job  security  that 
is  the  cornerstone  of  our  continued 
economic  success. 

I  think  that  this  should  be  a  para- 
mount question  in  the  Fed's  consider- 
ations. 

How  do  we  go  beyond  simply  main- 
taining a  level  of  growth  to  actually 
increasing  the  Nation's  growth  rate? 
While  at  the  same  time,  keeping  a 
tight  cap  on  inflation? 

These  are  issues  that  the  Fed  needs 
to  focus  upon  in  the  weeks  and  months 
ahead. 

They've  done  a  good  job  in  the  past 
and  I  believe  they  will  continue  to  do 
so  in  the  future. 

But.  let  us  be  clear  on  one  point:  The 
issue  of  economic  growth  may  seem  es- 
oteric to  some  but  it  most  certainly  is 
not. 

I  am  a  strong  advocate  that  we  can 
grow  more  than  2  or  2Vi  percent. 
Frankly,  if  we  just  grow  two-tenths  of 
a  percentage  point  more,  we  would  just 
about  wipe  out  the  deficit— two-tenths 
of  a  percentage  point  and  we  would  just 
about  wipe  out  the  deficit. 

But  I  am  also  very  conscious  of  the 
fact  that  it  is  relatively  easy  for  me  as 
a  Member  of  Congress  to  be  able  to  ad- 
vocate that,  but  also  understanding 
when  I  advocate  certain  monetary  poli- 
cies, there  can  be  inflationary  implica- 
tions to  it.  So  I  have  to  be  very  aware 
of  that  as  I  make  those  decisions,  if  I 
am  sitting  on  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board. 

So  while  I  get  firustrated  and  I  get 
angry  from  time  to  time,  we  set  up  a 
S3rstem  in  this  country  to  insulate,  if 
you  will,  the  Federal  Reserve  firom  the 
vagaries  of  day-to-day  emotions  of  the 
country  when  it  comes  to  these  poli- 
cies. Rather  than  setting  them  on  a 
daily  basis  where  we  could  fluctuate 
back  and  forth,  we  provide  some  stabil- 
ity to  it.  so  that  there  is  an  oppor- 
tunity for  these  decisions  to  be  able  to 
work  themselves  out  and  then  deter- 
mine the  full,  broad  implications  of 
them. 

So  while  I  want  to  see  us  grow 
more — and  I  think  there  are  things 
that  can  be  done,  such  as  encouriaging 


savings  in  the  country  and  not  reward- 
ing debt — these  stories  we  have  over 
the  last  several  days  of  the  highest 
rates  of  consumer  debt  in  a  number  of 
years.  I  think  they  are  primarily  due 
to  the  fact  that  we  reward  debt,  we  en- 
courage it,  we  allow  you  to  deduct  it 
from  your  taxes.  But  if  you  save  in  this 
country,  you  do  not  get  a  reward  at  all. 

I  encourage  all  my  colleagues  to  look 
at  a  proposal  by  Senator  DOMENia  and 
Senator  Nunn  that  would  contribute 
toward  a  tax  policy  that  would  contrib- 
ute significantly  toward  our  savings 
rate.  As  Senator  Moynihan,  the  rank- 
ing member  of  the  Finance  Committee, 
pointed  out,  it  is  fiscal  policy  as  well. 

This  is  not  a  partisan  policy.  But  the 
fact  of  the  matter  is,  we  have  had  3V^ 
years  of  consecutive  deficit  reduction. 
It  is  the  first  time  since  the  Truman 
administration  that  has  occurred.  The 
size  of  the  Federal  work  force  is  com- 
ing down.  The  Federal  bureaucracy  and 
the  regulations  are  being  reduced.  As  a 
result,  that  is  contributing,  I  think,  to 
the  reaction  in  the  markets.  That,  plus 
monetary  policy,  have  given  us  this  pe- 
riod of  tremendous  stability,  signifi- 
cant growth,  and  I  think  creating  new 
opportunities. 

My  State,  I  will  tell  you  quickly,  has 
not  been  one  of  those  that  has  bene- 
fited from  all  this  in  the  short  term. 
We  are  going  through  the  pains  of  the 
end  of  the  cold  war  in  a  State  that  is 
dependent  upon  defense  contract  work. 
We  had  a  tremendous  problem  with 
real  estate  in  the  Northeast  in  the  mid- 
1980's.  The  recession  and  the  credit 
crunch  dealt  us  a  significant  blow. 

So  I  know,  just  when  you  are  talking 
about  the  States  that  have  felt  the 
kind  of  recovery  that  is  being  talked 
about  today,  my  State  is  not  one  of 
them.  Connecticut  has  not  been  one. 
We  think  that  will  change  in  the  com- 
ing years,  as  we  begin  to  make  the 
transition  to  an  economy  not  based  as 
heavily  as  it  has  been  on  defense  con- 
tract work. 

But,  nonetheless,  I  happen  to  believe 
that  a  steady,  reliable  hand  here  makes 
some  sense.  So,  Mr.  President,  while  I 
think  it  is  extremely  important  for  us 
to  have  this  debate  and  to  discuss  mon- 
etary policy,  I.  for  one.  would  like  to 
see  us  do  away  with  the  geographical 
requirements  to  serve  on  the  Fed.  I 
think  the  term  of  the  Fed  Chainnan 
ought  to  coincide  with  the  Presidential 
term,  something  my  colleague  from 
Iowa  has  recommended  over  the  years. 
Those  are  suggestions  that  I  think  are 
worth  debating  and.  hopefully,  adopt- 
ing here. 

But  on  the  fundamental  question  of 
whether  Alan  Greenspan  has  done  a 
good  job  at  the  Fed,  despite  my  dis- 
agreements from  time  to  time.  I  think 
the  strong  bipartisan  answer  ought  to 
be  a  strong,  resounding  yes.  For  those 
reasons,  I  will  vote  for  confirmation. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON  addressed  the 
Chair. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Texas. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  to  support  the  nomination  of  Alan 
Greenspan  to  be  Chairman  of  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Board.  As  you  can  see. 
this  appointment  has  strong  bipartisan 
support.  More  than  any  other  appoint- 
ment that  the  President  will  make, 
this  one  must  foster  stability — in  our 
markets,  on  Wall  Street,  and  on  Main 
Street.  That  is  why  the  reappointment 
of  Chairman  Alan  Greenspan  is  so  im- 
portant. 

Mr.  President,  as  my  friend  and  col- 
league from  Miimesota.  Mr. 
Wellstone.  has  just  noted,  stability  on 
Wall  Street  has  a  lot  to  do  with  stabil- 
ity on  Main  Street.  Let  me  show  you  a 
chart  that  shows  the  stabilizing  impact 
Chairman  Greenspan  h?^  had  on  the 
markets.  These  are  conventional  mort- 
gage interest  rates,  which  are  the  rates 
working  families  pay  when  they  pur- 
chase a  home.  As  you  can  see.  rates 
were  gyrating  from  high  to  low  and 
back  again  when  Chairman  Greenspan 
took  office.  Yet  soon  after  becoming 
Chairman,  these  rates  went  from  wild 
fluctuations  to  the  smooth,  lower 
mortgage  interest  rates  we  now  have. 

Let  us  next  look  at  the  inflation  rate 
in  consumer  prices.  Again,  directly  fol- 
lowing the  beginning  of  Chairman 
Greenspan's  term  you  begin  to  see  a 
lower,  less  fluctuating  inflation  rate 
and  therefore  lower,  more  stable  con- 
sumer prices.  What  could  be  more  im- 
portant to  Main  Street  than  stable,  low 
consumer  prices  and  stable,  low  mort- 
gage rates?  This  is  what  affects  our 
daily  lives  in  America  as  much  any- 
thing else. 

Chairman  Greenspan's  term  has 
shown  us  the  value  of  low  inflation  ac- 
companied by  predictability  and  stabil- 
ity. We  no  longer  have  a  gold  standard, 
but  we  do  have  something  I  would  '•^'i 
"The  Greenspan  Standard."  That 
standard  results  in  low  inflation,  low 
interest  rates,  strong  financial  mar- 
kets and,  contrary  to  the  arguments  of 
his  critics,  continued  low  unemploy- 
ment. 

He  is  a  proven,  independent,  steady 
hand  at  the  helm.  Everything  we  are 
speaking  about  today  says  one  thing— 
a  steady  hand  at  the  wheel.  That  might 
be  the  most  important  thing  we  can 
ask  from  the  Chairman  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board. 

Regardless  of  the  President's  poli- 
cies, we  should  all  sigree  that  the 
Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board 
must  be  independent.  Regardless  of  po- 
litical comings  and  goings  in  Washing- 
ton, we  need  someone  who  will  protect 
one  of  the  most  important  indicators  of 
the  economic  strength  of  this  country. 
That  is  the  U.S.  currency,  and  that  is 
what  Chairman  Greenspan  has  done. 

He  has  resisted  pressures  to  pursue 
one  policy  or  another  for  short-term 
political  gain.  He  has  kept  his  eye  on 
the  financial  horizon.  He  continues  to 
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speak  out  for  a  balanced  budget.  He  is 
holding  down  inflation  while  preserv- 
ing GDP  growth.  Everyone  has  con- 
fidence that  he  can  enhance  the  stabil- 
ity and  predictability  of  the  U.S.  dol- 
lar. 

Additionally,  it  is  important  for  the 
Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve  to  un- 
derstand crisis  management,  to  foresee 
economic  troubles  on  the  horizon.  We 
must  have  a  Fed  Chairman  who  can 
sense  economic  trouble  before  it  hap- 
pens and  act  decisively  to  keep  prob- 
lems firom  becoming  disasters. 

That  has  been  one  of  Alan  Green- 
span's most  important  responsibilities 
at  the  Fed.  People  sometimes  joke 
about  predicting  the  weather  or  pre- 
dicting the  economy  because  no  one 
can  do  it  perfectly.  That  is  why  we 
need  someone  like  Chairman  Green- 
span. Since  there  is  no  economic  crys- 
tal ball,  his  time-tested  experience  and 
expertise  helps  him  appreciate  the  dif- 
ference between  short-term  conditions 
and  long-term  trends — and  thus  act  ac- 
cordingly. 

If  you  look  at  his  record,  one  of  the 
most  telling  attributes  of  "The  Green- 
span Standard"  has  been  his  ability  to 
anticipate  what  could  have  become 
major  disasters  but,  because  of  his 
steady  hand,  did  not. 

For  instance,  the  stock  market  crash 
of  1987  did  not  lead  to  a  recession.  That 
is  a  phenomenal  achievement.  It  was 
because  we  had  an  experienced,  steady 
Fed  Chairman.  When  that  crash  came, 
we  could  have  barreled  into  a  reces- 
sion. But  he  was  there  to  cautiously 
and  correctly  oversee  our  Nation's 
monetary  policy. 

What  about  the  failures  in  the  thrift 
Industry  in  the  late  1980's?  That  could 
have  led  to  the  collapse  of  our  entire 
banking  system.  But  it  did  not,  due  in 
large  part  to  the  confidence  our  Nation 
had  in  Fed  Chairman  Alan  Greenspan. 
He  is  a  proven  crisis  manager  and  has 
always  been  a  steady  hand  at  the 
wheel. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  I 
will  end  by  sajring  there  is  no  other 
person  in  America  who  has  the  con- 
fidence of  elected  officials  and  eco- 
nomic experts,  of  Wall  Street  and  Main 
Street,  who  can  anticipate  monetary 
problems  before  they  reach  crisis  stage. 
There  is  no  one  else  who  can  measure 
up  to  "The  Greenspan  Standard."  For 
these  reasons,  I  urge  the  Senate's  sup- 
port. Thank  you,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Thirty- 
four  minutes.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  has  23  minutes. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 
kota. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Dakota. 


Mr.  CONRAD.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  thank  the  Senator  from  Iowa  for 
this  time.  I  first  want  to  commend  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  for  triggering  this 
debate  and  initiating  this  discussion. 

We  have  two  elements  that  contrib- 
ute to  economic  policy  in  this  country: 
Fiscal  policy,  that  is  run  by  the  Con- 
gress and  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  and  monetary  policy,  that  is 
governed  by  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board.  It  is  this  combination  of  fiscal 
and  monetary  policy  that  determines 
the  health  of  the  U.S.  economy. 

Mr.  President,  when  Alan  Greenspan 
was  first  nominated  and  the  first  con- 
firmation vote  was  held  on  the  floor  of 
this  Senate,  I  was  one  of  two  votes  in 
opposition  at  that  time.  I  was  in  oppo- 
sition because  I  believed  Mr.  Green- 
span's entire  record  reflected  a  view 
that  he  favored  a  high  interest  rate 
policy. 

Mr.  President,  this  has  nothing  to  do 
with  personalities.  I  personally  admire 
Mr.  Greenspan.  I  find  him  to  be  an  en- 
gaging individual  and  have  enjoyed  vis- 
iting with  him,  but  I  profoundly  dis- 
agree with  his  monetary  policy  of  the 
United  States. 

His  monetary  views  have  been  con- 
firmed by  his  actions  as  head  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board.  What  could  be 
more  clear?  In  1994  and  1995,  he  raised 
interest  rates  seven  times  in  a  row.  Ef- 
fectively doubling  interest  rates  during 
that  period,  or  nearly  doubling  them. 
He  did  this  based  on  a  threat  of  infla- 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  he  was  fighting  yes- 
terday's war.  He  was  fighting  yester- 
day's battle.  He  did  profoxmd  damage 
to  the  economy  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  there  was  no  evidence 
of  inflation  in  1994  and  1995.  As  Mr. 
Greenspan,  time  after  time,  led  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board  in  a  sequence  of 
actions  to  raise  interest  rates  and.  as  I 
say.  neswly  doubled  them. 

What  was  this  effect  on  the  U.S. 
economy?  The  effect  was  to  take  the 
growth  out  of  this  economy,  to  take 
the  job  generation  that  was  moving 
along  at  a  healthy  level,  and  dramati- 
cally reduce  it. 

Mr.  President,  this  was  a  profound 
mistake.  History  will  record  that  Mr. 
Greenspan  was  dead  wrong — dead 
wrong.  He  is  of  the  old,  static  view. 
The  old,  tired,  view  that  if  you  do  not 
raise  interest  rates  as  jobs  are  starting 
to  be  created,  inflation  will  be  kicked 
off.  The  problem  with  that  view  is  the 
world  economy  has  changed.  It  has  pro- 
foundly changed  what  policymakers  in 
this  country  think  ought  to  be  done. 

Mr.  President,  what  could  be  more 
clear — we  have  moved  below  6  percent 
unemployment  in  this  country.  That 
level  has  traditionally  been  viewed  as 
the  level  at  which  inflation  would  be 
triggered.  There  is  no  inflation.  There 
was  no  inflation  in  1994  and  1995  when 
Mr.  Greenspan  moved  to  raise  interest 
rates. 


Look  at  the  chart  of  the  Senator 
from  Iowa.  It  shows  clearly,  in  1994,  in- 
terest rates  were  3  percent;  1995,  they 
doubled  to  6  percent.  Going  back  to 
that  time,  was  there  any  evidence  of 
inflation  anjrwhere?  I  ask  my  col- 
leagues, where  was  it?  It  was  not  at  the 
wholesale  level.  It  was  not  at  the  retail 
level.  It  was  not  at  the  commodity 
level.  There  was  no  evidence  of  infla- 
tion then,  nor  is  there  much  evidence 
of  inflation  now. 

The  fact  is,  at  the  time  Mr.  Green- 
span was  taking  these  actions  to  dra- 
matically raise  interest  rates  to  slow 
this  economy,  to  kill  the  job-generat- 
ing power  of  this  economy,  to  put  our 
workers  in  a  place  where  they  could 
start  to  see  raises  after  20  years  of 
stagnation,  Mr.  Greenspan  made  a  pro- 
found series  of  mistakes:  raising  rates, 
time  after  time,  killing  the  energy  in 
this  economy,  and  doing  it  on  an  old, 
tired  notion  of  an  economic  theory 
that  no  longer  relates  to  reality. 

Mr.  President,  what  could  be  more 
clear?  There  was  no  evidence  of  infla- 
tion. There  was  no  evidence  of  inflation 
because  the  economy  has  changed.  The 
economy  has  profoundly  changed.  Now 
U.S.  workers  are  not  just  competing 
against  other  U.S.  workers:  U.S.  work- 
ers are  competing  against  workers 
worldwide. 

All  one  has  to  do  is  go  to  Indonesia 
and  see  people  working  for  SI  a  day  and 
go  to  other  parts  of  Asia  and  see  people 
working  for  50  cents  a  day  to  under- 
stand why  we  have  seen  no  real  in- 
crease in  wages  in  this  country  for  20 
years.  Because  the  world  economy  has 
changed.  American  workers  and  Amer- 
ican businesses  are  no  longer  comi>et- 
ing  just  against  American  workers  and 
other  American  businesses.  They  are 
competing  on  an  international  and 
global-reach  basis. 

As  a  result  of  that,  reduced  unem- 
ployment in  this  country  does  not  trig- 
ger off  the  kind  of  wage  inflation  one 
saw  in  the  past.  What  could  be  more 
clear?  What  could  be  more  clear? 

Mr.  President,  business  leader  after 
business  leader  has  told  us  inflation  is 
not  present,  has  not  been  present,  and 
that  we  ought  not  to  pursue  this  high- 
interest-rate  policy.  Let  me  quote  John 
Welch,  chairman  of  General  Electric: 

We  don't  see  a  connection  between  the 
numbers  out  there  and  what  we  feel  in  our 
business.  There's  absolutely  no  inflation. 
There's  no  pricing  power  at  all. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  John  Welch, 
Jr..  chairman  of  General  Electric. 

Dana  Mead,  chief  executive  of  Ten- 
neco  Inc.: 

I  believe  very  strongly  that  the  Fed  should 
be  leaning  more  toward  growth  and  not  be  so 
concerned  with  the  threat  of  Inflation. 

Felix  Rohatyn  said: 

There  was  a  time  when  2.8  percent  would 
have  been  considered  a  modest  rate  of 
growth;  today,  it  Is  considered  dangerously 
robust.  Most  corporate  leaders  don't  agree 
with  this  notion  of  dragging  the  anchor  Just 
as  soon  asthe  economy  has  wind  behind  It. 
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They  understand  how  we  can  sustain  high 
growth  based  on  muscular  productivity  Im- 
provements they  are  generating  in  their  own 
businesses. 

James  Robinson,  former  CEO  of 
American  Express,  said: 

Inflation  is  not  a  threat  in  the  United 
States.  Nor  Is  it  for  the  foreseeable  future.  It 
has  been  remarkably  flat  and  will  remain  so 
unless  the  Fed  or  the  markets  begin  spurring 
Inflation  with  high  interest  rates.  The  old 
domestic  indicators,  while  perhaps  Impor- 
tant In  gaging  narrow  trends,  no  longer  de- 
termine the  broader  inflation  outlook. 

Mr.  President,  what  could  be  more 
clear?  We  are  engaged  in  a  new  world 
economy  where  as  unemplosrment  falls 
below  6  percent,  it  is  no  longer  a  trig- 
ger for  inflationary  wage  pressures. 
Why  is  that?  It  is  because  we  are  now 
engaged  in  global  competition.  Our 
workers  are  up  against  the  workers  in 
Mexico  who  are  getting  one-third  as 
much.  Our  workers  are  up  against 
workers  in  Indonesia  who  are  being 
paid  SI  a  day. 

These  are  new  realities.  Mr.  Green- 
span has  not  adjusted  to  them.  As  a  re- 
sult, he  has  kept  interest  rates  far  too 
high.  He  is  killing  economic  growth.  He 
is  killing  a  chance  for  American  work- 
ers to  receive  the  increases  they  so 
justly  deserve.  This  is  a  flawed  eco- 
nomic policy.  It  ought  to  be  stopped. 

I  voted  against  Mr.  Greenspan.  At 
that  time,  there  were  only  two  of  us 
voting  against  his  first  confirmation.  I 
will  vote  against  him,  again,  today.  I 
dare  say,  there  will  be  more  than  two 
votes  against  his  nomination  this  time. 
I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  President,  I  inquire 
as  to  the  amount  of  time  remaining. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  24  minutes,  and  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  has  25  minutes. 

Mr.  MACK.  I  yield  5  minutes  to  Sen- 
ator FAmCLOTH. 

Mr.  FAIRCLOTH.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  in  strong  support  of  Mr.  Green- 
span. I  think  his  reapi)ointment  a 
Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board 
is  one  of  the  most  important  things  we 
are  going  to  be  voting  on  in  this  ses- 
sion. 

First,  let  me  talk  about  Mr.  Green- 
span as  an  individual.  He  is  a  man  of 
unquestioned  integrity  and  honesty.  I 
have  come  to  know  him  well  since  my 
election  to  the  Senate  in  1992.  The 
Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board 
has  an  incredibly  important  job.  For 
this  reason.  I  think  that  having  some- 
one with  Mr.  Greenspan's  character 
and  standing  is  vitally  important. 

Mr.  Greenspan's  tenure  at  the  Fed 
since  1987  has  been  marked  by  a  great 
stability  in  our  economy.  Since  1991. 
inflation  has  not  been  above  3  percent. 
Since  he  was  first  appointed  in  1987, 
only  once  has  inflation  exceeded  5  per- 
cent. This  is  an  amazing  record  of  reli- 
ability, and  it  is  one  the  American  peo- 
ple have  benefited  from  greatly. 

Do  we  really  want  to  return  to  the 
days  of  20  percent  inflation  and  20  per- 


cent interest  rates,  when  inflation  was 
ravaging  the  savings  of  Americans?  I 
well  remember  the  days,  as  I  had  sev- 
eral million  dollars  worth  of  auto- 
mobiles on  my  floor  plan  that  I  was 
paying  that  20  percent  on. 

I  have  heard  speeches  today  about 
the  need  to  create  jobs  versus  inflation. 
If  you  look  at  the  front  page  of  the 
Washington  Post,  it  says.  "Labor 
Shortages  May  Be  Slowing  Economy." 

We  are  talking  about  looking  for  jobs 
where  they  offer  a  bonus,  an  incentive 
to  find  someone  to  work  in  fast  foods. 
Can  you  imagine?  And  then  they  say 
that  we  still  need  people — people  are 
looking  for  work,  and  we  have  unem- 
ployment. I  can  tell  you  that  there  is 
not  much  unemployment  in  this  coun- 
try today.  Anybody  that  wants  a  job 
can  find  one.  Companies  are  giving  bo- 
nuses for  low-wage  jobs. 

What  this  article  says  is  that  we  are 
close  to  full  employment  right  now. 
Given  this  reality,  I  really  fail  to  see 
the  argument  that  the  Federal  Reserve 
has  endangered  job  growth  to  keep  in- 
flation low.  This  article  suggests  that 
we  have  both,  and  I  think  they  are  ab- 
solutely right. 

Mr.  President,  much  of  this  debate 
has  been  about  economic  growth.  There 
seems  to  be  a  belief  that  someone 
somewhere  has  decided  that  we  should 
not  have  economic  growth,  or  that  it 
should  be  at  a  certain  level.  Growth  in 
the  United  States  is  not  artificially 
set.  Our  level  of  growth  is  determined 
by  the  policies  we  pursue  here  in  Con- 
gress. 

How  much  growth  can  we  have  when 
we  have  spent  more  than  two  decades 
without  balancing  the  budget?  How 
much  growth  can  we  have  when  we  are 
S5  trillion  in  debt?  How  much  growth 
can  we  have  when  we  spend  $230  billion 
a  year  in  interest  payments?  How 
much  growth  can  we  have  when  41  per- 
cent of  all  income  taxes  sent  by  our 
citizens  to  Washington  is  used  to  sim- 
ply pay  the  interest  on  the  debt? 

If  we  want  growth,  we  have  to  un- 
leash the  private  sector.  That  is  where 
growth  is.  But  every  time  someone  at- 
tempts to  make  money  in  this  coimtry. 
this  society,  we  either  regulate  it  or 
tax  it.  How  can  we  achieve  growth  in 
this  type  of  environment?  The  irony  is 
that  the  Federal  Reserve  policies  have 
served  us  well  by  maintaining  a  low  in- 
flation environment. 

Can  you  imagine  how  much  deeper  in 
debt  we  might  be  if  we  did  not  have  low 
inflation,  if  we  had  to  borrow  money  at 
10  to  20  percent?  Can  you  imagine  the 
cost  to  the  Federal  Government  if  cost- 
of-living  adjustments  had  to  be  paid  for 
runaway  inflation?  Would  job  growth 
simulate  revenue  to  the  point  to  pay 
for  the  risk  of  imlation?  I  do  not  see 
how  if,  as  the  Washington  Post  reports 
today,  we  have  close  to  full  employ- 
ment. 

I  think  the  issue  is  clear.  We  need 
price  stability  in  the  economy.  This  is 


the  kind  of  policy  that  we  have  had  for 
the  past  several  years,  and  that  is  why 
I  think  President  Clinton  chose  to  re- 
nominate Alan  Greenspan.  Even  Presi- 
dent Clinton,  with  whom  I  do  not  agree 
on  most  matters,  sees  the  wisdom  of 
having  him  at  the  helm  of  the  Federal 
Reserve. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  conclude  that  I 
am  in  strong  support  of  Chairman 
Greenspan  and  uirge  my  colleagues  to 
support  him.  also. 

I  yield  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  Senator  Bond. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Gregg).  The  Senator  from  Missouri  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  BOND.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  the  nomination  of 
Alan  Greenspan  as  Chairman  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board. 

As  Fed  Chairman,  Mr.  Greenspan  has 
earned  the  respect  of  national  and 
international  business  and  financial 
communities.  During  his  8-year  tenure, 
economic  performance  has  been  re- 
markable— consumers  and  businesses 
alike  have  benefitted  from  a  lengthy 
period  of  stable,  predictable  prices.  In- 
terest rates  have  reached  near  historic 
lows,  and  millions  of  Americans  have 
realized  their  dream  of  purchasing  a 
home. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  Mr.  Green- 
span's achievements  deserve  high 
praise.  Let  me  just  take  a  moment  to 
highlight  two  basic,  but  major  accom- 
plishments; the  economy  has  grown 
during  7  of  the  last  8  years,  and  both 
unemployment  and  inflation  have  de- 
clined. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  reiterate  that 
praise  for  Mr.  Greenspan's  record  is  not 
limited  to  persons  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle.  In  testimony  before  the  Banking 
Committee,  the  President's  Budget  Di- 
rector stated: 

...  at  the  moment,  the  economy,  at  last 
at  the  aggregate  level.  Is  performing  ex- 
tremely well.  Unemployment  Is  lower  than 
many  economists  would  have  thought  pos- 
sible without  Igniting  Inflation,  yet  Inflation 
Is  not  visibly  accelerating  .  .  .  The  chal- 
lenge now,  both  for  monetary  and  flscal  jtol- 
icy.  is  to  keep  up  the  good  work  and  Qnd  the 
continuing  set  of  policies  that  will  enable 
the  U.S.  economy  to  attain  maximum  sus- 
tainable growth  as  we  move  Into  the  21st 
century. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  just  conclude 
my  remarks  with  a  brief  commentary 
on  economic  growth. 

I  have  listened  to  my  colleagues 
argue  that  current  economic  growth 
rates  pale  in  comparison  to  those  in 
the  1950's  and  1960's.  The  reality,  how- 
ever, is  that  the  Fed  cannot  control 
long-term  growth  and  emplosrment.  In 
fact,  slow  population  growth  and  lim- 
ited productivity  increases,  have 
played  major  roles  in  limiting  eco- 
nomic growth  to  2.5  percent — and  we 
all  know  the  Fed  has  almost  no  control 
over  either  of  these  trends. 

What  the  Fed  does  control  is  the 
amount  Of  money  in  circulation  and 
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the  price  of  goods.  Tlie  Fed  can  en- 
hance economic  growth  by  removing 
inflationary  fears  and  encouraging  in- 
vestment. During  sluggish  economic 
times,  the  Fed  can  cut  interest  rates 
and  spur  investment  amd  boost  eco- 
nomic activity.  However,  there  are 
limits  on  how  far  the  Fed  can  go.  At 
some  point,  unemployment  will  decline 
so  much  that  wage  and  price  inflation 
soar.  I  need  only  refer  to  my  earlier 
comments  on  employment  and  growth 
as  evidence  of  Mr.  Greenspan's  accom- 
plishments in  these  areas. 

Mr.  President,  as  we  all  know  hind- 
sight is  20-20  vision,  and  a  case  might 
be  made  that  the  Fed  has  erred  in  the 
direction  of  caution  the  past  couple  of 
years.  But  the  errors  have  been  slight 
and  the  impact  small.  The  reality  is 
that  Mr.  Greenspan  has  kept  the  econ- 
omy on  a  steady  course  through  major 
national  and  international  turmoil.  In 
light  of  his  leadership,  I  strongly  sup- 
port the  renomination  of  Alan  Green- 
span as  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Board  and  urge  my  colleagues  to 
join  me. 

Mr.  President,  again,  I  strongly  sup- 
port the  renomination  of  Alan  Green- 
span to  be  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve and  the  nomination  of  an  out- 
standing Laurence  Meyer,  an  outstand- 
ing Missourian,  to  serve  on  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board  of  Governors. 

I  believe  the  Federal  Reserve,  which 
is  only  one  tool  that  affects  economic 
growth  and  inflation  in  this  country, 
has  done  an  outstanding  job  with  the 
fiscal  policy  which  has  threatened  to 
bring  back  inflation  and  stifle  job 
growth.  I  think  the  record  that  has 
been  established  by  Mr.  Greenspan  is 
an  outstanding  one. 

LAURENCE  MEYIK 

Mr.  President,  I  also  rise  today  in 
support  of  a  fellow  Missourian,  Dr. 
Laurence  Meyer,  for  his  nomination  to 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board  of  Gov- 
ernors. With  more  than  27  years  experi- 
ence in  academics,  consulting,  and  eco- 
nomic forecasting.  Dr.  Meyer  is  a  lead- 
ing figure  in  national  economic  fore- 
casting and  development.  I  believe  that 
his  background  in  the  public,  private 
and  academic  sectors  make  him 
uniquely  qualified  for  a  position  on  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board. 

In  my  home  State  of  Missouri,  Dr. 
Meyer  has  played  a  key  role  in  the  de- 
velopment and  expansion  of  the  eco- 
nomics department  of  Washington  Uni- 
versity. As  former  university  professor 
and  department  chairman.  Dr.  Meyer 
has  been  recognized  repeatedly  for  his 
academic  achievements  by  students 
and  faculty  alike.  Fellow  economists 
similarly  appreciate  his  expertise,  hav- 
ing twice  granted  him  the  prestigious 
Annual  Forecast  Award  for  being  the 
most  accurate  forecaster  on  the  panel 
for  the  Blue  Chip  Economic  Indicators. 

Having  served  as  an  economist  at  the 
New  York  Fed  and  as  a  visiting  scholar 
in  the  St.  Louis  division.  Dr.  Meyer 


also  brings  a  personal,  in-depth  under- 
standing of  the  unique  role  and  purpose 
of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board. 

As  an  adviser  to  each  of  the  last 
three  Presidents,  Dr.  Meyer  has  dem- 
onstrated an  ability  that  is  truly  rare 
in  Washington — the  capacity  to  rise 
above  partisan  politics.  Even  today. 
Dr.  Meyer  counts  among  his  clients  the 
President's  Council  of  Economic  Advis- 
ers, the  office  of  0MB,  and  the  Depart- 
ments of  Treasury  and  Commerce.  To 
balance  his  perspective.  Dr.  Meyer  also 
advises  our  House  colleague  and  Budg- 
et Committee  Chairman  John  Kasich 
on  budget-related  issues. 

Finally,  Dr.  Meyer  also  represents 
the  entrepreneurial  spirit  in  all  Ameri- 
cans. Almost  15  years  ago,  this  univer- 
sity professor  and  two  former  students 
invented  the  firet  macroeconomic 
model  that  could  be  programmed  into  a 
personal  computer.  Today,  his  business 
sells  models  and  forecasts  to  major  cor- 
porations and  governmental  agencies 
across  the  Nation. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  I  be- 
lieve Dr.  Meyer's  experience  in  public, 
private  and  academic  arenas  will  prove 
invaluable  as  we  move  into  the  21st 
century. 

I  urge  my  fellow  Senators  to  support 
his  nomination. 

ALICE  RIVLIN 

The  third  nominee  causes  me  a  great 
deal  of  difficulty,  because,  as  I  said  ini- 
tially, I  felt  that  Dr.  Rivlln  had  good 
credentials  and  had  been  a  good  econo- 
mist that  worked  at  various  posts. 
However,  my  exijeriences  over  the  last 
several  months,  as  we  worked  on  the 
budget  in  appropriations,  have  led  me 
to  have  grave  reservations. 

We  all  know  that  the  President  sub- 
mitted a  budget  that  he  says,  under 
CBO  scoring,  reaches  a  balance  in  2002. 
It  does  reach  a  balance  in  2002  if  it  in- 
cludes the  automatic  trigger — the  cuts 
of  10  percent  in  2001  and  18  percent  in 
2002— that  they  established. 

Well,  some  say  the  budget  the  Presi- 
dent submitted  includes  significant 
cuts  even  before  that.  I  happen  to  chair 
the  subcommittee  that  handles  the  ap- 
propriations for  the  Veterans'  Adminis- 
tration, EPA,  NASA,  and  HUD.  When 
Secretary  Brown  of  the  Veterans'  Ad- 
ministration came  before  me,  I  asked 
him  about  the  budget  that  the  Presi- 
dent had  submitted.  This,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, is  the  budget  that  has  been  sub- 
mitted by  the  President  for  the  Veter- 
ans' Administration.  You  will  note  on 
the  chart  that,  after  going  up  nicely  in 
1997  during  an  election  year,  it  falls  off 
precipitously,  from  over  $17  billion  to 
around  $13  billion  in  the  year  2000.  That 
is  before  any  triggers  occur.  I  asked 
the  Secretary  of  the  VA,  who  has  com- 
plained bitterly  about  having  his  budg- 
et held  flat,  how  he  was  going  to  live 
with  those  drastic  draconian  cuts.  I 
was  stunned  when  he  told  me  that  he 
had  been  assured  by  the  President  and 
his  people  that  he  did  not  need  to 


worry  about  those  cuts.  In  other  words, 
we  did  not  have  to  worry,  as  we  looked 
at  the  increases  proposed  for  this  year, 
about  what  would  happen  when  a  quar- 
ter of  the  budget  of  the  Veterans'  Ad- 
ministration would  be  cut  out  by  the 
year  2000,  and  they  would  not  be  able  to 
build  new  hospitals  and  have  new  pro- 
grams. How  were  they  going  to  do  it? 
The  Secretary  of  the  VA  told  me  he 
had  been  assured  that  they  were  not 
going  to  make  those  cuts.  I  was  dumb- 
founded. 

And  then  the  head  of  NASA  came  be- 
fore me,  and  I  asked  about  the  $3  bil- 
lion dollar-plus  cut  in  NASA  budget. 
He  said  he  had  been  told  not  to  plan  on 
those  cuts  because  he  would  not  have 
to  make  them. 

I  got  similar  assurances  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  EPA,  Carol  Browner. 
She  said,  "I  have  been  assured  that  my 
agency  is  not  going  to  be  cut." 

I  went  into  another  subcommittee 
and  asked  HHS  Secretary  Donna 
Shalala  how  she  would  live  with  the 
cuts,  and  she  outlined  a  whole  list  of 
programs  that  would  not  be  cut. 

Well,  Mr.  President,  nobody  would 
own  up  to  the  fact  that  there  had  to  be 
cuts.  When  I  presented  this  budget 
showing  the  Clinton  budget  figures,  a 
representative  of  the  Office  of  Manage- 
ment and  Budget  was  quoted  in  a  news- 
paper, the  St.  Louis  Post  Dispatch, 
saying  that  I  was  misrepresenting  their 
budget.  Misrepresenting  their  budget? 
Mr.  President,  these  are  the  figures. 
These  are  the  figures— unless  the  Clin- 
ton administration  has  two  sets  of 
books.  Under  one  set  of  books,  they 
would  assure  those  of  us  who  believe  in 
the  compelling  need  to  balance  the 
budget  that  they  really  are  going  to 
balance  the  budget.  On  the  other  hand, 
there  is  another  set  of  books  that  ap- 
parently is  shown  to  department  direc- 
tors and  the  interest  groups  they  serve, 
in  which  they  assure  them  that  there 
are  going  to  be  no  cuts. 

Which  is  it?  I  found  this  to  be  very 
troubling.  The  0MB  is  presenting  two 
sets  of  books.  This  is  a  shameless  cha- 
rade. The  President  says  that  we  are 
going  to  balance  the  budget.  Yet,  he 
says,  no,  we  are  not  going  to  make  any 
cuts.  We  asked  in  a  letter  signed  by  my 
colleagues  to  Dr.  Rlvlin  whether  they 
were  going  to  follow  the  budget  and 
make  the  cuts  necessary  to  balance  the 
budget,  or  whether  there  was  another 
set  of  books.  The  letter  that  she  re- 
sponded to  us  with  says  that  we  are 
going  to  work  together  and  everything 
is  going  to  come  out  all  right,  and  we 
will  make  the  cuts. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  deeply  dis- 
appointed in  Dr.  Rivlln.  She  is  willing 
to  subvert  her  professional  judgment  in 
submitting  a  budget  to  the  political  di- 
rectives of  the  White  House  to  avoid 
any  cuts.  I  regret  to  say,  and  I  am 
sorry  to  say,  that  I  do  not  believe  we 
can  afford  to  have  someone  willing  to 
subvert  their  professional  judgment  to 
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political  directives  serving  on  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Board.  I  must  oppose  her 
nomination. 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  Senator  from  Virginia, 
Senator  Warner. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Virginia  is  recognized. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  speak  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Greenspan 
whom  I  have  known  for  many,  many 
years. 

Today,  particularly  in  this  town,  the 
word  '"Character  "  is  being  referred  to 
very  often.  So  I  thought  I  would  go  to 
the  Thesaurus,  Roget's  Thesaurus.  I 
will  quote  from  Webster's  and  Roget's 
Thesaurus. 

Webster's,  of  course,  says,  "Moral  or 
ethical  quality:  qualities  of  honesty; 
courage,  or  the  like:  integrity;  reputa- 
tion." And  the  Thesaunis  says,  "Pro- 
bity, rectitude,  upright,  integrity,  hon- 
esty, honor,  worthiness,"  and  right  on 
down. 
I  will  put  the  rest  of  them  in. 
But  I  can  tell  you.  I  have  known  Alan 
Greenspan  very,  very  well  for  a  number 
of  years.  I  cannot  find  any  of  the  defi- 
nitions relating  to  "character"  in  any 
of  the  leading  sources  that  conflict  in 
any  way  with  this  man's  own  char- 
acter. He  is  a  monument  to  the  defini- 
tion of  "character." 

And  I  am  privileged  to  vote  to  have 
him  continue  in  the  service   of  this 
country. 
I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  remains? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  25  minutes. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  15  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  recognized. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  first  of 
all,  I  want  to  thank  Senator  Daschle 
and  Senator  Lott  for  making  sure  that 
we  had  this  time  for  debate. 

Some  of  my  colleagues  have  said  be- 
fore— and  I  have  said  since  this  nomi- 
nation came  down  to  us  in  March — that 
what  we  wanted  wjis  some  time  to  lay 
out  the  record  and  to  debate  monetary 
policy.  I  wish  we  did  this  more  often. 

This  is  not  a  debate  about  personal- 
ities, or  character.  I  have  a  great  deal 
of  respect  for  my  friend  firom  Virginia. 
It  is  not  a  debate  about  character  at 
all.  I  and  others  happen  to  think  that 
Mr.  Greenspan's  performance  at  the 
Fed  has  left  us  wanting  in  this  country; 
and  that  his  guidance  and  direction  of 
the  Fed  is  taking  us  in  a  slow  growth 
path  that  is  robbing  us  of  jobs  and  eco- 
nomic growth  in  this  country.  It  has 
nothing  do  to  do  with  character. 

I  just  happen  to  think  that  Mr. 
Greenspan  happens  to  be  wrong.  I  and 
those  of  us  who  are  taking  this  posi- 
tion are  not  alone  in  that  assessment. 
I  will  read  some  quotes  from  a  lot  of 
people  that  believe  that  Mr.  Greenspan 


basically  has  the  wrong  concept  of 
what  is  happening  economically  in 
America  today. 

So  what  is  this  debate  really  about? 
Is  this  a  lot  of  economic  terms?  I  have 
been  guilty  myself.  I  have  thrown  out 
"NAIRU":  "price  deflators':  and 
"CBI's."  And  people's  eyes  tend  to 
gloss  over  when  we  talk  about  those 
things.  Sometimes  we  have  to  get  down 
to  what  this  debate  is  really  about. 

It  is  about  working  men  and  women; 
it  is  about  small  business;  it  is  about 
our  farmers;  it  is  about  the  middle 
class;  it  is  about  the  impact  on  their 
lives  from  a  policy  of  high  interest 
rates — a  policy  that  says  that  every 
time  we  have  a  spurt  in  growth  the  Fed 
raises  its  interest  rates  and  slams  on 
the  brakes.  This  debate  is  about 
growth  in  our  economy. 

There  are  those  who  look  at  the  last 
several  years  of  Mr.  Greenspan's  stew- 
ardship at  the  Fed  and  say.  "Well,  we 
have  had  growth."  Well,  yes.  We  have. 
It  has  been  comparatively  about  a  C 
average.  If  we  are  happy  with  a  C  aver- 
age in  America,  fine.  I  am  not.  I  be- 
lieve we  can  do  a  B,  or  an  A  in  Amer- 
ica. I  believe  our  workers  can  be  even 
more  productive.  I  believe  techno- 
logical changes  that  are  rapidly  com- 
ing on  line  are  going  to  increase  our 
productivity. 

To  say  that  we  have  reached  some 
plateau  of  growth  is  like  saying  that 
when  the  cavemen  invented  the  wheel 
they  said  they  did  not  need  anything 
else.  I  am  sure  they  probably  thought 
at  that  time  that  they  did  not  need 
anything  else.  They  had  reached  their 
limits. 

We  have  heard  it  time  and  time 
again — that  somehow  we  have  reached 
our  limits  of  growth  in  America.  I  do 
not  buy  that  for  a  minute.  And  I  do  not 
buy  it — that  we  can  only  grow  2  or  2.5 
percent  when  there  are  so  many  indica- 
tors out  there  that  we  can  grow  at  3  or 
3%  maybe  ^  much  as  4  percent  for  a 
sustained  period  of  time,  and  not  just  1 
year. 

You  look  at  Mr.  Greenspan  compared 
with  the  years  before  him.  We  look  at 
growth  from  1959  to  1987  versus  1987-95. 
What  do  we  find  under  Mr.  Greenspan? 
We  find  that  in  the  previous  year  be- 
fore Mr.  Greenspan  real  GDP  averaged 
3.4  percent  growth.  Under  Mr.  Green- 
span it  averaged  only  2.2  percent 
growth. 

Income  per  capita  averaged  2.5  per- 
cent growth  prior  to  Mr.  Greenspan: 
only  1.2  percent  under  Mr.  Greenspan. 

Payroll  and  jobs:  2.4  percent  prior  to 
Mr.  Greenspan;  1.7  percent  under  Mr. 
Greenspan. 

And,  productivity:  Prior  to  Mr. 
Greenspan,  our  productivity  went  up  at 
an  average  rate  of  2.3  percent  per  year; 
under  Mr.  Greenspan,  it  has  only  been 
1.1  percent. 

So  I  guess,  if  you  are  happy  with  this 
kind  of  lackluster  performance  in  our 
economy  and  what  the  Fed  has  been 


doing,  I  submit  that  you  probably 
ought  to  vote  for  Mr.  Greenspan  be- 
cause that  is  the  direction  he  is  guid- 
ing and  directing  our  Federal  Reserve 
policy.  I  do  not  think  that  is  accept- 
able for  America.  I  believe  we  can  do 
better  than  that.  And  it  is  monetary 
policy  that  is  doing  it.  It  has  nothing 
to  do  with  our  vote  here  in  the  Senate 
or  in  the  Congress.  It  has  to  do  with 
what  the  Fed  is  doing  with  interest 
rates. 

Again,  I  would  say  that  this  is  not  a 
debate  as  some  have  said  between  high 
inflation  and  low  growth,  that  some- 
how if  we  grow  faster  we  are  going  to 
have  high  inflation,  and.  therefore,  we 
cannot  have  that  high  growth  because 
we  want  low  inflation. 

Mr.  President,  I  refer  my  colleagues 
to  chapter  9  of  Lester  Thurow's  new 
book  called  "The  Future  of  Capital- 
ism. "  I  am  going  to  read  certain  parts 
of  it  because  I  know  that  Mr.  Thurow 
has  done  a  very  good  job  in  pointing 
out  that  the  "beast  of  inflation"  has 
indeed  been  slain  and  that  we  are  fight- 
ing old  battles.  As  my  friend  from 
North  Dakota  said,  Mr.  Greenspan  is 
fighting  a  war  that  occurred  back  in 
the  1970's  but  we  keep  dredging  it  up 
all  the  time. 

Here  is  what  Mr.  Thurow  had  to  say. 
He  said: 

Is  the  1970s  and  1960s  ngrhting  Inflation  be- 
came the  central  preoccupation  of  the  indus- 
trial world.  .  .  .  The  factors  that  produced 
inflation  in  the  1970s  and  1980s  simply  dis- 
appeared, and  structural  changes  have  oc- 
curred to  make  the  economies  of  the  1990s 
much  more  inflation-proof  than  those  of  the 
1970s  and  1960s.  .  .  .  But  as  is  often  the  case, 
beliefs  chan^  more  slowly  than  reality.  In- 
flation is  gone  but  inflation  Q^htin?  still 
dominates  central  bank  policies.  .  .  . 

The  problem  can  be  seen  In  the  activities 
of  the  American  Federal  Reserve  Board  in 
1994  and  1993.  At  the  beginning  of  1994  the 
Fed  saw  an  economy  so  inflation-prone  that 
even  what  was  by  historical  standards  a  slow 
recovery  from  the  1991-1992  recession  (2.4  per- 
cent growth  in  1993;  3.5  percent  in  1994)  rep- 
resented an  overheated  economy.  Because  of 
this  belief,  seven  times  in  twelve  months, 
from  early  1994  to  early  1995,  the  American 
Federal  Reserve  Board  boosted  short-term 
interest  rates. 

How  much?  One-hundred  percent.  To 
this  day,  when  I  tell  audiences  that  the 
Fed  increased  interest  rates  under  Mr. 
Greenspan  by  100  percent  in  1  year, 
they  do  not  believe  me.  But  this  is  the 
fact.  Since  February  1994,  Federal 
funds  rate.  3  percent;  February  1995.  6 
percent.  And  what  has  happened  since 
then?  We  have  only  come  down  three- 
quartei-s  of  a  point,  and  we  are  still  at 
this  very  high  level. 

I  am  quoting  now  from  Mr.  Thurow's 
article: 

Yet  every  time,  the  Chairman.  Alcj!  Green- 
span, admitted  that  the  Fed  could  not  point 
to  a  hint  of  inflation  in  the  current  numbers. 
The  Fed  could  not  point  to  inflation  because 
there  was  no  inflation.  The  broadest  meas- 
urement of  Inflation,  the  implicit  price 
deflator  for  the  gross  domestic  product,  fell 
from  2.3  percent  in  1993  to  2.1  percent  In  19M. 
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In  the  third  quarter  of  1995  it  was  running  at 
the  rate  of  .6  percent. 

Mr.  Thurow  goes  on: 

If  all  of  these  factors  are  put  together,  the 
real  rate  of  Inflation  outside  of  the  health 
care  sector  was  undoubtedly  very  low,  per- 
haps even  negative,  during  the  entire  period 
when  Alan  Greenspan  was  worrying  about  in- 
flation. Greenspan  could  not  see  any  infla- 
tion in  the  indexes  because  there  was  no  in- 
flation to  be  seen. 

By  raising  interest  rates  in  1994,  the  Fed 
killed  a  weak  American  recovery  that  had 
yet  to  include  many  Americans  and  slowed  a 
recovery  that  was  barely  visible  in  the  rest 
of  the  industrial  world. 

Well,  Mr.  Thurow  I  think  laid  it  out 
very  clearly.  As  he  said: 

The  numbers  that  have  increased  the 
Treasury  bond  rates  and  30-year  fixed  mort- 
gages are  not  because  of  Inflationary  expec- 
tations. They  reflect  an  uncertainty  and 
hence  the  risk  premiums  that  Investors  must 
demand  to  protect  themselves  from  a  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Board  prone  to  seeing  inflation 
ghosts  where  they  don't  exist. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  this  article  by  Mr.  Thurow  be 
printed  in  the  Recx>rd. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  Future  of  Capitalism 
inflation:  an  extinct  volcano 

In  the  19705  and  1980s,  fighting  Inflation  be- 
came the  central  preoccui>atlon  of  the  indus- 
trial world.  Wage  and  price  controls  were 
tried  In  a  number  of  countries,  including  the 
United  States,  but  empirically  it  seemed  to 
be  Impossible  to  control  inflation  without 
deliberately  creating  an  environment  of  slow 
growth  and  high  unemployment.  Inflation 
was  not  conquered  in  this  war.  The  factors 
that  produced  inflation  In  the  1970s  and  1980s 
simply  disappeared,  and  structural  changes 
have  occurred  to  make  the  economies  of  the 
1990s  much  more  inflation-proof  than  those 
of  the  1970s  and  19805— Just  as  the  economies 
of  the  1960s  were  much  more  inflation-proof 
than  those  of  the  1970s  or  19e0s. 

But  as  is  often  the  case,  beliefs  change 
more  slowly  than  reality.  Inflation  is  gone 
but  Inflation  fighting  still  dominates  central 
bank  policies.  They  still  believe  that  the 
natural  rate  of  unemployment— the  rate  of 
unemployment  at  which  inflation  starts  to 
accelerate— Is  so  high  that  they  and  the  fis- 
cal authorities  must  step  on  the  monetary 
and  ascal  brakes  long  before  tight  labor 
markets  can  push  wages  up. 

The  problem  can  be  seen  in  the  activities 
of  the  American  Federal  Reserve  Board  in 
1994  and  1995.  At  the  beginning  of  1994  the 
Fed  saw  an  economy  so  Inflatlon-prone  that 
even  what  was  by  historical  standards  a  slow 
recovery  from  the  1991-92  recession  (2.4  per- 
cent growth  in  1993;  3.5  percent  in  1994)  rep- 
resented an  overheated  economy.  Because  of 
this  belief,  seven  times  In  twelve  months, 
from  early  1994  to  early  1995.  the  American 
Federal  Reserve  Board  boosted  short-term 
interest  rates. 

Yet  every  time,  the  chairman,  Alan  Green- 
span, admitted  that  the  Fed  could  not  point 
to  even  a  hint  of  inflation  in  the  current 
numbers.  The  Fed  could  not  point  to  Infla- 
tion because  there  was  no  Inflation.  The 
broadest  measure  of  inflation,  the  implicit 
price  deflator  for  the  gross  domestic  prod- 
ucts, fell  from  2.2  percent  in  1993  to  2.1  per- 
cent m  1994.  In  the  third  quarter  of  1995  it 
was  running  at  the  rate  of  0.6  percent. 


Having  fallen  during  the  previous  reces- 
sion, the  producer's  price  index  for  finished 
consumer  goods  in  December  1994  was  below 
where  It  had  been  in  April  1993  and  annual 
rates  of  increase  decelerated  from  1.2  percent 
in  1993  to  0.6  percent  in  1994.  In  1994  labor 
costs  rose  at  the  slowest  rate  since  records 
have  been  kept,  and  the  core  rate  of  inflation 
(the  rate  of  inflation  leaving  out  volatile  en- 
ergy and  food  prices)  was  the  lowest  rate  re- 
corded since  1965. 

The  OECD  in  its  end-of-the-year  1994  report 
saw  no  inflation  ahead  in  the  United  States 
in  1995.  Abroad  in  the  world's  second  biggest 
economy,  Japan,  wholesale  prices  were  8.5 
percent  below  1990  levels  and  were  still  fall- 
ing in  mid-1995. 

Officially,  the  rate  of  Inflation  in  the  con- 
sumer price  index  (CPI)  fell  from  3.0  percent 
in  1993  to  2.6  percent  in  1994,  but  Chairman 
Greenspan  had  himself  testified  to  Congress 
that  the  CPI  exaggerated  inflation  by  as 
much  as  1.5  percentage  points,  since  It 
underestimates  quality  Improvements  in 
goods  (in  computers,  for  example.  It  has  per- 
formance rising  at  only  7  percent  per  year) 
and  since  it  both  has  poor  coverage  and  gives 
no  credit  at  all  for  quality  improvements  in 
services.  It  is  clear  that  service  inflation  Is 
much  smaller  than  reported. 

An  official  government  commission,  the 
Boskln  Commission,  has  estimated  an  up- 
ward bias  of  between  1.0  and  2.4  percentage 
points  in  the  CPI.  This  is  made  up  of  0.2  to 
0.4  percentage  points  of  bias,  because  the  of- 
ficial index  falls  to  keep  up  with  consumers 
as  they  shift  to  cheaper  products;  0.1  to  0,3 
percentage  points  of  bias,  since  the  official 
index  falls  to  keep  up  with  consumers  as 
they  shift  to  cheaper  stores;  0.2  to  0.6  per- 
centage points  of  bias,  because  the  index 
underestimates  quality  improvements;  0.2  to 
0.7  percentage  points  of  bias,  since  It  lags  be- 
hind in  introducing  new  products;  and  a  for- 
mula bias  of  0.3  to  0.4  percentage  points,  due 
to  the  mishandling  of  products  that  come 
into  the  Index  at  temporarily  low  prices. 

If  one  is  willing  to  assume  that  the  sectors 
where  quality  Improvements  are  hard  to 
measure  are  in  fact  improving  quality  at  the 
same  pace  as  those  sectors  where  quality  Is 
easy  to  measure  (and  it  Is  hard  to  think  of 
why  they  should  be  radically  worse  perform- 
ers), the  over-measurement  of  inflation  may 
be  closer  to  3  percentage  points. 

In  addition,  health  care  inflation  cannot  be 
controlled  with  higher  interest  rates  and 
slower  growth.  To  know  what  is  going  on  In 
that  part  of  the  economy  that  is  potentially 
controllable  with  higher  Interest  rates, 
health  care  inflation  rates  have  to  be  sub- 
tracted from  the  totals.  Since  health  care  ac- 
counts for  15  percent  of  GDP  and  health  care 
prices  are  rising  at  a  5  percent  annual  rate, 
naathematically  another  0.75  percentage 
points  of  Inflation  (almost  one  third  of  1994's 
total  inflation)  can  be  traced  to  health  care. 
In  reality,  more  than  this  amount  can  be 
traced  to  health  care,  since  some  of  health 
care  Inflation  gets  built  into  the  price  In- 
dexes more  than  once.  If  states  raise  sales 
taxes  to  cover  the  costs  of  their  health  care 
programs,  for  example,  health  inflation 
shows  up  once  as  increased  costs  for  health 
care  and  once  as  a  sales  tax  increase  In  the 
consumer  price  Index. 

If  all  of  these  factors  are  put  together,  the 
real  rate  of  Inflation  outside  of  the  health 
care  sector  was  undoubtedly  very  low,  per- 
haps even  negative,  during  the  entire  period 
when  Alan  Greenspan  was  worrying  about  In- 
flation. Greenspan  could  not  see  any  Infla- 
tion in  the  indexes  because  there  was  no  in- 
flation to  be  seen. 


Nor  were  there  any  private  inflationary  ex- 
pectations at  the  beginning  of  1994.  None  of 
the  standard  private  economic  forecasting 
services  were  suggesting  that  inflation  would 
accelerate  either.  The  first  unexpected  in- 
crease in  interest  rates  in  1994  imposed  hun- 
dreds of  millions  of  dollars  of  losses  on  some 
of  the  world's  most  sophisticated  investors 
(George  Soros,  Citibank),  who  had  been  bet- 
ting that  interest  rates  would  fall  or  remain 
constant.  If  they  had  believed  that  there  was 
any  inflation  over  the  horizon,  they  would 
not  have  placed  those  bets. 

Theoretically,  there  is  no  reason  why  Infla- 
tion should  adversely  affect  capitalistic 
growth.  Capitalists  are  smart  enough  not  to 
suffer  from  money  Illusion.  Negative  effects 
only  appear  when  inflation  gets  so  high  that 
speculation  and  inflation  avoidance  become 
more  profitable  than  normal  business  activi- 
ties and  that  requires  hyperinflation  before 
it  occurs.  Empirically,  there  is  no  evidence 
that  modest  rates  of  Inflation  hurt  growth. 
Looking  at  the  experience  of  over  one  hun- 
dred countries  for  a  thirty-year  period,  a 
study  for  the  Bank  of  England  found  no  neg- 
ative effects  on  growth  for  countries  that 
averaged  less  than  a  10  percent  per  year  in- 
flation rate  and  only  very  small  effects  for 
countries  that  averaged  much  more  than  10 
percent. 

An  argument  can  also  be  made  that  cap- 
italism works  best  with  something  on  the 
order  of  a  2  percent  per  year  rate  of  infla- 
tion. Anything  lower  starts  to  create  prob- 
lems. If  prices  are  falling,  one  can  make 
money  by  holding  one'e  money  in  the  prover- 
bial mattress.  To  stimulate  people  to  take 
the  default  risk  of  lending  requires  a  positive 
money  Interest  rate  of  2  or  3  percent.  As  a  re- 
sult. If  Inflation  is  negative,  real  Interest 
rates  must  be  high.  Real  Interest  rates 
reached  13  percent  in  1933  because  prices 
were  falling.  Real  interest  rates  cannot  be 
very  low  unless  there  is  a  modest  rate  of  In- 
flation, and  without  low  real  Interest  rates, 
investment  cannot  be  high. 

In  a  dynamic  economy  some  real  wages 
need  to  fall  to  induce  labor  to  move  from 
sunset  to  sunrise  industries.  Real-wage  re- 
ductions are  very  difficult  and  disruptive  If 
they  have  to  take  the  form  of  lower  money 
wages.  Labor  rebels.  But  real-wage  reduc- 
tions are  much  easier  to  accomplish  If  the 
employer  is  simply  giving  wage  Increases 
smaller  than  the  rate  of  inflation.  The  real 
reductions  can  be  blamed  on  the  amoi^hous 
system  rather  than  on  himself. 

The  same  is  true  for  prices.  In  any  econ- 
omy It  is  always  necessary  to  change  rel- 
ative prices.  If  inflation  Is  very  low,  that  can 
only  happen  If  many  sectors  experience  fall- 
ing money  prices,  but  capitalism  doesn't 
work  very  well  with  falling  money  prices. 
With  falling  prices  there  Is  an  incentive  to 
postpone.  Why  buy  or  Invest  today  when  to- 
morrow everything  will  be  cheaper?  In  a 
world  of  deflation  the  pressure  to  act  is 
sharply  reduced.  Yet  action  Is  what  causes 
economic  growth.  Zero  Is  simply  not  the 
right  Inflationary  target  In  capitalistic  soci- 
eties Interested  In  crrowth. 

When  the  Fed  started  raising  interest  rates 
in  early  1994.  it  stated  that  it  bad  to  have 
higher  Interest  rates  now  to  stop  Inflation 
twelve  to  eighteen  months  into  the  future 
because  of  the  time  lags  In  the  economic  sys- 
tem. Growth  in  fact  accelerated  from  3.1  per- 
cent in  1993  to  4.1  percent  in  1994  and  was 
very  close  to  what  was  expected  at  the  begin- 
ning of  the  year.  By  the  end  of  the  year  nei- 
ther had  the  economy  slowed  down  nor  had 
the  signs  of  Inflation  become  more  visible 
than  they  bad  been  twelve  months  earlier. 
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By  September  It  was  clear  that  1994 's  infla- 
tion would  be  much  less  than  the  low  rates 
that  were  forecast  at  the  beginning  of  the 
year.  The  business  press  was  proclaiming 
that  "the  inflationary  -ogre"  has  been  ban- 
ished—maybe for  good,  certainly  for  the 
foreseeable  future."  Nor  was  Inflation  accel- 
erating In  1995.  even  though  monetary  poli- 
cies did  not  bring  about  the  expected  slow- 
down In  economic  growth  until  the  second 
quarter  of  that  year. 

The  Federal  Reserve  Board  was  chasing 
ghosts.  Inflation  was  dead  but  the  Fed  wasn't 
willing  to  admit  it. 

While  the  1970s  and  the  1980s  were  infla- 
tionary decades,  the  1990s  and  the  decades 
beyond  are  going  to  be  very  different.  Infla- 
tion died  in  the  crash  In  asset  values  that 
began  in  the  mid-1980s  with  the  collapse  of 
the  American  savings  and  loan  Industry. 
This  was  followed  by  a  collapse  in  property 
values  that  rolled  around  the  world.  A  dec- 
ade later  both  purchase  prices  and  rents  were 
still  far  below  their  previous  peaks.  The 
crash  In  the  Taiwanese  stock  market  was 
followed  by  a  crash  In  the  Japanese  stock 
market. 

While  capacity  utilization  rates  were  ris- 
ing In  the  United  States  during  1994.  in  a 
global  economy  it  is  world  unemployment 
and  world  capacity  utilization  rates  that 
count^not  American  rates  by  themselves.  In 
1994  the  world  was  awash  In  excess  produc- 
tion capacity.  The  rest  of  the  Industrial 
world  was  having  a  very  slow  recovery  from 
the  earlier  recession — at  the  end  of  1994  Jap- 
anese growth  was  strongly  negative  and  Eu- 
ropean growth  only  marginally  positive. 

As  we  have  also  seen  In  detail  in  the  last 
chapter,  globally  unemployment  rates  were 
at  levels  not  seen  since  the  Great  Depres- 
sion. Labor  shortages  were  not  going  to  be 
driving  up  wages  for  a  long  time  to  come. 

U.S.  measures  of  capacity  and  hence  capac- 
ity utilization  are  also  out-of-date.  They 
don't  reflect  the  outsourcing  that  has  hap- 
pened. Outsourcing  means  that  effectively 
firms  Increase  their  production  capabilities 
without  having  to  Invest  themselves.  But  the 
capacity  increases  of  their  supplies  remain 
unmeasured,  since  the  capacity  Indexes  as- 
sume that  nothing  has  changed  In  the  pro- 
portions of  value  added  contributed  by  com- 
ponent suppliers  and  original  equipment 
manufacturers  (OEMs). 

Investments  In  new  information  and  com- 
puter technologies  have  also  made  It  possible 
to  get  more  output  out  of  the  same  capital 
with  fewer  people.  That  is  part  of  what 
downsizing  is  all  about,  yet  downsizing  is  not 
reflected  In  offlcial  indexes  of  capacity. 

The  Fed  also  doesn't  seem  to  understand 
that  some  Important  structural  changes 
have  occurred  that  make  It  impossible  for 
inflation  to  arise  from  the  grave.  The  addi- 
tion of  the  Communist  world  to  the  capital- 
ist world  and  the  effective  collapse  of  the 
OPEC  oil  cartel  in  the  aftermath  of  the  Per- 
sian Gulf  War  means  that  a  repetition  of  the 
energy,  food,  or  raw  material  shocks  of  the 
1970s  are  simply  impossible  in  the  1990s.  Oil 
prices  are  lower  in  real  terms  than  they  were 
when  the  first  OPEC  oil  shock  happened  in 
the  early  1970s,  yet  exploration  and  exports 
from  the  old  Soviet  Union  have  barely  begun 
and  Iraq  has  yet  to  be  brought  back  into 
world  oil  markets. 

The  real -wage  declines  that  began  In  the 
United  States  are  now  spreading  across  the 
Industrial  world.  The  downsizing  of  big  firms 
with  high  wages  and  good  fringe  benefits 
continues  at  an  unrelenting  pace.  If  any- 
thing, wage  reductions  are  going  to  be  accel- 
erating. The  second  world  and  the  rest  of  the 


third  world  will  join  the  small  parts  of  the 
third  world  that  were  export  oriented  in  the 
1980s.  Downward  price  and  wage  pressures 
from  these  low-cost  producers  can  only  ac- 
celerate. In  1994  unit  labor  costs  declined  by 
2.9  percent  in  manufacturing  and  rose  by 
only  0.9  percent  in  nonfarm  businesses. 

At  the  same  time  productivity  growth  is 
running  at  the  highest  rates  seen  since  the 
1970s.  In  most  of  the  1970s  and  1980s,  service 
productivity  was  falling,  but  now  it  is  rising. 
Services  just  aren't  going  to  provide  an  un- 
derlying inflationary  push  as  they  did  ear- 
lier. Wages  down,  productivity  up— that  sim- 
ply isn't  the  recipe  for  inflation. 

All  across  America  large  firms  are  forging 
new  supplier  arrangements  such  as  those  re- 
cently put  In  place  at  Chrysler.  The  number 
of  suppliers  Is  dramatically  reduced,  suppli- 
ers are  guaranteed  much  larger  sales,  origi- 
nal equipment  manufacturers  (OEMs)  share 
Information  and  technical  expertise  with 
suppliers  on  design  and  manufacturing,  but 
suppliers  in  return  commit  to  annual  price 
reductions  in  the  components  they  supply  to 
OEMs.  The  OEMs  In  turn  pass  some  of  these 
reductions  on  to  their  customers  to  increase 
market  share. 

The  world  is  essentially  back  to  the  condi- 
tions of  the  1960s,  with  much  less  inflation- 
ary-prone economies.  Supply  elasticities 
were  high  then  because  of  the  recovery  from 
World  War  n  and  the  economic  integration 
forced  by  the  cold  war.  Now  supply  elastic- 
ities are  high  because  of  the  Integration  of 
the  second  world  into  the  first  world  and  the 
decision  of  most  of  the  third  world  to  replace 
Import  substitution  with  export-led  growth. 

Since  World  War  II,  American  Anns  have 
tjrpically  held  prices  constant,  or  even  raised 
them,  while  distributing  the  fruits  of  higher 
productivity  In  the  form  of  higher  wages  or 
higher  profits.  But  under  the  pressure  of 
International  competition,  that  system  Is 
rapidly  eroding.  In  the  1990s  many  more  of 
those  productivity  gains  are  showing  up  as 
faUlng  prices  and  many  less  are  showing  up 
as  rising  wages. 

Knowing  that  governments  have  lost  their 
ability  to  shorten  recessions  also  radically 
changes  expectations.  Producers  know  that 
they  cannot  hold  prices  constant  while  wait- 
ing for  a  quick  recovery  from  cyclical 
downturns.  The  early  1990s  demonstrated 
that  no  government  would  come  running  to 
the  rescue  with  lairge  fiscal  and  monetary 
packages  designed  to  stimulate  demand  dur- 
ing recessions.  Instead,  recessions  will  be  al- 
lowed to  run  their  course  and  governments 
will  simply  wait  for  a  recovery.  If  downturns 
are  sharper  and  longer,  business  firms  will 
have  to  reduce  prices  if  they  wish  to  survive 
those  downturns. 

There  are  no  ghosts  In  the  attic.  Inflation 
is  not  about  to  rise  from  the  dead. 

By  raising  interest  rates  in  1994  the  Fed 
killed  a  weak  American  recovery  that  had 
yet  to  Include  many  Americans  and  slowed  a 
recovery  that  was  barely  visible  in  the  rest 
of  the  Industrial  world.  In  just  two  and  a  half 
months  after  the  Fed  Initiated  Its  actions. 
Interest  rates  on  thirty-year  Treasury  bonds 
had  risen  1.1  percentage  points  and  those  on 
thirty-year  fixed  rate  mortgages  had  risen 
1.3  percentage  points.  These  rates  did  not 
soar  because  there  was  a  sudden  upward  ad- 
justment in  thirty-year  inflationary  expec- 
tations. These  numbers  reflect  the  uncer- 
tainty, and  hence  the  risk  premiums,  that 
investors  must  demand  to  protect  them- 
selves from  a  Federal  Reserve  Board  prone  to 
seeing  Inflation  ghosts  where  they  don't 
exist. 

If  the  battle  against  inflation  is  primary, 
central  bankers  will  be  described  as  the  most 


Important  economic  players  in  the  game. 
Without  It.  they  run  rather  unimportant  in- 
stitutions. It  is  well  to  remember  that  in 
1931  and  1932  as  the  United  States  was  plung- 
ing Into  the  Great  Depression,  economic  ad- 
visers such  as  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  An- 
drew Mellon  were  arguing  that  nothing  could 
be  done  without  risking  an  outbreak  of  Infla- 
tion—despite the  fact  that  prices  had  fallen 
23  percent  from  1929  to  1932  and  would  fall 
another  4  percent  in  1933.  The  fear  of  infla- 
tion was  used  as  a  club  to  stop  the  actions 
that  should  have  been  taken.  Central  banks 
are  prone  to  see  Inflationary  ghosts  since 
they  love  to  be  ghost  busters.  While  no 
human  has  ever  been  hurt  by  ghosts  In  real 
life,  ghost  busters  have  often  created  a  lot  of 
real  human  havoc. 

Since  growth  did  not  in  fact  slow  down  in 
the  year  In  which  Alan  Greenspan  was  rais- 
ing interest  rates,  the  question  Why  worry? 
can  be  raised.  The  answer  is  of  course  that 
higher  interest  rates  often  act  like  sticky 
brakes.  The  driver  pushes  down  on  the 
brakes  and  initially  nothing  hiippens.  So  she 
pushes  harder.  Suddenly  the  brakes  grab  and 
the  car  is  thrown  off  the  road.  And  that  is 
exactly  what  happened  In  the  second  quarter 
of  1995.  Growth  effectively  stopped. 

If  the  economy's  maximum  nonlnflatlon- 
ary  rate  of  growth  Is  2.5  percent  (the  Fed's 
announced  target),  surplus  labor  Is  going  to 
be  pushing  wages  down.  Even  the  manufac- 
turers who  have  to  pay  those  wsiges  think 
that  a  3.5  i>ercent  growth  rate  could  be 
achieved  without  Inflation. 

Our  societies  tolerate  high  unemployment 
since  only  a  minority  suffer  from  that  unem- 
ployment. Most  of  the  movers  and  shakers  In 
society  know  that  they  will  not  be  affected. 
Politically,  high  inflation  is  much  more  wor- 
rying to  those  In  or  seeking  office,  since  It 
seems  to  reduce  everyone's  income.  £^no- 
mists  can  point  out  that  every  price  Increase 
has  to  raise  someone's  Income  and  that  the 
balance  between  gains  and  losses  seems  to 
Indicate  that  very  few  are  real-Income  losers 
as  long  as  Inflation  Is  less  than  10  percent 
per  year,  but  all  of  that  analysis  Is  Irrele- 
vant. To  the  voter  it  does  not  seem  to  be 
true.  They  merit  wage  increases  but  are 
cheated  by  price  increases. 

The  high  unemployment  necessary  to  fight 
Inflation  is  one  of  the  factors  leading  to  fall- 
ing real  wages  for  a  large  majority  of  Ameri- 
cans, but  this  reality  Is  too  clouded  by  other 
factors  and  too  Indirect  to  be  seen  as  the 
cause.  Political  power  lies  on  the  side  of 
those  who  declare  a  holy  war  against  infla- 
tion. Yet  those  who  do  so  are  indirectly  ad- 
vocating lower  real  wages  for  most  Ameri- 
cans. 

The  inflationary  volcano  of  the  1970s  and 
19eOs  Is  extinct,  but  the  mind-set  produced 
by  its  eruptions  lives  on.  As  a  result,  busi- 
ness firms  in  their  planning  have  to  simulta- 
neously plan  for  a  world  where  there  Is  no  In- 
flation, but  there  will  be  periodic  deliberate 
recessions  designed  to  fight  imaginary  infla- 
tions. 

Labor  will  continue  to  live  in  a  world 
where  governments  talk  about  the  need  to 
restore  real-wage  growth  but  deliberately 
create  labor  surpluses  to  push  wages  down. 
As  a  result,  no  one  should  pay  attention 
when  they  talk  about  restoring  a  high-wage 
economy  with  growing  real  incomes.  Wages 
go  up  when  there  are  labor  shortages,  not 
when  there  are  labor  surpluses. 

Officially,  central  banks  always  hold  out 
the  prospect  that  if  they  Just  hold  down  In- 
flation long  enough,  they  will  gain  anti-in- 
flation "credibility"  with  the  financial  mar- 
kets and  rapid  nonlnflationary  growth  will 
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resume,  but  It  doesn't  work.  If  the  German 
Bundesbank  does  not  by  now  have  "credibil- 
ity" as  an  inflation  flg-hter  no  central  bank 
will  ever  get  this  mythical  status.  Despite 
its  anti-inflation  credibility  West  Germany 
has  had  a  very  slow  growth  rate — 2.3  percent 
per  year  from  1981  to  1994.  Rapid  growth 
never  resumes. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  So.  yes.  there  is  a  lot  of 
complicated  economic  terms,  statis- 
tics, and  charts  that  we  can  put  up 
here.  Let  us  not  get  lost  in  these  com- 
plexities. We  are  talking  about  simple 
fundamental  thingrs — real  people,  fami- 
lies trying  to  make  a  payment  on  their 
house,  trying  to  buy  a  new  car,  trying 
to  work  with  their  bank  to  get  the 
funds  to  put  in  next  year's  crops  for 
our  farmers,  or  to  operate  a  small  busi- 
ness. We  are  talking  about  creating 
more  and  better  jobs  in  America,  about 
growing  our  economy  faster,  about 
raising  wages. 

That  is  what  this  debate  is  about. 
After  all,  Mr.  President,  raising  the  liv- 
ing standards  and  real  wages  of  ordi- 
nary Americans  should  be  our  No.  1 
economic  challenge,  but  time  and 
again  the  policy  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
under  Mr.  Greenspan  has  stood  in  the 
way.  That  should  not  be. 

Under  current  law,  the  Federal  Re- 
serve is  obligated  to  conduct  a  bal- 
anced monetary  policy  to  reconcile 
reasonable  price  stability  with  full  em- 
ployment and  strong  economic  growth 
and  production.  But  under  the  Green- 
span Fed  that  balance  has  been  lost. 

In  1978.  we  passed  the  Humphrey- 
Hawkins  bill  which  mandated  that  the 
Federal  Reserve  take  into  account  em- 
ployment, full  emplojrment,  and  pro- 
duction along  with  inflation  in  setting 
its  policies.  I  see  my  friend  from  Flor- 
ida is  in  the  Chamber.  He  has  intro- 
duced a  bill  on  the  Senate  side,  the 
Mack  bill,  that  would  remove  that  con- 
sideration from  the  Federal  Reserve,  to 
consider  full  employment  and  produc- 
tion and  leave  the  Fed  only  to  consider 
Inflation.  I  respect  his  opinions  on 
that,  his  judgment.  We  happen  to  dis- 
agree on  that.  I  think  the  Fed  ought  to 
have  in  its  considerations  a  balanced 
approach— inflation,  yes,  but  also  full 
employment  and  production.  I  would 
point  out  that  Mr.  Greenspan  has  come 
out  in  favor  of  the  Mack  bill,  to  take 
away  from  the  Federal  Reserve  require- 
ments in  law  that  we  say  they  must 
take  Into  account,  full  employment 
and  production,  in  their  setting  of 
monetary  policy.  I  think  that  is  wrong. 
And  for  Mr.  Greenspan  to  support  that 
policy  indicates  that  he  again  has  his 
eye  only  on  Inflation,  the  "ghost  of  in- 
flation," as  Mr.  Thurow  says,  and  not 
on  a  balanced  policy. 

So  what  has  happened?  Middle-class 
Americans  have  paid  the  price.  We 
have  seen  what  has  happened  with  in- 
terest rates.  And  we  have  higher  inter- 
est rates.  Let  me  just  say  this  very 
clearly,  Mr.  President.  What  we  have 
operating  now  in  America  on  middle- 
class  families  is  what  I  call  the  Green- 


span tax — yes,  the  Greenspan  tax  on 
American  families.  Higher  interest 
rates  are  nothing  more  than  a  tax  on 
hard-working  middle-class  families, 
farmers,  and  main  street  businesses. 

One  of  my  colleagues  was  in  the 
Chamber  last  week  and  referred  to  high 
inflation  as  an  unfair  tax  on  working 
families.  That  is  true.  But  high  inter- 
est rates  are  also  an  unfair  tax.  We  do 
not  have  any  inflation  out  there,  there 
is  none  of  it  on  the  horizon,  and  yet  we 
have  inordinately  high  interest  rates. 
The  real  threat  and  the  real  tax  today 
on  our  middle  class,  our  farmers,  and 
our  small  businesses  is  unnecessarily 
high  interest  rates.  So  we  need  a  Fed 
Chairman  who  looks  at  growth  and 
jobs  and  wages  and  says  we  can  do  bet- 
ter, not  sasring,  oh.  2.2  percent  is  fine. 
We  can  grow  much  faster  than  that. 
And  we  do  it  without  the  threat  of  in- 
flation. We  live  in  a  global  economy,  a 
time  of  unprecedented  competition, 
rapid  technological  change.  All  of  this 
means  we  can  have  fuller  employment, 
higher  productivity  without  inflation. 

We  seem  to  be  living  in  a  world  that 
if  we  begin  to  do  better  and  our  econ- 
omy begins  to  grow,  that  is  bad  for 
America,  the  Fed  slams  on  the  brakes, 
and  we  cannot  grow  any  faster  than 
that.  It  is  seen  as  a  bad  thing.  But  fast- 
er growth  and  higher  wages  and  more 
jobs  and  lower  interest  rates  should 
not  be  seen  as  obstacles.  They  should 
be  sought  out  as  our  goals. 

In  short,  we  need  a  balanced  policy 
based  on  raising  economic  growth,  in- 
creasing jobs,  the  long-cited  continued 
vigilance  against  inflation.  I  do  not  be- 
lieve we  have  gotten  that  under  Mr. 
Greenspan,  and  we  have  seen  that  com- 
mon thread  throughout  his  entire 
record,  that  all  through  his  entire  time 
Mr.  Greenspan  has  focused  on  inflation. 

Start  with  1974.  Mr.  Greenspan  was 
Chair  of  President  Ford's  Council  of 
Economic  Advisers.  As  I  discussed  in 
depth  last  week,  in  his  zeal  to  fight  in- 
flation to  cure  the  recession  of  1974, 
Mr.  Greenspan  prescribed  the  wrong 
medicine.  Unemployment  skyrocketed, 
and  the  recession  got  even  worse. 

This  is  how  Jerry  Terhorst,  President 
Ford's  press  secretary,  recounted  it: 

To  be  blunt  about  it.  the  President  has  lost 
confidence  in  the  ability  of  his  economic  ad- 
visers to  predict  the  economic  future.  This 
fall,  when  he  fashioned  the  anti-inflationary 
package  he  presented  Congress  following  the 
scries  of  economic  summit  meetings.  Ford 
relied  heavily  on  the  forecasts  of  his  consult- 
ants, including  Economic  Council  Chairman 
Alan  Greenspan.  They  assured  him  that  ris- 
ing prices  and  production  costs  were  the 
prime  enemy  of  a  healthy  America.  He  was 
advised  that  while  a  recession  lurked  dis- 
tantly on  the  horizon,  it  was  not  an  immi- 
nent prospect  that  would  confront  him  im- 
mediately. 

Well,  what  happened?  The  recession 
got  worse,  unemplojrment  skyrocketed. 
In  two  months,  the  unemployment  rate 
increased  by  1.2  percent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's 15  minutes  have  expired. 


Mr.  HARKIN.  How  much  time  do  I 
have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Nine 
minutes. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  I  yield  myself  4  addi- 
tional minutes. 

Greenspan's  prognosis  of  the  Nation's 
economic  ills  in  the  1970's  did  not  com- 
port with  what  happened,  the  same 
way  in  the  1980s.  And  I  submit  for  the 
Record  an  article  that  appeared  in  In- 
vestors Business  Daily  called  "Green- 
span's Rotten  Record." 

Let  us  take  a  look  again  at  what  hap- 
pened to  growth  during  the  period  of 
time  of  former  Chairman  Volcker.  We 
see  growth  of  6,  3.3,  4.4.  coming  out  of 
the  recession  in  the  early  1980's.  Now, 
Mr.  Volcker  had  a  2.5  percent  growth 
rate  average,  but  he  had  a  13  percent 
inflation  rate  facing  him  when  he  came 
in.  He  brought  Inflation  down  in  half 
and  yet  he  had  still  had  a  2.5  percent 
growth  during  his  term  even  while  he 
brought  inflation  down  in  half. 

Mr.  Greenspan  comes  in.  The  real 
growth  during  his  period  of  time  has 
been  2.2  percent.  Inflation  was  only  4.1 
percent  when  he  came  in.  It  has  come 
down  to  3.2  percent — a  very  small  de- 
crease in  inflation  and  yet  very  low 
growth.  That  is  what  we  are  talking 
about,  the  low  growth  rate.  And  again, 
it  has  to  do  with  Mr.  Greenspan's  ra- 
tionale, what  his  mindset  is. 

Last  year,  I  believe  it  came  out,  per- 
haps in  an  unguarded  moment.  I  do  not 
know.  I  will  read  from  the  hearing 
record  so  the  record  is  straight.  I  have 
told  people  before  that  Mr.  Greenspan 
was  in  favor  of  going  back  on  the  gold 
standard  and  people  tell  me  that  is  not 
right.  Well.  I  do  not  know  If  it  is  right 
or  not.  I  can  only  take  Mr.  Greenspan 
at  his  own  words. 

Last  year,  1  year  ago,  not  20  years 
ago,  last  year.  Senator  Sarbanes  says: 

All  right.  Now.  my  next  question  is.  is  it 
your  intention  that  the  report  of  this  hear- 
ing should  be  that  Greenspan  recommends  a 
return  to  the  gold  standard? 

Mr.  Greenspan.  I've  been  recommending 
that  for  years.  There's  nothing  new  about 
that. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Okay.  So.  you'd  like 
that.  You  want  to  reaffirm  that  position. 

Mr.  Greenspan.  I  have  always  held  that 
system  of  price  stability,  which  would  come 
from  any  form  of  credible  type  of  non-Infla- 
tionary environment,  would  be  very  bene- 
ficial to  financial  system. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  And  you  think  we 
should  go  on  to  the  gold  standard. 

Mr.  Greenspan.  I.  personally,  would  prefer 
it.  That  would  probably  mean  that  there  Is 
one  vote  in  FOMC  for  that,  but  it  is  mine. 

Again,  Mr.  Greenspan  would  like  to 
go  back  on  the  gold  standard.  I  would 
like  to  see  how  many  people  would 
stand  here  on  the  Senate  floor  and  de- 
fend this  and  say  we  ought  to  go  back 
to  the  gold  standard.  Maybe  a  few.  But 
that  is  where  Mr.  Greenspan  is  coming 
from. 

Last.  Mr.  President.  It  is  not  just  me 
and  a  few  others  on  our  side.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  a  series  of  quotes 
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from  business  leaders  on  Fed  policy  be 
printed  at  this  point.in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Quotes  From  Business  Leaders  on  the  Fed 
Poucies 

"We  don't  see  a  connection  between  the 
numbers  out  there  and  what  we  feel  in  our 
business.  There  is  absolutely  no  inflation. 
There's  no  pricing  power  at  all."— John 
Welch,  Jr.,  chairman.  General  Electric. 

"There's  no  sign  of  pricing  pressure  any- 
where .  .  .  This  economy  can  grow  more 
than  2  or  2V4%.  and  we  ought  to  let  it  do 
It."— John  Welch,  Jr..  chairman,  General 
Electric. 

"This  fixation  of  the  Fed  on  2.5%  gross-do- 
mestic-product growth  doesn't  reflect  the 
enormous  productivity  gains  of  the  past  five 
years  and  the  fact  that  with  the  information 
age.  you  can  do  things  faster,  better,  and 
smarter.  I  don't  know  if  the  rate  of  growth 
we  could  sustain  without  Inflation  is  3%. 
3.5%  or  4%.  but  I  think  we  need  to  see  if  we 
can  grow  the  economy  at  a  reasonable  fash- 
ion."—Tracy  O'Rourke  (male).  CEO  of 
Varian  Associates. 

"This  is  the  most  disappointing  recovery 
we  have  ever  seen  .  .  .  Each  time  we  try  to 
do  a  little  better  than  2.5%  growth,  we  get 
slapped  down  by  tight  monetary  policy.  The 
recovery  is  lackluster  and  it  shouldn't  be."— 
Kent  "Oz"  Nelson.  CEO  of  United  Parcel 
Service  (UPS). 

"I  believe  very  strongly  that  the  Fed 
should  be  leaning  more  toward  growth,  and 
not  be  so  concerned  with  the  threat  of  infla- 
tion. .  .  "— Dana  Mead.  CEO.  Tenneco  Inc. 

"I  would  rather  err  on  the  side  of  stimulat- 
ing the  economy  and  growth  rather  than 
dragging  it."— Dana  Mead,  CEO.  Tenneco 
Inc. 

"There  was  a  time  when  2.8%  would  have 
been  considered  a  modest  rate  of  growth; 
today  It  is  considered  dangerously  robust. 
Most  corporate  leaders  don't  agree  with  this 
notion  of  dragging  the  anchor  just  as  soon  as 
the  economy  has  wind  behind  it.  They  under- 
stand how  we  can  sustain  high  growth  based 
on  muscular  productivity  improvements 
they  are  generating  in  their  own  busi- 
nesses."—Felix  Rohatyn. 

"Inflation  is  not  a  threat  in  the  United 
States.  Nor  Is  it  for  the  foreseeable  future.  It 
has  been  remarkably  flat  and  will  remain  so 
unless  the  Fed  or  the  markets  begin  spurring 
Inflation  with  high  Interest  rates.  The  old 
domestic  indicators,  while  perhaps  Impor- 
tant in  gauging  certain  narrow  trends,  no 
longer  determine  the  broader  inflation  out- 
look."—James  Robinson,  former  CEO  of 
American  Express. 

"Inflation  has  begun  to  recede,  despite  the 
unemployment  rate  remaining  below  earlier 
estimates  of  the  NAIRU.  The  Fed  misinter- 
prets the  low  unemployment  rate  as  an  indi- 
cation that  the  economy  Is  operating  at  full 
potential  and  grudgingly  lowers  its  implicit 
assumption  of  the  natural  rate;  in  contrast, 
I  believe  the  low  unemployment  rate  has  oc- 
curred as  business  investment  and  productiv- 
ity gains  have  raised  potential  output  and 
capacity,  while  restrictive  monetary  policy 
has  constrained  demand.  That  suggests  infla- 
tion will  decline  further."  Mickey  Levy. 
Chief  Economist.  NationsBank  Capital  Mar- 
kets. Inc. 

"Monetary  policy  in  this  country  is  con- 
trolled by  bond  traders  who  live  in  highrlses 
and  are  completely  out  of  touch  with  re- 
ality." Jerry  Jasinowskl.  president,  Nat'l 
Association  of  Manufacturers 


"Growth  In  the  2  percent  range  Is  unac- 
ceptably  low,  because  the  economy  can  sus- 
tain higher  levels  of  growth  without  infla- 
tion. The  long-run  growth  rate  consistent 
with  stable  inflation  is  as  high  as  2.8  percent, 
using  the  new  chain-weighted  GDP  meas- 
ure." Jerry  Jasinowskl.  President.  Nat'l  As- 
sociation of  Manufacturers 

"Economists  are  fighting  a  nuclear  war 
with  conventional  weapons.  My  concern  is 
that  we  are  using  data  and  statistics  and 
rules  of  thumb  that  come  from  a  different 
business  environment  than  now  exists."  Rob- 
ert Clzlk.  chairman  and  chief  executive.  Coo- 
per Industries 

"At  the  Fed.  the  attitude  is  to  avoid  infla- 
tion at  all  costs.  But  out  in  the  real  econ- 
omy, our  people  are  concerned  about  the 
cost — the  lost  jobs,  the  lost  profits  and  so  on. 
which  over  time  can  be  considerable."  Mar- 
tin Regalia,  chief  economist.  Chamber  of 
Commerce 

"...  the  No.  1  objective  should  be 
growth,  not  [containing]  Inflation."  Bernard 
Schwartz,  chairman  and  CEO  of  Loral  Cor- 
poration 

"The  economy  clearly  has  the  brakes  on 
now  and  shouldn't." — Joseph  Schell.  senior 
managing  director  of  Montgomery  Securi- 
ties. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Some  have  been  stated 
before  by  Senator  Dorgan  and  Senator 
Conrad: 

"We  don't  see  a  connection  between  the 
numbers  out  there  and  what  we  feel  in  our 
business.  There  Is  absolutely  no  inflation. 
There's  no  pricing  power  at  all." — John 
Welch.  Jr..  chairman.  General  Electric. 

"There's  no  sign  of  pricing  pressure  any- 
where .  .  .  This  economy  can  grow  more 
than  2  or  2Mi%.  and  we  ought  to  let  it  do 
It."— John  Welch.  Jr.,  chairman.  General 
Electric. 

"This  is  the  most  disappointing  recovery 
we  have  ever  seen  .  .  .  Each  time  we  try  to 
do  a  little  better  than  2.5%  growth,  we  get 
slapped  down  by  tight  monetary  policy.  The 
recovery  is  lackluster  and  it  shouldn't  be."— 
Kent  "Oz  "  Nelson.  CEO  of  United  Parcel 
Service  (UPS). 

"Inflation  is  not  a  threat  in  the  United 
States.  Nor  Is  it  for  the  foreseeable  future.  It 
has  been  remarkably  flat  and  will  remain  so 
unless  the  Fed  or  the  markets  begin  spurring 
inflation  with  high  interest  rates.  The  old 
domestic  Indicators,  while  perhaps  Impor- 
tant in  gauging  certain  narrow  trends,  no 
longer  determine  the  broader  inflation  out- 
look."— James  Robinson,  former  CEO  of 
American  Exi)ress. 

"At  the  Fed.  the  attitude  is  to  avoid  infla- 
tion at  all  costs.  But  out  in  the  real  econ- 
omy, our  people  are  concerned  about  the 
cost— the  lost  jobs,  the  lost  profits  and  so  on. 
which  over  time  can  be  considerable."— Mar- 
tin Regalia,  chief  economist.  Chamber  of 
Commerce. 

".  .  .  the  No.  1  objective  should  be  growth, 
not  [containing]  inflation."— Bernard 
Schwartz,  chairman  and  CEO  of  Loral  Cor- 
poration. 

"The  economy  clearly  has  the  brakes  on 
now  and  shouldn't."— Joseph  Schell,  senior 
managing  director  of  Montgomery  Securi- 
ties. 

Mr.  HEFLIN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  support  confirmation  of  Alan 
Greenspan's  nomination  to  serve  an- 
other term  as  Chairman  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board  of  Governors.  Although 
I  have  not  always  been  completely 
agreeable  with  his   policies.   I  think 


that,  generally,  he  has  struck  the  prop- 
er balance  in  monetary  policy  in  order 
to  stabilize  prices  and  encourage 
growth  short-term  growth.  In  fact, 
combined  with  the  P>resident's  deficit 
reduction  program.  Chairman  Green- 
span's policies  helped  the  Nation  out  of 
its  last  recession. 

When  we  consider  this  nomination, 
we  must  realize  that  the  most  relevant 
indicator  of  Chairman  Greenspans  ac- 
complishment is  the  success  of  the 
economy.  Because  of  the  number  of  fac- 
tors and  variables  involved  in  eco- 
nomic theory,  we  can  stand  and  debate 
individual  argiiments  almost  endlessly. 
However,  we  cannot  ignore  the  fact 
that  the  economy  has  exploded,  while 
inflation  has  stabilized  at  its  lowest 
rate  in  more  than  a  decade.  In  fact,  the 
combined  unemplosrment  and  Inflation 
rate  is  lower  than  it  has  been  since 
1968.  This  did  not  occur  without  leader- 
ship, and  Chairman  Greenspan  and 
President  Clinton  deserve  our  applause. 

One  of  the  reasons  for  economic  im- 
provement is  the  recent  deficit  reduc- 
tion package.  The  deficit  is  an  issue  I 
have  taken  very  seriously  over  the 
years.  When  I  came  to  the  U.S.  Senate, 
the  first  bill  I  introduced  was  a  con- 
stitutional balanced  budget  amend- 
ment, and  I  have  supported  it  ever 
since.  Indeed.  I  believe  that  addressing 
the  deficit,  and  other  fiscal  problems, 
is  the  only  way  to  cure  the  Nation's 
economy  in  the  long  term. 

Although  I  had  reservations,  and 
frankly  I  believe  we  can  and  should  do 
more  in  the  area  of  deficit  reduction,  I 
supported  the  President's  1993  budget 
package.  This  measure  is  among  the 
most  important  fiscal  steps  the  Con- 
gress has  taken  in  the  past  decade.  In 
fact,  to  use  Chairman  Greenspan's 
words,  this  reduction  was:  "An  unques- 
tioned factor  In  contributing  to  the  Im- 
provement in  economic  activity  that 
occurred  thereafter." 

This  improvement  resulted  in  the 
creation  of  9.7  million  new  jobs,  the 
vast  majority  of  which  are  In  the  pri- 
vate sector.  The  last  few  years  have 
seen  more  construction  job  growth 
than  any  period  since  the  early  fifties, 
and  more  auto  job  growth  than  any  pe- 
riod since  the  early  sixties.  Further, 
the  unemployment  rate  has  dropped  to 
5.6  percent — far  less  than  the  rate  dur- 
ing the  early  eighties.  It  Is  a  testament 
to  the  importamce  of  a  declining  anmiAi 
deficit  and  movement  toward  a  bal- 
anced budget. 

However,  due  to  the  complexity  of 
our  economy.  I  do  not  believe  that  the 
Presidents  deficit  reduction  alone 
caused  all  of  these  Improvements.  Ac- 
cording to  prevailing  economic  theory, 
monetary  policy  is  a  more  potent  fac- 
tor In  the  short-term  growth  of  em- 
ployment and  gross  domestic  product 
than  fiscal  policy.  Therefore  Alan 
Greenspan  does  deserve  a  certain 
amount  of  recognition  for  his  recession 
policies.  Maybe  it  is  a  credit  to  Chair- 
man Greenspan,  however,  that  be  has 
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shown  restraint:  he  has  not  failed  to 
appreciate  the  consequences  of  easing 
his  monetary  policy. 

When  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  de- 
cides to  embrace  an  expansive  policy, 
the  economy  will  grow  for  a  while. 
However,  a  greater  supply  of  money 
leads  to  a  lesser  demand,  or  inflation. 
In  the  long  term,  improvements  are 
countered  by  higher  costs  and  prices, 
and  the  economy  will  again  equalize  at 
a  reduced  level,  with  higher  inflation. 
In  this  way,  the  end  result  is  a  nega- 
tion of  the  apparent  gain.  Therefore, 
monetary  policy  must  strike  the  prop- 
er balance  between  expansion  and 
tightening.  I  think  Alan  Greenspan  has 
always  appreciated  the  importance  of 
this  fundamental  concept,  and  he  has 
acted  cautiously  to  enact  such  a  bal- 
ance. 

When  the  country  fell  into  a  reces- 
sion in  1990,  Chairman  Greenspan  engi- 
neered a  response  to  the  crisis  by  initi- 
ating a  series  of  interest  rate  cuts  from 
late  1990  to  late  1991,  keeping  rates  low 
through  1993.  Under  his  direction,  the 
Fed  cut  the  discount  rate  in  half;  this 
was  the  lowest  rate  since  1962.  In  fact, 
real  short-term  interest  rates  were 
near  zero. 

Chairman  Greenspan  said  these  re- 
ductions were  necessary  to  spur  eco- 
nomic growth,  and  growth  did  follow. 
His  judgment  has  thus  far  been  sound. 

However,  Mr.  Greenspan  rightly  be- 
lieves that  the  Federal  Reserve's  most 
important  goal  is  price  stability.  It  is 
perhaps  this  fact  which  has  most  fueled 
his  critics. 

The  harshest  criticism  Chairman 
Greenspan  has  endured  came  in  1994, 
when  he  raised  interest  rates  seven 
times.  Politicians  and  financial  mar- 
kets concerned  about  continuing 
growth  argued  that  Greenspan  was  an 
alarmist.  Critics  maintained  that  the 
boon  had  been  insufficient  to  cause  any 
serious  inflation. 

Even  if  we  disagree,  I  think  we  must 
admit  that  his  precautions  have  proved 
reasonable.  Although  economic  growth 
has  slowed,  Chairman  Greenspan  has 
managed  to  stabilize  inflation  at  its 
lowest  rate  in  more  than  a  decade.  He 
has  also  lowered  interest  rates  again  to 
adjust  for  this  slowed  economic 
growth. 

I  would  like  to  add  that  I  do  under- 
stand some  of  my  colleagues  reserva- 
tions about  Greenspan's  tight  mone- 
tary policy.  High  interest  rates  have 
been  a  difficult  obstacle  to  many 
Americans— individuals  and  businesses. 
In  fact,  they  are  closely  tied  to  the  Na- 
tion's housing  markets.  They  therefore 
affect  homeowners,  and  they  can  dam- 
age financial  Institutions,  particularly 
savings  and  loans.  They  have  severely 
hurt  such  large  businesses  as  Chrysler 
and  Lockheed,  and  notably,  they  can 
have  a  terrible  effect  on  small  entre- 
preneurs, especially  farmers,  for  whom 
I  have  a  particular  concern. 

However,  I  think  it  is  always  impor- 
tant to  keep  things  in  persecutive. 


We  might  understand  Mr.  Green- 
span's record  better  if  we  consider  his 
predecessor's  efforts  to  reduce  a  stag- 
gering inflation  during  the  early  1980's. 
Success  came  after  the  imposition  of  a 
seriously  unpopular,  tight  monetary 
policy — a  policy  which  concerned  me 
greatly. 

When  Paul  Volcker  took  control  of 
the  Board  in  1979.  he  convinced  the 
Federal  Open  Market  Committee  to 
emphasize  control  of  the  money 
supply's  growth,  and  to  pay  less  atten- 
tion to  interest  rates.  Although  he  was 
ultimately  successful  in  bringing  down 
inflation,  his  policy,  in  part,  caused  in- 
terest rates  to  pjiss  20  percent  in  1981. 
That  was  quite  a  cost.  It  hurt  home- 
owners and  businesses  across  the  coun- 
try. 

In  fact,  I  became  particularly  con- 
cerned about  the  effects  of  these  rates 
of  farmers,  many  of  whom  were  dev- 
astated by  the  overhead  of  high-inter- 
est loans.  I  fought  to  reschedule  farm 
loans  especially  to  ameliorate  the 
pains  suffered  by  small,  family  farm- 
ers. 

But  at  the  time,  I  said  that  the  Fed 
should  not  be  condemned  in  its  policy, 
it  should  be  assisted  by  administration 
and  Congress  alike  in  seeking  equitable 
remedies  to  fighting  inflation.  Infla- 
tionary controls  are.  after  all,  the 
Fed's  most  important  concern.  Instead 
of  reactivity,  I  believed  the  Congress 
had  to  emphasize  tax  incentives,  and 
most  important,  work  to  balance  its 
budget. 

This  idea  has  not  changed  in  15  years, 
I  still  believe  that  we  must  not  be  reac- 
tive. We  must  also  remember  Chairman 
Greenspan's  tenture  has  been  much 
less  intense  than  Volcker's.  Rather 
than  raging  total  war  on  inflation,  he 
has  only  had  to  act  preventatively.  The 
country  is  doing  well,  and  we  should 
not  condemn  the  Fed— nor  the  man — 
now  as  we  should  not  have  condemned 
them  then. 

Instead,  the  Congress  must  work  to 
resolve  its  own  fiscal  dilemmas.  As  I 
have  always  believed,  we,  and  those 
who  follow,  must  work  toward  an  en- 
actment of  sound  policies  that  include, 
perhaps  foremost,  spending  within  our 
limits. 

Further,  it  absolutely  should  be  con- 
sidered that,  although  it  is  independent 
of  the  Congress  and  the  President, 
Greenspan  does  not  dictate  absolutely 
over  the  Fed.  Instead,  he  must  achieve 
a  consensus  at  the  Federal  Open  Mar- 
ket Committee  votes.  In  this  regard,  he 
has  been  called  a  genius;  almost  every 
vote  during  his  chairmanship  has  been 
unanimous.  Apparently  Greenspan's 
colleagues  also  consider  his  judgment 
sound. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  we 
should  recognize  Chairman  Greenspan's 
successes  and  acknowledge  that  he  has 
done  some  good  things  for  the  Amer- 
ican economy.  His  efforts  contributed 
to  an  enormous  recovery,  and  he  kept 


inflation  down  during  the  rebound,  as 
it  his  most  important  goal. 

Much  to  his  credit,  I  think  F>resident 
Clinton  recognizes  Chairman  Green- 
span's qualities,  and  I  think  he  had 
some  good  reasons  to  nominate  him  to 
another  term.  Perhaps  the  President's 
wisdom  has  once  again  led  him  to  un- 
derstand that  moderation  is  the  route 
to  sound  policy.  He  did  not  shy  away 
from  selecting  a  man  lauded  by  Presi- 
dents Bush  and  Reagan  when  he  be- 
lieved it  was  the  right  thing  to  do. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  the  Senate 
should  concur  with  President  Clinton's 
finding  that  Chairman  Greenspan  has 
done  a  good  job  and  confirm  his  nomi- 
nation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Florida. 

Mr.  MACK.  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey,  Senator 
Lautenberg. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Jersey  is  recogmized. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  first  say  that  few  here  have 
more  of  my  respect  and  friendship  than 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Iowa. 
We  rarely  disagree.  When  we  do.  some- 
times it  is  a  fairly  forceful  disagree- 
ment. This  is  not  in  any  way  to  chal- 
lenge some  of  the  observations  that  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  has  made  about 
growth.  I  believe  that  more  growth 
would  be  advisable,  would  be  very  help- 
ful right  now.  But  I  support  the  nomi- 
nation of  Alan  Greenspan  to  be  Chair- 
man of  the  Federal  Reserve  in  his  next 
term  because  I  think  what  we  have  is 
pretty  darned  good  when  you  look  at 
the  results,  and  we  see  indications  of  it 
every  day,  about  how  good  this  econ- 
omy is  relative  to  where  we  might  have 
been  in  terms  of  measuring  the  eco- 
nomic growth  and  inflation  at  the 
same  time. 

Inflation  is  under  control.  It  does  not 
take  much,  in  this  former  business- 
man's view,  to  trigger  off  a  round  of  in- 
flationary growth  that  we  would  not 
like  to  see  in  this  country  of  ours. 

When  I  see  in  today's  papers,  the 
Washington  Post:  Labor  shortage  may 
be  slowing  economy,  not  enough  people 
applying  for  jobs,  bonuses  being  offered 
to  get  people  to  apply  for  jobs.  It  does 
not  say  that  we  are  overburdened  by 
unemployment. 

Any  unemployment  is  terrible  in  a 
society.  But  when  you  compare  what  is 
happening  in  the  United  States  to, 
now,  the  European  market,  we  are  al- 
most less  than  half  of  where  they  are. 
And  inflation  is  very  carefully  con- 
trolled. 

Look  at  the  response  of  what  I  may 
say  are  the  knowledgeables,  the  stock 
markets.  The  market  keeps  growing. 
Investors  think  there  is  value  there  yet 
to  be  realized.  We  have  a  very  com- 
fortable view,  in  terms  of  mortgages,  in 
terms  of  money.  If  there  is  a  shortage, 
it  is  because  much  of  the  money  supply 
that  is  out  there  is  being  absorbed  by 
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Federal  debt,  and  we  are  all  determined 
to  work  to  reduce  that. 

But  I  know  Alan  Greenspan  on  a  per- 
sonal basis,  which  has  little  to  do. 
frankly,  with  whether  or  not  I  would 
recommend  him,  except  to  say  I  know 
him  well.  He  served  on  the  board  of  my 
company,  ADP,  until  he  came  to  his 
position  as  Chairman  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board.  I  used  to  hear  Alan 
Greenspans  opinions  about  things.  We 
had  other  very  distinguished  business 
people  on  our  board — by  the  way.  Re- 
publicans more  than  Democrats;  that 
is  just  a  coincidence;  I  wanted  it  the 
other  way,  but  it  did  not  work  that 
way — distinguished  business  people 
who  would  listen  carefully  to  Alan 
Greenspan's  views  on  things,  to  his 
analysis. 

My  ex-company— I  hate  to  say  that — 
my  company  sold  the  Greenspan  data- 
base. We  used  to  deliver  it.  I  was  in  the 
computer  business,  and  we  would  de- 
liver that  database  throughout  the 
country.  It  was  such  a  desirable  piece 
of  information  that  company  after 
company,  institution  after  institution 
would  be  there,  ready  to  buy  the  serv- 
ices. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is,  Alan 
Greenspan,  by  all  measures  on  the 
record,  has  done  a  distinguished  job  as 
Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Sys- 
tem. He  deserves  to  be  continued. 

For  these  reasons,  Mr.  President,  I 
support  the  nomination  of  Alan  Green- 
span to  serve  his  third  term  as  Chair- 
man, and  of  Alice  Rlvlln  to  serve  her 
first  term  as  Vice  Chairman,  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board  of  Governors. 

In  fact,  it  is  hard  to  meet  Alan 
Greenspan  without  being  impressed 
with  him.  He  is  a  very  serious  man  who 
takes  his  work  seriously,  and  who  un- 
derstands the  critical  importance  of 
the  office  he  holds. 

Alan  Greenspan  has  ably  served  our 
country  as  Chairman  of  the  Fed  since 
1987.  And  in  that  time  he  has  compiled 
a  record  that,  by  recent  historical 
standards,  is  impressive. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  said,  I  have 
known  Alan  Greenspan  for  many  years, 
and  have  always  had  a  tremendous 
amount  of  respect  for  him.  Before  I 
came  to  the  Senate,  I  ran  a  data  proc- 
essing company  known  as  ADP.  Alan 
Greenspan  was  on  our  board  of  direc- 
tors. And  it  was  in  that  capacity  that 
I  came  to  appreciate  his  intellect,  his 
extensive  knowledge  of  business  and 
economics,  and  his  integrity.  Inflation 
today  is  at  2.9  percent.  Unemployment 
is  at  5.6  percent.  Not  long  ago,  many 
respected  economists  would  have 
scoffed  at  the  likelihood  that  both 
these  figrures  could  be  held  down  to 
these  levels.  Many  assumed  that  unem- 
ployment and  inflation  fluctuated  in 
an  inverse  relationship.  Yet  that  has 
not  been  true  in  recent  years,  and  Alan 
Greenspan  probably  deserves  some 
credit  for  that. 

Mr.  President,  steering  monetary 
policy   is  an   extremely  difficult   job 


that  involves  a  delicate  balancing  of 
competing  economic  considerations.  I 
cannot  stand  here  and  say  that  Chair- 
man Greenspan  has  never  made  a  mis- 
take. And  I  understand  the  views  of 
some  of  my  colleagues  that  the  Federal 
Reserve  ought  to  adopt  a  looser,  more 
aggressive  monetary  policy. 

But  when  you  compare  the  econo- 
my's performance  with  the  expecta- 
tions of  the  pre-Greenspan  era,  it  is 
hard  to  argue  against  Chairman  Green- 
span's record. 

It  is  also  hard  to  dispute  that  Chair- 
man Greenspans  work  has  won  him 
broad  respect  and  support  in  the  finan- 
cial community. 

Mr.  President,  Alan  Greenspan  is  one 
of  the  most  thoughtful  and  deliberate 
people  I  have  ever  met.  He  does  not 
speak  glibly.  He  knows  what  he  is  talk- 
ing about,  and  he  chooses  his  words 
carefully. 

This  deliberate  approach  has  served 
him  well  as  Chairman.  And  it  has  con- 
tributed to  a  greater  sense  of  stability 
and  predictability  in  our  financial  mar- 
kets. 

That  predictabUity  Is  important  if 
our  economy  is  to  function  effectively. 

So  I  hope  my  colleagues  will  support 
his  nomination.  And  I  trust  they  will, 
by  a  very  strong  margin. 

I  end  up  asking  unanimous  consent 
that  the  piece  in  the  Washington  Post 
yesterday,  an  op-ed  piece  by  Robert 
Samuelson,  and  the  article  related  to 
employment  in  the  Washington  Post  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  articles 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Washington  Post.  June  19. 1996] 

GREENSPAN'S  GOOD  ECONOMY 

(By  Robert  J.  Samuelson) 
Probably  no  g-ovemment  agency  has  re- 
cently performed  better  than  the  Federal  Re- 
serve. Through  short-term  Interest  rates.  It 
Influences  the  economy,  and  the  results  seem 
to  speak  for  themselves.  The  economy's  ex- 
pansion is  now  in  its  sixth  year,  and  since  it 
started,  employment  has  grown  by  9  million 
jobs.  Annual  inflation  remains  at  about  3 
percent,  which  is  where  it  was  in  1991.  Alan 
Greenspan,  the  Fed's  chairman,  ought  to  be 
basking  in  acclaim.  President  Clinton  has  re- 
nominated him  to  another  four-year  term. 
Yet  Greenspan  still  faces  a  loud  chorus  of 
critics. 

The  complaint  Is  that  the  Fed  is  so  ob- 
sessed with  Qghtlng  inflation  that  it  has 
smothered  strong  economic  growth.  "The 
Fed  has  pursued  policies  that  have  limited 
.  .  .  growth  to  levels  not  much  more  than  2 
percent,"  gripes  Sen.  Tom  Harkin  (D-Iowa), 
who  has  insisted  on  a  full  Senate  debate  on 
Greenspan's  nomination.  Growth  could  be 
higher  by  a  percentage  point,  he  says.  Some 
economists  and  corporate  executives  agree. 
In  a  decade,  the  extra  growth  would  raise  the 
average  American's  disposable  income  aji- 
other  J2.500.  Wliat  should  we  make  of  this? 

Not  much.  It's  true  that,  compared  with 
the  past,  the  economy's  growth  has  slowed. 
Here  are  the  numbers.  Between  1960  and  1973, 
gross  domestic  product  (the  economy's  out- 
put>  increased  at  an  annual  rate  of  4  2  per- 
-lent.  Since  1973.  GDP  growth  has  averaged 


only  2.5  percent.  But  it's  hard  to  blame  the 
Federal  Reserve,  because  long-term  eco- 
nomic growth  stems  from  two  factors— ex- 
pansion in  the  work  force  and  improvements 
in  productivity— that  the  Fed  hardly  influ- 
ences. Both  have  weakened. 

Productivity  (output  per  worker  hour* 
grew  almost  3  percent  a  year  between  1960 
and  1973.  Average  workers  produced  that 
much  more— in  everything  from  steel  to  air 
travel— each  hour  than  the  year  before. 
Since  1973.  increaises  average  slightly  more 
than  one  percent.  No  one  knows  what  caused 
the  drop.  Labor  force  growth  has  also  slack- 
ened because  "baby  boom"  workers  are  no 
longer  surging  into  jobs.  The  Fed  cant  offset 
these  changes.  It  can't  create  more  workers 
or  order  companies  to  be  more  efficient.  (In- 
deed, it's  possible  that  statistics  miss  some 
productivity  gains;  if  so,  economic  growth  is 
underestimated.) 

Perhaps  a  simpler  tax  sjrstem.  better 
schools  and  streamlined  regulations  would 
Improve  growth,  but  no  one  knows  by  how 
much— and  these  matters  aren't  the  Fed's  re- 
sponsibility. Harkin  and  like-minded  critics 
also  forget  the  1960s  and  1970s,  when  the  Fed 
tried  to  spur  faster  economic  growth.  The  re- 
sult was  a  disaster:  two  episodes  of  double- 
digit  Inflation  (culminating  in  12.3  percent 
Inflation  in  1974  and  13.3  percent  in  1979);  two 
crushing  recessions  (those  of  1973-75  and 
1981-82)  to  suppress  the  inflation;  and  huge 
increases  in  interest  rates  and  real  estate 
speculation  that  fostered  the  savings  and 
loan  crisis. 

As  a  practical  matter,  the  best  the  Fed  can 
do  is  to  nud^  the  economy  toward  its  pro- 
duction potential  while  resisting'  higher  in- 
flation. Its  tools  for  doing  t-.h<«  are  fairly 
crude.  It  can  change  only  one  market  inter- 
est rate — the  so-called  Federal  Funds  rate, 
which  Is  the  rate  at  which  banks  make  over- 
night loans  to  each  other.  All  other  Interest 
rates  (those  on  mortgages,  car  loans  or  cor- 
porate bonds)  respond  only  indirectly  and 
imprecisely  to  Fed  policies.  Even  so,  there's 
not  much  evidence  that  excessively  high  in- 
terest rates  have  hurt  economic  growth. 

The  Fed  Funds  rate  is  now  5.25  percent.  As- 
suming inflation  is  3  percent,  the  "real  rate" 
is  about  2.25  percentr-a  level  critics  think 
too  high.  It  isn't,  says  economist  William 
Dudley  of  the  investment  banking  firm  Gold- 
man Sachs.  Since  1960,  Dudley  flnds,  the 
"real"  Fed  Funds  rate  has  averaged  3.3  per- 
cent. True,  it  was  lower  in  the  1970s  and.  In- 
deed, was  often  negative  (that  is,  the  inter- 
est rate  was  less  than  inflation).  But  it  was 
this  policy  of  easy  credit  that  spawned  dou- 
ble-<iigit  inflation. 

Dudley  also  points  out  another  flaw  in  the 
argument.  If  interest  rates  were  crushing, 
then  credit-sensitive  sectors  of  the  econ- 
omy—business investment,  car  sales— would 
be  languishing.  Well,  they  aren't.  In  1996, 
sales  of  cars  and  light  trucks  are  running  6 
percent  ahead  of  1995.  As  for  business  invest- 
ment, it  has  boomed.  Between  1991  and  1995, 
annual  spending  Increased  31  percent.  For 
computers,  spending  jumped  183  percent;  for 
transportation  eQuipment.  it  rose  44  percent. 

Where  Greenspan's  Fed  has  succeeded  best 
Is  in  smoothing  economic  growth  by  shifts  in 
the  Fed  Funds  rate.  To  spur  recovery  from 
the  1990-91  recession,  the  rate  was  cut,  to  a 
low  of  3  percent  In  September  1992  and  kept 
there  until  early  1994.  Then  the  Feu  begsn 
raising  the  rate  gradually  to  prevent  a  grow- 
ing economy  from  worsening  wage  and  price 
Inflation.  By  early  1995  the  Fed  Funds  rate 
was  up  to  6  percent.  Since  then  It's  been 
dropped  three  times  to  sustain  growth. 
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Even  some  occasional  Fed  critics  have 
been  impressed  by  the  success  of  these  ma- 
neuvers. "I  think  [Greenspan's]  done  a  su- 
perb job — better  than  I  expected."  says  econ- 
omist William  Niskanen  of  the  Cato  Insti- 
tute, "at  the  end  of  1994,  I  thought  he  was 
too  tight  and  that  there  would  be  a  recession 
in  the  fall  of  1995."  There  wasn't.  Economic 
growth  slowed  and  then  picked  up. 

Sooner  or  later,  of  course,  there  will  be  an- 
other recession.  The  Fed  isn't  all-powerful  or 
all-wise.  Long  economic  expansions  generate 
excesses:  overborrowing,  overinvestlng,  spec- 
ulation, inflation.  There  are  some  signs  of 
these  now.  Stock  prices  seem  to  many  ob- 
servers, foolishly  high.  The  American  Bank- 
ers Association  recently  reported  that  credit 
card  delinquencies  in  early  1996  were  at  a  15- 
year  peak.  It's  impossible  to  keep  the  econ- 
omy expanding  in  a  simple,  straight  line. 
Still.  Greenspan's  performance  merits  an- 
other term. 

Perhaps  the  Fed  is  simply  a  convenient 
scapegoat  for  all  manner  of  economic  anxi- 
eties. There's  nothing  wrong  with  debate  if  it 
Illuminates  important  truths.  The  most  im- 
portant truth  here  is  just  the  opposite  of  the 
critics'  complaints.  It  is  that  the  temptation 
to  spur  a  little  more  economic  growth  at  the 
risk  of  a  little  more  inflation  is  self-defeat- 
ing. It  risks  higher  inflation,  higher  interest 
rates  and  a  more  unstable  economy.  The  Fed 
has  absorbed  this  lesson:  so  should  everyone 
else. 

[Washington  Post,  June  20, 1996] 

Labor  Shortages  May  Be  Slowing  Economy 

(By  John  M.  Berry) 

Signing  bonuses  are  nothing  new  for  bas- 
ketball players  and  Wall  Street  traders.  But 
hamburger  flippers? 

Some  fast-food  restaurants  in  St.  Louis  are 
now  paying  as  much  as  S250  in  signing  bo- 
nuses for  new  hires,  according  to  the  latest 
Federal  Reserve  survey  of  regional  economic 
conditions  released  yesterday. 

Companies  all  over  the  country  are  going 
to  extra  lengths  to  attract  workers,  the  Fed 
reports.  In  the  latest  sign  that  the  pool  of 
unemployed  workers  has  shrunk  to  the  point 
that  it  is  limiting  economic  growth.  Unem- 
pl03rment  nationally  has  hovered  around  5.5 
percent  for  the  past  18  months  and  in  more 
than  half  the  states  this  spring  it  is  below  5 
percent. 

A  Minneapolis  company  is  offering  a 
chance  at  tree  vacations  in  Las  'Vegas  for 
employees  who  recruit  new  hires.  Temjwrary 
employment  agencies  in  Chicago  say  more 
employers  are  snaring  their  workers  for  per- 
manent positions.  Banks  in  Salt  Lake  City 
are  having  a  hard  time  finding  tellers. 

According  to  the  Minneapolis  Federal  Re- 
serve Bank,  a  growing  number  of  firms  want- 
ing to  hire  skilled  workers  have  stopped  ad- 
vertising because  they  got  no  responses. 
"Perhaps  we  should  call  them  'discouraged 
employers,'"  one  Minnesota  state  offlclal 
quipped. 

In  Minnesota,  one  of  10  states  with  a  job- 
less rate  of  3.9  percent  or  less,  economic  de- 
velopment officials  say  that  businesses  are 
looking  more  at  whether  people  will  be 
available  to  work  at  a  new  plant  than  at 
whether  the  company  can  get  incentives  or 
tax  breaks  to  build  there,  according  to  the 
Minneapolis  Fed.  "This  parallels  the  di- 
lemma that  eastern  South  Dakota  has  faced 
for  some  time:  It  Is  difficult  to  attract  new 
Industry  when  labor  seems  short,"  the  report 
said. 

Many  Fed  offlclals  have  expressed  surprise 
that,  with  the  unemplo3m:ient  rate  so  low, 
there  have  not  been  more  problems  on  the 


inflation  front,  with  wages  rising  to  attract 
workers.  But  the  Fed's  latest  survey  turned 
up  only  scattered  Instances  in  which  tight 
labor  markets  were  causing  wages  overall  to 
increase  rapidly. 

Economists  and  government  policymakers 
aren't  exactly  sure  why  labor  cost  haven't 
begun  to  rise  more  rapidly  in  response  to  the 
nation's  low  unemployment  rate.  Some  ana- 
lysts say  the  best  explanation  is  twofold: 
Heightened  concern  among  workers  about 
job  security  in  a  world  of  corporate 
downsizing  has  made  them  squeamish  about 
asking  for  raises.  That's  coupled  with  strong 
resistance  by  employers  to  raise  overall 
wages  because  they  know  that  in  a  low-infla- 
tion economy,  it  is  difficult  to  raise  prices  to 
cover  higher  costs. 

So  even  though  some  companies  are  having 
to  Increase  their  offers  of  starting  wages  to 
get  workers,  in  the  aggregate,  pay  hikes  are 
still  modest  by  historic  standards. 

And  companies  aren't  going  begging  for 
workers  everywhere  in  the  country.  Indeed, 
in  places  such  as  the  District,  New  York  and 
New  Jersey,  a  southern  tier  of  states  stretch- 
ing from  Mississippi  west  through  Texas  to 
New  Mexico  and  most  import,  California, 
finding  workers  Isn't  as  tough  as  it  Is  else- 
where. Joblessness  in  California,  whose  re- 
covery has  lagged  that  of  the  rest  of  the  na- 
tion, is  7.5  percent.  Only  West  Virginia  at  7.7 
percent  and  the  District  at  8.4  percent  have 
higher  rates. 

To  many  economists,  this  is  a  picture  of  a 
nation  essentially  at  full  emplojnnent.  That 
means  that  going  forward,  the  economy  can 
grow  only  as  fast  as  Its  capacity  to  produce 
goods  and  services  grows. 

How  fast  that  growth  can  occur  is  the  sub- 
ject of  much  debate  these  days.  Indeed,  Sen. 
Tom  Harkln  (D-Iowa)  delayed  the  full  Sen- 
ate's vote  to  confirm  Fed  Chairman  Alan 
Greenspan  to  a  third  term  until  today  so  he 
could  hold  a  public  discussion  on  the  subject. 
Harkln  believes  the  economy  could  grow 
much  faster  if  Greenspan  would  only  lower 
interest  and  stop  worrying  so  much  about  in- 
flation. "A  turtle  makes  progress  only  when 
it  sticks  its  neck  out,  even  though  that  is 
when  it  is  most  vulnerable,"  Harkln  said  in 
an  Interview.  He  said  that  the  Fed  cannot  be 
sure  the  jobless  rate  can't  be  pushed  down  to 
5  percent  or  4.5  percent  without  making  In- 
flation worse. 

Few  people  in  official  Washington  agree 
with  Harkln,  though.  The  Clinton  adminis- 
tration, the  Congressional  Budget  Office  and 
many  private  economists  all  peg  the  econo- 
my's capacity  to  grow  at  a  little  above  2  per- 
cent. 

According  to  White  House  economist  Mar- 
tin Bally,  the  administration's  estimate  of 
2.3  percent  a  year  "is  based  on  supply-side 
factors,"  meaning  labor  supply  and  produc- 
tivity. 

If  the  economy  is  at  full  employment,  ad- 
ditional labor  is  largely  a  matter  of  how  fast 
the  population  is  growing,  including  immi- 
grants. When  the  post-World  war  n  baby 
boomers  were  entering  the  work  force  in  the 
1960s  and  1970s,  labor  supply  was  increasing 
roughly  2  percent  a  year. 

Now  it  is  increasing  only  about  1  percent  a 
year.  All  other  things  equal,  that  difference 
means  the  economy's  capacity  to  grow  is  a 
full  percentage  point  lower  than  it  used  to 
be. 

And  gains  in  productivity  slowed  sharply 
after  1973  for  reasons  economists  still  can't 
explain  fully.  But  over  the  past  year,  output 
per  hour  worked  at  private  nonfarm  busi- 
nesses rose  1.3  percent,  exactly  the  pace  the 
administration  foresees  for  coming  years. 


At  a  recent  conference  on  economic  growth 
sponsored  by  the  Boston  Federal  Reserve 
Bank,  Bally  said  that  Fed  policy  doesn't  di- 
rectly affect  either  of  these  determinants  of 
growth.  "I  don't  think  monetary  policy  in 
the  United  States  is  seen  as  a  significant  re- 
straint on  economic  growth  in  the  next  few 
years,"  Bally  told  the  conference. 

Thomas  Hoenlg,  president  of  the  Kansas 
City  Federal  Reserve  Bank,  said  In  a  recent 
Interview  that  in  his  district,  where  the  av- 
erage unemployment  rate  is  not  much  above 
4  percent,  business  executives  aren't  com- 
plaining about  Fed  policy. 

The  complaint  Hoenlg  hears  most  fre- 
quently, he  said,  is,  "I  can't  get  enough  of 
the  type  of  help  I  need.  I  have  heard  no  one 
say,  I  could  grow  faster  if  you  lowered  inter- 
est rates." 

ALICE  M.  RIVLIN 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  comment  on  the  nomination  of 
Alice  Rivlin,  our  current  Director  of 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 

Mr.  President,  Alice  Rivlin  also  has 
enjoyed  a  long  and  distinguished  career 
in  public  service.  She  played  a  major 
role  in  building  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office,  and  establishing  CBO  as 
a  highly  respected  institution  in  this 
city. 

She  has  had  a  distinguished  career  as 
an  economist  and  policy  analyst.  And 
she  has  served  admirably  as  Director  of 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 

Mr.  President,  few  objective  observ- 
ers would  question  the  commitment  of 
Alice  Rivlin  to  fiscal  responsibility. 
Her  reputation  as  an  advocate  for  fiscal 
integrity  has  been  well  established  for 
many  years. 

She  also  has  a  reputation  as  someone 
who  tells  the  truth.  Alice  Rivlin  is  not 
afraid  to  tell  truth  to  power.  And  she  is 
more  than  willing  to  ruffle  a  few  feath- 
ers in  the  process.  She  has  done  so  in 
the  past.  And  I'm  sure  she  would  con- 
tinue to  do  so  at  the  Federal  Reserve. 

Mr.  President,  Alice  Rivlin  is  a  pub- 
lic servant,  not  a  politician.  That's  the 
kind  of  person  I  would  think  all  Ameri- 
cans should  want  at  the  Federal  Re- 
serve. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  Alice  Rivlin's  nomi- 
nation to  the  Federal  Reserve  Board. 
And  I  hope  she  can  be  confirmed  by  a 
strong,  bipartisan  vote. 

Mr.  SHELBY.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  in  full  support  of  the  renomina- 
tion  of  Alan  Greenspan  to  the  Chair- 
manship of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board. 
First  nominated  in  1987  by  President 
Ronald  Reagan,  Chairman  Greenspan 
has  reduced  the  consumer  price  index 
from  almost  7  percent  then  to  about  2.6 
percent  now.  In  fact,  inflation  was 
below  3  percent  in  1995,  for  Its  fifth 
consecutive  year,  marking  the  first 
sustained  period  of  low  Inflation  since 
the  Kennedy  administration. 

Alan  Greenspan  has  been  renomi- 
nated for  a  third  term  a&  Chairman  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  because  he  has 
earned  the  resp«:ct  of  his  peers  with  a 
strong  record  of  low  inflation  and  eco- 
nomic stability.  Indeed,  Mr.  Greenspem 
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is  currently  leading  us  through  a  vola- 
tile transition  from  an  overheated 
economy  to  one  operating  near  capac- 
ity without  inflation.  To  understand 
the  importance  of  this  transition,  one 
must  know  that  such  a  transition  has 
never  been  achieved  in  the  postwar  pe- 
riod. 

It  has  been  said  the  highest  honor  a 
man  can  receive  is  recognition  among 
his  peers.  Chairman  Greenspan  has  re- 
ceived just  that: 

Thomas  Juterbock  of  Morgan  Stan- 
ley has  said,  "The  market  sees  Green- 
span as  the  last  gatekeeper  of  rational 
macroeconomic  policy  that  will  pre- 
clude inflation." 

Allan  Meltzer,  a  professor  at  Carne- 
gie Mellon  University  and  a  well- 
known  Fed  watcher,  has  said,  "He's  the 
best  chairman  the  Fed  has  ever  had.  ' 

Lawrence  Lindsey,  a  current  Fed 
Governor,  has  stated,  "If  the  curve 
you're  grading  on  is  'What's  attainable 
by  mortals,'  he  certainly  deserves  an 
A." 

Indeed,  former  Vice-Chairman  of  the 
Fed,  Princeton  professor,  and  Clinton 
nominee,  Allan  Blinder,  recently  said 
of  Greenspan's  policies,  "This  is  per- 
haps the  most  successful  episode  of 
monetary  policy  in  the  history  of  the 
Fed."  In  fact,  Mr.  Blinder  voted  with 
Chairman  Greenspan  through  a  long  se- 
ries of  rate  increases  in  1994. 

With  such  high  regards,  a  sound 
record,  and  possibly  the  strongest  and 
safest  banking  system  in  history,  I  be- 
lieve the  renominatlon  of  Alan  Green- 
span as  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve is  imperative  to  the  continuity  of 
monetary  policy  and  certainty  of  fi- 
nancial markets. 

I  continue  to  believe  the  best  mone- 
tary policy  a  country  can  have  is  one 
that  strives  for  price  stability  and  zero 
Inflation.  Inflation  is  a  tax,  plain  and 
simple.  Americans  are  taxed  too  much 
already  and  should  not  have  the  pur- 
chasing power  of  their  SI  stolen  firom 
them.  Hard-working  Americans  deserve 
to  bear  the  fruits  of  their  labor,  and  a 
strong,  sound  independent  bank  is  es- 
sential to  that  goal. 

Some  claim  that  the  Federal  Reserve 
is  not  accountable  to  Congress.  Some 
Members  in  the  Senate  have  even  sug- 
gested that  we  politicize  the  Federal 
Reserve  Bank.  I  believe  that  would  be 
the  biggest  mistake  we  could  ever 
make.  Congress  and  the  President  can- 
not even  agree  on  a  balanced  budget 
deal,  much  less  the  rate  of  growth  of 
monetary  aggregates  or  the  correct 
Federal  funds  rate.  Monetary  policy 
should  not  be  subject  to  the  whims  of 
the  political  cycle. 

Without  qualification,  the  Federal 
Reserve  Bank  should  maintain  its  inde- 
pendence. 

Mr.  Greenspan  has  always  been  mind- 
ful and  considerate  of  Congress,  but  he 
has  never  let  the  political  process  ma- 
nipulate him  or  the  Federal  Reserve. 
His  expertise  and  strong  will  are  need- 


ed at  the  central  bank  and  we  should 
show  our  appreciation  of  his  diligent 
work  by  reconfirming  his  nomination 
to  the  Chair  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board. 

I  believe,  Mr.  President,  these  criti- 
cisms of  the  Federal  Reserve  are  noth- 
ing more  than  an  excuse  not  to  adopt 
sound  fiscal  policies  like  a  balanced 
budget  and  a  pure  flat  tax.  These  criti- 
cisms are  not  based  on  an  understand- 
ing of  macroeconomic  principles.  I 
have  not  heard  any  discussions  based 
on  the  purchasing-power-parity  theory, 
interest-rate-parity  theory,  or  even  the 
rise  in  commodity  prices.  It  is  clear  to 
me  Mr.  Greenspan  is  being  made  a 
scapegoat  for  indi'viduals  who  will  not 
adopt  sound  fiscal  policies. 

Lastly,  I  want  to  voice  my  support 
for  the  confirmation  of  Laurence 
Meyer  as  a  Federal  Reserve  Governor. 
He  has  a  sterling  academic  record  as 
well  as  a  demonstrated  professional 
record  ais  an  economic  forecaster  and 
will  have  a  great  deal  to  offer  the 
Board. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  last 
week  I  said  that  the  reappointment  of 
Alan  Greenspan  is  good  news  for  jobs 
and  the  economy.  Nothing  that  I  have 
heard  during  the  intervening  time  has 
changed  my  mind. 

If  we  are  truly  interested  in  helping 
the  American  economy  expand.  If  we 
truly  Intend  to  lower  interest  rates, 
then  we  must  balance  the  budget.  We 
must  remove  the  Federal  Government 
from  the  head  of  the  line  when  it  comes 
to  borrowing  money.  It  is  that  simple. 

Being  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve is  not  an  easy  job.  But  Alan 
Greenspan  has  more  than  measured  up 
to  that  job.  He  has  been  on  the  front 
line  fighting  the  results  of  big  Govern- 
ment sijending.  It  is  this  spending  that 
drives  up  interest  rates.  It  is  this 
spending  that  hurts  ordinary  Ameri- 
cans. It  is  this  spending  that  is  our  re- 
sponsibility to  bring  under  control. 

Until  it  is  under  control,  it  is  Alan 
Greenspan's  responsibility  to  try  to 
keep  the  economy  stable.  It  is  his  re- 
sponsibility to  bring  confidence  to  the 
marketplace.  It  is  his  responsibility  to 
keep  inflation  in  check.  He  is  doing 
this  job  well. 

Earlier,  I  used  agriculture  as  an  ex- 
ample of  the  benefit  of  a  balanced  Fed- 
eral budget.  According  to  studies,  if 
the  Federal  budget  is  balanced  by  2002, 
the  yearly  benefit  to  agriculture  would 
be  K.3  billion  due  to  interest  rate  re- 
ductions. Additionally,  Increased  agri- 
cultural cash  flow  from  increased  eco- 
nomic activity  would  be  5300  million 
yearly.  This  adds  up  to  an  Increase  of 
$2.6  billion  per  year  for  the  farm  econ- 
omy if  we  balance  the  budget.  These 
studies  are  based  on  Congressional 
Budget  Office  estimates  that  short- 
term  interest  rates  would  decrease  1.1. 
percent  and  that  long-term  interest 
rates  would  decline  1.7  percent. 
This  is  real  interest  rate  reduction. 


Looking  at  a  balanced  budget  from 
another  point  of  view,  homeowners 
with  an  average  30-year  home  mort- 
gage of  $75,000  would  have  $37,000  over 
the  life  of  the  loan.  This  would  occur 
with  a  balanced  budget  and  subsequent 
Interest  rate  drop  of  2  percent. 

Or  a  family  with  a  4-year  car  loan  of 
$15,000  would  save  $900. 

It  is  clearly  better  to  reduce  interest 
rates  through  congressional  action  on 
a  balanced  budget  than  a  regiilatory 
action  by  the  Federal  Reserve.  The 
benefits  will  be  much  longer  lasting. 

In  a  recent  article  in  the  Institu- 
tional Investor.  Federal  Reserve  Gov- 
ernor Janet  Yellen,  a  Clinton  adminis- 
tration aijpointee.  asks  several  ques- 
tions which  go  to  the  heart  of  what 
Alan  Greenspan's  opponents  are  say- 
ing. First  she  asks,  if  productivity  is 
really  Increasing  to  the  degree  that 
growth  advocates  insist  and  current 
monetary  policy  is  too  restrictive,  why 
is  not  unemployment  rising? 

Second  she  asks,  if  unemployinent  is 
above  its  natural  rate  and  the  poten- 
tial growth  rate  is  substantially  higher 
than  real  growth,  why  is  not  inflation 
falling  further?  She  answers  these 
questions  with  this  statement:  "The 
fact  that  inflation  has  been  relatively 
stable  for  the  past  two  years  suggests 
an  economy  operating  in  the  neighbor- 
hood of  it  potential  output." 
How  well  put. 

I  would  also  point  out  that  among 
the  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
who  have  or  are  serving  with  Alan 
Greenspan  there  has  been  no  fun- 
damental disagreement  about  mone- 
tary policy.  There  would  be  dissentlon 
at  the  Fed  if  Mr.  Greenspan's  opi)o- 
nents  had  any  credibility  to  their  argu- 
ments at  all. 

I  compliment  Chairman  Greenspan 
on  his  ability,  in  the  light  of  the  fis- 
cally irresponsible  Congresses  of  the 
past,  to  give  stability  to  our  economy. 
We  have  only  to  look  at  the  record 
nimiber  of  new  highs  that  are  being 
achieved  by  the  stock  market.  This  is 
real  economic  growth. 

As  I  said  last  week,  if  we  want  to  en- 
courage economic  growth  we  have  no 
farther  to  look  than  ourselves.  Bal- 
ancing the  Federal  budget  will  promote 
and  ensure  real  economic  growth.  And 
balancing  the  budget  is  our  responsibil- 
ity, not  that  of  the  Federal  Reserve.  It 
is  time  that  we  accept  that  resjKjnsibll- 
itj'  and  not  try  to  look  for  scapegoats. 
Let  us  start  by  continuing  our  efforts 
to  bring  the  budget  into  balance  and  by 
confirming  Alan  Greenspaji  as  Chair- 
man of  the  Federal  Reserve. 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  President,  this  after- 
noon, the  Senate  will  vote  whether  or 
not  to  confirm  Alan  Greenspan  for  a 
third  term  as  Chairman  of  the  Federal 
Reserve's  Board  of  Governors.  I  have 
listened  to  the  debate  about  his  per- 
formance as  Chairman,  and  the  claims 
that  his  policies  have  permitted  anni^l 
economic  growth  of  only  2.5  percent. 
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Chairman  Greenspan  s  critics  say  that 
his  pursuit  of  price  stability  has  com- 
promised the  growth  of  the  economy, 
and  they're  trying  to  make  him  the 
scapegoat  for  today's  slow  growth. 

My  colleagues  are  right  about  one 
thing,  slow  economic  growth  hurts  all 
Americans.  It  leads  to  stagnating  in- 
comes, fewer  job  opportunities  and 
widespread  insecurity  about  the  future. 
You  should  hear  the  complaints  I  have 
been  hearing  from  my  constituents  in 
Florida.  They  are  frustrated.  They  do 
not  understand  why  America— the 
greatest  country  in  the  world— a  coun- 
try with  unlimited  opportunity — is 
falling  behind.  It  is  frustrating  to  me. 
too,  because  I  know  we  can  do  better. 

But  I  think  some  of  my  colleagues 
have  seriously  misdiagnosed  the  prob- 
lem. It  is  vitally  important  for  us  to 
understand  why  this  economy's  per- 
formance is  so  lackluster,  and  what 
policies  can  help  it  reach  its  full  poten- 
tial. In  my  estimation,  Alan  Greenspan 
is  not  the  problem.  Bad  economic  poli- 
cies enacted  by  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion and  previous  Congresses  are. 

Since  1978,  the  Humphrey-Hawkins 
Act  has  demanded  that  the  Federal  Re- 
serve simultaneously  promote  full  em- 
plojrment,  maximum  production,  and 
price  stability.  In  other  words,  the  Fed 
is  being  told  to  try  to  finetune  the 
economy.  The  failures  and  problems 
caused  by  this  divided  focus  have  lad 
many  observers  to  conclude  that  an 
important  first  step  on  the  road  to 
meaningful  economic  growth  is  to  have 
the  Fed  concentrate  solely  on  what  it 
can  actually  achieve:  price  stability. 

Let  me  quote  former  Federal  Reserve 
governor  Wayne  Angell,  who  wrote: 

It  Is  completely  appropriate  to  give  our 
government  multiple  policy  goals.  Including 
lowering  unemplosrment,  promoting  eco- 
nomic growth,  and  maintaining  stable 
prices.  All  of  these  goals  contribute  to  the 
well-being  of  our  people.  There  Is  much  to 
lose,  however.  In  charging  the  Federal  Re- 
serve with  all  these  tasks. 

The  reason  why  the  Fed  can  not 
achieve  multiple  goals  is  simple:  it 
only  controls  one  monetary  policy 
tool— the  amount  of  money  in  the 
economy.  This  ability  to  create  money 
and  operate  through  the  monetary  base 
means  that  the  Fed  can  control  infla- 
tion. Sure,  the  Fed  can  also  stimulate 
economic  growth  and  create  demand  in 
the  short  run  by  printing  additional 
money,  but  such  growth  is  not  without 
cost.  Because,  In  the  long  run,  printing 
excess  money  always  leads  to  inflation, 
and  thereby  diminishes  whatever  eco- 
nomic gains  were  realized  during  the 
short  run. 

The  Fed  can  only  encourage  long-run 
economic  growth  if  Congress  repeals 
the  Humphrey-Hawkins  Act.  Therefore, 
I  have  Introduced  the  Economic 
Growth  and  Price  Stability  Act,  to 
focus  the  Fed  solely  on  stable  prices. 
This  bill  would  serve  to  hold  down  the 
inflation  premium  part  of  interest 
rates,  so  that  buying  a  home  or  a  car. 


or  taking  out  a  student  loan  will  be 
more  affordable. 

But  even  if  the  Fed,  and  its  Chair- 
man, achieve  the  goal  of  price  stabil- 
ity, that  is  still  no  guarantee  that 
Americans  will  see  robust  long-term 
economic  growth.  Do  not  get  me 
wrong,  price  stability  is  absolutely 
necessary  for  growth,  but  by  no  means 
is  it  sufficient.  The  presence  of  harmful 
fiscal  policy  can  render  even  the  most 
beneficial  monetary  policy  useless. 
That  is  part  of  the  reason  American 
faimilies  are  feeling  such  anxiety  today: 
the  growth  of  Government  is  paralyz- 
ing the  growth  of  the  economy.  In 
short,  the  Clinton  administration's 
misguided  fiscal  policies  have  put 
working  families  in  a  bind. 

Just  look  at  how  President  Clinton's 
policies  of  high  taxes  and  bigger  Gov- 
ernment have  led  to  this  weak  econ- 
omy. Let  us  compare  growth  under 
President  Clinton  to  historical  aver- 
ages, reaching  back  to  the  end  of  World 
War  n.  The  results  are  astonishing: 

Since  Bill  Clinton  became  President, 
GDP  growth  has  only  averaged  2.4  per- 
cent at  an  annual  rate.  Compare  that 
to  the  grrowth  rate  he  inherited:  in  1992, 
the  economy  grew  at  a  robust  3.7  per- 
cent. During  the  entire  decade  before 
President  Clinton  took  office,  annual 
economic  growth  averaged  3.2  percent. 
During  the  last  five  periods  of  eco- 
nomic expansion  growth  averaged  4.4 
percent,  and  econonnists— believe  it  or 
not — call  today's  economy  an  expan- 
sion. Finally,  if  you  look  at  economic 
growth  rates  all  the  way  back  to  the 
end  of  World  War  11:  growth  has  aver- 
aged 3.3  percent. 

President  Clinton  and  his  policies 
have  simply  failed  to  measure  up.  It  is 
what  some  people  call  the  Clinton 
growth  gap  or  the  Clinton  crunch — the 
difference  between  the  growth  America 
has  experienced  under  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration and  what  we  should  rea- 
sonably have  been  able  to  expect,  given 
historical  trends.  The  Clinton  growth 
gap  has  meant  a  lower  standard  of  liv- 
ing for  every  child,  every  woman,  and 
every  man  in  America.  We  can  do  bet- 
ter. We  must  do  better. 

We  can  reverse  this  trend  by  bal- 
ancing the  budget,  lowering  taxes,  cut- 
ting regulations  and  generally  getting 
Washington  off  the  backs  of  the  Amer- 
ican people.  The  key  to  achieving 
strong  economic  growth  is  our  remark- 
able entrepreneurial  spirit.  The  econ- 
omy can  grow  faster,  but  Government 
needs  to  step  out  of  the  way.  Bottom 
line,  it  is  not  the  Federal  Reserve  and 
Chairman  Greenspan  who  are  causing 
today's  economic  problems:  it  is  the 
harmful  economic  policies  of  President 
Clinton,  his  administration  and  pre- 
vious Congresses. 

Chairman  Greenspan  knows  what 
needs  to  be  done.  He  remains  commit- 
ted to  price  stability,  and  agrees  that 
fighting  inflation  should  be  the  Fed's 
only  focus.  But  he  has  been  hamstrung 


by  counterproductive  fiscal  policies 
and  a  mandate  to  make  the  Federal  Re- 
serve all  things  to  all  people.  He  has 
been  asked  to  do  the  impossible,  and 
then  some  people  turn  around  and 
blame  him  for  the  economy's  anemic 
growth  rate.  That's  unfair,  and  it's 
simply  wrong.  President  Clinton  and 
his  allies  here  in  Congress  cannot  ra- 
tionally expect  to  keep  taxing  and  reg- 
ulating and  spending,  while  the  Fed  in- 
dulges them  by  printing  more  and  more 
money  to  feed  their  excess. 

Therefore.  I  wholeheartedly  support 
Alan  Greenspan's  nomination  to  a 
third  term  as  Chairman  of  the  Federal 
Reserve.  I  encourage  my  colleagues  to 
stop  looking  for  a  convenient  scape- 
goat for  failed  economic  policies  he  had 
nothing  to  do  with.  I  hope  you  will  join 
me  in  voting  for  his  renomlnation.  And 
we  can  work  together  to  enact  mean- 
ingful pro-growth  economic  policies 
that  will  give  Americans  the  kind  of 
robust  economic  growth  they  deserve. 

I  say  to  my  distinguished  colleague 
from  Iowa,  I  had  the  opportunity  last 
week,  as  he  knows,  to  listen  to  his 
presentation,  and  I  think  he  is  abso- 
lutely right  in  a  couple  of  senses. 

The  first  is  that  this  is  a  very  impor- 
tant debate.  Unfortunately,  again,  you 
are  right  in  the  sense  that  a  lot  of  this 
has  been  discussed  on  the  basis  of 
things  really  other  than  the  role  of  the 
Federal  Reserve.  There  has  been  a  lot 
of  discussion  about  character  and  per- 
sonality. I  happen  to  think  a  great  deal 
of  Chairman  Greenspan,  but  that  is  not 
the  point.  The  real  issue  here  is  what  is 
the  role  of  monetary  policy. 

The  second  point  that  we  agree  upon, 
at  least — but  It  does  kind  of  point  out, 
I  think,  a  difficult  position  for  the  ad- 
ministration— is  you  and  I  agree  com- 
pletely that  it  is  unacceptable  to  reach 
a  point  in  this  country  that  we  some- 
how have  to  believe  that  2.5  percent 
real  growth  is  something  we  ought  to 
be  proud  of.  Frankly,  we  are  not  going 
to  be  able  to  provide  the  opportunities 
to  future  generations,  to  our  children 
and  our  grandchildren  if  we  are  going 
to  accept  the  notion  that  this  country 
can  only  grow  at  2.5  percent  real 
growth. 

What  will  happen  to  working  fami- 
lies? What  will  happen  to  farmers? 
What  will  happen  to  small  businesses? 
What  will  happen  to  our  families?  What 
will  happen  to  our  retirees?  I  say  to  my 
distinguished  colleague  that  I  happen 
to  be  one  of  those  individuals  who,  too, 
was  affected  by  what  happened  in  the 
1970's. 

I  remind  him  that  it  was  not  just  the 
1970's.  Economies  of  all  countries  have 
been  fighting  this  battle  against  infla- 
tion ever  since  there  was  the  invention 
of  money.  But  I  remember  those  town 
meetings  in  the  early  1980's  when  the 
folks  in  my  part  of  the  State  of  Florida 
were  telling  me  of  the  destruction  they 
experienced  of  their  savings;  that  they 
lost,  in  essence,  one-third  of  everything 
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they  had  set  aside  and  worked  for 
throughout  their  entire  lives,  dis- 
appeared in  a  matter  of  3  or  4  years  be- 
cause of  inflation  being  out  of  control. 

So  I  think  it  is  important,  in  fact,  I 
believe  that  the  only  objective  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  should  be  to  maintain 
price  stability. 

I  have  heard  my  colleague.  Senator 
Harkin,  say  that  there  ought  to  be  a 
balanced  approach  with  respect  to  the 
Federal  Reserve.  I  am  going  to  give 
you  my  interpretation  of  what  that 
means  to  have  a  balanced  approach. 

There  are  those  who  suggest  that  the 
Congress  and  the  administration  can  be 
engaged  in  a  series  of  economic  policies 
that  ought  to  be  offset  or  balanced,  if 
you  will,  by  the  Federal  Reserve — have 
higher  taxes,  more  Federal  spending, 
more  Washington  interference  in  the 
workplace,  in  businesses  in  America. 
The  end  result  of  that  is  it  slows  down 
economic  activity,  it  reduces  produc- 
tivity, and  these  same  businesses  are 
no  longer  able  to  produce  at  the  level 
that  they  were  prior  to  the  interven- 
tion of  fiscal  policy. 

So  the  theory  is,  let  us  have  a  bal- 
anced approach,  let  us  see  that  the 
Federal  Reserve,  in  essence,  offsets  bad 
fiscal  policy.  What  we  get  Is  right  back 
to  where  we  were  in  the  late  1970's, 
which  is  referred  to  as  "stagflation." 
Most  people  would  understand  it  as  too 
many  dollars  chasing  too  few  goods, 
and  that  drives  up  inflation. 

So  what  I  will  say  to  my  colleague, 
this  is  a  very  important  debate,  be- 
cause we  ought  to  be  focusing  in  on 
what  is  the  role  of  the  Federal  Reserve, 
and  I  suggest  probably  In  the  months 
aheiid,  we  will  probably  be  engaged  in  a 
debate  about  the  Humphrey-Hawkins 
Act.  I  think  it  is  wrong  to  give  the 
Federal  Reserve  a  series  of  objectives. 
It  is  like  having  two  bosses,  if  you  will, 
or  multiple  bosses. 

I  see  that  the  Chair  is  about  to  an- 
nounce to  me  that  the  time  has  ex- 
pired. I  wonder  if  I  can  ask  unanimous 
consent— 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Mr.  MACK.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
for  5  additional  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  HARKIN.  How  much  time  re- 
mains on  both  sides? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator &om  Iowa  has  3V^  minutes. 

Mr.  MACK.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
for  3%  minutes. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Let's  do  5  for  both. 

Mr.  MACK.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  we  both  be  given  5  minutes,  for  a 
total  of  5  minutes  each. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
w^ill  be  5  minutes  for  both  sides.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  President,  as  I  was 
saying,  I  think  we  will  get  ourselves 
engaged  in  a  debate  at  some  future 
time  with  respect  to  what  is  the  cen- 


tral role  of  the  Federal  Reserve.  But  as 
I  indicated  a  moment  ago.  it  is  inter- 
esting to  me  to  listen  to  my  colleague 
from  Iowa  talk  about  his  dissatisfac- 
tion, which  I  happen  to  share,  with  the 
growth  in  the  economy. 

I  believe  that,  with  the  reassessment 
of  the  economic  growth  in  the  last 
quarter  from  2.8  percent  to  2.3  percent, 
the  growth  rate  during  the  Clinton 
years  is  somewhere  airound  2.3.  2.4  per- 
cent. But  what  is  interesting  about  the 
debate  is  the  fact  that  President  Clin- 
ton, during  his  State  of  the  Union  Ad- 
dress before  a  joint  session  of  the  Con- 
gress, said  that  this  is  the  strongest 
economy  that  we  have  experienced  in 
three  decades. 

So,  I  am  not  real  sure  where  the 
President  is  heading  with  this.  If  he  is 
satisfied  with  2.5  percent  real  growth,  I 
And  that  shocking,  and  I  think  that 
the  workers  in  America,  the  families  of 
America  who  are  telling  me  that  they 
are  extremely  anxious  about  their  fu- 
ture, about  whether  jobs  are  going  to 
be  available  to  them,  would  reject  the 
notion  that  somehow  or  another  we 
should  be  satisfied  with  2.3  or  2.4  per- 
cent real  growth. 

Again,  I  agree  with  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  that  the  whole  purpose  of  eco- 
nomic policy  is  to  increase  the  growth 
rate,  to  provide  jobs,  provide  oppor- 
tunity and  increase  the  stajidard  of  liv- 
ing for  all  Americans.  The  question  is 
how  do  we  do  it.  Where  we  differ, 
frankly,  is,  I  believe  that  raising  taxes, 
adding  burdens  to  American  business, 
increasing  their  costs,  overregulating, 
Washington  Interference  slows  down 
that  economic  activity  and  reduces  op- 
portunity. To  have  passed  a  series  of 
policies  that  do  those  things  and  then 
say  on  top  of  that  we  want  the  Federal 
Reserve  to  compensate  it  is  the  worst 
of  all  worlds.  You  slow  down  economic 
growth,  you  slow  down  production,  you 
increase  the  money  supply  and  you 
drive  inflation.  That  is,  in  my  opinion, 
just  the  wrong  approach  to  take. 

Again,  I  remind  my  colleagues  that 
in  the  late  1970's,  one-third  of  every- 
thing that  someone  had  worked  for 
through  their  entire  lives — and  I  am 
now  talking  about  the  retirees  in  the 
State  of  Florida  who  have  talked  to  me 
about  this  issue,  who  lost  one-third  of 
everything  they  had  earned  throughout 
their  entire  lifetime  and.  I  might  add. 
a  number  of  those  being  farmers  from 
the  Midwest  who  had  spent  their  entire 
life  tolling  in  the  fleld.  setting  aside 
money  for  the  day  when  they  might  re- 
tire— and  In  a  3-  or  4-year  period,  one- 
third  of  everything  they  had  saved  dis- 
appeared. 

So  I  happen  to  believe  that  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  is  on  the  right  course,  the 
Federal  Reserve  should  maintain  its 
commitment  to  price  stability,  because 
with  price  stability,  you  have  created 
an  environment,  if  we  put  In  place  the 
right  kind  of  fiscal  policy,  where  we 
can  get  this  country  moving  again.  We 
can  do  better,  and  we  must  do  better. 


With  that,  Mr.  President,  I  yield  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
myself  the  remainder  of  the  time. 

I  thank  my  colleague  from  Florida. 
He  is  a  good  friend  of  mine.  He  is  some- 
one who  has  paid  a  lot  of  attention  to 
this  issue.  Quite  frankly.  I  agree  with 
him  on  this  whole  issue  of  growth.  I 
think  we  ought  to  have  more  debates 
on  how  we  go  about  it.  I  think  it  is  a 
legitimate  area  of  debate  for  this  Sen- 
ate to  engage  in.  I  hope  this  debate 
today— in  fact.  I  intend  this  not  to  be 
the  end  but  the  beginning  of  a  process 
of  debating  this  issue  further  this  year 
and  going  on  into  next  year,  because  it 
is  too  important  an  issue  to  just  sort  of 
shove  aside  how  we  go  about  increasing 
our  growth. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  is  abso- 
lutely right.  I  agree  with  him.  To  sit 
back  and  say  2.5  percent  growth  is  fine, 
that  is  condemning  future  generations 
of  Americans,  and  our  kids,  to  low 
growth,  to  terrible  jobs,  to  not  being 
able  to  buy  their  own  homes  and  to 
having  a  good  quality  of  life.  I  think  it 
condemns  America  to  a  lower  place 
among  the  nations. 

We  do  not  have  to  accept  that  2.5  per- 
cent growth.  I  agree  wl^  the  Senator 
from  Florida.  It  is  way  too  low.  And 
whether  it  is  the  President  or  whether 
it  is  the  Fed,  whether  it  is  the  Presi- 
dent's Council  of  Economic  Advisers, 
his  inner  circle,  or  whether  it  is  Mr. 
Greenspan  and  the  people  at  the  Fed 
saying  that,  they  are  both  wrong.  I 
think  we  ought  to  think  about  how  we 
can  have  higher  growth.  And  I  believe 
we  can. 

Where  perhaps  my  friend  from  Flor- 
ida and  I  begin  to  diverge  is  here.  My 
friend  from  Florida  says  that  perhaps 
by  decreasing  interest  rates,  we  will 
drive  up  inflation.  He  refers  time  and 
time  again  to  the  1970's.  Economist 
after  economist,  business  leader  after 
business  leader  will  point  to  the  fact 
that  this  is  not  the  1970's.  The  world 
has  changed  dramatically  in  the  last  20 
years.  We  have  a  world  economy  like 
we  did  not  have  20  years  ago.  We  have 
jobs  offshore.  We  have  production  off- 
shore. We  have  mass  wholesaling  and 
pricing  in  this  country,  that  Wal-Mart 
experience,  as  I  often  call  it,  that  we 
did  not  have  20  years  ago. 

So  the  whole  world  has  changed.  The 
factors  that  led  to  the  inflation  in  the 
1970's  are  not  there  today.  The  econo- 
my's ability  to  resist  Inflation  is  great- 
er. £k:onomists  point  to  that  time  and 
time  again.  Just  as  I  believe  we  spent 
unt«ld  bUlions  of  dollzrs  reflghtlng 
World  War  II  during  the  1950's  and 
1960's— I  will  not  get  into  that— which 
led  to  some  of  the  mistakes  we  made  in 
Vietnam  when  that  war  was  passed.  I 
think  we  are  spending  untold  billions 
of  dollars  now  in  taxes  on  the  middle 
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class  because  we  are  fighting  the  infla- 
tion war  of  the  1970's.  But  it  is  not 
there.  There  is  no  inflation  there. 

In  fact,  some  economists  will  say,  if 
you  look  at  the  U.S.  economic  history 
from  World  War  n  to  the  present,  there 
really  has  not  been  much  core  infla- 
tion. What  happened  in  the  1970's  wa^ 
energy  shock.  That  is  the  largest  fac- 
tor that  drove  up  inflation.  Once  we 
got  over  that  we  got  back  on  course 
again. 

So  those  threats  are  not  there  now. 
The  threats  that  axe  there  now  is  what, 
again,  was  in  the  paper  this  morning. 
People  talked  about  the  labor  short- 
ages, that  they  are  bidding  for  jobs. 
Yes,  in  certain  parts  of  the  country, 
that  is  true.  There  was  another  story 
by  the  same  writer  in  the  paper  this 
morning  about  the  "Economy's  Growth 
Gets  Right  Down  to  the  Bottom  Line." 
What  did  he  point  out?  That  more  and 
more  of  the  growth  is  going  to  cor- 
porate profits,  not  to  wages.  What  has 
that  led  to,  in  part?  This  story  in  the 
New  York  Times  this  morning,  "In- 
come Disparity  Between  Poorest  and 
Richest  Rises."  That  is  what  it  boils 
down  to. 

High  interest  rates  are  taxes,  just  as 
inflation  is  a  hidden  tax  on  those  who 
have  saved.  High  interest  rates  are  hid- 
den taxes  on  those  who  are  working 
today.  Are  our  working  families  trsrlng 
to  buy  a  car,  educate  their  kids,  buy  a 
home?  It  is  a  hidden  tax  on  our  farm- 
ers. It  is  a  hidden  tax  on  our  small 
businesses.  That  is  why  I  argue  for  a 
balanced  approach.  We  need  balance 
between  the  concern  for  inflation  and 
the  need  to  maximize  both  employ- 
ment and  production. 

A  1-percent  increase  in  interest  rates 
means  the  pasrment  on  the  average 
home  mortgage  on  a  house  costing 
about  S115,000  is  about  an  additional 
Sl.OOO  a  year.  That  is  a  tax.  For  the  av- 
erage Iowa  farmer,  a  1-percent  increase 
in  interest  rates  is  an  extra  Sl,500  in  in- 
terest payments  every  year.  That  is  a 
tax.  For  the  average  Iowa  restaurant, 
the  cost  is  $1,000  a  year  for  a  1-percent 
increase  in  interest  rates.  That  is 
where  we  are.  It  is  sucking  the  life- 
blood  out  of  our  small  businesses,  our 
farmers,  our  working  fanailies. 

Let  us  get  back  to  fundamentals. 
Who  likes  high  interest  rates?  Well,  if 
I  have  the  money  to  loan,  I  like  high 
interest  rates. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  2  more  minutes 
per  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  But.  Mr.  President,  if 
you  are  on  the  side  of  working  families, 
and  small  businesses  that  have  to  bor- 
row money  to  exi)and,  or  on  the  side  of 
manufacturers  that  need  new  plants 
and  equipment,  or  on  the  side  of  farm- 
ers who  need  to  borrow  money  to  get 


ahead  and  to  provide  for  that  growth  in 
our  economy,  you  need  lower  interest 
rates  than  what  we  have  right  now. 

That  really  is  the  fundamental  issue 
we  au-e  coming  down  to.  The  disparity 
between  the  rich  and  the  poor  grow. 
The  middle  class  is  paying  more  and 
more  in  interest  rates.  Check  how 
much  debt  has  gone  up  in  our  country. 
I  mean  privately  held  debt.  People  are 
paying  too  much  on  interest  charges. 
To  the  extent  that  the  Fed  keeps  that 
interest  rate  high,  it  is  an  unfair  tax 
on  our  people.  We  cannot  have  the  kind 
of  growth  we  need  with  the  kind  of 
policies  at  the  Fed. 

This  debate  has  been  healthy.  It  has 
nothing  to  do  with  personalities,  but  it 
has  a  lot  to  do  with  monetary  policy. 
As  I  have  said  before.  Mr.  President, 
the  Federal  Reserve  System  is  not  an 
entity  unto  itself.  It  is  not  a  separate 
branch  of  Government.  It  is  a  creature 
of  Congress.  Congress  has  the  right,  the 
duty,  and  the  obligation.  I  believe,  to 
answer  the  real  needs  of  our  people  and 
to  provide  for  growth  in  our  economy. 

If  that  means  we  need  changes  at  the 
Fed.  then  we  ought  to  make  those 
changes,  whether  it  is  an  individual 
who  leads  it  or  in  the  way  that  it  is 
structured  and  the  way  that  it  runs. 
We  here  in  Congress  ought  to  be  mak- 
ing those  changes  so  it  can  provide  for 
more  real  growth  in  our  economy. 

I  thank  the  President,  and  I  thank 
my  friend  from  Florida.  It  has  been  a 
good  debate.  I  look  forward  to  more  of 
these  as  we  go  through  the  remainder 
of  the  year. 

Mr.  MACK  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Florida. 

Mr.  MACK.  First,  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator for  his  comments.  I  look  forward 
to  the  debate  as  well.  I  yield  1  minute 
to  Senator  Bennett. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Florida  has  IV^  minutes  left. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
interested  to  find  out  that  Alan  Green- 
span and  the  Fed  are  now  responsible 
for  the  disparity  between  the  rich  and 
poor,  according  to  this  morning's 
paper. 

The  fact  is.  Mr.  President,  there  are 
fundamental  economic  laws  that  have 
operated  in  the  1950's,  the  1970's.  the 
1990's.  and  will  operate  into  the  next 
century.  The  most  fundamental  of 
these  is:  You  cannot  repeal  the  law  of 
supply  and  demand.  Attempts  to  artifi- 
cially repeal  the  law  of  supply  and  de- 
mand by  artificial  fiat  make  us  feel 
good  in  the  short  run,  but  they  get  us 
into  trouble  in  the  long  run.  The  most 
significant  thing  the  Fed  can  do  is  con- 
trol the  money  supply  in  such  a  way  as 
to  keep  prices  stable  so  markets  can 
operate. 

When  we  try  to  fiddle  with  markets 
by  Govenmient  fiat,  we  get  into  all 
kinds  of  trouble  and  end  up  paying  tre- 
mendous prices  for  that  later  on.  I  sup- 
port   Chairman    Greenspan's    nomina- 


tion, and  I  support  his  stewardship  at 
the  Fed.  I  am  proud  to  be  a  cosponsor 
with  my  friend  from  Florida  of  the  bill 
to  change  the  Humphrey-Hawkins  Act 
so  that  the  primary  focus  of  the  Fed 
becomes  price  stability. 

Mr.  SIMON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Florida  has  1  minute. 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  President,  I  jrleld 
that  minute  to  Senator  Simon. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  address 
the  Senate  for  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  HARKIN.  I  did  not  hear  the  Sen- 
ator. 

Mr.  SIMON.  To  address  the  Senate 
for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  be  griven  an 
additional  5  minutes. 

Mr.  MACK.  Reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject, and  it  is  not  my  intention  to  do 
so,  I  was  going  to  allow  the  time  to  ex- 
pfre  really,  but  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent just  for  2  minutes  for  myself,  and 
then  5  minutes  for  Senator  Simon,  and 
5  minutes  for  Senator  Harkdj. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object.  Mr.  President,  I  had  planned 
to  speak  in  relation  to  Alice  Rivlin 
once  all  the  time  had  expired.  If  the 
agreement  is  going  to  extend  time, 
then  I  want  to  be  included.  If  time  is 
going  to  be  allowed  to  expire,  I  will 
await  my  time  and  ask  for  unanimous 
consent  in  the  due  course  of  events.  I 
ask  the  Senator  from  Florida  to  decide 
whether  he  wants  to  go  for  that  or  let 
me  take  my  chances. 

Mr.  MACK.  If  I  could  add  Senator 
Bennett  for  5  minutes  as  well.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  do  so. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  HARKIN.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  my  friend  from  Utah,  this  is 
just  to  talk  about  Ms.  Rivlin  and  not 
the  Fed  policy?  Is  the  Senator  going  to 
talk  about  Fed  policy? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  No.  I  think  we  said 
all  we  need  to  say  about  Fed  policy.  I 
do  wish  to  reserve  my  right  at  some 
point  to  comment  about  Alice  Rivlin. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  What  is  the  unani- 
mous-consent request? 

Mr.  MACK.  The  unanimous-consent 
request  is  2  minutes  for  Senator  Mack, 
5  minutes  for  Senator  Simon,  5  minutes 
for  Senator  Harkin,  and  5  minutes  for 
Senator  Bennett. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection.  It  is  so 
ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  SIMON  addressed  the  Chafr. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  SIMON.  I  do  not  agree  with  Alan 
Greenspan  on  everything,  but  I  think 
he  has  served  this  Nation  well.  I  think 
it  would  be  a  great  mistake  to  turn 
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down  his  nomination.  Where  I  differ 
with  him  is  when  we  talk  about  full 
employment.  The  Fed  tends  to  believe 
that,  in  and  of  itself,  is  inflationary. 
The  reality,  I  think,  is  if  you  have  peo- 
ple working  and  being  productive,  that 
can  be  deflationary,  rather  than  infla- 
tionary. 

But  our  principal  problem— there  are 
really  two  problems. 

The  Federal  Reserve  has  nothing  to 
do  with  either  of  these  problems.  Indi- 
rectly, in  terms  of  interest,  when  the 
interest  rates  are  down,  that  does  help, 
but  the  problem  is  fiscal  policy.  We  get 
our  deficits  down  and  interest  rates 
will  come  down.  The  Wharton  econo- 
metric model  says  if  we  balance  the 
budget,  we  are  going  to  have  a  3%  per- 
cent lower  crime  rate  in  this  country. 
Otto  Eckstein's  old  group.  I  forget  the 
name,  says  2^4  percent.  Everybody  says 
interest  rates  will  be  lower  if  we  get 
the  deficit  down. 

We  have  a  very  practical  illustration. 
Mr.  President.  30-year  T  bonds,  Janu- 
ary 15,  1993,  7.43  percent,  and  rumors 
are  starting  about  a  Clinton  budget: 
February  12,  after  the  proposal  for  re- 
duction of  the  budget  is  known,  inter- 
est rates  go  down  to  7.18  percent;  Feb- 
ruary 17,  he  announced  his  plan — some- 
thing is  wrong  with  the  dates  I  have 
here;  it  must  be  February  7 — down  to 
7.07  percent;  July  16,  it  hit  6.58  percent: 
August  6,  Congress  passes  the  legisla- 
tion, and  interest  rates  are  down  to  5.9 
percent,  a  1\^  percent  drop  because  of  a 
change  in  fiscal  policy. 

Let  me  just  add,  it  is  debt,  not  only 
the  Federal  Government  but  corporate 
debt  and  individual  debt,  too.  We  are 
just  not  a  saving  people.  The  phrase 
"no  downpayment"  is  almost  uniquely 
an  American  phrase  that  we  do  not  find 
used  in  other  countries.  Corporate 
debt,  our  taxes,  are  structured  in  such 
a  way  that  we  encourage  corporate 
debt.  I  have  a  bill  I  hope  someday  will 
pass  that  says  corporations  can  deduct 
80  percent  on  interest  but  50  percent  on 
dividends,  so  you  encourage  equity  fi- 
nancing rather  than  debt  financing.  It 
is  a  wash  in  terms  of  the  Federal 
Treasury.  There  are  ways  we  can  re- 
duce the  fiscal  problems. 

The  second  problem  is  one  I  do  not 
hear  talked  about  here,  but  one  that 
the  Federal  Reserve  has  to  be  keenly 
aware  of.  That  is,  we  have  indexed  a 
great  many  things.  Indexation  is  in  and 
of  itself  inflationary.  Most  nations 
have  not  indexed  like  we  have.  Social 
Security  being  the  prime  example.  So 
if  you  ha\e  any  kind  of  inflation,  in- 
dexation feeds  the  inflation.  When,  in 
fact,  we  have  inflation,  we  ought  to  be 
cutting  back  on  expenditures,  we  will 
be  making  more  expenditures.  I  do  not 
care  whether  it  is  Alan  Greenspan,  Les- 
ter Thurow,  Alice  Rivlin,  whoever  it  is, 
if  we  do  not  deal  with  indexation  and 
fiscal  policy,  we  are  not  going  to  have 
low  interest  rates  that  we  ought  to 
have. 


Finally,  Mr.  President,  I  cannot 
think  of  anything  that  would  be  more 
disconcerting  to  the  financial  markets 
and  cause  interest  rates  to  go  up  more 
than  if  we  were  to  reject  Alan  Green- 
span. I  think  it  is  important  that  we 
confirm  the  President's  appointment.  I 
think  it  is  the  right  appointment.  I 
think  Alan  Greenspan  has  served  this 
Nation  well.  My  vote  will  be  a  resound- 
ing yes  to  confirm  him. 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  President.  I  want  to 
say  to  my  colleague  from  Iowa,  again, 
the  fundamental  debate  does  need  to 
take  place  about  monetary  and  fiscal 
policy.  This  is  a  debate  that  right  now. 
frankly,  is  something  that  really  con- 
cerns me.  It  has  been  something  that 
has  concerned  me  ever  since  I  came  to 
the  Congress  14  years  ago.  that  some- 
how or  another  the  Congress  would 
have  more  control  over  the  Federal  Re- 
serve. My  fear  is  that  Congress  has 
made  a  mess  of  fiscal  policy.  If  Con- 
gress gets  more  involved  in  monetary 
I>olicy.  it  would  be  a  disaster  for  the 
country.  So  I  start  with  that  premise. 

Again,  I  make  reference  to  what  Sen- 
ator Simon  made  reference  to  earlier, 
that  when  there  was  an  impression 
that  we  were  going  to  get  our  fiscal 
house  in  order,  long-term  interest 
rates,  in  fact,  started  to  come  down.  It 
was  not  until  the  President  vetoed  the 
Balanced  Budget  Act  that  we  saw  long- 
term  interest  rates  start  to  go  up. 
There  is  a  major,  major  role  in  this 
with  respect  to  fiscal  policy.  It  seems 
to  me  those  individuals  who  have  for 
years  supported  more  Government, 
higher  taxes,  more  regrulation,  more 
Washington  interference,  are  now  try- 
ing to  say  that  because  the  economy  is 
growing  at  2.3  percent,  somehow  or  an- 
other it  is  the  Federal  Reserve  s  fault. 
I  fundamentally  disagree  with  that. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Will  the  Senator 
jrield? 

Mr.  MACK.  If  the  Senator  would 
allow  me.  we  have  had  limited  time. 

The  fundamental  issue  underlying 
this  debate  is  taking  responsibility. 
Again,  I  think  that  there  are  a  number 
of  individuals  who  want  to  shift  the 
blame  to  create  Alan  Greenspan  as  the 
scapegoat  for  this  economy.  The  re- 
ality is,  the  responsibility  is  with  the 
Congress.  It  is  what  the  Congress  has 
done  over  the  last  number  of  years — 
again,  increasing  taxes,  increasing 
Washingrton's  interference,  more  regu- 
lation—that has  slowed  the  economy 
down.  The  worst  thing  we  can  do  now  is 
to  put  more  money  into  the  system 
which  creates  inflation. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kyl).  The  Senator  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HARKIN.  I  understand  I  have  5 
minutes.  I  will  take  30  seconds.  I  want 
to  respond  to  my  friend  from  Florida 
by  saying  in  1993  the  President  offered 
and  we  passed  a  deficit  reduction  pack- 
age. It  went  into  effect  October  1993. 
We  began  reducing  the  deficit,  and  the 


deficit  has  been  coming  down  ever 
since.  The  deficit  is  now  60  percent 
lower  than  when  President  Clinton 
took  office. 

What  did  Alan  Greenspan  do?  He 
raised  interest  rates.  I  thought  it  was 
supposed  to  be  axiomatic,  as  we  reduce 
the  deficit,  interest  rates  will  come 
down.  They  will  only  come  down  if  you 
have  a  Fed  chairman  that  correctly 
corresponds  Fed  policy  with  monetary 
policy,  with  the  fiscal  policy  of  Amer- 
ica. We  have  been  reducing  the  deficit. 
Interest  rates  are  going  in  the  opposite 
direction.  Please,  somebody  explain 
this  anomaly. 

Last.  I  want  to  say  we  have  7.5  mil- 
lion unemployed.  1  million  not  count- 
ed, 4  million  part-time  workers  in 
America.  These  are  people  that  can 
enter  the  work  force.  We  can  have 
labor  growth  and  we  can  have  that 
kind  of  growth  without  increasing  in- 
flation. 

I  yield  the  balance  of  my  time  to  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President.  I  wish 
to  make  a  couple  of  final  points.  One  I 
wanted  to  make  to  the  Senator  from 
Florida,  he  is  absolutely  correct  about 
what  has  happened  to  long-term  rates 
as  the  market  assesses  what  might  or 
might  not  happen  in  fiscal  policy.  The 
point  I  wanted  to  make,  there  are  a 
whole  lot  of  folks  who  are  not  financ- 
ing long  term— farmers,  business  peo- 
ple, ajid  others — and  borrow  from  their 
banks  in  short-  or  intermediate-term 
credit.  Every  system  is  charging  higher 
interest  rates  than  they  ought  to  be- 
cause the  Federal  funds  rate  is  above 
where  it  ought  to  be,  by  everyone's  ex- 
pectation, above  where  it  ought  to  be 
where  it  has  historically  been,  above 
where  it  ought  to  be.  given  the  infla- 
tion rate.  And  as  a  result,  every  loan 
for  every  farmer  and  consumer  bears  a 
higher  interest  rate,  because  the  Fed- 
eral Reserve  Board,  as  a  matter  of  de- 
liberate strategy,  says,  "We  want  high- 
er interest  rates  on  these  moneys." 
Why?  Because  thefr  desire  is  to  slow 
down  the  American  econonay. 

The  place  where  we  would  disagree  is 
the  Senator  from  Florida  and  others 
say  if  we  would  simply  have  fiscal  pol- 
icy in  order,  somehow  we  would  have  a 
higher  growth  rate.  There  will  not  be  a 
higher  growth  rate  in  this  economy 
under  any  condition,  period,  as  long  as 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board  decides  they 
will  limit  growth  rates  to  2.2  or  2.4  per- 
cent. If  they  start  getting  nervous,  and 
they  start  wanting  to  jump  out  win- 
dows because  they  see  3  percent  growth 
rates,  and  they  say.  "Gee.  our  economy 
cannot  sustain  that  robust  rate," 
which  would  not  have  been  considered 
robust  a  few  years  a?o;  now  it  is  con- 
sidered a  rate  that  will  overheat  the 
economy,  then  we  will  not  have  that 
rate. 

The  one  thing  the  Fed  is  good  at  is 
putting  the  brakes  on  the  economy. 
The  only  question  I  ask  as  we  conclude 
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this  debate  is  why  do  we  have  such  low 
expectations  of  this  economy?  Why 
such  low  expectations?  Why  should  we 
not  expect  our  economy,  as  productiv- 
ity is  improving,  as  the  deficit  is  being 
reduced,  why  should  we  not  have  an  ex- 
pectation of  this  economy  to  be  able  to 
grow  at  a  reasonable  rate?  The  answer 
is  we  should.  Do  not  sell  the  capability 
of  this  country  short.  Do  not  sell  the 
capability  of  American  workers  or 
American  businesses  short.  Let  us 
allow  this  country  to  have  a  reasonable 
growth  rate  which  can  be  done  without 
further  fueling  the  fires  of  inflation. 

I  say  one  other  thing  to  my  friends 
who  allege  this.  This  is  not  a  case  of 
some  people  wanting  the  Congress  to 
rim  monetary  policy.  I  do  not  believe 
Congress  ought  to  make  monetary  pol- 
icy. The  Federal  Reserve  Board  makes 
monetary  policy.  I  happen  to  fun- 
damentally disagree  with  the  kind  of 
policies  at  this  point  that  they  propose 
and  pursue.  But  I  will  suggest  some 
changes  to  the  Federal  Reserve  Board. 
I  think  a  little  disinfectant  with  some 
sunlight  would  be  very  helpful  to  the 
dinosaur  that  meets  mostly  in  secret, 
and  imposes  higher  interest  rates  on 
every  person  in  America.  So  I  will  im- 
pose changes,  but  not  those  that  put 
Congress  in  the  captain's  chair  on  mon- 
etary policy.  It  is  enormously  healthy. 
We  have  not  had  a  circumstance  where 
we  allowed  some  in  the  Congress  to  say 
we  must  reconfirm  Mr.  Greenspan  for  a 
second  term  with  no  debate  by  unani- 
mous consent.  That  is  not  a  healthy 
thing  to  do.  I  have  great  respect  for 
Mr.  Greenspan  and  have  not  said  an  un- 
kind word  about  him.  I  fundamentally 
disagree  with  his  policies.  But  I  admire 
him  as  a  i)erson.  I  am  not  going  to  vote 
for  him  because  I  have  disagreements 
with  the  direction  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve Board.  But  it  is  very  healthy  for 
us  to  start  talking  a  bit  about  what 
kind  of  monetary  policy  will  give  this 
country  the  opportunity  to  be  the  kind 
of  country  it  can  be  in  the  future  with 
jobs  and  growth. 

You  know,  there  are  two  areas  where 
there  is  almost  no  discussion  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate — trade  policy  and 
monetary  policy,  both  of  which  have  a 
profound  impact  on  the  lives  of  ordi- 
nary Americans.  Try  to  talk  about  any 
of  them  and  people  say.  you  know,  it  is 
not  something  we  want  to  talk  about. 

This  is  a  very  healthy  thing  for  us  to 
do.  Some  say,  let  us  get  the  Govern- 
ment out  of  all  of  this.  I  say  that  the 
Government  had  to  ball  out — to  the 
tune  of  a  half-trillion  dollars— a  sav- 
ings and  loan  Industry,  as  all  of  us  un- 
derstand. They  got  Involved  In  the 
junk  bond  fever  of  the  1980's  and  devel- 
oped schemes  by  which  they  could  park 
junk  bonds  at  S&L's.  Then  they  be- 
came nonperforming,  and  the  American 
taxpayers  paid  the  costs.  And  you  want 
to  keep  Government  out  of  all  of  this 
mess?  No.  It  was  created  by  those  not 
looking  over  the  shoulders  of  those  in 
that  Industry. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  expired. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Iowa.  I  will  not  conclude  my 
thought.  I  hope  we  have  another  debate 
to  talk  about  the  twin  goals  of  this 
country — stable  prices  and  full  employ- 
ment, and  how  we  can  work  with  the 
monetary  and  fiscal  policies  to  achieve 
those  goals. 

Mr.  BENNETT  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Utah  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
tempted  to  go  on  with  this  debate,  but 
I  think  it  has  probably  been  exhausted 
sufficiently  on  both  sides.  I  will  use  the 
time  granted  to  me  under  the  UC 
agreement  to  discuss  another  issue. 


NOMINATION  OF  ALICE  RIVLIN 

Mr.  President,  when  Alice  Rivlin 
came  by  my  office  for  a  courtesy  call 
prior  to  her  confirmation  hearing  in 
the  Banking  Committee,  I  told  her  I 
would  support  her  confirmation.  When 
she  appeared  before  the  Banking  Com- 
mittee, I  voted  in  favor  of  her  con- 
firmation. 

I  am  in  the  habit  of  keeping  my  com- 
mitments. It  is  with  great  personal 
sadness,  then,  that  I  take  the  floor  to 
announce  that  I  will,  in  the  coming 
vote,  cast  a  vote  against  Alice  Rivlin's 
confirmation.  I  want  to  take  this  time 
to  explain  why  I  have  changed  posi- 
tions. 

It  is,  in  no  way,  an  attack  on  Alice 
Rivlin  personally,  and,  firankly.  It  is 
not  even  an  attack  on  the  response 
that  she  gave  to  Senator  Bond  in  his 
role  as  subcommittee  chairman  on  the 
Appropriations  Committee.  I  know  he 
was  outraged  by  the  response  he  re- 
ceived. I  have  served  in  the  executive 
branch,  and  I  know  that  Alice  Rivlin 
was  not  a  free  agent  in  terms  of  the 
kind  of  response  she  gave.  She  was 
under  orders  from  the  White  House, 
and  she  had  no  choice  but  to  follow 
those  orders  or  resign.  She  chose  to  fol- 
low the  orders. 

She  sent  a  letter  that  was  completely 
unacceptable  to  Chairman  Bond  and, 
firankly,  completely  unacceptable  to 
me.  I  am  a  member  of  Senator  Bond's 
subconmilttee,  and  I  was  there  when  he 
asked  the  questions  of  the  Adminis- 
trator of  the  Veterans  Administration: 
"How  are  you  going  to  administer  your 
program  when,  according  to  the  Presi- 
dent's budget,  in  the  outyears  there  is 
not  going  to  be  any  money?"  He  re- 
ceived the  answer:  "'I  have  been  assured 
by  the  White  House  that  the  money 
win  be  there,  the  budget  to  the  con- 
trary notwithstanding."  Senator  Bond 
repeated  the  same  question  to  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  NASA:  'How  are  you 
going  to  manage  the  program  when  you 
get  to  the  outyears  and  there  is  not 
any  money?"  He  got  the  same  answer: 
"I  have  been  assured  by  the  White 
House  that  the  money  will  be  there." 


Senator  Bond  asked  the  question  of  the 
Administrator  of  the  EPA:  "How  are 
you  going  to  fund  your  program  when 
you  get  to  the  outyears  and  there  is  no 
money?"  She  said:  "I  have  been  as- 
sured by  the  White  House  that  the 
money  will  be  there." 

It  is  very  clear  that  this  White  House 
is  plajring  the  oldest  of  Washington's 
shell  game,  which  is  to  give  you  a  long- 
term  balanced  budget  statement  and 
load  all  of  the  savings  in  the  years  that 
will  come  to  pass  after  you  are  safely 
out  of  office,  with  the  full  knowledge 
that  Congress  will  never,  ever  act  in 
the  way  that  you  are  projecting  they 
will  act.  But  you  can  get  safely  re- 
elected and  point  back  and  say,  "Con- 
gress did  not  do  what  we  told  them." 

But  It  is  even  more  blatant  to  put 
that  kind  of  a  budget  before  the  Con- 
gress and  then,  at  the  same  time,  ex- 
plicitly tell  the  managers  of  the  pro- 
grams: "Majiage  your  programs  as  if 
those  cuts  will  never  happen,  because 
we  know  they  will  never  happen." 

That  is  outrageous,  Mr.  President.  It 
deserves  some  kind  of  public  protest.  It 
is  sufficiently  outrageous  that  I  will 
register  that  protest  in  a  way  I  have 
never  registered  a  protest  before.  I  will 
publicly  break  my  word,  publicly  go 
back  on  a  commitment.  I  committed  to 
Alice  Rivlin  that  I  would  vote  for  her 
when  she  called  on  me.  I  voted  for  her 
within  the  committee.  It  pains  me 
deeply  to  now  break  that  commitment 
and  say  that  I  intend  to  vote  against 
her,  and  I  will  vote  against  her  with 
the  firm  understanding,  that  this  has 
little  to  do  with  Alice  Rivlin  and  a 
great  deal  to  do  with  the  Clinton  White 
House.  It  has  little  to  do  with  what  she 
did  when  she  was  following  orders  to 
extend  that  kind  of  a  response  to 
Chairman  Bond,  and  it  hais  everything 
to  do  with  the  administration  that 
gave  her  those  orders  and  said:  Pre- 
tend, dissemble,  camouflage,  confuse, 
but  do  not  tell  the  Congress  that  which 
is  blatantly  obvious  to  everybody  else, 
which  is  that  this  administration  does 
not  Intend  to  keep  its  word  on  the 
President's  budget. 

So,  Mr.  President,  perhaps  it  is  a  bit 
of  rationalization  on  my  part,  but  if 
the  President  will  not  keep  his  word  on 
his  budget  and  has  sent  the  word  di- 
rectly to  his  administrators  that  they 
shall  not  keep  their  word,  I  think  I  am 
justified  in  breaking  my  word  to  Mrs. 
Rivlin  and  casting  this  protest  vote, 
which  I  will  do  this  afternoon. 

I  jdeld  the  remainder  of  my  time. 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  now 
return  to  legislative  session. 

Mr.  GRAMM  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Texas. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
understanding  that  we  will  be  going 
back  to  the  Defense  authorization  bill. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator Is  correct. 

NATIONAL  DEFENSE  AUTHORIZA- 
TION ACT  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1997 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  re- 
sume consideration  of  the  Defense  au- 
thorization bill.  The  clerk  will  report 
S.  1745. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
A  bill  (S.  1745)  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  fiscal  year  1997  for  military  activities  of 
the  Department  of  Defense,  for  military  con- 
struction, and  for  defense  activities  of  the 
Department  of  Energy,  to  prescribe  person- 
nel strengths  for  such  fiscal  year  for  the 
Armed  Services,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  bill. 

Pending: 

Kyl-Reid  amendment  No.  4049,  to  authorize 
underground  nuclear  testing  under  limited 
conditions. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  amendment  is  the  Kyi  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  temporarily  set 
aside  the  Kyi  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  Is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  «183 

(Purpose:  To  require  plans  for  demonstration 
programs  to  determine  the  advisability  of 
permitting  medicare-eligible  military  re- 
tirees to  enroll  in  the  Tricare  program  and 
the  Department  of  Defense  to  be  reim- 
bursed from  the  medicare  program  for  the 
costs  of  care  provided  to  retirees  who  en- 
roll) 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  for 
Its  Immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Gramm],  for 
himself.  Mr.  Roth,  Mr.  Inolte,  Mr.  Lott. 
Mr.  Craig,  Mrs.  Hutchison,  Mr.  Thtrmond. 
Mr.  Reid,  Mr.  INHOFE.  Mr.  ROBB,  Mr.  MCCON- 
NELL,  and  Mr.  Warner,  proi>oses  an  amend- 
ment numbered  4083. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  Is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  title  Vn,  add  the  following: 
asc.  708.  plans  for  medicare  subvention 
demonstration  programs. 

(a)  Program  for  Enrollment  in  TRICARE 
Managed  Care  Option.— <l)  Not  later  than 
September  6.  1996.  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
and  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  shall  jointly  submit  to  Congress  and 
the  President  a  report  that  sets  forth  a  spe- 
cific plan  and  the  Secretaries'  recommenda- 
tions regarding  the  establishment  of  a  dem- 
onstration program  under  which— 

(A)  militarj'  retirees  who  are  eligible  for 
medicare  are  permitted  to  enroll  in  the  man- 
aged care  option  of  the  Tricare  program;  and 

(B)  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  ^'ein.burses  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
from  the  medicare  program  on  a  capitated 


basis  for  the  costs  of  providing  health  care 
services  to  military  retirees  who  enroll. 
(2)  The  report  shall  Include  the  following: 

(A)  The  number  of  military  retirees  pro- 
jected to  participate  in  the  demonstration 
program  and  the  minimum  number  of  such 
participants  necessary  to  conduct  the  dem- 
onstration program  effectively. 

(B)  A  plan  for  notifying  military  retirees  of 
their  eligibility  for  enrollment  in  the  dem- 
onstration program  and  for  any  other  mat- 
ters connected  with  enrollment. 

(C)  A  recommendation  for  the  duration  of 
the  demonstration  program. 

(D)  A  recommendation  for  the  geographic 
regions  in  which  the  demonstration  program 
should  be  conducted. 

(E)  The  appropriate  level  of  capitated  re- 
imbursement, and  a  schedule  for  such  reim- 
bursement, from  the  medicare  program  to 
the  Department  of  Defense  for  health  care 
services  provided  enrollees  in  the  demonstra- 
tion program. 

(F)  An  estimate  of  the  amounts  to  be  allo- 
cated by  the  Department  for  the  provision  of 
health  care  services  to  military  retirees  eli- 
gible for  medicare  in  the  regions  In  which 
the  demonstration  program  is  proposed  to  be 
conducted  In  the  absence  of  the  program  and 
an  assessment  of  revisions  to  such  allocation 
that  would  result  from  the  conduct  of  the 
program. 

(G)  An  estimate  of  the  cost  to  the  Depart- 
ment and  to  the  medicare  program  of  provid- 
ing health  care  services  to  medicare  eligible 
military  retirees  who  enroll  In  the  dem- 
onstration program. 

(H)  An  assessment  of  the  likelihood  of  cost 
shifting  among  the  Department  and  the 
medicare  program  under  the  demonstration 
program. 

(I)  A  proposal  for  mechanisms  for  reconcil- 
ing and  reimbursing  any  improper  payments 
among  the  Department  and  the  medicare 
program  under  the  demonstration  program. 

(J)  A  methodology  for  evaluating  the  dem- 
onstration program.  Including  cost  analyses. 

(K)  As  assessment  of  the  extent  to  which 
the  Tricare  program  is  prepared  to  meet  re- 
quirements of  the  medicare  program  for  pur- 
poses of  the  demonstration  program  and  the 
provisions  of  law  or  regulation  that  would 
have  to  be  waived  in  order  to  facilitate  the 
carrjrlng  out  of  the  demonstration  program. 

(L)  An  assessment  of  the  Impact  of  the 
demonstration  program  on  military  readi- 
ness. 

(M)  Contingency  plans  for  the  provision  of 
health  care  services  under  the  demonstration 
program  in  the  event  of  the  mobilization  of 
health  care  jMrsonnel. 

(N)  A  recommendation  of  the  reports  that 
the  Department  and  the  Department  of 
Health  and  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  should  submit  to  Congress 
describing  the  conduct  of  the  demonstration 
program. 

(b)  FEASiBiLmr  Study  for  Program  for 
Enrollment  in  Tricare  fee-For-Service 
Option.— Not  later  than  January  3.  1997.  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  shall  jointly 
submit  to  Congress  and  the  President  a  re- 
port on  the  feasibility  and  advisability  of  ex- 
panding the  demonstration  program  referred 
to  in  subsection  (a)  so  as  to  provide  the  De- 
partment with  reimbursement  from  the 
medicare  program  on  a  fee-for-servlce  basis 
for  health  care  services  provided  medicare- 
eligible  military  retirees  who  enrolled  in  the 
demonstration  program.  The  report  shall  in- 
clude a  proposal  for  the  ezjianslon  of  the  pro- 
gram If  the  expansion  Is  determined  to  be  ad- 
visable. 


(c)  Authorization  of  appropriations.— Of 
the  amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
In  section  301.  $75,000,000  shall  be  made  avail- 
able to  carry  out  the  demonstration  program 
referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  if  Congress  au- 
thorizes the  program  by  the  end  of  the  Sec- 
ond Session  of  the  104th  Congress. 

Mr.  GRAMM.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
define  what  I  am  trying  to  do  here  in 
basic  terms  and  then  outline  very 
briefly  the  amendment  and  how  it  will 
work.  I  want  to  be  brief  because  when 
you  are  winning,  it  is  best  to  accept 
the  victory  and  not  do  a  lot  of  talking 
about  it.  But  let  me  define  the  prob- 
lem. 

Twenty  and  30  years  ago,  young 
Americans  took  up  the  country's  call 
by  joining  the  military.  What  they 
were  promised  when  they  joined  the 
military  is  that,  if  they  served  out  to 
retirement— 20  or  30  years — among  the 
benefits  they  would  have  is  the  ability 
to  go  into  military  medicine  in  retire- 
ment and.  on  a  space-available  basis. 
continue  the  same  military  medicine 
that  they  were  accustomed  to  while 
they  wore  the  uniform  of  the  country. 
All  over  America  hundreds  of  thou- 
sands of  retirees  are  in  a  position  today 
where  that  commitment  was  made  20 
or  30  years  ago.  Interestingly  enough, 
it  is  fulfilled  from  the  moment  they  re- 
tire until  they  turn  65.  But  the  moment 
they  turn  65,  they  are  now  being  ex- 
cluded from  the  military  medical  sys- 
tem that  they  were  promised  they 
would  have  available  to  them. 

The  Incredible  paradox  Is  that  they 
are  among  the  few  Americans  who  have 
earned  not  one  system  of  medical  care 
in  their  retirement  but  two.  They 
earned  access  to  medical  care  by  serv- 
ing 20  or  30  years  In  the  uniform  of  the 
country.  In  the  middle  of  their  career. 
Congress  decided  to  have  them  pay  the 
Medicare  payroll  tax  and  qualify  for 
Medicare.  So  our  military  retirees  now 
find  themselves  in  a  very  select  group 
of  people  where  they  have  earned  not 
one  medical  benefit  but  two. 

What  is  now  being  done  is  they  are 
being  forced  to  opt  to  go  on  Medicare 
when  many  of  them  have  grown  accus- 
tomed to  the  military  medical  system 
and  want  to  stay  in  it.  We  have  also 
created  two  classes  of  retirees — those 
below  65  who  qualify  for  military  medi- 
cine and  those  65  and  above  who  lose  it. 
At  the  very  moment  when  people  are 
turning  65.  feeling  more  vulnerable 
about  their  health  care,  they  are  being 
uprooted  from  a  system  that  they  have 
grown  accustomed  to. 

In  addition  to  that,  there  is  the  fun- 
damental fairness  Issue,  it  seems  to 
me.  Our  military  retirees  serve  20  or  30 
years  to  earn  their  benefit.  We  prom- 
ised it  to  them,  and  now  we  are  not  liv- 
ing up  to  our  word. 

I  submit  that,  if  we  want  others  to 
take  up  the  cause  of  the  country  and  to 
wear  its  uniform,  it  is  ver>'  Important 
that  we  live  up  to  the  commitments 
that  we  have  made  to  those  who  have 
served  in  the  past. 
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The  right  thing  to  do  is  to  give  peo- 
ple a  choice:  to  say.  to  every  military 
retiree  that  when  you  turn  65  you  can 
opt  for  the  Medicare  which  you  paid  for 
and  have  Medicare  reimburse  your 
medical  care  through  the  private  medi- 
cal system  of  the  country,  or  on  a 
space-available  basis,  you  can  continue 
to  use  military  medicine  as  you  did  be- 
fore you  turned  65.  Then  an  agreement 
should  be  worked  out  between  Medi- 
care and  the  Defense  Department  as  to 
who  is  going  to  pay  for  this  medicine. 
My  view  is  we  should  have  subvention, 
and  Medicare  should  reimburse  our 
military  hospitals.  That  is  what  I 
want.  That  is  what  is  fair.  That  is  what 
we  promised  people.  We  are  living  up  to 
our  word  when  we  do  that. 

I  have  tried  for  the  last  6  months  to 
work  out  a  bill  to  try  to  set  up  an  ex- 
periment to  prove  that  it  does  not  cost 
more  to  give  people  the  right  to  stay  in 
military  medicine,  to  have  a  test  in 
three  regions  of  the  country — the 
south-central  United  States,  Pacific 
Northwest,  and  Alaska — where  we 
could  take  States  that  are  quite  dif- 
ferent and  see  whether  it  costs  more  to 
have  people  stay  in  military  medicine, 
if  they  choose  to.  or  to  simply  go  into 
Medicare  and  be  reimbursed. 

I  thought  we  might  be  able  to  work 
that  out.  But  with  the  session  getting 
short,  we  have  worked  out  a  com- 
promise that  I  believe  is  generally  sup- 
ported and  is  going  to  be  accepted.  I  be- 
lieve, on  both  sides.  Our  compromise 
will  require  the  administration  to  sub- 
mit, by  September  6  of  this  year,  a  de- 
tailed subvention  demonstration  im- 
plementation plan.  This  will  give  the 
administration  2  months  to  make  up 
their  mind  how  they  want  to  do  it  and 
still  gives  Congress  time  to  act  before 
we  adjourn  to  set  up  the  program  this 
year.  We  also  authorize  $75  million  of 
funding,  based  on  Congressional  Budget 
Office  scoring,  that  would  be  available 
if  in  fact  the  program  does  cost  more 
than  conventional  Medicare,  which  I 
doubt.  This  will  allow  us  to  move 
ahead  but,  on  the  other  hand,  not  im- 
pose on  Health  and  Human  Services 
and  the  Defense  Department  a  program 
that  they  are  not  fully  comfortable 
with. 

My  objective  here  is  not  to  impose  a 
plan  that  I  have  written.  My  objective 
is  to  simply  provide  equity.  It  seems  to 
me  that  equity  is  giving  people  the 
right  to  choose.  My  goal  is  that 
through  this  amendment,  which  hope- 
fully we  will  adopt  today,  we  will  plant 
the  seed  whereby  on  September  6  the 
administration  will  give  us  a  concrete 
program  that  we  can  adopt  to  begin  the 
process  of  living  up  to  the  commit- 
ments wfc  made  to  our  military  retir- 
ees. In  addition,  we  also  mandate  that 
by  January  3  the  administration 
present  a  feasibility  study  to  allow 
military  retirees  to  consume  medicine 
in  our  military  hospitals  on  a  fee-for- 
service  basis. 


With  the  combination  of  these  two 
requirements  I  think  we  are  making  a 
major  step  toward  living  up  to  the 
commitments  we  gave  to  our  military 
retirees. 

I  am  hopeful  that  we  will  be  success- 
ful with  this  amendment.  I  think  it  is 
a  very  important  amendment.  My  view 
is.  when  you  tell  people  you  are  going 
to  do  something,  you  have  an  obliga- 
tion to  try  to  live  up  to  it.  We  can  do 
that  with  this  ajnendment  and  with  a 
follow  up  that  will  be  required  from  it. 

I  am  delighted  to  know  that  the 
amendment  is  going  to  be  accepted. 

I  thank  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  committee. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  I 
wish  to  commend  the  able  Senator 
from  Texas  for  offering  this  amend- 
ment. I  think  he  is  doing  a  great  serv- 
ice to  the  people,  in  the  military  estab- 
lishment especially. 

Mr.  President,  I  rise  in  support  of 
this  amendment.  Legislation  which 
would  enable  Medicare  eligible  mili- 
tary retirees  to  enroll  in  the  military 
health  care  system  is  the  issue  about 
which  I  receive  the  most  mail  from 
South  Carolina. 

Military  retirees  and  their  fatmllies 
become  very  comfortable  with  the 
military  health  care  system  during 
their  many  years  of  service.  In  many 
cases,  these  veterans  first  experience 
with  health  care  as  adults  came  at  the 
hands  of  an  Army,  Navy,  or  Air  Force 
physician.  Their  children  were  bom  in 
military  hospitals,  untold  numbers  of 
colds,  bouts  of  flu,  broken  bones,  and 
other  medical  maladies  have  been 
treated  within  the  military  health  care 
system. 

Once  these  retired  personnel  reach 
age  65  and  become  eligible  for  Medi- 
care, their  status  in  the  military  sys- 
tem changes  dramatically.  Suddenly, 
through  no  fault  of  their  own,  they  are 
no  longer  welcome  except  on  a  space- 
available  basis.  When  these  veterans  of 
20  or  more  years  of  dedicated,  selfless 
service  to  the  Nation  discover  that 
they  are  not  welcome  in  the  military 
health  care  system,  it  is  a  terrible 
shock.  When  servicemembers  are  re- 
cruited, they  are  told  that  one  of  the 
benefits  of  their  service  is  health  care 
for  life.  Throughout  their  career,  when 
they  reenlist,  this  benefit  is  reinforced 
by  the  career  counselors.  Whether  or 
not  these  statements  are  true  or  even 
authorized  by  the  military  depart- 
ments, they  are  made.  Clearly,  mili- 
tary personnel  believe  that  health  care 
for  life  is  a  benefit  of  their  service. 

As  Members  of  Congress,  we  are  ac- 
customed to  reading  the  details  of  the 
statutes.  We  know  that  there  is  no 
statuatory  basis  for  a  promise  of 
health  care  for  life  if  someone  serves  a 
full  career  in  the  military.  We  also 
know  that  when  every  American 
reaches  age  65,  Medicare  becomes  the 
primary  health  care  provider.   All  of 


these  laws  notwithstanding,  recruiters, 
career  counselors,  commanders,  first 
sergeants,  and  the  military  support  as- 
sociations continue  to  lead 
servicemembers  to  believe  that  they 
can  receive  medical  care  within  the 
military  system  forever.  We  have  a 
commitment  to  live  up  to  the  promises 
made  by  representatives  of  the  Nation. 
This  amendment  goes  a  long  way  to- 
ward accomplishing  that  goal. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  acknowledge 
the  leadership,  vision,  and  energy  that 
Senator  Dole  brought  to  the  issue  of 
Medicare  subvention.  Senator  Dole 
clearly  took  the  lead  within  the  Senate 
to  make  Medicare  subvention  a  reality. 
If  he  were  here  today,  this  would  be  his 
amendment.  He  would  be  the  champion 
leading  the  effort  not  only  in  the  Sen- 
ate but  in  discussions  with  our  col- 
leagues in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. I  wish  he  could  be  here  to  share 
his  passion  for  our  veterans  and  to  see 
the  amendment  move  forward.  I  am 
sure  he  is  following  the  issue  where 
ever  he  is.  I  am  proud  to  have  worked 
with  him  to  achieve  the  progress  we 
have.  I  promise  him  and  our  veterans 
to  continue  the  effort  to  get  Medicare 
subvention  fully  implemented. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  be  clear.  This 
amendment  is  not  the  end  game.  I  had 
hoped  that  we  could  pass  legislation 
which  would  have  directed  implemen- 
tation of  a  Medicare  subvention  dem- 
onstration within  90  days  of  enact- 
ment. Unfortunately,  the  details  could 
not  be  worked  out  to  the  satisfaction 
of  all  parties  who  must  agree.  We  will 
get  there  and  this  amendment  moves 
the  effort  forward.  I  congratuate  Sen- 
ator Gramm  again  for  his  persistence  in 
pushing  his  amendment.  I  thank  Sen- 
ator Roth,  chairman  of  the  Finance 
Conunittee.  for  his  cooperation  and 
commitment  to  work  with  us  to 
achieve  Medicare  subvention.  I  am  con- 
fident that,  together,  we  will  pass 
Medicare  subvention  that  will  permit 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services 
to  fully  implement  this  important  pro- 
gram. Only  then  will  we  have  fulfilled 
our  commitment  to  our  retired  mili- 
tary personnel  and  their  families.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this  im- 
portant amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  thank  the  Chair  and 
yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  COATS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  amendment  which  ad- 
dresses Medicare  subvention,  a  key 
issue  to  the  military  health  care  pro- 
gram and  Medicare-eligible  military 
retirees  and  their  families. 

To  understand  why  Medicare  sub- 
vention is  so  vital  to  the  military 
health  care  system,  it  is  necessary  to 
understand  how  Medicare-eligible  re- 
tirees are  treated  under  the  current 
system.  Under  Medicare  everyone  over 
the  age  of  65  receives  medical  coverage 
through  Medicare.  Therefore,  when 
military  retirees  reach  the  a?e  of  65 
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they  lose  their  eligibility  for 
CHAMPUS  and  may  .only  use  military 
medical  facilities  on  a  limited  space- 
available  basis.  This  care  is  delivered 
on  a  nonreimbursable  basis,  which 
means  that  Medicare  does  not  pay  for 
the  health  care  which  the  Department 
of  Defense  provides  to  Medicare-eligi- 
ble beneficiaries.  The  Department  of 
Defense  estimates  that  this  cost  ex- 
ceeds $1  billion  annually. 

As  defense  downsizing  progresses, 
and  TRICARE,  the  managed  care  sup- 
port initiative  of  the  military  health 
system  moves  toward  full  implementa- 
tion, there  will  be  less  and  less  space 
available  in  military  treatment  facili- 
ties to  provide  care  to  retirees.  This 
means  that  Medicare-eligibles  will  be 
forced  out  of  a  system  which  they  un- 
derstand and  have  come  to  rely  on. 

Medicare  subvention  would  ensure 
Medicare-eligible  military  retirees 
health  care  by  allowing  them  to  enroll 
in  TRICARE.  Our  military  retirees 
have  made  great  sacrifices  for  the  de- 
fense of  this  Nation  and  have  dedicated 
many  years  to  military  service.  Medi- 
care subvention  woiild  prevent  military 
retirees  and  their  families  from  being 
locked  out  of  a  system  which  they 
trust,  which  they  understand,  and 
which  has  been  promised  to  them. 

The  amendment  before  us  today  does 
not  provide  authorization  for  Medicare 
subvention.  It  does,  however  display  a 
conmiitment  to  this  important  initia- 
tive. While  I  am  encouraged  by  the 
progress  that  has  been  made  in  this 
area,  I  also  believe  that  it  is  necessary 
to  incorporate  Medicare  subvention 
into  an  overadl  Medicare  reform  pack- 
age. 

I  urge  your  support  of  this  support 
amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  cleared  the  Gramm  amendment 
now  on  both  sides,  and  we  are  ready  to 
vote  on  it.  I  call  for  a  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  debate  on  the  Gramm  amend- 
ment No.  4083? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  suggest  we  have  a 
voice  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  not 
there  is  no  further  debate,  the  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  (No.  4083)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  agreed  to,  and  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


PRIVILEGE  OF  THE  FLOOR 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  staff 
member  of  Senator  Kyi,  Kim  Wold,  be 
granted  the  privilege  of  the  floor  this 
afternoon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

NOMINATION  OF  ALAN  GREEN- 
SPAN. OF  NEW  YORK,  TO  BE 
CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  BOARD  OF 
GOVERNORS  OF  THE  FEDERAL 
RESERVE  SYSTEM 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  now 
return  to  executive  session  to  consider 
executive  calendar  No.  517,  which  the 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  nomi- 
nation of  Alan  Greenspan,  of  New 
York,  to  be  Chairman  of  the  Board  of 
Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Sys- 
tem. 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  nomination. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is.  Will  the  Senate  advise  and 
consent  to  the  nomination  of  Alan 
Greenspan,  of  New  York,  to  be  Chair- 
man of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  System? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  nomi- 
nation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second?  There  appears  to  be 
a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Mizmesota  [Mr.  Grams]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas  [Mr.  BUMPERS]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Ms. 
Snowe).  Are  there  any  other  Senators 
in  the  Chamber  desiring  to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  91. 
nays  7,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  165  Ex.] 
YEAS— 91 


Abraham 
Alulu 

Ashcroft 

Baacus 

Bennett 

Blden 

Blngaman 

Bond 

Boxer 

Bradley 

Breanx 

Brown 

Bryan 

Bums 

Bj-rd 

Campbell 

Cbafee 

Coats 

Cochran 


Cohen 

Coverdell 

Craig 

D'Amato 

Daschle 

DeWlne 

Dodd 

Domeald 

Ezon 

Falrdoth 

Felnsteln 

Ford 

Frahm 

Frist 

Glenn 

Gorton 

Graham 

Gramm 

Grassley 


Grew 

Hatch 

Hatneld 

HeOln 

Helms 

Boilings 

Htttchlson 

Inhofe 

Inouye 

Jeffords 

Johnston 

Kassebauin 

Kempthome 

Kennedy 

Kerrj- 

Kohl 

Kyi 

Luitenberr 

Leahy 


Levin 

Nlckles 

Simpson 

Llebermaa 

Nunn 

Smith 

Loll 

Pell 

Snowe 

Lufar 

Pressler 

Specter 

Mack 

Pryor 

Stevens 

McCain 

Robb 

Thomas 

McConnell 

Rockefeller 

Thompson 

Mlkulslcl 

Roth 

Thurmond 

Moseley-Braiin 

Santonun 

Warner 

Moj-nlhan 

Sarbanes 

Wyden 

Murkowskl 

Shelby 

Mvuray 

Simon 

NAYS— 7 

Conrad 

Harkln 

Wellstone 

Dorpan 

Kerrey 

Felngold 

Reld 

NOT  VOTING— 2 

Bumpers 

Grams 

The  nomination  was  confirmed. 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  and  to  lay 
that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


NOMINATION  OF  LAURENCE 
MEYER.  OF  MISSOURI.  TO  BE  A 
MEMBER  OF  THE  BOARD  OF 
GOVERNORS  OF  THE  FEDERAL 
RESERVE 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  nomination  of  Lau- 
rence Meyer,  of  Missouri,  to  be  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the 
Federal  Reserve,  which  the  clerk  will 
report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  nomi- 
nation of  Laurence  Meyer,  of  Missouri, 
to  be  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Gov- 
ernors of  the  Federal  Reserve. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
nomination. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Madam  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  are  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is.  Will  the  Senate  advise  and 
consent  to  the  nomination  of  Laurence 
Meyer,  of  Missouri,  to  be  a  member  of 
the  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal 
Reserve.  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Grams]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Bumpers]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  there 
any  other  Senators  in  the  Chamber  de- 
siring to  vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  98, 
nays  0,  as  follows: 

[RoUc&ll  Vote  No.  166  Ex.] 
YEAS— 98 


Abraham 

Akaka 

Ashcroft 

Baacus 

Bennett 

Blden 

Blngaman 


Bond 

Boxer 

Bradley 

Breaox 

Brown 

Bryan 

Boms 


BjTd 

Campbell 

Chafee 

Coau 

Cochran 

Coben 

Conrad 
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Covertell 

Cral« 

D'Anuto 

Daschle 

DeWlne 

Dodd 

Domenlcl 

Dorxao 

EXOD 

Falrcloth 

Felngold 

Felnstels 

Fort 

Frahm 

Frist 

Glenn 

Gorton 

Gnhun 

Gnunm 

Grassley 

Gregg 

Harkin 

Hatch 

Hatneld 

Heflln 

Helms 
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Hollings 

Hutchison 

Inhofe 

Inouye 

Jeffords 

Johnston 

Kassetiauin 

Kempthome 

Kennedy 

Kerrey 

Kerrj- 

Kohl 

Kyi 

Lautenberg 

Leahy 

Levin 

Lleberman 

Lott 

Lugar 

Mack 

McCain 

McConoell 

Mlkulskl 

Moseley-Brann 

Moynlhan 

Markowskl 


Murray 

Nlckles 

Nunn 

Pell 

Pressler 

PO"or 

Reld 

Robb 

Rockefeller 

Roth 

Santonun 

Sarbanes 

Shelby 

Simon 

Simpson 

Smith 

Snowe 

Specter 

Stevens 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 

Warner 

Wellstone 

Wyden 


NOT  VOTING— 2 
Bumpers  Crams 

The  nomination  was  confirmed. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote. 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


NOMINATION  OF  ALICE  M.  RIVLIN. 
OF  PENNSYLVANIA.  TO  BE  A 
MEMBER  AND  VICE  CHAIRMAN 
OF  THE  BOARD  OF  GOVERNORS 
OF  THE  FEDERAL  RESERVE  SYS- 
TEM 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  occurs  on  agreeing  to  the 
nomination  of  Alice  M.  Rivlin  to  be  a 
member  of  the  Board  of  Governors  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  System  and  the 
Vice  Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Gov- 
ernors of  the  Federal  Reserve  System, 
which  the  clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  nomi- 
nation of  the  Alice  M.  Rivlin.  of  Penn- 
sylvania, to  be  a  member  of  the  Board 
of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
System  and  to  be  a  Vice  Chairman  of 
the  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  System. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
nomination. 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Madam  President.  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second?  It  appears  to  be  suf- 
ficiently seconded. 

The  yeas  and  nays  are  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is.  Will  the  Senate  advise  and 
consent  to  the  nomination  of  Alice  M. 
Rivlin  to  be  a  member  of  the  Board  of 
Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Sys- 
tem and  to  be  a  Vice  Chairman  of  the 
Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve System?  The  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered  and  the  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  NICKLES.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Grams]  is 
necessarily  absent. 


Mr.  FORD.  I  announce  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Bumpers]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESmiNG  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kempthorne).  Are  there  any  other  Sen- 
ators in  the  Chamber  who  desire  to 
vote? 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  57. 
nays  41,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  167  Ex.] 
YEAS— 57 


Akaka 

Baucus 

Blden 

Blhgaman 

Boxer 

Bradley 

Breaux 

Bryan 

Byrd 

Chafee 

Conrad 

Daschle 

Dodd 

Domenlcl 

Dorgas 

Exon 

Felngold 

Feins te  In 

Fort 


Abraham 

Ashcrofl 

Bennett 

Bond 

Brown 

Bums 

Campbell 

Coats 

Cochran 

Cohen 

Covertell 

Craig 

D'Amato 

DeWlne 


Bumpers 


Frist 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkln 
Hatneld 
Heflln 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry- 
Kohl 

Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levln 
Lleberman 

NAYS--11 

Falrcloth 

Frahm 

Gorton 

Gramm 

Grassley 

Gregg 

Hatch 

Helms 

Hutchison 

Inhofe 

Kempthome 

Kyi 

Lott 

Mack 

NOT  VOTING— 2 
Crams 


Lugar 

Mlkulskl 

Moseley-Braun 

Moynlhan 

Murray 

Nunn 

Fell 

Pryor 

Reld 

Robb 

Rockefeller 

Roth 

Sarbanes 

Simon 

Simpson 

Snowe 

Specter 

Wellstone 

Wyden 


McCain 

McConnell 

Murkowskl 

Nlckles 

Pressler 

Santonun 

Shelby 

Smith 

Stevens 

Thomas 

Thompson 

Thurmond 

Warner 


The  nomination  was  confirmed. 

Mr.  SARBANES.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  nomination  was  confirmed. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  President  shall 
be  immediately  notified  of  the  Senate's 
action. 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  re- 
turn to  legislative  session. 

Mr.  LOTT  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader  is  recognized. 


NATIONAL    DEFENSE    AUTHORIZA- 
TION ACT  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1997 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  had  hoped 
we  would  have  more  Senators  still  on 
the  floor  so  I  can  talk  about  this.  While 
a  great  effort  is  being  made  by  the 
managers  of  the  bill  on  both  sides,  we 
still  have  a  good  way  to  go  on  this  bill. 


and  we  do  not  have  a  lot  of  time  to  get 
our  work  done  this  year. 

I  urge  Senators  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle,  if  you  have  an  amendment, 
please  come  to  the  floor  and  offer  it 
this  afternoon.  We  have  an  agreement. 
We  are  going  to  go,  I  believe,  to  the 
Pryor  amendment  next.  When  that  is 
completed,  we  would  like  to  go  to  other 
amendments. 

I  am  hearing  Senators  say,  they  are 
not  ready,  they  would  like  to  do  it  next 
week.  We  also  intend  to  be  in  tomor- 
row. We  would  like  to,  after  Senators 
talk  in  morning  business,  continue  on 
the  DOD  authorization  bill  and  get 
some  amendments  done. 

Senator  Daschle  and  I  have  been 
talking  about  exactly  how  tomorrow 
will  be  handled,  and  we  are  continuing 
to  work  on  an  agreement  with  regard 
to  the  small  business  tax  package  and 
minimum  wage.  We  are  very,  very, 
very  close.  I  think,  to  having  an  agree- 
ment, although  it  has  been  very  dif- 
ficult to  get  that. 

But  my  point  is  this:  If  Senators  will 
not  come  and  offer  their  amendments 
during  the  day  on  Thursday,  will  not 
offer  their  amendments  during  the  day 
on  Friday,  we  are  going  to  be  in  session 
next  Tuesday  night  and  Wednesday 
night  and  people  are  going  to  be  whin- 
ing about  why  we  are  here. 

Senator  Daschle  and  I  are  trying  to 
show  we  want  to  be  different,  to  be  rea- 
sonable, get  out  before  too  late  at 
night  and  go  home  and  eat  some  supper 
with  our  families,  but  if  we  do  not  get 
cooperation  during  the  daytime,  it 
leaves  us  no  option. 

So  I  hope  if  Senators  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  have  an  amendment,  I  cannot 
imagine  you  are  not  ready  now  but  you 
will  be  on  Tuesday.  Again,  I  urge  Sen- 
ators to  do  that  so  we  can  complete 
this  bill  early  next  week,  because  we 
still  have  the  other  bills  we  want  to 
consider,  including  the  possibility  of 
one  or  two  appropriations  bills. 

I  yield  the  floor.  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Senator 
Pryor  is  recognized. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  I  think  under  the  unani- 
mous-consent agreement  reached  last 
night,  I  was  to  be  recognized  at  this 
point.  Mr.  President,  if  there  is  no  ob- 
jection. I  would  like  to  yield  3  or  4  min- 
utes to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  who 
wants  to  make  a  statement,  and  then 
also  to  the  Senator  from  Idaho  and  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  who  have  an 
amendment  that  I  understand  will  be 
presented  and  accepted  perhaps  by  a 
voice  vote.  Then,  if  there  is  no  objec- 
tion, I  hope  to  be  recognized.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  do  so. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  Senator 
from  Nebraska  is  recognized. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  inquire  of  the  Chair, 
what  is  the  pending  business  before  the 
Senate? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous   order,   the   amendments 
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are  to  be  laid  aside  so  that  the  business 
of  the  Senator  from.  Arkansas  can  be 
considered. 

Mr.  EXON.  And  the  underlying 
amendment  is  a  Kyi  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  We  have 
one  amendment.  No.  4052  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  thank  the  Chair.  I  thank 
my  friend  from  Arkansas. 


VOTE  ON  THE  NOMINATION  OF 
ALICE  RIVLIN 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  before  I 
make  a  comment  with  regard  to  the 
Kyi  amendment,  which  I  have  talked 
about  previously  and  will  be  talking 
about  again  at  some  length,  if  nec- 
essary, I  would  just  like  to  make  a 
comment  that  I  was  rather  dis- 
appointed in  the  votes  we  just  had.  We 
just  had  two  controversial  nomina- 
tions: One.  Mr.  Greenspan  and  one.  Ms. 
Rivlin. 

I  wa£  very  pleased  to  see,  although 
the  Greenspan  nomination  was  con- 
troversial, it  had  a  strong  bipartisan 
flavor  of  support  on  a  vote  of  91  to  7. 
Frankly,  I  was  quite  disappointed  at 
the  lack  of  similar  consideration  for 
the  other  nomination  that  some  people 
thought  was  controversial  with  regard 
to  Ms.  Rivlin. 

We  all  know  Alice  Rivlin  and  have 
known  her  for  a  very,  very  long  time. 
Frankly.  I  was  discouraged  that  the  bi- 
partisan spirit  that  has  to  be  part  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board  was  not  ac- 
cepted nearly  as  handily  as  was  the 
Greenspan  nomination. 

Ms.  Rivlin  was  confirmed  by  a  vote  of 
57  for  and  41  against.  I  thank  those  few 
Members  on  the  Republican  side  of  the 
aisle  who  at  least,  in  this  instance, 
showed  the  same  bipartisan  support 
that  those  of  us  on  this  side  of  the  aisle 
showed  for  Mr.  Greenspan.  Frankly,  I 
was  quite  disappointed  and,  I  think, 
this  is  a  point  in  the  Senate  that 
should  be  raised. 

There  must  be  sometime  when  we 
can  lay  partisanship  aside  and  recog- 
nize and  realize  that  we  have  a  two- 
party  system  that  still  is  designed  to 
function  here. 


NATIONAL    DEFENSE    AUTHORIZA- 
TION ACT  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1997 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4049 

Mr.  EXON.  Mr.  President,  on  the 
matter  at  hand  with  regard  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  on  the  Comprehensive 
Test  Ban  Treaty,  I  indicated  in  my  re- 
marks of  yesterday  that  the  adminis- 
tration, and  others,  who  have  a  first- 
hand say.  had  a  firsthand  look  at  the 
Comprehensive  Test  Ban  Treaty  are  all 
opposed  to  the  Kyi  amendment.  I  would 
like  to  read  briefly  at  this  time  the  let- 


ters that  I  have  received  from  some  of 
the  agencies. 

First,  a  letter  I  received  from  the 
United  States  Arms  Control  and  Disar- 
mament Agency,  from  Mr.  John  D. 
Holum. 

Dear  Senator  Exon:  Special  Assistant  to 
the  President  for  Legislative  Affairs.  Wil- 
liam C.  Danvers.  has  provided  you  the  Ad- 
ministration's reason  for  opposing  the  Kyl- 
Reid  amendment  to  the  FY  1997  Defense  Au- 
thorization Bill. 

As  I  represent  the  lead  agency  in  the  Com- 
prehensive Test  Ban  Treaty  negotiations  in 
Geneva,  I  want  to  emphasize  our  belief  that 
this  amendment  could  undermine  our  efforts 
to  negotiate  a  Treaty  that  would  end  nuclear 
testing  for  all  time  by  suggesting  a  possible 
U.S.  interest  In  resuming  testing  before  the 
CTBT  enters  into  force,  that  does  not.  in 
fact,  eiilst. 

Since  the  end  of  President  Eisenhower's 
tenure,  the  United  States  has  pursued  a 
CTBT  as  the  long-term  goal.  Now.  when  such 
a  treaty  is  In  hand,  we  urge  the  members  of 
the  Senate  to  oppose  this  amendment  and  to 
reaffirm  our  country's  longstanding  biparti- 
san efforts  to  achieve  a  CTBT. 

A  second  memorandum  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Energy: 

The  nuclear  weapons  testing  moratorium 
instituted  by  the  Hatfield-Exon-Mitchell 
amendment  has  made  a  significant  contribu- 
tion to  the  U.S.  nuclear  non-proliferation  ef- 
forts. During  the  duration  of  the  morato- 
rium, the  U.S.  stockpile  of  nuclear  weapons 
has  remained  safe  and  reliable.  There  is  no 
requirement  to  resuming  testing  or  even  to 
plan  to  resume  testing  for  safety  or  reliabil- 
ity or  any  other  purpose,  at  this  time.  The 
Department  of  Energy,  with  the  full  support 
of  the  Department  of  Defense,  has  embarked 
on  an  ambitious  stockpile  stewardship  pro- 
gram to  ensure  that  the  safety  and  reliabil- 
ity of  the  stockpile  Is  maintained  into  the 
foreseeable  future,  without  nuclear  testing. 
One  of  the  elements  of  stockpile  stewardship 
is  maintaining  the  readiness  of  the  Nevada 
Test  Site  to  resume  testing  if  it  is  in  the  su- 
preme national  Interest  of  the  United  States 
to  do  so.  DOE  is  committed  to  maintaining 
this  readiness,  consistent  with  Presidential 
direction.  DOE  has  confidence  in  the  stock- 
pile stewardship  program  and  does  not  need 
the  authority  that  this  amendment  would 
provide. 

President  Clinton  has  already  outlined  his 
commitment  to  maintain  the  safely  and  reli- 
ability of  the  nuclear  stockpile  under  the  ex- 
isting moratorium  and  under  a  comprehen- 
sive test  ban  treaty.  It  Is  premature  to  make 
any  statutory  changes  to  the  existing  mora- 
torium legislation.  Any  changes  should  be 
made  only  In  the  context  of  a  negotiated  and 
signed  comprehensive  test  ban  treaty.  Any 
changes  In  the  current  statutory  prohibition 
on  underground  nuclear  weaiwns  testing  at 
this  time  certainly  does  not  help  the  nego- 
tiation process,  and  could  very  well  set  It 
back.  Achieving  a  comprehensive  test  ban 
treaty  is  a  key  to  reducing  the  global  nu- 
clear danger  including  proliferation  of  nu- 
clear weapons  and  the  spread  of  nuclear  ter- 
rorism. 

Last.  Mr.  President,  a  letter  from  the 
National  Security  Council. 

These  are  of  the  same  date. 

Dear  Senator  Exon:  You  have  requested 
the  Administration's  views  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  Senators  Kyi  and  Reld  con- 
cerning nuclear  testing  and  the  Comprehen- 
sive Test  Ban  Treaty  (CTBT).  The  Adminis- 


tration Is  strongly  opposed  to  this  amend- 
ment. 

We  believe  that  the  amendment  could  not 
come  at  a  worse  time.  The  states  that  are 
negotiating  in  the  CTBT  negotiations  in  the 
Conference  on  Disarmament  (CD)  in  Geneva 
have  set  a  deadline  of  June  28— next  Friday- 
to  complete  this  historic  treaty.  The  amend- 
ment could  be  interpreted  by  some  CD  states 
as  signaling  a  possible  U.S.  Intent  to  conduct 
a  round  of  nuclear  testing  after  the  CTBT  is 
completed  but  before  it  enters  into  force. 
The  Administration  has  no  such  plans  or  in- 
tentions, nor  has  it  requested  funding  for 
any  such  tests.  Moreover,  the  amendment 
would  relax  the  existing  legislative  morato- 
rium on  U.S.  testing  Just  at  the  time  the 
only  remaining  state  still  conducting  nu- 
clear tests.  China,  has  announced  that  It  will 
joint  the  global  moratorium  In  September. 

As  you  know,  we  are  confident  that  our 
Science-Based  Stockpile  Stewardship  will 
ensure  that  we  can  meet  the  challenge  of 
maintaining  the  reliability  and  safety  of  our 
nuclear  Inventory  absent  nuclear  testing. 
Nonetheless,  because  he  considers  this  to  be 
a  supreme  national  interest  of  the  United 
States,  the  President  has  pledged  that  after 
the  CTBT  enters  into  force,  he  would  be  pre- 
pared to  withdraw  from  the  Treaty  In  the 
event,  however  unlikely,  that  he  was  In- 
formed by  the  Secretaries  of  Defense  and  En- 
ergy that  a  high  level  of  confidence  in  the 
safety  or  reliability  of  a  nuclear  weapon  type 
critical  to  our  nuclear  deterrent  could  no 
longer  be  certified.  There  is  concern  on  the 
part  of  the  amendment's  co-sponsors  that  if 
such  a  problem  arose  after  September  30  but 
before  the  CTBT  entered  Into  force,  current 
law  would  prohibit  remedial  testing. 

If  that  were  to  occur.  It  Is  Important  to 
recognize  that  one  or  more  years  would  be 
required  to  prepare  for  any  resumption  of 
nuclear  testing  at  the  Nevada  Test  Site.  Dar- 
ing this  time,  we  would  be  able  to  obtain  the 
necessary  funding  and  legislative  relief  to 
carry  out  the  necessary  tests. 

In  short,  the  Administration  believes  that 
the  Kyl-Reld  Amendment  Is  not  only  not 
necessary,  but  It  also  entails  a  genuine  risk 
of  delaying  or  derailing  the  CTBT  negotia- 
tions just  as  we  may  well  be  poised  to 
achieve  a  global  ban  on  nuclear  testing. 

Signed  by  the  Special  Assistant  to 
the  President  on  L^slative  Affairs. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  these  three  letters  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Untted  States  Arms  Control  and 

Disarmament  acenct. 
Washington.  DC.  June  19. 1996. 
Hon.  J.  James  Exon. 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Exon:  Special  Assistant  to 
the  President  for  Legislative  Affairs.  Wil- 
liam C.  Danvers.  has  provided  you  the  Ad- 
ministration's reasons  for  opposing  the  Kyi/ 
Reid  amendment  to  the  FY  1997  Defense  Au- 
thorization Bill. 

As  I  represent  the  lead  agency  In  the  Com- 
prehensive Test  Ban  Treaty  (CTBT)  negotia- 
tions in  Geneva.  I  want  to  emphasize  our  be- 
lief that  this  amendment  could  undermine 
our  efforts  to  negotiate  a  Treaty  that  would 
end  nuclear  testing  for  all  time  by  suggest- 
ing a  possible  U.S.  Interest  In  resuming  test- 
ing before  a  CTBT  enters  Into  force,  that 
does  not.  in  fact,  exist. 

Since  the  end  of  President  Eisenhower's 
tenure,   the  United   States  has  pursued   a 
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CTBT  as  a  long-term  goal.  Now,  when  such  a 
treaty  is  in  hand,  we  urge  the  members  of 
the  Senate  to  oppose  this  amendment  and  to 
reaffirm  our  country's  longstanding  biparti- 
san efforts  to  achieve  a  CTBT. 
Sincerely. 

john  d.  holum. 

Statement  of  Secret-^ey  of  Energy  Hazel 

O'Leary 
The  nuclear  weapons  testing  moratorium 
instituted  by  the  Hatfield-Exon-Mltchell 
amendment  has  made  a  significant  contribu- 
tion to  U.S.  nuclear  non-proliferation  ef- 
forts. During  the  duration  of  the  morato- 
rium, the  US  stockpile  of  nuclear  weapons 
has  remained  safe  and  reliable.  There  is  no 
requirement  to  resuming  testing  or  even  to 
plan  to  resume  testing  for  safety  or  reliabil- 
ity or  any  other  purpose,  at  this  time.  The 
Department  of  Energy,  with  the  full  support 
of  the  Department  of  Defense,  has  embarked 
on  an  ambitious  stockpile  stewardship  pro- 
gram to  ensure  that  the  safety  and  reliabil- 
ity of  the  stockpile  is  maintained  into  the 
foreseeable  future,  without  nuclear  testing. 
One  of  the  elements  of  stockpile  stewardship 
is  maintaining  the  readiness  of  the  Nevada 
Test  Site  to  resume  testing  if  it  is  In  the  su- 
preme national  Interest  of  the  United  States 
to  do  so.  DOE  is  committed  to  maintaining 
this  readiness,  consistent  with  Presidential 
direction.  DOE  has  confidence  In  the  stock- 
pile stewardship  program  and  does  not  need 
the  authority  that  this  amendment  would 
provide. 

President  Clinton  has  already  outlined  his 
commitment  to  maintain  the  safety  and  reli- 
ability of  the  nuclear  stockpile  under  the  ex- 
isting moratorium  and  under  a  comprehen- 
sive test  ban  treaty.  It  Is  premature  to  make 
any  statutory  changes  to  the  existing  mora- 
torium legislation.  Any  changes  should  be 
made  only  In  the  context  of  a  negotiated  and 
signed  comprehensive  test  ban  treaty.  Any 
changes  in  the  current  statutory  prohibition 
on  underground  nuclear  weapons  testing  at 
this  Ume  certainly  does  not  help  the  nego- 
tiation process,  and  could  very  well  set  it 
back.  Achieving  a  comprehensive  test  ban 
treaty  Is  a  key  to  reducing  the  global  nu- 
clear danger  Including  proliferation  of  nu- 
clear weapons  and  the  spread  of  nuclear  ter- 
rorism. 

National  Securitt  Council, 
Washington,  DC,  June  19. 1996. 
Hon.  J.  James  Exon, 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Exon:  You  have  requested 
the  Administration's  views  on  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  Senators  Kyi  and  Reld  con- 
cerning nuclear  testing  and  the  Comprehen- 
sive Test  Ban  Treaty  (CTBT).  The  Adminis- 
tration Is  strongly  opposed  to  this  amend- 
ment. 

We  believe  that  the  amendment  could  not 
come  at  a  worse  time.  The  states  that  are 
negotiating  in  the  CTBT  negotiations  in  the 
Conference  on  Disarmament  (CD)  In  Geneva 
have  set  a  deadline  of  June  28— next  Friday— 
to  complete  this  historic  treaty.  The  amend- 
ment could  be  Interpreted  by  some  CD  states 
as  signaling  a  possible  U.S.  intent  to  conduct 
a  round  of  nuclear  testing  after  the  CTBT  is 
completed  but  before  it  enters  into  force. 
The  Adminls'.ratlon  has  no  such  plans  or  In- 
tentions, nor  has  It  requested  funding  for 
any  such  tests.  Moreover,  the  amendment 
would  relax  th«i  existing  legislative  morato- 
rium on  U.S.  testing  Just  at  the  time  the 
only  remaining  state  still  conducting  nu- 
clear tests,  China,  has  announced  that  it  will 
Join  the  global  moratorium  In  September. 


As  you  know,  we  are  confident  that  our 
Science-Based  Stockpile  Stewardship  will 
ensure  that  we  can  meet  the  challenge  of 
maintaining  the  reliability  and  safety  of  our 
nuclear  Inventory  absent  nuclear  testing. 
Nonetheless,  because  he  considers  this  to  be 
a  supreme  national  interest  of  the  United 
States,  the  President  has  pledged  that  after 
the  CTBT  enters  Into  force,  he  would  be  pre- 
pared to  withdraw  from  the  Treaty  in  the 
event,  however  unlikely,  that  he  was  in- 
formed by  the  Secretaries  of  Defense  and  En- 
ergy that  a  high  level  of  confidence  in  the 
safety  or  reliability  of  a  nuclear  weapon  type 
critical  to  our  nuclear  deterrent  could  no 
longer  be  certified.  There  Is  concern  on  the 
part  of  the  amendment's  co-sponsors  that  if 
such  a  problem  arose  after  September  30  but 
before  the  CTBT  entered  into  force,  current 
law  would  prohibit  remedial  testing. 

If  that  were  to  occur,  it  is  important  to 
recognize  that  one  or  more  years  would  be 
required  to  prepare  for  any  resumption  of 
nuclear  testing  at  the  Nevada  Test  Site.  Dur- 
ing this  time,  we  would  be  able  to  obtain  the 
necessary  funding  and  legislative  relief  to 
carry  out  the  necessary  tests. 

In  short,  the  Administration  believes  that 
the  Kyl-Reid  Amendment  is  not  only  not 
necessary,  but  it  also  entails  a  genuine  risk 
of  delaying  or  derailing  the  CTBT  negotia- 
tions just  as  we  may  well  be  poised  to 
achieve  a  global  ban  on  nuclear  testing. 
Sincerely. 

Willia-m  C.  Danvers, 
Special  Assistant  to  the  President 

for  Legislative  Affairs. 

Mr.  EXON.  I  thank  my  colleague 
from  Arkansas. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  unanimous  consent  agreement,  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  is  now  recognized. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
thank  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  for 
yielding  me  this  valuable  time. 

amendment  no.  4085 

(Purpose:  To  amend  the  Waste  Isolation 
Pilot  Plant  Land  Withdrawal  Act) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Craig],  for 
himself,  Mr.  Kempthorne,  Mr.  Domenici,  Mr. 
BiNGAMAN.  Mr.  MuRKOwsKi,  and  Mr.  John- 
ston, proposes  an  amendment  numbered 
4085. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  read- 
ing of  the  amendment  be  dispensed 
with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  446,  after  line  12,  insert  the  follow- 
ing subtitle: 

Subtitle  E.— Waste  Isolation  Pilot  Plant 
Land  Withdrawal  Act  Amendments. 

SECTION  I.  SHORT  TITLE  AND  BEFEBENCE. 

(a)  Short  Title.— This  Act  may  be  cited  as 
the  "Waste  Isolation  Pilot  Plant  Land  With- 
drawal Amendment  Act". 

(b)  Reference.— Except  as  otherwise  ex- 
pressly provided,  whenever  in  this  Act  an 
aimendment  or  repeal  is  expressed  in  terms  of 
an  amendment  to.  or  repeal  of,  a  section  or 
other  provision,  the  reference  shall  be  con- 
sidered to  be  made  to  a  section  or  other  pro- 
vision of  the  Waste  Isolation  Pilot  Plant 
Land  Withdrawal  Act  (Public  Law  102-579). 
SEC.  2.  DEFINTnONS. 

Paragraphs  (18)  and  (19)  of  section  2  are  re- 
pealed. 


SEC.  3.  test  phase  AND  BETRIEVAL  PLANS. 

Section  5  and  the  item  relating  to  such 
section  In  the  table  of  contents  are  repealed. 

SEC.  4.  MANAGEMENT  PLAN. 

Section  4(b)(5)(B)  Is  amended  by  striking 
"or  with  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  6901  etseq.)". 
SEC.  5.  TEST  PHASE  ACliVlTIES. 

Section  6  Is  amended— 

(1)  by  repealing  subsections  (a)  and  (b), 

(2)  by  repealing  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection 
(c). 

(3)  by  redesignating  subsection  (c)  as  sub- 
section (a)  and  in  that  subsection— 

(A)  by  repealing  subparagraph  (A)  of  para- 
graph (2), 

(B)  by  striking  the  subsection  heading  and 
the  matter  Immediately  following  the  sub- 
section heading  and  inserting  "Study.— The 
following  study  shall  be  conducted:", 

(C)  by    striking    "(2)    Remote-handled 

WASTE.—". 

(D)  by  striking  "(B)  Study.—". 

(E)  by  redesignating  clauses  (1),  (11),  and 
(111)  as  paragraphs  (1),  (2),  and  (3),  respec- 
tively, and 

(F)  by  realigning  the  margins  of  such 
clauses  to  be  margrlns  of  paragraphs, 

(5)  In  subsection  (d),  by  striking  ",  during 
the  test  phase,  a  biennial"  and  Inserting  "a" 
and  by  striking  ",  consisting  of  a  docu- 
mented analysis  of  and  inserting  "as  nec- 
essary to  demonstrate",  and 

(6)  by  redesignating  subsection  (d)  as  sub- 
section (b). 

SEC.  &  DISPOSAL  OPERATIONS. 

Section  7(b)  Is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(b)  Requirements  for  Commencement  of 
Disposal  Operations.— The  Secretary  may 
commence  emplacement  of  transuranlc 
waste  underground  for  disposal  at  WIPP  only 
upon  completion  of— 

"(1)  the  Administrator's  certification 
under  section  8(d)(1)  that  the  WIPP  facility 
will  comply  with  the  final  disposal  regula- 
tions; 

"(2)  the  acquisition  by  the  Secretary 
(whether  by  purchase,  condemnation,  or  oth- 
erwise) of  Federal  Oil  and  Gas  Leases  No. 
NMNM  02953  and  No.  NMNM  02953C,  unless 
the  Administrator  determines,  under  section 
4(b)(5),  that  such  acquisition  Is  not  required; 
and, 

"(3)  the  expiration  of  the  30-day  period  be- 
ginning on  the  date  on  which  the  Secretary 
notifies  Congress  that  the  requirements  of 
section  9(a)(1)  have  been  met.". 

SEC.  7.  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
DISPOSAL  REGULA'nONS. 

(a^  Section  8(d)(1).— Section  8(d)(1)  is 
amended— 

(1)  by  amended  subparagraph  (A)  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(A)  APPUCATiON  for  compliance.— Within 
30  days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Waste  Isolation  Pilot  Plant  Land  With- 
drawal Amendment  Act.  the  Secretary  shall 
provide  to  Congress  a  schedule  for  the  Incre- 
mental submission  of  chapters  of  the  appli- 
cation to  the  Administrator  beginning  no 
later  than  30  days  after  such  date.  The  Ad- 
ministrator shall  review  the  submitted  chap- 
ters and  provide  requests  for  additional  in- 
formation from  the  Secretary  as  needed  for 
completeness  within  45  days  of  the  receipt  of 
each  chapter.  The  Administrator  shall  notify 
Congress  of  such  requests.  The  schedule  shall 
call  for  the  Secretary  to  submit  all  chapters 
to  the  Administrator  no  later  than  October 
31,  1996.  The  Administrator  may  at  any  time 
request  additional  information  from  the  Sec- 
retary as  needed  to  certify,  pursuant  to  sub- 
paragraph (B),  whether  the  WIPP  facility 
will  comply  with  the  final  disposal  regula- 
tions."; and 
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(2)  In  subparagraph  (D),  by  striking  "after 
the  application  is"  and  inserting  ' -after  the 
full  application  has  been". 

(b)  Section  8(d)(2).  (3).— Section  8(di  is 
amended  by  striking  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3). 
by  striking  "(1)  Compliance  with  disposal 
REGULATIONS.—",  and  by  redesignating  sub- 
paragraphs (A),  (B),  (C),  and  (D)  of  paragraph 
(1)  as  paragraph  (1),  (2).  (3).  and  (4).  respec- 
tively. 

(c)  SECTION  8(g).— Section  8(g)  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"(G)  Engineered  and  Natural  Barriers, 
ETC.— The  Secretary  shall  use  both  engi- 
neered and  natural  barriers  and  any  other 
measures  (including  waste  form  modifica- 
tions) to  the  extent  necessary  at  WIPP  to 
comply  with  the  final  disposal  regulations.". 

SEC.    &    COMPLIANCE    WITH    ENVIRONMENTAL 
LAWS  AND  REGULATIONa 

(a)  SECTION  9(a)(1).— Section  9(a)(1)  Is 
amended  by  adding  after  and  below  subpara- 
graph (H)  the  following:  "With  respect  to 
transuranlc  mixed  waste  designated  by  the 
Secretary  for  disposal  at  WIPP.  such  waste 
Is  exempt  from  treatment  standards  promul- 
gated pursuant  to  section  3004(m)  of  the 
Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act  (42  U.S.C.  Sec. 
6924(m))  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  land 
disposal  prohibitions  in  section  3004(d).  (e), 
(f).  and  (g)  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act.". 

(b)  Section  9(b).— Subsection  (b)  of  section 
9  Is  repealed. 

(c)  Section  9(c)(2).— Subsection  (c)(2)  of 
section  9  is  repealed. 

(d)  SECTION  14.— Section  14  Is  amended— 

(1)  in  subsection  (a),  by  striking  "No  provi- 
sion" and  Inserting  "Except  for  the  exemp- 
tion from  the  land  disposal  restrictions  de- 
scribed In  section  9(a)(1),  no  provision";  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (b)(2),  by  striking  "includ- 
ing all  terms  and  conditions  of  the  No-Migra- 
tion Determination"  and  Inserting  "except 
that  the  transuranlc  mixed  waste  designated 
by  the  Secretary  for  disposal  at  WIPP  is  ex- 
empt from  the  land  disposal  restrictions  de- 
scribed in  section  9(a)(1)". 

SEC.  9.  RETBIEVABIUTY. 

(a)  Section  10.— Section  10  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"SEC.  10.  TRANSURANIC  WASTE. 

"It  Is  the  Intent  of  Congress  that  the  Sec- 
retary will  complete  all  actions  required 
under  section  7(b)  to  commence  emplace- 
ment of  transuranlc  waste  underground  for 
disposal  at  WIPP  no  later  than  November  30, 
1997.". 

(b)  Conforming  amendment.— the  item  re- 
lating to  section  10  in  the  table  of  contents 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"Sec.  10.  Transuranlc  waste.". 
SEC.  10. 1«COMMISSIONING  OF  WIPP 
Section  13  Is  amended— 

(1)  by  repealing  subsection  (a),  and 

(2)  In  subsection  (b),  by  striking  "(b)  Man- 
agement Plan  for  the  WrrHDRAWAL  after 
Decommissioning.— within  5  years  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the"  and 
Inserting  "The". 

SEC.     11.     ECONOMIC     ASSISTANCE     AND     MIS- 
CELLANEOUS PAYMENTS. 

(a)  Section  15(a)  Is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following:  "An  appropriation  to 
the  State  shall  be  in  addition  to  any  appro- 
priation for  WIPP.". 

(b)  120,000,000  Is  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated m  fiscal  year  1997  to  the  Secretary 
for  payment  to  the  State  of  New  Mexico  for 
road  Improvements  in  connection  with  the 
WIPP. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  this  is  an 
amendment  that  has  been  offered  by 
myself.  Senator  Kempthorne,  Senator 


Domenici,  Senator  Bingaman,  Senator 
MURKOWSKI.  and  Senator  Johnston.  It 
deals  with  a  very  important  part  of  our 
nuclear  waste  management  in  this 
country,  specifically  the  waste  isola- 
tion pilot  plant  in  Carlsbad.  NM. 

In  working  with  all  of  our  colleagues, 
our  effort  has  been  to  remove  the  un- 
necessary delays  and  bureaucratic  re- 
quirements to  achieve  the  major  envi- 
ronmental objectives  that  are  so  criti- 
cal to  the  State  of  New  Mexico,  and  to 
save  taxpayers'  money,  while  at  the 
same  time  showing  our  country  that 
we  can  move  and  act  responsibly  in  the 
area  of  transuranlc  waste. 

The  amendment  that  we  have  before 
us,  that  will  become  a  part  of  this 
pending  legislation,  will  amend  the 
Waste  Isolation  Pilot  Plant  Land  With- 
drawal Act  of  1992  in  several  ways.  It 
deletes  obsolete  language  of  the  1992 
act.  Particularly  important  is  the  ref- 
erence and  requirements  for  "test 
phase"  activities. 

Since  the  enactment  of  the  1992  act, 
the  Department  of  Energy  has  aban- 
doned the  test  phase  that  called  for  un- 
derground testing  in  favor  of  above 
ground  laboratory  test  programs. 

This  amendment.  Mr.  President,  is 
agreed  to  by  the  Department  of  Elnergy 
and  by  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency.  It  allows  the  kind  of  phase 
necessary  to  test  to  completion  to  as- 
sure all  of  our  citizens,  and  especially 
the  citizens  of  New  Mexico,  that  this  is 
a  safe  and  sound  facility. 

Most  important,  along  with  all  of 
this,  in  streamlining  the  process,  it 
would  remove  duplicative  regulation 
and  save  the  taxpayers'  dollars.  We 
hope  that  it  will  have  that  effect. 

Mr.  President,  my  amendment  will 
clear  up  several  unnecessary  and  delay- 
ing bureaucratic  requirements  that 
currently  exist  in  the  Waste  Isolation 
Pilot  Land  Withdrawal  Act,  Public 
Law  102-579,  so  the  WIPP  facility  can 
be  opened.  It  also  meets  a  major  envi- 
ronmental objective  while  saving  the 
taxpayer  money. 

The  puiix>se  of  the  WIPP  is  to  pro- 
vide for  the  safe  disposal  of  transuranlc 
[TRU]  radioactive  and  mixed  wastes  re- 
sulting from  defense  activities  and  pro- 
grams of  the  United  States.  These  ma- 
terials are  currently  stored  at  tem- 
porary facilities,  and  until  WIPP  is 
opened,  little  can  be  done  to  clean  up 
and  close  these  temporary  storage 
sites. 

Idaho  currently  stores  the  largest 
amount  of  TRU  waste  of  any  State  in 
the  Union,  but-  Idaho  is  not  alone. 
Washington,  Colorado,  South  Carolina, 
and  New  Mexico  also  temporarily  store 
TRU  waste. 

The  agreement  recently  negotiated 
between  the  State  of  Idaho,  the  DOE 
and  the  U.S.  Navy  states  that  the  TRU 
currently  located  in  Idaho  will  begin  to 
be  shipped  to  WIPP  by  April  30,  1999. 
This  legislation  will  assure  this  com- 
mitment is  fulfilled  by  clearly  stating 


that  it  is  the  intent  of  Congress  that 
the  Secretary  of  Energy  will  complete 
all  actions  needed  to  commence  em- 
placement of  TRU  waste  at  WIPP  no 
later  than  November  30. 1997. 

We  cannot  solve  the  environmental 
problems  at  sites  such  as  the  Idaho  Na- 
tional Engineering  Laboratory.  Rocky 
Flats  Weapons  Facility.  Savannah 
River  and  others  without  WIPP.  The 
reason  is  obvious.  Without  a  place  to 
dispose  of  the  waste,  cleanup  is  impos- 
sible, and  without  cleanup,  further  de- 
commissioning can  not  occur. 

The  goal  of  this  bill  is  simple:  To  de- 
liver on  Congress"  longstanding  com- 
mitment to  open  WIPP  by  1998. 

This  bill  amends  the  Waste  Isolation 
Land  Pilot  Plant  Land  Withdrawal  Act 
of  1992  in  several  very  significaait  ways. 

It  deletes  obsolete  language  in  the 
1992  act.  Of  particular  importance  is 
the  reference  and  requirements  for  test 
phase  activities.  Since  the  enactment 
of  the  1992  act,  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy [DOE]  has  abandoned  the  best 
phase  that  ca.lled  for  underground  test- 
ing in  favor  of  above  ground  laboratory 
test  programs.  Thus  the  test  phase  no 
longer  exists  as  defined  in  the  1992  law 
and  needs  to  be  removed  so  it  does  not 
complicate  the  ongoing  WIPP  process. 

Most  important,  this  amendment  will 
streamline  the  process,  remove  dupli- 
cative regulations,  save  taxi>ayers  dol- 
lars— currently  the  costs  to  simply 
watch  over  WIPP  exceed  S20  million 
per  month. 

This  bill  does  not  remove  EPA  as  the 
DOE  regulator  of  the  WIPP.  DOE  has 
stated  numerous  times  that  it  does  not 
want  to  self  regulate.  The  Department 
believes  that  having  EPA  as  the  regu- 
lator will  instill  additional  public  con- 
fidence in  the  certification  process  and 
the  facility  itself,  once  it  opens. 

I  am  skeptical  regarding  EPA.  EPA 
has  a  poor  record  of  meeting  deadlines. 
The  WIPP,  as  a  facility,  is  ready  to  op- 
erate now  and  is  basically  waiting  on 
EPA's  final  approval.  The  schedule 
DOE  has  established  to  meet  the  open- 
ing dates  is  an  aggressive  but  not  en- 
tirely workable  timetable.  It  is  aggres- 
sive only  if  EPA  can  accomplish  its 
tasks  on  time.  Because  of  EPA's  dem- 
onstrated inability  to  meet  schedules 
and  to  avoid  imposing  unnecessary 
large  financial  burdens  on  the  tax- 
payer, there  is  a  strong  sentiment  in 
the  Congress  to  remove  EPA  from  the 
WIPP  regulatory  role.  Based  on  assur- 
ance made  to  me  by  the  EPA,  my 
amendment  does  not  follow  this  course. 
However,  if  EPA  again  falters.  I  will 
have  to  reconsider  this  position  in  fu- 
ture legislation. 

Idaho  and  the  Nation  need  to  have 
the  "WIPP  opened  sooner  rather  than 
later.  Each  day  of  delay  is  costly,  near- 
ly SI  million  per  day  in  taxpayers  dol- 
lars, and  the  potential  dangers  to  the 
environment  and  human  health  result- 
ing from  the  temporary  storage  of  this 
waste  continue. 
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It  is  time  to  act.  We  must,  if  we  are 
to  clean  up  sites  such  as  Idaho's.  We 
must  act  to  dispose  of  this  task  perma- 
nently and  safely  for  future  genera- 
tions. This  amendment  clears  the  way 
for  action. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  ask  permission  to  engage 
in  a  colloquy  with  Senator  Craig,  re- 
garding his  amendment  to  the  Waste 
Isolation  Pilot  Plant  Land  Withdrawal 
Act.  The  WIPP  Land  Withdrawal  Act 
withdrew  land  near  Carlsbad,  NM,  for 
construction  of  a  disposal  facility  for 
transuranic  waste  produced  by  the  De- 
partment of  Energy.  That  act  was  re- 
ported out  of  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources  and  enacted  in 
1992.  In  addition  to  providing  for  the 
withdrawal  of  the  land,  the  WIPP  Land 
Withdrawal  Act  imposed  many  sub- 
stantive and  procedural  licensing  re- 
quirements on  the  WIPP  facility.  Many 
of  these  requirements  are  redundant  or 
have  become  moot  as  a  result  of 
changes  in  the  program,  and  should  be 
eliminated.  S.  1402,  a  bill  introduced  by 
Senators  Craig  and  Johnston  to 
amend  the  WIPP  Land  Withdrawal  Act, 
has  been  referred  to  the  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources  Committee.  Does 
Senator  Craig  acknowledge  that  this 
amendment  addresses  matters  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources? 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Yes,  this  amendment 
would  alter  the  language  of  the  WIPP 
Land  Withdrawal  Act,  which  is  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Committee  on 
Elnergy  and  Natural  Resources. 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Although  this 
amendment  is  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natu- 
ral Resources,  I  support  the  sub- 
stantive changes  made  by  the  amend- 
ment and  understand  that  it  is  impor- 
tant to  make  these  changes  in  a  timely 
manner.  Therefore,  I  will  not  object  to 
its  inclusion  in  the  Defense  authoriza- 
tion legislation. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
yield  to  Senator  Bingaman  from  New 
Mexico. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BINGAMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
support  this  amendment.  Let  me  say 
that  when  this  bill  was  first  introduced 
in  the  House,  and  in  the  Senate  as  well, 
I  felt  it  was  fatally  flawed  in  several 
respects.  It  did,  in  its  first  form,  pro- 
pose to  eliminate  the  regulatory  role  of 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 
It  proposed  to  allow  nondefense  trans- 
uranic waste  to  go  to  WIPP,  as  well  as 
defense-related  transuranic  waste.  It 
needed  the  periodic  recertification  re- 
quirement by  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency.  It  deleted  authority  by 
EPA  to  issue  criteria. 

All  of  those  problems  have  been 
solved  in  the  amendment  that  is  now 
about  to  be  voted  on  here  in  the  Sen- 
ate. I  am  very  pleased  to  see  the  im- 
provements  that   have   been  made.   I 


have  been  in  touch  with  the  Under  Sec- 
retary of  Energy,  Thomas  Grumbly,  to 
get  his  comments  on  this  proposed 
amendment  which  we  are  now  getting 
ready  to  vote  on.  He  indicates  that  he 
and  his  staff  have  reviewed  it  in  detail 
and  support  the  amendment. 

I  have  been  also  in  touch  with  Mary 
Nichols,  the  Assistant  Administrator 
for  Air  and  Radiation  in  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency.  She  indi- 
cates that  she  is  satisfied  with  this 
proposed  amendment  and  believes  it  is 
something  that  we  should  enact. 

Mr.  President,  the  foremost  concern 
that  I  have  had,  and  that  I  believe 
most  Members  have  had,  in  this  facil- 
ity from  the  beginning  has  been  wheth- 
er or  not  we  were  adequately  protect- 
ing the  health  and  safety  of  our  citi- 
zens as  we  went  forward  to  design  and 
develop  this  facility.  I  am  persuaded 
we  are  still  adequately  protecting  that 
health  and  safety,  even  under  this  lan- 
guage. For  that  reason,  I  will  support 
it. 

I  will  make  the  point  which  needs  to 
be  crystal  clear  that  transuranic  waste 
can  only  be  disposed  of  underground  at 
this  facility  upon  completion,  by  the 
Administrator  of  EPA,  of  a  certifi- 
cation that  final  disposal  regulations 
have  been  complied  with.  That  essen- 
tial safeguard  is  foremost  in  this 
amendment.  I  think  that  is  very  impor- 
tant for  the  people  of  New  Mexico.  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  to 
Senator  Domenici  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  Senator  Craig.  Senator  Binga- 
man, it  is  a  pleasure  to  be  with  you 
here  on  the  floor  on  this  issue. 

Let  me  start  by  reiterating  the  last 
comments  that  Senator  Bingaman 
made.  What  is  most  important  to  us, 
and  what  is  most  important  to  the  peo- 
ple of  New  Mexico,  is  that  as  this  un- 
derground facility  proceeds  to  the 
point  where  it  may  be  opened  and  fi- 
nally be  a  repository,  that  it  be  subject 
to  the  Environmental  Protection  Agen- 
cy's most  strict  requirements  with  ref- 
erence to  health  and  safety.  As  a  mat- 
ter of  fact,  they  must  certify  it  before 
it  can  be  opened. 

I  will  read  for  the  Record  an  excerpt 
from  a  letter  dated  May  15,  1996,  from 
the  EPA,  Mary  D.  Nichols,  assistant 
administrator  for  Air  and  Radiation.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  entire 
communication  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
AGENCY.  Office  of  air  and  Radi- 
ation, 

Washington,  DC.  May  15, 1996. 
Hon.  TOM  UDALL, 
Attorney  General  of  New  Mexico, 
Santa  Fe.  NM. 

Dear  Mr.  Udall:  The  purpose  of  this  let- 
ter is  to  follow-up  on  our  telephone  con- 


versation of  April  1,  1996,  and  respond  to 
your  letter  of  April  4,  1996,  regarding  the  En- 
vironmental Protection  Agency's  (EPA)  role 
in  the  regulation  of  the  Waste  Isolation  Pilot 
Plant  (WIPP). 

The  Administration  is  presently  formulat- 
ing its  position  on  H.R.  1663,  the  "Skeen- 
Schaefer  Bill"  amending  the  WIPP  Land 
Withdrawal  Act  (Pub.  L.  102-579).  I  appre- 
ciated hearing  your  views  about  the  legisla- 
tion and  am  pleased  we  had  the  opportunity 
to  discuss  these  important  issues.  The  Agen- 
cy believes  that  the  amended  H.R.  1663  is  a 
sound  bill  and  makes  critical  improvements 
over  its  antecedent.  As  you  are  aware,  the 
Skeen  Bill,  as  originally  proposed,  severely 
limited  EPA's  regulatory  oversight  of  WIPP 
and.  we  believe,  did  not  provide  adequate 
protection  of  human  health  and  the  environ- 
ment. Mr.  Schaefer's  amendments  retain 
EPA  as  the  independent  regulator  of  the 
WIPP,  eliminates  extraneous  requirements, 
and  leaves  intact  the  provisions  of  the  1992 
WIPP  Land  Withdrawal  Act  (LWA)  that  re- 
quire EPA  to  certify  whether  the  WIPP  facil- 
ity will  comply  with  the  disposal  regulations 
in  accordance  with  public  rule-making  pro- 
cedures. 

You  specifically  expressed  concern  about 
the  impact  of  the  proposed  legislation  on  the 
WIPP  certification  process.  In  particular, 
that  review  of  Individual  chapters  of  the  De- 
partment of  Energy's  (DOE)  compliance  ap- 
plication by  EPA  would  require  the  Agency 
to  commit  to  a  position  on  the  sufficiency  of 
each  chapter  without  public  input.  While  it 
is  true  that  EPA  will  review  individual  chap- 
ters prior  to  receipt  of  the  full  application, 
the  Agency  will  make  no  determination  on 
the  adequacy  of  any  part  of  the  application 
until:  1)  EPA  has  received  the  full  applica- 
tion from  the  department;  and  2)  public  com- 
ments have  been  considered.  In  fact,  the 
Agency  has  received  the  first  of  these  chap- 
ters and  placed  It  in  the  certification  docket 
(No.  A-93-02)  on  May  1,  1996.  We  will  be  pro- 
viding written  comments  to  DOE  on  these 
chapters.  The  written  comments  will  also  be 
placed  in  the  public  dockets. 

You  also  raised  concerns  about  the  effect 
of  the  proposed  legislation  on  the  public's 
opportunity  to  provide  conmient  on  DOE'S 
application.  As  In  the  past,  EPA  will  con- 
tinue to  foster  an  open  public  process.  As 
you  will  note  in  the  final  compliance  criteria 
(40  CFR  Part  194),  EPA  will  hold  two  120-day 
public  comment  periods  after  it  receives 
DOE'S  full  compliance  application.  The  pro- 
posed legislation  will  not  affect  the  process 
established  in  the  compliance  criteria.  Fur- 
thermore, EPA  never  planned  for  or  created 
any  process  for  formal  public  comment  on 
the  completeness  of  the  application.  There- 
fore, since  DOE  is  providing  the  Agency  with 
individual  chapters  prior  to  submission  of 
the  full  application,  the  public  will  have  an 
additional  opportunity  to  comment  on,  and 
additional  time  to  review,  the  individual 
chapters,  via  EPA's  public  docket. 

Additionally,  you  were  concerned  that  the 
proposed  H.R.  1663  removes  the  ability  of  the 
Administrator  to  enforce  compliance  of  the 
WIPP  with  any  law,  regulation  or  permit  re- 
quirement described  in  §9(a)(l)  of  the  LWA. 
We  feel  that  EPA's  ability  to  ensure  compli- 
ance with  these  environmental  laws  Is  not 
compromised  by  removal  of  this  provision 
since:  1)  the  environmental  laws  described  in 
the  LWA  contain  their  own  enforcement  pro- 
visions; and  2)  40  CFR  Part  194  Imposes  re- 
quirements that  DOE  perform  remedial  ac- 
tions if  the  Administrator  determines  WIPP 
to  be  In  non-compliance  with  the  transuranic 
waste  disposal  standards. 
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Further,  with  regard  to  H.R.  1663,  you  ex- 
pressed concern  about  the  WIPP  being  used 
as  a  repository  for  transuranic  wastes  that 
did  not  result  from  a  defense  activity.  The 
proposed  legislation  does  not  alter  the  defi- 
nition of  exposure  or  capacity  limits  of  ei- 
ther remote-  or  contract-handled  wastes  set 
forth  in  the  LWA.  If  EPA  were  to  certify  the 
WIPP,  this  provision  would  allow  for  dis- 
posal of  a  relatively  sniall  amount  of  waste 
from  a  site  in  West  'Valley,  NY.  If  WIPP  were 
capable  of  accepting  this  waste  within  the 
capacity  limits  of  the  LWA.  it  would  be  im- 
prudent to  needlessly  spend  taxpayer  money 
for  a  site  similar  to  WIPP  for  such  a  small 
amount  of  transuranic  waste  simply  because 
the  process  which  generated  the  waste  was 
not  defense  related. 

Lastly.  I  am  disappointed  that  you  have 
elected  to  bring  a  legal  challenge  against 
EPA's  WIPP  compliance  criteria  published 
on  February  9.  1996.  The  EPA  considered  the 
views  of  all  interested  parties,  including  the 
comments  and  suggestions  made  by  your  of- 
fice, in  deciding  the  contents  of  the  final  cri- 
teria. As  you  know.  EPA  held  two  public 
comment  periods  totaling  135  days,  and  con- 
ducted a  series  of  public  hearings  in  New 
Mexico.  Ultimately,  the  Administrator  of 
EPA,  exercising  her  Independent  Judgment, 
determined  the  contents  of  the  final  criteria. 
We  believe  EPA's  criteria  are  sound  and  will 
effectively  protect  public  health  and  the  en- 
vironment. 

I  want  to  assure  you  that  EPA  will  keep 
communication  lines  open  as  it  undertakes 
the  public  rulemaking  proceeding  to  certify 
whether  the  WIPP  facility  will  comply  with 
the  final  disposal  regulations.  We  recognize 
the  importance  of  this  matter  to  you  and  all 
of  the  residents  of  New  Mexico. 

If  you  have  questions  regarding  this  letter 
or  any  other  concerns,  please  contact  Frank 
Marclnowskl  of  my  staff  at  (202)  233-9310. 
Sincerely, 

MARY  D.  Nichols. 
Assistant  Administrator 
for  Air  and  Radiation. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  This  letter  is  written 
to  the  attorney  general  of  New  Mexico 
in  response  to  inquiries.  "The  Agency 
believes  that  the  amended  H.R.  1663"— 
I  wiU  state  here,  for  all  intents  and 
purposes,  is  the  Craig  amendment — 'is 
a  sound  bill  and  makes  critical  im- 
provements over  its  antecedent.  As  you 
are  aware,  the  Skeen  bill,  as  originally 
proposed,  severely  limited  EPA's  regu- 
latory oversight  of  WIPP  and,  we  be- 
lieve, did  not  provide  adequate  protec- 
tion of  human  health  and  the  environ- 
ment. Mr.  Schaefer's  amendments  re- 
tain EPA  as  the  independent  regulator 
of  the  WIPP,  eliminates  extraneous  re- 
quirements, and  leaves  intact  the  pro- 
visions of  the  1992  WIPP  Land  With- 
drawal Act  (LWA)  that  require  EPA  to 
certify  whether  the  WIPP  facility  will 
comply  with  the  disposal  regulations  in 
accordance  with  public  rule-making 
procedures." 

I  do  not  think  it  can  be  any  clearer 
that  the  EPA  wholeheartedly  supports 
this  amendment. 

In  summary,  the  amendment  is  al- 
most identical  to  language  agreed  to 
by  DOE  and  EPA.  That  agreed-upon 
language  was  reported  by  the  House 
Commerce  Committee  on  April  25  and 
was  recently  reported  by  the  House  Na- 
tional Security  Committee. 


The  legislation  would: 

Delete  the  authorization  included  in 
the  WIPP  Land  Withdrawal  Act  to  con- 
duct tests  underground  at  WIPP  using 
transuranic  waste. 

The  DOE  decided  in  1992  not  to  con- 
duct such  tests. 

Require  the  Secretary  of  Energy  to 
acquire  the  oil  and  gas  leases  on  the 
WIPP  site  unless  the  EPA  determines 
the  acquisition  is  not  necessary. 

Create  an  incremental  licensing  proc- 
ess under  which  DOE  will  submit  chap- 
ters of  the  license  application  one  at  a 
time,  and  EPA  would  comment  one  at 
a  time.  The  EPA  would  make  a  final, 
encompassing  decision.  The  EPA  could 
request  additional  information  fi-om 
the  DOE  at  any  time. 

At  the  suggestion  of  the  EPA  and 
DOE.  provides  that  the  final  disposal 
regulations  for  WIPP  will  be  the  radi- 
ation protection  standards  at  40  C.F.R. 
191,  and  not  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
Act. 

The  WIPP  Land  Withdrawal  Act  re- 
quired that  DOE  certify  compliance 
with  both,  a  step  DOE  and  EPA  agreed 
would  be  redundant. 

The  legislation  allows  the  DOE  to  use 
engineered  barriers,  natural  barriers, 
or  any  other  measures— this  last  provi- 
sion being  a  new  provision — to  ensure 
WIPP  complies  with  the  final  disposal 
regulations. 

This  allows  DOE  to  use  waste  treat- 
ment, such  as  vitrification,  to  ensure 
WIPP's  compliance. 

Deletes  the  section  of  the  WIPP  Land 
Withdrawal  Act  dealing  with  retrieval 
of  the  waste  emplaced  during  the  test 
phase  since  no  waste  will  be  emplaced 
during  a  test  phase. 

States  that  it  is  the  intent  of  Con- 
gress that  the  Secretary  of  Energy 
make  a  final  decision  with  respect  to 
the  disposal  of  transuranic  waste  at 
WIPP  by  November  30. 1997. 

Provides  $20  million  per  year  to  New 
Mexico  for  impact  assistance  beginning 
upon  enactment  of  this  legislation. 

The  waste  isolation  pilot  plant  is  a 
permanent  disposal  facility  in  a  salt 
bed  2.000  feet  below  New  Mexico  for 
transuranic  waste  generated  in  DOE's 
nuclear  weapons  complex. 

Transuranic  waste  means  waste  that 
includes  both  radioactive  material  and 
solvents,  metals,  and  other  refuse  from 
manufacturing. 

The  WTPP  Land  Withdrawal  Act  en- 
acted on  October  30,  1992,  authorized  a 
5-  to  8-year  test  phase  at  WIPP  during 
which  transuranic  waste  could  be 
placed  in  WIPP  and  monitored. 

Because  of  the  nature  of  the  waste 
intended  for  WIPP,  the  act  also  made 
WIPP  subject  to  two  sets  of  regula- 
tions: radiation  protection  standards 
and  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act. 

In  1993,  DOE  decided  it  was  not  nec- 
essary to  conduct  imderground  tests  at 
WIPP  using  transuranic  waste. 

At  the  suggestion  of  DOE  and  EPA. 
this  amendment  makes  the  WIPP  Land 


Withdrawal  Act  consistent  with  the 
current  test  phase  at  WIPP  and  re- 
moves the  redundancy  of  two  sets  of 
regulatory  standards. 

First,  the  amendment  deletes  those 
sections  of  the  WEPP  Land  Withdrawal 
Act  dealing  with  tests  using  trans- 
uranic waste. 

Second,  the  amendment,  at  the  sug- 
gestion of  the  EPA.  subjects  WIPP  to 
the  radiation  protection  standards  and 
removes  the  application  of  the  Solid 
Waste  Disposal  Act.  This  is  necessary 
to  remove  the  confusion  that  occurs  by 
imposing  two  different  sets  of  regula- 
tions. 

Frankly,  it  is  clear  that  WIPP  can 
meet  with  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act. 
its  lO.OOQ-year  radiation  protection 
standards  are  going  to  be  the  real  chal- 
lenge and  the  relevant  regulations. 

There  are  two  centers  of  controversy 
in  that  law.  First,  what  hurdles  did 
DOE  have  to  overcome  to  use  trans- 
uranic waste  for  tests  in  WIPP.  And 
second,  what  information  had  to  be  re- 
vealed by  those  tests  for  a  final  dis- 
posal decision  to  be  made. 

DOE  subsequently  decided  that  tests 
with  transuranic  waste  were  not  need- 
ed. 

These  changes  primarily  deal  with 
taking  out  those  provisions  of  the  law 
dealing  with  tests  using  transuranic 
waste. 

The  law  also  reqmred  WIPP  to  meet 
two  different  standards  for  the  disposal 
of  waste  at  WIPP:  radiation  release 
standards  and  solid  waste  standards. 

DOE  and  EPA  now  agree  that  dem- 
onstrating compliance  with  both  stand- 
ards is  redundant — they  agree  compli- 
ance is  best  proven  by  meeting  the  ra- 
diation release  standards. 

The  original  law  also  provided  New 
Mexico  S20  million  per  year  beginning 
in  the  first  year  transuranic  waste  was 
shipped  to  WIPP.  The  money  was  to  be 
used  for  roads  and  other  improvements. 

Because  no  transuranic  waste  has 
been  brought  to  WIPP  for  the  tests. 
New  Mexico  has  lost  out  on  S160  mil- 
lion that  would  have  otherwise  been 
provided.  This  law  starts  the  flow  of 
that  money  inmiediately  so  New  Mex- 
ico can  make  the  necessary  road  up- 
grades. 

I  indicate  to  the  Senate  that  it  is 
clear  this  waste  isolation  pilot  project, 
one  of  a  kind,  the  first  ever,  can  meet 
the  requirements  of  the  Solid  Waste 
Disposal  Act.  It  is  not  that  act  that  is 
cumbersome  and  difficult  to  achieve, 
but  rather  the  10.000-year  radiation 
I>rotection  standards.  Let  me  npeax: 
10,000-year  radiation  protection  stand- 
ards. These  are  the  standards  that  are 
going  to  be  in  effect  after  this  amend- 
ment is  adopted  and  becomes  law.  They 
are  in  effect  now. 

All  we  are  suggesting  is  the  EPA  and 
the  Department  of  Energy  thinks  this 
is  the  only  set  of  standards  that  we 
need  follow  and  that  those  that  are 
found  under  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal 
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Act  are  redundant  and  not  needed  in 
this  case. 

I  thank  all  who  have  cooperated  in 
getting  us  this  far.  It  is  time  to  get 
this  done.  This  amendment  has  been 
reported  out  on  April  25  from  a  House 
committee  and  was  reported  recently 
by  the  National  Security  Committee  in 
the  House.  It  has  had  hearings  and  been 
looked  at  over  and  over  by  the  regu- 
latory agencies.  I  believe  it  is  time  to 
adopt  it. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  in  favor  of  this  amendment.  It  is 
very  similar  to  WIPP  legislation  intro- 
duced last  year  in  the  House.  That  leg- 
islation wais  agreed  to  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  and  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  and  goes  a  long  way 
toward  breaking  down  the  regxilatory 
log  jams  that  are  holding  up  this  much 
needed  facility. 

The  story  of  WIPP  is  a  story  of  false 
starts  and  needless  delays.  The  delays 
in  opening  WIPP  have  created  a  mas- 
sive backlog  of  materials  that  are  cur- 
rently being  stored  at  DOE  sites 
throughout  the  country — often  in 
drums  and  boxes — at  a  very  high  cost 
to  the  taxpayers.  These  wastes  need  to 
be  stabilized  and  prepared  for  shipment 
to  a  permanent  and  safe  repository. 
The  WIPP  facility  provides  a  safe  and 
permanent  disposal  option  and  we 
should  move  forward  as  rapidly  as  pos- 
sible MTlth  its  opening. 

Mr.  President,  we  need  this  facility. 
We  need  it  now.  This  amendment  will 
help  move  this  facility  forward  and  I 
wholeheartedly  support  its  passage. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President.  I 
am  pleased  to  introduce  and  support 
the  Craig-Kempthome-Domenici- 

Bingaman  amendment  relating  to  the 
WIPP  land  withdrawal.  The  proposed 
amendment  will  simplify  the  land 
withdrawal  process  in  a  number  of  im- 
portant wajrs.  For  example,  the  amend- 
ment will  reduce  the  waiting  period  be- 
tween the  final  certification  and  open- 
ing of  WIPP  from  180  days  to  30  days, 
improve  interaction  between  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  and  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency,  remove  du- 
plicative regulatory  requirements,  save 
the  taxpayers  money,  expedite  the 
opening  of  WIPP,  and  protect  the  envi- 
ronment, health,  and  safety  of  the  citi- 
zens of  New  Mexico.  In  addition,  the 
amendment  is  similar  to  a  legislation 
in  the  other  body  which  is  supported  by 
the  Department  of  Energy  and  the  En- 
vironmental Protection  Agency.  This 
is  a  good  bipartisan  amendment,  sup- 
ported by  the  administration,  and  I  am 
pleased  to  be  a  cosponsor  of  this  impor- 
tant piece  of  legislation. 

The  WIPP  facility  plays  an  impor- 
tant role  in  our  Nation's  effort  to  show 
its  citizens  that  we  can  deal  respon- 
sibly with  the  nuclear  waste  left  over 
from  our  victory  in  the  cold  war.  The 
WIPP  facility  will  serve  as  a  perma- 
nent repository  for  transuranic  waste. 


The  waste  will  be  entombed  in  a  salt 
cavern  that  slowly  seals  itself  over 
time.  I  have  visited  the  WIPP  facility 
and  I  met  with  numerous  local  and 
State  officials  from  New  Mexico  who 
strongly  support  this  project. 

THe  WIPP  facility  will  also  allow  the 
Federal  Government  to  meet  its  court- 
enforceable  commitment  to  the  State 
of  Idaho  to  ship  transuranic  waste  from 
Idaho  by  1999.  The  proposed  amend- 
ment will  help  ensure  the  opening  of 
this  important  facility  in  time  to  meet 
this  commitment.  WIPP  will  serve  as  a 
symbol  of  our  ability  to  dispose  of  nu- 
clear material  in  a  safe  and  rational 
way. 

I  want  to  thank  the  two  able  Sen- 
ators from  New  Mexico,  Senator 
DOMENici  and  Senator  Bingaman,  for 
their  help  in  drafting  this  bipartisan 
amendment.  I  also  want  to  thank  Sen- 
ators MURKOwsKi  and  Johnston,  chair- 
man and  ranking  member  of  the  En- 
ergy Committee,  for  their  support  for 
this  important  amendment. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
close  by  thanking  all  of  my  colleagues 
for  the  cooperation  and  their  participa- 
tion in  getting  this  amendment  to  the 
floor.  Without  the  help  of  Senator 
DOMENICI  and  Senator  Bingaman.  this 
amendment  would  not  be  here  today. 
They  are  the  host  States,  but  they 
have  aJso  been  extremely  diligent  in 
assuring  the  citizens  of  their  State 
that  once  this  is  in  place,  it  is  environ- 
mentally sound  and  certainly  protects, 
in  all  ways,  their  citizens. 

In  my  State  of  Idaho,  the  Governors' 
agreement  is  now  negotiated  and  com- 
pleted by  a  Federal  court  order.  It 
could  not  go  forward  without  this 
amendment.  Now  we  have  this  amend- 
ment in  place,  protecting  all  of  the  en- 
virorunental  concerns  involved,  solving 
many  of  the  enrtronmental  problems 
we  have  in  our  State. 

Let  me  thank  my  colleagues  for  their 
participation.  I  ask  that  the  amend- 
ment be  adopted. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
is  no  further  debate,  the  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  amendment  No.  4085,  of- 
fered by  the  Senators  from  Idaho  and 
New  Mexico. 

The  amendment  (No.  4085)  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  CRAIG.  I  move  to  reconsider  the 
vote.    

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  agreement,  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  is  now  recognized. 

CO>fFORMING  AMENDMENT  TO  GATT 
LEGISLATIO.N 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President.  I  will 
take  a  very  few  moments  this  after- 
noon to  refresh  my  colleagues'  memo- 
ries as  to  why  we  are  here  again  to  act 
on  the  GATT  issue. 

When  the  Congress  passed  the  GATT 
legislation,  we  made   two  changes  to 


U.S.  patent  law.  First,  all  patents  were 
extended  from  17  to  20  years  in  length. 
That  is  the  law  today  for  all  patents  in 
every  industry  in  this  country. 

Second,  we  adopted  a  grandfather 
provision  which  permitted  generic 
competitors  in  all  industries  to  go  to 
the  market  on  the  original  17-year  date 
if  they  had  made  a  substantial  invest- 
ment and  if  they  paid  a  royalty  to  the 
patent  holder. 

But  according  to  the  U.S.  Trade  Rep- 
resentative, the  Food  and  Drug  Admin- 
istration, the  Department  of  Health 
and  Human  Services,  and  the  Patent 
and  Trademark  Office,  the  Congress  ac- 
cidentally—and I  underline  "acciden- 
tally"— omitted  a  conforming  amend- 
ment in  the  GATT  legislation.  The 
Congressional  Record  also  documents 
our  very  clear  intent  to  apply  the 
GATT  treaty  universally  without  any 
special  exceptions. 

Mr.  President,  as  a  result  of  our  error 
and  this  missing  amendment,  a  single 
industry  has  now  been  exempted  from 
the  GATT  grandfather  provision.  Every 
single  product,  every  company,  and 
every  industry  in  this  country  abide  by 
this  law  today,  except  for  one  particu- 
lau-  industry.  That  is  the  prescription 
drug  industry. 

The  omission  of  this  single  industry 
has  created  a  loophole  that  benefits 
just  a  few  drug  companies,  especially 
Glaxo  Wellcome.  The  loophole,  Mr. 
President,  in  the  GATT  legislation  has 
given  them  a  $2.5  billion  windfall. 
That's  $5  million  a  day.  As  long  as  we 
wait  and  talk  and  do  nothing,  these  few 
drug  companies  are  receiving  millions 
every  day  which  are  subsidized  by  the 
elderly,  by  the  veterans  and  by  the 
consumers  of  America.  Today,  we  have 
an  opportunity  to  put  this  to  an  end. 
We  could  bring  equity  at  long  last  to 
this  issue. 

Glaxo  Wellcome  is  the  largest  drug 
firm  in  the  world.  It  is  today  receiving 
a  lion's  share  of  this  multibillion  dol- 
lar windfall  through  the  world's  best- 
selling  drug,  Zantac. 

Today,  generic  competitors  to  Zantac 
who  have  already  made  a  substantial 
investment  and  readied  their  products 
for  the  market  have  been  unintention- 
ally denied  access  to  the  marketplace. 
Today,  they  have  idled  their  factories 
and  their  workers  wait  for  us  to  act. 
Today,  the  consumers  of  America  are 
being  denied  cheaper  prices  for  their 
drugs  which  they  should  have  received 
months  ago. 

The  amendment  that  I  offer  today, 
Mr.  President,  on  behalf  of  Senator 
Brown,  Senator  Chafee,  and  Senator 
Bryan,  is  simply  the  confonning 
amendment  which  should  have  been  a 
part  of  the  GATT  legislation.  This  is 
our  opportunity  to  fix  a  glaring  legisla- 
tive mistake.  In  the  process,  we  will 
save  American  consumers  literally  bil- 
lions of  dollars,  and  we  will  bring  our 
country  into  full  compliance  with  our 
treaty  obligations. 
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Let  me  remind  my  colleagues  how 
our  friend  and  colleague.  Senator  Paul 
Simon  of  Illinois,  recently  summed  up 
this  issue.  He  said:  "This  is  as  classic  a 
case  of  public  interest  versus  siiecial 
interest  as  you  could  find." 

Last  December,  we  brought  this 
amendment  to  the  floor  and  unsuccess- 
fully sought  an  up-or-down  vote  on  it. 
There  was  an  effort  to  kill  the  amend- 
ment with  a  sense-of-the-Senate  reso- 
lution that  called  for  a  hearing  in  the 
Judiciary  Committee.  When  we  with- 
drew the  amendment  from  consider- 
ation, we  promised,  like  General  Mac- 
Arthur,  to  return. 

But  there  have  been  many  delays  and 
postponements  in  the  last  several 
months  and  procedural  obstacles 
thrown  up  by  our  opponents.  For  some 
mysterious  reason,  the  hearing  that 
was  promised  took  more  than  2  whole 
months  to  schedule.  A  markup  was 
promised  for  March.  It  was  postponed 
three  different  times  for  over  a  month. 

Mr.  President,  here  is  the  price  for 
our  opponents'  delay.  Here  is  the  price 
that  American  consumers  are  paying 
and  putting  into  the  pockets  of  a  few 
drug  companies.  As  a  result  of  our 
delay,  a  few  companies  have  collected 
$990  million  as  a  windfall.  We  are  just 
2  days  short  of  permitting  this  to  grow 
into  a  round  $1  billion  windfall,  a  wind- 
fall which  continues  because  of  a  con- 
gressional mistake  we  have  still  not 
corrected. 

We  have  waited  and  waited  and  wait- 
ed, while  the  Judiciary  Committee  held 
a  hearing  and  markup.  The  result  of  all 
this  delay  is  that  now  the  record  sim- 
ply verifies  that  a  costly  mistake  has 
been  made  which  needs  correction.  Am- 
bassador Mickey  Kantor,  then  our 
Trade  Representative,  testified  at  the 
hearing  that  our  amendment  "would  do 
nothing  more  than  fulfill  our  obliga- 
tion to  be  faithful  to  what  we  had  ne- 
gotiated in  the  GATT  treaty."  He  con- 
firmed that  it  "would  carry  out  the  in- 
tent, not  only  of  the  negotiations  and 
what  the  administration  intended,  but 
also  what  the  Congress  intended." 

When  the  Judiciary  Committee 
marked  up  the  GATT  amendment,  it 
regrettably  ordered  and  reported  out  a 
fatally  flawed  substitute  version.  Ac- 
cording to  a  letter  from  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Human  Services 
which  has  been  distributed  to  each 
Member  of  the  Senate,  the  FDA  and 
the  Department  concluded  that  the  Ju- 
diciary or  Hatch  substitute  does  not 
close  the  loophole.  In  fact,  it  would  be 
virtually  impossible  for  a  manufac- 
turer to  obtain  FDA  approval  imder 
the  substitute. 

To  add  insult  to  injury,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  substitute  version  includes  a 
veritable  treasure  trove  of  patent  ex- 
tensions and  special  breaks  for  other 
drug  companies  that  are  completely 
unrelated  to  the  GATT  loophole.  So  we 
have  all  waited  endlessly,  enriched  a 
few  companies  and  ended  up  with  a 


substitute  which  is  worse  than  the  sta- 
tus quo. 

I  would  add,  Mr.  President,  that  the 
committee  marked  up  on  May  2.  The 
committee  has  yet  to  file  a  report  on 
the  substitute  version.  In  fact,  the 
committee  also  has  guaranteed  we 
delay  for  months  the  consideration  of 
our  amendment.  Moreover,  I  under- 
stand the  distinguished  committee 
chairman.  Senator  Hatch,  will  offer 
the  substitute  version  as  a  second-de- 
gree amendment  to  our  own  and  fur- 
ther delay  consideration. 

Mr.  President,  the  only  compromise 
in  the  committee's  work  is  a  com- 
promise of  the  interests  of  consumers 
and  our  Nation's  vital  health  care  pro- 
grams— Medicaid,  Defense  Department 
and  CHAMPUS,  VA,  Public  Health  and 
Indian  Health  Service  clinics,  private 
health  insurers,  and  the  like. 

We  have  a  very  clear  choice  before  us 
this  afternoon.  We  can  do  the  right 
thing.  We  can  do  the  right  thing  by 
voting  for  this  amendment.  We  can  do 
the  right  thing  by  defeating  the  sub- 
stitute version  offered  as  a  second-de- 
gree amendment  by  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Utah. 

Many  have  asked  me,  Mr.  President, 
why  we  are  offering  this  amendment  on 
the  Department  of  Defense  authoriza- 
tion bill.  There  is  a  very  simple  an- 
swer. First,  this  amendment  would 
save  the  Department  of  Defense  over 
$30  million.  The  Department  of  Defense 
has  estimated  that  it  spends  $900  mil- 
lion a  year  on  prescription  drugs  for 
our  servicemen,  servicewomen.  and 
their  families.  According  to  estimates 
consistent  with  earlier  CBO  estimates 
for  Medicaid  savings,  our  GATT 
amendment  would  cut  those  exj?endi- 
tures  by  over  $30  million. 

Mr.  President,  for  this  reason  alone, 
we  think  this  is  a  proper  place  to  bring 
this  amendment  to  the  attention  of  our 
colleagues  with  the  intention  of  receiv- 
ing their  consideration  and.  hopefully, 
a  positive  vote. 

I  also  want  to  summarize,  if  I  might, 
Mr.  President,  what  I  think  may  be- 
come a  second-degree  amendment  to 
the  Pryor-Chafee- Brown-Bryan  bill. 
First,  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services,  as  I  have  mentioned, 
has  analyzed  the  substitute.  They  con- 
cluded that  "it  does  not  close  the 
GATT  loophole"  and  includes  legal  re- 
quirements that  are  "nearly  impossible 
to  meet"  and  "present  nearly  insur- 
mountable obstacles"  to  fair  competi- 
tion. 

Second,  the  substitute  was  originally 
drafted  by  the  brand  name  drug  indus- 
try association,  PHRMA.  We  have  a 
copy  of  the  PHRMA  draft.  As  PHRMA 
wrote,  the  substitute  "protects  the  in- 
terests of  PHRMA  members"— not  con- 
sumers, and  certainly  not  taxpayers. 

As  a  result,  Mr.  President,  the  Hatch 
amendment  that  we  nMiy  be  consider- 
ing—which looks  like  a  Rube  Goldberg 


design  as  far  as  judicial  procedure  is 
concerned — may  be  described  better  as 
a  Christmas  tree.  It  is  a  Christmas  tree 
of  special  interest  favors,  new  multi- 
million  dollar  patent  extensions  and 
provisions  intended  to  overturn  Fed- 
eral court  decisions.  This  Christmas 
tree  preserves  the  GATT  loophole.  It 
blocks  generic  competition.  It  protects 
the  Glaxo  windfall.  It  overturns  the 
Federal  courts.  It  guarantees  endless 
litigation.  It  rewards  companies  like 
Merck,  Zeneca.  and  Wyeth  with  mil- 
lions in  special  protections  without 
giving  my  colleagues  and  I  a  single 
credible  legal  or  policy  justification. 

Finally.  Mr.  President,  Professor  Leo 
Levin,  professor  emeritus  of  law  at  the 
University  of  Pennsylvania,  is  one  of 
the  world's  leading  experts  on  the  prob- 
lems of  cost  and  delay  in  civil  litiga- 
tion. I  thought  it  would  be  interesting 
if  we  mentioned  the  opinions  of  Profes- 
sor Levin,  the  former  director  of  the 
Federal  Judicial  Center.  Here  is  what 
Professor  Levin  thinks  of  the  Hatch 
substitute: 

My  conclusion  Is  that,  conservatively.  I 
would  expect  several  years  to  elapse  from 
the  commencement  of  litigation  under  the 
Hatch  substitute  until  flnal  disposition  on 
appeal. 

In  other  words,  this  is  an  ironclad 
guarantee  to  Glaxo  and  its  compatriots 
that  they  can  collect  their  entire  $2.5 
billion  windfall.  It  is  an  ironclad 
guarantee  that  competition  will  be 
locked  out  and  that  windfall  profits 
flow  to  the  wrong  parties. 

There  is  also  a  sense-of-the-Senate 
provision  in  the  Hatch  substitute 
which  purports  to  urge  parties  to  liti- 
gate quickly.  I  am  sure  my  colleague 
from  Utah  will  say  this  is  a  godsend: 
that  it  will  somehow  compel  the  par- 
ties to  go  to  court  and  resolve  their  dif- 
ferences quickly  so  that  we  can  have 
free  and  orderly  competition. 

Here  is  what  Professor  Levin  con- 
cluded about  that  particular  sense-of- 
the-Senate  resolution  embodied  in  the 
Hatch  substitute: 

This  Is  a  laudable  sentiment  but  without 
le^  Impact.  In  short.  It  evidences  recogni- 
tion of  the  problem  but  not  an  effective  solu- 
tion to  the  problem. 

Mr.  President,  I  could  talk  on  and  on 
about  this  issue.  I  do  not  think  we  need 
to  talk  a  lot  longer  about  it.  I  would 
like  to  say  that  I  would  enjoy  proceed- 
ing, if  we  could.  I  would  be  more  than 
happy  to  enter  into  an  agreement  on 
time.  I  have  not  actually  sent  the 
amendment  to  the  desk.  I  will  do  so  at 
the  appropriate  time.  But  I  see  my  col- 
league from  Utah  standing.  I  wonder  if 
he  has  any  connment. 

Mr.  HATCH  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  THURMOND  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina  is  recognized. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  do 
we  have  a  time  agreement? 

Mr.  PRYOR.  We  do  not  have  a  time 
agreement.  I  am  more  than  willing  to 
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enter  into  a  time  agreement  for  a  vote 
on  our  amendment  to  take  place. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  What  does  the  Sen- 
ator suggest  as  a  time  agreement? 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President.  I  suggest 
that  we  have  no  more  than  an  hour,  or 
perhaps  even  a  4&-minute  time  agree- 
ment. I  would  like  to  inquire  of  my 
friend  from  Utah  whether  this  is  agree- 
able. 

Mr.  HATCH.  We  are  agreeable  to  45 
minutes. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Equally  divided? 

Mr.  PRYOR.  I  am  just  proposing 
that. 

Mr.  HATCH.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  Senator  Pryor  has  an  amend- 
ment. I  believe  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  will  second  degree  the  amend- 
ment. I  will  agree  to  a  45-minute  time 
limit  divided  equally  on  both  amend- 
ments in  order  to  accommodate  my 
colleague,  even  though  I  think  I  need 
almost  a  half-hour  to  speak  on  it.  But 
I  will  agree  to  45  minutes. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
has  been  no  unanimous  consent  offered. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Is  the  time  limit  we  dis- 
cussed agreeable  to  my  colleague? 

Mr.  PRYOR.  I  would  like  to  make 
two  requests.  One.  before  I  agree  to 
such  a  proposal,  I  would  like  to  see  the 
amendment  in  the  second  degree.  I 
think  it  would  be  only  fair  because  the 
Senator  from  Utah  has  had  our  amend- 
ment for  many,  many  months.  Second. 
I  would  like  to  ask,  should  we  agree  to 
a  time  agreement,  that  I  may  be  imme- 
diately recognized  should  my  amend- 
ment be  tabled  or  should  the  second-de- 
gree amendment  prevail. 

Mr.  HATCH.  I  did  not  hear  your 
whole  sentence.  Your  amendment  to  be 
what? 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Should  the  Hatch 
amendment  be  agreed  to.  I  should 
phrase  it  that  way. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Would  the  Parliamen- 
tarian please  state  what  the  offer  was? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President, 
could  we  pause  long  enough  to  let  him 
send  the  amendment  to  the  desk? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Would 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  wish  to  re- 
state the  last  point  that  he  made? 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President.  I  would 
like  to  put  in  a  unanimous  consent  re- 
quest, that  should  the  Hatch  second-de- 
gree amendment  prevail— and  I  not  get 
the  vote  on  my  amendment— that  I 
might  be  immediately  recognized  for 
an  up-or-down  vote  on  my  amendment. 

Mr.  HATCH.  If  we  prevail? 

Mr.  PRYOR.  I  would  simply  reoffer 
my  amendment,  and  I  would  like  to  be 
recognized  for  that  purpose.  And  I  ask 
unanimous  consent. 

Mr.  HATCH.  If  we  win,  we  win;  if  we 
lose,  we  lose.  But  we  prefer  to  do  it  in 
the  routine  parliamentary  fashion. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  that  is 
precisely  what  I  seek.  If  I  may,  I  think 
we  can  resolve  this  together  if  I  may 


respectfully  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  check  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  my 
dear  friend  from  Arkansas  to  correct 
me  if  I  misstate  this.  It  is  my  under- 
standing that  Senator  Pryor  will  nei- 
ther offer  his  amendment  today,  nor 
does  he  believe  anybody  else  will  offer 
a  similar  amendment  today.  We  will 
save  the  vote  for  another  day,  but  we 
will  each  make  a  few  comments  today. 

Mr.  PRYOR  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  under  the 
circumstances — and  the  circumstances 
are  these — I  have  been  waiting  since 
January  to  offer  this  amendment.  I 
think,  as  a  Member  of  this  body,  I  am 
entitled  to  have  a  vote  on  this  amend- 
ment. Maybe  it  is  a  tabling  motion.  I 
am  not  objecting  to  that.  But  I  think 
on  this  particular  amendment  ajid  on 
this  language,  this  Senator  is  entitled 
to  this  body  deciding,  yes,  we  do  want 
this  amendment  or,  no,  we  do  not. 

That  is  all  I  have  asked  for  all  year. 
It  is  all  I  am  asking  for  now.  It  is  ap- 
parent I  am  not  going  to  get  that,  so  I 
am  not  going  to  send  up  an  amendment 
at  this  time,  and  I  will  wait  until  next 
week  or  I  might  wait  until  next  July  or 
I  might  wait  until  next  September, 
whenever.  But  I  am  going  to  offer  this 
amendment,  and  I  hope  to  get  a  vote  on 
it.  I  hope  my  colleagues  will  allow  me 
to  get  a  vote  on  it.  I  have  never  second 
degreed  an  amendment  here  in  18 
years — never.  In  fact,  I  have  never  even 
been  tempted  to.  And  I  am  not  going  to 
second  degree  my  own  amendment.  I 
am  not  going  to  get  cute, 
parliamentarily  speaking.  I  hope  my 
colleague  from  Utah  will  understand 
and  the  managers  will  understand,  but 
I  just  do  not  think  it  is  protecting  of 
my  rights  now  to  offer  an  amendment. 

If  I  may,  I  would  like  to  ask  unani- 
mous consent  to  add  a  few  cosponsors: 
Senator  Byrd,  Senator  Dorgan,  and 
Senator  Leahy,  all  to  be  original  co- 
sponsors. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Chair. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Mr.  President,  I  am  pre- 
pared to  put  this  to  a  vote  today.  As  I 
understand  it,  if  the  Senator  had  called 
up  his  amendment,  then  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  South  Carolina 
would  have  called  up  his  second-degree 
amendment,  which  is  certainly  both  le- 
gitimate under  the  rules  and  a  common 
practice  in  the  Senate  whenever  we 
have  some  of  these  very  sensitive,  dif- 
ficult matters  to  consider. 


Let  me  say  this,  Mr.  President.  I  ad- 
mire my  colleague  from  Arkansas.  We 
have  been  friends  for  years.  He  feels 
very  deeply  about  this. 

But  there  are  many  of  us  who  feel 
very  deeply  about  our  side  of  the  issue. 

When  the  time  comes,  I  will  ask  my 
colleagues  to  vote  against  the  Pryor 
amendment  and  to  vote  for  the  com- 
promise legislation  on  the  GATT/Phar- 
maceutical  patent  issue  that  was  re- 
cently adopted  by  a  bipartisan  vote  of 
the  Senate  Judiciary  Committee. 

I  know  many  here  are  asking  them- 
selves how  many  times  are  we  going  to 
have  to  debate  this  issue?  And.  for  that 
matter,  they  are  asking  why  we  are 
considering  it  on  an  underlying  bill 
that  is,  at  best,  only  tangentially  re- 
lated to  the  subject  matter  of  our 
amendment. 

We  considered  the  Pryor  amendment 
in  the  Finance  Committee  last  fall  as 
part  of  the  budget  reconciliation  bill, 
and  the  committee  rejected  it. 

We  considered  the  amendment  on  De- 
cember 7  as  an  amendment  to  the  par- 
tial-birth abortion  ban  bill,  and  the 
amendment  was  not  adopted. 

My  colleagues  attempted  to  offer  the 
bill  as  an  amendment  to  the  Kasse- 
baum-Kennedy  health  insurance  bill, 
and  it  was  withdrawn. 

In  counterpoint  to  the  efforts  of  Sen- 
ator Pryor,  the  Judiciary  Committee 
held  a  February  27  hearing,  as  I  prom- 
ised. 

On  May  2,  we  held  a  markup,  as  I 
promised. 

We  wanted  to  hold  the  markup  before 
then,  but  consideration  of  the  immi- 
gration bill  took  longer  than  anyone 
anticipated. 

The  point  is  that  we  held  the  mark- 
up, and  we  did  it  in  as  expedited  a  fash- 
ion as  possible. 

I  am  pleased  to  say  that,  with  the 
support  of  Senators  Spectek  and  Hef- 
UN,  we  were  able  to  forge  a  bipartisan 
compromise  that  was  adopted  on  a  10- 
to-7  vote. 

We  are  working  hard  to  file  a  report 
on  this  bill.  We  do  not  yet  have  the 
CBO  on-budget  estimates,  nor  do  we 
have  their  newly  required  off-budget, 
unfunded  mandates  analysis. 

In  short,  to  bring  the  Pryor-Brown- 
Chafee  amendment  up  at  this  time 
would  be  to  attempt  to  short-circuit 
the  process  that  is  well  underway  in 
the  Judiciary  Committee. 

Senator  Pryor's  amendment  is  noth- 
ing more  than  an  effort  to  engender 
support  for  an  approach  that  the  Judi- 
ciary Conmiittee  has  already  consid- 
ered and  rejected. 

And  while  my  preference  would  be  to 
consider  the  Judiciary  Committee 
compromise  as  a  freestanding  measure, 
it  is  clear  such  will  probably  not  be  the 
case. 

I  have  been  around  this  body  long 
enough  to  know  that  you  cannot  al- 
ways pick  the  time  and  place  for  a  de- 
bate. If  today  is  the  day,  so  be  it. 
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I  thank  my  colleague  for  accommo- 
dating me  in  bringing  it  up  at  this  time 
and  giving  me  notice.  I  hope  that  in 
the  future  we  can  notify  each  other  on 
this  and.  as  always,  treat  each  other 
fairly. 

I  also  hope  that  a  great  majority  of 
my  colleagues  will  agree  with  me  that 
the  Pryor  amendment  is  unwarranted 
and  that  the  Judiciary  Committee 
compromise  that  Senator  Thurmond 
will  offer  shoiild  be  adopted  by  the  Sen- 
ate. 

Before  I  describe  why  I  think  the  Ju- 
diciary Committee  compromise  is  pref- 
erable to  the  Pryor  amendment.  I  just 
want  to  recognize  the  fact  that  many 
in  this  body  have  spent  a  considerable 
amount  of  time  on  this  somewhat  ar- 
cane but  very  important  subject. 

Although  I  firmly  disagree  with  Sen- 
ators BROWTi,  Pryor,  and  Chafee  on 
this  matter.  I  respect  each  of  them. 
They  are  good  Senators.  Frankly,  I 
would  prefer  working  together  with 
them  rather  than  in  opposition. 

In  fact,  despite  our  sharp  differences 
on  this  particular  issue.  Senators 
F*RYOR,  Chafee.  and  I  are  working 
closely  together  on  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee to  ensure  adequate  funding  of 
conmiunity  health  centers  and  rural 
health  clinics. 

I  will  miss  debating  David  Pryor  on 
these  tough  and  complex  pharma- 
ceutical issues  when  he  retires  from 
the  Senate  later  this  year.  The  same  is 
true  for  Hank  Brown,  our  good  friend. 

I  will  also  miss  Senator  Heflin,  a 
great  friend  who  has  been  on  the  Judi- 
ciary Committee  almost  as  long  as  I 
have.  He  studied  this  issue  carefully  as 
well.  I  fully  agree  with  the  observation 
he  made  at  one  of  our  recent  Judiciary 
Committee  hearings  that  the  generic 
and  innovator  segments  of  the  industry 
have  much  more  in  common  than  they 
have  in  contention.  I  was  particularly 
pleased  that  Senator  Heflin  voted  for 
the  Judiciary  Committee  compromise, 
although  he  voted  with  Senator  Pryor 
last  December. 

I  also  wish  to  commend  especially 
my  colleague  from  Pennsylvania,  Sen- 
ator Specter,  with  helping  to  develop 
the  Judiciary  Committee  compromise 
proposal.  He  played  a  critical  role  in 
this  effort.  I  want  everyone  to  under- 
stand how  much  the  other  members  of 
the  Judiciary  Committee  and  I  value 
his  leadership  in  this  area. 

The  issue  we  are  debating  today  cen- 
ters on  the  complex  interrelationship 
between  the  GATT  treaty,  the  Federal 
Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act,  and  the 
Patent  Code.  In  particular,  the  ques- 
tion is  how  certain  transition  rules 
contained  in  the  Uruguay  Round 
Agreements  Act  apply  to  pioneer  phar- 
maceutical patents  which  have  been 
extended  by  the  URAA. 

This  is  a  tough,  contentious  issue. 
That  is  because  there  is  an  inherent 
tension  involved  in  setting  and  adjust- 
ing the  incentives  that  will  result  in 


both  the  next  generation  of  break- 
through therapies  and  in  making  low- 
cost  generic  equivalents  available.  The 
American  people  need  both  break- 
through innovator  products  and  lower 
cost  generics. 

But  as  former  Surgeon  General  Dr.  C. 
Everett  Koop  has  wisely  observed: 

.  .  we  must  resist  the  temptations  of 
short-term  thinking  and  look  at  the  big  pic- 
ture. The  only  way  to  make  a  real  difference 
in  health  care  costs — and  a  real  difference  In 
people's  lives — is  to  find  cures  for  AIDS,  can- 
cer. Alzheimer's  and  .  .  .  other  diseases.  The 
way  to  do  that  is  to  encourage  support  for 
medical  innovation. 

And  make  no  mistake  that  retaining 
incentives  for  biomedical  research  is 
exactly  what  the  Judiciary  Committee 
compromise  does. 

I  am  extremely  pleased  to  tell  my 
colleagues  that  Dr.  Koop  spoke  to  my 
staff  this  morning  and  said  that  he  is 
supportive  of  the  Judiciary  Committee 
compromise  that  I  am  offering  today. 

Let  me  outline  the  key  elements  of 
the  Judiciary  Committee  compromise 
proposal  that  I  developed,  working,  as  I 
have  said,  in  close  consultation  with 
Senator  Specter  who  has  a  very  deep 
interest  in  this  issue. 

This  is  important,  to  lay  this  out.  so 
people  realize  it  is  not  quite  as  simple 
as  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ar- 
kansas articulates  here  on  the  floor 
today. 

The  compromise  allows  generic  drug 
applications  which  were  submitted  to 
the  FDA  by  June  8,  1995.  and  were 
found  to  be  sufficiently  complete  so  as 
to  permit  substantive  review  to  be  ap- 
proved for  marketing  during  the  GATT 
transition  period. 

As  with  other  industries  under  the 
URAA,  a  court  must  first  determine 
that  the  generic  drug  manufacturer 
met  the  substantial  investment  re- 
quirement. 

This  investment  could  not  solely  con- 
sist of  expenditures  related  to  the  de- 
velopment and  submission  of  an  abbre- 
viated new  drug  application,  or  ANDA. 

Under  the  Judiciary  Committee  com- 
promise, the  court  would  take  into  ac- 
count activities  that  were  specifically 
related  to  the  research,  development, 
manufacture,  sale,  and  marketing,  and 
other  activities  undertaken  in  connec- 
tion with  the  specific  generic  drug  ap- 
plication. 

The  Judiciary  compromise  also  in- 
cludes a  provision  advocated  by  Sen- 
ator Biden,  to  treat  patents  in  force  on 
June  8,  1995,  as  a  result  of  a  Hatch- 
Waxnnan  restoration  extension  in  the 
same  manner  as  other  patents  with  re- 
spect to  URAA  patent  term  modifica- 
tions. 

This  is  fair  and  warranted  given  the 
fact  that  Hatch-Waxman  restoration 
extensions  are  granted  in  partial  com- 
pensation for  time  lost  due  to  FDA  reg- 
ulatory review  and  should  be  consid- 
ered wholly  independent  from  any 
URAA  extension. 

Finally,  at  the  request  of  Senator 
Spectter,    the    Judiciary    Committee 


contains  a  2-year  marketing  exclusiv- 
ity extension  for  Lodine.  a  nonsteroi- 
dal antiinflammatory  product.  This 
product  was  under  FDA  NDA  review  for 
over  8  years,  and  presents  a  factual 
case  in  many  respects  similar  to 
Daypro.  which  was  recently  afforded 
equitable  relief  in  the  continuing  reso- 
lution that  was  passed  in  April. 

In  addition,  the  proposal  contains 
sense-of-the-Senate  language  to  urge 
that  litigation  be  concluded  as  expedi- 
tiously as  possible.  In  this  regard,  let 
me  just  add  that  Senator  Specter  will 
work  with  me  to  add  an  amendment 
that  will  help  us  to  get  there. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  under  the  Judici- 
ary Committee  compromise,  the  inter- 
est of  ensuring  prompt  litigation  is 
promoted  by  granting  the  courts  the 
authority  to  award  equitable  com- 
pensation from  the  patentee  to  the  ge- 
neric drug  applicant  in  consideration 
for  marketing  time  lost  due  to  litiga- 
tion. 

The  message  here  is  simple  and  clear 
Equity  is  a  two-way  street. 

Pioneer  drug  firms  unjustifiably 
drawing  out  litigation  will  be  placed  in 
substantial  Hnancial  risk  if  it  is  deter- 
mined by  the  court  that  equity  so  re- 
quires compensation  be  paid  to  the  ge- 
neric manufacturer. 

These  provisions  would  not  apply  to 
products  whose  patents  would  have  ex- 
pired, including  any  restoration  peri- 
ods under  the  Hatch-Waxman  Act. 
after  June  8,  1998.  The  puri>ose  of  this 
provision  is  to  prohibit  obvious  gaming 
of  the  system  by  those  who  may  have 
submitted  generic  drug  applications  far 
in  advance  than  would  have  been  the 
case  in  any  normal  commercial  trans- 
action. 

It  will  be  interesting  to  see  once  CBO 
completes  its  analysis  of  the  FDA  data 
whether  some  generic  firms  may  have 
submitted  applications  for  products 
whose  patents  expire  sometime  early  in 
the  next  century.  This  hardly  strikes 
me  as  the  type  of  good-faith  activity 
that  seems  to  be  contemplated  by  the 
URAA  transition  rules. 

The  Judiciary  Committee  com- 
promise is  fair  and  balanced.  I  urge  all 
of  my  colleagues  to  support  it. 

I  would  next  like  to  take  just  a  few 
moments  to  explain  why  I  believe  that 
this  approach  Is  preferable  to  the  Pryor 
amendment. 

As  I  have  stated  on  a  number  of  occa- 
sions. I  have  several  threshold  concerns 
about  the  Pryor  legislation. 

First,  it  undermines  the  incentives 
for  biomedical  research.  Dr.  Koop  and 
other  leading  public  health  experts  rec- 
ognize that  it  is  only  through  research 
that  great  life-saving  and  cost-saving 
medical  advances  Clow.  Plain  and  sim- 
ple, more  research  will  be  conducted 
under  the  Judiciary  Committee  com- 
promise than  under  the  Pryor  amend- 
ment. 

Second,  it  sets  a  poor,  first  example 
on  GATT  and  will  act  to  encourage  our 
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trading-  partners  to  drag  their  feet  in 
implementing  the  intellectual  property- 
provisions  of  the  GATT  Treaty.  I  know 
the  U.S.  Trade  Representative  under 
the  Clinton  administration  takes  a  dif- 
ferent view  but  I  think  former  Trade 
Representative  Bill  Brock  got  it  ex- 
actly right,  and  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  his  remarks  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  re- 
marks were  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record  as  follows: 

It  will  be  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  for 
the  United  States  to  force  other  nations  to 
adhere  to  the  TRIPS  agreement  If  we  set  this 
unfortunate  precedent.  In  sum,  in  exchange 
for  the  hope  of  short  term  savings,  the  Pryor 
proposal  could  cost  all  U.S.  firms  and  work- 
ers the  enormous  long  term  grains  we  worked 
so  hard  to  achieve  in  the  Uruguay  Round. 
That  Is  penny  wise  and  pound  foolish. 

Mr.  HATCH.  Third,  it  may  subject 
the  Federal  Treasury  to  substantial  fi- 
nancial liability  under  the  takings 
clause  of  the  fifth  amendment.  On  this 
last  point,  let  me  just  say  that  the 
takings  issue  was  discussed  at  our  Feb- 
ruary hearing.  I  was  very  interested  to 
learn  that  analysts  at  CBO  have  inde- 
pendently raised  this  issue,  so  I  think 
it  is  a  very  real  concern.  We  should  at- 
tempt to  ensure  that  it  is  the  generic 
drug  manufacturers  and  pioneer  phar- 
maceutical Arms,  respectively,  who  are 
financially  responsible  for  paying  any 
court-ordered  equitable  remuneration 
and  equitable  compensation. 

In  addition  to  these  three  major  pol- 
icy concerns  that  I  have  just  outlined, 
I  also  take  strong  exception  to  the 
manner  in  which  Senator  Pryor  has 
attempted  to  characterize  this  debate. 
There  are  two  basic  arguments  that  are 
repeatedly  advanced  as  justification 
for  the  Pryor  amendment. 

The  first  is  the  uneven  playing  field 
argument.  You  have  heard  it  many 
times  in  this  debate.  Somehow  only  the 
generic  drug  industry  has  not  been  able 
to  take  advantage  of  the  GATT  transi- 
tion rules. 

But  the  truth  of  the  matter  is  that 
there  are  no  reported  cases  of  any  ge- 
neric product  manufacturer,  from  any 
other  industry  reaching,  or  for  that 
matter  even  seeking  to  reach,  the  mar- 
ketplace through  the  transition  rules. 
If  adopted,  the  Pryor  amendment 
would  tilt  the  playing  field  by  creating 
a  virtually  industry-wide  advantage 
being  granted  to  only  one  industry— 
the  generic  drug  industry.  This  can 
hardly  be  called  leveling  the  playing 
field. 

The  other  major  argument  advanced 
by  the  proponents  of  the  Pryor  amend- 
ment is  the  alleged  imintentional  mis- 
take argument.  It  is  said  over  and  over 
again  by  my  opponents  in  this  debate 
that  adopting  the  Pryor  amendment 
merely  amounts  to  making  a  technical 
correction  to  achieve  an  effect  that 
Congress  intended  all  long. 

I  must  say  that  on  the  surface  this 
argument  has  a  certain  amount  of  ap- 


peal and  is  easy  to  understand.  The 
trouble  is  that  it  is  simply  not  the 
borne  out  by  the  facts. 

It  is  important  for  everyone  in  this 
body  to  understand  what  the  Court  of 
Appeals  for  the  Federal  circuit  found 
on  intent  issue  last  November  in  the 
Royce  case.  Frankly,  what  they  found 
was  that,  with  my  apologies  to  Ger- 
trude Stein,  "there  is  no  there,  there." 
The  court  said: 

The  parties  have  not  pointed  to.  and  we 
have  not  discovered,  any  legislative  history 
on  the  Intent  of  Congress,  at  the  time  of  pas- 
sage of  the  URAA.  regarding  the  interplay 
between  the  URAA  and  the  Hatch-Waxman 
Act. 

There  have  been  many  attempts  to 
create  after-the-fact  legislative  his- 
tory—and additional  attempts  will  no 
doubt  be  fabricated  in  the  r  -urse  of  our 
debate  today.  But,  as  wit  :he  judges 
on  the  Federal  Circuit,  I  am  aware  of 
no  evidence  at  the  time  of  passage  of 
the  URAA  that  dispositively  resolves, 
or  even  hints  at  resolving,  the  intent 
issue  in  the  manner  now  so  frequently, 
so  cavalierly,  and — it  must  be  stated — 
so  misleadingly,  claimed  by  my  opi>o- 
nents.  I  know  where  the  bald  assertions 
are  but  where  is  the  beef?  What  is  this 
evidence? 

Frankly,  the  intent  argument  is 
somewhat  galling.  How  many  times  has 
this  body  debated  a  supposed  technical 
correction  measure,  like  we  did  for 
three  hours  last  December,  only  to 
refer  the  matter  back  to  Committee  for 
further  study  by  a  razor  thin  49  to  48 
vote.  Technical  correction,  my  eye. 

I  am  also  greatly  concerned  that  the 
Pryor  approach  contemplates  market 
entry  prior  to  an  opportimity  for  court 
resolution  of  the  key  determinations 
surrounding  substantial  investment 
and  equitable  remuneration. 

A  key  principle  of  the  Hatch-Waxman 
Act,  and  of  section  154(c)  of  the  URAA, 
is  to  first  determine  the  rights  of  the 
patent  holder  before  a  generic  competi- 
tor may  enter  the  market. 

This  principle  should  not  be  casually 
set  aside. 

In  contrast  to  the  Pryor  amendment, 
the  Judiciary  Committee  substitute — 
consistent  with  the  longstanding  para- 
graph 4  certification  process  under  the 
Hatch-Waxman  Act  and  the  plain  lan- 
guage of  section  154(c) — would  respect 
the  innovator's  intellectual  property 
by  first  resolving  the  substantial  in- 
vestment and  equitable  remuneration 
issues. 

In  this  regard,  I  must  register  my  ob- 
jection to  the  recent  June  13  letter 
from  Secretary  Shalala  that  seems  to 
interpret  the  language  of  section 
154(c)(3)  as  allowing  the  continuation 
of  infringing  activities  while  the  courts 
resolve  the  substantial  investment  and 
equitable  remuneration  issues. 

This  interpretation  would  be,  in  my 
estimation,  rejected  by  the  courts  be- 
cause it  amounts  to  de  facto  compul- 
sory licensing.  The  protection  of  prior 
judicial  review  is  critical. 


One  of  the  key  reasons  why  our  Na- 
tion endorsed  the  intellectual  property 
provisions  of  the  GATT  Treaty — the  so- 
called  TRIPS  provisions — was  to  limit 
the  ability  of  our  trading  partners  to 
wrongfully  devalue  American  intellec- 
tual property  through  compulsory  li- 
censing provisions. 

This  June  13  administration  embrace 
of  compulsory  licensing  may  open  up  a 
real  can  of  worms  and  will  send  a  hor- 
rible signal  both  overseas  and  to  our 
inventor  community  here  at  home. 

I  have  taken  tor  long.  I  understand. 
Let  me  close  by  s.  nply  saying  th:  t 
the  reasons  I  have  given,  I  hope  at 
my  fellow  Senators  will  agree  with  me 
that  the  best  course  is  for  the  full  Sen- 
ate to  adopt  the  Judiciary  Connmittee 
compromise.  It  was  hard  fought  and 
won  in  the  Judiciary  Committee. 

It  is  a  fair  compromise  and  one  that 
will  benefit  the  health  of  the  American 
people  and  the  American  public. 

Last,  but  not  least,  let  me  just  say 
this:  As  the  author  of  the  Hatch-Wax- 
man bill,  this  is  a  very  important  issue 
for  me.  This  is  something  that  I  believe 
in  or  I  would  not  be  doing  this. 

I  have  been  vilified  and  mistreated 
and  my  efforts  mischaracterized  on 
this  issue.  I  can  live  with  that,  because 
that  has  happened  to  me  many  times  in 
my  political  career,  as  well  as  to  many 
others  here.  Bu .  I  really  resent  having 
the  issues  in  this  matter  mis-charac- 
terized in  the  way  some  people  have 
done. 

I  want  to  say  that  the  generic  indus- 
try, by  and  large,  has  been  very  fair  to 
me  and  very  decent.  I  personally  appre- 
ciate them.  I  look  forward  to  trying  to 
help  them  in  the  future  on  issues  on 
which  they  deserve  to  have  help.  Unfor- 
tunately, this  does  not  happen  to  be 
one  of  those  issues. 

I  hope  our  colleagues  will  pay  atten- 
tion to  the  things  that  have  been  said 
on  the  fioor. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  the  compromise 
that  the  Senator  from  Utah  and  chair- 
man of  the  Judiciary  Committee,  Sen- 
ator Hatch,  has  offered  on  the  GATT 
pharmaceutical  patent  issue.  I  com- 
mend him  for  his  leadership  on  this 
subject — a  subject  that  is  fundamen- 
tally an  Intellectual  property  issue  and 
that  is  clearly  in  the  purview  of  the 
Senate  Judiciary  Conunittee. 

This  is  not  the  first  time  we  have  had 
this  discussion.  Earlier  this  year,  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  agreed  to  allow 
the  Senate  Judiciary  Conmiittee  to 
consider  this  issue.  On  February  27  and 
March  5,  the  committee  held  hearings 
on  this  issue  with  a  balanced  set  of  wit- 
nesses, and  reported  out  a  compromise 
bill  on  May  2, 1996,  on  a  bipartisan  vote 
of  10  to  7. 

The  Judiciary  Committee  bill  would 
allow  the  FDA  to  approve  a  generic 
drug  for  marketing  prior  to  expiration 
of  the  GATT  patent  extension,  but  only 
after  a  generic  dnig  manufacturer  com- 
plied with  requirements  spelled  out  In 
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both  the  GATT  implementing  law  and 
the  generic  drug  approval  process  in 
the  1984  Hatch-Waxman  law. 

Under  this  compromise,  generic  drug 
manufacturers  would  not  be  treated 
differently  than  any  other  generic 
manufacturer.  Like  other  generic  man- 
ufacturers, generic  drug  manufacturers 
would  be  required  to  prove  in  court 
that  they  had  made  a  substantial  in- 
vestment in  their  product  before  June 
8,  1995.  Court  determination  of  substan- 
tial investment  and  the  establishment 
of  equitable  remuneration  to  the  pat- 
ent holder  is  required  under  the  GATT 
implementing  law  prior  to  generic  in- 
fringement of  patents  in  all  industries. 

A  generic  drug  company  would  have 
to  make  substantial  investments  in 
purchasing  land,  building  a  plant,  or 
other  capital  investments  comparable 
to  what  generic  companies  in  other  in- 
dustries would  have  to  make  in  order 
to  qualify  under  the  transition  provi- 
sion. The  investment  would  have  to  be 
more  than  merely  the  filing  of  an  ab- 
breviated new  drug  application  [ANDA] 
for  regulatory  approval  with  the  FDA, 
although  the  generic  company  would 
be  able  to  include  these  costs  in  prov- 
ing their  investment. 

At  the  same  time,  this  compromise 
provides  unique  protection  to  generic 
drug  companies  from  the  cost  of  poten- 
tial delays  from  the  court  process  prior 
to  entering  the  market.  If  a  generic 
drug  company  wins  the  determination 
of  substantial  Investment,  the  court 
could  order  the  patent  holder  to  com- 
pensate the  generic  company  for  the 
delay  in  selling  their  product  caused  by 
litigation. 

What's  more,  Senators  have  heard 
from  dozens  of  patient  and  physician 
groups  who  point  out  that  without  the 
strong  patent  protections  provided  by 
the  law,  the  investments  that  have 
yielded  critical,  life-saving  drugs  and 
biomedical  products  would  not  have 
been  made.  And  unless  that  patent  pro- 
tection is  preserved,  pharmaceutical 
companies  will  have  no  incentive  to 
continue  their  vital  research. 

Indeed,  Daniel  Perry,  executive  di- 
rector of  the  Alliance  for  Aging  Re- 
search wrote  that  .  .  . 

Patent  rights  are  the  cornerstone  of  Amer- 
ica's biomedical  research  enterprise.  Patents 
provide  a  critical  incentive  for  all  compa- 
nies, particularly  pioneer  pharmaceutical 
manufacturers,  to  conduct  ground  breaking 
biomedical  research. 

I  would  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
Mr.  Perry's  and  other  letters  be  printed 
in  the  Record  following  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1) 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  this  is  a 
fair  and  balanced  compromise.  The 
committee  took  into  account  the 
unique  benefits  generic  drug  manufac- 
turers receive  under  the  FDA  process. 
Generic  drug  manufacturers  are  given 
the  use  of  the  safety  and  efficacy  data 


that  is  developed  over  years  of  research 
and  at  an  average  cost  of  $500  million 
by  the  brand  name  pharmaceutical 
manufacturer.  The  generic  drug  indus- 
try, in  contrast,  spends  an  average  of 
less  than  SI  million  on  their  products. 
The  cornerstone  of  our  intellectual 
property  system  is  that  one  person  or 
company  should  not  be  able  to  profit 
unfairly  from  another's  investment,  be 
it  in  time  or  money,  at  the  expense  of 
the  original  person  or  company.  This 
compromise  protects  that  fundamental 
right,  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port it. 

Exrasm 

May  20. 1996. 
Hon.  Orrin  Hatch, 
Chairman,  Committee  on  the  Judiciary, 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington.  DC. 

De.«i  Senator  Hatch:  We  are  concerned 
that  the  Senate  may  soon  consider  legisla- 
tion that  would  diminish  the  strong  patent 
terms  for  pharmaceuticals  that  resulted 
when  Congress  implemented  the  General 
Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade  (GATT).  We 
thank  you  for  your  leadership  and  efforts  to 
preserve  strong  Intellectual  property  protec- 
tion. It  Is  vital  that  all  Members  of  Congress 
share  your  understanding  of  the  Importance 
to  our  patients  of  strong  Intellectual  prop- 
erty protection,  and  we  ask  that  you  share 
our  concerns  with  your  colleagues. 

As  gastroenterologlsts.  we  have  seen  first 
hand  the  tremendous  power  of  pharma- 
ceutical Innovation  to  forge  unparalleled  ad- 
vances In  medical  care.  Prior  to  the  discov- 
ery and  development  of  the  acld-reduclng 
medicines  called  H2  antagonists,  many  pa- 
tients suffering  from  peptic  ulcer  disease  bad 
to  endure  expensive  corrective  surgery. 
Since  1977,  when  the  first  H2  antagonist  was 
introduced,  the  Incidence  of  ulcer  surgery  as 
well  as  ulcer-related  morbidity  has  dropped 
dramatically.  This  decline  in  surgery  and 
morbidity  has  not  only  benefited  our  pa- 
tients, but  It  has  also  reduced  the  overall 
health  care  costs  for  our  country  since  drug 
therapy  Is  substantially  less  expensive — not 
to  mention  less  painful — than  ulcer  surgery. 

The  argument  in  support  of  changing  the 
GATT  patent  benefit  for  pharmaceuticals 
seems  to  rest  primarily  on  the  potential  cost 
savings  to  consumers  of  accelerating  the 
availability  of  a  generic  version  of  one  anti- 
ulcer drug.  Such  an  argument  totally  ignores 
the  fact  that  the  anti-ulcer  mairketplace  Is 
highly  competitive  with  a  wide  range  of 
choices,  including  generics,  for  patients  and 
physicians. 

This  argument  also  ignores  the  significant 
cost  savings  to  consumers  from  advances  In 
medical  research.  There  are  new  medicines 
available  and  coming  to  the  market  that  can 
cure  peptic  ulcer  disease.  The  senior  citizen 
on  a  fixed  Income  will  save  far  more  from  the 
availability  of  medicines  that  eradicate  the 
cause  of  his/her  ulcer  after  a  few  weeks  of 
therapy  than  from  a  less  expensive  version  of 
a  medicine  they  must  continue  to  take  on  a 
dally  basis.  Fortunately  for  the  patient,  the 
strong  patent  protection  on  existing  anti- 
ulcer products  has  helped  fund  the  research 
that  tizh  made  these  new  medicines  possible. 

We  firmly  bi.lieve  that  it  is  in  the  best  in- 
terest of  patients  to  provide  strong  patent 
protection.  The  results  of  Innovative  bio- 
medical research  funded  by  patent  protec- 
tion for  existing  products  benefit  patients  di- 
rectly. Any  attempts  to  determine  the  Incen- 
tives to  further  research  and  development  is 


short    sighted    and    leaves    patients    short 
changed. 

Sincerely. 

J0H.N  H.  Walsh,  m.d.. 
Professor  of  Medicine, 
UCLA,  Los  Angeles. 
CA. 
Jamie  S.  Barion.  M.D.. 
Professor  of  Medicine. 
Vniv.      of     Miami, 
Miami,  FL. 
RosEMAEiE  L.  Fisher. 
M.D.. 

Professor   of  Intemat 
Medicine.  Yale 

Univ..   New   Haven. 
CT. 
Stanley  B.  Benjamin. 
M.D.. 

Professor  of  Medicine. 
Georgetown      Univ., 
Washington,  DC. 
Malcolm  Robinson,  M.D., 
Professor  of  Medicine. 
Univ.  of  Oklahoma. 
Oklahoma  City.  OK. 
JOSEPH  w.  Griffin,  M.D., 
Professor  of  Medicine. 
Medical    College    of 
Georgia.       Augusta, 
GA. 
David  l.  Earnest.  M.D., 
Professor  of  Medicine. 
Univ.     of    Arizona, 
Tucson.  AZ. 
David  e.  Fleischer.  M.D.. 
Professor  of  Medicine. 
Georgetown      Univ.. 
Washington.  DC. 

American  assocution  for 

Cancer  Research,  Inc.. 
Sew  York.  NY.  October  18. 1995. 
Hon.  Robert  dole. 
Majority  Leader, 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Dole:  The  American  Asso- 
ciation for  Cancer  Research  (AACR)  respect- 
fully requests  that  you  vote  against  Senator 
Pryor's  effort  to  reduce  patent  protection  for 
pharmaceuticals. 

The  medical  researchers  in  the  AACR  have 
devoted  their  lives  to  research  and  innova- 
tion in  the  struggle  to  eradicate  cancer.  In 
this  effort.  Innovative  pharmaceuticals  and 
biotechnology  products  are  our  most  effec- 
tive tools.  Congress  steadfast  support  of  sci- 
entific discovery  and  strong  patent  protec- 
tion has  encouraged  the  Investment  In  re- 
search and  development  that  make  these 
medicines  possible.  For  the  sake  of  patients 
everywhere,  patent  protection  should  not  be 
weakened. 

However,  Senator  Pryor's  legislation  to  re- 
verse the  patent  protection  extended  under 
GATT  to  one  Industry  asks  you  to  do  just 
that.  This  bill  attempts  to  grant  exceptions 
to  the  GATT  patent  protections;  these  excep- 
tions If  adopted,  have  the  potential  to  en- 
courage future  attempts  to  further  erode 
patent  protections  In  the  United  States.  We 
are  gravely  concerned  about  the  precedent  of 
singling  out  one  industry,  especially  one 
that  has  positioned  the  United  States  as  the 
global  leader. 

The  risk  of  supporting  this  legislation 
would  be  to  weaken  the  incentives  for  Inno- 
vation in  academla.  research  Institutions, 
and  medical  research-based  companies.  We 
believe  that  this  will  imoede  our  capacity  to 
address  the  growing  epidemic  of  cancer. 
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We  urge  you  to  use  your  leadership  posi- 
tion to  preserve,  not  destroy,  our  national 
capacity  to  support  research  and  Innovation. 
Respectfully, 

Joseph  R.  Bertino.  m.d.. 

President. 

ALLIANCE  FOR  AGING  RESEARCH 

Washington.  DC.  October  11. 1995. 
Hon.  Robert  Dole. 

Office  of  the  Majority  Leader,  U.S.  Senate,  the 
Capitol  Building.  Washington,  DC. 
Dear  Senator  Dole:  It  has  come  to  my  at- 
tention that.  In  connection  with  a  proposal 
sponsored  by  Senator  David  Pryor.  Congress 
is  considering  changes  to  existing  patent  law 
that  would  erode  patent  protection  In  the 
United  States.  I  ask  you  to  oppose  that  ef- 
fort. 

America  has  always  sought  to  protect  and 
foster  Innovation  primarily  through  our  sys- 
tem of  patent  protection  and  patent-term 
restoration.  Recently,  in  accordance  with  Its 
multilateral  obligations  under  the  Agree- 
ment on  Trade-Related  Aspects  of  Intellec- 
tual Property  Rights  negotiated  during  the 
Uruguay  Round  of  GATT,  Congress  amended 
the  Patent  Code  to  harmonize  its  provisions 
with  International  standards.  As  a  result, 
patent  terms  for  certain  eligible  products— 
in  ail  Industries — were  extended.  Under  the 
Pryor  proposal,  however.  Congress  would 
weaken  our  Implementation  of  GATT's  pat- 
ent provisions. 

As  the  Executive  Director  of  the  Alliance 
for  Agring  Research.  I  am  concerned  by  any 
proposal  that  would  have  such  an  effect.  Pat- 
ent rights  are  the  cornerstone  of  America's 
biomedical  research  enterprise.  Patents  pro- 
vide a  critical  Incentive  for  all  companies, 
particularly  pioneer  pharmaceutical  manu- 
facturers, to  conduct  ground  breaking  bio- 
medical research.  Patients  and  their  physi- 
cians depend  upon  access  to  the  fruits  of  bio- 
medical research — access  which  can  only 
occur  If  there  are  adequate  incentives  for  the 
research  to  be  conducted  In  the  first  place. 
Congress  cannot  expect  the  private  sector  to 
continue  making  high-risk  investments  In 
research  and  development  If  there  is  no  as- 
surance of  strong  patent  protection  (and  if 
there  Is  no  assurance  that  the  United  States 
will  meet  Its  multilateral  obligations  to  pro- 
vide such  protection.) 

This  Is  a  particularly  critical  Issue  for  the 
aging  Americans  represented  by  the  Alli- 
ance. Clearly,  the  curtailment  of  biomedical 
R&D  will  lead  to  a  downturn  in  a  rate  at 
which  biomedical  innovations  will  become 
available  to  the  public.  New  incentives  for 
research  and  Innovation  such  as  those  pro- 
vided by  GATT  must  be  maintained.  Other- 
wise, Congress  will  erode  the  foundations  of 
a  system  that  has  made  America  the  leader 
in  the  discovery  of  new  medicines. 

I  urge  you  to  cast  your  vote  in  favor  of  in- 
novation and  research  for  new  treatments 
that  will  benefit  America's  elderly. 
Best  regards, 

Daniel  Perry, 
Executive  Director. 

The  National  Organization  on 

Fatal  Alcohol  Syndrome, 
Washington,  DC,  October  10, 1993. 
Hon.  Bob  Dole. 
Hart  Smate  Office  Building. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Dole:  It  has  come  to  my  at- 
tention that,  through  an  effort  by  Senator 
Pryor.  Congress  is  considering  changes  to 
existing  law  that  would  chip  away  at  patent 
protections  In  the  United  States,  and  pos- 
sibly around  the  world.  I  ask  you  to  reject 
that  effort. 


This  nation  has  sought  to  protect  and  fos- 
ter Innovation  since  its  very  beginnings,  pri- 
marily through  our  system  of  patent  protec- 
tions. Most  recently,  as  a  result  of  the  Gen- 
eral Agreements  on  Tariffs  and  Trade,  the 
U.S.  changed  its  patent  terms  to  bring  them 
in  line  with  international  standards.  Yet 
Congress  Is  now  considering  weakening  that 
agreement. 

As  a  member  of  the  National  Organization 
on  Fetal  Alcohol  Syndrome,  I  find  that  pos- 
sibility very  disturbing.  Patients  afflicted 
with  disease  look  to  biomedical  research,  es- 
pecially research  taking  place  in  America's 
pharmaceutical  industry,  for  new  and  better 
treatments  to  restore  them  to  health.  But 
this  country's  huge  investments  in  research 
and  development  cannot  be  maintained  with- 
out the  assurance  of  strong  patent  protec 


develop  such  a  medicine,  and  it  Is  unlikely 
that  they  will  ever  produce  a  generic  version 
for  a  patient  population  so  small.  There  are 
many  other  similar  patient  populations  who 
depend  on  the  research-based  companies  to 
bring  these  new  medicines  to  market. 

The  purpose  of  the  General  Agreement  on 
Tariffs  and  Trade  (GATT)  was  to  strengthen 
intellectual  property  law  around  the  world 
and  bring  U.S.  intellectual  property  law  into 
compliance  with  other  Industrialized  coun- 
tries. If  the  GATT  resulted  in  longer  patent 
protection  for  a  few  medicines— all  of  which 
already  face  competition  from  other  thera- 
pies—that In  my  view  is  a  benefit  for  our  so- 
ciety. 

Our  patients  have  experienced  the  direct 
benefits  of  the  tremendous  Investments  that 


tion.  not  only  in  the  U.S..  but  also  in  other  -  "**  PharmaceuUcal  industry  has  made  In  re- 


markets around  the  world. 

If  Congress  begins  chipping  away  at  patent 
protection  in  the  U.S..  It  begins  chipping 
away  at  the  foundations  of  a  system  that  has 
made  this  country  Number  One  in  the  world 
In  the  discovery  of  new  medicines.  It  also  be- 
gins to  undermine  patent  protection  stand- 
ards around  the  world.  And  it  begins  the 
process  of  deflating  the  hopes  of  millions  of 
patients  In  this  country  who  depend  on  medi- 
cal research  to  find  a  cure. 

Please,  cast  your  vote  in  favor  of  innova- 
tion, and  against  any  effort  to  undermine 
patent  protection  in  this  or  any  other  coun- 
try around  the  world. 

Sincerely. 

Patti  Munter. 

President. 

United  Patients'  Association 
for  Pulmonary  Hypertension,  Inc., 

Speedway.  IN. 
Hon.  Carol  Moseley-Braun. 
Hart  Senate  Office  Building, 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Moseley-Braun:  I'm  writ- 
ing to  you  on  behalf  of  400-500  Americans 
who  suffer  from  a  very  rare  and  very  deadly 
disease  known  as  Primary  Pulmonary  Hyper- 
tension (PPH).  Until  recently,  the  best  hope 
for  long-term  survival  from  PPH  was 
through  a  lung  or  heart/lung  transplant. 
However,  today,  thanks  to  research  which 
dates  back  to  the  1970's.  a  new  drug  was  re- 
cently approved  to  treat  PPH  which  not  only 
is  extending  these  patients'  lives  but  is  al- 
lowing them  to  live  full,  active  and  produc- 
tive lives. 

I  have  learned  that  some  generic  compa- 
nies are  now  trying  to  change  the  law  so  that 
they  can  gain  financially  by  bringing  their 
products  to  market  before  the  patents  on  the 
pioneering  companies'  products  expire.  I  can 
attest  to  the  value  that  research-based  com- 
panies bring  to  patients  as  a  result  of  strong 
patent  protection,  and  I  urge  you  to  oppose 
these  efforts. 

While  I  appreciate  the  cost  savings  that  ge- 
neric drugs  can  offer  In  the  short  term.  I  also 
know  that  innovative  new  therapies  for  com- 
plex, life-threatening  diseases  will  come  only 
from  research-based  pharmaceutical  compa- 
nies. When  It  comes  to  serving  patients  suf- 
fering from  deadly  orphan  diseases  like  PPH. 
It  Is  the  research-based  companies  that  give 
us  hope. 

Glaxo  Wellcome  recently  received  approval 
to  market  the  first  medicine  that  will  sig- 
nificantly extend  the  life,  greatly  improve 
the  quality  of  life,  and  help  avoid  complex, 
risky  surgery  for  people  suITerlng  from  PPH. 
I  know  of  no  generic  drug  company  that 
would  commit  the  millions  of  dollars  or 
many,  many  years  of  research  to  discover  or 


search  and  development.  Research-based 
companies  need  and  deserve  the  incentives 
provided  by  strong  intellectual  property  pro- 
tection. Please  do  nothing  to  weaken  them. 
Sincerely. 

Judith  Simpson.  R.N..  Ed.  S.. 

President.  UPAPH. 

American  Society  of 
Tropical  Medicine  and  Hygiene. 

October  13.  1995. 
Hon.  Robert  Dole. 

U.S.    Senate.    Hart    Senate    Ofrice    Building, 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Dole:  The  American  Soci- 
ety for  Tropical  Medicine  and  Hygiene 
(ASTMH)  respectfully  asks  that  you  vote 
against  Senator  Pryor's  effort  to  reduce  pat- 
ent protection  for  pharmaceuticals. 

The  ASTMH  members  have  dedicated  their 
lives  to  easing  the  suffering  of  patients 
under  their  care  and  returning  them  to 
health  whenever  possible.  In  this  effort,  mod- 
em medicines  are  among  our  most  effective 
tools.  Congress'  steadfast  support  of  strong 
patent  protection  has  encouraged  the  Invest- 
ments In  research  and  development  that 
make  these  medicines  possible.  For  the  sake 
of  patients  everywhere,  those  protections 
should  not  be  weakened. 

Yet,  legislation  which  Senators  Pryor  and 
Cbafee  Intend  to  bring  to  the  Senate  floor 
asks  you  to  do  just  that.  They  believe  that 
Congress  should  grant  exceptions  to  the  pat- 
ent protection  provided  under  the  General 
Agreement  for  Tariffs  and  Trade,  which 
could  encourage  future  attempts  to  further 
erode  those  protections  in  the  U.S.  It  would 
surely  encourage  other  countries  to  do  the 
same,  especially  those  who  are  not  fully 
committed  to  implementing  the  patent  i>ro- 
tectlons  required  under  GATT. 

Long-term,  we  risk  weakening  the  incen- 
tives for  Innovation  that  bring  us  new  medi- 
cines from  the  labs  of  academla.  research  or- 
ganizations, and  pharmaceutical  research 
companies.  We  risk  losing  more  lives  to  dis- 
ease that  might  otherwise  be  saved. 

We  are  dedicated  tt>  improving  the  care  we 
provide  our  patients.  Further,  our  society  Is 
dedicated  to  the  research,  treatment  and 
eradication  of  Infectious  and  emerging  dis- 
eases worldwide.  We  need  to  ensure  the  U.S. 
capacity  to  operate  in  the  international 
arena.  We  ask  that  you  lend  your  support  by 
preserving  the  Innovation  that  helps  us  to 
meet  that  goal.  Please  demonstrate  your 
support  for  patent  protection  and  medical  in- 
novation by  voting  against  Senator  Pryor's 
amendment. 
Sincerely, 

Carole  A.  Long,  Ph.D., 

President.  ASTMH. 
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Cystic  Fibrosis  Foundation. 

October  10,  1995. 
Hon.  Robert  Dole, 
Majority  Leader. 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Dole:  I  understand  Sen- 
ators Pryor  and  Chafee  are  attempting  to 
amend  the  Hatch-Waxman  Act  to  eliminate 
extensions  for  existing  pharmaceutical  pat- 
ents granted  by  GATT.  I  urge  you  not  to 
vote  for  that  amendment,  but  instead  to  pro- 
tect existing  legislation  that  preserves  in- 
centives for  research  and  development. 

As  President  and  Chief  Executive  Officer  of 
the  Cystic  Fibrosis  Foundation,  I  have  per- 
sonally witnessed  the  great  suffering  en- 
dured by  patients  and  their  families  in  their 
fight  against  cystic  fibrosis.  I  have  also  wit- 
nessed how,  for  many  patients,  modem  medi- 
cines have  brought  hope,  relief  from  suffer- 
ing, and  even  a  return  to  health— a  miracle 
made  possible  by  biomedical  research. 

By  rewarding  Ingenuity  and  encouraging 
Innovation,  patent  protection  makes  pos- 
sible the  investment  of  hundreds  of  millions 
of  dollars  and  years  of  time  and  effort  in 
medical  research,  all  the  while  with  no  guar- 
antee of  success.  Because  of  the  discoveries 
bom  of  these  investments,  the  patients  we 
come  in  contact  with  every  day  benefit 
through  saved  lives  and  improved  quality  of 
life.  Our  health  care  system  benefits  from  a 
reduction  in  the  overall  cost  of  care. 

While  we  certainly  support  patient  access 
to  lower  cost  treatments  for  disease,  that 
short-term  benefit  pales  if  it  comes  at  the 
long-term  expense  of  finding  cures  to  life- 
threatening  illnesses.  The  current  law  gov- 
erning pharmaceutical  patents  is  fair  and  in 
the  long-term  best  interest  of  patients. 

On  behalf  of  those  patients  who  still  await 
a  cure  or  effective  treatment  to  alleviate 
their  suffering,  I  again  urge  you  not  to  un- 
dercut the  patent  protection  that  underlies 
America's  best  hope  for  new  and  better  an- 
swers to  disease. 
Sincerely. 

ROBERT  J.  Beall,  Ph.D., 
President  and  Chief  Executive  Officer. 

Allergy  and  asthma  network. 
Mothers  of  asthmatics.  Inc.. 

Fairfax.  VA.  October  12. 1995. 
Senator  Bob  Dole. 
Majority  Leader. 

Dear  senator  Dole:  At  a  time  when 
health  care  delivery,  research  and  develop- 
ment are  evolving  faster  than  anyone  can  ac- 
curately monitor.  Senator  P>ryor's  efforts  to 
lead  Congress  down  a  road  that  chips  away 
at  patent  protections  for  U.S.  pharma- 
ceutical products  will  dig  a  health  care  grave 
for  Americans. 

As  the  founder  of  the  Allergy  and  Asthma 
Network/Mothers  of  Asthmatics,  Inc.,  a 
mother  of  four  children,  three  of  whom  have 
asthma,  a  person  who  has  asthma,  and  as  a 
member  of  several  NIH  and  FDA  advisory 
councils.  I  understand  the  Importance,  the 
bottom  line  impact,  of  the  hastily  con- 
structed and  poorly  debated  proposed 
changes. 

I  would  be  delighted  to  discuss  the  mag- 
nitude of  this  issue  with  you  in  person  or 
over  the  phone  at  your  convenience  (703-385- 
4403).  however,  please  vote  in  favor  of  a 
healthier  America  and  against  any  Pryor 
and/or  Chafee  proposals  to  dilute  research 
and  development  expenditures.  Vote  for  in- 
novation and  oppose  any  effort  to  undermine 
patent  protection  in  this  country  or  any 
other  country. 
Sincerely, 

Nancy  Sander, 

President. 


Autism  Society  of  America, 
Bethesda.  MD.  October  12.  1995. 
Senator  Bob  Dole, 
U.S.  Senate. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Sen.-^TOR  Dole:  I  understand  Sen- 
ators Pryor  and  Chafee  are  attempting  to 
amend  the  Hatch-Waxman  Act  to  eliminate 
extensions  for  existing  pharmaceutical  pat- 
ents granted  by  GATT.  I  urge  you  not  to 
vote  for  that  amendment,  but  Instead  to  pro- 
tect existing  legislation  that  preserves  in- 
centives for  research  and  development. 

While  we  certainly  support  patient  access 
to  lower  cost  treatments  for  disease  and  dis- 
ability rehabilitation,  that  short-term  bene- 
fit pales  if  it  comes  at  the  long-term  expense 
of  finding  cures  to  life-threatening  illnesses. 
The  current  law  governing  pharmaceutical 
patents  Is  fair  and  in  the  long-term  best  in- 
terests of  patients. 

Our  organization,  representing  over  18,000 
parents  and  professionals  whose  daily  lives 
are  touched  by  autism,  has  witnessed  the 
great  suffering  endured  by  patients  and  their 
families  in  their  struggle  with  autism.  I  have 
personally  witnessed  how.  for  many  children 
and  adults  with  autism,  modem  medicines 
have  brought  relief  from  the  extreme,  often 
life-threatening  behavioral  manifestations  of 
autism,  resulting  in  a  renewed  hope  to  the 
families  for  a  better  quality  of  life  for  their 
son  or  daughter.  In  some  instances,  the 
change  was  dramatic  enough  that  the  entire 
individual's  life,  and  the  lives  of  those  fam- 
ily members  who  love  them,  have  reached  a 
new  level  of  hope  and  enthusiasm— a  "mir- 
acle" made  possible  by  biomedical  research. 

By  rewarding  Ingenuity  and  encouraging 
innovation,  patent  protection  makes  pos- 
sible the  Investment  of  hundreds  of  millions 
of  dollars  and  years  of  time  and  effort  in 
medical  research  •  *  *  all  the  while  with  no 
guarantee  of  success.  Because  of  the  discov- 
eries bom  of  these  investments,  the  patients 
we  come  in  contact  with  every  day  benefit 
through  saved  lives  and  improved  quality  of 
life.  Furthermore,  our  health  care  system 
benefits  from  a  reduction  in  the  overall  cost 
of  care. 

The  Pryor  and  Chafee  amendment  offers  a 
clear  choice:  a  "NO"  vote  to  preserve  incen- 
tives for  innovation  that  allow  that  research 
to  continue,  or  a  "YES"  vote  to  undermine 
the  hope  of  thousands  of  patients  who  await 
the  discovery  of  an  effective  treatment  for 
disease. 

On  behalf  of  those  patients  everywhere  (in- 
cluding some  380.000  individuals  with  autism) 
who  still  await  a  cure  or  effective  treatment 
to  alleviate  their  suffering.  I  again  urge  you 
not  to  undercut  the  patent  protection  that 
underlies  America's  best  hope  for  new  and 
better  answers  to  disease  and  life-threaten- 
ing disabilities. 
Sincerely, 

Sandra  H.  Kownacki. 

President. 

National  Kidney  Assocu-noN. 

November  22. 1995. 
Hon.  Carol  Moseley-Braun. 
Senate  Hart  Office  Building. 
Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Senator  Moseley-Braun:  I  am  writ- 
ing you  as  both  a  constituent,  and  as  the 
President  of  the  National  Kidney  Caoicer  As- 
sociation. Thank  you  for  your  recent  vote  in 
support  of  the  enforcement  of  the  General 
Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade  (GATT)  pro- 
vision regarding  drug  patents. 

Your  action  will  allow  significant  pharma- 
ceutical research  to  continue  on  numerous 
diseases.  Including  kidney  cancer.  As  you 


may  be  aware,  kidney  cancer  afflicts  thou- 
sand of  individuals  each  year  and  at  the 
present  time,  no  cure  exists  for  this  disease. 

Our  greatest  hope  for  a  cure  is  innovative 
pharmaceutical  and  biotechnology  products, 
derived  from  private  sector  efforts.  To  find 
this  cure,  millions  of  dollars  will  have  to  be 
spent.  It  is  imperative  that  Congress  provide 
steadfast  support  for  scientific  discovery  and 
strong  patent  protection  for  new  drugs  and 
therapies.  My  view  is  that  this  new  GATT 
law  will  encourage  further  investment  in  re- 
search and  development,  and  make  new 
medicines  possible.  This  new  law  gives  hope 
to  millions  around  the  world,  including  kid- 
ney cancer  patients,  who  currently  have  no 
options. 

I  applaud  your  courage  in  opposing  efforts 
to  weaken  the  GATT  patent  provisions.  Keep 
up  the  important  battle  to  support  research 
and  development  of  new  drugs.  Thank  you 
for  your  determination  and  insightful  leader- 
ship. 

Sincerely. 

EUGENE  P.  SCHONFELD. 

President  and  CEO. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  the 
Pryor  amendment  concerns  the  com- 
plex interrelationship  among  the 
GATT  Treaty,  the  Federal  Food.  Dnig 
and  Cosmetic  Act,  and  the  Patent 
Code. 

We  considered  this  very  issue  last  De- 
cember on  the  Senate  floor  when  Sen- 
ator Pryor  attempted  to  have  this 
matter  attached  to  the  bill  to  ban  par- 
tial birth  abortions.  The  Senate  voted 
at  that  time  to  have  the  Judiciary 
Committee — that  is  the  committee 
with  proper  jurisdiction — to  consider 
this  important  issue.  The  Judiciary 
Committee  held  a  comprehensive  hear- 
ing on  this  matter  on  February  27  of 
this  year  and  Senator  Pryor  testified 
at  that  time. 

Mr.  President,  following  the  hearing 
in  the  Judiciary  Committee,  of  which  I 
am  a  member,  the  conunittee  amended 
a  proposal  similar  to  Senator  Pryor's 
amendment  with  a  bipartisan  com- 
promise. The  Judiciary  Committee  ap- 
proved the  compromise.  This  bill  will 
be  available  for  Senate  floor  consider- 
ation in  due  course.  It  would  be  most 
appropriate  to  consider  Senator 
Pryor's  amendment  at  that  time.  The 
Department  of  Defense  reauthorization 
bill  is  not — and  I  want  to  repeat,  is 
not — the  proper  vehicle  on  which  to  de- 
bate the  Piyor  amendment.  Unfortu- 
nately, we  are  now  having  to  debate 
this  contentious  intellectual  property 
issue. 

Our  second-degree  amendment  would 
reflect  a  bipartisan  compromise  agreed 
upon  by  the  Judiciary  Committee.  The 
chairman  of  the  Judiciary  Committee, 
Senator  Hatch,  has  spoken  today  on 
the  practical  effect  of  this  amendment 
which  he  drafted  with  others  when  this 
matter  was  before  his  committee. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  noted  earlier,  this 
is  a  very  difficult  and  complex  issue 
which  addresses  how  certain  transition 
rules  contained  in  the  Uruguay  Round 
Agreements  Act  apply  to  the  pioneer 
pharmaceutical  patents  which  have 
"oeen  extended  by  the  act.  The  overall 
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approach  to  this  issue  is  to  find  an  ap- 
propriate balance  to  encourage  re- 
search and  development  of  break- 
through Innovator  drugs  while  making 
low  cost  generic  equivalents  available 
to  the  public.  The  Judiciary  Commit- 
tee approved  one  approach  which  many 
believe  reaches  the  goal  of  encouraging 
research  and  development  but  also  ex- 
pediting their  generic  equivalents  to 
the  marketplace. 

It  would  be  my  preference  to  debate 
the  Pryor  amendment  when  the  full 
Senate  turns  to  consideration  of  the 
bill  recently  approved  by  the  Judiciary 
Committee.  That  would  seem  to  me  to 
be  the  appropriate  time  to  consider  the 
Pryor  amendment.  Yet,  here  we  are  on 
the  Defense  bill  debating  the  Pryor 
amendment  in  a  compressed  manner. 

We  should  proceed  on  this  Defense 
bill,  which  is  vital  to  our  national  se- 
curity. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Colorado. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  President,  I  know 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  was  here 
ahead  of  me.  If  it  is  all  right  with  him, 
I  will  just  make  a  very  brief  statement. 

Mr.  BRYAN.  By  way  of  response,  I 
am  always  delighted  to  hear  the  en- 
lightened words  of  my  friend  from  Col- 
orado, and  I  anxiously  await  his  impor- 
tant comments  to  the  Senate. 

Mr.  BROWN.  I  can  only  wish  my  wife 
held  me  In  sinriilarly  high  esteem.  She 
sometimes  finds  my  talks  somewhat 
too  long. 

Mr.  President.  I  simply  want  to  add  a 
few  words  as  cosponsor  of  the  Pryor 
amendment.  We  have  traded  it  back 
and  forth.  I  think  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Arkansas  has  made  a 
great  contribution  by  bringing  this 
portion  of  our  law  up. 

It  is  a  complicated  area.  I  would  like, 
with  the  indulgence  of  Members,  just 
to  briefly  try  and  simplify  it,  if  I  can. 

We  have  in  the  past  followed  the  law. 
The  American  law  was  17  years  of  ex- 
clusive protection  for  a  patented  item. 
Many  countries  in  the  world  had  a  law 
that  said  20  years  from  the  time  of  fil- 
ing for  that  patent.  So  we  differed  from 
the  world  somewhat.  When  the  trade 
pact  was  approved,  which  this  Congress 
did  approve,  did  ratify,  we  agreed  to  go 
to  a  system  followed  by  most  other 
countries;  that  is,  20  years  from  when 
you  file  It  instead  of  17  years  from 
when  it  is  approved.  A  modest  change. 

For  some  items  that  are  patented, 
that  is,  the  creator  has  exclusive  pro- 
tection, that  meant  they  got  a  longer 
period  of  coverage  than  originally 
planned,  a  longer  period  of  coverage 
than  they  had  when  they  created  the 
product  or  invented  it,  a  longer  period 
of  coverage  than  what  they  budgeted 
for,  a  longer  period  of  coverage  than 
what  the  law  said.  In  other  words, 
when  we  ratified  that  treatj-  and 
passed  the  implementing  language,  we 


made  a  retroactive  change  in  the  law. 
Twenty  years  ago,  if  you  said,  "What  is 
the  law,  what  protection  do  I  get?"'  we 
changed  the  law  even  though  you  relied 
on  it. 

What  the  GATT  Treaty  did  and  we 
did  as  a  Congress  was  create  an  excep- 
tion that  said,  look,  if  you  relied  on 
the  old  law  and  you  invested  money  in 
reliance  on  that  law,  you  should  be  al- 
lowed to  compete  with  that  product.  So 
we  did  give  people  a  serendipitous  ex- 
tension of  the  patent  protection.  But 
we  said  if  someone  is  harmed  by  that — 
that  is,  they  made  a  substantial  invest- 
ment in  competing  with  you  under  the 
terms  of  the  law — we  are  going  to  say 
OK  for  them,  they  have  a  right  to  com- 
pete. 

That  is  all  this  issue  is  really  about. 
The  issue  is  whether  or  not  if  you  as  a 
businessman  or  businesswoman  made 
an  investment  in  reliance  on  our  law  to 
compete,  whether  or  not  you  should 
have  a  chance  to  compete. 

The  way  this  Congress  handled  that 
issue  is  they  drafted  a  transition  rule 
that  said,  "Yes,  if  you  made  a  substan- 
tial investment,  you  relied  on  that  law, 
you  can  compete."  There  was  only  one 
product  they  left  out,  and  that  was  pat- 
ented drugs.  Every  other  patented  item 
that  this  Nation  recognizes  and  gives 
exclusive  protection  to  got  the  treat- 
ment, got  the  exception,  were  allowed 
to  compete  if  they  made  a  substantial 
investment.  The  only  one  that  did  not 
get  it  was  drugs. 

Is  there  a  reason  to  treat  drugs  dif- 
ferently? I  do  not  think  so.  That  case 
certainly  has  not  been  made  in  delib- 
erations. The  patent  protection  is  not 
different  in  length  for  drugs  than  it  is 
for  anything  else  in  the  past.  That 
transition  law  treated  drugs  totally 
different  than  anything  else. 

When  we  inquired  about  it,  all  the 
conmiittees  said,  "It's  an  oversight, 
it's  a  mistake,  we'll  correct  it."  That  is 
all  this  amendment  is.  It  simply  treats 
drugs  the  same  way  we  treat  everybody 
else. 

How  do  I  feel  about  it?  My  sense  is 
that  we  ought  to  treat  drugs  like  any 
other  patented  item.  My  sense  is.  It  Is 
only  fair  if  someone  has  relied  on  that 
old  law — that  is,  made  an  investment, 
relied  on  the  law — that  you  honor  your 
obligation.  It  is  the  same  as  giving 
somebody  your  word.  It  is  pretty  basic. 
It  is  pretty  simple. 

If  I  say  something,  and  you  rely  on 
it,  and  you  invest  in  reliance  on  it,  I 
ought  to  keep  my  word  to  you.  That  is 
what  we  did  for  every  other  patented 
item.  That  is  all  this  amendment  does. 

Do  people  who  have  patented  drugs 
who  get  a  serendipitous  20  additional 
months,  or  in  that  range,  oppose  the 
amendment?  Of  course  they  do.  It  is 
not  a  surprise.  If  somebody  said, 
"Here's  a  check  for  $100  million"— the 
money  involved  in  this  is  big;  it  is  not 
small;  and  it  may  well  be  in  the  bil- 
lions, not  millions  ^of  course  they  are 


interested  in  protecting  that.  I  do  not 
fault  them.  They  are  defending  their 
rights. 

But,  Mr.  President,  our  obligation 
goes  much  farther  than  simply  helping 
out  a  friend  or  helping  out  a  company 
that  got  a  serendipitous  gift  out  of 
this.  Our  obligation,  as  Members  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  and  Members  of  Congress, 
goes  to  protecting  the  public. 

There  is  no  question  that  the  public 
benefits  by  this  amendment — no  ques- 
tion. There  is  no  question  that  this  is 
fair  because  it  is  the  same  treatment 
everybody  else  got.  There  is  no  ques- 
tion that  people  who  relied  on  the  old 
law  and  made  an  investment.  In  my 
mind,  deserve  to  be  treated  like  in 
every  other  area. 

The  question  is  pretty  basic.  Do  you 
carve  out  a  special  gift  and  exception 
for  a  few  companies  that  benefited  by 
this  oversight?  Or  do  you  treat  them 
the  same  as  everybody  else?  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, this  Congress  ought  to  be  con- 
cerned about  encouraging  competition, 
not  hiding  from  it.  This  Congress  ought 
to  be  concerned  about  fair  treatment. 

It  is  quite  true,  as  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Utah  indicated,  this  was 
considered  in  Judiciary.  It  is  quite  true 
that  the  Senator  from  Utah  prevailed. 
I  was  unable  to  persuade  the  commit- 
tee of  the  merits  of  my  position.  It  is 
quite  true  that  that  measure  that  he 
passed  is  coming  out  to  the  floor. 

My  impression,  though,  is  a  bit  dif- 
ferent than  what  he  described  with  re- 
gard to  the  condition  of  the  report  that 
is  being  put  together.  Our  views  on  it. 
the  views  that  flavor  this  amendment, 
have  been  ready  for  some  time.  Cer- 
tainly we  feel  that  we  have  played  no 
part  In  holding  up  the  report.  We  have 
been  ready  to  go  all  this  time. 

So  I  appreciate  the  Senator  from 
Utah  raising  that  point.  Inasmuch  as 
there  appears  to  be  a  misimderstanding 
about  it,  we  will  clear  it  up  this  after- 
noon. Mr.  President,  let  me  also  extend 
my  thanks  to  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada  for  his  kindness  and 
indulgence.  I  srield  the  floor. 

Mr.  BRYAN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada. 

Mr.  BRYAN.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Chair,  and  I,  again,  express  my  ap- 
preciation to  my  colleague  from  Colo- 
rado for  an  extraordinarily  clear  and 
lucid  explanation  of  what  must  appear 
to  the  folks  at  home,  listening  to  this 
debate  on  television,  as  a  very  arcane, 
technical,  esoteric  kind  of  an  argu- 
ment. Let  me  try  to  distill  his 
thoughts  a  little  further.  If  I  may. 

What  we  are  talking  about  is  money, 
big  money,  hundreds  of  millions  of  dol- 
lars, even  billions  of  dollars.  When  that 
kind  of  money  is  on  the  table,  all  kinds 
of  special  interests  come  forward  and 
seek  to  protect  themselves.  I  want  to 
comment  a  little  bit  further  on  that. 

One  of  my  colleagues  raised  the  ques- 
tion as  to  the  propriety  of  adding  this 
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amendment  to  a  Department  of  De- 
fense authorization  bill.  I  think  there 
is  a  compelling  argument  as  to  why  we 
should  do  so.  The  Department  of  De- 
fense spends  each  year  $900  million  on 
drugs— $900  million.  If  the  amendment 
authored  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Arkansas,  of  which  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  and  I  and  others  are  co- 
sponsors,  is  adopted,  we  save  $30  mil- 
lion each  year.  So  the  relevancy  of  this 
debate  is  very  much  appropriately  ad- 
dressed to  a  DOD  authorization  bill. 

My  colleague  from  Colorado,  I  think, 
did  an  extraordinary  job  of  explaining 
the  history,  and  I  will  not  belabor  that 
point  other  than  to  make  the  point,  as 
he  did.  this  industry,  the  drug  indus- 
try, through  inadvertence  and  omis- 
sion, is  given  separate  treatment,  sepa- 
rate, distinct  and  special  treatment, 
that  no  other  industry  or  product  in 
America  receives.  It  is  that  inequity 
that  generates  the  interest  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas  and  others  of  us  to 
remedy  and  to  correct  this. 

Our  amendment,  which  was  debated 
sometime  last  year,  had  the  endorse- 
ment of  the  U.S.  Trade  Representative, 
the  Patent  Office,  and  the  FDA,  and 
would  plug  this  loophole.  Since  last  De- 
cember, as  these  windfall  profits  have 
continued  to  accumulate,  American 
consumers,  veterans,  seniors,  and  oth- 
ers across  the  country  have  continued 
to  pay  more  than  they  should  pay  for 
certain  prescription  drugs. 

Mr.  President,  the  loophole  is  open 
today.  We  face  the  same  issue.  Each 
and  every  day,  American  consumers 
are  paying  millions  of  dollars  more 
than  they  ought  to.  So  let  me  suggest, 
as  I  view  my  responsibilities  as  a  Mem- 
ber of  this  Chamber,  it  Is  highly  appro- 
priate that  we  seek  to  correct  this  in- 
equity and  to  provide  the  relief  to 
which  American  consumers  are  enti- 
tled and  to  do  so  immediately. 

When  the  loophole-closing  amend- 
ment came  to  the  Senate  floor  last  fall. 
a  vote  was  taken,  a  critical  vote  in 
which,  by  a  margin  of  one  vote,  48-49 
the  Senate  defeated  the  amendment 
that  the  Senator  from  Arkansas,  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  and  others  of 
our  colleagues  offered. 

A  compromise  was  reached  after  that 
vote.  The  Judiciary  Committee  would 
review  the  GATT  treaty  problem  and 
report  back  to  the  Senate  with  its  rec- 
ommendation. This  was  to  be  a  good- 
faith  effort  to  analsrze  the  issue.  It  is 
fair  to  ask  the  question.  What  was  the 
outcome  of  this  review?  Well,  the  Judi- 
ciary Committee  did  report  out  a  sub- 
stitute bill  to  our  GATT  amendment, 
albeit  5  months  after  our  amendment 
was  voted  upon.  5  months  in  which 
drug  companies  have  continued  to  reap 
windfall  profits  and  5  months  that  the 
American  public  hcve  been  forced  to 
pay  higher  dnag  prices  than  they 
should  have,  that  the  American  tax- 
payer has  been  required  to  pay  more 
money  for  those  essential  programs  of- 


fered by  the  Department  of  Defense, 
the  Veterans  Administration,  and 
other  agencies  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment which  purchase  prescription 
drugs  on  behalf  of  the  clientele  which 
they  service. 

This  substitute  is  called  the  Pharma- 
ceutical Industry  Special  Equity  Act  of 
1996.  It  has  somewhat  of  an  ironic  ring 
to  it — the  Pharmaceutical  Industry 
Special  Equity  Act  of  1996.  Who  does  it 
benefit?  It  benefits  the  drug  industry 
in  a  very  special  way  that  is  inequi- 
table to  American  consumers  and  par- 
ticularly those  who  are  on  fixed  in- 
comes. 

What  we  are  really  being  asked  to 
support  today,  in  the  form  of  the  sub- 
stitute, is  a  bill  that  codifies— in  my 
view  codifies  —the  very  GATT  treaty 
naistake  that  our  amendment  seeks  to 
correct,  a  bill  that  continues  the  GATT 
treaty  loophole  for  such  drug  manufac- 
turers as  Glaxco-Wellcome.  Inc.  and  its 
ulcer/heartburn  drug  Zantac,  the 
world's  best  selling  drug,  which  costs 
twice  as  much  as  it  should  because  of 
this  loophole  that  we  seek  to  close. 

More  than  100  drugs  are  being  pro- 
tected from  generic  drug  competition 
because  of  this  loophole.  These  include 
the  hypertension  drug  Capoten,  which 
costs  40  percent  more  due  to  the  loop- 
hole, and  the  cholesterol-lowering  drug 
Mevacor,  the  ulcer  drug  Prilosec,  and 
the  antifungal  agent  drug  Diflucan. 

It  is  a  bill  that  ensures  that  seniors 
across  the  Nation  will  continue  to  pay 
more  than  they  should  for  prescription 
drugs  that  they  need  and  that  are  es- 
sential to  their  health,  a  bill  that  en- 
sures taxpayers  will  pay  more  than 
they  should  to  provide  prescription 
drugs  for  the  Medicaid  and  the  veter- 
ans medical  programs,  a  bill  that  cre- 
ates tremendous  legal  barriers— in  my 
view,  insurmountable  barriers — to  the 
generic  drug  manufacturing  industry 
to  ensure  that  these  manufacturers 
cannot  bring  to  the  marketplace  lower 
priced  prescription  drugs,  a  bill  that 
ensures  the  prescription  drug  manufac- 
turers continue  to  enjoy  their  $2.3  bil- 
lion windfall,  plus  a  bill  that  extends 
special  patent  extensions  for  two  brand 
name  drug  companies,  Zeneca  and 
Wyeth  Ayerst  Laboratories,  which  re- 
ceived a  2-year  patent  extension  for 
Lodine,  its  antiinflammatory  medi- 
cine. What  has  occurred  here?  In  my 
view,  we  have  a  situation  that  is  worse 
thaji  before.  Not  only  do  some  prescrip- 
tion drug  companies  retain  their  wind- 
fall profits,  they  are  protected  from 
nearly  any  possibility  that  any  generic 
manufacturer  will  be  able  to  compete 
against  them  during  this  extended  pat- 
ent term. 

Generic  drug  manufacturers  will  be 
required  to  prove  a  substantial  invest- 
ment before  being  allowed  to  compete 
against  any  brand  name  drug.  The  key 
change,  however,  is  that  this  substan- 
tial investment  requirement  is  being 
defined  much  differently,  to  ensure  the 


generic  manufacturers  cannot,  as  a 
practical  matter,  compete  against  any 
brand-name  drug  benefiting  from  the 
extended  patent  period  under  the 
GATT  Treaty. 

Before  the  GATT  Treaty,  substantial 
investment  was  considered  to  be  those 
expenses  and  activities  involved  in  de- 
veloping a  submission  to  compete  to 
the  FDA.  Under  the  substitute  meas- 
ure, substantial  investment  is  defined 
much  differently. 

In  addition,  under  the  substitute  bill, 
a  generic  manufacturer  must  prove  not 
only  they  have  a  substantial  invest- 
ment, but  also  they  are  required  to 
make  a  determination  of  the  kind  of 
equitable  remuneration  to  the  brand 
name  manufacturer  before  any  generic 
drug  can  be  manufactured. 

Mr.  President,  you  do  not  have  to  be 
a  rocket  scientist  to  recognize  those 
who  are  enjoying  these  windfall  profits 
are  not  going  to  be  eager  to  agree  as  to 
what  equitable  remuneration  may  be. 
In  effect,  we  create  a  lawyers'  field  day 
to  debate  what  is,  in  fact,  equitable  re- 
muneration. 

The  effect  of  the  change  is.  first,  it 
will  be  virtually  impossible  for  any  ge- 
neric manufacturer  to  meet  the  new 
substantial  investment  standard.  Sec- 
ondly, it  will  mean  that  generic  manu- 
facturers win  be  tied  up  in  court  prov- 
ing substantial  investment  and  what  is 
equitable  remuneration  before  they 
can  bring  any  generic  drug  to  the  mar- 
ketplace. Two  obstacles,  two  hurdles, 
two  barriers  that,  as  a  practical  mat- 
ter, are  going  to  be  virtually  insur- 
mountable. 

Who  is  being  forgotten?  Who  gets 
hurt  in  this  change?  Those  Americans 
particularly  that  are  on  a  fixed  income. 
That  is  primarily  our  senior  commu- 
nity. They  have  been  pajring  and  will 
continue  to  pay  more  than  they  should 
for  lack  of  a  prescription  drug  alter- 
native. 

I  am  puzzled  to  think  as  to  why  any- 
one believes  it  is  equitable  to  force  sen- 
iors, many  on  very  limited  incomes,  to 
pay  more  for  a  drug  than  they  should 
so  prescription  drug  manufacturers  can 
continue  to  reap  the  windfall  profits 
that  this  loophole  has  created. 

I  must  say  I  am  astonished  by  the 
provisions  of  this  Pharmaceutical  In- 
dustry Special  Equity  Act^-a  mis- 
nomer, if  ever  there  was  one;  a  special 
interest  provision,  if  there  ever  was. 
My  colleagues  who  talk  the  virtues  of 
competition  in  the  marketplace  surely 
must  find  this  substitute  bill  to  be  a 
bit  beyond  the  pale. 

I  remind  my  colleagues,  there  is  no 
reason  to  allow  a  limited  number  of 
prescription  drug  companies  an  unin- 
tended windfall  profit  to  the  detriment 
of  all  Americans  who  depend  upon  pre- 
scription drugs  in  order  to  sustain 
their  health.  Seniors,  veterans,  and  the 
most  vulnerable  in  our  countrj-  cannot 
fight  the  brand  name  pharmaceutical 
industry  on  its  own.  They  deserve  and 
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need  our  protection  from  an  industry 
that  is  trylngr  to  codify  a  mistake,  to 
perpetuate  their  windfall  profit  mar- 
kets. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  can  see  the 
loophole  for  the  mistake  it  is  and  this 
substitute  bill  for  the  larger  mistake  it 
would  be.  We  should  always  remember 
who  is  being  hurt  by  the  loophole  in 
the  State. 

We  have  the  ability  to  end  this  in- 
equity now.  The  means  to  do  so  is  the 
amendment  offered  by  my  distin- 
guished colleague  from  Arkansas.  I 
yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  found  the  cur- 
rent controversy  to  be  an  extremely 
complicated  one  as  it  has  worked  its 
way  through  the  Judiciary  Committee 
in  trying  to  structure  an  arrangement 
which  would  be  fair  to  all  sides — fair  to 
those  who  have  made  investments  in 
patent  pharmaceutical  products  and 
fair  to  those  who  are  relying  upon  ge- 
neric drugs. 

As  has  been  indicated  at  some  length, 
we  have  very  substantial  investments 
which  were  being  made  to  find  new 
pharmaceutical  products,  to  cure  many 
ailments — wonder  drugs,  so  to  speak. 
At  the  same  time,  there  is  an  enor- 
mously important  consideration  that 
generic  drugs  be  available  to  senior 
citizens  and  others  who  are  of  modest 
means,  and  also  to  help  reduce  the  tre- 
mendous governmental  costs  involved 
with  health  care  in  America. 

The  controversy  has  arisen  because 
of  the  ambiguity  in  the  term  substan- 
tial investment  and  the  difficulty  in 
defining  equitable  remuneration.  It  is 
my  view  that  the  Congress  ought  to  de- 
fine those  terms,  as  opposed  to  leaving 
the  matter  to  judicial  interpretation. 

We  talk  a  great  deal  on  the  floor  of 
the  U.S.  Senate  about  not  having 
judges  Involved  in  legislation  and 
about  having  statutory  definitions  to 
express  the  will  of  the  Congress.  This, 
I  think,  is  a  classic  case  where  the  Con- 
gress really  ought  to  come  to  grips 
with  the  complexities  and  define  what 
we  mean  by  substantial  investment 
and  what  we  mean  by  equitable  remu- 
neration. 

In  order  to  try  to  reach  a  resolution 
of  this  matter,  my  staff  and  I  have 
worked  for  many  months,  including 
long  meetings  where  I  have  personally 
participated  with  representatives  from 
both  sides  in  an  effort  to  try  to  struc- 
ture a  definition  which  would  be  fair 
and  equitable.  There  has  been  a  consid- 
eration that  substantial  investment 
would  be  determined  solely  by  the  fil- 
ing by  the  generic  of  the  abbreviated 
new  drug  application  (ANDA)  prior  to 
June  8  of  1995. 

I  am  not  persuaded  that  the  filing  of 
an  ANDA  in  and  of  itself  is  sufficient 
to  constitute  a  substantial  investment. 
There  is  a  contention  that  more  has  to 


be  undertaken  in  order  to  constitute 
the  so-called  substantial  investment. 

I  have  supported  the  amendment  by 
Senator  Hatch  in  the  Judiciary  Com- 
mittee with  substantial  reservations, 
waiting  until  the  time  the  matter 
reached  the  floor  with  the  hope  we 
might  work  out  an  accommodation 
among  all  of  the  parties.  As  I  have  said 
to  the  parties  privately  and  also  pub- 
licly, they  have  a  much  firmer  handle 
on  the  intricacies  of  these  definitions 
than  do  we  in  the  Congress.  I  am  still 
hopeful  that  a  compromise  may  be 
worked  out. 

What  I  have  added  to  the  so-called 
Hatch  substitute  is  a  very  tight  time 
line  on  judicial  determination  as  to 
what  is  a  substantial  investment  if  we 
cannot  find  a  legislative  definition  for 
substantial  investment,  and  also  a  pro- 
vision that  any  losses  sustained  by  the 
generic  companies  for  the  lack  of  sales 
in  the  interim  be  compensated  by  the 
pharmaceutical  companies  which  have 
the  patents. 

Another  consideration  which  I  find  to 
be  very  problematic  is  the  fact  this  has 
taken  so  long.  As  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Arkansas  has  pointed 
out,  the  fact  that  it  takes  so  long  dis- 
advantages the  generics  and  also  those 
who  would  rely  upon  the  generic  prod- 
ucts. 

I  just  had  a  brief  conversation  with 
my  distinguished  colleague  from  Ar- 
kansas, Senator  Pryor,  and  I  told  him 
I  thought  it  might  be  useful  if  we  had 
a  colloquy  on  the  record.  We  have  had 
quite  a  number  of  conversations  and 
have  exchanged  correspondence,  and  at 
one  point  several  weeks  ago  Senator 
Pryor  wrote  me  a  very  strong,  friendly 
letter,  but  a  strong  letter  in  the  sense 
of  trying  to  resolve  the  issue.  I  re- 
sponded the  very  next  day  because  of 
the  importance  of  the  issue.  I  know  the 
sincerity  with  which  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  has  dealt  with  the  issue,  as, 
candidly,  have  we  all. 

I  think  it  would  be  useful  to  discuss 
with  the  Senator  from  Arkansas,  the 
originator  of  the  original  legislation, 
the  content  of  his  proposal,  which,  as  I 
understand  it,  is  to  have  a  determina- 
tion of  substantial  investment  or  the 
generic  filing  of  the  so-called  ANDA 
prior  to  Jime  8,  1995. 

As  I  understand  it.  and  I  put  this  in 
the  form  of  a  question  to  my  colleague 
from  Arkansas,  is  it  the  intent  of  his 
bill  that  the  generic,  in  order  to  qual- 
ify, would  have  to  establish  a  substan- 
tial investment? 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  if  I  may 
respond  to  my  friend  from  Pennsyl- 
vania, we  all  recognize  that  the  ques- 
tion of  substantial  investment  in  this 
particular  issue  has  been  of  great  con- 
cern to  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania. 

It  is  true  that  we  have  corresponded 
about  this  issue.  I  have  attempted  to 
accommodate  the  Senator's  concern  in 
our  legislation  for  a  more  precise  defi- 
nition  of  substantial   investment.   In 


fact,  our  original  legislation  included  a 
provision  which  very  narrowly  defined 
substantial  investment.  While  we,  too, 
sought  to  provide  guidance  to  the 
courts,  the  provision  was  regrettably 
attacked  by  Glaxo  and  its  compatriots 
as  an  effort  to  provide  special  treat- 
ment to  their  generic  competitors.  To 
ensure  that  all  parties  understood  that 
our  amendment  is  a  simple,  straight- 
forward effort  to  bring  a  rogue  indus- 
try into  compliance  with  the  rest  of 
the  country,  we  withdrew  this  lan- 
guage. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  understand  the 
complex  GATT  implementing  law,  the 
generic  competitor  has  the  burden  of 
establishing  whether  it  has  made  a  sub- 
stantial investment  in  court.  This  is 
my  understanding  of  the  present  law, 
and  the  present  law  would  simply  be 
extended  in  the  area  of  substantial  in- 
vestment to  the  inappropriately  ex- 
empted prescription  drug  industry  if 
my  proposal  is  adopted. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
may  follow  up  on  that.  I  do  not  fully 
understand  what  the  Senator  from  Ar- 
kansas just  said.  Would  it  be  the  obli- 
gation, then,  of  the  generic  manufac- 
turer to  show  that  there  had  been  com- 
pliance with  the  law,  that  there  had 
been  a  substantial  investment? 

Mr.  PRYOR.  That  is  absolutely  true. 
The  Uruguay  Round  Agreements  Act 
clearly  establishes  it  is  the  obligation 
of  the  generic  competitor  to  prove  a 
substantial  investment  before  the 
court.  It  is  the  court  which  determines 
whether  or  not  a  substantial  invest- 
ment has.  in  fact,  been  made.  This  is 
true  for  all  industries  today,  except  for 
one. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Well,  since  that  is  the 
purported  intent  of  the  legislation  of 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas,  then  the 
sale  of  the  generic  could  not  be  made 
until  the  court  had  determined  that 
there  was  a  substantial  investment.  It 
is  my  understanding  that  the  sub- 
stitute proposed  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  South  Carolina,  Senator 
Thurmond,  in  collaboration  with  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Utah,  Sen- 
ator Hatch,  would  do  the  same  thing. 
The  substitute  would  not  accept  the 
filing,  but  would  require  the  generic, 
manufacturer  to  go  to  court  and  sat- 
isfy the  court  that  there  had  been  a 
substantial  Investment.  Is  that  not  the 
effect  of  the  legislation  of  the  Senator 
from  Utah? 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President.  I  regret  I 
must  correct  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania. Both  current  law  and  our 
amendment  allows  for  the  sale  of  ge- 
neric competitors,  contemporaneous  to 
a  court  determination  of  substantial 
investment.  In  other  words,  the  term 
substantial  investment  is  defined  in 
the  Pryor-Brown-Chafee-Bryan  legisla- 
tion in  the  present  language  of  the 
GATT  implementing  legislation,  the 
Uruguay  Round  Agreements  Act.  I 
thank  my  colleague  for  raising  a  very 
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Important  point.  We  are  not  changing 
the  GATT  agreement  on  substantial  in- 
vestment in  any  shape,  form,  or  fash- 
ion. In  fact,  by  bringing  this  sole 
outlier  industry  into  compliance  with 
the  rest  of  the  country,  one  might 
argue  that  we  are  keeping  even  closer 
to  the  spirit  and  letter  of  our  obliga- 
tions imder  that  agreement  than  is  the 
case  today. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Well,  if  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  is  prepared  to  have  a  ju- 
dicial determination  as  to  what  a  sub- 
stantial investment  is  before  the  ge- 
neric is  offered  for  sale  —I  see  my  col- 
league shaking  his  head  in  the  nega- 
tive. I  thought  that  is  what  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arkansas  said. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  No.  my  friend  and  col- 
league is  mistaken.  The  present  law 
says  that  a  generic  competitor  may 
come  onto  the  marketplace,  even 
though  the  court  has  not  resolved  the 
issue  of  whether  they  have  made  sub- 
stantial investment.  K.  hypothetically. 
after  the  generic  competitor  has  en- 
tered the  marketplace  and  competed 
with  the  patent  holder,  it  is  then  deter- 
mined by  the  court  that  a  substantial 
investment  has  not  been  made,  then 
the  court  imposes  damages  upon  the 
generic  competitor  to  render  the  pat- 
ent holder  whole. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Well,  how  is  that  fee 
or  compensation  determined? 

Mr.  PRYOR.  That  compensation  is 
determined  according  to  the  language 
of  the  Uruguay  Round  Agreements  Act. 
the  GATT  implementing  legislation. 
On  that  point,  let  me  reference  the  let- 
ter from  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  about  the  Thurmond- 
Hatch  substitute.  This  is  the  agency 
which  would  have  to  implement  the 
substitute.  The  letter  states  that  "it 
will  be  nearly  impossible  to  meet  the 
•substantial  investment'  requirement" 
under  the  substitute.  Elsewhere,  it  con- 
cludes the  substitute  "defines  substan- 
tial investment — a  matter  that  the 
URAA  left  to  the  courts — and  does  so 
in  a  manner  that  would  make  it  vir- 
tually Impossible  for  a  generic  drug 
company  to  meet  the  requirement." 

Mr.  SPECTER.  K  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  would  come  back  to  my  ques- 
tion, I  am  not  on  the  Thurmond-Hatch 
substitute.  My  question  is  on  the  pro- 
posal of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas; 
that  is.  if  you  allow  the  generic  to 
enter  the  field  without  a  determination 
by  a  court  of  what  is  a  substantial  in- 
vestment, and  then,  as  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  said,  if  there  is  a  later 
determination  that  there  has  not  been 
a  substantial  investment  and  the  ge- 
neric company  has  to  pay  compensa- 
tion, how  is  that  compensation  deter- 
mined? 

Mr.  PRYOR.  If  I  might  respond  to  my 
colleague,  in  35  U.S.C.  284.  the  situa- 
tion is  this.  If,  in  the  extremely  un- 
likely event  that  a  false  claim  of  sub- 
stantial investment  is  actually  made 
by  a  generic  competitor  coming  into 


the  marketplace,  the  court  may  award 
damages  in  full,  plus  interest.  If  for 
some  reason  the  court  felt  particularly 
strongly  that  the  claim  of  substantial 
investment  was  false,  fraudulent  or 
otherwise  inappropriate,  it  has  further 
discretion  to  award  treble  damages  to 
the  patent  holder. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  If  my  colleague  will 
yield.  I  am  not  talking  about  fraud,  I 
am  talking  simply  about  a  conclusion 
that  there  has  not  been  a  substantial 
investment,  and  then  you  have  a  situa- 
tion where  the  generic  has  been  selling 
its  product.  How  is  there  a  determina- 
tion made  as  to  what  the  damages  are 
to  the  pharmaceutical  company  that 
has  the  patent? 

Mr.  PRYOR.  I  would  answer  my  col- 
league with  reference  to  the  law  as  it 
currently  affects  every  industry  but 
one.  The  court  would  determine  dam- 
ages on  the  basis  of  lost  sales  or  prof- 
its, the  length  of  time  expired,  and  the 
multitude  of  other  facts  which  leave 
the  court  uniquely  suited  to  make  such 
determinations  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 
I  believe  that  was  the  compelling  logic 
behind  adoption  of  the  GATT  lauiguage 
in  this  respect,  and  I  feel  it  should  be 
equally  compelling  for  this  single, 
rogue  industry. 

I  would  again  emphasize  that  we  are 
not  changing  the  GATT  or  URAA  lan- 
guage as  it  relates  to  substantial  in- 
vestment. We  are  keeping  it.  We  are 
applying  this  language  to  the  drug 
companies,  just  as  it  applies  to  every 
other  company,  every  other  industry, 
and  every  other  business  entity  in  our 
country. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Well,  as  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  outlines,  there  is  going 
to  be  a  judicial  determination,  and  the 
question  is  whether  the  generic  drugs 
may  be  sold  prior  to  the  time  the  judi- 
cial determination  is  made,  or  whether 
the  generic  drugs  may  be  sold  only 
after  the  judicial  determination  is 
made. 

Under  the  expedited  procedures  that 
I  am  proposing,  it  would  be  a  very, 
very  prompt  resolution.  If  the  court  de- 
termines that  the  generic  had  a  sub- 
stantial investment  and  had  been  de- 
nied access  to  the  market  for  a  period 
of  time,  then,  for  the  period  of  time 
where  the  generic  had  been  denied  ac- 
cess, there  would  be  damages  paid. 
Really,  we  are  very  close  together,  as 
the  Senator  and  I  discussed  this,  with 
the  essential  difference  being,  who  is 
going  to  bear  the  burden  of  proof  in 
showlnp  substantial  investment?  Those 
facts,  really,  are  within  the  control  of 
the  generic  manufacturer— after  all.  it 
is  the  generic  manufacturer  who  knows 
what  the  generic  manufacturer  has 
sold,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  there 
ought  to  be  that  determination  made. 

As  I  listened  to  the  Senator  from  Ne- 
vada earlier,  I  imderstood  him  to  say 
that  there  would  be  a  determination  of 
substantial  investment  prior  to  the 
entry  into  the  market  of  the  generic 


manufacturer.  As  I  had  listened  to  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  earlier,  it 
seemed  to  me  that  that  was  the  same 
contention,  that  there  would  be  a  de- 
termination of  substantial  investment 
prior  to  the  entry  by  the  generic  manu- 
facturer. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  As  I  mentioned  earlier, 
we  are  not  in  any  way  changing  the 
URAA  or  GATT  language.  In  fact.  I 
look  forward  to  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  offering  language  or  an 
amendment  to  expedite  the  convoluted 
process  contemplated  in  the  substitute 
version.  I  emphasize  again  the  reserva- 
tions of  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services,  regarding  both  the  in- 
terminable delays  in  litigation  and  the 
unique,  unattainable  requfrements  im- 
posed on  generic  competitors  through 
the  substitute  version's  unworkable 
definition  of  substantial  investment. 
And  as  Professor  Levin — I  might  say. 
probably  known  well  by  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania — of  the  University 
of  Pennsylvania  has  concluded 

Mr.  SPECTER.  He  is  a  good  friend. 
He  is  not  always  necessarily  right. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Professor  Levin  con- 
cluded that  the  sense-of-the-Senate 
language  in  the  Hatch  substitute  pur- 
porting to  encourage  parties  to  litigate 
quickly  was  of  little  effect.  I  quote: 

This  Is  laudable  sentiment  but  without 
legal  impact.  In  short,  it  evidences  recogni- 
tion of  the  problem  but  not  an  effective  solu- 
tion. 

That  is  from  Professor  Levin. 

So  my  colleagues  and  I  look  forward 
to  the  Senator's  contribution  to  this 
issue.  We  have  already  addressed  this 
question  with  him  before.  I  can  say 
without  reseiTration  that  any  changes 
proposed  in  the  Senate  to  expedite  liti- 
gation under  the  Hatch-Thurmond  sub- 
stitute would  be  welcome,  as  it  cur- 
rently contemplates  an  entirely  un- 
workable and  unbalanced  process  in- 
tended to  block  competition  in  the 
marketplace. 

So  I  look  forward  to  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  offering  that  con- 
tribution. I  look  forward  to  working 
with  him.  I  agree  that  we  are  very 
close  to  a  meeting  of  the  minds  on  this 
particular  issue. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  I  do  in- 
tend to  pursue  the  expedited  procedure. 
One  of  the  items  that  I  agree  with  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  on  is  how  much 
time  has  passed  here.  I  think  that  his 
cause  might  be  advanced  by  accepting 
the  burden  of  proof  on  the  generic  man- 
ufacturer and  allowing  this  litigation 
to  go  forward  with  the  provision  for  ex- 
pedited procedures,  and  then  damages 
for  any  time  that  the  generic  manufac- 
turers are  denied  entry  into  the  mar- 
ket after  a  substantial  investment  had 
been  made,  as  determined  in  judicial 
proceedings,  because  what  is  happening 
now  is  that  there  have  been  lengthy 
proceedings  in  the  Judiciary  Commit- 
tee. We  have  a  very  busy  calendar. 

The  managers  of  this  bill  want  to 
move  ahead  with  the  Department  of 
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Defense  authorization  bill.  But  having 
broug-ht  this  matter,  to  the  floor,  it  is 
an  important  one  which  merits  at  least 
this  much  discussion.  We  think  that 
the  Members  could  come  to  an  aigree- 
ment  and  And  some  way  to  expedite  a 
legislative  determination,  which  even 
if  the  burden  is  shifted  to  the 
generics— and  they  have  to  establish 
the  judicial  determination  first— it 
may  be  very  much  more  to  the  Sen- 
ator's advantage  than  having  this  mat- 
ter go  over  from  today  to  sometime  in 
the  future.  And  who  knows  when  there 
will  be  a  determination,  given  the 
short  year,  the  election  year,  the  ap- 
propriations bills,  and  all  of  the  work 
of  the  Congress  will  have? 

Mr.  PRYOR.  Mr.  President,  let  me  re- 
spond. Then  I  am  going  to  sit  down  be- 
cause I  am  going  to  Little  Rock  in  just 
a  few  minutes. 

Mr.  SPECTER.  Mr.  President,  maybe 
I  should  save  my  better  arguments  for 
later. 

Mr.  PRYOR.  This  Senator  looks  for- 
ward to  working  with  him  on  this  mat- 
ter. We  also  would  like  to  respond  by 
saying  that  we  hope  when  the  Senator 
offers  an  amendment  or  language  in 
this  field,  that  it  will  not  be  a  lawyers 
relief  amendment,  which  the  substitute 
amendment  very  clearly  is  in  fact  and 
in  effect.  It  would  tie  up  the  market- 
place in  litigation  with  impossible  defi- 
nitions and  insuperable  barriers  for 
years  and  years. 

Speaking  of  expedited  procedure,  I 
have  been  trying  since  January  to  get 
on  the  "floor  suid  have  a  vote  on  this 
amendment — just  a  simple  vote  with  an 
hour  or  30  minutes  equally  divided, 
whether  up  or  down  or  to  table  the 
amendment.  But  for  some  reason  or  an- 
other, some  of  my  colleagues  on  the 
other  side,  including  some  of  my  very 
best  firlends,  have  prevented  this  all 
year. 

Before  we  move  forward  and  before 
the  final  vote  is  cast  on  this  DOD  au- 
thorization bill,  this  Senator  is  going 
to  get  a  vote  on  our  amendment.  We 
think  that  it  should  be  voted  on.  We 
think  that  is  only  fair.  And  I  am  going 
to  push  for  a  vote  on  this  proposal  on 
the  DOD  authorization  bill. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  prob- 
ably knows  that  the  Department  of  De- 
fense buys  S900  million  worth  of  pre- 
scription drugs  every  year  for  service- 
men and  servicewomen  all  over  the 
world.  They  can  save  $30  million  over- 
night by  the  passage  of  the  amendment 
that  my  colleagues  and  I  have  pro- 
posed. 

I  hope  our  friend  and  colleague,  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania,  will  help 
us  find  an  expedited  procedure  to  bring 
this  amendment  to  a  favorable  resolu- 
tion by  letting  the  Senate  vote  up  or 
down  on  it  once  and  for  all. 
I  thank  the  Senator. 
Mr.  SPECTER.  I  thank  my  colleague 
for  the  colloquy.  I  wUl  try  to  help  him 
And  an  expedited  procedure.  I  will  not 


suggest  anything  that  would  make  a 
lawyer  rich,  even  though  my  colleague 
may  be  returning  to  the  practice  of  law 
after  he  finishes  the  distinguished  serv- 
ice in  this  Congress.  But  it  would  be 
my  suggestion  that  Senator  Pryor, 
Senator  Hatch.  Senator  Thurmond, 
and  the  Members  sit  down  and  try  to 
work  it  out,  to  try  to  get  the  parties  in 
the  pharmaceutical  companies  and  the 
generics,  where  they  really  understand 
the  intricacies  and  the  facts  of  the 
matter,  to  try  to  solve  this  off  the 
floor,  because  I  think  that  would  be  in 
the  best  interest  of  the  American  peo- 
ple. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President, 
what  is  the  pending  business  before  the 
Senate? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Abraham).  The  Kyi  amendment  No. 
4049. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  on  behalf  of 
Senator  Brown  that  he  be  added  as  a 
cosponsor  to  Jimendment  No.  4055,  the 
Kerrey-McCain  amendment  regarding 
compensation  for  lost  commandos. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  lay  aside  the 
pending  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4069 

(Purpose:  To  waive  any  time  limitation  that 
is    applicable    to    awards    of   the    Distin- 
guished Flying  Cross  to  certain  persons) 
Mr.     KEMPTHORNE.     I     offer     an 
amendment    which    would    waive    the 
time  limitations  toward  certain  dec- 
larations for  specified  persons.  I  be- 
lieve the  amendment  has  been  cleared 
on  both  sides. 

The     PRESIDING     OFFICER.     The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Kempthorne] 
proposes  an  amendment  numbered  4089. 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE.  Mr.  President,  I 
Jisk  unanimous  consent  that  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
At  the  end  of  subtitle  D  of  title  V  add  the 
following: 

SEC.  540.  WAIVER  OF  TIME  UMITATIONS  FOR 
AWARD  OF  CERTAIN  DECORATIONS 
TO  SPECIFIED  PERSONS. 

(a)  Waiver  of  Time  Limitations.— Any 
limitation  established  by  law  or  policy  for 
the  time  within  which  a  recommendation  for 
the  award  of  a  military  decoration  or  award 
must  be  submitted  shall  not  apply  In  the 
case  of  awards  of  decorations  as  described  In 
subsection  (b).  the  award  of  each  such  deco- 
ration having  been  determined  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Navy  to  be  warranted  In  ac- 
cordance with  section  1130  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code. 

(b)  DISTINGUISHED      FLYIXC     CROSS.— Sub- 

sectlon  (a)  applies  to  awards  of  the  Distin- 
guished Flying  Cross  for  service  during 
World  War  n  as  follows: 

(1)  First  award.— First  award,  for  comple- 
Uon  of  at  least  20  qualifying  combat  mis- 


sions, to  the  following  members  and  former 
members  of  the  Armed  Forces: 

Vemard  V.  Aiken  of  Wilmington,  Vermont. 

Ira  V.  Babcock  of  Dothan,  Georgia. 

George  S.  Barlow  of  Grafton.  Virginia. 

Earl  A.  Bratton  of  Bodega  Bay,  California. 

Herman  C.  Edwards  of  Johns  Island,  South 
Carolina. 

James  M.  Fitzgerald  of  Anchorage.  Alaska. 

Paul  L.  Hitchcock  of  Raleigh.  North  Caro- 
lina. 

Harold  H.  Hottle  of  Hillsboro,  Ohio. 

Samuel  M.  Keith  of  Anderson,  South  Caro- 
lina. 

Otis  Lancaster  of  Wyoming.  Michigan. 

John  B.  McCabe  of  Biglerville,  Pennsyl- 
vania. 

James  P.  Merriman  of  Midland.  Texas. 

The  late  Michael  L.  Michalak,  formerly  of 
Akron.  New  York. 

The  late  Edward  J.  Naparkowsky,  formerly 
of  Hartford.  Connecticut. 

A.  Jerome  Pfeiffer  of  Racine.  Wisconsin. 

Duane  L.  Rhodes  of  Earp.  California. 

Frank  V.  Roach  of  Bloorndfleld.  New  Jersey. 

Arnold  V.  Rosekrans  of  Horseheads.  New 
York. 

Joseph  E.  Seaman.  Jr.  of  Bordertown.  New 
Jersey. 

Luther  E.  Thomas  of  Panama  City.  Flor- 
ida. 

Merton  S.  Ward  of  South  Hamilton.  Massa- 
chusetts. 

Simon  L.  Webb  of  Magnolia,  Mississippi. 

Jerry  W.  Webster  of  Leander.  Texas. 

Stanley  J.  Orlowski  of  Jackson.  Michigan. 

(2)  Second  award.— Second  award,  for  com- 
pletion of  at  least  40  qualifying  combat  mis- 
sions, to  the  following  members  and  former 
members  of  the  Armed  Forces: 

Ralph  J.  Deceuster  of  Dover.  Ohio. 

Elbert  J.  Kimble  of  San  Francisco.  Califor- 
nia. 

George  W.  Knauff  of  Monument.  Colorado. 

John  W.  Lincoln  of  Rockland.  Massachu- 
setts. 

Alan  D.  Marker  of  Sonoma.  California. 

Joseph  J.  Oliver  of  White  Haven.  Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Arthur  C.  Adair  of  Grants  Pass.  Oregon. 

Daniel  K.  Connors  of  Hampton.  New  Hamp- 
shire. 

Glen  E.  Danlelson  of  Whlttier.  California. 

Prescott  C.  Jemegan  of  Hemet.  California. 

Stephen  K.  Johnson  of  Englewood.  Florida. 

Warren  E.  Johnson  of  Vista,  California. 

Albert  P.  Emsley  of  Bothell,  Washington. 

Robert  B.  Games  of  West  Yarmouth.  Mas- 
sachusetts. 

Urbain  J.  Fournler  of  Houma.  Louisiana. 

John  B.  Tagllapiri  of  St.  Helena.  Califor- 
nia. 

Ray  B.  Stiltner  of  Centralia.  Washington. 

(3)  Third  award.— Third  award,  for  com- 
pletion of  at  least  60  qualifying  combat  niis- 
sioiis,.to  the  following  members  and  former 
members  of  the  Armed  Forces: 

Glenn  Bowers  of  Dillsburg,  Pennsylvania. 
Arthur  C.  Casey  of  Irving,  California. 
Robert  J.  Larsen  of  Gulf  Breeze,  Florida. 
William  A.  Nlckerson  of  Portland,  Oregon. 
David  Mendoza  of  Mcallen,  Texas. 

(4)  Fourth  award.— Fourth  award,  for 
completion  of  at  least  80  qualifying  combat 
missions,  to  the  following  members  and 
former  members  of  the  Armed  Forces: 

Arvld  L.  Kretz  of  Santa  Rosa,  California. 
George  E.  McClane  of  Cocoa  Beach,  Flor- 
ida. 
Robert  Balr  of  Ontario,  California. 

(5)  Fifth  award.— Fifth  award,  for  comple- 
tion of  at  least  100  qualifying  combat  mis- 
sions, to  the  following  members  and  former 
members  of  the  Armed  Forces: 
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William  A.  Baldwin  of  San  Clemente,  Cali- 
fornia. 

George  Bobb  of  Blackwood.  New  Jersey. 

John  R.  Conrad  of  Hot  Springs,  Arkansas. 

Herbert  R.  Hetrlck  of  Roaring  Springs. 
Pennsylvania. 

William  L.  Wells  of  Cordele.  Georgia. 

(6)  Sixth  award.— Sixth  award,  for  comple- 
tion of  at  least  120  qualifying  combat  mis- 
sions, to  Richard  L.  Murray  of  Dallas.  Texas. 

amendment  no.  4090  TO  AMENDMENT  NO.  4089 

(Purpose:  To  amend  title  18.  United  States 
Code,  with  respect  to  the  stalking  of  mem- 
bers of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
States  and  their  Immediate  families) 
Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  in  the  sec- 
ond degree. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 
The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 
The  Senator  from  Virginia  (Mr.  Warner). 
for  himself,  and  Mrs.  Hutchison,  proposes  an 
amendment  numbered  4090  to  amendment 
No.  4089. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  amendment,  add  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

SEC.  .  military  PERSONNEL  STALKING  PUN- 
ISHMENT AND  PREVENTION  ACT  OF 
199e. 

(a)  Short  Tttle.- This  section  may  be 
cited  as  the  "Military  Personnel  Stalking 
Punishment  and  Prevention  Act  of  1996". 

(b)  In  General.— Title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after  section 
2261  the  following: 

"§2281^  SuOking  of  Members  of  the  Armed 

Forces  of  the  United  States 

"(a)  IN  General.— Whoever,  within  the  spe- 
cial maritime  and  territorial  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States  or  in  the  course  of  inter- 
state travel,  with  the  intent  to  injure  or  har- 
ass any  military  person,  places  that  military 
person  in  reasonable  fear  of  the  death  of.  or 
serious  bodily  injury  to.  that  military  person 
or  a  member  of  the  immediate  family  of  that 
military  person  shall  be  punished  as  provided 
in  section  2261. 

"(b)  DEFDimoNS.- For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion— 

"(1)  the  term  "immediate  family'  has  the 
same  meaning  as  in  section  115;  and 

"(2)  the  term  •military  person'  means— 

"(A)  any  member  of  the  Armed  Forces  of 
the  United  States  (Including  a  member  of 
any  reserve  component);  and 

"(B)  any  member  of  the  immediate  family 
of  a  person  described  in  subparagraph  (A).". 

(C)  CONFORMING  AMENDMENTS.— 

(1)  Section  2261(b)  of  title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  "or  section 
2261A"  after  "this  section". 

(2)  Sections  2261(b)  and  2262(b)  of  title  18. 
United  States  Code  are  each  amended  by 
striking  "offender's  spouse  or  intimate  part- 
ner" each  place  it  appears  and  inserting 
"victim". 

(3)  The  chapter  beading  for  chapter  llQA  of 
title  18.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
Inserting  "AND  STALKING"  after  "VIO- 
LENCE". 

(d)  Clerical  Amendment.— The  table  of 
sections  at  the  beginning  of  chapter  llOA  of 
title  18,  United  States  Osde.  Is  amended  by 
inserting  after  the  Item  relating  to  section 
2261  the  following  new  item: 


"2261A.  Stalking  of  members  of  the  Armed 
Forces  of  the  United  States.". 
(e)  Effective  Date.— This  section  and  the 
amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  take 
effect  on  the  day  after  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  in  the  second  degree  I  send 
on  behalf  of  myself  and  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Texas  [Mrs. 
HXTTCHISON].  The  amendment  in  the 
second  degree  reflects  legislation  that 
is  badly  needed  by  the  whole  of  the 
United  States.  But  given  certain  par- 
liamentary situations  at  this  time,  this 
amendment  submitted  by  myself  and 
Senator  Hutchison  is  limited  to  mili- 
tary personnel  and  their  dependents. 

It  is  my  judgment  that  the  Congress 
has  been  far  too  slow  to  address  fully 
the  rising  problems  associated  with  the 
many  forms  of  domestic  violence.  This 
amendment  directs  the  Congress"  at- 
tention to  one  form,  commonly  re- 
ferred to  as  "stalking."  It  will  enable 
military  personnel  and  their  depend- 
ents and  families  to  better  deal  with 
this  tragic  problem,  which,  regret- 
tably, is  on  the  rise  all  across  our  land. 

Yesterday  I  attended  a  press  con- 
ference with  Senator  Hutchison,  at 
which  time  she  issued  a  plea  concern- 
ing her  bill,  which  is  identical  in  many 
forms  to  this  bill  but  applicable  to  all 
women  across  the  United  States — let 
her  bill  go  free.  It  is  at  the  desk,  being 
held  at  the  desk.  Yet.  all  across  this 
great  Nation  of  ours,  women  every  day 
are  in  fear  for  themselves,  their  fami- 
lies, and  their  children. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  time  for  the  Sen- 
ate of  the  United  States  to  act.  The 
House  has  acted,  and  it  is  time  for  the 
Senate  to  act. 

I  have  joined  with  Senator  Hutchison 
on  her  bill,  but  we  were  informed— and 
I  say  with  respect  to  the  managers  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle — that  the 
strongest  objection  would  be  issued  if 
Senator  Hutchison  and  I  were  to  raise 
her  bill  as  an  amendment  to  this  mili- 
tary authorization  bill.  Therefore,  I, 
along  with  Senator  Hutchison,  have 
carved  out  from  her  bill  companion 
legislation  which  applies  to  military 
personnel,  their  dependents  and  their 
families.  That  is  what  I  have  just  sent 
to  the  desk  as  an  amendment  in  the 
second  degree. 

Military  women  are  in  some  respects 
at  greater  risk  than  others  because  so 
often  they  are,  on  the  shortest  of  no- 
tice, transferred  to  other  States,  other 
jurisdictions,  in  a  matter  of  an  hour  or 
less,  to  take  on  new  responsibilities.  It 
is  imperative  that  they  be  given  the 
maximum  protection  against  this 
frightful  crime. 


Further,  in  my  State  of  'Virginia,  an 
integral  part  of  the  greater  Metropoli- 
tan Washington  area  covering  Virginia. 
Maryland,  and  District  of  Columbia,  it 
is  a  matter  of  great  ease  to  cross  the 
jurisdictional  lines  between  the  three 
entities.  This  amendment  would  pro- 
vide the  most  important  protection. 
Mr.  President,  whereby  if  a  spouse  were 
to  obtain  a  restraining  order  in  a 
court,  that  restraining  order  would  be 
equally  effective  in  other  States  and 
jvirisdictions. 

I  want  to  repeat  that.  One  of  the 
main  features  of  this  amendment  is  to 
allow  that  individual  menaced  by  the 
threat  or  actuality  of  stalking  to  get  a 
court  order  and  to  have  that  court 
order  effective  equally  in  the  49  other 
States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

I  bring  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate 
an  article  which  appeared  in  the  Wash- 
ington Post  just  a  few  days  ago  dated 
June  16,  1996.  The  headline  reads  "Navy 
Officer,  Husband  Die  After  Shooting  at 
Andrews  Air  Force  Base."  This  inci- 
dent happened  right  here  in  Maryland. 
I  will  read  the  article  in  part  and  ask 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  President,  the 
entire  article  be  printed  at  the  end  of 
my  presentation  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  WARNER  [reading].  When  military  po- 
lice at  Andrews  Air  Force  Base  received  a 
warning  early  yesterday  that  a  man  was  on 
his  way  to  the  military  Installation  to  kill 
his  wife,  they  raced  to  close  the  gates  of  the 
base.  But  a  short  time  later,  both  husband 
and  wife,  a  Navy  petty  officer,  lay  dead  in- 
side their  home  and  an  Air  Force  police  offi- 
cer was  seriously  wounded.  The  slain  woman 
was  Identified  by  Air  Force  officials  as  Me- 
lissa Comfort,  age  28.  Her  husband  was  Mi- 
chael Comfort,  age  34.  The  couple's  two 
young  daughters  and  another  adult  who  were 
inside  the  home  for  several  hours  after  Mi- 
chael Comfort  arrived  were  unharmed. 

The  woman  had  obtained,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, a  court  order.  This  amendment 
would  provide  protection  for  persons 
like  Petty  Officer  Comfort  and  mili- 
tary personnel  all  over  the  United 
States,  their  spouses  and  their  depend- 
ents. It  would  make  it  a  Federal  crime 
to  stalk  another  person  on  a  military 
installation.  Second,  stalkers  subject 
to  restraining  orders  issued  in  any  one 
State  or  the  District  of  Columbia 
would  be  guilty  of  a  Federal  crime  if 
they  followed  their  victim  to  another 
jurisdiction  and  violated  the  terms  of 
the  order.  In  both  of  these  instances, 
this  amendment  would  enlist  the  re- 
sources of  the  Federal  B'ureau  of  Inves- 
tigation to  work  with  local  law  en- 
forcement in  the  investigation  and 
such  other  actions  taken  by  law  en- 
forcement in  the  prosecution  of  the 
stalking  cases.  This  amendment  would 
be  especially  effective  for  military  per- 
sonnel and  their  families  in  this  great- 
er metropolitan  area,  as  I  stated,  be- 
cause of  the  close  proximity  of  the 
three  legal  jurisdictions. 
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This  extension  of  the  enforcement 
mechanisms  of  a  court  order  across 
State  lines  is  the  very  heart  of  this  leg- 
islation, Mr.  President,  together  with 
enlisting  the  very  able  expertise  of  the 
Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation. 

This  amendment  is  unquestionably 
relevant  to  the  issues  raised  by  the  an- 
nual authorization  bill  because  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  Armed  Services  Committee 
and  the  duty  of  the  Senate  as  a  whole 
to  provide  military  personnel  every 
possible  assistance  in  the  prosecution 
of  their  duties  in  wearing  the  uniform. 
Protection  of  military  personnel  and 
their  families  is  a  key  component  in 
maintaining  a  well-trained  and  moti- 
vated military  force.  More  and  more 
women,  fortunately,  are  joining  our 
Armed  Forces.  I  mention  that  in  the 
context  of  the  fact  that  women  are  by 
far  the  primary  victims  of  this  type  of 
domestic  violence.  Congress  must, 
therefore,  take  care  that  our  support 
system  for  which  we  are  responsible — 
remember.  Congress  is  the  one  that  is 
responsible  for  the  support  system  of 
the  U.S.  military— is  such  that  they 
can  i)erform  their  duties. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  a  strong  sup- 
porter of  S.  1729,  the  bill  that  is  cur- 
rently at  the  desk,  sponsored  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Texas,  Mrs. 
Hutchison,  entitled,  "Interstate  Stalk- 
ing, Punishment  and  Prevention  Act  of 
1996."  This  legislation  would  do  even 
more  to  significantly  enhance  the  fab- 
ric of  laws  designed  to  deter  and  punish 
stalking. 

First,  the  measure  of  the  Hutchison 
bill  would  make  it  a  Federal  crime  to 
stalk  another  person  across  State  lines 
or  on  Federal  property.  The  amend- 
ment I  am  introducing  today  will  ad- 
dress those  cases  involving  the  mili- 
tary and  their  dependents.  Hopefully, 
the  Congress  will  take  up  the 
Hutchison  bill  so  that  it  is  applicable 
to  all  women.  The  value  of  today's  pro- 
cedure is  that  the  Senate  will  vote  on 
the  Warner  amendment  eventually.  It 
will  vote.  I  predict  this  vote  may  well 
be  100  to  nothing,  sending  the  strongest 
signal  that  this  legislation,  which  will 
be  adopted  for  military  personnel  and 
their  dependents,  should  be  expedi- 
tiously adopted  for  all  women  across 
this  land. 

Stalkers,  under  both  bills,  covered  by 
one  State's  restraining  order  would 
face  a  Federal  felony— a  Federal  felony 
— if  they  followed  their  victims  to  an- 
other State  or  the  District  of  Columbia 
and  continued  to  perpetrate  the  crimi- 
nal action  of  stalking. 

Third,  the  relationships  other  than 
spouses  and  ex-spouses  would  be  cov- 
ered by  the  Hutchison  bill,  recognizing 
abusive  relationships  can  and  do  hap- 
pen between  persons  of  the  opposite  sex 
who  are  not  married  or  divorced. 

Mr.  President,  this  action  by  the 
Congress  is  long  overdue.  As  I  said,  the 
House  has  acted  on  a  companion  piece 
of  legislation  to  that  being  held  at  the 


desk.  There  is  no  reason,  in  my  judg- 
ment, why  the  Senate  should  not  expe- 
ditiously act.  as  has  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, to  get  this  bill  to  the 
President  for  signature  as  quickly  as 
possible. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 
ExHiBrr  1 

[From  the  Wasliington  Post.  June  16.  1996] 

Navy  Ofhcer.  Husband  Die  after 

Shootings  at  Andrews  air  Force  Base 

(By  Steve  Vogel  and  Arthur  Santana) 

When  military  police  at  Andrews  Air  Force 
Base  received  a  warning  early  yesterday  that 
a  man  was  on  his  way  to  the  military  instal- 
lation to  kill  his  wife,  they  raced  to  close  the 
gates  to  the  base.  But  a  short  time  later, 
both  husband  and  wife,  a  Navy  petty  officer, 
lay  dead  inside  their  home,  and  an  Air  Force 
police  officer  was  seriously  wounded. 

The  slain  woman  was  identified  by  Air 
Force  officials  as  Melissa  Comfort.  28.  Her 
husband  was  Michael  Comfort.  34.  The  cou- 
ple's two  young  daughters  and  another  adult, 
who  were  Inside  the  home  for  several  hours 
after  Michael  Comfort  arrived,  were 
unharmed,  authorities  said. 

Just  before  2:30  a.m..  someone  called  911 
and  reported  that  Melissa  Comfort's  life  was 
in  danger.  Officials  have  not  identified  the 
caller. 

After  police  dispatchers  alerted  the  base 
about  the  call,  military  police  sealed  off  An- 
drews to  try  to  prevent  Michael  Comfort 
from  entering,  according  to  Air  Force  offi- 
cials. But  it  is  possible  that  he  already  may 
have  been  on  the  grounds.  Michael  Comfort, 
who  is  not  in  the  military,  did  not  live  with 
his  wife  on  the  base,  according  to  Lt.  Karl 
Johnson,  a  Navy  spokesman,  who  said  Mi- 
chael Comfort  was  barred  from  seeing  his 
wife  by  a  protective  order. 

"Unfortunately,  the  individual  got  In  be- 
fore they  locked  down,  or  he  Jumped  the 
fence,"  said  Mike  Beeman,  a  base  spokes- 
man. Beeman  said  Air  Force  police  took  ac- 
tion "moments  after"  the  warning  was  re- 
ceived. 

Two  members  of  Air  Force  Security  Police 
were  sent  to  check  on  Melissa  Comfort  and 
her  daughters  in  the  town  house-style  duplex 
in  the  4600  block  of  Maple  Court  on  the  west- 
em  edge  of  the  base.  But  upon  arrival,  a  man 
fired  a  shotgun  at  the  officers,  officials  said. 

"One  guy  opened  fire  and  then  retreated 
inside  the  house."  Beeman  said. 

One  of  the  military  police  officers,  security 
Airman  1st  Class  Michael  Blagoue,  was 
struck  in  the  face  and  abdomen  by  shotgun 
pellets.  Johnson  said.  Blagoue  was  in  stable 
condition  at  the  base  hospital,  where  he  was 
expected  to  stay  the  night,  officials  said. 

The  military  police  fired  back  at  Comfort, 
Johnson  said.  "Whether  they  hit  the  susi)ect, 
we  don't  know,"  Beeman  said. 

Additional  gunfire  was  heard  soon  after- 
ward from  inside  the  house.  Military  t>olice 
surrounded  the  home  and  evacuated  nearby 
homes,  officials  said. 

The  couple's  girls,  ages  4  and  2,  were  inside 
the  home,  along  with  a  woman,  a  family 
friend  who  has  been  stationed  overseas.  It 
was  not  immediately  clear  whether  the 
woman  entered  the  home  before  or  after  Mi- 
chael Comfort  arrived. 

"We  were  told  he  was  holding  everybody 
hostage,"  Beeman  said. 

After  several  hours  without  contact  with 
anyone  inside  the  town  house,  police  forced 
their  way  into  the  home  at  6:10  a.m.  and 
found  the  friend  and  the  two  children 
unharmed    and    both    Comforts    dead    from 


shotgun  wounds.  Officials  could  not  Imme- 
diately say  why  the  friend  did  not  try  to  con- 
tact police  in  the  three  hours  before  police 
entered  the  home. 

"We  don't  know  why  they  didn't  exit  the 
home  earlier,"  Beeman  said. 

Air  Force  spokesman  could  not  say  In 
which  rooms  the  dead  couple,  the  children 
and  the  friend  were  found  or  the  location  of 
the  children  at  the  time  of  the  shootings. 

Johnson  said  Melissa  Comfort,  a  petty  offi- 
cer second  class  originally  from  Fairmont, 
N.C.,  who  joined  the  Navy  in  1986,  was  as- 
signed to  the  Office  of  Naval  Intelligence  in 
Suitland. 

The  PRESIDENG  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.   BYRD.   Mr.   President,   has 
Pastore  rule  expired  for  the  day? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.   Yes 
has. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  Chair.  Time 
is  not  controlled? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Time  is 
not  controlled. 
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HAPPY  BIRTHDAY,  WEST  VIRGINIA 

Mr.  B'YRD.  Mr.  President,  most  peo- 
ple in  this  city,  the  majority  of  my  col- 
leagues in  this  Chamber  included,  will 
walk  around  this  harried  town  today 
and  breathe  deeply  the  sultry  air  of 
sunmier  that  has  settled  in  upon  us, 
registering  only  the  mingling  of  Maine 
Avenue  fish  markets,  tour-bus  fumes, 
and  suburban  barbecues. 

I,  however,  nudge  open  my  office  win- 
dow and  am  greeted  by  the  fragrances 
of  breezes  that  have  swept  across  the 
Appalachians,  up  and  down  the  Alle- 
ghenies,  and  have  gently  settled  into 
the  Potomac  Valley.  My  lungs  fill  with 
the  spicy  scents  of  cool  sylvan  settings 
and  the  sweet  bouquet  of  mountain 
laurel. 

The  sounds  that  most  others  hear 
today  may  be  just  the  clacking  of 
Metro  trains,  the  clamor  of  commuting 
workers,  and  the  roar  of  circling  air- 
line traffic. 

But  through  the  urban  din,  I  hear  the 
sounds  of  string  bands  flowing  down 
the  hollows  and  over  the  hills,  the  rush 
of  river  rapids,  and  the  laugher  of  ad- 
venturous climbers,  scaling  Seneca 
Rocks. 

Mr.  President,  to  most,  today  may 
mark  merely  the  beginning  of  another 
long,  sticky  summer  but  to  me  it  is  a 
date  that  tugs  at  my  soul,  calling  me 
home. 

This  day  is  the  133rd  anniversary  of 
the  birth  of  West  Virginia,  my  beloved 
home  State. 

At  the  time  West  Virginia  was  admit- 
ted to  the  Union,  America  was  in  the 
midst  of  a  cruel  and  bloody  civil  con- 
flict and  West  Virginia  herself  was 
gripped  by  a  vicious  type  of  guerrilla 
warfare  which  saw  brothers  and  sons 
and  neighbors  and  longtime  friends, 
facing  one  another  across  battle  lines 
in  mountain  skirmishes. 

Fortunately,  at  the  war's  end,  we  re- 
mained     one      Nation — bound      more 
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strongly  than  before— and  West  Vir- 
ginia, having  recovered  from  her  divi- 
sive beginnings  and  settled  com- 
fortably into  this  more  solid  union, 
went  on  to  mature  into  a  graceful, 
independent-minded  State. 

West  Virginia  is  where  I  long  to  be — 
the  land  where  saffron  shafts  of  sun- 
light pierce  through  the  early  morning 
mists  in  spring;  where  hymns  from  the 
religious  song  books  speak  louder  than 
grms.  and  the  attendance  at  family  re- 
unions can  still  swell  into  the  hun- 
dreds. 

It  is  a  land  of  hardworking,  honest, 
loyal,  patriotic  God-fearing  people  who 
care  about  their  communities  and  each 
other.  Since  the  moment  of  her  birth. 
West  Virginia  has  undergone  great 
change;  yet.  as  I  so  often  like  to  boast, 
she  has  never  lost  her  grasp  on  the  "old 
values"  that  continue  to  set  her  apart 
among  the  50  States. 

Today,  faith  resides  in  her  hills  just 
as  surely  as  it  did  when  I  was  just  a 
boy,  living  in  her  southern  coal  mining 
communities. 

Faith  is  what  has  kept  us  going  when 
hope  has  been  in  short  supply.  But  it  is 
hope  that  shapes  our  vision  of  the  fu- 
ture and  drives  us  to  achieve  our 
dreams. 

Mr.  President,  today,  as  we  celebrate 
West  Virginia's  133d  birthday,  it  is  ap- 
propriate that  we  should  reflect  upon 
her  past.  But  it  is  also  fitting  that  we 
should  take  this  time  to  measure  her 
progress  and  look  toward  her  tomor- 
rows. 

Therefore,  on  her  birthday,  my  wish 
for  my  State  and  her  people  is  for  the 
availability  of  quality  education  to 
prepare  our  workforce  for  the  jobs  of 
the  future;  access  to  adequate  health 
care;  a  continuation  of  a  comfortable 
quality  of  life;  construction  of  a  more 
modem,  safer  transportation  infra- 
structure; and  further  development  of  a 
robust  business  climate;  protection  of 
her  natural  resources:  a  comfortable 
quality  of  life,  and  the  preservation  of 
those  "old  values"  that  will  gmde  her 
on  a  successful  and  honorable  path  into 
the  next  millennium. 

While  West  Virginia  may  adapt  and 
modernize  and  enjoy  the  fruits  of  eco- 
nomic prosperity.  I  hope  that  she  will 
always  be  the  sort  of  place  that  fills 
her  native  sons  and  daughters  with  a 
longing  to  be  home. 

Happy  birthday,  West  Virginia.  You 
are  always  in  my  heart. 

Mr.  President.  I  yield  the  floor  and 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER, 
ator  from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President.  I  thank  my 
friend  and  colleague. 


CHURCH  BURNINGS 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  to  bum  a 
church  is  to  destroy  more  than  a  build- 
ing. Burning  a  church  strikes  at  the 
soul  of  a  community,  at  it  most  sacred 
place.  These  fires  bring  terror  and 
tears  to  communities  that  often  have 
known  all  too  much  of  both.  And  we 
are  all  diminished  in  spirit  by  the  des- 
picable doings  of  a  hate  filled  few. 

Yet  even  from  such  a  cowardly  and 
vile  act,  great  good  has  sprung.  I  note 
that  upon  the  publicizing  of  these 
burnings,  there  has  been  an  outpouring 
of  support  for  the  beleaguered  con- 
gregations, both  to  fund  the  rebuilding 
of  the  churches  and  to  assist  in  the  ap- 
prehension of  the  perpetrators.  Recon- 
struction of  the  churches  has  become  a 
community  affair,  with  volimteers 
from  across  the  Nation. 

Those  who  would  bum  a  church 
should  remember  that  to  do  so  serves 
only  to  awaken  a  moral  imperative  to 
speak  out  and  act  against  such  vio- 
lence. George  Washington  reflected  the 
spirit  of  the  Nation  when  he  wrote  in  a 
letter  to  the  congregation  of  Touro 
SsTiagogue  of  Newport,  RI,  that  the 
Government  of  the  United  States 
"gives  to  bigotry  no  sanction,  to  perse- 
cution no  assistance."  Today,  206  years 
later,  Washingrton's  words  echo  with  re- 
newed fervor  across  an  outraged  land. 


THE  DEATH  OF  LE  MAI,  "VICE 
FOREIGN  MINISTER  OF  'VIETNAM 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
note  with  regret  the  sudden  death  last 
week  of  Le  Mai,  the  Deputy  Foreign 
Minister  of  Vietnam.  Le  Mai  hosted  me 
for  dinner  just  3  weeks  ago  when  I  was 
in  Hanoi.  I  found  him  to  be  warm,  in- 
telligent, and  above  all  eager  to  con- 
tinue the  process  of  improving  rela- 
tions with  the  United  States. 

Mai's  death  comes  at  a  particularly 
difficult  time  in  Vietnamese  politics. 
The  Communist  Party  is  scheduled  to 
hold  a  crucial  party  congress  at  the 
end  of  this  month,  where  several  im- 
portant decisions  regarding  the  near 
future  of  the  country  will  be  made.  Mai 
would  have  been  a  strong  force  pushing 
Vietnam  toward  a  more  open  economic 
system.  He  told  me  in  Hanoi  that  Viet- 
nam's biggest  mistake  so  far  was  im- 
posing a  demand  economy.  He  argued 
that  the  laws  of  capitalism  "just  are" 
and  that  Vietnam  has  developed  much 
since  economic  reforms  were  started  in 
the  late  1980's.  He  also  would  have  been 
a  strong  force  pushing  his  government 
toward  more  friendly  relations  with 
the  West.  He  recognized  that  his  coun- 
try needed  political,  as  well  as  eco- 
nomic reforms  and  said  he  wanted  clos- 
er relations  with  the  United  States  in 


part  to  help  his  fellow  covmtrymen  bet- 
ter understand  our  system. 

Le  Mai  was  one  of  the  principle  ar- 
chitects of  the  normalization  process 
between  the  United  States  and  Viet- 
nam and  his  dedication  to  moving  that 
relationship  further  forward  was  evi- 
dent in  our  discussions.  He  stressed  the 
need  for  the  United  States  to  have  an 
active  presence  in  Southeast  Asia,  eco- 
nomically, politically  and  even  mili- 
tarily. He  understood  the  lingering 
problems  that  many  in  both  countries 
have  with  the  bilateral  relationship  be- 
cause of  the  war,  but  argued  that  it 
was  important  for  governments  to  try 
to  forge  poUcies  to  get  past  people's 
emotions.  He  recognized,  too.  the  re- 
sponsibility that  he  and  other  leaders 
in  both  countries  had  in  creating  those 
policies,  telling  me  that  "our  genera- 
tion fought  the  war.  so  it  is  our  duty  to 
solve  the  problems"  that  resulted  from 
it. 

His  death  is  a  loss  to  his  country  and 
to  the  ongoing  pr  >cess  of  improving  re- 
lations between  our  two  countries. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  i>ro- 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  quorum 
call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


NATIONAL    DEFENSE    AUTHORIZA- 
TION ACT  FOR  FISCAL  "yEAR  1997 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

FRTVILECE  OF  THE  FLOOR 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  Senator  Johnston,  I  request  that  a 
member  of  his  staff,  Comdr.  Paul 
Gonzales,  a  congressional  fellow,  be  al- 
lowed floor  privileges  for  the  duration 
of  debate  on  the  Defense  authorization 
bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Ms.  SNOWE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
express  my  support  for  S.  1746.  the  De- 
fense authorization  bill  for  fiscal  year 
1997.  The  Armed  Services  Committee 
has  done  an  outstanding  job  by  bring- 
ing to  the  full  Senate  a  bill  that  re- 
sponsibly addresses  this  country's  na- 
tional security  needs. 

Fortunately,  the  end  of  the  cold  war 
has  reduced  the  most  immediate  threat 
of  nuclear  war.  And  while  it  is  natural 
to  feel  relief  that  the  struggle  against 
Soviet  expansionism  has  been  won,  it 
would  be  naive  and  short-sighted  to 
conclude  that  real  threats  to  our  Na- 
tion's security  no  longer  exist.  The  end 
of  the  cold  war  has  uncapped  a  host  of 
long-simmering  regional  conflicts 
around  the  globe.  Combined  with  the 
proliferation  of  nuclear  and  missile 
technology  as  well  as  chemical  and  bio- 
logical weapons,  these  limited  conflicts 
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carry  the  potential  for  far  wider  con- 
sequences. We  must  recoirnize  that  the 
world  is  still  a  dangerous  place  and 
that  maintaining  an  adequate  level  of 
military  preparedness  must  continue 
to  be  a  nationjil  priority. 

The  fact  is  that  funding  for  national 
defense  has  been  on  a  dangerous  down- 
ward track  for  over  a  decade.  Funding 
for  national  defense  has  fallen  by  41 
percent  in  real  terms  since  1985.  The 
fiscal  year  1997  defense  budget  will  be 
at  its  lowest  level  since  the  Korean  war 
buildup  began  in  1950. 

Even  more  alarming  is  the  fact  that 
military  procurement  has  dropped  by 
71  percent  over  the  last  10  years.  The 
practical  result  is  that  our  service  men 
and  women  are  forced  to  use  aging 
equipment  which  will  increasingly  im- 
pair military  readiness.  The  defense 
budget  submitted  by  President  Clinton 
for  fiscal  year  1997  would  unwisely  con- 
tinue this  neglect  of  our  military  hard- 
ware and  would— not  for  the  first  time, 
I  might  add — postpone  spending  for 
critical  weapons  modernization  pro- 
grams into  the  future. 

The  Armed  Services  Committee  de- 
serves credit  for  crafting  a  responsible 
bill  that  addresses  the  need  for  mod- 
ernization and  provides  the  necessary 
resources.  The  S12.9  billion  added  by 
the  committee  to  the  administration's 
defense  funding  request  is  mainly  for 
additional  procurement  items  includ- 
ing one  DDG-51  destroyer,  four  F-16 
fighter  planes,  six  F/A-18's,  amd  one  C- 
17  cargo  transport.  Nearly  30  percent  of 
the  $12.9  billion  added  by  the  commit- 
tee is  for  accelerated  research  and  de- 
velopment for  programs  such  as  missile 
defense,  the  new  attack  submarine,  and 
a  new  arsenal  ship  armed  with  cruise 
missiles.  These  add-ons  reflect  the  con- 
cerns and  priorities  of  the  military 
services  themselves. 

While  upgrading  and  modernizing 
military  hardware  deserves  a  high  pri- 
ority, so  too  does  ensuring  that  our 
Armed  Forces  personnel  receive  the 
benefits  they  deserve.  The  best  mili- 
tary equipment  in  the  world  is  of  little 
value  without  the  highly  trained  and 
hard-working  service  men  and  women 
on  whom  our  national  defense  depends. 
I  am  therefore  pleased  that  the  fiscal 
year  1997  Defense  authorization  bill  au- 
thorizes a  3-percent  military  pay  raise 
and  a  4-percent  increase  in  the  basic  al- 
lowance for  quarters. 

Overall,  the  committee  proposes  a 
reasonable  level  of  defense  spending  in 
the  coming  fiscal  year,  one  which  I  be- 
lieve acknowledges  that  defense  re- 
sources are  not  unlimited.  The  com- 
mittee's recommendation  of  $267.3  bil- 
lion in  defense  spending  for  fiscal  year 
1997  is  only  $2.1  billion  above  the  fiscal 
year  1996  level  in  nominal  terms.  Ad- 
justed for  inflation,  the  committee's 
recommended  defense  authorization 
level  is  actually  $5.6  billion  below  the 
current  level  of  defense  spending  in 
real  terms. 


Mr.  President,  the  people  of  Maine 
support  a  strong  national  defense  and 
they  have  always  been  ready  to  do 
their  part.  Maine's  Bath  Iron  Works  is 
one  of  two  private  U.S.  shipyards  that 
build  the  Arleigh  Burke  class  destroyer 
for  the  Navy.  I  am  pleased  that  the  fis- 
cal year  1997  Defense  authorization  bill 
authorizes  $3.4  billion  for  four  destroy- 
ers in  fiscal  year  1997  plus  $750  million 
in  advance  procurement  for  one  addi- 
tional ship  in  fiscal  year  1998.  The  ad- 
vanced procurement  for  a  fiscal  year 
1998  destroyer  is  crucial  to  implement- 
ing the  Navy's  acquisition  plan  of 
building  three  ships  per  year  in  each  of 
the  4  years  from  fiscal  year  1998 
through  fiscal  year  2001.  As  a  result  of 
this  orderly  and  efficient  procurement 
plan,  the  price  per  ship  will  drop  sig- 
nificantly and  the  Navy  will  realize 
cost  savings  of  $1  billion  over  the  4- 
year  period. 

The  bill  also  adds  $45.3  million  to 
continue  the  Navy's  current  strength 
of  13  active  and  9  reserve  squadrons  of 
P-3  patrol  aircraft.  Four  active  and 
three  reserve  P-3  squadrons  are  based 
at  Maine's  Brunswick  Naval  Air  Sta- 
tion, the  only  active  military  airfield 
in  New  England.  These  squadrons  plays 
an  important  role  in  antisubmarine 
warfare  in  the  North  Atlantic  sealanes 
and  in  the  Navy's  littoral  warfare  mis- 
sion in  Europe  and  the  Mediterranean 
region.  One  of  the  active  P-3  squadrons 
based  at  Brunswick  Naval  Air  Station 
in  Maine  is  targeted  for  decommission- 
ing for  budgetary  reasons,  not  because 
there  has  been  any  change  in  the 
Navy's  mission.  The  funds  authorized 
in  this  bill  will  ensure  that  Brunswick 
NAS  will  maintain  its  current  level  of 
four  active  P-3  squadrons. 

Mr.  President,  S.  1745  embodies  a 
well-balanced  approach  to  our  national 
defense  in  fiscal  year  1997.  It  preserves 
our  readiness  to  meet  military  emer- 
gencies, it  emphasizes  modernization 
and  new  weapons  procurement,  it  con- 
tinues research  and  development  of 
promising  new  technologies,  and  it 
treats  our  military  personnel  fairly. 
Again,  I  congratulate  the  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee  on  their  work,  and  I 
urge  that  the  bill  be  adopted. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MTLITARY  NOMINATIONS 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  know  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  has  been 
working  diligently,  and  he  called  a 
hearing.  We  have  a  number  of  very  im- 
portant military  nominations  out  of 
our  conrmiittee.  They  are  now  pending 
on  the  calendar.  I  know  be  has  also  fol- 
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lowed  that  and  has  been  working  dili- 
gently to  try  to  get  all  of  these  nomi- 
nations approved  by  the  end  of  business 
this  evening,  or  certainly  by  tomorrow. 

I  both  thank  him  for  that,  and  I  em- 
phasize to  all  of  our  colleagues  how  im- 
portant it  is.  Many  of  these  positions 
need  to  be  filled  now.  We  have  had 
these  nominations  before  us  for  the  ap- 
propriate time.  We  have  looked  into 
them  on  the  committee.  They  are  very 
top  officials  that  will  be  going  to  var- 
ious and  important  positions  all  over 
the  world. 

We  have  General  Kadish,  U.S.  Air 
Force,  who  is  one  of  these. 

We  have  General  Kross.  General 
Kross  will  be  going  to  TRANSCOM. 

We  have  a  number  of  Army  nomina- 
tions. 

We  have  General  Tilelli,  to  be  the  top 
military  official  in  a  very,  very  impor- 
tant and  volatile  part  of  the  world, 
Korea.  He  wears  two  hats,  both  in  U.S. 
Army  and  the  U.N.  Command. 

We  have  General  Wesley  Clark  in  the 
SOUTHCOM  position — enormously  im- 
portant. 

We  have  a  number  of  U.S.  Army  Re- 
serve officers:  General  Bergson,  Gen- 
eral Caton,  General  Kropp,  General 
O'Connell,  Colonel  Deloatch,  to  be 
major  generals;  Colonel  Diamond,  to  be 
brigadier  general;  Colonel  Gilley,  Colo- 
nel Gilliam,  Colonel  Roan,  Colonel 
Rossi,  and  Colonel  Sinmions,  to  be 
brigadier  generals. 

We  have  Lt.  Gen.  David  Bramlett 
going  to  FORCEM,  another  very  impor- 
tant position,  commanding  all  of  our 
Army  forces  in  the  United  States. 

We  have  General  Schoomaker. 

We  have  a  number  of  Marine  Corps 
generals: 

Brigadier  General  Braaten;  Brigadier 
General  DeLong;  Brigadier  General 
Hanlon;  Brigadier  General 

Higginbotham;  Brigadier  General 
Karamarkovich;  Brig.  Gen.  Jack 
Klimp; 

Maj.  Gen.  Carol  Mutter,  she  will  be- 
come the  head  of  manpower  in  the  Ma- 
rines Corps.  She  will  also  became  the 
highest  ranking  female  to  serve  not 
only  in  the  Marine  Corjis  but  also  in 
the  history  of  our  military.  I  have  met 
her,  have  talked  to  her,  and  have  fol- 
lowed her  career— nan  enormously  im- 
portant general. 

I  will  not  name  all  of  these,  but  I 
guess  the  first  thing  I  would  like  to  say 
to  my  chaiirman.  Senator  Thurmond,  is 
that  I  appreciate  his  diligence  in  trying 
to  get  these  nominations  through,  and 
I  hope  that  we  will  be  able  to  get  all  of 
them  through  this  evening. 

I  certainly  urge  my  colleagues  who 
may  have  questions  about  any  of  the 
nominees  or  have  any  concerns  about 
the  nominees,  to  basically  come  to  the 
floor  and  let  us  know  and  state  their 
concerns,  and  let  us  see  if  we  cannot 
follow  them  and  get  all  of  these  nomi- 
nations through. 

I  think  it  in  important  for  them  to  go 
through.  I  believe,  if  any  of  them  do 
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not  go  through,  that  it  is  very  impor- 
tant for  the  leadership  of  the  Senate  to 
schedule  a  debate  and  let  us  debate 
them.  If  there  are  any  concerns  about 
any  of  them,  I  think  we  ought  to  de- 
bate it,  get  the  concern  out  on  the 
floor  and  have  the  Senate  vote  on  it. 

That  would  be  my  hope.  I  believe  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  will  share 
that  hope. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President, 
these  nominations  have  been  before  us 
for  quite  a  time.  They  all  meet  the  re- 
quirements. They  should  be  approved. 
They  are  needed  in  their  respective 
services.  I  hope  that  we  could  get  those 
up  as  quickly  as  possible  and  get  them 
approved. 

There  is  one  that  is  being  objected  to 
by  a  Senator.  Maybe  we  can  act  on  the 
rest  of  them.  I  would  like  to  see  all  of 
them  acted  on,  including  that  one.  But 
maybe  we  can  act  on  the  rest  of  them 
so  they  can  go  about  performing  their 
duties. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quonun. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  caU  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


NATIONAL    DEFENSE    AUTHORIZA- 
TION ACT  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1997 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  there  was 
a  unanimous-consent  request  that  was 
submitted  today  asking  that  all 
amendments  be  filed  today  or  not  be  in 
order.  That  unanimous-consent  request 
was  not  agreed  to.  It  is  my  strong  hope, 
though,  that  we  will  be  able  to  have 
that  kind  of  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest agreed  to  early  next  week. 

I  serve  notice  on  our  side  of  the  aisle 
that  we  would  like  all  amendments 
filed  by  4  o'clock  next  Tuesday  after- 
noon. I  have  talked  to  the  chairman 
about  this.  I  have  talked  to  the  major- 
ity leader,  Senator  Lott,  about  this.  It 
is  certainly  my  intention  to  do  every- 
thing possible  to  get  that  kind  of  unan- 
imous-consent agreement  early  next 
week. 

So  I  serve  notice  today  to  all  our  col- 
leagues, particularly  those  on  the 
Democratic  side  of  the  aisle,  from  my 
perspective,  that  I  will  do  everything 
in  miy  power  to  help  Senator  Thur- 
mond, and  the  leaders  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle,  in  their  efforts  to  move  this 
bill  next  week.  The  way  to  do  that  is  to 
have  all  amendments  that  are  going  to 
be  considered  on  this  bill  in  by  Tuesday 
at  4  o'clock. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  ma- 
jority leader  would  like  to  pass  this 
bill  next  week,  as  well  as  the  Defense 


appropriations  bill.  We  have  gotten 
bogged  down  on  nongermane  amend- 
ments now.  It  is  my  hope  we  can  get 
back  on  Defense  amendments,  stick  to 
those  and  get  this  bill  done  next  week. 
Mr.  THURMOND  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President, 
there  is  no  more  important  legislation 
before  this  Congress  than  to  get  this 
Defense  authorization  bill  passed.  We 
have  been  pleading  with  the  Members 
to  come  in  with  their  amendments. 
They  have  been  delayed,  delayed.  Now 
the  time  has  come  to  act. 

We  ask  everyone  who  has  an  amend- 
ment to  come  forward  and  present 
their  amendment  by  Tuesday  at  4 
o'clock.  We  are  going  to  begin  acting. 
We  would  like  to  have  the  amendments 
all  in  at  that  time.  I  urge  all  of  the 
Members  to  do  that,  especially  those 
on  the  Republican  side.  Senator  Nunn 
has  spoken  about  the  Democratic  side. 
He  and  I  are  working  together.  We  are 
working  together  for  the  good  of  the 
country  with  this  bill.  It  is  non- 
partisan. 

We  want  to  get  action.  We  want  to 
get  results.  We  want  to  help  this  Na- 
tion. To  do  it,  we  ought  to  pass  this  De- 
fense authorization  bill  as  soon  as  pos- 
sible. 

Mr.  President,  I  also  want  to  com- 
mend our  able  majority  leader  for  all 
he  is  doing  to  help  us  get  this  bill 
passed.  He  was  a  member  of  this  com- 
mittee at  one  time,  a  very  stalwart, 
able  member.  I  am  sure  he  will  con- 
tinue his  commitment  on  this  bill.  We 
thank  him  very  much. 
Mr.  LOTT  addressed  the  Chair. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  thank  the 
distinguished  chairman  for  those  com- 
ments. I  enjoyed  my  8  years  on  the 
committee.  I  will  always  feel  like  I  am 
a  part  of  it.  As  usual,  I  will  continue  to 
take  orders  and  directions  from  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  and  the 
Senator  from  Georgia,  as  I  have  just 
been  doing  to  try  to  find  ways  to  move 
this  bill  and  get  some  votes  and  also 
get  some  of  the  issues  that  really 
should  not  be  on  this  bill  to  be  handled 
in  some  other  way.  I  am  going  to  work 
with  the  distinguished  Democratic 
leader  to  make  sure  we  do  that. 

I,  too,  want  to  say  Members  should 
have  their  amendments  ready.  I  am 
glad  we  are  going  to  move  on  Tuesday 
to  get  that  list.  We  have  already  noti- 
fied our  Members  on  our  hot  line  sys- 
tem today  as  if  a  unanimous-consent 
agreement  was  reached,  even  though  it 
was  not,  to  get  their  amendments  in. 
We  really  need  to  press  that  point.  I 
know  the  Democratic  leader  is  going  to 
be  working  on  that,  too.  We  will  work 
with  you. 

We  are  determined  we  are  going  to 
get  this  bill  done  before  there  is  any 
Fourth  of  July  recess.  We  made  a  com- 


mitment to  go  out  next  Friday,  but  we 
have  work  to  do,  and  we  are  going  to 
get  it  done  next  week,  even  if  we  do 
have  to  stay  late  at  night. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  think  it  is  well 
for  them  to  understand,  we  are  going 
to  take  no  recess  until  we  get  this  bill 
accomplished. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President.  I  do  have 
some  requests  now  we  would  like  to 
work  through  with  the  Democratic 
leader. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 


NOMINATION  OF  KEITH  R.  HALL 
Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  President.  I  would 
like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  en- 
dorse the  nomination  of  Mr.  Keith  R. 
Hall  to  be  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Air  Force  for  Space.  I  have  known  Mr. 
Hall  since  1983.  when  I  was  first  ap- 
pointed to  serve  on  the  Senate  Intel- 
ligence Committee.  I  came  to  know  Mr. 
Hall  particularly  well  during  the  period 
from  1987  to  1990,  when  I  served  as  the 
vice  chairman  of  the  Intelligence  Com- 
mittee. During  that  period,  the  chair- 
man and  I  relied  heavily  on  Mr.  Hall 
for  assessments  of  the  arcane 
programmatics  surrounding  the  Presi- 
dents  budget  submissions  for  the  Cen- 
tral Intelligence  Agency,  the  Defense 
Intelligence  Agency,  the  National  Se- 
curity Agency,  and  the  National  Re- 
connaissance Office.  Throughout  this 
period,  Mr.  Hall  demonstrated  excei>- 
tional  knowledge  and  expertise,  unflag- 
ging energy  and  integrity,  and  a  truly 
nonpartisan  spirit  of  cooperation  with 
myself  and  other  members  of  the  mi- 
nority party  on  the  conrmiittee. 

In  1991.  Mr.  HaU  left  the  Intelligence 
Conrmiittee  to  become  the  Deputy  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  Defense  for  Intel- 
ligence and  Security  in  the  Office  of 
the  Secretary  of  Defense.  By  all  ac- 
counts, he  served  very  ably  in  that  po- 
sition, instituting  new  procedures  to 
try  and  eliminate  potentially  wasteful 
duplication  between  national  and  tac- 
tical intelligence  programs.  From  May 
1995,  until  February  of  this  year,  Mr. 
Hall  served  as  the  Executive  Director 
for  Intelligence  Conmiunity  Affairs.  In 
that  position,  Mr.  Hall  was  directly  re- 
sponsible to  the  Director  of  Central  In- 
telligence for  developing  the  Presi- 
dents  National  Foreign  Intelligence 
Program.  I  think  it  came  as  no  surprise 
to  anyone  that  Secretary  Deutch 
brought  Mr.  Hall  with  him  from  the 
Defense  Department  when  he  became 
Director  of  Central  Intelligence. 

As  my  colleagues  are  aware,  the  Na- 
tional Reconnaissance  Office  has  been 
the  target  of  substantial  controversy 
in  recent  years  as  a  result  of  the  costs 
associated  with  its  new  headquarters 
as  well  as  the  accumulation  of  a  vast 
excess  of  carry-forward  funds  that  ac- 
cumulated in  various  accounts  in  re- 
cent years.  Inevitably,  these  controver- 
sies have  damaged  the  morale  of  the 
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organization,  notwithstanding  the  nu- 
merous spectacular,  achievements  of 
the  NRO.  There  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind 
that  Mr.  Hall  will  be  forthright  in  all 
of  his  dealings  with  Congress:  that  he 
will  ensure  there  is  no  repetition  of 
such  controversies;  and  that  he  will  be 
able  to  maintain  and  effectively  man- 
age the  careful  cooperation  between 
the  Intelligence  Community  and  De- 
fense Department  that  is  necessary  for 
the  effective  operation  of  the  National 
Reconnaissance  Office. 

Mr.  Hall  has  earned  the  confidence  of 
officials  at  all  levels  of  the  administra- 
tion and  he  certainly  earned  my  con- 
fidence during  his  able  service  on  the 
staff  of  the  Senate  Intelligence  Com- 
mittee. He  is  an  outstanding  individual 
and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  his 
nomination. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  copy 
of  Mr.  Hall's  complete  resume  be  print- 
ed in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resume 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follow: 

Ketth  R.  Hall.  Deputy  Director.  National 
Reconnaissance  Office 

Keith  R.  Hall  was  appointed  Deputy  Direc- 
tor. National  Reconnaissance  Office  (NRO) 
and  Acting  Director.  NRO  on  27  February 
1996.  Prior  to  his  appointment.  Mr.  Hall  had 
served  as  Executive  Director  for  Intelligence 
Community  Affairs,  assuming  that  position 
In  May  1995.  In  this  capacity  he  led  a  com- 
munity staff  which  reported  directly  to  the 
Director  of  Central  Intelligence  providing 
advice  and  assistance  to  the  Director  in 
planning  and  executing  his  Community  man- 
agement responsibilities.  Mr.  Hall  was  then 
principal  architect  and  co-chairman  of  the 
Intelligence  Program  Review  Group  process. 
He  was  also  co-chairman  of  the  Security  Pol- 
icy Forum  and  with  the  Vice  Chairman  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff,  directed  the  study  group 
which  proposed  the  creation  of  the  Imagery 
and  Mapping  Agency. 

Mr.  Hall  has  been  involved  in  United 
States  Intelligence  in  various  capacities 
since  1970.  He  served  nine  years  in  Army  In- 
telligence where  he  was  assigned  to  various 
signals  and  human  Intelligence  positions.  In- 
cluding two  tours  in  which  he  commanded 
overseas  operational  intelligence  units.  In 
1979,  having  been  nominated  and  competi- 
tively selected  as  a  Presidential  Manage- 
ment Intern,  he  resigned  from  the  Army  and 
was  appointed  to  the  OfQce  of  Management 
and  Budget  where  he  was  the  budget  exam- 
iner for  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency 
until  1963. 

From  1963  to  1991.  Mr.  Hall  served  in  a  vari- 
ety of  professional  staff  positions  with  the 
Senate  Select  Committee  on  Intelligence, 
eventually  serving  as  Deputy  Staff  Director. 
In  that  capacity,  he  had  primary  responsibil- 
ity for  supporting  Committee  members  in 
the  annual  budget  authorization  process  in- 
volving all  United  States  intelligence  activi- 
ties. As  a  member  of  the  Committee's  senior 
staff,  he  also  played  a  key  role  in  other  Com- 
mittee activities  including  oversight  of  in- 
telligence programs.  Interaction  with  other 
Congressional  and  Executive  Branch  ele- 
ments, and  review  of  Intelligence-related  leg- 
islation. 

From  1991  until  his  appointment  as  Execu- 
tive Director  for  Intelligence  Community  Af- 
fairs. Mr.  Hall  served  as  the  Deputy  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  Defense  for  Intelligence  and 


Security  In  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  De- 
fense. His  responsibilities  included  policy  de- 
velopment, resource  management,  and  over- 
sight for  all  Defense  intelligence,  counter- 
intelligence, and  security  activities.  In  this 
capacity  he  served  as  Chairman  of  the  Na- 
tional Counterintelligence  Policy  Board  and 
Co-Chalrman  of  the  Intelligence  Systems 
Board. 

He  received  his  BA  in  History  and  Political 
Science  from  Alfred  University  and  a  Mas- 
ters in  Public  Administration  from  Clark 
University.  Mr.  Hall  has  received  several 
military  awards  and  decorations;  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
Award  for  Professional  Achievement,  the 
Central  Intelligence  Agency  Gold  Seal  Me- 
dallion, and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  Award 
for  Distinguished  Civilian  Service. 


FOREIGN  OIL  CONSUMED  BY  THE 
UNITED  STATES?  HERE'S  WEEK- 
LY BOX  SCORE 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  the 
American  Petroleum  Institute  reports 
that  for  the  week  ending  June  14.  the 
United  States  imported  8.400.000  barrels 
of  oil  each  day.  400.000  barrels  less  than 
the  8.800.000  barrels  imported  during 
the  same  week  a  year  ago. 

Americans  relied  on  foreign  oil  for  57 
percent  of  their  needs  last  week.  Before 
the  Persian  Gulf  War,  the  United 
States  obtained  about  45  percent  of  its 
oil  supply  from  foreign  countries.  Dur- 
ing the  Arab  oil  embargo  in  the  lP70's, 
foreign  oil  accounted  for  only  3o  per- 
cent of  America's  oil  supply. 

Anybody  else  interested  in  restoring 
domestic  production  of  oil?  U.S.  pro- 
ducers provide  jobs  for  American  work- 
ers. Politicians  had  better  ponder  the 
economic  calamity  sure  to  occur  in 
America  if  and  when  foreign  producers 
shut  off  our  supply — or  double  the  al- 
ready enormous  cost  of  imported  oil 
flowing  into  the  United  States — now 
8.400.000  barrels  a  day. 


THE  VERY  BAD  DEBT  BOXSCORE 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
so  often  of  that  November  evening  long 
ago.  in  1972,  when  the  television  net- 
works reported  that  I  had  won  the  Sen- 
ate race  in  North  Carolina.  It  was  9:17 
in  the  evening  and  I  recall  how  stunned 
I  was. 

I  had  never  really  anticipated  that  I 
would  be  the  furst  Republican  in  his- 
tory to  be  elected  to  the  U.S.  Senate  by 
the  people  of  North  Carolina.  When  I 
got  over  that,  I  made  a  commitment  to 
myself  that  I  would  never  fail  to  see  a 
young  person,  or  a  group  of  young  peo- 
ple, who  wanted  to  see  me. 

I  have  kept  that  commitment  and  it 
has  proved  enormously  meaningful  to 
me  because  I  have  been  inspired  by  the 
estimated  60.000  young  people  with 
whom  I  have  visited  during  the  23  years 
I  have  been  in  the  Senate. 

A  large  percentage  of  them  are  great- 
ly concerned  about  the  total  Federal 
debt  which  back  in  February  exceeded 
S5  trillion  for  the  first  time  in  history. 


Congress  created  this  monstrous  debt 
which  coming  generations  will  have  to 
pay. 

Mr.  President,  the  young  people  who 
visit  with  me  almost  always  are  in- 
clined to  discuss  the  fact  that  under 
the  U.S.  Constitution,  no  President  can 
spend  a  dime  of  Federal  money  that 
has  not  first  been  authorized  and  ap- 
propriated by  both  the  House  and  Sen- 
ate of  the  United  States. 

That  is  why  I  began  making  these 
daily  reports  to  the  Senate  on  Feb- 
ruary 25,  1992.  I  decided  that  it  was  im- 
portant that  a  daily  record  be  made  of 
the  precise  size  of  the  Federal  debt 
which,  at  the  close  of  business  yester- 
day, Wednesday,  June  19,  1996.  stood  at 
$5,120,985,354,306.65.  On  a  per  capita 
basis,  the  existing  Federal  debt 
amounts  to  $19,316.20  for  every  man, 
woman,  and  child  in  America  on  a  per 
capita  basis. 

The  increase  in  the  national  debt  in 
the  24  hours  since  my  report  yester- 
day— which  identified  the  total  Federal 
debt  as  of  close  of  business  on  Tuesday, 
June  18,  1996 — shows  an  increase  of 
more  than  $2  billion— $2,784,604,782.12, 
to  be  exact.  That  1-day  increase  alone 
is  enough  to  match  the  total  amount 
needed  to  pay  the  college  tuition  for 
each  of  the  412,901  students  for  4  years. 


NOMINATION  OF  ALICE  M.  RIVLIN 

Mr.  ABRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  ear- 
lier this  afternoon,  I  joined  40  Repub- 
licans to  oppose  the  nomination  of 
Alice  Rivlin  to  the  Board  of  Governors 
of  the  Federal  Reserve.  I  wanted  to 
take  a  moment  now  to  explain  my 
vote. 

Let  me  emphasize  that  my  vote 
should  not  reflect  personally  on  Dr. 
Rivlin.  Instead,  it  was  exclusively 
based  upon  the  manner  in  which  the 
CUnton  administration  has  not  been 
forthcoming  regarding  its  budget  sub- 
mission for  fiscal  year  1997. 

As  has  been  made  clear  in  previous 
debates,  in  order  to  reach  balance  by 
the  year  2002,  the  Clinton  budget  would 
require  dramatic  discretionary  spend- 
ing cuts  in  2001  and  2002.  These  cuts 
would  affect  programs  across  the  Gov- 
ernment, including  veterans'  health 
care,  medical  research,  and  WIC. 

Subsequent  to  the  submission  of  this 
budget,  several  Cabinet  Secretaries 
testified  before  Congress  that  the 
spending  cuts  required  under  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  were  subject  to  renegoti- 
ation on  a  yearly  basis  and  should  not 
be  taken  literally.  In  other  words,  the 
President's  own  appointees,  who  helped 
put  his  budget  together,  were  claiming 
that  the  policies  necessitated  by  that 
budget  were  not  going  to  be  pursued. 

As  Director  of  the  Office  of  Manage- 
ment and  Budget,  Dr.  Rivlin  has  been 
requested  to  accoimt  for  the  conflict 
between  the  President's  budget  and  the 
testimony  of  his  Cabinet  Secretaries. 
As    of   this    afternoon,    however.    Dr. 
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Rivlin  has  been  unable  to  provide  what 
would  be  termed,  in.  my  opinion,  as  a 
suitable  explanation.  That  is  why  I  op- 
posed her  nomination. 

Before  I  yield  the  floor,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, let  me  make  myself  clear.  I  have 
no  misgivings  about  Dr.  Rivlin's  fitness 
or  ability  to  fill  the  position  to  which 
the  President  has  nominated  her.  In- 
stead, my  vote  reflects  my  dismay  at 
Congress'  inability  to  get  a  straight 
answer  from  the  administration  about 
whether  it  stands  behind  its  budget 
submission  or  not. 


FORMER  ALABAMA  SENATOR 
JEREMIAH  DENTON  AND  THE 
DENTON  AMENDMENT  PROGRAM 

Mr.  HEFLTN.  Mr.  President,  former 
Alabama  Senator  Jeremiah  Denton  was 
recently  honored  at  a  luncheon  and 
conference  here  on  Capitol  Hill  for  a 
significant  amendment  he  sponsored 
and  secured  passage  of  in  1984.  The 
event  honoring  Senator  Denton  was 
hosted  jointly  by  our  colleague  Senator 
DeWine  of  Ohio  and  Matthew:25  Min- 
istries in  Cincinnati,  which  operates  a 
relief  program  for  schools,  orphanages, 
and  clinics  in  Nicaragua. 

This  amendment  passed  as  a  part  of 
the  Defense  authorization  bill  on  Octo- 
ber 19,  1984.  It  allowed,  for  the  first 
time,  the  shipment  of  humanitarian 
goods  from  non-profit  groups  free  of 
charge  on  military  planes  on  a  space- 
available  basis.  These  goods  include 
school,  medical,  and  agricultural  sup- 
plies and  range  from  hospital  beds  to 
pencils. 

Congress  approved  the  legislation  in 
order  to  resolve  various  legal  questions 
involved  in  such  shipments  and  In 
order  to  take  advantage  of  unused 
space  on  military  vessels  in  Central 
America  in  times  of  crisis.  It  has  since 
been  expanded  to  encompass  most  of 
the  world,  and  to  date,  more  than  10 
million  iMsunds  of  goods  have  been 
shipped  to  needy  countries.  In  fiscal 
year  1995.  the  program  was  used  to 
transport  approximately  2  million 
pounds  of  humanitarian  goods  to  21  dif- 
ferent countries.  It  is  now  known  wide- 
ly as  the  Denton  Amendment  Program. 
Senator  Denton  was  a  member  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  while  in 
the  Senate. 

Groups  such  as  Gay  Construction  of 
Decatur,  AL,  have  used  the  program  to 
ship  40,000  pounds  of  medical  and 
school  supplies  to  orphans  in  Albania. 
The  Episcopal  Diocese  of  Mississippi 
used  it  in  March  1995  to  send  4,000 
pounds  of  medical  supplies  and  cloth- 
ing to  a  small  village  in  the  Honduras. 

Under  the  Denton  program,  the  De- 
partment of  Defense  pays  for  the  extra 
fuel  used  by  its  planes  due  to  the  heav- 
ier loads.  The  U.S.  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development  pays  for  inspec- 
tion costs,  which  are  usually  very 
small,  and  the  Department  of  State 
monitors  compliance  of  shipments  to 


be  certain  they  are  consistent  with 
American  foreign  policy  initiatives. 

Senator  Denton  was  once  a  Navy 
pilot  who  was  shot  down  over  Vietnam 
on  July  18,  1965.  He  spent  7Vi2  years  as  a 
prisoner-of-war  in  a  camp  in  Vietnam. 
He  first  received  national  attention 
during  a  1966  interview  his  captors  ar- 
ranged with  a  Japanese  television  sta- 
tion. During  this  interview,  he  defied 
his  captors'  order  to  condemn  Amer- 
ican policy,  saying  he  would  support 
the  U.S.  Government's  position  as  long 
as  he  lived.  He  also  blinked  the  word 
"torture"  in  Morse  code  into  the  cam- 
era. The  message,  which  was  picked  up 
by  Naval  intelligence  officers,  was  the 
first  confirmation  that  American 
POW's  were  being  beaten  and  generally 
mistreated  by  the  North  Vietnamese. 
Senator  Denton's  ordeal  was  docu- 
mented in  his  book,  '-When  Hell  Was  in 
Session,"  which  was  also  made  into  a 
movie. 

As  a  military  pilot  and  naval  aviator, 
he  had  seen  the  poverty  that  existed  in 
many  countries,  especially  in  Central 
America.  He  also  knew  that  there  was 
often  empty  space  on  cargo  flights  and 
that  pilots  often  made  "dry  runs  "  in 
order  to  maintain  their  edge.  When  he 
put  these  facts  together,  the  idea  for 
his  amendment  came  rather  easily. 

I  commend  and  congratulate  former 
Senator  Denton  for  his  strong  leader- 
ship roles  in  both  the  Armed  Forces 
and  in  the  U.S.  Senate.  I  also  salute 
him  for  the  tremendous  sacrifices  he 
made  for  his  country  during  the  Viet- 
nam war.  The  Denton  Amendment  Pro- 
gram is  an  outstanding  example  of  how 
the  concern  and  efforts  of  one  individ- 
ual can  make  a  real  difference  in  the 
world. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 
enrolled  bills  signed 

At  12:08  p.m..  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Ms.  Goetz.  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  Speaker  has  signed 
the  following  enrolled  bills: 

S.  1136.  An  act  to  control  and  prevent  com- 
mercial counterfeiting,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

H.R.  3029.  An  act  to  designate  the  United 
States  courthouse  In  Washington.  District  of 
Columbia,  as  the  "E.  Barrett  Prettyman 
United  States  Courthouse." 

The  enrolled  bills  were  signed  subse- 
quently by  the  President  pro  tempore 
[Mr.  Thurmond]. 

At  4:19  p.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Mr.  Hays,  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  House  has  passed  the 
following  bills,  in  which  it  requests  the 
concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.R.  3005.  An  act  to  amend  the  Federal  se- 
curities laws  in  order  to  promote  efficiency 
and  capital  formation  in  the  financial  mar- 
kets, and  to  amend  the  Investment  Company 
Act  of  1940  to  promote  more  efficient  man- 
agement of  mutual  funds,  itrotect  Investors, 


and  provide  more  effective  and  less  burden- 
some regulation. 

H.R.  3107.  An  act  to  impose  sanctions  on 
persons  making  certain  investments  directly 
and  significantly  contributing  to  the  en- 
hancement of  the  ability  of  Iran  or  Libya  to 
develop  Its  petroleum  resources,  and  on  per- 
sons exporting  certain  items  that  enhance 
Libya's  weapons  or  aviation  capabilities  or 
enhance  Libya's  ability  to  develop  its  petro- 
leum resources,  and  for  other  purposes. 


MEASURES  REFERRED 
The  following  concurrent  resolution, 
previously  received  from  the  House  of 
Representatives,  was  read  and  referred 
as  indicated: 

H.  Con.  Res.  187.  Concurrent  resolution  ex- 
pressing the  sense  of  Congress  with  respect 
to  recent  church  burning;  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 


MEASURES  PLACED  ON  THE 
CALENDAR 

The  following  measure  was  placed  on 
the  calendar: 

H.R.  3107.  An  act  to  Impose  sanctions  on 
persons  making  certain  Investments  directly 
and  significantly  contributing  to  the  en- 
hancement of  the  ability  of  Iran  or  Libya  to 
develop  its  petroleum  resources,  and  on  per- 
sons exporting  certain  items  that  enhance 
Libya's  weapons  or  aviation  capabilities  or 
enhance  Libya's  abUity  to  develop  its  petro- 
leum resources,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  following  measure  was  read  the 
first  and  second  times  by  unanimous 
consent  and  placed  on  the  calendar: 

H.R.  3525.  An  act  to  amend  title  18.  United 
States  Code,  to  clarify  the  Federal  Jurisdic- 
tion over  offenses  relating  to  damage  to  reli- 
gious property. 


EXECUTIVE  AND  OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The  following  communications  were 
laid  before  the  Senate,  together  with 
accompanying  papers,  reports,  and  doc- 
uments, which  were  referred  as  indi- 
cated: 

EC-3077.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulations  Management, 
OfQce  of  the  General  Counsel.  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  the  report  of  a  final  rule  entitled  "EAu- 
cational  Assistance  for  Members  of  the  Se- 
lected Reserve."  (RIN2900-AE43)  received  on 
June  6.  1996:  to  the  Committee  on  'Veterans' 
Affairs. 

EC-3078.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulations  Management. 
Office  of  the  General  Counsel.  Department  of 
■Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  the  report  of  a  final  rule  entitled  "In- 
vention by  Employees  of  Department  of  Vet- 
erans Affairs."  (R1NAI03)  received  on  June 
10.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Af- 
fairs. 

EC-3079.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Regulations  Management. 
OfQce  of  the  General  Counsel.  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  the  report  of  a  final  rule  entitled  "Edu- 
cational Assistance  Programs  and  Service 
Members  Occupational  Conversion  and 
Training  Act  Program."  (RrN2900-AH31)  re- 
ceived on  June  13.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Veterans'  Affairs. 
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EC-3080.  A  communication  from  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  Kennedy  Center  for  the  Perform- 
ing Arts,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the 
annual  report  of  the  Kennedy  Center  for  1995; 
to  the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Administra- 
tion. 

EC-3081.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant General  Counsel,  Department  of  Edu- 
cation, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  rule 
relative  to  the  William  D.  Ford  Federal  Di- 
rect Loan  Program.  (RIN1840-AC19)  recelvec 
on  June  13,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Human  Resources. 

EC-3082.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant General  Counsel,  Department  of  Edu- 
cation, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  a  rule 
relative  to  the  report  entitled  "Bilingual 
Education:  Graduate  Fellowship  Program," 
(RIN1885-AA21)  received  on  June  13,  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

EC-dOeS.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant General  Counsel,  Department  of  Edu- 
cation, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  a  rule 
relative  to  the  report  entitled  "Fund  for  the 
Improvement  of  Education:  Elementary 
School  Mathematics  and  Science  Equipment 
Program,"  received  on  June  18.  1996;  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 
EC-3084.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor. Regulations  Policy.  Management  Staff. 
Ofnce  of  Policy,  Food  and  Drug  Administra- 
tion, Department  of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 
port of  a  rule  entitled  "Revocation  of  Obso- 
lete Regulations,"  received  on  June  17,  1996; 
to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

EC-3085.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor, Regulations  Policy,  Management  Staff, 
Office  of  Policy,  Food  and  Drug  Administra- 
tion, Department  of  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  re- 
port of  a  rule  entitled  "Revocation  of  Cer- 
tain Regulations  Affecting  Food,"  received 
on  June  12,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Human  Resources. 

£0-3066.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  for  Occupational  Safety  and 
Health,  Department  of  Labor,  transmitting, 
pursuant  to  law,  a  rule  relative  to  Personal 
Protective  Equipment  for  Shipyard  Employ- 
ment (PPE).  (RIN1218-AA74)  received  on 
June  12, 1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Human  Resources. 

EC-^087.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  for  Occupational  Safety  and 
Health.  Department  of  Labor,  transmitting, 
pursuant  to  law,  a  rule  entitled  "Interpre- 
tive Bulletin  96-1  Relating  to  Participant  In- 
vestment Education."  (RrN1210-AA50)  re- 
ceived on  June  12,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

EC-3068.  A  communication  from  the  Labor 
Member  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Board, 
transmitting,  supplemental  correspondence 
expressing  strong  support  for  the  bill  (S. 
1552)  to  amend  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act 
to  permit  payment  of  annuities  to  certain 
surviving  divorced  spouses  who  are  not  cur- 
rently entitled  to  benefits;  to  the  Committee 
on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

EC-30e9.  A  communication  from  the  Dep- 
uty Executive  Director  and  Chief  Operating 
Officer  of  the  Pension  Benefit  Guaranty  Cor- 
poration, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the 
report  of  a  rule  relative  to  the  valuation  of 
plan  benefits  In  single-employer  plans,  re- 
ceived on  June  11.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

EC-3090.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Assistant  Attorney  General,  Office  of  Legis- 
lative Affairs.  Department  of  Justice,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law,  the  report  of  set- 


tlements for  calendar  year  1995;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-3091.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Assistant  Attorney  General.  Office  of  Legis- 
lative Affairs,  Department  of  Justice,  trans- 
mitting, a  draft  of  proposed  legislation  enti- 
tled "The  Enhanced  Prosecution  and  Punish- 
ment of  Armed  Dangerous  Felons  Act  of 
1996";  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-3092.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
person of  the  U.S.  Commission  on  Civil 
Rights,  transmitting,  a  statement  condemn- 
ing the  wave  of  arson  attacks  that  have  dam- 
aged or  destroyed  more  than  30  African 
American  churches  In  recent  months;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-3093.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Federal  Communications  Com- 
mission, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the 
Agency's  report  under  the  Freedom  of  Infor- 
mation Act  for  calendar  year  1995;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

EC-3094.  A  communication  from  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Council  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  copies  of 
D.C.  Act  11-279  adopted  by  the  Council  on 
May  7,  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-3095.  A  communication  from  the  Execu- 
tive Director  of  the  Committee  For  Purchase 
From  People  Who  Are  Blind  Or  Severely  Dis- 
abled, transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  a  rule 
relative  to  additions  to  the  procurement  list, 
received  on  June  18,  1996;  to  the  Committee 
on  Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-3096.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Office  of  Government  Ethics, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the  rule  con- 
cerning Public  Financial  Disclosure,  Con- 
flicts of  Interest,  and  Certificates  of  Divesti- 
ture for  Executive  Branch  Officials,  received 
on  June  18.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 

EC-3097.  A  communication  Crom  the  Dep- 
uty Associate  Administrator  for  Acquisition 
Policy.  Office  of  Policy.  Planning,  and  Eval- 
uation. General  Services  Administration, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  report  of 
final  and  interim  revisions  to  the  Federal 
Acquisition  Regulation,  received  on  June  7. 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs. 

EC-3098.  A  communication  from  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Federal  Emergency  Management 
Agency,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  the 
report  of  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  for 
the  period  October  1,  1995  through  March  31, 
1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Af- 
fairs. 

EC-3099.  A  communication  from  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Administration,  transmitting,  pursu- 
ant to  law,  the  report  of  the  Office  of  Inspec- 
tor General  for  the  period  October  1,  1995 
through  March  31.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs. 

EC-3100.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State  (Legislative  Af- 
fairs), transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the 
rule  regarding  notification  of  foreign  govern- 
ment persoimel.  received  on  June  7.  1996;  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

EC-3101.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State  (Legislative  Af- 
fairs), transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  a  rule 
relative  to  shipping  and  seamen,  received  on 
June  10.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations. 

EO3102.  A  communication  from  the  Acting 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State  (Legislative  Af- 
fairs), transmitting,  pursuant  to  law.  the  re- 
port of  a  Presidential  Determination  relative 
to  the  Assistance  Program  for  Russia;  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  RelaUons. 


EC-3103.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Legal  Adviser  for  Treaty  Affairs.  Depart- 
ment of  State,  the  report  of  the  texts  of 
international  agreements,  other  than  trea- 
ties, and  background  statements;  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

EC-3104.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  Policy.  Management  and 
Budget.  Department  of  the  Interior,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law.  a  final  rule  enti- 
tled "Department  of  the  Interior  Regulation 
System;  Solicitation  Provisions  and  Con- 
tract Clauses."  (RIN1090-AA56)  received  on 
June  13.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources. 

EC-3105.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  Policy.  Management  and 
Budget.  Department  of  the  Interior,  trans- 
mitting, pursuant  to  law.  a  final  rule  enti- 
tled "Department  of  the  Interior  Acquisition 
Regulations;  Forms."  (RIN1090-AA57)  re- 
ceived on  June  13.  1996;  to  the  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources. 

EC-3106.  A  communication  from  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  Fish  and 
Wildlife  and  Parks,  transmitting,  pursuant 
to  law.  three  final  rules  including  a  rule  en- 
titled "Public  Use  Regulations  for  the  Alas- 
ka Peninsula."  (RIN1018-AD30.  1024-AC27, 
1024-AC42)  received  on  June  13.  1996;  to  the 
Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Re- 
sources. 

EC-3107.  A  communication  from  the  Sec- 
retary of  Energy,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law.  the  report  of  the  "Program  Update  1995" 
for  the  Clean  Coal  Technology  Demonstra- 
tion Program;  to  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committees 
were  submitted: 

By  Mrs.  KASSEBAUM,  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources,  with  an 
amendment  In  the  nature  of  a  substitute: 

S.  1477.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Food, 
Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  and  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act  to  Improve  the  regula- 
tion of  food,  drugs,  devices,  and  biological 
products,  and  for  other  purposes  (Rept.  No. 
104-284). 

By  Mr.  HATFIELD,  from  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations: 

Special  Report  entitled  "Revised  Alloca- 
tion to  Subcommittees  of  Budget  Totals 
from  the  Concurrent  Resolution  for  Fiscal 
Year  1996"  (Rept.  No.  104-285). 

By  Mr.  STEVENS,  from  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  without  amendment: 

S.  1894.  An  original  bill  making  appropria- 
tions for  the  Department  of  Defense  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30.  1997.  and  for 
other  purposes  (Rept.  No.  104-286). 

By  Mr.  BURNS,  trom  the  Conunlttee  on 
Appropriations,  with  amendments: 

H.R.  3517.  A  bill  making  appropriations  for 
military  construction,  family  housing,  and 
base  realignment  and  closure  for  the  Dei)art- 
ment  of  Defense  for  fiscal  year  ending  Sep- 
tember 30. 1997.  and  for  other  purposes  (Rept. 
No.  104-287). 

By  Mr.  CHAFEE.  from  the  Committee  on 
Environment  and  Public  Works,  without 
amendment: 

H.R.  3364.  A  bill  to  designate  a  United 
States  courthouse  In  Scranton.  Pennsyl- 
vania, as  the  "William  J.  Nealon  United 
States  Courthouse". 

By  Mr.  STEVENS,  from  the  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs,  with  an  amendment 
in  the  nature  of  a  substitute: 

S.  704.  A  bill  to  establish  the  Gambling  Im- 
pact Study  Commission. 
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By  Mr.  CHAFEE.  from  the  Conmiittee  on 
Environment  and  Public  Works,  without 
amendment: 

S.  1636.  A  bill  to  designate  the  United 
States  Courthouse  under  construction  at  1030 
Southwest  3rd  Avenue.  Portland,  Oregon,  as 
the  "Mark  O.  Hatfield  United  States  Court- 
house," and  for  other  purposes. 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF 
COMMITTEES 

The  followingr  executive  reports  of 
committees  were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  HELMS,  from  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations: 

Treaty  Doc.  103-35  Bilateral  Investment 
Treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Ja- 
maica (Exec.  Rept.  104-11). 

Text  of  the  Committee  recommended 
resolution  of  advice  and  consent 

Resolved,  (ttco-thirds  of  the  SeTiators  present 
concurring  therein).  That  the  Senate  advise 
and  consent  to  the  ratification  of  The  Treaty 
Between  the  United  States  of  America  and 
Jamaica  Concerning  the  Reciprocal  Encour- 
agement and  Protection  of  Investment,  with 
Annex  and  Protocol,  signed  at  Washington 
on  February  4, 1994  (Treaty  Doc.  103-35). 

Treaty  Doc.  103-36  Bilateral  Investment 
Treaty  between  the  United  States  and 
Belarus  (Exec.  Rept.  104-12). 

Text  of  the  Committee  Recommended 
Resolution  of  advice  and  Consent 

Resolved,  (two-thirds  of  the  Senators  present 
concurring  therein).  That  the  Senate  advise 
and  consent  to  the  ratification  of  The  Treaty 
Between  the  United  States  of  America  and 
the  Republic  of  Belarus  Concerning  the  En- 
couragement and  Reciprocal  Protection  of 
Investment,  with  Annex,  Protocol,  and  Re- 
lated Exchange  of  Letters,  signed  at  Minsk 
on  January  15,  1994  (Treaty  Doc.  103-36).  The 
Senate's  advice  and  consent  Is  subject  to  the 
following  declaration,  which  the  President, 
using  existing  authority,  shall  communicate 
to  the  Republic  of  Belarus,  in  connection 
with  the  exchange  of  the  instruments  of  rati- 
fication of  the  Treaty: 

(1)  It  Is  the  Sense  of  the  Senate  that  the 
United  States: 

(a)  supports  the  Belarusian  Parliament  and 
its  essential  role  in  the  ratification  process 
of  this  Treaty; 

(b)  recognizes  the  progress  made  by  the 
Belarusian  Parliament  toward  democracy 
during  the  past  year; 

(c)  fully  expects  that  the  Republic  of 
Belarus  will  remain  an  independent  state 
committed  to  democratic  and  economic  re- 
form; and 

(d)  believes  that,  in  the  event  that  the  Re- 
public of  Belarus  should  unite  with  any 
other  state,  the  rights  and  obligations  estab- 
lished under  this  agreement  will  remain 
binding  on  that  i>art  of  the  Successor  State 
that  formed  the  Republic  of  Belarus  prior  to 
the  union. 

Treaty  Doc.  103-37  Bilateral  Investment 
Treaty  between  the  United  States  and 
Ukraine  (Exec.  Rept.  104-13). 

Text  of  the  Committee  Recommended 
Resolltion  of  advice  and  Consent 

Resolved,  (two-thirds  of  the  Senators  present 
concurring  therein).  That  the  Senate  advise 
and  consent  to  the  ratification  of  The  Treaty 
Between  the  United  States  of  America  and 
Ukraine  Concerning  the  Elncouragement  and 
Reciprocal  Protection  of  Investment,  with 
Annex  and  Related  Exchange  of  Letters, 
done  at  Washington  on  March  4.  1994  (Treaty 
Doc.  103-37). 


Treaty  Doc.  103-38  Bilateral  Investment 
Treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Esto- 
nia (Exec.  Rept.  104-14). 

Text  of  the  COMMmEE  Recommended 
Resolution  of  advice  and  Consent 

Resolved,  (two-thirds  of  the  Senators  present 
concurring  therein).  That  the  Senate  advise 
and  consent  to  the  ratification  of  The  Treaty 
Between  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  of  America  and  the  Government  of 
the  Republic  of  Estonia  Concerning  the  En- 
couragement and  Reciprocal  Protection  of 
Investment,  with  Annex,  done  at  Washington 
on  April  19.  1994  (Treaty  Doc.  103-38). 

Treaty  Doc.  104-10  Bilateral  Investment 
Treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Mon- 
golia (Exec.  Rept.  104-15). 

Text  of  the  Commi'I'I'le  Recommended 
Resolution  of  advice  and  Consent 
Resolved,  (two-thirds  of  the  Senators  present 
concurring  therein).  That  the  Senate  advise 
and  consent  to  the  ratification  of  The  Treaty 
Between  the  United  States  of  America  and 
Mongolia  Concerning  the  Encouragement 
and  Reciprocal  Protection  of  Investment, 
with  Annex  and  Protocol,  signed  at  Washing- 
ton on  October  6.  1994  (Treaty  Doc.  104-10). 

Treaty  Doc.  104-12  Bilateral  Investment 
Treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Lat- 
via (Exec.  Rept.  104-16). 

text  of  the  committee  recommended 
Resolution  of  advice  and  Consent 

Resolved,  (two-thirds  of  the  Senators  present 
concurring  therein).  That  the  Senate  advise 
and  consent  to  the  ratification  of  The  Treaty 
Between  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  of  America  and  the  CJovernment  of 
the  Republic  of  Latvia  Concerning  the  En- 
couragement and  Reciprocal  Protection  of 
Investment,  with  Annex  and  Protocol,  signed 
at  Washington  on  January  13,  1995  (Treaty 
Doc.  104-12). 

Treaty  Doc.  104-13  Bilateral  Investment 
Treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Geor- 
gia (Exec.  Rept.  104-17). 

Text  of  the  Committee  recommended 
Resolution  of  advice  and  Consent 

Resolved,  (two-thirds  of  the  Senators  present 
concurring  therein).  That  the  Senate  advise 
and  consent  to  the  ratification  of  The  Treaty 
Between  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  of  America  and  the  Government  of 
the  Republic  of  Georgia  Concerning  the  En- 
couragement and  Reciprocal  Protection  of 
Investment,  with  Annex,  signed  at  Washing- 
ton on  March  7,  1994  (Treaty  Doc.  104-13). 

Treaty   Doc.    104-14  Bilateral   Investment 
Treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Trini- 
dad and  Tobago  (Exec.  Rept.  104-18). 
Text  of  the  (^mmittee  Recommended 
Resolution  of  advice  and  Consent 

Resolved,  (two-thirds  of  the  Senators  present 
concurring  therein).  That  the  Senate  advise 
and  consent  to  the  ratification  of  The  Treaty 
Between  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  of  America  and  the  Government  of 
the  Republic  of  Trinidad  and  Tobago  Con- 
cerning the  Encouragement  and  Reciprocal 
Protection  of  Investment,  with  Annex,  with 
Protocol,  signed  at  Washington  on  Septem- 
ber 26, 1994  (Treaty  Doc.  104-14). 

Treaty  Doc.  104-19  Bilateral  Investment 
Treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Alba- 
nia (Exec.  Rept.  104-19). 

Text  of  the  Committee  recommentjed 
Resolution  of  advice  and  consent 

Resolved,  (two-thirds  of  the  Senators  present 
concurring  therein).  That  the  Senate  advise 
and  consent  to  the  ratification  of  The  Treaty 
Between  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  of  America  and  the  Government  of 


the  Republic  of  Albania  Concerning  the  En- 
couragement and  Reciprocal  Protection  of 
Investment,  with  Annex  and  Protocol,  signed 
at  Washington  on  January  11.  1995  (Treaty 
Doc.  104-19). 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,   read  the  first 
and  second  time   by   unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 
By  Mr.  STEVENS: 

S.  1894.  An  original  bill  making  appropria- 
tions for  the  Department  of  Defense  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30.  1997.  and  for 
other  purposes;  from  the  Committee  on  Ap- 
propriations; placed  on  the  calendar. 
By  Mr.  GRASSLEY: 

S.  1895.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1986  to  allow  certain  cash  rent 
farm  landlords  to  deduct  soil  and  water  con- 
servation expenditures;  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 


SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT  AND 
SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  concurrent  resolutions 
and  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 
referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  indicated: 
By  Mr.  LOTT" 

S.  Res.  267.  A  resolution  to  make  changes 
In  Conmiittee  membership  for  the  104th  Con- 
gress; considered  and  agreied  to. 


STATEMENTS  ON  INTRODUCED 
BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  GRASSLEY: 
S.  1895.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1986  to  allow  certain 
cash  rent  farm  landlords  to  deduct  soil 
and  water  conservation  expenditures; 
to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

TAX  legislation 

•  Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  in- 
troduce Important  tax  legislation  to 
improve  our  Nation's  soil  conservation 
and  water  quality.  This  measure  will 
extend  the  conservation  expense  in- 
come tax  deduction  to  farmers  who  im- 
prove soil  and  water  conservation  and 
rent  that  farmland  to  family  members 
on  a  cash  basis.  This  legislation  builds 
upon  an  existing  and  successful  income 
tax  provision  that  applies  to  similar 
improvements  on  share-crop  rentals.  I 
encourage  my  colleagues  to  cosponsor 
this  legislation  and  thereby  endorse  an 
environmental  tax  policy  that  uni- 
formly encourages  conservation  im- 
provements on  our  Nation's  farms. 

Among  all  of  our  Nation's  farmland, 
4  out  of  5  acres  in  the  United  States 
rely  on  private  landowners  and  tenants 
to  care  for  the  natural  resources.  Even 
though  all  farmers  should  be  encour- 
aged to  become  good  stewards  of  the 
land,  current  tax  policy  does  not  pro- 
vide Incentives  to  help  all  private  land- 
owners and  tenants  to  make  conserva- 
tion improvements  that  are  consistent 
with  environmental  policy.  On  the  one 
hand,   farm  landlords  operating  on  a 
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share-crop  basis  are  rewarded  with  an 
income  tax  deduction  for  soil  and 
water  conservation  improvements. 
However,  cash  rent  landlords  who 
make  the  same  conservation  improve- 
ments are  denied  a  similar  income  tax 
deduction.  My  legislation  will  elimi- 
nate this  inequality. 

Mr.  President,  43  percent  of  our  Na- 
tion's farmland  is  rented.  Of  that  farm- 
land, 35  i)ercent  is  rented  on  a  share- 
crop  basis,  and  65  percent  is  rented  on 
a  cash  basis.  Share-crop  rentals  are  ar- 
rangements where  landlords  tsrpically 
contribute  the  real  estate  and  improve- 
ments, and  tenants  contribute  the 
labor.  Cash  rentals  are  also  arrange- 
ments where  landlords  usually  contrib- 
ute the  real  estate  and  improvements. 
However,  the  landlords  also  contribute 
labor  since  these  agreements  are  many 
times  within  a  family  farm  environ- 
ment. 

To  further  compare,  share-crop  land- 
lords may  deduct  certain  costs  paid  or 
incurred  for  the  treatment  or  moving 
of  earth  for  soil  and  water  conservation 
such  as  leveling,  conditioning,  grading, 
and  terracing  farmland.  Likewise, 
share-crop  landlords  may  also  deduct 
costs  Incurred  to  build  and  maintain 
drainage  ditches  and  earthen  dams. 
Cash  rentals,  however,  are  not  provided 
a  tax  deduction  even  though  they  prac- 
tice similar  conservation  methods.  In 
other  words,  with  the  substance  be- 
tween these  rentals  being  often  the 
same,  the  tax  treatment  of  conserva- 
tion expenses  is  vaistly  different. 

Mr.  President,  it  may  surprise  you  to 
know  that  many  family  farmers  are 
cash  rent  landlords.  The  life  cycle  of  a 
family  farm  is  one  where  aging  parents 
gradually  pass  the  family  farm  to  their 
sons  or  daughters.  In  many  cases,  be- 
cause the  children  cannot  initially  af- 
ford to  purchase  the  family  farms  from 
their  parents,  a  parent-child  business 
relationship  often  starts  out  as  a  rent- 
al. Sometimes  it  is  a  share-crop  rental, 
other  time  they  agree  to  a  cash  rent  re- 
lationship. 

Unfortunately,  our  tax  and  environ- 
mental policy  toward  these  two  rela- 
tionships remains  irrational.  If  a  land- 
lord share-crops  with  a  stranger,  then 
that  landlord  can  deduct  conservation 
expenditures.  However,  if  a  widowed 
farm-wife  cash  rents  farmland  to  her 
daughter  and  watches  over  the  grand- 
children while  she  is  in  the  field,  the 
grandmother  cannot  deduct  conserva- 
tion expenditures.  Furthermore,  a  re- 
tired father  who  cash  rents  to  his  son 
and  provides  labor  assistance  during 
harvest  is  denied  a  conservation  tax  de- 
duction. 

I  believe  that  our  tax  policy  should 
encourage  and  reward  soimd  soil  con- 
servation practices  regardless  of  the 
situation  of  the  farmers.  At  a  mini- 
mum, our  tax  policy  should  reward 
family  farmers  who  make  long  term 
soil  conservation  improvements  to  any 
of  their  farmland.  In  fact,  these  sound 


conservation  practices  have  already 
aided  many  farmers  in  reducing  our 
level  of  soil  erosion.  The  USDA  re- 
ported in  its  1992  Natural  Resources  In- 
ventory that  soil  erosion  has  decreased 
by  1  billion  tons  annually.  The  USDA 
attributes  one  half  of  that  decrease  to 
improved  conservation  efforts  by  farm- 
ers. Nonetheless,  our  Nation's  tax  pol- 
icy requires  that  family  farmers  on  a 
cash  rent  basis  bear  much  of  the  ex- 
pense of  this  successful  environmental 
policy.  My  legislation  fixes  this  prob- 
lem. Surely,  it  will  yield  even  further 
soil  and  water  conservation  of  our  Na- 
tion's most  valuable  non-renewable  re- 
source, farmland.* 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  684 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hatfield,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mrs.  Murray],  the  Senator  from  Ken- 
tucky [Mr.  McCONNELL],  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robb],  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kerry],  and 
the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Hatch] 
were  added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  684.  a 
bill  to  amend  the  Public  Health  Serv- 
ice Act  to  provide  for  programs  of  re- 
search regarding  Parkinsons  disease, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  704 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Simon,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Robb]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
704,  a  bill  to  establish  the  Gambling 
Impact  Study  Commission. 

S.  1489 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Murray,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Wyden]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1489.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Wild  and  Sce- 
nic Rivers  Act  to  designate  a  portion  of 
the  Columbia  River  as  a  recreational 
river,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1703 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Jeffords]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor of  S.  1703.  a  bill  to  amend  the  Act 
establishing  the  National  Park  Foun- 
dation. 

S.  1802 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Thomas,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  South  Da- 
kota [Mr.  Pressler]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1802,  a  bill  to  direct  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  convey  cer- 
tain property  containing  a  fish  and 
wildlife  facility  to  the  State  of  Wyo- 
ming, and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1843 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Inhofe,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  McConnell]  was  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor  of  S.  1843,  a  bill  to  provide  for 
the  allocation  of  funds  from  the  Mass 
Transit  Account  of  the  Highway  Trust 
Fund,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  1890 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Kennedy,  the 
names  of  the   Senator  from  Virginia 


[Mr.  Robb].  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Graham],  and  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Dorgan]  were  added 
as  cosponsors  of  S.  1890.  a  bill  to  in- 
crease Federal  protection  against  arson 
and  other  destruction  of  places  of  reli- 
gious worship. 

S.  1893 

At  the  request  of  Mrs.  Boxer,  her 
name  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1893,  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  settle- 
ment of  issues  and  claims  related  to 
the  trust  lands  of  the  Torres-Martinez 
Desert  Cahuilla  Indians,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION  85 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Chafee,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Frist]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of 
Senate  Resolution  85,  a  resolution  to 
express  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  ob- 
stetrician-gynecologists should  be  in- 
cluded in  Federal  laws  relating  to  the 
provision  of  hesdth  care. 

SENATE  RESOLUTION  283 

At  the  request  of  Ms.  MOSELEY- 
Braun,  the  name  of  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Dorgan]  was  added 
as  a  cosponsor  of  Senate  Resolution 
263,  a  resolution  relating  to  church 
burning. 

amendment  no.  40SS 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Kempthorne 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Brown]  was  added  as  a  cosponsor 
of  amendment  No.  4055  proposed  to  S. 
1745,  an  original  bill  to  authorize  ap- 
propriations for  fiscal  year  1997  for 
military  activities  of  the  Department 
of  Defense,  for  military  construction, 
and  for  defense  activities  of  the  De- 
partment of  Ene.^gy.  to  prescribe  per- 
sonnel strengths  for  such  fiscal  year 
for  the  Armed  Forces,  ajid  for  other 
purposes. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  267— TO 
MAKE  CHANGES  IN  COMMITTEE 
MEMBERSHIP  FOR  THE  104TH 
CONGRESS 

Mr.  LOTT  submitted  the  following 
resolution;  which  was  considered  and 
agreed  to: 

S.  Res.  267 

Resolved.  That  notwithstanding  any  provi- 
sion of  the  Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  the 
following  Senators  are  either  added  to  or  re- 
moved from  the  following  committees  for 
the  104th  Congress,  or  until  their  successors 
are  appointed: 

Added  to: 

Armed  Services:  The  Senator  from  Kansas 
[Mrs.  Frahm]; 

Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs:  The 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mrs.  Frahm}; 

Finance:  The  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Lott]; 

Governmental  Affairs:  The  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Domenici]; 

Agriculture.  Nutrition  and  Forestry:  The 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Gramm]; 

Rules  and  Administration:  The  Senator 
firom  Mississippi  [Mr.  Lott]; 

Budget:  The  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Mack]. 
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Removed  From: 

Armed  Services:  The  Senator  from  Mis- 
sissippi [Mr.  Lott]; 

Banking.  Housing  and  Urban  Affairs:  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Domenici]; 

Governmental  Affairs:  The  Senator  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Brown];  and 

Budget:  The  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
LOTT]. 


AMENDMENTS  SUBMITTED 


THE  NATIONAL  DEFENSE  AUTHOR- 
IZATION ACT  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR 
1997 


GRAMM  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  4083 

Mr.  GRAMM  (for  himself.  Mr.  Roth. 
Mr.  INOUYE.  Mr.  LOTT,  Mr.  CRAIG.  Mrs. 
Hutchison.  Mr.  Thurmond.  Mr.  Reid, 
Mr.  iNHOFE,  Mr.  Robb,  Mr.  McConnell. 
and  Mr.  Warner)  proposed  an  amend- 
ment to  the  bill  (S.  1745)  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1997  for 
military  activities  of  the  Department 
of  Defense,  for  military  construction, 
and  for  defense  activities  of  the  De- 
partment of  Energy,  to  prescribe  per- 
sonnel strengths  for  such  fiscal  year 
for  the  Armed  Forces,  and  for  other 
purposes;  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  Utle  VII.  add  the  following: 

SEC.   TOa   PLANS   FOR  MEDICARE   SUBVENTION 
DEMONSTRATION  PROGRABIS. 

(A)  Program  for  Enrollment  in 
TRICARE  Managed  Care  option.— (l)  Not 
later  than  September  6,  1996,  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  and  the  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  shall  jointly  submit  to  Con- 
gress and  the  President  a  report  that  sets 
forth  a  specific  plan  and  the  Secretaries'  rec- 
ommendations regarding  the  establishment 
of  a  demonstration  program  under  which — 

(A)  military  retirees  who  are  eligible  for 
medicare  are  permitted  to  enroll  in  the  man- 
aged care  option  of  the  Tricare  program;  and 

(B)  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  reimburses  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
from  the  medicare  program  on  a  capitated 
basis  for  the  costs  of  providing  health  care 
services  to  military  retirees  who  enroll. 

(2)  The  report  shall  Include  the  following: 

(A)  The  number  of  military  retirees  pro- 
jected to  participate  In  the  demonstration 
program  and  the  minimum  number  of  such 
participants  necessary  to  conduct  the  dem- 
onstration program  effectively. 

(B)  A  plan  for  notifying  military  retirees  of 
their  eligibility  for  enrollment  in  the  dem- 
onstration program  and  for  any  other  mat- 
ters connected  with  enrollment. 

(C)  A  recommendation  for  the  duration  of 
the  demonstration  program. 

(D)  A  recommendation  for  the  geographic 
regions  In  which  the  demonstration  program 
should  be  conducted. 

(E)  The  appropriate  level  of  capitated  re- 
imbursement, and  a  schedule  for  such  reim- 
bursement, from  the  medicare  program  to 
the  Department  of  Defense  for  health  care 
services  provided  enrollees  In  the  demonstra- 
tion program. 

(F)  An  estimate  of  the  amounts  to  be  allo- 
cated by  the  Department  for  the  provision  of 
health  care  services  to  military  retirees  eli- 
gible for  medicare  in  the  regions  in  which 
the  demonstration  program  is  proposed  to  be 


conducted  in  the  absence  of  the  program  and 
an  assessment  of  revisions  to  such  allocation 
that  would  result  from  the  conduct  of  the 
program. 

(G)  An  estimate  of  the  cost  to  the  Depart- 
ment and  to  the  medicare  program  of  provid- 
ing health  care  services  to  medicare  eligible 
military  retirees  who  enroll  in  the  dem- 
onstration program. 

(H)  An  assessment  of  the  likelihood  of  cost 
shifting  among  the  Department  and  the 
medicare  program  under  the  demonstration 
program. 

(I)  A  proposal  for  mechanisms  for  reconcil- 
ing and  reimbursing  any  Improper  payments 
among  the  Department  and  the  medicare 
program  under  the  demonstration  program. 

(J)  A  methodology  for  evaluating  the  dem- 
onstration program,  including  cost  analyses. 

(K)  An  assessment  of  the  extent  to  which 
the  Tricare  program  is  prepared  to  meet  re- 
quirements of  the  medicare  program  for  pur- 
poses of  the  demonstration  program  and  the 
provisions  of  law  or  regulation  that  would 
have  to  be  waived  in  order  to  facilitate  the 
carrying  out  of  the  demonstration  program. 

(L)  An  assessment  of  the  impact  of  the 
demonstration  program  on  military  readi- 
ness. 

(M)  Contingency  plans  for  the  provision  of 
health  care  services  under  the  demonstration 
program  in  the  event  of  the  mobilization  of 
health  care  personnel. 

(N)  A  recommendation  of  the  reports  that 
the  Department  and  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  should  submit  to 
Congress  describing  the  conduct  of  the  dem- 
onstration program. 

(b)  FEASABmnr  Study  for  Program  for 
Enrollment  in  TRICARE  Fee-For-Fee- 
Service  Option.— Not  later  than  January  3, 
1997,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health  and  Human  Services  shall 
jointly  submit  to  Congress  and  the  President 
a  report  on  the  feasibility  and  advisability  of 
expanding  the  demonstration  program  re- 
ferred to  in  subsection  (a)  so  as  to  provide 
the  Department  with  reimbursement  from 
the  medicare  program  on  a  fee-for-service 
basis  for  health  care  services  provided  medi- 
care-eligible military  retirees  who  enroll  in 
the  demonstration  prograjn.  The  report  shall 
Include  a  proposal  for  the  expansion  of  the 
program  if  the  expansion  is  determined  to  be 
advisable. 

(c)  Authorization  of  appropriations.— Of 
the  amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
in  section  301.  J75.000.000  shall  be  made  avail- 
able to  carry  out  the  demonstration  program 
referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  If  Congress  au- 
thorizes the  program  by  the  end  of  the  Sec- 
ond Session  of  the  104th  Congress. 


THE  SENATE  CAMPAIGN  FINANCE 
REFORM  ACT  OF  1996 


GREGG  AMENDMENT  NO.  4084 

(Ordered  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Rules  and  Administration.) 

Mr.  GREGG  submitted  an  amend- 
ment intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill  (S.  1219)  to  reform  the  fi- 
nancing of  Federal  elections,  and  for 
other  purposes:  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert: 

SEC.  .  WRITTEN  CONSENT  REQUIRED  TO  USE 
UNION  DUES  AND  OTHER  MANDA- 
TORY EMPLOYEE  FEES  FOR  POLITI- 
CAL ACTIVmES. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  316(b)  of  the  Fed- 
eral Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C. 


441b<b))  Is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

"•(8XA)  No  dues.  fees,  or  other  moneys  re- 
quired as  a  condition  of  membership  in  a 
labor  organization  or  as  a  condition  of  em- 
ployment shall  be  collected  from  an  individ- 
ual for  use  in  activities  described  in  subpara- 
graph (A),  (B).  or  (C)  of  paragraph  (2)  unless 
the  Individual  has  given  prior  written  con- 
sent for  such  use. 

••(B)  Any  consent  granted  by  an  Indlirtdual 
under  subparagraph  (A)  shall  remain  in  ef- 
fect until  revoked  and  may  be  revoked  in 
writing  at  any  time. 

••(C)  This  paragraph  shall  apply  to  activi- 
ties described  In  paragraph  (2)(A)  only  if  the 
communications  Involved  expressly  advocate 
the  election  or  defeat  of  any  clearly  Identi- 
fied candidate  for  elective  public  office." 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendment 
made  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  amounts 
collected  more  than  30  days  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act. 


THE  NATIONAL  DEFENSE  AUTHOR- 
IZATION ACT  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR 
1997 


CRAIG  (AND  OTHERS)  AMENDMENT 
NO  4085 

Mr.  CRAIG  (for  himself.  Mr.  Kemp- 
thorne. Mr.  DoMENia.  Mr.  Bingaman, 
Mr.  MuRKOWSKi.  and  Mr.  Johnston) 
proposed  an  amendment  to  the  bill.  S. 
1745,  supra;  as  follows: 

On  page  446.  after  line  12.  insert  the  follow- 
ing subtitle: 

Subtitle  E.— Waste  Isolation  Pilot  Plant 
Land  Withdrawal  Act  Amendments." 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TTTLE  AND  REFERENCE. 

(a)  Short  Title.— This  Act  may  be  cited  as 
the  "Waste  Isolation  Pilot  Plant  Land  With- 
drawal Amendment  Act". 

(b)  Reference.— Except  as  otherwise  ex- 
pressly provided,  whenever  in  this  Act  an 
amendment  or  repeal  is  expressed  In  terms  of 
an  amendment  to,  or  repeal  of.  a  section  or 
other  provision,  the  reference  shall  be  con- 
sidered to  be  made  to  a  section  or  other  i>ro- 
vislon  of  the  Waste  Isolation  Pilot  Plant 
Land  Withdrawal  Act  (Public  Law  102-379). 
SEC.  a  DEFINmONS. 

Paragraphs  (18)  and  (19)  of  section  2  are  re- 
pealed. 

SEC.  a  TEST  PHASE  AND  RETRIEVAL  PLAN& 

Section  5  and  the  item  relating  to  such 
section  in  the  table  of  contents  are  repealed. 

SEC.  4.  MANAGEMENT  PLAN. 

Section  4(b)(5)(B)  is  amended  by  striking 
"or  with  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  6901  et  seq.)". 
SEC.  9.  TEST  PHASE  AC'IIVI'IUS. 

Section  6  Is  amended — 

(1)  by  repealing  subsections  (a)  and  (b). 

(2)  by  repealing  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection 
(c). 

(3)  by  redesignating  subsection  (c)  as  sub- 
section (a)  and  in  that  subsection — 

(A)  by  repealing  subparagraph  (A)  of  para- 
graph (2). 

(B)  by  striking  the  subsection  heading  and 
the  matter  Immediately  following  the  sub- 
section heading  and  inserting  "Studt.— The 
following  study  shall  be  conducted:". 

(C)  by    striking    '(2)    Remote-rakdled 

WASTE.—  ". 

(D)  by  striking  "(B)  Study.—", 

(E)  by  redesignating  clauses  (1),  (11),  and 
(ill)  as  i>aragraphs  (1),  (2).  and  (3).  respec- 
tively, and 
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(F)  by  reallgiUng  tlie  margins  of  such 
clauses  so  be  margins 'of  paragraphs, 

(5)  In  subsection  (d).  by  striking  ".  during 
the  test  phase,  a  biennial"  and  inserting  "a" 
and  by  striking  ",  consisting  of  a  docu- 
mented analysis  of  and  Inserting  "as  nec- 
essary to  demonstrate",  and 

(6)  by  redesignating  subsection  (d)  as  sub- 
section (b). 

»C.  C  DISPOSAL  OPERATIONS. 

Section  7(b)  Is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(b)  Requirements  for  Commencement  of 
Disposal  Operations.— The  Secretary  may 
commence  emplacement  of  transuranic 
waste  underground  for  disposal  at  WIPP  only 
upon  completion  of— 

"(1)  the  Administrator's  certification 
under  section  8(d)(1)  that  the  WIPP  facility 
will  comply  with  the  final  disposal  regula- 
tions; 

"(2)  the  acquisition  by  the  Secretary 
(whether  by  purchase,  condemnation,  or  oth- 
erwise) of  Federal  Oil  and  Gas  Leases  No. 
NMNM  02953  and  No.  NMNM  02953C.  unless 
the  Administrator  determines,  under  section 
4(b)(5),  that  such  acquisition  is  not  required: 
and. 

"(3)  the  expiration  of  the  30-day  period  be- 
ginning on  the  date  on  which  the  Secretary 
notifies  Congress  that  the  requirements  of 
section  9(a)(1)  have  been  met.". 

SEC.  7.  ENVIBONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
DISPOSAL  REGULATIONS. 

(a)  SECTION  8(d)(1).— Section  8(d)(1)  is 
amended — 

(1)  by  amended  subparagraph  (A)  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(A)  APPUCATION  FOR  COMPLIANCE.— Within 

30  days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Waste  Isolation  miot  Plant  Land  With- 
drawal Amendment  Act,  the  Secretary  shall 
provide  to  Congress  a  schedule  for  the  Incre- 
mental submission  of  chapters  of  the  appli- 
cation to  the  Administrator  beginning  no 
later  than  30  days  after  such  date.  The  Ad- 
ministrator shall  review  the  submitted  chap- 
ters and  provide  requests  for  additional  in- 
formation from  the  Secretary  as  needed  for 
completeness  within  45  days  of  the  receipt  of 
each  chapter.  The  Administrator  shall  notify 
Congress  of  such  requests.  The  schedule  shall 
call  for  the  Secretary  to  submit  all  chapters 
to  the  Administrator  no  later  than  October 
31,  1996.  The  Administrator  may  at  any  time 
request  additional  information  from  the  Sec- 
retary as  needed  to  certify,  pursuant  to  sub- 
paragraph (B),  whether  the  WIPP  facility 
will  comply  with  the  final  disposal  regula- 
tions."; and 

(2)  in  subparagraph  (D),  by  striking  "after 
the  application  is"  and  inserting  "after  the 
full  application  has  been". 

(b)  SECTION  8(d)(2),  (3).— Section  8(d)  Is 
amended  by  striking  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3), 
by  striking  "(1)  Compliance  wtth  disposal 
REGULATIONS.-",  and  by  redesignating  sub- 
paragraphs (A),  (B).  (C),  and  (D)  of  paragraph 
(1)  as  paragraph  (1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4).  respec- 
tively. 

(c)  SECTION  8(g).— SecUon  8(g)  Is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"(G)  Engineered  and  Natural  Barriers, 
Etc.— The  Secretary  shall  use  both  engi- 
neered and  natural  barriers  and  any  other 
measures  (Including  waste  form  modifica- 
tions) to  the  extent  necessary  at  WIPP  to 
comply  with  the  final  disposal  regulations.". 

SEC.    8.    COMPLIANCE    WITH    ENVIRONMENTAL 
LAWS  AND  REGULATIONS. 

(a)  Section  9(a)(1).— Section  9(a)(1)  is 
amended  by  adding  after  and  below  subpara- 
graph (H)  the  following:  "With  respect  to 
transuranic  mixed  waste  designated  by  the 
Secretary  for  disposal  at  WIPP,  such  waste 


is  exempt  from  treatment  standards  promul- 
gated pursuant  to  section  3004(m)  of  the 
Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act  (42  U.S.C.  Sec. 
6924(m))  ajid  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  land 
disposal  prohibitions  in  section  3004(d),  (e), 
(f),  and  (g)  of  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act.". 

(b)  Section  9(b).— Subsection  (b)  of  section 
9  Is  repealed. 

(c)  Section  9(c)(2).— Subsection  (c)(2)  of 
section  9  Is  repealed. 

(d)  Section  14.— Section  14  Is  amended — 

(1)  in  subsection  (a),  by  striking  "No  provi- 
sion" and  inserting  "Except  for  the  exemp- 
tion from  the  land  disposal  restrictions  de- 
scribed In  section  9(a)(1).  no  provision";  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (b)(2),  by  striking  "includ- 
ing all  terms  and  conditions  of  the  No-Migra- 
tion Determination"  and  Inserting  "except 
that  the  transuranic  mixed  waste  designated 
by  the  Secretary  for  disposal  at  WIPP  is  ex- 
empt from  the  land  disposal  restrictions  de- 
scribed In  section  9(a)(1)". 

SEC.  9.  RETRIEVABILITY. 

(a)  Section  10. — Section  10  Is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"SEC.  10.  TRANSURANIC  WASTE. 

"It  is  the  Intent  of  Congress  that  the  Sec- 
retary will  complete  all  actions  required 
under  section  7(b)  to  commence  emplace- 
ment of  transuranic  waste  underground  for 
disposal  at  WIPP  no  later  than  November  30, 
1997.". 

(b)  Conforming  amendment.— The  item  re- 
lating to  section  10  in  the  table  of  contents 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"Sec.  10.  Transuranic  waste.". 
SEC.  10.  DECOBDflSSIONING  OF  WIPP 
Section  13  is  amended — 

(1)  by  repealing  subsection  (a),  and 

(2)  in  subsection  (b),  by  striking  "(b)  Man- 
agement Plan  for  the  Withdrawal  after 
Decommissioning.— Within  5  years  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the"  and 
inserting  "The". 

SEC.     11.     ECONOMIC     ASSISTANCE     AND     MIS- 
CELLANEOUS PAYMENTS. 

(a)  Section  15(a)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following:  "An  appropriation  to 
the  State  shall  be  In  addition  to  any  appro- 
priation for  WIPP.". 

(b)  S20,000,000  Is  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated In  fiscal  year  1997  to  the  Secretary 
for  payment  to  the  State  of  New  Mexico  for 
road  Improvements  in  connection  with  the 
WIPP. 


HATFIELD  (AND  WYDEN) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  4086 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.  HATFIELD  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Wyden)  submitted  an  amendment  in- 
tended to  be  proposed  by  them  to  the 
bill,  S.  1745,  supra:  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  subtitle  D  of  title  XXXI,  add 

the  following: 

SEC.  3161.  PARTICIPATION  OF  STATE  OF  OREGON 
IN  REMEDIAL  ACTIONS  AT  HANFORD 
RESERVATION.  WASHINGTON. 

(a)  Participation.— For  purposes  of  reme- 
dial actions  at  the  Hanford  Reservation, 
Washington,  under  the  Comprehensive  Envi- 
ronmental Response,  Compensation,  and  Li- 
ability Act  of  1980  (42  U.S.C.  9601  et  seq.),  the 
State  of  Oregon  shall  also  be  treated  as  the 
State  in  which  Hanford  Reservation  is  lo- 
cated under  subparagraphs  (D),  (E),  (G).  and 
(H)  of  section  121(0(1)  of  that  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
9621(f)(1)). 

(b)  MEMORANDUM  OF  UNDERSTANDING.— The 

State  of  Oregon  may  enter  into  a  memoran- 
dum  of  imderstanding   with   the   State   of 


Washington,  the  Site  Manager  of  the  Han- 
ford Reservation,  and  the  Administrator  of 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  in 
order  to  address  Issues  of  mutual  concern  to 
such  States  regarding  the  Hanford  Reserva- 
tion. The  entry  Into  such  a  memorandum 
shall  not  delay  the  Implementation  of  sec- 
tion 121  of  that  Act  with  respect  to  the  Han- 
ford Reservation. 


HATFIELD  AMENDMENTS  NOS. 
4087-4088 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.      HATFIELD      submitted      two 
amendments  intended  to  be  proposed 
by  him  to  the  bill,  S.  1745,  supra:  as  fol- 
lows: 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4087 
At  the  end  of  subtitle  D  of  title  X  add  the 
following: 

SEC.   1044.   DEMOCRACY  STABILIZATION  FINAN- 
CIAL ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM. 

(a)  ESTABLiSHME.vr.— The  Secretary  of  De- 
fense shall  establish  a  program  to  support 
the  strengthening  of  constitutional  democ- 
racy in  established  and  emerging  democ- 
racies throughout  the  world  through  the 
awarding  of  grants  for  support  of  programs 
for  the  promotion  of  education  In  civics  and 
government  in  the  democratic  tradition. 

(b)  Programs  Supported.— The  Secretary 
may  award  a  grant  to  an  organization  for 
support  of  a  5-year  program  conducted  by 
that  organization  that  promotes  cooperation 
In  civics  and  government  education  by  edu- 
cational leaders,  teacher  trainers,  scholars 
In  disciplines  related  to  civics  and  govern- 
ment, educational  policy-makers,  private 
citizens,  business  leaders,  and  government 
officials  who  are  of  established  and  emerging 
democracies  and  are  dedicated  to  democracy. 

(e)  Maxbjum  Number  of  Grants.- The 
Secretary  may  award  up  to  four  grants  under 
the  program. 

(d)  eugible  Grant  Recipients.— To  be  eli- 
gible for  award  of  a  grant  under  this  section 
an  organization  shall  be  experienced  In  the 
following: 

(1)  The  development  and  implementation 
of  civics  and  government  education  curricula 
for  students  in  kindergarten  through  twelfth 
grade  throughout  the  United  States,  whether 
the  experience  Is  gained  through  work  with 
local  educational  agencies.  State  edu- 
cational agencies,  or  private  educational  in- 
stitutions. 

(2)  The  development  and  implementation 
of  cooperative  university-based,  college- 
based,  or  other  school-based  in-service  train- 
ing programs  for  civics  and  government 
teachers  at  the  kindergarten  through  twelfth 
grade  levels. 

(3)  The  administration  of  International  ex- 
change programs  for  the  study  of  civics  and 
government  which  Involve  exchanges  of  edu- 
cational leaders,  teacher  trainers,  scholars 
in  disciplines  related  to  civics  and  govern- 
ment, educational  policsrmakers,  private 
citizens,  business  leaders,  and  government 
officials  among  established  and  emerging  de- 
mocracies. 

(e)  Grant  agreement.- The  Secretary  and 
the  recipient  of  a  grant  shall  enter  into  an 
agreement  that  sets  forth  such  terms  and 
conditions  for  the  use  of  the  grant  funds  as 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  prescribe. 

(f)  USIA  1N\'0LVEMENT.— <1)  The  Secretary 
of  Defense  shall— 

(A)  obtain  the  concurrence  of  the  Director 
of  the  United  States  Information  Agency  In 
the  design  of  the  program  under  this  section; 
and 


June  20,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


14811 


(B)  consult  with  the  Director  In  the  award- 
ing of  grants  to  particular  recipients,  includ- 
ing the  making  of  determinations  of  eligi- 
bility and  the  specification  of  terms  and  con- 
ditions of  grant  agreements  under  subsection 
(e). 

(2)  The  Director  of  the  United  States  Infor- 
mation Agency  shall  have  particular  respon- 
sibility for  ensuring  that— 

(A)  programs  assisted  under  this  section 
are  not  duplicative  of  other  efforts;  and 

(B)  any  foreign  institutions  involved  In 
such  programs  are  creditable. 

(g)  Oversight  COMMrrrEE.— (l)  The  Sec- 
retary of  Defense  and  the  Director  of  the 
United  States  Information  Agency  shall 
jointly  establish  a  committee  for  oversight 
of  the  grant  program  under  this  section.  The 
committee  shall  be  composed  of  an  equal 
number  of  representatives  of  each  such  offi- 
cial. 

(2)  The  oversight  committee  shall  pre- 
scribe the  following: 

(A)  The  specifications  for  solicitations  of 
grant  proposals. 

(B)  The  eligibility  criteria  (consistent  with 
subsection  (d)). 

(C)  The  process  for  reviewing  grant  propos- 
als. Including  the  criteria  for  selection  of 
proposals  for  grant  award. 

Amendment  No.  4088 

At  the  end  of  subtitle  F  of  title  10  add  the 
following: 

SEC.  1072.  NATIONAL  WAR  AND  PEACE  COLLEGE. 

(a)  Designation  of  National  War  and 
Peace  College.— The  National  War  College 
(located  as  of  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act  at  Fort  McNair,  District  of  Colum- 
bia) is  redesignated  as  the  "National  War 
and  Peace  College". 

(b)  References. — Any  reference  in  a  law, 
map,  regulation,  document,  paper,  or  other 
record  of  the  United  States  to  the  National 
War  College  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  ref- 
erence to  the  National  War  and  Peace  Col- 
lege. 


KEMPTHORNE  AMENDMENT  NO. 
4089 

Mr.  KEMPTHORNE  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  bill.  S.  1745,  supra; 
as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  subtitle  D  of  title  V  add  the 
following: 

SEC.  S40.  WAIVER  OF  TIME  LIMITATIONS  FOR 
AWARD  OF  CERTAIN  DECORATIONS 
TO  SPECIFIED  PERSONS. 

(a)  Wah^er  of  time  LaiiTATiON.— Any  limi- 
tation established  by  law  or  policy  for  the 
time  within  which  a  recommendation  for  the 
award  of  a  military  decoration  or  award 
must  be  submitted  shall  not  apply  in  the 
case  of  awards  of  decorations  as  described  in 
subsection  (b),  the  award  of  each  decoration 
having  been  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  to  be  warranted  in  accordance  with 
section  1130  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 

(b)  Distinguished  FL'iiNO  Cross.— Sub- 
section (a)  applies  to  awards  of  the  Distin- 
guished Flying  Cross  for  service  during 
World  War  n  as  follows: 

(1)  First  award.— First  award,  for  comple- 
tion of  at  least  20  qualifying  combat  mis- 
sions, to  the  following  members  and  former 
members  of  the  Armed  Forces: 

Vemard  V.  Aiken  of  Wilmington,  Vermont. 

Ira  V.  Babcock  of  Dothan,  Georgia. 

George  S.  Barlow  of  Grafton,  Virginia. 

Earl  A.  Bratton  of  Bodega  Bay.  OUfomia. 

Herman  C.  Edwards  of  Johns  Island.  South 
Carolina. 


James  M.  Fitzgerald  of  Anchorage.  Alaska. 

Paul  L.  Hitchcock  of  Raleigh,  North  Caro- 
Una. 

Harold  H.  Hottle  of  Hillsboro.  Ohio. 

Samuel  M.  Keith  of  Anderson.  South  Caro- 
lina. 

Otis  Lancaster  of  Wyoming.  Michigan. 

John  B.  McCabe  of  Blglervllle,  Pennsyl- 
vania. 

James  P.  Merriman  of  Midland,  Texas. 

The  late  Michael  L.  Michalak,  formerly  of 
Akron,  New  York. 

The  late  Edward  J.  Naparkowsky.  formerly 
of  Hartford,  Connecticut. 

A.  Jerome  Pfelffer  of  Racine.  Wisconsin. 

Duane  L.  Rhodes  of  Earp.  California. 

Frank  V.  Roach  of  Bloomfleld.  New  Jersey. 

Arnold  V.  Rosekrans  of  Horseheads,  New 
York. 

Joseph  E.  Seaman.  Jr.  of  Bordentown.  New 
Jersey. 

Luther  E.  Thomas  of  Panama  City,  Flor- 
ida. 

Merton  S.  Ward  of  South  Hamilton,  Massa- 
chusetts. 

Simon  L.  Webb  of  Magnolia.  Mississippi. 

Jerry  W.  Webster  of  Leander.  Texas. 

Stanley  J.  Orlowskl  of  Jackson.  Michigan. 

(2)  Second  award.— Second  award,  for  com- 
pletion of  at  least  40  qualifying  combat  mis- 
sions, to  the  following  members  and  former 
members  of  the  Armed  Forces: 

Ralph  J.  Deceuster  of  Dover.  Ohio. 

Elbert  J.  Kimble  of  San  Francisco.  Califor- 
nia. 

George  W.  Knauff  of  Monument,  Colorado. 

John  W.  Lincoln  of  Rockland.  Massachu- 
setts. 

Alan  D.  Marker  of  Sonoma.  California. 

Joseph  J.  Oliver  of  White  Haven.  Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Arthur  C.  Adair  of  Grants  Pass,  Oregon. 

Daniel  K.  Connors  of  Hampton.  New  Hamp- 
shire. 

Glen  E.  Danielson  of  Whittler.  California. 

Prescott  C.  Jemegan  of  Hemet.  California. 

Stephen  K.  Johnson  of  Englewood.  Florida. 

Warren  E.  Johnson  of  Vista,  California. 

Albert  P.  Emsley  of  Bothell,  Washington. 

Robert  B.  Cames  of  West  Yarmouth,  Mas- 
sachusetts. 

Urbain  J.  Foumier  of  Houma.  Louisiana. 

John  B.  TagUaplrl  of  St.  Helena.  Califor- 
nia. 

Ray  B.  Stiltner  of  Centralla.  Washington. 

(3)  Third  award.— Third  award,  for  com- 
pletion of  at  least  60  qualifying  combat  mis- 
sions, to  the  following  members  and  former 
members  of  the  Armed  Forces: 

Glenn  Bowers  of  Dlllsburg,  Pennsylvania. 
Arthur  C.  Casey  of  Irving.  California. 
Robert  J.  Larsen  of  Gulf  Breeze,  Florida. 
William  A.  Nlckerson  of  Portland,  Oregon. 
David  Mendoza  of  McAllen,  Texas. 

(4)  Fourth  award.— Fourth  award,  for 
completion  of  at  least  80  qualifying  combat 
missions,  to  the  following  members  and 
former  members  of  the  Armed  Forces: 

Arvld  L.  Kretz  of  Santa  Rosa.  California. 
George  E.  McClane  of  Cocoa  Beach.  Flor- 
ida. 
Robert  Balr  of  Ontario.  California. 

(5)  Fifth  award.— Fifth  award,  for  comple- 
tion of  at  least  10()  qualifying  combat  mis- 
sions, to  the  following  members  and  former 
members  of  the  Armed  Forces: 

William  A.  Baldwin  of  San  Clemente.  Cali- 
fornia. 

George  Bobb  of  Blackwood.  New  Jersey. 

John  R.  Conrad  of  Hot  Springs.  Arkansas. 

Herbert  R.  Hetrlck  of  Roaring  Springs. 
Pennsylvania. 

William  L.  Wells  of  Cordele.  Georgia. 

(6)  Sixth  award.— sixth  award,  for  comple- 
tion of  at  least  120  qualifying  combat  mis- 
sions, to  Richard  L.  Murray  of  Dallas.  Texas. 


WARNER  (AND  HLTCHISON) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  4090 


Mr.  WARNER  (for  himself  and  Mrs. 
HUTCHISON)  proposed  ajx  amendment  to 
the  bill.  S.  1745.  supra:  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  amendment,  add  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

SEC.  .  MHJTARY  PERSONNEL  STALKING  PUN- 
ISHMENT A.NT>  PREVENTION  ACT  OF 
1S86. 

(a)  Short  Title.— This  section  may  be 
cited  as  the  "Military  Personnel  Stalking 
Punishment  and  Prevention  Act  of  1996". 

(b)  In  Gen-ERAl.- Title  18.  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after  section 
2261  the  following: 

"$226LA.  Stalkiiig  of  menbers  at  the  Aracd 
Forces  of  the  United  States 

"(a)  Ln  General.— Whoever,  within  the  spe- 
cial maritime  and  territorial  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States  or  In  the  course  of  inter- 
state travel,  with  the  intent  to  injure  or  har- 
ass any  military  person,  places  that  military 
person  in  reasonable  fear  of  the  death  of.  or 
serious  bodily  Injury  to.  that  military  person 
or  a  member  of  the  Immediate  family  of  that 
military  person  shall  be  punished  as  provided 
in  section  2261. 

"(b)  DEFiNmoNS.— For  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion— 

"(1)  the  term  'immediate  family'  has  the 
same  meaning  as  in  section  115;  and 

"(2)  the  term  ■military  person'  means — 

"(A)  any  member  of  the  Armed  Forces  of 
the  United  States  (including  a  member  of 
any  reserve  component):  and 

"(B)  any  member  of  the  immediate  family 
of  a  person  described  in  subparagraph  (A).". 

(c)  Conforming  amendments.— 

(1)  Section  2a61(b)  of  utle  18.  United  States 
Code.  Is  amended  by  inserting  "or  section 
2261A"  after  "this  section". 

(2)  Sections  2261(b)  and  2a62(b)  of  Utle  18. 
United  States  Code,  are  each  amended  by 
striking  "offender's  spouse  or  Intimate  part- 
ner" each  place  it  appears  and  inserting 
••victim". 

(3)  The  chapter  heading  for  chapter  llOA  of 
title  18.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
inserting  'AND  STALKING"  after  "VIO- 
LENCE . 

(d)  Clerical  Amen-dment.- The  table  of 
sections  at  the  beginning  of  chapter  llOA  of 
title  18.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
Inserting  after  the  item  relating  to  section 
2261  the  following  new  item: 

•'2261A.  Stalking  of  members  of  the  Armed 
Forces  of  the  United  States.". 

(e)  effective  Date.— This  section  and  the 
amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  take 
effect  on  the  day  after  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act. 


FAIRCLOTH  AMENDMENT  NO.  4091 

(Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table.) 
Mr.      FAIRCLOTH      submitted      an 
amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
him  to  the  bill.  S.  1745,  supra;  as  fol- 
lows: 

At  the  end  of  subtitle  B  of  title  n  add  the 
following: 

SEC.  22S.  SOUTHERN  OBSERVATORY  FOR  ASTBO- 
PHYSICAL  RESEARCH  PROJECT. 

Of  the  total  amount  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated under  section  201(4).  S3.000.000  is 
available  for  the  Southern  Observatory  for 
Astrophyslcal  Research  (SOAR)  project  of 
the  Defense  Advanced  Research  Projects 
Agency. 
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REFORM  ACT  OF  1996 


McCAIN  (AND  OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT  NO.  4092 

Mr.  LOTT  (for  Mr.  McCain  for 
hmself,  Mr.  Feingold,  and  Mr.  Thomp- 
son) proposed  an  amendment  to  the 
bill,  S.  1219,  supra;  as  follows: 

Strike  all  after  the  enacting-  clause  and  in- 
sert the  following: 
SECTION  1.  SHORT  TTH^. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Senate  Cam- 
paign Finance  Reform  Act  of  1996". 
SEC.  X.  AMENDMENT  OF  CAMPAIGN  ACT;  TABLE 
OF  CONTENTS. 

(a)  Amendment  of  FECA.— When  used  in 
this  Act,  the  term  "FECA"  means  the  Fed- 
eral Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C. 
431  et  seQ.). 

(b)  Table  of  Contents.— The  table  of  con- 
tents of  this  Act  is  as  follows: 

Sec.  1.  Short  title. 

Sec.  2.  Amendment  of  campaign  Act;  table 

of  contents. 
TITLE  I— SENATE  ELECTION  SPENDING 
UMTTS  AND  BENEFITS 
Sec.  101.  Senate  election  spending  limits  and 

benefits. 
Sec.  102.  Free  broadcast  time. 
Sec.  103.  Broadcast  rates  and  preemption. 
Sec.  104.  Reduced  postage  rates. 
Sec.  105.  Contribution  limit  for  eligible  Sen- 
ate candidates. 
Sec.  106.  Reporting  requirement  for  eligible 
Senate  candidates. 
TITLE  n— REDUCTION  OF  SPECIAL 
INTEREST  INFLUENCE 
Subtitle  A— Elimination  of  Political  Action 
Committees  From  Federal  Election  Activi- 
ties 

Sec.  201.  Ban  on  activities  of  political  action 
committees  in  Federal  elec- 
tions. 

Subtitle  B— Provisions  Relating  to  Soft 
Money  of  PollUcal  Parties 
Sec.  211.  Soft  money  of  political  parties. 
Sec.  212.  SUte  party  grassroots  funds. 
Sec.  213.  Reporting  requirements. 
Subtitle  C— Soft  Money  of  Persons  Other 
Than  Political  Parties 
Sec.  221.  Soft  money  of  persons  other  than 
political  parties. 
Subtitle  D— Contributions 
Sec.  231.  Contributions       through        inter- 
mediaries and  conduits. 
Subtitle  E— Independent  Expenditures 
Sec.  341.  Clarification  of  definitions  relating 

to  independent  expenditures. 
Sec.  242.  Reporting  requirements  for  certain 

independent  expenditures. 
TITLE  m— MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  301.  Restrictions  on   use  of  campaign 

funds  for  personal  purposes. 
Sec.  302.  Campaign  advertising  amendments. 
Sec.  308.  Filing  of  reports  using  computers 

and  facsimile  machines. 
Sec.  304.  Audits. 
Sec.  305.  Limit  on  congressional  use  of  the 

firanking  privilege. 
Sec.  306.  Authority  to  seek  injunction. 
Sec.  307.  Rejwrting    requirements    for    con- 
tributions of  S50  or  more. 
TITLE  rV— CONSTITUTIONALITy  AND 
EFFECTIVE  DATE 
Sec.  401.  SeverabiUty. 

Sec.  402.  Expedited  review  of  constitutional 
Issues. 


Sec.  403.  Effective  date. 
Sec.  404.  Regulations. 

TITLE  I— SENATE  ELECTION  SPENDING 
LIMITS  AND  BENEFITS 

SEC.  101.  SENATE  ELECTION  SPENDING  LIMITS 
AND  BE.NEFITS. 

(a)  In  Ge.\-eral.— FECA  is  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  the  following  new  title: 
"TITLE  V— SPENDING  LIMITS  AND  BENE- 
FITS    FOR     SENATE     ELECTION     CAM- 
PAIGNS 

"SEC.  501.  CANDIDATES  EUGIBLE  TO  RECEIVE 
BENEFITS. 

"(a)  Lv  General.— For  purposes  of  this 
title,  a  candidate  is  an  eligible  Senate  can- 
didate if  the  candidate— 

"(1)  meets  the  primary  and  general  elec- 
tion filing  requirements  of  subsections  (c) 
and  (d); 

"(2)  meets  the  primary  and  runoff  election 
expenditure  limits  of  subsection  (b); 

"(3)  meets  the  threshold  contribution  re- 
quirements of  subsection  (e); 

"(4)  does  not  exceed  the  limitation  on  ex- 
penditures from  personal  funds  under  section 
502(a):  and 

"(5)  meets  the  in-State  contribution  re- 
quirements of  subsection  (f). 

"(b)  Primary  and  Runoff  ExPENorruRE 
LiMrrs.- 

"(1)  Ln  general.— The  requirements  of  this 
subsection  are  met  If— 

"(A)  the  candidate  or  the  candidate's  au- 
thorized committees  did  not  make  expendi- 
tures for  the  primary  election  in  excess  of 
the  lesser  of— 

"(1)  67  percent  of  the  general  election  ex- 
penditure limit  under  section  502(b);  or 

"(11)  $2,750,000;  and 

"(B)  the  candidate  and  the  candidate's  au- 
thorized committees  did  not  make  expendi- 
tures for  any  runoff  election  in  excess  of  20 
percent  of  the  general  election  expenditure 
limit  under  section  502(b). 

"(2)  LVDEXING.— The  $2,750,000  amount 
under  paragraph  (l)(A)(ii)  shall  be  increased 
as  of  the  beginning  of  each  calendar  year 
based  on  the  increase  in  the  price  index  de- 
termined under  section  315(c),  except  that 
the  base  period  shall  be  calendar  year  1995. 

"(c)  Primary  Filing  Requirements.— 

"(1)  In  general.— The  requirements  of  this 
subsection  are  met  if  the  candidate  files  with 
the  Commission  a  certification  that— 

"(A)  the  candidate  and  the  candidate's  au- 
thorized conmiittees — 

"(I)  will  meet  the  primary  and  runoff  elec- 
tion expenditure  limits  of  subsection  (b);  and 

"(ii)  will  accept  only  an  amount  of  con- 
tributions for  the  primary  and  runoff  elec- 
tions that  does  exceed  those  limits; 

"(B)  the  candidate  and  the  candidate's  au- 
thorized committees  will  meet  the  limita- 
tion on  expenditures  from  personal  funds 
under  section  502(a);  and 

"(C)  the  candidate  and  the  candidate's  au- 
thorized committees  will  meet  the  general 
election  expenditure  limit  under  section 
502(b). 

"(2)  Deadline  for  filing  certification.— 
The  certification  under  paragraph  (1)  shall 
be  filed  not  later  than  the  date  the  candidate 
files  as  a  candidate  for  the  primary  election. 

"(d)  General  Election  Filing  Require- 
ments.— 

"(1)  Ln  general.— The  requirements  of  this 
subsection  are  met  if  tne  candidate  files  a 
certification  with  the  Commission  under 
penalty  of  perjury  that— 

"(A)  the  candidate  and  the  candidate's  au- 
thorized committees— 

"(1)  met  the  primary  and  runoff  election 
expenditure  limits  under  subsection  (b); 


"(11)  did  not  accept  contributions  for  the 
primary  or  runoff  election  in  excess  of  the 
primary  or  runoff  expenditure  limit  under 
subsection  (b),  whichever  Is  applicable,  re- 
duced by  any  amounts  transferred  to  the 
current  election  cycle  from  a  preceding  elec- 
tion cycle;  and 

"(Hi)  did  not  accept  contributions  for  the 
primary  or  runoff  election  that  caused  the 
candidate  to  exceed  the  limitation  on  con- 
tributions from  out-of-State  residents  under 
subsection  (f); 

"(B)  at  least  one  other  candidate  has  quali- 
fied for  the  same  general  election  ballot 
under  the  law  of  the  candidate's  State; 

"(C)  the  candidate  and  the  authorized  com- 
mittees of  the  candidate — 

"(1)  except  as  otherwise  provided  by  this 
title,  will  not  make  expenditures  that  exceed 
the  general  election  expenditure  limi'-  inder 
section  502(b); 

"(11)  will  not  accept  any  contributions  in 
violation  of  section  315;  and 

"(ill)  except  as  otherwise  provided  by  this 
title,  will  not  accept  any  contribution  for 
the  general  election  involved  to  the  extent 
that  the  contribution— 

"(I)  would  cause  the  aggregate  amount  of 
contributions  to  exceed  the  sum  of  the 
amount  of  the  general  election  expenditure 
limit  under  section  502(b),  reduced  by  any 
amounts  transferred  to  the  current  election 
cycle  from  a  previous  election  cycle  and  not 
taken  into  account  under  subparagraph 
(A)(ii);  or 

"(II)  would  cause  the  candidate  to  exceed 
the  limitation  on  contributions  from  out-of- 
State  residents  under  subsection  (f);  and 

"(D)  the  candidate  intends  to  make  use  of 
the  benefits  provided  under  section  503. 

"(2)  Deadline  for  filing  certification.— 
The  certification  under  paragraph  (1)  shall 
be  filed  not  later  than  7  days  after  the  ear- 
lier of— 

"(A)  the  date  on  which  the  candidate  quali- 
fies for  the  general  election  ballot  under 
State  law;  or 

"(B)  if  under  State  law,  a  primary  or  run- 
off election  to  qualify  for  the  general  elec- 
tion ballot  occurs  after  September  1,  the 
date  on  which  the  candidate  wins  the  pri- 
mary or  runoff  election. 

"(e)  Threshold  Contribution  Require- 
ments.— 

"(1)  In  general.— The  requirements  of  this 
subsection  are  met  if  the  candidate  and  the 
candidate's  authorized  committees  have  re- 
ceived allowable  contributions  during  the 
applicable  period  in  an  amount  at  least  equal 
to  the  lesser  of— 

"(A)  10  percent  of  the  general  election  ex- 
penditure limit  under  section  502(b);  or 
"(B)  $250,000. 

"(2)  DEFiNrnoNS.— In  this  subsection: 
"(A)  ALLOWABLE  CONTRIBUTION.- The  term 
'allowable  contribution'— 

"(1)  means  a  contribution  that  is  made  as 
a  gift  of  money  by  an  individual  pursuant  to 
a  written  instrument  Identifying  the  individ- 
ual as  the  contributor;  but 

"(11)  does  not  Include  a  contribution  from 
an  Individual  residing  outside  the  can- 
didate's State  to  the  extent  that  acceptance 
of  the  contribution  would  bring  a  candidate 
out  of  compliance  with  subsection  (f). 

"(B)  APPUCABLE  PERIOD.— The  term  'appli- 
cable period'  means— 

"(1)  the  period  beginning  on  January  1  of 
the  calendar  year  preceding  the  calendar 
year  of  the  general  election  involved  and 
ending  on  the  date  on  which  the  certification 
under  subsecUon  (c)(2)  is  filed  by  the  can- 
didate; or 

"(11)  in  the  case  of  a  special  election  for 
the  office  of  Senator,  the  period  beginning  on 
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the  date  on  which  the  vacancy  in  the  office 
occurs  and  ending  on  the  date  of  the  general 
election. 

"(f)  Limitation  on  Out-of-State  (X)n- 
tributions.— 

"(1)  Requirements.- 

"(A)  Ln  general.— The  requirements  of 
this  subsection  are  met  if  at  least  60  percent 
of  the  total  amount  of  contributions  accept- 
ed by  the  candidate  and  the  candidate's  au- 
thorized committees  are  from  individuals 
who  are  legal  residents  of  the  candidate's 
State. 

"(B)  Special  rule  for  small  st.\tes.— In 
the  case  of  a  candidate  to  which  the  general 
election  expenditure  limit  under  section 
502(b)(l)(B)(i)  applies,  the  requirements  of 
this  subsection  are  met  if,  at  the  option  of 
the  candidate— 

"(i)  at  least  60  percent  of  the  total  amount 
of  contributions  accepted  by  the  candidate 
and  the  candidate's  authorized  committees 
are  from  Individuals  who  are  legal  residents 
of  the  candidate's  State;  or 

"(11)  at  least  60  percent  of  the  number  of 
individuals  whose  names  are  reported  to  the 
Commission  as  individuals  from  whom  the 
candidate  and  the  candidate's  authorized 
committees  accept  contributions  are  legal 
residents  of  the  candidate's  State. 

"(2)  Personal  fl-nds.- For  purposes  of 
paragraph  (l).  amounts  consisting  of  fimds 
from  sources  described  in  section  502(a)  shall 
be  treated  as  contributions  from  individuals 
residing  outside  the  candidate's  Stiite. 

"(3)  Time  for  determination.— a  deter- 
mination whether  the  requirements  of  para- 
graph (1)  are  met  shall  be  made  each  time  a 
candidate  is  required  to  file  a  report  under 
section  304  and  shall  be  made  on  an  aggre- 
gate basis. 

"(4)  Reporting  requirements.- In  addi- 
tion to  information  required  to  be  reported 
under  section  304,  a  candidate  that  elects  to 
comply  with  the  requirements  of  paragraph 
(l)(B)(li)  shall  include  in  each  report  re- 
quired to  be  filed  under  section  304  the  name 
and  address  of  each  individual  that,  during 
the  calendar  year  in  which  the  reporting  pe- 
riod occurs,  makes  contributions  aggregat- 
ing $20  or  more. 
■SEC.  502.  LDOTA'nON  ON  EXPENDITURES. 

"(a)  UMTTA-noN  ON  Use  of  personal 
Funds.— 

"(1)  In  general.— The  aggregate  amount  of 
expenditures  that  may  be  made  during  an 
election  cycle  by  an  eligible  Senate  can- 
didate or  the  candidate's  authorized  commit- 
tees from  the  sources  described  in  paragraph 
(2)  shall  not  exceed  the  lesser  of— 

"(A)  10  percent  of  the  general  election  ex- 
penditure limit  under  subsection  (b);  or 

"(B)  $250,000. 

"(2)  SOLTiCES. — A  source  is  described  in  this 
paragraph  if  the  source  is — 

"(A)  personal  funds  of  the  candidate  and 
members  of  the  candidate's  immediate  fam- 
ily; or 

"(B)  personal  loans  incurred  by  the  can- 
didate and  members  of  the  candidate's  im- 
mediate family. 

"(3)  AMENDED  DECLARATION.— A  candidate 
who— 

"(A)  declares,  pursuant  to  this  title,  that 
the  candidate  does  not  Intend  to  expend 
funds  described  in  paragraph  (2)  in  excess  of 
the  amount  applicable  to  thp  candidate 
under  paragraph  (1);  and 

"(B)  subsequently  changes  the  declaration 
or  expends  such  funds  in  excess  of  that 
amount. 

shall  file  an  amended  declaration  with  the 
Commission  and  notify  all  other  candidates 
for  the  same  office  not  later  than  24  hours 


after  changing  the  declaration  or  exceeding 
the  limits,  whichever  occurs  first,  by  sending 
a  notice  by  certified  mail,  return  receipt  re- 
quested. 

"(b)       GENERAL      ELECTION       EXPENDfTURE 

Lmrr.— 

"(1)  IN  GENERAL.— Except  as  Otherwise  pro- 
vided in  this  title,  the  aggregate  amount  of 
expenditures  for  a  general  election  by  an  eli- 
gible Senate  candidate  and  the  candidate's 
authorized  committees  shall  not  exceed  the 
lesser  of— 

"(A)  $5,500,000;  or 

"(B)  the  greater  of— 

"(1)  $950,000;  or 

"(U)  $400,000;  plus 

"(I)  30  cents  multiplied  by  the  voting  age 
population  not  in  excess  of  4,000.000;  and 

"(II)  25  cents  multiplied  by  the  voting  age 
population  in  excess  of  4,000.000. 

"(2)  EXCEPTION.— In  the  case  of  an  eligible 
Senate  candidate  in  a  State  that  has  not 
more  than  1  transmitter  for  a  commercial 
Very  High  Frequency  (VHF)  television  sta- 
tion licensed  to  operate  in  that  State,  para- 
graph (IKBXil)  shall  be  applied  by  substitut- 
ing- 

"(A)  '80  cents'  for  '30  cents'  in  subclause 
(I);  and 

"(B)  '70  cents'  for  '25  cents'  in  subclause 
(n). 

"(3)  Indexing.— The  amount  otherwise  de- 
termined under  paragraph  (1)  for  any  cal- 
endar year  shall  be  increased  by  the  same 
percentage  as  the  percentage  increase  for 
such  calendar  year  under  section  501(b)(2). 

"(c)  Payment  of  Taxes.— The  limitation 
under  subsection  (b)  shall  not  apply  to  any 
expenditure  for  Federal,  State,  or  local  taxes 
with  respect  to  earnings  on  contributions 
raised. 

"(d)  Exceptions  for  Complying  Can- 
didates Running  against  noncomplydjg 
Candidates.— 

"(1)  Excessive  contributions  to,  or  per- 
sonal EXPENDITURES  BY,  OPPOSING  CAN- 
DIDATE.— 

"(A)  10  PERCENT  EXCESS.— 

"(1)  In  general.— If  any  opponent  of  an  eli- 
gible Senate  candidate  is  a  noneligible  can- 
didate who — 
"(I)  has  received  contributions;  or 
"(II)  has  made  expenditures  from  a  source 
described  in  subsection  (a); 
In  an  aggregate  amount  equal  to  110  percent 
of  the  general  election  expenditure  limit, 
primary  election  expenditure  limit,  or  runoff 
election  expenditure  limit  applicable  to  the 
eligible  Senate  candidate,  the  general  elec- 
tion expenditure  limit,  primary  election  ex- 
penditure limit,  or  runoff  election  expendi- 
ture limit  (as  the  case  may  be)  applicable  to 
the  eligible  Senate  candidate  shall  be  in- 
creased by  20  percent. 

"(11)  Fundraising  in  A.NTICIPATION  OF  IN- 
CREASE.—Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sion of  this  title,  if  any  opponent  of  an  eligi- 
ble Senate  candidate  is  a  noneligible  can- 
didate who — 
"(I)  has  received  contributions:  or 
"(II)  has  made  expenditures  from  a  source 
described  in  subsection  (a): 
in  an  aggregate  amount  equal  to  50  percent 
of  the  general  election  expenditure  limit, 
primary  election  expenditure  limit,  or  runoff 
election  expenditure  limit  applicable  to  the 
eligible  Senate  candidate,  the  eligible  Senate 
candidate  may  accept  contributions  in  ex- 
cess of  the  general  election  expenditure 
limit,  primary  election  expenditure  limit,  or 
runoff  election  expenditure  limit  (as  the  case 
may  be)  so  long  as  the  eligible  Senate  can- 
didate does  not  make  any  expenditures  with 
such  excess  contributions  before  becoming 


entitled  to  an  increase  In  the  limit  under 
clause  (1). 

"(B)  50  PERCE.vr  EXCESS.— If  any  opponent 
of  an  eligible  Senate  candidate  Is  a  non- 
eligible  candidate  who— 
"(I)  has  received  contributions:  or 
"(II)  has  made  expenditures  from  a  source 
described  in  subsection  (a); 
in  an  aggregate  amount  equal  to  150  percent 
of  the  general  election  expenditure  limit, 
primary  election  expenditure  limit,  or  runoff 
election  expenditure  limit  applicable  to  the 
eligible  Senate  candidate,  the  general  elec- 
tion expenditure  limit,  primary  election  ex- 
penditxire  limit,  or  runoff  election  expendi- 
ture limit  (as  the  case  may  be)  applicable  to 
the  eligible  Senate  candidate  shall  be  in- 
creased by  50  percent. 

"(C)  100  PERCENT  EXCESS.— If  any  opponent 
of  an  eligible  Senate  candidate  is  a  non- 
eligible  candidate  who — 
"(I)  has  received  contributions;  or 
"(II)  has  made  expenditures  from  a  source 
described  in  subsection  (a); 
in  an  aggregate  amount  equal  to  200  percent 
of  the  general  election  expenditure  limit, 
primary  election  expenditure  limit,  or  runoff 
election  expenditure  limit  applicable  to  the 
eligible  Senate  core  /'Idate.  the  general  elec- 
tion expenditure  limit,  primary  election  ex- 
penditure limit,  or  runoff  election  expendi- 
ture limit  (as  the  case  may  be)  applicable  to 
the  eligible  Senate  candidate  shall  be  in- 
creased by  100  percent. 

•(2)  REVOCA-nON  OF  EUGIBILmr  OF  OPPO- 
NENT.—If  the  status  of  eligible  Senate  can- 
didate of  any  opponent  of  an  eligible  Senate 
candidate  is  revoked  imder  section  S05<a).  the 
general  election  expenditure  limit  applicable 
to  the  eligible  Senate  candidate  shall  be  in- 
creased by  20  percent. 

•(e)  Expenditures  in  Response  to  Intje- 
PENDENT  Expenditures.— If  an  eligible  Sen- 
ate candidate  is  notified  by  the  Commission 
under  section  304(cX4)  that  independent  ex- 
penditures totaling  $10,000  or  more  have  been 
made  in  the  same  election  in  favor  of  an- 
other candidate  or  against  the  eligible  can- 
didate, the  eligible  candidate  shall  be  per- 
mitted to  spend  an  amount  equal  to  the 
amount  of  the  independent  expenditures,  and 
any  such  expenditures  shall  not  be  subject  to 
any  limit  applicable  under  this  title  to  the 
eligible  candidate  for  the  election. 

-SEC.  503.  BENEFITS  THAT  EUGIBIX  CAN- 
DIDATES ABE  ENTITLED  TO  RE- 
CEIVE. 

"An  eligible  Senate  candidate  shall  be  en- 
titled to  receive— 

"(1)  the  broadcast  media  rates  provided 
under  section  315(b)  of  the  Communications 
Act  of  1934; 

"(2)  the  free  broadcast  time  provided  under 
section  315(c)  of  the  Communications  Act  of 
1934;  and 

"(3)  the  reduced  postage  rates  provided  in 
section  3626(e)  of  title  39,  United  States  Ck>de. 

-SEC.  504.  CERTIFICATION  BY  COMMISSICm. 

"(a)  In  General.— Not  later  than  48  hours 
after  an  eligible  candidate  qualifies  for  a 
general  election  ballot,  the  Commission 
shall  certify  the  candidate's  eligibility  for 
free  broadcast  time  under  section  315(c)  of 
the  Communications  Act  of  1934.  The  Com- 
mission shall  revoke  the  certification  if  the 
Commission  determines  that  a  candidate 
fails  to  continue  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
this  title. 

"(b)    DETERMINA'nONS    BY    COMMISSION.- A 

determination  (including  a  certification 
under  subsection  (a))  made  by  the  Commis- 
sion under  this  title  shall  be  final,  excepr  to 
the  extent  that  the  determination  is  snoject 
to  examination  and  audit  by  the  Commission 
under  section  505. 
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-SEC.  90S.  REVOCATION;  MISUSE  OF  BENEFITS. 

'•(a)  Revocation  of  Status.— 

"(1)  In  GENERAL.— If  cHe  Commission  deter- 
mines that  any  eligible  Senate  candidate — 

"(A)  has  received  contributions  in  excess  of 
110  percent  of— 

"(i)  the  applicable  primary  election  limit 
under  this  title; 

•'(li)  the  applicable  general  election  limit 
under  this  title;  or 

"(iii)  the  limitation  on  contributions  from 
out-of-State  residents  under  section  501(f):  or 

"(B)  has  expended  personal  funds  in  excess 
of  110  percent  of  the  limit  under  section 
502(a). 

the  Commission  shall  revoke  the  certifi- 
cation of  the  candidate  as  an  eligible  Senate 
candidate  and  notify  the  candidate  of  the 
revocation. 

"(2)  Payment  of  value  of  ben-eftts.— On 
receipt  of  notification  of  revocation  of  eligi- 
bility under  paragraph  (1),  a  candidate — 

"(A)  shall  pay  an  amount  equal  to  the 
value  of  the  benefits  received  under  this 
title;  and 

"(B)  shall  be  ineligible  for  benefits  avail- 
able under  section  315(b)  of  the  Communica- 
tions Act  of  1934  (47  U.S.C.  315(b))  for  the  du- 
ration of  the  election  cycle. 

"(b)  Misuse  of  Benefits.— If  the  Commis- 
sion determines  that  any  benefit  made  avail- 
able to  an  eligible  Senate  candidate  under 
this  title  was  not  used  as  provided  for  in  this 
title  or  that  a  candidate  has  violated  any  of 
the  spending  limits  contained  in  this  Act, 
the  Commission  shall  so  notify  the  can- 
didate, and  the  candidate  shall  pay  an 
amount  equal  to  the  value  of  the  benefit.". 

(b)  Transition  period.— Expenditures 
made  before  January  1,  1997,  shall  not  be 
counted  as  expenditures  for  purposes  of  the 
limitations  contained  in  the  amendment 
made  by  subsection  (a). 

SEC  101.  FUSE  BROADCAST  TIME. 

(a)  IN  General.— Section  315  of  the  Com- 
munications Act  of  1934  (47  U.S.C.  315)  is 
amended— 

(1)  in  the  third  sentence  of  subsection  (a) 
by  striking  "within  the  meaning  of  this  sub- 
section" and  inserting  "within  the  meaning 
of  this  subsection  and  subsection  (c)"; 

(2)  by  redesignating  subsections  (c)  and  (d) 
as  subsections  (d)  and  (e),  respectively: 

(3)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (b)  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(c)  Free  Broadcast  Time.— 

"(1)  In  general.— Except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (3).  each  eligible  Senate  candidate 
who  has  qualified  for  the  general  election 
ballot  as  a  candidate  of  a  major  or  minor 
party  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  a  total  of  30 
minutes  of  free  broadcast  time  from  broad- 
casting stations  within  the  candidate's  State 
or  an  adjacent  State. 

"(2)  Time.- 

"(A)  Prime  time.— Unless  a  candidate 
elects  otherwise,  the  broadcast  time  made 
available  under  this  subsection  shall  be  be- 
tween 6«)  p.m.  and  10:00  pjn.  on  any  day 
that  falls  on  Monday  through  Friday. 

"(B)  Length  of  broadcast.— Except  as 
otherwise  provided  in  this  Act.  a  candidate 
may  use  such  time  as  the  candidate  elects, 
but  time  may  not  be  used  in  lengths  of  less 
than  30  seconds  or  more  than  5  minutes. 

"(C)  MAXIMinU  REQUIRED  OF  ANY  ONE  STA- 
TION.—A  candidate  may  not  request  that 
more  than  15  minutes  of  free  broadcast  time 
be  aired  by  any  one  broadcasting  station. 

"(3)  More  than  2  candidates.— In  the  case 
of  an  election  among  more  than  2  candidates 
described  in  paragraph  (1),  only  60  minutes  of 
broadcast  time  shall  be  available  for  all  such 
candidates,  and  broadcast  time  shall  be  allo- 
cated as  follows: 


"(A)  Minor  PARTi-  candidates.— The 
amount  of  broadcast  time  that  shall  be  pro- 
vided to  the  candidate  of  a  minor  party  shall 
be  equal  to  60  minutes  multiplied  by  the  per- 
centage of  the  number  of  popular  votes  re- 
ceived by  the  candidate  of  that  party  in  the 
preceding  general  election  for  the  Senate  in 
the  State  (or  if  subsection  (e)(4)(B)  applies, 
the  percentage  determined  under  that  sub- 
section). 

"(B)  Major  party  candidates.— The 
amount  of  broadcast  time  remaining  after 
assignment  of  broadcast  time  to  minor  party 
candidates  under  clause  (i)  shall  be  allocated 
equally  between  the  major  party  candidates. 

"(4)  Only  i  candidate.— In  the  case  of  an 
election  in  which  only  1  candidate  qualifies 
to  be  on  the  general  election  ballot,  no  time 
shall  be  required  to  be  provided  by  a  broad- 
casting station  under  this  subsection. 

"(5)  Exemption.— The  Federal  Election 
Commission  shall  by  regulation  exempt  from 
the  requirements  of  this  subsection— 

"(A)  a  licensee  the  signad  of  which  is 
broadcast  substantially  nationwide;  and 

"(B)  a  licensee  that  establishes  that  the  re- 
quirements of  this  subsection  would  impose 
a  significant  economic  hardship  on  the  li- 
censee.": and 

(4)  in  subsection  (d)  (as  redesignated  by 
paragraph  (2))— 

(A)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (1); 

(B)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (2)  and  inserting  a  semicolon;  and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(3)  the  term  'major  party'  means,  with  re- 
spect to  an  election  for  the  United  States 
Senate  in  a  State,  a  political  party  whose 
candidate  for  the  United  States  Senate  in 
the  preceding  general  election  for  the  Senate 
in  that  State  received,  as  a  candidate  of  that 
party,  25  percent  or  more  of  the  number  of 
popular  votes  received  by  all  candidates  for 
the  Senate; 

"(4)  the  term  'minor  party'  means,  with  re- 
spect to  an  election  for  the  United  States 
Senate  in  a  State,  a  political  party— 

"(A)  whose  candidate  for  the  United  States 
Senate  in  the  preceding  general  election  for 
the  Senate  in  that  State  received  5  percent 
or  more  but  less  than  25  percent  of  the  num- 
ber of  popular  votes  received  by  all  can- 
didates for  the  Senate;  or 

"(B)  whose  candidate  for  the  United  States 
Senate  in  the  current  general  election  for 
the  Senate  in  that  State  has  obtained  the 
signatures  of  at  least  5  percent  of  the  State's 
registered  voters,  as  determined  by  the  chief 
voter  registration  official  of  the  State,  in 
support  of  a  petition  for  an  allocation  of  free 
broadcast  time  under  this  subsection;  and 

"(5)  the  term  'Senate  election  cycle' 
means,  with  respect  to  an  election  to  a  seat 
in  the  United  States  Senate,  the  6-year  pe- 
riod ending  on  the  date  of  the  general  elec- 
tion for  that  seat.". 

(b)  Jurisdiction  Over  Challenges  to 
Broadcast  Media  Rates  and  Free  Broad- 
cast Time.— 

(1)  In  general.— The  United  States  Court 
of  Federal  Claims  shall  have  exclusive  juris- 
diction over  any  action  challenging  the  con- 
stitutionality of  the  broadcast  media  rates 
and  free  broadcast  time  required  to  be  of- 
fered to  political  candidates  under  section 
503  of  the  Federal  Election  Campaign  Act  of 
1971  and  section  315  of  the  Communications 
Act  of  1934. 

(2)  Remedy.— Money  damages  shall  be  the 
sole  and  exclusive  remedy  in  an  action  under 
paragraph  (1),  and  only  an  individual  or  en- 
tity that  suffers  actual  financial  injury  shall 
have  standing  to  maintain  such  an  action. 


(c)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  take  effect  on 
January  1, 1997. 

SEC.  103.  BROADCAST  RATES  AND  PREEMPTION. 

(a)  Broadcast  Rates.— Section  315(b)  of 
the  Communications  Act  of  1934  (47  U.S.C. 
315(b))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "(b)  The  charges"  and  in- 
serting the  following: 

"(b)  Broadcast  media  Rates.— 
"(1)  In  general.— The  charges"; 

(2)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2) 
as  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B),  respectively; 

(3)  in  paragraph  (1)(A)  (as  redesignated  by 
paragraph  (2)) — 

(A)  by  striking  "forty-five"  and  inserting 
"30";  and 

(B)  by  striking  "lowest  unit  charge  of  the 
station  for  the  same  class  and  amount  of 
time  for  the  same  period"  and  inserting 
"lowest  charge  of  the  station  for  the  same 
amount  of  time  for  the  same  period  on  the 
same  date";  and 

(4)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(2)  Eligible  senate  candidates.— In  the 
case  of  an  eligible  Senate  candidate  (within 
the  meaning  of  section  501(a)  of  the  Federal 
Election  Campaign  Act),  the  charges  for  the 
use  of  a  television  broadcasting  station  dur- 
ing the  30-day  period  and  60-day  period  re- 
ferred to  in  paragraph  (1)(A)  shall  not  exceed 
50  percent  of  the  lowest  charge  described  in 
paragraph  (1)(A).". 

(b)  Preemption;  access.— Section  315  of 
the  Communications  Act  of  1934  (47  U.S.C. 
315).  as  amended  by  section  102(a),  is  amend- 
ed— 

(1)  by  redesignating  subsections  (d)  and  (e) 
(as  redesignated  by  section  102(a)(2)),  as  sub- 
sections (e)  and  (f),  respectively;  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (c)  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(d)  Preemption.— 

"(1)  In  general. — Except  as  provided  In 
paragraph  (2),  a  licensee  shall  not  preempt 
the  use,  during  any  period  specified  in  sub- 
section (b)(1)(A),  of  a  broadcasting  station  by 
an  eligible  Senate  candidate  who  has  pur- 
chased and  paid  for  such  use  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (b)(2). 

"(2)  Circumstances  beyond  control  of  u- 
CENSEE. — If  a  program  to  be  broadcast  by  a 
broadcasting  station  is  preempted  because  of 
circumstances  beyond  the  control  of  the 
broadcasting  station,  any  candidate  adver- 
tising spot  scheduled  to  be  broadcast  during 
that  program  may  also  be  preempted.". 

(c)  Revocation  of  License  for  Failure  To 
Permit  access.— Section  312(a)(7)  of  the 
Communications  Act  of  1934  (47  U.S.C. 
312(a)(7))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  "or  repeated"; 

(2)  by  inserting  "or  cable  system"  after 
"broadcasting  station";  and 

(3)  by  striking  "his  candidacy"  and  insert- 
ing "the  candidacy  of  the  candidate,  under 
the  same  terms,  conditions,  and  business 
practices  as  apply  to  the  most  favored  adver- 
tiser of  the  licensee". 

(d)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  take  effect  on 
January  1, 1997. 

SEC.  104.  REDUCED  POSTAGE  RATES. 

(a)  In  Gen-eral.- Section  3626(e)  of  title  39, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(I)  In  paragraph  (2)— 

(A)  in  subparagraph  (A>— 

(i)  by  striking  "and  the  National"  and  In- 
serting "the  National";  and 

(II)  by  inserting  before  the  semicolon  the 
following:  ".  and.  subject  to  paragraph  (3), 
the  principal  campaign  committee  of  an  eli- 
gible Senate  candidate;"; 

(B)  in  subparagraph  (B),  by  striking  "and" 
after  the  semicolon; 
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(C)  in  subparagraph  (C),  by  striking  the  pe- 
riod and  inserting  a  seniicolon;  and 

(D)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(D)  the  term  'principal  campaign  commit- 
tee' has  the  meaning  stated  in  section  301  of 
the  Federal  Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971; 
and 

"(E)  the  term  'eligible  Senate  candidate' 
means  an  eligible  Senate  candidate  (within 
the  meaning  of  section  501(a)  of  the  Federal 
Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971).";  and 

(2)  by  adding  after  paragraph  (2)  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(3)  The  rate  made  available  under  this 
subsection  with  respect  to  an  eligible  Senate 
candidate  shall  apply  only  to  that  number  of 
pieces  of  mail  that  is  equal  to  2  times  the 
number  of  Individuals  in  the  voting  age  pop- 
ulation (as  certified  under  section  315(e)  of 
the  Federal  Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971) 
of  the  State.". 

(b)  Effective  Date.— The  amendments 
made  by  this  section  shall  take  effect  on 
January  1,  1997.. 

SEC.   lOS.  CONTRIBUTION  LIMIT  FOR  ELIGIBLE 
SENATE  CANDIDATES. 

Section  315(a)(1)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C. 
441a(a)(l))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subparagraph  (A)  by  inserting  "ex- 
cept as  provided  in  subparagraph  (B),"  before 
"to": 

(2)  by  redesignating  subparagraphs  (B)  and 
(C)  as  subparagraphs  (C)  and  (D).  respec- 
tively; and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  subparagraph  (A)  the 
following: 

"(B)  if  the  general  election  expenditure, 
primary  election  expenditure  limit,  or  runoff 
election  expenditure  limit  applicable  to  an 
eligible  Senate  candidate  has  been  Increased 
under  section  502(d),  to  the  eligible  Senate 
candidate  and  the  authorized  political  com- 
mittees of  the  candidate  with  respect  to  any 
election  for  the  office  of  United  States  Sen- 
ator, which,  in  the  aggregate,  exceed  J2.000:". 
SEC.  106.  REPORTING  REQUIREHENT  FOR  ELIGI- 
BLE SENATE  CANDIDATES. 

Section  304(b)(2)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C. 
434(b)(2))  is  amended  by  striking  "and"  at 
the  end  of  subparagraph  (J),  by  striking  the 
period  at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (K)  and  in- 
serting ";  and",  and  by  adding  at  the  end  the 
following  new  subparagraph: 

"(L)  in  the  case  of  an  eligible  Senate  can- 
didate, the  total  amount  of  contributions 
from  individuals  who  are  residents  of  the 
State  in  which  the  candidate  seeks  office.". 
TITLE  n— REDUCTION  OF  SPECIAL 
INTEREST  INFLUENCE 

Subtitle  A— Eliminjition  of  Political  Action 
Committees  From  Federal  Election  Activities 
SEC.  SOI.  BAN  ON  ACTIVITIES  OF  POLITICAL  AC- 
TION    COMMITTEES     IN     FEDERAL 
ELECTIONS. 

(a)  L\  GENERAL.— Title  m  of  FECA  (2 
U.S.C.  301  et  seq.)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following: 

"SEC.  324.  BAN  ON  FEDERAL  EUECTION  ACTIVI- 
TIES  BY  POLITICAL  ACTION  COM- 
MITTEES. 

"Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  Act,  no  person  other  than  an  individual 
or  a  political  committee  may  make  a  con- 
tribution to  a  candidate  or  candidate's  au- 
thorized committee.". 

(b)  Definition  of  Political  Committee.- 
(1)  Section  301(4)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  431(4))  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(4)  The  term  'political  committee" 
means— 

"(A)  the  principal  campaign  committee  of 
a  candidate; 

"(B)  any  national.  State,  or  district  com- 
mittee of  a  political  party,  including  any 
subordinate  committee  thereof; 


"(C)  any  local  committee  of  a  political 
party  that^ 

"(I)  receives  contributions  aggregating  in 
excess  of  S5,000  during  a  calendar  year: 

"(ii)  makes  payments  exempted  from  the 
definition  of  contribution  or  expenditure 
under  paragraph  (8)  or  (9)  aggregating  in  ex- 
cess of  $5,000  during  a  calendar  year:  or 

"(Hi)  makes  contributions  or  expenditures 
aggregating  in  excess  of  $1,000  during  a  cal- 
endar year;  and 

"(D)  any  committee  jointly  established  by 
a  principal  campaign  committee  and  any 
committee  described  In  subparagraph  (B)  or 
(C)  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  joint  fund- 
raising  activities.". 

(2)  Section  316(b)(2)  of  FTICA  (2  U.S.C. 
441b(b)(2))  is  amended— 

(A)  by  inserting  "or"  after  '-subject:": 

(B)  by  striking  "and  their  families;  and" 
and  inserting  "and  their  families.":  and 

(C)  by  striking  subparagraph  (C). 

(c)  Candidate's  Committees.— (l)  Section 
315(a)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  441a(a))  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  para- 
graph: 

"(9)  For  the  purposes  of  the  limitations 
provided  by  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2),  any  polit- 
ical committee  that  is  established,  financed, 
maintained,  or  controlled,  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, by  any  candidate  or  Federal  office- 
holder shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  authorized 
committee  of  such  candidate  or  office- 
holder.". 

(2)  Section  302(e)(3)  of  FECA  (2  UJ5.C.  432) 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(3)  No  political  committee  that  supports, 
or  has  supported,  more  than  one  candidate 
may  be  designated  as  an  authorized  commit- 
tee, except  that — 

"(A)  a  candidate  for  the  office  of  President 
nominated  by  a  political  party  may  des- 
ignate the  national  committee  of  such  politi- 
cal party  as  the  candidate's  principal  cam- 
paign committee,  if  that  national  committee 
maintains  separate  books  of  account  with  re- 
spect to  its  functions  as  a  principal  cam- 
paign committee;  and 

"(B)  a  candidate  may  designate  a  political 
committee  established  solely  for  the  purpose 
of  joint  fundraislng  by  such  candidates  as  an 
authorized  committee.". 

(d)  Rules  applicable  when  Ban  not  in 
Effect.— (1)  For  purposes  of  FECA,  during 
any  period  beginning  after  the  effective  date 
In  which  the  limitation  under  section  324  of 
that  Act  (as  added  by  subsection  (a))  Is  not 
In  effect— 

(A)  the  amendments  made  by  subsections 
(a),  (b),  and  (c)  shall  not  be  in  effect; 

(B)  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  a  multi- 
candidate  political  committee,  intermediary, 
or  conduit  to  make  a  contribution  to  a  can- 
didate for  election,  or  nomination  for  elec- 
tion, to  Federal  office  (or  an  authorized  com- 
mittee) to  the  extent  that  the  making  or  ac- 
cepting of  the  contribution  will  cause  the 
amount  of  contributions  received  by  the  can- 
didate and  the  candidate's  authorized  com- 
mittees from  multicandldate  political  com- 
mittees, intermediaries,  or  conduits  to  ex- 
ceed 20  percent  of  the  aggregate  Federal 
election  spending  limits  applicable  to  the 
candidate  for  the  election  cycle:  and 

(C)  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  a  political  com- 
mittee, intermediary,  or  conduit  to  make  a 
contribution  to  a  candidate  for  election,  or  a 
nomination  for  an  election,  to  Federal  office 
(or  an  authorized  committee  of  such  can- 
didate) in  excess  of  the  amount  an  individual 
is  allowed  to  give  directly  to  a  candidate  or 
a  candidate's  authorized  committee. 

For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  the  term 
"intermediary  or  conduit "  has  the  meaning 
stated  in  section  315(a)(8)  of  FECA. 


(2)  A  candidate  or  authorized  committee 
that  receives  a  contribution  from  a  multi- 
candidate  political  committee  in  excess  of 
the  amount  allowed  under  paragraph  (1)(B) 
shall  return  the  amount  of  such  excess  con- 
tribution to  the  contributor. 

Subtitle  B — Provisions  Relating  to  Soft 
Money  of  Political  Parties 
SEC.  211.  SOFT  MONEY  OF  POLITICAL  PAICnE& 

Title  m  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  301  et  seq.)  (as 
amended  by  section  201)  is  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  the  following: 

•SEC.  324.  SOFT  MONEY  OF  POLITICAL  PARTIES. 

"(a)  National  COMMirrES.— a  national 
committee  of  a  political  party  (including  a 
national  congressional  campaign  committee 
of  a  political  party,  an  entity  that  is  estab- 
lished, financed,  maintained,  or  controlled 
by  the  national  committee,  a  national  con- 
gressional campaign  committee  of  a  political 
party,  and  an  officer  or  agent  of  any  such 
party  or  entity  but  not  Including  an  entity 
regulated  under  subsection  (b))  shall  not  so- 
licit or  receive  any  contributions,  donations, 
or  transfers  of  funds,  or  spend  any  funds,  not 
subject  to  the  limitations,  prohibitions,  and 
reporting  requirements  of  this  Act. 

"(b)  State.  District,  and  Local  Commit- 
tees.- 

"(1)  Limitation. — Any  amount  that  is  ex- 
pended or  disbursed  by  a  State,  district,  or 
local  committee  of  a  political  party  (Includ- 
ing an  entity  that  is  established,  financed, 
maintained,  or  controlled  by  a  State,  dis- 
trict, or  local  committee  of  a  political  party 
and  an  agent  or  officer  of  any  such  commit- 
tee or  entity)  during  a  calendar  year  in 
which  a  Federal  election  is  held,  for  any  ac- 
tivity that  might  affect  the  outcome  of  a 
Federal  election,  including  any  voter  reg- 
istration or  get-out-the-vote  activity,  any 
generic  campaign  activity,  and  any  commu- 
nication that  Identifies  a  candidate  (regard- 
less of  whether  a  candidate  for  State  or  local 
ofilce  is  also  mentioned  or  identified)  shall 
be  made  from  funds  subject  to  the  limita- 
tions, prohibitions,  and  reporting  require- 
ments of  this  Act. 

'•(2)  ACTivri'j  not  included  in  paragraph 
(1).— 

"(A)  In  general.— Paragraph  (1)  shall  not 
apply  to  an  expenditure  or  disbursement 
made  by  a  State,  district,  or  local  committee 
of  a  political  party  for— 

"(1)  a  contribution  to  a  candidate  for  State 
or  local  office  if  the  contribution  is  not  des- 
ignated or  otherwise  earmarked  to  pay  for 
an  activity  described  in  paragraph  (1); 

"(11)  the  costs  of  a  State,  district,  or  local 
political  convention: 

"(ill)  the  non-Federal  share  of  a  State,  dis- 
trict, or  local  party  committee's  administra- 
tive and  overhead  expenses  (but  not  includ- 
ing the  compensation  in  any  month  of  any 
individual  who  spends  more  than  20  percent 
of  the  individual's  time  on  activity  during 
the  month  that  may  affect  the  outcome  of  a 
Federal  election)  except  that  for  purposes  of 
this  paragraph,  the  non-Federal  share  of  a 
party  committee's  administrative  and  over- 
head expenses  shall  be  determined  by  apply- 
ing the  ratio  of  the  non-Federal  disburse- 
ments to  the  total  Federal  ex];)endltures  and 
non-Federal  disbursements  made  by  the 
committee  during  the  previous  presidential 
election  year  to  the  committee's  administra- 
tive and  overhead  expenses  in  the  election 
year  in  question: 

"(Iv)  the  costs  of  grassroots  campaign  ma- 
terials. Including  buttons,  bumper  stickers, 
and  yard  signs  that  name  or  depict  only  a 
candidate  for  State  or  local  office;  and 

(V)  the  cost  of  any  campaign  activity  con- 
ducted solely  on  behalf  of  a  clearly  identified 
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candidate  for  State  or  local  office,  if  the  can- 
didate activity  is  not  an  activity  described 
in  paragraph  (1). 

"(B)  FUNDRAisiNG.— Any  amount  that  is  ex- 
pended or  disbursed  by  a  national,  State,  dis- 
trict, or  local  committee,  by  an  entity  that 
is  established,  financed,  maintained,  or  con- 
trolled by  a  State,  district,  or  local  commit- 
tee of  a  political  party,  or  by  an  agent  or  of- 
ficer of  any  such  committee  or  entity  to 
raise  funds  that  are  used,  in  whole  or  in  part, 
to  pay  the  costs  of  an  activity  described  in 
subparagraph  (A)  shall  be  made  from  funds 
subject  to  the  limitations,  prohibitions,  and 
reporting  requirements  of  this  Act. 

"(c)  Tax-exempt  Organizations.— No  na- 
tional. State,  district,  or  local  committee  of 
a  political  party  shall  solicit  any  funds  for  or 
make  any  donations  to  an  organization  that 
Is  exempt  from  Federal  taxation  under  sec- 
tion SOl(c)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1966. 

"(d)  Candidates.— 

"(1)  Ik  general.— Except  as  provided  In 
paragraph  (2),  no  candidate,  individual  hold- 
ing Federal  office,  or  agent  of  a  candidate  or 
individual  holding  Federal  office  may— 

"(A)  solicit  or  receive  funds  in  connection 
with  an  election  for  Federal  office  unless  the 
funds  are  subject  to  the  limitations,  prohibi- 
tions, and  reporting  requirements  of  this 
Act;  or 

"(B)  solicit  or  receive  funds  that  are  to  be 
expended  in  connection  with  any  election  for 
other  than  a  Federal  election  unless  the 
funds— 

"(1)  are  not  In  excess  of  the  amounts  per- 
mitted with  respect  to  contributions  to  can- 
didates and  political  committees  under  sec- 
Uon  315(a)  (1)  and  (2);  and 

"(11)  are  not  fi^m  sources  prohibited  by 
this  Act  from  making  contributions  with  re- 
spect to  an  election  for  Federal  office. 

"(2)  Exception.— Paraigraph  (l)  does  not 
apply  to  the  solicitation  or  receipt  of  funds 
by  an  individual  who  Is  a  candidate  for  a 
State  or  local  office  If  the  solicitation  or  re- 
ceipt of  funds  is  permitted  under  State  law 
for  the  Individual's  State  or  local  campaign 
conmilttee.". 
SEC.  ns.  STATE  PARTY  GRASSBOOTS  FUNDS. 

(a)  Individual  Contribdtions.— Section 
315(a)(1)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  441a(a)(l))  (as 
amended  by  section  105)  is  amended— 

(1)  in  subparagraph  (C)  by  striking  "or"  at 
the  end; 

(2)  by  redesignating  subparagraph  (D)  as 
subparagraph  (E);  and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  subparagraph  (C)  the 
following: 

"(D)  to— 

"(1)  a  State  Party  Grassroots  Fund  estab- 
lished and  maintained  by  a  State  committee 
of  a  political  party  in  any  calendar  year 
which,  in  the  aggregate,  exceed  S20.000; 

"(11)  any  other  political  committee  estab- 
lished and  maintained  by  a  State  conunlttee 
of  a  political  party  in  any  calendar  year 
which,  in  the  aggregate,  exceed  SS.OOO; 
except  that  the  aggregate  contributions  de- 
scribed In  this  subparagraph  that  may  be 
made  by  a  person  to  the  State  Party  Grass- 
roots Fund  and  all  committees  of  a  State 
Committee  of  a  political  party  in  any  State 
in  any  calendar  year  shall  not  exceed  S20.000; 
or". 

(b)  MULTICANDIDATE  COMMITTEE  CONTRIBU- 
TIONS TO  STATE  Party.- Section  315<a)(2)  of 
FECA  (2  U.S.C.  441a(a)(2))  Is  amended— 

(1)  In  subparagraph  (B),  by  striking  "or"  at 
the  end; 

(2)  by  redesignating  subparagraph  (C)  as 
subparagraph  (D);  and 


(3)  by  Inserting  after  subparagraph  (B)  the 
following: 

"(C)  to— 

"(1)  a  State  Party  Grassroots  Fund  estab- 
lished and  maintained  by  a  State  committee 
of  a  political  party  in  any  calendar  year 
which  in  the  aggregate,  exceed  $15,000; 

"(11)  to  any  other  political  connmiittee  es- 
tablished and  maintained  by  a  State  com- 
mittee of  a  political  party  which,  in  the  ag- 
gregate, exceed  $5,000; 

except  that  the  aggregate  contributions  de- 
scribed in  this  subparagraph  that  may  be 
made  by  a  multicandidate  political  commit- 
tee to  the  State  Party  Grassroots  Fund  and 
all  committees  of  a  State  Committee  of  a  po- 
litical party  in  any  State  in  any  calendar 
year  shall  not  exceed  $15,000;  or". 

(c)  Overall  Limit.— 

(1)  In  general.— Section  315(a)  of  FECA  (2 
U.S.C.  441a(a))  is  amended  by  striking  para- 
graph (3)  and  inserting  the  following: 

"(3)  Overall  limit.— 

"(A)  Election  cycle.— No  individual  shall 
make  contributions  during  any  election 
cycle  that.  In  the  aggregate,  exceed  $60,000. 

"(B)  Calendar  year.— No  individual  shall 
make  contributions  during  any  calendar 
year— 

"(1)  to  all  candidates  and  their  authorized 
political  committees  that,  in  the  aggregate, 
exceed  $25,000;  or 

"(11)  to  all  political  committees  estab- 
lished and  maintained  by  State  committees 
of  a  political  party  that,  in  the  aggregate, 
exceed  $20,000. 

"(C)  NoNELEcnoN  YEARS.— For  purposes  of 
subparagraph  (B)(1).  any  contribution  made 
to  a  candidate  or  the  candidate's  authorized 
political  committees  in  a  year  other  than 
the  calendar  year  in  which  the  election  Is 
held  with  respect  to  which  the  contribution 
is  made  shall  be  treated  as  being  made  dur- 
ing the  calendar  year  in  which  the  election  is 
held.". 

(2)  DEFDJITION.— Section  301  of  FECA  (2 
U.S.C.  431)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
the  following: 

"(20)  Election  cycle.— The  term  'election 
cycle'  means— 

"(A)  in  the  case  of  a  candidate  or  the  au- 
thorized committees  of  a  candidate,  the  pe- 
riod beginning  on  the  day  after  the  date  of 
the  most  recent  general  election  for  the  spe- 
cific office  or  seat  that  the  candidate  seeks 
and  ending  on  the  date  of  the  next  general 
election  for  that  office  or  sea;  and 

"(B)  in  the  case  of  all  other  persons,  the 
period  beginning  on  the  first  day  following 
the  date  of  the  last  general  election  and  end- 
ing on  the  date  of  the  next  general  elec- 
tion.". 

(d)  State  Parti^-  Grassroots  Funds.— 

(1)  In  general.— Title  m  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C. 
301  et  seq.)  (as  amended  by  section  211)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
«8EC.  saa.  STATE  party  grassroots  funds. 

"(a)  DEFiNrnoN.— In  this  section,  the  term 
'State  or  local  candidate  committee'  means 
a  conunlttee  established,  Qnanced,  main- 
tained, or  controlled  by  a  candidate  for  other 
than  Federal  office. 

"(b)  Transfers.— Notwithstanding  section 
315(a)(4).  no  funds  may  be  transferred  by  a 
State  committee  of  a  political  party  from  its 
State  Party  Grassroots  Fund  to  any  other 
State  Party  Grassroots  Fund  or  to  any  other 
political  committee,  except  a  transfer  may 
be  made  to  a  district  or  local  committee  of 
the  same  political  party  in  the  same  State  if 
the  district  or  local  committee— 

"(1)  has  established  a  separate  segregated 
fund  for  the  purposes  described  in  section 
325(b)(1);  and 


"(2)  uses  the  transferred  funds  solely  for 
those  purposes. 

"(c)  AMOUNTS  Received  by  Grassroots 
Funds  From  State  and  Local  Candidate 
Committees.— 

"(1)  In  general.— Any  amount  received  by 
a  State  Party  Grassroots  Fund  from  a  State 
or  local  candidate  committee  for  expendi- 
tures described  in  section  325(b)(1)  that  are 
for  the  benefit  of  that  candidate  shall  be 
treated  as  meeting  the  requirements  of 
325(b)(1)  and  section  304(d)  if— 

"(A)  the  amount  is  derived  from  funds 
which  meet  the  requirements  of  this  Act 
with  respect  to  any  limitation  or  prohibition 
as  to  source  or  dollar  amount  specified  in 
section  315(a)  (1)(A)  and  (2)(A);  and 

"(B)  the  State  or  local  candidate  commit- 
tee— 

"(1)  maintains,  in  the  account  from  which 
pajmient  is  made,  records  of  the  sources  and 
jimounts  of  funds  for  purposes  of  determining 
whether  those  requirements  are  met;  and 

"(11)  certifies  that  the  requirements  were 
met. 

"(2)    DETERMINATION    OF    COMPLIANCE.— For 

purposes  of  paragraph  (1)(A).  in  determining 
whether  the  funds  transferred  meet  the  re- 
quirements of  this  Act  described  in  para- 
graph (1)(A)— 

"(A)  a  State  or  local  candidate  commit- 
tee's cash  on  hand  shall  be  treated  as  con- 
sisting of  the  funds  most  recently  received 
by  the  committee;  and 

"(B)  the  committee  must  be  able  to  dem- 
onstrate that  its  cash  on  hand  contains  funds 
meeting  those  requirements  sufficient  to 
cover  the  transferred  funds. 

"(3)  REPORTING.— Notwithstanding  para- 
graph (1),  any  State  Party  Grassroots  Fund 
that  receives  a  transfer  described  In  para- 
graph (1)  from  a  State  or  local  candidate 
committee  shall  be  required  to  meet  the  re- 
porting requirements  of  this  Act,  and  shall 
submit  to  the  Conmilsslon  all  certifications 
received,  with  respect  to  receipt  of  the  trans- 
fer from  the  candidate  committee.". 

(2)  DEFDJITION.— Section  301  of  FECA  (2 
U.S.C.  431)  (as  amended  by  subsection  (c)(2)) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(21)  State  party  grassroots  fitod.- The 
term  'State  Party  Grassroots  Fund'  means  a 
separate  segregated  fund  established  and 
maintained  by  a  State  committee  of  a  politi- 
cal party  solely  for  the  purpose  of  making 
expenditures  and  other  disbursements  de- 
scribed in  section  325(a).". 

SEC.  213.  REPORTING  REQUDtEMENTS. 

(a)  Reporting  Requirements.— Section  304 
of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  434)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(d)  Political  COMMirrEES.— (l)  The  na- 
tional committee  of  a  political  party,  any 
congressional  campaign  committee  of  a  po- 
litical party,  and  any  subordinate  committee 
of  either,  shall  report  all  receipts  and  dis- 
bursements during  the  reporting  period, 
whether  or  not  in  connection  with  an  elec- 
tion for  Federal  offlce. 

"(2)  A  political  committee  (not  described 
in  paragraph  (1))  to  which  section  325(b)(1) 
applies  shall  report  all  receipts  and  disburse- 
ments. 

"(3)  Any  political  committee  shall  Include 
in  its  report  under  paragraph  (1)  or  (2)  the 
amount  of  any  contribution  received  by  a  na- 
tional committee  which  is  to  be  transferred 
to  a  State  conunlttee  for  use  directly  (or  pri- 
marily to  support)  activities  described  in 
section  325(b)(2)  and  shall  itemize  such 
amounts  to  the  extent  required  by  sub- 
section (b)(3)(A). 
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"(4)  Any  political  committee  to  which 
paragraph  (1)  or  (2)  does  not  apply  shall  re- 
port any  receipts  or  disbursements  that  are 
used  in  connection  with  a  Federal  election. 

"(5)  If  a  political  committee  has  receipts 
or  disbursements  to  which  this  subsection 
applies  from  any  person  aggregating  in  ex- 
cess of  $200  for  any  calendar  year,  the  politi- 
cal committee  shall  separately  Itemize  its 
reporting  for  such  person  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  required  in  subsection  (b)  (3)(A),  (5),  or 
(6). 

"(6)  Reports  required  to  be  filed  under  this 
subsection  shall  be  filed  for  the  same  time 
periods  required  for  political  committees 
under  subsection  (a).". 

(b)  Report  of  Exempt  Contributions.— 
Section  301(8)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  431(8))  is 
amended  by  Inserting  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing: 

"(C)  The  exclusion  provided  in  subpara- 
graph (B)(vili)  shall  not  apply  for  purposes  of 
any  requirement  to  report  contributions 
under  this  Act.  and  all  such  contributions 
aggregating  in  excess  of  $200  shall  be  re- 
ported.". 

(c)  Reports  by  State  Committees.— Sec- 
tion 304  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  434).  as  amended 
by  subsection  (a),  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(e)  Filing  of  State  Reports.— In  lieu  of 
any  report  required  to  be  filed  by  this  Act. 
the  Commission  may  allow  a  State  commit- 
tee of  a  political  party  to  flle  with  the  Com- 
mission a  report  required  to  be  filed  under 
State  law  if  the  Commission  determines  such 
reports  contain  substantially  the  same  infor- 
mation.". 

(d)  Other  Reporting  Requirements.— 

(1)  authorized  committees.— Section 
304(b)(4)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  434(b)(4))  is 
amended — 

(A)  by  striking  "and"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (H); 

(B)  by  inserting  "and"  at  the  end  of  sub- 
paragraph (I);  and 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subparagraph: 

"(J)  in  the  case  of  an  authorized  commit- 
tee, disbursements  for  the  primary  election. 
the  general  election,  and  any  other  election 
In  which  the  candidate  participates;". 

(2)  Names  and  addresses.— Section 
304(b)(5)(A)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  434(b)(5)(A))  is 
amended— 

(A)  by  striking  "within  the  calendar  year"; 
and 

(B)  by  inserting  '•.  and  the  election  to 
which  the  operating  expenditure  relates" 
after  "operating  expenditure". 

Subtitle  0— Soft  Money  of  Persons  Other 
Than  Political  Parties 

SEC.  221.  SOFT  MONEY  OF  PERS<mS  OTHER  THAN 
POLITICAL  PARTIES. 

Section  304  of  the  Federal  Election  Cam- 
paign Act  of  1971  (2  U.S.C.  434)  (as  amended 
by  section  215)  Is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following; 

"(f)  Election  Acnvmr  of  Persons  Other 
Than  Political  Par-hes.- 

"(1)  In  general. — A  person  other  than  a 
committee  of  a  political  party  that  makes 
aggregate  disbursements  totaling  In  excess 
of  $10,000  for  activities  described  in  para- 
graph (2)  shall  file  a  statement  with  the 
Commission — 

"(A)  within  48  hours  after  the  disburse- 
ments are  made;  or 

"(B)  In  the  case  of  disbursements  that  are 
made  within  20  days  of  an  election,  within  24 
hours  after  the  disbursements  are  made. 

"(2)  ACTivm-.- The  activity  described  in 
this  paragraph  Is— 

"(A)  any  activity  described  In  section 
441(b)(2)(A)  that  refers  to  any  candidate  for 


Federal  office,  any  political  party,  or  any 
Federal  election;  and 

"(B)  any  activity  described  in  section 
441b(b)(2)  (B)  or  (C). 

"(3)  ADDmoNAL  STATEME.vrs.— An  addi- 
tional statement  shall  be  filed  each  time  ad- 
ditional disbursements  aggregating  $10,000 
are  made  by  a  person  described  in  paragraph 
(1). 

"(4)  AppLiCABiLirs-.— This  subsection  does 
not  apply  to— 

"(A)  a  candidate  or  a  candidate's  author- 
ized committees;  or 

"(B)  an  independent  expenditure. 

"(5)  CONTENTS.- A  statement  under  this 
section  shall  contain  such  Information  about 
the  disbursements  as  the  Commission  shall 
prescribe.  Including— 

"(A)  the  name  and  address  of  the  person  or 
entity  to  whom  the  disbursement  was  made; 

"(B)  the  amount  and  purpose  of  the  dis- 
bursement; and 

"(C)  if  applicable,  whether  the  disburse- 
ment was  in  support  of.  or  in  opposition  to. 
a  candidate  or  a  political  party,  and  the 
name  of  the  candidate  or  the  political 
party.". 

Subtitle  D — Contributions 
SEC.    231.    CONTRIBUTIONS    THROUGH    INTXR- 
BIEDIARIES  AND  CONDUITS. 

Section  315(a)(8)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C. 
441a(a)(8))  is  amended  by  striking  paragraph 
(8)  and  inserting  the  following: 

"(8)  INTERMEDIARIES  AND  CONDUITS.— 

"(A)  DEFDJmoNS.— In  this  paragraph: 

"(1)  ACTING  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  ENTITY.- The 

term  'acting  on  behalf  of  the  entity'  means 
soliciting  one  or  more  contributions— 

"(I)  in  the  name  of  an  entity; 

"(II)  using  other  than  Incidental  resources 
of  an  entity;  or 

"(in)  by  directing  a  significant  portion  of 
the  solicitations  to  other  officers,  employ- 
ees, agents,  or  members  of  an  entity  or  their 
spouses,  or  by  soliciting  a  significant  portion 
of  the  other  officers,  employees,  agents,  or 
members  of  an  entity  or  their  spouses. 

"(il)  BUN'DLER.- The  term  'bundler'  means 
an  intermediary  or  conduit  that  Is  any  of  the 
following  persons  or  entities: 

"(I)  A  political  committee  (other  than  the 
authorized  campaign  committee  of  the  can- 
didate that  receives  contributions  as  de- 
scribed in  subparagraph  (B)  or  (O). 

"(11)  Any  officer,  employee  or  agent  of  a 
political  committee  described  in  subclause 
(I). 

"(m)  An  entity. 

"(IV)  Any  officer,  employee,  or  agent  of  an 
entity  who  is  acting  on  behalf  of  the  entity. 

"(V)  A  person  required  to  be  listed  as  a  lob- 
byist on  a  registration  or  other  report  filed 
pursuant  to  the  Lobbying  Disclosure  Act  of 
1995  (2  U.S.C.  1601  et  seq.)  or  any  successor 
law  that  requires  reporting  on  the  activlUes 
of  a  person  who  is  a  lobbyist  or  foreign 
agent. 

"(ill)  Deliver.— The  term  'deliver'  means 
to  deliver  contributions  to  a  candidate  by 
any  method  of  delivery  used  or  suggested  by 
a  bundler  that  communicates  to  the  can- 
didate (or  to  the  person  who  receives  the 
contributions  on  behalf  of  the  candidate) 
that  the  bundler  collected  the  contributions 
for  the  candidate.  Including  such  methods 


"(I)  personal  delivery; 

"(II)  United  States  mail  or  similar  serv- 
ices; 

"(m)  messenger  service;  and 

"(IV)  collection  at  an  event  or  reception. 

"(iv)  Entity.— The  term  'entity'  means  a 
corporation,  labor  organization,  or  partner- 
ship. 


••(B)  Treatment  as  contributions  from 

PERSONS  BY  whom  MADE.— 

'■(i)  L\  GE.vERAL.— For  purposes  of  the  limi- 
tations imposed  by  this  section,  all  contribu- 
tions made  by  a  person,  either  directly  or  in- 
directly, on  behalf  of  a  candidate.  Including 
contributions  that  are  in  any  way  earmarked 
or  otherwise  directed  through  an  inter- 
mediary or  conduit  to  the  candidate,  shall  be 
treated  as  contributions  fi-om  the  person  to 
the  candidate. 

•'(11)  Reporting.— The  intermediary  or  con- 
duit through  which  a  contribution  is  made 
shall  report  the  name  of  the  original  contrib- 
utor and  the  Intended  recipient  of  the  con- 
tribution to  the  Commission  and  to  the  in- 
tended recipient. 

"(C)  Treatment  as  contributions  from 
the  bundler.— Contributions  that  a  bundler 
delivers  to  a  candidate,  agent  of  the  can- 
didate, or  the  candidate's  authorized  com- 
mittee shall  be  treated  as  contributions  from 
the  bundler  to  the  candidate  as  well  as  from 
the  original  contributor. 

••(D)  No  limitation  on  or  PROHIBrnON  OF 
CERTAIN  ACTi  V i'i'iES.- This  subsectlon  does 
not — 

••(i)  limit  fundraising  efforts  for  the  benefit 
of  a  candidate  that  are  conducted  by  another 
candidate  or  Federal  officeholder;  or 

•■(il)  prohibit  any  individual  described  in 
subparagraph  (A)(ii)(rV)  from  soliciting,  col- 
lecting, or  delivering  a  contribution  to  a 
candidate,  agent  of  the  candidate,  or  the 
candidate's  authorized  committee  if  the  Indi- 
vidual is  not  acting  on  behalf  of  the  entity.". 

Subtitle  E — Independent  Expenditure* 

SEC.  241.  CLARIFICATION  OF  DEFlWniONS  RE- 
LATING TO  INDEPENDENT  ECPENDI- 
TURES. 

(a)    LVDEPENDENT   EXPENT)ITURE   DEFINITION 

AMEN-DMENT.- SecUon  301  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C. 
431)  is  amended  by  striking  iMxagraphs  (17) 
and  (18)  and  inserting  the  following: 
••(17)  Independent  EXPENDrnmE.— 
••(A)  Lv  GENERAL.— The  term    independent 
expenditure'  means  an  expenditure  that— 
"(1)  contains  express  advocacy;  and 
"(11)  is  made  without  the  participation  or 
cooperation  of.  or  without  the  csonsultation 
of.  a  candidate  or  a  candidate's  representa- 
tive. 

"(B)  Items  excluded.— The  following  «haii 
not  be  considered  to  be  an  independent  ex- 
penditure: 
"(1)  An  expenditure  made  by— 
••(I)  an  authorized  committee  of  a  can- 
didate for  Federal  ofilce;  or 

••(II)  a  political  committee  of  a  political 
party. 

"(11)  An  expenditure  If  there  is  any  ar- 
rangement, coordination,  or  direction  with 
respect  to  the  expenditure  between  the  can- 
didate or  the  candidate's  agent  and  the  per- 
son making  the  expenditure. 

••(ill)  An  expenditure  if,  In  the  same  elec- 
tion cycle,  the  person  making  the  expendi- 
ture Is  or  has  been— 

"(I)  authorized  to  raise  or  expend  funds  on 
behalf  of  the  candidate  or  the  candidate's  au- 
thorized committees;  or 

"(II)  serving  as  a  member,  employee,  or 
agent  of  the  candidate's  authorized  conmiit- 
tees  in  an  executive  or  policymaking  posi- 
tion. 

"(iv)  An  expenditure  if  the  person  making 
the  expenditure  has  played  a  significant  role 
in  advising  or  counseling  the  candidate  or 
the  candidate's  agents  at  any  time  on  the 
candidate's  plans,  projects,  or  needs  relating 
to  the  candidate's  pursuit  of  nomination  for 
election,  or  election,  to  Federal  office,  in  the 
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same  election  cycle,  Including  any  advice  re- 
lating to  the  candidate's  decision  to  seek 
Federal  office. 

••(V)  An  expenditure  if  the  person  making 
the  exjwnditure  retains  the  professional 
services  of  any  individual  or  other  person 
also  providing  services  in  the  same  election 
cycle  to  the  candidate  in  connection  with 
the  candidate's  pursuit  of  nomination  for 
election,  or  election,  to  Federal  office,  in- 
cluding any  services  relating  to  the  can- 
didate's decision  to  seek  Federal  office.  For 
purposes  of  this  clause,  the  teiro  "profes- 
sional services'  shall  Include  any  services 
(other  than  legal  and  accounting  services 
solely  for  purposes  of  ensuring  compliance 
with  any  Federal  law)  in  support  of  any  can- 
didate's or  candidates'  pursuit  of  nomination 
for  election,  or  election,  to  Federal  office. 

"(C)  Persons  included.— For  purposes  of 
subparagraph  (B).  the  person  making  the  ex- 
penditure shall  Include  any  officer,  director, 
employee,  or  agent  of  the  person. 

•'(18)  Express  advocacy.— 

"(A)  IN  GENERAL.- The  term  'express  advo- 
cacy' means  a  communication  that,  taken  as 
a  whole  and  with  limited  reference  to  exter- 
nal events,  makes  an  expression  of  support 
for  or  opposition  to  a  specific  candidate,  to  a 
specific  group  of  candidates,  or  to  candidates 
of  a  particular  political  party. 

"(B)  Expression  of  support  for  or  oppo- 
sition TO.— In  subparagraph  (A),  the  term 
°exi>resslon  of  support  for  or  opposition  to' 
includes  a  suggestion  to  take  action  with  re- 
spect to  an  election,  such  as  to  vote  for  or 
against,  make  contributions  to,  or  partici- 
pate In  campaign  activity,  or  to  refrain  from 
taking  action. 

"(C)  'Voting  records.— The  term  express 
advocacy'  does  not  Include  the  publication 
and  distribution  of  a  communication  that  is 
limited  to  providing  information  about  votes 
by  elected  officials  on  legislative  matters 
and  that  does  not  expressly  advocate  the 
election  or  defeat  of  a  clearly  Identified  can- 
didate.". 

(b)  Contribution  Deftnition  amend- 
JiENT.— Section  301(8)(A)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C. 
431(8KA))  is  amended— 

(1)  in  clause  (1),  by  striking  "or"  at  the 
end; 

(2)  in  clause  (11).  by  striking  the  period  at 
the  end  and  ioserting  ";  or";  and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following: 
"(ill)  any  payment  or  other  transaction  re- 
ferred to  in  paragraph  (17)(A)(i)  that  is  not 
an  Independent  expenditure  under  paragraph 
(17).". 

SEC.  S42.  RZFOBTING  REQUIBEMENTS  FOR  CER- 
TAIN INDEPENDENT  EXPENDITUBES. 
Section  304(c)  of  FECA  of  1971   (2  U.S.C. 
434(c))  Is  amended— 

(1)  In  paragraph  (2),  by  striking  the  undes- 
ignated matter  after  subparagraph  (C); 

(2)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (3)  as  para- 
graph (7);  and 

(3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (2),  as 
amended  by  paragraph  (1),  the  following  new 
paragraphs: 

"(3KA)  Any  person  (including  a  political 
committee)  making  Independent  expendi- 
tures as  denned  in  section  301  (17)  and  (18) 
with  respect  to  a  candidate  in  an  election  ag- 
gregating $1,000  or  more  made  after  the  20th 
day.  but  more  than  24  hours,  before  the  elec- 
tion shall  file  a  report  within  24  hours  after 
such  independent  expenditures  are  made.  An 
additional  report  shall  be  filed  each  time 
independent  expenditures  aggregating  $1,000 
are  made  with  respect  to  the  same  candidate 
after  the  latest  report  filed  under  this  sub- 
paragraph. 

"(B)  Any  person  (Inrhidiag  a  political  com- 
mittee)  making   incjpendeat    expenditures 


with  respect  to  a  candidate  in  an  election  ag- 
gregating $10,000  or  more  made  at  any  time 
up  to  and  including  the  20th  day  before  the 
election  shall  file  a  report  within  48  hours 
after  such  Independent  expenditures  are 
made.  An  additional  report  shall  be  filed 
each  time  independent  expenditures  aggre- 
gating $10,000  are  made  with  respect  to  the 
same  candidate  after  the  latest  report  filed 
under  this  paragraph. 

"(C)  A  report  under  subparagraph  (A)  or 
(B)  shall  be  filed  with  the  Commission  and 
shall  Identify  each  candidate  whom  the  ex- 
penditure is  actually  Intended  to  support  or 
to  oppose.  In  the  case  of  an  election  for 
United  States  Senator,  the  Commission 
shall,  within  2  business  days  of  receipt  of  a 
report,  transmit  a  copy  of  the  report  to  each 
eligible  Senate  candidate  seeking  nomina- 
tion or  election  to  that  office. 

"(D)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  an  inde- 
pendent expenditure  shall  be  considered  to 
have  been  made  upon  the  making  of  any  pay- 
ment or  the  taking  of  any  action  to  incur  an 
obligation  for  payment. 

"(4)  The  Commission  may,  upon  a  request 
of  a  candidate  or  on  its  own  initiative,  make 
its  own  determination  that  a  person.  Includ- 
ing a  political  committee,  has  made,  or  has 
Incurred  obligations  to  make,  independent 
expenditures  with  respect  to  any  candidate 
in  any  election  which  in  the  aggregate  ex- 
ceed the  applicable  amounts  under  paragraph 
(3).  In  the  case  of  an  election  for  United 
States  Senator,  the  Commission  shall  notify 
each  eligible  Senate  candidate  In  such  elec- 
tion of  such  determination  made  within  2 
business  days  after  making  It.  Any  deter- 
mination made  at  the  request  of  a  candidate 
shall  be  made  within  48  hours  of  the  request. 

"(5)  In  the  event  that  independent  expendi- 
tures totaling  in  the  aggregate  $10,000  have 
been  made  in  the  same  election  in  favor  of 
another  candidate  or  against  an  eligible  Sen- 
ate candidate,  the  Commission  shall,  within 
2  business  days,  notify  the  eligible  candidate 
that  such  candidate  is  entitled  to  an  Increase 
under  section  502(e)  in  the  candidate's  appli- 
cable election  limit  in  an  amount  equal  to 
the  amount  of  such  Independent  expendi- 
tures.". 

TITLE  m— MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 

SEC.  301.  RESTRICTIONS  ON  USE  OF  CAMPAIGN 
FUNDS  FOR  PERSONAL  PURPOSE& 

(a)  Restrictions  on  Use  of  Campaign 
Funds.— Title  m  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  431  et 
seq.)  (as  amended  by  section  201)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

"SEC.  32S.  RESTRICTIONS  ON  USE  OF  CAMPAIGN 
FUNDS  FOR  PERSONAL  PURPOSES. 

"(a)  DEFiNrnoNS.- In  this  section: 
"(1)  Campaign  expense.— The  term  'cam- 
paign expense'  means  an  expense  that  is  at- 
tributable solely  to  a  bona  fide  campaign 
purpose. 

"(2)  Inherently  personal  purposes.— The 
term  'inherently  personal  purpose'  means  a 
purpose  that,  by  Its  nature,  confers  a  per- 
sonal benefit,  including  a  home  mortgage, 
rent,  or  utility  payment,  clothing  purchase, 
noncampaign  automobile  expense,  country 
club  membership,  vacation,  or  trip  of  a  non- 
campaign  nature,  household  food  items,  tui- 
tion payment,  admission  to  a  sporting  event, 
concert,  theatre  or  other  form  of  entertain- 
ment not  associated  with  a  campaign,  dues, 
fees,  or  contributions  to  a  health  club  or  rec- 
reational facility,  and  any  other  inherently 
personal  living  expense  as  determined  under 
the  regulations  promulgated  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 301(b)  of  the  Senate  Campaign  Finance 
Reform  Act  of  1996. 


"(b)  Permitted  and  Prohibited  Uses.— An 
individual  who  receives  contributions  as  a 
candidate  for  Federal  office— 

"(1)  shall  use  the  contributions  only  for  le- 
gitimate and  verifiable  campaign  expenses; 
and 

"(2)  shall  not  use  the  contributions  for  any 
Inherently  personal  purpose.". 

(b)  REGULATIONS.— Not  later  than  90  days 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the 
Federal  Election  Commission  shall  promul- 
gate regulations  consistent  with  this  Act  to 
Implement  subsection  (a).  Such  regulations 
shall  apply  to  all  contributions  possessed  by 
an  Individual  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

SEC.     302.     CAMPAIGN     ADVERTISING     AMEND- 
MENTS. 

Section   318   of   FECA    (2   U.S.C.   441d)    Is 
amended — 
(1)  in  subsection  (a) — 

(A)  in  the  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1) — 

(1)  by  striking  "Whenever"  and  Inserting 
"Whenever  a  political  committee  makes  a 
disbursement  for  the  purpose  of  financing 
any  communication  through  any  broadcast- 
ing station,  newspaper,  magazine,  outdoor 
advertising  facility,  mailing,  or  any  other 
type  of  general  public  political  advertising, 
or  whenever"; 

(il)  by  striking  "an  expenditure"  and  in- 
serting "a  disbursement";  and 
(ill)  by  striking  "direct";  and 

(B)  in  paragraph  (3),  by  inserting  "and  per- 
manent street  address"  after  "name";  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
subsections: 

"(c)  Any  printed  communication  deicrlbed 
in  subsection  (a)  shall  be— 

"(1)  of  sufficient  type  size  to  be  clearly 
readable  by  the  recipient  of  the  communica- 
tion; 

"(2)  contained  In  a  printed  box  set  apart 
from  the  other  contents  of  the  communica- 
tion; and 

"(3)  consist  of  a  reasonable  degree  of  color 
contrast  between  the  background  and  the 
printed  statement. 

"(dKD  Any  broadcast  or  cablecast  commu- 
nication described  In  subsection  (a)(1)  or  sub- 
section (a)(2)  shall  Include.  In  addition  to  the 
requirements  of  those  subsections,  an  audio 
statement  by  the  candidate  that  identifies 
the  candidate  and  states  that  the  candidate 
has  approved  the  communication. 

"(2)  If  a  broadcast  or  cablecast  conmiu- 
nlcatlon  described  in  paragraph  (l)  is  broad- 
cast or  cablecast  by  means  of  television,  the 
communication  shall  Include,  in  addition  to 
the  audio  statement  under  paragraph  (1),  a 
written  statement  which— 

"(A)  appears  at  the  end  of  the  conmiunica- 
tlon  in  a  clearly  readable  manner  with  a  rea- 
sonable degree  of  color  contrast  between  the 
background  and  the  printed  statement,  for  a 
period  of  at  least  4  seconds;  and 

"(B)  is  accompanied  by  a  clearly  Identifi- 
able photographic  or  similar  Image  of  the 
candidate. 

"(e)  Any  broadcast  or  cablecast  conmiu- 
nlcatlon  described  in  subsection  (a)(3)  shall 
Include.  In  addition  to  the  requirements  of 
those  subsections,  in  a  clearly  spoken  man- 
ner, the  following  statement: 
■ is  responsible  for  the  con- 
tent of  this  advertisement.'  (with  the  blank 
to  be  filled  in  with  the  name  of  the  political 
committee  or  other  person  paying  for  the 
commurlcatlon  and  the  name  of  any  con- 
nected organization  of  the  payor).  If  broad- 
cast or  cablecast  by  means  of  television,  the 
statement  shall  also  appear  in  a  clearly  read- 
able nfianner  with  a  reasonable  degree  of 
color  contrast  between  the  background  and 
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the  printed  statement,   for  a  period   of  at 
least  4  seconds.". 

SEC.  303.  FILING  OF  REPORTS  USING  COMPUT- 
ERS AND  FACSIMILE  MACHINES. 

Section  302(g)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  432(g))  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

"(6)(A)  The  Commission,  in  consultation 
with  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  may 
prescribe  regulations  under  which  persons 
required  to  file  designations,  statements, 
and  reports  under  this  Act — 

"(1)  are  required  to  maintain  and  file  them 
for  any  calendar  year  In  electronic  form  ac- 
cessible by  computers  if  the  person  has,  or 
has  reason  to  expect  to  have,  aggregate  con- 
tributions or  expenditures  in  excess  of  a 
threshold  amount  determined  by  the  Com- 
mission; and 

"(11)  may  maintain  and  file  them  in  that 
manner  if  not  required  to  do  so  under  regula- 
tions prescribed  under  clause  (i). 

"(B)  The  Commission,  in  consultation  with 
the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  and  the  Clerk  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  shall  prescribe 
regulations  which  allow  persons  to  file  des- 
ignations, statements,  and  reports  required 
by  this  Act  through  the  use  of  facsimile  ma- 
chines. 

"(C)  In  prescribing  regulations  under  this 
paragraph,  the  Commission  shall  provide 
methods  (other  than  requiring  a  signature  on 
the  document  being  filed)  for  verifying  des- 
ignations, statements,  and  reports  covered 
by  the  regulations.  Any  document  verified 
under  any  of  the  methods  shall  be  treated  for 
all  purposes  (including  penalties  for  perjury) 
m  the  same  manner  as  a  document  verified 
by  signature. 

"(D)  The  Secretary  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives  shall 
ensure  that  any  computer  or  other  system 
that  they  may  develop  and  maintain  to  re- 
ceive designations,  statements,  and  reports 
in  the  forms  required  or  permitted  under  this 
paragraph  Is  compatible  with  any  such  sys- 
tem that  the  Commission  may  develop  and 
maintain.". 

SEC.  304.  AUDITS. 

(a)  Random  audits.— Section  3U(b)  of 
FECA  (2  U.S.C.  438(b))  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "(1)"  before  "The  Commis- 
sion"; and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(2)  Notwithstanding  paragraph  (1).  the 
Commission  may  after  all  elections  are  com- 
pleted conduct  random  audits  and  Investiga- 
tions to  ensure  voluntary  compliance  with 
this  Act.  The  subjects  of  such  audits  and  in- 
vestigations shall  be  selected  on  the  basis  of 
criteria  established  by  vote  of  at  least  4 
members  of  the  Commission  to  ensure  im- 
partiality in  the  selection  process.  This  para- 
graph does  not  apply  to  an  authorized  com- 
mittee of  a  candidate  for  President  or  Vice 
President  subject  to  audit  under  title  'VI  or 
to  an  authorized  committee  of  an  eligible 
Senate  candidate  or  an  eligible  House  can- 
didate subject  to  audit  under  section 
522(a).". 

(b)  Extension  of  Period  during  Which 
Campaign  audits  May  be  begun.— Section 
311(b)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  438(b))  is  amended  by 
striking  "6  months"  and  Inserting  "12 
months". 

SEC.  305.  LIMIT  ON  CONGRESSIONAL  USE  OF  THE 
FRANKING  PRIVILEGE. 

(a)  In  General.— Section  3210(a)(6)(A)  of 
title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"(A)  A  Member  of  Congress  shall  not  mail 
any  mass  mailing  as  franked  mall  during  a 


year  in  which  there  will  be  an  election  for 
the  seat  held  by  the  Member  during  the  pe- 
riod between  January  1  of  that  year  and  the 
date  of  the  general  election  for  that  Office, 
unless  the  Member  has  made  a  public  an- 
nouncement that  the  Member  will  not  be  a 
candidate  for  reelection  to  that  year  or  for 
election  to  any  other  Federal  office.". 

(b)  APPucA'noN  of  Savings.— It  is  the  in- 
tent of  Congress  that  any  savings  realized  by 
virtue  of  the  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  be  designated  to  pay  for  the  benefits 
of  section  104  (relating  to  reduced  postage 
rates  for  eligible  Senate  candidates)  provided 
under  section  104. 

SEC.  306.  AUTHORITY  TO  SEEK  INJUNCTION. 

Section  309(a)  of  FECA  (2  U.S.C.  437g(a))  is 
amended — 

(1)  by  adding  at  the  end  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(13)(A)  If.  at  any  time  in  a  proceeding  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  (1).  (2).  (3),  or  (4),  the 
Commission  believes  that — 

"(1)  there  is  a  substantial  likelihood  that  a 
violation  of  this  Act  Is  occurring  or  is  about 
to  occur; 

"(il)  the  failure  to  act  expeditiously  will 
result  m  Irreparable  harm  to  a  party  affected 
by  the  potential  violation; 

"(ill)  expeditious  action  will  not  cause 
undue  harm  or  prejudice  to  the  interests  of 
others;  and 

"(Iv)  the  public  interest  would  be  best 
served  by  the  issuance  of  an  injunction, 
the  Commission  may  initiate  a  civil  action 
for  a  temporary  restraining  order  or  a  tem- 
porary injunction  pending  the  outcome  of 
the  proceedings  described  in  paragraphs  (1). 
(2),  (3),  and  (4). 

"(B)  An  action  under  subparagraph  (A) 
shall  be  brought  In  the  United  States  district 
court  for  the  district  in  which  the  defendant 
resides,  transacts  business,  or  may  be  found, 
or  in  which  the  violation  is  occurring,  has 
occurred,  or  Is  about  to  occur."; 

(2)  in  paragraph  (7).  by  striking  "(5)  or  (6)" 
and  inserting  "(5),  (6),  or  (13)";  and 

(3)  in  paragraph  (11),  by  striking  "(6)"  and 
inserting  "(6)  or  (13)". 

SEC.  307.  REPORTING  REQUIREMENTS  FOR  CON- 
TKIBUTIONS  OF  tSO  OR  MORE. 
Section  304(b)(2)(A)  Is  amended  by  Insert- 
ing ",  Including  the  name  and  address  of 
each  person  who  makes  contributions  aggre- 
gating at  least  $50  but  not  more  than  $200 
during  the  calendar  year"  after  "political 
committees". 

TITLE  rV— CONSTmrnONALITY  AND 
EFFECTIVE  DATE 
SEC.  401.  SEVERABIUTY. 

If  any  provision  of  this  Act.  an  amendment 
made  by  this  Act.  or  the  application  of  such 
provision  or  amendment  to  any  person  or 
circumstance  is  held  to  be  unconstitutional, 
the  remainder  of  this  Act,  the  amendments 
made  by  this  Act,  and  the  application  of  the 
provisions  of  such  to  any  person  or  cir- 
cumstance shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

SEC.    402.    EXPEDITED    REVIEW    OF    CONSTITU- 
TIONAL ISSUES. 

(a)  Direct  appeal  to  Supreme  Court.— An 
appeal  nmy  be  taken  directly  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  from  any  inter- 
locutory order  or  final  judgment,  decree,  or 
order  issued  by  any  court  ruling  on  the  con- 
stitutionality of  any  provision  of  this  Act  or 
amendment  made  by  this  Act. 

(b)  Acx:eptance  and  Expedition.- The  Su- 
preme Court  shall,  if  it  has  not  previously 
ruled  on  the  question  addressed  In  the  ruling 
below,  accept  jurisdiction  over,  advance  on 
the  docket,  and  expedite  the  appeal  to  the 
greatest  extent  possible. 


SEC.  403.  EFFECTIVE  DATE. 

Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  rhit  Act. 
the  amendments  made  by.  and  the  provisions 
of.  this  Act  shall  take  effect  on  January  1. 
1997. 
SEC.  404.  REGULATIONS. 

The  Federal  Election  Commission  shall 
prescribe  any  regulations  required  to  carry 
out  this  Act  not  later  than  9  months  after 
the  effective  date  of  this  Act. 


NOTICE  OF  HEARING 

COM.MITTEE  ON  RULES  AND  ADMINISTRATION 

Mr.  WARNER.  Mr.  President.  I  wish 
to  announce  that  the  Committee  on 
Rules  and  Administration  will  meet  in 
SR-301.  Russell  Senate  Office  Building, 
on  Wednesday,  June  26.  1996.  at  9:30 
a.m.  to  hold  a  hearing  on  FEC  reau- 
thorization, oversight,  and  campaign 
finance  reform. 

For  further  information  concerning 
this  hearing,  please  contact  Bruce 
Kasold  of  the  Rules  Committee  staff  at 
224-3448. 


AUTHORITY  FOR  COMMITTEES  TO 

MEET 

COMMriTEE  0.    COMMERCE,  SCIENCE.  AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Commerce,  Science,  and  Trans- 
portation be  allowed  to  meet  during 
the  Thursday,  June  20,  1996,  session  of 
the  Senate  for  the  purpose  of  conduct- 
ing a  hearing  on  broadcast  spectrum 
reform. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMITTEE  ON  ENVIRONMENT  AND  PUBUC 
WORKS 

Mr.  DAMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  full  Com- 
mittee on  Environmental  and  Public 
Works  be  granted  permission  to  con- 
tinue consideration  of  pending  business 
in  the  President's  Room,  S-216,  the 
Capitol,  Thursday,  June  20,  at  approxi- 
mately 2:30  p.m.,  immediately  follow- 
ing the  vote  on  the  confirmation  of  the 
nomination  of  Alice  Rivlin  to  be  a 
member  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(X)MMnTEE  ON  FOREIGN  RELA'nONS 

Mr.  DAMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Foreign  Relations  be  authorized 
to  meet  during  the  session  of  the  Sen- 
ate on  Thursday,  June  20.  1996.  at  10 
a.m.  and  3  p.m.  to  hold  hearings. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMl'lTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIARY 

Mr.  DAMATO.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Judiciary  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Thursday.  June  20,  1996,  at  10  a.m. 
to  hold  a  hearing  on  White  House  ac- 
cess to  FBI  background  summaries. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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COMMITTEE  ON  DJDUN  AFFAIRS  AND  THE  COM- 
MITTEE ON  BANKING.  HOUSDIG.  AND  URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr.  D'AMATO.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
tee on  Indian  Affairs  be  authorized  to 
meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
on  Thursday,  June  20,  1996,  at  10  a.m. 
to  conduct  a  joint  hearing  with  the 
Committee  on  Banking,  Housing,  and 
Urban  Affairs  on  title  Vn,  American 
Indian  Housing  Assistance,  of  H.R.  2406, 
the  U.S.  Housing  Act  of  1996.  The  hear- 
ing will  be  held  in  room  538  of  the  Dirk- 
sen  Senate  Office  Building. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  OFFICE 
ESTIMATE  OF  COSTS— S.  1605 

•  Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President:  in 
compliance  with  paragraph  11(a)  of  rule 
XXVI  of  the  Standing  Rules  of  the  Sen- 
ate, the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Nat- 
ural Resources  has  obtained  a  letter 
from  the  Congressional  Budget  Office 
containing  an  estimate  of  the  costs  of 
S.  1605,  the  Energy  Policy  and  Con- 
servation Amendment  Act,  as  reported 
from  the  committee.  In  addition,  pur- 
suant to  Public  Law  104-4,  the  letter 
contains  the  opinion  of  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office  regarding  whether 
S.  1605  contains  intergovernmental 
mandates  as  defined  in  that  act.  I  re- 
spectfully request  that  the  opinion  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  be 
printed  in  the  Congrkssional  Record 
in  its  entirety. 
The  opinion  follows: 

U.S.  Congress, 
Congressional  Budget  Office, 

Washington,  DC..  May  9, 1996. 
Hon.  Frank  H.  Murkowski. 
Ctiairman,  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources.  U.S.  Senate,  Washington.  DC. 
Dear  Mr.   Chairman:  The  Congressional 
Budget  Office  has  prepared  the  enclosed  cost 
estimate  for  S.  1605,  the  Energy  Policy  and 
Conservation  Act  Amendment  Act. 

Enactment  of  S.  1605  would  affect  direct 
spending.  Therefore,  pay-as-you-go  proce- 
dures would  apply  to  the  bill. 

If  you  wish  further  details  on  this  esti- 
mate, we  will  be  pleased  to  provide  them. 
Sincerely, 

June  E.  O'Neill, 

Director. 
Enclosure. 

congressional  budget  office  cost  estimate 

1.  Bill  number:  S.  1605. 

2.  Bill  title:  Energy  Policy  and  Conserva- 
tion Act  Amendment  Act. 

3.  Bill  status:  As  ordered  reported  by  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources  on  April  24,  1996. 

4.  Bill  purpose:  S.  1605  would  reauthorize 
certain  activities  and  programs  at  the  De- 
partment of  Energy  (DOE)  through  2001.  It 
would  revise  and  extend  the  statutory  guide- 
lines and  requirements  of  the  Energy  Policy 
and  Conservation  Act  (EPCA),  which  out- 
lines federal  policies  regarding  energy  emer- 
gencies, energy  exports,  and  certain  energy 


conservation  Initiatives.  These  amendments 
would  authorize  DOE  to  lease  underutilized 
capacity  of  the  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve 
(SPR)  to  foreign  governments  to  the  extent 
provided  In  appropriation  acts.  Other  provi- 
sions would  remove  certain  restrictions  on 
joint  bidding  by  major  oil  companies  for 
leases  on  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf  (OCS), 
modify  various  reporting  and  planning  re- 
quirements, and  enable  the  state  of  Hawaii 
to  purchase  oil  from  the  SPR  under  certain 
conditions. 

S.  1605  would  authorize  the  appropriation 
of  such  sxims  as  may  be  necessary  for  the 
SPR  for  1996  through  2001.  It  would  authorize 
specific  amounts  for  1996  for  the  State  En- 
ergy Conservation  Program  (SECP),  the  In- 
stitutional Conservation  Program  (ICP),  the 
Alternative  Fuels  Truck  Commercial  Appli- 
cation Program,  and  programs  under  Pau^  C 
of  EPCA  (including  activities  supporting  the 
International  Energy  Agency,  the  Commit- 
tee on  Renewable  Energy  Commerce  and 
Trade,  and  the  Committee  on  Energy  Effi- 
ciency Commerce  and  Trade).  The  bill  also 
would  authorize  the  appropriation  of  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  implement  the 
conservation  grant  and  alternative  fuels  pro- 
grams for  1997  through  2001  and  the  Part  C 
programs  for  1997  through  1999. 

5.  Estimated  cost  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment: The  following  table  summarizes  the 
estimated  budgetary  effects  of  S.  1605.  As- 
suming appropriation  of  the  authorized 
amounts  for  1997  through  2001,  we  estimate 
that  enacting  this  bill  would  result  in  addi- 
tional discretionary  spending  totaling  be- 
tween J1.4  billion  and  J1.5  billion  over  that 
period.  CBO  anticipates  that  enacting  this 
bill  would  affect  direct  spending  by  reducing 
offsetting  receipts  from  bonus  bids  for  OCS 
leases,  but  the  impact  Is  likely  to  be  small 
for  each  fiscal  year.  On  average,  we  estimate 
that  bonus  bids  would  fall  by  about  S2  mil- 
lion a  year  over  the  1997-2002  period. 

[By  fiscal  jttn.  in  millons  of  MUfj] 

19M    1997    1998   1999  2OO0   2001    2002 


SreOING  SUBJECT  TO  N>f>IK]PRUTK)NS 
Spt<i4in|  under  ciiirtnt  law: 

Budget  wttionty '  325 _ 

Estimited  outlays 279     173      57       9  . 


wnHOUT  AOJUSTVEKT  FOR  WFUTION 


Pnoosad  Chanfes 
Estimated  auttioniMion 

level  __. 

Estimated  outlays  

Soendini  Under  S  1605: 
Estimated  autltonotion 
cl 


31     291     291     291     286     286   

139     255     287     289     287     148 


356     291     291     291     288     286  

279     313     311     296     289     287     148 


Estimated  outlays 

WITH  WUSTMENT  FOR  INFUTHN 

Proposed  CKanies. 
Estimated  auttioniation 
level 


Estifliated  outlays 

S«Mdin|  Under  S.  1605: 
Estiinaled  auttoriatioo 


31     291     300     309     313     324   _... 
....     139    259     300    310     318     167 


Estimated  outlays 


356    291     300    309    313    324  

279    313    316    308    310     318     167 

CHANGES  M  ORECT  SrEMOING 
Estimated  Oudiet  auttw- 

'ty 3        2        2        2        11 

Estimated  outlays  3        2        2        2        11 

'  The  1996  level  is  the  anraunt  actually  appropnatid 

The  costs  of  this  bill  fall  within  budget 
functions  270  and  950. 

6.  Basis  of  estimate:  Spending  Subject  to  Ap- 
propriations. The  estimate  of  outlays  for  1996 
Is  based  on  amounts  actually  appropriated 
for  the  fiscal  year.  In  the  case  of  the  SPR 
program,  we  assume  that  recently  enacted 
appropriations  provide  the  necessary 
amounts  for  tliat  program  for  1996.  The  au- 
thorizations specified  In  the  bill  for  con- 
servation grants  and  the  Part  C  activities 
exceed  the  enacted  levels  for  those  programs 


by  a  total  of  $31  million.  We  estimate  that 
the  additional  authorization  would  not  re- 
sult in  outlays,  because  we  assume  that  a 
supplemental  appropriation  would  not  be  en- 
acted before  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year. 

For  future  years  for  which  authorization 
levels  are  not  specified,  we  generally  pro- 
jected spending  based  on  the  amounts  au- 
thorized by  S.  1605  for  1996.  For  the  SPR  fa- 
cilities and  oijerations  account,  we  have 
based  our  1997-2001  projections  on  DOE's  cur- 
rent estimate  of  the  program's  requirements 
for  1997  because  the  1996  level  is  Inflated  by 
the  one-time  cost  of  decommissioning  one  of 
the  SPR  sites.  Starting  In  1997,  we  project 
spending  for  the  SPR  at  about  S220  million  a 
year. 

The  table  shows  two  alternative  sets  of  au- 
thorization levels  for  fiscal  years  1997 
through  2001:  one  without  adjustment  for  an- 
ticipated Inflation,  and  a  second  that  in- 
cludes an  adjustment  for  Inflation.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  estimate,  we  assume  that  fu- 
ture appropriations  will  be  provided  before 
the  start  of  each  fiscal  year  and  that  outlays 
will  follow  historical  trends  for  the  respec- 
tive programs. 

For  comparability  to  estimates  for  1997 
and  beyond,  the  Uble  Includes  the  S287  mil- 
lion gross  appropriation  for  the  SPR  facili- 
ties account  for  1996.  This  SPR  account  re- 
ceived no  new  budget  authority  for  1996  be- 
cause the  entire  appropriation  was  offset  by 
collections  of  $100  million  from  a  sale  of  oil 
from  one  of  the  SPR  site  and  by  the  transfer 
of  $187  million  in  unobligated  balances  from 
the  SPR  petroleum  acquisition  account. 

Under  this  bill,  DOE  could  generate  income 
by  leasing  excess  SPR  capacity  to  foreign 
governments  if  such  leasing  is  approved  in 
subsequent  appropriation  acts.  If.  for  exam- 
ple, appropriations  actions  were  to  trigger 
this  authorization  by  the  beginning  of  Gscal 
year  1998,  we  estimate  that  the  annual  in- 
come from  such  leases  would  total  $1  million 
in  fiscal  year  1999  and  rise  gradually  to  $11 
million  by  2002.  This  provision  of  S.  1605. 
however,  would  have  no  direct  effect  on  off- 
setting receipts,  because  the  leasing  activity 
would  be  contingent  upon  future  appropria- 
tions action. 

Direct  Spending.  Under  current  law.  certain 
major  oil  companies  are  restricted  from  bid- 
ding jointly  for  new  leases  on  the  Outer  Con- 
tinental Shelf.  CBO  expects  that  allowing 
such  companies  to  begin  bidding  Jointly  on 
OCS  leases  would  likely  reduce  the  number 
of  bids  submitted  for  OCS  lease  sales.  On  av- 
erage, we  expect  that  this  would  lower  off- 
setting receipts  from  bonuses  by  about  $2 
million  per  year  over  the  1997-2002  period. 
This  estimate  is  based  on  information  from 
the  Minerals  Management  Service  regarding 
the  most  recent  OCS  lease  sale.  The  effect  of 
the  bill's  provision  on  industry  competition 
in  future  sales  could  vary,  but  we  expect 
that  the  likely  impact  on  bonus  bids  would 
be  small  in  any  year  because  relatively  few 
winning  bids  In  each  sale  are  the  result  of  di- 
rect competition  between  companies  that 
are  currently  barred  from  submitting  joint 
bids. 

7.  Pay-as-you-go  considerations:  Section 
252  of  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency 
Deficit  Control  Act  of  1985  sets  up  pay-as- 
you-go  procedures  for  legislation  affecting 
direct  spending  or  receipts  through  1998.  CBO 
estimates  tliat  the  OCS  provisions  in  S.  1605 
would  result  in  a  reduction  in  offsetting  re- 
ceipts from  bonus  bids,  as  shown  in  the  fol- 
lowing table. 

[By  fiscal  yeais.  in  millions  of  dollars) 


1996 


1997 


1998 


Ctunte  in  outlays  . 
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(By  fiscal  years,  in  millions  of  dollars] 


1996 


1997 


1998 


Change  :«  receipts 


'  Not  applicable. 

8.  Estimated  impact  on  State,  local,  and 
tribal  governments:  S.  1605  contains  no 
intergovernmental  mandates  as  defined  in 
Public  Law  104-4  and  would  impose  no  direct 
costs  on  state,  local,  or  tribal  governments. 
The  bill  would  extend  the  authorization  for 
grants  to  states  and  localities  for  energy 
conservation  programs.  It  would  also  benefit 
the  state  of  Hawaii  by  guaranteeing  that  it 
would  be  allowed  to  purchase  oil  from  the 
SPR  during  a  drawdown  of  the  reserve. 

S.  1605  would  authorize  appropriations  to- 
taling $56  million  for  fiscal  year  1996  and 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  fiscal 
years  1997-2001  for  the  SECP  and  ICP  pro- 
grams, in  contrast.  $26  million  was  appro- 
priated for  1996  for  a  program  that  would 
consolidate  these  two  programs  and  provide 
grants  to  states.  For  the  purposes  of  this  es- 
timate, we  assume  that  the  states  would  not 
receive  the  additional  $30  million  authorized 
by  the  bill,  because  it  is  unlikely  that  a  sui>- 
plemental  appropriation  would  be  enacted 
before  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year. 

Under  current  law.  states  must  match 
these  grant  funds  at  different  rates.  Based  on 
information  provided  by  DOE,  CBO  estimates 
that  states  would  be  required  to  provide 
matching  funds  of  approximately  $5  million 
in  fiscal  year  1996.  CBO  has  no  basis  for  esti- 
mating the  matching  requirement  in  future 
years. 

9.  Estimated  impact  on  the  private  sector: 
TTiis  bill  would  impose  a  new  private  sector 
mandate  as  defined  in  Public  Law  104-4.  It 
would  eliminate  an  existing  limit  on  the 
Secretary  of  Energy's  authority  to  require 
an  importer  or  refiner  of  petroleum  products 
to  maintain  readily  available  Inventories  of 
petroleum  products  In  the  Industrial  Petro- 
leimi  Reserve.  The  existing  authority  has 
not  been  used  and  CBO  estimates  that  the 
Secretary  would  not  use  the  expanded  au- 
thority granted  by  S.  1605.  Thus,  we  estimate 
that  the  mandate  would  impose  no  addi- 
tional costs  on  the  private  sector. 

10.  Previous  CBO  estimate:  On  April  22, 
1996,  CBO  transmitted  a  cost  estimate  for 
H.R.  2596,  a  bill  to  reauthorize  the  Energy 
Policy  Conservation  Act  through  1999,  and 
for  other  purposes,  as  ordered  reported  by 
the  House  Committee  on  Commerce  on 
March  13, 1996.  Differences  between  that  esti- 
mate and  the  estimate  for  S.  1605  result  from 
differences  in  the  two  bills.  In  particular,  the 
two  bills  authorize  spending  for  different 
years,  and,  in  some  cases,  for  different  pro- 
grams and  amounts. 

11.  Estimate  prepared  by:  Federal  Cost  Es- 
timate: Kathleen  Gramp— SPR  and  Energy 
Conservation  Victoria  Held— OCS.  State  and 
Local  Government  Impact:  Marjorle  Miller. 
Private  Sector  Impact:  Patrice  Gordon. 

12.  Estimate  approved  by:  Robert  A.  Sun- 
shine for  Paul  N.  Van  de  Water,  Assistant  Di- 
rector for  Budget  Analysis.* 


CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  OFFICE 
ESTIMATE  OF  COSTS-S.  1888 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI,  Mr.  President,  in 
compliance  with  paragraph  11(a)  of  rule 
XXVI  of  the  Standing  Rules  of  the  Sen- 
ate, the  Committee  on  Elnergy  and  Nat- 
ural Resources  has  obtained  a  letter 
from  the  Congressional  Budget  Office 
containing  an  estimate  of  the  costs  of 


S.  1888,  the  Energy  Policy  and  Con- 
servation Act  Amendments  of  1996,  as 
reported  from  the  committee.  In  addi- 
tion, pursuant  to  Public  Law  104-4.  the 
letter  contains  the  opinion  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  regarding 
whether  S.  1888  contains  intergovern- 
mental mandates  as  defined  in  that 
Act.  I  respectfully  request  that  the 
opinion  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office  be  printed  in  the  Congressional 
Record  in  its  entirely. 

The  opinion  Follows: 

U.S.  Congress, 
Congressional  Budget  OrncE, 

Washington.  DC.  June  20. 1996. 
Hon.  Frank  H.  Murkowski. 
Chairman.  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources,  Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman,  The  Congressional 
Budget  Office  has  reviewed  S.  1888,  the  En- 
ergy Policy  and  Conservation  Act  Amend- 
ments of  1996,  as  ordered  reported  by  the 
Senate  Conunlttee  on  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources  on  June  19.  1996.  CBO  estimates 
that  enacting  the  bill  would  have  no  signifi- 
cant Impact  on  the  federal  budget.  Enacting 
S.  1888  would  not  affect  direct  spending  or  re- 
ceipts. Therefore,  pay-as-you-go  procedures 
would  not  apply  to  the  bill. 

S.  1888  would  postpone  the  expiration  of 
the  provisions  in  the  Energy  Policy  and  Con- 
servation Act  (EPCA)  related  to  energy 
emergencies  from  June  30.  1996,  to  September 
30,  1996.  This  extension  would  authorize  the 
Department  of  Energy  (DOE)  to  continue  to 
operate  the  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve, 
participate  in  the  International  Energy 
Agency,  and  conduct  related  activities 
through  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1996.  Because 
funds  have  already  been  appropriated  for 
these  programs  for  all  of  fiscal  year  1996, 
CBO  estimates  that  enacting  this  will  would 
not  have  any  significant  impact  on  the  fed- 
eral budget.  Federal  spending  over  the  next 
three  months  would  be  affected  by  the  bill 
only  in  the  event  that  an  energy  emergency 
necessitates  additional  DOE  expenditures  for 
actions  authorized  by  EPCA. 

S.  1888  does  not  contain  any  intergovern- 
mental or  private-sector  mandates  as  defined 
in  Public  Law.  104-4. 

If  you  wish  further  details  on  this  esti- 
mate, we  will  be  pleased  to  provide  them. 
The  CBO  staff  contact  is  Kathleen  Gramp. 
who  can  be  reached  at  226-2860. 
Sincerely. 

James  L.  Blum 
(For  June  E.  O'Neill,  Director). 


WEST  VIRGINIA  BIRTHDAY 

•  Mr.  ROCKEFELLER.  Mr.  President, 
this  is  a  proud  moment  for  me  and  the 
citizens  of  the  State  as  we  celebrate 
the  I33d  birthday  of  our  beautiful 
home. 

On  June  20.  1863,  West  Virginia 
gained  its  independence  from  Virginia 
in  the  midst  of  the  Civil  War.  Since 
that  time  when  the  Nation's  brother- 
hood was  severed.  West  Virginia  be- 
came the  35th  State  to  enter  the  Union 
and  has  remained  a  strong  and  vital 
part  of  this  country. 

Known  as  the  Mountain  State.  West 
Virginia  is  proud  of  its  existence.  Its 
beauty  is  evident  as  its  rolling  hills 
cover  the  land  and  its  rivers  and  lakes 
surround  the  valleys.  It  is  a  place  full 


of  distinct  culture  and  crafts.  From  the 
northern  panhandle  to  the  eastern  pan- 
handle extending  down  to  the  border  of 
Kentucky,  West  Virginia  offers  some  of 
the  Nation's  finest  workers,  industries, 
and  businesses.  We  continue  to  wel- 
come new  corporate  members  to  our 
West  Virginia  family,  including  most 
recently  Toyota.  Each  year  more  visi- 
tors come  from  all  over  to  go  skiing, 
hiking.  Whitewater  rafting,  and  do 
many  other  activities  that  are  first 
rate  in  West  Virginia.  No  matter  what 
the  season.  West  Virginia  is  a  beautiful 
place  to  live  and  visit,  loved  through- 
out the  world. 

I  could  continue  forever  about  what 
this  fine  State  has  to  offer  and  contrib- 
ute to  its  people,  its  visitors,  and  this 
country.  For  the  past  133  years.  West 
Virginians  have  been  loyal  to  the 
Union  and  to  the  State  because  they 
are  proud  of  who  they  are  and  what 
they  have  become.  Let  us  all  come  to- 
gether to  celebrate  this  fine  day  and 
this  wonderful  State  we  call  West  Vir- 
ginia.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  MONSIGNOR  THOMAS 
KEYS  ON  THE  25TH  ANNIVER- 
SARY OF  HIS  ORDINATION  AS  A 
ROMAN  CATHOLIC  PRIEST 

Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
today  to  pay  tribute  to  the  founder  of 
the  National  Scrip  Center.  Monsignor 
Tom  Keys,  on  the  25th  anniversary  of 
his  ordination  as  a  Roman  Catholic 
priest.  Monsignor  Keys  founded  the  Na- 
tional Scrip  Center  in  1986  to  help  save 
a  Catholic  high  school  that  was  facing 
a  quarter  of  a  million  dollars  worth  of 
debt.  The  National  Scrip  Center  pro- 
vides an  innovative  gift  certificate  pro- 
gram to  help  schools  and  nonprofit  or- 
ganizations generate  revenues  for  their 
programs. 

Monsignor  Keys  has  given  numerous 
nonprofit  organizations  across  the 
country  opportunities  to  expand  and 
succeed  through  the  money  they  raise 
fi-om  Scrip.  Since  1986,  Monsignor 
Keys'  Scrip  Center  has  grown  steadily 
and  now  helps  over  5.000  organizations 
across  the  country.  I  congratulate 
Moiisignor  Keys  for  all  his  hard  work 
over  the  yeau^  in  establishing  Scrip 
which  has  become  a  vital  program  for 
so  many  nonprofit  groups.  His  entre- 
preneurial spirit  has  brought  commu- 
nity nonprofit  groups  and  businesses 
together  in  a  remarkable  show  of 
unity.  He  is  a  role  model  for  all  of  us  to 
follow. 

The  National  Scrip  Center's  edu- 
cation, training  and  fimdralsing  sup- 
port services  have  helped  a  network  of 
5.700  neighborhood  Catholic,  Jewish 
and  Protestant  private,  parochial,  and 
public  schools  and  nonprofit  affiliates 
in  more  than  30  States. 

Under  Monsignor  Keys'  leadership, 
the  center  empowers  nonprofits  to  help 
themselves  generate  operating  funds. 
One  of  his  primary  goals  is  to  provide 
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children  and  young:  people  with  oppor- 
tunities for  affordable  quality  edu- 
cation. The  Scrip  Center  was  first 
started  at  the  St.  Vincent's  Parish  in 
Petaluma,  CA.  Now,  the  national  cen- 
ter is  a  network  of  nonprofits  raising 
money  for  Important  causes,  provides  a 
customer  service  department,  software 
for  marketing  and  accounting  purposes 
and  other  seiTrices. 

I  congratulate  Monslgnor  Keys  for 
his  vision  and  determination.  The  Na- 
tional Scrip  Center  is  a  remarkable 
symbol  of  his  25  years  of  dedication  to 
his  community  as  a  Roman  Catholic 
priest.  I  am  proud  of  his  efforts  and 
commend  his  inspiration  to  nonprofit 
organizations  across  the  country.  He 
has  touched  so  many  lives  in  the  proc- 
ess. Best  wishes  to  Monslgnor  Keys  on 
his  25th  anniversary  as  a  spiritual  lead- 
er, and  I  wish  him  continued  prosper- 
ity, happiness,  and  blesslngrs  as  the 
Scrip  network  of  nonprofit  organiza- 
tions continues  to  grow.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  SHELLY  LIST 
•  Mrs.  BOXER.  Mr.  President,  today  I 
want  to  pay  tribute  to  the  late  Shelly 
List,  a  novelist,  television  writer,  and 
journalist  of  great  distinction,  whose 
work  was  not  only  commercially  suc- 
cessful, but  also  highly  regarded  by 
critics  and  other  artists. 

Shelly  List  was  probably  best  known 
to  Americans  as  the  producer  of  the 
successful  and  pioneering  television 
dramatic  series  "Cagney  and  Lacey." 
One  episode  she  wrote  was  nominated 
for  a  Humanltas  Prize,  given  for 
humanizing  achievement  In  television 
writing. 

Other  television  writing  credited  to 
Shelly  List,  who  worked  closely  with 
her  husband  and  coproducer  Jonathan 
Estrin.  was  honored  by  the  Writers 
Guild  of  America  and  earned  the  Ace 
Award  for  Distinguished  Writing.  The 
critical  acclaim  for  her  work  goes  on 
and  on. 

Shelly  List  was  a  humanitarian  and 
community  activist,  as  well.  She 
served  on  the  board  of  Operation  USA, 
which  delivered  medical  supplies  to 
disaster  areas  across  the  globe  and  she 
risked  her  life  on  trips  to  war-torn 
areas.  Shelly  was  a  member  of  the 
board  of  the  Hollsrwood  Women's  Polit- 
ical Committee.  She  cared  deeply 
about  her  conununlty  and  its  people, 
something  which  was  reflected  in  her 
writing  and  in  her  devotion  to  impor- 
tant causes. 

Shelly,  who  died  in  late  May  at  the 
age  of  55,  was  a  longtime  resident  of 
the  Venice  community  in  Los  Angeles, 
CA.  In  addition  to  her  husband,  she  is 
survived  by  her  brothers,  children,  and 
a  grandson. 

Shelly  List  was  my  constituent,  a 
trusted  advisor,  and  a  great  firiend.  She 
was  a  committed  civic  leader,  a  great 
artist,  and  a  successful  businesswoman. 
I  will  miss  her,  as  will  all  Americans 


who  appreciate  quality  television  pro- 
gramming and  dedicated  community 
service. 

In  her  memory,  I  will  do  all  I  can  in 
the  U.S.  Senate  to  bring  compassion 
and  commitment  to  my  work.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  ANDREA  GLODDY, 
JAPAN-UNITED  STATES  SENATE 
SCHOLAR  FROM  NEW  HAMP- 
SHIRE 

•  Mr.  SMITH.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  congratulate  Andrea  Gloddy, 
the  New  Hampshire  recipient  of  the 
Japan-United  States  Senate  Scholar- 
ship. Andrea  was  selected  from  more 
than  500  applicants  in  the  Youth  for 
Understanding  International  Exchange 
Program  to  represent  New  Hampshire 
in  Japan. 

Andrea  is  from  Madbury,  NH,  and 
just  finished  her  junior  year  at  Phillips 
Exeter  Academy.  In  addition  to  an  ex- 
cellent academic  record,  she  pursues 
interests  in  commimity  service,  music, 
photography,  and  sports.  Through  her 
work,  Andrea  has  demonstrated  great 
initiative  and  a  strong  interest  in 
world  affairs.  She  plans  to  attend  col- 
lege and  major  in  International  Rela- 
tions or  International  Business. 

The  Japan-United  States  Senate 
Youth  Exchange  selects  one  student 
from  each  State  to  spend  6  weeks  in 
Japan  studying  government,  language, 
and  culture.  During  her  time  in  Japan, 
she  will  participate  in  receptions  and 
meetings  with  government  officials  in 
Tokyo  and  live  with  a  Japanese  host 
family.  Andrea  will  be  an  outstanding 
ambassador  from  the  Granite  State  and 
help  foster  understanding  between  two 
different  cultures. 

This  scholarship  program  helps  pre- 
pare the  future  leaders  of  our  Nation 
by  increasing  their  understanding 
about  the  world  and  shaping  their  glob- 
al perspectives.  I  commend  Andrea  for 
her  hard  work,  and  I  congratulate  her 
for  this  distinguished  honor.  I  wish  her 
success  in  Japan  and  in  her  academic 
career.* 


UNITED  STATES  LOSES  RANK  IN 
GLOBAL  GIVING 

•  Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  a  press 
conference  was  held  yesterday,  which 
included,  among  other  persons.  Con- 
gressman Tony  Hall;  the  head  of  AID. 
Brian  Atwood;  and  Julia  Taft,  the  head 
of  Interaction.  Also  present  were  Rudy 
von  Bemuth,  executive  director  of  the 
Council  of  Voluntary  Agencies,  and 
David  Beckman,  president  of  Bread  for 
the  World. 

The  press  conference  called  attention 
to  the  abysmal  record  of  the  United 
States  compared  to  other  nations  in 
our  response  to  world  hunger.  For  ex- 
ample. France,  with  only  60  million 
people,  compared  to  our  250  million 
people,  has  provided  more  foreign  eco- 
nomic   assistance    than    the    United 


States.  And  we  have  a  gross  national 
product — national  income — that  is  5Vi 
times  that  of  France. 

Japan,  Germany,  and  France  are  all 
ahead  of  us  in  absolute  dollars  given, 
when  once  we  were  by  far  the  leading 
country. 

Not  only  that,  but  in  terms  of  the 
percentage  of  our  national  Income,  we 
are  behind  every  Western  European 
country,  Australia,  New  Zealand,  and 
Japan.  Denmark  provides  almost  1  per- 
cent compared  to  our  one-tenth  of  1 
percent.  Ahead  of  us  are  Sweden,  Nor- 
way, Netherlands,  France,  Canada,  Bel- 
gium, Luxembourg,  Australia,  Switzer- 
land, Austria,  Finland,  Germany, 
United  Kingdom,  Japan,  Portugal,  Ire- 
land, Spain,  New  Zealand,  and  Italy. 

I  ask  to  have  printed  in  the  Record 
the  transcript  of  the  news  conference 
and  the  article  in  the  Washington  Post 
by  Thomas  Lippman. 

The  material  follows: 

U.S.  Loses  Rank  in  Global  Giving 
(By  Thomas  W.  Lippman) 

The  United  States,  once  the  world  leader 
in  aid  to  developing  nations,  has  dropped  to 
fourth  In  the  amount  of  money  it  spends  on 
such  aid  and  Is  a  distant  last  among  donor 
nations  In  the  percentage  of  economic  out- 
put devoted  to  foreign  aid,  according  to  new 
figures  released  yesterday. 

Japan,  France  and  Germany  contributed 
more  money  to  Third  World  development 
last  year  than  the  United  States  did.  Amer- 
ica fell  to  fourth  place  from  second,  behind 
Japan.  In  1994. 

The  United  States  also  was  last  among  the 
21  nations  In  the  Development  Assistance 
Committee  of  the  Paris-based  Organization 
of  Economic  Cooperation  and  Development 
In  the  share  of  national  output  devoted  to 
Third  World  assistance,  OECD  reports. 

Among  the  countries  that  contributed 
more  of  their  gross  national  product  were 
Portugal,  Ireland  and  New  Zealand,  neg- 
ligible economic  powers  by  comparison  with 
the  United  States,  which  has  by  far  the 
world's  biggest  economy. 

The  OECD  figures  were  trumpeted  at  a 
news  conference  yesterday  by  Clinton  admin- 
istration foreign  aid  director  J.  Brian  At- 
wood and  spokesmen  for  nongovernmental 
groups  supportive  of  foreign  aid.  They  used 
the  figures  to  argue  that  U.S.  aid  has  fallen 
too  far  and  that  this  country  Is  abdicating 
its  global  responsibilities. 

"Our  foreign  assistance  program  accounts 
for  less  than  1  percent  of  our  national  [fed- 
eral government]  budget,  about  S34  per  tax- 
paying  family,"  Atwood  said.  "That's  not 
generous.  We  should  feel  ashamed.  We  are 
falling  to  fuinil  our  responsibilities  as  a 
world  power.  More  Importantly,  we  are  fall- 
ing our  own  national  Interests  and  we're  fall- 
ing our  own  national  values." 

Atwood's  Agency  for  International  Devel- 
opment has  been  hit  especially  hard  by  budg- 
et cuts  Imposed  by  the  Republican-con- 
trolled Congress,  where  many  members  are 
hostile  to  most  fonns  of  foreign  aid.  This 
morning,  Atwood  said,  AID  will  begin  laying 
off  200  workers.  Including  veterans  with 
years  of  experience  In  the  field  and  foreign 
language  skills,  because  "we  do  not  have  the 
budget  to  sustain  their  employment." 

Atwood  and  his  allies— Including  Rep. 
Tony  Hall  (D-Ohlo)  and  Julia  Taft.  president 
of  the  Interaction  umbrella  organization  of 
volunteer  groups— made  the  same  argument 
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they  have  been  making  for  the  past  year  and 
half:  that  it  is  penny-wise  but  poimd  foolish 
for  Congress  to  beef  up  defense  spending  but 
cut  development  assistance  that  could  make 
military  Interventions  unnecessary. 

"Many  members  of  Congress,  especially 
the  newer  ones,  they  express  a  deep  hostility 
toward  foreign  aid."  Hall  said.  "Many  elect- 
ed officials  lack  the  vision  and  the  leader- 
ship to  make  it  clear  to  their  voters  that  the 
eradication  of  poverty  Is  in  the  best  interest 
of  everyone,  both  rich  and  poor  countries." 

Congress  has  not  been  moved  by  such  argu- 
ments. Funds  for  development  and  humani- 
tarian assistance— not  including  military 
aid— were  cut  from  $8.4  billion  In  fiscal  1995 
to  $7  billion  this  year  and  are  scheduled  to 
decrease  a  bit  more  next  year — even  as  the 
House  voted  earlier  this  month  to  spend  $11 
billion  more  on  defense  than  the  administra- 
tion requested. 

Using  slightly  different  categories,  the 
OECD  credited  the  United  States  with  $7.3 
billion  in  development  aid  In  1995.  Japan 
gave  $15.5  billion.  France  $8.44  billion  and 
Germany  $7.5  billion.  The  U.S.  figure  was 
one-tenth  of  1  percent  of  GNP,  lowest  In  the 
contributors'  group.  The  highest  was  Den- 
mark, at  just  under  1  percent  of  GNP. 

The  role  of  U.S.  assistance  In  the  develop- 
ing world  was  narrowed  by  the  heavy  con- 
centration of  funds  going  to  Israel  and 
Egypt:  $2.05  billion  of  the  $7.3  billion  was 
earmarked  for  those  two  Middle  East  na- 
tions. 

Supporters  of  foreign  aid  complain  that 
Americans  In  general,  and  many  members  of 
Congress,  believe  foreign  aid  Is  a  big-tlcket 
Item  in  the  U.S.  budget  that  can  be  slashed 
to  cut  the  deficit.  The  reality.  Taft  said.  Is 
that  this  represents  "widespread  misunder- 
standing about  how  little  money  really  goes 
to  foreign  aid." 

[From  the  Federal  Document  Clearing 
House] 
Transcript  of  News  Conference,  June  17, 
1996 
(Speakers  list:   J.  Brian  Atwood.   director. 
U.S.    Agency    for   International    Develop- 
ment; U.S.  Representative  Tony  Hall  (D- 
OH);    Julia   Taft,    president.    Interaction; 
Rudy    von    Bemuth.    executive    director. 
Council    of    Voluntary    Agencies;    David 
Beckman,  president.  Bread  for  the  World) 
Atwood.  Thank  you  very  much,  Julia,  and 
thank  you  for  your  leadership  and  that  of 
Interaction,  a  group  of  American  non-gov- 
ernmental  organizations   who    do   humani- 
tarian and  development  work.  We're  pleased 
that  the  NGOs  that  are  members  of  Inter- 
action are  partners  in  delivering  assistance 
to  people  around  the  world. 

We  have  a  table  at  the  front  here  full  of 
leaders;  David,  Rudy,  Tony  Hall.  All,  in  their 
own  way.  have  really  been  leaders  in  this  ef- 
fort. We're  here  today  to  discuss  some  rather 
dismal  statistics.  This  Is  a  very  sad  week  for 
the  American  foreign  assistance  program. 
The  Development  Assistance  Committee  of 
the  Organization  for  Economic  Cooperation 
and  Development  has  this  morning  in  Paris 
released  its  1995  statistics  for  official  devel- 
opment assistance. 

The  United  States  has  now  fallen  behind 
Japan,  France  and  Germany  In  total  aid  vol- 
ume. Our  volume  has  dropped  by  one-third 
and  we  continue  to  rank  last  among  donor 
nations  as  a  percentage  of  our  gross  national 
product,  as  Julia  Indicated.  Tomorrow, 
USAID  win  begin  a  reduction  of  Its  work- 
force. The  first  of  200  letters  will  be  distrib- 
uted to  our  American  staff  informing  them 
that  we  do  not  have  the  budget  to  sustain 


their  employment.  This  comes  on  the  heels 
of  reducing  the  USAID  workforce  from  11.500 
to  8.700.  This  Is  the  second  largest  reduction 
In  the  U.S.  government. 

The  services  of  outstanding  development 
professionals  will  be  lost  to  the  U.S.  govern- 
ment, possibly  forever.  So.  at  the  moment 
when  global  development  problems  are 
mounting,  the  United  States  Is  severely 
damaging  Its  institutional  capacity  to  re- 
spond. At  the  same  time,  the  overall  con- 
tribution of  the  industrial  nations  to  devel- 
opment has  fallen  another  10  percent.  This  Is 
a  reduction  of  18  percent  in  the  last  two  cal- 
endar years. 

International  organizations,  the  United 
Nations  and  the  international  financial  In- 
stitutions, led  by  the  World  Bank,  are  being 
undermined  just  as  the  world  faces  major 
real  development  problems.  Eight  hundred 
million  people,  mostly  children,  are  mal- 
nourished. Food  shortages  in  many  areas  of 
the  developing  world  have  become  acute.  In- 
surance companies  are  paying  out  record 
amounts  for  weather-related  damages  due  to 
global  warming.  Millions  of  families  have  no 
access  to  family  planning  services,  which  Is 
causing  millions  of  unwanted  pregnancies, 
maternal  deaths  and  abortions. 

Nation-states  are  failing  In  greater  num- 
bers than  ever  due  to  political,  economic,  en- 
vironmental and  demographic  pressures, 
unleashing  a  tide  of  refugees  and  displaced 
persons.  These  problems  will  only  get  worse 
as  the  world's  population  grows  by  one  bil- 
lion people  each  decade. 

These  new  people  can  either  be  consumers, 
or  they  can  be  the  wards  of  the  world's  rich 
countries. 

That's  the  choice  that  we  face  today.  We 
Americans  think  of  ourselves  as  generous 
people.  We  respond  when  there  is  a  humani- 
tarian crisis.  But  the  time  is  over  for  meas- 
uring our  generosity  simply  by  our  response 
to  disasters. 

As  Julia  mentioned,  we're  the  richest  iia- 
tlon  on  earth.  Our  economy  produces  $6  tril- 
lion a  year  In  goods  and  services.  Yet  our 
foreign  assistance  program  accounts  for  less 
than  one  percent  of  our  national  budget, 
about  $34  per  taxpaylng  family. 

That's  not  generous.  We  should  feel 
ashamed.  We  are  failing  to  fulfill  our  respon- 
sibilities as  a  world  power.  More  imjxjr- 
tantly,  we  are  failing  our  own  national  inter- 
ests and  we're  failing  our  own  national  val- 
ues. 

I  think  It's  time  to  wake  up  and  realize 
that  we  will  not  balance  our  budget  without 
sustained  growth  in  the  global  economy.  We 
will  not  balance  our  budget  If  the  developing 
world  continues  to  produce  failed  states  that 
disrupt  the  global  economy.  We  need  to 
make  the  investments  in  development  assist- 
ance that  will  preserve  our  children's  health, 
standard  of  living,  and  safety. 

If  we  continue  to  ignore  this  responsibil- 
ity, the  world  will  see  increasing  chaos,  and 
our  generation  will  be  condemned  for  its 
short-sightedness.  Thank  you. 

Julia  Taft.  Thank  you,  Brian.  Congress- 
man Hall? 

Hall.  Thank  you,  Julia  and  Brian  and 
David.  Rudy.  Ladies  and  gentlemen  and 
friends,  today's  report— pardon  me— really 
comes  at  an  historic  moment.  This  is  a  time 
of  enormous  opportunities  for  peace  and 
prosperity.  Russia  had  just  held  its  second 
election  on  a  record  of  more  economic  re- 
form and  more  trade. 

But  It's  also  a  time  of  terrible  suffering  In 
countries  all  over  the  world.  There's  well 
over  23  humanitarian  crises  that  are  going 
on  right  now.  And  it's  a  time  of  internal 


chaos  that  faces  other  countries  where  peace 
technically  prevails,  such  as  In  Bosnia. 

The  clearest  message  In  today's  report  Is 
that  while  the  quality  of  aid  is  improving, 
the  quantity  of  financial  resources  is  slip- 
ping dramatically. 

Two  more  reports  offer  a  troubling  picture 
of  the  future.  Four  out  of  every  five  dollars 
that  next  year's  foreign  appropriation  bill 
cuts  are  In  the  programs  that  target  the 
world's  poorest  people.  It  does  try  to  main- 
tain the  current  commitment  to  UNICEF 
and  childhood  survival  programs,  but  other- 
wise falls  short  of  even  last  year's  miserly 
contribution. 

The  agriculture  appropriation  bill  ignores 
the  sobering  fact  that  wheat  and  com  prices 
have  doubled,  and  that  prices  for  other  com- 
modities are  near  all-time  highs.  This  means 
significantly  less  food  will  reach  the  mouths 
of  hungry  children  and  others  next  year. 

And  this  Is  something  that  really  hasn't 
been  focused  on.  The  appropriation  bill,  the 
agriculture  bill  that  we  passed  last  year — or 
I'm  sorry,  last  week — Is  the  lowest  percent- 
age of  tonnage  that  1  can  remember,  prob- 
ably the  lowest  percentage  of  tonnage  going 
to  hungry  people  since  the  start  of  the  pro- 
gram.' And  It's  been  cut  In  lialf  since  1993. 

This  Is  doubly  shortsighted  because  the 
grain  we  are  not  providing  is  grown  by 
American  farmers. 

Many  members  of  Congress,  especially  the 
newer  ones,  they  express  a  deep  hostility  to- 
wards foreign  aid.  Many  elected  officials 
lack  the  vision  and  the  leadership  to  make  it 
clear  to  their  voters  that  the  eradication  of 
poveixy  is  in  the  best  Interest  of  everyone, 
both  rich  and  poor  countries. 

The  story  doesn't  end  here,  though,  and. 
like  the  spirits  of  Christmas  past  and  present 
and  future,  these  ti«nds  do  not  seal  our  fate. 
1  believe  there  Is  a  different  spirit  in  our  na- 
tion, and  that  this  is  the  spirit  that  should 
guide  us  to  a  different  future.  I  believe  that 
people  are  willing  to  help  people  help  them- 
selves, and  there  is  no  shortage  of  support 
for  food  aid  and  microenterprise  i>rograms. 
and  popularly-supported  programs  that  do 
just  that. 

Both  government  programs  and  NGOs  need 
seed  money  and  nurturing.  I  believe  that 
people  stand  ready  to  help  children,  espe- 
cially, and  the  millions  of  refugees  of  wars 
and  weather  disasters.  Poll  after  poll  sup- 
ports this  readiness,  and  my  own  constitu- 
ents affirm  It  to  me  every  time  I  go  home.  I 
believe  my  constituents  are  proud  of  the  fact 
tliat  I  work  on  these  prograjns. 

As  a  matter  of  factr— I've  said  this  to  you 
before,  and  I  can't  say  enough  times— and 
tliat  a  recent  poll  showed  that  It  was  a  very 
wide,  very  wide  poll  from  the  standpoint  It 
had  tremendous  diversity  across  the  country 
that  people  believed  that  hunger  and  poverty 
issues  are  as  Important  as  balancing  the 
budget  and  health  care  issues. 

There  Is  a  consensus  emerging  among  gov- 
ernments. NGOs.  churches,  and  people  who 
are  guided  by  their  conscience  that  we  know 
how  to  fight  hunger  and  poverty,  and  tliat  we 
can  beat  It  If  we  work  together.  Despite  the 
critics,  there  is  ample  evidence  to  support 
the  conse.nsus.  Some  20  years  ago,  the  world 
banded  together  and  they  wiped  out  small- 
pox, and  we  won.  And  we  are  very  close  to 
eliminating  polio. 

Winning  that  battle  will  mean  that  Amer- 
ican families  will  save  the  quarter  billion 
dollars  spent  each  year  on  polio  vaccines.  It 
will  mean  that  the  dozen  American  children 
who  actually  catch  polio  from  the  vaccine 
each  year  won't  anymore.  And  it  will  mean 
tliat  we  wQl  save  the  lives  of  the  thousands 
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of  children  crippled  or  killed  by  polio  each 
year. 

In  the  past  50  years,  we  have  helped  raise 
literacy  by  a  third,  cut  infant  mortality  in 
half,  and  Increase  life  expectancy  from  44  to 
62  years.  The  United  States  cannot  afford  to 
ignore  any  region  or  segment  of  a  popu- 
lation, however  poor.  We  are  too  connected, 
we  are  too  attuned  to  the  other  people  we 
watch  on  television  every  night,  we're  too 
vulnerable  to  diseases  that  begin  continents 
away,  and  too  enriched  by  exports  to  nations 
whose  people  achieve  a  healthy  standard  of 
living. 

Interaction  and  development  initiatives 
deserve  a  special  commendation  for  their  Re- 
lief of  Aid  Report.  It  is  hard  evidence  that 
the  quality  of  aid  is  improving,  and  it  is  a 
clear  call  to  action  for  developed  countries 
to  focus  more  resources  on  hunger  and  pov- 
erty. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  the 
United  States  should  become  a  human- 
itarian leader  once  a^ain  instead  of 
dragging  our  feet.  And  in  the  long  run 
our  failure  to  do  the  generous  and  right 
thing  will  cost  our  people  both  in  secu- 
rity terms  and  in  economic  terms.* 


MAKING  MAJORITY 
APPOINTMENTS  TO  COMMITTEES 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Senate  now 
turn  to  the  immediate  consideration  of 
a  resolution,  which  I  send  to  the  desk, 
making  majority  appointments  to 
committees. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  resolution  (S.  Res.  267)  to  make  changes 
in  committee  membership  for  the  104th  Con- 
gress. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  resolution. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  resolution  be 
agreed  to  and  the  motion  to  reconsider 
be  laid  upon  the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to,  as  fol- 
lows: 

S.  RES.  267 

Resolved,  That  notwithstanding  any  provi- 
sion of  the  Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  the 
following  Senators  are  either  added  to  or  re- 
moved from  the  following  committees  for 
the  104th  Congress,  or  until  their  successors 
are  appointed: 

Added  to: 

Armed  Services:  The  Senator  from  Kansas 
[Mrs.  Prahm]; 

Banking.  Housing,  tmd  Urban  Affairs:  The 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mrs.  Frahm]; 

Finance:  The  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  LOTT]; 

Governmental  Affairs:  The  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Domenict]; 

Agriculture,  Nutrition  and  Forestry:  The 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Gramm]; 

Rules  and  Administration:  The  Senator 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  LOTT]; 

Budget:  The  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Mack]; 


Removed  from: 

Armed  Services:  The  Senator  from  Mis- 
sissippi [Mr.  LOTT]; 

Banking.  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs:  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Domenici]; 

Governmental  Affairs;  The  Senator  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Brown];  and 

Budget:  The  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
LOTT]. 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 


APPOINTMENT  BY  THE  PRESIDENT 
PRO  TEMPORE 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair,  on  behalf  of  the  President  pro 
tempore,  pursuant  to  Senate  Resolu- 
tion 400,  94th  Congress,  and  Senate  Res- 
olution 4,  95th  Congress,  appoints  the 
following  Senators  to  the  Select  Com- 
mittee on  Intelligence:  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Specter],  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  LUGAR],  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Shelby], 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  DeWine], 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Kyl], 
the  Senator  fi-om  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Inhope],  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mrs. 
Hutchison],  the  Senator  from  Maine 
[Mr.  Cohen],  and  the  Senator  from  Col- 
orado [Mr.  Brown]. 


MEASURE  PLACED  ON 
CALENDi^Rr-H.R.  3525 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  H.R.  3525,  which 
was  just  received  from  the  House,  be 
placed  on  the  calendar. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  note  this  is  the  legisla- 
tion dealing  with  the  church  burning 
issue. 


ANTI-CAR  THEFT  IMPROVEMENTS 
ACT  OF  1996 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Senate  proceed 
to  the  immediate  consideration  of  H.R. 
2803,  just  received  from  the  House. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  bill  (H.R.  2803)  to  amend  the  anti-car 
theft  provisions  of  title  49,  United  States 
Code,  to  Increase  the  utility  of  motor  vehicle 
title  information  to  State  and  Federal  law 
enforcement  officials,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  bill  be  consid- 
ered read  a  third  time  and  passed;  that 
the  motion  to  reconsider  be  laid  upon 
the  table;  and  that  any  statements  re- 
lating to  this  bill  be  placed  at  the  ap- 
propriate place  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  bill  (H.R.  2803)  was  considered 
read  the  third  time  and  passed. 


EXECUTIVE  CALENDAR 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Senate  proceed 
to  executive  session  to  consider  the  fol- 
lowing nominations:  Executive  Cal- 
endar nominations  Nos.  606,  607,  609  and 
610  through  632,  and  all  nominations 
placed  on  the  Secretary's  desk. 

I  further  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  nominations  be  confirmed  en  bloc; 
that  the  motions  to  reconsider  be  laid 
upon  the  table  en  bloc;  that  any  state- 
ments relating  to  the  nominations  a.p- 
pear  at  the  appropriate  place  in  the 
Record;  that  the  President  be  imme- 
diately notified  of  the  Senate's  action; 
and  that  the  Senate  then  return  to  leg- 
islative session. 

I  note  here,  Mr.  President,  that  these 
are  military  nominations  which  were 
reported  out  of  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  on  June  13. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  nominations  considered  and  con- 
firmed, en  bloc,  are  as  follows: 

DJ  THE  AIR  FORCE 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general 
while  assigned  to  a  position  of  importance 
and  responsibility  under  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  section  601: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 
Maj.  Gen.  Ronald  T.  Kadish,  177-38-0901,  U.S. 
Air  Force 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  general  in  the  U.S.  Air 
Force  while  assigned  to  a  position  of  impor- 
tance and  responsibility  under  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  section  601: 

To  be  general 
Lt.  Gen.  Walter  Kross,  113-34-0276 

IN  THE  ARMY 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  general  in  the  U.S. 
Army  while  assigrned  to  a  position  of  impor- 
tance and  responsibility  under  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  section  601(a): 
To  be  general 

Lt.  Gen.  Wesley  K.  Clark.  432-80-5682.  U.S. 
Army 
The  following  U.S.  Army  Reserve  officers 
for  promotion  in  the  Reserve  of  the  Army  to 
the  grades  indicated  under  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  sections  3371.  3384.  and  12203(a): 

To  be  major  general 
Brig.  Gen.  Paul  C.  Bergson.  219-42-4718 
Brig.  Gen.  Douglas  E.  Caton,  228-S6-3994 
Brig.  Gen.  Anthony  R.  Kropp,  132-36-2954 
Brig.  Gen.  John  M.  O'Connell,  471-50-0097 
To  be  brigadier  general 

Col.  Voneree  Deloatch,  245-56-3340 
Col.  Robert  M.  Diamond,  176-40-5525 
Col.  Alfonsa  Gilley,  267-94-9002 
Col.  Haywood  S.  Gilliam,  223-58-7878 
Col.  Pierce  A.  Roan,  Jr.,  518-48-4710 
Col.  Alfred  T.  Rossi,  121-34-4242 
Col.  Richard  G.  Simmons,  425-72-0501 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  general  in  the  U.S. 
Army  while  assigned  to  a  position  of  impor- 
tance and  responsibility  under  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  section  601(a): 
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To  be  general 
Lt.  G«n.  David  A.  Bramlett.  561-58-9889.  U.S. 
Army 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general  in 
the  U.S.  Army  while  assigned  to  a  position  of 
importance  and  responsibility  under  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  section  601(a): 
To  be  lieutenant  general 
Maj.  Gen.  Peter  J.  Schoomaker.  514-44-3788 

IN  THE  MARINE  CORPS 

The  following-named  brigadier  generals  of 
the  U.S.  Marine  Corps  for  promotion  to  the 
grade  of  major  general,  under  the  provisions 
of  section  624  of  title  10.  United  States  Code: 

To  be  major  general 
Brig.  (Jen.  Thomas  A.  Braaten,  526-76-3443. 

USMC 
Brig.  (Jen.  Michael  P.  DeLong.  368-46-5191. 

USMC 
Brig.  (Jen.  Edward  Hani  on.  Jr..  231-58-2430. 

USMC 
Brig.  Gen.  (Jeoffrey  B.  Higginbotham.  298-38- 

8936,  USMC 
Brig.  (Jen.  CJeorge  M.  Karamarkovich,  184-32 

2460.  USMC 
Brig.  CJen.  Jack  W.  Klimp.  386-44-5723.  USMC 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general  in 
the  U.S.  Marine  Corps  while  assigned  to  a  po- 
sition of  importance  and  responsibility  under 
the  provisions  of  section  601.  title  10,  United 
States  Code: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 
Maj.  (Jen.  Carol  A.  Mutter.  521-60-7992 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment as  Assistant  Commandant  of  the  Ma- 
rine Corps,  Headquarters,  U.S.  Marine  Corps, 
and  appointment  to  the  grade  of  general 
while  serving  in  that  position  under  the  pro- 
visions of  section  5044.  title  10.  United  States 
Code: 

To  be  Assistant  Commandant  of  the  Marine 
Corps 
Lt.  (Jen.  Richard  I.  Neal.  023-30-0571 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general  in 
the  U.S.  Marine  Corps  while  assigned  to  a  po- 
sition of  importance  and  responsibility  under 
section  601,  title  10,  United  States  Code: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 
Maj.  (Jen.  Terrence  R.  Dake,  514-50-6646 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general  in 
the  U.S.  Marine  Corps  while  assigned  to  a  po- 
sition of  Importance  and  responsibility  under 
section  601,  title  10.  United  States  Code: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 
Maj.  (Jen.  Jeffrey  W.  Oster.  462-56-4022 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  lieutenant  general  in 
the  U.S.  Marine  Corps  while  assigned  to  a  po- 
sition of  Importance  and  responsibility  under 
the  provisions  of  section  601,  title  10,  United 
States  Code: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 
Maj.  Gen.  James  L.  Jones.  Jr..  579-64-2699 

DJ  THE  NAVY 

The  following-named  officers  for  pro- 
motion in  the  Navy  of  the  United  States  to 
the  grade  Indicated  under  title  10.  United 
States  Code,  section  624: 

SUPPLY  CORPS 

To  be  rear  admiral 
Rear  Adm.  (Ih)  Edward  R.  Chamberlln,  033- 
32-9933,  U.S.  Navy 


SENIOR  HEALTH  CARE  EXECLTI\'E 
To  be  rear  admiral 

Rear  Adm.  (In)  Noel  K.  Dysart,  Jr.,  475-46- 

0597.  U.S.  Navy 
Rear  Adm.  (Ih)  Dennis  L  Wright.  426-78-9083. 

U.S.  Navy 
The    following-named    officers    for    pro- 
motion in  the  Staff  Corps  in  the  Navj-  of  the 
United  States  to  the  grade  indicated  under 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  section  624: 

MEDICAL  CORPS 

To  be  rear  admiral  (lower  half) 

Capt.    Alberto    Diaz.    Jr..    214-58-0577.    U.S. 
Navy 

SUPPLY  CORPS 

To  be  rear  admiral  (lower  half) 
Capt.  David  P.  Keller.  210-38-7903.  U.S.  Navy 
CIVIL  ENGINEER  CORPS 
To  be  rear  admiral  (lower  half) 
Capt.   Peter   W.   Marshall.   015-36-0438.   U.S. 
Navy 
The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  vice  admiral  in  the  U.S. 
Navy  while  assigned  to  a  position  of  impor- 
tance   and    responsibility    under    title    10. 
United  States  Code,  section  601: 
To  be  vice  admiral 
Rear  Adm.  (Selectee)  Thomas  B.  Fargo.  559- 
66-9953 
The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  admiral  in  the  U.S. 
Navy  while  assigned  to  a  position  of  impor- 
tance   and    responsibility    under    title    10. 
United  States  Code,  section  601: 

To  be  admiral 
Vice  Adm.  Archie  R.  Clemins.  344-34-5833 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  vice  admiral  In  the  U.S. 
Navy  while  assigned  to  a  position  of  impor- 
tance   and    responsibility    under    title    10. 
United  States  Code,  section  601: 
To  be  vicx  admiral 
Rear  Adm.  (Selectee)  Robert  J.  Natter,  419- 
60-0422 
The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  vice  admfral  in  the  U.S. 
Navy  while  assigned  to  a  position  of  impor- 
tance   and    responsibility    under    title    10, 
United  States  Code,  section  601: 
To  be  vice  admiral 
Rear  Adm.  James  B.  Perkins  m.  004-42-7739 
The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  vice  admiral  in  the  U.S. 
Navy  while  assigned  to  a  position  of  impor- 
tance   and    responsibility    under    title    10. 
United  States  Code,  section  601: 
To  be  vice  admiral 
Rear  Adm.  Herbert  A.  Browne  n.  460-72-4815 
The    following-named    officers    for    pro- 
motion in  the  Naval  Reserve  of  the  United 
States  to  the  grade  indicated  under  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  section  5912: 

UNRESTRICTED  LINE 

To  be  rear  admiral  (lower  half) 
Capt.  John  Nicholas  Costas,  465-68-6461,  U.S. 

Naval  Reserve 
Capt.  Joseph  Coleman  Hare.  192-36-2723.  U.S. 

Naval  Reserve 
Capt.  Daniel  Lawrence  Kloeppel,  486-52-8985. 

U.S.  Naval  Reserve 
Capt.  Henry  Francis  White.  Jr..  081-36-1081. 

U.S.  Naval  Reserve 

LTJRESTRICTED  LINE  (TAR) 

To  be  rear  admiral  (lower  haW 
Capt.  John  Francis  Brunelli.  027-32-8026.  U.S. 
Naval  Reserve 


The  following-named  oCQcer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  admiral  in  the  U.S. 
Navy  while  assigned  to  a  position  of  impor- 
tance and  responsibility  under  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  section  601.  and  title  42. 
United  States  Code,  section  7158: 

DIRECTOR.  NAVAL  NUCXEAK  PROPULSION 
PROGRAM 

To  be  admiral 
Vice  Adm.  Prank  L.  Bowman.  411-64-5146 

The  following-named  officer  for  reappoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  vice  admiral  in  the  U.S. 
Navy  while  assigned  to  a  position  of  impor- 
tance and  responsibility  under  title  10. 
United  States  Code,  section  601: 
To  be  vice  admiral 
Vice  Adm.  Arthur  K.  Cebrowski.  147-32-9746 

The  following-named  officers  for  pro- 
motion in  the  Naval  Reserve  of  the  United 
States  to  the  grade  indicated  under  title  10. 
United  States  (^ode.  section  5912; 

DENTAL  CORPS 
To  be  rear  admiral  (lower  half) 
Capt.  Vernon  Paul  Harrison.  259-64-2188.  U.S. 
Naval  Reserve 

JUDGE  ADVCX:ATE  GENERAL'S  CORPS 

To  be  rear  admiral  (lower  half) 
Capt.    Clifford    Joseph    Sturek.    505-50-3187, 
U.S.  Naval  Reserve 

SUPPLY  CORPS 

To  be  rear  admiral  (lower  half) 
Capt.    Steven    Robert    Morgan,    275-48-1542, 
U.S.  Naval  Reserve 

CniL  ENGINEER  CX)RPS 
To  be  rear  admiral  (lower  half) 
Capt.    Robert   C:harles    Marlay.    213^48-9681, 
U.S.  Naval  Reserve 
The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  admiral  in  the  U.S. 
Navy  while  assigned  to  a  position  of  impor- 
tance   and    responsibility    under    title    10, 
United  States  Code,  section  601: 

To  be  admiral 
Vice  Adm.  J.  Paul  Reason.  578-56-5763 

The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  vice  admiral  in  the  U.S. 
Navy  while  assigned  to  a  position  of  impor- 
tance   and    responsibility    under    title    10. 
United  States  Code,  section  601: 
To  be  viceadmiral 
Rear  Adm.   (Selectee)  Patricia  A.  Tracey. 
084-40-3579 
The  following-named  officer  for  appoint- 
ment to  the  grade  of  vice  admiral  in  the  U.S. 
Navy  while  assigned  to  a  position  of  impor- 
tance   and    responsibility    under    title    10. 
United  States  Code,  section  601: 
To  be  vice  admiral 
Rear  Adm.  (Selectee)  James  O.  Ellis,  Jr.,  VSt- 
76-4995 

IN  THE  AIR  FORCE,  ARMY.  MARINE  CORPS.  NAVY 

Afr  Force  nominations  beginning  Kathleen 
S.  Bohanon.  and  ending  Nancy  Melendez 
Camilo.  which  nominations  were  received  by 
the  Senate  and  appeared  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  of  April  25.  1996. 

Afr  Force  nominations  beginning  James  C. 
Balr.  and  ending  Donald  W.  Davison,  which 
nominations  were  received  by  the  Senate  and 
appeared  in  the  Congressional  Record  of 
April  25,  1996. 

Afr  Force  nominations  beginning  Thomas 
R.  Bfrd,  and  ending  William  A.  Dykes.  Jr., 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the  Sen- 
ate and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  May  14.  1996. 

Air  Force  nominations  beginning  Warren 
J.  Andersen,  and  ending  Mark  S.  Johnson. 
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which  nominations  were  received  by  the  Sen- 
ate and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  May  14, 1996. 

Air  Force  nominations  be^nning  Kenneth 
D.  Allen.  Jr.,  and  ending  Albert  L. 
Sherburne,  which  nominations  were  received 
by  the  Senate  and  appeared  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  of  May  14,  1996. 

Army  nominations  beginning  Loren  D. 
Alves,  and  ending  Joseph  F.  Yetter.  which 
nominations  were  received  by  the  Senate  and 
appeared  in  the  Congressional  Record  of  Jan- 
uary 22.  1996. 

Army  nominations  beginning  Daniel  F. 
Abahazy.  and  ending  2229x.  which  nomina- 
tions were  received  by  the  Senate  and  ap- 
peared in  the  Congressional  Record  of  March 
20.1996. 

Army  nominations  beginning  Glen  L. 
Bloomstrom.  and  ending  Richard  R.  Young, 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the  Sen- 
ate and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  April  15. 1996. 

Army  nomination  of  Robert  A.  Chllders, 
which  was  received  by  the  Senate  and  ap- 
peared in  the  Congressional  Record  of  April 
19.  1996. 

Army  nominations  beginning  Carl  E. 
Dawklns,  Jr..  and  ending  Leon  I.  Steinberg, 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the  Sen- 
ate and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  April  19.  1996. 

Army  nomination  of  Wayne  E.  Anderson, 
which  was  received  by  the  Senate  and  ap- 
peared In  the  Congressional  Record  of  May  6. 
1996. 

Army  nominations  beginning  Timothy  J. 
Coen.  and  ending  Ronald  E.  Banks,  which 
nominations  were  received  by  the  Senate  and 
appeared  in  the  Congressional  Record  of  May 
6.1996. 

Army  nominations  beginning  Garry  F.  At- 
Idns.  and  ending  Janice  L.  Wood,  which 
nominations  were  received  by  the  Senate  and 
appeared  in  the  Congressional  Record  of  May 
6.1996. 

Army  nominations  beginning  Charles  C. 
Appleby,  and  ending  Deborah  A.  Roman, 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the  Sen- 
ate and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  May  17, 1996. 

Army  nominations  beginning  Mitchell  L. 
Brown,  and  ending  Dale  P.  Foster,  which 
nominations  were  received  by  the  Senate  and 
appeared  In  the  Congressional  Record  of  May 
17. 1996. 

Marine  Corps  nomination  of  E.D.  Elek, 
which  was  received  by  the  Senate  and  ap- 
peared in  the  Congressional  Record  of  May 
17.  1996. 

Marine  Corps  nomination  of  Wade  C. 
Straw,  which  was  received  by  the  Senate  and 
appeared  in  the  Congressional  Record  of  May 
17. 1986. 

Marine  Corps  nomination  of  Thomas  J. 
Felts,  which  was  received  by  the  Senate  and 
appeared  In  the  Congressional  Record  of  May 
17.1906. 

Marine  Corps  nomination  of  Patrick  A. 
Slvlgny.  which  was  received  by  the  Senate 
and  appeared  in  the  Congressional  Record  of 
May  17, 1996. 

Marine  Corps  nominations  beginning  Ron- 
ald J.  Crabbs.  and  ending  Lawrence  R. 
Wooley.  which  nominations  were  received  by 
the  Senate  and  appeared  In  the  Congres- 
sional Record  of  May  22.  1996. 

Navy  nominations  beginning  James  A. 
Caviness,  and  ending  William  M.  Wlke. 
which  nominations  were  received  by  the  Sen- 
ate and  appeared  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  AprU  25. 1996. 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senate  will  now 
return  to  legislative  session. 


CAMPAIGN  FINANCE  REFORM 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  with  re- 
gard to  campaign  finance  reform,  I  now 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Rules 
Committee  be  discharged  from  further 
consideration  of  S.  1219.  regarding  cam- 
paigrn  finance  reform,  and  that  the  Sen- 
ate now  turn  to  its  immediate  consid- 
eration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

A  bill  (S.  1219)  to  reform  the  financing  of 
Federal  elections,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  4092 

(Purpose:  To  provide  a  complete  substitute) 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  LOTT], 
for  Mr.  McCain,  for  himself,  Mr.  Feingold 
and  Mr.  Thompson,  proposes  an  amendment 
numbered  4092. 

(The  text  of  the  amendment  is  print- 
ed in  today's  Record  under  "Amend- 
ments Submitted.") 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  amendment  be 
jLgreed  to  and  considered  original  text 
for  the  purpose  of  further  amendment: 
and  that  no  further  amendments  or 
modifications  be  in  order  prior  to  the 
cloture  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  (No.  4092)  was  agreed 
to. 


CLOTURE  MOTION 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  send  a 
cloture  motion  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clo- 
ture motion  having  been  presented 
under  rule  XXII,  the  Chair  directs  the 
clerk  to  read  the  motion. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

Cloture  Motion 

We.  the  undersigned  Senators,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  rule  XXH  of  the 
Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  do  hereby 
move  to  bring  to  a  close  debate  on  S.  1219. 
the  campaign  finance  reform  bill: 

Trent  Lott.  John  McCain.  Judd  Gregg, 
Bob  Smith,  Rick  Santorum,  Sheila 
Frahm,  Claiborne  Pell.  Jeff  Blngaman. 
David    Pryor,    John    F.    Kerry,    Paul 


Wellstone.  Patty  Murray.  Fred  Thomp- 
son. Bob  Graham.  Herb  Kohl.  Russell 
D.  Feingold. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  Senate  resume 
the  bill  for  debate  only  at  2  p.m.,  Mon- 
day. June  24. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  at  10:30  a.m.,  on 
Tuesday.  June  25,  the  Senate  resume 
consideration  of  S.  1219  for  debate  only 
for  2  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  in  the 
usual  form. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  cloture  vote 
occur  at  2:15  p.m.,  Tuesday,  June  25. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  Members  have 
until  2  p.m.,  Monday.  Jime  24,  to  file 
first-degree  amendments  and  12:30  p.m., 
on  Tuesday,  June  25,  to  file  second-de- 
gree amendments,  notwithstanding  the 
provisions  of  rule  XXn. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  do  want 
to  express  my  appreciation  to  all  those 
who  have  been  involved  in  arranging 
for  this  legislation  to  be  brought  up  in 
this  manner.  Senator  McCain,  Senator 
McCoNNEU.,  Senator  Feingold,  obvi- 
ously, the  Democratic  leader,  have 
been  involved  in  these  discussions.  I 
think  It  is  appropriate  that  we  have 
this  debate.  We  have  agreed  upon  a  way 
to  consider  it  that  I  think  will  be  fair 
to  all  concerned. 


ORDERS  FOR  FRIDAY,  JUNE  21,  1996 
AND  MONDAY,  JUNE  24.  1996 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  when  the  Senate 
completes  its  business  today,  it  stand 
in  adjournment  until  the  hour  of  9:30 
a.m.,  Friday,  June  21.  further,  that  im- 
mediately following  the  prayer,  the 
Journal  of  proceedings  be  deemed  ap- 
proved to  date,  no  resolutions  come 
over  under  the  rule,  the  call  of  the  cal- 
endar be  dispensed  with,  the  morning 
hour  be  deemed  to  have  expired,  and 
the  time  for  the  two  leaders  be  re- 
served for  their  use  later  in  the  day, 
and  that  there  then  be  a  period  for 
morning  business  until  the  hour  of 
12:30.  with  Senators  to  sjjeak  for  up  to 
5  minutes  each,  with  the  following  ex- 
ceptions: Senator  Coverdell  or  his 
designee  in  control  of  the  fii«t  90  min- 
utes. Senator  Daschle  or  his  designee 
in  control  of  the  second  90  minutes, 
with  Senator  Lieberman  in  control  of 
15  minutes  of  Senator  Daschle's  time; 
further,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
immediately  following  morning  busi- 
ness, the  Senate  stand  in  adjournment 
until  the  hour  of  1  p.m.,  Monday,  June 
24,    and  '  inunediately    following    the 
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prayer  on  Monday,  the  Journal  of  pro- 
ceedings be  deemed,  approved  to  date, 
no  resolutions  come  over  under  the 
rule,  the  call  of  the  calendar  be  dis- 
pensed with,  the  morning  hour  be 
deemed  to  have  been  expired,  the  time 
for  the  two  leaders  be  reserved  for  their 
use  later  in  the  day,  and  there  then  be 
a  period  for  morning  business  until  the 
hour  of  2  p.m..  with  each  Senator  al- 
lowed to  speak  for  up  to  5  minutes 
each;  and,  further,  immediately  follow- 
ing morning  business,  the  Senate  re- 
sume consideration  of  S.  1219,  the  cam- 
paign finance  reform  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  for  the  in- 
formation of  all  Senators,  the  Senate 
will  be  in  session  tomorrow  for  morn- 
ing business  only.  I  had  hoped  that  we 
would  be  able  to  get  some  more  amend- 
ments considered  on  the  Department  of 
Defense  authorization  bill,  but  we  were 
having  difficulty  getting  Senators  to 
be  available  to  offer  amendments,  plus, 
there  were  other  considerations  in- 
volved. So  we  will  only  have  the  morn- 
ing business.  There  will  be  no  rollcall 
votes  then  during  the  day  on  Friday. 
The  Senate  will  then  reconvene  on 
Monday,  and  following  the  period  of 
morning  business,  we  will  resume  the 
campaign  finance  bill  consideration. 
There  will  be  no  rollcall  votes  during 
Monday's  session  of  the  Senate  so  that 
we  can  have  this  debate. 

A  cloture  motion  was  filed  on  the 
campaign  finance  bill  today,  with  that 
cloture  vote  order  to  occur  at  2:15  p.m. 
on  Tuesday.  As  a  reminder  to  all  Sen- 
ators, first-degree  amendments  must 
be  filed  by  2  p.m.  on  Monday,  and  sec- 
ond-degree amendments  by  12:30  on 
Tuesday.  The  Senate  will  resume  the 
Department  of  Defense  authorization 
bill  next  week.  Therefore,  Senators 
should  anticipate  a  busy  week  with 
rollcall  votes  throughout  each  session. 

As  I  indicated  earlier,  we  have  not 
made  enough  progress  on  this  bill,  and 
if  we  have  to  go  into  the  night  next 
week,  we  virill  just  have  to  do  that.  I 
had  hoped  not  to  have  to  do  that,  but 
we  have  to  find  a  way  to  get  the  work 
completed.  We  wiU  have  to  look  at  that 
option.  Of  course,  we  will  discuss  that 
with  the  bill  managers,  and  certainly 
with  the  Democratic  leader. 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  9:30  A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  if  there  is 
no  fui1;her  business  to  come  before  the 
Senate,  I  now  ask  that  the  Senate 
stand  in  adjournment  under  the  pre- 
vious order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  6:41  p.m.,  adjourned  until  Friday, 
June  21. 1996,  at  9:30  a.m. 


CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive  nominations  confirmed  by 
the  Senate  June  20,  1996: 

FEDERAL  RESERVE  SYSTEM 

ALAN  GREENSPAN.  OF  NEW  YORK.  TO  BE  CH.URMAN  OF 
THE  BOARD  OF  GOVERNORS  OF  THE  FEDERAL  RESERVE 
SYSTEM  FOR  A  TERM  OF  FOUR  'i-EARS 

LAURENCE  H  METER.  OF  MISSOLTU.  TO  BE  A  MEMBER 
OF  THE  BOARD  OF  CO\'ERNORS  OF  THE  FEDERAL  RE- 
SERVE SYSTEM  FOR  THE  UNT3CPIRED  TERM  OF  FOUR- 
TEEN YEARS  FROM  Zyt». 

.ALICE  M  RI\TJN.  OF  PENNSYLVANU.  TO  BE  \  MEMBER 
OF  THE  BOARD  OF  GOVERNORS  OF  THE  FEDERAL  RE- 
SERVE SYSTEM  FOR  A  TERM  OF  FOLTITEEX  \t.\RS  FROM 
FEBRUARY  1.  19)6. 

ALICE  M.  RTVTJN.  OF  PENNS'iXVANIA.  TO  BE  A  VICZ 
CHAHIMAN  OF  THE  BOARD  OF  GOVER.NORS  OF  THE  FED- 
ERAL RESERVE  SYSTEM  FOR  A  TERM  OF  FOUR  YEARS 

THE  ABOVE  NOMINATIONS  WERE  APPROVED  SUBJECT 
TO  THE  NOMINEES'  COMMITMEXT  TO  RESPO-STJ  TO  RE- 
QUESTS TO  APPEAR  A-ND  TESTIFY  BEFORE  ANT  DULY 
CONSTITUTED  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  SENATE 

IN  THE  AIR  FORCE 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENERAL  WHILE  AS- 
SIGNXD  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORT.\NCE  ANT)  RESPON- 
SIBILnT  UNDER  TTTLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE  SEC- 
TION 801: 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ  GEN.  RONALD  T.  KADISH.  ITr-3»-0»l.  U.S.  AIR  FORCE 

THE  FOLIX>»TNG-NA.MED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  GENTaiAL  IN  THE  US  AIR  FORCE 
WHILE  ASSIGN-ED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  ANT) 
RESPONSIBILrrY  UNT)ER  TITLE  10,  UNTTED  ST.ATES  CODE 
SECTION  «0I; 


To  be  general 

LT  GEN.  WALTER  KROSS.  113-34-(BTe 

IN  THE  ARMY 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  GENERAL  IN  THE  US  AR.MY  VnilLE 
ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORT.^NCE  ANTI  RESPON- 
SfflUJTY  UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SEC- 
TION 801(A): 

To  be  general 

LT.  GEN.  WESLEY  K.  CLARK.  431-40-U82 

THE  FOLLOWING  U.S.  ARMY  RESERVE  OFFICERS  FOR 
PROMOTION  IN  THE  RESERVE  OF  THE  ARMY  TO  THE 
GRADES  INDICATED  L'NDER  TITLE  10.  CNTTED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTIONS  3371.  33M  AND  ISOSA): 

To  be  major  general 

BRIG  GEN.  PAUL  C.  BERCSON.  21»'I3-4T1I. 
BRIG  GEN.  DOUGLAS  E.  CATON.  ia-»-VtH. 
BRIG.  GEN.  ANTHONY  R  EROPP.  133-36-29M. 
BRIG.  GEK.  JOHN  M.  O'CONNELL.  m-Vt-tUH. 


To  be  brigadier  general 


COL. 
COL 
OOL. 
COL. 
COL 
COL 
COL 


VON-EREE  DELOATCH.  Mi-»-33«. 
ROBERT  M   DUMONT).  17S-tO-4US. 
ALFONSA  GILLEY.  Jg7-»«-«00! 
HAYWOOD  S  GILLIAM.  22>-S»-7»7». 
PIERCE  A  ROAN.  JR  .  SH-«-<710 
ALFRED  T.  ROSSI.  121-J4-e« 
RICHARD  G.  SIMMONS.  W>-71-OXl 


THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  GENXRAL  IN  THE  US  ARMY'  WHILE 
ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORT .\NCE  ANT)  RESPON- 
SIBILITi'  UNT)ER  TITLE  10.  US  C  ,  SECTION  WllA): 

To  be  general 

LT.  GEN.  DAVID  A.  BRAMLETT.  MI-J(-M» 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFTICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LIEUTENANT  GENTRAL  IN  THE  US 
ARM)'  WHILE  ASSIGN-ED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE 
ANT)  RESPONSIBILm'  UNT)ER  TITLE  10.  LTsTTED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTION  601(A): 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ.  GEN.  PETER  J  SCHOOMAKER.  S14-H-37M. 

IN  THE  MARINE  CORPS 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  BRIGADIER  GEN'ERALS  OF 
THE  U.S.  MARINE  CORPS  FOR  PROMOTION  TO  THE  GRADE 
OF  MAJOR  CEN-ERAL.  UNT)ER  THE  PROVISIONS  OF  SEC- 
TION S24  OF  TITLE  10.  ONITED  STATES  CODE: 

To  be  major  general 

BRIG.  GEN.  THOMAS  A.  BRAATEN.  136-76-3443. 
BRIG  GEN.  MICHAEL  P.  DELONG.  368-t6-S19I 
BRIG  GEN.  EDWARD  HANXON.  JR..  231-68-2430 
BRIG  GEN.  GEOFFREY  B  HIGGIN'BOTHAM.  296-38-8336 
BRIG  GEN.  GEORGE  M.  KARAMARKOVICH.  184-32-246U 
BRIG  GEN.  JACK  W.  KUMP.  386-44-572. 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  UECTENANT  GENERAL  IN  THE  OS 
MARINE  CORPS  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSTTICJN  OF  IM- 
PORTANCE AND  RESPONSIBILrrY  UNT)ER  THE  PROVI- 
SIONS OF  SECTION  801.  TITLE  10.  UNTIED  STATES  (X>DE. 


To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ.  GEN.  CAROL  A.  MUTTER.  M1-80-799I 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
AS  ASSISTANT  COMMANDANT  OF  THE  MARINT  CORPS 
HEADQUARTERS.  US  MARINT;  CORPS  A.VD  APPOINT- 
MENT TO  THE  GRADE  OF  GENERAL  WHILE  SER\TNG  IN 
THAT  POSmON  UNT>ER  THE  PROVISIONS  OF  SECTION 
5044.  TITLE  10.  UNTTED  STATES  CODE. 

To  be  assistant  commandant  of  the  Marine 
Corps 

LT  GEN.  RICHARD  I.  NXAL.  02:^-30-0671 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  LTEUTEN.VCT  GEN-ERAL  IN  THE  C  S 
MARD.-E  CORPS  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IM- 
PORTANCE .-OO)  RESPONSIBILm'  UNTJER  SECTION  601 
TITLE  10.  UNTTED  STATES  CODE 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ.  GEN.  TERRENCE  R.  DAKE.  514-50-6646 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 

TO  THE  GRADE  OF  UETTEN.VNT  GEN^ERAL  IN  THE  US 
M.ARINT:  CX)RPS  while  assigned  to  a  POSITION  OF  IM- 
PORT.VNCE  A.VD  RESPONSIBILm'  UTCDER  SECTION  801. 
TTTLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ  GEN   JEFFREY  W  OSTER.  463-56-4022. 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GR.\DE  OF  LIEL-TENAVT  OESTRAL  IN  THE  US 
MARIN-E  C»RPS  WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IM- 
PORTANCE AN-D  RESPONSIBILrrY  UNT>ER  THE  PROVI- 
SIONS OF  SECTION  601.  TITLE  10.  UNTTED  STATES  CODE 

To  be  lieutenant  general 

MAJ  GEN  JAMES  L.  JON-ES.  JR..  57»-64-2689 

IN  THE  XAVi' 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFnCERS  FOR  PROMOTION  IN 
THE  NAVY  OF  THE  UNTTg)  STATES  TO  THE  GRADE  INDI- 
CATED UN-DER  TITLE  10.  L^NTTED  STATES  CODE  SECTION 
624. 

SUPPLY  CORPS 

To  be  rear  admiral 

REAR  ADM  (LHl  EDWARD  R.  CHAMBERLIN.  033-33-880  U.S 
NAVY. 

SENIOR  HEALTH  CARE  EXECUTIVE 

To  be  rear  admiral 

REAR  ADM    (LH)  NOEL  K.  DYSART.  JR..  475-46-0S87    D.S 

NA\T 
REAR  ADM.  (LH)  DENNIS  I  WRIGHT.  «l»-T8-«aB3.  C.S  NAVY. 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICERS  FOR  PROMOTION  DC 
THE  STAFF  CORPS  IN  THE  NAVY  OF  THE  UNTTED  STATES 
TO  THE  GRADE  DiDICATH)  CNDBt  TITLE  10.  UNITED 
STATES  CODE.  SECTION  634: 

MEDICAL  CORPS 

To  be  rear  admiral  (lower  half) 

CAPT.  ALBQITO  DIAZ.  JR..  214-S»-0577,  U.S.  NAVY 
SUPPLY  CORPS 

To  be  rear  admiral  (lower  half) 

CAPT  DAVID  P  KELLER.  210-38-7803.  US  NAVY. 
CrVTL  EXOD.'EER  CORPS 
To  be  rear  admiral  (lower  half) 

CAPT  PETER  W  MARSHALL.  014-36-0438,  U.S.  NAVY. 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  VICE  ADMIRAL  IN  THE  US  NAVY 
WHILE  ASSIGN-ED  TO  A  POSTTION  OF  IMPORTANCE  ANT) 
RESPONSIBILrrY  UN'DER  TTTLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE, 
SECTION  601. 

To  be  vice  admiral 

REAR  ADM  (SELECTEE)  THOMAS  B.  FARCO.  M*  88  8863. 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPODTMDTT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  \TCE  JVDMIRAL  IN  THE  US  NAVY 
WHILE  ASSICN'ED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  ANT) 
RESPONSIBIUTY  UN'DER  TTTLE  10.  L^NTTED  STATES  CODE. 
SECTION  601: 

To  be  admiral 

VICE  ADM   ARCHIE  R.  CLEMINS,  344-34-5833 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPODiTMEKT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  VICE  ADMIRAL  IN  THE  US  NAVY 
WHILE  ASSIGN-ED  TO  A  POSmON  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND 

RESPONSiBiLrry  under  tttle  lo,  vsireD  states  oode. 

SECTION  601: 

To  be  vice  admiral 

rear  ADM  (SELECTEE)  ROBOIT  J   NATTER.  41»-«>-0<Z2 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICIK  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  VICE  ADMIRAL  IN  THE  US  NAVY 
WHILE  ASSIGN-ED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  DCFORTANCE  AN-D 

RESPONsmmnr  under  tttle  lo,  united  states  code. 

SECTION  601: 
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To  be  vice  odmiTal 

R£AR  ASM.  JAMES  B.  PERKINS'IU.  (XH-I2-7T39. 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  \^CE  ADMIRAL  IN  THE  U.S.  NA\'Y 
WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND 
RESPONSIBILnT  UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE. 
SECTION  601: 

To  be  Vice  admiral 

REAR  ADM.  HERBERT  A.  BROWNE  n.  480-72-4816. 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICERS  FOR  PROMOTION  IS 
THE  NAVAL  RESERVE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  TO  THE 
GRADE  INDICATED  UNDER  TITLE  10.  L'NITED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTION  5912: 

UNRESTRICTED  LINE 

To  be  rear  admiral  (lower  half) 

CAPT    JOHN  NICHOLAS  COSTAS.  46S-68-6461.   U.S.   NAVAL 

RESERVE 
CAPT.  JOSEPH  COLEMAN   HARE.    l»-36-Zra.   U.S.   NAVAL 

RESERVE. 
CAPT.    DANIEL    LAWRENCE    KLOEPPEL.    486-6a-89K.    US 

NAVAL  RESERVE. 
CAPT.  HENRY  FRANaS  WHITE.  JR.,  081-36-1081.  U.S.  NAVAL 

RESERVE. 

UNRESTRICTED  LINE  (TAR) 

To  be  rear  admiral  (lower  half) 

CAPT.  JOHN  FRANCIS  BRUNELU.  027-3J-8026.  U.S.  NAVAL 
RESERVE. 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  ADMIRAL  IN  THE  U.S.  NAVY  WHILE  AS- 
SIGNED TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  ANT)  RESPON- 
SIBILITY UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE,  SEC- 
TION «1  ANTJ  TITLE  42.  UNITED  STATES  CODE.  SECTION 
7158: 

DIRECTOR.  NAVAL  NUCLEAR  PROPULSION 
PROGRAM 

to  be  admiral 

VICE  ASM.  FRANK  L.  BOWMAN.  411-64-5146 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  REAPPOINT- 
MENT TO  THE  GRADE  OF  VICE  ADMIRAL  IN  THE  U.S. 
NAVY  WHILE  ASSIGN-ED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE 
AND  RESPONSIBILrrY  UNDER  TITLE  10.  LTOTED  STATES 
CODE  SECTION  (01: 

To  be  vice  admiral 

VICE  ADM.  ARTHUR  X.  CEBROWSKI.  147-32-9746 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICERS  FOR  PROMOTION  IN 
THE  NAVAL  RESERVE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  TO  THE 
GRADE  INDICATED  CNT>ER  TITLE  10.  LTCTTED  STATES 
CODE.  SECTION  5812: 

DENTAL  CORPS 

To  be  rear  admiral  (lower  half) 

CAPT    VERNON  PAUL  HARROON.  2SA-64-218I.  U.S.  NAVAL 
RESERVE. 


JUDGE  ADVOCATE  GENERAL'S  CORPS 

To  be  rear  admiral  (lower  half) 

CAPT  CLIFFORD  JOSEPH  STUREK,  505-50-3187.  US   NAVAL 
RESERVE 

SUPPLY  CORPS 

To  be  rear  admiral  (lower  half) 

CAPT    STEVEN  ROBERT  MORGAN.  275-48-1542.  U.S.  NAVAL 
RESERVE. 

CrVlL  ENGINEER  CORPS 

To  be  rear  admiral  (lower  half) 

capt  robert  charles  marlay.  213-48-9681.  u.s.  naval 
reser\t: 

THE  FOLLOW1NG-N.\MED  OFFICER  FOR  .APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GR.ADE  OF  ADMIRAL  IN  THE  US  NAV^'  WHILE  AS- 
SIGNXD  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  ANT)  RESPON- 
SIBILITY UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNTTED  STATES  CODE,  SEC- 
TION 601 

To  be  admiral 

VICE  ADM  J.  PAUL  REASON,  578-56-5763 

THE  FOLLOWTNG-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GRADE  OF  VICE  ."lDMIRAL  IN  THE  U.S.  NA\Tf 
WHILE  ASSIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  AND 
RESPONSffilUTY  UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNITED  STATES  CODE, 
SECTION  601: 

To  be  vice  admiral 

REAR  ADM.  I  SELECTEE)  PATRICIA  A  TRACEY.  084-40-3579. 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER  FOR  APPOINTMENT 
TO  THE  GR-VDE  OF  VICE  ADMIRAL  IN  THE  U.S.  NAVY 
WHILE  .-^SIGNED  TO  A  POSITION  OF  IMPORTANCE  ASD 
RESPONSIBILITY  UNDER  TITLE  10.  UNTIED  STATES  CODE, 
SECTION  601; 

To  be  vice  admiral 

REAR  AOM.  (SELECTEE)  JAMES  O    ELLIS.  JR..  2S3-7M995 
IN  THE  AIR  FORCE 

-MR  FORCE  NOMINATIONS  BBGDCNING  KATHLEEN  S. 
BOHANON.  AND  ENDING  NANCY  MELENDEZ  CAMILO. 
WHICH  NOMIN.ATIONS  WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE 
AND  APPEARED  IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  OF 
APRIL  2S.  1996. 

AIR  FORCE  NOMINATIONS  BBGINNTNG  JAMES  C.  BAIR. 
AND  ENDING  DONALD  W  DAVISON.  WHICH  NOMINATIONS 
WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED  IN  THE 
CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  OF  APRIL  25.  1996. 

AIR  FORCE  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  THOMAS  R.  BIRD. 
AND  ENDING  WILLIAM  A  DYKES.  JR.,  WHICH  NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE  RECEmD  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED 
IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  OF  MAY  14,  1996. 

AIR  FORCE  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  WARREN  J.  AN- 
DERSEN. AND  ENDING  MARK  S.  JOHNSON.  WHICH  NOMI- 
NATIONS WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  AP- 
PE.ARED  IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  OF  MAY  14. 
1996. 

AIR  FORCE  NOMINATIONS  BEGIN-NING  KENNETH  D 
ALLEN.  JR..  AND  ENDING  ALBERT  L  SHERBUR.VE.  WHICH 
NOMINATIONS  WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  AP- 
PEARED IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  OF  MAY  14. 
1996 


IN  THE  ARMY 

ARMY  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  LOREN  D  ALVES.  AND 
ENDING  -JOSEPH  F.  YETTER.  WHICH  NOMINATIONS  WERE 
RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED  IN  THE  CON- 
GRESSION.iVL  RECORD  OF  JANUARY  22,  1996 

ARMY  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  DANIEL  F.  ABAHAZY. 
AND  ENDING  222SX.  WHICH  NOMINATIONS  WERE  RE- 
CEIVED BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED  IN  THE  CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD  OF  MARCH  20.  1996. 

AR.MY         NOMINATIONS  BEGIN-NING  GLEN  L. 

BLOOMSTRO.M,  AND  ENDING  R1CH.4JID  R,  YOUNG,  WHICH 
NOMINATIONS  WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  AP- 
PE.ARED  IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  OF  APRIL  15. 
1996 

ARMY  NOMINATION  OF  ROBERT  A.  CKILDERS.  WHICH 
WAS  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED  IN  THE 
CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  OF  APRIL  19.  1996. 

-AR-MY  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  CARL  E.  DAWKINS. 
JR..  AND  ENDING  LEON  I  STEINBERG.  WHICH  NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE  RECERTD  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  .APPEARED 
IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  OF  APRIL  19.  1996. 

.VRMY  NOMINATION  OF  WAYNE  E.  ANDERSON,  WHICH 
WAS  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED  IN  THE 
CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  OF  MAY  6,  1996 

ARMY'  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  TIMOTHY  J.  COEN. 
AND  ENDING  RONALD  E  BANKS,  WHICH  NOMINATIONS 
WERE  RECEUTD  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED  IN  THE 
CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  OF  .MAY  6,  1996. 

ARMY  NOMINATIONS  BEGINT<TNG  GARRY  F  ATKINS. 
AND  ENDING  MANICE  L  WOOD.  WHICH  NOMINATIONS 
WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED  IN  THE 
CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  OF  MAY  6.  1996 

AR.MY  NOMINATIONS  BEGDfNING  CH.ARLES  C  APPLEBY. 
AND  ENDING  DEBORAH  A.  ROMAN.  WHICH  NOMINATIONS 
WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED  IN  THE 
CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  OF  MAY  17.  1996. 

ARMY  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  MITCHELL  L  BROWN, 
AND  ENDING  DALE  P.  FOSTER,  WHICH  NO.MINATI0NS 
WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED  IN  THE 
CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  OF  MAY  17,  1996, 

IN  THE  MARINE  CORPS 

MARINE  CORPS  NOMINATION  OF  E.  D  ELEK.  WHICH  WAS 
RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED  IN  THE  CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD  OF  MAY  17,  1986. 

MARINE  CORPS  NOMINATION  OF  WADE  C.  STRAW. 
WHICH  WAS  RECERTD  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED 
IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  OF  MAY  17, 1996, 

MARINE  CORPS  NOMINATION  OF  THOMAS  J.  FELTS, 
WHICH  WAS  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED 
IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  OF  MAY  17,  1986, 

MARINE  CORPS  NOMINATION  OF  PATRICK  A,  SIVIGNY. 
WHICH  WAS  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED 
IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  OF  MAY  17,  19S6. 

MARINE  CORPS  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  RONALD  J. 
CRABBS.  AND  ENDING  LAWRENCE  R.  WOOLLEY.  WHICH 
NOMINATIONS  WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  AP- 
PEARED IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  OF  MAY  22. 
Ut6. 

IN  THE  NAVY 

NAVY  NOMINATIONS  BEGINNING  JAMES  A.  CAVTNESS. 
AND  ENDING  WILLIAM  M.  WOCE.  WHICH  NOMINATIONS 
WERE  RECEIVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  APPEARED  IN  THE 
CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  OF  APRIL  25.  1986. 
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HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES— r^ursda^r,  June  20,  1996 


The  House  met  at  10  a.m.  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro  tem- 
pore [Mr.  Chambliss]. 


DESIGNATION  OF  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be- 
fore the  House  the  following  commu- 
nication from  the  Speaker: 

Washington,  DC, 

June  20.  1996. 
I  hereby  designate  the  Honorable  Saxby 
Chambuss  to  act  as  Speaker  pro  tempore  on 
this  day. 

Newt  Gingrich, 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


PRAYER 


The  Chaplain,  Rev.  James  David 
Ford.  D.D.,  offered  the  following  pray- 
er: 

As  You  are  the  creator  of  the  whole 
world,  O  God,  and  have  blessed  us  and 
ever  watch  over  us,  we  express  our  pe- 
titions before  You  seeking  Your  grace 
and  mercy.  We  remember  those  who 
have  special  need  this  day — those  in 
sorrow  or  sadness,  those  who  need  Your 
healing  hand  and  Your  word  of  bless- 
ing, those  who  look  for  confidence  and 
trust,  those  who  seek  courage  and 
strength.  May  Your  peace,  O  gracious 
God,  that  is  always  with  us,  be  and 
abide  with  all  Your  people,  now  and  ev- 
ermore. Amen. 


THE  JOtTRNAL 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Chambliss).  The  Chair  has  examined 
the  Journal  of  the  last  day's  proceed- 
ings and  announces  to  the  House  his 
approval  thereof. 

Pursuant  to  clause  1,  rule  I,  the  Jour- 
nal stands  approved. 


PLEDGE  OF  ALLEGIANCE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Will  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Heflfsc] 
come  forward  and  lead  the  House  in  the 
Pledge  of  Allegiance. 

Mr.  HEFLEY  led  the  Pledge  of  Alle- 
giance as  follows: 

I  pledge  allegiance  to  the  Flag  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  and  to  the  Repub- 
lic for  which  It  Stands,  one  nation  under  God, 
Indivisible,  with  liberty  and  justice  for  all. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  will  entertain  fifteen  1-minutes 
per  side. 


WHY  IS  CRAIG  LIVINGSTONE 
STILL  ON  THE  WHITE  HOUSE 
PAYROLL? 

(Mr.  CHABOT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  CHABOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  why  are 
taxpayers  paying  Craig  Livingstone 
not  to  work?  He  is  the  guy  who  was  in- 
volved in  pawing  through  the  private 
FBI  background  files  on  political  oppo- 
nents of  President  Clinton.  Even  the 
director  of  the  FBI,  a  Clinton  ap- 
pointee, has  termed  his  conduct  "an 
egregious  violation  of  privacy." 

Does  the  buck  stop  with  Livingstone? 
Do  not  bet  on  it.  Others  at  the  White 
House  chose  to  plead  executive  privi- 
lege to  cover  this  stuff  up,  but  Craig 
Livingstone  is  the  one  that  the  White 
House  has  chosen  to  suspend.  His  job 
has  now  been  reorganized  out  of  exist- 
ence, yet  he  continues  to  be  paid  with 
taxpayer  dollars. 

True,  there  are  probably  a  lot  worse 
things  than  paying  Craig  Livingstone 
not  to  work,  like  paying  him  to  con- 
tinue his  sleazy  investigations  of 
American  citizens.  It  is  not  like  he  has 
been  named  as  an  unindicted  co- 
conspirator or  something.  Still,  it  is 
curious  that  he  remains  on  the  White 
House  payroll.  Very  curious. 


REPUBLICAN  TAX  BREAKS  FOR 
THE  WEALTHY 

(Mr.  PALLONE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  PALLONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  con- 
tinue to  criticize  the  Gingrich-Dole 
Medicare  cuts  because  basically  they 
are  being  used  to  pay  for  tax  breaks  for 
the  wealthy.  They  open  the  door  for 
doctors  to  overcharge  seniors  beyond 
current  copayment  ceilings,  and  basi- 
cally force  seniors  into  managed  care 
and  eliminate  their  choice  of  doctors. 

But  now  these  tax  breaks  are  coming 
at  the  very  time  when,  in  today's  New 
York  Times,  it  is  reported  that  the  in- 
come disparity  between  the  poorest 
and  the  richest  continues  to  rise.  The 
Census  Bureau  said  today  that  the  gap 
between  the  most  affluent  Americans 
and  everyone  else  is  wider  than  it  has 
been  since  the  end  of  World  War  n,  and 
the  Bureau  has  determined  that  from 
1968,  when  the  gap  began  to  widen,  to 
1994,  the  last  year  for  which  complete 
data  were  available,  each  indicator  has 
shown  a  pronounced  increase  between 
the  gap  in  the  income  of  the  well-to-do 


and  those  of  the  poor  and  working 
class.  So  why  do  we  continue  to  make 
these  Medicare  cuts  in  order  to  give 
tax  breaks  to  the  wealthy? 

The  income  disparity  in  this  country 
has  never  been  as  great,  and  it  just  in- 
dicates once  again  why  the  Gingrich 
Republicans  and  the  Republican  leader- 
ship continue  to  play  to  the  special  in- 
terests, and  that  is  the  wealthy  Ameri- 
cans, with  these  tax  cuts. 


UNINDICTED  CO-CONSPIRATOR? 

(Mr.  HEFLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HEFLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  one  of 
Bill  Clinton's  closest  advisers,  and  best 
friends,  Bruce  Lindsey.  has  been  named 
an  unindicted  coconspirator  in  the  Ar- 
kansas trial  of  two  bankers  involved  in 
the  Whitewater  scandal. 

Unindicted  coconspirator?  Mr. 
Speaker,  when  was  the  last  time  you 
heard  that  term  used  in  relation  to  the 
White  House?  How  about  1974.  That  is 
right— Watergate. 

Mr.  Lindsey 's  designation  as  a  co- 
conspirator is  a  significant  turn  of 
events.  What  this  means  is  that  some- 
one inside  Bill  Clinton's  circle  of  top 
advisers  has  been  linked  directly  to  the 
illegal  diversion  of  funds  to  Clinton's 
1990  campaign  for  Governor. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Bill  Clinton's  propen- 
sity for  unethical,  if  not  blatantly  ille- 
gal behavior,  can  no  longer  be  ignored. 

Whitewater.  Travelgate.  Filegate.  All 
of  these  scandals  are  just  now  starting 
to  mushroom  and  they  all  demonstrate 
a  White  House  devoid  of  any  sense  of 
ethical  proportion. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  BY  THE  SPEAKER 
PRO  TEMPORE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  would  remind  the  Member  to 
avoid  personal  references  to  the  Presi- 
dent. 


INCOME  DISPARITY  BETWEEN 
RICH  AND  POOR  IS  STEADILY  IN- 
CREASING 

(Mr.  WISE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  WISE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  New 
York  Times  today,  and  other  news- 
papers, point  out  that  the  income  dis- 
parity, that  is.  the  gap  between  the 
wealthiest,  the  poorest,  and  the  middle 


DThis  symbol  represents  the  time  of  d«y  during  the  House  proceedings.  e.g..  D  1407  is  2:07  pjn. 
Matter  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken,  by  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  floor. 
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class,  is  steadily  growing;  no  secret  to 
many  working  middle-class  Americans. 
From  1968  to  1994.  the  rich  were  indeed 
getting  richer,  the  poor  poorer,  and  a 
lot  of  folks  just  are  not  moving  any- 
where. 

So  what  has  been  the  response  in  the 
Gingrich-Dole  budget  that  has  passed 
this  House  and  actually  passed  the 
Congress?  First  was  to  cut  back  the 
earned  income  tax  credit  for  working 
families  earning  under  S28,000.  That 
means  thousands  of  West  Virginia 
working  families  will  actually  see  a 
tax  increase,  not  a  tax  cut.  Oh,  yes.  I 
know  about  the  $500  tax  credit  that  is 
proposed.  However,  that  will  mean  that 
one-third  of  low-income  children  will 
not  see  a  benefit  from  that,  and  it  will 
not  offset  the  tax  increase  that  nuiny 
of  our  working  families  will  see. 

Another  response  has  been  to  cut 
Medicare  for  those  who  need  it  the 
most  to  pay  for  a  tax  break,  many  of 
the  benefits  of  which  will  go  to  the 
wealthiest.  That  does  not  make  much 
sense. 

Finally,  for  those  trying  to  be 
upwardly  mobile  and  get  an  education, 
the  Gingrich-Dole  budget  would  also 
rein  in  student  loans.  They  are  trying 
to  cut  the  rungs  off  the  very  ladder 
people  are  trying  to  climb  up. 


SALES  OF  NUCLEAR  TECHNOLOGY 
TO  CHINESE  COMPANY 

(Mr.  TRAFICANT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  TRAFICANT.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
White  House  approved  a  $140  million 
sale  of  nuclear  technology  to  a  Chinese 
company  that  has  already  sold  nuclear 
technology  to  Pakistan  and  Iran.  The 
White  House  said  do  not  worry,  this 
time  the  Chinese  Energy  Corp.  has 
promised  not  to  do  this  again.  Unbe- 
lievable. Who  is  on  first?  What  is  on 
second? 

America  gives  money  to  Russia,  Rus- 
sia sells  billions  of  dollars'  worth  of 
technology  to  China.  China  sells  the 
technology  to  our  enemies.  The  White 
House  threatens  China,  then  the  White 
House  sells  nuclear  technology  to 
China,  and  China  says  do  not  worry. 

Beam  me  up,  here.  It  is  completely 
evident  the  left  hand  at  the  White 
House  does  not  know  what  the  far  left 
hand  is  doing.  I  srield  back  the  balance 
of  any  nuclear  reactors  that  we  will  be 
facing  in  the  future. 


INTRODUCTION  OF  AMENDMENT 
TO  FIX  THE  LAWLESS  LOGGING 
RIDER 

(Ms.  FURSE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  FURSE.  Today,  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
have  a  chance  to  do  something  that  the 


people  of  this  country  have  been  asking 
us  to  do  for  almost  a  yeair.  We  have  a 
chance  to  fix  the  infamous  lawless  log- 
ging rider.  We  will  be  offering  a  bipar- 
tisan amendment  which  will  be  called 
the  Porter- Yates-Furse-Morel  la 

amendment.  It  will  go  a  long  way  to- 
ward fixing  that  infamous  rider.  That 
rider  passed  with  no  hearings,  no  sci- 
entific input,  in  the  middle  of  the 
night,  stuck  on  another  bill,  and  no 
one  knew  the  consequences.  But  soon 
the  people  told  us  the  consequences. 
We  heard  from  grandmothers.  Boy 
Scouts,  fishermen,  scientists,  and  local 
communities.  They  said  the  rider  had 
been  a  disaster,  and  they  were  right. 

Our  amendment.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  not 
antilogging,  our  amendment  is 
prologging  under  the  law.  We  have  been 
asked  to  trust  a  huge  Federal  bureauc- 
racy to  just  do  the  right  thing.  Trust 
us,  they  say.  We  say,  trust  the  law.  So 
I  hope  and  we  hope  that  my  colleagues 
will  help  support  this  amendment  that 
will  fix  the  lawless  logging  rider. 


DEMAND  FOR  TRUST  ABOUT 
WHITE  HOUSE  MISHANDLING  OF 
FBI  FILES 

(Mr.  UNDER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  LINDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Clin- 
ton administration  has  sunk  to  new 
depths  of  incompetency  and  unethical 
behavior. 

The  President  is  sending  his  spin  ma- 
chine into  overdrive  in  a  massive  at- 
tempt to  prove  that  his  actions  were 
not  unethical  or  illegal,  but  simply  a 
bureaucratic  snafu. 

Think  about  it,  Mr.  Speaker.  This  ad- 
ministration is  making  every  effort 
possible  to  prove  that  its  actions  were 
incompetent.  That  is  the  best  news 
that  can  come  out  of  their  inexcusable 
mishandling  of  these  files. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  do  not  need  Clin- 
ton's spinmeisters  to  prove  to  us  that 
this  administration  is  incompetent.  We 
need  the  Clinton  spin  doctors  to  prove 
to  us  that  they  can  tell  us  the  honest 
truth  about  just  one  of  the  Clinton 
scandals  without  changing  their  story 
on  a  daily  basis.  And  we  need  for  them 
to  prove  to  us  that  this  administration 
is  truly  sorry  and  willing  to  cooperate 
with  us  in  an  effort  to  find  out  why  the 
rights  of  individuals  could  be  so  hap- 
hazardly violated  as  they  were  in  this 
case. 


CHURCH  BURNINGS 

(Ms.  McKINNEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  McKINNEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  over 
the  past  few  days  I  have  spoken  with 
people  who  have  seen  the  center  of 
their  communities  destroyed.  When  a 


church  is  burned  much  more  is  dese- 
crated than  the  wood  and  the  bricks. 
Churches  are  placed  where  families  and 
friends  meet,  hold  community  events, 
and  pray.  In  poor  areas  where  people 
struggle  to  get  through  each  day,  the 
church  is  a  place  to  ask  for  strength  , 
help  and  perseverance. 

Thankfully,  despite  losing  their 
churches,  these  people  have  not  lost 
their  spirit.  In  DeKalb  County,  where  I 
live,  the  predominantly  white  and  inte- 
grated congregations  affected  by  these 
cowardly  acts  must  know  that  there 
are  extremists  in  this  country  who 
wish  to  divide  us.  However,  now  more 
than  ever,  we  must  unite  and  send  a 
clear  message  that  their  efforts  to  di- 
vide us  will  fail.  They  may  bum  our 
churches,  but  they  will  never  destroy 
our  spirit. 


WHITE  HOUSE  BREACH  OF  CITI- 
ZENS' PRIVACY  WITH  FBI  FILES 
MUST  BE  INVESTIGATED  BY 
INDEPENDENT  IN^VESTIGATOR 

(Mr.  EWING  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  EWING.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Clinton 
White  House  is  at  it  again.  The  most 
recent  incident,  involving  the  breach- 
ing of  privacy  of  nearly  500  American 
citizens,  reaffirms  a  disturbing  trend 
throughout  the  President's  tenure  in 
office.  The  background  check  of  these 
American  citizens,  as  requested  by  the 
White  House,  is  an  outrageous  misuse 
of  power.  FBI  director  Louis  Freeh  said 
recently,  and  I  quote:  "The  prior  sys- 
tem of  providing  files  to  the  White 
House  relied  on  good  faith  and  honor. 
Unfortunately,  the  FBI  and  I  were  vic- 
timized." 

In  a  recent  op-ed  piece  in  the  Wall 
Street  Journal,  a  veteran  of  26  years 
with  the  FBI  wrote:  "These  allegations 
are  more  serious  than  ansrthlng  we 
have  seen  in  decades."  The  Conserv- 
ative Opportunity  Society  knows,  as 
every  American  knows,  the  FBI  cannot 
Investigate  itself.  It  must  be  an  inde- 
pendent investigation.  Let  us  get  at  it. 


MEDICAID  REFORM 

(Ms.  ESHOO  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  ESHOO.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  week 
the  Committee  on  Commerce  wrote  a 
bill,  and  with  it  wrote  a  sad  new  chap- 
ter against  children  in  our  country. 
The  Republicans  voted  down  several 
key  amendments,  but  I  want  to  high- 
light one  in  particular  this  morning. 

The  bill  does  state  that  Medicaid-in- 
sured children  receive  periodic  medical 
examinations.  That  is  the  good  news. 
Today,  if  any  medical  condition  is  dis- 
covered during  screening,  it  is  covered 
by    that   insurance.   It  makes   sense. 
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right?  Check  kids  for  medical  problems 
and  treat  them  if  they  are  sick.  Not  ac- 
cording to  the  Republicans.  Their  bill 
says  children  are  to  be  examined,  but 
there  are  no  provisions  for  treatment. 
Imagine  the  situation  this  creates. 
Children  will  be  diagnosed,  but  no  in- 
surance exists  for  treatment.  Are  they 
to  get  better  on  their  own?  Would  any 
of  us  as  parents  accept  this  for  our 
children? 

I  offered  an  amendment.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, which  restored  the  guarantee  of 
treatment  for  children.  All  23  Repub- 
licans voted  against  it.  Those  votes 
may  have  been  louder  than  words  in 
the  committee,  but  I  think  the  Amer- 
ican people  are  going  to  screen  out  this 
policy.  Our  Nation's  children  deserve 
better. 


MEDICARE  AND  TAX  BREAKS 

(Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks. ) 

Mr.  GENE  GREEN  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  honored  to  follow  my 
colleague  from  Arizona  because  I  can 
tell  that  they  are  more  Interested  in 
election  year  politics  than  they  are  in 
balancing  the  budget. 

Mr.  Speaker,  for  years  the  Repub- 
licans have  complained  about  Demo- 
crats being  tax-and-spend  liberals  for 
causing  the  run-up  in  the  budget  defi- 
cit. 

I  submit  their  annual  budget.  The 
budget  that  was  passed  last  week  actu- 
ally raised  the  deficit. 

After  40  years  in  the  political  wilder- 
ness the  Republican  Party  in  consecu- 
tive years  have  shut  down  the  Govern- 
ment and  now  passed  a  budget  that  will 
increase  the  deficit.  Again  I  say.  in- 
crease the  deficit. 

At  the  heart  of  their  budget  are  cuts 
in  Medicare  and  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthy.  They  want  to  cut  taxes  $122 
billion  while  at  the  same  time  increas- 
ing the  deficit.  Maybe  they  need  to 
worry  about  the  FBI  investigation. 
Maybe  they  need  to  worry  about  some- 
thing other  than  what  the  folks  elected 
us  here  to  do.  to  balance  the  budget, 
provide  health  care  for  seniors,  provide 
education  for  our  children  and  to  make 
sure  our  country  is  defended. 


BLOCKING  COMMONSENSE  HEALTH 
CARE  REFORMS 

(Mr.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BARTLETT  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Speaker,  one  way  to  improve  health 
care  and  lower  costs  is  by  taking  power 
and  Infiuence  out  of  the  hands  of  bu- 
reaucrats in  Washington  and  returning 
It  to  the  American  people. 

A  bipartisan  majority  in  the  Con- 
gress is  poised  to  give  the  American 


people  more  power  and  control  over 
their  medical  care  by  passing  the 
Health  Coverage  Availability  and  Af- 
fordability  Act  to  make  health  insur- 
ance portable  and  affordable. 

This  bill  will  free  workers  from  the 
worry  that  if  they  lose  or  change  their 
job  they  will  lose  their  health  insur- 
ance. It  will  provide  millions  of  small 
business  employees,  many  who  now 
have  no  insurance,  the  option  to  choose 
innovative,  affordable  medical  savings 
accounts  or  MSA's.  It  will  allow  tax  de- 
ductions for  long-term  health  care  and 
it  will  restore  dignity  to  dj-lng  by  al- 
lowing terminally  ill  patients  and  their 
families  to  receive  tax-free  accelerated 
death  benefits. 

The  White  House  and  one  legislator 
should  not  stand  in  the  way  and  deny 
millions  of  Americans  commonsense 
reforms  including  MSA's  that  will 
make  health  insurance  more  portable 
and  affordable. 


DEMOCRATS  TO  UN"VT;IL  FAMILIES 
FIRST  AGENDA 

(Mr.  BONIOR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  BONIOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  we 
saw  one  more  reason  why  the  American 
people  reject  Republican  tax  breaks  for 
the  wealthy.  The  New  York  Times  re- 
ports today  that  the  gap  between  the 
wealthy  and  the  rest  of  America  is  now 
at  its  widest  point  since  World  War  n. 

The  top  20  percent  of  Americans  now 
earn  more  than  the  60  percent  of  mid- 
dle-class households  combined. 

People  say  that  the  wealthy  work 
hard  and  deserve  to  be  regarded.  And 
that  may  be  true.  But  does  not  the  rest 
of  America  work  hard?  Do  they  not  de- 
serve to  be  rewarded,  too? 

We  can  get  there.  But  we  are  not 
going  to  get  there  with  a  Republican 
agenda  that  cuts  Medicare.  Medicaid, 
education,  and  the  environment  to  pay 
for  tax  breaks  for  the  wealthy. 

It  is  time  we  had  a  families  first 
agenda  that  gives  a  $10,000  tax  deduc- 
tion to  pay  for  college,  that  protects 
pensions,  that  makes  health  care  port- 
able, that  rjuises  the  minimum  wage, 
that  invests  in  small  business,  and  that 
helps  give  working  families  a  raise. 

On  Sunday,  Democrats  across  this 
country  will  unveil  our  families  first 
agenda.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  time  we  help 
families  and  not  hurt  them. 


FILE3ATE 

(Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, every  American  values  his  or  her 
privacy.  The  people  who  work  for  this 
Government  are  no  exception — 408  indi- 
vidual Americans  who  worked  for  pre- 
vious    administrations.     Republicans. 


had  their  files  taken  from  the  FBI.  and 
we  believe  that  many  of  them  were 
going  to  be  used  for  dirty  political 
tricks  in  the  future.  Some  people  say, 
"Well,  it  was  a  political  mistake.  The 
White  House  made  a  mistake." 

It  was  not  one  mistake.  It  was  408  in- 
dividual requests.  Four  hundred  eight. 
Bemie  Nussbaum.  the  counsel  to  the 
President's  name,  was  on  each  one  of 
those  requests.  He  said  he  did  not  know 
anything  about  it.  If  he  did  not  know 
anything  about  it.  who  requested  those 
files?  This  is  not  the  book  1984  where 
Big  Brother  looked  into  every  one  of 
our  lives.  This  is  supposed  to  be  a  free 
democratic  society.  Yet  408  people  had 
their  files,  which  are  supposed  to  be  se- 
cret, exposed  to  others  at  the  White 
House  and  many  of  those  things  were 
leaked  to  other  people  they  should  not 
have  been  leaked  to.  This  is  something 
that  needs  to  be  fully  investigated  and 
the  FBI  should  not  be  the  only  one  to 
do  it. 


TAX  BREAKS  FOR  THE  WEALTHY 

(Ms.  DeLALTIO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  her  re- 
marks.) 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Speaker,  today's 
USA  Today  reported  that  the  wealthi- 
est 20  percent  of  U.S.  households 
earned  more  in  the  early  1990's  than  60 
percent  of  households  in  the  middle 
class.  The  New  York  Times  reported 
that  the  gap  between  the  most  affluent 
Americans  and  everyone  else  was  wider 
than  it  has  been  since  World  War  n. 

This  is  frightening  news  when  you 
consider  that  the  Republican  budget 
passed  in  the  House  last  week  does  not 
just  increase  the  deficit,  it  also  cuts 
Medicare  to  pay  for  tax  breaks  for  the 
wealthy. 

The  Republican  budget  explicitly 
calls  for  $176  billion  in  tax  breaks.  The 
leadership  will  say  that  that  is  less 
than  what  they  asked  for  the  year  be- 
fore. But  what  the  American  people  do 
not  know  is  that  the  Republicans  left  a 
loophole  that  allows  for  unnamed  tax 
breaks  to  be  inserted  later.  The  chair- 
man of  the  Budget  Conamittee,  John 
Kasich,  has  said,  and  I  quote.  "We  ex- 
pect a  full  complement  of  tax  cuts.  If 
there  isn't.  I  will  head  south." 

No  wonder  the  rich  are  getting  richer 
and  the  poor  are  getting  poorer. 


THE  NEED  FOR  ETHICS  AND 
HONESTY  IN  GOVERNMENT 

(Mr.  COX  of  California  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  COX  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker, 
as  Republicans  and  Democrats  in  this 
House  we  disagree  about  many  things, 
but  we  should  not  disagree  for  a  mo- 
ment on  the  need  for  ethics  and  hon- 
esty in  Government. 
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During  the  administration  of  Ronald 
Reagan  I  worked  in.  the  White  House, 
in  the  counsel's  office,  as  a  senior  asso- 
ciate counsel  to  the  President.  I  was 
proud  of  the  reputation  that  that  inde- 
pendent office  in  the  White  House 
maintained  as  a  post-Watergate  cre- 
ation to  make  sure  that  after  Richard 
Nixon  and  the  Watergate  offenses, 
never  again  was  a  President  in  a  posi- 
tion of  lacking  the  kind  of  independent 
honest  advice  that  was  necessary  to 
make  sure  that  there  would  not  be 
lawbreaking  within  the  White  House 
itself.  That  office  has  maintained  its 
reputation  in  a  dignified  way  through 
Presidents  Ford,  Carter.  Reagan,  and 
Bush. 

Sadly,  in  this  administration  the  op- 
posite has  been  true.  Most  recently  the 
deputy  counsel  to  the  President  has 
been  named  in  a  criminal  indictment 
as  an  unindicted  co-conspirator.  This  is 
not  a  hard  question.  Bruce  Lindsey 
must  resign.  If  he  refuses  to  do  so,  the 
President  himself  must  demand  it.  We 
as  Members  of  Congress  interested  in 
honesty  and  ethics  in  Government 
must  demand  It. 


FAMILIES  FIRST— THE  AGENDA 
FOR  THE  FUTURE 

(Mrs.  SCHROEDER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
today  the  Census  Bureau  tells  us  some- 
thing that  the  average  American  al- 
ready knows,  and  that  is.  according  to 
census  figures,  the  income  disparity  be- 
tween the  richest  and  the  poorest  in 
this  country  is  bigger  than  ever.  Bigger 
than  ever,  because  we  have  been  living 
under  the  Gingrich  budget  which  says 
we  must  cut  everybody  in  the  middle 
class  so  the  rich  can  get  even  more  tax 
cuts,  and  we  must  continue  to  lift  the 
deficit  because  guess  who  loans  the 
money  to  the  Government?  The  rich. 
So  they  are  getting  it  both  ways.  It  is 
absolutely  amazing. 

And  what  are  we  supposed  to  do? 
What  are  families  supposed  to  do.  nor- 
mal families?  I  guess  we  are  back  to 
trlckledown.  I  do  not  know  about  you, 
but  the  people  in  my  area  have  been 
waiting  for  trlckledown  for  years  now, 
and  they  have  not  even  gotten  damp. 

I  think  we  have  finally  got  to  take 
this  families  first  agenda  that  the 
Democrats  have  come  up  with  and  go 
out  there  and  remind  people  it  is  the 
middle  class  that  built  this  Govern- 
ment, and  it  is  the  middle  class  that  is 
getting  tromped  on  by  this  Govern- 
ment. Families  first  is  the  agenda  for 
the  future. 


Mr.  CHRYSLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  would 
it  not  be  interesting  to  see  President 
Clinton's  secret  FBI  file? 

It  would  answer  a  lot  of  questions 
most  Americans  have  been  wondering 
about  for  a  long  time. 

We  would  see  his  health  records, 
credit  history.  FBI  background  inter- 
views, travel  history,  high  school  and 
college  records,  anti-Vietnam-war  ac- 
tivities, and  just  about  everything  else 
we  would  want  to  know  about  his  past. 

Will  we  ever  see  these  records?  No. 

Why  not?  Because  it  would  be  an  in- 
vasion of  privacy.  In  other  words,  it 
would  be  against  the  law. 

President  Clinton,  do  not  violate  the 
privacy  of  innocent  citizens,  if  we  are 
not  allowed  to  see  these  records. 


CHINA  MFN  MEANS  DEATH  OF 
AMERICAN  JOBS 

(Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
Members  of  this  body  will  soon  be 
asked  to  vote  on  most-favored-nation 
trading  status  for  China. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  softball.  this 
Barbie  doll,  and  this  figurine  firom 
"Beauty  and  the  Beast."  are  all  manu- 
factured in  China  with  cheap  labor, 
maybe  by  prison  labor,  maybe  b^-  "^hild 
labor.     Children     in     China  ing 

"Beauty  and  the  Beast"  figurin  lil- 
dren  in  China  making  Barbie  for 

children   in   America.    12-yeai  in 

China  making  softballs  for  12-.  -olds 
in  America. 

China  has  run  up  a  huge  :  e  sur- 
plus with  the  United  States,  ^y  the 
U.S.  Commerce  Department's  own  cal- 
culation, that  surplus  will  cost  hun- 
dreds of  thousands  of  American  jobs. 
This  deficit  is  growing  every  month 
and  soon  will  exceed  Japan's.  The  re- 
sult is  the  death  of  American  jobs. 
Hardship  for  American  families,  dis- 
tress in  American  communities. 

Mr.  Speaker,  China  does  not  play  by 
the  rules.  Children  in  China  making 
softballs  and  Barbie  dolls  for  children 
in  America.  Kill  MFN. 


FILEGATE 

(Mr.  CHRYSLER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 


SUPPORT  FAMILIES  FIRST,  NOT 
THE  GINGRICH  BUDGET 

(Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise 
and  extend  her  remarks.) 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  extremely  happy  this 
morning  that  we  finally  have  the  real 
news  that  I  hope  America  can  attend 
to,  and  that  is  that  the  rich  earn  more 
than  all  of  the  middle  class.  Does  any- 
one realize  that  there  are  Americans 
making  $7,800  a  year? 

Maybe  that  will  cease  and  desist  all 
of  the  talk  shows  who  begin  to  talk 
about  those  who  do  not  want  to  work 
and  those  who  do  not  want  to  do.  and 


begin  to  understand  what  the  Demo- 
crats are  speaking  about  in  not  cutting 
Medicare  and  Medicaid,  what  the 
Democrats  are  speaking  about  in  offer- 
ing a  new  agenda  for  America,  and  that 
is  families  first,  so  that  we  can  send 
our  young  people  to  college,  so  that  we 
can  keep  the  Pell  grants,  so  that  we 
can  ensure  that  the  environment  is 
safe,  and  yes,  so  that  we  can  increase 
the  minimum  wage  for  those  individ- 
uals who  want  to  take  to  the  work  rolls 
and  not  to  the  deadbeat  rolls. 

I  hope  that  we  will  reject  the  Ging- 
rich budget  that  does  not  put  families 
first,  and  that  now  for  once  the  truth 
will  be  known:  The  rich  are  getting 
richer  and  the  poor,  yes,  are  getting 
poorer,  and  the  middle  class  are  caught 
in  between.  Join  us  in  an  effort  to 
make  sure  that  this  Congress  speaks 
for  families  first  and  not  support  the 
Gingrich  budget. 


REPUBLICAN  GIMMICKS  HURT 
AMERICA 

(Mr.  HELLIARD  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HILLIARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
right-wing  radical  Republicans  seem  to 
always  take  the  side  of  the  rich  smd 
privileged  in  America.  They  act  as  if 
they  really  care  about  America  and 
working  families  and  the  middle  class. 
There  is  no  better  case  in  point  than 
Medicare. 

The  Republicans  are  using  smoke  and 
mirrors,  political  double  talk,  and  all 
the  gimmicks  from  the  Nixon-Reagan 
school  of  politics.  But  they  still  would 
not  be  able  to  fool  the  American  pub- 
lic. They  know  the  American  public 
really  knows  that  the  Republicans 
want  to  kill  Medicare  because  it  is  the 
only  way  that  they  can  save  their  Re- 
publican firiends'  tax  cuts. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  Democrats 
want  to  honor  the  Medicare  contract 
and  the  Republicans  do  not.  The  Medi- 
care contract  should  be  first. 


D  1030 

PERMISSION  FOR  SUNDRY  COM- 
MITTEES AND  THEIR  SUB- 
COMMITTEES TO  SIT  TODAY 
DURING  THE  &-MINUTE  RULE 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  following 
committees  and  their  subcommittees 
be  permitted  to  sit  today  while  the 
House  is  meeting  in  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  under  the  5-mlnute  rule: 
Committee  on  Economic  and  Edu- 
cational Opportunities;  Committee  on 
Government  Reform  and  Oversight; 
Committee  on  International  Relations; 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary;  Conmiit- 
tee  on  National  Security;  Committee 
on  Resources:  Committee  on  Science; 
Committee  on  Transiwrtation  and  In- 
frastructure; and  Committee  on  Veter- 
ans' Afikirs. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  understanding 
that  the  minority  has  been  consulted 
and  that  there  is  no  objection  to  these 
requests. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Chambliss).  Is  there  objection  to  the 
request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio? 

"There  wais  no  objection. 


PERMISSION  TO  OFFER  ADDI- 
TIONAL AMENDMENT  DURING 
FURTHER  CONSIDERATION  OF 
H.R.  3662,  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE 
INTERIOR  AND  RELATED  AGEN- 
CIES APPROPRIATIONS  ACT,  1997 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  during  the  fur- 
ther consideration  of  H.R.  3662,  not- 
withstanding the  order  of  the  House  of 
Wednesday,  June  19,  1996,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  Stupak]  be 
allowed  to  offer  an  amendment  regard- 
ing the  Pictured  Rocks  National  Park 
to  be  debatable  for  10  minutes,  equally 
divided. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO- 
PRIATIONS ACT,  1997 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  House  Resolution  455  and  rule 
XXni,  the  Chair  declares  the  House  in 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill,  H.R.  3662. 

D  1032 

IN  THE  COMMPrrEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  fur- 
ther consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
3662)  making  appropriations  for  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior  and  related 
agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Sep- 
tember 30,  1997,  and  for  other  purposes, 
with  Mr.  Burton  of  Indiana  in  the 
chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  House  rose  on  Wednes- 
day, June  19,  1996,  the  bill  had  been 
read  through  page  80,  line  4.  Pending 
was  amendment  No.  28,  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Sanb- 

ERS]. 

Pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  House  of 
that  day,  the  bill  is  considered  read. 

The  text  of  the  remainder  of  H.R. 
3662,  as  amended  pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  455,  is  as  follows: 

TITLE  m— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  301.  The  expenditure  of  any  appropria- 
tion under  this  Act  for  any  consulting  ser\-- 
Ice  through  procurement  contract,  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  3109.  shall  be  limited  to  those 
contracts  where  such  expenditures  are  a 
matter  of  public  record  and  available  for 
public  Inspection,   except  where   otherwise 


provided  under  existing-  law.  or  under  exist- 
ing Executive  Order  issued  pursuant  to  exist- 
ing law. 

Sec  302.  No  part  of  any  appropriation 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  or  the  Secretary  of  Ag- 
riculture for  the  leasing  of  oil  and  natural 
gas  by  noncompetitive  bidding  on  publicly 
owned  lands  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
Shawnee  National  Forest,  Illinois:  Provided. 
That  nothing  herein  is  intended  to  inhibit  or 
otherwise  affect  the  sale,  lease,  or  right  to 
access  to  minerals  owned  by  private  individ- 
uals. 

Sec.  303.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  con- 
tained In  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  any 
activity  or  the  publication  or  distribution  of 
literature  that  in  any  way  tends  to  promote 
public  support  or  opposition  to  any  legisla- 
tive proposal  on  which  congressional  action 
is  not  complete. 

Sec  304.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  con- 
tained in  this  Act  shall  remain  available  for 
obligation  beyond  the  current  fiscal  year  un- 
less expressly  so  provided  herein. 

Sec  305.  None  of  the  funds  provided  in  this 
Act  to  any  department  or  agency  shall  be  ob- 
ligated or  expended  to  provide  a  personal 
cook,  chauffeur,  or  other  personal  servants 
to  any  officer  or  employee  of  such  depart- 
ment or  agency  except  as  otherwise  provided 
by  law. 

Sec  306.  No  assessments  may  be  levied 
against  any  program,  budget  activity,  sub- 
activity,  or  project  funded  by  this  Act  unless 
advance  notice  of  such  assessments  and  the 
basis  therefor  are  presented  to  the  Commit- 
tees on  Appropriations  and  are  approved  by 
such  Committees. 

Sec  307.  (a)  Compliance  wpth  Blt  Amer- 
ican ACT. — None  of  the  funds  made  available 
In  this  Act  may  be  expended  by  an  entity  un- 
less the  entity  agrees  that  in  expending  the 
funds  the  entity  will  comply  with  sections  2 
through  4  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1933  (41 
U.S.C.  lOa-lOc;  popularly  known  as  the  "Buy 
American  Act"). 

(b)  Sense  of  Congress;  Requirement  re- 
garding notice.— 

(1)  Purchase  of  american-made  equipment 
AND  products. — In  the  case  of  any  equipment 
or  product  that  may  be  authorized  to  be  pur- 
chased with  financial  assistance  provided 
using  funds  made  available  in  this  Act.  it  is 
the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  entitles  re- 
ceiving the  assistance  should.  In  expending 
the  assistance,  purchase  only  American- 
made  equipment  and  products. 

(2)  Notice  to  recipients  of  assistance.— 
In  providing  financial  assistance  using  funds 
made  available  in  this  Act,  the  bead  of  each 
Federal  agency  shall  provide  to  each  recipi- 
ent of  the  assistance  a  notice  describing  the 
statement  made  in  paragraph  (1)  by  the  Con- 
gress. 

(c)  PROHiBmoN  of  Contracts  Wrrn  Per- 
sons Falsely  Labeling  Products  as  Made 
IN  AMEauCA.— If  it  has  been  Anally  deter- 
mined by  a  court  or  Federal  agency  that  any 
person  intentionally  affixed  a  label  bearing  a 
'•Made  in  America"  inscription,  or  any  in- 
scription with  the  same  meaning,  to  any 
product  sold  in  or'  shipped  to  the  United 
States  that  is  not  made  in  the  United  States, 
the  person  shall  be  ineligible  to  receive  any 
contract  or  subcontract  made  with  funds 
made  available  in  this  Act,  pursuant  tc  the 
debarment,  suspension,  and  ineligibility  pro- 
cedures described  in  sections  9.400  through 
9.409  of  title  48,  Code  of  Federal  Regiilatlons. 

Sec  308.  None  of  the  funds  in  this  Act  may 
be  used  to  plan,  prepare,  or  offer  for  sale  tim- 
ber from  trees  classified  as  giant  sequoia 
(Sequoladendron  glganteum)  which  are  lo- 


cated on  National  Forest  System  or  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  lands  in  a  manner  dif- 
ferent than  such  sales  were  conducted  in  fis- 
cal year  1995. 

Sec  309.  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
by  this  Act  may  be  obligated  or  expended  by 
the  National  Park  Service  to  enter  into  or 
implement  a  concession  contract  which  i)er- 
mlts  or  requires  the  removal  of  the  under- 
ground lunchroom  at  the  Carlsbad  Caverns 
National  Park. 

Sec  310.  Where  the  actual  costs  of  con- 
struction projects  under  self-determination 
contracts,  compacts,  or  grants,  pursuant  to 
Public  Laws  93-638.  103-413.  or  100-297.  are 
less  than  the  estimated  costs  thereof,  use  of 
the  resulting  excess  funds  shall  be  deter- 
mined by  the  appropriate  Secretary  after 
consultation  with  the  tribes. 

Sec  311.  Notwithstanding  Public  Law  103- 
413,  quarterly  payments  of  funds  to  tribes 
and  tribal  organizations  under  annual  fund- 
ing agreements  pursuant  to  section  106  of 
Public  Law  93-638.  as  amended,  may  be  made 
on  the  first  business  day  following  the  first 
day  of  a  fiscal  quarter. 

Sec  312.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  may  be 
used  for  the  AmeriCorps  program,  unless  the 
relevant  agencies  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  and/or  Agriculture  follow  appro- 
priate re  programming  guidelines:  Provided. 
That  if  no  funds  are  provided  for  the 
AmeriCorps  program  by  the  VA-HUD  and 
Independent  Agencies  fiscal  year  1997  appro- 
priations bill,  then  none  of  the  funds  appro- 
priated or  otherwise  made  available  by  this 
Act  may  be  used  for  the  AmeriCorps  pro- 
grams. 

Sec  313.  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
In  this  Act  may  be  used  (1)  to  demolish  the 
bridge  between  Jersey  City.  New  Jersey,  and 
Ellis  Island:  or  (2)  to  prevent  pedestrian  use 
of  such  bridge,  when  it  Is  made  known  to  the 
Federal  official  having  authority  to  obligate 
or  expend  such  funds  that  such  pedestrian 
use  Is  consistent  with  generally  accepted 
safety  standards. 

Sec  314.  (a)  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
or  otherwise  made  available  pursuant  to  this 
Act  shall  be  obligated  or  expended  to  accept 
or  process  applications  for  a  patent  for  any 
mining  or  mill  site  claim  located  under  the 
general  mining  laws. 

(b)  The  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  shall 
not  apply  If  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  de- 
termines that,  for  the  claim  concerned:  (1)  a 
patent  application  was  filed  with  the  Sec- 
retary on  or  before  September  30.  1994,  and 
(2)  all  requirements  established  under  sec- 
tions 2325  and  2326  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (30 
U.S.C.  29  and  30)  for  vein  or  lode  claims  and 
sections  2329,  2330,  2331,  and  2333  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes  (30  U.S.C.  35,  36,  and  37)  for 
placer  claims,  and  section  2337  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  (30  U.S.C.  42)  for  mill  site  claims,  as 
the  case  may  be.  were  fully  complied  with  by 
the  applicant  by  that  date. 

(c)  Processing  Schedule.— For  those  ap- 
plications for  patents  pursuant  to  subsection 
(b)  which  were  filed  with  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  prior  to  September  30.  1994,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall— 

(1)  Within  three  months  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act,  file  with  the  House  and  Senate 
Committees  on  Appropriations  and  the  Com- 
mittee on  Resources  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  the  Committee  on  Energy 
and  Natural  Resources  of  the  United  States 
Senate  a  plan  which  details  bow  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior  will  make  a  Qnal  deter- 
mination as  to  whether  or  not  an  applicant 
is  entitled  to  a  patent  under  the  general 
mining  laws  on  at  least  90  percent  of  such 
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applicacions  within  five  years  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act  and  file  reports  annually 
thereafter  with  the  same  committees  detail- 
ing actions  taken  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  to  carry  out  such  plan;  and 

(2)  Take  such  actions  as  may  be  necessary 
to  carry  out  such  plan. 

(d)  MINERAL  Examinations.— In  order  to 
process  patent  applications  in  a  timely  and 
responsible  manner,  upon  the  request  of  a 
patent  applicant,  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior shall  allow  the  applicant  to  fund  a  quali- 
fied third-party  contractor  to  be  selected  by 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  conduct 
a  mineral  examination  of  the  mining  claims 
or  mill  sites  contained  in  a  patent  applica- 
tion as  set  forth  in  subsection  (b).  The  Bu- 
reau of  Land  Management  shall  have  the  sole 
responsibility  to  choose  and  pay  the  third- 
party  contractor  in  accordance  with  the 
standard  procedures  employed  by  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  in  the  retention  of 
third-party  contractors. 

Sec.  315.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  may  be 
used  for  the  purposes  of  acquiring  lands  in 
the  counties  of  Lawrence,  Monroe,  or  Wash- 
ington, Ohio,  for  the  Wayne  National  Forest. 

Sec.  316.  Of  the  funds  provided  to  the  Na- 
tional Endowment  for  the  Arts: 

(a)  The  Chairperson  shall  only  award  a 
grant  to  an  individual  If  such  grant  is  award- 
ed to  such  individual  for  a  literature  fellow- 
ship. National  Heritage  Fellowship,  or  Amer- 
ican Jazz  Masters  Fellowship. 

(b)  The  Chairperson  shall  establish  proce- 
dures to  ensure  that  no  funding  provided 
through  a  grant,  except  a  grant  made  to  a 
State,  regional  or  local  group,  may  be  used 
to  make  a  grant  to  any  other  organization  or 
individual  to  conduct  activity  Independent 
of  the  direct  grant  recipient.  Nothing  in  this 
subsection  shall  prohibit  payments  made  in 
exchange  for  goods  and  services. 

(c)  No  grant  shall  be  used  for  seasonal  sup- 
port to  a  group,  unless  the  application  is  spe- 
cific to  the  contents  of  the  season,  including 
identified  programs  and/or  projects. 

Sec.  317.  The  United  States  Forest  Service 
approval  of  Alternative  site  2  (ALT  2),  Issued 
on  December  6, 1993,  is  hereby  authorized  and 
approved  and  shall  be  deemed  to  be  consist- 
ent with,  and  permissible  under,  the  terms  of 
Public  Law  100-€96  (the  Arizona-Idaho  Con- 
servation Act  of  1968). 

Sec.  318.  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  or  the  De- 
partment of  Agriculture  by  this  or  any  other 
Act  may  be  used  to  Issue  or  Implement  final 
regulations,  rules,  or  policies  pursuant  to 
title  vm  of  the  Alaska  National  Interest 
Lands  Conservation  Act  to  assert  jurisdic- 
tion, management,  or  control  over  navigable 
waters  transferred  to  the  State  of  Alaska 
pursuant  to  the  Submerged  Lands  Act  of  1953 
or  the  Alaska  Statehood  Act  of  1959. 

Sec.  319.  No  funds  appropriated  under  this 
or  any  other  Act  shall  be  used  to  review  or 
modify  sourcing  areas  previously  approved 
under  section  490(c)(3)  of  the  Forest  Re- 
sources Conservation  and  Shortage  Relief 
Act  of  1990  (Public  Law  101-382)  or  to  enforce 
or  Implement  Federal  regulations  36  CFR 
part  223  promulgated  on  September  8,  1995. 
The  regulations  and  interim  rules  in  effect 
prior  to  September  8,  1995  (36  CFR  223.48.  36 
CFR  223.87.  36  CFR  223  subpart  D.  36  CFR  223 
subpart  F.  and  36  CFR  261.6)  shall  remain  in 
effect.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  or  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  not  adopt  any 
policies  concerning  Public  Law  101-382  or  ex- 
isting regulations  that  would  restrain  do- 
mestic transportation  or  processing  of  tim- 
ber from  private  lands  or  impose  additional 


accountability  requirements  on  any  timber. 
The  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  extend 
until  September  30.  1997.  the  order  issued 
under  section  491(b)(2)(A)  of  Public  Law  101- 
382  and  shall  issue  an  order  under  section 
491(b)(2)(B)  of  such  law  that  will  be  effective 
October  1. 1997. 

Sec.  320.  Section  101(c)  of  Public  Law  104- 
134  Is  amended  as  follows:  Under  the  heading 
"Title  m— General  Provisions"  amend  sec- 
tion 315(0  by  striking  "September  30.  1998" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "September  30, 
1999"  and  by  striking  "September  30,  2001" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "September  30, 
2002". 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Department 
of  the  Interior  and  Related  Agencies  Appro- 
priations Act,  1997". 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  House  of  June  19  and  ear- 
lier today,  no  further  amendments 
shall  be  in  order  except  the  following 
amendments,  which  shall  be  considered 
read,  shall  not  be  subject  to  amend- 
ment or  to  a  demand  for  division  of  the 
question,  and  shall  be  debatable  for  the 
time  specified,  equally  divided  and  con- 
trolled by  the  proponent  and  an  oppo- 
nent: 

An  amendment  by  the  gentleman 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders]  regarding 
weatherization,  for  20  minutes; 

An  amendment  by  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Fox]  regarding 
weatherization,  for  10  minutes; 

An  amendment  by  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Parker]  regard- 
ing weatherization,  for  10  minutes; 

An  amendment  by  the  gentleman 
fi-om  American  Samoa  [Mr. 
Faleomavaega]  regarding  the  red 
squirrel,  for  15  minutes; 

An  amendment  by  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoekstra]  regard- 
ing the  NEA,  for  10  minutes; 

An  amendment  by  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Shadegg]  regarding 
the  NEH,  for  30  minutes; 

An  amendment  by  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Klug]  or  another 
member  regarding  timber  contracts, 
for  10  minutes; 

An  amendment  by  the  gentleman 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio]  regarding 
timber  sourcing,  for  10  minutes; 

An  amendment  by  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Olver]  re- 
garding funding  levels  for  codes  and 
standards,  for  10  minutes; 

An  amendment  by  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Condit]  regarding 
the  Endangered  Species  Act,  for  10 
minutes; 

An  amendment  by  the  gentleman 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders]  regarding 
PILT.  for  20  minutes; 

An  amendment  by  the  gentlewoman 
firom  Oregon  [Ms.  Furse]  or  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  Porter]  re- 
g2u-ding  timber  salvage,  for  60  minutes; 

An  amendment  by  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Gutknecbt]  re- 
garding an  across-the-board  cut,  for  20 
minutes; 

An  amendment  by  the  gentlewoman 
from  Idaho  [Mrs.  Chenoweth]  regard- 
ing grizzly  bears,  for  10  minutes: 


An  amendment  by  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  ISTOOK]  regarding 
BIA,  for  20  minutes; 

An  amendment  by  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Yates]  regarding 
telecommunications,  for  10  minutes; 
and 

An  amendment  by  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  STtn'AK]  regarding 
Pictured  Rocks  National  Park,  for  10 
minutes. 

Pending  is  amendment  No.  28  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Vermont  [Mr. 

SANDERS]. 

Pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  House  of 
Wednesday,  June  19,  1996,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders] 
and  a  Member  opposed  each  will  con- 
trol 10  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders]. 

For  what  purpose  does  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoekstra]  rise? 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  call  up  my 
amendment  out  of  order,  to  briefly  ex- 
plain that  amendment  and  enter  into  a 
colloquy  with  the  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  First  of  all,  there  is 
no  order  of  amendments.  Is  the  gen- 
tleman asking  that  his  amendment  be 
put  ahead  of  other  amendments  that 
are  currently  landing? 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  I  under- 
stand it  is  going  to  be  a  very  short  pe- 
riod of  time,  is  that  right? 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield,  it  will  be 
very  short. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
withdraw  my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  offering  his  amendment 
or  just  seeking  time? 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  offer  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

Mr.  DICKS.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  Mr.  Chairman,  can  the  gen- 
tleman explain  to  me  what  is  going  to 
happen  here?  This  is  on  the  NEA 
amendment? 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield,  this  is  on  the 
NEA  amendment.  I  will  offer  the 
amendment.  I  will  briefly  explain  the 
amendment.  I  will  enter  Into  a  col- 
loquy with  the  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee and  I  will  withdraw  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  with- 
draw my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  Inquest  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  Sanders  amendment  is  temporarily 
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withdrawn  and  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hoekstra]  is  recognized 
to  offer  his  amendment. 

AMESDME.\T  OFFERED  BY  MR.  HOEKSTRA 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  No.  16  offered  by  Mr.  Hoek- 
stra: In  the  item  relating  to  "National  En- 
dowment FOR  THE  Arts— GRANTS  AND  ADMIN- 
ISTRATION", after  the  dollar  amount,  insert 
the  following:  "(reduced  by  J31.500)". 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  House  of  Wednesday  June 
19,  1996,  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Hoekstra]  will  be  recognized  for  5 
minutes,  and  a  Member  opposed  will  be 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoekstra]. 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  my  colleagues 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  for  allow- 
ing me  to  take  my  amendment  out  of 
order.  I  will  make  this  brief. 

We  have  been  working  on  a  project 
that  we  call  the  myth  of  the  magical 
bureaucraxjy,  and  it  deals  with  what 
bureaucrats  and  the  bureaucracy  in 
Washington  are  being  asked  to  do  in 
America.  They  are  being  asked  to  do  a 
number  of  different  things.  We  are 
talking  about  this  city.  We  are  talking 
about  what  has  happened  in  this  city 
where  we  have  Independence  Avenue, 
which  in  many  cases  now  has  become 
Dependence  Avenue.  It  is  the  avenue 
that  is  full  of  bureaucracy  that  has 
moved  decision  making  away  from  the 
American  people  and  has  moved  the  de- 
cision powers  to  here  in  Washington. 

These  buildings  are  staffed  by  what 
in  many  cases  we  call  magical  bureau- 
crats. We  call  them  magical  bureau- 
crats because  we  are  asking  them  to  do 
things  which  they  were  never  equipped 
or  able  in  power  to  do.  Today  we  are 
talking  about  a  bureaucrat  who  we 
have  asked  to  become  a  film  maker,  a 
film  maker  for  the  National  Endow- 
ment for  the  Arts.  The  problem  that  we 
have  with  this  film  maker,  this  bureau- 
crat within  the  National  Endowment 
for  the  Arts,  of  the  decision-making  re- 
sponsibilities that  they  have  taken 
from  the  American  people  and  how 
they  have  made  these  decisions. 

Specifically,  we  want  to  just  high- 
light one  example.  It  is  called  the  Wa- 
termelon Woman.  In  1996,  after  years  of 
debate  about  the  types  of  arts  that 
were  being  funded  by  the  American 
taxpayers,  the  outrage  at  the  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts  continues. 
This  film  has  been  described  as  one  of 
the  hottest,  as  having  some  of  the  hot- 
test sex  scenes  ever  recorded  on  cel- 
luloid. 

That  is  not  the  tyi*  of  decision  mak- 
ing that  we  want  In  Washington.  It  is 


the  highlight  of  the  myth  of  the  magi- 
cal bureaucrat  that  magical  bureau- 
crats in  Washington  know  more  about 
art  than  what  the  individual  taxpayers 
do.  The  bill  to  the  American  taxpayer, 
the  purchase  price  of  the  admission  for 
a  ticket  to  this  movie,  was  $31,500. 

My  amendment  would  have  been  a 
clear  signal  to  the  National  Endow- 
ment for  the  Arts  that  this  has  to  stop. 
Out  of  a  $99  million  budget,  $99  million 
of  bureaucrats  describing  what  art  is  in 
America,  it  would  have  cut  and  said  to 
the  NEA  obviously  in  1996.  you  had 
$31,500  to  waste.  In  1997,  you  are  not 
going  to  get  that  money  again. 

After  a  colloquy  with  the  subcommit- 
tee chairman,  I  will  withdraw  this 
amendment  because  of  some  other 
agreements  and  arrangements  that 
have  been  made. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  Texas. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Let  me 
thank  the  gentleman  at  least  for  hav- 
ing certainly  his  right  to  challenge  and 
acknowledge  his  concerns  about  the 
National  Endowment  for  the  Arts.  Let 
me  add  my  appreciation  for  the  with- 
drawing of  this  amendment  and  only  to 
say  that  I  stand  in  support  of  the  Na- 
tional Endowment  for  the  Arts  in  its 
broadcast  sense,  in  its  independence 
and  its  recognition  of  the  symphony 
and  the  ballet  and  the  independent 
small  arts  groups  that  reach  into  the 
minority  community. 

Just  a  last  point  for  the  gentleman's 
kindness,  that  particular  film,  though  I 
know  raises  many  different  perspec- 
tives, the  Watermelon  Woman  was  a 
highly  acclaimed  film  that  dealt  seri- 
ously and  realistically  with  the  chal- 
lenges faced  by  being  a  black  woman  in 
the  entertainment  industry.  So  I  would 
ask  indulgence  to  recognize  the  need 
for  broad-based  art  and  that  we  must 
consider  the  fact  that  the  National  En- 
dowment for  the  Arts  has  a  long-stand- 
ing history  in  reaching  to  rural  Amer- 
ica, urban  America  and  certainly  to 
underserved  Americans. 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA.  Reclaiming  my 
time,  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  NEA 
has  probably  done  some  phenomenal 
things.  I  watched  this  movie,  all  right, 
78  minutes,  and  I  invite  any  of  my  col- 
leagues to  watch  it  as  well.  Describing 
this  as  art  is  using  the  term  very,  very 
loosely.  I  would  not  show  it  to  my  par- 
ents. I  would  not  show  it  to  my  wife.  I 
would  not  want  my  kids  to  see  it.  I  do 
not  think  any  of  my  friends  would 
want  to  see  it.  And  we  paid  for  it. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  We 
have  had  the  occasion  to  have  members 
of  our  staff  review  it  and  look  at  it, 
and  I  do  know  everjrthing  is  in  the  eyes 
of  the  beholder.  I  would  only  offer  to 
say  that  art  is  for  those  individuals  in 
different  categories,  and  it  is  received 
differently.  I  would  simply  say  that  we 
would  have  to  view  art  in  that  manner 


protected  by  the  first  amendment.  I  ap- 
preciate the  gentleman's  assessment  of 
that  particular  film,  but  there  are 
other  assessments  of  it  as  well. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoek- 
stra] has  expired. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoekstra]  have  3 
additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  House  of  Wednesday,  June 
19.  1996.  the  time  is  controlled. 

Without  objection,  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoekstra]  is  rec- 
ognized for  3  ad(itional  minutes. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume for  the  purpose  of  a  colloquy  with 
my  subcommittee  chairman.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Regula], 
the  subcommittee  chairman. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appre- 
ciate the  fact  that  the  gentleman  is 
going  to  withdraw  the  amendment,  and 
I  have  not  seen  the  film.  I  have  read  de- 
scriptions of  it,  and  I  think  it  probably 
represents  an  abuse  of  discretion  in 
using  Federal  funds  to  provide  support 
for  this. 

Obviously  the  first  amendment  runs 
to  the  right  to  free  speech,  but  I  do  not 
think  it  necessarily  means  that  in  the 
use  of  public  money  that  you  can  be 
careless  in  the  way  in  which  it  is  ex- 
pended. 

I  might  tell  the  gentleman  in  re- 
sjxjnse  to  his  concern  that  in  this  re- 
port, the  following  language  appears: 
This  appropriation  is  consistent,  we 
are  speaking  of  the  amount  that  has 
been  appropriated  for  the  National  En- 
dowment for  the  Arts,  which  is  the 
same  for  this  year  as  it  was  in  1996. 
This  appropriation  is  consistent  with 
the  agreement  reached  on  the  floor  of 
the  House  during  debate  over  the  fiscal 
year  1996  Interior  appropriation  bill  in 
terms  of  the  proposed  reauthorization 
by  the  House  legislative  committee  of 
jurisdiction  to  phase  out  Federal  fund- 
ing for  the  National  Endowment  for 
the  Arts  over  a  2-year  period. 

The  committee  has  provided  bill  lan- 
guage to  allow  funds  to  remain  avail- 
able until  expended  and  this  gives  them 
the  flexibility  to  close  out  the  agency. 
But  an  agreement  was  reached  by  our 
leadership  to  terminate  the  agency  in  2 
years,  and  this  bill  reflects  that  agree- 
ment. 

Mr.  HOEKSTRA.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  that  clarification,  based  on 
that  agreement  and  recognizing  the  ex- 
pectation that  that  agreement  will 
take  place  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  to  withdraw  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  The  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Hoekstra]  is  withdrawn. 
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Will  the  g^entleman  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Sanders]  reoffer  his  amendment? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SANDERS 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Sanders:  In  the 
Item  relating:  to  "DEPARTMENT  OF  EN- 
ERGY—naval  PETROLEUM  AND  OIL  SHALE  RE- 
SERVES", after  the  dollar  amount,  insert  the 
following:  "(reduced  by  $11,764,000)". 

In  the  Item  relating  to  "DEPARTMENT 
OF  ENERGY— ENERGY  CONSERVATION",  after 
each  of  the  first,  second,  and  third  dollar 
amounts.  Insert  the  following:  "(Increased  by 
$11.764,(»)". 

D  1045 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  House  of  Wednesday,  June 
19,  1996,  the  gentleman  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Sanders]  will  be  recognized  for  10 
minutes  and  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Regula]  will  be  recognized  for  10 
minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders]. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  jrield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  be  of- 
fering this  amendment,  along  with  its 
cosponsor,  the  gentleman  from  Maine 
[Mr.  LONGLEY].  The  amendment  is  very 
simple.  It  transfers  S11.764  million  from 
the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  into  the 
Low  Income  Weatherlzation  Assistance 
Program.  Last  year  the  weatherlzation 
program  was  hit  very  hard  and  was 
slashed  almost  in  half.  Now  this  bill 
recommends  an  additional  10  percent 
cut  on  top  of  last  year's  decimating 
cut.  Please  join  us  in  sending  a  mes- 
sage that  the  proposed  cut  is  just  too 
deep. 

This  is  a  compromise  amendment. 
The  administration  requested  an  in- 
crease of  funding  to  $150  million.  The 
committee  recommends  $100  million. 
This  amendment  puts  it  at  about  $112 
million.  The  amendment  is  supported 
by  a  broad  and  varied  coalition,  the 
American  Public  Power  Association, 
U.S.  PIRG.  the  Environmental  Defense 
Fund,  and  the  National  Coimnvmity 
Action  Foundation. 

Weatherlzation  funds  save  money. 
That  is  the  important  point  to  make. 
It  is  a  very  cost-effective  program. 
Weatherlzation  funds  help  pay  for  up- 
dating decrepit  heating  and  cooling 
systems,  identifying  deadly  carbon 
monoxide  leaks  and  faulty  fuel  sys- 
tems, insulating  drafty  homes,  and 
educating  homeowners  on  energy  effi- 
ciency. Weatherlzation  fimds  save 
money.  It  is  a  good,  cost-effective  in- 
vestment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  virtually  every  State 
in  the  Nation  benefits  from  the  weath- 
erlzation program.  Colder  States  like 
Vermont.  Maine,  and  Wisconsin,  where 
the  weather  gets  20  below  zero,  we  save 
money  and  help  our  people;  and  warm- 


er States  like  Louisiana  and  California 
and  every  place  else  in  between  also 
save  money  through  the  weatherlza- 
tion program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  seriously  con- 
cerned about  the  magnitude  of  cuts  to 
low-income  energy  assistance.  LIHEAP 
and  weatherization  have  both  been 
under  attack.  The  sad  fact  is  that 
many  hard-working,  low-income  fami- 
lies and  the  elderly,  many,  many  elder- 
ly people,  utilize  these  programs  very 
effectively.  Many  of  these  people  sim- 
ply cannot  afford  to  pay  their  energy 
bills  and  certainly  cannot  afford  to  pay 
for  insulation  or  the  needed  repairs  on 
their  homes.  These  funds  are  particu- 
larly important  to  the  elderly,  whose 
more  fragile  health  often  cannot  toler- 
ate extreme  temperature  changes. 

Let  me  say  a  few  words  about  the 
Naval  Petroleum  Reserve.  The  NPR's 
operating  funds  go  to  running  three  oil 
fields  which  are  jointly  operated  by  the 
Government  and  Chevron.  The  produc- 
tivity of  these  fields  has  been  steadily 
declining  since  its  peak  in  1976.  The 
President  earmarked  the  NPR  for  sale 
in  fiscal  year  1997,  indicating,  "Produc- 
ing oil  and  gas  is  a  commercial,  not  a 
governmental  activity,  which  is  more 
appropriately  performed  by  the  private 
sector." 

That  is  something  that  many  of  my 
friends  on  the  other  side  I  am  sure 
agree  with.  Congress  apparently 
agreed,  because  it  passed  legislation 
authorizing  the  sale  of  NPR  by  1998. 
The  budget  resolution  that  we  recently 
passed  recommends  that  the  sale  occur 
as  soon  as  possible. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  very  impor- 
tant amendment.  There  are  millions  of 
people  in  this  country  who  simply  do 
not  have  the  resources  to  keep  warm  in 
the  wintertime.  They  need  help.  Tak- 
ing the  money  from  the  NPR  is  a  good 
way  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Thom- 
as]. 

(Mr.  THOMAS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  here  to  speak 
to  the  merits  of  weatherization  or 
where  the  gentleman  from  Vermont 
wants  to  spend  his  money.  I  believe  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  may 
have  some  remarks  directed  to  the 
weatherization  programs.  Rather,  I 
want  to  focus  on  where  the  gentleman 
gets  his  money  from. 

Ever  since  I  have  been  in  Congress,  I 
have  represented  Naval  Petroleum  Re- 
serve No.  1  at  Elk  Hills.  Since  the  mid- 
1970's,  on  order  of  then  President  Ford, 
the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  has  been 
producing  petroleum  at  the  maximum 
efficient  rate.  That  is.  the  Government 
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has  been  trying  to  run  it  like  a  private 
oil  field. 

For  years,  beginning  with  the  Reagan 
administration,  there  was  suggestion 
that  we  sell  Elk  Hills,  since  we  are  pro- 
ducing it  as  though  it  were  a  private 
operation.  We  said  then  that  we  wanted 
to  make  sure  that  the  taxpayers  got 
the  maximum  benefit  of  selling  this 
very  important  natural  resource,  and 
that  it  be  sold,  because  we  can  maxi- 
mize the  removal  of  petroleum  from 
the  reserve  if  it  is  coordinated  with  all 
of  the  private  sector  holdings  sur- 
rounding Elk  Hills. 

With  the  assistance  of,  in  one  of  the 
better  bipartisan  efforts  in  the  104th 
Congress,  the  two  gentlemen  from  Vir- 
ginia, Mr.  Bateman  and  Mr.  SisiSKY, 
we  put  together  a  procedure  for  selling 
Elk  Hills.  It  calls  on  experts,  a  maxi- 
mum of  five,  to  determine  the  value. 
There  Is  a  procedure  that  we  are  going 
to  go  through  that  we  all  believe  will 
produce  the  maximum  dollar  to  the 
taxpayer  in  the  selling  of  this  asset. 

There  is  a  timeline  we  are  operating 
under,  and  we  have  already  cut  from 
the  1995  level  $43  million,  almost  25  per- 
cent of  the  total  budget.  It  is  the  addi- 
tional $11  million  that  concerns  us 
about  our  ability  to  maximize  for  the 
taxpayers  the  dollars  in  the  sale  of  Elk 
Hills. 

I  have  told  you  I  have  represented 
Elk  Hills,  and  some  folks  may  think  I 
would  be  giving  less  than  an  objective 
view  in  analjrzing  what  this  amend- 
ment would  do.  Therefore.  I  would  like 
to  read  to  you  from  a  Department  of 
energy  letter  than  I  received  late  last 
night,  signed  by  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary for  Fossil  Energy.  This  is  the 
Clinton  administration  addressing  the 
Sanders  amendment. 

"The  Sanders  amendment  would  se- 
verely compromise  the  prospects  for 
obtaining  an  appropriate  sales  price," 
The  letter  says. 

"The  proposed  $11  million  reduction 
would  eliminate  new  drilling  activity 
in  fiscal  year  1997.  That  would  produce 
$14  million  in  reduced  revenue  in  1997 
alone,  and  $31  million  in  reduced  reve- 
nue in  1998." 

Now,  let  us  say  that  you  go  ahead 
and  spend  that  money  for  production, 
and,  if  you  do,  the  Department  chooses 
then  to  continue  drilling  at  the  field  to 
preserve  production.  The  letter  says  it 
will  have  to  take  the  cut  from  other 
activities  at  the  field,  such  as  environ- 
mental compliance.  If  the  field  is  not 
within  its  environmental  compliance 
guidelines,  it  will  be  of  less  value  to  a 
purchaser. 

In  short,  the  letter  says,  the  proposed 
funding  reduction  would  have  a  cascad- 
ing effect.  The  American  taxpayers 
lose  now  in  terms  of  revenues  to  the 
Government,  and  they  would  lose  later 
in  terms  of  the  proceeds  that  go  to  the 
Federal  treasury  when  this  field  is  old. 
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In  the  old  English  saying,  penny-wise 
and  pound-foolish,  the  $11  million  re- 
moved from  the  Naval  Petroleum  Re- 
serve is  a  classic  example  of  that. 
Again,  not  speaking  to  the  merits  of 
weatherization,  the  administration 
agrees  with  me  that  taking  $11  million 
out  of  the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve 
costs  the  taxpayers  Immediately  next 
year  $14  million,  $31  million  in  1998, 
and  untold  millions  to  the  taxpayers  in 
sprucing  up  this  property,  getting  it 
ready  for  a  final  sale. 

I  would  tell  the  gentleman  from  Ver- 
mont that  others  could  speak  to  the 
merits  of  the  weatherization,  but  as  far 
as  where  he  gets  his  funding,  I  hope  the 
House,  if  he  proposes  to  offer  this  for  a 
vote,  would  soundly  reject  the  source 
for  his  funding. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr.  Olver.] 

Mr.  OLVER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  time. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  the  amendment  by  my  col- 
league from  Vermont.  Mr.  Sanders. 
which  would  increase  fimding  for  the 
weatherization  program.  This  bill's  cut 
in  the  weatherization  program  does  not 
seem  so  bad  at  first  glance.  It  proposes 
an  11  i)ercent  cut  from  last  year.  That 
is  $12  million,  from  $112  million  to  $100 
million. 

But  we  have  to  go  back  and  look  at 
the  program  as  it  was  in  fiscal  year 
1995.  when  it  was  $215  million.  So  it  al- 
ready took  a  48-percent  cut  in  going 
from  1995  to  1996.  Now  you  add  another 
$12  million.  11  percent  on  top  of  that. 
That  is  quite  enough.  That  is  much 
more  than  a  fair  share  of  cuts  for  a 
very  important  program. 

Low-Income  households  in  Massachu- 
setts depend  heavily  upon  weatheriza- 
tion. More  than  1.700  families  get 
weatherization  in  my  State,  and  these 
are  working  families.  These  are  low-in- 
come working  families  and  low-income 
elderly  families.  K  the  program  is  fund- 
ed at  $100  million,  there  are  going  to  be 
hundreds  of  homes  that  cannot  be 
weatherized,  and  90  percent  of  those 
households  have  incomes  of  less  than 
$15,000  a  year.  Proper  weatherization  of 
these  homes  saves  these  families  an  av- 
erage of  $300  per  year,  and  that  is  real 
money  in  the  hands  and  pockets  of 
very  needy  people. 

The  weatherization  is  a  successful 
energy  conservation  program.  The 
money  spent  pays  for  Itself  within  6  or 
7  years,  and  from  that  time  on  every 
penny  is  pure  savings  that  goes  into 
the  pockets  of  low-income  elders  and 
families  in  those  communities. 

In  addition,  this  program  com- 
plements the  low-income  home  heating 
assistance  program,  the  LIHEAP  pro- 
gram, where  LIHEAP  provides  energy 
to  low-income  households  and  weather- 
lzation conserves  energy  in  those  very 
same  households. 


So  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  weatherization  and  support  the 
Sanders  amendment. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Ohio  is  recognized  for  5%  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope 
that  as  you  evaluate  both  this  amend- 
ment and  the  amendment  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Parker]. 
that  you  give  some  thought  to  the  im- 
portance of  these  two  amendments  to 
national  policy.  Weatherization  is  pop- 
ular. It  is  popular  with  the  people  who 
get  to  do  the  jobs,  to  do  the 
weatherizing,  it  is  popular  with  the 
State  administrators  who  get  to  parcel 
out  the  money,  because  this  weather- 
ization money  goes  out  to  the  State 
and  the  State  bureaucracy  gets  the 
pleasure  of  handing  out  our  Federal 
dollars. 

So  it  is  popular,  and  it  is  billed  as  an 
environmental  vote.  But  let  me  give 
you  the  downside  of  all  of  this.  In  the 
case  of  the  Parker  amendment  on 
weatherization,  it  is  going  to  hit  the 
research  that  is  being  done  in  con- 
servation of  fuel.  That  has  got  to  be 
popular,  too,  with  the  envfronmental 
groups.  The  technologies  being  devel- 
oped will  reduce  pollution.  It  will  give 
us  fuel  efficiency.  It  will  clean  up  air. 
It  will  make  our  automobiles  more  fuel 
efficient  and  environmentally  benign. 
Part  of  that  money  goes  to  develop  a 
new  generation  of  fuel-efficient  auto- 
mobiles, in  partnership  with  the  auto 
industry,  and  they  are  spending  far 
more  dollars  than  we  are.  It  will  give 
us  turbines  that  are  a  lot  more  fuel  ef- 
ficient. 

Do  you  want  to  trade  those  off  for 
putting  some  storm  doors  on  prop- 
erties? Long  term,  the  conservation  re- 
search program  will  be  far  more  bene- 
ficial, in  terms  of  impact  on  all  of  the 
American  people,  as  opposed  to  a  hand- 
ful that  benefit  from  weatherization.  I 
know  it  is  popular,  but  we  are  talking 
about  national  public  policy,  and  we 
should  be  thinking  long  term. 

Now,  the  amendment  that  is  before 
us  right  now  takes  the  money  out  of 
the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve.  We  have 
decided  to  sell  it.  Well,  if  you  are  going 
to  sell  the  house,  you  do  not  let  the 
boiler  and  the  electrical  system  dete- 
riorate. You  take  care  of  the  house 
until  you  sell  It.  That  is  what  we  are 
talking  about  here.  If  we  take  this 
money  out  of  the  Naval  Petroleum  Re- 
serve, they  will  not  be  able  to  manage 
that  property  efficiently,  and  it  will  re- 
sult In  a  loss  of  perhaps  $1  billion  in 
the  sale  of  this  very,  very  valuable 
property. 

Is  that  good  management?  No  way. 
Keep  in  mind,  we  are  the  Board  of  Di- 
rectors of  the  USA.  and  we  have  to 
make  decisions  that  are  important  in 
terms  of  management  of  our  resources, 
for  all  the  people. 


I  do  not  want  the  taxpayers  of  this 
Nation  to  be  deprived  of  a  possible  $1 
billion  from  the  sale  of  the  Naval  Pe- 
troleum Reserve  because  we.  here  to 
get  an  environmental  vote,  decided  to 
take  the  money  out  of  that  for  weath- 
erization for  the  next  12  months.  Keep 
in  mind  that  we  need  to  take  care  of 
this  property.  We  do  not  have  a  lot  in 
here.  We  have  the  minimal  amount  to 
manage  that  property  well  until  it  is 
put  up  for  sale,  a  sale  that  was  deter- 
mined by  this  Congress  should  be 
made. 

So  I  think  in  both  of  these  amend- 
ments we  are  running  the  risk  of  very 
bad  policy,  one  on  Parker  in  the  case  of 
conservation  research.  We  have  already 
taken  a  big  cut  out  of  it.  We  should  not 
take  more  or  we  are  going  to  damage  a 
lot  of  very  important  programs  to  the 
people  of  the  United  States.  In  the  case 
of  the  Sanders  amendment,  we  are 
going  to  potentially  reduce  the  value  of 
the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  when  we 
sell  it  in  the  near  future  by  many  mil- 
lions of  dollars. 

D  1100 

Bad  public  policy.  I  know  it  has  a 
great  appeal  to  go  home  and  say,  I 
voted  to  put  storm  windows  in  for 
somebody  or  insulate  the  roof.  That  is 
all  fine,  and  we  already  have  $100  mil- 
lion in  this  bill.  It  is  not  as  if  we  short- 
changed weatherization:  but  to  dump 
more  money  in  it  and,  at  the  same 
time,  get  bad  public  policy,  would  be 
damaging  to  the  long-term  effort  to  de- 
velop fuel  efficiency,  to  become  inde- 
pendent of  other  countries.  We  are  al- 
ready getting  half  of  our  petroleum 
from  overseas. 

This  Congress  may  in  the  future  have 
to  vote  again  to  send  our  military  peo- 
ple around  the  world  to  protect  our  oil 
supplies.  Members  should  think  about 
that  when  they  vote  on  the  Parker 
amendment,  and  think  about  the  po- 
tential loss  of  value  on  the  Naval  Pe- 
troleum Reserve  when  they  vote  on  the 
Sanders  amendment.  These  will  be 
coming  up.  They  are  rolled,  and  there- 
fore, both  of  them,  each  in  its  own  way. 
has  a  real  downside. 

I  recognize,  of  course,  the  political 
appeal  on  weatherization.  The  adminis- 
tration said  they  strongly  support 
weatherization  but  not  at  the  expense 
of  other  energy  programs.  Let  me  say 
again,  we  have  taken  a  real  hit  on  en- 
ergy. Let  us  not  exacerbate  the  prob- 
lem by  voting  for  either  of  these 
amendments. 

Let  me  urge  all  my  colleagues  to 
vote  "no"  on  both  of  the  weatheriza- 
tion amendments. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Texas.  Ms.  Sheila  Jackson-Lee. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
5rieldlng  me  this  time,  and  I  rise  to  sup- 
port my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
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Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders],  in  his  amend- 
ment. 

Interestingly  enougrh,  he  comes  from 
way  north  and  I  come  from  the  State  of 
Texas.  Weatherization  proirrams  start 
and  begin  with  saving  lives,  and  I  ap- 
preciate my  colleagues  discussion  of 
opposition  on  the  value  of  national  pol- 
icy, but  I  do  think  it  is  important  to 
emphasize  a  national  policy  of  saving 
lives  and,  as  well,  ensuring  that  correc- 
tive measures  are  taken  to  provide 
heat  in  the  winter  and  cooling  in  the 
summer. 

Most  of  the  weatherization  dollars  go 
into  older  communities,  with  older 
housing  stock  that,  in  fact,  do  not  have 
the  wherewithal  to  secure  environ- 
mentally safe  heating  facilities  as  well 
as  environmentally  safe  cooling  facili- 
ties. Do  we  want  to  wait  and  see  an- 
other long  and  harsh  winter  result  in 
the  terrible  deaths  that  we  saw  in  Chi- 
cago a  few  short  years  ago:  or  the  ter- 
rible heat  loss  in  my  conmiunity  a  few 
short  years  ago  as  well? 

This  is  an  effective,  fiscally  respon- 
sible amendment.  We  should  draw  to- 
gether and  make  sure  we  support  the 
weatherization  program  in  the  best 
way  possible  to  save  lives. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota [Mr.  OBEaiSTAR]. 

(Mr.  OBERSTAR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Chairman, 
10,000  years  ago  the  last  glacier  re- 
treated from  the  North  American  con- 
tinent, but  every  fall  it  stages  a  come- 
back and  this  year  it  lasted  well  into 
May,  when  we  had  36  inches  of  ice  still 
on  the  border  lakes  in  my  district  with 
temperatures  driven  down  to  60  below 
zero. 

I  want  to  say  to  my  good  friend  from 
Ohio,  who  casually  talked  about  this 
money  going  to  some  bureaucracy,  this 
money  goes  to  real  people,  people  who 
are  old  and  poor  and  hurt  in  the  cold 
weather  of  northern  Minnesota.  If  the 
gentleman  thinks  that  is  fun,  try  liv- 
ing up  there  on  S600  a  month  in  a  poor- 
ly insulated  house  when  an  individual 
has  to  choose  between  eating  or  heat- 
ing. 

I  resent  it.  This  program  has  been 
cut  from  $900  million  in  1981  to  a  bare 
$100  million  today.  The  gentleman 
talks  about  saving  some  Elk  Hills  Oil 
Petroleum  Reserve  and  some  national 
policy.  National  policy  is  people,  peo- 
ple who  are  old  and  poor  and  who  de- 
serve to  be  helped,  who  deserve  to  have 
something  better  than  a  miserably  cold 
winter  and  the  choice  of  heating,  eat- 
ing, or  suffering  to  death.  We  should 
not  have  that  kind  of  choice  in  this  so- 
ciety, and  this  is  a  paltry  amount  to  be 
shifting  into  this  program  of  weather- 
ization and  home  heating  assistance. 

When  we  weatherize  the  home,  we 
cut  the  heating  assistance  by  15  per- 
cent. We  should  support  this  amend- 
ment. 


Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Connecticut  [Ms.  DeLauro]. 

Ms.  DeLAURO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  Sanders  amendment, 
which  will  provide  additional  funding 
to  the  low-income  weatherization 
program. 

It  is  my  understanding  with  regard  to 
the  NPR  that  the  private  industry 
sources  say  that  they  can  cut  operat- 
ing costs  between  $30  and  $40  million. 
So  this  $11  million  is  indeed  a  paltry 
sum.  as  my  colleague  from  Minnesota 
has  talked  about.  This  is  not  going  to 
break  the  NPR.  It  is  just  not  going  to 
do  that;  that  is  a  fallacy. 

The  weatherization  program  provides 
essential  energy  assistance,  and  it  pro- 
vides that  in  my  State  of  Connecticut 
to  the  working  poor,  to  the  elderly,  to 
the  disabled,  to  low-income  individ- 
uals. Without  this  help,  many  residents 
could  not  afford  to  heat  their  homes 
through  the  winter,  and  it  gets  cold  in 
the  State  of  Connecticut. 

Weatherization  projects  protect  the 
homes  from  elements  and  make  them 
more  energ-  efficient.  It  reduces  the 
costs  for  these  individuals  and  their 
families.  Last  year's  support  for  the 
weatherization  program  took  a  big  hit 
from  its  regular  funding  level,  and  de- 
spite the  President's  request  to  raise 
funding  of  this  program  to  $150  million 
in  1997,  this  bill  would  slash  weather- 
ization by  60  percent  from  1995  levels. 

Let  us  pass  the  Sanders  amendment, 
let  us  help  working  families. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Hinchey]. 

Mr.  HINCHEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
not  surprised  that  some  bureaucrat  in 
the  Energy  Department,  who  is  in 
charge  of  the  Strategric  Petroleum  Re- 
serve, would  object  to  having  a  little 
money  taken  out  of  their  program. 
That  does  not  come  as  a  surprise  to 
me.  The  question  is  whether  or  not  we 
ought  to  be  spending  that  money  a  lit- 
tle more  wisely. 

I  think  that  the  amendment  of  the 
gentleman  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Sani>- 
ERS]  will  provide  us  with  the  oppor- 
tunity to  do  precisely  that,  spend  that 
money  a  little  bit  more  wisely.  This 
money  would  take  money  out  of  that 
Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  and  put  it 
into  weatherization.  For  every  dollar 
we  spend  on  this  weatherization  pro- 
gram, we  realize  about  $1.62  in  savings. 
This  saves  energy  by  weatherizing 
homes. 

Of  course,  on  the  humanitarian  level, 
which  I  think  is  even  more  critically 
important,  it  saves  lives.  It  allows  peo- 
ple who  are  living  in  cold  climates  and 
in  uncomfortable  conditions  to  live 
more  comfortably  by  weatherizing 
their  homes,  and  also  increases  their 
personal  security  thereby. 

So  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  someone 
who  is  in  charge  of  this  particular 
money  now  might  object  to  having  it 


go  someplace  else,  I  think  it  is  in  the 
best  interests  of  the  people  of  the  coun- 
try to  take  a  little  money  out  of  NPR, 
put  it  into  weatherization  and  thereby 
provide  a  lot  more  comfort  and  save 
some  energy  for  this  country. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
30  seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin [Mr.  Obey]. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will 
never  forget  running  into  a  woman  in 
Stevens  Point  in  my  district.  She  was 
about  90  years  old.  The  only  thing  that 
kept  her  going  was  the  fact  that  she 
was  living  in  a  home  that  was  built  for 
her  by  her  husband  as  a  wedding 
present  when  she  was  22  years  old. 

She  lived  in  a  living  room,  a  kitchen, 
and  a  bathroom.  Everything  else  was 
boarded  up.  She  slept  on  an  old,  beat- 
up  couch.  It  was  the  weatherization 
program  that  made  it  possible  for  that 
woman  to  have  some  meaning  in  her 
life.  For  us  to  take  that  away,  we 
ought  to  be  ashamed  of  ourselves. 

This  amendment  should  pass.  It  is 
about  time  we  put  people  ahead  of  the- 
ory. It  is  about  time  we  put  people 
ahead  of  nickles. 

Mr.  DOOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  each  side  have 
1  additional  minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  srield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  DooLEY]. 

Mr.  DOOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
strong  opposition  to  this  amendment. 
Some  of  the  prior  speakers  have  said 
that  they  could  understand  why  a  De- 
partment of  Energy  bureaucrat  would 
object  to  the  cut  of  a  little  money.  The 
bottom  line  is.  there  has  already  been 
$43  million  cut  out  of  this  budget.  That 
is  23  percent  below  1995. 

That  Department  of  Energy  official 
maybe  made  a  wise  decision.  They 
made  a  determination  that  by  making 
this  additional  $11  million  in  cuts  it  is 
going  to  reduce  the  value  of  a  govern- 
ment asset  that  we  are  committing  to 
sell.  Tell  me  what  businessperson  in 
America  would  make  a  decision  that 
would  result  in  the  diminishing  of  the 
economic  value  of  an  asset  that  they 
know  that  they  are  going  to  dispose  of 
in  the  future. 

That  is  the  issue  at  hand  here,  that 
we  might  be  finding  $11  million  addi- 
tional to  go  for  heating  assistance-  this 
year,  but  next  year  and  the  following 
year,  when  we  have  seen  the  diminish- 
ing of  the  value  and  fewer  dollars  that 
are  going  to  be  available  for  any  pro- 
gram, we  will  have  even  greater  dif- 
ficulty in  providing  for  some  of  these 
needs. 

Vote  "no"  on  this  amendment.  It  is  a 
poor  decision. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  remind  my 
friend  that  Chevron  has  stated  that  it 
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could  cut  operating  costs  by  a  mini- 
mum of  $30  to  $40  naillion  and  extend 
its  producing  life,  which  would  ulti- 
mately boost  revenues. 

Most  importantly.  Mr.  Chairman, 
what  we  are  talking  about  is  that  in 
this  great  country,  the  United  States 
of  America,  there  are  millions  of  peo- 
ple who  face  cold  in  the  wintertime. 
This  is  not  a  question  of  putting  storm 
windows  on:  this  is  a  question  of  main- 
taining a  shred  of  dignity  for  low-in- 
come senior  citizens  who  just  do  not 
have  enough  money  to  keep  their 
homes  warm  and  who  are  living  in 
houses  where  all  of  the  warmth  is  run- 
ning out  of  deteriorating  roofs  and 
walls. 

What  kind  of  society  are  we  when  we 
cannot  take  care  of  and  keep  warm  the 
weakest  and  most  vulnerable  amongst 
us?  We  are  talking  about  $11  million, 
that  is  all  we  are  talking  about,  to 
keep  people  warm  in  America,  to  keep 
people  from  dying  in  Chicago  when  the 
weather  there  goes  above  100  degrees.  I 
do  not  think  that  is  asking  too  much. 

Mrs.  KENNELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Sanders  amendment  to  in- 
crease funding  for  the  Low-Income  Weather- 
ization Program. 

Everyone  in  this  body  agrees  ftat  Govern- 
ment works  best  when  it  helps  people  solve 
problems  in  a  cost-effective,  commonsense 
way.  Low-income  weatherization  does  that — 
helping  people  to  conserve  energy  and  pre- 
serve their  limited  ir>comes. 

Because  of  weatherization,  millions  of  Amer- 
ican families  do  not  have  to  choose  between 
paying  high  energy  bills  and  paying  for  food 
and  shelter.  This  program  is  particularly  impor- 
tant to  Connecticut,  which  has  some  of  the 
highest  heating  costs  in  the  Nation.  For  people 
in  my  State,  weatherization  is  proof  that  Gov- 
emment  can  make  a  positive  difference  in 
people's  lives. 

The  Sanders  amendment  correctly  recog- 
nizes that  any  national  energy  policy  must  erv 
sure  that  families  are  not  forced  to  use  more 
energy  than  they  need  or  can  afford.  And  by 
keeping  weatherizatk>n  at  last  year's  levels, 
this  amendment  rightfully  reflects  the  difficult 
funding  climate  in  which  we  operate. 

When  we  are  debating  a  S12  billion  bill,  $12 
millk>n  may  not  sound  like  a  lot  of  money.  But 
to  the  families  in  Connecticut  who  will  t>enefit 
from  weatherization,  this  extra  funding  is  pre- 
cisely the  support  they  need. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the  Sanders 
amendment  to  restore  funding  for  weatheriza- 
tion. 

Mr.  TORKILDSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  the  Sanders-Longley  amend- 
ment to  restore  much-needed  weatherization 
assistance  funds. 

My  constituents  in  northeastem  Massachu- 
setts and  elsewhere  in  New  England  suffer 
from  brutal  winters  that  sap  household  budg- 
ets, as  they  seek  to  adequately  heat  their 
homes. 

Two  programs  help  keep  low-income  homes 
warm  during  these  months.  LIHEAP  and  the 
Weatherization  Assistance  Program.  Both 
have  proven  to  save  not  only  energy  dollars, 
but  public  health  ootlars.  Studies  continue  to 


show  that  low-imcome  people,  particularty  the 
elderly,  will  sacrifice  food  and  other  neces- 
sities to  heat  their  homes  in  the  winter.  The 
average  income  of  those  receiving  weatheriza- 
tion assistance  is  S7,641. 

This  amendment  is  not  asking  for  an  in- 
crease— just  level  funding.  In  exchange,  fami- 
lies in  my  district  are  able  to  remain  self-suffi- 
cient, keeping  them  off  public  assistance,  out 
of  hospital  emergency  rooms  and  working  at 
their  jobs.  In  an  era  of  shrinking  Federal  dol- 
lars, LIHEAP  and  the  Weatherization  Assist- 
ance Program  are  cost-effective  prevention 
programs  that  deserve  our  continued  support. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the  Sand- 
ers-Longley amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders]. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote,  and  pending 
that.  I  make  a  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  455,  further  proceedings  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders] 
will  be  postponed. 

The  point  of  no  quonim  is  considered 
withdrawn. 

Are  there  further  amendments? 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chainnan.  I  take 
this  time  in  order  to  have  a  colloquy 
with  my  good  friend,  the  chairman  of 
the  committee,  with  respect  to  a  tele- 
communications issue  in  our  bill. 

The  gentleman  will  recall  that  I  of- 
fered an  amendment  in  committee  in 
an  effort  to  make  sure  that  the  huge 
antennae  which  are  necessary  for  tele- 
communications would  not  be  con- 
structed in  national  parks,  wildlife  ref- 
uges, or  national  forests  or  places 
where  the  public  finds  enjoyment. 

I  planned  to  reofi'er  this  amendment 
today  but,  in  the  interest  of  time,  I 
will  not  offer  that  amendment  if  I  can 
have  the  assurance  of  the  chairman 
that  langujige  will  be  placed  in  the 
statement  of  the  numagers  for  this  bill 
directing  the  Department  of  the  Inte- 
rior and  the  Forest  Service  to  promul- 
gate rules  assuring  public  comment  on 
the  placement  of  telecommunications 
devices  on  park,  refuge,  and  Forest 
Service  land.  Will  the  chairman  agree 
to  that? 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  jrield? 

Mr.  YATES.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my 
understanding  that  this  language 
would  not  be  inconsistent  with  the 
telecommunications  bill:  that  there  is 
a  provision  for  public  comment,  and  I 
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think  that  we  should  have  language  in 
the  statement  of  managers  that  rein- 
forces what  I  have  been  advised  is  part 
of  that  bill. 

I  think  what  the  gentleman  is  talk- 
ing about  is  very  important,  because 
these  facilities  can  be  placed  on  our 
public  lands,  parks,  and  forests,  graz- 
ing lands,  wherever  Fish  and  Wildlife 
facilities  are,  and  I  think  allowing  for 
public  comment  ensures  that  it  will 
not  be  detrimental  to  the  publics  right 
to  use  those  facilities. 

I  would  certainly  think  we  would 
consider  that  in  conference. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

AMEM>ME>T  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SHADEGG 

Mr.  SHADEGG.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Shadegg:  In 
the  item  relating  to  "Other  Related  agen- 
cies—National Foundation  on  the  arts 
AND  the  HuMAxrriES— National  Endowment 
FOR  THE  HuMANrriES— Grants  and  adminis- 
tration", strike  "$92.994.000'"  and  Insert 
'-S80.000.000.  of  which  at  least  S28.000.000  be 
used  for  state  grants." 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  a  Member 
who  wishes  to  be  recognized  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  amendment? 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Shadegg]  will  be 
recognized  for  15  minutes  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  niinois  [Mr.  Yates]  will 
be  recognized  for  15  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Shadegg]. 

D  1115 

Mr.  SHADEGG.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Last  year  this  Congress  made  a  com- 
mitment to  fulfill  its  obligation  to  bal- 
ance the  Federal  budget.  We  face  a  $5.2 
trillion  debt  and  a  $153  billion  deficit. 
Our  commitment  was  to  reduce  the 
subsidy  that  we  provide  to  the  Na- 
tional Endowment  for  the  Arts  and  the 
National  Endowment  for  the  Human- 
ities. I  rise  to  offer  an  amendment 
which  fulfills  that  commitment. 

Last  year  former  Secretary  of  Edu- 
cation Bill  Bennett  testified  before  this 
Congress  that  we  should  eliminate  the 
funding  for  the  National  Endowment 
for  the  Humanities.  And  former  Sec- 
retary Ljmne  Cheney,  who  headed  the 
National  Endowment  for  the  Human- 
ities, also  has  called  for  an  ending  of 
this  Federal  subsidy  of  the  humanities. 

Many  Members  of  this  Congress,  Mr. 
Chairman,  campaigned  on  a  promise  to 
balance  the  Federal  budget  and  to  end 
spending  in  areas  where  we  cannot  af- 
ford to  continue  to  spend.  As  worthy  as 
support  of  the  humanities  may  be.  and 
this  is  not  about  that  issue,  we  simply 
can  nc  longer  afford  to  continue  to  sub- 
sidize the  humanities. 
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My  amendment  takes  a  modest  step 
in  that  direction.  It  fulfills  the  promise 
we  made  last  year.  The  bill  before  us 
makes  a  mere  5  percent  cut  in  the 
funding  for  National  Endowment  for 
the  Humanities.  At  that  rate,  Mr. 
Chairman,  it  will  take  us  19  years  to 
fulfill  our  promise  to  end  the  subsidy 
to  the  National  Endowment  for  the  Hu- 
manities. Instead  of  doing  that,  this 
amendment  offers  an  increase  in  that 
figure.  It  is  a  12-percent  reduction  in 
the  funding  and  the  subsidy  by  the 
Federal  Government  to  the  National 
Endowment  for  the  Humanities.  The 
current  subsidy  is  S110.5  million  a  year. 
The  bill  would  reduce  that  by  a  mere  $6 
million  a  year,  taking  the  figure  to 
S104.25  million.  That  is  a  reduction  of 
only,  as  I  said,  5  percent.  Instead  of 
that,  I  suggested  we  make  more 
progress  on  fulfilling  our  promise  to 
phase  out  this  Federal  subsidy  of  the 
humanities.  We  cannot  achieve  it  at 
the  pace  we  are  pursuing.  Therefore, 
this  amendment  cuts  $12.9  million. 

It  is  important,  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
note  that  this  cut  of  $12.9  million  is 
taken  from  administration  and  grants, 
but  is  not,  Mr.  Chairman,  taken  from 
State  grants.  That  is,  it  would  come 
totally  out  of  the  Federal  portion  and 
would  not  reduce  the  amount  of  the 
subsidy  which  the  Federal  Government 
provides  to  the  various  States  for  the 
humanities. 

This  is  a  modest  proposal  which,  I 
suggest,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  desperately 
needed.  It  fulfills  a  promise  we  made  to 
the  American  people  to  end  the  sub- 
sidization of  the  humanities. 

I  might  point  out,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  during  the  debate  last  year,  the 
concern  was  that  the  money  would  not 
be  there  to  support  the  humanities  if 
the  Federal  Government  did  not  do 
that.  In  fact,  the  facts  are  quite  to  the 
contrary.  Just  within  the  last  few 
months.  Philanthropy  News  Digest  hsis 
reported  more  than  $50  million  given 
by  foundations  to  support  the  human- 
ities in  America. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  debate  is  not 
about  the  importance  of  the  human- 
ities to  our  culture.  The  debate  is 
about  whether  or  not  we  can  afford  to 
continue  to  subsidize  at  the  Federal 
level  the  National  Endowment  for  the 
Humanities  when  the  private  sector  is 
clearly  fulfilling  that  obligation. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  and 
to  support  this  modest  amendment  to 
keep  our  promise,  the  promise  agreed 
to  that  we  would  phase  out  funding  for 
the  National  Endowment  for  the  Hu- 
manities, that  is,  the  Federal  subsidy, 
over  a  period  of  3  years. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  shield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  is  en- 
tirely wrong  in  connection  with  his  as- 
sertions about  the  lack  of  importance 
of  the  National  Endowment  for  the  Hu- 


manities in  our  Govermnent  and  in  our 
social  structure. 

Cutting  the  NEH  is  the  wrong  place 
to  balance  the  budget,  may  I  say  to  the 
gentleman.  I  would  also  say  to  the  gen- 
tleman that  the  agreement  that  was 
reached  last  year  by  the  leaders  of  his 
party  was  with  respect  to  the  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts.  There  was  no 
agreement  which  looked  to  the  elimi- 
nation of  the  National  Endowment  for 
the  Humanities. 

I  have  checked  that  very  closely  in 
the  Congressional  Record  with  Mem- 
bers who  were  at  the  formation  of  that 
agreement  in  the  meeting  by  the  lead- 
ership of  the  gentleman's  committee. 
They  inform  me  that  their  agreement 
was  limited  to  the  National  Endow- 
ment for  the  Arts. 

Mr.  SHADEGG.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  YATES.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona. 

Mr.  SHADEGG.  Mr.  Chairman,  you 
are  quite  correct.  No  formal  agreement 
was  instituted  between  the  parties  on 
precisely  how  we  would  phase  out. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  not  be- 
tween the  parties,  within  the  gentle- 
man's own  party.  And  there  was  no 
agreement  with  the  Democratic  Party. 

Mr.  SHADEGG.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  continue  to  yield,  the 
reference  I  make  is  to  the  fact  that 
many  members  of  this  committee,  in 
opposing  the  Chabot  amendment  last 
year,  which  would  have  zeroed  the 
funding  for  the  National  Endowment 
for  the  Humanities,  took  to  the  fioor 
and  said  they  supported  the  position  of 
phasing  out  the  funding  over  a  3-year 
period.  I  have  their  testimony  here 
from  that  debate  a  year  ago. 

Those  committee  members  stood  and 
said,  I  agree,  we  should  phase  it  out 
over  3  years,  I  can  read  the  gentleman 
their  testimony,  and  on  that  basis  op- 
pose the  elimination  over  a  1-year  pe- 
riod. For  that  reason  my  amendment 
simply  proposes  to  keep  pace  with  a 
phaseout  over  three  years  and  not  to 
eliminate  in  1  year. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  respond  to  my  question. 
Where  is  the  agreement?  This  is  a 
statement  by  Members  during  the 
course  of  the  debate  indicating  they 
were  opposed  to  the  continuation  of 
the  National  Endowment  for  the  Hu- 
manities. That  fig\ires.  There  are  a 
number  of  Members  of  the  House  who 
are  opposed  to  it. 

But  I  would  point  out  to  the  gen- 
tleman that  with  respect  to  his  amend- 
ment and  the  amendment  offered  last 
year  by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Chabot].  who  sought  to  eliminate  the 
humanities  in  its  entirety,  that  this 
amendment  was  voted  down  by  the 
House. 

I  suggest  to  the  gentleman  that  the 
reason  for  that  is  because  the  majority 
of  the  House,  in  both  parties,  believes 
that   the   humanities   is   a   necessary 


I)art,  not  only  of  our  Government  but 
of  our  social  structure.  It  is  the  leader 
of  the  culture,  if  my  colleague  will  per- 
mit me  to  use  that  phrase,  for  the 
study  of  the  past. 

I  do  not  know  that  the  gentleman  has 
studied  the  works  of  the  National  En- 
dowment for  the  Humanities.  It  is  an 
organization  that  I  think  has  a  very 
necessary  purpose.  It  trains  teachers  in 
history  and  other  social  studies  during 
the  summer.  Over  400,000  students  in 
the  country  received  the  benefit  of  the 
training  that  those  teachers  have  re- 
ceived. 

The  National  Endowment  for  the  Hu- 
manities is  the  leader  in  the  effort 
made  by  practically  every  university  in 
the  country  and  every  Library  in  the 
country  to  save  our  very  valuable 
books  and  newspapers,  which  are  in 
danger  of  dying  as  a  result  of  the  dete- 
rioration of  the  paper  upon  which  they 
are  printed. 

The  humanities  is  the  leader  in  the 
formation  of  studies  of  the  projects,  of 
the  papers  of  George  Washington,  the 
papei*s  of  Thomas  Jefferson,  of  Ben- 
jamin Franklin,  of  Adams,  of  Madison, 
of  Ulysses  S.  Grant,  of  Eisenhower,  of 
Thomas  Edison. 

So  I  say  to  the  gentleman  that  I 
would  think  it  would  be  catastrophic, 
and  I  use  that  word  deliberately.  I 
think  it  would  be  catastrophic  to  the 
best  interests  of  education  in  our  coun- 
try if  the  humanities  were  to  be  cut 
further  by  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment. 

The  humanities  was  cut  by  36  percent 
last  year.  We  were  cognizant  of  that  in 
our  committee  when  we  established  the 
level  of  appropriation  for  the  human- 
ities this  year.  I  would  hope  that  the 
gentleman's  amendment  does  not  suc- 
ceed. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  SHADEGG.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Idaho  [Mrs.  Chenoweth]. 

Mrs.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Arizona  for 
yielding  me  the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  National  Endow- 
ment for  the  Humanities,  although  ini- 
tially started  with  well-intentioned 
goals,  has  become  an  agency  that  ca- 
ters to  the  liberal,  academdc  elitists 
and  to  that  end  it  wastes  taxpayers' 
money. 

Lynne  Cheney,  former  chairman  of 
the  National  Endowment  for  the  Hu- 
manities under  Presidents  Reagan  and 
Bush,  has  stated  that  the  NEH  has  be- 
come a  political  haven  for  the  liberal 
and  social  elite  by  funding  studies  that 
instead  of  searching  for  academic  ex- 
cellence, they  explore  liberal  social  en- 
gineering. 

I  think  that  it  is  a  worthy  cause  to 
study  the  papers  of  George  Washington 
and  other  great  founders  and  great  peo- 
ple of  this  country,  but  I  have  to  point 
out  to  the  gentleman  from  Dlinois  [Mr. 
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Yates]  that  George  Washington's 
home.  Mount  Vernon,  is  operated  com- 
pletely under  private  auspices.  The 
Government  is  not  involved  in  Mount 
Vernon.  It  attracts  innumerable  visi- 
tors every  year. 

Aside  from  the  solid  constitutional 
arguments  against  congressional  au- 
thority to  fund  such  agencies  and  the 
mere  question,  is  this  a  proper  function 
of  the  Federal  Government  to  involve 
Itself  in.  it  totally  unreasonable  to  ex- 
pect the  American  taxpayer  to  pay  for 
studies  with  little  or  no  practical  ap- 
plication. We  all  must  remember  that 
the  Federal  Government  should  not  be 
in  the  business  of  funding  those  who 
wish  to  promote  a  certain  agenda. 

However,  the  NEH  has  ignored  this 
point  by  approving  grants  for  programs 
such  as  a  $34,000  study  of  the  represen- 
tation of  gender  and  sexuality  in  opera 
and  the  $4.9  million  program  of  Chair- 
man Sheldon  Hackney's  pet  project  en- 
titled, "A  National  Conversation  on 
American  Pluralism  and  Diversity." 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  the  median  fam- 
ily income  in  this  country  of  $40,000 
and  the  median  family  income  in  the 
upper  reaches  of  my  district  of  only 
$19,000  and  with  out  children  facing  a 
massive  debt  in  the  future,  how  can  we, 
in  good  conscience,  justify  spending 
money  on  studies  in  which  the  only 
purpose  is  a  Federal  feel  good  agenda? 

We  simply  caimot  do  that.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. The  NEH  clearly  needs  to  be  sent 
a  message.  This  amendment  will  do 
just  that. 

Let  us  follow  the  leadership  of  Lynne 
Cheney  and  tell  the  NEH,  if  they  can- 
not responsibly  spend  taxpayer  money, 
then  they  should  know  that  this  type 
of  behavior  will  not  be  tolerated.  I  urge 
a  "yes"  vote  on  this  amendment. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Colorado  [Mr.  Skaggs]. 

Mr.  SKAGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  being  sold  a 
basic  intellectual  fallacy  in  the  gentle- 
man's argument  this  morning,  that  be- 
cause private  philanthropy  is  doing  a 
lot,  we  should  assume  that  it  can  do  it 
all.  That  does  not  follow. 

What  really  is  at  issue  in  this  amend- 
ment, which  by  its  own  author's  de- 
scription is  merely  the  next  step  down 
the  road  to  eliminating  the  National 
Endowment  for  the  Humanities,  is  the 
absurd  proposition  that  this  great  Na- 
tion of  ours  will  commit  cultural  sui- 
cide, that  we  will  completely  eliminate 
Federal  support  for  one  of  the  most 
fundamental  needs  of  an  informed 
democratic  society,  which  is  to  under- 
stand its  past. 

If  that  has  no  practical  application, 
God  help  us.  If  we  really  propose  to 
enter  the  next  century  having  burned 
the  records  almost  literally  by  not  at- 
tending to  their  preservation,  where 
are  our  roots?  Where  is  our  grasp  of  the 
ideas  that  are  important  to  this  land? 
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That  is  what  is  at  stake  here.  Are  we 
going  to  take  the  next  step  to  divorce 
ourselves  from  the  heritage  of  ideas  on 
which  the  Nation  is  built  and  must 
grow? 

It  makes  absolutely  no  sense  to  talk 
about  practicality  here.  If  it  did.  why 
fund  the  National  Science  Foundation 
in  baisic  research?  The  programs  at 
NEA  aire  the  basic  research  ingredients 
of  the  ability  of  the  American  people  to 
know  where  they  have  come  from  and. 
in  knowing  where  they  have  come 
from,  to  have  a  better  idea  of  where  we 
should  be  headed.  To  intentionally, 
consciously,  deliberately,  knowingly 
try  to  undermine  that  core  need  of  any 
civilization,  should  shock  our  sense  of 
what  is  right,  our  sense  of  values  about 
our  country. 

Now,  I  am  delighted  at  the  willing- 
ness of  private  philanthropy  to  do  a  lit- 
tle bit  more,  but  no  one  should  be 
under  any  illusion  that  the  kinds  of 
things  that  the  National  Endowment 
for  the  Humanities  has  as  its  core  re- 
sponsibility can  possibly  be  undertaken 
by  private  philanthropy  in  this  coun- 
try. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  has 
pointed  out.  the  preservation  of  the 
records  of  the  country,  our  newspapers, 
our  books,  the  bringing  together  of  the 
papers  of  the  founders  and  the  leaders 
of  our  country,  politically,  culturally, 
scientifically,  this  is  what  this  is 
about. 

D  1130 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  us  to  go  further, 
we  should  be  adding  funds  for  the  En- 
dowment. We  are  impoverished  in  this 
country  in  our  ability  to  really  under- 
stand what  this  civilization,  what  this 
great  Nation,  is  about.  We  are  not 
overfunded.  We  see  that  every  day  in 
our  lives  in  our  districts  where  there  is 
less  and  less  interest  and  attention 
being  paid  to  the  ongoing  public  busi- 
ness of  America,  in  part  because  we  do 
not  understand  how  we  got  here. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  not  make  that 
problem  worse.  Defeat  this  ill-con- 
ceived amendment. 

Mr.  SHADEGG.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  30  seconds. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  the  testimony 
of  the  last  speaker  points  out  a  fun- 
damental disagreement.  His  premise  is 
that  without  government  funding  of 
this  National  Endowment,  we  will  for- 
get our  history  and  we  will  forget  our 
ideas.  That  is  simply  wrong,  and  it  is  a 
fundamental  disagreement  between 
this  side  and  that  side. 

I  would  remind  the  gentleman  that 
before  1965,  when  the  National  Endow- 
ment for  the  Humanities  was  estab- 
lished, we  were  not  forgetting  our  ideas 
or  our  history,  nor  were  we  underfund- 
ing  the  research  in  those  areas.  I  sug- 
gest the  gentleman's  assertion  that  we 
need  to  do  this  in  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment is  simply  wrong. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  3rield  30  seconds  to 
the  gentleman  firom  Ohio  [Mr.  Regula]. 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee. 


Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  sim- 
ply rise  to  point  out  to  our  colleagues 
on  our  side  of  the  aisle  that  I  have  re- 
ceived a  letter  from  31  of  the  Repub- 
lican Members  supporting  the  $110  mil- 
lion that  is  in  the  bill,  and  I  think  in 
fairness  we  just  want  to  make  that  in- 
formation known  to  the  Members  on 
our  side. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  1  minute  in  order  to  read  to  the 
gentleman  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Shadbgg] 
and  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Idaho 
[Mrs.  Chenoweth]  a  statement  that 
was  made  by  Bill  Bennett  when  he  was 
chairman  of  the  National  Endowment 
for  the  Humanities.  He  said  this: 

I  would  say  the  same  Founding  Fathers,  al- 
though they  did  not  have  or  sponsor  a  Na- 
tional Endowment  for  the  Humanities,  would 
support  the  notion  of  a  modest  endowment 
that  truly  recognized  the  importance  of  the 
humanities  to  national  life.  James  Madison 
says  that  he  sees  the  vision  of  the  future  as 
that  of  learning  and  liberty  leaning  on  each 
other.  Learned  Institutions  are  the  favorite 
objects  of  free  people,  says  Madison.  That  Is 
the  justification  I  want  to  go  back  to:  An  en- 
dowment that  really  does  help  Its  clUaenry 
appreciate  the  Intellectual  roots  of  this 
country,  that  fosters  creativity,  imagina- 
tion, critical  thinking  about  issues  that  mat- 
ter, that  brings  them  to  an  appreciation  of 
art,  literature,  philosophy.  That  does  have  a 
place  in  Federal  Government  and  a  modest 
role.  It  has  to  do  its  Job.  It  cant  be  sloppy. 
But  If  it  takes  its  responsibilities  seriously. 
it  is  well  worth  supporting,  because  that  is 
one  of  the  sources  of  our  strength  as  a  Na- 
tion, and  a  Nation,  and  a  source  of  great 
pride. 

That  was  the  statement  by  Bill  Ben- 
nett while  he  was  chairman  of  the  En- 
dowment. He  did  change  his  mind  when 
he  was  out  of  office  and  the  Democrats 
were  in  control.  I  would  say  to  the  gen- 
tleman. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Dicks]. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to 
rise  in  strong  opposition.  I  have  been  a 
strong  supporter  of  the  humanities. 
This  is  one  of  those  programs  where  ba- 
sically most  of  the  activity  occurs  out 
at  the  State  level,  and  we  thought  the 
new  majority  party  was  interested  in 
restoring  power  and  restoring  pro- 
grams to  our  local  areas,  and  if  we  can- 
not spend  this  small  amount  of  money 
compared  to  what  other  countries 
spend,  on  our  history,  our  civilization, 
our  culture:  I  mean  I  think  it  is  just  a 
tremendous  mistake. 

So  I  would  urge  my  colleagues  to 
vote  against  this  amendment,  to  sup- 
port the  money  in  the  bill  which  is 
there  for  humantities.  and  to  support 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Yates]  and  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Regula].  I  think  we  have  worked 
out  a  good  agreement. 

I  do  not  like  the  cut  that  has  been 
made  thus  far.  I  think  it  is  too  severe. 
But.  please,  do  not  adopt  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  SHADEGG.  Perhaps  the  gen- 
tleman was  absent  from  the  floor  and 
does  not  understand  the  amendment. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
HOSTETTLER]. 

Mr.  HOSTETTLER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
rise  today  on  behalf  of  all  of  the  people 
in  my  district  who  repeatedly  are  left 
scratching  their  heads  over  some  of  the 
ridiculous  things  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment spends  their  tax  dollars  on. 

I  am  talking  about  the  National  En- 
dowment for  Humanities  and  I  am  in 
support  of  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment. Mr.  Chairman,  how,  when  faced 
with  a  S5  trillion  national  debt  that 
continues  to  grow,  can  we  continue  to 
spend  money  on  projects  like  these: 

Sex  and  gender  in  the  middle  ages, 
1150-1450.  This  course  received  $135,000. 
Let  me  give  a  free  lesson  here  and  save 
the  money — there  were  men — and  there 
were  women.  The  fact  that  we  are  here 
today  lets  us  assume  some  of  them  had 
conjugal  relations. 

Representation  of  gender  and  sexual- 
ity in  opera.  This  course  received 
S34,000.  There's  another  hint:  The  so- 
pranos are  usually  women.  The  bass 
voices  are  men — no  charge. 

Here  is  another  example  of  NEH 
handiwork.  The  organization  decided 
to  grant  taxpayer  dollars  to  fund  a  pro- 
posal by  the  National  Center  for  His- 
tory in  the  Schools.  Here  is  some  of 
what  this  proposal,  which  is  part  of 
Goals  2000.  does: 

It  has  plenty  of  references  to  Ma- 
donna and  MTV,  but  leaves  out  any 
mention  of  George  Washington,  D-day, 
the  Moon  landing  and  the  Gettysburg 
Address.  Diversity  is  the  main  theme 
of  the  standards,  while  liberty  and 
prosperity  are  not  even  mentioned. 

A  few  years  back.  Madonna  stayed  in 
Evansville.  which  is  in  my  district.  She 
was  filming  "A  League  of  Their  Own." 
Madonna  decided  to  repay  the  city's 
hospitality  by  criticizing  it  apparently 
because  it  was  not  racy  enough  for  her 
tastes.  Not  only  does  Madonna  insult 
Evansville.  she  insults  all  standards  of 
decency  and  good  taste.  Yet  this  NEH 
proposal  mentions  her  more  than 
George  Washington.  Historical  stand- 
ards that  elevate  Madonna  over  Thom- 
as EkUson  present  an  inaccurate  and 
distorted  characterization  of  U.S.  his- 
tory. She  should  not  be  promoted  at 
taxpayer  expense,  let  alone  at  the  ex- 
pense of  Thomas  Jefferson,  Albert  Ein- 
stein, and  Paul  Revere. 

Our  children  deserve  standards  that 
instill  in  them  a  sense  of  their  coun- 
try's uniQue  place  in  history,  both  as  a 
model  of  freedom  aspired  to  by  peoples 
around  the  world  and  as  a  magnet  for 
those  seeking  freedom  and  prosperity. 
There  is  nothing  wrong  with  learning 
about  mistakes  of  the  past,  but  these 
standards  would  do  nothing  more  than 
establish  a  revisionist  history.  And 
that  is  what  the  NEH  is  pushing,  a  re- 
visionist "I  am  sorry  for  being  Amer- 
ican" world  view.  That  is  not  what  the 
taxpayers  of  this  country  want.  We 
should  do  away  with  this  liberal  icon. 


dedicated  to  the  proposition  of  promot- 
ing shallow  pop  culture  and  political 
correctness  to  the  exclusion  of  sub- 
stantive, foundational  American  his- 
tory. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  do  not  doubt  that 
these  topics  are  of  interest  to  some 
people,  and  I  don't  mean  to  belittle 
their  academic  interest,  but  this  is  the 
entire  point.  The  means  to  determine 
the  merit  of  such  things  is  entirely 
subjective,  so  you  have  a  situation 
where  you  are  guaranteed  to  be  spend- 
ing taxpayer  dollars  on  things  that 
huge  numbers  of  taxpayers  want  noth- 
ing to  do  with.  When  we  have  to  make 
the  tough  decisions  about  how  to  deal 
with  a  more  than  $5  trillion  national 
debt,  we  had  better  be  able  to  see  that 
places  like  this  are  where  we  must 
start.  There  are  so  many  private  foun- 
dations and  other  private  donors  who 
give  money  for  worthy  causes.  If  no 
one  can  be  found  who  thinks  a  particu- 
lar project  is  worthwhile,  why  should 
the  U.S.  taxpayer  then  have  to  pay  for 
it?  We  need  to  be  fiscally  responsible. 
We  need  to  balance  the  budget. 

Mr.  SHADEGG.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Chabot]. 

Mr.  CHABOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  my  friend  from  Arizona,  Mr. 
Shadegg.  It  is  consistent  with  the  as- 
surances given  during  last  year's  de- 
bate that  we  will  take  the  appropriate 
steps  to  phase  out  taxjMiyer  funding  in 
the  National  Endowment  for  the  Hu- 
manities over  a  3-yeeu:  period.  The 
rather  modest  reduction  proposed  in 
the  bill  does  not  appear  to  be  consist- 
ent with  that  assurance  that  this 
would  be  phased  out  over  3  years. 

During  last  year's  consideration  of 
the  Interior  appropriation  bill,  I  had 
offered  an  amendment  that  would  have 
zeroed  out  funding  for  the  NEH,  but  a 
lot  of  Members  did  not  support  that 
with  an  aissurance  that  this  would  be 
phased  out  in  3  yeau:^,  and  that  3-year 
phaseout  seems  to  be.  at  best,  stalled, 
and  that  is  one  of  the  reasons  we 
should  support  Mr.  Shadegg's  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  take  a  look  at 
the  National  Endowment  for  the  Hu- 
manities, and  I  am  not  going  to  argue 
that  it  does  not  do  anything  that  is 
good,  but  there  are  an  awful  lot  of 
wasteful  things  done  with  the  Amer- 
ican people's  tax  dollars.  It  is  impor- 
tant to  note  some  of  the  things. 

For  example,  who  can  forget  the  En- 
dowment's $1.7  million  national  con- 
versation kit  designed  to  teach  Ameri- 
cans how  to  talk  to  one  another?  That 
was  a  kit  that  encouraged  all  of  us  to 
watch  this  little  known  movie  called 
"Casablanca."  It  was  a  good  movie,  but 
most  of  us  had  figured  out  long  before 
the  NEH  told  us  about  it  that  "Casa- 
blanca "  was  a  good  movie. 

And  how  about  the  $135,000  handout 
to  a  couple  of  dozen  college  professors 


so  that  they  could  take  a  summer  trip 
to  Chicago  to  talk  about  sex  and  gen- 
der in  the  middle  ages? 

Or  that  $400,000  grant  to  a  UCLA  aca- 
demic who  produced  something  called 
the  Art  of  Being  Cuna,  which  I  am  told 
is  an  expressive  culture  of  some  islands 
down  in  Panama?  Fine.  But  do  not 
take  the  money  out  of  the  hardworking 
pockets  of  the  American  people  and  the 
people  of  my  district  in  Cincinnati  to 
pay  for  that  stuff.  If  people  want  to 
fund  it  privately,  fine,  but  do  not  take 
our  hardeamed  tax  dollars  to  do  this. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  an  awful  lot 
of  things  we  need  to  fund.  We  are  seri- 
ous about  balancing  the  budget.  Sup- 
port Mr.  Shadegg'  amendment. 

Mr.  SHADEGG.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Corburn]. 
Mr.  COBURN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want- 
ed to  respond  to  something  that  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  had  to 
say.  The  question  was  asked  whether 
or  not  we  could  afford  this.  Of  course, 
we  can  afford  this.  But  that  is  not  the 
question.  The  question  is:  Can  our  chil- 
dren afford  it?  The  ones  that  are  going 
to  pay  back  the  debt? 

Even  if  there  was  nothing  controver- 
sial within  NEH,  we  should  not  spend 
money  we  do  not  have  on  a  program 
that  is  not  of  human  necessity,  auid 
that  is  the  question.  We  lose  sight  of 
the  fact  that  we  are  spending  our  chil- 
dren and  grandchildren's  money  on 
something  the  majority  of  which, 
throughout  the  rest  of  this  country,  is 
done  through  philanthropy. 

Can  we  afford  It?  Absolutely  we  can 
afford  it.  Can  we  do  it?  Yes.  Should  we 
do  it?  Absolutely  not. 

I  support  the  amendment  and  would 
ask  my  colleagues  to  support  it  as 
their  vote. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  30 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  Dicks]. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appre- 
ciate the  gentleman  for  yielding  this 
time  to  me,  and  I  want  to  correct  my- 
self. The  gentleman,  Mr.  Shadegg's, 
amendment  does  not  eliminate  fimding 
for  the  National  Endowment  for  the 
Humanities,  it  just  reduces  it  by  $13 
million.  But  we  have  already  dramati- 
cally reduced  this  program,  I  think  al- 
most by  50  percent,  and  I  think  to  cut 
it  further  would  be  a  very  serious  mis- 
take. 

I  would  say  to  the  gentleman  who 
was  just  in  the  well:  I  am  not  sure;  he 
said  the  National  Endowment  for  the 
Arts.  I  assume  he  meant  the  National 
Endowment  for  the  Humanities. 

But  if  we  cannot  spend  a  small 
amount  of  money  to  understand  our 
history  and  civilization,  I  think  that  is 
a  tragic  mistake. 

Mr.  SHADEGG.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Dicks]  for  set- 
ting the  record  straight  with  regard  to 
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the  amendment.  It  does  propose  simply 
a  modest  cut. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  appalls  me.  Too 
many  people  on  the  floor  of  this  Con- 
gress fail  to  understand  the  power  of 
taxation.  The  power  of  taxation  is  the 
power  to  put  a  gun  at  the  heads  of  the 
American  people  and  take  money  from 
them. 

n  1145 

The  average  American  in  this  Nation 
earns  somewhere  between  $20,000  and 
$30,000  a  year.  For  us  to  be  taking 
money  from  them  to  subsidize  the  Na- 
tional Endowment  for  the  Humanities, 
when  we  face  a  $153  billion  deficit  and 
a  $5.2  trillion  deficit  and  when  funding 
from  the  private  sector  is  abundant,  $50 
million  in  funding  just  in  the  last  few 
years,  Mr.  Chairman:  by  1992  there 
were  36.000  philanthropic  foundations 
with  $176.8  billion  in  assets  and  $10.2 
billion  in  grants  in  this  coimtry  for  the 
humanities. 

I  suggest  we  cannot  continue  to  sub- 
sidize the  humanities,  and  this  is  a  rea- 
sonable proposal  that  keeps  us  on 
schedule  with  a  3-year  phaseout,  the 
kind  of  agreement  we  made  with  this 
Nation.  It  is  not  a  radical  proposal  to 
aliminate  the  funding  for  this,  even 
though  a  case  can  be  made  for  that.  It 
is,  rather,  a  suggestion  that  we  keep 
faith  with  the  American  people  and  we 
quit  using  the  gun  at  their  head  to  re- 
distribute income  for  worthy  purposes 
like  the  humanities,  when  the  private 
sector  can.  Mr.  Chairman,  and  is  doing 
it.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
the  balance  of  my  time  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Montana  [Mr.  Willimas]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Montana  [Mr.  Williams]  is  recog- 
nized for  4  minutes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  31 
years  ago  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  created  the  National  Endow- 
ment for  the  Humanities  for  a  grateful 
public.  On  behalf  of  that  public  the 
Congress  said  this:  "An  advanced  civ- 
ilization must  not  limit  its  efforts  to 
science  and  technology  alone,  but  must 
give  full  value  and  support  to  the  other 
great  branches  of  scholarly  and  cul- 
tural activity  in  order  to  achieve  a  bet- 
ter understanding  of  the  past,  a  better 
analysis  of  the  present,  and  a  better 
view  of  the  future.  To  fulfill  its  mis- 
sion, achieve  an  orderly  continuation 
of  a  free  society,  and  provide  models  of 
excellence  to  the  American  people,  the 
Federal  Government  must  transmit  the 
achievement  and  values  of  civilization 
from  the  past  to  the  future." 

Thirty  years  ago  the  Congress  gave 
that  charge  to  the  National  Endow- 
ment for  the  Humanities,  and  the  en- 
dowment has  met  that  charge  faith- 
fully, thoughtfully,  and  innovatively. 
The  National  Endowment  for  the  Hu- 
manities is  a  national  success. 

Mr.  Chairman,  many  Members  recog- 
nize things  quickly  for  which  the  na- 


tional endowment  is  responsible:  Ken 
Bums'  series  on  the  Civil  War  and 
Baseball,  the  TV  series  "Eyes  on  the 
Prize."  The  former  chairman  of  the 
committee,  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois [Mr.  Yates],  has  talked  about  how 
the  National  Endowment  for  the  Hu- 
manities has  moved  to  preserve  the 
presidential  papers  of  Madison.  Jeffer- 
son, and  Adams,  of  Jackson  and  Grant 
and  Dwight  Eisenhower. 

It  has  funded  such  things  as  the  Cen- 
ter for  the  Rocky  Mountain  West,  the 
Delaware  History  Museum  the  Acad- 
emy of  Religion  in  Atlanta.  GA.  In  the 
last  Congress  this  agency  was  slashed 
by  40  percent,  more  than  any  other.  In 
this  Congress  this  bill  would  cut  it  S5 
million  more,  and  now  this  amendment 
would  cut  $13  million  more  for  an  $18 
million  cut.  savaging  this  successful 
Federal  effort. 

The  current  chair  of  the  humanities 
endowment,  Sheldon  Hackney,  has  said 
this:  "I  like  to  think  of  the  humanities 
as  human  beings,  recording  and  think- 
ing about  human  experience  and  the 
human  condition,  preserving  the  best 
of  the  past  and  deriving  new  insights  in 
the  present. 

This  country  has  never  needed  the 
humanities  more.  We  not  only  face  the 
challenges  of  a  new  geopolitical  situa- 
tion and  the  problems  of  adjusting  to 
economic  competition  in  a  new  global 
marketplace,  but  we  face  a  crisis  of 
values  here  at  home.  And.  said  Chafr- 
man  Hackney,  "The  more  we  know,  the 
more  meaningful  life  is.  Such  is  the 
gift  of  the  National  Endowment  of  the 
Humanities  to  the  American  people." 

This  is  an  important  effort.  It  is 
small  funding.  It  has  been  cut  40  per- 
cent. Do  we  not  care  enough  about 
passing  on  the  scholarly  and  intellec- 
tual achievements  of  yesterday  and 
today  through  this  tiny  Federal  effort 
to  our  children  and  their  grand- 
children? 

The  National  Endowment  for  the  Hu- 
manities is  a  national  success  story. 
Reject  the  gentleman's  amendment  to 
cripple  this  important  and  critical  na- 
tional effort. 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition 
to  the  amendment.  I  think  it  is  vital  that  we 
look  at  the  total  context  of  what  the  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts  does,  and  the  total 
benefit  it  provides  for  the  American  people. 

in  fiscal  year  1995,  the  NEA  approved  3,656 
grants,  out  of  over  14,000  applicatnns.  With 
those  numbers,  it  is  always  easy,  after  the 
fact,  to  find  one  grant  to  criticize. 

Let's  kX3k  at  some  of  the  dear  benefits  the 
American  people  receive  from  the  NEA.  These 
thousands  of  projects  help  enrich  the  cultural 
life  of  all  Americans.  The  NEA  helps  nurture 
promising  artists  and  promising  artists  and 
promising  artists  and  performers  from  all  parts 
of  this  Nation,  from  all  50  States  and  the  teni- 
tories,  from  urtjan  centers  and  from  small 
towns. 

The  NEA  costs  each  American  only  38 
cents  a  year.  This  investment  makes  possible 
a  whole  world  of  culture,  such  as  symphonies. 


chamber  music,  operas,  poetry  readings,  chil- 
dren's festivals,  Shakespeare  festivals,  mu- 
seum exhibitions,  dance  performances,  chil- 
dren's museums,  and  folk  festivals. 

Modest  NEA  funding  helps  leverage  addi- 
tional contributions  from  other  sources.  In- 
deed, each  NEA  dollar  attracts  an  average  of 
SI 2  from  other  sources. 

The  NEA  has  played  a  crucial  role  in  foster- 
ing African-American  artists  and  performers. 
For  example,  in  fiscal  year  1995,  almost  14 
percent  of  Endowment  funding  went  to  fund 
organizations  or  projects  designed  to  serve  or 
be  relevant  to  minorities.  Furthermore,  the 
success  rate  of  minorrtv-run  organizations  has 
been  consistently  higher  than  that  of  the  total 
applicant  pool. 

Let  me  also  note  that  NEA  Chairman  Jane 
Alexander  has  recently  made  a  number  of 
management  ciianges.  These  changes  should 
help  ensure  more  effective  use  of  limited  Fed- 
eral funds. 

The  NEA  has  a  vital  role  to  play  in  the  cul- 
tural life  of  our  Nation.  If  provides  opportuni- 
ties for  artists,  including  African-Amencan  art- 
ists, that  might  not  otherwise  be  available. 
Let's  kx)k  at  the  big  picture  and  not  let  criti- 
asm  of  one  film  detract  us  from  the  dear  ben- 
efits of  NEA  funding. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  defeat  this  amend- 
ment. 

Ms.  JACKSON-LEE  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  strong  opposition  to  this  amend- 
ment. The  rational  Endowment  for  the  Arts  is 
one  of  the  finest  institutions  in  our  Federal 
Government — and  sitting  through  the  trash 
heap  to  find  grants  ttiat  some  nsurow-minded 
people  may  take  offense  at  does  not  change 
this  fact. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  year's  alleged  con- 
troversy revolves  around  a  film  entitled  "Wa- 
termelon Woman"  funded  in  part  by  the  NEA. 
But  if  it  was  not  this  grant,  the  Endowment's 
critics  woukj  have  dreamed  up  some  other 
project  that  outraged  them. 

The  spedfics  of  these  grants  do  not  seem 
to  be  important  to  the  Endowmenfs  critks. 
The  fact  that  "Watermekxi  Woman"  was  a 
highly  acdaimed  film  that  dealt  seriously  and 
realistically  with  the  challenges  facing  black 
women  in  the  entertainment  industry  does  not 
stop  the  Endowmerrf s  critks  from  issuing  un- 
founded charges  that  it  promotes  attemative 
lifestyles.  I  wonder  how  many  Members  here 
today  have  actually  watched  "V/atermekxi 
Woman"?  I  wonder  how  many  Memt)ers  real- 
ize that  the  aspects  of  the  film  that  caused  so 
much  controversy  are  nothing  more  graphic 
than  one  would  find  in  any  "R"  rated  film? 

But  these  facts  do  not  seem  to  matter.  Ne^ 
ther  does  the  fad  that  the  Endowment  brings 
art  educatk>n  into  the  lives  of  rural  and  under- 
p)rivileged  chikJren  wt>o  woukJ  otherwise  never 
be  able  to  partkapate  in  the  arts. 

Or  the  fad  ttiat  community  theaters  through- 
out the  country  will  be  forced  to  dose  if  their 
NEA  grants  are  cut  even  further;  or  the  fact 
that  symphony  orchestras  will  be  forced  to 
cancel  performances  for  school  groups  be- 
cause of  reduced  NEA  funding;  or  the  fad  that 
every  cut  to  the  NEA  means  less  furxjing  for 
arts  education  programs  in  every  State  in  the 
Unkjn;  or  the  fad  that  the  nonprofit  arts  com- 
munity generates  S3.4  biUkxi  in  Federal  tax 
revenue  each  year;  or  the  fad  that  the  NEA's 
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budget  has  already  been  cut  by  S62  million, 
nearly  40  percent,  from  fiscal  year  1995. 

In  my  district  recently  in  the  community  of 
Acres  Homes,  the  Houston  Symphony  visited 
our  community  center  and  performed  before 
hundreds  of  children.  That  is  the  t>enefit  of  the 
NEA. 

I  wonder  how  many  of  my  colleagues  are 
aware  of  a  recent  poll  conducted  by  Lou  Har- 
ris which  showed  that  61  percent  of  Ameri- 
cans would  pay  an  additional  S5  In  taxes  to 
fund  the  arts.  Right  now  the  average  person 
pays  less  than  40  cents  a  year  in  taxes  to 
support  the  NEA. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  won't  use  up  more  time  dis- 
cussing this  dubious  amendment,  I  know  other 
Memt>ers  would  like  to  be  heard.  I  simply 
wouki  like  to  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote 
against  this  amendment,  if  offered,  and  vote 
for  our  Nation's  culture. 

I  reserve  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mrs.  MALONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word. 

As  a  k)ver  of  the  arts,  a  New  Yorker,  and 
proud  Representative  of  a  district  which  is  a 
center  of  creativity  and  innovatk>n,  I  rise  in 
strong  oppositkxi  to  this  amendment  which 
cuts  the  NEH  by  S12  million,  and  I  also  want 
to  voice  my  deep  concern  over  the  intention  of 
this  Congress  to  phase  out  the  NEA  and  NEH 
over  the  next  2  years. 

Far  too  few  Members  of  this  body  protested 
the  S1 1  billidn  unwanted  increase  we  gave  the 
Pentagon,  but  we  are  hard-pressed  to  let  the 
NEA  and  NEH  functkin  on  their  meager  budg- 
ets of  S99.5  millk>n  and  S110  million,  which 
were  already  reduced  40  percent  this  year. 

This  is  a  dangerous  time  for  all  educational 
establishments  as  current  congressional  lead- 
ership seeks  to  stash  what  Americans  pride 
ourselves  on,  by  placing  the  NEH  and  NEA  on 
the  chopping  block. 

A  recent  Harris  poll  showed  that  61  percent 
of  Americans  wouM  be  willing  to  pay  S5  or 
more  in  taxes  to  support  our  cultural  institu- 
tkjns.  Knowing  this,  I  am  certain  the  public 
woukj  be  delighted  to  continue  paying  the  38 
cents  a  year  it  is  asked  to  fund  the  NEA  and 
NEH  at  their  current  levels. 

Federal  support  for  the  NEA  and  NEH,  al- 
though a  mere  token,  makes  the  arts  and  hu- 
manities more  accessible  to  all  Americans. 

Ott>er  developed  countries  in  the  worid  un- 
derstand how  cultural  institutions  impact  on 
the  ives  of  their  citizens  and  their  advance- 
ment as  a  nation.  Comparatively,  Britain 
spends  3  times,  France  10  times,  and  Ger- 
many over  12  times  what  the  United  States 
does. 

T>ie  arts  give  meaning  to  our  lives  while  re- 
minding us  of  our  common  history  as  a  nation 
and  as  a  worid. 

Cutting  funds  to  the  NEA  and  NEH  doses 
off  access  for  the  people  who  might  stand  to 
benefit  the  most,  including  at-risk  youth. 

This  relatively  small  Government  investment 
generates  S12  for  every  SI  it  spends,  stimulat- 
ing the  economy  and  creating  jobs  and  at  the 
same  time  offering  our  children  one  less  rea- 
son to  fall  prey  to  despair. 

The  President  of  the  United  States,  Mem- 
bers from  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  and  mayors 
from  ail  across  the  country  agree  on  the  im- 
portance of  the  arts  and  humanities.  In  fact, 
187  mayors  sent  a  letter  reminding  Congress 


and  the  President,  that,  quote,  "funding  this 
country's  cultural  resources  is  deariy  woven 
into  the  federal  government's  broad  national 
mandate"  and  that  the  "arts  are  critical  to  the 
quality  of  life  and  livability  of  our  cities." 

Have  the  courage  and  insight  to  stop  the 
further  slashing  of  funds  for  these  essential 
cultural  organizations  which  we  all  know  bene- 
fit our  children  while  benefiting  our  economy  in 
numerous  ways. 

Mr.  NADLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong 
opposition  to  this  amendment.  Over  the  past  2 
years,  the  National  Endowment  for  the  Hu- 
manities has  withstood  a  40-percent  cut  in 
funding.  Yet,  it  continues  to  provide  services 
to  teachers,  students,  and  the  general  public 
to  promote  the  humanities. 

There  is  no  controversy  as  to  the  morality  or 
quality  of  the  services,  provided  by  the  NEH. 
In  1  year  alone,  the  NEH  sponsored  29  teach- 
er institutes  and  69  seminars  for  over  3,000 
school  teachers  from  49  States,  Puerto  Rico, 
Guam,  and  the  District  of  Columbia.  These 
teachers  in  turn  reached  over  500,000  stu- 
dents in  just  one  academic  year.  The  NEH 
media  awards  will  culminate  in  70  hours  of  tel- 
evisk>n  and  69  hours  of  radio  reaching  dose 
to  244  million  Americans. 

Cutting  the  NEH  budget  even  further  woukj 
exaceri}ate  the  assault  on  public  education  we 
have  witnessed  in  this  Congress.  Hundreds  of 
thousands  of  school  children  will  suffer  from 
the  lack  of  educatk>nal  materials  normally  pro- 
vided by  the  NEH.  Teachers  will  not  benefit 
from  the  seminars  offered  by  the  NEH.  This 
House  has  passed  legislation  for  the  V-chip 
and  the  Telecommunk^on  Decency  Act  be- 
cause people  in  this  t)Ody  believe  there  is  too 
much  violence  and  pornography  reaching 
American  homes.  But  now,  the  miltons  of  peo- 
ple who  tum  to  programming  funded  by  the 
NEH  as  an  alternative  to  commerdal  televisran 
and  radio— the  kind  of  programming  to  whk:h 
Members  of  this  House  give  lip  service — 
woukJ  be  denied  this  valuat)ie  programming 
because  of  this  amendment. 

Voting  against  this  amendment  is  an  oppor- 
tunity to  demonstrate  a  real  commitment  to 
better  education  and  family  friendly  program- 
ming. This  amendment  should  be  defeated. 

Mrs.  JOHNSON  of  Connecticut.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  today  in  strong  opposition  to  the 
amendment  that  woukl  literally  eviscerate  the 
National  Endowment  for  the  Humanities. 

Eliminating  Si 2  milton  from  the  grants  and 
administration  account  for  the  NEH  with  the 
expectatran  that  private-sector  donors  will 
make  up  the  difference  is  a  misinformed  posi- 
tron and  a  naive  proposal. 

Corporate  giving  has  dedined  steadily  since 
1985,  and  from  1984  to  1994,  donatkms  de- 
creased by  about  one-sixth  in  real  dollars. 

Corporate  giving  is  very  market-driven. 
While  I  certainly  t>eiieve  businesses  have  the 
right  to  watch  out  for  their  bottom  lines,  we 
have  to  acknowledge  that  the  consequences 
of  this  are  that  grants  are  determined  by  loca- 
tk>n  and  benefit  to  employees. 

This  means  that  that  a  relatively  small  num- 
ber of  institutions  in  a  limited  number  of  geo- 
graphic areas  receive  a  disproportionate  share 
of  the  funds. 

The  NEH  makes  the  humanities  available  to 
all  Americans.  Only  a  Federal  agency  like  the 
NEH  has  the  size,  scope,  and  expertise  to 


bring  the  humanities  into  the  lives  of  all  Ameri- 
cans. 

Federal  funding  serves  as  a  catalyst  for  cor- 
porate contributions.  Many  NEH  grants  require 
from  Si  to  S4  in  non-Federal  money  for  every 
NEH  dollar. 

Since  the  NEH  began,  these  grants  have  at- 
tracted S1'/j  billion  in  private  funds,  which 
demonstrates  that  the  seed  money  provided  at 
the  Federal  level  stimulates  huge  increases  in 
private  giving. 

Moreover,  private  corporations  know  that 
the  NEH  has  the  institutional  knowledge  about 
disciplines  and  they  rely  heavily  on  the  NEH  to 
identify  organizations  that  have  a  sound  orga- 
nizational structure,  as  well  as  the  scholastic 
excellence  worthy  of  further  corporate  support. 

An  NEH  imprimatur  is  a  stamp  of  quality 
and  that  is  what  spurs  private-sector  dona- 
tk>ns.  Without  the  NEH,  there  will  be  no  pri- 
vate dollars  to  be  distributed.  It  is  that  simple. 

In  our  country's  poorest  and  most  isolated 
areas,  cultural  and  scholastic  activities  do  not 
attract  private-sector  donors.  Thankfully,  the 
NEH  has  taken  the  lead  in  serving  these 
areas  and  has  wisely  invested  in  the  edu- 
cation, the  lives,  and  the  futures  of  the  chil- 
dren living  in  these  communities,  whose  abili- 
ties are  too  often  overtooked. 

Given  that  the  cost  to  each  American  is  only 
42  cents  a  year  and  that  the  humanities— his- 
tory, literature,  languages,  philosophy — are 
fully  two-thirds  of  America's  school  curriculum, 
the  NEH  is  a  bargain  for  taxpayers. 

Finally,  the  loc^  economies  of  small  towns 
and  big  cities  are  stimulated  by  NEH  spon- 
sored exhibits  and  projects.  Supporting  the 
NEH  is  good  business  sense  and  good  histori- 
cal sense.  It  is  as  much  a  sound  economic 
policy  as  the  Government  building  interstate 
highways,  funding  airports,  or  paying  for  bask: 
research  In  agriculture,  energy,  health,  or  any 
other  area. 

Given  that  the  NEH  suffered  a  36-percent 
cut  last  year  alone  and  that  many  worthy 
projects  have  already  been  canceled  due  to 
this  reduction,  redudng  funds  even  further 
would  be  foolish  and  shortsighted.  Everyone 
from  children  just  beginning  school  to  the 
country's  greatest  scholars  depend  on  these 
funds. 

Mr.  BEREUTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  Mem- 
ber rises  today  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Shadegg)  to  decrease  funding  for  the  Na- 
tional Endowment  for  the  Humanities  [NEH]  by 
S12  million.  This  appropriations  bill  provides 
SI 04.5  million  for  NEH.  which  is  consistent 
with  the  agreement  to  eliminate  Federal  fund- 
ing of  NEH  within  3  years.  As  you  know,  the 
amount  appropriated  by  the  committee  is  a 
40-percent  cut  from  fiscal  year  1995  funding. 
An  additional  11 -percent  cut  woukJ  seriously 
undermine  NEH  and,  most  importantly,  the 
State  humanities  coundls  that  are  already 
wori(ing  diligently  to  replace  decreasing  Fed- 
eral funds  with  private  contributk)ns. 

This  Member  is  most  familiar  with  the  Na- 
tional  Endowment  for  the  Humanities  in  the 
form  of  the  Nebraska  Humanities  Council 
which  consistently  provides  high-<)uality  hu- 
manities programming  at  very  little  cost  to  citi- 
zens of  all  walks  of  life  in  my  State.  Since 
1973,  they  have  funded  programs  in  more 
than  200  different  communities  in  all  of  Ne- 
braska's 93  counties — reaching  more  commu- 
nities eadr  year.  Some  of  those  counties  have 
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fewer  than  500  residents  and  have  meager 
cultural  resources. 

The  Nebraska  Humanities  Coundl  has  tjeen 
especially  effective  at  reaching  resklents  in  the 
1st  Congressional  District  of  Nebraska.  This 
Member's  district  encompasses  Lincoln  with 
its  universities,  colleges,  and  museums  as  well 
as  small  towns  whose  only  educational  assets 
are  their  consolidated  schools.  The  coundl 
has  developed  a  humanities  resource  center 
with  a  large  speakers  bureau,  exhibits,  films, 
and  videos  that  enable  the  smallest  commu- 
nities to  benefit  from  the  cultural  resources  of 
Nebraska's  metropolitan  areas.  The  speakers 
bureau  has  been  particulariy  helpful  to  Ne- 
braska's schools  as  they  comply  with  a  new 
requirement  for  multicultural  education.  Of 
course,  the  humanities  coundl  does  not 
charge  the  schools  for  this  valuable  edu- 
cational service. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  Member  urges 
the  defeat  of  the  Shadegg  amendment. 

Ms.  SLAUGHTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
today  in  strong  opposition  to  the  Shadegg 
amendment.  This  amendment  is  representa- 
tive of  the  continuous  assault  on  the  arts  by 
my  colleagues  on  the  otiier  side  of  the  aisle. 
Frankly,  I  am  amazed  at  my  colleagues'  at- 
tempts to  rob  our  citizens  of  one  of  the  most 
predous  aspects  of  our  sodety. 

The  National  Endowment  for  the  Humanities 
is  the  single  largest  source  of  support  for  the 
humanities.  While  humanities  adivities  in  our 
Nation  would  still  exist  without  the  NEH,  they 
would  not  tonger  be  accessible  to  the  entire 
country.  They  would  in  all  likelihood  be  re- 
served only  for  the  rich  who  could  afford  them. 
What  woukJ  the  constituents  of  our  districts 
say  when  there  is  no  NEH  to  support  muse- 
ums or  libraries  or  to  preserve  historical  docu- 
ments; when  there  is  no  tonger  an  NEH  to 
teach  generattons  to  come  about  history,  lit- 
erature, and  philosophy,  about  who  we  are  as 
Americans?  Last  year,  NEH  was  cut  by  a 
massive  36  percent.  This  required  the  NEH  to 
reduce  fn>m  6  grant  divistons  to  3;  from  31 
grant  programs  to  9;  and  from  276  staff  posi- 
tions to  120.  In  additton,  some  grant  programs 
were  hurt  more  than  others.  The  Research 
and  Education  Division — induding  teacher 
training  programs  and  Presidential  papers- 
was  cut  by  60  percent. 

Through  the  NEH,  in  fiscal  year  1995,  more 
than  2,600  high  school  and  college  teachers 
attended  summer  seminars  and  institutes. 
Over  400,000  students  were  taught  by  these 
teachers  who  had  t>etter  mastery  of  the  sut)- 
jed  area,  and  greater  enthusiasm  for  teaching 
after  partkapating  in  this  program.  With  fiscal 
year  1996  funds,  NEH  will  only  be  able  to  sup- 
port 1,400  teachers,  reaching  220,000  stu- 
dents— almost  half  as  many  as  before.  Obvi- 
ously these  fads  do  not  impress  my  col- 
leagues as  evidenced  by  their  attempts  to  cut 
funding  for  the  NEH  even  further. 

The  NEH  has  long  been  attentive  to  the 
educational  needs  of  our  Natton's  chitoren. 
The  public  programming  made  available  to 
children  through  NEH  funding  has  been  won- 
derful. Sadly,  funding  for  the  NEH's  publk:  pro- 
grams have  been  cut  by  40  percent,  whk^h 
means  there  will  be  fewer  dollars  availatjie  for 
children's  programming. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  de- 
feat this  ill-conceived  amendment. 


Mr.  TORKILDSEN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  this  amendment,  and  in  strong 
support  of  the  National  Endowment  tor  the  Hu- 
manities. 

Think  about  what  would  be  lost  if  funding  for 
the  Endowment  were  further  cut:  The  papers 
of  Abraham  Lincoln,  George  Washington, 
Thomas  Jefferson,  and  Benjamin  Franklin; 
230,000  disintegrating  pages  of  newspaper 
and  628,000  brittle  books;  26  million  archae- 
ological ar)d  historical  objeds  important  to  our 
culture;  and  scholarships  and  stipends  for  stu- 
dents conduding  research,  and  training  and 
institutes  for  teachers. 

If  this  amendment  passes,  these  programs 
may  simply  disappear.  Federal  support  for 
these  projeds  is  central  to  their  survival  be- 
cause past  efforts  have  shown  they  are  not 
glamorous  enough  to  attrad  enough  private 
dollars.  The  private  sedor  can't  do  it  alone. 

The  1988  Republican  Party  platform: 

Republicans  consider  the  resurgence  of  the 
arts  and  humanities  a  vital  part  of  getting 
back  to  basics  In  education  •  *  *  To  that 
end.  we  will:  Support  the  National  Endow- 
ments for  the  Arts  and  Humanities  *  *  *  in 
their  eCforts  to  support  America's  cultural 
institutions,  artists  and  scholars. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  this  Reputt- 
lican  program  and  vote  against  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  today  to  express  my  strong  opposi- 
tion to  an  amendment  offered  by  Representa- 
tive Shadegg  which  woukJ  further  reduce 
funding  for  the  National  Endowment  for  Hu- 
manities. In  fiscal  year  1996,  the  Intenor  ap- 
propriations bill  cut  the  NEH  budget  neariy  in 
half;  a  cut  which  I  believe  will  devastate  many 
existing  educatkxial  programs  nationwkje.  Un- 
fortunately, the  Intenor  appropnations  bill  for 
fiscal  year  1997  maintains  that  inadequate 
funding  level,  with  the  end  goal  of  elimination 
of  the  NEH  by  1998.  As  the  only  voice  for 
South  Dakota  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, I  must  speak  out  against  the  elimination 
of  programs  which  help  the  people  of  my 
State  preserve  the  rich  and  unique  cultural 
heritage  of  South  Dakota  and  the  surrounding 
great  plains  States. 

NEH  programs  exemplify  the  type  of  public- 
private  partnerships  that  have  traditionally  fos- 
tered a  colledive  dedk:atk>n  to  cultural  and 
historical  education.  The  NEH  gives  State  hu- 
manities coundls  the  necessary  freeooms  to 
meet  local  educational  needs.  In  the  last  5 
years,  institutions  in  South  Dakota  have  re- 
ceived S2.7  millton  from  the  NEH  and  the 
South  Dakota  Humanities  Council  for  library 
programs  and  exhibits,  literary  publications, 
and  cultural  heritage  visitor  centers. 

The  South  Dakota  Humanities  Coundl  relies 
on  the  NEH  for  90  percent  of  its  funding.  That 
support  goes  directly  to  schools  and  small 
communities  for  projeds  like  the  "Women  Mis- 
stonaries  and  Teachers  in  South  Dakota"  Pro- 
gram at  the  Siouxiand  Hentage  Museum,  and 
"Lakota  Culture;  Interadive  MultiMedia"  at  the 
South  Dakota  School  of  Mines  and  Tech- 
notogy.  At  the  same  time,  broader  educational 
projects  continue  the  literary  legacy  of  many  of 
this  Naton's  most  acclaimed  authors  and  long 
time  South  Dakota  reskjents,  induding  Laura 
Ingalls  Witoer,  wt>o  gave  us  the  "Little  House" 
series,  and  L.  Frank  Baum,  author  of  the  das- 


sic  "The  Wonderful  Wizard  of  Oz."  The  many 
NEH-funded  heritage  fairs  and  events  hekj 
throughout  my  State  every  year  are  endorsed 
by  the  South  Dakota  State  Arts  and  Humarv 
ities  Coundls,  as  well  as  State  and  local  tour- 
ism authorities. 

These  and  countless  other  worthy  put>lic 
education  programs  will  disappear  in  my  rural 
State,  and  the  creativity  behind  this  type  of 
education  programming  will  be  thwarted  if  ef- 
forts to  gut  or  eliminate  the  NEH  continue. 

In  the  face  of  severe  cuts  to  the  Institute  for 
Museum  Services,  the  only  other  Federal 
funding  mechanism  spedfically  chartered  to 
work  with  States  in  recording,  preserving,  and 
educating  our  children  on  the  Amencan  expe- 
nence,  we  cannot  stand  by  and  alkjw  the  com- 
plete elimination  of  the  programs  vital  to  publk: 
education  that  are  funded  through  the  National 
Endowment  for  Humanities. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  has  ex- 
pired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Shadegg]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  SHADEGG.  Mr.  Chairman,  on 
that  I  demand  a  recorded  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursvumt  to  House 
Resolution  455.  further  proceedlngB  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona  [Mr.  Shadegg] 
will  be  postponed. 

Are  there  further  amendments? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  FALEOMAVABGA 

Mr.  FALEOMAVAEGA.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
igmate  the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  No.  6  offered  by  B4r. 
Faleomavaega:  Insert  after  section  320  the 
following  new  section: 

Sec.  321.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  by  this  Act  may  be 
used  to  permit  or  facilitate  the  planning, 
construction,  or  operation  of  a  third  tele- 
scope on  Mt.  Graham  in  the  Coronado  Na- 
tional Forest  unless  It  is  made  known  that 
the  planning,  construction,  or  operation  of 
that  telescope  first  complies  with  all  appli- 
cable laws,  notwithstanding  section  335  of 
Public  Law  104-134. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve 
a  point  of  order  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  FALEOMAVAEGA.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  offering  an 
amendment  regarding  the  construction 
of  the  third  telescope  on  the  top  of 
Mount  Graham  in  Arizona.  The  amend- 
ment adds  new  language  limiting  the 
appropriation  of  funds  for  the  further 
construction  of  the  Mount  Graham  tel- 
escope project  until  such  time  as  the 
project  complies  with  all  environ- 
mental and  historic  preservation  laws. 
This  amendment  Is  also  intended  to 
override  the  provisions  of  section  317  of 
this  bill,  which  deems  the  alternative 
site  for  the  third  telescope  to  be  in 
compliance  with  all  the  environmental 
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laws,  even  though  it  isn't.  The  alter- 
native site  that  section  317  refers  to 
lies  outside  of  the  ori^nal  boundaries 
set  by  Congress. 

The  reason  the  Mount  Graham 
project  is  so  controversial  is  because 
Mount  Graham  has  been  a  sacred  place 
of  worship  for  the  Apache  Indians  for 
thousands  of  years  and  because  the 
mount  is  home  to  an  irreplaceable  eco- 
system, including  the  red  squirrel. 

Section  317  is  yet  a  third  attempt  to 
exempt  the  Mount  Graham  observatory 
project  from  the  National  Environ- 
mental Policy  Act,  the  Endangered 
Species  Act,  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act,  and  other  laws.  The 
project  was  partially  exempted  from 
complying  with  studies  under  these 
laws  by  a  1988  law.  The  reason  these 
studies  were  not  completed  in  1988  was 
that  the  proponents  were  unwilling  to 
list  the  many  alternatives  to  the 
project  to  the  American  public.  A  1984 
study  listed  38  sites  in  the  continental 
U.S.  superior  to  Mount  Graham.  A  1987 
study  demonstrated  that  Mauna  Kea  in 
Hawaii  was  a  better  site  than  Mount 
Graham. 

The  other  alternatives  are  so  impor- 
tant because  Mount  Graham  is  host  to 
over  18  plants  and  animals  found  no- 
where else  in  the  world  and  is  a  moun- 
tain most  sacred  to  the  Apache  people. 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  studies 
show  that  the  7  telescopes  authorized 
in  the  1988  law  would  permanently  de- 
stroy 25  percent  of  the  best  habitat  of 
the  endangered  Mt.  Graham  red  squir- 
rel. Furthermore,  the  telescopes 
descecrate  sacred  religious  ground.  The 
San  Carlos  Apache  Tribe  calls  this 
project,  "a  display  of  profound  dis- 
respect for  a  cherished  feature  of  our 
original  homeland  as  well  as  a  serious 
violation  of  our  traditional  religious 
beliefe."  Protecting  the  religious 
rights  of  our  people,  including  Indians, 
is  port  of  the  National  Historic  Preser- 
vation Act.  Section  317  would  simply 
waive  those  protections. 

Subsequent  University  of  Arizona 
studies  showed  the  University  had 
placed  its  project  on  the  worst  spot  on 
Mt.  Graham.  Its  studies  also  found  an- 
other observatory  site  in  southern  Ari- 
zona with  clearly  superior  visibility. 
The  point  is  that  if  the  university  had 
just  waited  to  finish  its  homework  it 
would  have  chosen  another  site.  In- 
stead, in  their  haste,  they  committed  a 
monumental  scientific  siting  blunder. 
The  U.S.  Courts  ruled  in  1994  and  1995, 
that  its  December  1988  law.  as  well  as 
NEPA  and  the  ESA. 

Similarly,  this  House,  in  1990.  held 
hearings  chaired  by  Congressmen 
Gerry  Studds  and  Brdce  Vento  in 
which  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  ad- 
mitted that  the  "no  jeopardy"  opinion 
on  which  Congress  relied  in  passing  the 
1988  exemption  was  carried  out  in  prob- 
able violation  of  law.  The  point  I  am 
making  is  that  the  very  assumptions 
we  have  been  basing  our  actions  upon 


regarding  the  construction  of  this 
project  have  been  wrong.  If  that  is  the 
case,  then  is  it  really  to  much  to  ask  to 
have  someone  scientifically  review  this 
project,  and  let  the  university  follow 
the  law  like  everyone  else? 

There  have  been  complaints  that  if 
we  require  the  imiversity  to  complete 
the  necessary  environmental  studies 
then  it  will  grately  delay  the  project. 
That  is  not  true.  Even  if  we  could  begin 
construction  today,  the  fact  of  the 
matter  is  that  it  will  still  take  over  3 
years  to  complete  the  two  mirrors  for 
the  telescope,  more  than  the  amoimt  of 
time  it  will  take  to  complete  the  long- 
overdue  environmental  studies  the  uni- 
versity objects  to. 

The  National  Congress  of  American 
Indians,  representing  over  200  tribes  in 
the  United  States  opposes  this  project. 
All  of  the  tribes  in  Arizona,  including 
the  Hopi  and  Navajo  support  the 
Apache's  opposition.  The  racial  justice 
working  group  of  the  National  Council 
of  Churches,  representing  some  48  mil- 
lion U.S.  citizens  and  some  50  Christian 
denonninations  oppose  this  desecration. 
As  a  final  point,  I  would  like  to  note 
that  since  passage  of  the  1996  omnibus 
appropriations  bill,  which  contained  a 
similar  rider,  a  6,000  acre  fire  burned 
large  portions  of  the  mountain.  Per- 
haps this  was  a  sign  from  God.  At  any 
rate,  the  fire  seriously  damaged  the  re- 
maining habitat  of  the  endangered  spe- 
cies living  on  the  mountain.  If  for  no 
other  reason  than  this,  we  need  to 
make  sure  that  all  of  the  environ- 
mental protections  are  in  place  and  are 
followed  before  we  further  destroy  the 
top  of  the  mountain. 

The  American  public  holds  our  pre- 
cious religious  freedoms  dearly.  These 
are  what  our  country  was  founded  on.  I 
cannot  think  of  another  instance  where 
we  have  been  asked  to  so  callously  dis- 
regard the  religious  rights  of  our  own 
citizens.  This  is  intolerable  and  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  vote  for  my  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.    Chairman,    I    include    for    the 
Record  a  listing  of  groups  opposed  to 
the  Mt.  Graham  International  Observ- 
atory, and  a  letter  from  the  San  Carlos 
Apache     Tribe     regarding     the     Mt. 
Graham  Observatory  telescope  project. 
The  material  referred  to  is  as  follows: 
Groups  Opposed  to  the  Mt.  Graham 
lvternational  observatory 
native  american  groups 
American  Indian  Resource  Institute. 
Apache  Survival  Coalition. 
Association  on  American  Indian  Affairs. 
Council  of  Energy  Resource  Tribes. 
Morning  Star  Foundation. 
National  Congress  of  American  Indians. 
National  Indian  Policy  Center. 
National  Tribal  Environmental  Council. 
Native  American  Rights  Fund. 
Northwest  Indian  Fisheries  Commission. 
Red  Indian  Society  of  the  Americas. 
San  Carlos  Apache  Tribe  and  Council. 

INTERNATIONAL  GROUPS 

Associated    Students    for    Environmental 
and  Economic  Development. 


Big  Mountain  Action  Group  (Germany). 

Campagna  Nord-Sud  (Italy). 

Greenpeace  (Germany). 

Institute  of  Ecology  and  Action  Anthropol- 
ogy (INFOE.  Europe). 

International  Working  Groups  for  Indige- 
nous People  (Denmark). 

KOLA  (Belgium). 

KWLA  (Belgium). 

Naturschutzbund  (Germany). 

Pax  Chrlstl  (Germany). 

Roblnwood  (Germany). 

Society  for  Threatened  People  (Austria, 
Switzerland.  Italy,  and  Germany). 

Soconas  Incomlndios  (Italy). 

Survival  International. 

Working  Group  for  Indigenous  People  (Eu- 
rope). 

NATIONAL  GROUPS 

Animal  Defense  Council. 

Biodiversity  Legal  Foundation. 

Center  for  Resource  Management. 

Defenders  of  Wildlife. 

Earth  First! 

Environmental  Defense  Fund. 

Friends  of  the  Earth. 

Great  Bear  Foundation. 

Greenpeace. 

Humane  Society  of  America. 

Hollsrwood  Women's  Political  Caucus. 

National  Audubon  Society. 

National  Bear  Society. 

National  Parks  and  Conservation  Associa- 
tion. 

National  Wildlife  Federation. 

National  Wildlife  Society. 

Natural  Resources  Defense  Council. 

Preserve  Appalachian  Wilderness. 

Safari  Club  International. 

Save  America's  Forests. 

SclenUsts  for  the  Preservation  of  Mt. 
Graham. 

Sierra  Club. 

Sierra  Club  Legal  Defense  Fund. 

Student  Environmental  Action  Coalition. 

Wilderness  Society. 

Wildlife  Society. 

ARIZONA  GROin>S 

Arizona  Arms  Association. 

Arizona  Audubon  Council;  (Huachuca,  Mar- 
icopa, Northern  Arizona.  Prescott,  Tucson 
and  Yuma). 

Arizona  Bear  Society. 

Arizona  Bowhunter's  Association. 

Arizona  Flycaster's  Association. 

Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Commission. 

Arizona  Muzzleloader's  Association. 

Arizona  Native  Plants  Society. 

Arizona  Wilderness  Coalition. 

Arizona  Wilderness  Society. 

Arizona  Wildlife  Federation. 

Arizona  Wildlife  Society. 

Cochise  Conservation  Council. 

Desert  Whltetallers. 

Flagstaff  Arcbfirs. 

Friends  of  Mt.  Graham. 

Gila  Biodiversity  Project. 

Gray  Panthers  Partners. 

Greenpeace  (Arizona). 

Mt.  Graham  Conservation  Project. 

Rod  and  Gun  Clubs:  (Sierra  Vista.  Sports- 
man's. Tucson  and  Yuma  Valley). 

Sierra  Club  (Rlncon  Chapter  and  Grand 
Canyon  Chapter). 

Southern  Arizona  Hiking  Club. 

Southwest  Center  for  Biodiversity. 

Sportsman's  Voice. 

Student  Environmental  Action  Coalition 
(University  of  Arizona  and  Arizona  State 
University). 

The  Great  Bear  Foundation. 

The  Nature  Conservancy. 

Trout  Unlimited.  Zane  Gray  Chapter. 
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RESOLUTIONS  OPPOSING  THE  MT.  GRAHAM 

INTERNATIONAL  OBSERVATORY 

EUROPE 

City  Council  of  Florence.  Italy,  June  1. 
1992. 

City  Council  of  Rome.  Italy.  April  28.  1992. 

Council  of  the  Region  of  Piedmont  (Italy). 
May  5. 1992. 

Green  Party  of  Italy. 

North  American  Indian  Support  Groups. 
European  Meeting.  July  18.  1991  and  July  25, 
1992. 

CONSERVATION  GROUPS 

Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Commission. 
Nature  Conservancy. 

Society  for  Conservation  Biology,  June  21. 
1991. 

SAN  CARLOS  APACHE 

Petition  signed  by  15  San  Carlos  Apache 
Spiritual  Leaders.  April  1992. 

San  Carlos  Apache  Tribal  Council.  Decem- 
ber 10.  1991. 

San  Carlos  Apache  Tribal  Council,  July  10, 
1990. 

NATIVE  AMERICAN  TRIBES  AND 
REPRESENTATIVES 

Hui  malama  i  na  kupuna  'o  hawal'i  nei, 
August  12.  1992. 

International  Indian  Treaty  Council. 

Kaibab— Palute  Indian  Tribal  Council,  May 
21. 1992. 

Keepers  of  the  Treasures.  November  15. 
1991. 

Mohawk  Nation.  April  19,  1992. 

National  Congress  of  American  Indians, 
January  18.  1993. 

Native  American/Environmentalist  Round- 
table.  November  8.  1991. 

Native  Lands  Institute.  May  31,  1992. 

Petition  Signed  by  members  of  20  Native 
Nations,  during  Holy  Places  Conference.  May 
30. 1992. 

Refugio  del  Rio  Grande  Board  of  Directors. 
February  23,  1992. 

Salt  River  Pima — Maricopa  Indian  Com- 
munity Council,  June  24,  1992. 

Tohono  O'  Odham  Legislative  Council.  May 
5,1992. 

T^E  CULTiniAL  ii  NATLHAL 

HERITAGE  PROJECT, 

Portland.  OR.  December  10. 1995. 
Re  H.R.   1997  (Interior  appropriations)  and 

Rep.  Kolbe  (R^AZ)  Rider  to  exempt  Mt. 

Graham  astrophysical  project  from  all 

environmental    and    cultural    resource 

laws. 
President  William  J.  Clinton. 
c/o  Katie  McGinty.  Council  on  Environmental 

Quality,  The  White  House. 
Dear  Mr.  President;  On  April  29, 1994.  you 
met  with  some  200  leaders  of  American  In- 
dian tribes  at  the  White  House  and  made  the 
following  statements  and  commitment:  "I 
promise  to  continue  my  efforts  to  protect 
your  right  to  fully  exercise  your  religion  as 
you  wish.  Let  me  talk  a  minute  about  the 
Issue  of  religious  freedom  because  I  feel 
strongly  about  it  .  .  .  For  many  of  you,  tra- 
ditional religions  and  ceremonies  are  the  es- 
sence of  your  culture  and  existence  ...  No 
agenda  for  religious  freedom  will  be  com- 
plete until  traditional  Native  American  reli- 
gious practices  have  received  the  protections 
that  they  deserve." 

President  Clinton,  you  must  keep  your 
promise.  The  trust  responsibilities  incum- 
bent on  the  United  States  government  abso- 
lutely require  rejection  of  any  attempt  to 
further  harm  the  Apaches'  human  rights  and 
religious  freedom  that  would  unavoidably  re- 
sult from  any  further  developments  on  Mt. 
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Graham  (the  Apache  long-ago  named  the 
mountain  dzll  nchaa  si  an,  or  "big  seated 
mountain").  See  also,  e.g.,  Mary  Christina 
Wood,  "Fulfilling  the  Executive's  Trust  Re- 
sponsibility Toward  the  Native  Nations  on 
Environmental  Issues:  A  Psuxial  Critique  of 
the  Clinton  Administrations  Promises  and 
Performance,"  25  ENVTL  L  733  (1995). 

The  President  and  your  office  must  act  im- 
mediately to  thwart  Rep.  Kolbes  malignant 
efforts  on  behalf  of  the  University  of  Arizona 
and  a  small,  exclusive  cadre  of  special  Inter- 
ests to  exempt  the  Columbus  Project  (aka 
"the  Large  Binocular  Telescope"  or  "LBT") 
from  environmental  and  cultural  resource 
protection  laws.  The  University  of  Arizona 
insists  on  Installing  this  facility  on  Mt. 
Graham,  despite  objective  scientific  data 
proving  that  there  are  dozens  of  terrestrial 
sites  better  suited  for  this  type  of  optional 
astronomy.  Don't  make  the  same  mistake 
you  made  on  the  timber  salvage  in  July. 

The  traditional  religious  and  ceremonial 
uses  of  Mt.  Graham  have  been  documented 
since  as  early  as  the  1930's  by  noted  anthro- 
pologist Grenville  Goodwin,  whose  works  are 
published  by  the  University  of  Arizona  Press. 
The  Irony  Is  shameful.  The  Kolbe  rider  and 
any  others  like  It  should  render  any  legisla- 
tion fatally  defective  and  require  a  presi- 
dential veto  whenever  necessary.  Please  take 
special  note  of  the  unprecedented  and  his- 
toric Inter-Apache  Policy  on  the  Protection 
of  Apache  Cultures  and  the  accompanying 
December  1,  1995  inter-tribal  letter  to  the 
House  Appropriations  Committee  (copy  en- 
closed). 

Michael  V.  Nixon.  Esq. 
Enclosures. 

The  San  Carlos  apache  Tribe, 
San  Carlos.  AZ.  September  25.  1995. 
Re    update    of   tribe's    position    on    mount 
graham. 
To  Whom  It  May  Concern:  On  Jane  13, 
1995,  the  San  Carlos  Apache  Tribal  Council 
passed  a  resolution  to  reaffirm  their  position 
on  its  support  of  the  Native  American  Free 
Exercise  of  Religion  Act  and  wholeheartedly 
opposed    the    construction    of    the    Mount 
Graham  International  Observatory  telescope 
project. 

During  the  January  18-19,  1993,  National 
Congress  of  American  Indians  Annual  Con- 
vention (NCAI)  unanimously  passed  a  resolu- 
tion in  opposition  of  the  construction  of  tele- 
scoped on  Mount  Graham.  NCAI  is  the  larg- 
est intertribal  organization  nationwide 
which  represents  over  500  tribes  and  advo- 
cates for  national  regional  and  local  tribal 
concerns. 

The  National  Council  of  Churches  (NCC) 
through  a  resolution  passed  on  March  27. 
1995,  opposed  any  construction  of  new  devel- 
opments on  Mount  Graham.  NCC  comprises 
of  over  300  religious  denominations  in  the 
Country. 

It  Is  our  understanding  the  University  of 
Arizona  lobbyists  are  proposing  to  introduce 
new  legislation  which  will  exempt  the  Uni- 
versity of  Arizona  for  the  second  time  In 
their  attempt  to  build  the  Large  Blnocolar 
Telecscope  on  Mount  Graham.  In  July  of 
1995,  the  Ninth  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals 
ruled  against  the  University  of  Arizona  for 
violation  of  Endangered  Species  Act. 

We  are,  therefore,  requesting  that  you.  as 
our  legislators  and  working  body  of  the 
United  States  Government,  oppose  any  rid- 
ers or  exemptions  of  the  1988  Arizona— Idaho 
Conservation  Act  P.L.  100-696  on  behalf  of 
the  University  of  Arizona's  proposed  tele- 
scope on  Mount  Graham. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Marvin  mull,  Jr. 
Tribal  Vice-Chairman. 
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POINT  OF  ORDER 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Kolbe]  insist  on  his 
point  of  order? 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  notwith- 
standing my  great  respect  for  the  gen- 
tleman from  American  Samoa,  and 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  this 
issue  was  debated  and  considered  on 
last  year's  Interior  appropriations  bill, 
I  do  make  a  point  of  order  against  the 
amendment  because  it  proposes  to 
change  existing  law,  and  therefore  con- 
stitutes legislation  on  an  ap^opriation 
bill,  which,  of  course,  violates  clause  2 
of  House  Rule  XXI. 

That  rule  states  in  part:  "No  amend- 
ment to  a  general  appropriation  bill 
shall  be  in  order  if  changing  existing 
law.  *  •  *'"  This  amendment  would, 
first,  give  affirmative  direction  in  its 
effect;  second,  impose  additional  duties 
on  Cabinet  and  executive  officials: 
third,  modify  existing  powers  and  du- 
ties: fourth,  does  not  apply  solely  to 
the  appropriation  under  consideration; 
and  fifth,  it  modifies  existing  law. 

For  those  reasons,  I  ask  that  the 
Chair  give  me  a  ruling  on  my  point  of 
order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  further  dis- 
cussion on  the  point  of  order? 

If  not,  the  Chair  is  prepared  to  rule. 

The  gentleman  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Kolbe]  makes  a  point  of  order  that  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  American  Samoa  constitutes  leg- 
islation on  an  appropriations  bill  in 
violation  of  clause  2  of  rule  21.  The 
amendment  limits  funds  in  the  bill  for 
the  planning,  construction,  or  oper- 
ation of  a  third  telescope  on  Mt. 
Graham  in  the  Coronado  National  For- 
est unless  it  is  made  known  that  the 
planning,  construction,  or  operation  of 
that  telescope  complies  with  all  appli- 
cable laws,  notwithstanding  section  335 
of  Public  Law  104-134.  The  inclusion  of 
the  language  "notwithstanding  section 
335  of  Public  Law  104-134"  in  the 
amendment  is  a  waiver  of  law  that 
would  otherwise  apply  to  the  operation 
of  this  telescope.  As  such,  the  amend- 
ment chajiges  existing  law  in  violation 
of  clause  2  of  rule  21  and  is  not  in 
order.  The  Chair  sustains  the  point  of 
order. 

PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRIES 

Mr.  PALEOMAVAEGA.  Parliamen- 
tary inquiry,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  FALEOMAVAEGA.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, would  it  be  appropriate  to  ask 
that  we  have  a  recorded  vote  on  the 
IKJint  of  order? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  No,  not  at  this 
point.  The  amendment  has  been  ruled 
out  of  order  on  a  point  of  order,  and 
this  amendment  is  not  pending. 

Are  there  fui'ther  amendments?  ' 

D  1200 

Mr.  REG'ULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  am  I 
correct  in  understanding  that  the  votes 
will  now  occur  on  those  amendments 
that  have  been  rolled  up  to  this  point 
including  the  one  from  last  night  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Kennedy]? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  That  was  the  in- 
tent, but  the  Chair  understands  that 
the  gentleman  has  a  unanimous-con- 
sent request. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  before  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  resumes  its 
unfinished  business  on  the  demand  for 
recorded  votes  on  the  amendments  re- 
garding weatherization  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Sand- 
ers] and  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
sissippi [Mr.  Parker]  that  there  be  an 
additional  10  minutes  of  debate  on  each 
amendment  equally  divided  and  con- 
trolled by  the  proponent  and  myself. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  23  OFFERED  BY  MR.  PARKER 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  Committee  of  today,  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Parker]  and  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Regula]  will  each  control  5  min- 
utes. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Parker:  In  the 
Item  relating  to  "DEPARTMENT  OF  EN- 
ERGY—ENERGY CONSERVATION"— 

(1)  after  the  second  dollar  amount,  insert 
the  foUowingr:  "(Increased  by  $18,204,000)"; 

(2)  after  the  third  dollar  amount,  insert  the 
following:  "(increased  by  JH.764.000)":  and 

(3)  after  the  fourth  dollar  amount.  Insert 
the  following:  "(increased  by  $6,440,000)". 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Parker]. 

Mr.  PARKER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  thank  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  for  work- 
ing out  this  agreement  so  we  could  cor- 
net some  of  the  confusion  that  has  oc- 
curred and  make  sure  all  the  Members 
understand  what  is  coming  before  the 
body. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  take  this  op- 
portunity to  discuss  with  my  col- 
leagues the  importance  of  the  amend- 
ment that  I  offered  last  night  with  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Fox]  and  acknowledge  the  floor  state- 
ments in  support  of  this  amendment  by 
the  gentleman  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Sanders],  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Stearns],  the  gentleman  from 
Maine  [Mr.  Longley],  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Volkmer].  and  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  BOEH- 
L.ERT]. 

I  want  to  once  again  emphasize  that 
this  is  a  bipartisan  effort  to  restore  eq- 


uity to  this  program  and  to  shift  only 
$18  million  to  low-income  weatheriza- 
tion and  the  State  energj'  programs 
from  other  energy  conservation  pro- 
grams. The  simple  truth  is  these  pro- 
grams have  taken  a  disproportionate 
share  of  the  cuts. 

This  amendment  is  good  for  the  envi- 
ronment by  reducing  pollution,  it  is 
good  for  low-income  Americans  be- 
cause it  allows  weatherization  of 
homes,  and  it  is  welfare  reform  because 
it  increases  independence  of  low-in- 
come Americans  It  helps  our  States 
and  local  governments  by  allowing 
them  flexibility  to  leverage  other  fund- 
ing sources  to  do  good  and  effective  en- 
ergy projects. 

I  would  like  to  clear  up  some  confu- 
sion on  this  amendment  and  to  correct 
an  error  that  was  in  the  Legislative  Di- 
gest. First  of  all.  we  do  not  remove 
money  from  fossil  fuel  accounts.  Sec- 
ond, these  State  energy  programs  and 
the  low-income  weatherization  pro- 
grams are  energy  conservation  pro- 
grams. An  impression  was  given  that 
only  energy  research  and  development 
is  energy  conservation.  This  is  simply 
not  correct.  A  broad  look  at  energy 
conservation  shows  that  in  addition  to 
research,  we  must  employ  technologies 
and  work  with  States,  local  govern- 
ments, businesses  and  low-income 
Americans  to  get  energy  efficiency  im- 
plemented. In  fact,  the  State  energy 
programs  and  the  low-income  weather- 
ization program  have  implemented  the 
largest  percentage  of  energy  efflciency 
programs  during  the  past  20  years  of 
any  other  energy  conservation  program 
in  this  country.  They  are  clearly  the 
most  successful  and  cost-effective  pro- 
grams at  the  Department  of  Energy 
and  they  help  people  directly. 

If  your  goal  is  to  send  money  back  to 
the  States  and  remove  money  which 
supports  the  bureaucracy  in  Waishing- 
ton.  the  logical  vote  is  a  "yes"  on  the 
Parker-Fox  amendment.  It  helps  to 
create  equity  in  the  program  at  the 
DOE.  it  is  a  commonsense  approach, 
and  I  xirge  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Fox],  the  coauthor  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  FOX  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  want  to  discuss  the  importance 
of  this  bipartisan  Parker-Fox  amend- 
ment which  concerns  the  low-income 
weatherization  and  State  energy  pro- 
grams. 

Last  night  a  number  of  Members 
made  very  eloquent  floor  statements  in 
support  of  these  programs.  Make  no 
mistake  about  it.  these  programs  are 
energy  conservation  programs.  They 
help  people  from  the  homes  to  the 
farms  to  small  businesses. 

Our  amendment  is  supported  by  the 
States  and  by  the  community  action 
agencies  and  by  Democrats  and  Repub- 
licans alike  because  it  is  good  public 
policy  that  puts  increased  amounts  of 


money  into  weatherizing  homes  of  poor 
Americans  so  that  they  can  be  inde- 
pendent and  not  choose  between  heat- 
ing and  eating. 

We  are  here  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
to  reduce  the  deficit,  to  continue  to 
fund  only  those  programs  that  really 
matter  and  help  our  country  move  for- 
ward. These  are  key  priorities  because 
they  help  us  compete  and  they  reduce 
cost.  These  programs  put  the  results  of 
our  R&D  into  the  field  and  create  real 
partnerships. 

In  summation.  I  would  say,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  it  restores  funding  to 
weatherization  and  it  is  also  revenue 
neutral,  a  very  important  key  point. 

Mr:  PARKER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Department  of  En- 
ergy made  a  decision  that  what  they 
would  do  is  they  would  protect  the  bu- 
reaucracy in  Washington  and  they 
would  put  the  major  cuts,  the  largest 
percentage  of  cuts,  on  the  States. 
Within  the  categories,  the  accounts 
that  are  in  the  Interior  bill  dealing 
with  the  DOE,  the  only  moneys  which 
go  to  the  States  where  the  States  can 
actually  utilize  that  money,  that  goes 
directly  to  our  constituents,  are  the 
ones  that  go  to  the  State  energy  offi- 
cials ajid  the  weatherization  programs. 
Everything  else  stays  in  Washington  in 
the  bureaucracy.  Most  of  it.  I  must 
say,  is  corporate  welfare  at  its  worst. 
All  we  are  talking  about  is  having 
some  equity.  Most  of  the  cuts  have 
been  put  into  these  accounts  going  to 
the  States,  they  have  cut  them  over  50 
percent.  Around  25  percent  of  the  cuts 
have  stayed  in  Washington. 

We  are  just  talking  about  equity.  We 
are  trying  to  get  more  money  back  to 
people,  to  low-income  people  where  we 
actually  can  get  money  back  to  those 
individuals  and  it  can  do  some  good.  I 
urge  supiport  for  the  Parker-Fox 
amendment. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  jrleld 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  Brown]. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  me  the 
time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  gained  this 
honor  because  I  spoke  out  against 
these  amendments  when  they  were 
first  debated  on  the  floor,  and  I  prob- 
ably will  repeat  a  little  bit  of  what  I 
said  previously. 

The  cuts  that  are  proposed  to  be 
made  in  order  to  fund  the  increases  in 
the  weatherization  program  are  out  of 
the  energy  research  and  development 
account  in  which  I  have  a  very  strong 
interest.  This  is  not  to  say  I  am  op- 
posed to  weatherization.  I  think  weath- 
erization has  been  cut  more  than  I 
would  like,  and  I  would  support  any 
move  to  increase  it  that  does  not  cut 
into  energy  R&D. 

What  has  happened  in  energy  R&D. 
We  have  with  this  bill  a  20-percent  cut 
from  the  levels  of  1995.  using  that  as  a 
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benchmark,  a  10-percent  cut  from  1996. 
the  current  year's  figures,  and  what  we 
have,  of  course,  is  a  request  from  the 
President  to  increase  the  1995  figures 
by  20  percent  or  the  1996  figures  by  30 
percent  in  order  to  achieve  the  great 
values  which  occur  as  a  result  of  this 
program. 

What  are  these  values?  I  should  just 
mention  one  or  two.  for  example.  The 
energy  conservation  research  and  de- 
velopment program  has  produced 
things  like  the  energy  efficient  win- 
dows that  have  saved  taxpayers  $1.8 
billion  in  energy  costs;  energy  efficient 
building  design  that  saved  consumers 
$1.9  billion  in  energy  costs;  and  energy 
efficient  freezers  and  refrigerators  that 
have  saved  consumers  $6  billion  in  the 
10  years  from  1980  to  1990. 

In  effect,  these  are  programs  which 
are  making  this  country  more  efi^icient 
both  industrially  and  in  terms  of 
homes  and  appliances  and  things  of 
that  sort,  and  making  us  more  com- 
petitive in  the  world.  It  is  a  poor 
choice  to  propose  this  cut  to  fund  the 
weatherization  prograun.  I  ask  that  the 
amendment  be  defeated. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  know  this  has  some 
attraction,  but  let  me  point  out  we  are 
choosing  in  a  sense  whether  we  want  to 
send  the  money  to  the  State  bureauc- 
racy or  whether  we  want  to  support  en- 
ergy efficiency  research  and  develop- 
ment. Let  me  read  from  a  letter  from 
the  administration: 

Notwithstanding  that,  we  are  concerned 
that  the  reductions  proposed  in  the  Parker- 
Fox  amendment  would  severely  compromise 
vital  research  and  development  programs, 
which  have  already  taken  substantial  cuts, 
as  was  pointed  out  by  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

As  the  gentleman  said,  the  weather- 
ization programs  are  good.  We  put  $125 
million  into  weatherization  and  state 
grants.  Let  me  also  add.  because  we 
have  heard  some  tales  of  woe  about  the 
impact  on  low-income  individuals,  that 
this  morning,  as  I  understand  it.  the 
full  Appropriations  Conmiittee  ap- 
proved the  Labor.  Health  and  Human 
Services  bill  that  includes  $1.2  billion 
for  low-income  heating  assistance. 

It  is  not  as  if  we  do  not  have  money 
to  provide  warmth  for  those  who  are  in 
financial  difficulties.  We  put  $1.2  bil- 
lion in  to  pay  their  fuel  bills.  In  addi- 
tion, we  have  $100  million  in  our  bill 
for  weatherization.  So  I  think  we  are 
very  sensitive  to  the  problems  of  the 
low-income  in  terms  of  providing  heat- 
ing, because  the  total  would  be  $1.3  bil- 
lion. 

As  was  pointed  out  by  the  gentleman 
from  California,  we  have  already  cut 
energy  conservation  severely  over  the 
last  2  years.  These  are  programs  that 
provide  for  pollution  control,  for  clean 
air,  for  energy  efficiency,  for  making 
automobiles  more  fuel  efficient,  pro- 
grams that  are  absolutely  vital  to  the 
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future.  If  you  improve  energy  effi- 
ciency, the  LIHEAP  money  that  we 
spend  will  go  further  in  terms  of  home 
heating,  in  terms  of  the  automobiles 
for  those  low-income  people  that  need 
to  get  to  work. 

In  the  long-term  benefits  to  society, 
energy  conservation  research  is  vitally 
important  to  every  American.  It  gives 
us  independence  from  other  energy 
sources  outside  the  United  States.  It 
gives  us  cleaner  air.  It  will  give  us 
more  fuel  efficient  automobiles. 

It  is  not  as  if  all  this  money  is  com- 
ing from  the  Federal  Government.  A 
great  amount  of  it  is  coming  from  the 
private  sector.  This  is  a  case  of  the 
Government  providing  a  helping  hand, 
and  this  is  consistent  with  what  many 
of  our  Members  talk  about:  Let  us  get 
the  Government  out  of  100  percent.  We 
have  done  that.  We  have  said  on  these 
programs  they  have  to  be  matched  at 
least  50  percent,  in  some  cases  more,  by 
the  private  sector. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  in  terms  of  na- 
tional policy  and  even  for  the  poor  that 
it  would  be  much  better  to  approach  it 
the  way  the  committee  has.  I  urge  a 
"no"  vote  on  the  Parker-Fox  amend- 
ment. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SANDERS 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  Committee  of  today,  the 
gentleman  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Sand- 
ers] will  be  recognized  for  5  minutes 
and  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Reg- 
ula] will  be  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders]. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  amendment  is 
very  simple.  It  transfers  $11,764,000 
from  the  naval  petroleum  reserve  into 
the  low-income  weatherization  assist- 
ance programs. 

What  we  should  understand  is  that 
last  year  the  weatherization  program 
was  hit  very  hard.  In  fact,  it  was  al- 
most slashed  in  half.  This  bill  today 
recommends  an  additional  10-percent 
cut  on  top  of  last  year's  decimating 
cut. 

Let  us  stand  with  the  millions  of  peo- 
ple in  this  country  who  go  cold  in  the 
winter,  people  who  stifle  in  certain  cli- 
mates in  the  summer,  whose  health  is 
endangered.  This  is  the  United  States 
of  America  and  elderly  people  should 
not  be  forced  to  go  cold  in  America. 

D  1215 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  point  out 
that  this  is  a  compromise  amendment. 
The  administration  properly  requested 
an  increase  in  funding  to  $150  million. 
The  committee  recommends  $100  mil- 
lion, and  this  amendment  simply  raises 
that  to  $112  million. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  a  word 
about  the  Naval  Petroleimi  Reserve 
from  which  we  take  the  money.  The 
NPR's  operating  funds  go  to  nmning 
three  oil  fields  which  are  jointly  oper- 


ated by  the  Government  and  Chevron. 
The  productivity  of  these  fields  has 
steadily  declined  since  its  peak  in  1976. 
The  President  earmarked  the  NPR  for 
sale  in  fiscal  year  1997,  indicating,  and 
I  quote:  "Producing  oil  and  gas  is  a 
commercial,  not  a  governmental  activ- 
ity, which  is  more  properly  performed 
by  the  private  sector." 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  IVi  minutes  to 
my  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Maine 
[Mr.  Longley]. 

Mr.  LONGLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Vermont  for 
yielding  me  the  time. 

It  has  been  a  pleasure  to  work  with 
both  the  gentleman  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Sanders]  as  well  as  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Parker]  and  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Fox]  on  this  amendment.  I  guess  I 
want  to  emphasize  the  nature  of  the 
compromise  that  we  feel  should  be 
reached,  which  would  be  to  maintain 
funding  at  the  current  level  and  restore 
the  additional  cut  over  cuts  that  had 
been  made  in  prior  years. 

I  think  the  point  that  I  would  like  to 
make  that  is  very  important  is  that 
the  weatherization  assistance  program 
is  used  to  increase  the  energy  effi- 
ciency of  residences  occupied  by  low- 
income  individuals.  It  is  not  merely  a 
transfer  of  money  to  a  State  bureauc- 
racy. In  the  case  of  the  State  of  Maine. 
the  funds  are  received  by  the  Maine 
State  Housing  Authority,  which  then  is 
the  agency  in  Maine  charged  with  oper- 
ating the  program,  distributes  the 
funds  to  regional  community  action 
programs.  CCAP  agencies  which  take 
and  process  the  applications  and  make 
the  payments. 

Now.  as  I  indicated,  Mr.  Chairman, 
there  are  a  number  of  issues  that  we 
have  been  debating  over  the  last  year 
and  a  half  about  how  to  improve  and 
streamline  the  system.  For  whatever 
reason,  those  innovations  and  changes 
have  not  occurred.  We  are  dealing  with 
the  existing  distribution  system  and  on 
that  basis.  I  think  it  would  be  terribly 
unfortunate  that  those  who  need  this 
assistance  get  caught  in  the  crossfire 
between  the  administration  and  the 
Congress  over  precisely  how  we  do  it. 
The  fact  of  the  matter  is.  the  system 
has  been  established,  it  is  functioning, 
as  in  this  case  we  are  talking  about 
protecting  a  level  of  funding  for  those 
who  need  the  weatherization  assist- 
ance, and  I  think  that  the  most  effec- 
tive way  of  doing  that  is  through  the 
amendments  that  have  been  introduced 
by  both  gentlemen.  So  the  question,  if 
there  is  one.  is  between  how  we  pay  for 
it.  not  the  fact  that  we  need  to  do  it. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
inquire  as  to  how  much  time  is  remain- 
ing? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders]  has  IVi 
minutes  remaining,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Regula]  has  5  minutes. 
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Mr.  REGULA.  Paxliamentary  in- 
quiry, Mr.  Chairman.  As  I  understand 
it,  I  have  the  right  to  close. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
30  seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois [Mr.  Gutierrez]. 

Mr.  GUTIERREZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  that  the  issue  is  a  very  impor- 
tant one  and  one  that  is  not  only  in 
New  Hampshire  and  Maine  but  cer- 
tainly in  the  city  of  Chicago.  The  en- 
ergy assistance  program  will  help  a  lot, 
and  I  just  wanted  to  remind  my  col- 
leagues that  last  summer,  over  500  peo- 
ple died  during  the  heat  wave  in  the 
city  of  Chicago.  Over  500  people,  the 
immense  majority  of  them  low-income 
poor,  senior  citizens  who  rely  heavily 
on  this  program  and  could  really  use  a 
tightening  up  of  their  windows  and 
their  doors,  because  one  of  the  major 
reasons,  of  course,  is  how  do  you  pay 
for  the  electricity  to  run  the  air-condi- 
tioning and  the  fans? 

Please  support  this  for  the  heat  in 
Chicago  and  the  cold  in  New  Hamp- 
shire. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  reiterate  what 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Gutierrez]  reminded  us.  Last  year  in 
the  city  of  Chicago,  as  I  understand  it, 
500  people  died  in  a  sweltering  summer. 
That  is  not  what  America  is  supposed 
to  be.  In  my  State  of  Vermont  and 
throughout  the  northern  part  of  our 
country,  there  sure  millions  of  people, 
including  low-income  people,  who  sim- 
ply do  not  have  the  money  to  ade- 
quately heat  their  homes.  They  are  liv- 
ing in  homes  where  when  they  put  heat 
out,  the  heat  is  going  through  the  win- 
dows, it  is  going  through  the  roof,  it  is 
going  through  the  cracks  in  the  wall. 
The  homes  are  not  insulated. 

The  weatherizatlon  concept  is  a  cost- 
effective  program.  What  is  the  sense  of 
putting  beat  into  a  house  when  it  is 
simply  going  to  leak  out?  Mr.  Chair- 
man, over  4.4  million  homes  have  been 
weatherized  with  these  fimds.  Over  90 
percent  of  the  recipients  make  less 
than  S15,000  a  year  and  they  spend  an 
average  of  $1,100  on  their  energy  bills. 

Our  amendment  is  a  sensible  amend- 
ment. It  is  an  environmental  amend- 
ment. It  is  a  conservation  amendment. 
Most  important,  it  is  a  humane  amend- 
ment. People  in  the  United  States 
should  not  go  cold  in  the  wintertime. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  Thomas]. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was 
here  in  the  well  earlier  and  I  assumed 
that  the  time  that  we  had  allotted  was 
the  time  that  was  going  to  be  used  and 
apparently  we  now  have  more  time.  I 
will  be  more  direct  than  I  was  earlier. 

The  idea  of  taking  money  out  of  the 
Naval  Petroleum  Reserve,  $11  million 
on  top  of  the  $43  million  that  has  been 


removed  on  a  project  which  the  Presi- 
dent has  signed  that  we  are  going  to 
sell  this  Government  property,  is  a 
dumb  idea.  The  Department  of  Energy 
itself  has  said  if  you  take  the  $11  mil- 
lion, we  have  two  choices.  We  do  not 
drill  like  we  need  to  drill  to  continue 
the  production.  That  will  cost  the 
American  taxpayers  next  year  $14  mil- 
lion. He  takes  $11  million  out.  Next 
year,  it  costs  the  taxpayei^  $14  million. 
In  1998,  it  costs  the  taxi)ayers  $31  mil- 
lion because  they  did  not  have  the 
money  to  drill  the  wells  they  need  to 
continue  to  improve  the  largest  Gov- 
ernment holding  of  oil  resources  in  the 
lower  48. 

K  they  decide  they  are  going  to  spend 
money  they  would  have  otherwise 
spent  on  other  projects,  it  would  come 
out  of  the  environmental  fund,  which 
means  it  may  not  meet  the  standards 
that  these  people  impose  for  the  envi- 
ronment. 

Now,  you  are  damned  if  you  do  and 
you  are  damned  if  you  do  not.  Weather- 
izatlon is  important,  but  keeping  a 
natural  resource  that  we  are  going  to 
sell  for  potentially  $1  billion  up  the  pri- 
vate sector  levels  to  get  the  maximum 
taxpayer  dollar  out  of  it  simply  is  not 
a  smart  thing  to  do  when  they  have 
taken  $43  million  out  and  now  he  wants 
to  take  $11  million  out.  Notwithstand- 
ing whatever  the  merits  of  your  weath- 
erizatlon, the  idea  of  going  after  this  is 
typical  fuzzy-headed  thinking.  Why,  at 
the  time  you  are  getting  your  house 
ready  to  sell  and  the  contractor  says 
you  have  a  hole  in  the  roof,  it  will  cost 
$5,000  to  fix,  but  you  will  have  to  lower 
the  price  of  the  House  by  $10,000,  you 
do  not  spend  the  money  to  make  sure 
that  you  can  get  the  full  market  value 
for  the  House? 

He  is  taking  what  we  are  going  to 
sell  and  refusing  to  spruce  it  up  so  we 
can  get  the  highest  dollar  possible  for 
the  taxpayer. 

As  far  as  the  weatherizatlon  program 
is  concerned,  there  are  a  number  of 
other  areas  to  find  the  funds.  There  are 
amendments  that  have  approached  it 
in  other  areas  to  find  the  funds.  Why 
he  is  absolutely  insistent  upon  going 
after  this  particular  fund,  at  a  time 
when  the  Congress — the  House  and  the 
Senate — and  the  President  have  agreed 
to  spruce  up  this  property  to  get  the 
highestj  possible  taxpayer  dollar  out  of 
selling  that  property,  is  beyond  me. 
Except  I  remember  then  that  he  is  on 
the  ballot  in  Vermont  and  when  he 
reached  this  body,  his  ballot  designa- 
tion was  Socialist. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Vermont. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Excuse  me,  Mr. 
Thomas.  You  made  a  falsehood  and  I 
would  like  an  apology.  I  was  on  the 
ballot  in  the  State  of  Vermont  as  an 
independent,  always  have  been,  and  I 
would  like  an  apology  from  you,  sir. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  I  certainly  apologize  if 
the   gentleman   has   never,    ever   rep- 


resented himself  as  representing  a  so- 
cialist point  of  view. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  I  am  a  democratic  so- 
cialist. That  is  very  different  from 
what  you  just  said. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  I  apologize.  The  gen- 
tleman wishes  to  be  called  a  demo- 
cratic socialist. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Excuse  me,  I  was  on 
the  ballot  as  an  independent. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  is  con- 
trolled by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  correct  my 
statement.  The  gentleman  was  not  on 
the  ballot  as  a  socialist.  He  was  on  the 
ballot  in  Vermont,  as  he  indicates,  as 
an  independent  but  that  he  proudly 
claims  he  is  a  democratic  socialist. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
not  need  to  be  told  what  I  proudly 
claim. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Thomas]? 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that 
the  debates  thus  far  all  day  and  yester- 
day on  this  bill  have  not  been  very  ran- 
corous. We  have  just  seen  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  use  some  words 
that  I  think  are  not  properly  descrip- 
tive of  the  gentleman  firom  Vermont  I 
would  hope,  under  my  reservation,  to 
say  that  this  would  not  continue  iwi 
that  the  gentleman  from  Califc-  i 
who  used  those  words  would  refrai.  .n 
the  future  Cram  doing  so.  I  do  not  think 
it  is  appropriate  for  any  Member  of  the 
House  to  try  to  erroneously  designate 
someone  for  what  they  are  not. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  withdraw  my  res- 
ervation of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  first  of  all,  so  that  the 
Members  understand  what  is  going  to 
happen,  we  are  going  to  have  three 
votes  that  have  been  rolled.  The  first 
vote  will  be  on  the  Parker  amendment, 
which  adds  $18  million  to  weatheriza- 
tlon and  it  cuts  $18  million  from  con- 
servation research. 

The  second  vote  will  be  on  the  Sand- 
ers amendment,  which  adds  $11.7  mil- 
lion to  weatherizatlon  and  takes  $11.7 
million  from  the  Naval  Petroleum  Re- 
serve. 

The  third  vote  will  be  on  the  Shadegg 
amendment,  which  cuts  the  National 
Endowment  for  the  Humanities  by  $12 
million. 

Let  me  say  to  my  colleagues  if  you 
vote  for  both  weatherizatlon  add-ons, 
you  would  be  adding  a  very  substantial 
amount  to  this  program  over  last 
year's  level.  I  v/ould  urge  our  col- 
leagues to  vote  "no"  on  Parker  and  to 
vote  "no"  on  Sanders. 

On  Parker,  I  think  that  taking 
money  from  conservation  research  to 
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put  into  weatherizatlon  is  not  a  good 
long-term  national .  policy.  Let  me 
point  out  again,  I  am  not  hard-hearted 
at  all.  but  we  have  $1.2  billion  in 
LIHEAP.  This  is  low-income  heating 
assistance.  So  the  people  who  need  this 
help  will  get  their  fuel  bills  paid,  be  it 
electricity,  gas,  oil,  whatever  is  the 
case.  We  also  have  $100  million  in 
weatherizatlon,  and  under  our  budget 
constraints,  I  think  these  are  very  fair 
and  very  reasonable  amounts.  Energy 
conservation  is  extremely  important  to 
this  nation's  future. 

On  the  Sanders  amendment,  I  think 
the  problem  there  is  we  are  going  to 
sell  the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve.  It  is 
worth  billions  of  dollars.  On  the  short 
term,  the  administration  advises  us 
that  they  will  lose  $14  million  in  reve- 
nues. So  we  are  going  to  take  out  $11 
million  and  lose  $14  million.  Not  very 
good  management,  ajid  we  are  the  man- 
agers of  this  enterprise. 

Second,  it  will  be  detrimental  to  the 
value  of  the  property  which  will  be  sold 
in  the  near  future.  To  do  that  is  not 
good  management.  To  put  additional 
money  into  weatherizatlon,  which  al- 
ready has  $100  million,  and  do  it  in  a 
way  that  is  detrimental  to  the  sale  of 
this  property  which  will  generate  bil- 
lions of  dollars  that  could  then  be 
available  for  these  programs  in  the  fu- 
ture is  not  good  policy  in  either  the 
short  or  long  term. 

For  this  reason,  I  would  urge  a  "no" 
vote  on  the  Parker  amendment,  a  "no"' 
vote  on  the  Sanders  amendment,  and 
there  will  be  the  three  votes  that  have 
been  rolled  over. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

SEQUENTIAL  VOTES  POSTPONED  IN  COMMITTEE 
OF  THE  WHOLE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  455,  proceedings  will  now 
resume  on  those  amendments  on  which 
further  proceedings  were  postponed  in 
the  following  order:  The  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  firom  Mis- 
sissippi [Mr.  Parker];  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Ver- 
mont [Mr.  Sanders];  and  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Shadegg]. 

A-MENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  .MR.  PARKER 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  unfinished 
business  is  the  demand  for  a  recorded 
vote  on  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Parker]  on  which  further  proceedings 
were  postponed  and  on  which  the  noes 
prevailed  by  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  redesignate  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  redesignated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  204,  noes  218, 
not  voting  12,  as  follows: 


[Roll  No.  259] 

AYES— 204 

Andrews 

Gekas 

Ney 

Anney 

Geren 

Norwood 

Bach us 

Gllchrest 

Nussle 

Baldaccl 

Gllman 

Oberstar 

Baniett 

Goodllng 

Onon 

Bass 

Green  (TX) 

Pallone 

Bentsen 

Greenwood 

Parker 

Bereutcr 

Gunderson 

Pastor 

BlUralcls 

Gutierrez 

Paxon 

Blute 

Gutknecht 

Paj-ne  (NJ) 

Boehlert 

Hall  (TX) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Boehoer 

Hamilton 

Petri 

Bonllla 

Hancock 

Pombo 

Bono 

Hasten 

Pomeroy 

Browder 

Hayes 

Portman 

Brownback 

Haj-worth 

Prj-ce 

BunnlQ^ 

HlUean- 

Qulnn 

Bun- 

Hlnchey 

Rahall 

Buyer 

Hobson 

Bangel 

Camp 

Hoekstra 

Reed 

Campbell 

Hoke 

Rlggs 

Canady 

Horn 

Roberts 

Canlln 

Hostettler 

Rohrabacher 

Castle 

Houghton 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Ctiabot 

Hunter 

Rose 

Cbambllss 

Hutchinson 

Roukema 

Cbapman 

Jackson (IL) 

Sanders 

Chenoweth 

Jacobs 

Scarborough 

Chnstensen 

John.v>n  (CT) 

Scott 

Chosler 

John.son.  Sam 

Shadegg 

Clayton 

Jones 

Sha>-s 

dinger 

Kaslch 

Slslsky 

Coble 

Kelly 

Skelton 

Cobom 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Collins  IGA) 

Kennedy (RI) 

Smith  (WA) 

Combest 

Kenoelly 

Solomon 

Condlt 

Klldee 

Souder 

Cooley 

King 

Steams 

Crane 

Kleczka 

Stokes 

Cremeans 

King 

Stump 

Cummlnss 

LaFalce 

Stupak 

Cunningham 

LaHood 

Talent 

Danner 

Largent 

Tate 

DeLauro 

Latham 

Taylor  (MS) 

DeLay 

LaToorette 

Taylor  (NO 

Dlaz-Balan 

Laaghlln 

Thompson 

Dickey 

Lazlo 

Thomberrs" 

Duncan 

Lpjwh 

Thurman 

Dunn 

Llghtfoot 

Tlahrt 

Edwards 

Llnder 

TorrtceUl 

Ehrllch 

LoBlondo 

Trancani 

Engel 

Longley 

Upton 

English 

Man  ton 

Velazquez 

Evans 

ManzuUo 

Volkmer 

Everett 

Martinez 

Walker 

Ewlng 

Martini 

Ward 

Fllner 

Matsul 

Watt  (NO 

Flake 

McCrery 

Watts  (OK) 

Flanagan 

McHale- 

Weliton  (PA) 

Foley 

McHu^ 

Weller 

Fowler 

Mclnnls 

Wicker 

Fox 

McNalty 

Williams 

Franks  (CT) 

Metcalf 

wise 

Frellnghuysen 

Meyers 

Wj-nn 

Frtsa 

Mlnge 

Young  (AK) 

Funderburk 

Mollnan 

Young  (FL) 

Ganske 

Montgomerj- 

Zellff 

GeXlenson 

Moorhead 
NOES-218 

Zlmmer 

Abercromble 

Bonlor 

Coyne 

Ackerman 

BOTSkl 

Cramer 

Allard 

Boucher 

Crapo 

Archer 

Brewster 

Cubln 

Baesler 

Brown  (CA> 

Davis 

Baker (CAi 

Brown  (FL) 

de  la  Garza 

Raker  (LA) 

Brown  (OH) 

Deal 

Ballenger 

Bryant  (TN) 

DeFazlo 

Barcla 

Bryant  (TX) 

Delloms 

Ban- 

Bunn 

Deutsch 

Barrett  (NE) 

Burton 

Dicks 

Barrett  (V,1) 

Callahan 

Dingell 

Barton 

Calvert 

Dixon 

Bateman 

Clay 

DcReU 

Becerra 

Clement 

Dooley 

B'llenson 

Clybum 

Doollttle 

Berman 

Coleman 

Donan 

Bevlll 

Collins  (IL) 

Doyle 

Btlbray 

Collins  (MI) 

Dreler 

Bishop 

Conyers 

Durbln 

BlUey 

Costello 

Ehlers 

Blomenaaer 

Cox 

F.thoo 

Lewis  <KT) 

Roemer 

Farr 

Llplnskl 

Rogers 

Fatlah 

Livingston 

Roth 

Fawell 

Lofgren 

Roybal-Allarxl 

Fazio 

Lowey 

Royce 

Fields  (LA) 

Lucas 

Bath 

FogUetta 

Luther 

Stte 

Forbes 

Maloney 

Salmon 

Ford 

Markey 

Sanford 

Frank  (MA) 

Mascara 

Sawyer 

Franks  (NJ) 

McCarthy 

Saxton 

Frost 

McCollum 

Schaefer 

Furse 

McDermott 

Schlff 

Gallegly 

Mcintosh 

Schroeder 

Gibbons 

McKeon 

Seastrand 

Glllmor 

McKlnney 

Sensenbrenner 

Gonzalez 

Meehan 

Serrano 

Coodlatte 

Meek 

Shaw 

Gordon 

.Menendez 

Sbuster 

Goss 

Mica 

Skaggs 

Graham 

MlUender- 

Skeen 

Greene  (UTi 

McDonald 

Slaughter 

Hall  (OH) 

MlUer  (CA) 

Smith  (Ml) 

Hansen 

Miller  (FL) 

Smith  (TX) 

Hastings  (FL) 

Mink 

Spence 

Hastings  (WA) 

Moakley 

Spntt 

Heney 

MoUohas 

Stark 

Hefner 

Moran 

Stenbolm 

Helneman 

Morella 

Stockman 

Herger 

Murtha 

Studds 

HllUard 

Myers 

Tanner 

Holden 

Mynck 

Te)eda 

Hoyer 

Nadler 

Thomas 

Hyde 

Neal 

Thornton 

Inglls 

Nethercutt 

Torres 

Istook 

Neumann 

Towns 

Jackson-Lee 

Obey 

Vento 

(TX) 

Olver 

Visclosky 

Jefferson 

Ortiz 

Vucanovich 

Johnson.  £.  B. 

Owens 

Walsh 

Johnston 

Oxley 

Wamp 

Kanjonkl 

Packard 

Waters 

Kaptur 

Payne  (VA) 

Kim 

Pelosl 

Weldon  (FL) 

Kingston 

Pickett 

White 

KUnk 

Porter 

Whitfield 

Knollenberg 

Wilson 

Kolbe 

QolUen 

Wolf 

Lantos 

RadaaoTlcb 

Woolsey 

Levin 

Regnla 

Yates 

Lewis  (CA) 

Richardson 

Lewis  (GA) 

Rivers 

NOT  VOTING— 12 

Emerson 

Johnson  (SD) 

Ramstad 

Fields  (TX) 

Lincoln 

Schnmer 

Gephardt 

McDade 

TauTln 

Barman 

Petereon  (FL) 

Torklldsen 

D  1255 

Messrs.  McINTOSH,  HYDE,  OL"VER. 
NADLER,  and  CLAY,  Ms.  WATERS. 
Messrs.  FIELDS  of  Louisiana,  HEF- 
NER. GALLEGLY,  and  ARCHER,  Ms. 
RO'gBAL-ALLARD,  Messrs.  DORNAN. 
MICA,  DREIER.  COX  of  California. 
SANFORD,  ROYCE.  RUSH,  and 
BISHOP  changed  their  vote  from  "aye" 
to  "no." 

Messrs.  GUTIERREZ.  SOLOMON, 
GILCHREST.  BEREUTER.  and 

STOKES.  Mrs.  CHENOWETH,  Messrs. 
ROBERTS,  LARGENT,  BONO. 

PALLONE,  and  DELAY,  Mrs.  JOHN- 
SON of  Connecticut,  and  Messrs.  GIL- 
MAN.  CUNNINGHAM,  and  WILLIAMS 
changed  their  vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BT  MR.  SANDERS 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders] 
on  which  further  proceedings  were 
postponed  and  on  which  the  noes  pre- 
vailed by  voice  vote. 
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The  Clerk  will  redesignate  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  redesignated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 

A  recorded  vote  wjis  ordered. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  This  will  be  a  5- 
minute  vote. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  215,  noes  206, 
not  voting  13,  as  follows: 


NOES— 206 


[Roll  No.  260] 

AYES— 215 

Ackerm&D 

Green  (TX) 

Neal 

Andrews 

Greenwood 

Oberstar 

Baesler 

Gonderson 

Obey 

Baldaccl 

Gutierrez 

Diver 

BarcU 

Gntknecht 

Owens 

Barrett  (WI) 

Hall  (OH) 

Pallone 

Bass 

Hamilton 

Pastor 

Bellenson 

Hastings  (FL) 

Payne (NJ) 

Bevlll 

Hayworth 

Payne  (VA) 

Bishop 

Hefner 

Pelosl 

Blonienauer 

Helneman 

Peterson  (MN) 

Blate 

HlUeary 

Petri 

BoeUert 

HlUtard 

Pomeroy 

Bonlor 

Hlnchey 

Poshaid 

Borskl 

Hoekstra 

Qnlnn 

Boacher 

Holden 

RahaU 

Browder 

Hooghton 

Rangel 

Brown  (CA) 

Jackson  (IL) 

Reed 

Brown  (FL) 

Jackson-Lee 

Richardson 

Brown  (OH) 

(TX) 

Rivers 

Camp 

Jacobs 

Roemer 

Caidln 

Jefferson 

Ros-Lebtlnen 

CasUe 

Johnson  (CD 

Rookema 

Chabot 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Rush 

Chrysler 

Johnston 

Sabo 

Clay 

Kanjorskl 

Sanders 

Clayton 

Kaptur 

Sanfbrd 

Clement 

Kelly 

Sawjrer 

Clybom 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Sazton 

Coleman 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Schlff 

Collins  (IL) 

Kennelly 

Schroeder 

CoUlns  (MI) 

KUdee 

Scott 

Conyers 

King 

Sensenbrenner 

Cooley 

Kleczka 

Serrano 

CosteUo 

Kllnk 

Shays 

Co3rae 

Klog 

Skaggs 

Cramer 

LaFalce 

Slaughter 

Cnmmlngs 

LaHood 

Smith  (NJ) 

Danner 

LaToorette 

Smith  (WA) 

Deal 

Lazlo 

Solomon 

DeFazlo 

Uarh 

Spratt 

DeLaaro 

Levin 

Stokes 

Dellams 

Lewis  (GA) 

Deutsch 

Llghtfoot 

Stnpak 

Dicks 

Uplnskl 

Talent 

DUwell 

LoBlondo 

Tanner 

Duncan 

Longley 

Thompson 

Durtln 

Lowey 

Thornton 

EhrUch 

Lather 

Thorman 

Engel 

Maloney 

TomceUl 

English 

Man  ton 

Towns 

Enslirn 

Manzullo 

Trancant 

Evans 

Markey 

Upton 

Fattah 

Martinez 

Velazquez 

Fields  (LA) 

Martini 

Vento 

Fllner 

Vlsclosky 

Flake 

McDermott 

Volkmer 

Flanagan 

McHale 

Walsh 

FogUetU 

McHogh 

Wamp 

FoTXtes 

McKlnney 

Ward 

Ford 

McNulty 

Waters 

Fox 

Meehan 

Watt  (NO 

Frank  (MA) 

Meek 

Watts  (OK) 

Franks  (CD 

Menendez 

Weldon  (PA) 

Frtsa 

Mlnge 

Weller 

Furse 

Mink 

Whltneld 

Cejdenson 

Moakley 

wmums 

Gekas 

Mollnarl 

Wise 

Gibbons 

MoUohan 

Wynn 

GUman 

Moran 

Tates 

Gonzalez 

MorelU 

ZeUfr 

Gordon 

Nadler 

Zbnmer 

Abercromble 

Fan- 

Moorhead 

Allard 

Fawell 

Murtha 

Archer 

Fazio 

.Myers 

.^rmey 

Foley 

Myrtck 

Bach us 

Fowler 

Nethercutt 

Baker  (CA) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Neumann 

Baker (LA) 

Frellnghuysen 

Ney 

Ballenger 

Frost 

Norwood 

Barr 

Funderburk 

Nussle 

Barrett  (NE) 

Gallegly 

Ortiz 

Bartletl 

Gasske 

Orton 

Barton 

Geren 

Oxley 

Bateman 

Gtlchrest 

Packard 

Becerra 

GUlmor 

Parker 

Bentsen 

Goodlatte 

Paxon 

Bereuter 

Goodllng 

Pickett 

Berman 

(Joss 

Pombo 

BUbray 

Graham 

Porter 

Blllrakls 

Greene  (UT) 

Portman 

Bllley 

Hall  (TX) 

Pryce 

Boehner 

,  Hancock 

QuUleo 

BonlUa 

Hansen 

Radanovlch 

Bono 

Hasten 

Regula 

Brownback 

Hastings  (WA) 

Rlggs 

Bryant  (TN) 

Hayes 

Roberts 

Bryant  (TX) 

Heney 

Rogers 

Bunn 

Herger 

Rohrabacher 

Banning 

Hobson 

Rose 

Burr 

Hoke 

Roth 

Burton 

Horn 

Roybal-Allard 

Buyer 

Hosteltler 

Royce 

Callahan 

Hoyer 

Salmon 

Calvert 

Hunter 

Scarborough 

CUmpbell 

Hutchinson 

Schaefer 

Canady 

Hyde 

Seastrand 

ChambUss 

Inglls 

Shadegg 

Chapman 

Istook 

Shaw 

Chenoweth 

Johnson.  Sam 

Shuster 

Chrlstensen 

Jones 

Ststsky 

Cllnger 

Kaslch 

Skeen 

Coble 

Kim 

Skelton 

Cobum 

Kingston 

Smith  (MI) 

CoUlns  (GA) 

KnoUenberg 

Smith  (TX) 

Combest 

Kolbe 

Souder 

Condlt 

I.antos 

Spence 

Cox 

Largent 

Stark 

Crane 

Latham 

Steams 

Crapo 

Laughlln 

Stenholm 

Cremeans 

Lewis  (CA) 

Stockman 

Cubln 

Lewis  (KY) 

Stump 

Cunningham 

Llnder 

Tate 

Davis 

Livingston 

Taylor  (MS) 

de  la  Garza 

Lofgren 

Taylor  (NO 

DeLay 

Lucas 

Tejeda 

Dlaz-Balart 

Matsul 

Thomas 

Dickey 

McCarthy 

Thombeny 

Dixon 

McCoUum 

Tlahrt 

Doggett 

McCrery 

Torres 

Dooley 

Mclnnls 

Vucanovlch 

Doollttle 

Mcintosh 

Walker 

Doman 

McKeon 

Waxman 

Doyle 

Metcalf 

Weldon  (FL) 

Dreler 

Meyers 

White 

Dunn 

Mica 

Wicker 

Edwards 

Mlllender- 

Wilson 

Ehlers 

McDonald 

WoU 

Eshoo 

Miller  (CA) 

Woolsey 

Everett 

MlUer  (FL) 

Young  (AK) 

Ewlng 

Montgomery 

Young  (FL) 

NOT  VOTING— 13 

Brewster 

Johnson  (SD) 

Schumer 

Emerson 

Lincoln 

Tauzln 

Fields  (TX) 

.McDade 

Torklldsen 

(^pbardt 

Peterson  (FL) 

Harman 

Ramstad 

D  1304 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 

pair: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Gephardt  for,  with  Ms.  Harman 
ag'ainst. 

Messrs.  LANTOS,  PAXON,  and 
POMBO  changed  their  vote  from  "aye" 
to  ■•no." 

Mr.  MORAN  changed  his  vote  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  WATTS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, on  rollcall  No.  260,  I  inadvert- 
ently voted  "yes."  I  intended  to  vote 
"no." 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SHADEGG 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona  [Mr.  Shadegg]  on 
which  further  proceedings  were  post- 
poned and  on  which  the  noes  prevailed 
by  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  redesignate  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  redesignated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  168,  noes  254, 
not  voting  12.  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  261] 
AYES— 168 


Allard 

Gallegly 

Norwood 

Archer 

Ganske 

Nussle 

Armey 

Gekas 

Orton 

Baker  (CA) 

Geren 

Oxley 

Ballenger 

GUlmor 

Packard 

Barr 

Goodlatte 

Parker 

Barrett  (NE) 

Goodllng 

Paxon 

Bartlett 

Graliam 

Petrt 

Barton 

Gntknecht 

Pombo 

BllUakls 

HaU  (TX) 

Porter 

Bllley 

Hamilton 

Portman 

Boehner 

Hancock 

Qulnn 

Bonllla 

Hansen 

Radanovlch 

Brownback 

Hastert 

Rlggs 

Bryant  (TN) 

Hastings  (WA) 

Roberts 

Bunnlng 

Hayworth 

Roemer 

Bun- 

Helneman 

Rohrabacher 

Burton 

Herger 

Royce 

Buyer 

HlUeary 

Salmon 

Callahan 

Hobson 

Scarborough 

Camp 

Hoekstra 

Schaefer 

CampbeU 

Holden 

Seastrand 

Hostettler 

Sensenbreimer 

Chabot 

Hunter 

Shadegg 

Chambllss 

Hutchinson 

Shays 

Chapman 

Hyde 

Shuster 

Chenoweth 

Inglls 

Smith  (MI) 

Chrlstensen 

Istook 

Smith  (NJ) 

Chrysler 

Smith  (TX) 

Coble 

Jones 

Smith  (WA) 

Cobum 

Kaslch 

Solomon 

Collins  (GA) 

King 

Souder 

Combest 

Kingston 

Steams 

Condlt 

Klug 

Stenholm 

Cooley 

LaHood 

Stockman 

Cox 

Largent 

Stump 

Crane 

Latham 

Talent 

Crapo 

Laughlln 

Tate 

Cremeans 

Llnder 

Taylor  (MS) 

Cubln 

Llplnskl 

Taylor  (NO 

Cunningham 

Longley 

Thomas 

Deal 

Lucas 

Thoraberry 

DeLay 

Manzullo 

Tlahrt 

Doollttle 

McHale 

Upton 

Doman 

Mclnnls 

Vlscloskj- 

Dreler 

Mcintosh 

Walker 

Duncan 

McKeon 

Wamp 

Dunn 

Metralf 

Watts  (OK) 

Edwards 

Mica 

Weldon  (FL) 

EhrUch 

Miller  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

English 

Montgomery 

Weller 

Everett 

Moorhead 

Wicker 

Ewlng 

Myers 

Wolf 

Franks  (CT) 

Myrtck 

Young  (AK) 

Frtsa 

Neumann 

Young  (FL) 

Funderburk 

Ney 
NOES— 254 

Zlmmer 

Abercromble 

Bachus 

Baldaccl 

Ackerman 

Baesler 

Barcla 

Andrews 

Baker  (LA) 

Barrett  (WI) 
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Bass 

GUman 

Murtha 

Bateman 

Gonzalez 

Nadler 

Becerra 

Gordon 

Neal 

Bellenson 

Goss 

Nethercutt 

Bentsen 

Green  (TX) 

Oberstar 

Bereuter 

Greene  (UT) 

Obey 

Berman 

Greenwood 

Olver 

Bevlll 

Gunderson 

Ortiz 

Bllbray 

Gutierrez 

Owens 

Bishop 

Hall  (OH) 

Pallone 

Blumenauer 

Hastings  (FL) 

Pastor 

Blute 

Hayes 

Paj-ne  (NJ) 

Boehlert 

Heney 

Paj-ne  (VA) 

Bonlor 

Hefner 

Pelosl 

Bono 

HlUlard 

Peterson  (MN) 

Borskl 

Hlnchey 

Pickett 

Boucher 

Hoke 

Pomeroy 

Brewster 

Horn 

Poshard 

Browder 

Houghton 

Pryce 

Brown  (CA) 

Hoyer 

Qulllen 

Brown  (FL) 

Jackson  (IL) 

RahaU 

Brown  (OH) 

Jackson-Lee 

Rangel 

Bryant  (TX) 

(TX) 

Reed 

Bunn 

Jacobs 

Regula 

Calvert 

Jefferson 

Richardson 

Cardln 

Johnson  ((TT) 

Rivers 

Castle 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Rogers 

Clay 

Johnston 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Clayton 

Kanlorskl 

Rose 

Clement 

Kaptur 

Roth 

Cllnger 

Kellj- 

Roukema 

Clybura 

Kennedj-  (MA) 

Roybal-Allard 

Coleman 

Kennedy  (Rl) 

Rush 

Collins  (IL) 

Kennelly 

Sabo 

CoUlns  (MI) 

Klldee 

Sanders 

Conyers 

Kim 

Sanford 

CosteUo 

Kleczka 

Sawyer 

Coyne 

Kllnk 

Saxton 

Cramer 

KnoUenberg 

Schlff 

Cummlngs 

Kolbe 

Schroeder 

Danner 

LaFalce 

Scott 

Davis 

Lantos 

Serrano 

de  la  Garza 

LaTourette 

Shaw 

DeFazlo 

Lazlo 

Sislsky 

DeLauro 

Leach 

Skaggs 

Dellums 

Levin 

Skeen 

Deut.soh 

Lewis  (CA) 

Skelton 

Dlaz-Balart 

Lewis  (GA) 

Slaughter 

Dickey 

Lewis  (KY) 

Spence 

Dicks 

LlghtfOOt 

Spratt 

Dlngell 

Livingston 

Stark 

Dixon 

LoBlondo 

Stokes 

Doggett 

Lofgren 

Studds 

Dooley 

Lowey 

Stupak 

Doyle 

Luther 

Tanner 

Durbln 

Maloney 

Tejeda 

Ehlers 

Man  ton 

Thompson 

Engel 

Markey 

Thomton 

Ensign 

Martinez 

Thunnan 

Eshoo 

Martini 

Torres 

Evans 

Mascara 

TomceUl 

Fan- 

Matsul 

Towns 

Fattah 

McCarthy 

Traflcant 

Fawell 

McCoUum 

Velazquez 

Fazio 

McCrerj- 

Vento 

Fields  (LA) 

McDermott 

Volkmer 

Fllner 

McHugh 

Vucanovlch 

Flake 

McKlnney 

Walsh 

Flanagan 

McNulty 

Ward 

FogUetu 

Meehan 

Waters 

Foley 

Meek 

Watt  (NO 

Forbes 

Menendez 

Waxman 

Ford 

Meyers 

White 

Fowler 

MlUender- 

Whitfield 

Fox 

McDonald 

Williams 

Frank  (MA) 

Miller  (CA) 

WUson 

Franks (NJ) 

Mlnge 

Wise 

Frellnghuysen 

Mink 

Woolsey 

Frost 

Moakley 

Wj-nn 

Furse 

MoUnart 

Yates 

Gejdenson 

MoUohan 

ZellfT 

Gibbons 

Moran 

CllRhrest 

MoreUa 

NOT  VOTING— 12 

Emerson 

Johnson  (SD) 

Ramstad 

Fields  (TX) 

Lincoln 

Schumer 

Gephardt 

McDade 

Tauzln 

Harman 

Peterson  (FL) 

Torklldsen 

D  1312 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 
On  this  vote: 


Mr.  Emerson  for.  with  Ms.  Harman 
against. 

Mr.  YATES  changed  his  vote  form 
"aye"  to  "no." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANADON 

Mr.  TORKILDSEN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  morning  I  was  in  my  district  on  of- 
ficial business.  Had  I  been  present.  I 
would  have  voted  on  three  rollcalls: 
"yea"  on  rollcall  259,  "yea"  on  rollcall 

260,  and  "nay"  on  rollcall  261. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANADON 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  rise  to  inform  the  House  how  I  would 
have  voted  on  three  votes  held  on  June  20, 
1996.  On  that  day  I  was  in  meetings  and  the 
beeper  provided  by  the  House  malfunctioned 
and  did  not  properly  alert  me  to  the  fact  votes 
were  being  taken  by  the  full  House.  Had  I 
been  present  on  rollcall  vote  No.  259,  on  the 
amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Parker  I  would 
have  voted  "yes";  on  rollcall  vote  No.  260,  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Sanders  I 
would  have  voted  "yes";  and  on  rolteall  No. 

261,  on  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Shad- 
egg I  would  have  voted  "no". 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATKDN 

Mr.  BURR.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  rollcall  vote  No. 
261  I  inadvertently  voted  "aye"  when  I  meant 
to  vote  "nay". 

Mr.  POSHARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Poshard]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  POSHARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
committee  report  includes  language  in- 
dicating an  expectation  that  the  Forest 
Service  will  not  engage  in  any  below 
cost  timber  sales.  Does  the  chairman 
agree  that  this  provision  should  be  ap- 
plied to  hardwood  timber  stands  but 
should  not  preclude  the  Forest  Service 
from  taking  out  pine  stands  in  order  to 
reforest  the  Shawnee  with  native  hard- 
woods. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POSHARD.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  the 
committee's  belief  that  we  should 
avoid  below  cost  timber  sales  on  the 
Shawnee,  but  the  removal  of  pine  to  re- 
store hardwoods  may  be  done  at  the 
lowest  cost  possible. 

D    1315 

Mr.  POSHARD.  It  is  my  understand- 
ing from  forest  management  that  tak- 
ing out  the  pines  will  actually  enhance 
habitat  for  the  Indiana  Bat  and  other 
species  with  which  the  committee  is 
concerned.  Does  the  committee  believe 
that  it  would  be  appropriate  to  remove 
pine  stands  and  replace  them  with 
hardwoods  in  order  to  protect  that 
habitat  and  those  species? 

Mr.  REGULA.  That  is  the  commit- 

t6G^S  view 

Mr.  POSHARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
is       further       direction       regarding 


clearcutting.  Is  it  the  committee's  in- 
tent to  keep  the  Forest  Service  from 
clearcutting  hardwood  stands? 

Mr.  REGULA.  That  is  the  commit- 
tee's position. 

Mr.  POSHARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ap- 
preciate the  committee's  indulgence. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MS.  FURSE 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Ms.  FuTiSE:  At  the 
end  of  the  bill,  insert  after  the  last  section 
(preceding  the  short  title)  the  following  new 
section: 

Sec.  .  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
otherwise  made  available  in  this  Act  (includ- 
ing funds  appropriated  or  otherwise  made 
available  for  salaries  and  ezjwnses  of  em- 
ployees of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  or 
the  Department  of  the  Interior)  may  be  used 
to  prepare,  advertise,  offer,  or  award  any 
contract  under  any  provision  of  the  emer- 
gency salvage  timber  sale  program  estab- 
lished under  section  2001  of  Public  Law  104- 
19  (109  Stat.  240:  16  U.S.C.  1611  note). 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  House  of  Wednesday,  June 
19,  1996.  the  gentlewoman  from  Oregon 
[Ms.  Furse]  and  a  Member  opposed,  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Regula]. 
will  each  control  30  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentle- 
woman from  Oregon  [Ms.  FURSE]. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  here 
today  to  participate  in  a  bipartisan 
amendment  which  will  fix  the  biggest 
environmental  mistake  of  the  104th 
Congress.  That  mistake  is  the  so-called 
emergency  salvage  timber  program, 
passed  as  a  rider  last  July,  which  sus- 
pended all  environmental  laws  in  every 
national  forest  in  the  country. 

Now.  America  is  a  nation  of  laws. 
Americans  are  law-abiding  citizens. 
But  the  salvage  rider  has  put  logging 
outside  the  law.  No  other  industry  in 
this  country  is  allowed  to  operate  out- 
side the  law.  By  circumventing  the 
normal  avenues  of  public  input,  the 
rider  has  reignited  a  war  in  the  woods. 

I  do  not  oppose  logging,  no  one  who 
has  cosponsored  this  amendment  op- 
poses logging,  as  long  as  it  is  done  in 
compliance  with  our  environmental 
laws. 

Let  me  be  very  clear.  State  and  pri- 
vate citizens  must  comply  with  State 
forest  lands  on  their  property.  Why 
should  the  Federal  Government  not  do 
the  same  on  Federal  lands? 

This  amendment  is  a  modest  amend- 
ment. It  just  asks  that  we  not  spend 
money  outside  the  law. 

The  salvage  rider  was  not  what  it 
seemed.  Although  touted  as  an  emer- 
gency measure  to  cut  dead  and  djring 
timber,  the  rider  has  been  used  to 
clearcut  healthy  forests,  including 
some  hundreds  of  years  old.  For  exam- 
ple, less  than  40  percent  of  the  trees  in 
the  Shanty  salvage  sale  in  California 
had  any  signs  of  mortality. 
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I  have  with  me  a  picture,  and  my  col- 
leagues can  see  that  there  is  a  blue  X 
on  this  very  large,  very  old  tree.  This 
is  going  to  be  cut  imder  salvage,  not 
these  skimpy  little  ones  on  the  side. 
The  big  one. 

Cutting  without  consideration  for  en- 
vironmental law  also  harms  wildlife 
and  fish  populations.  That  is  why  this 
rider  was  opposed  by  commercial  and 
sports  fishing  organizations  nation- 
wide. This  includes  the  Pacific  Coast 
Federation  of  Fishermen,  the  largest 
conunercial  fishery  organization  in  the 
west. 

Now,  as  I  say,  this  is  a  picture  of 
what  these  so-called  salvage  riders  are. 
This  is  a  healthy,  350-year-old  pon- 
derosa  pine.  It  is  not  dead,  it  is  not 
dying,  and  yet  it  would  be  cut  without 
compliance  to  environmental  laws. 

The  salvage  rider  has  also  been  cost- 
ly to  the  American  taxpayer.  It  will 
end  up  costing  the  American  taxpayer 
millions  of  dollars  by  requiring  it  to 
subsidize  bargain-basement  logging  in 
our  national  forests. 

What  our  amendment  does  is  fairly 
modest.  It  just  says  that  no  money  can 
be  used  by  the  Forest  Service  from  this 
appropriation  outside  of  the  law.  In 
other  words,  the  Forest  Service  must 
log  under  the  environmental  laws 
which  were  put  in  by  this  Congress  and 
other  Congresses  to  say  we  need  some 
oversight. 

One  of  the  problems  about  giving 
enormous  power  to  a  Federal  bureauc- 
racy, which  is  what  the  rider  did,  is 
that  can  we  really  trust  that  they  can 
do  this  without  some  oversight?  Our 
amendment  says  that  there  will  be 
oversight,  there  wUl  be  environmental 
protection,  but  there  will  still  be  log- 
ging. We  do  not  oppose  logging;  we  just 
oppose  lawless  logging. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  say  right  now 
that  hundreds  and  thousands  of  Ameri- 
cans support  that.  In  fact,  a  nationwide 
poll  found  that  three-quarters  of  all 
Americans  asked  opposed  lawless  log- 
ging, and  I  urge  a  "yes"  vote  on  the 
Porter- Yates-Furse-Morella  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield  to  me? 

Ms.  FURSE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  just  want  to  clarify  a 
couple  things  about  the  amendment. 

Is  It  the  intent  of  the  sponsors  of  this 
amendment  that  it  would  affect  only 
timber  salvage  sales  that  would  be  of- 
fered after  October  1.  1996?  In  other 
words,  it  is  not  going  back  retro- 
actively? 

Ms.  FURSE.  That  is  absolutely  cor- 
rect, I  say  to  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Dicks]. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Is  it  the  sponsor's  under- 
standing that  the  so-called  section  318 
sales  authority  would  expire  on  Sep- 
tember 30.  1996? 

Ms.  FURSE.  Yes,  they  unfortunately 
would  not  be  affected  by  this  amend- 
ment. 


Mr.  DICKS.  Is  it  also  true  that  the 
salvage  provision  enacted  laist  year 
would  expire  on  December  31,  1996,  but 
for  your  amendment? 

Ms.  FURSE.  That  is  correct.  That  is 
correct,  Mr.  Dicks. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Is  it  the  sponsor's  under- 
standing that  salvage  sales  offered 
under  her  amendment  after  October  1, 
1996,  would  be  conducted  under  all  ex- 
isting environmental  law? 

Ms.  FURSE.  All  existing  environ- 
mental law. 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  appreciate  the  gentle- 
woman yielding  to  me  on  this  issue. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Alas- 
ka [Mr.  Young],  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Resources. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  strong  opposition  to  this 
amendment.  First,  let  us  understand  it 
is  being  offered  primarily  for  window 
dressing  for  the  President  of  the  United 
States  because  this  was  objected  to  by 
the  environmental  community  saying 
this  was  an  awful  rip-off  to  the  tax- 
payers. Let  us  just  think  for  a  moment 
what  this  does. 

This  amendment  would  halt  all  of 
President  Clinton  option  9  sales  relief 
by  the  rescission  law.  Now  keep  this  in 
mind:  Even  President  Clinton  sales 
would  be  halted.  This  is  what  he  signed 
off  in  the  Northwest.  He  agreed  to  this. 
I  believe  the  author  of  the  amendment 
agreed  to  it.  It  would  halt  all  salvage 
sales  and  force  exi>ensive,  time-con- 
suming reprocessing  of  dead  tree  sales. 

This  means  sales  that  should  have 
happened,  that  timber  will  rot  and 
bum,  rot  and  bum,  and  some  would  say 
this  is  natural.  Well,  I  just  want  to  ask 
my  colleagues  how  many  of  them  have 
ever  gone  to  a  forest  fire  or  fought  a 
forest  fire.  Alaska  hais  just  gone 
through  two  big  ones,  primarily  be- 
cause most  of  the  timber  burned  that 
should  have  been  harvested  because  it 
wjis  dead.  And  that  is  going  to  happen 
all  over  the  United  States  of  America 
wherever  there  is  national  forest. 

The  forest  health  is  in  jeopardy  be- 
cause we  have  a  philosophy  today  that 
trees  will  live  forever.  The  idea  that 
350-year-old  ponderosa  pine  would  be 
healthy  is  ridiculous.  If  we  cut  that 
tree  down,  we  find  it  is  rotten  at  least 
85  feet  into  the  tree,  at  least  3  feet 
across.  It  is  a  dying,  dead  tree.  But 
there  will  be  a  new  tree  if  that  tree  is 
to  be  removed  in  a  sound,  environ- 
mental way.  If  we  let  it  burn,  it  will 
not.  Let  it  burn  twice,  which  it  can, 
there  will  be  no  growth  for  a  period  of 
years.  In  fact  there  will  be  about  40  to 
50  percent,  if  this  amendment  is  adopt- 
ed, of  what  remaining  sales  we  have 
left  in  national  forests  will  be  lost. 

On  top  of  that,  this  probably  will  be 
litigated,  costing  the  taxpayer  money 
and  actually  eliminating  what  chance 
these  small  communities  have  to  sur- 
vive. 


Now,  we  heard  a  lot  about  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  Riggs] 
yesterday  and  his  small  farmers,  his 
small  ranchers  because  of  the 
murelette.  Small  mills  in  the  north- 
west, mills  that  have  been  harvesting 
these  timber  trees,  these  salvage  trees, 
will  be  stopped  dead  in  their  tracks.  No 
timber  means  more  mills  will  be  closed 
in  Washington,  Oregon,  and  California. 
Jobs.  American  people  will  be  put  out 
of  work.  Already  now,  and  think  about 
this,  239  mills  employing  thousands  of 
Americans  have  been  closed  in  Wash- 
ington, Oregon,  and  California  since 
1989,  a  period  of  7  years.  We  have  lost 
an  industry.  We  are  Importing  our  fiber 
today.  We  have  lost  an  industry,  and 
the  jobs  are  important  to  this  Nation. 

But  more  than  that,  the  taxpayer 
will  pay.  We  talked  yesterday  about 
subsidized  roads.  We  talked  the  other 
day  about  subsidized  timber  harvest- 
ing. We  talked  about  the  taxpayer  pay- 
ing. Well,  think  about  it  a  moment.  Al- 
ready we  put  thousands,  approximately 
over  100,000,  jobs,  related  taxpaylng 
jobs,  out  of  business  because  of  actions 
of  this  Congress,  this  administration, 
and  those  interest  groups  that  decide 
logging  is  not  part  of  our  society.  A  re- 
newable resource  is  no  longer  to  be  uti- 
lized as  it  is  used  aroimd  the  world.  It 
will  also  expose  this  government  to 
millions  of  dollars  in  contract  breach 
claims  for  timber  harvested  during  the 
last  3  months  of  the  period  during  the 
salvage  law  in  effect. 

This  salvage  law  will  expire  Decem- 
ber 1996.  That  is  only  6  months  away. 
All  we  are  asking  in  reality  is  to  imple- 
ment the  act  as  it  was  placed  in  the 
last  session,  let  it  be  fulfilled,  review  it 
as  that  time,  and  if  we  can  show  that 
the  salvage  act  itself  has  provided  jobs, 
it  has  increased  the  health  of  the  for- 
ests, we  can  then  address  it.  But  now  to 
politically  offer  an  amendment  to 
make  the  President  look  well  and  good 
in  the  environmental  conmiunity  I 
think  is  uncalled  for. 

What  has  happened  with  the  concept 
of  sound  scientific  information  about 
the  timber?  And  I  have  talked  to  the 
forest  industry  scientists  and  will  tell 
my  colleagues  today  that  right  now  the 
private  timberland,  not  the  Federal 
timberland,  one-third  of  the  land  mass 
is  producing  two-thirds  of  our  fiber 
today  because  it  is  managed  appro- 
priately. The  national  forest  is  not 
being  managed.  We  are  allowing  that 
forest  to  decay,  to  rot,  to  fall  and.  in 
fact,  to  bum,  and  that  is  not  called  for. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  srield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Porter]. 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman  for  srielding  me  time, 
and  I  compliment  her  on  the  great 
leadership  she  has  shown  on  this  and 
other  important  environmental  issues. 

With  the  greatest  respect  for  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alaska  [Mr.  Young],  I 
think  he  is  got  it  exactly  backwards. 
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Last  year  in  the  rescission  package  in 
the  full  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
the  amendment  on  salvaged  timber  was 
offered.  No  one.  to  my  knowledge,  had 
any  notice  that  it  was  going  to  be  of- 
fered. It  was  7  or  8  or  10  pages  long;  13 
pages  long,  I  am  told.  It  had  never  had 
a  hearing  anywhere  in  the  Congress, 
and  suddenly  it  was  offered  as  an 
amendment  to  an  appropriation  bill 
without  anybody  realizing  the  implica- 
tions of  what  was  involved. 
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There  have  been  tremendous  prob- 
lems-ever  since,  Mr.  Chairman.  The  sal- 
vage timber  rider,  so-called,  has  caused 
a  much  greater  problem  than  was  origi- 
nally envisioned,  and  that  was  a  great 
problem,  indeed.  As  I  have  learned 
from  my  constituents,  local  and  na- 
tional environmental  groups,  and  local 
and  national  news  reports,  the  provi- 
sion has  been  interpreted  by  the  log- 
ging companies  and  enforced  by  the 
courts  much  differently  than  was  ap- 
parently originally  intended.  This  is  a 
flawed  provision  that  we  approved  be- 
fore knowing  its  full  consequences,  be- 
fore any  hearings,  as  I  say,  before  un- 
derstanding what  was  being  done. 

When  these  problems  were  realized, 
we  should  have  addressed  them.  Now 
we  have  waited  almost  1  year,  and  it  is 
certainly  time  to  fix  the  mistakes  that 
have  been  caused.  As  Members  will  re- 
call, the  provision  attached  to  the 
emergency  rescission  bill  which  pro- 
vides aid  to  victims  of  the  California 
earthquake  and  the  Oklahoma  City 
bombing,  was  to  provide  for  the  re- 
moval of  dead  and  dying  trees  for  the 
overall  improvement  of  forest  health 
on  Federal  lands. 

As  indicated  by  the  national  news, 
much  more  is  being  cut  than  salvage 
timber.  In  fact,  I  have  learned  from 
many  sources,  including  local  loggers 
in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  that  dead  and 
dying  trees  are  in  some  cases  not  being 
touched,  it  is  the  old  growth  forest 
that  is  being  harvested  under  this  law. 
The  salvage  timber  provision  is  super- 
seding the  carefully  crafted  environ- 
mental and  natural  resource  laws  that 
previously  regulated  logging  in  the  Pa- 
cific Northwest. 

One  of  the  greatest  problems  with 
this  provision  is  the  broad-range  defini- 
tion of  salvage  timber.  The  definition 
includes  dead,  dying,  diseased  or  asso- 
ciated trees.  Basically,  this  definition 
allows  loggers  to  use  their  own  judg- 
ment in  determining  which  timber 
stands  to  cut. 

I  support,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  need  to 
keep  our  great  forests  healthy,  but  the 
salvage  timber  rider  is  not  attaining 
this  goal.  We  are  misleading  ourselves 
to  think  otherwise,  and  it  is  time  to 
correct  this  serious  problem.  I  hope 
Members  will  support  this  amendment 
so  we  can  move  into  constructing  good 
legislation  that  will  promote  the  origi- 
nal Intention  of  healthy  forest  manage- 
ment. 


Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Boehlert]. 

Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  my  colleague  for  yielding  time 
to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  strong  sup- 
port of  this  amendment,  which  would 
prohibit  the  expenditure  of  funds  to 
implement  the  so-called  salvage  rider. 

I  use  the  term  "so-called'"  advisedly 
because  the  salvage  rider  has  turned 
out  to  have  very  little  to  do  with  sal- 
vage logging— that  is.  with  taking  dead 
trees  out  of  forests.  In  fact,  true  sal- 
vage logging  was  already  permitted  be- 
fore passage  of  the  rider,  which  was 
sold  to  this  body  under  what  can  most 
generously  be  considered  false  pre- 
tenses. 

We  were  told  the  salvage  rider  would 
apply  only  to  dead  trees.  In  reality, 
healthy,  green  trees,  account  for  up  to 
50  percent  of  some  salvage  sales. 

We  were  told  the  salvage  rider  would 
increase  Federal  revenues.  In  reality, 
the  rider  has  cost  taxpayers  millions  of 
dollars  by  mandating  subsidized  timber 
sales. 

We  were  told  the  salvage  rider  would 
have  a  minimal  impact  on  the  environ- 
ment. In  reality,  the  rider  has  damaged 
our  Nation's  forests  while  preventing 
any  citizen  suits  to  redress  the  situa- 
tion. 

In  passing  this  rider,  the  House  was 
sold  a  bill  of  goods.  The  public  interest 
demands  that  the  salvage  rider  be  re- 
versed so  that  we  stop  damaging  our 
forests,  sapping  our  treasury,  and  si- 
lencing public  input. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Or- 
egon [Mr.  BUNN],  an  excellent  member 
of  our  subcommittee. 

Mr.  BUNN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  Furst  amend- 
ment. I  would  like  to  correct  a  few 
things  that  I  believe  were  inaccurate 
when  they  were  stated  before.  I  heard 
it  mentioned  that  there  had  not  been  a 
single  hearing.  In  fact,  on  February  28, 
1995.  before  this  was  taken  up.  there 
was  a  hearing.  There  have  been  seven 
oversight  hearings  since  then,  four  in 
the  field,  two  in  Washington,  DC,  and 
one  with  the  Senate. 

Also,  I  think  there  needs  to  be  a  clear 
understanding  that  this  does  not  ex- 
clude environmental  concerns.  An  envi- 
ronmental assessment  is  required,  a  bi- 
ological evaluation  is  required,  and  it 
is  solely  at  the  discretion  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  or  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  as  appropriate,  to  de- 
cide whether  or  not  to  allow  these  sales 
to  go  forward. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  there  may  be  some 
concern  about  whether  or  not  the  ad- 
ministration is  adequately  following 
the  concerns;  but  it  is  interesting  to 
me,  this  is  something  that  we  had  a 
hearing  on,  we  have  had  a  series  of 
hearings  on.  We  debated  this  in  the 
House.  We  have  debated  in  the  Senate. 


The  administration  initially  vetoed  it. 
came  back,  worked  through  the  process 
again.  Then  the  administration  went  to 
court  to  try  to  block  what  they  signed, 
apparently  saying  they  did  not  under- 
stand what  they  signed.  Maybe  they 
should  pay  a  little  more  attention  to 
it. 

In  fact,  it  is  a  good  law  that  is  work- 
ing. Never  have  we  claimed  that  there 
would  only  be  dead  trees.  The  idea  of 
dead  and  dying  trees,  when  there  are 
diseased  and  dying  trees,  the  needles 
may  not  be  off.  but  that  tree  may  be 
dying  and  may  infest  other  trees.  You 
may  see  a  green  tree  or  a  number  of 
green  trees  that  are,  in  fact,  diseased 
and  need  to  be  harvested  to  protect 
others.  It  is  a  good  bill.  This  amend- 
ment is  opposed  by  the  United  Paper- 
workers  International  Union,  the  West- 
era  Council  of  Industrial  Workers,  and 
the  American  Forest  and  Paper  Asso- 
ciation, £miong  others,  because  we  need 
the  ability  to  get  in  and  harvest  these 
trees. 

The  Clinton  administration  has  abso- 
lutely dismally  failed  to  deliver  on  the 
Northwest  forest  plan.  This  has  given 
us  some  hope  that  there  would  be  tim- 
ber in  the  supply  line  until  we  can  get 
that  straightened  out.  It  is  important 
to  understand  that  the  appeals  have 
been  abused  in  the  past,  to  simply  end- 
lessly appeal  the  salvag-e  logging  until 
those  logs  have  rotted  and  it  becomes  a 
moot  point. 

We  can  no  longer  allow  that.  We  have 
to  expedite  those  sales,  because  these 
are  not  healthy  standing  trees  that  we 
can  debate  for  the  next  5  years  and  har- 
vest or  not  harvest,  these  are  trees 
that  are  dead  or  dying,  and  will  rot 
without  this  expedited  appeal,  so  I  urge 
Members'  opposition  to  the  Furse 
amendment. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Yates],  the  ranking  member  of 
the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  In 
strong  support  of  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentlewoman  from  Oregon 
[Ms.  FlTRSE]  and  the  gentleman  from  Il- 
linois [Mr.  Porter].  I  had  intended  to 
offer  a  similar  amendment,  but  I  defer 
to  my  distinguished  colleagues. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment 
would  finally  end  the  disaster  of  the 
salvage  timber  rider  that  was  attached 
to  last  year's  rescissions  bill,  with  re- 
spect to  what  my  good  friend  and  col- 
league on  my  subcommittee  said  about 
having  held  hearings,  there  were  no 
hearings  by  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations before  this  amendment  was 
presented  to  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations as  an  amendment  to  the  re- 
scissions bill.  There  may  have  been 
hearings  later,  but  none  were  held,  to 
my  knowledge,  by  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  rider  contains  so- 
called  sufficiently  language  which 
shuts  out  the  general  public  by  barring 
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legal  challenges  and  preventing  public 
comment  periods.  The  salvage  rider  has 
caused  enormous  damage  to  rivers  and 
streams  in  the  Northwest,  leading  to 
the  death  of  thousands  of  trout  and 
salmon. 

It  is  now  painfully  clear  that  in 
short-circuiting  the  process  and  ex- 
empting timber  sales  from  the  environ- 
mental laws,  which  is  what  the  aimend- 
ment  does,  which  is  what  the  Taylor 
amendment  did,  irreparable  harm  to 
the  fragile  ecosystems  was  caused  to 
our  national  forests. 

This  is  what  some  of  the  newspapers 
in  the  area  have  said.  Salem,  OR: 

The  streams  that  supply  Salem's  water  run 
brown  with  silt  and  mud— much  of  It  from 
logging  roads  and  clear  cuts.  We're  drinking, 
or  trying  to  drink,  the  mucky  runoff  from 
sloppily  built  logging  roads  that  crisscross 
our  mountains  and  from  forest  clear  cuts. 

Mr.  BUNN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  YATES.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oregon. 

Mr.  BUNN  of  Oregon.  What  is  the 
date  of  that  newspaper  article,  if  I  may 
ask  the  gentleman,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  YATES.  It  is  Febniary  21,  1996. 

Mr.  BUNN  of  Oregon.  Was  that  arti- 
cle talking  about  the  floods  in  the 
Northwest  that  had  nothing  to  do  with 
the  salvage  logging,  or  was  it  in  fact 
speaking  directly  about  the  salvage 
logging? 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Taylor],  a  distinguished 
member  of  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  my  good  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  niinois,  Sm  Yates,  and  I 
have  served  together  on  the  committee 
and  gone  back  and  forth  on  questions 
of  forestry.  There  is  enormous  pressure 
in  this  country  from  organizations  that 
take  in  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars, 
scaring  people,  and  they  want  to  con- 
tinue to  do  that.  That  is  why  a  lot  of 
misinformation  has  been  put  out.  I  am 
afraid  some  of  my  colleagues  have  got- 
ten hold  of  it  and  believed  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  colleague  who  got 
up  a  moment  ago  and  said  that  we  had 
cut  green  trees  in  salvage,  it  is  abso- 
lutely misinformed.  I  will  pay  $1,000 
cash  today  if  anyone  can  bring  me  evi- 
dence of  any  green  tree  that  has  been 
cut  under  the  salvage  bill.  We  are  not 
talking  about  the  3-18  amendment  that 
was  made  taking  older  sales  that  were 
set  aside  long  ago  and  had  been  under 
appeal,  we  are  talking  about  the  sal- 
vage bill. 

For  instance,  1  have  seen  a  piece  of 
information  here  showing  pictures  put 
out  by  folks  who  said,  "The  tree  below 
is  more  than  700  years  ago.  It  was  cut 
down  because  Congress  passed  a  sal- 
vage rider  which  has  allowed  large- 
scale  harvesting  of  America's  oldest 
and  most  valuable  trees." 

I  presume  that  is  talking  about  the 
3-18  sales  which  Mr.  Clinton  endorsed 


under  his  option  9.  It  has  to  be.  because 
the  picture  was  made  in  March  of  1995, 
about  4  months  before  the  salvage  leg- 
islation passed.  So  it  would  be  impos- 
sible for  salvage  and  difficult  for  that 
to  be  involved  in  3-18. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  situation  that  we 
find  with  other  pictures,  last  night  we 
were  shown  a  picture  on  the  floor  that 
purportedly  was  damaged  by  logging 
roads.  In  the  Senate,  that  picture  was 
used  months  ago,  and  it  was  supposed 
to  be  salvaige  dama.ge.  It  looks  Like 
something  out  of  the  1890's,  with 
tailings  from  a  mine.  Soon  it  will  be 
used  in  the  debate  for  the  Johnstown 
flood. 

I  do  not  know  what  we  are  proving  by 
bringing  up  photographs  that  purport 
to  show  damage  in  forests  that  were 
taken  months  and  sometimes  years  be- 
fore the  bills  were  even  passed.  But 
clearly  this  is  misrepresentation.  The 
timber  salvage  legislation  that  was 
passed  is  doing  its  job.  It  is  doing  it 
slowly,  because  there  is  much  resist- 
ance from  the  administration;  not  in- 
side the  Forest  Service,  but  from  the 
administration. 

We  are  finding  in  the  South  as  to  dis- 
ease-infected timber,  it  is  already 
being  put  on  for  sale,  and  it  is  impor- 
tant that  that  be  done,  because  if  we 
have  100  acres  of  insect-infested  timber 
inside  the  Forest  Service,  if  you  do  not 
take  out  the  host  trees,  and  that  in- 
cludes some  green  trees,  because  trees 
that  are  dead  or  the  insect  has  already 
left,  they  are  hosting  in  the  periphery 
green  trees  around  it. 

So  when  the  forest  silvlculturlst  goes 
in,  he  has  to  determine  those  trees 
where  the  host  is.  Some  of  those  trees 
are  still  green,  but  they  will  be  dead  in 
a  matter  of  weeks  or  months,  so  he 
cuts  out  the  area  where  the  disease, 
where  the  insect  is,  and  he  harvests 
that. 

The  Forest  Service  has  been  very 
careful,  being  under  the  watchful  spot- 
light of  Congress,  it  has  been  very  care- 
ful to  see  that  nowhere  has  it  abused 
it,  and  we  cannot  find  a  single  example 
of  that  abuse  that  has  been  presented 
to  Congress,  either  in  our  hearings  on 
salvage  or  in  any  other  area. 

We  are  begrinning  to  remove  diseased, 
dead,  and  dying  timber  from  the  forest. 
It  is  being  done  profitably  at  the  indi- 
vidual sales,  and  it  is  being  done  in  a 
way  that  is  good  for  the  environment. 
Nowhere  can  I  find  these  people  who 
rave  and  rant  because  of  the  pressure 
from  environmental  organizations  that 
they  are  saving  the  forest,  can  they  say 
what  are  they  going  to  do  when  they 
destroy  the  use  of  wood. 

The  Sierra  Club  voted  2  to  1,  no  cut- 
ting in  the  national  forests.  When  we 
kill  the  jobs,  kill  the  harvesting  of  our 
forests,  when  we  no  longer  have  wood 
for  the  tables  and  the  multitude  of 
chemdcals  and  other  things  we  use  it 
for,  they  do  not  tell  you  that  we  have 
to  replace  it  with  finite,  finite  niiate- 


rials  such  as  plastic,  where  the  oil  has 
to  be  imported,  where  the  toxicity  and 
spills  in  manufacturing  as  much  great- 
er than  it  is  in  wood  processing,  and 
that  is  harmful  to  the  environment. 

No.  The  information  being  put  out 
that  I  just  mentioned,  that  is  false  in- 
formation and  misleading  information, 
is  what  is  being  used,  and  serves  as 
environmentalism  today.  We  need  hon- 
est debate  on  this  question,  and  we 
need  to  keep  the  timber  salvage  bill. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  30  seconds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  photo  that  was  re- 
ferred to  has  no  affiliation  to  this 
amendment  and  no  relevance  to  the  de- 
bate. I  am  holding  in  my  hand  a  list  of 
salvage  rider  sales— 107  of  these  have 
substantial  green  tree  components.  I 
am  not  going  to  hold  the  gentleman  to 
his  SI  ,000,  but  there  are  many,  many 
sales  that  have  a  significant  amount  of 
green  timber. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5  minutes  to 
my  distinguished  colleague,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland.  [Mr. 
GILCHREST]. 

D  1345 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
woman for  yielding  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  make 
sure  that  I  am  not  here  defending  any 
special  interest  environmental  group 
who  may  or  may  not  he  against  all  log- 
ging or  against  salvage  logging.  But  I 
am  here  as  a  result  of  trying  to  make 
some  sense  out  of  a  very  complicated 
issue,  logging  on  our  Nation's  forests. 

It  is  my  tmderstanding  that  in  1987 
there  were  11.3  billion  board  feet  har- 
vested off  of  America's  national  for- 
ests. In  1994  that  dropped  to  3.4  billion 
board  feet.  Perhaps  in  1987,  11.3  billion 
board  feet  was  too  much.  In  1994,  as  a 
result  of  the  forest  health  problems 
that  we  are  seeing,  the  3.4  billion  was 
not  enough.  As  a  result  of  that,  we  see 
some  pretty  severe  problems  in  our  Na- 
tion's forests. 

What  I  would  like  to  say,  though, 
which  is  my  problem  with  the  timber 
salvage  sale,  is  that  I  realize  we  have 
to  get  the  dead  and  dying  trees  out,  we 
have  to  get  the  insect-ridden  trees  out, 
and  we  have  to  create  a  management 
scheme  that  is  going  to  make  sure  that 
we  manage  our  national  forests  so  that 
they  can  recycle  themselves  and  we 
can  get  the  wood  for  America,  people 
can  have  jobs,  and  we  can  still  have  a 
suitable  environmental  condition  so 
that  our  forests  will  be  sustainable  for 
the  future. 

But  the  crux  of  this  legislation,  the 
timber  salvage  legislation,  included  in 
it  a  requirement  from  Congress  that 
you  can  virtually  eliminate  some  of 
those  safeguards  and  best  management 
practices  for  a  healthy  forest  as  far  as 
environmental  conditions  are  con- 
cerned. 

It  was  said  earlier  by  the  gentleman 
that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and 
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the  Secretary  of  Interior  have  some 
discretion  about  how  to  manage  these 
things,  but  let  me  read  from  a  direc- 
tive. Here  is  what  a  Federal  court  said 
about  the  amount  of  discretion  that 
both  of  those  Secretaries  have: 

The  Kentucky  court  noted  that  sales  were 
exempt  from  all  Federal  environmental  and 
natural  resource  laws,  something  Congress 
unquestionably  has  the  power  to  do. 

And  then  the  court  went  on  to  say: 
As  Congress  Is  the  fountainhead  for  all  en- 
vironmental and  natural  resource  laws,  it 
clearly  has  the  power  to  create  blanket  ex- 
emptions from  those  same  laws.  Although 
the  wisdom  of  such  exemptions  might  be  de- 
bated, the  authority  to  exempt  is  Incon- 
trovertible. 

That  sends  a  powerful  message  to  the 
Secretaries  of  both  of  those  depart- 
ments to  pull  back  from  more  suitable, 
manageable  environmental  procedures. 

I  know  we  have  to  take  those  logs 
out  of  those  forests  and  we  better  do  it 
as  fast  as  we  possibly  can.  but  we  do 
not  want  to  do  it  at  the  damage  of 
other  habitat  concerns,  other  environ- 
mental concerns,  streaim  concerns, 
spawning  areas  for  fish.  What  about 
other  people  in  those  areas  and  the  way 
they  make  their  living? 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio. 

Mr.  REGULA.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  act  said,  and  I 
quote: 

The  scope  and  content  of  the  documenta- 
tion and  Information  prepared,  considered 
and  relied  on  under  this  paragraph  is  at  the 
sole  discretion  of  the  Secretary  concerned. 

If  I  read  that  correctly,  the  Secretary 
has  sole  discretion  to  approve  or  dis- 
approve a  sale. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  If  I  could  reclaim 
my  time,  when  this  is  evaluated  that 
statement  soimds  pretty  promising, 
but  when  it  is  evaluated  as  far  as  the 
interpretation  of  the  courts  is  con- 
cerned, the  ramifications  of  that  are 
not  the  same  from  your  interpretation 
of  the  language  to  the  court's  interpre- 
tation of  the  language. 

Mr.  "VENTO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  VENTO.  I  appreciate  the  gen- 
tleman from  Maryland  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  fact  is  when  this 
was  taken  to  court,  the  Secretary  was 
forbidden  to  use  his  discretion.  He  said 
that  this  waiver,  he  could  not  apply 
any  of  these  standards,  and  his  attor- 
neys, the  attorneys  for  both  the  Sec- 
retary of  Interior  and  Agriculture,  ad- 
vised them,  unless  they  wanted  to  go 
to  jail,  that  they  had  better  meet  the 
volume  numbers  and  the  prescriptions 
of  these  salvage  sales. 

The  fact  is  that  they  tried.  That  is. 
Secretary  Babbitt  and  Secretary  Glick- 
man  both  made  extraordinary  efforts 


to  the  point  that  they  were  being  criti- 
cized in  some  of  those  hearings  as  not 
complying  with  the  timber  rider. 

Mr.  GILCHREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  I  think,  just  from 
my  judgment,  we  have  managed  the 
National  Forest  Service  over  the  years 
in  a  way  that  certainly  needs  improve- 
ment. We  all  know  that  there  are  ex- 
treme environmentalists  out  there  cer- 
tainly that  do  not  want  any  logging  in 
any  national  forest.  I  certainly  am  not 
for  that.  What  we  need  is  some  com- 
monsense.  reasonable  management 
practices  injected  into  the  whole  proc- 
ess. 

I  urge  support  for  the  gentlewoman's 
amendment. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  RiGGS]. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  I  thank  the  vice  chair- 
man for  yielding  me  the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  first  of  all  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  Porter],  who 
I  guess  had  to  leave,  claimed  that  the 
timber  salvage  legislation  was  some 
sort  of  clandestine  measure  forced 
upon  the  Congress  in  the  dead  of  the 
night. 

I  would  like  him  to  note  that  the  leg- 
islation was  the  result  of  5  months  of 
open  legislative  debate,  lots  of  give  and 
take,  because  some  of  us  were  involved 
in  those  meetings  between  the  adminis- 
tration and  the  Congress.  It  expedites 
the  procedures  by  which  agencies,  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the 
Forest  Service,  salvage  dead  and  dying 
trees  nationwide  and  it  insulates  from 
judicial  challenge  green  timber  sales 
prepared  under  the  President's  own  for- 
est plan,  the  Northwest  Forest  Plan, 
which  has  already  been  found  by  the 
courts  to  comply  with  environmental 
laws. 

So  what  is  going  on  here?  The  most 
liberal  allies  of  the  administration, 
those  who  pander  to  the  extreme  fringe 
of  the  environmental  movement,  are 
applsring  pressure  on  the  President  to 
reconsider  the  legislation  he  signed 
into  law  and  renege  on  the  commit- 
ment he  has  made  to  the  people  of  the 
Northwest  in  our  timber-reliant  towns 
and  our  timber-reliant  counties.  That 
is  what  is  going  on  here. 

So  we  are  talking  about  now  poten- 
tially, just  as  we  begin  to  get  salvage 
sales  into  the  pipeline,  shutting  down 
the  program  altogether,  stopping  a  pro- 
gram that  helps  with  fire  suppression, 
promotes  good  forest  health  by  remov- 
ing diseased  trees  and  most  impor- 
tantly puts  ou-  people  back  to  work. 

I  want  to  go  back  to  that  give-and- 
take,  those  negotiations  between  the 
administration  and  the  Congress,  and  I 
want  to  introduce  for  the  record  a  let- 
ter on  White  House  stationery  dated 
June  29.  signed  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States.  It  is  to  the  Speaker  oi 
the  House,  Newt  Gingrich,  and  it  says: 
"I  want  to  make  it  clear  that  my  ad- 
ministration will  carry  out  this  pro- 


gram," referring  to  the  timber  salvage 
program,  "with  its  full  resources  and  a 
strong  commitment  to  achieving  the 
goals  of  the  program.  I  do  appreciate 
the  changes  "  I  am  speaking  directly 
now  to  the  people  who  are  arguing  for 
this  limitation  amendment  or  to  repeal 
the  program  altogether  "that  the  Con- 
gress has  made  to  provide  the  adminis- 
tration with  the  flexibility  and  author- 
ity to  carry  this  program  out  in  a  man- 
ner that  conforms  to  our  existing  envi- 
ronmental laws  and  standards.  These 
changes  are  also  important  to  preserve 
our  ability  to  implement  the  current 
forest  plans  and  their  standards  and  to 
protect  other  natural  resources." 

"The  agencies  responsible  for  this 
program"  again  BLM  and  the  Forest 
Service  "will,  under  my  direction." 
says  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  "carry  the  program  out  to 
achieve  the  timber  sales  volume  goals 
in  the  legislation  to  the  fullest  possible 
extent.  The  financial  resources  to  do 
that  are  already  available  through  the 
timber  salvage  sale  fund." 

That  is  June  29  of  last  year. 

Less  then  two  months  later.  August 
11,  again  on  White  House  stationery 
signed  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States: 

As  you  know.  I  signed  the  rescissions  bill 
because  it  helps  to  reduce  the  deficit  further. 
However.  I  opposed  the  salvage  logging  pro- 
vision as  it  threatens  to  Impair,  rather  than 
promote,  sustainable  economic  activity. 

In  other  words,  the  devil  made  me  do 
it.  It  is  a  little  bit  like  going  to  Hous- 
ton and  telling  an  audience  of  promi- 
nent Democratic  fund  raisers  that 
House  Republicans  forced  the  President 
of  the  United  States  to  impose  the 
largest  tax  increase  in  the  history  of 
this  country.  It  is  a  little  bit  like  the 
same  thing. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  just  want  to  speak 
for  a  moment  on  this  amendment  be- 
cause it  is  absolutely  unnecessary.  The 
administration  has  enough  flexibility 
to  address  environmental  concerns 
under  the  legislation  as  the  President 
pointed  out  in  his  June  29  letter. 

So  while  we  have  timber-dependent 
communities  throughout  the  West  that 
remain  one  step  from  the  unemploy- 
ment line  and  while  the  health  of  our 
forests  in  California  and  across  the 
West  continue  to  decline  because  they 
are  not  managed  properly,  and  that  is 
what  this  is,  it  is  a  forest  management 
program  that  is  good  for  fire  suppres- 
sion purposes  and  good  for  the  health 
of  the  forest,  we  now  have  those  out 
here  on  the  floor  calling  irrationally 
for  the  termination  or  the  repeal  of 
this  new  program. 

Here  is  why  this  call  is  irrelevant. 
First  of  all,  regarding  salvage  sales. 
The  administration  has  the  sole  discre- 
tion to  offer  salvage  sales.  Salva^re 
sales  are  composed  by  doing  an  inter- 
nal administrative  environmental  re- 
view under  NEPA  and  under  the  Endan- 
gered Species  Act. 
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To  illustrate  this  point  for  the  gren- 
tlewoman  from  Oregon  [Ms.  FtmsE],  on 
April  3,  a  few  months  asro,  the  region  5 
forester,  Ljun  Sprague,  whom  the  gen- 
tlewoman probably  knows  and  has 
dealt  with,  canceled  a  large  salvage 
sale  in  northeast  California  of  2.5  mil- 
lion board  feet  in  the  Lassen  National 
Forest. 

I  have  spoken  to  Mr.  Sprague  and  Mr. 
Sprague  has  publicly  commented  that 
he  cancelled  this  sale  because  of, 
quote,  "escalating  public  concerns  in 
an  area  that  was  scorched  by  a  1994 
fire." 

There  is  no  reason  to  terminate  this 
ftinding  or  repeal  the  program  that  is 
in  fact  working.  It  is  environmentally 
responsible.  For  9  months  this  adminis- 
tration has  claimed  it  is  without  flexi- 
bility when  addressing  areas  affected 
by  the  timber  salvage  law  and  have  de- 
manded that  Congress  rectify  the  dam- 
aging effect  of  this  legislation,  and  now 
it  seems  the  administration  does  have 
the  flexibility  it  has  so  long  demanded 
to  enforce  this  program. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  McDkrmott]. 

Mr.  McDERMOTT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  is  truly  an  interesting  day  because 
we  had  the  last  speaker  spying  trust 
the  bureaucrats.  That  is  the  first  time 
I  have  ever  heard  anything  like  that 
come  firom  that  distinguished  gen- 
tleman. But  the  issue  here  is  very  sim- 
ple. The  Forest  Service  has  two  kinds 
of  sales.  One  are  green  sales,  one  are 
salvage  sales.  They  have  a  salvage  pro- 
gram that  in  1994  amounted  to  one- 
third  of  the  sales  done,  was  almost  1.5 
billion  board  feet  under  that  salvage 
sale.  What  this  rider  did.  which  was 
without  hearings,  was  to  take  away 
any  environmental  legislation  con- 
cerns about  those  salvage  sales.  It  sim- 
ply said,  do  whatever  you  want,  dis- 
regard every  other  law  on  the  books 
with  respect  to  the  forest. 

The  gentleman  firom  Oregon  [Mr. 
BUNN]  says  there  was  a  hearing.  Yes. 
there  was  a  hearing,  I  say  to  the  gen- 
tleman. It  was  in  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  it  was  on  the  health  of  the 
forests.  This  langiiage  that  was  adopt- 
ed on  the  floor  of  the  House  was  never 
heard  in  any  committee,  was  never  dis- 
cussed, it  was  brought  out  here, 
dropped  on  us  and  it  passed. 

So  the  gentleman  must  not  mislead 
the  people  in  that  respect.  This  lan- 
guage was  never  before  a  committee. 

The  President  said  that  this  language 
that  was  passed  out  here,  at  first  he 
thought  he  had  the  capacity  to  deal 
with  the  problems.  But  the  fact  was  it 
went  to  court  and  he  lost  that  kind  of 
flexibility. 

The  most  recent  letter  firom  the 
White  House,  March  13, 1996,  and  this  is 
to  one  of  the  Members  of  the  other 
body,  sajrs: 

I  write  to  convey  my  strong  support  for 
your  amendment  to  repeal  the  timber  rider 
attached  to  the  1995  Rescissions  Act. 


Judicial  interpretation  of  the  timber  rider, 
as  it  has  been  applied  to  old  growth  forests, 
has  broadened  the  Act's  requirements  to  the 
point  that  it  undermines  our  balanced  ap- 
proach to  ensuring:  continued  economic 
growth  and  reliable  timber  supply  in  concert 
with  responsible  management  and  protection 
of  our  natural  resources  for  future  genera- 
tions. The  timber  rider  must  be  repealed  as 
soon  as  possible. 

It  was  done  because  when  it  went  to 
court,  he  lost  the  capacity  to  say,  this 
saJe  cannot  happen.  What  it  allowed 
was  the  bureaucrats  in  the  Forest 
Service  to  take  an  old  green  sale,  re- 
draw the  lines  and  make  it  a  salvage 
sale  and,  therefore,  it  has  no  environ- 
mental protection.  The  green  sales  still 
have  environmental  protection  but  sal- 
vage sales  do  not.  So  if  you  draw  the 
lines  on  the  map,  add  a  few  trees  with 
a  few  worm  holes  in  then,  you  can  take 
away  any  environmental  protection  for 
the  forest.  This  is  the  essence  of  this 
and  that  is  why  it  should  be  repealed. 

D  1400 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
mjrself  30  seconds,  before  yielding  to 
the  next  speaker,  to  correct  a  state- 
ment of  the  last  speaker  when  he  said 
that  there  was  no  requirement  to  fol- 
low the  law.  The  law  is  fairly  clear 
here  that  the  Secretary  has  to  prepare 
a  document  for  each  salvage  sale  that 
combines  an  environmental  assessment 
under  the  NEPA.  the  National  Environ- 
mental Policy  Act.  and  a  biological 
evaluation  under  the  Endangered  Spe- 
cies Act.  The  Secretary  must  follow 
the  law. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  inquire  how 
much  time  there  is  on  both  sides  here? 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
BXWNING  of  Kentucky).  The  gentleman 
firom  Arizona  [Mr.  KOLBE]  has  12  min- 
utes remaining,  and  the  gentlewoman 
from  Oregon  [Ms.  FURSE]  has  9%  min- 
utes remaining. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  Nethercutt],  a  distin- 
guished member  of  the  subconmiittee. 

Mr.  NETHERCUTT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  me 
the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  put  this  into 
perspective.  This  amiendment  as  it  re- 
lates to  Oregon  and  Washington,  I  am  a 
member  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Inte- 
rior of  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions. We  had  a  hearing  earlier  this 
year  with  Jack  Thomas,  the  head  of 
the  Forest  Service  testifjring.  I  raised 
an  issue  with  Mr.  Thomas  about  the 
Loomls  State  Forest  in  Washington 
State.  It  has  gone  from  an  infestation 
of  mountain  pine  beetle  starting  at  50 
acres;  it  is  now  about  55,000  acres.  It  is 
spreading  rapidly  east  toward  the 
Okanogan  National  Forest. 

I  said:  Mr.  Thomas,  how  do  we  solve 
this  problem?  How  do  we  stop  this  in- 
festation and  the  spread  of  this  infesta- 
tion that  is  ruining  our  State  forests 
and  is  going  to  threaten  our  national 
forests? 


This  is  what  he  said.  He  said:  This  in- 
festation has  swept  across  eastern  Or- 
egon, I  say  to  my  fiiend  firom  Oregon, 
firom  one  end  to  the  other,  and  stopped 
when  it  got  to  the  Cascades  and  ran  out 
of  lodge  pole  pine. 

Basically,  I  want  to  draw  the  atten- 
tion of  this  quote  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Oregon,  Ms.  Furse,  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington,  my  friend, 
Mr.  McDERMOTT.  Basically  it  is  a  sal- 
vage operation  in  silviculture.  And 
then  he  say«  for  the  people  that  are 
into  this,  and  this  is  a  little  hard,  a  lit- 
tle bit  hard  to  sell  publicly,  once  you 
have  an  infestation  moving  at  epidemic 
proportions  and  start  to  see  the  beetle 
hits,  you  will  see  the  pinch  tubes  on 
the  trees  a  year  or  2  years  before  a 
stand  starts  to  go  in  total.  Salvage  is 
the  answer,  or  move  ahead  of  the  infes- 
tation with  green  sales. 

It  is  a  little  hard  to  sell  to  the  public 
that  we  really  know  that  this  is  going 
to  happen.  They  do  not  believe  it  until 
they  see  the  dead  trees. 

Now,  let  us  put  this  into  perspective. 
This  debate  that  has  taken  on  a  flavor 
of,  if  you  are  in  favor  of  salvage  tim- 
ber, saving  forests,  then  you  are 
antienviroimiental;  and  I  am  offended 
by  that.  I  think  that  is  incredible  for 
the  other  side  to  argue  this  because 
that  is  not  fair. 

The  point  is  you  have  got  the  Loomis 
State  Forest  heading  east  infesting 
possibly  the  Okanogan  National  For- 
est, the  Colville  National  Forest  in  my 
district,  and  we  are  now  making  the 
lumber  and  timber  communities  power- 
less to  do  anything  about  it.  This  sal- 
vage amendment  again,  it  is  either 
green  sales  to  get  ahead  of  the  disease 
or  it  is  salvage  timber  operations.  This 
is  a  bad  amendment. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  wfll  the 
gentlemaja  yield?  

Mr.  NETHERCUTT.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  firom  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  This  is  one  thing  I  think 
that  is  widely  misunderstood.  People 
talk  about  the  fact  when  you  do  a  sal- 
vage sale  and  you  have  these  dead  trees 
laying  there,  well,  they  took  some 
green  trees.  What  they  forget  is  that 
the  bug  infestation  has  gone  from  the 
dead  trees  into  the  surrounding  green 
trees.  So,  some  of  those  have  to  be 
taken  in  order  to  stop  the  infestation 
from  spreading  further. 

It  is  not  because  they  are  trying  to 
undermine  the  environmental  laws  or 
doing  something  awful.  It  is  because  of 
honorable  silvicultural  practices. 

Mr.  NETHERCUTT.  The  gentleman  is 
correct.  We  are  trsring  to  save  the  sys- 
tem. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  30  seconds. 

We  still  have  laws  that  can  do  sal- 
vage. I  am  sure  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Nethercutt]  knows 
that.  What  the  salvage  rider  does  is  it 
lifts  the  laws. 

I  am  all  for  doing  salvage.  I  think 
that  is  a  good  idea  with   dead  and 
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dsring.  However,  let  us  not  forget  that 
there  are  laws  in  the  forest  to  do  that 
salvage  environmentally.  The  salvage 
rider  lifts  those  laws. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Montana  [Mr.  Wil- 
liams]. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentlewoman  for  jrielding  me 
the  time. 

As  my  colleagues  know,  I  represent 
Montana.  One  of  our  grreat  industries 
out  there  is  logging.  So,  let  me  be 
clear.  I  am  for  salvage  sale  logging.  I 
am  for  it  done  appropriately.  It  means 
a  lot  to  the  health  of  our  forests  and  to 
our  economy.  So.  I  was  intrigued  when 
this  Congress  passed  this  fast  track 
salvage  sale  bill,  and  I  have  watched  it 
plan  by  plan,  tree  by  tree.  I  am  here  to 
tell  Members  we  made  a  mistake  and 
we  ought  to  change  it. 

Now.  let  me  give  a  couple  of  exam- 
ples on  the  ground  in  Montana,  in  the 
Northern  Rockies,  in  some  of  the 
wildest  forest  land  left  in  this  country. 

This  House,  just  2  years  ago,  voted  to 
put  1.7  million  acres  of  that  land  in 
wilderness.  This  salvage  sale  logging 
bill  proposed  to  harvest  trees  in  that 
very  area,  and  it  was  so  egregious  that 
for  the  first  time  in  history,  a  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  and  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  had  to  reach  in 
and  lift  this  1.7  million  acres  of  Federal 
wildland  so  that  it  would  not  be  under 
the  chain  saw  of  the  salvage  sale  bill. 
Both  green  and  salvage,  dead,  djring, 
diseased  timber  was  to  be  harvested  in 
the  1.7  million  acres  that  many  Mem- 
bers on  both  sides  voted  to  put  in  wil- 
derness. 

Let  me  give  another  example.  There 
is  an  area  in  the  Gallatin  called  the 
Hyalite.  Montanans  know  the  name,  H- 
y-a-1-i-t-e.  For  years  the  Forest  Service 
ran  through  the  process  in  their  plans, 
getting  public  reaction  as  to  whether 
or  not  harvests  should  go  forward  in 
that  place,  and  the  Forest  Service  de- 
cided not  to  do  it.  Now,  with  this  sal- 
vage sale  bill,  the  Forest  Service  has 
put  the  Hyalite  back  up  for  harvest.  If 
the  Hyalite  is  harvested,  more  than  50 
percent  of  the  timber  will  be  healthy, 
green  timber  that  is  not  about  to  be 
diseased,  because  the  diseased  and 
dying  trees  have  stopped  being  dis- 
eased. That  disease  is  over. 

In  the  Flathead  Forest  up  near  Gla- 
cier National  Park  is  some  of  the  great 
wildland  left  in  this  country.  During 
this  planning  process,  the  Forest  Serv- 
ice has  brought  harvest  plans.  I  do  not 
mean  imder  the  salvage  sale  bill.  But, 
during  the  last  10  years  of  the  cycle, 
the  Forest  Service  has  brought  harvest 
plans,  tree-cutting  plans  through  the 
process  and  at  the  highest  level  of  the 
Forest  Service  in  past  years  rejected 
those  harvests  in  certain  areas.  Now, 
under  the  salvage  sale  bill,  that  green 
limiber  is  going  back  up  for  harvest. 

Does  the  Forest  Service  think  it 
ought  to  be  harvested?  Of  course  not. 


They  rejected  those  plans  over  the  last 
10  years.  Now  imder  this  bill,  because 
the  Forest  Service  is  required,  particu- 
larly by  action  in  the  Senate,  to  meet 
a  certain  volume  of  timber,  they  are 
cutting  in  places  in  the  wildest  land 
left  in  this  country  in  an  egregious 
manner. 

Let  me  say  it  again.  I  am  for  salvage 
sales,  but  enough  is  enough.  The  gen- 
tlewoman is  right  about  her  amend- 
ment. We  should  stop  this  while  we 
have  the  chance. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  30 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Taylor]  for  a  quick  re- 
sponse. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  hear  time  and  time  again 
from  the  other  side  they  are  for  salvage 
sales.  We  had  salvage  sales.  Then  we 
had  an  appeals  process  that  rendered 
salvage  sales  useless  because  the  ap- 
peals would  go  on  for  years.  Most  of  us 
know  this  timber  has  to  be  cut  within 
6  to  24  months.  So  it  rendered  the 
whole  question  of  salvage  moot,  and 
they  know  that,  because  they  want  no 
lumber  cut,  no  timber  cut  in  forests. 

Today  in  the  Committee  on  Re- 
sources there  was  a  host  of  people  from 
Montana.  The  gentleman  says  he 
watches  tree  by  tree.  Commissioners 
and  foresters  were  there  testifying  say- 
ing salvage  is  the  greatest  thing  that 
has  happened  to  Montana.  I  would  sug- 
gest the  gentleman  talk  to  those  peo- 
ple. They  are  probably  still  in  town. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Herger]. 

Mr.  HERGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  to  the  Furse  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  remind  my  col- 
leagues that  currently  over  21  billion 
board  feet  of  dead  and  dying  timber  lit- 
ter our  national  forests — enough  to 
build  2  million  homes.  In  some  areas  70 
to  80  percent  of  the  forests  are  dead  or 
djring.  These  deplorable  conditions  ex- 
ploded in  1994,  as  wildfires  destroyed  4 
million  acres  of  national  forest 
throughout  the  country  including  over 
a  half  million  acres  in  my  own  State  of 
California.  Common  sense  demanded 
enactment  of  the  salvage  law  to  stop 
this  massive  destruction  of  our  forests. 
The  salvage  law  was  an  emergency, 
short-term  measure  intended  to  jump- 
start  efforts  to  restore  long-term  forest 
health  by  expediting  the  removal  of 
dead  and  dying  trees  from  our  forests. 

It  is  the  extreme  environmentalists, 
led  by  the  Sierra  Club — the  richest  en- 
vironmental litigation  machine  in  the 
world — who  are  leading  the  charge  to 
repeal  this  law  and  ultimately  stop  all 
timber  harvests  on  Federal  land — even 
the  harvesting  of  dead  trees. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  not  responsible 
forest  management  to  let  millions  of 
acres  of  forest  rot  and  die  on  the 
stump.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  act  re- 
sponsibly, to  reject  the  extremism  that 


would  rather  see  a  forest  bum  to  the 
ground  than  manage  it  wisely,  and  help 
preserve  our  forests  as  a  healthy,  natu- 
ral legacy  for  generations  to  come. 

Vote  '"no"  on  the  Furse  amendment. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Maryland  [Mrs.  Morella],  a  cosponsor 
of  this  amendment. 

Mrs.  MORELLA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  the  gentlewoman  for  yielding  me 
the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  just  a  little  bit  of  his- 
tory as  a  backdrop.  It  has  been  over  6 
months  that  my  colleague,  the  gentle- 
woman from  Oregon  [Ms.  Furse], 
launched  a  campaign  and  I  joined  with 
her,  as  did  many  others  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle,  to  cancel  the  emergency 
salvage  timber  sale  rider,  aptly  named 
Logging  Without  Laws.  It  was  signed 
into  law  last  summer,  attached  to  the 
fiscal  year  1995  supplemental  appro- 
priations bill  providing  emergency  re- 
lief to  Oklahoma  City  bombing  vic- 
tims. 

The  rider  never  received  a  hearing  or 
a  separate  vote.  It  suspends  environ- 
mental laws  i)ertaining  to  the  cutting 
of  timber  on  public  lands  and  the  re- 
sults have  been  expensive  to  both  the 
taxpayer  and  the  environment.  So  why 
do  we  need  to  continue  it?  The  Forest 
Service  already  has  ample  authority  to 
do  salvage  logging  without  the  rider.  In 
1994.  the  year  before  the  rider,  the  age 
and  deceased  salvage,  1.5  billion  board 
feet,  which  is  one-third  of  all  Federal 
timber  logged.  Then,  too,  a  judicial  de- 
cision escalated  the  sales  by  requiring 
immediate  logging  of  all  previous 
uncompleted  timber  sales  in  the  North- 
west since  1990. 

I  certainly  have  received  many  let- 
ters from  people  not  only  in  that  part 
of  the  country  but  right  in  Montgom- 
ery County,  MD.  I  have  one  constituent 
who  said  he  moved  to  Oregon,  could 
look  out  his  window  and  he  could  see 
these  ancient  forests  being  cut.  There 
is  a  bill  that  was  introduced  with  147- 
plus  colleagues  to  repeal  this  law  gone 
amok.  Passage  of  the  bill  would  allow 
forestry  issues  to  be  brought  up  in  the 
proper  way  before  the  authorizing 
House  and  Senate  committees. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  allow  the 
Forest  Service  and  Congress  to  deal 
with  the  many  important  issues  involv- 
ing salvage  timber  and  Forest  Service 
sales,  address  them  with  the  best 
science  available,  with  consideration  of 
the  environmental  economic  issues. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  respond  to 
something  I  heard  earlier,  the  so-called 
forest  health  justification  for  suspend- 
ing laws. 

The  so-cailed  forest  health  justification  tor 
suspending  laws  is  a  sham.  Some  of  these 
sales  are  completely  green  sales  in  healthy 
forests;  in  several  other  cases,  sales  whtch 
had  been  regular  sales  were  redesigned — re- 
taining their  green  component — to  be  salvage 
sales.  In  no  case  among  these  sales  is  there 
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a  legitimate  rationale  based  on  improving  for- 
est health.  On  the  contrary,  scientists — includ- 
ing government  scientists — repeatedly  criticize 
these  sales  for  their  adverse  impacts  on  fish- 
ehes,  wildlife  habitat,  soils,  and  other  true 
measures  of  forest  and  aquatic  ecosystem  in- 
tegrity. Salvage  operations  have  gone  on  in 
our  national  forests  for  years  and  do  not  de- 
pend on  suspending  the  laws. 

These  sales  are  money-losers.  Except  for 
the  sales  in  the  rainforests  west  of  the  Cas- 
cades, timber  sales  from  very  few  national  for- 
ests cover  their  costs.  A  recent  report  by  the 
Government  Accounting  Office  revealed  that 
the  National  Forest  timber  sales  program  lost 
over  S1.0  billion  over  the  period  1992-94.  Ec- 
onomics are  disregarded  with  these  forest 
health  sales,  so  as  a  group  they  are  worse 
money-tosers  than  normal.  Forest  Service 
Chief  Jack  Ward  Thomas  has  made  It  dear 
that  there  is  no  way  the  agency  can  produce 
the  volume  of  timt>er  that  the  forest  health 
rider  requires  without  major  sales  in  roadless 
areas.  But  there  is  a  reason  roadless  areas 
have  not  been  logged  in  the  past:  they  are  re- 
mote, steep,  inaccessible,  often  high  elevation, 
and  usually  with  poor  growing  conditions.  And 
by  definition,  they  either  require  the  major  ex- 
pense of  constructing  a  road,  or  helicopter  log- 
ging wtiich  is  also  costly.  It  would  be  hard  to 
design  a  plan  which  would  more  predictably 
lose  money. 

ECONOMIC  IMPACTS 

While  a  potential  boon  doggie  for  large  tim- 
ber companies.  PL  104-19  poses  a  significant 
threat  to  local  businesses. 

Private  timber  owners  are  seeing  their  reve- 
nue dedine  because  the  new  lumber  glut 
stemming  from  inaeased  subsidized  logging 
on  Federal  lands. 

Commercial  and  sport  fishermen  are  threat- 
ened by  impacts  unregulated  logging  will  have 
on  fisheries. 

Tourism  and  recreationist  businesses  which 
depend  on  access  to  national  forests  people 
want  to  see  and  visit. 

Shakesi>eare  said,  "To  nature  none 
more  bound,"  and  Theodore  Roosevelt 
said,  "A  real  conservative  will  conserve 
the  environment." 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  in- 
quire again  about  the  time? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Kolbe]  has  6Vi  min- 
utes remaining,  and  the  gentlewoman 
from  Oregon  [Ms.  Furse]  has  3  minutes 
remaining.  The  gentleman  from  Ari- 
zona has  the  right  to  close. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Idaho  [Mrs.  Chenoweth], 

Mrs.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Arizona  for 
5rielding  me  the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to  correct 
some  misinformation  that  I  believe 
was  just  delivered.  The  fact  is  that  if 
there  is  a  lumber  glut  in  the  market  in 
America,  it  is  because  we  are  experi- 
encing so  much  dumping  by  Canada  of 
lumber. 
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while  our  forests  are  subject  to  fire  and 
disease  and  insect  infestation. 

I  also  want  to  clear  up  the  fact  that 
this  has  been  brought  up  for  a  separate 
vote.  Last  September,  the  Yates 
amendment  was  defeated  by  a  vote  of 
275  to  150.  There  was  a  clear  vote  on 
this,  and  indeed  just  a  few  weeks  ago 
the  Senate  voted  on  the  salvage  bill  to 
protect  the  salvage  bill. 

We  sometimes  lose  common  sense  in 
this  debate.  We  talk  about  ancient  for- 
ests, but  do  people  not  realize  that 
trees  have  a  life  cycle  just  like  human 
beings?  They  start  from  a  seed.  They 
mature,  they  grow  and  breathe,  and 
then  they  mature  and  die  and  fall  to 
the  forest  floor,  and  we  have  what  is  so 
aptly  called  now  fuel  load.  Fuel  load 
means  fuel  for  a  lot  of  fires.  Just  last 
year  in  the  Northwest  alone,  the  year 
before  last  in  the  Northwest  alone,  we 
experienced  67,000  fires. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  are  not  able  to 
treat  our  forests  with  the  kind  of  lov- 
ing care  that  we  treat  our  gardens  and 
that  we  prune  that  which  is  unhealthy 
and  remove  that  which  does  not  con- 
tribute to  the  health  of  the  ecosystem, 
then  we  are  sincerely  being  negligent 
of  the  gem  of  the  Nation,  which  I  be- 
lieve are  our  national  forests. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  COOLEY]. 

Mr.  COOLEY  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  today  in  opposition  to  the 
Furse  amendment. 

As  chairman  of  the  Timber  Salvage 
Task  Force,  we  had  7  public  hearings 
on  this  particular  bill.  I  continue  to  be 
amazed  by  the  rhetoric  surrounding 
last  year's  timber  salvage  amendment. 
So,  for  a  balanced  perspective  on  this 
issue,  let  me  quote  President  Clinton 
from  a  letter  dated  June  29,  1995: 

I  do  appreciate  the  changes  that  the  Con- 
gress has  made  to  provide  the  Administra- 
tion with  the  flexibility  and  authority  to 
carry  this  program  out  in  a  manner  that  con- 
forms to  our  existing  environmental  laws 
and  standards. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  President  could 
not  have  said  it  better,  nor  myself. 
There  has  been  a  lot  of  talk  about  log- 
ging without  laws,  which  is  absolutely 
not  true.  Let  us  set  the  record  straight. 

First,  the  timber  salvage  amendment 
created  an  expeditious  salvage  sale 
procedure  for  harvesting  dead  and 
dying  trees.  All  dead  tree  sales  still 
must  receive  an  environmental  assess- 
ment and  a  biological  evaluation. 

Second,  the  amendment  requires  the 
release  of  about  750,000  board  feet  of 
section  318  timber  sales  in  Oregon  and 
Washington.  The  750  million  board  feet 
is  well  within  the  1.1  billion  board  feet 
level  of  President  Clinton's  own  option 
9  in  the  Northwest  for  the  plan  laid 
out.  Most  of  these  318  sales  were  the 
product  of  negotiation  between  Gov- 
ernment, professional  environmental- 
ists, and  timber  salvage  during  the  1990 
appropriation  process  and  were  again 


approved  through  biological  review  in 
the  President's  own  Northwest  forest 
plan. 

These  318  sales  have  already  met  the 
appropriate  environmental  standards. 
So  let  us  not  talk  about  this.  They 
have  already  met  those. 

Finally,  the  salvage  program  insu- 
lates the  President's  option  9  forest 
plan  from  further  judicial  challenges. 
This  plan  has  already  been  upheld  by 
the  courts  and  meets  existing  environ- 
mental standards. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
just  like  to  remark.  I  am  amazed  at  the 
trust  that  the  former  speaker  has  put 
into  a  huge  Federal  bureaurcracy  with 
no  oversight. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  North  Carolina 
[Mrs.  Clayton]. 

Mrs.  CLAYTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
to  support  the  Furse  amendment  and 
to  say  we  should  find  ways  to  sustain 
our  forests.  We  should  not  find  ways  to 
rapidly  disregard  our  environmental 
standards.  This  does  not  mean  there 
are  not  opportunities  to  salvage  dead 
and  dying  timber.  But  it  does  suggest 
that  we  should  not  have  a  salvage  pro- 
gram that  ignores  ecological  standards 
that  will  sustain  our  forests. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  before  I 
3rield  to  the  gentleman  from  California, 
I  would  like  to  s^eld  30  seconds  to  the 
gentleman  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Blumenauer]. 

Mr.  BLUMENAUER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
am  pleased  to  add  my  support  for  the 
efforts  of  my  colleague,  the  gentle- 
woman from  Oregon.  One  comment  I 
want  to  make,  it  seems  sort  of  bizarre 
for  my  colleague  from  Oregon.  Mr. 
COOLEY,  to  suggest  that  there  were 
hearings  on  this.  Seven  hearings,  yes, 
after  the  rider  was  signed  into  law, 
after  it  was  passed.  That  is  not  how  the 
rest  of  us  in  Oregon  regard  participa- 
tion. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  3rield 
such  time  as  she  may  consume  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  New  York  [Mrs. 
LowEY]. 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
strong  support  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  very  strong  support 
of  this  bipartisan  amendment  to  repeal  one  of 
the  most  far-reaching  and  environmentally  de- 
stnjctive  assaults  on  our  national  forests  in 
decades. 

Last  year  the  Republican  majority  unleashed 
a  concerted  attack  on  a  host  of  critical  envi- 
ronmental protectk>ns:  Over  many  objections, 
including  my  own,  this  body  voted  to  allow  oil 
and  gas  drilling  in  the  Arctic  National  Wikilife 
Refuge  in  Alaska;  to  gut  the  Clean  Water  Act; 
to  cut  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  from  k>w- 
interest  loans  to  k>cai  communities  that  help 
keep  drinking  water  safe  and  beaches  swim- 
mable;  to  slash  funding  for  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  hazardous  waste  cleanups, 
and  land  acquisition  for  national  parks;  and  to 
impose  a  moratorium  on  programs  that  pre- 
vent the  extinction  of  endangered  species. 

Included  in  this  shameful  list  is  the  so-called 
timber      salvage      provision,      which      was 


June  20,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


14861 


misleadingly  touted  as  being  necessary  to  re- 
duce forest  fires  by  harvesting  dead  and  dying 
timber.  The  sad  tmth  is  that  it  Is  now  being 
used  to  clearcut  healthy  forests  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest. 

Hundreds  of  acres  of  irreplaceable  old- 
growth  forests  have  been  logged  in  recent 
months  in  Oregon  and  Washington.  Because 
the  measure  suspends  several  environmental 
laws  that  help  minimize  potential  degradation 
of  our  natural  resources,  this  togging  is  dam- 
aging wikjiife  habitat  and  fouling  rivers  and 
streams,  including  spawning  grounds  for  en- 
dangered salmon. 

And,  as  if  the  destruction  of  acre  after  aae 
of  forests  were  not  enough,  the  logging  rider 
is  going  to  cost  Amencan  taxpayers  millions  of 
dollars  because  mandating  subsidized  timber 
sales  cost  the  Federal  Treasury  more  than  the 
revenues  they  bring  in.  The  Congressional  Re- 
search Service  has  estimated  that  this  logging 
will  cost  S50  million  this  year  alone. 

This  amendment  simply  will  ensure  that  tim- 
ber sales  comply  with  environmental  safe- 
guards. Ifs  hardly  a  radk:al  idea,  and  it's  good 
for  the  environment  and  good  for  the  Amer- 
ican taxpayer.  I  urge  its  adoption. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Miller]. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, on  this  subject  of  timber  salvage, 
I  believe  there  is  a  unity  of  pxirpose. 
Those  of  us  from  the  West  and  those  of 
us  who  represent  States  where  this  is  a 
serious  issue  have  met  time  and  again 
with  the  Forest  Service  about  having  a 
robust  and  necessary  salvage  program. 
But  this  rider  took  us  far  beyond  that 
purpose. 

This  rider  took  us  far  beyond  a  pro- 
gram that  was  designed  around  forest 
health,  because  this  rider  went  from 
forest  salvage,  to  timber  health,  to  log- 
ging without  laws.  This  is  not  about 
expediting  the  procedures.  This  is  not 
about  the  appeals  process.  In  fact,  we 
heard  in  the  hearing  this  morning  that 
as  timber  salvage  has  gone  up  to  1.5 
billion  feet  over  the  last  couple  years, 
appeals  have  been  coming  down.  So  it 
was  going  in  the  right  direction.  But 
impatience  and  the  ingenuity  of  the 
Forest  Service  working  together  de- 
signed these  riders  so  it  would  evis- 
cerate all  of  the  environmental  laws 
that  you  have  to  deal  with  in  providing 
for  the  protections  of  our  forest.  It  did 
away  with  the  Endangered  Species  Act, 
the  National  Forest  Management  Act, 
the  Multiple  Use  Sustained  Use  Act, 
the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Manage- 
ment Act,  the  Forest  and  Range  Wood 
Renewable  Resources  Act.  Those  were 
wiped  out  with  respect  to  those  sales. 

And  what  happened?  The  foresters 
got  in  there,  they  found  a  few  trees 
that  needed  salvage,  they  found  a  few 
acres  in  trouble,  and  they  started  re- 
configuring the  sales.  As  the  gen- 
tleman from  Montana  pointed  out. 
pretty  soon  what  we  had  were  green 
sales  that  were  not  previously  allowed 
now  being  allowed  under  the  rubric  of 
salvage,     because    no    environmental 


laws  were  provided.  So  communities 
lost  control  over  the  forest,  commu- 
nities lost  control  over  the  scenic 
areas,  communities  lost  control  over 
mountainsides  important  to  them  for 
tourism,  commerce,  and  for  all  of  those 
reasons.  Why?  Because  the  laws  did  not 
have  to  be  applied,  because  you  could 
identify  some  salvage. 

Salvage  is  important  and  salvage  is 
something  that  we  have  generally 
worked  on  on  a  bipartisan  basis.  The 
purpose  of  that  was  for  forest  health. 
This  is  about  doing  away  with  logging 
without  laws. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  30 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayworth]. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
thank  my  colleagues  from  Arizona  for 
jrielding  me  time. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  listened  with  great 
astonishment  as  once  again  rhetoric 
replaces  reality.  We  should  strive  for  a 
genuine  balance  of  the  environment 
and  legitimate  economic  enterprises.  It 
is  well  documented  that  a  fire  corridor 
exists  from  Idaho  to  Mexico,  and  yes. 
even  beyond.  But  there  will  be  new 
fires  prompted  by  these  new  prohibi- 
tions, by  not  allowing  the  salvage  of 
dead  and  decaying  timber.  It  is  as  if 
the  new  prohibitionists  were  lighting 
entire  small  communities  ablaze.  It  is 
an  outrage.  No  on  this.  Yes  to  eco- 
nomic vitality,  yes  to  a  true  economic 
balance.  We  can  coexist,  and  we  need  to 
eliminate  the  fire  hazard. 

PREFERENTIAL  MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  OBEY 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  a 
preferential  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Obey  moves  that  the  Committees  rise 
and  reported  the  bill  back  to  the  House  with 
a  recommendation  that  the  enacting  clause 
be  stricken. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]  is  recog- 
nized for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  do  not  in- 
tend to  take  the  5  minutes,  but  I  do 
simply  want  to  express  my  frustration 
about  the  fact  that  this  amendment 
need  be  here  at  all.  I  supported  the  pro- 
posal last  year  which  allowed  timber 
companies  to  get  at  what  we  were  told 
was  salvage,  and  I  think  it  was  a  ra- 
tional thing  to  try  to  do. 

My  problem  is  that,  as  has  been  indi- 
cated by  a  number  of  speakers  today, 
that  proposal  wound  up  allowing  a  lot 
more  than  was  advertised,  and  a  lot 
more  than  it  was  explained  as  doing, 
because  in  addition  to  allowing  legiti- 
mate salvage,  it  also  would  up  allowing 
about  50  percent  of  the  timber  that  was 
taken  from  those  areas  to  in  fact  be 
green  timber.  That  creates  a  dilemma 
for  people  like  me  who  want  to  see  to 
it  that  we  do  not  simply  allow  timber 
to  rot  on  the  ground,  and  yet  we  also 
do  not  want  to  see  every  envfron- 
mental  law  in  the  country  waived  in 
order  to  enable  people  to  get  at  live 
trees. 


So  I  would  simply  use  this  motion  to 
say  to  anyone  interested  in  the  issue 
on  the  floor,  that  in  the  future  when 
issues  like  this  arise,  it  would  be  verj' 
good  for  both  sides  if  legislation  which 
is  proposed  actually  does  what  it  is  ad- 
vertised as  doing,  because  I  am  con- 
fident if  that  proposition  in  fact  had 
been  limited  simply  to  straight  sal- 
vage, as  the  House  was  told  it  was,  we 
would  not  have  had  much  of  the  con- 
troversy that  has  surrounded  this  ever 
since. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  motion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Kolbe]  is  recognized 
for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  cer- 
tainly would  not  have  done  this.  We  did 
have  a  time  agreement.  Since  we  added 
some  time  on  this,  there  have  been 
some  requests  for  statements  to  be 
made  on  this. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Tay- 
lor], the  gentleman  in  the  subcommit- 
tee who  is  responsible  for  much  of  this 
last  year. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  appreciated  the  support  of 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Obey]  for  this  biU,  and  I  would  tell  him 
today  that  he  has  been  misinformed 
about  green  timber  being  cut  in  the 
salvage  area.  The  Senate  included  318 
language  for  the  Pacific  Northwest. 
The  President  endorsed  318  in  his  op- 
tion 9.318.  by  the  way.  will  expire  Sep- 
tember 30.  Therefore,  it  is  really  moot, 
because  this  bill  probably  will  not  be 
passed  much  before  September  30.  So 
318.  whether  it  was  good,  bad  or  indif- 
ferent, will  be  moot  in  a  few  weeks. 

The  salvage  bill  has  not  had  green 
healthy  timber  cut.  As  has  been  ex- 
plained by  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  Dicks],  and  I  explain  also, 
when  you  have  disease,  you  cut  a  pe- 
riphery area  where  the  insects  are  in  a 
given  tree.  I  would  say  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Obey]. 
when  you  were  not  on  the  floor  I  laid 
out  a  challenge  offering  Sl.OOO  if  some- 
one could  show  us  a  green  tree  that  had 
been  cut  in  the  salvage  areas  that  was 
not  infected  or  was  not  part  of  that 
proposal. 

The  thought  that  we  have  had  50  per- 
cent of  the  timber  that  has  been  cut  so 
far  in  the  salvage  areas  has  been 
healthy  green  timber,  unfortunately, 
has  not  been  the  case.  The  Forest  Serv- 
ice is  under  such  pressure,  they  are 
watching  this  stick  by  stick.  Nothing 
came  out  in  the  hearings  we  had  across 
the  country.  No  accusation  was  made 
that  a  single  stem  of  green  timber  had 
been  cut  in  the  salvage  operation. 
Much  of  that  has  been  confused  with 
the  trees  that  were  cut  in  the  318  pro- 
gram in  Oregon,  which  had  nothing  to 
do  with  the  timber  salvage. 

a  1430 
So,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  urge  that 
this  amendment  be  defeated. 
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Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  his  comments. 

Mr.  BUNN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KOLBE.  I  jrield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oregon. 

Mr.  BUNN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chairman, 
we  hear  a  lot  of  talk  about  logging 
without  laws.  I  want  to  show  an  exam- 
ple of  two  sales  in  my  district  that 
took  place  as  a  result  of  this  law. 
There  are  a  lot  of  laws.  Here  are  con- 
tracts with  the  studies  that  went  into 
these  sales. 

We  are  not  logging  without  laws.  We 
are  logging  before  the  logs  rot. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KOLBE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  RIGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
thank  the  vice  chairman  for  yielding  to 
me,  and  I  want  to  reiterate  again  that 
the  President  wrote  the  Speaker  on 
June  29  saying  that  the  changes  the 
Congress  had  made  during  the  course  of 
negotiations  on  this  legislation  would 
allow  his  administration  to,  quote, 
"carry  the  program  out  in  a  manner 
that  conforms  to  our  existing  environ- 
mental laws  and  standards." 

Another  letter  signed  by  the  Presi- 
dent, August  11: 

The  House  and  the  Senate  were  unwilling 
to  abandon  the  salvag-e  timber  rider,  but 
Congress  did  accept  Important  changes  that 
will  preserve  my  administration's  ability  to 
adhere  to  the  standards  and  guidelines  in  our 
current  forest  plans. 

A  letter  from  Secretary  Glickman, 
dated  June  29: 

I  want  to  make  clear  that  the  Forest  Serv- 
ice will  not  offer  any  timber  sales  under  this 
authority  that  violate  existing  environ- 
mental standards  or  the  spirit  or  Intent  of 
any  environmental  laws. 

And  lastly,  March  29  of  this  year. 
Secretary  Glickman  announced  an  in- 
terim rule  that  provides  the  Forest 
Service  with  the  flexibility  to  offer 
substitute  timber  located  outside  an 
original  sale  area  on  the  so-called  con- 
troversial northwest  forest  green  sales. 

This  legislation  has  the  necessary 
flexibility.  The  Furse  amendment  is 
absolutely  unnecessary. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  reclaim- 
ing my  time,  I  would  like  to  thank  the 
gentleman  for  his  comments,  and  I 
want  to  state  under  this  motion  that 
there  have  been  comments  made  that 
there  were  no  hearings  on  this  salvage 
timber  legislation.  There  were  hearings 
in  the  authorizing  committee.  While 
there  may  not  have  been  other  hear- 
ings in  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions, we  debated  this  extensively  in 
the  subcommittee,  we  debated  it  exten- 
sively in  the  committee,  we  debated  it 
extensively  on  the  floor,  and  we  de- 
bated it  extensively  in  the  conference. 
This  issue  has  been  thoroughly  consid- 
ered. 

I  would  also  like  to  point  out  this 
does  not  affect  green  timber.  This  af- 


fects only  3  months;  3  months  is  the 
only  thing  affected  here,  from  Septem- 
ber to  October,  of  the  salvage  timber. 
We  have  made  plans  and  it  is  working 
the  way  it  is  supposed  to  work. 

It  seems  to  me  to  be  absolutely  the 
wrong  thing  to  do  to  try  to  take  it 
away  at  this  late  stage  for  those  final 
3  months. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
BuN>fiNG  of  Kentucky).  Without  objec- 
tion, the  preferential  motion  is  with- 
drawn. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Kol3E] 
has  2  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  balance  of  my  time  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Regula],  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  jrielding  me  this 
time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  first  of  all.  for  the 
Members,  I  would  advise  we  plan  to  roll 
this  vote  and  the  next  three  for  a  total 
of  four  votes.  We  are  doing  this  to  ex- 
pedite the  bill  and  the  time,  so  we  can 
get  finished  in  a  timely  manner.  So 
there  will  not  be  any  more  votes  until 
we  have  had  three  more  amendments  in 
addition  to  this  one. 

Quickly,  I  want  to  emphasize  that 
the  language  in  the  bill  says: 

The  scope  and  content  of  the  documenta- 
tion and  Information  prepared,  considered 
and  relied  on  under  this  paragraph  Is  at  the 
sole  discretion  of  the  Secretary  concerned. 

This  was  a  compromise  when  this 
legislation  was  passed  to  give  the  Sec- 
retary sole  discretion  to  determine 
what  sales  would  move  ahead  under  the 
salvage  provisions.  I  think  that  is  a 
great  safeguard  that  should  allay  fears 
that  some  have  and  that  precipitate 
this  amendment. 

Second,  here  is  a  2  by  4  that  was  sent 
to  me.  In  1989,  this  2  by  4,  per  foot,  cost 
22  cents:  1995,  38  cents.  Today,  it  is 
probably  45  cents.  Now,  what  does  that 
mean?  That  means  that  young  people 
that  want  to  build  a  home  are  paying 
double,  almost  double  for  a  2  by  4.  It 
drives  up  the  cost  of  housing  and  hous- 
ing is  vital  to  Americans.  That  is  why 
it  is  important  that  we  salvage  this 
timber. 

Let  me  lastly  say,  I  went  out,  I  took 
a  trip  and  went  into  a  forest  in  the  dis- 
trict of  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Herger],  and  actually  went  up 
and  looked  at  salvage  operations,  and 
they  were  working  exactly-  as  we  an- 
ticipated in  the  legislation.  They  had 
devices  to  stake  out  the  dead  trees, 
which  I  was  advised  were  worth  about 
Si, 000  to  the  taxpayers  because  that  is 
the  sale  price  of  a  Douglas  fir,  and  that 
means  that  that  will  help  to  hold  down 
the  prices  of  these  2  by  4's.  although 
this  is  pine,  for  the  homebuyers  and, 
particularly,  young  people  that  want 
to  get  into  a  new  home. 


So  I  urge  Members  to  defeat  this 
amendment.  I  think  that  it  flies  in  the 
face  of  what  we  have  tried  to  do  to  help 
people  and  to  salvage  something  of 
grreat  value  to  the  American  public. 

Mrs.  MALONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  we 
speak,  gigantic  environmentally  devastating 
salvage  timber  sales  are  planned  or  are  now 
taking  place  in  virtually  every  national  forest  in 
the  country  from  Virginia  to  Califomia,  New 
Hampshire  to  New  Mexico,  Alabama  to  Alas- 
ka. 

This  is  not  only  a  Pacific  Northwest  issue.  In 
fact,  90  percent  of  the  logging  through  the  sal- 
vage nder  is  occuning  outside  the  Northwest. 

Mr.  Chainnan,  we  are  faced  with  one  of  the 
biggest  environmental  disasters  in  decades. 
Under  the  salvage  program,  loggers  have  cut 
down  healthy  green  trees  in  old  growth  for- 
ests. To  make  matters  worse,  illegal  timber 
theft  has  compounded  this  problem. 

A  March  1996,  Los  Angeles  Times  inves- 
tigation exposed  rampant  timber  theft  through- 
out the  salvage  logging  program. 

We  must  stop  this  lawless  logging  now  and 
save  our  natbnal  forests.  Support  the  Porter 
amendment.  We  must  stop  this  environmental 
catastrophe. 

Mr.  McDERMOTT.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Furse  amendment  to  prohibit 
the  Forest  Service  from  spending  any  fiscal 
year  1997  funds  on  the  implementation  of  the 
timber  salvage  rider.  If  passed,  Representative 
FuRSE's  amendment  woukJ  not  limit  the 
amount  of  green  tree  or  salvage  logging  on 
our  national  forests.  The  Furse  amendment 
simply  would  ensure  that  timber  sales  in  our 
Nation's  forests  compfy  with  the  Nation's  envi- 
ronmental laws. 

As  many  of  you  are  well  aware,  the  timber 
salvage  rider  passed  the  House  in  1995  under 
the  guise  of  improving  the  health  of  the  Na- 
tion's forests  by  harvesting  dead  and  dying 
trees.  Unfortunately,  the  rider  was  purposely 
engineered  to  circumvent  existing  environ- 
mental standards  so  as  to  alk>w  the 
dearcutting  of  old-growth  trees. 

By  circumventing  existing  environmental, 
health,  and  safety  standards,  the  timber  sal- 
vage rider  jeopardizes  the  critical  habitat  areas 
of  endangered  wildlife.  Other  negative  impacts 
resulting  from  the  environmentally  negligent 
rider  include  the  harming  of  already  ailing  fish- 
eries and  the  threatening  of  the  water  quality 
of  our  Nation's  streams  and  rivers. 

The  timber  salvage  rider  has  economic  con- 
sequences as  well.  By  threatening  the  health 
of  the  forests  and  the  fisheries,  the  rider  is  in 
tum  threatening  the  sports,  commercial  fish- 
ing, and  the  tourism  ir>dustries,  all  of  which  are 
economically  important  to  the  Pacific  North- 
west. 

Since  January  1995,  this  Congress  repeat- 
edly has  attempted  to  roll  back  the  Nation's 
environmental,  health,  and  safety  standards. 
Passage  of  the  Furse  amendment  will  help  re- 
verse this  destructive  trend. 

Ms.  PELOSI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support 
of  the  Furse  amendment  to  prohibit  the  use  of 
funds  for  the  Forest  Service  Salvage  Timber 
Sale  Program  that  was  enacted  in  the  resos- 
sk}ns  bill. 

The  timber  rider  has  placed  a  for  sale  sign 
in  front  of  our  forest  resources. 

The  rider  was  an  ill-conceived,  destructive 
logging  plan  that  has  caused  devastation  to 


June  20,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


14863 


healthy  timber  and,  in  some  cases,  entire  for- 
ests. The  rider  was  not  about  selective  tog- 
ging, but  logging  that  often  affects  a  wide 
landscape  of  rivers,  fish,  and  wildlife  depend- 
ent on  a  forest  for  survival. 

Representative  FuRSE  is  to  be  commended 
for  her  fight  against  this  controversial, 
antienvironment  rider.  She  has  been  steadfast 
in  the  battle  and  has  successfully  engaged  the 
attention  of  over  100  Members  in  the  House  to 
cosponsor  her  rider-repeal  bill. 

The  indiscriminate  scarring  of  our  Nation's 
forests,  some  of  them  old  growth,  in  the  North- 
west cannot  be  sustained.  This  is  the  same 
short-term  thinking  that  brought  us  the  dear- 
cutting  solution  years  ago  where  entire  moun- 
tains of  forests  were  obliterated. 

We  must  approach  forest  management  with 
a  view  of  sustainability  and  longevity.  Anything 
less  than  this  will  only  result  in  further  destruc- 
tion of  lands  and  habitats  that,  once  lost,  can- 
not be  restored. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentlewoman  from  Oregon  [Ms. 
Furse]. 

The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Chairman  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  noes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Ms.  FURSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  demand 
a  recorded  vote,  and  pending  that,  I 
make  a  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  House  Resolution  455,  further 
proceedings  on  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentlewoman  from  Oregon  [Ms. 
Furse]  will  be  postponed. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 

A.MENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  .MR.  ISTOOK 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Istook:  At  the 
end  of  the  bill.  Insert  after  the  last  section 
(preceding  the  short  title)  the  following  new 
section: 

Sec.  .  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
In  this  Act  may  be  used  by  the  Bureau  of  In- 
dian Affairs  to  transfer  any  land  into  trust 
under  section  5  of  the  Indian  Reorganization 
Act  (25  U.S.C.  465),  or  any  other  Federal  stat- 
ute that  does  not  explicitly  denominate  and 
identify  a  specific  tribe  or  specific  property, 
except  when  It  is  made  known  to  the  Federal 
official  having  authority  to  obligate  or  ex- 
pend such  funds  that — 

(1)  a  binding  agreement  Is  In  place  between 
the  tribe  that  will  have  jurisdiction  over  the 
land  to  the  taken  Into  trust  and  the  appro- 
priate State  and  local  officials;  and 

(2)  such  agreement  provides,  for  as  long  as 
the  land  is  held  in  trust,  for  the  collection 
and  payment,  by  any  retail  establishment  lo- 
cated on  the  land  to  be  taken  Into  trust,  of 
State  and  local  sales  and  excise  taxes.  In- 
cluding any  special  tax  on  motor  fuel,  to- 
bacco, or  alcohol,  on  any  retail  item  sold  to 
any  nonmember  of  the  tribe  for  which  the 
land  Is  held  in  trust,  or  an  agreed  upon  pay- 
ment in  lieu  of  such  taxes. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
ISTOOK]  and  a  Member  opposed,  each 
will  control  10  minutes. 


Is  there  a  Member  who  wishes  to  be 
recognized  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment? 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment  and 
would  ask  unanimous  consent  that  I 
might  yield  5  of  the  10  minutes  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Yates],  and  that  he  may  control 
that  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Arizona? 
There  was  no  objection. 
The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
ISTOOK]  will  be  recognized  for  10  min- 
utes, the  gentleman  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
KOLBE]  and  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Yates]  will  each  be  recognized  for 
5  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  ISTOOK]. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
an  extremely  important  amendment 
that  has  broad  support  all  across  the 
Nation,  especially  from  communities 
that  have  found  just  how  direly  they 
are  being  affected.  It  is  based  upon  the 
principle  that  the  Federal  Government 
should  not  subsidize  tax  evasion,  and 
certainly  should  not  help  some  people 
to  make  megamillions  of  dollars  by  of- 
fering a  way  to  others  to  avoid  paying 
State  and  local  taxes. 

Specifically,  what  is  happening, 
through  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
and  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  and 
their  ability,  with  no  restrictions,  to 
transfer  land  to  Indian  tribes  in  trust 
at  prime  locations  along  interstate 
highways  and  busy  intersections,  is  es- 
tablishing a  way  that  the  Indian  tribes 
are  enriching  themselves  totally  at  the 
expense  of  the  State  and  local  govern- 
ments, which  lose  the  tax  revenue  by 
selling  goods  to  non-Indians,  who 
thereby  escape  having  to  pay  their 
sales  tax,  their  gasoline  and  diesel 
taxes,  and  their  excise  taxes,  such  as 
cigarette  taxes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  especially  because  of 
a  U.S.  Supreme  Court  decision  last 
year,  the  problem  is  accelerating  and 
soon  it  will  reach  beyond  the  point  of 
no  return.  The  Supreme  Court  rules 
that  although  State  and  local  govern- 
ments have  the  authority  to  tax  these 
sales  to  nontribal  members  on  the  trib- 
al lands,  they  do  not  have  the  author- 
ity to  enforce  it  through  the  usuai 
method  of  having  the  seller,  the  re- 
tailer, collect  and  remit  to  the  local 
tax  collector  the  taxes  that  were  due. 

Because  they  cannot  require  this,  the 
tribes  axe  able  to  freely  sell  with  huge 
margins  between  themselves  and  all 
competitors.  Since  the  Bureau  of  In- 
dian Affairs  is  giving  them  the  way  to 
relocate  to  prime  locations,  they  can 
thereby  drive  competors  out  of  busi- 
ness and  the  State  and  local  govern- 
ment lose  the  tax  base. 

Here  is  an  example,  Mr.  Chairman. 
Across   this   country,    on   motor   fuel 


sales,  the  average  tax  is  20  cents  per 
gallon.  A  regular  dealer  would  have  to 
sell  it  for  about  $1.14  a  gallon.  The 
tribe  can  sell  it  for  94  cents.  K  people 
had  the  chance  to  go  to  one  station  or 
the  other,  and  one  is  20  cents  less  a  gal- 
lon, where  would  they  go? 

On  cigarettes,  for  example,  the  na- 
tional average  tax,  or  the  State  tax,  is 
32  cents  a  pack.  K  people  had  to  pay 
the  State  taxes,  it  is  $1.91;  if  they  did 
not.  it  is  $1.59.  If  people  are  out  to  buy 
a  few  cartons,  where  will  they  go  if 
they  have  a  clear  choice? 

In  addition  to  that,  there  is  the  sales 
tax  gap.  on  average,  about  5  cents  a 
dollar  for  all  purchases.  It  does  not 
take  many  sales  like  this  to  add  up, 
and  that  is  what  is  happening.  That  is 
why  governors  across  the  country  have 
been  urging  their  Members  to  support 
this  amendment. 

New  York  State  calculates  it  is  los- 
ing about  $100  million  a  year.  My  State 
of  Oklahoma,  from  only  18  tribal  gaso- 
line stations,  already  is  losing  $13  mil- 
lion a  year,  and  they  have  not  even 
begtm  to  put  in  the  new  locations  be- 
cause of  the  transfer  of  the  trust  lands. 
The  amendment  is  very  simple.  It 
says  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  will 
not  make  further  discretionary  grants 
to  tribes  unless  they  show  they  have  an 
agreement  with  the  State  and  local 
government  regarding  the  collection 
and  payment  of  taxes  or  in-lieu  pay- 
ments for  what  their  customers  owe  in 
those  taxes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  adoption  of  the 
amendment  and  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  Dicks]. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  first  of 
all,  I  want  to  say  I  oppose  the  Istook 
amendment  for  a  number  of  reasons: 
No  hearings  on  this  sweeping  change  in 
Indian  policy,  and  for  that  matter,  it 
has  not  been  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Resources  for  consideration  or  re- 
view. No  tribes  have  had  the  oppor- 
tunity to  comment  on  this  major 
change  in  Federal  Indian  policy.  Fi- 
nally, and  perhaps  most  importantly, 
this  language  is  legrislating  on  an  ap- 
propriations bill. 

Once  again,  we  are  setting  ourselves 
up  for  the  problems  we  experienced  last 
year  with  legislative-type  riders.  This 
may  technically  be  a  limitation,  but  it 
certainly  has  policy  implications  to  go 
far  beyond  what  we  in  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  have  considered  this 
year,  and  that  got  the  bill  in  trouble 
last  year. 

Indian  tribes  have  always  been  recog- 
nized as  sovereign  nations.  The  U.S. 
Go^'emment  recognizes  Indian  tribes  as 
independent  nations  and  has  encour- 
aged self-determination.  This  legisla- 
tion is  not  only  a  breach  of  our  trust 
responsibility  to  the  Indians  but  a  vio- 
lation of  the  right  of  self-governance. 

Indian  trib^,  under  treaties  and 
agreements   with   the    United   States, 
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were  guaranteed  the  right  of  self-grov- 
emment  within  their  own  territory. 
This  includes  the  right  to  regulate  and 
tax  or  not  to  tax  commercial  activity 
which  takes  place  on  Indian  land.  At 
the  same  time,  the  Congress  is  reduc- 
ing Federal  spending  for  Indian  pro- 
grams and  encouraging  tribes  to  be- 
come more  economically  self-suffi- 
cient. We  should  not  be  enacting  legis- 
lation that  clearly  would  discourage 
such  economic  development. 

The  Istook  amendment  prohibits  BIA 
from  transferring  any  land  into  trust 
for  a  tribe  unless  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  has  been  informed  that  a  bind- 
ing agreement  is  in  place  between  the 
tribe  and  the  State  that  the  tribe  will 
collect  and  pay  sales  and  excise  taxes 
on  purchases  made  by  nonreservation 
members  for  as  long  as  the  land  is  held 
in  trust.  The  language  would  apply  to 
lands  already  in  trust  status.  As  inde- 
pendent nations,  tribes  are  exempt 
from  State  laws,  including  payment  of 
State  sales  and  excise  taxes. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  Members  to 
vote  against  this  amendment.  This  is  a 
major  civil  rights  act  and  should  be 
done  much  more  carefully. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  srield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume, 
and  I  would  just  note  briefly  that  the 
home  State  of  the  gentleman  who  just 
spoke.  Washington  State,  has  advised 
us  they  are  already  losing  S55  million  a 
year  in  State  taxes  because  of  cigarette 
sales  alone  on  tribal  lands. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Vis- 
CLOSKY].  the  cosponsor  of  the  amend- 
ment. 
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Mr.  VISCLOSKY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  strong  support  of  the  Istook- 
Visclosky  amendment.  The  amendment 
is  a  bipartisan  solution  to  a  growing 
national  problem  which  is  the  inability 
of  our  States  to  collect  sales  taxes 
from  individuals  who  purchase  retail 
itenos  on  Indian  trust  property.  This 
amendment  will  protect  State  revenue 
by  ending  a  FederaJ  policy  which 
erodes  a  number  of  States  tax  bases. 
Rather  than  contributing  to  the  cur- 
rent problem  by  granting  new  lands  to 
tribes  that  refuse  to  collect  State  taxes 
on  sales  of  non-Indians,  our  amend- 
ment will  guarantee  that  the  Federal 
Government  does  not  take  any  action 
to  further  erode  a  tax  base  in  a  State. 

As  this  Congress  continues  to  shift 
additional  responsibilities  onto  the 
States,  I  feel  it  is  imperative  that  the 
Federal  Government  not  actively  work 
to  reduce  the  tax  base  of  individual 
States. 

This  amendment  will  also  promote 
fair  competition  and  a  level  playing 
field,  as  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  ISTOOK]  has  also  pointed  out  in  his 
remarks.  Because  these  taxes  comprise 
such  a  large  percentage  of  the  prod- 
uct's cost,  it  is  absolutely  unfair  to  ask 


non-Indian  retailers  to  compete 
against  an  Indian  retailer  that  does  not 
collect  the  sales  tax. 

I  also  think  it  is  very  important  to 
emphasize,  as  ray  colleague  on  the 
other  side  hais  just  done,  what  we  do 
not  do.  This  amendment  does  not  im- 
pose any  State  or  local  tax  on  Indians. 
This  amendment  would  not  impact  on 
the  sovereignty  of  Indian  tribes.  This 
amendment  would  not  affect  the  abil- 
ity of  tribes  to  operate  businesses  on 
any  Indian  reservation  lands,  nor  any 
lands  currently  held  in  trust  status. 

In  closing.  I  would  urge  my  col- 
leagues on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  to 
support  this  well-defined  limitation 
amendment. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  jrleld  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Young]. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  jrield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Alaska. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Alaska  [Mr.  Young]  is  recognized 
for  3  minutes. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Chafr- 
man,  I  rise  in  strong  opposition  to  this 
Istook  amendment. 

Since  I  have  been  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Resources,  not  a  single 
Member  of  Congress  has  introduced  a 
single  bill  on  this  subject.  What  is 
more.  I  caimot  remember  a  single  bill 
that  has  ever  been  introduced  on  this 
subject  in  the  years  I  have  served  in 
the  body.  That  is  24  yeaxs. 

Since  I  have  been  chairman,  we  have 
never  had  a  single  hearing  on  this  sub- 
ject. No  witnesses  have  offered  any  tes- 
timony on  this  subject.  No  Indian  tribe 
has  been  given  the  opportunity  to  tes- 
tify. No  State  has  been  given  the  op- 
portunity to  testify.  In  fact,  Indian  law 
experts,  and  I  know  a  lot  of  them,  have 
raised  constitutional  questions  about 
this  amendment,  yet  none  of  them  had 
an  opportunity  to  testify.  This  is  not 
the  way  to  do  legislation. 

In  short,  the  Members  of  this  House 
are  being  asked  to  vote  on  an  ex- 
tremely important  change  in  Federal 
policy  without  any  advice  from  any- 
body. The  change  in  Federal  policy  is 
just  about  as  big  as  you  can  get.  We  are 
talking  about  granting  a  taxation  ju- 
risdiction over  dependent  sovereign  na- 
tions to  the  States  and  even  to  coun- 
ties. That  is  something  this  Congress, 
we  argued  this  a  few  weeks  ago  in  the 
adoption  process,  this  is  a  congres- 
sional responsiblity.  We  have  never 
done  this  in  250  years. 

Indian  tribes  are  now  and  always 
have  been  a  creation  of  this  Nation,  de- 
pendent sovereign  nations.  May  I  sug- 
gest, our  Founding  Fathers  recognized 
these  tribes  as  separate  and  distinct 
nations.  They  entered  into  treaties 
with  them  pursuant  to  that  recogni- 
tion and  created  our  Constitution  so  as 
to  continue  that  recognition  through- 
out the  life  of  our  Nation. 

States  have  never  specifically  been 
granted  taxing  jurisdiction  over  Indian 


tribes.  For  Congress  to  take  this  gigan- 
tic step  would  be  a  significant  and  ex- 
treme change  in  the  govemment-to- 
govemment  relationship  which  cur- 
rently exists,  through  treaties,  in 
many  instances,  between  the  Federal 
Government  and  each  federally  recog- 
nized Indian  tribe. 

The  surprise  enactment  of  the  Istook 
language,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  is  a 
direct  violation  of  this  Nation's  trust 
responsibility,  I  want  to  stress  that, 
constitutional  responsibility  to  the  In- 
dian tribes  of  this  Nation. 

It  is  a  violation  of  the  right  of  self- 
government  of  these  tribes.  Most  In- 
dian tribes  exist  because  of  treaties  en- 
tered into  between  the  United  States 
Government  and  each  tribe.  These 
treaties  guarantee  the  rights  of  the 
tribes  of  self-government  which,  ac- 
cording to  numerous  judicial  decisions 
rendered  over  the  years,  includes  the 
right  of  each  tribe  to  regulate  and  tax 
or  not  tax  commercial  activity  on  In- 
dian lands.  The  Istook  language  rep- 
resents a  major  change  in  this  long- 
standing Federal  position. 

Very  frankly,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  be- 
lieve that  we  ought  to  uphold  our  obli- 
gation, our  commitment.  Let  us  not 
have  any  more  broken  promises.  No 
more  trail  of  tears.  No  more  going  back 
on  our  word.  No  more  use  of  the  forked 
tongue. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  30 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia [Mr.  Miller]. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  want  to  join  in  my  chairman's 
statement  about  the  nature  of  this 
agreement  between  the  United  States 
and  the  sovereign  nations  of  the  Indian 
nations  of  this  country.  To  understand 
what  this  amendment  does,  this  is  not 
about  negotiating  with  these  tribes,  as 
we  do  under  the  Indian  Gaming  Act  or 
other  such.  This  is  to  give  the  States  a 
veto  over  the  operation  and  the  bring- 
ing in  of  after-acquired  lands. 

What  we  now  have  is  the  ability  to 
negotiate  the  terms  and  conditions, 
should  the  secretary  end  up  deciding  to 
bring  those  lands  into  trust.  This  com- 
pletely upsets  the  balance. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  Mr.  Chairman  I  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chaimnan,  I  yield  30 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  KILDEE]. 

Mr.  KILDEE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  jrielding  time  to  me. 

On  this  amendment,  we  are  entering 
the  thicket  of  Indian  sovereignty,  a 
very  delicate  issue.  I  have  read  the 
treaties.  I  would  ask  other  Members  of 
this  body  to  read  those  treaties.  We  are 
in  negotiations.  We  are  trying  to  work 
things  out.  This  is  in  the  purview  of 
the  Conmiittee  on  Resources.  I  would 
certainly  hope  that  this  floor  not  act 
precipitously  today  to  enter  into  an  in- 
trusion upon  that  sovereignty.  Let  the 
Committee  on  Resources  study  this 
issue. 


June  20,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


14865 


Mr.  ISTOOK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
respond  to  the  gentleman  from  Alaska, 
I  would  certainly  say  that  the  U.S.  Su- 
preme Court,  in  a  decision  1  year  and  1 
week  ago,  specified  that  they  do,  the 
States  and  communities  do  have  the 
authority  to  tax  sales  on  tribal  lands 
to  non-Indians.  It  is  just  the  enforce- 
ment problem.  We  are  not  interfering 
with  tribal  sovereignty.  Certainly,  if 
the  gentleman  would  like  to  have  hear- 
ings, it  takes  a  few  months  for  this  bill 
to  work  its  way  through  and  hearings 
would  be  welcomed  during  that  time. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Upton]. 

Mr.  UPTON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
remind  my  colleagues  that  this  amend- 
ment is  new.  It  applies  only  to  new 
lands.  What  do  you  tell  a  small  com- 
munity that  may  have  an  Indian  tribe 
reserve  land  in  their  community  and 
tell  those  folks,  the  small  business 
folks  and  others,  whether  they  will  sell 
gasoline  or  cigarettes,  that  I  am  sorry, 
they  are  exempt.  You  are  not.  That  is 
not  right. 

What  this  amendment  tries  to  do  is 
to  level  the  playing  field  between  le- 
gitimate small  businesses  and  busi- 
nesses that  Indians  establish  and,  by 
the  way,  it  applies  only  to  the  sales  of 
non-Indians.  It  does  not  apply  to  with- 
in the  reservation  to  their  own  people. 

So  I  would  ask  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port this.  It  is  a  step  in  the  right  dfrec- 
tion  to  try  and  level  the  playing  field 
for  new  lands  that  are  so  designated  so 
that  those  businesses,  whether  they 
sell  cigarettes  or  gasoline  or  any  other 
State  and  local  taxes  that  they  may 
have  to  comply  with,  they  are  on  an 
equal  footing  with  their  new  competi- 
tors. That  is  why  I  think  that  this 
amendment  is  a  good  one.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  vote  "yes." 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1%  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Solomon]. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Re- 
sources and  the  ranking  member  are 
complaining  that  this  amendment 
never  went  through  their  committee. 
The  problem  is.  when  it  comes  to  In- 
dian affairs,  we  cannot  move  gambling 
legislation,  which  is  ruining  America 
with  these  Indian  reservations.  We  can- 
not move  adoption  legislation  because 
of  it.  We  cannot  move  this  one. 

In  my  home  State  of  New  York  alone, 
we  are  losing  over  $100  million  in  reve- 
nue. Small  businessmen  are  being  dis- 
criminated against  who  own  gas  sta- 
tions right  next  to  these  Indian  res- 
ervations. That  is  wrong,  wrong, 
wrong.  We  ought  to  pass  this  amend- 
ment and  deal  with  it.  It  will  never  get 
out  of  committee  anjrway.  So  come 
over  here  and  vote  for  it,  especially  all 
of  you  New  Yorkers,  all  31  of  you. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  30 
seconds  to  the  distinguished  gentle- 
woman from  Florida  [Mrs.  Meek]. 


(Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  MEEK  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  came  to  the  floor  to  oppose  this 
amendment.  I  always  do  that  when  I 
feel  there  is  a  hint  of  discrimination  or 
lack  of  trust,  a  lack  of  fairness  in  an 
amendment.  I  saw  it  as  I  came  in  the 
door. 

I  think  that  we  do  not  want  to  keep 
the  pattern  that  America  has  estab- 
lished before  where  we  take  the  rights 
away  from  the  Indians  that  we  prom- 
ised them.  I  do  not  care  what  kind  of 
rights  you  are  taking  away  or  estab- 
lished, you  made  treaties  with  them. 
Leave  it  there  so  there  will  not  be  this 
mistrust  which  they  have  already  had 
of  the  white  man.  Do  something  right 
for  the  Indians. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  srield  30 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Kennedy]. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Rhode  Island.  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  process  is  unfair. 

First  of  all,  this  legislation  is  author- 
izing legislation,  and  it  is  not  going 
through  the  committee  that  authorizes 
this  legislation. 

Second,  what  we  are  talking  about 
here  is  a  balanced  approach  between 
States  rights  and  respect  for  the  sov- 
ereignty of  Indian  nations.  This  legis- 
lation disrespects  Indian  nations  with 
sovereign  rights  and  you  are  setting  up 
an  unfair  system  that  violates  the 
whole  nature  of  the  U.S.  Government 
with  native  American  nations.  So  I  ask 
Members  to  vote  against  the  Istook 
amendment. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  very  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Regula],  chair- 
man of  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
chairman  of  the  committee,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  this  amendment.  We  have 
to  deal  with  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Af- 
fairs and  the  native  American  prob- 
lems. Let  me  read  to  you  from  the  law 
of  the  United  States. 

Title  to  any  lands  or  rig^hts  acquired  pursu- 
ant to  this  act  shall  be  taken  in  the  name  of 
the  United  States  in  trust  for  the  Indian 
tribe  or  individual  Indian  for  which  the  land 
is  acquired,  and  such  lands  or  rights  shall  be 
exempt  from  State  and  local  taxation. 

The  point  is,  we  should  deal  with  this 
in  the  authorizing  process.  There 
should  be  hearings.  There  have  been  no 
hearings.  The  557  recognized  tribes 
have  had  no  opportunity  to  present 
their  case.  They  should.  I  think  it  is  a 
serious  problem.  The  problem  of  gam- 
ing, the  problem  of  taxation  in  these 
places  of  business  are  serious  problems 
for  a  lot  of  States.  I  would  urge  the  au- 
thorizing committee  to  hold  hearings, 
let  everybody  have  thefr  say,  and  then 
decide  what  the  policy  of  the  United 
States  should  be. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REGULA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington. 


Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  a 
way  to  work  this  out  by  a  compact  be- 
tween the  tribe  and  the  States.  That  is 
what  should  be  done. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is 
correct. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Let  us  not  talk  about  level  playing 
fields.  There  is  no  more  discriminated 
people  in  this  country  than  the  Indian 
people  have  been  and  still  remain  dis- 
criminated against. 

They  talk  about,  some  of  the  speak- 
ers who  have  spoken  before  talked 
about  fafr  competition.  This  is  fafr 
competition.  The  Indians  are  a  sov- 
ereign nation.  They  are  entitled  to 
their  businesses.  They  are  entitled  to 
make  their  livings  as  they  can.  They 
should  continue  to  do  anything  they 
can  to  make  their  businesses  good. 

I  urge  defeat  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield  45 
seconds  to  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  NETHERCinr]. 

Mr.  NETHERCLTT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
have  native  Americans  in  my  district.  I 
say  this  respectfully  to  them  and  the 
opponents  of  this  amendment:  I  really 
think  this  is  a  question  of  fairness. 

We  have  a  23-cent  gas  tax  in  my 
State.  And  to  allow  a  native  American 
gas  station  to  collect  gas  sales  from 
non-native  Americans  and  not  pay  the 
tax  right  next  to  a  gas  station  that  is 
non-native  American  that  has  to  col- 
lect that  tax  does  not  seem  fair. 

Mr.  Dicks  mentioned  an  agreement 
between  the  States  and  the  tribes. 
That  is  a  good  thing.  We  have  that  in 
my  State.  The  Yakimas  and  the 
Colvilles  both  have  agreements  with 
the  State  of  Washington  to  collect 
those  taxes  and  pay  them  to  the  State. 
It  is  not  fair  to  do  otherwise.  I  urge 
support  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  each  side  be 
granted  an  additional  minute  of  debate 
time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma? 

Mr.  DICKS.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object.  Mr.  Chairman,  what  about  this 
side  over  here? 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is 
what  I  said. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  looked 
like  the  gentleman  was  going  to  add  to 
his  over  there. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  may  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma,  we  are 
really  under  a  tight  timetable.  We  have 
to  get  this  bill  done. 

I  could  certainly  use  an  additional 
minute,  but  I  feel  constrained  to  ob- 
ject. 
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The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
BUNNING  of  Kentucky).  Objection  is 
heard. 

The  gentlenian  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
ISTOOK]  has  45  seconds  remaining. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  objection  con- 
sumed probably  a  minute  in  and  of 
itself. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  U.S.  Supreme 
Court  has  said  that  the  statute  which 
the  gentleman  read  before  applies  to 
property  taxes.  We  are  not  touching 
property  taxes.  We  are  not  touching 
the  rights  of  the  tribes  on  the  lands 
that  they  already  have.  We  are  only 
saying. 

If  you  want  the  U.S.  Government  to  take 
new  land  that  you  buy  and  give  it  this  pro- 
tected status,  then  you  just  don't  talk,  you 
make  an  agreement  with  the  State  and  local 
governments  about  their  rights. 

What  happens  when  all  these  busi- 
nesses go  under? 

I  have  got  a  letter  from  a  supplier  in 
Oklahoma  that  has  40  stations.  They 
have  talked  with  the  tribal  attorney. 
They  say,  "We  can  exempt  you  from  so 
many  taxes  you'll  make  an  extra  S3 
million  a  year."  The  business  can  de- 
fend itself  that  way;  but  when  the  tax 
base  is  gone,  funds  for  schools,  for  edu- 
cation, for  public  safety,  for  highways, 
they  evaporate.  It  is  happening  all  over 
the  country. 

I  urge  adoption  of  this  simple  mora- 
torium amendment  to  keep  the  prob- 
lem under  control. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Arizona  is  recognized 
for  1V4  minutes. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Istook] 
has  raised  an  important  issue,  and  I 
think  we  have  had  a  good  discussion  on 
the  floor  today. 

The  Indian  tribes,  under  the  treaties 
and  agreements  that  they  have  with 
the  United  States,  have  been  given  the 
right  of  self-government  within  their 
own  territory.  Each  tribe  has  a  some- 
what different  arrangement,  but  in  a 
very  significant  way  the  Istook  amend- 
ment turns  this  on  its  head.  Under  the 
guise  of  tax  fairness,  the  Istook  amend-, 
ment  would  give  State  and  local  gov- 
ernments the  ability  to  restrict  place- 
ment of  land  in  trust  status  for  tribes, 
but  the  reality  of  this  provision  is  that 
it  precludes  any  economic  development 
Indian  tribes  would  want  to  pursue  on 
these  lands  unless  it  is  approved  by 
State  and  local  governments.  This  flies 
in  the  face  of  every  agreement,  every 
commitment  we  have  made  with  tribal 
leaders. 

Each  of  these  treaties  is  a  little  bit 
like  the  enabling  acts  that  brought  our 
States  into  the  union.  They  are  the 
basic  governing  law,  and  we  should  not 
with  this  amendment  on  an  appropria- 


tion bill  make  such  a  fundamental 
change  to  those  enabling  acts  or  to 
those  treaties. 

Another  point  that  needs  to  be  made 
is  that  under  the  Istook  amendment 
there  is  no  requirement  or  assumption 
that  States  and  local  governments 
have  to  negotiate  in  good  faith.  In 
other  words,  simply  stated,  the  States 
have  a  veto  power  over  the  Indian 
tribes'  future.  Subjecting  sovereign  In- 
dian tribes  to  the  whims  of  State  and 
local  government  officials  is  not  in  ac- 
cord with  prevailing  Federal  Indian  law 
and  policy.  It  violates  the  principles  of 
fairness,  it  violates  the  principles  of 
the  United  States  Govenmient. 

This  amendment  stands  200  years  of 
Indian  law  on  its  head.  It  does  so  with- 
out hejwing,  without  consultation  or 
input  from  the  tribes,  without  tax  law 
experts,  without  understanding  the 
possible  ramifications  of  this  major 
change  to  Indian  law. 

My  colleagues,  the  Istook  amend- 
ment is  an  unfortunate  attempt  to  un- 
dermine Indian  ability  to  govern  them- 
selves and  achieve  economic  self-suffi- 
ciency. We  should  defeat  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  RICHARDSON.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  also 
rise  to  speak  out  against  this  ill-advised 
amendment.  One  of  the  things  that  we  have  to 
keep  In  mind  is  that  not  only  is  this  bad  law, 
from  a  legal  perspective,  but  it  is  bad  law  from 
a  commonsense  perspective  as  well. 

First,  for  all  the  talk  that  I  have  heard  this 
Congress  about  the  needs  and  the  desperate 
living  conditions  of  the  Indians,  we  have  not 
done  anything  of  any  real  consequence  this 
Congress  to  help  them  out.  And,  the  one  tool 
for  economic  survival  that  they  do  have — ca- 
sino gambling— we  want  to  take  away  from 
them.  But,  perhaps  even  more  incredtole  is 
the  fact  that  I  have  heard  time  and  time  again 
from  other  Members  that  Indians  have  to  start 
looking  for  other  avenues  of  economic  growth 
other  than  gaming.  But  what  happens  when 
they  find  one?  What  do  we  do?  We  try  and 
close  that  down  too.  At  some  point  this  simply 
becomes  a  matter  of  faimess.  We  cannot 
dose  off  all  of  their  options. 

Second,  the  point  is  made  that  these  tax 
moneys  are  being  taken  out  of  the  State  cof- 
fers and  that  eventually  the  States  are  going 
to  have  to  come  to  the  Federal  Government 
for  assistance  and  that  this  will  cost  the  U.S. 
taxpayers.  Well  guess  what?  If  we  do  not  help 
out  the  Indian  trit>es  grow  financially,  whom  do 
you  think  pays  for  it?  The  same  Federal  Gov- 
emment.  The  point  is  that  by  cutting  off  the 
tribe's  economic  avenues,  we  are  not  saving 
any  money  at  all. 

Third,  this  is  not  an  Issue  that  I  am  not  fa- 
miliar with.  This  is  a  big  issue  in  my  State.  But 
let  me  be  dear,  this  is  something  that  had 
been  btown  out  of  proportion  in  terms  of  reve- 
nues tost  to  the  State.  My  biggest  concem  is 
that  we  do  what  we  can  here  to  help  people 
help  themselves — Indians  induded.  If  it  was 
the  case  that  Indian  tribes  were  taking  the 
money  and  spending  It  on  powerboats,  trips  to 
the  south  of  France  then  we  would  have 
cause  for  alann.  But  the  Indian  tribes  are 
smarter  than  that.  They  spend  this  money  on 


the  same  things  that  the  State  spends  it  on — 
roads,  water,  sewer,  and  schools. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Istook]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  demand 
a  recorded  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  House  Resolution  455,  further 
proceedings  on  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Istook]  will  be  postponed. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  DEFAZIO 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  designate  the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  DeFazio:  In 
section  319  (relating  to  timber),  strike  the 
first,  second,  and  third  sentences. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  order  of  the  House  of 
Wednesday,  June  19,  1996,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oregon  [Mr.  DeFazio]  will 
be  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Oregon  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  on  the  issue  of 
log  exports.  Log  exports  are  the  timber 
industry's  best  kept  secret.  While  the 
industry  stands  united  in  its  attempt 
to  pass  riders  to  appropriation  bills 
that  will  accelerate  Federal  timber 
harvests,  they  have  maintained  an  in- 
formal truce  within  their  ranks  on  the 
continued  practice  of  raw  log  exports 
from  the  Pacific  Northwest  even 
though  the  export  of  raw  logs  clearly 
hurts  the  nonexporting  lumber  and 
timber  manufacturing  companies  in 
the  Northwest. 

Last  year,  1.6  billion  board  feet  of 
logs  were  exported  from  Oregon  and 
Washington  to  mills  in  Japan  and  the 
Far  East.  That  is  more  than  twice  the 
amount  of  timber  sold  on  Federal  for- 
ests during  this  time.  Most  of  those 
logs  went  to  supply  some  of  Japan's 
16,000  lumber  mills,  mills  that  are  pro- 
tected from  competition  by  a  dense 
fabric  of  trade  barriers  and  subsidies. 

In  1990  Congress  overwhelmingly  ap- 
proved a  permanent  ban  on  the  export 
of  unprocessed  timber  from  national 
forests,  BLM  and  State-owned  lands.  I 
was  one  of  the  primary  authors  of  that 
legislation.  An  important  part  of  that 
law  prohibited  a  law  against  an  export- 
ing company  from  purchasing  Federal 
timber  for  its  mills  as  a  replacement 
for  private  timber  the  company  is  ex- 
porting. 

Let  me  repeat  that.  The  law  says  a 
company  that  exports  logs  and  owns 
domestic  timber  mills  cannot  purchase 
Federal  timber  as  a  replacement  for 
private  timber  it  exports.  The  practice 
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is  known  as  substitution;  it  is  nothing 
more  than  a  back-door  export  of  Fed- 
eral timber. 

There  is  one  exception,  which  is 
called  a  sourcing  area.  The  Department 
of  Agriculture,  the  Forest  Service,  was 
supposed  to  upgrade  and  determine  new 
sourcing  axeas  for  the  Pacific  North- 
west with  the  changes  in  the  forest 
economy  and  the  prices  bid  on  logs. 
Unfortunately,  last  year  in  the  appro- 
priation bill  and  this  year  in  the  appro- 
priation bill  is  a  prohibition  on  new 
regulations  to  implement  changes  in 
the  sourcing  areas. 

Now,  I  will  admit.  I  will  be  one  of  the 
first  to  admit,  the  Forest  Service  is  not 
perfect.  I  think  there  are  some  prob- 
lems with  their  proposed  regulations, 
but  we  have  seen  no  progress  since  last 
year,  and  I  am  afraid  that  this  year,  if 
another  prohibition  is  adopted,  the 
Forest  Service  will  take  it  as  another 
opportunity  to  not  act  and  to  further 
promulgate  regulations  or  improve  the 
regulations  that  they  have  proposed. 

So  it  is  my  hope,  in  standing  to  offer 
this  amendment  today,  that  we  can 
begin  to  get  some  movement  down- 
town, and  hopefully  they  are  listening 
at  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
the  Forest  Service,  on  reasonable  new 
sourcing  regulations  to  prevent  the 
back-door  export  of  logs  from  the  Pa- 
cific Northwest,  where  it  is  prohibited 
under  existing  law. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DEFAZIO.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Washington. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
pleased  to  engage  my  colleague  from 
Oregon.  The  provision  in  the  bill  he 
seeks  to  address  stems  from  the  Forest 
Resource  Conservation  and  Shortage 
Relief  Act  of  1990.  The  gentleman  and  I 
both  had  extensive  involvement  in  the 
development  and  passage  of  that  legis- 
lation, which  had  bipartisan  support  in 
both  the  Oregon  and  Washington  dele- 
gations. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Washington  for  en- 
tering into  this  colloquy. 

Would  the  gentleman  agree  to  work 
with  me  and  other  members  of  the 
Northwest  congressional  delegation  to 
seek  an  agreement  that  will  allow  the 
Forest  Service  to  move  ahead  within 
the  next  year  on  regulations  that  fully 
implement  the  ban  and  deal  with  the 
issue  of  sourcing  areas  in  a  reasonable 
manner? 

Mr.  DICKS.  I  would  be  happy  to  work 
with  the  gentleman  and  other  members 
of  the  Northwest  delegation  toward 
that  end. 

One  of  the  objectives  of  this  provi- 
sion of  the  bill  is  to  prompt  the  adntiin- 
istration  to  make  a  serious  effort  to 
address  the  concem  of  the  exporting 
segment  of  the  industry. 

I  would  also  ask  the  gentleman  to 
help  me  to  engage  the  administration 
in  this  discussion  and  hopefully  find  a 


solution  that  satisfies  congressional  in- 
tent and  the  legitimate  concerns  of  the 
industry. 

Mr.  DeFAZIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman,  and  I  am  hopeful  that 
we  will  not  be  back  a  year  from  today 
with  the  committee  attempting  to  pre- 
vent promulgation  of  regulation,  and 
at  that  point  I  will  have  to  go  forward 
with  a  vote  and  would  have  to  go 
ahead,  if  I  succeed,  and  implement  the 
problematic  regulations  now  pending. 

So  I  am  happy  to  work  with  the  gen- 
tleman and  try  and  prod  the  awiminis- 
tration  into  action  on  this. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  withdraw  my  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Oregon? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  The 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from  Or- 
egon [Mr.  DeFazio]  is  withdrawn. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
imanimous  consent  to  be  recognized  for 
1  minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Washington? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  only 
point  I  wanted  to  make  that  I  could 
not  make  in  the  colloquy  is  that  we 
have  had  kind  of  a  tradition  in  the  Pa- 
cific Northwest  where  we  prohibit  ex- 
porting off  of  our  Federal  lands  and  ex- 
porting off  of  our  State  lands,  and  one 
of  the  positive  aspects  of  the  amend- 
ment that  is  in  this  bill  is  that  we  have 
100  percent  ban  on  log  exports  from  the 
State  of  Washington,  and  I  would  re- 
mind my  good  friend  from  Oregon  that 
because  of  that  ban  companies  in  Or- 
egon are  able  to  buy  timber  sales  in 
Washington  State,  which  I  sometimes 
regret,  but  that  is  the  reality  of  this 
amendment. 

Now.  I  would  also  point  out  that 
working  out  this  issue  is  a  very  com- 
plicated one.  but  I  am  contmiitted  to 
trying  to  work  it  out.  But  the  policy 
has  been,  let  us  not  export  off  of  public 
lands  and  let  the  private  companies 
make  a  decision  about  exporting  off  of 
their  private  lands,  and  we  will  work 
out  the  substitution  problem.  We  have 
always  been  able  to  work  these  things 
out  in  the  past. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  GLTKNECHT 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will,  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Gutknecht:  At 
the  end  of  the  bill  before  the  short  title.  In- 
sert the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  Each  amount  appropriated  or  oth- 
erwise made  available  by  this  Act  that  Is  not 
required  to  be  appropriated  or  otherwise 
made  available  by  a  provision  of  law  is  here- 
by reduced  by  1.9  percent. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Pursu- 
ant   to    the    order    of   the    House    of 


Wednesday.  June  19.  1996.  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Gut- 
knecht] will  be  recognized  for  10  min- 
utes and  a  Member  opposed,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Regula].  will  be 
recognized  for  10  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Gutknecht]. 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  myself  2  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  believe  that  in  the 
last  election  cycle  the  people  of  the 
United  States  sent  a  pretty  clear  mes- 
sage. I  think  they  wanted  us  to  go  to 
Washington  to  put  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment on  a  diet,  to  balance  their  budget 
and  to  make  the  Federal  Government 
live  within  its  means,  and  I  want  to 
congratulate  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations and  the  chairman  of  the  Inte- 
rior Subcommittee  for  all  the  work 
they  have  done  in  terms  of  trjring  to 
bring  the  Federal  budget  under  bal- 
ance, and  I  congratulate  them,  for  ex- 
ample, in  this  bill,  by  reducing  spend- 
ing by  $482  million  over  last  year. 

Overall  I  think  this  is  a  good  bill,  but 
I  think  we  have  to  refocus  on  the  big 
picture,  and  what  we  did  a  few  weeks 
ago  when  we  passed  the  budget  resolu- 
tion conference  report  is  we  in  fact  said 
that  we  are  going  to  increase  sjpending 
by  about  $4.1  billion  over  what  we  had 
agreed  to  spend  in  last  year's  budget 
resolution;  $4.1  billion. 

What  we  are  offering  today  is  an 
amendment  which  will  reduce  spending 
1.9  percent  across  the  board,  and  I  in- 
tend to  offer  this  amendment  on  all  of 
the  appropriation  bills  from  this  point 
forward,  not  because  they  are  bad  bills, 
but  if  we  can  actually  recover  that  1.9 
percent,  we  can  get  back  to  the  budget 
targets  that  we  set  for  ourselves  a  year 
ago. 

We  cannot.  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mem- 
bers, in  good  conscience  increase  the 
debt  load  on  our  children.  That  has  to 
stop.  If  we  reduce  spending  just  1.9  per- 
cent across  the  board  on  the  remaining 
appropriation  bills,  we  can  reclaim 
that  $4.1  billion. 

I  think  through  shared  sacrifice  we 
can  go  a  long  way  to  create  a  better  fu- 
ture for  our  children,  and  that  is  what 
this  is  all  about.  This  is  not  a  mean- 
spirited  amendment.  It  is  about  keep- 
ing our  faith  with  what  we  said  last 
year,  and,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members, 
remember  what  some  of  the  debate  was 
about,  the  budget  resolution.  Some  of 
our  friends  on  the  other  side  were  say- 
ing. "You're  increasing  spending  too 
much." 

This  is  a  chance  for  people  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  to  say  what  we  mean, 
mean  what  we  say,  to  actually  force 
the  Federal  Government  to  stay  on 
that  glide  path  toward  a  balanced 
budget.  When  we  talk  about  putting 
the  Federal  Government  on  a  diet,  if 
we  compare  that  to  a  belt,  we  are  actu- 
ally asking  the  Federal  Government, 
through  this  1.9-percent  cut,  to  tighten 
its  belt  less  than  one  notch. 
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Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  jrield 
myself  2  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  already  done 
much  better  than  this  amendment  pro- 
poses. We  have  cut  the  budget  4  percent 
from  laist  year,  and  we  have  cut  the 
budget  8  percent  from  the  previous 
year.  Just  look  at  it.  We  are  down  $500 
million  from  1996.  In  1996  we  were  down 
$1  billion  from  1995.  That  is  a  total  cut 
on  very,  very  popular  programs:  parks, 
forests,  grazing  lands,  fish  and  wildlife 
facilities,  Smithsonian,  National  Gal- 
lery of  Art,  Kennedy  Center,  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs;  all  very  important  pro- 
grams to  people.  And  we  have  cut  from 
the  1995  appropriation  level  $1.5  billion. 
If  every  committee  did  that  well,  we 
would  be  well  on  our  way  to  reducing 
the  deficit.  And  a  very  important  fea- 
ture in  what  we  have  done  is  not  only 
have  we  cut  $1.5  billion,  but  we  have 
eliminated  programs  that  would  cost 
us  money  down  the  road  because  we 
want  to  put  this  country  on  a  glidepath 
to  a  balanced  budget. 

D  1515 

We  eliminated,  totally  eliminated 
the  Bureau  of  Mines.  We  were  spending 
about  $150  million  a  year  on  it.  We 
have  eliminated  a  lot  of  other  popular 
programs  because  I  recognize,  and  my 
colleagues  on  the  subcommittee  recog- 
nize that  the  way  to  get  to  the  bal- 
anced budget  is  to  do  the  things  that 
will  reduce  costs  in  the  future.  That  is 
why  we  went  down  $1  billion.  Now  we 
are  down  another  half  a  billion  dollars. 

The  problem  with  this  is  it  takes  a 
slashing  cut  across  the  board.  It 
means,  of  course,  that  for  example  in 
the  native  Americans'  case,  this  would 
cut  the  ability  to  open  Indian  health 
services.  These  are  treaty  obligations 
that  we  would  provide  health  services 
to  the  native  Americans. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  are  coming  on 
line.  We  have  the  hospitals  built,  and 
we  would  not  have  the  money  to  staff 
them.  That  is  not  good  management.  It 
would  eliminate  funding  in  the  Bureau 
of  Indian  Affairs  for  children  in  the 
school  system;  50.000  Indian  children 
would  be  cut  off  from  their  opportuni- 
ties for  education. 

Mr.  Chairman,  all  I  am  saying  to  my 
colleagues,  this  sounds  good,  and  I 
know  that  what  the  gentlemen  are  try- 
ing to  do  is  to  replace  the  money  that 
was  lost  In  budget  conference.  As  I  un- 
derstand it,  they  are  going  to  offer  this 
amendment  to  every  appropriation  bill 
henceforth.  It  just  happens  that  we  are 
the  first  one  in  which  the  opportunity 
has  arisen.  But  it  is  a  poor  one  to  start 
on,  because  we  have  already  done  the 
job.  We  took  the  4  percent  this  year,  we 
took  about  8  percent  last  year.  We  have 
been  trying  to  do  exactly  what  the  gen- 
tleman wants  us  to  do.  We  have  re- 
sponded to  the  House  budget  numbers, 
not  the  Senate,  but  the  House  budget 
numbers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  urge  my  col- 
leagues   to    defeat    this    amendment. 


While  I  understand  the  intent  is  good, 
it  has  a  devastating  impact  on  people, 
on  people  programs,  such  as  the  native 
Americans,  such  as  the  ability  of  peo- 
ple to  access  the  parks. 

We  have  tried  to  do  self-help.  In  our 
bill  last  year,  in  the  bill  this  year,  we 
have  provided  that  the  agencies.  Fish 
and  Wildlife.  Forestry.  Paxks,  that 
they  can  levy  fees.  We  have  worked  to- 
ward partnerships  on  the  HCP's  in 
partnership.  It  is  a  partnership  of  State 
and  local  to  deal  with  endangered  spe- 
cies. We  are  pushing  in  the  directions 
you  want  to  go,  believe  me,  as  rapidly 
as  we  can,  but  we  have  treaty  obliga- 
tions. We  have  obligations  to  keep  the 
parks  open.  We  do  not  want  people 
going  out  to  Yosemite  and  have  the 
sign  hanging  out,  "Sorry,  closed."  So 
we  are  trying  to  do  a  responsible  job. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  would  vote  this 
amendment  down,  recognizing  that  we 
are  making  every  attempt  to  address 
the  concerns  that  the  sponsors  of  this 
amendment  have.  We  will  continue  to 
do  so.       

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Souder]. 

Mr.  SOUDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  first  I 
want  to  congratulate  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  for  his  amendment.  I 
want  to  reiterate  what  both  he  and  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee said,  in  that  this  is  not  targeted  in 
particular  at  the  Committee  on  the  In- 
terior. I  do  not  believe  Yosemite  will 
close  with  a  1.9  percent  budget  cut,  but 
he  has  done  one  admirable  job  of  trsring 
to  manage  the  reduction  in  the  growth 
of  the  budget.  He  has  done  an  admira- 
ble job  in  being  fair  in  his  process.  I  am 
sorry  that  we  are  starting  on  his  bill. 

The  fact  is,  however,  many  of  us  felt 
there  should  not  be  a  bump-up.  We  did 
not  come  here  to  increase  the  deficit  in 
our  second  year.  With  a  change  of  1.9 
percent  in  the  remaining  bills,  and  if 
we  go  back  and  recoup  1.9  percent  in 
the  bills  we  already  passed,  in  effect  we 
would  not  have  a  bump-up.  This 
amendment  is  a  start  toward  a  meain- 
ingful  reduction.  Even  if  we  do  this  is 
all  the  renmining,  it  does  not  get  all  of 
it  back  but  it  moves  toward  it. 

My  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle,  after  the  Republican  budget 
passed,  did  a  lot  of  whining  and  talking 
on  the  floor  about  the  deficit  going  up. 
I  would  like  to  read  a  few  quotes. 

The  gentlewoman  from  Colorado 
[Mrs.  SCHROEDER]  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  said: 

Here  we  are  considering  a  deficit  that  is 
going:  to  be  higher  than  the  one  we  have  nejtt 
year.  How  can  we  have  a  higher  one  next 
year  than  the  one  we  have  this  year,  and 
then  stand  there  and  say  it  passes  the 
straight  face  test,  to  stand  around  and  look 
at  people  and  say  we  are  really  for  balancing 
the  budget?  This  does  not  work.  The  real 
issue  is  not  whether  or  not  you  are  for  the 
amendment.  It  is  whether  or  not  you  can  get 
the  deficit  under  control. 

The  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
VOLKMER]  said: 


Mr.  Speaker,  they  are  more  interested  in 
reducing  taxes  for  the  wealthy  than  they  are 
in  reducing  the  deficit.  I  may.  let  us  reduce 
the  deficit  before  we  give  any  tax  cuts  for 
anybody.  That  Is  my  position.  Let's  get  a 
balanced  budget  first. 

The  gentlewoman  from  Georgia  [Ms. 
MCKINNEY]  said: 

The  Republican  budget  resolution  passed 
last  night  actually  increases  the  deficit.  Re- 
publican leaders  shut  down  the  government 
twice  just  so  they  could  Increase  the  deficit 
by  S40  billion,  leaving  real  deficit  reduction 
to  future  Congresses. 

The  fact  is,  here  is  the  amendment. 
Here  is  the  way  to  do  it.  There  would 
be  no  bump-up  in  the  deficit;  1.9  per- 
cent from  here  on  out,  1.9  percent,  less 
than  2  percent  gets  rid  of  what  all  the 
talk  has  been  on  this  floor  in  Congress 
about  the  bump-up.  I  say  we  shoul  do 
it  and  not  just  talk  about  it. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  Dicks]. 

Mr.  DICKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  first  of  all 
I  would  like  to  tell  my  colleagues  that 
many  of  us  have  had  serious  reserva- 
tions about  the  cuts  that  have  already 
been  made.  I  think  if  we  look  at  it,  it 
has  been  something  like  $1.5  billion  and 
$2  billion  in  a  $12  billion  bill  over  the 
last  2  years.  This  year  the  committee 
has  cut  by  4  percent.  We  are  talking 
about  parks,  we  are  talking  about  wild- 
life refuges,  we  are  talking  about  the 
Endowment  for  the  Arts  and  Human- 
ities, we  are  talking  about  some  of  the 
most  important  programs. 

I  would  say  to  my  colleagues.  I  have 
a  real  problem  knowing  that  the  reason 
we  are  going  to  have  to  make  these 
cuts  is  to  finance  a  big  tax  cut,  which 
nobody  in  my  district  wants.  I  do  not 
think  we  should  have  to  cut  these  sen- 
sitive programs  further.  I  do  not  see 
any  of  these  people  coming  here  and 
sajrlng,  let  us  do  something  about  enti- 
tlements. Why  do  we  want  to  continue 
to  go  after  discretionary  spending  to 
solve  the  entire  problem  of  the  deficit? 

I  am  with  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
souri, Harold  Volkmer,  last  night 
when  he  got  up  and  said,  you  know,  we 
would  not  have  to  do  this  if  it  was  not 
for  the  big  tax  cut.  That  is  what  it  is. 
We  are  going  to  have  to  cut  into  some 
of  the  most  sensitive  programs,  Indian 
health,  in  order  to  finance  a  tax  cut 
that  nobody  in  my  district  wants.  They 
want  us  to  balance  the  budget.  We  are 
on  the  course  to  balancing  the  budget. 
I  regret  the  fact,  and  I  know  others 
will  mention  defense  and  other  things 
of  that  nature.  But  we  have  done  zip  on 
entitlements,  and  we  continue  to 
pound  away  on  discretionary  spending. 

I  wish  some  of  the  people  who  are  al- 
ways up  here  wanting  to  do  across-the- 
board  cuts,  who  do  not  come  to  the 
hearings,  do  not  testify  before  the  com- 
mittee, want  to  take  a  meat-axe  ap- 
proach, would  put  a  little  of  that  effort 
into  some  of  the  areas  of  other  Govern- 
ment spending.  I  think  we  have  done 
our  job  here,  as  we  have  done  every  sin- 
gle year  I  have  been  on  this  committee. 
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It  is  not  discretionary  spending  that  is 
the  problem,  it  is  the  entitlements  and 
the  tax  cut.  That  is  what  the  gen- 
tleman is  not  focusing  on. 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Mr.  Chairman  I 
yield  15  seconds  to  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Neumann]  for  the  pur- 
pose of  response. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  like  to  point  out  to  the  gen- 
tleman that  in  fact  we  are  $15  billion 
over  our  discretionary  targets  this 
year,  and  in  fact  it  is  not  the  tax  cuts 
that  are  causing  the  problems,  but  an 
increase  in  discretionary  spending  of 
$15  billion. 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2Vi  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  COBURN]. 

Mr.  COBURN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I,  too, 
would  congratulate  our  chairman  for 
the  job  he  has  done.  I  a^ee  that  they 
have  done  great  work.  But  I  think  his 
point  proves  the  point  by  his  very  own 
testimony.  Last  year  they  cut  $1  bil- 
lion. This  year  they  cut  another  $500 
million.  Where  did  the  $500  million 
come  from?  They  cut  $1  billion  last 
year  and  they  can  cut  $500  million 
more  this  year?  Why  not  two  pennies" 
worth?  Why  not  2  cents  more? 

It  is  the  same  thing  in  every  Govern- 
ment agency:  There  is  so  much  waste, 
there  is  so  much  to  get,  that  we  will 
find  more  next  year.  Ther^  will  be 
more  next  year.  There  will  be  more 
than  this  $500  million  next  year,  be- 
cause it  is  there. 

The  question  comes,  it  is  like  the  guy 
on  TV  in  Oklahoma  says,  "What's  the 
deal?"  The  deal  is  we  promised  to  bal- 
ance this  budget.  We  promised  to  live 
within  our  means  and  quit  saw:rificing 
the  future  of  our  children  and  grand- 
children. We  have  to  have  the  dis- 
cipline to  do  that.  The  true  fact  of  the 
matter  is,  as  the  gentleman  from  Wis- 
consin stated,  we  are  spending  $14  bil- 
lion more  than  what  we  said  we  were 
going  to  spend  a  mere  9  months  ago.  It 
proves  that  there  is  not  the  discipline 
in  this  House  to  live  up  to  its  obliga- 
tions in  terms  of  the  budget  and  in 
terms  of  spending. 

All  we  are  saying  is  cut  every  addi- 
tional appropriations  program  a  mini- 
mum of  $1.9  percent,  2  cents.  Everyone 
knows  we  have  2  cents  worth  of  waste 
in  the  Federal  Government.  We  can,  we 
should,  and  most  of  all.  we  owe  that 
obligation  to  the  future  generations 
whose  money  we  are  spending  today.  It 
is  easy  for  us  to  spend  it  because  we 
are  not  going  to  pay  it  back.  It  is  not 
easy  for  them  to  spend  it  and  it  is  not 
easy  for  them  to  pay  it  back.  They  are 
going  to  pay  it  back  by  not  owning  a 
home,  not  being  able  to  buy  a  car,  hav- 
ing hyperinflation,  and  not  achieving 
the  living  standard  anywhere  close  to 
what  we  have. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Boehlert]. 


Mr.  BOEHLERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  time 
to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  pending  amendment.  This  reminds 
me  of  the  last  time  I  went  to  donate 
blood,  and  they  were  really  short.  I  do- 
nated a  pint,  they  wanted  a  pint,  and 
then  they  wanted  another  pint,  but  I 
just  could  not  give  anymore.  It  would 
do  great  damage  to  my  health.  I  think 
if  we  did  this,  it  would  do  great  damage 
to  this  bill.  We  have  cut  $1.5  billion 
since  1995. 

We  are  moving  in  the  right  direction. 
But  look  at  what  we  are  providing 
funding  for.  Is  there  anything  more 
precious  to  our  heritage  than  the  na- 
tional parks?  I  think  not.  Some  great 
environmental  initiatives  in  here  we 
are  treating  in  a  very  responsible  way: 
the  Everglades,  dealing  with  the  clean 
streams  program,  dealing  with  habitat 
and  conservation  areas.  I  think  every- 
one in  America  who  hunts,  who  bikes, 
who  fishes,  who  loves  this  great  land  of 
ours,  should  be  very  supportive  of  this 
bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  conmiit- 
tee.  under  very  difficult  circumstances, 
has  come  up  with  a  good  package.  We 
have  made  some  adjustments  on  the 
floor,  as  I  think  we  should,  because  the 
people's  House  is  working  its  will.  This 
is  good  legislation.  We  have  cut.  To  cut 
further  is  counterproductive. 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con- 
sume. 

I  would  say  to  my  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York,  we  are  not 
going  asking  for  a  pint,  we  are  asking 
for  a  few  more  drops. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  srield  2  minutes  to 
my  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon- 
sin [Mr.  Neumann]. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman,  last 
week  we  passed  a  budget  that  allows 
the  deficit  to  go  back  up  a^ain.  I  heard 
lots  of  people  talk  about  why  that  is 
wrong  and  why  we  should  not  be  doing 
that.  Here  is  an  opportunity  to  fix  the 
problem.  We  are  going  to  bring  an 
amendment  like  this  with  each  one  of 
the  remaining  appropriation  bills.  Let 
us  fix  the  problem.  Here  is  our  chance. 

Why  is  the  deficit  going  back  up?  Be- 
cause we  spent  $15  billion  in  discre- 
tionary spending  that  we  were  not  sup- 
posed to  spend.  Let  me  put  that  in 
English.  This  Congress,  the  House  of 
Representatives,  literally  controls 
about  one-third  of  the  budget.  It  is 
called  discretionary  spending.  It  is  in 
that  part  of  the  budget  that  we  have 
problems  right  now.  It  is  in  that  part 
of  the  budget,  that  is  why  the  deficit 
went  up.  That  is  why  we  need  to  cor- 
rect it  in  this  manner. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  is 
about  1.9  percent.  Listen  to  the  cries 
we  are  hearing  here  on  the  floor:  It  is 
going  to  hurt  this  or  that  or  the  next 
thing.  Is  there  anyone  outside  the  city 
of  Washington,  DC,  that  honestly  be- 


lieves there  is  not  1.9  percent  of  waste 
in  every  Government  program?  I  guar- 
antee Members,  standing  here  today, 
that  there  is  more  than  1.9  cents  out  of 
every  dollar  in  wasteful  Government 
spending  in  this  bill  that  could  be  cut 
out  without  hurting  the  national  parks 
and  without  hurting  the  things  that 
are  so  near  and  dear  to  this  country. 

I  do  not  believe  that  a  1.9-percent 
cut.  and  this  is  not  a  19-percent  cut. 
this  is  not  even  a  2-percent  cut.  a  1.9- 
percent  cut  is  actually  going  to  do  all 
of  those  detrimental  things  they  are 
talking  about.  I  do  not  buy  it.  We  can 
find  1.9  percent  of  wasteful  spending  in 
this  appropriation  bill  and  in  every  one 
of  the  remaining  appropriation  bills. 
When  we  do.  that  is  going  to  put  us 
back  on  a  glide  path  to  a  balanced 
budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  owe  it  to  our  chil- 
dren and  we  owe  it  to  our  grand- 
children to  do  what  is  right  for  the  fu- 
ture of  the  country,  and  what  is  right 
for  the  future  of  the  country  has  to  be 
put  ahead  of  our  desire  to  spend  more 
money  here  in  Washington,  DC.  That  is 
really  what  this  is  all  about.  Let  us  do 
what  is  right  for  the  future,  what  is 
right  for  our  children.  Let  us  get  our- 
selves back  on  a  glide  path  to  a  bal- 
anced budget. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  jrield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois [Mr.  Yates],  the  distinguished 
ranking  member  of  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Wisconsin  talked  about  a 
$15  billion  excess  in  discretionary 
spending.  The  Defense  appropriations 
bill  is  $13  billion  over  the  President's 
budget.  There  is  $13  billion  of  the  gen- 
tleman's $15  billion,  because  defense  is 
a  part  of  discretionary  spending.  Why 
did  the  proponents  of  this  amendment 
not  offer  their  amendment  to  the  De- 
fense bill  when  the  bill  was  on  the 
floor?  They  could  have  achieved  a 
much  greater  amount  of  money  than 
they  do  with  a  bill  of  this  kind. 

Mr.  COBURN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  YATES.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  COBURN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  De- 
fense appropriations  bill  was  voted  on 
at  the  time  at  which  we  voted  on  the 
budget  resolution,  the  joint  conference. 

Mr.  YATES.  I  would  say  to  the  gen- 
tleman, he  still  could  have  offered  an 
amendment. 

Mr.  COBURN.  We  certainly  would 
have  been  happy  to.  had  it  come  to  the 
floor  beforehand. 

Mr.  YATES.  I  would  say  to  the  gen- 
tleman that  that  is  the  fault  of  his 
leadership,  it  is  not  anybody  else's. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  YATES.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  NEUMANN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  like  to  point  out  that  we  did 
bring  an  amendment  to  the  floor  that 
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did  bring  defense  spending  back  to  last 
year's  level. 

Mr.  YATES.  I  voted  for  the  gentle- 
man's amendment. 

D  1530 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
yield  myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  know  if  any- 
body read  this  morning's  Washington 
Post,  but  there  is  a  great  story  in  there 
about  a  doctor  who  is  paid  $117,000  a 
year  to  sit  in  an  office  and  see  no  pa- 
tients. He  is  paid  by  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, by  the  Federal  taxpayers. 

It  seems  like  every  day  if  we  study  or 
look  enough,  we  will  find  in  news- 
papers, in  the  national  magazines,  the 
media  and  so  forth  are  telling  these 
stories  about  the  waste  of  Federal 
si>ending.  For  people  to  come  to  this 
floor  and  say  that  we  cannot  find  an 
additional  1.9  percent,  well,  I  doubt  if 
many  people  in  this  room  really  be- 
lieve that.  I  know  the  people  of  Amer- 
ica do  not  believe  that. 

I  believe  that  the  chairman  has  oper- 
ated in  good  faith.  This  is  a  good  faith 
amendment.  It  is  about  keeping  faith 
with  our  kids.  After  we  passed  the 
budget  resolution  conference  report 
just  a  few  weeks  ago.  the  Appropria- 
tions Comnuttee  added  $718  million  to 
this  bill.  We  are  simply  asking  to  re- 
duce that  expenditure  by  $230  million. 
That  money  can  be  found,  it  must  be 
found,  if  we  are  to  keep  faith  with  our 
kids,  if  we  are  to  keep  faith  with  our 
word,  if  we  are  to  keep  faith  with  the 
promise  that  we  made  last  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  an  important 
amendment.  It  is  supported  by  the  Citi- 
zens for  a  Sound  Economy,  and  I  sus- 
pect many  other  organizations  out 
there  will  be  studying  this  vote.  I  hope 
Members  will  keep  faith  with  what 
they  said  last  year.  Please  support  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Ari- 
zona [Mr.  KOLBE],  the  vice  chairman  of 
the  committee,  who  has  done  a  great 
job  as  a  member  of  our  committee. 

Mr.  KOLBE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  3rielding  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  com- 
ments I  have  heard  about  we  can  surely 
find  2  pennies  of  waste,  and  reduce  this 
bill  by  1.9  percent  across-the-board.  I 
have  been  there,  I  have  offered  these 
amendments  on  the  floor  before  on  ap- 
propriation bills.  But  I  would  point  out 
that  when  I  offered  those  amendments, 
it  was  in  years  when  we  were  increas- 
ing appropriations  by  3  percent,  5  per- 
cent, as  much  as  7,  8,  or  10  percent.  We 
heard  about  a  1.9-percent  cut,  that  any- 
body should  be  able  to  do  that.  But, 
Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  cut  this  bill  by 
12  percent  in  the  last  2  years.  Let  me 
repeat  that:  We've  made  a  12-percent 
reduction. 

The  last  speiker  just  talked  about 
how  there  is  an  individual,  a  doctor 


working  for  a  Federal  agency.  I  read 
that  article,  about  the  doctor  who  is 
getting  paid  for  doing  no  work.  Does 
anybody  think  that  by  cutting  1.9  per- 
cent we  are  going  to  solve  that  prob- 
lem? No,  we  have  got  to  go  in  and 
change  the  law,  the  Federal  employ- 
ment laws.  We  have  got  to  make  it  pos- 
sible for  managers  to  fire  people,  to  get 
rid  of  people  that  are  deadwood,  to  do 
what  managers  are  supposed  to  do. 

That  is  the  basic  problem  we  have 
got.  We  have  to  change  a  lot  of  other 
laws  to  get  the  systemic  changes  we 
need.  It  is  not  just  about  changing  or 
reducing  the  level  of  funding.  This  is 
not  the  answer.  We  have  made  cuts. 
Twelve  percent  we  have  reduced  this 
bill,  $500  million  this  year  alone. 

Look  at  how  the  parks  have  gone  up 
in  the  number  of  visitors.  Does  any- 
body believe  that  we  do  not  need  to 
provide  for  those  crown  jewels  of  our 
national  heritage?  We  do,  and  we  need 
to  have  the  funds  for  that.  I  urge  a 
"no"  vote. 

Mr.  REGLXA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  jrield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Ohio  is  recognized  for  1  minute. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  know 
that  this  amendment  is  made  in  good 
faith  but,  as  the  gentleman  from  Ari- 
zona [Mr.  KoLBE]  pointed  out,  we  have 
cut  not  1.9  percent,  we  have  cut  12  per- 
cent. 

The  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
GtJTKNECHT]  talked  about  keeping  faith 
with  our  kids.  Keeping  faith  with  out 
kids  also  means  preserving  the  herit- 
age of  America,  the  parks,  the  forests, 
the  public  lands,  the  cultural  treasures 
downtown,  in  good  shape.  That  is  keep- 
ing faith,  so  that  they  can  enjoy  the 
Yosemites  and  the  Yellowstones.  so 
that  they  do  not  have  to  worry  about 
their  safety  or  inadequate  facilities. 

Keeping  faith  means  managing  these 
facilities  well.  We  have  tried  to  do  that 
while  at  the  same  time  saving  the  tax- 
payers $1.5  billion.  That  is  keeping 
faith  with  the  future.  We  have  done  it 
with  a  lot  of  hard  work,  and  we  have 
not  only  done  it  for  now  but  we  have 
done  it  for  the  future,  by  eliminating 
programs,  by  not  building  facilities 
that  will  cost  a  lot  of  money  down  the 
road,  but  we  have  put  extra  money  in 
to  fix  buildings,  to  repair  roads,  to  en- 
sure that  these  kids  have  a  safe  envi- 
ronment when  they  go  to  visit  these 
national  treasures. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman   from    Minnesota    {Mr.    GUT- 

KNECHT]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  annoimced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  GUTKNECHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote,  and  pending 
that  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  455,  further  proceedings  on 


the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Gur- 
KNECHT]  will  be  postponed. 

The  point  of  no  quorum  is  considered 
withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SANDERS 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  No.  27  offered  by  Mr.  Sanders: 
In  the  Item  relating  to  "Bureau  of  Land 
Management— PAYMENTS  in  lieu  of  taxes", 
after  the  first  dollar  amount.  Insert  the  fol- 
lowing: "(Increased  by  $10,000,000)". 

In  the  item  relating  to  "DEPARTMENT 

OF  ENERGY— FOSSO-  ENERGY  RESEARCH  AND 

devei-OPMENT,  after  the  dollar  amount,  in- 
sert the  following:  "(reduced  by  $25,000,000)". 

The  CHAIRMAN,  Pursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  House  of  Wednesday,  June 
19,  1996,  the  gentleman  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Sanders]  and  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Regula]  each  will  control  10 
minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
firom  Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders]. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
one-half  of  my  time  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Idaho  [Mrs.  Chenoweth], 
the  coauthor  of  this  amendment,  and  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  she  be  per- 
mitted to  control  that  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Vermont? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  that 
is  being  introduced  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  Idaho  [Mrs.  Chenoweth] 
and  myself  does  two  important  things 
that  most  Members  of  this  body  a^ree 
with: 

First  it  deals  with  the  very  serious 
problem  of  unfunded  mandates,  of  forc- 
ing citizens  in  close  to  2,000  counties  in 
49  of  our  States  to  pay  more  in  local 
property  taxes  than  they  should  be 
passing  because  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment has  fallen  very  far  behind  in  its 
payment  in  lieu  of  taxes  on  federally 
owned  land. 

Mr.  Chairman,  despite  an  increase 
that  was  granted  2  years  ago  in  the 
PILT  authorization  levels,  the  actual 
appropriations  have  been  kept  nearly 
level,  resulting  in  a  revenue  shortfall 
to  local  conmiunities  in  real  terms.  For 
fiscal  year  1996,  for  example,  local  gov- 
ernments will  receive  only  60  to  70  per- 
cent of  the  payment  level  which  was 
set  in  the  authorization.  This  amend- 
ment would  begin  to  address  this  un- 
funded mandate  by  increasing  the  pay- 
ment in  lieu  of  taxes  program  by  $10 
million.  Currently  the  PILT  Program 
provides  $113  million.  If  this  amend- 
ment passes,  we  bring  the  total  up  to 
$123  million.  The  formula  by  which 
pajrments  in  lieu  of  taxes  are  made  is  a 
complicated  one  and  each  property  is 
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treated  differently.  But,  on  average,  if 
this  ajnendment  is  passed,  there  would 
be  a  9-percent  increase  in  PILT  funding 
for  our  States  and  communities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  heard  a  great 
deal  of  discussion  recently  about  devo- 
lution and  our  concerns  for  local  com- 
munities and  local  government.  I  know 
something  about  that  as  the  mayor  of 
the  city  of  Burlington,  VT  for  8  years. 
In  Vermont,  many  of  our  communities 
are  hard  pressed  to  pay  escalating 
property  taxes.  Fifty-one  communities 
in  Vermont,  close  to  2.000  nationally, 
would  benefit  by  an  increase  in  PILT 
payments.  It  is  high  time  that  the  Fed- 
eral Government  accepted  its  respon- 
sibility to  do  right  by  local  commu- 
nities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mrs.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  2  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
bipartisan  Sanders-Chenoweth  amend- 
ment that  would  not  only  help  restore 
the  payment  in  lieu  of  taxes  concept  to 
the  authorized  levels  but  would  also 
contribute  to  deficit  reduction.  This 
amount  would  cut  $25  million  of  unnec- 
essary dollars  from  R&D  of  fossil  fuels, 
add  $10  million  to  the  underfunded 
PILT  Program,  and  then  set  aside  $15 
million  for  deficit  reduction. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  concept  and  need 
for  PILT  is  very  simple.  Rural  commu- 
nities in  this  country  that  are  heavily 
made  up  of  Federal  lands  do  not  have 
the  benefit  of  collecting  property  taxes 
from  private  lands.  The  Federal  Gov- 
ernment just  simply  does  not  pay  taxes 
to  counties  or  local  units  of  govern- 
ment. PILT  was  established  to  help  fill 
this  gap  of  the  missing  revenues  in 
order  to  keep  the  counties'  ability  to 
supply  the  necessary  and  essential 
services,  such  as  hospitals  and  roads 
and  bridges  and  schools  and  emergency 
medical  treatment  and  so  forth,  all  of 
these  functions  that  are  vital  to  our 
communities,  and  which  are  demanded 
by  the  citizens  of  those  communities. 

Just  to  emphasize  how  very  impor- 
tant PILT  is  to  districts  in  the  West, 
let  me  remind  my  colleagues  of  the  ex- 
traordinarily heavy  concentration  of 
Federal  lands  in  the  West.  For  in- 
stance, in  Idaho,  my  State,  the  Federal 
Government  manages  and  controls  70 
percent  of  the  land.  This  70  percent  of 
land  is  therefore  removed  from  the 
property  tax  base.  That  means  that  the 
States  and  counties  are  unable  to  col- 
lect taxes  from  this  land.  Yet  our  coun- 
ty commissioners  are  facing  a  greater 
demand  to  provide  necessary  services. 
Over  the  years  these  counties  have 
come  to  rely  on  PILT  and  now  PELT 
has  been  cut,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  point  out  to 
my  colleagues  that  we  have  funded 
PILT  at  the  same  level  as  last  year.  We 
did  not  cut  it.  It  is  $135.5  million.  We 


are  $12  million  over  the  Presidents  re- 
quest for  PELT.  I  think  we  have  been  as 
generous  as  we  could  given  the  bal- 
ances that  we  have  to  achieve  to  get 
the  deficit  reductions. 

I  know  this  is  put  in  to  attract  a  cer- 
tain amount  of  votes,  but  keep  in  mind 
that  we  are  at  last  year's  level  which  is 
$12  million  over  the  Presidents  re- 
quest. 

The  energy  account  is  $58  million 
below  the  Presidents  request.  I  have 
spoken  to  this  several  times  today  and 
yesterday  that  fossil  energy  has  been 
cut.  and  it  has  been  cut  dramatically 
in  the  last  2  years.  These  are  very  im- 
portant programs.  We  have  contractual 
obligations  where  we  have  said  to  pri- 
vate sector  companies,  "We  wiU  put  up 
some  money,  you  put  up  some  money 
to  achieve  innovative  breakthroughs  in 
technology." 

Energy  is  vital  to  the  future  of  this 
Nation.  You  cannot  farm  those  fields  if 
you  do  not  have  gasoline  that  you  can 
buy  at  a  reasonable  price.  We  saw  the 
impact  a  few  weeks  ago  when  suddenly 
gasoline,  I  noticed  out  in  my  area  it 
was  $1.39  a  gallon,  up  probably  20  cents. 
That  is  just  the  forerunner  of  what 
could  happen.  That  is  why  fossil  energy 
research  is  so  vitally  important  to  this 
Nation's  future. 

Let  us  not  throw  away  the  long-term 
need  to  develop  new  and  innovative 
technology  in  the  use  of  energy  that  is 
nonjjolluting,  that  will  reduce  the  air 
emissions,  that  will  give  us  energy 
independence.  I  have  been  over  this 
record  before,  but  it  is  extremely  im- 
portant in  terms  of  this  Nation's  future 
for  all  the  people.  We  would  have  to  op- 
pose this  amendment  strenuously. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders]  has  3 
minutes  remaining,  the  gentlewoman 
from  Idaho  [Mrs.  Chenoweth]  has  3 
minutes  remaining,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Regula]  has  8  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Min- 
nesota [Mr.  Oberstar]. 

Mr.  OBERSTAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
payment  in  lieu  of  taxes  program  is 
about  basic  fairness.  The  Federal  Gov- 
ernment holds  large  tracts  of  land  in 
public  trust  for  all  Americans,  land 
that  is  taken  out  of  the  local  tax  base 
and  in  return  for  maintaining  this  land 
in  the  public  interest,  we  make  a  mod- 
est little  payment  to  those  local  units 
of  government.  That  payment  has  not 
increased  in  20  years. 

Let  me  just  take  Cook  County  in  my 
district  that  is  94  percent  in  public 
land  ownership  and  off  that  6  percent 
of  the  remaining  land  of  900,000  acres, 
that  county  has  to  provide  for  roads, 
for  search  and  rescue,  for  emergency 
medical  care,  for  surface  water,  ground 
water  for  all  the  people  who  come  and 
travel  through  the  area. 


St.  Louis  Coimty  has  3,000  miles  of 
county  roads.  This  is  a  county  about 
the  size  of  the  State  of  Massachusetts. 
It  has  to  provide  emergency  medical 
services,  rescue  the  people  who  travel 
from  other  parts  of  the  United  States 
to  see  Voyageurs  National  Park  and 
Superior  National  Forest.  They  have 
accidents  and  they  have  health  prob- 
lems and  the  county  has  to  take  care  of 
them,  but  the  rest  of  the  country  is  not 
providing  an  increase  in  funding. 

We  have  not  had  an  increase  in  20 
years.  We  need  to  have  an  increase  in 
the  funding  for  the  payment  in  lieu  of 
taxes  program  to  be  fair  to  the  people 
of  this  country. 

D  1545 
Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Doyle]. 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  rise  to 
oppose  this  amendment. 

Once  again,  here  we  are  for  the 
fourth,  fifth,  maybe  sixth  time  in 
which  we  see  amendments  which  seek 
to  plus  up  accounts  at  the  expense  of 
the  Fossil  Energy  Program.  While  I  do 
not  stand  here  on  this  particular 
amendment  or  on  any  of  the  others, 
Mr.  Chairman,  to  say  that  I  oppose  the 
funds  which  they  propose  to  plus  up, 
once  again  I  am  here  to  urge  Members 
that  this  cannot  be  done  at  the  expense 
of  the  Fossil  Elnergy  R&D  Program. 

We  have  taken  our  hits,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, over  a  20-percent  cut,  in  fossil  en- 
ergy R&D  in  the  last  2  years.  Every 
year  we  are  seeing  that  amount  go 
down  in  real  numbers.  We  just  cannot 
afford  to  give  anymore  from  the  fossil 
energy  R&D  budget.  While  these  pro- 
grams that  are  being  proposed  in  this 
amendment  and  others  may  be  worthy 
programs,  to  fund  them  at  the  exi)ense 
of  our  long-term  energy  interests,  at 
the  expense  of  fossil  energy  R&D,  is 
simply  not  acceptable. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  urge  all  Mem- 
bers on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  to  oppose 
this  amendment,  as  we  have  all  the 
other  amendments  which  put  fossil  en- 
ergy R&D  in  jeopardy. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  $25  million  that 
we  are  using  for  these  purposes,  in 
other  words,  deficit  reduction  and  in- 
creasing PILT  payments  to  local  com- 
munities all  over  America,  comes  from 
the  fossil  energy  research  and  develop- 
ment fund.  According  to  the  report  of 
the  fiscal  year  1997  budget  resolution, 
which  passed  the  House,  this  is  the  Re- 
publican resolution,  let  me  quote: 

The  Department  of  Energy  has  spent  bil- 
lions of  dollars  on  research  and  development 
since  the  oil  crisis  in  1973  triggered  this  ac- 
tivity. Returns  on  this  Investment  have  not 
been  cost  effective,  particularly  for  applied 
research  and  development  which  industry 
has  ample  Incentive  to  undertake.  Some  of 
this  activity  Is  simply  corporate  welfare  for 
the  oil,  gas  and  utility  industries.  Much  of  It 
duplicates  what  Industry  is  already  doing. 
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Some  bas  gone  to  fund  technologies  In  which 
the  market  has  no  interest. 

That  is  not  Bernie  Sanders,  that  is 
the  budget  resolution  of  the  Repub- 
lican majority.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  has  much  to  do  with  hon- 
oring our  commitment  to  local  com- 
munities all  over  America,  including  51 
towns  in  the  State  of  Vermont  who  are 
not  receiving  their  fair  share  of  PELT 
payments  from  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

We  have  heard  a  lot  of  talk  in  recent 
years  about  devolution,  about  giving 
responsibility  back  to  local  commu- 
nities, about  our  respect  for  local  gov- 
ernment. If  we  respect  local  govern- 
ment, then  we  should  not  cheat  them. 
We  should  provide  the  tjTje  of  pay- 
ments to  which  they  are  due. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  right  now  the 
PILT  payments  come  to  about  60  to  70 
percent  of  what  has  been  authorized. 
We  are  asking,  the  gentlewoman  from 
Idaho  [Mrs.  Chenoweth]  sund  I  are  ask- 
ing for  $25  million.  Of  that,  $15  million 
goes  straight  to  deficit  reduction,  10 
million  goes  back  to  the  local  commu- 
nities 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  end  simply  by 
saying  this.  If  all  of  the  Members  who 
agree  with  the  philosophy  of  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  Idaho  [Mrs. 
Chenoweth]  would  support  it,  all  those 
who  agree  with  my  philosophy  would 
support  it,  and  all  of  those  in-between 
would  support  it,  we  would  end  up  with 
435  votes  and  we  would  be  very  happy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time. 

Mrs.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  1V4  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  GrOOPiATTEl. 

Mr.  GOODLATTE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentlewoman  for  3aeldlng  me 
this  time,  and  I  rise  in  strong  support 
of  her  and  the  gentleman  fi-om  Ver- 
mont's amendment. 

This  is  a  serious  problem  all  across 
the  country.  We  can  see  it  in  New  Eng- 
land, we  can  see  it  in  the  far  west,  we 
can  see  it  In  Minnesota.  It  is  also  a 
problem  in  the  south.  In  my  congres- 
sional district,  one-third  of  all  the  land 
in  the  district  is  owned  by  the  Federal 
Government.  Some  of  the  counties  in 
my  district,  more  than  50  percent  of  all 
the  land  in  those  counties  is  owned  by 
the  Federal  Government. 

The  Federal  Government  pays  zero  to 
those  local  counties  in  the  form  of 
taxes  to  help  support  all  of  the  infra- 
structure that  is  needed  to  support  the 
use  of  that  laind.  The  employees  who 
work  for  the  Forest  Service,  the  Na- 
tional Park  Service,  other  Federal 
Government  facilities  utilize  the  local 
school  system,  utilize  the  roads.  The 
visitors  do  the  same  thing  and  yet  they 
do  not  get  anything. 

Over  the  past  few  years,  we  have 
worked  very  hard  to  increase  the  au- 
thorized level  of  support  for  the  Pay- 
ment In  Ideu  of  Taxes  Program.  The 
bill  ill  1994  amended  it  to  address  the 


revenue  shortfall  and  increase  the  pre- 
vious authorization,  which  right  now  is 
75  cents  to  93  cents  per  acre  in  1995, 
Sl.ll  in  1996,  and  S1.29  in  1997. 

But  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions has  not  increased  those  payments 
in  accordance  with  what  the  authoriz- 
ing committee  has  and  what  this  entire 
Congress  has  approved,  and  I  would 
urge  this  Congress  to  adopt  this 
amendment  and  provide  the  additional 
support  that  these  communities  need. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentlewoman 
from  Idaho  [Mrs.  Chenoweth]  has  IMz 
minutes  remaining,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Regula]  has  6  minutes 
remaining.  The  gentleman  from  Ohio 
has  the  right  to  close. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  jrield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia [Mr.  Brown],  the  ranking  mem- 
ber of  the  Conrmiittee  on  Science. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing me  the  time. 

I  think  some  of  you  may  be  asking 
why  I  am  standing  up  here  so  fre- 
quently to  defend  a  budget,  an  appro- 
priation bill  which  cuts  rather  severely 
into  some  of  my  favorite  programs,  and 
I  think  all  of  you  know  my  concern 
about  research  and  development  pro- 
grams. The  outlook  for  national  re- 
search and  development  over  the  next  6 
years,  until  2002,  is  for  a  25-percent  cut. 
In  my  view,  this  will  be  catastrophic 
for  the  future  of  America. 

It  is  going  to  deprive  us  of  the  invest- 
ments necessary  for  economic  success 
and  world  competitiveness.  This  bill  is 
making  a  small  effort  to  prevent  the 
faster  erosion  of  this  capability,  and  I 
commend  the  chairman  for  what  he  is 
doing  to  protect  some  of  the  key  areas 
of  research  and  development. 

Now,  some  of  the  areas  that  the  gen- 
tleman is  protecting  axe  under  attack 
from  others  who  attack  them  not  be- 
cause they  are  not  good  research  but 
because  they  do  not  like  the  fact  that 
it  is  a  partnership  arrangement  be- 
tween a  mature  industry  and  the  Fed- 
eral Government.  I  have  spoken  on  this 
before  and  pointed  out  how  important 
it  is  that  we  have  these  partnerships, 
because  there  is  no  incentive  for  these 
companies  to  invest  when  they  are 
making  a  profit  and  their  business  is 
good  and  they  really  do  not  need  it. 
But  by  having  the  Government  pay 
part  of  the  cost,  you  leverage  that  and 
you  encourage  them  to  make  the  addi- 
tional investment  that  they  would  not 
make. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  this 
committee,  we  have  been  building 
those  programs  not  only  for  years  but 
for  decades,  and  to  take  money  that 
they  want  to  take  out  of  these  funds 
would  be  catastrophic.  I  agree  with  the 
gentleman. 


Mr.  BROWN  of  California.  Reclaim- 
ing my  time,  my  problem  here  is  to  try 
and  avoid  having  Members  who  have  a 
worthy  cause  and,  frankly,  the  pay- 
ment in  lieu  of  taxes  is  a  worthy  cause, 
continually  pick  away  at  these  pro- 
grams which  are  already  on  a  down- 
ward trend,  that  is  going  to  be  disas- 
trous for  the  Nation. 

I  believe  in  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes. 
I  support  them.  They  benefit  my  coun- 
ty. But  I  cannot  sit  idly  by,  as  you  look 
at  the  various  programs  and  you  see 
this  deep  pocket  or  that  deep  pocket, 
which  almost  invariably  ends  up  being 
a  research  program,  and  you  do  not  un- 
derstand what  is  happening  to  our  na- 
tional research  investments  over  the 
next  5  years.  We  are  headed  in  a  disas- 
trous direction,  and  I  want  to  try  and 
stop  it,  if  I  can. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  commend  the  chair- 
man for  the  efforts  that  he  is  making 
to  assist  in  this. 

Mrs.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
jrield  the  balance  of  my  time  to  the 
gentleman  from  Oregon,  my  good 
friend.  Mr.  COOLEY. 

(Mr.  COOLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks. ) 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
20  counties  in  the  district  I  represent. 
Over  60  percent  of  the  land  in  those 
counties  is  owned  by  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. Needless  to  say,  these  coun- 
ties which  are  trying  to  make  heads  or 
tails  out  of  their  declining  budgets  are 
struggling  to  survive.  Unlike  other 
covmtles,  they  have  no  way  of  raising 
revenue  through  property  taxes.  They 
rely  on  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  to 
make  ends  meet.  Unfortunately,  for 
the  second  year  in  a  row,  they  have 
seen  these  payments  frozen  by  the  Fed- 
eral Government. 

In  addition,  these  counties  rely  on 
revenues  raised  by  Federal  timber  sal- 
vage to  supplement  their  budgets.  But 
these  lands  have  been  locked  up  by  ob- 
structionists and  the  environmental 
communities.  These  groups  claim  to 
speak  for  the  conservationists,  but 
they  would  rather  see  millions  of  acres 
of  forestland  bum  due  to  poor  forest 
health  and  not  implementing  sound 
forest  management  practices. 

If  the  Federal  Government  is  gong  to 
insist  there  be  no  timber  harvests  on 
Federal  lands,  they  must  do  one  of  two 
things:  One,  increase  PILT  payments; 
or  two,  turn  these  lands  back  over  to 
the  States  for  their  management. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  counties  are  hav- 
ing tough  choices  to  make  about  vital 
services.  It  is  time  for  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment to  recognize  its  responsibility 
and  grant  a  much  needed  Increase  in 
the  PELT  payments.  I  urge  tremendous 
support  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say  it  was  the 
Subcommittee  on  the  Interior  that  cre- 
ated PELT.  If  Mr.  Yates  recalls,  the 
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gentleman  from  Colorado,  Frank 
Evans,  was  on  the  subcommittee,  of- 
fered the  language.  We  did  a  little  au- 
thorizing in  those  days.  On  our  appro- 
priation bill,  we  created  PELT.  It  is  a 
good  program.  There  is  not  any  ques- 
tion about  that,  and  both  Mr.  Yates 
and  I  support  it. 

We  have  continued  to  fund  it  on  an 
increased  basis  year  after  year  and  we 
'  kept  it  whole  this  year,  even  though 
the  President  recommended  a  $12  mil- 
lion cut.  But  we  likewise,  as  Mr.  Yates 
pointed  out.  have  been  concerned  about 
the  energy  security  of  this  Nation.  Ad- 
mittedly, there  has  been  money  wast- 
ed. That  is  one  of  the  reasons  we  are 
downsizing  10  percent  a  year.  In  terms 
of  our  committee,  one  of  the  areas  we 
have  taken  the  biggest  hits,  is  on  fossil 
energy.  But  by  the  same  token,  as  we 
were  reminded  a  few  weeks  ago,  the  en- 
ergy security  of  this  Nation  at  best  is 
fragile. 

It  is  fragile  because  we  depend  on  off- 
shore resources.  It  means,  of  course, 
that  our  military  could  be  at  risk  if  we 
do  not  have  access  to  adequate  energy'. 
But  more  importantly  than  that  is  our 
jobs  in  this  country  are  tied,  every 
facet  of  our  life  is  heavily  energy  de- 
pendent, perhaps  more  than  any  other 
nation  in  the  world.  We  have  to  find 
out  ways  to  burn  energy  and  use  en- 
ergy in  a  more  efficient  way.  We  have 
to  find  ways  to  use  energy  that  is  non- 
polluting. 

We  are  dedicated  to  clean  air,  to 
clean  water,  to  enhance  our  environ- 
ment, to  do  that  and  still  use  the  en- 
ergy we  need  to  provide  the  jobs,  to 
provide  economic  growth,  which  is 
vital  to  a  nation.  If  you  read  the  lit- 
erature, without  exception  economists 
say  the  most  important  thing  we  can 
do  in  the  United  States  to  address  the 
deficit  problem,  to  address  the  prob- 
lems of  unemployment  is  to  have  eco- 
nomic growth.  Well,  what  does  eco- 
nomic growth  mean?  It  means  using 
more  electricity.  It  means  using  more 
natural  gas,  more  coal,  more  petro- 
leum, and  yet  at  the  same  time,  we 
want  to  protect  our  environment. 

We  have  made  great  strides.  To  say 
that  the  millions  of  dollars  was  wasted 
is  erroneous.  The  air  today  is  cleaner. 
The  water  is  cleaner.  We  have  auto- 
mobiles that  get  30  miles  to  the  gallon 
that  a  few  short  years  ago  were  getting 
20  or  less.  So  we  have  made  great 
strides  as  a  result  of  the  money  we 
have  Invested  in  technology  coming 
out  of  this  subcommittee,  and  we  have 
tried  to  very  carefully  reduce  those  ex- 
penditures. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  our  funding 
for  fossil  energy  resources  is  at  a  mini- 
mum if  we  care  about  achieving  eco- 
nomic growth,  while  at  the  same  time 
protecting  our  environment.  We  have 
had  a  number  of  efforts  made  to  reduce 
our  fossil  energy.  It  has  become  some- 
what of  an  easy  target.  Let  me  say. 
Members,  that  PELT  payments  in  the 


future  depend  on  a  strong  economy  to 
provide  the  taxes  to  do  so.  and  all  of 
the  other  things  that  we  cherish  de- 
pend on  economic  growth  and  the  clean 
environment  we  want. 

So  let  us  not  destroy  what  we  have 
achieved.  Many  companies  have  in- 
vested a  lot  of  money,  along  with  the 
Government.  We  are  close  to  break- 
throughs. We  have  tried  to  be  verj- 
careful  in  keeping  alive  these  programs 
that  we  have  contractual  commit- 
ments, and  I  urge  a  vote  against  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  POMEROY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
speak  on  the  amendment  of  Representative 
Sanders  which  would  increase  the  payment  in 
lieu  of  taxes  [PILT)  for  local  governments.  Un- 
fortunately, this  amendment  is  structured  to 
provide  a  SIC  million  increase  to  PILT  and 
SI  5  million  return  to  the  Treasury — all  funded 
out  of  a  reduction  in  fossil  energy  research 
and  development. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  strongly  that  the 
S1 14  million  PILT  appropriation  provided  in 
this  bill  does  not  adequately  address  the 
needs  of  our  counties.  PILT  is  vitally  important 
to  help  fund  schools,  roads,  and  firefighters  in 
counties  with  large  tracts  of  Federal  lands.  In 
fiscal  year  1995,  North  Dakota  received 
S822,952  for  its  PILT  payments.  This  amend- 
ment would  likely  increase  that  amount  by 
atx)ut  S80.000. 

However,  the  minimal  increase  in  PILT  does 
not  come  dose  to  offsetting  the  economic  im- 
pact of  the  lignite  industry  in  our  State.  Fed- 
eral support  for  fossil  energy  research  is  criti- 
cal to  the  economy  of  North  Dakota.  The  fund- 
ing this  amendment  targets — fossil  fuel  re- 
search and  development — leads  to  more  effi- 
cient use  of  fossil  fuels  and  benefits  all  of 
North  Dakota's  economy. 

What* s  more  this  funding  is  pivotal  in  finding 
solutions  to  environmental  problems  arising 
out  of  the  use  of  these  fuels.  The  Energy  and 
Environmental  Research  Center  in  Grand 
Forks,  ND,  provides  practical  solutions  to 
these  critical  bamer  issues.  Some  of  the  inno- 
vative projects  underway  at  EERC  indude  the 
control  of  air  toxins,  cleanup  of  mercury-con- 
taminated gas  industry  sites,  deanup  of  hydro- 
cartx>n  contaminated  soil  and  water,  emis- 
sions control  technok>gies  for  nearly  every- 
thing that  enters  the  atmosphere,  devetopment 
of  cost-effective  analytical  techniques  for 
waste  site  cleanup,  and  the  devetopment  of 
cost-effective  small  electric  generating  units 
for  Native  villages  in  Alaska. 

The  United  States,  and  North  Dakota,  have 
an  abundance  of  fossil  fuels  and  will  continue 
to  utilize  these  fuels  for  our  energy  needs.  The 
questk}n  fadng  Congress  is  whether  we  make 
the  necessary  investments  to  improve  our  use 
of  these  critical  fuels. 

I  firmly  believe  it  is  incumbent  upon  this 
Congress  to  provide  adequate  funding  for 
local  governments  who  are  adversely  affected 
by  the  presence  of  Federal  land.  Unfortu- 
nately, this  amendment's  funding  offset  left  me 
no  chok:e  but  to  oppose  it. 

G  1600 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders]. 


The  question  was  taken:  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  SANDERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  455,  further  proceedings  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders] 
will  be  postponed. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  STUPAK 

Mr.  STUPAK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Stupak:  At  the 
end  of  the  bill  (proceeding  the  short  title) 
add  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  None  of  the  amounts  made  avail- 
able by  this  Act  may  be  used  lor  design, 
planning,  implementation,  engineering,  con- 
struction, or  any  other  activity  in  connec- 
tion with  a  scenic  shoreline  drive  in  Pictured 
Rocks  National  Lakeshore. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  House  of  today,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  Stupak] 
will  be  recognized  for  5  minutes,  and 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Regula] 
will  be  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Stupak]. 

Mr.  STUPAK.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  constime. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  my 
amendment.  No.  32,  as  printed  in  the 
Record.  This  amendment  is  a  win-win 
situation  which  saves  the  Government 
and  taxpayers  $13  million  while  also 
saving  precious  environmental  re- 
sources. Since  we  have  been  debating 
this  bill  for  quite  a  while,  and  this  is 
hopefully  a  noncontroverslal  amend- 
ment, and  I  believe  it  is.  I  will  be  brief. 

When  the  Pictured  Rocks  National 
Lakeshore  was  created  in  1966,  Con- 
gress adopted  a  provision  requiring  the 
National  Park  Service  to  btiild  a  new 
road  through  the  park  along  the  lake. 
Such  a  road  would  destroy  hundreds  of 
beautiful  acres  of  forest,  fauna,  and 
precious  fragile  ecosystem  while  cost- 
ing taxpayers  an  estimated  $13  million. 

Since  1966.  park  visitors  have  been 
using  Alger  County  Road  H-58,  which 
runs  through  the  eastern  side  of  the 
park  and  skirts  around  to  the  south 
and  west  of  the  park. 

I  have  introduced  this  legislation  and 
this  amendment,  if  you  will,  to  delete 
the  mandate  for  the  Park  Service  to 
build  a  new  road  through  the  park.  In- 
stead, I  would  ask  that  the  Park  Serv- 
ice be  allowed  up  upgrade  the  existing 
coimty  road.  H-58,  which  runs  through 
part  of  the  park  and  currently  provides 
adequate  access  for  all  park  visitors. 

This  proposal  has  the  support  of  both 
local  officials  and  the  National  Parks 
and  Conservation  Association.  How- 
ever, until  we  can  secure  passage  of 
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this  legislation,  it  is  important  to  pre- 
vent the  Park  Service  from  moving  for- 
ward with  plans  to  build  a  totally  un- 
necessary road  at  a  cost  of  $13  million 
and  also  harm  our  environment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  Joined  by  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ehlers] 
who  has  helped  me  on  this  legislation. 
I  regret  he  is  not  on  the  floor  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  STUPAK.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want- 
ed to  advise  the  gentleman  we  are  al- 
ways happy  to  save  $13  million,  and  we 
are  prepared  to  accept  this  amendment 
and  congratulate  the  gentleman  for  his 
statesmanship. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  jrield? 

Mr.  STUPAK.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  our  side, 
too.  will  be  happy  to  accept  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  STUPAK.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  I  thank  the  both  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Yates] 
and  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Reg- 
ula]  for  their  acceptance  and  for  help- 
ing us  out. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  engage 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  in  a  colloquy 
about  this. 

I  want  to  thank  my  friend  fro  Ohio, 
the  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Interior,  for  accepting  this  amend- 
ment. Due  to  the  rules  of  the  House.  I 
could  not  offer  this  amendment  on  an- 
other part  of  the  proposal  that  I  have, 
and  that  proposal  would  allow  the  Park 
Service  to  expend  funds  to  upgrade  the 
existing  road,  H-^,  which  I  spoke  of.  I 
am  currently  working  with  the  Com- 
mittee on  Resources  to  provide  for  that 
authority.  I  would  hope,  and  would  ask, 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  would  be  will- 
ing to  work  with  me  in  providing  fund- 
ing for  this  much-needed  upgrade  of  H- 
58. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  STUPAK.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  while  I 
have  the  floor,  I  want  to  advise  my  col- 
leagues that  we  are  very  close  to  votes 
on  the  four  amendments  that  have 
been  rolled  over.  When  those  are  com- 
pleted, we  are  moving  toward  final  pas- 
sage. So  thanks  to  a  lot  of  cooperation 
today,  we  are  getting  along  in  pretty 
good  shape. 

Now,  for  the  gentleman  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  STUPAK],  I  would  be  glad  to 
work  with  the  gentleman  on  this  pro- 
posal. 

Mr.  STUPAK.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
claiming my  time,  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio. 

Mr.  STUPAK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  STupak]. 
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The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  OLVER 

Mr.  OLVER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  des- 
ignate the  amendment. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Olver:  On  page 
59,  line  24.  after  the  dollar  amount  Insert: 
•'(Increased  by  $4,000,000)". 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
order  of  the  House  of  Wednesday,  June 
19,  1996.  the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 
setts [Mr.  Olver]  will  be  recognized  for 
5  minutes,  and  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Regula]  will  be  recognized 
for  5  minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Olver]. 

Mr.  OLVER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  jrield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  offering  this 
amendment  with  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Ehlers]  who,  as  the  pre- 
vious speaker  said,  he  is  probably  on 
the  way  at  the  very  moment.  I  hope  is 
on  the  way. 

In  any  case,  the  amendment  that  we 
are  offering  would  add  $4  million  to  the 
Energy  Conservation  Progrjun  in  this 
bill.  These  funds  are  to  be  used  in  the 
codes  and  standards  section  within  the 
energy  conservation  component  of  the 
bill,  and  at  least  $3  million  of  those 
dollars  are  intended  to  be  used  in  what 
I  think  and  what  I  think  very  many  of 
us  believe  is  a  very  important  effort  to 
update  the  State  codes,  to  assist  the 
States  in  the  updating  of  the  energy 
codes  among  the  50  States. 

These  funds  are  intended  to  continue 
implementing  the  cooperative  cofunded 
incentive  grant  program  of  technical 
aissistance  that  actively  assists  the 
States  in  the  process  of  updating  and 
implementing  their  residential  and 
commercial  codes. 

I  would  point  out  to  the  body  that 
none  of  the  programs  related  to  this 
update  of  State  codes  via  the  coopera- 
tive cofunded  incentive  grants  falls 
under  what  hats  been  expressed  strongly 
by  the  committee  in  the  committee  re- 
port, the  concerns  of  the  committee  re- 
lated to  the  creation  of  any  new  stand- 
ards. There  are  no  new  standards  in 
that  component  at  all. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  recognize  that  the 
DOE  is  working  diligently  to  revamp 
its  codes  and  standards  programs.  I 
know  both  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
chusetts [Mr.  Olver]  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ehlers] 
have  worked  on  this.  This  is  a  biparti- 
san amendment.  We  have  no  objections 
to  the  modest  increases. 

I  have  talked  with  our  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Parker),  who  is  interested  in  this  sub- 
ject. He  advises  me  he  is  supportive  of 


getting  money  into  the  States  to  estab- 
lish their  standards,  and  most  of  this 
increase  would  be  to  help  the  States 
implement  the  consensus  building  pro- 
gram outlined  in  the  committee  report. 

For  all  of  those  reasons,  we  are 
happy  to  accept  this  amendment. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REGULA.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  our  side 
believes  this  is  a  good  amendment,  too, 
and  we  are  accepting  it. 

Mr.  OLVER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  just  like  to 
say  that  it  has  been  a  pleasure  to  work 
with  my  colleague  from  Michigan,  Mr. 
Ehlers,  and  to  work  with  the  chair- 
man and  the  ranking  member  and  the 
staffs  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  no  further  re- 
quests for  time,  and  I  jrield  back  the 
balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Olver]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

SEQUENTIAL  VOTES  POSTPONED  IN  COMMrTTEE 
OF  THE  WHOLE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  455,  proceedings  will  now 
resume  on  those  amendments  on  which 
further  proceedings  were  postponed  in 
the  following  order: 

Amendment  No.  11  offered  by  the 
gentlewoman  from  Oregon  [Ms.  Furse]; 
amendment  No.  17  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Istook]: 
amendment  No.  15  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Minnesota  [Mr.  GUT- 
knecht];  and  amendment  No.  27  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Sanders]. 

The  Chair  will  reduce  to  5  minutes 
the  time  for  any  electronic  vote  after 
the  first  vote  in  this  series. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  11  OFFERED  BY  .MS.  FURSE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  Oregon  [Ms.  Furse]  on 
which  further  proceedings  were  post- 
poned and  on  which  the  noes  prevailed 
by  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  redesignate  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  redesignated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  209,  noes  211, 
not  voting  14,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  262] 
AYES— 209 


Abercromble 
AckermAD 


Andrews 
Baldaccl 


Barrett  (WI) 
Becem 
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Bellenson 

Bentsen 

Bereuter 

Berman 

Bev-lU 

Bllbray 

Blllrakls 

Blumenauer 

Blute 

Boehlert 

Bonlor 

Borskl 

Boucher 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TX) 

Buyer 

Campbell 

Cardln 

Castle 

Chrysler 

CUy 

Clayton 

Clement 

Clybom 

Coleman 

Collins  (IL) 

Collins  (MI) 

Conyers 

Costello 

Coyne 

Cummin^ 

DeFazlo 

DeLauro 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

Dicks 

DU«ell 

Dixon 

Doreett 

Durbln 

Ehlers 

Engel 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Fan- 

Fattah 

Fawell 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Fllner 

Flake 

Flanagan 

FogUetta 

Forbes 

Font 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frellnghuysen 

Frost 

Furse 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Geren 

Gibbons 

Gllchrest 


Allard 

Archer 

Armey 

Bachtts 

Baesler 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Ballenger 

Barcla 

Barr 

Barrett  (NE) 

Bartlett 

Barton 

Bass 

Bateman 

Bishop 

BlUey 

Boehner 

BonlUa 

Bono 

Brewster 

Browder 

Bryant  (TN) 

BUXUQ 


oilman 

Gordon 

Goss 

Green  (TX) 

Greenwood 

Gutierrez 

Hall  (OH) 

Hamilton 

Harman 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hiniard 

Hlnchey 

Horn 

Hoyer 

Inglls 

Jackson  (ID 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson  (CT) 
Johnson  (SD) 
Johnston 
Kanjorskl 
Kaptur 
Kaslch 
Kelly 

Kennedy  (MA) 
Kennedy  (RI) 
Kennelly 
Klldee 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klug 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Lazlo 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis  (GA) 
LoBlondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney 
Man  ton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Martini 
Matsul 
McC^arthy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKlnney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mlllender- 

McDonald 
MlUer  (CA) 
Mlnge 
MlDk 
Moakley 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 

NOES— 211 

Bunnlng 
Bun- 
Burton 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Chabot 
Chanibllss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Chris  tensen 
Cllnger 
Coble 
Cobum 
Collins  (GA) 
Combest 
Condlt 
Cooley 
Cox 

Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 


Neal 

Obey 

Olver 

Owens 

Pallone 

Pastor 

Payne  (NJ) 

Payne  (VA) 

Pelosl 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Porter 

Portman 

Poshard 

Qulnn 

Rahall 

Reed 

Richardson 

Rivers 

Roemer 

Rose 

Roukema 

Roybal-Allard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sanford 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Shays 

Skaggs 

Slaughter 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Thompson 

Thornton 

Thunnan 

Torklldsen 

Torres 

Towns 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Vlsclosky 

Volkmer 

Walsh 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Waxman 

Weldon  (PA) 

Williams 

Wilson 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Yates 

Zlmmer 


Cubln 

Cunningham 

Danner 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Deal 

DeLay 

Dlaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dooley 

DooUttle 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreler 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Edwards 

Ehrllch 

English 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewlng 

Foley 

Fowler 


Franks  (CT) 

Frlsa 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Ganske 

Gekas 

Glllmor 

Gonzalez 

Goodlatte 

Good  ling 

Graham 

Greene  (UT) 

Gunderson 

Gutknecht 

Hall  (TX) 

Hancock 

Hansen 

Hasten 

Hastings  (WA) 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Hefner 

Heineman 

Herger 

HlUeary 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Holden 

Host«ttler 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Istook 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kim 

King 

Kllnk 

Knollenberg 

Kolbe 

LaHood 

Largent 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Laughlln 


Emerson 
Fields  (TX) 
Houghton 
Hyde 
Lincoln 


Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (KY) 

Llghtfoot 

Lloder 

Uplnskl 

Livingston 

Longley 

Lucas 

Manzullo 

Mascara 

McCoUum 

McCrery 

McHugh 

Mclnnls 

McKeon 

Metcair 

Mica 

Miller  (FL) 

MoUnarl 

MoUohan 

Montgomery 

Moorhead 

Myers 

Myrlck 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Ney 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Oberstar 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Oxley 

Packard 

Paxon 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Pomeroy 

Pryce 

Qulllen 

Radanovlch 

Regula 

Rlggs 

Roberts 

Rogers 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtlnen 


Boyce 

Salmon 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 

Schlff 

Seastrand 

Shadegg 

Shaw 

Shuster 

Stslsky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Sender 

Spence 

Steams 

Slenholm 

Stockman 

Stump 

Stupak 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NC) 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thomberrj- 

Tlahrt 

Traflcant 

Vucano%1ch 

Walker 

Wamp 

Watts  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Wolf 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

ZellfT 


The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  212.  noes  206. 
not  voting  16.  as  follows: 


NOT  VOTING— 14 

McDade  Range) 

Mcintosh  Roth 

Parker  Tauzln 

Peterson  (FL)  Torrtcelll 
Ramstad 
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Messrs.  FATTAH,  WILSON,  and 
PETRI  changed  their  vote  from  "no"" 
to  "aye.'" 

So  the  agreement  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  BUYER.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  roll- 
call  vote  262,  the  first  amendment,  I  in- 
advertently voted  "yea."  I  meant  to 
vote  "nay.''  I  ask  that  the  Record  re- 
flect a  "no"  vote  on  rollcall  vote  262. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  ISTOOK 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Istook]  on 
which  further  proceedings  were  post- 
poned and  on  which  the  ayes  prevailed 
by  voice  vote. 

The  Clerk  will  redesignate  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  redesignated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  This  will  be  a  5- 
minute  vote. 


[Roll  No.  263] 

AyES-212 

.\bercromble 

Ganske 

Mynck 

Allard 

Gekas 

Nethercutt 

.\rcher 

Geren 

Neumann 

Armey 

Gibbons 

Ney 

Bach us 

GlDmor 

Norwood 

Baker  (CA) 

Goodlatte 

Nussle 

Ballenger 

Goodllng 

Obey 

Barcla 

Gordon 

Oxley 

Ban- 

Parker 

Barrett  (WI) 

Greene  rUT) 

Paxon 

Bartlett 

HalKTX) 

Payne  (VA) 

Barton 

Hamilton 

Petri 

Bass 

Hancock 

Pickett 

Bateman 

Harmas 

Pombo 

Bentsen 

Hastert 

Poshard 

BlUrakls 

Hastings  (U'A) 

Qulnn 

BUley 

Hayes 

Radanovlch 

Boehner 

Heney 

Rivers 

BonllU 

Heineman 

Roberts 

Borskl 

Herger 

Roemer 

Boucher 

Hobson 

Rohrabacher 

Brownback 

Hoekstra 

Roukema 

Bryant  (TN) 

Hoke 

Royce 

Banning 

Holden 

Salmon 

Bun- 

Hosteltler 

Sanford 

Buyer 

Hutchinson 

Scarborough 

Calvert 

Inglls 

Schaefer 

Campbell 

Istook 

Canady 

Jacobs 

Sensenbrenne 

Cardln 

Johnson  (CT) 

Shadegg 

Chahot 

Johnson.  Sam 

Shays 

Chambllss 

Johnston 

Shuster 

Chapman 

Kaptur 

Slslsky 

Chenoweth 

Kaslch 

Skelton 

Chrysler 

Kelly 

Slaughter 

Clement 

Kim 

Smith  (MI) 

Coble 

King 

Smith  (NJ) 

Cobum 

Kingston 

Smith  (TX) 

Collins  (GA) 

Kllnk 

Smith  (WA) 

Combest 

Klug 

Solomon 

Condlt 

Knollenberg 

Souder 

Costello 

LaFalce 

Spenoe 

Cox 

LaHood 

Steams 

Crane 

Largent 

Stenholm 

Cremeans 

Stockman 

Cunningham 

LaTourette 

Stomp 

Danner 

Talent 

Deal 

Leach 

Tanner 

DeFazlo 

Lewis  (KT) 

Tate 

Dickey 

Llghtfoot 

Taylor  (MS) 

Doggett 

Llplnskl 

Thomas 

Dooley 

Livingston 

Thoraberry 

DooUttle 

Longley 

Thunnan 

Doman 

Lowey 

Tlahrt 

Doyle 

Lucas 

Upton 

Dreler 

Manzullo 

Vlsclosky 

Duncan 

Martini 

Vuranovlch 

Dunn 

Mascara 

Walker 

Edwards 

McCarthy 

Walsh 

Ehlers 

McCoUnm 

Wamp 

EhrUch 

McCrery 

Weldon  (FU 

English 

McHugb 

Weldon  (PA) 

Everett 

Mclnnls 

Weller 

Ewlng 

.Mcintosh 

White 

Flanagan 

McKeon 

Whitfield 

Forbes 

.Metcalf 

Wicker 

Fowler 

Meyers 

Wolf 

Fox 

Mica 

Young  (FL) 

Franks  (N  J) 

Miller  (FL) 

ZellfT 

Frellnghoysen 

Montgomery 

Zlmmer 

Frlsa 

Moorhead 
NOES— 206 

Ackennan 

Boehlen 

Clayton 

Andrews 

Bonlor 

aiBger 

Baesler 

Brewster 

Clybura 

Baker  (LA) 

Browder 

Coleman 

Baldacci 

Brown  (CA) 

Collins  (IL) 

Barrett  (NE) 

Brown  (FL) 

Collins  (MI) 

Becerra 

Brown  (OH) 

Conyers 

BeUen.<ion 

Bryant  (TX) 

Cooley 

Bereuter 

Bunn 

Coyne 

Burton 

Cramer 

BevlU 

Callahan 

Crapo 

Bllbray 

Camp 

Cabin 

Blshop 

Castle 

Blumenauer 

Chnstensen 

Davis 

Blute 

CUy 

de  la  Gam 

14876 

DeLauro 

DelJij- 

Delloins 

Deatsch 

OUz-BaUn 

Dicks 

Dln?ell 

Dixon 

DurbiD 

Eogel 

EnslcD 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Fan- 

Fattab 

Fawell 

Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 

Fllner 

Flake 

FofUetU 

Foley 

Ford 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (CD 

Frost 

Funderbork 

Furse 

Gallegly 

C^Jdenson 

Gephardt 

GUchrest 

Gllman 

Gonzalez 

Goss 

Green  (TX) 

Greenwood 

GundersoD 

Gutierrez 

Gatknecht 

HaU(OH) 

Hastings  (FL) 

Hayworth 

Hefner 

HlUeary 

HUUard 

Hlnchey 

Horn 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Jackson  (IL) 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson  (SD) 


Bono 

Emerson 

Fields  (TX) 

Hansen 

Hoochton 

Hyde 


Johnson.  E.  B. 

Jones 

Kanjorskt 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy  (RI> 

Kennelly 

KUdee 

Kleczka 

Kolbe 

Lantos 

Lazlo 

Levin 

Lewis  (CA) 

Lewis  (GA) 

Llnder 

LoBlondo 

Lofgren 

Luther 

Maloney 

Man  ton 

Markey 

Martinez 

Matsul 

McDermott 

McHale 

McKlnney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

MUlender- 

McDonald 
Miller  (CA) 
Mlnge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollnarl 
MoUohan 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne  (NJ) 
Pelosl 
Peterson  (MN) 

NOT  VOTING— 16 

Lincoln 

McDade 

Peterson  (FL) 

Porter 

Ramstad 

Rangel 


Pomeroy 

Portman 

Pryce 

QulUen 

Rahall 

Reed 

Reg:ula 

Richardson 

Rires 

Rogers 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Rose 

Roybal-Allard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Schlff 

Schroeder 

Scott 

Seastrand 

Serrano 

Shaw 

Skaggs 

Skeen 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stupak 

Taylor  (NO 

Tejeda 

Thompson 

Thornton 

Torklldsen 

Torres 

Towns 

Traflcant 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Volkmer 

Ward 

Watt  (NO 

Watts  (OK) 

Waxman 

Williams 

Wilson 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Yates 

Young  (AS) 


Roth 
Tauzln 
TorrtcelH 
Waters 
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Mr.  ISTCXDK.  Had  I  been  able  to  make  the  vote, 
I  would  have  voted  against  the  amendment.  In 
my  view,  the  amendment's  policy  is  unfair  to 
the  tribes  of  this  country  and  undermines  tribal 
sovereignty  and  the  tribal  right  to  self-deter- 
mination, tjoth  of  which  I  strongly  support.  The 
amendment  reflects  a  major  departure  from 
our  efforts  to  respecrt  tribal  sovereignty  and 
self-detennination.  Such  a  significant  change 
in  policy  should  not  be  attached  to  an  appro- 
priations bill,  but  should  be  considered  thor- 
oughly and  thoughtfully  through  the  standard 
legislative  process.  For  these  reasons,  I  ada- 
mantly oppose  the  policy  of  the  amendment, 
and  would  have  voted  against  the  Istook 
amendment  and  any  variation  thereof. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  GUTKNECHT 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  business  is 
the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote  on  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Gutknecht]  on  which  further 
proceedings  were  postponed  and  on  which  the 
noes  prevailed  by  voice  vote. 

The  Cleri<  will  redesignate  the  amendment. 

The  Cleri<  redesignated  the  amendment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has  been 
demanded. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  device, 
and  there  were — ayes  128,  noes  291,  not  vot- 
ing 15,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  264] 
AYES— 128 
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The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Emerson  for,  with  Mr.  Rangel  against. 

Mr.  MOCRHEAD  and  Mr.  HOBSON 
changed  their  vote  from  "no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  rollcall  No. 
263,  I  was  present  on  the  fkx>r  and  was  en- 
gaged in  conversation  with  another  Member 
about  my  subcommittee's  bill  funding  the  De- 
partments of  Labor,  Health  and  Human  Serv- 
ices and  Education  and  inadvertently  ne- 
glected to  vote. 

Had  I  voted,  I  would  have  voted  "aye." 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  BONO.  Mr.  Speaker,  during  consider- 
atkxi  of  the  fiscal  year  1997  House  Interior  ap- 
propriations t>iil,  I  was  detained  and  unable  to 
make  rollcall  vote  No.  263,  the  amendment  by 


AUard 

Armey 

Bachus 

Baker  (CA) 

Barcla 

Barr 

Barrett  (WI) 

Barton 

Bateman 

Bllbray 

BUlrakls 

Boehner 

Brewster 

Brownhack 

Bunnlng 

Burton 

Camp 

Campbell 

Chabot 

Chenoweth 

Chrlstensen 

Chrysler 

Coble 

Cobum 

Collins  (GA) 

Combest 

Condlt 

Cooley 

Costello 

Cox 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cubln 

Cunningham 

Banner 

DooUttle 

Dreler 

Edwards 

English 

Ensign 

Ewlng 

Fawell 

Foley 


Abercromble 

Ackerman 

Andrews 

Archer 

Baesler 


Franks  (NJ) 

Fusderburk 

Okas 

GUlmor 

Goodlatte 

Graham 

Gutknecht 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hasten 

Hayes 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Helneman 

Herger 

Hoekstra 

Hoke 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Inglls 

Istook 

Jacobs 

Johnson.  Sam 

Jones 

Kaptur 

Kaslch 

Kleczka 

Klug 

LaHood 

Largent 

Laughlln 

Lewis  (KY) 

Llnder 

Uplnskl 

Lucas 

Latter 

Manzullo 

Mclnnls 

Mcintosh 

Metcalf 

Meyers 

Mlnge 

Montgomery 

NOES— 291 

Baker  (LA)  Bass 

Baldaccl  Becerra 

Ballenger  Bellenson 

Barrett  (NE)  Bentsen 

Bartlett  Berman 


MjTlck 

Neumann 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Parker 

Paxon 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 

Pombo 

Poshard 

Radanovlch 

Rol>erts 

Roemer 

Rohrabacher 

Royce 

Salmon 

Sanford 

Scarborough 

Sensenbrenner 

Shadegg 

Shays 

Shuster 

Skelton 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Smith  (WA) 

Souder 

Steams 

Stenholm  - 

Stockman 

Stump 

Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Taylor  (MS) 

TTiomas 

Thomberry 

Tlahrt 

Upton 

Watts  (OK) 

Zlmmer 


Bevlll 

Gordon 

Bishop 

Goss 

BUley 

Green  (TX) 

Blumenauer 

Greene  (UT) 

Blute 

Greenwood 

Boehlert 

Gunderson 

Bonllla 

Gutierrez 

Bonlor 

Hall  (OH) 

Bono 

HalUTX) 

Borskl 

Harman 

Boucher 

Hastings  (FL) 

Browder 

Hastings  (WA) 

Brown  (CA) 

Hefner 

Brown  (FL) 

HlUeary 

Brown  (OH) 

Hllllard 

Bryant  (TN) 

Hlnchey 

Bryant  (TX) 

Hobson 

Bunn 

Holden 

Bun- 

Hoyer 

Buyer 

Hunter 

Callahan 

Hutchinson 

Calvert 

Jackson  (IL) 

Canady 

Jackson-Lee 

Cardln 

(TX) 

Castle 

Jefferson 

Chambllss 

Johnson  (CT) 

Chapman 

Johnson  (SD) 

Clay 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Clayton 

Johnston 

Clement 

Kanjorskl 

dinger 

Kelly 

Clybum 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Coleman 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Collins  (IL) 

Kennelly 

Collins  (MI) 

Klldee 

Conyers 

Kim 

Coyne 

King 

Cramer 

Kingston 

Cremeans 

Kllnk 

Cummlngs 

KnoUenberg 

Davis 

Kolbe 

de  la  Garza 

LaFalce 

Deal 

I.antos 

DeFazlo 

Latham 

DeLauro 

LaTourette 

DeLay 

Lazlo 

Dellums 

Leach 

Deutsch 

Levin 

Dlaz-Balart 

Lewis  (CA) 

Dicks 

Lewis  (GA) 

Dlngell 

Llghtfoot 

Dixon 

Livingston 

Doggett 

LoBlondo 

Dooley 

Lofgren 

Doman 

Longley 

Doyle 

Lowey 

Duncan 

Maloney 

Dunn 

Manton 

Durbln 

Markey 

Ehlers 

Martinez 

Ehrllch 

Martini 

Engel 

Mascara 

Eshoo 

Matsul 

Evans 

McCarthy 

Everett 

McCoUum 

Fan- 

McCrery 

Fattah 

McDermott 

Fazio 

McBale 

Fields  (LA) 

McHugh 

Fllner 

McKeon 

Flake 

McKlnney 

Flanagan 

McNulty 

FogUetta 

Meehan 

Forbes 

Meek 

Ford 

Menendez 

Fowler 

.Mica 

Fox 

Mlllender- 

Frank  (MA) 

McDonald 

Franks  (CD 

MlUer  (CA) 

Frellnghuysen 

Miller  (FL) 

Frlsa 

Mink 

Frost 

Moakley 

Furse 

Mollnarl 

Gallegly 

MoUohan 

Ganske 

Moorbead 

Gejdenson 

Moran 

Gephardt 

Morella 

Geren 

Martha 

Gibbons 

Myers 

GUchrest 

Nadler 

Gllman 

Neal 

Gonzalez 

Nethercutt 

Goodllng 

Ney 
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Oberstar 

Obey 

Olver 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Owens 

Oxley 

Packard 

Pallone 

Pastor 

Payne (NJ) 

Payne  (VA) 

Pelosl 

Pickett 

Pomeroy 

Porter 

Portman 

Pryce 

QulUen 

Qulnn 

Rahall 

Reed 

Regula 

Richardson 

Rlres 

Rivers 

Rogers 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Rose 

Roukema 

Roybal-Allard 

Rush 

Sabo 

Sanders 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Schaefer 

Schlff 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Seastrand 

Serrano 

Shaw 

Slslsky 

Skaggs 

Skeen 

Slaughter 

Solomon 

Spence 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Stupak 

Taylor  (NO 

Tejeda 

Thompson 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Torklldsen 

Torres 

Towns 

Traflcant 

Velazciuez 

Vento 

Vlsclosky 

Volkmer 

VucanoTlch 

Walker 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Waxman 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weldon  (PA) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Williams 

Wilson 

Wise 

Wolf 

Woolsey 

Wynn 

Yates 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

zeiiir 
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NOT  VOTING— 15 


Bereuter 

Houghton . 

Ramstad 

Dickey 

Hyde 

Rangel 

Emerson 

Lincoln 

Roth 

Fields  (TX) 

-McDade 

Tauzln 

Hansen 

Peterson  (FL) 

TorrtcelH 

D  1642 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Tauzln  for.  with  Mr.  Rangel  against. 

Ms.  ROYBAL-ALLARD  and  Mr  KIM 
changed  their  vote  from  "aye"  to  "no." 

Mr.  THOMAS  changed  his  vote  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SANDERS 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  pending  busi- 
ness is  the  demand  for  a  recorded  vote 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  Vermont  [Mr.  Sanders] 
on  which  further  proceedings  were 
postponed  and  on  which  the  noes  pre- 
vailed by  voice  note. 

The  Clerk  will  redesignate  the 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  redesignated  the  amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

The  CHAIRMAN.  A  recorded  vote  has 
been  demanded. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  186.  noes  237, 
not  voting  11,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  265] 
AYES— 186 


Abercromble 

Ackerman 

Allard 

Baldaccl 

Ballenger 

Barcla 

Barr 

Bass 

Becerra 

Bllbray 

Blumenauer 

Bono 

Burton 

Camp 

Chabot 

Chenoweth 

Chrlstensen 

Chrysler 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 

Clybom 

Coban 

CoUtns  (MI) 

Condlt 

Conyers 

Cooley 

Costello 

Ooz 

Cnpo 

Cremeans 

Cubln 

Cummlngs 

Cunningham 

Banner 

Deal 

DeFazlo 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

DooUttle 

Doman 

Dreler 

Duncan 

Dunn 


Durbln 
Ensign 
Evans 
Fan- 
Fazio 

Fields  (LA) 
Fllner 
FUke 
Foley 
Fowler 
Fox 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gllman 
Goodlatte 
Goodllng 
Goss 

Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings  (FL) 
Hastings  (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
HlUeary 
Hllllard 
Hoke 
Horn 

Hostettler 
Hutchinson 
Jackson  (IL) 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson  (SD) 
Johnston 
Kaslch 
Kelly 

Kennedy  (MA) 
Kennel}-  (RI) 


Kim 

Kingston 

Kleczka 

Klug 

Kolbe 

LaFalce 

LaHood 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Leach 

Lewis  (KY) 

Llghtfoot 

Uplnskl 

Lofgren 

Luther 

Manzullo 

Martini 

McCarthy 

McCoUum 

McDermott 

McHugh 

Mclnnls 

McKeon 

McKlnney 

Meehan 

Meek 

Menendez 

Metcalf 

Mlnge 

Mink 

Myrtck 

Nethercutt 

Neumann 

Norwood 

Nussle 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Orton 

Owens 

Pastor 

Paxon 

Payne  (NJ) 

Peterson  (MN) 

Petri 


Pombo 

Portman 

Poshard 

Qulnn 

Radanovlch 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Richardson 

RlSfs 

Roemer 

Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Rose 

Roybal-Allard 

Royce 

Rush 

Salmon 

Sanders 


Andrews 

.Archer 

.■^rmey 

Bachus 

Baesler 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Barrett  (NE) 

Barrett  (WI) 

Bartlett 

Barton 

Bateman 

Bellenson 

Bentsen 

Bereuter 

Berman 

BevlU 

BlUrakU 

Bishop 

Bllley 

Blute 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

Bonllla 

Bonlor 

Borskl 

Boucher 

Brewster 

Browder 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bryant  (TX) 

Bunn 

Bunnlng 

Burr 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Calvert 

Campbell 

Canady 

Cardln 

Castle 

Chambllss 

Chapman 

dinger 

Coble 

Coleman 

CoUlns  (GA) 

CoUlns  (IL) 

Combest 

Coyne 

Cramer 

Crane 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

DeLauro 

DeLay 

Dlaz-Balart 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Dlngell 

Dixon 

Doggett 

Dooley 

Doyle 

Edwards 

Ehlers 

EhrUch 

Engel 

English 

Eshoo 

Everett 


Sanford 

Scarborough 

Schroeder 

Scott 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Shadegg 

Shays 

Skelton 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (WA) 

Spence 

Spratt 

Steams 

Stockman 

Stokes 

Stump 

Stupak 

NOES— 237 

Ewlng 

Fattah 

Fawell 

Flanagan 

Foglletu 

Forbes 

Ford 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (CT) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frellnghuysen 

Frlsa 

Frost 

Funderburk 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Geren 

Gibbons 

GUchrest 

GlUmor 

Gonzalez 

(<ordon 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

Greene  (LT) 

Greenwood 

Gunderson 

Hall  (OH) 

HaU (TX) 

Hancock 

Hasten 

Hayes 

Helneman 

Hlnchey 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

Holden 

Hoyer 

Hunter 

Hyde 

Inglls 

Istook 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson  (CT) 
Johnson.  E.  B. 
Johnson.  Sam 
Jones 
Kanlorskl 
Kaptur 
Kennelly 
Klldee 
King 
Kllnk 

KnoUenberg 
Lantos 
Largent 
Laughlln 
Lazlo 
Levin 
Lewis  (CA) 
Lewis  (GA) 
Llnder 
Livingston 
I/>Blondo 
Longley 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Maloney 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsul 
McCrery 


Talent 

Tanner 

Tate 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (.NC) 

Thompson 

Thornton 

Thurman 

Towns 

Vucanovich 

Walker 

White 

WUllams 

Wise 

Woolsey 

Young  (AK) 

Zeltff 

Zlmmer 


.McHale 

Mcintosh 

McNulty 

Meyers 

.Mica 

MlUender- 

McDonald 
MUler  (CA) 
Miller  (FL) 
Moakley 
Mollnarl 
MoUohan 

Montgomer>- 

Moorhead 

Moran 

Morella 

Murtha 

Myers 

Nadler 

Neal 

Ney 

Olver 

Ortiz 

Oxley 

Packard 

Pallone 

Parker 

Paj-ne  (VA) 

Pelosl 

Pickett 

Pomeroy 

Porter 

Pryce 

()ulllen 

Reed 

Regula 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Rogers 

Roukema 

Sabo 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Schaefer 

Schlff 

Schumer 

Seastrand 

Shaw 

Shuster 

Slslsky 

Skaggs 

Skeen 

Slaughter 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Stark 

Stenholm 

Studds 

Tejeda 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

Tlahrt 

Torklldsen 

Torres 

Traflcant 

Upton 

Velazquez 

Vento 

Vlsclosky- 

Volkmer 

Walsh 

Wamp 

Ward 


Waters 
Watt  (NC) 
Watts  (OK) 
Waxman 
Weldon  (FL) 


Emerson 
Fields  (TX) 
Hansen 
Houghton 


Weldon  (PA) 

WeUer 

RTutfleld 

wicker 

Wilson 

NOT  VOTING— 11 


Wolf 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young  (FL) 


Lincoln 
McDade 

Peterson  (FLi 
Ramstad 


Roth 

Tauzln 

TorrtcelU 


D  1651 
Ms.  SLAUGHTER  and  Messrs.  MOOR- 
HEAD.      GRAHAM,       and       FATTAH 
changed  their  vote  from  "aye"  to  "no  " 
Mr.  STOCKMAN.  Mr.  NUSSLE,  Mrs. 
MEEK  of  Florida,  Mr.  TOWNS,  and  Mr. 
YOUNG  of  Alaska  changed  their  vote 
from  "no"  to  "aye." 
So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 
The  result  of  the  vote  was  aimounced 
as  above  recorded. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  strike  the  last 
word. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 
There  was  no  objection. 
Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
for  the  purpose  of  engaging  the  gen- 
tleman from  OMo  [Mr.  Regula]  in  a 
colloquy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  the  gentleman 
knows,  smuggling  in  the  border  region 
of  eastern  San  Diego  County  has 
reached  epidemic  proportions.  A  large 
portion  of  the  border  region  consists  of 
lands  managed  by  the  BLM  and  Na- 
tional Forest  System. 

To  stem  this  ti(ie  of  smuggling,  the 
Border  Patrol  needs  additional  border 
fencing  and  access  to  roads  on  these 
Federal  lands. 

I  know  the  gentleman  is  familiar 
with  the  committee's  report,  which 
identifies  this  border  region  as  an  area 
of  high  priority.  It  is  my  hope  that  it  is 
the  chairman's  intention  to  urge 
strong  measures  to  help  stem  the  mas- 
sive flow  of  illegal  aliens  and  narcotics 
plaguing  this  area. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HUNTER.  I  srield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio. 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
committee  is  aware  of  the  smuggling 
epidemic  existing  on  the  Federal  lands 
within  this  region  of  eastern  San  Diego 
County.  It  is  certainly  our  intention 
that  the  BLM  and  National  Forest 
Service  should  axicommodate  Federal 
law  enforcement  agencies  by  allowing 
those  agencies  to  construct  fences  and 
roads  along  our  international  border 
with  Mexico. 

Further,  please  be  aware  of  the  com- 
mittee's intent  to  strongly  monitor  the 
BLM  and  Forest  Service  toward  these 

ends.  

Mr.  ITONTER.  I  want  to  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Regula]  for 
his  support  for  the  building  of  roads 
and  fences  to  assist  our  border  patrol 
agents  in  California. 

Mr.  POMEROY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  must  reluc- 
tantly rise  in  opposition  to  this  bill  in  its  final 
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form.  I  am  pleased  that  the  committee  in- 
creased furjding  above  the  President's  request 
for  fossil  energy  research  and  development.  It 
is  in  the  national  economic  interest  to  fund  this 
research  to  ensure  use  of  these  resources  is 
both  more  efficient  and  environmentally  friend- 
ly- 
One  project  funded  in  my  State,  the  Energy 
and  Environmental  Research  Center  in  Grand 
Forks,  ND,  is  a  model  for  providing  practical 
solutions  to  critical  barrier  issues. 

I  believe  many  areas  of  this  bill  have  been 
improved  since  the  House  considered  the  bill 
for  fiscal  year  1996.  However,  the  cuts  in  this 
bill  to  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  left  me  with 
no  choice  but  to  oppose  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  opposed  both  the  House  bill 
and  the  conference  report  of  the  versions  of 
the  fiscal  year  1996  Interior  appropriations. 
The  deep  cuts  contained  in  those  bills  for  Na- 
tive American  programs  were  unjustified  and 
were  an  abandonment  of  the  Federal  Goverrv 
menfs  tnjst  responsibility  to  the  tribes.  The 
Omnibus  Appropriations  bill  signed  into  law  in 
April  was  an  improvement,  but  it  still  cut  fund- 
ing for  the  operation  of  Indian  programs  by  8 
percent  from  1995  levels.  This  bill  compounds 
that  hit  by  cutting  funding  for  these  critical  pro- 
grams by  another  3  percent. 

Mr.  Chairman,  representing  four  reserva- 
tions in  my  State,  I  know  first  hand  atXHJt  the 
unmet  needs  of  these  tritjes.  Funding  in  fiscal 
year  1995  was  Inadequate  to  meet  the  health, 
education,  arxj  training  needs  of  these  individ- 
uals. To  make  deep  cuts  in  these  programs 
will  leave  many  tribes  with  no  option  but  to 
suspend  programs,  cut  services,  and  shut 
their  tribal  office  doors.  This  is  absolutely  un- 
acceptat>le. 

I  am  hopeful  that  deliberations  with  the  Sen- 
ate will  provkle  a  more  acceptatHe  level  of 
funding  to  our  Nation's  first  Americans. 

Mrs.  LINCOLN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to  ad- 
vocate changes  to  our  funding  priorities  within 
the  Forest  Service  [FS].  As  the  appropriations 
for  FS  programs  continue  to  decline.  Congress 
and  the  FS  need  to  reevaluate  the  uses  of  our 
Federal  dollars. 

Cun^ntly  the  return  of  revenue  to  the  Treas- 
ury plays  absolutely  no  role  in  determining 
where  Federal  resources  are  spent.  Therefore, 
many  profitmaking  areas  do  not  receive 
enough  money  to  operate  at  full  capacity,  thus 
minimizing  the  total  revenue  to  the  Treasury. 
If  revenue-generating  facilities  were  at}le  to 
run  at  full  capacity,  they  could  also  help  sup- 
port other  Forest  Servk»  activities  that  are  im- 
portant, but  that  do  not  retum  much  revenue 
to  the  Federal  Government. 

I  have  personally  witnessed  the  impact  of 
funding  cuts  on  the  operations  of  facilities  in 
the  First  Congressional  District  of  Aricansas. 
Recently,  Bianchard  Springs  Cavems  [BSC]  in 
the  Ozaik  National  Forest  was  forced  to  con- 
sider proposals  to  dose  the  facility  2  days  a 
week  during  its  most  heavily  used  times.  BSC, 
whk:h  boasts  beautiful  stalactite  and  stalag- 
mite formatk)ns,  is  the  jewel  of  the  forest.  This 
limited  schedule  proposal  would  have  saved 
around  $40,000,  but  would  have  resulted  in  a 
total  toss  of  approximately  $120,330  m  reve- 
nue to  the  Treasury.  I'm  not  an  economist,  but 
according  to  these  figures,  the  Treasury  would 
have  k>st  a  total  of  $80,330  in  revenue  from 
the  limited  schedule.  These  figures  do  not 


even  factor  in  the  adverse  impact  on  the  local 
community,  which  is  heavily  reliant  on  tourism 
dollars.  This  proposal  did  not  ultimately  go  for- 
ward, but  with  the  estimated  continued  decline 
in  BSC's  funding,  this  will  be  an  ever  present 
problem. 

Congress  must  also  refocus  on  investing  in 
recreational  areas.  Estimates  from  the  Forest 
Service  conclude  that  FS  facilities  contribute  a 
total  of  SI 34  billion  to  the  gross  domestic 
product.  Of  that  amount,  around  S98  billion 
comes  from  recreation  activities  and  S7  billion 
comes  from  timber  sales.  However,  despite 
these  figures,  funding  for  recreation  continues 
to  decline  while  funding  to  accommodate  tim- 
t>er  sales  is  on  the  rise.  Additionally,  we  must 
recognize  the  ancillary  tourism  benefits  arising 
from  Federal  recreational  facilities.  Tourism  is 
the  second  largest  industry  in  this  country, 
creating  6  million  jobs  directly  and  5  million 
jobs  indirectly.  This  results  in  S3S0  billion  in 
expenditures  and  a  $22  billion  trade  surplus. 
Our  Federal  lands  and  facilities  are  essential 
components  of  this  industry. 

The  recent  cuts  in  the  Forest  Service  [FS] 
accounts  have  forced  forest  supervisors  to  re- 
duce public  access  to  many  popular  facilities. 
While  funding  in  this  bill  slightly  increases  the 
funding  for  the  FS's  recreational  programs,  it 
still  will  not  cover  the  backlog  of  maintenance 
that  needs  to  be  done. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  demand  for  Federal 
dollars  continues  to  increase  and  the  availat)il- 
ity  continues  to  decline,  we  must  also  reevalu- 
ate our  current  budget  priorities.  While  I  am  a 
budget  hawk  and  consistently  seek  ways  to 
reduce  wasteful  Federal  spending,  I  t>elieve 
that  budget  cuts  must  be  fair,  particulariy  to 
those  programs  that  wori<.  This  year,  defense 
appropriations  exceeded  the  administration's 
request  by  S1 1.1  billion — 5  percent — and  the 
fiscal  year  1996  level  by  $3.7  bilton.  A  rel- 
atively small  portion  of  these  increases  could 
have  been  used  by  the  National  Forest  Serv- 
ice to  fund  more  trail  and  facility  maintenance, 
needed  facility  construction,  and  basic  oper- 
ations. People  in  this  country  use  our  public 
lands  and  resources  and  they  desen/e  ade- 
quate access. 

Mr.  Speaker,  again,  I  question  the  wisdom 
of  continually  reducing  funding  for  publk;  facili- 
ties ttiat  are  used,  enjoyed  arxJ  actually  retum 
money  to  the  U.S.  Treasury.  Congress  must 
recognize  the  value  of  maintaining  our  public 
lands. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Chairman,  1  rise  in  support 
of  H.R.  3662,  the  Interior  appropriations  bill  for 
fiscal  year  1997.  I  woukj  like  to  thank  Chair- 
man Regula  and  Representative  Yates  for 
their  work,  which  has  been  all  the  more  dif- 
fk:ult  because  of  misguided  Republican  budget 
priorities. 

I  realize  that  this  measure  has  many  serious 
shortcomings.  H.R.  3662  makes  excessive 
cuts  in  important  energy  initiatives.  In  addition, 
the  tMll's  allocation  for  our  national  par1<s  falls 
short  of  meeting  the  increasing  demand  for 
visitor  services,  park  maintenance,  and  re- 
source protection.  1  am  disappointed  that  the 
Republican  majority  created  these  problems 
by  insisting  on  budget  plans  that  fail  to  recog- 
nize the  importance  of  our  parks. 

However,  this  debate  has  substantially  im- 
proved this  legislation.  By  approving  the  Dicks 
amerKJment,  the  House  preserved  the  irtegrity 


of  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  By  adopting 
the  Sanders  amendment,  the  House  restored 
needed  funds  for  the  low-income  home  weath- 
erization  program,  which  conserves  energy 
and  provides  vital  assistance  to  low-income 
Americans. 

Furthermore,  this  measure  helps  to  preserve 
a  vital  part  of  our  Nation's  heritage.  H.R.  3662 
renews  the  Federal  commitment  to  the  Black- 
stone  River  Valley  National  Heritage  Corridor, 
the  birthplace  of  the  American  industrial  revo- 
lution. Drawing  on  the  hard  work  and  ingenuity 
of  the  region's  people,  this  affiliated  area  of 
the  National  Park  System  is  a  model  partner- 
ship between  the  private  and  public  sectors 
that  deserves  our  strong  support. 

I  take  pride  in  the  great  strides  that  we  are 
making  in  the  Blackstone  Valley,  and  I  will 
vote  to  preserve  the  Federal  commitment  to 
these  endeavors.  1  look  forward  to  wortdng 
with  Chairman  Regula,  Representative  Yates, 
and  our  colleagues  in  the  Senate  to  ensure 
that  the  final  version  of  this  legislation  more 
effectively  protects  all  of  our  Nation's  environ- 
mental resources. 

Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  Chaiman,  I  strongly  object 
to  the  Department  of  Interior  funding  bill  be- 
fore the  House  today.  Once  again,  the  Repub- 
lican majority  has  brought  a  bill  to  the  floor 
that  shortchanges  our  nation's  Natural  re- 
sources and  attacks  the  environment. 

The  priorities  of  the  majority  party  never 
cease  to  amaze  me.  Just  last  week,  the 
House  approved  a  defense  appropriation  bill 
that  provides  $11  billion  more  for  military 
spending  than  even  the  Pentagon  requested. 
At  the  same  time,  critical  nondefense  pro- 
grams such  as  our  national  parks  are  under- 
funded. 

The  Interior  bill  t>efore  us  today  cuts  $285 
million  from  the  Presklent's  request  for  the  Na- 
tional Pari<  Serv«e.  Years  of  lean  budgets 
have  forced  the  pari<  system  to  defer  mainte- 
nance and  cut  staff.  As  a  result,  our  parks  are 
increasingly  falling  into  disrepair. 

Ironkally,  resources  for  the  park  system 
continue  to  decline  at  a  time  when  more  and 
more  Americans  are  visiting  our  natk}nal 
paries.  This  year,  the  number  of  visits  to  na- 
tional parks  will  rise  to  270  million.  One  na- 
tional pari(  superintendent  put  it  this  way: 
"Visitors  [to  the  natk>n's  national  parks]  will 
notk:e  a  major  difference  in  pari<  operatkins 
this  year.  I  the  years  ahead  .  .  .  protecting  re- 
sources and  providing  for  visitor  use  will  be  in- 
creasingly compromised." 

I  likewise  am  concemed  that  this  bill  re- 
duces funding  for  energy  conservation  pro- 
grams S235  million  below  the  administratk>n's 
request.  Such  a  reduction  is  short-sighted 
given  our  Nation's  dangerous  dependence  on 
foreign  sources  of  energy.  These  energy  con- 
sen/atkwi  programs  not  only  wort<  to  improve 
our  country's  energy  effkaency;  they  also  pro- 
vide a  successful  means  of  reducing  pollution. 

Because  of  these  and  other  defidences  in 
the  bill,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  reject  this  leg- 
islation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  If  there  are  no 
other  ainendments,  under  the  rule  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr.  GOOD- 
LATTE)  having  assumed  the  chair,  Mr. 
Burton  of  Indiana,  Chairman  of  the 
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Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee,  having  had  under  consider- 
ation thp  bill  (H.R.  3662),  making  ap- 
propriations for  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  and  related  agencies  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30.  1997. 
and  for  other  purposes,  pursuant  to 
House  Resolution  455,  he  reported  the 
bill  back  to  the  House  with  sundry 
amendments  adopted  by  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
GOODLATTE).  Under  the  rule,  the  pre- 
vious question  is  ordered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment? 

Mr.  KOLBE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  demand  a 
separate  vote  on  the  so-called  Kennedy 
of  Massachusetts  amendment. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  a  sep- 
arate vote  demanded  on  any  other 
amendment?  If  not,  the  Chair  will  put 
them  en  gros. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  redesignate  the  amendment 
on  which  a  separate  vote  has  been  de- 
manded. 

The  text  of  the  amendment  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment:  In  the  Item  relating-  to 
EST    Service— RECONSTRUCTION    and 

STRUCTION"— 

(1)  after  the  first  dollar  amount.  Insert  the 
following:  "(reduced  by  J12.(X)0.000)";  and 

(2)  after  the  second  dollar  amount.  Insert 
the  following:  "(reduced  by  $30.000.000)' '. 

The    SPEAKER    pro    tempore, 
question  is  on  the  amendment. 

The  question  was  taken;  and 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced 
the  noes  appeared  to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.   SANDERS.   Mr.   Speaker,   I 
mand  a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  211,  noes  211, 
not  voting  13,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  266] 
AYES— 211 


'FOR- 
CON- 


The 

the 
that 


de- 


Abercromble 

Adcemun 

Andrews 

Baesler 

Baldaccl 

Barrett  (WI) 

Becerra 

BellensoD 

Berman 

Bllbray 

Blllrakls 

Blate 

Boehlert 

BoDlor 

Bofslcl 

Boaclier 

Brown  (CA) 

Brown  (FL) 

Brown  (OH) 

Brownback 

Bryant  (TX) 

Campbell 

Cardln 

Castle 

Chabot 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clement 


Clybam 

Collins  (XL) 

Collins  (MI) 

Conyers 

Costello 

Coyne 

CummlnKS 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

DeLauro 

Dellums 

Deutsch 

Dlaz-Balart 

Dlngell 

Dixon 

Doreett 

Duncan 

Dorbln 

Ehlers 

Engel 

Engllsb 

Eshoo 

Evans 

Fan- 

Fattah 

Fawell 

Fields  (LA) 

Fllner 


Flake 

Flanagan 

FogUetta 

Foley 

Forbes 

Ford 

Fox 

Frank  (MA) 

Franks  (NJ) 

Frellnghuysen 

Frost 

Furse 

Ganske 

Gejdenson 

Gephardt 

Gibbons 

CUcfarest 

Gllman 

Gonzalez 

Gordon 

Coss 

Greenwood 

Gutierrez 

Hall  (OH) 

Harnun 

Bastings  (FL) 

HlUlard 

Hlnchey 


Hoekstra 

Horn 

Hostettler 

Hoyer 

IngUs 

Jackson  (XL) 

Jacobs 

Jefferson 

Johnson  (SD) 

Johnston 

Kaslch 

Kelly 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kennelly 

Klldee 

Kleczka 

Klug 

LaFalce 

LaHood 

Lantos 

LaTourette 

Lazlo 

Leach 

Levin 

Lewis  (G.4) 

LoBlondo 

Lofgren 

Lowey 

Luther 

Maloney 

Man  ton 

Manzullo 

Markey 

Martinez 

Martini 

Matsul 

McDermott 

.McHale 

McKlnney 

McNulty 

Meehan 

Meek 


AUard 

Archer 

Armey 

Bachus 

Baker  (CA) 

Baker  (LA) 

Ballenfer 

Barcla 

Barr 

Barrett  (NE) 

Bartlett 

Barton 

Bass 

Bateman 

Bentsen 

Bereuter 

BevlU 

Bishop 

Bllley 

Blumenauer 

Boehner 

Bonllla 

Bono 

Brewster 

Browder 

Bryant  (TN) 

Bonn 

Bunnlnf 

BuiT 

Burton 

Buyer 

Callahan 

Calvert 

Camp 

Canady 

Chambllss 

Chapman 

Chenowetb 

Chrlstensen 

Oirysler 

Clinker 

Coble 

Cobum 

Coleman 

Collins  (GA) 

Combest 

Condlt 

Cooley 

Cox 

Cramer 


Menendez 

Meyers 

MlUender- 

McDonald 
Miller  (CA) 
Miller  (FL) 
Mln^e 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollnan 
Moran 
MorelU 
Myrtck 
Nadler 
Neal 

Neumann 
Giver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosl 
Petri 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Qoinn 
Rahall 
Ran^el 
Reed 

Richardson 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtlnen 
Rose 

Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Salmon 

NOES— 211 

Crane 

Crapo 

Cremeans 

Cubm 

Cunningham 

Danner 

Deal 

DeFazlo 

DeLay 

Dickey 

Dicks 

Dooley 

Doollttle 

Doman 

Doyle 

Dreler 

Dunn 

Edwarrls 

Ehrllch 

Ensign 

Everett 

Ewlng 

Fazio 

Fowler 

Franks  (CT) 

Frlsa 

Funderburk 

Gallegly 

Cekas 

(*eren 

GUlmor 

Gingrich 

Goodlatte 

Goodllng 

Graham 

Green  (TX) 

Greene  (UT) 

Gunderson 

Gutkaecht 

HalKTX) 

Hamilton 

Hancock 

Hastert 

Ratings  (WA) 

Hayworth 

Hefley 

Hefter 

Helneman 

Herger 

HlUeary 


Sanders 

Sanford 

Sawyer 

Saxton 

Schlff 

Schroeder 

Schumer 

Scott 

Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 

Shaw 

Shays 

Skaggs 

Slaughter 

Smith  (MI) 

Smith  (NJ) 

Smith  (TX) 

Spratt 

Stark 

Stokes 

Studds 

Talent 

Tejeda 

Thompson 

Thurman 

Torklldsen 

Torres 

Towns 

Upton 

Velaxqnez 

Vento 

visclosky 

Walker 

Wamp 

Ward 

Waters 

Watt  (NO 

Waxman 

Weldon  (PA) 

Woolsey 

Yates 

Zlmmer 


Hobson 

Hoke 

Holden 

Hunter 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Istook 

Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson  (CT) 
Johnson.  E.  B. 
Johnson.  Sam 
Jones 
Kanjorskl 
Kaptur 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kllnk 

Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Largent 
Latham 
Laughlln 
Lewis  (CA) 
Lewis  (KY) 
Llghtfoot 
Llnder 
Uplnskl 
Livingston 
Longley 
Lucas 
Mascara 
McCarthy 
McCoUum 
UcCnry 
McHugh 
Mclnnls 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
Metcalf 
.Mica 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nethercatt 
Ney 
Norwood 


Nussle 

Oberstar 

Obey 

Orion 

Oxley 

Packard 

Parker 

Paxon 

Pa>-ne  (VA) 

Peterson  (.MN) 

Pickett 

Pombo 

Pryce 

Qulllen 

Radanovich 

Regula 

Rlggs 

Roberts 

Rogers 

Scarborough 

Schaefer 


Emerson 
Fields  (TX) 
Hansen 
Hayes 
Houghton 


Seastrand 
Shadegg 

Shuster 

Slslsky 

Skeen 

Skelton 

Smith  (WA) 

Solomon 

Souder 

Spence 

Steams 

Stenholro 

Stockman 

Stump 

Stupak 

Tanner 

Tate 

Taylor  (MS) 

Taylor  (NO 

Thomas 

Thomberry 

NOT  VOTIN&— 13 


Thornton 

Tlahrt 

Traflcant 

Volkmer 

Vucanovich 

Walsh 

Wattt  (OK) 

Weldon  (FL) 

Weller 

White 

Whitfield 

Wicker 

Williams 

Wilson 

WIM 

Wolf 

Wynn 

Young  (AK) 

Young  (FL) 

Zelllf 


Lincoln 
McDade 
Peterson  (FL) 
Ramstad 
Roth 


Sabo 

Tauzln 

Torrtcelll 


D  1715 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Goodlatte).  The  question  is  on  the  en- 
grossment and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

MOTION  TO  RECOMMPT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  YATES 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  the 
gentleman  opposed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  YATES.  I  am.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  its 
present  form. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  report  the  motion  to  recom- 
mit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Yates 
H.R.  3662.  to 
tions. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 
objection,  the  previous  question  is  or- 
dered on  the  motion  to  recommit. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  noes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  176,  nay« 
241.  not  voting  17,  as  follows: 
[RoU  No.  267] 
YRA.S— 176 


moves  to  recommit  the  bill, 
the  Committee  on  Appropria- 


Abercromble 

Ackerman 

Andrews 

Baesler 

Baldaccl 

Barcla 

Barrett  (WT) 

Becerra 

Bellenson 

Bentsen 

Berman 

BevlU 


Bishop 
Blumenauer 
Bonlor 
Borskl 
Boucher 
Browder 
Brown  (CA) 
Brown  (FL) 
Brown  (OH) 
Bryant  (TX) 
Cardln 
Chapman 


cnay 

Clayton 

Clement 

Clybum 

Coleman 

Collins  (IL) 

Collins  (Ml) 

Condlt 

Conyen 

Costello 

Coyne 

Cramer 
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Cummin^ 

Kaptur 

Peterson  (MN) 

Lewis  (CA) 

Paxon 

Solomon 

Ewlng 

Kingston 

(JulUen 

Danner 

Kennedy  (MA) 

Pomeroy 

Lewis  (KY) 

Petri 

Souder 

Fawell 

Kllnk 

Radanovlch 

de  la  Garza 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Poshard 

Llghtfoot 

Pickett 

Spence 

Flanagan 

Knollenberg 

Rahall 

DeFazlo 

Kennelly 

Rangel 

Llnder 

Pombo 

Steams 

Foley 

Kolbe 

Reed 

DeLauro 

Klldee 

Reed 

Livingston 

Porter 

Stenholm 

Forbes 

LaHood 

Regula 

Dellums 

Kleczka 

Richardson 

LoBlondo 

Portman 

Stockman 

Fowler 

Largent 

Rivers 

Deutsch 

Kllnk 

Rivers 

Longley 

Pryce 

Stump 

Fox 

Latham 

Roberts 

Dln«:eU 

LaFalce 

Roemer 

Lucas 

QuIUen 

Talent 

Franks  (CT) 

LaTourette 

Rogers 

DlXOD 

Lantos 

Rose 

Manzullo 

Qulnn 

Tate 

Franks  (NJ) 

Laaghlln 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Dogrett 

Uvln 

Roybal-Allard 

Martini 

Radanovlch 

Taylor  (MS) 

Frellnghuysen 

Lazlo 

Roukema 

Dooley 

Lewis  (GA) 

Rush 

McCoUum 

Rahall 

Taylor  (NO 

Frlsa 

Leach 

Salmon 

Durbm 

Uplnskl 

Sabo 

McHugh 

Regula 

Thomas 

Funderburk 

Lewis  (CA) 

Sanford 

Engrel 

Lofgren 

Sanders 

Mclnnls 

Rlggs 

Thoraberry 

Gallegly 

Lewis  (KY) 

Saxton 

Eshoo 

Lowey 

Sawyer 

Mcintosh 

Roberts 

Tlahrt 

Ganske 

Llghtfoot 

Schaefer 

Evans 

Luther 

Schroeder 

McKeon 

Rogers 

Torklldsen 

Gekas 

Llnder 

Schlff 

Fan- 

Maloney 

Schumer 

Metcalf 

Rohrabacher 

Traflcant 

(Jeren 

Llplnskl 

Seastrand 

Fattah 

Man  ton 

Scott 

Meyers 

Ros-Lehtlnen 

Upton 

GUchrest 

Livingston 

Shadegg 

Faao 

Markey 

Serrano 

Mica 

Roukema 

Vucanovlch 

Glllmor 

LoBlondo 

Shaw 

Fields  (LA) 

Martinez 

Slslsky 

Miller  (FL) 

Royce 

Walker 

Oilman 

Longley 

Shays 

Fllner 

Mascara 

Skaggs 

Mollnarl 

Salmon 

Walsh 

Gonzalez 

Lucas 

Shuster 

Flake 

Matsul 

Skelton 

MoUohan 

Sanford 

Wamp 

Goodlatte 

Manzullo 

Slslsky 

FojUetta 

McCarthy 

Slaughter 

Montgomery 

Saxton 

Watts  (OK) 

Goodllng 

Martinez 

Skeen 

Ford 

McDermott 

Spratt 

Moorhead 

Scarborough 

Weldon  (FL) 

Gordon 

Martini 

Smith  (Ml) 

Frank  (MA) 

McHale 

Stark 

Morella 

Schaefer 

Weldon  (PA) 

Goss 

Smith  (NJ) 

Frost 

McKlnney 

Stokes 

Murtha 

Schlff 

Weller 

Graham 

McCoUum 

Smith  (TX) 

FuTse 

McNulty 

Studds 

Myers 

Seastrand 

White 

Greene  (UT) 

McHugh 
Mclnnls 

Smith  (WA) 

Gejdenson 

Meehan 

Stupak 

Myrlck 

Sensenbrenner 

n-hltneld 

Greenwood 

Solomon 

Ophardt 

Meek 

Tanner 

Nethercutt 

Shadegg 

Wicker 

Gunderson 

Mcintosh 

Souder 

Gibbons 

Menendez 

Tejeda 

Neumann 

Shaw 

Wise 

Gutknecht 

McKeon 

Spence 

Gonzalez 

MlUender- 

Thompson 

Ney 

Shays 

Wolf 

Hall  (OH) 

Metcalf 

Stenholm 

Green  (TX) 

McDonald 

Thornton 

Norwood 

Shuster 

Young  (AK) 

Hall(TX) 

Meyers 

Talent 

Gutierrez 

Miller  (CA) 

Tburman 

Nussle 

Skeen 

Young  (FL) 

Harman 

Mica 

Tanner 

Hamilton 
Harman 

Mlnge 
Mink 

Tones 
Towns 

Orton 
Oxley 

Smith  (MI) 
Smith  (NJ) 

Zellff 
Zlmmer 

Hastings  (WA) 
Hayes 

Miner  (FL) 
Mollnarl 

Tate 
Taylor  (NO 

Hastings  (FL) 

Moakley 

Velazquez 

Packard 

Smith  (TX) 

Hayworth 

MoUohan 

Tejeda 

Hetaer 

Moran 

Vento 

Parker 

Smith  (WA) 

Hefley 

Montgomery 

Thomas 

HlUlard 
Hlnchey 

Nadler 
Neal 

Vlsclosky 
Volkmer 

;0T  VOTING— 17 

Helneman 
Herger 

Moorhead 
Morella 

Thoraberry 
Torklldsen 

Hoyer 

Oberstar 

Ward 

Armey 

Hansen 

Rams  tad 

Hlllearj- 

Murtha 

Traflcant 

Jackson  (IL) 

Obey 

Waters 

Baker  (LA) 

Houghton 

Roth 

Hobson 

Myers 

Upton 

Jackson-Lee 

Olver 

Watt  (NO 

Callahan 

Lincoln 

Tauzln 

Hoekstra 

Myrlck 

Vlsclosky 

(TX) 

Ortiz 

Wazman 

Emerson 

McCrery 

TorrtceUl 

Hoke 

Neal 

Vucanovlch 

Jacobs 

Owens 

WUlUms 

Fields  (TX) 

McDade 

WUson 

Holden 

Nethercutt 

Walsh 

Jeffenon 

Pallone 

Woolsey 

Foley 

Peterson  (FL) 

Horn 

Ney 

Watts  (OK) 

Johnson  (SD) 

Pastor 

Wynn 

Hunter 

Norwood 

Weldon  (FL) 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Payne  (NJ) 

Yates 

D  1734 

Hutchinson 

Nussle 

Weldon  (PA) 

Johnston 

Payne  (VA) 

Hyde 

Inglls 

Ortiz 

Weller 

Kanjorskl 

Pelosl 

Mr.      SHAYS     and 

Mr.      GORDON 

Orton 

White 

changed 

their   votes    from    "yea"    to 

Istook 

Oxley 

Whltneld 

NAY&-241 

"nay." 

Johnson  (CT) 

Packard 

Wicker 

Allard 

Crane 

Graham 

Mr.  MINGE  changed  from  "nay"  to 

Johnson.  Sam 
Jones 

Parker 
Paxon 
Pickett 
Pombo 

Wise 
Wolf 

Archer 
Bachos 
Baker  (CA) 

Crapo 
Cubln 

Greene (LT 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 

"yea." 
So  the 

motion  to  recommit  was  re- 

Kaslch 
Kelly 

Young  (AK) 
Young  (FL) 
ZeUir 
Zlmmer 

Ballenger 
Ban- 
Barrett  (NE) 
Bartlett 

Cunningham 
Davis 
Deal 
DeLay 

Gutknecht 
Hall  (OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hancock 

jected. 

The  result  of  the  vote 
as  above  recorded. 

was  announced 

Kennedy  (RI) 

Kim 

gitig 

Porter 

Portman 

Pryce 

Barton 

Dlaz-Ralart 

Hastert 

The    SPEAKER    pro 

tempore    (Mr. 

NAYS— 174 

Bass 

Dickey 

Hastings  (WA) 

GOODLATTE).   The   question   is   on   the 

Abercromble 

DeFazlo 

Jackson  (IL) 

Bateman 

Dicks 

Hayes 

passage  of  the  bill. 

Ackerman 

DeLauro 

Jackson-Lee 

Berenter 
Bllbray 

Doollttle 
Doman 

Hayworth 
Heney 

Pursuant  to  clause  7  of  the  rule  XV, 

Andrews 
Baesler 

Dellums 
Deutsch 

(TX) 
Jacobs 

Blllrmkls 

Doyle 

Helneman 

the  yeas  and  nays  are  ordered. 

Baldaccl 

Dlngell 

Jefferson 

Bllley 

Dreler 

Herger 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 

Barcla 

Dixon 

Johnson  (SD) 

Blute 

Boehlert 

Boehner 

Duncan 

Dunn 

Edwards 

HlUeary 

Hobson 

Hoekstra 

vice,   and  there  were — yeas  242,  nays 
174,  not  voting  18,  as  follows: 

Barrett  (WI) 

Becerra 

Beilenson 

Doggett 

Oorbln 

Esgel 

Johnson.  E.  B. 

Johnston 

Kanlorskl 

Bonllla 

Ehlers 

Hoke 

[Roll  No.  268] 

Bentsen 

Eshoo 

Kaptor 

Bono 

Ehrllch 
English 

Holden 
Horn 

YEAS-242 

Berman 
Blumenauer 

Evans 

Fan- 

Kennedy  (MA) 
Kennelly 

Brownbark 

Ensign 

Hostettler 

Allard 

Bryant  (TN) 

Crapo 

Bonlor 

Fattah 

Klldee 

Bryant  (TN) 

Everett 

Hunter 

Archer 

Bunn 

Cremeans 

Borskl 

Fazio 

Kleczka 

Bonn 

Ewlng 

HutcJilnson 

Bachus 

Bunnlng 

Cubln 

Boucher 

Fields  (LA) 

Klug 

Banning 

Fawell 

Hyde 

Baker  (CA) 

Bun 

Cunningham 

Browder 

Fllner 

LaFalce 

Bun 

Flanagan 

Inglls 

Ballenger 

Burton 

Davis 

Brown  (CA) 

Flake 

Ijintos 

Burton 

Forbes 

Istook 

Ban- 

Buyer 

de  la  Garza 

Brown  (FL) 

Foglletu 

Levin 

Buyer 

Fowler 

Johnson  (CT) 

Barrett  (NE) 

Calvert 

Deal 

Brown  (OH) 

Ford 

Lewis  (GA) 

Calvert 

Fox 

Johnson.  Sam 

Bartlett 

Camp 

DeLay 

Bryant  (TX) 

Frank  (MA) 

Lofgren 

Camp 

Franks  (CT, 

Jones 

Barton 

Campbell 

Dlaz-Balart 

Cardln 

Frost 

Lowey 

Campbell 

Franks  (NJ) 

Kaslch 

Bass 

Canady 

Dickey 

Chapman 

Foise 

Luther 

Canady 

FrellngLuyser 

Kelly 

Bateman 

Castle 

Dicks 

Clay 

Gejdeaion 

Maloney 

Castle 

Frtsa 

Klm 

Bereuter 

Chabot 

Dooley 

Clayton 

GeiAardt 

Manton 

Chabot 

Funderburk 

King 

BevlU 

Chambliss 

Doollttle 

Dement 

Gibbons 

Markey 

cniambllss 

Gallegly 

Kingston 

Bllbray 

Chenoweth 

Doman 

Clybom 

Green  (TX) 

Matsul 

Cbenoweth 

Ganske 

Klug 

BlUrakls 

Chris  tensen 

Doyle 

Coleman 

Gutierrez 

McCarthy 

Chnstensen 

Gekas 

Knollenberg 

Bishop 

Chrysler 

Dreler 

CoUlns  (IL) 

Hamilton 

McDermott 

Chrysler 

Geren 

Kolbe 

BlUey 

Cllnger 

Duncan 

CoUlns  (MI) 

Hancock 

McHale 

CUnger 

GUchrest 

LaHood 

Blute 

Coble 

Dunn 

Combest 

Hastert 

McKlnney 

Coble 

GUlmor 

Largent 

Boehlert 

Cobum 

Edwards 

Conyers 

Hastings  (FL) 

McNulty 

Cobum 

Gtlman 

Latham 

Boehner 

CoUlns  (GA) 

Ehlers 

Cooley 

Hefner 

Meehan 

CoUlns  (GA) 

Cioodlatte 

LaTourette 

Bonllla 

Condlt 

Ehrllch 

CosteUo 

HlUlard 

Menendez 

Combest 

Goodllng 

Laughlm 

Bono 

Cox 

English 

Cramer 

Hlnchey 

MUlender- 

Cooley 

Gordon 

Lazlo 

Brewster 

Coyne 

Ensign 

Cummlngs 

Hostettler 

McDonald 

Cox 

Goss 

Leach 

Brownback 

Crane 

Everett 

Danner 

Hoyer 

Miller  (CA) 
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Mlnge 

Rohrabacher 

Stump 

Mink 

Rose 

Stupak 

Moakley 

Roybal-Allard 

Taylor  (MS) 

Moran 

Royce 

Thompson 

Nadler 

Rush 

Thomton 

Neumann 

Sabo 

Thurman 

Oberstar 

Sanders 

Tlahrt 

Obey 

Sawyer 

Torres 

Owens 

Scarborough 

Towns 

Pallone 

Schroeder 

Velazquez 

Pastor 

Schumer 

Vento 

Payne (NJ) 

Scott 

Volkmer 

Paj-ne  (VA) 

Sensenbrenner 

Walker 

Pelosl 

Serrano 

Wamp 

Peterson  (MN> 

Skaggs 

Ward 

Petri 

Skelton 

Waters 

Pomeroy 

Slaughter 

Watt  (NO 

Poshard 

Spratt 

Waxman 

Qulnn 

Stark 

WUUams 

Rangel 

Steams 

Woolsey 

Richardson 

Stockman 

Wynn 

Rlggs 

Stokes 

Yates 

Roemer 

Studds 

NOT  VOTING— 18 

Armey 

Houghton 

Peterson  (FL) 

Baker  (LA) 

Lincoln 

Ramstad 

Callahan 

McCrery 

Roth 

Emerson 

McDade 

Tauzln 

Fields  (TX) 

Meek 

TorrtceUl 

Hansen 

Olver 

WUson 

D  1754 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  REGULA.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  within 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re- 
marks on  H.R.  3662,  and  that  I  may  in- 
clude tabular  and  extraneous  material. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Radanovich).  Is  there  objection  to  the 
request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

(Mr.  FAZIO  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  take  this  time  for  the  purpose  of 
inquiring  of  the  distinguished  majority 
whip  about  the  schedule  for  next  week. 
I  would  be  happy  to  yield  for  whatever 
description  of  the  schedule  he  would 
like  to  provide. 

Mr.  Delay.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  House  has  con- 
cluded its  legislative  business  for  the 
week.  On  Monday,  June  24,  we  will 
meet  in  pro  forma  session  Of  course, 
there  will  be  no  legislative  business 
and  no  votes  that  day. 

On  Tuesday,  June  25,  the  House  will 
meet  at  10:30  a.m.  for  morning  hour, 
and  12  noon  for  legislative  business. 
Members  should  note  that  we  do  expect 
recorded  votes  close  to  1  p.m.  Please  be 
advised  that  we  will  have  a  full  day 
planned  for  Tuesday,  June  25. 

The  House  will  first  debate  H.R.  2531, 
the  House  Parent  Exemption  Act, 
which  is  on  the  corre(:tions  day  cal- 


endar. We  will  then  take  up  under  sus- 
pension of  the  rules  H.R.  3604.  the  Safe 
Drinking  Water  Act.  After  consider- 
ation of  the  suspension  on  Tuesday,  the 
House  will  consider  the  rule  for  H.R. 
3666,  the  VA-HUD  appropriations,  and 
the  bill  itself. 

On  Wednesday,  June  26,  and  the  bal- 
ance of  the  week,  the  House  will  con- 
sider the  appropriation  bill  for  the  De- 
partment of  Transportation,  and  pos- 
sibly for  the  Departments  of  Labor  and 
Health  and  Human  Services. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  also  like  to  re- 
mind Members  that  we  may  take  up  a 
resolution  holding  the  President's 
ai(3es  in  contempt  of  Congress.  It  is  our 
hope  that  the  President  will  be  forth- 
coming with  the  subpoenaed 
Travelegate  documents  before  next 
week.  However,  in  the  event  that  these 
key  documents  are  not  provided,  we 
may  need  to  act  on  the  contempt  reso- 
lution. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  hope  to  finish  legis- 
lative business  and  start  the  July  4th 
district  period  by  2  p.m.  on  Friday, 
June  28.  Members  should  be  prepared  to 
return  to  Washington  on  Tuesday,  July 
9.  We  exiject  recorded  votes  to  be  held 
that  day  after  5  p.m. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  want  to  thank  the  whip  for  assur- 
ing members  that  5  o'clock  is  still  the 
time  for  votes  on  that  Tuesday  return 
after  the  Fourth  of  July  break. 

Is  it  likely  that  given  the  fact  that 
the  Labor-HHS  bill  is  not  yet  marked 
up  and  probably  will  not  be  until  the 
end  of  Tuesday  of  next  week,  that  we 
probably  are  not  likely  to  see  it  on  the 
floor?  Is  it  realistic  that  it  will  be  the 
two  appropriations  bills.  Transpor- 
tation, VA-HUD? 

Mr.  Delay.  Well,  the  reason  I  said 
possibly  consideration  of  the  Labor- 
HHS  appropriations  bill  is  that  hope- 
fully we  can  work  some  sort  of  agree- 
ment out  between  the  ranking  member, 
Mr.  Obey,  and  the  chairman,  Mr.  Liv- 
ingston, so  that  we  could  go  to  that 
bill.  If  that  is  not  possible,  then  we 
may  not  do  the  bill  next  week. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  have  another  question.  Could  the 
gentleman  tell  me  when  the  first  rec- 
onciliation bill  is  likely  to  hit  the 
floor.  I  know  many  thought  it  would  be 
before  us  in  the  next  week.  I  know  also 
that  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
GEPHARDT],  the  Democratic  leader,  has 
written  to  the  Speaker  asking  for  some 
sort  of  clarification  as  to  the  Intent  of 
the  majority  with  regard  to  welfare, 
Medicaid,  and  taxes,  whether  they 
would  be  tied  together  or  come  sepa- 
rately, would  they  or  would  they  not  be 
part  of  the  reconciliation,  and  what  re- 
quirements might  the  Committee  on 
Rules  imiMse  as  to  how  we  could  con- 
struct a  viable  Democratic  alternative. 

Is  the  gentleman  in  a  position  to  give 
us  any  understanding  about  when  that 
might  come  and  how  it  might  come? 


a  1800 

Mr.  Delay,  if  the  gentleman  would 
continue  to  yield,  those  decisions  have 
not  been  made  as  yet,  and  we  are  con- 
sulting with  as  many  Members  as  pos- 
sible to  decide  which  is  the  best  way  to 
proceed. 

We  expect  that  the  first  reconcili- 
ation bill,  if  indeed  we  split  up  the  rec- 
onciliation bill,  would  come  soon  after 
the  July  4th  break.  We  have  every  In- 
tention of  working  with  the  minority's 
leadership  to  make  sure  that  the  mi- 
nority will  have  plenty  of  time  In 
which  to  craft  any  substitute  that  they 
may  want  to  offer. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  appreciate  the  gentleman's  as- 
surance, and  I  look  forward  to  finaliz- 
ing the  arrangements,  because  I  want 
to  maintain,  very  clearly,  that  the  mi- 
nority is  very  anxious  to  participate  in 
the  discussions,  whether  we  take  them 
up  as  a  package  or  individually,  and  we 
look  forward  to  providing  an  alter- 
native. 

I  want  to  find  out  from  the  majority 
whip,  if  he  can  tell  us,  what  wlU  be  the 
fate  of  the  so-called  reform  week, 
which  we  understood  was  coming  that 
week  on  our  return.  We  now  have 
backed  up  several  key  appropriations 
bills,  we  have  just  heard  about  the  need 
to  bring  up  the  reconciliation  bills,  and 
we  pick  up  anecdotally  that  many  of 
the  reforms  are  falling  by  the  wayside. 

I  am  wondering,  is  reform  week  still 
in  our  future,  or  has  It  perhaps  been 
drifting  off  into  oblivion? 

Mr.  Delay.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  continue  to  yield,  I 
wouJd  say  to  him  that  we  want  to  con- 
tinue the  reputation  that  we  have  es- 
tablished In  the  104th  Congress  of  being 
the  reform  Congress.  We  have  every  in- 
tention of  continuing  with  our  plans 
for  a  reform  week. 

We  intend  to  do  a  campaign  finance 
reform  bill.  Unfortunately,  we  are  slip- 
ping the  schedule  on  our  appropria- 
tions bills,  and  our  first  priority  is  to 
get  through  the  13  appropriation  bills 
and  use  the  precious  floor  time  for 
them,  but  we  have  every  intention  of 
honoring  our  commitments  on  reforms, 
to  continue  the  reforms  that  we  have 
been  working  on,  sometime  in  July. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, reclaiming  my  time,  I  would  once 
again  ask  the  gentleman,  as  I  have  the 
gentleman  from  California,  Chairman 
Thomas,  and  others  who  may  have  ju- 
risdiction, if  we  could  be  given  some 
understanding  about  what  will  be  com- 
ing to  the  floor  during  that  week, 
whenever  it  is. 

It  is  our  experience  that  when  we 
have  task  force  government  in  the  leg- 
islative process,  we  do  not  always  have 
an  opportunity  to  participate  until,  all 
of  a  sudden,  the  legislation  is  before  us. 
So,  I  am  wondering  when  we  may  be  in- 
formed about  what  will  be  the  composi- 
tion of  reform  week  in  some  detail. 
Could  the  gentleman  Inform  us? 
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Mr.  Delay.  As  soon  as  we  know,  we 
will  let  the  gentleman  know. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  I  consider 
that  a  very  candid  comment,  and  I  ap- 
preciate the  response. 

One  last  question,  and  I  will  not  pro- 
long this.  I  know  a  good  deal  of  atten- 
tion is  suddenly  being  focused  on  the 
MFN  for  China.  Could  the  gentleman 
tell  us  when  that  very  important  de- 
bate, which  is  really  bipartisan  in  na- 
ture, might  well  come  before  the  body? 

Mr.  Delay.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
advise  the  gentleman  that  we  are  try- 
ing to  work  with  both  sides  on  the 
MFN  issue.  We  are  going  to  have  a 
leadership  meeting  next  week  and  we 
have  been  in  discussion  with  our  lead- 
ership team.  There  is  a  possibility  that 
we  would  do  MFN  next  week  if  we  can 
get  the  floor  time  for  it  and  do  it. 

We  would  like  to  get  it  on  to  the 
floor  and  moving  as  quickly  as  we  can, 
and  we  think  we  can  do  that.  Although, 
we  cannot,  for  certain,  say  it  is  going 
to  be  next  week,  there  is  a  possibility 
it  will  be  brought  up  next  week. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Does  the 
gentleman  have  any  idea  how  long  we 
might  have  to  debate  that,  how  exten- 
sive the  time  commitment  to  MFN 
would  likely  be? 

Mr.  Delay,  if  we  do  it  next  week,  it 
would  be  several  hours,  but  it  would 
not  be  the  20  hours  as  required.  We  will 
consult  with  the  minority  leadership  to 
make  sure  that  every  Member's  re- 
quests are  taken  care  of,  but  under- 
standing that  floor  time  is  very  pre- 
cious. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  will  try  to  wrap  this  one  up  and 
yield  further. 

If  it  is  possible,  after  the  first  two  ap- 
propriations bills,  VA-HUD  and  Trans- 
portation, are  dealt  with,  if  Labor-HHS 
is  not  ready,  we  may  well  then  go  to 
Thursday  afternoon,  Friday  morning 
consideration  of  MFN;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Delay.  I  would  say  that  that  is 
a  real  possibility. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  And  Friday 
is  firm,  until  2,  next  week? 

Mr.  Delay.  Friday  we  will  be  out  by 
2  p.m.  no  matter  what. 

Mr.  FAZIO  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  appreciate  very  much  the  input 
of  the  majority  whip,  and  if  the  Speak- 
er would  forbear  for  just  a  second,  I 
have  been  asked  by  the  White  House  to 
indicate  for  those  going  to  the  picnic 
tonight  that  they  are  urging  people  to 
take  Independence  Avenue  to  17th 
street,  right  on  17th.  cross  Constitution 
and  take  the  first  right  turn  onto  the 
Ellipse. 

There  is  a  tremendous  potential  for  a 
traffic  snarl  there  tonight.  Parking  is 
available  on  the  Ellipse  and  east  to- 
ward East  Executive  Drive.  If  any 
Members  who  are  listening  to  this  have 
some  concerns  about  it,  call  the  cloak- 
rooms of  the  two  parties  and  we  will 
help  try  to  ease  transportation. 


HOUR  OF  MEETING  ON  TUESDAY. 
JUNE  25.  1996 

Mr.  Delay.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  when  the  House  ad- 
journs on  Monday,  June  24,  1996,  it  ad- 
journ to  meet  at  10:30  a.m.  on  Tuesday, 
June  25,  1996,  for  morning  hour  debates. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Radanovich).  Is  there  objection  to  the 
request  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


THE  FILEGATE  INVESTIGATION 


DISPENSING  WITH  CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY  BUSINESS  ON 
WEDNESDAY  NEXT 

Mr.  Delay.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  business  in 
order  under  the  Calendar  Wednesday 
rule  be  dispensed  with  on  Wednesday 
next. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


ADJOURNMENT  TO  MONDAY.  JUNE 
24,  1996 

Mr.  Delay.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  when  the  House  ad- 
journs today,  it  adjourn  to  meet  at  2 
p.m.  on  Monday  next. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


THE  FILEGATE  INVESTIGATION 

(Mr.  HAYWORTH  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  ajid  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks  and  include  extraneous 
material.) 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  all 
Americans  should  note  with  pride  the 
fact  that  the  Olympic  torch  passes 
through  Washington  today  on  its  way 
to  Atlanta,  GA,  but  we  should  issue 
this  warning  both  to  the  International 
Olympic  Committee  and  the  U.S. 
Olympic  Committee:  "Whatever  you  do 
with  that  torch,  please  don't  stop  at 
the  White  House."  Chances  are  the 
torch  would  get  lost  and  we  would  not 
see  it  for  2Vi  years.  But  I  am  sure  that 
would  be  just  an  honest  bureaucratic 
snafu. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  all  sincerity,  this 
morning  I  respectfully  request  that  we 
include  in  the  Record  the  lead  edi- 
torial in  today's  Washington  Times  en- 
titled "The  Filegate  Investigation."  If 
we  include  that  in  the  Record,  we  will 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  all  sober 
and  fair-minded  Americans  should 
share,  that  with  all  due  respect  to  the 
FBI,  letting  the  FBI  conduct  its  own 
investigation  into  the  Filegate  matter 
would  be  like  letting  the  fox  guard  the 
henhouse.  An  independent  counsel  is 
needed  to  get  to  the  truth  on  this  sub- 
ject. 


Now  that  Whitewater  Independent  counsel 
Kenneth  Starr  has  determined  he  lacks  juris- 
diction to  investigate  White  House  abuse  of 
FBI  background  files  on  more  than  400 
Reagan  and  Bush  appointees.  Attorney  Gen- 
eral Janet  Reno  Is  planning  to  turn  over  the 
investigation  to  the  FBI  Itself.  That  Is  less 
than  a  satisfactory  solution — to  put  it  mild- 
ly. 

This  unprecedented  and  "egregious"— as 
FBI  Director  Louis  Freeh  describes  It— viola- 
tion of  the  Privacy  Act  could  not,  after  all. 
have  happened  without  FBI  cooperation.  And 
this  is  not  the  first  time  that  that  agency 
has  overstepped  the  bounds  of  propriety.  If 
not  legality,  in  its  willingness  to  cooperate 
with  the  Clinton  White  House.  Senior  FBI  of- 
ficials allowed  themselves  to  be  browbeaten 
by  White  House  staffers  Into  getting  in- 
volved in  constructing  the  Clintons'  cover 
story  for  the  summary  firing  of  seven  travel 
office  employees  in  May,  1993.  And  now  it 
turns  out  that  for  months  afterwards,  with- 
out batting  an  eye.  they  were  merrily  han- 
dling over  hundreds  of  confidential  files  the 
White  House  had  no  business  getting  its 
hands  on. 

The  White  House  responded  to  the  Initial 
revelations  of  these  privacy  violations  with 
typical  dislngenuousness.  While  acknowledg- 
ing It  should  never  have  happened.  Clinton 
spokesmen  laid  it  all  at  the  feet  of  a  low- 
level  clerk,  who  had  no  idea  who  did  or  did 
not  still  need  White  House  access  and  was 
using  an  outdated  Secret  Service  list— and 
an  order  form  stamped  with  then-White 
House  Counsel  Bernard  Nussbaum's  name. 
The  Secret  Service  quickly  Jumped  Into  the 
fray  with  the  news  that  their  lists  of  employ- 
ees are  constantly  updated,  and  that  active 
and  Inactive  passholders  are  very  clearly 
designated— in  short,  that  there  is  no  such 
thing  as  an  out-dated  Secret  Service  list. 

That  hardly  mattered  in  any  case,  once  It 
also  became  known  that  the  clerk,  civilian 
Army  investigator  Anthony  Marceca.  was 
actually  a  longtime  Democratic  hack,  who'd 
been  brought  on  board  by  and  was  working 
under  the  direction  of  another  veteran 
Democratic  operative,  Craig  Livingstone, 
who  worked  for  then-Associate  Counsel.  Rose 
Law  Firm  partner  and  Clinton  crony  William 
H.  Kennedy  UL  All  three  had  every  reason  to 
know  perfectly  well  that  they  didn't  need 
background  files  on,  say.  former  Secretary  of 
State  James  Baker. 

None  of  this  painful  truth  has  stopped  the 
White  House's  spin  machine  from  continuing 
to  maintain  with  a  straight  face  that  the  il- 
legal intrusion  into  confidential  files  by 
Clinton  employees  was  nothing  more  than  a 
"bureaucratic  snafu."  Nor  has  it  interfered 
with  Democrats"  unblushing  assertions 
(which  will  ring  a  bell  with  anyone  who  fol- 
lowed the  Senate  Whitewater  investigations) 
that  any  further  questions  about  this  scan- 
dalous act— and  particularly  the  hearings 
that  began  this  week  in  the  House  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight  Committee 
(with  more  to  follow  soon  on  the  Senate  Ju- 
diciary Committee),  are  "politically  moti- 
vated." 

It's  clear  despite  the  PR,  however,  that  the 
beleaguered  folks  in  the  Clinton  White  House 
recognize  they're  in  trouble  once  again.  The 
president  and  chief  of  staff  have  apologized, 
albeit  in  classic  Clinton  style — without  ad- 
mitting to  any  wrongdoing.  Craig  Living- 
stone, It  was  announced  this  week,  will  be 
going  on  "requested"  paid  leave  of  absence. 
And  White  House  Counsel  Jack  Qulnn  has  de- 
creed that  henceforth,  all  security  oper- 
ations  will   be   put   under  the   control    of 
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Charles  Easley,  a  veteran  career  civil  serv- 
ant who  was  hired  during  the  Reagan  admin- 
istration. 

Admirably  free  of  the  Clintonlan  ethics 
plague  as  Mr.  Easley  undoubtedly  Is,  it's  too 
late  to  get  those  408  FBI  background  files 
back  In  the  toothpaste  tube.  More  to  the 
point,  his  appointment  only  raises  the  ques- 
tion why  someone  like  him  was  not  ap- 
pointed in  the  first  place— if  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration really  had  no  evil  intentions. 

And  honorable  as  Director  Freeh  may  be. 
his  agency  is  too  sullied  by  Its  part  in  the 
Privacy  Act  violation  to  carry  out  a  credible 
Investigation.  It  is  troubling,  indeed,  to  say 
this  about  yet  another  Clinton  administra- 
tion scandal,  but  if  anything  ever  called  for 
the  appointment  of  an  independent  counsel, 
this  does.  Ms.  Reno  should  not  delay  in  seek- 
ing such  an  appointment.  Anything  else  will 
look  too  much  like  setting  the  fox  to  guard 
the  henhouse. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12.  1995.  and  under  a  previous  order  of 
the  House,  the  following  Members  will 
be  recognized  for  5  minutes  each. 


HOOSIER  HERO 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Indiana  [Mr.  McIntosh]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Mcintosh.  Mt.  speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  give  my  report  from  Indiana. 

Every  weekend,  my  wife  Ruthie  and  I 
travel  the  second  district  of  Indiana. 
And  so  often,  people  share  with  me  spe- 
cial stories  about  their  friends  and 
neighbors  who  make  our  community  a 
better  place.  These  individuals  do 
things  all  on  their  own  to  make  us 
proud. 

Now,  I  like  to  call  these  individuals 
Hoosier  heros.  Hoosier  heros  because 
they  reach  out  and  lend  a  helping  hand 
to  those  less  fortunate. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Brandon  Scott  Privett 
of  Pendleton,  IN,  is  a  Hoosier  hero.  A 
Hoosier  hero  because  he  generously 
contributes  his  time  and  effort  helping 
senior  citizens.  Brandon  is  a  12-year- 
old  boy  who  moved  from  Florida  to 
Pendleton— a  small  Indiana  town  last 
May.  Brandon,  along  with  his  mother 
and  brother,  moved  in  with  their 
grandmother,  who  is  an  active  member 
of  Pet-a-Pal  volunteer  program. 

The  Pet-a-Pal  program  is  an  organi- 
zation that  brings  animals  into  the 
nursing  homes,  to  help  brighten  the 
days  for  lonely  seniors.  Some  46  volun- 
teers at  Pet-a-Pal  program  bring  pets 
to  the  nursing  homes  throughout  Madi- 
son Coimty.  There  they  visit  with  the 
residents  and  form  new  friendships  and 
special  bonds. 

Brandon  started  visiting  a  nursing 
home  called  the  Rawlins  House  with 
his  grandmother  Greta  Butts  in  May. 
He  immediately  befriended  a  gen- 
tleman residejit  of  the  nursing  home, 
and  continued  to  visit  him  and  other 
residents  daily. 


Brandon  also  started  helping  the  vol- 
unteers walk  their  dogs  through  the 
nursing  homes  and  does  anything  that 
is  asked  of  him.  Brandon  has  made  a 
special  friend  with  one  of  the  volun- 
teers who  is  disabled  in  the  use  of  his 
arms  and  has  trouble  caring  for  all  of 
the  animals  himself. 

He  helps  with  the  dogs  and  dresses 
them  in  their  costumes  to  walk  them 
up  and  down  the  halls  for  the  residents 
to  see — sort  of  a  parade.  Those  who 
know  Brandon  will  tell  you  so  many 
good  things  about  this  young  boy. 

Jo  Rehm,  the  Pet-a-Pal  coordinator 
says  she  has  never  met  a  young  man 
who  had  such  an  understanding  and 
loving  heart  for  senior  citizens. 

Brandon  is  an  inspiration  to  all  of  us, 
and  he  and  adl  of  the  volunteers  in  the 
Pet-a-Pal  program  are  Hoosier  Heroes. 
Hoosier  Heroes  because  they  make  our 
communities  a  better  place  to  live. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  my  report  for  In- 
diana today,  on  July  20. 

Pet-a-Pal  volunteers 

Deb  Arnold.  Pam  Bennett.  Sally  Bilyeu. 
Lisette  and  Steve  Brenner.  Bob  and  Mary 
Bridgewater.  Howard  Wile.  Carol 
Loughridge.  Terrl  Towner.  Anna  May  Davis. 
Sally  Wilding.  Charlie  Grinnell.  Sheri 
HIneman.  Roxanne  and  Argyl  Meeker,  and 
Brandon  Privett. 

Eulala  Roettger.  Charlie  Safford,  Dottle 
Smith,  Carrie  Smith.  Dawn  Truex.  Nancy 
Clement,  Lee  Ann  Wallen,  Julie  Cox.  Meg 
Spangler,  Mary  Lou  Griffey,  Esther  Gray. 
John  Coulter.  Ron  Miller,  and  Mark  Reeves. 

Betty  Bryan,  Betty  Walnscott.  Greta 
Butts.  Sandy  Warden,  Amy  Burton,  Avis 
Witt.  Ingrld  and  Mark  Chllds.  Debbie  Swan- 
son.  Rick  Garrett.  Jo  Rehm.  Kathleen  Buck. 
Jennifer  Kokos.  Charles  and  Marsha  Ostler, 
and  Bid  Pike. 


HEALTH  CARE  SECURITY 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  [Mr.  Hastert]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HASTERT.  I  have  to  take  a  few 
minutes  today  to  just  talk  to  the 
House  and  its  membership  about  an  im- 
portant issue  coming  before  this  body. 
It  is  called  health  care  security. 

It  is  about  people  being  able  to  move 
from  job  to  job,  whether  they  are  in 
group  health  insurance  in  one  job  and 
moved  to  group  health  insurance  in  an- 
other job,  or  they  move  from  group  in- 
surance to  individual  insurance.  If  you 
happen  to  have,  or  a  member  of  your 
family  has,  a  preexisting  condition, 
say,  a  heart  situation  or  some  type  of 
long-term  illness,  you  will  not  be  de- 
nied health  care. 

Now,  that  legislation  has  passed  this 
House  and  it  has  passed  the  Senate, 
and  it  is  time  to  go  to  conference,  the 
principals  in  the  other  body  and  the 
principals  in  this  House,  and  talk 
about  a  way  to  fashion  this  bill  so  that 
it  will  gain  the  support  of  the  Presi- 
dent and  the  signature  of  the  Presi- 
dent, and  will  become  law. 

The  American  people  want  health 
care  security,   they  want  portability. 


They  also  want  availability  in  health 
care  and  they  want  afTordability  in 
health  care.  It  is  something  that  we 
have  addressed  in  this  piece  of  legisla- 
tion. People  who  are  self-employed, 
they  may  be  truck  drivers  in  my  dis- 
trict or  barbers  or  beauticians  or  farm- 
ers or  real  estate  agents  or  insurance 
agents  even.  They  would  like  to  be 
given  the  same  break  that  big  business 
gets,  the  same  break  that  if  they  go 
out  and  buy  health  care  for  themselves 
and  their  family,  they  can  deduct  the 
cost  of  that  health  care  insurance  from 
their  income  tax. 

If  they  are  beyond  just  self-employed, 
if  they  are  a  small  business,  they  would 
like  to  be  able  to  offer  health  care  in- 
surance to  their  employees  that  is  ac- 
tually affordable. 

The  bill  that  we  have  passed  through 
the  House  and  the  bill  that  has  passed 
through  the  Senate  basically  does  that 
also.  It  changes  how  individual  insur- 
ance is  offered.  The  House  provision 
has  a  provision  for  medical  savings  ac- 
counts. Medical  savings  accounts  are 
something  that  many  companies  offer 
today:  as  a  matter  of  fact,  there  are  17 
States  across  this  Nation,  including 
my  home  State  of  Illinois,  that  offer 
medical  savings  accounts  so  that  peo- 
ple can  choose  the  health  care  provid- 
ers that  they  want. 

D  1815 

They  also  have  an  opportunity  to 
make  their  individual  choices.  They 
also  have  an  opportunity  to  shop  the 
market. 

Today  in  health  care,  if  you  have  an 
insurance  policy,  we  always  say  that 
tl»ere  is  a  third  party  payer.  When  you 
go- to  the  doctor's  office  and  the  doctor 
says,  you  need  X,  Y,  or  Z  treatment,  if 
you  ask  the  doctor  how  much  does  that 
treatment  cost,  he  will  say,  do  not 
worry  about  it.  Your  insurance  will 
cover  it. 

My  colleagues,  your  insurance  may 
cover  it.  but  you  never  see  the  bill.  You 
do  not  know  how  much  you  are  being 
charged  by  the  doctor,  the  hospital,  the 
health  care  provider.  We  think  the 
American  public  ought  to  be  able  to 
enter  into  that  contract,  if  you  will. 
We  think  that  they  ought  to  be  able  to 
deal  not  only  with  the  provider,  the 
doctor  or  the  health  care  provider  that 
has  offered  the  service,  we  think  that 
you  can  look  them  in  the  eye  and  ask 
the  price  and  find  out  what  kind  of 
value  you  are  getting  for  your  insur- 
ance dollar. 

The  way  to  do  that  is  to  let  people 
choose  medical  savings  accounts.  A 
medical  savings  accounts,  what  hap- 
pens, if  the  average  cost  of  an  insur- 
ance policy  in  this  country,  which  it  is, 
is  $4,500,  if  you  live  in  Keokuk,  lA.  it 
might  be  a  little  less  than  that.  If  you 
live  in  Long  Island,  NY,  it  might  be  a 
little  bit  more  than  that,  but  the  aver- 
age cost  is  S4.500.  For  about  S2.200,  you 
can  get  a  S2,000  deductible  health  care 
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policy.  S2.000  deductible,  what  we  call  a 
catastrophic  policy..  The  balance  of 
that  amount  will  go  into  a  medical  sav- 
ing account. 

Now,  a  medical  savings  account  is 
like  what  we  would  call  an  IRA  or  we 
could  call  it  a  medical  IRA.  In  that  sit- 
uation your  dollars  go  into  your  sav- 
ings account.  The  first  $2,000  or  $2,100 
or  $2,200,  depending  on  the  policy  that 
you  buy,  will  be  paid  by  you.  You 
choose  the  doctor.  You  choose  it,  and  if 
you  do  not  spend  it,  you  get  to  keep'it. 
That  is  the  deal  that  the  American 
people  want.  They  want  health  care  se- 
curity. They  want  health  care  afford- 
ability,  and  they  want  health  care 
availability.  It  is  time  to  not  be 
blocked  by  the  Senate.  It  is  time  that 
we  go  to  conference  and  get  this  job 
done. 


HOWARD  TINNEY 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Franks] 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  FRANKS  of  Connecticut.  Mr. 
Speaker,  last  Friday  night  I  attended  a 
testimonial  in  honor  of  former  alder- 
man and  police  commissioner  Howard 
Tinney  of  Ansonia,  CT.  Mr.  Tinney  has 
had  some  medical  problems  of  late  and 
the  400-plus  people  in  attendance  at  the 
Rapp's  Restaurant  wanted  to  honor 
him  for  all  the  good  work  he  has  done 
for  the  city  of  Ansonia  and  for  the 
State  of  Connecticut. 

As  a  black  Republican  for  three  dec- 
ades, Howard  Tinney  has  been  a  politi- 
cal Inspiration  for  many  of  us,  myself 
Included.  We  actually  have  a  lot  in 
common  beyond  being  black  Repub- 
licans. We  both  have  grown  up  in  the 
same  city  which  we  live  in  today.  We 
both  have  beautiful  wives.  Donna  for 
myself  and  Esther  for  Mr.  Tinney.  We 
both  have  three  children.  We  both  have 
lovely  mothers  that  are  alive  and  well. 
We  both  served  on  the  board  of  direc- 
tors of  our  local  YMCA's.  And  we  were 
both  all-star  athletes,  though  he  was 
far  better  than  I  had  ever  hoped  to  be. 

We  were  both  the  first  black  Repub- 
licans to  have  been  elected  to  the  board 
of  aldermen  in  our  respective  cities. 
Howard  served  as  a  police  commis- 
sioner, and  I  served  as  a  fire  commis- 
sioner. 

Howard  Tinney,  however,  accom- 
plished his  feats  more  than  10  years  be- 
fore I  even  got  involved  in  politics. 
Howard  Tinney  was  a  trailblazer.  He 
made  It  easier  for  people  like  myself. 

Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  Howard  Tinney  has 
been  an  outstanding  parent,  husband, 
role  model,  and  community  leader.  We 
have  been  blessed  to  have  had  the  good 
fortune  to  have  been  able  to  have 
worked,  played,  cried,  and  laughed 
with  a  man  of  Howard's  caliber.  May 
God  continue  to  bless  you  and  your 
family,  Howard  Tinney.. 


MEDICAL  SAVINGS  ACCOUNTS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  Speaker's  announced  policy  of  May 
12,  1995.  the  gentleman  from  Washing- 
ton [Mr.  McDermott]  is  recognized  for 
60  minutes  as  the  designee  of  the  mi- 
nority leader. 

Mr.  MCDERMOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  my 
colleague  from  Illinois,  Mr.  Hastert, 
has  talked  recently,  very  briefly,  about 
the  fact  that  there  is  a  health  reform 
act  which  is  before  the  Congress  and 
which  I  think  in  this  Instance  we  both 
agree  is  important.  It  has  provisions 
which  allow  people  to  take  their  Insur- 
ance from  one  place  of  employment  to 
another,  that  is  portability.  It  pro- 
hibits the  use  of  preexisting  conditions 
to  bar  people  from  insurance,  but  un- 
fortunately it  is  probably  not  going  to 
pass  the  House  of  Representatives;  and 
it  is  about  that  issue  that  I  would  like 
to  talk. 

The  Republican  health  care  bill  con- 
tains provisions  granting  substantial 
tax  incentives  for  medical  savings  ac- 
counts. Despite  the  fact  that  there  is 
no  public  clamor  for  them.  Republicans 
are  obsessed  with  medical  savings  ac- 
counts. 

Now,  the  Republicans  in  the  House 
want  us  to  believe  that  MSA's  are  the 
way  to  expand  patient  choice  and  to 
control  health  care  costs,  when  in  my 
opinion  nothing  could  be  further  firom 
the  truth.  The  only  things  that  are 
known  for  sure  about  MSA's  is  that 
they  will  provide  lavish  tax  breaks  for 
the  healthiest  and  wealthiest  in  our  so- 
ciety and  that  this  will  cause  the  cost 
of  health  care  insurance  to  Increase, 
making  it  more  difficult  and  less  af- 
fordable for  employers  to  offer  ade- 
quate health  insurance. 

I  want  to  start  at  the  beginning,  be- 
cause we  talk  about  MSA's.  I  am  not 
sure  how  many  Members  of  the  House, 
how  many  members  of  the  general  pub- 
lic really  understand  what  the  proposal 
really  amounts  to.  MSA's  are  nothing 
more  than  tax-favored  savings  ac- 
counts for  health  care  expenses,  cou- 
pled with  a  high  deductible  health  in- 
surance policy.  Under  the  MSA  pro- 
posal which  the  House  Republicans 
have  advanced,  health  insurance  for 
qualified  employers  either  directly  or 
through  their  employers  are  allowed  to 
contribute  yearly  tax-exempt  amounts 
to  an  MSA,  a  medical  savings  account, 
up  to  a  specific  ceiling.  The  ceilings  in 
the  House  bill  are  $2,000  for  an  individ- 
ual and  $4,000  for  a  family. 

The  first  question  every  American 
has  to  ask  themselves  is,  do  I  have 
$4,000  that  I  can  put  into  this  medical 
savings  account,  money  out  of  my 
pocket  that  I  am  going  to  put  into  that 
savings  account.  To  be  qualified  to 
have  an  MSA,  all  a  taxpayer  needs  to 
have  beyond  that  money  is  to  have  cov- 
erage through  a  high  deductible  insur- 
ance plan. 

This  way  people  could  use  their 
money  in  the  MSA.  They  have  the  high 


deductible.  If  they  spend  up  to  $10,000 
or  up  to  $3,000,  whatever  the  deductibil- 
ity is,  then  they  would  be  covered  by 
the  insurance.  But  the  first  $3,000  or 
first  $10,000,  whatever  that  deductible 
is,  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Individ- 
ual patient.  They  have  to  come  up  with 
it. 

They  had  this  medical  savings  ac- 
count that  they  can  put  up  to  $4,000  in. 
And  when  they  have  medical  expenses, 
they  can  take  that  money  out  and  pay 
the  medical  expenses  toward  the  de- 
ductible which  would  get  up  to  $3,000. 

The  problem  with  this  latest  Insur- 
ance fad  is  that  MSAs  will  do  two 
things.  They  will  destroy  the  health  in- 
surance market  as  it  currently  exists, 
and  they  will  be  an  Immense  drain  on 
the  Federal  Treasury  during  a  time 
when  Congress  is  supposed  to  be  fo- 
cused on  reducing  the  national  debt. 

First,  I  want  to  talk  about  what 
MSA's  are  going  to  do  to  the  current 
health  insurance  market  and  the  pre- 
miums of  those  people  who  are  covered 
by  traditional  health  insurance.  The 
general  principle  of  health  insurance  is 
to  spread  the  health  care  expenses 
across  large  groups  of  people  to  protect 
each  of  us  from  being  bankrupted  by 
unanticipated  health  care  costs.  Under 
today's  Insurance  system,  the  pre- 
miums of  younger  and  healthier  work- 
ers subsidize  the  higher  health  care 
spending  of  less  healthy,  middle  aged 
and  older  workers. 

This  is  a  continuous  subsidy  cycle. 
We  have  been  doing  It  for  years  in  this 
country.  The  last  50  years  with  our 
health  insurance,  the  younger  workers 
have  put  In,  the  older  workers  have 
used  more  of  it.  The  younger  workers 
of  today  will  someday  be  reljring  on  the 
workers  who  follow  them  to  continue 
that  process. 

MSA's  destroy  that  traditional  con- 
cept of  insurance  by  enabling  millions 
of  younger  healthy  people  to  opt  out  of 
this  inadvisable  subsidy. 

With  the  availability  of  MSA's 
younger  healthy  workers  could  opt  out 
of  the  main  insurance  pool  by  choosing 
to  take  the  cheaper  catastrophic  cov- 
erage and  keep  the  unused  cash  in  that 
MSA  as  a  tax-free  savings  to  be  with- 
drawn at  a  later  date. 

A  study  by  the  Urbaji  Institute  esti- 
mates that.  If  just  20  percent  of  work- 
ers switch  to  MAS's,  the  premium  cost 
for  the  those  workers  who  want  to  keep 
their  present  low  deductible  health  in- 
surance, if  you  have  a  policy  today 
with  a  $200  deductible  or  $300  deduct- 
ible, that  Is  a  low  deductible.  If  you 
want  to  keep  that  and  20  percent  of  the 
policy  holders  go  into  MSA's,  the  cost 
of  insurance  would  rise  by  60  percent 
for  those  people  who  stay  in  traditional 
coverage. 

Now,  what  happens  then?  Well,  it  is 
obvious.  Some  Individuals  may  no 
longer  be  able  to  afford  traditional 
health  Insurance  and  businesses  will 
have  two  choices:  either  abandon  the 
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low  cost,  low  deductible  policy  or  lower 
their  workers'  salaries  to  pay  for  it. 

I  brought  a  couple  charts  here  be- 
cause it  is  easy  or  it  is  easier  to  some- 
times work  with  a  chart.  I  want  to  talk 
about  employer  A  and  employer  B.  Em- 
ployer A  is  a  situation  that  does  not 
exist.  You  have  five  employees,  one. 
two,  three,  four,  five,  and  they  all  have 
the  same  medical  experience  last  year; 
they  each  cost  $3,000  in  health  care 
bills.  Total  cost.  $15,000. 

The  employer  who  is  buying  their 
policy  is  spending  $16,000  to  cover  them 
for  their  health  insurance  at  an  aver- 
age cost  of  $3,200  per  patient  or  per  em- 
ployee. 

This  is  a  hypo  ten  tical.  There  is  no 
company  where  everybody  in  the  com- 
pany spends  the  same  amount.  What  is 
more  real  is  employer  B.  Nice,  young, 
strong  person,  no  problems,  did  not 
spend  a  dime  last  year.  Next  person 
had  a  throat  infection,  had  a  X-ray, 
had  some  penicillin,  spent  $600. 

D  1830 

Next  person  broke  their  arm.  It  costs 
them  $1,000.  The  third  person  had  a 
complicated  pregnancy,  and  that  cost 
$4,000  in  health  expenditures,  and  the 
last  person  in  the  emplojmient  had  can- 
cer and  spent  $9,000. 

Now  if  you  add  those  figures  up,  you 
come  to  the  same  $15,000. 

Now  the  employer  is  paying  $16,000 
for  the  insurance.  It  is  an  average  of 
$3,200  per  year.  Obviously,  the  young 
person's  insurance  is  subsidizing  the 
person  who  got  cancer  or  the  person 
who  had  a  pregnancy  that  was  com- 
plicated or  the  i)erson  that  had  diabe- 
tes or  the  person  that  had  anyone  of  a 
number  of  things.  These  people  who 
spent  very  little  are  actually  subsidiz- 
ing the  other  people.  That  is  the  idea  of 
Insurance. 

We  have  the  same  idea  with  fire  in- 
surance. We  all  pay  property  taxes,  we 
put  the  money  into  the  treasury,  they 
fire  firemen,  they  buy  fire  engines, 
they  build  fire  stations,  and  we  hope 
that  our  house  never  bums  down.  We 
do  not  want  to  spend  one  single  dime 
on  our  house.  We  hope  that  we  do  not 
have  a  fire  and  have  to  have  the  fire 
trucks  come  and  put  out  the  fire  and 
spend  a  lot  of  money. 

The  idea  of  insurance  is  that  we  do 
not  know  what  is  going  to  happen  to  us 
in  life,  and  we  pool  our  money  to  take 
are  of  those  of  us  who  require  some 
kind  of  care.  It  is  absolutely  the  way 
insurance  has  always  worked. 

Now,  with  this  idea  of  a  MSA,  you 
can  see  that  the  person  who  has  spent 
nothing  last  year — this  person  spent 
nothing  last  year,  so  they  figure  let  me 
put  this  money  that  I  have  got  into  a 
medical  savings  account,  it  is  tax  free, 
and  I  am  not  going  to  need  any  of  it, 
and  some  day  I  could  use  it  tax  fi^e.  It 
Is  tax-free  money.  It  is  great  for  a 
young  person  who  is  healthy  and 
strong  and  does  not  figure  anything  is 


going  to  happen  to  him.  The  next  per- 
son spent  $600  last  year;  MSA  sounds 
pretty  good  to  them.  They  did  not 
spend  $3,200.  So  they  go  into  the  MSA, 
the  third  person  goes  into  the  MSA. 
and  the  employer  Is  left  only  with  two 
people  to  say; 

Well,  I  want  the  old  account,  I  want 
to  cover  my  expenditures  because  we 
got  this  complicated  pregnancy,  and  we 
got  now  a  child  with  a  birth  defect,  and 
we  are  not  sure  how  much  this  is  going 
to  cost,  it  is  going  to  be  a  big  expendi- 
ture, we  do  not  want  to  be  stuck  with 
having  to  come  up  with  $3,000  or  $5,000 
or  $10,000  a  year  in  that  high-cost  de- 
ductible insurance,  we  want  the 
present  plan. 

The  person  with  cancer  the  same 
way.  They  say; 

Hey,  look.  I  have  got  a  big  problem. 
I  do  not  know  how  this  is  going  to  turn 
out.  But  I  cannot  go  with— I  know  this 
medical  savings  account;  I  am  going  to 
spend  every  dime  in  that  thing,  and  I 
am  going  to  wind  up  paying  more 
money  out  of  my  pocket. 

If  those  three  people  opt  out  of  the 
pool,  now  the  employer  looks.  He  has 
got  $13,400  to  pay  between  these  two 
people.  He  has  to  buy  a  policy  for 
$14,000.  For  two  people  he  is  paying 
$7,000  apiece.  And  you  say.  well,  what 
happened  to  these  people  here?  Well, 
let  me  show  you  what  the  problem  '  h 
this  whole  proposal  is. 

The  employer  was  spending  $3,200  on 
each  one  of  his  employees,  and  he 
could,  if  he  is  the  best — this  is  the  best 
says  scenario — if  it  was  the  best  em- 
ployer in  the  world,  he  would  say,  well, 
I  spent  $3,200  on  him  one  way,  I  will 
spend  $3,200  on  him  this  way.  A  high- 
cost  deductible  insurance  policy  with  a 
$3,000  deductible;  in  other  words  you, 
the  Individual,  are  responsible  for  the 
first  $3,000  out  of  your  pocket;  that 
kind  of  policy  costs  $2,000  a  year.  So 
the  employer  says; 

Well,  I  will  buy  one  of  those  for  ev- 
erybody. That  will  cost  me  $10,000. 
$2,000  for  each  one  of  my  employees. 
Now.  I  still  got  $1,200,  and  I  will  put 
that  $1,200  into  their  medical  savings 
account. 

So  now  this  person  says,  well.  I  can 
put  up  to  $2,000.  If  I  got  more  money  in 
my  pocket,  I  will  put  it  in  there.  If  I  do 
not  have  more  money,  I  will  try  and 
live  off  that  $1,200  that  my  boss  put  in 
there,  and  that  boss  would  spend— in 
effect,  he  would  spend  $16,000  just  as  he 
spent  before.  He  spends  exactly  the 
same  amount. 

Now,  why  would  an  employer  offer 
this  to  an  employee?  Well,  there  is  no 
reason  to.  It  is  going  to  cost  him  the 
same  whether  he  offers  standard  insur- 
ance as  we  know  it  today,  with  a  risk 
pool  with  everybody  In  it,  or  offering 
these  MSA's.  And  the  gentleman  from 
Dlinois  [Mr.  Hastert]  was  correct.  It  is 
possible  for  employers  to  offer  MSA's 
today. 

Now  let  us  look  at  why  in  a  worst- 
case  scenario  an  employer  might  think 


it  was  a  good  idea  to  offer  a  MSA.  He 
has  $3,200,  and  he  says  to  himself,  well. 
I  am  going  to  buy  him  that  deductible, 
that  $3,000  deductible,  high-deductible 
plan,  that  catastrophic  insurance.  So 
$2,000  apiece  for  five  of  them  Is  $10,000. 
And  then  he  says,  why  should  I  put 
anything  in  their  medical  savings  ac- 
count? Nothing  in  the  House  proposal 
from  the  Republicans  requires  him  to 
put  in  anything;  nothing  in  there,  abso- 
lutely nothing. 

So  the  person  who  once  had  a  policy 
that  covered  everything  and  had  a  $200 
deductible  now  has  a  $3,000  deductible 
and  has  to  reach  into  his  own  pocket 
for  his  family  and  put  his  own  $4,000  in 
here.  The  employer  who  offers  this  pro- 
gram, this  high-deductible  plan,  is  sav- 
ing $6,000  a  year  simply  by  saying; 

Hey,  I  will  buy  everybody  a  high-de- 
ductible plan,  and  then  you  can  open  a 
medical  savings  account,  and  you  will 
then  be  stuck  for  everything  up  to  and 
including  that  $3,000. 

Now,  if  you  think  about  this,  you  can 
begin  to  see  why  people  wonder  where 
this  is  all  going  to  come  out.  MSA's  are 
very  bad  health  policy.  The  extremely 
high-deductible  insurance  coverage  as- 
sociated with  MSA's  of  at  least  $1,500 
for  an  individual  and  $3,000  for  a  family 
will  encouraige  some  patients  to  delay 
the  necessary  care  and  Ignore  preven- 
tive measures.  If  you  put  money  in  a 
MSA,  it  is  tax  free  up  there,  and  you 
say,  well,  if  I  spend  it.  it  is  my  own 
money;  I  do  not  think  I  will  go  to  the 
doctor. 

Now,  if  you  have  high  blood  pressure 
and  you  should  go  to  a  followup  visit  to 
the  doctor,  you  say,  well,  I  do  not 
think  I  ami  going  to  go.  So  you  wind  up 
having  a  stroke  because  you  did  not 
control  your  high  blood  pressure,  and 
at  that  point  you  spend  $3,000  in  de- 
ductible plus  whatever  beyond  that 
under  this  high-deductible  plan.  It  Is 
bad  health  care;  not  only  fiscal  policy, 
but  bad  health  care. 

Now.  the  opponents  of  MSA's  believe 
that  this  will  lead  to  imnecessary 
acute  care  and  higher  overall  costs  be- 
cause people  do  not  do  prevention  be- 
cause they  are  trying  to  keep  that 
money  In  that  account,  they  do  not 
want  to  go  to  the  doctor,  they  can  stay 
away,  and  they  are  not  going  to  get 
prevention  at  all.  In  addition,  between 
the  amount  of  money  an  individual  has 
in  their  MSA  and  the  level  at  which 
the  catastrophic  policy  kicks  in  could 
yield  tremendous  financial  difficulties 
for  many  unsuspecting  families  and  in- 
dividuals. 

If  you  take  this  first  person — you  re- 
member this  young  person  who  did  not 
spend  any  money  last  year— young  peo- 
ple tend  to  think  they  are  never  going 
to  get  sick.  I  got  a  couple  of  kids.  They 
think  they  are  going  to  live  forever 
without  trouble,  but  I  got  one  who  Is  a 
skier.  If  you  get  in  a  skiing  accident, 
break  your  leg.  and  it  costs  you  10 
grand,  you  suddenly  have  gone  firom 
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zero  to  1  grand  here  with  nothing-  in 
that  account  to  cover  it  unless  you 
have  taken  the  money  out  of  your  own 
pocket  and  put  it  in  there.  All  the 
deductibles  are  on  you  up  to  SIO.OOO. 

So,  if  you  break  your  leg  and  it  costs 
you  SIO.OOO  and  you  have  nothing  in 
your  MSA,  it  is  all  out  of  your  pocket. 
And  people  do  not  think  in  those 
terms,  young  people,  so  they  would  opt 
for  this  MSA,  get  hooked  in.  and  sud- 
denly wind  up  with  a  debt  they  never 
anticipated. 

MSA's  and  high-deductible  insurance 
policies  that  accompany  them  often 
can  and  will  define  the  medical  serv- 
ices differently,  making  it  easy  for 
some  individuals  to  exhaust  their 
money  in  that  MSA  on  things  like  vi- 
sion and  dental  care  that  are  not 
counted  toward  the  deductible  on  the 
high-deductible  plan. 

So  you  could  have  $4,000  in  your 
MSA,  spend  it  on  all  kinds  of  medical 
expenses  and  then  have  something  bad 
happen  to  you  and  find  out  that  you 
spent  $4,000,  but  the  deductible  policy 
does  not  count  any  of  that.  So  then  you 
have  to  pay  another  $3,000  in  deductible 
before  you  are  eligible  for  your  insur- 
ance plan.  There  is  no  coimection  be- 
tween what  you  spend  the  money  from 
your  medical  savings  account  on  and 
what  is  accepted  or  counted  by  the  in- 
surance policy. 

People  will  have  to  read  the  insur- 
ance policy  when  they  spend  money 
out  of  their  MSA  to  see  does  this  count 
against  my  deductible  or  does  it  not, 
and  if  you  figure  you  are  healthy  and 
this  is  no  problem,  you  are  not  worried 
about  that. 

But  unfortunately,  young  people  get 
leukemia,  young  people  get  Hodgkin's 
disease,  young  people  have  all  kinds  of 
things  happen  to  them.  In  fact,  middle- 
aged  people  Who  are  in  good  health— 
you  know,  as  45  you  are  going  like  a 
bandit,  and  all  of  a  sudden  something 
comes,  the  heart  attack,  and  suddenly 
you  go  from  being  healthy  and  strong 
and  running  a  marathon  and  whatever 
and  winding  up  in  a  hospital  needing 
coronary  bypass  surgery  which  has  cost 
you  $30,000  or  $40,000.  Suddenly  things 
change  dramatically,  and  you  got  to 
remember  how  much  you  got  in  there 
and  how  much  you  paid  in  your  deduct- 
ible. 

The  connection  between  those  two  is 
not  there,  and  the  Republicans  are  un- 
willing to  write  that  in  as  a  protection 
for  the  consumers,  that  if  you  spent 
this  money,  it  counted  against  your  de- 
ductible. They  did  not  want  to  do  that: 
they  wanted  to  leave  that  vague  so 
that  the  insurance  companies  over  here 
with  thoee  high  deductibles  could  de- 
fine what  was  covered  and  what  was 
not. 

Now,  if  this  happens  to  individuals, 
they  could  be  faced  with  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  dollars  of  unreimbursed 
medical  coses  for  which  they  are  sim- 
ply unprepared. 
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To  make  matters  worse,  there  is  no 
requirement  in  this  House  proposal 
that  employers  deposit  any  money  into 
these  employers'  MSA's.  There  is  no  re- 
quirement. People  have  to  be  very 
careful  when  their  employer  comes  and 
says: 

Hey.  would  you  like  an  MSA?  I  am 
going  to  buy  you  a  catastrophic  plaui 
and  then  you  can  put  your  money  in 
this  MSA.  That  will  qualify  you.  I  will 
buy  you  this  so  that  will  qualify  for  an 
MSA. 

But  there  is  no  requirement  they  put 
a  single  dime  in  there,  so  all  of  the 
$4,000  for  a  family  or  the  $2,000  for  an 
individual  is  the  responsibility  of  the 
employee.  They  could  simply,  the  em- 
ployer could  simply,  pocket  the  sav- 
ings, which  is  what  he  does  in  this  in- 
stance in  the  worst-case  scenario. 

Most  health  insurance  policies  today 
operate  on  the  principle  that  the  em- 
ployer buys  the  policy  for  the  employee 
and  the  employee  is  responsible  for  all 
the  costs  below  the  deductible  that  is 
the  $200  or  $300  and  then  any  required 
copays.  MSA's  are  an  incentive  for  em- 
ployers to  offer  no-insurance  insurance 
because  there  is  no  limit  on  how  high 
the  deductible  can  be.  There  is  nothing 
to  stop  an  employer  from  offering  his 
employees  a  health  care  plan  with  a 
$10,000  deductible. 

I  am  a  physician.  The  American  Med- 
ical Society  sent  us  out  a  proposal  that 
is  one  of  these  high-deductible  plans 
with  a  $10,000  limit.  Now,  maybe  doc- 
tors can  go  for  that:  I  mean,  maybe 
they  could,  but  how  many  of  the  rest  of 
America  could  do  that?  And  that  is  the 
issue  that  you  have  to  be  careful  of  in 
thinking  about  how  great  MSA's  are. 
The  employer  is  not  required  to  put  a 
single  thin  dime  into  the  medical  sav- 
ings account.  That  is  your  responsibil- 
ity. They  may  put  some  in  if  they  are 
really  good  people,  or  they  may  say 
this  is  free  money,  I  am  putting  it  back 
in  my  pocket,  you  put  it  in,  Mr.  Em- 
ployee. Now,  even  if  the  employer  made 
contributions  to  his  employees'  MSA's, 
there  is  still  a  large  coverage  gap. 

To  compound  that  lack  of  coverage, 
under  a  high-deductible  plan,  once  an 
employee  meets  the  new  higher  deduct- 
ible, there  is  no  requirement  in  the 
House  bill  that  the  high-deductible 
policies  be  required  to  cover  100  per- 
cent of  medical  exjjenses. 

D  1845 

So  you  have  put  your  $4,000  into  the 
MSA  and  you  spend  it  and  that  pays 
your  deductible;  so  now  your  insurance 
plan  kicks  in.  at  what.  70  percent  of 
the  cost,  80  percent  of  the  cost?  Who 
knows?  The  Republicans  were  not  will- 
ing to  demand  that  once  you  had  spent 
this  money  on  your  medical  savings  ac- 
count, that  then  the  insurance  had  to 
cover  100  percent.  They  gave  the  insur- 
ance companies  the  latitude  to  say. 
well,  we  will  cover  you  up  to  80  per- 
cent. 


So  you  have  now  spent  $4,000  here, 
and  then  you  come  and  your  bill  is 
$100,000.  If  you  have  a  bone  marrow 
transplant  at  the  Hutchinson  Cancer 
Center  in  Seattle,  it  will  cost  you 
$120,000.  So  you  spend  the  $4,000.  Now 
your  deductible,  that  is  covered,  your 
$3,000  is  covered,  so  then  the  plan  cov- 
erage kicks  in:  $4,000  from  $120,000  is 
$116,000.  of  which  you  are  going  to  get 
80  percent  paid  by  the  insurance  com- 
pany. You  pick  up  20  percent,  or  30  per- 
cent, or  whatever.  There  is  no  con- 
sumer protection  on  these  catastrophic 
plans  whatsoever. 

The  Republicans  have  based  their  ar- 
guments that  MSAs  will  bring  more 
economic  e£Q.ciency  to  the  health  care 
market  on  the  false  premises,  and  my 
dear  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois [Mr.  Hastert]  said  it:  he  said  that 
patients,  individuals  will  have  the 
tools  they  need,  the  ability  to  bargain 
shop  for  health  care. 

Maybe  it  is  because  I  have  been  a 
physician  and  have  seen  what  kinds  of 
situations  bring  people  into  the  health 
care  system,  but  buying  health  care  is 
not  like  shopping  for  groceries.  You  do 
not  go  in  there  kind  of  cool  and  say, 
shall  I  have  this  avocado  or  this  avo- 
cado, or  shall  I  buy  this  breakfast  food 
or  that  breakfast  food,  or  this  steak  or 
that  steak,  or  this  loaf  of  bread.  When 
you  are  in  the  ambulance  on  the  way 
to  the  hospital,  you  are  in  no  condition 
to  be  shopping  for  how  you  are  going  to 
spend  the  money  in  your  medical  sav- 
ings account  or  anything  else  that  hap- 
pens to  you. 

When  their  own  money  is  at  stake, 
some  people  might  not  rush  to  the  doc- 
tor at  the  first  sign  of  a  cold,  so  health 
care  spending  can  be  reduced  margin- 
ally. You  can  say,  well,  I  am  sniffling, 
I  do  not  think  I  need  to  go  to  the  doc- 
tor, because  I  would  have  to  take  it  out 
of  my  medical  savings  account.  You 
can  make  some  marginal  changes. 

But  the  fact  is.  the  indisputable  fact 
about  medical  expenditures  is  that  70 
percent  of  all  health  spending  is  done 
on  10  percent  of  Americans  who  are  se- 
riously sick.  These  Americans  have 
heart  attacks.  AIDS,  cancer,  com- 
plicated pregnancies,  liver  disease,  dia- 
betes, whatever.  Catastrophic  insur- 
ance will  cover  their  health  care  costs, 
so  the  MSA  concept  will  have  no  im- 
pact whatsoever  on  70  percent  of  the 
health  care  spending  in  this  country, 
because  most  of  the  money,  70  percent, 
is  on  10  percent.  They  blow  the  roof  off 
the  costs. 

In  addition  to  being  an  example  of  an 
extremely  poor  health  care  policy,  be- 
cause it  does  not  encourage  people  for 
prevention  or  follow-up  care,  MSAs  are 
really  a  thinly  veiled  scheme  to  pro- 
vide lavish  tax  breaks  for  the  wealthy. 
While  the  lower-  and  middle-class 
workers  in  this  country  who  are  wor- 
ried about  their  wages,  who  are  worried 
that  their  paycheck  has  not  gone  up 
significantly  since  1970,  they  are  get- 
ting the  same  amoimt  of  buying  power 
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today:  in  fact,  less  than  they  had  in 
1970.  They  could  be  hurt  by  the  wide- 
spread use  of  MSAs.  as  I  have  already 
described,  because  the  premiums  will 
go  up.  If  the  young  and  healthy  leave, 
the  premiums  for  the  rest  of  the  folks 
are  going  to  go  up,  but  MSAs  will  bene- 
fit the  wealthiest  Americans  who  can 
afford  to  pay  all  of  their  medical  ex- 
penses below  the  high  deductibles  for 
catastrophic  health  plans. 

If  you  make  $100,000  or  $200,000  a 
year.  $3,000  is  not  very  much.  Certainly 
it  is  a  significant  amount  of  money, 
but  if  you  make  $30,000  a  year,  which  is 
around  the  average  income,  $35,000  in 
this  country.  $3,000.  $4,000  for  paying 
that  deductible  is  10  percent  of  your  in- 
come. Three  percent  to  somebody  mak- 
ing $100,000  is  3  percent.  That  is  the  dif- 
ference. 

Wealthy  people  have  a  little  extra  in 
their  pocket,  and  they  can  pay  these 
deductibles.  They  have  money  to  put  in 
the  MSA  out  of  their  own  pocket. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  the  promise  of 
these  generous  tax-sheltered  personal 
savings  will  draw  the  healthy  and 
wealthy  individuals  into  MSAs.  In  fact, 
in  my  mind,  it  would  be  better  to  call 
the  MSA  "medical  sheltering  ac- 
counts. " 

MSAs  offer  a  number  of  new  tax  shel- 
tering opportunities  that  make  it  very 
attractive  to  people  in  higher  income 
brackets.  Some  of  these  generous  tax 
benefits  include  an  exclusion  from  in- 
come for  employer  contributions:  if 
your  employer  is  paying  for  it.  I  do  not 
have  to  pay  the  taxes  as  aji  individual: 
a  personal  deduction  for  independent 
contributions,  so  as  an  individual,  if  I 
am  rich  and  can  put  it  in,  I  get  a  de- 
duction. 

If  you  are  making  $35,000  you  might 
want  to  put  it  in,  but  where  are  you 
going  to  get  it?  Between  paying  for 
rent  and  a  car  and  buying  food  for  your 
family  and  clothes  and  trying  to  help 
one  of  your  kids  go  to  community  col- 
lege, where  are  you  going  to  get  that 
$3,000?  Where  are  you  going  to  get  that 
deduction  for  independent  contribu- 
tions? It  also  allows  tax-free  accumula- 
tion of  interest,  exclusion  from  estate 
taxes,  and  penalty-free  withdrawals 
from  the  MSA's  at  59V<2. 

The  reason  this  bill  is  here  is  to  give 
these  tax  breaks.  That  is  why  it  came 
though  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means.  Companies  can  offer  this  kind 
of  thing  today.  They  can  say,  hey, 
look,  let  us  get  out  of  the  regular  in- 
surance plan.  I  will  buy  you  the  high- 
cost  deductible.  I  will  put  some  money 
in  the  medical  savings  account  for  you. 
They  can  do  it  today,  but  they  cannot 
get  these  tax  breaks  today. 

This  bill  is  a  tax-break-for-the-rich 
bill.  It  is  a  medical  sheltering  account. 
Contributions  to  the  MSA's  are  deduct- 
ible tax  purposes  when  made  at  the 
time  you  put  them  in,  and  the  amounts 
in  the  account  accumulate  tax-free.  If 
this  year  you  put  in  $4,t)00,  you  do  not 


spend  it,  next  year  you  put  in  $4,000.  it 
just  keeps  accumulating,  and  all  the 
interest  is  tax-free.  This  is  similar  to 
the  way  tax  benefits  are  provided  for 
IRA's,  the  Individual  Retirement  Ac- 
counts, before  the  Congress  limited  the 
deductibility  of  IRA  contributions. 

What  is  interesting  about  this,  it  is 
under  the  guise  of  more  affordable 
health  care  that  Republicans  are  push- 
ing MSA's,  which  do  nothing  for  health 
care  whatsoever.  They  destroy  the  in- 
surance pool,  they  put  people  at  risk 
who  do  not  understand  how  it  works, 
but  they  are  a  better  sheltering  device 
than  individual  retirement  accounts, 
really,  for  the  following  reasons:  IRA's 
merely  provide  deferral  of  your  taxes 
on  contributions,  but  MSA's  provide 
complete  tax  forgiveness  when  the 
amount  is  used  for  medical  expenses. 

No.  2.  the  IRA  provisions  contain 
penalty  taxes  to  force  withdrawals 
after  Jige  70  in  order  to  prevent  excess 
accumulations  in  IRAs.  The  MSA  pro- 
visions do  not  include  any  penalties,  so 
individuals  could  indefinitely  accumu- 
late monies  in  their  accounts. 

No.  3.  wealthy  individuals  would  have 
incentives  to  pay  their  medical  ex- 
penses from  other  sources.  Since  they 
have  $100,000  or  $200,000.  they  put  the 
$4,000  in  there  tax-free,  why  not  pay 
the  health  care  benefits  out  of  some- 
thing else,  because  making  the  pay- 
ments out  of  the  MSA  would  reduce  the 
amount  of  assets  receiving  the  favor- 
able tax  treatment.  Put  the  $4,000  in 
there,  forget  about  it.  it  goes  up  and 
continues  to  make  money,  and  mean- 
while you  pay  it  from  other  monies 
that  you  have.  A  wealthy  individual  at- 
tempting to  maximize  their  tax  advan- 
tage would  be  likely  to  use  other  assets 
to  pay  their  medical  expenses. 

The  forth  reason  is  that  IRA's  are 
subject  to  the  estate  tax.  When  you 
die,  the  government  looks  at  your 
IRA's  and  says,  we  are  going  to  tax  a 
certain  amount.  MSA's  are  not.  I  really 
find  it  difficult  to  think  what  the  ra- 
tionale for  that  benefit  is.  How  does  ex- 
empting funds  in  an  MSA  from  estate 
tax  relate  to  encouraging  tightly  tar- 
geted purchase  of  health  care?  What  is 
the  relationship  between  exempting 
from  estate  tax  when  you  are  talking 
about  health  care  costs? 

There  is  clearly  no  connection  except 
to  give  a  break.  There  is  no  medical 
policy  argument  for  excluding  the 
MSA's  from  the  estates  of  the  holders 
of  these  MSA's.  People  do  not  need 
medical  self-insurance  reserves  when 
they  are  dead,  nor  do  their  surviving 
spouses  need  thefr  accumulated  re- 
serves free  of  tax.  This  estate  tax 
treatment  was  not  inadvertent.  It  did 
not  just  happen.  It  was  elaborately 
thought  out  because  of  the  phobia 
many  Republicans  have  and  small  busi- 
ness owners  have  about  estate  or  trans- 
fer taxes. 

The  estate  tax  affirmatively  encour- 
ages rich  people  not  to  use  that  MSA 


for  medical  purposes  by  giving  them 
roughly  a  30  percent  advantage  for  let- 
ting the  money  accumulate  in  that  ac- 
count. It  becomes  really  an  IRA.  They 
are  still  going  to  pay  their  deductible 
over  here  out  of  their  pocket,  but  this 
money  is  going  to  go  up  tax-free  and 
can  be  drawn  out  tax-free.  This  provi- 
sion undermines  the  credibility.  In  my 
opinion,  of  the  whole  MSA  propoal. 

All  of  thee  new  tax  sheltering  oppor- 
tunities will  result  in  a  drain  on  our 
Federal  Treasury  at  a  time  when  the 
majority  in  this  House  says  they  want 
to  balance  the  budget.  The  Joint  Tax 
Committee.  House  and  Senate  Joint 
Tax  Conmiittee.  controlled  by  the  Re- 
publicans, both  the  House  &nd  Senate, 
says  that  MSA's  will  drain  the  Federal 
Treasury  of  more  than  $2  billion  over 
the  next  7  years  as  the  increased  sav- 
ings by  the  wealthy  are  placed  in  MSAs 
and  are  therefore  sheltered  from  Fed- 
eral taxation. 

What  is  worse,  the  Republicans  plan 
to  pay  for  the  budget  shortfall  caused 
by  the  MSA's  by  taking  billions  of  dol- 
lars out  of  Medicare.  Here  we  are.  back 
to  our  old  friend.  We  have  been  saying 
all  along  that  they  want  to  cut  $270  bil- 
lion out  of  Medicare  to  pay  for  thefr 
tax  breaks.  Here  is  one  of  them.  The 
MSA  costs  $2  billion,  and  It  is  coming 
out  of  the  hides  of  the  health  care  for 
senior  citizens.  That  is  another  reason 
why  this  medical  savings  account  is 
not  a  good  idea  for  the  American  pub- 
lic. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  find  using  Medicare  as 
a  piggybank  to  pay  for  those  MSA  tax 
schemes  is  particularly  disingenuous, 
considering  the  fact  that  the  Speaker 
and  the  Republicans  continue  to  claim 
they  want  to  save  Medicare.  They  are 
taking  money  away  from  Medicare  to 
pay  for  this  kind  of  scheme. 

I  wash  that  the  Speaker  or  somebody 
on  the  Republican  side  would  come 
down  here  and  explain  how  taking 
money  out  of  Medicare  to  pay  for 
MSA's  helps  save  Medicare,  how  taking 
money  away  from  Medicare  is  going  to 
make  It  better.  I  thought  the  problem 
was  they  were  short  of  dough,  and  here 
they  are  taking  another  $2  billion  out 
for  this  kind  of  scheme  that  really  ben- 
efits a  very  small  part  of  the  society. 

It  seems  very  odd  to  me  that  by  tak- 
ing the  billions  from  Medicare  to  pay 
for  a  tax  shelter  from  which  most 
Americans  are  priced  out  of.  most 
Americans  are  not  going  to  be  able  to 
put  money  in  that  medical  savings  ac- 
count, but  the  Speaker  and  the  Repub- 
licans are  acting  in  the  best  interests, 
they  say.  of  the  American  people  and 
Medicare. 

In  addition  to  robbing  Medicare. 
MSA's  will  clearly  only  appeal  pri- 
marily to  the  wealthy.  The  Republican- 
controlled  Joint  Tax  Committee, 
again,  and  this  is  not  some  lefty  group 
way  out  there,  or  some  liberal  Demo- 
crat group  that  says  this,  this  is  a  com- 
mittee run  by  the  Republicans.  It  is 
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the  Joint  Tax  Committee.  It  is  one  of 
the  most  conservative  staffs  in  the 
whole  Congress. 

They  estimate  that  MSA's  will  ap- 
peal to  less  than  1  percent  of  all  the 
people  in  this  country  who  make 
S30.000  or  less  a  year,  even  though  those 
families  make  up  50  percent  of  the 
country.  One  percent  of  half  the  coun- 
try will  be  able  to  take  advantage  of 
this,  because  they  do  not  have  S4,000 
laying  around  on  the  dining  room  table 
to  put  into  an  MSA.  That  is  ridiculous. 
Anybody  who  would  stand  out  here  and 
seriously  proclaim  this  is  something 
that  a  lot  of  people  can  take  advantage 
of  simply  has  never  had  any  kind  of  dif- 
ficulties with  money. 

In  contrast  to  the  1  percent  below 
$30,000.  12  percent  of  those  buying 
MSA's  will  have  incomes  over  SIOO.OOO. 
Even  though  those  kinds  of  people  in 
this  country  only  make  up  5  percent  of 
the  taxpayers,  they  will  have  12  per- 
cent of  the  benefit. 

Mr.  Speaker,  all  these  statistics  show 
that  MSA's  are  biased  toward  the 
healthy,  the  ones  who  do  not  expect  to 
ever  have  to  use  it,  or  the  wealthy,  be- 
cause thousands  of  Americans  do  not 
have  the  thousands  of  dollars  to  put 
away  each  year,  and  cannot  afford  to 
incur  the  substantial  out-of-pocket 
costs  that  would  be  created  by  this 
medical  savings  account  and  these  high 
deductibility  catastrophic  plans. 

D  1900 

On  a  flnal  note,  some  consistency 
needs  to  be  required  of  politicians. 
Both  the  chairman  of  the  House  Ways 
and  Means  Committee  and  the  Repub- 
lican majority  leader  have  condemned 
the  current  tax  structure.  They  have 
called  for  a  flat  tax:  "We  have  to  get  a 
flat  tax.  Let's  get  all  these  deductions, 
all  these  tax  shelters,  let's  get  all  of 
that  out.  We'll  charge  everybody  a  flat 
15  percent."  I  think  the  phrase  the  ma- 
jority leader  used  was  they  want  to 
tear  out  this  present  system  by  its 
roots  so  it  will  never  come  back.  Yet 
when  it  comes  to  MSA's,  they  are  will- 
ing to  kill  this  bill  that  the  Senate 
passed  and  the  House  passed  by  insist- 
ing on  MSA's  because  they  want  to 
milk  the  current  system  in  every  way 
possible  to  benefit  their  wealthy  con- 
stituents. 

If  our  current  tax  system  is  replaced, 
many  of  the  tax  incentives  that  I  just 
outlined  under  the  MSA's  will  no 
longer  exist.  So  1  minute  they  are  out 
here  saying  "Let's  rip  out  the  system 
and  have  a  flat  tax"  and  on  the  next 
day  they  are  saying,  "We're  not  going 
to  pass  health  care  reform  unless  you 
stick  MSA's  in  because  it's  got  big  ben- 
efits for  our  friends." 

The  House  leadership  is  holding  up 
the  enactment  of  the  health  care  bill 
that  Senators  Kassebaum  and  Kennedy 
put  together,  simply  over  this  issue. 
The  losses  that  will  result  from  MSA's 
far  exceed  the  gains.  MSA's  will  drain 


the  health  insurance  pool  of  the 
healthiest  and  wealthiest.  It  will  cost 
the  Government  more  than  S2  billion  at 
a  time  when  we  are  supposed  to  be  fo- 
cusing on  balancing  the  budget. 

MSAs  do  nothing,  absolutely  noth- 
ing, to  address  the  problems  of  afford- 
able health  care.  Nothing.  They  are 
just  another  way  to  give  a  tax  break  to 
the  wealthy.  For  the  Speaker  and  the 
Republicans  to  threaten  the  passage  of 
the  Kennedy-Kassebaum  health  care 
bill  by  insisting  on  the  inclusion  of 
MSAs  is  wrong.  It  is  poor  leadership, 
it  is  bad  politics  and.  worst  of  all,  it  is 
terrible  public  policy. 


THE  ADVANTAGES  OF  MEDICAL 
SAVINGS  ACCOUNTS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
MclNTOSH).  Under  a  previous  order  of 
the  House,  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Ganske]  is  recognized  for  5  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  GANSKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
been  very  interested  in  listening  to  the 
discussion  by  my  colleague  from  Wash- 
ington concerning  medical  savings  ac- 
counts. My  colleague  is  a  physiciaui  and 
I  am  a  physician  prior  to  coming  to 
Congress.  I  hold  a  different  viewpoint 
about  medical  savings  accounts  and  I 
think  it  is  only  fair  to  express  some  of 
the  differences  in  our  opinion. 

One  of  the  criticisms  by  the  opposi- 
tion to  medical  savings  accoimts  is 
that  they  would  be  for  the  healthy  and 
the  wealthy.  I  think,  quite  to  the  con- 
trary, medical  savings  accounts  could 
function  in  exactly  the  opposite  way. 
Let  me  tell  my  colleagues  an  anecdote. 

A  couple  of  weekends  ago  I  was  flsring 
home  from  Washington  to  my  home- 
town of  Des  Moines,  LA.  I  was  sitting 
next  to  a  middle-aged  gentleman  who 
was  asking  about  how  the  health  care 
reform  legislation  was  coming  along. 
He  asked  me  what  I  did  for  a  living  and 
I  told  him  I  was  a  Congressman.  He 
said,  "Well,  I  am  very  interested  in 
medical  savings  accounts.  I  really  hope 
that  medical  savings  accounts  are  part 
of  the  health  insurance  reform  plan." 

I  thought  this  was  a  little  unusual, 
for  somebody  to  be  so  specific  about  a 
piece  of  legislation.  I  said.  "Why  are 
you  interested  in  medical  savings  ac- 
counts?" 

Mr.  Speaker,  he  said:  "My  wife  and  I 
have  a  7-year-old  boy.  We  live  in  Min- 
nesota. We  have  a  managed  care  plan 
for  our  health  insurance. 

"We  are  constantly  having  struggles 
providing  care  for  our  7-year-old  boy 
because  he  has  severe  cerebral  palsy 
and  he  has  a  lot  of  special  health  care 
needs,  and  we  find  frequently  that  our 
managed  care  company  does  not  allow 
us  to  get  him  the  type  of  care  that  we 
think  is  important  for  him.  He  has  a 
lot  of  special  needs.  We  would  like  to 
take  him  to  centers  of  excellence.  We 
do  not  have  that  leeway. 

"I  will  tell  you.  Congressman,  if  I 
had  tax  equitable  treatment  for  medi- 


cal savings  accounts,  I  would  switch 

into  a  medical  savings  account  just 

like  that,  because  if  I  had  a  medical 
savings  account,  this  is  how  it  would 
work.  I  could  spend  the  same  amount 
of  money. 

"Let  us  say  I  am  spending  $5,000  a 
year  for  my  managed  care  plan.  I  could 
purchase  a  high  deductible  plan,  say 
with  a  deductible  of  $2,500  or  $3,000  a 
year,  for  about  $2,500.  I  could  then  put 
the  other  $2,500  into  a  medical  savings 
account.  I  would  then  draw  those  funds 
out  of  the  medical  savings  account  to 
pay  the  deductible  during  the  year,  so 
there  would  be  effectively  no  out-of- 
pocket  expense  for  me  in  comparison 
to  the  amount  that  I  would  be  spending 
for  a  managed  care  plan.  After  I  would 
hit  the  $2,500  of  my  deductible,  I  would 
then  be  into  the  catastrophic  plan." 

My  collesigue  mentioned  how  there 
could  be  deductibles  and  things  like 
that  in  those  catastrophic  plans,  and 
that  is  true,  but  most  catastrophic 
plans  function  as  major  medical  plans. 
That  means  that  once  they  have  met 
their  deductible,  all  of  their  subsequent 
costs  are  covered. 

"That  would  mean  that  if,  for  in- 
stance, our  7-year-old  boy  is  getting 
too  big  now  for  my  wife  and  I  to  lift  all 
the  time  into  and  out  of  his  bed,  into 
the  tub,  we  will  need  some  special  lift- 
ing equipment,  we  will  need  to  pur- 
chase equipment  for  our  van,  we  might 
want  to  take  him  to  the  Mayo  Clinic 
for  some  cerebral  palsy  treatment,  we 
would  then  run  up  expenses  of  $2,500. 
However,  we  would  have  that  money  in 
the  account  to  pay  that  deductible,  so 
there  would  be  no  disincentive  for  us  to 
provide  the  type  of  treatment  that  we 
need  to  provide  for  him." 

This  has  been  one  of  the  other,  I 
think,  myths  about  medical  savings  ac- 
counts; in  other  words,  that  people 
would  avoid  taking  the  type  of  prophy- 
lactic care  that  they  need.  But  I  will 
tell  my  colleagues  what  the  advantage 
of  this  is,  not  just  in  terms  of  the  free- 
dom that  it  would  allow  people  who 
have  special  health  care  needs,  but  it 
also  basically  addresses  the  issue  of  our 
rapidly  rising  health  care  costs  in  this 
country  because  it  then  gets  a  connec- 
tion back  between  the  consumer  and 
the  payer. 

Under  traditional  third-party  cov- 
erage, basically  we  have  always  felt 
like,  "Well,  gee,  the  insurance  com- 
pany is  paying  the  bill,"  so  there  has 
been  unbridled  consumption.  If  a  per- 
son has  a  medical  savings  account 
where  they  can  pull  the  funds  out  of 
their  medical  savings  account  to  pay 
their  bills,  they  also  will  have  an  in- 
creased tendency  to  be  a  wise  con- 
sumer. 

So  I  tell  various  health  care  groups, 
physicians,  for  instance,  that  quite 
frankly  they  may  find  that  they  are  in 
a  very  competitive  situation  now.  In 
the  past  when  the  insurance  company 
pays  all  of  the  bills,  nobody  tends  to 
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look  at  the  bills.  But  if  the  payment  is 
coming  out  of  the  medical  savings  ac- 
count, people  will  tend  to  look  at  the 
bills,  and  this  is  why. 

Let  us  say  we  have  a  provider  on  one 
side  of  the  street  who  charges  $25  for 
an  office  visit.  On  the  other  side  of  the 
street  the  family  practitioner  charges 
$30.  If  a  i)erson  is  in  a  traditional 
health  plan,  it  does  not  make  any  dif- 
ference to  them  because  somebody  else 
is  paying  the  bill.  But  if  they  have  a 
medical  savings  account,  assuming  the 
quality  is  equal,  they  are  likely  to  go 
to  the  provider  who  charges  $25  instead 
of  $30  because  they  get  to  keep  the  $5 
difference  in  your  plan. 

So  there  is  an  incentive  now  for  peo- 
ple to  become  wise  shoppers.  There  is 
an  incentive  for  people  not  to  over  con- 
sume, but  there  is  a  mechanism  for 
people  to  get  the  kind  of  medical  care 
that  they  need  because  there  is  a  way 
to  pay  for  it.  Even  managed  care  plans 
in  many  cases  today  are  moving  to 
deductibles  in  their  plans.  There  needs 
to  be  a  mechanism  to  pay  that  deduct- 
ible or  we  will  have  a  problem  with 
people  not  getting  the  kind  of  care  that 
they  want. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  just  finish  by 
saying  there  are  a  lot  of 
misperceptions  about  medical  savings 
accounts.  They  are  not  the  total  solu- 
tion, but  many  people  in  this  country 
today  have  medical  savings  account 
plans,  over  1,000  companies  in  this 
coimtry.  They  are  saving  dollars  by  it, 
the  people  who  have  the  medical  sav- 
ings accounts  are  very  happy  with  it, 
and  quite  frankly  I  think  we  would  find 
many  people  with  special  health  needs 
choosing  medical  savings  accounts.  I 
do  not  think  they  are  just  for  the 
healthy  and  the  wealthy. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab- 
sence was  granted  to: 

Mr.  Houghton  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
ARMEY),  for  today  after  3:30  p.m.,  on 
account  of  official  business. 

Mr.  Tauzdj  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
ARMEY),  for  today,  on  account  of  offi- 
cial business. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legis- 
lative program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

(The  following  Member  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  McNULTY)  to  revise  and 
extend  her  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 

Mrs.  COIJ.INS  of  Dlinois,  for  5  min- 
utes, today. 

(The  following  Member  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  McNULTY)  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks  and  include  extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr.  Franks  of  Connecticut,  for  5 
nninutes,  today. 


(The  following  Member  (at  his  own 
request)  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks and  include  extraneous  mate- 
rial:) 

Mr.  Ganske,  for  5  minutes,  today. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  MclNTOSH)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Zeliff. 

Mr.  Ehlers. 

Mr.  Duncan,  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  Gallegly. 

Mr.  Oilman. 

Mr.  Barton  of  Texas. 

Mr.  Cunningham. 

Mr.  Hunter. 

Mr.  Clinger. 

Mr.  Roberts. 

Mr.  Talent. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  McNULTY)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Ms.  WOOLSEY. 

Mrs.  Maloney. 

Mr.  ViSCLOSKY. 

Mr.  Oberstar. 

Mr.  Deutsch. 

Mr.  Payne  of  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Hastings. 

Mr.  Lantos. 

Mr.  Barrett  of  Wisconsin. 

Ms.  Norton. 

Mr.  Torricelli. 

Mr.  Frank  of  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  Markey. 

Mr.  Levin. 

Mr.  Menendez. 

Mr.  Underwood. 

(The  following  Member  (at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  McNin-TY)  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Solomon. 


A  BILL  PRESENTED  TO  THE 
PRESIDENT 

Mr.  THOMAS,  firom  the  Committee 
on  House  Oversight,  reported  that  that 
committee  did  on  this  day  present  to 
the  President,  for  his  approval,  a  bill  of 
the  House  of  the  following  title: 

H.R.  3029.  An  act  to  designate  the  United 
States  courthouse  in  Washlngrton,  District  of 
Columbia,  as  the  "E.  Barrett  Prettsrman 
United  States  Courthouse." 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  GANSKE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  move 
that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord- 
ingly (at  7  o'clock  and  10  minutes 
p.m.).  under  its  previous  order,  the 
House  adjourned  until  Monday.  June 
24.  1996.  at  2  p.m. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  execu- 
tive communications  were  taken  from 


the  Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  fol- 
lows: 

3741.  A  letter  from  the  Administrator.  Ag- 
ricultural Marketing  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule — Nectarines  and 
Peaches  Grown  In  California;  Revision  of 
Handling  Requirements  for  Fresh  Nectarines 
and  Peaches  [Docket  No.  FV95-916-4-FIR]  re- 
ceived June  20.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
80:(a)(l)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture. 

3742.  A  letter  from  the  Administrator.  Ag- 
ricultural Marketing  Service,  transmitting 
the  Services  final  rule— Specialty  Crops;  Im- 
port Regulations:  Peanut  Import  Regula- 
tions; Final  Rule  [Docket  No.  FV94-999-2FR] 
received  June  19.  1996,  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
culture. 

3743.  A  letter  from  the  Congressional  Re- 
view Coordinator.  Animal  and  Plant  Health 
Inspection  Service,  transmitting  the  Serv- 
Ices  final  rule— Japanese  Beetle;  Domestic 
Quarantine  and  RegulaUons  [Docket  No.  94- 
087-1]  received  June  20.  1996,  pursuant  to  3 
U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Ag- 
riculture. 

3744.  A  letter  from  the  Comptroller.  De- 
partment of  Defense,  transmitting  a  report 
of  a  violation  of  the  Antl-Deflclency  Act- 
Air  Force  violation,  case  number  92-84. 
which  totaled  S22.2  million,  occurred  in  the 
Headquarters.  Space  and  Missile  Systems 
Center  at  Los  Angeles  Air  Force  Base.  CA. 
pursuant  to  31  U.S.C.  1517(b);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Appropriations. 

3745.  A  letter  from  the  Comptroller,  De- 
partment of  Defense,  transmitting  a  rei»rt 
of  a  violation  of  the  Antl-Deficlency  Act- 
Air  Force  violation,  case  number  93-03. 
which  totaled  J34.9  million,  occurred  in  the 
Headquarters  of  the  Air  Force  Materiel  Com- 
mand at  Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base. 
OH.  pursuant  to  31  U.S.C.  1517(b):  to  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations. 

3746.  A  letter  from  the  Under  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  Acquisition  and  Technology  and 
the  Director.  Operational  Test  and  Evalua- 
tion, transmitting  the  Secretary's  certifi- 
cation that  full-up,  system-level  live  fire 
testing  of  the  Amphibious  Transport  Dock 
Ship  (LPD  17)  would  be  unreasonably  ei^wn- 
slve  and  impractical,  accordingly  the  appli- 
cability of  full-up,  system-level  survivability 
tests  for  the  LPD  17  has  been  waived,  pursu- 
ant to  10  U.S.C.  2366;  to  the  Committee  on 
National  Security. 

7.  A  LETTER  FROM  THE  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY 
FOR  OCCVPATIONAL  SAFETi'  AND  HEALTH. 

Department  of  Labor.  TRANSMrmNO  the 

DEPARTMENTS  FINAL  RULE— CONSOLIDATION 
OF  REPETITIVE  PROVISIONS;  TECHNICAL 
AMENDMENTS  (OCCUPATIONAL  SAFETT  AND 
HEALTH  ADMINISTRATION)  (RIN:  1218-AB53) 
RECEIVED  jLTfE  19,  1996.  PURSUANT  TO  5 
U.S.C.  801(A)(1XA);  TO  THE  COMMTTTEE  ON 
ECONOMIC  AND  EDUCATIONAL  OPPORTUNI- 
TIES. 

3748.  A  letter  from  the  Mana^ng  Director, 
Federal  Communications  Commission,  trans- 
mitting the  Commission's  final  rule — 
Amendments  of  Parts  22.  90.  and  94  of  the 
Commission's  Rules  To  Permit  Routine  Use 
of  Signal  Boosters  [WT  Docket  No.  95-70]  re- 
ceived June  20.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(lKA);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

3749.  A  letter  from  the  Director.  Regula- 
tions Policy  Management  Staff.  Food  and 
Drug  Administration,  transmitting  the  Ad- 
ministration's final  rule — Tin-Coated  Lead 
Foil  Capsules  for  Wine  Bottles;  Correction 
(21  CFR  part  189)  [Docket  No.  91N-0326!  (RIN: 
0910-AA06)  received  June  20, 1996,  pursuant  to 
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5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

3750.  A  letter  from  the  Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States,  transmitting  a  list  of 
aU  reports  issued  or  released  in  May  1996, 
pursuant  to  31  U.S.C.  719(h);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  (government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3751.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman,  Federal 
Election  Commission,  transmitting  a  report 
of  activities  under  the  Freedom  of  Informa- 
tion Act  for  the  calendar  years  1994  and  1995. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C_552(d);  to  the  Committee 
on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight. 

3752.  A  letter  from  the  Public  Printer.  U.S. 
Government  Printing  Office,  transmitting 
the  semiannual  report  on  activities  of  the  in- 
spector general  for  the  period  October  1,  1995, 
through  March  31,  1996,  and  the  semiannual 
management  report  for  the  same  period,  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  app.  (Insp.  Gen.  Act)  sec- 
tion 5(b);  to  the  Committee  on  Government 
Reform  and  Oversight. 

3753.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Indian  Affairs,  Department  of  the  Inte- 
rior, transmitting  the  Department's  final 
rule— Indian  Country  Detention  Facilities 
and  Programs  (Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs) 
(RIN:  1076-ADT7)  received  June  19.  1996,  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Resources. 

3754.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Land  and  Minerals  Management.  Dei>art- 
ment  of  the  Interior,  transmitting  the  De- 
partment's final  rule— Leases,  Permits,  and 
Easements  (Bureau  of  Land  Management)  (43 
CFR  Part  2920)  (RIN:  1004-AB51)  received 
June  20.  1996.  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A);  to  the  Committee  on  Resources. 

3755.  A  letter  from  Program  Management 
Officer.  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service, 
transmitting  the  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service  final  rule— Magnuson  Act  Provi- 
sions: Consolidation  and  Update  and  Regula- 
tions; CoUectlon-of-Information  Approval 
[Docket  No.  960315081-6160-02;  I.D.  030596B] 
(RDJ:  0648-A117)— received  June  20,  1996.  pur- 
suant to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Resources. 

3756.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Attorney 
General  of  the  United  States,  transmitting 
the  Department's  report  on  settlements 
made  for  damages  caused  by  Investigative  of- 
ficers employed  by  the  Federal  Bureau  of  In- 
vestigation, the  Drug  Enforcement  Adminis- 
tration, the  U.S.  Marshals  Service,  and  the 
Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service  for 
calendar  year  1995.  pursuant  to  31  U.S.C. 
3724(b);  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

3757.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman,  U.S.  Sen- 
tencing Commission,  transmitting  the  Com- 
mission's report  entitled  "Sex  Offenses 
Against  C^hlldren."  findings  and  rec- 
ommendations regarding  Federal  penalties, 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  104-71.  section  6  (109 
Stat.  T74);  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 

3758.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
of  the  Army  (Civil  Works),  transmitting  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  to  modify  the 
project  for  flood  damage  reduction  at  the 
north  branch  of  Chicago  River.  IL.  pursuant 
to  31  U.S.C.  1110:  to  the  Committee  on  Trans- 
portation and  Infrastructure. 

3759.  A  letter  from  the  Regulatory  Policy 
Officer.  Bureau  of  Alcohol,  Tobacco  and 
Firearms,  transmitting  the  Bureau's  final 
rule — Miscellaneous  Regulations  Relating  to 
Liquor,  Subparts  E  and  O  (95R-039P)  (RIN: 
1512-AB44)  received  June  19. 1996.  pursuant  to 
5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

3760.  A  letter  from  the  Chief,  Regulations 
Unit.  Internal  Revenue  Service,  transmitting 
the  Service's  final  rule— Section  1274— Deter- 


mination of  Issue  Price  in  the  Case  of  Cer- 
tain Debt  Instruments  Issued  for  Property 
(Revenue  Ruling  96-34)  received  June  20,  1996. 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  801(a)(1)(A):  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means. 

3761.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Com- 
merce, transmitting  the  annual  report  of  the 
National  Technical  Information  Service 
[NTIS]  for  fiscal  year  1995.  pursuant  to  Pub- 
lic Law  100-519.  section  212(f)(3)  (102  Stat. 
2596);  jointly,  to  the  Committees  on  Science 
and  Commerce. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  5  of  rule  X  and  clause  4 
of  nile  XXn.  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions were  introduced  and  severally  re- 
ferred as  follows: 

By  Mr.  OILMAN  (for  himself.  Mr.  Lan- 
TOS,    Mr.    SOLOMON.    Mr.    Cox.    Mr. 
Spenxe,  Mr.  Hyde.  Mr.  Smith  of  New 
Jersey.   Mr.   Wolf.   Mr.   Royce.   Mr. 
BURTON  of  Indiana,  and  Ms.  Pelosi): 
H.R.  3684.  A  bill  to  prohibit  the  Importa- 
tion Into  the  United  States  of  goods  pro- 
duced,   manufactured,    or   exported   by   the 
People's  Liberation  Army  of  China  or  any 
Chinese  defense  industrial  trading  company: 
to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 
By  Mr.  MARKEY: 
H.R.   3685.   A   bill   to   require   the  Federal 
Trade  Commission  and  the  Federal  Commu- 
nications Comjnlssion  to  take  action,  as  nec- 
essary, to  protect  consumer  privacy  in  light 
of  the  convergence  of  communications  tech- 
nologies; to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

By   Mr.   ABERCROMBIE   (for  himself, 
■    Mrs.        MINK       of       Hawaii.        Mr. 
Faleomavaega.  Mr.  Underwood.  Mr. 
Frazer.  and  Mr.  Miller  of  Califor- 
nia): 
H.R.   3686.  A  bill  to  amend   the  Nuclear 
Waste  Policy  Act  of  1982  to  prohibit  the  li- 
censing of  a  permanent  or  Interim  nuclear 
waste  storagp  ''aclllty  outside  the  50  States 
or  the  Distr       of  Coliambia.  and  for  other 
purposes:  to  :      Committee  on  Commerce. 
By  Mr.  BARR: 
H.R.  3687.  A  bill  to  amend  Title  5  of  the 
United  States  Code  to  provide  a  civil  remedy 
for    the    request    or    receipt    of    protected 
records  for  a  nonroutlne  use  by  any  person 
within  the  Executive  Offices  of  the  Presi- 
dent, and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight, 
and  in  addition  to  the  Committee  on  the  Ju- 
diciary, for  a  period  to  be  subsequently  de- 
termined by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for 
consideration  of  such  provisions  as  fall  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  con- 
cerned. 

By  Mr.  CONDIT: 
H.R.  3688.  A  bill  to  require  that  401(k)-type 
pension  plans  be  subject  to  the  same  prohib- 
ited transaction  rules  that  apply  to  tradi- 
tional defined  benefit  pension  plans;  to  the 
Committee  on  Ekionomic  and  Educational 
Opportunities. 

By  Mr.  HAMILTON  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Shaw.  Mr.  Lantos.  Mr.  Ackermax. 
Mr.     Johnston     of     Florida.     Mr. 
Faleomavaega.     Mr.     Wynn.     Mr. 
MORAN.  and  Mr.  Frazer): 
H.R.  3689.  A  bill  to  amend  the  international 
narcotics  control  program  under  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  to  establish  an  addi- 
tional certification  standard  for  certain  Il- 
licit drug  producing  countries  and  drug-tran- 
sit countries  and  to  establish  an  additional 
reporting  requirement  under  that  program; 
to   the   Committee   on   International   Rela 
tlons. 


By    Mr.    HUNTER    (for    himself.    Mr. 
Cunningham.     Mr.     Packard.     Mr. 
Young  of  Alaska,  Mr.  McKeon,  Mr. 
Bartlett  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Riggs. 
and  Mr.  Cox): 
H.R.  3690.  A  bill  to  limit  the  types  of  com- 
mercial nonpostal  services  which  may  be  of- 
fered by  the  U.S.  Postal  Service;  to  the  Com- 
mittee  on  Government   Reform  and  Over- 
sight. 

By  Mr.  JOHNSON  of  South  Dakota: 
H.R.  3691.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  Prescription  Drug  Price  Re- 
view Board  to  identify  excessive  drug  prices, 
and  for  other  purposes:  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce. 

By  Mr.  JONES: 
H.R.  3692.  A  bill  to  promote  the  restora- 
tion, conservation,  and  enhancement  of  wet- 
lands through  the  establishment  of  a  respon- 
sible wetlands  mitigation  banking  program; 
to  the  Committee  on  Transportation  and  In- 
frastructure. 

By  Mrs.  LOWEY  (for  herself,  Mr.  Oil- 
man, and  Mr.  Shays): 
H.R.  3693.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  of  1986  to  allow  a  capital  loss  de- 
duction with  respect  to  the  sale  or  exchange 
of  a  principal  residence;  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  NADLER: 
H.R.  3694.  A  bill  to  prohibit  insurers  from 
offering  monetary  rewards,  penalties,  or  in- 
ducements to  licensed  health  care  practi- 
tioners' on  the  basis  of  the  health  care  prac- 
titioners' decisions  to  limit  the  availability 
of  appropriate  medical  tests,  services,  or 
treatments:  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 
H.R.  3695.  A  bill  to  prohibit  Insurers  from 
Including  provisions  in  health  plans  and  con- 
tracts with  health  care  providers  to  indem- 
nify the  insurer  against  any  liability;  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce. 

By  Mr.  PAXON  (for  himself.  Mr.  Frisa. 
Ms.  MOLiNARi.  Mr.  King.  Mr.  Solo- 
mon.  Mr.   Walsh,   Mrs.   Meyers  of 
Kansas.  Mr.  Bass.  Mr.  Houghton,  and 
Mr.  Sam  Johnson): 
H.R.  3696.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  to  require  the  Secretary  of  Health 
and  Human  Services  to  approve  or  deny  on  a 
timely  basis  an  application  for  a  waiver  for 
certain  AFDC  and  Medicaid  demonstration 
projects;   to  the   Conmilttee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  and  in  addition  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce,  for  a  period  to  be  subsequently 
determined  by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for 
consideration  of  such  provisions  as  fall  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  conmilttee  con- 
cerned. 

By   Mr.    ROBERTS    (for   himself.    Mr. 
Emerson.  Mr.  Bryant  of  Tennessee, 
and  Mr.  CONDIT): 
H.R.  3697.  A  bill  to  exempt  from  the  regula- 
tion E  requirements.  State  administration  of 
the  Food  Stamp  Prt*  -am  through  electronic 
benefit  transfer  syst,; .    ,  that  provide  for  dis- 
tribution of  means-tested  benefits:   to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture. 

By  Mr.  Schumer  (by  request): 
H.R.  3698.  A  bill  to  reduce  violent  crime  by 
Juvenile  offenders;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary,  and  in  addition  to  the  Committees 
on  Commerce,  and  Ways  and  Means,  for  a  pe- 
riod to  be  subsequently  determined  by  the 
Speaker,  in  each  case  for  consideration  of 
such  provisions  as  fall  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  committee  concerned. 

By   Mr.    STEARNS    (for  himself.   Mr. 
Mica,  and  Mr.  Canady): 
H.R.  3699.  A  bill  to  establish  a  demonstra- 
tion  project   to   authorize   certain   covered 
beneficiaries  under  the  military  health  care 
system— Including  the  dependents  of  active 
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duty  military  personnel  and  retired  members 
and  their  dependents— to  enroll  In  the  Fed- 
eral employees  health  benefits  program  and 
to  ensure  their  future  health  security 
through  the  use  of  medical  savings  accounts: 
to  the  Committee  on  National  Security,  and 
in  addition  to  the  Committees  on  Govern- 
ment Reform  and  Oversight,  and  Ways  and 
Means,  for  a  period  to  be  subsequently  deter- 
mined by  the  Speaker,  in  each  case  for  con- 
sideration of  such  provisions  as  fall  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  concerned. 
By  Mr.  WHITE  (for  himself.  Mr.  Thom- 
as. Ms.  Dunn  of  Washington.  Ms. 
Pryce.  and  Mr.  Rohrabacher): 
H.R.  3700.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Elec- 
tion Campaign  Act  of  1971  to  permit  inter- 
active computer  services  to  provide  their  fa- 
cilities free  of  charge  to  candidates  for  Fed- 
eral offices  for  the  purpose  of  disseminating 
campaign  information  and  enhancing  public 
debate:  to  the  Committee  on  House  Over- 
sight. 

By  Mr.  OILMAN  (for  himself.  Mr.  FlL- 
NER.  Mr.  Stump,  Mr.  Montgomery, 
Mr.  Solomon,  Mr.  Dornan.  Mr.  Camp- 
bell. Mr.  Bilbray.  Mr.  Flanagan. 
Mr.  TALE.VT.  Ms.  Pelosi.  Mr.  Aber- 
crombie.  Mrs.  Mink  of  Hawaii.  Mr. 
Evans,  Mr.  Miller  of  California,  and 

Mr.  GUTIERREZ): 

H.  Con.  Res.  191.  Concurrent  resolution  to 
recognize  and  honor  the  Filipino  World  War 
n  veterans  for  their  defense  of  democratic 
ideals  and  their  important  contribution  to 
the  outcome  of  World  War  n:  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  International  Relations. 
By  Mr.  BOEHNER: 

H.  Res.  457.  Resolution  to  amend  the  Rules 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  to  prohibit 
the  knowing  solicitation,  distribution,  or  ac- 
ceptance of  campaign  contributions  in  the 
Hall  of  the  House  or  rooms  leading  thereto: 
to  the  Committee  on  Rules. 

By  Ms.  NORTON  (for  herself.  Mr. 
Davis.  Mr.  LaTou-rette.  and  Mr. 
Moran): 

H.  Res.  458.  Resolution  expressing  the  sense 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  that  the 
President  should  request  the  Department  of 
the  Treasury  and  the  Secret  Service  to  work 
with  the  Government  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia to  develop  a  plan  for  the  permanent 
reopening  to  vehicular  traffic  of  Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue  in  front  of  the  White  House  in 
order  to  restore  the  avenue  to  its  original 
state  and  return  it  to  the  people:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  (government  Reform  and  Over- 
sight. 


PRIVATE  BILLS  AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII  private 
bills  and  resolutions  were  introduced 
and  severally  referred  as  follows: 

Mr.  DEUTSCH  introduced  a  bill  (H.R.  3701) 
to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Transportation 
to  issue  a  certificate  of  documentation  with 
appropriate  endorsement  for  employment  in 
the  coastwise  trade  for  each  of  four  vessels; 
which  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Transportation  and  Infrastructure. 


ADDITIONAL  SPONSORS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXn,  sponsors 
were  added  to  public  bills  and  resolu- 
tions as  follows: 

H.R.  783:  Mr.  Chapman. 

H.R.  1050:  Mr.  Fattah. 

H.R.  1073:  Mr.  Castle  and  Mr.  Berman. 


H.R.  1074:  Mr.  DURBIN,  Mr.  RUSH,  and  Mr. 
Berman. 

H.R.  1226:  Mr.  (500DLATTE. 

H.R.  1386:  Mr.  DOOLEY  and  Mr.  SKEEN. 

H.R.  1462:  Mr.  RUSH,  Mr.  Conyers.  Mr.  Ll- 
piNSKi,  Mr.  Stearns,  ^fr.  Franks  of  New  Jer- 
sey. Ms.  Greene  of  Utah.  Mr.  Oxley.  Mr. 
Delay,  Mr.  Flake,  and  Ms.  Eddie  Bernice 
Johnson  of  Texas. 

H.R.  1893:  Mr.  CaSTLE. 

H.R.  2089:  Mr.  BURR  and  Mr.  Bryant  of 
Tennessee. 

H.R.  2320:  Mr.  EVANS.  Mr.  Watts  of  Okla- 
homa, and  Mr.  Pombo. 

H.R.  2391:  Mrs.  JOHNSON  of  Connecticut. 
Mrs.  FOWLER.  Ms.  Dunn  of  Washington.  Ms. 
MOLINARI.  and  Mr.  Paxon. 

H.R.  2400:  Mr.  MORAN,  Mr.  NEY.  and  Mr.  JA- 
COBS. 

H.R.  2462:  Mr.  Camp. 

H.R.  2757:  Mr.  DLTIBIN  and  Mr.  DeFazio. 

H.R.  2807:  Mr.  McHale. 

H.R.  2820:  Mr.  Nethercltt. 

H.R.  2892:  Mr.  DeFazio. 

H.R.  2900:  Mr.  CREMEANS.  Mr.  Bartlett  of 
Maryland,  and  Mr.  Chambuss. 

H.R.  2911:  Mr.  FRANKS  of  New  Jersey. 

H.R.  2923:  Mr.  Frisa  and  Mr.  Watts  of 
Oklahoma. 

H.R.  2976:  Ms.  PELOSI.  Ms.  ROYBAL-AllaRD. 
and  Mr.  Skeen. 

H.R.  3077:  Mr.  DeFazio.  Mr.  SAWYER,  and 
Mr.  Boehlert. 

H.R.  3199:  Mr.  SlSlSKl".  Mr.  NEY.  Mr.  Baes- 
ler.  Mr.  Roberts.  Mr.  Lan-tos.  Mr.  Packard. 
Ms.  Eddie  Bernice  Johnson  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Lightfoot.  Mr.  Franks  of  New  Jersey,  and 
Mr.  Bishop. 

H.R.  3207:  Mr.  HiNCHEY.  Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Mr. 
Freunghuttsen,  Mr.  Horn.  Mr.  aber- 
crombie,  Mr.  Pickett.  Mr.  Crapo.  Mr.  Rich- 
ardson. Mr.  Lewis  of  Kentucky.  Mr.  Linder. 
Mr.  Foley.  Mr.  McIn-fosh.  Mr.  Roemer.  Mr. 

DL'iZ-BALART.  and  Ms.  LOFGREN. 

H.R.  3211:  Mr.  HERGER. 

H.R.  3226:  Mr.  DURBIN. 

H.R.  3310:  Mr.  KINGSTON  and  Mr.  BONILLA. 

H.R.  3337:  Mr.  Payne  of  Virginia.  Mr. 
Walsh,  Mr.  Campbell,  Mr.  Bilbray.  and  Mr. 
Dellums. 

H.R.  3338:  Mrs.  Seastrand,  Mr.  Traficant. 
and  Mr.  Boehlert. 

H.R.  3354:  Mr.  POMBO. 

H.R.  3447:  Mr.  LeaCH.  Mrs.  Smpth  of  Wash- 
ington, and  Mr.  Hayworth. 

H.R.  3455:  Ms.  NORTON.  Ms.  LOFGREN.  Mr. 
Deutsch.  Mrs.  MORELLA.  and  Mr.  Coleman. 

H.R.  3468:  Mr.  McCOLLUM. 

H.R.  3480:  Mr.  (300DLATTE.  Mr.  Ehlers.  Mr. 
Ramstad.  Mr.  McLntosh  and  Mr.  Jacobs. 

H.R.  3567:  Mr.  DiCKEY. 

H.R.  3580:  Mr.  Tiahrt.  Mr.  LiNDER.  Mr. 
Wamp.  and  Mr.  Bartlett  of  Maryland. 

H.R.  3586:  Mr.  SOLOMON  and  Mr.  STUTilP. 

H.R.  3587:  Mr.  LEACH.  Ms.  NORTON,  Mr.  Ll- 
PDJSKi,  Ms.  EDDIE  Bernice  Johnson  of  Texas, 
Mr.  Ev.\NS.  Mr.  FLAKE,  Mr.  Owens,  and  Mr. 
Filner. 

H.R.  3604:  Mr.  HAYWORTH  and  Mr.  Barrett 
of  Wisconsin. 

H.R.  3622:  Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Combest.  Mr. 
BOEHNER.  Mr.  Smith  of  Michigan,  and  Mr. 
Hamilton. 

H.R.  3629:  l«Irs.  COLLINS  of  Illinois.  Mr. 
Kennedy  of  Massachusetts.  Mr.  English  of 
Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Jacobs.  Ms.  Kaptur.  Mr. 
STUPAK,  Mr.  Goss.  and  Ms.  Norton. 

H.R.  3680:  Mr.  Chambliss  and  Mr.  Dornan. 

H.  Con.  Res.  10:  Mr.  Klink. 

H.  Con.  Res.  22:  Mr.  DURBIN. 

H.  Con.  Res.  184:  Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wiscon- 
sin. Mr.  Frazer.  Ms.  Woolsfi'.  and  Ms. 
Slaughter. 

H.  Con.  Res.  190:  Mr.  Paxon. 


DISCHARGE  PETITIONS— 
ADDITIONS  OR  DELETIONS 
The  following  Members  added  their 
names  to  the  following  dischaxge  peti- 
tions: 

Petition  12  by  Mrs.  SMITH  of  Washington 
on  House  Resolution  373:  Robert  G.  Torricelli 
and  Charlie  Rose. 


AMENDMENTS 


Under  clause  6  of  rule  XXUI.  pro- 
posed amendments  were  submitted  as 
follows: 

H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Hostettler 
amendment  No.  54.  Page  64.  after  line  4.  in- 
sert the  following  new  item: 

elimination  of  FL-NDING  for  CORPORATION 
FOR  N.-VTIONAL  AND  COBiMUNTTY  SERVICE 

Each  amount  appropriated  or  otherwise 
made  available  by  this  title  for  "Corporation 
for  National  and  Community  Service"  is 
hereby  reduced  to  $0. 

H.R.  3666 
Offered  by:  Ms.  Jackson-Lee  of  Texas 

AMENDME.VT  NO.  55  Page  95.  after  21.  Insert 
the  following  new  section: 

SEC.  422.  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
in  this  Act  may  be  used  to  provide  assistance 
under  section  8  of  the  United  States  Housing 
Act  of  1937  when  It  is  made  known  to  the 
Federal  official  having  authority  to  obligate 
or  expend  such  funds  that— 

(1)  the  assistance  will  be  used  for  tenant- 
based  assistance  in  connection  with  the  revi- 
talization  of  severely  distressed  public  hous- 
ing: and 

(2)  the  public  housing  agency  to  which 
such  funds  are  to  be  provided— 

(A)  has  a  waiting  list  for  public  housing  of 
not  less  than  6.000  families: 

(B)  has  a  jurisdiction  for  which  the  Sec- 
retary of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
has  determined  (pursuant  to  section 
203(e)(2)(A)  of  the  Housing  and  Community 
Development  Amendments  of  1978  or  other- 
wise) that  there  Is  not  an  adequate  supply  of 
habitable,  affordable  housing  for  low-income 
families  using  tenant-based  assistance:  and 

(C)  does  not  include,  under  its  plan  for  re- 
vltallzation  of  severely  distressed  public 
housing,  replacement  of  some  of  the  public 
housing  dwelling  units  demolished  with  new 
units. 

H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Kingston 
AMENDMENT  NO.  56:  Page  28.  line  20.  after 
••$4,300,000,000"       insert       •'(increased       by 
S300.000.000). 

Page  80.  line  19.  after  "$5,362,900,000"  insert 
••(reduced  by  $150.000.000) '. 

Page  81,  line  8,  after  "$5,662,100,000"  Insert 
■•(reduced  by  $150,000,000)". 
H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Kingston 
Amen"DME.nt  no.  57:  At  the  end  of  the  bill, 
insert  after  the  last  section  (preceding  the 
short  title)  the  following  new  section: 

Sec    .  None  of  the  funds  made  available  in 
this  Act  may  be  used  by  any  officer  or  em- 
ployee   of    the    Environmental    Protection 
Agency  to  organize,  plan,  or  disseminate  In- 
formation regarding  any  activity  that  is  not 
directly  related  to  governmental  functions 
that  such  officers  or  employees  are  author- 
ized or  directed  by  law  of  perform. 
H.R.  3666 
Offered  By:  Mr.  Market 
AMENDMENT  No.  58:  Page  95.  after  line  21. 
Insert: 
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Sec.  422.  None  of  the  funds  made  available 
to  the  Environmental  FYotection  Agency 
under  the  heading  "HAZARDOUS  SUB- 
STANCE SUPERFUND"  may  be  used  to  pro- 
vide any  reimbursement  (except  pursuant  to 
section  122(b)  of  the  Comprehensive  Environ- 
mental Response.  Compensation,  and  Liabil- 
ity Act  of  1980)  of  response  costs  incurred  by 
any  person  when  it  is  made  known  to  the  of- 
ficial having-  the  authority  to  obligate  such 
funds  that  such  person  has  agreed  to  pay 
such  costs  under  a  judicially  approved  con- 
sent decree  entered  Into  before  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act,  and  none  of  the  funds  made 
available  under  such  heading  may  be  used  to 
pay  any  amount  when  it  Is  made  known  to 


the  official  having  the  authority  to  obligate 
such  funds  that  such  amount  represents  a 
retroactive  liability  discount  or  similar  re- 
imbursement for  response  costs  incurred  by 
any  person  for  liability  under  section  107  of 
the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response, 
Compensation,  and  Liability  Act  of  1980  that 
is  attributable  to  a  status  or  activity  of  such 
person  that  existed  or  occurred  prior  to  Jan- 
uary 1,  1987. 

H.R.  3666 

Offered  By:  Mr.  Stump 

A.MENDMENT  NO.  59:  Page  95.  after  line  21, 
insert  the  following  new  section: 


Sec.  .  The  amount  provided  in  title  I  for 
"Veterans  Health  Administration— Medical 
care"  is  hereby  Increased  by,  the  amount 
provided  in  title  I  for  '-Departmental  Admin- 
istration— General  operating  expenses"  is 
hereby  Increased  by,  and  the  total  of  the 
amounts  of  budget  authority  provided  in  this 
Act  for  payments  not  required  by  law  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  September  30,  1997  (other 
than  any  amount  of  budget  authority  pro- 
vided in  title  I  and  any  such  amount  pro- 
vided in  title  in  for  the  American  Battle 
Monuments  Commission,  the  Court  of  Veter- 
ans Appeals,  or  Cemeterial  Expenses,  Army), 
Is  hereby  reduced  by,  $40,000,000,  $17,000,000. 
and  0.40  percent,  respectively. 


June  20,  1996 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 
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STOP  SUBSIDIZING  CHINA'S 
MILITARY  FORCES 


HON.  BENJAMIN  A.  GUMAN 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20, 1996 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  have  in- 
troduced H.R.  3684,  which  prohibits  the  impor- 
tation into  the  United  States  of  civilian  and 
military  goods  produced,  manufactured,  or  ex- 
ported by  the  People's  Liberation  Army  [PLA] 
or  any  Chinese  defense  industrial  trading  com- 
pany. I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues  support  of 
this  initiative  which  will  deprive  the  PLA  and  its 
subsidiaries  of  the  hard  currency  that  supports 
activities  which  are  inimical  to  U.S.  economic 
and  national  security  interests. 

Two  Chinese  Govemment  defense  firms 
have  been  implicated  in  the  largest  assault 
weapons  smuggling  operation  in  United  States 
history.  Some  of  the  heads  of  these  firms, 
which  sought  to  smuggle  over  2,000  AK-47 
semi-automatic  weapons  Into  the  United 
States,  are  relatives  of  China's  top  leadership. 

Moreover,  the  PLA  and  the  defense  indus- 
trial trading  organization  are  responsible  for  a 
series  of  events  which  are  a  threat  to  vital 
United  States  interests,  Including;  the  recent 
belligerent  gestures  toward  Taiwan  during  the 
first  democratic  elections  in  Chinese  history; 
the  transfer  of  cruise  missiles  to  Iran,  M-11 
missiles  and  nuclear  technology  to  Pakistan 
and  the  purchase  by  China  of  SS-18  strategic 
missile  technology  and  equipment  from  Rus- 
sia; the  violation  of  United  States-Chinese  tex- 
tile agreements  and  intellectual  property  rights 
[IPR];  and  the  flagrant  human  rights  violations 
In  the  form  of  the  occupation  of  Tibet,  the 
maintenance  of  political  prisoner  camps  known 
as  Laogai  and  the  repression  of  the  religious 
freedom  of  Chinese  Christians.  Finally,  let  us 
not  forget  the  repression  wrought  by  the  PLA 
on  the  democratic  protesters  in  Tainamen 
Square. 

Accordingly,  enactment  of  this  bill  will  curb 
the  activities  of  the  PLA  whrch  threaten  our 
economic  and  national  security  and  are  an  af- 
front to  our  form  of  govemment  and  free  soci- 
ety. Accordingly,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  co- 
sponsor  and  support  H.R.  3684  and  ask  that 
the  full  text  of  H.R.  3684  be  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  Record. 

H.R.  3684 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION     1.    CONGRESSIONAL    FINDINGS    AND 
DECLARATION  OF  POUCY 

(a)  Findings,— The  Congress  makes  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1)  According  to  the  Defense  Intelligence 
Agency,  the  People's  Liberation  Army  of 
China  owns  and  operates  a  number  of  enter- 
prises which  produce  both  civilian  and  mili- 
tary products. 

(2)  The  General  Staff  Department  of  the 
People's  Liberation  Army  owns  and  operates 


Polytechnologles,  which  is  the  weapons  trad- 
ing arm  of  the  People's  Liberation  Army  and 
has  a  representative  office  in  the  United 
States. 

(3)  The  General  Logistics  Department  of 
the  People's  Liberation  Army  owns  and  oper- 
ates a  large  international  conglomerate 
known  as  Xinxing  Corporation,  which  also 
has  a  representative  office  in  the  United 
States. 

(4)  The  People's  Armed  Police,  which  is 
partially  controlled  by  the  People's  Libera- 
tion Army,  is  responsible  for  the  occupation 
and  suppression  of  dissent  in  Tibet  and  the 
execution  of  prisoners  throughout  China,  and 
provides  guards  for  the  forced  labor  camp 
system  in  Laogai,  China,  owns  and  operates 
China  Jingan  Equipment  Import  and  Export, 
which  also  has  a  representative  office  In  the 
United  States. 

(5)  These  and  other  enterprises  owned  by 
the  People's  Liberation  Army  regularly  ex- 
port a  great  variety  of  products  to  the 
United  States,  Including,  but  not  limited  to, 
clothing,  toys,  shoes,  hand  tools,  fish,  min- 
erals, and  chemicals. 

(6)  The  export  of  products  allows  the  Peo- 
ple's Liberation  Army  to  earn  hard  currency 
directly,  which  in  turn  can  be  used  to  mod- 
ernize its  forces. 

(7)  The  average  consumer  in  the  United 
States  is  unaware  that  products  they  are 
purchasing  were  produced  by  the  People's 
Liberation  Army. 

(8)  Trade  with  the  People's  Liberation 
Army  effectively  is  a  subsidy  of  military  op- 
erations of  the  People's  Republic  of  China. 

(9)  The  China  National  Nuclear  Corpora- 
tion exported  Illicit  nuclear  technology  to 
Pakistan  in  contravention  of  the  Treaty  on 
the  Non-ProUferatlon  of  Nuclear  Weapons 
and  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act,  thereby 
contributing  to  the  threat  of  nuclear  war  on 
the  Indian  Subcontinent. 

(10)  Naval  units  of  the  People's  Liberation 
Army  have  committed  aggression  against 
the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  and  threat- 
ened the  United  States  Navy's  right  of  free 
passage  in  the  South  China  Sea. 

(11)  Chinese  defense  industrial  trading 
companies  have  transferred  cruise  missiles 
to  Iran,  thereby  threatening  the  safety  of 
United  States  military  personnel  In  the  re- 
gion. 

(12)  Representatives  of  China  North  Indus- 
tries Corporation,  a  Chinese  Govemment  or- 
ganization, have  been  Indicted  by  the  U.S. 
federal  government  for  smuggling  of  fire- 
arms and  conspiracy  related  thereto,  impor- 
tation of  firearms  without  a  license,  impor- 
tation and  sale  of  firearms  with  obliterated 
serial  numbers,  and  transfer  and  possession 
of  machine  guns  In  violation  of  the  laws  of 
the  United  SUtes. 

(13)  Representatives  of  Poly  Group,  a  Chi- 
nese Govemment  organization,  have  also 
been  indicted  for  engaging  in  the  unlawful 
activities  described  In  pai:'agraph  (12). 

(14)  Representatives  of  China  North  Indus- 
tries Corporation  attempted  to  sell  solid 
rocket  fuel  to  Iraq  in  the  fall  of  1990,  con- 
trary to  a  numt>er  of  actions  by  the  United 
Nations  Security  Council. 

(b)  PoucY.— It  is  the  policy  of  the  United 
States  to  prohibit  the  importation  Into  the 


United  States  of  goods  that  are  produced, 
manufactured,  or  exported  by  the  People's 
Liberation  Army  or  Chinese  defense  indus- 
trial trading  companies. 

SEC.  2.  PROHIBrnON  ON  CERTAIN  IMPORTS. 

(a)  In  General.— Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law.  no  good  that  is  pro- 
duced, manufactured,  or  exported  by  the 
People's  Liberation  Army  or  a  Chinese  de- 
fense Industrial  trading  company  may  be  en- 
tered, or  withdrawn  from  warehouse  for  con- 
sumption, into  the  customs  territory  of  the 
United  States. 

(b)  Determination  of  Chinese  Defense  Ln- 
DUSTRiAL  Trading  Companies.— 

(1)  Ln  general.— Subject  to  paragraphs  (2) 
and  (3),  not  later  than  30  days  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  shall  determine  which  per- 
sons are  Chinese  defense  industrial  trading 
companies  for  purposes  of  this  Act.  The  Sec- 
retary shall  publish  a  list  of  such  persons  iu 
the  Federal  Register. 

(2)  PtJBLIC  hearlng.- 

(A)  General  rule.— Before  making  the  de- 
termination and  publishing  the  list  required 
by  paragraph  (1).  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury shall  hold  a  public  hearing  for  the  pur- 
pose of  receiving  oral  and  written  testimony 
regarding  the  persons  to  be  included  on  the 
list. 

(B)  ADDITIONS  and  deletions.— The  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  may  add  or  delete 
persons  from  the  list  based  on  information 
available  to  the  Secretary  or  upon  receipt  of 
a  request  containing  sufficient  information 
to  take  such  action. 

(3)  Chinese  defense  industrial  trading 
COMPANY. — For  purposes  of  making  the  deter- 
mination required  by  paragraph  (1).  the  term 
"Chinese  defense  industrial  trading  com- 
pany"— 

(A)  means  a  person  that  is— 

(i)  engaged  in  manufacturing,  producing, 
or  exporting,  and 

(ID  affiliated  with  or  owned,  controlled,  or 
subsidized  by  the  People's  Liberation  Army, 
and 

(B)  Includes  any  person  identlfled  in  the 
United  States  Defense  Intelligence  Agency 
publication  numbered  VP-1920-271-90,  dated 
September  1990,  or  PC-1921-57-95.  dated  Octo- 
ber 1995. 

(c)  Effective  Date.— Subsection  (a)  shall 
apply  with  respect  to  goods  entered,  or  with- 
drawn from  warehouse  for  consumption,  on 
or  after  the  45th  day  after  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  Act. 

SEC.  3.  DEFINITION. 

For  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  term  "Peo- 
ple's Liberation  Army"  means  any  branch  or 
division  of  the  land,  naval,  or  air  military 
service  or  the  police  of  the  Govemment  of 
the  People's  Republic  of  China. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  COACH  GALEN 
JOHNSON,  JR. 


HON.  JOHN  J.  DUNCAN,  JR. 

OF  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  20, 1996 

Mr.  DUNCAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  recentty  had 
the  privilege  to  attend  a  ceremony  In  Btount 


#  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  b>'  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
Maner  set  in  this  typeface  indicates  words  inserted  or  appended,  rather  than  spoken,  by-  a  Member  of  the  House  on  the  fkx>r. 
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County,  TN  during  which  Coach  Galen  John- 
son, Jr.  was  recognized  a  one  of  the  leading 
high  school  basketball  coaches  in  the  country. 

Coach  Johnson  made  Porter  High  School  a 
State  basketball  power  for  over  a  quarter  of  a 
century.  He  had  a  phenomenal  record  of  suc- 
cess over  the  years.  His  overall  record  con- 
sisted of  735  victories,  averaging  more  than 
30  wins  per  season. 

Settling  for  nothing  less  than  100  percent 
from  his  players,  Coach  Johnson  led  Porter 
High  to  three  State  championships  in  1959, 
1963,  and  1967.  In  addition  to  these  cham- 
pionships, his  teams  were  in  contention  for 
several  other  titles  as  well. 

I  request  that  a  copy  of  the  State  of  Ten- 
nessee House  Joint  Resolution  No.  543,  a 
resolution  to  congratulate  Coach  Galen  John- 
son, be  placed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  so 
that  I  can  call  it  to  the  attention  of  my  col- 
leagues and  other  readers  of  the  Record. 

Tennessee  House  Joint  RESOLtmoN  No.  543 

A  Resolution  to  honor  and  congratulate 
Coach  Galen  Johnson,  Jr.  on  the  Porter  Ele- 
mentary School  g:ymnasluin  being  named  In 
his  honor. 

Whereas,  the  Tennessee  General  Assembly 
was  pleased  to  learn  that  one  of  the  greatest 
high  school  coaches  of  all  time,  Galen  John- 
son, who  made  Porter  High  School  a  state 
power  for  a  Quarter  of  a  century,  will  be  spe- 
cially recognized  by  having  the  Porter  Ele- 
mentary School  (which  used  to  be  Porter 
High  School)  gymnasium  named  in  his 
honor;  and 

Whereas,  his  phenomenal  record  of  consist- 
ent success  as  a  High  School  Basketball 
Coach  from  1955  to  1979  has  rarely  been 
eQualed:  and 

Whereas,  his  teams  compiled  an  exemplary 
overall  record  of  735  victories  and  167  losses, 
an  enviable  winning  i>ercentage  of  .815;  and 

Whereas,  his  teams  won  an  average  of  28 
games  per  season  and  won  20  or  more  games 
for  24  consecutive  years,  a  national  record; 
and 

Whereas,  his  Porter  High  School  teams 
won  three  State  Championships  in  1959,  1963 
and  1967,  finished  State  runner-up  twice  in 
1969  and  1978  and  third  in  the  State  twice  in 
1964  and  1971;  and 

Whereas,  Coach  Johnson  guided  teams  to 
the  State  Tournament  an  incredible  18  to  21 
years;  and 

Whereas,  he  took  teams  to  the  regional 
toomament  23  of  24  years  and  placed  either 
first  or  second  in  20  of  those  23  years;  and 

Whereais.  his  teams  never  finished  lower 
than  second  place  in  the  district;  and 

Whereas,  Coach  Johnson  was  chosen  Dis- 
trict Coach  of  the  Tear  seven  times:  and 

Whereas,  he  coached  18  All-State  players. 
Including  two  who  were  later  named  AAU 
Ail-Americans;  and 

Whereas,  Coach  Johnson  spent  45  Years  as 
an  Active  Coach,  including  his  last  four  as 
an  Assistant  Coach  at  Maryvllle  College;  and 

Whereas,  in  1990  Coach  Johnson  received 
the  highest  honor  that  a  Tennessee  Coach 
can  receive  when  he  was  named  a  member  of 
the  Tennessee  Sports  Hall  of  Fame;  and 

Whereas,  team  members,  stadents.  parents, 
fans,  sports  writers  and  even  opponents  have 
lauded  his  numerous  significant  contribu- 
tions to  the  Porter  High  School  athletic  pro- 
gram and  to  high  school  basketball  in  gen- 
eral, using  a  long  list  of  appropriate  adjec- 
tives including  '•great",  "mentor",  'char- 
acter builder",  "one  of  a  kind",  "deter- 
mined", "expert",  "profieaBlonal",  "out- 
standing",  "adept",   "hard  worker",   "awe- 
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some",  "extraordinary",  "role  model",  "win- 
ner", "one  of  our  best  and  brightest",  "tre- 
mendous poise  under  pressure",  "dedicated", 
"diligent",  "rare"  and  "acclaimed";  and 

Whereas,  it  is  fitting  that  we  pause  in  our 
deliberations  to  honor  and  congratulate 
Coach  Galen  Johnson  and  commend  him  for 
his  service;  now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  of 
the  ninety-ninth  general  assembly  of  the  State 
of  Tennessee,  the  Senate  concurring.  That  we 
honor  and  congratulate  Coach  Galen  John- 
son on  the  Porter  Elementary  School  Gym- 
nasium being  named  in  his  honor  and  wish 
him  well  in  his  future  endeavors;  be  it  fur- 
ther 

Resolved,  That  an  appropriate  copy  of  this 
resolution  be  prepared  for  presentation  with 
this  final  clause  from  such  copy. 
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Second  Baptist  Church  and  the  deep  faith  and 
charity  of  its  members.  I  am  proud  to  have 
such  a  devoted  organization  in  my  district  and 
ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  recognizing  its 
achievements. 


THE  CATHEDRAL-SECOND  BAPTIST 
CHURCH:  DEDICATED  TO  SERV- 
ING PERTH  AMBOY 


HON.  ROBERT  MENENDEZ 

OF  NE%'  jersey 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20, 1996 

f^/1r.  MENENDEZ.  Mr.  Speaker  I  rise  today  to 
honor  the  Cathedral-Second  Baptist  Church 
and  its  wort<  in  rebuilding  the  historic  New  Jer- 
sey dty  of  Perth  Amt)oy.  The  cathedral's  latest 
contribution  to  Perth  Amboy  is  the  opening  of 
the  Donald  Hilliard,  Jr.,  Community  Affairs 
Complex.  It  will  open  on  June  22,  1996. 

The  Cathedral-Second  Baptist  Church  has  a 
long,  proud  history  of  service.  Founded  in 
Perth  Amboy  in  1892,  it  has  provided  the  resi- 
dents of  the  city  with  a  place  to  congregate 
and  celebrate  for  over  1 00  years.  Its  member- 
ship has  increased  from  125  to  over  4,000, 
and  it  now  offers  spiritual,  moral,  and  emo- 
tional support  in  9  different  neightxjrhoods. 
The  Cathedral-Second  Baptist  Church  pro- 
vkJes  a  number  of  services,  including  edu- 
cation through  its  Cathedral  Preparatory  Acad- 
emy, aid  to  the  homeless  through  its  many 
soup  kitchens,  and  opportunities  for  commu- 
nity growth  through  its  multimillkin  dollar  Ca- 
thedral Community  Development  Corp.  The 
cathedral  and  its  memt^ers  continuously  dis- 
play a  rich  faith,  a  strong  sense  of  community, 
and  remarkable  altruism. 

The  Rev.  Doctor  Donald  Hilliard,  Jr.  exem- 
plifies the  cathedral's  commitment  toward 
building  a  better  community.  An  esteemed 
scholar  and  lecturer,  he  serves  as  the  senior 
pastor  of  the  Cathedral-Second  Baptist 
Church.  Under  his  leadership,  the  church  has 
increased  its  budget  from  S73,000  to  S3  mil- 
lion and  has  t>ecome  one  of  the  fastest  grow- 
ing churches  in  New  Jersey.  His  Vision  2000 
plan  provides  a  food  pantry,  soup  kitchen,  and 
dothing  distribution  center  for  the  underprivi- 
leged in  Perth  Amboy. 

The  latest  contribution  of  the  Cathedral-Sec- 
ond Baptist  Church  to  the  community  is  the 
Donald  Hilliard,  Jr.,  Community  Affairs  Com- 
plex. The  fadlrty  indudes  a  senior  citizens 
hall,  library,  computer  center,  conference 
rooms,  administrative  and  executive  offices, 
and  three  retail  stores.  It  promises  to  be  a 
wonderful  addition  to  the  area. 

This  new  38,000  sq.  ft.  edifice  is  a  testa- 
ment to  the  ongoing  goodwill  of  the  Cathedral- 


TRIBUTE  TO  GUSTAVO  MONTANO 
ARRIOLA 


HON.  SAM  FARR 

OF  CAUFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20, 1996 

Mr.  FARR  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  in  recognition  of  a  highly  acdaimed  car- 
toonist and  cultural  advocate  who  recently  an- 
nounced his  retirement  Gustavo  Montano 
Arriola,  known  to  most  as  Gus,  is  the  creator 
of  the  famous  cartoon  "Gordo."  For  more  than 
44  years  he  maintained  a  large  and  faithful  fol- 
lowing while  introducing  an  American  audi- 
ence to  Mexican  customs  and  traditions. 

Mr.  Arriola  began  animating  directly  after 
high  school  at  Screen  Gems,  then  with  Colum- 
bia on  "Krazy  Kat."  He  pursued  his  art  wori<- 
ing  in  the  MGM  Cartoon  Department  on  the 
story  sketch  of  the  cat  and  mouse  series 
"Tom  and  Jerry,"  then  created  the  inconv 
parable  "Gordo"  strip. 

Mr.  Arriola  has  earned  many  awards  and 
honors  which  exemplify  his  great  contributions 
to  sodety.  In  1957,  "in  recognition  of  his  pio- 
neering and  bringing  design  and  color  to  a 
'new  high'  in  the  field  of  newspaper  comk: 
strips,"  he  was  awarded  a  distinguished  artist 
citation  by  the  San  Francisco  Artists  Club.  Mr. 
Arriola  was  also  honored  with  the  Citizen  of 
the  Year  award  from  Parade  of  hiations.  Inc., 
which  stated,  "  'Gordo'  exemplified  the  positive 
attitudes  and  educational  efforts  that  best 
produce  intercultural  understanding."  The  Cali- 
fornia State  Assembly  and  Senate  awarded 
Mr.  Arriola  with  a  great  honor  from  the  people 
of  California  by  declaring  a  "Gus  Arriola  Day," 
thus,  immortalizing  this  great  man. 

Mr.  Anriola  was  also  awarded  two  National 
Cartoonist  Sodety  awards,  both  in  1957  and 
1965  for  best  humor  strip.  In  addition,  he  was 
honored  by  the  Smithsonian  Institutbn  in 
Washington,  DC.  for  his  tribute  to  author  Ra- 
chel Carson. 

Mr.  Arriola  has  also  contributed  his  artwori< 
to  support  numerous  community  causes.  He 
has  lent  his  creative  talent  to  the  Alliance  on 
Aging,  Beacon  House,  Carmel  Art  Assodation, 
Carmel  Foundation,  Carmel  Public  Library 
Foundation,  Community  Hospital  of  the  Monte- 
rey Peninsula,  Crosby  Golf  Youth  Center, 
Friends  of  Sunset  Foundation,  Guide  Dogs  for 
the  Blind,  Hospice  of  the  Central  Coast,  Mon- 
terey History  and  Art  Assodation,  Monterey 
Jazz  Festival,  Monterey  Peninsula  Museum  of 
Art,  Ombudsmen,  Pacific  Grove  Art  Assoda- 
tion, Padfic  Grove  Museum  of  National  His- 
tory, Red  Cross,  Salvation  Army,  and  the  So- 
dety for  the  Prevention  of  Cruelty  to  Animals. 
He  is  a  humanitarian  willing  to  help  people  by 
contributing  his  influential  work  to  their  issue. 

In  response  to  a  question  about  his  retire- 
ment, Mr.  Arriola  quotes  from  the  late  writer 
and  naturalist  John  Burroughs  stating:  "I  still 
find  the  days  too  short  for  all  the  thought  I 
want  to  think,  all  the  books  I  want  to  read,  all 
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the  walks  I  want  to  take  and  all  the  friends  I 
want  to  see."  I  continue  to  wish  the  best  for 
Gus  Arriola,  who  I  know  is  finding  new  and 
creative  ways  to  make  his  mark  on  the  worid. 


TRIBUTE  TO  GRAMERCY 
NEIGHBORHOOD  ASSOCIATES 


HON.  CAROLYN  B.  MALONEY 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTAITVTES 

Thursday,  June  20. 19% 

Mrs.  (\MLONEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  pay  tribute  to  the  Gramercy  Neighborhood 
Associates  which  has  done  so  much  to  inv 
prove  the  quality  of  life  in  the  Gramercy  Park 
neighborhood  of  my  district. 

The  Gramercy  Neighbortxxxj  Assodates  is 
primarily  involved  with  the  area  from  Park  Av- 
enue South  to  Third  Avenue,  and  from  17th 
Street  to  22d  Street.  Thanks  to  the  hard  work 
of  the  staff,  members,  and  sponsors  wtw 
make  all  of  the  associatk>n's  work  possible, 
GNA  has  become  a  nrKxJel  for  a  community- 
based  organization. 

GNA  works  to  Iseautify  the  neighborhood  by 
holding  a  clean  &  green  day  each  spring. 
Also,  the  association  plants  and  maintains 
sidewalk  trees  and  tree-garden  fences.  GNA 
keeps  in  touch  with  the  needs  of  the  neighbor- 
hood by  holding  nrtonthly  board  of  directors 
meetings  at  which  key  local  issues  of  safety, 
traffic,  sanitation,  and  quality  of  life  are  dis- 
cussed and  acted  upon. 

The  Gramercy  Neighborhood  Associates 
also  plays  a  vital  role  in  the  preservation  arxj 
protection  of  the  Gramercy  Park  Historic  Dis- 
trict, and  is  presently  seeking  the  designation 
of  extensions  to  the  histork:  district  as  well  as 
the  landmarkirig  of  individual  buikJings  of  ar- 
chftectural.  cultural,  or  historic  merit  in  the 
area. 

I  am  proud  of  the  hard  wort<  that  the  Gra- 
mercy Neighborhood  Assodates  has  put  into 
the  community.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  my  col- 
leagues to  join  with  nr>e  today  in  tribute  to  the 
Gramercy  Neighborhood  Associates  and  all  of 
the  hard  work  that  they  have  done  to  improve 
the  qualify  of  life  in  our  community  and 
throughout  the  dty  of  New  York. 


THE  CROSS  IN  THE  WOODS 


HON.  BART  STUPAK 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20, 1996 

Mr.  STUPAK.  Mr.  Speaker,  and  Members  of 
the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  it  is  an 
honor  for  me  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  this 
body  and  the  Nation  the  50th  anniversary  of 
the  founding  of  Cross  in  the  Woods  being 
celebrated  on  June  23,  1996.  The  Cross  in  the 
Woods  is  the  largest  crucifix  in  tt>e  worid  and 
is  located  in  Indian  River,  Ml.  Made  of  bronze 
and  redwood  and  weighing  14  tons,  it  stands 
55  feet  high  and  is  22  feet  wide. 

The  idea  for  Cross  in  the  Woods  t)egan  in 
1946  when  Rev.  Charies  Brophy,  a  young 
priest  from  Chet>oygan  County,  succeeded  in 
having  State  offidals  transfer  to  Cheboygan 
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County  the  1 3  acres  of  Burt  Lake  on  which  the 
cross  now  starxjs.  Once  obtained  by  the  coun- 
ty. Reverend  Brophy  purchased  the  site  from 
the  county  for  SI . 

In  1954,  the  cross  was  raised  and  sculptor 
Marshall  Fredericks  began  his  wortc  of  design- 
ing and  sculpting  the  crucifix.  This  is  unk^e  to 
most  crudfixes  in  that  it  depicts  Jesus  Christ 
without  a  crown  of  tfioms  arxj  missing  the 
wound  to  his  side.  It  was  the  intention  of  Mr. 
Fredericks  to  have  a  crucifix  showing  that 
Jesus  Christ  was  at  peace  with  his  beliefs  and 
the  sacrifice  he  made  by  dying  on  the  cross. 

Over  200,000  citizens  from  across  the  coun- 
try visit  ttie  cross  annually.  In  additkin,  the  cur- 
rent pastor  at  the  cross,  Rev.  Donard  Paulus 
maintains  a  mailing  list  of  over  20,000  people 
who  receive  regular  newsletters  keeping  inter- 
ested parties  informed  of  ongoing  events. 

Also  located  on  tfte  grounds  is  a  chapel 
where  services  are  heW  weekly  that  regularty 
attract  a  capacity  number  of  parishioners  and 
visitors.  Plans  are  underway  for  the  construc- 
tk>n  of  a  church  tiiat  would  provide  a  view  of 
the  cross  and  other  statues  kxated  on  the 
grounds. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Cross  in  the  Woods  re- 
minds us  that  God's  ways  are  opposite  of  our 
own  human  ways.  As  the  cross  was  a  symtxii 
of  death  in  the  Roman  Empire,  it  is  now  a 
symbol  of  vk:tory  in  our  faith.  For  it  is  said  in 
Romans  8:38-39: 

"For  I  am  sure  that  neither  death,  nor  life,  nor 
angels,  nor  prindpalities,  nor  things  present 
nor  things  to  come,  nor  powers,  nor  height 
nor  depth,  nor  anything  else  in  all  creation,  will 
be  able  to  separate  us  from  the  love  of  God 
in  Christ  Jesus  our  Lord." 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  W.E.  NASH 


HON.  JOHN  J.  DUNCAN,  JR. 

OF  TENNESSEE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  20, 1996 

Mr.  DUNCAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  Professor  W.E. 
Nash,  a  great  Tennessean,  recently  passed 
away  at  ttie  amazing  age  of  108. 

Professor  Nash  was  a  kxtgtime  teacher  and 
principal  in  Athens,  TN.  He  was  a  dignified 
and  honoratile  man  wlx>  embodied  all  the  okj 
virtues  that  seem  sometimes  to  be  in  short 
supply  today. 

Professor  Nash  was  one  of  the  most  re- 
spected dtizens  of  McMinn  County,  TN  and 
was  k}ved  by  many  people.  He  was  a  commu- 
nity leader  for  nmre  than  seven  decades  and 
was  active  throughout  his  life  in  the  Reput>- 
lican  Party. 

I  request  that  a  copy  of  the  artx:le  at»ut  thie 
life  of  W.E.  Nash  which  appeared  in  the  Attv 
ens  Daily  Post-Athenian  be  placed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  I  woukl  like  to  call  it  to 
the  attention  of  my  colleagues  and  other  read- 
ers of  the  RECORD. 

[From  the  Daily  Post-Athenian,  Apr.  29, 1996] 
Professor  Nash  Dies  at  108 

W.E.  Nash,  who  rose  flrom  humble  begin- 
nings in  Virginia  to  become  an  education 
and  community  leader  in  Athens  for  more 
than  seven  decades,  died  Friday  at  his  home. 
He  was  108. 

Nash,  known  as  "Professor  Nash"  through- 
out his  distinguished  career,  served  28  years 
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as  the  principal  at  the  county's  school  for 
black  students,  J.L.  Cook  School,  retired  in 
1953  at  the  age  of  66. 

Among  his  numerous  awards  were  member- 
ship in  the  Community  Builders  Hall  of 
Fame  and  the  receiving  of  an  honorary  doc- 
torate degree  from  Tennessee  Wesleyan  Col- 
lege. He  was  also  the  first  recipient  of  the  E. 
Harper  Johnson  Community  Relations 
Award  ftom  the  Tennessee  Education  Asso- 
ciation. 

Local  leaders  hailed  Nash's  commitment 
to  education  and  his  influence. 

Vant  Hardaway.  supervisor  of  attendance 
and  transportation  for  the  Athens  City 
Schools,  said  Nash's  influence  extended  be- 
yond the  immediate  Athens  area  l)ecau8e 
Cook  School  included  students  from  as  far 
away  as  North  Carolina.  Nash's  commitment 
to  education  and  values  continue  to  have  ef- 
fect today,  he  said. 

"It's  a  great  loss  to  so  many  people  be- 
cause he  affected  so  many  lives,"  Hardaway 
said. 

Residents  in  the  area  still  refer  to  the  dis- 
cipline and  the  values  they  learned  from  men 
like  Professor  Nash  and  others.  Hardaway 
said.  Even  in  later  years  when  Nash  was  un- 
able to  t>e  active  physically.  Hardaway  said 
leaders  still  looked  to  him  for  guidance. 

"He  still  would  give  advice  and  counsel," 
Hardaway  said.  'He  lived  through  a  real 
merger  of  cultures,  not  just  in  Athens  bat 
definitely  in  Athens." 

J.  Neal  Ensminger.  editor  emeritus  of  The 
Daily  Post-Athenian,  said  the  Athens  area 
owes  a  debt  of  gratitude  to  Nash. 

"This  community  doesn't  realize  how 
much  it  owes  to  Professor  Nash,"  Ensminger 
said,  praising  Nash  for  being  a  "stalwart  cit- 
izen in  education  and  public  affairs." 

Nash,  a  native  of  Lunenburg  County.  VA.. 
told  The  Daily  Post-Athenian  in  an  1965 
interview  he  recalled  leaving  a  plantation  at 
the  age  of  4  where  his  grandmother  had 
worked  as  a  slave  cook  and  had  stayed  on 
after  the  Civil  War.  He  kept  his  baby  sister 
until  he  was  B-year-olds.  tjten  worked  until 
he  was  17. 

In  1904.  he  was  making  SO  cents  a  day  haul- 
ing supplies  in  a  mule-drawn  wagon  when  be 
passed  by  Blackstone  Academy  the  day  the 
white  students  were  leaving  for  Christmas 
vacation. 

"They  were  coming  down  this  walk  that 
led  from  the  school  house,"  Nash  recalled  in 
the  1985  interview  with  Fran  Ellers,  a  DPA 
staff  writer  at  the  time.  "They  had  horns 
they  were  blowing— they  were  just  having  a 
good  time,  to  tell  you  the  truth.  ...  I  said, 
"That  looks  good.  I'd  like  to  l>e  into  some- 
thing like  that." 

Nash  was  referred  to  the  all-black  Thyne 
Institute  in  Chase  City.  Va..  where  a  student 
could  work  his  way  through  school.  At  the 
age  of  17,  he  walked  23  miles  to  Thyne  and 
entered  the  first  grade. 

Nash  graduated  in  10  years  and  had  his  ap- 
plication in  band  to  tiecome  a  Pullman  por- 
ter when  he  was  called  home  to  care  for  his 
ailing  mother.  The  black  residents  of  his 
hometown  organized  a  private  school  and 
paid  Nash  to  k>ecome  the  teacher. 

Later,  he  won  a  scholarship  from  Knoxvllle 
College,  where  he  also  ran  the  work  program 
in  the  afternoons  and  served  as  night  watch- 
man from  10  p.m.  to  3  a.m.  It  was  at  Knc- 
ville  where  he  met  his  future  wife,  a  reg- 
istered nurse  named  Willa  Mac  Pearson. 

After  graduating  in  1922  at  the  age  of  34. 
Nash  came  to  Athens  to  lead  the  black  Ath- 
ens Academy,  funded  by  the  United  Pres- 
byterian Mission  Board  in  Pennsylvania.  The 
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academy  burned  down  In  1925  and  Nash  was 
considering-  other  job  offers,  but  community 
leaders  asked  him  to  stay  and  be  agreed. 

Construction  of  the'  county-funded  J.L. 
Cook  School  began  in  1926.  and  the  school 
opened  Nov.  12  that  year  with  Nash  as  the 
principal.  The  school  begin  with  150  stu- 
dents, and  eight  years  later  the  enrollment 
was  at  375  students  from  McMlnn  and  sur- 
rounding counties.  Including  some  from  as 
far  away  as  North  Carolina. 

Nash  worked  at  recruiting  students,  adding 
courses  and  developing  an  ••on-the-job  train- 
ing" program.  He  also  set  up  a  type  of  em- 
ployment office  through  the  school,  and  dur- 
ing the  Great  Depression  he  gave  the  test 
that  qualified  Athens  men  to  participate  in 
the  Works  Progress  Administration  job 
corps. 

Nash  recalled  in  the  1965  interview  that  al- 
though black  schools  weren't  high  on  the 
McMlnn  County  Court's  priority  list,  he  had 
a  friend.  Judge  E.B.  Madison,  who  supported 
his  efforts. 

"1  would  say,  'Judge,  now  we  need  badly 
two  more  roon:is."'  Nash  said.  "He  said, 
'Well,  how  much  are  you  going  for?' " 

Nash  would  tell  him,  and  Madison  would 
write  a  resolution  and  sign  it.  Nash,  then, 
would  take  the  resolution  from  judge  to 
judge  until  he  got  nine  signatures  to  secure 
the  approval  for  the  addition. 

After  retiring  as  Cook's  principal  in  1953. 
he  remained  active  in  the  community.  He 
was  an  elder  of  First  United  Presbyterian 
Church,  a  member  of  Boaz  Masonic  Lodge 
No.  318  and  a  board  member  emeritus  of 
Cedine  Bible  College. 

In  1965,  he  headed  the  list  of  local  dig- 
nitaries invited  to  sit  on  the  platform  at  the 
McMlnn  County  Courthouse  during  Presi- 
dent Ronald  Reagan's  visit  to  Athens.  He 
was  featured  in  numerous  newspaper  articles 
throughout  the  region  and  also  received  rec- 
ognition on  national  television  programs. 

Nash  was  preceded  in  death  by  his  wife. 
Local  survivors  Include  his  niece.  Zelma 
McClure,  and  his  nephew,  Walter  Nash,  both 
of  Athens. 

Funeral  services  will  be  held  Tuesday  at  3 
pjn.  at  First  United  Presbyterian  Church  in 
Athens  with  the  Rev.  Charles  Johnson  offi- 
ciating. M.D.  Dotson  and  Sons  Funeral  Home 
in  Athens  Is  in  charge  of  the  arrangements. 
Complete  funeral  arrangements  are  included 
on  I^e  2. 

In  the  1965  Interview  with  The  DPA,  Nash 
recalled  the  influence  of  bis  mentor,  Booker 
T.  Washington,  and  the  "Let  down  your 
bucket  where  you  are"  speech  delivered  in 
Atlanta,  Ga.,  in  1893. 

Nash  said  he  took  Washington's  advice  to 
heart  because  be  could  have  left  Athens 
many  times. 

"But  there's  good  water  here,"  he  said. 
"Real  good  water." 


HONORING  PARTICIPANTS  OF  THE 
47TH  INTERNATIONAL  SCIENCE 
AND  ENGINEERING  FAIR 


HON.  BOB  MENENDEZ 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

m  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20. 1996 

Mr.  MENENDEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  pay  tribute  to  a  group  of  New  Jersey  stu- 
dents (Of  their  participation  in  the  47th  Inter- 
national Science  and  Engineering  Fair  [ISEF]. 
hew  recently  in  Tucson,  AZ.  I  want  to  particu- 
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larty  note  the  accomplishments  of  two  Jersey 
City  students,  Archna  and  Vandna  Prasad, 
both  juniors  at  Academic  High  School  in  Jer- 
sey City. 

The  twin  Prasad  sisters  were  honored  at  the 
fair  for  their  scientific  research  projects. 
Archna's  research  project  focused  on  crusta- 
cean and  mollusk  shell  purification  systems, 
which  are  a  natural  solution  to  heavy  metal 
contamination  in  water.  For  her  efforts,  she 
won  a  4-year  scholarship  to  the  University  of 
Arizona  and  three  third-place  awards. 
Vandna's  research  project  was  centered  on 
the  removal  of  trichlorethylene.  For  her  efforts, 
Vandna  took  third-place  in  the  engineering 
category  and  a  S1,000  award. 

I  am  proud  to  have  such  brilliant,  dedicated, 
and  hard  wortdng  students  in  my  district.  As  a 
Nation  we  must  be  prepared  to  compete  sci- 
entifically in  the  21st  century.  With  students 
like  Archna  and  Vandna,  I  know  our  country  is 
in  good  hands  for  the  future.  These  accom- 
plishments are  even  more  noteworthy  because 
these  students  were  among  more  than  1,071 
participants  who  presented  989  projects.  The 
participants  came  from  all  over  the  United 
States  and  from  40  countries  around  the 
worid. 

I  also  want  to  commend  the  Jersey  Journal 
for  enthusiastically  sponsoring  the  Hudson 
County  Science  Fair.  The  fair  has  become  an 
important  showcase  for  our  young  scientific 
achievers.  Sponsoring  a  kx^l  event,  and 
sending  champions  to  the  national  competition 
demonstrates  the  Journal's  strong  ties  to  the 
Hudson  County  community,  and  I  want  to 
thank  them  for  their  commitment. 

Archna  and  Vandna  have  spent  many  hours 
wori<ing  on  these  projects,  and  they  are  a 
credit  to  New  Jersey  and  our  Nation.  I  salute 
them  today  and  wish  them  much  luck  in  their 
future  endeavors. 


TRIBUTE  TO  DR.  KARL  PISTER 


HON.  SAM  FARR 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20, 1996 

Mr.  FARR  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  pay  tribute  to  a  scholar  who  has  pur- 
sued excellence  in  the  academic  worid  for  his 
entire  life.  Dr.  Kari  Pister  first  entered  the  un- 
dergraduate program  at  the  University  of  Cali- 
fornia at  Berkeley  more  than  50  years  ago  and 
is  today  being  honored  as  chancellor  of  the 
University  of  California  at  Santa  Cruz,  a  posi- 
tion he  has  held  for  the  past  5  years. 

Dr.  Pister  first  began  teaching  immediately 
after  he  received  his  Ph.D.  in  theoretical  and 
applied  mechanics  in  1952.  He  began  as  as- 
sistant professor  and  in  the  Department  of 
Civil  Engineering  at  Berkeley  and  after  10 
years  was  promoted  to  professor  in  1962.  For 
the  following  18  years,  he  also  served  as  vice 
chairman  and  chainnan  of  the  Division  of 
Stnjctural  Engineering  and  Structural  Mechan- 
Ks.  He  was  appointed  dean  of  the  College  of 
Engineering,  at  Berkeley,  on  July  1,  1980,  and 
led  the  school  to  be  recognized  as  one  of  the 
Nation's  outstanding  schools  of  engineering. 

Dr.  Pister  has  been  the  recipient  of  numer- 
ous prestigious  awards.  He  was  twice  selected 
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as  a  Fulbright  Scholar,  first,  in  the  Department 
of  Mathematical  Physics,  University  College, 
Cort<,  Ireland,  and  then  in  the  Institute  for  Stat- 
ics and  Dynamics  of  Aerospace  Structures, 
University  of  Stuttgart,  West  Germany.  He 
also  was  awarded  the  Wason  Medal  for  Re- 
search by  the  American  Concrete  Institution, 
and  in  1982,  was  the  recipient  of  the  Univer- 
sity of  Illinois,  Urttana-Champaign,  College  of 
Engineering  Alumni  Honor  Award  for  distin- 
guished service  in  engineering.  In  1988  he 
was  presented  with  the  Vincent  Bendix  Award 
for  minorities  in  engineering  by  the  American 
Society  for  Engineering  Education,  and  in 
1993  he  was  bestowed  the  highest  honor  by 
the  society,  the  Benjamin  Garver  Lamme 
Medal,  for  his  contributions  to  engineering 
education.  He  also  was  the  recipient  of  the 
Distinguished  Alumni  Award  from  the  Engi- 
neering Alumni  Society  of  the  College  of  Engi- 
neering, University  of  California,  Beri<eley. 

Dr.  Pister  has  also  served  the  University  of 
California  in  many  other  ways.  He  held  the  po- 
sition as  chairman  of  the  committees  on  Sen- 
ate Policy  and  Educational  Policy  of  the 
Bericeiey  Division  of  the  Academic  Senate, 
and  also  served  as  chairman  of  the  University 
Committee  on  Education  Policy.  From  1978  to 
1980  he  was  vice-chairman  and  chairman  of 
the  nine-campus  Academic  Council  and  As- 
sembly of  the  Academic  Senate  and  faculty 
representative  to  the  board  of  regents  of  the 
University  of  California. 

Dr.  Pister  is  also  a  member  of  numerous 
engineering  academies  and  associations.  He 
is  a  member  of  the  National  Academy  of  Engi- 
neering, and  is  a  fellow  of  the  American  Acad- 
emy of  Arts  and  Sciences  and  the  American 
Academy  of  Mechanics,  the  American  Society 
of  Mechanical  Engineers  and  the  American 
Association  for  the  Advancement  of  Science. 
Dr.  Pister  is  also  an  honorary  fellow  of  the 
California  Academy  of  Sciences. 

He  currently  serves  as  chairman  of  the 
board  of  directors  of  the  California  Council  on 
Science  and  Technology  and  is  a  member  of 
the  board  of  directors  for  the  Monterey  Bay 
Aquarium  Research  Institute  and  the  board  of 
trustees  of  the  Monterey  Bay  Aquarium  Re- 
search Institute  and  of  the  board  of  trustees  of 
the  Monterey  Institute  of  Intemational  Studies. 
Pister  also  serves  as  chainnan  of  the  board  of 
Engineering  Education  and  is  a  member  of  the 
Coordinating  Council  for  Education  of  the  Na- 
tional Research  Council. 

In  addition  to  my  honoring  of  Dr.  Pister's  nu- 
merous accolades  and  accomplishments,  I 
would  also  like  to  pay  tribute  to  a  man  of  great 
character.  He  has  made  a  commitment  to  a 
continued  vision  to  lead  and  a  compassion  to 
listen  in  order  to  best  contribute  to  the  ad- 
vancement of  science  and  the  advancement  of 
our  society  and  Nation.  I  wish  him  well  in  his 
future  endeavors. 


TRIBUTE  TO  VIRGINIA  O'TOOLE 
BAILEY 


HON.  WILLIAM  H.  ZELDT,  JR. 

OF  NEW  HAMPSHIRE 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20, 1996 
Mr.  ZELIFF.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  extend  my 
sincerest  congratulations  and  gratitude  to  a 
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wonderful  woman  who  is  retiring  today  after  a 
very  fulfilling  and  successful  career.  Mrs.  Vir- 
ginia OToole  Bailey  has  been  serving  the 
community  of  North  Conway,  NH,  for  17  years 
as  the  John  Fuller  Elementary  School  Nurse. 

Over  the  last  1 7  years,  Mrs.  Bailey  has  pro- 
vided an  invaluable  service  and  has  estat>- 
lished  a  strong  bond  with  North  Conway  and 
surrounding  communities.  Mrs.  Bailey  has 
looked  after  and  taken  care  of  our  children's 
playground  cuts  and  bruises  when  we,  as  par- 
ents, could  not  be  there.  She  has  been  the  se- 
curity blanket  that  so  many  young  people 
need  at  such  a  young  age. 

For  all  these  reasons,  I  would  like  to  thank 
Mrs.  Virginia  O'Toole  Bailey  on  behalf  of  my- 
self, the  students  and  staff  of  John  Fuller  Ele- 
mentary, the  parents,  and  the  town  of  North 
Conway  for  17  great  years  of  caring  and  dedi- 
cation. I  also  offer  my  gratitude  as  a  Rep- 
resentative of  New  Hampshire  and  I  am  sure 
I  speak  for  all  my  colleagues  here  in  Congress 
when  I  say  congratulations.  Mrs.  Bailey  will  be 
greatly  missed  at  John  Fuller  Elementary 
School. 


TRIBUTE  TO  LAWRENCE  B. 
ALPORT 
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tries.  B'nai  B'rith  has  been  In  existence  for 
over  150  years.  District  2  consists  of  eight  sur- 
rounding States  including  Indiana,  Kentucky, 
Ohio,  Kansas,  Missouri,  Wyoming.  Colorado, 
and  New  Mexico.  Locally,  B'nai  B'rith  America 
Lodge  No.  90,  which  covers  all  of  northwest 
Indiana,  sponsors  several  community  events. 
Lodge  No.  90,  which  has  a  B'nai  B'rith  youth 
organization,  has  taken  children  to  baseball 
games  and  sponsored  a  brotherhood  essay 
contest  for  elementary  and  junior  high  stu- 
dents. Lodge  No.  90  has  also  sponsored  a 
teddy  t>ear  drive  to  help  acquire  teddy  bears 
for  hospitals. 

I  offer  my  heartfelt  congratulations  to  Law- 
rence and  his  wife,  Jane  Harper  Alport,  on  the 
eve  of  his  installatk>n  as  president  of  B'nai 
B'rith  District  2.  They  can  be  proud  as  Law- 
rence worths  hard  to  preserve  Jewish  culture 
while  improving  the  quality  of  life  for  Indiana's 
First  Congressional  District.  I  sincerely  wish 
Lawrence  a  long,  happy,  and  successful  term. 


HON.  PETER  J.  VISCLOSKY 

OF  INDIANA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  20. 1996 

Mr.  VISCLOSKY.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  gives  me 
great  pleasure  to  rise  today  to  pay  tribute  to 
a  celebrated  community  servant,  Mr.  Law- 
rence B.  Alport.  On  Monday.  June  24,  1996, 
Lawrence's  friends  and  family  will  gather  to 
celebrate  his  Installation  as  president  of  B'nai 
B'rith  District  2.  The  installation  banquet  will 
be  held  at  The  Radisson  Hotel  at  Star  Plaza 
in  Merriltville,  IN. 

Since  he  first  joined  the  organization  in 
1980,  Lawrence  has  proven  to  be  a  great 
leader  within  B'nai  B'rith.  For  the  past  year, 
Lawrence  served  as  president-elect,  as  well 
as  a  member  of  the  board  of  governors.  Law- 
rence also  served  for  3  years  as  vice  presi- 
dent. Lawrence  currently  serves  as  vice-chair- 
man for  B'nai  B'rith's  intemational  Community 
Volunteer  Service,  and  he  has  held  this  posi- 
tion for  9  years.  Previously,  Lawrence  served 
on  B'nai  B'rith's  Membership  Cabinet,  Fund- 
raising  Cabinet,  and  Leadership  Cabinet.  In 
addition,  Lawrence  served  as  the  presktent  of 
the  Indiana  State  Association  for  B'nai  B'rith. 
For  B'nai  B'rith's  America  Lodge  No.  90,  Law- 
rence served  as  president,  vrce-president,  sec- 
retary, and  treasurer. 

We  are  all  fortunate  to  have  dedksited  peo- 
ple, like  Lawrence,  involved  in  the  community 
of  Indiana's  First  Congressional  District.  In  ad- 
dition to  his  involvement  with  B'nai  B'rith,  Law- 
rence is  a  txjard  member  of  Hoosier  Boys 
Town.  He  also  served  as  r  board  member  for 
Northwest  Indiana  Family  Servces  where  he 
was  president  for  3  years. 

Professionally,  Lawrence  is  the  preskjent  of 
David  Lawrence  Enterprises,  Inc.,  a  company 
he  founded  in  1993.  David  Lawrence  Enter- 
prises specializes  in  energy  conservatk>n  and 
indoor  air  quality  equipment  for  manufacturers. 

B'nai  B'rith  is  the  worid's  oldest  and  largest 
Jewish  organization  with  memt)ers  in  55  cOun- 


LEGISLATION  DISAPPROVING  THE 
NRC  FROM  LOCATING  A  NU- 
CLEAR WASTE  FACILITY 


HON.  NEIL  ABERCROMBIE 

OF  HAWAH 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  20. 1996 

Mr.  ABERCROMBIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  with  other  concerned  Members  of  Con- 
gress to  introduce  legislation  which  amends 
the  Nuclear  Waste  Policy  Act  of  1982  to  pro- 
hibit the  licensing  of  a  permanent  or  interim 
nuclear  waste  storage  facility  outside  the  50 
States.  Specifk:ally,  this  bill  would  preclude  the 
Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission  from  issuing 
a  license  for  the  storage  of  radioactive  waste 
or  spent  nuclear  fuel  in  any  of  the  U.S.  terri- 
tories. Senator  Daniel  Akaka  has  already  in- 
troduced a  companion  bill,  S.  1878,  in  the 
U.S.  Senate. 

I  have  grown  increasingly  troubled  by  state- 
ments and  presentatkjns  that  have  been  made 
by  a  New  Yortc  City  investment  firm,  KVR, 
Inc.,  that  earlier  this  year  made  an  offer  for 
Palmyra  Island,  an  atoll  of  more  than  40  islets 
1 ,000  miles  south  of  Hawaii.  Initially,  it  was  re- 
ported that  KVR.  Inc.  talked  about  using  Pal- 
myra for  scientifk:  research  and  hotel  develop- 
ment of  some  kind.  However,  recent  events 
make  it  evident  that  KVR,  Inc.  wants  to  use 
Palmyra  for  a  repository  of  radioactive  waste. 

KVR,  Inc.  has  been  circulating  draft  legisla- 
tkxi  among  the  administratkw  and  Members  of 
Congress  to  tocaXe  a  radnactlve  waste  site  on 
a  Pacific  atoll.  According  to  representative 
from  KVR,  Inc.  Palmyra  is  on  a  short  list  of 
candklate  sites  being  considered. 

I  vrant  to  state  for  the  record  that  I  am  un- 
equivocally against  this  Initiative. 

In  order  to  k)cate  the  site  at  Palmyra  the 
draft  legislation  waives  compliance  with  the 
National  Environmental  Polcy  Act  in  regard  to 
the  preparation  of  the  environmental  impact 
statement  and  the  Clean  Water  Act  to  dredg- 
ing. 

Siting  a  radkjactive  waste  facility  is  a  seri- 
ous matter.  The  environmental  consequences 
cannot  be  ignored.  For  too  long  the  Padfk; 
community  has  been  used  as  a  nuclear  dump- 
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ing  ground.  The  United  States  tested  nuclear 
devices  in  the  Marshall  Islands,  and  we  are  all 
having  to  deal  with  the  enormous  costs  asso- 
ciated with  these  tests.  More  recently,  tt»e 
Government  of  France  conducted  a  senes  of 
nuclear  tests  at  the  Moruroa  and  Fangatauga 
atolls  in  the  South  Pacific,  which  was  opposed 
by  over  160  nations. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  bill  is  preemptive  strike 
against  proposals  to  designate  a  radioactive 
waste  site  in  the  Pacific.  KVR.  Inc.  attempts  to 
achieve  a  laudable  goal  but  at  an  enorTTK>us 
cost.  I  want  to  advise  my  colleagues  that  any 
attempt  to  go  forward  with  the  KVR,  Inc.  pro- 
posal will  be  vigorously  and  vehemently  op- 
posed. 


MASS  EVICTION  UNIQUE  TO 
SMOKIES 


HON.  JOHN  J.  DUNCAN,  JR. 

OF  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  20. 1996 

Mr.  DUNCAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thought  the 
following  recent  artkde  from  the  Asheville  Citi- 
zen Times  about  the  formation  of  the  Great 
Smoky  Mountains  National  Park  might  be  of 
great  interest  to  some  of  my  colleagues  ar>d 
many  readers  of  the  Record. 

Mass  Eviction  Unique  to  Smokies 
(By  Clarke  Morrison) 

As  a  birthday  gift  on  an  August  day  In 
1970.  Glean  Cardwell  drove  his  8&-year-old  la- 
ther back  in  time  to  a  place  that  had  been 
their  home. 

The  sight  of  the  beautiful  cove,  al)sent  the 
farmsteads  and  families  that  once  dotted  the 
rolling  landscape,  prompted  a  pained  recol- 
lection of  the  forced  exodus  that  cleared  the 
way  for  the  Great  Smoky  Mountains  Na- 
tional Park. 

"He  said  the  thing  he  hated  most  was  los- 
ing our  neighbors,"  Cardwell  said  of  Ms  fa- 
ther. Bill,  who  died  a  few  months  after  the 
visit.  "You  can  buy  a  farm  ansrwhere.  but 
tearing  up  your  community  does  something 
to  your  spirit." 

The  Cardwells  lived  at  the  mouth  of 
Greenbrlar  Cove  near  the  park's  northern 
txsundary.  and  so  were  among  the  last  to 
have  their  land  condemned  by  the  govern- 
ment. They  watched  as  friends  and  relations 
moved  on. 

"They  went  different  directions  where  the 
winds  of  Interest  were  blowing."  said 
Cardwell.  a  supervisory  park  ranger  who  will 
retire  in  Septeml)er.  "Some  to  Virginia, 
some  to  Georgia  .  .  .  Ten  families  went  to 
New  Mexico.  My  sadness  was  watching  them 
leaving  us.  I  rememljer  a  lot  of  them  hugging 
my  mother  and  father  and  crying." 

This  mass  eviction  distinguishes  the 
Smokies,  home  to  farms  and  communities 
for  more  than  100  years,  from  all  but  a  few 
national  parks.  For  other  major  parks  such 
as  Yellowstone,  Congress  merely  carved 
them  out  of  lands  already  owned  by  the  gov- 
ernment. And  for  the  most  part,  these  were 
places  where  no  one  wanted  to  live  anyway. 

But  land  in  the  mountains  of  Western 
North  Carolina  and  eastern  Tennessee  was 
owned  by  hundreds  of  small  farmers  and  sev- 
eral large  timber  and  paper  companies.  The 
Smokies  was  the  first  national  park  to  be 
created  totally  from  privately  owned  land. 

Quite  understandably,  the  farmers  didn't 
want  to  be  pushed  out  of  the  'amlly  home- 
steads where  they  had  lived  and  tilled  the 
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soil  for  decades,  and  the  companies  were  re- 
luctant to  abandon  their  timber  reserves, 
miles  of  railroad  tracks,  systems  of  logging 
equipment  and  villages  of  employee  housing. 

There  were  an  estimated  1,200  to  1.400  fami- 
lies that  had  to  be  moved  out,  said  Tom  Rob- 
bins,  a  park  ranger  and  historian  who  gives 
programs  at  the  Oconaluftee  Visitors  Center 
near  Cherokee. 

"Obviously  there  were  hard  feelings  all  the 
way  around,  and  still  are."  he  said.  "People 
were  uprooted. 

"Some  people  tried  to  look  at  It  from  a 
positive  standpoint,  particularly  those  who 
had  farms  that  were  sort  of  played  out.  But 
plenty  of  people  bad  no  desire  to  sell,  but 
had  no  choice.  It  was  particularly  hard  on 
some  of  the  older  people.  They  figured  that 
was  where  they  were  going  to  die  and  be  bur- 
ied." 

SEEDS  OF  THE  PARK 

The  Idea  of  a  public  land  preserve  in  the 
Southern  Appalachians  started  in  the  late 
1800s.  and  by  the  early  20th  century  the  fed- 
eral government  was  under  pressure  to  make 
the  concept  a  reality. 

The  strongest  supporters  were  based  in 
Ashevllle  and  Knoxvllle,  Tenn.,  and  the  two 
groups  were  competitors  over  the  location  of 
the  park.  Finally  they  put  aside  their  dif- 
ferences and  agreed  it  should  be  in  the  heart 
of  the  Smokies,  halfway  between  the  two  cit- 
ies. 

The  movement  was  spurred  In  large  part 
not  by  conservationists,  backpackers  or  fish- 
ermen, but  by  motorists.  Members  of  newly 
formed  auto  clubs  wanted  good  roads 
through  beautiful  scenery  on  which  they 
could  drive  their  cars. 

LEGISLATION  APPROVED 

In  May  of  1926.  President  Calvin  Coolldge 
signed  a  bill  that  provided  for  the  creation  of 
the  Great  Smoky  Mountains  National  Park 
and  Virginia's  Shenandoah  National  Park. 
The  legislation  allowed  the  U.S.  Department 
of  the  Interior  to  assume  responsibility  for  a 
park  in  the  Smokies  as  soon  as  150.000  acres 
of  land  had  been  bought. 

But  the  government  was  not  allowed  to 
buy  land  for  national  parks,  so  boosters  had 
to  turn  their  attention  to  raising  money.  In 
the  late  1920s  the  legislatures  of  North  Caro- 
lina and  Tennessee  each  appropriated  S2  mil- 
lion for  land  purchases,  while  Individuals  and 
groups  contributed  another  SI  million.  But 
by  19(28.  the  price  of  the  land  had  doubled  and 
the  fund-raising  campaign  came  to  a  halt. 

Finally  the  needed  funds  were  in  hand 
when  a  major  foundation  endowed  by  John 
D.  Rockefeller  pledged  S5  million. 

However,  even  with  the  money  in  hand,  ac- 
tually acquiring  the  land  proved  a  tedious 
task.  There  were  some  6.600  tracts  that  had 
to  be  surveyed,  appraised  and  their  price 
haggled  over.  Many  times,  the  land  had  to  be 
condemned  in  court. 

It  was  tough  for  many  to  leave  their  homes 
and  their  ways  of  life.  Some,  particularly  if 
they  were  too  old  or  sick  to  move,  were  al- 
lowed to  remain  under  lifetime  leases.  Oth- 
ers were  granted  shorter  leases,  but  they 
could  not  cut  timber,  hunt  or  trap. 

The  park's  first  superintendent  arrived  in 
1931.  "Hiree  years  later  North  Carolina  and 
Tennessee  transferred  deeds  for  about  300.000 
acres  to  the  federal  government,  and  Con- 
gress authorized  the  development  of  park  fa- 
cilities. 

Standing  at  the  Rockefeller  Monument  at 
Newfound  Gap  on  the  North  Carolina-Ten- 
nessee line  In  September  1940,  President 
Franklin  Roosevelt  formally  dedicated  the 
Great  Smoky  Mountains  National  Park. 


THE  PARK'S  DEVELOPMENT 

By  then,  much  of  the  early  work  to  develop 
the  park  had  been  accomplished  by  the  Civil- 
Ian  Conservation  Corps,  an  agency  formed 
during  the  Depression  to  provide  work  for 
the  legions  of  unemployment. 

At  its  peak  in  the  late  '30s.  the  CCC  had 
more  than  4.300  young  men  building  roads, 
trails,  stone  bridges  and  fire  towers,  the 
park's  first  campgrounds,  as  well  as  the 
Oconaluftee  Visitor  Center  on  the  North 
Carolina  side  and  the  park  headquarters  in 
Tennessee. 

"There  wouldn't  have  been  any  early  de- 
velopment of  the  park  without  the  CCC," 
Robbins  said. 

Work  on  the  park  stopped  in  the  early  1940s 
when  America  entered  World  War  n.  and  the 
National  Park  Service's  budget  was  cut  dras- 
tically. 

Robbins  said  the  Smokies  and  the  coun- 
try's other  parks  saw  no  significant  funding 
until  the  mld-'50s  when  Congress  infused  the 
agency  with  new  money  for  a  major.  10-year 
recovery  program. 

And  the  Smokies  benefited.  It  was  during 
that  time  that  the  observation  tower  on 
Clingmans  Dome  and  the  Sugarlands  Visitor 
Center  were  constructed.  Campgrounds  and 
other  facilities  were  renovated. 

Since  then,  it's  been  a  matter  of  mainte- 
nance. Little  new  has  been  built  in  the  park 
over  the  past  30  years,  and  the  old  structures 
become  more  worn  and  in  need  of  repair  with 
each  passing  year. 


WALTER  MERCADO:  HE  MADE  A 
DIFFERENCE  IN  THE  HISPANIC 
COMMUNITY 


HON.  ROBERT  MENENDEZ 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20, 1996 

Mr.  MENENDEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  pay  tribute  to  Walter  Mercado,  an  icon  of 
the  Nation's  Latino  community.  For  26  years, 
Mr.  Mercado  has  worked  tirelessly  and  self- 
lessly  to  bring  his  message  of  peace,  hope, 
and  love  to  millions  of  his  folkiwers  throughout 
the  work!  and  to  the  Latino  community,  in  par- 
tk:ular.  I  am  pleased  to  note  that  he  will  visit 
my  hometown.  Union  City,  on  June  21,  1996. 

Walter  Mercado  was  bom  in  Puerto  Rico. 
During  his  youth,  he  had  a  great  yearning  for 
knowledge.  He  immersed  himself  in  the  arts, 
studying  Spanish  dance,  ballet,  painting, 
voice,  recitation,  oratory,  music,  and  acting. 
Later  he  came  to  New  York  to  study  under  the 
legendary  acting  teacher  Sanford  Meisner.  He 
went  on  to  become  one  of  Puerto  Rico's  most 
celebrated  and  distinguished  actors. 

After  pursuing  his  studies,  Mr.  Mercado  de- 
cided to  devote  himself  to  helping  others.  He 
made  extensive  trips  throughout  the  world. 
Through  his  top-rated  television  show  on 
Univision,  numerous  books  and  public  appear- 
ances, Mr.  Mercado  has  raised  the  quality  of 
millions  of  lives  with  entertaining,  helpful  ad- 
vice on  matters  of  health,  family,  love,  and  fi- 
nance. In  addition,  he  has  been  involved  in 
numerous  charities  because  of  his  concern  for 
the  well-t)eing  of  the  community  and  the  world. 
Mr.  Mercado  has  given  special  attention  to  the 
betterment  of  children's  lives  everywhere. 

Mr.  Mercado  combines  a  flamboyant,  out- 
going nature  with  a  genuine  concern  for  peo- 


ple. He  is  not  afraid  to  be  outlandish,  but  he 
is  also  sensitive  enough  to  care  about  his  au- 
dience. Perhaps,  he  is  so  popular,  because 
his  audience  knows  that  behind  the  showman- 
ship is  an  entertainer  with  a  heart  of  gold. 

It  is  an  honor  to  have  such  an  outstanding 
and  considerate  individual  visit  my  district. 
Walter  Mercado  demonstrates  the  positive  in- 
fluence one  person  can  have  on  the  lives  of 
many.  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  rec- 
ognition of  Walter  Mercado,  a  remarkable 
man. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 


HON.  ELTON  GALLEGLY 

OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20, 1996 

Mr.  GALLEGLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday,  I 
was  attending  a  function  in  my  congressional 
district.  As  a  result,  I  unfortunately  missed 
several  votes.  Had  I  t}een  here,  I  would  have 
voted  "yea"  on  rollcall  248;  "yea"  on  rollcall 
249;  "yea"  on  rollcall  250;  "nay"  on  rollcall 
251;  "yea"  on  rollcall  252;  "nay"  on  rollcall 
253;  "nay"  on  rollcall  254;  "nay"  on  rollcall 
255;  "nay"  on  rollcall  256;  "nay"  on  rollcall 
257;  "nay"  on  rollcall  258. 


CLINTON  WELFARE  REFORM 


HON.  RON  PACKARD 

OFCALIFORNU 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20, 1996 

Mr.  PACKARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  was  not  a 
month  ago  that  the  President  praised  the  Wis- 
consin welfare  reform  plan.  Once  he  got  the 
headlines  he  wanted,  the  backpeddle  began. 
The  Clinton  administration's  wavering  on  Wis- 
consin's plan  is  just  another  in  a  long  history 
of  broken  promises  on  welfare  reform. 

Throughout  1992,  candidate  Clinton  talked 
time  and  again  about  the  need  for  welfare  re- 
form. It  has  been  almost  4  years  and  his  only 
action  on  welfare  reform  has  been  to  veto  the 
reform,  not  once,  but  twice.  In  February  of  this 
year,  the  President  supported  a  bipartisan  wel- 
fare reform  plan  unanimously  approved  by  the 
Natkjn's  50  Governors — Republican  and  Dem- 
ocrat alike.  Within  a  month  Secretary  Shalala 
said  the  President  would  veto  the  plan. 

It  is  clear  the  President  does  not  mean  what 
he  says.  In  spite  of  all  of  his  talk,  he  is  wed 
to  the  status  quo.  By  contrast  my  Republican 
colleagues  and  I  are  committed  to  ending  wel- 
fare as  we  know  it.  Congressional  Reput>- 
licans  have  proposed  and  passed  genuine 
welfare  reform  that  moves  people  off  of  the 
welfare  rolls  and  onto  payrolls. 

If  we  are  to  have  real  welfare  refonn,  we 
must  take  power  out  of  the  hands  of  Washing- 
ton bureaucrats  and  give  It  back  to  the  people 
and  the  States.  Not  many  people,  outskJe  of 
the  White  House,  believe  that  the  Washington 
welfare  bureaucracy — which  has  presided  over 
the  past  30  years  of  failure— knows  more 
about  welfare  reform  than  the  States  who 
have  proven  track  records.  It  is  high  time  the 
President  stopped  talking  out  of  both  sides  of 
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his  mouth  and  began  welfare  reform  in  ear- 
nest 


TRIBUTE  TO  TOP  COAST  GUARD 
OFFICER 


HON.  LYNN  C  W00L5EY 

OF  CALIFORMA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20. 1996 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  Capt.  Eric  Staut,  commanding 
officer  of  the  Coast  Guard  Training  Center  in 
Petaluma,  CA,  who  retires  this  month  after  30 
years  of  impeccable  service  to  our  country, 
our  Coast  Guard,  and  the  Petaluma  commu- 
nity. 

Captain  Staut's  extensive  accomplishments 
and  experience  in  the  Coast  Guard  include 
serving  as  district  chief  of  operations,  law  en- 
forcement staff  chief,  commanding  officer  of 
two  air  stations,  and  chief  of  enlisted  person- 
nel responsible  for  the  management  of  the 
Coast  Guard's  30,000  member  enlisted  force. 

I  had  the  pleasure  of  wori<ing  with  Captain 
Staut  when  he  was  the  commanding  officer  of 
the  Coast  Guard  Training  Center,  Petaluma. 
Through  his  creative,  proactive,  and  skillful 
leadership,  the  training  center  has  t^ecome 
one  of  the  most  efficient  facilities  in  the  Coast 
Guard.  Under  Captain  Staut's  command,  the 
Petaluma  Training  Center  went  from  tjeing  on 
the  chopping  block  to  receiving  the  Unit  Com- 
mendation Award,  which  is  the  highest  unit 
award  in  the  Coast  Guard.  According  to  the 
Coast  Guard's  Commandant  who  awarded  this 
prestigious  commendation,  the  staff  dem- 
onstrated dynamic  leadership  and  innovation 
in  the  quality  of  training  and  support  sennces. 
It  was  Captain  Staut's  natural  leadership  that 
helped  shape  and  enrich  the  minds  and  hearts 
of  the  students  and  staff  wtio  take  pride  in  the 
wori<  they  do  and  in  the  place  they  serve.  His 
leadership,  hard  work,  and  dedication  have 
tremendously  affected  countless  lives. 

On  June  25,  1996,  Captain  Staut  will  be  re- 
lieving his  command  of  the  Petaluma  Training 
Center,  but  he  v^ll  forever  remain  a  vital  link 
to  the  history  of  the  Petaluma  area,  and  the 
west  coast,  for  the  honors  and  successes  he 
brought  to  the  center  and  for  helping  keep  the 
only  Coast  Guard  Training  Center  on  the  west 
coast.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  please  join  me 
in  saluting  Captain  Staut,  and  wishing  him  and 
his  wife,  Carolyn,  much  success  with  their  fu- 
ture plans. 


EAST  KENTWOOD  HIGH  SCHOOL 
CONTINUES  EXCELLENCE 


HON.  VERNON  J.  EHLERS 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20, 19% 

Mr.  EHLERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  recognize  the  out- 
standing dedication  and  effort  of  a  group  of 
students  and  their  teacher  from  my  distrrct 
The  students  are  from  East  Kentwood  High 
School  and  their  teacher  is  Deb  Snow.  Eariier 
this  spring,  Ms.  Snow  and  her  22  students 


competed  in  the  We  the  People  the  .  .  .  The 
Citizen  and  the  Constitution  national  finals  and 
won  the  region  three  award.  The  award  is  pre- 
sented to  five  schools,  from  each  of  five  geo- 
graphic regions,  with  the  highest  cumulative 
score  during  the  first  2  days  of  the  national 
finals.  This  remart<able  feat  was  accomplished 
while  competing  against  49  other  classes  from 
around  the  country. 

The  We  the  People  the  .  .  .  The  Citizen 
and  the  Constitution  program  encourages  high 
school  students  around  the  country  to  better 
understand  the  history  and  principles  of  our 
Nation's  constitutional  government  focusing  on 
the  U.S.  Constitution  and  the  Bill  of  Rights. 
After  extensive  preparation  in  their  respective 
schools,  students  compete  in  a  challenging  3- 
day  competition  that  includes  a  simulated  con- 
gressional hearing.  During  the  competition  the 
students  are  judged  on  their  oral  presen- 
tations, their  knowledge  of  constitutional  prin- 
ciples, and  their  ability  to  apply  them  to  histori- 
cal and  contemporary  issues.  The  program  is 
the  most  extensive  of  its  kind. 

I  am  extremely  proud  of  the  students  from 
East  Kentwood  who  made  numerous  sac- 
rifices to  represent  our  district  and  State  in  this 
competition.  Advancing  to  the  national  finals 
and  being  recognized  as  one  of  the  top 
schools  in  this  competition  is  no  easy  task. 
These  students  made  a  commitment  to  suc- 
ceed and  followed  through  on  their  goals.  The 
students  who  studied  long  hours  to  reach  the 
finals  were:  Katie  Bacon,  Ryan  Brubaker,  Dan 
Bush,  Brad  Busse,  Brian  Busse,  Nathaniel 
Cartier,  Jamie  Cassis,  Stacy  Corsaut,  Michelle 
David,  John  Defouw,  B.J.  Desmond,  Brian 
Dlshinger,  Ryan  Eavey,  Chris  Frazier,  Andrea 
Hudson,  Mark  Hubert,  Rachel  Katonak, 
Winnie  Lee,  Kurt  Leiand,  Chris  Magnuson, 
Emily  Peterson,  and  Beth  Zoller. 

The  students  are  not  the  only  ones  who 
give  their  all  for  this  competition.  They  are  for- 
tunate to  be  under  the  tutelage  of  their  teach- 
er, Deb  Snow,  who  goes  above  and  beyond 
the  call  of  duty  of  preparing  students  for  this 
competition.  Under  her  leadership.  East 
Kentwood  has  enjoyed  frequent  success  in  the 
We  The  People  .  .  .  The  Citizen  and  the  Con- 
stitution program.  Her  dedication  and  ffcssion 
for  teaching  should  serve  as  an  example  for 
other  teachers  to  follow.  Congressional  district 
coordinator  Donald  Fink  and  State  coordinator 
Linda  Start  also  play  Important  roles  in  East 
Kentwood's  success.  Their  guidance  and  plan- 
ning efforts  were  extremely  tjeneficial  in  help- 
ing the  team  advance  to  the  national  finals. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  delighted  to  take  this  time 
to  recognize  the  outstanding  accomplishments 
of  this  team.  The  valuable  lessons  learned 
through  competition  and  teamwork  will  help 
prepare  these  students  for  the  challenges  that 
lie  ahead  in  their  adult  years.  I  want  to  thank 
the  students  and  teacher  Deb  Snow  for  sen/- 
ing  as  excellent  representatives  of  the  Third 
District.  Again,  my  deepest  congratulations 
and  my  wishes  for  continued  success  in  the 
years  to  come. 


A  TRIBUTE  TO  DR.  JAMES  G. 
McCLUSKEY 


HON.  JOHN  J.  DUNCAN,  JR. 

OF  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATTVES 

Thursday.  June  20. 1996 

Mr.  DUNCAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  recog- 
nize Dr.  James  G.  McCluskey  for  his  37  years 
of  service  as  pastor  of  Wallace  Memorial  Bap- 
tist Church  in  Knoxville,  TN.  His  leadership 
and  service  has  truly  blessed  Wallace  Memo- 
rial Baptist  Church. 

Today  Wallace  Memorial  is  one  of  the  larg- 
est churches  in  the  east  Tennessee  area  with 
over  3,000  members.  It  is  devoted  to  its  mis- 
sions outreach  which  was  inspired  by  Dr.  Bill 
Wallace,  after  wtiom  the  church  was  named. 

Dr.  McCluskey  joined  Wallace  Memorial  as 
its  pastor  in  1959  when  there  were  approxi- 
mately 45  members.  At  that  point,  he  had  held 
several  different  high  level  positions  with  many 
agencies  and  ministries.  He  had  served  as  the 
preskJent  of  the  Tennessee  Baptist  Converv 
tion,  the  Tennessee  Baptist  Pastor's  Con- 
ference, the  Tennessee  Baptist  Youth  Evan- 
gelistic Conference,  the  RkJgecrest  Baptist  As- 
sembly, and  senior  teacher  for  Evangelism  Ex- 
plosion International.  Additionally,  he  had  trav- 
eled to  several  foreign  countries  on  mission 
wori<. 

Most  importantly,  his  love  for  Christ  arxj  his 
mission  to  share  that  love  with  others  has 
guided  Wallace  Memorial  as  the  church's 
membership  and  programs  have  grown  over 
the  years. 

Dr.  McCluskey  has  said  that  the  inspirabon 
of  his  own  growth  has  been  "a  wonderful  wife 
and  family  who  sustained  and  were  encour- 
aged. She  has  been  the  most  stabilizing  and 
encouraging.  The  church  will  miss  her  more 
than  they  miss  me." 

Several  church  members  are  sad  to  see  the 
McCluskey  family  leave.  Theresa  Wilson  de- 
scrit>ed  it  best  when  saying: 

For  the  14  years  that  I've  been  a  member  of 
Wallace  Memorial  Baptist  Chiwch  and  have 
known  Jim  and  Lib.  their  ministry  has  been 
an  example  of  putting  Christ  first  and  self 
last.  Their  leadership  has  always  l>een  full  of 
energy  and  enthusiasm  for  the  Lord  and  his 
church.  We  will  sorely  miss  Jim  and  Lib  and 
we  are  thankful  for  their  years  of  service. 

Rev.  Jim  McCluskey  recently  toW  the  Knox- 
ville News  Sentinel:  "The  Church  is  not  built 
on  me,  but  on  Ch-ist.  The  best  is  yet  to  be. 
Move  onward,  upward  and  forward  and  grve 
new  leadership  the  same  folk>wing  they  gave 
me." 

I  request  that  a  copy  of  the  artk;le  that  re- 
cently appeared  in  the  Knoxville  News  Senti- 
nel be  placed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  so 
that  I  can  call  It  to  the  attention  of  my  col- 
leagues and  other  readers  of  the  Record. 
MOVE  Onward,  Upward 
(By  Bill  Maples) 

Wallace  Memorial  Baptist  Church  at  701 
Merchant  Drive  is  a  huge  edifice.  Its  audito- 
rium seats  hundreds.  It  has  a  reputation  for 
its  far-reaching  mission  outreach  and  for  Its 
Christmas  and  Easter  programs.  It  has  3,162 
members. 

But  its  memt>ers  are  feeling  a  painful  sense 
of  loss  this  weekend.  Dr.  James  G. 
McCluskey,  its  pastor  for  37  years,  is  preach- 
ing his  last  sermon  on  Sunday.  He  is  retir- 
ing. 
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"There  are  other  things  I  want  to  do  but 
not  In  a  full-time  pastorate,"  he  says.  He 
mentions  consulting,  teaching,  substitute 
preaching. 

Then,  too,  there  are  children  and  grand- 
children he  and  wife,  Elizabeth,  want  to  visit 
more,  and  some  traveling  they  want  to  do. 

Dr.  Roy  T.  Edgemon,  director  of  dlsclple- 
shlp  and  family  In  the  development  division 
of  the  Baptist  Sunday  School  Board,  will 
serve  as  Interim  pastor. 

The  church  Is  having  a  reception  at  the 
church  Sunday.  April  14,  from  2  to  4  p.m.  The 
public  is  Invited. 

It  has  been  a  colorful  voyage.  Wallace  Me- 
morial has  grown  from  45  members  when  It 
was  founded  in  1952  to  more  than  3,000  mem- 
bers today.  What  made  It  grow  so  rapidly? 

"Wallace  Memorial  was  well-born," 
McCluskey  says.  "It  was  started  by  Arling- 
ton Baptist  Church  In  a  growing  community. 
It  has  had  good  lay  leaders  and  good  fol- 
lowers." 

Asked  what  has  been  the  strength  of  his 
own  growth,  McCluskey  says,  "A  wonderful 
wife  and  family  who  sustained  and  were  en- 
couraging. She  has  been  the  most  stabilizing 
and  encouraging.  The  church  will  miss  her 
more  than  they  will  miss  me." 

Before  they  were  married  April  2,  1953,  she 
was  Elizabeth  Aim  Peters  of  Knozville. 
Known  to  members  as  "Lib,"  she  is  a  con- 
sultant in  working  with  children  with  the 
Sunday  School  Department  of  the  Tennessee 
and  Southern  Baptist  Conventions.  She  has 
been  a  trustee  with  East  Tennessee  Baptist 
Hospital  since  1989  and  is  president  of  the  ad- 
visory board  of  the  Carson-Newman  College 
of  Nursing.  The  couple  has  four  children  and 
eight  grandchildren.  One  son  and  one  son-in- 
law  are  ministers. 

Jim  McCluskey,  as  he  prefers  to  be  called, 
grew  up  In  Chattanooga  and  earned  his  bach- 
elor's degree  from  Carson-Newman  in  1952. 
He  went  on  to  earn  the  master  of  divinity 
and  master  of  religious  education  degrees 
from  Southern  Baptist  Theological  Semi- 
nary and  the  doctor  of  ministry  degree  from 
Luther  Rice  Semliiary.  He  has  held  two 
other  pastorates.  In  Sqafresvllle  and 
Lawrenceburg,  Ky.  He  came  to  Wallace  Me- 
morial In  1959. 

He  has  held  various  high-level  board  and 
advisory  positions  with  at  least  two  dozen 
ministries  and  agencies  during  his  career.  In- 
cluding president  of  the  Tennessee  Baptist 
Convention;  denominational  speaker  at  the 
Tennessee  Baptist  Convention,  Tennessee 
Baptist  Pastors'  Conference,  Tennessee  Bap- 
tist Youth  Evangelistic  Conference, 
Ridgecrest  Baptist  Assembly;  and  senior 
clinic  teacher  for  Evangelism  Explosion 
International.  He  has  traveled  to  several  for- 
eign countries  on  mission  work. 

Wallace  Memorial  has  always  emphasized 
mission  work.  It  has  sent  forth  42  persons 
from  among  Its  members  as  spfrltual  lead- 
ers— ministers,  ministers  of  music,  teachers 
and  la3ri)eople  involved  in  spiritual  missions. 

It  has  sent  more  than  101  mission  teams  to 
foreign  and  American  locations  on  mission 
and  mercy  trips.  These  included  emergency 
disaster  teams  sent  to  hurricane  locations. 
Its  annual  mission  giving  Is  In  the  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  dollars. 

One  Impetus  for  this  enthusiasm  Is  the  in- 
spiration for  the  church's  name— BUI  Wal- 
lace, a  native  of  Knozville  who  died  a  Chris- 
tian missionary  martyr  in  China  In  1951. 
When  his  body  was  returned  to  the  U.S.,  he 
was  burled  in  Greenwood  Cemetery.  The  fu- 
neral was  held  at  Wallace  Memorial.  A  room 
containing  Wallace's  memorabilia  has  been 
set  aside  by  the  church. 
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Many  members  have  come  forward  with  a 
farewell  word  for  the  McCluskeys.  Typical  Is 
that  of  Theresa  Wilson:  "For  the  14  years 
that  I've  been  a  member  at  Wallace  Memo- 
rial Baptist  Church  and  have  known  Jim  and 
Lib,  their  ministry  has  been  an  example  of 
putting  Christ  first  and  self  last.  Their  lead- 
ership has  always  been  full  of  energy  and  en- 
thusiasm for  the  Lord  and  his  church. 

"Jim  and  Lib  have  truly  made  Wallace  Me- 
morial feel  like  a  large  family  through  their 
loving  and  caring  attitudes.  Wallace  Memo- 
rial as  a  church  family  has  been  truly  hon- 
ored to  have  been  under  the  leadership  of 
Jim  McCluskey  as  our  senior  pastor  for  the 
past  37  years.  We  will  sorely  miss  Jim  and 
Lib  and  we  are  thankful  for  their  years  of 
service." 

What  message  does  Jim  McCluskey  leave 
with  the  church?  "That  the  church  is  not 
built  on  me,  but  on  Christ.  The  best  Is  yet  to 
be.  Move  onward,  upward  and  forward  and 
give  new  leadership  the  same  following  they 
gave  me." 

What  message  would  he  give  to  a  starting 
church?  "Focus  on  meeting  people's  needs." 

What  message  would  he  give  a  starting 
preacher?  "Spend  as  much  time  preparing 
yourself  as  you  do  preparing  a  sermon." 


INTRODUCTION  OF  HOUSE 
CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  191 


HON.  BENJAMIN  A.  GILMAN 

OF  NEW  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20. 1996 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  proud  to  in- 
troduce this  resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  191)  to 
provide  that  long  delayed  recognition  to  per- 
sons considered  to  be  members  of  the  Phil- 
ippine Commonwealth  Army  Veterans  and 
memt>ers  of  the  Special  Philippine  Scouts — by 
reason  of  service  with  the  Allied  Armed  Forces 
during  World  War  II. 

We  must  con-ect  the  grave  injustice  that  has 
befallen  this  brave  group  of  veterans,  since 
their  valiant  service,  on  behalf  of  the  United 
States,  during  the  Second  World  War. 

On  July  26,  1941,  President  Roosevelt 
issued  a  military  order,  pursuant  to  the  Phil- 
ippines Independence  Act  of  1934,  calling 
memljers  of  the  Philippine  Commonwealth 
Army  into  the  service  of  the  United  States 
Forces  of  the  Far  East,  under  the  command  of 
Lt.  Gef.  Douglas  MacArthur. 

For  almost  4  years,  over  100,000  Filipinos, 
of  the  Philippine  Commonwealth  Army  fought 
alongside  the  Allies  to  reclaim  the  Philippine 
Islands  from  Japan.  Regrettably,  in  retum, 
Congress  enacted  the  Rescission  Act  of  1946. 
This  measure  denied  the  members  of  the  Phil- 
ippine Commonwealth  Army  the  honor  of 
being  recognized  as  veterans  of  the  United 
States  Armed  Forces. 

A  second  group,  the  Special  Philippine 
Scouts  called  "New  Scouts"  who  enlisted  in 
the  United  States  Armed  Forces  after  October 
6,  1945,  primarily  to  perform  occupation  duty 
in  the  Pacific,  have  also  never  received  official 
recognition. 

I  believe  it  is  time  to  correct  this  injustice 
and  to  provide  the  official  recognition  long 
overdue  for  members  of  the  Philippine  Com- 
monwealth Army  and  the  Special  Philippine 
Scouts  that  they  valiantly  earned  for  their  serv- 
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ice  to  the  United  States  and  the  Allied  cause 
during  Worid  War  II. 

These  members  of  the  Philippine  Common- 
wealth Army  and  the  Special  Philippine  Scouts 
served  just  as  courageously  and  made  the 
same  sacrifices  as  their  American  counter- 
parts during  the  Pacific  war.  Their  contribution 
helped  disrupt  the  initial  Japanese  offensive 
timetable  in  1942,  at  a  point  when  the  Japa- 
nese were  expanding  almost  unchecked 
throughout  the  westem  Pacific. 

This  delay  in  the  Japanese  plans  bought 
valuable  time  for  scattered  allied  forces  to  re- 
group, reorganize,  and  prepare  for  checking 
the  Japanese  in  the  Coral  Sea  and  at  Midway. 

During  the  next  2  years,  Filipino  "ScouT 
units,  operating  from  rural  bases,  tied  down 
precious  Japanese  resources  and  manpower 
through  guerilla  warfare  tactics. 

In  1944,  Filipino  Forces  provided  valuable 
assistance  in  the  liberation  of  the  Philippine  Is- 
lands which  in  tum  became  an  important  base 
for  taking  the  war  to  the  Japanese  homeland. 
Without  the  assistance  of  Filipino  units  and 
guerrilla  forces,  the  liberation  of  the  Philippine 
Islands  would  have  taken  much  longer  and 
been  far  costlier  than  it  actually  was. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  carefully  review  this 
resolution  that  corrects  this  grave  injustice  and 
provides  recognition  to  members  of  the  Phil- 
ippine Commonwealth  Army  and  the  members 
of  the  Special  Philippine  Scouts. 

The  full  text  of  the  bill  (H.  Con.  Res.  191) 
is  included  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 
H.  Con.  Res.  191 

Whereas  the  Commonwealth  of  the  Phil- 
ippines was  strategically  located  and  thus 
vital  to  the  defense  of  the  United  States  dur- 
ing World  War  11; 

Whereas  the  military  forces  of  the  Com- 
monwealth of  the  Philippines  were  called 
into  the  United  States  Armed  Forces  during 
World  War  II  by  Executive  order  and  were 
put  under  the  conmiand  of  General  Douglas 
MacArthur; 

Whereas  the  participation  of  the  military 
forces  of  the  Commonwealth  of  the  Phil- 
ippines In  the  battles  of  Bataan  and  Corregl- 
dor  and  in  other  smaller  skirmishes  delayed 
and  disrupted  the  initial  Japanese  effort  to 
conquer  the  Westem  Pacific; 

Whereas  that  delay  and  disruption  allowed 
the  United  States  the  vital  time  to  prepare 
the  forces  which  were  needed  to  drive  the 
Japanese  from  the  Western  Pacific  and  to  de- 
feat Japan; 

Whereas  after  the  recovery  of  the  Phil- 
ippine Islands  from  Jai>an.  the  United  States 
was  able  to  use  the  strategically  located 
Commonwealth  of  the  Philippines  as  a  base 
from  which  to  launch  the  final  efforts  to  de- 
feat Japan; 

Whereas  every  American  deserves  to  know 
the  Important  contribution  that  the  military 
forces  of  the  Commonwealth  of  the  Phil- 
ippines made  to  the  outcome  of  World  War 
n;  and 

Whereas  the  Filipino  World  War  n  veter- 
ans deserve  recognition  and  honor  for  thefr 
important  contribution  to  the  outcome  of 
World  War  11:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  tfie  House  of  Representatives  (the 
Senate  concurring).  That  the  Congress  recog- 
nizes and  honors  the  Filipino  World  War  n 
veterans  for  their  defense  of  democratic 
Ideals  and  thefr  Important  contrllnitlon  to 
the  outcome  of  World  War  n. 
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IN  HONOR  OF  MANUEL  AND  MARIA 
MARIN:  AN  AMERICAN  SUCCESS 
STORY 


HON.  ROBERT  MENENDEZ 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  20. 1996 

Mr.  MENENDEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today 
to  honor  Manuel  and  Maria  Marin,  a  classic 
American  success  story.  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Marin 
will  t>e  honored  at  a  reception  this  Saturday  at 
the  Sheraton  Meadowlands  In  East  Ruther- 
ford, NJ. 

America  is  a  land  of  Immigrants,  and  this 
family  exemplifies  the  immigrant  success 
story.  Manuel  and  Maria  arrived  in  the  United 
States  with  only  the  clothes  on  their  backs  and 
a  few  personal  possessions  in  May  1980. 
They  were  searching  for  a  better  way  of  life 
and  an  escape  from  the  Communist  dictator- 
ship of  Cuba.  Despite  their  bad  fortune,  the 
Marins  dedicated  themselves  to  creating  a 
new  life  in  their  adopted  homeland.  Through 
their*  sweat  and  determination,  they  were  able 
to  sorape  up  enough  funds  to  open  up  a  gro- 
cery store  in  West  New  York,  NJ,  in  1986. 

In  10  short  years,  the  Marins'  one  grocery 
store  has  blossomed  into  a  chain  of  super- 
markets throughout  New  Jersey  and  Florida. 
Their  success  has  made  them  role  models  for 
the  Hispank:  community  and  the  community  at 
large. 

Manuel's  and  Maria's  fine  character  is  not 
only  evident  In  their  business  success,  but 
also  in  their  devotion  to  their  family  and  com- 
munity. In  addition  to  raising  two  children, 
Yanina  and  Yaddlel,  the  Marins  have  worked 
to  reunite  their  family  by  bringing  members 
over  from  Cuba.  Manuel  is  very  active  in  the 
Latin  American  Kiwanis  Club  and  partk^ipates 
in  their  many  charitable  activities.  He  also  pro- 
vides financial  support  to  other  businessmen 
through  Banco  Uno,  which  he  founded. 

I  am  very  grateful  for  the  Marin  family's  corv 
tributions  to  the  Hispank:  community,  New  Jer- 
sey, and  our  Nation.  Their  success  is  proof 
that,  indeed,  we  are  a  land  of  great  oppor- 
tunity for  all  those  willing  to  seize  it.  I  ask  my 
colleagues  to  join  me  in  honoring  this  great 
family. 


TRIBUTE  TO  STEPHEN  P.  CLARK 


HON.  PETER  DEirrSCH 

OF  FLORIDA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  20, 1996 

Mr.  DEUTSCH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
pay  tribute  to  Stephen  P.  Clark,  a  man  who 
dedicated  his  life  to  serving  the  ouWc  for 
more  than  four  decades.  He  served  as  mayor 
of  the  city  of  Miami  from  1967  to  1970  and 
again  from  1993  to  1996.  In  between  he 
served  as  mayor  of  metropolitan  Dade  County. 

In  1970,  he  resigned  as  mayor  of  Miami  to 
win  the  office  of  mayor  of  Dade  County.  With 
the  exception  of  2  years,  he  hekl  that  post 
until  1993.  Once  in  office  he  helped  transform 
Dade  County  from  a  sleepy  tourist  oriented 
county  into  the  growing  metropolis  it  is  today. 
Under  his  guidance  Dade  County  has  become 


an  initial  center  for  banking,  business,  and  the 
arts  in  the  United  States. 

As  mayor  of  Dade  County,  Mr.  Clark 
spurred  county  improvement  projects  such  as 
a  modern  transit  system,  a  cultural  center,  and 
a  main  library.  He  was  instrumental  in  estab- 
lishing community  wide,  public-private  efforts, 
to  create  jobs  and  economk;  assistance.  He 
initiated  the  Housing  Finance  Authority,  which 
provides  low-cost  mortgages  for  new  home- 
owners. Furthermore,  he  constantly  wori<ed  to 
improve  living  conditions,  create  job-training 
programs  for  the  youth,  and  facilitate  effective 
community  relations  amongst  Miami's  de- 
pressed areas. 

In  1993,  23  years  after  resigning  from  office, 
Stephen  Clark  was  again  elected  to  serve 
Miami  as  their  mayor.  He  initiated  measures  to 
save  the  city  mlllkxis  of  dollars  wt>ile  improv- 
ing and  expanding  public  services  such  as  the 
fire  and  police.  He  worked  to  improve  commu- 
nication and  enhance  ties  with  the  community. 
Under  his  direction,  the  city  joined  forces  with 
Fannie  Mae  to  create  an  affordatile  housing 
plan  whk:h  provides  nearly  70,000  Miami- 
Dade  families  with  housing  opportunities.  In 
1994,  he  hosted  the  Pan  Amencan  Summit  of 
Hemispheric  Presidents,  which  was  attended 
by  34  heads  of  state  from  denvxratic  coun- 
tries of  the  Westem  Hemisphere. 

In  a  time  when  cities  across  this  Nation 
have  seen  shrinking  budgets  while  ever  in- 
creasing challenges  mounted,  Stephen  Clark 
was  there  for  metropolitan  Dade  County.  In 
meeting  those  ctiallenges  head  on  and  con- 
quering them,  he  touched  and  improved  the 
lives  of  miltons  of  Florida  resklents.  Mr. 
Speaker,  Stephen  Clark  is  an  example  for  us 
all  as  to  what  an  elected  official  should  strive 
to  t>ecome.  I  thank  and  praise  him  for  his  life- 
time of  servce  and  dedkation. 


UNDSEY  SEDLACK  WRITES  A 
POEM  FOR  PEACE 


HON.  TOM  UWrOS 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  20. 1996 

Mr.  LANTOS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  virould  like  to 
bring  my  colleagues'  attention  to  a  t>eautiful 
poem,  "Helping  the  Worid,"  that  was  sent  to 
me  by  an  eight-year-oW  giri  from  my  district. 
The  author  Undsey  Sedlack,  is  the  great- 
grand-daughter  of  Ben  Swig,  a  great  humani- 
tarian of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  area  and  a 
longtime  friend.  Mr.  Swig  was  a  benefactor  of 
my  cause  that  needed  help,  including  the  Sal- 
vation Army  and  the  Jewish  Community  Fed- 
eratkxi.  This  poem  by  his  granddaughter  em- 
bodies his  humanitarian  spirit. 

Lindsey's  awareness  of  the  social  problems 
of  our  times,  the  kjve  and  sensitivity  she 
brings  to  these  issues  and  her  dedkation  to 
make  this  worid  a  better  place  for  all  of  us 
gives  us  hope  for  the  future.  It  is  a  young  gen- 
eration of  muttitaiented  individuals  like  Lindsey 
who  wi»  comprise  the  next  generation  of  lead- 
ers. Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  that  her  poem  be  in- 
cluded in  the  RECORD,  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  encourge  young  leadership  like 
Lindsey's. 


Helping  the  world 
(By  Lindsey  Sedlack) 

If  I  were  wind, 

I  would  blow  free. 

Wishing  the  world 

was  as  happy  as  me. 

1  would  carry  seeds 

across  the  world. 

making  flowers  and  plants 

for  boys  and  girls. 

On  hot  summer  days, 

I  would  make  a  cool  breeze 

that  would  cool  people  down 

and  russle  through  the  leaves. 

I  would  blow  all  the  war  and  fighting  away 
wishing  that  only  peace  would  stay. 

I  wish  that  the  homeless  could  have  thefr 
own  town. 

I  wish  that  people  would  stop  cutting  trees 
down. 

I  wish  people  would  stop  making  animals  ex- 
tinct 

and  would  draw  more  pictures  on  paper  with 
ink. 

If  I  were  the  wind  I  would  blow  free 

wishing  the  world 

was  a  happy  as  me. 


PROVIDING    COLORECTAL    CANCER 
SCREENING  COVERAGE  FOR  ALL 

AMERICANS 


HON.  ALCEE  L  HASTINGS 

OF  FLORIDA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20, 19% 

Mr.  HASTINGS  of  Fkxkla.  Mr.  Speaker. 
when  I  first  became  involved  in  the  issue  of 
cok>rectal  cancer  screening,  I  dk)  so  not  be- 
cause I  am  an  African-American,  but  because 
providing  colorectal  cancer  saeening  as  a 
covered  benefit  funded  the  Medkare  Program 
has  the  potential  to  save  ttXMJsands  of  lives 
each  year  in  this  country.  The  statistks  on 
cok)rectal  cancer  cannot  be  igrxxed.  There 
are  about  150,000  new  cases  of  cotorectal 
cancer  each  year  in  tt>e  United  States,  and 
about  60,000  people  will  die  in  tf)e  United 
States  from  that  disease  each  year.  Cotorectal 
cancer  is  the  second  leading  kfller  of  all  the 
cancers.  It  also  is  sm  equal  opportunity  dis- 
ease whose  vKtims  inckjde  Americans  of  all 
races,  creeds,  and  ethnk;  groups. 

I  recently  became  aware,  however,  of  a 
number  of  medical  studies  that  make  me  real- 
ize that,  as  an  African- American,  I  have  a  spe- 
cial reason  to  t>e  concer^ied  about  this  issue. 
These  studies  have  fourxl  tt^t  cotorectal  car>- 
cer  strikes  Afrtoan-Amencans  differently  ttian  it 
does  the  gerieral  population  in  the  United 
States.  Moreover,  these  differefKes  are  critical 
with  regard  to  saeenir>g  to  detect  this  disease. 
The  data  in  these  studies  make  dear  that 
sigmoidoscopy  is  not  an  effective  screening 
procedure  for  African-Amertoans.  Rather,  a 
barium  enema  or  other  procedure  ttiat  views 
the  full  colon  is  dearty  prefen^ed  for  this  popu- 
lation, and  perhaps  for  other  groups  as  well. 

In  the  opening  weeks  of  this  Congress,  I  in- 
troduced a  t>ill,  H.R.  1046,  that  wouW  expand 
the  Medicare  Program  to  provide  coverage  of 
periodk:  cotorectal  cancer  screening  services. 
Because  this  bill  provides  coverage  for  all  of 
the  cun«ntly  available  screening  procedures,  it 
wouto  allow  all  Medtoare  recipients  at  aver- 
age-nsk  for  cotorectal  cancer,  induding  Afri- 
car>-Amencans,  to  dedde  to  be  screened  with 
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the  more  oomprehensive  barium  enema  pro- 
cedure or,  if  they  prefer,  sigmoidoscopy.  As  of 
last  week,  the  Ck>lorectal  Career  Screening 
Act  has  30  cosponsors  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, from  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  and 
the  key  provisions  of  the  bill  were  included  as 
part  of  the  comprehensive  reform  of  the  Medi- 
care Program  in  President  Clinton's  most  re- 
cent budget  proposals. 

H.R.  1046  is  distinguished  from  other 
cotorectal  cancer  screening  legislation  by  the 
fundamental  belief  that  the  decision  on  how  to 
screen  each  patient  shoukj  be  left  to  the  pa- 
tient and  his  or  her  physician — not  the  Federal 
Government.  For  this  reason,  H.R.  1046  au- 
tfionzes  Medicare  coverage  for  colorectal  can- 
cer screening  for  individuals  at  average-risk 
for  cotorectal  cancer  that  includes  an  annual 
fecal  occult  btood  test  [FOBT]  and  direct 
screening  every  5  years  with  either  a  barium 
enema  procedure  or  sigmoidoscopy.  For  indi- 
viduals at  high-risk  for  colorectal  cancer,  the 
bill  provides  an  annual  FOBT  and  direct 
screening  every  2  years  with  either  a  barium 
enema  procedure  or  cotonoscopy.  The  bill 
also  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  [HHS]  to  authorize  coverage 
for  new  screening  procedures  as  they  become 
available.  Unlike  other  cotorectal  cancer 
screening  bills  that  wouto  provide  Medicare  re- 
imbursement for  only  some  of  the  currently 
available  screening  procedures,  H.R.  1046 
recognizes  that  different  screening  procedures 
may  be  appropriate  for  different  individuals. 
The  bill,  therefore,  provides  a  range  of  options 
and  leaves  the  choice  to  patients  and  their 
physicians. 

The  validity  of  this  approach  is  confirmed  by 
the  medical  studies  on  cotorectal  cancer  in  Af- 
rican-Americans. The  studies  were  unanimous 
in  their  condustons— that  Ihe  entire  colon  of 
•  *  •  black  patients  is  at  greater  risk  than  that 
of  white  patients  to  develop  cancer  of  the 
coton."  They  found  that  colon  cancer  tends  to 
strike  African-Americans  more  commonly  on 
the  right  side  of  the  coton  than  the  general 
popuiatton  in  the  United  States. 

These  studies  raise  serious  questions  about 
the  approach  taken  by  other  colorectal  Cctncer 
screening  bills,  which  provkle  coverage  only 
for  sigmoidoscopy  and  not  the  barium  enema. 
While  the  barium  procedure  aUows  for  screen- 
ing the  whole  coton,  the  flexible 
sigmoidoscope  screens  only  about  one-half  of 
the  coton.  Sigmoidoscopy  does  not  screen  the 
right  side  of  the  coton  where  African-Ameri- 
cans more  frequently  devetop  coton  cancer. 
Thus,  providing  coverage  only  for 
sigmoKtoscopy  puts  African-Americans  and 
possible  other  untoentified  ethnic  groups  at 
risk.  Let  me  ate  the  condusnns  of  several  of 
these  studies: 

"Current  screening  recommendations 
[slgTnol<loscoi)y]  may  not  be  effective  enough 
for  preventing  colon  cancer  In  this  popu- 
lation." "Distribution  of  Adenomatous  Pol- 
yps in  African- Americans,"  Lisa  A.  Ozlck, 
MD.  Leslie  Jacob.  MD.  Shirley  S.  Donelson, 
MD,  Sudhlr  K.  Agarwal.  MD,  and  Harold  P. 
Freeman,  MD,  The  American  Journal  of  Gas- 
troenterology, May  1995.  p.  756. 

"This  study  points  out  the  potentially  dis- 
crepant sensitivity  and  value  of  this  instru- 
ment [sigmoidoscope]  between  black  and 
white  patients,  suggesting  that  colonoscopy 
and/or  air  contrast  barium  enema  examina- 
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tlons  are  the  screening  methodologies  of 
choice  in  black  patients."  "Anatomical  Dis- 
tribution of  Colonic  Carcinomas  Interracial 
Differences  in  a  Community  Hospital  Popu- 
lation." Houston  Johnson.  Jr.,  MD  and  Rita 
Carstens.  RN.  Cancer.  1986.  p.  999. 

"This  study  challenges  this  recommenda- 
tion [sigmoidoscopy  every  three  to  five 
years]  as  unsatisfactory  for  blacks  since  50 
percent  of  neoplasms  could  be  missed  in 
blacks  compared  to  only  20  percent  in 
whites."  "Site-Specific  Distribution  of  Large 
Bowel  Adenomatous  Polyps:  Emphasis  on 
Ethnic  Differences,"  Houston  Johnson,  Jr., 
MD,  Irving  Margolis,  MD.  Leslie  Wise.  MD. 
Dis.  Colon  Rectum,  April  1988.  p.  260. 

"Data  support  the  clinical  impression  that 
blacks  have  relatively  more  proximal  colonic 
tumors  than  the  general  population.  They 
also  suggest  that  early  full  study  of  the 
colon,  Including  barium  enema  with  air  con- 
trast or  colonoscopy  (opposed  to  flexible 
sigmoidoscopy),  Is  highly  indicated  in 
screening  or  work  up  for  earlier  diagnosis  In 
patients,  especially  blacks  suspected  of  pol- 
yps or  carcinoma  of  the  colon."  "Anatomic 
Distribution  of  Colonic  Cancers  in  Middle 
Class  Black  Americans."  John  W.V.  Cordice, 
Jr.  MD,  Houston  Johnson,  Jr.  MD,  Journal  of 
the  American  Medical  Association.  1991,  p. 
730. 

"Unless  barium  enema  studies  or 
colonoscopic  studies  are  employed,  signifi- 
cant numbers  of  premalignant  lesions  or 
early  cancers  could  be  missed  in  a  black  pop- 
ulation If  the  distribution  of  lesions  found  in 
this  study  Is  generally  applicable  to  black 
populations."  "Untreated  Colorectal  Cancer 
in  a  Community  Hospital,"  Dr.  Houston 
Johnson,  Jr.,  Journal  of  Surgical  Oncology, 
July  3,  1964,  p.  198. 

These  medical  studies  have  caused  me  to 
redouble  my  efforts  on  this  legislation.  We 
need  to  enact  a  cotorectal  carK:er  screening 
bill  that  serves  all  Americans,  and  that  pro- 
vides an  equal  opportunity  for  all  Americans  to 
have  a  screening  procedure  that  is  effective 
for  them,  and  which  will  prevent  this  horrible 
disease. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  encourage  all  of  my  cot- 
leagues  to  reexamine  this  issue,  and  to  con- 
tact me  or  my  staff  if  you  woukj  like  to  obtain 
copies  of  the  studies  I.  have  cited  here,  or 
other  studies  on  cotorectal  cancer  and  the  al- 
ternatives for  screening.  I  also  encourage  you 
to  join  me  as  a  sponsor  of  H.R.  1046,  and  to 
wort<  to  establish  cotorectal  cancer  saeening 
as  a  covered  benefit  under  the  Medicare  pro- 
gram. With  this  step,  we  can  begin  to  make 
sertous  progress  in  reducing  the  avoidable 
pain,  anguish,  arKJ  excessive  medical  costs 
that  this  disease  imposes  on  all  of  our  citi- 
zens. 

Colorectal  Cancer  ik  African-Americans: 
Medical  Stxtoies  Indicate  That  Screen- 
ing Wnu  SiGMOiDoscopy  and  FOBT  Is  In- 
adequate FX)R  Tms  Population 
A  number  of  recent  medical  studies  have 
confirmed  earlier  reports  that  polyps  and 
colon  cancer  occur  more  commonly  in  the 
right  (proximal)  colon  of  African-Americans, 
as  compared  with  the  general  population. 
These  studies  raise  questions  with  regard  to 
the   adequacy    of   colorectal    cancer   (CRC) 
screening  with  sigmoidoscopy,  given  that  a 
sigmoidoscopy  procedure  examines  only  the 
left  (distal)  side  of  the  colon,  and  suggest  the 
use  of  the  barium  enema  or  colonoscopy  as 
preferred  screening  methodologies  for  Afri- 
can-Americans. 

The  principal  findings  of  these  studies  are 
as  follows: 
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(1)  "Distribution  of  Adenomatous  Polyps 
in  African- Americans,"  Lisa  A.  Ozlck.  MD. 
Leslie  Jacob,  MD,  Shirley  S.  Donelson.  MD, 
Sudhlr  K.  Agarwal.  MD.  and  Harold  P.  Free- 
man, MD,  The  American  Journal  of  Gastro- 
enterology, May  1995,  pp.  75^-760. 

"Previous  research  has  suggested  that  pol- 
yps and  colon  cancer  occur  more  commonly 
in  the  right  colon  in  African  Americans  com- 
pared with  the  general  population."  (p.  758). 

"This  study  supports  previous  work  that 
suggests  that  there  Is  a  significant  shift  to 
the  right  in  the  anatomical  distribution  of 
polyps  In  African-Americans.  It  also  shows 
that  the  malignant  potential  is  as  high  for 
right-sided  polyps  as  It  is  for  those  on  the 
left.  Current  screening  recommendations 
[sigmoidoscopy]  may  not  be  effective  enough 
for  preventing  colon  cancer  In  this  popu- 
lation." (p.  758). 

(2)  "Anatomical  Distribution  of  Colonic 
Carcinomas  Interracial  Differences  in  a  Com- 
munity Hospital  Population,"  Houston  John- 
son, Jr.,  MD  and  Rita  Carstens.  RN,  Cancer, 
1986,  pp.  997-1000. 

"This  study  points  out  the  potentially  dis- 
crepant sensitivity  and  value  of  this  Instru- 
ment [sigmoidoscope]  between  black  and 
white  patients,  suggesting  that  colonoscopy 
and/or  air  contrast  barium  enema  examina- 
tions are  the  screening  methodologies  of 
choice  In  black  patients."  (p.  999). 

"The  finding  that  .  .  .  indeed  the  entire 
colon  of  this  population  of  black  patients  is 
at  greater  risk  than  that  of  white  patients  to 
develop  cancer  of  the  colon  is  astounding." 
(p.  1000). 

(3)  "Site-Specific  Distribution  of  Large 
Bowel  Adenomatous  Polyps:  Emphasis  on 
Ethnic  Differences,"  Houston  Johnson,  Jr., 
MD,  Irving  Margolis,  MD,  Leslie  Wise,  MD, 
Dis.  Colon  Rectum,  April  1988,  pp.  258-260. 

In  a  study  at  Queens  Hospital  Center  in 
New  York.  It  was  found  that  "[f]lfty-two 
black  and  46  white  patients  had  130  adenom- 
atous polyps.  ...  A  separate  racial  analysis 
demonstrated  an  unexjMCted  pattern  of  dis- 
tribution among  blacks  and  whites.  Adenom- 
atous lesions  were  more  broadly  distributed 
In  all  segments  of  the  large  bowel  for  blacks, 
but  were  disproportionately  concentrated  in 
the  sigmoid  and  rectum  of  whites."  (p.  259). 

"The  findings  of  this  study  underscore  the 
important  ethnic  differences  in  the  site  dis- 
tribution of  adenomatous  polyps.  The  rlght- 
slded  dominance  of  neoplastic  lesions  in 
blacks  emphasizes  the  importance  of  total 
colonic  surveillance  to  detect  these  large 
bowel  neoplasms  in  this  racial  group."  (p. 
259). 

"This  study  challenges  this  recommenda- 
tion [sigmoidoscopy  every  three  to  five 
years]  as  unsatisfactory  for  blacks  since  50 
percent  of  neoplasms  could  be  missed  in 
blacks  compared  to  only  20  percent  in 
whites."  (p.  260). 

(4)  "Anatomic  Distribution  of  Colonic  Can- 
cers In  Middle  Class  Black  Americans."  John 
W.V.  Cordice,  Jr.  MD.  Houston  Johnson,  Jr. 
MD,  Journal  of  the  American  Medical  Asso- 
CiaUon  1991,  pp.  730-732. 

"Data  support  the  clinical  impression  that 
blacks  have  relatively  more  proximal  colonic 
tumors  than  the  general  population.  They 
also  suggest  that  early  full  study  of  the 
colon,  including  barium  enema  with  air  con- 
trast or  colonoscopy  (opposed  to  flexible 
sigmoidoscopy),  is  highly  indicated  in 
screening  or  work  up  for  earlier  diagnosis  in 
patients,  especially  blacks  suspected  of  pol- 
yps or  carcinoma  of  the  colon."  (p.  730). 

(5)  "Untreated  Colorectal  Cancer  in  a  Com- 
munity Hospital."  Dr.  Houston  Johnson,  Jr., 
Journal  of  Surgical  Oncology,  July  3.  1984, 
pp.  198-200. 
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"Generally,  sigmoidoscoplc  examinations 
are  recommended  to  complement  physical 
examinations  and  stool  blood  tests.  While 
this  recommendation  rriay  be  appropriate  for 
white  patients,  it  may  not  be  appropriate  for 
black  patients.  Unless  barium  enema  studies 
or  colonoscopic  studies  are  employed,  sig- 
nificant numbers  of  premalignant  lesions  or 
early  cancers  could  be  missed  in  a  black  pop- 
ulation if  the  distribution  of  lesions  found  In 
this  study  Is  generally  applicable  to  black 
populations."  (p.  198). 
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INTRODUCTION  OF  RESOLUTION 
TO  DEVELOP  PLAN  TO  REOPEN 
PENNSYLVANIA  AVENUE 


TRIBL"rE  TO  LOUISE  AND  GERALD 
STEIN 


HON.  THOMAS  M.  BARRETT 

OF  wisconslv 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20, 1996 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
pay  tribute  today  to  two  of  Milwaukee  County's 
outstanding  citizens,  Louise  and  Gerald  Stein. 
As  the  Milwaukee  Chapter  of  the  Intemational 
State  of  Israel  Bonds  organization  prepares  to 
honor  Louise  and  Gerald  for  their  many  con- 
tributions to  our  community,  I  would  like  to 
take  a  moment  to  reflect  on  the  remari<able 
achievements  of  this  great  couple. 

Louise  was  educated  as  a  registered  medi- 
cal technotogist,  and  is  excepttonally  involved 
in  the  Milwaukee  Jewish  Federatton  as  an  offi- 
cer, and  cochair  of  the  Lead  Community 
Project  for  Systemic  Change  in  Jewish  Edu- 
cation. Louise  is  a  past  prestoent  in  the  wom- 
en's division.  Louise  also  serves  as  a  board 
member  of  the  Jewish  Education  Service  of 
t^orth  America  and  the  Hillel  Academy. 

Jerry  Stein  is  a  distinguished  attorney  and 
certified  public  accountant  who  for  the  past  39 
years,  has  worked  for  the  Zilber-Towne  Realty 
family  of  companies.  He  is  the  president  and 
CEO  of  Zilber,  Ltd.,  which  is  responsible  for  all 
investinents  and  operations  of  the  Zilber  com- 
panies. Jerry  presently  senses  with  distinction 
as  the  president  of  the  Milwaukee  Jewish  Fed- 
eration and  is  the  past  campaign  chair.  Jerry 
is  also  director  and  past  president  of  the  Mil- 
waukee Center  for  Independence  and  the  Mil- 
waukee Public  Museum,  as  well  as  past  gen- 
eral chairman  of  Israel  Bonds  in  Wisconsin. 
Jerry  presently  continues  to  serve  as  a  board 
member  of  the  Jewish  Home  and  Care  Center 
and  the  University  of  Wisconsin-Milwaukee 
Foundation  Board.  In  addition  to  these  en- 
deavors, Jeny  selflessly  devotes  his  time  to 
the  advisory  boards  of  the  Milwaukee  Heart 
Institute,  First  Bank  Milwaukee,  University  of 
Wisconsin  Milwaukee  School  of  Business  Ad- 
ministi-ation  and  the  Marquette  University  Law 
School  and  Multicultural  Council. 

Louise  and  Jerry  have  tjeen  married  for  36 
years  and  have  three  daughters  and  four 
grandchildren.  Their  commitment  to  their  faith, 
family,  country,  and  community  is  truly  extraor- 
dinary, and  they  have  t>een  an  inspiration  to 
us  all. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  commend  the  Milwaukee 
Chapter  of  the  intemational  State  of  Israel 
Bonds  organization  on  its  excellent  selection 
of  Louise  and  Gerald  Stein  as  *his  year's  hon- 
orees.  I  wish  Louise  and  Jerry  -^ntinued  suc- 
cess in  all  of  their  endeavors. 


HON.  ELEANOR  HOLMES  NORTON 

OF  district  of  COLUMBIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20. 1996 

Ms.  NORTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  today,  I  am  in- 
troducing a  resolution  to  develop  a  plan  for  the 
reopening  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue.  This  reso- 
lution, similar  to  a  resolution  enacted  in  the 
Senate  last  night,  brings  together  and  rec- 
onciles House  and  Senate  approaches  to  the 
closing  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue.  At  my  re- 
quest after  the  ctosing  last  year,  the  House 
D.C.  Sutxx)mmittee  held  hearings  on  June  30, 
1995,  and  again  this  year  on  June  7,  1996.  At 
txjth  hearings,  truly  devastating  damage  to 
downtown  traffic  and  commerce  was  reported. 
The  victims  of  the  closing  are  pervasive — resi- 
dents, commuters,  tourists,  and  businesses.  In 
effect,  downtown  D.C.  is  disjoined  and  dis- 
figured. No  large  city  today,  healthy  or  not— 
and  D.C.  is  insolvent — could  absorb  the  enor- 
mous costs  associated  with  closing  the  most 
important  cross  town  street. 

Some  in  (Congress  had  called  for  an  imme- 
diate reopening  of  the  avenue.  Recognizing 
that  this  was  impractical  and  impossible  be- 
cause of  the  obligations  of  the  Secret  Service 
written  into  law,  I  have  sought  ways  to  open 
the  avenue  while  safeguarding  the  White 
House  and  to  keep  the  Park  Service  from 
foreclosing  the  possibility.  This  has  also  been 
the  view  of  D.C.  Subcommittee  Chair  Tom 
Davis,  who  joins  me  as  a  cosponsor  today. 

The  bipartisan  resolutton  we  introduce  today 
requires  that  all  the  relevant  parties  partici- 
pate. Thus,  this  resolution  is  the  most  useful 
response  to  the  dosing.  It  depolarizes  and 
depollticizes  an  issue  that  has  two  important 
sides.  It  puts  everyone  to  wori<  on  solving  the 
prot)lem.  rather  tfian  facing  off  against  one  an- 
other, leaving  the  problem  t>egging  for  atten- 
tton.  I  appreciate  the  attention  that  the  House 
and  the  Senate  have  given  to  the  effect  of  the 
closing  on  my  district  and  on  every  American's 
capital  city.  I  urge  all  Members  to  support  this 
resolution. 


SUPPORT  THE  POSTAL  SERVICE 
CORE  BUSINESS  ACT 


HON.  RANDY  "DUKE"  CUNNINGHAM 

of  CALIFORKIA 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20, 1996 
Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
today  to  join  my  colleague,  Mr.  Hunter,  in  in- 
troducing the  Postal  Core  Business  Act  of 
1996.  This  important  legislation  works  to  pre- 
vent the  U.S.  Postal  Service  [USPSJ  from  un- 
fairly competing  with  a  small  business  indus- 
try, known  as  the  Commercial  Mail  Receiving 
Agency  [CMRA].  The  livelihoods  of  those  who 
own  and  operate  small  commercial  packing 
stores  throughout  the  country,  like  Mail  Boxes 
Etc.  and  Postal  Annex,  are  in  danger.  Approxi- 
mately 10,000  CMRA  businesses  may  be 
forced  to  dose  their  doors  due  to  the  USPS' 
tax-free  expansion  into  services  already  pro- 
vided by  private  packaging  stores. 
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These  expanded  services  indude  wrapping, 
packaging,  and  shipping  of  items,  and  the 
USPS  may  expand  beyond  that.  The  USPS  is 
opening  stores  throughout  the  country,  many 
in  locations  very  near  private  companies  who 
already  provide  these  services.  The  fact  is  that 
the  USPS  does  not  fairty  compete.  They  do 
not  charge  State  or  local  tax  on  retail  items, 
they  are  insured  by  the  Government,  and  they 
often  do  not  pay  the  Federal,  State,  and  local 
taxes  that  private  companies  do.  These  are 
only  some  of  the  advantages  enjoyed  by  the 
USPS,  creating  a  playing  field  tilted  against 
private  industry.  Moreover,  wfien  a  customer 
brings  an  item  to  be  packaged  by  the  USPS, 
the  USPS  requires  that  the  customer  send  the 
package  through  U.S.  mail.  Commercial  mail 
companies  do  not  require  this  of  their  cus- 
tomers. 

The  legislation  we  introduce  today  will  alknv 
the  USPS  to  continue  improving  their  goal  of 
timely  and  effective  delivery  of  mail,  but  will 
prevent  them  from  unfairiy  competing  with 
small  business.  Under  our  bill,  the  USPS  win 
not  be  able  to  expand  their  services  t>eyond 
what  they  were  offenng  as  of  January  1,  1994, 
This  is  a  reasonable  approach  to  protecting 
jobs  and  satisfying  American  consumers  seek- 
ing adequate  postal  services. 

The  livelihood  of  Americans  is  l>eing  threat- 
ened by  the  Federal  Government.  We  must 
prevent  small  businesses  from  going  out  of 
business  at  the  hand  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. This  will  certainly  happen  unless  the 
USPS  is  prevented  from  unfairiy  competing 
with  commeraal  maH  companies.  I  encourage 
my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  support  of  this  im- 
portant legislation. 


CHAMPION,  INC.,  75TH 
ANNIVERSARY 


HON.  BART  SlUPAK 

OF  MICHIOAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20, 1996 

Mr.  STUPAK.  Mr.  Speaker,  and  Members  of 
the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  rt  is  an 
honor  for  me  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  t^ation  that 
Champion,  Inc.  of  Iron  Mountain,  Ml,  is  cele- 
brating 75  years  of  service  to  the  upper  penin- 
sula and  the  Nation  on  June  21,  1996.  Medio 
Bacco,  an  Immigrant  road-buik)er  opened  the 
doors  of  Champion  Gravel  (^.  on  June  21, 
1921.  Through  the  hard  work  arxl  dedcation 
of  Mr.  Bacco,  his  nephew  Louis  Verrette,  and 
Louis'  son,  William  Verrette,  Ctiampkxi  Gravel 
Co.  has  become  Champion,  Inc.  and  is  known 
today  as  one  of  ttie  most  successful  gravel, 
redimix,  and  construction  companies  in  the 
State  of  Michigan. 

Medio  Bacco  founded  Champion  75  years 
ago  in  iron  Mountain,  where  its  headquarters 
are  still  kx:ated  today.  In  1927,  Mr.  Bacoo's 
14-year-old  nephew,  Louis  Verrette  came  to 
him  kx}king  for  a  summer  job  and  was  as- 
signed the  position  of  assistant  timekeeper  for 
a  paving  job  being  completed  from  the  Stur- 
geon River  brkjge  to  the  Delta  County  line.  He 
continued  working  for  his  unde  during  his 
summer  vacations  until  he  graduated  from 
Michigan  Technological  Institute  in  1934. 
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Upon  graduation  Louis  joined  Champion's 
Service  &  Supply  Co.,  located  where  Cham- 
pion's Lake  Shore  Engineering  Co.,  presently 
stands.  After  8  years  at  the  Service  &  Supply 
Co..  Louis  Verrette  was  called  upon  to  serve 
his  country  in  World  War  II.  When  the  war 
ended,  Lt.  Col.  Louis  Verrette  returned  to  his 
family  in  Iron  Mountain  and  to  Champion 
where  he  took  over  as  president.  Medio  Bacco 
retired  and  became  chaimnan  of  the  board. 

Champion  Gravel  Co.  saw  many  changes 
when  Louis  Ven-ette  took  hold  of  the  reins.  On 
December  6,  1945,  Champion  Gravel  Co.  be- 
came Champk>n,  Inc.  Louis  began  touring 
Champion's  various  gravel  plants  but  was  un- 
happy with  their  conditions.  He  vowed  to  make 
the  necessary  improvements  to  keep  the 
plants  producing  to  capacity.  With  this  im- 
provement underway,  Louis  Verrette  was  able 
to  concentrate  on  expamjing  the  dimensions 
of  the  company  by  developing  projects  aimed 
at  keeping  Champwn  busy  during  the  winter 
months  when  road  constructk>n  was  not  pos- 
sible. As  a  result.  Champion  began  providing 
services  and  supplies  to  iron  and  copper 
mines  throughout  Michigan  and  Minnesota. 

As  Champion  grew  so  did  the  size  of  its 
projects.  Throughout  the  1950's  and  1960's, 
Champkjn,  Inc.  was  involved  with  construction 
of  several  military  installations  throughout 
Michigan,  Wisconsin,  and  Minnesota.  Both 
Kincheioe  Air  Force  Base  and  K.I.  Sawyer  Air 
Force  Base  owe  thanks  to  Champk>n  for  many 
of  their  buikJings.  Champion  has  also  been  in- 
strumental in  the  construction  of  the  Inter- 
national Bridge  at  Sault  Ste.  Marie  and  most 
universities  constructed  or  expanded  in  the 
last  75  years  signed  their  construction  con- 
tracts with  Champion,  Inc. 

In  1950  Medio  Bacco  divested  himself  of 
Champk>n  stock,  making  Louis  Verrette  chief 
stockhokjer.  A  new  waive  of  opportunities  met 
the  company  during  the  1960's  as  nuclear 
construction  developed.  Cement  used  for  nu- 
clear plants  had  to  meet  higher  standards  than 
general  cement,  and  ChampkKi's  concrete 
made  the  grade.  The  company  continued  to 
build  and  servk%  various  nuclear  projects 
aaoss  the  Nation  until  1984. 

In  1971,  Louis  Ven^e  became  chairman  of 
the  board  and  his  son,  William  Ven'ette,  re- 
placed him  as  president.  Champion  continued 
to  grow  under  Bill's  supervison.  In  1989  and 
1990,  Champion  acquired  Herman  Gundlach, 
Co.  of  Houghton,  Ml,  and  Charter,  Inc.  of 
Ishpeming  respectively.  These  latest  acquisi- 
tions have  strengthened  Champion  both  finan- 
cially and  geographKally.  Champion,  Inc.  cur- 
rentiy  has  satellite  offices  throughout  Mk:hi- 
gan,  Wiscor^in,  Minnesota,  and  Tennessee. 

The  75th  anniversary  celebration  being  held 
on  June  20  and  21,  1996,  Is  a  tribute  to 
ChampkHi's  many  emptoyees,  suppliers,  cus- 
tomers, and  friends.  In  reflecting  on  the  last  75 
years  William  Verrette  recognizes  the  compa- 
ny's success  is  owed  to  "so  many  good  peo- 
ple *  *  *  our  managers,  office  staff,  field  per- 
sonnel, customers,  and  friends." 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  woukj  Ike  to  commend 
Champion,  Inc.  on  their  75th  anniversary  for 
the  hard  work  and  dedication  they  have  shown 
the  people  of  Michigan  and  the  Nation.  I  am 
pleased  that  Michlgsin  counts  the  Verette  fam- 
ily as  one  of  our  most  outstanding  families, 
aivj  that  I  can  courrt  on  them  as  personal 
friends. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

TRIBUTE  TO  LT.  COL.  ANTHONY  F. 
QUAN 


HON.  ROBERT  A.  UNDERWOOD 

OF  GUAM 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  20. 1996 

Mr.  UNDERWOOD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  commend  Lt.  Col.  Anthony  F.  Quan  of 
the  U.S.  Army  for  his  outstanding  contributions 
to  the  Island  of  Guam  through  his  outstanding 
military  service.  I  also  offer  my  sincerest  con- 
gratulations on  his  recent  graduation  from  the 
U.S.  Army  War  College. 

I  have  personally  known  Tony  Quan  for 
many  years.  He  was  bom  in  Agana  on  Sep- 
tember 19,  1950,  to  Frank  D.  and  Maria  C. 
Quan.  His  wife,  the  former  Ftora  Baza,  Is  a 
lady  well  known  on  the  island  as  the  "Queen 
of  Chamorro"  music  and  as  the  first  Guam 
beauty  queen  to  bring  home  an  intemational 
title.  Tony  and  Flora  are  the  proud  parents  of 
four  children,  Anthony,  Jr.  (T.J.),  Edwin, 
Jomla,  and  Jessica. 

Although  Tony's  distinguished  military 
record  and  training  seem  to  stand  out  among 
his  numerous  accomplishments,  several  as- 
pects of  his  notable  career  are  also  worth 
mentioning.  He  received  his  commission  from 
the  U.S.  Army  soon  after  graduating  with  a  de- 
gree In  civil  engineering  from  Marquette  Uni- 
versity. He  has  also  been  awarded  two  mas- 
ters degrees,  an  MS  in  civil  engineering  from 
Marquette  in  1974  and  an  MA  in  public  admin- 
istration from  Shippenburg  University  In  1996. 
In  addition  to  his  service  with  the  U.S.  Army 
and  the  Guam  National  Guard,  Tony  also 
worked  in  various  capacities  for  the  Goverrv 
ment  of  Guam  and  the  private  sector. 

On  Guam,  the  personal  accomplishments 
and  success  of  native  sons  and  daughters  are 
always  celebrated  and  adopted  as  triumphs 
for  everyone  in  the  community.  As  a  graduate 
of  the  U.S.  Army  War  College,  Lieutenant 
Colonel  Quan  has  attained  the  highest  level  of 
educational  training  offered  by  the  U.S.  Army. 
He  has  brought  great  recognition  not  only  to 
himself  but  also  to  the  island  of  Guam  and  Its 
people.  On  behalf  of  the  people  of  Guam,  I 
congratulate  Lt.  Col.  Anthony  F.  Quan  for  his 
outstanding  achievements.  We  commend  his 
efforts,  hard  work,  and  contributions  to  the  Is- 
land. 


KEN  HAAG,  FRIEND  AND 
TALENTED  ARTIST 


HON.  BRUCE  F.  VENTO 

OF  MINNESOTA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  20. 19% 

Mr.  VENTO.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  friend  and  tal- 
ented artist.  Ken  Haag,  passed  away  May  16, 
suddenly  and  unexpectedly,  at  his  Eastside 
Saint  Paul  home.  Ken's  loss  will  be  heartfelt 
by  the  entire  community  and  neighborhood. 
Ken  Haag  poured  his  great  energy  and  talent 
back  Into  the  State  of  Minnesota,  our  Eastside 
neighborhood,  and  his  wonderful  family. 

Ken  was  a  constant  and  joyful  volunteer.  He 
lent  real  meaning  to  the  role  of  citizenship, 
working  as  an  artist  but  deeply  involved  in 
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music,  education,  environment,  and  housing 
activities.  He  was  a  modem  day  renaissarice 
man. 

Ken  took  special  pride  in  his  high  school  ex- 
perience. His  artistic  talent  was  recognized  by 
establishing  a  scholarship  program  at  Saint 
Paul's  Johnson  High  School. 

Ken  Haag's  distinctive  art  works  depicting 
wildlife  and  Minnesota  settings  benefited  many 
publications.  Especially  notable  were  the  Min- 
nesota Department  of  hJatural  Resources  Vol- 
unteer covers. 

Ken's  cultural  roots  were  Scandinavian,  and 
for  over  three  decades  he  was  a  loyal  member 
of  Saint  Paul's  Swedish  Male  Choms.  Ken 
was  a  real  pioneer — a  quiet,  no-nonsense  ac- 
tivist who  was  often  at  the  cutting  edge  of 
Issues. 

Ken  attained  good  success  and  continued  to 
live  and  thrive,  and  give  back  to  our  commu- 
nity much  more  than  he  ever  received.  Ken 
will  be  missed.  Thanks,  Ken. 

I  encourage  my  colleagues  to  read  the  fol- 
lowing article  about  Ken  Haag,  which  ap- 
peared in  the  Saint  Paul  Pioneer  Press  on 
May  18. 

[From  the  St.  Paul  Press.  May  18. 1996] 

Magazine  Artist  Ken  Haag  Dies 

(By  Anne  Brataas) 

A  memorial  service  for  St.  Paul  wildlife 
and  sporting  magazine  artist  Ken  Haag  will 
be  at  4:30  p.m.  Tuesday  at  Gustavus 
Adolphus  Lutiieran  Church.  1669  Arcade  St., 
St.  Paul. 

Haag.  63.  died  early  Thursday  of  a  heart  at- 
tack In  his  East  Side  St.  Paul  home. 

A  St.  Paul  native,  Haag  graduated  from 
Johnson  High  School  and  the  Minneapolis 
School  of  Art  and  Design,  served  In  the  U.S. 
Navy  and  attended  Gustavus  Adolphus  Uni- 
versity. 

"He  was  always  drawing,"  his  wife,  Bar- 
bara, recalled.  "Even  as  a  little  kid.  he 
would  copy  what  he  saw  In  the  funny  pa- 
pers." Since  19S5.  Haag  had  created  the  cover 
artwork  and  Illustrated  articles  for  Sports 
Collector's  Digest.  He  Illustrated  nature 
guides  for  Picture  magazine  of  the  Min- 
neapolis Sunday  Tribune  from  1963  to  1969 
and  created  the  cover  art  for  the  Minnesota 
Volunteer  magazine  from  1963  to  1975. 

In  addition  to  art.  Haag  particularly  en- 
joyed baseball,  music  and  nature,  and  was  an 
avid  observer  of  waterfowl  on  St.  Paul's 
Lake  Phalen.  He  was  a  past  president  of  the 
Minnesota  Bird  Club  and  a  member  of  the 
Zumbrota  Covered  Bridge  Society. 

For  32  years,  he  was  a  member  of  the  St. 
Paul  Swedish  Male  Chorus. 

Among  other  community  activities.  Haag 
staffed  the  annual  Festival  of  Nations'  Swed- 
ish booth  and  served  as  president  of  the 
Phalen  Lake  Elementary  School  PTA  for  the 
1976-T7  school  year. 

He  also  chaired  the  Minnesota  Environ- 
mental Citizens  Control  Agency  speakers  bu- 
reau from  1969  to  1972  and  the  East  Side's 
Volunteer  Housing  Committee  in  1975. 

In  1991,  a  Ken  Haag  Art  Scholarship  was 
begun  in  his  honor  at  Johnson  High  School. 
It  awards  S250  each  year  to  a  student  who 
demonstrates  outstanding  artistic  ability  to 
be  used  for  further  art  education. 

Haag  had  already  selected  this  year's  win- 
ner before  his  death.  His  children  will 
present  the  award  in  his  memory  and  dedi- 
cate a  portion  of  the  memorials  received  for 
future  scholarships. 

Haag  is  survived  by  his  father.  Hans  of  St. 
Paul;    his    wife.    Barliara:    four    daughters. 
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Camllle  Farinella  of  St.  Paul.  Michelle 
Beaulieu  of  North  St.  Paul.  Dorlnne  Foster 
of  Maplewood  and  Kendra  Haag.  St.  Paul: 
one  son.  Chad  Haag.  St.  Paul:  six  grand- 
children; and  two  sisters.  Jan  Cruz  of  Hugo 
and  Grace  Potter.  St.  Paul. 
A  private  family  funeral  is  planned. 


THE  REASON  WE'VE  MADE  ELWHA 
A  PRIORITY 


HON.  RICK  WHTTE 

OF  WASHINGTON 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  20, 1996 

Mr.  WHITE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  consider  myself 
one  of  the  luckiest  Members  of  this  Chamber. 
My  home  Is  in  the  Puget  Sound  region  of 
Washington  State  and  I  don't  think  there  is  a 
more  beautiful  area  In  this  whole  country.  Our 
entire  region  is  sun-ounded  by  water  and 
mountains. 

Like  the  people  In  my  district,  I  take  our  en- 
vironment seriously.  That  Is  why  I  think  we 
need  to  do  a  better  job  of  preserving  and  pro- 
tecting our  environment  than  we  are  doing 
right  now.  In  order  to  do  that,  we  have  to 
spend  our  environmental  money  where  it  can 
have  the  greatest  positive  impact. 

One  example  of  how  we  can  spend  our 
money  more  efficiently  is  in  restoring  wild 
salmon  runs  to  our  Northwest  rivers.  The  Fed- 
eral Govemment  now  spends  hundreds  of  mil- 
lions of  dollars  every  year  to  Improve  salmon 
runs  on  these  rivers.  Unfortunately,  much  of 
this  money  Is  wasted.  We  dont  really  know 
how  to  restore  salmon  runs  In  urijan  or  heavy 
farming  areas,  and  we  end  up  spending  lots  of 
money  with  very  little  to  show  for  It. 

One  place  where  our  money  coukl  really 
make  a  difference  Is  on  the  Elwha  River  on 
the  Olympic  Peninsula.  Almost  all  of  the 
Elwha,  from  Mount  Olympus  to  the  Strait  of 
Juan  de  Fuca,  flows  through  the  Olympic  Na- 
tional Park.  This  environment  Is  In  the  same 
pristine  condition  it  was  100  years  ago,  when 
all  five  species  of  wild  salmon  returr>ed  to  the 
river  every  year  by  the  hundreds  of  thousands. 

The  Interior  bill  that  we  are  debating  today 
is  a  massive  bill  that  will  determine  how  some 
of  our  money  will  be  spent  next  year.  Given 
the  scope  of  this  bill,  I'm  especially  pleased 
that  the  Elwha  project  has  been  made  one  of 
the  bill's  three  top  prrarities.  In  fact,  the  bill  In- 
cludes language  that  recognizes  the  Elwha 
River  represents  a  unique  opportunity  to  re- 
store salmon  runs  In  the  Northwest  without 
compromising  our  goal  to  balance  the  Federal 
budget. 

This  is  a  perfect  example  of  what  this  Con- 
gress is  all  about — smart  spending. 

The  first  step  in  restoring  salmon  to  the 
Elwha  requires  that  we  purchase  the  two 
dams  that  have  been  built  on  the  river.  Over 
the  past  month,  I've  had  the  pleasure  of  wont- 
ing with  Chairman  Regula,  Chainnan  Living- 
ston, Congressman  rJORM  Dicks,  the  senior 
Senator  from  Washington  State,  Slade  Gor- 
ton as  well  as  members  of  the  Washington 
State  delegation  in  an  attempt  to  get  some  of 
the  funds  we  need  to  move  this  project  for- 
ward. We  still  have  a  lot  of  work  ahead  of  us, 
but  at  least  we  are  making  progress. 

The  bill  that  we  will  vote  on  today  not  only 
contains  language  making  the  Elwtia  project  a 


top  priority,  it  also  gives  the  President  the  abil- 
ity to  use  some  of  the  money  contained  In  this 
bill  to  purchase  the  Elwha  dams.  That  Is  good 
news  because  the  administration  has  made 
this  project  a  priority.  By  passing  this  bill 
today,  we  give  the  administration  the  chance 
to  turn  their  talk  into  action  by  using  some  o1 
the  money  In  this  bill  to  buy  the  dams. 

In  these  times  of  tight  budgets  it's  a  tragedy 
to  waste  a  single  dollar  that  is  designated  for 
the  environment,  because  it  may  t>e  difficult  to 
replace  that  dollar  in  the  future.  If  we  can  con- 
tinue to  keep  focused  on  spending  our  envi- 
ronmental money  where  it  can  really  have  an 
impact,  we  will  Improve  our  environment  so 
that  it  can  be  enjoyed  today  and  In  the  future. 


SUPPORT  THE  POSTAL  SERVICE 
CORE  BUSINESS  ACT 


HON.  DUNCAN  HIMER 

OF  CALIFORNU 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20, 1996 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
Introduce  legislation  to  protect  a  small  busi- 
ness Industry  from  unfair  Government  com- 
petition. These  small  businesses  exist  in  every 
congressional  district  and  employ  tens  of  thou- 
sands of  people.  The  Govemment  agency 
whk*i  is  competing  with  them  Is  one  of  the 
largest  organizations  in  the  worid — the  U.S. 
Postal  Service  [USPS).  My  bill  will  insure  that 
the  Postal  Service  does  not  compete  with 
these  small  businesses,  while  still  maintaining 
the  viability  of  the  Postal  Service  to  maintain 
Its  core  business:  the  delivery  of  mail. 

Over  the  last  15  years,  the  American  mar- 
ketplace has  fostered  many  new  industries; 
one  of  these  Is  the  commercial  mall  receiving 
agent  [CMRA].  The  average  American  knows 
these  businesses  by  their  brand  names:  Mail- 
Boxes,  Etc;  Postal  Annex;  PostNet;  Pakmail; 
and  Parcel  Plus.  Together  these  franchise  or- 
ganizatk)ns  represent  over  4,000  store  owners 
in  all  parts  of  the  country,  vyith  an  additional 
6,000  stores  which  are  not  affiliated  with  any 
franchise  organization.  The  CMRA  industry  Is 
about  10,000  strong. 

What  are  CMRA's?  This  industry  provides 
value  added  and  ancillary  servk^es  to  postal 
customers  and  serve  as  mini-offices  for  many 
home-based  businesses  and  sales  people. 
Specifically,  CMRA's  provide  the  matenals  and 
help  their  customers  safely  pack  parcels  to  en- 
sure safe  delivery;  they  help  customers  iden- 
tify the  most  efficient  and  cost  effective  man- 
ner to  send  their  packages;  they  oversee  mail- 
boxes and  offer  personalized  postal  services 
to  their  customers;  and  these  are  just  to  name 
a  few.  Over  15  years  ago,  Tony  DeSio  saw 
the  need  for  these  services  within  his  commu- 
nity of  San  Diego  County,  and  he  opened  the 
first  Mailboxes  Etc.  The  rest,  as  they  say,  is 
history. 

These  servk^es  simply  were  not  provkled  at 
the  USPS,  however,  given  the  rate  by  whk:h 
this  Industry  has  expkxjed  in  less  than  two 
decades,  there  were  dearty  a  need  within  our 
communities.  This  new  kind  of  postal  store 
provkled  these  servk:es  and  provkled  them 
quickly  and  efficiently.  In  a  very  short  time, 
this  one  small  store  has  grown  Into  an  industry 


of  neariy  10,000  small  business  men  and 
women  who  every  day  provide  these  services 
to  their  friends,  neighbors,  and  customers. 

So  what  is  the  problem  here,  Mr.  Speaker. 
So  far,  this  story  sounds  like  the  American 
dream.  Every  day.  Amencan  small  business 
ovimers  invest  their  own  capital  and  work  to 
achieve  the  American  dream.  That  woukJ  be 
the  case  in  this  instance  If  it  were  rwt  for  one 
major  problem:  the  Postal  Service  whrch  has 
enonnous  taxpayer  supported  advantages, 
has  decided  to  directly  compete  with  this  In- 
dustry. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  simply  wrong.  I  am  a 
big  supporter  of  the  U.S.  Postal  Servk%.  Like 
every  other  Member  of  this  body  and  every 
American,  I  depend  upon  the  hard  work  arxl 
dedlcatkin  ol  the  Postal  Service  employees  for 
the  timely  delivery  of  my  mall  6  days  a  week, 
and  I  want  a  strong  USPS.  I  do  not  think  it  Is 
fair,  however,  ttiat  the  Postal  Service  shouW 
start  targeting  small  businesses  for  Its  reve- 
nue. This  CMRA  industry  Is  frame  grown,  and 
it  should  not  be  preyed  upon  by  the  U.S.  Gov- 
emment. 

After  all  the  USPS  Is  a  govemment  Industry 
with  the  foltowing  enormous  advantages: 

The  USPS  does  not  charge  tax  on  Its  retail 
items— that  is  a  5-10  percent  advantage  nght 
there. 

The  USPS  Is  self-insured  as  an  agency  of 
the  U.S.  Govemment — these  small  txjsiness 
CMRA's  have  to  purchase  insurance. 

The  USPS  does  not  have  to  make  a  profit — 
there  is  nothing  that  requires  them  to  be  profit- 
able as  far  as  I  krraw.  When  they  are  urxler 
threat  of  not  breaking  even,  they  request  a 
postal  rate  Increase. 

The  USPS  borrows  money  from  the  U.S. 
Federal  Reserve  at  the  most  favorable  rates — 
CMRA's  have  to  borrow  money  at  marlcet 
rates. 

The  USPS  has  a  statutory  monopoly  on  the 
delivery  of  first  class  mail,  the  revenue  of 
which  can  be  used  to  subskjize  ott>er  servnes. 

Perhaps  the  biggest  advantage  of  all  Is  its 
size.  If  the  Postal  Sennce  was  a  private  busi- 
ness, it  would  be  ranked  as  the  12th  largest 
business  In  the  Natk>n,  and  33d  largest  in  the 
worid. 

Is  It  right  that  the  Postal  Service  shouW 
enter  Into  competitran  with  small  businesses 
with  all  of  these  Inherent  advantages?  WoukJ 
the  Congress  starxl  by  and  aik>w  Ford  to 
maintain  a  monopoly,  while  letting  them  use 
their  profits  to  compete  against  small  busK 
nesses  on  a  different  front?  Would  the  Con- 
gress let  Exxon  compete  with  small  busi- 
nesses if  It  had  limited  sovereign  immunity 
and  was  represented  by  the  Department  of 
Justice?  The  emswer  is  a  resourKJing  no. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Postal  Servce  has  a  job  to 
do— deliver  the  mail  and  sell  postage.  That  Is 
wtiat  It  was  designed  to  do  by  the  Fourxjing 
Fathers.  These  core  services  are  wtfat  tfie 
Postal  Servk»  Is  good  at,  and  what  It  shoukj 
continue  to  do.  Offering  ancillary  servk^s  only 
detracts  from  their  core  misskxi. 

My  bill,  the  Postal  Service  Core  Business 
Act,  specifically  prohibits  the  USPS  from  get- 
ting into  the  CMRA  business.  It  addresses  the 
questran  of  what  is  the  proper  role  for  the 
Postal  Servk:e  In  areas  wf>ere  private  indus- 
tries already  provkJe  the  servce.  That  role  is 
to  stay  out  of  private  businesses  vyay  and  let 
the  marketplace  work. 
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My  bill  is  remarkably  simple.  The  Postal 
Service  is  prohibited  from  competing  with  pri- 
vate industry,  like  the  .CMRA's,  unless  the 
Postal  Service  was  offering  the  service  nation- 
wide as  of  January  1,  1994.  The  purpose  of 
the  bill  is  to  draw  a  clear  line  as  to  what  the 
USPS  can  and  cannot  do. 

Such  a  line  is  necessary.  I  am  familiar  with 
reports  of  postal  executives  stating  that  they 
need  to  get  into  retail  businesses  to  protect 
the  Postal  Service.  That  is  simply  not  true. 
This  is  an  agency  which  made  $1.5  billion  last 
year  and  has  stated  that  it  expects  to  make  in 
excess  S500  millkv)  this  year.  This  is  not  a 
suffering  agency. 

Furthermore,  the  USPS  is  an  agency  whk:h 
does  not  seem  to  understand  its  mission.  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  Postal  Service  have  lauded 
the  organization  as  the  country's  largest  retail 
distributkvi  system  with  50,000-plus  outlets, 
and  anrKMjnced  their  intention  to  increase  its 
retail  revenue  by  SI  to  SI  .5  billion  in  the  next 
few  years.  This  is  wrong.  All  of  those  outlets 
were  built  with  taxpayer  money  and  stamp 
revenue.  The  U.S.  Government  and  the  tax- 
payer built  this  system,  tHJt  not  to  be  a  com- 
petitor with  the  private  sector. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  vital  biH.  I  again  voice 
my  strong  support  for  the  Postal  Servk^,  I 
want  to  help  it  remain  strong  and  vital.  Com- 
peting in  industries  whk:h  the  private  sector 
has  created  is  not  the  way  to  meet  their  goal. 
My  bill  woukj  redirect  the  Postal  Service  to  As 
core  mission:  Mail  delivery  and  stsimp  sales. 
Thafs  why  I  call  the  bill  the  Postal  Service 
Core  Business  Act  of  1996.  American  corpora- 
tons  have  learned  ttiat  to  be  successful,  they 
must  concentrate  on  their  core  business.  The 
Postal  Service  needs  to  understand  this  too. 

Congress  has  the  ultimate  authority  over  the 
Postal  Service.  The  House  Postal  Sen/ice 
Subcommittee,  chaired  by  my  friend  and  col- 
league, John  McHugh,  is  beginning  to  craft 
postal  reform  legislatnn.  I  hope  that  the  sub- 
committee will  give  my  tMll  serkxjs  conskler- 
atk)n.  This  issue  needs  to  be  addressed.  A 
vital  Postal  Servce  is  critk:al  to  our  Nation's 
future,  but  Congress  must  not  stand  by  and  let 
a  giant  Government  agerKy  destroy  a  whole 
industry  of  small  private  businesses.  It  is  inter- 
esting to  note  that  all  of  these  CMRA's  stores 
are  independently  owned  and  operated.  There 
is  not  one  franchise  organization  which  runs 
stores  as  a  corporation.  This  makes  the  indus- 
try very  unkjue,  and  has  directly  contributed  to 
their  profitability. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  not  a  single  congres- 
skxial  district  wittiout  at  least  one  of  these 
CMRA  stores  within  its  borders.  Therefore,  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  this  legisla- 
txxi,  which  will  most  assuredly  effect  a  small 
business  within  their  hometown.  This  bill  is 
pro-Postal  Service  and  pro-competition.  Every 
American  has  the  right  to  the  American 
Dream.  These  small  business  owners  kx>k  to 
us  to  insure  tfiat  their  dream  is  not  taken  from 
them. 
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COMMUNICATIONS  PRIVACY  AND 
CONSUMER  EMPOWERMENT  ACT 


HON.  EDWARD  J.  MARKEY 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20, 1996 

Mr.  MARKEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  intro- 
duce the  "Communications  Privacy  and  Con- 
sumer Empowerment  Act.  The  issue  of  privacy 
in  the  information  age  and  in  partknjiar,  chil- 
dren's privacy  protection.  Is  quite  timely  as  the 
Nation  becomes  ever  more  linked  by  commu- 
nications networics,  such  as  the  Internet.  It  is 
Important  that  we  tackle  these  issues  now  be- 
fore we  travel  down  the  information  super- 
highway too  far  and  realize  perhaps  we've 
made  a  wrong  turn. 

Thomas  Mann  once  said,  "A  great  truth  is  a 
truth  whose  opposite  is  also  a  great  truth." 

The  great  truth  of  the  Information  Age  is 
that  the  wire — and  I  use  the  term  "wire"  as 
shorthand  for  any  telecommunications  infra- 
structure such  as  phone,  cable,  computer,  or 
wireless  networks— the  wondrous  wire  that 
brings  new  services  to  homes,  businesses, 
and  schools  will  have  a  certain  Dickensian 
quality  to  it:  It  will  be  the  best  of  wires  and  the 
worst  of  wires. 

It  can  uplift  society  as  well  as  debase  it.  It 
can  allow  people  to  telecommute  to  work  and 
obtain  distance  learning  classes.  New  digital 
techrralogies  and  other  innovations  allow  cor- 
poratk>ns  to  become  more  efficient  wori<ers 
more  productive,  and  businesses  to  conduct 
commerce  almost  effortlessly  in  digital  dollars. 

This  same  technology  however,  will  avail 
corporate  America  of  the  opportunity  to  track 
the  clk:kstream  of  a  citizen  of  the  Net,  to 
sneak  corporate  hands  into  a  personal  infor- 
mation cookie  jar  and  use  this  database  to 
compile  sophistk:ated,  highly  personal  con- 
sumer profiles  of  people's  hobbies,  txjying 
habits,  financial  information,  health  informa- 
tion, who  they  contact  or  converse  with,  when 
and  for  how  long.  In  short,  that  wondrous  wire 
may  also  allow  digital  desperadoes  to  roam 
the  electronic  frontier  unchecked  by  any  high 
technology  sheriff  or  adherence  to  any  code  of 
electronic  ethics. 

It  is  this  issue  of  hijacking  personal  informa- 
tion that  we  are  concerned  about  and  we  are 
obvkMJSly  concerned  when  kk]s  are  the  target. 

The  issue  of  child  and  adult  privacy  in  an 
electronic  environment,  must  find  its  ultimate 
solution  in  a  carefully  conceived  and  crafted 
combination  of  technology,  industry  action, 
government  oversight  or  regulatk>n. 

Without  question,  the  issues  posed  by  ad- 
vances in  digital  communicatk>ns  technology 
are  tremerxJously  complex.  Again,  how  best  to 
protect  kids  is  a  complex  Issue.  How  to  put 
teeth  into  privacy  protections  Is  also  important 
to  figure  out.  What  may  have  worthed  for  pri- 
vacy protection  or  parental  empowerment  in 
the  phone  or  cable  or  TV  industry  may  not 
adequately  serve  as  a  model  when  these 
technologies  converge.  Therefore  I  believe  we 
must  pursue  other  alternatives. 

We  must  recognize  that  children's  privacy  is 
a  subset  of  a  parent's  privacy  rights.  The  bill 
I  am  introducing  today  is  premised  on  the  be- 
lief ttiat  regardless  of  the  technology  that  con- 
sumers use,  their  privacy  rights  and  expecta- 
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tions  remain  a  constant.  Whether  they  are 
using  a  phone,  a  TV  clk:ker,  a  satellite  dish,  or 
a  modem,  every  consumer  should  enjoy  a  Pri- 
vacy Bill  of  Rights  for  the  Information  Age. 
These  core  rights  are  emtxxjied  in  a  proposal 
I  have  advocated  for  many  years  and  I  call  It 
"Knowledge,  Notice  and  No." 

In  short,  consumers  and  parents  should  get 
the  following  three  basic  rights: 

First,  knowledge  that  Information  is  .being 
collected  atxjut  them.  This  is  very  important 
because  digital  technologies  increasingly  allow 
people  to  electronically  glean  personal  infor- 
mation about  users  surreptitiously.  I  would 
note  here  that  many  Intemet  browsers,  for  ex- 
ample, use  "cookies" — a  technotogy  that  can 
identify  and  tag  an  online  user — unbeknownst 
to  the  user — and  keep  track  of  what  Web  sites 
a  person  visits. 

Second,  adequate  and  conspicuous  notice 
that  any  personal  information  collected  is  in- 
tended by  the  recipient  for  reuse  or  sale. 

Third,  and,  the  right  of  a  consumer  to  say 
"no"  and  to  curtail  or  prohibit  such  reuse  or 
sale  of  their  personal  Information. 

The  National  Telecommunications  and  Infor- 
mation Administratkin  [NTIA]  has  been  actively 
studying  how  to  safeguard  telecommuni- 
cations-related personal  information.  "Privacy 
and  the  Nil,"  an  analysis  completed  by  NTIA 
in  October  of  1995,  documented  a  number  of 
areas  where  personal  privacy  protections  var- 
ied depending  upon  which  network  carrier  pro- 
vided a  telecommunkations  service.  For  ex- 
ample, the  Cable  Act  requires  cable  operators 
to  notify  subscribers  at  the  time  of  subscription 
of  the  operator's  information  practices  and 
generally  prohibits  an  operator  from  discfc}sure 
of  personal  data.  Such  protections,  however 
do  not  extend  to  vkleo  services  offered  by 
DBS  provkjers  or  wireless  cable  operators. 
Under  the  legislation  I  am  introducing  today, 
the  FCC  will  be  tasked  with  harmonizing  the 
privacy  protections  across  board  so  that 
strong,  tough  privacy  policies  exist  regardless 
of  the  technotogy  that  a  consumer  uses  to  ob- 
tain a  service. 

The  bill  is  structured  in  a  way  that  will  first 
ascertain  whether  there  are  technological  tools 
that  can  empower  consumers  and  parents. 
The  bill  also  requests  the  agencies  to  deter- 
mine if  there  are  industry  standards  and  prac- 
tk:es  that  embody  this  electronic  Privacy  Bill  cf 
Rights.  Where  technological  tools  dont  exist. 
or  where  a  particular  industry  refuses  to  em- 
brace this  code  of  electronic  ethics  in  a  way 
ttiat  solves  the  problem,  then  the  Govemmerrt 
is  obliged  to  step  in  and  reinforce  protection  of 
privacy  rights. 

I  imptore  the  industry  to  act  swiftly  because 
the  current  situatk>n  is  utterty  unsustainable. 
The  same  libertarian  quality  that  has  stimu- 
lated such  rapid  growth  of  the  Intemet  gravely 
threatens  to  cripple  its  promise.  It  is  chaotic, 
free,  and  open,  but  has  spawned  an  expo- 
nential increase  in  commercial  voyeurism  that 
is  tearing  privacy  rights  asunder.  While  Jack 
Kerouac  would  have  a  fine  time  joyriding  from 
site  to  site  on  the  Worid  Wide  Web,  I  believe 
that  many,  many  citizens  of  the  Net  would  be 
particulariy  troubled  to  find  that  their  personal 
dati^— their  usage  of  the  Workj  WkJe  Web 
itseit— can  be  and  is  being  tracked.  At  risk  is 
consumer  confidence  in  the  medium.  When 
consumer  confidence  plummets  so  will  eco- 
nomic activity  on  the  Intemet. 
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My  legislation  will  establish  "Knowledge, 
Notice,  and  No"  as  the  goal  and  will  require 
Government  action  where  the  technology  or 
the  industry  fall  to  adequately  protect  consum- 
ers and  kids. 


CONGRESSIONAL  BLACK  CAUCUS 
HOLDS  HEARINGS  ON  CHURCH 
BURNINGS 


HON.  WmiAM  (BILL)  CLAY 

OF  MISSOURI 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  20, 1996 

Mr.  CLAY.  Mr.  Speaker.  Today  the  Con- 
gressional Black  Caucus  [CBC]  held  hearings 
on  the  rash  of  church  bumings  occuring 
across  the  Nation.  The  list  of  panelists  in- 
cluded government  officials,  civil  rights  lead- 
ers, religious  leaders,  the  Fraternal  Order  of 
Polk»,  and  the  Anti-Defamation  League.  Each 
made  a  significant  contribution  to  the  dialog  on 
inaeasing  the  Federal  response  to  the  church 
bumings.  However,  one  of  the  most  poignant 
and  thought-provoking  statements  was  sut}mlt- 
ted  by  the  youngest  memt>er  of  the  Caucus, 
Hon.  Jesse  L.  Jackson,  Jr. 

I  commend  Congressman  Jackson's  re- 
marics  to  my  colleagues  with  hopes  that  his 
words  will  be  as  enlightening  to  Members  as 
they  were  to  those  in  attendance  at  today's 
hearing. 

Statement  by  Congressman  Jesse  l. 
Jackso.n.  Jr. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  commend  you  for 
callingr  these  hearings.  They  are  necessary. 
They  are  Important.  They  are  Informative 
and  help  to  educate  and  arouse  the  American 
people  and  elected  ofQcials  to  corrective  ac- 
tion. 

I  want  to  commend  the  Justice  Depart- 
ment, and  especially  Deval  Patrick,  the  As- 
sistant Attorney  General  for  Civil  Rights, 
for  his  tireless  and  ceaseless  efforts  at  inves- 
tigating these  crimes  against  God  and  hu- 
manity. 

The  Congress  deserves  some  credit  for 
passing  a  stronger  law  on  Tuesday  that  gives 
the  Department  of  Justice  greater  leverage 
in  prosecuting  those  who  engage  in  the  dese- 
cration or  destruction  of  property  Ijelonging 
to  religious  institutions. 

I  want  to  thank  President  Bill  Clinton  for 
his  forthright  leadership  in  going  to  South 
Carolina  and  seeing  first  hand  the  crisis  and 
meeting  with  the  victims  whose  church  has 
l>een  destroyed.  That  is  a  necessary  and  ef- 
fective use  of  the  bully  pulpit  of  the  presi- 
dency. 

What  has  happened?  Over  63  African  Amer- 
ican churches  have  been  burned  over  the  past 
five  years.  Other  churches,  with  African 
American  members,  have  been  burned.  There 
has  been  a  pattern.  The  firebombed  churches 
have  almost  all  l>een  very  small  rural 
churches  located  in  isolated  areas. 

Why  is  this  happening?  Is  it  a  legal  con- 
spiracy? The  jury  is  still  out— and  the  inves- 
tigation is  still  on— with  regard  to  a  legal 
conspiracy. 

Is  it  a  cultural  conspiracy?  And  what  is 
meant  when  someone  says  that?  Let  n^e  try 
to  explain.  I  am  from  Chicago  and  a  big  Chi- 
cago Bulls  fan.  When  Michael  Jordan  shoots 
a  3-point  shot.  Chicago  fans  Jump  in  excite- 
ment l>ecause  Michael  Jordan  Just  miade  a 
basket.  But  gness  what?  Michael  Jordan  fans 
in  Los  Angeles.  Dallas.  Miami  and  all  around 
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the  country  Jump  up  too— a  kind  of  cultural 
conspiracy,  if  you  will — because,  in  basket- 
ball terms.  Michael  Jordan  represents  the 
common  denominator  through  which  all  of 
his  fans  relate. 

What's  the  parallel  to  church  bumings? 
When  we  talk  about  cultural  conspiracies 
with  respect  to  church  bumings.  we  are  talk- 
ing about  some  politicians,  some  radio  and 
television  talk-show  hosts,  and  other  hate 
mongers  around  the  country  fanning  the 
flames  of  economic  Insecurity  and  race  ha- 
tred, fanning  the  fears  of  racial  animosity 
with  anti-affirmative  action,  anti-majority- 
minority,  anti -immigration  propaganda  from 
the  very  top  of  our  nation,  creating  a  kind  of 
racial  cultural  conspiracy. 

In  1964.  in  reaction  to  Brown  v.  Board  of 
Education  decision  in  1954  and  the  resulting 
civil  rights  movement,  Barry  Goldwater.  a 
Republican,  ran  his  presidential  campaign 
talking  about  States"  rights.  It  was  a  way  of 
saying  that  States  had  a  way  around  the 
equal  protection  clause  of  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States. 

In  1968.  in  response  to  the  1967  and  1968 
riots  and  the  anti-Vietnam  mass  protests. 
Richard  Nixon,  a  Republican,  ran  his  cam- 
paign on  a  law  and  order  theme. 

In  1972.  George  Wallace,  a  Democrat,  ran 
his  campaign  in  reaction  to  attempts  to  de- 
segregate the  schools,  on  an  anti-busing 
platform. 

In  1976.  even  Jimmy  Carter,  also  a  Demo- 
crat, gave  a  speech  in  Indiana  talking  about 
ethnic  purity. 

In  1980  and  1984.  Ronald  Reagan  talked 
about  welfare  queens;  and  in  1988  it  was 
George  Bush  who  used  Willie  Morton. 

Even  our  current  President,  in  1992.  used 
Sister  Souljah  in  his  bid  to  become  the 
President  of  the  United  States. 

This  year  we  heard  Pat  Buchanan,  a  presi- 
dential candidate,  equate  "We  Shall  Over- 
come" with  whistling  "Dixie."  He  said  those 
who  sing  "We  Shall  Overcome"  and  those 
who  whistle  "Dixie"  are  both  involved  in 
freedom  movements. 

Well,  if  whistling  "Dixie."  protecting  the 
Confederacy,  and  "We  Shall  Overcome." 
fighting  for  equal  protection  under  the  law. 
can  t>e  equated,  it  suggests  that  either  we 
are  all  missing  the  boat  or  that  something  is 
taking  place  within  our  nation  that  has  not 
been  healed  (even)  since  the  Civil  War. 

The  Republicans  took  control  of  Congress 
in  1994.  and.  Tom  Wicker  reports  in  his  new 
book.  Tragic  Failure,  "on  January  23.  1995 
...  in  the  ornate  hearing  room  of  the  House 
Rules  Committee,  the  victorious  Repub- 
licans removed  a  portrait  of  former  Rep- 
resentative Claude  Pepper  of  Florida,  a  re- 
nowned white  liberal  Democrat.  That  was 
understandable,  but  the  new  Republican 
committee  chairman.  Gerald  Solomon  of 
New  York,  had  order  the  Pepper  portrait  re- 
placed by  that  of  another  Democrat,  the  late 
Howard  Smith  of  Virginia.,  a  last-ditch  seg- 
regrationist  and  in  his  many  years  as  Rules 
Committee  chairman  one  of  the  most  power- 
ful opponents  of  the  civil  rights  legislation 
of  the  sixties." 

All  of  the  above  were  seeding  the  clouds  of 
racism;  all  were  using  race  to  manipulate 
voters;  all  were  engaged  in  a  cultural  con- 
spiracy to  exploit  the  racial  fears  and  insecu- 
rities of  the  American  people.  Such  words 
and  actions  help  to  set  a  national  climate 
that  appeals,  not  to  the  best  in  us,  but  to  the 
worst  in  us.  And  that  climate  rubs  the 
sticks,  strikes  the  spark,  and  fans  the  winds, 
that  eventually  bring  us  the  burning  down  of 
Black  churches. 

Even  this  year,  expect  affirmative  action 
to  be  the  centerpiece  of  another  political 
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strategj-  to  manipulate  the  American  people 
onto  a  so-called  race  issue — which  really 
isn't  a  race  issue,  since  white  women  have 
been  the  biggest  beneficiaries  of  affirmative 
action.  But  It  will  divert  attention  away 
from  issues  of  substance.  We  need  jobs  and  a 
full  employment  economy.  We  need  a  single- 
payer  national  health  care  system.  We  need 
affordable  housing  for  all  of  our  people.  We 
need  an  educational  system  that  prepares 
our  young  people  to  work  in  the  21st  cen- 
tury. We  need  our  national  infrastructure  re- 
built— our  roads,  sewers,  bridges,  airports, 
seaports  and  rails.  We  need  our  cities  rebuilt. 
We  need  family  farmers  restored  to  their 
land.  We  need  our  environment  cleaned  up. 

That  is  what  we  need,  but  what  we  will 
likely  get  is  diversion— afOnnative  action. 
California  Civil  Rights  Initiative,  propo- 
sition 187-type  Issues  scapegoatlng  immi- 
grants and  more. 

That  is  why  this  hearing  is  so  important. 
This  hearing  helps  to  clarify  what  is  really 
going  on.  It  helps  to  identify  what  politi- 
cians are  really  doing.  It  helps  to  educate 
the  American  people  so  they  can  insulate 
themselves  from  such  diversion  and.  hope- 
fully, demand  more  of  those  running  for  pul>- 
lic  office  in  1996. 

So  I  want  to  thank  you  again.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, for  your  insight  and  wisdom  in  calling 
for  this  hearing.  And  thank  you  for  inviting 
me  to  participate. 


TRIBUTE  TO  JUAN  C.  TENORIO 


HON.  ROBERT  A.  UNDERWOOD 

of  clam 

in  the  house  of  representatives 

Thursday,  June  20, 1996 

Mr.  UNDERWOOD.  Mr.  Speaker,  back 
home  in  Guam  this  month,  the  architectural/ 
engineering  firm  of  Juan  C.  Tenono  Associ- 
ates, Inc.,  is  celebrating  its  25th  anniversary. 
It  is  a  signifKant  milestone  for  a  company 
president.  Mr.  Juan  C.  Tenorio,  a  feUow 
Chamorro  who  believed  in  himself  and  worked 
hard  to  achieve  success.  His  is  a  dassk; 
American  success  story,  and  I  am  proud  to  re- 
late it  here  for  the  RECORD. 

From  his  simple  beginnings  on  the  island  of 
Saipan,  Mr.  Tenorio  moved  to  Guam  at  the 
age  of  14.  At  age  20,  he  enrolled  at  Marquette 
University  in  Milwaukee,  Wl,  to  study  avil  erv 
gineering.  While  there,  he  also  signed  up  for 
ROTC.  Juan  Tenono  graduated  in  June  1962. 
After  a  brief  stint  with  the  Los  Angeles  road 
department,  Mr.  Terrario  joined  the  U.S.  Army. 
He  spent  30  years  with  the  Army  Corps  of  En- 
gineers, active  and  reserve,  and  retired  as  a 
full  colonel.  After  earning  his  engineering  li- 
cense in  California.  Mr.  Tenork)  returned  to 
Guam.  Even  before  his  arrival,  word  fiad 
spread  in  Guam  that  a  native  son  was  coming 
home  as  a  licensed  civil  engineer.  Almost  im- 
mediately, Mr.  TerKxio  was  urged  to  take  on 
the  directorship  of  GovGuam's  Department  of 
Public  Works.  After  serving  as  director  for  2 
years,  Mr.  Tenorio  struck  out  on  his  own.  The 
rest,  as  they  say,  is  history. 

In  1971,  the  fim  of  Juan  C.  Tenorio  began 
as  a  three-man  operation  in  a  shared  office 
space.  Its  first  year  revenue  was  only  S30,000. 
Today,  Juan  C.  Tenorio  and  Associates  em- 
ploys more  than  50  people  and  grosses  sev- 
eral millions  annually.  Its  design  projects  irv 
dude    major   infrastructure   improvements   in 
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Guam  and  Saipan,  hotels,  shopping  centers, 
marinas,  go(f  courses,  resort  complexes,  and 
Guam's  new  Southem  Hjgh  School.  As  noted 
by  Juan  C.  Tenorio's  chief  designer,  Francisco 
Z.  Diamzon,  "When  you  combine  the  experi- 
ence and  expertise  of  the  staff,  you'll  find  that 
there  is  over  120  years  of  experience  in  this 
company.  I  am  happy  and  proud  to  say  I  am 
part  of  that  team."  As  company  president  and 
team  leader,  Juan  remains  a  hands-on  practi- 
tioner of  the  er>gineering  profession. 

Juan  C.  Tenorio  was  the  first  Chamon^o  li- 
censed civil  engineer  to  venture  into  business. 
His  success  paves  the  way  for  other  up-and- 
coming  young  professionals.  His  determination 
and  commitment,  his  professionalism  and  per- 
sonal integrity,  have  earned  him  the  admira- 
tion and  respect  of  the  peopte  of  Guam  and 
the  Northern  Marianas.  I  gladly  join  them  in 
extending  hearty  congratulations  and  best 
wishes  for  many  more  years  of  success  to 
Juan  and  his  family,  his  wife  Charlene  and 
daughters  Christina,  Lisa,  and  Tico,  and  to  the 
staff  and  management  of  Juan  C.  Tenorio  & 
Associates,  Inc.  May  your  next  25  years  bring 
continued  growth  and  prosperity. 


STOP  THE  FIRES 


HON.  CHARLES  B.  RANGEL 

OF  NEW-  YORK 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20. 1996 

Mr.  RANGEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  express 
my  outrage  and  that  of  good  Americans 
across  this  great  country  at  the  wave  of  sus- 
picious fires  that  have  swept  at  least  30 
churches  in  the  South  in  recent  months. 
Churches  and  synagogues  are  the  comer- 
stones  of  our  communities,  providing  the 
moral  arxJ  spiritual  cultivation  that  our  society 
so  desperateiy  needs.  I  ask  all  my  colleagues 
in  the  House  to  voice  their  condemnation  of 
these  depkxaMe  acts.  Vandalizing  places  of 
worship  is  not  a  partisan  issue. 

I  also  call  on  all  the  moral  leaders  of  our 
Nation  and  those  of  every  religious  back- 
ground to  stand  against  these  acts  of  terror. 
Every  synagogue,  mosque  and  church  is  vul- 
nerable to  the  same  acts  of  tenrorism  commit- 
ted against  our  black  churches  and  it  is  crucial 
that  leaders  of  every  religious  denomination 
speak  out  against  the  vandalism  of  our  Na- 
tkxi's  houses  of  worship. 

It  is  a  shame  that  the  history  of  violence  and 
intimkjatxxi  toward  black  people  in  this  country 
is  repeating  itself.  Will  we  allow  hate  groups 
such  as  the  Ku  Klux  Klan,  the  Aryan  Nation, 
skinheads,  and  other  white  supremacist  orga- 
nizatkMis  to  rise  again?  Will  we  allow  the  his- 
toric achievements  of  our  courageous  freedom 
fighters  who  sought  to  create  a  nation  of  fair- 
ness £ind  racial  harmony  to  be  further  de- 
famed? 

In  our  society,  arson  of  a  church  attended 
predominately  by  African-Americans  carries  a 
unique  and  menacing  threat  to  indivkluals  in 
our  Natx>n  who  remain  physically  vulnerable  to 
acts  of  violence  and  intimkjation  because  of 
their  race.  Such  threats  are  intolerable  and  in- 
dividuals responsible  for  such  acts  must  be 
aggressively  pursued  and  apprehended. 

As  churches  bum  from  flames  of  hate  and 
intolerance,  there  are  those  in  our  society  who 
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would  dismantle  civil  rights  legislation  and  af- 
firmative action  that  have  provided  assistance 
to  groups  in  our  Nation  who  have  been  dis- 
criminated against  due  to  their  race,  sex,  or 
religious  beliefs. 

We  as  a  Nation  must  not  allow  the  practice 
of  scapegoating  others  because  they  are  of  a 
different  race  or  nationality  or  poor  to  cor)- 
tinue.  Our  Nation  was  built  on  diversity  and  we 
must  refute  any  beliefs  that  condone  or  sup- 
port an  atmosphere  of  blame  and  intolerance 
against  those  in  our  society  who  are  defense- 
less, particularly  our  sick,  poor,  and  aged.  Just 
as  the  churches,  synagogues,  and  mosques 
shelter  our  weak  and  defenseless,  we  as 
Americans  have  an  obligation  to  protect  those 
houses  of  worship  from  vicious  attacks. 

I  commend  President  Clinton  and  Attorney 
General  Janet  Reno  on  their  quick  responses 
to  investigate  these  criminal  acts  of  terrorism 
and  I  hope  those  who  make  such  treats  will  be 
prosecuted  and  will  serve  sentences  commen- 
surate with  the  cowardly  and  despicable  na- 
ture of  their  actions. 


RECOGNITION  OF  FOUR 
OUTSTANDING  BUSINESS  LEADERS 


HON.  JAMES  M.  TALENT 

OF  MISSOURI 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20, 1996 

Mr.  TALENT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  today  to 
recognize  four  individuals  from  Missouri's  Sec- 
ond Congressional  District  who  are  being  hon- 
ored by  the  St.  Charies  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce and  by  the  city  of  St.  Charies,  MO,  for 
excellence  in  their  businesses  and  community- 
oriented  projects. 

Mr.  Bob  J.  Kiri<wood,  proprietor  of  Lewis  & 
Clark's  Restaurant  and  the  Trailhead  Brewing 
Co.,  has  been  named  the  1996  Small  Busi- 
ness Person  of  the  Year  by  the  St.  Charies 
Chamber  of  Commerce.  Through  his  hard 
wori(  and  leadership,  Lewis  &  Clari<'s  has 
grown  into  one  of  the  most  successful  res- 
taurants in  the  St.  Louis  area.  In  1995  he 
opened  the  Trailhead  Brewing  Co.,  which  is 
also  experiencing  phenomenal  growth  in  its 
first  year.  Mr.  Kiri<wood  has  also  been  a  lead- 
ing advocate  for  other  restauranteurs  and 
small  business  owners  through  his  work  with 
the  National  Restaurant  Association. 

Mr.  Manuel  E.  Joaquim  of  Findett  Corp.  has 
been  recognized  as  the  1996  Emptoyer  of  the 
Year  in  Manufacturing.  Findett  Corp.  is  a  cus- 
tom manufacturer  of  specialty  chemicals  for 
major  corporatk>ns  across  North  America. 
Under  Mr.  Joaquim's  leadership,  Findett's 
sales  have  increased  rapidly  over  ir<e  past  5 
years.  His  empbyees  also  participate  in  nu- 
merous civic  and  community  projects  around 
the  St.  Charies  area. 

Mr.  Jim  Trenary  of  Jim  Trenary  Chevrolet 
has  been  recognized  as  the  1996  Employer  of 
the  Year  in  Retailing.  Trenary  Chevrolet,  whrch 
opened  in  October  of  1993  with  12  employ- 
ees, currently  has  43  employees  vnth  plans  to 
expand  and  improve  its  facilities.  Mr.  Trenary 
has  been  in  the  automobile  business  29  years, 
and  he  has  served  on  numerous  civic  and 
business  organizations  in  the  St.  Charies  area. 

Mr.  Ray  Prokett  of  Pickett,  Ray,  &  Silver, 
Inc.  has  been  named  the  1996  Employer  of 
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the  Year  in  Service.  Mr.  Prckett's  company 
specializes  in  civil  engineering,  land  planning, 
surveying,  and  construction  management  for 
numerous  types  of  developments.  Pickett, 
Ray.  &  Silver  has  experienced  rapid  growth, 
while  providing  highest  quality  of  products  and 
services  to  its  customers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  gentleman  and  their 
companies  are  to  be  commended  for  their 
dedication  to  their  customers,  communities, 
and  their  country,  I  ask  that  you  join  me  in 
congratulating  them  on  these  fine  achieve- 
ments. 


RECOGNIZING  SAME  SEX  MAR- 
RIAGE IS  IN  THE  INTEREST  OF 
THE  MAJORITY 


HON.  BARNEY  FRANK 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20, 1996 

Mr.  FRANK  of  Massachusetts.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  recently  received  a  letter  from  a  former  con- 
gressional staffer  who  passed  along  to  me  a 
column  she  had  found  in  the  Cleveland  Plain 
Dealer  on  the  subject  of  the  pending  same 
sex  marriage  bill.  I  think  the  article  is  an  elo- 
quent and  forceful  explanation  of  a  point  of 
view  which  very  much  ought  to  be  understood 
by  the  Members  before  they  vote  on  this  legis- 
lation, and  I  ask  that  it  be  reprinted  here. 

[Prom  the  Cleveland  Plain  Dealer,  June  9, 

1996] 

Same-Sex  Marriages  Deserve  Recognition; 

Partners  Need  the  Chance  to  Live  dj 

Peace 

In  a  nation  wracked  by  child  abuse,  domes- 
tic violence  and  divorce.  It's  hard  to  believe 
that  politicians  would  spend  their  energy 
condemning  i>eople  for  loving  each  other. 
But  that's  exactly  the  effect  of  the  so-called 
Defense  of  Marriage  Act.  which  would  rte- 
vent  the  U.S.  government  from  recogni_.ig 
same-sex  marriages,  even  if  those  marriages 
are  legal  In  Individual  states. 

The  act's  congressional  sponsors  describe 
It  as  "protection"  for  the  American  family. 
However,  as  a  married  man,  I  am  unable  to 
discern  the  threat.  On  the  contrary,  I  have 
come  to  believe  that  legalizing  gay  unions 
would  actually  strengthen  the  institution  of 
marriaige. 

1  did  not  always  hold  this  conviction.  As  a 
teenager.  I  was  l)ombarded  with  the  same 
messages  about  homosexuals  as  most  Ameri- 
cans. And  I  absorbed  those  messages:  Gays 
were  strange,  perverted,  lacking  in  morals. 
Besides,  in  my  obsession  with  my  own  bur- 
geoning beterosezuality.  It  seemed 
unfathomable  that  any  male  would  not  be 
sexually  interested  in  females. 

In  the  ensuing  years,  my  opinions  began  to 
shift  as  I  learned  about  the  origins  of  sexual 
orientation.  But  I  didn't  change  much  until 
about  age  25.  That's  when  I  met  Bob  and 
Scott. 

Bob  was  a  co-worker  of  Kelly,  my 
girlfriend  whom  I  would  later  marry.  One 
day.  Bob  asked  Kelly  if  we  would  like  to  Join 
them  for  dinner.  Kelly  accepted  readily,  but 
my  discomfort  was  palpable.  On  the  way 
there.  I  asked  Kelly  what  I  should  do  if  ei- 
ther of  these  men  tried  to  hug  me. 

My  uneasiness  lasted  throughout  the 
evening.  And  even  today,  more  than  a  decade 
later.  It  still  creeps  up  on  me  at  times.  But 
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as  I  got  to  know  Bob  and  Scott,  and  other 
gay  people  since  then.  I  reached  this  conclu- 
sion about  homosexual  relationships:  They 
are  not  much  different  from  heterosexual 
ones. 

At  their  essence  is  the  same  kind  of  spark 
that  exists  between  straight  couples.  They 
go  through  the  same  excitements  and  dis- 
appointments. And.  like  their  straight  coun- 
terparts, gay  relationships  are  far  more 
about  respect,  trust  and  commitment  than 
they  are  about  sex. 

The  most  significant  difference  between 
gay  and  straight  relationships.  I  discovered, 
was  the  atmosphere  in  which  they  exist.  The 
love  between  straight  people  is  celebrated 
and  affirmed:  gay  love  is  attacked  and  con- 
demned. 

Legalizing  homosexual  marriages  would  di- 
minish these  attacks.  It  would  take  the  wind 
from  the  sails  of  the  true  sexual  bigots,  en- 
couraging an  evolution  in  attitude  similar  to 
the  one  we  have  experienced  with  interracial 
and  inter-rellgious  unions.  Gay  people,  at 
least  to  some  extent,  would  be  freed  from 
their  embattled  status. 

But  the  benefits  of  gay  marriage,  I  believe, 
would  extend  beyond  the  gay  community. 

The  rest  of  us  would  benefit  l)ecause  legiti- 
mizing gay  marriage  would  bolster  the  insti- 
tution of  marriage.  How?  By  reminding  all  of 
us  that  at  its  core,  marriage  is  not  so  much 
about  gender,  or  sex,  or  politics,  but  about 
caring,  maturing,  committed  love. 


FOOD  STAMPS  AND  THE  ELEC- 
TRONIC BENEFIT  TRANSFER 
SYSTEM 


HON.  PAT  ROBERTS 

OF  KANSAS 
IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20. 1996 
Mr.  ROBERTS.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  am  in- 
troducing legislation  concerning  the  Food 
Stamp  Program  and  the  electronic  benefit 
transfer  [EBT]  system,  on  behalf  of  myself  and 
Biu  Emerson,  the  chairman  of  the  Depart- 
ment Operations,  Nutrition,  and  Foreign  Agri- 
culture Subcommittee,  who  is  an  expert  in  the 
food  stamp  and  EBT  programs.  We  are  intro- 
ducing this  bill,  along  with  other  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  because  we  be- 
lieve that  EBT  systems,  in  which  food  stamp 
benefits  are  provided  through  a  debit  card  sys- 
tem instead  of  coupons,  are  the  preferred 
choice  of  delivering  food  benefits.  The  inspec- 
tor general  of  USDA,  in  his  testimony  of  Feb- 
aiary  1,  1995,  before  the  committee,  made  it 
dear  that  EBT  systems,  while  not  eliminating 
trafficking  in  food  stamps,  were  superior  to 
coupons  and  a  tool  that  can  be  used  in  track- 
ing down  persons  abusing  the  Food  Stamp 
Program. 

It  is  vital  that  States  be  allowed  to  proceed 
with  implementation  of  EBT  systems  for  the 
Food  Stamp  Program.  An  element  that  is 
standing  in  the  way  of  implementation  of  EBT 
is  a  Federal  Reserve  Board  rule  known  as 
regulation  E.  This  rule,  among  other  provi- 
sions, would  create  a  new  entitlement  to  the 
replacement  of  food  stamps  for  persons  re- 
ceiving their  benefits  under  an  EBT  system. 
The  bill  we  are  introducing  provides  that  regu- 
latton  E  will  not  apply  to  the  Food  Stamp  Pro- 
gram. 

The  National  Governors'  Association  sup- 
ports exemption  of  State  and  kxal  EBT  pro- 
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grams  from  the  regulation  E  provisk>ns  and 
have  stated  their  opposition  to  unfunded  man- 
dates that  are  created  by  the  liability  provi- 
sions of  regulation  E.  The  National  Govemors' 
Association  also  stated  that  without  this  ex- 
emption, States  will  not  be  able  to  move  for- 
ward with  EBT. 

For  more  than  10  years  the  U.S.  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  [USDA],  at  the  direction  of 
Congress,  has  been  investigating  the  feasibil- 
ity, cost-effectiveness,  and  general  impact  of 
using  an  electronic  benefit  transfer  [EBT]  sys- 
tem to  issue  food  stamp  tjenefits.  Paper  cou- 
pons are  replaced  and  recipients  use  a  debit- 
like card  at  the  grocery  store  checkout.  Coun- 
ties in  several  States,  including  Pennsylvania. 
Minnesota.  New  Mexk»,  and  New  Jersey 
have  implemented  EBT  and  Maryland.  Texas, 
Utah,  and  South  Carolina  have  EBT  systems 
statewide. 

USDA  has  found  that  EBT  administrative 
costs  are  lower  than  coupon  issuance  costs; 
that  food  stamp  benefit  loss  and  trafficking  are 
reduced;  grocery  store  costs  are  reduced; 
food  stamp  partrcipants  prefer  EBT;  and  finan- 
cial institutions  also  prefer  EBT  and  their  costs 
are  reduced. 

Law  enforcement  officials  have  spoken  in 
favor  of  EBT  because  it  provides  an  electronk: 
trail  of  abuses  in  the  program.  While  trafficking 
is  not  eliminated  under  an  EBT  system,  inci- 
dental street  traffk:king  is  reduced  consider- 
ably. 

States  want  to  move  ahead  with  EBT.  Reg- 
ulation E  rules  stand  in  their  way.  Until  re- 
cently, USDA  viewed  regulation  E  as  inappro- 
priate for  the  Food  Stamp  Program.  USDA,  in 
May  1993,  stated  its  oppositk>n  to  the  applica- 
bility of  regulation  E  to  its  programs  because 
those  programs  do  not  fall  under  the  jurisdk:- 
tion  of  that  regulation;  legislation  and  regula- 
tk>ns  for  the  USDA  programs  already  have 
provisions  for  benefit  recipient  rights  and  pro- 
tection; and  regulation  E  may  reduce  benefit 
recipient's  services. 

However,  in  June  1995.  the  Federal  Elec- 
tronic Benefits  Transfer  Task  Force,  rep- 
resented by  offkaals  from  the  Office  of  Man- 
agement and  Budget,  the  USDA.  and  the  De- 
partment of  Health  and  Human  Services,  stat- 
ed its  opposition  to  removing  regulation  E  ap- 
plicability for  the  food  stamp  and  other  assist- 
ance programs.  This  is  very  unfortunate  and 
this  position  is  contrary  to  the  positions  of  the 
National  Governors'  Association,  the  National 
Conference  of  State  Legislators,  the  NatKjnal 
Association  of  Counties,  and  the  American 
Public  Welfare  Associatk>n. 

According  to  a  1993  Department  of  the 
Treasury  study,  applk:ation  of  regulation  E  for 
State  EBT  systems  wouW  cost  States  over 
S800  millk)n  per  year  for  Akj  to  Families  with 
Dependent  Children  [AFDC],  food  stamp  and 
general  assistance  programs.  This  represents 
an  unfunded  mandate  to  the  States  and  many 
States  have  said  they  could  cease  EBT  pro- 
gram planning  and  operations  if  regulation  E  is 
applied  to  them. 

For  these  reasons  we  are  introducing  this 
bill  today  and  urge  our  colleagues  to  support 
it. 

H.R. — 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 
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SECTION  1.  SBOBT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Encourage- 
ment of  Electronic  Benefit  Transfer  Systems 
Act". 

SEC.  2.  AMENDMENT. 

Section  7(i)  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977 
(7  U.S.C.  2016(1))  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following: 

"(7)  Encourage  electronic  benefit  trans- 
fer SYSTEMS.— 

"(A)  Lv  GENERAL.— The  disclosures,  protec- 
tions, responsibilities,  and  remedies  estab- 
lished under  section  904  of  the  Electronic 
Fund  Transfer  Act  (15  U.S.C.  1683b).  and  any 
regulation  or  order  issued  by  the  Board  of 
Govemors  of  the  Federal  Reserve  System  In 
accordance  with  such  Act.  shall  not  apply  to 
benefits  under  this  Act  delivered  through 
any  electronic  benefit  transfer  system. 

••(B)  Replacement  of  benefits.— Any  reg- 
ulation Issued  by  the  Secretary  regarding 
the  replacement  of  benefits  under  this  Act. 
and  liability  for  replacement  of  benefits 
under  this  Act.  and  liability  for  replacement 
of  benefits  under  this  Act.  under  an  elec- 
tronic benefit  transfer  system  shall  be  simi- 
lar to  the  regulations  in  effect  for  a  paper 
food  stamp  issuance  system. 

"(C)  Definition  of  electronic  benefit 
TRANSFER  SYSTEM.— As  used  in  this  para- 
graph, the  term  •electronic  benefit  transfer 
system'  means  a  system  under  which  a  gov- 
ernmental entity  distributes  benefits  deter- 
mined under  this  Act.  or  other  benefits  or 
payments,  by  establishing  accounts  to  be 
accessed  electronically  by  recipients  of  the 
benefits.  Including  through  the  use  of  an 
automated  teller  machine,  a  point-of-sale 
terminal,  or  an  intelligent  benefit  card.". 


THANK  YOU.  WILLIAM  C.  AYRE 


HON.  JAMES  A.  BAROA 

OF  BflCHIGAN 

DJ  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20, 1996 

Mr.  BARCIA.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  heart  of  our 
democratic  system  of  Government  is  k>cal 
government.  People  concerned  about  the  cur- 
rent situation  and  future  of  their  communities 
depend  upon  local  government  to  meet  their 
most  immediate  needs.  And  the  success  of 
kx:al  government  depends  upon  dedicated  in- 
divkjuals  who  are  willing  to  deal  directly  with 
both  the  people  and  the  issues  on  a  daily 
basis. 

For  the  past  18  years.  Genesee  Township, 
within  my  congressional  district,  has  had  the 
good  fortune  to  be  ably  represented  by  Wil- 
liam C.  Ayre,  as  the  Township's  Supervisor. 
He  is  retiring  after  18  years  of  commitment  to 
making  Genesee  Township  a  constantly  better 
place,  and  he  is  being  recognized  fc>r  his  serv- 
rce  tomorrow  evening. 

William  Ayre  is  one  of  those  individuals  who 
works  at  causes  in  which  he  believes.  In  addt- 
tk)n  to  having  been  Township  Supervisor  for 
the  past  18  years,  he  has  also  served  on  sev- 
eral Genesee  County  committees.  tr>e  Mass 
Transit  Authority,  the  Genesee  County  Eco- 
nomic Gnrnvth  Alliance,  the  Flint  Area  NarooK- 
ics  Group,  as  well  as  several  positkxis  within 
the  Michigan  Townships  Assodatkm.  In  fact, 
he  served  as  the  president  of  the  Michigan 
Township  Association  in  1995,  as  virell  as  a 
member  of  ttie  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Na- 
tkKial  Assodatkjns  of  Towns  and  Townships. 
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His  commitment  is  no  surprise  to  anyone 
•Mho  knows  him,  as  best  evidenced  by  his  36 
year  marriage  to  his  wife,  Sandra.  His  two 
children  and  seven  grandchildren  who  have 
seen  his  commitment  to  his  community,  and 
kTKMv  of  his  dedication  to  this  nation  through 
his  service  in  the  Air  Force,  including  3  years 
in  Germany,  have  had  the  kind  of  guidance 
and  role  model  that  we  hope  for  for  all  chil- 
dren. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  William  Ayre  continues  his 
commitment  to  his  community  by  now  moving 
on  to  another  position  with  the  Genesee 
County  Road  Commission,  I  ask  that  you  and 
ail  of  our  colleagues  join  me  in  tftanking  him 
for  his  years  of  service,  and  wishing  him  the 
very  best  in  all  that  lies  ahead  for  him  and  his 
family. 


EXTENSIONS  OF  REMARKS 

RECOGNITION  OF  THE  HONORABLE 
FLOYD  FLAKE  AND  BISHOP  DON- 
ALD HILLIARD 


ALBANIA  TAKES  A  GIANT  STEP 
BACKWARD  IN  DEMOCRACY 


HON.  JOHN  EDWARD  PORHR 

OF  ILLINOIS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  20, 1996 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  May  26  the 
world  watched  as  Aibiania,  Europe's  poorest 
country,  which  for  decades  has  suffered  under 
a  fanatical  strain  of  communism,  held  its  first 
electnns  since  the  Democratic  Party  defeated 
the  former  Communist  Party.  But  what  we  saw 
did  not  even  remotely  resemble  the  makings 
of  democracy.  The  elections  were  riddled  with 
fraud,  coercon,  and  other  violations  before, 
during,  and  after  the  voting.  To  put  it  simply, 
these  elections  were  neither  free  nor  fair.  Ac- 
cording to  a  June  6  artrcie  in  the  Washington 
Post  these  elections  were  the  most  flawed 
etectnns  held  in  Eastern  Europe  since  1989. 

Mr.  Speaker,  when  compared  to  the  authori- 
tarian ways  of  its  brutal  past,  Alt^anians  have 
made  commendable  strides  in  twth  economic 
and  social  reform.  But  lingering  human  rights 
problems  and  the  inability  to  develop  certain 
democratic  institutions  raise  very  serious 
questrans  regarding  Albania's  future. 

These  recent  elections,  which  are  the  cul- 
minatkm  of  an  emerging  pattern  of  authoritar- 
ian tendencies,  should  stand  as  a  loud,  clear 
signal  to  the  worid  that  Albania  has  strayed 
from  the  course  of  denwcracy.  Albania's  fail- 
ure to  embrace  democracy  threatens  the  sta- 
bility of  the  entire  Balkan  region. 

As  a  champion  of  democracy  throughout  the 
worid,  the  U.S.  Government  must  not,  and 
cannot,  ignore  the  fact  that  this  election  was 
neither  free  nor  fair.  It  is  incumbent  upon  us 
to  speak  out  against  oppressk>n  and  subver- 
sion of  democratic  institutkxis  in  the  struggling 
countries  which  are  attempting  to  build  them. 
We  must  hokj  accountable  those  who  per- 
petrate electon  abuses,  or  democracy  will 
never  take  root  in  Albania. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join 
me  in  working  to  increase  security  in  the  Bal- 
kan regk>n  by  urging  the  Albanian  Government 
to  hold  elections  whk:h  are  free,  fair,  and  sub- 
ject to  international  monitoring.  The  Albanian 
people  deserve  the  opportunity  to  exercise 
their  new  democratic  ideals,  and  they  deserve 
our  full  support. 


HON.  ROBERT  G.  TORRICELU 

OF  NEW  JERSEY 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday.  June  20. 1996 

Mr.  TORRICELLI.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Satur- 
day. June  22,  1996,  the  Cathedral  Second 
Baptist  Church  in  Perth  Amboy,  ^4J  will  have 
a  ribbon  cutting  ceremony  for  the  Donald  Hill- 
iard,  Jr.  community  affairs  complex.  The  build- 
ing will  be  rfamed  in  honor  of  Bishop  Donald 
Hilliard,  the  pastor  of  the  Cathedral  Second 
Baptist  Church. 

My  friend  and  colleague,  Congressman 
Floyd  Flake,  will  be  the  featured  guest  speak- 
er of  Saturday's  grand  event.  Reverend  Flake 
not  only  represents  the  sixth  congressional 
district  in  the  State  of  New  York  but  also  is  the 
distinguished  pastor  of  Allen  AME  Church,  Ja- 
maica NY,  which  boasts  more  than  6,000 
memtjers. 

Rev.  Congressman  Floyd  Flake,  a  man  with 
a  vision  of  empowerment  for  the  African-Amer- 
ican people,  no  doubt  will  provide  an  inspiring 
message  on  Saturday.  As  pastor  of  Allen  AME 
Church,  a  post  he  assumed  in  1976,  he  has 
founded  the  Allen  Housing  Development  Fund 
Corp.,  Allen  Christian  School  and  Multipurpose 
Center,  Allen  Home  Care  Agency,  Allen  Hous- 
ing Corp.,  and  the  Allen  Neighborhood  Preser- 
vation and  Devetopment  Corp.  Furthermore, 
through  numerous  other  clerical,  civic,  and 
community  organizatk>ns.  Reverend  Congress- 
man Flake  has  sought  to  provide  spiritual  sus- 
tenance reaching  far  beyond  the  walls  of 
church.  He  also  shovi/s  his  tenacity  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  as  he  fights  for  ra- 
cial justice  and  equal  rights  for  all  Americans. 

Similar  to  his  colleague.  Bishop  Donald  Hill- 
iard, an  active  and  dynamic  leader,  has  also 
sought  to  improve  the  life  of  not  only  his  menrj- 
bers,  but  of  the  surrounding  area  of  Perth 
Amboy,  as  well.  Bishop  Hilliard,  who  currently 
serves  as  the  senior  pastor  of  the  Second 
Baptist  Church  of  Perth  Amboy  and  Bishop 
elect  of  the  covenant  fellowship  of  pastors, 
churches,  ministries,  and  the  cathedral  assem- 
blies, has  nurtured  and  watched  his  church 
grow  from  a  memt)ership  of  135  to  more  than 
4,000.  Furthermore,  he  has  witnessed  the 
church's  budget  increase  from  573,000  to 
33,000,000  annually.  Not  only  does  this  make 
his  church  one  of  the  fastest  growing  in  the 
State,  but  is  has  been  cited  as  a  model  church 
for  growth  by  American  Baptist  churches, 
U.S. A.,  as  well. 

Since  1983,  when  Rev.  Dr.  Donald  Hilliard 
was  called  to  pastor  the  Cathedral  Second 
Baptist  Church,  both  the  congregation  and 
church  have  experienced  tremendous  growth. 
The  successful  ourchase  and  renovation  of 
the  historic  Majestic  theater  in  downtown  Perth 
Amboy  has  provided  a  new  house  of  worship 
for  Bishop  Hilliard  and  his  members.  The  ca- 
thedral blends  tuni  of  the  century  elegance 
with  state-of-the-art  technology  to  provide  its 
worshipers  with  a  unique  combination  of  his- 
tory and  future  dreams.  The  church  also  pur- 
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chased  the  historic  ELKS  lodge,  directly 
across  the  street  from  the  cathedral,  which 
now  has  been  converted  into  the  Family  Life 
Enrichment  Center.  This  facility  is  complete 
with  an  elegant  banquet  hall  with  adjoining 
kitchen  facilities,  a  library,  a  learning  center, 
and  a  computer  lab.  Renovations  are  continu- 
ing on  the  third  and  fourth  fk)ors  which  will 
house  offices,  classrooms,  a  lecture  hall,  and 
a  liturgical  dance/cultural  arts  studio. 

Mr.  Speaker,  while  Bishop  Hilliard  came  to 
the  Cathedral  Second  Baptist  Church  with 
such  credentials  as  his  Bachelor  of  Arts  from 
Eastern  College  and  Master  of  Divinity  from 
Princeton  Theological  Seminary,  he  still  found 
time  to  complete  his  Doctorate  of  Ministry  from 
the  United  Theological  Seminary,  Samuel  D. 
Proctor  Fellow. 

This  dynamic  speaker  has  ha  the  honor  of 
speaking  at  various  churches,  conferences, 
and  conventions  across  the  United  States  and 
Nigeria,  West  Africa.  He  was  a  visiting  lecturer 
at  Boston  University,  an  adjunct  professor  at 
Princeton  Theological  and  New  Brunswick 
Theological  Seminaries  and  adjunct  faculty  at 
Essex  County  College. 

For  more  than  12  years.  Bishop  Hilliard  has 
served  as  a  member  of  the  National  Baptist 
Convention,  U.S.A.  The  national  conventions 
consist  of  more  than  30,000  churches  and  8 
million  Baptist  members  across  the  country. 
He  is  also  affiliated  with  the  American  Baptist 
churches,  U.S.A.,  the  Progressive  National 
Baptist  convention,  the  NAACP,  United  Negro 
College  Fund,  served  on  the  advisory  board 
for  the  Ronald  McDonald  children's  charity. 
Multicultural  advisory  board  at  Eastern  Col- 
lege, St.  David's,  PA,  National  Advisory  Board 
at  the  United  Theological  Seminary,  Dayton, 
OH,  Perth  Amboy  Chamber  of  Commerce, 
Mkldlesex  County  Youth  Servk:es  Commission 
Minority  Subcommittee  and  the  Perth  Amboy 
Special  Improvement  District  Committee. 
Moreover,  he  has  received  an  award  from 
Soul  Brothers  Inc.  Community  Award  for  out- 
standing efforts  in  uplifting  the  community,  the 
Ronald  L.  Rice  Award  for  outstanding  human 
services  from  the  NUAC  of  New  Jersey,  he 
was  Inducted  into  the  Martin  Luther  King  Jr. 
Humanitarian  Award  from  Drew  University, 
Madison,  NJ,  he  was  inducted  into  the  Martin 
Luther  King  Jr.  Board  of  Preachers  at 
Moorehouse  College,  named  executive  of  the 
year  by  Perth  Amboy  Chamber  of  Commerce. 
He  was  selected  as  the  distinguished  alumnus 
of  the  year,  1995,  by  Princeton  Theological 
Seminary  and  the  Evangelism  Award  by 
American  Baptist  Church,  U.S.A. 

This  exceptkxial  pioneer  was  licensed  Into 
the  Gospel  ministry  in  1976  and  ordained  in 
1978.  He  is  married  to  Minister  Phyllis  D. 
Thompson  Hilliard  and  the  father  of  three 
daughters,  Leah  Joy,  Charisma  Joy,  and  Des- 
tiny Joy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  an  honor  and  a  pleasure 
to  pay  tribute  to  the  Cathedral  Second  Baptist 
Church  In  Perth  Amboy,  NJ,  its  great  leader, 
Bishop  Donald  Hilliard  Jr.,  and  their  distin- 
guished guest,  and  my  illustrious  colleague, 
the  Rev.  Congressman  Ftoyd  H.  Flake. 
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The  Senate  met  at  9:30  a.m.,  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  [Mr.  Thurmond]. 


PRAYER 

The  Chaplain,  Dr.  Lloyd  John 
Ogllvie,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

The  eyes  of  the  Lord  run  to  and  fro 
throughout  the  whole  earth,  to  show  Him- 
self strong  on  behalf  of  those  whose  heart 
is  loyal  to  Him.—U  Chronicles  16:9. 

Almlirhty  God.  we  want  to  be  Your 
loyal  people  who  receive  Your 
strength.  You  know  what  is  ahead  of  us 
today  and  will  provide  us  with  exactly 
what  we  need  in  each  hour,  each  cir- 
cumstance. We  rejoice  in  the  knowl- 
edge that  You  will  neither  be  surprised 
by  what  happens  nor  incapable  of  sus- 
taining us  in  our  challenges.  You  will 
show  us  the  way  all  through  this  day. 
Therefore,  we  resist  the  temptation  to 
be  anxious  and  worry.  Instead  we  ac- 
cept Your  wisdom  for  our  decisions. 
Your  love  for  our  relationships.  Your 
hope  for  our  discouraging  times,  re- 
plenished energy  for  our  exhausted 
times,  and  renewed  vision  for  our  un- 
certain times.  We  dedicate  this  day  to 
You.  Protect  us  from  the  pride  that  re- 
fuses to  admit  our  need,  not  only  to 
walk  more  closely  with  You,  but  to  be 
open  to  Your  encouragement  through 
others.  May  we  all  live  this  day  as  a 
never  to  be  repeated  opportunity  to 
glorify  You  by  serving  our  Nation.  In 
our  Lord's  name.  Amen. 


RECOGNITION  OF  THE  ACTING 
MAJORITY  LEADER 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
able  acting  majority  leader  is  recog- 
nized, the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Georgia. 


SCHEDULE 


Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President, 
today,  the  Senate  will  be  in  session  for 
a  period  of  morning  business  only.  No 
roUcall  votes  will  occur  during  today's 
session.  When  the  Senate  completes  its 
business  today,  it  will  stand  in  recess 
until  Monday.  No  rollcall  votes  will 
occur  during  Monday's  session.  How- 
ever, the  Senate  will  be  debating  the 
campaign  finance  reform  bill.  A  cloture 
motion  was  filed  on  that  bill  yesterday 
and,  under  the  order,  that  rollcall  vote 
will  occur  at  2:15  on  Tuesday,  June  25. 

The  Senate  will  also  resume  the  de- 
fense authorization  bill  next  week. 
Therefore,  all  Senators  can  anticipate 
rollcall  votes  throughout  next  week. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  understanding 
that  the  period  from  9:30  until  11 
o'clock  is  dedicated  to  morning  busi- 


ness, which  I  will  control,  or  those  that 
I  would  designate. 


MORNING  BUSINESS 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  STE- 
VENS). Under  the  previous  order,  there 
will  now  be  a  period  for  the  transaction 
of  morning  business.  The  first  90  min- 
utes are  under  the  control  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
will  yield  5  minutes  to  my  colleague, 
the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Illinois  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 


OWNERSHIP  OF  RADIO  STATIONS 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  President,  back 
when  we  had  the  telecommunications 
bill  up,  I  had  an  amendment  that  would 
have  permitted  some  enlargement  of 
ownership  in  radio  stations,  but  kept  a 
cap  on.  The  bill  we  passed  took  the  cap 
off  completely.  In  this  mornings  news- 
papers, on  the  front  page  of  the  New 
York  Times  and  Washington  Post,  are 
stories  about  Westinghouse  buying  a 
huge  chunk  of  American  radio.  The 
business  section  of  the  New  York 
Times  says:  •  "Westinghouse  would  own 
32  percent  of  top  markets.  " 

That  is  not  a  healthy  thing.  I  would 
like  to  read  the  honor  roll.  I  say  to  my 
colleagues  on  the  other  side,  I  regret 
there  are  only  two  Republicans  listed 
here,  because  we  end  up  in  partisan 
mode  so  often  in  this  body,  and  I  am 
sure  this  is  one  of  those  cases  where 
others  might  have  voted  with  us  if  that 
had  not  happened.  But  those  who  voted 
for  limitation,  and  not  taking  the  cap 
away  are:  Senator  Daniel  Akaka;  Sen- 
ator Joe  Biden;  Senator  Jeff  Binga- 
man;  Senator  Barbara  Boxer;  Senator 
Bill  Bradley:  Senator  Dale  Bumpers; 
Senator  Robert  Byrd;  Senator  Kent 
Conrad;  Senator  Mike  DeWine:  Sen- 
ator Chris  Dodd;  Senator  Byron  Dor- 
gan;  Senator  Russ  Feingold;  Senator 
Dunne  Feinstein;  Senator  Tom  Har- 
KiN;  Senator  Jesse  Helms,  who  has 
some  background  in  this  business  of 
radio:  Senator  Bennett  Johnston:  Sen- 
ator Ted  Kennedy;  Senator  John 
Kerry;  Senator  Bob  Kerrey;  Senator 
Frank  Lautenberg;  Senator  Pat 
Leahy;  Senator  Carl  Levin:  Senator 
Joe  Lieberman;  Senator  Barbara  Mi- 
KULSKi:  Senator  Pat  Moynihan;  Sen- 
ator Patty  Murray:  Senator  Clai- 
borne Pell;  Senator  David  Pryor; 
Senator  Harry  Reid;  Senator  Chuck 
Robb;  Senator  Jay  Rockefeller;  Sen- 
ator Paul  Sarbanes,  and  Senator  Paul 
Wellstone.  Voting  "present"  was  Sen- 
ator Nancy  Kassebaum. 


That  was  a  great  mistake,  lifting 
that  cap  off  completely.  Now,  we  are  in 
a  situation  where  one  corporation,  or 
even  one  individual,  theoretically, 
could  control  radio  in  this  country.  I 
think  it  is  not  a  healthy  thing.  I  do  not 
know  what  happens,  but  I  hope  that  in 
the  next  session  of  Congress — and  I  rec- 
ognize it  will  not  happen  in  this  ses- 
sion— there  will  be  some  kind  of  a  cap 
put  on.  I  do  not  think  it  would  be  a 
healthy  thing  if  one  corporation,  for 
example,  in  Alaska,  or  Georgia,  or 
Washington,  or  Delaware,  or  Illinois, 
held  all  the  radio  stations.  I  think  this 
tendency  toward  concentration  of  own- 
ership is  not  a  good  thing  for  our  coun- 
try, and  I  simply  want  to  commend  my 
colleagues— particularly.  Senators 

Mike  DeWine  and  Jesse  Helms,  who 
went  away  from  the  party  lines  to  vote 
for  that  amendment.  I  commend  them, 
particularly. 

I  thank  my  colleague  from  Georgia 
for  yielding  the  time. 


HEALTH  CARE  REFORM 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  we 
are  now  in  the  61st  day  of  the  objection 
of  Senator  Kennedy  to  the  appoint- 
ment of  Senate  conferees  for  health 
care  reform — a  commonsense  health 
care  reform  issue.  It  raises  the  ques- 
tion, why  ought  not  everyday  citizens 
be  given  the  opportunity  to  share  in 
the  massive  benefits  that  this  health 
care  reform  proiwsfd  would  bring  to 
America?  Why  would  they  be  denied 
this?  What  does  the  bill  do,  and  why 
can  we  not  get  on  with  it  and  get  this 
job  done?  I  know  every  American 
across  the  country  is  asking  that  ques- 
tion. 

Under  this  legislation,  for  the  first 
time,  working  Americaais  will  be  able 
to  leave  their  jobs  without  having  to 
worry  about  losing  their  health  insur- 
ance due  to  a  preexisting  condition. 
The  question  to  Senator  Kennedy  Is: 
Why  not  get  on  with  this  and  just  do 
it?  We  have  been  talking  about  it  now 
for  years.  It  makes  health  care  cov- 
erage more  available  and  affordable  for 
small  businesses  and  the  self-employed. 
Why  not  just  get  this  done?  Let  us 
move  on  with  this. 

It  allows  tax  deductions  for  long- 
term  health  care  needs,  nursing  home 
coverage,  home  health  care  coverage, 
and  allows  ten^nally  ill  patients  and 
their  families  to  receive  tax-free  accel- 
erated death  benefits  from  their  insur- 
ance companies.  That  allows  a  family 
in  a  time  of  ehonhous  crisis  an  option 
to  help  deal  with  that  crisis.  Why  not 
just  do  it?  Let  us  get  this  done. 


9  This  "bullet"  symbol  identifies  statements  or  insertions  which  are  not  spoken  by  a  Member  of  the  Senate  on  the  floor. 
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We  have  been  badirering  around  here 
now  61  days  trying  to  get  conferees  ap- 
pointed so  that  we  can  move  on  with 
the  business  of  helping  the  American 
family  in  the  critical  health  insurance 
market. 

Here  is  the  point.  It  creates  a  medi- 
cal savings  account  program — the 
House  version  does,  the  Senate  did  not; 
there  are  many,  many  Senators  who 
want  to  agree  with  the  House— effec- 
tive next  January,  according  to  the 
compromise  proposal  people  are  trying 
to  work  out.  for  self-employed  and 
those  who  work  for  small  businesses 
with  50  or  fewer  people.  I  have  heard 
several  versions  of  this.  I  know  it  is  a 
moving  target.  But  medical  savings  ac- 
counts are  a  creature  of  the  market 
that  many,  many  people  want  to  take 
advantage  of. 

This  is  the  principal  reason,  although 
there  are  others,  apparently,  that  Sen- 
ator Kennedy  has  raised  ongoing  objec- 
tions to.  The  bill  fights  fraud  and  abuse 
with  new  and  tough  provisions  in  the 
health  care  market. 

So  here  we  go.  We  make  it  possible 
for  families  to  take  insurance  benefits 
and  endless  job  lock,  where  somebody 
might  get  a  chance  to  have  a  new  job 
but  they  cannot  move  because  they  are 
afraid  they  will  lose  their  insurance. 
This  corrects  that.  Let  us  just  do  it. 

It  makes  health  care  coverage  more 
available  and  affordable  to  small  busi- 
nesses and  the  self-employed.  This  is 
something  America  needs.  Let  us  just 
doit. 

It  allows  tax  deductions  for  long- 
term  health  care  needs.  It  lets  people 
in  a  time  of  tragedy  accelerate  bene- 
fits. It  creates,  yes,  a  new  medical  sav- 
ings account,  which  is  a  version  where 
the  ensured  has  an  opportunity  to 
lower  their  costs,  and  they  actually  be- 
came paying  consumers  in  the  market- 
place. It  fights  fraud  and  abuse. 

We  should  do  these  things  for  the 
country.  By  the  time  we  get  back,  we 
will  have  waited  63  days  just  to  appoint 
conferees. 

So  America  is  sitting  out  here  wait- 
ing and  waiting,  and  families  are  suf- 
fering and  suffering  and  suffering  be- 
cause the  Congress  will  not  get  on  and 
pass  this  meaningful  reform. 

Who  supports  this  commonsense 
health  reform  approach?  It  is  a  wide 
range  of  support.  The  American  Hos- 
pital Association,  Farmers  Health  Alli- 
ance. National  Association  of  Manufac- 
turers, National  Federation  of  Inde- 
pendent Businesses,  National  Associa- 
tion for  the  Self-employed.  Alliance  for 
Affordable  Health  Care,  American 
Small  Business  Association,  as  well  as 
many  others,  have  endorsed  this  com- 
monsense approach  to  making  the 
health  Insurance  market  a  friendlier 
place,  an  easier  place  for  America's 
families  and  America's  businesses.  And 
they  are  all  put  on  hold  because  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  and  the 
White  House  are  objecting  to  an  open 


market  and  a  new  product  for  the  mar- 
ket called  medical  savings  accounts. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senator  from  Mas- 
sachusetts, Senator  Kennedy,  has  had 
a  lot  of  things  to  say  about  these  medi- 
cal savings  accounts.  There  is  an  arti- 
cle in  Investors  Business  Daily  written 
by  John  C.  Goodman,  who  says  this: 

Medical  savlngrs  accounts  give  people  a  new 
way  to  pay  for  health  care.  The  option  Is  a 
high  deductible  health  insurance  paired  with 
a  personal  savings  account.  The  individual 
uses  his  or  her  account  to  pay  for  routine 
and  preventive  medical  care  while  the  policy 
pays  for  major  expenses.  Individuals  who 
have  money  left  over  In  the  MSA  at  the  end 
of  the  year  can  withdraw  It.  or  roll  It  over  to 
grow  with  Interest. 

This  is  a  great  idea.  This  is  a  way  in 
which  many  Americans  have  saved 
thousands  of  dollairs  in  automobile  in- 
surance. They  bought  policies  where 
they  have  high  deductibles  so  they  pay 
lower  premiums,  and  they  are  in  a 
sense  self-insuring  and  paying  for  small 
costs  themselves  so  that  they  can 
lower  their  overall  cost.  So  the  idea 
has  been  brought  over  to  the  health  in- 
surance market. 

Some  2,000  employers  have  adopted 
some  version  of  an  MSA  already.  Sen- 
ator Kennedy  from  Massachusetts  says 
that  MSA's  are  only  for  the  healthy. 
The  Rand  analysis  says  no.  It  says  no, 
that  that  allegation  from  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  is  not  correct. 

Rand  researchers  conclude  that 
MSA's  would  be  attractive  to  those 
who  expect  to  face  high  health  care 
costs.  That  is  because  potential  out-of- 
pocket  expenses  under  traditional 
health  insurance,  which  requires 
deductibles  plus  copayments,  are  high- 
er than  under  MSA  plans. 

Senator  Kennedy  says  MSA's  are 
only  for  the  wealthy.  There  are  just 
reams  of  research  that  say  that  is  not 
the  case.  We  have  example  after  exam- 
ple, person  after  person,  school  bus 
drivers,  secretaries  in  a  library,  in 
MSA  plans.  These  are  not  wealthy  peo- 
ple. And  they  are  coming  to  the  Con- 
gress and  saying,  "Give  us  these  op- 
tions, make  MSA's  copartners  in  the 
health  insuraxice  market  so  that  our 
costs  axe  deductible." 

Mr.  President,  I  am  going  to  yield  at 
this  point  after  this  opening  state- 
ment. I  am  going  to  yield  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Washington,  who  I  appre- 
ciate very  much  being  here  this  morn- 
ing. 

Mr.  GORTON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  How 
much  time  is  yielded  to  the  Senator 
from  Washington? 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  I  yield  up  to  10 
minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Waishlngton  is  recognized  for 
up  to  10  minutes. 

Mr.  GORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
convinced  that  the  Senator  from  Geor- 
gia is  correct  in  his  analysis  in  what  he 
has  told  us  here  in  the  Senate.  We  have 
now  waited  for  more  than  2  months 


facing  a  filibuster  even  of  a  procedural 
motion  formally  to  appoint  a  con- 
ference committee  to  settle  a  set  of  vi- 
tally important  health  care  issues  for 
the  people  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  little  con- 
troversy over  the  desirability  of  port- 
ability of  health  care  insurance,  over 
certain  restrictions  on  health  care  lim- 
itations because  of  preexisting  condi- 
tions and  a  number  of  other  features  of 
the  bill  that  passed  the  Senate.  But  the 
senior  Senator  from  Massachusetts  is 
so  vehemently  opposed  to  a  concept 
called  medical  savings  accounts  that 
he  and  those  who  support  it  will  not 
even  permit  a  debate  in  the  Senate,  a 
vote  in  the  Senate,  on  the  issue. 

The  Senator  from  Georgia  pointed 
out  that  this  is  not  a  new  concept.  It  is 
very  much  like  the  automobile  insur- 
ance that  all  of  us  purchase  in  which 
we  can  make  a  set  of  value  judgments 
and  choices.  Do  we  want  to  pay  a  high 
premium  and  have  even  minor  damage 
to  our  automobiles  paid  for  by  the  in- 
surance companies,  or  are  we  willing  to 
accept  #  "^'^h  deductible  up  to  an 
amount  w;  i  we  feel  we  can  afford  to 
pay  oursei  ■  es  in  return  for  a  much 
lower  premium  for  an  automobile  in- 
surance policy  that  will  take  care  of 
the  situation  if  our  car  is  totaled  or 
badly  damaged? 

A  medical  savings  accouRi  is  essen- 
tially the  same  thing  except  because 
we  pl£u:e  such  a  high  value  on  health 
care  insurance  that  we  will  offer  cer- 
tain tax  advantages  to  that  high  de- 
ductible health  care  insurance,  saying 
that  people  can  save  an  amount  of 
money  up  to  that  deductible  on  a  tax- 
free  basis  to  pay  for  the  everyday 
health  care  insurance  costs  out  of  it 
and  end  up  having  the  money  itself  if 
they  do  not  actually  use  it  and,  at  the 
same  time,  have  a  catastrophic  health 
care  plan  which  will  keep  families  from 
bankrupting,  or  from  tremendous  fi- 
nancial distress  in  the  case  of  major 
health  care  needs. 

One  of  the  reasons  that  many  people 
lack  health  care  insurance  today  is  the 
fact  that  they  are  in  States  or  commu- 
nities with  community  ratings,  which 
means  that  young  people  with  young 
families  are  required  to  pay  far  more 
for  standard  health  care  insurance  poli- 
cies than  they  are  likely  to  use.  And  so 
they  choose  to  have  no  Insurance  at 
all,  running  a  very  real  risk  in  the 
process.  As  a  consequence,  if  this  pro- 
posal works,  more  people  will  have 
health  care  insurance  against  a  cata- 
strophic event  in  their  lives  than  have 
it  today. 

Perhaps  the  true  objection  of  the  sen- 
ior Senator  from  Massachusetts  is  that 
as  more  people  are  insured  against 
health  care  disasters  in  a  free  and  vol- 
untary system,  there  will  be  less  de- 
mand for  the  nationalized  health  care 
system  that  he  so  vehemently  sup- 
ported in  the  last  Congress  and  which 
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failed  when  the  American  people  de- 
cided that  they  did  not  want  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  to  be 
running  their  health  care. 

Personally.  I  think  that  may  be  the 
real  objection,  because  it  appears  to 
me  that  there  can  almost  be  no  other, 
to  at  least  an  experiment  involving 
those  who  are  self-employed  or  those 
who  are  employed  by  small  businesses, 
many  of  which  do  not  provide  health 
care  for  their  employees  at  the  present 
time.  If  we  go  into  this  experiment  and 
if  this  experiment  works,  more  compa- 
nies will  provide  health  care  for  all  of 
their  employees  on  this  catastrophic 
basis  because  it  will  cost  them  less. 
More  employees  will  be  encouraged  to 
say  more  of  us  who  are  all  consumers 
of  health  care  will  pay  more  attention 
to  what  it  costs  and  we  may  end  up 
with  a  far  more  efficient  system  than 
we  have  today. 

Right  now,  we  are  not  only  being  de- 
nied that  experiment,  we  are  being  de- 
nied even  those  other  elements  on 
which  there  is  full  agreement  because 
one  group  of  Members  of  this  body 
says,  no,  this  is  such  a  terrible  idea;  it 
is  so  dangerous  to  let  people  make 
their  own  choices  that  we  will  stop  the 
whole  thing,  the  entire  health  care  re- 
form in  order  to  prevent  this  from  tak- 
ing place. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  speak 
on  this  issue  and  seek  the  attention  of 
the  Senator  from  Georgia,  who  was 
kind  enough  to  lend  me  this  time,  to 
ask  him  as  a  leader  in  this  effort 
whether  or  not  he  agrees  with  these 
sentiments.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  not  agree  that  perhaps  the 
central  real  objection  here  is  an  objec- 
tion to  allowing  people  a  greater  de- 
gree of  choice  over  how  they  fund  their 
health  care,  a  greater  degree  of  choice 
over  ways  in  which  insurance  may  be 
provided,  a  greater  degree  of  attention 
to  costs,  simply  a  greater  degree  of 
control  over  their  own  lives? 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  I  think  the  Sen- 
ator from  Washington  has  very  elo- 
quently described  this  condition  and 
the  source  of  the  disagreement  be- 
cause, after  all,  it  was  the  senior  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts  and  his  col- 
leagues who  came  forward  with  an  all- 
inclusive  Federal  takeover  of  medicine, 
and  the  medical  savings  account  is  the 
antithesis  of  it  because  there  is  a  free- 
dom there,  the  freedom  to  the  buyer  of 
the  Insurance.  There  is  an  access  in  the 
system  and,  indeed,  it  will  reduce  dra- 
matically the  number  of  people  who  do 
not  have  insurance. 

I  tell  you  a  clue,  a  clue  to  *;he  objec- 
tive on  the  other  side  is  that  in  the  ne- 
gotiation as  to  whether  to  allow  the 
experiment,  one  suggestion  was  that 
the  only  business  that  could  buy  an 
MSA  was  one  that  already  had  a  low 
deductible  plan  now.  So  it  was  actually 
constructed,  the  suggestion  is  con- 
structed to  prevent  small  businesses 
that  have  no  insurance  from  exercising 
the  MSA  option. 


Mr.  GORTON.  To  try  to  see  to  it  that 
we  did  not  have  more  people  covered  by 
health  care  insurance. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Correct. 

Mr.  GORTON.  But  have  a  statistic 
that  you  could  go  out  and  argue  we 
need  a  national  system,  we  need  a  na- 
tional health  care  system  because 
there  are  millions  of  people  who  are 
uninsured,  rather  than  reduce  that 
number  by  this  new  and  constructive 
experiment. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  First  of  all.  those 
who  oppose  it  have  articulated  their 
opposition  and  I  think  with  specious 
arguments.  Second,  they  want  caps  on 
it.  they  want  parameters  all  around  it. 
so  you  can  draw  the  conclusion  that 
the  effort  is  to  prevent  people  from  get- 
ting to  this  kind  of  coverage. 

Mr.  GORTON.  I  have  only  one  more 
comment  and  I  wonder  if  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  agrees  with  this  propo- 
sition. Does  he  not  believe,  as  I  do. 
that  if  this  bill  were  to  come  back  to 
the  Senate  with  this  modest  experi- 
ment on  medical  savings  accounts  in- 
cluded, it  would  have  a  significant  ma- 
jority of  the  votes  of  the  Members  of 
this  body.  Democrats  £ls  well  as  Repub- 
licans, and  would  easily  go  to  the 
President,  and  that  one  of  the  reasons 
for  this  filibuster  is  to  prevent  that 
majority  view  from  prevailing  and  to 
prevent  the  embarrassment  of  the 
President  either  having  to  veto  this 
proposal  as  he  has  threatened  to  do  or 
actually  to  back  off  and  sign  it? 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  I  think  we  can 
safely  draw  that  conclusion. 

Mr.  GORTON.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  for  yielding  me  this  time. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator from  Washington.  I  think  he  has 
made  a  very,  as  I  said,  eloquent  state- 
ment with  regard  to  this  debate. 

I  now  srield  up  to  10  minutes  to  the 
dlstingmshed  Senator  from  Delaware. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Delaware  is  recognized  for  up 
to  10  minutes. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President,  as  my  dis- 
tinguished colleagues  have  already 
pointed  out.  we  have  been  waiting  for 
nearly  2  months  to  move  forward  on 
critical  health  insurance  reform  legis- 
lation. The  holdup,  we  are  told  by  the 
White  House  and  some  of  our  col- 
leagues on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  is 
this  iM"ovision  to  create  a  tax-free  med- 
ical savings  account  as  a  health  insur- 
ance option  for  Americans. 

Tax-free  medical  savings  accounts 
are  something  Americans  want,  al- 
though you  would  never  know  it  from 
the  hjrperbole  being  used  by  some  of 
my  colleagues  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle.  A  poll  released  this  month  shows 
that  77  i)ercent  of  working  Americans 
would  start  a  medical  savings  axicount 
if  MSA's  were  available  to  them.  Amer- 
icans who  have  MSA's  like  them,  and 
Americans  who  do  not  have  MSA's 
want  them. 

MSA's  exist  now.  They  have  been 
tested  by  thousands  of  companies  with 


great  success.  What  we  want  for  MSA's 
is  equal  tax  treatment  with  other  types 
of  employer-provided  health  insurance 
for  the  self-employed,  the  ability  to 
contribute  to  a  medical  savings  ac- 
count and  receive  a  100-percent  deduc- 
tion for  their  contribution  up  to  S2.000. 
This  provision  would  end  the  current 
Tax  Code  discrimination  against  MSA"s 
by  ending  the  taxation  on  MSA  depos- 
its. 

Republicans  in  the  House  and  Senate 
have  been  willing  to  compromise  on 
MSAs.  We  have  addressed  many  of  the 
administration's  and  Senator  Ken- 
nedy's concerns  about  MSA's.  We  have 
put  forward  proposals  that  are  small, 
small  enough  to  be  considered  as  dem- 
onstration projects.  This  was  one  of 
the  often-stated  criteria  of  the  White 
House  and  some  of  our  Democrat 
friends.  The  American  Hospital  Asso- 
ciation this  week  endorsed  our  com- 
promise. Both  of  the  latest  com- 
promises extending  MSA's  to  compa- 
nies with  either  50  or  100  or  fewer  em- 
ployees would  extend  this  tax  free  sta- 
tus to  the  segment  of  the  work  force 
that  has  the  highest  number  of  unin- 
sured employees — small  businesses. 

MSA's  are  of  such  importance  in  our 
effort  to  address  our  health  concerns 
that  on  September  8.  1992.  several  of 
my  distinguished  colleagues  signed  a 
letter  calling  for  the  introduction  of 
MSA's  as  part  of  thefr  bill. 
Let  me  quote  a  portion  of  that  letter. 
Unlike  many  standard  third-party  health 
coverage  plans,  medical  cost  saving  ac- 
counts would  give  consumers  an  Incentive  to 
monitor  spending  carefully  because  to  do 
otherwise  would  be  wasting  their  own 
money.  Once  a  Medical  Savings  Account  is 
established  for  an  employee.  It  Is  fully  port- 
able. Money  In  the  account  can  be  used  to 
continue  Insurance  while  an  employee  is  be- 
tween jobs  or  on  strike.  Recent  studies  show 
that  at  least  SO  percent  of  the  uninsured  are 
uninsured  for  four  months  or  less.  .  .  . 
Today,  even  commonly  required  small  dollar 
deductibles  (typically  S2S0  to  S500)  create  a 
hardship  for  the  financially  stressed  Individ- 
ual or  family  seeking  regular,  preventative 
care  services.  With  Medical  Savings  Ac- 
counts, however,  that  same  individual  or 
family  would  have  this  critical  money  in 
their  account  to  pay  for  the  needed  services. 
Mr.  President,  these  are  Important 
arguments  that  were  made  for  MSA's 
over  3  years  ago.  They  are  equally— if 
not  more — important  today.  And  that 
letter  was  signed  by  Senators  Breaux, 
Boren,  Daschle,  Lugar,  Coats,  and 
NUNN — a  formidable  bipartisan  coali- 
tion of  Senators  taking  a  necessary 
stand  on  a  critical  issue. 

Medical  savings  accounts  promote 
portability.  It's  that  simple.  After  a 
few  years  of  relatively  low  health  ex- 
penses, the  excess  funds  in  an  MSA  can 
be  available  for  an  unexpectedly  high 
health  care  cost.  Those  funds  can  be 
available  for  health  care  during  times 
of  unemplojrment,  and  they  can  provide 
extended  coverage  for  long-term  needs. 
These,  of  course,  are  critical  issues 
when  it  comes  to  portability. 
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The  MSA  is  an  attractive  alternative 
for  families.  It  gives  the  American 
family  the  greatest  flexibility  in  choos- 
ing its  own  health  care  provider.  With 
MSA's,  you,  the  patient,  are  able  to  se- 
lect the  doctor  or  provider  you  desire, 
without  interference  by  the  bureauc- 
racy. And  this  can  be  very  important 
to  people,  especially  when  confronted 
with  serious  illness  or  disability. 

MSA's  provide  flexibility  for  families 
to  purchase  insurance  in  the  event  the 
family  loses  its  job  or  if  it  wants  to 
buy  long-term  health  insurance.  Under 
our  legislation  taxpayers  will  be  able 
to  use  money  in  their  medical  savings 
accounts  without  penalty  to  make 
COBRA  pasrments— to  continue  their 
catastrophic  health  insurance  policy  in 
the  event  they  lose  their  jobs. 

MSA's  allow  funds  from  the  account 
to  be  used  to  purchase  long-term  care 
insurance.  Thus,  MSA's  help  provide 
nursing  home  care,  which,  in  turn, 
helps  relieve  those  costs  borne  by  Med- 
icaid. 

MSA's  will  go  a  long  way  toward  con- 
taining health  care  costs.  They  will  en- 
courage consumers  to  shop  wisely,  to 
reject  unnecessary  treatment  and  con- 
serve scarce  medical  resources.  Why? 
Because  with  MSA's  it's  the  consumer 
and  not  some  third  party  who  pays  the 
bills. 

Medical  savings  accounts  will  offer 
millions  of  employees  and  self-em- 
ployed individuals  an  affordable  health 
care  option.  A  high-deductible  insur- 
ance policy  coupled  with  an  MSA  is 
less  exi>ensive  than  traditional  insur- 
ance. 

The  American  Academy  of  Actuaries 
reports  that  MSA's  will  be  attractive 
to  small  businesses  and  their  employ- 
ees as  well  as  to  self-employed  Ameri- 
cans. Many  of  these  individuals  do  not 
have  health  coverage,  and  MSA's  have 
the  potential  to  increase  health  insur- 
ance coverage  among  this  group. 

Medical  savings  accounts  are  proven. 
They  have  been  used,  and  they  have 
been  used  successfully  by  hundreds  of 
companies  all  across  America.  These 
companies  have  found  that  by  empow- 
ering their  employees  to  take  charge  of 
their  own  care,  spending  costs  have  de- 
clined. 

Unfortunately,  the  companies  cur- 
rently using  MSA's  are  limited  because 
our  tax  laws  basically  penalize  employ- 
ees who  choose  to  be  covered  by  MSA's. 
Under  current  law,  at  the  end  of  the 
year,  employees  have  to  include  the 
full  amount  of  the  money  deposited 
into  his  or  her  MSA  in  their  taxable  in- 
come. This  is  absurd.  These  people  are 
being  hit  for  being  responsible,  for 
being  self-reliant,  for  taking  charge  of 
their  own  health  care  needs. 

This  must  be  corrected,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. In  a  campaign  of  disinformation 
the  administration  claims  that  MSA's 
will  be  a  tax  break  for  the  rich.  This  is 
not  true.  Companies  that  provide 
MSA's  find  them  to  be  very  popular 


among  their  low-  and  middle-income 
employees.  In  fact,  the  Joint  Commit- 
tee on  Tajcation  reports  that  78  percent 
of  MSA  users  will  have  incomes  of  less 
than  $75,000. 

As  Congressmen  Torricelli  and  Ja- 
cobs wrote  in  a  letter  to  the  President, 
dated  April  17: 

You  also  should  know. that  the  current 
contract  of  the  United  Mine  workers  pro- 
vides Its  members  with  MSA's.  We  do  not  be- 
lieve the  UMW  qualifies  as  healthier  and 
wealthier  than  the  general  population— a 
charge  leveled  by  uninformed  MSA  oppo- 
nents. 

The  administration  predicts  that 
MSA's  will  discourage  preventive  care. 
In  fact,  Mr.  President,  many  companies 
with  MSA's  find  the  opposite  to  be 
true.  Medical  savings  accounts  encour- 
age people  to  get  preventative  care  be- 
cause they  have  money  in  their  ac- 
count to  pay  for  this  care.  It  is  inter- 
esting to  note  that  many  traditional 
low  deductible  insurance  policies  do 
not  cover  preventative  care. 

The  administration  asserts  that 
MSA's  will  be  attractive  to  the  young 
and,  healthy,  leaving  the  less  healthy 
to  pay  higher  insurance  premiums.  Un- 
fortunately for  the  administration, 
this  again  is  not  true.  The  hundreds  of 
companies  that  offer  MSA's  to  their 
employees  find  them  to  be  attractive 
to  workers  of  all  health  status.  This  is 
because  an  MSA  provides  first  dollar 
coverage  for  many  medical  expenses 
not  otherwise  covered  by  traditional 
low-deductible  health  insurance. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  interesting  to 
note  that  12  States  and  at  least  1  city 
have  passed  medical  savings  account 
legislation  and  dozens  more  are  moving 
to  pass  similar  legislation.  It  is  the 
Federal  Government  that  must  now 
move  ahead  with  this  idea. 

Again,  the  need  to  move  ahead  is 
nothing  new.  Three  years  ago.  Senators 
Daschle,  Breaux,  Boren,  and  Nunn 
joined  Senators  Lugar  and  Coats  to 
pass  what  they  firmly  believed  was  a 
much  needed  program.  Today  that  pro- 
gram is  needed— now  more  than  ever. 

I  urge  my  Democratic  colleagues  to 
end  their  blockade  of  health  insurance 
reform,  and  work  with  us  to  make  af- 
fordable health  insurance  a  reality  for 
more  Americans. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Delaware  for 
his  very  authoritative  remarks  on  this 
MSA  aiccount  and  on  health  care  re- 
form in  general.  We  appreciate  his 
dedication  to  this  work.  I  yield  up  to  10 
minutes    to    the    Senator    from    Ten- 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Tennessee  is  recognized  for 
up  to  10  minutes. 

PRIVILEGE  OF  THE  FLOOR 

Mr.  FRIST.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  legislative 
fellow  on  my  staff.  Dr.  Jonelle  Rowe, 


be  granted  the  privilege  of  the  floor  for 
today. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  FRIST.  Mr.  President,  I  join  my 
colleagues  today  to  expand  a  bit  upon 
the  Health  Insurance  Reform  Act, 
where  it  stands  today,  but  focusing  on 
the  axea  under  discussion— which  is 
currently,  in  essence,  being  filibus- 
tered—and that  is  the  medical  savings 
account  issue.  On  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  it  is  apparent  that,  for  the  first 
time,  at  least  since  I  have  been  here 
over  the  last  2  years,  we  are  very  close 
to  passing  a  health  insurance  bill  that 
is  market  based,  that  is  Incremental, 
and  that  reaches  out  to  many  people 
who  do  not  have  health  insurance 
today,  directly  and  indirectly.  But 
even  more  important,  I  think,  and 
more  specifically,  this  bill  addresses 
the  issues  of  portability  and  preexist- 
ing illness  for  people  who  do  have 
health  insurance  today  and  who  are  in 
group  plans;  portability  being  if  you 
are  in  a  group  plan  now  and  you  have 
insurance,  and  either  you  lose  your  job 
or  you  go  from  one  job  to  another  job. 
you  can  take  that  plan  with  you. 

It  is  not  quite  that  easy,  but  you  will 
have  access  to  a  health  care  plan  when 
you  switch  jobs  or  if  you  lose  your  job, 
sind  that  is  the  portability  concept. 
The  preexisting  concept  being,  if  you 
have  heart  disease  and  have  had  a 
heart  attack,  you  can  still  get  insur- 
ance if  you  go  from  one  job  to  another. 

The  Senate  has  debated  again  and 
again,  before  I  was  in  this  body,  these 
Issues,  really  for  the  past  6  years. 
There  is  general  agreement  on  these 
two  particular  issues. 

But  today  that  bill,  which  is  a  posi- 
tive bill,  the  Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill, 
is  being  held  up  by  this  filibuster  on 
medical  savings  accounts. 

We  hear  a  lot  about  medical  savings 
accounts,  and  it  is  Important  that,  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle,  people  under- 
stand what  they  are. 

It  is  very,  very  simple.  A  medical 
savings  account  is  a  high-deductible, 
say  S2.000.  catastrophic  insurance  plan. 
So,  if  you  have  medical  expenses  that 
are  greater  than,  for  example.  $2,000, 
your  catastrophic  insurance  plan  would 
kick  in  and  you  would  have  coverage 
for  your  health  care  expenses. 

That  high-deductible  catastrophic 
plan  is  coupled  with  a  tax  deductible 
personal  savings  account,  in  which  you 
would  take,  for  example,  S2,000  a  year 
over  which  you  have  some  sort  of  tax 
relief,  and  that  Is  placed  in  a  personal 
medical  savings  account. 

It  is  out  of  that  personal  medical  sav- 
ings account,  a  little  bit  like  a  medical 
IRA.  that  you  can  draw  to  pay  for  your 
routine  medical  expenses,  whether  it  is 
going  to  the  dentist  or  paying  for  pre- 
scriptions or  paying  for  that  annual 
checkup  or  paying  for  that  treatment 
of  heart  disease,  whatever  it  is.  The 
point  is,  you  have  access  to  that  money 
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and  you  use  that  money,  you  have  con- 
trol over  that  money.  It  empowers  the 
individual. 

I  say  that  as  background,  because  the 
issues  that  are  debated  on  this  floor 
again  and  again  are:  Will  it  save 
money?  Will  there  be  just  healthy  peo- 
ple coming  in  or  will  it  be  just  the 
sickest  people  coming  in?  What  will  it 
do  to  the  insurance  industry? 

There  was  a  wonderful  article  that 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  referred  to 
earlier  that  was  published  just  this 
past  week  in  the  Journal  of  the  Amer- 
ican Medical  Association.  That  article 
was  this  past  week.  The  article  itself  is 
called  "Can  Medical  Savings  Accounts 
for  the  Nonelderly  Reduce  Health  Care 
Costs?"  At  this  juncture,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  an 
excerpt  from  the  study  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Journal  of  the  American  Medical 
Association,  June  1996] 

C.\N  Medical  Savings  accounts  for  the 

Nonelderly  Reduce  Health  Care  Costs? 

(By    Emmett    B.    Keller.    Ph.D.;    Jesse    D. 

Malkin;  Dana  P.  Goldman,  Ph.D.;  Joan  L. 

Buchanan,  Ph.D.) 

Objective.— To  understand  how  medical 
savings  account  (MSA)  legislation  for  the 
nonelderly  would  affect  health  care  costs. 

Design. — Economic  policy  evaluation  based 
on  the  RAND  Health  Expenditures  Simula- 
tion Model. 


aisle  should  read  it.  In  the  conclusions, 
in  the  abstract,  it  goes  on,  but  the  last 
sentence  basically  says: 

Depending  on  the  size  of  the  catastrophic 
limit,  waste  from  the  excessive  use  of  gener- 
ously insured  care  could  be  reduced,  and 
MSAs  would  be  attractive  to  both  sick  and 
healthy  people. 

I  just  quote  from  the  conclusions.  I 
do  encourage  my  colleagues  to  read 
this  study.  The  cost  issue  talked  about 
is  a  great  model.  It  is  developed  from  a 
policy  standpoint  projecting  ahead.  I 
think  that  is  terribly  important  to  do. 

I  do  think  we  need  to  come  back  and 
say,  fundamentally,  that  we  are  not 
going  to  be  able  to  answer  whether  it  is 
going  to  cost  a  little  bit  more  or  a  lit- 
tle bit  less  with  the  data  that  is  out 
there  today.  Therefore,  I  would  like  to 
turn  to  what  nobody  talks  about— the 
policy  people  do  not  talk  about,  the 
think  tanks  do  not  talk  about.  I  have 
not  heard  it  yet  in  the  debate  over  the 
last  18  months  on  this  Senate  floor.  I 
have  not  heard  it  among  the  think 
tanks  in  Washington.  I  have  not  heard 
it  talked  about  among  the  economists. 
And  that  is  the  perspective  of  where 
health  care  is  delivered,  and  that  is  at 
the  physician-patient  level.  It  simply 
has  not  been  talked  about  yet. 

The  debate  here  3  years  ago,  or  4 
years  ago,  when  we  were  debating  the 
one-size-fits-all  Clinton  heaJth  care 
plan,  failed  in  this  regard  as  well. 
There  were  about  500  people  involved, 
much  of  it  was  behind  closed  doors. 
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Setting.— National   probability  sample  of    The  public  did  not  have  input  in  those 


nonelderly  nonlnstitutionalized  households. 

Participants.— Persons  in  23,157  sampled 
households  from  the  1993  Current  Population 
Survey. 

Interventions. — Medical  savings  account 
legislation  would  allow  all  Americans  who 
are  covered  only  by  a  catastrophic  health 
care  plan  to  set  up  a  tax-exempt  account 
that  they  can  use  to  pay  medical  bills  not 
covered  by  their  health  insurance.  The  inter- 
ventions we  evaluate  differ  in  the 
deductibles  of  the  catastrophic  plan  and  in 
whether  the  employee  or  employer  funds  the 
MSA. 

Main  Outcome  Measures. — Changes  In  na- 
tional health  expenditures  and  net  social 
benefits  of  health  care. 

Results.— If  all  insured  nonelderly  Ameri- 
cans switched  to  MSAs,  their  health  care  ex- 
penditures would  decline  by  between  0%  and 
13%.  depending  on  how  the  MSAs  are  de- 
signed. However,  not  all  nonelderly  Ameri- 
cans would  choose  MSAs;  taking  into  ac- 
count selection  patterns,  health  spending 
would  change  by  +1%  to  -2%. 

Conclusions.— Medical  savings  account  leg- 
islation would  have  little  impact  on  health 
care  costs  of  Americans  with  employer-pro- 
vided Insurance.  However,  depending  on  the 
size  of  the  catastrophic  limit,  waste  from  the 
excessive  use  of  generously  Insured  care 
could  be  reduced,  and  MSAs  would  be  attrac- 
tive to  both  sick  and  healthy  people. 

Mr.  FRIST.  Mr.  President,  it  is  a  fas- 
cinating article,  and  I  had  the  oppor- 
tunity to  meet  here  in  Washington 
with  the  principal  author  on  this  par- 
ticular study.  Dr.  Emmett  Keeler.  We 
had  a  chance  to  talk  about  the  study.  I 
do  think  Members  on  b£>th  sides  of  the 


discussions,  and  real-life  people  and 
physicians  were  not  even  in  the  room, 
people  who  are  involved  in  that  doctor- 
patient  interaction  everyday. 

Why  is  it  important  to  look  at  that 
level?  And  this  is  the  key  point  that 
people  miss  or  do  not  talk  about,  and 
that  is  because  it  is  at  that  level  that 
behavior  is  actually  changed,  the  be- 
havior of  the  patient  who  comes  in  who 
is  suddenly  empowered  to  ask  certain 
questions.  Whsr?  Because  they  are 
spending  their  own  money.  Not  like 
today,  in  most  cases,  where  the  insur- 
ance company  is  paying  for  it  or  the 
public  dole  is  paying  for  it.  or  Medicare 
is  paying  for  it  or  Government  is  pay- 
ing for  it.  It  changes  the  dynamics  of 
that  relationship  because  we  have  em- 
powered that  individual  who  is  coming 
in.  knowing  they  are  going  to  be  draw- 
ing money  from  their  personal  savings 
accounts  in  order  to  buy  health  care, 
to  buy  health  care  services. 

Let  me  give  you  my  own  experience 
as  a  physician  who  has  been  involved  in 
the  field  of  medicine  for  the  last  20 
years  before  coming  to  this  body.  And 
it  is  this:  When  somebody  comes  into 
that  office  and  they  have  chest  pain 
and  they  are  spending  their  own  money 
and  not  spending  the  insurance  compa- 
ny's money  or  spending  the  Govern- 
ment's money,  they  ask  three  ques- 
tions. Those  three  questions  are  asked 
very  directly,  looking  you  in  the  eye. 
Basically,  they  are: 


"What    are    your 

FRIST?" 

Second:  "How  much  do  you  charge?"' 
Why  do  they  ask  that?  Because  they 
are  going  to  be  paying  for  it  out  of 
their  own  personal  savings  account. 

And  third:  "What  kind  of  results  do 
you  have?"  "Are  the  results  good  or 
bad?""  "How  do  you  compare  to  other 
people?"" 

Why?  Because  that  individual  coming 
into  the  office  is  empowered  for  the 
first  time  because  it  is  their  money 
they  are  spending. 

How  are  these  questions  really 
asked?  People  will  come  in.  with  regard 
to  credentials,  and  they  will  look  at 
your  wall  to  see  where  you  graduated 
from  school.  All  of  us,  when  we  go  into 
a  doctors  office,  see  the  diplomas,  but 
they  go  beyond  that: 
"Where  did  you  do  your  internship?" 
■'Where  did  you  do  your  residency 
training?" 

"Do  you  participate  in  writing  peer 
review  articles  in  your  journals?'" 

■'Do  you  parti cii)ate  in  your  profes- 
sional societies?"' 

■Are  you  board  certified?" 
Those  are  the  sort  of  questions  that 
are  asked,  once  you  empower  somebody 
who  comes  into  your  office. 

What  is  the  end  effect  of  that?  The 
effect  of  that  to  me  as  a  physician, 
when  people  ask  me  those  questions,  is 
to  do  what?  Is  to  take  off  a  week,  a 
year  and  do  that  continuing  education 
course.  If  I  do  not  have  my  boards,  it  is 
for  me  to  go  back  and  pass  my  boards 
or  get  board  certified,  because  they  are 
asking  me  that  question.  If  enough 
people  ask  me  that  question,  I  know 
they  are  going  to  be  going  to  the 
boaxd-certified  surgeon  rather  than  the 
nonboard-certified  surgeon. 

That  is  the  power  of  having  an  indi- 
vidual— many  individuals — come  into 
your  office  and  ask  you  what  your  cre- 
dentials are. 

No.  2.  that  person  is  going  to  come 
in,  because  that  money  is  coming  out 
of  their  personal  savings  account, 
which,  if  they  are  not  going  to  spend  it. 
rolls  over  to  the  next  year  by  the  bill 
we  are  proposing,  they  are  going  to 
ask,  ■■How  much  do  you  charge?" 

I  guess  it  was  4  weeks  ago  I  went 
camping  with  my  son,  and  we  did  not 
have  a  flashlight.  So  I  went  down  to  a 
store  here  locally  and  looked  at  the 
flashlights.  There  w^re  X25  flashlights 
that  had  emergency  lights,  buttons  you 
could  push,  actually  bad  a  horn  on  it. 
down  to  the  little  S3  flashlight,  down  to 
the  SI  little  pen  light.  I  asked,  "How 
much  do  you  charge?  What  do  you  get 
for  that?" 

In  truth,  that  is  what  we  are  doing 
when  a  patient  comes  in  and  they  say, 
■■How  much  do  you  charge  to  do  a  heart 
transplant?"  You  would  think  people 
ask  that  all  the  time.  It  really  was  not 
until  about  1988.  maybe  1987.  that  the 
first  patient,  having  been  doing  heart 
transplants  since  the  early  eighties. 
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came  into  my  office  and  said,  "Dr. 
Frist,  how  much  is.  this  heart  trans- 
plant going  to  cost  me?" 

Why  do  most  people  not  ask?  Because 
Medicare  will  pay  for  it.  Medicaid 
would  pay  for  it,  large  insurance  com- 
panies will  pay  for  it.  They  knew  they 
never  would  have  to  pay  for  it. 

This  fellow  came  into  my  office. 
"Why  do  you  ask,"  because  I  did  not 
know  exactly  how  much  a  heart  trans- 
plant cost.  Nobody  ever  asked  me. 

Here,  I  was  doing  as  many  heart 
transplants  as  anybody  in  :he  State  of 
Tennessee.  But  nobody  ever  asked  me. 
I  said.  "Why  do  you  ask?"  He  said,  "Be- 
cause I'm  going  to  have  to  pay  for  it.  I 
do  not  have  any  insurance.  I'm  not  65 
years  of  age,  so  Medicare  is  not  going 
to  kick  in.  And  I'm  not  poor  enough  for 
Medicaid  to  kick  in.  It  is  coming  out  of 
my  pocket." 

What  was  my  response?  My  response 
was,  "I  don't  know  exactly  how  much 
it  is.  I  know  how  much  my  surgical 
fees  are,  but  I  don't  know  how  much 
the  hospital  charges,  I  don't  know  how 
much  the  pathologist  charges  or  the  re- 
habilitation speciJilist  or  the  physical 
therapist.  But  I'll  find  out." 

So  what  did  I  do?  I  went  back,  pulled 
everybody  into  a  room— transplan- 
tation is  fairly  complex.  It  involves 
lots  of  people.  For  the  first  time— I  was 
the  director  of  this  transplant  center — 
for  the  first  time  we  had  all  these  phy- 
sicians in  the  room  deciding  how  much 
a  heart  transplant  should  cost,  based 
on  the  services  they  deliver;  where  in 
the  past  people  just  got  the  bills, 
passed  them  to  the  insurance  company, 
paid,  with  no  questions  asked,  or  sent 
them  to  the  Federal  Government,  and 
there  were  no  questions  asked. 

My  point  is.  if  you  have  one  person 
coming  in,  asking  the  right  questions, 
it  clumges  my  behavior,  but  also  the 
behavior  of  the  whole  transplant  cen- 
ter, of  all  the  physiciauis  that  had,  for 
the  first  time,  gotten  in  the  room. 

The  third  question  that  people  ask, 
beyond  how  much  you  charge,  is,  what 
is  your  outcome?  Because  people  want 
to  know  the  value.  Just  like  when  I 
went  to  buy  those  flashlights,  do  I 
want  a  flashlight  that  will  work  for  1 
year.  5  years.  1  month.  3  months?  You 
ask  the  question.  For  the  first  time,  if 
somebody  is  pajring  for  it  themselves, 
they  win  say,  "What  are  your  results?" 
not  "Am  I  going  to  live  or  die,"  but 
"How  do  you  compare  to" — I  was  in 
Tennessee — "How  do  you  compare  to 
Alabama  or  Georgia  or  Baltimore, 
other  transplant  programs?  What  is 
your  outcome?  When  do  people  go  back 
to  work?  What  is  your  rate  of  infec- 
tions? What  is  the  rate  of  rejection 
over  the  period  of  the  first  month?" 
People  just  do  not  typically  ask  those 
questions.  But  the  empowered  patient 
does. 

And  what  do  I  have  to  do?  All  of  a 
sudden,  I  say,  people  are  going  to  be 
looking  at  me  auid  comparing  my  qual- 


ity of  care,  my  standards — I  think  my 
infection  rate  is  the  best  in  the  coun- 
try, but  I  do  not  know.  Nobody  has 
ever  asked  me  or  forced  me  to  report 
that  data.  You  do  not  have  to  report 
that  data.  But  with  that  one  person 
asking  me.  I  start  collecting,  all  of  a 
sudden,  that  data. 

So  do  my  colleagues  in  Georgia  and 
Alabama.  We  start  comparing  each 
other.  Why?  Because  that  patient  that 
is  looking  for  a  heart  transplant,  that 
is  going  to  change  their  life,  is  going  to 
go  shopping  around.  If  he  is  going  to  be 
paying  5100  or  $150  or  51,500  he  is  going 
to  be  shopping  around.  How  is  it  going 
to  change — this  is  my  point — my  be- 
havior, the  health  care  industry  behav- 
ior? What  does  it  do?  It  is  going  to  cost 
me  more  because  I  have  to  hire  a  nurse 
to  help  me  collect  that  data.  I  have  to 
put  it  in  a  computer.  I  might  have  to 
put  it  in  a  computer,  but  it  improves 
the  quality  of  care  broadly. 

The  point  of  all  this  is,  that  medical 
savings  accounts,  to  work,  you  do  not 
have  to  have  20  percent  of  the  Amer- 
ican population  come  into  the  medical 
savings  accounts  to  have  a  huge  impact 
on  the  value  of  health  care.  You  do  not 
have  to  have  10  percent  take  advantage 
of  it  or  5  percent  or  1  percent. 

The  real  beauty  of  it  is  that  one  per- 
son coming  into  my  office  and  asking 
the  right  questions — what  are  your  cre- 
dentials? How  much  do  you  charge? 
What  are  your  outcomes? — changes  my 
behavior  in  the  way  I  treat  that  indi- 
vidual, but  also  the  way  I  treat  all  of 
the  other  95  percent  of  the  people  in 
the  health  care  system,  because  I  go 
back  and  get  continuing  education,  I 
start  recording  my  data  that  can  be 
compared  to  other  people.  I  have  an  in- 
centive to  do  what?  Deliver  a  higher 
quality  of  care  to  all  Americans  be- 
cause we  have  empowered  those  indi- 
viduals through  medical  savings  ac- 
counts. 

I  say  all  this,  because  what  I  want 
the  other  side  to  do— the  other  side  is 
filibustering  this  bill  of  preexisting  ill- 
ness, of  portability,  using  this  guise  of 
medical  savings  accounts.  I  just  ask 
the  other  side  to  do  a  simple  thing. 
And  that  is,  to  forget  the  policy  for 
awhile,  even  forget  the  policy  studies 
and  the  economic  studies,  because  it  is 
going  to  be  hard  to  make  a  decision 
just  on  that,  but  tonight  or  this  after- 
noon call  your  physician,  call  the  phy- 
sician who  delivered  your  cMld,  call 
the  physician  who  fixed  your  broken 
arm,  call  the  physician  who  treats  your 
heart  disease  or  your  family's  heart 
disease,  and  just  ask  them  a  very,  very 
simple  question.  And  that  question  is, 
"By  empowering  individuals  to  have 
some  control  over  their  health  care 
dollar" — and  that  is  all  medical  savings 
accounts  do — "will  it  change  the  way 
you  practice  medicine?  Will  it  result  in 
a  higher  quality  of  medicine?  Will  it 
empower  that  empowered  individual  to 
ask  you  different  questions  than  the 


person  who  has  no  incentive  to  ask  the 
questions,  like  'How  much  do  you 
chaise?'  or  'What  are  your  out- 
comes?" "  And  if  that  physician,  if  that 
health  care  provider,  if  that  nurse 
comes  forward  and  basically  says, 
"Yes,  it  will  improve  quality,  it  will 
Improve  value,"  then  I  encourage  you 
to  drop  this  filibuster  and  endorse  med- 
ical savings  accounts  and  support  this 
bill. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  President.  I  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  COVERDELL  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Georgia. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator from  Tennessee  for  his  remarks. 
He  has  introduced  a  matter  into  the  de- 
bate we  have  not  heard  before,  and  that 
is  very  basically  from  the  provider 
standpoint,  what  happens  when  the 
consumer  has  a  role  to  play  for  the 
first  time.  It  was  very  enlightening.  I 
appreciate  the  comments  from  the  Sen- 
ator from  Tennessee.  I  jrleld  up  to  10 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Frist).  The  Senator  from  Ohio  is  rec- 
ognized for  10  minutes. 

Mr.  DeWdje.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
first  thank  my  colleague  from  Georgia 
for  putting  this  time  together,  and  also 
congratulate  my  collea^ie  from  Ten- 
nessee. I  have  heard  this  MSA  discus- 
sion many,  many  times,  but  I  do  not 
think  I  have  ever  heard  it  as  elo- 
quently expressed  as  he  has  just  ex- 
pressed it. 

There  is  just  no  substitute  for  per- 
sonal experience,  and  there  is  no  sub- 
stitute for  coming  to  this  floor  and 
knowing  what  you  are  talking  about. 
Senator  Frist  clearly  has  dem- 
onstrated that  he  knows  what  he  is 
talking  about.  As  my  colleague  from 
Georgia  has  said,  he  has  really  put  a 
different  perspective  on  this.  What  em- 
powerment means  is,  not  only  are  dol- 
lars going  to  go  further,  but  the  qual- 
ity of  medical  care  is  going  to  go  up, 
consumers  are  going  to  be  able  to 
choose,  and  there  is  going  to  be  a  reac- 
tion on  the  other  side  of  that  table  or 
the  other  side  of  that  examining  room 
where  the  doctor  may  in  fact  change 
some  of  the  things  that  he  or  she  does. 
So  that  was,  I  think  a  very,  very 
great  testimonial  to  the  power  of  em- 
powerment, giving  people  the  right  to 
make  their  own  decisions  and  the  rea- 
son why,  firankly,  we  need  to  end  this 
61-day  filibuster  that  has  been  occur- 
ring on  this  floor.  We  need  to  move  this 
bill  forward.  We  need  to  get  the  con- 
ferees appointed.  So  I  just  urge  my  col- 
leagues on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle, 
who  have  been  holding  this  up,  to  stop 
it  and  let  us  move  forward.  Let  us  get 
the  conferees  appointed  and  let  us 
move  forward. 

Mr.  President,  last  month  the  Ohio 
General  Assembly  approved  legislation 
to  establish  medical  savings  accounts. 
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The  Ohio  legislation  permits  Ohio  fam- 
ilies to  make  contributions  to  an  MSA, 
and  then  deduct  the  contributions  from 
their  State  taxes.  In  effect,  the  State 
of  Ohio  is  telling  people,  "We  want  you 
to  save,  we  want  you  to  save  for  the  fu- 
ture when  it  comes  to  your  own  health 
care.  And  we  think  that  you,  the  Ohio 
taxpaying  family,  would  do  a  better  job 
of  deciding  how  to  spend  your  health 
insurance  dollars  than  the  Government 
bureaucracy  would." 

I  think  it  is  time  here  in  Congress 
that  we  did  the  same  thing,  we  follow 
the  lead  of  Ohio  and  some  other  States 
that  have  passed  similar  legislation. 
Mr.  President,  it  is  a  simple  fact  of 
human  nature.  People  will  make  wiser 
choices  when  they  are  spending  their 
own  money.  As  my  colleague  from  Ten- 
nessee said,  he  gave  ample  examples  of 
that,  real-world  examples  of  how  peo- 
ple come  in  and  see  the  doctor  and  ask 
the  right  questions. 

An  MSA  is  basically,  Mr.  President, 
an  IRA  targeted  specifically  at  health 
care  expenses.  An  MSA  gives  the 
health  care  consumer  both  the  freedom 
and  the  incentive  to  shop  intelligently 
for  health  care  services. 

Here  is  basically  how  an  MSA  would 
work  for  a  tsrpical  working  American 
family.  The  worker's  employer  puts, 
let's  say,  $2,000  a  year  tax  free  into  the 
worker's  medical  savings  account.  The 
worker  uses  that  $2,000  to  pay  for 
checkups,  emergency  treatment,  and 
whatever  other  medical  necessities 
arise  during  the  course  of  that  year.  If 
the  worker's  family  has  medical  costs 
above  $2,000,  catastrophic  coverage 
would  pay  for  it,  catastrophic  coverage 
would  then  kick  in.  If  the  family's 
medical  costs  are  lower  than  $2,000,  the 
family  could  keep  whatever  money  is 
left  over.  It  would  be  theirs. 

This  is  a  major  improvement  over 
current  standard  practice,  I  believe  in 
a  number  of  ways.  First,  MSA's  offer 
first-dollar  coverage.  They  pay  the 
first  dollar  of  cost  the  family  Incurs, 
the  immediate  expenses  they  face  at 
the  doctor's  office  or  at  the  emergency 
room. 

Under  the  current  system,  workers 
have  to  pay — the  current  system 
today— workers  have  to  pay  a  high  de- 
ductible or  high  copayments  for  their 
medical  care.  The  MSA  will  cover— will 
cover^that  cost  for  them.  To  the  typi- 
cal American  family,  this  is  very  im- 
portant. There  are  not  too  many  Amer- 
icans, Mr.  President,  who  have  hun- 
dreds of  dollars  just  sitting  around  in  a 
bank  account  waiting  for  a  medical 
emergency. 

Washington  Post  colunmlst  Jim 
Glassman  tells  the  story  of  a  woman 
named  Penny  Blubaugh,  who  earns 
$16,000  a  year  as  a  secretary  in  the 
Danville,  OH,  school  system.  Her 
daughter  stepped  on  a  nail  in  their  ga- 
rage, and  Penny  took  her  to  the  emer- 
gency room. 

Cost:  $375  for  the  emergency  room. 
$70  for  the  x  rays,  for^a  total  cost  of 


$445.  That  is  $445  that  Penny  did  not 
have.  Fortunately,  Penny  wais  in  an 
MSA,  and  MSA  paid  the  bill— no  de- 
ductible, no  copajrment.  They  paid  the 
bill— first  dollar  coverage.  That,  Mr. 
President,  is  a  dramatic  concrete  bene- 
fit to  the  typical  working  family  that 
participates  in  an  MSA. 

The  second  benefit  to  both  the  indi- 
vidual working  family  and  the  country 
as  a  whole  is  the  opportunity  to  save 
money.  If  the  money  in  an  MSA  is  left 
unused,  at  the  end  of  the  year  the 
working  family  gets  to  keep  it.  I  can 
Imagine  no  better  incentive  for  intel- 
ligent consumer  choices  when  it  comes 
to  health  care.  A  family  spending  its 
own  money  with  the  prospect  of  keep- 
ing whatever  is  unspent  will  mean  that 
money  simply  is  not  wasted. 

It  is  simple,  common,  basic  sense.  It 
is  also  the  conclusion  of  a  study  that 
was  conducted  by  the  Rand  Corp.  be- 
tween 1974  and  1982.  Will  people  make 
very  bad  choices,  denying  themselves 
essential  care  to  save  a  few  dollars?  We 
do  hear  that  argioment  being  made.  The 
Rand  Corp.  study  foimd  that  was  not 
true.  People  would  not  do  that.  People 
would  not  act  aigainst  their  own  self-in- 
terest. 

Mr.  President,  if  you  give  an  Amer- 
ican family  some  resources  and  free- 
dom, they  will  tend  to  make  the  right 
choices.  What  we  need  in  American 
health  economics  is  more  people  mak- 
ing the  right  choices.  For  too  long  we 
have  limited  the  freedom  of  American 
health  care  consumers  to  make  these 
right  choices.  It  should  not  be  a  sur- 
prise, therefore,  that  we  have  rapidly 
rising  health  care  costs  at  a  time  when 
Inflation,  in  general,  is  pretty  much 
under  control. 

A  recent  Cleveland  State  University 
study  examined  27  Ohio  businesses, 
each  with  under  200  employees,  that  of- 
fered MSA's  to  their  employees.  The 
results  were  remarkable— a  triumph  of 
cost  containment  that  demonstrates 
how  promising  the  MSA  alternative 
really  is. 

On  average,  individuals  in  the  MSA 
plan  had  lower  out-of-pocket  health 
care  costs  than  those  who  had  the  more 
traditional  kind  of  health  insurance. 
The  average  savings  were  $317  for  indi- 
viduals who  used  MSA's  and  51,355  for 
families  who  used  MSA's.  The  emploir* 
ers  saved,  too.  On  average,  employers 
saved  12  percent  more  than  they  would 
have  from  the  traditional  plans,  had 
they  been  in  the  traditional  plan. 

That,  Mr.  President,  is  the  right  di- 
rection for  America.  That  is  why,  as  of 
last  year,  17  States  had  passed  MSA 
laws.  That  is  why  Ohio  moved  forward 
with  MSA  legislation  just  this  past 
month.  That  is  why  we  are  here  today, 
pressing  for  the  enactment  of  this  ex- 
tremely promising  approach  on  the 
Federal  level. 

I  again  urge  colleagues  who  have 
been  blocking  this  now — we  are  in  our 
61st  day  of  a  filibuster — to  let  us  move 


forward,  appoint  the  conferees,  let  the 
American  people  have  the  benefit  of 
these  MSAs.  which  we  clearly  think, 
and  the  evidence  is  very  strong,  will 
make  a  difference. 

I  again  thank  my  colleague  from 
Geoi^a  for  setting  up  this  time.  I  jrield 
the  floor. 

Mr.  COYTIRDELL.  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator from  Ohio  for  his  statement  on 
this  very  Important  matter.  I  yield  up 
to  10  minutes  to  the  senior  Senator 
from  Alaska. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska  is  recognized. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
pleased  to  be  here  during  the  period  of 
presentation  of  the  distinguished  occu- 
pant of  the  chair.  As  a  physician,  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  brings  a  great 
deal  of  information  to  us  in  a  direct 
way. 

I  might  say,  as  I  begin  my  comments, 
starting  in  1987  there  was  a  group  of  us 
that  decided  we  would  meet  once  a 
week  while  the  Senate  was  in  session 
to  review  the  problems  of  health  care 
and  insurance  reform.  It  has  been  most 
enlightening  to  this  Senator  to  be  a 
participant,  particularly  with  regard  to 
these  medical  savings  accounts.  When 
they  first  came  up,  I  realized  what  a 
great  thing  it  would  be  for  my  State  to 
have  them  put  into  Federal  law. 

In  my  State,  over  90  percent  of  the 
employers  are  small  businesses.  Com- 
munity ratings  often  give  us  very  high 
health  Insurance  costs.  Many  of  these 
small  businesses,  though  they  would 
like  to  do  so.  just  cannot  afford  to  pro- 
vide health  insurance  coverage  for 
their  employees.  We  live  on  the  edge, 
under  very  costly  circumstances.  It  is 
very  difficult  for  these  employees  to 
bear  the  cost  of  health  insurance. 
Many  times  they  are  like  that  person 
that  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  indi- 
cated that  came  to  his  office:  They  are 
without  health  insurance,  and  often- 
times face  real  difficult  problems. 

I  do  believe  the  concept  of  a  cata- 
strophic insurance  really  fits  into  the 
frontier  problems,  because  the  situa- 
tion often  develops  that  our  people 
would  like  to  deal  with  someone  they 
know,  not  only  as  a  physician  but  as  an 
insurance  carrier.  Catastrophic  insur- 
ance is  available  through  almost  all 
small  Insurance  firms.  It  is  something 
you  can  deal  at  home  with,  and  have  a 
strong  relationship  with  a  person  who 
has  sold  you  the  insurance. 

For  that  reason,  I  am  pleased  to  be  a 
cosponsor  of  the  Kassebaum-Kennedy 
bill.  I  think  it  is  high  time  Congress 
got  around  to  passing  this  bill. 

I  personally  do  not  believe  it  should 
be  a  right  of  any  Senator  to  object  to 
the  appointment  of  conferees.  I  think 
that  ought  to  be  a  matter  of  right  of 
the  leadership  to  say  when  conferees 
should  be  appointed,  and  they  should 
not  be  subject  to  any  debate.  We  are 
being  held  up  now  by  a  debate  on 
whether  or  not  conferees  should  be  ap- 
pointed. This  is  probably  one  of  the 
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most  important  bills  we  will  work  on 
during  this  Congress.  Time  is  running 
out. 

This  objection  to  allowing  medical 
savings  provisions  in  this  bill  is  what  is 
really  holding  up  the  Kassebaum-Ken- 
nedy  bill.  Under  a  compromise  worked 
out  by  the  House  and  the  Senate,  only 
employers  with  50  or  fewer  workers  and 
those  who  are  self-employed  could  par- 
ticipate in  medical  savings  accounts. 
Most  employers  who  have  used  medical 
savings  accounts  that  I  have  heard  of 
know  them  as  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee indicated:  Medical  savings  ac- 
counts concepts  allow  people  to  choose 
their  own  doctors,  hospitals,  and  their 
on  form  of  care.  They  encourage  pre- 
ventive health  care  and  eliminate  out- 
of-pocket  costs. 

Medical  savings  accounts  allow  peo- 
ple to  use  their  savings  to  buy  other 
forms  of  health  insurance  like  nursing 
home  coverage  or  long-term  care.  Med- 
ical savings  accounts  allow  individuals 
to  control  their  own  health  care  dollars 
and  to  support  the  free  enterprise  sys- 
tem. 

There  is  just  no  question  that  this  is 
a  kind  of  provision  that  ought  to  be  in 
a  health  care  insurance  reform  bill.  It 
is  a  very  limited  one,  very  limited.  It 
will  benefit  thousands  of  Alaskans  who 
change  their  jobs  and  lose  their  jobs, 
enabling  them  to  maintain  vitally  im- 
portant health  insurance  coverage  for 
themselves  and  their  famiUes. 

In  my  State,  Mr.  President,  65  per- 
cent of  our  women  of  childbearing  age 
work  out  of  the  home.  They  are  women 
that,  because  they  go  in  and  out  of  the 
work  force  in  order  to  take  time  off  to 
bear  their  children,  often  end  up  with- 
out insurance  coverage  during  the  very 
period  of  their  life  they  really  need  it. 
This  medical  savings  account  concept 
ought  to  be  involved  in  this  law  to  help 
us  meet  the  problems  of  those  women 
in  our  work  force. 

It  will  also  benent  Alaskans  who 
have  the  so-called  preexisting  condi- 
tions, which  in  the  past  have  prevented 
many  Alaskans  from  getting  health  in- 
surance coverage  because  they  have 
changed  their  jobs  or  they  have  gone 
through  a  period  of  unemployment. 
When  they  go  to  a  new  job  or  they  go 
back  to  work,  they  find  their  health  in- 
surance is  not  available  because  when 
they  reapply,  they  now  have  a  preexist- 
ing condition  which  was  covered  under 
their  prior  insurance  policy,  but  they 
lost  coverage.  I  do  not  think  many  peo- 
ple realize  how  many,  many  individuals 
in  a  State  Uke  ours  change  jobs,  work 
part  time,  and  find  themselves  without 
coverage  because  of  this  problem  of 
preexisting  condition. 

The  Kaisebaum-Kennedy  bill  is  a 
moderate,  sensible  approach  to  improv- 
ing our  health  insurance  system.  Its 
benefits  will  be  felt  by  some  25  million 
Americans  in  total,  according  to  a  re- 
port of  the  GAO. 

I  cannot  believe  that  this  could  be  a 
program  only  for  the  rich,  if  it  is  going 


to  apply  to  25  million  Americans.  I  can 
say,  without  question,  that  it  will  af- 
fect hundreds  of  thousands  of  Alas- 
kJins,  despite  our  small  population. 

Of  particular  importance  is  that  this 
will  make  health  insurance  available 
to  Alaskans  who  are  self-employed  by 
making  it  more  affordable,  by  increas- 
ing the  deduction  for  health  insurance 
premiums  from  the  current  30  percent 
to  80  percent  over  a  10-year  period.  I  do 
not  think  anybody  has  mentioned  that. 
This  will  bring  about  a  change.  As  we 
all  know,  currently  self-employed  peo- 
ple can  only  deduct  30  percent  of  their 
health  insurance  premiums.  This  bill 
before  us  now  will  gradually  change 
that  so  that  discrimination  against 
self-employed  people,  as  far  as  health 
insurance  premiums,  is  eliminated  over 
a  10-year  period. 

I  might  also  mention  a  substantial 
benefit  to  Alaskan  seniors.  Long-term 
care  insurance  policies  would  receive 
the  same  tax  treatment  as  traditional 
health  insurance  under  this  bill.  Unre- 
imbursed long-term  care  expenses 
would  be  treated  as  medical  expenses 
for  itemized  deduction  purposes — a 
change,  Mr.  President,  which  will  make 
a  substantial  change  in  the  ability  of 
people  to  pay  for  long-term  care,  par- 
ticularly for  the  children  of  those  peo- 
ple who  need  long-term  care.  They  are 
the  ones  that  are  paying  these  ex- 
penses. 

This  legislation  will  not  affect  the 
right  of  Alaskans  to  receive  health 
care  from  chiropractors  or  alternative 
medicine  people.  My  office  has  received 
a  slew  of  telephone  calls  from  Alaskans 
who  fear  this  legislation  because  of  the 
fi-aud  and  abuse  provisions  added 
through  the  amendment  to  title  V. 
They  feel  that  that  amendment  would 
stop  them  from  seeing  a  health  pro- 
vider of  their  choice,  especially  under 
the  Medicare  Program.  I  think  I  should 
assure  Alaskans  and  all  Americans 
that  that  is  not  true.  I  support  the 
right  of  Americans  and  my  Alaskan 
people  to  seek  health  care  from  alter- 
native health  providers.  This  bill  will 
allow  Alaskans  and  all  Americans  to 
get  health  care  from  the  provider  of 
their  choice,  including  alternative 
medicine  and  chiropractors  licensed  by 
the  State. 

I  believe  this  legislation  will  make  a 
vital  contribution  to  the  well-being  of 
thousands  of  our  people  in  my  home 
State,  who  now  have  the  prosi)ect  of 
losing  health  care  for  themselves  and 
their  families  when  there  is  an  inter- 
ruption in  their  emplojmnent. 

I  urge  the  Senate  to  name  conferees 
and  get  this  bill  to  conference  and  to 
the  President  as  soon  as  possible.  This 
should  not  be  an  election  year  political 
issue.  This  is  an  issue  which  should  rise 
above  politics.  I  challenge  anyone  in 
the  Senate  to  defend  holding  up  this 
bill. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Alaska.  I  par- 


ticularly appreciate  his  knowledge  of 
the  parliamentary  nature  of  this  body 
and  his  expertise.  When  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  says  we  have  a  bolt  out  of 
whack  on  our  policy  here,  the  bolt  is 
probably  out  of  whack.  I  join  the  Sen- 
ator in  an  effort  to  get  that  straight. 

Mr.  President,  the  remarks  of  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  reminded  me 
of  a  friend  in  the  medical  practice  that 
I  know  in  Georgia.  Several  years  ago, 
we  were  musing,  and  he  talked  about  a 
time  when  the  exchange  might  involve 
something  other  than  money.  Some- 
body might  offer,  in  some  of  the  rural 
areas  of  oiu:  State,  crops  or  produce.  He 
said  it  was  always  a  very  serious  nego- 
tiation, determining  what  the  cost  of 
the  medical  procedure  would  be. 

Now,  you  are  dealing  with  a  far  more 
sophisticated  process.  But  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  makes  me  remember 
that.  He  said  that  the  customer — or  the 
patient— really  paid  attention  when 
they  were  about  to  contract  for  a  medi- 
cal service.  He  was  convinced  that  that 
interaction  between  the  patient  and 
the  doctor,  and  the  patient  and  other 
medical  providers,  was  the  missing  ele- 
ment and  was  a  core  reason  for  the  geo- 
metric escalation  in  medical  costs. 

Senator  Gramm  from  Texas  addressed 
this  issue  in  the  health  care  debate, 
and  he  said  that  if  we  bought  groceries 
the  way  we  buy  medical  services,  he 
would  eat  a  whole  lot  better,  and  so 
would  his  dog. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  been  joined 
by  the  Senator  from  Utah,  who  chaired 
the  health  care  task  force  that  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  was  referring  to  a 
moment  ago. 

I  yield  up  to  10  minutes  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Utah. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Utah  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Georgia.  I  am 
interested  that  he  refers  to  the  Senator 
from  Texas  and  his  comment  about 
groceries,  because  I  have  a  somewhat 
similar  analogy  that  I  think  illustrates 
the  issue  we  are  talking  about  here. 

Come  with  me  in  your  mind's  eye, 
Mr.  President,  to  a  job  interview  at  an 
imaginary  company  that  operates 
under  the  principle  that  we  use  for 
health  insurance  in  this  country  today. 
You  are  going  through  the  interview, 
and  you  have  arrived  at  a  salary  dis- 
cussion and  arrangement.  You  know 
your  job  duties.  Now  you  say  to  your 
prospective  employer,  "Tell  me  about 
the  benefit  package  that  you  have.  ' 
Your  employer  says,  "Well,  Mr.  Frist, 
we  have  a  wonderful  clothing  care  sys- 
tem here  at  XYZ  Industries.  You  will 
really  like  it.  Clothing,  of  course,  is  ab- 
solutely essential  to  your  survival.  It 
goes  back  as  long  as  civilization  be- 
cause people  have  had  to  have  clothing 
to  protect  them  from  the  elements.  We 
have  the  greatest  clothing  program  in 
the  world." 

You  say,  "Wonderful,  I  will  come  to 
work  for  XYZ  Industries,  and  under 
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your  clothing  benefit  plan,  I  will  be 
properly  taken  care  of."  Then  you 
come  to  clothe  your  family  and  you  are 
told,  "Well,  at  XYZ,  we  cover  two  suits 
a  year  and  one  sport  coat."  You  say, 
"Well,  I  would  like  to  buy  two  sport 
coats."  They  say,  "No,  you  cannot 
have  it.  Our  benefit  package  only  cov- 
ers two  suits  and  one  sport  coat.  And. 
by  the  way,  we  only  provide  for  black 
shoes  and  not  brown  shoes  to  go  with 
those  suits.  Now,  under  the  benefits 
that  are  covered  by  our  clothing  plan, 
we  will  cover  walking  shoes,  but  not 
nmning  shoes.  And  there  is  a  limit,  of 
course.  We  have  cost  containment,  as 
clothing  costs  have  been  going  through 
the  roof.  There  is  a  limit  on  the  num- 
ber of  pairs  of  socks  that  will  be  cov- 
ered under  your  clothing  plan  that  we 
have  decided  is  the  appropriate  number 
of  socks."  And  you  then  get  a  memo 
through  the  mail  that  says.  "Our  cloth- 
ing costs  at  XYZ  industries  have  gone 
out  of  sight,  and  so  we  have  changed  to 
a  clothing  maintenance  organization, 
and  now  we  have  made  a  deal  with 
Sears  Roebuck.  You  go  down  to  Sears 
Roebuck  and  they  will  provide  all  of 
your  clothing." 

You  have  to  go  through  a  clothing 
counselor,  who  will  meet  you  when  you 
walk  through  the  door  of  Sears,  and  he 
will  size  you  up  and  may  say,  "Well, 
before  we  will  replace  the  suit  you  are 
wearing,  we  will  make  the  decision 
that  it  has  more  wear  left  in  it  and, 
therefore,  we  will  not  authorize  a  new 
suit  until  there  is  more  wear  and  tear 
in  the  knees  of  the  suit  that  you  cur- 
rently have  on." 

That  is  how  we  will  get  some  cost 
containment  and  cost  control.  I  could 
go  on  and  on.  But  I  think  you  under- 
stand, Mr.  President,  how  absurd  this 
looks  to  American  workers  and  Amer- 
ican wage  earners.  They  would  say, 
"Please.  Senator,  eliminate  this  vision 
and  take  us  back  to  the  present  cir- 
cumstance where  our  employer  does  in- 
deed pay  for  all  of  our  clothes,  but  he 
does  it  by  giving  us  some  money.  And 
we  decide  how  many  suits  we  want.  We 
decide  what  color  shoes  we  want.  We 
decide  whether  we  want  to  shop  at 
Sears,  or  Nordstrom's.  or  the  Gap.  or 
Wal-Mart,  or  wherever.  Leave  it  up  to 
us  to  make  the  choices." 

We  do  not  do  that  in  health  care.  The 
health  care  circumstance  is  just  as  I 
have  described  it  with  clothing.  No, 
you  cannot  decide  that  you  want  this 
kind  of  treatment  because  it  is  not  cov- 
ered under  our  plan.  You  cannot  decide 
you  want  this  particular  doctor.  We 
have  decided  that  we  are  going  in  an- 
other direction.  What  if  we  did  the 
same  thing  with  health  care  that  we  do 
with  clothing,  or  food,  or  shelter,  or 
transportation,  or  any  of  the  other  ne- 
cessities of  life,  and  said,  "You  make 
your  own  decisions  and  pay  for  it  with 
dollars  that  you  have  set  aside  in  sav- 
ings"? 

What  if  we  recognized  that  we  have, 
in  fact,  destroyed  the  Insurance  prin- 


ciple in  health  care  by  saying  we  are 
not  ensuring  against  risk:  we  are.  in 
fact,  paying  for  everything? 

Let  me  shift  analogies  for  just  a 
minute.  I  have  said  on  the  floor  before 
in  the  health  care  circumstance  that  I 
have  a  homeowner's  policy  on  my 
home,  and  it  is  a  wonderful  policy.  If 
my  house  bums  down,  I  get  everything 
I  need.  The  paintings  on  the  wall  get 
replaced.  The  silver  in  the  drawers  in 
the  kitchen  gets  replaced.  The  dishes, 
my  clothes— everything  that  is  de- 
stroyed in  the  fire  gets  replaced.  The 
fire  is  a  catastrophe.  I  have  insurance 
against  catastrophe.  But  there  is  noth- 
ing in  my  homeowner's  policy  that  cov- 
ers the  cost  of  mowing  the  lawn.  There 
is  nothing  in  my  homeowner's  policy 
that  covers  the  cost  of  repainting  the 
front  door  when  the  dog  scratches  it. 

Do  you  know  how  much  my  home- 
owners  policy  would  cost  if  I  had  to 
file  an  insurance  claim  every  time  I 
wanted  the  lawn  cut?  "How  do  you  pay. 
Senator  Bennett,  for  the  cost  of  mow- 
ing the  lawn  and  painting  the  front 
door?"  I  have  a  savings  account,  and  I 
pay  Ameriian  money  to  the  son  of  my 
next  door  neighbor  to  come  over  and 
mow  the  lawn.  And  insurance  is  re- 
served for  catastrophe. 

I  am  insured  against  catastrophe, 
and  my  insurance  policy  is  very,  very 
reasonable.  Why  are  we  not  smart 
enough  to  do  that  with  health  care,  and 
say,  all  right,  the  little  things  that  we 
handle  in  health  care  we  pay  for  out  of 
savings,  and  we  have  insurance  to 
cover  the  catastrophic  circumstances? 

I  have  talked  to  insurance  people.  I 
have  said,  what  is  the  number  that  we 
need  as  a  deductible  in  order  to  make 
this  kind  of  a  system  work?  We  have 
heard,  for  medical  savings  accounts, 
the  figure  of  $3,000.  The  insurance  peo- 
ple say  the  difference  between  a  J1.500 
deductible  and  a  S3,000  deductible  is  de 
minimis.  It  really  does  not  make  that 
much  difference.  If  you  had  a  $1,500  de- 
ductible, you  are  only  saving  pennies, 
if  you  go  to  a  $3,000  deductible. 

I  then  went  to  the  leading  hospital  in 
Salt  Lake  City.  I  said,  "What  would 
happen  if  every  bill  that  was  less  than 
$1,500  was  paid  for  in  cash?"  They  kind 
of  blinked  at  me  because  they  assumed 
that  everything  that  comes  in  gets 
paid  for  by  filing  an  insurance  t'l^t^lm 
They  said,  "Senator,  80  percent  of  our 
emergency  room  admissions  come  to 
less  than  $1,500."  I  said,  "How  much  ad- 
ministrative savings  would  you  have  if 
you  didn't  have  to  process  insurance 
claims  for  that  80  percent  of  your  busi- 
ness?" They  said,  "Good  heavens,  it 
would  save  us  enormously." 

We  have  a  control  group  that  we  can 
refer  to,  Mr.  President,  that  dem- 
onstrates the  wisdom  of  paying  for 
things  with  cash  as  opposed  to  filing 
insurance  claims  for  a  flu  shot,  filing 
insurance  claims  for  an  office  visit,  fil- 
ing an  insurance  claim  for  everything 
that  comes  along.  You  may  have  heard 


of  it.  I  hope  more  people  have  heard  of 
it.  The  Shriners  Hospital  system.  The 
Shriners  are  a  fraternal  organization 
that  raises  money  that  it  spends  to 
take  care  of  children  who  cannot  pay. 
The  only  requirement  for  you  to  get 
into  a  Shriners  Hospital  is  that  you  do 
not  have  the  capacity  to  pay  for  the 
treatment.  That  is  it.  You  have  to  be 
sick,  of  course.  But  if  you  are  sick,  and 
you  do  not  have  the  capacity  to  pay  for 
your  treatment,  you  can  get  into  a 
Shriners  Hospital. 

Here  are  the  numbers  from  the 
Shnners  Hospital  in  Salt  Lake  City. 
UT:  4  percent  of  thefr  budget  goes  for 
administration:  96  percent  goes  for 
health  care.  Why?  Because  they  do  not 
deal  with  a  single  insurance  company, 
and  they  do  not  deal  with  a  single  Gov- 
ernment agency.  They  do  not  have  to 
fill  out  any  forms  or  screen  anybody 
for  eligibility  beyond  convincing  them- 
selves that  these  people  cannot  pay. 

Whsit  is  the  cost  of  treatment  in  the 
Shriners  Hospital?  Here  is  the  number: 
$95  a  day.  I  have  said  this,  somehow 
you  are  missing  a  decimal  point.  It  has 
to  be  $950  a  day.  That  is  what  it  cost  in 
a  modem  hospital:  $95  a  day  because 
they  do  not  have  any  of  these  adminis- 
trative costs.  It  does  not  pass  the  Bob 
Newhart  test. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  I 
might  have  another  3  minutes  to  ex- 
plain the  Bob  Newhart  test. 

Mr.  CO"V^RDELL.  Mr.  President.  I 
yield  the  Senator  from  Utah  3  minutes. 
Mr.  BENNETT.  Here  is  the  Bob 
Newhart  test.  Have  you  ever  heard  Bob 
Newhart  discuss,  as  if  he  had  no  pre- 
vious experience  at  all.  the  smoking  of 
tobacco  with  Sir  Walter  Raleigh? 

Bob  Newhart  is  on  the  phone,  and  he 
is  saying,  "Let  me  get  this  straight, 
Walt.  This  is  a  weed,  right?  This  has  no 
food  value,  and  you  want  to  bring  it 
over  here?  Tell  me,  Walt,  what  do  you 
do?  You  roll  it  up?  And.  yeah.  OK, 
Walt.  Now  you  stick  it  in  your  ear. 
Right?  No,  no.  You  stick  it  in  your 
mouth?  Come  on,  Walt.  What  do  you  do 
with  it?  You  roll  this  weed  up  and  stick 
it  in  your  mouth?  Yeah,  Walt.  You  set 
fire  to  it,  and  you  start  breathing  the 
fumes?" 

Bob  Newhart  has  made  a  great  com- 
edy career  out  of  doing  that  kind  of 
analysis  of  the  stupidities  of  the  things 
that  we  do  in  our  lives.  Our  medical 
system  of  insurance  does  not  pass  the 
Bob  Newhart  test. 

I  have  tried  to  put  it  in  that  context 
by  saying  this  is  what  would  happen  if 
we  bought  clothing  the  way  we  buy 
health  care,  if  we  had  to  file  an  insur- 
ance claim  for  the  cost  of  mowing  the 
lawn,  and  everybody  laughs.  But  that 
is  where  we  are,  and  the  people  who  are 
opposing  medical  savings  accounts  are 
the  people  who  do  not  realize  the  ab- 
surdity of  the  present  circumstance, 
who  have  gotten  themselves  in  the 
mindset  that  since  we  have  done  it  this 
way,  this  is  the  way  it  always  has  to 
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be.  If  you  can  only  step  back  and  look 
at  it  honestly,  you  realize  how  many 
problems  you  solve  if  you  say  that 
health  insurance  should  be  like  car  in- 
surance and  homeowners  insurance  and 
flood  insurance  and  earthquake  insur- 
ance and  tornado  insurance.  Health  in- 
surance should  insure  us  against  a  ca- 
tastrophe, just  as  we  use  money  to 
make  the  decision  whether  we  want 
brown  shoes  or  black  shoes,  just  as  we 
use  money  to  make  our  own  decisions 
on  whether  we  want  to  replace  the  suit 
or  wear  a  sport  coat.  We  should  use 
money  to  say,  "I  am  going  to  get  a  flu 
shot;  I  am  going  to  take  care  of  this 
hangnail:  I  am  not  going  to  file  an  in- 
surance claim  with  all  of  the  adminis- 
trative costs  connected  with  that." 

It  is  just  plain  common  sense,  and  it 
more  than  passes  the  Bob  Newhart 
test. 

I  thank  the  Chair.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Utah  not  only 
for  these  remarks  but  for  the  extended 
effort  that  he  has  made  on  the  issue  of 
reform  for  our  health  care  system.  The 
Senator  from  Utah  hsis  dedicated 
many,  many  hours  to  that. 

We  have  been  joined  by  the  Senator 
from  Iowa,  and  in  a  few  moments  we 
are  going  to  hear  from  him  on  this 
vital  question.  I  do  want  to  point  out 
in  the  national  journal  Congressional 
Dally  this  morning  it  says,  "A  group  of 
moderate  to  conservative  House  Demo- 
crats Thursday  sent  a  letter  to  Presi- 
dent Clinton  urging  him  to  accept 
some  form  of  compromise  on  medical 
savings  accounts  in  health  insurance 
reform  legislation."  The  letter  was  au- 
thored by  Representative  Gary  Condit, 
Democrat  of  California,  and  it  asks  the 
President  to  sign  off  on  the  evolving 
Republican  compromise  already  ac- 
cepted by  Senate  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources chairwoman.  Senator  Kasse- 
BAUM  of  Kansas. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  going  to  ask 
unanimous  consent  the  time  under  our 
control  be  expanded  by  up  to  5  min- 
utes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  COVERDELL.  I  now  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  for  up  to  10  min- 
utes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator firom  Iowa  is  recognized. 

(Mr.  COVERDELL  assumed  the 
chair.) 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
congratulate  each  of  my  colleagues 
under  the  leadership  of  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  for  discussing  this  very 
important  issue  of  making  sure  that  we 
get  health  insurance  reform  legislation 
through,  that  this  reform  legislation 
operates  in  a  way  so  it  minimizes  Fed- 
eral Government  bureaucracy  inter- 
ference in  the  marketplace  and  in  the 
doctor-patient  relationship,  and  that 
we  eventually  reduce  the  cost  of  health 
care. 


I  think  every  one  of  these  are  mo- 
tives for  this  legislation,  in  addition  to 
creating  a  situation  where  people  who 
can  afford  health  insurance  and  are  de- 
nied health  insurance  because  of  pre- 
existing conditions  will  be  able  to  have 
that  guarantee  of  health  insurance  and 
its  renewability.  and  also  for  the  indi- 
viduals who  find  it  difficult  in  bargain- 
ing with  the  insurance  companies  for 
an  affordable  package,  and  also  for 
small  businesses  that  have  a  dlfflcult 
time  doing  that,  that  we  allow  these 
people  to  come  together  in  health  in- 
surance purchasing  cooperatives  to  be 
able  to  do  this.  So  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  for  promoting  this  dis- 
cussion at  this  particular  time. 

Regardless  of  all  the  good  aspects  of 
this  bill,  there  is  one  aspect  holding  it 
up,  and  it  is  an  aspect  of  the  bill  that 
I  very  much  support,  and  that  is  the 
drive  for  the  medical  savings  accounts. 
When  I  say  it  is  a  drive  for  medical  sav- 
ings accounts,  it  is  not  a  drive  within 
Congress  for  medical  savings  accounts. 
Medical  savings  accounts  are  an  estab- 
lished fact  of  the  delivery  of  health 
care  in  America  because  they  have 
been  proven  out  there  in  the  private 
sector,  but  they  do  not  have  the  advan- 
tages that  other  types  of  health  insur- 
ance or  vehicles  for  paying  for  health 
care  have  like  their  tax  deductibility. 

So  if  we  are  going  to  promote  medi- 
cal savings  accounts  which  are  proven 
worthy  and  effective  in  the  private  sec- 
tor already,  then  they  ought  to  have 
the  same  tax  treatment  that  a  lot  of 
other  instruments  we  have  used  for  a 
half  century  have  had  in  order  to  give 
people  effective  health  coverage.  And 
so  this  debate  is  about  medical  savings 
accounts.  All  the  other  good  things  in 
this  bill  are  kind  of  forgotten.  All  the 
attention  is  on  medical  savings  ac- 
counts, I  think  for  one  simple  reason, 
and  that  one  simple  reason  is  that 
there  are  people  in  Washlngrton  who 
still  believe  that  Washington  knows 
best,  and  they  do  not  want  a  system  of 
medical  savings  accounts  where  the  in- 
dividual is  going  to  make  the  decision 
of  spending  money  on  health  care. 
They  only  think  it  can  be  a  big  insur- 
ance company  or  some  Washington  bu- 
reaucrat that  can  make  this  judgment 
for  the  individual.  The  success  of  medi- 
cal savings  accounts  proves  that  tradi- 
tion wrong,  the  tradition  that  Wash- 
ington knows  best.  And  so  we  need  this 
legislation.  It  should  not  be  held  up. 

Mr.  President,  the  American  people 
are  waiting  for  final  action  on  the  Ken- 
nedy-Kassebaum  health  insurance  re- 
form legislation.  They  have  been  wait- 
ing 2  full  months. 

The  American  people  want  this  legis- 
lation enacted  because  they  understand 
that  it  promises  portability  of  health 
insurance.  They  want  it  enacted  be- 
cause they  understand  that  it  would 
limit  the  practice  of  denjring  health  in- 
surance coverage  to  people  because  of 
preexisting  conditions. 


This  legislation  passed  the  House  on 
March  28.  It  passed  the  Senate  on  April 
23.  We  should  have  sent  it  to  the  Presi- 
dent weeks  ago,  Mr.  President.  Why 
have  we  not? 

We  have  not  because  some  obstinate 
Senators  of  the  other  party  refuse  to 
allow  the  conference  between  the 
House  and  the  Senate  to  proceed.  They 
refuse  to  allow  it  to  proceed  because 
they  oppose  the  medical  savings  ac- 
counts provisions.  They  refuse  to  allow 
it  to  proceed  despite  concessions  on  the 
MSA  provisions  by  the  Republican 
leadership.  They  refuse  to  allow  it  to 
proceed  because  the  President  will  not 
tell  them  he  wants  to  sign  it  with  an 
MSA  provision  in  it. 

I  say  some  Senators  of  the  other 
party  because  msuay  Members  of  the 
other  party  have  supported  medical 
savings  accounts.  Many  still  do.  Thir- 
ty-eight Democrats  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  voted  for  the  House 
health  insurance  reform  bill  which  in- 
cluded medical  savings  accounts.  I  un- 
derstand the  Democratic  Representa- 
tives Bob  Torbjcelli  and  Andy  Jacobs 
wrote  to  the  President  6  weeks  ago  to 
urge  him  to  support  MSA's.  In  the  past, 
leading  members  of  the  other  party 
have  spoken  favorably  of  MSA's.  Two 
short  years  ago,  in  1994,  Representative 
Gephardt  is  quoted  as  saying  on 
CNBC:  "I  think  its  a  great  option." 
Then,  just  today  according  to  Congress 
Daily,  a  group  of  moderate-to-conserv- 
ative Democrats  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives sent  a  letter  to  President 
Clinton  asking  him  to  sign  off  on  the 
evolving  GOP  compromise  on  MSA's. 

I  am  having  a  hard  time  understand- 
ing why  some  Senators  are  putting  up 
such  die-hard  opposition  to  medical 
savings  accounts,  Mr.  President.  And  I 
am  having  a  hard  time  understanding 
why  the  President  of  the  United  States 
will  not  tell  his  troops  in  the  Senate 
that  he  will  sign  a  bill  with  an  MSA 
provision  in  it. 

Because  they  are  a  good  Idea.  They 
are  basically  IRA's.  Everybody  under- 
stands IRA's.  Medical  savings  accounts 
are  IRA's  that  can  only  be  used  to  pay 
for  medical  care.  Individuals  who  have 
a  medical  savings  account  would  also 
have  to  purchase  conventional  health 
insurance  with  a  high  deductible.  This 
high  deductible  health  insurance  policy 
would  protect  them  against  truly  cata- 
strophic health  care  costs. 

They  are  a  good  idea  for  several  rea- 
sons: 

They  should  make  health  care  cov- 
erage more  dependable  for  those  who 
have  them  because  they  are  completely 
portable. 

Medical  savings  accounts  are  easy  to 
administer  compared  to  conventional 
insurance  or  to  managed  care  plans. 
Therefore,  administrative  savings  will 
be  realized  when  people  use  them. 

They  put  the  patient  back  into  the 
health  care  equation.  People  with 
MSA's  would  have  complete  freedom  to 
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choose  their  doctor.  Because  patients 
would  be  spending  their  own  money, 
doctors  would  be  imder  pressure  to  pro- 
vide economical  treatment  and  to  dis- 
cuss with  their  patients  the  costs  and 
the  benefits  of  particular  treatments  to 
a  greater  degree  than  they  do  now. 

They  would  level  the  health  insur- 
ance playing  field  by  making  the  tax 
treatment  of  health  insurance  fairer. 
Now,  employers  who  pay  for  health  in- 
surance for  their  employees  get  a  tax 
break  for  what  they  spend.  The  em- 
ployees get  a  tax  break  for  what  is  es- 
sentially compensation.  But  in  those 
businesses  which  can  not  afford  health 
insurance,  neither  the  employer  nor 
the  employee  gets  tax  help  from  the 
Federal  Government.  The  self-em- 
ployed, who  pay  for  their  own  health 
insurance,  get  no  help  from  the  Federal 
Government. 

Medical  savings  accounts  should  in- 
crease personal  savings.  The  tax  bene- 
fit associated  with  Medical  savings  ac- 
counts should  be  a  strong  incentive  to 
save. 

They  will  ultimately  contribute  to 
retirement  savings  for  many  people.  In 
the  future,  many  people  would  become 
eligible  for  Medicare  with  substantial 
medical  savings  account  balances. 
These  could  be  withdrawn  for  any  pur- 
pose at  age  65. 

Finally,  they  will  help  cover  long- 
term  care  expenses  because  one  of  the 
permitted  uses  will  be  for  the  purchase 
of  long-term  care  insurance. 

Mr.  President,  the  Republican  con- 
gressional leadership  has  offered  the 
President  and  the  Democrats  a  com- 
promise. The  compromise  would  limit 
the  opportunity  to  have  an  MSA  to 
where  the  core  uninsurance  problem 
is — in  the  small  business  community 
and  among  the  self-employed. 

Still,  some  Senate  Democrats  refuse 
to  let  us  send  the  Kassebaum  bill  to 
the  President. 

They  say  that  the  MSA  provisions 
are  in  the  bill  only  as  a  pay-off  to  a 
single  insurance  company.  This  is  real- 
ly one  of  the  most  preposterous  allega- 
tions made  in  this  debate. 

A  single  insurance  company?  Then 
why  are  the  MSA  provisions  supported 
by  the  farm  community,  including  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  Federation, 
Conmiunicating  for  Agriculture,  the 
National  Wheat  Growers,  the  National 
Grange,  the  National  Milk  Producers 
Federation,  and  the  National  Cattle- 
man's Beef  Association? 

Why  are  they  supported  by  the  small 
business  community,  including  the  Na- 
tional Federation  of  Independent  Busi- 
nesses, the  Business  Coalition  for  Af- 
fordable Health  Care  which  includes 
the  National  Association  of  the  Self- 
Employed,  the  U.S.  Federation  of 
Small  Business,  the  U.S.  Business  and 
Industrial  Council,  the  National  Food 
Brokers  Association,  and  many  other 
business  groups. 

Why  are  the  MSA  provisions  sup- 
ported  by   many   physician   organiza- 


tions, led  by  the  American  Medical  As- 
sociation? Why  are  they  supported  by 
not  just  one.  but  several  insurance 
companies? 

A  single  insurance  company?  I  do  not 
think  so,  Mr.  President.  It  is  clear  to 
anyone  who  wants  to  open  their  eyes. 
The  medical  savings  account  concept, 
and  the  specific  provisions  in  the 
Kassebaum  bill,  are  supported  by  a 
broad  coalition  of  Americans. 

Those  holding  up  the  bill  say  that 
MSA's  will  be  used  only  by  the  young 
and  the  healthy.  They  say  that  the  sick 
will  prefer  regular  insurance  or  HMO's. 
Maybe  they  really  believe  it.  But  now 
we  have  evidence  to  the  contrary  from 
a  recent  study  by  the  Rand  Corp.  The 
Rand  study  concluded  that  MSA's 
could  be  attractive  to  both  the  sick 
and  the  healthy. 

In  fact,  the  Rand  study  concluded 
that  MSA's  might  not  reduce  health 
care  costs  as  substantially  as  MSA  pro- 
ponents have  claimed.  Why  not?  Be- 
cause they  probably  would  be  attrac- 
tive to  the  sick.  Furthermore,  those 
who  are  sick  will  probably  prefer  to 
have  the  unrestricted  freedom  of 
choice  of  doctor  that  would  come  with 
an  MSA. 

If  the  sick  and  the  poor  would  use 
MSA's,  it  hardly  seems  likely  that 
MSA's  would  fragment  the  insurance 
pools  because  of  adverse  selection,  an- 
other concern  of  those  opposed  to 
MSA's. 

Those  holding  up  the  Kassebaum  leg- 
islation argue  that  MSA's  would  appeal 
only  to  the  wealthy.  But  Rand  con- 
cluded that  the  "median  user  would  be 
only  slightly  wealthier  than  people  in 
conventional  insurance  plans  and 
HMOs.  *  *  *"  Furthermore,  a  recent 
survey  by  the  Marketing  Research  In- 
stitute of  1.000  workers  found  that  a 
large  majority  of  lower  income  work- 
ers, if  given  the  choice,  would  choose 
MSA's. 

What  is  really  going  on  here,  Mr. 
President,  is  that  the  Senators  trying 
to  stop  medical  savings  accounts  really 
do  not  want  individual  citizens  to  take 
charge  of  thefr  own  health  care.  They 
do  not  want  the  system  to  be  con- 
trolled and  driven  by  individual  con- 
sumers in  cooperation  with  thefr  doc- 
tors. They  are  frightened  to  death  that 
medical  savings  accounts  will  prove  so 
popular  with  the  citizenry  that  there 
will  be  an  irresistible  demand  to  make 
them  available  to  everybody.  If  that 
happens,  their  dream  of  a  nationalized 
health  care  system  will  be  impossible 
to  realize. 

In  any  case,  Mr.  President,  it  seems 
to  me  that  we  can  add  medical  savings 
accounts  to  the  things  a  great  many 
Americans  want  in  the  Kassebaum- 
Kennedy  health  insurance  reform  bill. 
Many  other  Americans  are  probably 
more  concerned  about  the  Kassebaum 
bill's  portability  provisions.  Or  about 
the  bill's  limits  on  the  ability  of  insur- 
ers to  deny  coverage  to  people  because 


of  preexisting  conditions.  These  citi- 
zens are  going  to  have  a  very  hard  time 
understanding  why  some  Senators,  and 
the  President,  are  denying  these  re- 
forms because  of  opposition  to  the 
medical  savings  account  compromise 
the  Republican  leadership  is  offering 
them. 

The  American  people  are  going  to  get 
none  of  these  reforms  unless  the  Sen- 
ators obstructing  the  legislation  stop 
playing  dog  in  the  manger,  and  get  out 
of  the  way  so  the  American  people  can 
have  the  benefits  of  the  legislation. 
The  President  needs  to  tell  his  troops 
in  the  Senate  that  he  wants  to  see  this 
bill  enacted.  He  should  tell  his  troops 
to  let  the  conferees  be  appointed  and  to 
accept  the  MSA  compromise  he's  been 
offered. 

Mr.  BROWN  addressed  the  Chafr. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Colorado  should  be  advised 
the  next  90  minutes  is  controlled  by 
the  Democrat  leader  or  his  designee. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Nevada. 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  also 
since  the  time  has  gone  over  12  min- 
utes or  13  minutes,  let  me  extend  it 
past  the  12:30  hour  so  there  is  equal 
time  for  both. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


HEALTH  INSURANCE  REFORM 

Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  what  we 
have  seen  take  place  here  in  the  last 
hour  or  45  minutes  is  what  has  been 
going  on  in  the  Senate  for  the  last  8  or 
10  months.  We  cannot  do  things  quite 
perfect  enough.  There  is  always  some 
kind  of  a  problem. 

With  the  balanced  budget,  we  agreed 
to  a  balanced  budget  but  there  was  al- 
ways a  poison  pill  that  was  Involved. 
The  poison  pill  with  the  balanced  budg- 
et was  Medicaid,  Medicare,  whacking 
the  envfronment.  It  was  not  good 
enough  that  the  President  and  Demo- 
crats agreed  there  would  be  a  balanced 
budget  in  7  years  using  the  figures 
from  the  CBO.  That  was  not  good 
enough.  What  they  had  to  do  was  the 
majority  had  to  ruin  it.  They  ruined  it 
with  thefr  poison  pills,  with  excessive 
cuts  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid. 

Welfare  reform — remember,  we  had  a 
welfare  reform  bill.  It  passed  here  in  a 
bipartisan  basis.  But  the  majority  in 
the  House  and  Senate  decided  they 
wanted  to  block  grant  Medicaid.  They 
wanted  to  cut  off  a  million  disabled 
children  from  welfare.  That  made  it  so 
we  could  not  pass  welfare  reform. 

Minimum  wage,  something  that  is 
long  overdue,  about  90  percent  of  the 
American  public  think  it  is  the  fafr 
thing  to  do.  to  increase  the  minimum 
wage.  but.  no.  they  have  to  tie  on  to 
that  something  called  the  TEAM  Act. 
some  kind  of  small  business  exemption 
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which  is  a  disguise,  that  is  all  it  is,  to, 
in  effect,  gut  the  minimum  wage.  Ev- 
eryone knows  the  jobs  in  America  are 
not  created  by  General  Motors,  Lock- 
heed and  the  big  corporations,  but  by 
small  businesses.  So  what  is  the  poison 
pill  that  the  majority  attaches  to  mini- 
mum wage?  We  will  make  a  small  busi- 
ness exemption  with  the  minimum 
wage:  we  will  do  indirectly  what  we 
cannot  do  directly. 

So  everything  that  comes  out  that  is 
good  for  the  American  public,  the  ma- 
jority throws  in  a  poison  pill.  They 
have  done  it  with  their  small  business 
exemption  with  the  minimum  wage. 
They  have  done  it  with  the  TEAM  Act. 

We  should  be  on  the  floor  here,  talk- 
ing about  the  things  that  we  do  on  a  bi- 
partisan basis.  The  American  public  is 
not  concerned  about  big  government  or 
small  government,  they  are  concerned 
about  good  government.  And  good  gov- 
ernment means  we  must  act  together. 

We  could  do  that  with  health  care  re- 
form. Everyone  knows  that  on  the  Ken- 
nedy-Kassebaum  bill  the  senior  Sen- 
ator from  Massachusetts  represents 
one  constituency,  the  senior  Senator 
from  the  State  of  Kansas  represents 
another  constituency,  and  they  got  to- 
gether. People  who  are  senior  Members 
of  this  body  got  together  and  came  up 
with  a  bill  that  was  not  everything 
that  everyone  needed,  that  did  not 
take  care  of  all  the  problems  with 
health  care  delivery  in  this  country, 
but  certainly  it  went  a  long  way  to  an- 
swer two  of  the  major  problems  that 
face  the  American  public  and  that  is, 
what  do  we  do  about  portability  of 
health  insurance  and  what  do  we  do 
about  preexisting  conditions? 

The  Kennedy-Kassebaum  bill  took 
care  of  that.  It  basically  said  we  can 
help  get  portable  insurance.  If  you 
have  a  job  and  you  have  insurance  and 
you  quit  your  job,  leave  your  job,  you 
can  take  your  insurance  with  you.  If 
you  have  a  preexisting  condition  you 
can  have  an  insuramce  company  insure 
you.  They  cannot  refuse  you.  Everyone 
in  America  has  had  conditions  with 
family,  loved  ones  or  neighbors,  who 
have  problems  with  preexisting  condi- 
tions. It  may  be  a  bad  back,  it  may  be 
diabetes — these  conditions  are  such  the 
insurance  companies  simply  turn  peo- 
ple down.  The  Kennedy-Kassebaum  bill 
said  no,  you  caumot  do  that  anymore. 

Here  we  go  again,  just  like  as  has 
happened  for  the  past  18  months.  We 
have  something  which  can  solve  a  prob- 
lem on  a  bipartisan  basis  and  another 
poison  pill  comes  along.  This  time  it  is 
MSA's.  Mr.  President,  MSA's  is  some- 
thing we  should  take  a  look  at.  Every- 
one has  acknowledged,  on  the  minority 
side,  we  are  willing  to  take  a  look  at 
MSA's.  Let  us  do  a  pilot  project.  Let  us 
see  how  they  would  work.  Everything 
that  has  been  said  about  MSA's  by  the 
majority  may  be  right.  I  mean,  I  think 
we  should  take  a  look  at  it.  They  may 
be  right.  But  whether  they  are  right  or 


wrong,  why  do  we  not  go  ahead  and  do 
what  Kennedy-Kassebaum  originally 
said  we  should  do,  take  care  of  port- 
ability and  take  care  of  preexisting 
conditions?  That  would  go  a  long  way 
to  solving  the  problems  of  health  care 
delivery  in  America  today. 

No,  we  cannot  do  that  because  now 
we  are  not  talking  about  a  balanced 
budget  and  ruining  that  with  Medicare 
and  Medicaid  devastating  cuts;  we  are 
not  talking  about  minimum  wage  and 
the  poison  pill  thrown  in  there  with 
the  small  business  exemption:  we  are 
not  talking  about  welfare  reform,  the 
poison  pill  there  block-granting  Medic- 
aid and  eliminating  about  a  million 
handicapped  children.  No,  what  we  are 
doing  now  is  we  have  another  poison 
pill  with  health  care  reform  that  is  the 
medical  savings  accounts.  We  are  not 
willing  to  test,  do  a  pilot  project  on 
medical  savings  accounts.  We  want  it 
all.  If  we  cannot  get  it  all  we  are  going 
to  ruin  portability  and  preexisting  con- 
ditions. 

I,  personally,  believe  that  medical 
savings  accounts  should  be  tested.  I 
think  there  is  some  merit  to  them.  We 
should  have  a  demonstration  to  project 
to  see  what  the  benefits  and  drawbacks 
are  of  MSA's.  But  the  Insurance  reform 
bill  which  the  Senate  overwhelmingly 
passed  did  not  contain  MSA's  and  the 
addition  of  MSA's  is  now  preventing  a 
bipartisan  step  toward  real  health  care 
reform.  We  failed  to  pass  real  health 
care  reform  2  years  ago.  But  we  did 
learn  something  at  that  time.  We  must 
approach  health  care  reform  step  by 
step.  We  cannot  get  everything  we 
want.  But  it  seems  the  majority  is  say- 
ing we  want  everything  that  we  think 
is  appropriate.  If  we  do  not  get  it,  we 
are  going  to  kill  health  care  reform. 

The  Kennedy-Kassebaum  bill  pri- 
marily targets  two  hurdles  to  insur- 
ance coverage  for  the  American  public: 
Hurdle  No.  1,  preexisting  conditions; 
No.  2  is  portability.  By  addressing 
these  two  major  barriers  to  insurance 
coverage  we  can  help  25  million  Ameri- 
cans. 

We  can  stand  on  this  floor  and  debate 
for  weeks,  months  how  good  or  bad 
MSA's  are.  But  let  us  do  that  and  at 
the  same  time  take  care  of  25  million 
Americans  and  take  care  of  preexisting 
conditions  and  portability. 

The  Kennedy-Kassebaum  bill  is  a 
straightforward  measure  combining 
items  from  the  1994  health  care  debate 
that  are  both  noncontroversial  and  bi- 
partisan. We  should  not  be  holding  up 
this  bill  with  a  debate  over  MSA's. 

I  think,  when  it  is  all  said  and  done, 
after  we  do  the  demonstration  projects, 
I  think  I  would  probably  support 
MSA's. 

But  we  really  do  not  know  just  now. 
Why  do  we  not  go  ahead  and  pass  what 
is  good,  and  that  is  Kennedy-Kasse- 
baum. The  majority  attempts  to  add 
MSA's  to  the  benefit,  some  say,  of  spe- 
cial interests.  I  think  that  this  special- 


interest  legislation  may  just  be  threat- 
ening the  coverage  of  preexisting  con- 
ditions and  portability,  because  this  is 
the  poison  pill  they  found  to  kill  that 
program. 

If  the  majority  is  serious  about  help- 
ing millions  of  Americans  maintain 
their  health  coverage,  they  should 
abandon  their  attempts  to  attach  this 
overall,  all-encompassing  MSA  provi- 
sion to  S.  1028. 

The  debate  today  is  not  about  MSA's. 
That  can  wait  for  another  day.  The  de- 
bate is  about  whether  Congress  is  going 
to  help  individuals  who  change  or  lose 
their  job  to  help  maintain  health  cov- 
erage. 

We  can  pass  this  bill  today,  Monday, 
Tuesday,  Wednesday  of  next  week  if 
the  majority  will  agree  to  stop  loading 
this  bipartisan  bill  with  amendments 
that  can  be  debated  at  another  time. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  a  real  ques- 
tion about  what  we  are  doing  here. 
What  are  the  dangers  of  MSA's?  Some 
of  the  concerns  I  have,  that  I  hope  with 
the  demonstration  project  can  be  over- 
ridden, is  that  they  siphon  off  the 
healthy  and  the  wealthy  and  the 
young.  They  fragment  and  undermine 
the  current  insurance  market,  and 
they  cause  premiums  to  rise  for  others. 
They  discourage  cost-saving  preventive 
care.  They  lack  consumer  protections. 
They  increase  employer  health  care 
spending,  and  they  cost  taxpayers, 
some  say,  almost  S2  billion.  In  fact, 
who  says  that  is  the  Joint  Committee 
on  Taxation. 

What  the  majority  will  not  talk 
about  today  on  this  floor,  or  any  other 
time,  about  MSA's  and  the  reason,  per- 
haps, they  are  unwilling  to  go  forth 
with  a  demonstration  project,  l.s  that 
the  MSA  provision  added  in  the  House 
bill  contains  no  standards  for  high-de- 
ductible catastrophic  plans  that  ac- 
company these  MSA's,  forcing  many 
individuals  to  pay  more  in  out-of-pock- 
et costs  than  they  might  expect. 

Here  are  some  costly  facts  about  this 
catastrophic  insurance  plan  that  the 
majority  will  not  be  talking  about  dur- 
ing this  debate.  For  example:  Once  the 
deductible  is  reached,  not  all  costs  are 
covered. 

Even  after  an  individual  or  family 
meet  thefr  high-deductible,  most  cata- 
strophic plans  require  a  copajrment  for 
health  care  services.  The  majority 
wants  individuals  to  think  all  their 
health  care  will  be  covered.  That  is  not 
the  fact.  They  think  they  should  be 
covered  free  of  charge  once  the  high  de- 
ductible is  finally  reached.  It  just  will 
not  happen. 

Also,  only  medically  necessary  serv- 
ices are  covered.  So  many  of  these 
plans  only  pay  for  those  medical  ex- 
penses that  axe  medically  necessary. 
As  determined  by  whom?  Of  course,  by 
that  all-knowing  insurance  company 

Furthermore,  Insurers  may  count 
only  medically  necessary  services  de- 
fined as  indicated  by  the  Insurer  to- 
ward the  deductible.  If  it  is  not  covered 
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by  the  insurer,  the  individual  will  get 
no  credit  for  the  payments  they  have 
made  toward  the  deductible. 

We  heard  a  lot  2  years  ago  when  we 
debated  health  care  reform,  and  one  of 
the  things  that  the  health  insurance 
industry— and  their  spending  over  $100 
million  in  advertising  trying  to  confuse 
and  frighten  the  American  public, 
which  they  did— one  of  the  things  they 
talked  about  a  lot  was  people  would 
lose  their  choice  of  physicians.  Well, 
those  in  the  majority  should  under- 
stand that  here  is  a  question  with 
MSA's  about  whether  you  lose  your 
choice  of  physician. 

Individuals  are  free  to  choose  their 
own  doctors  while  pasdng  for  medical 
care  in  full.  However,  under  their  in- 
surance plan,  they  may  have  to  pay 
more  to  stay  with  their  own  family 
physician.  Many  catastrophic  plans  re- 
quire individuals  to  use  specific  doc- 
tors, and  if  they  are  not  willing  to  use 
specific  doctors,  they  pay  more,  there- 
by adding  unexpected  costs  after  meet- 
ing that  high  deductible. 

Another  problem  we  need  to  look 
at — and  the  reason  we  think  there 
should  be  a  demonstration  project  and 
we  should  go  forward  with  portability 
and  preexisting  conditions  and  leave 
this  debate  for  a  later  day,  and  that 
later  day  would  be  baised  upon  having  a 
demonstration  project  or  projects 
where  we  would  have  all  the  informa- 
tion that  can  answer  these  questions 
that  are  being  raised  today  by  this 
Senator— exclusions  to  services  cov- 
erage. 

Many  of  these  plans  currently  on  the 
market  today  contain  a  long  list  of 
services  not  covered  by  the  plan.  Some 
plans  exclude  pregnancy  and  routine 
newborn  care  among  thefr  exclusions. 
Individuals  would  be  responsible  for 
the  cost  of  these  services,  even  if  the 
deductible  has  been  reached.  Should  we 
not  look  at  this  in  a  demonstration 
project? 

I  say  to  my  friends  in  the  majority,  if 
you  can  answer  all  these  questions, 
then  we  should  all  be  here  joining  arms 
and  going  with  MSA's.  Why  do  we  not 
pass  what  we  think  is  good?  That  is. 
the  portability,  preexisting  conditions. 

Another  problem:  Elmployers  are  not 
required  to  contribute  to  the  savings 
account.  There  is  nothing  in  the  House 
bill  to  require  employers  to  contribute 
an  amount  to  cover  the  deductible  or 
make  a  contribution  at  all,  forcing  the 
individual  to  cover  much,  if  not  all,  of 
their  njedical  expenditures. 

Finally,  with  a  demonstration 
project,  we  could  determine  if  employ- 
ers could  contribute  to  the  premium 
cost  or  merely  provide  information 
about  plans  available.  Individuals 
alone  may  have  to  cover  the  cost  of  the 
Insurance  again. 

So,  I  say  the  time  is  here  to  help  mil- 
lions, 25  million  people.  Let  us  set  up 
some  demonstration  projects  around 
the  country  and  see  if  the  MSA's  work. 


and  then  pass  quickly,  on  a  bipartisan 
basis,  the  Kennedy-Kassebaum  bill. 
That  is  what  we  should  do.  It  would 
provide  protection  for  25  million  Amer- 
icans who  need  that  protection. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from  Mas- 
sachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
such  time  as  I  might  use.  I  ask  the 
Chair  to  notify  me  when  20  minutes  is 
up. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  will  advise  the  Senator  when  20 
minutes  is  up. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President.  I  rise 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  to  address 
the  issues  of  medical  savings  accounts. 
I  want  to  address  some  of  the  observa- 
tions that  have  been  made  by  some  of 
our  colleagues  this  morning,  and  over 
the  last  few  days:  and  that  have  also 
been  raised  in  a  number  of  thefr  state- 
ments and  speeches  and  press  releases 
in  the  newspapers. 

Mr.  REID.  Will  the  Senator  yield  for 
a  question  prior  to  my  leaving  the 
floor? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Yes.  I  yield. 

Mr.  REID.  I  say  to  my  friend,  who 
has  had  a  lot  of  experience  in  this 
body,  if  the  medical  savings  account 
provision  were  dropped,  how  long  do 
you  think  it  would  take  to  pass  this 
bill? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  think,  as  suggested 
by  the  Senator's  question,  I  think  we 
could  pass  that  in  just  a  few  moments 
here  in  the  Senate.  I  expect  that  would 
be  true  in  the  House  of  Representatives 
as  well.  It  would  pass  well  within  a  day 
and  be  on  the  Presidents  desk  by  to- 
morrow and  put  into  effect  to  protect 
the  25  million  Americans  who  have 
some  disability  and  give  protections  to 
millions  of  Americans  who  are  moving 
from  job  to  job  to  guarantee  that  port- 
ability. 

The  Senator  is  accurate  in  his  ques- 
tions. Why  aren't  we  doing  today  what 
was  passed  out  of  our  committee  with 
a  unanimous  vote  of  Republicans  and 
Democrats  several  months  ago:  and 
passed  the  Senate  of  the  United  States 
by  100  to  0,  and  could  pass  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States  by  100  to  0  again 
this  afternoon?  We  could  send  it  to  the 
President  to  be  signed  into  law  and 
provide  relief  to  the  25  million  Amer- 
ican families  that  have  some  preexist- 
ing condition  and  know  that  they  will 
be  excluded  from  any  kind  of  health  in- 
surance; or  know  that  if  they  stay  with 
a  small  group,  that  the  costs  for  thefr 
insurance  will  go  through  the  roof:  or 
that  they  will  be  excluded  or  canceled. 
They  could  be  canceled  after  having 
paid  into  their  insurance  program  for  a 
lifetime  under  the  existing  rules. 

We  heard  a  lot  of  talk  about  freedom 
here  this  morning  and  over  the  last  few 
days.  Well,  there  will  be  freedom  for 
the  Insurance  company  to  drop  that 
family.  There  will  not  be  freedom  for 


the  family  to  look  after  a  child  that 
has  cancer.  There  will  not  be  freedom 
for  a  husband  to  look  after  a  wife  who 
has  breast  cancer.  But  there  will  be 
freedom  for  the  insurance  company  to 
drop  them. 

So  I  hope  we  will  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  talk  a  little  bit  about  what 
freedom  really  means.  It  is  bandied 
around  here  loosely  and  generally  by 
people  who  have  been  in  the  vanguard 
of  undermining  Medicare  and  Medicaid 
and  protection  for  children.  But  I  will 
get  to  that  in  a  few  moments. 

Mr.  REID.  I  ask  the  Senator  one 
more  question.  Does  the  Senator  see  a 
pattern,  as  I  see  a  pattern,  that  during 
the  past  18  months  the  majority,  every 
time  we  are  on  the  verge  of  passing 
something  meaningful,  that  a  poison 
pill  is  thrown  into  the  mix? 

We  passed  Kennedy-Kassebaum  100  to 
0,  and  suddenly  we  have  MSA's.  A  bal- 
anced budget,  we  agree  on  all  the 
terms.  The  President  agrees  to  the 
year  2002,  to  use  Congressional  Budget 
Office  figures.  Welfare  reform  peissed 
here,  I  do  not  know,  almost  100  to  0.  big 
numbers.  80.  a  vast,  vast  majority  pass- 
ing it,  and  suddenly  we  have  block 
granting  of  Medicaid  and  cutting  off 
handicapped  children.  The  minimum 
wage,  which  90  percent  of  the  American 
public  wants.  We  have  the  small  busi- 
ness exemption.  Is  it  just  me  or  does 
the  Senator  see  a  pattern  here  that  we 
are  not  being  able  to  pass  meaningful 
legislation  in  this  body  because  of 
these  ixjison  pills? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  will  add  to  the  Sen- 
ator's list.  We  have  a  very  important 
program  to  which  Senator  Kassebaum 
provided  great  initiative.  It  had  been 
worked  out  over  the  period  of  the  last 
2  to  3  years  in  human  resources,  to  re- 
structure and  reorganize  all  the  youth 
training  and  job  training  programs,  to 
eliminate— there  are  148  different  pro- 
graums,  S20-odd  billion  in  those  pro- 
grams, 11  different  agencies,  and  we 
had  tried  to  work  to  consolidate  those 
programs.  It  overwhelmingly  passed  in 
the  Senate  by  more  than  90  votes.  I 
think  it  was  92  to  4  or  something  of 
that  nature.  Now  we  find  out  that  we 
are  stalemated  in  the  conference. 

We  passed  our  immigration  bill.  That 
was  passed  in  a  bipartisan  way  by  more 
than  90  votes.  It  is  so  interesting  lis- 
tening to  my  Republican  colleagues 
talk  about  the  inappropriateness  by 
some  of  us  to  resist  a  stacked  deck  of 
conferees,  when  I  happen  to  be  a  con- 
feree on  the  immigration  bill,  and  have 
never  even  been  Invited  to  a  single  con- 
ference, while  the  Republicans  are 
meeting  day  after  day. 

Or  whether  it  has  been  on  the  issue  of 
health  care,  there  are  a  whole  series  of 
different  items  that  we  have  passed 
overwhelmingly.  And  now  they  are  get- 
ting caught  up,  whether  it  is  immigra- 
tion or  the  job  training  or  the  health 
care  program.  They  have  all  passed 
overwhelmingly.  Now  for  some  reason, 
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as  the  Senator  points  out.  there  is  a  de- 
sire to  refuse  to  permit  the  process  to 
work. 

There  was  enough  credit  in  here  for 
our  Republican  friends.  They  could  get 
a  share  of  the  credit.  It  is  true  that 
this  President  has  supported  this  pro- 
gram. The  American  people  have  elect- 
ed this  President.  They  might  not  like 
that.  But  the  President  ought  to  be  en- 
titled to  sign  those  pieces  of  legislation 
and  not  have  that  successful  effort  of 
bipartisanship,  which  had  been  part  of 
this  effort  here,  to  be  effectively  de- 
nied. So  I  thank  the  Senator  for  raising 
this  point  because  it  is  an  extremely 
important  one. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  just  start  off  by 
observing  that  what  this  issue  is  really 
all  about,  is  to  see  where  we  are  in  the 
course  of  this  debate  and  discussion  on 
the  underlying  legislation,  the  Kasse- 
baum-Kennedy  bill.  As  I  pointed  out  on 
other  occasions,  this  legislation  was 
developed  with  the  leadership  of  Sen- 
ator Kassebaum  in  the  wake  of  the  1994 
debate  on  comprehensive  health  care.  I 
hope  comprehensive  health  care  is  still 
an  objective  of  the  American  people.  I 
know  that  there  are  those  in  this  body 
who  believe  that  we  should  not,  as  a 
matter  of  national  policy,  try  to  get 
quality  health  care  for  the  American 
people  that  they  can  afford.  I  know 
that  this  is  an  o^ensive  idea  to  many 
of  them. 

I  still  believe  that  we  ought  to  find 
ways  to  accomplish  this  in  a  manner 
that  maximizes  the  involvement  of  the 
individual  and  the  private  sector.  In 
the  areas  where  there  are  gaps  there 
would  be  a  public  role,  particularly  for 
the  neediest  individuals  in  our  country. 
I  am  referring  to  working  families  and 
their  children  who  are  on  the  lower 
rungs  of  the  economic  ladder.  Families 
that  work  hard  40  hours  a  week,  52 
weeks  a  year,  knowing  that  their  child 
is  without  health  insurance.  They 
worry  that  their  child  will  be  injured 
playing  in  a  sport  or  will  fall  from  a  bi- 
cycle, or  have  a  skating  accident,  and 
they  will  not  have  the  resources  to  be 
able  to  pay  for  medical  care.  We  need 
to  provide  relief  from  that  kind  of  anx- 
iety. 

I  know  that  I  will  still  feel  strongly 
about  that  as  long  as  I  am  in  the  U.S. 
Senate.  We  have  not  been  able  to  do 
that  yet.  But,  Mr.  President,  as  I  have 
pointed  out  on  other  occasions,  under 
the  leadership  of  Senator  Kassebaum, 
what  we  have  effectively  done  is  taken 
the  common  elements  in  all  the  var- 
ious proposals  of  Republicans  and 
Democrats.  I  remind  my  Republican 
fiiends,  go  back  and  read  Bob  Dole's 
programs.  Read  John  Chafee's  pro- 
grams or  read  the  other  Republican 
programs. 

They  will  find  that  portability  and 
also  preexisting  conditions  provisions 
were  common  to  all  of  those.  How 
many  times  do  we  have  to  repeat  those 
statements  by  the  Republican  Presi- 


dential nominee  that  said:  Let  us  just 
try  and  find  the  common  ingredients 
and  i)ass  them.  He  said  it  before.  He 
said  it  on  the  floor.  He  has  said  it  re- 
peatedly. That  is  all  we  are  trying  to 
do  here:  find  the  common  ground,  and 
pass  legislation.  That  is  what  we  did  in 
our  Labor  Committee.  That  is  what  we 
did  on  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate. 

That  is  what  we  should  be  doing  here 
this  afternoon.  The  President  ought  to 
be  signing  these  provisions  into  law. 
And  every  day  we  delay.  Mr.  President, 
every  hour  we  delay,  we  are  saying  to 
those  fanriilies,  25  million  American 
families,  "'No.  We're  more  interested  in 
the  politics,  the  politics  of  this  issue." 
If  you  want  to  have  an  MSA  program 
that  goes  beyond  a  demonstration  that 
is  a  true  test,  bring  it  up  tomorrow. 
Bring  it  up  next  week.  Let  us  debate 
that  issue  at  another  time.  But  why 
tag  it  on  here?  Why  tag  it  on  here? 

Why  are  you  not  going  to  give  that 
relief  for  25  million  Americans?  "We're 
going  to  deny  you,  workers,  hard-work- 
ing Americans.  We're  going  to  deny 
you  because  we  want  it  our  way.  We 
want  a  stacked  conference  conmiittee. 
And  we're  telling  you  now,  we're  either 
going  to  take  it  our  way  or  no  way." 
That  is  what  this  debate  and  discussion 
is  about. 

Who  are  those  wonderful  Members? 
Whose  interests  sire  being  advanced  by 
the  medical  savings  accounts?  Well,  let 
us  see  who  is  on  their  side  and  who  is 
saying,  "No.  We  shouldn't  go  ahead. 
Consider  the  MSA's  at  another  time." 

Who  are  the  ones  that  are  sajrlng, 
"Go  ahead.  Please,  Congress,  go  ahead 
and  pass  the  Kassebaum-Kennedy 
bill"?  Who  are  they?  They  are  the  orga- 
nizations that  represent  the  disabled 
individuals  in  this  coimtry.  We  made 
progress  with  the  Americans  With  Dis- 
abilities Act.  We  have  made  progress 
on  disability  policy  with  regard  to  edu- 
cation. We  have  made  progress  in  men- 
tal health  research  at  NIH. 

Who  are  those  that  are  saying,  "Put 
this  off  to  another  day?"  Is  it  all  of  the 
representatives  of  the  disability 
groups.  I  challenge  the  other  side.  I 
challenge  the  other  side,  next  time 
they  organize  and  put  out  their  brief- 
ing sheets  so  that  they  will  all  have 
the  same  talking  points  in  the  morn- 
ing, answer  the  question.  Tell  us  which 
leaders  in  the  disability  groups  are  sup- 
porting your  program.  Give  us  one  or- 
ganization. We  are  not  asking  for  10  or 
5.  Give  us  one  organization — one  orga- 
nization— that  supports  your  position. 
Just  give  us  one  organization. 

Who  do  you  want  to  stand  with?  The 
Golden  Rule  Insurance  Co.?  They  left 
the  State  of  Vermont  when  it  outlawed 
their  abusive  practices  that  were  so 
egregious  that  they  nearly  constituted 
fraud. 

We  will  have  Members  come  out  here, 
"We  will  document  the  fraud  and  spend 
time  going  over  that." 

I  suggest  to  my  colleagues  they  go 
over  and  read  how  they  left  the  State 


of  Vermont.  They  are  the  principal 
supporters,  they  are  the  principal 
gainers  in  medical  savings  accounts. 
We  know  that.  They  have  already  con- 
tributed hundreds  and  thousands  of 
dollars,  over  a  $1.5  million  to  our  Re- 
publican friends,  to  our  Republican 
friends  that  are  the  principal  spokes- 
men for  the  medical  savings  accounts. 

All  right,  so  they  have  the  Golden 
Rule  that  supports  it.  Who  else?  Find 
us  a  serious  senior  citizen  group.  Find 
us  one.  The  elderly  understand  what 
this  is  all  about.  They  understand  what 
is  going  on  here.  They  understand  that 
the  principal  critics  of  the  position 
that  we  are  supporting  here  today  are 
the  same  ones  that  want  to  cut  back  on 
the  Medicare  Program. 

I  watched  very  briefly  the  debate 
here  this  morning.  They  are  the  prin- 
cipals that  voted  aye  in  cutting  back 
the  Medicare  Program,  to  raise  the  pre- 
miums, double  the  deductibles.  Where 
were  all  of  these  voices  when  we  were 
talking  about  protecting  Americans  for 
freedom?  They  were  stripping  away  the 
standards  to  protect  the  elderly  in  the 
nursing  homes.  Where  were  all  those 
voices  then?  "We  want  to  protect  free- 
dom, but  we  will  not  protect  freedom 
for  the  senior  citizens  that  go  to  nurs- 
ing homes.  We  will  take  those  guaran- 
tees and  those  protections  away  from 
them.  We  will  take  those  away  from 
them,  and  we  are  going  to  also  take 
away  the  various  additional  protec- 
tions for  children  under  the  Medicaid 
Program — 5  million." 

Find  me  one  Senator  that  has  spoken 
out  in  opposition  to  medical  savings 
accounts;  not  one  of  them  this  morning 
voted  against  knocking  5  million  chil- 
dren out  of  our  Medicaid  system,  85 
percent  of  whose  parents  work  40  hours 
a  week,  52  weeks  of  the  year.  Do  not 
tell  us  who  is  on  whose  side  in  terms  of 
protecting  Americans'  health  care. 
Each  and  every  one  of  them  that  spoke 
out  here  this  morning  were  prepared  to 
cut  out  children  in  the  Medicaid  Pro- 
gram. 

They  have  cut  back  about  20  percent 
of  the  mental  health  assistance  pro- 
gram. They  permitted  double  buying  of 
our  elderly  people  under  the  Medicare 
Program  when  it  came  back  from  the 
conference  report. 

It  goes  on  and  on.  And  all  for  what? 
To  take  those  savings  and  give  them 
for  tax  breaks— tax  breaks.  Who  are 
you  kidding  about  your  concern  about 
freedom  and  competition  in  the  health 
care  system  when  you  are  busy 
undoing  the  present  program,  when 
your  Republican  leader  in  the  House  of 
Representatives,  Mr.  Gingrich,  said 
you  want  to  have  Medicare  wither  on 
the  vine,  and  the  Republican  nominee 
has  indicated  he  is  proud  of  the  fact  he 
voted  against  Medicare  in  the  begin- 
ning, and  he  has  restated  it  again. 
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We  are  supposed  to  believe  those  in- 
dividuals who  do  not  believe  in  Medi- 
care, who  have  been  assaulting  Medi- 
care, who  have  been  assaulting  Medic- 
aid and  protections  for  children  and 
senior  citizens,  that,  all  of  a  sudden, 
here  they  are,  they  are  so  concerned, 
because  certain  Senators  will  not  per- 
mit us  to  try  out  a  new  program,  a  new 
program  that  is  allegedly  going  to  pro- 
vide freedom. 

This  Senator  is  not  going  to  let  them 
have  the  freedom  to  go  to  the  Federal 
Treasury,  because  that  is  what  you  are 
asking  about.  They  can  have  all  the 
freedom  today  to  sell  their  medical 
savings  account. 

Understand  this:  My  colleagues  who 
have  been  complaining  about  our  posi- 
tions on  medical  savings  accounts, 
they  can  go  out  and  sell  them  today, 
and  some  of  them  do.  But,  no,  no,  that 
is  not  what  they  want.  They  want  the 
freedom  to  go  into  the  Federal  Treas- 
ury, put  their  hand  in  the  pocket  of 
every  working  family  and  the  pocket- 
book  of  every  working  family.  What  do 
we  mean  by  all  that? 
Mr.  REID.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 
Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  will  nnish  this  one 
thought. 

It  is  very  interesting  that  the  Joint 
Tax  Committee  estimates  that  the 
costs  to  the  Federal  Treasury  would  be 
J3  billion  in  additional  deficits  over  a 
10-year  period. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  advises  the  Senator  from  Massa- 
chusetts he  has  used  20  minutes. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  yield  myself  10  min- 
utes additional. 

The  Federal  Treasury  says  the  addi- 
tional deficits  for  10  years  is  $3  billion; 
S3  billion  for  a  test  with  one  million 
people. 

What  is  the  suggested  program  that 
is  being  supported  by  Mr.  Gingrich? 
Mr.  President,  43  million  American 
working  families.  That  is  a  test?  Three 
billion  for  one  million  people — he  is 
talking  about  a  range  of  43  million 
Americans.  It  is  the  freedom  of  Golden 
Rule  to  put  its  hand  in  the  Federal 
Treasury  and  take  out  billions  of  dol- 
lars. That  is  the  freedom  that  those  in- 
dividuals are  talking  about  in  terms  of 
medical  savings  account. 
I  am  happy  to  jrield  to  the  Senator. 
Mr.  REID.  Mr.  President,  the  Senator 
has  been  talking  about  freedom.  I  have 
a  quote  that  the  Senator  did  make,  and 
I  ask  if  the  Senator  recalls  this  state- 
ment having  been  made  from  the  ma- 
jority leader  of  the  U.S.  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, Dick  Armey,  who  says, 
"Medicare  has  no  place  in  a  free 
world." 

Do  you  recall  that  statement  having 
been  made  by  the  majority  leader  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  saying, 
"Medicare  has  no  place  in  a  free 
world"? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  It  has  a  familiar  ring 
to  it.  Senator. 

Mr.  REID.  Just  so  there  is  no  mis- 
understanding, I  want:  to  state  what 


was  said  by  the  Republican  nominee  for 
the  U.S.  Presidency  in  October  of  last 
year:  "I  was  there  fighting  the  fight'— 
a  direct  quote — "one  of  12  voting 
against  Medicare,  because  we  knew  it 
wouldn't  work  in  1965." 

Is  that  the  reference  that  the  Sen- 
ator made? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  It  is  exactly  the  ref- 
erence. We  have  leaders  that  are  now 
out  there  every  day  with  their  mimeo- 
graph machines  saying  those  really 
blocking  this  program  are  the  same 
ones  that  were  opposing  the  Medicare 
Program  before,  oppose  it  now,  cutting 
back  and  putting  at  risk  our  senior 
citizens,  and  also  other  health  pro- 
grams of  this  past  budget. 

Mr.  REID.  Briefly,  does  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  recognize  this  di- 
rect quote  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
in  October  of  last  year: 

Now.  we  didn't  gret  rid  of  it  In  round  one 
because  we  didn't  think  It  was  politically 
smart,  but  we  believe  Medicare  Is  going  to 
wither  on  the  vine. 

Is  that  the  reference  the  Senator  was 
making? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  The  Senator  is  ex- 
actly correct.  They  are  the  ones  that 
want  to  put  these  medical  savings  ax:- 
counts  in,  same  ones  that  want  to  do 
that. 

Mr.  REID.  I  will  close  by  giving  the 
direct  quote  of  the  majority  leader  of 
the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives: 

Medicare  has  no  place  in  a  free  world.  So- 
cial Security  Is  a  rotten  trick.  I  think  we  are 
poln?  to  have  to  bite  the  bullet  on  Social  Se- 
curity and  phase  It  out  over  time. 

Now,  we  have  heard  from  the  Repub- 
lican nominee,  we  have  heard  from  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, we  have  heard  from  the  majority 
leader  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 
I  think  it  indicates  where  they  stand 
on  Medicare  and  Medicaid,  and  I  think 
the  reference  made  to  how  they  feel 
about  health  care  reform  is  pretty 
clear,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  It  certainly  is.  Sen- 
ator. I  appreciate  you  bringing  to- 
gether these  points.  But  the  point 
about  it  is,  we  are  trying  to  determine 
who  is  on  whose  side  here.  Who  is  on 
the  side  of  working  families,  and  who  is 
on  the  side  of  the  special  interests? 
Special  interests.  Golden  Rule.  Special 
interests.  Golden  Rule. 

What  I  was  mentioning  just  a  mo- 
ment or  two  ago  is  that  we  have  chal- 
lenged the  other  side  to  find  out  any 
reputable  group  that  represents  the 
disabled,  who  are  at  such  risk  from  the 
cutbacks  proposed  by  our  Republican 
friends,  find  the  senior  citizens,  and 
come  back  here  this  afternoon  after 
our  time  is  up,  and  give  us  those  exam- 
ples of  those  senior  organizations.  Give 
us  those  quotes  of  our  seniors  that  say 
that  this  is  a  good  idea. 

You  cannot  get  them.  They  are  not 
there.  They  are  not  there.  They  are  not 
there  from  the  disabled  groups.  They 
are  not  there  from  the  seniors  groups. 


They  are  not  there  from  the  represent- 
atives of  workers— the  128  million 
American  families  that  are  working  in 
this  country  and  their  principal  rep- 
resentatives— you  cannot  get  it.  Then 
do  not  bring  that  phony  mine  workers 
study  that  you  have.  You  keep  trotting 
that  mine  workers  study  out.  and  it  is 
absolutely  wrong.  They  have  denied  it 
and  said  it  is  completely  inaccurate 
and  wrong. 

So,  Mr.  President,  on  the  one  side  we 
have  the  disabled,  the  elderly,  the  rep- 
resentatives of  the  working,  and  the 
principal  spokesman  for  children.  Why 
children?  Because  what  you  are  going 
to  find  out  is  that,  under  these  pro- 
grams, they  will  not  pay  for  preventive 
care  programs  for  children.  It  is  going 
to  discourage  preventive  care,  which  is 
a  scandal  for  children  in  our  country — 
an  absolute  scandal.  With  our  infant 
mortality  being  the  18th  or  20th— or 
22d.  I  guess,  this  year,  in  terms  of  the 
world.  The  fact  is  that  we  produce  80 
percent  of  the  vaccines  in  the  world, 
and  we  still  have  a  quarter  of  the  chil- 
dren not  vaccinated.  We  are  still  not 
providing  the  comprehensive  screening 
for  children. 

Those  numbers  are  being  reduced 
everj'  year  in  the  last  4  years.  The 
number  of  uninsured  children  in  my 
State  of  Massachusetts— 160,000— has 
doubled.  It  has  doubled  in  the  last  4 
years.  Have  we  heard  any  of  those  peo- 
ple that  are  out  there  now  saying  they 
want  medical  savings  accounts?  Where 
were  they  when  we  were  talking  and 
battling  about  children  and  the  prior- 
ities earlier  this  year?  Where  were  they 
speaking  about  it?  Oh,  no,  we  want 
freedom,  medical  savings  accounts.  We 
want  freedom. 

Now.  Mr.  President,  is  this  just  the 
position  of  those  that  allegedly  speak 
for  the  disabled  or  for  the  consumers  in 
this  country?  Find  a  consumer  organi- 
zation that  wants  to  go  down  to  the 
rope  with  the  medical  savings  ac- 
coimts,  full-blown  medical  savings  ac- 
counts, which  are  untested,  untried. 

They  used  to  have  the  old  adage  in 
medicine  to  "do  no  harm."  Well,  this  is 
a  turkey,  Mr.  President,  that  has  not 
been  tried,  has  not  been  tested,  and 
could  cause  premiums  to  go  up.  It  is  a 
threat  to  insurance  that  exists  for  mil- 
lions of  Americans  at  this  time.  That  is 
believed  to  be  so. 

We  are  asked  to  buy  this  pig  in  a 
poke.  We  are  saying,  let  us  debate  it 
and  discuss  it  at  another  time.  Let  us 
agree  on  what  is  a  reasonable  test  and 
pilot.  Many  of  those  who  support  the 
Kassebaimi-Kennedy  bill  do  not  even 
think  we  ought  to  do  that.  But  there 
are  Members  on  our  side  and  on  that 
side,  as  well,  that  think  we  ought  to 
have  a  trial  and  a  test.  I  would  not  op- 
pose that  trial  and  test  if  it  meant  the 
passage  of  this  bill.  But,  I  will  tell  you, 
I  am  not  going  to  buy  on  and  sign  on 
for  an  untested,  untried  program  that 
can  threaten — not  only  will  wealthy  in- 
dividuals just  be  able  to  purchase  it. 
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and  healthy  individuals  will  benefit  by 
it,  but  I  am  not  going  to  represent  to 
people  in  my  State  who  have  some 
health  insurance  today  and  risk  their 
premiums  escalating  and  going  out  of 
sight. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  used  his  additional  10  minutes. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  yield  myself  7  more 
minutes,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  just  mention 
here,  this  is  sort  of  an  isolated  posi- 
tion. I  ask  those  who  come  and  are  ad- 
dressing the  status  of  this  where  we  are 
with  this  issue. 

Today,  we  found  that  the  House  lead- 
er, Mr.  Armet,  urged  the  White  House 
to  "call  off  Senator  Kennedy  on  the 
health  care  bill."  And  then,  "Why  is 
Senator  Kennedy  stopping  health  care 
reform?" 

Then  we  had  the  Business  Coalition 
for  Affordable  Health  Care,  an  ad  hoc 
committee  established  3  years  ago  to 
lobby  against  the  President's  com- 
prehensive health  care.  They  say, 
"Senator  Kennedy  is  killing  the  health 
care  bill  today  to  socialize  American 
medicine  tomorrow."  I  did  not  believe, 
when  we  had  a  100  to  0  vote,  that  those 
supporting  the  Kassebaum-Kennedy 
bill  were  going  on  to  socialized  medi- 
cine. 

You  better  get  it  straight.  Business 
Coalition.  We  had  a  100  to  0  vote  on  the 
position  that  I  take  today,  saying  the 
bill  that  passed  in  the  Senate  should  be 
passed  now,  today.  And  you  are  saving, 
"Senator  Kennedy  is  killing  the  bill  in 
order  to  socialize  medicine"? 

All  I  want  to  do  is  pass  what  we 
passed.  Then  we  have  the  Coalition  for 
Patient  Choice.  It  is  interesting  that 
they  all  came  out  the  same  day.  In- 
cluded in  that  was,  "Yes,  Kennedy 
would  kill  health  reform.  He  still 
wants  big  government." 

All  I  want  is  what  Senator  Kasse- 
BAUM  stated  that  she  wants,  too,  on 
health  care.  Also,  we  have  the  Eagle 
Forum.  That  is  a  well-known  organiza- 
tion on  health  care,  and  the  Christian 
Coalition,  and  Phyllis  Schlafly  knows  a 
lot  about  it.  She  has  testified  fre- 
quently on  health  care.  Then  the  list 
goes  on.  You  can  expect  it  from  the  Re- 
publican National  Committee.  The  list 
goes  on. 

Well,  Mr.  President.  I  would  ask 
those  groups  to  take  a  look  at  some  of 
these  editorials,  take  a  look  at  the 
Washington  Post  editorial  by  Robert 
Samuelson  and  his  analysis  on  MSA's. 
Look  at  the  L.A.  Times  editorial  on 
June  6.  Take  a  look  at  the  New  York 
Times  on  May  30.  Take  a  look  at  the 
Dallas  Morning  News.  Take  a  look  at 
the  Baltimore  Sun  of  April  25.  Take  a 
look  at  the  Washington  Post  on  June  3. 

Take  a  look  at  the  June  13,  Tacoma, 
WA,  News  Tribune: 

Stick  to  the  basics  In  the  New  Health  Bill. 

It  says: 

Many  medical  economists  warn  MSAs 
would  be  used  mostly  by  healthy  and  more 


affluent  people,  leaving:  older  and  sicker  peo- 
ple in  the  common  Insurance  pool.  That 
would  force  Insurance  rates  up  for  everybody 
else  .  .  .  The  original  Kassebaum-Kennedy 
bin  was  a  good  one.  More  than  20  million 
Americans  would  benefit  from  Its  modest  re- 
forms. Save  the  flgrht  over  MSAs  for  the  next 
Congress .  .  . 

Come  on,  Mr.  President.  Do  you 
think  the  News  Tribune  is  for  social- 
ized medicine? 

Here  is  the  San  Francisco  Chronicle 
article  of  June  10: 

There  may  well  be  some  merit  to  MSAs  to 
the  extent  they  encourage  health  consumers 
to  be  more  cost-conscious.  But  that  possible 
benefit  Is  still  outweighed  by  the  virtual  cer- 
tainty that  MSAs  would  encourage  healthy 
and  wealthy  Americans — those  who  could  af- 
ford the  high-deductible  catastrophic  cov- 
erage—to abandon  the  prevailing  insurance 
system,  making  It  even  more  expensive  for 
the  poorer  and  less  healthy  Americans  left 
behind. 

The  Harrisburg  Patriot  wrote: 
While  the  idea  of  medical  savings  accounts 
has  a  lot  of  appeal  on  the  surface,  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office,  the  National  Asso- 
ciation of  Insurance  Commissioners,  and 
other  experts  In  health  Insurance  have 
warned  that  it  poses  dire  consequences  for 
the  overall  health  care  system.  MSAs  would 
remove  significant  amounts  of  money  from  a 
pool  of  funds  that  go  to  pay  the  Nation's 
health  care  bill,  while  their  tax-deductiblllty 
would  pose  another  drain  on  the  Treasury 
.  .  .  They  ought  to  be  considered  separately. 

A  June  10,  Columbus  Dispatch  arti- 
cle, entitled  "Clean  Health  Bill;  (Jet 
Rid  of  Those  Two  Killer  Amendments," 
says  that  MSA's  could  "appeal  only  to 
healthy  people,  throwing  seriously  ill 
people  into  a  pool  whose  costs  would 
escalate.  This  proposal  should  be  in 
separate  legislation,  so  the  clamor  it 
kicks  up  would  not  endanger  the 
Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill." 

These  are  just  a  sample  of  the  com- 
mentary from  around  the  Nation.  It  is 
time  for  Republicans  to  stop  plasrlng 
special  interest  politics. 

I  welcome  being  their  target  quite 
frankly,  Mr.  President.  I  do  not  resent 
it.  If  they  want  to  target  me,  I  am  glad 
to  get  in  and  debate  this,  and  will  at 
any  length  at  any  time  that  they  want 
to.  The  fact  of  matter  is  we  mentioned 
15  or  20  recent  editorials,  and  they  are 
in  there  every  day.  Maybe  we  ought  to 
come  up — I  think  I  will— and  start  put- 
ting them  in  from  every  part  of  the 
country  representing  every  different 
group. 

Why  is  it  that  just  the  Republican 
National  Committee  and  the  Business 
Coalition  and  Phyllis  Schlafly  care 
more  about  the  American  health  care 
system  than  all  of  the  other  kinds  of 
commentaries  that  are  coming  from  all 
parts  of  America  and  from  all  different 
groups?  Why  are  all  these  people 
wrong?  And  they  are  right? 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  I  would  just 
hope  that  when  our  friends  come  out  to 
talk  about  this  issue  I  hope  they  will 
come  out  and  address  some  of  the  ques- 
tions that  are  raised  about  this  pro- 


gram. They  have  a  $5,000  deductible 
and  $7,500  per  couple.  Are  we  to  assume 
that  the  employer  is  going  to  provide 
the  money  up  to  $5,000?  Absolutely  not. 
It  is  not  in  their  program.  If  it  is,  they 
ought  to  come  on  out  and  tell  us.  Who 
do  they  think  is  going  to  contribute 
the  $5,000?  Guess  who?  The  workers  are 
going  to  contribute,  and  then  the 
workers  will  be  able  to  take  back.  How 
many  working  families  are  going  to  be 
able  to  afford  $5,000  per  individual,  or 
$7,500  in  their  family  to  put  that  aside? 
Come  on.  Come  on.  Freedom?  Freedom? 
Come  on. 

Then  what  happens  if  the  doctor 
charges  $8,000  but  the  insurance  com- 
pany only  recognizes  $5,000  because  of  a 
fee  schedule?  Will  the  insurance  com- 
pany help  you  out?  How  about  answer- 
ing that  question.  I  am  waiting  to  hear 
the  answer.  Will  that  insurance  cover 
that  particular  problem?  Are  there  no 
limits?  Are  there  no  lifetime  ceilings?  I 
am  waiting  to  hear  the  answer.  You  do 
not  hear  them  talk  about  the  sub- 
stance of  this  proposal.  You  do  not 
hear  them  talk  about  that  because  it  is 
not  there.  All  you  have  to  do  is  look  at 
what  the  Golden  Rule  Insurance  Co. 
has  done  and  other  companies  are 
doing.  They  stop  there,  and  the  person 
is  stuck  with  the  additional.  The  de- 
ductible is  not  the  same  thing  as  a  cap. 
How  much  will  the  individual  have  to 
pay  after  they  finally  reach  the  $5,000? 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  our  friends  who 
are  supporting  their  position  over 
there  about  the  MSA's  tell  us  about 
the  deductible.  How  much  does  the  in- 
dividual have  to  pay  after  they  finally 
reach  the  $5,000?  Does  that  mean  there 
is  no  co-pay?  I  have  not  heard  them 
talk  about  that.  They  are  tr3ring  to 
suggest  that  once  you  get  to  $5,000  you 
are  not  going  to  have  a  co-pay.  They 
find  the  Golden  Rule  Insurance  Co. 
does  not  guarantee.  That  is  not  guar- 
anteed by  their  proposal.  What  is  going 
to  be  the  co-pay  on  that  $5,000?  Why  do 
you  not  talk  about  out  of  pocket  lim- 
its? What  are  "out  of  pocket  limits"? 
Out  of  pocket  limits  occur  in  most  of 
all  of  the  programs  that  are  out  there — 
that  an  individual  pays  up  to  so  high 
and  then  does  not  pay  anything  above 
it.  Are  there  any  out  of  pocket  limits 
in  the  MSA's?  I  hope  that  those  who 
are  supporting  it  are  talking  about  it. 

Is  the  sky  the  limit?  No.  There  are  no 
out  of  pocket  limits  as  there  are  in 
many  of  the  insurance  companies  at 
the  present  time;  an  important  con- 
sumer issue.  Maybe  our  friends  who  are 
so  enamored  of  this  great  freedom  of 
getting  into  the  Federal  Treasury  are 
going  to  talk  about  that  issue. 

Mr.  President,  is  there  anything  in 
their  bill  that  requires  the  insurer  to 
cover  all  the  services  that  they  need? 
One  of  the  continual  choruses  that  we 
heard  last  year  from  those  that  are  op- 
posed to  health  insurance  was,  "Let  us 
have  the  list  of  services  that  are  cov- 
ered." Are  they  prepared  to  give  us  the 
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services  that  are  going  to  be  covered?  I 
cannot  tell  you  how  often  we  heard 
that  talked  about,  and  we  provided 
that  last  year.  Do  you  think  any  of  us 
have  any  idea  about  what  services  are 
going  to  be  covered  and  what  are  going 
to  be  excluded  before  we  put  in  a  pro- 
gram that  is  going  to  raise  the  Federal 
Treasury  and  maybe  applicable  to  a 
third  of  the  working  families  of  this 
country?  Absolutely  not.  No  one  has 
talked  about  that. 

What  services  are  going  to  be  cov- 
ered? Are  they  going  to  be  different 
from  what  the  IRS  recognizes  as  being 
a  legitimate  medical  deduction  if  an 
individual  has  medical  expenses?  Is 
this  going  to  mean  that  is  going  to  be 
a  contribution  to  the  deductible,  or  the 
co-pay  for  the  purposes  of  insurance? 
That  is  going  to  make  a  lot  of  dif- 
ference to  a  lot  of  families.  Maybe  they 
could  elaborate  a  little  bit  on  some  of 
this. 

Mr.  President,  is  there  anything  in 
the  bill  that  requires  the  employer  to 
contribute  one  thin  dime  to  MSA's  to 
cover  the  $5,000?  I  hope  they  will  ad- 
dress that.  Are  they  saying  that  with 
the  $5,000  deductible  that  the  employer 
is  going  to  contribute  to  and  give  bene- 
fits to  the  working  families  to  begin  to 
say,  "OK,  that  is  not  such  a  bad  deal"? 
Absolutely  not.  Absolutely  not.  They 
are  not  saying  that  they  will  provide 
one  nickel  up  to  the  $5,000. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  welcome  the 
chance  to  go  through  these  questions 
because  we  ought  to  have  a  good  dis- 
cussion and  debate.  Certainly  before  we 
put  in  anything  like  this,  we  ought  to 
have  the  answers  to  some  of  these 
questions.  We  do  not  have  them  now. 
We  do  not  have  them;  no  Senate  hear- 
ings, no  report,  no  deep  analysis,  noth- 
ing—nothing except  the  strong  lobby- 
ing of  the  Gk)lden  Rule. 

Mr.  President,  when  you  put  in  the 
MSA's  you  are  providing,  the  way  that 
this  is  structured  at  the  present  time, 
a  lavish  tax  break  for  the  rich,  the 
handout  to  the  Golden  Rule  Insurance 
Co.;  the  threat  to  the  existing  health 
insurance  premiums  for  working  Amer- 
icans. 

Make  no  mistake  about  it,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, after  this  goes  into  effect,  the 
next  thing  they  are  going  to  do  is  move 
it  over  into  Medicare.  Our  seniors  un- 
derstand that.  The  seniors  understand 
that.  The  relentless  assault  and  attack 
on  the  Medicare  Program.  It  just  does 
not  stop.  They  go  at  it  any  which  way 
they  can.  They  went  at  it  in  this  last 
Congress,  and  are  continuing  now  with 
these  unjustified  cuts  because  they 
wanted  tax  breaks  for  the  wealthy. 
Now  they  are  at  it  again. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  welcome  the 
chance  to  speak  on  this  issue  and  to  in- 
clude those  editorials  in  the  Record. 
We  will  have  more  to  say.  I  just  say  in 
the  final  minute,  why  do  we  not  just 
pass  the  Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill? 
That  has  the  overwhelming  support.  I 


think  it  is  the  one  piece  of  legislation 
that  has  come  out  of  a  committee 
unanimously.  Republicans  and  Demo- 
crats. It  came  to  this  floor  and  passed 
imanimously.  Senator  Dole's  amend- 
ment was  accepted  to  expand  deduct- 
ibility for  small  business.  We  welcomed 
it.  We  also  provide  extended  long-term 
care — we  support  it — to  provide  some 
provisions  to  deal  with  terminal  ill- 
ness, which  is  the  humane  approach  on 
it.  Senator  Dole  has  added  an  impor- 
tant ingredient  to  this  bill.  Senator 
Kassebaum,  the  distinguished  chair- 
man, was  the  one  who  wrote  this  legis- 
lation. Senator  Dole  has  amended  this 
legislation.  We  are  supporting  this  pro- 
gram. Why  not  just  pass  the  program? 
Why  not  just  pass  it  and  let  the  Presi- 
dent sign  it.  And  if  we  want  to  come 
back  and  debate  the  medical  savings 
account,  let  us  do  that.  Let  us  have 
votes  on  those  particular  provisions. 
Let  us  let  the  Senate  make  its  will  on 
it. 

But,  please,  Mr.  President,  do  not  say 
no  to  the  25  million  Americans  who 
have  some  form  of  preexisting  condi- 
tion and  every  single  day  that  we  delay 
they  are  at  risk.  I  do  not  know  how  you 
quantify  in  terms  of  dollars  their  anxi- 
ety worrying  about  illness  and  sick- 
ness, wondering  where  the  next  nickel 
or  dime  was  going  to  come  from  so  as 
to  not  bleed  the  education  funds  for 
their  children  or  eat  up  the  retirement 
funds  of  their  parents.  That  is  happen- 
ing in  every  city  of  America.  And  that 
is  being  held  up  by  these  various 
groups  that  pontificate  as  to  who  is 
more  concerned  about  the  health  care 
of  the  American  people.  That  is  wrong. 

I  continue  to  believe  that  medical 
savings  accovmts  are  the  poison  pill 
that  could  kill  health  reform.  The 
House  and  Senate  Republican  so-called 
compromise  offer  on  medical  savings 
accounts  is  a  capitxxlation  to  House  Re- 
publicans, who  are  more  interested  in 
creating  an  issue  and  serving  a  special 
interest  constituency  than  in  passing 
needed  reform. 

Discussions  are  continuing  to  see 
whether  a  genuine  compromise  can  be 
reached,  without  jeopardizing  the 
health  insurance  that  protects  millions 
of  Americans  today.  I  hope  these  nego- 
tiations will  be  successful.  But  the 
American  people  need  to  understand 
why  the  current  Republican  proposal  is 
unacceptable — and  why  medical  sav- 
ings accounts  in  the  form  proposed  by 
the  House  Republicans  are  too  extreme 
and  have  no  place  in  this  consensus 
bUl. 

Medical  savings  accounts  are  an  un- 
tested idea.  Their  great  danger  is  that 
they  are  likely  to  raise  premiums  and 
make  health  insurance  vmaffordable  for 
large  numbers  of  citizens.  Medical  sav- 
ings accounts  will  clearly  discourage 
preventive  care  and  raise  health  care 
costs.  They  are  a  multibillion-doUar 
tax  giveaway  to  the  healthy  and 
wealthy  at  the  expense  of  working  fam- 


ilies and  the  sick.  Their  cost  could  bal- 
loon the  deficit  by  tens  of  billions  of 
dollars. 

With  all  of  these  obvious  defects,  it 
would  be  irresponsible  for  Congress  to 
impose  medical  savings  accounts  on 
the  Nation  without  testing  the  idea 
first.  The  entire  connroversy  today  is 
over  whether  Newt  Gingrich  and  the 
other  extremists  in  the  House  Repub- 
lican leadership  are  willing  to  accept  a 
reasonable  test  of  their  controversial 
idea. 

The  current  Republican  offer  is  a 
sham.  Their  cynical  negotiating  atti- 
tude is  my  way  or  the  highway.  Take  it 
or  leave  it.  They  would  obviously  rath- 
er attack  me  than  defend  thefr  indefen- 
sible proposal,  which  is  no  compromise 
at  all— it  is  merely  a  transparent  fig- 
leaf  over  their  cynical  attempt  to  force 
their  untested  bad  idea  on  the  Nation. 
Let's  look  at  the  record.  Let's  count 
the  defects  in  the  Republican  plan  on 
medical  savings  accounts. 

First,  the  Republican  plan  allows 
deductibles  as  high  as  $5,000  per  indi- 
vidual and  $7,500  per  family.  That 
means  a  family  needing  medical  care 
must  spend  $7,500  out  of  thefr  own 
pocket  before  thefr  insurance  pays  a 
dime.  I  ask  Mr.  Gingrich— "How  many 
families  can  afford  to  pay  this  much 
for  medical  care,  and  why  in  the  world 
would  you  give  a  special  tax  break  for 
a  policy  providing  such  meager  protec- 
tion?" 

Medical  savings  accounts  are  de- 
scribed as  providing  catastrophic  pro- 
tection. Once  you  hit  the  cap,  they  say, 
you  do  not  have  to  worry  about  how  to 
pay  the  doctor  or  hospital. 

Actually,  almost  all  conventional  in- 
surance policies  already  have  a  feature 
like  this— called  a  stop-loss— which 
caps  your  maximum  spending  for  cov- 
ered services.  Even  among  policies  of- 
fered by  small  businesses,  which  are 
typically  less  generous  than  those  pro- 
vided by  large  companies,  90  percent 
have  a  stop-loss.  And  for  vfrtually  all 
of  these  plans,  the  stop-loss  is  less  than 
$2,000. 

Contrast  that  to  the  House  Repub- 
lican plan.  Protection  does  not  even 
start  until  you  have  spent  $5,000— and 
there  is  no  stop-loss.  None  whatsoever. 
The  plan  even  allows  the  insurer  to 
charge  a  30-percent  copayment  for 
charges  in  excess  of  the  deductible. 

Forty  thousand  dollars  doctor  and 
hospital  bills  are  usual  for  a  significant 
illness  or  surgery.  In  such  cases,  pa- 
tients would  owe  $15,500  for  bills  the 
policy  would  not  pay.  Under  a  conven- 
tional current  plan,  thefr  co;>ts  would 
be  limited  to  $2,000  or  less. 

Instead  of  attacking  the  Democratic 
messengers  who  bring  this  bad  news, 
why  don't  the  House  Republicans  ex- 
plain to  the  American  people  why  thefr 
plan  has  no  stop-loss  requirement?  How 
can  they  possibly  defend  their  view  it's 
all  right  to  make  a  family  pay  $7,500 
before  their  insurance  covers  them  at 
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all — and  then  leave  them  exposed  to 
unlimited  further  costs  even,  after 
they  have  paid  the  first  $7,500? 

The  House  Republicans  claim  that 
people  can  cover  these  huge  gaps  in 
their  insurance  protection  by  using 
their  medical  savings  accounts.  Per- 
haps their  wealthy  friends — who  will 
get  the  GOP  elephant  s  share  of  the  tax 
breaks  under  this  plan — will  be  able  to 
afford  high  medical  costs.  But  how  are 
working  fannilies  supposed  to  set  aside 
the  $5,000,  $10,000,  $20,000  or  even  more 
that  they  would  need  to  give  them  true 
protection  in  the  event  of  a  serious  ill- 
ness? There  is  nothing  in  the  Repub- 
lican plan  that  requires  employers  to 
contribute  even  one  thin  dime  to  a 
medical  savings  account  for  their 
workers. 

It  is  no  coincidence  that  the  leading 
proponents  of  medical  savings  accounts 
are  the  Golden  Rule  Insurance  Co.  and 
other  insurance  firms  with  close  ties  to 
the  House  and  Senate  Republican  lead- 
ership that  have  been  the  worst  abus- 
ers of  the  current  system.  These  firms 
specialize  in  selling  medical  savings  ac- 
counts. They  have  given  millions  of 
dollars  in  political  contributions  to  try 
to  get  their  way. 

Golden  Rule's  record,  in  jjarticular,  is 
so  shameful  that  Consumer  Reports 
ranks  it  near  the  bottom  of  all  compa- 
nies because  of  its  inadequate  cov- 
erage, frequent  rate  increases,  and  cru- 
elty in  canceling  policies. 

These  defection  policies  are  a  scan- 
dal, and  the  companies  know  it.  In 
fact.  Golden  Rule  had  to  pull  out  of 
Vermont,  because  it  was  unwilling  to 
compete  on  the  level  playing  field  cre- 
ated by  that  State's  insurance  reform. 

So  what  happened  next?  Responsible 
insurers— Blue  Cross  and  Blue  Shield 
took  over  the  policies.  They  found  that 
one  in  four  Golden  Rule  policies  in- 
cluded unfair  fine  print.  Arms,  backs, 
breasts,  and  even  skin  were  often  ex- 
cluded from  coverage.  Newborn  babies 
were  excluded,  unless  they  were  bom 
healthy.  Clearly,  Congress  should  not 
be  conferring  lavish  tax  subsidies  on 
that  kind  of  disgraceful  insurance  cov- 
erage. Yet  that  is  exactly  what  Repub- 
licans want  to  imleash  on  the  Amer- 
ican people. 

The  details  of  the  Republican  plan 
will  shock  the  American  people  when 
they  understand  it.  That  is  obviously 
why  the  Republican  leadership  is  en- 
gaged in  this  unseeingly  campaign  to 
whisk  their  defective  plan  into  law,  be- 
fore its  flaws  can  be  discovered.  And 
that  is  why  I  intend  to  do  all  I  can  to 
insist  on  a  fair  test  of  their  proposal. 

By  any  standards,  medical  savings 
accounts  are  a  dubious  experiment 
with  the  American  people's  insurance 
coverage. 

The  most  troubling  aspect  is  the 
skimming  factor— the  risk  that  medi- 
cal savings  accounts  will  price  conven- 
tional insurance  out  of  reach  of  most 
American  families,  by  encouraging  the 


healthiest  people  to  leave  the  insur- 
ance pool.  As  premiums  rise  for  every- 
one else,  more  and  more  working  fami- 
lies will  be  forced  to  scale  back  their 
coverage  or  drop  their  insurance  alto- 
gether. 

Ask  the  people  who  have  studied 
these  plans  In  the  words  of  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office,  medical  sav- 
ings accounts  "could  threaten  the  ex- 
istence of  standard  health  insurance." 

Mary  Nell  Lehnhard,  senior  vice- 
president  of  Blue  Cross  and  Blue 
Shield,  concluded  that  MSA's  will  de- 
stroy "the  whole  principle  of  insur- 
ance. ' 

Separate  studies  by  the  American 
Academy  of  Actuaries  and  the  Urban 
Institute  found  that  premiums  for  con- 
ventional insurance  could  increase  by 
60  percent — 60  percent — if  medical  sav- 
ings accounts  become  widespread. 

The  Republican  leadership  pretends 
that  their  current  compromise  offer  is 
nothing  more  than  a  test — a  fair  at- 
tempt to  deal  with  concerns  about 
medical  savings  accounts  before  they 
are  sold  broadly.  But  it  is  nothing  of 
the  kind.  Under  their  proposal,  medical 
savings  accounts  could  be  sold  to  all 
small  businesses  and  the  self-employed 
immediately.  MSA's  would  start  out 
with  a  massive  market  consisting  of 
more  than  40  million  workers — one- 
third  of  the  Nation's  entire  labor  force. 
I  continue  to  believe  that  the  so-called 
compromise  is  not  a  test — it's  a  trav- 
esty. 

Experts  agree  that  the  small  business 
sector  of  the  health  insurance  market 
is  the  most  vulnerable  to  the  disrup- 
tion that  medical  savings  accounts 
would  cause.  The  Joint  Tax  Committee 
itself  has  concluded  that  sales  of  medi- 
cal savings  accounts  would  be  con- 
centrated in  small  and  medium-sized 
firms. 

The  proposal  would  clearly  go  beyond 
the  bounds  of  what  is  acceptable,  even 
if  it  stopped  there.  But  it  doesn't.  After 
3  years,  in  which  medical  savings  ac- 
counts would  be  launched  in  this  vast 
market,  they  would  be  open  to  every- 
one else,  unless  both  the  House  and 
Senate  vote  to  stop  the  expansion. 

In  addition,  instead  of  a  neutral  and 
objective  evaluation  of  the  first  mas- 
sive phase,  the  evaluators  would  be 
chosen  by  the  chairmen  of  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee  and  the  House 
Ways  and  Means  Committee,  who  are 
both  strong  proponents  of  MSA's.  That 
is  a  stacked  deck,  and  the  Republicans 
know  it. 

The  strongest  opponents  of  medical 
savings  accounts  are  organizations  rep- 
resenting working  families,  senior  citi- 
zens, consumers,  and  the  disabled. 
They  are  the  ones  who  have  the  ir  ost 
to  lose  if  the  current  system  of  iubur- 
ance  is  weakened  or  destroyed.  We 
know  whose  voices  should  be  heard 
when  Congress  decides  this  issue — not 
the  voices  of  greedy  special  interests, 
but  the  voices  of  those  who  depend  on 


adequate  insurance  to  get  the  care 
they  need  at  a  price  they  can  afford. 

The  American  people  need  the  basic 
bipartisan  insurance  reforms  included 
in  the  Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill.  These 
reforms  will  guarantee  that  Americans 
will  not  lose  their  coverage  or  be  sub- 
jected to  exclusions  for  preexisting 
conditions  when  they  lose  their  job,  or 
change  jobs,  or  because  their  employer 
changes  insurance  carriers.  They  de- 
serve to  know  that  their  insurance  can- 
not be  canceled  if  they  become  sick. 
They  should  be  protected  against  the 
worst  abuses  of  the  current  system. 

The  Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill  passed 
the  Senate  by  a  bipartisan  vote  of  100- 
0.  K  it  were  sent  to  the  President 
today,  it  would  be  signed  into  law  to- 
morrow. It  should  not  be  held  hostage 
to  the  partisan,  special  interest  Repub- 
lican agenda  that  would  foist  an  un- 
tried and  dangerous  concept  on  the 
American  people. 

Last  week,  I  placed  into  the  Record 
editorials  from  a  number  of  leading 
newspapers  around  the  country  on  the 
danger  of  medical  savings  accounts. 
Today,  I  would  like  to  place  additional 
editorials  in  the  Record  demonstrating 
the  broad  public  opposition  to  MSA's. 

The  Tacoma,  WA,  News  Tribune  pub- 
lished an  editorial  on  June  13,  entitled, 
"Stick  to  the  Basics  in  New  Health 
Bill."  It  says. 

Many  medical  economists  warn  MSA's 
would  be  used  mostly  by  healthy  and  more 
affluent  people,  leaving  older  and  sicker  peo- 
ple in  the  common  insurance  pool.  That 
would  force  up  insurance  rates  for  everybody 
else.  .  .  .  The  original  Kassebaum-Kennedy 
bill  was  a  pood  one.  More  than  20  million 
Americans  would  benefit  from  Its  modest  re- 
forms. Save  the  fight  over  MSA's  for  the 
next  Congress.  .  .  . 

The  San  Francisco  Chronicle  wrote 
on  June  10  that. 

There  may  well  be  some  merit  In  MSA's  to 
the  extent  they  encourage  health  consumers 
to  be  more  cost-conscious.  But  that  possible 
benefit  is  still  out-weighed  by  the  virtual 
certainty  that  MSA's  would  encourage 
healthy  and  wealthy  Americans— those  who 
could  afford  the  high-deductible  catastrophic 
coverage — to  abandon  the  prevailing  Insur- 
ance system,  making  It  even  more  expensive 
for  the  poorer  and  less  healthy  Americans 
left  behind. 

The  Harrisburg  Patriot  wrote  that 

While  the  Idea  of  medical  savings  accounts 
has  a  lot  of  appeal  on  the  surface,  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Offlce,  the  National  Asso- 
ciation of  Insurance  Commissioners  and 
other  experts  in  health  insurance  have 
warned  that  it  poses  dire  consequences  for 
the  overall  health-care  system.  MSAs  would 
remove  significant  amounts  of  money  from 
the  pool  of  funds  that  go  to  pay  the  nation's 
health-care  bill,  while  their  tax-deductlblllty 
would  pose  another  drain  on  the  Treasury 
.  .  .  They  ought  to  be  considered  separately. 

A  June  12  editorial  in  the  Colimibus 
Dispatch  was  entitled,  "Clean  Health 
Bill;  Get  Rid  of  Those  Two  Killer 
Amendments."  It  says  that  MSA's 
could 

.  .  .  appeal  only  to  healthy  people,  throw- 
ing seriously  ill  people  into  a  pool  whose 
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costs  would  escalate.  This  proposal  should  be 
in  separate  legislation,,  so  the  clamor  it 
kicks  up  would  not  endanger  the  Kassebaum- 
Kennedy  bin. 

Mr.  President.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  editorials  I  mentioned  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  articles 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Tacoma  (WA)  News  Tribune,  June 

13.  1996] 

STICK  TO  Basics  in  New  Health  Bill 

So  close,  and  yet  so  far.  Only  a  few  months 
ago  it  looked  like  Congress  might  pass  a 
modest  health  Insurance  bill  that  would  help 
millions  of  Americans  worried  about  their 
health  coverage. 

Now  it  looks  like  election-year  politics 
could  doom  the  effort.  Republicans  and 
Democrats  would  rather  have  a  camiiaign 
Issue  than  successful  legislation. 

The  strategy  behind  the  bipartisan  legisla- 
tion crafted  by  Sen.  Nancy  Kassebaum  (R- 
KA.)  and  Sen.  Ted  Kennedy  (D-Mass.)  was  to 
follow  the  KISS  rule:  Keep  It  Simple,  Stupid. 
That  way  Congress  could  avoid  getting 
sucked  Into  another  morass  like  the  one  that 
swallowed  the  Clinton  administration's  mas- 
sive health  care  package. 

Kassebaum.  chairman  of  the  Senate  labor 
and  Human  Resources  Committee,  and  Ken- 
nedy, the  committee's  ranking  Democrat, 
won  strong  bipartisan  support  for  their  pro- 
posal, which  sailed  through  the  Senate  In 
April.  The  Senate  measure  allows  people  los- 
ing or  changing  jobs  to  continue  their  health 
coverage;  the  bill  also  forbids  Insurers  to 
refuse  coverage  for  pre-existing  conditions. 

But  the  House  version  Includes  a  provision 
for  medical  savings  accounts,  which  couple 
high-deductible  catastrophic  health  Insur- 
ance policies  with  tax-exempt  savings  ac- 
counts. Proponents  content  MSAs  would  pro- 
mote Individual  choice  and  responsibility  In 
making  personal  health-car  decisions. 

The  concept  Is  attractive,  but  many  medi- 
cal economists  warn  MSAs  would  be  used 
mostly  by  healthy  and  more  affluent  people, 
leaving  older  and  sicker  people  In  the  com- 
mon insurance  risk  pool.  That  would  force 
up  insurance  rates  for  everybody  else.  Even 
Kassebaum  thought  MSAs  were  too  untested 
to  Include  In  the  Senate  bill. 

But  MSAs  have  become  a  kind  of  Holy 
Grail  to  House  conservatives,  who  Insist 
MSAs  be  Included  even  It  means  a  certain 
presidential  veto.  This  week  Senate  and 
House  leaders  agreed  on  a  compromise  that 
initially  "restricts"  MSAs  to  self-employed 
workers  and  employees  of  businesses  with  50 
or  fewer  workers.  After  two  years,  everyone 
else  would  become  eligible,  unless  Congress 
intervenes. 

Kennedy  and  the  White  House  have  sig- 
naled they  might  accept  a  limited  test  of 
MSAs.  But  the  Republican  proposal  is  hardly 
limited;  Anywhere  from  25  to  40  million  peo- 
ple would  be  eligible,  and  expansion  In  two 
years  would  be  almost  automatic.  That's  no 
test. 

The  original  Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill  was 
a  good  one.  More  than  20  million  Americans 
would  benefit  from  its  modest  reforms.  Save 
the  fight  over  MSAs  for  the  next  Congress 
and  the  next  president. 

[From  the  San  Francisco  Chronicle,  June  10, 

1996] 

Key  Test  for  dole 

House  and    Senate  conferees  have   come 

within  one  stubborn  whisker  of  passing  the 


most  significant  health-care  reform  since 
the  Clinton  administration's  national  health 
insurance  proposal  went  down  in  flames  in 
1994.  But  the  window  of  opportunity  could 
slam  closed  with  the  Tuesday  retirement  of 
Senate  Majority  Leader  Bob  Dole,  whose  leg- 
islative skills  are  needed  one  final  time. 

The  problem  is  the  medical  savings  ac- 
count provision  that  House  Republicans 
added  to  the  Kennedy-Kassebaum  Health  In- 
surance Reform  bill.  That  bill's  main  objec- 
tives are  to  make  insurance  "portable"  when 
workers  change  or  leave  jobs  and  to  make  it 
more  difficult  for  insurers  to  refuse  coverage 
to  people  with  pre-existing  medical  prob- 
lems. Those  provisions  would  greatly  en- 
hance the  health  security  of  millions  of 
Americans  who  are  otherwise  vulnerable  to 
falling  Into  the  ranks  of  the  uninsured  when- 
ever they  change  or  lose  jobs. 

Because  the  Senate  bill  would  mend  a  gap- 
ing crack  In  the  health  Insurance  system— 
and  do  so  without  favoring  any  special  inter- 
ests—It has  won  broad  bipartisan  support:  it 
passed  100  to  0.  The  problems  have  been  with 
the  House  version,  which  was  loaded  down 
with  some  hot-button  GOP  proposals  that 
would — and  should— elicit  a  sustainable  pres- 
idential veto. 

While  mosr  of  the  veto  bait  has  been  nego- 
tiated away— including  the  Senate's  call  for 
"parity"  on  mental  health  coverage— Repub- 
licans have  shown  little  willingness  to  com- 
promise on  the  most  contentious  issue,  the 
medical  savings  accounts. 

The  MSA  concept,  which  Dole  favors,  np- 
peals  mainly  to  healthy  and  well-to-do  con- 
sumers, who  could  use  a  tax-deductible  sav- 
ings account — similar  to  an  IRA— to  cover 
the  costs  of  routine  medical  expenses,  such 
as  checkups  and  minor  treatments,  as  an  al- 
ternative to  health  insurance.  The  accounts 
would  be  coupled  with  high-deductible  insur- 
ance plans  to  deal  with  costly,  catastrophic 
illness. 

There  may  well  be  some  merit  in  MSAs  to 
the  extent  they  encourage  health  consumers 
to  be  more  cost-conscious.  But  that  possible 
benefit  Is  still  iar  out-weighed  by  the  virtual 
certainty  that  MSAs  would  encourage 
healthy  and  wealthy  Americans — those  who 
could  afford  the  high-deductible  catastrophic 
coverage — to  abandon  the  prevailing  Insur- 
ance system,  making  it  even  more  expensive 
for  the  poorer  and  less  healthy  Americans 
left  behind. 

While  President  Clinton  has  properly 
threatened  to  veto  any  bill  containing  MSAs. 
he  has  also  left  the  door  wide  open  to  an  ob- 
vious compromise:  permitting  a  pilot  MSA 
program  In  specific  states  for  a  long  enough 
period  to  ensure  that  they  will  not  add  to 
health  insurance  costs  and  thereby  increase 
the  number  of  the  uninsured. 

Some  form  of  that  approach  Is  what  Dole 
now  has  to  sell  to  House  Republicans  If  the 
104th  Congress— and  candidate  Dole,  him- 
self—is  to  take  credit  for  accomplishing  at 
least  a  portion  of  the  health-care  reform 
that  the  president  tried  and  failed  to  do.  If 
he  fails,  we  all  lose. 

[From  the  Harrisburg  (PA)  Patriot,  Apr.  3, 
1996} 
too    much    reform— house    amendments 
Weigh  Down  Effort  To  M.ake  Health- 
Care  Insurance  Portable 
It  represents  the  most  modest  of  health- 
care reform,  so  modest  it  Is  almost  embar- 
rassing.   But   progress,    however   small,    in 
helping  people  deal  with  medical  expenses  is 
welcome  progress  nonetheless. 

There  Is  little  visibly  active  opposition  to 
the  bipartisan  proposal  jointly  sponsored  by 


U.S.  Sens.  Edward  M.  Kennedy.  D-Mass..  and 

Nancy  Kassebaum.  R-Kan.  Nonethless.  their 
basic  proposal  to  ensure  that  people  do  not 
lose  health  coverage  when  they  change  or 
lose  their  jobs  is  in  some  trouble. 

Last  week,  the  House  of  Representatives 
approved  a  bill  incorporating  the  basic  fea- 
tures of  the  Kennedy-Kassebaum  bill.  But 
also  Included  were  a  number  of  odd  con- 
troversial items  that  dramatically  alter  the 
scope  of  the  legislation. 

Without  mucn  debate  or  consideration,  the 
House  tacked  on  a  scheme  that  would  pro- 
vide for  tax-deductible  medical  savings  ac- 
counts and  another  that  would  cap  punitive 
damages  in  medical-related  lawsuits  at 
S250,000.  or  three  times  economic  damages, 
whichever  is  greater. 

President  Clinton  has  indicated  that  he 
could  not  accept  a  bill  with  either  of  these 
provisions.  The  Senate  Is  expected  to  vote  on 
the  legislation  this  month. 

\^'Tille  the  idea  of  medical  savings  accounts 
has  a  lot  of  appeal  on  the  surface,  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office,  the  National  Asso- 
ciation of  Insurance  Commissioners  and 
other  experts  in  health  insurance  have 
warned  that  it  poses  dire  consequences  for 
the  overall  health-care  system. 

MSAs  would  remove  significant  amounts  of 
money  from  the  pool  of  funds  that  go  to  pay 
the  nation's  health-care  bill,  while  their  tax- 
deductiblllty  would  pose  another  drain  on 
the  Treasury. 

But  the  important  point  here  is  not  wheth- 
er MSAs  or  capping  punitive  damages  rep- 
resent good  or  bad  ideas.  It  is  that  they  gen- 
erate sufficient  objection  to  threaten  to  sink 
the  modest  Kennedy-Kassebaum  effort  that 
most  lawmakers  agree  has  the  potential  to 
help  many  of  the  25  million  Americans  who 
change  jobs  every  year. 

This  legislation  will  not  help  the  41  million 
Americans  who  already  are  uninsured, 
though  it  may  serve  to  limit  their  numbers 
from  growing. 

To  the  extent  that  more  far-reaching  re- 
forms are  proposed,  such  as  MSAs.  limiting 
punitive  damages  or  genuine  health-care  re- 
form, they  ought  to  be  considered  sepa- 
rately. 

If  they  aren't.  It's  pretty  clear  with  will 
happen.  There  will  be  no  reform,  just  as 
nothing  materialized  out  of  the  major  effort 
to  pass  health-care  reform  in  1994. 

Modest  though  It  is,  the  Kennedy-Kasse- 
baum bill  Is  better  than  no  reform  at  all. 

[From  the  Columbus  Dispatch,  June  12. 1996] 
"Clean"  Health  Bvll:  Get  Rid  of  Those 

Two  "KILLER"  amendments 

It  sounded  so  simple.  Congress  would  pass 
a  modest  health-care  reform  bill.  Most  sig- 
nificantly. It  would  prevent  insurers  from  de- 
nying coverage  for  pre-existing  conditions. 
Also,  workers  would  be  able  to  change  jobs 
or  start  their  own  businesses  without  losing 
health  insurance. 

This  is  the  kind  of  scaled-down  legislation 
that  was  suggested  when  various  well-Q- 
nanced  lobbies  smothered  the  admittedly 
too-ambitious  bill  from  the  Clinton  adnoinis- 
tration  two  years  ago. 

The  current  measure  is  sponsored  by  Sen. 
Nancy  Kassebaum.  Republican  from  Kansas, 
and  Sen.  Ted  Kennedy,  D-Mass.  This  is 
Kassebaum's  last  year  in  the  Senate,  and  she 
sees  the  bill  as  her  farewell  accomplishment. 
Former  Senate  Majority  Leader  Bob  Dole. 
the  presumptive  GOP  presidential  nominee, 
also  supports  the  bill,  but  his  leaving  takes 
him  out  of  the  loop  for  using  his  influence. 

Unfortunately,  ominous  storm  clouds  are 
forming.  Several  "killer  amendments"  may 
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doom  this  altogether  worthy  effort.  The 
amendments  make  sense  to  many,  but  they 
axe  not  universally  admired  and  any  one 
might  doom  the  bill. 

The  solution?  Strip  the  legislation  down, 
so  It  Is  a  "clean  bill,"'  dealing  only  with  the 
modest  approaches  In  the  original  proposal. 

A  provision  for  medical  savings  accounts  is 
the  most  contentious  Item  In  the  plan.  This 
would  allow  people  to  build  up  tax-free  ac- 
counts to  pay  medical  bills.  Sounds  con- 
structive. 

But  there  is  some  concern  this  would  ap- 
peal only  to  healthy  people,  throwing  seri- 
ously ill  people  into  a  pool  whose  costs 
would  escalate.  This  proposal  should  be  in 
separate  legislation,  so  the  clamor  it  kicks 
up  would  not  endanger  the  Kassebaum-Ken- 
nedy  bill. 

Also,  states  have  the  option  of  passing 
their  own  MSA  laws,  as  Ohio  just  did.  Presi- 
dent Clinton  has  threatened  to  veto  the  bill 
If  It  contains  the  MSA  provision. 

The  other  sticky  measure  would  require 
employers  to  provide  coverage  for  mental  ill- 
ness. While  this  sounds  sensible,  there  is 
enough  opposition  so  that  this,  too,  could 
kill  the  whole  blU. 

Mental-health  coverage  could  be  accom- 
plished on  the  state  level,  as  is  being  at- 
tempted iQ  Ohio. 

Experts  say  there  are  hidden  costs  In  man- 
dated mental-illness  coverage.  There  has 
been  a  welcome  suggestion  that  a  national 
commission  be  appointed  to  research  this 
issue  and  make  recommendations. 

Interest  groups  could  make  spirited  de- 
fenses for  medical  savings  accounts  and  men- 
tal-illness coverage.  Indeed,  the  former  has 
bad  the  benefit  of  ezi>enslve  lobbying.  But 
keeping  touchy  Items  in  the  health-reform 
legislation  Is  a  sure  way  to  defeat  the  whole 
bill.  Better  to  settle  for  half  a  loaf.  That,  at 
least,  would  provide  some  nourishment. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  These  editorials  are 
just  a  sampling  of  commentary  around 
the  Nation.  It  is  time  for  Republicans 
to  stop  playing  special  interest  politics 
with  health  insurance  reform.  The 
Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill  passed  by  a 
bipartisan  vote  of  100-0.  It  should  not 
be  blocked  because  some  Republicans 
want  to  line  the  pockets  of  their  cam- 
paign contributors. 

Mr.  DORGAN.  Mr.  President,  there 
has  been  an  interesting  discussion,  and 
an  energetic  discussion,  I  might  say,  in 
this  Chamber  this  morning.  Early  on 
this  morning,  beginning  I  believe  at 
9:30  for  1%  hours  we  had  a  team  come 
to  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  and  it  is  a 
disciplined  team,  all  headed  the  same 
direction,  all  pulling  in  the  same  har- 
ness, to  tell  the  country  that  the  prob- 
lem with  the  health  care  bill,  the  so- 
called  Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill  that 
has  been  addressed  this  morning,  is 
that  the  Democrats  are  holding  it  up 
because  of  something  called  MSA's,  or 
medical  savings  accounts. 

In  truth,  of  course,  the  Kassebaum- 
Kennedy  bill,  which  is  a  very  impor- 
tant bill,  is  being  held  hostage  by  peo- 
ple who  voted  for  it;  100  to  nothing  it 
passed  this  Chamber,  by  those  who  in- 
sist that  they  want  to  add  something 
to  it,  and  if  they  cannot  add  something 
to  it  they  will  not  let  it  pass. 

Let  me  describe  briefly  what  this  bill 
is.  Most  of  it  has  been  described.  Let 


me  go  back  a  bit,  if  I  can,  to  put  it  in 
perspective.  I  come  from  a  small  town, 
300  people,  in  southwestern  North  Da- 
kota, down  near  farming  and  ranching 
country,  and  we  had  one  doctor  in  my 
hometowm.  He  was  a  wonderful  doctor 
named  Dr.  Simon  Hill.  He  came  to  my 
hometovra  in  the  early  1900's.  and  he 
practiced  medicine  until  he  was  nearly 
80  years  old. 

When  he  was  practicing  medicine  in 
my  hometown  in  the  mid  1900's,  there 
was  no  Medicare  Program.  A  fair  num- 
ber of  people  had  no  insurance.  What 
they  had  for  health  care  in  my  home- 
town was  one  doctor.  He  had  an  office. 
He  had  the  drugstore  on  the  ground 
floor.  His  doctor's  office  was  above  the 
drugstore.  When  people  came  to  see 
him,  he  would  lock  the  drugstore  and 
walk"  upstairs  to  the  examining  office, 
or  if  people  were  too  sick  to  come  to 
see  him,  he  would  get  in  his  car  and 
drive  to  see  them.  He  did,  like  most 
doctors  did  back  then,  make  house 
calls.  And  if  people  did  not  have  any 
money  and  were  sick.  Doc  Hill  still 
drove  out  to  their  place  and  adminis- 
tered medicine,  administered  health 
care,  and  if  they  had  no  money  but  had 
a  couple  of  laying  hens  or  fryer  chick- 
ens, they  gave  him  a  couple  of  chickens 
or  a  half  a  beef.  K  they  were  people 
with  a  fair  amount  of  money,  he  would 
charge  them  an  arm  and  a  leg,  I  guess. 

He  ran  his  own  health  care  system  in 
my  little  town.  He  charged  those  who 
could  afford  a  substantial  amount  and 
gave  free  health  care  to  all  those  who 
had  no  money,  and  that  is  the  way  the 
health  care  system  worked  in  Regent, 
ND,  because  one  doctor  did  health  care 
24  hours  a  day  for  some  60  years. 

Now,  was  it  a  good  health  care  sys- 
tem? It  was  the  best  he  could  do.  My 
neighbor  had  a  toothache.  We  had  no 
dentist,  so  his  dad,  Alvin,  took  his  son, 
Alton,  to  Doc  Hill,  who  pulled  his 
tooth.  Doc  Hill  was  not  a  dentist,  but 
he  pulled  his  tooth.  It  turns  out  he 
pulled  the  wrong  tooth,  but  he  did  not 
get  sued  because  we  did  not  have  a  law- 
yer in  my  hometown  either. 

It  was  a  wonderful  system — simple, 
administered  by  one  person  who  was 
humane  and  knew  what  the  needs  of 
the  community  were. 

Back  then,  when  someone  had  a  car- 
diac problem,  they  were  likely  to  die 
when  they  had  a  heart  attack.  We  were 
also  55  or  60  miles  from  a  hospital. 
When  someone  had  a  problem  with 
cataracts,  they  could  not  see.  When 
someone  had  a  problem  with  their  hips, 
they  went  into  a  wheelchair.  If  some- 
one's knees  gave  out,  they  could  not 
walk;  they,  too,  were  in  a  wheelchair. 

Of  course,  what  has  happened  over 
time  is  Dr.  Hill  died,  and  my  hometown 
does  not  have  a  doctor  anymore. 
Health  care  changed  dramatically, 
some  of  it  in  wonderful  ways,  breath- 
taking changes.  Now,  if  someone  has  a 
cardiac  problem,  eats  too  much  fat  all 
of  their  lives  or  has  a  hereditary  prob- 


lem with  their  heart  and  it  gets  all 
plugged  up,  what  they  do  is  they  lay 
that  person  out  on  a  table  and  unplug 
the  heart  muscle  and  invest  $50,000  or 
$75,000  and  sew  the  person  up  and  the 
person  feels  like  a  million  dollars  6 
weeks  later.  Now  they  replace  the 
knees.  Now  they  replace  the  hip.  Now 
they  offer  cataract  surgery,  and  that 
person  walks  and  sees  and  lives  a  new 
life  with  open  heart  surgery. 

All  of  that  is  wonderful.  It  is  remark- 
able. It  is  expensive.  Most  all  of,  it 
comes  from  breathtaking  research  done 
at  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 
and  elsewhere,  I  would  say,  with  sub- 
stantial Federal  grants  in  order  to 
achieve  these  health  care  break- 
throughs and  new  technologies.  All  of 
it  is  wonderful.  But,  of  course,  what 
has  happened  in  the  intervening  years 
is  health  care  has  also  become  very, 
very  expensive.  It  is  full  of  near  mir- 
acles because  of  this  breathtaking  new 
medical  technology,  but  it  is  also  very 
expensive. 

We  have  a  lot  of  folks  in  this  country 
who  have  no  health  care  coverage  at 
all.  Upwards  of  40  million  Americans 
are  walking  around  today  with  no 
health  care  coverage,  and  if  they  get 
sick,  they  do  not  have  any  money  to 
pay  and  they  do  not  have  insurance  to 
cover  it. 

We  also  have  a  fair  number  of  people 
in  this  country  who  work  at  a  job 
somewhere  and  they  have  a  health  in- 
surance policy  in  a  group  plan  through 
their  employment.  But.  of  course,  if 
they  leave  that  emplosrment,  they  lose 
that  insurance.  There  are  a  fair  num- 
ber of  people  who  cannot  afford  under 
any  circumstances  to  leave  their  job 
because  they  have  someone  in  their 
family  with  a  preexisting  condition. 
And  if  they  leave  that  job  and  lose  that 
health  care  insurance,  they  will  never 
get  another  policy  anywhere.  I  have  a 
daughter  with  a  cardiac  problem.  My 
expectation  is  that  if  I  did  not  have 
health  care  coverage  here  and  went  out 
on  the  open  market  to  try  to  buy 
health  care  coverage,  no  one  is  going  to 
ensure  someone  with  a  preexisting  con- 
dition, with  a  cardiac  problem.  Mil- 
lions and  millions  of  Americans  con- 
front that  condition  every  day,  a  pre- 
existing condition  for  which  they  can- 
not now  get  health  care  insurance,  a 
job  that  they  are  now  locked  into  be- 
cause if  they  leave  they  cannot  take 
their  insurance  with  them. 

So  Congress  did  something  to  address 
that.  Congress  said  let  us  i>ass  a  piece 
of  legislation  called  the  Kassebaum- 
Kennedy  bill  that  does  a  series  of 
things  that  have  great  merit.  Among 
them,  you  can  take  your  health  care 
with  you  when  you  change  jobs. 

That  makes  an  enormous  amount  of 
good  sense.  Among  them  is  that  a  pre- 
existing condition  shall  not  be  a  cause 
for  denying  health  insurance  coverage 
to  a  family.  Boy,  that  is  going  to  help 
millions  and  millions  of  families  in 
this  country. 
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So  we  passed  that  piece  of  legisla- 
tion, and  everyone  now  knows  what  the 
vote  was  because  Senator  Kennedy  this 
morning  has  talked  about  it  several 
times.  The  vote  in  this  Senate,  which 
is  very,  very  rare,  was  100  yeas  and  zero 
nays.  By  100  to  nothing,  the  Senate 
said  let  us  pass  this  legislation  that 
does  the  right  thing  to  address  these 
health  care  problems— 100  to  0.  That 
was  majiy  months  ago.  Why,  after 
many  months,  having  passed  a  bill  100 
to  0,  do  we  not  have  that  bill  back 
through  here  out  of  a  conference  and  to 
the  White  House  for  signature?  Why  is 
that  bill  not  now  law?  It  is  very  simple: 
because  there  are  some  who  insist  on 
holding  that  bill  hostage  because  they 
have  other  things  that  they  want  to 
load  onto  that  bill.  They  are  saying  if 
we  cannot  put  what  we  want  on  that 
bill,  if  we  cannot  add  to  it.  then  you 
are  not  going  to  pass  the  bill.  We  in- 
sist, we  demand  that  medical  savings 
accounts  be  added  to  that  bill. 

Let  me  describe  medical  savings  ac- 
counts from  my  perspective.  I  do  not 
have  the  foggiest  idea  whether  these 
things  called  medical  savings  accounts 
are  good  or  bad.  I  do  not  know,  nor  do 
I  object  to  some  sort  of  demonstration 
project  or  some  kind  of  approach  that 
would  give  us  the  ability  to  determine 
will  this  sort  of  thing,  the  medical  sav- 
ings account,  be  good  for  our  health 
care  system  or  be  inherently  bad  for 
our  system.  I  do  not  know  the  answer 
to  that. 

There  is  one  company  that  has  mar- 
keted these  things  aggressively.  They 
have  been  heavy,  heavy  contributors  to 
Speaker  Gingrich  and  others,  and  they 
have  just  pushed  and  pushed  and 
pushed  this  issue.  But  I  am  not  one 
who  automatically  says  this  is  a  bad 
thing  to  do.  I  do  not  know.  We  prob- 
ably ought  to  find  out  does  this  work 
or  does  it  not  work.  I  do  not  objec»  to 
some  kind  of  demonstration  project  to 
find  that  answer.  But  I  do  object  to 
those  who  believe  we  should  hold  hos- 
tage the  Kassebaum-Kennedy  bill,  with 
the  meritorious  health  care  changes 
that  are  desperately  needed  by  many 
families  in  this  country— hold  that  hos- 
tage to  the  medical  savings  account 
legislation. 

We  had.  I  think,  six  or  eight  speakers 
come  to  the  floor  in  the  first  hour  and 
a  half  this  morning,  arranged  by  the 
majority.  That  has  been  happening 
often.  There  is  nothing  wrong  with 
that.  It  is  a  deliberate  strategy  to  get 
a  number  of  people  to  say  the  same 
thing,  say  it  loud,  say  it  often,  and  get 
the  American  people  to  believe  what 
they  are  saying  is  somehow  where  we 
are.  It  is  not  where  we  axe  with  respect 
to  this  important  issue  on  health  care. 

We  are  deadlocked  on  Kassebaum- 
Kennedy,  an  important  health  care 
measure  that  will  help  millions  and 
millions  of  American  families,  because 
we  have  people  in  this  Chamber  who 
are  doing  to  this  billjwhat  they  have 


done  to  every  other  piece  of  legislation 
that  has  had  merit  in  the  last  IVi  years 
or  so.  They  are  saying  yes,  that  might 
have  merit,  we  might  support  that,  but 
we  will  not  allow  it  to  move  unless  we 
add  our  burdens  to  it,  even  though 
what  they  are  adding  to  it  they  know 
represent  the  kind  of  poison  pills  that 
will  doom  the  legislation. 

It  is  now  Friday.  On  Tuesday,  we 
could  pass,  once  again  100  to  0,  100  to  0 
the  fundamental  health  care  reform 
that  is  embraced  in  the  Kennedy- 
Kassebaum  bill.  We  can  do  that.  We 
should  do  that.  But  we  probably  will 
not  do  that,  notwithstanding  what  six 
or  eight  people  said  earlier  this  morn- 
ing. We  probably  will  not  do  that  be- 
cause those  folks  are  sasring  we  must 
insist  on  having  medical  savings  ac- 
counts attached  to  it  or  we  will  not 
support  it  any  longer.  That  makes  no 
sense  at  all.  I  hope  there  will  be  a  com- 
promise reached,  there  will  be  common 
ground  found,  so  those  who  hold  this 
kind  of  bill  hostage  will  decide  and  un- 
derstand, finally,  the  foolishness  of 
doing  so. 

It  is  not  just  this  bill.  It  is  a  whole 
series  of  other  initiatives.  The  mini- 
mum wage — should  we  adjust  the  mini- 
mum wage?  Yes,  I  think  so.  It  was  1989. 
was  the  last  time  it  was  adjusted.  We 
have  a  couple  of  naillion  people.  40  per- 
cent of  whom  are  the  sole  breadwinners 
in  their  family,  who  work  for  the  mini- 
mum wage. 

It  is  easy  for  someone  to  stand  up 
here  and  blithely  say  the  minimum 
wage  doesn't  matter,  it  is  a  bunch  of 
kids  frjring  hamburgers.  It  is  a  bunch 
of  school  kids.  There  are  school  kids 
working  for  minimum  wage.  I  do  not 
disagree  with  that.  But  40  percent  of 
the  people  on  minimum  wage  are  the 
sole  breadwinners  of  their  households.  I 
ask  you  to  read  some  of  the  letters 
from  those  folks  who  are  struggling  to 
try  to  make  ends  meet. 

The  kind  of  troubles  some  families 
have  are  pretty  hard  for  some  people 
here  to  understand,  I  think.  A  family 
wrote  to  me  some  while  ago  that  I  de- 
scribed. I  read,  late  one  evening,  a  four- 
page  handwritten  letter  from  a  woman 
in  North  Dakota.  Her  trailer  house 
burned  down.  They  lost  everything. 
She  described  the  troubles  she  and  her 
husband  have  had,  people  who  have  not 
had  the  opportunity  for  education,  peo- 
ple who  have  four  children,  who  lost 
everything.  They  struggle,  they  work 
for  minimum  wage.  Their  only  com- 
plaint was  that  she  was  hoping  maybe 
we  could  see  some  adjustment  in  the 
minimum  wage  at  some  point,  it  has 
been  6  years  they  have  been  frozen  at 
the  bottom  of  that  ladder.  She  said. 

You  know,  I  do  not  know  how  to  tell  my 
sons  who  want  to  play  summer  baseball  I  do 
not  have  the  S25  to  pay  for  their  registration, 
let  alone  buy  them  a  baseball  glove. 

These  issues  sound  like  theory  here 
in  this  Chamber,  but  they  are  real  to 
people  who  are  trying  to  make  a  living; 


trjring  to  deal  with  family  issues  and 
family  needs  every  single  day. 

The  interesting  thing  I  find  is  this. 
This  floor  is  crowded,  literally  clut- 
tered with  traffic  when  we  are  talking 
about  things  that  help  the  big  interests 
in  this  country.  When  you  talk  about 
some  tax  break  that  is  going  to  help 
the  biggest  economic  interests,  the  big- 
gest corporations,  you  can  hardly  get 
in  this  place.  Everybody  is  rushing 
down  to  vote  "aye." 

We  have  proposals  now  that  say  we 
want  a  balanced  budget  amendment 
but  we  also  want  tax  cuts.  Of  course, 
much  of  which  will  go  to  those  who  al- 
ready have  plenty  in  this  country.  The 
bulk  of  those  tax  cuts  are  going  to  go 
to  the  upper  income  folks,  people  who 
are  making  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
dollars  a  year.  In  fact,  last  year  we  of- 
fered an  amendment  that  said,  if  you 
insist  on  proposing  tax  cuts  at  a  time 
when  we  have  deficits,  let  us  at  least 
agree  on  one  thing.  Let  us  agree  we 
will  limit  the  tax  cuts  to  those  families 
under  $100,000  in  income.  The  answer 
was.  "No.  of  course  not.  we  will  not  do 
that."  It  was  rejected  by  a  partisan 
vote. 

"AU  right,  if  you  will  not  do  that, 
how  about  at  least  limiting  the  tax 
cuts  to  families  making  less  than  a 
quarter  of  a  million  dollars  a  year?" 
They  said.  "No,  we  will  not  agree  with 
that.  We  insist  the  tax  benefits  we  are 
going  to  give  go  to  people  earning  over 
a  quarter  of  a  million  dollars  a  year." 
We  said.  "All  right,  what  about  a 
million?  Would  you  at  least  limit  the 
tax  cuts  at  the  time  when  we  have  defi- 
cits and  you  are  demanding  we  cut  peo- 
ple's taxes,  would  you  at  least  limit 
them  to  people  whose  incomes  are  less 
than  $1  million  a  year?  Would  you  at 
least  do  that?"  The  answer  was,  "No, 
no,  we  do  not  want  to  do  that." 

Why  would  the  answer  be  no?  Be- 
cause the  bulk  of  the  benefits  are  going 
to  go  to  those  very  upper  income  folks 
and  they  know  it.  That  is  the  problem 
around  here.  We  have  a  lot  of  needs  and 
we  have  a  lot  of  things  to  do.  We 
should  balance  the  budget.  But,  in  my 
judgment,  you  do  not  balance  the  budg- 
et by  starting  with  tax  cuts. 

I  know  it  is  popular.  I  have  a  couple 
of  children  who  love  to  eat  desert  be- 
fore dinner.  But  to  suggest  that  tax 
cuts  come  before  we  balance  this  Fed- 
eral budget,  especially  tax  cuts  that 
are  so  fundamentally  opposed  to  what 
we  are  trying  to  do — let  me  give  an  ex- 
ample, a  taix  cut  that  says  let  us  make 
it  easier  to  move  American  jobs  over- 
seas. Let  us  spend  S300  million  of  the 
American  taxpayers'  money  by  giving 
that  in  tax  breaks  to  companies  who 
will  take  their  American  jobs  and  move 
them  overseas.  Think  of  this.  We  are 
up  to  our  neck  in  debt,  we  are  strug- 
gling to  figure  out  how  do  we  reduce 
the  Federal  deficit,  and  we  have  people 
coming  to  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate 
saying — at  the  time  when  not  only  do 
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we  have  this  debt  but  we  are  losing 
jobs,  our  manufacturing  base  is  being 
diminished,  jobs  are  moving  overseas, 
we  have  people  saying — "By  the  way. 
we  want  to  change  the  Tax  Code  so  we 
provide  more  tax  benefits  to  those  who 
move  their  jobs  overseas." 

This  simply  does  not  add  up.  It  is  an 
agenda  that  does  not  relate  in  any  way 
to  the  interests  or  needs  of  people  who 
are  working  for  a  living  and  struggling, 
trying  to  make  it  in  this  economy. 

I  think  you  can  summarize  the  bas- 
kets of  issues  in  about  three  areas  that 
we  need  to  address  and  address  appro- 
priately in  this  Congress.  We  can,  I 
suppose,  just  fight  for  the  rest  of  the 
year  and  quibble  and  have  a  tug-of-war 
and  accomplish  nothing,  which  would 
not  very  well  serve  the  interests  of  this 
country,  in  my  judgment.  Or  we  can 
find  ways  to  decide  on  something,  for 
example  like  the  Kassebaum-Kennedy 
bUl,  which  everyone  in  this  Chamber 
believes  has  merit  because  every  single 
person  voted  for  it.  The  vote  was  100  to 
nothing.  We  can  decide,  all  right,  we 
cannot  agree  on  everything  but  we  can 
agree  on  that. 

Instead  of  spending  all  day  trying  to 
figure  out  what  we  cannot  agree  on,  let 
us  spend  part  of  the  day  trying  to  fig- 
ure out  what  we  can  agree  on  and  ad- 
vance that  and  pass  it  and  make  it  law. 
That  is  exactly  what  we  ought  to  do  on 
the  Kennedy-Kassebaum  health  bill. 
We  know  we  agree  on  that.  We  have  al- 
ready had  the  vote.  There  was  not  one 
person  in  this  Chamber  who  disagreed. 
So,  instead  of  exerting  all  of  our  en- 
ergy trjring  to  figure  out  where  we  dis- 
agree, why  do  we  not  exert  some  en- 
ergy to  understand  where  we  agree  and 
move  it  to  the  President  and  make 
that  law? 

Mr.  President,  tens  of  millions  of 
families  will  benefit  by  the  preexisting 
condition,  by  the  portability  of  insur- 
ance— tens  of  millions  of  families  are 
waiting  for  this  legislation  to  pass.  It 
is  being  held  hosta^  by  those  who  say 
that  if  they  cannot  add  their  provision 
to  it,  if  they  cannot  add  their  idea  on 
MSA's,  we  are  not  letting  it  go  any- 
where. 

That  is  inherently  selfish,  in  my 
judgment,  to  say,  "If  I  don't  get  my 
way,  you  can't  have  your  way."  It  just 
does  not  make  sense  to  me  to  continue 
to  believe  that  the  right  approach  for 
our  country  is  to  put  the  brakes  on 
good  proposals,  good  ideas  that  the 
American  people  want  and  deserve. 

I  think  you  can  break  these  things 
down  into  three  areas  that  I  discussed 
before:  First  is  kids;  second  is  jobs; 
third  is  values.  Kids,  jobs,  and  values. 
If  we  address  those,  all  of  us.  we  ought 
to  have  a  common  Interest.  There 
ou^ht  not  be  much  difference  in  how 
we  would  respond  to  the  needs  of  Amer- 
ican children,  between  Republicans  or 
Democrats.  We  all  ought  to  understand 
this. 

All  of  us  ought  to  have  one  goal.  We 
all  ought  to  believe  th#t.  with  respect 


to  our  kids,  our  future  is  in  educating 
our  kids.  Thomas  Jefferson  once  said, 
anyone  who  believes  that  a  country 
can  be  both  ignorant  and  free  believes 
in  something  that  never  wels  and  never 
can  be. 

Everyone  in  this  Chamber,  I  expect, 
should  believe  that  we  want  to  have 
the  best  education  system  in  this 
world — the  best  in  the  world,  not  sec- 
ond place,  not  10th  place,  the  best  edu- 
cation system  in  the  world.  Now,  if 
that  is  our  goal,  then  let's  just  spend 
the  rest  of  the  year  to  figure  out  how 
do  we  work  with  others  in  our  country 
who  are  involved  in  our  education  sys- 
tem to  accomplish  that  goal.  How  do 
we  accomplish  having  the  best  edu- 
cation system  in  the  world,  because 
that  determines  who  wins  in  the  inter- 
national economic  competition,  and 
the  international  economic  competi- 
tion means  you  are  going  to  have  win- 
ners and  losers.  The  winners  are  going 
to  have  jobs,  expanding  economies  and 
opportunities,  and  the  losers  are  going 
to  suffer  the  British  disease  of  long, 
slow  economic  decline  that  we  saw  at 
the  end  of  the  last  century. 

So,  educate  our  kids?  Does  it  make 
sense  then  when  we  understand  some- 
thing that  works,  like  a  Head  Start 
Program  where  you  take  a  3-  or  4-year- 
old  kid  coming  from  a  home  of  poverty, 
from  a  circumstance  of  disadvantage, 
and  we  say  to  them,  "We're  going  to 
invest  money  in  you  in  a  Head  Start 
Program,  and  we  know  it  works,  and  it 
makes  life  better  for  those  kids,"  does 
it  make  sense  for  us  to  say,  "Look, 
there  are  60,000  of  you  who  have  names, 
Jim,  Bill,  Mary,  Donna,  and  we've  got 
news  for  you;  we  can  no  longer  afford 
to  have  you  in  a  Head  Start  Program"? 
Does  that  make  sense? 

Does  it  make  sense,  especially  at  a 
time  when  we  are  saying,  "By  the  way, 
we  have  money  to  give  tax  breaks,  es- 
pecially to  people  over  $1  million  a 
year  in  income,  but  we  can't  afford  to 
keep  60,000  of  you  kids  in  a  Head  Start 
Program"? 

The  answer  is,  no,  of  course,  it  does 
not  make  sense.  It  is  nuts.  It  does  not 
make  any  sense  to  establish  priorities 
that  are  so  far  out  of  bounds.  Our  kids 
matter.  Investment  in  our  kids  matters 
to  all  of  us. 

The  Head  Start  Program  works.  I  use 
that  simply  as  an  example  of  the  need, 
the  desperate  need,  to  get  our  prior- 
ities straight. 

Jobs:  No  one  comes  to  the  floor  on 
any  regular  occasion  and  talks  about 
the  merchandise  trade  deficit  in  this 
country.  The  merchandise  trade  deficit 
is  higher  than  our  fiscal  deficit.  What 
does  that  mean?  Jobs  that  used  to  be 
here  are  elsewhere.  Jobs  that  used  to 
be  American  jobs  are  now  in  Malaysia, 
Indonesia.  Sri  Lanka.  Bangladesh.  I 
know  the  American  people  contribute 
to  this.  You  cannot  wear  Mexican 
shorts  and  Chinese  pants  and  shirts 
made   in   Taiwan   and   television   sets 


made  in  Thailand  and  drive  cars  made 
in  Japan  and  then  complain  about, 
"Where  have  American  jobs  gone?" 
People  do  that,  but  you  cannot  do  that. 

American  jobs  are  leaving  to  go  to 
where  the  international  enterprises 
want  to  produce,  where  they  can  pay  a 
dime  an  hour,  a  quarter  an  hour,  50 
cents  an  hour,  SI  an  hour  to  compete 
against  American  workers,  where  we 
pay  a  living  wage,  minimum  wage  to 
those  who  work  in  factories  that  are 
safe  because  we  demand  they  be  safe, 
compete  in  circumstances  where  we 
will  not  allow  12-year-olds  to  work  in 
textile  mills  because  we  have  child 
labor  laws. 

The  jobs  have  left  this  country  be- 
cause we  have  not  dealt  with  our  trade 
problem  in  a  straightforward  way,  but 
you  cannot  get  many  people  on  this 
floor  to  talk  very  thoughtfully  about 
that.  People  just  do  not  want  to  discuss 
it. 

But  the  issue  of  jobs  is  at  the  root  of 
interest  of  families  that  are  going  to 
sit  down  for  supper  tonight  and  talk 
about  their  lives  and  their  future  and 
what  they  want  for  their  kids.  It  is 
going  to  be,  "Are  we  going  to  have  an 
opportunity  to  get  a  good  job  that  pays 
a  good  income?" 

Values?  The  fact  is  the  American 
people  are  very  concerned  about  col- 
lapsed vailues  in  this  country.  Just  go 
out  the  door  and  look  around  a  bit — the 
rate  of  crime,  the  rate  of  violent 
crime — and  understand  what  is  happen- 
ing. 

Look  at  the  accelerated  rate  of  teen- 
age pregnancies  and  imderstand  what 
is  happening.  Look  at  the  number  of 
people  who  have  fathered  children  in 
this  country  and,  once  having  fathered 
the  child,  said,  "Sayonara,  I'm  out  of 
here,"  and  takes  no  responsibility  for 
that  child  and  refuses  to  make  a  pay- 
ment. 

Collapsed  values?  You  bet.  Teenage 
pregnancy,  deadbeat  dads,  crime  epi- 
demic, epidemic  of  violent  crime — 
these  are  the  issues  that  we  have  to 
work  on,  and  we  have  to  work  on  them 
in  a  way  that  responds  to  the  way  the 
American  people  want  us  to  respond  to 
these  issues. 

Welfare  reform:  That  is  part  of  the 
values  issue.  It  is  also  part  of  kids,  but 
two-thirds  of  people  on  welfare  in 
America  are  kids  under  16  years  of  age. 

But  with  respect  to  values,  it  seems 
to  me  our  public  policy  ought  to  be — 
there  ought  not  be  great  debate  about 
this— to  say  those  who  are  able-bodied 
in  the  welfare  system  have  a  respon- 
sibility to  work. 

We  have  offered  a  proposal  called  the 
Work  First  Program.  What  we  have 
said  is,  we  want  to  turn  welfare  offices 
into  employment  offices.  We  are  not 
interested  in  paying  welfare.  We  are  in- 
terested in  making  sure  people  who  are 
able-bodied  go  to  work.  But  while 
doing  that,  we  insist  that  we  not  sub- 
ject America's  children  to  lives  of  pov- 
erty and  circumstances  that  none  of  us 
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in  this  room  would  allow  our  children 
to  live  in. 

We  cannot  decide  that  while  we  solve 
the  welfare  problem,  we  are  going  to 
say  to  the  poorest  people  in  this  coun- 
try, and  especially  poor  children.  "By 
the  way.  you're  not  entitled  to  health 
care  if  you're  sick."  Does  that  make 
any  sense  to  anybody,  at  a  time  when 
we  are  talking  about  tax  cuts  for  the 
upper-income  folks  in  this  country?  It 
does  not  to  me. 

This  week— the  reason  I  recite  some 
of  this — is  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate, 
on  the  heels  of  the  proposal  for  a  con- 
stitutional amendment  to  balance  the 
budget,  which  I  will  not  go  into,  but  it 
misuses  the  Social  Security  trust  fund 


kota.  Mr.  President.  I  appreciate  his 
final  request,  and  I  express  to  him  and 
my  colleagues  my  fervent  desire  not  to 
use— particularly  I  express  this  to  the 
occupant  of  the  chair— It  is  my  fervent 
desire  not  to  use  the  full  20  minutes. 

(The  remarks  of  Mr.  Lieberman  per- 
taining to  the  submission  of  Senate 
Resolutions  270  are  printed  in  todays 
Record  under  "Submission  of  Concur- 
rent and  Senate  Resolutions.") 


FILEGATE 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
express  a  concern  about  the  recent  dis- 
cussion, both  publicly  and  in  Congress, 
concerning   what    has    become    to    be 


ary  Committee.  Senator  Hatch,  and 
the  response  letter  from  Jack  Quinn  of 
the  White  House,  be  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

U.S.  Senate. 

COMMriTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIARY. 

Washington.  DC.  June  13. 1996. 
Hon.  Leon  Panetta. 

Chief  of  Staff  to  the  President.  The  Whiu 
House.  Washington.  DC. 
Dear  Mr.  Panetta;  I  have  several  ques- 
tions concerning  the  White  House's  acquisi- 
tion of  various  FBI  files,  such  as  those  of 
Billy  Dale,  as  well  as  at  least  330  other  Indi- 
viduals. Including  persons  who  worked  at  the 
White  House  under  Republican  Adminlstra- 


to  balance  the  budget,  on  the  heels  of    called  Filegate-that  is.  the  questions    tions  who  no  longer  had  access  to  the  vlTnte 


that,  with  all  of  the  people  saying,  "We 
want  to  balance  the  budget,"  the  first 
jump  out  of  the  chute  this  week  is, 
again,  adding  money,  adding  hundreds 
of  millions  of  dollars,  for  a  star  wars 
program.  Yes,  a  star  wars  program.  We 
cannot  afford  the  basic  things,  but  we 
can  afford  a  star  wars  program. 

It  seems  to  me  at  some  point  we  are 
going  to  have  to  reconcile  in  this 
Chamber  what  we  say  with  what  we  do. 
At  some  point,  we  ought  to  try  to  fig- 
ure out,  as  I  said  when  I  began,  what 
we  agree  on  rather  than  what  we  dis- 
agree on.  and  at  least  enact  those 
things  and  move  those  things  that  rep- 
resent common  interest. 

Finishing  where  I  started,  one  area  of 
common  interest,  I  think,  is  the  Kasse- 
baum-Kennedy bill,  unless  those  who 
voted  for  it  were  not  voting  their 
hearts.  Mr.  President,  100  i>eople  voted 
for  Kassebaum-Kennedy  to  reform  this 
health  system  in  a  way  that  will  bene- 
fit every  American  family.  One  hun- 
dred Senators  voted  for  it,  and  now  it 
is  being  held  hostage  in  some  legisla- 
tive prison  because  someone  is  insist- 
ing that  something  else  be  added  to  it 
or  they  will  simply  not  allow  it  to 
move.  What  an  outrage. 

I  hope  next  Monday  or  Tuesday  that 
those  who  are  insisting  they  get  their 
way  or  we  will  not  have  health  care  re- 
form will  finally  decide  that  is  not  in 
the  public's  interest.  Let  Kassebaum- 
Kennedy  move  and  bring  yoiu-  bill  up 
the  following  day.  That  is  just  fine. 
None  of  us  object.  You  can  do  that.  We 
are  going  to  have  a  vote  on  that. 

If  you  have  the  votes  here,  you  win. 
We  do  not  weigh  votes  here.  We  count 
votes.  If  you  want  to  bring  it  up,  bring 
it  up,  but  do  not  hold  hostage  a  health 
care  reform  bill  that  this  country 
needs  that  passed  this  Chamber  100  to 
0. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  gone  on  longer 
than  I  needed  to.  I  know  that  my  col- 
league. Senator  Lieberman,  is  on  the 
floor.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
Senator  Lieberman  be  allowed  to 
speak  for  20  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LIEBERMAN.  I  thank  the  Chair, 
and  I  thank  my  friendjrom  North  Da- 


regarding  the  use  of  FBI  files  and  the 
secret,  confidential  material  contained 
therein. 

I  am  deeply  troubled.  I  am  troubled 
because  it  appears  that  the  reaction  of 
the  White  House  is  not  to  be  forthcom- 
ing with  regard  to  this  crisis,  yiy  belief 
is  that  the  appropriate  responses  is  for 
the  White  House  to.  frankly  and  di- 
rectly, respond  to  the  issues,  spell  out 
what  they  did,  indicate  their  corrective 
action,  and  put  this  question  behind  us. 
It  is  not  one  that  should  occupy  a  lot 
of  time  with  regard  to  the  congres- 
sional inquiries.  It  Is  not  one  that 
should  occupy  a  lot  of  time  with  regard 
to  public  concerns.  It  ought  to  be  dealt 
with  and  put  out  of  the  way. 

To  that  end.  Senator  Hatch,  as  chair- 
man of  the  Judiciary  Committee,  ad- 
dressed a  letter  involving  pertinent 
questions  to  the  White  House  and  to 
the  Chief  of  Stafi",  Mr.  Panetta.  That 
was  on  June  13.  It  had  included  in  it 
what  I  thought  were  fair  questions, 
ones  reasonably  raised  by  the  questions 
that  are  involved  and  asked  for  the  ap- 
propriate information. 

That  letter  was  answered  on  the  19th. 
6  days  later.  But  Chief  of  Staff  Panetta 
did  not  choose  to  respond.  Instead,  he 
delegated  that  to  one  of  the  counsel. 
Jack  Quinn. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  that  is  unfor- 
tunate. This  is  an  important  matter, 
and  while  it  can  be  dealt  with  quickly. 
I  think  it  does  deserve  the  attention  of 
the  Chief  of  Staff.  I  think  it  is  unfortu- 
nate that  he  choose  not  to  address  it. 
Jack  Quinn  answers  the  letter. 

I  want  to  express  my  concern  about 
the  answers.  Frankly,  Mr.  President, 
what  happened  in  those  answers  was 
simply  to  stonewall  the  questions.  I 
know  that  is  a  harsh  ani  strong  judg- 
ment, and  I  invite  Members  to  make 
their  own  decisions  about  whether  or 
not  it  is  accurate.  But  I  want  to  share 
with  the  Members — just  for  the  ques- 
tions that  I  felt  were  relevant  ques- 
tions that  were  reasonable  to  ask 
under  the  circumstances— the  answers. 
Members  can  make  up  their  own 
minds. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
letter  from  the  chairman  of  the  Judici- 


House.  I  would  appreciate  your  prompt  re- 
sponse to  these  questions: 

1.  Please  list  the  names  and  titles  of  those 
persons  who  had  the  authority.  In  December 
1993.  to  send  a  memorandum  under  Bernard 
Nussbaum's  name  to  the  FBI  requesting  the 
FBI  to  send  its  background  files  to  the  White 
House. 

2.  Please  provide  a  copy  of  the  December 
20.  1993  memorandum  on  White  House  sta- 
tionary to  the  FBI  requesting  baclcground 
files  on  Mr.  Billy  Dale. 

3.  A.  Who  caused  this  memorandum  to  be 
sent  to  the  FBI  and  for  what  purpose!  s)? 

B.  Did  anyone  direct,  request,  or  otherwise 
cause  such  individual  to  send  the  memoran- 
dum to  the  FBI.  and  if  so.  please  identify  any 
such  person  by  name  and  title. 

C.  Who  is  the  person  referenced  In  para- 
graph 4  of  the  June  9. 1996  declaration  of  An- 
thony Marceca  (enclosed)? 

4.  A.  When  were  the  FBI  flies  on  Mr.  Dale 
received  by  the  White  House? 

B.  Who  at  the  White  House  received  the 
FBI  files  on  Mr.  Dale? 

C.  Where  have  the  FBI  flies  on  Mr.  DaJe 
been  stored  since  their  arrival  at  the  White 
House? 

D.  Who  had  access  to  the  FBI  files  on  Mr. 
Dale  at  the  White  House  since  their  arrival 
at  the  White  House? 

E.  Did  everyone  who  had  access  to  the  FBI 
files  on  Mr.  Dale  have  to  "sign  out "  the  flies 
when  viewing  them? 

F.  Did  anyone  at  the  White  House  review 
the  FBI  files  on  Mr.  Dale,  and.  If  so.  please 
identify  any  such  person  by  name  and  title. 

G.  Did  any  such  person  provide  informa- 
tion from  these  flies  to  other  persons,  and.  If 
so.  please  Identify  any  such  other  person  by 
name  and  title. 

5.  A.  Please  identify  by  name  and  title  any 
person(s)  who  directed  the  Initiation  of 
"Project  Update."  referenced  In  paragraph  3 
of  the  June  9.  1996.  declaration  of  Anthony 
Marceca.  and  Identify  by  name  and  title  all 
persons  who  participated  in  "Project  Up- 
date." 

B.  Did  Mr.  Marceca  request  flies  from  the 
FBI  on  Individuals  not  Included  In  "Project 
Update?" 

6.  In  updating  security  flies  at  the  White 
House  for  purposes  of  continuing  to  grant  ac- 
cess to  the  White  House.  Is  It  routine  for  the 
White  House  to  request  all  of  the  FBI  flies  on 
each  Individual,  regardless  of  how  Car  back  In 
time  the  date  of  the  file? 

7.  With  respect  to  the  requests  for  the  FBI 
files  for  at  least  330  Individuals  based  on.  ac- 
cording to  news  accounts,  outdated  lists  of 
White  House  pass  holders  provided  by  the  Se- 
cret Service: 

A.  Please  provide  a  copy  of  the  lists  upon 
which  these  requests  were  made. 
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B.  Please  Identify  by  name  and  title  the 
person  or  persons  who  sent  the  requests  for 
FBI  files,  based  on  these  lists,  from  the 
White  House  to  the  FBI. 

C.  Please  identify  by  name  and  title  those 
persons  in  the  chain  of  custody  who  provided 
the  lists  to  the  person(s)  who  sent  the  re- 
quests for  files  to  the  FBI. 

D.  Please  identify  by  name  and  title  any- 
one who  reviewed  any  of  these  FBI  files  after 
their  delivery  to  the  White  House,  and  the 
date  of  such  review. 

E.  Please  identify  by  name  and  title  any- 
one who  was  provided  information  based  on 
any  of  these  FBI  files,  and  the  name  and 
title  of  anyone  who  provided  such  informa- 
tion to  such  individual(s). 

F.  Please  identify  by  name  and  title  the 
person(s)  who  discovered  the  error  of  relying 
on  the  lists  from  which  these  requests  to  the 
FBI  were  made. 

G.  On  what  date  was  the  error  of  relying  on 
these  lists  discovered? 

H.  Upon  discovery  of  the  error,  what  ac- 
tion(s)  were  taken  and  on  what  date<s)? 

L  Upon  discovery  of  the  error,  why  weren't 
the  files  immediately  returned  to  the  FBI? 

J.  Please  identify  by  name  and  title  the  in- 
dividual who  halted  the  requests  for  FBI 
background  files  based  upon  the  list  report- 
edly provided  by  the  Secret  Service. 

7.  A.  Why  did  Ms.  Beth  Nolan,  of  the  White 
House  Counsel's  office,  send  a  memorandum 
dated  August  19,  1993  to  the  Department  of 
Justice  inquiring  as  to  whether  the  White 
House  Counsel  could  release  Information 
from  FBI  background  checks  on  the  seven 
White  House  Travel  Office  employees  fired 
on  May  19, 1983? 

B.  Did  the  White  House  receive  any  oral  or 
written  response  to  this  memorandum?  If  so, 
please  identify  by  name  and  title  anyone 
who  i>rovided  such  a  response,  the  date  of 
such  response,  and  any  written  record  of 
such  response. 

C.  Was  any  Information  from  FBI  files  on 
these  seven  employees  disseminated  by  any- 
one In  the  White  House? 

8.  Has  the  White  House  requested  FBI  files 
on  any  member  of  Congress  or  any  person 
employed  by  Congress,  other  than  in  connec- 
tion with  an  employment  related  security 
clearance  check  or  a  background  review  for 
purposes  of  possible  emplosrment  within  the 
Executive  Branch,  or  appointment  to  the  Ju- 
dicial Branch? 

9.  Please  provide  a  copy  of  all  White  House 
Counsel  policies  or  guidelines  on  contacts 
between  the  White  House  and  the  FBI. 

Sincerely, 

Orrdj  G.  Hatch, 

Chairman. 

The  White  House. 
Washington.  DC.  June  19, 1996. 
Hon.  ORKCf  G.  Hatch, 

Chairman.  Committee  on  the  Judiciary,   U.S. 
Senate,  Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Chairman  Hatch:  This  letter  is  in  re- 
sponse to  your  letter  of  June  13, 1996  to  Leon 
Panetta. 

As  you  know,  the  Investigation  of  the  FBI 
flies  matter  has  been  handled  by  both  the  Of- 
fice of  the  Independent  Counsel  and  the  Fed- 
eral Bureau  of  Investigation.  The  White 
House  has  been  cooperating  fully  with  these 
investigations.  As  a  result,  we  are  not  under- 
taking our  own  investigation  or  conducting 
file  searches.  However,  we  will  provide  the 
information  we  have  available  that  bears  on 
your  inquiries. 

1.  We  have  not  undertaken  to  determine 
the  identity  of  all  persons  with  authority  to 
request  background  files  fifom  the  FBI  in  De- 


cember 1993.  In  December  1993,  the  Office  of 
Personnel  Security's  Director  was  Craig  Liv- 
ingstone, the  Executive  Assistant  was  Mary 
Anderson,  and  the  staff  assistant  was  Lisa 
Wetzl.  Also  detailed  to  that  Office  was  An- 
thony Marceca.  Mr.  Livingstone  reported  to 
Mr.  William  Kennedy.  Associate  Counsel  to 
the  President,  who  in  turn  reported  to  Mr. 
Bernard  Nussbaum,  Counsel  to  the  Presi- 
dent. 

2.  We  are  not  aware  of  any  memorandum 
on  White  House  stationery  regarding  Billy 
Dale  that  was  sent  on  December  20.  1993. 
However,  the  request  to  the  FBI  for  copies  of 
Mr.  Dale's  previous  reports  is  attached. 

3.  With  respect  to  your  questions  about  the 
request  for  Mr.  Dale's  file,  please  see  the  at- 
tached declaration  of  Anthony  Marceca.  We 
believe  that  the  person  referred  to  in  i>ara- 
graph  4  of  Mr.  Marceca's  declaration  is 
Nancy  Gemmell. 

4.  Regarding  the  receipt  and  maintenance 
of  Mr.  Dale's  file,  please  see  the  attached 
statement  of  Jane  Sherburne. 

5.  Regarding  your  questions  about  "Project 
Update,"  in  addition  Mr.  Marceca.  we  under- 
stand that  Lisa  Wetzl,  Executive  Assistant 
to  the  Director  of  Personnel  Security,  also 
worked  on  the  Update  Project. 

6.  With  respect  to  whether  it  Is  routine  for 
the  White  House  to  request  prior  FBI  reports 
for  all  holdover  employees,  we  understand 
from  the  recently  completed  FBI  Report  that 
It  is  Indeed  routine  to  request  all  prior  FBI 
reports. 

7.  To  the  extent  we  have  information  re- 
sponsive to  your  questions  about  the  re- 
quests for  and  chain  of  custody  of  any  of  the 
mistakenly  obtained  FBI  reports,  please  see 
the  Sherburne  statement,  the  Marceca  Dec- 
laration and  the  attached  Declaration  of  D. 
Craig  Livingstone.  Further,  we  understand 
that  Lisa  Wetzl  is  the  person  who  identified 
Mr.  Marceca's  mistake. 

8.  The  memorandum  that  Ms.  Nolan  wrote 
to  Walter  Dellinger  at  the  Department  of 
Justice  did  not  request  advice  on  the  release 
of  FBI  background  information.  Instead,  as 
part  of  Its  investigation  into  the  Travel  Of- 
fice matter,  the  General  Accounting  Office 
had  requested  the  personnel  files  (which  do 
not  include  FBI  reports)  of  the  seven  fired 
individuals.  Ms.  Nolan  was  seeking  advice  as 
to  whether  fulfilling  that  request  would  be 
appropriate.  Copies  of  relevant  documents, 
which  have  been  provided  to  the  House  Gov- 
ernment Oversight  and  Reform  Committee, 
are  attached  for  your  information.  We  are 
not  aware  of  a  written  reply. 

9.  We  have  no  Information  responsive  to 
your  question  about  requests  for  FBI  reports 
on  Members  of  Congress  or  their  staffs. 

10.  Enclosed  is  a  statement  released  by 
then-White  House  Counsel  Bernard  Nuss- 
baum which  governs  contacts  between  the 
White  House  and  the  FBI  in  the  event  of  a 
potential  investigation.  We  will  provide 
other  materials  that  may  be  helpful  to  you 
under  separate  cover  as  soon  as  possible. 

In  addition  to  responding  to  your  ques- 
tions. I  believe  it  would  also  be  helpful  If  I 
explained  to  you  the  measures  taken  by  the 
White  House  In  the  wake  of  the  mistaken 
and  inappropriate  request  for  FBI  back- 
ground investigation  information  in  late  1993 
and  early  1994. 

As  Indicated  above,  the  White  House  Las 
requested  and  received  background  inves- 
tigation reports  from  the  FBI  for  many 
years.  The  information  Is  sought  and  used  to 
assist  the  White  House  In  making  determina- 
tions about  the  suitability  of  Individuals  for 
access  to  the  White  House  for  employment  or 
other  official  purposes. 


Plainly,  the  requests  for  background  Inves- 
tigation information  that  are  the  subject  of 
your  hearing  were  wrong.  Based  on  represen- 
tations made  to  us  to  date.  It  appears  that 
the  requests  were  the  product  of  innocent  er- 
rors. Obviously.  If  we  learn  otherwise  with 
respect  to  White  House  staff,  we  will  act 
swiftly  and  decisively. 

After  learning  of  this  situation  last  week. 
President  Clinton  Informed  me  in  the  clear- 
est terms  that  he  wanted  (1)  the  American 
people  to  know  the  truth  about  what  hap- 
pened in  this  matter,  (2)  disciplinary  action 
to  be  taken,  as  appropriate,  and  (3)  policies 
and  procedures  to  be  initiated  that  would 
guarantee  to  the  American  people  that  this 
mistake  could  not  happen  again. 
I  will  address  each  of  these  points  in  turn. 
First,  we  have  made  clear  that  the  White 
House  not  only  welcomes  but  also  encour- 
ages a  complete  and  vigorous  Investigation 
into  the  matter  by  the  appropriate  law  en- 
forcement office.  As  you  know,  the  Attorney 
General  has  directed  the  FBI  to  conduct  a 
prompt  and  thorough  itivestigation.  I  have 
said  publicly  and  I  say  here  again  that  the 
White  House  welcomes  that  investigation, 
and  we  will  work  cooperatively  with  the  FBI 
to  facilitate  the  prompt  completion  of  its  in- 
vestigation. 

Second,  the  President's  directive  that  any 
appropriate  disciplinary  action  be  taken  will 
be  implemented  based  upon  the  facts  devel- 
oped in  the  upcoming  review  by  the  FBI. 
Earlier  this  week,  Craig  Livingston,  who 
headed  the  personnel  security  office,  asked 
to  be  placed  on  paid  administrative  leave, 
and  we  agreed  that  that  was  appropriate.  Mr. 
Livingstone  will  not  return  to  the  White 
House  unless  and  ur  .!  this  matter  is  clari- 
fied to  the  satlsfactj.jn  of  the  Chief  of  Staff. 
If  he  does  return  to  a  position  in  the  Admin- 
istration, it  will  be  to  one  that  is  appro- 
priate and  not  to  the  White  House  Office  of 
Personnel  Security,  which,  as  described 
below,  has  been  absorbed  into  the  Executive 
Office  of  the  President  (EOP)  Security  Of- 
fice. 

Third,  at  the  direction  of  the  President,  I 
have  instituted  new  policies  and  procedures 
to  prevent  any  recurrence  of  the  events  in 
question.  We  are  confident  that  these  re- 
forms will  help  restore  public  confidence  In 
the  Integrity  of  the  personnel  security  sys- 
tem. These  new  procedures,  which  are  as  rig- 
orous as  they  are  unprecedented,  include  re- 
quirements that: 

Control  of  the  White  House  background  in- 
vestigation process  be  placed  in  the  hands  of 
a  personnel  specialist  who  Is  a  career,  non- 
political  employee; 

Current,  express,  written  consent  of  an  in- 
dividual be  obtained  before  the  White  House 
seeks  his  or  her  background  investigation  in- 
formation from  the  FBI: 

The  Counsel  to  the  President  or  a  specifi- 
cally designated  Counsel's  Office  attorney 
approve  each  White  House  request  to  the  FBI 
for  background  information; 

The  security  or  vetting  officer  who  initi- 
ates the  request  certify  that  the  request  is 
made  for  official  purposes  only;  and 

Access  to  background  investigation  infor- 
mation is  authorized  only  to  those  White 
House  employees  designated  in  writing  by 
the  Chief  of  Staff  and  the  Counsel  to  the 
President. 

No  prior  Administration  had  in  place  poli- 
cies and  procedures  designed  so  effectively  to 
prevent  the  type  of  mistake  that  occurred  In 
this  matter.  The  Report  of  the  FBI  General 
Counsel,  dated  June  14,  1996,  found  that  the 
procedure  by  which  the  FBI  provided  back- 
ground   Investigation    Information    to    the 


June  21,  1996 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


14935 


White  House  "has  changed  remarkably  little 
over  the  intervening  three  decades"  since 
the  Johnson  Administration.  I  am  confident 
that  our  reforms  will  more  effectively  safe- 
guard the  privacy  of  the  Individuals  whose 
background  files  are  sought  and  obtained  by 
the  White  House. 

Below,  I  elaborate  on  some  of  the  key 
changes  In  our  policies  and  procedures: 

On  June  14,  1996,  I  initiated  a  series  of  re- 
forms focusing  on  the  process  by  which  the 
White  House  requests  background  investiga- 
tion information  from  the  FBI.  We  will  now 
require  that  White  House  requests  to  the  FBI 
background  Information  be  made  only  with 
the  express  written  consent  of  the  individual 
who  is  the  subject  of  the  investigation.  The 
individual's  consent  must  be  signed  within 
thirty  days  of.  and  must  accompany,  the 
White  House  request  to  the  FBI.  No  informa- 
tion may  be  obuined  without  the  individ- 
ual's consent  except  in  extraordinary  cir- 
cumstances set  forth  in  a  letter  of  Justifica- 
tion to  the  FBI  from  the  Counsel  to  the 
President  concurred  in  by  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral or  the  Deputy  Attorney  General. 

Each  request  to  the  FBI  must  also  be  ap- 
proved and  signed  by  the  Counsel  to  the 
President  or  a  speclflcially  designated  Coun- 
sel's Office  attorney  whose  regular  duties  re- 
quire the  review  of  such  information.  In  ad- 
dition, each  request  must  be  sigrned  by  the 
Counsel  to  the  President  or  a  specifically 
designated  Counsel's  Office  attorney  whose 
regular  duties  require  the  review  of  such  in- 
formation. In  addition,  each  request  must  be 
signed  by  the  security  or  vetting  officer  who 
initiates  the  request,  and  that  person  must 
certify  that  the  request  is  made  for  official 
purposes  only.  These  new  reforms  also  re- 
quire identification  of  the  specific  reason 
why  the  information  Is  being  requested. 

Today.  I  also  recommended  a  restructuring 
of  the  personnel  security  functions  at  the 
White  House  to  further  accomplish  the  Presi- 
dent's objective  of  ensuring  that  the  mistake 
will  not  happen  again.  I  suggested— and  Chief 
of  Staff  Leon  Panetta  and  the  President 
agreed — that  the  administrative  personnel 
security  functions  currently  performed  by 
the  White  House  Office  of  Personnel  Security 
be  incorporated  into  the  EOP  Security  Of- 
fice. This  change  will  be  implemented  imme- 
diately. 

The  EOP  Security  Office  currently  con- 
ducts personnel  security  functions  for  all 
EOP  offices  except  for  the  White  House  Of- 
fice, the  Office  of  the  Vice  President,  the  Of- 
fice of  Policy  Development,  the  National  Se- 
curity Council,  and  the  Executive  Residence. 
The  restructuring  announced  today  will 
bring  the  administrative  personnel  security 
functions  for  those  offices  within  the  pur- 
view of  the  EOP  Security  Office  so  that  the 
EOP  Security  Office  will  have  unified  au- 
thority over  all  EOP  personnel  security  func- 
tions. 

The  EOP  Security  Office  is  currently  su- 
pervised by  Charles  "Chuck"  Easley,  a  ca- 
reer employee  who  has  served  for  ten  years 
as  the  EOP  Security  Officer  since  joining  the 
office  in  the  Reagan  Administration.  Before 
coming  to  his  current  Job,  Mr.  Easley  had  a 
twenty-year  career  in  the  U.S.  Army,  includ- 
ing eight  years  as  the  Technical  Security 
Advisor  to  the  Security  Officer  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff.  Mr.  Easley  heads  a  career 
staff  at  the  EOP  Security  Office  and  reports 
to  the  Associate  Director  for  Human  Re- 
sources Management  of  the  Office  of  Admin- 
istration, a  career  personnel  specialist. 

The  EOP  Security  Office  will  perform  its 
work  on  White  House  personnel  in  accord- 
ance with  the  procedures  announced  last  Fri- 


day smd  described  above.  In  addition,  access 
to  the  background  investigation  information 
will  be  limited  to  those  EOP  and  White 
House  employees  so  authorized  In  writing  by 
the  Chief  of  Staff  and  the  Counsel  to  the 
President  whose  assigned  duties  require  the 
review  or  processing  of  such  Information. 

I  believe  that  the  reforms  we  have  now  in- 
stituted will  restore  the  public's  confidence 
in  the  Integrity  of  the  process  by  which  the 
White  House  decides  who  appropriately  may 
have  access  to  the  White  House  complex. 
Sincerely, 

Jack  Qudjn, 
Counsel  to  the  President. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  President,  the  first 
question  that  I  thought  was  quite  clear 
and,  perhaps,  most  appropriate  was 
this:  Basically,  who  had  authority  to 
request  the  FBI  files? 

That  is  a  reasonable  question  and  one 
that  I  think  is  important  in  order  to 
understand  the  issues  that  came  about. 

What  did  the  White  House  answer  in 
response  to  that  question?  Let  me  read 
it: 

We  have  not  undertaken  to  determine  the 
Identity  of  all  persons  with  authority  to  re- 
quest background  files  from  the  FBI  in  De- 
cember 1993. 

Then  they  go  on  to  explain  they  have 
statements  from  some  of  the  people  in- 
volved. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  not  an  answer. 
A  reasonable,  direct  question  was 
asked,  and  it  was  absolutely 
stonewalled  in  the  White  House  re- 
sponse. Mr.  President,  that  is  not  ade- 
quate. The  American  people  under- 
stand mistakes  can  be  made,  but  they 
do  not  understand  a  stonewall  from  the 
White  House  with  regard  to  those  ques- 
tions that  arise. 

The  second  question  dealt  with  the 
chain  of  custody  of  the  list.  They  are 
referring  to  the  list  that  was  put  to- 
gether that  requested  files  from  the 
FBI,  the  custody  and  who  had  that  list. 
That  is  a  reasonable  question,  and  it  is 
my  belief  that  that  is  an  appropriate 
one  to  try  to  identify  and  get  answers 
to. 

Here  is  the  White  House  response: 

To  the  extent  we  have  information  respon- 
sive to  your  questions  about  the  requests  for 
and  chain  of  custody  of  any  of  the  mistak- 
enly obtained  FBI  reports,  please  see — 

And  they  list  statements  by  people. 
When  you  look  at  those  statements, 
they  are  not  responsive  to  this  ques- 
tion at  all.  Some  of  the  statements  do 
not  even  deal  with  the  question  or  even 
relate  to  the  question.  What  the  White 
House  has  done  to  a  reasonable  ques- 
tion for  the  chaun  of  custody,  who  had 
the  list,  is  simply  stonewalled.  Mr. 
President,  that  is  not  adequate.  Nor  do 
I  think  it  is  in  the  interest  of  the 
White  House  to  simply  stonewall  rea- 
sonable questions. 

The  third  question:  Were  the  FBI 
files'  information  disseminated  by 
White  House  employees? 

Mr.  President,  that  is  a  reasonable 
question.  Did  they— which  is  really  a 
violation  of  the  law — disseminate  the 
highly    confidential    information    in- 


cluded in  those  files  outside  the  White 
House? 

How  did  the  White  House  choose  to 
answer  that?  Well,  the  fact  is,  they  an- 
swered it  in  the  same  style  they  used 
in  the  last  question,  in  No.  7  of  their 
response.  They  refer  you  to  statements 
that  are  not  responsive.  It  is  a  reason- 
able question,  and  it  is  relevant  to  po- 
tential criminal  activity,  and  it  is  to- 
tally stonewalled  by  the  White  House. 

The  Hatch  letter  asks:  Has  the  White 
House  requested  FBI  files  on  any  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  or  employees  of  Con- 
gress? 

That  is  a  reasonable  question,  and 
here  is  the  answer: 

We  have  no  information  responsive  to  your 
question  about  requests  for  FBI  reports  on 
Members  of  Congress  or  their  staffs. 

What  does  that  mean?  Mr.  President, 
that  is  a  stonewall.  That  is  a  total  re- 
fusal to  deal  with  the  questions  that 
are  reasonably  asked  and  raised  by  this 
inquiry. 

Those  are  four  specifics,  but  there 
are  others. 

I  note  that  on  CNN  nevirs  this  morn- 
ing it  was  reported  that  a  source  close 
to  Mr.  Livingstone  told  CNN  that  Liv- 
ingstone said  the  White  House  has  an- 
other list  that  contains  the  names  of 
top  key  Republicans  whose  FBI  files 
they  want  or  may  have  requested.  But 
the  White  House  has  chosen  not  to 
share  this  list  with  the  press. 

Mr.  President.  I  have  no  idea  if  that 
is  accurate.  I  assume  in  due  course  we 
Will  understand.  But  it  comes  back  and 
relates  to  the  fact  that  the  committee 
asked.  Had  they  requested  White  House 
files,  FBI  files,  on  Members  of  Con- 
gress, or  its  employees?  The  White 
House  absolutely  stonewalled  the  ques- 
tion. My  sense  is  this.  Mr.  President:  It 
is  in  the  interest  of  this  Nation— both 
Democrats  and  Republicans — to  get 
this  issue  behind  us,  and  the  White 
House  ought  to  respond  to  the  ques- 
tions, get  the  facts  out,  solve  the  prob- 
lem and  move  on.  But,  if  they  continue 
to  follow  the  course  of  totally 
stonewalling  this  inquiry,  it  will  not 
inure  to  their  benefit,  and  it  will  not  be 
taken  as  an  appropriate  action  by  the 
American  people. 

Mr.  President,  my  own  sense  is,  just 
as  in  Watergate,  that  a  dose  of  honesty 
and  candor  is  absolutely  the  best  thing 
that  the  White  House  can  do. 

I  mention  the  following  things  be- 
cause I  am  concerned  that  the  White 
House  has  chosen  not  to  follow  that 
path  of  honesty  and  candor. 

That  is  a  serious  charge.  Let  me  be 
specific,  because  I  think  it  merits  spe- 
cifics. 

In  response  to  the  questions  about 
this  issue  about  Travelgate,  the  White 
House  on  June  6  came  back  and  said, 
"Yes.  Files  were  requested,  but  the 
GAO  did  it."  This  is  on  Billy  Dale. 
They  blamed  the  requesting  of  the  files 
on  the  GAO.  The  facts  turn  out  that 
the  GAO  denied  it.  And  it  turns  out 


14936 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  21,  1996 


that  the  GAO  did  not  do  it  at  all.  The 
White  House  statement  was  inaccurate. 
On  June  6  the  White  House  indicated 
that  they  had  requested  338  files.  Mr. 
President,  that  was  inaccurate.  On 
June  13  the  same  White  House  admit- 
ted that  they  had  really  requested  132 
more  for  a  total  of  470  files.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  statement  was  inaccurate. 

On  Jime  15,  the  FBI  Director  indi- 
cates that  the  White  House  had  re- 
quested 481  files.  Now  the  reports  are 
that  that  may  be  too  low  as  well. 

Is  the  point  how  many  files  they  re- 
quested? Well,  it  is  relevant.  We  ought 
to  know  it.  But  I  think  it  is  much  more 
important  that  the  White  House  has 
chosen  not  to  be  forthcoming  and  give 
us  accurate  answers  on  these  ques- 
tions. 

On  June  10  the  White  House  said  that 
this  whole  incident  was  an  accident  be- 
cause the  Secret  Service  had  given 
them  an  outdated  list.  That  is.  the  re- 
quest had  gone  in  and  included  names 
that  were  inappropriate  because  the 
Secret  Service  had  given  them  the 
wrong  list.  But  on  June  13  the  Secret 
Service  responded,  and  indicated  and 
pointed  out  that  their  system  is  in- 
capable of  providing  a  list  that  the 
White  House  used  to  request  files.  The 
statement  of  the  White  House  on  June 
10  appears  to  be  inaccurate.  It  appears 
to  have  been  impossible  for  the  Secret 
Service  files  to  produce  the  list  that 
the  White  House  said  that  they  got  be- 
cause of  inaccurate  action  on  the  part 
of  the  Secret  Service.  Moreover,  it  ap- 
pears that  their  suggestion  that  they 
could  not  have  a  current  list  from  the 
Secret  Service  was  inaccurate;  the  Se- 
cret Service  had  produced  a  number  of 
lists  updated  that  could  not  have  pos- 
sibly included  any  of  those  names. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  the  White 
House  has  said  this  was  a  low-level  bu- 
reaucratic mistake.  That  is  the  White 
House  explanation — a  "low-level  bu- 
reaucratic mistake." 

Mr.  President,  I  will  leave  it  up  to 
Members  and  their  own  judgment.  Mr. 
Livingstone's  position  was  head  of 
White  House  personnel  security.  That 
is  not  a  low-level  bureaucrat.  Head  of 
security  at  the  White  House  is  not  a 
low— level  bureaucrat.  He  was  paid 
$65,000  a  year,  or  thereabouts,  at  least 
from  the  indications  we  have  gotten 
from  the  conunlttee.  I  do  not  believe — 
Members  can  make  their  own  judg- 
ment— that  someone  paid  S65,000  a  year 
is  appropriately  called  a  low-level  bu- 
reaucrat. 

Mr.  President,  the  point  is  not  just 
that  the  White  House  has  made  inac- 
curate statements,  or  the  White  House 
has  refused  to  answer  questions. 

The  point  is  this:  Where  do  we  go 
from  here?  My  hope  is  that  the  White 
House  will  do  a  couple  of  things:  Get 
the  facts  out,  be  honest,  and  let  us  get 
this  issue  behind  us. 
Mr.  President,  I  yleld_the  floor. 


STALEMATE    IN    THE    WORKFORCE 
DEVELOPMENT/CAREERS  ACT 

CONFERENCE 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President.  I  am  deep- 
ly concerned  by  very  partisan,  political 
tone  that  is  beginning  to  cloud  delib- 
erations over  the  Workforce  Develop- 
ment/Careers Act  legislation  now  in 
conference.  The  blame  for  this  develop- 
ment cannot  be  placed  at  the  doorstep 
of  any  individual  or  any  political 
party.  I  am  afraid  that  everyone  is  at 
fault,  and  that  there  is  enough  blame 
for  everyone. 

I  voted  for  the  Senate  bill  in  commit- 
tee and  on  the  floor.  I  did  so  for  several 
rejisons.  It  brought  a  sweeping  reform 
and  a  consolidation  of  a  multiplicity  of 
existing  programs  that  simply  were  not 
working  very  well.  It  represented  a  new 
and  innovative  Federal-State  partner- 
ship in  administering  programs  that 
are  so  very  important  to  the  education 
and  training  needs  of  our  Nation.  And 
most  important  to  me,  it  contained  a 
series  of  very  strong  vocational  and 
adult  education  provisions. 

Unfortunately,  the  bill  that  is  being 
developed  in  conference  differs  consid- 
erably from  the  one  the  Senate  passed. 
The  concept  of  a  new  Federal-State 
partnership  that  was  a  key  element  of 
the  Senate  bill  is  gone.  The  Senate  pro- 
vision that  continued  support  for 
School  To  Work  Programs  appears 
doomed.  A  strong  within-State  formula 
that  sends  vocational  education  funds 
to  those  districts  most  in  need  is  en- 
dangered. 

Equally  important,  the  need  for  re- 
form is  being  lost  in  a  battle  for  politi- 
cal gain.  The  lines  of  differences  are 
hardening,  and  there  is  an  all-or-noth- 
ing attitude  beginning  to  develop  on  all 
sides.  We  have  a  Republican  majority 
in  both  Houses  of  Congress  and  a 
Democratic  administration.  Yet,  in- 
stead of  a  good  give  and  take,  instead 
of  compromises  in  which  both  sides,  we 
are  reaching  a  stalemate  that  literally 
ignores  the  needs  of  millions  of  adult 
and  young  people  who  need  these  edu- 
cation and  training  services  and  who 
could  rightfully  care  less  who  gets  the 
credit. 

Mr.  President.  I  deeply  regret  this 
situation.  I  would  implore  both  sides  to 
erase  the  lines  that  have  been  drawn  in 
the  sand,  and  get  back  to  the  table  in 
a  serious  spirit  of  bipartisanship.  I 
would  urge  my  colleagues  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  to  refrain  from  any- 
thing that  might  be  labeled  a  "Repub- 
lican" bill.  I  would  urge  my  fellow 
Democrats  in  both  the  Congress  and 
the  administration  to  refrain  from  an 
uncompromising  insistence  on  provi- 
sions that  will  ultimately  doom  this 
important  legislation.  I  would  ask  ev- 
eryone to  lay  their  political  labels 
aside  and  move  ahead  with  one  thing  in 
mind:  the  need  to  produce  a  good  bill 
that  helps  Americans  who  need  our 
help.  , 


PRESIDENT  CLINTON'S  FOREIGN 

POLICY  ACHIEVEMENTS 
Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  1996  is  fast 
emerging  as  one  of  the  most  critical 
years  of  the  post-cold-war  period.  Ear- 
lier this  year,  Taiwan  concluded  Presi- 
dential elections,  taking  a  firm  step  to- 
ward a  pro-democratic  course  under 
China's  watchful  eye.  India  and  Israel 
recently  held  elections  that  resulted  in 
dramatic  shifts  of  power  in  both  coun- 
tries. Russia  just  concluded  the  first 
round  of  balloting  in  its  Presidential 
elections,  and  a  second  round  is  sched- 
uled shortly  in  which  Russians  will 
face  a  stark  choice  between  the  West- 
leaning  Yeltsin  and  the  former  com- 
munist Zyuganov.  Later  this  year,  Bos- 
nia is  scheduled  to  hold  elections  as 
well,  the  outcome  of  which  may  well 
determine  whether  that  war-torn,  frag- 
mented country  will  continue  to  exist. 
As  President  Clinton  said  recently, 
"we  live  in  a  moment  of  hope."  The  de- 
mise of  the  cold  war,  the  emergence  of 
democratic  trends  across  the  globe,  ad- 
vances in  telecommunications  and  the 
exchange  of  information — all  of  these 
are  helping  to  create  a  new  inter- 
national environment,  which  will  force 
a  realignment  in  the  fundamental  rela- 
tionship between  States,  and  augurs 
for  a  more  stable  and  cooperative 
world. 

As  we  complete  what  appears  to  be  a 
transition  period  into  an  era  of  unprec- 
edented opportunity,  the  world  will 
look  to  the  United  States— as  the  only 
true  remaining  superpower— for  guid- 
ance and  moral  authority.  Any  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States,  of  course, 
immediately  plays  an  epic  role  on  the 
world's  stage.  But  President  Clinton 
seems  to  be  paying  a  more  critical  role 
than  most. 

During  the  past  4  years,  the  Clinton 
administration  has  worked  assiduously 
to  exert  influence  over  and  capitalize 
on  the  momentous  changes  that  have 
occurred.  President  Clinton's  solid 
record  of  achievement,  I  would  argue, 
demonstrates  beyond  all  doubt  that  he 
has  the  requisite  vision  and  courage  to 
steer  the  ship  of  state  into  the  next 
century.  If  you  will  permit  me,  I  will 
give  a  brief  tour  of  the  international 
horizon  to  underscore  my  point. 

In  Europe  and  the  former  Soviet 
Union,  the  Clinton  administration  has 
achieved  some  of  its  greatest  foreign 
policy  successes.  Clinton's  active  en- 
gagement in  Bosnia— a  mine  field 
where  Presidents,  policsmiakers,  and 
pundits  once  feared  to  tread— has 
brought  a  halt  to  the  bloodshed  and 
killing  in  one  of  Europe's  most  destruc- 
tive and  intractable  conflicts.  The 
presence  of  U.S.  troops — whom  early 
critics  predicted  would  be  drawn  into  a 
fighting  war— has  proven  to  be  the  key 
ingredient  in  setting  the  stage  for  the 
return  of  stability.  In  the  next  several 
months,  the  administration  looks  to  be 
equallr  engaged  in  ensuring  that  the 
proper  circumstances  arise  for  free  and 
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fair  elections  to  take  place,  which 
would  go  a  long  way  toward  paving  the 
way  for  a  U.S.  withdrawal  and  bringing 
the  issue  to  a  close. 

Russia  follows  close  on  Bosnia's  heels 
as  a  major  foreign  policy  success.  The 
recent  conclusion  of  the  first  round  of 
the  Presidential  elections  is  a  remark- 
able development  in  and  of  itself.  For 
the  first  time  in  Russia's  history,  a 
Russian  leader  has  endeavored  to  seek 
reelection,  further  strengthening  pros- 
pects for  the  emergence  of  a  Russian 
democratic  culture.  And  the  Clinton 
adnunistration's  policy  of  engaging— 
without  actually  endorsing— Yeltsin 
appears  now  to  have  been  brilliantly 
conceived  and  well  implemented. 

Turning  to  Asia,  one  simply  cannot 
neglect  China.  China  is  the  most  im- 
portant country  in  the  region,  and  the 
United  States-China  bilateral  relation- 
ship is  one  of  the  most  critical  in  the 
world.  Our  relations  with  China  are  so 
complex  and  multifaceted  that  it  is  dif- 
ficult to  do  them  justice  in  so  brief  a 
discussion.  I  would  only  say  that  in 
such  an  intricate  relationship,  there 
are  bound  to  be  successes  as  well  as 
failures.  I.  for  one,  credit  the  Clinton 
administration  for  pursuing  a  better 
trade  relationship  with  China,  which 
can  promote  cooperation,  and  ulti- 
mately progress,  in  other  areas.  I  think 
the  agreements  on  trade  the  adminis- 
tration has  achieved  so  far  constitute  a 
good  foundation,  but  the  key  challenge 
from  here  is  to  ensure  that  agreements 
are  enforced  and  commitments  honored 
in  order  for  broader  progress  to  come. 

Elsewhere  in  Asia,  the  administra- 
tion's actions  with  regard  to  North 
Korea  deserve  special  mention  and 
commendation.  It  is  indeed  no  small 
matter  that  the  Clinton  administration 
has,  in  essence,  prevented  one  of  the 
world's  most  dangerous  rogue  states 
from  going  nuclear.  In  doing  so,  the  ad- 
ministration has  set  a  strong  precedent 
and  learned  invaluable  lessons  that  it 
can  apply  to  other  aspiring  nuclear 
powers. 

In  the  Middle  East,  the  Clinton  ad- 
ministration has  made  a  superb  effort 
to  stabilize  the  region  and  broaden 
international  acceptance  of  Israel. 
Israel's  peace  agreements  with  Jordan 
and  the  Palestinians  represent  achieve- 
ments that  are,  in  my  view,  irrevers- 
ible. I  am  sure  that  the  election  of  a 
new  government  in  Israel  will  prompt 
some  changes  in  the  calculus  for  a 
comprehensive  peace,  which  ultimately 
should  include  Lebanon,  Syria,  and  the 
Persian  Gulf  States.  But  I  would  argue 
that  whatever  changes  occur  are  more 
likely  to  have  an  impact  on  the  timing, 
rather  than  the  inevitability,  of  nor- 
mal relations  between  Israel  and  the 
Arab  States. 

In  the  Western  Hemisphere,  the  Clin- 
ton administration  can  say  with  pride 
that  democratically  elected  govern- 
ments exist  in  every  country  of  the  re- 
gion save  one.  And  thf  one  exception. 


Cuba,  has  become  the  target  of  particu- 
larly vigorous  sanctions  effort,  which 
the  administration  hopes  will  hasten 
the  fall  of  the  Castro  regime  and  open 
the  way  for  the  transition  to  democ- 
racy. Although  I  must  confess  to  hav- 
ing opposed  the  tightening  of  sanc- 
tions, I  cannot  argue  with  the  adminis- 
tration's intent. 

The  administration's  effort  to  restore 
Haitian  President  Aristide  to  power 
represents,  of  course,  a  milestone  in 
the  hemisphere's  transition  to  democ- 
racy. In  Haiti,  much  as  in  Bosnia,  this 
administration  inherited  a  seemingly 
insoluble  problem,  to  which  it  brought 
energy,  courage,  creativity,  and  ulti- 
mately, a  resolve  to  use  justifiable 
force,  and  thereby  achieved  its  goal. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  I  would  say  a 
word  about  Africa,  where  United  States 
interests  have  not  been  so  easily  de- 
fined as  they  have  elsewhere,  and 
which  consequently  has  suffered  occa- 
sionally from  a  lack  of  attention  from 
Washington.  Not  so  with  the  Clinton 
administration,  which  has  made  a  real 
effort  to  promote  stability,  encourage 
the  emergence  of  democratic  trends, 
and  disburse  U.S.  assistance  effectively 
to  promote  sustainable  development. 
The  obvious  high  point  is.  of  course, 
the  peaceful  transfer  of  power  and  the 
domestic  election  of  President  Mandela 
in  South  Africa.  But  there  are  equally 
important — if  lesser  known — ^success 
stories  such  as  Botswana,  which  enjoys 
a  freely  elected  government  and  re- 
cently graduated  altogether  from 
United  States  assistance. 

To  sum  up,  each  of  the  highlights 
that  I  have  touched  upon  represent  sig- 
nificant achievements  in  their  own 
right.  In  and  of  themselves,  they  com- 
mand respect  and  recognition  of  a  job 
well  done  by  the  Clinton  administra- 
tion in  the  foreign  policy  area.  Collec- 
tively, they  provide  overwhelming  evi- 
dence that  the  administration  is  up  to 
the  challenge  of  leading  the  United 
States  into  the  next  millennium,  which 
holds  promise  for  tremendous  oppor- 
tunity for  our  country  and  its  citizens. 


PROGRESS  IN  THE  MIDDLE  EAST 
PEACE  TALKS 

Mrs.  HUTCHISON.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  today  to  emphasize  the  hope  all 
Texans  and  all  Americans  have  for  con- 
tinued progress  in  the  Middle  East 
peace  talks  as  heads  of  state  of  Arab 
countries  begin  a  summit  meeting  in 
Cairo,  Egypt. 

These  leaders  are  meeting  the  same 
week  that  Prime  Minister-elect  Ben- 
jamin Netanyahu  presented  his  new 
cabinet  to  the  Israeli  Knesset  for  ap- 
proval. Prime  Minister-elect 
Netanyahu  has  expressed  his  own  sup- 
port for  peace  by  listing  as  a  guideline 
of  his  new  Government  that  "Israel 
will  work  to  broaden  the  circle  of  peace 
with  all  of  its  neighbors." 

Mr.  President,  the  United  States 
must  continue  to  be  an  important  in- 


fluence for  peace  in  the  Middle  East 
and  throughout  the  world.  President 
Clinton  himself  recently  stated  that  he 
hopes  the  Arab  leaxlers  who  attend  this 
summit  will  "give  Mr.  Netanyahu  an 
opportunity  to  constitute  his  govern- 
ment and  set  a  policy  and  not  presume 
that  we  can't  pursue  peace." 

Under  these  circumstances.  Mr. 
President,  I  know  that  it  is  the  hope  of 
my  colleagues  here,  and  people  all 
across  America  that  the  governments 
attending  the  summit  in  Cairo,  and 
governments  throughout  the  Middle 
East,  reaffirm  their  commitment  to  a 
comprehensive  peace  in  the  Middle 
East. 

I  believe,  too,  that  it  will  be  particu- 
larly important  that  these  leaders  ex- 
press their  willingness  to  work  with 
the  democratically  elected  government 
of  Israel  to  pursue  a  meaningful  peace. 

Mr.  President,  through  great  courage 
on  all  sides,  we've  made  significant 
strides  toward  peace.  We  hope  and  pray 
that  we  continue  down  that  path. 


THE  VERY  BAD  DEBT  BOXSCORE 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  at  the 
close  of  business  yesterday.  Thursday, 
June  20,  1996,  the  Federal  debt  stood  at 
$5,108,536,115,006.17. 

On  a  per  capita  basis,  every  man, 
woman,    and   child   in   America   owes 


$19,268.73  as 
debt. 


his  or  her  share  of  that 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

Messages  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  were  communicated  to 
the  Senate  by  Mr.  Thomas,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session  the  Presiding 
Officer  laid  before  the  Senate  messages 
from  the  President  of  the  United 
States  submitting  sundry  nominations 
which  were  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services. 

(The  nominations  received  today  are 
printed  at  the  end  of  the  Senate  pro- 
ceedings.) 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

At  11:13  a.m.,  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives,  delivered  by 
Ms.  Goetz,  one  of  its  reading  clerks,  an- 
nounced that  the  House  has  passed  the 
following  bill,  in  which  it  requests  the 
concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.R.  3G62.  An  act  makln?  appropriatlODS 
for  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  relate 
ed  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Sep- 
tember 30.  1997.  and  for  other  purposes. 


MEASURE  REFERRED 

The  following  bill  was  read  the  first 
and  second  time  by  unanimous  consent 
amd  referred  as  Indicated: 
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H.R.  3G62.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  relat- 
ed agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Sep- 
tember 30.  1997,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 


PETITIONS  AND  MEMORIALS 

The  following  petitions  and  memori- 
als were  laid  before  the  Senate  and 
were  referred  or  ordered  to  lie  on  the 
table  as  indicated: 

POM-611.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Council  of  the  City  of  Toledo,  Ohio,  relative 
to  the  minimum  wage:  to  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

POM-€12.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Delaware: 
to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

"HOUSE  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  NO.  38 

"Whereas  improving  patient  access  to 
Quality  health  care  is  a  paramount  national 
goal:  and 

"Whereas  the  key  to  Improved  health  care, 
especially  for  persons  with  serious  unmet 
medical  needs.  Is  the  rapid  approval  of  safe 
and  effective  new  drugs,  biological  products, 
and  medical  devices;  and 

"Whereas  minimizing  the  delay  between 
discovery  and  eventual  approval  of  a  new 
drug,  biological  product,  or  medical  device 
derived  from  research  conducted  by  Innova- 
tive pharmaceutical  and  biotechnology  com- 
panies could  improve  the  lives  of  millions  of 
Americans;  and 

"Whereas  current  limitations  on  the  dis- 
semination of  information  about  pharma- 
ceutical products  reduce  the  availability  of 
information  to  physicians,  other  health  care 
professionals,  and  patients,  and  unfairly 
limit  the  right  of  free  speech  guaranteed  by 
the  First  Amendment  to  the  United  States 
Constitution;  and 

"Whereas  the  current  rules  and  practices 
governing  the  review  of  new  drugs,  biological 
products,  and  medical  devices  by  the  United 
States  Food  and  Drug  Administration  can 
delay  approvals  and  are  unnecessarily  expen- 
sive; Now,  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  of 
the  138tk  General  Assembly  of  the  State  of  Dela- 
ware, the  Senate  coTicurring  therein.  That  the 
State  Legislature  respectfully  urges  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States  to  address  this  im- 
portant issue  by  enacting  comprehensive  leg- 
islation to  facilitate  the  rapid  review  and  ap- 
proval of  innovative  new  drugs,  biological 
products,  and  medical  devices,  without  com- 
promising patient  safety  or  product  effec- 
tiveness: and  be  it  further 

"Resolved,  That  copies  of  this  Resolution 
be  transmitted  forthwith  by  the  Clerk  of  the 
House  or  Secretary  of  the  Senate  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  the  Speaker 
of  the  United  States  House  of  Representa- 
tives, and  President  of  the  United  States 
Senate,  and  to  each  member  of  the  United 
Sutes  Senate  and  the  United  States  House 
of  Representatives." 

POM-613.  A  conciirrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Hawaii:  to 
the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

"House  Concurrent  Resolution  239 
"Whereas,  household  energy  costs  for  heat- 
ing, cooling,  electricity,  and  other  needs  ac- 
count for  a  sizable  portion  of  living  expenses 
for  low-income  families;  and 

"Whereas,  In  1980,  to  assi?t  low-income 
families  with  energy  needs.  Congress  estab- 


lished the  Low-Income  Home  Energy  Assist- 
ance Program  (UHEAP)  as  part  of  the  Crude 
Oil  Windfall  Profit  Tax  Act  of  1980;  and 

"Whereas.  LIHEAP  provides  block  grants 
to  the  50  states,  the  District  of  Columbia, 
Puerto  Rico,  and  Indian  Tribal  organizations 
to  assist  eligible  households  in  meeting  the 
costs  of  home  energy;  and 

"Whereas,  under  the  program,  states  make 
payments  directly  to  eligible  households  or 
to  home  energy  suppliers  on  behalf  of  eligi- 
ble households,  and  payments  may  be  pro- 
vided m  cash,  fuel,  prepaid  utility  bills,  or  as 
vouchers,  stamps,  or  coupons  that  may  be 
used  in  exchange  for  energy  supplies;  and 

"Whereas,  in  addition  to  providing  assist- 
ance for  heating  and  cooling  needs,  eligible 
LIHEAP  households  may  also  receive  funds 
for  weather-related  and  supply  shortage 
emergencies;  and 

"Whereas,  LIHEAP  recipients  are  among 
the  poorest  households  In  America,  with 
nearly  three-fifths  having  an  annual  Income 
of  less  than  S6.000;  and 

"Whereas,  while  critical,  LIHEAP  benefits 
only  cover  about  30  pwrcent  of  the  energy 
costs  of  LIHEAP  recipients;  and 

"Whereas,  families  whose  utilities  are  dis- 
connected because  they  cannot  pay  their 
bills  face  such  risks  as  food  spoilage,  lack  of 
sanitation,  or  eviction,  that  can  lead  to 
hopelessness:  Now,  therefore,  be  It 

"Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  of 
the  Eighteenth  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Ha- 
waii. Regular  Session  of  1996,  the  Senate  con- 
curring. That  Congress  Is  urged  to  continue 
the  Low-Income  Home  Energy  Assistance 
Program;  and  be  it  further 

"Resolved,  That  certified  copies  of  this 
Concurrent  Resolution  be  transmitted  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States  Senate,  the 
Speaker  of  the  United  States  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, and  Hawaii's  Congressional 
Delegation." 

POM-614.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Iowa;  to 
the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

"Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  No.  109 

"Whereas,  improving  patient  access  to 
quality  health  care  is  a  paramount  national 
goal;  and 

"Whereas,  the  key  to  improved  health  care 
in  many  cases  and  especially  for  Individuals 
with  serious  unmet  medical  needs,  is  the 
rapid  development  and  approval  of  safe  and 
effective  drugs,  biological  products,  and 
medical  devices;  and 

"Whereas,  minimizing  the  delay  between 
discovery  and  eventual  approval  of  a  new 
drug,  biological  product,  or  medical  device 
derived  from  research  conducted  by  innova- 
tive pharmaceutical  and  biotechnology  com- 
panies could  Improve  the  lives  of  millions  of 
individuals:  and 

"Whereas,  current  limitations  on  the  dis- 
semination of  information  about  pharma- 
ceutical products  reduce  the  availability  of 
information  to  health  care  professionals  and 
patients,  and  may  be  viewed  as  interfering 
with  the  right  of  free  speech  guaranteed  by 
the  first  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States;  and 

"Whereas,  the  current  regulations  and 
practices  governing  the  review  of  new  drugs, 
biological  products,  and  medical  devices  by 
the  United  States  Food  and  Drug  Adminis- 
tration may  delay  approval  and  are  unneces- 
sarily expensive;  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  Senate,  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives concurring.  That  the  Iowa  Gen- 
eral Assembly  respectfully  urges  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States  to  address  this  im- 


portant issue  by  enacting  comprehensive  leg- 
islation to  facilitate  the  rapid  review  and  ap- 
proval of  Innovative  drugs,  biological  prod- 
ucts, and  medical  devices,  without  com- 
promising patient  safety  or  product  effec- 
tiveness: and  be  it  further 

"Resolved,  That  copies  of  this  resolution  be 
transmitted  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  the  Speaker  of  the  United  States 
House  of  Representatives,  the  President  of 
the  United  States  Senate,  and  to  each  mem- 
ber of  the  United  States  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives. ' ' 

POM-615.  A  Joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Maine;  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 
"JODJT  Resolution 

"Whereas,  improving  patient  access  to 
quality  health  care  Is  a  paramount  national 
goal;  and 

"Whereas,  the  key  to  improved  health 
care,  especially  for  persons  with  serious 
unmet  medical  needs,  is  the  rapid  approval 
of  safe  and  effective  new  drugs,  biological 
products  and  medical  devices;  and 

"Whereas,  minimizing  the  delay  between 
discovery  and  eventual  approval  of  a  new 
drug,  biological  product  or  medical  device 
derived  from  research  conducted  by  Innova- 
tive pharmaceutical  and  biotechnology  com- 
panies could  improve  the  lives  of  millions  of 
Americans;  and 

"Whereas,  current  limitations  on  the  dis- 
semination of  Information  about  pharma- 
ceutical products  reduce  the  availability  of 
information  to  physicians,  other  health  care 
professionals  and  patients,  and  unfairly  limit 
the  right  of  free  speech  guaranteed  by  the 
First  Amendment  to  the  United  States  Con- 
stitution: and 

"Whereas,  the  current  rules  and  practices 
governing  the  review  of  new  drugs,  biological 
products  and  medical  devices  by  the  United 
States  Food  and  Drug  Administration  can 
delay  approvals  and  are  unnecessarily  expen- 
sive: Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  We,  your  Memorialists,  re- 
spectfully urge  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  to  address  this  important  issue  by  en- 
acting comprehensive  legislation  to  facili- 
tate the  rapid  review  and  approval  of  innova- 
tive drugs,  biological  products  and  medical 
devices,  without  compromising  patient  safe- 
ty or  product  effectiveness;  and  be  It  further 

Resolved,  That  suitable  copies  of  this  Me- 
morial, duly  authenticated  by  the  Secretary 
of  State,  be  transmitted  to  the  honorable 
William  J.  Clinton,  President  of  the  United 
States,  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
of  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  and  to 
each  Member  of  the  Maine  Congressional 
Delegation." 

POM-616.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Sen- 
ate of  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Mis- 
souri; to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Human  Resources. 

"Senate  Resolution  1326 

"Whereas,  Improving  patient  access  to 
quality  health  care  Is  a  paramount  national 
goal;  and 

"Whereas,  the  key  to  Improved  health 
care,  especially  for  persons  with  serious 
unmet  medical  needs.  Is  the  rapid  approval 
of  safe  and  effective  new  drugs,  biological 
products,  and  medical  devices;  and 

"Whereas,  minimizing  the  delay  between 
discovery  and  eventual  approval  of  a  new 
drug,  biological  product,  or  medical  device 
derived  from  research  conducted  by  innova- 
tive pharmaceutical  and  biotechnology  com- 
panies could  improve  the  lives  of  millions  of 
Americans;  and 
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"Whereas,  current  limitation  on  the  dis- 
semination of  Information  about  pharma- 
ceutical products  reduce  the  availability  of 
information  to  physicians,  other  health  care 
professionals,  and  patients,  and  unfairly 
limit  the  right  of  free  speech  guaranteed  by 
the  First  Amendment  to  the  United  States 
Constitution;  and 

"Whereas,  the  current  rules  and  practices 
governing  the  review  of  new  drugs,  biological 
products,  and  medical  devices  by  the  United 
States  Food  and  Drug  Administration  can 
delay  approvals  and  are  unnecessarily  expen- 
sive; Now,  therefore,  be  It 

"Resolved  by  the  Senate,  That  we  respect- 
fully urge  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
to  address  this  important  issue  by  enacting 
comprehensive  legislation  to  faclliute  the 
rapid  review  and  approval  of  innovative  new 
drugs,  biological  products,  and  medical  de- 
vices, without  compromising  patient  safety 
or  product  effectiveness;  and  be  it  further 

"Resolved.  That  properly  inscribed  copies 
of  this  resolution  be  transmitted  forthwith 
to  the  President  of  the  United  States,  the 
Speaker  of  the  United  States  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, the  President  of  the  United 
States  Senate,  and  to  each  member  of  the 
Missouri  Delegation  of  Congress." 

POM-617.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  New  Hampshire, 
to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

"House  joint  Resolution  21 

"Whereas,  the  United  States  Department 
of  Education  has  shown  a  tendency  toward 
direct,  federal  control  of  schools  and  to  reor- 
ganize education  into  a  centralized  function 
which  cannot  adequately  address  the  needs 
and  desires  of  the  states  and  their  local  com- 
munities; and 

"Whereas,  the  Inhabitants  of  the  states 
and  their  local  communities  are  better  suit- 
ed to  control  within  their  means,  curricula 
and  costs  within  their  own  domain;  and 

"Whereas,  the  funds  now  being  expended 
by  the  United  States  Department  of  Edu- 
cation can  be  better  employed  if  sent  di- 
rectly to  the  states  and  their  local  commu- 
nities: Now,  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives in  General  Court  convened:  That 
the  United  States  Department  of  Education 
be  abolished,  and  that  the  funds  now  distrib- 
uted by  the  Department  be  granted  directly 
to  the  states  on  a  per  capita  basis,  without 
restriction,  except  that  these  funds  shall  be 
applied  only  to  public  education;  and  That 
copies  of  this  resolution  be  sent  by  the  house 
clerk  to  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
the  President  of  the  United  States  Senate, 
and  New  Hampshire's  congressional  delega- 
tion." 

POM-618.    A    resolution    adopted    by    the 
House  of  Representatives  of  the  Legislature 
of  the  Sate  on  New  Hampshire:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 
"HOUSE  resolution  61 

"Whereas,  a  key  to  improve  health  care, 
especially  for  persons  with  serious  unmet 
medical  needs,  is  the  rapid  approval  of  safe 
and  effective  drugs,  biological  products,  and 
medical  devices;  and 

"Whereas,  minimizing  the  delay  between 
discovery  and  eventual  approval  of  new 
drugs,  biological  products,  or  medical  de- 
vices derived  from  research  conducted  by  in- 
novative pharmaceutical  and  biotechnology 
companies  could  improve  the  lives  of  mil- 
lions of  Americans;  and 


Whereas,  the  current  rules  and  practices 
governing  the  review  of  new  drugs,  biological 
products,  and  medical  devices  by  the  United 
States  Food  and  Drug  Administration  can 
cause  unnecessary  delay  and  expense:  Now. 
therefore,  be  It 

"Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives. 
That  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  is 
hereby  urged  to  address  this  important  Issue 
by  enacting  comprehensive  legislation  to  fa- 
cilitate the  rapid  review  and  approval  of  in- 
novative new  drugs,  biological  products,  and 
medical  devices,  without  compromising  pa- 
tient safety  or  product  effectiveness;  and 
That  copies  of  this  resolution,  signed  by  the 
speaker  of  the  house,  be  sent  by  the  house 
clerk  to  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
the  Speaker  of  the  United  States  House  of 
Representatives,  the  President  of  the  United 
States  Senate,  and  the  New  Hampshire  con- 
gressional delegation.  ■ 

POM-619.  A  Joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Vir- 
ginia to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Human 
Resources. 

"Senate  Joint  Resolution  No.  75 

"Whereas,  the  epldenilc  of  violence  which 
has  engulfed  this  country  has  spread  to  chil- 
dren and  has  spilled  over  into  every  realm  of 
society.  Including  our  local  public  elemen- 
tary and  secondary  schools:  and 

"Whereas,  public  school  officials  have  en- 
deavored, by  engaging  In  broad-based  discus- 
sion and  solution  development,  to  ensure 
safe  and  healthy  environments,  conducive  to 
learning,  in  the  Commonwealth's  schools: 
and 

"Whereas,  however,  many  disciplinary 
measures  have  been,  and  may  be  necessary  In 
the  future,  to  provide  disincentives  to  unac- 
ceptable behavior;  and 

"Whereas,  public  schools  have  a  statutory 
responsibility  for  educating  students  with 
disabilities,  pursuant  to  the  Federal  Individ- 
uals with  Disabilities  Education  Act  and 
long-standing  state  law;  and 

"Whereas,  'Virginia  has  always  been  proud 
of  her  history  of  enlightened  and  progressive 
policies  for  students  with  disabilities,  estab- 
lishing state  law  for  education  of  handi- 
capped students  long  before  the  federal  law 
was  enacted,  and  operating  programs  and  fa- 
cilities to  educate  such  students  at  state  ex- 
pense; and 

"Whereas,  however,  in  recent  years  the 
Commonwealth  has  been  engaged  in  a  legal 
tug  of  war  with  the  federal  government  be- 
cause of  Its  policy  of  equal  application  of  dis- 
ciplinary requirements:  and 

"Whereas,  the  Commonwealth  is  presently 
under  a  hearing  officer's  order  to  provide 
free  appropriate  educational  programs  to  all 
students  with  disabilities,  including  those 
students  who  have  engaged  in  violent  or  dan- 
gerous behavior  and  have  subsequently  been 
suspended  or  expelled;  and 

"Whereas,  although  Virginia  will  comply 
with  dignity  to  this  order,  this  matter  is 
still  being  contested,  and  many  experts  and 
other  citizens  believe  that  violence  can  only 
be  curbed  in  the  public  schools  by  providing 
equitable  and  strong  measures  for  the  dis- 
cipline of  all  students.  Including  those  stu- 
dents with  disabilities  who  have  been  sus- 
pended or  expelled  and  whose  behavior  is  un- 
related to  their  handicaps:  Now,  therefore, 
belt 

"Resolved  by  the  Senate,  the  House  of  Dele- 
gates concurring.  That  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  be  urged  to  provide,  in  the  re- 
authorization of  the  Individuals  with  Dis- 
abilities Education  Act.  disciplinary  flexibil- 
ity to  state  and  local  education  agencies  in 


order  that  they  might  more  easily  be  able  to 
ensure  safe  and  healthy  learning  environ- 
ments in  the  Commonwealth's  public 
schools-  and  be  it 

"Resolved  further.  That  the  Clerk  of  the 
Senate  shall  transmit  copies  of  this  resolu- 
tion to  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
the  President  of  the  United  States  Senate, 
the  Speaker  of  the  United  States  House  of 
Representatives,  and  the  members  of  the 
Virginia  congressional  delegation  in  order 
that  they  may  be  apprised  of  the  sense  of  the 
General  Assembly  of  Virginia." 

POM-620.  A  Joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Vir- 
ginia: to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Human  Resources. 

"House  Joint  Resolution  No.  82 

"Whereas,  for  the  purposes  of  serving  stu- 
dents who  are  educationally  at-risk,  the 
Commonwealth  has  received  a  separate  fed- 
eral appropriation  for  each  program  targeted 
to  assisting  educationally  at-risk  students 
and  public  schools,  although  such  programs 
are  related;  and 

"Whereas,  accountability  for  the  use  of 
these  separate  pools  of  funds  often  results  in 
the  duplication  of  services.  Inefficient  serv- 
ice delivery,  and  inconsistency  because  of 
the  lack  of  communication  among  schools 
and  agencies  serving  the  same  groups  of  chil- 
dren: and 

"Whereas,  the  regulations  governing  such 
programs  are  difficult  to  change,  limiting 
program  effectiveness  and  efflclent  service 
delivery  to  eligible  students  and  schools;  and 

"Whereas,  the  1995  reauthorization  of  the 
Improving  America's  Schools  Act  of  1994 
(lASA).  provided  states  an  opportunity  to 
submit  one  consolidated  plan  for  the  coordi- 
nated use  of  programs  and  moneys  for  educa- 
tionally at-risk  students;  and 

"Whereas,  the  Board  of  Education  elected 
to  submit  a  consolidated  plan  to  include  idl 
eligible  programs  under  the  act;  and 

"Whereas,  this  comprehensive  approach  to 
delivering  educational  services  to  children  is 
more  effective  and  efficient,  reduces  duplica- 
tion of  services,  and  facilitates  and  enhances 
communication  among  schools  and  agencies 
administering  such  educational  programs 
and  providing  related  support  services;  and 

"Whereas,  the  opportunity  to  coordinate 
these  educational  and  support  services  will 
impact  the  academic  achievement  of  the 
children  served  in  a  measurable  and  positive 
way:  Now.  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  House  of  Delegates,  the  Sen- 
ate concurring.  That  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  and  the  President  be  urged  to 
support  consolidated  state  plans  under  the 
Improving  America's  Schools  Act  of  1994  for 
federally  supported  programs  for  education- 
ally at-risk  students:  and.  be  It 

"Resolved  further.  That  the  Clerk  of  the 
House  of  Delegates  transmit  copies  of  this 
resolution  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, the  President  of  the  United 
States  Senate,  the  Virginia  Liaison  Office. 
and  the  members  of  the  Virginia  Congres- 
sional Delegation  to  apprise  them  of  the 
sense  of  the  General  Assembly  of  Virginia." 

POM-621.  A  petition  from  a  citizen  of  the 
State  of  Texas  relative  to  a  Constitutional 
convention;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 

POM-622.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Leg- 
islature of  the  State  of  Alaska;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Judiciary. 

"House  Joint  Resolution  30 

"Whereas  federal  courts  have  ordered  a 
state  or  political  subdivision  of  a  state  to 
levy  or  increase  taxes:  and 
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"Whereas  such  an  order  violated  fun- 
damental principles  of  separation  of  powers 
under  which  the  le^slatlve  branch  is 
charged  with  the  enactment  of  laws:  and 

"Whereas  such  an  order,  coming  from  a 
federal  court,  severely  undermines  the  inde- 
pendence of  each  of  the  states;  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  Alaska  State  Legislature, 
That  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  is  re- 
quested to  prepare  and  present  to  the  legisla- 
ture of  all  the  states  an  amendment  to  the 
'^  Constitution  of  the  United  States  that  would 
prohibit  a  federal  court  from  ordering  a  state 
or  political  subdivision  of  a  state  to  increase 
or  Impose  taxes  in  substantially  the  follow- 
ing language:  Neither  the  Supreme  Court  nor 
any  inferior  court  of  the  United  States  shall 
have  the  power  to  instruct  or  order  a  state  or 
political  subdivision  thereof,  or  an  official  of 
such  state  or  political  subdivision,  to  levy  or 
Increase  taxes;  and  be  It  further 

"Resolved,  That  the  legislatures  of  all  the 
states  are  invited  to  Join  with  Alaslca  to  se- 
cure ratification  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment." 

POM-623.  A  concurrent  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Iowa;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

"House  Concurrent  Resolution  28 

"Whereas,  status  offenses  consist  of  con- 
duct which  is  not  criminal  when  committed 
by  adults,  such  as  truancy  and  running  away 
from  home;  and 

"Whereas,  the  decriminalization  of  status 
offenses  has  given  children  of  all  ages  a  li- 
cense to  decide  what  is  best  for  themselves, 
regardless  of  whether  or  not  they  place 
themselves  in  Jeopardy  or  have  the  ability  to 
handle  that  license;  and 

"Whereas,  parents  and  families  are  acutely 
experiencing  the  effects  of  this  Idealistic,  il- 
lusory, and  Ineffective  public  policy  which 
has  led  to  the  undermining  of  parental  re- 
sponsibility thus  contributing  to  a  break- 
down In  family  discipline;  and 

"Whereas,  temporary,  secure  detention  of 
status  offenders  before  they  engage  in  a  dan- 
gerous or  unhealthy  lifestyle  is  a  part  of  so- 
ciety's responsibility  to  protect  children  who 
are  at  risk,  and  the  exercise  of  which  Is  pre- 
vented by  the  status  offender  mandates:  Now 
therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives, 
the  Senate  concurring.  That  Congress  should 
repeal  the  decriminalization  of  status  of- 
fenses mandate  contained  in  the  federal  Ju- 
venile Justice  Delinquency  Prevention  Act 
of  1974  and  return  control  over  Juvenile  Jus- 
tice to  the  states:  be  It  further 

"Resolved,  That  copies  of  this  Resolution 
be  transmitted  to  the  President  of  the 
United  Sutes,  the  Speaker  of  the  United 
States  House  of  Representatives,  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  Senate,  and  all  of 
the  members  of  Iowa's  congressional  delega- 
tion." 

POM-«24.  A  joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
General  Assembly  of  the  Commonwealth  of 
Kentucky;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 
ary. 

"JOINT  Resolution 
"Whereas,  convened  in  New  York  City,  the 
very  First  Congress  of  the  United  States  on 
September  25,   1789,   submitted  a  proposed 
amendment  to  the  United  States  Constitu- 
tion to  the  state  legislatures  for  their  con- 
sideration, in  pursuance  of  Article  V  of  that 
Constitution,  which  reads  as  follows: 
Twenty-Seventh  Article  of  Amendment 
No  law,  varying  the  compensation  for  the 
services  of  the  (U.S.)  Sehators  and  (U.S.) 


Representatives,  shall  take  effect,  until  an 
election  of  (U.S.)  Representatives  shall  have 
intervened.'  and  which  had  been  presented  to 
the  state  legislatures  for  ratification  with- 
out a  time  constraint  upon  its  consideration; 
and 

"Whereas,  this  particular  constitutional 
amendment  became  the  Twenty-Seventh  Ar- 
ticle of  Amendment  to  the  U.S.  Constitution 
during  the  morning  hours  of  May  7,  1992, 
when  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Michi- 
gan supplied  the  thirty-eighth  approval  of  It; 
and 

"Whereas,  on  May  18,  1992,  the  Archivist  of 
the  United  States  Issued  a  proclamation, 
published  In  57  Fed.  Reg.  21187-8,  which  offi- 
cially declared  the  202-year-old  constitu- 
tional amendment  to  have  become  part  of 
the  U.S.  Constitution;  and 

"Whereas,  on  May  20,  1992,  both  the  United 
States  Senate  and  the  United  States  House 
of  Representatives  separately  adopted  reso- 
lutions in  which  each  body  expressed  its 
agreement  that  the  202-year-old  constitu- 
tional amendment  had  validly  become  the 
Twenty-Seventh  Article  of  Amendments  to 
the  U.S.  Constitution;  and 

"Whereas,  subsequent  to  the  determinative 
ratification  furnished  by  the  Michigan  Legis- 
lature, the  Twenty-Seventh  Article  of 
Amendment  was  then  postratifled  by  the  leg- 
islatures of  the  following  states  on  the  fol- 
lowing dates:  New  Jersey  on  May  7,  1992  (dur- 
ing the  afternoon  hours)  (138  Cong.  Rec. 
S6846);  Dlinols  on  May  12, 1992  (138  Cong.  Rec. 
H3729.  H3739,  S6846,  S8387-«);  California  on 
June  26,  1992  (138  Cong.  Rec.  HlOlOO,  S:8271, 
E2237);  Rhode  Island  on  June  10,  1993  (139 
Cong.  Rec.  H4681,  S9981-2):  Hawaii  on  April 
29,  1994  (140  Cong.  Rec.  H3791,  S7956);  and 
Washington  on  April  6,  1995  (141  Cong.  Rec. 
H9743,  S7917);  and 

"Whereas,  the  purpose  of  the  Twenty-Sev- 
enth Article  of  Amendment  is  in  keeping 
with  the  desires  of  the  people  of  this  Com- 
monwealth that  pay  raises  for  members  of 
the  U.S.  Congress  be  deferred  until  a  biennial 
election  of  the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
has  intervened,  so  as  to  avoid  conflicts  of  in- 
terest and  appearances  of  Impropriety;  and 

"Whereas,  It  is  not  at  all  unusual  for  state 
legislatures  to  continue  to  act  upon  an 
amendment  to  the  U.S.  Constitution  well 
after  that  amendment  has  become  part  of 
our  federal  charter.  In  1976,  for  Instance,  the 
Kentucky  General  Assembly  postratifled  the 
Thirteenth,  Fourteenth,  and  Fifteenth  Arti- 
cles of  Amendment  to  the  U.S.  Constitution 
more  than  a  full  century  after  all  three  of 
them  had  already  been  Incorporated  into  the 
nation's  highest  law;  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  General  Assembly  of  the 
Commonwealth  of  Kentucky: 

"Section  1.  In  pursuance  of  Article  V  of  the 
U.S.  Constitution,  and  in  conformity  with 
the  1939  ruling  of  the  U.S.  Supreme  Ck)urt  in 
the  landmark  case  of  Coleman  v.  Miller,  the 
Twenty-Seventh  Article  of  Amendment  to 
the  U.S.  Constitution,  as  quoted  above.  Is 
hereby  postratifled  by  the  Kentucky  General 
Assembly  so  that  this  Commonwealth's  spe- 
cial stamp  of  approval  may  be  affixed  there- 
to. 

"Section  2.  The  Secretary  of  State  of  the 
Commonwealth  of  Kentucky  shall  cause  true 
and  correct  copies  of  this  Joint  Resolution 
to  be  sent  to  the  Archivist  of  the  United 
States,  In  accordance  with  Pub.  L.  No.  98-497, 
to  the  Vice  President  of  the  United  States, 
and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  United  States 
House  of  Representatives,  with  the  respect- 
ful request  that  It  be  officially  published  In 
the  Congressional  Record." 


POM-625.  A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Leg- 
islature of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachu- 
setts; to  the  Committee  on  Judiciary. 
"Resolution 

"Whereas,  in  a  five-to-four  decision  on 
April  eighteenth.  Nineteen  hundred  and 
ninety,  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  ex- 
tended the  power  of  the  Judicial  branch  of 
government  beyond  any  defensible  bounds; 
and 

"Whereas,  In  Missouri  v.  Jenkins  (110  Sup. 
Ct.  1651  (1990)),  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court  held  that  a  Federal  court  had  the 
power  to  order  an  Increase  in  State  and  local 
taxes;  and 

"Whereas,  this  unprecedented  decision  vio- 
lates one  of  the  fundamental  tenets  of  the 
doctrine  of  separation  of  powers,  that  the 
members  of  the  Federal  Judiciary  should  not 
have  the  power  to  tax;  and 

"Whereas,  In  response  to  this  decision,  sev- 
eral Members  of  Congress  have  Introduced  a 
constitutional  amendment  to  re-establish  a 
principle  that  has  been  well-settled:  Judges 
do  not  have  the  power  to  tax;  and 

"Whereas,  the  passage  of  such  constitu- 
tional amendment  (first  by  a  two- thirds  ma- 
jority in  both  Houses  of  Congress  and  then 
by  three-fourths  of  the  several  States'  legis- 
latures or  conventions)  would  serve  not  only 
to  reverse  an  unfortunate  decision,  but  also 
to  reassert  the  legislature's  constitutional 
role  In  maintaining  a  strong  tripartite  sys- 
tem of  government,  a  system  in  which  each 
of  the  branches  Is  constrained  by  the  others; 
and 

"Whereas,  such  proposed  constitutional 
amendment  Is  a  long  overdue  response  to  a 
Federal  Judiciary  that,  in  the  pursuit  of 
seemingly  good  end,  falls  to  recognize  the 
constitutional  limits  on  its  power;  and 

"Whereas,  in  addition  to  being  Introduced 
In  the  United  States  Congress  such  constitu- 
tional amendment  has  also  been  proposed  by 
several  States;  and 

"Whereas,  the  text  of  such  proposed  con- 
stitutional amendment  reads:  'Neither  the 
Supreme  Court  nor  any  inferior  court  of  the 
United  States  shall  have  the  power  to  in- 
struct or  order  a  State  or  political  subdivi- 
sion thereof,  or  an  official  of  such  State  or 
political  subdivision,  to  levy  or  Increase 
taxes';  and 

"Whereas,  such  amendment  seeks  properly 
to  prevent  Federal  courts  from  levying  or  In- 
creasing taxes  without  representation  of  the 
people  and  against  the  people's  wishes. 
Therefore  be  it 

"Resolved.  That  the  Massachusetts  Senate 
hereby  memorializes  the  United  States  Con- 
gress to  propose  and  subnUt  to  the  several 
States  for  ratification  no  later  than  January 
first.  Nineteen  Hundred  and  Nlnety-slx.  an 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  the  text  of  which  amendment 
shall  read: 

"  'Neither  the  Supreme  Court  nor  any  Infe- 
rior Court  of  the  United  States  shall  have 
the  power  to  instruct  or  order  a  State  or  po- 
litical subdivision  thereof,  or  an  official  or 
such  State  or  political  subdivision,  to  levy  or 
Increase  taxes';  and  calls  upon  the  Massachu- 
setts congressional  delegation  to  use  imme- 
diately the  full  measure  of  Its  resources  and 
Influence  in  order  to  ensure  the  passage  of 
such  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  which  provides  that  no  court 
shall  have  the  pjwer  to  levy  or  increase 
taxes:  and  further  proposes  that  the  legisla- 
tures of  each  of  the  several  States  compris- 
ing the  United  States  which  have  not  yet 
made  similar  request  apply  to  the  United 
States  Congress  requesting  enactment  of 
such  amendment  to  the  United  States  Con- 
stitution; and  be  it  further 
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"Resolved,  That  copies  of  these  resolutions 
be  transmitted  forthwith  by  the  Clerk  of  the 
*  *  *  to  the  Vice  President  of  the  United 
States  as  the  Presiding  Officer  of  the  Senate, 
the  *  •  •  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
each  member  of  the  Massachusetts  Congres- 
sional delegation,  *  *  •  officer  and  minority 
party  leader  In  each  house  of  the  legislatures 
of  each  State*  *  *." 

POM-626.  A  Joint  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Legislature  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Vir- 
ginia; to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
"SEN.4TE  Joint  resolution  No.  146 

"Whereas,  with  each  piasslng  year  this  na- 
tion becomes  deeper  In  debt  as  its  federal 
government's  expenditures  repeatedly  exceed 
available  revenues,  so  that  the  federal  public 
debt  is  now  approximately  $4.9  trillion— or 
$19,000  for  every  man,  woman,  and  child:  and 

"Whereas,  the  annual  federal  budget  has 
not  been  balanced  since  1969,  demonstrating 
an  unwillingness  or  inability  of  both  the  leg- 
islative and  executive  branches  of  the  federal 
government  to  spend  In  conformity  with 
available  revenues;  and 

"Whereas,  knowledgeable  planning,  fiscal 
prudence,  and  plain  good  sense  require  that 
the  federal  budget  should  not  be  manipulated 
to  present  the  appearance  of  being  In  bal- 
ance, while.  In  fact,  federal  Indebtedness 
continues  growing;  and 

"Whereas,  believing  that  fiscal  irrespon- 
sibility at  the  federal  level,  which  Is  result- 
ing In  a  lower  standard  of  living  and  endan- 
gering economic  opportunity  now  and  for  the 
next  generation,  is  the  greatest  threat  which 
faces  our  nation;  and 

"Whereas,  Thomas  Jefferson  recognized 
the  importance  of  a  balanced  budget  when  he 
wrote  "The  question  whether  one  generation 
has  the  right  to  bind  another  by  the  deficit 
it  Imposes  is  a  question  of  such  consequence 
as  to  place  It  among  the  fundamental  prin- 
ciples of  government.  We  should  consider 
ourselves  unauthorized  to  saddle  posterity 
with  our  debts,  and  morally  bound  to  pay 
them  ourselves":  and 

"Whereas,  the  principal  functions  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  include: 
promoting  the  broadest  principles  of  a  gov- 
ernment of,  by,  and  for  the  people:  setting 
forth  the  most  fundamental  responsibilities 
of  government;  and  enumerating  and  limit- 
ing the  powers  of  the  government  to  protect 
the  basic  rights  of  the  People;  and 

"Whereas,  the  federal  government's  unlim- 
ited ability  to  borrow  involves  decisions  of 
such  magnitude,  with  such  potentially  pro- 
found consequences  for  the  nation  and  its 
People,  today  and  in  the  future,  that  It  is  ap- 
propriately a  subject  for  limitation  by  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  Sutes;  and 

"Whereas,  the  Constitution  vests  the  ulti- 
mate responsibility  to  approve  or  disapprove 
of  amendments  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  with  the  People  of  the  several 
States,  as  represented  by  their  elected  Legis- 
latures; and 

"Whereas,  opposition  by  a  small  minority 
within  Congress  and,  on  occasion,  by  the 
President,  has  repeatedly  thwarted  the  will 
of  the  People  of  the  United  States  that  a 
Balanced  Budget  Amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  should  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  States  for  ratification,  while 
large  majorities  of  both  Houses  of  Congress 
already  have  prepared,  considered,  and  voted 
for  such  amendment:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved  by  the  Senate,  the  House  of  Dele- 
gates concurring.  That  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  be  urged  to  submit  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  to  the  United  States  Con- 
stitution to  the  states  for  ratification.  The 


Congress  Is  encouraged  to  expeditiously  pass 
and  propose  an  amendment  that  would  re- 
quire, in  the  absence  of  a  national  emer- 
gency, that  the  total  of  all  federal  appropria- 
tions made  by  the  Congress  for  any  fiscal 
year  may  not  exceed  the  total  of  all  esti- 
mated federal  revenues  for  that  fiscal  year; 
and,  be  It 

"Resolved  further.  That  the  Legislatures  of 
each  of  the  several  States  be  urged  to  apply 
to  the  Congress  requesting  the  proposal  for 
ratification  of  an  appropriate  amendment  to 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States;  and, 
be  It 

"Resolved  finally.  That  the  Clerk  of  the 
Senate  transmit  copies  of  this  resolution  to 
the  President  of  the  United  States  Senate, 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
of  the  United  States,  each  Member  of  the 
Virginia  Congressional  Delegation,  the 
Chairmen  of  the  National  Conference  of 
State  Legislatures,  the  Council  of  State  Gov- 
ernments and  the  American  Legislative  Ex- 
change Council,  and  the  presiding  officers  of 
both  Houses  of  the  Legislatures  of  each  of 
the  other  States  in  the  Union." 


INTRODUCTION  OF  BILLS  AND 
JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu- 
tions were  introduced,  read  the  first 
and  second   time   by   unanimous  con- 
sent, and  referred  as  indicated: 
By  Mr.  DODD: 

S.  1896.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Family  and 
Medical  Leave  Act  of  1993  to  apply  the  Act  to 
a  greater  percentage  of  the  United  States 
workforce  and  to  allow  employees  to  take 
parental  involvement  leave  to  participate  in 
or  attend  their  children's  educational  and 
extracurricular  activities,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses: to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Human  Resources. 

By  Mrs.  KASSEBAUM  (for  herself,  Mr. 
Kennedy,  Mr.  Jeffords.  Mr.  Pell, 
and  Mr.  Hatfield): 

S.  1897.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act  to  revise  and  extend  certain  pro- 
grams relating  to  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources. 


SUBMISSION  OF  CONCURRENT  AND 
SENATE  RESOLUTIONS 

The  following  concurrent  resolutions 
and  Senate  resolutions  were  read,  and 
referred  (or  acted  upon),  as  indicated: 
By    Mr.    LAUTENBERG    (for    himself, 
Mr.  Brow'N,  and  Mr.  Lieberman): 
S.  Res.  268.  A  resolution  expressing  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  with  respect  to  the  sum- 
mit of  Arab  heads  of  state  being  held  in 
Cairo  beginning  on  June  21,  1996:  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Foreign  Relations. 

By  Mr.   LOTT  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Daschle): 
S.  Res.  269.  A  resolution  to  authorize  testi- 
mony and  representation  of  former  Senate 
employee  in  Ward  v.  United  States;  consid- 
ered and  agreed  to. 

By  Mr.  LIEBERMAN  (for  himself,  Mr. 
LUGAR,  Mr.  BIDEN,  Mr.  SPECTER,  Mrs. 
Feinstedj,  and  Mr.  Moynihan): 
S.  Res.  270.  A  resolution  urging  continued 
and  Increased  United  States  support  for  the 
efforts  of  the  International  Criminal  Tribu- 
nal for  the  former  Yugoslavia  to  bring  to  Jus- 
tice the  perpetrators  of  gross  violations  of 
international  law  in  the  former  Yugoslavia; 
to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 
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BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 

By  Mr.  DODD: 
S.  1896.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Family 
and  Medical  Leave  Act  of  1993  to  apply 
the  act  to  a  greater  percentage  of  the 
U.S.  work  force  and  to  allow  employees 
to  take  parental  involvement  leave  to 
participate  in  or  attend  their  children's 
educational  and  extracurricular  activi- 
ties and  for  other  purposes:  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Re- 
sources. 

THE  FAMILY  MEDICAL  AND  P.\RENTAL 
LW'OLVEMENT  LEAVE  ACT  OF  1996 

•  Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  in  my 
nearly  16  years  as  a  U.S.  Senator  few 
accomplishments  have  given  me  as 
much  pride  as  the  day  in  February  1993 
when  President  Clinton  signed  into  law 
the  Family  and  Medical  Leave  Act. 

Passage  of  this  legislation  was  an  ex- 
hausting, lengthy,  and  sometimes  exas- 
perating process.  But  in  the  end, 
through  the  hard  and  courageous  work 
of  Senators  from  both  sides  of  the  po- 
litical aisle,  the  vast  opportunities  for 
family  and  medical  leave  were  made 
available  to  millions  of  Americans. 

In  an  era  when  the  American  people 
bemoan  the  lack  of  bipartisanship  and 
compromise  in  Washington,  when  they 
decry  the  blatant  and  nasty  partner- 
ship, the  Family  and  Medical  Leave 
Act  stands  in  sharp  contrast. 

Family  and  medical  leave  is  an  issue 
that  truly  goes  beyond  partisan  politi- 
cal differences.  It  is  something  that 
every  American,  be  they  Democrat  or 
Republican,  can  relate  to  and  under- 
stand. 

Enactment  of  the  Family  and  Medi- 
cal Leave  Act  in  1993  threw  millions  of 
struggling  Americans  a  lifeline.  It 
made  it  easier  for  people  to  balance  the 
responsibilities  of  work  with  their  re- 
sponsibilities to  their  family.  And  most 
important,  it  said  to  the  American  peo- 
ple: If  you  or  a  loved  one  becomes  ill, 
you  won't  be  forced  to  choose  between 
your  family  and  your  job. 

But,  my  involvement  with  the  issue 
of  family  and  medical  leave  did  not  end 
with  its  enactment.  There  is  more 
work  to  be  done. 

Across  America,  working  families, 
teachers,  and  school  boards  continue  to 
lament  the  lack  of  parental  involve- 
ment in  their  children's  lives.  With 
more  and  more  families  working  out- 
side the  home,  with  mothers  and  fa- 
thers too  busy  and  too  stressed  from 
working  long  hours,  children  are  losing 
the  gruiding  hand  they  need  from  their 
parents. 

The  Family  and  Medical  Leave  Act 
performed  a  genuine  need  among 
America's  working  families  to  allow 
them  take  leave  in  times  of  medical 
and  family  emergency.  This  legislation 
would  continue  that  process  by  provid- 
ing parents  with  the  time  they  need  to 
make  a  difference  in  their  children's 
education. 

For  that  reason,  I  am  today  introduc- 
ing legislation  that  would  build  on  our 
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earlier  successes  while  at  the  same 
time  offering  greater  leave  opportuni- 
ties and  flexibility  to  our  Nations  fam- 
ilies. 

First,  it  would  lower  the  threshold  of 
coverage  to  include  worksites  with  25 
or  more  employees.  Today,  40  percent 
of  private  sector  employees  remain  un- 
protected by  the  Family  and  Medical 
Leave  Act  because  their  worksite  does 
not  meet  the  current  50-or-more  em- 
ployee threshold. 

Second,  the  bill  would  grant  eligible 
parents  24  hours  of  unpaid  leave  per 
year  to  particii>ate  in  their  children's 
school  or  community  group  activities. 
Parents  would  provide  their  employers 
with  at  least  2  weeks  notice  and  could 
take  only  4  hours  per  month,  unless 
otherwise  agreed  to  by  the  employer. 

These  are  commonsense  reforms  that 
build  on  the  successes  of  the  Family 
and  Medical  Leave  Act  while  providing 
expanded  opportunities  for  American 
families. 

For  those  of  my  colleagues  who 
doubt  the  success  of  the  Family  and 
Medical  Leave  Act,  I  urge  them  to  ex- 
amine a  recent  bipartisan  report, 
which  indicates  that  the  success  of  the 
Family  and  Medical  Leave  Act  is  clear 
cut. 

When  this  legislation  passed  in  1933. 
provisions  of  the  bill  established  a 
commission  to  examine  the  impact  of 
the  act  on  workers  and  businesses.  The 
commission's  analysis  spanned  2V^ 
years,  including  independent  research 
and  field  hearings  across  the  country 
to  hear  first  hand  about  the  act's  im- 
pact trom  individuals  and  businesses. 

Additionally,  through  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics,  we  commissioned  two 
major  research  surveys  to  gauge  the 
impact  of  family  leave  policies  on  em- 
ployees and  employers.  These  surveys 
provided  us  with  the  first  statistically 
valid,  nationally  representative  data 
on  the  impact  on  the  legislation. 

And,  the  overall  findings  of  this  com- 
mission are  quite  clear— family  and 
medical  leave  is  am  overwhelming  suc- 
cess. What's  more,  according  to  the 
commission's  final  report,  the  law  rep- 
resents "A  significant  step  in  helping  a 
larger  cross-section  of  working  Ameri- 
cans meet  their  medical  and  family 
careglvlng  needs  while  still  maintain- 
ing their  jobs  and  economic  security." 

Due  to  this  legislation.  Americans 
have  significantly  greater  opportuni- 
ties to  keep  their  health  benefits, 
maintain  job  security,  and  take  leave 
for  longer  and  for  greater  reasons. 

While  the  American  people  have  seen 
expanded  opportunities  under  this  leg- 
islation, there  is  plenty  of  good  news 
for  America's  businesses  as  veil. 

The  conclusions  of  the  bip?rtisan  re- 
port are  a  Car  cry  from  the  concerns 
that  were  voiced  when  this  law  was 
being  considered  in  Congress.  The  vast 
majority  of  businesses — over  93  per- 
cent—report little  to  no  additional 
costs  associated  with  .the  Family  and 


Medical  Leave  Act.  More  than  92  per- 
cent reported  no  noticeable  effect  on 
profitability.  And  nearly  96  j)ercent  re- 
ported no  noticeable  effect  on  growth. 

Additionally,  83  percent  of  employers 
reported  no  noticeable  impact  on  em- 
ployee productivity.  And  of  those  that 
have  seen  an  effect  nearly  as  many  are 
as  likely  to  note  a  positive  effect  as  a 
negative  one.  In  fact,  12.6  percent  actu- 
ally report  a  positive  effect  on  em- 
ployee productivity  from  the  Family 
and  Medical  Leave  Act. 

While  the  benefits  of  family  leave 
have  been  clear,  millions  of  Americans 
continue  to  face  painful  choices  involv- 
ing their  competing  responsibilities  to 
family  and  work.  Those  not  covered  by 
FMLA  are  still  often  told  that  they 
must  choose  between  sick  family  mem- 
bers and  their  jobs.  And  parents,  who 
want  to  participate  in  their  children's 
school  and  community  activities,  even 
to  attend  parent-teacher  conferences, 
find  their  employment  responsibilities 
are  forcing  them  to  make  impossible 
choices. 

More  and  more  parents  aire  simply 
too  busy  to  take  the  time  necessary  to 
play  an  active  role  in  their  children's 
education.  This  comes  at  a  time  when 
not  only  is  a  strong  education  so  im- 
portant to  our  Nation's  youth,  but 
ample  evidence  indicates  that  parental 
involvement  in  school  activities  has  a 
dramatic  impact  on  academic  perform- 
ance. 

Studies  have  shown  that  academic 
achievement  is  much  higher  at  schools 
when  parents  are  strongly  involved.  In 
fact,  a  recent  study  by  the  Department 
of  Education  found  that  parental  in- 
volvement is  a  key  factor  in  the  devel- 
opment of  children's  reading  skills. 
And  a  Carnegie  Corp.  study  released 
this  spring  found  that,  "Parents  who 
want  their  children  to  do  well  in  school 
must  remain  involved  in  their  edu- 
cation through  the  middle  and  high 
school  years." 

So  many  parents,  however,  simply 
don't  have  the  time  to  participate  in 
school  and  community  activities  while 
balancing  responsibilities  to  their  job. 
A  survey  of  30.000  PTA  leaders  found 
that  89  percent  of  parents  do  not  get 
involved  in  their  children's  education 
because  they  do  not  have  enough  time. 
Yet  another  study  indicates  that  66 
percent  of  employed  parents  report 
that  they  don't  have  enough  time  for 
their  children.  And  as  the  number  of 
single-parent  families,  and  faunilies 
where  both  parents  have  to  work,  con- 
tinues to  rise  the  constraints  placed  on 
parents  are  only  going  to  increase. 

The  bill  that  I  introduce  today  rep- 
resents a  genuine  and  commonsense  ef- 
fort to  tackle  these  problems.  It  would 
take  a  giant  step  toward  widening  the 
opportunities  provided  under  the  Fam- 
ily and  Medical  Leave  Act  while  giving 
parents  the  chance  to  play  a  greater 
role  in  their  children's  education. 

V,'iille  I'm  fully  aware  this  is  an  elec- 
tion year,  I  introduce  this  legislation 


with  the  hope  and  expectation  that  we 
can  put  aside  our  political  differences 
and  build  on  the  success  of  the  Family 
and  Medical  Leave  Act. 

It's  common  sense  that  hard  working 
people  should  not  only  be  able  to  play 
a  role  in  their  children's  lives,  but  face 
family  crises  without  losing  their  jobs. 
The  American  people  understand  the 
need  for  these  provisions  and  I  urge  all 
my  colleagues  to  join  me  in  supporting 
this  critically  important  legislation  for 
our  Nation's  working  families. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  imanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

S.  1896 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives of  the  United  States  of  America  in 
Congress  assembled. 

SECTION  I.  COVERAGE  OF  EMPLOYEES. 

Paragraphs  (2)(B)(11)  and  (4)(A)(1)  of  section 
101  of  the  Family  and  Medical  Leave  Act  of 
1993  (29  U.S.C.  2611  (2)(B)(li)  and  (4)(A)(1)  are 
amended  by  striking:  "50"  each  place  It  ap- 
pears and  Inserting  "25". 

SEC  2.  PARENTAL  INVOLVEMENT  LEAVE. 

(a)  Leave  Requireme.nt.— Section  102Ca)  of 
the  Family  and  Medical  Leave  Act  of  1993  (29 
U.S.C.  2612(a))  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following: 

"(3)  Entttlement  to  p.-^rental  involve- 
ment LEAVE.— 

"(A)  In  GENERAL.— Subject  to  section  103(f), 
an  eligible  employee  shall  be  entitled  to  a 
total  of  4  hours  of  leave  during  any  30-day 
period,  and  a  total  of  24  hours  of  leave  during 
any  12-month  period.  In  addition  to  leave 
available  under  paragraph  (I),  to  participate 
in  or  attend  an  activity  that — 

"(1)  Is  sponsored  by  a  school  or  conmiunlty 
organization;  and 

"(il)  relates  to  a  program  of  the  school  or 
organization  that  is  attended  by  a  son  or 
daughter  of  the  employee.  Including  foster 
children. 

"(B)  DEFiNmoNS.— As  used  in  this  para- 
graph: 

"(1)  COMMUNTTY  ORGANIZATION.- The  term 
'community  organization'  means  a  private 
nonprofit  organization  that  is  representative 
of  a  community  or  a  significant  segment  of 
a  community  and  provides  activities  for  in- 
dividuals described  In  subparagraph  (A)  or 
(B)  of  section  101(12),  such  as  a  scouting  or 
sports  organization. 

"(ii)  School. — The  term  'school'  means  an 
elementary  school  or  secondary  school  (as 
such  terms  are  defined  in  section  14101  of  the 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act  of 
1965  (20  U.S.C.  8801)).  a  Head  Start  program 
assisted  under  the  Head  Start  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
9831  et  seQ.).  and  a  child  care  facility  li- 
censed under  State  law.". 

(b)  Schedule.— Section  102(b)(1)  of  such 
Act  (29  U.S.C.  2612(bXl))  is  amended  by  in- 
serting after  the  second  sentence  the  follow- 
ing: "Leave  under  subsection  (aK3)  may  be 
taken  intermittently  or  on  a  reduced  leave 
schedule." 

(c)  SUBSTrnmoN  of  Pato  Leave.— Section 
102(d)(2)(A)  of  such  Act  (29  U.S.C. 
2612(d)(2)(A))  is  amended  by  inserting  before 
the  i>eriod  the  following:  ".  or  for  leave  pro- 
vided under  subsection  (a)(3)  for  any  part  of 
the  24-hour  period  of  such  leave  under  such 
subsection". 

(d)  Notice.— Section  102(e)(1)  of  such  Act 
(29  U.S.C.  2612(e)(1)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
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the  end  of  the  following:  "In  any  case  in 
which  an  employee  requests  leave  under  sub- 
section (a)(3).  the  employee  shall  provide  the 
employer  with  not  less  than  7  day's  notice, 
before  the  date  the  leave  is  to  begin,  of  the 
employee's  intention  to  take  leave  under 
such  subsection.". 

(e)  CERTlFlCA-noN.- Section  103  of  such  Act 
(29  U.S.C.  2613)  Is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  the  following: 

"(f)  Cer'Hfication  for  Parental  In-volve- 
MENT  Leavte.— An  employer  may  require  that 
a  request  for  leave  under  section  102(a)(3)  be 
supported  by  a  certification  issued  at  such 
time  and  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary 
may  by  regulation  prescribe.". 
SEC.  3.  parental  involvement  leave  for 

CIVIL  SERVANTS. 

(a)  Leave  Requirements.— Section  6382(a) 
of  title  5.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  the  following: 

"(3)(A)  Subject  to  section  6383(f),  an  em- 
ployee shall  be  entitled  to  a  total  of  4  hours 
of  leave  during  any  30-day  period,  and  a  total 
of  24  hours  of  leave  during  any  12-month  pe- 
riod. In  addition  to  leave  available  under 
paragraph  (1).  to  participate  in  or  attend  an 
activity  that— 

"(1)  is  sponsored  by  a  school  or  community 
organization;  and 

"(11)  relates  to  a  program  of  the  school  or 
organization  that  Is  attended  by  a  son  or 
daughter  of  the  employee,  including  foster 
children. 

"(B)  As  used  in  this  paragraph: 

"(I)  The  term  'community  organization' 
means  a  private  nonprofit  organization  that 
is  representative  of  a  community  or  a  sig- 
nificant segment  of  a  community  and  pro- 
vides activities  for  individuals  described  In 
subparagraph  (A)  or  (B)  of  section  6381(6). 
such  as  a  scouting  or  sports  organization. 

"(11)  The  term  'school'  means  an  elemen- 
tary school  or  secondary  school  (as  such 
terms  are  defined  in  section  14101  of  the  Ele- 
mentary and  Secondary  Education  Act  of 
1965  (20  U.S.C.  8801)).  a  Head  Start  program 
assisted  under  the  Head  Start  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
9831  et  seq.)  and  a  child  care  facility  licensed 
under  State  law.". 

(b)  Schedule.— Section  6382(b)(1)  of  such 
title  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  sec- 
ond sentence  the  following:  "Leave  under 
subsection  (a)(3)  may  be  taken  Intermit- 
tently or  on  a  reduced  leave  schedule." 

(c)  SuBSTrnmoN  of  Paid  Leave.— Section 
6382(d)  of  such  title  Is  amended  by  inserting 
before  ".  except"  the  following:  ".  or  for 
leave  provided  under  subsection  {a)(3)  any  of 
the  employee's  accrued  or  accumulated  an- 
nual leave  under  subchapter  I  for  any  part  of 
the  24-hour  period  of  such  leave  under  such 
subsection". 

(d)  Notice.— Section  6382(e)(1)  of  such  title 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  follow- 
ing: "In  any  case  in  which  an  employee  re- 
quests leave  under  subsection  (a)(3),  the  em- 
ployee shall  provide  the  employing  agency 
with  not  less  than  7  day's  notice,  before  the 
date  the  leave  is  to  begin,  of  the  employee's 
Intention  to  take  leave  under  such  sub- 
section.". 

(e)  CERTiFiCA-noN.— Section  6383  of  such 
title  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(f)  An  employing  agency  may  require  that 
a  request  for  leave  under  section  6382(a)(3)  be 
supported  by  a  certification  Issued  at  such 
time  and  in  such  manner  as  the  Office  of  Per- 
sonnel Management  may  by  regulation  pre- 
scribe.".* 


By  Mrs.  KASSEBAUM  (for  her- 
self,   Mr.    Kennedy,    Mr.    Jef- 


fords, Mr.  Pell,  and  Mr.  Hat- 
field): 
S.  1897.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend certain  programs  relating  to  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Human  Resources. 

THE  NIH  REALTHORIZA'nON  ACT  OF  1S96 

Mrs.  KASSEBAUM.  Mr.  President.  I 
rise  today  to  introduce  legislation 
which  supports  the  important  work  of 
the  National  Institutes  of  Health.  This 
bill,  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 
Revltalizatlon  Act  of  1996.  will  reau- 
thorize the  ongoing  work  of  this  out- 
standing Federal  research  institution. 

We  all  can  take  great  pride  in  the  ex- 
ceptional contributions  that  the  NIH 
has  made  to  the  improvement  of  the 
health  of  our  citizens. 

NIH  grants  constitute  the  bulk  of 
support  for  biomedical  research 
throughout  this  country— almost  $10 
billion  every  year,  distributed  in  near- 
ly 25.000  separate  grants.  This  unique 
investment  of  talent  and  dollars  has 
one  simple,  overriding  goal — the  ad- 
vancement of  the  health  of  Americans. 

This  agency  is,  indeed,  an  extraor- 
dinary success  story.  To  cite  just  one 
illustration;  An  NIH  grant  made  pos- 
sible the  discovery  of  the  BRCA-1  gene, 
a  genetic  marker  for  an  important 
form  of  breast  cancer.  Such  a  discovery 
offers  great  promise  for  new  strategies 
for  diagnosis  and  treatment  of  breast 
cancer  and  other  serious  illnesses. 

As  long  term  commitment  to  further 
support  of  research  into  the  mysteries 
of  the  human  genetic  code,  this  bill  au- 
thorizes the  creation  of  the  National 
Human  Genome  Research  Institute. 
The  elevation  of  the  National  Center 
for  Genome  Research  to  institute  sta- 
tus, while  budget  neutral,  will  ensure  a 
continued  focus  of  NIH  resources  for 
this  important  work. 

Mr.  President,  in  addition  to  reau- 
thorizing the  lifesavlng  work  of  the 
two  largest  institutes,  the  National 
Cancer  Institute  and  the  National 
Heart,  Lung,  and  Blood  Institute,  the 
bill  authorizes  a  number  of  other  im- 
portant institutes  and  initiatives. 
Among  them  is  research  into  new  and 
resistant  infections  such  as  tuber- 
culosis; and  an  Office  of  Rare  Diseases 
to  support  research  on  over  2.000  un- 
common diseases  that,  together,  afflict 
thousands  of  Americans. 

Another  critical  area  that  this  bill 
addresses  is  the  education  and  training 
of  the  next  generation  of  clinical  re- 
searchers, the  biomedical  scientists 
who  perform  research  that  directly  in- 
volves patients.  This  bill  provides  for 
greater  support  for  expert  training  of 
young  biomedical  scientists  who  have 
elected  the  difficult,  and  increasingly 
competitive,  careers  in  scientific  in- 
quiry. In  addition,  it  provides  impor- 
tant resources  for  the  75  general  clini- 
cal research  centers  that  exist  in  aca- 
demic medical  centers  throughout  the 
country. 


The  role  of  NIH  in  clinical  research  is 
critical,  since  academic  health  centers 
in  the  21st  century  will  be  posed  with 
an  unprecedented  challenge:  how  to 
maintain  their  research  mission  in  the 
face  of  a  fundamentally  changed  health 
care  system.  These  changes  are  the 
consequence  of  dramatic  market  shifts 
that  are  taking  place  in  health  care  in 
this  country.  They  have  a  potentially 
deleterious  effect  on  the  irreplaceable 
work  of  this  country's  academic  health 
centers.  Cost  competition  has  made  it 
particularly  difficult  for  the  continu- 
ation of  many  of  these  established  in- 
stitutions that  frequently  care  for  the 
sickest,  as  well  as  the  poorest,  citizens 
of  our  communities. 

This  bill  also  makes  substantial  ef- 
forts to  reduce  administrative  excess 
and  duplicative  infrastructure  at  NIH. 
It  reduces  redundant  committees  and 
reports.  Every  dollar  saved  from  unnec- 
essary administrative  burdens  is  an- 
other dollar  freed  up  for  support  of  bio- 
medical research. 

By  its  very  nature,  ever-expanding 
scientific  knowledge  places  pressure  on 
the  limited  resources  for  biomedical  re- 
search support.  Accordingly,  this  bill 
provides  for  a  Biomedical  Research 
Trust  Fund  within  the  Treasury.  This 
trust  fund  is  a  first  small  step  toward 
affording  additional  funds  for  the  indis- 
pensable reseatrch  mission  in  this  era  of 
shrinking  Federal  resources. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  reau- 
thorization of  the  important  work  of 
the  National  Institutes  of  Health  rep- 
resents for  the  American  people  an  In- 
vestment beyond  compare  or  valuation. 
I  am  pleased  to  welcome  Senators  Ken- 
nedy, Jeffords,  Pell,  and  Hatfield 
as  original  cosponsors  of  this  legisla- 
tion. I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
the  adoption  of  the  National  Institutes 
of  Health  Revltalizatlon  Act  of  1996. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I 
strongly  support  the  NIH  Revitaliza- 
tion  Act  of  1996.  The  National  Insti- 
tutes of  Health  is  the  premier  health 
care  research  center  in  this  country 
and  the  world.  Reauthorizing  a  strong 
NIH  should  be  a  bipartisan  goal. 

This  bill  reauthorizes  the  present  In- 
stitutes, and  provides  a  framework  for 
the  NIH  to  respond  more  effectively  to 
the  health  issues  of  today  and  the  fu- 
ture. 

Clinical  research  is  addressed  by  in- 
corporating many  of  the  provisions  of 
the  Hatfield-Kennedy  clinical  research 
enhancement  bill.  General  Clinical  Re- 
search Centers,  which  serve  as  an  infra- 
structure for  clinical  research  and 
training,  are  authorized.  Clinical  Re- 
search Career  Enhancement  Awards 
and  Innovative  Medical  Science 
Awairds  are  created  to  support  individ- 
ual careers  and  research  projects  in 
clinical  research.  In  addition,  existing 
research  assistance,  training  and  loan 
repayment  programs  are  expanded  to 
Include  those  involved  in  r-Hninai  in- 
vestigations. 
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The  human  genome  project  which  has 
been  so  productive,  becomes  the  Na- 
tional Human  Genome  Research  Insti- 
tute. The  Office  of  Rare  Diseases  is  for- 
mally established.  A  national  fund  for 
health  research  is  created  to  provide 
additional  financial  resources.  A  num- 
ber of  other  changes  are  made  to 
streamline  the  administrative  proc- 
esses at  NIH. 

All  of  us  recogmlze  that  a  number  of 
concerns  require  further  discussion. 
NIH's  desires  for  maximum  flexibility 
have  been  addressed.  We  must  also 
meet  the  research  and  treatment  needs 
of  particular  diseases.  I  look  forward  to 
working  together  to  find  ways  to  ad- 
dress Pju"kinson's  disease,  the  pediatric 
research  initiative,  and  diabetes. 

We  must  also  find  ways  to  deal  with 
the  impact  of  managed  care  on  medical 
training,  education,  and  research.  That 
problem  that  was  the  topic  of  our  final 
NIH  hearing  this  year. 

Investment  In  health  care  research  is 
one  of  the  soundest  investments  we  can 
make  in  the  Nation's  future.  The  NIH 
Revitallzatlon  Act  of  1996  is  designed 
to  HMdntain  and  strengthen  our  return 
on  this  Investment,  and  I  look  forward 
to  working  with  my  colleagues  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  to  secure  its  enact- 
ment.          

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
honored  to  join  my  fnend  and  col- 
league from  Kansas,  Senator  Kasse- 
BAUM,  In  sponsoring  legislation  to  revi- 
talize the  crown  jewel  of  medical 
science  in  this  country,  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health.  Senator  Kasse- 
BAUM  deserves  the  Nation's  gratitude 
for  her  commitment  to  biomedical  re- 
search and  her  efforts  to  ensure  that 
the  wealth  of  this  country  is  measured 
by  the  health  of  its  citizens. 

The  NIH  has  enhanced  the  health  of 
our  Nation  Immeasurably,  and  through 
the  efforts  of  its  scientists  and  staff 
continues  to  place  us  on  the  cutting 
edge  of  biomedical  research.  Yet.  as  all 
of  us  in  this  body  know  so  well,  all  in- 
stitutions must  evolve  if  they  are  to 
continue  to  thrive.  The  legislation  in- 
troduced today  provides  the  elements 
necessary  for  the  NIH  to  evolve  suc- 
cessfully In  the  years  to  come. 

Every  year,  medical  researchers  un- 
cover more  mysteries  of  the  human 
body.  Because  of  their  efforts,  today  we 
have  therapies,  drugs  and  technologies 
that  were  unimaginable  just  a  decade 
ago.  Of  great  importance  to  all  Ameri- 
cans is  the  outcome  of  our  Investment 
in  biomedical  research.  We  want  to 
know,  what  has  been  cured  lateljr?  How 
have  the  bllUons  we  Invest  in  NIH  each 
year  reached  Americans  and  eased 
their  suffering?  How  has  the  chasm  be- 
tween the  scientist  in  the  laboratory 
and  the  physician  administering  treat- 
ment been  bridged?  To  address  that 
gulf.  I  believe  we  must  heighten  our 
support  for  translational — or  clinical- 
research.  To  that  end.  I  Introduced  S. 
1534  this  year,  the  Clinical  Research 


Enhancement  Act  of  1996.  This  bill  will 
increase  funding  for  clinical  research. 
Improve  training  for  persons  planning 
clinical  research  careers,  and  modify 
the  focus  of  the  NIH  to  make  it  more 
receptive  to  clinical  research  propos- 
als. 

I  am  very  pleased  that  Senator 
Kassebaum  has  included  components  of 
S.  1534  in  her  legislation.  The  bill  au- 
thorizes the  General  Clinical  Research 
Centers  which  are  the  frontline  troops 
not  only  in  the  training  of  clinical  re- 
searchers but  in  performing  many  of 
the  clinical  studies  in  our  academic 
medical  centers.  The  75  current  centers 
have  never  been  authorized  despite 
their  continued  congressional  support 
since  1965. 

The  bill  also  establishes  two  new 
award  programs:  the  Clinical  Research 
Career  Enhancement  Awards  and  the 
Innovative  Medical  Science  Awards. 
These  awards  will  provide  both  young 
and  established  investigators  with  the 
resources  needed  to  bridge  unfunded 
periods  while  promoting  continued 
clinical  research  and  training.  At 
present  training  opportunities  for  per- 
sons considering  clinical  research  ca- 
reers are  few  and  fragmented. 

The  bill  also  expands  loan  repajrment 
opportunities  for  young  physician  sci- 
entists to  pursue  research  careers.  Cur- 
rently the  average  medical  school 
graduate  has  a  debt  of  $63,000.  This  bur- 
den has  resulted  in  a  decline  of  physi- 
cian researchers  to  just  2.2  percent  of 
the  physician  population  of  the  United 
States. 

Last  year.  Congress  acknowledged 
the  Importance  of  biomedical  research 
when  it  restored  proposed  cuts  to  the 
NIH  budget  for  1996.  As  a  result,  we  are 
now  enjosring  a  5.7-percent  increase  in 
funding  for  the  NIH.  However,  we  have 
far  to  go  in  stabilizing  funding  for  med- 
ical research,  and  we  must  now  turn 
our  attention  toward  insuring  sustain- 
able growth  in  the  coming  years. 

I  am  pleased  that  Senator  Kasse- 
BAUM's  legislation  also  includes  my 
bill,  S.  1251,  to  establish  a  national 
fund  for  health  research.  This  fund  will 
supplement  annual  appropriations  to 
the  NIH  by  contributing  public  and  pri- 
vate donations  to  enhance  research 
grants.  While  the  language  in  this  bill 
does  not  specify  a  funding  source,  I  am 
hopeful  that  when  the  bill  comes  to  the 
floor  we  will  have  several  options  to 
consider  to  secure  its  financial  future. 
I  have  proposed  a  25-cent  increase  in 
the  tobacco  tax,  as  well  as  a  voluntary 
Federal  Income  tax  checkoff  in  the 
past,  and  would  be  willing  to  look  at 
other  options  in  the  future  such  as 
some  sort  of  managed  care  set-aside.  I 
believe  this  proposal  marks  the  begin- 
ning of  a  longer-term  strategy  for  bio- 
medical research  funding  and  I  am 
gratified  by  its  inclusion  in  this  bill. 
Senator  ToM  Harkin  has  been  my  long- 
time partner  in  this  matter  and  I  know 
he  is  as  pleased  as  I  am  that  the  foun- 


dation for  the  fund  has  today  been  fur- 
ther advanced. 

Finally,  Senator  Kassebaum  has  in- 
cluded one  additional  piece  of  my  legis- 
lative portfolio,  S.  184,  a  bill  to  estab- 
lish an  Office  for  Rare  Disease  Re- 
search at  the  NIH  to  assist  our  citizens 
who  have  the  misfortune  of  suffering 
from  uncommon  diseases.  This  legisla- 
tion has  already  passed  the  Senate  this 
year,  only  to  languish  in  the  House.  I 
am  hopeful  that  this  vehicle  will  carry 
it  through  to  enactment. 

This  legislation,  Mr.  President,  is  es- 
sential for  the  continued  effective 
functioning  of  the  National  Institutes 
of  Health,  and  for  the  continued  health 
of  our  citizens.  I  believe  this  legisla- 
tion deserves  our  strong  support  and  I 
urge  my  colleagues  to  endorse  its  con- 
tents. At  this  time,  I  would  like  to  pub- 
licly commend  Senator  Kassebaum's 
staff,  David  Stevens.  Kent  Bradley,  and 
Ann  Rufo,  for  their  work  in  crafting 
this  revitallzatlon  package.  They  have 
been  mentors  to  my  staff  and  have  rep- 
resented Senator  Kassebaum  with 
great  dedication  and  commitment  in 
putting  this  vital  piece  of  legislation 
together. 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS 

S.  901 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Bennett,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Bingaman]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor  of  S.  901,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Rec- 
lamation Projects  Authorization  and 
Adjustment  Act  of  1992  to  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  partici- 
pate in  the  design,  planning,  and  con- 
struction of  certain  water  reclamation 
and  reuse  projects  and  desalination  re- 
search and  development  projects,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

S.  1784 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Gregg,  the 
names  of  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Thomas],  the  Senator  from  Michi- 
gan [Mr.  Abraham],  and  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Inhofe]  were 
added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  1794,  a  bill  to 
amend  chapter  83  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  to  provide  for  the  forfeit- 
ure of  retirement  benefits  in  the  case 
of  any  Member  of  Congress,  congres- 
sional employee,  or  Federal  justice  or 
judge  who  is  convicted  of  an  offense  re- 
lating to  official  duties  of  that  individ- 
ual, and  for  the  forfeiture  of  the  retire- 
ment allowance  of  the  President  for 
such  a  conviction. 

SENATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  56 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Helms,  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  D'Amato]  was  added  as  a  cospon- 
sor  of  Senate  Joint  Resolution  56,  a 
joint  resolution  disapproving  the  ex- 
tension of  nondiscriminatory  treat- 
ment (most-favored-natlon  treatment) 
to  the  products  of  the  People's  Repub- 
lic of  China. 
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SENATE  RESOLUTION  268— REL- 
ATIVE TO  THE  SUMMIT  OF  ARAB 
HEADS  OF  STATE  BEING  HELD 

.  IN  CAIRO 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG  (for  himself.  Mr. 
Brown,  and  Mr.  Lieberman)  submitted 
the  following  resolution:  which  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations: 

S.  Res.  268 

Whereas,  Benjamin  Netanyahu  was  elected 
to  the  position  of  Prime  Minister  of  Israel  on 
May  29. 1996; 

Whereas.  Prime  Minister-elect  Netanyahu 
presented  his  cabinet  for  approval  to  the 
Israeli  Knesset  on  June  18, 1996; 

Whereas,  the  guidelines  of  the  new  Govern- 
ment of  Israel  specifically  state:  -'The  Gov- 
ernment of  Israel  will  work  to  broaden  the 
circle  of  peace  with  all  of  its  neighbors."; 

Whereas.  Egyptian  President  Mubarak  has 
invited  heads  of  state  in  Algeria,  Bahrain. 
Comoros,  Djibouti.  Jordan,  Kuwait,  Leb- 
anon, Libya.  Mauritania,  Morocco,  Oman, 
Qatar.  Saudi  Arabia,  Somalia,  Sudan.  Syria. 
Tunisia,  the  United  Arab  Emirates,  Yemen, 
and  the  Palestine  Liberation  Organization  to 
attend  an  Arab  summit  in  Cairo  beginning 
on  June  21. 1996;  and 

Whereas  President  Clinton  has  stated  his 
hope  that  Arab  leaders  who  attend  this  sum- 
mit win  "give  Mr.  Netanyahu  an  oppor- 
tunity to  constitute  his  government  and  set 
a  policy  and  not  presume  that  we  can't  pur- 
sue peace.";  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  the  Senate  urges  the  gov- 
ernments attending  the  June  21,  1996,  sum- 
mit in  Cairo  and  other  governments  in  the 
Middle  East  to— 

(1)  reaffirm  their  commitment  to  a  com- 
prehensive peace  in  the  Middle  Ka-st; 

(2)  express  their  willingness  to  work  with 
the  democratically  elected  Government  of 
Israel  in  the  pursuit  of  a  meaningful  peace; 
and 

(3)  refrain  from  statements  directed 
against  the  new  Israeli  government  that 
might  create  an  atmosphere  in  the  region 
unfavorable  to  a  continuation  of  the  peace 
process. 

Mr.  LAUTENBERG.  Mr.  President,  it 
had  been  my  expectation  that  the  Sen- 
ate would  have  already  taken  up  and 
passed  a  resolution  to  express  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  about  the  summit  of 
Arab  heads  of  state,  which  began  in 
Cairo  today.  It  is  cosponsored  by  Sen- 
ators Lieberman  and  Brown. 

The  resolution  is  straightforward.  It 
urges  heads  of  state  and  representa- 
tives of  Arab  countries  attending  the 
Cairo  summit  and  those  which  may  not 
attend  the  summit  to  reaffirm  their 
commitment  to  a  comprehensive  peace 
in  the  Middle  East.  It  urges  them  to  ex- 
press their  wfllingness  to  work  with 
the  democratically  elected  Govern- 
ment of  Israel  in  the  pursuit  of  a  mean- 
ingful peace.  Finally,  it  urges  them  to 
refrain  from  statements  directed 
against  the  new  Israeli  Government 
that  might  create  an  atmosphere  in  the 
region  unfavorable  to  a  continuation  of 
the  peace  process. 

The  resolution  had  been  cleared  by 
the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Commit- 
tee, all  Democratic  Senators,  the 
Democratic  leadership,  and  Members 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisfe.  It  was  poised 


for  approval  by  full  Senate.  However, 
at  the  last  minute,  the  junior  Senator 
from  Texas,  Senator  Hutchison,  ob- 
jected to  the  Senate  taking  up  the  res- 
olution because  of  an  entirely  unre- 
lated matter.  As  a  result,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, this  resolution  on  the  Middle 
East  was  blocked.  And  that  is  very  un- 
fortunate because  many  of  the  nations 
meeting  in  Cafro  are  countries  intent 
on  destroying  Israel.  Many  are  avowed 
enemies  of  Israel.  Apart  from  Senator 
Hutchison's  objection— which,  again,  is 
over  an  unrelated  issue — there  appears 
to  be  virtually  unanimous  support  in 
the  Senate  for  my  resolution,  and  the 
message  it  sends. 

Mr.  President,  on  May  29.  1996.  Ben- 
jamin Netanyahu  was  elected  the  new 
Prime  Minister  of  Israel.  Shortly  after 
his  election,  and  before  he  established 
his  new  government,  the  Government 
of  Egypt  decided  to  convene  a  meeting 
of  most  members  of  the  Arab  League. 

At  the  invitation  of  Egyptian  Presi- 
dent Hosni  Mubarak,  heads  of  state 
from  19  Arab  countries  were  invited  to 
meet  in  Cairo.  Representatives  from 
Algeria,  Bahra  ,  Comoros,  Djibouti, 
Jordan.  Kuwait,  Lebanon.  Libya,  Mau- 
ritania, Morocco.  Oman.  Qatar.  Saudi 
Arabia.  Somalia.  Sudan.  Syria.  Tuni- 
sia, the  United  Arab  Elmirates,  Yemen, 
and  the  Palestinian  Liberation  Organi- 
zation were  invited  to  attend  the  sum- 
mit. 

While  I  have  no  objection  to  meet- 
ings by  members  of  the  Arab  League, 
heads  of  state  and  government  rep- 
resentatives attending  the  meeting  in 
Cairo  have  nothing  to  be  gained  by  lim- 
iting options  for  peace  discussions  with 
the  newly  elected  Government  of  Israel 
before  its  policies  have  even  been  offi- 
cially formulated.  They  have  nothing 
to  gain  by  issuing  provocative  state- 
ments and  attempting  to  back  the 
democratically  elected  Government 
into  a  comer.  Restraint — not  harsh 
rhetoric  directed  against  the  new 
Israeli  Government  that  might  create 
an  atmosphere  in  the  region  unfavor- 
able to  a  continuation  of  the  peace 
process— should  prevail. 

President  Clinton  has  stated  his  hope 
that  Arab  leaders  who  attend  this  sum- 
mit will  give  Mr.  Netanyahu  an  oppor- 
tunity to  constitute  his  government 
and  set  a  policy  and  not  presume  that 
we  can't  pursue  peace.  That  is  sage  ad- 
vice. 

While  the  Arab  countries  may  be  ex- 
periencing some  anxiety  in  light  of  the 
change  of  the  Israeli  Government,  it 
would  be  a  mistake  to  let  extremist 
countries  like  the  Sudan,  Libya,  and 
Syria  dominate  the  agenda  of  this 
meeting.  It  would  be  a  mistake  to  close 
doors,  shut  off  options,  and  establish 
preconditions  for  the  continued  pursuit 
of  peace. 

Mr.  President,  the  world  will  be 
watching  this  meeting  very  carefully 
In  the  hope  that  the  Arab  countries 
will  remain  partners  with  Israel  in  the 


pursuit  of  a  comprehensive  peace  in  the 
Middle  East.  The  road  to  a  comprehen- 
sive peace  is  never  easy,  and  all  must 
conduct  themselves  with  care  and  di- 
plomacy to  avoid  potential  misunder- 
standings. 

Mr.  President,  the  United  States  is 
not  prejudging  the  new  Israeli  Govern- 
ment. The  Arab  leaders  meeting  in 
Cairo  should  not  either. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
text  of  an  outstanding  editorial  called 
"The  Arabs  and  Mr.  Netanyahu"  which 
appeared  in  the  New  York  Times  last 
week  be  printed  in  the  RECORD. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  edi- 
torial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  Arabs  and  Mr.  Netantahi; 

Nineteen  Arab  leaders  plan  to  meet  in 
Cairo  next  week  for  a  show  of  unity  in  the 
wake  of  Benjamin  Netanyahu's  selection  as 
Prime  Minister  of  Israel.  The  gather  is  a  re- 
minder that  the  prospects  for  peace  in  the 
Middle  East  depend  as  much  on  the  conduct 
of  Arab  leaders  as  that  of  Mr.  Netanyahu  in 
the  weeks  ahead. 

In  responding  to  the  new  Israeli  govern- 
ment. Arab  leaders  should  avoid  inflam- 
matory words  and  actions  as  Mr.  Netanyahu 
refines  his  course.  No  Arab  interest  would  be 
served  by  provoking  Israel  to  abandon  the 
peace  effort. 

Most  of  the  Arab  leaders  headed  for  Cairo 
are  involved,  at  one  level  or  another,  in  the 
new  diplomacy  of  engagement  with  Israel 
initiated  by  the  Bush  Administration  in  the 
days  following  the  Persian  Gulf  war.  Jordan 
and  the  Palestinians  have  joined  Egypt  in 
signing  formal  peace  agreements  with  Israel. 
Several  other  North  African  and  Persian 
Gulf  states  have  extended  limited  degrees  of 
diplomatic  recognition. 

No  fewer  than  15  Arab  countries  plus  the 
Palestinians  regularly  meet  with  Israeli  rep- 
resentatives to  discuss  vital  regional  issues 
like  water  and  economic  development.  Saudi 
Arabia,  while  it  has  regrettably  shied  away 
from  recognition,  has  Invested  its  consider- 
able diplomatic  and  economic  weight  behind 
these  regional  peace  efforts. 

The  emerging  Arab  peace  camp,  so  visible 
at  Yitzhak  Rabin's  funeral  and  the 
antiterrorism  summit  meeting  at  Sharm  el- 
Sheik,  should  not  step  forward  once  again  to 
counsel  restraint.  More  belligerent  voice. 
like  that  of  the  Libyan  leader.  Col.  Muam- 
mar  El-Qaddafi.  and  the  mill  tan  tly  Islamic 
Sudanese  regime,  will  also  be  present  in 
Cairo.  Groups  like  Hezbollah  in  Lebanon  and 
Hamas  and  Islamic  Jihad  in  Gaza  and  the 
West  Bank  may  try  to  use  terrorism  to  force 
Israel  to  break  off  the  peace  talks  that  these 
groups  have  always  rejected. 

Syria  rests  somewhere  between  the  peace 
camp  and  the  enemies  of  peace.  With  Mr. 
Netanyahu  withdrawing  the  Israeli  offer  to 
return  the  Golan  Heights  and  suggesting 
that  he  is  more  interested  In  strengthening 
relations  with  Jordan  and  Egypt  than  with 
Syria,  the  Syrian  President.  Hafez-al -Assad, 
is  determined  to  avoid  isolation.  He  hopes 
the  sunmiit  meeting  with  stiffen  King  Hus- 
sein's resolve  to  resist  any  Israeli  offers  of 
authority  over  areas  of  the  West  Bank  or 
Muslim  religious  sites  in  Jerusalem.  He  also 
wants  Washington  to  continue  serving  as  an 
intermediary  between  Israel  and  Syria. 

Egypt  would  like  to  reassert  its  traditional 
leadership  in  Arab  affairs  by  bringing  to- 
gether those  countries  that  have  already 
made  peace  with  Israel  and  those  that  have 
not. 
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Tlie  Palestinian  leadership,  for  Its  part, 
has  little  choice  but  to  proceed  down  the  dip- 
lomatic road  on  which  It  has  embarlced. 
While  Mr.  Netanyagrhu  has  said  he  doubts  the 
finality  of  Mr.  Arafat's  break  with  terrorism, 
the  Israeli  leader  has  no  Interest  in  pushing 
Palestinians  Into  the  arms  of  Mr.  Arafat's 
chief  rivals,  Hamas  and  Islamic  Holy  War. 

Despite  Mr.  Netanyahu's  promise  to  ex- 
pand West  Bank  settlements,  and  his  opposi- 
tion to  Palestinian  statehood,  there  remains 
much  for  Israel  and  the  Palestinians  to  dis- 
cuss, including  economic  and  water  issues, 
security  and  a  timetable  for  Israel's  partial 
withdrawal  from  Hebron. 

With  Mr.  Netanyahu  forming  a  government 
and  Arab  leaders  regrouping,  careless  threat 
or  provocative  statement  from  either  side 
could  deepen  the  mutual  distrust  that  al- 
ready exists.  Mr.  Netanyahu  has  spoken  with 
care  and  diplomacy  since  his  election.  The 
Arab  leaders  should  do  no  less. 

Mr.  BROWN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Colorado. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  President,  today. 
Senator  Lautenberg,  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey,  submits  for  himself,  my- 
self, and  Senator  T.tkberman  a  resolu- 
tion that  deals  with  the  Arab  summit 
that  has  been  called  for  on  June  21.  It 
calls  together  a  number  of  Presidents 
and  leaders  of  countries  in  the  Middle 
East.  Presumably,  included  in  their 
discussions  will  be  the  peace  process 
and  its  progress  thus  far. 

That  meeting,  taking  place  in  Cairo, 
is  an  Impoitant  meeting.  The  resolu- 
tion that  Senator  Lautenberg  and  I 
and  Senator  Lieberman  have  offered 
today  expresses  concerns  about  that.  I 
think  President  Clinton  expressed 
many  of  our  concerns,  as  well,  when  he 
stated  his  hope  "that  the  Arab  leaders 
who  attend  the  summit  will  give  Mr. 
Netanyahu  an  opportunity  to  con- 
stitute his  government  and  set  policy 
and  not  presume  that  we  cannot  pui^ue 
peace." 

I  think  that  is  teiribly  important.  I 
had  hoped  this  resolution  would  be  con- 
sidered today  and  adopted  unani- 
mously. Unfortunately,  there  have 
been  some  problems  getting  that  unan- 
imous-consent process  today.  I  do  not 
believe  it  relates  to  the  substance  of 
the  resolution  in  any  way. 

Our  resolution  suggests  three  things, 
and  I  believe  all  Members  of  the  Senate 
join  in  this. 

One,  that  the  governments  in  the 
Middle  East  should  reaffirm  their  com- 
mitment to  a  comprehensive  peace  in 
the  Middle  East. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  vital.  If  eco- 
nomic and  civU  rights  progress  is  to  be 
made  in  the  Middle  East,  peace  has  to 
be  the  lubricant  that  brings  it  to  the 
forefront. 

Second,  we  believe  that  the  Govern- 
ment should  express  their  willingness 
to  work  with  the  democratically  elect- 
ed Government  of  Israel  in  the  pursuit 
of  meaningful  peace. 

Mr.  President,  we  acknowledge  and 
understand  that  countries  disagree 
over  their  policies.  But'the  fact  is  that 


Israel  has  a  democratically  elected 
government.  We  believe  they  ought  to 
be  respected  and  given  the  opportunity 
to  work  with  those  other  leaders  for 
peace. 

Third,  the  resolution  calls  on  Middle 
Eastern  governments  to  refrain  from 
statements  directed  at  the  new  Israeli 
Government  that  might  create  an  at- 
mosphere in  the  region  that  is  unfavor- 
able to  the  continuation  of  the  peace 
process. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  in  everybody's  in- 
terest to  move  ahead  with  peace  apd 
the  peace  process.  We  hope  very  much 
that  not  only  the  summit  that  takes 
place  on  the  21st,  but  the  activities  of 
all  the  governments  will  be  to  that 
end. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  269— REL- 
ATIVE TO  AUTHORIZING  TESTI- 
MONY AND  REPRESENTATION  OF 
FORMER  SENATE  EMPLOYEE 

Mr.  LOTT  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Daschle)  submitted  the  following  reso- 
lution; which  was  considered  and 
agreed  to: 

S.  Res.  269 

Whereas,  In  the  case  of  Carol  Ward  v. 
United  States.  Civil  Case  No.  95-WY-810-WD. 
pending  in  the  United  States  District  Court 
for  the  District  of  Colorado,  testimony  has 
been  requested  from  William  T.  Brack,  a 
former  chief  of  staff  to  Senator  Hank  Brown; 

Whereas,  pursuant  to  sections  703(a)  and 
704(a)(2)  of  the  Ethics  In  Government  Act  of 
1978,  2  U.S.C.  §§288b(a)  and  288c(a)(2).  the 
Senate  may  direct  Its  counsel  to  represent 
employees  of  the  Senate  with  respect  to  any 
subpoena,  order,  or  request  for  testimony  re- 
lating to  their  official  responsibilities; 

Whereas,  by  the  privileges  of  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States  and  rule  XI  of  the  Stand- 
ing Rules  of  the  Senate,  no  evidence  under 
the  control  or  in  the  possession  of  the  Senate 
may,  by  the  judicial  process,  be  taken  from 
such  control  or  possession  but  by  permission 
of  the  Senate; 

Whereas,  when  It  appears  that  evidence 
under  the  control  or  in  the  possession  of  the 
Senate  may  promote  the  administration  of 
justice,  the  Senate  will  take  such  action  as 
will  promote  the  ends  of  justice  consistently 
with  the  privileges  of  the  Senate:  Now. 
therefore,  be  It 

Resolved,  That  William  T.  Brack  is  author- 
ized to  testify  in  the  case  of  Carol  Ward  v. 
United  States,  Civil  Case  No.  95-WY-810-WD 
(D.  Colo.),  except  concerning  matters  for 
which  a  privilege  should  be  asserted. 

Sec.  2.  That  the  Senate  Legal  Counsel  Is 
authorized  to  represent  William  T.  Brack  in 
connection  with  his  testimony  in  Carol  Ward 
V.  United  States.  '"■' 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  270— REL- 
ATIVE TO  THE  INTERNATIONAL 
CRIMINAL  TRIBUNAL  FOR  THE 
FORMER  YUGOSLAVIA 

Mr.  LIEBERMAN  (for  himself,  Mr. 
LUGAR,  Mr.  BIDEN,  Mr.  SPECTER,  Mrs. 
Feinstein,  and  Mr.  Moynihan)  submit- 
ted the  following  resolution:  which  was 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations: 


S.  Res.  270 

Whereas  the  United  Nations,  recognizing 
the  need  for  justice  in  the  former  Yugo- 
slavia, established  the  International  Crimi- 
nal Tribunal  for  the  former  Yugoslavia 
(hereafter  in  this  resolution  referred  to  as 
the  "International  Criminal  Tribunal"); 

Whereas  United  Nations  Security  Council 
Resolution  827  of  May  25,  1993,  requires  states 
to  cooperate  fully  with  the  International 
Criminal  Tribunal: 

Whereas  the  parties  to  the  General  Frame- 
work Agreement  for  Peace  in  Bosnia  and 
Herzegovina  and  associated  Annexes  (in  this 
resolution  referred  to  as  the  "Peace  Agree- 
ment") negotiated  in  Dayton,  Ohio  and 
signed  in  Paris.  France,  on  December  14. 
1995,  accepted,  in  Article  IX,  the  obligation 
"to  cooperate  in  the  investigation  and  pros- 
ecution of  war  crimes  and  other  violations  of 
international  humanitarian  law"; 

Whereais  the  Constitution  of  Bosnia  and 
Herzegovina,  agreed  to  as  Annex  4  of  the 
Peace  Agreement,  provides,  in  Article  IX, 
that  "No  person  who  Is  serving  a  sentence 
imposed  by  the  International  Tribunal  for 
the  former  Yugoslavia,  and  no  person  who  is 
under  indictment  by  the  Tribunal  and  who 
has  failed  to  comply  with  an  ordier  to  appear 
before  the  Tribunal,  may  stand  as  a  can- 
didate or  hold  any  appointive,  elective,  or 
other  public  office  in  Bosnia  and 
Herzegovina"; 

Whereas  the  International  Criminal  Tribu- 
nal has  issued  57  indictments  against  indi- 
viduals firom  all  parties  to  the  conflicts  in 
the  former  Yugoslavia; 

Whereas  the  International  Criminal  Tribu- 
nal continues  to  investigate  gross  violations 
of  international  law  in  the  former  Yugo- 
slavia with  a  view  to  further  indictments 
against  the  perpetrators; 

Whereas  on  July  25.  1995,  the  International 
Criminal  Tribunal  issued  an  indictment  for 
Radovan  Karadzic,  president  of  the  Bosnian 
Serb  administration  of  Pale,  and  Ratko 
Mladic,  commander  of  the  Bosnian  Serb  ad- 
ministration and  charged  them  with  geno- 
cide and  crimes  against  humanity,  violations 
of  the  law  or  customs  of  war,  and  grrave 
breaches  of  the  Geneva  Conventions  of  1949, 
arising  from  atrocities  perpetrated  against 
the  civilian  population  throughout  Bosnia- 
Herzegovina,  for  the  sniping  campaign 
against  civilians  in  Sarajevo,  and  for  the 
taking  of  United  Nations  peacekeepers  as 
hostages  and  for  their  use  as  human  shields; 

Whereas  on  November  16,  1995,  Karadzic 
and  Mladic  were  indicted  a  second  time  by 
the  International  Criminal  Tribunal, 
charged  with  genocide  for  the  killing  of  up  to 
6,000  Muslims  in  Srebrenica,  Bosnia,  in  July 
1995; 

Whereas  the  United  Nations  Security 
Council,  in  adopting  Resolution  1022  on  No- 
vember 22,  1995,  decided  that  economic  sanc- 
tions on  the  Federal  Republic  of  Yugoslavia 
(Serbia  and  Montenegro)  and  the  so-called 
Republika  Srpska  would  be  reimposed  if,  at 
any  time,  the  High  Representative  or  the 
IFOR  commander  informs  the  Security 
Council  that  the  Federal  Republic  of  Yugo- 
slavia or  the  Bosnian  Serb  authorities  are 
failing  significantly  to  meet  their  obliga- 
tions under  the  Peace  Agreement; 

Whereas  the  so-called  Republika  Srpska 
and  the  Federal  Republic  of  Yugoslavia  (Ser- 
bia and  Montenegro)  have  failed  to  arrest 
and  turn  over  for  prosecution  indicted  war 
criminals,  including  Karadzic  and  Mladic; 

Whereas  efforts  to  politically  Isolate 
Karadzic  and  Mladic  have  fkiled  thus  far  and 
would  in  any  case  be  insufficient  to  comply 
with  the  Peace  Agreement  and  bring  peace 
with  Justice  to  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina; 
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Whereas  in  the  so-called  Republika  Srpska 
freedom  of  the  press  and  freedom  of  assem- 
bly are  severely  limited  and  violence  against 
ethnic  and  religious  minorities  and  opposi- 
tion figures  is  on  the  rise: 

Whereas  it  will  be  difficult  for  national 
elections  in  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina  to  take 
place  meaningfully  so  long  as  key  war  crimi- 
nals, including  Karadzic  and  Mladic,  remain 
at  large  and  able  to  influence  political  and 
military  developments; 

Whereas  on  June  6,  1996,  the  President  of 
the  International  Criminal  Tribunal,  declar- 
ing that  the  Federal  Republic  of  Yugo- 
slavia's failure  to  extradite  Indicted  war 
criminals  Is  a  blatant  violation  of  the  Peace 
Agreement  and  of  United  Nations  Security 
Council  Resolutions,  called  on  the  High  Rep- 
resentative to  retmpose  economic  sanctions 
on  the  so-called  Republika  Srpska  and  on  the 
Federal  Republic  of  Yugoslavia  (Serbia  and 
Montenegro);  and 

Whereas  the  apprehension  and  prosecution 
of  indicted  war  criminals  is  essential  for 
peace  and  reconciliation  to  be  achieved  and 
democracy  to  be  established  throughout  Bos- 
nia an  Herzegovina:  Now,  therefore,  be  It 

Resolved.  That  (a)  the  Senate  finds  that  the 
International  Criminal  Tribunal  for  the 
former  Yugoslavia  merits  continued  and  in- 
creased United  States  support  for  Its  efforts 
to  Investigate  and  bring  to  justice  the  per- 
petrators of  gross  violations  of  international 
law  in  the  former  Yugoslavia. 

(b)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that  the 
President  of  the  United  States  should  sup- 
port the  request  of  the  President  of  the 
International  Criminal  Tribunal  for  the 
former  Yugoslavia  for  the  High  Representa- 
tive to  relmpose  full  economic  sanctions  on 
the  Federal  Republic  of  Yugoslavia  (Serbia 
and  Montenegro)  and  the  so-called  Republika 
Srpska,  in  accordance  with  United  Nations 
Security  Council  Resolution  1022  (1995),  until 
the  Federal  Republic  of  Yugoslavia  (Serbia 
and  Montenegro)  and  Bosnian  Serb  authori- 
ties have  complied  with  their  obligations 
under  the  Peace  Agreement  and  United  Na- 
tions Security  Council  Resolutions  to  co- 
operate fully  with  the  International  Crimi- 
nal Tribunal. 

(c)  It  is  further  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
that  the  NATO-led  Implementation  Force 
(IFOR),  In  carrying  out  Its  mandate,  should 
make  it  an  urgent  priority  to  detain  and 
bring  to  justice  persons  indicted  by  the 
International  Criminal  Tribunal. 

(d)  It  is  further  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
that  states  in  the  former  Yugoslavia  should 
not  be  admitted  to  international  organiza- 
tions and  fora  until  and  unless  they  have 
complied  with  their  obligations  under  the 
Peace  Agreement  and  United  Nations  Secu- 
rity Council  Resolutions  to  cooperate  fully 
with  the  International  Criminal  Tribunal. 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  of  the  Senate  shall 
transmit  a  copy  of  this  resolution  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  LIEBERMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
rise  today  on  a  serious  matter.  That  is 
to  submit,  along  with  several  col- 
leagues, a  resolution  which  we  hope 
will  advance  the  twin  causes  of  peace 
and  justice  in  the  former  Yugoslavia.  I 
am  very  proud  to  be  joined  in  introduc- 
ing this  resolution  by  a  bipartisan 
group  of  colleagues.  Senator  Lugar, 
Senator  Biden,  Senator  Specter,  Sen- 
ator FEtNSTEiN,  and  Senator  Mo'tnihan. 

Unfortunately,  because  of  the  ups 
and  downs  of  Senate  scheduling,  I  do 
not   think   that  any   of  these   distin- 


guished colleagues  are  able  to  be  here 
today  to  join  me  to  speak  on  this  reso- 
lution, though  Senator  Biden  did  ad- 
di^ss  the  subject  generally  and  men- 
tioned the  imminence  of  this  resolu- 
tion when  he  spoke  on  the  floor  on 
Wednesday.  I  hope  my  colleagues  will 
have  the  opportunity  to  speak  to  the 
resolution  in  the  days  and  weeks 
ahead. 

Last  October  President  Clinton  hon- 
ored us  in  Connecticut  by  speaking  at 
the  University  of  Connecticut,  at  the 
opening  of  the  Thomas  J.  Dodd  Library 
and  to  commemorate  the  50th  anniver- 
sary of  the  Nuremberg  trials  that  fol- 
lowed World  War  n.  At  that  time,  last 
October,  while  war  still  raged  in  the 
former  Yugoslavia,  in  Bosnia,  Presi- 
dent Clinton  spoke  these  very  eloquent 
words.  "Some  people,"  he  said,  "are 
concerned  that  pursuing  peace  in  Bos- 
nia and  prosecuting  war  criminals  are 
incompatible  goals.  But  I  believe," 
President  Clinton  said,  "they  are 
wrong.  There  must  be  peace  for  justice 
to  prevail,  but  there  must  be  justice 
when  peace  prevails." 

I  could  not  agree  more.  A  very  power- 
ful principle  stated  very  eloquently  by 
President  Clinton. 

Later  last  year,  a  few  months  later, 
the  United  States,  led  by  former  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  State  Richard 
Holbrooke,  in  an  extraordinary  act  of 
diplomacy,  following  the  force  that  the 
United  States  operation  had  applied  to 
the  forces  on  the  ground,  particularly 
the  aggressive  forces  in  Bosnia,  the 
parties  to  the  conflict  were  brought  to- 
gether in  Dayton,  OH. 

The  peace  agreement  for  Bosnia  re- 
sulting from  those  talks  in  Dayton  was 
signed  in  Paris  just  about  6  months 
ago.  There  followed  the  deployment  of 
the  NATO-led  Implementation  Force, 
or  IFOR,  including  within  it  20,000  of 
America's  finest  soldiers.  The  work  of 
IFOR  has  been  a  clear  success  in  end- 
ing the  war,  in  separating  the  forces, 
and  in  monitoring  the  actual  with- 
drawal of  the  previous  combatant 
forces  to  within  agreed  areas  under  the 
Dayton  peace  agreement. 

But,  Mr.  President,  unfortunately 
the  process  of  rebuilding  Bosnia  as  a 
unified,  multiethnic  state  has  been 
much  slower  and  much  more  difficult.  I 
suppose  that  should  not  be  shocking 
when  one  considers  the  scars  of  war. 
the  way  in  which  the  war  took  a  coun- 
try that  had  become  in  so  many  parts 
of  it  so  magnificently  multiethnic  and 
brought  out  and  raised  to  the  surface 
historic  ethnic  antagonisms  that  had 
previously  existed. 

But  even  in  that  effort  toward  r-e- 
creating  Bosnia,  progress  has  been 
made.  Yet  many,  understandably,  have 
called  for  the  elections  that  are 
planned,  pursuant  to  the  Dayton  agree- 
ment, for  September  14  to  be  delayed 
because  the  conditions  do  not  yet  exist 
for  them  to  be  fr-ee  and  fair.  War  crimi- 
nals are  still  in  power,  refugees  and 


displaced  persons  are  unable  to  return 
to  their  homes,  and  freedom  of  move- 
ment is  still  severely  limited  by  the 
nationalistic  barriers  that  have  been 
created  in  one  community  or  another 
within  Bosnia. 

But  I  believe  strongly  that  our  focus 
should  not  be  on  when  the  elections 
should  take  place.  Rather  we.  together 
with  the  majority  of  people  in  Bosnia 
ajid  in  the  international  community 
who  favor  peace  and  reconciliation, 
must  redouble  our  efforts  to  create  the 
right  conditions  for  the  elections  to  go 
forward  as  scheduled. 

Mr.  President,  to  do  so,  to  rebuild 
that  peace  and  reconciliation  that  I  am 
convinced  the  overwhelming  majority 
of  Bosnians  long  for  so  deeply,  we  must 
deal  with  the  problem  of  indicted  war 
criminals,  particularly  Karadzic  and 
Mladic,  former  President  and  military 
chief  of  the  Bosnian  Serb  aggressors. 

These  two.  as  is  well  known,  remain 
at  large.  They  are  able  to  influence  po- 
litical and  military  developments.  As 
the  President  said  so  well  in  the  state- 
ment that  I  quoted,  there  can  be  no 
peace  without  justice  in  the  long  term. 
To  secure  that  peace  the  time  has  come 
for  this  body  to  restate  that  the  appre- 
hension of  these  indicted  war  criminals 
must  be  an  urgent  priority.  It  is  time 
for  concerted  action  to  bring  these  in- 
dicted war  criminals  to  justice. 

So  the  resolution  we  are  introducing 
today  is  really  quite  direct  and  simple. 
It  restates  the  clear  obligation  under 
the  Dayton  peace  agreement  and  U.N. 
Security  Council  resolutions  of  all  the 
parties  in  the  former  Yugoslavia,  in- 
cluding in  particular  both  the  Federal 
Republic  of  Yugoslavia,  with  its  capital 
in  Belgrade,  and  the  Bosnian  Serb  en- 
tity called  Republika  Srpska.  to  co- 
operate with  the  Intei*national  Crimi- 
nal Tribunal. 

Mr.  President,  the  most  urgent  ele- 
ment of  that  requirement  is  that  the 
indicted  war  criminals,  particularly 
Karadzic  and  Mladic,  must  be  detained 
and  brought  to  justice.  That  must  be 
reaffirmed  and  remain  an  urgent  prior- 
ity, in  the  words  of  the  resolution  we 
have  introduced.  To  do  that,  the  reso- 
lution calls  for  four  separate  actions. 

First,  it  finds  and  urges  that  the 
International  Criminal  Tribunal,  the 
war  crimes  tribunal,  merits  continued 
and  increased  American  support  to  do 
its  work.  The  tribunal  faces  daunting 
challenges  in  collecting  and  analysing 
evidence  to  ascertain  exactly  what 
crimes  were  committed  and  by  whom. 
But  if  this  work  Is  not  done,  the  i>eace 
that  is  enjoyed  in  Bosnia  will  forever 
be  a  hollow  peace  and  in  fact  it  will  not 
be  a  lasting  peace. 

Second,  the  resolution  expresses  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  President 
should  support  the  request  of  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  International  Criminal  Tri- 
bunal, the  war  crimes  tribunal,  for  re- 
imposition  of  economic  sanctions  on 
the    Federal    Republic    of   Yugoslavia 
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with  its  capital  in  Belgrade  and  on  the 
Bosnian  Serbs  for  their  clear  failure  to 
carry  out  the  responsibilities  they  ac- 
cepted in  signing  the  Dayton  peace 
agreement,  which  is  to  say,  their  fail- 
ure to  cooperate  with  the  tribunal  in 
the  apprehension  and  the  bringing  to 
justice  of  these  indicted  war  criminals. 

There  are  many  flagrant  pieces  of 
evidence  of  this.  Some  months  ago 
there  were  television  pictures  of  Gen- 
eral Mladic  in  a  parka  skiing  as  if  he 
was  some  American  on  a  weekend 
jaunt  in  the  winter  to  northern  New 
England,  in  my  part  of  the  country,  or 
perhaps  Colorado  or  Utah  or  other 
parts  of  the  country.  An  indicted  war 
criminal,  a  man  with  blood  on  his 
hands,  specifically  indicted  for  being 
the  leader  involved  in  the  slaughter  of 
at  least  6.000  people— 6.000  people— in 
Srebrenica  after  the  fall  of  that 
undefended  city,  allegedly  a  safe  haven 
in  Bosnia. 

Most  recently,  of  course,  Karadzic 
has  been  seen  repeatedly  walking 
around,  seemingly  free,  in  the 
Republika  Srpska.  General  Mladic  re- 
cently carried  out  the  responsibility  of 
attending  a  funeral  in  Belgrade — quite 
publicly.  Authorities  clearly  knew  he 
was  coming,  and  he  was  not  arrested. 

I  think  it  is  clear  that  the  Serbian 
authorities,  in  this  case,  particularly 
President  Milosevic,  have  failed  to  act. 
That  failure  to  act  is  clear,  and  it  is  in- 
excusable. 

The  High  Representative.  Carl  Bildt. 
overseeing  so  much  of  the  civilian  re- 
construction effort,  has  the  clear  au- 
thority to  reimpose  sanctions  if  the 
Federal  Republic  of  Yugoslavia  or  the 
Bosnian  Serbs,  are  failing  signifi- 
cantly— that  is  the  term  used— to  meet 
their  obligations  under  the  peace 
agreement. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  con- 
tinued leadership  roles  of  Karadzic, 
Mladic,  and  others  are  a  significant 
violation  of  the  Dayton  agreement.  Mr. 
President,  this  resolution  calls  for  re- 
imposition  of  full  economic  sanctions, 
which  we  believe  is  long  overdue. 

Third,  the  resolution  expresses  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  NATO-led 
implementation  force,  or  IFOR,  in  car- 
ryiag  out  its  mandate,  should  make  it 
am  urgent  priority  to  detain  and  bring 
to  justice  persons  indicted  by  the 
International  Criminal  Tribunal.  I 
know  that  some  will  be  concerned  that 
this  call  for  IFOR  action  to  arrest  war 
criminals  could  lead  to  a  situation 
similar  to  the  hunt  for  Aideed  in  Soma- 
lia, which  had  tragic  consequences. 
That,  Mr.  President.  I  assure  my  col- 
leagues, is  not  the  intention  of  those  of 
us  who  have  sponsored  the  resolution. 
The  resolution  is  drawn  with  real  clar- 
ity and  concern  to  make  sure  that  is 
the  case.  The  detention  of  war  crimi- 
nals, in  fact,  has  always  been  part  of 
the  IFOR  mandate.  The  IFOR's  author- 
ity to  arrest  war  criminals  has  never 
been  in  doubt.  But  the  kind  of  house- 


to-house  search  carried  out  in  Somalia 
is  not  called  for  by  this  resolution. 

In  fact,  from  what  I  have  heard  Sec- 
retary Perry  and  General  Shalikaishvili 
say.  IFOR  is  already  mandated  and.  in 
fact,  is  doing  just  what  it  should  be: 
patrolling  more  widely  and  aggres- 
sively to  restrict  the  freedom  of  move- 
ment of  war  criminals,  as  well  as  to 
improve  the  freedom  of  movement  of 
ordinary,  peaceful  citizens.  If  an  IFOR 
patrol  encounters  Karadzic  or  Mladic 
or  any  other  indicted  war  criminal, 
IFOR  personnel  should  bring  to  bear 
the  necessary  resources  to  effectively 
detain  those  war  criminals  and  to  bring 
them  to  justice. 

We  did  not  want  to  go  into  this  level 
of  detail  in  this  resolution  because, 
frankly,  we  do  not  believe  the  Senate 
should  be  expressing  such  detailed  di- 
rections about  on-the-ground  military 
operations.  The  intention  of  this  reso- 
lution is  to  make  clear  that  an  agreed 
upon  aspect  of  the  IFOR  mission— to 
detain  war  criminals  and  bring  them  to 
justice — must  remain  an  urgent  prior- 
ity and  must  be  carried  out  effectively. 

Mr.  President,  the  reason  this  func- 
tion is  so  critical,  so  central,  to  the 
IFOR  mission  is  that  otherwise  all  the 
extraordinarily  courageous  and  effec- 
tive work  done  by  this  60,000-person 
force.  20.000  of  whom  are  Americans,  all 
the  work  they  have  done  to  separate 
the  parties,  to  move  them  back  into 
agreed  upon  areas,  to  create  the  con- 
text for  peace,  will  all  be  for  naught. 
All  the  effort,  all  the  money  spent,  in 
my  opinion,  will  all  be  worth  nothing 
and  have  no  lasting  affect  unless  these 
war  criminals  au-e  apprehended,  be- 
cause so  long  as  they  are  free,  their 
freedom  makes  a  mockery  of  the  Day- 
ton agreement.  It  is  an  insult,  a  wound, 
to  those  hundreds  of  thousands  of  peo- 
ple who  lost  relatives  or  who  were  forc- 
ibly removed  from  their  homes  during 
the  war. 

The  fact  is  that  so  long  as  people  like 
Karadzic  and  Mladic,  indicted  war 
criminals,  remain  free,  peace  will  not 
take  hold  in  the  former  Yugoslavia. 
That  is  why  we  are  restating,  as  this 
resolution  does,  that  the  apprehension, 
the  detention,  and  bringing  to  justice 
of  these  war  criminals  must  remain  an 
urgent  priority  as  part  of  the  IFOR 
mission  in  the  former  Yugoslavia. 

Fourth,  finally,  recognizing  that  the 
lack  of  full  cooperation  on  war  crimes 
goes  beyond  the  so-called  Republika 
Srpska,  the  resolution  calls  for  all 
States  in  the  former  Yugoslavia— this 
involves  people  on  all  sides  eth- 
nically—to be  denied  membership  and 
participation  in  international  organi- 
zations imtil  and  unless  they  are  oper- 
ating fully  with  the  tribunal. 

Mr.  President,  as  we  have  found  over 
the  course  of  the  conflict  in  the  former 
Yugoslavia,  which  threatened  to  grow 
wider  and  threaten  stability  more 
broadly  in  Europe,  if  the  sound  of  the 
trumpet— if    I    may    paraphrase    the 


Bible — is  uncertain,  who  will  follow 
into  battle?  If  the  sound  of  the  trumpet 
is  uncertain,  who  will  hear  what  is  be- 
hind the  trumpet? 

If  we  allow  these  outrageous,  provoc- 
ative acts  by  indicted  war  figures 
roaming  free  to  go  unresponded  to, 
they  will  act  more  outrageously.  The 
latest  proof  of  this  is  in  the  newspaper 
this  morning.  Page  A-30  of  the  Wash- 
ington Post  carries  a  Reuters  story 
from  Belgrade:  "A  local  board  of  the 
Serb  Democratic  Party  nominated 
Radovan  Karadzic  today  as  candidate 
for  president  of  the  Bosnian  Serb  Re- 
public in  elections  to  be  held  later  this 
year,  Serb  media  reported." 

Can  you  imagine  that?  Can  you  imag- 
ine the  outrage  here?  This  is  as  if,  at 
the  end  of  World  War  n,  someone  in 
one  of  the  countries  that  the  allies  de- 
feated nominated  a  leader  in  that  coun- 
try who  had  fought  the  war  against  us 
to  be  a  leader  of  the  postwar  country. 
Can  you  imagine  the  reaction  in  the 
United  States  of  America  if  that  had 
happened? 

Here  these  people  are  nominating 
Karadzic,  in  direct  and  outrageous  vio- 
lation of  the  Dayton  agreement,  to  run 
for  President.  This  is  specifically  pro- 
hibited by  the  Dayton  agreement,  but 
reminds  us  that  unless  we  continue  to 
keep  the  apprehension  of  these  crimi- 
nals as  an  urgent  priority,  unless  we 
begin  to  tighten  the  screws  again  by 
reimposing  economic  sanctions  on  Bel- 
grade and  tightening  the  area  of  mobil- 
ity that  these  war  criminals  have  en- 
joyed in  the  past,  as  I  am  encouraged 
to  believe  we  are  now  doing,  this  whole 
effort  will  have  been  for  naught. 

This  resolution,  my  cosponsors  and  I 
believe,  gives  the  Senate  an  oppor- 
tunity to  make  clear  the  importance 
we  place  on  the  full  and  successful 
compleyon  of  the  IFOR  mission,  which 
is  to  say  to  remove  the  conditions  that 
will  bring  about  clearly  a  return  of  war 
and  genocide  and  the  absence  of  peace 
with  true  justice  in  Bosnia. 

In  closing.  I  want  to  thank  my  col- 
leagues who  joined  me  in  cosponsoring 
this  resolution.  I  hope  that  other  col- 
leagues of  both  parties— there  is  noth- 
ing partisan  about  this  at  all — will 
take  a  look  at  the  resolution  and  de- 
cide to  cosponsor  and  join  us  as  sup- 
porters. 

Mr.  President.  I  do  also  want  to  offer 
personal  thanks  to  Frederic  Baron  who 
is  working  in  my  office  as  a  fellow  on 
loan  from  the  State  Department,  who 
really  represents  a  quality  of  service, 
as  I  have  seen  in  my  office,  the  highest 
standards  of  intellect  and  of  principle 
that  characterizes  the  American  For- 
eign Service.  I  thank  Frederic  for  the 
role  he  played  in  assisting  me  in  put- 
ting this  resolution  together. 
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NOTICE  OF  HEARING 


COMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  NATURALS 
RESOURCES 

Mr.  MURKOWSKI.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  announce  for  the  infor- 
mation of  the  Senate  and  the  public 
that  an  oversight  hearing  has  been 
scheduled  before  the  Committee  on  En- 
ergy and  Natural  Resources. 

The  hearing  will  take  place  on  Thurs- 
day, July  11  at  9:30  a.m.  in  SD-366  of 
the  Dirksen  Senate  Office  Building  in 
Washington,  DC. 

The  purpose  of  this  hearing  is  to  re- 
ceive testimony  on  the  issue  of  com- 
petitive change  in  the  electric  power 
industry.  It  will  focus  on  the  FERC 
wholesale  open  access  transmission 
rule.  Order  No.  888. 

Those  who  wish  to  testify  or  to  sub- 
mit written  testimony  should  write  to 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington, 
DC  20510.  Presentation  of  oral  testi- 
mony is  by  committee  invitation.  For 
further  information,  please  contact 
Shawn  Taylor  or  Howard  Useem  at 
(202)  224-6567. 


ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS 


DEDICATION  OF  THE  PENCE  RE- 
CEPTION CENTER  AND  GIFT 
SHOP 

•  Mr.  FRIST.  Mr.  President,  on  Sun- 
day, June  9,  as  part  of  Tennessee's 
year-long  bicentennial  celebration.  I 
traveled  to  Kingsport,  TN,  to  deliver 
remarks  at  the  dedication  of  the  Pence 
Reception  Center  and  Gift  Shop,  a  part 
of  Netherland  Inn  complex.  I  ask  that 
my  remarks  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  remarks  follow: 
Dedication  of  the  Pence  Reception  center 
AND  Gift  Shop,  kingsport.  tn 

It's  always  great  to  be  home  in  Teooessee. 
but  It's  even  more  wonderful  when  being 
here  gives  me  the  opportunity  to  help  cele- 
brate Tennessee  history,  and  pay  tribute  to 
Tennessee  volunteers.  And  what  could  be 
more  appropriate — In  this  place  that  was 
once  a  favorite  stop  on  the  Old  Great  Stage 
Road  from  Washington  City  to  Nashboro— 
than  that  I  should  also  travel  from  Washing- 
ton to  be  here  with  you  today. 

Two  hundred  years  ago.  our  pioneer  fore- 
fathers banded  together  to  forge  a  new  fu- 
ture for  the  Southwest  Territory.  Like  the 
path  to  the  West,  the  road  to  Statehood  was 
replete  with  obstacles — from  land  disputes 
with  North  Carolina  to  Party  disputes  that 
held  the  territory's  Statehood  petition  hos- 
tage to  Presidential  politics.  But  the  spirit 
of  Tennessee's  founding  fathers  prevailed, 
and  on  June  1,  1796  Tennessee  became  the 
16th  state  In  the  Union. 

One  hundred  years  ago,  our  Centennial 
celebration  highlighted  that  pioneer  spirit 
for  Tennesseans — and  for  all  the  world. 
Today,  with  on^rolng  Bicentennial  celebra- 
tions like  this  one  In  every  city  and  county, 
that  legacy  Is  being  carried  forth— not  just 
to  another  generation  and  Into  another  cen- 
tury, but  Into  the  next  millennium!  What  a 
proud  heritage  to  pass  along. 

Over  the  past  100  years,  we've  watched  this 
area  change  from  one  that  was  almost  en- 


tirely agricultural  to  one  with  modem  cities 
and  industrial  development.  But  the  Ten- 
nesseans who  live  here  have  retained  their 
roots  in  the  land,  just  as  the  neighborhoods 
In  which  they  live  still  retain  much  of  the 
charm  of  early  America. 

Another  thing  that  has  not— and  will  not— 
change  Is  our  volunteer  spirit.  Ever  since 
that  day  in  1848.  when  Governor  Brown 
called  for  3,000  volunteers  to  help  win  the 
war  with  Mexico  and  30,000  charged  to  the 
fight,  our  reputation  as  "The  Volunteer 
State"  has  gone  unchallenged. 

Nothing  better  exemplifies  that  spirit  than 
this  cabin  which  we  dedicate  today.  Like  the 
entire  Netherland  Inn  complex.  It  Is  rich 
with  stories  of  selflessness  and  volunteer- 
Ism— from  the  foresight  of  Joe  Wlmberly. 
who  first  proposed  the  idea  of  making  the 
Pence  cabin  part  of  the  Netherland  Inn  com- 
plex, to  the  generosity  of  the  Carl  Brauns 
who  donated  it,  to  the  tireless  efforts  of  the 
entire  crew  of  the  Bent  Nail  Construction 
Company— and  countless  others — who  helped 
make  this  project  possible,  especially  Mr. 
Ben  Brown. 

For  thirty  years,  Ben  Brown  has  been  a 
tireless  advocate  for  the  Netherland  Inn.  and 
this  project  Is  but  one  example  of  his  dedi- 
cated support.  As  Karyn  and  I— and  I'm  sure 
many  others — have  discovered,  once  Ben 
makes  a  commitment  to  someone  or  some 
project,  that  support  never  waivers.  We 
could  not  have  a  better  friend,  nor  Kingsport 
a  better  community  leader,  than  Ben  Brown. 

As  a  result  of  all  your  efforts,  the  Pence 
cabin  will  now  be  preserved  forever,  not  only 
as  a  part  of  Tennessee  history,  but  as  a 
monument  to  Tennessee's  volunteer  spirit. 

This  year,  when  so  much  history  is  being 
made  in  Washington,  when  we  are  struggling 
to  restore  our  Nation  to  the  kind  of  land  en- 
visioned by  our  Founding  Fathers— a  land 
where  taxes  are  low  and  government  is  lim- 
ited, where  states  have  rights,  and  people 
have  power— I  can't  help  but  appreciate  even 
more  the  rich  history  of  our  State  and  the 
contributions  It  has  made  to  our  national 
heritage. 

Think  about  It— right  here  In  this  place 
three  Presidents  of  the  United  States 
stopped  frequently  on  their  trips  to  and  from 
Washington— Andrew  Jackson.  Andrew  John- 
son, and  James  K.  Polk. 

And  on  a  personal  note,  as  a  native 
Nashvlllian,  I  am  personally  Indebted  to  Col. 
John  Donelson  because  If  he  hadn't  taken  his 
flotilla  of  flatboats  from  Kingsport  to  Big 
Salt  Lick,  my  home  town  of  Nashville  might 
never  have  been  founded — and  who  knows 
where  I  would  have  been  born! 

Tennessee  has  a  proud  history  to  look  back 
on.  But  let's  not  forget  that  we  also  have  a 
bright  future  before  us.  The  volunteers  of 
Tennessee  are  no  longer  living  on  the  fron- 
tier, but  their  pioneering  minds  and  spirits 
continue  to  drive  them  toward  success.  When 
our  descendants  celebrate  the  next  hundred 
years  of  Tennessee  history,  I  know  that  they 
will  be  just  as  proud  of  their  ancestors  as  we 
are  of  ours  today. 

Thank  you  all  for  coming.  God  bless  you. 
and  God  bless  the  great  State  of  Tennessee!* 


MARTINEZ-GARCIA-NERIO-REYES 
AMERICAN  LEGION  POST  500 

•  Mr.  LEVIN.  Mr.  President,  on  June 
29.  1996,  American  Legion  Post  500  will 
celebrate  its  50th  anniversary.  In  No- 
vember 1945.  after  returning  from  serv- 
ice in  World  War  U.  Mexican-American 
veterans  in  the  Sasrinaw  area  began 


meeting  to  exchange  stories  of  their 
experiences  during  combat.  These  vet- 
erans decided  to  organize  and  were 
later  recognized  as  the  Latin  American 
Club  for  Veterans. 

Many  Mexican-Americans  came  to 
Michigan  during  the  I920's  to  work  in 
the  fields,  on  the  railroads,  and  at  the 
auto  plants.  These  migrants  experi- 
enced many  difficulties  arising  from 
cultural  differences  and  their  inexperi- 
ence with  the  English  language.  After 
the  war.  Mexican-Americans  in  the 
Saginaw  area  continued  to  experience 
prejudice  and  discrimination.  The 
members  of  the  Latin  American  Club 
for  Veterans  felt  it  was  important  to 
have  a  stronger  voice  in  Saginaw  to 
serve  the  Mexican-American  commu- 
nity. Therefore,  they  decided  to  apply 
for  a  chapter  charter  in  the  American 
Legion. 

On  April  20.  1946.  Latin  American  Le- 
gion Post  500  was  chartered.  It  was 
later  decided  to  rename  the  post  after 
the  first  four  Mexican-Americans 
killed  in  World  War  n.  The  names  of 
Louis  Martinez.  Julian  Garcia.  Sifred 
Nerio.  and  John  Reyes  live  on  today  at 
American  Legion  Post  500.  Since  its  in- 
ception, over  1.000  veterans  serving  in 
World  War  H.  Korea.  Vietnam,  and 
Desert  Storm  have  been  members  of 
the  post. 

In  addition  to  assisting  veterans,  the 
post  has  been  involved  in  helping  the 
community.  The  post  supports  sports 
teams,  donates  food  to  the  needy,  and 
sponsors  a  program  where  boys  travel 
to  Lansing  for  a  week  to  learn  how  our 
State  capitol  works.  I  know  that  my 
Senate  colleagues  join  me  in  hon- 
oring the  Martinez-Garcia-Nerio-Reyes 
American  Legion  Post  500  on  its  50th 
anniversary.* 


SALLTE  TO  IOWA  GIRLS' 
BASKETBALL 

•  Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  President, 
every  year  in  March,  the  State  of  Iowa 
comes  to  a  virtual  halt.  Streets  are 
quiet,  schools  are  dismissed,  and  small 
towns  are  all  but  deserted.  It  is  not 
some  end-of-wlnter  blizzard  that  clears 
the  streets  and  shuts  down  commu- 
nities. It  is  the  annual  pilgrimage  to 
Veterans'  Auditorium  in  Des  Moines 
for  the  Girls'  State  Basketball  Tour- 
nament. 

Some  States  have  a  such  strong  tra- 
dition in  high  school  athletics  that  cer- 
tain sports  become  part  of  the  State's 
identity.  Like  boys'  basketbsdl  in  Indi- 
ana and  football  in  Texas,  girls'  bas- 
ketball has  been  a  key  factor  in  shap- 
ing the  identity  of  Iowa.  The  enthu- 
siasm with  which  lowans  follow  their 
girls'  high  school  basketball  teams  is  a 
testament  to  Iowa's  competitive  and 
community  spirits. 

Iowa  was  a  pioneer  in  the  growth  of 
girls'  basketbaill.  Today's  players  owe  a 
great  deal  to  those  early  players  and 
teams  for  the  survival  and  development 
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of  the  girls'  game.  Iowa  girls  started 
plajring  basketball  in  1893,  just  18 
months  after  Dr.  James  Naismith  cre- 
ated the  game.  Girls'  basketball  gained 
rapid  approvaJ  from  lowans.  By  the 
turn  of  the  century,  basketball  was  the 
most  popular  sport  for  girls  in  Iowa. 
The  sport  was  played  indoors  and  out- 
doors, in  church  basements  and  on 
empty  cattle  pastures,  wherever  there 
was  room  to  fit  two  basketball  goals. 

The  popularity  of  girls'  basketball  in 
Iowa  may  have  helped  save  the  sport 
from  extinction.  In  the  1920's,  women 
and  girls  were  discouraged  from  play- 
ing competitive  sports  because  it  was 
seen  as  too  strenuous  and  unladylike. 
Girls'  basketball  virtually  vanished 
from  the  rest  of  the  country.  But 
lowans  took  great  pride  in  the  success 
of  their  girls'  basketball  teams.  Com- 
munities banded  together  to  support 
girls'  basketball,  and  the  sport  re- 
mained as  popular  as  ever  in  Iowa.  In 
the  1970's  and  1980's,  Iowa's  basketball 
success  was  used  as  a  model  for  other 
States  in  expanding  sports  opportuni- 
ties for  girls. 

Iowa's  State  tournament  was  first 
staged  in  1920.  It  is  the  oldest  continu- 
ously held  girls'  basketball  champion- 
ship in  the  United  States.  The  State 
tournament  has  consistently  been 
played  before  capacity  crowds,  drawing 
fans  from  all  comers  of  Iowa.  The  tour- 
nament has  developed  a  national  and 
even  international  following.  News 
media  from  across  the  State  and 
around  the  country  gather  in  Des 
Moines  to  cover  the  girls'  tournament. 
In  1990,  the  tournament  even  attracted 
a  film  crew  from  Japan.  The  television 
contract  for  the  Iowa  girls'  basketball 
tournament  is  the  largest  for  any  girls' 
or  boys'  high  school  sport  in  America. 

From  1920  through  1984,  Iowa  high 
school  girls  exclusively  played  the  six- 
on-six  version  of  basketball.  The  six- 
on-six  girls'  game  was  such  an  impor- 
tant part  of  Iowa  culture  that  national 
newspapers,  television  stations,  and 
magazines  rushed  to  Iowa  in  1993  to 
cover  the  final  six-on-six  tournament. 
Iowa  girls  now  play  the  common  five- 
on-Cve  style  of  basketball,  and  lowans 
still  flock  to  see  their  daughters  and 
sisters  compete  annually  for  the  State 
championship. 

Whether  they  were  trained  in  the 
flve-on-flve  or  six-on-six  game,  lowans 
have  had  a  national  impact  on  girls' 
basketball.  This  success  has  continued 
beyond  the  high  school  level.  Since 
1935,  more  than  100  lowans  have  been 
named  to  the  Amateur  Athletic  Union 
or  Collegiate  All-American  women's 
basketball  teams.  Some  of  the  coun- 
try's most  notable  girls'  and  women's 
basketball  players  have  come  from 
Iowa.  Denise  Long  of  Unlon-Whitten 
High  School  set  the  national  high 
school  scoring  record  in  1969  with  more 
than  6,000  career  points.  Lynne 
Lorenzen  of  Ventura  broke  that  same 
record  in  1987  by  scoring  over  6,700 


points.  At  the  college  level,  Molly 
Goodenbauer  of  Waterloo  led  Stanford 
University  to  the  1992  national  cham- 
pionship, and  was  chosen  Most  Out- 
standing Player  of  the  NCAA  Tour- 
nament. And  Karen  Jennings  of  Neola 
Tri-Center  High  School  was  named  Na- 
tional Player  of  the  Year  at  the  Uni- 
versity of  Nebraska  in  1993. 

Girls'  basketball  has  been  a  source  of 
community  pride  and  honor  in  Iowa  for 
more  than  100  years,  from  small  towns 
like  Mediapolis  and  Auburn,  to  the  cit- 
ies of  Cedar  Rapids  and  Des  Moines. 
The  sport  has  become  an  expression  of 
Iowa's  qualities  of  competitiveness, 
teamwork,  and  determination.  But 
above  all  else,  girls'  basketball  has  al- 
lowed the  State  to  showcase  one  of  its 
most  precious  resources— the  young 
women  of  Iowa.» 


THE  80TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  THE 
U.S.  ARMY  VETERINARY  CORPS 

•  Mr.  INOUYE.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  pay  tribute  to  the  U.S.  Army 
Veterinary  Corps  on  the  occasion  of  its 
80th  anniversary. 

Established  on  June  3,  1916,  the  Vet- 
erinary Corps  has  distinguished  itself 
through  exemplary  service  in  two 
world  wars,  the  Korean  and  Vietnam 
conflicts.  Operation  Desert  Storm,  and. 
most  recently,  in  the  peacekeeping  oi>- 
eration  in  Bosnia.  The  responsibilities 
of  the  Veterinary  Corps  have  evolved 
from  that  of  equine  medicine  for  the 
cavalry  of  1916  to  diverse  roles  encom- 
passing not  only  the  traditional  role  of 
animal  medicine  but  also  food  hygiene 
and  quality  assurance,  prevention  of 
diseases  transmissible  between  animals 
and  man,  and  medical  research  and  de- 
velopment. 

The  professional  excellence  of  the  396 
officers  serving  in  the  Veterinary  Corps 
is  exemplified  by  the  fact  that  186—47 
percent — of  these  officers  are  board 
certified  in  at  least  one  specialty  rec- 
ognized by  the  American  Veterinary 
Medical  Association. 

As  the  Department  of  Defense  Execu- 
tive Agent  for  Veterinary  Services,  the 
U.S.  Army  Veterinary  Corps  is  respon- 
sible for  providing  its  expertise  to  all 
of  the  military  services  on  a  worldwide 
basis.  Through  the  assurance  of  a  safe 
and  wholesome  food  supply,  animal  dis- 
ease prevention  and  control,  animal-fa- 
cilitated therapy  for  hospitalized  serv- 
ice members  and  families,  and  medical 
and  subsistence  research  and  material 
development,  the  contributions  of  vet- 
eiinarians  as  health  care  providers  are 
essential  to  the  well-being  of  the  sol- 
dier, sailor,  airman,  and  marine.  It  is 
indeed  a  pleasure  for  me  to  salute  the 
U.S.  Army  Veterinary  Corps  in  rec- 
ognition of  its  innumerable  contribu- 
tions to  our  national  defense,  and  to 
extend  my  congratulations  to  the 
members  of  the  Veterinary  Corps,  past 
and  present,  upon  this  80th  anniver- 
sary.* 


TRIBUTE  TO  STANLEY  O.  BROWN 

•  Mr.  BOND.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today  to  pay  a  special  tribute  to  Mr. 
Stanley  O.  Brown.  It  is  a  great  pleasure 
to  recognize  Mr.  Stanley  0.  Brown  for 
his  36  yejirs  of  loyal  service  to  the  Mis- 
souri League  of  Savings  Institute  and 
its  members. 

Mr.  Brown  joined  the  Missouri 
League  of  Savings  Institute  in  Jeffer- 
son City,  MO,  on  February  1.  1960. 
Since  then  his  dedication  and  construc- 
tive counsel  to  the  State's  savings  and 
loan  industry  have  made  an  invaluable 
impact  on  the  State  of  Missouri  and 
our  Nation's  banking  institutions.  His 
inestimable  contributions  and  re- 
spected professional  experience  will  be 
sorely  missed  when  he  retires  from  his 
position  as  vice  chairman  of  Missouri 
League  of  Savings  Institute  on  June  30, 
1996. 

Prior  to  his  vice  chairmanship  of  the 
Missouri  League  of  Savings  Institu- 
tions, Mr.  Brown  served  as  president  of 
the  Staff  Leadership  Conference  and 
was  a  member  of  both  the  Missouri 
League's  Legislative  Committee  and 
the  Missouri  League's  Insurance  Trust 
Committee. 

It  is  an  honor  to  congratulate  Mr. 
Stanley  Brown  on  his  long-lasting  com- 
mitment to  the  Missouri  League  of 
Savings  Institutions  and  to  the  State 
of  Missouri.  I  wish  him  the  best  of  luck 
in  all  his  future  endeavors  and  contin- 
ued good  health  and  happiness.* 


BIPARTISAN  WELFARE  REFORM 

•  Mr.  HARKIN.  Mr.  President,  a  couple 
of  days  ago  the  Mason  City  Globe-Ga- 
zette in  my  State  of  Iowa  published  an 
excellent  editorial  calling  on  national 
policymakers  to  put  partisan  politics 
aside  in  order  to  pass  bipartisan  wel- 
fare reform.  I  couldn't  agree  more. 

Over  the  past  3  years  I  have  talked 
time  and  time  again  about  the  need  to 
enact  bipartisan  welfare  reform  which 
demands  responsibility  from  day  one, 
requires  work  and  releases  welfare 
families  from  the  cycle  of  dependency. 
The  Iowa  family  investment  program 
provides  us  with  an  effective  model  for 
achieving  these  goals.  Since  Iowa 
began  implementing  the  welfare  re- 
forms in  October  1993,  the  number  of 
people  working  has  almost  doubled,  the 
welfare  caseload  had  declined,  and  wel- 
fare costs  are  down.  I  call  that  a  triple 
play. 

Those  are  good  reasons  to  look  at  the 
Iowa  experience  as  we  craft  legislation, 
but  I  commend  the  Iowa  experience  to 
my  colleagues  for  another  reason.  In 
1993,  Iowa  enacted  sweeping  changes  to 
the  welfare  system  and  did  so  with 
very  strong  bipartisan  support.  In  fact, 
the  Iowa  plan  received  only  1  dissent- 
ing vote  from  the  150-member  Demo- 
cratically controlled  general  assembly 
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and  was  signed  into  law  by  our  Repub- 
lican Governor.  It  shows  that  it  is  pos- 
sible to  work  together  on  welfare  re- 
form and  the  State  of  Iowa  is  better  be- 
cause of  it. 

In  1994  I  sought  to  take  a  page  from 
the  Iowa  play  book  and  went  to  work 
with  my  Republican  colleague  from 
Missouri,  Senator  Kit  Bond  to  develop 
bipartisan  welfare  reform  legislation 
modeled  on  innovations  occurring  in 
our  respective  States.  The  result  wjis 
the  first  bipartisan  welfare  reform  leg- 
islation in  that  session  of  Congress. 
The  bill  was  reintroduced  again  last 
year. 

For  the  most  part  partisan  wrangling 
prevailed  in  1995.  There  were  a  few  in- 
stances of  bipartisan  cooperation,  but 
they  were  quickly  overtaken  by  politi- 
cal gamesmanship. 

There  is  one  lesson  to  be  learned 
from  the  past  ^ear  and  half— confronta- 
tion and  partisanship  is  a  prescription 
for  failure.  TTie  only  way  we  can  truly 
accomplish  welfare  reform  this  year  is 
to  stop  the  political  games  and  join 
forces  across  the  aisle  to  craft  biparti- 
san welfare  reform  which  accomplishes 
the  goals  that  the  American  people 
support — a  welfare  system  that  puts 
people  to  work  and  gets  them  off  public 
assistance  quickly  and  permanently. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  the  text  of 
the  editorial  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
and  urge  my  colleagues  to  hear  its 
message. 

The  editorial  follows: 

[From  the  Mason  City  (lA)  Globe-Gazette. 

June  18. 1996] 

ref0r.ming  welfare  and  partisan  poutics 

Should  be  Separate 

It's  true  that  In  many  cases,  public  opinion 
changes  faster  than  the  politicians. 

That's  certainly  the  case  with  welfare  re- 
form, according'  to  a  recent  Associated  Press 
poll. 

The  poll  shows  that  most  Americans  favor 
converting  welfare  into  a  work  program  and 
that  half  are  ready  to  pay  more  taxes  to 
make  jobs  available. 

The  poll  also  shows  that  most  Americans 
wish  to  limit  welfare  funds  to  single  moth- 
ers, and  to  put  single  mothers  on  a  work 
plan. 

Those  types  of  plans  are  being  tested  in 
several  states,  including  Iowa  and  Wisconsin. 
The  reform  agenda  is  clogged,  however,  in 
the  Washington  political  system. 

A  welfare  system  that  puts  people  back  to 
work,  and  alms  to  get  them  off  welfare  is  a 
good  idea.  The  only  exception  that  should  be 
added  is  that  the  system  include  some  com- 
passion. 

One  of  the  reasons  welfare  reform  hasn't 
taken  off  in  Washington  has  to  do  with  polit- 
ical posturing. 

Both  Democrats  and  Republicans  are  turn- 
ing the  debate  Into  a  class  issue.  That's  not 
where  the  issue  belongs. 

For  example,  both  Democrats  and  Repub- 
licans make  a  major  Issue  out  of  single 
mothers.  Truthfully,  however,  single  moth- 
ers make  up  only  a  small  percentage  of  the 
welfare  recipients. 

Both  sides  also  talk  about  welfare  recipi- 
ents as  if  they  spend  their  lives  on  the  dole. 
The  truth,  however.  Is  that  most  welfare  re- 
cipients move  in  and  out  of  the  system.  A 


small  percentage  spend  an  extended  amount 
of  time  on  welfare. 

A  welfare  reform  plan  that  includes  work 
or  schooling  Instead  of  hand-outs  Is  a  good 
Idea.  Limiting  welfare  recipients  to  two 
years  of  benefits  is  also  an  Improvement. 

Both  Democrats  and  Republicans  have  said 
they  would  support  plans  similar  to  those 
currently  in  use  here  and  in  Wisconsin. 

But  nothing  will  really  happen  until  highly 
partisan  politics  are  removed  from  the  pic- 
ture.* 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENT— S.  1219 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  for 
debate  on  the  campaign  finance  reform 
bill  scheduled  for  the  morning  of  Tues- 
day June  25  be  equally  divided  between 
the  two  leaders. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


AUTHORIZING  TESTIMONY  AND 
REPRESENTATION  OF  FORMER 
SENATE  EMPLOYEE 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  a  Senate  resolution  submitted 
earlier  today  by  the  majority  leader 
and  the  Democratic  leader. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  resolution  (S.  Res.  269)  to  authorize  tes- 
timony and  representation  of  former  Senate 
employee  in  Ward  v.  United  States. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  resolution. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  President,  in  the  case 
of  Ward  versus  United  States,  a  civil 
action  for  damages  resulting  from  al- 
leged improper  disclosure  of  tax-return 
information  by  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service,  the  plaintiff  has  requested  tes- 
timony from  a  former  chief  of  staff  to 
Senator  Brown.  While  he  was  employed 
by  Senator  Brown  in  the  summer  and 
fall  of  1993,  the  former  chief  of  staff 
provided  consistent  services  to  the 
plaintiff  by  contacting  the  IRS  on  her 
behalf.  The  plaintiff  is  seeking  testi- 
mony from  the  former  chief  of  staff  de- 
scribing his  conversations  with  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Service  employees.  Sen- 
ator Brown  believes  that  it  is  appro- 
priate for  his  former  chief  of  staff  to 
submit  an  affidavit  and  to  testify  in 
this  proceeding. 

Mr.  President,  this  resolution  would 
authorize  the  former  chief  of  staff  to 
provide  testimony  in  this  case,  and 
would  authorize  the  Senate  legal  coun- 
sel to  represent  him. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  resolution 
be  agreed  to,  the  preamble  be  agreed 
to,  the  motion  to  reconsider  be  laid 
upon  the  table,  and  that  a  statement  of 


explanation  be  included  in  the  Record 
at  this  point. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  269)  was 
agreed  to. 

The  preamble  was  agreed  to. 

The  resolution,  with  its  preamble.  Is 
as  follows: 

S.  Res.  269 

WTiereas.  in  the  case  of  Carol  Ward  v. 
United  States,  avll  Case  No.  95-WY-810-WD. 
pending  in  the  United  States  District  Court 
for  the  District  of  Colorado,  testimony  has 
been  requested  from  William  T.  Brack,  a 
former  chief  of  staff  to  Senator  Hank  Brown: 

Whereas,  pursuant  to  sections  703(a)  and 
7(M(a)(2)  of  the  Ethics  in  Government  Act  of 
1978.  2  U.S.C.  M288b(a)  and  288c(a)(2).  the 
Senate  may  direct  its  counsel  to  represent 
employees  of  the  Senate  with  respect  to  any 
subpoena,  order,  or  request  for  testimony  re- 
lating to  their  ofQcial  responsibilities: 

Whereas,  by  the  privileges  of  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States  and  Rule  XI  of  the  Stand- 
ing Rules  of  the  Senate,  no  evidence  under 
the  control  or  in  the  possession  of  the  Senate 
may.  by  the  judicial  process,  be  taken  from 
such  control  or  possession  but  by  permission 
of  the  Senate; 

Whereas,  when  it  appears  that  evidence 
under  the  control  or  in  the  possession  of  the 
Senate  may  promote  the  administration  of 
justice,  the  Senate  will  take  such  action  as 
will  promote  the  ends  of  justice  consistently 
with  the  privileges  of  the  Senate:  Now, 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved.  That  William  T.  Brack  is  author- 
ized to  testify  In  the  case  of  Carol  Ward  v. 
United  States,  Civil  Case  No.  95-WY-810-WD 
(D.  Colo.),  except  concerning  matters  for 
which  a  privilege  should  be  asserted. 

Sec.  2.  That  the  Senate  Legal  Coun- 
sel is  authorized  to  represent  William 
T.  Brack  in  connection  with  his  testi- 
mony in  Carol  Ward  v.  United  States. 


AUTHORIZATION  FOR  THE  USE  OF 
THE  CAPITOL  GROUNDS 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
153  that  has  just  been  received  from  the 
House. 

The  PRESroiNG  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  153) 
authorizing  the  use  of  the  Capitol  Grounds 
for  the  Greater  Washington  Soap  Box  Derby. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consider- 
ation of  the  concurrent  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  concurrent 
resolution. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  resolution 
be  considered  and  agreed  to.  and  the 
motion  to  reconsider  be  laid  upon  the 
table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con. 
Res.  153)  was  agreed  to. 
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Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  President,  for  the 
information  of  all  Senators,  under  the 
order  of  last  night  the  Senate  will  re- 
convene at  1  p.m.  on  Monday,  June  24. 
The  Senate  will  be  debating  the  cam- 
paign finance  reform  bill  during  Mon- 
day's session.  However,  no  roUcall 
votes  will  occur  during  that  day. 

A  cloture  motion  was  filed  on  the 
campaign  finance  reform  bill  last 
night,  with  the  cloture  vote  ordered  to 
occur  at  2:15  on  Tuesday,  June  25. 

As  a  reminder.  Senators  have  until 
the  hour  of  2  p.m.  on  Monday  in  order 
to  file  first-degree  amendments,  and 
until  12:30  on  Tuesday  in  order  to  file 
second-degree  amendments. 

The  Senate  will  also  be  resuming  the 
Department  of  Defense  authorization 
bill  next  week.  Therefore,  Senators  can 
expect  a  busy  session  with  rollcall 
votes  throughout. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  morning 
business  period  during  Monday's  ses- 
sion be  equally  divided  between  the 
two  leaders  or  their  designees. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ORDER  FOR  RECORD  TO  REMAIN 
OPEN  UNTIL  2  P.M. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Record  re- 
main open  today  until  2  p.m.  for  state- 
ments only. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  1  P.M., 
MONDAY.  JUNE  24.  1996 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  President,  if  there 
is  no  further  business  to  come  before 
the  Senate.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  Senate  stand  in  adjoununent 
under  the  previous  order. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
at  1:18  p.m..  adjourned  until  Monday, 
June  24, 1996,  at  1  p.m. 


NOMINATIONS 

Executive   nominations   received   by 
the  Senate  June  21.  1996: 

THE  JUDICIARY 

ANDREW  S  EFFRON.  OF  VIRGINIA,  TO  BE  A  JUDGE  OF 
THE  UMTED  STATES  COURT  OF  APPEALS  FOR  THE 
ARMED  FORCES  FOR  THE  TERM  OF  15  YEARS  TO  EXPIRE 
ON  THE  DATE  PRESCRIBED  BY  LAW.  VICE  ROBERT  E. 
WISS. 

IN  THE  MARINE  CORPS 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICER.  ON  THE  ACTTVE- 
Dtmr  UST.  FOR  PROMOTION  TO  THE  GR.ADE  OF  BRIGA- 
DIER GENERAL  IN  THE  U.S  MARINE  CORPS  IN  ACCORD- 
ANCE WTTH  SECTION  90t6  OF  TTTLE  10.  UNITED  STATES 
CODE^ 

THEODORE  C.  HESS.  22»-«S-16« 

IN  THE  AIR  FXJRCE 

THE  FOLLOWING  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED 
STATES  OFFICERS  FOR  PROMOTION  IN  THE  RESERVE  OF 


THE  AIR  FORCE  UNDER  THE  PROVISIONS  OF  SECTIONS 
12203  AND  8379,  TITLE  10  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  CODE. 
PROMOTIONS  MADE  UNDER  SECTION  8379  AND  CON- 
FIRMED BY  THE  SENATE  UNDER  SECTION  12203  SHALL 
BEAR  .0<  EFFECTIVE  DATE  ESTABUSHED  IN  ACCORD- 
ANCE WITH  SECTION  8374,  TITLE  10  OF  THE  L-NTTED 
STATES  CODE: 

LINE 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

LARRY  D.  BIGGERS.  243-80-2778 
WILLIA.y  F   BLACKWELL.  JR  .  07B-O-7046 
M.ARGARET  A.  BRADLETl-.  224-66-8710 
JOHN  J.  DERRICO.  006-64-7804 
JAMES  B.  DODD  450-06-8868 
RUDOLF  .M  C  EYERER.  006-48-7235 
STEVEN  J,  FILO,  139-48-2097 
ROBERT  S   FOX.  237-66-5739 
ROBERT  W.  FRTTSCH.  393-56-27S2 
TERRY  L.  FRITZ.  510-70-7319 
DAVID  M.  HENRY.  260-74-9705 
.ALLISON  A.  HICKEi'.  537-70-1946 
RALPH  A  HIGGINS.  517-53-6779 
SHEILA  F.  HOOTEN.  472-70-7527 
TERRY  L.  LAWSON.  444-58-1142 
JOSE  R.  LOPEZ-VAZQUEZ.  583-10-1840 
GARY  J.  MOE.  471-58-8916 
JANET  F  NOBLE.  247-96-3194 
THOMAS  F  ROUN-DTREE.  181-16-1280 
PETER  J   ROWEN.  553-60-6058 
MARK  F.  SEARS.  003-40-0235 
STEVEN  T  SMITH.  416-80-7957 
BRUCE  H   SWEZEY.  048-46-0853 
JOHN  P.  SWIFT.  045-63-1692 
WAYNE  L  THOMAS.  173-43-9265 
ALBERT  M.  WOOLLEY.  JR..  083-42-7161 

JUDGE  ADVOCATE  GENERALS  DEPARTMENT 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

CHARLES  E  TUCKER.  JR..  447-58-0285 

CHAPLAIN  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

EDWARD  D.  PETERSON.  266-74-5060 
WILLLAM  T.  YATES.  389-63-9996 

MEDICAL  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

JU.AN  R  CARRERAS.  50-01-4090 
JOHN  J.  MCGRAW.  247-78-7951 

IN  THE  ARMY 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF 
THE  UNITED  STATES  OFFICERS  FOR  PROMOTION  IN  THE 
RESERVE  OF  THE  ARMY  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.  UNTJER 
THE  PROVISIONS  OF  TITLE  10.  UMTED  STATES  CODE. 
SECTIONS  12203  AND  3385: 

ARMY  PROMOTION  LIST 

To  be  colonel 

GREGORY  K.  AUSTIN.  574-14-5108 
CRAIG  C.  BIRCHARD.  008-34-0574 
BEN  W.  CARR.  JR..  400-70-1260 
IVONNT  CORDERO-MURATTI.  S83-93-1172 
DAVID  E.  GUNES.  224-73-0418 
JAMES  D.  HAMILTON.  349-36-5344 
PAUL  E  HARMAN.  247-70-3450 
JERALD  L.  KEUTER.  518-44-6663 
JAMES  A.  KRUECK.  388-46-M15 
JIMMIE  M   MCDON.ALD.  346-36-5782 
TERRILL  K   MOFFETT.  425-93-6766 
THOMAS  A.  MORTON.  317-46-7164 
GARRY  D.  PATTERSON.  456-78-8286 
GERALD  T  RANDKLEV.  519-50-9509 
CHAIUXS  E.  ROCKWELL.  JR  .  087-38-1682 
DENNIS  M   SAVAGE.  044-38-5786 
D.A-VN-y  C  SHORT.  431-88-2125 
RONALD  A.  SNEAD.  431-88-8475 
ANTHONY  M.  VALLOMBROSO.  043-36-6328 

ARMY  NLUSE  CORPS 

To  be  colonel 

GAIL  A   DEAL.  r9-4O-202O 
GEORGETTE  E.  THURMOND.  585-44-2081 

CHAPLAIN  CORPS 

To  be  colonel 

EVAN  J.  JONES.  188-33-8S70 

DENTAL  CORPS 

To  be  colonel 

JERRY  V  BREWSTER.  515-38-4792 
PETER  C.  KNX15S0N.  S:»-44-9«44 

THE  JUDGE  ADVOCATE  GENERAL'S  CORPS 

To  be  colonel 

J.AMES  F   BUTLER.  411-«4-m3 

MEDICAL  CORPS 

To  be  colonel 

AN-DREW  G  BUSTIN.  JR..  345-43-3597 
MARIN  GARZA.  454-86-0432 


DENNIS  A.  R.  LARA  VIA.  439-68-3085 
MICHAEL  S.  MCINTOSH,  233-78-3114 
MARK  L  VANTJiWALKER.  520-64-0711 
LARRY  F.  WILSON.  506-58-2156 

ARMY  PRO.MOTION  LIST 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

J.AMES  M.  HART.  397-68-9361 
RONALD  E.  HOOKS,  550-74-3863 
PETER  F.  KUTCH.  555-84-1450 
EDWARD  A.  LEACOCK.  255-76-6442 
TOM  C.  LOOMIS.  477-70-9901 
TERRELL  W.  .M.-^THEWS.  464-73-4562 
SEBASTIAN  P  PUGLISI.  040-13-2718 
FELIPE  R.RENDON.  JR..  552-76-7404 
WILLIA.M  S.  SOBOTA.  JR  .  046-40-9282 
XAVIER  STEWART.  217-68-3278 
FRA-NTC  T.  WILK.  040-43-4777 

ARMY  MEDICAL  SPECIALIST  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

JOANNE  C.  SLYTER.  549-70-9667 

ARMY  NURSE  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

MART  E.  KELLY.  519-38-7474 

CHAPLAIN  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

KEN-N-ETH  G  KIRK.  29»-43-3603 

DENTAL  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

TIMOTHY  J.  COEN.  346-40-3808 

MARLA  D.  TERRER-NICHOLS,  218-73-9860 

THE  JLTJGE  ADVOCATE  GENERAL'S  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

MICHAEL  J.  TUOHY.  047-63.Oni 

MEDICAL  SERVICE  CORPS 

To  be  lieutenant  colonel 

ROBERT  M.  TRAYNOR.  517-53-15S7 

THE  FOLLOWING-NAMED  OFFICERS.  ON  THE  ACTIVE 
DUTY  LIST.  FOR  PROMOTION  TO  THE  GRADE  INDICATED 
IN  THE  U.S.  ARMY-  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  SECTION  S624. 
TITLE  10.  U.S.C.  THE  OFFICER  IDENTiriED  WITH  AN  AS- 
TERISK (•)  IS  ALSO  NOMINATED  FOR  REGULAR  APPOD.T- 
MENT  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  SECTION  531  OF  TTTLE  10. 
UNTTED  STATES  CODE: 

CHAPLAIN  CORPS 

To  be  major 

*GR£GORV  B.  BAXTER.  560-84-9929 

MEDICAL  CORPS 

To  be  major 

HERBERT  L.  SUTTON.  265-29-7398 
PETER  K.  BAMBERGER.  163-54-9796 
RAYMOND  D.  GREASER.  231-88-4476 
STEVEN  D  PICERNE.  531-64-8551 
MARY  F  SIPPELL.  228-17-0172 

IN  THE  MARINE  CORPS 

THE   FOLLOWING-NA.MED  OFFICERS    ON  THE   ACTIVE- 
DUTY  LIST.  FOR  PROMOTION  TO  THE  GRADE  OF  MAJOR 
IN  THE  US.  MARINE  CORPS  IN  ACCORDANCE  WTTH  SEC- 
TION 624  OF  TITLE  10.  U.S.C 
MARX  D  ABELSON.  218-56-9068 
MARK  A.  ADAMS.  243-29-5522 
ALBERT  R  ADLER.  227-90-0760 
MARK  L  AEPPLI.  289-74-6858 
MICHAEL  J   AHERN.  777-76-1436 
PETER  W  AHERN.  356-68-3290 
JOHN  A.  .AHO.  027-56-1211  i 

JEFFREY  A.  ATV.AZ.  046-50-4381 
MARK  L.  ALEXAN-DER.  538-70-0778 
BENJAMIN  P.  ALLEGRETTI.  527-65-9483 
AARON  T.  AMEY.  240-86-7583 
CRAIG  A.  .AMUNDSON.  484-88-6041 
DAVID  C.  ANTJERSEN.  113-53-5516 
DAVID  J.  .ANDERSON.  563-41-3810 
GREGORY  D.  ANDERSON.  479-92-9906 
JOEL  D.  ANDERSON.  511-66-8017 
JAMES  A.  ARCHER.  253-15-4866 
GLEN-N  R.  ARMAGOST.  265-63-6203 
TIMOTHY  T.  ARMSTRONG.  223-13-9569 
JAY  T  ARNETT.  576-83-1383 
JEFREY  M.  AR.NOLD.  423-84-0395 
JEFFREY  K.  ARRUDA.  401-08-3852 
MICHAEL  L.  ARTBAUER.  29»-62-5m 
SEAN  W.  ASH.  524-90-2632 
DAVID  N.  ASHBY.  513-53-5689 
JOSEPH  F.  AUGUSTINE  m.  245-98-3354 
JOE  D.  B.AKER  U.  404-66-0583 
WILLIAM  H.  BAKER.  053-64-9798 
DON.UJJ  P.  BALDWIN.  075-64-8943 
KATHY  A.  BAN-NICK.  538-64-9579 
EDWARD  D.  BAN-TA.  565-83-4165 
DARRYL  G.  BARNES.  226-21-1502 
TIMOTHY  E.  BARNHILL.  237-04-03*7 
KEVIN  M.  BAJCTH.  S0»«42S2 
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HAROLD  C.  BASS.  428-11-8314 
STE\-EN  B.  BEAL.  497-64-8981 
HENRY  BEAZLEY".  413-08-7791 
BARRY  W   BECKNER.  223-19-2306 
THO.MAS  R.  BELLEIILLE  457-13-3460 
CHRISTOPHER  P   BENDEN.  150-53-8580 
DEBRA  A   BEUTEL  559-68-6993 
JEAN  BINKMCGRATH  393-64-0232 
MITCHELL  S   BIONDICH  396-70-2284 
MICHAEL  A   BISZ.AK   354-54-7238 
ANT)REW  K   BLACKHURST.  284-62-6817 
TRENT  BLACKSON.  567-13-7196 
MICHAEL  A.  BLACKWOOD.  294-63-7297 
JAMES  M   BLAIR.  280-15-8699 
FREDDIE  J   BUSH  008-54-3888 
ANTHONY  E.  BLOUNT.  057-50-7001 
THOMAS  G.  BOGARD.  074-63-5863 
WILLIAM  K   BOLDEN   426-21-2406 
MATTHEW  J   BON-NOT.  488-74-3353 
MICHAEL  J   BOSSE.  005-66-7209 
MARTIN  E  BOUVERON.  563-29-5929 
ROBERT  L  BO»T)EN  ID,  543-60-8163 
STUART  W  BRACKEN.  568-31-3423 
WILLIAM  P.  BRA.NNEN  289-76-8312 
DAVID  A.  BRA.VNON.  265-97-1757 
MICHAEL  W  BRELANT)  543-78-2013 
RANDAL  S  BRELANTl  438-33-8740 
MARK  A  BRENNAN  333-58-6473 
RAND  A   BRINKMAN.  197-48-1742 
STEVEN  P  BRODFUEHRER  U6-4»-04S7 
ETOY  D  BROWN.  493-80-3490 
JAMES  E  BROWN.  574-56-8125 
JAMES  R  BROWN  m.  059-64-7520 
WILLIAM  R  BROWN.  027-50-0753 
MICHAEL  J.  BROWNX  096-60-7679 
THOMAS  D.  BRUCE.  515-66-2173 
MICHAEX  P  BRUEN  47B-73-8S43 
ERIC  V  BRY.ANT  5M-19-4353 
BRYAN  K.  BUCKLES  438-27-7501 
WILLARD  A  BUHL.  549-13-4090 
DAVID  L.  BURCmNAL.  273-68-4741 
MARK  W  BURDETTE.  456-13-0181 
CLAUDE  J.  BURG.  203-46-4071 
DENNIS  T  BLTUCE.  228-06-8466 
SEAN  J  BURKE  223-19-4616 
RODN-EY  D.  BUR.NETT.  490-58-1618 
ROBERT  E.  BUSHTA.  519-78-5967 
TERENCE  E.  BCSMIRE.  134-54-6179 
JEFFREY  J   BUTLER.  523-94-9777 
BREN-NAN  T  BYRNE.  219-86-6077 
BRIAN  J  BYRNE.  570-27-1132 
VERNON  F.  CALDWELL.  540-83-0683 
THEODORE  E  CALDWELL.  JR..  224-88-7248 
ALTON  E.  CAMPBELL.  267-31-7000 
JIMMY  D  CANADA  U.  594-01-4085 
MAX  CARAMANIAN  449-19-6680 
CHRISTOPHER  C.  CARLSON.  395-80-6385 
THOMAS  CARNESI  m.  550-53-9930 
JERRY  A.  CARPENTER.  O47-S6-I720 
CARL  W  CARRELL.  467-15-6397 
JEFFERY  S  CARUSONE.  041-56-7492 
CHRISTOPHER  D  CASADOS.  585-29-3410 
ANTJREW  S.  CAUTHEN.  389-58-2173 
JAMES  J.  CAVAGNARO.  126-54'«826 
KENNETH  R.  CHAMBERS.  407-76-4973 
ROBERT  J   CHARETTE.  201-60-6238 
CARLEN  T  CHARLESTON.  460-15-6764 
ERIC  T  CHASE.  517-83-1300 
GLENN  N  CHEATHAM.  143-50-3761 
CHARLES  G  CHIAROTTI.  509-78-5335 
ALBERT  K.  CHU.nS.  JR..  459-35-7605 
STEPHEN  A.  CHILL.  218-88-5029 
STEPHEN  S  CHOATE.  231-92-7739 
RODN-EY  M  CHOI.  575-08-8738 
JOHN  M   CHRISTENSEN.  113-S3-0en 
JAMES  P  CHRISTOPHERSON.  568-23-5275 
JAMIE  E  CLARK.  183-56-3257 
LARRY  CLAY-TON.  253-17-3013 
CRAIG  R.  CLEMENT.  228-90-9099 
ROBERT  C  CLEMENTS  274-70-5941 
ROBERT  W.  COATE.  517-73-1160 
GREGORY  K.  COHEN  393-58-6495 
BRIAN  C.  COLEBAUGH.  478-93-6424 
ROBERT  C  COLLINS.  004-70-9287 
TERRY  L.  COMPTON.  405-84-7135 
RAN-DALL  M   CON-NARE  017-52-6195 
NORMAN  L.  COOLING  467-19-4735 
CHRISTOPHER  P.  COSTELLO.  181-43-7580 
STEPHEN  A.  COX.  409-33-0265 
EDWIN  B.  CO^-L  m.  526-71-6623 

KRiSTA  J.  CROSirrro.  038-46-1929 

DENN-IS  M.  CUNNIFFE.  163-54-1833 
WILLIAM  R.  CUN-N1NGHAM.  318-63-8473 
TIMOTHY  M.  CURRY.  154-56-5872 
TIMOTHY  B.  CUTRIGHT.  276-68-6615 
BRIAN  P  CYR.  450-17-5053 
RONALD  E.  DAH.ART.  266-87-6440 
THOMAS  F.  DALEY  031-58-9429 
JOHN  J.  DALY.  225-13-7362 
JAMES  G.  DAVIDSON.  461-11-5342 
BRLAN  J  DAVIS.  420-04-2950 
JOSEPH  P.  DA\^S.  426-23-1611 
JEFFREY  E  DEAROLPH.  260-19-7547 
JCWN  A  DECATO.  001-46-2309 
PAUL  B  DECKERT.  433-74-4186 
PATRICK  J.  DELONG.  433-27-6062 
PAUL  R.  DEMERS.  085-44-57SO 
ROBERT  R.  DEMING.  433-66-9433 
JOSEPH  G.  DENNISON.  178-60-OS81 
PETER  J.  DEPATIE.  285-46-2234 
CtniTIS  C.  DEPPNER.  293-50-7392 
DANNY  A.  DEREDTTA.  083-50-6756 


DAVID  P.  DEWAELE.  474-76-3903 

RICHARD  L.  DIDDAMS,  JR.,  526-67-3195 

JAMES  T.  DILLON.  047-56-8455 

NORMANT)  J   DILLON.  JR  .  210-58-2179 

STEPHEN  R  DINAUER.  397-60-0470 

PAUL  D  DONAHUE  478-93-7336 

DREW  T   DOG  LIN   338-44-7709 

THOMAS  J   DORAN.  123-53-9546 

RICH-ARD  C  DOWLER.  210-46-8745 

FRANaS  A  DOWSE  553-47-5388 

JEFFERSON  L  DUBINOK.  213-86-6164 

BYRON  W  DUKE.  386-74-6444 

STEPHEN  E  DUKE.  561-47-5234 

JAMES  F  DURAN-D.  518-58-5682 

JOHN  M   DL-RKIN  JR..  130-53-1764 

WILUAM  J   DVORAK.  485-83-5770 

RICHARD  E  EARL.  529-94-6559 

THOMAS  B  EIPP  555-57-8417 

GEORGE  M   ELLIS.  565-11-4924 

ROBERT  N  ELLTTHORPE  508-74-3360 

DA.VIEL  W.  ELZIE.  543-93-4324 

SHAWN  A.  ENGEL.  503-76-4909 

ANDREW  C   ENTINGH.  114-63-9789 

YORI  R  ESCAUlHTE.  451-»«42 

PAUL  F  EVEN.  503-68-4964 

DOUGLAS  H   FAIRrnXD,  243-25-7369 

DAV-ID  A   FALK.  093-60-6561 

CH.ARLES  R  FERGUSON.  JR..  5B7-19-9853 

RONALD  R  FIN-n.l.T.  091-50-5674 

B.ARRY  J.  FTTZPATRICK.  JR  .  231-83-7236 

DAVID  A   FLYNN.  304-76-4822 

RALPH  A.  FOBELL.  JR..  275-66-6739 

PAUL  J   FONTAN-EZ,  123-58-1045 

PATRICK  W   FORD  073-52-0623 

MATTHEW  S   FORSTHOEFEL.  283-73-1097 

JOHN  G   FORTI.  JR  .  033-53-0306 

CHRISTOPHER  C.  FOSTER.  566-31-3560 

GREGORY  T  FRAZIER.  533-78-Oer 

JOHN  W   FREDA   126-53-8181 

JOHNH   FREEMAN.  395-84-0315 

KIRK  L.  FREUND  346-53-97«4 

GRANT  V  FREY.  576-96-6924 

CHRISTOPHER  W  FUN-RHAUSER.  503-63-0402 

STEPHEN  J  CABRI.  119-96-1546 

JEFFERY  E  GAMBER.  279-74-5338 

JOHN  R  GAMBRINO.  477-86-1407 

JOHN  J   GAMELIN.  023-58-1346 

ROGER  A  GARAY.  561-43-3506 

RANDALL  E.  GARCIA.  567-59-6359 

RUBEN  J.  GARZA,  527-73-1215 

CIN-DY  H  GATS.  128-48-2389 

PAUL  G  GAY  AN.  370-84-3808 

PETER  T.  GAYNOR.  037-44-4881 

GREGORY  T.  GDANSK!  440-62-3796 

ERIC  L.  GEISSLER.  54O-9O-0S20 

KEIL  R  GENTRY.  513-80-6698 

ROY  E  GENTRY.  JR..  456-35-3802 

GREGORY  N  GLASSER.  216-60-57S2 

MATTHEW  G  GLAVY.  103-60-1146 

GL-Y  P  GLAZIER.  003-48-9633 

ROBERT  L.  GLEN-DENING.  I2;-96-(904 

TODD  M   GLENN.  386-86-»49 

HAL  M.  COBIN.  17«-4(-lU3 

WILLIE  R  COLOSCHMIDT.  291-60-2848 

THOMAS  C.  GONTER.  438-21-8009 

GILBERTO  C.  GONZAIXZ.  980-04-8285 

DAVID  R  GOODELL  m.  543-00-0570 

MARX  G  GOODMAN.  496-73-7168 

KERRY  T  GORDON.  3n-l3-246B 

THOMAS  A.  GORRY.  239-19-4830 

D.AVTD  G.  COULET.  ^8-84-1234 

SCOTT  T.  GOWELL.  065-63-0515 

KIMBERLY  A  GRAHAM.  194-48-14M 

JOSEPH  P  GRANATA.  098-54-5720 

KE%-IN  T  GREEN.  328-44-1883 

DA\1DS  GREENX.  078-56-6398 

RICHARD  L  GREEN-WOOD.  447-62-9714 

BOBBY  G.  GREGORY.  JR..  051-56-7496 

JAMES  D  GRIFFIN  m.  57»-63-2844 

MICHAEL  S.  CROEN.  373-84-5918 

MICHAEL  S.  GROGAN.  178-58-1189 

BRETT  J  GROSSHANS.  483-90-3057 

STEV-E  D  HAGERTY  594-06-3305 

PATRICK  W   HALL.  159-63-4472 

M.ARK  HAMESTER.  181-38-9965 

JEFFREi-  W   HAN-NAY.  465-29-6281 

ERIC  G   HANSEN.  274-74-1834 

STEVEN  M   HANSON.  473-80-8776 

TIMOTHY  G.  HANSON.  483-84-7353 

BLAISE  D  HARDING.  315-66-9762 

GARY  L.  HARDY.  466-06-3201 

WILLLAM  J.  HARKIN  n.  189.56-2615 

WILLIAM  J  HARKINS.  JR  .  419-06-1970 

GERALD  F.  HARPER.  JR..  2S6-25-937I 

THOMAS  J.  HARTSHORN-E.  08»«-14S7 

JOHN  F.  HAVRAN-EK.  ja*-a3-4662 

ROBERT  L.  HEAD.  273-99-437a 

ROBERT  M.  HFIDENREICH.  310-64-6645 

KENN-ETH  S  HELFRICH.  433-23-5381 

MARK  HELMUS.  355-60-0(23 

CLARKE  D  HENDERSON.  515-74-1705 

SAMUEL  L.  HEN-RY  JR.,  265-57-9587 

MARK  A   HENSEN.  514-76-008S 

DALE  W   HERDEGEN.  475-80-8309 

ANTHON-Y  R.  HERLIHY.  24»-94^r35 

EDWARD  G.  HESNAN-DEZ.  451-80-6100 

WILLLAM  K.  HERSKBERGER.  932-78-6321 

MARCUS  O  HEWETT.  228-04-7478 

BRUCE  T  HILGARTN-ER.  <Ba-t»-ta» 

JEFFREY  M.  KINES.  296-64-8380 

CHARLES  O.  HOBAUCB.  468  84  8890 

DANIEL  C.  HODGES.  5U-7S-3i«2 


JAMES  A   HOGBERG.  3:1-52-2261 
THOMAS  G   HOLDEN.  15<M8-5327 
STEWART  H  HOLMES.  223-46-9237 
ALEXAN-DER  H   HORAN.  578-83-7011 
JAMES  G   HORTON   273-76-3037 
MICHAEL  J    HOM-ER  285-70-8572 
NANCY  E  HVRLESS   506-9C-2557 
ROBERTS  HLTCKINSON  5X2-64-4563 
TIMOTm-  J   Hl-DE.  130-48-2368 
TODD  C  HTi-SON.  175-53-7809 
KEVIN  M.  HAMS  433-37-S736 
STEVEN  M   IMMEL  VT-ttymS 
WILLIAM  J   INSERRA.  527-21-7496 
RICHARD  C  JACKSON  II   154-547-7344 
JOHN  M   JANSEN   314-64-102! 
KIRK  B  JANSEN  367-76-3830 
JOSEPH  M   JEFFREY  ID   240-11-3442 
EDWARD  M   JEFFRIES.  JR    425-02-9557 
ALTO  L  JERKINS  UI.  548-55-6166 
JEFFREY-  A   JEWELL.  396-66-4550 
ANTHONi-  J   JOHNSON   524-31-4984 
HAROLD  J  JOHNSON  m  234-03-3933 
JAY  E  JOHNSON  r3-76-125i 
KIM  C  JOHNSON  476-79-3214 
MICHAEL  J   JOHNSON.  523-25-9061 
MICHAEL  W   JOHNSON.  231-19-5013 
ROBZirr  A  JONES.  192-60-3402 
STEVEN  P  JONXS  219-70-583C 
DEWD-  G.  JORDAN.  25«-9»-0211 
BRIAN  T  JOSTEN.  388-74-6619 
DARREN  S  JUMP  293-43-1495 
ERIC  R  JUNGER  244-90-6011 
JAMES  J   JUSTICE.  266-89-53M) 
JOHN  F   KAMMEIER.  479-88-9571 
JEFFREi-  A  KARN-ES.  523-83-5285 
JOHN  E  KASPERSKI.  488-76-1078 
STACl-  D  KAUCHER.  521-13-4785 
STEPHEN  H   KAY  258-25-8815 
PETER  J   KEATING.  133-48-2613 
GEORGE  A  KELLING.  450-41-5150 
MICHAEL  A   KELLY,  345-SC-9ar 
BRIAN  D  KERL  281-74-5033 
ERIC  P  KESSLER,  494-78-8446 
MICHAEL  P  KILLION   143-68-6708 
LAWRENCE  E  KILLMEIER.  JR..  304-84-9862 
JAMES  C   KING  U   465-19-2Sn 
KE\-IN  D  KING  470-80-3461 
MICHAEL  G   KIRBV.  221-63-7413 
SAMUEL  A  KIRBY.  471-70-r36 
ERIC  R  KLEIBER.  507-80-5386 
GREGORY  F  KLEINE  363-69-8667 
PATRICK  E  KLTNE  037-50-1696 
DARRICK  M   KNICBT  466-39-8719 
DAVID  C   KNTTH.  471-78-2* 
GARY  D   KOCH  JR    :SO-7t^«l39 
MICHAEL  K   KOZIK.  139-58-5440 
JEFF  J   KRXBGER  383-78-8903 
JAMES  F  KROMBERC  293-74-r7D 
BQI.NARD  J   KRUEGER.  523-21-4640 
VINCENT  C  KCCALA.  536-80-43E 
DAN-IEL  C.  KL-DUCKl.  348-93-5717 
MARC  J.  LACLAIR.  373-70-0040 
DAVID  B.  LADEN.  364-80-4195 
JASON  J   LACASCA.  223-06-Otei 
MARC  H.  LAMBERT.  Ca6-40-2215 
BBYA-VT  E.  LAN-DEAN.  007-68-1084 
JACK  J   LANDRETH.  413-15-3815 
RICHARD  E  LANICEK  453-37-6230 
PHILIP  S.  LARK  330-68-3074 
TERENCE  J   1-ARKIN  093-60-6215 
JOSE  A.  LATORRE  066-48-0443 
MARK  D.  LA\10LETTE.  229-17-6077 
RANDY  J.  LAWSON.  438-11-9696 
DCAN-E  M.  LECAN  311-73-3015 
JAMES  J   LEN-EGHAN.  155-64-1209 
MICH.'MX  K   LENNON.  416-54-0887 
ERIC  J  LE\-ESQL-E.  534-80-2324 
JIMMY  W.  LEWIS.  266-29-1192 
SAMUEL  LIMA.  156-58-ri5 
JOHNNY  E  LC-DSEY.  JR  .  455-35-4407 
LAURA  LITTLE.  123-58-7921 
THOMAS  E  LITTLE.  180-53-2477 
TODD  L  LLOYD.  223-48-9854 
BRIAN  D  LONG  230-76-6529 
RICHARD  S  LONG.  511-73-7243 
ROBERT  C  LORLA.  020-54-7073 
OWEN  R.  LOVEJOY  II.  266-65-9435 
JAMES  B.  LOVING.  229-15-4177 
ROBERT  D  LOYND  023-58-8086 
FRA.NK  LUSTER  m  263-59-0456 
MATHEW  P  LLTZ.  053-64-2705 
TODD  W.  LYMAN.  313-48-9n 
TIMOTHi-  P  LYNCH.  220-66-1567 
DUGALD  E  MAC  DONALD.  991-05-4596 
COLIN  J.  MACFARLAN-E.  576-83-5339 
SCOTT  N.  MAC  FARLAN-E.  040-68-0084 
MARY  J  MACGREGOR.  514-53-5088 
TIMOTHY  J   M.*CKENZIE  305-80-1488 
KEVIN  P  MAKNX.  436-27-4699 
JOAQL^IN  F  MALA  VET.  146-54-7370 
JOHN  P.  MANGOLD.  151-63-7497 
JOHN  D   MANZA  30-74-1903 
WILUAM  C  MAPLES.  465-21-9788 
JOSEPH  C  MARELLO.  JR  .  565-55-3572 
DIANE  M   MARQUIS  006-58-0485 
BRADFORD  L  MARTIN.  538-44-1761 
RONALD  J  MARTIN.  003-48-0452 
SCOTT  W  MARTIN.  241-19-2433 
JEFFREY  P.  MARTIN-EZ.  573-39-1813 
DANIEL  E.  MASUR.  195-60-3894 
THOMAS  F  MAY  029-56-1893 
JAMES  S  MATBERRY.  238-98- U13 
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SEAN  P  MC  BRIDE.  568-55-2611 
CHRISTOPHER  R  MCCARTHY.  «3-7»-9515 
CHARLES  B  MCCLELLAND.  392-86-9822 
HENRY  J   MCCLURG.  387-«6-1332 
CHARLES  W  MCCOBB.  28*-l3-27(r7 
MARC  D  MCCOY.  45:-37-»5<7 
CLIFTON  J   MCCULLOCGH  460-19-6S02 
KmX  A   MC  DANIEL.  066-58-OT76 
JAMES  A.  MCDONALD  ni.  223-15-3729 
MICHAEL  V.  MCDONALD.  262-53-0601 
MATTHEW  D  MC  EWEN.  566-39-6578 
RUSSELL  O.  MCGEE.  4«:-41-4031 
JAMES  E.  MCGINTXY.  150-39-7751 
PATRICK  M.  MCCnOI.  231-15-3690 
THOMAS  D  MCGINXIS.  209-50-973« 
MARK  D.  MCGRAW,  438-17-3261 
JAMES  A   MCKENNA.  394-82-5274 
BRYAN  D.  MC  KINNEY.  280-54-4873 
GREG  D  MCMANUS.  550-67-4416 
KEITH  A.  MEISENHEIMER.  340-60-7623 
DAMEL  D  MENDIOLA.  246-31-7112 
JEITREY  L.  MERCHANT.  503-84-6896 
STEVEN  L  MERCHANT.  225-90-6098 
GERALD  A.  MERRIMAN  n.  078-64-3017 
LAUREN  R.  MIHLON.  060-60-7567 
GLEN  MILES.  213-68-2338 
RICHARD  O.  MILES.  JR..  432-31-4376 
GERALD  J.  MILLER.  344-66-4245 
KURT  L.  MILLER.  457-33-3087 
PAUL  A.  MILLER.  57»-4S-2815 
ROBERT  M   MILLER.  519-74-4432 
SCOTT  T.  MINALDI.  435-23-1097 
EDWARD  H.  MINCHIN  m.  008-SO-0012 
CHRIS  W.  MINER.  243-27-1572 
JOSEPH  D.  MISTRETTA.  283-62-9210 
MARX  W  MITCHELL.  585-80-0802 
DANIEL  P  MONAHAN.  575-68-1636 
JEFFERY  M   MONIZ.  558-29-2265 
MICHAEL  W  MONTESANTI.  014-38-2295 
VINCENT  K.  MOONEY.  254-06-0974 
JAMES  T  MOORE.  JR..  267-59-6775 
KEITH  M   MOORE.  526-«-4580 
HERBERT  G  MORAN  m.  541-7J-0075 
LOUIS  D  MORET.  344-50-7457 
ROGER  J   MORIN.  002-50-4320 
DONALD  C  MORSE.  402-04-8005 
JEFFREY  K  MOSHER.  016-54-7818 
MATTHEW  S-  MUCKELBAUER.  220-83-54W 
WILLIAM  F.  MULLEN  IH.  252-29-6237 
JAMES  M.  MCT.T.TNS.  SR..  2(5-57-4836 
JEFFREY  A.  MUNSHAUR.  307-84-8265 
MICHAEL  L.  MiniPHY.  104-60-5512 
MICHAEL  P.  MtniTHA.  009-42-3761 
HOWARD  W.  NELSON.  53S-72-9589 
AN-rON  H.  NERAD.  546-49-6383 
JOHN  G.  NETTLES.  346-46-46B0 
BRUCE  W.  NEUBERCER.  503-84-6971 
BARRY  C.  NEULEN,  107-50-4289 
BRUCE  E.  NICKLE.  240-94-4650 
CHRISTEN  A.  NIELSEN.  564-82-1308 
JAMES  E.  NIERLE.  211-M-6338 
WILLIAM  J  NDC.  127-42-5757 
MICHAEL  W.  NOBUT.  385-72-3173 
BRENT  A.  NORRIS.  407-86-8367 
CRAIG  J.  SYSVEN.  338-72-0109 
MARX  K.  OBERG.  491-78-6039 
JOHN  L.  OBRIEN.  151-56-4315 
EDWDJ  V  ODISHO  H.  591-03-3907 
CHARLES  E.  ODONN-ELL.  223-19-0519 
LAWERENCE  J.  OLIVER.  215-92-2945 
RONALD  D.  OLKO.  157-56-2511 
JAMES  S.  OMEARA.  158-58-5887 
ALAN  J.  ORR  n.  383-86-8156 
MICHAEL  J.  OUZTS.  248-17-3157 
PETER  F.  OWEN.  285-82-7842 
BEN  H.  OWENS.  482-60-7459 
JOSEPH  W.  OZMER  n.  406-13-5946 
BRIAN  S.  PAGEL.  388-60-0892 
RICK  A.  PAGEL.  536-65-4581 
KEITH  W   PANKHURST.  308-84-8850 
DANN-Y  D  PANTALEO.  365-80-9754 
CHRISTOPHER  J   PAPAJ.  573-35-8273 
HOWARD  T  PARKER.  JR..  426-21-8465 
JOHN  R.  PARKER.  244-11-9404 
MICHAEL  B.  PARKYN.  550-55-5349 
BILLY  PARSON  449-15-S702 
BENTON  0.  PASCHALL.  244-17-5627 
TIMOTHY  A.  PASTVA.  225-15-2138 
GABRIEL  PATRICIO.  016-58-4399 


BENJAMIN  C.  PATTERSON.  306-54-5363 
NOELE  PATTERSON.  572-33-8412 
STANTON  H  PATTY.  JR..  539-52-6392 
RUSSELL  A   PAULSEN.  563-08-1433 
FRANTCLIN  O  PAYNE.  226-82-5347 
DAVm  PERE.  239-27-9656 
ANTONIO  P  PETERSEN.  533-7S-1496 
ALVIN  W   PETERSON.  JR..  533-86-5877 
DONNA  J.  PETIT.  273-74-2433 
MICHAEL  A.  PETRUZZIELLO.  016-50-6152 
JOSEPH  J.  PETTO.  151-56-0740 
ANDREW  J   PFIESTER.  384-66-0938 
GEORGE  D.  PICKETT.  263-61-4610 
TIMOTin'  J   PIERSON.  482-58-1277 
CHRISTOPHER  C.  PLANETA.  043-68-0979 
THOMAS  D.  PLEITGEN.  352-62-4341 
LAYTON  R  PLUNTCETT.  446-62-5853 
MICHAEL  D  POCKETTE.  008-58-9231 
RAYMOND  M.  POINSETTE.  216-88-5885 
GEORGE  D  POINTON.  145-60-9629 
ROBERT  F.  PRESSLY.  213-90-6101 
ROBERT  T  PRIOR.  256-31-8191 
THOMAS  R  PROTZELLER.  535-88-3849 
SCOTT  M.  QLTN-LAN.  230-90-72S6 
JAMES  S  RAMIREZ.  JR..  262-45-2979 
MICHAEL  R.  RAMOS.  224-94-9330 
JAMES  D.  REED  H.  464-45-1746 
KEVIN  F.  REILLY.  10&-«M289 
JEFFREY  S,  RENIER.  226-84-1651 
JOHN  V   RESCHAR.  JR  .  406-92-3284 
LORETTA  E.  REYNOLDS.  212-94-1465 
LAMONT  W.  RHONTJEAU.  552-53-2372 
PHILLIP  J  RIDDERHOF.  227-88-6652 
MIGUEL  A,  RIVA.  261-79-6024 
KEV'IN  C   ROGERS.  467-41-7748 
PHILIPPE  D  ROGERS.  065-56-6349 
DALE  A.  ROLANTJ.  505-78-9431 
FRANKLIN  J,  ROSA.  240-11-7975 
DONALD  M   ROSS.  214-96-7649 
STEVEN  A.  ROSS.  566-31-2744 
DAVID  S.  ROWE.  281-50-3676 
THADDEUS  A.  RUAN"E.  323-50-1017 
AMANDO  RUIZ  m.  449-11-5797 
THOMAS  W.  RUSSELL.  228-17-0027 
SPENCER  RUTLEDGE  ID.  247-37-8332 
THOMAS  S.  RUTLEDGE.  262-59-3433 
LAWRENCE  S.  RYDER.  217-92-3234 
PHILIP  G.  RYNN.  098-54-6137 
SHAUN  L.  SADLER.  255-29-8640 
STANT-EY  W.  SALAMON,  222-32-9735 
SHARON  M   SALATHE.  256-21-8319 
RUSSELL  A.  SAN-BORN.  266-63-7303 
JOEL  S.  SAUER.  303-56-9226 
TIMOTHY  L  SAWICKl.  377-68-0372 
ROSS  E.  SCANIO.  071-50-1100 
CHRISTOPHER  J   SCHLAFER.  083-54-5029 
KIRK  D   SCHLOTZHAUER.  207-56-1453 
DONALD  C   SCHOPPE.  128-52-7725 
PAUL  C.  SCHRECK.  265-57-7790 
JOHN  M.  SCHULTZ.  187-56-8135 
CALLISTUS  T  SCHWEIGER.  210-50-2168 
DOUGLAS  J   SCOTT.  298-72-9327 
TIMOTHY  P  SEGN-ERI.  329-56-4341 
SCOT  S.  SETTZ.  530-72-6678 
WILLIAM  R.  SELLARS.  099-58-0849 
BRUCE  A.  SHANK.  434-17-7458 
KEVIN  E.  SHAN-LEY.  034-58-7095 
RICHARD  S   SHAW.  526-79-7834 
PAUL  A   SHELTON.  007-74-0617 
MICHAEL  G.  SHERRtLL.  461-23-8410 
RICHARD  N   SHIZURU.  576-94-0186 
SHAN-NON  A.  SHY.  493-78-7484 
GREGORY  L  SIMMONS.  465-41-7503 
STEVEN  A.  SIMMONS.  161-52-9250 
AARON  T.  SLAUGHTER.  486-84-0035 
BARTON  S  SLOAT.  007-70-r52 
JAMES  S   SMITH,  256-17-5672 
JAY  C   SMITH.  449-47-2471 
KEITH  G   SMITH.  527-63-7230 
RANDY  D.  SMITH.  537-86-9755 
RICHARD  C  SMITH.  198  44  2471 
RUSSELL  H.  SMITH.  558-27-0599 
STUART  J   SMITH.  538-64-4436 
MATTHEW  J   SMPTHMECK.  136-62-1304 
THOMAS  C  SMYTH.  094-60-9C8e 
WILLIAM  B  SPAHN.  510-80-9668 
MICHAEL  J   SPERRY.  419-90-3789 
EDWARD  N.  SPICKNALL.  571-21-4357 
TODD  R.  STANDARD.  487-82-3168 


DOUGLAS  T.  STEELE.  560-53-8522 
DENNIS  H.  STEGALL.  499-72-6512 
ERIC  J.  STEIDL.  523-90-9623 
BRADLEY  W   STEPHENS.  512-74-0502 
ERIC  B.  STON-E.  165-40-3322 
ROGER  L  STONE.  179-44-7574 
DAN-N-Y  R.  STRAN-D.  374-66-0340 
ROGER  M   STRAUSS.  568-25-5209 
LESLIE  E.  STRICKLAN-D.  585-80-2947 
JOSEPH  R.  STROHMAN.  482-78-9197 
CHARLES  W.  STUBBS.  445-64-9979 
DAN-IEL  J.  SULLIVAN.  403-94-1330 
THOMAS  G.  SULLIVAN.  406-13-1805 
TIMOTHY  L.  SULLIVAN.  027-60-8721 
DIAN-N-E  L.  SUMNER.  238-04-^567 
JOHN  D.  SUMNER.  469-88-3589 
KEVIN  M.  SUTHERLAND.  540-70-8345 
SHAWN  T  SLTHERLAND.  540-70-8333 
DELSIE  L.  SWEARINGEN.  233-02-4369 
CLINTON  L.  SWETT.  507-88-9385 
JOHN  D.  SWIFT.  328-60-7563 
DAVID  A  TAGG.  419-66-8004 
CLARENCE  S.  TALAMA-VTES.  559-04-2326 
CHARLES  D.  TAPPA.  534-78-1791 
JAMES  R.  TAYLOR.  449-13-0602 
JAMES  S.  TEEPLES.  377-66-3838 
JOSEPH  L.  TERRY.  240-11-4214 
DON  M.  THANARS.  465-23-0695 
JOSEPH  J.  THOMAS.  183-50-2714 
REGINALD  C.  THOMAS.  108-58-9195 
MARX  A.  THOMPSON.  483-88-4424 
LESLIE  A.  TIPTON.  562-59-8258 
RICHARD  P.  TIRRELL.  03+-38-1563 
DONALD  D.  TOLBERT.  JR..  295-66-4209 
GREGORY  M.  TOLUVER.  236-04-4593 
RAYMON-D  TOLOMEO.  150-52-1426 
ARTHUR  TOMASSETTI.  264-69-5482 
SHERRY  A.  TOMLEY.  499-76-9728 
NORBERT  J.  TORRES.  125-60-4840 
MICHAEL  A.  TRABUN.  368-82-7262 
WILLIAM  A.  TUCKER.  264-83-0522 
CHALRES  J.  TULANEY.  191-54-3683 
MARK  M.  TULL.  157-64-0678 
JEFFREY  I  TURK.  445-78-5278 
RUSSELL  G.  TYSINGER.  185-58-9571 
BRAD  E  VALDYKE.  261-93-8516 
ALVIN  J.  VANSTEEN3ERGEN  470-70-1228 
BRADLEY  C.  VICKERS.  253-06-1159 
MONTi"  A.  VOLD.  573-82-6584 
TODD  W.  VOSPER.  502-82-3032 
DAVID  A.  VOSTEEN.  227-98-3763 
GREGORY  A.  WAGAMAN.  478-76-9200 
SCOTT  A.  WALKER.  406-08-0725 
RONALD  D.  WALLACE.  228-11-4860 
JOHN  S.  WALSH.  552-23-7292 
THOMAS  W.  WARD.  240-17-8134 
JEFFREY  D.  WARREN.  555-43-8808 
WALTER  R.  WATSON.  032-48-3574 
STEPHEN  M.  WAUGH.  548-78-3077 
DANIEL  J  WAWRZYNIAK.  140-56-4583 
JAMES  P  WEDGE.  317-86-7276 
RICHARD  H  WEEDE.  224-17-8971 
JOHN  C.  WEHNER.  413-17-5036 
LARRY  W.  WEIDN-ER  n.  443-56-1078 
STEVEN  B.  WEINBERG.  106-53-2609 
DAVID  C.  WEIR.  200-46-1088 
MARK  A.  WERTH.  488-68-1807 
CHRISTINE  H.  WESELY.  540-84-6875 
LAWRENCE  A  WHALEN.  154-64-3276 
KEVIN  H  WILD.  011-58-0748 
LEE  B.  WILLARD.  155-66-3132 
EARN-EST  WILLIAMS  m.  255-19-6644 
SCOTT  P  WILUAMS.  368-86-4556 
TERRY  V.  WILLIAMS.  553-45-8027 
RICHARD  W  WILLIAMSON.  036-50-9847 
PERRIN  D.  WDJKELMAN.  328-58-1757 
ANTHONY  L.  WD.-TERS.  261-69-8960 
MARX  R.  WISE.  534-78-7439 
JEFFREY  A.  WOLFF.  404-02-9249 
ROBERT  C.  WOMELSDORF.  193-38-0941 
LEWIS  E.  WOOD.  085-60-2321 
JEFFREY  R.  WOODS.  527-75-8881 
KEVIN  T.  WOOLEY.  296-68-5602 
MARK  A.  WORKMAN.  528-19-4496 
JUSTIN  A  WRIGHT.  555-37-6701 
JOHN  E  YOUNG.  433-94-8430 
JEFFREY  R  ZOXER.  480-78-0744 
PETER  D.  ZOKETIC.  279-74-8433 
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